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The CYC Index and Con- 


cordance, by means of this table, becomes a Key to CORPUS JURIS, equally as well as to CYC. 
This table makes Cyc Citations available in Corpus Juris. 


— ose 
18 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
1374- 2 1 
1374- 3 2 
1374- 4 2 
1374- 5 2 
1374- 6 2 
1374- 7 2 
1374- 8 74 
1375- 9 12 
1375-10 12 
1375-11 12 
1375-12 12 
1375-13 12 
1375-14 12 
1376-15 12 
1376-16 12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
12 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
10 
10 


1378-33 
1379-34 ne 


1379-35 11 
1379-36 10 
1379-37 10 
1380-38 10 
1380-40 7 
1380-41 7 
1380-42 df 
1380-43 7 
1380-44 7 
1380-45 a 
1380-46 7 
1380-47 7 
1380-48 7 
1381-49 8 
1382-50 8 
1382-52 4 
1382-53 4 
1382-54 5 
1382-55 5 
1382-56 5 
1382-57 
1382-58 


1384-75 


18 Cye 25C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
1385-76 147 
1385-77 147 
1385-78 148 
1385-79 148 
1385-80 148 
1385-81 148 
1385-82 149 
1386-83 149 
1386-85 13 
1386-86 150 
1386-87 150. 
1386-88 150 
1387-91 150 
1387-92 150 
1387-93 150 
1387-94 155 
1387-95 160 
1387-96 160 
1387-97 159 
1387-98 160 
1387-99 166 
1387- 1 167 
1388- 2 168 
1388- 3 160 
1388- 4 155 
1388- 5 160 
1388- 6 160 
1389- 7 156 
1389- 8 161 
1389- 9 156 
1389-10 165 
1389-11 165 
1389-12 165 
1389-13 164 
1390-14 164 
1390-15 159 
1390-16 170 
1391-17 171 
1391-18 172 
1391-19 173 
1391-20 173 
1391-21 174 
1392-22 174 
1392-23 175 
1392-24 175 
1392-25 175 
1392-26 175 
1392-27 176 
1393-28 176 
1393-29 176 
1393-30 176 
1393-31 176 
1393-32 176 
1393-33 176 
1393-34 176 
1393-35 177 
1394-36 177 
1394-37 179 
1394-38 179 
1394-39 179 
139440 180 
1394-41 179 
1394-42 179 
1395-43 180 
1395-46 169 
1396-47 180 
1396-49 180 
1396-50 180 
1396-51 180 
1396-53 181 
1396-54 181 
1396-55 181 
1396-56 176 


[25 €.'J:—B] 


oe 
18 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
1397-57 176 
1397-58 26 
1397-59 27 
1397-60 29 
1398-62 28 
1398-63 28 
1398-64 28 
1398-65 31 
1398-66 30 
1398-67 . 30 
1398-68 30 
1399-69 31 
1399-70 44 
1399-71 95 
1399-72 28 
1399-75 32 
1400-76 32 
1400-77 35 
1400-78 32 
1400-79 34 
1400-80 34 
1401-81 33 
1401-82 33 
1401-83 33 
1401-84 33 
1401-86 40 
1401-87 40 
1401-88 40 
1402-89 42 
1403-90 41 
1403-91 42 
1403-92 42 
1403-93 42 
1404-94 37 
1404-95 36 
1404-96 36 
1405-97 36 
1405-98 36 
1405-99 36 
1405- 1 36 
1406- 2 36 
1406- 3 36 
1406- 4 18 
1406- 5 Vi 
1406- 6 18 
1407- 7 19 
1407- 8 20 
1407- 9 22 
1407-10 22 
1408-11 22 
1408-12 22 
1408-13 20 
1408-14 20 
1408-15 21 
1408-16 21 
1408-17 24 
1408-18 24 
1408-19 25 
1409-20 46 
1409-21 52 
1409-22 61 
1409-23 55 
1409-24 53 
1409-25 59 
1410-27 59 
1410-28 77 
1410-29 39 
1410-30 133 
1410-31 135 
1410-32 134 
1410-33 , 134 
1410-34 134 
1411-35 134 


EXEMPTIONS 

eee 

18 Cye 25 C.J. | 18 Cye 25C.J. 
Page Note Sec. .| PageNote Sec. 
1411-36 134 1419-14 83 
1411-37 90 1419-15 83 
1411-38 78, 83 1419-16 84 
1411-39 8 1419-17 84 
1411-40 83 1419-18 84 
1411-41 90 1419-19 48 
1411-42 90 1419-20 48 
1411-43 90 1419-21 48 
1411-44 90 1419-22 85 
1411-45 90 1419-23 87 
1411-46 90 1420-24 101 
1412-47 90 1420-25 101 
1412-48 90 1420-26 101 
1412-49 95 1420-27 101 
1412-50 91 1420-28 101 
1412-51 91 1420-29 101 
1412-52 91 1420-30 101 
1412-53 90 1420-31 101 
1412-54 90 1420-32 101 
1412-55 90 1421-33 101 
1412-56 93 1421-34 88 
1412-57 93 1421-35 89 
1413-58 93 1421-36 89 
1413-59 90 1421-37 89 
1413-60 94 1421-38 89 
1413-61 95 1421-39 89 
1413-62 97 1421-40 89 
1413-63 97 1421-41 89 
1413-64 97 1421-42 89 
1413-65 97 1422-43 87 
1413-66 96 1422-44 87 
1413-67 98 1422-45 87 
1413-68 98 1422-46 87 
1414-71 92 1422-47 87 
1414-72 92 1422-48 87 
1414-73 92 1422-49 87 
1414-74 89 1422-50 87 
1414-75 83 1423-51 87 
1414-76 83 1423-52 52 
1414-77 83 1423-53 88 
1414-78 83 1423-54 88 
1414-79 83 1423-55 68 
1415-81 98 1423-57 70 
1415-82 143 1423-58 68 
1415-83 78 1423-59 68 
1415-84 78 1423-60 68 
1415-85 78 1423-61 71 
1415-86 78 1424-62 71 
1415-87 78 1424-63 71 
1415-88 78, 87 1424-64 70 
1416-89 78 1424-65 72 
1416-90, 101 1424-66 72 
1416-91 86 1424-67 72 
1416-92 86 1424-68 72 
1416-93 86 1425-69 271 
1416-94 86 1425-70 271 
1416-95 86 1425-71 72 
1417-96 79 1425-72 73 
1417-97 79 1425-73 73 
1417-98 79 1425-74 150 
1417-99 79 1425-75 150 
1417- 1 82 1425-76 150 
1418- 2 82 1425-77 150 
1418- 4 58, 83 1426-78 150 
1418- 5 83 1426-80 150 
1418- 6 83 1426-81 150 
1418- 7 83 1426-82 150 
1418- 8 83 1426-83 150 
1419- 9 83 1426-84 74 
1419-10 83 1426-85 74 
1419-11 83 1426-86 75 
1419-12 83 1426-87 74 
1419-13 83 1427-88 74 

XL 


FF 
18 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 

1427-89 76 
1427-90 76 
1427-91 76 
1427-92 64 
1427-93 66 
1427-94 65 
1427-95 65 
1428-96 67 
1428-97 67 
1428-98 67 
1428-99 67 
1428- 1 67 
1428- 2 66 
1428- 3 66 
1429- 4 66 
1429- 5 66 
1429- 6 66 
1429- 7 66 
1429- 8 102 
1429- 9 102 
1429-10 102 
1429-11 102 
1430-12 117 
1430-13 103 
1430-14 103 
1430-15 103 
1431-16 104 
1431-17 104 
1431-18 104 
1431-19 104 
1431-20 104 
1432-21 104 
1432-22 104 
1432-23 104 
1432-24 104 
1432-25 105 
1432-26 105 
1432-27 106 
1433-28 106 
1433-25 106 
1433-30 110 
1433-31 109 
1433-32 109 
1433-33 lll 
1433-34 110 
1433-35 110 
1434-36 110 
1434-37 110 
1434-38 114 
1434-39 113 
1434-40 113 
1434-41 115 
1434-42 Execu- 
tions Garn. 
1435-43“ 
1435-44“ 
1435-45“ 
1436-46 “ 
143647 116 
1436-48 116 
1436-49 116 
1436-50 118 
1436-51 118 
1436-52 118 
1436-53 121 
1436-54 121 
1437-55 120 
1437-56 122 
1437-57 122 
1437-58 118 
1437-59 124 
1437-60 118 
1437-61 118 


er Po? 
18 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 


1437-62 127 
1439-63 127 
1439-64 125 
1439-65 125 
1439-66 125 
1439-67 118 
1440-68 119 
1440-69 127 
1440-70 128 
1440-71 129 
1440-72 129 
1440-73 129 
1440-74 129 
1441-75 129 
1441-76 129 
1441-77 129 
1441-79 130 
1441-80 130 
1442-82 130 
1442-83 130 
1442-84 130 
1443-85 130 
1443-86 130 
1443-87 130 
1443-88 138 
1443-89 138 
1443-90 138 
1444-91 139 
1444-92 139 
1444-93 139 
1444-94 139 
1444-95 140 
1444-97 137 
1444-98 137 
1445-99 141 
1445-1 © 141 
1445-2 135 
1445-3 135 
1445-4 77 
1445-5 135 
1446-6 135 
1446-8 142 
1446-9 142 
1446-11 182 
1446-12 182 
1447-13 184 
1447-14215 
1447-15 183 
1447-16 183 
1447-17 185 
1447-18 185 
1447-19 184 
1447-20 187 
1448-21 187 
1448-22 187 
1448-23 187 
1448-24 189 
1449-25 189 
1449-26 189 
1449-27 189 
1449-28 190 
1449-30 190 
1450-31 192 
1450-32 192 
1450-33 192 
1451-34 192 
1451-35 193 
1451-36 193 
1451-37 207 
1451-38 207 
1452-39 193 
1452-40 199 
1452-41 199 


18 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note See. 
1452-42 203 
1452-43 203 
1453-44 203 
1453-45 203 
1453-46 203 
1453-47 204 
1453-48 204 
1453-49 204 
1453-50 204 
1453-51 204 
1453-52 204 
1453-53 204 
1453-54 204 
1454-55 204 
1454-56 204 
1454-58 =. 204 
1454-59 202 
1455-60 202 
1455-61 195 
1455-62 195 
1455-63 194 
1455-64 201 
1455-65 202 
1455-66 202 
1455-67 194 
1455-68 194 
1455-69 202 
1455-70 210 
1455-71 210 
1455-72 210 
1456-74 211 
1456-75 211 
1456-76 211 
1456-77 211 
1457-78 211 
1457-79 Judgm. 
1457-82 21h 
1457-84 211 
1457-85 211 
1458-86 211 
1458-87 214 
215 

219 

1459-88 218 
1459-89 214 
1459-90 216 
1459-91 216 
1459-92 219 
1459-93 212 
1459-94 212 
1459-95 212 
1459-96 212 
1459-97 205 
1460-98 206 
1460-99 205 
1460-1 206 
1460- 2 205 
1460- 3 208 
1460-4 = 208 
1460- 5 208 
1460- 6 208 
1460-7 208 
1460- 8 208 
1451-9 208 
1461-10 208 
1461-12 209 
1461-13 209 
1461-14 209 
1461-15 209 
1462-16 209 
1462-17 209 
1462-18 209 
1462-20 222 


K1V 
“—_—oCcC. > 
18 Cye 25C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
1462-21 222 
1462-23 223 
1463-24 223 
1463-26 224 
1463-27 224 
1463-29 227 
1464-30 227 
1464-31 227 
1464-32 227 
1464-33 227 
1464-34 227 
1464-35 227 
1464-36 227 
1464-388 226 
1465-39 226 
1465-40 = 226 
1465-42 225 
1465-43 228 
1465-44 228 
1465-45 221 
1465-46 228 
1465-47 228 
1465-48 = 228 
1466-49 229 
1466-50 230 
1466-51 230 
1466-52 230 
1466-53 230 
1466-54 230 
1466-55 229 


\ 1467-56 Sher. & 


* 


—oOOoo 
19 Cyc. 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
2-1 1 
3- 2 3 
3- 4 51 
3- 5 50 
3- 6 Crim. 

L. 1013 
3-7 Crim 
L. 52 
4-8 Crim 
L. 447 
4-11 4 
4-12 4 
4-13 6 
4-14 6 
4-15 6 
5-16 Nui- 
sances 

5-17 
5-18 5 
36- 1 1 
37- 2 3 
37- 3 3 
37- 4 4 
37- 5 4 
37- 6 4 
37-7 4 
37- 8 4 
37- 9 4 
38-10 15 
38-11 15 
38-12 15 
38-13 30 
38-14 4,5 
52-1 1 
52- 2 52 
53- 3 52 
53- 4 52 
53- 5 52 
53- 6 52 
53- 7 52 
53- 8 53 
53- 9 53 
54-10 53 
54-11 54 
54-12 54 
54-13 56 
54-14 54 
54-15 54 
54-16 54 
55-17 57 
55-18 57 
56-19 59 
56-20 59 
56-21 59 
56-22 59 
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18 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
1467-57 ae & 
1467-58 220 
1467-60 233 
1467-61 233 
1467-62 233 
1467-63 233 
1467-64 233 
1468-65 233 
1468-66 234 
1468-67 234 
1468-68 234 
1468-69 232 
1469-70 Garn. 
1469-71 i 
1469-72 MY 
1469-73 232 
1469-74 232 
1469-76 26 
1469-77 =. 232 
1469-78 232 
1469-79 232 
1469-80 232 
1470-82 243 
1470-83 241 

243 
1470-84 241 
1470-85 243 
1470-86 243 
1470-87 =. 248 
1470-88 248 
1470-89 248 


— ooo 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
5-19 25 
5-20 Carri- 

ers 56 

6-21 25 
6-22 25 
6-23 25 
6-24 25 
6-25 13 
6-26 14 
7-27 15 
7-28 16 
7-29 17 
7-30 18 
8-32 18 
8-33 Mines 
in. 

8-34 21 
8-35 18 
9-36 18 
38-15 5 
38-16 4 
38-17 9 
38-18 15 
38-19 12 
38-20 12 
39-21 12 
39-23 12 
39-24 13 
39-25 10 
39-26 14 
39-27 14 
39-28 14 
39-29 14 
56-23 62 
57-24 62 
57-25 62 
57-26 67 
57-27 66 
59-30 72 
59-31 72 
60-32 72 
60-33 72 
60-34 72 
60-35 63 
60-36 63 
60-37 64 
61-38 64 
61-39 63 
61-40 56 
61-41 56 
61-42 56 
61-43 56 
61-44 56 
62-45 56 
62-46 56 


18 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
1470-90 242 
1470-92 244 
1471-93 13 
1471-94 13 
1471-95 13 
1471-96 248 
1471-97 255 
1471-98 255 
1472-99 248 
1472- 2 250 
1472- 3 255 
1472- 4 253 
1472- 5 254 
1472- 6 254 
1472- 7 254 
1472-8 254 
1472-9 251 
1473-10 251 
1473-11 252 
1473-12 252 
1473-13 252 
1473-14 255 
1473-15 256 
1473-16 256 
1473-17 256 
1473-18 256 
1473-19 285 
1474-20 235 
1474-21 237 
1474-22 287 
1474-23 285 
1474-24 249 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
9-37 24 
9-38 24 
9-39 24 
9-40 24 
9-41 23 
9-42 20 
9-43 20 

10-44 22 
10-45 46 
10-46 46 
10-47 46 
10-48 22 
10-49 26 
10-50 26 
11-51 26 
11-52 26 
11-53 26 
11-54 Mun 

Corp. 
39-30 14 
39-32 3 
40-34 3 
40-36 18 
40-38 18 
40-39 18 
40-40 18 
40-41 15 
40-42 25 
40-43 25 
40-45 25 
41-46 25 
41-47 9 
41-48 20 
62-47 68 
62-48 68 
62-49 68 
62-50 68 
62-51 68 
63-52 68 
63-53 93 
63-54 59 
63-55 69 
63-56 70 
63-57 90 
63-58 90 
63-59 91 
63-60 91 
63-61 91 
64-62 83 
64-63 95 
64-64 93 
64-65 102 
64-66 100 
64-67 100 
65-68 107 


EXEMPTIONS—Continued 


18 Cye 25 C.J. | 18 Cyc 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
1474-25 235 1479-61 272 
1475-26 236 1479-62 274 
1475-27 235 1479-63 274 
1475-28 235 1479-64 274 
1475-29 235 1479-65 274 
1475-30 235 1479-66 274 
1475-31 235 1479-67 274 
1475-32 236 1479-68 274 
1475-33 236 1479-69 273 
1476-35 239 1480-70 273 
1476-36 239 1480-71 273 
1476-37 239 1480-72 273 
1476-38 239 1480-74 259 
1477-39 238 1480-75 260 
1477-41 240 1480-76 259 
1477-42 240 1480-77 259 
1477-43 240 1480-78 259 
1477-44 240 1480-81 262 
1477-45 257 1481-82 262 
1477-46 257 1481-86 263 
1477-48 257 1481-87 260 
1477-49 257 1481-88 260 
1477-50 246 1481-89 264 
1477-51 246 1481-90 264 
1478-52 271 1481-91 265 
1478-53 271 1481-93 265 
1478-54 271 1481-94 265 
1478-55 271 1481-95 263 
1478-56 271 1482-96 268 
1478-57 14 1482-97 266 
1479-58 14 1482-98 267 
1479-60 272 1482-99 267 
EXPLOSIVES 
bp on Rime Pa A Se ea ES 
19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
11-55 Mun. 12-71 16 
orp. 13-72 18 
11-56 . 13-73 18 
11-57 sf 13-74 21 
11-58 29 13-75 32 
11-59 29 13-76 32 
11-60 35 13-77 32 
11-61 35 13-78 32 
12-62 35 13-79 33 
12-63 24 14-80 32 
12-64 35 14-81 32 
12-65 35 14-82 31 
12-66 Master 14-83 31 
& S. 14-84 30 
12-67 Master 14-85 34 
& §. 14-86 34 
12-68 32 14-87 36 
12-69 16 14-88 36 
12-70 14,31 14-89 36 
EXTORTION 
41-49 32 43-65 28 
41-50 24 43-66 28 
41-51 21 43-67 Excu- 
41-52 , 22 tions 894 
41-53 22 43-68 27 
42-54 18 43-69 27 
42-56 15 43-70 26 
42-57 15 43-71 26 
42-58 15 43-72 32 
42-59 15 43-73 32 
42-60 14 43-74 34 
42-61 5 43-75 34 
42-62 4 44-76 33 
43-64 28 
EXTRADITION 
65-69 107 68-91 82 
65-70 93 68-92 84 
65-71 73 68-93 85 
65-72 73 68-94 86 
65-73 73 68-95 87 
65-74 73° 69-96 72 
65-75 73 69-97 88 
65-76 73 69-98 89 
65-77 81 69-99 101 
65-78 81 69- 1 101 
66-79 74 69- 2 101 
66-80 75 69- 3 101 
66-81 78 69- 4 101 
66-82 78 70- 5 95 
66-83 78 70- 6 95 
67-84 77 70-7 95 
67-85 77 70- 8 95 
67-86 77 70- 9 95 
67-87 76 70-10 95 
67-88 66 71-11 95 
68-89 76 71-12 95 
68-90 80 71-13 * 95 


18 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
1482- 1 269 
1482-2 269 
1482- 3 268 
1482- 4 269 
1483-6 276 
1483- 7 276 
1483- 8 276 
1483- 9 276 
1483-12 276 
1484-14 280 
1484-15 280° 
1484-18 277 
1484-19 277 
1484-20. 277 
1484-22 153 
1485-23 153 
1485-24 153 
1485-25 153 
1485-27 288 
1486-28 299 
1486-29 324 
1486-30 299 
1486-31 299 
1486-34 9 
1487-35 Mand. 
1487-36 298 
1487-37 279 
1488-38 279 
1488-39 287 
1488-40 =. 233 
1488-41 233 
1488-42 278 


aoe eos 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
14-90 Gas 
14-91 36 
15-92 36 
15-93 36 
15-94 37 
15-95 38 
15-96 38 
15-97 38 
15-98 38 
15-99 38 
15- 1 38 
15- 2 46 
15- 3 38 
16-4 39 
16- 5 39 
16- 6 39 
16-7 39 
16- 8 39 
16- 9 39 
44-77 33 
44-78 243 
44-80 35 
44-81 35 
44-82 36 
44-83 35 
44-84 35 
44-85 36 
44-86 35 
44-87 35 
45-89 41 
45-90 41 
45-91 39 
71-1495 
71-15 95 
71-16 95 
We omOs 
71-18 95 
72-19 95 
72-20 95 
TPN LGM 
72-29 95 
72-23 96 
72-24 96 
72-25 96 
72-26 95 
73-27 95 
73-28 98 
78-29-98 
73-30 98 
73-31 98 
73-32 98 
74-33 94 
74-34 90 

\ 74-35 108 


18 Cye 25C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
1488-43 300 
1489-44 290 
1489-45 291 
1489-46 292 
1489-47 293- 
1489-48 284 
1489-49 290 
1489-51 See & 
1489-52“ 
1490-53“ 
1490-54“ 
1490-55“ 
1490-56“ 
1490-57“ 
1490-58 =“ 
1490-59 =“ 
1490-60 “ 
1490-60 301 
1490-63 301 
1491-64 301 
1491-65 301 
1491-66 301 
1491-67 301 
1491-68 302 
1491-69 302 
1491-70 302 
1491-71 303 
1491-72 303 
1492-73 303 
1492-74 303 
1492-75 303 


Fa 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
16-10 39 
16-11 39 
16-12 39 
16-13 40 

1614 40 
16-15 54 
17-16 41 
17-17 41 
17-18 45 
17-19 45 
17-20 45 
17-21 45 
17-22 45 
17-23 46 
17-24 46 
17-25 46 
17-26 46 
17-27 Carri- 

ers 56 
45-93 64 
45-94 38 
45-95 45 
46-96 45 
46-97 35 
46-98 35 
40-1 48 
46- 2 53 
46- 3 53 
46- 4 53 
46- 5 53 
47-7 57 
47- 9 58 
74-36 92 
74-37 92 
74-38 97 
75-39 96 
75-40 96 
75-41 98 
75-42 98 
75-43 98 
75-44 a 
orp. 
76-45 “ 
76-46“ 
76-47“ 
76-48 
77-49“ 
77-50 “ 
i-Dly as 
i-b2) se 
77-53 
77-54 
Vi-bo, os 
77-56“ 


—_—_———> 
18 Cyc 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 


1492-76 303 
1492-77 —- 308 
1492-78 303 
1493-79 303 
1493-80 303 
1493-81 303 
1493-82 303 
1493-83 303 
1493-84 304 
1493-85 304 
1494-86 311 
1494-88 313 
1494-89 313 
1495-91 315 
1495-92 315 
1495-93 315 
1495-94 317 
1495-95 317 
1495-96 319 
1495-97 319 
1495-98 321 
1495-99 321 
1495- 1 321 
1495- 2 323 
1495- 3 328 
1496- 4 320 
1496- 5 320 
1496-6 320 
1496- 7 320 
1496-8 320 
1496-9 320 

320 


1496-10 


———— Se 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. ' 
1723946 
18-29 47 
18-30 47 
18-31 47 
18-32 47 
18-33 48 
18-34 48 
18-35 49 
18-36 Dam- 

ages 727 
18-37 49 
18-38 49 
18-39 49 
18-40 40 
1941 Dam- 

ages 397 
19-42 “ 166 
19-44 Injune- 

tions 


47-10 58 
47-12 55 
47-13 61 
47-14 él 
47-15 37 
47-16 51 
47-17 387 
48-19 37 
48-20 37 
48-22 45 
48-24 51 
48-26 52 
48-27 52 
77-57 Hab. 
Corp. 
78-58 “ 
78-59 “ 
78-60 “ 
78-61“ 
78-62 “ 
78-63‘ 
78-64 “ 
79-65 104 
79-66 104 
79-67 104 
79-68 104 
79-69 105 
79-70 108 
79-71 108 
80-72 108 
80-73 106 
80-74 106 
81-75 109 
81-76 109 
81-77 109 


—_oCQTYv 
19 Cye 25C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
81-78 109 
81-79 110 
82-80 110 
82-81 109 
82-82 110 
82-83 110 
82-84 ill 
83-85 112 
83-86 112 
83-87 112 
83-88 112 
85- 1 2 
85- 2 2 
85- 3 Wy, 
85- 4 2 
85- 5 3 
85- 6 4 
85- 7 4 
115- 1 al 
116- 2 4 
116- 3 34 
116- 4 34 
116- GBrokers 
116-6 “ il 
116-7 “ il 
116- 8 7 
116- 9 8 
117-10 7 
117-11 7 
117-12 7 
117-13 8 
117-14 8 
117-15 8 
117-16 10 
117-17 72 
117-18 10 
117-20 11 
118-21 11 
118-22 11 
118-23 150 
118-24 12 
118-25 28 
118-26 22 
118-27 14 
118-28 9 
118-29 65 
118-30 33 
118-31 12 
118-32 33 
119-33 33 
119-34 33 
119-35 33 
119-36 33 
119-37 36 
119-38 36 
119-39 36 
119-40 36 
119-41 37 
119-42 124 
119-43 13 
120-44 13 
120-45 13 
120-46 13 
120-47 72 
120-48 4 
120-49 6 
120-50 6 
120-51 6 
121-52 6 
121-53 4 
121-54 4 
121-55 72 
121-56 72 
121-57 73 
121-58 72 
122-59 73 
122-60 73 
122-61 73 
122-63 44 
122-64 44 
122-65 44 
122-66 44 
122-67 44 
122-68 44 
122-69 44 
122-70 44 
122-71 44 
123-72 36 
123-73 36 
123-74 45 
123-75 45 
123-76 45 
123-77 45 
123-78 45 
123-79 45 


CYC-CORPUS JURIS PARALLEL REFERENCE TABLE 


—_—_—_—_—_—_o 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
85- 8 6 
85- 9 6 
85-10 6 
86-11 8 
86-12 8 
86-13 8 
86-14 8 
86-15 10 
87-16 13 
87-17 13 
87-18 13 
87-19 12 
87-20 12 
88-21 12 
88-22 14 
88-23 14 
88-25 31 
88-26 31 

123-81 45 
123-82 45 
123-83 18 
123-84 18 
124-85 18 
124-86 18 
124-88 18 
124-89 18 
124-90 19 
124-91 19 
125-92 19 
125-93 

125-94 17, 148 
25-95 

125-96 46 
125-97 30 
125-99 36 
125- 1 36 
126- 2 47 
126- 3 36 
126- 4 36 
126- 5 38 
126- 6 124 
126- 7 40 
126- 8 40 
126- 9 42 
127-10 42 
127-11 40 
127-12 41 
127-13 40 
127-14 41 
127-15 41 
128-16 40 
128-19 21 
128-20 21 
128-21 14 
128-22 48 
128-23 48 
128-24 48 
128-25 48 
128-26 47 
129-27 47 
129-28 47 
129-29 4 
129-31 47 
129-32 47 
129-33 49 
129-34 49 
129-35 49 
129-36 50 
129-37 50 
130-38 50 
130-39 50 
130-40 - 16 
130-41 16 
130-42 51 
131-43 53 
131-44 53 
131-45 54 
131-47 51 
131-48 52 
131-49 26 
131-50 26 
132-51 ive 
132-52 57 
132-53 55 
132-54 55 
132-55 47 
132-56 47 
133-59 2 
133-60 69 
133-61 68 
133-62 68 
133-63 69 
134-64 69 
134-65 69 
134-66 70 
134-67 70 
134-69 70 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


PageNote Sec. 
88-27 31 
88-28 31 
88-29 5 
89-31 20 
89-32 23 
89-33 23 
89-34 24 
89-35 24 
89-36 24 
89-37 25 
89-38 25 
89-39 25 
90-40 28 
90-41 26 
90-42 26 
90-43 26 
90-44 26 
90-45 10 

134-70 70 
134-71 70 
134-72 70 
134-73 67 
134-74 67 
134-76 67 
134-77 67 
135-78 67 
135-79 67 
135-80 67 
135-81 67 
135-82 67 
135-83 67 
135-84 67 
135-85 67 
135-86 67 
135-87 67 
135-88: 67 
136-89 25 
136-90 55 
136-91 44 
136-92 26 
136-93 26 
136-94 26 
136-95 26 
136-97 56 
137-98 58 
137-99 58 
137- 1 58 
137- 2 58 
137- 4 58 
137- 5 58 
137- 6 65 
137- 7 58 
138- 8 65 
138- 9 58 
138-10 59 
138-11 59 
138-12 58 
138-13 58 
138-14 58 
139-15 60 
139-16 58 
139-17 60 
139-18 60 
139-19 61 
139-20 62 
139-21 62 
139-22 62 
139-23 62 
139-24 63 
139-25 61 
140-26 60 
140-27 64 
140-28 64 
140-29 64 
140-32 143 
140-33 143 
140-34 143 
141-35 143 
141-36 143 
141-37 143 
141-38 143 
141-43 71 
141-44 71 
141-45 71 
141-46 71 
141-47 71 
142-48 71 
142-49 71 
142-50 71 
142-51 71 
142-52 71 
142-54 71 
142-58 31 
142-59 31 
142-60 31 
143-61 31 
143-62 31 


EXTRADITION—Continued 


19 Cye 25C.J. 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. | PageNote Sec. 
90-46 26 93-63 36 
90-47 26 93-64 36 
90-48 26 93-65 37 
91-49 27 93-66 37 
91-50 27 93-67 + 37 
91-51 27 93-68 38 
91-52 27 93-69 36 
91-53 > 28 93-70 38 
92-54 32 93-71 38 
92-55 5 93-72 38 
92-56 30 93-73 35 
92-57 30 94-74 35 
92-58 28 94-75 39 
92-59 32 94-76 29 
92-60 28 94-77 Hab 
92-61 20 Corp 
92-62 35 94-78“ 

FACTORS 
143-63 31 151-44 74) 
143-66 118 152-45 76 
143-67 118 152-46 74 
144-68 118 152-47 76 
144-69 118 152-48 76 
144-70 Compr. 152-49 76 
& Settlem. 58 152-50 76 
144-71 Lim. of 152-51 77 
Act. 152-52 78 
144-72 114 152-53 78 
144-73 115 152-54 78 
144-74 114 152-55 78 
144-75 116 152-56 79 
144-76 = Ac- 152-57 79 
counts 153-58 79 
Acc. 153-59 74 
222 153-60 80 
144-77 113 153-61 80 
144-78 =:113 153-62 80 
144-79 113 153-63 80 
145-80 113 153-64 80 
145-81 113 153-65 81 
145-82 126 153-66 81 
145-83 126 154-67 81 
145-84 113 154-68 81 
145-85 117 154-69 81 
145-86 45 154-70 81 
145-87 117 154-71 81 
145-88 Estop- 154-72 82 
pel 205 154-73 81 
145-89 117 154-74 81 
146-91 117 154-75 81 
146-92 117 154-76 81 
146-93 117 155-77 82 
146-94 117 155-78 82 
146-96 119 155-79 82 
146-97 119 155-80 82 
146-98 119 155-81 85 
146-99 119 155-82 83 
146- 1 119 155-83 83 
146- 2 119 155-84 83 
146- 3 119 155-85 83 
147- 4 119 156-86 85 
147- 5 120 156-87 85 
147- 6 120 156-88 86 
147- 7 120 156-89 88 
147- 8 120 156-90 103 
147- 9 121 156-91 103 
147-10 121 156-92 86 
147-11 121 156-93 88 
147-13 122 156-94 88 
147-14 122 156-95 89 
147-15 122 157-96 89 
147-16 122 157-97 97 
147-17 122 157-98 89 
148-18 122 157- 1 90 
148-19 122 157- 2 92 
148-20 122 157- 3 93 
148-21 122 158- 4 93 
148-22 122 158- 5 93 
148-23 122 158- 6 93 
148-24 109 158- 7 93 
148-26 109 158- 8 93 
149-27 111 158- 9 93 
149-28 109 158-10 93 
149-29 109 158-11 94 
149-30 109 158-12 94 
150-32 110 159-13 94 
150-33 110 159-14 94 
150-34 110 159-15 94 
150-35 74 159-16 94 
150-36 74 159-17 94 
151-37 75 159-18 94 
151-38 75 159-19 95 
151-39 75 160-20 95 
151-40 75 160-21 95 
151-41 75 160-22 96 
151-42 75 160-23 96 
151-48 74 160-24 96 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
94-79 Hab. 
Corp 
95-80 40 
95-81 41 
95-82 17 
95-83 17 
95-84 17 
95-85 18 
95-86 19 
96-87 19 
96-88 19 
96-89 19 
96-90 19 
96-91 44 
96-92 44 
96-93 Bail 281 
96-94 ‘‘ 281 
© 161-25 96 
161-26 97 
161-27 98 
161-28 ~° 96 
161-29 96 
162-30 98 
162-31 98 
162-32 91 
162-33 91 
162-34 91 
162-35 91 
162-36 91 
162-37 101 
162-38 101 
162-39 101 
163-40 101 
163-41 102 
163-42 101 
163-43 101 
163-44 101 
163-46 101 
163-47 Chat. 
Mortg. 394 
88 
164-48 104 
164-49 105 
164-50 105 
164-51 106 
164-52 104 
164-53 103 
164-54 107 
164-55 107 
164-56 106 
165-57 103 
165-59 108 
165-60 108 
165-61 108 
165-63 125 
165-64 125 
165-65 125 
165-66 125 
165-67 125 
166-68 125 
166-69 86 
166-70 86 
166-71 126 
166-72 126 
166-73 126 
166-74 126 
166-75 126 
166-76 127 
166-77 Plead- 
ing 

166-78 “ 
166-79 127 
166-80 127 
167-81 128 
167-82 128 
167-83 128 
167-84 129 
167-85 129 
167-86 129 
167-87 129 
168-88 129 
168-89 129 
168-90 129 
168-91 131 
168-92 131 
168-93 131 
168-94 131 
168-97 132 
168-98 Indem. 
168- 1 Agency 
204 
168- 2 12 
168- 3 21 
169- 4 23 
169- 6 Garn. 


19 Cyc 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
97-95 43 
97-96 43 
97-97 43 
97-98 45 
97-99 45 
97-1 45 
97- 2 45 
97- 3 45 
97- 4 45 
97- 6 51 
97- 7 47 
98- 8 47 
98-10 50 
98-11 48 
99-12 48 
99-13 48 
99-14 48 

\ 169-7 Carri- 

; ers 700, 701 
| Shipping 

) 169-8 Carri- 

} ers 700, 701 

| Shipping 

169- 9 137 
169-10 137 
169-11 144 
169-12 138 
170-13 138 
170-14 138 
170-15 138 
170-16 18 
170-18 20 
170-19 20 
170-20 18 
170-21 18 
171-22 18 
171-24 = 148 
171-25 = 148 
171-26 147 
171-27. 147 
171-28 =-:147 
171-29 147 
171-30 146 
172-31 146 
172-32 137 
172-33 143 
172-34 139 
172-35 133 
172-36 22 
172-37 140 
172-38 140 
172-39 140 
172-40 140 
173-41 26 
173-42 25 
173-43 25 
173-44 25 
173-45 25 
173-46 Garn. 
173-47 143 
173-48 141 
173-49 144 
173-50 144 
173-51 144 
174-52 144 
174-54 149 
174-55 149 
174-56 149 
174-57 149 
175-58 149 
175-59 148 
175-60 149 
175-61 149 
175-62 147 
175-63 150 
175-64 150 
175-65 150 
175-66 150 
176-67 150 
176-68 31 
176-69 31 
176-70 153 
176-71 153 
176-72 153 
176-73 153 
176-74 154 
176-76 158 
176-77 158 
176-78 158 
177-79 155 
177-80 158 
178-81 158 
178-82 153 
178-83 153 
178-84 Sales 
178-85 “ 


XV. 
a ee 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
99-15 46 
99-16 46 
99-17 46 
99-18 50 
99-19 46 
99-20 42 
100-21 Hab. 
Corp. 
100-22“ 
100-23“ 
100-24“ 
100-25 - 
100-26 iy 
100-27 sf 
100-28 A 
100-29 “ 
100-30“ 
178-86 Sales 
178-87“ 
179-88 = 
179-90 159 
179-91 159 
179-92 159 
179-93 155 
179-95 155 
180-96 153 
180-97 158 
180-98 158 
180-99 158 
180- 1 161 
180- 2 157 
180- 3 157 
180- 4 157 
180- 5 157 
181- 6 157 
181- 7 160 
181- 8 160 
181- 9 160 
181-10 160 
181-11 160 
181-12 160 
181-13 161 
181-14 161 
181-15 158 
181-16 154 
181-17 =: 155 
181-18 161 
181-19 161 
182-20 161 
182-21 161 
182-22 161 
182-23 161 
182-24 161 
182-25 161 
182-26 161 
182-27 161 
183-28 161 
183-29 161 
183-30 161 
183-31 153 
183-33 135 
183-34 135 
183-35 Carri- 
ers 
523 
183-36 133 
183-37 135 
183-38 135 
183-39 135 
183-40 133 
184-41 133 
184-42 145 
184-43 145 
184-44 136 
184-45 151 
184-46 151 
184-47 136 
184-48 136 
185-49 20 
185-50 102 
185-51 162 
185-52 162 
185-53 162 
185-54 90 
185-55 134 
185-56 163 
185-57 163 
185-58 164 
185-59 164 
185-60 164 
185-61 164 
186-62 164 
186-63 164 
186-65 165 
186-66 161 


Xvi 
— 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
319- 1 1 
319- 2 1 
319- 3 5 
319- 4 6 
320- 5 6 
320- 6 6 
320- 7 6 
320- 8 6 
320- 9 6 
320-10 6 
320-11 6 
320-12 6 
320-14 6 
321-15 2 
322-16 15 
322-18 8 
322-19 8 
322-20 8 
322-21 8 
322-22 9 
322-24 if 
322-25 68 
322-26 68 
322-27 7 
323-28 9 
323-29 9 
323-30 9 
323-32 10 
323-33 Bs 
323-34 10 
323-35 10 
323-36 9 
| 323-37 9 
323-38 10 
324-39 11,12 
324-40 12 
324-41 12 
324-42 12 
324-43 13 
325-44 14 
325-45 14 
325-46 52, 65 
325-47 68 
326-49 68 
326-50 68 
326-51 68 
326-52 68 
326-53 69 
326-54 Torts 
326-55 “* 
327-56 69 
327-57 69 
327-58 184 
327-59 71 
327-60 72 
327-61 72 
328-63 73 
328-64 73 
328-65 73 


328-66 73 
328-67 ee 


329-68 “ 


379- 1 1 
379- 2 2 
379- 3 3 
380- 4 3 
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CYC-CORPUS JURIS PARALLEL REFERENCE TABLE 


—e_---*- 
19-Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 
329-69 Master 
&S. 
329-70“ 
329-71 “ 
329-72 Attor- 
ney & C. 114 
329-73 92 
329-74 69 
329-75 94 
329-76 45 
329-77 45 
330-78 45 
330-79 45 
330-80 41 
330-81 41 
330-82 43 
330-83 45 
330-84 45 
330-85 45 
330-86 45 
331-87 45 
331-88 45 
331-89 45 
331-90 45 
331-91 45 
331-92 45 
331-93 45 
332-94 45 
332-96 35 
332-97 45, 46 
332-98 47 
332-1 34 
333-6 91 


333-7 Judges 
333-8 cS 


333-9 ts 
333-10 100 
333-11 99 
333-12 99 
333-13 99 
333-14 99 
334-15 99 
334-16 98 
334-17 103 
334-18 100 
334-19 100 
334-20 100 
334-21 100 
335-22 105 
335-23 105 
335-24 105 
335-25 105 
335-26 98 
335-27 98 
336-29 104 
336-30 101 
336-31 101 
336-32 101 
336-33 101 
336-34 101 
336-35 Mun. 
Corp 
336-36 ¢ 
380- 5 3 
380- 6 3 
380- 7 3 
380- 8 3 


390-28 8 
390-29 8 
390-30 1 
392-31 1 
392-32 1 
392-33 1 
393-34 9 
393-35 11 
393-36 11 
393-37 il 
393-38 11 
393-39 11 
393-40 11 
393-41 11 
394-42 43 
394-43 45 
394-44 45 
394-45 45 
394-46 12 
394-47 12 
394-48. 12 
394-49 12 
394-50 12 
394-51 13 
395-52 13 
395-53 14 


+ 


19 Cye 256. J. 


Page Note Sec. 
337-37 21 
337-38 21 
337-39 21 
337-40 17 
337-41 21 
337-42 21 
337-43 18 
837-44 18 
837-45 18 
337-46 16 
338-47 16 
338-48 16 
338-49 107 
338-50 109 
338-51 110 
338-52 110 
339-53 111 
339-54 111 
339-55 115 
339-56 115 
339-57 120 
339-58 120 
339-59 120 
339-60 120 
339-61 41 
339-62 41 
340-64 41 
340-65 41 
340-66 41 
340-67 41 
340-68 41 
340-69 41 
340-72 43 
341-75 41 
341-76 43 
841-77 43 
341-78 43 
341-79 43 
341-81 63 
341-82 63 
341-83 54 
342-84 58 
342-85 41, 56 
342-86 61 
342-87 63 
342-88 62 
342-89 58 
342-90 58 
342-91 58 
842-92 58 
342-93 

Arrest 79 
342-94 “ 
342-94 “ 77 
343-95 “ 79 
343-96 41 
343-97 41 
343-98 104 
343-99 104 
343- 1 51 
343- 2 45 
343- 3 97 
343- 4 | 97 
380- 9 3 
380-10 3 
380-11 3 
390-54 15 
396-55 16 
397-56 16 
397-57 17 
897-58 17 
398-59 18 
398-60 20 
398-61 19 
398-62 19 
398-63 21 
399-64 22 
399-65 23 
399-66 24 
400-67 25 
400-68 25 
400-69 25 
400-70 25 
400-71 25) 
400-72 25 
401-73 13 
401-74 13 
401-75 13 
401-76 13 
401-77 13 
401-78 13 
401-79 13 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
344- 5 49 
344- 6 49 
344- 7 49 
344- 8 49 
344- 9 49 
344-10 49 
344-11 46 
344-13 49 
345-14 49 
345-15 49 
345-16 49 
345-17 101 
345-18 101 
345-19 50 
345-20 45 
345-21 101 
345-22 50 
345-23 Mun 

Corp. 

345-24 42 
345-25 42 
346-27 42 
346-28 42 
346-29 42 
346-30 42 
346-31 42 
346-32 Crim. 
L. 539-541 
346-33 42 
346-34 Crim. 
L.,. 539-541 
346-35 42 
346-36 Crim. 
L. 539-541 
346-37 42 
347-38 42 
347-39 42 
347-40 42 
347-41 42 
347-42 42 
347-43 42 
347-44 64 
347-45 64 
347-46 29 
347-47 29 
347-48 29 
347-50 30, 31 
348-51 31 
348-55 33 
348-56 , 33 
349-57 33 
349-58 33 
349-59 33 
349-60 33 
349-61 32 
349-62 32 
349-63 33 
349-64 34 
350-67 97 
350-68 97 
350-69 35 
350-70 97 


19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
350-71 97 ' 
350-72 30 
350-73 30 
350-74 30 
351-75 30 
351-76 30 
351-77 31 
351-78 31 
351-79 31 
351-80 31 
351-81 36 
351-82 36 
351-83 36 
352-84 36 
352-85 36 
352-86 36 
352-87 6 
352-88 6 
352-89 38 
352-90 38 
352-91 38 
352-92 38 
853-93 38 
353-94 38 
353-95 38 
253-96 39 
353-97 39 
353-98 39 
353-99 39 
353- 1 39 
353- 2 39 
353- 3 61 
353- 4 61 
353- 5 63 

_ 854- 6 62 
354- 7 61 
354- 8 61 
354- 9 61 
354-10 61 
354-11 61 
354-12 61 
354-13 62 
354-14 62 
354-15 62 
355-16 62 
355-17 62 
355-18 62 
355-19 2 
355-20 62 
355-21 23 
355-22 25 
355-23 21 
355-24 27, 28 
355-25 28 
355-26 28 
355-27 28 
355-28 28 
355-29 28 
355-30 28 
356-31 28 
356-32 27 
356-33 27 


FALSE PERSONATION 


380-12 3 
380-14 4 
381-15 4 


381-16 3 
381-17 3 
381-18 4 


FALSE PRETENSES 


401-80 13 
401-81 13 
401-82 13 
401-83 39 
401-84 39 
407-85 39 
402-86 40 
402-87 42 
403-88 42 
403-89 42 
403-90 42 
403-91 40 
403-92 40 
404-93 41 
404-95 44 
404-96 44 
404-97 44 
404-98 44 
404-99 44 
404-1 26 
404- 2 26 
405- '3 26 
405- 4 26 
405- 5 26 
405- 6 26 
405- 7 26 


405- 8 26 
406- 9 26 
406-10 27 
406-11 27 
406-12 27 
407-13 27 
407-14 27 
407-15 28 
408-16 29 
408-17 29 
408-18 30 
408-19 33 
409-20 33 
409-21 33 
409-22 34 
409-23 34 
410-24 35 
410-25 35 
410-26 35 
410-27 35 
410-28 35 
410-29 35 
410-30 35 
410-31 35 
410-82 35 
410-33 35 


—— Sh FoF 


19 Cye 25C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
356-34 28 
356-36 96 
356-37 118 
356-38 118 
356-39 118 
357-40 116 
357-41 116 
‘357-42 116 
357-43 116 
358-44 Actions 

214, 231, 241 
358-45“ 
358-46 123 
358-47 123 
358-48 123 
358-49 123 
358-50 123 
358-51 123 
358-52 124 
359-53 125 
359-54 124 
359-55 128 
359-56 128 
359-57 127 
359-58 127 
359-59 128 
359-60 126 
360-61 132 
360-62 132 
360-63 132 

* 360-64 132 
361-65 135 
361-66 134 
361-67 134 
361-68 134 
361-69 134 
361-70 136 
361-71 137 
361-72 137 
362-73 138 
362-74 135 
362-75 135 
362-76 135 
362-77 135 
362-78 141 
362-79 141 
362-80 141 
362-81 142 
362-82 142 
362-83 142 
362-84 142 
363-85 146 
363-86 146 
363-87 146 
363-88 146 
363-89 146 
363-90 146 
364-91 146 
364-92 146 
364-93 147 
, 364-94 147 
364-95 147 
381-19 4 
381-20 5 
381-21 6 
410-34 35 
410-35 35 
410-36 35 
410-37 35 
410-38 35 
411-39 35 
411-40 35 
411-41 35 
411-42 35 
411-43 35 
411-44 39 
411-45 35 
411-46 . 35 
411-47 45 
411-48 38 
411-49 38 
411-50 38 
412-51 38 
412-52 38 
413-53 pre 
413-54 38 
413-55 38) 
413-56 38 
413-57 38 
413-58 31 
415-59 31 


‘ 


1§ Cye 25C. J. 


Page Note Sec. 
364-96 153,15 
364-97 153 
364-98 153 
365-99 153 
365- 1 153 
365- 2 153 
365- 3 152 
365- 4 152 
365- 5 152 
365- 6 152 
366- 7 150 
366- 8 150 
366- 9 150 
366-10 150 
366-11 150 
366-12 150 
366-13 150 
366-14 149 
366-15 149 
366-16 149 
366-17 148 
367-18 148 
367-19 149 
367-20 149 
367-21 147 
367-22 166 
367-23 166 
367-24 166 
367-25 166 
368-26 166 
368-27 167 
368-28 167 
368-29 174 
368-30 170 
368-31 172 
368-32 171 
369-33 175 
369-34 t%5 
369-35 175 
369-36 175 
369-37 173 
369-38 176 
369-39 176 
369-40 176 
370-41 176 
370-42 176 
370-43 176 
370-44 176 
370-45 176 
370-46 177 
370-47 177 
370-48 177 
370-49 177 
370-50 177 
371-51 

Damages 
268 et seq. 
SYAR Gye 
371-53“ 
371-54 “ 
371-55 178 
371-56 178 
381-22 6 
382-23 8 
382-24 9 
415-60 31 [ 
415-61 31 
415-62 31 
416-63 31 
416-64 31 
416-65 31 
416-66 32 
416-67 32 
416-68 32 
416-69 46 
416-70 46 
417-71 46 
417-72 46 
417-73 58 
417-74 53 
417-75 53 
417-76 53 
418-77 53 
418-78 53 
418-79 47 
418-80 47 
418-81 47 
418-82 47 
418-83 47 
{ 418-84 47 
418-85. 50 


ft Se 
19 Cyc 25 C.J, 
Page Note Sec. 
371-57 178 
371-58 179 
371-59 179 
371-60 179 
371-61 186 
372-62 
Damages 
379 et seq, 
372-638 “ 
372-64 186 
372-65 186 
372-66 186 
372-67 186 
372-68 186 
372-69 186 
372-70 186 
\ 372-71 186 
373-72 186 
373-73, 121 
373-74 121 
373-75 157 
373-76 157 
373-77 157 
373-78 158,159 
160 
373-79 161 
373-80 157 
373-81 157 
373-82 157 
374-83 157 
374-84 159 
374-85 159 
374-86 159 
374-87 159 
374-88 160 
374-89 160 
374-90 159 
374-91 162 
375-92 162 
375-93 162 
375-94 162 
375-95 162 
375-96 162 
375-97 162 
375-98 164 
375-99 164 
376- 1 187 
376 -2 187 
376 -3 187 
376- 4 187 
376- 5 191 
376- 6 191 
376- 7 190 
377- 8 188 
377- 9 188 
377-10 192 
377-11 192 
377-12 192 
377-13 192 
377-14 192 
377-15 192 
377-16 194 


382-25 9 
382-26 10 
383-27 10 
418-86 48 
418-87 49 
418-89 51 
419-90 51 
419-91 51 
419-93 54 
419-94 54 
420-95 54 
421-96 54 
421-97 54 
421-98 54 
421-99 54 
421- 1 54 
421- 2 55 
421- 3 55 
421— 4 55 
422— 5 55 
422- 6 55 
< 422-7 55 
422- 8 55 
423-10 56 
424-11 56 
424-12 56 
424-13 56 
424-14 56 
424-15 56 
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NY | ee - : y GP 
19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.3. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.F. | 19 Cye 25 C.5. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page NoteSec. | Page NoteSec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
425-16 57 427-31 60 432-46 64 435-61 68 438-76 74 441-91 79 445- 6 86 446-21 93 
425-17 57 427-32 60 433-47 64 435-62 69 438-77 75 441-92 82 445- 7 86 446-22 93 
425-18 58 427-33 60 433-48 64 435-63 69 439-78 75 441-93 83 445- 8 - 86 446-23 92 
425-19 73 427-34 60 433-49 65 435-64 70 439-79 75 441-94 93 445- 9 87 446-24 93 
425-20 59 428-35 60 433-50 65 436-65 70 439-80 75 441-95 83 445-10 87 446-25 93 
425-21 59 429-36 61 433-51 65 436-66 72 439-81 75 441-96 Const. 445-12 89 446-26 93 
426-22 59 429-37 61 433-52 65 436-67 72 439-82 75 L. 580 445-13 89 446-27 93 
426-23 59 430-38 61 433-53 66 437-68 71 440-83 75 441-97 84 445-14 89 446-28 93 
426-24 59 430-39 61 434-54 66 437-69 71 440-84 76 442-98 84 445-15 89 447-29 95 
426-25 59 431-40 61 434-55 66 437-70 71 440-85 76 442-99 84 446-16 83 447-30 95 
426-26 59 431-41 61 434-56 67 437-71 71 440-86 77 442- 1 85 446-17 90 447-31 95 
426-27 59 431-42 61 435-57 67 437-72 71 440-87 th 443- 2 86 446-18 91 447-32 95 
426-28 59 431-43 62 435-58 67 437-73 71 441-88 78 443- 3 86 446-19 91 447 34 96 
426-29 60 432-44 63 435-59 67 438-74 74 441-89 78 443- 4 86 446-20 92 447-35 97 

5 86 


427-30 60 432-45 63 435-60 68 438-75 74 441-90 79 444- 
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—— eee ess. Oo ooo eee a) SS OO Oo —————— pow Se 
11 Cye 25 C.J. | 11 Cye 25 C.3. | 11 Cye 25C.J. | 11 Cye 25 C.J. | 11 Cye 25.5. | 11 Cye 25 C.J. | 11 Cye 25 C.J. | 11 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page NoteSec. | Page NoteSec. | Page Note See. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
843-98 4 865-85 53 880-70 Courts 896-84 164 909-72 189 917-62App. & 926-42 276 941-26 324 
844-99 4 865-86 54 64 896-85, 164 909-73 163 BE. 926-43 276 941-27 325 
$44 -1 3 865-87 55 880-71 “ 65 896-86 164 909-74 163 917-63“ 926-44 278 941-28 325 
844- 2 4 865-88 56 881-72 “ 65 896-87 164 909-75 163 917-64 “ 927-45 278 941-29 App. & 
844- 3 2 865-89 57 881-73 “ 65 896-88 164 909-76 163 917-65“ 927-46 278 ey 
EM Meeto a cpslendevte-) ueseitecea (| seoncer ican | Piokie tee | scenes ov4g ory | odk-3l 331 
845-5 -75 “ 96-91 10- = © - 
845- 6 2 866-92 59 881-76 57, 59 896-92 166 910-80 189 918-68  “ 927-49 285 942-34 327 
Bek 8] Set at] sem Bo) Ben Ie] sie ie) ac = | ome me) ae RG 
5 6 — - ia 1d 6 I J 
we 9 6 867-97 64 881-79 “ 53 897-95 170 910-83 163 918-71 “ 928-52 308 942-37 327 
847-13 11 867-98 64 882-80 “ 53 897-96 170 910-84 134 918= 72am 928-53 308 942-39 215 
847-14 11 867-99 64 884- 6 108 897-97 170 911-85 136,155 918-730 a6 929-54 308 943-40 328 
847-15 11 867- 1 75 884- 7 108 897-1 164 911-86 133 918-74.“ 929-55 283 943-41 328 
847-16 13 867- 2 61 884-8 122 897-2 171 o11-87 152 918-75 “ 929-56 307 943-42 328 
848-17 14 868- 3 74 884-9 = 122 897-3 164 911-88 138 918-76 “ 929-58 285 943-43 328 
849-18 14 868- 4 62 885-10 123 897-5) A171 911-89 140 919-78 209 929-59 286 943-44 215 
849-19 14 869- 5 63 885-11 128 897-6 = =171 911-90° 163 919-79 209 930-60 290 943-45 327 
849-20 14 869- 7 65 885-12 128 ES9S= "Zan eal Td 911-91 157 919-80 209 930-61 289 943-46 327 
850-21 16 869- 8 65 885-13 129 898-8 171 911-92 189 919-81 205 930-62 292 944-47 263 
850-22 17 869- 9 65 885-14 130 898-9 171 911-93 189 919-82 209 930-63 298 944-48 328 
850-23 27 870-10 65 885-15 188 898-10 171 911-94 189 919-83 Com- 930-64. 293 944-49 328 
Bee of) oop 8] ace Te] eb | tee | Ma) Bee | Re 
851-25 17 - - 899- a ~ = 
eee | Gee 8) Beh is] seu ts| ses a] Set) Bee Re) ee 
2-27 17 = 899-1 5 912- ; — - 
$59.98 17 870-17 67 885-20 118 899-15 175 912-99 191 919-85 263 932-69 296 944-54 328 
852-29 18 871-18 67 886-21 118 899-16 174 912-1 200 920-86 263 932-70 300 944-55 263 
853-30 23 871-19 67 | \ 886-22 118 899-17 179 919-2 re i91 920-87 882 032-7 oOl 944-56 327 
854-31 23 871-20 67 886-23 118 899-18 171 919-13. 191 920-89 915 932-72 307 944-57 327 
854-32 24 871-21 68 886-24 118 899-21 188 912-6 192 920-91 209 932-73 302 945-58 327 
ie tor | sr2s, 70 | 886-96 ils | copag ies | SS tee | Gomes See | oseys a0 |. oabe0 aaa 
= 107 872-2 — 900-23 912- 933- 
ae 10 872-24 ' 70 887-27 118 900-24 188 913-10 193 921-94 205 933-76 285 946-61 332 
sr | BR OR) Sep ie) Bee | te | sce ae | en me) MR 
a 872-26 64 — 901-26 185 913-14 921- 205 — 
ed 2s 872-27 76 887-30 119 901-27 185 913-15 195 921-97 205 934-79 308 946-64 330 
856-39 106 873-28 76 S873 lee 119 902-28 175 913-16 195 921-98 204 934-80 283 947-65 327 
eee ge | reso | sess tip | goeao try | Siete tue | costa ben | ones oot | © Barer. gar 
56-43 28 874-30 — 902-30 913- - - fs 
oe ad 28 874-31 71 888-34 162 902-31 177 913-20 194 921- 2 App. & 935-83 289 947-68 327 
see | Mee H) Bb 1B) Bee | tee im) oo ae | ee te) te 
7-4 29 874- = 80 ~ - 
Bras 30 | Sis | seas 109 |. geese ten | crear top| oes foe | barat gee | S500 a3 
875-36 — — 180 ~ - > 
§or 50 cs 875-37 71 888-39 162 903-36 180 914-28 199 921-6 209 935-92 310 950-92 32 
857-51 30 875-38 80 839-40 161 903-37 180 914-29 199 091 ayer 6S: 935-93 310 950-93 34 
858-52 30 876-39 85 839-41 161 903-38 180 914-31 200 921-8 263 935-94 281 950-94 30 
858-53 30 876-40 85 889-42 161 | 903-39 180 914-32 200 922-9 210 935-95 311 950-95 32 
858-54 31 876-41 85 889-43 130 903-40 180 915-33 200 922-10 217 936-96 311 950-96 96 
858-55 32 876-42 | 85 890-54 134 903-41 173 915-34 201 922-11 241 936-97 311 950-97 348 
858-56 40 876-43 81 891-55 = 134 904-42 173 915-36 266 922-12 266 936-98 311 950-98 348 
858-57 44 876-44 87 891-56 136 904-43 189 915-37 265 922-13 263 936-99 283 950-99 348 
859-58 41 877-45 91 891-57 136 904-44 189 915-39 196 922-14 263 037— leemeal4 950-1 348 
859-59 32 877-46 91 891-59 133 904-45 189 915-40 196 922-15 264 937 -Ob ashy, 951-3 348 
859-60 42 877-47 94 892-60 137 904-47 189 915-41 196 923-16 209 937-3 316 951-4 351 
859-61 37 877-49 99 892-61 138 904-48 189 916-42 196 923-17 263 937- 4 320 951-8 341 
859-62 39 877-50 106 392-62 152 904-49 189 916-43 196 923-18 263 937=.5F sna0l 951-9 341 
860-63 34 877-51 99 892-63 145 904-50 189 916-44 196 923-19 265 937=6N 18321 poe ae 
ee | fee [| mee i] Mee is] nee ie] set ae] BES) gre a 
0-65 36 878-53 9 92- 104-5 [ 14 rs if 
ee 8 Ge | ee | ee ie) eee ol) eee eee | Re 
-67 43 878-55 104 892- 4 05-54 1 — — = 
$0188 46 878-56 Courts 892-68 146 905-55 189 916-49 App. & 923-25 269 938-11 321 ee a 
862-69 33 ; 48 892-69 142 905-56 189 _E 923-26 269 938-12 321 ore Sr 
se | ee a) aA | Bee | Me S| OER BP] Se BL) aba ae 
Or ie 92) 5 STF ee supa iat | oozes ie |. oles“ 924-30 327 | 939-15 321 953-32 348 
BeTe 92) Ee ge | eesr3~ 148 1-000 code cle. optectaes Ht 924-31 269 | 939-16 283 953-33 351 
863-75 94 Some 74 152 907-62 189 916-54“ 925-32 269 939-17 322 953-34 349 
878-61 52 893-7 6 
863-76 86 | = g7g-62 “ 52 | 804-76 150 | 908-63 189] 916-55 “ 925-33 269 | 939-18 322 954-35 349 
863-77 48 878-63 “52 894-77 154 908-64 189 917-56 925-34 * 272 940-19 323 954-37 353 
863-78 48 879-64 “52 894-78 157 908-65 189 917-57 925-35 272 940-20 323 950-83 Te 
863-79 49 879-65 “ 52 894-79 156 908-66 189 917-58 926-36 272 940-21 324 95 
864-80 49 879-66 “ 52 894-80 156 908-67 189 917-59  “ 926-37 275 940-22 324 959-90 363 
2 51 EG 7eeate 52 894-81 155 908-68 189 917-60  “ 926-38 275 940-23 324 959-91 363 
864-8 879-67 5 ; 
-68 “ 52 895-82 151,156 908-69 185 917-61 200 926-40 276 940-24 324 959-92 363 
eee a sth ‘ 25 324 959-93 363 
864-84 53 879-69 “ 52 896-83 163 908-70 171 926-41 276 941- 


XViil 


CED 
11 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
960-94 363 
960-95 363 
961-10 365 
961-11 366 
962-13 213 
962-14 273 
962-15 273 
962-16 273 
962-17 273 
962-18 273 
963-19 367 
963-20 367 
963-21 367 
963-22 369 
963-23 368 
963-24 368 
963-25 371 
964-26 372 
964-28 372 


oOo 
19 Cyc 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. 


~ 

i=7) 

* 

e 

Oo 
WWWWWWWNNN RRR Re ere 


WONNNININIMAAOATPR PP ROD DERE 


~ 
© 
P 
to 
a 
_ 


ao 

_ 

> 
NWNNNNNe 


CYC-CORPUS JURIS PARALLEL REFERENCE TABLE 


Parrett geen 
11 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
964-29 372 
964-30 372 
964-31 372 
964-32 372 
964-33 372 
964-34 372 
965-35 372 
965-36 372 
965-37 372 
965-38 372 
965-39 372 
966-41 372 
966-42 372 
966-43 372 
966-44 373 
966-45 373 
966-47 app. 
966-48 376 


————oOoO 
19 Cyc 25 C.J. 
‘Page Note Sec. 
471-28 6 
471-29 Frauds 
St. of. 

471-30 “ 
471-32 7 
472-33 i 
472-34 10 
472-35 10 
472-36 10 
472-37 10 
472-38 10 
472-39 11 
472-40 il 
473-41 11 
473-42 11 
473-43 11 
473-44 11 
473-45 13 
473-46 15 
473-47 15 
474-48 16 
474-49 17 
474-50 17 
474-51 17 
474-52 17 
474-53 18 
474-54 18 
474-55 19 
475-56 20 
496-28 13 
496-29 13 
496-30 13 
496-31 13 
496-32 13 
496-33 13 
496-34 13 
496-35 13 
496-36 13 
496-37 14 
497-38 14 
497-40 15 
497-41 15 
497-42 15 
497-43 15 
497-44 9 
497-45 9 
497-46 9 
497-47 9 
497-48 9 
497-49 9 
497-50 10 
498-51 11 
498-52 11 
498-53 11 
498-54 11 
498-55 11 
517- 8 2 
517- 9 2 
517-10 3 
517-11 3 
517-12 3 
517-13 3 
518-14 4 


11 Cye 25 C.J. 


Page Note Sec. 
966-49 376 
966-50 376 
966-51 376 
967-52 376 
968-53 376 
968-54 376 
968-55 382 
969-56 383 
969-57 383 
969-58 383 
969-59 383 
969-61 384 
969-62 377 
969-63 377 
969-64 377 
970-66 378 
971-69, 379 
971-70 380 
971-72 381 


a 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


ue ; 
Yi Cye 26.0.3. | ii Cye 25 0.3. 


Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
976-20 408 978-40 422 
976-21 404 978-41 415 
976-22 404 978-42 416 
977-23 405 978-43 416 
977-24 399 979-44 416 
977-25 411 979-46 416 
977-26 411 979-47 416 
977-27 412 979-48 416 
977-28 412 979-49 381 
977-29 412 979-50 381 
977-30 412 979-51 381 
977-31 412 979-52 381 
977-382 412 979-53 381 
978-34 412 979-54 418 
978-35 412 979-55 418 
978-37 423 979-58 378 
978-38 413 980-60 377,378 
978-39 417 980-61 377 


eo 
19 Cye 25 C.J. 


FEDERAL COURTS—Continued 
ues Z 
11 Cye 25 C.J. | 1i Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. | Page Note Sec. 
971-73 381 973-95 395 
971-74 381 973-96. 397 
971-75 381 973-97 397 
971-76 381 974-98 397 
972-77 = 385 974-99 388 
972-78 385 974-3 389 
972-79 385 975-7 389 
972-80 385 975- 8 409 
972-81 385 975-9 409 
972-82 385 975-10 381 
972-84 393 975-11 410 
972-85 391 975-12 402 
972-87 392 976-13 402 
972-88 393 976-14 402 
973-89 394 976-15 402 
973-90 394 976-16 408 
973-91 394 976-17 401 
973-93 395 976-18 401 
973-94 395 976-19 . 401 
FENCES 
ENN ——sS 
19 Cye 25 C.J. | 19 Cye 25 C.J. 
Page Note Sec. | Page NoteSec. | Page Note Sec. 
475-57 20 477-86 27 478-16 33 
475-58 20 477-87 29 478-17 34 
475-59 20 477-88 29 478-18 — 34 
475-60 20 477-89 27 479-19 34 
475-61 21 477-90 28 479-20 34 
475-62 21 477-91 28 479-21 35 
475-63 21 477-92 28 479-22 12 
475-64 21 477-93 31 479-23 12 
475-65 21 477-94 31 479-24 12 
475-66 21 477-95 31 479-25 36 
475-67 22 478-96 31 479-26 36 
475-68 25 478-97 31 479-27 36 
476-69 26 478-98 31 479-28 36 
476-70 26 478-99 31 480-29 36 
476-71 26 478- 1 31 480-30 36 
476-72 26 478- 2 31 480-31 36 
476-73 26 478- 3 31 480-32 36 
476-74 26 478- 4 32 480-33 36 
476-75 26 478- 5 32 480-34 36 
476-76 26 478- 6 32 480-35 36 
476-77 26 478- 7 32 480-36 36 
476-78 26 478- 8 32 480-37 36 
476-79 26 478- 9 32 480-38 38 
476-80 26 478-10 33 481-39 38 
477-81 26 478-11 33 481-40 38 
477-82 26 478-12 33 481-41 38 
477-83 25 478-13 33 481-42 39 
477-84 27 478-14 33 481-43 39 
477-85 27 478-15 33 481-44 39 
FERRIES 
498-56 12 601-84 23 503-12 =, 35 
498-57 12 501-85 23 503-13 35 
498-58 12 501-86 23 503-14 35 
499-59 12 501-87 23 503-15 35 
499-60 16 501-88 23 503-16 36 
499-61 16 502-89 23 503-17 36 
499-62 16 502-90 23 504-18 30 
499-63 16 502-92 24 504-19 30 
499-64 16 502-93 25 504-20 30 
499-65 16 502-94 26 504-21 37 
499-66 16 502-95 24 504-22 37 
499-67 16 502-96 27 504-23 37 
499-68 19 502-97 27 504-24 37 
499-69 19 502-98 27 504-25 37 
499-70 19 502-99 27 504-26 37 
499-71 20 502-1 32 504-27 38 
500-72 20 502- 2 32 505-28 41 
500-73 20 502- 3 32 505-29 42 
500-74 20 503- 4 33 505-30 44 
500-75 20 503- 5 33 505-31 43 
500-76 21 503- 6 33 505-32 41 
500-77 21 503- 7 33 505-33 41 
500-78 21 503- 8 33 505-34 41 
500-79 22 503- 9 34 505-36 45 
500-80 21 503-10 31 505-37 45 
501-81 22 503-11 31 505-38 40 
501-83 23 
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518-17 5 
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506-40 40 
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506-43 17 
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506-46 17 
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506-49 18 
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506-51 18 
506-52 18 
506-53 18 
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506-55 46 
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508-63 50 
508-64 50 
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485-81 47 
485-82 47 
485-83 47 
485-84 47 
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485-86 46 
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485-88 46 
485-89 . 46 
486-90 46 
486-91 46 
486-92 49 
486-93 49 
486-94 49 
486-95 49 
486-96 49 
496-97 49 
486-98 49 
486-99 49 
486- 1 49 
486- 2 50 
486- 3 50 
508-65 50 
508-66 50 
508-67 58 
508-68 51 
508-69 51 
509-70 59 
509-71 51 
509-72 51 
509-73 59 
609-74 59 
509-75 60 
509-76 42, 52 
509-77 26 
509-78 53 
509-79 53 
509-80 53 
510-81 55 
510 -82 55 
510-83 55 
510-84 56 
510-85 57 
510-86 57 
510-87 57 
511-88 57 
511-89 57 
511-90 54 
523-43 13 
523-44 14 
523-45 15 
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980-64 424 
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980-69 427 
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487- 6 51 
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487- 9 52 
487-10 53 
487-11 53 
487-12 53 
487-13 53 
488-14 53 
488-15 54 
488-16 54 
488-17 56 
488-18 56 
488-19 56 
488-20 56 
488-21 57 
488-22 57 
489-23 57 
489-24 57 
489-25 57 
489-26 57 
489-27 57 
489-28 58 
489-29 58 
489-30 58 
489-31 58 
511-91 54 
511-93 65 
511-94 65 
511-95 65 
511-96 65 
512-97 65 
512-98 65 
512-99 65 
512-1 65 
512- 2 65 
§12- 3 66 
512-4 66 
512- 6 66 
512-7 66 
512- 9 66 
512-10 66 
512-12 66 
512-13 67 
512-14 67 
512-15 67 
512-16 67 
512-17 61 
512-18 61 
513-19 62 
513-20 63 
613-21 64 
525-50 25 
525-51 25 
525-52 25 
525-53 27 
525-54 28 
526-55 28 
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537-17 5 
537-18 4 
537-19 8 
537-20 5 
537-21 ll 
538-22 10 
538-23 10 
538-24 10 
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540-42 3 
540-43 3 
540-44 3 
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540-46 12 
541-47 12 
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544- 1 1 
545- 2 4 
545- 3 4 
545- 4 4 
545- 5 4 
545- 6 5 
545- 7 5 
546- 8 5 
546- 9 5 
546-10 5 
564-11 6 
547-12 8 
547-13 10 
547-14 10 
547-15 10 
547-16 11 
548-17 Prisons 

» 548-18 12 
548-19 12 
548-20 12 
548-21 12 
548-22 12 
548-23 13 
549-24 13 
549-25 16 
549-26 14 
549-27 18 
549-28 18 
550-29 18 
550-30 18 
550-31 18 
550-32 18 
551-33 19 
551-34 19 
551-35 19 
551-36 19 
551-37 19 
551-38 19 
551-39 20 
551-40 20 
551-41 20 
552-42 21 
552-43 21 
552-44 21 
553-45 21 
553-46 21 
553-47 22 
554-48 23 
554-49 23 
554-50 24 
554-51 24 
554-52 25 
554-53 25 
555-54 25. 
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555-56 25 
555-57 Crim- 
inal Law 3078 

et seq. 

555-58 = “* 
555-59 25 
556-60 30 
556-61 30 
556-62 30 
556-63 30 
556-64 30 
556-65 32 
556-66 33 
557-67 35 
557-68 35 
558-69 34 
558-70 34 
558-71 34 
558-72 36 
558-73 38 
559-74 38 
559-75 38 
559-76 38 
559-77 39 
559-78 39 
559-79 39 
559-80 40 
559-81 40 
559-82 40 
560-83 40 
560-84 40 
560-85 40 
560-86 + 40 
560-87 40 
561-88 40 
561-89 40 
561-90 40 
561-91 40 
561-92 40 
561-93 41 
561-94 Al 
561-95 41 
563-96 41 
1356- 1 43 
1356- 2 46 
1357-, 3 46 
1357- 4 46 
1357- 5 47 
1357- 6 » 47 
1357- 7 48 
1357- 8 48 
1357- 9 48 
1357-10 48 
1357-11 48 
1357-12 48 
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1357-13 49 
1358-14 51 
1358-15 51 
1358-16 52 
1359-17 50 
1359-18 53 
1359-19 53 
1359-20 54 
1359-21 54 
1359-22 55 
1359-24 56 
1359-25 56 
1359-26 56 
1359-27 56 
1359-28 Adm. 

102 
1359-29 5 
1360-32 58 
1360-33 58 
1360-34 59 
1360-37 60 
1360-38 60 
1360-39 60 
1360-40 60 
1360-41 60 
1361-42 60 
1261-43 60 
1361-44 60 
1361-45 60 
1361-46 60 
1361-47 60 
1361-48 61 
1361-49 61 
1361-50 61 
1361-51 61 
1361-52 Adm. 

185 
1361-54 61 
1361-55 62 
1362-56 142 
1362-57 63 
1362-58 63 
1362-62 65 
1362-63 64 
1362-65 65 
1362-66 65 
1363-69 66 
1363-70 66 
1364-71 66 
1364-72 66 
1364-73 66 
1364-74 66 
1364-75 67 
1364-76 66 
1364-77 68 
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1364-78 69 
1364-79 64 
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1364-80 70 
1364-81 70 
1364-82 70 
1364-83 70 
1364-84 70 
1364-85 70 
1364-86 70 
1364-87 70 
1364-88 70 
1365-89 70 
1365-90 70 
1365-91 70 
1365-92 70 
1365-93 70 
1365-94 71 
1365-95 71 
1365-96 71 
1365-97 71 
1366-98 71 
1366-99 71 
1366-1 71 
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1336- 1 72 
1336- 2 72 
1337- 3 72 
1337- 4 72 
1337- 5 72 
1337- 6 72 
1337- 8Statutes 
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1096 

1338- 9 ‘ 

1338-10 “ 
1338-11 74 
1338-12 74 
1338-13 72 
1339-14 74 
1339-15 73 
1339-17 76 
1339-18 75 
1339-19 77 
1339-20 77 
1339-21 77 
1339-22 76 
1339-23 95 
1339-24 95 
1339-25 95 
1339-26 95 
1340-27 95 
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Page Note Sec. 
1340-28 95 
1340-29 95 
1340-30 95 
1340-31 95 
1340-32 

Recoupment, 
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34 Cye 
1340-33 97 
1340-34 97 
1340-35 99 
1340-36 100 
1340-37 98 
1340-39 100 
1341-40 100 
1341-41 100 
1341-43 104 
1341-44 107 
1341-45 104 
1341-46 156 
1341-47 156 
1341-48 156 
1342-49 156 
1342-50 156 
1342-51 156 
1342-52 157 
1342-53 155 
1342-54 155 
1342-55 p 1214 
1342-56 160 
1342-57 160 
1343-58 160 
1343-59 160 
1343-61 161 
1343-62 161 
1343-63 161 
1343-64 161 
1343-65 161 
1343-66 161 
1343-67 160 
1343-68 83 
1344-69 83 
1344-70 80 
1344-71 81 
1344-72 81 
1344-73 80 
1344-74 90 
1345-75 90 
1345-76 90 
1345-77 86 
1346-78 88 
1346-80 88 
1346-82 91 
1346-83 88 
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1346-84 88 
1346-85 93 
1346-86 93 
1347-87 96 
1347-88 96 
1347-89 96 
1347-90 96 
1347-91 96 
1347-92 Courts 

75 
1347-93 “ 633 
1347-95 “ 75 
1347-96 97 
1348-97 98 
1348-98 ' 98 
1348-99 101 
1348- 1 101 
1348- 2 101 
1348- 3 98 
1348- 4 Corp. 
2872 
1348-5 “ 
1348-6 “ 
1348- 7 Infants 
22 Cyc 
516 

» 1348- 8 100 
1349- 9 100 
1349-10 100 
1349-11 100 
1349-12 100 
1349-13 100 
1349-14 102 
1349-15 102 
1349-16 103 
1349-17 103 
1349-18 103 
1349-19 103 
1350-20 103 
1350-21 104 
1350-22 107 
1350-23 107 
1350-24 107 
1350-25 107 
1350-26 107 
1350-27 108 
1350-28 111 
1351-29 108 
1351-30 108 
1351-31 109 
1351-32 109 
1351-33 109 
1351-34 109 
1352-35 110 
1352-36 110 
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541-52 14 
541-53 14 
541-54 14 
541-57 15 
541-58 15 
542-59 16 
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542-60 16 
542-61 16 
542-63 19 
542-64 18 
542-65 18 
542-66 21 
542-67 21 
542-68 21 
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Page Note Sec. 
1352-37 111 
1352-38 112 
1352-39 112 
1352-40 112 
1352-41 113 
1353-42 112 
1353-43 124 
1353-44 124 
1353-45 147 
1353-46 122 
1353-47 122 
1353-48 122 
1353-49 126 
1353-50 126 
1354-51 129 
1354-52 118 
1354-53 114 
1354-45 116 
1355-55 116 
1355-56 117 
1355-57 117 
1355-58 117 
1355-59 117 
1355-60 117 
1355-61 117 
1355-62 117 
1355-63 114 
1356-64 120 
1356-65 120 
1356-66 120 
1356-67 120 
1356-68 128 
1356-69 128 
1356-70 128 
1356-71 129 
1357-72 129 
1357-73 129 
1357-74 129 
1357-75 119 
1357-76 132 
1357-77 133 
1357-78 133 
1357-79 134 
1358-80 133 
1358-81 135 
1358-82 135 
1358-83 136 
1358-84 136 
1358-85 136 
1358-86 136 
1358-87 137 
1358-88 137 
1358-89 137 
1359-90 137 
1389-91 138 
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1359-92 138 
1359-93 138 
1359-94 139 
1359-96 151 
1359-97 151 
1359-98 151 
1359-99 151 
1359- 1 151 
1359- 2 151 
1360- 3 140 
1360- 4 143 
1360- 5 143 
1360- 6 143 
1360- 7 143 
1360- 8 143 
1360- 9 145 
1360-10 145 
1360-11 145 
1360-12 145 
1360-13 142 
1360-14 141 
1360-15 141 
1360-16 141 
1360-17 141 
1360-18 141 
1361-19 140 
1361-20 140 
1361-21 Courts 

75 
1361-22 Interest 
22 Cyc 
1361-23 “ 
1361-25 152 
1361-26 152 
1361-27 152 
1361-28 152 
1362-29 152 
1362-30 152 
1362-31 152 
1362-32 152 
1362-33 152 
1362-34 152 
1362-35 152 
1362-36 153 
1362-37 153 
1362-38 153 
1363-39 154 
1363-40 154 
1363-41 159 
1363-42 159 
1363-43 159 
1364-44 159 
1364-45 159 
1364-46 159 
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EXEMPTIONS 


By Samurvt Boyp Daring 
[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 7] 


ANALYSIS 
I. DEFINITION [§ 1] p 8 


II. ORIGIN, NATURE, AND PURPOSE [§ 2] p 8 


III. CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS [(§§ 3-8] p 8 
A. Constitutional Provisions [§ 3] p 8 
B. Statutory Provisions [§§ 4-8] p 9 
1. Validity [§§ 4-6] p 9 
° a. In General [§ 4] p 9 
b. Mandatory Constitutional Provisions [§ 5] p 9 
ce. Effect of Invalid Amendment [§ 6] p 9 
2. Construction [§§ 7-8] p 9 
a. General Principles [§ 7] p 9 
b. Strict, or Liberal Construction [§ 8] p 10 


IV. WHAT LAW GOVERNS [§§ 9-11] p 12 
A. Law of What Place [§ 9] p 12 
B. Law of What Time [§§ 10-11} p 14 
1. In General [§ 10] p 14 
2. Change of Form, Merger, or Renewal of Debt [§ 11] p 15 


-V. EXEMPTIONS IN LIEU OF HOMESTEAD [§ 12] p 15 


VI. EFFECT OF OWNERSHIP OR POSSESSION OF OTHER PROPERTY [(§§ 13-15] p 16 
A. In General [§ 13] p 16 
B. Property Sold or Encumbered by Debtor [§ 14] p 17 
C. Property Outside of Jurisdiction [§ 15] p 18 


VII. PERSONS ENTITLED TO PRIVILEGE [§§ 16-62] p 18 
A. In General [§ 16] p 18 
B. Residence and Citizenship [§§ 17-25] p 18 
1. Residence Generally [§ 17] p 18 
2. Express Restriction to Residents [§ 18] p 19 
3. Sufficiency of Residence [§ 19] p 19 
4. Change of Residence and Absence from State [§§ 20-22] p 19 
a. In General [§ 20] p 19 
b. Intention or Preparations to Remove [§ 21] p 20 
e. Temporary Absence and Intention to Return [§ 22] p 20 
5. Residence of Wife [§ 23] p 21 
6. Residence of Family [§ 24] p 21 
7. Citizenship [§ 25] p 21 
C. Particular Statutory Designations of Persons Entitled [§§ 26-45] p 22 
1. “Debtor,” “Defendant,” and “Tenant” [§ 26] p 22 
2. “Family” [§ 27] p 22 
3. “Head of a Family” [§§ 28-35] p 23 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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. In General [§ 28] p 23 
. Support of Family [§ 29] p 24 
. Living Together [§ 30] p 25 
. Unmarried Persons [§ 31] p 26 
. Wife as Head of Family [§ 32] p 26 
. After Divorce or Separation [§ 33] 
. After Death of Husband or Wife [§ 34] p 29 
. Absence of Head of Family [§ 35] p 30 
. “Householders” and “Housekeepers” [§ 36] p 30 
. Married Women [§ 37] p 31 
. Support of Dependent Females [§ 38] p 31 
. “Aged and Infirm Persons” [§ 39] p 31 
. Surviving Husband, Wife, Children, and Next of Kin [§§ 40-45] p 32 
a, In General [§ 40] p 32 
b. Widow [§ 41] p 32 
e. Children [§ 42] p 33 
d. Heirs [§ 48] p 33 
e. Guardians of Minors [§ 44] p 33 
f. Surviving Husband [§ 45] p 33 
D. Persons Engaged in Particular Occupations [§§ 46-62] p 34 
. In General [§ 46] p 34 
. Habitual Occupation or Use [§ 47] p 34 
. Suspension or Abandonment of Trade or Occupation [§ 48] p 34 
. Unlawful Trade or Occupation [§ 49] p 35 
. Clerks [§ 50] p 35 
. “Employees” or “Wage Earners” [§ 51] p 36 
. “Farmers” and “Persons Engaged in Agriculture” [§ 52] p 36 
. “Laborers” [§ 53] p 36 
. “Mechanics” [§ 54] p 38 
10. “Peddlers” [§ 55] p 38 
ll. Persons Engaged in Business or Occupation [§ 56] p 39 
12. Persons Engaged in Profession [§ 57] p 39 
13. Persons Engaged in Trade [§ 58] p 39 
14. Persons in Military or Naval Service [§ 59] p 40 
15. “Seamen” [§ 60] p 40 
16. “Teamsters” and “Truckmen” [§ 61] p 40 
17. “Other Persons,” “Other Laborers,” “Other Tradesmen,” Etc. [§ 62] p 41 


VIII. PROPERTY EXEMPT [§§ 63-153] p 42 
A. Nature and Character [§§ 63-143] p 42 
1. In General [§ 63] p 42 
2. Household Goods and Furniture [§§ 64-67] p 42 
a. In General [§ 64] p 42 
b. Necessity and Usefulness [§ 65] p 42 
c. Use by Household or Family [§ 66] p 43 
d. Particular Articles [§ 67] p 43 
3. Food and Provisions for Debtor and Family [$$ 68-72] p 44 
a. In General [§ 68] p 44 
b. Necessity [§ 69] p 44 
ce. Property for Sale or Hachange [§ 70] p 44 
d. Crops [§ 71] p 45 : 
e. Food Animals [§ 72] .p 45 
. Fodder or Food for Exempt Animals [§ 73] p 46 
. Wearing Apparel, Yarn, and Cloth [§§ 74-76] p 46 
a. In General [§ 74] p 46 
b. Necessity [§ 75] p 47 
c. Ornaments and Jewelry [§ 76] p 47 
6. Arms and Accoutrements [§ 77] p 47 
7. Tools, Implements, Instruments, Etc. [§§ 78-87] p 48 
a. In General [§ 78] p 48 
b. Machinery as Tools, Etc. [§§ 79-81] p 49 
(1) In General [§ 79] p 49 
(2) Value [§ 80] p 50 
(3) Motive Power [§ 81] p 50 
ce. Printing Outfits as Tools [§ 82] p 51 
d. Necessity to Conduct of Occupation or Trade [§ 83] p 51 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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e. Necessity of Employment in Occupation or Trade [§§ 84-85] p 52 
(1) In General [§ 84] p 52 
(2) Personal Use by Debtor [§ 85] p 53 7 
f. Tools or Implements of Several Trades or Occupations [§ 86] p 53 
g. Farming Tools and Implements [§ 87] p54 
8. Seed Grain and Farm Stock [§ 88] p 55 
9. Library or Instruments of Professional Men [§ 89] p 56 
10. Work Animals, Vehicles, and Harness [§§ 90-100] p 56 
a. Work Animals [§§ 90-91] p 56 
(1) Horses and Mules [§ 90] p 56 
(2) Oxen [§ 91] p 57 
b. Vehicles and Harness [§ 92] p 57 
e. Teams [§ 93] p 58 
d. Use and Necessity [§§ 94-100] p 59 
(1) In General [§ 94] p 59 
(2) Nature of Use [§§ 95-96] p 59 
(a) In General [§ 95] p 59 
(b) Use to Earn Living or Support Family [§ 96] p 60 
(3) Use for Various Purposes [§ 97] p 61 
.(4) Use at Time of Levy [§ 98] p 61 
(5) Use Outside of State [§ 99] p 61 
(6) Necessity [§ 100] p 61 
11. Stock in Trade [§ 101] p 61 
12. Wages, Salary, and Earnings [§§ 102-117] p 63 
a. In General [§ 102] p 63 
b. Definition and Scope of Terms [§§ 103-107] p 64 
(1) “Wages” [§§ 103-104] p 64 
(a) In General [§ 103] p 64 
(b) Harnings under Special Contract [§ 104] p 65 
(2) “Wages or Salary” [§ 105] p 67 
(3) “Earnings” or “Personal Earnings” [§ 106] p 67 
(4) Income [§ 107] p 69 
ce. Amount of Wages and Time within Which Earned [§§ 108-112] p 69 
(1) In General [§ 108] p 69 
(2) Amount Necessary for Debtor's Family [§ 109] p 69 
(3) Earnings within Fixed Period [§ 110] p 69 
(4) Earnings to Fixed Amount within Fixed Period {§ 111] p 70 
(5) Amount per Week or Month or Percentage Thereof [§ 112] p 70 
. Future Wages or Earnings [§ 113] p 70 
. Effect of Payment [§ 114] p 70 
. Property Purchased with EHarnings {§ 115] p 71 
ge. Salary or Compensation of Public Officers [§ 116] p 71 
h. Wages of Seamen [{§ 117] p 72 
13. Life Insurance [§§ 118-127] p 72 
a. In General [§ 118] p 72 
b. Beneficiary [§§ 119-123] p 73 
(1) In General [§ 119] p 73 
(2) Policy Payable to Insured or His Legal Representatives [§ 120] p 73 
(3) Default of Wife or Children [§ 121] p 73 : 
(4) Endowment Policy [§ 122] p 73 
(5) Option to Change Beneficiaries [§ 123] p 74 
ce. Premiums [§ 124] p 74 
d. Amount Exempted [§ 125] p 75 
e. Duration of Exemption [§ 126] p 75 
f. Debts Affected [§ 127] p 75 
14. Pensions and Bounties [§§ 128-130] p 77 
a. In General [§ 128] p 77 
b. Under Act of Congress [§ 129] p 77 
ce. Under State Statutes [§ 130] p 78 
15. Burial Lots; Property of Cemetery [§ 131] p 80 
16. “Personal Property’ or “Property” under General Clauses [§§ 132-136] p 80 
a. In General [§ 132] p 80 
b. Money [§§ 133-134] p 81 
(1) In General [§ 133] p 81 
(2) In Custody of Law [§ 134] p 81 
ce. Choses in Action [§ 135] p 8] 
d. Real Property [§ 136] p 82 
17. Proceeds and Product of Exempt Property [§§ 137-141] p 82 
a. Proceeds [§§ 137-140] p 82 
(1) In General [§ 137] p 82 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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(2) Sale or Exchange [§ 138] p 82 


(3) Involuntary Conversion; Sale on Execution [§ 139] p 83 


(4) Insurance Money [§ 140] p 84 
b. Product [§ 141] p 84 
18. Property in Lieu of Specific Exemptions [§ 142] p 84 


19. Property Necessary to Enjoyment of Exempt Property [§ 143] p 85 


B. Title or Right to Support Claim [§§ 144-142] p 86 
1. In General [§ 144] p 86 
2. Joint Ownership [§ 145] p 87 ° 
3. Partnership Property [§§ 146-149] p 87 
a. Claim by Partner against Firm Debt [§§ 146-147] p 87 
(1) While Partnership Continues [§ 146] p 87 
(2) After Dissolution [§ 147] p 89 
b. Claim by Partner against Individual Debt [§ 148] p 89 
e. Claim of Partnership [§ 149] p 89 
C. Amount [§§ 150-153] p 90 
1. In General [§ 150] p 90 
2. Computation [§ 151] p 91 
3. Double Exemptions [§ 152] p 92 
4. Successive Claims [§ 153] p 92 


IX. LIABILITIES AS AGAINST WHICH EXEMPTIONS MAY BE CLAIMED [§§ 154-181] p 93 


A. In General [§ 154] p 93 

B. Character as Based on Contract or Tort [§§ 155-161] p 93 
. In General [§ 155] p 93 

Determination of Character of Action [§ 156] p 94 
. Actions for Breach of Promise [§ 157] p 94 


. Bonds and Recognizances in Legal Proceedings [§ 159] p 94 
. Particular Torts [§ 160] p 95 
. Waiver of Tort and Suit in Assumpsit [§ 161] p 95 
C. Crimes [§§ 162-164] p 95 
1. Civil Liability from Criminal Act [§ 162] p 95 
2. Judgments for Fines and Costs [§ 163] p 96 
‘3. Liabilities on Bonds and Recognizances [§ 164] p 96 
. Costs and Fees [§ 165] p 96. 
. Judgment for Penalties [§ 166] p 97 
. Judgment for Alimony or Maintenance [§ 167] p 97 
. Bastardy Judgment [§ 168] p 97 
. Debts Due Government [§ a p 97 
Purchase Money [§§ 170-174] p 98 
1. In General [§ 170] p 98 
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2. Lien and Assertion of Exception against Third Persons {§ 171] p 98 


3. Subjection of Other Hxempt Property [§ 172] p 99 
4. Character of Claim Falling within Exception [§ 173] p 99 
5. Persons Entitled to Benefit of Exceptions [§ 174] p 100 
. Rent and Liens for Supplies to Tenant [§ 175] p 100 
. Necessaries [§ 176] p 101 
. Board [§ 177] p 102 
. Lien of Keeper of Livery or Boarding Stable [§ 178] p 103 
. Wages [§ 179] p 103 
. Constitutionality and Construction of Eaceptions [§ 180] p 104 
. Enforcement of Claims under Exceptions [§ 181] p 104 
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X. TRANSFER OR ENCUMBRANCE BY DEBTOR [§§ 182-189] p 106 
A. Right to Transfer in General [§§ 182-186] p 106 
1. Sale or Exchange [§§ 182-183] p 106 
In General [§ 182] p 106 
After Levy of Execution or Attachment [§ 183] p 107 
2. eo or Bequest [§ 184] p 107 
3. Mortgage, Pledge, or Other Liens [§ 185] p 107 
4. Assignment of Earnings {§ 186] p 108 
B. Consent of Wife or Husband [§ 187] p 108 
C. After Suit for Purchase Money [§ 188] p 108 
D. Transferee’s Title and Rights [§ 189] p 109 


XI. WAIVER, FORFEITURE, AND ESTOPPEL TO ASSERT [§§ 190-219] p 109 


A. Waiver [§§ 190-210] p 109 
1. Power to Waive [§§ 190-192] p 109 


. Liabilities upon Bonds of Officers and Fiduciaries [§ 158] p 94 
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a. In General [§ 190] p 109 
b. Constitutional and Statutory Provisions [§ 191] p 110 
ce. By Executory Contract [§ 192] p 111 
2. Persons Who May Waive [§ 193] p 112 
3. Waiver by Contract [§§ 194-201] p 113 
a. In General [§ 194] p 113 
b. Sale [§ 195] p 113 
e. Mortgage and Other Liens [§§ 196-201] p 114 
(1) Mortgage or Pledge in General [§ 196] p 114 
(2) Mortgage Covering Exempt and Nonexempt Property [§ 197] p 114 
(3) Consent of Wife [§ 198] p 1.4 
(4) Claims of Other Creditors [§ 199] p 115 
(5) Lien for Rent [§ 200] p 115 
(6) Other Liens [§ 201] p 115 
4. Waiver by Conduct [§§ 202-204] p 115 
a. In General [§ 202] p 115 
b. Consent to Levy [§ 203] p 116 
ce. Failure to Assert Claim {§ 204] p 117 
5. Operation and Effect [§§ 205-208] p 118 
a. In General [§ 205] p 118 
b. Operation as Lien or Pledge [§ 206] p 119 
c. Waiver by Husband as Affecting Wife and Family [§ 207] p 119 
d. Rights of Other Creditors [§ 208] p 119 
6. Enforcement [§ 209] p 120 
7. Revocation and Release [§ 210] p 121 
B. Estoppel [§ 211] p 121 
C. Forfeiture [§§ 212-219] p 123 
1. In General [§ 212] p 123 
2. Failure to File Schedule; Omission from Schedule [§ 213] p 123 
3. Fraud; Fraudulent Conveyance; Concealment [§§ 214-219] p 123 
a. In General [§ 214] p 123 
b. Fraudulent Conveyance [§§ 215-218] p 124 
(1) In General [§ 215] p 124 
(2) Conveyance of Other Property [§ 216] p 125 
(3) Conversion of Nonexempt into Exempt Property [§ 217] p 125 
(4) Rights of Transferee [§ 218] p 125 
ce. Concealing or Withholding Property [§ 219] p 125 


XII ESTABLISHMENT, ENFORCEMENT, AND PROTECTION OF RIGHT [§§ 220-323] p 126 


A. In General [§ 220] p 126 


B. Process and Proceedings against Which Exemption May Be Claimed [§§ 221-228] p 126 


1. In General [§ 221] p 126 
2. Hxecution [§.222] p 127 
. Atrachment [§ 223] p 127 
. Garnishment [§ 224] p 128 
. Distress for Rent [§ 225] p 128 
. Foreclosure Proceedings [§ 226] p 128 
. Set-Off [§ 227]. p 128 
. Miscellaneous Proceedings [§ 228] p 129 
C. Officers’ Powers, Duties, and Responsibilities [§§ 229-231] p 129 
1. In General [§ 229] p 129 
2. Notice to Debtor [§ 230] p 130 
3. Inventory, Appraisement, and Setting Apart [§ 231] p 130 
D. Persons Who May Assert Claim [§ 232] p 131 
E. Claim [§§ 233-247] p 131 
1. Necessity [§§ 2232-234] p 131 
a. In General [§ 233] p 131 
b. Specific Exemptions [§ 234] p 132 
2. Time [§§ 235-240] p 133 
a. In General [§ 235] p 133 
b. After Sale [§ 236] p 134 
e. Necessity of Notice of Levy [§ 237] p 134 
d. Attachment [§ 238] p 134 
e. Garnishment, Trustee Process, and Attachment Execution [§ 239] p 134 
f. Foreclosure ad Other Proceedings [§ 240] p 135 
3. Form and Sufficiency [§§ 241-244] p 135 
a. In General [§ 241] p 135 
b. Necessity of Writing [§ 242] p 136 
e. Terms and Language [§ 243] p 136 
d. Signature ad Verification [§ 244] p 137 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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4, Presentation and Filing [§ 245] p 137 

5. Waiver of Objections [§ 246] p 138 

6. Costs [§ 247] p 138 
F. Schedule or Inventory [§§ 248-258] p 138 

1. In General [§ 248] p 138 

2. Time [§ 249] p 139 

3. Form and Sufficiency [§§ 250-256]: p 139 
. In General [§ 250] p 139 
. Listing and Specification of Property [§ 251 
. Disclosure and Omission of Property [§ 252 
. Claim of Exemption [§ 253] p 140 
. Right to Exemption [§ 254] p 140 
Signature and Verification [§ 255] p 141 

g. Defects and Amendment [§ 256] p 141 

4. Filing and Delivery [§ 257] p 141 ‘ 

5. Operation and Effect [§ 258] p 141 
G. Appraisement [§§ 259-270] p 142 

1. Necessity in General [§ 259] p 142 

2. Authority and Duty to Procure [§ 260] p 142 

3. Demand and Waiver [§ 261] p 142 

4, Time [§ 262] p 142 

5. Presence of Property [§ 263] p 142 

6 

a 

8 

9 


Qo MOOD 


. Selection and Competency of Appraisers [§ 264] p 143 
. Conduct of Appraisement; Valuation of Property [§ 265] p 143 
. Return [§ 266] p 1438 
. Objections [§ 267] p 143 
10. Setting Aside and Confirmation [§ 268] p 143 
11. Conclusiveness and Effect [§ 269] p 144 
12. Costs [§ 270] p 144 
H. Selection [§§ 271-275] p 144 
1. In General [§ 271] p 144 
2. Persons Who May Make [§ 272] p 145 
3. Time [§ 273] p 145 
4. Manner of Selection [§ 274] p 146 
5. Operation and Effect [§ 275] p 146 
I. Allotmeni and Setting Apart [§ 276] p 146 
J. Contest and Hearing [§ 277] p 147 
K. Remedies and Procedure to Enforce and Protect [§§ 278-323] p 148 
1. Right and Cause of Action in General [§ 278] p 148 
2. Nature and Form of Proceeding or Action [§§ 279-299] p 148 
a. Motions and Summary Proceedings [§§ 279-283] p 148 
(1) In General [§ 279] p 148 
(2) On Attachment [§ 280] p 148 
(3) On Execution [§ 281] p 148 
(4) On Garnishment [§ 282] p 149 
(5) Motion to Modify Judgment [§ 283] p 149 
b. Replevin or Other Possessory Action [§§ 284-286] p 149 
(1) Against Officer [§ 284] p 149 : 
-(2) Against Purchaser at Execution Sale [§ 285] p 150 
(3) Against Execution Creditor [§ 286] p 151 
¢. Action for Damages [§§ 287-295] p 151 
(1) Right of Action [§§ 287-289] p 151 
(a) Against Creditor [§§ 381-288] p 151i 
aa. In General [§ 287] p 151 
bb. Proceedings Outside State to Evade Exemption [§ 288] p 151 
(b) Against Purchaser [§ 289] p 152 
(2) Form of Action [§§ 290-295] p 152 
(a) In General [§ 290] p 152 
(b) Trespass [§ 291] p 152 
(c) Case [§ 292] p 152 
(d) Trover [§ 293] p 152 
) Assumpsit [§ 294] p 152 
(f) Cross Action; Reconvention [§ 295] p 152 
d. Action for Penalties .[§ 296] p 152 
e. Remedies in Equity 186 eae Delos 
(1) In Generat [§ 297] p 15 
(2) Injunction [§§ 298-299] , 15: 
aa. In General [§ 208] Pp 153 
bb. Against Proceedings in Another State [§ 299] p 153 
3. Jurisdiction [§ 300] p 154 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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4. Parties [§§ 301-302] p 155 
a. Plaintiffs [§ 301] p 155 
b. Defendants [§ 302] p 156 
5. Pleading [§ 303] p 156 
6. Evidence [§§ 304-314] p 158 


a. Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§§ 304-312] 
(1) In General [§ 304] p 158 
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(2) Status of Claimant as Person Entitled to Exemption [§ 305] p 158 

(3) Nature and Character of Property [§ 306] p 159 

(4) Title or Right to Property [§ 307] p 159 

(5) Value of Property [§ 308] p 159 

(6) Nature of Claim against Which Exemption Is Asserted; Exceptions [§ 309] p 160 
(7) Waiver or Forfeiture of Exemption [§ 310] p 160 

(8) Proceedings to Protect Exemption Right [§ 311] p 160 

(9) Evasion of Exemption Law [§ 312] p 160 


b. Admissibility [§ 313] p 160 


ec. Weight and Sufficiency [§ 314] p 161 
7. Trial and Hearing [§§ 315-318] p 161 


a. In General [§ 315] p 161 
‘ b. Instructions [§ 316] p 161 


c. Questions of Law and Fact [§ 317] p 161 
d. Verdict and Findings [§ 318] p 163 


8. Judgment [§ 319] p 163 

9. Review [§ 320] p 163 

10. Damages [§§ 321-323] p 163 
a. In General [§ 321] p 163 


b. When Property Is Returned or Recovered [§ 322] p 164 
ce. Hxemplary Damages [§ 323] p 164 


XIII. OFFENSES AGAINST EXEMPTION LAWS [§ 324] p 165 


CROSS REFERENCES 


Allowances to surviving wife, husband, or children see 
Executors and Administrators §§ 758-874. 
Common-law exemptions from: 
Attachment see Attachment §§ 382-395. 
Execution see Executions §§ 42-113. 
Garnishment see Garnishment [20 Cyc 990 et seq]. 
Conveyance in fraud of creditors see Fraudulent Con- 
veyances [20 Cyc 377]. 
Duty of garnishee to set up defendant’s exemption see 
Garnishment [20 Cyc 1079]. 
Exemption from: 
Appearance as witness see Witnesses [40 Cyc 2161]. 
Appropriation to public use see Eminent Domain § 75. 
Arrest in: 
Bankruptcy proceeding see Bankruptcy § 617. 
Civil proceeding generally see Arrest §§ 133-153. 
Criminal cases see Arrest § 7. 
Assessment for public improvement: 
Generally see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 1131]. 
Levee see Levees [25 Cyc 202]. 
Assignment for benefit of creditors see Assignments 
for Benefit of Creditors §§ 197, 198. ° 
Attachment see Attachment §§ 382-395. 
Distribution see Executors and Administrators § 180. 
Duty see Customs Duties § 51. 
Garnishment see Garnishment [20 Cyc 990 et seq]. 
Jury service on: 
Grand jury see Grand Juries [20 Cyc 1304]. 
Petit jury see Juries [24 Cyc 205]. 
Law prohibiting carrying of weapons see Weapons 
[40 Cye 857]. 
Liability for negligence, validity of contract for see 
Contracts § 437. 
License tax: 
Generally see Licenses [25 Cyc 621]. 
Hawker or peddler see Hawkers and Peddlers [21 
Cye 374]. 
Military service see Army and Navy § 28. 
Poll tax see Highways. d 
Prosecution for criminal offense see Criminal Law 
§ 65. { 
Requirement of security on appeal see Appeal and 
Error § 1153. ! 
Search and seizure see Searches and Seizures [35 Cyc 
1269] 


Sequestration see Sequestration [35 Cyc 1404]. 
Service of process see Process [32 Cyc 490]. 
Supplementary proceedings see Executions § 940. 
Taxation: 

Generally see Taxation [37 Cyc 884]. 

Municipal taxes see Municipal Corporations [28 

Cye 16851. 

Testifying see Witnesses [40 Cve 2161]. 
Toll see Toll Roads [38 Cyc 393]. 
Usury law see Usury [39 Cyc 912]. 


Exemption from:—Continued 
Work on highways see Highways [37 Cyc 333]. 

Exemption of: 

Assignor for benefit of creditors see Assignments for 
Benefit of Creditors §§ 518, 519. 

Bankrupt see Bankruptcy § 618. 

Charitable institution from taxation see Taxation [37 
Cyc 926]. 

Homestead see Homesteads [21 Cyc 448]. 

Joint wrongdoer see Torts [38 Cyc 490]. 

Member of legislature see States [36 Cyc 862]. 

Official salary from garnishment see Garnishment [20 
Cyc 10380]. 

Physician or surgeon from occupation tax see Physi- 
cians and Surgeons [30 Cyc 1560]. 

Rights in public lands see Public Lands [32 Cyc 1082]. 

Rolling stock of railroad from execution see Railroads 
[33.Cye 550i}. 

Taxpayer from road work see Highways [37 Cyc 333]. 

Wife's separate property see Husband and Wife [21 
Cye 1434]. 

Exempt property as assets of estate of decedent see 
Executors and Administrators § 357. 

Federal courts as bound by decisions of state courts see 
Federal Courts. 

Forfeiture of exemption by attempted fraudulent 
Su oe see Fraudulent Conveyances [20 Cyc 

Homestead exemptions see Homesteads [21 Cyc 448]. 

Levy on exempt property, as constituting breach of of- 
ficial bond see Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 1919]. 

Liability of: 

Assessor assessing property exempt by law see Tax- 
ation [37 Cyc 986]. 
Homesteads to mechanic’s lien see Mechanics’ Liens 
[27 Cye 27]. 
Sheriff for: ' 
Failing to sell property which debtor claims as 
exempt see Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 
1695]. 
Seizure of exempt property see Sheriffs and Con- 
stables [35 Cyc 1647]. 
Selling exempt property after notice of exemption 
oe owner see Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 
(le : 

Mandamus to compel allowance of exemptions see Man- 
damus [26 Cyc 158]. 

Marshaling assets when debtor possesses only exemnt 
property see Marshaling Assets and Securities [26 
Cyc 933]. 

Mechanics’ liens on exempt property see Mechanics’ 
Liens [27 Cyc 27]. 

Negotiability of note containing waiver of exemption 
see Bills and Notes § 223. 

Privileges of public officers see Officers. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Process, 
490]. 
Property subject to: 
Attachment see Attachment §§ 350-395. 
Execution see Executions §§ 42-113. 
Garnishment see Garnishment [20 Cyc 990]. 


persons exempt from see Process [32 Cyc 


/ 


[§ 1] The term ‘‘exemption’’ as employed in 
this title may be defined as a statutory freedom of 
the personal property of debtors from liability to 
seizure and sale under legal process for the pay- 
ment of their debts... The similar freedom, also 
statutory, of the real property of the debtor is 


EXEMPTIONS 


[$§ 1-3 


Resisting levy on exempt property as see Obstructing 
Justice [29 Cyc 13380]. 

Special execution against exempt property see Execu- 
tions § 1099%. 

Specific performance of contract waiving exemption see 
Specific Performance By Cyc 528]. 


I. DEFINITION 


ordinarily termed a ‘‘homestead’’ exemption and is 
treated in a separate title. An exemption of per- 
sonal property, although denominated by the stat- 
ute a ‘‘homestead,’’ falls within the scope of this 
title. 


II. ORIGIN, NATURE, AND PURPOSE 


[§ 2] Exemptions of the character herein con- 
sidered rest upon constitutional or statutory pro- 
visions,? and in so far as the debtor’s rights are in 
derogation of the ecreditor’s rights at common law, 
they are to be determined by the constitution or 
statute creating the exemption. While homestead ® 
and personal property exemptions are of the same 
general nature,® the exemption in personal property 
is not in the nature of an estate in the property 
analogous to the homestead right in land,’ but the 
debtor’s interest, if it can be called an interest at 
all and if anything beyond a mere negative im- 
munity from disturbance under a particular writ 
is in the nature of a chattel interest.2 In some 
jurisdictions the exemption is regarded as allowed 


for the benefit of the debtor,® while in others it is 
regarded as in the nature of police regulation 
primarily for the benefit of the community.1° The 
purpose underlying all exemption legislation is the 
securing to the unfortunate debtor of the means 
to support himself and his family,!! the protection 
of the family being the main consideration.1? It 
has been stated that an essential feature of an 
exemption is that the property shall be permanently 
exempt in the debtor’s hands from seizure by his 
creditors under judicial process,!® and the exempt 
property is something upon which creditors cannot 
be regarded as having extended credit and from 
which they cannot have anticipated satisfaction.'* 


III. CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS 


[§ 3] A. Constitutional Provisions. 


1. See In re Burnett, 201 Fed. 162, 
165 [quot Cyc]. 

{a] “Mot exempt by law.”—The 
phrase “not exempt by law,” in a 
statute providing that property not 
exempt by law shall be subject to 
payment of debts and shall be liable 
to be taken on execution, includes 
exemptions conferred by federal as 
well as by state laws. Brewer v. 
Warner, 105 Kan. 168, 182 P 411. 

{b] Exemption generally. — (1) 
“Free from liability, from duty, from 
service.” Bartholomew v. Austin, 85 
Fed. 359, 368, 29 CCA 568. (2) “Re- 
lease from some burden, duty or ob- 


ligation.” Maine Water Co. v. Water- 
ville, 98 Me. 586, 596, 45 A 830, 49 
LRA 294. (3) “An immunity, free- 


dom from any service, charge, bur- 
den, taxes, etc., to which others are 
subject.” Koenig v. Omaha, etc., R. 
Co., 3 Nebr. 373, 380. 

2. See Homesteads [21 Cyc 448]. 

Exemption of personalty in lieu of 
homestead see infra § i2. 

3. Hudspeth v. Harrison, 6 Kyl 
304, 138 Ky. Op. 25; Fink v. Fraenkle, 
14 NYS 140, 20 NYCivProe 402. 

Common-law exemptions from: 
Attachment see Attachment §§ 

382. 


§§ 42-113. 
[20 


295, 


Execution see Executions 
Garnishment see Garnishment 

Cyc 990 et seq]. 

4 Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315, 319, 202 SW 659 [cit Cyc]; 
Wygant v. Smith, 2 Lans. (N. Y.) 
185; Yates County Nat. Bank v. Car- 
penter, 49 Hun 40, 1 NYS 7338, 14 NY 
CivProc 372 [rev on other grounds 
119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 16 AmSR 


855, 7 LRA 557]; Armendarez v. 
Hotel Dieu, (Tex. Civ. A.) 145 SW 
1030. 

“The right. of a debtor to an 


exemption of his property from Seiz- 
ure and sale for the payment of his 
debts is determined by the statute, 
which creates the exemption and 
only the specific articles mentioned 
as exempt are held to be exempted, 
as in the absence of such statutes 
all property is subject to execution.” 


Roberts vy. Carrithers, supra. 

{a] Rule applied.—A charitable in- 
stitution is not entitled to exemption 
in its property, where the siatute 
makes no provision for that purpose. 
Armendarez v. Hotel Dieu, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 145 SW 1080. 

5. Homestead exemptions 
Homesteads [21 Cyc 448]. 

6. Pender y. Lancaster, 14 S. C. 
25, 27, 37 AmR 720, 

“The right of homestead exemp- 
tion, and that to the exemption of 
personal property of the prescribed 
kinds, must be regarded as of the 
same nature and attended by the 
same general incidents, as they are 
both created by the same instrument 
for the accomplishment of the same 
purpose, and only differ in the re- 
spect that one relates to real and 
the other to personal property, which 
is unimportant in its bearing on the 
question of their nature.’ Pender v. 
Lancaster, supra. 

7, Lyon, etc., Co. v. Modern Or- 
der of Pretorians, (Tex. Civ. A.) 142 
SW 29. 
bee State v. Harrington, 33 Mo. A. 

9. See In re Liby, 218 Fed. 90. 


see 


Waiver of right see infra § 190 
et seq. 
10. See In re Solomon, 254 Fed. 


503, 504; In re Liby, 218 Fed. 90. 

“The purpose of the exemption is 
not only to protect every debtor 
from total destitution, but also to 
protect the public from the _ result- 
ant necessity of providing for him 
as a public charge.’ In re Solomon, 
supra, 

11. Ala.—Noland v. Wickham, 9 
Ala. 169, 44 AmD 435, 

Masss.—Richardson v. Buswell, 10 


Mete. 506, 43 AmD 450. 
64 AmD 245. 

N. Y.—Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 
648; Griffin v. Sutherland, 14 Barb. 
ae Woodward v. Murray, 18 Johns. 
400, 


Okl.—Anderson v. Canaday, 37 Okl. 
11 ASIP R 697. AnnCaslOrbin Taiae 


In some | jurisdictions express constitutional provisions fix 


Tex.—Allison y. Brookshire, 38 
Tex. 

Vt.—Leavitt Metcalf, 2 V+ 2, 
343, 19 AmD 71 

Wis Gonami nts v. Samds, 32 
ae 387; Wright v. Pratt; 31 Wis. 

B. C.—yYorkshire Guarantee, 
Corp. v. Cooper, 10 B. C. 65, 

“It is properly a remedial statute, 
evidently intended to prevent fami- 
lies from being stript of the last 
means of support, and left to suffer, 
or cast as a burden upon the public; 
and to rescue them from the hands 
of unfeeling creditors; and the bet- 
ter to enable such poor debtors to 
satisfy the just demands against 
them.” Leavitt v. Metcalf, supra 
(pery Durner, 23))t 

12. D. C-—-Moore v. Buckler, 44 


ete.; 


App. 487. 

lowa.—Schooley v. Schooley, 184 
Iowa 835, 169 NW 56. 

Ky.—Grant v. Phcenix-Jellico Coal 
Co., 155 Ky. 58550159) (SW Li6ae iies 
Murray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 111, 99 
AmD 662. : 

La. 118 La. 


184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361, 
sat Y.—Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 

Pa.—Kunkle’s HEst., 4 Pa. Co, 234. 

Vt.—Leayvitt) yo Metcalf 2avitws4oy 
19% Ami) (4.8: 

“The exemption was made for the 
benefit of the family, rather than its 
head, the debtor. Its object con- 
cerns a question of public policy. It 
is to keep together the wife and 
children, that \ the latter may be 
trained and educated to become use- 
ful members of society; to protect 
them against the dangers to which 
they would be exposed by being scat- 
tered, at a tender age, and to secure 
them the means of instruction and 
improvement.” Griffin v. Sutherland 
14 Barb. (N. Y.)) 456, 459. 

13. In re Burnett, 201 Fed. 162, 
165 [quot Cyc]. 

14. Taylor v. ‘Winnie, 59 Kan, 16, 
51 P 890, 68 AmSR 339. 


[a] “Exempt property is some- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and rote number. 
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the amount and character of personal property 
exemptions,’© provisions of this character being 
regarded as self-executing,® while others merely 
direct the legislature to provide for exemptions by 
necessary legislation.!7 

[§ 4] B. Statutory Provisions—1. Validity— 
a. In General. The validity of exemption laws as 
against the objection that they constitute class 
legislation,!® or impair the obligation of contracts,!® 
or impair vested rights,?? has been considered in 
another title. So exemption laws are subject to.con- 
stitutional provisions as to the subjects and titles 
of acts generally,?1 and of amendatory acts.22 A 
statute exempting proceeds of fraternal benefit in- 
surance policies is not in violation of a constitu- 
tional provision that ‘‘government is instituted for 
the protection, security, and benefit of the peo- 
re eee 

[§ 5] b. Mandatory Constitutional Provisions. 
When the constitution direets the legislature to 
enact laws granting exemptions, its legislation, to 
be valid, must comply with the directions in all 
respects.24 But a constitutional provision allow- 
ing a debtor to waive his exemption does not bind 
the legislature to provide a remedy by garnish- 
ment for the collection of debts as to which exemp- 
tions are waived,*> and a statute declaring that 
wages of resident laborers for personal services to 
a fixed amount shall be exempt from garnishment, 
containing no exception in the case of waiver of 
exemption by the laborer, does not violate the con- 
stitutional provision allowing a debtor to waive his 
exemptions.2° A more extended exemption given 
in an act than in the constitution is unconstitutional 
and void,?* and the legislature cannot grant an 
exemption as against a debt which the constitution 
expressly excepts.2® An act giving an exemption 
from attachment is ineluded within, and does not 
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add to, a constitutional provision giving an exemp- 
tion from execution,?® although the exemption from 
attachment exceeds in amount the exemption from 
execution allowed in the constitution.2° And a pro- 
vision for personal property exemptions does not 
extend a constitutional provision expressly exempt- 
ing a homestead but making no provision as to per- 
sonal property.*t On the other hand a statute can- 
not restrict an exemption allowed by the constitu- 
tion,®* as by excepting particular debts.?? Where 
the constitution does not direct the legislature to 
set aside any particular property, the amount and 
kind of property to be exempt from execution is 
purely a question of legislative policy.24 Where the 
legislature has passed exemption laws as directed 
by the constitution, it cannot thereafter entirely 
abrogate the laws without a contemporaneous pas- 
sage of substitutes therefor, but it has the power 
to modify the laws within the constitutional limits.*® 

[§ 6] ¢. Effect of Invalid Amendment. Where 
an amending exemption law is unconstitutional, the 
claimant may still have his exemption under the 
original law but is not entitled to further exemp- 
tions under the amendment.*® 

[§ 7] 2. Construction—a. General Principles. 
Inasmuch as the exemption right is a creature of 
the statute,°” the extent or lmitation, or even 
the very existence of the right itself, is often de- 
termined by the usual principles of statutory con- 
struction,®® as for instance the principles that the 
intention of the lawmaker must prevail over the 
literal sense of the terms, and the reasons and inten- 
tion of the statute must prevail over its strict let- 
ter;°° that particular words may be ignored if out 
of harmony with the general purpose of the act, 
unless they are used by way of proviso or excep- 
tion, or indicate a positive intent inconsistent with 
the general spirit;*° that all parts of the statute 


thing toward which the eye of the 
ereditor need never be turned.” Tay- 
lor v. Winnie, 59 Kan. 16, 18, 51 P 
890, 68 AmSR 339 [quot In re Bur- 
nett, 201 Fed. 162, 165]. 

15. See constitutional provisions; 
and In re Handlin, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,018, 3 Dill. 290 (construing Arkan- 
sas constitution of 1868); In re Heze- 
kiah, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,448, 2 Dill. 551 
(construing Arkansas constitution of 
1868); Brown v. Leitch, 60 Ala. 313, 
81 AmR 42; Miller v. Marx, 55 Ala. 
322. 

ile 


17. Moss v. Jenkins, 146 Ind. 589, 
45 NE 789; Green v. Aker, 11 Ind. 
223; Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind. A. 112, 
27 NE 570. 

18. See Constitutional Law § 865. 

19. See Constitutional Law § 748. 

20. See Constitutional Law § 525. 

21. Tuttle v. Strout, 7 Minn. 465, 
82 AmD 108; Bishop v. Middleton, 43 
Nebr. 10,.61 NW 129, 26 LRA 445; 
Singer Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 39 Nebr. 
679, 58 NW 226, 42 AmSR 6138, 23 
LRA 210. 

Tithe of act as indicating subject 
matter see Statutes [36 Cyc 1017 et 
seq]. 

22. Creditors’ Collection Assoc. v. 
Bisbee, 80 Wash. 358, 141 P 886. 

Title of amendatory act see Stat- 
utes [36 Cyc 1058 et seq]. 

23. Brown v. Steckler, (N. D.) 
168 NW 670. 

24, Birdsong v. Tuttle, 52 Ark. 91, 
12 SW 158, 20 AmSR 156; Winter v. 
Simpson; 42 Ark. :410; Probst_ v. 
Scott, 31 Ark. 652; Coleman v. Bal- 
landi, 22 Minn. 144; Tuttle v. Strout, 


See Constitutional Law § 


7 Minn. 465, 82 AinD 108; Brown 
vi Streckler,. (N. 2 D) 168 NW 
670. 


[a] Mlustration.—A constitutional 
provision exempting’ “personal prop- 


erty’ to a certain amount is not vio- 
lated by statutes exempting wages 
or other choses in action, which are 
personal property within the consti- 


tutional limitation. Birdsong v. 
Tatille; 2 Ark, Oise 12: (SW sss 520 
AmSR 156; Winter v. Simpson, 42 
Ark. 410; Probst v. Scott, 31 Ark. 
652. 

25. Richardson v. Kaufman, 143 
Ala, 243, 39 S 368. 

26. Richardson y. Kaufman, 143 
Ala. 243, 39 S 368. 

27. In re How, 59 Minn. 415, €1 


NW 456, 61 Minn. 217, 68 NW 627; 
Duncan v. Barnett, 11 S. C. 3338, 32 
AmR 476. 

[a] A statute placing no limit 
upon the amount cf exemption vio- 
lates a constitutional provision di- 
recting the legislature to fix the 
exemption at a reasonable amount. 
In re How, 59 Minn. 415, 61 NW 456, 
61 Minn. 217, 63 NW 627. 

[b] Statutory exemption of ar- 
ticles in addition to those exempted 
in the constitution is void. Duncan 
v. Barnett, 11 S. C. 333, 32 AmR 476 
[expl and dist Homestead Bldg., etc., 
Assoc. v. Enslow, 7 S. C. 1}. 


28. Dunker v. Chedic, 4 Nev. 378. 

29. Himmel v. Hichengreen, i07 
Md. 610, 69 A 511. 

30. Himmel v. Eichengreen, 107 
Md. 610, 69 A 511. 

81. Oliver v. White, 18 S. C. 235. 

82. Burrows vy. Brooks, 113 Mich. 


307, 71 NW 460; Bofferding v. Men- 
gelkoch, 129 Minn. 184, 152 NW i135; 
Tuttle v. Strout, 7 Minn. 465, 84 
AmD 108; Martin v. Hughes, 67 N. C. 
293. 

83. Burrows v. Brooks, 112 Mich. 
307, 71 NW 460; Tuttle v. Strout, 7 
Minn. 465, 82 AmD 108. 

{a] Exception of wage claims in- 
valid.—Burrows v. Brooks, 113 Mich. 


307, 71 NW 460; Tuttle v. Strout, 7 
Minn. 465, 82 AmD 108. 

34. In re Vonhee, 238 Fed. 422. 

[a] ustration.—A constitutional 
provision that the iegislature shall 
protect by law from forced sale a 
certain portion of the homestead 
“and other property of all heads of 
families” is not mandatory upon the 
legislature to set aside any particu- 
lar property, and a statute providing 
that no property shall be exempt 
from execution for wages is not in 
violation of such constitutional re- 
repo In re Vonhee, 238 Fed. 


35.) Parker. v. Wing, 16 Wiss 2236 
Bull v. Conroe, 13 Wis. 233. 

36. In re Buelow, 98 Fed. 86. 

Effect of invalid amendments gen- 
erally see Statutes [26 Cyc 1056]. 

37. See supra § 2. 

38. See cases infra this section. 

Construction of statutes generally 
see Statutes [36 Cyc 1102]. 

89. Ill—Good v. Fogg, 61 Ill. 449, 
14 AmR 71: 

Kky.—Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 
Heys B15 e202 ISIE ODO: 

Me—Smith v. Chase, 71 Me. 164. 
_, Mich.—King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 
00d, 

N. Y.—yYates County Nat. Bank v. 
Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 L.RA 557; Mallory v. 
Norton, 21 Barb. 424; Hall v. Penney, 
11 Wend, 44, 25 AmD 601. 

Tenn.—Rose v. Wortham, 95 Tenn. 
505, 509, 32 SW 458, 30 LRA 609; 
Merriman v. Lacefield, 4 Heisk. 209: 

Tex.—Alsup v. Jordan, 69 Tex. 300, 
6 SW 831, 5 AmSR 53. 

EM ty sme v. Hammond, 40 Vt. 

Wash.—Elsom vy. Gadd, 93 Wash. 
603, 161 P 488, 162 P 867. 

40. In re Safady, 228 Fed. 538, 
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must be construed together;*! that all statutes in 
pari materia must be construed together and that 
the intent of the lawmakers must be determined 
from a consideration of the whole;*? that a statute 
must be construed so that if it can be prevented no 
clause, section, or word should be void, superfluous, 
or without significance ;** that where special words 
are used followed by words of more general im- 
port, the general words are to be limited to things of 
the same kind as are described by the special words, 
unless an intention may be found to extend their 
meaning ;*4 that the express mention of one thing 
implies the exclusion of another of the same class ;*° 
that repeals by implication are not favored,*® but 
that, where a new legislative act covers the same 
subject matter as an existing statute, and the two 
are so plainly repugnant and inconsistent that they 
cannot stand together, the old statute is to be re- 


41, Taylor v. Barker, 108 App. 
Div. 21, 95 NYS 474; Ellison v. 
Straw, 116 Wis. 207, 92 NW 1094. 

42. Ala.—Kimball v. Cunningham 
Hardware Co., 192 Ala. 223, 68 S 309. 

lowa.—Cook v. Allee, 119 Iowa 226, 
93 NW 92. 

La.—Hstalotte v. Clements, 8 La. 
A. (Orleans) 227. 

N. J.—Spear v. Locust Wood Ceme- 
tery Co., 72 N. J. Eq. 821, 66 A 1068. 

Tenn.—Jordan v. Gower, 1 Baxt. 
103. 

Wash.—In re Blattner, 89 Wash. 
412, 154 P 796. 

[a] Exemption and fraud stat- 
utes.—Exxemption statutes, and par- 
ticularly those in favor of the wife 
and children against creditors of the 
husband or father, must be construed 
with the statutes as to frauds and 
perjuries and fraudulent convey- 
ances. Kimball v. Cunningham Hard- 
ware Co., 192 Ala. 228, 68 S 309. 

{b] Statutes exempting proceeds 
of insurance policies—A _ statute 
exempting all proceeds of insurance 
policies followed by a_ Statute 
exempting proceeds only in_ the 
hands of beneficiaries named is con- 
strued with it to restrict the ex- 
emption to the beneficiaries named, 
and not allowing it where the policy 
is drawn in favor of the personal 
representatives of the debtor. In re 
Blattner, 89 Wash. 412, 154 P 796. 

43. Russell v. Arnold, 25 Ga. 625; 
Brown v. Balfour, 46 Minn. 68, 48 
NW 604, 12 LRA 3873. 

44. U. S—Hills v. Joseph, 229 
Fed. 865, 868, 144 CCA 147 [quot 
Cyc]. 

Colo.—Martin v. Bond, 14 Colo. 
466, 24 P 326. 

Kan.—Williams v. Vincent, 70 Kan. 
595, 79 P 121, 109 AmSR 469, 68 LRA 
634. 

Miss.—McLarty v. Tibbs, 69 Miss. 
Bp LUISE Bye 

Wis.—Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 
581 [mod Wicker’ v. Comstock, 52 
Wis. 315, 9 NW 25]. 

45. Taylor v. Barker, 108 App. 


Div. 21, 95 NYS 474. 


46. Hawkins v. Mosher, 8 Colo. A. 
31, 44 P 768; Mardis v. Clarke, 19 Pa. 
386: In re Blattner, 89 Wash. 412, 
154 P 796: Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. Chelhalis County Bank, 65 
Wash. 374, 118 P 326. 

47. Jumper v.. Moore, 110 Me, 159, 
485. 

48. Shadewald v. Phillips, 72 

Minn. 520, 75 NW 717. 

[a] Dustration—Where a stat- 
ute exempting from execution “one 
sewing machine’ was amended by 
adding ‘fone bicycle,’ and later the 
statute was amended so as to read 
“one sewing machine and one type- 
writing machine,’ a bicycle was no 
longer exempt. Shadewald v. Phil- 
lips, 72 Minn. 520, 75 NW 717. 

49. Wortendyke v. Blauvelt, 91 
INeR a eciaesoo. S102 VA eo Ol eh raziers Vv. 
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visions.*® 


Nashville Veterinary Hospital, 139 
Tenn. 440, 201 SW 751; Brown v. 
Western State Hospital, 110 Va. 321, 
66 SE 48; Burlander v. Milwaukee, 
Cte. COn 265 Wass vce 

50. Bransom vy. Bacon, 7 J. J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 259; Cayce v. Stovall, 
50 Miss. 396. 

51: London, Wetec: Loan, etc:, Co. 
v. Connell, 11 Man. 115. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘Statutes 
exempting a debtor’s property from 
the payment of his debts are not 
remedial in the ordinary sense, so 
as to require them to be construed 
with any peculiar liberality. They 
are in derogation of the common 
law, and confer immunities and 
privileges contrary to its general 
maxims. The interpretation there- 
fore is to be according to what is 
written, or what is plainly or mani- 
testly to be implied from what is 
written. The court is not to specu- 
late on what are the evils to be pro- 
vided against, and thus come to a 
conclusion in conformity to what a 
liberal and munificent spirit, or per- 
haps a more enlightened judgment 
than that displayed in the legisla- 
tive provision would approve.’ Rue 
v. Alter, 5 Den. (N. Y.) 119, 120. 

52. U. S—Hills v. Joseph, 229 
Fed. 865, 868, 144 CCA 147 [quot 
Cyc]; In re Crum, 221 Fed. 729; In 
re Crook, 219 Fed. 979; In re Swan- 
son, 213 Fed. 353; Smith yv. Thomp- 
son, 213 Wed, 3385, 129: CCA +637: iin 
re Gerber, 186 Fed. 693, 699, 108 CCA 
511 [cit Cyc]; In re Jones, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 343. 

Ala.—Barton v. Laundry, 79 S 308; 
Russell v. Oneonta, 73 S 986; Ken- 
nedy v. Smith, 99 Ala. 88, 11 S 665; 
Allman v. Gann, 29 Ala. 240; Favers 
Vin Glass. 22) sAla» 620 \58) Amb 227.2): 
Noland v. Wickham, 9 Ala. 169, 44 
prin 435; Watson v. Simpson, 5 Ala. 

Ariz.—Wilson v. Lowry, 5 Ariz. 
336, 52°. Ti. 

Ark.—Davis v. Cramer, 133 Ark. 
224, 202 SW 239; St. Louis, etc., R. 
Co. v. Hart, 38 Ark. 112; Wassell v. 
Tunnah, 25 Ark. 101. 

Cal.—MecManus’ Bst., 87 Cal. 292, 
95 P 413, 22 AmSR 250, 10 LRA 567. 

Colo.—Sandberg vy. Borstadt, 48 
Colo. 96, 109 P 419; Rutter v. Shum- 
way, 16 Colo. 95, 26 P 321; Martin v. 
Bond, 14 Colo. 466, 24 P 326. 

Conn.—Davidson vy. Hannon, 67 
Conn. 312, 34 A 1050, 52 AmSR 282, 
384 LRA 718; Montague vy. Richard- 
son, 24 Conn. 338, 63 AmD 173; Pat- 
ee v. Smith, 4 Conn. 450, 10 AmD 

Fla.—Jetton Lumber Co. y. Hall, 
67 Fla. 61, 64 S 440, 51 LRANS 1121. 

Ida.—BElliot v. Hall, 3 Ida. (Hasb.) 
ae 31 P 796, 35 AmSR 285, 18 LRA 
486. 


Ill.—Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560; Washburn v. Goodheart, 
88 Ill. 229; Good v. Fogg, 61 Ill. 449, 
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garded as amended by the new so as to become con- 
formable thereto;*7 that where an act provides that 
a prior statute ‘‘should be amended so as to read 
as follows’’ the amendatory act is a substitute for 
the original statute and repeals all those parts of 
the prior act which are omitted,*® or that a revision 
of the whole subject matter repeals former pro- 
But this last rule, as ail the others, must 
yield to the general rule that the intention of the 
legislature must be discovered and carried out.>° 
[§ 8] b. Strict or Liberal Construction. While 
in some jurisdictions it is held that exemption laws 
are to be strictly construed,®! the rule adopted by 
practically all of the courts is that they are to he 
construed liberally so as to effectuate their bene- 
ficent purposes,°? although'a middle ground has also 
been taken to the effect that exemption laws are to 
be construed as they are written, the courts therein 


14 AmR 71; Herschbach y. Cassout, 
197 Ill A. 188; Burns v. Turner, 193 
ill. A. 172; Wohlford v. Wabash Coal 
Co., 164 Ill. A. 185; Illinois Cent. R. 
Co. v. Cowles, 127 Ill. A. 456; Gibson 
Verb eo.e 22 TN PAS Zr. 

Ind.—Union Nat. Bank vy. Finley, 
180 Ind. 470, 103 NE 110; Pomeroy v. 
Beach, 149 Ind. 411, 49 NE 370; Rob- 
inson v. Hughes, 117 Ind. 293, 20 NE 
220, 10 AmSR 45, 3 LRA 383; But- 
ner v. Bowser, 104 Ind. 255, 3 NE 
889; Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; 
Puett v. Beard, 86 Ind. 172, 44 AmR 
280; Kelley v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 5386; 
Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 449; 
Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 46 
NE 693; Hisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. 
A. 188, 33 NE 220; Coppage v. Gregg, 
1 Ind. A. 112, 27 NE 570; Pickrell v. 
Jerauld, 1 Ind. A. 10, 27 NE 433, 50 
AmSR 192. 

Iowa.—Schooley v. Schooley, 184 
Iowa 835, 169 NW 56; Lames v. 
Armstrong, 162 Iowa 327, 144 NW 1, 
49 LRANS 691; Sterman vy. Hann, 160 
Iowa 356, 141 NW 934, 46 LRANS 
287; Cook v. Allee, 119 Iowa 226, 93 
NW 93; Millington v. Lauer, 89 Iowa 
322, 56 NW 533, 48 AmSR 885; Mor- 
gan v. Rountree, 88 Iowa 249, 55 NW 
65, 45 AmSR 234; Reynolds v. 
Haines, 83 Iowa 342, 49 NW 851, 32 
AmSR 311, 13 LRA 719; Kaiser v. 
Seaton, 62 Iowa 463, 17 NW 664; Be- 
van v. Hayden, 13 Iowa 122. 

Kan.—Donmyer v. Donmyer, 43 
Kan. 444, 23 P 627; Rasure v. Hart, 
18 Kan. 340, 26 AmR 772; Mallory v. 
Berry, 16 Kan. 293. 

Ky.— Grant v. Pheenix-Jellicoe 
Coal Co., 155 Ky. 585, 159 SW 1161; 
Schillinger v. Boes, 85 Ky. 357, 3 SW 
427, 9 KyL 18; Carrington vy. Herrin, 
4 Bush 624; Stone v. Hales, 7 Ky. 
Op, 110. 

Mass.—Pond v. Kimball, 101 Mass. 
105; Carruth v. Grassie, 11 Gray 211, 
71 AmD 707; Richardson vy. Buswell, 
10. Mete. 506, 43: \AniD) 4505) Gib= 
son v. Jenney, 15 Mass. 205. Con- 
tra - Buckingham-> v,.-. Billinss) vy 23 
Mass. 82. 

Mich.—Hutchinson v. Whitmore, 90 
Mich. 255, 51 NW 451, 30 AmSR 481; 
Rosenthal v. Scott, 41 Mich. 632, 2 
NW 909; Alvord v. Lent, 23 Mich. 
369; Kenyon v. Baker, 16 Mich. 3738, 
97 AmD 158. 

Minn.—Berg v. Baldwin, 81 Minn. 
541, 18 NW 82i.—Contra Temple v. 
Scott, 3 Minn. 419; Grimes v. Bryne, 
2 Minn, 89. 

Miss.—Dreyfuss v. Barton, 98 Miss. 
758, 54 S 254; Gilmore v. Brown, 93 
Miss. 68, 46 S 840; Gulfort Bank v. 
O’Neal, 86 Miss. 45, 38 S 630. 

Mo.—State v.; Dill, 60 Mo. 433; 
Mahan v., Scruggs, 29 Mo. 282; Me- 
gehe v. Draper, 21 Mo. 510, 64 AmD 
245; Nephler v. Rowland, 195 Mo. A. 
386, 191 SW 1033; Koppen v. Union 
Iron, etc., Co., 181 Mo. A. 72, 163 SW 
560; Martin v. Barnett, 158 Mo. A. 
375, 138 SW 538; Bovard v. Ford, 83 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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neither favoring a liberal nor adopting a strict 
Conversely to the rule of liberal 
construction of the grant of an exemption, pro- 
visions which limit or take away the exemption are 
strictly construed,>* whether in provisos and ex- 
ceptions °° or in amending statutes.>6 
strict or limited construction will be favored where 
such a construction will preserve the constitution- 
ality of a statute conferring an exemption.*? 
Limitations and qualifications of rule. 


construction.®2 


Mo. A. 498; State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 
Speith, 


261. 

Mont.—Ferguson  v. 13 
Mont. 487, 34 P 1020, 40 AmSR 459. 

Nebr.—State v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 
poe 43 NW- 361, 20 AmSR 696, 9 LRA 
are H.—Peverly v. Sayles, 10 N. H. 

N. Y.—Yates County Nat. Bank v. 
Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557; Stewart 
Vanbrown, 37 N.Y. 350! 93: AmD 578; 
Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 648; 
Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. 389; Becker 
Vo Becker, 47. Barb.» 497; Griffin v. 
Sutherland, 14 Barb. 456; Murray 
Hill Co; v. Kuhnile, 58 Mise. 313, 109 


NYS 669; Robinson’s Case, 3 AbbPr 
460; Hastman v. Caswell, 8 HowPr 
75; Carpenter v. Herrington, 25 


Wend. 370, 37 AmD 239. 
v. Alter, 56 Den. 119. 

N. C.—Goodwin v. Claytor, 137 N. 
C. 224, 49 SE 173, 107 AmSR 479, 67 
LRA 209; Shepherd v. Murrill, 90 N. 
Cc, 208. 

N. D.—Bradley v. Harle, 22 N. D. 
139, 132 NW 660, 42 LRANS 575, Ann 
Cas1914A 1181. 

Oh.—State v. Shook, 97 Oh. St. 164, 
118 NE 1010; Bretz v. Moore, 26 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 66; Wanzer vy. The Widow, 2 
Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 328, 2 WestL 
Month 426. 

Okl.—State vy. Collins, 174 P 568; 
Field v. Goat, 173 P 364; Hoyt v. 
Pullman, 51 Okl. 717,152 P 386, LRA 
1916B 1288; Phelan v. Lacey, 51 Okl. 
393, 151 P 1070; Nelson v. Fightmas- 
ter, 4 OKl. 38, 44 P 213. 

Or.—Crites v. Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 
P 941; Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170; Black- 
ford v. Boak, 73 Or. 61, 143 P 1136.° 

Pa—Com. vy. Boyd, 56 Pa. 402. 
Contra Knabb v. Drake, 23 Pa. 489, 
62 AmD 3852. 

Porto Rico.—Laguna v. Quinones, 
23 Porto Rico 358; American Surety 
Co. v. Subira, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 323. 

S. C.—Rookard v. Atlanta, etc., Air 
Mines Re Co. 89S. C! 371,, 71 SH 992: 
Parkerson vy. Wightman, 35 S. C. L. 
363. 

Sub: —Nelson vy. ©Oium, 21, S..D: 
541, 114 NW 691; Linander v. Long- 
staff, 7 S. D. 157, 68 NW 775; Noyes 
v. Belding, 5 S. D. 603, 59 NW 1069. 

Tenn.—Keelin v. Graves, 129 Tenn. 
103, 165 SW 232, LRAI1915A 421; Col- 
lier v. Murphy, 90 Tenn. 300, 16 SW 
465, 25 AmSR 698; Byous v. Mount, 
89 Tenn. 361, 17 SW 10387; Searcy v. 
Short, 1 Lea 749; Webb v. Brandon, 4 
Heisk. 285; Richardson v. Duncan, 2 


Contra Rue 


Heisk. 220. : 
Tex.—Allison v. Brookshire, 38 
Tex. 199; Rodgers v. Ferguson, 32 


Tex. 533; Cobbs v. Coleman, 14 Tex. 
594; Kiggins v. Henne, etc., Co., (Civ. 
A.) 199 SW 494; Smith v. McBryde, 
(Civ. A.) 173 SW 234; Campbell v. 
Honaker, (Civ. A.) 166 SW 74; Har- 
ris vy. Todd, (Civ. A.) 158 SW 1189; 
Patterson v. English, (Civ. A.) 142 
SW 18; Parker v. Sweet, (Civ. A.) 
127 SW 881; Betz v. Maier, 12 Tex. 
Civ. A. 219, 33 SW 710; Robinson v. 
Robertson, 2 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 253. 
Utah.—Snow v. West, 35 Utah 206, 
99 P 674, 136 AmSR 1047. 
Vt.—Webster v. Orne, 45 Vt. 40; 
Freeman v. Carpenter, 10 Vt. 433, 
33 AmD 210. 
Va.—Brown v .Western State Hos- 
pital, 110 Va. 321, 66 SE 48. 
Wash.—Lemagie v. Acme Stamp 


ion our construction will 
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Likewise a | statute.°9 


The rule 


Works, 98 Wash. 34, 167 P 60 [cit 
Cyc]; Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. Co. 
v. Chehalis County Bank, 65 Wash. 
374, 118 P 326; State v. McNeill, 58 
Wash. 47, 50, 107 P 1028, 137 AmSR 
1038 [cit Cyc]; Puget Sound Dressed 
Beef, etc., Co. v. Jeffs, 11 Wash. 466, 
39 P 962, 48 AmSR 885, 27 LRA 808. 

Wis.—Cunningham y. Brictson, 101 
Wis. 378, 77 NW 740; Heath v. 
Keyes, 35 Wis. 668; Kuntz vy. Kinney, 
33 Wis. 510; Connaughton v. Sands, 
32 Wis. 387; Gilman v. Williams, 7 
Wis. 329, 76 AmD 219. 

Ont.—Osler v. Muter, 19 Ont. A. 94. 

B. C.—Yorkshire Guarantee, etce., 
Corp. v. Cooper, 10 B. C. 65. 

“In construing exemption statutes 

. they are not to be strictly con- 
strued, but such construction will 
be placed thereon as will carry out 
the obvious purpose of the legisla- 
ture in enacting them—to protect 
the debtor.” Finlen v. Howard, 126 
Tll, 259, 262, 18 NE 560. 

[a] Reasons for rule—(1) “As a 
general legal truth, a statute in de- 
rogation of the common rights of 
creditors, ought to receive a strict 
construction; but if it concern the 
public good, it should be construed 
liberally. Powlter’s Case, 11 Coke 
29a, 77 Reprint 1181; Rex v. Armagh, 
Str. 516, 93 Reprint 671. Now, the 
public has a deep interest in the 
prosperity of mechanical employ- 
ments, and a sufficient corrective is 
interposed by the prescribed enquiry, 
whether the articles claimed to be 
exempted are necessary. In_ rela- 
tion to the natural description of 
the goods, of which an exemption is 
demanded, the exposition of the law, 
in my judgment, ought to be liberal; 
but so far as respects their protec- 
tion, in a given case, on the ground 
that they are necessary for the up- 
holding of life, this is a strict en- 
quiry of fact.” Patten v. Smith, 4 
Conn. 450, 454,10 AmD 166. (2) ‘The 
statute in question is a remedial one, 
and being passed for a humane pur- 
pose, ought to be liberally expound- 
ed in favor of humanity, and in fur- 
therance of the benevolent objects, 
for which it was enacted. The in- 
terest of creditors does not, as has 


been claimed, require a greater 
strictness in its construction, than 
the one we have adopted, on the 


they would otherwise 
be seriously affected in regard to 
the collection of their debts. The 
law was prompted by an enlightened 
view to the interest of creditors, as 
well as of debtors, and in our opin- 
advance 
the interests of both, while the nar- 
row and rigid construction contend- 
ed for would not operate generally 
for the benefit of either.” Montague 
v. Richardson, 24 Conn. 338, 348, 63 
AmD 173. (3) Exemption laws being 
remedial, beneficial, and humane in 
their character will be liberally con- 
strued. And when it does not clearly 
appear whether certain property is 
or is not embraced within the 
exempting statute the debtor will 
generally be allowed the benefit of 
the doubt and suffered to retain the 
property. Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 
Okl. 38, 44 P 213 [cit Freeman Ex. 
§ 208]. (4) “The statute allowing 
exemption is reasonable and bene- 
ficent, and ought not to be so con- 
strued as to defeat the intention 
of the legislature, unless unavoid- 


ground that 


feaC gq. ut 


of liberal construction, it has been held, must not, 
however, be indulged to the extent of conferring 
privileges and benefits by construction which were 
not intended to be conferred by the legislature,°® or 
to the extent of doing violence to the terms of the 
So where a specified article of personal 
property is made exempt, the courts are not au- 
thorized to extend the exemption by construction 
’to any other or different article.®° 
not to be interpreted against obvious intention or 


Such laws are 


able.’”” Com. v. Boyd, 56 Pa. 402, 404. 

53. Rynella-Mill, etce., Co. v. Se- 
gura, 128 La. 648, 647, 55 S 2 [cit 
Cyc]. 

[a] Earlier cases in Louisiana 
heid to the rule of strict construc- 
tion. White v. Heffner, 30 La. Ann. 
1280, 31 AmR 238; Boston Belting 
Co. v. Ivens, 28 La. Ann. 695; Crilly 
v. Sheriff, 25 La. Ann. 219; Guillory 
v. Deville, 21 La. Ann. 686; Pitard v. 
Carey, McG. 289; Longley’s Succe., 1 
La. A. (Orleans) 231. 

54. See cases infra notes 55, 56. 

55. Epps v. Epps, 17 Ill, A, 196; 
State v. Shook, 97 Oh. St. 164, 118 
NE 1010. 

56. Osterhoudt v. Stade, 133 App. 
Div. 83, 117 NYS 809. 

fa] Tlustrations. — (1) Where 
State officers’ wages are exempt un- 
der the amended statute, and the 
amending statute takes away exemp- 
tions only in cases where the wages 
are due from a “person or corpora- 
tion, municipal or otherwise,” it will 
not apply to officers whose wages are 
due from the state. Osterhoudt v. 
Stade, 133 App. Div. 88, 117 NYS 809. 
(2) A statute authorizing an execu- 
tion against the wages of a debtor 
on all judgments provided the sal- 
ary of the debtor exceeds a certain 
amount per week amending an earlier 
law under which wages were exempt 
except where the judgment was for 
necessaries or work performed in a 
family as a domestic is in deroga- 
tion of the debtor’s exemption rights, 
and is not retroactive. Osterhoudt 
rere: 133 App. Div. 83, 117 NYS 

57. In re Bonvillain, 232 Fed. 370 
[app dism 248 U. S. 588, 39 SCt 5, 
638 L. ed. 435]. 

[a]. Retroactive construction avoid- 
ed.—In re Bonvillain, 232 Fed. 370 
[app dism 248 U. S. 588, 39 SCt 5, 
63 L. ed. 435]. 

58. Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315, 202 SW 659; Monroe v. Button, 
20 Misc. 494, 46 NYS 687. 
vane Pond v. Kimball, 101 Mass. 

60. Kennedy v. Hills, 233 Fed. 
666, 147 CCA 474; In re Wilder, 221 
Fed. 476; In re Gerber, 186 Fed. 693, 
699, 108 CCA 511 [cit Cyc]; Roberts 
v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 315, 202 SW 
659; Dinkins v. Crunden, etc., Wood- 
enware Co., 91 Mo. A. 209; Carty v. 
Drew, 46 Vt. 346, 347. 

“When a class of property is 
exempt, such as ‘suitable apparel, 
bedding, tools, arms, and articles of 
household furniture; such as may be 
necessary for upholding life,’ the 
courts take care that the beneficial 
purposes of the legislature are car- 
ried into execution, and give the 
statute the most liberal construction. 
But when a specific article is exempt, 
the court cannot extend the statute 
by construction to another and dif- 


ferent article.” Carty v. Drew, 
supra. 
{a] Wearing apparel not extend- 


ed to wages.—Rev. St. (1899) § 3158, 
exempting to persons not the head 
of a family their wearing apparel 
and their tools and implements if 
they are mechanics engaged in their 
trade does not include the salary or 
wages of such persons. Dinkins v. 


Crunden, ete., Woodenware Co., 91 
Mo. A. 209. 
[b] Oxen not extended to horses. 


—Under a statute exempting horses 


_ 
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manifest justice;°! nor will a construction be toler- 
ated which sustains a positive fraud committed by 
the claimant in an endeavor to extend his exemp- 
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of another state.§7 


tion of the debt.®® 


to farmers and physicians a fur- 
ther exemption to persons engaged 
in logging of three yoke of work 
cattle and their yokes means an 
exemption to persons engaged in log- 
ging of oxen and their yokes and 
not horses and their harness. Ken- 
wedy v. Hills, 233 Fed. 666, 147 CCA 
474, 5 

[c] Hack not extended to taxicab. 
—A statute exempting one hack or 
carriage for one or two horses by 
use of which a hackman habitually 
earns his living will not be con- 
strued to exempt an automobile taxi- 


cab. In re Wilder, 221 Fed. 476. 
61. Barton v. Laundry, (Ala.) 79 
S 308; Fearn v. Ward, 65 Ala. 33; 


48 Kan. 651, 653, 


George v. Hunter, 
Rothschild 


29 P 1148, 30 AmSR 325; 
v. Boelter, 18 Minn. 361. 
me COULtS  ALewmnOt..i. 1s) IN, ANY, cCase, 
for whatever object, to strain the 
law beyond its fair and just mean- 
ing.’ Rothschild v. Boelter, supra. 

“The exemption laws of the state 
must be construed liberally in favor 
of the debtor, but the provisions of 
the several subdivisions of the 
exemption law must not, through a 
desire to be liberal to the debtor, be 
warped out of all harmony with 
each other, nor must such a con- 
struction be put upon any of its pro- 
visions as to render it uncertain and 
variable in its application, but it 
must be so construed as to give ita 
uniform application to each individ- 
ual debtor as to all objects of the 


same _ class.” George v. Hunter, 
supra, 
62. In re Gerber, 186 Fed. 693, 108 


CCA 511; Jetton Lumber Co. v. Hall, 
67 Fla. 61, 64 S 440, 51 LRANS 1121; 
Platt v. Platt, 50 Fla. 594, 39 S 536. 
Forfeiture of exemption on ground 
of fraud see infra §§ 214-219. 
63. Iowa.—Charless v. Lomberson, 
1 Iowa 435, 638 AmD 457. 
Kan.—George v. Hunter, 48 Kan. 
651, 29 P 1148, 30 AmSR 325. 


Mich.—King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 
538. 

. Minn.—Rothschild v. Boelter, 18 
Minn. 361. 

N. Y.—Ford v. Johnson, 34 Barb. 
364: 


Tenn.—Searcy v. Short, 1 Lea 749. 

Vt—Carty v. Drew, 46 Vt. 346. 

64. Exemption of proceeds of in- 
surance see infra § 118. 

Exemptions in bankruptcy 
Bankruptcy §§ 619, 620. 

. 65. Ala—Hast Tennessee, etc., R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 3 S 852, 
3 AmSR 755. 

Ga.—Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
337; Harvey v. Thompson, 2 Ga. A. 
569, 60 SE 11. 

Ill.—Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 
Tll. 248, 31 NE 594, 34 AmSR 74. 

Iowa.—Newell v. Hayden, 8 Iowa 
140. 

W. Va.—National Tube Co. v. 
Smith, 57 W. Va. 210, 50 SE 717, 110 
AmSR 771, 1 LRANS 195. See also 
cases infra note 69. 


see 


A. Law of What Place. 
rule exemption laws are regarded as pertaining to 
the remedy only ® and as having no extraterritorial 
effect,°* and hence will not be enforced by the courts 
They create a personal privilege 
rather than a right ®* and do not enter into the 
contract in such a way that they may be set up 
in any jurisdiction in which it may be sought to 
subject the property of the debtor to the satisfae- 
The rule that the law of the 
forum controls applies when a debtor endeavors to 


EXEMPTIONS 


tion.®? 


IV. WHAT LAW GOVERNS “ 
As a general 


state in which 


66. Ala.—HEast Tennessee, etc., R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 2 S 852, 
38 AmSR 755; Boykin vy. Edwards, 21 
Ala. 261. 


Ark.—Person vy. Williams-Hchols 


ee Goods Co., 1138 Ark. 467, 169 SW 
Colo.—Atchison, CC Ry COs ly. 


Magegard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985. 

Ga.—Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
337 [dist on the facts Wells v. Hast 
Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 74 Ga. 548]; 
Harvey v. Thompson, 2 Ga. A. 569, 
60 SE 11. 

Ill—Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 
Ill. 248, 31 NE 594, 34 AmSR 74; 
Mineral Point R. Co. v. Barron, 83 
Ill. 365; Roche v. Rhode Island Ins. 
Assoc. 2 Ti. “A. 360; 

Iowa.—Broadstreet v. Clark, 65 
Iowa 670, 22 NW _ 919; Leiber v. 
Union Pac. R. Co., 49 lowa 688; New- 
ell v. Hayden, 8 Iowa 140; Helfen- 
stein v. Cave, 3 Iowa 287. 

Kan.—Burlington, ete, R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 


AmR 497. 
Ky.—Stewart v. Thomson, 97 Ky. 
DIC se So LEO ud OOwer IN eecVATEn Sa lb 


AmSR 43i, 36 LRA 582. 

Nebr.—Wright v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Co., 19 Nebr. 175, 27 NW 90, 56 AmR 
747. 

N. C.—Goodwin v. Claytor, 137 N. 
C. 224, 49 SE 173, 107 AmSR 479, 67 
LRA 209: Balk vy. Harris, 122 N. Cc 
64, 30 SE 318, 45 LRA 257. 

Pa. —Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 

Tenn.—Carson v. Memphis, etc., R. 
Co., 88 Tenn. 646, 13 SW 588, 17 
AmSR 921, 8 LRA 412. 

Utah.—Bristol v. Brent, 88 Utah 
58,, 110 P 356, 357. 

Ww. Va.—National Dubey Con live 
Smith, 57° W. Va. 210, 50 SE 717, 110 
AmSR 771, 1 LRANS 195; Stevens v. 
Brown, 20 W. Va. 450. 

Wis. — Commercial 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 45 Wis. 172. 

67. U. S—Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Sturn, 74 Ue Saito, dC SCE 79 taa3 
L. ed. 1144 [rev 58 Kan. 818, 51 P 
1100]. 

Ala.—East Tennessee, ete., R. Co. 
v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 3 S 852, 3 
AmSR 755. 

Ark.—Person v. Williams-Echols 
Dry Goods Co., 113 Ark. 467, 169 SW 
223; Stone v. Drake, 79 Ark. 384, 388, 
96 SW 197. 

Ga.—Harvey v. Thompson, 2 Ga. 
A. 569, 60. SHE 11 

Ill—Mineral Point R. Co. v. Bar- 
TON, os Ls, S65. 

Iowa. —Newell v. Hayden, 8 Iowa 
140. 

Kan.—Burlington, etc. R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 
AmR 497. 

Nebr.—Singer Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 
39 Nebr. 679, 58 NW 226, 42 AmSR 
oree 23 LRA 210. 

. C.—Goodwin vy. Claytor, 137 N. 

(ey mye 49 SE 173, 107 AmSR 479, 
67 LRA 209. 

Pa.—Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 

Tex.—Missouri, ete., Comers 


Nat. Bank vy. 
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Debtors claiming the benefit of such stat- 
utes must bring themselves at least within the spirit 
of their provisions.® 


claim the benefit of the exemption laws of a juris- 
diction other than that of the forum,” and if there 
is no right of exemption under the statutes of the 


the , proceedings are brought, the 


debtor cannot set up the exemption laws of another 
state of which he is a resident, unless there is some- 
thing in the rule of comity between the states to 
require recognition of such laws.7! 
executed in one jurisdiction payable in another con- 
tains a waiver of exemption, the debtor when sued 
in the state wherein the note is executed cannot 


So where a note 


SAEs 53. Tex. Civ, Ayi389 LL eS, 


ie Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
337; Harvey v. Thompson, 2 Ga. A. 
569, 60 SH 11. 


69. Ala.—Boykin y. Edwards, 21 
Ala. 261. 
Ga.—Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 


337. 

Ill.— Mineral Point R. Co. v. Bar- 
TON; So UL soGor 

Iowa.—Newell v. Hayden, 8 Iowa’ 
140; Helfenstein v. Cave, 3 lowa 287. 

Kan.—Burlington, etc., R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 
AmR 497. 

Pa.—Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 

W. Va.—Stevens v. Brown, 20 
Va. 450. 

Wis.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 45 Wis. 172. 

70. U. S.— By num v. Johnston, 222 
Hed, 659, 138) CCA: 183. 

Ala.—Boykin v. Edwards, 21 Ala. 


261 
Williams-Echols 


52. 


Ww". 


Ark.—Person Vv. 
Dry Coods Co., 113 Ark. 467, 169 SW 


223, 224; Swanger v. Goodwin, 49 
Ark. 287, 5 SW 319. 
Colo. — Atchison, Clea. ake v. 


Co 
Maggard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985. 

Ill.—Mineral Point R. Co. v. Bar- 
ron, 83 Ill. 365; American Cent. Ins. 
Co. v. Hettler, 46 Ill. A. 416; Wa- 
bash R. Co. v. Dougan, 41 Ill. A. 543. 

IJowa.—Lyon v. Callopy, 87 Iowa 
567, 54 NW 476, 48 AmSR _ 396; 
Broadstreet v. Clark, 65 Iowa 670, 22 
NW 919; Oberfelder v. Union Pac. R. 
Co., 60 Towa 755, 14 NW 255; Mooney 
v. Union Pac. R. Co., 60 Towa 346, 14 
NW 348; Leiber v. Union Pac, R. Co., 
49 Iowa’ 688. 

Ky.—Barker v. Brown, 33 SW 833, 
Lt Kade ae" 

Mich.—Detroit First Nat. Bank v. 
Burch, 80 Mich. 242, 45 NW 98. 

W. Va.—National Tube Co. v. 
Smith, 57 W. Va. 210, 50 SE 717, 110 
AmSR ah ey wal LRANS 195; Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co. v. Rogers, 52 Wis Gaal 
450, 44 SE 300, 62 LRA 178; Stevens 
We Brown, 20 W. Va, 450; Mahaney Vv. 
Kephart, ‘15 W. Va. 609. 

71. Ala.—Hast Tennessee, ete:, R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 3 S 853, 


3 AmSR 755; Boykin v. Edwards, 21 
Ala. 261. 
Colo.—Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 


Magegard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985, 

Ill—Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 
Til. 248, 381 NE 594, 34-AmSR 74: 
Mineral Point R. Co. v. Barron, 83 
Ill. 865; Roche v. Rhode Isiand Ins, 
Assoc., 2 Till. A. 360. 

Iowa.—Lyon v. Callopy, 87 Iowa 
567, 54 NW 476, 43 AmSR 396; 
Broadstreet vy. Clark, 65 Iowa 670, 23 
NW 919; Leiber v. Union Pac. R. Co., 
49 Iowa’ 688, 

Kan.—Burlington, etc. Ra Cosivs 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 
AmR 497. 

Ky.—Barker v. Brown, 33 SW 833; 
Stewart v. Thompson, 97 Ky. 5155 31 
os, 1133, ‘58 “AmSR* "43108 Sonu 


* For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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assert that the law of the state wherein the note is 
payable vitiates the waiver of exemption.7? So a 
nonresident cannot in garnishment proceedings set 
up the exemption laws of the state in which he 
resides.*3 
extraterritorial obligation is recognized not only 
by foreign courts but by the courts of the jurisdic- 
tion in which the statute exists.74 

Comity. There is no rule of comity which de- 
mands a recognition of a foreign exemption law,’® 
particularly where proceedings are instituted by a 
resident creditor against a nonresident debtor,’® or 
where the creditor and debtor are both nonresidents 
but are residents of different states.77 It is obvious 
that where the exemption laws in the foreign and 
domestic jurisdictions are the same no occasion 
arises for the application of the doctrine of com- 
lty.78 

Evasion of law of debtor’s residence. Even 
though suit is brought within the state by a non- 
resident creditor for the purpose of evading an 
exemption right conferred by the state of the debt- 
or’s residence, it has been held that the courts 
will not enforce an exemption conferred by the law 
of another state,’® although where the statutes of 
the forum do not limit the benefit of the exemption 
laws to residents,®° they will allow the exemption 
conferred by the local statute.*+ But upon prin- 


‘ciples of comity it has been held in some juris- 


dictions that, where the debtor and creditor are non- 
residents and the suit is brought for the purpose of 
evading the exemption laws of the place of the 


EXEMPTIONS 


The fact that an exemption law has no; 
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debtor’s residence the court will recognize and en- 
force such laws,®? as where it is sought to reach 
the wages earned by the debtor in the state of his 
residence and exempt by the law of such state.’ 
A similar conclusion has been reached upon the rea- 
soning that where a creditor, a debtor, and a gar- 
nishee at the time of the creation of both debts are 
residents of another state wherein the debts are 
intended to be payable, the exemption of wages is 
such an incident and condition of the debt of the 
employer that it will follow the debt if the debt 
follows the person of the garnishee into another 
state and attach itself to every process of collec- 
tion in that state unless jurisdiction is obtained over 
the person of the principal debtor.84 Conversely it 
has been held that where the debt for wages was 
exempt from execution by the law of the forum, 
the employer could not as against the employee set 
off a payment made by it as garnishee in a foreign 
state, the employee never having gone into such 
state.® 

By statute in some jurisdictions provision is made 
for allowing a nonresident debtor the exemption 
afforded to him by the law of the state in which 
he resides,*° as in ease of proceedings within the 
state to reach wages earned and payable to the 
debtor outside of the state.87 Other statutes make it 
unlawful to assign or transfer a debt for the pur- 
pose of having it collected outside of the state for 
the purpose of evading the law of the state as to 
exemptions.*® 

A married woman is entitled only to the exemp- 


N. C.—Balk v. Harris, 122 N. C. 64, 
30 SE 318, 45 LRA 257. 

Pa.—Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 

Tenn.—Carson v. Memphis, etc., R. 
Co., 88 Tenn. 646, 183 SW 588, 17 
AmSR 921, 8 LRA 412. 

W. Va.—Stevens v. Brown, 20 W. 
Va. 450. 

72. Gamble v. Central R., etc., Co., 
80 Ga. 595, 7 SE 315, 12 AmSR 276 
[dist Cleghorn v. Greeson, 77 Ga. 
343, on the ground that the waiver 
in that case was in violation of the 
law of the forum]. 

73. Ala.—East Tennessee, etc. R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 3 S. 852, 
3 AmSR 755. 

Golo Atchison, ete; URW Co. sv. 
Maggard, 6 Colo, A. 85, 39 P 985. 

Ill._—American Cent. Ins. Co. v. 
Hettler, 46 Ill. A. 416; Roche v. 
Rhode Island Ins. Assoc., 2 Ill. A. 
360. 

Iowa.—lLyon vy. Callopy, 87 Iowa 
567,54 NW 476, 43 AmSR 396; Broad- 
street v. Clark, 65 Iowa 670, 22 NW 
919; Mooney v. Union Pac. R. Co., 60 
Iowa 346, 14 NW 3438; Leiber v. 
Union Pac. R. Co., 49 Iowa 688. 

Kan.—Rurlington, ete, R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 
AmR 497. 

Ky.—Stewart v. Thomson, 97 Ky. 
575, 31 SW 133, 53 AmSR 431, 36 
LRA 582. 

Pa.—Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 

74, Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. Hol- 
lenbeck, 161 Ind. 452, 69 NE 136; 
Sexton v. Phcenix Ins. Co., 132 N. C. 
1, 43 SE 479; Balk v. Harris, 122 N. 
C. 64,°30 SE 318, 45 LRA 257; Mor- 
gan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 


75. Ala.—East Tennessee, etc. R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala, 462, 3 S 852, 
38 AmSR 755. 

Colo:——Atchison,® rete.,. 7 Ra> Cols Vv. 


Magegard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985. 

Ga.—Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
Saul 

Iowa.—Lyon v. Callopy, 87 Iowa 
567, 54 NW 476, 43 AmSR 396. 

W. Va.—Stevens v. Brown, 20 W. 
Va. 450. y 

Recognition in case of evasion of 
debtor’s rights see infra note 82. 

76, Ala.—East Tennessee, etc. R. 


Co. v. Kennedy, 83 Ala. 462, 3 S 852, 
3 AmSR 755; Boykin v. Edwards, 21 
Ala. 261. 

Colo.—Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 
Maggard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985. 

Ill. American Cent. Ins. Co. v. 
Hettlér, 46. i1]. A. 416; Roche’ ‘v. 
Rhode Island Ins. Assoc., 2 Ill. A. 
360. 

Iowa.—Lyon v. Callopy, 87 Iowa 
567,54 NW 476, 43 AmSR 396; Broad- 
street v. Clark, 65 Iowa 670, 22 NW 
Chie 

Kan.—Burlington, ete, R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 31 Kan. 180, 1 P 622, 47 
AmR 497. 

Tenn.—Carson v. Memphis, etc., R. 
Co., 88 Tenn. 646, 13 SW 588, 17 
AmSR 921, 8 LRA 412. 

77. Williamson v. Kansas, 
Coal Co., 6 Kan. A. 448, 50 P 106. 

BiG MansaSsm City. Wels han COs a Vi. 
Gough, 35 Kan. 1, 10 P 89; Missouri 
Pac. R. Co. v. Maltby, 34 Kan. 125, 8 
P 235; Pierce v. Chicago, .etc., R. Co., 
386 Wis. 283. 

79. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Mag- 
gard, 6 Colo. A. 85, 39 P 985; Wabash 
R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 Ill. 248, 31 NE 
594, 34 AmSR 74; Mineral Point R. 
Co. v. Barron, 83 Ill. 365; Mitchell v. 
Shook, 72 Ill. 492; Mooney v. Union 
Pac. R. Co., 60 Iowa 346, 14 NW 343; 
Morgan v. Neville, 74 Pa. 52. 

80. See infra § 18. 

81. Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 
Tll. 248, 31 NE 594, 34 AmSR 74. See 
Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Maltby, 34 
Kan. 125, 8 P 235 (where facts bring 
case within rule). 

82. Mason v. Beebee, 44 Fed. 556; 
Kansas City, etc., R. Co. v. Cunning- 
hanie ie ane Any 4. Bebe O72 
Schroeder Wine, etce., Co. v. Willis 
Coal, etc., Co., 179 Mo. A. 93, 161 SW 
352. 


ete., 


83. Mason vy. Beebee, 44 Fed. 556, 
561. See Singer Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 
39 Nebr. 679, 58 NW 226, 42 AmSR 
613, 23 LRA 210 (where a foreign 
corporation having a place of busi- 
ness in the state of the debtor’s resi- 
dence instituted attachment proceed- 
ings in another state and seized the 
earnings of the debtor exempt under 
the laws of the state of his resi- 


dence). 

“It may be said that it is only on 
the principle of comity that lowa 
will recognize and give force to the 
laws of another state. This may be 
true, but if the basis of recognition 
be comity only, it is, nevertheless, 
the fact that recognition should be 
given to the laws of a sister state, 
when justice and fair dealing re- 
quire it, unless the right claimed is 
contrary to public polity or some 
statutory or other established rule of 
law in Iowa. The statutes of Iowa, 
in this regard, are in entire accord 
with those of Illinois. It is the 
settled policy of lowa to. exempt the 
wages earned by the head of a 
family. No ground, therefore, exists 
for refusing to recognize the law of 
Illinois on the theory that such rec- 
ognition would contravene the rule 
prevailing in Iowa on that subject.’ 
Mason v. Beebee, supra. 

84. Drake v. Lake Shore, ete., R. 


Coss 69... Mich. 71682) °3'%, INW. 10s 
AmSR 382. 
85. Becker v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 


250 Ill. 40, 95 NE 42, 35 LRANS 1154 
(Laff 158 Ill. A. 520]; Illinois Cent. R. 
Co. v. Smith, 70 Miss. 344, 12 S 461, 
35 AmSR 651, 19 LRA 577; Martin v. 
Central Vermont R. Co., 50 Hun 347, 
3 NYS 82. 

86. 
Jackson v. Republic Iron, 
141 Ill. A. 453; Baltimore, etce., 
Southwestern R. Co. v. McDonald, 
112 Ill. A. 391; Freedman v. Coyken- 
Gall, ZieNueds LE Ss L256. 

87. Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 142 
Ill. 248, 31 NE 594, 34 AmSR 74; Ful- 
ler v. Bridgeport Wood Finishing 
Co.,.-208, Til. A. 227. 5 

88. See statutory provisions; and 
Becker v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 250 
Til. 40, 95 NE 42, 35 LRANS 1154; 
Singer Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 39 Nebr. 
679, 58 NW 226, 42 AmSR 613, 23 
LRA 210. 

Damages for evasion of exemption 
laws see infra § 288. 

Injunctions against proceedings in 
another state see infra § 299. 

Offenses against exemption laws 
see infra § 324. 


See statutory provisions; and 
ete ioe 
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tions provided by the statutes of the state where 
she resides and is sued.*® 

{§ 10] B. Law of What Time—1l. In General. 
An exemption law will not be construed as retro- 
active unless the intention that it shall so operate 
is clearly apparent,®° particularly where such a con- 
struction would invahdate the statute,®! and con- 
stitutional inhibitions of retroactive legislation % 
have been held applicable to exemption laws.%? 
Exemption laws themselves frequently provide that 
they shall apply only as against judgments or lia- 
bilities on contracts entered into after their enact- 
ment or after a specified date thereafter,®* or save 
the exemptions in force prior to their enactment 
with regard to contracts made before such time.®® 
Where an exemption has been conferred or the 
amount of an existing exemption increased, subse- 
quent to the contracting of a debt, the law in force 
at the time the debt is contracted will, according 
to the great weight of authority, control as to the 
debtor’s right of exemption, and not that which is 
in force when the exemption is claimed.®® This is 
in accord with the well recognized principle that the 
obligation of existing contracts is impaired by stat- 
utes materially extending the amount and character 
of the debtor’s exemptions 97 and such authorities 
as are in conflict rest upon the theory that such 
statutes do not have this effect.°® On the other 
hand, where the debtor’s exemptions have been 
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diminished or taken away, the law at the time the 
obligation is sought to be enforced controls.°® This 
is in accord with the principle that no vested right 
is conferred upon the debtor by exemption laws. 
It would seem that where the old exemption is not 
recognized by the subsequent statute, but is entirely 
repealed, the debtor’s right of exemption is de- 
stroyed,? since the law conferring an exemption 
must be in force when the exemption is claimedj* 
and a law which has been repealed cannot be re- 
vived by a claim made under it, although it may 
have been in force when the contract was made.* 
It-shonld be noted, however, that while the debtor 
does not have a vested right in the exemption he 
may under the operation of an exemption law ac- 
quire a vested right,® as where his property has been 
sold and a portion of the proceeds set apart to 
him as exempt.© Where the exemption law as 
changed does not withdraw from liability more 
property in value than was exempt at the time the 
contract was made, the debtor may have the ad- 
vantage thereof.’ 

Judgment on running account. Where certain 
items of an account accrued prior to the taking ef- 
fect of an exemption statute and others subse- 
quent thereto, and the creditor sues upon the en- 
tire account and obtains judgment for the full 
amount, it has been held in one jurisdiction that 
the debtor is entitled to claim the benefit of the 


89, Clark v. Eltinge, 38 Wash.|as in conflict Sneider v. Heidelberger, ; though the devastavit may have been 


376, 80 P 556, 107 AmSR 858. 45 Ala. 126] 
90. Iowa. —Goble v. Stephenson, 68 
Iowa 270, 26 NW 433. 


Ky.—Millay v. White, 86 Ky. 170, 


Fila. 450. 


committed, and the judgment there- 


Fla.—Alexander v. Kilpatrick, 14] for recovered, afterward. De la Howe 


v. Harper, 5 S. C. 470. 


Ga.—Shipp v. Smith, 76 Ga. A. 1; [b] Application of rule—A debt- 


5 SW 429, 9 KyL 462. 

La.—Lavillebeuvre v. Frederic, 20 
La. Ann. 374 

Mass.—Kelloge v. Waite, 12 Allen 
529. 

N. H.—Strachn v. Foss, 42 N. H. 
43. 

Wash.—In re Hellbron, 14 Wash. 
536, 45 P 153, 35 LRA 602. 

Wis. —Dopp vy. Albee, 17 Wis. 590; 
Seamans v. Carter, 15 Wis. 548, 33 
AmD 696. 

[a] Applications of rule.—(1) A 
statute making exempt pension 
money does not.affect money or prop- 
erty which was held by pensioners 
who had died before the enactment 
of the statute. Baugh v. Barrett, 69 
Iowa 495, 29 NW 425 [overr on the 
ground that the federal statute and 
not the state statute created the 
exemption Crow v. Brown, 81 Iowa 
344, 46 NW. 993, 25 AmSR 5OL,- i 
LRA 110], (2) The question whether 
such money is exempt must be de- 
termined by the law in force when 
the pensioner died. Baugh v. Bar- 
rett, 69 Iowa 495, 29 NW 425. 

91. See supra ’g His 

92. See Constitutional Law § 780. 

93. Hockaday v. Sallee, 26 Mo. 
219; Harvey v. Wickham, 23 Mo. 112; 


Manly .Val) hompson,. 20" “Mo. © 2::75 
Cunningham Wie Gray, 20 Mo. 
170. 


94. See statutory provisions; and 
O’Neil v. Beck, 69 Ind. 239; Knight 
v. Whitman, 6 Bush’ (Ky.) 51, 99 


AmD 652; Pryor v. Smith, 4 eo) 
(Ky...) 379; Jones vy. McCrocklin 
KyL 285; Woods v. Jones, 9 ee 


241; Reed v. Defebaugh, 24 Pa. 495; 
Smith’s App., 23 Pa. 310; Mardis v. 
Clarke, 19 Pa. 386. 

95. See statutory provisions; and 
Moore v. Boozier, 42 Ark. 385. 

96. Ala.—Bell v. Hall, 76 Ala. 
546; Giddens v. Williamson, 65 Ala. 
439; Fearn v. Ward, 65 Ala. 33; Blum 
v. Carter, 63 Ala. 235; Nelson v. Mc- 
Crary, 60 Ala. 301; Preiss v. Camp- 
bell, 59 Ala. 635; Wilson v. Brown, 
58 Ala. 62, 29 AmR 1727 [overr so far 


Peters v. Bradford, 49 Ga. 551; Gunn 
v. Thornton, 49 Ga. 380; Jones v. 
Brandon, 48 Ga. 598. Contra Gunn vy. 
Barry, 44 Ga. 351 [rev on other 
grounds 15 Wall. (U. S.) 610, 21 L. 
ed. 212]; Pulliam v. Sewell, 40 Ga. 
73; Hardeman v. Downer, 39 Ga. 425; 
Maxey v. Loyal, 38 Ga. 531. 

Ky.—Millay v. White, 86 Ky. 170, 
5 SW 429, 9 Kyl 462; Kibbey v. 
Jones, 7 Bush 243. 

La.—Lavillebeuvre v. Frederic, 20 
La. Ann. 3874. 

Minn.—Tillotson v. Millard, 7 Minn. 
513, 82 AmD 112. 

Miss.—Johnson v. Fletcher, 54 
Miss. 628, 28 AmR 388; Lessley v. 
Phipps, 49 Miss. 790 [overr Stephen- 
son v. Osborne, 41 Miss. 119, 90 AmD 
358; Morrison v. McDaniel, 30 Miss. 
aed Pennington v. Seal, 49 Miss. 
518 

N. C.—Carlton v. Watts, 82 N.C. 
212; Gamble v. Rhyne, 80 N. C. 182. 
Contra McKeithan Vv. Derry, GCfaN. C: 
25; Hill v. Kessler, 63 N. C. 437. 

i an’s App., 48 Pa. 315. 

S. C.—De la Howe v. Harper, 5 S. 
Creai0. Hip Hewett, orsn Cry 409; 
Cochran v. Darcy, 5 S. C. 125 [overr 
In re Kennedy, 2 S. C. 216]. 

S. D.—Sundback Va, Grimths-7) SD: 
109, 683 NW 544. 

Tenn.—Harris v. Austell, 2 Baxt. 
148, 

Va.—Homestead Cases, 22 Gratt. 
(63 Va.) 266, 12 AmR 507. 

Wash.—In re Heilbron, 14 Wash. 
536, 45 P 153, 35 LRA 602: 

But see Helm v. Pridgen, 1 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 643 (holding that prop- 
erty acquired by the debtor after the 
enactment of a statute making it 
exempt might be held by him as 
against a contract obligation in- 
curred before the passage of the 
statute). 

{a] Liability on administrator’s 
bond.—An exemption cannot’ be 
claimed as against a judgment on an 
administrator’s bond for a devasta- 
vit, if the bond was given before the 
exemption law went into effect, al- 


or’s real estate sold at sheriff’s sale 
for above nine hundred dollars was 
bound by judgments for debts con- 
tracted after and before the Exemp- 
tion Act of 1849 took effect, and also 
by one the greater portion of which 
was for a debt contracted before 
such act took effect. It was held that 
the portion of the fund exceed- 
ing three hundred dollars was to be 
applied to the judgments in their 
order of lien, or when entered on the 
same day and exceeding the amount 
of the fund beyond the three hun- 
dred: dollars, pro rata. As to the 
three hundred dollars, the portions of 
the judgments which were for debts 
contracted before said act took effect 
were entitled to payment out ef it, 
and to the residue of the three hun- 
dred dollars the debtor was entitled 
to in preference to the portion of the 
judgments for debts contracted after 
the act took effect. Smith’s App., 23 
Bawsll0; 

97. See Constitutional Law § 748. 

98. See Constitutional Law § 748 
text and note 82. 

99. Marcum Vin Edwards, 181 Ky. 
683, 205 SW 798; Laird v. Carton, 
TO6GRIN A YS 6957 89 NB 822, 25 LRANS 
189; Hedges v. Keiser, 135 App. Div. 
LZ LOM INVES) 175s Meyer v. Halber- 
stadt, 44. Misc. 408, SON YS PL O10; mel 
NYAnnCas 242; In re Sharp, 5 B.C. 
117. But see Lyon v. Modern Order 
of Preetorians, (Tex. Civ. A.) 142 SW 
29 (dictum to the effect that obliga- 
tion of the debtor’s contract is im- 
paired). 
aa See Constitutional Law §§ 525, 

2. See cases infra notes 3, 4. 

3. Nelson v. McCrary, 60 Ala. 301; 
Alexander y. Kilpatrick, 14 Fla. 450. 
aad Nelson v. McCrary, 60 Ala. 

5. Bramble v. State, 41 Md. 435; 
ae eres v. Wesberry, 45 S. C. L. 
3 

6. Bramble v. State, 41 Md. 435. 

7. Gamble v. Rhyne, 80 N.€. 183: 
Earle v., Hardie, 80 N. C. 177. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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exemption law as against the entire judgment,® 
while in another jurisdiction it has been held that 
under such circumstances the debtor in order to 
have the benefit of the exemption must pay that 
portion of the judgment representing the part of 
the debt contracted before the taking effect of the 
exemption.°® 

Antedated note. When a note is dated prior to 
the date when a statute of exemption takes effect, 
the exemption cannot be claimed as against lia- 
bility to a bona fide purchaser of the note, although 
it may not have been put in circulation until after 
such date.° 

New promise to pay barred debt. In those juris- 
dictions in which the view is adopted that where a 
barred debt has been revived by a new promise, 
action should be brought upon the new promise and 
not upon the original demand, the exemption law 
applicable to an action upon such new promise is 
that existing at the time the promise was made.” 

New promise after discharge in bankruptcy.2? 
Some authorities hold that the date of a promise to 
pay a debt discharged by bankruptcy is not the 
date when the promise to pay is entered into, for 
the promise does not create a new contract, but 
merely revives the old debt which is then governed 
by the exemption law in force at the time it is 
made, as against an amending law increasing the 
exemption.1* Other authorities, to the contrary, 
hold that the original debt is revived only as of the 


V. EXEMPTIONS IN L 


[§ 12] Under some statutes exemptions of per- 
sonal property are given in lieu of a homestead 
or are given to those only who have no property 
subject to exemption.as a homestead,’ and in such 
a case they cannot be claimed by one who owns a 
homestead, or who owns property subject to home- 
stead exemption, as the case may be,?* and, con- 
versely, they can be claimed by one who does not 
own a homestead or property subject to a home- 


8. Bachman Vv. Crawford, 3 21. Reed v. 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 213, 39 AmD 163. 495. 
9. Harleman v. Buck, 30 Pa. 267, [a] 
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Tllustration.—W here 
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date of the new note, and the exemption law then 
in force governs as against a judgment on the 
note.15 

Wife’s antenuptial debt. Where a judgment is 
recovered against husband and wife upon a debt 
owed by the wife at the time of her marriage,!® 
the husband’s exemption rights are to be determined 
by the law in force at the time of his marriage and 
not by that in force at the time the debt was con- 
tracted.‘ The wife’s exemptions as to her separate 
property, however, are governed by the law in force 
at the time she contracted the debt.1§ 

[§ 11] 2. Change of Form, Merger, or Renewal 
of Debt. A mere change in the form of a debt 9 
or a renewal thereof,?° or a merger in a new security 
without intention to satisfy the original debt 21 after 
a change in an exemption law, will not render it 
subject to the law as changed. So where a note is 
made up of several items of indebtedness against 
part only of which an exemption may be claimed, 
the debtor cannot claim his exemption as against the 
entire amount of the note.?? But where a note is 
given in payment of a simple contract debt, the 
note will be subject to the exemption right existing 
at the time of its execution,?? and a similar rule 
applies where new notes are executed in payment 
of existing notes and not simply in renewal there- 
of,** or where an original indebtedness is extin- 
guished and merged in an instrument under seal.?° 


IEU OF HOMESTEAD *° 


stead exemption.*® The ownership of realty in 
which a homestead cannot be asserted will not de- 
prive the debtor of an exemption in lieu of home- 
stead.*° Under a statute giving the right of exemp- 
tion to ‘‘husband and wife living together ... and 
not the owner of a homestead,’’ when real estate 
occupied as a family homestead is owned either by 
the husband or the wife, neither can claim the per- 
sonal property exemption,®+ but the ownership by 
24 Pa.|the act of Dec. 23, 1879, a judgment 


debtor is entitled to a homestead in 


a note|money. Gray v. Putnam, 51 S. C. 


An under seal is after the passage of an| 97, 28 SE 149. (2) The act of 1870 
10. Ladd v. Dudley, 45 N. H. 61.| exemption law given for debt or book |allowed an exemption of personal 
11. See Limitations of Actions |account contracted before the law,| property to the head of a family, 

[25 Cyc 1365] the exemption cannot be claimed as|} whether he owned a homestead or 
12. Grayson v. Taylor, 14 Tex.|against a judgment on the note./not. See Oliver v. White, 18 S. C. 

672; Coles v. Kelsey, 2 Tex. 541, 47| Reed v. Defebaugh, 24 Pa. 495. Zar 

AmD 661. 22. Kibbey v. Jones, 7 Bush (Ky.) [b] Wife claimant.—Where neither 
13. See generally Bankruptcy | 243. husband nor wife owns a homestead 

§ 732. 23. Tucker v. Drake, 11 Allen|and the only article of personalty 
14. Nowland v. Lanagan, 45 Ark.| (Mass.) 145. ; possessed by the husband is of less 

108. 24, Tucker v. Drake, 11 Allen|value than the statutory limit of 
15. Willis v. Cushman, 115 Ind.|(Mass.) 145. five hundred dollars and the wife 

100, 17 NE 168. 25. Dean v. King, 35 N. C. 20. owns no property whatever and the 
16. Liability of husband for ante- 26. Homestead exemptions see} personalty of the husband is levied 


nuptial debt of wife see Husband 
and wife [21 Cyc 1212]. 


17. Williams v. Rivercomb, 31 
Ark, 292. . 

18. Williams vy. Rivercomb, 31 
ATK 2922 

19. Tucker v. Drake, 11 Allen 
(Mass.) 145; In re Weaver, 25 Pa. 
434. 

[a] Milustrations. — (1) Where 


after an exemption law took effect a 
single bill was-taken with warrant 
of attorney to enter judgment in 
consideration of a note given before 
the exemption law, the. exemption 
will not be allowed as against a judg- 
ment entered upon the bill. In re 
Weaver, 25 Pa. 434. (yi AS “note 
given for a preéxisting debt after 
the law takes efféct does not make 
the debt subject to the law. Marsh 
y. Alford, 5 Bush (Ky.) 392; Pryor 
v. Smith, 4 Bush (Ky.) 379; Ladd v. 
Dudley, 45 N. H. 61. 

20. Tucker v. Drake, 11 Allen 
(Mass.) 145. 


Homesteads [21 Cyc 448]. 


27. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 
oeF In’ re —Crum, 221 sed. 91295 


Woolfson v. Mead, 96 Nebr. 528, 148 
NW 153, LRA1915A 396; Kilpatrick- 
Koch Dry Goods Co. v. Callender, 34 
Nebr. 727, 52 NW 403; Axtell v. 
Warden, 7 Nebr. 182; Dwinell y. Ed- 
wards, 23 Oh. St. 603; Lippelman v. 
Boning, 7 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 450, 3 
CincLBul 296; Voight v. Lafkin, 12 
OpeOir- Cte ipl GnOM.. Cir. DEG WLa4: 

29. Laderburg v. Miller, 210 Fed. 
614, 127 CCA 250; Woolfson v. Mead, 
96 Nebr. 528, 148 NW 153, LRA1915A 
396; Widemair vy. Woolsey, 53 Nebr. 
468, 73 NW 947; Hart v. Cole, 73 Oh. 


St. 267, 76 NE 940, 4 AnnCas 217; 
Kuhn v. Nieberg, 40 Oh. St. 631; 
Ryan v. Miller, 40 Oh. St. 232; Regan 
v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483; Comer v. 
Dodson, 22. Oh. St. 615;. Clark v. 
Hicks, 4 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 413, 2 


ClevLRep 129. 7 
{a] In South Carolina, (1) under 


on, the wife may demand and is en- 
titled to have the article exempted 
and set off in lieu of the homestead. 
Regan v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483. 

30. Widemair v. Woolsey, 53 Nebr. 
468, 73 NW 947. 

[a] In Nebraska.—In a statute 
exempting a certain sum in personal 
property to ‘all heads of families 
who have neither lands, town lots, 
or houses subject to exemption as a 
homestead,’ the words ‘subject to 
exemption as a homestead’ do not 
refer to houses alone, but apply to 
lands and,town lots as well, and a 
debtor is entitled to the personal 
property exemption, although he may 
own unoccupied lands of town lots 
in which no homestead right exists. 
Widemair v. Woolsey, 53 Nebr. 468, 
73 NW_ 947. 

31. Dwinell v. Edwards, 23 Oh. St. 
603; Lipvelman vy. Boning, 7 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 450, 3 CincLBul 296; Keys 
A 4 OhS&CP 113, 2 OhNP 
390. 
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the wife of property not occupied as a family home- 
stead will not prevent the husband from claiming 
his exemption in personalty.32 However, where the 
statute simply provides that an exemption shall not 
apply to any person ‘‘who shall have a homestead 
exempt under the general laws of the state,’’ the 
husband is not precluded from claiming an exemp- 
tion by the fact that the wife owns the dwelling 
oceupied as a family homestead.®* A contrary con- 
clusion has been reached under a statute providing 
that all ‘‘heads of families who have neither lands, 
town lots or houses subject to such exemption as a 
homestead’’ may have an exemption in personalty.** 
Where the statute does not make provision there- 
for, a widow is not entitled to an allowance in 
lieu of a homestead from the personalty of her hus- 
band where he was not the owner of the home- 
stead.25 A debtor who is entitled to exemptions in 
lieu of homestead, under a statute so providing, 
is not entitled to the exempt property absolutely 
by force of such statute, but he holds it subject to 
such liabilities as are enforceable against the exemp- 
tion right.°° 

What constitutes homestead. Under the laws ap- 
plicable to homestead exemptions,** a homestead 
possessed by the debtor which may prevent his 
claiming an exemption of personalty in lieu of a 
homestead may consist of a life estate in land,** or 
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in the interest possessed by the equitable mortgagor 
of a life estate,?® or in the interest of a tenant in 
common.’® But a tenaney for a single year of a 
house, stable, and parcel of land is not a home- 
stead, especially where the tenant does not claim 
a homestead in the property.*1 Out of what law, 
state or national, the homestead right has its origin 
is immaterial.*? : 

Mortgage or sale of homestead. That the home- 
stead is encumbered does not give the debtor any 
right to claim the exemption in personalty 4? al- 
though the encumbrance is for its full value,** or 
even for more than its full value,*> or although 
foreclosure proceedings have been begun ;4¢ but after 
a sale on foreclosure the personal property .exemp- 
tions may be claimed in lieu of homestead,** even 
before confirmation of the foreclosure sale.4% If 
the debtor has sold his homestead in good faith 
before the levy and several days after the levy the 
contract was fully executed, he was not at the 
time of the levy the ‘‘owner of a homestead,’’ so 
as to be precluded from his exemption in per- 
sonalty,*® but if the debtor owns a homestead or 
land subject to exemption as a homestead at the 
time of the levy on personal property, he cannot 
by afterward transferring the homestead render the 
personal property exempt.®° 


VI. EFFECT OF OWNERSHIP OR POSSESSION OF OTHER PROPERTY *+ 


[§ 13] A. In General. 
claim an exemption given 


The debtor’s right to 
him by statute to per- 


[a] A married woman is not en- 
titled to have five hundred dollars in 
lieu of a homestead in the absence 
of evidence that she and her hus- 


judgment rendered for the purchase 
price or any part thereof. 
Nunemaker, 208 Fed. 491. 
a bankrupt without means buys a 


sonal property of a specified value >? or any specific 
articles of personalty °* is not affected by the fact 


Dec. (Reprint) 601, 15 CincLBul 310; 
Lippelman y. Boning, 7 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 450, 3 CincLBul 296. 

46. Bartram v. McCracken, 41 Oh. 


In re 
(2) Where 


band are living together and that 
neither of them is the owner of a 
homestead. Voight v. Lafkin, 12 
Onin eCtamol, 6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 124. 

[b] A wife living apart from her 
husband under judicial decree allow- 
ing her alimony is not entitled to an 


allowance. Lugauer v. Weisgerber, 

9 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 458, 13 CincL 

Bul 637, ’ 
[c] Prostitute. — A married 


woman’s exemption rights are un- 
affected by the fact that she is a 
prostitute plying her vocation. 
Barnes v. Elickman, 18 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
N. S. 182. 

32. Ryan v. Miller, 40 Oh. St. 232. 

33. Morley v. National Loan, etc., 
Co., 120 Mich. 171, 78 NW 1078. 

34. Stout v. Rapp, 17 Nebr. 462, 
23 NW 364. 

35. Wolverton v. Paddock, 3 Oh. 
Cire Ct.7488;, 2 (Oh: \Cin. Dee; 379. 

86. In re MNunemaker, 208 Fed. 
491; In re Stern, 208 Fed. 488. 

[a] Reason tor rule.—‘“‘This solu- 
tion of the question not only, it 
seems to us, Squares with a proper 
construction of the several statutes, 
but approximates abstract justice, 
for it shocks one to think that a 
man in the bankrupt’s position could 
acquire property in this way without 
the expenditure of a dollar of his 
own, live off of it for a length of 
time, and support’his family from 
it, and through the exemption laws 
and the provisions of the Bankrupt 
Act actually make a profit out of the 
transaction as the expense of those 
who trusted him.” In re Stern, 208 
Fed. 488, 490. 

{b] Tlustrations.—(1) A bank- 
rupt cannot be permitted to select a 
stallion and an automobile as ex- 
empt in lieu of his homestead ex- 
emption, where such property has 
not been paid for under a statute 
providing that no personal property 
shall be exempt from execution on a 


stock of goods giving a note to seller 
for part of the purchase price and 
borrowing money to pay for the bal- 
ance, and thereafter incurs certain 
other debts for goods purchased to 
renew the stock, he is not entitled to 
exeniptions in lieu of homestead, un- 
der a statute so providing, as against 
the claims for merchandise so pur- 
chased but only as against creditors 
for money loaned. In re Stern, 208 
Fed. 488. 

Liabilities as against which ex- 
emptions may not be claimed see 
infra § 154 et seq. 

37. See Homesteads [21 Cyc 488]. 

88. Biddinger v. Pratt, 50 Oh. St. 
719, 35 NE 795; Staley v. Wooley, 8 
Ohny Cirs (Ct. 335, 4 Oh, Cir) Weer 550k 
Newton v. Clarke, 3 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 165, 4 WklyLGaz 109. 


[a] A lease conveying a life es- 
tate in lands including a dwelling 
house constitutes the grantee the 


owner of the homestead so as to de- 
prive him of exemption in person- 
alty. Staley v. Woolley, 8 Oh. Cir. 
Ctyre5 2 Oh Cir Deck bb 0s 

39. Biddinger v. Pratt, 5 Oh. St. 
719, 35 NE 795. 

40. Keys v. Young, 4 OhS&CP 1138, 
2 OhNP 390. 

[a] Where a married woman re- 
sides with her husband and family 
on land in which she owns an inter- 
est as tenant in common, she is en- 
titled to her homestead therein and 
her husband is precluded from an 
exemption in personalty. Keys v. 
Young, 4 OhS&CP 118, 2 OhNP 390. 
eve Colwell v. Carper, 15 Oh. St. 


42. Axtell v. Warden, 7 Nebr. 182. 

43. State v. Townsend, 17 Nebr. 
530, 28 NW 509; Biddinger v. Pratt, 
50 Oh. St. 719, 35. NEV 795. 

44, State v. Krumpos, 13 Nebr. 
321, 14 NW 409. 

45. Bartram v. McCracken, 41 Oh. 
St. 377; Olding v. Kemker, 9 Oh. 


St. 377; Olding v. Kemker, 9 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 601, 15 CincLBul 310. 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The legis- 
lature did not intend to impose upon 
the sheriff the duty of ascertaining 
the existence and validity of, and the 
amount due upon, incumbrances upon 
the realty of the execution debtor.” 


Bartram v. McCracken, 41 Oh. St. 
377, 378. 
47, Niehaus vy. Faul, 48 Oh. St. 63, 


1 NE 87; Jackson y. Reid, 32 Oh. St. 
443; Carter vy. Ross, 8 Oh, Cir? Cte 
139, 4 Oh. Cir. Dec. "333; William H. 
Holmes Co. v. Book, 1 OhS&CP 665, 
1 OhNP 58. 

48. Carter v. Ross, 8 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
139, 4° Oh. "Gir-Dec 383. 

49. Muse v. Darrah, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 604, 4 WestLMonth 149. 

50. Kilpatrick- Koch Dry Goods 
cee v. Callender, 34 Nebr. 727, 52 NW 

51. As affecting gy aot pro- 
visions exempt see infra § 6 

Selection from other uruety see 
infra § 271. 

52. Ala.—Williamson vy. Harris, 57 
Ala. 40, 29 AmR 707; Bray v. Laird, 
44 Ala. 295. 

Ind.—Haas v. Shaw, 91 Ind. 384, 
ieee 607; Austin v. Swank, 9 Ind. 

Mo.—State v. Beamer, 73 Mo. 387; 
State v. Romer, 44 Mo. 99; Megehe 
v. Draper, : 21 Mo. 510, 64 AmD 245; 
Duncan v. Frank, 8 Mo, A. 286; State 


v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261; State Ve 
Kurtzeborn, 2 Mo. A. 335. 
Or.—Childers v: Brown, 81 Or. 1, 


158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

Pa.—Shaw’s App., 49 Pa. 177. 

S. D—Nelson vy. Oium, 21 S. D. 
541, 114 NW 691. 

53. Ala.—Ross v. Hannah, 18 Ala, 
has .—Atkinson v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 


125. 
Mich.—Baldwin v. Talbot, 43 Mich. 
11, 4 NW 547. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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that he owns other property. In some jurisdictions 
the debtor is not required to turn out other prop- 
erty possessed by him for levy as a condition to a 
claim of his exemption,>4 but in other jurisdictions 
the debtor in claiming a right of selection must 
offer to surrender to the officer other property in 
his hands subject to execution,®® or other property 
of the particular kind taken,®** at least where the 
article levied on is not specifically exempt 57 or if 
specifically exempt is levied on without his knowl- 
edge.°& Under a statute providing for the exemp- 
tion of specific articles, it has been held that in 
order that the debtor may maintain an action for 
seizure of an article claimed as exempt, he must 
aver and prove that he has no other article of the 
kind except the one levied on.®® A debtor who has 
no more property than the law allows him to claim 
as exempt is of course not bound to surrender 
any part of such property to be levied upon, as a 
condition upon which he may claim the rest.°° Upon 
a contest of a claim for exemptions a license to 
retail liquors cannot be estimated as property for 
the purpose of reducing the exemptions claimed by 
the debtor to whom it is granted, where it is a 
mere personal privilege and is not transferable nor 
a subject of sale.® 

Ownership by members of family. Where the 

statute gives the exemption right to the head of 

the family, his right is not affected by the ownership 
of other property by the other members of the 
family.62 But the rule is otherwise, where the stat- 
ute gives the exemption to the family.** 

Mere possession of other property will not affect 
the debtor’s right to exemption of property owned 
by him,** unless the statute expressly puts property 

Minn.—Anderson y. Ege, 44 Minn. 


216, 46 NW 362. 
Miss.—Moseley v. Anderson, 40 


EXEMPTIONS 


See Pardue v. Recer, 
46 SW 112 (holding the question of 
ownership one for the jury under the 


[25 C5) 47 


in his possession on the same footing as property 
which he owns,®* and under such a statute, prop- 
erty in the debtor’s possession may be regarded as 
his property, even though the title to it is in doubt, 
where it appears that the question of ownership has 
been made doubtful by the debtor himself.%¢ 

Deductions. Money paid out by the debtor be- 
tween the time of filing his claim of exemptions and 
the filing of his inventory will be deducted from the 
amount of his exemption,®? unless the payment was 
of just debts.** Where property of nominally greater 
value than the claim against him is conveyed by a 
debtor to his creditor in payment of the debt, with 
a provision that if more was realized from the sale 
of the property than was required for payment of 
the debt the surplus should be returned to the 
debtor, no deduction can be made from the debtor’s 
exemption on that account in the absence of any- 
thing to show that any sum would accrue to the 
debtor from this souree.*? But where a surplus 
from the sale is shown over and above the amount . 
of the debt, the amount of the surplus will be de- 
ducted from the debtor’s exemption.7° 

[§ 14] B. Property Sold or Encumbered by 
Debtor. Property which a debtor has sold, and de- 
livered to the purchaser, on condition that it is to 
become his on paying for it, is not owned by the 
debtor to such an extent as to prevent him from 
claiming other property as exempt.7! When the 
debtor has a right to seleet the property which he 
will hold as exempt, he cannot be compelled to select 
property that is mortgaged or pledged or otherwise 
encumbered, instead of unencumbered property,” at 
least he will not be compelled to accept his exemp- 
tion out of the encumbered property at its full 


(Tex: ‘Civ. A.) 65. Lindsey v. Fuller, 10 Watts 
(Pa.) 144. 
[a] Tllustration.—Under a statute 


exempting articles “owned by or in 


Miss. 49. . evidence). 

Nev.—Elder v. V/illiams, 16 Nev. aoe Simonds v. Gulley, 7 Ala. 
416. : 

N. Y.—Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. [a] Tllustration.—A statute ex- 
648; Smith v. Slade, 57 Barb. 637;|empting furniture, bedding, pro- 


Becker v. Becker, 47 Barb. 497; Wolf 
v. Farley, 16 NYS 168; Wheeler v. 
Cropsey, 5 HowPr 288. ; 
[a] Tustration—wWhere the stat- 
ute exempts “one slave’ to every 
debtor, the fact that the debtor 
owned other property is immaterial. 
Moseley v. Anderson, 40 Miss. 49. 
[b] Property set apart to a widow 
as a part of her year’s support does 
not affect or diminish her right un- 
der the exemption law. Webb v. 
Brandon, 4 Heisk. (Tenn.) 285. 
Specific exemptions see infra § 79 


et seq. 
Ba) ery, v. Laird, 44 Ala. 295; 
Ross v. Hammond, 18 Ala, 125. See 


also cases supra note 53. 

Effect of conveyance of other prop- 
erty see infra § 216. 

Forfeiture of exemption by con- 
cealing or withholding property see 
infra. §, 219. 

55. McMasters v. Alsop, 85 Ill. 
157; Peo. v. Palmer, 46 Ill. 398, 95 
AmD 418; Bingham v. Maxcy, 15 Ill. 
290; Cook v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333. 

Forfeiture of exemption by con- 
cealing or withholding property see 
infra § 219. 

56. Keybers v. McComber, 67 Cal. 
395, 7 P 838; McGee v. Anderson, “h 
B. Mon. (Ky.) 187, 36 AmD 570; Ful- 
ler v. Sparks, 39 Tex. 136. 

57. McMasters v. Alsop, 85 Ill. 
157; Amend v. Murphy, 69 Il] 387. 

58. Bonnell v. Bowman, 53 Ill. 
460; Smothers v. Holly, 47 Ill. 331. 

59. Wolfenbarger v. Standifer, 3 
Sneed (Tenn.) 659. 

60. Vaughan y. Thompson, 17 Ill. 
18. 

61. 

62. 


Jones v. Motley, 78 Ala. 370. 
Crigler v. Connor, 15 KyL 751. 


[25 C. J.—2] 


visions, cows, working animals, etc., 
“for the use of every family in this 
State,’ without saying anything 
about the ownership of the property, 
does not exempt a horse belonging to 
a debtor, when: his wife has horses 
or mules secured to her separate use 
by deed of settlement, and they are 
used on the farm occupied by her hus- 
band and herself, as the statute is 
intended only to secure such prop- 
erty for the use of the family, and 
if the family has such property the 
ownership as between the members 
of the family is immaterial.  Si- 

monds v. Gulley, 7 Ala. 721. 
64. Hetrick v. Campbell, 14 Pa. 
263; Dow v. Smith, 7 Vt, 465, 29 
The stat- 


AmD 202. 

{a] Tlustrations.—(1) 
ute exempted one yoke of oxen when 
owned by any person actually en- 
gaged in the science of agriculture. 
A person engaged in agriculture had 
in his possession two yoke of oxen, 
but had sold one of them, and re- 
ceived back the possession of them 
on the same day for the purpose of 
breaking them for the purchaser. 
The sale, although void as to cred- 
itors of the seller, was valid as to 
the seller and divested him of the 
ownership, and the other yoke still 
owned by him was exempt. Hetrick 
v. Campbell, 14 Pa. 263. (2) The fact 
that a debtor retains in his posses- 
sion a cow which he has sold to an- 
other, so that the sale is ineffectual 
as against bona fide purchasers from 
him and attaching creditors, does not 
prevent him from claiming another 
cow under a statute exempting his 
only cow. Dow v. Smith, 7 Vt. 465, 
29 AmD 202. 


the possession of any debtor,’ where 
a debtor has two cows in his posses- 
sion, one owned by him and the other 
hired for a term of years, so as to 
give him a vested interest subject to 
sale under execution for his debts, 
the one owned by him may be levied 
on and sold under execution. Lind- 
sey v. Fuller, 10 Watts (Pa.) 144. 


66. Trovillo v. Shingles, 10 Watts 
(Pa.) 438. 
{a] Dlustration.—Where a sheriff 


has levied on a cow claimed as ex- 
empt by law from execution, and it 
appears that the debtor is in posses- 
sion of another, the question of the 
ownership of which he himself has 
made doubtful, the sheriff, even if he 
has heard the testimony in regard to 
it, and it points to the fairness of 
the third person’s title, is not bound 
to act at his peril by relinquishing 
the cow levied on, and is not liable 
to the debtor in trespass for selling 
it. Trovillo v. Shingles, 10 Watts 
(Pa.) 438, 

67. Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 
266, 13 S 578. 

68. Trager v. Feibleman, 95 Ala. 
60) 10nS) 218. , 

69. Pinkus vy. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 
266, 138 S 578. 

70. See Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 
Ala. 266, 13 S 578. 


71. Wilkinson v. Wait, 44 Vt. 508, 
8 AmR 391. 
72. Cal.—McCue v. Tunstead, 65 


Cal. 506, 4 P 510. 


Kan.—Rice v. Nolan, 33 Kan. 28, 
BaP asi: 

Mass.—Tryon vy. Mansir, 2 Allen 
219. 


Mich.—Ganong v. Green, 71 Mich. 
1, 38 NW 661; Baldwin v. Talbot, 43 
Mich. 11, 4 NW 547; Bayne v. Pat- 
terson, 40 Mich, 658. 

N. H.—Greenleaf vy. 
IN eed. 2 LO. 


Sanborn, 44 
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value.7® Conversely property on which there is no 
lien must be first exhausted in alloting the debtor’s 
exemption.74 Under the rule that the debtor must 
surrender other property than that which he claims 
as exempt,’ he is not excused by the fact that the 
other property is mortgaged if he does not inform 
the officer of the facts.7* A debtor, after a suit 
has been brought against him, cannot dispose of a 
portion of his property and then claim nothing 
but what is exempt.7” 

[§ 15] C. Property Outside of Jurisdiction. 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 14-17 


It would seem that a debtor is not prevented from 
claiming property as exempt in one county because 
he may have property outside the county which is 
not levied on,’8 although there is authority to the 
contrary.’? Inability of the debtor to surrender 
other property owned by him, as where it is held 
under execution by the sheriff of another county, 
excuses him,*° and his failure to surrender under 
such cireumstances will not justify the officer in 
levying on property selected by the debtor as 
exempt.3? 


VII. PERSONS ENTITLED TO PRIVILEGE * 


[§ 16] A. In General. Exemptions of the char- 
acter under consideration, being purely statutory 
in their origin,8? may be claimed only by those per- 
sons who come within the terms of the statutes 
creating them.§* 

[§ 17] B. Residence and Citizenship—l. Resi- 
dence Generally. In the absence of an express pro- 
vision in the statute restricting its operation to 


courts that persons only temporarily within the 
state, if otherwise coming within the terms of the 
statute, are entitled to its benefits.8° By other 
courts a contrary view is taken and the operation 
of the statute is restricted to residents of the 
state,8* a construction which may be aided by the 
fact that another statute provides that no exemp- 
tion shall be allowed the execution debtor in ease 
of an execution issued against one who is about 


residents of the state, it has been held by some 


73. Rice v. Nolan, 33 Kan, 28, 5 P 


74, Cowan v. Phillips, 128 N. C. 
70, 28 SE 961. 

75. See supra § 12. 

76. Smothers v. Holly, 47 Ill. 331. 

77. Kilpatrick-Koch Dry Goods 
Co. v. Callender, 34 Nebr. 731, 52 NW 
403. 

Forfeiture by fraudulent convey- 
ance or concealment see infra §§ 214- 
219. 

Fraudulent conveyance of exempt 
property see Fraudulent Conveyances 
[20°Cye 377]. 

78. Baldwin v. Talbot, 43 Mich. 
11, 4 NW 547; Anderson v. Ege, 44 
Minn. 216, 46 NW 362. 

[a] Tilustration.—The owner of a 
horse levied upon may avail himself 
of the right to select that horse as 
exempt, without bringing his other 
horses from another county so that 
the officer might levy upon them. 


Anderson vy. Ege, 44 Minn. 216, 46} 


NW 362 

79. Robinson v. Myers, 
(Ky.) 441. 

{a] Illustration.—Under a statute 
exempting one work beast, while a 
debtor owning several work beasts 
elects which he holds as exempt, he 
cannot, where he owns one not 
within the jurisdiction, although sub- 
ject to his control, and ‘another with- 
in the jurisdiction, select the latter, 
and thus defeat the levy as to both. 
Robinson v. Myers, 3 Dana (Ky.) 441. 

80. Keefer v. Guffin, 38 Ill. A. 622. 

81. Keefer v. Guffin, 38 Ill. A. 622. 

82. Allowances to surviving wife, 
husband, or children see Executors 
and Administrators §§ 758-874. 

Privileges of public officers see 
Cfficers. 

Who may claim exemption in bank- 
hi beth proceedings see Bankruptcy 

88. See supra § 2. 

84. See cases infra §§ 17-62. 

e5. I1l1—Wabash R. Co. v, Dou- 
gan, 142 Ill. 248, 31 NE 594, 34 AmSR 
74; Mineral Point R. Co. v. Barron, 
BS Till. 365; Menzie v. Kelly, 8 Ill. A. 
bor 

Kan.—Kansas City, etc. R. Co. v. 
Gough, 35 Kan. 1, 10 P 89; Zimmer- 
man v. Franke, 34 Kan. 650, 9 P 747; 
Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Maltby, 34 
Kant 125, 8 P 285. 

Me.—Everett v. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 
74 AmD 455. 

Md.—Himmel y. Hichengreen, 107 
Md. 610, 69 A 511 

Nebr. Woolfson v. Mead, 96 Nebr. 
528, 148. NW 1538, LRAI915A 396; 
Wright v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 19 
Nebr. 175, 27 NW 90, 56 AmR 747. 


3 Dana 


Be H.—Hill v. Loomis, 6 N. H. 263. 
aon Y.—Bunn v. Fonda, 2 CodeRep 


N. C.—Goodwin v. Claytor, 137 N. 
C. 224, 49 SE 178, 107 AmSR 479, 67 
LRA 209. 

Oh.—Sproul _v. McCoy, 26 Oh. St. 
577; State v. O’Brien, 14 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
300, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 386. 

Okl.—State v. Collins, 174 P 568. 

Or.—Bond v. Turner, 33 Or. 551, 54 
P 158, 44 LRA 430. 

Tex.—Bell v. Indian Live-Stock 
Co., 11 SW 344, 3 LRA 642; Carroll 
v. Denison First State Bank, (Civ. 
A.) 148 SW 818. 

Vt.—Haskill v. Andros, 4 Vt. 609, 
24 AmD 645. 

Wis.—Lowe v. Stringham, 14 Wis. 
222, 225. See also Commercial Nat. 
Bank v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 45 Wis. 
172 (where the question was left 
open whether a statute giving an ex- 
emption to a debtor who has to “pro- 
vide for the entire support of a fam- 
ily in the state of Wisconsin” re- 
quires the debtor’s residence within 
the state). 

“The statute makes no discrimina- 
tion between temporary and perma- 
nent residents, nor does it purport to 
confine its privileges to residents at 
all. It exempts certain articles of 
the debtor and his family. And we 
think it would be entirely incon- 
sistent with the beneficent intentions 
of the statute, as well as with the 
dignity of a sovereign state, to say 
that the temporary sojourner, or 
even the stranger within our gates, 
was not entitled to its protection.” 
Lowe v. Stringham, supra. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“Whatever 
remedy our laws give to enforce the 
performance of a contract, will 
equally avail the citizen or the for- 
elgner; and they equally must be 
subject to any restraints which the 
law imposes upon them. Our inhabi- 
tants can have no greater rights in 
enforcing a claim against a _ for- 
eigner, than an alien can have in en- 
forcing a similar claim against one 
of our own citizens. Whoever sub- 
mits himself or his property to our 
jurisdiction, must yield to all the re- 
quirements which are made of our 
citizens in relation to the collecting 
of debts, or maintaining suits; and 
is clearly entitled to all the benefits, 
exemptions, and privileges, to which 
other debtors or suitors, belonging 
to our own state, are subject or en- 
titled. If the one can hold a cow, 
suitable wearing apparel, and neces- 
sary household furniture, without 
having the same taken from him by 
execution, so can the other. Nothing 


short of the express language of a 
statute would justify us in saying 

that a person may, by virtue of an 
execution, be stripped of his wearing 
apparel, his necessary household fur- 
niture, and his only cow, merely be- 
cause he resides under another gov- 
ernment, when a person residing here 
would not be subject to the same in- 
convenience and distress.” MHaskill 
iy ewe 4 Vt. 609, 611, 24 AmD 

45. 

{b] Dustrations.—(1) A statute 
exempting the wages “of a defend- 
ant being the head of a family, and 
residing with the same,” extends to 
a nonresident. Mineral Point R. Co. 
v. Barron, 83 Ill. 365. (2) A statute 
exempting household goods “if owned 
by a householder and in actual use 
or kept for use by and for his fam- 
ily” applies to nonresidents as well 
as residents. Bond v. Turner, 33 Or. 
551, 5538, 54 P 158, 44 LRA 430. (8) 
Exemption from legal process of 
benefit derived from fraternal insur- 
ance association, under Rev. L. 
(1910) § 3498, may be invoked by 
beneficiary whether a resident or 
nonresident of the state. State v. 
Collins, (Okl.) 174 P 568. 

{c] Nonresident alien.—The only 
cow of a resident of Canada, which 
had casually strayed into Vermont, 
was held exempt under a Vermont 
statute not in terms limited to resi- 
dents. Haskill v. Andros, 4 Vt. 609, 
24 AmD 645. 

86. Colo.Sandberg v. Borstadt, 
48 Colo. 96, 109 P 419. 

Ga.—Southern R. Co. v. Rollins, 22 
Ga. A. 393, 95 SE 1020; Kyle v. Mont- 
gomery, 73 Ga. 337; Harvey v. 
Thompson, 2 Ga. A. 569, 60 SE 11. 

Mich.—Kelson v. Detroit, ete. R. 
Co., 146 Mich. 563, 109 NW 1057, 10 
AnnCas 500; McHugh v. Curtis, 48 
Mich. 262, 12 NW 163. 

Minn.—Orr v. Box, 22 Minn. 485. 

Okl.—McClelland v. Schmidt, 26 
Okl. 585, 110 P 901. 

Pa.—Yelverton v.. Burton, 26 Pa: 
351; Collom’s App., 2 Pennyp 130, 12 
WklyNC 309; Dock v Cauldwell, 19 
Pa. ‘Super. 51; insenmayer © vy) 
Smythe, 3 Pa. Co. 400 (a nonresident 
debtor was held entitled to the ex- 
emption allowed by the act of 1849); 
McWilliams v. Newlin, 1 Chest. Co. 
50; Wilkins v. Rubincam, 15 Wkly 
NG 128; Snow v. Dill, 6 WklyNC 

Tenn.—Keelin v. Graves, 129 Tenn. 
108, 165 SW 232, LRA1915A 421; Car- 
son v. Memphis, etc., R. Co., 88 Tenn, 
646, 18 SW 588, 17 AmSR 921, 8 LRA 
412; Prater v. ‘Prater, 87 Tenn. GEeE9 
Sw 361, 10 AmR 623; Lisenbee v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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to leave the state.®? In these states a nonresident 
debtor cannot claim the exemption privilege simply 
because in the suit brought against him, garnish- 
ment proceedings are instituted against a resi- 
dent.%8 

[§ 18] 2. Express Restriction to Residents. 
When the statute in express terms requires resi- 
dence, as is often the case, it is clear that non- 
residents cannot claim the benefit thereof,®® and this 
rule applies also to nonresidents who are tempo- 
rarily in the state.°° A statute denying to non- 
resident debtors the benefit of exemption laws does 
not remove them from the operation of a statute 
which amounts to a limitation of jurisdiction and 
withdraws property from the operation of a par- 
ticular process.°! 

Time of becoming a resident. When a statute 
requires a debtor to be a resident of the state to 
entitle him to the benefit of the exemption laws, 
it is not necessary that he shall have been a resi- 
dent at the time when the debt was contracted. It 
is sufficient if he is a resident at the time of the 
levy as against which the exemption is claimed.°? 

[§ 19] 3. Sufficiency of Residence. A person 
who moves into the state with his family and per- 
sonal property for the purpose of residing therein 
is a resident of the state, within the exemption laws, 
before he has secured a place of permanent resi- 
dence,®* even thcugh he moves into the state with 
the purpose of residing there for only e. limited 
time, and with the purpose of later moving else- 
where.®* And he becomes a resident as soon as he 
has come into the state with the intention of making 
it his home.®> It is not necessary that he should 
be a resident for any particular length of time, in 


EXEMPTIONS 
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order to qualify under the exemption statute.% 
Residence on an Indian reservation within the state 
is residence in the state, within the meaning of a 
residence requirement in the exemption law,’ nor 
is the claimant’s right. to exemption impaired by 
the fact that technically he is a trespasser on the 
reservation, although no complaint to his living 
there had ever been made by the Indians or by the 
government.®§ 

[§ 20] 4. Change of Residence and Absence 
from State—a. In General. When residence is 
necessary, a person clearly loses his right to claim 
property as exempt by absconding or removing from 
the state so as to lose his residence therein.®> In 
some jurisdictions this rule applies, although the 
debtor is a resident at the time of levying upon the 
property. In other jurisdictions it has been held 
that the debtor’s status as a resident is fixed at the 
time the execution is levied and a claim for exemp- 
tion is made and will not be defeated by a sub- 
sequent removal of the debtor.2 No part of the 
property left behind by the debtor who changes his 
domicile to another state can be held exempt by 
him. A fugitive from justice who cannot be found 
within the state is a nonresident within the mean- 
ing of the exemption laws in the absence of evi- 
dence showing his intention to return,* but where it 
is shown that he is merely keeping himself hidden 
to avoid a eriminal prosecution, and that he is 
occasionally seen in the county, he does not lose his 
residence or cease to be a householder in such a 
sense as to deprive him of his exemption.’ Moving 
from place to place within the state does not affect 
the debtor’s claim to exemption. Although one’s 
intention and acts as to removal from the state 


Holt, 1 Sneed 42; Hawkins v. Pearce, 
11 Humphr. 44, 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘States are 
not accustomed to give exemptions 
from the laws for the collection of 
debts for the'benefit of persons resi- 
dent in other jurisdictions. The ex- 
emptions are personal privileges, de- 
pendent on personal or family cir- 
cumstances; and if one who pos- 
sesses them removes to a foreign 
state, whereby he would acquire un- 
der its laws privileges more or less 
liberal not possessed by our own peo- 
ple, he thereby abandons those which 
he possessed before so far as they 
were local in their nature. And if 
exemption privileges are not neces- 
sarily local, they certainly are in 
their reasons. They are conferred 
on grounds of state policy, to add to 
the comfort and encourage the in- 
dustry of the people; and every state 
will make such regulations on_ the 
subject as its own people shall deem 
wisest and best.” Per Cooley, J., in 
McHugh v. Curtis, 48 Mich. 262, 268, 
12, NE 163. : 

87. Mignogna v. Chiaffarelli, 151 
Mo. A. 359, 131 SW 769. 

gg. Harvey v. Thompson, 2 Ga. A. 
569, 60 SE 11. 

89. U. S.—Bynum v. Johnston, 222 
Fed. 659, 138 CCA 183 (Arkansas). 

Ala.—McCrary v. Chase, 71 Ala. 
540; Boykin v. Edwards, 21 Ala. 261. 

Ark.—Person v. Williams-Echols 
Dry Goods Co., 113 Ark. 467, 169 SW 
228; Porter v. Navin, 52 Ark. 352, 12 


SW 705. 

Fla.—Post v. Bird, 28 Fla. 1,9 S 
888. 

Ind.—Finley v. Sly, 44 Ind. 266; 
Hoagland v. Roe, 8 Ind. 275. 

Towa.—Union County Inv. Co. v. 
Messix, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823; 
Lyon y. Callopy, 87 Iowa 567, 54 NW 
476, 48 AmSR 396; Newell v. Hayden, 
8 Iowa 140. 

Mo.—State v. Bridges, (A.) 206 SW 
598; Dinkins _ Vv. Crunden-Martin 
Woodenware Co., 99 Mo. A. 310, 73 


SW 246; Mignogna y. Chiaffarelli, 51 
Mo. A. 359, 131 SW 769; Stotesbury 
v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. A. 148. 

N. C.—Latta v. Bell, 122 N. C. 639, 
30 SE 15; Jones vy. Alsbrook, 115 N. 
C. 46, 20 SE 170. 

Oh.—Campbell vy. Bennington, 26 
Oh Cirw Ct. 239k 

Wash.—Churchill v. Miller, 90 
Wash. 694, 156 P 851. 

90. In re Dinglehoef, 109 Fed. 866. 
See Allen v. Manasse, 4 Ala. 554 
(holding that temporary residence of 
a father and his son in the state, the 
rest of the family ‘residing out of the 
state, is not sufficient to entitle the 
father to an exemption under a stat- 
ute exempting certain property from 
execution for the benefit of every 
family in the state). 

91. Mattson v. Bryan, 8 Pa. Co. 

i Billin oye PMroment8' IPa.i «Co. 
450. 


{a] Dlustration.—The proviso of 
the act of April 15, 1845, that wages 
and salaries shall not be liable to 
statutory attachment; execution is 
not an exemption law within the pro- 
viso of the act of May 5, 1874, which 
denies to nonresident debtors the 
benefit of the exemption law of the 
commonwealth and the wages of 
nonresident debtor are nat liable to 


attachment. Mattson v. Bryan, 8 Pa. 
Co. 355; : 
92... Gray ve Putnam, 51S. C.97, 


28 SEH 149. 

93. Chesney v. Francisco, 12 Nebr. 
626, 12 NW 94. 

94. Lowe v. Stringham, 14 Wis. 
2228 

95. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW _ 8238. 

96. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823. 

97. Coey v. Cleghorn, 10 Ida. 166, 
79 P 72, 109 AmSR 199. 

98. Coey v. Cleghorn, 10 Ida. 166, 
79 P 72, 109 AmSR 199. 

99. Ala.—McCrary v. Chase, 71 
Ala. 540. 

Ind.—Finley v. Sly, 44 Ind. 266, 


La.—Lambeth v. Milton, 2 Rob. 81. 

Mich.—Kelson vy. Detroit, ete. R. 
Co., 146 Mich. 563, 109 NW 1057, 10 
AnnCas 500; McHugh v. Curtis, 48 
Mich. 262, 12 NW 168. 

Minn.—Orr v. Box, 22 Minn. 485. 

Mo.—Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 
Mo. A. 148. 

N. C.—Cromer v. Self, 149 N. C. 
164, 62 SE 885, 128 AmSR 658; Latta 
Vem Belle 122 NiiCs 163 9a SOS iris mor 
Jones v. Alsbrook, 115 N. C. 46, 20 
SE 170. 

Pa.—yYelverton v. Burton, 26 Pa. 
= EA Dock vy. Cauldwell, 19 Pa. Super. 

Utah.—Snow v. West, 37 Utah 528, 
110 PB 52. 

[a] Illustration.—A resident who 
assigns his exemption and then be- 
comes a nonresident, without having 
his exemption allotted to him, can- 
not take advantage of the exemption 
law; nor can his assignee. Latta v. 
Bell, 122 N. €. 639, 30 SH 15. 

Necessity of residence see supra 
§§ 17-19. 

Right of abandoned family see 
infra § 35. 

1. Wierse v. Thomas, 145 N. C. 
261, 59 SE 58, 122 AmSR: 446, 15 
LRANS 1008; Latta v. Bell, 122 N. 
C. 639, 30 SE 15; Jones v. Alsbrook, 
115 N. C. 46, 20 SE 170. 

[a] Hlustration.—One who is a 
resident at the time of the levy, but 
not at the time of the sale, is not 
entitled to exemption. Jones v. Als- 
brook, 115 N. C. 46, 20 SE 170. 

2. McCrary v. Chase, 71 Ala. 540; 
Caldwell v. Renfro, 99 Mo. A. 376, 
73 SW. 340. 

48 Mich. 


3. McHugh v. 
262, 12 NW 163. 
4 Cromer v. Self, 149 N. C. 164, 
62 SE 885, 128 AmSR 658. 

5. Norman v. Bellman, 16 Ind. 
156. 

Presumption of continuance of 
residence see infra § 305. 

6. Ala—Davis v. Allen, 11 Ala. 
164. 


Curtis, 


20 [25C.J.] 


may have made him legally a nonresident, yet if 
before sale of his property under levy and at the 
time he claims its exemption therefrom, he has, by 
change of intention and circumstances, in good 
faith, again become a resident of the state, he is 
entitled to the benefit of the exemption law.’ 

[§ 21] b. Intention or Preparations to Remove. 
Mere intention to remove from the state, although 
avowed, and although followed by preparations to 
move, does not affect a debtor’s right to claim 
exemptions as a resident of the state,> even though 
the preparations have reached the point where his 
family has already left the state for the new home,® 
or where he has preceded them and they are at the 
railroad station on the way with their household 
goods,!° or where the household goods have been 
shipped ahead of the debtor and his family. Until 
he and his family have passed the boundary into 
the foreign state, he is a resident of the state he is 
leaving, and entitled to the benefit of its exemp- 
tion laws; and his status is not affected by the 
purpose of his journey.1? There is, however, in 
some jurisdictions a positive statutory provision 
which takes away the exemption of a debtor start- 
ing to leave the state or about to take up his abode 
in another state, and there is authority, in the 
absence of statute, that, where a resident, with 
fixed intention to remove to another state and there 
reside, sets out for that state in pursuance of his 
intention, he becomes a nonresident within the 


Ind.—Norman v. Bellman, 16 Ind.] LRANS 778. 
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meaning of the exemption law as soon as he begins 


his removal,1® 

[§ 22] cc. Temporary Absence and Intention to 
Return. By the weight of authority, a mere tem- 
porary absence of a debtor, from the state, however 
protracted, does not defeat his right to the benefit 
of the exemption laws,1® even though it may be ac- 
companied with an intention to change his resi- 
dence at some future time to the foreign state where 
he is, for the time, sojourning.1*7 So long as the 
debtor maintains his residence within the jurisdic- 
tion, together with an animus revertendi, he is en- 
titled to his exemption.1® His residence continues 
until it is left with an intention not to return,’ as 
manifested by his acts and the surrounding circum- 
staneces,?° or by his direct testimony to that fact.?+ 
It has been said that under the exemption laws a 
debtor must be conclusively presumed to reside 
where his family live with his consent, where there 
has been no separation between husband and wife, 
and where they occupy the old home, even though 
he is voluntarily absent, and he eannot by such 
voluntary absence deprive his family of their rights 
in the household property.?? While undoubtedly, 
a long absence will not, per se, deprive a debtor of 
his right of exemption, it may, however, raise a 
presumption of fact that a change in domicile is 
intended,?* which a mere floating purpose to return 
to the state at some indefinite time will. not re- 
but.24 In this group of cases, of prolonged absence 


46 NE 693. 


156; Mark v. State, 15 Ind. 98. 
| Ky.—Anthony v. Wade, 1 Bush 110. 

Mich.—O’ Donnell v. Segar, 25 
Mich. 367. 

N. J.—Bonnel v. Dunn, 28 N. J. L. 
153 [rev on other grounds 29 N. J. 
L. 435]. 

N. Y.—Woodward v. Murray, 18 
Johns. 400. 

[a] In Oregon the statute ex- 
pressly exempts the household goods 
of a householder, in actual use or 
kept for use by and for his family, 
or when being removed from one 
habitation to another on a change of 
residence. Bond v. Turner, 33 Or. 
551, 54 P 158, 44 LRA 430. 

7. Stein v. Staats, 74 W. Va. 357, 
81 SE 1132. 

8 Ala.—Herzfeld v. Beasley, 106 
Ala. 447, 17 S 623; Caldwell v. Pol- 
lak, 91.Ala. 353, 8 S 546; Bragg v. 
State, 69 Ala. 204; Davis v. AHen, 11 
Ala, 164. 

Ark.—McAlister v. Robins, 100 Ark. 
540, 140 SW 732, AnnCas19138C 728. 
AUER Ue v. Benedict, 70 Ill. 
120. 

Ind.—Astley v. Ind. 
167. 
fae ame ate v. ‘Smith, 5 Kan: 

Ky.—Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 131; 
Anthony vy. Wade, 1 Bush 110; Rasco 
v. Sheet, 8 KyL 703. 

Mich.—Wood  y. Bresnahan, 63 
Mich. 614, 30 NW 206. 

Oh.—Rancourt v. 30 Oh: 
Ciny C245; 

Pa.—Springer v. Lewis, 22 Pa, 191. 

9. Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 1381, 
10 KyL 665, 8 KyL 781. 

[a] Mlustration._-Where a debtor 
has determined to remove from the 
state and his family has already 
gone but he still remains at his home 
for business reasons, intending soon 
to follow his family, he is still en- 
titled to the benefit of the exemption 
law. Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 181, 
10 KyL 665, 8 KyL 781. 

10. Bonnel-v. Dunn, 28 N. J. L. 
153 [rev on other grounds 29 N. J. 
T4351. 

11. Brown v. Beckwith, 58 W. Va. 
T4005 (SEOs tie Ams ROS bieeL 


Capron, 89 


Hahn, 


12. Grimestad v. Lofgren, 105 
Minn. 286, 117 NW 515, 127 AmSR 
566, 17 LRANS 990. 

13. Grimestad v. Lofgren, 105 
Minn. 286, 117 NW 515, 127 AmSR 
566, 17 LRANS 990. 

14. Graw v. Manning, 54 Iowa 
719, 7 NW 150; State v. Laies, 46 
Mo, 108; State v. Bridges, (Mo. A.) 
206 SW 598; Hackett v. Gihl, 63 Mo. 
A. 447; State v. Randolph, (Mo, A.) 
186 SW 590; Stein v. Burnett, 43 Mo. 
A. 447; State v. Chaney, 86 Mo. A. 
Baas State v. Kingsbury, 33 Mo. A. 


[a] There was a starting to leave 
the state where a debtor had avowed 
his intention to move out of the 
state, and had prepared his wagon to 
receive his household effects, and had 
boxed a part of them and removed 
them from the house. Adams, C. J., 
and Rothrock, J., dissented on the 
ground that Such acts constituted 
mere preparation, and not a starting. 
ora v. Manning, 54 Iowa 719, 7 NW 

{b] A mere intent to leave the 
state at some definite or indefinite 
time in the future is not sufficient to 
expose the debtor’s exempt property 
to seizure. Russell v. Dilley, 177 
Iowa 522, 159 NW 189. 

{c] Application of rule.—In at- 
tachment, where an absconding debt- 
or’s wife interpleaded, claiming ex- 
emptions, an instruction that inter- 
pleader could not recover if she was 
about to move out of the state with 
the intent of permanently changing 
her domicile was not erroneous in 
view of evidence, Rev. St. (1909) 
§ 8057 defining residence as a place 
where a person shall permanently 
reside in this state. White v. Lee, 
(Mo. A.) 204 SW 936. 

15. State v. Allen, 48 W. Va. 154, 
385 SE 990, 86 AmSR 29, 50 LRA 284. 

16. Ala.—Herzfeld v. Beasley, 106 
Ala, 447, 17 S 623. 

Ark.—Birdsong v. Tuttle, 52 Ark. 
91, 12 SW 158, 20 AmSR 156. 

Colo.—Wymond v. Amsbury, 2 
Colo. 213. 

Ind.—Norman v. Bellman, 16 Ind. 
156; Green .v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 


Iowa.—Russell vy. Dilley, 177 Iowa 
522, 159 NW 189. 

Ky.—Pigg v. Yates, 1 Ky. Op. 299. 

Mich.—BErickson v. Drazkowski, 94 
Mich. 551, 54 NW 283. 

Minn.—Thompson y. 122 
Minn. 228, 142 NW 307. 

N. H.—Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. 
H. 100. 
ee Oe v. Odenwelder, 31 Pa. Co. 

Tenn.—Keelin y. Graves, 129 Tenn. 
103, 165 SW 232, LRA1915A 421, 

[a] Reason for rule—‘“The gen- 
eral rule is that a man can have but 
one place of residence, and that, to 
lose his residence in one place, he 
must acquire residence in another 
place. Personal presence alone at 
another place does not determine the 
matter. He must remove without 
the intention of returning ito his 
home, as such. He must remove to 
another place with the intent to 
make it his home.’ Green vy. Simon, 
17 Ind. A. 360, 46 NE 693. 

17. Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167. 

18. Wymond v. Amsbury, 2 Colo. 
213; Russell v. Dilley, 177 Iowa 522, 
159 NW 189; Keelin v. Graves, 129 


Peterson, 


Tenn. 103, 165 SW 232, LRAT915A 
“19. Griffith v. Bailey, 79 Mo. 472: 


Greene y. Beckwith, 38 Mo. 384; State 
v. Finn, 4 Mo. A. 347; Ott v. Oden- 
welder, 31 Pa. Co. 643. 

Exemption rights of absconding 
debtor see infra § 32. 

20. McAlister vy. Robins, 100 Ark, 
540, 140 SW 1732, AnnCas19138C 728. 

21. Jones v. Alsbrook, 115 N. CGC. 
46, 20 SE 170. 

{a] INustration.— On an issue 
whether the debior had lost his resi- 
dence by the removal into another 
state he may be asked whether he 
had removed to engage in business 
in the other state. Jones vy. Als- 
brook, 115 N. C. 46, 20 SE 170. 

22. Freehling v. Bresnahan, 61 
Mich. 540, 28 NW 531, 1 AmSR 617. 

23. Wymond v. Amsbury, 2 Colo. 
213; Keelin v. Graves, 129 Tenh. 103, 
165 SW 232, LRA1915A 421. 

24. Keelin v. Graves, 129 Tenn. 
103, 165 SW 232, LRA1915A 421. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 22-25] 


and an indefinite purpose to return, there are some 
courts with a tendency to restrict the operation of 
the rule generally followed, which hold that there 
is a distinction between domicile or legal residence 
and residence in fact, and that a man who has left 
the state with his family and settled in another 
state may cease to be a resident of the state which 
he has left, within the meaning of the exemption 
laws, although there may be such an intention to 
return as will continue legal residence or domi- 
cile.2° Temporary absence of a debtor and _ his 
family, even though it may not change his residence 
in law, may deprive him of the character of a ‘‘resi- 
‘dent householder,’’ and so defeat his claim of 
exemption, for under such a statute he must keep 
house in the state.?é 

[§ 23] 5. Residence of Wife. The domicile of 
a wife, for the purpose of determining her right 
to the benefit of the exemption laws requiring resi- 
dence, as for most other purposes, is generally that 
of her husband, so that she may claim an exemption 
when her husband is a resident, although she is 
actually in another state.27 Under these circum- 
stances she is not entitled to the benefit of the 
exemption laws of the state where she actually re- 
sides,2® even though her husband in the other state 
has become insane.?® The mere fact that the wife 
has never been in her husband’s state, there having 
been no abandonment, does not prevent her domi- 
eile from being that of her husband.°° But where, 
in such ease, she retains her actual residence in her 
own state, she is entitled to the benefit of its exemp- 
tion laws.34. When a wife voluntarily absents her- 

25. Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. 


A. 148; Fulton v. Roberts, 113 N. C. 


421, 18 SE 510; Munds y. Cassidey, 28. 
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Domicile of married women gen- 
erally see Domicile § 33. 
Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 


[25C.5.] 21 


self under circumstances amounting to a wrongful . 
abandonment of her husband, and permanently re- 
sides in another state, she loses her residence, and 
cannot claim the benefit of a statute which ex- 
pressly or impliedly requires residence.®? | 

[§ 24] 6. Residence of Family. Some statutes 
of exemption expressly require that the family for 
whose benefit they are intended shall reside in the 
state.*% When a statute creates a right of exemp- 
tion for the benefit of every family in the state, it 
does not extend to one who has no family, or 
whose family resides in another state.2 Under such 
a statute, however, the debtor need not necessarily 
reside in the state. It is sufficient if his family 
resides there.*> In the absence of such a require- 
ment it has been held that if the debtor resides 
in the state, and supports a family, it is immaterial 
where his family resides,?* but he nevertheless must 
be a part of the family.87 Under a statute which 
exempts the earnings of all persons who have td 
provide for the entire support of a family within 
the state, a person who does not reside in the state, 
and whose family does not reside therein, is not 
entitled to the exemption.*® 

[§ 25] 7. Citizenship. Unless there is some- 
thing to show a contrary intention, the term ‘‘citi- 
zen’’ in a statute giving an exemption to citizens 
of the state should be construed as equivalent to 
‘‘resident,’’ and to include unnaturalized residents. 
And citizenship is not necessary to constitute one 
a resident within the meaning of the exemption 
laws.°® In some jurisdictions only citizens are en- 
titled under statutes so providing,*® but under such 
ing an exemption to a “householder 


having a family,” a_ debtor whose 
family lives in Canada and is sup- 


98 N. C. 558, 566, 4 SE 353, 355. 

“The benevolent provision is for 
our own citizens—those who have a 
residence among us—and must be 
construed as not embracing cases of 
mere domicil, where the rights inci- 
dent to domicil may be retained until 
a domicil is obtained elsewhere.” 
Munds v. Cassidey, supra. 


[a] For example.—(1) Where a 
resident of Missouri has moved to 
Chicago and accepted a _ position 


there, and remained there for a year, 
without any plan of returning at any 
definite time, and his family has also 
left Missouri, and been away for two 
years, he is not entitled to the bene- 
fit of the Missouri Exemption Laws as 
a resident of the state, although he 
intends to return as soon as he can 
obtain satisfactory employment. 
Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. A. 
148. (2) Under a constitutional pro- 
vision exempting property of any 
“resident” of the state, the debtor, 
to be entitled to the exemption, must 
be an actual resident, and not merely 
have a constructive or legal domicile 
in the state. Jones v. Alsbrook, 115 
N. C. 46, 20 SE 170; Munds v. Cas- 
sidey, 98 N. C. 558, 4 SE 358, 
355. 

26. Ross v. Banta, 140 Ind. 120, 
34 NE 865, 39 NE 732. ; 

[a] TDilustration.—Where one, with 
his family and part of his household 
goods, leaves the state for govern- 
ment service in one of the territories, 
with the intention of returning when 
the service should terminate, he is 
not entitled to the exemption. ‘The 
facts found show that Banta, though 
a resident of Indiana in law, yet that 
he was not a householder in this 
State, but was a householder in New 
Mexico at the time he, demanded his 
exemption and when the sheriff’s sale 
to appellant Ross took place.” Ross 
v. Banta, 140 Ind. 120, 141, 34 NE 
865, 39 NE 732. 

27. Prater v. Prater, 87 Tenn, 78, 
9 SW 361, 10 AmSR 623. 


six, 152 Iowa 412, :132 NW 823. 
29. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823. 

30. Clements v. Lacy, 51 Tex. 
150; Lacey v. Clements, 36 Tex. 661. 
81. Fish v. Street, 27 Kan. 270. 

Claim by wife of absent debtor see 
infra § 35 

$2. Prater v. Prater, 87 Tenn. 78, 
9 SW 361, 10 AmSR 623; Earle v. 
Earle, 9 Tex. 630. 

33. See statutory provisions. 

34. Ala.—Keiffer v. Barney, 31 
ae 192; Allen vy. Manasse, 4 Ala. 

4. 

Colo.—Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 
Colo. 21, 39 P 416. 


toa Snes v. Sausley, 10 KyL 
116. 
Ms J.—Bonnel v. Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 
435. : 
Wis.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 


Chicago, etc., R. Co., 45 Wis. 172. 

Residence of family with debtor 
see infra § 30. 

35. Bonnel v. Dunn, 29 N.-J. L. 
435, 437. 

“The benefits of the act are not 
extended to the goods of every débt- 
or with or without a family, nor are 
the goods exempt if he have a family 
residing in another state, and move 
here. If the debtor reside in an- 
other state, and has a family resid- 
ing here in the possession of the 
goods, they are exempt to the extent 
prescribed by the act. The words 
residing in this state qualify or re- 
late to the family, not the debtor.” 
Bonnel vy. Dunn, supra. 

36. Fish v. Street, 27 Kan. 270; 
Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 131, 10 Kyl 
665; Pettit v. Muskegon Booming 
Co., 74 Mich. 214, 41 NW 900; Ches- 
ney v. Francisco, 12 Nebr. 626, 12 
NW 94; Peo. v. McClay, 2 Nebr. 7. 

[a] #or example.—(1) A _ wife, 
residing in the state, is entitled to 
the exemption as head of the family, 
although her husband and family are 
not residents. Fish v. Street, 27 
Kan. 270. (2) Under a statute, giv- 


ported out of his wages is entitled 
to an exemption. Pettit v. Muskegon 
Ne Co., 74 Mich. 214, 41 NW 


387.. Zimmerman v. Franke, 34 Kan, 
6504 DSP N74 te 

[a] Ilustration.—Where a single 
man, twenty-five years of age, re- 
sides in Kansas, and his father and 
mother and unmarried sister reside 
in Illinois, and the son has not re- 
sided with his father and mother and 
unmarried sister for about seven 
years, he is not a part of his father’s 
family within the meaning of the 
exemption laws. Zimmerman  v. 
Franke, 34 Kan. 650, 9 P 747. 

38. Commercial Nat. Bank v. Chi- 
cago, etc, BR. Co; 45. Wiswdt2. 

39. Ark.—McKenzie v. Murphy, 24 
ATK e505 01 DOs 

Kerr mar ee, V.,.AYers,|« 23) [Cal. 


108. 
- Nebr.—Peo. v. McClay, 2 Nebr. 


peti ee v. Coleman, 14 Tex. 

N. W. Terr.—In re Demaurez, 5 
Terr. L. 84. 

“The word ‘citizen’ is often used in 
common conversation and _ writing, 
as meaning only an inhabitant, a 
resident of a town, state, or county, 
without any implication of political 
or civil privileges.” McKenzie v. 
Murphy, supra. 

{a] Tlustration.—A statute which 
gives an exemption of tools, ap- 
paratus, etc., to every citizen or head 
of a family, has been construed to 
include, within its benefit, a person 
who is not a native-born and nat- 
uralized citizen, and the term, ‘every 
citizen,’ was held to have the mean- 
ing of its general acceptation as de- 
scriptive of the inhabitants of the 
country. Cobbs v. Coleman, 14 Tex. 
594. 

Alien’s right as a “resident” to ex- 
emption see supra § 17. 

40. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419. 
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statutes the fact of citizenship is presumed from 
residence.*! 

[§ 26] ©. Particular Statutory Designations of 
Persons Entitled—1. ‘‘Debtor,’’ ‘‘Defendant,’’ and 
‘‘Tenant.?’ If the statute in terms gives the privil- 
ege of exemption to ‘‘debtors’’ and ‘‘defendants’’ 
only, no person can claim property as exempt un- 
less he occupies this position.t2 Where the statute 
gives the exemption privilege to debtors, without 
further qualifying their status, it is not necessary 
that claimant should also be head of the family, to 


entitle him to the privilege under this statute.4? And 


a statute exempting household articles of any debtor, 
necessary for himself, his wife and children does 
not require that he should have a wife or children, 
or that he must be the head of a family.** A person 
engaged in a particular occupation, while he may 
not be ineluded as such within the terms of a statute 
granting the exemption privilege to persons within 
a restricted class,4® may be entitled to an exemption 
as a ‘‘debtor’’ under a statute granting the exemp- 
tion to debtors, regardless of the occupation in 
which he is engaged.*® 

Married woman. Where the exemption is in favor 
of the debtor, either the husband or the wife may 
under some circumstances claim the exemption.*? 

Tenant. Under some statutes ‘*tenants’’ are also 
included, in order to give this class of debtors an 
exemption in goods in their possession as well as 
to other debtors in goods they own.*® But, even 
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under such provisions, tenants must be debtors,*® 
and the tenant’s wife, although in a sense herself 
a tenant, not being also a debtor, cannot claim 
exemption.°° A subtenant or assignee of the tenant, 
not recognized by the landlord, cannot claim the 
benefit of the statute as a debtor against a dis- 
tress for rent where the goods are levied on as 
belonging to the original lessee, for the relation of 
landlord and tenant and, consequently, that of a 
debtor and creditor does not exist between him and 
the landlord,®! although a tenant may make the 
claim to protect a subtenant or a stranger.>? 

[§ 27] 2. ‘‘Family.’’ Statutes giving exemp- 
tions ‘‘for the use of a family’’ or to ‘‘a member of 
a family,’’ while they are so far general in terms. 
as not to restrict their operation to heads of fam- 
ilies,>? are not intended for the benefit of every 
debtor, but only for the benefit of debtors who have 
families.°+ The word ‘‘family’’ as used in these 
statutes has been judicially defined to be a collec- 
tive body of persons, generally relatives and sery- 
ants; a household living together in one house or 
curtilage; and does not embrace separate individuals 
who have no common home.®®> Other courts, empha- 
sizing the authority of one member over-the others 
as the distinguishing characteristic between the 
family and other groups of persons living together, 
have defined the family as ‘‘a collection of persons 
living together under one head.’’** But an agegre- 
gation of individuals sustaining a mere contract 


41. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo.| sary for the support of the family} though the tenant was not the own- 


96, 109: P 419. 


for one year as exempt from sale on | er. The exemption of the debtor 
42. Eberhart’s App., 39 Pa. 509, 80| execution against her. 


Boelter v.| within the limit of three hundred dol- 


AmD 536. 

[a] Illustration.—The purchaser 
of land, subject to the lien of a 
judgment against his vendor, cannot 
claim an exemption out of the pro- 
ceeds of a sale on execution under 
the judgment. Eberhart’s App., 39 
Pa. 509, 80 AmD 536. 

43. Deiffenderfer  v. 
Grant (Pa.) 30. ; 

[a] A bachelor debtor in Penn- 
sylvania may have the benefit of the 
exemption law of 1849. Dieffender- 
fer v. Fisher, 3 Grant (Pa.) 30. 

44. Brown v. Wait, 19 Pick. 
(Mass.) 470, 31 AmD 154. 

{a] MDlustration.— A householder 
who has neither wife nor child is en- 
titled to hold one bed and bedding 
exempted under a statute exempting 
beds, bedsteads, bedding, and house- 
hold utensils of any debtor necessary 
for himself, his wife, and children, 
providing the beds and bedding ex- 
empted should not exceed one bed, 
bedstead, and necessary bedding for 
two persons, and household furni- 
ture to the value of fifty dollars. 
Brown v. Wait, 19 Pick. (Mass.) 470, 
31 AmD 154. 

45. See infra §§ 42-62. - 

46. McCoy v. Cornell, 40 Iowa 457. 

[a] Physician.— Under a statute 
exempting the earnings of a “debtor” 
for personal services a physician 
may claim as exempt money due him 
for professional services while he 
would not be entitled under a stat- 
ute restricting the exemption to me- 
chanics and laborers. McCoy v. Cor- 
nell, 40 Iowa 457. 

47. Schuessler v. Wilson, 56 Ala. 
516; Boelter v. Klossner, 74 Minn. 
272, 77 NW 4, 73 AmSR 347. 

{a] Tlustration.——- Where a hus- 
band and wife were living together 
with their children on the wife's 
farm and were supporting the family 
by their joint labors in cultivating 
the farm and caring for the house- 
hold and neither had any other farm 
or grain except such as was raised 
thereon, the wife was entitled to 
claim therefrom provisions neces- 


Fisher, 3 


Klossner, 74 Minn. 272, 77 NW 4, 73 
AmSR 347. 

[b] Application of rule—A mar- 
ried woman who is a partner with 
her husband in a mercantile busi- 
ness, and therefore jointly and sev- 
erally liable with him under L. 
(1911) c 109, is entitled to personal 
property exemption as against exe- 
Cution yy Under Const, art » 10s eon mE 
exempting the personal property of 
any resident of the state to the value 
of five hundred dollars. Bristol Gro- 
cery- Com Ve ballsy av INie@, ©2988 918 
SE 768. 

{c] Married woman as partner.— 
Revisal (1905) § 2118, relating to 
filing certificates and displaying the 
name of a married woman at the 
place of business when she is a part- 
ner, while fixing as a penalty for 
its violation that the married woman 
shall be deemed a free trader and 
liable for her debts, does not deprive 
her of her rights to personal prop- 
erty exemption as, against execution, 
and noncompliance therewith has no 
effect on such right. Bristol Grocery 
Co. Vv; Bails, 177 N. GC. 298) 98 SiH) 768. 

48. Swaney v. Doumont, 44 Pa. 
Super. 49 [rev 86 Pa. Co. 552]. 

49. Swaney v. Doumont, 44 Pa. 
Super. 49 [rev 86 Pa. Co. 552]. 

50. Swaney v. Doumont, 44 Pa. 
Super 49 [rev 86 Pa. Co. 552]. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘This plain- 
tiff held no contractual relation, di- 
rect or implied, with the landlord, 
and was not in any sense a debtor. 
The statute contemplates two classes 
of debtors, execution defendants and 
defaulting tenants. Exemption is 
offered to both, to the first it is 
exemption of three hundred dollars’ 
worth of property owned by them; to 
the second, a like amount owned or 
in possession of the debtor tenant. 
This distinction in favor of the ten- 
ant was necessary to give the full 
effect of the statute; for whilst only 
an owner’s property could be seized 
in execution a landlord might seize 
any property in the possession of the 
tenant on the demised premises, 


lars was to be coextensive with the 
right of the creditor, whether he 
came with execution or with land- 
lord’s warrant. The right of exemp- 
tion, a merely abstract right, such 
as it exists in the statute, becomes a 
vital, personal, effectual privilege 
when the debtor’ asserts it timely, 
but waived by him, no one else, how- 
ever he may claim under the debtor, 
can set it up and hinder a creditor.” 
acre v. Doumont, 44 Pa, Super. 
te Tie oe v. Hallowell, 35 


52. Rosenberger v. Hallowell, 35 
Par 360s so eendless0) 

53. Head of family see 
§§ 28-35, 

54. Abererombie v. Alderson, 9 
Ala. 981; Allen v. Manasse, 4 Ala. 
554, 

Residence of family see supra § 24. 

55. Zimmerman y. Franke, 34 Kan. 
650, 9 P 747; Cox v. Stafford, 14 How 
Pr’ (N. Y.) 519; Kiggins v" Henne: 
etc., Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 199 SW 494. 

{a] MTllustration.—Six unmarried 
brothers living in the same house 
with their four unmarried sisters 
and with their aged, widowed father. 
who was unable to perform labor of 
any kind, constituted a “family” 
within the exemption laws. Kiggins 
v. Henne, etc., Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 199 
SW 494. 

{b] A father and daughter living 
together, the mother being dead, con- 
stitute a family. Cox v. Stafford, 14 
HowPr (N. Y.) 519. But see Bank v. 
Griffith, 8 Pa. Dist. 338 (holding that 
defendant’s minor child supported by 
him in the household of another 
might claim as a member of his 
family). e 

56.) Poor? v.. Hudson Ins Co. 2 
Fed. 432, 438; Pearson y. Miller, 71 . 
Miss. 379, 14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470; 
Forbes v. Groves, 134 Mo. A. 729, 115. 
oan 451; Duncan v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 

“The most comprehensive defini- 
tion of a family is, a number of per- 
sons who live in one house and un- 


infra. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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relation toward each other, as master and servant 
or landlord and boardets, is not a family within the 
meaning of the exemption laws.57 The relations 
existing among the group must be of a permanent 
and domestic character. A mere abiding together 
temporarily as strangers or for convenience, there 
being no legal or moral obligation on the part of 
one to support the others, and with no supervisory 
power on the part of anyone, does not make the 
group a family.°s While the fact of support may 
have evidential value as to the existence of a family 
as distinguished from a nonfamily group,®® it is not, 
under these statutes, an essential condition upon 
which the claim for exemption must be based.%° 

Number of members. All of the courts will no 
doubt agree that there must be a collection of per- 
sons under one head, and that one person alone can- 
not be a family.*t But no specific number of per- 
sons is required. ‘Two are sufficient, as husband 
and wife, or parent and child. 

Children. To constitute a family it is not neces- 
sary that there shall be children. The family may 
consist of husband and wife alone.® 

Father of a bastard. The reputed father of a 
bastard which he is under the law not bound to 
support but which lives with him has no family 
within the meaning of a statute, giving exemptions 


der one management or head.’ Poor 
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in the state, a wife residing with her 


[25C.J.] 23 
to persons having families.®4 

[§ 28] 38. ‘‘Head of a Family’’—a. In Gen- 
eral. By express provisions of the statutes in some 
jurisdictions exemptions are limited to persons who 
are ‘‘the head of a family,’’ ® other statutes con- 
tain an implied restriction.®® Where the exemption 
is reserved to ‘‘every citizen or head of a family,’’ 
it is not necessary that claimant of an exemption be 
the head of a family.6? ‘‘Family,’’ as defined by 
most courts in construing statutes exempting prop- 
erty of the head of the family, means a collection 
of persons living together under one head, under 
such circumstances or conditions that the head is 
under a legal or moral obligation to support the 
other members, and the other members are de- 
pendent upon him for support.®® However, some 
definitions subordinate the idea of dependency.® 
The husband and father is primarily the head of 
the family,’ but not necessarily so.7! However, 
one to be entitled to an exemption as head of a 
family must be the master in law of the family and 
as such stand in place of the father,7? The family 
must have actual existence, as distinguished from 
one that exists theoretically only.7* Under a statute 
defining a head of a family as one who has residing 
on the premises with him and under his care and 
maintenance his minor child, one is not the head of 


Tex.—Roco y. Green, 50 Tex. 4838, 


v. Hudson Ins. Co., supra. 

57. Bailey v. Comings, 2 F. Cas. 
No. 733; Whalen v. Cadman, 11 Iowa 
226; McMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 
(Ky.) 111, 99 AmD 662; Murdock v. 
Dalby, 13 Mo. A. 41. 

[a] Workers of a farm on shares. 
—The fact that a family lives in the 
house with the owner of a farm, 
under a special arrangement for 
working the farm on shares, does 
not make it a family within the stat- 


cute. Bailey v. Comings, 2 F. Cas. No. 
BBX, 
[b] Isaboretr's hired to cultivate a 


farm are not a part of the house- 
keeper’s family and no allowance will 
be made for them. McMurray v. 
Shuck, 6 Bush (Ky.) 111, 99 AmD 
662. 

58. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611; McMurray v. Shuck, 6 
Bush (Ky.) 111, 99 AmD 662; Duncan 
v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286; Bowne v. 
Witt, 19 Wend. (N. Y.) 475. 

[a] A codperative group of per- 
sons who live together, even though 
related by blood to each other, each 
contributing to the support of the 
household, is not a family within 
the meaning of the exemption stat- 
ute. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. 

[b] An adult forty years old, re- 
siding with his stepmother and trans- 
acting her business, is not a mem- 
ber of the family of the person with 
whom he resides, so as to render his 
clothing exempt under a statute pro- 
viding that the necessary wearing 
apparel of any member of the family 
of a householder shall be exempt 
from execution. Bowne v. Witt, 19 
Wend. (N. Y.) 475. 

59. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. 

60. Bonnel vy. Dunn, 28 N. J. L: 
153 [rev on other grounds 29 N. J. 
L. 435]; Binion v. Lyle, 28 Okl. 430, 
114 P 618; Rogers v. Fox, 4 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 85, 16 SW 781. 

[a] Diustrations.— (1) Under a 
statute exempting a horse and wagon 
for the benefit of every family in the 
state, the horse and wagon of a per- 
son having a wife and children are 
exempt, although for a year he has 
not lived with his wife nor contrib- 
uted to her support. Rogers v. Fox, 
4 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 85, 16 SW 781. 
(2) Under a statute exempting prop- 
erty for the benefit of every family 


family in the state, and whose hus- 
band hag absconded and is residing 
in another state, is entitled to the 
exemption. Bonnel v. Dunn, 28 N. J. 


L. 153 [rev on other grounds 29 N. J.| 


L, 485]. (3) The wife of a debtor 
who refused to claim his exemption 
may herself make the claim in be- 
half of the family. Binion v. Lyle, 
114 P 618. 
Poor v. Hudson Core 2 
v. Hudson Ins. Co., 2 
Fed. 432; Kitchell v. Burgwin, 21 Ill. 


Ins. 


40. 

[a] A mother and her infant son 
who lives with her and is dependent 
upon her for support constitute a 
family for which she provides. Cant- 
rell) v= Conner, 6 Daly. (N. ¥.) 224, 
51 HowPr 45. 

63. Kitchell v. Burgwin, 21 Ill. 
40, 44; Whitehead y. Tapp, 69 Mo. 
415; Cox v. Stafford, 14 HowPr (N. 
AD blo), 

“Having a wife is having a 
family.’”’ Kitchell vy. Burgwin, supra. 

64. Moore v. Bughman, 8 OhS&CP 
396, 7 OhNP 149. 

65. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 

[a] For example, a statute read- 
ing “the following property shall be 
exempt ...also the following prop- 
erty of each head of a family, to wit: 
two work horses... and the wages 
of every laborer or mechanic, to the 
amount of one hundred dollars” per- 
mits an exemption of wages to be 
claimed only by a laborer or me- 
chanic who is the head of a family. 
McLarty v. Tibbs, 69 Miss. 357, 12 S 
Done 

66. See statutory provisions; and 
Gunn v. Gudehus, 15 B. Mon. (Ky.) 
447. 


67. Cobbs v. Coleman, 14 Tex. 594. 

68. U. S.—In re Condon, 198 Fed. 
947; Bailey v. Comings, 2 F.. Cas. No. 
733. 

Cal.—Lawson vy. Lawson, 15 Cal. 
A. 501, 115 P 468. 

Iowa.—Whalen vy. Cadman, 11 Iowa 
226. 

Ky.—Carter vy. Adams, 4 SW 36, 
9 KyL 91; Whyte v. Grant, 142 La. 
SZ O26, aie Sete Git Cy cil. 

Miss.—Hill v. Franklin, 54 Miss. 
632. 

N. Y.—Cantrell v. Conner, 6 Daly 
224, 51 HowPr 45; VanVechten. v. 
Hall, 14 HowPr 436. 


‘ 


490. 

“We deduce from the authorities 
the following general rules to deter- 
mine when the relation of a family, 
as contemplated by law, exists: 1. It 
is one of social status, not of mere 
contract. 2. Legal or moral obliga- 
tion on the head to support the other 
members. 3. Corresponding state of 
dependence on the part of the other 


members for this support.” Roco v. 
Green, supra. 
69. Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 ‘Iowa 


431, 3 NW 469; Duncan v. Frank, 8 
Mo. A. 286. 

[a] Tllustration.—A widower 
whom his son and his son’s 
lived, paying no board or other 
pensation, was held to be the head 
of a family. Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 
Iowa 431, 3 NW 469. 

70. Ga.—Sheppard.v. Davis, 22 Ga. 
A. 733, 97 SE 262; Smith v. Berman, 
8 Ga. A. 262, 68 SE 1014. 

Il1.—Clinton v. Kidwell, 82 Ill. 427; 
Arnold v. Coleman, 88 Ill. A. 608; 
yea V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 65 Ill. 

Iowa.—Van Doran v. Marden, 48 
Iowa 186; Whalen vy. Cadman, 11 
Iowa 226. 

Mo.—State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261. 
ekg J.— Briggs v. Bell, 8 N. J. L. J. 

N. D.—Ness v. Jones, 10 N. D. 587, 
88 NW 706, 88 AmSR 755. 

[a] Mother-in-law is not the head. 
—A woman living with her married 
daughter and the daughter’s husband 
is not the head of the family, al- 
though the daughter is a minor. 
Briggs. VeiSell, SIN sce cole 

71. See infra §§ 31-35. 

72. Whalen v. Cadman, 
226. 

{a] Zlustration.— An unmarried 
man with whom his brother and his 
brother’s wife lives, and who fur- 
nishes the necessaries for housekeep- 
ing and living, he and his brother 
working a farm together, and the 
brother’s wife keeping house, is not 
the head of a family. Whalen v. 
Cadman, 11 Iowa 226. 

73. Linton v. Crosby, 56. Iowa 386, 
9 NW 311, 41 AmR 107. 

[a] fllustration.— When a man 
has no children and lives separate 
and apart from his wife, boarding, 
and neither contributing nor being 
asked to contribute to her support, 
he is not the head of a family with- 


with 
wife 
com- 


11 Iowa 


24 [25C.J.] 


a family by reason of the fact that he is living with 
and maintaining an illegitimate child.74 

Master and servants. It is well settled that an 
ageregation of individuals sustaining a mere con- 
tract relation toward each other is not a family 
within the meaning of the exemption laws.7> For 
this reason a person who lives in a house with 
servants only is not entitled to the benefit of the 
exemptions laws as the head of a family.*® 

Persons keeping boarders. For the same reason 
a person who keeps boarders is not for that reason 
the head of a family, if she has no person dependent 
upon her for support.’ It is otherwise, of course, 
if she also has living with her a child whom she 
supports.7® And it has been held, contrary to the 
weight of authority, that if she has a friend and 
servants living with her in addition to the boarders, 
she is the head of a family within the meaning of 
the law.?® 

Several families in the same house. That corer! 
families live together in the same house, as boarders, 
or otherwise, and take their meals at a common 
table, does not prevent each from being a separate 
family, and the head of each the head of a 
family.®° 

Dwelling and eating in different places. It is not 
necessary that the members of a family shall dwell 
and eat in the same house. They may live in one 
house and take their meals in another, or at a 
restaurant or hotel.*? 

Time of acquiring status. When a statute allows 
an exemption for the benefit of the head of a 
family, a debtor, to be entitled to an exemption, 
need not have been the head of a family at the 
time when the debt was contracted. It is sufficient 


in the meaning of the exemption 195 
laws., Linton y. Crosby, 56 Iowa|32 AmR 27. 
386, 9 NW 311, 41 AmR 107. 

74, Peerless Pac. Co. v. Burck-| AmD 584; 
hard, 90 Wash. 221, 155 P 1037, LRA | Humphr, 


1917C 353, AnnCas1918B 247. $1. 
75. See supra § 27. Fed. 432. 
76. U. S.—In re Lambson, 14 F. $2. Gray, Vv. Lutnam, sol ‘Si7C.09%;5 


Cas. No. 8,029, 2 Hughes 233. 28 SE 149. 


Ga.—Calhoun v. McLendon, 42 Ga. 83. Watson v. ; } 
Robinson vy. Hughes, 117 Ind.| once in a while buys something for 


405. 233; 
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Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 87. Martin v. 


80. Wade v. Jones, 20 Mo. 75, 61 
Bachman vy. Crawford, 3/144 NW 611; 
‘(Tenn.) 213, 39-AM D 163. 
See Poor v. Hudson Ins. Coy 2 [a] 


[§§ 28-29 


if he has such a status at the time of the levy as 
against which the exemption'is claimed.®?. In sev- 
eral states it has been held that a man may claim 
property as exempt on the ground that he is a 
householder or the head of a family, although he 
may not have married and acquired such a status 
until after the issue or levy of an execution or 
attachment.** Most of the courts, however, in which 
the question has arisen, have held that after a cred- 
itor has acquired a lien by the levy of an execution 
or attachment, he has a vested right which cannot be 
defeated by the subsequent marriage and change of 
status of the debtor.*4 Acquisition of a status as a 
householder or head of a family after the sale of 
property under an execution does not give one a 
right to the benefit of the Exemption Law so as to 
support an action to set aside the sale. To maintain 
such an action he must have been a householder 
or the head of a family at the time of the sale.®® 

[§ 29] b. Support of Family. It is very gen- 
erally held that, to constitute one the head ot a fam- 
ily within the purpose and intent of the exemption 
laws, there must be at least a condition of depend- 
ence on the part of the other members upon the 
head, and a natural or legal obligation on the part 
of the head to support them, and that a mere aggre- 
gation of individuals is not enough.8® And some 
statutes require in express terms that the debtor 
must show that he has a family dependent upon 
him.’* While assistance in the support of a family 
does not in itself constitute the one who renders 
the assistance the head of the family,®®. it is not 
necessary that he should bear the entire support of 
the family in order to give him that status.89 Nor 
need actual support be shown,®° if the obligation to 
Sheridan, 2 Hilt. 
(N. Y.) 586. 

88. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
Forbes v. Groves, 134 
Mo. A. 729, 115 SW 451. 
Tliustration.— A father who 
lives with his son, and, in lieu of 
paying board, gives the family the 


use of the house and lot, rent free, 


Simpson, 5 Ala.| works in the garden a little, and 


Ky.—McMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush | 293, 20 NE 220, 10 AmSR 45, 3 LRA|the table, is not. by reason of such 


111, 99 AmD 662. 383; 
Mo.—Whaley v. Whaley, 50 Mo. 
nee Murdock v. Dalby, 13 Mo. A. 41. 


Irwin v. Lewis, 50 Miss. 3863; 
Trotter v. Dobbs, 38 Miss. 198, 
84. Richardson y. Adler, 46 Ark. | 451 


facts the head of the family. Forbes 
v. Groves, 134 Mo. A. 729, 115 SW 


C.—Garaty v. Du Bose, 5 S. C.| 48; Selders y. Lane, 46 Oh. St. 345; 89. In re Rainwater, 191 Fed. 738: 
493, Pender v. Lancaster, 14 S. C. 25, 387) Duncan v. Krank, 8 Mo. A. 286; Kig- 


‘Tex.—Roco v. Green, 50 Tex. 483.) AmR 420. 


gins..vecHenne, eta, »'Co., Chex Give 
A.) 199 SW -494. 


Va.—Calhoun v. Williams, 32 
Gratt. (73 Va.) 18, 34 AmR 759. 

[a] Zllusittrations.—(1) A widow 
residing in her house with no other 
persons save her employees and ser- 
vants is not the head of a tamily. 
“The word ‘family,’ as now used, im- 
plies that the persons constituting 
the group which is so designated, are 
related to each other in some degree 
more or less direct, by blood or af- 
finity. The relation is, obviously, a 
relation of status, and not merely a 
relation of contract.” Murdock v. 
Dalby, 13 Mo. A. 41, 47. (2) A single 
man who keeps house, but who has 
no other person living with him ex- 
cept servants or employees, is not 
the head of a family or householder 
within the exemption law of Vir- 
ginia. Calhoun v. Williams, 32 Gratt. 
(73 Va.) 18, 34 AmR 759. 

[b] he housekeeper of the debt- 
or and her children are not a family 
supported by the debtor’s_ labor, 
within the meaning of the statute 
which exempts personal earnings if 
necessary for the family. Van Vech- 
ten v. Hall, 14 HowPr (N. Y.) 436. 

77. Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 293; 
Carter v. Adams, 4 SW 36, 9 KyL 91. 

78. Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 2938. 


85. Kingen vy. Stroh, 136 Ind. 610, 
36 NE 519. 

86. U. S.—In re McGowan, 170 
Fed. 493. 

Ala.—Allen v. Manasse, 4 Ala. 554. 

Cal.—Lawson v. Lawson, 158 Cal. 
446, 111 P 354. 

Ky.—Carter v. Me asks! 4 SW 36, 9 
ad a 


dhe ¢ ‘643 

Mo.—Sternberg v. Levy, 159 Mo. 
617, 60 SW 1114, 53 LRA 438; Forbes 
Vv. MS hae 134. Mo. A. 729, 115 SW 
451. 

Okl.—Rolater v. King, 13 Okl. 37, 
Tor PeZOw: 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) A son, not 
under legal obligation to support his 
mother who is not in indigent cir- 
cumstances and who does not live 
with him, cannot claim exemption as 
head of a family under those circum- 
stances. Lawson v. Lawson, 158 Cal. 
446, 111 P 354. (2) A widower who 
keeps house, and has boarding with 
him two married daughters and their 
husbands, cannot be considered as 
having a family, within the meaning 
of a statute exempting property of a 
housekeeper with a famiiy. Carter 
v. Adams, 4 SW 36, 9 KyL 91. 


[a] Ilustrations.— (1) One who 
with his sister keeps house for his 
younger brothers and sisters, thus 
partly contributing to their support, 
is the head of the family under the 
exemption laws, although neither a 
husband nor a father and although 
the children are not wholly depend- 
ent upon him. Duncan v. Frank, 8 
Mo. A. 286. (2) The oldest of six 
unmarried brothers living in the 
same house with their four unmar- 
ried sisters and with their widowed 
father, one hundred years old, who 
was unable to perform labor of any 
kind, is the head of the family 
where he acts as such, even though 
all of the brothers contribute to the 
support of the family. Kiggins v. 
Henne,-ete., Co.,- (Tex. Civ. A.) 199 
SW 494. 

90. Garner v. Freeman, 118 La. 
184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361; Rogers 
eae Fox, (Tex. Civean “16 SWw 

[a] For example, a man who had 
lived apart from his wife and chil- 
dren for a year and had not contrib- 
uted to their support was neverthe- 
less allowed as the head of the 
family an exemption in a horse and 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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support exists. 
Legal obligation. 


shown.®3 
Moral obligation. 


formed.°> But where the moral 


wagon. Rogers v. Fox, (Tex. A.) 16 
SW 781. 
91. Garner v. Freeman, 118 La. 


184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361. 

[a]. Reason for Yrule.—‘It is ad- 
mitted that the plaintiff had a wife 
and three minor children at the date 
of the seizure; but it is argued that 
none of them were living with him 
-at that time, and none of them were 
dependent on him for support. Plain- 
tiff at the date of the seizure was 
‘the head of a family,’ because he 
had a wife and three minor children. 
The law presumes that they were 
dependent on the husband and father, 
because each and every one of them 


had the legal right to demand of 


him maintenance and support. The 
voluntary separation of the husband 
and wife did not change their mari- 
tail relations. The circumstance 
that the two minor daughters re- 
sided for the time being with their 
mother did not absolve the plaintiff 
from the performance of the pa- 
rental duties.’ Garner v. Freeman, 
aay La. 184, 188, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 

92. Dendy v. Gamble, 64 Ga, 528; 
Calhoun v. McLendon, 42 Ga. 405; 
Blake v. Bolte, 30 NYS 309 [mod on 
other grounds 10 Misc. 333, 31 NYS 
124]; Riley v. Hitzler, 49 Oh. St. 651, 
32 NE 753. 

{a] Dilustrations.—(I) A brother 
supporting his indigent sister and 
her children, who live with him and 
who are dependent upon him, is not 
the head of a family within the 
meaning of the homestead exemption 
-laws. Dendy v. Gamble, 64 Ga. 528. 
(2) A debtor residing with his wid- 
owed mother and invalid brother, 
and supporting them, is not the head 
of a family within a statute exempt- 
ing three months’ earnings to every 
debtor having a family. Riley v. 
Hitzler, 49 Oh. St. 651, 32 NE 753. 
(3) One who supports his orphan 
nieces is not entitled to the benefit 
of Code Civ. Proc. § 2463, since he is 
not legally obliged to support them. 
Blake v. Bolte, 9 Misc. 714, 30 NYS 
209. 

[b] Father supporting widowed. 
adult daughter.—A man is the head 
of a family where he supports his 
widowed adult daughter and her chil- 
dren, who live with him and are de- 
pendent upon him for support. Black- 
well v. Broughton, 56 Ga. 390. 

98. Marsh v. Lazenby, 41 Ga. 153; 
Wade v. Lyman, 7 Ky. Op. 427. 

[a] Support of indigent parents. 
—When a statute requires a man to 
support his indigent parents, an un- 
married man whose indigent father 
or mother lives with him, and is sup- 
ported by him, is the head of a 
family within the meaning of the 
exemption laws. Marsh vy. Lazenby, 


Some of the courts hold that a 
person to be the head of a family must be under a 
legal obligation to support its members; that the 
relation of husband and wife or that of parent and 
child must exist,°? or a statutory duty to support be 


Most of the courts, however, 
do not recognize this doctrine, but hold that a mere 
moral or natural obligation to support and a con- 
dition of dependence are sufficient.%4 
sential that there should be any legal obligation to 
support other members of the family, provided the 
debtor is under a moral obligation which is per- 
obligation upon 
which the debtor’s claim of exemption rests is in 
conflict with a legal obligation or another moral 
obligation of greater binding force,?* or where al- 
lowance of the claim would result in a perversion 
of the exemption statute, defeating the intention of 
the legislature,®? the claim will not be allowed. 
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Nor is it es- 


live together. 


places.? 


41 Ga. 158. 

94. U. S.—In re Opava, 235 Fed. 
Gee Bailey v. Comings, 2 F. Cas. No. 
733. 


Jlowa.—Arnold v. Waltz, 53 Iowa 
706, 6 NW 40, 86 AmR 248; Tyson v. 
Reynolds, 52 Iowa 431, 3 NW 469; 
Whalen v. Cadman, 11 Iowa 226; 
Parsons v. Livingston, 11 Iowa 104, 
77 AmD 185. 

Ky.—McMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 
111, 99 AmD 662. 

Mo.—Wade v. Jones, 20 Mo. 75, 61 
AmD 584; Forbes v. Groves, 134 Mo. 
A. 729, 115 SW 451; Jarboe v. Jarboe, 
106 Mo. A. 459, 79 SW 1162; Spengler 
v. Kaufman, 46 Mo. A. 644; State v. 
Kane, 42 Mo. A. 253; Duncan v. 
Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286. 

N. D.—Webster v. McGauvran, 8 
N. D. 274, 78 NW 80. 

Okl.—Rolater v. King, 18 Okl. 37, 
owe eo Le 

S. C.—Moyer v. Drummond, 32 S. 
C, 165, 10 SE 952, 17 AmSR 850, 7 
LRA 747. 

Tenn.—Ex p. Brien, 2 Tenn. Ch. 33. 

Tex.—Orange First Nat. Bank v. 


Sokolski, (Civ. A.) 150 SW 312. 
Wis.—Connaughton y. Sands, 32 
Wis. 387. 
{a] Grandmother supporting 


granddaughter.—A widow who sup- 
ports her granddaughter and has un- 
dertaken to do so in default of the 
child’s parents who are unable to 
support the child is under a moral 
obligation to support her grandchild 
and may claim an exemption as head 
of a family. Orange First Nat. Bank 
v. Sokolski, (Tex. Civ. A.) 150 SW 


312. 
State v. Kane, 42 Mo. A. 253. 

96. Spengler vy. Kaufman, 46 Mo. 
A. 644, 43 Mo, A. 5. 

97. Spengler v. Kaufman, 46 Mo. 
A. 644. 

[a] As against judgment in favor 
of wife for maintenance.—While a 
man who lives with and supports his 
mother and sisters is ordinarily to 
be regarded as the head of a family 
within the meaning of the exemption 
laws, he is not to be so considered 
when he seeks to claim an exemp- 
tion as against a judgment for main- 
tenance recovered against him by 


his wife. Spengler v. Kaufman, 46 
Mo. A. 644. : 
98. U. S.—Jones v. Gray, 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,463, 3 Woods 494. 
Kan.—Zimmerman v. Franke, 34 


Kan. 650, 9 P 747; Gibson v. Gross, 

Sikiane! Ay 5487 64. P7796. 3 
Miss.—Pearson v. Miller, 71 Miss. 
OhS&CP 


879, 14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470. 
Oh.—Kraft v. Wolf, 15 

554, 3 OhNPNS 105; Beitz‘v. Schuel- 

ler, 8 OhS&CP 674, 7 OhNP 619. 
Tenn.—Searcy v. Short, 1 Lea 749. 
{a] Dilustrations.—(1) An unmar- 

ried man who lives in one town, but 


Living Together. 
a few states that to constitute one the head of a 
family or a householder within the meaning of the 
exemption laws he must keep house or maintain a 
home, and that the mere fact that he has a child 
or other persons dependent upon him for support, 
and supports them, is not enough,®$ at least where 
the persons residing apart from him are relatives 
other than his wife and minor children,®® and in 
some jurisdictions the terms of the statute require 
that the debtor should reside with his family.1 The 
weight of authority, however, seems to be against 
the doctrine requiring the members of the family to 
There are a number of cases in which 
a person supporting dependent children or relatives 
has been regarded as within the statutes, both as a 
householder and as the head of a family, although 
he did not keep house, and although he and those 
who were dependent upon him lived in different 
And especially, where it is shown that 
a legal obligation to support exists, a sufficient rea- 
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It has been held in 


does not keep house, and supports 
by his contributions his mother and 
unmarried sister in another town, is 
not entitled to the exemptions al- 
lowed by the laws of Georgia to the 
head of a family. Jones v. Gray, 
13 EF. Cas. No. 7,468, 3 Woods 494. 
(2) The debtor must show that he 
is living with and supporting his 
family, as the mere fact that he is 
married and has children does not 
give any exemption. Beitz v. Schuel- 
ler, 8 OhS&CP 674, 7 OhHNP 619. (3) 
An itinerant dancing master having 
no wife, but a minor son who does 
not live with him, is not entitled as 
head of the family to an exemption 
in household goods, for the provi- 
sions of the statute involve the idea 
of a place of residence where the 
head of the family sleeps and where 
his children or other members of 
the household stay. Searcy v. Short, 
1 Lea (Tenn.) 749. 

[b] An adult son for whose sup- 
port his father is not legally liable, 
and who does not reside with his 
father, is not a member of his 
father’s “family” within the mean- 
ing of the exemption statute, and a 
payment by the father out of his 
earnings to such son is a transfer 
with intent to hinder and delay cred- 
itors. In re Conden, 198 Fed. 947. 

99. Lawson v. Lawson, 158 Cal. 
446, 111 P 354; Lawson v. Lawson, 
15 Cal. A. 501, 115 P 463; Lawson y. 
reper Lb Cali mA. 1496 15 “Py 4d 
464, 

[a] An indigent mother not liv- 
ing with her son but whom he is 
obliged by statute to support and 
does support, is a member of her 
son’s family within the meaning of 
the exemption statute, but where it 
is not shown that the mother -is in 
indigent circumstances so that there 
is no statutory obligation upon her 
son to support her, she is not a 
member of his family within the 
meaning of the statute. Lawson v. 
Lawson, 158 Cal. 446, 111 P 354. 

1. Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 Colo. 
21, 39 P 416; Wabash R. Co. v. Dou- 
gan, 41 Ill, A. 5438. 

[a] Dlustration.—Where a _ stat- 
ute provides for exemption of wages 
to a defendant “who is the head of 
a family ‘and resides with the same,” 
the claimant must show maintenance 
of home to secure his exemption. 
Wabash R. Co. v. Dougan, 41 Ill. A. 
543. 

2. Ala.—Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala. 
482, 488. 

Ind.—Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167. 

Ky.—Seaton v. Marshall, 6 Bush 
429, 99 AmD 683. 

Mich.—Pettit v. Muskegon Boom- 
ing Co., 74 Mich. 214, 41 NW 900. 

Nebr.—Roberts v. Moudy, 30 Nebr. 
683, 46 NW 10138, 27 AmR 426, 


ma Sac 
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son for allowing the exemption appears without re- 
quiring further proof as to the maintenance of the 


home.® 


Boarding and living apart. Thus it has been held 
that the fact that a family boards, 
ing house, does not destroy the family relation, and 
that it can make no difference in such a case that 
the members board at different houses.* 

Separation of family and absence of head. To 
entitle a person to an exemption as a householder 
or the head of a family, the family need not be kept 
together as a unit continuously, nor need he always 
Temporary separation of 
the family, either by the absence of a member or 
by the absence of the head, however protracted, will 
not dissolve the family relation or break up the 


remain with the family. 


household.® 


[§ 31] d. Unmarried Persons. 
and father is not necessarily the head of the fam- 


N. Y.—Robinson’s Case, 3 AbbPr 
466. 

“To constitute a family within the 
meaning of the act, the relation of 
parent and child, or that of husband 
and wife, must exist; there must be 
a condition of dependence on the one 
or the other of these relations; but 
it is not necessary that all the de- 
pendents should live under the same 
roof, or that the family should live 
together; it is the relation and the 
dependence on that relation, not the 
aggregation of the individuals, that 
constitutes a family.” Sallee v. 
Waters, supra. 

3. Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala. 482; 
Lawson vy. Lawson, 15 Cal. A. 501, 
115 P 463; Lawson v. Lawson, 15 Cal. 
A. 496, 115 P 461, 464; Rogers v. Fox, 
CRE AC) P1LOrS Wao. , 

Residence of Acerats within the 
state see supra ; 

4 Sallee ae Waters, 17 Ala. 482; 
Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; Sea- 
ton v. Marshall, 6 Bush (Ky.) 429, 
99 AmD 683; Bachman v. Crawford, 
3 Humphr. (Tenn.) 213, 39 AmD 163. 

{a] Dlustration.—A widower with 
one child, who is dependent upon him 
for support, is the head of a family, 
although he does not keep house, but 
he and the child board at different 
houses in the same town. Sallee v. 
Waters, 17 Ala. 482. , 

5. U. S.—Bailey v. Comings, 2 F. 
Cas. No. 733. 

Ind.—Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; 
Bunnell v. Hay, 73 Ind. 452; Norman 
v. Bellman, 16 Ind. 156. 

Ky.—Seaton v. Marshall, 6 Bush 
429, 99 AmD 6838; Carrington v. Her- 
rin, 4 Bush 624. ; 

Miss.—Pearson y. Miller, 71 Miss. 
379, 14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470. 

Mo.—State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A, 261. 

N. Y.—Griffin v. Sutherland, 14 
Barb. 456; Cantrell v. Connor, 6 Daly 
224, 51 HowPr 45; Robinson’s Case, 
38 AbbPr 466; Woodward v. Murray, 
18 Johns. 400. 

Tex.—Smith v. McBryde, (Civ, A.) 
173 SW 234. 

Deserted wife or hushand as head 
of family see infra §§ 32, 33. 

6. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. ; 

[a] A son may be the head of his 
mother’s family. Blair v. Fritz, 162 
Iowa 716, 144 NW 611. 

Wife as head of family see infra 

32 


7 “Barnes v. Rogers, 23. Ili; 350% 
Woodworth v. Comstock, 10 Allen 
(Mass.) 425; Peterson v. Bingham, 13 
Wash. 178, 43 P 22. 

8. U. S—In re Opava, 235 Fed. 
G79. 

Cal.—Ellis v. White, 47 Cal. 73; 
Revalk v. Kraemer, 8 Cal. 66, 68 
AmD 304. 

Ga.—Marsh v. Lazenby, 41 Ga. 153. 

Iowa.—Arnold v. Waltz, 53 Iowa 
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While an unmarried person, with no one 
dependent upon him, is not the head of a family, 


although he may keep house and have servants,’ 


instead of keep- 


enters.1° 


[§ 32] 


The husband 


706, 6 NW 40, 36 AmR 248. 

Ky.— McMurray vy. Shuck, 6 Bush 
111999" Amb’ 662. 

Mo.—Wade v. Jones, 20 Mo. 75, 61 
AmD 584. 

N. D.—Webster v. McGauvran, 8 
N. D. 274, 78 NW 80. 

Okl.—Rolater v. King, 13 Okl. 387, 
Uy 12) PADI 

S. C—Moyer v. Drummond, 32 S. 
C. 165,10 SE 952, 17 AmSR, 850, 7 
LRA 747. 

[a] Unmarried women.—(1) An 
unmarried woman who has taken 
charge of and is supporting her de- 
ceased sister’s children is the head 
of a family, and entitled to claim 
exemptions as such. Arnold v. Waltz, 
53 Iowa 706, 6 NW 40, 36 AmR 248. 
(2) An unmarried woman who has 
the custody of and supports a bas- 
tard child is entitled to the benefit 
of the exemption laws as the head 
oe a family. Hillis v. White, 47 Cal. 

[b] Wnmarried man supporting 
Sister's or brothers.—-(1) An unmar- 
ried man who keeps house and sup- 
ports his widowed sister and her 
children, the sister keeping house for 
him, is the head of a family and 
entitled as such to claim the chat- 
tel exemption. “It is not necessary 
that the relation of husband and 
wife, or father and child, or mother 
and child, should exist in every case, 
to constitute a family. The man who 
controls, supervises and manages 
the affairs about the house, is the 
head of a family, and such a man 
need not necessarily be a husband or 
a father.” Wade v. Jones, 20 Mo. 75, 
78, 61 AmD 584. (2) An unmarried 
man who, after the death of his pa- 
rents, keeps house and supports an 
unmarried sister and two brothers, 
all of whom are under twenty-one 
years of age, and are dependent upon 
him, is a housekeeper, and entitled 
to the benefit of a statute exempting 
provisions for the benefit of the 
family. McMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 
(iy)! dd). 99's AimiDin 6622 (3) A 
brother who keeps house and sup- 
ports his sister is the head of a 
family, although the house belongs 
to the sister, the rental value there- 
of being insufficient for her matin- 
tenance. Moyer v. Drummond, 32 8. 
C,_ 166, 10 SE 952, 17 AmSR 850, 7 
LRA 747. (4) A priest of the Roman 
catholic church who had his sister 
living with him under an agreement 
to maintain her is a head of a family 
within the exemption statute (Iowa 
Code [1897] § 4008). In re Opava, 
235 Fed. 779. (5) An unmarried man 
who with his sister keeps house for 
and partly supports his younger 
brothers and sisters is the head of 
the family. That his mother lives 
elsewhere and contributes to the sup- 
port of the children is immaterial. 


Wife as Head of Family.‘ 
standing a married woman is living with her hus- 
band, she may be entitled to claim an exemption as 
the head of a family where from necessity she has 
been compelled to assume the burdens and respon- 


unmarried persons, whether men or women, may be 
the heads of families if they have children or other 
relatives dependent upon them for support.8 But 
an unmarried debtor who merely contributes to the 
support of kin who do not reside with him has 
been held not to be the head of the family.°® 
statutes define ‘*head of a family’’ in terms to in- 
clude other family relationships in which the ele- 
ment-of moral, as well as legal, obligation to support 


Some 


Notwith- 


Duncan v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286. (6) 
An unmarried man who has residing 
with him, and under his care and 
maintenance, a married adult brother, 
who is unable to take care of or 
support himself, is the head of a 
family. Webster vy. McGauvran, 8 
N. D. 274, 78 NW 80. 

{c] Unmarried son supporting 
mother.—(1) An unmarried man who 
supports his mother, who lives with 
him and keeps house for him, is the 
head of a family. State v. Kane, 42 
Mo. A. 253. (2) An unmarried man 
whose indigent mother and sisters 
live with him and are supported by 
him is the head of the family. Marsh 
v. Lazenby, 41 Ga. 153. (3) A debt- 
tor, who resides with his widowed 
mother and two _ sisters, who are 
wholly dependent upon him for their 
support, is the head of the family. 
Rolater v. King, 13 Okl. 37, 73 P 291. 
(4) A debtor who furnishes a home 
for himself and his mother, two 
minor brothers, and an invalid sister 
and furnishes the groceries and 
money for their support is head of 
the family. Jarboe v. Jarboe, 106 
Mo. A. 459, 79 SW 1162. 

9. In re McGowan, 170 Fed. 493; 
Jones v. Grey, I3 EF. Cas. No. 74635 
3 Woods 494. 

[a] Dlustration.—A single man, 
living alone and whose parents are 
living, is not the head of a family 
and entitled to the exemption as 
such because he was paying the 
board and expenses of a sister at 
school, In re McGowan, 170 Fed, 493. 

10. Webster v. McGauvran, 8 N. 
D. 274, 78 NW 80; Duffey v. Rear- 
don, 70 Oh. St. 328, 71, NE 712. 

{a] For example.—-(1) By express 
provision of the statutes a debtor 
may be entitled to an exemption who 
has in good faith the maintenance 
and support of a widowed mother 
wholly dependent upon him for sup- 
port. Duffey v. Reardon, 70 Oh. St. 
328, 71 NE 712. (2) Under a statute 
providing that ‘‘fevery person” is the 
head of a family “who has residing 
on the premises with him or her, and 
under his or her care and main- 
tenance, either ...a minor brother 
or sister or the minor child of a de- 
ceased brother or sister,” or “an un- 
married sister or any other of the 
relatives mentioned in this section 
who have attained the age of ma- 
jority and are unable to take care 
of or support themselves,’ an un- 
married man who has residing with 
him, and under his care and main- 
tenance, a married adult brother who 
is unable to take care of or support 
himself, is included. Webster v. Mc- 
Gauvran, 8 N. D. 274, 78 NW 80. 

11. Enforcement of wife’s claim 
see infra § 232. 

.Married women not heads of fami- 
lies see infra § 37. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a> 


§ 32]. 


sibilities which belong to such headship,!? and in 
some cases it might not be unreasonable to regard 
either husband or wife as the head of the family to 
an extent authorizing an assertion of an exemption 
right.1% So likewise she may be within the meaning 
of a statute giving an exemption to a person with 
a family.14 A married woman whose husband is a 
nonresident of the state and who has no children 
cannot claim an exemption under a statute providing 
an exemption for the use of the debtor’s family, 
but where under the same circumstances she is liv- 
ing with a younger sister as a family within the 
state, it has been held that she may claim as the 
head of the family.1*® The wife is not entitled to 
an exemption as head of a family unless she is in 
fact its head,!7 and the evidence must establish this 
status as a fact.1§ 

Wife conducting her own business. The mere 
fact that the wife conducts a business of her own 
which contributes to the support of the family is 
not conclusive that she is the head of the family.!® 
But where it is shown that the wife’s business is the 
family’s sole support, and that she herself directs 
it, her position in the family as its head is estab- 
lished,?° and her right to exemption is not affected 
by the fact that her husband lives with her and 
that he gives his time and attention to the con- 
ducting of his wife’s business.?! 

Husband’s infirmity. Statutes in some states 
make it the legal duty of a wife to support her hus- 
band when he has no separate property, and is un- 
able, from infirmity, to support himself,?? and under 
such statutes a married woman supporting her in- 
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firm husband can claim her property as exempt as 
the head of the family.2* And in other states there 
have been similar decisions, without regard to any 
statute making it the duty of a wife to support her 
husband.*4 In still other states it has been decided 
that a wife living with her husband cannot be the 
head of a family so as to be entitled to claim an 
exemption as such, although her husband is unable 
to work, and she supports him and their children,?® 
but in these states generally, there are other stat- 
utes under which exemptions may be claimed by 
married women.?® Insanity of a husband does not, 
per se, confer headship of ‘the family upon the 
wife,?? but it may render the wife the proper per- 
oe to claim, select, and hold the exemptions allowed 
ame 

Husband’s absence. Where the husband is tem- 
porarily or permanently absent from the home, so 
that the maintenance and support of the family 
devolves upon the wife, she is entitled to the exemp- 
tion as the head of the family.?9 

Absconding debtor. When a husband absconds 
and abandons his wife, and she continues to carry 
on the household and support the family, she is the 
head of the family, and may, as such, claim her own 
property as exempt.°? Or she may maintain a claim 
of exemption that her husband might have made,?+ 
under the theory that the exemption laws are for 
the benefit of the debtor’s family and are to be 
liberally construed to that end,®? unless under par- 
ticular statutes the right of exemption has been 
lost by reason of the husband’s conduct.* An in- 
tention on the part of the head of the family to 


Residence of wife see supra § 23. 
12. Ill.—Temple v. Freed, 21 Ill. 


A. 238. 
Kan.—Harrison v. Foster, 94 Kan. 
Houck, 32 Nebr. 


284, 146 P 355. 

Nebr.—State v. 
525, 49 NW 462; Hamilton v. Flem- 
ing, 26 Nebr. 240, 41 NW 1002; Schal- 


ler v. Kurtz, 25 Nebr. 655, 41 NW 
642. 
N. D.—Ness v. Jones, 10 N. D. 
R 755. 


587, 88 NW 706, 88 Am 

S. D.—Linander v. Longstaff, 7 S. 
D. 157, 163, 68 NW 775. 

“When the husband has ceased to 
be the head of the family, either by 
death, abandonment, or infirmity, and 
the wife, by reason thereof, has of 
necessity assumed as a matter of 
fact that responsible relation, the 
law, recognizing existing conditions, 
allows her, as the head of the family, 
to claim the exemptions withheld 


from the invasion of judicial en- 
croachment.’ Linander v. Longstaff, 
supra. 


Presumption that husband is head 
of family see supra § 28. 

13. Harrison v. Foster, 94 Kan. 
284, 146 P 355. See Richardson v. 
‘Woodward, 104 Fed. 873, 5 AmBankr 
94, 44 CCA 285 (holding that un- 
der Va. Const.:art 211, which secures 
to “every householder or head of a 
family” an exemption, etc., and pro- 
vides that it should be “liberally con- 
strued to the end that all the intents 
thereof may be fully and perfectly 
carried out,” a married woman hold- 
ing title to the property, although 
living with her husband, is entitled 
to claim an exemption as against her 
own creditors with whom she has 
been trading as feme sole, for she is 
the head of a family either alone 
on jointly with her husband_for 
exemption purposes); Mozley v. Fon- 
tana, 124 Ga. 376, 52 SE 443 (hold- 
ing wife not oe ease by denial of 
husband’s claim). 

14. Wilson v. Wilson, 101 Ky. 731, 
735, 42 SW 404, 19 KyL 925. — 

“That member of a family who 
does actually support the others, 
and without whose exertion and 


means they would have no support, 
can, though a feme covert, be fairly 
regarded and treated according to 
the language as well as reason of the 
statute, a ‘person with a family.’” 
Wilson v. Wilson, supra. 

15. Keiffer v. Barney, 31 Ala. 192. 

[a] Illustration. — A married 
woman residing in the state, who 
has no children, and whose husband 
is a nonresident, cannot claim an 
exemption under a statute giving ua 
right of exemption to a resident head 
of a family. Keiffer v. Barney, 31 
Ala. 192. 

16. Fish v. Street, 27 Kan. 270. 

17. Sheppard v. Davis, 22 Ga. A. 
733, 97 SE 262; Arnold v. Coleman, 88 
TACT COSk John av, ebarwell) (Comes. 
Martin, 65 Ill. A. 55. 

18. Arnold v. Coleman, 88 Ill. A. 
608; John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 
65 Ill. A. 55; Nicholson v. Binion, 59 
Okl. 118, 158 P 384. 

19. Arnold v. Coleman, 88 Ill. A. 
608; John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 
6ST WAL 852 


20. Ginsberg v. Groner, 117 La. 
268, 41 S 569. 
21. Ginsberg v. Groner, 117 La. 


268, 41 S 569. 
22. lLinander vy. Longstaff, 7 S. D. 


157863) NW 725. 
23. Linander v. Longstaff, 7 S. D. 
Zee AS 


157, 63 NW 775. 

24. Temple v. Freed, 

238; State v. Houck, 32 Nebr. 525, 49 
NW 462; Schaller v. Kurtz, 25 Nebr. 
655, 41 NW 642. 

25. Sparks v. Shelnutt, 99 Ga. 629, 
25 SE 853; Johnson v. Little, 90 Ga. 
781, 17 SE 294; Neal v. Sawyer, 62 
Ga. 352. 

26. See infra § 387. 

27. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
six, 152 Iowa 412, 1832 NW 823. 

28. Carthage Stone Co. v. Gerst, 
(Mio #-AS) 9 223"SIW 762. 

29. Pigg v. Yates, 1 Ky. Op. 299; 
Brickson v. Drazkowski, 94 Mich. 
551, 54 NW 283; Hamilton v. Flem- 
ing, 26 Nebr. 240, 41 NW 1002. 

80. White v. Lee, (Mo. A.) 204 
SW 936; Nash v. Norment, 5 Mo. A. 
545; Mennell v. Wells, 51 Mont. 141, 


149 P 954; Hamilton v. Fleming, 26 
Nebr. 240, 41 NW 1002. 

31. State v. Wilson, 31 Nebr. 462, 
48 NW 147; Frazier v. Syas, 10 Nebr. 
115, 4 NW 934, 35 AmR 466; Bonnel 
v. Dunn, 29 N. J. Li. 435; Kerst's 
App., 2 Walk. (Pa.) 117. 

32. Fla.—Jetton Lumber Co. vy. 
Faw 67 Fla. 61, 64 S 440, 51 LRANS 

Mich.—Freehling v. Bresnahan, 61 
Mich. 540, 28 NW 531, 1 AmSR 617. 

Mont.—Mennell v. Wells, 51 Mont. 
141, 149 P 954, 

Nebr.—State v. Wilson, 31 Nebr. 
462, 48 NW 147; Frazier v. Syas, 10 
Nebr. 115, 4 NW 934, 35 AmR 466. 

N. J.—Bonnel v. Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 


435. 
Oh.—Regan v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483. 
[a] Dlustrations.—(1) A wife of 


an absconding debtor is entitled to 
exemption of a team of horses under 
a statute which allowed such an 
exemption to the head of a family 
engaged in the business of agricul- 
ture. Frazier v. Syas, 10 Nebr. 115, 
4 NW 934, 35 AmR 466. (2) In New 
Jersey where a right of exemption is 
given to debtors having a family, 
and is intended for the benefit of_the 
family as well as of the debtor him- 
self, the wife or other head of the 
family of an absconding or absent 
debtor may claim the exemption for 
him, even when there is no express 
statutory provision to that effect. 
Bonnel v. Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 435. (3) 
In Ohio the act of April 9, 1869 (66 
L. 48, 50), allows any resident of 
Ohio, being the head of a family, 
and not the owner of a homestead, to 
hold exemption from levy and sale 
personal property not exceeding five 
hundred dollars in value, “to be se- 
lected by such person, his agent or 
attorney.” This act is intended to 
protect the debtor’s family, as well 
as the debtor himself, and a wife 
can claim as exempt property of her 
husband levied upon to satisfy an 
execution against him. Regan v. 
Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483. 

33. Betz v. Brenner, 106 Mich. 87, 
63 NW 970; Miller v. Miller, 97 Mich. 
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abscond from one part of the state to another will 
not deprive the family of the exemption privilege.** 
The wife of an absconding debtor may in many 
jurisdictions claim the right of exemption under a 
special statutory provision intended to govern such 
a case.> To bring the wife of a debtor within such 
statute, it is not necessary that he shall have de- 
serted his family, or left without their knowledge 
or consent. It is enough if he has absconded to 
escape from the jurisdiction or avoid the process of 
the courts.26 Under the statute her right to her 
husband’s exemption becomes fixed at the time she 
makes the claim,*”? ard his subsequent return with 
the express purpose of defeating her claim by ap- 
pearing in the attachment proceeding and waiving 
exemption does not deprive her of the right.28 Un- 
der a statute providing that a wife may claim the 
statutory exemptions to which her husband is en- 
titled when he ‘‘has absconded or absented himself 
from his place of abode’’ a: wife may claim the 
exemptions to which her husband is entitled even 
when his absence is due to causes beyond his con- 
trol, as where he is confined to jail,?® and her right 
is not affected by the fact that the claim might 
also have been made by the husband.*° Such a stat- 
ute, however, does not give a double exemption to 
husband and wife, the benefit of which both may 
claim.*4 Under statutes exempting specific prop- 
erty or money in lieu thereof a wife of an abscond- 
ing debtor is entitled to, the monéy exemption, where 
her husband did not have the specific articles.4? 
Husband’s failure to assert claim. There are also 
provisions allowing a wife to claim the exemptions 
to which her husband is entitled on his failure or 
refusal to make the claim.*® Where there is such a 
provision as this, and also a statute allowing a 
firm to claim an exemption in the partnership prop- 
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erty, the wife of a partner may assert such claim 
if her husband fails or refuses to do so.** 

Title to exempt property. Such statutes as these 
do not change or affect the title to the property. It 
remains the property of the husband, and the wife 
merely has the right to the possession of it as 
against his creditors,#® so that a sale by her of 
specific articles exempted is a conversion of the 
husband’s property by the wife,t® and she is not 
protected from a new: levy by a ereditor of the hus- 
band,‘7 even under the same attachment.*® Nor 
does an appraisement, after the creditor has dis- 
missed his attachment upon the wife’s filing an 
inventory and claiming exemption, change the title 
of the exempt property from the husband to the 
wife.4® The wife, although not herself entitled to 
an exemption as head of a family, may have an 
interest as beneficiary in an exemption set apart to 
the husband, on his application for the benefit of 
the wife.>° ; 

[§ 33] f. After Divorce or Separation.®: If a 
wife obtains a divorce and is awarded the custody 
of the children, but the husband continues to sup- 
port the children, he may still have his exemption as. 
the head of the family.®? He loses it, however, if 
the wife supports the children under such cireum- 
stances.5> But where the statute gives the exemp- 
tion, not to the head of the family, but to the fam- 
ily, a divorced husband who is not awarded the eus- 
tody of his children and lives after the divorce as a 


“single man is not entitled to exemption under the 


statute,°* even though he contributes to the sup- 
port of his children and of his former wife.6> An 
unsuccessful attempt at divorce does not affect the 
husband’s right to exemption as head of the fam- 
ily.“ A divorced husband who remarries becomes. 


151, 56 NW 3848; Thomas v. Brown, 
168 Mo. A. 667, 154 SW 423; State v. 
Chaney, (36 -Mo,., A., 5133. Carter _v. 
Davis, 6 Wash. 327, 33 P 833. 

[a] Husband’s abandonment of 
business.—(1) The wife of a mer- 
chant who has absconded and aban- 
doned his business cannot recover 
the value of merchandise set apart 
to the husband as exempt, but sub- 
sequently seized by creditors under 
an attachment, since the husband’s 
abandonment of his business aban- 
doned the exemption. Betz v. Bren- 
ner, 106 Mich. 87, 63 NW 970. (2) 
The wife of a person who has given 
up his business as a farmer and has 
absconded cannot claim his team as 
exempt. Miller v. Miller, 97 Mich. 
151, 56 NW 348. 

[b] Husband’s intent to defraud 
ereditors.—Under Code Civ. Proc. 
§ 489, which excepts from exemption 
the property of a person who has 
left the state with intent to defraud 
his creditors, the wife of the fugi- 
tive cannot, as his agent and rep- 
resentative, claim a  householder’s 
exemption under the statutory pro- 
vision applying to cases of mere ab- 
sence. Carter v. Davis, 6 Wash. 327, 
33 P 8388. 

84. Davis v. Allen, 11 Ala. 164. 

35. U. S.—In re Youngstrom, 153 
Fed. 98, 82 CCA 232. 

Ill.— Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51. 

Ind.—Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 
860, 46 NE 693. 

Iowa.—Holdorf v. Holdorf, 171 NW 
42, 173 NW 555; Waugh v. Bridge- 
ford, 69 Iowa 334, 28 NW 626; Mal- 
pat v. Christoph, 54 Iowa 562, 7 NW 


Mo.--State v. Dill, 60 Mo. 433; 
White v. Lee, (A.) 204 SW 936; 
Thomas v. Brown, 168 Mo. A. 667, 
154 SW 423; Martin v. Barnett, 158 


Mo. A. 375, 1838 SW 538; Liberal Bank 
v. Redlinger, 95 Mo. A. 279, 68 SW 
1078; Lindsey v. Dixon, 52 Mo. A. 
Apo State v. Chaney, 386 Mo. A. 

Mont.—Mennell vy. Wells, 51 Mont. 
141, 149 P 954, 

[a] Community property.—Where 
a husband deserts’ his wife, or is 
temporarily absent, she may claim 
an exemption in her exempt com- 
munity property which has been 
seized on execution against her hus- 
band, and may have the exemption 
Set apart for the benefit of herself 
and her family; and she may apply 
for a writ of mandamus to compel 
the officer to release such property 
to her. State v. Creech, 18 Wash. 
¥3On 5 Ps63., 

36. Malvin v. Christoph, 54 Iowa 
562, 7 NW 6. 

37. Martin v. Barnett, 158 Mo. A. 
375, 188 SW 588. 

38. Martin v. Barnett, 158 Mo. A. 
375, 188 SW 538. 

39. Monett First Nat. Bank v. 
Morkamp, 130 Mo. A. 118, 108 SW 
40. Monett First Nat. Bank v. 
Morkamp, 130 Mo. A. 118, 108 SW 
1085. 

41. Martin v. Barnett, (Mo.) 138 


291. 
43. Sheppard v. Davis, 22 Ga. A. 
738, 97 SE 262; White v. Smith, 104 
Mo. A. 199,.78 SW 51; Lindsey v. 
Dixon, 52 Mo. A. 291; Thompson v. 
Donahoe, 16 S. D. 244, 92 NW 27; 
oes v. Beaver, 9 S. D. 168, 68 NW 

0. 

44. Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 603, 
59 NW 1069. 

45. Steele v. Leonori, 28 Mo. A. 
675. 


Steele v. Leonori, 28 Mo. A. 
47. Steele v. Leonori, 28 Mo. A. 
48. Steele v. Leonori, 28 Mo. A. 


49. Farmers’, etc., Bank v. Hoff- 
6. Nebrii - (Unoff.) 9; 96 INW 


50. Floyd v. Floyd, 111 Ga. 855, 
36 SH 879. 

51, Husband’s exemption as 
against decree for alimony or main- 
tenance sce supra § 167. 

52. Roberts v. Moudy, 30 Nebr. 
6838, 46 NW 1013, 27 AmSR 426; Mor- 
risonory. Murfif, Cex. . Civ. Ady 212 
SW 212. ; 

{a] MTlustration. — A divorced 
father, who had not been legally de- 
prived of the custody of his son or 
daughter, with whom the son was 
living except for temporary absences, 
and who contributed to the daugh- 
ter’s support, although she was liv- 
ing with her mother, was the. ‘‘thead 
of the family,’ within Rev. St. (1911) 
art 38785, subd 10, entitling him to 
exemption of his automobile from 
forced sale. Morrison v. Murff, (Tex.. 
Giy.e AW), 2820 SW: 7212. 

53. Armstrong-McClenahan Co. v. 
Rhoads, 180 Iowa 710, 162 NW 356; 
Roberts v. Moudy, 380 Nebr. 688, 46 
NW 1013, 27 AmSR. 426. 

54. Hammond v. Pickett, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 158 SW 174. But see Withee 
V, . Brown, .d« Tex, Aw Civ: (Gas: Seb ae 
(holding that an exemption which a 
man enjoys while he is a constitu- 
ent of a family continues in him 


after the marital relation is dis- 
solved). 
55. Hammond v. Pickett, (Tex. 


Civ. A.) 158 SW 174. 
56. Ray v. Curry, (Tex, Civ. A.) 
126 SW 26. 


er 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the head of a new family.5? A debtor who has de- 
serted his family in a foreign country and. con- 
tributes nothing to their support is not entitled to 
an exemption.®’ An abandoned wife who lives with 
and supports her children is the head of the fam- 
ily.6° But a wife, who, without just cause, separates 
herself from her husband, has no right to an exemp- 
tion,®° and her husband’s right to exemption as head 
of the family is not affected,®t even though he is 
living illicitly with another woman.®? <A childless 
man who lives apart from his wife and has not con- 
tributed to her support for a period of years is not 
the head of a family.® . 

[§ 34] g. After Death of Husband or Wife. 
In jurisdictions where the strict construction of 
exemption statutes is the rule, a statute which 
makes no express provision for the survival of the 
right of exemption after the death of the debtor is 
construed not to give the exemption right to the 
surviving widow or children.** But in most juris- 
dictions, a widow or a widower may be the head of 
the family after the death of the spouse,® on the 
ground that the law is intended not only for the 
benefit of the debtor, but also for the benefit of his 
family.®%6 

Widows. <A widow who has living with her and 
supports a child or children is a householder or head 
of a family within the meaning of the exemption 
laws.®? It can make no difference that she lives in 
her father’s house and is supported by him.®® But 
by the weight of authority, if the widow lives alone 
and has no one dependent upon her for support, she 
is not entitled as head of a family to an exemp- 
tion; and it can make no difference in such a case 
that she once had others living with her and de- 
pendent upon her.®® ‘There is, however, authority 


39 AmD 163. 
69. 


57. Schooley v. Schooley, 184 Iowa 
835, 169 NW 56. 
58. Wright v. Ball, 4, Oh. Dec. 
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Kidd v. Lester, 
Emerson v. Leonard, 96 Iowa 311, 
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for the allowance of an exemption to the widow as 
head of a family where her children had all left 
her and were married,’® and, again, where those 
living with her were not her children, and were 
not entitled to look to her for their support.*! There 
are statutes in many states providing for the set- 
ting apart of property as exempt to the widow and 
children of a deceased debtor. These statutes are 
treated in another part of this work.72 A widow 
and mother of children whom she supports is en- 
titled as head of the family to an exemption as 
long as she remains a widow, but upon her second 
marriage she loses her status as head of the family 
under the exemption law;7* but it has been held, 
on the other hand, that she is entitled as house- 
holder, where she continues to support her children 
by her first husband.74 

Widowers. A widower or a deserted or divorced 
husband may be a householder or the head of a 
family if he has a child or children dependent upon 
him for support.7> But a widower is not a house- 
holder nor the head of a family if he has no child 
or other person dependent upon him, although he 
continues to live in the dwelling house and keeps 
house after the death of his wife,’* nor does the 
fact that relatives come te the house to assist him in 
the housework make him head of a family.77 Anda 
widower who lives alone and contributes only in 
part to the support of relatives is not the head of 
a family within the statute.7® Some of the courts 
have held that a widower who continues to keep 
house after the death of his wife is a householder, 
although he may have no ove at all dependent 
upon him.7® Under a statute allowing an exemp- 
tion to a widower living with en unmarried daugh- 
ter, a step-daughter is not a daughter within the 


left by her deceased husband, doeg 
not deprive her of the status of a 
householder so as to defeat her claim 


46 Ga. 231; 


(Reprint) 231, 1 ClevLRep 140. 

59. Hoskins vy. Fayetteville Gro- 
cery Co., 79 Ark. 399, 96 SW 195; 
Nash v. Norment, 5 Mo. A. 545. 


60. Meyers’ Est., 2 Blair Co. (Pa.) 
Duties 
61. Whitehead v. Tapp, 69 Mo. 


415; Brown v. Brown, 68 Mo. 388. 


62. Whitehead v. Tapp, 69 Mo. 
A15. 
63. Linton v. Crosby, 56 Iowa 386, 


9 NW 311, 41 AmR 107. 


64, Linton, etc., Loan, etc., Co. v. 
Connell, 11 Man. 115. 

65. See cases infra notes 67, 75. 

66. Becker v. Becker, 47 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 497. 

67. Conn.—Weed v. Dayton, 40 
Conn. 293. 

Iowa.—Whalen v. Cadman, 11 Iowa 
226. 


La.—Harrelson v. Webb, 124 La. 
1007, 50 S 8338, 184 AmSR 529. 

Mich.—McHugh v. Curtis, 48 Mich. 
262, 12 NW 163. 

N. Y.—Becker v. Becker, 47 Barb. 
497; Brigham v. Bush, 33 Barb. 596; 
Cantrell v. Conner, 6 Daly 224, 51 
HowPr 45. 

S. D.—Linander v. Longstaff, 7 S. 
D. 157, 68 NW 775. 

Tenn.—Bachman v. Crawford, 3 
Humphr. 213, 39 AmD 163; Ex p. 
Brien, 2 Tenn. Ch. 33. 


68. Bachman _ v. Crawford, Ss 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 213, 59 AmD 168. 
{a] Dlustration. — A widow, a 


mother of several children, residing 
with her aged father, living in the 
same house and eating at the same 
table with him and cultivating, to- 
gether with her children, portions of 
his lands, is “the head of a family 
engaged in agriculture’ within the 
statute and is entitled to the exemp- 
tion of one farm horse. Bachman v. 
Crawford, 3 Humphr. (Tenn.) 213, 


312, 65. NW 153, 59 AmSR 372; Mur- 
dock v. Dalby, 138 Mo. A. 41. 

“There cannot be a head of a 
family when there is no family. It 
is not material that there was once 
a family, if it has ceased to exist. 
The exemption is to the resident of 
this state who is—not to one who 
has been, but is not—the head of a 
family. The statute refers to a pres- 


ent, not to a past, condition.” Emer- 
son v. Leonard, supra. 

70. Collier v. Latimer, 8 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 420, 35 AmR 711. 

[a] Tllustration.—A widow who 
remains in possession of her hus- 


band’s farm and carries it on for 
eleven years after his death, as her 
only means of support, is entitled to 
the benefit of the exemption law as 
the head of a family engaged in agri- 
culture, although her children are 
married and have left her and she 
has rented the farm and stock, re- 
serving and occupying for herself 


only one room in the house. Collier 
vy. Latimer, 8 Baxt. (Tenn.) 420, 35 
AmR 711. 

71. Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill, 250, 


32 AmR 27. 

[a] Yllustration.—A widow keep- 
ing a boarding house and having a 
woman friend living with her as one 
of the family and also two domes- 
tics, besides boarders, is the head of 
a family. Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 
250, 32 AmR 27. j 

72. Allowance to surviving wife, 
husband, or children see Executors 
and Administrators §§ 758-874. 

73. Van Doran v. Marden, 48 Iowa 


186. 

74, Brigham v. Bush, 33 . Barb. 
(NEY) O96: 

{a] MDlustration.—The fact that a 


widow marries a second husband, 
who lives with her upon the farm 


of a cow belonging to her as exempt, 
where she continues after her sec- 
ond marriage, to provide for her in- 
fant children by her deceased hus« 
band. Brigham y. Bush, 33 Barb. (N. 
WE5)) GAS 
Withee Ala.—Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala. 


Ind.—Bunnell v. Hay, 73 Ind. 452. 

Iowa.—Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 Iowa 
431, 3 NW 469. 

Ky.—Seaton v. Marshall, 6 Bush 
429, 99 AmD 688. 
eee H.—Barney v. Leeds, 51 N. H. 

N. Y.—Robinson’s Case, 3 AbbPr 
466; Cox v. Stafford, 14 HowPr 519. 

[a] Ilustration.—A widower who 
after the death of his wife kept 
house just as before, his son and his 
son’s wife living with him, paying 
no board or compensation, and who 
had full charge of the household, 
was held to be the head of a family. 
Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 Iowa 431, 3 
NW 469. 

76. Jarboe v. Hayden, 138 Ky. 378, 
117 SW 961; Chamberlain v. Darrow, 
46 Hun 48, 11 NYSt 100. 

77. Chamberlain v. Darrow, 46 
Hun 48, 11 NYSt-.100: 

{a] Dlustration.—The fact that 
the wife of a widower’s adult son, 
residing a few miles distant, comes 
weekly to his house, and does baking, 
washing, and such things as are nec- 
essary to put the house in cerder, 
bringing her children, and usually 
remaining over night, and sometimes 
two nights, does not make him a 
householder or head of a _ family. 
Chamberlain y. Darrow, 46 Hun 48, 
11 NYSt 100. 


78. In re Rainwater. 191 Fed. 
738 
Kimbrel v. Willis, 97 Ill. 
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meaning of the law.*° 


[§ 35] 


sence.®* 


[§ 36] 4. 


house.’? 8 


80. Kraft v. Wolf, 15 OhS&CP 554, 
3 OhNPNS 105. 

81. Claim by wife see supra § 32. 

82. White v. Swann, 68 Ark. 102, 
56 SW 635, 82 AmSR 282. 

83. White v. Swann, 68 Ark. 102, 
56 SW 635, 82 AmSR 282; Bonnel v. 
Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 436: 

{a] Illustration. — Where the 
property of a debtor, the head of a 
family, is attached on the ground 
that he has concealed himself that 
summons could not be served upon 
him, and the property attached is 
exempt property, the exemption can 
be claim in his absence by his minor 
children acting by thcir grandfather 
as next friend, it being presumed 
that defendant did not .abandon 
the premises and that he left the 
grandfather in charge. White v. 
Swann, 68 Ark. 102, 56 SW 635, 82 
AmSR 282, : 

Persons entitled to assert claim 
generally see infra § 232. _ 

84. See statutory provisions. 

85. Kelley v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 


86. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Chamberlain v. Darrow, 46 Hun 438, 
i NYSt °100;° Bowne v.) Witt; 19 
Wend. (N. Y.) 475; Calhoun v. Wil- 
liams, 32 Gratt. (73 Va.) 18, 34 AmR 
C59. 

[a] For example.— (1) ‘House- 
holder,” in a statute exempting wear- 
ing apparel, means “the head, mas- 
ter, or person who has the charge of 
and provides for a family.’’ Bowne v. 
AVVAIGtAN ALO a VVendes) (GN) i) 475.08 62) 
“‘F¥ousehold’ means ‘a family living 
together,’ and a ‘householder’ ‘a mas- 
ter of a family.’” Woodward vv. 
Murray, 18 Johns. (N. Y.) 400. (3) 
One who occupies a house, where 
there are sleeping rooms and where 
cooking is done and there is a com- 
mon table where all eat, is a house- 
holder within the meaning of the 
statute, even though he is unmarried 
and has no children and does not 
own the household goods, and even 
though the housekeeping is conduct- 
ed by someone hired for the purpose. 
In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 

[b] The term has been held not to 
include: (1) A widower living alone 
in his house and supporting no one, 
although the wife of his adult son 
came with her children each week to 
his house to aid him in keeping the 
house in order. Chamberlain v. Dar- 
row, 46 Hun 48, 11 NYSt 100. (2) 
An adult residing with his step- 
mother, and transacting her husiness. 
Bowne v. Witt, 19 Wend. (N. Y.) 475. 

{ec} Under Code Civ. Proc. § 1390, 
exempting certain articles of per- 
sonal property when owned by a 
householder, and under § 1391 ex- 
empting other articles “owned by 
a person being a householder, or hav- 
ing a family for which he provides,” 
and under § 2463 exempting personal 
earnings of a judgment debtor for 
services within thirty days when 


h. Absence of Head of Family. When 
the head of the family having the right to claim 
exemptions is absent, bis wife®+ or child may 
interpose and claim the exemption for him,** or any 
person may interpose the claim who is authorized 
to take charge of and protect the property and 
rights of the debtor during his temporary ab- 


‘‘Householders’’ and 
ers.’’ Where the statute confers the right of exemp- 
tion upon a person who is a ‘‘householder,’’ ** the 
term is in some jurisdictions given its literal and 
primary meaning of one who is ‘‘the occupier of a 
Under other statutes the householder 
must be the master or head of a family who reside 
together and constitute a household.*® 


EXEMPTIONS 


‘‘Housekeep- | again live with 


The term 


“necessary for the use of a family, 
wholly or partly supported by his 
labor,” a man who is not a house- 
holder and has no family is not en- 
titled to any exemption. Fink v. 
Vato ed 14 NYS 140, 20 NYCivProc 
402. 

{d] Boarding house keeper.—(1) 
The court held that one who rents 
a house and keeps boarders and serv- 
ants is a householder within the 
meaning of the Exemption Act of 
1842, whether he has a family de- 
pendent upon him or not. Hutchin- 
son v. Chamberlain, 11 NYLegObs 
248, (2) A judgment debtor occupy- 
ing a house and taking boarders and 


hiring a woman to take charge of the 


house. Van Vechten v. Hall, 14 How 
Pre CN) 436: 

{e] Bawdyhouse keeper.—That a 
woman who claims as a householder 
is also the keeper of a bawdyhouse 
is not ground for forfeiture of her 
exemption right. Bowman vy. Quack- 
enboss, 3 CodeRep (N. Y.) -17. 

87. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Lowry v. McAlister, 86 Ind. 548; 
Abell v. Riddle, 75 Ind. 345; Graham 
v. Crockett, 18 Ind. 119; Van Vech- 
ten v. Hall, 14 HowPr (N. Y.) 486. 

fa] A bachelor.—(1) A _ bachelor 
occupying a house and maintaining 
a household of hired servants. Kelly 
v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 536. (2) An 
unmarried man over’ twenty-one 
years of age living with his sister, 
each owning personal property and 
each contributing to the household 
expenses, but he directing and con- 
trolling the household. Graham v. 
Crockett, 18 Ind. 119. (3) An unmar- 
ried man keeping house is a ‘“‘house- 
holder,’ within the meaning of a 
statute of exemption, although there 
is no one living with him except 
boarders and servants, and he has 
no one dependent upon him, Van 
Vechten v. Hall, 14 HowPr (N. Y.) 436. 

88. Bipus v. Deer, 106 Ind. 135, 
5 NE 894; Kelley v. McFadden, 80 
Ind. 536; Graham v. Crockett, 18 Ind. 
119; Van Vechten v. Hall, 14 HowPr 
GNE YR) aAsiGy 

[a] Widower living with married 
daughter.—A widower having no one 
necesSarily dependent on him who 
lives in a house belonging to a mar- 
ried daughter, on which he pays the 
taxes and keeps up improvements 
without paying other rent, and who 
contributes to the living expenses of 
the daughter who acts as his house- 
keeper, her husband, and _ himself. 
Bipus v. Deer, 106 Ind. 135, 5 NE 894. 

89. Calhoun v. Williams, 32 Gratt. 
(73 Va.) 18, 34 AmR 759; Peterson v. 
Bingham, 13 Wash. 178, 43 P 42. 

[a] Dlustration.— An unmarried 
man who keeps house and has his 
farm hands living with him,.but who 
has no other persons dependent upon 
him living with him, is not a house- 
holder within the meaning of the 
Homestead Exemption Law. Calhoun 
v. Williams, 32 Gratt. (73 Va.) 18, 


[§§ 34-36 


‘may include one who is unmarried §7 or is without 
dependents,’* although there is contrary authority.®® 
Obviously the head of a family occupying a house 
is a householder,2® and this is true, although he 
occupies only a part of a building.®+ 
householder upon whom rests the duty of support- 
ing the members of his family or household,®? this” 
is true although the family is temporarily absent %? 
or even though he has declared that he will not 


So one is a 


it..+ A debtor may be a house- 


holder although he is in the act of moving his family 
from one house to another,®® and the statutes some- 
times specifically so provide,®® nor does he lose such 
character by a temporary ceasing of housekeeping 
and the storing of his property with a view of 
renewing housekeeping at some future time.®’ The 
term of course does not include a person who is a 


34 AmR 759. ? 

{b] Under statute defining ‘“house- 
holder” as one who has living with 
him under his care and maintenance 
his minor child, one living with and 
supporting a minor illegitimate child 
is not a householder. Peerless Pac, 
Co. v. Burckhard, 90 Wash. 221, 115 
ee LRA1917C353, AnnCas1918B 
betas Sullivan v. Canan, Wils. (Ind.) 


La] Held not householder, — A 
judgment debtor, none of whose 
children live with him, some of 
whom were grown and self-support- 
ing. and whose younger children 
were mostly supported by their 
grandmother, and for whom he con- 
tributed little except occasional small 
sums in presents. Gregg v. Brickley, 
27 Ind. A. 154, 59 NE 1072. 
ote Sullivan v. Canan, Wils. (Ind.) 
35 


{a]| Hotel rooms.—One who is not 

actually occupying a house, as for 
instance, one occupying rooms in a 
hotel with his family, although pay- 
ing no. board. Sullivan y. Canan, 
Wils. (Ind.) 532. 
_ [b] Boarder—A widower living 
in another man’s house and paying 
the board of himself and his three 
est Lowry v. McAlister, 86 Ind. 
oO % 

92. Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; 
Bunnell v. Hay, 73 Ind. 452; Brigham 
v. Bush, 33 Barb. (N. Y.) 596; Grif- 
fin v. Sutherland, 14 Barb. (N. Y.) 
456; Woodward v. Murray, 18 Johns. 
GNe WY3)4'00. 

[a] Widew after second marriage. 
—A woman who was a widow and 
householder before her second mar- 
riage and who continues to reside 
on her farm and support her chil- 
dren by her first husband after her 
second marriage, although her sec- 
ond husband resides with her. Brig- 
ham v. Bush, 33 Barb. (N. Y.) 596. 

93. Bunnell Vv. Hay, (3 Inds 452: 

[a] Widower with servants.— A 
widower who employed a family to 
keep house for him and his adopted 
daughter, who was dependent upon 
him for support, even though, at the 
time of the levy on the debtor’s 
property, the daughter was on a visit 
to her natural mother. Bunnell v. 
Hay, %3) Ind.7452) 

Ate Roney v. Wood, Wils. (Ind.) 

_(a] Ilustration.— Where a mar- 
ried man declares his intention of 
not living again with his family, he 
is nevertheless bound by law to sup- 
port them and is held a householder 
within the meaning of the law and 


entitled to his exemption. Roney v. 
Wood, Wils. (Ind.) 378. 
95. Mark v. State, 15 Ind. 98; 


Woodward v. Murray, 18 Johns. (N. 
Y.) 400. 

96. Griffin v. Sutherland, 14 Barb. 
CNRS Yayo. 

97. Griffin v. Sutherland, 14 Barb. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 36-39] 


visitor in: the house of another.®® 

Householder having a family. In some jurisdic- 
tions it is necessary that the debtor not only be a 
householder but that he be a ‘‘householder having a 
family.’’ °° Such a householder may be character- 
ized as the head of a family occupying a house and 
living together in one domestic establishment,} al- 
though the term has also been construed to cover the 
case of a man who is head of an actual family, 
dependent upon him, whether he is housekeeping or 
not.” 

Housekeepers. In some jurisdictions the statute 
gives an exemption to a ‘‘housekeeper,’’ instead of 
a-‘‘householder.’’ The term is held by the courts 
to mean a housekeeper with a family;? and by a 
somewhat stricter construction than is usual it is 
held that to claim the benefit of the law the debtor 
must both be a housekeeper* and have a family.® 
But no legal obligation to support is necessary; a 
natural and moral obligation to support the family 
is sufficient. The debtor may be a householder not- 
withstanding the temporary absence of his fam- 
ily.*. Where a widow is a housekeeper and sub- 
sequently marries, the husband becomes a _ house- 
keeper and entitled to the benefit of the exemption 
law.® 

Husband and wife. Where husband and wife are 
living together and the husband’s property is not 
sufficient to make up the statutory amount of the 
exemption, the wife may claim an exemption to the 
extent necessary to make up with the husband’s 
property such an amount.? 

[§ 37] 5. Married Women.1° By express pro- 
visions of the statutes in some jurisdictions married 


(N. Y.) 456; Cantréll v. Connor, 6 
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women are given the same exemption of property 
as are given to ‘‘householders’’ 11 or to the ‘‘heads 
of families.’’1" So where the exemption is given 
to any resident who is ‘‘married or the head of a 
family’? a married woman may claim the exemp- 
tion where the property belongs to her and she is 
the debtor.1* Under such statutes a married woman 
need not be the head of a family.14 A married 
woman cannot claim an exemption in the right of 
her husband where he has permanently abandoned 
her and the exemption is payable only to him. 

[§ 38] 6. Support of Dependent Females. In 
some jurisdictions provision is specifically made for 
an exemption in favor of those who, although not 
the head of a family, have the care and support of 
dependent females of any age.® Under such a 
statute a married woman may be entitled to the 
exemption.!7 } 

[§ 39] 7. ‘‘Aged and Infirm Persons.’’ In 
some states an exemption is allowed by the con- 
stitution to every ‘‘aged or infirm person’’ who is 
not the head of a family.18 While the term ‘‘aged’’ 
as applied to human beings is not for all purposes 
susceptible of a precise definition, and while it is 
not practicable arbitrarily to fix the period of life 
at which the condition of being aged can be said 
to have certainly begun, the provision can be said 
to apply to those who are old in years regardless 
of their physical condition,!® and the problem how 
old a person must be to be aged under the con- 
stitution, in the absence of a more specific con- 
stitutional or statutory definition, can only be met 
by an application of the term, as given, to the 
facts of the particular case.2° 


|his meals, is a housekeeper. Seaton 


Sey SAe 
Daly (N. Y.) 224, 51 HowPr 45. [a] An unmarried woman, the 
98. Veile v. Koch, 27 Ill. 129. only persons living with whom are 
99. See statutory provisions; and|a sister and an aunt not dependent 


Pettit v. Muskegon Booming Co., 74 
Mich. 214, 41 NW 900; Pearson v. 
Miller, 71 Miss. 379, 381, 14 S 731, 42 
AmSR 470. 

“A householder may be said to be 
a person owning or holding and oc- 
cupying a house; and a family may 
be defined to be a collection of per- 
sons living together under one head.” 
Pearson v. Miller, supra. 

1. Pearson vy. Miller, 71 Miss. 379, 
14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470. i 

[a] Illustration. — An unmarried 
man occupying a house as an Office 
and sleeping apartment and support- 
ing a grandfather living and eating 
at another house is not entitled to 
exemption, where the statute gives 
an exemption to a householder hay- 
ing a family. Pearson v. Miller, 71 
Miss. 379, 14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470. 

2. Pettit v. Muskegon Booming 
Co., 74 Mich. 214, 41 NW 900. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The term 
‘householder’ sometimes covers the 
ease of a man without a family of 
wife or children who keeps up a 
house, but it also embraces usually 
the head of an actual family depend- 
ent’ on him, whether housekeeping 
or not. No doubt many legal phrases 
may be construed differently, accord- 
ing to context and subject-matter. 
But the purpose of the exemption in 
the garnishee law is so plainly to 
enable husbands or other heads of 
families to support the family, as 
well as in case of house occupancy 
to meet its expenses, that no reason- 
ing can make it plainer.’ Pettit v. 
Muskegon Booming Co., 74 Mich. 214, 
216, 41 NW 900. 


3. Gunn vy. Gudehus, 15 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 447. 
4, Carter v. White, 10 KyL 588. 


5. Bell v. Keach, 80 Ky. 42; Gunn 
Gudehus, 15 B. Mon. (Ky.) 447; 
Scholl v. Laurenz, 13 KyL 971, 14 
KyL 228; Carter v. Adams, 4 SW 36, 


upon her for support, is not entitled 
to an exemption. Robinson v. Tur- 
ner, 14 KyL 79. 

6. Bell vy. Keach, 80 Ky. 42; Scholl 
v. Laurenz, 13 KyL 971, 14 KyL 228; 
Doolin v. Dugan, 12 Kyl 749. 

[a] Illustration. — Where the 
debtor’s daughter supports herself 
by teaching school, and when not 
teaching makes her home with him 
and performs household duties, the 
debtor comes within the statute. 
Doolin v. Dugan, 12 KyL 749. 

[b] Debtor living with his mis- 
tress.—A debtor who has lived with 
a woman twenty years, although not 
married to her, and who still lived 
with her and had by her a minor son, 
is a housekeeper under the exemp- 
tion laws. Bell v. Keach, 80 Ky. 42, 

{c] Debtor living with mother-in- 
law.—A debtor whose wife’s mother 
continues to live with him after his 
wife’s death, as she had before, and 
who is dependent upon him for sup- 
port, is a housekeeper. Scholl v. 
Laurenz, 13 KyL 971, 14 KyL 228. 

7. Seaton v. Marshall, 6 Bush 
(Ky.) 429, 99 AmD 683; Carrington 
v. Herrin, 4 Bush (Ky.) 624. 

[a] A mere ‘temporary abandon- 
ment of his home and family by a 
man, and his staying at the house of 
a sister with nothing to show that 
he ceased to recognize the residence 
of his wife and children as his home, 
will not deprive him of the house- 
keeper’s exemption. Carrington v. 
Herrin, 4 Bush (Ky.) 624. 

{[b] A widower with two children 
of tender age whom he provides for, 
but whom he keeps in the care of his 
mother at her house, he himself oc- 
cupying a single room about a mile 
distant as an office and dwelling 
without servants or other family 
than the aforesaid children who 


sometime were with him at his Office | 


where he lodged and cooked and ate 


v. Marshall, 6 Bush (Ky.) 429, 99 
AmD 683. 

8. Clark v. Miller, 9 KyL 402. 

9. Crane v. Waggoner, 33 Ind. 83. 

10. Married woman: 

As debtor see supra § 26. 
As entitled to exemption of stock 

in trade see infra § 58. 

As head of family see supra’§ 32. 
As housekeeper see supra § 36. 

Wife’s separate property see Hus- 
band and Wife [21 Cyc 1161]. 

11. Junker, and Hustes, 113 Ind. 
524, 16 NE 197. 

12. Kimmel v. Paronto, 52 Oh. St. 
468, 43 NE 1040. 

13. Memphis, -ete., RB. 
Adams, 46 Ark. 159. 

14. Shaw v. Foley, 62 Oh. St. 30, 
56 NE 475; Kimmel v. Paronte, 52 
Oh. St. 468, 43 NE 1040. 
gain, McNair v. Riesher, 8 Pa. Co. 

4, 

Claim in temporary absence of 
husband see infra § 232. 

16. See statutory provisions; and 
Sparks v. Shelnutt, 99 Ga. 629, 25 SE 
853; Johnson vy. Little, 90 Ga. 781, 17 
SE 294. 

17. Sparks v. Shelnutt, 99 Ga. 629, 
25 SE 853; Johnson v. Little, 90 Ga. 
781, 17 SH 294. 

[a] Living with husband.—A mar- 
ried woman, having the care and 
support of dependent daughters, is 
entitled to the benefit of the law 
with respect to her separate prop- 
erty, although she lives with her 
husband, the husband being physi- 
cally unable to work and support his 
family. Sparks v. Shelnutt, 99 Ga. 
629, 25 SE 853; Johnson v. Little, 90 
Ga. 781, 17 SE 294. 

18. See constitutional provisions. 

19. Allen v. Pearce, 101 Ga. 316, 
28 SE 859, 65 AmSR 306, 39 LRA 710. 

20. Allen v. Pearce, 101 Ga. 316, 
28 SE 859, 65 AmSR 306, 39 LRA 710. 


Coma Va, 


{a] Sixty-six is “aged.’—Under a 
constitutional provision allowing to 
“every aged and infirm person” a 


right of exemption, a man sixty-six 
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[§ 40] 8. Surviving, Husband, Wife, Children, 
and Next of Kin—a. In General. Statutes fre- 
quently provide that property exempt during the 
lifetime of a debtor shall continue so for the bene- 
fit of his widow and surviving children.” In some 
states the only exemption continued is the home- 
stead exemption,?? and there is no provision for 
continuing the personal property exemption.?* 
Where the exemption is continued in such property 
as would be exempt to the decedent as head of the 
family, property which decedent might have claimed 
as exempt on other grounds is not included.” 
Where the exempt property of the decedent was 
exchanged for other property, the widow and chil- 
dren were held to have acquired the same rights in 
the property received in exchange;*° and where the 
exempt property has been sold under attachment, 
the proceeds in court, undistributed at the death of 
the debtor, have been held to pass to the widow and 
children.2° Under a provision that when the debtor 
dies his widow is entitled to the exempt property 
for the use of herself and children of the deceased, 
the widow becomes the trustee for herself and chil- 
dren as the common beneficiaries,?’7 and the fund, 
although held in common by the widow and chil- 
dren, is not subject to partition where it appears 
that the widow is still living and the children are 
adult and living apart from her.?* Under such stat- 
utes, in default of children, the widow takes the 
exempt property absolutely.*® 

§ 41] b. Widow. Where the widow wishes to 
take the benefit of the statute she must claim her 
right to exemption within a reasonable time after 
the death of ‘her husband.*° But as soon as she 
has made her claim her right to property exempt 


years old is entitled to an exemp-| part of the estate of a deceased per- 
constituent of the} Thompson, 51 Ala. 493. 


tion from levy and sale, although he|son where a 
is a hale and hearty man. Allen v.| family 
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survives,” 


[§§ 40-41 


from execution vests by operation of law and is not 
affected by the fact that the property has not been 
formally set off to her.’ Nor is her right to exemp- 
tion under these statutes affected by her owning 
other separate property,®? or by her receiving from 
the estate of the deceased other property as her 
distributive share.** A widow is entitled to her ex- 
emption even though she had not been a part of her 
husband’s household for some time prior to his 
death where if is shown that he abandoned her.*4 
But she is not entitled where she had separated her- 
self from her husband without cause.*° Under some 
statutes the widow’s exemption gives her title to 
the exempt property absolutely °° so that she be- 
comes entitled to it as against the administra- 
tor,** legatees and distributees,?* and heirs,®® as well 
as against ereditors of the deceased.*°? In other 
states, and under other statutes, the widow’s title 
to exempt property is a qualified title only, good 
only as against creditors,#4 and not good against 
legatees or distributees.42 And in these jurisdic- 
tions, where the distinction between an absolute and 
qualified title is made, statutes which give an abso- 
lute title as against creditors and legatees to cer- 
tain specific articles will be construed strictly to 
apply only to the articles named.*? In any event, 
therefore, her title to the exempt property is good 
as against a trustee in bankruptey of the de- 
ceased,‘ and it matters not whether her husband 
was solvent or insolvent at the time of his death.*® 
Statutes providing that ‘‘property exempt... 
shall not go to the executor or administrator,’’ show 
that the benefit is intended not only for the widows 
of those dying intestate, but of those dying tes- 
tate;*® and also that the benefit is secured without 


(and cases cited); Thompson v. 


the surviving 33. Wally v. Wally, 41 Miss. 657; 


Pearce, 101 Ga. 316, 28 SE 859, 65 
AmSR 306, 39 LRA 710. 

21. See statutory provisions; and: 

D. C.—Howard v. Howard, 38 App. 
575. ; 

Ida.—Lemp v. Lemp, 184 P 222. 

Jowa.—In re Smith, 165 Iowa 614, 
146 NW 836. 

Ky.—Myers v. Forsythe, 10 Bush 
394. ‘ 
Minn.—Rickert v. Wardell, 142 
Minn. 96, 170 NW 915. ; 

Miss.—Hickman.v. Ruff, 55 Miss. 
549: Mason v. O’Brien, 42 Miss. 420; 
Wally v. Wally, 41 Miss. 657. 

N. D.—Woods v. Teeson, 31 N. D. 
610, 154 NW 797; Fore v. Fore, 2 N. 
D. 260, 50 NW 712. 

Pa.—Matter of Wood, 1 Ashm. 314, 

Tex.—Abney v. Pope, 52 Tex. 288; 
Terry v, Terry, 39 Tex. 310. 

Utah.—In re Syndergaard, 31 Utah 
490, 88 P 616. 

Va.—Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

Wash.—In‘re Hamilton, 184 P 337. 

[a] In Tennessee (1) the widow’s 
claim for intestate husband’s exempt 
property is confined to that which 
is on hand as part of his estate at 
the time of his death. Johnson v. 
Henry, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 696. (2) 
The exemption which is continued by 
Code § 2288, for the benefit of the 
widow is not restricted to specific ar- 
ticles enumerated in the code, but 
embraces all property which may at 
any time be exempted by statute. 
Merriman vy. Lacefield. 4 Heisk. 209. 

[b] Allowance in lieu of exemp- 
tion.—In Texas under Paschal Dig. 
art 5487, which provides that “the 
property reserved from forced sale 
by the constitution and laws of this 
state, or its value if there be no 
such property, does not form any 


widow of one who dies leaving no 
homestead is entitled to an allow- 
ance in lieu of such personal prop- 
erty exempt as her husband did not 
leave her at the time of his death. 
Terry v. Terry, 39 Tex. 310. 

22. See Homestead [21 Cyc 562]. 

23. Bruton v. McRae, 125 N. C. 
206, 34 SE 397; Welch v. Macy, 78 
Moe 240; Johnson y. Cross, 66 N, C. 

24. Perkins v. Hinckley, 71 Iowa 
499, 32 NW 469. 

[a] Pension money. — Under a 
statute providing that pension money 
is exempt from execution whether 
the pensioner is the head of a family 
or not, and under Code (1873) § 2371, 
providing that a widow shall be’ en- 
titled to such property only as would 
be exempt in the hands of her hus- 
band ‘as the head of a family,” the 
money received by the widow from 
the United States government as a 
pension due the deceased person is 
not exempt from the decedent’s debts. 
Perkins v. Hinckley, 71 Iowa 499, 32 
NW 469. 

90 Tenn. 


25. Sneed vy. 
137, 16 SW 64. ‘ 

26. Howard v. Howard, 38 App. 
(Dy C.). 575; Myers: v. Forsythe, 10 
Bush (Ky.) 3894. 

27. Spencer v. Barker, 96 Kan. 
360, 149 P 736; Compton y. Perkins, 
92 Tenn. 715, 23 SW 66. 

2s. Spencer v. Barker, 
360; 149° 736. 

29. Compton v. Perkins, 92 Tenn. 
715, 23 SW 66. 

80. Scullin’s Hst., 5 Pa. Co. 188. 

Time of claim by debtor see infra 
§§ 235-240. 

831. Grafton v. Smith, 66 Miss. 408, 
6 S 209. 

82. Darden v. Reese, 62 Ala, 311 


Jenkins, 


96 Kan. 


Coleman v: Brooke, 37 Miss. 71. 

34. Grieve’s Hst., 165 Pa. 126, 30 
A 727; Balmforth’s Est., 13 Pa. Dist. 
222, 80 Pa. Co; 144, 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘It was no 
fault of hers that she was not a 
member .of his household at his 
death. It was his illegal acts and 
bad faith that excluded her from it. 
In contemplation of law the family 
relation still existed and his domicil 
was hers, Why, then, should she be 
denied the exemption which the law 
allows to his widow? Surely a re- 
fusal of her claim for it must have 
something more to rest upon than 
his repudiation of his marital vows 
and duties.” Grieve’s Est., 165 Pa. 
126, 128, 30 A 727. 

35. Nye’s App., 126 Pa. 341, 17 A 
618, 12 AmSR 873; Odiorne’s App., 54 
Pa. 175, 983 AmD 6838; Scullin’s Hst., 
5 Pa. Co, 188; Fyock’s Est., 9 Lancl 
Rev (Pa.) 89. 

36. Holliday v. Holland, 41 Miss. 
528; Whitley v. Stephenson, 38 Miss. 
113; Fore v. Fore, 2 N. D. 260, 50 NW 
712; Williams v. Hall, 33 Tex. 212. 

87. Holliday v. Holland, 41 Miss. 
528; Whitley v. Stephenson, 38 Miss. 
113; Williams v. Hall, 33 Tex. 212. 

38. Duncan v. Duncan, 2 Swan 
CT St) a 

is ore v. Fore; °2) N.D, 
NW 712. ot 

40. See cases supra note 21. 


41. Duncan y. Duncan, 2 Swan 
(Tenn.) 351, 

42. Duncan v. Duncan, 2 Swan 
(Tenn.) 351. 

43. Duncan v. Duncan, 2 Swan 


(Tenn.) 351. 
44. Williams v. Hale, 20 Miss. 562. 
45. Williams v. Hale, 20 Miss. 562, 
46. Pride v. Watson, 7 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 232, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 41-45] 


regard to the size or solvency of the estate.47 Some 
statutes further limit a widow’s right to exemption 
to the period of her widowhood.#8 

[§ 42] c¢. Children. Under the statutes the 
exemption may be continued in favor of the widow 
only,*® or in favor of the widow and_ children.®® 
In the latter case, the children of a debtor who dies 
leaving no widow,*! or the children of a debtor 
whose widow subsequently dies, have the full benefit 
of the exemption law. Grandchildren are not en- 
titled as ‘‘children,’’ to their grandfather’s exemp- 
tion,°? unless they are living with him as members 
of his family at the time of his death.5* The debt- 
or’s stepchildren are within the terms of a statute 
continuing the debtor’s exemption to his surviving 
children,®* but some statutes expressly provide that 
as between a widowed stepmother and the debtor’s 
own children, the children shall be entitled to their 
father’s exemption as against thei stepmother.®® 
Upon the death of the widow there remains nothing 
of her interest in the property to which her second 
husband can lay claim, as against her children by 
her first husband.®* In some jurisdictions the 
exemption can be enjoyed by the children during 
their minority only,>? and the creditors are entitled 
to the exempt property upon the marriage or com- 
ing of age of the children.®® In such eases the rights 
of all parties are best conserved by the courts ad- 
ministering the estate through a receiver appointed 
for the purpose,®°® who pays, the usufruct from time 
to time to the guardian of the infants, and holds 
the corpus for the benefit of the creditors after 
the termination of the infants’ interests in the 
property.°° Under other statutes the dependence 
and age of the children are immaterial,®* and the 
only facts that need be shown are the family rela- 
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tion and the residence with the testator.°* It has 
even been held under such statutes that a surviving 
child may claim the right to exemption although her 
father in his lifetime was dependent upon her for 
his support.®? In jurisdictions requiring residence 
of the claimant within the state, the status of the 
surviving children of the deceased debtor is deter- 
mined by their residence at the time of their fa- 
ther’s death.°* And if, at that time, the children 
are residents of the state, they will be entitled to 
the exemption.®® The exemption can be enjoyed by 
the children, however, only so lone as they are 
surviving members of the family, and this status is 
lost, and with it the exemption privilege, when 
they have been adopted into the family of an- 
other.®° 

[§ 43] d. Heirs. Under statutes in some states, 
however, the heirs, rather than the children as such, 
succeed to their ancestor’s rights of exemption.%7 
Nor is the right of exemption, which is continued 
to the widow, continued through her by. force of 
the exemption statute to her heirs, where they are 
not members of her family,** although it has been 
held that the exempt personalty descends to the 
heirs free from liability of debt.® 

[§ 44] e. Guardians of Minors. In some states 
the exemption laws are extended in express terms, 
to guardians of minor children,.”° 

[§ 45] f. Surviving Husband. In some states 
the husband’s right to exemption seems to be based 
entirely on provisions of law granting him such 
right as a member of a family,” as a debtor with 
a family or head of a family,’* or as householder,’? 
Accordingly an exemption of personal property from 
forced sale, while the debtor has a family, does 
not continue in his favor, after the other members 


47. Pride v. Watson, 7 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 232. 

48. Carpenter v. Brownlee, 38 
Miss. 200. 

[a] Illustration. — Under a stat- 


ute which provides that property 
exempt from execution of a husband 
who dies intestate shall descend in 
like manner as other property de- 
scends to his widow and children 
during widowhood, and afterward to 
all the children alike, the interest 
and estate of a widow in the prop- 
erty mentioned in the act ceases and 
determines upon her subsequent mar- 
ridge to another husband, where 
there are no children of the former 
husband. Carpenter v. Brownlee, 38 
Miss. 200. : 

Right of selection by widow see 
infra § 272. 

Widow’s right as affected by hus- 
pand’s waiver see infra § 207. — 

49. Loury v. Herbert, 25 Miss. 
101; Vincent v. Vincent, 1 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 333. é 

50. Wally v. Wally, 41 Miss. 657; 
Fore v. Fore, 2 N. D. 260, 50 NW 712. 

51. Taylor v. Winnie, 59 Kan. 16, 
51 P 890, 68 AmSR 339; Whitcomb v. 
Reid, 31 Miss. 567, 66 AmD 579. 


52. Glasscock v. Stringer, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 33 SW 677. : 

53. See Glasscock v. Stringer, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 33 SW 677. 

54, Whitworth v. Hager; 124 
Tenn. 355, 140 SW _ 205. : 

55. Wilson v. Brinker, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 76 SW 213 (under Rev. St. [1895] 


arts 2037-2041, 2046-4051); Burns v. 
Falls, 23 Tex. Civ. A. 386, 56 SW 576. 

56. Sneed v. Jenkins, 90 Tenn. 137, 
16 SW 64. 

57. Cofer vy. Scroggins, 98 Ala. 
342, 18 S 115, 39 AmSR 54; Spencer 
v. Barker, 96 Kan. 360, 149 P 736; 
Moore v. Owsley, 37 Tex. 603. 

68, Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 


[25 C. J.—3] 


Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

59. Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

60. Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

61. Taylor v. Winnie, 59 Kan. 16, 
51 P 890, 68 AmSR 339; Filemyr’s 
Hst., 17° Pa. Dist. 880; Steyenson’s 
Hst., 41 Pa. Co. 260. 

[a] Where the statute exempts 
the library of a professicrzal man, 
and it 
widow shall be allowed to keep ab- 
solutely out of the estate for the use 
of herself and children all the per- 
sonal property of the deceased which 
was exempt to him at the time of 
his death, “and if there be no chil- 
dren, then the said articles shall hbe- 
long to the widow; and if there be 
children and no widow, said articles 
shall belong to such children.” The 
debtor’s only survivor, a son, living 
in another state and more than 
twenty-one years of age, and not 
having been dependent upon him at 
the time of his death, is entitled tu 
the possession of his deceased 
father’s law library. Taylor v. Win- 


Mie 00) kan. 16,1, lew 289055168 
AmSR 3839. 
[b] MTlustration—Where the de- 


ceased leaves a minor and an adult 


daughter who resides with him, al- 


though not dependent upon him for 
support, the exemption is to be one 
half to the guardian of the minor 
and the other half to the adult 
daughter. Filemyr’s Est., 17 Pa. Dist. 
880. 

62. Filemyr’s Est., 17 Pa. Dist. 
880; Stevenson's Hst., 41 Pa. Co., 260. 

[a] TDlustration.— An exemption 
may be allowed to a child of the 
debtor who is married and during 
the debtor’s life lived with her hus- 
band in her father’s home. Steven- 
son’s Hst., 41 Pa.°Co. 260. 


is further provided that the’ 


Nene Stevenson’s Kst,” 4 “Pan Coy 
64, Edgewood Distilling Co. vy. 


Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SH 716. 


65. Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

66. In re Pillsbury, 175 Cal. 454, 
UGH PTs) 

[a] Application. — Right of chil- 
dren to exemption of proceeds of 
insurance policy on the death of 


their father does not accrue to them 
as his heirs as a property right, at 
the time of his death, but is a privi- 
lege to which they are entitled only 
as members of his family, so that if 
at the time the claim is made they 
have ceased to be members of his 
family, having been adopted into an- 
other family, the privilege is lost. 
In re Pillsbury, 175 Cal. 454, 166 P 11. 

67. Hutchinson v. Stone, (Fla.) 84 
S 151; Carter v. Carter, 20 Pla. 558, 
eyacaen 618; Baker v. State, 17. Fla. 


68. Peters v. Hood, 2 'Tex. A, Civ. 
Cas) $13.76. 

69. Cameron v. Morris, 83 Tex, 
14, 18 SW 422. 

70. Rountree v. Dennard, 59 Ga. 


629, 27 AmR 401. 

[a] In Georgia,—The constitution 
of Georgia in force in 1877 declared 
that ‘“‘each head of a family, or 
guardian or trustee of a family of 
minor children, shall be entitled to 
a homestead of realty to the value 


of two thousand dollars, in specie, 
and personal property to the value 
of one thousand’ dollars, in specie.’ 


A guardian of one minor child is as 
much within the provision as the 
guardian of more than one child 
would be. Rountree v. Dennard, 59 
Ga. 629, 630, 27 AmR 401. 


71. See supra § 27. 
72. See supra §§ 28-35. 
73. See supra § 36. 
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of the family are dead.“4 The debtor’s exemption 
rights after death of his wife are still dependent 
upon his status as head of the family or house- 
holder,’® and are not derived from any statutory 
or constitutional provision granting an exemption 
to a surviving husband, as such.*® However, in 
some statutes, express provision is made for a con- 
tinuance of exemption rights in favor of a surviving 
husband.” 

[§ 46] D. Persons Engaged in Particular Occu- 
pations—l. In General. Exemptions are provided 
in some jurisdictions for the benefit of persons in 
particular employments, trades, or businesses.‘® 
When the statute is so restricted a person can claim 
the exemption only when he is engaged in the speci- 
fied occupation.*® Where the statute is not in ex- 
press terms restricted to persons engaged in par- 
ticular occupations but is restricted rather to 
articles and classes of property which are most used 
in certain occupations, the question of whether the 
exemption is restricted to such occupations is one 
dependent upon the legislative intent.6° Any im- 
plication to that effect, however, may be negatived 
by express provisions of a later amending or sup- 
plemental statute extending the benefits of the law 
to a larger class of debtors.8!. Even when a statute 
uses general terms, it may appear that the legisla- 
ture intended to confine the benefit of the law to 
particular persons, and if such is the case the inten- 
tion of the legislature must govern.®* 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 45-48 


Time of inquiry as to trade or occupation. The 
time to which the inquiry as to a debtor’s occupa- 
tion or employment relates, for the purpose of de- 
termining his right to an exemption, is the time 
when the property claimed as exempt was levied 
upon.8?. A mere unexecuted intention formed by 
the debtor to adopt another trade or calling will 
not entitle him to claim the exemptions relating 
thereto.*4 

[§ 47] 2. Habitual Occupation or Use.*° Some 
statutes qualify their grant of exemption privileges 
to persons ‘‘habitually’’ engaged in certain occupa- 
tions, or making ‘‘habitual’’ use of the exempted 
articles.86 In the absence of such a requirement it 
has been held that habitual use is not necessary.®* 
Under such statutes a person cannot qualify as one 
engaged in the particular occupation, unless he 
shows habitual employment therein, or habitual use 
of the exempted articles.88 Where there is such a 
provision, the implements, to be exempt, need not be 
used exclusively in the business by which the debtor 
habitually earns his living, for the word ‘‘habit- 
ually’? does not mean exclusively, but customarily.’® 
Nor is the right to the exemption defeated by the 
fact that the debtor derives some revenue from 
other industries.°° One who has merely made a 
start in his business, but with intention to be en- 
gaged in it ‘‘habitually,’’ is entitled to his exemp- 
tion.®+ 


[§ 48] 


8. Suspension or Abandonment of Trade 


74, Allen v. Ashburn, 27 Tex. Civ. 
A. 239,,65 SW 465. 
.75. See supra § 34. ; 
76. Allen v. Ashburn, 27 Tex. Civ. 
A. 239, 243, 65 SW 45. 
“As to the surviving wife, the 
same right is secured by statute in 
reference to personal property 
exempt to the family. Batts’ Civ. 
Stats. art 2046. But no provision of 
law, either constitutional or statu- 
tory, has been cited, and we have 
found none, securing the same right 
to a surviving husband. There may 
be expressions in the opinion in Cam- 
eron vy. Morris, 83 Tex. 14, 18 SW 
422, tending to support such con- 
tention; but in that case the hus- 
band died first, and therefore his 
rights as a survivor were not in- 
volved.” Allen v. Ashburn, supra. 
77. Lemp v. Lemp, (Ida.) 184 P 


78. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra §§ 47-62. 

Exemption of tools used in several 
trades see infra § 86. 

79, Ga.—kKyle v. Montgomery, 73 
Ga, 3387. 

Iowa.—Tyler v. Coulthard, 95 Iowa 
705, 64 NW 681, 58 AmSR 452. 

Mass.—Wilson v. Elliot, 7 Gray 69. 

Minn. — Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 
Minn. 112, 48 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495, 
6 LRA 3388. 

Miss.—Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579. 


Tenn.—Story v. Walker, 11 Lea 
515, 47 AmR 305. 

Wis.—Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 
581. 

80. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Held to exempt any debtor.— 


(1) A statute which simply exempts 
absolutely certain animals or ve- 
hicles,: ete., without restriction as to 
persons engaged in any particular 
occupation. Wilhite v. Williams, 41 
Kani s2i88iy ci ey 25655 23 AniSky 28a 
Tipton v. Pickens, 1 Swan (Tenn.) 25; 
Knapp v. Bartlett, 23 Wis. 68,.99 AmD 
109. (2) A statute exempting ‘“neces- 
sary household furniture, and work- 
ing tools and team, owned by any 
person being a householder or having 
a family for which he_ provides,” 


exempts the team of any debtor nec- 
essary in his business, as of a physi- 
cian. Wheeler v. Cropsey, 5 How 
Pr (N. Y.) 288. (3) A statute exempt- 
ing to every resident head of a 
family ‘two cows, ten hogs, one 
yoke of oxen and one horse, or mule, 
or in lieu of one yoke of oxen and 
one horse or mule, a span of horses 
or mules, twenty sheep and the wool 
from the same, either in the raw 
material, or manufactured into yarn 
or cloth,’”? exempts the animals there- 
in specified, regardless of their use 
or of the debtor’s occuplion. Young 
v. Bell, 1 Kan. A. 265, 40 P 675. (4) A 
mower owned by a person who was 
not a farmer is exempt. Humphrey 
v. Taylor, 45 Wis. 251, 30 AmR 738. 

{b] Teamster under statute ex- 
empting “team.”’—A statute declar- 
ing that any resident of the state, 
not the owner of a homestead, might 
hold as exempt ‘‘mechanical tools, or 
a team and farming utensils,’ is not 
to be restricted to mechanics and 
farmers, but extends also to the team 
of a teamster. Burgess v. Everett, 9 
Oh. St. 425. 

{c] Farmer under statute ex- 
empting farming utensils.—A stat- 
ute exempting “the farming uten- 
sils and implements of husbandry 
of the judgment debtor; also, two 
oxen, or two horses, or two mules, 
and their harness, four cows, one 
cart or wagon, and food for such 
oxen, ‘horses, cows, or mules, for 
one month,” applies only to farmers, 
and exempts only animals ,used_ in 
farming. Robert v. Adams, 38 Cal. 
383, 99 AmD 413. 

81. State v. Farmer. 21 Mo. 160. 

[a] “Meads of families” supple- 
menting statute exempting ‘“farm- 
ing implements.’—In Missouri a 
statute exempts to each head of a 
family certain animals and imple- 
ments used by farmers, and work- 
ing animals of a certain value. A 
Subsequent statute provides’ that 
“each head of a family, at his elec- 
tion, in lieu of the property men- 
tioned” in the above statute may se- 
lect and hold exempt any other prop- 
erty, real, personal, or mixed, not 
exceeding in value a certain sum. 


The second statute extends the ex- 
emption to all heads of families, 
and not merely to such as may own 
property exempted by the first stat- 
ute. State v. Farmer, 21 Mo. 160. 
82. Reed v. Neale, 10 Gray (Mass.) 
242; Gibson v. Gibbs, 9 Gray (Mass.) 
62; Wilson v. Elliot, 7 Gray (Mass.) 
69; Smith v. Gibbs, 6 Gray (Mass.) 
298; Burgess v. Everett, 9 Oh. St. 425. 
“Other persons” see infra § 62. 
83. Ray v. Hayes, 28 La. Ann. 
; O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich. 
367; Springer v. Lewis, 22 Pa, 191: 
{a] Mustration.— Debtor’s occu- 
pation at the time of the seizure, not 
afterward, is the test of whether he 
was a farmer and as such entitled 
to the exempt property accorded to 
yg» .Ray v. Hayes, 28 La, Ann. 


84. Kingman State Bank y. Shep- 
herd, 105 Kan. 206, 182 P 653. 
85. Exemption of tools used in 


Several trades see infra § 86. 
Use of tool as affecting exempt 
character see infra §§ 84, 85. 


86. See statutory provisions. 
87. Perkins v. Wisner, 9 Iowa 820. 
88. In re Schumm, 232 Fed. 414; 


Dove v. Nunan, 62 Cal. 399. 

[a]. Teamster.—(1) If he does not 
habitually earn his living as team- 
ster or cartman, etc., he cannot claim 
the exemption. Dove v. Nunan, 62 
Cal. 399. (2) A statute exempting 
a drsy or truck but conditioning the 
exemption upon its habitual use by 
its owner in earning his living does 
not exempt the truck where it does 
not appear that the owner habitually 
earns his living by its use. ‘In re 
Schumm, 232 Fed. 414. 

s9. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27-P 651, 25 AMSR 1%4. 

90. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27 P.657,, 25 AmSR 174 

91. Bevan v. Hayden, 13 Iowa 122. 

[a] Intention to use team habit- 
ually.—‘“If a person abandons one 
employment and procures a team or 
a part of a team, intending to com- 
plete it for the purpose of using the 
Same in good faith to earn for him- 
self a livelihood, that is such an 
habitual use of the team in contem- 
plation of the statute, as to exempt 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


¢ 


- exemption 


§§ 48-50] 


or Occupation.°? 
pation. 


been held that such a suspension 


panied by a retention of the implements or stock 
in trade for use when the trade is resumed.?® 
that where the debtor is selling his implements and 
stock in trade and the intention to resume is evi- 
dently an intention to resume with a new stock the 
debtor is not entitled to exemption in the old imple- 
A temporary suspen- 
. sion of trade in order to move it from one location 
to another is not evidence of abandonment of the 
business so as to remove the appliances used therein 
from the protection of the exemption statute.°7 
person does not forfeit his right to exemptions as a 
member of a trade because, while seeking in good 
faith an opportunity to engage therein, he accepts 
some other employment to earn a living for himself 


ments and stock in trade. 


the same from levy, whether the 
party claiming the benefit of the 
law has had an oppor- 
tunity of using the property much 
or little. He must make a beginning; 
and if his new character as team- 
ster is shown, the property which he 
honestly intends to use in that ca- 
pacity to earn for himself a living, 
should be as effectually shielded 
from levy and sale, during that 
period, as if he had used it for a 
whole year.” Bevan vy. Hayden, 13 
Iowa 122, 125. 

92. Exemption of tools used in 
several trades see infra § 86. 

93. Cal.—Howell v. Boyd, 2 Cal. 
A. 486, 84 P 315. 

Conn.—Atwood v. De Forest, 19 
Conn, 513. 

La.—Lambeth v. Milton, 2 Rob. 81. 

Mich.—Betz v. Brenner, 106 Mich. 
87, 63 NW 970; Miller v. Miller, 97 
Mich. 151, 56 NW 348; Wood v. Bres- 
nahan, 63 Mich. 614, 30 NW 206. 

Minn.—Cable v. Hoolihan, 98 Minn. 
143, 107 NW 967, 116 AmSR 348. 

Mo.—Davis v. Wood, 7 Mo. 162. 

N: H.—Norris v. Hoitt, 18 N. H. 
196. 

Tex.—Cooper v. Pierce, 74 Tex. 
526, 12 SW 211; Willis v. Morris, 66 
Tex. 628, 1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; An- 
thony v. Hardin, (Civ. A.) 175 SW 
857; McCord-Collins Co, v. Lazarus, 
(Civ. A.) 50 SW 1048. 

Wis. — Spence v. 99 
Wis. 676, 75 NW 950. 

Que.—Stephens v. Toback, 26 Que. 
Super, 41. 

{a]. Dilustrations.—(1) A person 
who has given up farming cannot 
claim as exempt a team or other ar- 
ticles exempted to farmers. Miller 
vy. Miller, 97 Mich, 151, 56 NW 348. 
(2) A person who has permanently 
ceased to work with his tools and 
has engaged in a mercantile business 
eannot claim exemptions as a me- 
chanice. Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634. (3) Under a 
statute providing that ‘all books, 
maps, plats and other papers, kept 
or used by any person for the pur- 
pose of making abstracts of title to 
land,” shall be exempt from seizure 
or sale on execution, the books. or 
papers should be kept or used for 
the purpose specified, and a set of 
abstract books and papers are not 
exempt where the owner absconded 
pefore they were seized on attach- 
ment, without any intention of re- 


Rambusch, 


turning and. using them_ again. 
Spencer v. Rambusch, 99 Wis. 676, 
75 NW 950. (4) Where a statute 


exempts tools, apparatus, and books 
belonging to any trade or profession, 
the library of a professional man is 
not exempt after he has permanently 
abandoned his profession. Cooper v. 


A debtor loses his right to claim 
an exemption as one who is engaged in a particular 
occupation if he permanently abandons such occu- 
It is otherwise, however, if he merely 
suspends his trade or occupation intending to return 
to it when he has the opportunity,* although it has 


|the part of the 


EXEMPTIONS 


and family.°* 


each case.® 
must be accom- 
So 
[§ 49] 


A 


Pierce, 74 Tex..526, 12 SW 211. (5) 
Where a butcher abandons his trade 
and leases the tools to a third per- 
son for two years, with the right on 
lessee to purchase 
them at any time, within one year 
from the date of the lease, it is an 
abandonment of his trade, rendering 
such tools subject to execution. Cable 
vy. Hoolihan, 98 Minn. 143, 107 NW 
967, 116 AmSR 348. (6) Where one 
who conducts a moving picture show 
does not show for two or three 
weeks, but then opens up for two 
or three nights to some _ prospec- 
tive purchaser, and then closes and 
abandons the business, the ap- 
pliances are subject to execution. 
Anthony v. Hardin, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
175 SW 857. (7) A person cannot 
hold a daguerreotype apparatus ex- 
empt where he has given up his oc- 
cupation as a photographer, and is 
using the instrument to teach an- 
other the art of using it, with a view 
to selling it to him. Norris v. Hoitt, 
LS eIN: ae 196 


94. Cal.—Forsyth v. Bower, 54 
Cal. 639. 
Iowa.—Pease v. Price, 101 lowa 


57, 69 NW 1120; Hickman v. Cruise, 

72 lowa 528, 34 NW 316, 2 AmSR 256. 
Kan.—Miller v. Weeks, 46 Kan. 

307, 26 P 694. 

eT eae wy v. Keith, 12 Gray 

NT athe oT v. Haynes, 30 Mich. 

N. H.—Jaquith v. Scott, 68 N. H. 
5, 56 AmR 476, 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or, 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

Pa.—€pringer v. Lewis, 22 Pa. 191. 

Wash.—State v. McNeill, 58 Wash. 
47, 107 P 1028, 137 AmSR 1038, 

{a] Wlustrations—(1) One who 
has failed in the hardware and tin- 
ning business, and made an assign- 
ment, reserving certain tinner’s tools 
and machines as exempt, is entitled 
to retain them as exempt, notwith- 
standing he does little or nothing in 
the business for four months after- 
ward, in the absence of any showing 
that he has gone into other business, 
on relinquishing his former occupa- 
tion. Harris v. Haynes, 20 Mien, 140. 
(2) Where a man has for years made 
farming his principal occupation, and 
intends to do so again in the near fu- 
ture, the mere fact that he may not 
be so engaged, and his team, wagon, 
and harness not be used, in farming 
when levied upon in attachment does 
not deprive him of his exemption 
right as a farmer. State v. McNeill, 
58 Wash. 47, 107 P 1028, 137 AmSR 
1038. (3) Where a farmer is tem- 
porarily residing in town and seeks 
other employment while there and 
even offers a part of his farming im- 
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Abandonment is shown by acts evi- 
dencing an intention to abandon,®® as where the 
debtor conceives 
changes from one trade to another,’ and is a ques- 
tion of fact to be determined on the evidence in 
The length of time which has elapsed 
since a temporary suspension of one’s calling is an 
element to be considered in determining whether it 
has been abandoned.4 
4. Unlawful Trade or Occupation. Stat- 
utes exempting property to enable a person to carry 
on his trade or business are not to be construed as 
exempting property kept or used by a person in ear- 
rying on an unlawful trade or business.® 
must be a lawful one,® and it must be lawful at the 
time the exemption is claimed.’ 
when established, is carried on within the law, but 
which later is carried on in violation of law, and 
is unlawful at the time exemption is claimed, is not 
within the protection of the statute.* 

[§ 50] 5. Clerks. Where the statute confers exemp- 
tions upon persons specifically described as clerks,” 


the design of absconding,! or 


The trade 


A trade which, 


plements for sale, he ig still entitled 


to exemption as a farmer. Pease 
v. Price, 101 Iowa 57, 69 NW 
1120. 

95. Hettinger v. Wells, 161 Wis. 
640, 155 NW 126. 

96. Hettinger v. Wells, 161 Wis. 
640, 155 NW 126, 

97. Campbell v. Honaker, (Tex. 


Civ. A.) 166 SW 74. 

98 Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Co., 12 Cal. A, 749, 108 P A17. 

99. Cable v. Hoolihan, 98 Minn. 
143, 107 NW 967, 116 AmSR 348, 

1. Davis v. Wood, 7 Mo. 162, 
vaso Wright v. Hollingshead, 23 Ont. 
{a] Tustration.—A baker’s wagon 
sold by the execution debtor a few 
days after he had abandoned the 
occupation of baker and entered upon 
the occupation of laundryman is not 
exempt. Wright v. Hollingshead, 23 


Onti, A, 114 

3. Cable v. Hoolihan, 98 Minn. 
148, 107 NW 967, 116 AmSR 348, 

Questions of law and fact in ex- 
rer th suits generally see infra 

4, Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Co., 12-Cal, A. 749,:108 P 717, 

5. McCarthy v. Payne, 141 
571, 104 NW 981, 113 AmSR 
Walsch v. Call, 32 Wis. 159. 

[a] Unlicensed saloon.—A person 
engaged in keeping a saloon for the 
sale of intoxicating liquors, with- 
out having procured the license re- 
quired by law, is not entitled to an 
exemption in any part of his stock 
in trade, under a statute exempting 
generally “the tools and implements, 
or stock in trade, of any mechanic, 
miner, or other person, used and kept 
for the purpose of carrying on his 
trade,’ not exceeding @ certain value. 
Walsch v. Call, 32 Wis: 159. 

6 Harris v. Todd, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
158 SW 1189. 

{a] Dlustration.—Running a pool 
parlor or hall is not unlawful and 
implements used in conducting the 
business are exempt. Harris v. Todd, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 158 SW 1189. 


Mich. 
548; 


7. McCarthy v. Payne, 141 Mich. 
571, 104 NW 981, 1132 AmSR 548, 

8. McCarthy v. Payne, 141 Mich. 
571, 104 NW 981, 113 AmSR 548. 

[a] TWustration— Where one of a 
firm having a saloon license buys 
out his partner and carries on the 


business without obtaining a new 
license as required by law, his busi- 
ness is unlawful, so that he may not 
claim a business exemption. Mc- 
Carthy v. Payne, 141 Mich. 571, 104 
NW 981, 113 AmSR 548, 

9. See statutory provisions. 

Exemption of clerks under stat- 
ute mentioning laborers see infra 
§ 53, 
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an independent contractor is not included !° nor one 
employed upon a salary and commissions to sell 
“goods.!1 

[§ 51] 6. ‘‘Employees’’ or ‘‘Wage Earners.’’ 
The term ‘‘employee’’ which is used in some stat- 
utes 12 is a broader term than ‘‘laborer,’’1* and 
includes superintendents,'* salesmen, ete. Some 
statutes provide for exemption of wages of a ‘‘ wage 
earner,’’1® and one is a wage earner under the 
statute whose services require physical or manual 
labor whether skilled or unskilled.** : 

{§ 52] 7. ‘‘Farmers’’ and ‘‘Persons Engaged 
in Agriculture.’’ Where the statute exempts the 
property of ‘‘farmers’’ or of persons ‘‘engaged in 
agriculture,’’ 18 the term ‘‘farmer’’ includes anyone 
who earns his living by farming,’® even though he 
is temporarily not engaged in that occupation,”° nor 
need he devote his time exclusively to such oceupa- 
tion.24, A farmer does not change his status by 
the fact of his farm being judicially sold,?? espe- 
cially where he continues to farm the premises for 
the purchaser.”* 

A person is ‘‘engaged in agriculture’’ when he 
derives the support of himself and family, in whole 
or in part, from the tillage of the fields. He must 
cultivate something more than a garden, although 
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it may be much less than a farm.?* 

Laborers engaged in raising a crop are given 
exemption rights in some states,?> but only those 
who are not heads of families are entitled under the 
terms of the statute granting the exemption.*° 

[§ 53] 8. ‘‘Laborers.’’?* It may be laid down 
as a general rule that statutes giving to ‘‘laborers’’ 
or a ‘‘laboring man or woman’’ the right to claim 
wages or other property as exempt ** are to be con- 
strued as having reference to such persons only as 
perform manual or menial services, and such as are 
responsible for no independent action, but do a 
day’s work or a stated job under the direction of a 
superior.2® In some of the cases a distinction is 
made between a laborer and an artisan depending 
on the amount of skill required in the work as re- 
lated to the physical effort. Where a little physical 
effort is required and great skill, the workman is an 
artisan but not a laborer within the meaning of the 
statute.2° The mere fact that an employee’s wages 
are payable monthly, weekly, or even daily, or that 
they are subject to deduction for loss of time, does 
not make him a ‘‘day laborer’’ or ‘‘laborer’’ within 
the meaning of the exemption laws.*! Within this 
definition are painters,®? car repairers,** stable- 


Macon Hard- 


10. Brierre v. Creditors, 43 La.| though he has temporarily stopped 28. See statutory provisions. 


Ann. 423, 9 S 640 


farming and is living in town and 29. Ga.—Oliver v. 


[a] Sales agents.—It was held|/has sought other employment there,| ware Co., 98 Ga. 249, 25 SE 403, 58 


that a person engaged under a con- 
tract to make sales of goods dealt 
in by a firm in a particular state, 
under an agreement by which he was 
to receive one half of the profits and 
bear one half of the losses of the 
business done, is not a “clerk’’ with- 
in the meaning of a statute exempt- 
ing the salaries of clerks. SBrierre v. 
Creditors, 43 La. Ann. 423, 9 S 640. 

11. Weems v. Delta Moss Co., 33 
La. Ann. 973. nih 

12. See statutory provisions. 

13. Exemptions to laborers see 
infra § 53. 

14. Moore v. Heaney, 14 Md, 558. 

{a] Builders’ percentage basis.— 


uN person who agrees for the con- 


sideration of a certain per cent on 
the entire amount of cost of a build- 
ing, to erect, superintend, and other- 
wise direct the erection of the build- 
ing, is an employee within the mean- 
ing of a statute exempting “the 
wages or hire of a laborer, or other 
employee in the hands of the em- 
ployers.” Moore v. Heaney, 14 Md. 
558. 

15. Wilmer v. Mann, 121 Md. 239, 
88 A 222. 

16. Sheehan v. Union Stockyard, 
Gte., -Cos, 2020 Tl. A. (628. 

17. Sheehan y. Union Stockyard, 
ete, Co,,.172° Tl. “A. 528, 

fa] A clerk in an auditor’s office 
is a wage earner under the statute. 
Sheehan vy. Union Stockyard, etc., 
Co.,. 172 Til. A. 528. 

18. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 

19. Pease v. Price, 101 Iowa 57, 
69 NW 1120; Hickman y. Cruise, 72 
Iowa 528, 34 NW 316, 2 AmSR 256; 
O’Donnell v. Segar, 25—Mich. 367.. 

20. Pease v. Price, 101 Iowa 57, 
69 NW 1120; O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 
Mich, 367. 

[a] Removal from farm to farm. 
—One who is actually engaged in 
farming up to the time of his mov- 
ing does not lose his right of exemp- 
tion to a team, dependent upon his 
occupation as a farmer, while mov- 
ing from one farm in the state to an- 
other to resume the same occupa- 
sion O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich 

7 

[b] Temporary suspension. —- A 
debtor can claim his exemption as a 
farmer under the Iowa statute, al- 


and although he has offered to sell 
some of his farming implements, 1f 
he intends to resume farming. Pease 
v. Price, 101 Iowa 57, 69 NW 1120. 

Temporary abanaonment of par- 
ticular occupation generally see 
supra § 48, 

21. McCue vy. Tunstead, 65 Cal. 
506, 4 P 510; Garrett v. Patchin, 29 
Vt. 248, 70 AmD 414; Hebert vy. Ron- 
deau, 14 Que. Pr. 1. 

22. Bilodeau vy. Jalbert, 17 Que. 
1A 

23. Bilodeau v. Jalbert, 17 Que. 
Meee oe 

24. Oh.—Dulgar v. Hartmeyer,. 6 
Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 768, 8 AmLRec 
15, 4 CincLBul 540. 

Pa.—Springer v. Lewis, 22 Pa. 191. 
5 Gene uous v. Lovell, 7 Heisk. 
10. 

Wash.—State v. McNeill, 58 Wash. 
47,107 P 1028, 137 AmSR<* 1038. 

Can.—Gendron v. Morisset, 14 Rev 
Leg 632. 

[a] Tailor engaged in agriculture 
during farming season.—The plain- 
tiff was a tailor by trade, but he gave 
up this trade temporarily and moved 
to property consisting of a tavern 
house and about forty acres of land; 
he there kept a tavern ard boarding 
house, but also farmed part of the 
land, letting out the rest on shares, 
and raised the usual variety of crops. 
After the farming season was over 
he again engaged in his trade as a 
tailor. Under these circumstances he 
is entitled to the benefit of the 
praluntes Springer v. Lewis, 22 Pa. 
ey, 

[b] Gardening not agriculture. 
Plaintiff lived on and cultivated as 
a garden a one-acre lot in a town, 
raising thereon cabbages, potatoes, 
roasting ears, etc¢. In addition to 
this he was a butcher by trade, anda 
day laborer. Under a statute ex- 
empting five head of sheep in the 
hands of the head of a family ‘‘en- 
gaged in agriculture,” he claimed as 
exempt sheep which he had bought 
for the purpose of butchering. He 
was not engaged in agriculture, and 
was not entitled to the benefit of the 
statute. Simons v. Lovell, 7 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 510. 

25. Prince v. Nance, 7.S. GC. 351. 

26.- Prince wv. Nance) i79\S.) Ch 351. 

27. “Other laborers” see infra § 62. 


AmSR 300; Cohen vy. Aldrich, 5 Ga. 
A.- 256, 62 SE 1015. 

La.—Cole v. Grant, 144 La. 916, 81 
S 398. 

Minn.—jWildner v. Ferguson, 42 
Minn, 112, 483 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495, 
6 LRA 338. 

Nebr.—Henderson v. Nott, 36 Nebr. 
154, 54 NW 87, 38 AmSR 720. 

a Y.—Wakefield v. Fargo, 90 N. Y. 

Or.—Johnston vy. Barrills, 27 Or. 
251, 41 P 656, 50 AmSR 717. 

Va.—Farinholt v. Luckhard, 90 Va. 
936, 21 SE 817, 44 AmSR 9538. 

Wis.—Lang v. Simmons, 64 Wis. 
525,.25 NW 650. 

Eng.—Riley v. Warden, 2 Exch. 59, 
154 Reprint 405. 

Earnings exempt as wages see 
infra §§ 103-107. 

Preference of laborers’ claims in 
bankruptcy see Bankruptcy § 552. 

30. Estalotte v. Clements, 8 La. A. 
(Orleans) 227. 

[a] Printer—‘“‘But even as an 
an original proposition we would not 
be inclined to hold that a _ skilled 
typesetter, or printer, is a laborer, 
except in the broad sense which in- 
cludes all who gain their livelihood 
by personal effort of any kind. Print- 
ing is universally recognized to be 
an art, which is to say, an occupa- 
tion requiring above all things skill 
in the workmanship, as the very 
term itself implies. One who fol- 
lows such an occupation is an ar- 
tisan, not a laborer. His services 
are valued not by the physical effort 
involved, but by reason of his fa- 
miliarity with the art and by his 
readiness and dexterity in execution. 
These enable him, by an effort com- 
paratively slight, to accomplish re- 
sults wholly unobtainable by others 
though equally anxious and physi- 
cally better qualified perhaps, to per- 
form them, but lacking in the skill 
requisite. thereto.” Estalotte v. 
Clements, 8 La. A. (Orleans) 227, 228. 

Earnings entitled to exemption as 
wages see infra §§ 103-107. 

81. Briscoe v. Montgomery, 93 Ga. 
602, 20 SE 40, 44 AmSR 192: Miller 
v. Dugas, 77 Ga. 386, 4 AmSR 90. 
at ise Moore v. McCown, 64 Ga. 

33. Cole v. Grant, 144 La. 916, 81 
S 398. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 53] 


men,**’ locomotive engineers,*> night watchmen,?¢ 
pullman ear porters,” mail carriers,’ even though 
they use their own horses and vehicles,?? and own- 
ers and drivers of oil wagons.4? But by the weight 
of authority the term does not include persons per- 
forming services other than manual labor.*! 
and salesmen who act independently and go about 
selling goods on salary or commission,*? commercial 
_trayelers,** railroad conductors, photographers,** 
draughtsmen,*® civil engineers,*? officers of corpora- 
tions,** professional men,‘® lottery proprietors,?° 
factors, and brokers *! are not laborers within the 


exemption laws. 
School teacher. 


to the contrary.°® 


Clerks, bookkeepers, and stenographers. Whether 
clerks, bookkeepers, stenographers, ete., in stores 
and offices are to be regarded as laborers within the 
meaning of laws exempting wages due to laborers, 
is not clear, and the decisions on the question are 
In some jurisdictions persons engaged 


conflicting.®* 


34. Krebs v. Nicholson, 118 Iowa 
134, 91 NW 9238, 96 AmSR 370. 

[a] Dlustration.—One whose only 
occupation was in having the entire 
care of a stallion moved from stand 
to stand for breeding purposes has 
been held a laborer, within the mean- 
ing of the exemption laws. Krebs v. 
Nicholson, 118 lowa 134, 91 NW 923, 
96 AmSR 370. 

85. Sanner v. Shivers, 76 Ga. 335. 
‘36. McAdams v. Ellis, 5 Ga. A. 
262, 62 SE 1001. 

{a] Milustration.—A person whose 
duties consisted mainly in walking 
about the premises and _ keeping 

' tramps away and seeing that fire did 
not break out, but without authority 
to arrest any one, is a laborer, so as 

to exempt his wages. McAdams v. 

Ellis, 5 Ga. A. 262, 62 SE 1001. 

37. Freiberg v. Newman, 2 La. A. 
(Orleans) 402. 

28. Farinholt v. Luckhard, 90 Va. 
936, 21 SE 817, 44 AmSR 953. 

69. Farinholt v. Luckhard, 90 Va. 
936, 21 SE 817, 44 AmSR 9538. 

40. Consolidated Tank-Line Co. v. 
Hunt, 83 Iowa 6, 48 NW 1057, 32 
AmSR 285, 12 LRA 476. 

[a] KTilustration.—The term ‘other 
laborer” in a statute providing that 
a debtor being the head of a family 
might hold as exempt certain prop- 
erty, including a horse and team, 
wagon, or other vehicle, “by the use 
of which the debtor, if a physician, 
public officer, farmer, teamster, or 
other laborer, habitually earns his 
living,’ includes a person who is the 
head of a family, and who earns his 
living by selling oil at retail from a 
wagon, which is driven sometimes by 
himself and sometimes by his minor 
son, and it makes no difference that 
he also scmetimes makes small sales 
of oil from his storeroom. Consoli- 
dated Tank-Liné Co. v. Hunt, 83 Iowa 
6, 48 NW 1057, 32 AmSR 285, 12 LRA 
476. 

41. Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
337. 

42. Epps v. Eppes, 17 Ill. A. 196; 
Weems v. Delta Moss Co., 33 La. 
Ann. 973; Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 
Minn. 112, 483 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495, 
6 LRA 338. 

[a] MTlustration,—The term “labor- 
ing man” in a statute exempting 
wages does not embrace an agent 
employed on a weekly salary to sell 
goods by sample, and driving about 
for that purpose with his own horse 
and buggy. Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 
Minn. 112, 483 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495, 
6 LRA 338. 

43. Briscoe v. Montgomery, 93 Ga. 
602, 20 SE 40, 44 AmSR 192; Jones v. 
Avery, 50 Mich. 326, 15 NW 494. | 

[a] Mlustration.— A commercial 
traveler, employed to sell goods for 


While it has been held that a 
school teacher is not a laborer *? there is authority 


EXEMPTIONS 


Agents 


of his service.®® 
Contractors. 


trol of the other 
Overseers and 


his employer, is not a “day laborer” 
within the meaning of a statute ex- 
empting wages, although employed 
and paid by the day. Briscoe v. 
Montgomery, 93 Ga. 602, 20 SE 40, 
44 AmSR 192. 

44. Miller v. Dugas, 77 Ga. 386, 4 
AmSR 90; Robinson v. MceWilliams- 
Rankin Co., 6 Ga. A. 203, 64 SE 717. 

45. Mathewson v. Shewmake, 15 
Ga. A. 706, 84 SH 174. 

[a] MTliustration.—A photographer 
employed by a newspaper to take 


pictures in company with and under 
the direction of a reporter is not a 
laborer under the _ statute, even 
though in the discharge of his duties | 
he may do some amount of manual 
labor in carrying his camera, and al- 
though when not engaged in taking 
pictures he is employed in 
work on all of the cameras used by 
the employees of the newspaper. 
Mathewson v. Shewmake, 15 Ga, A. 
706, 84 SH 174. 


repair | ployment 


46. Leinau v. Albright, 10 Pa. Co. 
171, 28 WklyNC 165. 

47. McPherson y. Stroup, 100 Ga. 
228, 28 SH 157. 

48. South, etc., Alabama R. Co, v. 
Falkner, 49 Ala. 115. 

49. Weymouth v. Sanborn, 43 N. 
H. 171, 80 AmD 144., 

50. Fugita v. 22 
Hawaii 136. 

51. Hamberger v. Marcus, 157 Pa. 
133, 27 A 681, 37 AmSR 719. 

52. Schwacke v. Langton, 12 Phila. 


Motoshige, 


(Pa.) 402. 
53. Hightower v. Slaton, 54 Ga. 
108, 21 AmR 273 (dictum that a 


school teacher is a laborer). 

54. See cases infra notes 55-58. 

55. Epps ’v.-Epps,) 27° Ml. A. 1963 
Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 Minn. 112, 
43 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495, 6 LRA 338 
[cit Wakefield v. Fargo, 90 N. Y. 
213]. See Wakefield v. Fargo, 90 N. 
Y. 213 (which holds that a statute 
making stockholders liable for debts 
of the corporation and for wages to 
laborers has reference only to em- 
ployees performing manual labor, and 
does not include an employee of a 
corporation who keeps the account 
of receipts and disbursements and, 
in the absence of the superintendent, 
has charge and control of the busi- 
ness). 

56. Briscoe v. Montgomery, 93 Ga. 
602, 20 SE 40, 44 AmSR 192; Lamar 
v. Chisholm, 77 Ga. 306; Claghorn v. 
Saussy, 51 Ga. 576; Butler v. Clark, 
46 Ga. 466; Williams v. Link, 64 
Miss. 641, 1 S 907. 

57. Abrahams v. Anderson, 80 Ga. 
570, 5 SE 778, 12 AmSR 274; Cohen 
v. Aldrich, 5 Ga. A. 256, 62 SE 1015. 

[a] Mlustration.—A stenographer 
to the assistant manager of a corpo- 
ration, who receives letters by dic- 
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in these occupations are not regarded as laborers.5® 
Other courts, while considering such statutes as 
applying only to employees engaged in doing manual 
labor, have construed this term more broadly, and 
have held that bookkeepers and clerks in stores and 
offices could be regarded as performing manual la- 
bor, so as to bring them within the spirit and intent 
of the statute,°® holding even that a bookkeeper who 
also performs the services of a stenographer and 
private secretary is a laborer within the statute ;%7 
while the same courts, in other decisions, have held 
that a clerk in a mercantile establishment is, pri- 
marily, not a laborer, but that whether or not, in a 
particular case, he is so, depends upon the character 


The term ‘‘laborers’’ does not ap- 
ply to contractors who do no manual work them- 
selves but merely furnish the labor and services of 
others, or who perform work, under a contract, 
independently and not under the direction and con- 


party.°° 
superintendents. It has been held 


tation and transcribes it, preserves 
office records, addresses, and mails 
leiters, and performs generally the 
duties of amanuensis in the office, 
whose salary is payable semimonthly, 
and whose term of service is not 
fixed, is a laborer, whose wages are 
exempt from garnishment. Cohen vy. 
Aldrich, 5° Ga. A. 256, 62°SE) 10125. 

58. Oliver v. Macon Hardware Co., 
98 Ga. 249, 25 SE 4038, 58 AmSKR 300. 

[a] Status based on facts in each 
case.—‘“‘Primarily, a clerk in a mer- 
cantile establishment is not a ‘la- 
borer,’ in the sense in which that 
word is used in section 1974 of the 
code, even though the proper dis- 
charge of his duties may include the 
performance of some amount of 
manual labor. If the contract of em- 
contemplated that the 
clerk’s services were to _ consist 
mainly of work requiring mental 
skill, or business capacity, and in- 
volving the exercise of his intel- 
lectual faculties, rather than work 
the doing of which properly would 
depend upon a mere physical power 
to perform ordinary manual labor, he 
would not be a ‘laborer.’ If, on the 
other hand, the work which the con- 
tract required the clerk to do was, 
in the main, to he the performance 
of such labor as that last above in- 
dicated, he would be a ‘laborer.’ In 
any given case, the question whether 
or not a clerk is entitled, as a labor- 
er, to enforce a summary lien against 
the property of his employer, must 
be determined with reference to its 
own particular facts and circum- 
stances.” Oliver v. Macon Hardware 
bate 98 Ga. 249, 25 SH 408, 58 AmSR 

59. Ga.—Tatum v. Zachry, 86 Ga. 
573, 12 SEH 940. 

Iowa.—Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 
20 NW 489. 

Miss.—Heard v. Crum, 73 Miss, 157, 
18 S 934, 55 AmSR 520. 

Nebr.—Fox v. McClay, 48 Nebr. 
820, 67 NW 888; Henderson v. Nott, 
couman: 154, 54 NW 87, 38 AmSR 
720. 

Or.—Johnston y. Barrills, 27 Or. 
251, 41 P 656, 50 AmSR 717. 

Pa.—Smith v. Brooke; 49 Pa. 147; 
Heebner v. Chave, 5 Pa. 115; Wilson 
v: Gibson, 10 Pa. Co. 191. 


Wis.—Lang v. Simmons, 64 Wis. 
525, 25 NW 650. 
Eng.—Riley v. Warden, 2 Exch. 


59, 154 Reprint 405. 

fa] Brick manufacturer.—A per- 
son who agrees with another to 
manufacture brick for him at a cer- 
tain price per thousand, hires the 
laborers and pays them their wages, 
keeps the machinery in repair, feeds 
the team furnished by the other 
party, and furnishes the oil for the 
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that the term ‘‘laborer’’ does not include overseers 
and superintendents,®°° although a distinction has 
been made *! between overseers of plantations, paid 
by the day, who not only direct the operations of 
the hands employed, but labor with them,®? and 
superintendents or heads of departments who re- 
ceive monthly salaries and do no manual labor.®* 
Mere employment and supervision of other labor- 
ers by a person who is himself employed to perform 
manual labor, and who does himself perform such 
labor, does not deprive him of the character of a 
laborer.°* 

[§ 54] 9. ‘‘Mechanics.’’ The term ‘‘mechanic’’ 
as employed in an exemption statute is to be lber- 
ally construed,® as including those who work with 
tools, machines, or instruments,°° whether master 
mechanics or journeymen.®* A mechanic need not 
be employed as a journeyman to entitle him to the 
exemption.*® One may be a mechanic, although he 
engages incidentally in other work,®® or although he 
has only recently become a mechanic and has no 
great amount of skill..° By what seems to be the 
better opinion, the term ‘‘mechanic’’ does not in- 


EXEMPTIONS 
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clude persons engaged in professions,’! such as sur- 
geons or dentists,” or abstracters of title," al- 
though the tools used in particular professions have 
been held to be properly exempt as ‘‘mechanical 
tools.’? 74 The term ‘‘mechanics’’ does not include 
persons engaged in the liberal arts and similar oceu- 
pations,*® such as photographers?® or architects’ 
draughtsmen.** Capitalists:and owners of machin- 
ery and factories are not mechanies.’* But a per- . 
son who himself works with tools and with his own 
hands is a mechanic within the meaning of the 
exemption laws, notwithstanding he owns and super- 
intends the factory in which he works, and also 
employs others to work in it.7? That one is both 
a mechanic and a manufacturer does not prevent 
him from claiming his exemption as a mechanic.*® 
[§ 55] 10. ‘‘Peddlers.’’ In some states there 
are statutes exempting the team or other property 
of a peddler.8! A mere delivery service for an- 
other’s business does not constitute the person who 
makes the deliveries a peddler within the meaning 
of the statute,’* but mere odd jobs for hire, done by 
one who habitually earns his living by peddling, will 


machinery, is a contractor and nota 
laborer in the common acceptation of 
the term, and is not within either 
the words or spirit of a statute ex- 
empting laborers’ wages. Henderson 
v. Nott, 36 Nebr. 154, 54 NW 87, 38 
AmSR 720. 

[b] Builder.—A person who con- 
tracts to build a house for a cer- 
tain sum, and who employs laborers 
to work under him, is not a laborer 
so as to render the contract price 
exempt under a statute exempting 
“the wages of every laborer.” ‘He 
was a contractor, and the sum agreed 
to be paid was the price of his con- 
tract, not wages” within the mean- 
ing of the statute. Heard v. Crum, 
73 Miss. 157, 18 S 934, 55 AmSR 520. 

{[c] Shoemaker.—One who makes 
a pair of boots upon the written or- 
der of a customer is an independent 
contractor, and not within a statute 
exempting laborers’ wages. Fox v. 
McClay, 48 Nebr. 820, 67 NW 888. 

{ad] Blacksmith.—Debts due to a 
blacksmith from customers for work 
done by him in carrying on an in- 
dependent business for himself as 
the proprietor of a blacksmith shop 
are not exempt from process of gar- 
nishment, under a statute exempting 
the daily, weekly, or monthly wages 
of a journeyman mechanic or day 
laborer. Tatum vy. Zachry, 86 Ga. 
573, 12 SE 940. 

[e] Master carpenter.—A carpen- 
ter who employs others to labor for 
him on work which he has contract- 
ed to do, and who merely supervises 
their work, is not a laborer. Smith 
v. Brooke, 49 Pa. 147. 

[f] Proprietor of threshing ma- 
chine, hay press, etc.—A person who 
owns or hires a machine for thresh- 
ing or pressing hay, etc. and goes 
from place to place operating it 
wherever he can find employment, is 
a contractor, and not a farm laborer. 
Wilson v. Gibson, 10 Pa. Co. 191. 

[g] lLivery-stable keeper. — The 
keeper of a livery stable, doing no 
manual labor’ himself, but merely 
hiring out teams and _ furnishing 
drivers, does not come within a stat- 
ute for the benefit of “laborers.” But 
a person who is engaged in the livery 
business is a laborer within a stat- 
ute exempting a team by which a 
laborer habitually earns his living, 
if he himself uses a team and there- 
by habitually earns his living. Root 
v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 NW 489. 


nein ‘Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
[al Department head on monthly 


salary.—A “boss” or director of an 


entire department of an extensive 
factory, employing and discharging 
the hands who work under him, to 
the number of one hundred and fifty, 
who receives a monthly salary of one 
hundred dollars, although payable at 
the end of every two weeks, and who 
is not required to do manual labor, 
but is expected, from his skill and 
intellectual fitness, to direct the 
work of the operatives under him, 
is not to be regarded as a journey- 
man mechanic or day laborer, within 
the meaning of the statute which 
‘exempts from garnishment the daily, 


weekly, or monthly wages of such 
persons. Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 
Ga. 337. 

fon Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
(82 Caraker y. Matthews, 25 Ga. 


Bees Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 Ga. 
vo . 

64. Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Cos- 
tello,, 33, Pa. 241: 

[a] Miner in charge of mine 
chamber.—A miner who is employed 
to work in a coal mine at getting 
out coal, at a certain price per ton, 
and who himself works, is a laborer 
within the meaning of a statute ex- 
empting wages, although he also 
has charge of a’ chamber in the mine, 
and employs other laborers to work 
with him and under him, and pays 
them a certain price per day. Penn- 
ee Coal To. v. Costello, 33 Pa. 

65. Baker v. Maxwell, 183 Iowa 
1192, 168 NW 160, 2 ALR 814. 

“Mechanic” defined see Mechanic 
[26 Cyc 1609]. 

66. Cal.—In re Robb, 99 Cal. 202, 
33 P 890, 37 AmSR 48. 

Iowa.—Smith v. Osburn, 
474, 5 NW 681. 

Miss.—Whitcomb vy. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579. 

Porto Rico.—Laguna v. Quinones, 
23 Porto Rico 358. 

S. C.—Parkerson v. Wightman, 35 
See. tn 863% 

Tenn.—White  v. 90 
Tenn. 191, 16 SW 116. 

[a] A barber is within statute ex- 
empting tools and implements of 
mechanie or artisan, Laguna v. Quin- 
ones, 23 Porto Rico 358. — 

{b] A house and sign painter is a 
mechanic, within a statute exempt- 
ing wages. Waite v. Franciola, 90 
Tenn, 191, 16 SW 116. 

[ec] A printer may be a mechanic. 
pyaben v. Osburn, 53 Iowa 474, 5 NW 

{d] 


53 Iowa 


Franciola, 


Sawmill owner.—One sawing 


lumber for others by the use of a 
portable sawmill and who is aided by 
his wife and son is a mechanic. 
Baker v. Maxwell, 183 Iowa 1192, 168 
NW 160, 2 ALR 814. 

Mechanics’ tools see infra §§ 78-87. 

67. Parkerson v. Wightman, 35 S. 
C.-T... 368. 

68. In re Robb, 99 Cal. 202, 33 P 
890, 37 AmSR 48, 

69. Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634. 

{a] Traveling as a salesman, in 
the interest of a factory, does not 
deprive one of his character as a 
mechanic, where he travels only a 
part of the time, and the rest of the 
time works in the factory with tools 
and with his own hands. Willis v. 
Morris, 66 Tex, 628, 1 SW 799, 59 
AmR 634. 

70. Miller v. Weeks, 46 Kan. 307, 
26 P.694; Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 
57, ute bP vb99;..55,, AmRe23 7, 

[a] Mlustrations.— (1) A person 
who owns and uses printing tools 
and implements, and is in fact en- 
gaged in the printing business, is 
entitled to claim such tools and im- 
plements as exempt, although he has 
previously been engaged in another 
business, and is not a practical print- 
er. Bliss vy. Vedder, 34 Kan. 57, 7 
P 599, 55. AmR 237,, (2) A person 
who in fact works as a tinner is al- 
lowed his tinner’s tools, although he 
has previously been a hardware mer- 
chant, and has just begun business 
as a tinner, and is not skilled in all 
branches of the work. Miller v. 
Weeks, 46 Kan. 307, 26 P 694. 

71. Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579. 

72. Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579; Demers v. O’Con- 
Bon 10 Que. Super. 371, 7 Que. Super. 

73. Tyler v. Coulthard, 95 Iowa 
705, 64 NW 681, 58 AmSR 452... 


74. See infra § 78. 
75. See cases infra notes 76, 77. 
76. Story v. Walker, 11 Lea 


(Tenn.) 515, 47 AmR 305, 
77. Leinau v. Albright, 10 Pa. Co. 
171, 28 WklyNC 165. 


78. Parkerson v. Wightman, 35 S. 
SyluseoGo: 
79. Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 


1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634, 


aes Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 

81. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
Py Wed Bia } 

82. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P. 355. 

[a] Bread delivery for a bakery- 


—A husband who is simply engaged 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, nage and ncte number. 
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not deprive the peddler of his exemption rights.%? 

{[§ 56] 11. Persons Engaged in Business or Oc- 
cupation.** By some statutes exemptions are con- 
ferred with reference to the debtors ‘‘business,’’ 
“‘trade or business,’’ or ‘‘occupation.’’ 8 These ex- 
pressions are broader in their meaning than 
“*trade’’S®° and denote any employment or occu- 
pation in which a person is engaged to procure a 
living.8? The term is even used to include work in 
which a debtor is engaged, incidental or supple- 
mental to his principal trade.§* But it has been 
held, contrary to the weight of authority, that the 
business of a contractor is not an ‘‘occupation’’ 
within the meaning of the statute.8® A married 
woman may be entitled to an exemption of this 
character, although her husband may be entitled to 
claim exemptions as the head of the family.%° 

[§ 57] 12. Persons Engaged in Profession.% 
In some states there are statutes applying in ex- 
press terms to lawyers, physicians, etc.,°? and, in the 
absence of statutory requirement, it is not necessary 
that the lawyer or physician should also be head of 
a family to entitle him to the exemption privilege 
under such a statute.°? It is, however, necessary that 
he should have a knowledge of his profession to 
some extent, although no particular degree of skill 
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is required in the practice of it.9* Under a statute 


| giving exemptions to lawyers, a lawyer who com- 


bines the practice of his profession with other busi- 
ness is still entitled to his exemption as a law- 
yer.°> The term ‘‘profession’’ has also been broad- 
ly construed to include any occupation or employ- 
ment not mechanical or agricultural, or the like, 
to which one devotes himself.°* It has been held, 
however, that the business of a contractor is not a 
‘‘profession’’ within the meaning of a statute 
exempting tools and implements.®’? It has been held 
that an undertaker is not a professional man. 

[§ 58] 13. Persons Engaged in Trade.®® By 
some courts the word ‘‘trade’’ as used in statutes 
exempting the property of persons engaged in 
trade is restricted to mechanical pursuits.! Other 
courts, however, construe the term in a broader 
sense as equivalent to occupation, employment, or 
business.?- The term has been variously construed 
to include a butcher,’ a baker,* a carpenter,’ a black- 
smith,® a saddle and harness maker,’ an insurance 
agent, a boarding house keeper,® a person whose 
business is the running of a threshing machine,!° 
one who owns and operates a moving picture show, 
or a photographer ;1* but as to the last there is con- 


in delivering bread to the customers 
of his wife, and in collecting and re- 
ceiving the proceeds of sales, the 
bread and business being owned by 
the wife, is not a peddler within the 
meaning of a statute exempting 
property of a peddler by which he 
habitually earns a living. Stanton v. 
French, 83 Cal. 194, 23 P 355. 

83. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174. 

Peddlers generally see 
and Peddlers [21 Cyc 364]. 

84. Stock in trade exempt 
infra § 101. 

Tools or implements exempt see 
infra §§ 78-87. ce 
5. See statutory provisions, 

86. See infra § 58. 

87. Goddard v. Chaffee, 2 Allen 
(Mass.) 395, 79 AmD 796; Wood v. 
Bresnahan, 63 Mich. 614, 30 NW 206; 
Richards v. Hubbard, 59 N. H. 158, 
47 AmR 188; Parshley v. Green, 58 
ING anti tah 

{a] A musician. — A musician 
making his living for the most part 
by playing in a band can claim his 
musical instrument as exempt under 
a statute exempting the implements 
of a debtor necessary for carrying 
on his “trade or business.” Goddard 
v. Chaffee, 2 Allen (Mass.) 395, 79 
AmD 796. 

{b] A manufacturer is entitled to 
an exemption as one engaged in an 
“occupation” within the meaning of 
the statute. Wood v. Bresnahan, 63 
Mich. 614, 30 NW 206. 

{c] A physician is a person en- 
gaged in an “occupation” within the 
meaning of the statute. Richards v. 
Hubbard, 59 N. H. 158, 47 AmR 188. 

88. Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 
2 


rgb 

[a] Cutting wood and timber may 
be an “occupation” of one who is a 
shoemaker by trade, within the 
meaning of the statute, and a sled 
and wagon used in drawing the tim- 
ber to market may be exempt as 
tools of the debtor’s trade or occupa- 
tion. Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 271. 

g9. In re Whetmore, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,508, Deady 585. 

90. Scott v. Mills, 7 Colo. A. 155, 
42 P 1021. See Martin v. Bond, 14 
Colo. 466, 24 P 326 (holding that a 
married woman merchant may be 
included in an exemption of mer- 
chants, mechanics, or shopkeepers). 

Exemptions to head of family see 
supra §§ 28-35. 

Married woman as entitled to ex- 
emptions generally see supra § 37. 


Hawkers 


see 


91. Library exempt see infra § 89. 

Tools or implements exempt sev 
infra §§ 78—87. 

92. See statutory provisions. 

93. Taylor v. Winnie, 59 Kan. 16, 
51 P 890, 68 AmSR 339. 

94. Sutton v. Facey, 1 Mich, 2438. 

[a] Knowledge of profession.— 
Under a statute which provides for 
an exemption of a horse, with surgi- 
cal instruments, etc., to every prac- 
ticing physician, a charge to the 
jury that the question to be con- 
sidered had reference to the business 
in which the physician was engaged 
rather than the skill with which he 
exercised his business is misleading, 
in that it allows the jury to infer 
that if claimant was occupied in the 
business of practicing medicine, he 
was within the exemption law, 
whether he had any Knowledge of the 
business or not. Sutton v. Facey, 1 
Mich. 243. 

95. Equitable LL. Assur. Soe. v. 
Goode, 101 Iowa 160, 70 NW 1138, 63 
AmSR 378, 35 LRA 690. 

[a] Law practice and real estate. 
—Under a statute exempting from 
execution the instruments and books 
of a lawyer, a person who has been 
admitted to practice and who earns 
his living in part by legal work for 
others in his office, by drawing legal 
papers, giving legal advice, etc., is 
entitled to claim his law books and 
office furniture as exempt, although 
he combines’ other business with his 
law business, as real estate, loans, 
insurance, etc., and although he does 
not -advertise himself as a lawyer, 
and does not appear in court. Equi- 
table L. Assur. Soc. v. Goode, 101 
Iowa 160, 70 NW 113, 63 AmSR 378, 
35 LRA 690. 

96. Betz v. Maier, 12 Tex. Civ. A. 
219, 33 SW: 710. 

{a] Insurance agent.— An insur- 
ance agent is entitled to the benefit 
of a statute exempting “all tools, 
apparatus, and books belonging to 
any trade or profession.” Although 
the statute used both terms, ‘‘trade” 
and “profession,” the court was of 
opinion that either term embraced 
such an occupation. Betz v. Maier, 
12 Tex. Civ. A. 219, 33 SW 710. 


97. In re Whetmore, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,508, Deady 585. 
98. O’Reilly v. Erlanger, 108 App. 


Div. 318, 95 NYS 760. 
99. Stock in trade 
infra § 101. 
Tools or implements exempt see 
infra §§ 78-87. 


exempt see 


1. Davidson v. Hannon, 67 Conn. 
312, 34 A 1050, 52 AmSR 282, 34 LRA 
718; Enscoe v. Dunn, 44 Conn. 93, 26 
AmR 430; > Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 
Conn. 106; Atwood v. De Forest, 19 
Conn. 513; Wallace v. Bartlett, 108 
araee: 52; Richie v. McCauley, 4 Pa. 

2. U. S—May vy. Sloan, 101 U. S. 
231, 25 L. ed. 797; U. S. v. The Hliza, 


7 -Cranch 113,23) Li. edi 286. | Dhe 
Nymph, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,388, 12 
Sumn. 516. y 

Kan.—In re Pinkney, 47 Kan, 89, 
27 )P 179% 


La.—Farmers, etc., Bank v. Frank- 
lin, 1 La, Ann, 393, 

Miss.—Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579. ; 

Tex.—Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; Campbell v. 
Honaker, (Civ. A.) 166 SW 74; Betz 
eR k aah 12 Tex. Civ. A. 219, 33 SW 

Eng.—Chartered Mercantile Bank 
v. Wilson, 3 Ex. D. 108. 

Que.—Demers v. O’Connor, 10 Que. 
Super. 371, 7 Que. Super. 216; Boily 
v. Guillot, 9 Que. Pr. 336. 

“The word ‘trade’ is often and, 
indeed, generally used in a broader 
sense, as equivalent to occupation, 
employment, or business, whether 
manual or mercantile. Whenever any 
occupation, employment, or business 
is carried on for the purpose of profit, 
or gain, or a livelihood, not in the 
liberal arts or in the learned profes- 
sions, it is constantly called a 
trade.” Per Judge Story, in The 
Nymph, 18) \);Casy Nov 10,388; 1 
Sumn. 516, 517. 

32) Hoyt? ve. Pullman bE POR LT, 
152 P 386, LRA1916B 1288 [overr so 
far as in conflict Edgin v. Bell-Way- 
land ~Co., “(Okl.)* 149); (P1145, TARA 
1915B 916]; Hammond v. McFarland, 
(Tex, Civ. A.) 161 SW 47. 

4. In re Peterson, 95 Fed. 417, 2 
AmBankrR 630 (construing Califor- 
nia statute). 

5. See Atwood v. De Forest, 19 
Conns/513- 

6. See Atwood vy. De Forest, 19 
Conny bilo, 

7. Nichols v. Porter, 7 Tex. Civ. 
A. 302, 26 SW 859. 

gS. Betz v. Maier, 12° Tex. Civ. A. 
219, 33 SW 710. 

9. Boily v. Guillot, 9 Que. Pr. 336. 

10. Jackman vy. Lambertson, 71 
Kan. 138, 80 P 55. 

Diet Campbell. vi (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 166 SW 74. 

12. Davidson vy. Hannon, 67 Conn. 


Honaker, 


oe 
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trary authority.4% On the other hand, the term has 
been held not to include a contractor,’* or a manu- 
facturer who is not a mere mechanic,’ or a team- 
ster or ecarrier,!° or a warehouseman,’” or a high 
constable.1® 

Merchants. By some courts a merchant is held 
to be a tradesman,!® by others a contrary view is 
taken.2° But the fact that one who is engaged in 
a trade within the statute, himself sells the product 
of his industry does not make him any the less 
entitled to his exemption so far as it relates to his 
trade,24 while on the other hand, it will not be 
extended to implements used by him in the sale of 
the goods which he has made.?? This distinction 
is maintained even though he makes very few 
articles, and buys most of the articles sold in his 
shop.”® 

Professions. The term ‘‘trade’’ has been con- 
strued not to include the learned professions,?* such 
as that of physicians and surgeons,?° or dentists.?° 

[§ 59] 14. Persons in Military or Naval Serv- 
ice. In some states exemptions are given to persons 
in the military service of the state.27 Under these 
statutes, persons mustered into the military service 
of the United States are not within the statute,?* 
even though the military force is raised to protect 
the frontier of the state,2® and in response to a 
requisition by the federal government to the gov- 
ernor of the state.2° A person in the naval service 


312, 34 A 1050, 52 AmMSR 282, 34 LRA 
eal 
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Okl.—Edgin v. Bell-Wayland Co., 


[$s 58-61 


is not entitled to the benefit of the statute exempt- 
ing the property of ‘‘soldiers in actual military 
service.’’ $1 

[§ 60] 15. ‘‘Seamen.’’ Seamen are protected 
by a federal statute, exempting their wages and 
property.°? It has been held in some of the state 
courts that the statute does not apply to seamen 
operating on coastwise vessels, otherwise than be- 
tween the Atlantic and Pacific coasts.2? Federal 
courts, however, have held that a seaman’s wages 
are exempt, whether he is engaged in the coasting 
trade or not.** In other jurisdictions it has been 
held that a seaman in the coasting trade is entitled 
to an exemption in his wages provided he was 
shipped by a shipping commissioner,** but not other- 
wise.2® A fisherman is not a seaman -within the 
meaning of the statute,?7 but an employee on an 
interstate ferryboat may be.?® Similar protection to 
seamen is given in England,*® and in Canada.*° © 

[$ 61] 16. ‘‘Teamsters’’ and ‘‘Truckmen.’’ A 
‘‘teamster,’’ within the meaning of a statute 
exempting the horses and wagon by which a team- 
ster habitually earns his living, is a person who is 
engaged with his own team in the business of haul- 
ing freight for other persons for a consideration, 
and who habitually earns his living thereby. Every 
one who drives a team is not necessarily a teamster 
in the sense of the statute. He must be engaged in 
that business.44 To claim the benefits of these stat- 


ently of any statute seamen’s wages, 
whether i 


8. 49 P 1145, LRA1915F 916. earned in the coastwise 

{a] Photographer. — “We _ think Pa.—Long v. Wilson, 15 Pa. Co. 68.| trade or otherwise, were not subject 
that to such vocations as those of Tex.—McCord-Collins Co. v. Laz-|to garnishment at the instance of a 
carpenter, blacksmith, silversmith, | arus, (Civ. A.) 50 SW 1048. ‘ creditor in an action at law). 
printer, book binder, spectacle-maker, [a] Grocer is.a vendor or mer- 35. Byrne v. Kaleiki, 22 Hawaii 


160; Schnack y. Clark, 21 Hawaii 661. 


which have been recognized and de- 
clared by this court to be trades—so 
clearly as not to require the state- 
ment of any reason or explanation 
why—there is no reason why the 
vocation of a photographer, carried 
on as it was by Peters, as stated in 
the finding, should not be added. 
Certainly he was not a manufacturer, 
as that word has been defined by 
this court. If his business, carried 
on in any possible way, could be 
held to be a trade, we think it should 
be so held upon the facts before us. 
He depended,sin the conduct of his 
craft, upon the labor of his_ hands. 
It does not appear, nor, taking ju- 
dicial notice of matters in the realm 
of common observation and knowl- 
edge, are we led to think, that he 
required for his work either a lib- 
eral or an extensive education.” 
Davidson v. Hannon, 67 Conn. 312, 
316, 34 A 1050, 52 AmSR 282, 34 LRA 
718. 

13. Story v. Walker, 11 Lea 
(Tenn.) 515, 47 AmR 305. 

14. In re Wetmore, 29 F. Cas. No. 
17,508, Deady 585. 

15. Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 
106; Atwood v. De Forest, 19 Conn. 
513; Richie v. McCauley, 4 Pa. 471. 

16. Emnscoe v. Dunn, 44 Conn. 93, 
26 AmR 430. 

17. In re Parker, 18 F. Cas. No. 
10,724, 5 Sawy. 5 
i 18. Bussiere v. Faucher, 14 L. C. 
Us 

19. Harrison v. Mitchell, 13 La. 
Ann. 260; Farmers, etc., Bank v. 
Franklin, 1 La. Ann. 393; Cunning- 
ham v. Bructson, 101 Wis. 3878, 77 
NW 740. 

20. Me.—Files v. Stevens, 84 Me. 
84, 24 A 584, 30 AmSR 333. 

Mass.—Desmond v. Young, 173 
Mass. 90, 53 NE 151; Wallace v. Bart- 
lett, 108 Mass. 52; Reed v. Neale, 10 
Gray 242; Gibson v. Gibbs, 9 Gray 
€2; Wilson v. Elliot, 7 Gray 69. 
Re ares v. Bryne, 2. Minn. 


chant, and not entitled as a trades- 
Lee Wallace v. Bartlett, 108 Mass. 


21. Hoyt v. Pullman, 51 Oki. 717, 


152 P 386, LRA1916B 1288; Ham- 
mond, v. McFarland, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
161 SW 47. 


{a] Butcher who slaughters and 
sells —One who conducts a butcher 
shop and who slaughters animals 
and sells the meat is engaged, to the 
extent of the slaughtering, in a trade 
within the meaning of the statute. 
«Hoyt v. Pullman, 51 Okl. 717, 152 P 
386, LRA1916B 1288 [overr so far as 
in conflict Edgin v. Bell-Wayland Co., 
(Okl.) 149 P 1145, LRA1915F 916]; 
Hammond vy. McFarland, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 161 SW 47. 

22. Hammond v. McFarland, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 161 SW 47. 

23. Hammond v. McFarland, (Tex. 
Cigar AS) 161s SWaea7e 

24. Demers v. O’Connor, 10 Que. 
Super. 371, 7 Que. Super. 216. See 
cases infra notes 25, 26. 


25. Pierce v. Gray, 7 Gray (Mass.) ! 


67; Demers v. O’Connor, 10 Que. 
Super. 371, 7 Que. Super. 216. 

26. Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Misg. 
567, 66 AmD 579. 

27. See statutory provisions. 

28. ee heaulth v. Ussery, 25 Tex. 


29. Highsmith -v. Ussery, 25 Tex. 
Suppl. 96. 

80. Highsmith v. Ussery, 25 Tex. 
Suppl. 96. 
ae Abrahams v. Bartlet, 18 Lowa 


32. See statutory provisions. 

383. Ayer v. Brown, 77 Me. 195; 
White v. Dunn, 134 Mass. 271; Eddy 
Vio OU Ara lsc Mass. mb Ge Contra 
Ornstein v. Pittsburgh SS. Co., 209 
Ill. A. 202 (applying the act of March 
4, 1915 to seamen on Great Lakes). 

34. The Amelia, 183 Fed. 899; Mc- 
Carty v. New Bedford Steam-Pro- 
peller City, 4 Fed. 818 (decision not 


based on the statute above referred 
to, but on the ground that independ- 


36. Byrne v. Kaleiki, 22 Hawaii 
160; Schnack vy. Clark, 21 Hawaii 661. 

87. Telles v. Lynde, 47’ Fed. 912. 
eS Hitchcock v. St. Louis, 48 Fed. 

39. Merchant Shippng Act 1854 
(17. & 18° Vict. ¢ 104 §. 283). 

40. Swinehammer y. Sawler, 27 N. 
S. 448; Hynes v. Feehan, 4 New- 
foundl. 750. 

41. In re Parker, 18 F. Cas, No. 
10,724, 5 Sawy. 58; Dove v. Nunan, 
62 Cal. 399; Brusie v. Griffith, 34 Cal. 
302, 91. _AmD 695; Edgecomb v. His 
Creditors, 19 Nev. 149, 7 P 533; Elder 
v. Williams, 16 Nev. 416. 

[a] Coal dealers.—A statute ex- 
empting the horses of a teamster by 
which he habitually earns his living 
does not apply to persons who are 
engaged in business as coal dealers, 
and use a team in hauling coal and 
wood for their coal yard to the 
places where they retailed it, and 
also used it in hauling coal and other 
commodities for other people for 
hire, expending the receipts there- 
from in their support. Dove v. Nunan, 
62 Cal. 399. 

[b] Contractor not a “carter.”»— 
A statute exempting the horses of a 
carter does not operate to exempt 
horses owned by a contractor. Mc- 
ahennerey v. Pelletier, 24 Que. Super. 


{c] Dealer in gags fixtures not a 
“carter.”,—A statute exempting the 
horse of a carter or coachman does 
not exempt the horse of a dealer in 
gas fixtures, although he uses the 
horse in carrying fixtures to houses 
where he installs them. Rousseau 
v. Nadeau, 10 Que. Pr. 351. 

{d] Livery stable keepers.—A liv- 
ery stable keeper, although he may 
drive his own team in carrying per- 
sons about, is not a teamster with- 
in the meaning of the exemption 
laws. Edgecomb v. His Creditors, 19 
Nev. 149, 7 P 533. 

{e] Warehousemen. — A ware- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 61-62] 


utes a claimant must himself be a teamster.*? 
not sufficient that he furnishes the capital to start 
another in the teaming business.*? 
need not, however, necessarily drive, nor need he be 
engaged in the business continually.*# 
may do hauling or team work outside the state with- 
out forfeiting his rights under the exemption law.*® 

A married woman who owns a truck which her 
husband drives and by which she actually earns a 
living may be entitled to an exemption as a truck- 


man.*® , 
[§ 62] 17. ‘‘Other Persons,’’ 
ers,’’ ‘‘Other Tradesman,’’ Etc. 


cupations, ‘‘or other person,’’ 


houseman, although he employs 
teams in hauling wheat to and from 
his warehouse, is not a teamster. In 
re Parker, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,724, 5 
Sawy. 58. 

Habitual use of team see supra 

47. 

“Teamster or other laborer” 
infra § 62. 

42. Brusie v. Griffith, 34 Cal. 302, 
91 AmD 695. 

43. Brusie v. Griffith, 34 Cal. 302, 
91 AmD 695. J 

[a] Wiustration.—A person who is 
a clerk in a store and has purchased 
horses with a view to giving em- 
ployment to his son by whom ex- 
elusively the team was habitually 


see 


-used for hauling freight for the pro- 


prietors of the store and other per- 
sons is not a teamster. Brusie v. 
Griffith, 34 Cal. 302, 91 AmD 695. 

44, Consolidated Tank-Line Co. v. 
Hunt, 83 Jowa 6, 48 NW 1057, 32 
AmSR 285, 12 LRA 476; Elder v. Wil- 
liams, 16 Nev. 416. 

45. Whicher v. Long, 11 Iowa 48. 

46. Kaiser v. Pua, 23 Hawaii 584. 

47, See statutory provisions. 

48. Guptil v. McFee, 9 Kan. 30; 
Hillyer v. Remore, 42 Minn. 254, 44 
NW 116; Prosser v. Hartley, 35 Minn. 
340, 29 NW 156; McAbe v. Thompson, 


27 Minn. 134, 6 NW 479; Grimes v. 
Bryne, 2 Minn. 89. 
{a] “Mechanic, miner, or other 


person.”—A statute in Minnesota de- 
clares that “the tools and instru- 
ments of any mechanic, minor 
{miner], or other person, used and 
kept for the purpose of carrying on 
his trade or business; and, addi- 
tion thereto,’ stock in trade not ex- 
ceeding four hundred dollars in 
value,” shall be exempt. This pro- 
vision is intended to comprehend a 
class of citizens who earn their 
livelihood by the use of tools and 
instruments, in whole or in part, and 
not to include all persons indiffer- 
ently who may own tools or a stock 
in trade, and the term “other per- 
son,” therefore, does not apply to a 
merchant so as to exempt his stock 


in trade. Grimes v. Bryne, 2 Minn. 
89. 

49. Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 
581. 

[a] Farmers— The term “other 


person” does not include a judgment 
debtor who is a farmer, where farm- 
ers’ tools and implements are ex- 
empted by another subdivision. of 
the same statute. Bevitt v. Crandall, 


19 Wis. 581. 

50. See Statutes [36 Cyc 1118 et 
seq]. 

By Dove v. Nunan, 62 Cal. 399; 
Brusie v. Griffith, 34 Cal. 302, 91 
AmD 695; Consolidated Tank-Line 


Co. v. Hunt, 83 Iowa 6, 48 NW 1057, 


The words ‘‘other 
person,’’ ‘‘other laborer,’’ ete., in a statute exempt- 
ing property of any person engaged in specified oc- 
etc.,47 do not neces- 
sarily inelude all persons not specially enumerated. 
They include such persons only as are within the 
spirit and general intent of the statute,*® so that 
where one subdivision of an exemption statute re- 
fers specifically to persons in a particular occupa- 
tion, they will not be included under the term ‘‘ other 
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It is 
same statute.*® 


He himself 


A teamster | enumerated.®*! 


“Other Labor- 


32 AmSR 285, 12 LRA 476; Root v. 
Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 NW 489; Hdge- 
comb v. His Creditors, 19 Nev. 149, 7 


Bivd33. 
[a] “Peddler, teamster, or other 
laborer.”——In a statute which ex- 


empted two horses and their har- 
ness and one cart or wagon, by the 
use of which ‘ia cartman, huckster, 
peddler, teamster, or other laborer’ 
habitually earned his living, the term 
“other laborer’ is limited to other 
laborers ejusden generis with those 
named, and the statute, therefore, 
does not apply to a livery stable 
keeper, although he constantly drives 
his own team in carrying people 
about. Edgecomb v. His Creditors, 
LOWNeve 49 Te iPs 5383) 

[b] Teamster or “other laborer.” 
—(1) The words ‘other laborer,’ in 
a statute exempting a horse and 
wagon by which a teamster or other 
laborer habitually earns his living, 
mean one who labors by and with 
the aid of a team. Brusie v. Griffith, 
34 Cal. 302, 91 AmD 695. (2) A per- 
son who owns an oil tank wagon and 
earns his living by selling oil there- 
from at retail is a “teamster’” with- 
in the meaning of a statute exempt- 
ing a horse and vehicle by the use 
of which a debtor, “if a physician, 


publie officer, farmer, teamster or 
other laborer, habitually earns his 
living.” Consolidated Tank-Line Co. 


v. Hunt, 83 Iowa 6, 48 NW 1057, 32 
AmSR 285, 12 LRA 476. (3) Where 
the statute exempted the team by the 
use of which a debtor, being “a 
physician .. teamster, or other 
laborer,” habitually earned his living, 
the team of a person engaged in the 
livery business is exempt, if he uses 
it, and thereby habitually earns his 
living. Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 
NW 489. (4) A retired farmer, who 
occasionally _made business trips 
with his automobile, and performed 
some small gratuitous service for 
others and used it in going to the 
market for merchandise required for 
the family, was not a “teamster or 
other laborer,’ within Code § 4008, 
and the automobile was not exempt 


property, which his widow was en- 
titled to. In re McClellan, (lowa) 
174 NW 691. 

52. See supra § 53. 


53. Lames v. Armstrong, 162 Iowa 
327, 144 NW 1, 49 LRANS 691, Ann 
Cas1916B ‘511. 

fa] An insurance agent is a la- 
borer within the meaning of a stat- 
ute declaring that heads of families, 
if a physician, public officer, farmer, 
teamster, or other laborer, may hold 
exempt a team and vehicle. Lames 
v. Armstrong, 162 Iowa 327, 144 NW 
1, 49 LRANS. 691, AnnCas1916B 511. 

54, Steininger v. Butler, 17 Pa. 


statutory construction,°° 
stricted to persons of the same kind as those 
Although the words ‘‘other labor- 
er,’’ if taken alone, would refer to those only who 
are engaged in physical labor,® 
enlarged to include those engaged in mental labor, 
and will be, if the classes of persons enumerated, 
in connection with which the term is used, in- 
elude those who are engaged in mental labor.®? 
While the scope of the term ‘‘other person’’ or 
‘fother laborer’’ or ‘‘other tradesman’’ is generally 
determined by the enumeration of classes specifically 
referred to, it may be still further restricted by 
other provisions in the statute.54 
intention of the legislature, disclosed.by other 
parts of the same statute or by other statutes, is 
obviously not to restrict the operation of the words 
‘other person’’ to persons of the same kind as 
those enumerated, the court will not construe the 
statute as haying that effect.°5 


(25. C: J.] “41 


person,’’ contained in another subdivision, of the 


And, under the general rules of 
they are generally re- 


9 
2 


the term may be 


And where the 


Con gis 

{a] “Other tradesmen” must be 
hired.—‘‘Neither are the claimants 
entitled to a preference under the 
clause relating to ‘tradesmen.’ it 
was suggested upon the argument 
that the meaning of this word is ex- 
tensive enough to cover many kinds 
of business, even the business of a 
retail merchant; but while this may 
be true of the word in certain con- 
nections we do not think it is true 
in the Act of 1891. ‘Tradesmen,’ we 
observe, are ‘all other tradesmen’ 
than those which the Act has just 
specified—such as miners, mechanics, 
servant girls, porters, seamstresses, 
clerks, laborers and apprentices; and, 
moreover, they must also be ‘hired 
for wages or salary ... whether at 
so much per diem or otherwise.’ 
Without attempting an exhaustive 
definition, therefore, this at least 
seems to be clear: ‘tradesmen’ in the 
Act of 1891, means persons who 
work at a trade, and probably in- | 
tends to include in a general phrase 
all the various kinds of skilled labor 
which are not specifically named in 
the earlier part of the Act. In-this 
view the claimants may perhaps be 
tradesmen, but even if this be as- 
sumed they were still not ‘hired,’ 
and without a hiring there can be no 
preference.” Steininger v. Butler, 17 
Pasi Cow .o ts . 

55. Martin v. Bond, 14 Colo. 466, 
24 P 326; Watson v. Lederer, 11 Colo, 
577, 19 P 602, 7 AmSR 263, 1 LRA- 
854; White v. Gemeny, 47 Kan. 741, 
28 P 1011, 27 AmSR 320; Wilhite v. 
Williams, 41 Kan. 288, 21 P 256, 13 
AmSR 281; Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 
57, 7 P 599, 55 AmR 237; Davidson vy. 
Sechrist, 28 Kan. 324; McAbe v. 
Thompson, 27 Minn. 134, 6 NW 479; 
Grimes v. Bryne, 2 Minn. 89; Wicker 
v. Comstock, 52 Wis. 315, 9 NW 25. 

“The purpose of this rule, as of 
all rules of construction, is to aid 
in discovering and defining the in- 
tent of a statute, and is in no sense 
arbitrary in its character. It must, 
in all cases, yield to the higher prin- 
ciple of interpretation, to wit, that 
‘statutes must be interpreted ac- 
cording to the intent and meaning, 
and not always according to the let- 


ter.’’”’ Martin v. Bond, 14 Colo. 466, 
24 P 326. 
[a] For example.—(1) Where a 


statute declares: “The following 
property only shall be exempt from 
attachment and execution, when 
owned by any person residing in this 
state, other than the head of a 
family. Third, the necessary 
tools and instruments of any me- 
chanic, miner, or other person, used 
and kept for the purpose of carry- 
ing on his trade or business, and in 
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EXEMPTIONS 


[8§ 63-65 


VIII. PROPERTY EXEMPT * 


[§ 63] A. Nature and Character—1. In Gen- 
eral. Very generally the statutes specify the articles 
which a debtor may claim as exempt, or the kind 
of property.°” If a statute exempts a particular 
kind of property or specifie articles only, the right 
of exemption does not extend to any other kind of 
property or to any other articles.°8 The right to 
an exemption is to be determined as of the date 
of the seizure ®® and with reference to the condi- 
tion of things then existing.®° 

[§ 64] 2. Household Goods and Furniture—a. 
In General. The statutes ordinarily provide in vari- 
ous terms that the household goods or furniture or 
specifie articles thereof or a limited amount in value 
thereof shall be exempt.*t The term ‘‘household 
turniture,’’ it has been said, applies only to those 
vessels, utensils, or goods which are designed for 
use in the family as instruments of the household, 
and for conducting and managing household af- 


fairs.62 Where the statute exempts certain specific 
articles of household goods and ‘‘other household 
goods, utensils and furniture’’ not exceeding a cer- 
tain amount in value, the debtor cannot have addi- 
tional property of the same class as that specifically 
named.°* 

[§ 65] b. Necessity and Usefulness. The 
exemption is ordinarily expressly limited to neces- 
sary articles,®°* the implication beiny one of neces- 
sity for the support of the debtor’s family. The 
household furniture to be regarded as necessary for 
the debtor and his family need not be absolutely 
indispensible to the bare existence of life but may 
include what may be considered as necessary to 
comfort and conyenience,®® although there is some 
contrary authority to the effect that actual neces 
sity must exist.67 Superfluities, however, and ar- 
ticles of luxury, fancy, and ornament, are ex- 
eluded.*® In determining what articles of house- 


addition thereto, stock in trade as 
provided in the last section,’ an in- 
surance agent and abstracter of titles 
are entitled to exemptions, ‘other 
person” here referring to all persons 
who are not heads of families, David- 
son v. Sechrist, 28 Kan. 324. (2) 
The same statute is applicable to the 
publisher of a weekly newspaper. 
Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 57, 5 P 599, 
55 AmR 237. (8) The same statute 
is applicable to a hotel keeper. White 
v. Gemeny, 47 Kan. 741, 28 P 1011, 
27 AmSR 320. (4) Under a statute 
exempting “the tools and instruments 
of any mechanic, miner, or other per- 
son, uSed and kept for the purpose 
of carrying on his trade, and, in ad- 
dition thereto, stock in trade’ not 
exceeding a certain sum in value, 
any person who uses tools and in- 
struments in the trade or business 
by which he earns his livelihood is 
entitled to the exemption. The stat- 
ute is not limited to mechanics and 
miners. McAbe v. Thompson, 27 
Minn, 134, 6 NW 479. (5) Under a 
statute exempting “the tools and im- 
plements, or stock in trade, of any 
mechanic, miner or other person, 
used or kept for the purpose of 
carrying on his trade or business,” 
not exceeding a certain sum in value, 
a merchant is entitled to claim the 
exemption from his stock in trade. 
Wicker v. Comstock, 52 Wis. 315, 9 
NW 25. 
§ 683 In bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 
6 


Property subject to appropriation 
to public use see Eminent Domain 
§§ 75-109. 

57. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra §§ 64-143. 
~ Selection by debtor see infra § 271. 

58. Surratt v. Young, 55 Ark, 447, 
18 SW 539; Stanton yv. French, 91 Cal. 
274, 27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174; Carty 
v. Drew, 46 Vt. 346; Carter v. Davis, 
6° Wash. 327, 33 P 833 

[a] Articles not specified.—Under 
a statute (Code Civ. Proc. § 486 
subd 3), allowing a householder to 
select as exempt a certain number 
of beds and bedding and “other 
household goods, utensils, and furni- 
ture” not exceeding five hundred dol- 
lars in value, a householder having 
less than five hundred dollars’: worth 
of household furniture, etc., cannot 
make up the difference by selecting 
the proceeds of live stock seized and 
sold by the officer. Carter v. Davis, 
6 Wash. 327, 33 P 833. 

[b] Specific articles.—In Arkansas 
Const. art § 2 exempts personal 
property “in specific articles to be 
selected” by the debtor, not exceed- 
ing in value a certain amount. And 
the statute (Mansfield Dig. § 3006 
et seq) provides particularly the 


manner in which such exempt prop- 
erty may be claimed, selected, and 
set apart. This statute exempts only 
specific articles of property. “The 
money arising from the sale of prop- 
erty exempt from execution is there- 
fore never to be paid to the debtor, 
except under the pressure of neces- 
sity created by an inability or the 
lack of a reasonable opportunity 
upon the part of the debtor to claim 
his exemptions before the _ sale.” 
Surratt v. Young, 55 Ark. 447, 450, 
18 SW 539. 

59. Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 173; Rynella Mill, 
etc., Co. v. Segura, 128 La. 6438, 55 S 
2; Harrelson v. Webb, 124 La. 1007, 
54 S 833, 1834 AmSR 529. 

60. Rynella Mill, etc., Co. v. Se- 
gura, 128 La. 648, 55 S 2; Harrelson 
v. Webb, 124 La. 1007, 54 S 833, 134 
AmSR 529; Garner v. Freeman, 118 


‘La, 184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361. 


Time as of which character of 
debtor is determined see supra § 16. 

61. See statutory provisions; and 
cae infra this and following sec- 
ion, 

62. Conn.—Hitchecock v. 
43 Conn. 528. 

Kan.—Rasure v. Hart, 18 Kan. 340, 
26 AmR 772, 

Me.—Gooch v. Gooch, 33 Me. 535. 

Mich.—Kehl v. Dunn, 102 Mich. 
581, 61 NW 71, 47 AmSR 561. 

Minn.—Rothschild v. Boelter, 18 
St al 361. 

H.—Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 

345. ver, AmD 726, 

N. Y.—Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. 
389; Bitting v. Vandenburgh, 17 How 
Pr 80; Willson vy. Ellis, 1 Den. 462. 

Ss. D.—Brown v. Edmonds, 5 S. D. 
508, 59 NW.781. 

Tex.—Alsup v. Jordan, 69 Tex. 300, 
6 SW 831, 5 AmSR 53. 

Vt.—Dunlap vy. Edgerton, 30 Vt. 
224; Leavitt v. Metcalf, 2 Vt. 342, 19 
AmD 718. 

Wis.—Tanner v. Billings, 18 Wis. 
163, 86 AmD 755. 

63. In re Robison, 215 Fed. 662. 

64. Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 1738; Davlin v. 
Stone, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 359. 

65. Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 173. 

66. Cal.—Haswell v. Parsons, 15 
Cal. 266, 76 AmD 480. 

Conn.—Hitchecock v. Holmes, 43 
Conn. 528; Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 
293; Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 173. 

51 Tavlor v. Crowe, 122 Ill. A. 
Ky.—Sims v. Reed, 12 B. Mon. 51. 
Mass.—Davlin v. Stone, 4 Cush. 

359; Glidden v. Smith, 15 Mass. 170. 
Tex.—Alsup v. Jordan, 69 Tex. 300, 

6 SW 831, 5 AmSR 53. 


Holmes, 


Vt.—Clark v. Averill, 31 Vt. 512, 
76 AmD 131; Leavitt v. Metcalf, 2 
Vt. 342, 19 AmD 718; Crocker v. 
Spencer, 2 D. Chipm. 68, 15 AmD 652. 

[a] Number of beds.—(1) Six 
beds were held exempt as household 
furniture, although a smaller number 
would have accommodated the debtor 
and his family. “It would be a very 
narrow construction of the statute to 
limit the exemption to the number 
required for immediate and constant 
use.” Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 
266, 267, 76 AmD 480. (2) Under a 
statute exempting beds, etc., neces- 
sary for the debtor, his wife, and 
children, and containing a proviso 
limiting the exemption to one bed 
for every two persons in the family, 
two beds only are exempt where the 
debtor’s family consists of himself 
and wife and three young sons, as 
the latter might well occupy one bed, 
although it would be otherwise if the 
children were of different sexes. 
Glidden v. Smith, 15 Mass. 170. 

[b] Furniture for servants and 
visitors.—Under a statute exempting 
to a debtor and his family such 
household furniture as is essential to 
their personal comfort, a debtor may 
claim as exempt the fur niture neces- 
sary for his domestic servants and 
also such as may be’ reasonably nec- 
essary for visitors. Weed vy. Dayton, 
40 Conn. 298. 


67. Willison v. Bllis, 1 Den. (N. 
Y.) 462; Van Sickler v. Jacobs, 14 
Johns. (N. Y.) 434. ‘ 

{a] Illustrations —(1) Under a 


statute exempting necessary house- 
hold furniture, a debtor claiming an 
article as exempt is bound to show 
“that the article was necessary, and 
not merely that it is convenient.’ 
Willson v. Ellis, 1 Den. (N. Y.) 462. 
(2) Under a statute exempting nec- 
essary cooking utensils, a debtor 
claiming cooking utensils taken on 
execution “must show affirmatively, 
and certainly, that the cooking uten- 
sils were, in fact, necessary,” and it 
is not enough to show that they 
might be useful. Van Sickler yv. Ja- 
cobs, 14 Johns. (N. Y.) 434. 

68. Hitchcock v. Holmes, 43 Conn. 
528; Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 63 AmDr 173: Davlin. v. 
Stone, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 359; Dunlap 
v. Edgerton, 30 Vt. 224. 

[a] Tlustration.—A statute ex- 
empting household furniture neces- 
sary for supporting life does not ex- 
empt four sets of lace curtains and 
fixtures of the value of one hundred 
and seventy-two dollars, nor a pier 
glass of the value of one hundred 
and twenty-five dollars, nor a clock 
with a glass globe over it of the 
value of fifty dollars. Hitchcock v. 
Holmes, 48 Conn. 528. 3 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 65-67] 


hold furniture are necessary, regard may be had 
to the improved standard in living, the improve- 
ment in the arts, and the general tendency to in- 
crease the amount of the debtor’s exemption.®® But 
the meaning ought not to be enlarged by a change in 
the station in life or previous habits of the indi- 
vidual, as is allowable in determining what are 
necessaries for a wife and a minor.?° The neces- 
sity is to be determined as of the time when the 
property is levied upon and claimed-as exempt, 
and not as of the time when the statute was en- 
acted.71 No question of necessity is involved under 
a statute which exempts certain specific household 
furniture, together with all other household fur- 
niture, not specially enumerated.’2 

[§ 66] c. Use by Household or Family. The 
term ‘‘household furniture’’ does not include the 
furniture of the debtor’s shop or office,” but prop- 
erty may be exempt as household furniture, although 
the debtor is unmarried’? and has no children.*® 
However, some statutes expressly provide that the 
furniture shall be kept and used by the debtor and 
his family.7° Furniture in an apartment sublet by 
the debtor is not exempt as household furniture.” 
In order that furniture may be exempt it need not 
necessarily be in actual use at the time when it is 
levied upon.7® It is exempt, although in storage, if 
it is stored during a mere temporary absence and 
there is an intention to return and use it again.”® 

Boarding houses, hotels and restaurants. House- 
hold and kitchen furniture used by a keeper of a 
boarding house or restaurant is not exempt from 
execution,®® except so much of it as is used by 
him for the use of his family;8! but where so used 
it is immaterial that it was originally purchased for 
use in a boarding house.8? Under statutes where 
no question of necessity of the furniture for the 
family support is involved, as where the statute 
exempts ‘‘all other household furniture’’ in addi- 
tion to certain enumerated articles, the question of 


69. Leavitt v. Metcalf, 2 Vt. 342,, (D. C.) 487, 490, 491. 
78. Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 87. Mueller v. 


19 AmD 718. 
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use by the debtor for his family also becomes im- 


material,§* and under such statutes household fur- 
niture kept by, the debtor for the use of boarders 
and guests is exempt ** if within the statutory 
limitation of amount.8® On the other hand, under 
statutes exempting ‘‘all household and kitchen fur- 
niture,’’ without limitation as to value, and with- 
out expressly requiring that it should be necessary 
for the use of the debtor and his family, it has been 
held that household and kitchen furniture used in 
hotels and restaurants, beyond that which is used by 
the family, is not exempt,®* while furniture used by 
a person who lives in a private house and takes 
boarders incidentally for the purpose of support is 
exempt.®? 

[§ 67] d. Particular Articles. Beds are exempt 
as ‘‘household furniture,’’*§ the number depend- 
ing upon the size of the debtor’s family,’® not in- 
cluding boarders, where the furniture exempted is 
restricted to that used by the debtor’s family.°° 
Bags are not bedding within the exemption law 
where not used as bedding.®! A cooking stove is 
exempt as an article of household furniture neces- 
sary for upholding lhfe.®? A ‘‘family library,’’ 
exempt as such under the express terms of a statute, 
includes all books used by the family,®? and a sur- 
geon who has a family may elaim to have included 
in his ‘‘family library’’ as exempt, medical books 
used by him.®* <A silver card receiver used on hat- 
rack is household furniture.°> <A traveling trunk,°® 
cabinet box,®? or breastpin®® are not household 
furniture. A rifle is not exempt as an article of 
household and kitchen furniture, although it might 


be as the furniture of a frontiersman’s tent or 


cabin.®® 

Pianos are generally not considered articles of 
household furniture, within the meaning of the 
term as used in the exemption laws,! and this would 
be especially so where the statute in terms exempts 
household furniture ‘‘necessary for upholding 


menkron, 56 Tex. 308. 
Richardson, 82 


isthe Hitchcock v. Holmes, 43 Conn. 
8. 

71. Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 173. 

72, Rasure v. Hart, 18 Kan. 340, 
26 AmR 772. 

73. Burt v. Stocks Coal Co., 119 
Ga. 629, 46 SH 828, 100 AmSR 208; 
Turrill v. McCarthy, 114 Iowa 681, 
87 NW 667; Kessler v. McConachy, 1 
Rawle (Pa.) 435. 

[a] A dentist’s chair is not ex- 
empt as a chair suitable for the use 
of the family. Burt v. Stocks Coal 
Co., 119 Ga. 629, 46 SE 828, 100 AmSR 
203. 

{b] Postmaster’s office equipment 
is not exempt.—Turrill v. McCarthy, 
114 Iowa 681, 87 NW 667. 

74. sBrown /v. © Wait,) -19' “Pick. 
(Mass.) 470, 31 AmD 154, f 

75. ‘Brown’ v.°. Wait, 19 Pick. 
(Mass.) 470, 31 AmD 154, | 

76. See statutory provisions; and 
Fletcher v. Staples, 62 Minn, 471, 64 
NW 1150. 

77. Moore v. Buckler, 44 App. 
{(D;-C.) 487. ; 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘‘Exemption 
statutes of this sort have for their 
object the protection of the family 
of the householder. The term ‘house- 
hold furniture’ has been generally 
held to refer to furniture in use in 
the household or place of residence 
of the debtor, and not furniture used 
for commercial] purposes or as a 
source of profit.... The furniture 
in question was not kept for the use 
of the family, but to enable defend- 
ant to sublet the apartments at a 
profit.” Moore v. Buckler, 44 App. 


266, 76 AmD 480; Weed v. Dayton, 
49 Conn. 293; Clark v. Averill, 31 Vt. 
512, 76 AmD 131. 

[a] Dilustration—Where the fur- 
niture in question is a remnant of 
what had been previously used in 
keeping a hotel, and does not exceed 
in value the statutory limit, it is ex- 
empt. Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 
266, 76 AmD 480. 

79. Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 293. 

80. Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 293; 
Myers v. Hsray, 8 Pa. Co. 281; Clark 
v. Averill, 31 Vt. 512, 76 AmD 181. 

[a] Reason for rule.—Mere board- 
ers are no part of the family within 
the meaning of such statutes. -‘“Fur- 
niture used by them for a compensa- 
tion, and useful to the debtor himself 
only as a means of profit, is not pro- 
tected.’”’ Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 
293, 296. 

81. Vanderhorst v. Bacon, 38 Mich. 
669, 31 AmR 328. 

82. Vanderhorst y. Bacon, 38 Mich. 
669, 31 AmR 328. 

83. Rasure v. Hart, 18 Kan. 340, 
26 AmR 772. 

84. Rasure v. Hart, 18 Kan. 340, 
26 AmR 772. 

85. Harrison v. Forster, 94 Kan. 
284, 146.P 355. 

86. Heidenheimer v. Blumenkron, 
56 Tex. 308; Dodge v. Knight, (Tex.) 
16 SW 626; Bond v. Ellison, 2 Tex. 
Unrep. Cas. 387; Frank v. Bean, 3 
Tex. A=Civi Casi §-211. 

{a] Unreasonable number.—It is 
not reasonable that one hundred and 
sixteen mattresses and forty-six bed- 
steads should be exempted for a pri- 
vate family. Heidenheimer v. Blu- 


~ 


Tex. 361, 18 SW 693. 

88. Hendricks v. Lewis, R. M. 
Charlt. (Ga.) 105. 

89. Glidden v. Smith, 15 Mass. 
170; Heath.v. Keyes, 35 Wis. 668. 

90. Brown v. Wait, 19 Pick. 
(Mass.) 470, 31 AmD 154, 

91. Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb, (N. 
ED OCOs 

92. Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 63 AmD 178; Hart v. 
Hyde, 5 Vt. 328; Crocker v. Spencer, 
2 D. Chipm. (Vt.) 68, 15 AmD 652. 

[a] Use for warming.—A statute 
required that it must appear that a 
cooking stove is used ‘‘exclusively” 
for warming a debtor’s house, but 
this requirement does not appear in 
later statutes. Brown v. Wait, 19 
Pick. (Mass.) 470, 31 AmD 154, 


N65) : 
94. Robinson’s Case, 3 AbbPr (N. 
Y.) 466. 

95. Phillips v. Phillips, 151 Ala. 
527, 44 S 391, 125 AmSR 40, 15 Ann 
Cas 157. 

96. Towns v. Pratt, 38 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD 726. 

97. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD 726. 

98. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD 726. 
pee: Choate v. Redding, 18 Tex. 

1. Kehl v. Dunn, 102 Mich. 581, 61 
NW 71, 47 AmSR 561; Dunlap y. Ed- 
gerton, 30 Vt. 224: Tanner v. Bil- 
lings, 18 Wis. 163, 86 AmD 755. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The object 
of the exemption laws was not to 
surround the debtor with all possible 
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life.’’2- There is authority, however, for the con- 
trary view under statutes exempting household fur- 
niture ‘‘necessary for the use and eomfort of the 
family.’’?* And where the statute does not in terms 
require household furniture to be necessary in or- 
der to be exempt, but exempts ‘‘all household and 
kitchen furniture,’’ the question is one of the char- 
acter of the use. If the piano is used as household 
furniture it is exempt,* but if such use has been 
abandoned and the piano has been placed on sale in 
a salesroom, it is not exempt.’ Even in states 
where only necessary furniture is exempt, there is 
authority for holding a piano exempt, where there 
is a statutory limit to the amount of the exemp- 
tion, and all the furniture claimed, including the 
piano, is within the limit,® as well as in states which 
fix no limit to the amount of household™furniture 
exempt.” In still other jurisdictions, where the 
statute exempts household furniture ‘‘necessary for 
the debtor’s personal use,’’ it is held that whether 


EXEMPTIONS 


the piano is exempt or not is a question of fact for 
the jury to determine depending upon the condi- 
tion and circumstances of the family. Of course, 
under a statute expressly exempting musical in- 
struments, a piano is exempt.® 

Clocks and watches. Whether a clock is exempt 
as necessary household furniture is a question of 
fact for the jury,® although it has been held that 
if the clock is the only one in the debtor’s house, 
it is, as a matter of law, exempt.14 An expensive 
clock is not exempt,!2 even though it may be the 
only one the debtor has. A wateh and chain 
habitually carried on the person of the debtor for 
his own convenience, and not used for the benefit 
of the family, is not exempt as ‘‘household furni- 
ture.’’?14 A watch not worn gn the person, but 
kept in the house in the place of a clock, would be 


exempt.?® 

[§ 68] 3. Food and Provisions for Debtor and 
Family }*—a. In General. Statutes ordinarily 
make specific provision for an exemption of food, 
provisions, and supplies for the sustenance of the 
debtor and his family.17 While it has been held that 
the term ‘‘provisions’’ can only include articles 
which are in a condition to be consumed as food or 
to be cooked as food,!8 this definition has been 
criticized as too restrictive,!® and by the great 
weight of authority, the term includes not merely 


pleasures and enjoyments at the ex- 12. Hitchcock v. 
pense of his creditors, but simply to | 528 
postpone the claims of justice to 

those of mercy, by leaving him what | 528. 
the constitution describes as the 
‘necessary comforts of a home.” | 508, 59 NW 781. 


[§§ 67-70 


provisions in form for immediate consumption, but 
also other food articles in process of growth and 
intended ultimately for that use, such as crops,?° 
and food animals.?? 

Articles exempt. The decision that a certain 
article of food is or is not exempt has therefore no 
value whatever apart from the terms of the statute 
construed, Under a statute exempting in broad 
terms, ‘‘provisions,’’ as such, corn is exempt,2? and 
tobacco is -not.2?’ Whether unthreshed wheat or 
oats are ‘‘provisions’’ has been held a question of 
fact for the jury.2* Under a statute which exempts 
‘fall necessary meat, fish, flour and vegetables 
actually provided for family use,’’ indian corn meal 
is not exempt as ‘‘flour.’’??5 Under the same stat- 
ute wheat is not exempt as ‘‘flour.’’?? Under a 
statute exempting a debtor’s ‘‘corn and grain, 
necessary and sufficient for the sustenance of him- 
self and his family,’’ oats, not being intended for 
human food, are not exempt.2? Under the same stat- 
ute it had been held in an earlier case that a barrel 
of flour purchased by the debtor and manufactured 
from grain of which he was never the owner is not 
exempt.?8 

[§ 69] b. Necessity. Where the statute 
exempts provisions ‘‘necessary’’ for the sustenance 
of the debtor and his family,?® necessary provisions 
include only such as are necessary for the debtor 
and the family,°° and do not include provisions re- 
quired for servants or farm hands,?1 or food pre- 
pared by a restaurant keeper for his boarders and 
customers.®* Provisions required for a family 
would not be ‘‘necessary~ provisions’? for an un- 
married man, within the statute.** 

[§ 70] c¢. Property for Sale or Exchange. In 
some states it is held that the articles claimed 
exempt as provisions must be’such as directly con- 
tribute to the sustenance of the debtor or his fam- 
ily; that it is not sufficient that the articles may by 
sale and exchange indirectly contribute to the sup- 
port of the family.“ But if the provisions are 
actually necessary for the support of the debtor’s 
family, the debtor’s exemption will not be defeated 
by an intention on the part of the debtor to sell 
them or exchange them for other articles of prime 
necessity in his family,°> or even to obtain the 
means to pay his taxes;** and this is so even though 
the debtor’s intention is in process of being carried 


Holmes, 43 Conn. 25. Lashaway v. Tucker, 61 Hun 
6, Loe) ENS 490 (Merwin, Je 


26. Salsbury v. Parsons, 36 Hun 


13. Hitchcock v. Holmes, 43 Conn. | dis.). 
14. Brown v. Edmonds, 5 S. D.|(N. Y.) 12. 


27. Blake v. Baker, 41 Me. 78. 


Tanner v. Billings, 18 Wis. 168, 165, 15. - Gooch v. Gooch, 33 Me. 535. 28. Tucker v. Lane, 23 Me. 537. 


86 AmD 755. 
2. Dunlap v. Edgerton, 30 Vt. 224.| see infra § 83. 


Watch exempt as a “working tool’ 29. 


See statutory provisions. 
30. MoMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 


3. Phillips “‘v. Phillips, 151. “Ala: 16. Property in lieu of provisions} (Ky.) 111, 99 AmD 662. 


527, 44 S 391, 125 AmSR 40, 15 Ann] see infra § 142. 


Amount exempted see infra § 150. 


Cas 157. 17. See statutory provisions; and 381. McMurray v. Shuck, 6 Bush 


4. McCoy v. Thompson, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 188 SW 1062; Alsup v. Jordan, 69 
Tex. 300, 6 SW 831, 5 AmSR 58. 

5. McCoy v. Thompson, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 138 SW 1062. 

6. Conklin v. McCauley, 41 App. 
Div. 452, 58 NYS 879. 

7. Cook v. Fuller, 35 Okl. 339, 130 
Fatt 44 LRANS 76, AnnCasi914D 
mes Hamilton v. Lane, 138 Mass. 

9. Thompson v. Peterson, 122 
Minn. 228, 142 NW 307. 

Hee Wilson v. Ellis, 1 Den. (N.-Y.) 

11. Leavitt v. Metcalf, 2 Vt. 342, 
19 AmD 718. 


cases infra this and following sec- 
tions. 

18. Wilson v. McMillan, 80 Ga. 
733, 6 SE 182 (distinguishing be- 
tween provisions and food animals 
and holding that a milch cow is not 
exempt). 

19. Cochran v. Harvey, 88 Ga. 352, 
14 SE 580. 

20. See infra § 71, 

21. See infra § 72. 

22. Atkinson v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 
ay Dejean v. Lee, 124 La. 239, 50 S 


ne Stone v. Hales, 7 Ky. Op. 


24. Plummer v. Currier, 52 N. H. 
287 (Ladd, J., dis). 


(Ky.) 111, 112, 99 AmD 662. 

“It was not the intention of the 
legislature to provide for the support 
of operatives hired by the debtor to 
prosecute his business, either in cul- 
tivating a farm or the performance 
of other’ service.” McMurray v. 
Shuck, supra, 

32. Ceey v. Wilson, 65 Iowa 270, 
21 NW 6 

33. Blake v. Baker, 41 Me. 78. 

34. George v. Hunter, 48 Kan. 
651, 29 P 1148, 30 AmSR 325; Heme 
don v. Waters, 14 KyL 667. 

35. Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. (N. 
NuS8o: 

36. Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. (N. 
Y.)) 389. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Stock in trade. Articles which are in their nature 
provisions, but which are kept as part of a store 
of merchandise, and not for the use of the family, 
are not exempt as provisions,’* even though the 
statute does not expressly require that the ‘‘pro- 
visions’’ shall have been provided for family use.?9 
Nor will the fact that the provisions are procured 
and kept both for the purpose of sale and for the 
use of the debtor’s family avail the debtor where 
there has been so setting part of the portion de- 
signed for family use.4? And, in the absence of 
actual separation, it matters not that the debtor 
was in the habit of carrying home small quan- 
tities from the store as needed.‘! 

[§ 71] d. Crops.4? By the weight of author- 
ity, ‘‘provisions’’ includes crops not yet severed 
from the soil,*® although it has been held under a 
statute exempting ‘‘provisions actually prepared 
and designed for the use of the family,’’ that a field 
of standing corn is not ‘‘provisions actually pre- 
pared and designed’’ for family use, and therefore 
not exempt under the statute.t4 In some states 
there are statutes prohibiting creditors from levy- 
ing on erops before a fixed date of the year in which 
they are grown, a date late enough to ensure their 
full growth.4> A _ statute specifically exempting 
crops from execution has been held to mean only’ 
those crops which are suitable for breadstuffs ;*° 
and a statute exempting crops necessary to the farm 
to which they are attached exempts the crops only 
so long as they are attached.47 There is no right 
to exemption in severed crops under such stat- 
utes,*® even though they are grown,.not as money 
crops, but for family consumption.*® A statute 
which prohibits the seizure on execution of articles 
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named ‘‘separately from the land to which they are 
attached’’ is not, properly speaking, an exemption 
statute, but a statute regulating seizure on execu- 
tion,°° and the crops, under such statute, are not, 
as such, exempt.>4 Crops, whether money crops or 
for family consumption, whether attached or sev- 
ered, may always of course be exempt as ‘‘prop- 
erty’’ under a statute which allows the debtor to 
claim property in lieu of provisions for his family.5? 

[§ 72] e. Food Animals.53 An exemption of 
certain food animals to the debtor is common,°* it 
being sometimes provided that they shall be neces- 
sary for the support of the debtor and his family.5® 
Where, however, the statute exempts specific ani- 
mals, their use or the necessity therefor for the 
support of the debtor’s family need not appear.5® 
Food animals have been held to be included under 
other statutes exempting all provisions on hand ‘‘or 
growing for home consumption,’’ 57 but not under a 
statute exempting ‘‘provisions’’ without qualifiea- 
tion.6 A statute exempting sufficient provisions 
for a family for one year, and if there is not a 
sufficiency the deficiency to be made up by setting 
apart to the debtor ‘‘so much of the live stock 
suitable for the purpose, and of the growing crop, 
if any, as may be necessary to supply it’’ is con- 
strued to apply only to live stock that can be used 
for food purposes.®® Statutes exempting a cow for 
the use of a debtor have been held to include a 
heifer,®° either, where the debtor has no other ani- 
mal of the kind,®! or where the owner intends to 
keep the heifer as a mileh cow.®* A yearling heifer, 
however, is not a ‘‘calf’’ within the meaning of a 
statute exempting a certain number of cows ‘‘and 
a calf,’’ a calf being defined as still being fed by its 
mother.6* A statute which exempts ‘‘one swine’’ 


37. Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. (N.) planted and being raised for the use] of its great size is not exempt under 


Y.) 389. of the family are exempt. Carpenter|such statute. 


Wabash R. Co. v. 


88. In re Lentz, 97 Fed. 436; Bond| v. Herrington, 25 Wend. (N. Y.) 370, | Bowring, 103 Mo. A. 158, 77 SW 106. 


v. Tucker, 65 N. H. 165, 18 A 653) 387 AmD 239, 


56. Nuzman vy. Schooley, 36 Kan. 


(meat purchased by a dealer to be} [d] Corn on the ear in the shuck| 177, 12 P 829; Young v. Bell, 1 Kan. 
sold again in his business); Robinett|is exempt as “provisions.” Cochran] A. 265, 40 P 675; McLean vy. Watson, 


v. Doyle, 2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 391, |v? Harvey, 88 Ga. 352, 14 SE 580. 


3. N. S. 406. See Le Seminaire St. 


2 WestLMonth 585 (groceries kept 
for sale). 

Stock in trade see infra § 101. 

89. Bond v. Tucker, 65 N. H. 165, 
18 A 653. 

40. Nash v. Farrington, 4 Allen 
(Mass.) 157; State v. Conner, 73 Mo. 
572: Robinett v. Doyle, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 391, 2 WestLMonth 585. 

41. State v. Conner, 73 Mo. 572. 

42. Crops as food for animals see 
intra §- 73! 

43. Cochran v. Harvey, 88 Ga. 
352, 14 SEH 580; Mulligan v. Newton, 
16 Gray (Mass.) 211; King v. Moore, 
10 Mich. 538; Carpenter v. Herring- 
ton, 25 Wend. (N. Y.) 370, 387 AmD 
ABO) 

[a] Crops ripe for harvest.—A 
statute exempting “provisions neces- 
sary, procured, and intended for the 
use of the family of the debtor,” ex- 
tends to corn, potatoes, and cabbages 
planted and raised by the debtor for 
the use of his family, and ripe for 
harvest, although not severed from 
the soil. Mulligan v. Newton, 16 
Gray (Mass.) 211. é 

[b] Crop just visible above the 
ground.—The court was evenly di- 
vided as to whether a statute ex- 
empting “provisions for the comfort- 
able subsistence of a household and 
family for six months’ exempted 
growing crops of corn and potatoes 
recently planted and which had just 
become visible above the ground. 
King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 538. 


[c] Potatoes in the ground.—A- 


statute exempting the “necessary 
vegetables actually provided for fam- 
ily use,” potatoes or other vegetables 
not yet dug from the ground, but 


44. Donahue v. Steele, 1 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 130, 2 WestLJ 402. 

45. Layman v. Denton, (Tenn.) 
Ch.) 42 SW 158. 

46. Herndon v. Waters, 14 KyL 
667; Hayden vy. Crutchfield, 3 KyL 83. 

[a] A tobacco crop is not included 
within the meaning of the statute. 
Herndon v. Waters, 14 Kyl 667; 
Hayden v. Crutchfield, 3 KyL 88. 

47. Hinton v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 
50 S 798, 184 AmSR 526. 

48. Hinton v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 
50 S 798, 184 AmSR 526. 

49. Hinton v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 
50 S 798, 134 AmSR 526. 

{a] TIllustration.—Under a statute 
exempting crops, provisions, etc., 
necessary to the farm to which they 
are attached, sugar cane raised to be 
converted into syrup for family use 
may be seized on execution. Hinton 
v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 50 S 798, 134 
AmSR 526. 

50. Hinton v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 
50 S 798, 1834 AmSR 526. 

51, Hinton v. Roane, 124 La. 927, 
50 S 798, 134 AmSR 526. 

52. See Com. v. Burnett, 44 SW 
966, 19 KyL 1836. 

Exemption of crops grown on 
homestead see Homestead [21 Cyc 
497]. 

53. Increase of food animals ex- 
empt see infra § 141. 

Work animals exempt see infra 
§§ 90,191. 4 

54. See statutory provisions. 

55. Wabash R. Co. v. Bowring, 103 


Mo, A. 158, 77 SW 106. 


[a] Animals used for exhibition 
purposes.—A hog _ chiefly valuable 
and used for exhibition on account 


Charles Borromee de Sherbrooke v. 
Cabana, 11 Que. Pr. 315 (holding ex- 
emption to extend to debtor who is 
not a farmer). 

57. Phelan vy. Lacey,.51 Okl. 393, 
151 P 1070, LRA1916B 786. 

[a] Chickens and ducks are ex- 
empt under a statute exempting pro- 
visions on hand “or growing for 
home consumption.” Phelan v. La- 
cey,y 51 VOKIS 393, 151 © 10705 LRA 
1916B 786. 

58. See Wilson v. McMillan, 80 
Gar 133,055 iH) 182k 

59. Russel v. Marr, 9 Ky. Op. 592. 

[a] Mules and horses are not suit- 
able for food and are not exempt 
under the statute. Russel v. Marr, 
9 Keys Ops 592: 

60. Kennedy v. Bradbury, 55 Me. 
107, 92 AmD 572; Johnson v. Bab- 
cock, 8 Allen (Mass.) 588; Parsons 
v. Kimmel, (Mich.) 173 NW 539; 
Freeman v. Carpenter, 10 Vt. 43838, 33 
AmD 210; Dow v. Smith, 7 Vt. 465, 
29 AmD 202. 

[a] Age.—Animal in question, a 
heifer or cow, which at time it was 
sold by defendant to plaintiff was 
fourteen months old and has been 
bred, was a “cow.’’ Parsons v. Kim- 
mel, (Mich.) 173 NW 539. 

61. Johnson v. Babcock, 8 Allen 
(Mass.) 583. 

62. Johnson v. Babcock, 8 Allen 
(Mass.) 583; Carruth y. Grassie, 11 
Gray (Mass.) 211, 71 AmD 707; Nel- 
son v. Fightmaster, 4 Okl. 38, 44 P 
213; Patterson v. English, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 142 SW 18. 

63. Mitchell v. Joyce, 69 Iowa 121, 
28 NW 4738; Kiggins v. Henne, ete., 
Co., (Tex, Civ. A.) 199 SW 494. 
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to the debtor includes a hog that has been killed.®* 
But a statute exempting one hog and the pork of 
the same*when slaughtered does not exempt a hog 
in addition to the pork of the slaughtered hog.® 
A statute exempting a debtor’s ‘‘best swine or meat 
of a swine’’ is construed, however, to exempt one 
live animal in any event, and the fact that a bank- 
rupt has part of the meat of a swine does not de- 
prive him of the right to select his best remaining 
swine as exempt.®® A statute which exempts pork 
“fon foot’’ includes hogs of all sizes and conditions 
and at all seasons of the year which may, in due 
season and at the convenience of the debtor, be 
prepared for and converted into pork ®’ regardless 
of the fact whether or not, at the time of the levy, 
they are in fit condition for slaughter.®® 

[§ 73] 4. Fodder or Food for Exempt Animals. 
In order to exempt food for live stock there must be 
an express provision in the statute to that effect,® 
with the possible single exception that it may be 
exempt as ‘‘materials’’ “other things’’ neces- 
sary for a farmer in his trade.?° Food for stock is 
not exempt merely because the stock is exempted." 
Many of the statutes, however, contain provisions 
expressly exempting the necessary food for the debt- 
or’s exempt animals.7? Under a statute exempting 
certain crops for fodder for animals only those 
crops which are suitable for the purpose are 
exempt.7? It is not sufficient to show that the crops 
may have been fed to animals under certain cir- 
cumstances, but it must be shown that they are such 
as are ordinarily used for that purpose, or that 
they were planted for fodder purposes and not for 
sale,7> but it is not necessary under a statute 
exempting all ‘‘forage on hand for home consump- 
tion’’? that a particular kind of forage is indis- 
pensable, if it is suitable for feeding stock.7® Crops 
which are not suitable cannot be made exempt on 
the ground that they can be sold and suitable crops 
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purchased with the proceeds.77 Statutes in a few 
states have been construed to give an exemption 
absolute in terms, and not dependent upon the debt- 
or’s owning the animals exempted.7® But accord- 
ing to the weight of authority the fodder exemption 
is conditional on the debtor’s ownership of the 
exempt animals.79 The right of a debtor to hold 
fodder as exempt under a statute exempting ‘‘all 
provisions and forage on hand for home consump- 
tion’? is not defeated by the fact that he owns more 
animals than are exempt.8° Whether fodder may 
be exempt as necessary depends upon the season of 
the year in which the levy is made,®! but where the 
statute exempts sufficient fodder for a specified 
period, if the debtor does not need the food for his 
animals at the time of the levy, he cannot claim it 
at any subsequent time,®? even though it remains 
unsold.®? 

[§ 74] 5. Wearing Apparel, Yarn, and Cloth **— 
a. In General. The term ‘‘wearing apparel’’ in 
statutes conferring exemptions by the weight of 
authority is to be taken to mean clothing and to 
apply only to garments worn to protect the person 
from exposure.*®> The term does not include travel- 
ing trunks 8° or mahogany cabinet boxes in which 
the wearing apparel may be kept.’ ‘‘ Necessary 
wearing apparel’’ includes cloth put into the hands 
of a tailor and cut up by him into shape for a coat 
for the debtor.88 It even includes cloth ®® and 
trimmings °° put into the hands of a tailor to be 
made up into clothing for the debtor, although the 
cloth is not yet cut. Statutes exempting carpeting 
and manufactured cloth from execution are con- 
strued to include cloth not manufactured by the 
debtor’s family, but. necessary for their use.2! <A 
statute exempting ‘‘all sheep, to the number of ten, 
with their fleeces and the yarn or cloth mann- 
factured from the same,’’ exempts the wool of a 
debtor, or the yarn or cloth manufactured there- 


64. Gibson v. Jenney, 15 Mass.) meaning of that provision. We think | keeping of the same through the win- 
205. not. The word ‘fodder’ is derived|ter,” a debtor who had only a cow 
[a] Reason for rule.—To construe|}from the Anglo-Saxon ‘foda,’ mean- and a horse was entitled to claim as 


the statute otherwise “would be to 


ing ‘food,’ and the first meaning at- 


exempt not only forage enough for 


convert the intended benefit into an 
injury; for the swine would be pro- 
tected until it became fit for food, 
and then be at the mercy of the cred- 


itor.’ Gibson v. Jenney, 15 Mass. 
205, 206. 

65. Parker v.  Tirrell, 19 N. H. 
201. 

66. In re Libby, 103 Fed. 776. 


67. Byous v. Mount, 89 Tenn. 361, 


17 SW_1037. 


68. Byous v. Mount, 89 Tenn. 361, 

17 Bey, 1037. 2 
Rue v. Alter, 5 Den, (N. Y.) 

afore 

70. See infra § 88. 

71. See infra § 143. 

72. See statutory provisions. 

73. Herndon v. Waters, 14 KyL 


667; Stephens v. Hobbs, 14 Tex, Civ. 
A143, 26° SW .2387. 

fa] Cotton seed suitable for feed- 
ing stock is exempt. Stephens v. 
14 Tex. Civ. A. 148, 36 SW 


[b] Tobacco is not exempt. Hern- 
don v. Waters, 14 KyL 667. 

{c] Growing corn.—A field of corn 
levied on in the month of June can- 
not be claiméd by the debtor as ex- 
empt as food for his animals. Dona- 
hue v. Steele, 1 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 
130, 2 WestLJ 402. 

Crops as food for debtor and his 
family see supra § 71. 


74, Fallin v. Stovall, 141 La. 220, 
f(y shen 
{a] Peanuts not fodder.—“The re- 


maining question is whether plain- 
tiff’s peanuts are ‘fodder’ within the 


tributed to it in Webster’s Interna- 
tional Dictionary is ‘food,’ and the 
second meaning by the same author- 
ity is ‘that which is fed out to do- 
mestie animais; esp., coarse food for 
cattle, horses, and sheep, as hay, 
vegetables, etc. We have no doubt, 
therefore, that under some circum- 
stances peanutS may be dealt with 
and regarded as fodder, and so per- 
haps, might celery, or water melons, 
or sugar, but those circumstances 
are not here disclosed. The evidence 
satisfies us that plaintiff's peanuts 
were planted and intended to be sold 
just as he had planted and sold his 
two preceding crops, being the only 
two crops (so far as we are in- 
formed) that he had ever made. 
There is not a syllable of testimony 
to show that he or any one in that 
be fed to cattle, or that the idea of 
so using the crop of 1915 had ever 
seized.” Fallin v. Stovall, 141 La. 
220. 231, 74 S 911. 
141 La. 220, 

74 S 911. 

76. Stephens v. Hobbs, 

77. Voss, v. Goss, 73° Kan. 120, 
84 P 564, 117 AmSR 457. 
ry. 858: Kimball v. Woodruff, 55 Vt. 
exempting a cow, ten sheep, a yoke 
of oxen, or, in lieu thereof, two 


country has ever planted peanuts to 
occurred to plaintiff until it was 
75. Fallin v. Stovall, 
14 Tex. 
Civ. A.-148, 36 SW 287 
Olin v. Fox, 79 Minn. 459, 82 
[a] MDlustration.—Under a statute 
horses, “‘with sufficient forage for the 


them, but enough for the other ani- 


mals specified in the statute, 
although he did not have them. 
Woodruff, 55 Vt. 


Kimball Vv. 
229. 

79. Byrnes v: John Deere Plow 
Co., 74 Kan...97,° 85. P -8193' “Koss v- 


Stewart, 14 Me. 312; King v. Moore, 
Eee 538; Cowan v. Main, 24 Wis. 


80. Burris v. Booth, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 40 SW 186. 
81. Farrell Vv. Higley, Lalor 


Qos te 

82. Donahue vy. Steele, 1 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 130, 2 WestLJ 402. 

83. Donahue vy, Steele, 1 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 130, 2 WestLJ 402. 

84, Common-law exemptions see 
Executions § 61. 

85. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD 726; Frazier v. Barnum, 19 
N. J. Eq. 316, 97 AmD 666. 

[a] Bags. — ‘Wearing apparel” 
does not include bags. Shaw vy. 
Davis, 55 Barb. (N._-¥~)" 389. 

86. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD 726. 


87. Towns v..Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
66 AmD* 726; Turner v. Staley, 3 
Tern. “Civ. Al :-47 5 753 anor 
Cyc]. 

88. Segue v. Wilbur, 16 Me. 263, 
33 AmD 663 

89. Richardson v. Buswell, 10 
Metec. (Mass.) 506, 43 AmD 450. 

90. Richardson v. Buswell, 10 
Metc. (Mass.) 506, 43 AmD 450. 


Pet Sims v. Reed, 12 B. Mon. (Ky.) 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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from,®? although he does not own the sheep from 
which the wool was taken.°* A statute exempting 
‘fall the spun yarn and manufactured cloth... 
manufactured by the family necessary for the use 
of the family’’ exempts cloth which a debtor has 
had manufactured outside the family from yarn 
purchased by him for the purpose, and is not re- 
stricted to cloth manufactured by the family.% 

[§ 75] b. Necessity. A statute exempting 
“‘necessary’’ wearing apparel exempts such articles 
as are reasonably required for the convenience and 
comfort of the debtor and his family, and is not 
limited to such as are indispensable.®> Such a stat- 
ute exempts clothing suitable and reasonably neces- 
sary for all seasons of the year,®® and it may exempt 
an extra suit.°7 Where the statute in terms exempts 
“wearing apparel’’ or ‘‘all wearing apparel,’’ with- 
out restricting it to such as is necessary, questions 
as to its value, if bought in good faith as wearing 
apparel,®® or the frequency of its use,! or its appro- 
priateness to the debtor’s condition of life,? cannot 
be inquired into. Under such statutes a lace shawl,? 
a masonic uniform,* and ball dresses*® have been 
held to be exempt, although in the case of ball 
dresses there is authority to the contrary.® 

[§ 76] c. Ornaments and Jewelry. Although 
there is authority for the view that any article of 
ornament, if worn in good faith and not in fraud 


92. Brackett v. Watkins, 21 Wend.; Jur. 25. 
(N. Y.)' 68; Hall v. Penney, 11 Wend. 7. 
CN. Y.) 44, 25 AmD 601. 

93. Brackett v. Watkins, 21 Wend. 
(CN. Y.) 68; Hall v. Penney, 11 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 44, 25 AmD 601. 66 
ao Sims v. Reed, 12 B. Mon. (Ky.) 


95. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 8. 
349, 66 AmD 726. : v. Robinson, 
“The word ‘necessary,’ as here|/177, 179. 
used, is not to be understood in its 9: 
most rigid sense, implying something 10. 
indispensable, but as equivalent to 
convenient and comfortable. ... It ais 
would, therefore, include such arti- 


NW _ 310, 


EXEMPTIONS 


In re Jones, 97 Wed. 773; In re 
Smith, 96 Fed. 832; 
94 Fed. 801, 36 CCA 502, 2 AmBankr 
529; Brown v. Edmonds, 8 S. D. 271, 
59 AmSR 762; 
Lake First Nat. Bank vy. Robinson, 
Ghiex. Cive) Ay). 124. SWaLi7, 
Eagle Lake First Nat. 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 124 SW 


In re Smith, 96 Fed. 832. 
Brown v. Edmonds, 
271, 66 NW 310, 59 AmSR 762. 
In re Gemmell, 
In re Steele, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,346, 
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of creditors, is exempt under a statute exempting 
‘wearing apparel,’’? as, for example, a ring,® or a 
diamond shirt stud,® or a gold watch and ehain.}° 
In other states, under similar statutes, the value of 
the article claimed has a bearing upon the ques- 
tion, while in other jurisdictions, under these stat- 
utes, notwithstanding there is no restriction to ‘‘nee- 
essary wearing apparel,’’ such articles have been 
held not to be exempt,!? as, for example, a watch 
and chain.1* But under statutes exempting ‘‘neces- 
sary wearing apparel,’’ articles generally classed as 
ornaments are not exempt,1* as, for example, a dia- 
mond ring,’ a breastpin,'® or a watch,!7 unless the 
character of their use,!8 or their being, together 
with other articles claimed, within the statutory 
limit of value,!® brings them within the spirit, if 
not the letter, of the law. In some states statutes 
exempting ‘‘wearing apparel’’ without qualification 
are construed as applying only to such wearing ap- 
parel as is necessary.?° ; 

[§ 77] 6. Arms and Accoutrements.2: Arms, 
independent of their ownership, are not exempt,2? 
unless made so by statute.°? Statutes have been 
enacted from time to time exempting the arms and 
accoutrements or equipments of militiamen.24 Un- 
der such a statute the arms of an artilleryman are 
exempt.?° But a horse and saddle owned by a 
cavalryman are not exempt under a statute exempt- 


or business a watch may be reason- 
ably necessary, and so it may be 
exempt.” In re Turnbull, 106 Fed. 
667, 669. 

19. Stewart v. McClung, 12 Or. 
431, 8 P 447, 58 AmR 374. 

{a] Watch.—Under a statute ex- 
empting the ‘necessary wearing ap- 
parel owned by any person to the 
value of one hundred dollars,’ a 
watch of moderate value can be 
claimed as exempt if it is made to 
appear affirmatively that the watch 
and other articles selected and re- 
served do not exceed the amount 
limited by the statute. Stewart v. 


Sellers v. Bell, 


Eagle 


Bank 


leash ag BE 
155 Fed. 551; 


eles of dress or clothing as might|}2 Flipp. 324; Phillips v. Phillips, | McClung, 12 Or. 431, 8 P 447, 53 AmR 
properly be considered among the|151 Ala. 527, 44 S 391, 125 AmSR | 374. 

necessaries in contradistinction to|40, 15 AnnCas 157; Beckett v. 20. Smith v. Rogers, 16 Ga. 479. 
the luxuries of life.’””’ Towns v. Pratt, | Wishon, 5 OhS&CP 257, 5 OhNP 155; [a] Two watches not exempt.— 


dwt as 
316, 


supra. 

96. Peverly v. Sayles, 10 N. H. 
356; Turner v. Staley, 3 Tenn. Civ. 
A. 47, 51, 53 [quot Cyc]; Robertson 
v. Honan, 24 Que. Super. 510. 

[a] Fur overcoat.—A fur overcoat 
for a man of certain age and of a 
certain social position is an ordinary 
garment necessary and indispensable 
during the winter season, and there- 
fore is exempt from seizure. Rob- 
ertson v. Honan, 24 Que. Super. 510. 


97. Peverly v. Sayles, 10 N. H. 
356. ; 
98. See statutory provisions. 


99. Frazier v. Barnum, 19 N. J. 
Eq. 316, 97 AmD 666. 

1. In re Jones, 97 Fed. 773. 
Frazier v. Barnum, 19 N. J. Ea. 
97 AmD 666. 

3. Frazier v. Barnum, 19 N. J. Ea. 
316, 97 AmD 666. i 

[a] Dlustration—A woman’s lace 
shawl worth three hundred dollars 
is exempt under a statute exempting 
all wearing apparel. ‘Whether the 
shawl is of greater value than she 
ought to wear. in her condition in 
life as to property, cannot be in- 
quired into. It was bought for her 
use before the complainant’s judg- 
ment or elaim. The only inquiry 
which could be made is, whether it is 
held in good faith as wearing ap- 
parel, or purchased for the purpose 
of putting the price beyond the reach 
of creditors.” Frazier v. Barnum, 19 
N. J. Eq. 316, 318, 97 AmD 666. 

4. In re Jones, .97 Fed. 773. 


5. O’Dowd v. Brunelle, 4 Montr. 
Leg. N. 79. 
6. Doutre v. Sharpley, 27 L. C. 


& 


Stewart v. McClung, 12 Or. 431, 8 P 
447, 53 AmR 374. 

[a] A diamond ring valued at one 
thousand dollars is not necessary 
wearing apparel for a man. In re 
Gemmell, 155 Fed. 551. 

{[b] A ring valued at twenty dol- 
lars is exempt as wearing apparel. 
Phillips v. Phillips, 151 Ala. 527, 44 
S 391, 125 AmSR 40, 15 AnnCas 157. 

[c] A watch and chain valued at 
thirty-five dollars is exempt as wear- 
ing apparel. Phillips v. Phillips, 151 
Ala. 527, 44 S’ 391, 125 -AmSR. 40, 
15 AnnCas 157. 

[d] Watch of moderate value.— 
In re Steele, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,346, 2 
Flipp. 324; Beckett v. Wishon, 5 OhS 
&CP 257, 5 OhNP 155. 

12. U. S—In re Graham, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,660, 2 Biss. 449. 

Ga.—Smith v. Rogers, 16 Ga. 479. 

Me.—Gooch v. Gooch, 33 Me. 535. 

Minn.—Rothschild v. Boelter, 18 
Minn. 361. : 

vVt.—Sawyer v. Sawyer, 28 Vt. 245. 


13. Rothschild  v. Boelter, 18 
Minn. 361. 
14. Langever v. Stitt, 237 Fed. 83, 


150 CCA 285; In re Turnbull, 106 
Fed.667; Towns -v. Pratt, 33 N. HH. 
345, 66 AmD 726; Peck v. Mulvihill, 
2 NYCityCt 424. 

15. Langever vy. Stitt, 237 Fed. 83, 
150. CCA 285. 

16. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. C. 345, 
66 AmD 726. 

17. Peck vy. Mulvihill, 2 NYCityCt 


424. 
106 Fed. 667, 


669. 
“To carry on some kinds of trade 


In re Turnbull, 


Even if one watch can be regarded 
as part of a debtor’s wearing ap- 
parel within the meaning of the law, 
two watches cannot be so regarded. 
Smith v. Rogers, 16 Ga. 479. 

21. Arms and equipment of militia 
generally see Militia [27 Cyc 495]. 
eee Choate v. Redding, 18 Tex. 

{a] Hunter’s gun.—A hunter’s or 
frontiersman’s gun is not exempt, 
although in this case there is a dic- 
tum to the effect that it might be 
exempt under a statute as necessary 
apparatus of trade, or as household 


furniture. Choate y. Redding, 18 
Tex. 579. 
23. See Choate v. Redding, 18 
Tex, 57,9. 
24. Ga.—Hendricks v. Lewis, R. 


M. Charlt. 105. 
ae Y.—Shields y. Craney, 3 Wend. 
zest C.—Crocker v. Hunt, 13 S. Cc. L. 

Vt.—Owen v. Gray, 19 Vt. 543; Fry 
we Canfield 4 Vitzy 9: 

Que.—Wade v. Hussey, 8 lL. 
(OL easy ea lis 

{a] Enrollment of horse for serv- 
ice is necessary under the Military 
Act of 1823 § 100, and the written 
memorandum, made by the captain of 
a company of horse artillery, of an 
application to him by a member of 
his company to enroll his horse for 
service is a sufficient enrollment to 
obtain exemption from seizure on 
execution. Shields v. Craney, 3 
Wend. (N. Y.) 274. 
tear Crockeniyvo Eumty od ou Sa Cade 
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ing a militiaman’s uniform, arms, ammunition, and 
accoutrements.2®° Under a statute, however, exempt- 
ing ‘‘the troop horse of each trooper, duly entered 
and registered with the captain of the troop,’’ a 
horse ‘‘duly entered and registered’’ is exempt.?? 
A statute ‘exempting ‘‘such military arms and ac- 
coutrements as the debtor is required by law to fur- 
nish’’ is of a temporary character, as applied to 
individuals, and continues so long only as the debtor 
is bound by law to furnish arms and accoutrements. 
When the obligation ceases, the exemption ceases.?8 

[§ 78] 7. Tools, Implements, Instruments, 
Etc.29—a. In General. Statutes very generally 
exempt to a debtor the ‘‘tools,’’ ‘‘tools and imple- 
ments,’’ ‘‘tools and instruments,’’ ete., necessary 
for carrying on his trade or business. The language 
varies greatly in the different statutes.2° The ob- 
ject of a provision of this character is as plain as 
the abolition of imprisonment for debt; that the 
debtor may not be deprived of the power of paying 
his debts and of making an honest living.st This 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 77-78 


object is to be considered in determining whether 
a particular article is embraced in a statute.?? This 
exemption sometimes exists in addition to what is 
allowed the head of a family,** or independently of 
whether the debtor has a family or not.** The right 
to an exemption, however, does not exist in the 
absence of a statute conferring it.2> Articles used 
in trade are sometimes specifically exempted by 
express statutory provision, and are in that case 
exempt regardless of whether they may be classi- 
fied as tools, or not.2° And where a statute lists 
all the articles in a trade to be exempted, and con- 
tains no general clause for exemption of tools of 
trade,*? articles not listed are not exempt.®® 
Effect of use in business. The mere fact that 
articles are used by a debtor in the conduct of his 
business is not sufficient to justify classifying them 
as tools or implements if they are not ordinarily and 
fairly to be treated as such.2® On the other hand 
the character of the use in particular cases may be 
such as to justify the classification of articles as 


26. Fry v. Canfield, 4 Vt. 9. does not follow that the intention | Tudhope Anderson Co., Ltd. v. La- 
27. Southwell v. Harley, 37 S. C.| was to extend the like favour to one,; fortune, 17 Que. Pr. 433. 
L. 180 who leaves the country or persists [a] Advertising signs.—A wooden 


28. Owen v. Gray, 19 Vt. 543. 

{a] Absconding of militiaman.— 
After the debtor, an adjutant of a 
regiment, has absconded, his exemp- 
tion ceases, Since being without the 
jurisdiction he is no longer obliged 
to furnish the equipment. Owen v. 
Gray, 19 Vt. 543. 

29. Common-law exemption from 
distress for rent see Landlord and 
Tenant [24 Cye 1301]. 

Secu ation. ppeeene cheng claim see 
Supra §§ 46-6 

Effect of OF pakeion or ahandon- 
ment of trade or occupation see 
supra § 48. d 

30. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this and following sec- 


tions. é 
81. Harris v. Haynes, 380 Mich. 
140, 141. 


“The object of the exemption is to 
encourage men who may have become 
unfortunate, by preventing them 
from being deprived of the means 


of making an honest living.’ MHar- 
ris v. Haynes, supra. 
32. In re Whetmore, 29 If. Cas. 


No. 17,508, Deady 585; Files v. Ste- 
vens, 84 Me. 84, 24 A 584, 30 AmSR 
333; Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 
551, 552. 

“The word tools, as used in these 
statutes, is presumed to embrace 
such implements of husbandry or of 
manual labor as are usually em- 
ployed in, and are appropriate to, the 
business of the several trades or 
classes of the laboring community, 
and according to the wants of their 
respective employments or profes- 
sions, whether farmer, techanic, 
manufacturer, or, in fact, any artisan 
or laborer, who may require the use 
of such helps to obtain his living.” 
Wilkinson vy. Alley, supra. 

83. Harrison v. Martin, 7 Mo. 286. 

34. Geiger v. Kobilka, 26 Wash. 
171, 66 P 423, 90 AmSR 733. 

35... Bell -v; (Douglass, © 1s) Yere. 

[a] In North Carolina a carpen- 
ter’s tools might be sold under an 
original attachment, although they 
were exempt from the operation. of a 
fieri facias. “It is insisted, that al- 
though the words are confined to a 
‘fieri facias’ the exemption by impli- 
eation extends to an original attach- 
ment. This is a non sequitur; be- 
cause the Legislature deemed it ex- 
pedient to favor a citizen who resides 
among us, and renders obedience to 
the ordinary process of the law, by 
exempting from execution the tools 
with which he earns a livelihood, or 
the arms with which he musters, it 


in his disobedience to the commands 
of the State, which is shown by his 
failing to appear.” The decision 
therefore seems to have gone off on 
the fact that the debtor was attempt- 
ing to escape process. Martindale v. 
Whitehead, 46 N. 64 

Common-law exemption ‘from exe- 
cution see Executions § 45. 

36. Enscoe v. Dunn, 44 Conn. 93, 
26 AmR 430. 

[a] A fisherman’s hoat is exempt 
by a special statute in Connecticut. 
ae v. Dunn, 44 Conn. 93, 26 AmR 


§ BeTsOns engaged in trade see supra 

8. 

37. Martin v. Buswell, 108 Me. 
263, 80 A 828. 

88. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174; Martin v. 
Buswell, 108 Me. 263, 80 A 828. 

{a] MTllustrations.—(1) A _ bread- 
box used by a debtor in his business 
as a peddler of bread is not exempt, 


as it is not named in the list of arti- 
cles exempted by Code Civ. Proc. 


§ 690. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 
274, 27 PB 657, 25 AmSR 174—(2) A 
potato planter, sprayer, or digger 


mounted on wheels or drawn by ani- 
mals is not exempt under a statute 
exempting one plow, one cart or 
truck wagon, or one express wagon, 
one harrow, one yoke with bows, 
rings, and staples, two chains, and 
one mowing machine. Martin v. Bus- 
well, 108 Me. 263, 80 A 828. 

39. U. S.—In re Zimmerman, 202 
Fed. 812. 

Ark.—Wallace y. Collins, 5 Ark. 41, 
35 AmD 359. 

COHR: .—Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 
0 

Stranahan, 48 


lowa.—Holden y. 
Iowa 70. 

Kan.—Williams v. Vincent, 70 Kan. 
aa 79 P 121, 109 AmSR 469, 68 LRA 
34. 


La.—Hanna vy. Bry, 5 La. Ann. 651, 
52 AmD 606. 

Mass.—Gibson v. Gibbs, 9 Gray 62. 

N. Y.—Legegett v. Waller, 39 Misc. 
408, 80 NYS 18; Morse v. Keyes, 6 
HowPr 18. 

Tex.~Simmang v. Pennsylvania F. 
ee CO. 102) Tex, 39) 112 Sw, toad 
132 AmSR 846: Cates v. McClure, 27 
Tex. Civ. A. 459, 66 SW 224: Tucker 
v. Napier, 1 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 670. 
a Utah.—Lindquist v. Clayton, 179 P 
5D. 

Vt.—Wallace v. Barber, 8 Vt. 440. 

Ont.—Davidson  y. Reynolds, 16 
Us @s Paar oy 

Que.—Lecavalier v. Brunelle, 33 
Que. Super. 145, 9 Que. Pr. 209; 


boot hung up at the door of a boot 
and shoemaker shop as a sign of his 
trade is in no sense a tool or imple- 
ment of the debtor’s trade but a 
mere sign or symbol of it. Wallace 
v. Barber, § Vt. 440. 

[b] The building in which a ‘pho- 

tographer carries on his business is 
mot exempt as “tools” or “instru- 
ments,” even though it should be con- 
sidered personal property. Holden v. 
Stranahan, 48 Iowa 70. 
_ [ec] A seat on a stock exchange 
is not exempt, under Code Civ. 
Proc. § 1391, as working tools of a 
member. Leggett v. Waller, 39 Misc. 
408, 80 NYS 13. 

[a] Soda fountain and bar used 
on confectionery and soft-drink es- 
tablishment are not “tools . - and 
implements of a mechanic or arti- 
san’ within Comp. L. (1917) § 6925 
subd 4, exempting such tools and im- 
plements from execution. Lindquist 

Clayton, (Utah) 179 P 655. . 

[e] Horses.—(1) A horse specifi- 
cally exempt under a certain statu- 
tory provision cannot also be classed 
as a tool or implement of a mechanic 
under another provision of the ex- 
emption statute. simply because it is 
used by him in his trade. In re Zim- 
merman, 202 Fed. 812: (2) The horse 
of a tanner, used by him-in his busi- 
ness, 1s not exempt under a statute 
exempting implements of trade of a 
mechanic. Wallace v. Collins, 5 Ark. 
41,739 Am)! "3599458 VA horse used 
by a butcher to deliver meat to his 
customers does not fall under the 
designation of “tools, instruments, or 
other effects.” Lecavalier v. Brunelle, 
33 Que. Super. 145, 9 Que. Pr. 209. 
(4) Physician’s horse see infra § 89. 
(5) Horses exempt as necessary tools 
see infra § 83. 

{f] “Wagon.—(1) A wagon, with 
patent couplings attached, used by 
the owner in carrying on his busi- 
ness of selling couplings, is not ex- 
empt as a tool, implement, materials, 
stocks, or fixtures necessary for 
carrying on business. Gibson v. 
Gibbs, 9 Gray (Mass.) 62. (2) A 
wagon is not a necessary “working 
tool” for a mechanic. eis Ne 
Keyes, 6 HowPr (N. Y.) 1 

{g] Buggy and nea are not 
“tools and apparatus” belonging to 
the trade of an insurance agent. 
Cates v. McClure, 27 °Tex:) Civ, A: 
459, 66 SW 224. 

{h] Furniture,— (1) The furni- 
ture of a restaurant is not apparatus 
belonging to a trade within the 
meaning of the statute. Seeley v. 
Gwillim, 40 Conn. 106. (2) Lumen 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, DaR® and note number. ' 


§§ 78-79] 


tools, which would not ordinarily be thought of as 


tools, and to make them exempt.!° 


articles such as those just mentioned are not under 
ordinary conditions of use, classified as ‘‘tools,’’ 
they may be exempt as ‘‘chattels’’ under statutes 


using this broader term.*! 


{§ 79] b. Machinery as Tools, Etc—(1) In 
in the statutes of 
exemption has been held to mean simple instru- 
ments used by hand, and does not embrace such 
expensive and complicated machines and appliances 
as are used in large manufacturing establishments,*” 


General. The term ‘‘tools’’ 


counter, back counter, shelving, safe, 
stools, stove, fans, cash register, two 
ice poxes, crockery, tableware, linen, 
knives, forks, and kitchen utensils, 
together with similar articles, are 
not apparatus within the meaning® of 
the statute. Simmang v. Pennsyl- 
VWaniawke nS.) Co. L029, Tex. (89) 1£2 
SW 1044, 132\AmSR 846. (3) Furni- 


ture of a restaurant exempt as 
“tools” see infra 83. 
{iJ Bowling alley.—‘“It is obvious 


that a bowling-alley cannot be used 
as a requisite to an end, like a saw 
and plane, or a hammer and anvil, 
or a pick and shovel. Its keeper has 
no object to accomplish beyond its 
mere maintenance for hire. He has 
no trade, or business, beyond the 
mere keeping and letting. All no- 
tions of use and of instrumentality 
are wanting, and unless an article 
be adapted to employment as an 
utensil in the execution of some de- 
sign or the production of some result 
after the analogy of the tool or im- 
plement of the mechanic or miner, 
the protection of the statute does 
not extend to it.” Williams v. Vin- 
cent, 70 Kan. 595, 597,°79 P 121, 109 
AmSR 469, 68 LRA 634. 

40. In re Conley, 162 Fed. 806; 
Woods v. Keyes, 14 Allen (Mass.) 
236, 92 AmD 765; Bitting v. Vanden- 
burgh, 17 HowPr (N. Y.) 80. 

[a] Horse. — Under a statute 
which exempts from sale on execu- 
tion the tools and instruments of 
any mechanic, minor, or other per- 
son, used and kept for the purpose 
of carrying on his trade or business, 
a person who is a dealer in eggs and 
poultry, which he buys at farmers’ 
houses, and takes to his places of 
business, and there prepares for ship- 
ment, is entitled to hold as exempt 
a horse, harness, and wagon suitable 
for use in bringing in such products, 
and also his office furniture, scales, 
coops, egg candling booths, etc., nec- 
essary to be used by him in conduct- 
ing his business. In re Conley, 162 
Fed. 806. 

[b] A clock used by a person in 
his shop or place of business is ex- 
empt as a tool or implement neces- 
sary for carrying on his trade or 
business. Woods v. Keyes, 14 Allen 
(Mass.) 236, 92 AmD 765. 

[ec] Watch.— ‘We can readily im- 
agine cases in which the nature of a 
man’s employment is such that a 
timepiece is necessary to the prosecu- 
tion of the business by which he ob- 
tains a livelihood, and where he uses 
his watch in the very business him- 
self. Cases may occur in which his 
business cannot be done, or if he be 
an employee, his duties cannot be dis- 
charged without a watch. In sucha 
case, his watch may properly be in- 
cluded within the term ‘working 
tools.’” Bitting v. Vandenburgh, 17 
HowPr (N. Y.) 80, 82. 

Character of use as related to 
necessity of tools for trade see infra 

3 


83. 

41. Davidson v. Reynolds, 16 U. C. 
CG; P. 140: 

[a] A horse may be exempt under 


a statute exempting “tools and im- 
plements of, or chattels ordinarily 
used in,- the debtor’s occupation.” 
aan yideor v.i Reynolds, 16) U:C..C._P. 
140. 
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While generally 


ae: Ala.—Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala, 

Conn.—Atwood v. 
Conn. 613. 

Ga.—Lenoir v. Weeks, 20 Ga. 596. 

La.—Boston Belting Co. v. Ivens, 
28 La. Ann. 695. 

Mass.—Danforth v. Wcodward, 10 
Pick. 423, 20 AmD 531; Buckingham 
v. Billings, 13 Mass. 82. 

Pa.—Richie v. McCauley, 4 Pa. St. 


471 
66 Tex. 


De Forest, 19 


Tex.—Cullers  v. James, 
494, 1 SW 314; Thresher v. McEvoy, 
(Civ. Aly) 198 "SW. 159. 

Vt.—Henry v. Sheldon, 35 Vt. 427, 
82 AmD 644. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘It has 
been shown, from the best lexicogra- 
phers, that by the word tool is to be 
understood some simple instrument 
used by the hand; and even if we 
should not confine the term to so 
strict a sense, yet we are not at lib- 
erty to suppose that the legislature 
departed so entirely from the appro- 
priate meaning as to extend it to 
complicated and expensive machin- 
ery, which requires many hands to 
set it in motion. In the broad sense 
contended for by the plaintiff, all the 
utensils of a distillery; the looms, 
spindles, ete., of a cotton or woolen 
manufactory; the forges and other 
instruments of a manufactory of 
iron, would be free from attachment; 
although it is well Known that these 
articles may cost thousands of dol- 
lars. Such a construction’ cannot be 
adopted, without a violation of the 
common principles of | our laws for 
the security of debts.’’ Buckingham 
v. Billings, 13 Mass. ph 86. 
blocks of oil cloth 


{b] Printing 
painter.—A. statute exempting the 
‘necessary tools of a _ tradesman’ 


does not exempt the printing and 
stamping blocks of a painter of oil 
cloths, costing from one thousand to 
one thousand five hundred dollars, 
and used in a business requiring pe- 
culiar and extensive buildings, nu- 
merous workmen, and some capital. 
Richie v. McCauley, 4 Pa. 471. 

43. Conn.—Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 
Conn. 106. 

La.—Boston Belting Co. v. Ivens, 
28 La. Ann. 

Mass.—Smith Y. Gibbs, 6 Gray 298. 

Tex.—Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; Cullers v. 
James, 66 Tex. 494, 1 Sw 314 


vVt.—Spooner v. Fletcher, 3 a 133, 
21) AmD 579. 

44. Smith vv. Gibbs, 6 Gray 
(Mass.) 298. 

{a] Dlustration.—The machinery, 


implements, ete., in a paper mill are 
not exempt under a statute exempt- 
ing the ‘“tocls and implements, ma- 
terials, stock, and fixtures of the 
debtor, necessary for carrying on his 
trade or business,” to the amount 
of five hundred dollars. Smith v. 
Gibbs, 6 Gray (Mass.) 298, 

45. Boston Belting Co. 
28 La. Ann. 695. 

[a] Illustration.—A_ statute ex- 
empting the “tools and implements” 
of a trade or profession does not ex- 
empt the machinery, apparatus, and 
implements of persons engaged in an 
extensive business as foundrymen 
and machinists, and who operated a 
large factory requiring the attend- 
ance and skill of a large number of 


v. Ivens, 
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Nor, by the weight of authority, are such machines 
and appliances covered by statutes exempting ‘‘ tools 
and implements’’ 
trade or business.4# 
dry machinery,*® well drilling machinery,*® have 
been held not to be exempt under such statutes. It 
has been held that a statute exempting ‘‘tools’’ 
does not exempt any machine, even machines of 
comparatively simple construction,*? as a peg mak- 
ing machine,** or a portable spinning machine.*® 
But this is not at all clear. 
inexpensive machines operated by hand are cov- 


of a 
Paper mill machinery,‘ foun- 


or ‘‘tools and instruments’’ 


At any rate, simple and 


operatives. 


Boston Belting Co. v. 
lvens, 


28 La. Ann. 695. 


46. Thresher vy. McEvoy, Tex, 
Civ. A.) 193 SW 159. ae 
[a] Tlustration. — Oil  driller’s 


well-drilling rig, consisting of boiler, 
engine, rotary, pumps, and _ other 
parts of complicated machinery, not 
a “tool” or ‘apparatus’? exempt from 
execution sale. Thresher y. McEvoy, 
CRexS"Civer AO) 1938S We 19: 


47. Knox v. Chadbourne, 28 Me. 
160, 48 AmD 487; Willis v. Morris, 
66 Tex. 628, 1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; 


Henry v. Sheldon, 35 Vt. 427, 82 AmD 
644; Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 
70 AmD 414; Kilburn vy. Demming, 3 
Vt. 404, 21 AmD 543. 

[a] Reason for rule.—“‘On the 
principles of justice, the property of 
a debtor should be subject to the 
satisfaction cf his debts; and the ex- 
emption in the siatute ought not to 
be extended beyond what the policy 
and hfmanity of the law clearly re- 
guire. Though the machine in ques- 
tion, as the case states, was worked 
by the plaintiff by hana, yet it is a 
machine of the same kind and con- 
Struction which is used in manufac- 
tories and propelled by water power, 
and if this machine of one hundred 
spindles, of the cost of $100, is ex- 
empt from attachment, why, on the 
same principle, may not a machine of 


.five hundred or a thousand spindles, 


of the cost of $1,000, be exempt. The 
distinction between simple instru- 
ments of ordinary manual operation, 
and complicated implements and ma- 
chinery, appears to be a fit general 
rule to be adopted and acted upon; 
and though the case before us, under 
the circumstances stated, may not be 
entirely free from doubt and diffi- 
culty, yet we do not see how we can 
hold the machine in question to be 
free from attachment, without giving 
a construction to the statute, which 
would lead to an exemption of prop- 
erty, of asdescription and kind never 
contemplated by the legislature, and 
to an extent in value, which would 
comport as little with sound policy 
as with justice.’ Kilburn vy. Dem- 
ming, 2 Vt. 4038, 404, 21 AmD 543. 

48. Knox vy. Chadbourne, 28 Me. 
160, 48 AmD 487. 

[a] MTllustration——A statute ex- 
empting ‘tools’ does not exempt a 
machine for making pegs, although 
it can be used by a single person, is 
operated by hand, and is not of great 
value, on the ground that the statute, 
not containing any restriction as to 
value, the exclusion of all articles 
properly called machines is neces- 
sary to«prevent debtors from claim- 
ing expensive machinery. Knox v. 
Chadbourne, 28 Me. 160, 48 AmD 
487. 

49. Kilburn vy. Deming, 2 Vt. 404, 
21 AmD 5438. 

[a] MNlustration.—A portable ma- 
chine called a Billy and Jenny, used 
for spinning and manufacturing cloth 
by the debtor who was by profession 
a spinner in the manufacture of cloth 
and which was a machine of about 
the weight and dimensions of a com- 
mon domestic loom capable of being 
easily transported from place to 
place is not a tool of the debtor’s 
trade within the meaning of the stat- 
ute. Kilburn v. Demming, 2 Vt. 404, 
21 AmD 548. 
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ered by statutes 
ments,’’ ‘‘tools and instruments,’’ or ‘‘tools and 
apparatus,’’ °° such as cheese making implements,°* 
a weayer’s loom,°? a turning lathe,®* a sewing ma- 
chine of a tailor ®* or shoemaker.®> The machine 
must be in itself exempt. The mere fact that it 
takes the place of a tool that is exempt does not 
make it exempt.° ‘‘Apparatus’’ in a_ statute 
exempting tools and apparatus used in a trade or 
business is a broader term than ‘‘tools’’ and may 
embrace machinery and appliances that would not 
fall under the head of tools.>? ; 

[§ 80] (2) Value. The value of the machine 
is merely an evidential fact, having a bearing upon 
whether or not the instrument claimed as exempt is 

‘¢tool’’? or machinery,®® and the mere fact that 
tools claimed as exempt are expensive does not de- 
feat the claim, if they are in fact tools as distin- 
guished from machinery.®® 

{§ 81] (38) Motive Power. To be exempt as a 
“‘tool’’ the machine must be operated. by hand, and 
not by steam or water power,®° and even where the 
statute exempts tools and apparatus, tools have been 
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exempting ‘‘tools and imple- 


[§§ 79-81 


construed to apply to simple implements, and ap- 
paratus to machinery, in some instances of consid- 
erable power and weight,°! but in both cases they 
must be worked by hand or muscular power to be 
exempt,°? although in other jurisdictions the terms 
‘fapparatus,’’? and even ‘‘implements,’’ have been 
construed more broadly to exempt machines driven 
by electricity, steam, or water, where it is shown that 
they are necessary to the debtor in conducting his 
business.°? In these jurisdictions exemptions are 
extended to an electric motor and lathe,®* and in 
several of the western states to portable steam en- 
gines and machinery for sawing logs and making 
lumber,®® the courts basing their decision in the 
latter group of cases on the fact that the lamberman 
debtor and owner uses the machinery in person and 
performs a considetable portion of the work him- 
self,°° and that without such machinery the busi- 
ness of a lumberman cannot be carried on.** It has 
been generally held, however, in jurisdictions where 
a printing press is exempt, that the fact that it is 
operated by steam or electricity and not by hand 
or foot power is immaterial.®§ 


50. Cal.—In re Robb, 99 Cal. 202,|from attachment as a “tool,” al-|have held not te be included under 
- Bowe 390, 37. AmSR 48; though it takes the place of a tool|the term ‘tools’ as used in similar 

Conn.—Atwood v. De Forest, 19|that is exempt. Henry v. Sheldon,|enactments. Willis v. Morris, 66 
Conn. 513. 35 Vt. 427, 82 AmD 644, Tex. 628, 1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634. 

Ga.—Kirksey v. Rowe, 114 Ga. 893, 57. Wood v. Bresnahan, 63 Mich. 63. In re Robinson, 206 Fed. 176; 


40 SE 990, 88 AmSR 65; Lenoir v. 


Weeks, 20 Ga. 596. ris) 


614, 617, 30 NW 206; Willis v. Mor- 
66 Tex. 628, 1 SW _799, 59 AmR 


Eckman v. Poor, 88 Colo. 200, 87 P 
1088; Wood vy. Bresnahan, 63 Mich. 


Kan.—Fish v. Street, 27 Kan. 270. 

Mass.—Rayner v. Whicher, 6 Allen 
292; Daniels v. Hayward, 5 Allen 
43, 81 AmD 731; Dowling v. Clark, 
1 Allen 2838, 3 Allen 570. 

Minn.—Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 

Pa.—McDowell v. Shotwell, 2 
Whart. 26. 

{a] “Common tools of trade” is 
construed to mean simple and indis- 
pensable appliances used in _ the 
debtor’s trade. Kirksey v. Rowe, 114 
Ga. 893, 40 SE 990, 88 AmSR 65; 
Lenoir v. Weeks, 20 Ga. 596. 


51. Fish v. Street, 27 Kan. 270. 


[a] Cheese vats, cheese presses, 
curd knives, etc.—Fish v. Street, 27 
Kan. 270. 

52. McDowell v. Shotwell, 2 
Whart. (Pa.) 26. 

{a] MNlustration. — A  weaver’s 


loom of small value and operated by 
hand, although not taken into the 
hand, is exempt as “tools of a trades- 
man. ys an, v. Shotwell, 2 
Whart. (Pa.) 2 

53. In re cee 99. Cale 202,33) P 
890, 37 AmSR 48; Smith v. Roads, 29 
ORE SUS LI 9 ae 627. 


54. Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 
55. Rayner v. Whicher, 6 Allen 


Daniels v. Hayward, 5 
Allen (Mass.) 43, 81 AmD 731. 

{a] Illustrations——(1) The sew- 
ing machine of a shoemaker is in- 
cluded in the expression “tools, imple- 
ments, and fixtures.” Rayner v. 
Whicher, 6 Allen (Mass.) 292. (2) 
Under a statute exemnting a debtor’s 
tools and implements to the value of 
one hundred dollars, a bootmaker 
carrying on a small business, and 
employing a number of men, can 
claim as exempt not only his tools 
in the strict sense, but also machines 
of simple construction. Daniels v. 
Hayward, 5 Allen (Mass.) 43, 81 AmD 
731. 

56. Henry v. Sheldon, 35 Vt. 427, 
82 AmD 644, 

{a] Leather splitting machine.— 
A machine for shaving and splitting 
leather, operated by hand, steam, or 
water, costing two hundred and fifty 
dollars, weighing from six hundred 
to nine hundred pounds, operated by 
a crank requiring two men to work 
it by hand, and which had to be kept 
in its place by cleats, is not exempt 


(Mass.) 292; 


634; Green v. Raymond, 58 Tex. 80, 
44 AmR 601. 

[a] Steam engine and shingle ma- 
chine are exempt under a statute 


exempting tools or apparatus. Wood 
SRS lean oy teat 63 Mich. 614, 30 NW 
oo Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 
6. 
nee Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 
60. U. S—In re Robinson, 206 
Fed. 176. 
Me.—Batchelder vy. Shapleigh, 10 


Me. 135,.:25 AmD 213. 
Mass.—Buckingham v. Billings, 13 
Mass. 
Tex.—Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; Comer 
a Powell, (Civ. A.) 189 SW 


Vt.— Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 
70 AmD 414; Wallace v. Barker, 8 Vt. 
440; Kilburn v. Demming, 2, Vt. 404, 
406, 21 AmD 543. 

[a] Water mill saw is not a “tool” 
within the meaning of the exemption 
laws. “It is not an instrument 
worked by hand, or by muscular 
power, but part of a mill propelled 
by water.’’ Batchelder v. Shapleigh, 
10, Me. 135, 25 Am 213. 

61. Brummage v. Kenworthy, 27 

431, 112 P 984, AnnCas1912C 
607. 


[a] Paper cutter.—A paper cut- 
ter, weighing six hundred and eighty 
five pounds, and a card cutter, weigh- 
ing from three to eight pounds, both 
being machines operated by hand, 
necessary in conducting the business 
of a printer, the head of a family 
residing in the state, are exempt, un- 
der Comp. L. (1909) § 3346 subd 5, 
providing that there shall be reserved 
to every family residing in the state, 
exempt from forced sale for payment 
of debts, all tools, apparatus, etce., 
belonging to and used in a trade. 
Brummage v. Kenworthy, 27 Okl. 431, 
112 P 984, AnnCas1912C 607. 

62. Brummage v. Kenworthy, 27 
Okl. 431, 112 P 984, AnnCas1912C 
607; Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 1 
SW 799, 59 AmR 684; Comer vy. 
Powell, (Tex. Civ. A.) 189 SW. 88. 

[a] The word “apparatus” used in 
the statute may take a wider range 
and embrace such minor machinery 
as may be operated by hand, and 
such as courts of high authority 


87 1088; 


614, 30 NW 206. 
64. In re Robinson, 206 Fed. 176; 


eee Vv. Roads, 129; OK) 815.5 14/92 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘The plain- 


tiff in this case established that, in 
his trade as a machinist and running 
a repair shop, the tool or apparatus 
in question was one of the ordinary 
and essential tools to him, and that 
he used it every working. day. The 
fact that he may have found it more 
convenient to attach the same to the 
engine which operated his wife’s 
washing machine, in our judgment, 
will not deprive him of the protection 


which this statute affords.’ Smith 
Yeamgage: 29) (OKT Sib) OO euliliG) apie 
65. Eckman v. Poor, 38 Colo, 200, 


Baker v. Maxwell, 183 
Iowa 1192, 168 NW 160, 2 ALR 814; 
Reeves v. Bascue, 76 Kan. 333, 91 P 
77, 1283 AmSR 1387; Wood. v. Bresna- 
han, 68 Mich. 614, 30 NW 206. 

[a] , Applications.—(1)-Where the 
statute exempts “the tools, imple- 
ments, materials, stock, apparatus, 
team, vehicle, horses, harness, or 
other things” to enable a person to 
carry on his “profession, trade, oc- 
cupation, or business,” not exceeding 
in value two hundred and fifty dol- 
lars, a person can claim as exempt 
a steam engine and band wheel to the 
same, and a shingle machine and 
gummer, used by him in the manu- 
facture of lumber and _ shingies. 
Wood v. Bresnahan, 63 Mich. 614, 30 
NW 206. (2) A portable engine and 
saws, belt carrier, and other appli- 
ances commonly used in connection 
with such an engine for sawing logs 
and making lumber are the necessary 
tools of a person who saws lumber 
for his living. Reeves v. Bascue, 76 
Kan, 333; 9) P-?77, 123 “AmSR 137%: 
(3) Portable engine, boiler, saw, and 
lumber carriage with attachment are 
implements without which the busi- 
ness of a lumberman cannot be car- 
ried on and are exempt under the 
statutes. Eckman y. Poor, 38 Colo. 
200, 87 P 1088. 

66. Reeves v. Bascue, 76 Kan. 333, 
91 PT, D238 Ame Re 3 ts 

67. Eckman v. Poor, 38 Colo. 200, 
87 P 1088; Reeves v. Bascue, 76 Kan. 
389,091 P 77,7123 Ame le. 

68. Harris v. Townley, (Tex. Civn 
AS). 161" SW 5. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ley, 


§§ 82-83] 
[§ 82] ¢. 


jurisdictions they are exempt.’° 


on his trade.’’7! 
they are not exempt.?? 


[§ 83] d. Necessity to Conduct of Occupation 
Statutes exempting tools generally re- 
quire that they shall be necessary for the debtor’s 
And where this requirement 
is not expressed, it is generally implied.’° 
quirement excludes tools which are not necessary 


or Trade.*? 


trade or oceupation.’4 


69. See cases infra notes 70-72. 
one Ala.—Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala. 
Conn.—Patten vy. Smith, 
450, 10 AmD 166. 
Kan.—Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan, 57, 
ia ee O99, oo Ant 923:7) Jenkins Vv. 
MecNall, 27 Kan. 532, 41 AmR 422. 
OU li We reaea v. Bobo, 15 La. Ann. 
Tex.—St. Louis Type Fdy. v. In- 
ternational Live-Stock, etc., Co., 74 
Tex. 651, 12 SW 842, 15 AmSR 870; 
Green v. Raymond, 58 Tex. 80, 44 
AmR 601; Harris v. Townley, (Civ. 
A.) 161 SW 5; St. Louis Type Fdy. 
v. Taylor, (Civ. A.) 35 SW. 691. 
' [a] Reason for rule.—‘The word 
‘apparatus’ is strikingly apt, a gen- 
eric term of the most comprehensive 
signification. The trade or profes- 
sion of Raymond was that of editor 
and publisher of a weekly newspaper. 
What tools and apparatus belonged 
to that trade or profession? It is 
the printing press, type, cases, etc., 
and not alone the pair of scissors, 
bottle of ink and goose-quill pen of 
the editorial department. The appa- 
ratus belonging to the trade of a 
publisher must of necessity include 
the press, type, cases, ete., which 
are essential to the conducting of 
that business. The blacksmith could 
as well dispense with his anvil and 
hammer, the shoemaker with his awl 
and last, the farmer with his plow 
and hoe, as could the publisher dis- 
pense with his press, type and cases; 
and yet all of these are exempt as 
belonging to these respective trades.” 
Green vy. Raymond, 58 Tex. 80, 83, 
44 AmR 601 [quot Harris v. Town- 
(Civ A AGI SS Wad; Ol 
{b] For example.— (1) Printing 
presses are exempt under a statute 
exempting “all tools and apparatus 
belonging to any trade or profes- 
sion.” Green v. Raymond, 58 Tex. 
80, 44 AmR 601. (2) A printing 
press and paper cutter owned by a 
job printer and necessary for his 
business are exempt under the Texas 
statute. St. Louis Type Fdy. v. Tay- 
lor, (Civ. A.) 35 SW'691. (3) Where 
it is shown that a party depends en- 
tirely upon his trade as a printer 
and editor for means of support, his 
printing press and materials neces- 
sary for the exercise of his trade are 
exempt from seizure under Code Pr. 
art 644. Prather v. Bobo, 15 La. 
Ann. 524. (4) The press-and type 
which are necessarily used by a 
debior and his journeymen in the 
publication of a weekly newspaper 
are tools or implements of trade; but 
the paper and ink employed by a 
printer in his business are stock in 
trade, and not “tools and implements 
of trade.’ Sallee v. Waters, 17 Ala. 
482. (5) A printing press and print- 
ing materials of a head of a family 
are exempt under a statute which ex- 
empts the necessary tools of me- 
chanics or other persons used and 
kept for carrying on his trade or 
business, where the owner, an em- 
ployer of others, himself works with 
his employees as a foreman would 
work, and he has_ other business. 
Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 57, 7 P 


4 Conn. 


Printing Outfits as Tools. 
a direct conflict in the decisions as to whether the 
printing presses, cases, and type of a printer are 
within the statutes exempting tools.® 
But even in these 
Jurisdictions a debtor is entitled to claim as exempt 
only so much of his outfit as is ‘‘necessary to carry 
In other jurisdictions, however, 
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There is 


In some 


supply it.78 


ness may be.’® 


violin for 
This re- 


599, 55 AmR 237. (6) ‘But a debtor 
cannot claim as exempt a job print- 
ing press owned by him unless he 
derives his principal support from 
the business in which the press is 
used. Jenkins v. McNall, 27 Kan. 
532, 41 AmR 422. (7) Printing 
presses, cases, and type of a printer, 
used by him in his business, are tools 
within the meaning of a statute ex- 
empting “tools” of a debtor neces- 
sary for upholding life, and whether 
they are necessary for upholding life 
was a question for the jury. Pat- 
van v. Smith, 4 Conn. 450, 10 AmD 

71. In re Mitchell, 102 Cal. 534, 36 


P 840. 
72. Danforth v. Woodward, 10 
Pick. (Mass.) 423, 20 AmD _ 531; 


Buckingham y. Billings, 13 Mass. 82; 
Frantz v. Dobson, 64 Miss. 631, 2 S 
75, 60 AmR 68; Oliver v. White, 18 
S. C. 235; Spooner y. Fletcher, 3 Vt. 
P33 722A mpi /5'79- 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The word 
tool is not understood, either in its 
strict meaning or popular use, as 
designating complicated machinery 
which, in order to produce any useful 
effect, must be worked by combining 
several distinct parts or separate 
pieces, the aid of more hands than 
one being necessary to perform the 
operation; all which is required in 
the use of a printing apparatus. Nor 
can the several parts be denominated 
tools, as they cannot be used- sepa- 
rately, but like the axe and its han- 
dle, must be united to accomplish 
any work. The press and forms may 
with as much propriety be denomi- 
nated tools, as the types. All are 
the necessary component parts of 
the machinery for printing. Besides, 
types cannot be used as tools of trade 
by a printer after he is stripped of 
the other parts of his printing appa- 
ratus, so that the exemption from at- 
tachment of the types alone would 
not enable him to pursue his trade 
and thereby to gain his subsistence, 
which was the object of the statute. 
Such a partial exemption would be as 
useless as the exemption of a single 
tool, or part of a tool only, among 
many other tools essentially neces- 
sary in a man’s trade or occupation. 
And we are clearly of opinion that 
the statute cannot be so construed 
as to allow any such partial exemp- 
tion or protection. We are equally 
well satisfied that property so valu- 
able as a complete printing appara- 
tus, cannot be protected under the 
statute, the object and intention of 
which was, to make a humane provi- 
sion for the poor; but not to enable 
a person in embarrassed or _ insol- 
vent circumstances, to withhold a 
large amount of property from the 
just claims of his creditors.” Dan- 
forth v. Woodward, 10'Pick. (Mass.) 
423, 427, 20 AmD 581. 

73. Property necessary to enjoy- 
ment of exempt property see infra 
§ 143. 

74, See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 

75. In re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 
P 44; Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 
92 AmD 4382; Parshley v. Green, 58 
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to enable the debtor to work at his trade or oecupa- 
tion,’® but does not require that they shall be indis- 
pensable and allows those to be included which en- 
able the debtor to carry on his trade conveniently 
and in the usual manner,”7 
be exempt, although it may be possible for the 
debtor to secure employment with one who will 
Whether a particular implement is or 
is not necessary to the debtor depends in a large 
measure upon what his trade, profession, or busi- 


So an implement may 


Thus a safe *®® and lamp ®! have 


been held necessary for a watchmaker; a cornet or 
a musician;*? a piano for a music 
teacher ;** a sewing machine for a tailor;8* clocks; 
stoves, sgreens, pitchers, and table covers for a mil- 


IN VERS (2048 

[a] For example, where a statute 
exempts the “proper tools or imple- 
ments of a farmer,” it is construed 
as exempting the “necessary articles, 
tools, instruments, ete., and not arti- 
cles and things merely convenient.” 
Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 376, 92 
AmD 432. 

76. In re Mitchell, 102 Cal. 534, 
36 P 840; Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 


359, 92 AmD 432; Prather v. Bobo, 
15 La. Ann. 524; Buckingham v. 
Billings, 13 Mass. 82. 


77. Cal.—In re Bowman, 83 Cal. 
153) 23 P35; 
Mass.—Howard vy. Williams, 2 Pick. 


Mich.—Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 
56; Kenyon vy. Baker, 16 Mich. 373, 
97 AmD 158. 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, 168, AnnCasi918D 170 [cit 
Cy,cr 

R:. T—Healy v. Bateman, ‘2° R. I. 
454, 60 AmD 94. 

Vt. 
70 AmD 414. 

[a] Meaning of “necessary.”—(1) 
“The term ‘necessary’ in, this connec- 
tion has been construed to mean 
convenient or useful, and that has 
been deemed convenient or useful 
which a man procures for his own 
personal use, unless extravagant.” 
Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 249, 
70 AmD 414. 
exempts the working tools of a me- 
chanie “necessary for his usual oc- 
cupation,”’ the court approved an in- 
struction that the phrase 
“should not be construed to mean 
only such working tools as should 
be indispensably necessary to the 
mechanic, or even such as are in gen- 
eral uscd by individuals of the same 
craft, but such as the individual in 
question has adopted to facilitate 
and diminish his labor and make it 
more profitable.” Healy v. Bateman, 
2 R. 1. 454, 456, 60 AmD 94. 

78. In re Robb, 99 Cal. 202, 33 P 
890, 37 AmSR 48. 

79. See cases infra notes 80, 81. 

80. McManus’ Bst., 87 Cal. 292, 25 
P 413, 22° AmSR 250, 10 LRA 567. 

fa] Tllustration.— Upon evidence 
that a safe is necessary to the profit- 
able conduct of watch repairing and 
that customers will not leave their 
watches to be repaired unless one is 
used, a safe’ is properly set off to 
the debtor. McManus’ Est., 87 Cal. 
292, 25 P 413, 22 AmSR 250, 10 LRA 
567. 

81. Bequillard v. Bartlett, 19 Kan. 
382, 27 AmR 120. 

fa] Tllustration. — A lamp and 
other articles kept by a watchmaker 
and jeweler are exempt from attach- 
ment and execution, as “tools and im- 
plements,’” provided such articles are 
necessary for his use in carrying on 
the business of making and repairing 
watches and jewelry. Bequillard v. 
Bartlett, 19 Kan. 382, 27 AmR 120. 

82. See supra § 57. 


83. See infra § 89. . 
84. Dowling’ ‘v.) Clark, 1: Allen 
(Mass.) 283, 3 Allen (Mass.) 570; 


Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 827, 52 
NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 


Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 


(2) Where the statute. 


quoted. 
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liner ;8> chairs,®* mirrors,®’ tables,8°& and foot rests,®° 
for a barber; articles used to garnish the table °-°% 
for a restaurant keeper; a buggy and harness,°* and 
safe,9> for an insurance agent; a safe, set of ab- 
stracts, cabinet, and tablé for an abstractor of 
titles;9> commercial books,®" safe and show cases,°8 
for a merchant; a horse and wagon for a carpen- 
ter;°° knives, saws, meat blocks, meat racks, ss) 
pans, a sausage mill, and an ice box for a butcher;+ 

a horse, harness and wagon for a dealer in eggs and 
poultry ;2 appliances for producing moving pictures 
for a moving picture show proprietor;* pool tables 
for a proprietor of a pool parlor;* a net and boat 
for a fisherman;® a canoe for a professional guide 
for hunters and fishermen;® a rifle for a hunter or 
frontiersman;’ a sled for a lumberman;® a buggy 
and harness for a physician;® a horse or team,?° 
a wagon,!! sled,!* and harness,!* for a teamster; 
a wagon and harness for an express man;'* an omni- 
bus for a hotel keeper;!®> a wagon for an itinerant 
lecturer;1® a horse, wagon, and harness for an 
assayer ; AT a bieyele for a painter and bill poster ;1® 
embalming satehels and instruments, embalming 
boards, couches, canopies, rugs, pedestals, candela- 
bras, door crapes, transfer cases, ice boxes, church 
trucks, catafalques, and undertakers’ wagons and 
even wearing apparel for an undertaker;!® and a 
photographie lens for a photographer,?° in those 
jurisdictions where a photographer is held to be a 
person engaged in trade.?1_ But an implement which 
is not practically related to the particular calling 
in question cannot be held exempt on this ground.*? 
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A grain mill is not exempt for a hotel keeper ;7* 
nor a watch for a plumber;*4 nor a watch and 
chain for a cigar maker;?> nor a bicycle for an 
architect ;?® nor a buggy and harness for a loan 
and insurance agent;?7 nor a typewriter for a physi- 
cian ;?5 nor a rifle for a professional guide for hunt- 
ers and fishermen ;?° nor a rifle for a debtor regard- 
less of his occupation;*® nor chairs for a moving 
picture show proprietor.*+ A debtor may require 
several tools ‘of the same kind for his business, 
and their duplication will not, therefore, of itself, 
deprive any one of them of its exempt character as 
a necessary tool, under the section exempting neces- 
sary tools generally,?? even though only one is 
exempt under another section of the same law pro- 
viding for specific exemptions.°? But in the absence 
of a clause exempting necessary tools generally, a 
debtor will be restricted to the number of articles 
fixed by the specific exemption section.** 

[§ 84] .e. Necessity of Einployment in Occupa- 
tion or Trade *°—(1) In General. The statutes of- 
ten expressly require that the tools and implements 
which they exempt shall be used by the debtor to 
earn his living, or to carry on his trade or busi- 
ness,** their necessity for this purpose being the 
reason for exempting them.** And by the weight of 
authority, when such a condition is not expressed, it 
is to be implied. Under these statutes the ‘‘tools’’ 
of a mechanic or other person must be kept for 
actual use in his trade,*® not merely for his pleasure 
or convenience,*® or for hiring out to others to be 


85. Woods vy. Keyes, 14 Allen 
(Mass.) 236, 92 AmD 766. 

' 86. Terry v. McDaniel, 103 Tenn. 
415, 538 SW 732, 46 LRA 559. 

87. Terry v. McDaniel, 103 Tenn. 
415, 53 SW 732, 46 LRA 559. 

88. Fore v. Cocper, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
34 SW 341. 

89. Allen v. Thompson, 45 Vt. 472. 

90-93. Boily v. Guillot, 9 Que. Pr. 
336. 

94. Wilhite v. Williams, 41 Kan. 
288, 21 P 256, 13 AmSR 281. 

95. Betz v. Maier, 12 Tex. Civ. A. 
219, 28 SW 710. 

96. See supra § 57. 

97. Farmers, etc., Bank v. Frank- 
lin, 1 La. Ann, 393 

98. Cunningham v. Brictson, 100 
Wis. 378, 77 NW 740. 

99, Whitmarsh v. Angle, 3 Code 
Pepe CNe? Via) ‘bse 

1. Hoyt v. Pullman, 51 Okl. 717, 
152 P 386, LRA1916B 1288;~Hammona 
v. McFarland, (Tex. Civ. A.) 161 SW 
47 


a In re Conley, 162 Fed. 806. 
yo eee v. Honaker, (Tex. Civ. 
mS "166 SW 7 
4. Harris e Todd, (Tex. Civ. -A.) 
158 SW 1189. 
Sammis v. Smith, 1 Thomps. 
& %. (N. Y.) 444. 
6. In re Mullen, 140 Fed. 206. 
7. See Choate v. Redding, 18 Tex. 


. \ 
8. Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 271. 
9. See infra § 89. 
10. Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 
100; Butler v. Prevost, q Que. Pr. 


11. Schwartz v. Dennis, 138 La. 
848, 70 S 857, AnnCas1917D 94. 
12. Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 


13. Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 
See Butler v. Prevost, 7 Que. Pr. 
465. 


14. Galowitz v. Bumford, 54 Misc. 
41, 104 NYS 492, 39 NYCivProc 24. 

15. White v. Gemeny, 47 Kan. 741, 
28 P 1011, 27 AmSR 320. 

16. Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 573. 

{a] TFlustration. — Whether a 


wagon used chiefly by an itinerant 


lecturer to carry his apparatus in is 


a tool of his occupation is a question 
erokeee Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 

17. Watson vy. Lederer, 11 Colo. 
SoG 19 P 602, 7 AmSR 263, 1 LRA 


iz Roberts v. Parker, 117 Iowa 
389, 90 NW 744, 94 AmSR 316, 57 
LRA 764. 

{a] - Illustration.—Under a statute 
which exempts to the head of a fam- 
ily, if a laborer, a team with a wagon 
or other vehicle and a proper harness 
or tackle by the-use of which the 
debtor habitually earns his living, a 
bicycle used by a _ painter, paper 
hanger, and billposter to earn his liv- 
ing is exempt and the fact that the 
bicycle was not known when the 
Statute was enacted is immaterial. 
Roberts v. Parker, 117 Iowa 389, 90 
NW 744, 94 AmSR 316, 57 LRA 764. 

19. Steiner v. Marshall, 140 Fed. 
710, 72 CCA 1038; O’Reilly v. Erlanger, 
108 App. Div. 318, 95 NYS 760. 

20. Davidson vy. Hannon, 67 Conn. 
312, 34 A 1050, 52 AmSR 282, 34 
LRA 718. 

21. See supra § 58. 

22. See cases infra notes 23-31. 

23. Reed v. Cooper, 30 Kan. 574, 
Pe PMis222 

24. %In re Turnbull, 106 Fed. 667. 

ant Rothschild v. Boelter, 18 Minn. 


[a] Tlustration—A watch and 
chain are not exempt to a debtor who 
is a journeyman cigar maker as a 
tool of his trade, although the debtor 
states that such watch is necessary 
to enable him to keep his time and 
that of the cigar makers under him. 
Rothschild v. Boelter, 18 Minn. 361. 

26. Smith v. Horton, 19 Tex. Civ. 
A. 28, 46 SW 401. 

27. Cates v. McClure, 27 Tex. Civ. 
A. 459, 66 SW 224. 

28. See infra § 89. 

29. In re Mullen, 140 Fed. 206. 
Saxe Choate’ v. Redding, 18 Tex. 

31. Campbell v. Honaker, (Tex. 


Civ. A:) 166 SW 74. 

32. Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857,. 36 AmSR 648; La- 
abn v. Quinones, 23 Porto Rico 


33. Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 

{a] MTlustration. — In Minnesota 
two machines may be allowed the 
debtor as reasonably necessary for 
carrying on his trade, under Gen. St. 
(1878) ce 66 § 319, exempting tools 
used in a trade, although-subd 9 
specifically enumerates only “one 
sewing machine.’ Cronfeldt v. Ar- 
rol, 50° Minn. 327, 52 NW 857, 36 
AmSR 648. 

34. See supra § 78. 

35. Abandonment of trade as af- 
fecting status of debtor as person en- 
eerie to claim exemption see supra 


Sad 
Dalanrfulness of trade see supra 


36. See statutory provisions. 
37. See cases infra notes 39-41. 
38. La.—Lambeth y. Milton, 2 
Rob. 81. 
Me.—Files v. Stevens, 84 Me. 84, 
24 A 584, 30 AmSR 333. 
48 H.—Norris v. Hoitt. 18 N. H. 
hg honk oes v. Everett, 9 Oh. St. 


425 
74 Tex. 


Tex. —Cooper vy. Pierce, 
526, L209 Wir2dts 
39. Minn.—Prosser y. Hartley, 35 
Minn. 340, 29 NW 156. 
N. H.—Bond v. Tucker, 65 N. H. 
165,518) 0A: 1653; 
oo” .—Burgess v. Everett, 9 Oh. St. 
Ont.—Wright. v. Hollingshead, 23 
OnteyAt 
qos .—Noel v. Laverdiere, 7 Que. L. 


Habitual use see supra § 47. 

40. Richards v. Hubbard, 59 N. H. 
158, 47 AmR 188; Parshley v. Green, 
58: Ni eh. 27, ; 

[a] Wehicles used for pleasure or 
convenience are not exempt as tools 
‘of a debtor’s occupation. Richards 
v. Hubbard, 59 N. Hi. 158, 47) AmiazR 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 84-86] 


used in their trade.*! 


they shall yet have been used.*4 


exempt.*® 


[§ 85] 


employees and assistants.*8 


183; Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 271. 

41. St. Lambert Lumber Co. v. 
Lambert, 10 Que. Pr. 259. 

[a] Carpenter’s horse.—The horse 
and vehicle of a carpenter who is 
sometimes a contractor and some- 
times a foreman, and who at the 
Same time hires out his horse and 
vehicle, are not exempt. St. Lam- 
bert Lumber Co. v. Lambert, 10 Que. 
ers 2595 
Be Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 

43. Wolf v. Farley, 16 NYS 168. 

[a] Tools out of repair.—If the 
debtor is entitled to claim his wagon 
as exempt, his right to the exemp- 
tion is not affected by the fact that 
at the time of the levy the wagon 
had been six weeks at a shop await- 
ing repair. Wolf v. Farley, 16 NYS 168. 

44, Fields v. Moul, 15 AbbPr 
GN UY 2) 856. 

Intention habitually to engage in a 


newly started business see supra 
§ 47. 

45. Inre Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74,12 P 44. 

46. In re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 
PAs 

47, Abercrombie v. Alderson, 9 
Ala. 981; Atwood v. De Forest, 19 
Conn. 513. 7 


48. U. S.—In re Osborn, 104 Fed. 
TOM ON Am banir dis) Sim re sPeter= 
sen, 95 Fed. 417, 2 AmBankr 630. 

Kan.—Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 57, 
7 P 599, 55 AmR 237. 

Mass.—Daniels v. Hayward, 5 Al- 
Jen 43, 81 AmD 731; Dowling v. 
Clark, 1 Allen 283, 3 Allen 570; How- 
ard v. Williams, 2 Pick. 80. 

Pa.-—McDowell _ v. Shotwell, 2 
Whart. 26. 

Porto Rico.—Laguna v. 
23 Porto Rico 358. f 

Ss. C.—Parkerson vy. Wightman, 35 
So Cy Te 7363. § 

Tex.—Smith v. McBryde, (Civ. A.) 


Quinones, 


173 SW 234; Fore v. Cooper, (Civ. 
A.) 384 SW 341. 
[a] Apprentice’s tools..— Tools 


used by an apprentice or a journey- 
man in the jeweler’s business are 
exempted, although the . master, 
the debtor, worked principally on 
watches, his principal business _be- 
ing that of a jeweler. Howard v. 
Williams, 2 Pick. (Mass.) 80. 

[b] Small barber shop.—(1) Two 
barber chairs, a mirror in front of, 
and a table accompanying each, used 
constantly for five years in carrying 
on his trade by a barber, are exempt 
from execution, where he is depen- 
dent on his trade for support, and 
has kept another barber employed to 
assist him. Fore v. Cooper, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 34 SW 341. (2) A barber is 
entitled to his exemption in the tools 
of his trade, not merely those which 
he himself uses, but also those used 
by journeymen and apprentices em- 
ployed by him. Laguna vy. Quinones, 
23 Porto Rico 358. 

[c] Bootmaker with few em- 
ployees.—A_ statute exempting a 


It is not necessary that the 
tools be required for immediate use,*? or that they 
be in actual use at the time of the levy, nor that 
If the debtor no 
longer uses the tools in carrying on his own busi- 
ness,*° but employs them in a trade belonging 
to another for whom he works, they are not 


) (2) Personal Use by Debtor. 
been held that the tools claimed as exempt must be 
used by the debtor himself, and that those used by 
his employees are subject to execution; but this is 
not the general rule, and, by the weight of authority, 
a debtor who carries on a small business, and gives 
his personal attention to it, is entitled to exemption 
in the tools employed in it, even though used by his 
Where the debtor, en- 
gaged in one trade, employs another to carry on for 
him a different business from his own, he is entitled 


EXEMPTIONS 


It has 


amount.®? 


debtor’s tools and implements to the 
value of one hundred dollars applies 
to a bootmaker who carries on a 
small business and employs a num- 
ber of men therein, working some 
himself, but generally engaged in su- 
perintending his workmen. ‘While 
the exemption was not intended to 
apply to large manufacturing estab- 
lishments, it has not been supposed 
to-be at variance with the letter or 
the spirit of the statute to apply it 
to the case of a mechanic carrying 
on a small business, although he 
may have in his employment men 
who perform the principal part of 
the labor with the tools, implements 
and fixtures.” Daniels v. Hayward, 
5 Allen (Mass.) 43, 44, 81 AmD 731. 
{d] Farm.—Implements used by 
tenants and employees of a farmer 
as well as those used by the farmer 
personally are exempt. Smith v. Mc- 
Bride, (Tex. Civ. A.) 173 SW 234. 


49. In re Demaurez, 5 Terr. L. 84. 
50. In re Demaurez, 5 Terr. L. 84. 
51. Smith, 1 Thomps. 


Sammis vy. 
& C. (N. Y.) 444 
[a] A net and boat owned and 
used by a fisherman is a tool within 
the meaning of the statute, although 
two men are required to operate 
Sammis y. Smith, 1 Thomps. 
& C. (N. Y.) 444. 
Double exemptions generally 
see infra § 152. 

53. Cal.—McCue v. Tunstead, 65 
Cal. 5067 4 P ‘510. 

Conn.—Seeley v. Gwillim, 40 Conn. 
106; Patten v. Smith, 4 Conn. 450, 10 
AmD 166. ; 

Iowa.—Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. 
Goode, 101 Iowa 160, 70 NW 118, 63 
AmSR 378, 35 LRA 690. 

Kan.—Bliss v. Vedder, 34 Kan. 57, 
7 P 599, 55 AmR 237; Jenkins v. Me- 
Nall, 27 Kan. 532, 41 AmR 422. 

Mass.—Baker v. Willis, 123 Mass. 
194, 25 AmR 61. 

N. H.—Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 
271. 

Pa.—Springer v. Lewis, 22 Pa. 191. 

Tex.—Willis v. Morris, 66 Tex. 628, 
1 SW 799, 59 AmR 634; Campbell v. 
Honaker, (Civ. A.) 166 SW 74. 

Vt.—Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 
70 AmD 414. 

{a] Shoemaker and lumberman.— 
A shoemaker who when not em- 
ployed at his trade as such cuts 
wood and timber from his land and 
draws it to market for sale is en- 
titled to exemption of a sled used for 
the purpose. Parshley v. Green, 58 
IN pred het CACC 

{[b] Shoemaker and farmer. — A 
shoemaker who carries on farming 
to a limited extent may be allowed 
an exemption in the simple tools of 
husbandry. Garrett v. Patchin, 29 
Vt. 248, 70 AmD 414. 

{c] Proprietor of opera house and 
moving picture show.—That one is 
operating an opera house and a mov- 
ing picture show at the same time in 
different parts of rented premises 


[25C.5.] 53 


to an exemption in the tools he uses in his own 
trade,*® but not in the tools used by his employee.®? 
A tool, which requires more than one man to operate 
it, may nevertheless be a tool used by the debtor 
himself and so exempt under the statute.51 

[§ 86] f. Tools 
Trades or Occupations.®? 
ing a debtor’s tools and implements of trade, or 
other property necessary for carrying on his trade 
or business, not exceeding in value a certain sum, 
a person engaged in several occupations, all of which 
are covered by the exemption laws, may claim as 
exempt the tools or other property used in either 
of them, if ae value does not exceed the specified 

n “) 
the statute in terms applies to a single business 
only, he may claim the tools or other property used 
in more than one business if the value of all is 
within such amount.>4 


or Implements of Several 


Under a statute exempt- 


by the weight of authority, unless 


Particularly is this so where 


does not prevent him from claiming 
the appliances used to produce the 
moving pictures as exempt within 
the statute. Campbell v. Honaker, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 166 SW 74. 

{d] Lawyer and real estate agent. 
—The books and office furniture of 
a man who earns part of his living 
by legal work for others in his office 
were held exempt, although he com- 
bined this work with other business 
and did not advertise as a lawyer 
or appear in court in the trial of 
eases. U. S. Equitable L. Assur. Soc. 
v. Goode, 101 Iowa 160, 70 NW 113, 
638 AmSR 378, 35 LRA 690. 

54. In re Robinson, 206 Fed. 176; 
Eager v. Taylor, 9 Allen (Mass.) 156; 
Pierce v. Gray, 7 Gray (Mass.) 67; 
Harrison y. Martin; 7 Mo. 286; Nich- 
ols. v.. Porter, 7 ‘Tex. Civ. Av’ 302826 
SW 859. 

{a] Ice business and farming.— 
A person who is engaged in the ice 
business, and whose tools in that 
business are exempt, can also hold as 
exempt his tools for farming and 


gardening. Pierce v. Gray, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 67. 
{b] Carriage and harness maker 


and painter.—Under a statute ex- 
empting materials and stock of a 
debtor necessary for carrying on 
“his trade or business” not exceed- 
ing one hundred dollars in value, a 
person whose original trade is paint- 
ing, but who is also engaged in mak- 
ing and repairing carriages, and in 
making harness, is allowed to claim 
property used in all of these occupa- 
tions, the whole not exceeding one 
hundred dollars in value. Eager v. 
Taylor, 9 Allen (Mass.) 156. 

{ce] Musician and tinner.—A cor- 
net of a debtor who is a musician 
and a tinrer is exempt in addition 
to his tinner’s tools, if the entire ex- 
emption amounts to less than the 
statutory limit of one hundred dol- 
lars. Baker v. Willis, 123 Mass. 194, 
25 AmR 61. 

{d] “Jack of all trades.”—‘“The © 
debtor was actually using all of the 
tools or implements as an artisan or 
mechanic in making his living. He 
was in the general repair business, 
a ‘jack of all trades,’ as he put it, 
and naturally required a great va- 
riety of tcols; but such a trade or 
ealling is quite as legitimate, and 
perhaps no less useful to society, and 
possibly quite as efficient as a means 
of earning a livelihood for the debtor 
and his family, as is a trade or call- 
ing more highly specialized. Sup- 
pose that in a small community, 
where there is not a sifficient amount 
of either carpenter’s work or paint- 
ing to engage all of the time of one 
man, a mechanic qualifies himself to 
render efficient service both as a cvar- 
penter and a painter, and purchases . 
the necessary tools and appliances 
for carrying on both lines of work, 
and in fact follows both trades, and 
depends for kis livelihood upon his 


54 [25C.3.] 


the trades are of a kindred nature.®> But the debtor 
will not be allowed to double his exemption in this 
way, where’ the statute places a limit upon the 
amount exempted.°® And if one of the trades is car- 
ried on not by himself personally, but by, an em- 
ployee, he is not entitled to exemption in the tools 
used by his employee.” 

‘‘Principal’’ business. There are statutes in some 
states exempting the tools, implements, ete., neces- 
sary to enable a person to carry on the business in 
which he is ‘‘ wholly or prineipally’’ engaged.°® Un- 
der these statutes his exemption is.of course re- 
stricted to the tools of one trade.5® Such a statute, 
when a person is engaged in two or more occupa- 
tions, is to be construed as referring to the one on 
which he chiefly relies for a livelihood, and which 
engrosses most of his time and attention throughout 
the year,®° not necessarily, however, the one that 
brings him in the most income.®!| Where a trade is 
seasonable in its nature and the person who engages 
in it oceupies himself with other work during the 
slack period, he does not cease to be one engaged in 
the seasonable trade and is entitled, even during the 


EXEMPTIONS 


slack period, to the exemption of tools necessary in 
its prosecution.®* It is not necessary that he should 
devote any particular amount of time to his busi- 


earnings in both; is there any reason; A person who is 


I9§ 86-87 


ness.°? But he is not entitled to claim exemption of 
tools used in a trade which he only oceasionally fol- 
lows.*4 The fact that the debtor uses his tool or 
implement in more than one. business or trade does 
not affect his right of exemption if the implement 
is appropriate and necessary for his principal busi- 
ness.% 

[§ 87] g. Farming Tools and Implements.** 
Statutes sometimes expressly exempt farmers’ tools 
and implements, and statutes exempting the neces- 
sary tools or implements of a debtor, without re- 
striction as to occupation, have been held impliedly 
to exempt the necessary tools of a farmer, as well 
as those of a mechanic.°® When one claims as 
exempt ‘‘an implement of husbandry,’’ it must ap- 
pear that the implement in question is suitable for 
that oceupation.®® What is suitable depends to some 
extent at least upon the conditions attending agri- 
culture in the jurisdiction where the question 
arises,"° and the number of articles exempt may be 
considerably increased under such statutory terms 
as ‘‘materials,’’ ‘‘stock,’’ or ‘‘apparatus.’’™ It 
has been held in some states that statutes exempting 
tools and implements of husbandry exempt only such 
implements as are used by hand.?? But in other 
states the statutes are given a broader construction, 


engaged both in [a] Tools of occupation.—A farm- 


either in the spirit or in the letter |farming and in business as a tailor, |er’s tools are exempt as “tools of the 


of the statute, when fairly construed, | but whose principal business is that | occupation of the debtor.” 


Wilkinson 


why he should not be permitted to/of a tailor, cannot claim a span of|v. Alley, 45 N. H. 551. 


claim as exempt, up to the value of |horses and wagon as exempt on the 69. 


$500, the tools of both 
None is apparent; but that is sub-| most. 


Voorhees v. Patterson, 20 Kan. 


callings?/ ground that his farming pays him]|555; Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 Okl. 
“The words 


‘principally en-| 38, 44 P 213; Henry v. McLean, 1 Tex. 


stantially the case here.” 
inson, 206 Fed. 176, 178. 

55. Eager v. ‘Taylor, 9 Allen 
(Mass.) 156; Howard v. Williams, 2 
Pick. (Mass.) 80; Nichols v. Porter, 
Wo Dex. Civ. As 302,303, 26 iS'W,, 859. 

[a] A jeweler and watch repairer 
may have exempt articles appropri- 
ate to both employments. Howard 
v. Williams, 2 Pick. (Mass.) 80. 

56. Jenkins v. McNall, 27 Kan. 
532, 41 AmR 422; Knapp v. Bartlett, 
23 Wis. 68, 99 AmD 109; Bevitt v. 
Crandall, 19 Wis. 581. 

[a] Mlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting “the tools and implements, 
or stock in trade, of any mechanic, 
miner, or other person, used and kept 
for the purpose of carrying on his 
trade or business,” if not exceeding a 
certain sum in value, a person cannot 
double his exemption by carrying on 
more than one trade or business, as 
by being both a mechanic and a 
miner at the same time. Knapp v. 
Bartlett, 23 Wis. 68, 99 AmD 109; 
Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 581. 

Amount of exemption generally 
see infra § 150. 

57. In re Demaurez, 5 Terr. L. 84. 

58. See statutory provisions. 

Occupation authorizing claim of 
exemption see supra §§ 46-62. 

59. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Common Cal rAn 149,104, 4 LOS, es Tl 
{cit Cyc]; Coville v. Bentley, 76 
Mich. 248, 42 NW 1116, 15 AmSR 312; 
Morrill v. Seymour, 3 Mich. 65; Mc- 
Manamy v. Pelletier, 24 Que. Super. 
127 


{a] MTlustration.—Under the stat- 
ute a debtor may not claim the ex- 
emption given to farmers and also 
the exemption given to teamsters. 
Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett Co., 12 
WatnwAe S749) LOS. sR alans 

60. Jenkins v. McNall, 27 Kan. 
532, 41 AmR 422; Coville v. Bentley, 
76 Mich. 248, 42 NW 1116, 15 AmSR 
312; Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 56; 
Smalley v. Masten, 8 Mich. 529, 77 
AmD 467; Morrill v. Seymour, 3 
Mich, 65. : 

61. Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 
56; Smalley v. Masten, 8 Mich. 529, 
77 AmD 467. 

[a] Productiveness not the test.— 


In re Rob- | gaged,’ are not to be construed with 


reference to the productiveness or 
profit of one kind of business over 
another, where two or more occupa- 
tions are followed at the same time, 
but with reference to the cccupation 
or business on which the _ party 
chiefly relies for a livelihood, and 
that engrosses the most of: his time 
and attention; not for a day, or week, 
or month, but through the year. We 
therefore think the court erred in 
allowing the plaintiff below, who is 
the defendant in error, to prove 
which of his two occupations, tailor- 
ing or farming, would be likely to 
bring him in the most. A new busi- 
ness, embarked in as an experiment 
merely, might temporarily produce 
more, and require more personal at- 
tention, than the old, and yet the 
latter be one’s principal occupation, 
because most relied on or looked to 
for a livelihood, and the one that 
would be held on to if compelled to 
abandon either.” Smalley v. Masten, 
8 Mich. 529, 77 AmD 467. 

Bier Hebert v. Rondeau, 14 Que. 
rd; 

63. Kenyon vy. Baker, 16 Mich. 373, 
97 AmD 158. 

It is “[not] necessary, that the 
business which a person is engaged 
in must necessarily be extensive, or 
occupying most of his time. What- 
ever may be a person's avocations, 
and whether his business be light 
and allowing intervals, or heavy and 
unremitting, the business, such as 
it is, should be protected under the 
law.’ Kenyon y. Baker, 16 Mich. 
373,377, 97 AmD 158. 
yee Noel v. Laverdiere, 7 Que. L. 

65. Kenyon y. Baker, 16 Mich. 373, 
97 AmD 158. 

66. Farmer engaging in 
work see supra § 86. 

Implements used by tenants and 
employees see supra § 85. 

Temporary cessation of farming 
see supra § 48. 

67. See statutory provisions. 

68. Pierce v. Gray, 7 Gray (Mass.) 
67; Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 551; 
Garrett. v. Patchin, 29 -Vt. 248, 70 
AmD 414, 


other 


A. Civ. Cas. § 1079; Nelson v. Gurney, 
Man. t. Wood 173. ; 
{a] A farmer’s horse is generally 
Nelson y. Gurney, Man. t. 
Wood 173 


[b] Well-boring apparatus is sel- 
dom used on the farm and is not 
exempt. Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 
Okl. 38, 44 P 213. 

[ec] Weighing scales are not ex- 
empt. Nelson v. Gurney, .Man. t. 
Wood 173. 

70. State v. Creech, 18 Wash. 186, 
BAL S63: 

{a] Logging capstan and cable.— 
A logging capstan and cable and tools 
used in logging are exempt to one en- 
gaged in the occupation of a farmer, 
where it is necessary to use them In 
clearing and improving farms. State 
v. Creech, 18 Wash. 186, 51 P 363. 

71. Hutchinson vy. Whitmore, 90 
Mich. 255, 51 NW 451, 30 AmSR 4821. 

{a] Hay, oats, corn, etc. — A 
farmer has a right to an exemption 
of hay,-oats, corn, clover seed, corn- 
stalks, ete., under a statute exempt- 
ing the ‘tools, implements, ma- 
terials, stock, apparatus, team, ve- 
hicle, horses, harness, or other things: 
to enable any person to carry on the 
profession, trade, occupation, or busi- 
ness in which he is wholly or princi- 
pally engaged, not exceeding in value 
two hundred and “(fifty dollars.” 
Hutchinson v. Whitmore, 90 Mich. 
255, 51 NW 451, 30 AmSR 481. 

72. Pierce v. Gray, 7 Gray (Mass.) 
67; Dailey v. May, 5 Mass. 313; Gar- 
rett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 70 AmD 
414, 

“In the country, farming or gar- 
dening jis or ought to be part of 
every man’s business; and the sound- 
est policy, as well as the language 
of the statute, forbids the taking of 
any of the tools so necessary to all 
good husbandry.’ Pierce. v. Gray,. 
7 Gray (Mass.) 67, 68 (exempting 
a Shovel, pickaxe, dungfork, and hoe). 

{a] Tlustration. — The word 
“tools” in such a statute “has long 
been held to extend to such farming 
tools as are used by hand, and to in- 
clude hoes, axes, pitchforks, shovels, 
spades,’ scythes, snaths, cradles, 
dungforks, and other tools of that 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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and are held to cover ordinary farm implements 
not used exclusively by hand, and even expensive 
and improved implements and machinery, the con- 
flict of opinion being accounted for undoubtedly, 
quite as much by varying farming methods and prac- 
tices in different parts of the country, as by the 
phrasing of the statutes.73 So under various stat- 
utes the exemption has been held to extend to 
wagons,’* plows,’® harrows,’® cultivators,’7 mow- 
ers,‘® reapers,’® binders,®° harvesters,$! fanning 
mills,*® wheels and axletree,§* hay racks,8* drags,®® 
sleds,°* ice racks,’ milk cans,®* harness,®® buzz 
saws.°° A threshing machine is not exempt in some 
jurisdictions ;°! in others, it is.92 There is also a 
conflict of opinion in the case of a cream separa-~ 
tor.°* Within an exemption of ‘‘such tools, ete., as 
may be necessary for upholding life’? may be in- 
eluded such simple mechanic’s tools as are indis- 
pensable for repairing farming implements.°* If the 
implement comes under the head of utensils and 
implements of husbandry, it is exempt regardless 
of its value or the amount of land which may be eul- 
tivated therewith,®> except where the statute limits 
the value of articles exempt. 
enumerates as property exempt the homestead of the 


character. But it is not to include 


EXEMPTIONS ‘ 


A statute which 


[250.J3.] 55 
family and all implements of husbandry does not 
restrict the exemption to such implements of hus- 
bandry as are used in the cultivation of the home- 
stead,*” but all implements, providing they are nec- 
essary for the debtor’s use in husbandry, are 
exempt.°* If the debtor uses the implement in 
question principally in work for hire on other peo- 
ple’s farms, and only incidentally on his own farm, 
the implement is not exempt;®® but if the debtor 
uses the implement in question principally in work 
upon his farm, the fact that it is used in harvesting 
the crops of others will not take it out of the stat- 
ute.t The debtor is not confined to any one brangh 
of farming, but has an exemption of all the neces- 
sary tools used by a debtor in diversified farming;? 
but he is confined to only that number of implements 
which is necessary.’ 

[§ 88] 8. Seed Grain and Farm Stock. Under 
a statute exempting the stock of a farmer to a cer- 
tain amount, he is entitled to an exemption in seed 
grain * or other property which he has upon the farm 
necessary to enable him to carry on his business of 
farming.’ Under other statutes a specific exemption 
is made of necessary seed. grain to a limited 


machinery, or implements used by 
oxen and horses, as carts, plows, har- 
rows, mowers and reapers, etc. We 
think this is the sound and reason- 
able construction of the _ statute.” 
Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 250, 
70 AmD 414. 

73. See cases infra notes 74-93. 

74. Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 573; 
Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 100; 
Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 271; 
Muse v. Darrah, 2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 
604, 4 WestLMonth 149. 

75. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 92 AmD 
ee Wilkinson vy. Alley, 45 N. H. 
551. 

76. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 551. 

77. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 

78. Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 
92 AmD 432; Nelson v. Fightmaster, 


4 Okl. 38, 44 P 2138; Humphrey v. 
Taylor, 45 Wis. 251, 30 AmR 738. 
79. Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 


92 AmD 432; Nelson v. Fightmaster, 
4 Okl. 38, 44 P 2138. 


80. Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 
92 AmD 432. 
81. In re Klemp, 119 Cal. 41, 50 


P 1062, 68 AmSR 69, 39 LRA 340. 
{a] Tlustration. — A combined 
harvester, regardless of its value, is 
exempt to a farmer engaged exten- 
sively in raising and _ harvesting 
grain. “There is no ground for ex- 
cluding an implement from the oper- 
ation of the statute because it is an 
improvement, and supplants a former 
implement used with less effective- 
ness for the same purpose. Present 
methods of farming, as well as con- 
ducting other kinds of business, re- 
quire the use cf improved machin- 
119 Cal. 41, 43, 


ery.” In re Klemp, 

50 P 1062, 63 AmSR 69, 39 LRA 
340. 

i 82. Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 


92 AmD 432. 
83. Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 


Anil 
84. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 
85. Wilkinson v. Alley, 45 N. H. 
55 


A, : 

86. Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 573; 
Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 100; 
Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 271. 


87. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 

88. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 
89. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 
90. In re French, 231 Fed, 255. 
91. Ford v. Johnson, 34 Barb. 


(N. Y.) 364; Comer v. Powell, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 189 SW 88. 

[a] For example.—(1) A statute 
exempting the “working tools” of a 


debtor does not exempt a threshing 
machine five 'rods long requiring ten 
men and eight horses to operate it. 
Ford v. Johnson, 34 Barb. (N. Y.) 
3864. (2) A thrashing outfit is not 
exempt as “tools or apparatus of 
trade.” Comer v. Powell, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 189 SW 88. 

92. Spence v. Smith, 121 Cal. 536, 
53 P 653, 938, 66 AmSR 62; Vande- 
ventor v. Nelson, 180 Iowa 705, 163 
NW 3854; Jackman vy. Lambertson, 71 
Kan. 138, 80 P 55; Muse v. Darrah, 
2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 604, 4 WestL 
Month 149. 

[a] For example.—(1) Where a 
statute exempts the farming utensils 
or implements of husbandry of a 
judgment debtor, a threshing ma- 
chine is'exempt, although the debtor 
used the machine to thresh the crops 
of other persons for hire after thresh- 
ing his own crops. Spence v. Smith, 
121 Cal. 536, 53 P 653, 933, 66 AmSR 
62. (2) A threshing separator, trac- 
tion engine, belts, and all parts neces- 


sary to constitute a threshing ma-. 


chine kept by a person for the pur- 
pose of carrying on his business of 
threshing is an implement within the 
meaning of the statute. Jackman v. 
Lambertson, 71 Kan. -138; 80 P 56. 
(3) A traction engine and threshing 
machine used by a farmer to thresh 
his own grain and to thresh that of 
others for hire may be an instrumen- 
tality by which a debtor habitually 
earns a living for himself and fam- 
ily within the meaning of the ex- 
emption statute. Vandeventor_ v. 
Nelson, 180 Iowa 705, 163 NW 


354. 

93. In re Hemstreet, 139 Fed. 958 
(holding separator exempt under 
Iowa statute); Vandeventor v. Nel- 
son, 180 Iowa 795, 163 NW 354 (hold- 


ing separator not exempt under lowa 


statute). 

94. White v. Capron, 52 Vt. 634; 
Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 70 
AmD 414. 

{a] Grindstone.—‘“‘Very little can 


be accomplished with an ax, scythe, 
and many other hand tools in con- 
stant use on a farm, without a grind- 
stone to render them _ serviceable.” 
White v. Capron, 52 Vt. 634, 637. 

{b] Axes and augers.—A common 
ax, a broad ax, an adz, a hatchet, 
and five augers are exempt to one 
who carries on farming to a limited 
extent for his personal use and who 
does his own mending and tinkering 
of sleds, ox yokes, and so _ forth. 
Garrett v. Patchin, 29 Vt. 248, 70 
AmD 414. 

95. Spence v. Smith, 121 Cal. 536, 


53 P 653, 66 AmSR 62. 


ages Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 
[a] In Wisconsin the farming 


utensils, in addition to those specifi- 
cally allowed him in the statute, are 
limited in value to fifty dollars. 
Bevitt v. Crandall, 19 Wis. 581. 


97. Smith v. McBryde, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 173 SW 234. 

98. Smith v. McBryde, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 173 SW 234. 

99. Cal.—In re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 
74, 12 RP 44. 

Iowa.—Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 


359, 92 AmD 432, 

Kan.—Reed yv. Cooper, 30 Kan. 574. 

Okl.—Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 
Okl. 38, 44 P 2138. 

Tex.—Tucker v. Napier, 1 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 670. 

[a] Ilustrations—(1) An expen- 
Sive threshing outfit owned by the 
debtors and others in common and 
used by them to a limited extent 
upon their land, but principally used 
in doing work for others for hire, is 
not exempt as a “farming utensil or 
implement of husbandry.” In re 
Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 P 44. (2) A 
statute exempting the “proper tools. 
or implements of a farmer” did not 
exempt a threshing machine used by 
a person for threshing the grain of 
others for hire, even though he also 
used it to thresh his own grain. 
Meyer v. Meyer, 23 Iowa 359, 92 AmD 
432. (3) A well-boring apparatus 
and derrick owned by a farmer, but 
generally used in doing work for 
others for hire, and only occasionally 
used on his own farm, is not exempt 
under a statute exempting ‘‘all im- 
plements of husbandry used upon 
the homestead.” Nelson vy. Fight- 
master, 4 Okl. 38, 44 P 213. 

1. Spence v. Smith, 121 Cal. 536, 
53 P 658, 66 AmSR 62; In re Klemp, 
119 Cai. 41, 50 P 1062, 68 AmSR 69, 
39 LRA 340; Stanton v. French, 91 
Cal. 274, 27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174. 

2.l In re Slade, 122°Call 434 5.555 P 


158. 
In re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 P 


3. 
44. 
4 Stilson v. Gibbs, 46 Mich. 215, 
9 NW. 254. ; 

5. Hutchinson v. Whitmore, 90 
Mich. 255, 51 NW 451, 30 AmSR 481. 

[a] For example, a selection may 
be made from property consisting of 
hay, oats, a yearling steer, heifer, 
two spring calves, some clover seed, 
and a quantity of corn. stalks. 
Hutchinson v. Whitmore, 90 Mich. 
255, 51 NW 451, 30 AmSR 431. 
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amount,® or ‘‘stock’’ animals.? 

{S$ 89] 9. Library or Instruments of Profes- 
sional Men. By a specific statutory provision the 
library and implements or working tools of a pro- 
fessional man are made exempt in a number of juris- 
dictions. These statutes are restricted to a par- 
ticular class of debtors known as professional men, 
and one not belonging to the class *® is not entitled 
under them to an exemption in the tools of his 
occupation.1° Where a limit of value is fixed by 
statute, only books and instruments within the stat- 
utory limit are exempt.1! Habitual use of the books 
and instruments by the debtor in the practice of his 
profession is not necessary, in the absence of stat- 
utory requirement to that effect.1? 

Clergymen. The books used by a minister of the 
gospel for the purpose of his ealling are not liable 
to seizure.?% 

Lawyers. A ier s library is exempt under 
statutes exempting the library and instruments of 
professional men,'* while, with the exception of a 
few jurisdictions where a contrary view is held,® 
they are not exempt under statutes exempting the 
‘““common tools’’ or ‘‘ working tools’’ of a debtor.'® 
In some jurisdictions the library of a deceased at- 
torney is exempt,!* and, in some states, a share in a 
law library association.18 A lawyer’s ordinary of- 


fice furniture, including his table, desk, bookcases, 


letter press, safe, ete., necessary to enable him to 
carry on his business, is included in the term ‘‘in- 
struments.’’ 1° 

Faysician or surgeon. ‘‘Family library’’ in the 
exemption laws has been held to embrace the pro- 
fessional library of a surgeon who is the head of a 
family,2° and his surgical instruments have been 
held to be exempt as his ‘‘tools,’’ 24 as well as his 
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safe to keep them in,?? and a buggy and harness to 
aid him in making his visits,?° although there is au- 
thority for refusing to exempt a doctor’s horse,?+ 
or his horse, vehicle, and harness.?° ‘But his type- 
writer has been held not to be exempt as a ‘‘tool,’’ 76 
and there is authority for not exempting his instru- 
ments under the general exemption of ‘‘tools of 
trad en7o20 

Dentists. Dental instruments have been held 
exempt either as ‘‘mechanical tools,’’ 28 or as ‘‘in- 
struments necessary for the exercise”? of the dent- 
ist’s profession,?® although it has also been held that 
a dentist is not entitled to exemptions under a stat- 
ute for the benefit of mechanies,*° <A dentist, how- 
ever, is only entitled to the instruments which are 
appropriate to the practice of dentistry,?1 and his 
piano and guitar are not exempt as tools of his pro- 
fession.*? It has been held that a dentist’s chair is 
not exempt as a common tool of trade.*? 

Musician or teacher of music. Under a statute 
exempting generally the tools and instruments used 
by a debtor in his trade or calling, a cornet,** violin 
and bow,?> and a piano*® have been held exempt, 
where it appeared that the debtor depended upon 
the instrument for support. 

Abstracter of titles. An abstracter of titles is 
entitled to hold as exempt one set of abstracts, a 
safé to keep them in, a cabinet and table.%? 


[§ 90] 10. Work Animals, Vehicles, and Har- 
ness °8—a. Work Animals—(1) Horses and 
Mules.*® In some jurisdictions a broad provision 


exempts a certain number of horses to a large class 
of persons who habitually earn their living by the 
use of the horses,*? as farmers, teamsters, or other 
laborers,*! to physicians, and to public officers,*? re- 
stricting the exemption, however, in some instances 


6 Matteson vy. Munro, 80 Minn. 
340, 838 NW 153. 

[al Use. — “It is immaterial 
whether the debtor requires the seed 
grain in conducting his own farm 
personally or for the purpose of fur- 
nishing it to a tenant who conducts 
the farm on shares. In either case 
it is for the debtor’s personal use.” 
Matteson v. Munro, 80 Minn. 340, 342, 
83 NW 153. 

7. Byous v. Mount, 89 Tenn. 361, 
17 SW 1037. 

[a] “Stock hogs” has been held 
to mean such hogs as are capable 
of reproduction and not to refer to 
barrows or spayed sows. Byous v. 
Mount, 89 Tenn. 361, 17 SW 1087. 

8. See tele see rislone: 

9. See supra § 5 

10. O'Reilly v. melarieer: 108 App. 
Div. 318, 95 NYS 760. 

[a] Undertaker’s tools—An un- 
dertaker is not a professional man, 
and his desk, safe, and candelabra, 
while they may be exempt as a part 
of his working tools, are not exempt 
under statutory provision exempting 
professional instruments or furni- 
ture. O'Reilly v. Erlanger, 108 App. 
Div: 318, 95 NYS 760. 

11. Brown v. Hoffmeister, 71 Mo. 


12. Perkins v. Wisner, 9 Iowa 320. 

Habitual use see supra § 47. 

lee a ywehiey ayodkes Maen Gabe oral, 
35 S 389. 

14. Roberts v. Moudy, 30 Nebr. 
683, 46 NW 1018, 27 AmSR 426; Fow- 
ler v. Gilmore, 30 Tex. 432. 

15. Lambeth v, Milton, 2 Rob. 
Cee 81 (under Code Pract. art 

16, Lenoir v. Weeks, 20 Ga. 596; 
ete Petitioner, 15 R. I. 245, 2 A 
17. Fowler v. Gilmore, 30 Tex. 


18. Keiher v. Shipherd, 4 NYCiv 
Proc 274, 

[a] For example. — Under Code 
Civ. Proc. § 1391, providing that the 
necessary working tools and library 
of a member of the legal profession 
shall be exempt from execution, a 
share in the New York Law Institute, 
conferring library privileges on a 
practicing lawyer, is exempt to him 
from execution. Keiher vy. Shipherd, 
4 NYCivProc 274. 

19. Abraham  v. Davenport, 73 
Iowa 111, 34 NW 767, 5 AmSR 665. 

Lawyer’s exemption as affected by 
his engaging in another occupation 
see supra § 57. 

20. Robinson’s Case, 38 AbbPr 
(N. Y.) 466. 

21. Robinson’s Case, 38 AbbPr 
(N. Y.) 466.. 

22. Sterman v. Hann, 160 Iowa 
356, 141 NW 934, 46 LRANS 287. 

23. Farner v. Turner, 1 Iowa 53; 
Richards v. Hubbard, 59 N. H. 158, 
47 AmR 188; Van Buren v. Loper, 29 
Barb. (N. Y.) 388; Hastman v. Cas- 
well, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 75; Knapp v. 
pantlelt, 23. Wis. 68, 99 AmD 
109. 


24. Hanna v. Bry, 5 La. Ann. 651, 
52 AmD 606. 

25. Tudhope Anderson Co., Ltd. v. 
Lafortune, 17 Que. Pr. 3. 

26. Massie v. Atchley, 28 Tex. Civ. 
A, 114, 66 SW 582. 

27. Demers v. O’Connor, 10 Que. 
Super. 371, 7 Que. Super. 216. 

Physician’s exemption right as af- 
fected by lack of knowledge or skill 
see supra § 57. 

28. Maxon v. Perrott, 17 Mich. 
332, 97 AmD 191. 

29. Duperron v. Communy, 6 La. 
Ann, 789. 

30. Whitcomb v. Reid, 31 Miss. 
567, 66 AmD 579. 

31. Burt v. Stocks Coal Co., 119 


Ga. 629, 46 SE 828, 100 AmSR 203; 
Smith v. Rogers, 16 Ga. 479. 

32. Smith v. Rogers, 16 Ga. 479. 

83. Burt v. Stocks Coal Co., 119 
Ga. 629, 46 SE 828, 100 AmSR 208. 

34. Baker v. Willis, 123 Mass. 194, 
25 AmR 61. 

35. Goddard v. Chaffee, 2 Allen 
(Mass.) 395, 79 AmD 796. 

36. Amend v. Murphy, 69 Ill. 


337. 
rik. Davidson v. Sechrist, 28 Kan. 


32 
38. Cross references: 

Common iaw exemption from distress 
from rent see Landlord and Tenant 
[24 Cye 1301]. 

Exemption as tools or implements of 
trade see supra §§ 83-87. 

hig ty or food for stock see supra 


tae of work animals see infra 


Occupations entitled to exemptions 

see supra §§ 46-62. 

Ownership or possession of other 

property see supra §§ 13-15. 

Value see infra §§ 150-153. 

39. Exemption of horse as: 
Chattels of occupation see supra § 83. 
Implement of trade see supra § 78. 
Tool for occupation of teamster see 

supra § 83. 

Tool of farmer see supra § 87. 

Property necessary to enjoyment of 
exempt horse, etc., see infra § 143. 

“Team” see infra § 93. 

Troop horses see supra § 77. 

Use or habitual use to earn living 
see infra § 96. 

40. See statutory provisions. 

41. Murphy v. Harris, 77 Cal. 194, 
19 Pe 377; ames _v: Armstrong, 162 
Iowa 327, 144 NW 1, 49 LRANS 691, 
AnnCas1916B 511, 

42. Lames vy. Armstrong, 162 Iowa 
327, 144 NW 1, 49 LRANS 691, Ann 
Cas1916B baa Ia 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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to heads of families or householders.*? For the 
benefit of those who are entitled, the courts have lib- 
erally construed the terms of the statutes as to the 
property exempt.** A ‘‘work horse’’ has been de- 
fined as a horse which performs the common drudg- 
ery of the homestead, either by hauling wood, draw- 
ing the plow, carrying the family to church, ete., 
under the saddle or in traces, and it is not neces- 
sary that he should perform all these services; if he 
is intended to be used in any or all of them, or in 
others of a kindred character, he is within the 
‘exemption of ‘‘one work horse.’’4® The term 
‘‘horse’’ or ‘‘work horse’’ has been held to include 
stallions,*® mares,*7 colts,48 and even a mule +4? or 
jackass.°° Mules are also sometimes specifically 
exempted.>t A debtor is confined to the number of 
horses exempted by statute to him 5 or to his fam- 
ily.5> Some of the statutes exempt a span or pair 
of horses.°4 A ‘‘span of horses’’ is two animals 
which may be connected together or united for the 
purpose of a team,°®> and a mare and her colt are 
not a span so as to render the colt exempt under 
such statute.°6 A statute, however, exempting ‘‘a 
pair of horses’’ has been held not to require that 
they shall be used as a team, but to exempt any two 
horses selected by the debtor.5* Under a statute 
exempting ‘‘one farm-horse or mule,’’ a horse used 


43. Lames vy. 
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Armstrong, 162] mule, or yoke of oxen,” as it is with- 66. Shadewald  v. 


[25C.J3.] 57 


in running a dray for the support of the owner and 
his family is exempt.®8 

[§ 91] (2) Oxen. A statute exempting a ‘‘yoke 
of oxen or steers’? may exempt a single ox or 
steer.°? An exemption of a yoke of oxen -does 
not necessarily imply cattle already broken to 
work.®° A bull, if used for work, may be within 
an exemption of oxen or of working eattle.*t But 
an exemption of a fixed number of yoke of work 
cattle and their yokes does not include horses and 


their harness.°* Under a statute which exempts one, 


yoke of oxen to the debtor, the fact that the debtor 
has an interest in another yoke of oxen which he has 
sold to another by a conditional sale does not pre- 
vent him from holding exempt the yoke remaining 
to him.® 

[§ 92] b. Vehicles and Harness.°¢ In many 
states there are provisions in the exemption laws 
expressly exempting particular kinds of vehicles 
used by a debtor in his business or occupation. 

Wagon. The word ‘‘wagon’’ has been construed 
in some jurisdictions to mean ‘any four-wheeled 
vehicle,®* whether covered or placed upon springs, 
or for whatever use it may be employed, in the 
transportation of either persons or goods, or both;°* 
but the usual interpretation confines the term, as 
used in the provisions for exemption, to a vehicle 


Phillips, 72 


Iowa 327, 144 NW 1, 49 LRANS 691,]/in the spirit and intent of the stat-| Minn. 520, 75 NW 717. 
AnnCas1916B 511. ute, although not within its strict [a] Bicycle not included.—A bi- 


44. See cases infra notes 45-50. letter. 


Richardson 
45. Noland v. Wickham, 9 Ala.| Heisk. (Tenn.) 220. 


v. Duncan, 2)|cycle is not a ‘wagon,’ within the 
meaning of the statute exempting 


169, 44 AmD 435. 51. Augustine v. Gold, (lowa) 174] wagons. Shadewald vy. Phillips, 72 


46. Ala.—Allman vy. Gann, 29 Ala.| NW 581. 


240. 52. Hawks v. Longbotham, (Tex. 


Minn. 520, 75 NW 717. 
67. Kimball v. Jones, 41 Minn. 


Cal.—MecCue v. Tunstead, 65 Cal.| Civ. A.) 188 SW 734; Pardue v. Re-| 318, 43 NW 74; Allen v. Coates, 29 


506, 4 P 510. cer, (Tex. Civ. A.) 46 SW 112. 
Limitation in value and number of |v. Raymond, 27 Minn. 507, 8 NW 
Towa 134, 91 NW 923, 96 AmSR 370; | animals exempt see infra § 150. 


Iowa.—Krebs v. Nicholson, 118 


Minn. 46, 11 NW 132 [overr Dingman 
597]; Cone v. Lewis, 64 Tex. 331, 53 


Smith v. Dayton, 94 Iowa 102, 62 NW 53. Simonds vy. Gulley, 7 Ala. 721.|AmR 767; Nichols v. Claiborne, 39 


650 

Kan.—Young v. Bell, 1 Kan. A. 
265, 40 P 675. 

Mo.—State v. Jungling, 116 Mo. 
162, 22 SW 688. 


70 AmD 468. 
70 AmD 468. 


54. See statutory provisions. Tex. 363; Rodgers v. Ferguson, 32 
55. Ames v. Martin, 6 Wis. 361,| Tex. 533; Smith v. McBride, (Tex. 


Civ. A.) 173 SW 234; Ashcroft vy. 


56. Ames v. Martin, 6 Wis. 361, | Hopkins, 2 Alta. L. 253. 


[a] Hack—A vehicle sometimes 


Man.—Williams v. M. Rumely Co., 57. Conway v. Roberts, 38 Nebr.| used as a hack for the transporta- 


(1917] 3 WestWkly 301. 

Exemption of stallion as affected 
by use see infra § 96. 

47. White v. Wilson, 106 Mo, A. 
406, 80 SW 692. 

48. Cal.— Murphy v. Harris, 177 
Sal w194> USP sii. 

Kan.—Mallory v. Berry, 16 Kan. 
293, 

Ky.—Winfrey v. Zimmerman, 8 
Bush 587; McClanahan y. McGill, 1 
SV OD te LiS: 

Me.—Kennedy v. Bradbury, 55 Me. 
107, 92 AmD 572. 

Tex.—Hall v. Miller, 21,Tex. Civ. 
A. 336, 51 SW 36. 

[a] Zustrations.—(1) Under the 
statute exempting a “work beast” or 
a “work horse,’ a colt is exempt. 
Winfrey v. Zimmerman, 8 Bush (Ky.) 
587. (2) Where the debtor owns 
neither oxen nor horses, a colt is ex- 
empt. Kennedy v. Bradbury, 55 Me. 
107, 92 AmD 572. ’ 

Exemption of colt as affected by 
intention to use see infra § 94. 

49. Tolbert v. Freeman, 130 La. 
47, 57 S 580; McElveen y. Goings, 116 
La. 977, 41 S 229, 114 AmSR 574; 
State v. Cunningham, 6 Nebr. 90; Al- 
lison v. Brookshire, 38 Tex. 199. 

{a] Iustration.—A debtor own- 
ing one horse and one mule can hold 
the mule as well as the horse under 
a statute exempting two horses. Al- 
lison v. Brookshire, 38 Tex. 199. 

50. Richardson v. Duncan, 2 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 220; Robinson v. Rob- 
ertson, 2 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 253. ’ 

{a] Dlustration.—A jackass which 
is the only work beast owned by a 
farmer, and which is used by him in 
his farming operations, is exempt 
under a statute exempting ‘a horse, 


456, 56 NW 980. 

58. Kirksey v. Rowe, 114 Ga. 893, 
40 SE 990, 88 AmSR 65. 

59. Wolfenbarger v. Standifer, 3 
Sneed (Tenn.) 659. 

{a] TDlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting a horse, mule, or yoke of 
oxen, a Single ox may be claimed as 
exempt, if the debtor has no horse, 
mule, or yoke of oxen. Woldenbar- 
ger v. Standifer, 3 Sneed (Tenn.) 659. 

60. Mallory v. Berry, 16 Kan. 293; 
Berg v. Baldwin, 31 Minn. 541, 18 
NW 821. 

Necessity for use see infra §§ 94- 

00 


61. Bowzey v. Newbegin, 48 Me. 
410; Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 Okl. 
38, 44 P 213. : : 

{a] Young bull and steer.—Under 
an exemption of ‘fone yoke of work 
oxen,” a two-year-old steer and a 
two-year-old bull which have been 
yoked together a few times and are 
being kept by the owner for the pur- 
pose of work oxen are exempt. Nel- 
son v. Fightmaster, 4 Okl. 38, 44 P 313. 

{b] Bull.— Under a statute ex- 


Lempting “one pair of working cattle,” 


a bull used for work is exempt, al- 
though the owner has no other cattle. 
Bowzey v. Newbegin, 48 Me. 410. 

62. Kennedy v. Hills, 233 Fed. 666, 
147 CCA 474. 

63. Wilkinson v. Wait, 44 Vt. 508, 
8 AmR 391. 

64. Necessary for enjoyment of 
exempt horse see infra § 143. 

65. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 

Vehicle and harness as part of 
“team” see infra § 93. 

Vehicles as tools and implements, 
etc., see supra §§ 83, 89. 


tion of passengers, and sometimes as 
a wagon for the transportation of 
goods, is exempt. The term “wagon,” 
in the Texa’S statute of 1866, ‘“‘should 
be construed in its most popular and 
most general sense, and should in- 
clude all four-wheel vehicles, 
whether covered or placed upon 
springs, and for whatever use they 
may be employed, whether for the 
transportation of property or per- 
sons. The intention of the legisla- 
ture was to protect all laboring citi- 
zens in the pursuit of their occupa- 
tions, and a correct construction of 
the law would seem to protect the 
drayman and cartman in the pos- 
session of their vehicles, although 
they do not come within the strict 
definition of the word ‘wagon.’’’ Rod- 
gers v. Ferguson, 32 Tex. 533, 534. 

[b] Buggy.—(1) A buggy is ex- 
empt as a “wagon.” Allen vy. Coates, 
29 Minn. 46, 11 NW 1382 [overr Ding- 
man v. Raymond, 27 Minn. 507, 8 NW 
597]. (2) A statutory exemption of 
a wagon will be construed to exempt 
a buggy where it appears that the 
debtor is not possessed of any ordi- 
nary farm wagon but has two bug- 
gies. Ashcroft v. Hopkins, 2 Alta. L. 


[c] Pleasure carriage.— A pleas- 
ure carriage is exempt as a “wagon,” 
under the statute where it is the 
only vehicle of the debtor. Nichols 
v. Claiborne, 39 Tex. 363. 

{d] Surrey.—A light two-seated 
vehicle, Known as a “Surrey,’ owned 
and used by the debtor, is exempt 
under the statute exempting one 
wagon. Kimball v. Jones, 41 Minn. 
318, 48 NW 74. 

[e] Cart.—A statute exempting 


58 [25C.J.] 


which is suitable for the transportation of goods.® 
Under this theory a buggy is held not exempt from 
execution.°® But the requirement that the vehicle 
be for the transportation of goods, in order to be 
exempt, is itself liberally construed to include a 
hearse,’® and, under a statute still further restrict- 
ing the exemption to ‘‘express wagons,’’ to allow 
an exemption of any article suitable for carrying 
luggage even though it is not of the ordinary ex- 
press wagon type of construction.7: The exemption 
is, however, limited to such articles as are used 
primarily for the transportation of goods, and is not 
extended to vehicles designed primarily for other 
purposes, and only incidentally to the transportation 
of goods.72 In some jurisdictions, the statute re- 
quires that the wagon must be part of the debtor’s 
team, to be exempt.’ 

‘‘Cart’’ ordinarily means a two-wheeled vehicle, 
but under the rule requiring a liberal construction 
of exemption laws it has been held to include a large 
wagon with four wheels, when used for the same 
purpose for which the two-wheeled vehicle is or- 
dinarily used."4 

Automobiles. An automobile has been held not 
to be exempt under provisions exempting tools and 
implements of trade,’° nor under statutes exempting 
a wagon in express terms,’® nor a statute specifically 


one wagon and harness necessary for | light 
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relating to horse drawn vehicles.77 But it has been 
held to be exempt under statutes exempting a car- 
riage,’® and under a statute exempting a ‘‘team or 
other vehicle.’’79 But a statute exempting ‘‘one 
hack or carriage, for one or two horses, by use of 
which a... hackman .. . habitually earns his liv- 
ing’’ does not include an automobile taxicah.®® 
Harness has been held not exempt unless so pro- 
vided by statute.*! 

[§ 93] ¢. . Teams.8? The term ‘‘team,’’ as used 
in an exemption statute, has been construed to mean 


‘one herse or more as the.case may be, together with ' 


the harness and the vehicle which is customarily 
attached for use.2° This term covers a one-horse 
team as well as a double team,** on the theory that 
the debtor may take any portion of what consti- 
tutes a team.*® The horse of a country physician 
whose patients reside at too great a distance to visit 
on foot is a necessary team within the statute,®* 
irrespective of its status under the statutes exempt- 
ing the tools of a debtor’s trade or occupation.’* 
A ‘‘team’’ may include a team of oxen as well as a 
team of horses.8& Jt includes a vehicle and har- 
ness as well as the horse or horses,8? and it has — 
been held to apply to a horse not used in connec- 
tion with a véhicle or harness.°° Moreover a wagon 


and other |Cameron,.39 Cal. A. 617, 179 P 525. 


the use of the family exempts a cart 
owned by a farmer in which he rides 
to his farm and the harness used in 
connection therewith. Smith v. Mc- 
Bryde, (Tex. Civ. A.) 173 SW 234. 

{f] A dray is\ included in the 
meaning of the statute exempting 
one wagon or one carriage or buggy. 
Cone y. Lewis, 64 Tex. 331, 58 AmR 
767. 

68. Quigley v. Gorham, 5 Cal. 418, 
63 AmD 139. And see cases infra 
notes 69-72. 

69. U. S.—In re Peabody, 19 F. 


* Cas. No. 10,866. 


Kan.—Gordon v. Shields, 7 Kan. 
320. 

Minn.—Dingman vy. Raymond, 27 
Minn. 507, 8 NW 597. Contra Allen 
v. Coates, 29 Minn, 46, 11 NW 132. 

N. H.—Parshley v. Green, 58 N. H. 
271. 

Oh.—Dulgar v. Hartmeyer, 6 Oh. 
Dec. (Reprint) 763, 8 AmLRec 15, 4 
CincLBul 540. 

[a] Tllustration—A buggy used 
for carrying persons only is not 
exempt under a statute exempting 
“one wagon, cart, or dray; two plows, 
one drag, and other farming utensils, 
including harness and tackle for 
teams, not exceeding in value three 
hundred dollars.” Gordon v. Shields, 
7 Kan. 320. 

70. Spikes v. Burgess, 65 Wis. 
428, 27 NW 184. 

{a] Mlustration.—A hearse is ex- 
empt as a “wagon,” under a statute 
exempting a wagon without regard 
to the debtor’s occupation. Spikes 
v. Burgess, 65 Wis. 428, 27 NW 184. 

71. Walker v. Carkin, 88 Me. 302, 
34 A 29. 

fa] Mlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting an express wagon, the 
presiding judge instructed the jury 
that while “an express wagon is 
commonly known by us all as a four- 
wheeled vehicle, with a_ straight 
body, commonly hung on_ springs, 
with a footboard, a movable seat 
and a dumping tail-board, a vehicle 
of light construction,” the statute 
did not limit the exempted vehicle 
to one strictly of that description; 
that “the true intent and meaning of 
the legislature was to exempt to the 
debtor a vehicle suited and adapted 
to the transportation of luggage, 
truck, small parcels of merchandise, 


light articles, and one that may be 78. Patten v. Sturgeon, 214 Fed. 


conveniently used for such purpose.” 
Walker v. Carkin, 88 Me. 302, 34 A 29. 

72. Smith v. Chase, 71 Me. 164. 

[a] Peddler’s wagon.—A peddler’s 
wagon for use in trade from place to 
place, with the body hung upon three 
elliptic steel springs, with drawer 
behind and doors at the sides and a 
railing around the top and dasher in 
front, is not exempt as one cart or 
drag or wagon. Smith v. Chase, 71 
Me. 164. 

73. Brown v. Davis, 9 Hun (N. Y.) 
43; Drains v. Prosser, 32 Barb. 290. 

74. Eavers v. Glass, 22 Ala. 621, 
58 AmD 272; Webb v. Brandon, 4 
Heisk, (Tenn.) 285. 

[a] Mlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting ‘fone horse or ox cart,” a 
debtor can claim as exempt a four- 
wheeled vehicle, the only one he has, 
suited to the ordinary purposes of 
husbandry, drawn by oxen, and em- 
ployed’ in the same uses to which 
“carts,” in the common acceptation 
of the term, are appropriated. The 
term ‘“cart,’”? however, in such a stat- 
ute does not exempt pleasure Ccar- 
riages, nor those larger wagons 
drawn by horses, or even oxen, and 
employed solely in the carrying 
trade; but covers such ecarts or 
wagons only as are suitable to be 
employed about the domestic estab- 
lishment in garnering crops, haul- 
ing ‘wood, rails, and the like. Favers 
v. Glass, 22 ‘Ala. 621, 28 AmD 272. 

75. Wastern Mfg. Co. v. Thomas, 
82 S. C. 509, 64 SE 401 (the debtor’s 
trade does not appear as a fact in 
this case). 

76. Prater v. Reichman, 135 Tenn. 
485, 187 SW 305; Robitaille v, Asse- 
lin, 49 Que. Super. 1. 

[a] Dlustration.—An automobile 
of a physician who also carries on 
the business of a cabman will not 
be exempt under ‘a statute exempting 
a horse and wagon of a cabman, not 
exceeding two hundred dollars, used 
by him in gaining his livelihood 
where the value of the automobile 
is grossly in excess of that amount, 
even though the automobile is the 
only property owned by the cabman- 
physician and it is the only means 
he has of earning his living. Ro- 
bitaille v. Asselin, 49 Que. Super. 1. 

77. Crown Laundry, ete., Co. v. 


65, 130 CCA 505; Hammond vy. Pick- 
ett, (Tex. Civ. A.) 158 SW 174; Peeve- 
house v. Smith, (Tex. Civ. A.) 152 
SW 1196; Parker v. Sweet, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 127 SW 881. 

79. See infra § 93. 

80. In re Wilder, 221 Fed. 476. 

81. Green v. Traylor, 142 La. 492, 
[7 S-127. 

82. Teamsters, or “other laborers” 
habitually using a team to earn a 
livelihood see supra § 61. 

83. Russell v. Dilley, 177 Iowa 
522, 159 NW 189; Brown v. Davis, 
9 Hun (N. Y.) 48; Cogsdill v. Brown, 
5 Hun (N. Y.) 341;° Harthouse v. 
Rikers, 8 N. Y. Super. 606. 

[a] A horse, harness, and cart 
belonging to a public carman are 
exempt as a team under the act of 
1842. Harthouse y. Rikers, 8 N. Y: 
Super, 606. 

84. Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 
648; Knapp v. O’Neill, 46 Hun (N. 
Y.) 317; Lockwood v. Younglove, 27 
Barb, (N. Y.) 505; Finnin y. Malloy, 
33 N. Y¥. Super. 382; Harthouse vy. 
Rikers, 8 N. Y. Super. 606; Hastman 
v. Caswell, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 175; 
Wheeler v. Cropsey, 5 HowPr (N. Y.) 
288; Hutchinson y. Chamberlin, 11 
NYLegObs 248. ; 

85. Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 
648; Lockwood vy. Younglove, 27 
Barb. (N. Y.) 505; Finnin v. Malloy, 
33 N. Y. Super. 382. 

{a] Tllustration.—Where the debt- 
or has but one horse and hires an- 
other to work with it, his own horse, 
which is his interest in the team 
thus made, is exempt, if within the 
statutory limit of value. Lockwood 
v. Younglove, 27 Barb. (N. Y.)° 505. 

86. Wheeler vy. Cropsey, 5 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 288. 

87. See supra §§- 83, 84. 

88. See Harthouse v. Rikers, 8 N. 
Y. Super. 606, 

89. Brown y. Davis, 9 Hun (N. 
Y.) 43; Dains v. Prosser, 32 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 290 [overr Morse v. Keyes, 
6 HowPr (N. Y.).18]; Harthouse v. 
Rikers, 8 N. Y. Super. 606; Wolf v. 
Farley, 16 NYS 168; Eastman vy. 
Caswell, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 75; Hut- 
chinson v. Chamberlain, 11 NYLeg 
Obs 248. 

90. Finnin v. Malloy, 33 N. Y. 
Super. 382. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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alone may be exempt as part of the team.®! And it 
has been held that a statute exempting a ‘‘team 
or other vehicle’’ includes an automobile.®°2 Under 
a statute exempting ‘‘a team consisting of not more 
than two horses,’’ two horses, to be exempt, need 
not be driven together.°? But an unbroken colt 
which has never been used is not exempt as part of a 
team under the statute.°4 

[§ 94] d. Use and Necessity—(1) In General. 
When a statute exempts a particular animal, ve- 
hicle, or team absolutely, and without restriction 
as to persons engaged in any particular occupation, 
or as to the use, any person owning such property 
may claim it as exempt, whatever the purpose for 
which he uses it.® But the statutes sometimes ex- 
pressly require that the property be actually used, 
or used for a specified purpose, as for working or 
teaming, or in order. to earn a living.°® And some- 
times such conditions are impliedly imposed.” If 
the statute exempts a ‘‘work horse,’’ or ‘‘ workin 
animals,’’ the animal, to be exempt, must be use 
for work.°® But his character as a:‘work horse 
[a] Reason for rule-——‘“The word 
“team,’ aS used in our language and 
in this country, has a broader and 
more extensive meaning than that] 25. 
given in our dictionaries, or in any 96. | 
of the cases that I have found which 97. 
have dwelt upon its interpretation. 2 
A horse or other animal trained and 
used for labor and service, when 
it constitutes the motive power to 


accomplish such labor and service, 
is in my opinion a team, according 


Pickens, 


Iowa. 
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v. O'Neill, 46 Hun (N. Y.) 317; Smith 


See statutory provisions. 
See Burgess v. Everett, 9 Oh. 


98. U. S.—In re Parker, 18 F. Cas. 
No. 10,724, 5 Sawy. 58. 

Cal.—Robert v. 
383, 99 AmD 4138. 
Smith v. Dayton, 


[25C.J.] 59 


may be inferred from his adaptability for that pur- 
pose,®® without direct evidence of his actual use.t 
By the weight of authority, young and unbroken 
animals, as colts and young steers, may be claimed 
as exempt under such a statute exempting work 
animals, if they are in good faith kept, and in- 
tended by the debtear for working animals when 
broken and capable of work. It is not necessary 
that they shall be worked or capable of work at 
the time when they are levied upon.? There is 
authority, however, to the contrary. And a colt 
has been held not to be exempt under circumstances 
showing that it had never been used, that the 
debtor had other horses up to the statutory limit 
which he used in his business, and where there was 
no evidence showing that the owner intended to 
use the colt in’a team.* 

[§ 95] (2) Nature of Use—(a) In General. 
In the absence of statutory requirements ‘the horse 
need not be used in a particular form of service, 
as in a plow or eart. If he is used in any kind of 
work, he is a work horse within the statute.® But 
Hence the general tendency of the 
court is to hold that where a statute 
exempts ‘horses,’ ‘oxen,’ or ‘cows,’ 
young animals of the species and de- 
scription that by time and _ subse- 
quent growth would become such in 
a popular sense, are within the mean- 


ing and import of these terms as 
used in the statute.’ Berg v. Bald- 


CNS Yo) Osfseelip- 


1 Swan (Tenn.) 


Adams, 38 Cal.| win, 31 Minn. 541, 542, 18 NW 821. 
{[b] Mlustration.— (1) A _ statute 
94 Iowa] exempting from sale under execution 


to the popular and statutory mean- 
ing of the word. It may be trained 
and worked to carry burdens, with- 
out carriage, harness, or other ap- 
pendage, and, as often is the case, it 
may be used (without trappings of 
any kind) to supply motive power 
to varieties of machinery, and in 
divers other ways made use of, as a 
colaborer with its owner. I hold 
that the horse or animal that thus 
performs labor, and works for its 
owner, may be justly and properly 
designated as a ‘working team,’ 
without its being associated or used 
with any other specified articles of 
property, and therefore I hold that 
the laboring horse is of itself a 
‘working team,’ within the popular 
and statutory definition of these 
words.” Finnin v. Malloy, 33 N. Y. 
Super. 382, 391. 

91. Baker v. Hayzlett, 53 Iowa 18, 
3 NW 796; Dains v. Prosser, 32 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 290 [overr Morse v. Keyes, 6 
HowPr 18]; Hutchinson v. Cham- 
berlain, 11 NYLegObs 248. 

92. Lames v. Armstrong, 162 Iowa 
327, 144 NW 1, 49 LRANS 691, Ann 
Cas1916B 511. 

93. Corp v- Griswold, 27 Iowa 379. 

fa] MTlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting the horse or team, con- 
sisting of not more than two horses, 
by the use of which any physician 
habitually earned his living, “a 
physician would be entitled to claim 
as exempt two horses, if, by their 
use, he habitually earned his living; 
and this he could do, whether he 
drove them together, or used them 
singly. That is to say, if his busi- 
ness was such that he needed to use 
and did use these horses, in a sulky 
or single buggy, and by ‘such _ use 
habitually earned his living, both 
would be exempt, as fully and en- 
tirely as though he used them to- 
gether, or as a team, in a double 
buggy.’ Corp v. Griswold, 27 Iowa 
379, 380. . 

Exemption of “span of horses” see 
supra § 90. 

94, Hogan v. Neumeister, 117 
Mich. 498, 76 NW 65. 

95. Wilhite v. Williams, 41 Kan. 
288, 21 P 256, 13 AmSR 281; Young 
v. Bell, 1 Kan. A. 265, 40 P 675; Wil- 
cox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 648; Knapp 


102, 62 NW 650; Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 
399, 20 NW 489; Corp v. Griswold, 27 
Iowa 379. 
a ea eee v. Lee, 124 La. 239, 50 
Mich.—Hogan v. Neumeister, 117 
Mich. 498, 76 NW 65. 
Or.—Gollnick v. Marvin, 60 Or. 312, 
118 P 1016, AnnCas1914A 243, 
“Work horse” defined see supra 


$9. McClanahan v. McGill, 1 Ky. 
Op. 178; Matthews v. Redwine, 25 


{a] Dlustration—Where a horse 
was claimed as exempt as a plow 
horse, the court instructed the jury 
that they might, without positive 
evidence, infer that the horse was a 
plow horse, and that if he was adapt- 
ed to this business it was sufficient, 
without showing that he had been 
thus used; and the instructions were 
correct. Matthews v. Redwine, 25 
Miss. 99. 

[b] “Work beast” includes a 
horse only nineteen months old and 
never having been worked, although 
intended for use of family or a work 
beast. McClanahan v. McGill, 1 Ky. 
Op. 178. 

1. Matthews v. Redwine, 25 Miss. 
993 


2. Kan.—Mallory ov. Berry, 16 
Kan. 293. 

Ky.—Winfrey v. Zimmerman, 8 
Bush 587. 


Me.—Kennedy vy. Bradbury, 55 Me. 
107, 92 AmD 6572. 

Minn.—Berg v. Baldwin, 31 Minn. 
541, 18 NW 821. 

Okl.—Nelson v. Fightmaster, 4 Okl, 
38, 44 P 213. 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘“Such stat- 
utes are to be liberally construed 
in favor of the right of exemption. 
Their object is to secure certain ar- 
ticles necessary to the sustenance of 
the debtor and his family from be- 
ing taken for debt. The legislature 
must have had in mind that many 
men are not in possession of suffi- 
cient means to purchase full-grown 
or well-broken teams. Their only 
way to acquire them may be to ob- 
tain the young animals. If not pro- 
tected in so doing by the exemption 
law, those who most need jit would 
derive the least benefit rom _ it. 


two work beasts or two work horses, 
or one of them and a yoke of oxen, 
embraces and exempts a mare and 
her colt, the execution defendant be- 
ing a housekeeper with a family and 


owning no other work beast. “By 
the use of terms ‘work-beast’ and 
‘work-horse’ the legislature intend- 


ed and meant an animal of the horse 
kind which could be rendered fit for 
service, as well as one of maturer 
age and in actual use.” Winfrey v. 
Zimmerman, 8 Bush (Ky.) 587, 588. 
(2) A colt may be claimed as ex- 
empt under a statute exempting ‘one 
pair of working cattle or, instead 
thereof, one or two horses,” not ex- 
ceeding a certain sum in value, if 
the debtor does not own oxen or 
horses. ‘The exemption is for the 
benefit of the debtor. If not able to 
own a pair of oxen or a horse or 
horses of the statutory value, it 
would be a strange doctrine to deny 
his right to own a colt, which in 
process of time, will soon become a 
horse.”’ Kennedy v. Bradbury, 55 Me. 
107, 92 AmD 572. (3) A steer, only 
twenty months old, which has never 
been worked or broken to work, may 
be claimed as exempt under a stat- 
ute exempting “one yoke of oxen,” 
where the debtor has contracted for 
the purchase of another and intends 
to break the two together and work 
them as oxen. Mallory v. Berry, 16 


Kan, 293. 
8. Connell v. Fisk, 54 Vt. 381; 
Sullivan v. Davis, 50 Vt. 648. But 


see Mundell v. Hammond, 40 Vt. 641 
(holding young steers exempt). 

[a] MTlustration.—A colt less than 
two years old, too young for team 
work, is not exempt under a statute 
exempting a horse “kept and used 
for team work.’ Sullivan v. Davis, 
50 Vt. 648. 

4, Hogan v. Neumeister, 117 Mich. 
498, 76 NW 65. 

5. Allman v. Gann, 29 Ala. 240; 
Noland v. Wickham, 9 Ala. 169, 44 
AmD 485; Washburn v. Goodheart, 
88 Ill.. 229: Young v. Bell, 1 Kan. A. 
265, 40 P 675. 

{a] Use by a liveryman.—A liv- 
eryman who hires out his team and 
thereby earns his living may hold it 
eoee. Washburn y. Goodheart, 88 

. 229, 


ati Ms 


60 [25 0. J.] 


any kind of work means any kind of ordinary work 
for which,a work horse is used. It has been held, 
however, that a stallion kept solely for stud service 
is not exempt as a work horse.? But if in addi- 
tion to the stud service, he is also used for work, 
he may be exempt as a work horse.* Likewise, 
a bull if used for work ,is within a statute 
exempting ‘‘ working ‘cattle,’’® or ‘‘work-oxen.’’ 1° 
The use for which the stallion is kept is a question 
of inference to be drawn by the jury on a survey 
of the evidence. And it has been held that a 
stallion, whatever may be the use to which he is 
put, may be claimed as exempt under a statute 
exempting a horse absolutely, without imposing 
any conditions as to its use, or the debtor’s occu- 
pation.2 A horse, even though a work horse, 
bought and kept for speculative purposes, is not 
being used by the debtor as a work horse, and so is 
not exempt.'* But the mere fact that one having 
an exempt animal, vehicle, or team which he uses 
in his occupation offers it for sale will not deprive 
him of the right to the exemption.14 The question 
is whether, having bought the horse for personal 
use, he holds it later for sale or speculation rather 
than for the particular use for which alone it is 
exempt. If he does, and it is not in fact needed 
or kept for such use it is not exempt.1> If the 
horse is bought and kept for speculative purposes, 
primarily, the fact that the debtor, until he makes 
a sale, uses the horse as a work horse in his busi- 


ness, does not make him exempt.1® A team kept | 
6. Robert v. Adams, 88 Cal. 383, 1s. Tishomingo 
99 AmD 4138, Young, 87 Miss. 


7. Robert v. Adams, 38 Cal. 383, 
99 AmD 418; Smith v. Dayton, 94 | 776 
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473, 
AmSR 454, 3 LRANS 693, 6 AnnCas |} 206 
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for pleasure merely is generally not exempt,’? and 
where the team is kept principally for pleasure and 
only occasionally used to carry the debtor to his 
business, the team is not exempt as work horses 
under the statute.1® But a horse may have been 
bought for speculative purposes or for pleasure, and 
later such purpose may have been abandoned. If 
at the time of the levy, the horse is being actually 
kept and used by the debtor as a work horse, the 
intention at the time of the purchase becomes im- 
material.!®° Statutes, sometimes, however, restrict 
the exemption to include only work animals used in 
a particular form of service.2° Where a statute 
exempts a horse ‘‘kept and used for team work,’’ 
the horse, to be exempt, must be kept and used for 
this purpose.24, Where a statute exempts a horse 
‘‘when required for farming or teaming purposes, 
or other actual use,’’ the words ‘‘other actual use’’ 
are to be taken as extending the use beyond farm- 
ing or teaming,?? but limiting that extension to other 
uses of a kindred nature.”% 

[§ 96] (b) Use to Earn Living or Support 
Family. The statutes often require in express terms 
that the property shall be used, or habitually used, 
by the debtor for the purpose of earning a living 
for himself and his family, and in such a case such 
use of course is necessary.24 Sometimes this con- 
dition has been implied when not expressed,?> but 
not under statutes, giving exemptions in absolute 
terms, where possession alone, independent of the 
use of the article, is sufficient ground upon which 


to convey his children to school and 
church. George v. Fellows, 59 N. H. 


Inst. v 


Sav. 8 
112 


40 S 9, 


[b] Use by a commercial traveler. 


Iowa 102, 62-NW 650; Krieg v. Fel- 
lows, 21 Nev. 307, 30 P 994. 

‘Tf a contrary construction of this 
provision were to prevail, a farmer 
in failing circumstances might in- 
vest his whole estate in two val- 
uable stallions or race horses, worth 
$10,000, or $20,000 each, with no in- 
tention whatever to use them for 
farming purposes; and, by claiming 
them as exempt from _ execution, 
might defraud his creditors, under 
color of law, to a large amount. The 
benevolent design of the _ statute 
might thus be perverted to purposes 


of the grossest fraud.” Robert v. 
Pree 38 Cal. 3838, 385, 99 AmD 
Ses 


8. Allman y. Gann, 29 Ala. 240; 
McCue v. Tunstead, 65 Cal, 506, 4 P 
510. 

a Bowzey v. Newbegin, 48 Me. 

10. Nelson vy. Fightmaster, 4 Okl. 
88, 44 P 2138. 

11. Allman y. Gann, 29 Ala. 240. 

12, Young ‘v. Bell, ian. A... 265; 
40 P 675. 

13. Boyle v. Walsh, 105 Mich. 237, 
63 NW 435; Gollnick vy. Marvin, 60 


oe 312, 118 P 1016, AnnCasi914A 
gi O'Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich. 
sie O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich. 
16. Boyle v. Walsh, 105 Mich. 237, 
63 NW 435. 
Lv, sin ire Libby; 103) Med. 47.6. 
Washburn v. Goodhart, 88 Ill. 229; 


Burgess v. Everett, 9 Oh. St. 425. 

[a] Race horse.—A horse kept 
and used as a race horse and not 
otherwise is not within the exemp- 
tion of. “two horses kept and used 
.\for team work,” although they had 
been used on a few occasions for 
work and also in taking members of 
the bankrupt family to and from 
work or school. In re Libby, 103 
Fed. 776, 4 AmBankr 615. 


19. Farner v. Turner, 1 Iowa 53. 

[a] Dlustration.—To entitle a 
physician to a buggy, “by the use of 
which he habitually earns his liv- 
ing,’ aS properly exempt from execu- 
tion, it is not necessary that at the 
time of procuring it he intended so 
to use it; but it is enough if at the 
time of seizure he was actually so 
pene it. Farner v. Turner, 1 lowa 


20. See statutory provisions. 

21. Hickok v. Thayer, 49 Vt. 372; 
Webster v. Orne, 45 Vt. 40. 

[a] “UWse for team work” defined. 
—‘‘The expression was used in the 
statute In the ordinary sense, and 
according to the common understand- 
ing of its meaning. ‘Team work’ 
means, work done by a team as a 
substantial part of a man’s business, 
as in farming, staging, express 
carrying, drawing of freight, ped- 
dling, the transportation of material 
used or dealt in as a business. This 
is clearly distinguishable from what 
is circumstantial to one’s business, 
as a matter of convenience in getting 
to and from it, or as a means of go- 
ing from place to place to solicit 
patronage, or to settle or make col- 
lections, or to see persons for busi- 
ness purposes. It is plainly distin- 
guishable from family use and con- 
venience, pleasure, exercise or recre- 
ation. None of these uses of a horse 
are suggested by the expression ‘kept 


and used for team-work.’” Hickok 
Vv. Thayer, -49)Vt.372, 37 5s 
22. Towne v. Marshall, 64 N. H. 


460, 13 A 648; George v. Fellows, 59 
N. H. 206. 

[a] Taking children to school.—A 
statute exempting a horse “when re- 
quired for farming or teaming pur- 
poses, or actual use” does not limit 
the use to farming or teaming. It 
extends to any other use required by 
the reasonable necessities of the 
debtor. Thus, a horse may be ex- 
empt because required by the debtor 


—A horse required for actual use by 
a commercial traveler in his busi- 
mess of selling goods by sample is 
exempt under a statute exempting a 
horse when “required for farming 
or teaming purposes, or other actual 
use.” Towne vy. Marshall, 64 N. H. 
460. 13 A 648. 

23. Somers v. Emerson, 58 N. H. 


[a] For example.—Under a stat- 
ute exempting a horse “when re- 
quired for farming or teaming pur- 
poses, or other actual use,” “the kind 
of its use is limited. It is not a use 
of pleasure, or trade, or amusement. 
A horse is exempted as a ‘beast of 
the plough’—an ancient term in the 
law signifying the ordinary uses of 
husbandry, or other actual labor in 
the lawful and useful industry. The 
same idea is conveyed by the par- 
ticular description, when required for 
farming or teaming purposes, or 
other actual use, calling distinctly 
for the rule, ejusdem generis. That 
rule imposes the limitations of labor, 
of such kind as the necessities of tHe 
debtor may require. Nor is it enough 
that the horse may have been act- 
ually required for the use of the 
debtor’s family. It is the actual use, 
by the debtor himself, that brings it 
within the statute. The exemption 
Iaw discriminates, in several signifi- 
cant instances, between the wants 
of the debtor and the wants of. his 
family. When an exemption is not 
absolute, and is intended for the 
benefit of the family, the family is: 
named. Beasts of the plough are 
not exempted for the use of the debt- 
or’s. family.’ Somers v. Emerson, 
58 N. H. 48, 49. 

24. Murphy v. Harris, 77 Cal. 194, 
19 P 377; Dove v. Nunan, 62 Cal. 399: 
Brusie ‘Vv. Griffith, 34. Cali 302). 9% 
AmD 695; Calhoun v. Knight, 10 Cal. 
393; Corp v. Griswold, 27 Iowa 379. 
aren Burgess v. Everett, 9 Oh. St. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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to base the debtor’s claim for exemption.2* Young 
colts, it has been held, cannot be claimed by a 
farmer as exempt under a statute exempting horses 
by which a farmer habitually earns his living,?7 al- 
though a different result is reached under statutes 
differently phrased.?* ‘‘Use to support family’’ in 
a statute exempting oxen or horses, ‘‘used by the 
debtor in obtaining the support for his family,’’ is 
a general requirement and restricted to no particu- 
lar mode of use.2® The requirement is met where 
the team is hired to others for a compensation which 
goes into the general fund to support the family, 
as well as where the debtor® personally uses it.2° 
But a team kept for pleasure merely is not within 
either the letter or the spirit of the statute.®4 

[§ 97] (8) Use, for Various Purposes. When 
the statute exempts the property only when used 
for work, or for teaming, or to earn a living, ete., 
it is not necessary that it shall be used exclusively 
for this purpose. Occasional use for other purposes, 
therefore, will not defeat the right of exemption.*? 

[§ $8] (4) Use at Time of Levy. Nor is: it 
necessary, under such requirements, that the prop- 
erty shall be used for the specified purpose at the 
very time when it is levied upon and claimed as 
exempt.** An honest intention to devote the prop- 
erty to such use within a reasonable time is suf- 
ficient.** But the application to the use must be 
intended within a reasonable time of the levy. A 
possible application at some indefinite and uncer- 
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tain time in the future is not sufficient,2°> and where 
there is no evidence of an intention to use them, the 
animal will not be exempt.*® One who. procures a 
team, or part of a team intending at the time of 
the levy to complete it for use, in good faith, to earn 
a livelihood, has it in such ‘‘habitual use’’ as to 
exempt it from levy, whether he has had the op- 
portunity to use it much or little.87 The right of a 
debtor to claim a wagon as necessary in earning sup- 
port for himself and family is not affected by the 
fact that at the time of levy it has been for some 
time at a shop awaiting repairs, the debtor in the 
meantime using a borrowed wagon.?§ 

[§ 99] (5) Use Outside of State. The fact that 
an animal or team is used outside of the state does 
not defeat the right to claim it as exempt.®° 

[§ 100] (6) Necessity. When, as is often the 
case, the statute requires that the work animals 
shall be necessary to the debtor, it does not mean 
that they must be indispensable. It is enough if 
they are reasonably necessary and convenient.?° 

[§ 101] 11. Stock in Trade.*! Under statutes 
exempting the personal property of the debtor to a 
certain amount the exemption may be claimed in 
merchandise kept by the debtor for sale for profit.4? 
However, under some statutes, the debtor’s stock in 
trade is expressly excluded from exemption 4? and 
by others the allowance of an exemption out of a 
“‘shifting stock of merchandise’’ is inhibited.44 Un- 
der such a provision an exemption cannot be claimed 


26. Nuzman vy. Schooley, 36 Kan. 
ineelawe) S29) 
27. Murphy v. Harris, 77 Cal. 194, 


AO eS ili " 

28. See cases supra note 2. 
' 29. Washburn v. Goodheart, 88 Ill. 
229. 

30. Washburn vy. Goodheart, 88 Ill. 
229: 

31. Washburn vy. Goodheart, 88 Ill. 
229. 

32. Ala.—Allman vy. Gann, 29 Ala. 
240 


Cal.—Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 
274, 27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174; Murphy 
v. Harris, ‘77 Cal. 194, 19 P 377; Mc- 
Cue v. Tunstead, 65 Cal. 506, 3 P 863, 
4 P 510; Dove v. Nunan, 62 Cal. 
399. : 

Me.—Bowzey v. Newbegin, 48 Me. 
410. 

Mich.—Kenyon y. Baker, 16 Mich. 
373, 97 AmD 158. 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

Vt.—Webster v. Orne, 45 Vt. 40. 

[a] Peddler who does odd jobs for 
hire.—A debtor who customarily and 
principally uses two horses, a wagon, 
and harness, in his business as a ped- 
dler of bread, is entitled to claim 
them as exempt from execution un- 
der a statute exempting such prop- 
erty when the debtor habitually earns 
his living by its use, although he 
does not exclusively use them in that 
business, but occasionally does odd 
jobs with his team for hire. Stanton 
y. French, 91 Cal. 274, 27 P 657, 25 
AmSR 174, a 

Stallion and bull used as work ani- 
mals and for stud service see supra 


95. t 
: Use in principal occupation see 
supra § 95. 


33. Allman v. Gann, 29 Ala. 240; 
Mallory v. Berry, 16 Kan. 293; Chil- 
ders v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 158 P 166, 
AnnCas1918D 170; Gollnick v. Mar- 
vin, 60 Or. 312, 118 P_ 1016, AnnCas 
1914A 243; Hickok v. Thayer, 49 Vt. 
372. 

34. 
240. 

Ida.—Cleveland v. Andrews, 5 Ida. 
65, 46 P 1025, 95 AmSR 165. 

Mass.—Carruth v. Grassie, 11 Gray 
211, 71 AmD 707. ; 

Minn.—Anderson vy. Ege, 44 Minn. 
216, 46 NW 362. 


Ala.—Allman y. Gann, 29 Ala. 


Or.—Gollnick v. Marvin, 60 Or. 312, 
118 P 1016, AnnCas1914A 243, 


Vt.—Steele y. Lyford, 59 Vt. 230, 
Bee 736; Rowell v. Powell, 53 Vt. 
fa] Reason for rule.—‘“‘The object 


and purpose of the statute are to se- 
cure certain articles necessary to the 
well-being and sustenance of the 
debtor, his wife and family, from be- 
ing taken on execution for debt. 
When a right is granted, either by an 
individual, or by a statute, the means 
of securing the right are also granted 
by implication. If it were necessary 
to the exemption that the animal 
should be actually giving milk at the 
time, then almost any cow must be 
liable to be taken on execution at 
some time of the year. The court 
are of opinion that if the debtor has 
honestly taken a heifer calf with the 
expectation and purpose of keeping 
her for a cow, he is within the true 
and equitable meaning of the stat- 
ute.” Per Shaw,’ C. J.; in Carruth vy: 
Grassie, 11 Gray (Mass.) 211, 71 
AmD 707. 

[b] Mlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting the horse ‘kept and used 
for team work” a horse is exempt 
if kept with a bona fide intention of 
using him for team work within a 
reasonable time. Steele v. Lyford, 59 
Vt. 230, 8 A 736; Rowell v. Powell, 
53 Vt. 302. 

[ec] Starting in business.—Under 
a statute exempting horses or a team 
by which a teamster habitually earns 
his living, a person who has been in- 
ecapacitated by injuries from pursu- 
ing the employment in which he has 
been engaged upon a railroad, and 
who has purchased a pair of horses 
for the purpose of engaging in the 
business of a teamster or drayman, 
intending in geod faith to engage in 
such business, may claim such horses 
as exempt from levy, although he 
may have not yet actually entered 
upon such business. Cleveland y. An- 
drews, 5 Ida. 65, 46 P 1025, 95 AmSR 
165. 

[d] ‘Tremporary use as a race 
horse.—Where a farmer has used a 
horse for work on his farm, and in- 
tends to take it back for such use, 
his right to claim it as exempt is 
not defeated by the mere fact that 
the horse at the time of the levy is 


in the possession of a horse trainer, 
either for the purpose of develop- 
ing its speed as a trotter or of ascer- 
taining its capacity in that direction. 
This alone does not show that the 
horse is kept or intended to be used 
as a race horse. Anderson v. Hge, 
44 Minn. 216, 46 NW 362. 

35. Jaquith v. Scott, 63 N. H. 5, 
56 AmR 476. 


36. Hogan v. Neumeister, 117 
Mich. 498, 76 NW 65. 
[a] Application. — Where there 


was nothing to show that an un- 
broken colt was in a condition to be 
used, Or was procured with the hon- 
est /intention to be kept for farm 
work, the colt does not belong to an 
exempt class, so as to require the 
officer, after the debtor’s failure or 
refusal to make a selection, to him- 
self appraise all in the class, and 
make such selection. Hogan v. Neu- 
meister, 117 Mich. 498, 76 NW 65. 


37. Bevan v. Hayden, 13 Iowa 
122. 

38. Wolf v. Farley, 16 NYS 168. 

39. Whicher v. Long, 11 Iowa 48. 


40. O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich. 
367; Smith v. Slade, 57 Barb. (N. Y.) 
637; Wheeler v. Cropsey, 5 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 288. 

[a] A physician’s horse used by 
him for visiting patients living at a 
distance has. been held ‘“necessary.’’ 
Oa S v. Crovsey, 5 HowPr (N. Y.) 
88. 
Implied exemption of property nec- 
essary to enjoyment of exempt prop- 
erty see infra § 143. 

41. Farm stock see supra § 88. 

Selection from stock in trade see 
infra § 271. 


42. Brewer v. Granger, 45 Ala. 
580. 
43. Endrizzi v. Peto, (B.C.) [1917] 


1 WestWkly 1439. 

[a] Mlustration. — A safe, cash 
register, and so forth of a butcher 
are stock in trade of his business and 
are within the express terms of Rev 
St ec 100 § 17, providing that the 
stock in trade of a trader shall not 
be exempt under the terms of the 
Exemption Law known in Canada as 


the Homestead Act. Endrizzi_ v. 
Peto, (B. C.) [1917] 1 WestWkly 
1439. 

44, Edgewood Distilling Co. Y, 


Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 
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to goods forming a part of a stock in a store.* 
The restriction, however, goes to the present con- 
dition rather than to the general nature of the stock 
of merchandise, so that a shifting stock of mer; 
chandise owned by a merchant ceases to be a shift- 
ing stock on his death and the closing out of the 
business, and his minor children will be entitled 
to their exemption in it.4° Under a statute exempt- 
ing ‘‘the tools, implements and stock in trade’’ 
of any ‘‘mechanic, minor or other person’’ 4” or of 
any ‘‘merchant’’ 48 used.or kept for the purpose of 
carrying on his trade or business, in some jurisdic- 
tions, goods kept for sale by a merchant are re- 
garded as included. Under such a construction the 
stock in trade of a retail liquor dealer may be in- 
eluded if his business is lawful,*® but not, if he is 
carrying it on without a license.6? In other juris- 
dictions, the term ‘‘stock in trade’’ as used in 
conjunction with the exemption of the necessary 
tools and implements of any mechanic, miner, or 
other person, has been restricted to the form of 
property owned by a craftsman upon which he 
exercises his art, skill, or workmanship and upon 


which he uses the tools of his trade or business.>? 


Under this view the statute applies only to per- 
sons using tools or implements in their trade or 
business,®? and does not exempt the stock in trade 
kept for sale by a merchant or shopkeeper.®* In 
these states ‘‘stock in trade’’ means: (1) Material 
suitable, of course, for his particular trade,°* which 
the debtor uses in manufacture, that is, material 
upon which he uses the tools which are exempt by 
law to him to produce a certain article;®°> and 
(2) the articles manufactured or in the process of 

45. Laderburg v. Miller, 210 Fed. 
614, 127 CCA 250. 

46. Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 


Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 
47. Weil v. Nevitt, 18 Colo. 10, 31 


389, 6 NW 870; 
32 Mich. 56. 
Minn.—Prosser 
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Mich-—Hutchinson v. Roe, 44 Mich. 
Stewart v. Welton, {e] 


Minn. 340, 29 NW _ 156. 
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manufacture by the debtor,5* even articles made 
by a tradesman at odd moments or during slack 
periods of his business, where this extra work may 
be taken as incidental to his principal occupation, 
and a part thereof.°7 Under this construction the 
exemption becomes a supplement to the exemption 
of the tools and implements of the debtor in order 
that he may have something upon which to 
use his tools and thus make the exemption of them 
to him a thing of some practical value.°* The 
exemption can be claimed only by tradesmen and 
manufacturers whose business is carried on on a 
small seale.5®, The statute does not apply to the 
stock and materials of large manufacturers.°° Nor 
does it exempt goods bought by a mechanic or small 
manufacturer merely to be sold by him again, in 
connection with his manufacturing business, and 
not to be worked up or manufactured by him, for 
as to these he is a mere merchant, buying and 
selling.®t The fact, however, that articles, manu- 
factured by the debtor have been placed on sale by 
him with other property which he has bought for 
resale, will not affect his right of exemption of his 
own product, provided the manufactured articles 
and merchandise are kept separate and distinet.®? 
But where articles are kept indiseriminately for 
sale and as stock for manufacture, as opportunity 
affords, they are not exempt as stock in trade.®* 

Married woman. Under statutes permitting mar- 
ried women to act as sole traders, they may be 
entitled to the exemptions afforded by statutes of 
this character.®* 

Use in trade or business. The statutes gener- 
ally require that the stock, to be exempt, shall be 


Bartlett, 19 Kan. 382, 27 AmR 1290. 

Unfinished burial cases, 
bought by a manufacturer engaged 
in the business of buying cases in 
such unfinished condition and finish- 


v. Hartley, 35 


979, 


P 487; Martin v. Bond, 14 Colo. 466, 
24 -P.'326. 

48. Wettinger v. Wells, 161 Wis. 
640, 155 NW 126; Wicker v. Com- 
stock, 52 Wis. 315, 9 NW 25. 

49. Hettinger v. Wells, 161 Wis. 
640, 155 NW 126 (holding, however, 
that the articles in controversy were 
not used or kept for the purpose of 
carrying on the business of saloon 
keeping). 

50. Hettinger v. Wells, 161 Wis. 
640, 155 NW 126; Walsch v. Call, 32 
Wis. 159. 

51. Armstrong-Turner Millinery 
Co.. v. Round, 106 Kan. 146, 186 P 


52. In re Peabody, 19 F. Cas. No. 
10,866 (construing Colorado statute); 
Ex p. Robinson, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,933, 
7 Biss. 125 (construing Wisconsin 
statute); In re Schwartz, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,503 (Kansas statute); Rice v. 
Nolan, 33 Kan. 28, 5 P 487; Bequil- 
lard v. Bartlett, 19 Kan. 382, 27 AmR 
120; Guptil v. McFee, 9 Kan. 30; Reed 
v. Neale, 10 Gray (Mass.) 242; Gib- 
son v. Gibbs, 9 Grav (Mass.) 62; 
Wilson v. Elliot, 7 Gray (Mass.) 69; 
Hillyer v. Remore, 42 Minn. 254, 44 
NW 116; Prosser v. Hartley, 35 Minn. 
340, 29 NW 156; Grimes y. Byrne, 2 
Minn, 89. 

53. Bequillard v. Bartlett, 19 Kan. 
382, 27 AmR 120; Guptil v. McFee, 
9 ‘Kan. 30; Hillyer v.. Remore, 42 
Minn. 254, 44 NW 116; Prosser v. 
Hartley, 25 Minn. 340, 29 NW 156; 
Grimes v. Byrne, 2 Minn. 89. 
ee Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 

55. U. S.—In re Jones, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 348. 

Kan.—Bequillard v. Bartlett, 19 
Kan. 382, 27 AmR 120. 

Coe tenet v. Taylor, 9 Allen 


[a] Humber belonging to a car- 
penter, and by him being used in 
erecting a house for his own use, 
may be exempt as stock or material 
to enable him to carry on his trade. 
Hutchinson v. Roe, 44 Mich. 389, 6 
NW 870. 

[b] Stock of merchant tailor.— 
Goods are purchased and held by a 
merchant tailor, not with a view to 
selling them as merchants usually 
do, but with a view to making them 
up into clothing for customers on 
special orders, are exempt. In re 
sence 13 F. Cas. No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 

56. Miller v. Weeks, 46 Kan. 307, 
26 P 694; Bequillard v. Bartlett, 19 
Kan. 382, 27 AmR 120; Smalley, v. 
Masten, 8 Mich. 529, 77 AmD 467; 
Hiliyer v. Remore, 42 Minn. 254, 44 
NW 116; McAbe v. Thompson, 27 
Minn, 134, 6 NW 479. 

{a] Milliner’s stock.—-Under Gen. 
St. (1915) § 4700 subd 8, exempting 
to head. of a family four hundred dol- 
lars’ worth of stock in trade from 
sale on process, the materials on 
which a milliner exercised her skill 
and workmanship in making and 
trimming women’s hats, and the 
finished hats made by herself, are 
her “stock in trade.’’ Armstrong- 
Turner Millinery Co. v. Round, 106 
Kan. 146, 186 P 979. 

{b] Watches, and jewelry manu- 
factured by a watchmaker and 
jeweler, whether completed or not 
completed, whether manufactured for 
particular customers, or for cus- 
tomers generally, as.well as the raw 
materials kept by such watchmaker 
and jeweler from which to manufac- 
ture watches and jewelry, are ex- 
empt from attachment and execution 
as “stock in trade,” to the amount of 
four hundred dollars. Bequillard v. 


ing them by lining them on the in- 
side and trimming them on the 
outside are such -manufacturer’s 
stock in trade, within Gen. St. (1878) 
c 66 § 279 subd 8. McAbe v. Thomp- 
son, 27 Minn. 134, 6 NW 479. 

{d] Articles made by a milliner.— 
Articles manufactured by a milliner, 
in whole or in part, are exempt and 
it makes no difference that they were 
placed by her on sale with the non- 
exempt goods. Hillyer v. Remore, 42: 
Minn. 254, 44 NW 116. 

57. Fischer v. McIntyre, 66 Mich. 
681, 33 NW 762; Stewart v. Welton, 
32 Mich. 56. 

[a] Wagons made by a black- 
smith.—A person whose business is 
blacksmithing can, during his leisure 
time, manufacture wagons, whif- 
fitrees, ete., for sale, and claim it as 
pEemnts Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 


6. 

{b] Masquerade suits made by a 
tailor.—A tailor can claim as exempt 
masquerade suits made by him dur- 
ing dull seasons in his trade, and 
kept for renting out. Fischer v. Mc- 
Intyre, 66 Mich. 681, 33 NW 762. 

gM iam trades of debtor see supra 


3ooe Grimes v. Bryne, 2 Minn. 
59. Smith v. Gibbs, 6 Gray 
(Mass.) 298. 
60. Smith ov. Gibbs, 6 Gray 
(Mass.) 298. 


61. Bequillard. v. Bartlett, 19 Kan. 
382, 27 AmR 120; Hillyer v. Remore, 
42 Minn. 254, 44 NW 116. 

62. Hillyer v. Remore, 42 Minn. 
254, 44 NW 116. 

68. Hillyer v. Remore, 42 Minn. 
254, 44 NW 116. ; 

64. Martin v. Bond, 14 Colo. 466, 
24 P 326; Scott v. Mills, 7 Colo. <A. 
155, 42° P 1021. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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kept and used by the debtor for carrying on his 
trade or business.®° Therefore, although the stock 
is procured and designed for the purpose of carry- 
ing on his trade or business, it ceases to be exempt 
when the debtor changes his purpose to use it in his 
trade or business and determines to sell it.66 But 
this is where the sale is evidence of abandonment by 
the debtor of his trade.6* A sale by the debtor in 
his trade and as a part of it, of either stock or 
goods manufactured by him is a different thing. If 
he sells the exempt goods in order to purchase oth- 
ers to take their place in his trade, the goods so 
purchased, to the extent of the original exemption, 
will be exempt.*® Nor does he lose the benefit of 
the exemption by selling the goods for the benefit 
of his business, of keeping them idle until they 
can be used to the best advantage.®® The exempt 
stock cannot be levied on unless he goes into. some 
new business in which it will be of no material use 
to him.7° : 

[§ 102] 12. Wages, Salary, and Harnings 71— 
a. In General. Although in the absence of a stat- 
utory provision therefor, a debtor is not entitled to 
an exemption in his earnings,’? such a provision, 
subject to varying restrictions and qualifications, is 
commonly made by the statutes of the different 
states.“ Perhaps the most common provision is 
the exemption of the ‘‘wages’’ of a mechanic or 
laborer.** Other statutes exempt all earnings, not 
restricting exemptions to the earnings of a class.75 
In some jurisdictions a claimant of this particular 
exemption must be the head of a family.7® 

Under a statute exempting ‘‘personal property’’ 
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to a certain amount, an exemption may be claimed 
in wages, salary, or compensation,’* and where a 
statute so provides, this exemption may be claimed 
in addition to a special exemption of wages, salary, 
or compensation to a stated amount.’® It does not 
necessarily follow, however, from the fact that 
wages are personal property that.a statute exempt- 
ing ‘‘other property, real and personal or mixed_in 
lien of exempt property,’’ is intended to exempt 
wages as ‘‘other personal property’’ unless such is 
the legislative intent.7° 

Residents and nonresidents.°° Under the terms 
of the particular statute a nonresident may be en- 
titled to the exemption.s! Under other statutes a 
larger exemption is given to residents than to non- 
residents 8? and this discrimination has been held 
to be constitutional.§* 

Necessity for support of family. In some states 
the statute exempting wages or earnings expressly 
requires that they shall be necessary for the sup- 
port of the debtor or his family,’ and a debtor 
must show that they are required for this purpose.®® 
A transfer by the debtor of his personal earnings to 
a member of the family not supported by his labor 
cannot be justified as a transfer of property al- 
ready exempt under such statutes.8° Nor ean the 
debtor’s payment out of his earnings of bills for 
supphes previously furnished be justified on that 
ground.§’ Where the statute in terms requires 
that wages to be exempt should be necessary ‘‘for 
the use of a family, wholly or partly supported by 
his (the debtor’s) labor,’’ the existence of a family 
is necessary,*®> and one having no family is not 


65. Rayner vy. Whicher, 6 Allen 


(Mass.) 292. 


66. Rayner v. Whicher, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 292. 

67. Rayner vy. Whicher, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 292. 

68. Dodd v. Thompson, 63 Ga. 393; 


Hanley v. O’Donald, 30 Pa. 261, 263. 


69. Rosenthal v. Scott, 41 Mich. 
632, 2 NW _ 909. ; 
70. Rosenthal vy. Scott, 41 Mich. 


632, 2 NW 909. ; 

Abandonment and suspension of 
trade see supra § 48. j 

71, Supplementary proceedings sub- 
jecting earnings see Executions 8 942, 

72. Gregory v. Evans, 19 Mo. 261; 
McKelvay v. South Carolina R. Co., 
6 S. C. 446. 

Debt subject to: 
Attachment see Attachment §§ 351- 

363. 
Execution see Executions § 1099%. 
Garnishment see Garnishment [20 

Cyc 1000 et seq]. ays 

73. See statutory provisions; and 
Fitzpatrick Co. v. Shepherd, 22 Ga. A. 
44, 95 SE 530. 3 

Amount exempted see infra §§ 108— 
112. 

Assignment or transfer of exempt 
earnings see infra § 186. ‘ 

Construction of statutes relating 
to earnings, wages, and salary see 

ra T. 
S eeoritorial effect of statutes 
exempting wages see supra § 9.- 

Injunction against proceedings in 
another state to evade exemption see 
infra § 299. | 3 

Persons entitled to exemption see 
supra §§ 16-62. es 

74, See statutory provisions; and 
Traders’ Inv. Co. v. Macon R., etc., 
@o./'8 Ga. tAr 125, 59 SE 454; Jumper 
vy. Moore, 110 Me, 159, 85 A 485; Mc- 
Larty v. Tibbs, 69 Miss. Bails) weer) 
Sts ‘ pr 
: 75. See statutory provisions; and 
Rolt-Wheeler v. Rolt-Wheeler, 175 
App. Div. 852, 162 NYS 491. 

76. See statutory provisions; and 
In re Vonhee, 238 Fed, 422; Crowles 
vy. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 127 Ill. A. 


456; McLarty v. Tibbs, 69 Miss. 357, 


12 S 557; Koppen y. Union Tron, etce., 

Co., 181 Mo. A. 72, 163 SW 560. 
Exemptions to heads of families 

generally see supra §§ 28-35. 


77. McCormick Harvesting Mach. 
Coys ven Vaughn, 130 Ala, )311455°30. 'S 
368% Hnzor =-v..-Hunt. 76 Alas 595, 


Karnes v. Rosena Furnace Co., 5 Pa. 
Dist. 752; 18 Pa. Co. 306. 


7S.) H1OzZor” wv. PELur ty sGwAla 6595s 

79. Gregory v. Evans, 19 Mo. 
261. 

80. Residence of debtor generally 


see supra §§ 17-25. 

81. Pomeroy v. Beach, 149 Ind. 
511, 49 NE 370; Goodwin vy. Claytor, 
137 N. C. 224, 49 SE 173, 107 AmSR 
479, 67 LRA 209; Little v. Balliette, 
9 Pa. Super. 411. 

Exemption to residents generally 
see supra §§ 17-25. 

82. Pomeroy vy. Beach, 149 Ind. 
511, 49 NE 370. 

[a] For example (1) in Indiana the 
nonresident has only the twenty-five 
dollars’ exemption, while a resident 
householder may claim an exemption 
of six hundred dollars in wages due 
him and this discrimination is held 
constitutional. Pomeroy v. Beach, 
149 Ind. 511, 49 NE 370. (2) Where 
there are statutes giving an exemp- 
tion in a fixed amount of wages to 
“householders” and other statutes 
giving an exemption in wages to a 
larger amount to “resident house- 
holders,” the statutes giving to 
“householders’’ the smaller exemp- 
tion have been held to apply to non- 
resident householders only, inasmuch 
as resident householders are provided 
for by other statutes giving them 
the larger exemption. Hart v. 
O’Rourke, 151 Ind. 205, 51 NE 330. 


83. Pomeroy v. »Beach, 149 Ind. 
511, 49 NE 370. nA 

84. See statutory provisions. 

85>. In re Condon, 198 Fed. 947; 


Cushing v. Quigley, 11 Mont. 577, 29 
P 3837; New Mexico Nat. Bank v. 
Brooks, 9 N. M. 113, 49 P 947; Mar- 
tin v. Sheridan, 2 Hilt. (N. Y.) 586; 


Matter of Teelon, 87 Misc. 361, 150 
NYS 729. i 
[a] Where the debtor’s wife sup-, 


ports the family.—Under such a stat- 
ute a man cannot claim his earnings 
as exempt where it appears that his 
wife keeps boarders and supports the 
family, paying all the bills, and it 
does not appear that he contributes 
anything. Martin vy. Sheridan, 2 Hilt. 
CN. Y.) 586. 

[b] Debtor’s wages mingled with 
wiie’s income.—A debtor for a year 
and a half prior to the levy of an 
execution had given his earnings to 
his wife who kept a boarding house 
on her own account, and it further 
appeared that during that period the 
income and investments from the 
boarding house and from the hus- 
band’s earnings, over and above the 
amount expended in the support of 
the family, amounted to more than 
twelve hundred dollars. A jury is 
warranted in finding that the earn- 
ings of the husband for thirty days 
prior to the levy, to the amount of 
one hundred and thirty-one dollars, 
are not exempt as necessary for the: 
support of his family. Cushing vy. 
Quigley, a LigiMiont.) 5iilme jee eaenk 

[c] Wages in excess of amount 
used for support.—Where the amount 
garnished was four hundred dollars, 
defendant had earned this amount 
within two months, and his total 
salary for these two months and for 
some time previous thereto and 
afterward was about five hundred 
dollars per month, in addition to this 
his minor son had earned about fifty 
dollars a month, and the whole ex- 
penses of his family did not average 
more than three hundred dollars a 
month, it was held that the four 
hundred dollars was not necessary ° 
for the support of himself and his 
family. New Mexico Nat. Bank vy. 
Brooks, 9 Ne di118,,.49" Po 94.7, 

Amount exempt see infra §§ 108- 
112. 

86. In re Condon, 198 Fed. 947. 

Transfer of exempt property gen- 
erally see infra §§ 182-186. 

87. In re Condon,’ 198 Fed. 947. 

88. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Van Vechten y. Hall, 14 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 436. 
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entitled to the exemption.®? 


[§' 103] b. Definition and Scope of Terms— 
In General. 
‘‘wages’’ as used in an exemption statute implies 
a relation of employer and employee *® and does 
not include the gain, profit, or recompense which 
‘accrues to one who is conducting a business of his 
In some jurisdic- 
tions its meaning has been restricted to compensa- 
tion for manual labor,®? and as not including com- 


(1) ‘‘Wages’’—(a) 


own and upon his own account.*? 


89. In re French, 231 Fed. 255; 
Van Vechten v. 


Hall, 14 HowPr 
436. 


Dlustration.— Under a statute 
exempting the earnings of a debtor 
when it is made to appear that they 
are necessary “for the_use of a fam- 
ily, supported wholly or partly by 
his labor,’ an unmarried debtor who 
keeps house and has boarders, and 
who employs a housekeeper, and for 
her services boards and clothes her 
and her children, cannot claim his 
earnings as exempt on the ground 
that they are necessary for the use 
of himself and the housekeeper and 
her children. Van Vechten v. Hall, 
14 HowPr (N. Y.) 436. 

90. Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315, 321, 202 SW 659. 

“Both salary and wages are terms 
invariably used in defining the con- 
sideration, which an employer be- 
stows upon one, who is serving him, 
in consideration for his services and 
is usually a consideration in money, 
and is never applied in describing 
the gain, profit or recompense, which 
accrues to one who is condueting a 
business of his own and upon his 
own account. Hence, a tobacco crop, 
which a farmer grows upon his own 
account and as a business venture of 
his own couid not, in any event, be 
wages earned by him, except the 
word wage should be used in a figura- 
tive and not a literal sense.’ Rob- 
erts v. Carrithers, supra. 

91. Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315,202 Sw 659. 

fa] The tobacco crop which a 
farmer grows upon his own account 
as a business venture of his own 
cannot be wages. Roberts v. Car- 
rithers, 180 Ky. 315, 202: SW 659. 


92. State v. Land, 108 La. 512, -32 
S' 483, 92 AmSR 392, 58 LRA 407; 
Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 Minn. 112, 


43 NW 794, 18 AmSR 495. 6 LRA 
338; Heebner v. Chave, 5 Pa. 115. 

[a] Farm and factory labor.—The 
exemption from seizure for debt pro- 
tects laborers on farms and in fac- 
tories and other places where work- 
men possess no particular. skill. 
State v. Land, 108 La. 512, 32 S 43838, 
92 AmSR 392, 58 LRA 407. 

$3. Tabb v. Mallette, 120 Ga. 97, 
47 SE 587, 102 AmSR 78; Stothart v. 
Melton, 117 Ga. 460, 43 SE 801; Kline 
Ven mussel) 113 "Gar 1085. 39) SH 4775 
Hunter vy. Morgan, 108 Ga. 409, 33 


SE 986; Oliver v. Macon Hardware 
Co., 98 Ga. 249, 25 SE 403, 58 AmSR 
300; Miller v. Dugas, 77 Ga. 386, 4 
AmSR 90; Kyle v. Montgomery, 73 
Ga. 387; Adcock v. Smith, 97 Tenn. 
373, 37 SW 91, 56 AmSR 810. 

[a] Persons not entitled to ex- 


emption of wages as laborers. (1) 
The president of a railroad company. 


South, ete, Alabama R. Co. v. Falk- 
ner, 49 Ala. 115. (2) A civil en- 
gineer. McPherson vy. Stroup, 100 Ga. 


228, 28 SE 157; Pennsylvania, etc., 
R. Co. v. Leuffer, 84 Pa. 168, 24 AmR 
189. (3) A mechanical engineer. 
State v. Land, 108 La. 512, 32 S 433, 
92 AmSR 392, 58 LRA 407. (4) An 
electrical engineer. State v. Land, 
supra. (5) A locomotive engineer 
paid monthly according to the time 
he works. Smith v. Walker, 119 Ga. 
615, 46 SE 831; Sanner y. Shivers, 
76 Ga. 335. (6) A canal boat cap- 
tain. Shimer vy. Rugg, 7 North. Co. 
(Pa.) 248. (7) A physician. Staples 


EXEMPTIONS 
The 


term 


physieal.% 


v. Keister, 81) Ga. %72, 8 SE 421s 
Weymouth y. Sanborn, 43 N. H. 171, 
80 AmD 144. (8) Ateacher. Schwacke 
v. Langton, 12 Phila. (Pa.) 402, 6 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 124. (9) A photographer. 
Mathewson v. Shewmake, 15 Ga. A. 
706, 84 SE 174; Georgia R., etc., Co. 
Va, High; 15:5Ga. “Az 243, 82 “SH 932: 
(10) A master carpenter, supervising 
the labor of other carpenters em- 
ployed by him. Smith v. Brooke, 
49 Pa. 147. (11) A salesman. Ensel 
vs pAdlers. 110" (Ga. 3265.35 SH 6334e 
Oliver v. Macon Hardware Co., 98 Ga. 
249, 25 SE 4038, 58 AmSR 300; Bris- 
coe v. Montgomery, 93 Ga. 602, 20 


SE 40, 44 AmSR 192; Wildner v. 
Ferguson, 42 Minn. 112, 43 NW 794, 
18 AmSR 495, 6 LRA 338. (12) A 


private watchman. Tabb v. Mallette, 
120 Ga. 97, 47 SH 587, 102 AmSR 78. 
(18) A elerk. Boynton v. Pelham, 
108 Ga. 794, 33 SE 876; State v. Land, 
108 La. 512,°32 S 433, 92 AmSR 392, 
58 LRA 407. But see cases infra 
note [t] (6). (14) A cashier. State v. 
Land, 108 La. 512, 32.S 438, 92 AmSR 
392, 58 LRA 407. (15) A bookkeeper. 
State v. Land, 108 La. 512, 32 S 433, 
92 AmSR 392, 58 LRA 407. 
typewriter. Langley Mfg. Vv. 
Frey, 10 Ga. A. 753, 73 SH 1074. (17) 
A. stenographer. Langley Mfg. Co. 
Vv.) rey, LO Ga. A. 7538), (3) SHN1LO74: 
Contra see cases infra note [b] (9). 

{b] Persons entitled to exemption 
of wages as laborers. (1) A brake- 
man. Franklin v. Southern R, Co., 
119 Ga. 855, 47 SE 344. (2) A porter 
of a Pullman car. Freiberg v. New- 
man, 2 La, A. (Orleans) 402. (3) 
A street railway conductor. Stuart 
v. Poole, 112°Ga. 818, 38 SE 41, 81 
AmSR  8i. (4) A cotton checker. 
Langley Mfg. Co. v. Frey, 10 Ga. A. 


753, 73 SE 1074. (5): An overseer 
paid by the week. Caraker v. Mat- 
thews, 25 Ga. 571. (6) A clerk. La- 
mar y. Chisholm, 77 Ga.-°306 [foll 
Smith v. Johnston, 71 Ga. 748]; But- 
ler v. Clark, 46 Ga. 466. (7) A clerk 


in a retail store. Pike v. Sutton, 115 
Ga, 688, 42 SE 58; Williams v. Link, 
64 Miss. 641; 2S’ 907. €8)* A“for- 
warding clerk employed by a rail- 
road. Claghorn y. Saussy, 51 Ga. 
576. (9) Stenographer. Wmpire Inv. 
Co. v. Sullivan, 133 Ga. 391, 65 SE 
882. Contra see cases supra note 
Lai’ Giy:. 

94. Georgia Cent. R. Co. v. Wach- 


tel, (Ga. A.) 74 SE 713; Bem Oeder Vv. 
Collins, 113 La. 778, S72 
[a] Railway gate Peeper erne 


wages of one employed as a gate 
keeper at a railway depot whose du- 
ties consist in the standing at the 
gate, letting in persons who have a 
ticket, and keeping out those who do 
not, in assisting passengers to the 
train and helping lady passengers 
with their baggage, in occasionally 
assisting in the baggage room, and 
in keeping the stoves filled with coal 
in the winter and the coolers with 
water, are exempt, although as a part 
of his duties he occasionally reports 
any infraction of the law in and 
about the depot and causes arrests to 
be made. Georgia Cent. R. Co. v. 
Wachtel, (Ga. A.) 74 SE 713. 

[b] A railroad switchman is a 
laborer within the meaning of the 
statute, although he is in an employ- 
ment which requires a certain degree 
of intelligence and skill. ‘All man- 
ual employments require a certain 


ru 
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pensation for services for which special skill and 
intellectual fitness are required,®? except where the 
exercise of mental ability is only incidentally in- 
volved,** as where it forms the principal part of 
only a small portion of the debtor’s service as com- 
pared to that part of his labor which is purely 
In other jurisdictions, statutes exempt- 
ing wages include both wages of those whose labor 
is chiefly manual and salaries of those whose service 
calls for special skill of intellectual fitness,9® even 


degree of intelligence and skill. It 
is true that we have held that a loco- 
motive engineer was not a ‘laborer’ 
in the sense of the statute (State v. 
Judge, “108 Laz, 512,% 32° "S* 433; . 92 
AmSR 392, 58 LRA 407), but we did 
so because we considered him as a 
‘mechanical engineer,’ discharging 
highly important duties, requiring 
the exercise of skill, expertness, and 
judgment, and as occupying a posi- 
tion of authority in the management 
of the train. To hold that a switch- 
man was not a laborer would be tan- 
tamount to denying the benefit of the 
exemption to ail railroad employés 
performing hard manual labor. It is 
therefore ordered that this applica- 
tion be denied, applicant to pay all 
costs of same.” Schroeder v, Col- 


lins,; 113) Lia’ 778, 779, 3% S 722: 
95. Georgia R., etc5 Co. v. High, 
15..Ga. A. 243, 82 SH. 932. 


[a] Separation of services.—The 
time spent in duties principaily men- 
tal in their character cannot be sepa- 
rated from the time spent in physi- 
cal labor, so as to deprive him of his 
exemption to compensation received 
for that part of his service which is 
principally mental. Georgia R., etc., 
Co. v. High, 15 Ga. A. 243, 82 SH 


Koppen v. Union Iron, ete., 
Co., 181 Mo. A. 72, 168 SW 560; Bo- 
vard v. Ford, 83 Mo. A. 498; Bell v. 
Indian Live-Stock Co., (Tex.) 11 SW 
344, 3 LRA 642. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘There are 
decisions in other jurisdictions which 
draw a line between the terms 
‘wages’ and ‘salary,’ but we think the 
appellate courts of our own State 
have adopted the much broader use 
of the words, treating them as 
synonymous. Surely that is the more 
reasonable rule. Every one who 
works for another in any capacity for 
a stated compensation, is a wage 
earner and the compensation wages. 
We may, out of a kind of pride, call 
it compensation or salary, and claim 
we are employed, not hired, but after 
all it amounts to the same thing— 
when we are employed, working, do- 
ing service, whether menial or of a 
higher grade, for another for pay, we 
are hired and are working, rendering 
service, for wages.” Koppen v. Union 
Tron, ete: Co., 181, Mot Aj 725 82,6463 
SW 560. 

{b] Salary of railroad comptroller 
and auditor amounting to five thou- 
sand dollars annually is “wages” 
within the meaning of the Missouri 
statute exempting “wages due from 
him (garnishee) to a defendant in 
his employ for the last thirty days’ 
service.”’ “Although wages and 
salary have at times a different 
meaning, we think that in this in- 
stance they might have been used 
interchangeably and as meaning the 
same thing—or rather, that wages 
was intended to include salary.” 
Bovard v. Ford, 83 Mo. A. 498, 500. 

{c] Monthly salary of a manager. 
—One employed by a live-stock com- 
pany as manager at a monthly salary 
of two hundred dollars, although he 
is also a stockholder, is entitled to 
the exemption in current wages. Bell 
v. Indian Live-Stock Co., (Tex.) 11 
SW 344, 3 LRA 642. 

[d] General manager of a cor- 
poration.—The salary of a general 
manager of a corporation, payable 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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though the exemption is ‘‘of the wages of a laborer 
or employee,’’®’ although the same terms in other 
jurisdictions have been held to restrict the exemp- 
tion to those whose labor is chiefly manual.’ 
character of the service, whether mainly physical or 
mental, determining the status of claimant under / 
the statute, is generally a question of fact.® 
funds of an insurance agent deposited in a bank | 
with the funds of his company cannot be regarded 
as wages or hire of an employee in the hands of | 
his employer, so as to be exempt from attachment.? | 
Costs due a commissioner in a partition suit are not | 
exempt from execution as wages of a mechanic or 


laboring man.? 


Current wages. Some statutes restrict the exemp- 
Such statutes have been 
construed to mean that only those wages aré exempt 
which are paid periodically by the day, week, month, 
or year,* and do not apply to liquidated demands 
which have no relation whatever to an employment 


tion to ‘‘current wages.’’ 3 


by the day, week, or month,® but 
mand based upon a daily, weekly, 


ing may be ‘‘current wages’’ within the statute.® 


The amount of compensation need 


periodically, is exempt as wages un- 
der the statute. Koppen v. Union 
eee etc., Co., 181 Mo. A. 72, 163 SW 
97. Wilmer v. Mann, 121 Md. 2389, 
$8 A 222, 

{a] Illustration—A- debtor who 
was employed as a salesman by the 
.garnishee at a salary of thirty dol- 
lars per week is a “laborer or em- 
ployee” within the statute. Wilmer 
v. Mann, 121 Md. 239, 88 A 222. 

98. South Alabama, etc., R. Co. 
v. Falkner, 49 Ala. 115; McLellan v. 
Young, 54 Ga. 399, 21 AmD 276. 

[a] Salary of president of rail- 
road company is not exempt under 
a statute exempting “the wages of 
laborers and employees. «the 
term ‘wages’ indicates inconsiderable 
pay, without excluding ‘salary,’— 
which is suggestive of larger com- 
pensation for personal services. But 
its application to laborers and em- 
ployces certainly conveys the idea of 
a subordinate occupation which is 
not very remunerative; one of not 
much independent responsibility, but 
rather sukject to immediate super- 
vision.” South, etc, R. Co. v. Falk- 
ner, 49 Ala. 115, 118. ; 

[b] Salary of public officer is not 
“wages” within the meaning of the 
statute. McLellan vy. Young, 54 Ga. 
399, 21 AmD 276. . 

Salary of public officer exempt at 
eccmmon law and under express pro- 
vision of statute see infra § 116. 

99. Buchanan v. Echols, 8 Ga. A. 
565, 70 SE 28. : 

Questions of law and fact see infra 

317. 

1. Baltimore First Nat. Bank v. 
Jaggers, 31 Md. 38, 100 AmD 53. 


% State v. Cobb, 4 Lea (Tenn.) 
481. 

3. See statutory provisions. 

4. Mitchell v. Western Casualty, 


etc., Ins. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.))_ 163 SW 


630; Cleburne First Nat. Bank_ Vv. 
Graham, 3 Tex AY Give Cas. 
§ 462. 


“Current wages” as affecting the 
amount exempted see infra § 110. 

5. Mitchell v. Western Casualty, 
etc., Ins. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 163 SW 
630: Cleburne First Nat. Bank _ v. 
Graham, 3 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 462. 

[a] Claim against insurance com- 
pany for loss of wages.—A statute 
exempting current wages does not 
apply to a liquidated demand against 
an insurance company for the loss 
of wages, nor to the proceeds of an 
insurance policy insuring the debtor 
against loss of wages. Mitchell v. 
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EXEMPTIONS 


The 


The 


a liquidated de- 


or monthly hir- [§ 104] (b) 


not be fixed by 


Western Casualty, etc., Ins. Co., (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 163 SW 630. 

[b] “An attorney’s fee for legal 
services rendered or to be ren- 
@aered in a single case, or in the 
transaction of a single matter, 
or in the transaction of any amount 
of legal business in any manner, 
cannot be correctly termed or held 
to be ‘current wages,’ where he 
has not been hired for his services 
by the day, week, month or year, 
to be paid at the expiration of the 
time for which he was hired, and not 
in proportion to the business done.”’ 
Cleburne First Nat. Bank v. Graham, 
dDexs JA. Civ, Cas. § 462. 


6. Sydnor vy. Galveston, (Tex. A.) 
15 SW 202. 
[a] Physician’s fee.—The amount 


due a physician from a city for at- 
tending smallpox patients under a 
contract by which the city agreed to 
pay him a certain sum per day is 
exempt as current wages. Sydnor v. 
Galveston, (Tex. A.) 15 SW 202. 

7. Dempsey v. McKennell, 2 Tex. 
Civ. A. 284, 23 SW 525. 

[a] For example.—Wage of sev- 
enty-five dollars a month, totaling 
three hundred dollars, agreed upon 
by widow and decedent’s ‘manager 
and brother as fair compensation 
to defendant for taking charge of 
decedent’s business during his illness 
was exempt, although at the time the 
agreement for services was made no 
particular compensation was agreed 
upon. Lee vy. Hmerson-Brantingham 
Impl. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 222 SW 2838. 

[b] ®Wromise to pay well for the 
service.—Where a person employs 
another to nurse him through a spell 
of sickness, without any agreement 
fixing the compensation to be paid, 
either for the entire service or by 
the day, week, or month, but prom- 
ises merely to pay well for the 
services, the compensation due for 
the services rendered is “current 
wages” within the meaning of the 
statute. Dempsey v. McKennell, 2 
Tex. Civ. A. 284, 23 SW 525. 

Sie Stearn hv, PDOWse MolmNeadd coe GL 
A 217, 20 LRANS 263; Hale v. Brown, 
59 N. H. 551, 47 AmR 224; Robbins 
v. Rice, 18 N. H. 507, 510. 

“The statute was designed to pro- 
tect the personal labor of the debtor, 
and those constituting his family, 
and under his protection and con- 
trol, in these cases only in which 
they appear so unmixed with other 
things as to be capable of being dis- 
tinguished therefrom, and their value 
ascertained, as a ground of indebted- 
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the contract of hiring in order to render the com- 
pensation for the service ‘‘current wages’’ within 
the meaning of the statute.7 
Fund created in part by others. 
; exemption is of ‘‘wages for labor performed by’’ 
the debtor, a fund created in part by the labor of 
others is not exempt,’ except in the case of a fund 
created by labor of the debtor together with his 
wife and minor children.® 

Wages of child. 
exemption in the wages of his minor child as against 
the parent’s debts,°? and his right to exemption 
therein continues as long as his child is legally 
under his custody and control. 

Judgment for wages. 
for wages to judgment does not destroy the em- 
ployee’s right to exemption therein.?? 
covered as wages by an employee who has been 
wrongfully discharged before the expiration of his 
term is exempt, where wages earned by actual serv- 
ices would be exempt.?* 


Where the 


A parent is entitled to an 


The reduction of a claim 


Money re- 


Earnings under Special Contract. 


The earnings of a person not engaged under the 
usual contract of employment as laborer or artisan 


ness; and not where they are undis- 
tinguishably combined with ma- 
terials found, or with labor of other 
persons procured upon the responsi- 
bility of the debtor, and for the pur- 
pose of carrying into execution a 
work that he has undertaken to do.” 
Robbins v. Rice, supra. 

{a] MIlustration.— Renewal com- 
missions due from an insurance com- 
pany to its agent are not exempt 
from foreign attachment as wages 
if they accrue from the inseparable 
labor of the defendant and subagents. 
Steer ve Dow.) 765 IN. Hy 95,171 vA uz) 
20 LRANS 268. 

9. Steer v. Dow, 75 N. H. 95, 71 
A 217, 20 LRANS 263; Robbins v. 
Rice; 180 IN. Hey 507%. 

10. Darlington vy. Watson, 49 Pa. 
Super. 611. 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘“The father 
as the head of the family is entitled 
to the services and earnings of the 
child so long the latter is legally 
under his custody or control and 
not emancipated. This right, it is 
generally held, is based both upon 
the duty of the parent to furnish 
support and the duty and necessity 
of purental control for the good of 
the child. This is a very different 
relation from that considered in the 
cases cited, and the wages earned 
by the child are of a very different 
nature from the profits of labor there 
under consideraticn. If, as was de- 
clared in both of the cases cited, 
this statute was intended not merely 
for the personal benefit of the debtor, 
but indirectly for the benefit of his 
family, it would be a harsh, strained 
and illiberal construction, and one 
not in harmony with the general pur- 
poses the legislature had in view, 
that would enable the creditor to in- 
tercept the earnings of his minor 
child and apply them to his debt. 
Nor is such construction required 
by the words of the act. The moneys 
in question are the wages of a la- 
borer and the attempt is to attach 
them in the hands of the employer. 
Thus the case is within the letter of 
the act and, we think, within its 
beneficent intent.” Darlington  v. 
Watson, 49 Pa. Super. 611, 613. 

11. Darlington v. Watson, 49 Pa. 
Super, 611. 

Wife’s wages not exempt as hus- 


band’s personal earnings see infra 
§ 106. 

12. Malloy v. McCollum, 18 Pa. 
Dist. cones 

13. Cox v. Bearden, 84 Ga. 304, 10 
SE 627, 20 AmSR 359. 
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are often considered wages within the meaning of 
the statutory exemption. Thus where the remunera- 
tion is according to the work done, and not accord- 
it has been still 
considered wages,!* even though the laborer himself 
employs a helper to aid him in part of his work.?® 
Payment of commissions is a payment for work 
done, and is ‘‘wages’’ within the meaning of the 
And the nature of the payment is not 
changed by payment of a stipulated amount each 
month by the employer to his employee on _ his 
Under a contract by which. 
the debtor exchanges his labor for a consideration 
other than money, as the rent of a house,!® or a 
piece of land,!® or a share in the fish caught by a 
fisherman in his employer’s fishing boat,?° or.a share 
in the crop grown by a cropper on the landlord’s 
property,?! the value of his. labor is nevertheless 
The fact that there was no 


ing to the length of employment, 


statute.1® 


commission account.!? 


considered wages. 


Ga.—Prather y. Pantone, 125 
Ga. 808, 54 SE 663; Moultrie v. 
Crocker, 125 Ga. 82, 54 SE 197; John- 
son v. Hicks, 120 Ga. 1002, 48 SE 
383; Moore v. Hendry, 111 Ga. 863, 
36 SE 921; Swift Mfg. Co. v. Hender- 
son, 99 Ga. 136, 25 SE 27. 

Ill.— Hopkins v. O’Gara Coal Co., 
140 Ill. A. 282; Walker v. O’Gara Coal 
GCo:, 140':Tll, A.’ 279. d 

Iowa.—Ford v. St. Louis, etc., R. 
Co., 54 Iowa 723, 7 NW 126. 

N. Y.—Rolt-Wheeler v. Rolt-Whee- 
ler, 162 NYS 491. 

Pa.—Seider’s App., 46.Pa. 57; Penn- 
sylvania Coal Co. v. Costello, 33 Pa. 
241 [dist Heebner v. Chave, 5 Pa. 
1151. 


Tenn.—Frazier vy. Nashville Veteri- 
nary Hospital, 139 Tenn. 440, 201 SW 
7151; Adcock v. Smith, 97 Tenn. 373, 
37 SW 91,56 AmSR 810. 

“The word ‘wagés’ means the com- 
pensation paid to a hired person for 
his services. This compensation to 
the laborer may be a specified Sum 
for a given time of service, or a fixed 
sum for specified work; that is, pay- 
ment may be made by the job. 
word ‘wages’ does not imply that 
the compensation is to be determined 
solely upon the basis of time spent 
in service; it may be determined by 
the work done.” Ford v. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co., 54 Iowa 723, 728, 7 NW 
126. 

[a] Payment for cabs and pilots 
pbuilt—One who builds cabs and 
pilots for railway locomotives and 
is paid according to the amount of 
work done is entitled to an exemp- 
tion under statute exempting 
“wages.” Prather v. Pantone, 125 Ga. 
808, 54 SE 663. 

{b] Payment for lectures deliv- 
ered.—Money due lecturer from the 
board of education is exempt as earn- 
Rolt-Wheeler v. Rolt-Wheeler, 


ings. 
A Dye HAD Diy. 852, 162 NYS 
491. 

[c] Payment for perfect castings. 


—A moulder for a stove manufac- 
turing company who is paid weekly 
for his perfect castings, and whose 
work is hard manual labor, is en- 
titled to exemption under statute ex- 
empting wages. Moultrie v. Crocker, 
125 Ga. 82, 54 SE 197. 1 

[d] Payment for miles run.— 
Where a locomotive engineer is em- 
ployed by a railroad company, and is 
paid by it monthly according to the 
number of miles he has run his loco- 
motive during the month, his wages 
are exempt from garnishment. John- 
son v. Hicks, 120 Ga. 1002, 48 SH 
383. 

{[e] Payment by the “hank.’— 
Where the compensation of an ordi- 
nary laborer in a factory is so many 
cents per “hank” for every hank he 
makes, payable biweekly, this com- 
pensation is ‘‘wages,” and as such 
exempt from the process of garnish- 


thet 


EXEMPTIONS 


the exemption. 


ment. Swift Mfg. Co. v. Henderson, 
99 Ga. 136, 25 SEH 27. 

[f{] Payment of miner by the ton. 
—Walker v. O’Gara Coal Co., 140 IIl. 
A. 279; Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Cos- 
tello, 33 Pa. 241 [dist Heebner v. 
Chave; 5 Pa. 115]. 

(15. Moultrie v. Crocker, 125 Ga. 
Laird v. Carton, 196 N. Y. 169, 


82, 54 SE 197. 
16. 
89 NE 822, 25 LRANS 189. 


17. Laird v.. Carton, 196 N. Y. 169, 
89 NE 822, 25 LRANS 189. 

18. Mason y. Ambler, 6 Allen 
(Mass,) 124. 

19. Scott v. Watson, 36 Pa. 342. 

20. Swinehammer vy. Sawler, 27 
N. S. 448. 

[a] Tllustration—Where a_e sea- 


man, who ships for a shipping voy- 
age on a schooner with the master of 
the schooner, was engaged under an 
arrangement by which one half of 
the fish caught went to the vessel 
and the other half was divided among 
the crew, and the master of the 
schooner agreed to pay the seaman 
a fixed amount for his share, the sea- 
man’s compensation for his work is 
wages under the statute. Swineham- 
mer v. Sawler, 27 N. S. 448. 


21. Thompson v. Passmore, 9 Ga. 
A. OTT, 72, SB 185. 
gone Prothro v. Grubbs, 71 Ga. 
Be 
23. Dempsey v. McKennell, 2 Tex. 


Civ. A. 284, 23 Sw 625. 

24. Dempsey v. McKennell, 2 Tex. 
Civ. A. 284, 23 SW 525. See Hart- 
man v. Mitzel, 8 Pa. Super. 22, 42 
WklyNC 4386 (where compensation 


was fixed after service was ren- 
dered). 
25. Ga.—Tatum v. Zachry, 86 Ga. 


573, 12 SE 940. 

Miss.—Lewis v. Harrison, 110 Miss. 
844, 71 S 5; Heard v. Crum, 73 Miss. 
157, 18 S 934, 55 AmSR 620. 

Nebr.—Fox v. McClay, 48 Nebr. 
820, 67 NW 888; Henderson v. Nott, 
Seheees 154, 54 NW 87, 38 AmSR 


Pa.—Smith v. Brooke, 49 Pa. 147; 


Heebner v. Chave, 5 Pa.:115; Com. 
v. Gibson, 67 Pa. Super. 373. 
Wis.—Lang v. Simmons, 64 Wis. 


525, 25 NW 650. 

Eng.—Riley v. Warden, 2 Exch. 59, 
154 Reprint 405. 

[a] Street grader.—Where a per- 
son makes an independent contract 
to excavate and grade a street at a 
certain rate per cubic yard, and in 
doing so uses two carts and two or 
three horses, and employs a number 
of men sufficient, with himself, to 
keep the horses and carts employed, 
the money due him under the con- 
tract is not exempt as the wages 
oe laborer. Heebner v. Chave, 5 Pa. 
ie bays 

[b] Lumber manufacturer.—Money 
due upon a contract with the pro- 
prietors of a wood factory, for saw- 


[§ 104 


agreement that the debtor should receive his wages 
periodically as is customary,?? or the fact that there 
was no agreement whatever as to when he should 
receive his pay,?* or what the amount of it should 
be,?4 does not put the debtor without the pale of 


A person who is ‘really a con- 


tractor and not an employee is not within an exemp- 
tion of this character.?® 
himself a contractor or employer of labor, but 
merely a supervisor of their work, the fact that 
his compensation is fixed at a percentage of the ag- 
gregate payroll of all workmen under his super- 
vision does not make him a contractor, but is simply 
a method of determining the amount of what in 
realty is wages in compensation for his work.?® 
a contractor performs labor and the amount due him 
for his kabor is separable from the amount due to 
other elements arising out of the contract, the 
exemption may be allowed for the wages proper ;°? 


But if the person is not 


If 


ing lumber belonging to assignors, is 
not wages. “They were not persons 
hired by the assignors to do manual 
labor for them, nor were they hired 
persons within the ordinary sense of 
the words ‘hired persons.’ They were 
manufacturers, doing business for 
themselves, and employing other per- 
sons ...t0o0 accomplish the work they 
contracted to do for others. ... We 
think it very clear that ... laborers 
. . - who can be said to earn wages 
of an employer must hold such a re- 
lation to the employer that he can 
direct and control them in and about 
the work which they are doing for 


hime? Lang v. Simmons, 64 Wis. . 
525, 529, 25 NW 650. 
{c] Tearning contractor.—The act 


of April 15, 1845 (P. L. p 459) does 
not apply to compensation to which 
defendant in an attachment execution 
may have been entitled for work done 
by a teamster employed by him, and 
a team owned by him, and reimburse- 
ment for the board of such a team- 


Saas Com. v. Gibson, 67 Pa. Super. 
i [a] Master carpenter.—(1) One 


who contracted to build a house for a 
fixed price and who employed others 
to work under him, although he did 
part of the work himself, is not a 
laborer, within Code (1892) § 1963, 
exempting a certain sum from the 
wages of “every laborer or person 
working for wages.” Heard v. Crum, 
73 Miss. 157, 18 S 934, 55 AmSR 520. 
(2) The compensation received by a 
master carpenter for supervising the 
labor of the hands employed by him 
in building a house is not exempt 
from attachment under an act pro- 
tecting wages. Smith v. Brooke, 49 
Pa, 147. 

{e] Brick manufacturer.—A _ per- 
son who contracts to make and burn 
brick for so much per one thousand, 
he to provide the labor, agreeing also 
to Keep the machinery furnished by 
the other party in good repair, to 
supply oil therefor, and to feed and 
care for a team provided for the 
work, is not a “laborer” within the 
meaning of Code Civ. Proc. § 531, 
declaring that no property shall be 
exempt from execution and attach- 
ment for laborers’ wages. Hender- 
son v. Nott, 36 Nebr. 154, 54 NW 87, 
38 AmSR 720. 

[f] Blacksmith.—Amounts due to 
a blacksmith, for work done by him, 
in carrying on ai independent busi- 
ness for himself as the proprietor of 
a blacksmith shop do not constitute 
indebtedness for the daily, weekly, or 
monthly wages of a journeyman me- 
chanic or day laborer. Tatum vy. 
Zachry, 86 Ga. 573, 12 SE 940. 

26. Watson Co. v. Christ, 62 Pa. 
Super. 604. 

27. Banks v. Rodenbach, 54 Iowa 
695, 7 NW 152; Brainard v. Shannon, 
60 Me. 342. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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but if the wages proper are not distineuishable from 
the rest no exemption can be allowed, even though 
the total amount due is less than the whole exemp- 
tion allowed by statute.2® The mere fact that a 
workman’s wages are determined by contract does 
not make him a contractor within the meaning of 
the rule barring contractors from the benefits of the 
wage exemption statute? It may or it may not, 
depending on the real character of the business 
relation existing between the contracting parties.?! 
Where the relationship is that of employer and 
employee, the contract merely fixing the amount 
and method of payment of employee’s compensa- 
tion, the compensation is ‘‘wages,’’ within the 
meaning of the statute.22 But where the contract 
relation is not that of employment, but of coad- 
venture in a joint enterprise, payments under the 
contract are not ‘‘wages’’ within the statute.%* 

[§ 105] (2) ‘‘Wages or Salary.’’ Some stat- 
utes exempt the ‘‘wages or salary’’ of the debtor.*4 
While ‘‘salary’’ is a broader term than ‘‘wages,’’ 
and applies undoubtedly to employees whose services 
may be characterized as mental rather than man- 
ual,?> it is not so broad as to include all com- 
pensation for services.2® It still implies an em- 

28. Gray v. Fife, 70 N. H. 89, 47|29 Pa, 264. 


A 541, 85 AmMSR 603; Robbins v. Rice, Salary defined 
NG bio) ve 


‘ 
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from wages see supra § 103 
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ployer and employee relation,?* so that a compensa- 
tion for service under circumstances where that 
relation does not exist is not ‘‘salary’’ within the 
meaning of the exemption laws.%§ 

Commissions and profits. That compensation is 
paid to an employee in the form of commissions does 
not render it any the less exempt as wages or sal- 
ary.°? But such exemption is restricted to com- 
pensation to the employee for services rendered by 
him personally,*° and will not be extended to addi- 
tional compensation received by him for services 
of others whom he in his turn employs.4! Nor can 
an interest in the profits of the business over and 
above a salary received from it be included in the 
exemption of wages or salary.42 Exemption of 
‘‘wages or salary’’ of an employee do not cover 
commissions earned by a factor or broker,*® nor a 
share in the profits of a joint enterprise,‘* in neither 
of which cases does the ‘relation of employer and 
employee exist.*® 


‘[§ 106] (38) ‘‘Harnings’’ or ‘‘Personal Harn- 
ings.’’ The expressions ‘‘earnings,’’ ‘‘personal 
earnings,’’ and ‘‘earnings for personal services’’ 


used in some of the statutes,#° are clearly broader 
than the terms ‘‘wages’’ and ‘‘salary,’’ 47 although, 


his individual efforts in making a 
sale, are exempt under the statute. 


and distinguished 
O’Neill v. Beasley, 17 Pa. Dist. 153. 


29. Brainard v. Shannon, 60 Me. 36. In re Pears, 205 Fed. 255, 123 
342. CCA 459. 
Payment under contract exempt as 37. In re Pears, 205 Fed. 255, 123 


earnings see infra § 106. 


30. Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 
La.’ Ann. 423, 9 S 640; Moore v. 
Heaney, 14 Md. 558. 

81. Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 
aa. Ann. 423, 9. S 640; Moore. v. 
Heaney, 14 Md. 558. 

82. Moore v. Heaney, 14 Md. 558. 

[a] Percentage on cost of house. 


—The amount due a person under a 
contract by which he agrees “to 
erect, superintend, and otherwise di- 
rect, the ‘erection of’ a warehouse 
“for the consideration of five per 
cent. on the entire amount of cost of 
said building” is ‘wages or hire” 
within the meaning of a statute of 
exemption. Moore v. Heaney, 14 Md. 
558, 560. 

33. Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 
La. Ann. 423, 9 S 640. 

{a] Agent sharing profits and 
losses.—The earnings of a person en- 
gaged to make sales of goods dealt in 
by a firm in a particular state, un- 
Ger a contract by which he is to 
receive one half of the profits and 
bear one half of the losses on the 
pusiness done, is not “salary” within 
the meaning of a statute exempting 
“the salaries of clerks, secretaries, 
and other persons of that kind.” 
Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 La. Ann. 
423, 424, 9 S 640. 

24. See statutory provisions. 

35. South, etc., R. Co. v. Falkner, 
49 Ala. 115; Roberts v. Carrithers, 
180. Ky. '315,5 202. SW_.659; Garvey 
Vv, ‘darney, 121 NYS 701;-Catlin  v. 
Ensign, 29 Pa. 264; Watson Co. v. 
Christ, 62 Pa. Super. 604; Hartman 
v. Mitzel, 8 Pa. Super. 22, 42 Wkly 
NC 436. 

[a] Investigator’s salary.—If the 
services involve both physical and 
mental effort, as for hunting up “wit- 
nesses and testimony to defeat a re- 
covery on a forged note,” the com- 
pensation due therefor is exempt as 
wages or salary. Hartman yv. Mit- 
zel, 8 Pa. Super. 22, 42 WklyNC 436. 

[b] Chorister’s salary. — Under 
the act of April, 1845, exempting the 
wages of labor or the salary of a 
person engaged in public or private 
employment, the salary of a choris- 
ter which was set apart by the board 
of trustees of a church for the pay- 
ment of a debt and was in the hands 
of the treasurer of the trustees could 
not be garnished. Catlin v. Ensign, 


CCA 459; Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 
Ky. 315, 202 SW 659; Central Trust 
Com Venn lecer . 201 ebaeDistas i OAs 
O’Neill v. Beasley, 17 Pa. Dist. 153. 

38. In re Pears, 205 Fed. 255, 123 
CCA 459. " 

[a] Trustee not an employee of 
the beneficiary.—The salary of a 
trustee under a deed of trust re- 
ceived from the settlor who is also 
the beneficiary under the trust, as 
compensation for his services as 
trustee, is not salary within the 
meaning of the exemption statute. 
ee re Pears, 205 Fed. 255, 123 CCA 
459. 

39. Hamberger v. Marcus, 157 Pa. 
TSS Ze AROSh, tot PASE (10s. Central 
Trust Co. v. Rieger, 26 Pa. Dist. 1074; 
O’Neill v. Beasley, 17 Pa. Dist. 153. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The miner, 
who is paid by the ton, the mechanic 
who is paid by the piece, and the 
clerk or salesman who is paid by 
commissions on his sales, are as 
much within its protection as if 
they were paid by the day, week, 
month or year. A wholesale mer- 
chant employs two persons to travel 
over the country and obtain from the 
retail dealers orders for his goods; 
to one of them he pays a certain sum 
per month and to the other he pays 
commissions on the amount of or- 
ders taken. These commissions are 
as clearly compensation of the em- 
ployee for personal services in the 
interest and for the benefit of the 
employer as the monthly stipend is. 
It is a narrow construction of the 
statute which permits the creditors 
of one employee to attach in the 
hands of his employer the commis- 
sions which constitute his compensa- 
tion for personal services and ex- 
empts from attachment in the hands 
of the same employer the compensa- 
tion of another employee for like 
Hamberger v. Marcus, 157 


services.”’ 
Par siss, iow. ot AL 68) cst -AmSR 
Zale Oye 

[b] Supervising architect’s per- 


centage.—The commissions of a su- 
pervisor or supervising architect of 
building construction are exempt un- 
der the statute. Central Trust Co. v. 
Rieger, 25. Pa. Dist. 1074. 

[c] Salesman’s commissions. — A 
galesman’s commissions or share of 
the profits on sales, given to him by 
his employer as his compensation for 


\ 


Commissions exempt as “wages”? 
see supra § 103, 
40. O’Neill v. Beasley, 17 Pa. Dist. 


153. 
te O’Neill v. Beasley, 17 Pa. Dist. 

42. In re Pears, 205 Fed. 255, 123 
CCA 459. 


43. Hamberger v. Marcus, 157 Pa. 
133. 27 A 681, 37 AmSR 719. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘We do not 
think that a factor’s or broker’s com- 
missions are exempt from attach- 
ment by virtue of the provisions of 
the act of April 15, 1845. These com- 
missions do not constitute, within the 
meaning of that act, the wages of 
laborers or the salary of a person 
in public or private employment. A 
factor holds himself out to the pub- 
lic as engaged in the business of 
making sales on commission, and as 
qualified to carry it on. His rights, 
powers and duties as such are largely 
defined by usage and differ materially 
from those of a mere clerk or sales- 
man. He has a distinct business and, 
although it involves services for 
others, he may employ clerks and 
laborers to aid him in transacting 
it. It is a business which may be, 
and often is, carried on by partner- 
ships formed for the purpose. While 
the proceeds of this business are 
usually in the form of commissions 
on the sales made in it, they are not 
wages or salary in the sense in which 
these words are used in the statute.” 
Hamberger’ v. Marcus, 157 Pa. 133, 
P39 2 AY CSIs rst -Amsiia bo. 


44. Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 
La. Ann. 423, 9 S 640. 

45. Brierre v. His Creditors, 43 
La. Ann. 423, 9 S 640; Hamberger 


v, Mareus;/ 157 Pa. 133, 27 An 681,93% 
AmSR 719. 

45. See statutory provisions. 

47. lIowa.—Millington vy. Laurer, 
89 Iowa 322, 56 NW 533, 48 AmSR 
385; McCoy v. Cornell, 40 Towa 457. 

Mass.—Leonard v. Weymouth, 193 


Mass. 479, 79-NE 787; Somers wv. 
Keliher, 115 Mass. 165; Jenks v. 
Dyer, 102 Mass. 235. 


Mont.—Dayton v. Ewart, 2&8 Mont. 


153, 72 P 420, 98 AmSR 549. 
N. Y.—Miller v. Hooper, 19 Hun 
394: Jones v. Nicoll, 72 Mise. 483, 


484; 181 NYS 341; Burns v. Maurer, 
72 Mise. 481, 1381 NYS 344. 
5 OhS& 


Oh.—Beckett v. Wishon, 
CP 257, 50hNP 155. 

Okl.—Barteldes Seed Co. v. Gunn, 
159 P 502. 


68 [25C.J.] 


of course, wages and salaries are exempt as ‘‘earn- | 
While ‘‘wages’’ and | 
‘‘salary’’ exemptions are based on an employer and 


ings’’ under such a statute.*8 


employee relation,#® ‘‘earnings’’ 


earnings’’ include earnings from a private and in- 
dependent business, where the services of the debtor 
Thus, they include the 
earnings of professional men,°! and of artists,®? 
photographers,®* or agents selling goods on com- 
By the weight of authority, however, 
these terms, with the probable exception of the term 
‘fearnings’’ simply,®> do not include a debtor’s in- 
come arising from a business involving other ele- 
‘ments of gain than his personal services, as the em- 


are the chief factor in it.®° 


mission.°*4 


Wis.—Brown v. Hebard, 20 Wis. 


326, 91 AmD 408. 
“‘Harnings’ mean the reward of 


‘labor or the price of personal serv- 


ices performed. hey mean the 
gains of a person derived‘from his 
services or labor without the aid of 
capital. ‘Harnings’ imply more than 
labor—one has relation more  par- 
ticularly to mental effort and the 
other to physical endeavor.’ Jones 
v. Nicoll, supra. 

[a] Gold dust taken from claim 
by miner.—Under Code Civ. Proc. 
§ 1222, exempting ‘the earnings of 
the judgment debtor for his personal 
services rendered at any time within 
thirty days next preceding the levy,” 
gold dust taken from his claim by a 
miner within the thirty days preced- 
ing the levy is exempt. Dayton v. 
Ewart, 28 Mont. 153; 72 P 420, 98 
AmSR 549. 

[b] Employee’s wages and board. 
—Where an employee in a hotel has 
compensation of forty+five dollars 
per month and his board, the board 
is part of the earnings within the 
meaning of the statute. “It is urged 
by the defendant that it is the cus- 
tom of hotels to pay the board of 
their employees; that it is a mere in- 
cident intended for their and their 
employer’s convenience; and that the 
wages of this deferrdant would be as 
great whether or not he received 
board. This argument does not im- 
press me. I cannot: bring myself to 
the conclusion that the defendant’s 
board could have been contemplated 
as a mere gratuity. It seems clear 
to me that this is a part of his 
‘earnings’ under section 1391.” Burns 
v. Maurer, 72 Misc. 481, 482, 131 NYS 
344, 

[c] Room and board furnished 
workman.—‘‘Earnings . involves 
the idea of compensation for services 
rendered, but it is not limited to 
gains from merely personal labor. 
Money due from time to time from 
an employer to a third party, for 
board and lodging of his workmen, 
is in the nature of compensation for 
services rendered to such employer. 
It may involve, to such third party, 
expenditures for provisions, house 
room and other matters’ besides 
labor. But to the employer, or to 
those who receive the board, it is 
not a sale of the food and rent of 
the lodgings. The result of the 
whole is a service rendered, for 
which the compensation is measured 
by the time of its continuance. The 
return due for such service may 
properly be called ‘earnings.’ The 
term applies to the whole reward for 
the service, and not merely to the 
profits therefrom.” Jenks vy. Dyer, 
102 Mass. 235, 236. 

[ad] Labor and materials.—Money 
due for labor and materials furnished 
under an entire contract for building 
a house is “earnings” under the stat- 
ute. Somers v. Keliher, 115 Mass. 
165. 

[e] Work under contract. — A 
workman whose only means of live- 
lihood is work which he does under 
contract and who receives advance 
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and ‘‘personal 


ices.°8 


payments from time to time as the 
work progresses is entitled to hold 
the proceeds of the contract exempt. 
Murray Hill Co. v. Kuhnle, 58 Misc. 
313, 109 NYS 669. 

[f] Mllustration. — A married 
debtor with.a family whose only 
means of livelihood was a contract 
for carpentry work, and who paid 
to his employees working on the job 
money received for work done under 
the contract, is entitled to hold as 
exempt his earnings for services ren- 
dered within sixty days next before 
the institution of proceedings against 
him, when it appears that such earn- 
ings are necessary for the support of 
his family. Murray Hill Co. v. 
Kuhnile, 58 Misc. 313, 109 NYS 669. 

Exemption of payment under a 
contract as wages see supra § 104. 

48. Beckett v. Wishon, 5 OhS&CP 
Zoli © DINE aL: 

[a] Salary of superintendent of 
county infirmary is exempt as “per- 
sonal earnings’ under Rey. St. (1897) 
§ 5430 subd 6, where the salary was 
earned within three months from the 
time it was sought to reach such 
earnings, where the superintendent 
is the head of a family as required 
by the statute, and where the salary 
is necessary for the support of him- 
self and his family. Beckett  v. 
Wishon, 5 OhS&CP 257, 5 OhNP 155. 

49. See supra §§ 103-105. 

50. Banks v. Rodenbach, 54 Iowa 
695, 7 NW 152; Miller v. Hooper, 19 
Hun) (CN. 9 Y.))) 394: MieSkiman 7 -v:. 
Knowlton, 14 NYS 283, 20 NYCivProc 
274, 


{a] he proprietor of a _ school, 
paying rent and incurring obligations 
in the business, is entitled to tuition 
fees which are paid in advance by his 
patrons, under an exemption of earn- 
ings for personal services. Miller v. 
Hooper, 19 Hun (N. Y.) 394. 

[b] A subcontractor who has 
agreed to do certain work, as mason 
work or carpentering in the construc- 
tion of a building for a certain sum, 
and who has done the work person- 
ally, may hold the sum due for such 
services as earnings for personal 
services. And it makes no difference 
that he also agreed to furnish the 
necessary materials, and that a cer- 
tain sum was agreed -upon to cover 
both the work and the cost of the 
materials, . where the contract re- 
quired the other party to furnish the 
money with which to buy the ma- 
terials as fast as they should be 
needed, and he has so furnished it. 
Banks v. Rodenbach, 54 Iowa 695, 7 
NW 152. \ 

51. McCoy v. Cornell, 40 Iowa 457. 

52. Millington v. Laurer, 89 Iowa 
822, 56 NW 5338, 48 AmSR 385. ; 

53. McSkiman vy. Knowlton, 14 
NYS 283, 20 NYCivProc 274. 

54. Sanford v. Goodwin, NYDaily 
Reg March 11, 1881. 

55. Kuntz v. Kinney, 33: Wis. 
510. 

[a] Earnings by aid of exempt 
team.—Under a _ statute exempting 
the “earnings of all married persons” 
having a family tec provide for, a 
debtor may claim money earned by 


ployment of capital®® or assistants.57 . 
decisions, however, in which earnings of a debtor in 
a business in which he employed assistants have 
been held exempt as earnings for personal serv- 
In these cases, the distinction is made be- 
tween businesses in which the debtor’s services are 
the chief factor, in which ease the profits of the 
business are held to be personal earnings, and 
exempt under the statute,®® even though such busi- 
ness is conducted with the assistance of others,®° 
and a business in which the profits of the business 
represent the services of others than the debtor, and 
in which the debtor’s service does not predominate, 
in which ease the profits are not personal earnings of 


r§ 106 


There are 


him personally by the aid of an ex- 
empt team. Kuntz yv. Kinney, 33 Wis. 


510. 

56. JIowa.—Shelly v.. Smith, 59 
Iowa 453, 13 NW 419. 
aoe H.—Robbins v. Rice, 18 N. H. 
o . 

N. -Y.—Prinee vy. Brett, 21° App. 
Div, 190) .47 .NYS. 402; Mulford 3. 
Gibbs, -9s"App: “Diva 4908 41. NMS 


Okl.—Youst v. Willis, 5 Okl. 170, 
P 56. 
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Wis.—Brown vy. Hebard, 20 Wis. 
326, 91 AmD 408. ; 

[a] The expression “earnings for 
personal services” is defined to mean 
“the gains of the debtor derived from 
his services or labor without the aid 
of capital.” Brown vy. Hebard, 20 
Wis. 326, 330, 91 AmD 408. 

[b] Income from boarding house. 


‘—A statute exempting earnings for 


personal services does not exempt 
the money due to a boarding house 
keeper from her boarders, where she 
employs servants to do the work 
about the house and merely furnishes 
the house, furniture, materials, etc., 
for carrying on the business, and 
assists in and superintends the work. 
prolly v. Smith, 59 Iowa 453, 13 NW 

[c] Hotel keepers.—The proprie- 
tor of a public hotel is not entitled 
to.an exemption in the income from 
his hotel -roperty, as “personal earn- 
ings,” under the statute. Youst v. 
Willis, 5 Okl. 170, 49 P 56. 

{d] Saloon keepers.—The money 
received by a saloon keeper in his 
business is not exempt from seizure 
in supplementary proceedings under 
Code Civ. Proc. § 2463, as earnings 
from his personal services. Prince 
a) 21 App. Div. 190, 47 NYS 

[e] Dealers in merchandise.—The 
profits realized by a person engaged 
as a merchant or dealer in merchan- 
dise, from buying and selling goods, 
are not exempt under a statute ex- 
empting personal earnings. Mulford 
Nese ae 9 App. Div. 490, 41 NYS 

57. Heard v. Crum, 73 Miss. 157, 
18 S 934, 55 AmSRF 520; Robbins v. 
Rice, 18 N. H. 507; Mulford v. Gibbs, 
9 App. Div. 490, 41 NYS 273; Smith 
v. Brooke, 49 Pa. 147; Heebner v. 
Chave, 6 Pa. 115: 

58. Schafer v. Tyroler, .94 Misc. 
127, 158 NYS 1090; Brown y. Hebard, 
20 Wis. 326, 91 AmD 408. 

59. Schafer v. Tyroler, 94 Misc. 
127, 158 NYS 1090. 

60. Schafer v. Tyroler, 94 Misc. 
127, 158 NYS 1090; Brown v. Hebard, 
20. Wis,, 326, .91 AmD> 408. 

_[a] Flour inspector employing as- 
sistants.—A statute exempting earn- 
ings for personal services exempts 
the net income of an inspector of 
flour, where he passed upon every 
sample himself and was paid weekly 
a certain price for each barrel in- 
spected, and it makes no difference 
that he employed a deputy, a book- 
keeper, and a laborer to assist him. 
Brown v. Hebard, 20 Wis. 326, 91 
AmD 408. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the debtor.°t Where a debtor’s income is derived 
from a business involving other elements of gain 
than his personal services, he is entitled to an 
. exemption in as much thereof as is necessary to 
compensate him for his own personal labor, pro- 
vided it can be ascertained.®? But if the amount 
due the debtor on account of personal labor cannot 
be distinguished from the rest, no part of such 
income will be exempt as ‘‘ personal earnings’’ under 
the statute.°° Wages of a debtor’s wife for her 
personal services have been held not to be exempt 
under the statute as the earning of the debtor for 
his personal services.® 

[§ 107] (4) Income. The word ‘‘income,’’ 
used in some of the statutes, is a still broader term, 
used to define the proceeds of labor, or the re- 
ceipts of a profession, business, or occupation.® 
In a statute exempting wages, salary, or income, 
the term ‘‘income’’ should be construed to mean 
income earned by labor.*°* Where a statute exempts 
‘a certain amount per month of the debtor’s income, 
the context indicates that the income cannot consist 
of property in kind or of any kind of property which 
cannot be measured in denominations of money per 
month so as to determine what the income is per 
month,®” although it is not necessarily payable at 
fixed times or in fixed amounts.®§ 

[§ 108] ec. Amount of Wages and Time within 
Which Harned—(1) In General. Statutes exempt- 
ing wages, salary, or earnings generally restrict the 
exemption to a certain amount, under provisions 
which vary in the different jurisdictions. Some of 
the statutes exempt salary, wages or earnings to a 
fixed amount. Others exempt such as are earned 
during a fixed period next preceding the service of a 
writ of attachment or garnishment. Others exempt 
a week’s or a month’s wages, without regard to 
when they were earned.®® 

[§ 109] 


4 


(2) Amount Necessary for Debtor’s 


' 61. Schafer v. Tyroler, 94 Misc. 71. 
127, 158 NYS 1090. 

[a] MDlustration.—The debtor en- 
gaged in business as an iron worker 
and maintaining a shop with forges, 
drills, electrical motors, machines, 
and many appliances generally used 
in shops of like character, and em- 
ploying three and sometimes more 74, 


72. 
73. 


workmen, cannot claim an exemption 75. 
in the profits of the business as per- 76. 
sonal earnings under the statute. 77. 
Schafer v. Tyroler, 94 Misc. 127, 158 78. Me.—Haynes 


EXEMPTIONS 


Vandal v. Daiber, 
Cts 355576) Ohs Cire Dec 585: 
Necessity of earnings for support, 
as evidence see infra § 313. 
In re Condon, 
Snook v. Snetzer, 25 Oh. St. 516. 
See statutory provisions; 
40 Iowa 457. 
McCoy v. Cornell, 40 Lowa 457. 
McCoy v. Cornell, 40 Iowa 457. 
Parks v. Knox, 22 Me, 494. 


McCoy v. Cornell, 


Parks v. Knox, 22 Me. 494. 


‘Minn.—Bean vy. Germania L. Ins. 


[25C.5.] 69 


Family. Some of the statutes which exempt ‘‘per- 
sonal earnings”’ or ‘‘earnings for personal services’’ 
for a certain period give the exemption to the extent 
that it is necessary for the use of the debtor’s 
family."° If all his earnings for the statutory 
period are necessary he may hold all.71_ But wages 
or earnings which exceed the amount needed for the 
support of a family will not be exempted.?2 

[§ 110] (38) Earnings within Fixed Period. 
By some statutes an exemption is.conferred as to 
the entire amount earned by the debtor within the 
period fixed,7* irrespective of the needs of the 
debtor’s family,7* and without limitation of 
amount.’ A statute exempting wages or earnings 
for a time not exceeding a fixed period exempts 
wages for that period whenever earned,’® and is not 
restricted to wages earned during the period named 
immediately preceding the service of the process.”? 
But a statute exempting wages due for a time not 
exceeding a fixed period next preceding the service 
of the process, exempts only the wages due for 
labor done during the period named immediately 
preceding the service of process.7§ 

Duration of exemption period. Under statutes 
exempting earnings during a fixed period, the exemp- 
tion expires at the end of the period and is not 
extended by voluntarily leaving the earnings with 
the employer,’® or by the fact that the earnings 
are in the hands of the debtor’s wife,®° or by legal 
proceedings necessary to reduce the wages to the 
employee’s possession.’ Where the statute exempts 
all of the income earned by the debtor for a fixed 
period, the creditor must wait until the income for 
the period stated has accumulated in order to de- 
termine the amount of his exemption,®? and he ean- 
not seize the debtor’s income by garnishment for 
succeeding periods less in duration than the stat- 
utory period.’? Under statutes exempting ‘‘current 
wages’’ for a fixed period their exemption is not 


LOT Ohi Cin. 80. Bloodgood v. Meissner, 84 Wis. 


452, 54 NW 772. 

81. Connor v. McCormick, (lowa) 
117 NW 976; Chadwick v. Stout, 112 
Iowa 167, 838 NW 901, 84 AmSR 334; 
Union Bank v. Northrop, 19 S. C. 473. 

[a] An attorney’s fee is not an 
earning of the debtor within sixty 
days next preceding the order, so as 
to make it exempt, under Code § 317, 
where an order for the examination 
of a judgment debtor in supplemen- 
tary proceedings is passed eighteen 
months after the termination of a 
litigation in which defendant was at- 
torney, and while the amount of his 
fee was under reference, and during 


198 Fed. 947; 


and 


v. Hussey, 72 


Dooley, 89 Mo. 


NYS 1090. See cases supra note 50.| Me. 448; Parks v. Knox, 22 Me. 494. 
62. Brainard y. Shannon, 60 Me. 

342. Co., 54 Minn. 366, 56 NW 127. 
63. Brainard v. Shannon, 60 Me. Mo.—Mangold vy. 

342. 111, 1 SW 126; Cooper v. Scyoc, 104 
64. Booth v. Backus, 182 Iowa] Mo. A. 414, 79 SW 751. 


1319, 166 NW 695. 

65. Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315, 202 SW 659. 

66. Roberts v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 
315, 202 SW 659. 3 

[a] For example (1) a tobacco 
erop which a farmer grows on his 
own account cannot be regarded as 
income. People’s Bank v.  Coca- 
naugher, 183 Ky. 73, 208 SW 322; 
Roberts ‘v. Carrithers, 180 Ky. 315, 
202 SW _ 659. (2) Corn and other 
crops are not exempt. People’s Bank 
vy. Cocanaugher, 183 Ky. 73, 208 SW 
322. . 

67. People’s Bank y. Cocanaugher, 
183. Ky. 73, 208 SW 322; Roberts v. 
Carrithers, 180 Ky. 315, 202 SW 659. 

68. People’s Bank v. Cocanaugher, 
183 Ky. 73, 208 SW 322; Roberts v. 
Carrithers, 180 Ky. 315, 202 SW 659. 

69. See statutory provisions. 

70. See statutory provisions. 

Necessity for support of family as 
a condition precedent to allowance of 
exemption see supra § 102. 


, 


N. Y.—McCullough v. Carragan, 24 
Hun 157; Bush vy. White, 12 AbbPr 
21 : 


oie v. Snetzer, 25 Oh. St. 

Wash.—Lemagie v. Acme Stamp 
Works, 98 Wash. 34, 167 P 60. 

[a] Period preceding “order” in 
supplementary proceedings.—A stat- 
ute relating to proceedings -supple- 
mentary to execution exempting the 
earnings of a debtor for sixty days 
“preceding the order’ refers to the 
order for the application of the debt- 
or’s property, and not to the original 
order for his examination, the latter 
order not being mentioned in the 
particular section of the statute. 
Bush v. White, 12 AbbPr (N. Y.) 
21. , 

79, Davidson v. F. H. Logeman 
Chair Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 41.SW 824; 
Bell v. Indian Live-Stock Co., (Tex.) 
11 SW 344, 3 LRA 642; Seligmann vy. 
Heller Bros. Clothing Co., 69 Wis. 
410, 34 NW 282. 


the next month the amount of such 
fee is fixed by the court, and five 
months afterward it is required to 
be paid over to the judgment cred- 
itor by the order in supplementary 
proceedings. .Union Bank y. North- 
TOP; 19 USS Cor 428: 

[b] Application.— Where a gar- 
nishee pays wages due the principal 
defendant without any order of court 
or judgment, and it appears in an ac- 
tion by such defendant to recover of 
the plaintiff the amount so paid, that 
the period during which the wages 
are exempt has expired, it is not 
error to treat the sum found due de- 
fendant aS nonexempt and to‘set off 
against it the balance of the sum 
due plaintiff. Connor v. McCormick, 
(lowa) 117 NW 976. 

Wages retained by employer, as 
“current wages’ see infra note 85 

82. Frazier v. Nashville Veteri- 
nary Hospital, 139 Tenn. 440, 201 SW 
Ao, ; 

83. Frazier v. Nashville Veteri- 
nary Hospital, 139 Tenn. 440, 201 SW 
Conk. 


70. [25C.J.] 


extended beyond the statutory period.s Wages vol- 
untarily left in the possession of the employer after 
they become due cease to be ‘‘eurrent’’ within the 
meaning of the statute.*> But past-due wages left 
with the employer under compulsion,®® or misap- 
prehension as to the state of accounts,®* do not 
eease to be ‘‘eurrent wages’’ within the meaning 
of the statute. 

{§ 111] (4) Earnings to Fixed Amount within 
Fixed Period. By some of the statutes the exemp- 
tion is limited to a certain amount earned within a 
specified time.*® Such a statute has been construed 
to apply only to the amount remaining in the em- 
ployee’s hands and without regard as to what has 
been paid to the debtor during the- statutory 
period.®® Other statutes not merely limit the amount 
earned within the statutory period to a definite sum 
but further provide that a minimum allowance shall 
be exempt in all cases.°° Under such a statute the 
provisions for minimum exemption is included as a 
part of the maximum amount allowed and is not 
additional to it.°t 

[§ 112] (5) Amount per Week or Month or 
Percentage Thereof. Some statutes provide that the 
wages to be exempt shall not exceed a certain 
amount per week or month * or provide such limita- 
tion in eases in which it is sought to enforce the 
exemption against debts of a particular nature.°* 
The full amount of wages due up to the statutory 
limit may be exempted as against an ordinary ered- 
itor, even though as between employer and em- 
ployee the amount due may be decreased by deduc- 
tions which the employer is authorized to make for 
supplies furnished to his employee.** A statute 
exempting income to a certain amount per month in- 
cludes what the debtor may have collected from his 
employer or may have received from his income 

84. Definition and meope: of “cur- ag 120 P 321. 
res. Bell oriahe ive cioae CaViage Mk A. 166. 


(Tex.) 11 SW 344, 3 LRA 642; David- 
son vy. F. H. Logeman Chair Co., 
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Nashville Veteri- 
nary Hospital, 139 Tenn. 440, 201 SW 


95. Frazier v. 


[§§ 110-114: 


from any other source during the month as well 
as the sum that may belong to him earned or eol- 
leetable from any source but not actually received 
by him at the time the garnishment is served. — 
Where the statute exempts all wages up to a fixed 
weekly amount, an accumulation of wages where 
the rate is less than the statutory limit is exempt.®* 

[§ 113] d. Future Wages or Earnings. A ecred- 
itor cannot reach the debtor’s future wages or earn- 


_ings by garnishment proceedings, so as to defeat 


his right to claim them as exempt when they be- 
come due,°*? and wages earned but not payable are 
future wages within the meaning of this rule,®® nor 
ean the ereditor get at the debtor’s wages over and 
above the amount allowed as exempt by making the 
writ in garnishment returnable to a term of court 
long subsequent to its execution.®® It is otherwise 
under a statute expressly providing that wages ae- 
eruing after service of a writ of attachment and 
before trial shall be bound by the writ. And some 
statutes allow a certain percentage of prospective 
earnings to be reached.? It has been held that a 
statute exempting from seizure ‘‘wages and salary 
not yet due’’ refers to wages and salary not earned 
at the time of seizure,* and does not exempt such 
portion of a week’s or month’s wages or salary as 
has been actually earned at the time of the levy,* 
although not payable by the employer until the 
end of the week or month.® 

[§ 114] e. Effect of Payment. By the weight 
of authority a statute exempting the wages or earn- 
ings of a debtor protects them not only in the hands 
of the employer, but also while passing from him 
to the debtor, and even after they are in the hands 
of the debtor, so long as they are capable of identi- 
fication;® but there are decisions to the con- 


5, 26 P 321; Cox v. Bearden, 84 Ga. 


9 
Wohlford v. Wabash Coal Co., | 304, 10 SE 627, 20 AmSR 359; Elliot 


v. Hall, 3 Ida. (Hasb.) 421, 31 P 796, 
85 AmSR 285, 18 LRA 586. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘It is ar- 


Be) as gk 2 ae 


(Tex. Civ. A.) 41 SW 824. 

86. Davidson v. F. H. Logeman 
Chair Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 41 SW 824; 
Sydnor vy. Galveston, (Tex. A.) 15 
SW 202. 

{a] Uncollectable wages.— Past- 
due wages left with the employer 
because the debtor is unable to col- 
lect them do not cease to be “cur- 
rent” wages. Davidson v. F. H. 
Logeman Chair Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 
41 SW 824. 

87. Childress v. Franks, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 44 SW 868. 

{a] Ignorance that anything was 
due.—Wages left with the employer 
because the debtor did not know the 
state of his account and that any- 
thing was due do not’ cease to be 
“current.” Childress vy. Franks, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 44 SW 868. 

88. See statutory provisions; and: 

Md.—Wilmer v. Epstein, 116 Md 
4140, 81 A 379. 

Minn.—Bean v. Germania IL. 
Co., 54 Minn. 366, 56 NW 127. 

Oh.—Duffey v. Reardon, 70 Oh. St. 
328, 71 NE 712. 

Tenn.—Waite v. Franciola, 90 
Tenn. 191, 16: Sw 116. 

Wis.—Bloodgood vy. Meissner, 84 
Wis. 452, 54 NW 772. 

Wyo,—Lafferty v. Sistalla, 11 Wyo. 
360, 72 P 192. 

8S. Crites v. Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 
P 941. 

90. See statutory provisions. 

91. Pike v. Bannon, 115 Me, 124, 
98 A 68. 

92. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 

93. O’Rielly v. Colbert, 16 N. M. 


Ins. 


Tod. 

96. Maged v. New York,. 75 Misc. 
634, 1383 NYS 969, 

97. Iil.— Hoffman vy. Fitzwilliam, 
81 Ill. 521; Bliss v. Smith, 78 Ill. 359; 
Davis v. Siegel, 80 Ill. A. 278. 

Iowa.—Thomas v. Gibbons, 61 Iowa 
50, 15 NW 593; Davis v. Huinmphrey, 
22 Iowa 137. 

Kan.—Muzzy vy. Lantry, 30 Kan. 49, 
FP. 102. 

Md.—House v. Baltimore, etc. R. 
Co., 48 Mad. 180. 

Miss.—Chapman v. Berry, 73 Miss. 
437, 18 S 918, 55 AmSR 546, 

Mo.—Mangold vy. Dooley, 89 Mo. 


111, 1 SW 126; Davis v. Meredith, 48 
Mo.- 263; Reinhart vy. Empire Soap 
Co., 33 Mo.-A. 24. 

N. Y.—Kroner v. Reilly, 49 App. 
Div. 41, 68 NYS 527. 

Tenn.—Weaver v. Hill, 97 Tenn. 
402, 37 SW 142. 

98. Weaver v. Hill, 97 Tenn. 402, 
37 SW 142, 

99. Chapman v. Berry, 73 Miss. 
437, 18 S 918, 55 AmSR 546, 

1. Hagerstown First Nat. Bank v. 
Weckler, 52 Md. 30. 

2. Valentine v. Williams, 159 NYS 
815 [aff 175 App. Div. 931 mem, 161 
NYS 1148 mem]; Chabot y. Oneson, 
11 Que, Super. 223. 


Special execution see Executions 
§ 1099%. 


3. Kenwood v. Rodden, 9 Montr. 
Leg. N. 222. 
4 Kenwood y. Rodden, 9 Montr,! 
Leg. N. 222. 
5. Kenwood y. Rodden, 9 Montr. 
Leg. N. 222. 
16 Colo. 


6 Rutter v. Shumway, 


gued with much ingenuity that the 
earnings of the laborer, when re- 
ceived by him, are no longer wages, 
but capital; that the exemption stat- 
ute has performed its office when it 
has enabled the laborer to secure 
his wages from his employer without 
let or hindrance; and that thereafter 
the statute cannot be invoked in his 
favor. The statute cannot be thus 
reasuned away. Such a construction 
is narrow and illiberal. It would 
compel the laborer to leave his earn- 
ings in the hands of his employer, or 
else forego the protection of the 
statute altogether. It would not only 
deprive him of the privilege of de- 
positing his eArnings with any bank 
or other depositary for safe-keeping, 
but would subject his wages to sup- 
plemental proceedings even in his 
own pocket; for, if earnings once re- 
ceived immediately lose their char- 
acter as Wages, then it is evident 
that the laborer could never retain 
his earnings for a single hour with- 
out exposing them to the very perils 
which the statute was designed to 
avert. Such a construction would 
practically frustrate the beneficent 
objects of the statute.” Rutter v. 
Shumway, 16 Colo. 95, 98, 26 P 321. 

[b] Wages deposited in bank.— 
Under a statute exempting absolutely 
the wages and earnings of any debt- 
or to an amount not exceeding one 
hundred dollars, wages of a debtor 
are exempt after being paid over 
to him and deposited by him in a 
bank, -and the exemption continues 
to protect the wages so long as they 
are capable of identification. Rutter 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, Same title, page and note number. 
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trary.’ But taking a nonnegotiable instrument, as a 
nonnegotiable note or duebill, for wages due is not 
payment of the wages,? and they may still be 
claimed as exempt.® 

Debt for personal services. An exemption from 
attachment of any debt that has accrued by reason 
of the personal services of defendant will not 
exempt from attachment money in the hands of the 
debtor’s agent which has been paid to the agent in 
settlement of a debt for services.?° 

[§ 115] f. Property Purchased with Earnings. 
Whether the exemption in wages or personal earn- 
ings covers property purchased by the wages or 
personal earnings is a question on which the au- 
thorities differ. In some jurisdictions the property 
is not exempt;!4 in others it is,!? but only to the 
extent of the amount ‘exempted by the statute.1* 
Property purchased in excess of the amount al- 
lowed by law as exempt will not be exempt.14 

[§ 116] g. Salary or Compensation of Public 
Officers. Independently of any statutory provision, 
the salary or compensation of a public officer which 
has not reached his hands is exempt from the claims 
of his ereditors on the ground of public policy. 
Sometimes the salary of a public officer falls within 
the general provision for the exemption of salaries 
or personal earnings,'® or an exemption may be 
found in the form of an exception in a statute sub- 
jecting corporations to garnishment for the salaries 
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of its officers.17 More frequently, the statute, in 
express terms, exempts the salaries of public of- 
ficers,‘* regardless of their tenure.19 Among such 
officers have been held to be a city assessor,?° an 
employee of a city board of health,24 an inspector 
of municipal water board,?? a clerk of a recorder’s 
court,’ and an officer of the inland revenue.2* On 
the other hand where a statute subjected a portion 
of the salaries of public employees to seizure, it was 
held that it did not apply to the salaries of school 
teachers,” and that their salaries were exempt from 
seizure.2° But a statute which declares that all 
teachers in the public schools shall be regarded as 
permanent employees of the school board and shall 
not be removed from office fixes the status of the 
teacher in the public schools as an officer,?? and the 
salary of the teacher is exempt from seizure under 
a statute exempting the salary of an officer.2? A 


private tutor is not a school teacher and entitled to 


exemption under the statute as such.2® Officers 
employed by a private corporation to police its prop- 
erty, paid by the company and subject to discharge 
by the company, are not municipal officers within 
the meaning of a statute exempting salaries of 
such officers.°° Some statutes confer the exemption 
privilege upon a class of public officers only,*! and 
the debtor must bring himself within the statutory 
restriction, to secure its benefits. And where 
the statute limits the amount of salary to be 


v. Shumway, 16 Colo. 95, 26 P 321. 
[c] Wages in hands of collector. 
—Money due a debtor for wages can- 
not be reached by a creditor in the 
hands of a person who has collected 
it at the debtor’s request: Elliot v. 
Hall, 3 Ida. (Hasb.) 421, 31 P 796, 35 
AmSR 285, 18 LRA 586. : 

{d] Wages in hands of sheriff.— 
Money recovered as wages, and ex- 
empt from garnishment in the hands 
of the employer, is also exempt from 
seizure by other process while in the 
hands of the sheriff. Cox v. Bearden, 
84 Ga. 304, 10 SE 627, 20 AmSR 359. 

7. Cook v. Holbrook, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 572, 

[a] Wages in hands of attorney. 
—Money in the hands of an attorney 
at law, which he has collected as 
wages for the personal services of 
a debtor, is not exempt as wages. 
‘Cook v. Holbrook, 6 Allen (Mass.) 


8. Lock v. Johnson, 36 Me. 464. 

9. Lock v. Johnson, 36 Me. 464. 

10. Hewitt v. McNerney, 73 Conn, 
565, 48 A 424. 

[a] Money paid to a _ constable 
serving a writ in a suit for money 
due for personal services in full pay- 
ment of the claim is not exempt and 
may be garnished in an _ action 
against the person entitled thereto, 
since the payment was to the officer 
as a personal agent and extinguished 
the debt for personal services. Hew- 
itt v. McNerney, 73 Conn. 565, 48 A 


424. 

11. Anderson v. Cook, 105 Ga. 496, 
30 SE 884. 

[a] Property bought on credit 


and paid for out of earnings.—Where 
a head of a family _to whom an ex- 
emption of personalty has been set 
apart purchases on credit a wagon, 
and in so doing does not part with 
any exempted personalty, the wagon 
becomes immediately subject to the 
lies of an existing judgment against 
the purchaser, and this lien is 
not divested by reason of the fact 
that he subsequently pays part of 
the price of the wagon with money 
made by hauling therewith. Ander- 
son v. Cook, 105 Ga. 496, 30 SE 884. 

12. Robb v. Brewer, 60 Iowa 539, 
15 NW 420; Aultman, etc., Mach. Co. 
v. Smith, (Ky.) 119 SW 1178. 

[a] Payments for 


’ 


chases.—A husband who uses his 
personal earnings in paying for prop- 
erty purchased by his wife has an 
exemption in the property thus pur- 
chased. Robb vy. Brewer, 60 iowa 
539, 15 NW 420. 

13. Miller vy. Gray, 2 Ky. Op. 101. 

14. Miller v. Gray, 2 Ky. Op. 101. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘It is in- 
sisted for the appellees, and, we 
think, in accordance with principles 
and authority, that a creditor has 
no enforceable claim on the: capacity 
or personal service of an insolvent 
debtor; and the law will permit the 
debtor in defiance of the claim of his 
creditors, to appropriate the products 
of his industry and skill to the com- 
fortable maintenance of his family. 
But indulgent as the law is, and 
should be, to those obligations, which 
naturally arise out of the domestic 
relations, it will not permit a debt- 
or, after acquiring money or prop- 
erty, by his credit, or his industry, 
or skill, to secure to himself the 
use and enjoyment of an estate, by 
making his family the nominal de- 
positaries of the title,’ merely to 
cover the property, and defeat the 
claims of creditors.” Miller v. Gray, 
2 Ky. Op. 101, 104. 

15. See Executions § 62; Garnish- 
ment [20 Cyc 1030]. 

16. Robinson v. Aiken, 39 N. H. 
211; Driscoll v. Kelly, 4 OhS&CP 124, 
5 OhNP 243. 

[a] In New Hampshire a mayor 
of a city may have the benefit of the 
exemption of his salary for fifteen 
days prior to the service of the writ 
of garnishment or attachment al- 
lowed by Rev. St. c 208 § 9. Robin- 
son v. Aiken, 39 N. H. 211. 

{b] In Ohio the salary of a sup- 
erintendent of a county infirmary is 
“personal earnings” under Rev. St. 
§ 54380. Driscoll v. Kelly, 4 OhS&CP 
124, 5 OhNP 2438. 

{c] Imsane retired officer. — But 
where an officer in the army or navy 
becomes insane .and is declared a 
lunatic upon inquisition found, and is 
retired on half pay, his pay primarily 
is not liable for his debts, but for 
his support; but after it has been 
paid into the hands of his com- 
mittee or guardian appointed by the 
court any surplus not needed for his 


wife’s pur-| support may with the consent of the 


court be applied to the payment of 
his debts and the committee will not 
be allowed to claim a three hundred 
dollar exemption. Elwyn’s App., 67 
Pa. 367. 

17. Holt v. Experience, 26 Ga. 113. 

fa] In Georgia where a statute 
provides that all banks, banking 
companies, and other corporations, 
except municipal corporations, shall 
be liable to be garnished for the 
salaries of their officers in all cases 
where the salary exceeds the sum 
of five hundred dollars, a salary un- 
der five hundred dollars of a munici- 
pal officer is exempt. Holt v. Ex- 
perience, 26 Ga. 113. 

18. See statutory provisions; and 
Moll v. Sbisa, 51 La. Ann. 290, 25 S 
141; Wild v. Ferguson, 23 La. Ann. 
752; Chaudet v. De Jong, 16 La. Ann. 
399; Jennings v. Trainor, 9 La. A. 
(Orleans) 26; Fifth Ave, Library Soc. 
v. Kilshaw, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 496; 
Catlin v. Ensign, 29 Pa. 264; Stew- 
art v. Euard, 15 Que. Super. 262 [aff 
8 Que. Q. B. 404]; Lovejoy v. Camp- 
bell, 1 Montr. Super. 77. 

19. Jennings v. Trainor, 9 La. A. 
(Orleans) 26. 

20. Stewart v. Euard, 15 Que, 
Super. 262 [aff 8 Que. Q. B. 404]. 

21. Jennings v. Trainor, 9 La. A. 
(Orleans) 26. 

22. King v. 5 La. A. 
(Orleans) 77. 

23. Moll v. Shisa, 51 La. Ann. 290, 
25 S 141. 
phen Evans v. Hudson, 22 LCJur 


Seymour, 


Lovejoy v. Campbell, 1 Montr. 
SUPE tus 

26. Lovejoy v. Campbell, 1 Montr. 
Super. 77. 

27. Fifth Ave. Library Soc. v. 
Kilshaw, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 496. 

28. Fifth Ave. Library Soc v. 
Kilshaw, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 496. 

29. L’Africian v. Villeneuve, 4 
Montr. Leg. N. 54. 

30. Tabb v. Mallette, 120 Ga. 97, 
47 SE 587, 102 AmSR 78. 

31. See statutory provisions. 

32. Lepine v. Gauthier, 5 Que. L. 
217; Chabot v. Ringuet, 49 Que. 
Super. 4. 

[a] Officers paid by the day.—Un- 
der a Quebec statute exempting a 
certain proportion of the wages 
earned by municipal employees where 


72) (25 ©.d 


exempt,** the excess over the statutory limit may 
be seized on execution.*# 

[§ 117] h. Wages of Seamen. In most mari- 
time countries seamen’s wages are exempt from 
seizure by their creditors to satisfy their debts.*® 
It is so in England and in Caneda by express stat- 
utory provisions.*® In the United States also they 
are exempted by acts of congress.?* In the absence 
of statutory provisions a seaman’s wages would not 
be exempt.°* The federal statute providing that 
seamen’s wages shall not be subject to ‘‘attach- 
ment or arrestment,’’ has been construed not to 
exempt his wages from execution, or proceedings 
supplemental thereto, on the ground that the statute 
omits provision for it.8° 

[§ 118] 18. Life Insurance*°—a. In General. 
By provision of statutes varying in the different 
jurisdictions, proceeds of insurance upon the life 
of the debtor.are frequently made exempt from the 
payment of his debts, a limitation being sometimes 
imposed as to the amount or as to the beneficiaries 
entitled to the exemption,*! and such statutes have 
been held to be constitutional.4? Statutes exempting 
life insurance are regarded as exemption laws,*? and 
not as part of the insurance law of the state,** nor 
as designed simply to protect the insurer from 
harassing litigation.4® The exemption privilege is 
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not created by contract but by legislative grant,*® 
and the proceeds of policies issued before the enact- 
ment of the statute may be subject. to its pro- 
visions.47 The terms of the statute giving to the 
beneficiary an exemption in the money received 
from life insurance sometimes require that the pol- 


‘icy or certificate of insurance must be issued by a 


company or association incorporated within the 
state,*® but. this is not a universal or even the 
usual rule.?? 

Fraternal and mutual benefit insurance is spe- 
cifically exempted under some statutes,®° in which 
cease the insurer must fall within the definition if 
any contained in the statute.®t A fund created by a 
mutual benefit insurance association is exempt as 
life imsurance within the meaning of statutes 
exempting life insurance generally.®? 

Surrender value. Where the proceeds of an in- 
surance policy are exempt, the surrender value of 
the policy is also exeipt.®? 

What law governs.°* Where the contract between 
the insurer and insured is made in a foreign state 
wherein the insurer is incorporated and domiciled its 
funds are kept, and its certificate is payable, an 
exemption from seizure for the debts of a certificate 
holder or of any beneficiary named in the certificate 
afforded by the law of the insurer’s domicile may 


they amount to a fixed sum per day, 
a valuator employed by a city whose 
employment is neither by the year 
nor by the month but by the day is 
entitled to an exemplion of his wages 
up to the statutory limit. Chabot v. 
Ringuet, 49 Que. Super. 4. 

33. See statutory provisions. 

34. Chabot v. Ringuet 49 Que. 
Super. 4. 

35. Seé McCarty v. New Bedford, 
4’ Fed. 818. 

36. See supra § 60. 

37. See supra § 60. 

88. Telles v. Lynde, 47 Fed. 912; 
Ayer v. Brown, 77 Me. 195; White v. 
Dunn, 134 Mass. 271; Eddy v. O’Hara, 
132 Mass. 56. 

89. Telles v. Lynde, 47 Fed. 912, 


917. 

“The libelant’S wages were not 
taken from the respondents under 
attachment or arrestment, but under 
execution, and the proceedings ‘sSup- 
plementary thereto. The law does 
not exempt seamen’s wages from 
such process.” Teiles v. Lynde, supra. 

40. Constitutionality of statutes 
exempting proceets of life insurance 
policy see supra § 5 

Life insurance generally sce Life 
Insurance [25 Cyc 687]. 

Payment of premium as fraudu- 


‘lent conveyance see Fraudulent Con- 


veyances [20 Cyc 363]. 
41. See statutory provisions; and: 
. S—In re Morse, 206 Fed, 350; 
In re Loveland, 192 Fed. 1005 [rev 
on other grounds 200 Fed, 136, 118 
CEA 310i 

Ala.—Heflin v. Allem, 160 Ala. 241, 
48 S 695. 

Cal.—Hing v. Lee, 37 Cal. A. 313, 
174 P 356. 

Tll— Houston v. Maddux, 179 Ill. 
Sloe eUNEin bo 99). [rev Wiss SLA. 
203]. 

La.—Le Blane’s Suce., 142 La. 27, 
76 S 223, LRA1917F 11387. 

Md.—Himmel v. Hichengreen, 107 
Mad. 610, 69 A 511. 

Mass.—Saunders v. Robinson, 144 
Mass. 306, 10 NE 815. 

Minn.—Brown v. Balfour, 46 Minn. 
68, 48 NW 604, 12 LRA 373. 

Mo.—Gibbs v. Knights of Pythias, 
173 Mo. A. 34, 156 SW 11. 

N. Y.—Baron v. Brummer, 100 N. 
Y. 372, 3 NE 474 [rev 30 Hun 88]; 
Brummer v. Cohn, 86 N. Y. 11. 40 
AmR 503, 62 HowPr 171 [aff 9 Daly 


36]; Olmsted v. Keyes, 85 N. Y. 593; 
Amberg v. Manhattan L. Ins. Co., 56 
App: Div. 343, 67 NYS 872. [rev 32 
Mise. 89, 65 NYS 424, and rev on 
other grounds 171 N. Y. 314, 63 NE 
meal tails 

Oh.—Klinckhamer Brewing Co, v. 
Cassman, 21 Oh. Cir. Ct. 465, 12 Oh. 
Cir. Dee. 141. 

Wash.—Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. Chehalis County Bank, 65 
Wash. 374, 118 P 326. 

Wis.—Ellison v. Straw, 116 Wis. 
207, 92 NW 1094; Kerman y. Howard, 
23 Wis. 108. 

42. Le Blanc’s Suce., 142 ioc 27, 
76 S 223, LRA1917F 1137; Williams 
v. Donogh, 9 OhS&CP 414, 6 OhNP 
418; Hamilton Nat. Bank vy. Amster, 
134 Tenn. 537, 184 SW 5. 

43. Elsom y, Gadd, 93 Wash. 603, 
161 P 483, 162-P 867; 

44, Elsom v. Gadd, 93 Wash. 608, 
161 P 483, 162 P 867. 

[a] Application. — An insurance 
code declaring that it shall super- 
sede all prior acts on the subject of 
the organization and government of 
insurance companies and insurance 
business does not relate to exemption 
of insurance money. Elsom y. Gadd, 
ee Wash: 7603, uel Pe 48330620) ie 

45. Heflin v. Allem, 160 Ala. 241, 
48 S 695; Rumbold v. Supreme Coun- 
cil R. Li, 206 Tll. 513, 69 NE 590. 

[a] For example, a statute pro- 
viding ‘the money or other benefit, 
charity, relief or aid to be paid... 
shall not be liable to attachment... 
and shall not be seized, taken, ap- 
propriated, or applied by any legal 
or equitable process, or by opera- 
tion of law, to pay any debt or lia- 
bility of a certificate holder, or of 
any beneficiary named in a certifi- 
cate, or of any person who may 
have any right thereunder” was en- 
acted for the benefit of the benefi- 
ciary and not merely to protect the 
insurance society against harassing 
suits and giving it the option of in- 
terposing a defense or suffering 
judgment. Rumbold vy. Supreme 
Council aR. 1, 206% Tl b3-. S20 569 
NE 590 [overr so ‘far as in conflict 
pared v. Martin, 187 Ill. 200, 58 NE 
80]. 

46. Kittel v. Domeyer, 175 N. Y. 
205,006 (onIN EY) 433599075) Ne AY 12 6i7 
NE 1084 [rev on other grounds 70 


App. Div. 134, 75 NYS 150]. 

47. Le Blanc’s Suee., 142, La. 27, 
76 S, 223, LRAI917F 1137; Kittel v. 
Domeyer, 175 N. Y. 205, 67 NE 433, 
175 N. Y. 512, 67 NE 1084 [rev on 
other grounds 70 App. Div. 134, 75 
NYS 150]. 

48. Briggs v. McCullough, 36 Cal. 
542; Presbyterian Mut. Assur. Fund 
v. Allens 106 Indi*593; 7 NE) 327%; 

49. People’s Bank v. Cushman, 187 
N. Y. 518, 79 NE 1113; Cross v. Arm- 
strong, 44 Oh. St. 613, 10 NE 160. 

50. Acree v. Whitley, (Ark.) 206 
ee aie State v. Collins, (Okl.) 174 
ig) 3 

‘51. Acree v. Whitley, 136 Ark. 149, 
206 SW 1387; Miles v. Odd Fellows 
Mut. Aid ‘Assoe:, 76 ‘Conn. 132,°55 “A 
ae State v. Collins, (Okl.) 174 P 


fa] DTlustration.—Pub. Acts (1895) 
p 595 c 255 § 1, defines the term “se- 
cret and fraternal society” to in- 
elude any corporation or voluntary 
association organized for the sole, 
benefit of its members, not for profit, 
having a lodge system with a ritual- 
istic form of work and a represent- 
ative form of -government, providing 
for the payment of benefits in case 
of death; and § 7 declares that all 
benefits accruing from such society 
aré exempt from attachment. A mu- 
tual aid association composed of odd 
fellows having a lodge system, but 
not shown to have a ritual of its 
own, is not within the statute, and 
hence benefits payable therefrom are 
not exempt from attachment. Miles 
v. Odd Fellows’ Mut. Aid Assoc., 76 | 
Conn. 132,55 A 607. 

52. Coleman v. McGrew, 71 Nebr. 
801, 99 NW 663; Smith v. Bullard, 
Gi, IN. ps8 ie Mellows v. Mellows, 61 
N. H. 137; People’s Bank v. Cush- 
man, 187 Ne 207518) "79 NB ace 
Zinn’s. Wst.,"2) Pas \Dists 80ie 4) Pa; 
Co. 33. See also Matter of Palmier, 
3 Dem. Surr. ¢N. Y.) 129 (holding 
that the proceetis of policies in bene- 
fit insurance associations will be 
presumed, against the creditors of 
the assured, to belong to his family 
after his death, although coming to 
the hands of his executors). 

53. In re Morse, 206 Fed. 350; 
Dreyfus v. Barton, 98 Miss. 758, 54 
S 254. 

54. What law governs exemptions 
generally see supra §§ 9, 11. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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be availed of by a beneficiary residing in a foreign 
jurisdiction.®® 

[§ 119] b. Beneficiary—(1) In General. 
Exemption statutes must be construed according to 
their obvious intention’ with regard to the person 
entitled to take as beneficiary under an exempt in- 
surance policy.°® Under some statutes, insurance 
on the life of any person for the benefit of a mar- 
ried woman cannot be reached by her ereditors or 
those of any other person.®’ Under such a statute, 
where there is no provision as to a beneficiary in 
ease the married woman shall not survive to take, 
the proceeds belong to her children if she has any 
surviving her with the same freedom from interfer- 
ence on the part of creditors as in the case of the 
first beneficiary.°’ Under the statutes exempting 
the proceeds of life insurance for the benefit of the 
debtor’s widow and children and allowing him to 
dispose of the insurance money by will, he can, 
although the estate is insolvent, apportion the insur- 
ance money by will between his wife and children as 
he sees fit,°® but if he is insolvent he cannot be- 
stow it by will upon other persons.°° Where the 
children of the insured take not as the beneficiaries 
mentioned in the policy but under its terms as to 
distribution, where the designation of beneficiaries 
other than children fails, they will hold the pro- 
ceeds exempt as against claims of the representa- 
tives of the beneficiaries who could not take the 
insurance under the law.®! A ereditor who seeks by 
garnishment to reduce the money due to the bene- 
ficiary in a certificate of life insurance duly issued 


ip by a fraternal insurance association as defined by 


statute cannot raise the question of the dependence 
of the beneficiary on the insured in order to relieve 
the fund from the operation of the law rendering 
it not lable for the debts of the beneficiary.°? 

[§ 120] (2) Policy Payable to Insured or His 
Legal Representatives. By statute in some juris- 
dictions a policy payable to the insured or to his 
legal representatives is not exempt from creditors 
of the estate,®? and in the absence of an express 
provision to this effect, the exemption laws are or- 
dinarily construed to render such a policy subject 


55. Ogle v. Barron, 247 Pa. 19, 
92 A 1071; Craven y. Roberts, 60 Pa. 
uper. 140. 
: 56. Fearn vy. Ward, 80 Ala. 555, 
2S 114; Yale v. McLaurin, 66 Miss. 
461, 5 S 689; Wright v. Wright, 100 
Tenn. 313, 45 SW 672. ; ‘ 

[a] Mlustrations.—(1) Miss. Code 
§ 1261, providing that the amount 
of any life insurance policy, not ex- 
ceeding ten thousand dollars upon 


62. 
568. 


re Blattner, 
ENG 
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State yv. Collins, 


63. Elsom y. Gadd, 93 Wash. 603, 
161 P 488, 162 P 867 [overr German- 
American State Bank y. Godman, 83 
Wash, 7231, 145. 221; 
Mut. L. Ins. Co. vy. Chehalis. County 
Bank, 65 Wash. 374, 118 P 326]; In 
89 Wash. 


64, Remley v. Hartford Travelers’ 


[95d] 78 


to the debts of the insured decedent.** It should 
be noted, however, that, where an unmarried man 
makes such a policy, and subsequently marries, the 
policy may be held to be controlled by statutes 
providing for exemption of a husband’s life insur- 
ance in favor of his widow and next of kin.6 By 
the express terms of some statutes insurance, al- 
though payable to the estate of the insured, is 
exempt from claims of creditors in behalf of his 
wife and children. Under a statute providing that 
the insurance becoming due and payable by the 
terms of the policy shall be exempt from all ered- 
itors of the insured or beneficiary, the proceeds 
when collected by the administrator are not liable 
for the debts of the estate of the insured.*? A sim- 
ilar holding has been made with respect to a pro- 
vision that ‘‘the proceeds or avails of all life in- 
surance including fraternal and codperative health 
and accident insurance shall be exempt from liabil- 
ity for any debt except for a debt secured by a 
pledge of such policy.’’** But notwithstanding a 
statute exempting the proceeds of a life insurance 
from seizure for any debt of the policy holder or 
beneficiary, the proceeds may be made subject to the 
payment of the debts of the insured’s estate where 
the surrounding circumstances evidence that such 
was the intention of the insured.*® The exemption 
right is not affected by a reservation of pecuniary 
benefits to the insured payable at various times dur- 
ing the life of the policy.”° 

[§ 121] (3) Default of Wife or Children. 
Exemption statutes designed for the protection of 
the widow and children of the debtor are ordinarily 
construed not to ereate an exemption in favor of 
the estate of the debtor in case he dies without 
widow or children,” but this rule is not universal, 
and statutes provide, sometimes in express terms,7? 
and’ sometimes by implication,’® that in the absence 
of widow or children the proceeds of an insurance 
policy go to heirs and legatees, exempt from pay- 
ment of decedent’s debts. 

[§ 122] (4) Endowment Policy. Whether the 
proceeds of an endowment policy, payable in cer- 
tain contingencies to the insured himself, are exempt 


(OKl.) 174 P ages Hathaway v. Sherman, 61 Me. 
466. 

72. Dreyfus v. Barton, 98 Miss. 
758, 54 S 254; Coates v. Worthy, 72 
Miss. 575, 17 S 606,18 S 916; Farmers’ 


Northwestern | State Bank v. Smith, 36 N. D. 225, 
162 NW 302. 

{a] MTllustration. — Code (1892) 

412, 154 P|§ 1552, imposing liability for the 


debts of a decedent on his exempt 
property, in the absence of wife or 
children, is Timited by § 1965, which 


any one life, shall inure to the party 
named as the beneficiary thereot, 
freed from all liability for the debts 
of the person paying the premiums 
thereof, has no application where the 
person named as beneficiary has paid 
the premiums. Yale v. McLaurin, 
(Ala.) 5 S 689. (2) Where by statute 
a married woman is authorized to 
cause the life of her husband to be 
insured for the benefit of herself 
and children, a policy procured by 
the husband in favor of one of the 
children is not protected against the 
claims of his creditors. Fearn v. 

ard, 65 Ala. 33. 

Oe. Ellison vy. Straw, 116 Wis. 207, 
92 NW_ 1094. 

58. Ellison v. Straw, 116 Wis. 207, 
92 NW 1094. 

59, Hathaway v. Sherman, 61 Me. 
466. 

60. Hathaway v. Sherman, 61 Me. 
466; Wagner v. Karman, 6 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 753, 7 AmLRec 671. ; 

61. Southwell v. Gray, 35 Misc. 
740, 72 NYS 342. 


Ins. Co., 108 Minn. 31, 121 NW 230; 
Rice v. Smith, 72 Miss. 42, 16 S 417; 
Kennedy’s Est., 2 WklyNC (Pa.) 492; 
Dulaney v. Walsh, (Tex. Civ. A.) 37 
SW 615 [dist Mullins:v. Thompson, 
51 Tex. 7, where policy was made 
payable to widow, child, or heirs]. 

65. Rose v. Wortham, 95 Tenn. 
505, 32 SW 458, 30 LRA 609. 

66. Mitchell v. Allis, 157 Ala. 304, 


47 S 715. 

67. Heflin v. Allem, 160 Ala. 241, 
48 S 695. 

68. Le Blanc’s Succ., 142 La. 27, 


76 S 223, LRA1917F 1137. 

69. Pietri v. Seguenot, 96 Mo. A. 
258, 69 SW 1055. 

[a] Held to show intention.—The 
fact that policy is made payable to 
insured’s executor or administrator. 
Pietri v. Seguenot, 96 Mo. A. 258, 69 
SW 1055. 

70. Kimball v. Cunningham Hard- 


Wanem CO 92n Alay e223. 16S eS 
309. 
We Innere starr, (Cal) 190) P=625; 


Gilchrist y. Jeffcoat, 64 Fla. 79, 59 S 


provides that the proceeds of a life 
insurance policy, not exceeding five 
thousand dollars payable to the exec- 
utor or administrator, shall inure to 
the heirs or legatees, free from all 
liability for decedent’s debts. Coates 
x een uae 72 Miss. 575, 17 S 606, 18 

{b] Unmarried debtor not within 
statute.—Wright vs Wright, 100 
Tenn. 313, 45 SW 672. 

78. Larrabee v. Palmer, 101 Iowa 
132, 70 NW 100; American Surety Co, 
v. Subira, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 323. 

[a] Dllustration.— Code §§ 1182, 
2372 provides that the avails of life 
insurance are not subject to the 
debts of deceased but shall inure to 
the separate use of the deceased’s 
husband or wife and children and be 
disposed of like other exempt prop- 
erty of deceased. Under these sec- 
tions the insurance fund is exempt 
in favor of collateral heirs. lLarra- 
pee v. Palmer, 101 Iowa 132, 70 NW 
100. 


74 [250.3.] 


is a question on which there is a conflict of au- 
thority. In some jurisdictions an exemption in this 
kind of policy is not allowed.7* In other jurisdic- 
tions, where a statute exempts all life imsurance 
regardless of who the beneficiary may be, an en- 
dowment policy by which a company agrees to pay 
the insured a sum of money after a certain period 
has been held to be life insurance within the stat- 
utory exemption.?®> Even where a statute exempts 
only the proceeds of policies payable to the wife 
or children of the insured, the fact that under 
certain contingencies the insured might have re- 
ceived the benefits of an endowment policy will 
not preclude the right of the wife or children to 
the exemption, where the contingencies under which 
the insured might have benefited have never oc- 
curred,’® but where the contingency under which 
the insured is to benefit has occurred, the proceeds 
of the endowment policy, set apart and payable to 
the insured, are subject to the payment of the in- 
sured’s debts.*7 

[§ 123] (5) Option to Change Beneficiaries. 
Under statutes protecting the wife and children of 
the insured, by the weight of authority, the exemp- 
tion right is not affected by an option reserved to 
the insured to change the beneficiary,’® where the 
option is not exercised,’® although under statutes 
less liberal in their terms, a different result is 
reached.®° 
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paid while the insured was insolvent does not affect 
the exemption rights of the beneficiary.6? Even 
where the money to pay the premiums was secured 
by the debtor through fraud, the widow’s exemption 
in the proceeds of the policy will not be affected 
thereby, if she herself is not a party to the fraud.** 
By express provision of the statutes in some Juris- 
dictions, insurance premiums paid in fraud of ered- 
itors may be recovered from the proceeds of the 
policy for the benefit of the insured’s estate.** 
Where a change in beneficiaries is made by the 
insured after his insolvency, making the transac- 
tion tantamount to a gift without consideration to 
the new beneficiary, creditors of the insured are 
entitled to the return of all premiums paid by the 
insured while insolvent,®> and the amount exempted 
in favor of the beneficiary is limited to the balance 
of the proceeds of the policy after the return of 
the premiums so paid.8® Statutes in some states 
provide for the return to the ereditors of all pre- 
miums paid during insolvency in a given period in 
excess of an amount stated,®’ but, under these stat- 
utes, the creditors are restricted to the excess 
premiums and are not entitled to the proportional 
part of the insurance bought therewith.6* Premiums 
paid by the insured, while insolvent, on an endow- 
ment. policy destroy the exemption rights of the 
beneficiary in the proceeds when paid at the expira- 
tion of the endowment period the transaction being 


[§ 124] c. Premiums.®+ That 

74. In re Young, 208 Fed. 373, 
Ellison y. Straw, 119 Wis. 502, 97 
NW 168. 

75. Briggs v. McCullough, 36 Cal. 
542; Pulsifer v. Hussey, 97 Me. 434, 
54 A 1076; Flood vy. Libby, 88 Wash. 
366, 80 P 533, 107 AmSR 851; Fisken 
v. Marshal, 10 Ont. L. 552, 6 OntWR 
611. 

76. Kimball v. Cunningham Hard- 
ware Co., 192. Ala. 223,:68 S$) 309 
Loverr Tompkins v. Levy, 87 Ala. 263, 
6 S 346, 18 AmSR 31, so far as in 
conflict]. 

77. Scobie v. Connor, 94 Misc. 429, 
157 NYS 567. 

[a] Dlustration.—-An endowment 
policy payable on the death of the in- 
sured to his wife, providing that 
if the insured should be living at 
the end of the accumulative period 
he should be entitled to a choice of 
options including one to surrender 
the policy for its cash value, is not 
exempt from the payment of his 
debts where on the date of maturity 
the insured elected to surrender the 
policy and receive its cash value and 
the proceeds were set apart for and 
immediately payable to him. Scobie 
v. Connor, 94 Misc. 429, 157 NYS 567. 

78. In re Young, 208 Fed. 3873; 
In re Orear, 189 Fed. 888, 111 CCA 
150; In re Johnson, 176 Fed. 591; In 
re Whelpley, 169 Fed. 1019; In re 
Pfaffinger, 164 Fed. 526; In re Booss, 
154 Wed. 494; Young v. Thomason, 
179 Ala. 454, 60 S 272. 

79. Young v. Thomas, 179 Ala. 
454, 60 S 272. 

80. In re Jones, 249 Fed. 487; Hall 
v. Hess, 97 Misc. 331, 161 NYS 418. 

81. Payment of premium as 
fraudulent conveyance see Fraudu- 
lent Conveyances [20 Cyc 368]. 

82. Ala.—Kimball v. Cunningham 
Tard ware Go,, 192 Ala.” 223;°68 S 
309. 

N. H.—Mellows v. Mellows, 61 N. 
Fiat Si. 

Tenn.—Harvey  v. 


Tenn. 470, 14 SW 1088. 
Va.—Mahoney v. James, 94 Va. 
176, 26 SE 384. 
Wash.—Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. Chehalis County Bank, 65 
Wash. 374, 118 P 326. 


Harrison, 89 


premiums were ! considered as in 

83, Harriman Nat. Bank v. Huiet, 
249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90 [mod 244 
Fed. 216]. 

84. Houston v. Maddux, 179 Ill. 
377,538 NE 599 [rev 73 Ill. A. 203]; 
Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Chehalis County Bank, 65 Wash. 374, 
118 P 326. See generally Fraudulent 
Conveyances [20 Cyc 363]. 

[a] Premiums paid by wife—A 
wife, who after the death of her hus- 
band redeemed bonds pledged by him 
to secure payment of premiums of 
life policies payable to her and 
turned them over to his estate, is en- 
titled to hold exempt the amount 
paid. Harriman Nat. Bank v. Huiet, 
249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90. 

85. Navassa Guano Co. y. Cock- 
field, 244 Fed. 222, 

{a] ITlustration—Premiums paid 
by the insured, when insolvent, on a 
life policy which was made payable 
to his estate and remained so pay- 
able until a short time before his 
death and after his insolvency when 
a change in beneficiary was made to 
his brother, are recoverable on his 
death while still insolvent out of 
the proceeds of the policy for the 
benefit of his creditors, and the bene- 
ficiary is entitled only to the balance 
of the proceeds after return of the 
premiums to the estate for benefit 
of creditors. Navassa Guano Co. v. 
Cockfield, 244 Fed. 222. 

86. Navassa Guano Co. v. Cock- 
field, 244 Fed. 222. 

[a] Reasons for rule—(1) “The 
true rule would seem to be (espec- 
jially in the case of an insurance 
policy) that a man should not be 
allowed to divert assets which be- 
long properly to his creditors for 
the acquisition of property for or to 
make gifts to others. Any premium 
that he pays to purchase insurance 
would reasonably and logically there- 
fore be returned to his estate, with 
interest; but why should the uncer- 
tain speculative value, which de- 
pends upon his death, of the differ- 
ence between the premium and the 
face of the policy, be paid to his 
estate? The policy had no present 
surrender value. It was a wholly 
speculative and uncertain asset; it 


the nature of a loan and the insur- 


could never have been subjected by 
the creditors by any process to the. 
payment of their claims while he 
was alive, and its donation was not 
a donation of anything of value at 
the time for the payment of his cred- 
itors that they could have subjected 
to the payment of their debts.” Na- 
vassa Guano Co. v. Cockfield, 244 
Fed. 222, 226. (2) “To hold that the 
moment a man became insolvent he 
became such a trustee for his cred- 
itors of his remaining assets that all 
dispositions of his funds, whether 
fraudulent or not, must be for their 
benefit, would be to upset all methods 
of business. It would be going too 
far to hold that such was the re- 
sult, and that a man who once be- 
came insolvent must be presumed 
after that occurrence to make all 
his dealings and transactions simply 
as. the agent of the creditors for 
whom he was trustee. The true rule 
in caseS_such as the present would 
be to apply the general doctrine that 
a man must not make donations 
without consideration out of his as- 
sets to the prejudice of creditors for 
value at the time existing. If that 
be the rule, the question would be: 
To what extent was any donation 
made in the procuring of policies by 
payments of money where no fraud 
is shown to exist as in the case of 
a fraudulent transfer of. property? 
And the logical answer to that’ would 
seem to be that the extent of the 
donation was the extent to which 
the assets were actually diminished 
or lessened by the application of the 
funds to the purchase of the in- 
surance whereby the donation was 
made. In the view the court takes 


of the matter, nv court of any con-' 


trolling authority decreeing equitable 
relief upon equitable principles has 
ever gone farther.’’ Harriman Nat. 
Bank v. Huiet, 244 Fed. 216, 220 [mod 
on other grounds 249 Fed. 856, 162 
CCA 90]. i 

87. Harriman Nat. Bank vy. Huiet, 
244 Fed, 216 [mod on other grounds 
249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90]. 

88. Harriman Nat. Bank vy. Huiet, 
244 Fed. 216 [mod on other grounds 
249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90]. 


’ Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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| §§ 124-127] 


ance a mere incident.8® 

[§ 125] d. Amount Exempted.°° While the 
statutes in some jurisdictions impose no limit upon 
the amount of insurance which may be exempt, such 
amount is ordinarily restricted.®! The courts have 
in some jurisdictions held that a provision for an 
unlimited exemption is invalid as neither whole- 
some nof reasonable within the meaning of a pro- 
vision in the constitution for ‘‘wholesome laws 
exempting . . . a reasonable amount of personal 
_property,’’ ®? although the contrary has also been 
held.°* Statutes in some states restrict the exemp- 
tion of insurance money to cases where the premium 
does not exceed a fixed amount.°4 The amount 
must be reckoned from premiums paid on all the 
policies held by the insured,®® except where the 
statute clearly has reference to the premium paid 
on each policy.®°° If the premiums exceed the stat- 
utory amount, the creditors have a right to subject 
an amount equal to the excess, with interest thereon, 
to their claims.°* In other states they are entitled 
under the statute to so much of the insurance as has 
been purchased by the excess premiums.°® Under 
the statutes in other states, they are entitled to the 


89. Talcott v. Field, 34 Nebr, 611,| must be paid. 
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They, however, have 
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entire proceeds of the policy.®® Such provisions do 
not apply to cases where the insurance is taken out 
by a wife on the life of her husband and payment 
of premiums are made by the wife. 

[§ 126] e. Duration of Exemption. Under some 
statutes exempting the funds in the hands of the 
insurer from seizure upon legal process for the 
satisfaction of the debts of the insured or bene- 
ficiary, it is held that the exemption continues only 
while the funds are in the hands of the insurer,? 
and that they may be reached where they have been 
paid to the agent of the beneficiary,’ or to the bene- 
ficiary,* or to the personal representatives of the 
insured,® or have been deposited by the beneficiary 
to his eredit.6 Nor are securities in which it has 
been invested exempt.’ Under other statutes the 
proceeds of an insurance policy do not lose their 
exemption by being deposited in a bank by the 
beneficiary.® 

[§ 127] f. Debts Affected. Generally the bene- 
ficiary has no exemption in the insurance money as 
against the claims of his or her creditors,® but this 
of course depends upon the terms of the statute 
which grants, allows, .or limits the exemption, and 


Kittel v. Domeyer, 175 N. Y. 205, 67 


52 NW 400, 33 AmSR 662, 
Premiums in excess of statutory 
limit see infra § 125. 
90. Premiums paid by insolvent 
debtor see supra § 124. 


' 91, See statutory provisions. 

92. Skinner v. Holt, Ss. D. 427, 
69 NW 595, 62 AmSR 878. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘A law 


which exempts to the debtor or his 
family all the money obtainable from 
the policies of all the life insurance 
companies in existence furnishes no 
basis for computation or measure of 
value, and is manifestly unreason- 
able, and clearly repugnant to the 
following provisions of the constitu- 
tion of this state: ‘The right of the 
debter to enjoy the comforts and 
necessaries of life shall be recog- 
nized by wholesome laws; exempting 
from forced sale a homestead, the 
value of which shall be limited and 
defined by law, to all heads of fami- 
lies, and a reasonable amount of 
personal property, the kind and value 
of which to be fixed by general laws.’ 
A law which, without any limitation 
as to value; specifies a kind of prop- 
erty that a debtor, solvent or insol- 
vent, may acquire, by investing 
therein or diverting thereto his en- 
tire estate, to the exclusion of bona 
fide creditors, is neither ‘wholesome’ 
in character nor ‘reasonable’ as to 
amount, and is by far too generous 
to be just.” Skinner v. Holt, 9 S. D. 
427, 432, 69 NW 595, 62 AmSR 878. 

96. Farmers’ State Bank v. Smith, 
36 N. D. 225, 162 NW 302. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘No one 
would contend that during his life- 
time the deceased could not have 
given any sum of money to his heirs 
and placed any sum of money in 
trust for his heirs that he chose, 
provided that such gift was not at 
the time when given in fraud of his 
creditors. Why should he not pay 
that money or make that gift in the 
form of insurance-premium pay- 
ments? It is quite apparent, indeed, 
that the constitutional provision in 
question was never intended to apply 
to cases such as before us. It ex- 
pressly states that its’ purpose 1s 
that the debtor.may enjoy the com- 
forts and necessaries of life, and 
that his property may, to a limited 
extent, be saved from forced sale. 
The debtor is dead; no forced sale 
can injure him. As far as his heirs 
are concerned, they are not debtors 
and owe none of his debts. It may 
be that, before the property of the 
debtor’s estate may be distributed 
to them, the debts of the deceased 


no personal liability therefor, for the 
debts are not their debts.’ Farmers’ 
State Bank v. Smith, 36 N. D. 225, 
231, 162 NW 302, 303. 

[b] The difference between en- 
dowment and. straight insurance poli- 
cies may furnish possible ground for 
distinguishing, the contra cases. 
Farmers’ State Bank v. Smith, 36 N. 
D. 225,°:162 NW 302. 

94. See statutory provisions. 

95. Bartram v. Hopkins, 71 Conn. 
505, 42 A 645. 


aay Hinch v. D’Utassy, 1 OhS&CP 
[a] In Ohio under Rev. St. ¢ 5427, 


providing that any beneficial fund 
not exceeding a certain amount paid 
by any benevolent association to the 
family of a deceased member shall 
be exempt from the payment of his 
debts, each policy must be considered 
alone, and the amount resulting on 
the different policies can not be add- 
ed together in determining the 
amount that may belong to the cred- 


oe Hinch vy, D’Utassy, 1 OhS&CP 
372. 

97. Harriman Nat. Bank vy. Huiet, 
247 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90 (South 


Carolina statute); Bartram v. Hop- 
kins, 71 Conn. 505, 42 A 645; Kiely v. 
Hickcox, 70 Mo. A. 617. 

98. Kimball v. Cunningham Hard- 
ware Co., 197 Ala. 631, 73 S 323; In 
re Thompson, 184 N. Y. 36, 76 NE 
870; Kittel v. Domeyer, 175 N. Y. 205, 
67 NE 433 [rev 70 App. Div. 134, 75 
NYS 150]; Masten v. Amerman, 20 
fi 443 [rev 51 Hun 244, 4 NYS 
[a] Application.—Under L. (1896) 
p 220 ¢ 272, providing that that por- 
tion of the insurance which is pur- 
chased by excess of premiums above 
five hundred dollars is primarily 
liable for the husband’s debts, the 
beneficiary is not to be deprived of 
any portion of the insurance moneys 
until it is determined that the other 
assets of the estate of the deceased 
will not satisfy the claims of the 
ereditors; ‘but until the creditors’ 
claims are discharged, they are a 
lien in the meantime on so much of 
the insurance money as was pur- 
chased by the excess of premium; 
and in reckoning the amount to 
which the beneficiary is entitled, pre- 
miums on policies assigned by a wife 
and her husband before his death to 
secure a debt of the husband cannot 
be considered as a part of the five 
hundred dollars, or charged against 
the wife in determining the amount 
of the life insurance to which she 
is entitled after the husband’s death. 


ND 433 [rev in part 70 App. Div. 134, 
75 NYS 150]. 

99. Brown’s Est., 123 Cal. 399, 55 
P 1055, 69 AmSR 74. 

[a] In California the statute ex- 
empts moneys accruing on an in- 
surance policy issued on the life of a 
debtor if the annual premium does 
not exceed five hundred dollars. If 
the premiums exceed that amount the 
beneficiary can have no exemption at 
all. In re Brown, 123 Cal. 399, 55 P 
1055, 69 AmSR 74. : 

1. Baron v. Brummer, 100 N. Y. 
272, 3 NE 474 [rev 30 Hun 88]; Jacob 
v. Continental L. Ins. Co., 1 Cine. 
Super. (Oh.) 519 (where the insur- 
ance was taken in the husband’s 
name and where the court held that 
he acted merely as his wife’s agent). 

2. Hamilton v. Darley, 266 Ill. 542, 
107 ONE 798. [afl L884 Tle Ag 229T% 
Geiger v. McLin, 78 Ky. 232; Recor 
v. Commercial, ete., Bank, 142 Mich. 
479, 106 NW 82, 5 LRANS 472, 7 Ann 
Cas 754; Bull v. Case, 41 App. Div. 


391, OS oN YS) 774) Lafie L650 Newel S78! 
59 NE 301]. And see cases infra 
notes 3-7. 


3. Martin v. Martin, 187 Ill. 200, 
58 NE 230. 

4. Hathorn v. Robinson, 96 Me. 33, 
51 A 236; Bull v. Case, 41 App. Div. 
391, 58 NYS 774 [aff 165 N. Y. 578, 
59 NE 301]. 

5. Hamilton v. Darley, 266 Ill, 542, 
107 NE 798 [aff 188 Ill. A, 229], 

6. Recor v. Commercial, _ etc., 
Bank, 142 Mich. 479, 106 NW 82, 5 
LRANS 472, 7 AnnCas 754, 

7. Bull v. Case, 41 App. Div. 391, 
POLICE. 774 [aff 165 N. Y. 578, 59 NE 


3 iB 

8. Holmes v. Marshall, 145 Cal. 
777, 79 P 534, 104 AmSR 86, 69 LRA 
67, 2 AnnCas 88; Hing v. Lee, 37 Cal. 
A. 318, 174 P 356. 

9. Ill—Martin v. Martin, 187 Ill. 
200, 58 NE 230 [aff 87 Ill. A. 365]. 

Iowa.—Murray v. Wells, 53 Iowa 
256, 5 NW 183. 

Me.—Hathorn v. Robinson, 96 Me. 
33,51 A 2386: 

Mass.—Troy v. Sargent, 132 Mass. 
408; Norris v. Massachusetts Mut. 
L. Ins. Co., 131 Mass. 294, 

Miss.—Rice v. Smith, 72 Miss. 42, 
16 S 417. 

Oh.—Klinckhamer Brewing Co. v. 
Cassman, 9 OhS&CP 599. 

Pa.—Ogle v..Barron, 247 Pa. 19, 92 
A 1071. 

Tenn.—Levy v. Davis, 125 Tenn. 
342, 142 SW 1118. 

[a] In Ontario (1) a statute pro- 
viding that a husband who names his 
wife as beneficiary shall have no 


76 [25C.d.] 


the rule has been changed in several jurisdictions.!° 
A statute exempting in broad terms the proceeds of 
all life and accident insurance policies from all lia- 
bility. for any debt is construed to refer only to 
such debts as are in existence at the death of the 
insured when the interest of the beneficiary becomes 
Under a statute which provides that in- 
surance money paid to the surviving widow shall 
be exempt for debts of the insured contracted before 


vested.!1 


further right of disposition over the 
proceeds, beyond:a right of revoca- 
tion and new appointment, limited, 
however, to certain objects, creates a 
trust of money payable under the 
policy to the wife ‘beneficiary,” 
which on the death of the husband 
becomes vested in her absolutely as 
her separate property and as such 
liable to satisfy claim of her cred- 
itors. Doull v. Doelle, 10 Ont. L. 
411, 5 OntWR 238. 
tory trust may be created by the 
will of the debtor devising the in- 
surance certificate or policy to the 
trustees for the benefit of the wife 
and children as well as by the terms 
of the policy itself. Beam v. Beam, 
24 Ont. 189; Lynn v. Toronto Gen. 
Drusts = Cos 20) Ont. "475. ©" (3) Only: 
married men are entitled to create 
this statutory trust. Toronto Gen. 
Trusts Co. v. Sewell, 17 Ont. 442. (4) 
A policy of insurance taken out when 
the insured was a single man can- 
not later upon his marriage be made 
the subject of the statutory trust by 
his indorsing the policy for the bene- 
fit of his wife. Toronto Gen. Trusts 
Co. v. Sewell, 17 Ont. 442. 

10. See statutory provisions; 
cases infra this note. 

[a] In California (1) the widow 
beneficiary is entitled to exemption 
in the insurance proceeds from lia- 
bility for her debts. Holmes v. Mar- 
shall 145, Cale 77%, 79 P.534, 104 
AmSR 86, 69 LRA 67, 2 AnnCas 88; 
Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett Co., 12 
Cal. A. 749, 108 P 717. (2) The pro- 
ceeds of a life insurance endowment 
policy on which the annual pre- 
mium is less than five hundred dol- 
lars are exempt from the indebted- 
ness of the insured. Hing v. Lee, 37 
Cale mono wl iA > ToD. 

{[b] In Kansas, L. (1895) c 163 
providing that a beneficiary’s certifi- 
cate shall inure to the sole use of 
the beneficiary’s name and shall be 
free from the claim of the assured 
and from the claims of the creditors 
of the person:named in the policy, 
include the beneficiary within their 
terms and the money resulting from 
a policy while deposited in a bank 
is exempt from garnishment by the 
judgment creditor of the beneficiary. 
Emmert v. Schmidt, 65 Kan. 31, 68 
P 1072 [overr Reighart v. Harris, 6 
Kan, A. 339, 51 P 788, and foll Crum- 
ly v. Fuller, (A.) 57 P 47]. 

{c] In Kentucky where the char- 
ter of a beneficiary society provides 
that the funds shall be for the re- 
lief of the member’s family and shall 
be exempt from seizure under legal 
process for the payment of a debt of 
the deceased member, a certificate 
payable to the widow of a member 
is for the benefit of the member’s 
family and cannot be seized by the 
widow’s creditors after the death of 
the member. Schillinger v. Boes, 85 
Ky. 357, 3 SW 427, 9 KyL 18. 

[d] In Minnesota Gen. St. (1894) 
§ 3312, providing that the money to 
be paid by cooperative or assess- 
ment life insurance associations 
shali be exempt from execution ex- 
empts the money after it has been 
paid to and while it remains in the 
hands of the beneficiary named in the 
certificate or policy from the pay- 
ment of the _ beneficiary’s debts. 
Shakopee First Nat. Bank v. How, 
65 Minn. 187, 67 NW 994. 

fe] In Missouri the widow bene- 


——— 


and 


,Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. 


(2) This statu-, 
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death. 


ficiary is entitled to exemption as 
against her own debts, and on her 
death the insurance money accruing 
to her at her husband’s death goes 
to her heirs, and not to her creditors, 
v. Dister, 
77 Mo. A. 608 (construing Sess. Acts 
[1897] p 1385, which changed the rule 
promulgated in an earlier case, Meyer 
v. Supreme Lodge K. L. H., 72 Mo. A. 
350 to the effect that insurance pro- 
ceeds will not exempt as against 
debts of the beneficiary). 

{f{] In New York there is consid- 
erable conflict upon this question due, 
to some extent, to the difference in 
the statutes under which the deci- 
sions have been rendered. (tL) The 
beneficiary cannot claim the exemp- 
tion as against his own creditors. 
Amberg v. Manhattan L. Ins. Co., 171 
N. Y. 314, 63 NE 1111 [rev 56 App. 
Div. 343, 67 NYS 872]; Crosby v. 
Stephan, 32. Hun 578 [app dism 97 
N. Y. 606 and foll Bolt v. Keyhoe, 30 
FLun: 16:9: e(afl 96: Nt VY 6 646 smem) a5 
Bolt v. Keyhoe, 30 Hun 619 [aff 96 
N. Y. 646 mem]. (2) But it was held 
in an earlier case that the money re- 
ceived by a widow on a policy is- 
sued upon the life of her husband 
for the benefit of herself and chil- 
dren was not subject to the claims 
of her creditors. The court came to 
this conclusion from the fact that 
when the statute authorizing such 
policies to be issued was first passed 
a wife could not under ordinary cir- 
cumstances have creditors, although 
the law from time to time extended 
her rights and increased her liabili- 
ties, the .court thought that it had 
not changed the nature of her con- 
tingent interests in. an_ insurance 
policy and had not decreased the 
necessary for preserving this inter- 
est for her support. Leonard v. Clin- 
ton, 26 Hun 288; Austin v. McLaurin, 
TINY S009) (3) Under LL. (1901) 
c 397, providing that all moneys 
which shall be paid by any fraternal 
insurance society shall be exempt 
from execution and shall not be 
liable to seizure to pay any debt of 
a member or beneficiary, money due 
a widow from a benefit society as 
beneficiary of her husband is exempt 
from execution Ettenson vy. 
Schwartz, 38 Misc. 669, 78 NYS 231. 
(4) Under L. (1892) ¢ 690 § 238, pro- 
viding that all money or other ‘bene- 
fits to be paid by any beneficial as- 
sociation shall be exempt from exe- 
cution, neither money which has been 
paid to the beneficiary nor securities 
in which it has been invested are 
exempt, since the exemption is con- 
fined to cases where the benefits are 
“to be paid.” Bull v. Case, 41 App. 
Div. 391,58 NYS 774 [aff 165 N.Y. 


57/8, 59) NEY 301, and Vdisty Clark vw. 
Lynch, 83 Hun 462, 31 NYS 1038 (aff 
150 N. Y. 560 mem, 44 NE 1125 
mem) ]. (5)) Li (1884) ¢ 116 ‘and Li 


(1889) c¢ 520, exempting the fund re- 
ceived by the widow of the deceased 
member of a beneficiary society from 
“any debt or liability,’ refers to 
debts contracted after the fund is 
received, as well as those contracted 
before. Clark v. Lynch, 83 Hun 462, 
31 NYS 10388 [aff 150 N. Y. 560 mem, 
44 NE 1125 mem]. (6) Under L. 
(1879) e¢ 189, ineorporating a mutual 
benefit association provides that the 
funds shall be exempt “from execu- 
tion” and shall not be liable to be 
seized by process to pay any debt or 


Advances by insurer. 
for the payment to the beneficiary of the amount of 
the policy after deducting amounts owing to the 
insurance company for advances by it to the in- 
sured, the exemption attaches only to the balance of 


r§ 127 


his death, insurance money paid to the widow will 
be exempt for a promissory note signed by the 
husband even though sbe also signs it after his 


Where the policy provides 


liability of a deceased member.” Un- 
der such statute a widow cannot hold 
funds which have been recéived by: 
her exempt from the claims of her 


creditors. Bolt v. Keyhoe, 30 Hun 
619 [aff 96 N. Y. 646 mem]. 
{g] In Washington the widow 


beneficiary is entitled to an exemp- 
tion as against her own debts. Reiff 
v. Armour, 79 Wash. 48, 139 P 633, 
LRAI1916A 437. 

{h] In Wisconsin, by Rev. St. 
(1898) § 2347, insurance on the life 
of any person for the benefit of the 
married woman cannot be reached by 
her creditors or those of any other 
person. HEllison vy. Straw, 116 Wis. 
207, 92 NW 1094. 

[i] In Canada, under 29 Vict. c 17, 
insurance upon the life of the hus- 
band in favor of the wife and chil- 
dren was in the nature of alimens 
and was free from the claims of 
creditors of both husband and wife. 
Vilbon v. Marsouin, 18 ULCJur 
249. 

ll. Reiff v. Armour, 79 Wash. 48, 
139 P 633, LRA1916A 437. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“At_ the 
time the act was passed, the finan- 
cial condition of the people of this 
state was such that a number or 
laws tending to broaden the privilege 
of exemption were passed. The law 
with reference to the exemption of 
the proceeds of life insurance had 
not been settled in this state by the 
legislature or by the courts. In the 
absence of legislation, some courts 
had held that such proceeds passed 
to the beneficiary exempt from the 
debts of the assured; but the gen- 
eral rule was that there was no ex- 
emption in- insurance monies’ as 
against the claims of creditors. Here 
was a mischief which the legislature 
sought to remedy, and in so doing it 
passed a statute, general in its terms. 
The act operated upon property in 
which the beneficiary had no interest 
until the death of the assured, nor 
could the words ‘proceeds or avails’ 
as there used, have reference to any 
liability or any debt not in existence 
at the time the interest of the bene- 
ficlary ceased to be contingent and 
became actual. There can be no debt 
until it is incurred, and there is 
nothing in the act to indicate that it 
is prospective or that it was the in- 
tention of the legislature to create a 
favored class, or give to him wha 
had received a bounty a greater pro- 
tection or a greater reward than one 
who had accumulated his property by 
hard work, self sacrifice and self de- 
miele. There is certainly no pub- 
lic policy in this state that would 
sustain the construction put upon the 
act by the lower court, and we find 
no fiat of the legislature, either ex- 
plicit or by way of construction, that 
would warrant us in holding to a rule 
that would give the beneficiary of an 
insurance policy a letter of marque 
to go out and commit acts of piracy 
on the high seas of trade and com- 
merce. We think the intent of the 
law’ is to exempt the proceeds and 
avails of an insurance policy from 
the debts of the assured, and from 
the debts of the beneficiary existing 
at the time the policy is made avail- 
able for his use.” Reiff v. Armour, 
Bh acre: 48, 49, 1389 P 633, LRA1916A 

12. Booth v. Martin, 158 Iowa 434, 
139 NW 888. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and rote number. 
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the proceeds after deductions by the insurance com- 
pany.’* In such cases the exemption cannot be 
claimed against debts owed by the insured to the 
insurance company on account of advances to him.1+4 
The funeral expenses of the insured are not one of 
his debts within the meaning of a statute exempting 
the proceeds of life insurance from decedent’s 
debts.1® 

Special contracts or arrangements. Statutes in 
some states provide that debts, otherwise not en- 
forceable against the proceeds of an insurance pol- 
icy, may be made so by a special contract or ar- 
rangement securing the debt, entered into between 
the insured and his ereditor.1¢ There must be a 
meeting of the minds of the insured and the creditor 
whose debt is to be secured by the policy,” and the 
contract must be clear and explicit to have this 
effect.1® The fact that the insured clearly expressed 
his desire that the avails of his policies should go in 
payment of his debts,'® or that he promised the ered- 
itor to take out a policy of insurance in a certain 
amount in the belief that if the debtor dies before 
paying his ereditor, the creditor might get his pay 
from the avails of his life insurance,?° is not a 
special contract or arrangement within the meaning 
of the statute. Where the amount of the policy is 
in excess of the debt for the security of which it is 
claimed that the policy is taken out, there must be 
an assignment of a specific part of the avails of the 
life insurance policy as security for the debt.*} 

[§ 128] 14. Pensions and Bounties ?*—a. In 
General. Pensions and bounties are exempt under 
federal and state statutes, and questions as to the 
persons entitled to the exemption and the condi- 
tions precedent to its allowance are to be deter- 


174, 101 NW 870. 
22. 


13. Webb v. Missouri State L. Ins. 
Co., 134 Mo. A. 576, 115 SW 481. 
14. Webb v. Missouri State L. Ins. 


Co., 134 Mo. A, 576, 115 SW 481. 23. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Pensions generally see Pen- 
sions [30 Cyc 1366]. , 
See cases infra §§ 120, 121. 
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mined by the terms of these statutes.23 For exam- 
ple, a statute granting a bounty ‘‘for the relief of 
heirs,’’ gives the heirs an exemption in the bounty 
as against creditors of their ancestor.24 Under an 
act of congress making bounties and back pay due 
to soldiers dying while in the service of the federal 
government payable to their widows and children 
and not to their personal representatives, state 
courts have held that such bounty and back pay in 
the hands of the widows of deceased soldiers can- 
not be subject to payment of his debts,?5 

[§ 129] b. Under Act of Congress. Under a 
federal statute providing that ‘‘no sum of money 
due, or to become due, to any pensioner shall be 
liable to attachment, levy, or seizure by or under 
any legal or equitable process whatever, whether 
the same remains with the Pension Office, or any 
officer or agent thereof, or is in course of trans- 
mission to the pensioner entitled thereto, but shall 
inure wholly to the benefit of such pensioner.’’ 2° 
By the great weight of authority it is held that pen- 
sion money is exempt until it is actually paid to and 
received by the pensioner,?* and does not cease to be 
exempt when he receives the draft.?® It follows that 
a pensioner can give his pension drafts to his wife 
or to any other person, for the money is pro- 
tected so long as it is in the form of a government 
draft, and his creditors in such a ease cannot com- 
plain,?® although there is authority to the con- 
trary.2° Some of the courts go further than this 
and hold that pension money is also exempt after 
it has been actually paid to the pensioner,?! some 
decisions going even so far as to exempt property 
in which pension money has been invested, so long 
as the property can be identified as its proceeds.?? 

{a] Gift to wife—A _ pensioner 
can indorse his pension check and 


give it to his wife, and allow her to 
draw the money and purchase lana, 


15. Dobbs v. Chandler, 84 Miss. 24. Emerson v.-Hall, 13 Pet. (U.| taking the title in her own name, and 
372, 36 S 388. S.) 409, 10 L. ed. 223. the land cannot be reached by his 

16. See statutory provisions. 25.. Avery v. Carter, 7 Ky. Op. 200.| creditors. Holmes v. Tallada, 125 

17. Larrabee v. Palmer, 101 Iowa 265 “USimReva St UGlsii8) $s 4747. | Pas 1335 LTV Ae 238), 11 VAmSRiSs0nns 
132, 70 NW 100. 27. Payne v. Gibson, 5 Lea (Tenn.) | LRA 219. 

18. In re Donaldson, 126 Iowa|173; Adams v. Newell, 8 Vt. 190. 30. Sims v. Walsham, (Ky.) 7 SW 


174, 101 NW 870; Larrabee vy. Palmer, [a] 
101 Iowa 132, 70 NW 100. . 


19. Larrabee v. Palmer, 101 Iowa 


Payment to agent.—(1) A 
formal payment to one without au- 
thority to receive it will not deprive 


ie Spelman vy. Aldrich, 126 Mass. 
113. 


[a] Gift to sons.—A _ pensioner 


132, 70 NW 100. 

20. .In re Donaldson, 126 Iowa 
174, 101 NW 870. 

[a] Mlustration.—“Deceased, when 
he borrowed the money of his sis- 
ter, was an unmarried man. It 
was supposed that, if he took out a 
life insurance policy payable to his 
estate, the avails thereof, in case of 
death, could be reached by his cred- 
itors; and he promised to take out a 
policy in the sum of $1,000, not as 
security for the loan, as plaintiff al- 
leges, but to the end that, if anything 
happened before he had repaid the 
money, claimant would be sure of re- 
ceiving it. No assignment was 
spoken of, no thought of a lien sug- 
gested; simply a promise to take out 
a policy of insurance in a certain 
amount, in the belief that, if he died 
before paying his sister, she might 
get her pay from the avails of his 
life insurance. This is something en- 
tirely different from a special con- 
tract or arrangement to pay the spe- 
cific debt from the avails of the life 
insurance policy. At most, there was 
nothing but an equitable assignment 
of a part of the policy or the pro- 
ceeds thereof, and in such cases there 
must in fact be an assignment, oral 
or written, of the fund, or some defi- 
nite proportion thereof—such an 
agreement as that the assignor parts 


with all control thereover.” In_re 
Donaldson, 126 Iowa 174, 101 NW 
870. 

21. In re Donaldson, 126 Iowa 


the pensioner of the protection of the 
act. Payne vy. Gibson, 5 Lea (Tenn.) 
173. (2) Even where the money of 
a pensioner is paid to an agent ap- 
pointed by him to receive it from a 
disbursing agent, it has been held 
still under the protection of the act. 
Adams v. Newell, 8 Vt. 190. 

28. Iowa.—Farmer v. Turner, 64 
Iowa 690, 21 NW 140; Webb v. Holt, 
57 Iowa 712, 11 NW 658. 

Kan.—Cranz v. White, 27 Kan. 319, 
41 AmR 408. 

Tenn.—Payne v. Gibson, 5 Lea 173. 

Vt.—Hayward v. Clark, 50 Vt. 612; 
Adams v. Newell, 8 Vt. 190. 

W. Va.—Hissem v. Johnson, 27 W. 
Va. 644, 55 AmR 327. 

{a] Dlustrations.—(1) Since pen- 
sion money is exempt until it is actu- 
ally paid to the pensioner, it is ex- 
empt although formally paid to a 
third person, where, by reason of 
fraud and collusion between such 
third person and the pension agent, 
the latter remains liable for the 
money as still in his hands. Payne 
v. Gibson, 5 Lea (Tenn.) 173. (2) 
The money of a pensioner in the 
hands of an attorney or agent ap- 
pointed to receive it from the dis- 
bursing agent of the government, and 
received on that account, is exempt. 
Adams v. Newell, 8 Vt. 190. 

29. Farmer v. Turner, 64 Iowa 
690, 21 NW 140; Holmes v. Tallada, 
125 Pa. 133, 17 A 238, 11 AmSR 880, 
8 LRA 219; Hissem v. Johnson, 27 
W. Va. 644, 55 AmR 327. 


Towa 694, 


gives his pension draft to another 
person, and directs him to cash it 
and give the money to his two sons, 
to be used by them in purchasing 
land, which is done. The pensioners’ 
creditors can reach the land on the 
ground that there is a voluntary con- 
veyance from the pensioner to his 


sons. Sims v. Walsham, (Ky.) 7 SW 
557. 
{b] Case under a Massachusetts 


statute.—When a husband receives a 
pension check which is indorsed by 
him and handed to a third person 
who, with the consent of the pen- 
sioner and his wife, deposits it ina 
bank to the credit of the wife, the 
proceeds of the check so deposited 
are liable to attachment by the hus- 
band’s creditors. Spelman vy. Aldrich, 
126 Mass. 113 (based upon the stat- 
utes of Massachusetts, which forbid 
a married woman from acquiring 


property by gift from her  hus- 
band). 
31. Fayette County v. Hancock, 83 


49 NW 1040; Crow vy. 
Brown, 81 Iowa 344, 46 NW 9938, 25 
AmSR 501, 11 LRA 110 [overr so far 
as in conflict Foster v. Byrne, 76 
Iowa 295, 35 NW «513, 41. NW 22: 
Baugh v. Barrett, 69 Iowa 495, 29 
NW 425; Farmer v. Turner, 64 Iowa 
690, 21 NW 140; Triplett v. Graham, 
58 Iowa 135, 12 NW 148; Webb v. 
Holt, 57 Iowa 712, 11 NW 658]. 

32. Marquardt v. Mason, 87 Iowa 
136, 54 NW. 72; Dean—v.- Clark, 81 
Iowa 753, 46 NW 995; Crow v. Brown, 


78 [250.J.] 


The power of congress to exempt pension money 
after reaching the hands of the pensioner has been 
upheld in these cases.2* But this construction of 
the act has been disapproved by the supreme court 
of the United States,’* and has not been followed 
by the state courts generally, most of which have 
held that the act of congress protects pension 
money only while it is in the pension office, or with 
an officer or agent thereof, or in course of trans- 
mission to the pensioner, ‘and that after he has 
actually received the money the exemption ceases.®® 
In some jurisdictions it has been held that, although 
a pensioner has deposited his pension draft in a 
bank, and the proceeds have been placed to his 
credit as a deposit, subject to his check, the pro- 
ceeds are not subject to attachment, as the money 
is not to be regarded as having come into his hands 
until received from the bank.?* Most of the courts, 
however, hold that the pension money, when the 
proceeds are in bank subject to check, are to be 
regarded as received by the pensioner, and that 
they are no longer exempt.*7 For the same reason 
the proceeds of a pension draft are not exempt after 
they have been placed by the pensioner in the hands 
of a third person for safekeeping.*® The phrase in 
the federal act, ‘‘shall inure wholly to the benefit 
of such pensioner,’’ has been construed in some ju- 
risdictions as giving the pensioner an exemption in 
the pension money so long as he retains personal 
possession of it, with the intention of using it for 
his own benefit or for the comfort of his family,*° 
and it has been made the basis of a distinction be- 
81 Iowa 344, 46 NW 993, 25 AmSR 


501, 11 LRA 110. 37. 
33. Fayette County v. Hancock, 83 | 319, 41 AmR 408. 


Iowa 694, 49 NW 1040; Crow v. Mass. —Spelman 
Brown, 81 Iowa 344, 46 NW 993, 25] Mass. 113. 
AmSR 501, 11 LRA 110. N. J.—dJardain vv. 


34. McIntosh v. Aubrey, 185 U.S. 
1221249122 USCHr561, 446 5: ved."834 
[cit Crow v. Brown, 81 Iowa 344, 46 
NW 993, 25 AmSR 501, 11 LRA 110; 
Yates County Nat. Bank v. Carpen- 
ter, 119 N. Y. 550, 25 NE 1108, 16 
AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557]. 364, 14 A 649. 

35. U.S.—In re Jones, 166 Fed. 337. 38. 

Conn.—Price v. Savings Soc., 64 


Surr, 1129. 
NC 5138. 
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A 699, 40 AmSR 720. 45. 
Kan.—Cranz v. White, 27 Kan. 


Fund, etc., Assoc., 44 N. J. L. 376. 
N. Y.—-Beecher v. Barber, 6 


Pa.—McCalla vy. Brennan, 14 Wkly 
Vt.—Martin v. Hurlburt, 


Rozelle v. 
129, 9 A 160, 2 AmSR 591. 


ms 


[§§ 129-130 


tween use of the money for support of himself and 
his family and investment in business, the money 
being exempt under the act in the former case, and 
not exempt in the latter.*° It follows from the 
view generally held that pension money paid to the 
pensioner and in his hands is not exempt,*! that 
property purchased with exemption money is not 
exempt.*? A different result is reached ** in juris- 
dictions holding the contrary view.** Lands con- 
veyed to the wife of the pensioner in consideration 
of pension money have been held exempt,*® even 
under an interpretation of the federal statute to 
give an exemption only so long as the money is in 
course of transmission to the pensioner.4® But in 
other jurisdictions a contrary view is held.* © 

[§ 130] ¢. Under State Statutes. In various 
states statutory provisions provide for the exemp- 
tion of state #8 and federal pensions,*® and under the 
view that the federal statute ceases to be operative 
after the pension money has been paid over,°° any 
right to an exemption in the pensioner must, after 
the money has been paid to him, be found in the 
state law.5t A state statute exempting ‘‘ pension 
money”’ or a ‘‘pension’’ exempts the money after it 
has reached the pensioner,®” and after deposited in a 
bank subject to the check of the pensioner, or in 
return for an interest bearing certificate of deposit.** 
A statute exempting pension moneys in the hands 
of the pensioner exempts the proceeds of a pension 
check on deposit in a savings bank.®> And under 
a statute exempting all pension money received 
from the United States government whether the sum 


Marquardt v. Mason, 87 Iowa 
136, 54 NW 72. 

46. Farmer v. Turner, 64 Iowa 
690, 21 NW 140; Hissem v. Johnson, 
27 W. Va. 644, 55 AmR 327. 

47. Coakley v. Underwood, 18 SW 
7, 13 KyL 654; Johnson y. Elkins, 90 
Ky. 163, 13 SW 448, 8 LRA 552, 11 


v. Aldrich, 126 
Fairton Sav. 


Dem. 


KyL 967; Burtch v. Burtch, 14 Pa. 
Co. 482. 
48. In re Hoag, 227 Fed. 480. 
60 Vt. 49. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this section. 
Rhodes, 116 Pa. 50. Sce supra § 129. 
51. Burgett v. Fancher, 35 Hun 


Conn, 362, 30 A 139, 42 AmSR 198. 

Ind.—Faurote v. Carr, 108 Ind. 123, 
9 NE 350. 

Kan.—Cranz vy. White, 27 Kan. 319, 
41 AmR 408. 

Ky.—Johnson v. Elkins, 90 Ky. 168, 
13 SW 448, 8 LRA 552, 11 KyL 967; 
Robion v. Walker, 82 Ky. 60, 56 AmR 
878 [overr in effect Eckert v. McKee, 
9 Bush 355]; Sims v. Walsham, 7 SW 
557; Carter v. Strange, 7 KyL 302; 
Suter v. Stamper, 6 KyL 745; Her- 
reld v. Skillem, 6 KyL 666; Hudspeth 
v. Harrison, 6 KyL 304; Moxley v. 
Andrews, 5 KyL 425. 

Me.—Crane vy. Linneus, 77 Me. 59; 


Friend v. Garcelon, 77 Me. 25, 52 
AmR 739 

Mass.—Spelman v. Aldrich, 126 
Mass. 113. 


INE re v. Fairton 
Fund, etc., AS soc., 44 N, J. L. 37 

N. "Y.— Beecher v. Barber, 6 Dem. 
Spurr: 129) 

Oh.—Fulwiler vy. Infield, 6 Oh. Cir. 
Ct." 36,°3-Oh,) Cir. Dec. 388. 

Pa.—Rozelle v. Rhodes, 116 Pa. 
129, 9 A 160, 2 AmSR 591; Burtch v, 
Burtch, 14 Pa. Co, 482. 

Vt.—Martin v. Hurlburt, 60 Vt. 
364, 14 A 649 [expl and peeks dictum 
Hayward v. Clark, 50 Vt. 61 

W. Va.—McFarland Vv. Fish. 34 W. 
Va. pa 12 SE 548. 

re Ferguson, 140 Wis. 

583, “123 NW 128, 17 AnnCas 1189 
[overr Folschow v. Werner, 51 Wis. 
85, 7 NW 911]. 

36. Reiff v. Mack, 160 Pa. 265, 28 


Sav. 
6. 


39. Holmes v. Tallada, 125 Pa. 133, 
17 A 238, 11 AmSR 880, 3 LRA 219. 

40. Clark v. Ingraham, 15 Phila. 
(Pa.) 646, 

41. See cases supra note 35. 

42. U. S.—MclIntosh vy. Aubrey, 
185 U. S. 122, 22 SCt 561, 46 L. ed. 
834 [quot Aubrey v. McIntosh, 10 
Pa. Super. 275, 44 WklyNC 164]; In 
re Stout, 109 Fed. 794, 
pee tts _—Cavanaugh v. Smith, 84 Ind. 

Ky.—Johnson v. Elkins, 90 Ky. 163, 
13 SW 448, 11 KyL 967, 8 LRA 552; 
Sims v. Walsham, 7 SW 557, 9 Kyl 
912; Carter v. Strange, 7 KyL 302; 
Herreld v. Skillem, 6 KyL 666; Huds- 
peth v. Harrison, 6 KyL 304; ’Robion 
v. Walker, 5 Kyl 799% 

Pa.—Aubrey v. McIntosh, 10 Pa. 
Super. 275, 44 WklyNC 164; Sommers 
v. Howey, 4 Pa. Dist. 723; "Burtch v. 
Burtch, 14 Pa. Co. 482. 

Wi Va.—King wood Bank v. Mur- 
dock, 48 W. Va. 301, 37 SE 548; Mc- 
peene v. Fish, 34 W. Va. 548, 12 SE 

Wis.—In re Ferguson, 140 Wis. 
583, 123 NW 128, 17 AnnCas 1189. 

43. Cook v. Allee, 119 Iowa 226, 
93 NW 93; Crow v. ‘Brown, 86 Iowa 
741, 53 NW 131, 81 Iowa 344, 46 NW 
993, 25 AmSR 501, 11 LRA 110; 
Smith v. Hill, 88 Iowa 684, 49 NW 
1043, 32 AmSR 3829 [overr Foster v. 
Byrne, 76 Iowa 295, 35 NW 513, 41 
NW 22]; Veen Vv. Clark, 81 Iowa 753, 
46 NW 9 

44, weg cases supra note 381. 


QN= Yo) 64i- 

Husband’s pension money as sub- 
ject to wife’s claim for alimony see 
infra § 167. 

52. Yates County Nat. Bank v. 
Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557; St. Law- 
rence State Hospital v. Fowler, 15 
Misc. 159, 37 NYS 12 [aff 13 App. Div. 
436, 43 NYS 608]; Wildrich v. De 
Vinney, 18 NYWklyDig 355; Beecher 
v. Barber, 6 Dem. Surr. (N. Y.) 129. 

53. Stockwell  v. Malone Nat. 
Bank, 36 Hun (N. Y.) 583; Burgett 
v. Fancher, 35 Hun (N. Y.) 647. 

54. Yates County Nat. Bank v. 
Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557 {overr in 
effect Matter of Kennedy, 1 Conn. 
Surr. 181, 3 NYS 18; Beecher v. Bar- 
ber, 6 Dem. Surr, (N. Y.) 129]. 

55. Price v. Savings Soc., 64 Conn. 
362, 367, 30 A 139, 42 AmSR 198. 

“While in the bank, it [the pen- 
sion money] was in the hands of an 
institution conducted for the sole 
benefit of its depositors, and of which 
they were the equitable owners; and 
although the bills or coin that the 
pension originally left.there could 
no longer be identified, and it might 
be that they and all the cash funds 
then belonging to the bank had been 
loaned out, or otherwise invested, 
it is our opinion that his pension 
money can fairly be said to have 
been still in his hands, within the 
meaning of our statute of exemp- 
tions.” Price v. Savings Soc., supra. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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shall be in the actual possession of the pensioner, 
or deposited, loaned, or invested by him, a public ad- 
ministrator is not entitled to possession of the pen- 
sion money in order to subject it to the payment 
of his own fees and commissions.°® Under some 
statutes pension money is exempt from the claim of 
a state or county for pensioner’s support in a state 
or county institution.“ Nor can it be taken under 
such statute, on the claim of state or county for the 
support of pensioner’s insane son,®* even though a 
statute provides that a relative of sufficient ability 
ean be compelled to maintain a poor person.®® In 
some states, however, pension money is protected 
only up to the time it is received by the pen- 
sioner, although exempt while in the possession of 
the agents of the government or in transitu to the 
pensioner.®! 

Property purchased with pension money is not 
exempt under the view that pension money is no 
longer exempt after it has reached the debtor’s 
hands.® . By statutes in several jurisdictions, how- 
ever, such property is specifically exempt.®? But 
this exemption cannot be enforced against debts 
contracted before the enactment of the statute,°* nor 
in favor of a pensioner who died before such enact- 
ment.®> Property on which a mortgage len has been 
discharged with pension money is ‘‘purchased prop- 
erty,’’ ®* to the extent only to the amount of pension 
money invested.*? It has been held, however, that 
property purchased with pension money is exempt, 
even though the pension money was only a part 
of the money consideration,®* provided the balance 
of the purchase price was paid for out of proceeds 
from the sale of an interest in the land.®® The 
pensioner is entitled to his exemption in the pur- 
chased property only so long as the title remains in 
him,?° nor does the exemption privilege revive when 


56. Treadway v. Veterans’ Home, [a] 


EXEMPTIONS 


' property is exchanged." 


Ilustration.—The 
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title to the property revests in the pensioner by 
descent or reconveyance.1 If he conveys, however, 
merely legal title to another, and retains a bene- 
ficiary interest in himself, he does not lose his 
exemption.’ It has been held to the contrary, how- 
ever, that property purchased by the pensioner and 
conveyed to his wife is exempt from execution for 
the wife’s debts.7% The protection of the statute 
is given to other property for which the purchased 
Where it is impossible 
to identify the fund in the various articles of prop- 
erty in which, through numerous and _ successive 
changes, it has become invested, the pensioner loses 
his right of exemption.“® Where the pensioner in- 
vests in land or in animals, he is entitled generally 
under statutes protecting such investments, only to 
the land and the animals which represent the actual 
investment.7° The exemption does not extend to 
crops grown on the land,*? nor to the increase from 
the animals,’* unless the statute expressly so pro- 
vides.*° The fact of investment ®® and the values 
of purchased and exchanged properties 8! must be 
established by the evidence.8? A pergon claiming 
real estate as exempt from execution, because bought 
with pension money, must prove the right claimed, 
as inspection of the property or of the records 
will not determine whether it, is exempt or not.8* 
But a declaration by the pensioner to the effect that 
the land was paid for by him out of his pension 
money, if uncontrolled by evidence in the ease, is 
sufficient to justify a finding that the property was 
so paid for and is exempt.’ 

Survival of exemption. Under statutes in some 
jurisdictions the exemption in the unexpended pen- 
sion money survives to the widow and children of 
the pensioner, or to either widow or children,®*> but 
where there is neither widow nor children of the pen- 


exemption 75. Yates County Nat. Bank v. 


14 Cal. A. 75, 111_P 111. of 


57. State v. Cole, 155 Iowa 654, 
136 NW 887; Fayette County v. Han- 
cock, 83 Iowa 694, 49 NW _ 1040. 

[a] ‘Dlustration.—Pension money 
in the hands of a conservator of an 
insane pensioner cannot be appro- 
priated to reimburse the county for 
expenses incurred by it in support 
of the pensioner. Fayette County v. 
Hancock, 83 Iowa 694, 49 NW 1040. 

Exemption of pension money from 
payment of debts for board see infra 

177. 


ak St. Lawrence State Hospital 
v. Fowler, 15 Misc. 159, 37 NYS 12 
(aff 13 App. Div. 436, 43 NYS 608]. 

59. St. Lawrence State Hospital 
v. Fowler, 15 Mise. 159, 37 NYS 12 
[aff 13 App. Div. 436, 43 NYS 608]. 

60. Carter v. Strange, 13 Ky. Op. 
650; Hudspeth vy. Harrison, 13 Ky. 
Op., 25. 

61. Carter v. Strange, 13 Ky. Op. 650. 

62. Carter v. Strange, 13 Ky. Op. 
650; Ashley v. Terry, 13 Ky. Op. 405; 
Herrald v. Skillem, 13 Ky. Op. 353; 
Hudspeth v. Harrison, 13 Ky. Op. 25. 

63. Ratliff v. Elwell, 141 Iowa 312, 
119 NW 740, 20 LRANS 223; Yates 
County Nat. Bank y. Carpenter, 119 
N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 16 AmSR 855, 
7 LRA 557 [rev 49 Hun 40, 1 NYS 
733, and lim Wygant v. Smith, 2 
Lans. 185 to the facts appearing 
therein]; Benedict v. Higgins, 165 
App. Div. 611, 151 NYS 42. 

64. Foster v. Byrne, 76 Iowa 295, 
35 NW 513, 41 NW 22. 

Impairment of obligation of con- 
tracts as related Chea ae gen- 
erally see supra . 

65. Baugh v. Barrett, 69 Iowa 495, 
29 NW 425. f 

66. Dargan v. Williams, 66 Nebr. 
1, 91 NW 862. 

67. Countryman v. Countryman, 
28 NYS 258, 23 NYCivProc 161. 


a lot bought with pension money 
and the house built thereon extends 
only to the amount of pension money 
so used, and a mortgage given for 
a balance due under a contract for 
the building of the house is valid as 
to any surplus. Countryman v. 
Countryman, 28 NYS 258, 23 NYCiv 
Proc 161. 

68. Smyth v. Hall, 126 Iowa 627, 
102 NW 520. 

69. Smyth v. Hall, 126 Iowa 627, 
102 NW 520. 

[a] Tlustration.—Code § 4009, ex- 
empting property purchased with 
pension. money, operates to exempt 
land paid for with pension money, 
and with the proceeds of a sale, after 
purchase of the land, of coal rights 
therein, as such coal rights consti- 
tute an interest in the land, and are 
not merely the increase or produce 
derived from the land. Smyth v. Hall, 
126 Iowa 627, 102 NW 520. 

70. Ratliff v. Elwell, 141 Iowa 312, 
119 NW 740, 20 LRANS 223; Omans 
v. Beeman, 66 Misc. 625, 124 NYS 166. 

71. Charles City v. Surety’ Trust, 
ete., Bank, 143 Iowa 324, 120 NW 114; 
Omans v. Beeman, 66 Misc. 625, 124 
NYS 166. 

72. Charles City v. Surety Trust, 
ete., Bank, 143 Iowa 324, 120 NW 
114; Ratliff v. Elwell, 141 Iowa 312, 
119 NW 740, 20 LRANS. 228. 

73. Matter of Stafford, 105 App. 
Div. 46, 94 NYS 194. 

74. Smith v. Hill, 83 Iowa 684, 49 
NW 1043, 32 AmSR 329; Dargan v. 
Williams, 66 Nebr. 1, 91 NW 862. 


[a] Ilustration.— Where a_pen- 
sioner trades a horse which is ex- 
empt because bought with pension 


money for another horse of greater 
value, but gives nothing to boot, the 
latter horse is also exempt. Smith 
v. Hill, 83 Iowa 684, 49 NW 1048, 
32 AmSR 329. 


Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557; Wygant v. 
Smith, 2 Lans. (N. Y.) 185. 

76. Haefer v. Mullison, 90 Iowa 
372, 57 NW 893, 48 AmSR 451; Dia- 
inoue v. Palmer, 79 Iowa 578, 44 NW 

77. Haefer v. Mullison, 90 Iowa 

372, 57 NW 893, 48 AmSR 451. 
_ [a] For example, a statute allow- 
ing to a pensioner an exemption in 
crops grown on a homestead bought 
with his pension money will not au- 
thorize an allowance of exemption.in 
the crops, in the absence of evidence 
showing that the land on which they 
were grown is the pensioner’s home- 
stead. Haefer v. Mullison, 90 Iowa 
372, 57 NW 893, 48 AmSR 451. 

78. Diamond y. Palmer, 79 Iowa 
578, 44 NW 819. 

[a] Service fees.—It has been 
held, however, that a pensioner who 
paid pension money for the services 
of a stallion upon mares which he 
owned, and which were also bought 
with pension money, could hold the 
colts resuiting from such services as 
exempt to the extent of the money 
paid for such services. Diamond vy. 
Palmer, 79 Iowa 578, 44 NW 819. 

79. Haefer vy. Mullison, 90 Iowa 
372, 57 NW 893, -48 AmSR 451. 


80. Lee v. Teeter, 106 Iowa 37, 
75 NW 655. 

81. Lee v. Teeter, 106 Iowa 37, 
75 NW. 655. 

82. Lee v. Teeter, 106 Iowa 837, 
75 NW 655. 

Evidence generally see infra 
§§ 304-314. 


83. Benedict v. Higgins, 165 App. 
Div. 611, 151 NYS 42; Shull v. King, 
24 App. Div. 605, 49 NYS 1. 

84. Benedict v. Higgins, 165 App. 
Div. 611, 151 NYS 42. 

85. Hodge v. Leaning, 2 Dem. 
Surr. (N. Y.) 553. 
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sioner, the exemption does not survive in favor of 
other descendents. The right to exemption in the 
property purchased with pension money does not 
survive the death of the pensioner.®* 

Bounties. Bounty money like pension money is 
protected on grounds of public policy from seizure 
for the debts of the person to whom the bounty is 
due, at least until it has been received in his 
hands,88 or even absolutely.8® That a recipient’ was 
already a deserter when he enlisted and that he en- 
listed under a fictitious name does not affect his 
right to his exemption in the amount of money he 
has received.°° <A statute allowing an exemption 
in personal property ‘‘during the term of service of 
such volunteer’’ does not protect land bought by the 
debtor with his bounty money long after the debtor’s 
service expired.®! If the statute protects bounty 
money from seizure only until it can be received in 
his hands, it is subject to execution for the re- 
cipient’s debts after he*®? or his agent ®® has re- 
ceived it. 

[§ 131] 15. Burial Lots; Property of Ceme- 
tery. In some jurisdictions a debtor is given an 
exemption in land which is set apart and used as 
burial ground.®* Some statutes exempt private or 
family burying grounds;°* others extend the exemp- 
tion to lots or interests in public burying grounds.** 
Some statutes give the exemption in broad terms 
to all debtors,9’ and under such statutes cemetery 
lands owned by a cemetery association are exempt.°® 
Others restrict it to heads of families.°® The stat- 
utes generally require that lands must be set apart 
or in actual use for burial purposes to be exempt, : 
and the statutory requirements in this respect must 


86. Matter of Winans, 5 Dem.|55, 1387 NW 1076. 
Surrey.) 138: 1. 

87. Smith v. Blood, 106 App. Div. 2. 
317, 94 NYS 667; Sammis y. Smith, 
1 Thomps. & C. (N, Y.) 444; Matter 
of Liddle, 35 Misc. 173, 71 NYS 474, 
2 Mills Surr. 254; Beecher v. Barber, 
20 NYSt 136, 6 Dem. Surr. 129. Con- 
tra Tyler v. ‘Ballard, 31 Misc. 540, 65 
NYS 557, 31 NYCivProc 63, 7 Ny Ann 


Woodland 


ford, 14 HowPr (N. 

3. Pawnee City 
v. Hazels, 63 
56 LRA 765. 


Cas 465; Hodge v. Leaning, 2 Dem. 4. Pawnee City 
Surr, 553, v. Hazels, 63 Nebr. 
88. Fish v. Hays, 6 Ky. Op. 108;|56 LRA 765. 


Manchester v. Burns, 45 N. H. 482. 5. 


EXEMPTIONS 


See statutory provisions. 
Cemetery 
Stout, 97 SW 756, 30 KyL 165; Speer 
v. Locust Wood Cemetery Co., 72 Nz. 
J. Eq. 821, 66 A 1068; Cox v. Staf- 


Nebr. 


See infra § 170. 
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be met.2. Under a statute providing that ‘‘lands 
appropriated and set apart as burial grounds, either 
for public or private use . .. shall not be sub- 
ject to sale on execution on any judgment to be 
hereafter recovered,’’ cemetery lands appropriated 
and set apart for that purpose are absolutely 
exempt,? and the owner of lots therein is entitled 
to exemption in them notwithstanding the fact 
that he derives an income from their sale The 
exemption of cemetery lands holds good even as 
against a claim for the purchase price. And the 
lot owner’s interest continues to be exempt from his 
debts after his death.® 

Cemetery associations. Where the _ statute 
exempts specific property of cemetery association 
from execution, other property owned by such an 
association is not exempt." 

[§ 132] 16. ‘‘Personal Property’’ or ‘‘Prop- 
erty’’ under General Clauses—a. In General. Un- 
der a statute exempting ‘‘personal property’’ gener- 
ally to a certain amount, to be selected by the debtor, 
he may claim any he may see fit, provided it is 
personal property § and is owned by him,’ and does 
not exceed the limitation as to value? And where 
such a statute uses the term ‘‘property’’ only, the 
range of selection is still wider, and extends to real 
estate. j 

[§ 133] b. Money—(1) In General. In some 
states money in the hands either of the debtor or 
of a third person is exempt as ‘‘personal prop- 
erty.’’ 12 In other jurisdictions, there are constitu- 
tional 1% or statutory provisions that a debtor cannot 
have his exemption set apart to him in money.** 
Under such statutes, money due the debtor may be 


reducing the exemption claim by a 
debtor to whom it is granted. This 
is true whether or not the license is 
intended as a mere police regulation 
or for the purpose of raising reve- 


Cor Hy: 


nue. Jones vy. Motley, 78 Ala. 370. 
Y.) 519. 9. See infra § 144. 
First Nat. Bank 10. Ala.—Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
844, 89 NW 378,| Ala. 838, 11 S 665; Enzor v. Hurt, 76 
Ala. 585; Brewer v. Granger, 45 Ala. 
First Nat. Bank | 580. 


844, 89 NW 378, Ind.—Smith v. Sills, 126 Ind. 205, 
25 NE 881; Junker v. Hustes, 113 


Ind. 524, 16 NE 197; Burdge v. Bolin, 


89. Whiting v. Barrett, 7 Lans. 6. 
(N. Y.) 106; Youmans v. Boomhow- 
erase bnompss oC. CNS Yai 

90. Youmans _y. 
Thomps. & C. (N. Y.) 21 (under Acts 
[1864] § 4). 

91, Knapp v. Beattie, 70 Me. 410. 
92. Morse v. Towns, 45 N. H. 185. 
Manchester v. Burns, 45 N. H. 


94. See statutory provisions. 
95. oien v. Stafford, 14 HowPr (N. 


96. Pawnee City First Nat. Bank 
v. Hazels, 63 Nebr. 844, 89 NW 3878, 56 
LRA 765. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘It is not 
the policy of the law nor the inten- 
tion of the legislature exempting 
such real estate from execution that 
the spirit of discord shall be per- 
mitted to invade the silent precincts 
of the dead, and there hold high car- 
nival in an unseemly contest as to 
which of contesting litigants shall 
profit by the sale of the necessary 
part of mother earth to enfold in its 
peaceful embrace the last that is 
mortal of man.’ Pawnee City First 
Nat. Bank vy. Hazels, 68 Nebr. 844, 
846, 89 NW 378, 56 LRA 765. 

97. Pawnee City First Nat. Bank 
v. Hazels, 63 Nebr. 844, 89 NW 378, 
56 LRA 765. 

98. Speer v. Locust Wood Ceme- 
tery Co., 72 N. J. Eq. 821, 66 A 1068. 

99. Swisher v. Swisher, 157 Iowa 


Boomhower, 3. 


Swisher v. Swisher, 157 Iowa 
55, 1837 NW 1076. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘Under the 
law of this state the creditor’s pur- 
suit of his debtor is supposed to 
stop at the grave. To that end our 
statutory exemptions from execu- 
tion for the benefit of the head of a 
family include ‘an interest in a pub- 
lic or private burying ground’ (Code 
§ 4008); and it would seem that here 
at least is one right or privilege 
which an unfortunate debtor does 
not waive by dying. The very pur- 
pose of the act is to secure to him 
and to his family a place of final 
earthly repose which shall be sacred 
against intrusion by the sheriff and 
the bill collector, and so far as we 
know that right has never been de- 
nied by the courts of this state.” 
Swisher v. Swisher, 157 Iowa 55, 64, 
137 NW 1076. 


7. Canton Cemetery Assoc. v. 
Slayman, (Oh.) 121 NE 819. 

Cemeteries generally see Ceme- 
teries 11 C. J. p 49. 


8. Jones vy. Ftotley: 78 Ala. 370. 

[a] Licerse to sell intoxicating 
liquors not property.—A license to 
sell intoxicating liquors is a mere 
personal privilege which is neither 
transferable nor vendible. It con- 
fers no vested interest or right of 
property, and contains no element of 
a contract, and it cannot be consid- 


ered as property for the purpose of ‘A. 574. 


106 Ind. 175, 6 NE 140, 55 AmR 724; 
Puett v. Beard, 86 Ind. 172, 44 AmR 
280; Pate v. Swann, 7 Blackf. 500; 


Coppage v. Gregg, ft Ind. A. 112;°27 
NE 570, 

Miss.—Bernheim v. Andrews, 65 
Miss: 28,1382, "3! ‘Sai5: 

Mo.—Mahan v. Scruggs, 29 Mo. 
282; State v. Farmer, 21 Mo. 160; 


State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261. 

N. C.—Dean v. King, 35 N. C. 20. 

“The range of selection within the 
limits prescribed as to value is un- 
limited. It is for the exemptionist 
to select for himself, according to 
his judgment, taste, or fancy, and no 
court can abridge this right which 
the law has given to him.” Bern- 
heim v. Andrews, supra. 

11. See infra g 136. : 

12. Ala.—Williamson v. Harris, 57 
Ala. 40, 29 AmR 707; Brewer v. 
Granger, 45 Ala. 580. 

Ill.—Fanning v. Jacksonvilie First 
Nat. Bank, 76 Tll.-52. 

Ind.—Burdge v. Bolin, 106 Ind. 175, 
6 NE 140, 55 AmR 724, 
Wee —Tevis ve Bison WKy2 On: 

On —Chilcote v. Conley, 36 Oh. St. 


54 
S. C.—Gray v. Putnam, 51 S. C. 
97, 28 SE 149. 
13. Richards v. Jernigan, 70 Ga. 
650; Johnson vy. Dobbs, 69 Ga. 605. 
14. Nichols v. Goodheart, 5 Ill. 
But-see contra Fanning v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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garnished, although his whole property, including 
the money, is less than is allowed as an exemption.!® 
Some statutes provide that there can be no valid 
allowance of cash as an exemption unless the order 
of court provides for its investment in personal 
property.*® But this provision is not applicable 
where the property exempted’ is an interest in a 
judgment.17 Where the property levied on con- 
sists of real estate and the debtor elects to retain 
the amount exempt to him therefrom, the statutes in 
some states provide that if the property cannot be 
‘divided without injury to the whole, the debtor may 
receive the amount of his exemption in money from 
the proceeds of the sale.18 

[§ 134] (2) In Custody of Law. By some au- 
thorities the debtor may claim his exemption out of 
money in the custody of the law, as for instance 
out of a fund paid into court,!® or money in the 
hands of the sheriff ?° or receiver.2!_ But a debtor 
who has failed to make his selection of specific prop- 
erty to which he is entitled as‘exempt will not be 
allowed an exemption in the proceeds of their 
sale.?* This rule, however, is not applicable where 
the debtor is not guilty of laches.2* Although 
exemption cannot be claimed as a general rule 


Jacksonville First Nat. Bank, 76 Ill. 


EXEMPTIONS 


In re Bremer, 4 OhS&CP 80, 3 OhNP 
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against a mortgage in the foreclosure thereof,?4 
it is held in some jurisdictions at least that the 
exemption may be allowed out of the surplus pro- 
ceeds of the sale.?5 
[§ 135] ¢. Choses in Action. The term ‘‘per- 
sonal property’’ is generally held to include choses 
in action, whether in statutes making an absolute 
exemption of a certain amount of property or in 
statutes allowing the debtor to select a certain 
amount of property, either generally or in lieu of 
certain articles specifically exempt.2® Under other 
statutes the courts have held the contrary.27_ Exemp- 
tions under a general clause exempting personal 
property have been held to include a note,?8 money 
due from a bank,?° or from an insurance company 
on an insurance policy,®*° or a debt due from any 
other person.*! And a legatee or distributee may 
claim his exemption out of his share of the deced- 
ent’s estate,°? but not as against the debts which 
he owes the estate.** Rents and profits of a life 


. estate,°* and even a vested expectant interest of a 


debtor in a sum of money payable at his own 
death, or at the death of another person,?° may be 
claimed to be exempt as ‘‘personal property’’ under 
the statute. A judgment, although a mere chose in 


29. Fanning v. Jacksonville First 


53 (under earlier statute). 

15. Finlen v. Howard, 26 Ill. A. 
66 [aff 126 Ill. 259, 18 NE 560]. 

16. Hahn v. Allen, 93 Ga. 612, 20 
SE 74; Richards v. Jernigan, 70 Ga. 
650; Jones v. Ehrlisch, 65 Ga. 546. 

[a] The ordinary may order 
money due to the head of a family 
to be paid to him, to be invested by 
him according to law, and after it 
is thus invested and a schedule of 
the property made, the ordinary may 
then pass a final order of exemption. 
Where an insolvent claims exemption 
of funds in the hands of a receiver, 
the ordinary is not entitled to money 
to make an investment until the ex- 
penses of the receiver in raising the 
money have been paid, including the 
reasonable clerk hire and attorney’s 


ees Douglass v. Boylston, 69 Ga. 
186. 
17. Johnson vy. Redwine, 105 Ga. 


449, 33 SE 676. § 
Money in lieu of specific exemp- 
tion see infra § 142. 


18. Hufman’s App., 81 Pa, 329; 
Kerns v. Beam, 11 LancBar (Pa.) 
183. 

19. Rolla State Bank v. Borgfeld, 


93 Mo. A. 62; Marchildon v. O’Hara, 
52 Mo. A. 523. : 

[a] Application of rule. — Where 
an assignee in bankruptcy or insol- 
vency refuses to recognize a debtor’s 
claim of exemption, and sells his 
property, the debtor may assert his 
claim against the proceeds of the 
property in the hands of the court 
for distribution. In re Jones, 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 343. 

20. Williamson v. Harris, 57 Ala. 
40, 29 AmR 707; Cox v. Bearden, 84 
Ga. 304, 10 SE 627, 20 AmSR 359; 
Fowler v. State, 99 Md. 594, 58 A 
444: Gibbons v. Gaffney, 154 Pa. 48, 
26 A 24. 

21. Collins v. C. L. Centlivre Brew- 
ing Co., (Ind. A.) 125 NE 791. 

22. Surratt v. Young, 55 Ark. 447, 
18 SW 539; Weaver’s App., 18 Pa. 
307. 

23. Carter v. Carter, 20 Wla. 558, 

51 AmR 618. 
_ [a] Illustration.— When the ex- 
mpt property has been converted in- 
to funds by the administrators of 
the decedent, the heirs may claim 
the value of the property out of the 
funds as exempt from satisfaction 
of the debts of decedent. Carter v. 
Carter, 20 Fla. 558, 51 AmR 618. See 
infra oN 5 Fase § 

24, See infra : 

25. Beard v. Smith, 71 Ala. 568; 
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12; Yorkshire v. Cooper, 10 B. C. 65. 

[a] A surplus remaining after the 
sale of real estate partakes of the 
nature of realty, and the debtor can- 
not claim an exemption of personalty 
out of the surplus, after the fore- 
pote sale. Beard v. Smith, 71 Ala. 
Vv . " 

26. Ala.—Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
Ala, 83, 11 S 665; Enzor v. Hurt, 76 
Ala. 595; Borden v. Bradshaw, 68 
Ala. 362; Randolph vy. Little, 62 Ala. 
396; Williamson y. Harris, 57 Ala. 
40, 29 AmR 707. 

Ark.—Winter v. Simpson, 42 Ark. 
410; Probst v. Scott, 31 Ark. 652. 

Rei eer v. Van Horn, 76 Ga. 
796. 

Ind.—Smith v. Sills, 126 Ind, 205, 
25 NE 881; Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind. 
(ACSa U2 ote IN Bye on Os 

Ky.—Miller v. Mahoney, 29 SW 
879, 16 KyL 799. 

Mo.—Rolla State Bank vy. Borg- 
feld, 98 Mo. A. 62; Wagner v. J. H. 
North Furniture, etc., Co., 63 Mo. A. 
206; State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261. 
Contra Gregory v. Evans, 19 Mo. 261 
(under the act of Febr. 6, 1847). 

Nebr.—Mace v. Heath, 34 Nebr. 54, 
51 NW 317. 

N. C.—Frost v. Naylor, 68 N. C. 
825 (construing Const. art 10 § 1). 
Contra under earlier statute Ballard 
v. Waller, 52 N. C. 84 (where the 
chose in action was a judgment). 

Oh.—Chilcote v. Conley, 36 Oh. St. 
545. 

[a] Action for damages resulting 
from negligence in the conduct of a 
ferry is exempt as “personal prop- 
erty.” Borden v. Bradshaw, 68 Ala. 


27. Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560 [dist Fanning v. Jackson- 
ville First Nat. Bank, 76 Ill. 53]; 
Leonard v. Lawrence, 32 N. J. L. 355; 
Edson vy. Trask, 22 Vt. 18; Hudson’s 
Bay Co. v. Hazlett, 4 B. C. 450. 

[a] As “goods and chattels.”—In 
British Columbia under St. (1888) 
e 57 § 10, exempting goods and chat- 
tels to the debtor, book debts are not 
exempt before seizure and sale. Hud- 
son’s Bay Co. v. Hazlett, 4 B. C. 
450. 

28. 
Smith v. Sills, ; 
881; Burdge vy. Bolin, 
6 NE 140, 55 AmR 724; Coffing v. 
Dungan, 6 Ind. A. 386, 33 NE 815; 
Pickrell v. Jerauld, 1 Ind, A. 10, 27 
NE 433, 50 AmSR 192; Miller v. Ma- 
honey, 29 SW 879, 16 KyL 799; Frost 
v. Naylor, 68 N. C. 325. 


Darden vy. Reese, 62 Ala. 311; 
126 Ind: 205, 25 NH 
TOG! Winds=175; 


Nat. Bank, 76 Iil. 53. 


30. Wilson v. Lowry, 5 Ariz. 335, 
52t Puliiey Propstieyv: Scott, wel ArhK: 
652; Strouse v. Becker, 44 Pa. 206. 


Mahoney, 


Exemption on ground of exempt 
character of the property lost see 
infra § 140. 

31. Ala.—Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
Ala. 83, 11 S 665; Enzor v. Hurt, 76 
Ala. 595; Dane v. Loomis, 51 Ala. 487. 
Hl Sa eee v. Simpson, 42 Ark. 
10. 

Ind.—Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind. A. 
112, 27 NE 570. 

Kky.—Miller vy. 29 SW 
879, 16 KyL' 799. 
ori etn v. Hstell, 34 Miss, 
19) . 

Mo.—Marchildon v. O’Hara, 52 Mo, 
a 523; State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A, 

[a] Accounts for work and labor, 
goods sold and delivered, money lent, 
etc., may be claimed as “personal 
property.” Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind, 
A 22 NE 0; 

[b] Wages.—When one provision 
or statute exempts personal property 
to the amount of one thousand dol. 
lars, to be selected by the debtor, 
and another exempts the wages of 
laborers to the amount of twenty-five 
dollars per month, a debtor may 
claim a balance due him as wages 
or salary, over and above the twenty- 
five dollars per month, as part of the 
one thousand dollars of personal 
property to which he is entitled. En- 
ZOYjV. Hurt, 7.6" Alas. 595, 

{c] A debt secured by a lien on 
property may be claimed as exempt 
under an exemption of “personal 
property.” Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
Ala. 838, 11 S 665. 

[d] Fees due justice of the peace. 
—A justice of the peace can claim 
fees due him as costs in a civil ac- 
tion tried before him, under a Stat- 
ute exempting ‘‘personal property.” 
Dane v. Loomis, 51 Ala: 487. 

fe] Rent.—A term for years is 
personalty and can be exempted to 
the widow free from debt if it does 
not exceed fifteen hundred dollars. 
Smith v. Estell, 34 Miss. 527. 

§ Spates of public officers see supra 

32. 25 S. 
C.389. 

33. Duffy v. Duffy, 155 Mo. 144, 55 
Sw 1002. 


Swandale v. Swandale, 


84. Sener v. Scherff, 10 Pa. Co. 
529, 
i 35. Bennett’s Case, 6 Phila. (Pa.) 
72. 
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action, is ‘‘personal property’’ within the meaning 
of the statutes of exemption.*® Although there is 
authority to the contrary," an equity of redemp- 
tion in personal property may be claimed by the 
debtor as exempt,°8 subject, however, in some juris- 
dictions, to the qualification that he has no other 
property which he can claim as exempt.*® 

[§ 136] .d. Real Property. Of course, when the 
statute in terms exempts ‘‘personal property’’ only, 
a debtor cannot claim real property, but where the 
general statute exempts ‘‘property’’ to a certain 
value, and allows the debtor to select either real 
or personal property,‘! the debtor may claim his 
entire exemption out of real estate levied upon,*? 
even though he may own personal property.*® 

[§ 137] 17. Proceeds and Product of Exempt 
Property—a. Proceeds—(1) In General. Usually, 
where proceeds of exempt property are invested in 
land, the land is exempt.44 And so a homestead 
which is not exempt from liability for debts existing 
prior to its purchase will be, if it is shown that the 
homestead has been purchased with the proceeds of 
exempt personalty.4® A combined result of the 
proceeds of exempt property and the labor of the 
debtor is not subject to execution,*® unless the 
value of the labor which is not exempt can be sepa- 
rated from the rest.47 Where wages are exempt, 
a judgment therefor recovered by an employee is 
also exempt.*8 Money awarded to a defendant out 
of the proceeds of his exempt real estate, and paid 
over to his attorney by the sheriff, is not lable to 
be attached in the hands of the attorney.49 

[§ 138] (2) Sale or Exchange. When exempt 
personal property is exchanged for property in kind 
or like character, the property received in exchange 
is also exempt.°° In some jurisdictions, under stat- 
utes requiring an allotment of exempt property and 
the recording of a list of the property allotted, the 
rule is qualified to the extent that the property 


36. Draffin v. Smith, 63 Ark. 83, 37 
SW 307; Atkinson y. Pittman, 47 46. Reed vy, 
Ark. 464, 2 SW 114; Carpenter v.|1168, 39 SE 445. 
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985, 31 KyL 217, 128 AMSR 263. 
Holbrook, 
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received in exchange must itself be allotted to the 
debtor as exempt, in the same way as the original 
property, the allotment in either case being a neces- 
sary condition precedent to the exemption.®! In 
other jurisdictions the rule is broader even than as 
first stated, without qualification, and property pur- 
chased with the proceeds of exempt property is 
exempt irrespective of the character or kind of the 
property thus purchased.®? The circumstance that 
the exempt property given in exchange is only a 
part of the consideration will not affect the debtor’s 
claim to exemption in the property received in ex- 
change,®* and he will be entitled to his exemption 
to the extent that the consideration given represents 
exempt property.°* Where a part of property is set 
apart as exempt at a certain valuation and after- 
ward the entire property, both exempt and nonex- 
empt, is sold for less than the inventoried value, 
claimant to the exemption agreeing thereto, he is 
only entitled to his pro rata share of the proceeds.*® 
Where none of the debtor’s exempt property, al- 
ready set apart to him as exempt, is given in ex- 
change for the property received, but it is pur- 
chased on credit, the fact that later payments on 
account are made out of earnings secured with the 
use of the purchased property will not make it ex- 
empt.°° Where the debtor voluntarily exchanges 
property specifically exempted for property that is 
not exempt, or sells property specifically exempted, 
and purchases property that is not exempt, the 
property so aequired is not exempt.®?’ This rule 
does not apply of course where a statute does not 
restrict the exemption to any particular articles, 
but allows the debtor to claim and select a certain 
amount of personal property. In such a case where 
a debtor has selected property as exempt, he may 
afterward make any use of it he chooses, and any- 
thing he may get in exchange for it will be exempt 
to the amount allowed by the statute.°8 And when 


jthe debts of the debtor the creditor 
had no more right to subject that 
portion of the purchase price which 


113 Ga. 


Cool, 115: Ind. 134, 17 NE 266; Junker 
Vv. Hustes, 113 Ind. 524, 16 NE LOGE 
Butner v. "Bowser, 104 Ina. 255,-3 NE 
889: Puett v. Beard, 86 Ind. 172, 44 
AmR 280; Mace v. Heath, 34 Nebr. 
54, 51 NW 317; Curlee v. Thomas, 74 
N. C. 51. Contra Ballard v. Waller, 
52 N. C. 84 (under a former North 


Carolina statute). 

‘Judgment for injury to exempt 

property see infra § 139. 

aera Moffett,v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
Gaster v. Hardie, 75 N. C. 460. 

39. McCray vy, Whitney, 56 Ind, A. 
94, 104 NE 979. 

40. Dortch v. Benton, 98 N. C. 190, 
3 SE. 638, 2 AmSR‘.331. 

[a] Money invested in land.—The 
personal-property exemption cannot 
be claimed out of moxey that has 
been invested in land, for the prop- 
erty is no longer personal property. 
Dortch v. Benton, 98 N. CQ, 190, 3 SH 
638, 2 AmSR 331. \ 

41. See statutory provistons. 


oe McNair v. Riesher, 8\Pa. Co. 
4 

eh McNair v. Riesher, 8 Pa. Co. 
494 


Homestead generally see Home- 
stead [21 Cyc 448]. \ 

44. Johnson y. Redwine, 105 Ga. 
449, 33 SH 676; Vanhook v. Robin- 
son, 105 SW 129, 31 KyL 1347. \ 

Qualifications of general rule seb 
infra § 138. 

45. Johnson v. Redwine, 105 Ga! 
449, 33 SE 676; Vanhook v. Robinson, 
105 SW 129, 31 Kyl 1347; Nicholson 
Vv. Nicholson, 125 Ky. 629, 101 SW 


Property purchased with earnings 
see supra § 115. 

Brand v. Clements, 116 Ga. 
42 SH 711, 94 ia 133... ° 

See supra § 10 

Gery v. Bis ood: 31 Pa. 329. 

Johnson vy. Franklin, 63 Ga. 
378; Morris v. Tennent, 56 Ga. 577; 
Bocth v. Martin, 158 Iowa 434, 139 
NW 888; Cook v. Allee, 119 Iowa 226, 
93 NW 93; Harris. v. Todd,* (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 158 SW 1189; Kingsland v. 
McGowan, 3 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 32. 

{a] Life insurance money, which 
is exempt, may be given in exchange 
for property, and the property pur- 
chased will be exempt. Booth v. 
Martin, 158 Iowa 434, 139 NW 888. 

Property purchased with earnings 
see supra § 115. 

51. Lioyd v. Durham, 60 N. C. 282. 

52. King v. Tompkins, 15 KyL 29; 
Musgrave v. Parish, 10 SW 464, 11 
KyL 998. 

[a] Promissory notes.—Notes re- 
ceived in exchange for exempt prop- 
erty are not subject to the claims 
of the debtor’s creditors. King v. 
Tompkins, 15 KyL 29. 

Property purchased with pension 
money see supra §§ 129, 130. 

53. Bridgers v. Howell, 20. Sue. 
425, 3 SE 790. 


54. Bridgers v. Howell, 27 S. Cc: 
425, 8 SEH 790. / 
[al Tlustration. “where part of 


the purchase price constituted a part 
of the debtor’s personal property ex- 


| emption and the real estate was then 


conveyed to his wife, it was held 
that on a sale of the land to satisfy 


constituted a part of the debtor’s ex- 
emption to the payment of his debts 
than if it had remained in the hands 
of the debtor. Bridgers v. Howell, 27 
S. C. 425, 3 SE 790. 

55. In re Arnold, 169 Fed. 1000; 
In re Ansley, 153 Fed. 983. 

56. Anderson y. Cook, 105 Ga. 496, 
39 SH &84. 
geen Ala.—Pool v. Reid, 15 Ala. 

Iowa.—Friedlander v. Mahoney, 31 
Iowa 311. 

Ky.—McLeod v. McLeod, 89 SW 
199, 28 KyL 284. 

N. Y. McGivney yv. Childs, 41 Hun 
607; Salsbury v. Parsons, 36 Hun 
12; "Wygant v. Smith, 2 Lans. 185. 

Pa.—Knabb_ v. Drake, 23 Pa. 489, 
62 AmD 352. 

Vt.—Connell vy. Fisk, 54 Vt. 381. 

Wis.—Roundy v. Converse, 71 Wis. 
524, 37 NW 811, 5 AmSR 240. 

“It is a familiar rule that property 
exempt from levy and sale on execu- 
tion only remains gsc, so long as it 
maintains its identity and is kept 
intact. A horse, under certain cir- 
cumstances, may be exempt, but, if 
sold and, the proceeds taken and in- 
vested in watches, they would not be 
exempt.” Salsbury v. Parsons, 36 
Hun (N. Y.) 12, 17. 

[a] MTlustration.—A colt which is 
not exempt under the statute as kept 
for a team is not exempt merely be- 
cause it was received in exchange for 
a horse which the debtor held as ex- 
empt under the statute. Connell ~7. 
Fish, 54 Vt. 381. 

58. Brewer v. Granger, 45 Ala. 580. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 138-139] 


a statute does not exempt specific articles, but ex- 
empts money to a certain amount, the rule does not 
always apply.°® When exempt property is sold for 
money, the money received is not exempt.®® Nor 
is a claim for the purchase money exempt.*! Nor 
will exemption be allowed in a judgment recovered 
for exempt property sold voluntarily,°2 even where 
there is a statute providing that an exemption given 
in property shall apply also to the judgment reeov- 
ered for its value when wrongfully seized on execu- 
tion by a ereditor.°* And if a debtor mortgages 
property specifically exempted, and it is sold under 
the mortgage, leaving ‘a surplus, he cannot claim 
such surplus as exempt.°¢ A wife who is entitled 
under certain circumstances to her husband’s ex- 
emption ®° is also bound by this rule, and cannot 
claim as exempt money received from the sale of 
property, which itself would have been exempt, if 
she had retained it in her possession.*¢ However, 
where the owner of exempt property sells it for 
money, intending to invest the proceeds in other 
exempt property of lke character, the money under 
these circumstances is held, in some jurisdictions, 
to be exempt.®? This qualification of the rule, how- 
ever, 1s based on the assumption that a reasonable 
time only is allowed for reinvestment, and that, un- 
der the circumstances of the case, the owner could 
not be expected reasonably to have carried out his 
declared intention at’ the time of his application for 
exemption.®® If an unreasonable time for reinvest- 
ment has elapsed, the proceeds of the sale will not 
be exempt,°® whether the time elapsed is reasonable 
or unreasonable being a question for the jury.’° 


59. Yates County Nat. Bank v. 


EXEMPTIONS 


in view of the wet season 


[25C.J.] 83 
[§ 139] (3) Involuntary Conversion; Sale on 
Execution. By the great weight of authority, if 


exempt property is converted into property not ex- 
empt otherwise than by the voluntary act of the 
debtor, the other property may be claimed as ex- 
empt. Thus, by the weight of authority, where 
exempt property is wrongfully taken from a debtor 
by proceedings in invitum, as on execution or at- 
tachment, or is injured or lost to him threugh any 
other wrongful act of another, a judgment recovered 
by him in an action for the trespass, conversion, or 
other wrong, or the money collected on such a judg- 
ment, is exempt.’? The same is true of a judgment 
under a statute making a creditor liable for evading 
the exemption by sending his claim out of the state 
for collection.*? This rule is established by statute 
in some states.7* The judgment in such a ease, or 
the proceeds thereof, will not be exempted indef- 
initely.?° The debtor must use the proceeds within 
a reasonable time to replace the exempt property of 
which he has been deprived.*® If it appears that 
the value of other property also entered into the 
judgment, and there is no showing upon which to 
make an apportionment, the rule exempting a judg- 
ment for the conversion of exempt property: does 
not apply.’* The costs of the judgment are also 
held exempt,’® but not the additional’? or ex- 
emplary ®° damages given over and above the value 
of the thing converted. Where a debtor is entitled 
to exemptions up to a certain amount, and property 
of an indivisible character is seized, he is entitled 
to a part of the proceeds of a sheriff’s sale equal to 
the amount of exemption.§! And where the only 


in the Tex.—Howard v, Tandy, 79 Tex. 


Carpenter, 119 N. Y. 550, 23 NE 1108, 
16 AmSR 855, 7 LRA 557; Wygant 
v. Smith; 2’ Lans: (N: 'Y¥.) 185: 

60. In re Brogan, 177: lowa 423, 
157 NW 952; Union County Inv. Co. 
v. Messix, 152 Iowa 412, 132 -NW 
823; Stephenson v. Lohn, 115 Minn. 
HoOey gine 13d NW 2018 [eit Cyc]; 
Charles v. Oatman, 2 PaLJR 452, 4 
PaLJ 239; Slater v. Rodgers, 2 Terr. 
i. 310. See Liedersdorf v. Meissner, 
(Wis.) 173 NW 218 (holding proceeds 
of bulk sale of lease of saloon not 
exempt). 

61. Avery Planter Co. v. Cole, 61 
Tll. A. 494; Reade v. Kerr, 52 Ill. A. 
467; Knabb v. Drake, 23 Pa. 489, 62 
AmD 352; Scott v. Brigham, 27 Vt. 
561. 


_ 62. Harrier v. Fassett, 56 Iowa 
264, 9 NW 217. 
63. Harrier v. Fassett, 56 Iowa 


264, 9 NW 217. 

64 Roundy v. Converse, 
524, 37 NW 811, 5 AmSR 240. 

[a] Foreclosure of chattel mort- 
gage.—A debtor who has executed a 
chattel mortgage on his stock in 
trade, without reserving the amount 
of his exemption, or claiming it 
while the property was in the hands 
of the mortgagee, cannot claim it out 
of the proceeds of a sale under the 
mortgage. ‘We are aware of no pro- 
vision of law whch extends the ex- 
emption of stock in trade to the 
proceeds of such stock realized upon 
a sale thereof.” Roundy v. Converse, 
71 Wis. 524, 528, 37 NW 811, 5 AmSR 


71 Wis. 


240. 

65. See supra § 32. 

66. Steele v. Leonori, 28 Mo. A. 
67 


5, 

67. Cullen v. Harris, 111 Mich. 20, 
69 NW 78. 66 AmSR 380; Blackford 
v. Boak, 73 Or. 61, 143 P 1136. 

68. Blackford v. Boak, 73 Or. 61, 
VASP L136. 

69. Blackford v. Boak, 73 Or. 61, 
143° PIUTS6. 

[a]. Tllustration—Where a team 
used for farming was sold, and a note 
taken for the price in December, it 
cannot be said as a matter of law, 


state, that on May of the following 
year an unreasonable time had 
elapsed for the investment of the 
proceeds in another team. Blackford 
Val Boake 7.3). On!) 61, ets Ps 136. 

70. See infra § 317. 

wi. in) nes Jones a3 4 Cas: No: 
7,445, 2 Dill. 343; Ancrews v. Rowan, 
28 HowPr (N. Y.) 126; Duff v. Wells, 
7 Heisk. (Tenn.) 17; Ward v. Gog- 
gan, 4 Tex. Civ. A. 274, 23 SW 479. 

[a] A sale of exempt property by 
an assignee in bankruptcy or insol- 
vency, after the debtor has claimed 
it, cannot defeat his rights. In such 
a -case he may assert his claim 
against the proceeds of the property 
in the hands of the court for distri- 


bution. In re Jones, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,445,.2 Dill. 343. 
72. Ark.—Draffin v. Smith, 63 Ark. 


83, 37 SW 307. 

Ga.—Harrell v. Harrell, 77 Ga. 130, 
3 SE 12% 

Iowa.—Reynolds v. Haines, 83 
Iowa 342, 49 NW 851, 32 AmSR 311, 
TS IGRAMULOe 

Kan.—Treat v. Wilson, 65 Kan. 729, 
KOMP 89 3. 

Ky.—Myers v. Forsythe, 10 Bush 
394; Collett v. Jones, 7 B. Mon. 586. 

Mich.—Cullen vy. Harris, 111 Mich. 
20, 69 NW 78, 66 AmSR 380. 

Minn.—Wylie v. Grundysen, 51 
Minn. 360, 53 NW 805. Contra Tem- 
ple v. Scott, 3 Minn, 419. 4 

Mo.—Wabash R. Co. v. Bowring, 
LOS MoL AVNLS8i57 SiWeol06. 

Pa.—Steele v. McKerrihan, 172 Pa. 
280, 33 A 570; McFarland vy. Short, 
VE Chest.. Com 410i) sContra, ‘Knabbs v-. 
Drake, 23 Pa. 489, 62 AmD 352 (where 
the court was evidently influenced in 
its decision by the fact that half 
the sum recovered was given as ex- 
emplary damages). 

Ss. D.—Davidson v. Meyers, 29 S. D. 
57, 135 NW 720: Long v. Collins, 15 
S. D. 259, 88 NW 571; Cleveland v. 
McCanna, 7S. D. 455, 75 NW 9058. 

Tenn.—Crawford v. Carroll,. 93 
Tenn. 661, 27 SW 1010, 42 AmSR 943, 
26 LRA 415; Duff v. Wells, 7 Heisk. 
LT. 


450, 15 SW 578; Burke v. Hance, 76 
Tex. 76, 13 SW 163, 18 AmSR 28. 
Utah.—Snow v. West, 37 Utah 528, 


LTO Ps 52: 

Vt.—Keyes v. Rines, 37 Vt. 260, 
86 AmD 707; Stebbins v. Peeler, 29 
Viti S289) 

Wis.—Below v. Robbins, 76 Wis. 
600, 45 NW 416, 20 AmSR 89, 8 LRA 
467 


{a] Exempt stock killed by rail- 
road company.—A judgment recov- 
ered by the owner of an exempt horse 
against a rallroad company for neg- 
ligently killing the horse is exempt. 
Crawford v. Carroll, 93 Tenn. 661, 27 
SW 1010, 42 AmSR 943, 26 LRA 415. 

73. Steel v. McKerrihan, 172 Pa. 
280, 33 A 570. 

[a] Judgment in place of wages. 
—Under such a statute as this, where 
a debtor recovers a judgment against 
a creditor who has sent the claim 
out of the state and collected it by 
garnishment of wages exempt in the 
state, the judgment takes the place 
of the wages and is exempt. Steel 
v. McKerrihan, 172 Pa. 280, 33 A 


570. 

74. Wylie v. Grundysen, 51 Minn. 
360, 53 NW 805, 38 AmSR 509, 19 
LRA 33. Contra Temple v. Scott, 3 
Minn. 419 (decided prior to the 
statute). 

75. See Tillotson v. Wolcott, 48 
NonY= S82 

76. See Tillotson vy. Wolcott, 48 


NPs LS Si 

77. Burke v. Hance, 76 Tex. 76, 
13 SW 1638, 18 AmSR 28. 

78. Long v. Collins, 16 S. D. 625, 
94 NW 700, 102 AmSR 724; Below v. 
Robbins, 76 Wis. 600, 45 NW 416, 20 
AmSR 89, 8 LRA 467. 

79. Johnson v. Edde, 58 Miss. 664. 

80. See Knabb v. Drake, 23 Pa. 
489, 62 AmD 352. 

81. WVve v. McNeill, 3 B. C. 24. 

{a] Tllustration—Where a horse, 
the only exigible personalty of de- 
fendant, was taken in execution, and 
was appraised at one thousand dol- 
lars, the debtor is entitled to be paid 
five hundred dollars as the amount 


84 [25C.J.] 


property of the debtor is a chattel worth more than 
the exemption to which he.is entitled, his debtor’s 
right attaches to the proceeds under the statute.®? 
Where a debtor’s exemption rights exist independ- 
ently of any selection made by him, and the exempt 
articles are a part only of a large group of the same 
kind, the debtor is entitled to the proceeds of the 
sale of those articles in the class which brought the 
highest price.®? 

[§ 140] (4) Insurance Money. Although there 
is authority to the contrary,** it is very generally 
held that, when exempt property is destroyed by 
fire, the proceeds of a policy of insurance thereon 
are exempt.8> And it has been held that this is so 
even though the creditor had a lien on the property 
destroyed,®® unless there is an agreement between 
the debtor and the creditor that the debtor will in- 
sure the property for the benefit of the creditor.®” 
But the property must be exempt,®* and it must 
have been exempt at the time it was burned.*® Pro- 
ceeds of property, which was not exempt at the 
time it was burned, but which would have been 
exempt if it had been in existence at the time of 
spit, is not exempt.°° The statute in some states 
requires a reinvestment, within a reasonable time, 
of the proceeds of a fire insurance policy, in other 
property to replace the property destroyed;*! and 
the proceeds of the policy within that limit of time 
are exempt.°? 

Insurance against loss of wages. Under a statute 
exempting current wages for personal services, the 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 139-142 


proceeds of a claim under an accident insurance 
policy for loss of wages by the insured while he 
was incapacitated from illness cannot be brought 
within the terms of the statute, and are not exempt 
even though the wages were exempt and the pre- 
miums of the policy were paid from the exempt 
wages,°3 

[§ 141] b. Product. When specific property is 
exempted in order that the debtor may have the 
product for the support of himself and family, the 
product alsosis exempt. °4 Sometimes the statute 
exempts the product in express terms.°° But crops 
are not exempted under a statute exempting pro- 
visions because of the fact that they are produced 
by labor performed under ‘sustenance afforded by 
exempt provisions.°® The natural increase of ex- 
empt animals has been held subject to execution for 
the owner’s debts.°7 

[§ 142] 18. Property in Lieu of Specific Ex- 
emptions. In the absence of a provision in the 
statute other property cannot be selected in lieu 
of property specifically exempted.®® A statute which 
gives the debtor the right to exempt ‘‘other prop- 
erty’’ in leu of articles specifically exempt gives 
the debtor the right to select any articles, provided 
his whole exemption does not exceed in value the 
statutory limit.°® He is not restricted to articles 
which can be used by him in prosecuting his busi- 
ness. He may claim any articles within the stat- 
utory limit.1. Nor is it necessary that he should 
own any of the articles specifically exempt under 


of his exemption by the sheriff out 
of the proceeds of its sale. Vye v. 
MeNeilly. 3. Binc. : 

62. Yorkshire Guarantee, etc., 
Corp. v. Cooper,.10 B. C. 65. 

{a] Ilustration.—Where a steam- 
ship, the only exigible personalty of 
the debtor, was sold by the sheriff, 
and one thousand dollars realized for 
the sale, the debtor is entitled to the 
payment of five hundred dollars as 
his exemption out of the proceeds. 
Yorkshire Guarantee, etc., Corp. v. 
Covper, 10 B. C. 65. : 

83. Anderson v. Dever, 109 Miss. 
235, 68 S 166. 

84. Monniea v. German Ins. Co., 
12 Tll. A. 240; Smith v. Ratcliff, 66 


Miss. 683, 6 Ss 460, 14 AmSR 606; 
Wooster v. Page, 54 N. H. .125, 20 
AmR 128. 


ShioeAla—Mllishva Prath.City, ell 
Ala. 629, 20 S 649, 56 AmSR 75, 338 
LRA 264. j 

Ariz.—Wilson v. Lowry, 5 Ariz. 
SiS ia ora Sect CATA 

Ark.—Probst v. Scott, 31 Ark. 652 

Cal.—Houghton v. Lee, 50 Cal. 101; 
Langley vy. Finnall, 2 Cal. A. 231, 83 
Pe 2945 

Iowa.—Reynolds_ v. 
Iowa 342, 49 NW 851, 
13 LRA 1719. rh 

Kan,.—Armstrong-Turner Millinery 
Conky Rounds Tsou Reeve: 

Minn.—Fletcher v. Staples, 62 
Minn. 471, 64 NW 1150. 

N. Y.—Tillotson v. Wolcott, 48 
N. Y. 188; Bliss v. Raynor, 91 Hun 
250, 36 NYS 156; Cooney v. Cooney, 
€5 Barb. 524; Bayer v. Sack, 66 Misc. 
536, 121 NYS 1122. 

Pa.—Strouse v. Becker, 44 Pa. 206. 

Tex.—Westchester F. Ins. Co. v. 
Goggan, (Civ. A.) 203 SW 163; Geise 
v. Pennsylvania F. Ins. Co., (Civ. 
A.) 107 SW 555; Ward v. Goggan, 
4 Tex. Civ. A. 274, 23 SW 479. 

Wash.—Puget Sound Dressed Beef, 
etc, Cos vi. Jeffs, 11 Wash. 466) 39 
P 962, 48 AmSR 885, 27 LRA 808. 
of Ont'—Osler v. Muter, Bye Obahes «s\n 


Haines, 83 
82 AmSR 311, 


“The money due on the policy 
stands in the place of the property 
destroyed, and this must be true 


whether the money takes the place 
of the property by contract, or is 
acquired in invitum by proceedings 
against the owner.’ Reynolds v. 
Haines, 83 Iowa 342, 344, 49 NW 851, 
32 AmSR 311, 13 LRA 719. 

86. Westchester Wr ihsiaiCoray. 
Goggan, (Tex. Civ. A.) 203 “Sw 163; 
Ward v. Goggan, 4 Tex. Civ. A. 274, 
23 SW 479. 

[a] MTlustration.—A chattel mort- 
gage gives the mortgagee no lien 
upon proceeds of a fire insurance 
policy upon the property, where the 
policy is taken by the debtor for his 
own protection. Westchester F. Ins. 
oe v. Goggan, (Tex. Civ. A.) 203 SW 

87. Mosley v. Stratton, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 203 SW 397. 

88. Stratton v. Westchester F. 
Jnsi Coss (Tex. Civ.) A.) US2.Siwe 4° 

89. Peerless Pac. Co. v. Burck- 
hard, 90 Wash. 221, 155 P 1037, LRA 
1917C 3538, AnnCas1918B 247, 

90. Peerless Pac. Co. v. Burck- 
hard, 90 Wash. 221, 155 P 1037, LRA 
1917C 358, AnnCas1918B 247. 

91. Bayer v. Sack, 66 Misc. 536, 
121 NYS 1122. ' 

92. Bayer v. Sack, 66 Misc. 536; 
121 NYS 1122. 

93. Mitchell v. Western Casualty, 
ete, Ins, Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 163 SW 


Requirements as toe residence of in- 
sured see supra § 1 

94, Leavitt v. Metcalf, 2 Vt. 342, 
19 AmD. 718. 

[a] Butter from cow.—A statute 
exempting a debtor’s only cow also 
exempts butter produced by her. 
“What are we to understand by al- 
ways excepting one cow? Is it not 
that the family may have a support? 
We ,cannot presume that they in- 
tended the debtor should be at the 
expense of keeping the cow, and for 
the creditor to have the profits. 
Hence it must follow that the butter 
made from said cow must necessarily 
be within the exceptions.” Leavitt 
v. Metcalf, 2 Vt. 342, 343, 19 AmD 718. 
Ne animals exempt see supra 

11 Wend. 


95. Hall vy. ' Penney, 


(N. Y.) 44, 25 AmD 601. 

96. Butler v. Shiver, 
4 SE 115. 

Crops exempt see supra §§ 71, 73. 

97. Citizens’ Nat. Bank v. Green, 
78 N. GC, 247. 

Site animals exempt see supra 

72. 

Work animals exempt see supra 
S'S 9.08 09m), 

98. In re Scheier, 188 Fed. 744 
(Washington case); Peak vy. Weller, 
10 KyL 1538; Carter v. Davis, 6 Wash. 
327, 33 P 833. 

[a] For example (1) no part of 
the proceeds of land can be set apart 
in lieu of exempted articles not on 
hand, this substitution, if made at 
all, must be made out of personal 
property or money, since there is no 
provision allowing it to be made up 
in land or by a sale of land. Peak 
v. Weller, 10 KyL 153. (2) Under Rem- 
ington & B. Code (Wash.) § 563 subd 
4, providing that a debtor shall have 
exempt certain domestic animals and 
the feed therefor for six months, and 
also provisions and fuel for his fam- 
ily, a debtor who has not the ani- 
mals referred to cannot select other 
property in lieu thereof and hold it 
exempt from his creditors. In re 
Scheier, 188 Fed. 744. 

99. Hills v. Joseph, 229 Fed. 865, 
144 CCA 147 (Washington case); In 
re Crook, 219 Fed. 979 (Washington 
case); Miller v. Mahoney, 16 Kyl 
400; Mahan v. Scruggs, 29 Mo. 282; 
Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. A. 5387, 
121 SW 789; Lemagie v. Acme Stamp 
Works, 98 Wash. 34, 167 P 60 [overr 
Creditors’ Collection Assoc. v. Bis- 
bee, 80 Wash. 358, 141 P 886]. 

[a] Merchandise in iieu of ani- 
mals.—Under Remington & B. Code 
(Wash.) § 563, providing that a 
householder is entitled, in lieu of ex- 
empt animals, to select other prop- 
erty not exceeding two hundred and 
fifty dollars in value, he is not lim- 
ited to the selection of other animate 
property, but may select merchan- 
dise from his stock in trade tothe 
amount stated. Hills v. Joseph, 229 
Fed. 865, 144 CCA 147. 

1. Wyckoff v. Wyllis, 8 Mich. 48. 


79 Ga, 172, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


| | §§ 142-143] 


the statute in order to claim the benefits of other 
exemptions in lieu thereof.2- And a debtor who owns 
only a portion of such articles may select such 
portion as exempt, and, in addition thereto, any 
other property which, together with such portion, 
will not exceed the sum specified in the statute.* 
But he must own the property which he claims,‘ 
and he must own it at the time it is so claimed.5 
And so where the debtor has fraudulently conveyed 
property, he cannot afterward make a selection of 
it in heu of property specifically exempt and claim 
it to be exempt under statute,? even though the 


conveyance cannot be held as fraudulent as against / 


property at that time exempt.’ Statutes giving a 
debtor a right to select ‘‘other property’’ in lieu 
of property specifically exempted have been held 
to exempt money,® and the right to the money ex- 
emption under an ‘‘other property’’ statute is not 
curtailed by a statute in the same jurisdiction pro- 
viding in express terms for a money exemption in 
a particular case,? but the right is sometimes re- 
stricted by express provision of the statute° <A 
debtor entitled to a money exemption out of a fund 
in the hands of his assignee for the benefit of cred- 
itors is restricted to money which he owned or in 
which he had an interest at the time of the assign- 
ment, or at the farthest, to the proceeds for which 
the property was sold. The claim cannot be extended 
to money made by the assignee’s care, management, 
and use of the assigned property.1! The debtor may 
claim his exemption out of the rents and profits 
of a life estate appraised at less than the statutory 
amount.}? 

Property in lieu of provisions and provender. 
Statutes in some jurisdictions exempt other personal 


{a] Dlustration.—In Michigan a 
debtor engaged in a business which 
would entitle him to claim a team as 
exempt may select instead of it other 
property to the value of two hundred 

_and fifty dollars necessary to enable 

him to carry en the same business, 
although without a team he would be 
obliged to change entirely the mode 
of conducting his business. Wyckoff 
_v. Wyllis, 8 Mich. 48 

2. State v. Beamer, 73 Mo. 37; 


cel of -and 


10. 
[a] 


EXEMPTIONS 


fendant shall have one hundred dol- 
lars in morey, and that this section 19. 
shall only apply where a Single par- 
or a single article of 
personal property is levied on. 
ler v. State, 99 Md. 594, 58 A 444. 
See statutory provisions. 
Money due as wages.—Under 
Remington & B. Code (Wash.) § 703, 
as amended by L. 
claring that no money due as wages 
shall be exempt from 


[25C.J.] 85 
property in lieu of provisions and provender not 
on hand.'® Under these statutes it is held that a 
debtor is restricted to an exemption in personal 
property in his possession and not seized. He 
is not entitled to an exemption in personal property 
which has been seized on execution,!> unless he has 
no other personal property which can be elaimed.?® 
Under this rule in order to defeat a claim of ex- 
emption in lieu of necessary provisions for the 
debtor and his family, that the debtor shall have in 
his possession such property which he can use in 
order to obtain the necessary provisions.’7 It is 
not enough to show that he has recovered a judg- 
ment for money of an amount sufficient for such 
purpose.18 Improvements erected by a debtor on 
the land of his wife are not personal property which 
may be set apart by the debtor as exempt in lieu 
of provisions and provender not on hand.}® 

[§ 143] 19. Property Necessary to Enjoyment 
of Exempt Property. It has been held that property 
essential to the beneficial enjoyment of property 
specifically exempted is also exempt.?° A statute 
exempting ‘‘beasts of the plow’’ does not exempt 
a wagon or harness.24- And where a statutory or 
constitutional provision is so far specifie as to in- 
elude the draft animal and wagon, an omission of 
the harness is a sufficient indication of the legisla- 
tive intent to preclude its exemption by judicial 
construction.?”,_ But on the other hand there is 
authority for holding a rope, a saddle and bridle,** 
a harness,?> and even a wagon and, harness 7° ex- 
empt as necessary to the enjoyment of an exempt 
horse. Where the exemption of a horse is held to 
carry with it by implication the exemption of other 


articles necessary to its enjoyment, it is sufficient 
915, 19 KyL 1087. 

Lawson v. S. T..Barlow Co., 
51 SW_ 3814, 21 KyL 308. 

20. Kiebs v. Nicholson, 118 Iowa 
134;--91 NW 923, 96 AmSR 73705 
Thompson y. Peterson, 122 Minn. 228, 
142 NW 307; Dearborn vy. Phillips, 
21 Tex. 449; Cobbs v. Coleman, i4 
Tex. 594; Nelson v. Gurney, Man. t. 
Wood 173. 

[a] For example, where a piano 
is exempt, a plush cover and piano 


Fow- 


(1907) p 477, de- 


garnishment 


State v. Farmer, 21 Mo. 160. 


8. Mahan v. Scruggs, 29 Mo. 282. 

4 State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 
294, 1583 SW 726. 

5. State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 
294, 158 SW 726. 

6. State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 
294, 158 SW 726. 

7. State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 
294, 158 SW 726. 

8. In re Swanson, 213 Fed. 353 


(also a Washington case but decided 
before the exemption statute had 
been construed by the supreme court 
of Washington and holding contra to 
the later state decision that ‘other 
property” might include money); 
Fowler v. State, 99 Md. 594, 58 A 
444, Contra Creditors’ Collection 
Assoc. v. Bisbee, 80 Wash. 358, 141 
P 886 [overr Lemagie vy. Acme Stamp 
Works, 98 Wash. 34, 167 P 60]. 

9. Fowler v. State, $9 Md. 594, 58 
A 444 [dist State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 
314]. : 

[a] Illustration.—On an execution 
sale by a sheriff of an equity of re- 
demption in two tracts of land cov- 
ered by three mortgages, two of them 
for one thousand dollars each and the 
other for one thousand one hundred 
dollars, a judgment debtor was en- 
titled to his exemption in money, not- 
withstanding Acts (1861) ec 7 § 3 
(Code Pub. Gen. L. art 83 § 10), pro- 
viding that if property of defendant, 
real or persoaal, cannot be divided 
so as to set aside a portion valued 
at one hundred dollars without loss, 
then the whole shall be sold and de- 


in lieu of other property, debtor can- 
not be allowed exemption out: of 
money due as wages in lieu of live 
stock specifically exempted to head 
of family by § 563 subd 4. In re 
French, 250 Fed. 644. 

11. Bausman’s App., 90 Pa. 178. 

[a] Ilustration.—Rent which the 
assignees receive after an assign- 
ment, not on:a term existing at the 
time of the assignment but on a 
letting afterward, cannot be allowed 
to a debtor who has reserved his 
three-hundred-dollar exemption in 
the assignment. Bausman’s App., 90 


Rasps: 

12. Buchi v. Pund, 9 Pa. Dist. 446, 
24 Pa. Co. 335; Sener v. Scherff, 10 
Paw Couo29: 

13. See statutory provisions. 


14. Turner-Looker Co. y. Garvey, 
43 SW 202, 19 KyL 1205. 

[a] A crop of tobacco is not “in- 
come earned by labor,’ within St. 
§ 1697, relating to exemptions, and 
is not exempt from coercive sale for 
debt, except when debtor has no 
provender on hand suitable for the 
maintenance of his live’ stock, in 
which case the tobacco is exempt in 
lieu of such provender. People’s 
Bank v. Cocanaugher, 183 Ky. 73, 208 
SW 322. 


15. Turner-Looker Co. v. Garvey, 
43 SW 202, 19 KvL 1205. 

16. Turner-Looker Co. v. Garvey, 
438 SW 202, 19 KyL 1205. 

17. Braswell v. Rehkoff, 42 SW 
916. 19 KvL 1037. 

18. Braswell v. Rehkoff, 42 SW 


stool necessary to this implement are 
also exempt. Tnompson vy. Peterson, 
122 Minn. 228, 142 NW 307. 

Property necessary for the prose- 
cution of trade see supra $ 83. 

21. Somers v. Emerson, 58 N. H. 
48; Carty v. Drew, 46 Vt. 346. 

22. Green v. Traylor, 142 La. 492, 


77 S 127; Somers v. Hmerson,; 58 
INGE EE R430 
[a] For example.—(1) A _ consti- 


tutional provision expressly exempt- 
ing draft animals and wagons but 
omitting harness has been held not 
to exempt the harness, even though 
the harness is actually used in con- 
nection with animals and wagons 
that are exempt. Green vy. Traylor 
142 La. 492, 77 S 12% (2) A statu- 
tory provision exempting a horse re- 
quired for farming or teaming pur- 
poses, or other actual use, does not 
include a vehicle and harness. Som- 
ers v. Emerson, 58 N. H. 48 
Vehicles and karness e-empt un- 
der express statutory provision see 


supra § 92. 
23. Dearborn y. Phillips, 21 Tex. 
449, 


24. Cobbs v. Coleman, 14 Tex. 594. 


25. Nelson vy. Gurney, Man. t. 
Wood 173. 
26. Krebs v. Nicholson, 118 Iowa 


134, 91 NW 923. 96 AmSR 370. 

[a] TDlustration.—A road cart and 
harness appurtenant to a stallion and 
used to convey defendant from place 
to place as he was using the stallion 
for stud service comes within Code 
§ 4008, exempting to a laborer a team 
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if they are reasonably necessary and convenient. It 
is not required that they should be indispensable.?? 
Food necessary for exempt stock is not exempt on 
that ground, in the absence of a statute expressly 
exempting it.7° 

[§ 144] B. Title or Right & Support Claim—l. 
In General. As a general rule title or ownership 
of the property claimed as exempt must rest in the 
person claiming the exemption,*® although there are 
statutes which permit the claim to be made by one 
who is merely in the possession of the property,®° 
and a statute has been so construed where it merely 
exempted certain articles, without expressly re- 
quiring title.*1 Further possession is prima facie 
evidence of title sufficient to entitle the one in 
possession to his exemption.*? Ownership as_be- 
tween the head of a family and other members of 
the same family becomes immaterial in the case of 
household furniture specifically exempt.** A pur- 
chaser who, under the terms of sale from the vendor, 
does not acquire title to the property until the 
purchase price has been paid has still such an in- 
terest in it as will support his claim of exemption 
against any creditor other than the vendor of the 
property. It is not necessary that the claimant 
should be in actual possession of the property to 


with the wagon or other vehicle and Co. v. Segura, 
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128 La. 6438, 55 S 2; 


[§§ 143-144 


which he claims exemption.*®> Possession through an 
agent is sufficient.°° 

Mortgage. The fact that exempt iets has 
been mortgaged will not prevent the debtor from 
asserting his right of exemption as against the levy- 
ing officer,?7 or as against persons other than the 
mortgagee.*8 But where the property is in the pos- 
session of the mortgagee, the mortgagor cannot as- 
sert that it is exempt.®? 

Sale. Where the owner of property sells it to 
another, he loses his right to exemption in it,*® 
unless the contract of sale has been rescinded and 
the debtor has regained possession.4! An intention 
to sell or exchange property, or negotiations there- 
for, or even a contract to sell or exchange, does not 
prevent a debtor from claiming the property as ex- 
empt, if there is in fact no consummated sale or 
exchange.*? 3 

Time of ownership or possession. The require- 
ment that the claimant shall be the owner of the 
property or in possession relates to the date of the 
seizure.*® If the claimant 1s in possession at the 
date of the seizure, the fact that he is later not in 
possession becomes immaterial.*# 

Estoppel. <A creditor who attaches a debtor’s 
goods to recover their price is thereby estopped to 


would be a poor privilege, and con- 


the harness or other tackle by the 
use of which he habitually earns his 
living. Krebs v. Nicholson, 118 lowa 
134, 91 NW 923. 

27. In re Bowman. 83 Cal. 153, 23 
12) yey 

[a] Wagon sheet and lines.—Un- 
der a statute exempting to a team- 
ster two horses with their harness, 
a teamster may hold as exempt a 
wagon sheet and a pair of six-horse 
lines, as the evidence showed that 
the six-horse lines ‘“‘were useful and 
convenient to use with two horses.” 
In re Bowman, 83 Cal. 153, 23 P 
los 

Necessity of use a prerequisite to 
exemption of work animals see supra 
§ 94. 

23. Rue: vy. Alter, 5° Den. (N. Y.) 
a hy els 

[a] Iustration.—Where a statute 
exempts ‘“‘one cow and two swine and 
the necessary food for them,” and 
another statute, ‘in addition to the 
articles now exempt,’ exempts a 
team, but says nothing about food 
therefor, necessary food for an ex- 
empt team is not exempt. Rue v. 
Altern pe Denae(IN.) Ye) a9. 

Exemption of food for exempt ani- 
mals see supra § 73. 

29. Fla.—Hinson v. Booth, 39 Fla. 
323, 22 S 687. 

Tll.— Cassell v. Williams, 12 Ill. 
387; Bohn v. Weeks, 50 Ill. A. 236. 

Ind.—Holman y. Martin, 12 Ind. 
pies 

Md.—Miles v. State, 73 Md. 398, 21 
A 51. 

Mo.—State v. Springate, 51 Mo, A. 
619; Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. 
A. 148. 

Mont.—Tetrault v. Ingraham, 54 
Mont. 524, 171 P 1148, 1149 [eit Cyc]. 

N. Y.—Plumiera v. Bricka, 79 Misc. 
468, 140 NYS 171. 

Pa.—Gilleland v. Rhoads, 34 Pa. 
ee Larkin v. McAnnally, 5 Phila. 


ae 

466. 
-Vt.—Ecson v. Trask, 22 Vt. 18. 

Presumptions as to ownership or 
right to possession see infra § 307. 

“There can never be in one the 
right to an exemption of property 
that belongs to another.’ Hinson v. 
Booth, 39 Fla. 333, 349, 22 S 687. 

[a] Crops.—Right to exemption 
in crops is in the one who grows 
them, whether he is the owner of the 
land or a tenant. Rynella Mill, etc., 


Byrd v. Curlin, 1 Humphr. 
i 


Hinton vy. Roane, 124 La. 927, 50 S 
198, 134 AmSR 526; Dejean y. Lee, 
14 ea. 0239) 50WS) 25, 

30.' Mozley y. Fontana, 124 Ga. 
376, 52 SH 443. 

“Tt is not essential that the head 
of a family should have the-legal 
title to property in order to apply 
for a homestead or exemption. ‘No 
present interest or estate in land be- 
yond that implied in the fact of pos- 
session is requisite to sustain the 
claim of exemption as against a debt 
or lien inferior to the exemption 
right.’ Whitehead v. Mundy, 91 Ga. 
198, 17 SE 287; Pendleton vy. Hooper, 
8% Ga. 108,13 SH 313, 27 AmSR 227.” 
Mozley v. Fontana, 124 Ga. 376, 377, 
52.SE) (443: 

Claim by tenant see supra § 26. 

31. Steen v. Hamblet, 66 Miss. 112, 
5 S 524. 

[a] MNlustration.—Under a statute 
declaring: “The following property 
shall be exempt from seizure under 
execution or attachment,” and enu- 
merating different articles, without 
saying anything as to the title of the 
debtor, it was not necessary for the 
debtor, to entitle him to claim such 
articles as exempt, to show that he 
had title thereto. “Certain things are 
exempt from seizure under execution. 

. . It matters not by what tenure 
the articles are held by the defend- 
ant, they cannot be taken from him. 
His right may be merely possessory, 
and the allowance of exemption may 
enure to the benefit of some one else, 
who may wrest the property from 
him; but they are exempt because 
the statute so provides, and it does 
not make exemption depend on the 
title of the defendant.” Steen v. 
Hamblet, 66 Miss. 112, 116, 5 S 524. 

32. Hoyt v. Van Alstyne, 15 Barb. 
GNA ey ues: 

[a] Mlustration.—In an action of 
trespass against an officer for taking 
exempt property, it is prima facie 
sufficient on the question cf title for 
plaintiff: to show that when the prop- 
erty was taken he was in possession 
claiming title, for no one but the 
true owner or one who connects him- 
self with the true owner can impeach 


his title. Hoyt v. Van Alstyne, 15 
Barb. (N. Y.) 568. 
33. Harrison v. Forster, 94 Kan. 


284, 146 P3855. 

[al Reason for rule.—‘A home 
which creditors could strip of the 
things essential to home maintenance 


| of keeping 


sequently a minimum amount of 
property essential to a family exist- 
ence was exempted from seizure and 
sale for the payment of debts. It is 
a matter of common knowledge that 
the family library will quite cer- 
tainly be made up of books con- 
tributed by both husband and wife. 
The same is true with respect to 
musical instruments and household 
furniture, implements, and _ utensils, 
and is likely to be true with respect 
to all property specified in the fifth, 
sixth, and seventh subdivisions of 
the statute. If family property not 
belonging to the person occupying 
the position of head of the family 
could be seized and sold the means 
the family intact would . 
be destroyed and the purpose of the ~ 
legislature in creating the exemption 
would be _ defeated.’ Harrison  v.- 
Foster, 94 Kan. 284, 286, 146 P 855. 
84 Stein v. Staats, 74 W. Va. 357, 
81. SE 1132. ; 


35. Garner vy. Freeman, 118 La. 
184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361. 
[a] Incarceration of claimant 


does not deprive him 
to exemption. Garner v. Freeman, 
118 La, 184, 


42 S 767, 118 AmSR 
361. 


36. Garner v. Freeman, is La. 
184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 36 
ees McMartin v. Hodhoers ‘2 Ont. 


38. Patten vy. Smith, 4 Conn. 450, 
10 AmD 166; Murphy v. Mulconnery, 
PSSA 500; Collett v. Jones, 2 B. 


of his right 


Mon. (Ky,) 19, 36 AmD 586; Emer- 
oon v. Bacon, 58 Mich. 526, 25 NW 
[a] Absolute bill of sale as se- 


curity.—And a person who has given 
an absolute bill of sale of property 
merely as security for the payment 
of a debt may claim the property as 
exempt as against other creditors, 
for the ‘bill of sale is in effect a 
mortgage only. Emerson v. Bacon, 
58 Mich. 526, 25 NW _ 503. 

39. Wisenberg v. SBurchinell, 10 
Colo. {AN 457, 2522 eee 
195 


40. See infra’ § 

41. Boesker v. Pickett, 81 Ind. 554; 
Duvall v. Rollins, 68 N. C. 220. 

42. Kriesel v. Eddy, 37 Nebr. 63, 
55 NW 224; Duvall v. Rollins, 68 
N.. |G.7 2:20: 

43. Garner v. Freeman, 118 La. 
18h 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361. 

44. Garner v. Freeman, 118 la. 
184, 42 S 767, 118 AmSR 361. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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allege or prove, as a bar to the debtor’s claim to 
exemption, that the goods levied on were consigned 
by him to defendant for sale, and are therefore not 
} But the officer who 
levies upon the property as the property of the 
debtor 1s not thereby estopped to deny the debtor’s 
title in an action by the debtor against him for 
disregarding a claim of exemption and selling the 


the property of the debtor.*® 


property.*¢ 


[§ 145] 2. Joint Ownership. A tenant in com- 
mon 1s generally allowed to claim an exemption in 
his undivided interest in a chattel.47 
weight of authority it makes no difference in the 
application of this rule that the property is of such 
a nature as to be incapable of division in kind,*% 
although there is contrary authority.*® Joint prop- 


45. Kolsky v. Loveman, 97 Ala. 


543, 12 S 720. 
See Cassell v. Williams, 12 Til. 


eet Cal.—Servanti v. Lusk, 43 Cal. 
Ill.—Heckle v. Grewe, 125 Ill. 58, 
17 NE 437, 8 AmSR 332 [aff 26 Ill. 
A. 339]. 
Iowa.—Sterman vy. Hann, 160 Iowa 
256, 141 NW 934, 46 LRANS 287. 
N. Y.—Radcliff v. Wood, 25 Barb. 


52. 

sc ais ne v. Hollibaugh, 3 Pa. Co. 
Ss. C.— Moyer v. Drummond, 32 S. C. 

ae 10 SE 952, 17 AmSR 850, 7 LRA 


Tenn.—Rutledge vy. Rutledge, 8 


Baxty 33. 

Tex.—Rogers vy. Fuller, (Civ. <A.) 
142 SW 68. 

Wash.—Dennis v. Kass, 11 Wash. 


353, 39 P 656, 48 AmSR 880. 
- Wis.—Newton vy. Howe, 29 Wis. 
531, 9 AmR 616. 

[a] Application.—Under: the act 
of April 9, 1849, providing that 
“property to the value of three hun- 
dred dollars shall be exempt from 
levy and sale on execution or by dis- 
tress for rent,’’ a tenant in common 
is entitled to his exemption out of 
the fund raised by a sale of the 
real estate in proceedings in parti- 
tion, notwithstanding the funds out 
of which he claims his exemption 
were not raised by sale on execution. 
Reed v. Hollibaugh, 2 Pa. Co. 20. 

48. Sterman v. Hann, 160 Iowa 
356, 141 NW 934, 46 LRANS 287; 
Radcliff v. Wood, 25 Barb. (N. Y.) 
52; Rutledge v. Rutledge, 8 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 33. 

[a] MTliustration.— (1) Where a 
debtor owned a joint interest in a 
sate, kept by him for use in his 
business as a physician and surgeon, 
the owner of the other interest al- 
lowing him possession, he could 
claim the safe as property exempt 
from execution, even though his title 
was not in severalty. Sterman v. 
Hann, 160 Iowa 356, 141 NW 934, 
46 LRANS 287. (2) A debtor who 
is only part owner of a team can 
claim his interest as exempt under 
a statute exempting a team “owned” 
by a householder. Radcliff v. Wood, 
25 Barb. (N. Y.) 52. 

49. Ex p. Robinson, 20 F. Cas. No. 
11,933, 7 Biss. 125 (under Wisconsin 
statute); Wright v. Pratt, 31 Wis. 
99. 


Pa, 18, 28 A 471; 
walt, 25 Pa. Co. 400. x 

fa] Rule applied.—Property owned 
jointly by the judgment debtor and 
his wife cannot be claimed as wholly 
exempt from seizure, under execu- 
tion against them jointly, upon the 
ground that the husband is a peddler 
of bread, habitually earning his liv- 
-ing by the use of the property; and 
he cannot recover the interest of the 
wife in such property which has been 
sold under execution. The husband 
eannot claim any exemption on ac- 
count of the separate property of his 
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emption.®4 


Continues. 


And by the 


wife. Stanton y. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P (355. 
51. Hawley v. Hampton, 160 Pa. 


18, 28 A 471; Spade v. Bruner, 72 Pa. 
57; Bonsall vy. Comly, 44 Pa. 442. 

52. Allowance from partnership 
property in bankruptcy see Bank- 
ruptey § 624. 

Exemptions of partners on assign- 
ment for benefit of creditors see As- 
Se for Benefit of Creditors 

18. 

53. U. S.—In re Turnock, 230 Fed. 
985, 145 CCA 179; In re Bundy, 218 
Fed. 711, 712 [quot Cyc]; In re Vick- 
erman, 199 Fed. 589 (rule in South 
Dakota); Jennings v. Stannus, 191 
Fed. 347, 112 CCA 91; In re Scheier, 
188 Fed. 744, 746 [cit Cyc]; Short 
v. McGruder, 22 Fed. 46; In re Blod- 
gett, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,555; In re Booth- 
royd, 3 EF. Cas. No. 1,652; In re Hafer, 
11 F. Cas. No. 5,896; In re Melvin, 
16 F._Cas. No. 9,406; In re Price, 19 
BR. Cas. No. 11,410; In: re, Stewart, 
23 F. Cas. No. 13,420; In re Tonne, 
24 EF. Cas. No. 14,095; In re Croft, 
6 EF. Cas. No. 3,404, 8 Biss. 188; In 
re Hughes, 12 §. Cas. No> 6/842, 8 
Biss. 107; In re Smith, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 12,979, 2 Hughes 307; In re Cor- 
eet 6 EF. Cas. No. 3,220; 5 Sawy. 
206. 

Ala.—Aiken v. Steiner, 98 Ala. 355, 
13 S 510, 39 AmSR 58; Schlapback 
v. Long, 90 Ala. 525, 8 S 113; Levy 
v. Williams, 79 Ala. 171; Terrell v. 
Hurst, 76 Ala. 588; Giovanni y. Mont- 
gomery First Nat. Bank, 55 Ala. 305, 
28 AmR 723 [overr Giovanni v. Mont- 
gomery First Nat. Bank, 51 Ala. 176; 


Dunklin v. Kimball, 50 Ala. 251; 
Howard v. Jones, 50 Ala. 67]. 
Cal.—Cowan vy. Creditors, 77 Cal. 


408, 19 P 755, 11 AmSR 294; Kings- 
ley v. Kingsley, 39 Cal. 665. e 

Colo.—McCrimmon y. Linton, 4 
Colo Av? 1420536); P-1300. 

Fla.—State v. Bowden, 18 Fla. 17. 

Ill—Trowbridge v. Cross, 117 Ill. 
109, 7 NE 347; Wills v. Downs, 38 
Ill. A. 269; Fingerhuth v. Lachmann, 
ote Tl, (A489) 

Ind.—Goudy v. Werbe, 117 Ind. 154, 
£9) Ne (764; (3 RAT 14s eeix=p.. Hlop- 
kins, 104 Ind. 157, 2 NE 587; State 
vy. Emmons, 99 Ind. 452; Smith v. 
Harris, 76 Ind. 104; Love v. Blair, 
72 Ind. 281; Sharpe v. Baker, 51 Ind. 
A. 547, 96 NE 627, 99 NE 44; State 
v. Day, 3 Ind. A. 155, 29 NE 436. 

Ind. T.—Hart v. Hiatt, 2 Ind. Terr. 


245, 48 SW 1038. 
Iowa.—Jensen v. Wiersma, 170 NW 
780. 


Kan.—McFarland v. Bate, 45 Kan. 
1825 Pe 238) Om iRVAN 205) Doddlyvs 
Hills, 21 Kan. 707; Guptil v. Mc¥Fee, 
9 Kan. 30. 

Ky.—Green v. Taylor, 98 Ky. 330, 
32 SW 945, 17 Kyl 897, 56 AmSR 
375. 

La.—White v. Heffner, 30 La. Ann. 
1280, 31 AmR 228. 

Me.—Thurlow v. Warren, 82 Me. 
164, 19 A 158, 17 AmSR 472. 
Mass.—Pond y. Kimball, 101 Mass, 
5 


105. 

Minn.—Prosser Vv. Hartley, 35 
Minn. 340, 29 NW 156; Baker v. Shee- 
han, 29 Minn, 235, 12 NW 704. 
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erty, however, cannot be set aside as exempt as 
against a joint debt,°° but where a joint execution 
1s issued against two defendants, and levied upon 
the property of one of them, he may claim his ex- 


[§ 146] 3. Partnership Property °*—a. Claim by 
Partner against Firm Debt—(1) While Partnership 
Con According to the weight of authority, 
individual partners cannot claim exemptions in the 
partnership property as against a partnership debt.5? 
However, in some jurisdictions a contrary view pre- 
vails and a single member with the consent of the 
others or all of the members of the firm as:indivi- 
duals have been permitted to claim their exemptions 
out of the partnership property as against an ex- 
ecution for a partnership debt levied before there 


Miss.—Robertshaw 52 
Miss. 713. 

Mo.—Julian vy. Wrightsman, 73 Mo. 
569; State v. Spencer, 64 Mo. 355, 27 
AmR 244; State v. Pruitt, 65 Mo. 
A. 154; Weinrich y. Koelling, 21 Mo. 
AS BIS 314 

Nebr.—Lynch vy. Englehardt-Win- 
ning-Davidson Mercantile Co., 1 Nebr. 
(Unoff.) 528, 96 NW 524; Miller v. 
Waite, 59 Nebr. 319, 80 NW 907; 
Wise v. Frey, 7 Nebr. 134, 29 AmR 
380; Till’s Case, 3 Nebr. 261. 
ela v. Williams, 12 Nev. 

N. H.—Bateman y. Edgerly, 69 
N. H. 244, 45 A 95, 76 AmSR 162; 
Peaselee v. Sanborn, 68 N. H. 262, 


v. Hanway, 


44 A 384. 
“ N. M.—In re Spitz, 8 N. M. 622, 
45 P 1122, 34 LRA 604. 


Oh.—Aultman y. Wilson, 55 Oh. St. 
138, 44 NE 1092, 60 AmSR 677; Gay- 
dare v. Imhoff, 26 Oh. St. 317, 20 AmR 
762. 

Pa.—Bonsall v. Comly, 44 Pa. 442; 
Hubbard v. HEvarts, 12 Pa: Co: 132; 
Clegg vy. Houston, 1 Phila. 352. 

S. C.—Ex p: Karish, (32 S: C. 437, 
11 SE 298, 17 AmSR 865. 

Tenn.—Gill v. Lattimore, 9 Lea 
381; Spiro vy. “Paxton, 3). Lea, 75,0 32 
AmR 630. ; 

Wash.—Charleston v. McGraw, 3 
Wash. T. 344, 17 P 883. 

{a] Ilustration. — Persons who 
have formed a partnership as butch- 
ers cannot, aS against a levy for a 
firm debt, claim as exempt their tools 
or stock in trade, which’ belong, not 
to them individually, but to the firm. 
The statute in effect exempts the 
necessary tools for carrying on his 
trade or business, and stock in trade , 
to a certain amount, to “every per- 
son residing in this state, and being 
the head of a family.” Guptil v. Mc- 


Fee, 9 Kan. 30. 
[b] In Wiscensin.—(1) Wisconsin 
cases are generally among. those 


cited in support of the doctrine that 
a partner is entitled to his exemp- 
tion out of the firm property, if his 
copartners consent. In re Zimmer- 
man, 202 Fed. 812; O’Gorman vy. 
Fink, 57 Wis. 649, 15 NW 771, 46 
AmR 58; Russell v. Lennon, 39 Wis. 
570, 20 AmR 60; Gilman y. Williams, 
7 Wis. 329, 76 AmD 219. (2) But in 
Wisconsin prior to 1915 a partner 
had no exemption in firm property 
as such. He was merely permitted 
to sever his interest and claim two 
hundred dollars exempticn. The right 
to make such severance was the 
foundation of the exemption right. 
Under the Uniform Partnership Law 
passed in 1915, the right to sever his 
interest for purposes of exemption 
has been taken away so that at pres- 
ent in Wisconsin a partner: has no 
exemption in a partnership property. 
In re Safady, 228 Fed. 5388. 

[c] In Arkansas (1) the individ- 
uals constituting a firm may noc se- 
lect exemptions out of the partner- 
ship assets. In re Handlin, 11 PF. Cas. 
Nos 6.08; §3.) DIts290s) Porch we Ar 
kansas Milling Co., 65 Ark. 40, 45 SW 
51, 67 AmSR 895; Richareson v. Ad- 
ler, 46 Ark. 48. (2) But such selec- 
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has been any division or severance of the property.®* 
The majority rule has been rested on various 
erounds: (1) That partnership property is subject 
to the payment of partnership debts before all other 
claims;5> (2) the impracticability ®* or even in- 
equity 37 of allowing an exemption out of the prop- 
erty; (3) that, under the theory of the civil law 
that a partnership is an entity,°® a theory not gen- 
erally recognized by the common law,°*® and that the 
partnership property does not belong to the indi- 
vidual partners, but to the firm, that is, to the legal 
entity;°° (4) that the different exemption statutes 
contemplate only individuals and have no reference 
to partnerships.®! Under the minority rule the part- 
ner’s right to claim an exemption from firm property 
is not affected by the fact that he is indebted to the 
firm for money drawn out by him © or that he has 
individual property sufficient to make up the ex- 
emption.® 

Consent of partners. Even under the minority 
rule one partner cannot without the consent of the 
others claim exemption from partnership assets leav- 
ing the partnership debts unpaid,®* although there 
is authority, however, to the contrary.®° A married , 
woman incapable of contracting as a partner, if 
she acts as such, contributing to the capital of the 
firm and being dealt with by the partners as a co- 
partner, is a partner as to them, and may defeat 
tion may be made when the interests 319; Rosenbaum y. 


of the partners have been ascertained | 744, 36 NW 147. 
and segregated. Crawford v. Stern- 


bere un220 Meds 133) Swatt) wv. - Cox, 

(Ark.) 212 SW 83; Farmers’ Wnion | credits. 

Gin, ete., Co. v. Seitz, 93 Ark. 329,|it was created it is a person, and as 
124. SW 780. such is recognized by 


U. S.—In re Seabolt, 113 Fed. 
{cou (eit, Barns; Vv. Harris’ 67 Ne iC. 
re Richardson, 20 F. Cas. 


EXEMPTIONS 


TIN partnership is a distinct entity, 
having its own property, debts, and 
For, the pu:poses for which 


Rosenbaum vy. Hayden, 
748, 36 NW 147 [cit Parsons Partn. 


[§ 146 


their claim to exemptions out of the firm property 
by withholding her consent.®6 A partner who has 
given his consent may later withdraw it and thereby 
defeat his partner’s claim to exemption out of the 
firm property,®* provided he withdraws his consent 
before an allotment of the exemption has been 
made.®8 Surviving partners cannot claim exemption 
without the consent of the administrator of a de- 
ceased partner.°® But the exemption may be set 
apart to a surviving partner if he has the consent 
of the administrator of the deceased partner.”° The 
operation of the majority rule eannot be affected 
by the fact that the other partners do or do not 
consent to one of the firm having his exemption 
out of partnership property." 

Individual property used by firm. Although an 
exemption is not allowed out of firm property, the 
fact that partners use their individual property in 
the business of the firm does not make it partnership 
property, nor prevent them from claiming it as 
exempt from seizure by partnership ereditors.”? 

The claim of a special creditor of a partner, In so 
far as it depends on the validity of the debtor’s 
claim to exemption out of the partnership property, 
will not prevail in these states where a partner has 
no exemption in the partnership property against 
partnership debts, over the claims of the general 
ereditors.78 


Hayden, 22 Nebr.| cannot be inquired into in this col- 
lateral proceeding, nor does the ex- 
emption depend upon whether one 
partner has drawn out more than 
his share. This question can only 
be reached by proceedings in equity, 
upon an accounting and winding up 
of the concern.” McCoy v. Bren- 
nan, supra. 


the law.” 
22 Nebr. 744, 


140]; In § 3]. [a] For example—Where Michi- 
Nom LIN76-) in me LRupp, wil Bs Cas. “Une personne fictive et morale} gan partners were entitled to exemp- 
No. 12,141; In re Young, 30 F. Cas. | séparée des associés.” Smith v. Mc-| tions in the partnership assets, under 
No. 18,148. Micken, 3 La. Ann. 319, 322 [cit Trop-| Mich. Comp. L. (1897) § 10322, the 
Ga.—Blanchard v. Paschal, 68 Ga. | long Partn. § 68]. right of the partners to exemptions 
32, 45 AmR 474. 59. Jennings v. Stannus, 191 Fed.| cannot be denied on the theory that 
Mont.—Ferguson  v. Speith, OES age a lala COvAtO Mt Blanchard v. Pas-|one of the partners had drawn from 
chal, 68 Ga. 32, 34, 45 AmR 474;]/the firm assets a larger share than 


Mont. Ree 84 P 1020, 40 AmSR 459. 
N. y.—Stewart v. Brows on New Ye 


350, 98 AmD 578; Radcliff v. Wood, | 656, 48 AmSR 88 


Dennis v. Kass, 11 Wash. 


BBos OO. oe 
generally 


he was entitled to, for the other part- 


0. See ner was not objecting, and creditors 


25 Barb. 52. 1 Partnership [30 Cyc 422]. could not urge such objections. In 
N. C.—Pennell v. Robinson, 164 €0. Porch v. Arkansas Milling Co.,|re Solomon, 254 Fed. 503. 
N. C. 257, 80 SE 417, AnnCasl1915D|65 Ark. 40, 45 SW 51, 67 AmSR 895; 63. State v. Kenan, 94 N. C. 296. 
77; Davis v. Smith, 113 MNuLC: 94, 18| State v. Bowden, 18 Fla. 17; Green 64. Farmer v. Head, 175,\N. C. 273, 
SE 53; Evans v. Bryan, 95 N. C. 174, v. Taylor, 98 Ky. 330, 32 SW 945, 17|/96 SE 567, LRA1918D &83; Richard- 
59 AmR 233; State v. Kenan, 94 N. C.|KyL 897, 56 AmSR 375; Clegg v.|son v. Redd; 118% N.  -C.2677%) 24--"SHh 
. 296; Burns vy. Harris, 66 N. C. 509, 67 Houston, 1 Phila. (Pa.) 352. 420°" Stout’ v.. McNeill, “98: Nc ‘Gua 3s 
N. C. 140. Bs . S—Jennings v. Stannus,|SH 915; State v. Kenan, 94 2D 
Tex.—St. Louis Type Fdy. v. Inter-|191- Fed. 347, 112 CCA 91. 296; Burns-v. Harris, 66 N. C. 509, 
national Live-Stock Printing, etce., Kan.—Guptil v. McFee, 9 Kan. 30.167 N. GC. 146. 
Co., 74 Tex. 651, 12 SW 842, 15 AmSR Mass.—Pond y. Kimball, 101 Mass. 65. McCoy v. Brennan, 61 Mich. 
870. 105 362, 28 NW 129, 1 AmSR 589. 
a] In Michigan, under Comp, L. Mo. —State v. Spencer, 64 Mo. 355, 66. Richardson vy. Redd, 118 N. C. 


(1897) § 10322, and before the enact-|27 AmR 244. 


677, 24 SH 420. 


ment of the Uniform Partnership Nebr.—Lynch v. HEnglehardt-Win- 67. Stout v. McNeill, 98 N. C. 1, 

Act, each partner was entitled to|ning-Davison Mercantile Co., 1 Nebr.|3 SE 915. 

exemptions out of the partnership as- | (Unoff.) 528, 96 NW 524. 68. Stout v. McNeill, 98 N. C. 1, 

sets to the same extent and in the N. H.—Bateman vy. Edgerly, 69/3 SE 915. 

same manner as if he were carrying |N. H. 244, 45 A 95, 76 AmSR 162. 69. Southern Commn. Co. v. Por- 

on business as an individual. In re Oh.—Gaylord v. Imhoff, 26 Oh. St.| ter, 122 N. C. 692, 30 SE 119; Rich- 

Solomon, 254 Fed. 508; Coville v./| 317, 20 AmR 762. ardson v. Redd, 118 N. C. 677, 24 SE 

Bentley, 76 Mich. 248, 42 NW 1116, Tenn.—Spiro v. Paxton, 3 Lea 75, | 420. 

15 AmSR 312; McCoy vy. Brennan, 61/31 AmR 630. 70. In re Seabolt, 113 Fed. 766. - 

Mich. 362, 28 NW 129, 1 AmSR 589; [a] “A partnership is a legal but 71. “Wills ive" Downs, 2Si lls Aw 

Chipman vy. Kellogg, 60 Mich. 438, 27 | not a social entity. It can own prop- | 269. 

NW 592; Waite v. Mathews, 50 Mich. erty, it can buy and sell, it can sue 72. Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 

Ralls NW 524; Skinner v. Shannon,|and be sued, and it can plead and|NW 489; Spade v. Bruner, 72 Pa. 

44 Mich. 86, 6 NW 108, 88 AmR 232.| be. impleaded in the courts of the|57; Smith v. Chenault, 48 Tex. 
55. Pond Ni Kimball, 101 Mass, |land, but it can neither marry or be | 455. 

105; Gaylord v. Imhoff, 26 Oh. St.| given in marriage, nor perform any fa] Dlustration. — Two persons. 


317, 20 AmR 762; Gazette Pub. Co. 
v. McMurtrie, 7 Pa. Super. 617; Story 
Eq. Jurs § 1253. 

56. State v. Bowden, 18 Fla. 17; 


coming the head of 


other social function essential to its 
being elevated to the dignity of be- 


v. Englehardt-Winning-Davison, Mer- 


were engaged in the livery business, 
but the property used in the busi- 
ness belonged to them individually, 
the only community of interest being 


a family.” Lynch 


Pond v. Kimball, 101 Mass. 105; State | cantile Co., 1 Nebr. (Unoff.) 528, 532,/in the profits. The property is not: 

v. Spencer, 64 Mo. 355, 27 AmR 244.|96 NW _ 524. partnership property in such a sense 
57. In re Handlin, 11 F. Cas. No. 62. In re Solomon, 254 Fed. 503;|as to prevent the owner from claim- 

6,018, 3 Dill. 290. McCoy v. Brennan, 61 Mich. 362, 367,/ing it as exempt from execution. 
58. Stauffer v. Morgan, 39 La.| 28 NW 129, 1 AmSR 589. Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 NW 

Ann, 632, 636, 2 S 98; White v. Heff- “The partnership dealings and ad-| 489. 

ner, 30 La, Ann. 1280, 1282, 31 AmR|justment between the partners, or 73. In re Vickerman, 199 Fed. 

238; Smith v. MeMicken, 3 La. Ann. ! between the partners and creditors, 589. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 147-149] 


[§ 147] (2) After Dissolution. The doctrine 
that partners cannot claim exemptions out of the 
partnership assets is not affected by the mere fact 
that the firm has been dissolved.7* The reason for 
the rule ceases, however, and with it the rule itself, 
when partnership property loses its character as 
such, and is converted into the individual property 
of the partners, before a partnership creditor has 
acquired a lien thereon.”® And if the partnership 
property is divided by the partners in good faith, 
before a levy, so as to make it their individual prop- 
erty, each may claim his exemption.” If one mem- 
ber of the partnership becomes the bona fide owner 
of the partnership property by sale from his ¢o- 


_ partners, he may claim his exemption,’? although the 


purchasing partner has not paid the consideration 
for the conveyance of the others’ shares to him,7® 
and even though at the time of the sale it was ex- 
pected by the parties to it that the purchasing part- 
ner would thereafter avail himself of his exemption 
vights.7° The property in wlich that exemption is 
claimed must be of the kind allowed by law,*° and 
property necessary to the carrying on of the busi- 
ness of the partnership may not be necessary to 
the carrying en of the individual partner’s trade.*! 


_ Exemption will not be allowed, however, where part- 


nership is sold to one of the partners, or divided, 
after the levy of an execution, for the levy creates 
a lien which they cannot divest,’* and if the execu- 
tion is thereafter levied on the share allotted to 
one of the partners, such partner cannot claim his 
exemption therefrom.’*? But there is authority to 
the contrary.84 Where there is no transfer of the 
partnership property, but mere abandonment by 


‘one partner of his interest, an exemption will not 


be allowed out of partnership assets to the other 
partner.®® ? 

Insolvency or assignment for creditors. Where 
the partners make an assignment of the partnership 
property for the benefit of creditors, and then at- 


74. Wills v. Downs, 38 Ill. A. 269; 
State (wy. Day ;)3) Ind) A. 155, 29) NE 
436; Till’s Case, 3 Nebr. 261. 


property 


EXEMPTIONS 


provisions of the statute to hold such 
exempt 
Such a purpose, where the purchase 


[25C.J.] 89 
tempt to make a division of the assets among them- 
selves and to hold them in severalty as exempt 
against the claims of partnership creditors, their 
claims to exemption will not be allowed.8° It has 
been held, however, that the mere insolvency of the 
firm at the time of the conversion of partnership 
into individual property by a sale or division between 
the partners does not affect the right to claim an 
exemption,®* although in some jurisdictions a econ- 
trary view prevails.’8 

[§ 148] b. Claim by Partner against Individual 
Debt. Some courts make no distinction between a 
claim of exemption out of partnership property 
when the debt is against the partnership property 
and when it is against an individual debt, and do not 
allow the exemption even as against an individual 
debt,®® unless the partner’s individual interest has 
been ascertained and segregated.®® But other courts 
take the contrary view,®! and it has been held that 
unless it is expressly and distinctly alleged that the 
debt is a partnership debt, the exemption will be al- 
lowed.°?. The partner is entitled to his exemption in 
the partnership property as against an individual . 
debt, even though the debt is due by him to his part- 
ner.°? And as against an individual debt a partner 
may have his exemption out of his share of the part- 
nership property after an action for the dissolution 
of the firm has been brought against him by his ¢o- 
partner.°* The taking charge of property by a re- 
ceiver for the purpose of winding up a copartnership 
estate is not a seizure or a threatened seizure for 
the payment of the individual debts of the copart- 
ners which justifies one of them in making a claim 
of exemption.®® : 

[§ 149] c. Claim of Partnership. For the rea- 
son that the exemption laws contemplate only in- 
dividuals and have no reference to partnerships, 
the partnership or firm has no right to an exemption 
as against the enforcement of an execution against 
firm property for the satisfaction of a judgment 


89. Porch v. Arkansas Milling Co., 
65 Ark. 40, 45 SW 51, 67 AmSR 895; 
State v. Bowden, 18 Fla. 17; State v. 


from. execution. 


75. See cases infra notes 76—79.|is bona fide, is not the subject of | U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co., 135 Mo. A. 
76. Ala.—Aiken y. Steiner, 98 Ala,|averment or proof.” Mortley  v.|160, 115 SW 1081. 

355, 13 S 510, 39 AmSR 58. Flanagan, supra. ’ 20. Farmers’ Union Gin, etce., Co. 
Cal.—Wells v. Ellis, 68 Cal. 243. 80. Prosser v. Hartley, 35 Minn. |v. Seitz, 98 Ark. 329, 124 SW 780. 
Ind.—Goudy v. Werbe, 117 Ind. 154, | 340, 29 NW 156. Siete Hare wv. Buatt, 72, olnden meno ape 

19° NE 764, 3 LRA 114. 81. Prosser vy. Hartley, 35 Minn. |48 SW 1038; Southern Jellico Coal 
Mich.—Worman vy. Giddey, 30 Mich, | 340, 29 NW 156. Co.: v.. Smith, 49 SW '807, 20 Kyl 
51 [a] Illustration.—The tools and|1594; Ex p. Karish, 32 S. C. 487, 11 


Mo.—Weinrich v. Koelling, 21 Mo.|the stock in trade of the partnership|SE 298, 17 AmSR 865; Moyer v. 
PAC wl Sor. are not exempt to one of the part- |} Drummond, 32 S. C. 165, 10 SE 952, 
Tex.—Swearingen v. Bassett, 65]|ners after dissolution and his ac-|17 AmSR 850, 7 LRA 747; Dennis v. 
Tex. 267. quisition of an individual title, un-| Kass, 11 Wash. 353, 39 P 656, 48 
77. U. S.—In re Bjornstad, 3 F./less it is shown that the tools and| AmSR 880. ; 
GastiNo.. 1,453), 9 Biss) 13. stock are kept by him for the purpose [a] Illustration.—A partner is en- 


Ala.—Aiken v. Steiner, 99 Ala. 355, 
13 S 510, 39 AmSR 58; Levy v. Wil- 
liams, 79 Ala. 171. 

Ind.—F airfield Shoe Co. v. Olds, 176 
Ind. 526, 96 NE 592; Goudy v. Werbe, 
117 Ind. 154, 19 NE 764, 3 LRA 114. 

Kan.—Burton v. Baum, 32 Kan. 641, 
Si) PES 

Mo.—State v. Thomas, 7 Mo. A. 
205 


Oh.—Mortley v. Flanagan, 38 Oh. 
St. 401; Long v. Hoban, 7 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 688, 4 CincLBul 986; Louis 


Voight Sons Co. v. Lafkin, 12 Oh. Cir. 


Otis 6 nOh. Weir, Dec 24. 

Tex.—Watson v. McKinnon, 73 Tex. 
210, 11. SW 197. ; 

78, Voight v. Lafikin, 12 Oh. Cir. 
Gti sOh,., Cir, obec, 124. 
Mortley v. Flanagan, 38 Oh. 
St, 401, 404. 

“A sale fairly and honestly made 
by one member of a firm, of his in- 
terest in the partnership property 
and effects of the other partner, will 
not be rendered invalid by the fact 
that it was expected such partner 
would thereafter avail himself of the 


of carrying on his trade. Prosser v. 


Hartley, 35 Minn. ©340,. 29... NW 
156. 
82. Richardson y. Adler, 46 Ark. 


43; Goudy v. Werbe, 117 Ind. 154, 19 
NE 764, 3 LRA 114; State v. Day, 
STG Ace Dine 2/9) NG Ra 3 ON IS Ginny. 
Frey, 7 Nebr. 134, 29 AmR 380; Gay- 
lord v. Imhoff, 26 Oh. St. 317, 20 AmR 


State v. Day, 8 Ind. A. 155, 29 
NE 436. 

84. Blanchard v. Paschal, 68 Ga. 
32, 45 AmR 474. 

85. In re Abrams, 193 Fed. 271. 

86. Ex p. Hopkins, 104 Ind. 157, 
2 NE 587; Gill v. Lattimore, 9 Lea 
(Tenn.) 381. 

87. Bates v. Callender, 3 Dak. 256, 
16 NW 506; Goudy v. Werbe, 117 Ind. 
154, 19 NE 764, 3 LRA 114; Mortley 
vy. Flanagan, 38 Oh. St. 401. 

gs. Aiken v. Steiner, 98 Ala. 355, 
13°°S' 510, 39 AmSR 58: Farmer, v. 
Head, 175 N. C. 273, 96 SE 567, LRA 
1918D 883; Southern Commission Co. 
Veuborter silva tN. Cy 1692) -%30 9 SE 
LENO 


titled to an exemption out of part- 
nership property as against an execu- 
tion on a judgment for an individual 
debt, where he has obtained posses- 
sion and control of the property 
pending a suit to dissolve the part- 
nership, there being no partnership: 
debts, and his relation to the prop- 
erty being substantially that of a 
tenant in common. Dennis v. Kass, 
11’ Wash. 3538, 39 P 656, 48 AmSR 
880. 


Bright y. Buhr, 11 Kyl 579. 

[a] Tustration.— An _ allegation 
that plaintiff obtained judgment 
against defendant’s partners is not 
an allegation debt, or that the judg- 
ment was rendered against them as 
partners; and there is no reasen why 
each defendant may not claim prop- 
erty by statute. Bright v. Buhr, il 
Koya ee 

938. Evans v. Bryan, 95 N. C. 174, 
59 AmSR 283. 

Dennis v. Kass, 11 Wash. 353, 

656, 48 AmSR 880. 
Weinrich vy. Koelling, 21 Mo. 
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against the partnership.°® There are, however, ex- 
press statutory provisions in some states allowing a 
partnership to claim firm property as exempt, ®7 and 
in some jurisdictions a partnership claim to exemp- 
tion is allowed in the absence of express statutory 
provisions.°§ 

[§ 150] C. Amount °°—1. In General. The ex- 
emption laws generally limit the value of the prop- 
erty which a debtor may claim as exempt to a cer- 
tain sum, or limit the number of particular articles 
which he may claim,' and his claim cannot exceed 
the statutory limit.2 Of course if the whole of the 
debtor’s personalty is not equal in value to the 
amount allowed by law none of it can be levied 
upon. Where there is a question of determining 
the amount of exemption to which the debtor is 
entitled, the courts are ever ready to apply the rule 
that exemption statutes. should be hberally con- 
strued, whether they are construing a single stat- 
utory provision or several provisions together,* but 
not to the extent of violating the obvious legislative 
intent.2 Where the property is separable, the debtor 
may select any part that may be detached, and 
which does not exceed in value the statutory 
amount.® 

Alternative exemption. Where the debtor is en- 
titled to claim specific articles in specific amounts 
in the alternative, he may take his exemption in 
both, but the aggregate of both must not exceed 
the maximum mentioned in the statute.’ 


EXEMPTIONS 


[$§ 149-150 


Holding property by paying excess. When the 
statute limits the value of the property that may 
be claimed as exempt, a debtor cannot select in- 
divisible property exceeding such sum in value ® and 
hold it as exempt on paying the officer the ex- 
cess.? 

Provisions. If the statute does not set out the 
time for which the exempted provisions are to last, 
such an amount of provisions is contemplated as will 
be necessary until the next annual period for laying* 
up provisions.‘° Sometimes the statute states that 
the exemption is to be in amount sufficient ‘‘for the 
current year.’’11_ Such provision means from har- 
vest to harvest and not the calendar year.'? The 
amount of provisions required to the next harvest 
is based on the size of the debtor’s family.1* 
‘‘Family,’’ as thus used, does not include strangers 
or boarders lodging with the family,’ but it may 
include the grown children of claimant who have 
no home elsewhere.1® A statute which exempts with- 
out qualification the ‘‘provisions on hand for family 
use’’ exempts all such provisions regardless of what 
other property the execution debtor may have.t® 
But, the term ‘‘necessary provisions’’ within the 
meaning of a statute so providing does not neces~ 


sarily include all the provisions on hand, but only — 


so much as a prudent man would ordinarily keep on 
hand for home consumption in a family of his size,'* 
although the amount exempt is to be determined re- 
gardless of what other property the execution debtor 


96. U. S.—In re Vickerman, 199,16 NW 506; Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. ta] Mower and reaper. — The 


Fed. 589; In re Abrams, 193 Fed, 271; | 603, 59 NW 1069. 


debtor may select from a mower and 


In re Novak, 150 Fed. 602; In re 98. Stewart v. Brown, 87 N. Y.|its reaper attachment the mower 


Lentz, 97 Fed. 486. 

La.—White v. Heffner, 30 La. Ann. 
1280, 31 AmR 2388. 

Me.—Thurlow v. Warren, 82 Me. 
164, 19 A-158, 17 AmSR 472. 

Mass.—Pond vy. Kimball, 101 Mass. 
105. 

Mich.—Rogers v. Raynor, 102 Mich. 
473, 60 NW 980 [restricting and expl 
Skinner v. Shannon, 44 Mich. 86, 6 
NW 108, 38 AmR 2382]; McCoy v. 
Brennan, 61 Mich. 362, 38 NW 129, 1 
AmSR 589. 

Mo.—State v. Spencer, 64 Mo. 355, 
27 AmR 24, 

Nebr.—Wise v. Frey, 7 Nebr. 134, 
29 AmR 380. 

Pa.—Hawley v. Hampton, 160 Pa. 
18, 28 A 471; Bonsall v. Comly, 44 Pa. 
442. 

Wis—MeNair v. Rewey, 62 Wis. 
167, 22 NW 339; Madison First Nat. 
Bank Vv. Hackett, 61 Wis. 335, 21 NW 
280; Goll v. Hubbell, 61 Wis. 293, 20 
NW 674, 21 NW 288; Russell v. Len- 
non, 39 Wis. 570, 20 AmR 60 [overr 
Gilman v. Williams, 7 Wis. 329, 76 
AmD 219]. 

Alta.—MacKinnon v. Beals, 10 
Alta. L. 503, [1917] 1 WestWkly 1328. 

[a] Reasons for rule.—(1) A part- 
nership cannot be a “head of a fam- 
ilv”’ or a “Single person not the head 
of a family” within the meaning of a 
statute which allows a_e certain 
amount of property selected as 
claimed as exempt by persons an- 
swering to the above description. In 
re Lentz. 97 Fed. 486. (2) The pro- 
visions of the exemption ordinance 
are applicable only to an individual 
who may have a family and to the 
family. MacKinnon yv. Beals, 10 Alta, 
L. 503, [1917] 1 WestWkly 1328. 

{b] Ilustration.— The provisions 
of the statute exempting a certain 
amount of tools and implements, 
stock and material, employed in 
trade or business; from attachment 
or execution, is intended to apply 
only to the case of a single and in- 
dividual debtor and not to a partner- 
aoe Pond v. Kimball, 101 Mass. 

oO. 

97. Bates v. Callender, 3 Dak. 256, 


350, 93 AmD 578. 

29. Amount of life insurance ex- 
empt see supra § 125 

Amount of wages exempt see supra 
§§ 108-112. 

In bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 


1. See statutory provisions. 

2. Cook v. Scott. 6 Ill. 333; State 
v. Jungling, 116 Mo. 162, 22 SW 688. 

3. Godman vy. Smith, 17 Ind. 152; 
State: v. Kurtzeborn, 2 Mo. A. 335. 

4 U.S.—In re Buelow, 98 Fed. 86. 

Ala.—Enzor vy. Hurt, 76 Ala. 595. 

Ill.— Good vy. Fogg, 61 Ill. 449, 14 
AmR 71. 

Ind.—Pomeroy v. Beach, 149 Ind. 
511, 49 NE 370; Citizens’ State Bank 
v. Harris, 149 Ind. 208, 48 NE 856. 

Kan.—Donmyer vy. Donmyer, 43 
Kan. 444, 23 P 627. 

Mo.—State v. Farmer, 21 Mo. 160; 
ae: State Bank v. Borgfeld, 93 Mo. 
A 

Nebr.—Jchnson v. Bartek, 56 Nebr. 
422, 76 NW 878; Williams v. Golden, 
10 Nebr. 432, 6 ‘NW 766. 

ee C.—Campbell v. White, 95 N. C. 
344 

N. D.—Woods v. Teeson, 31 N. D. 
610, 154 NW 797. 

Pa.—McFarland vy. Short, 1: Chest. 
Co. 410. 

5. Brown v. Hoffmeister, 71 Mo. 


[a] Illustration. — The _ statute 
(Rev. St. 01879], 8 28438; Rev. St. 
[1889] § 4903), after exempting in 
different clauses various specific ar- 
ticles, limiting some to a specified 
value, then declares that all lawyers, 
physicians, ete., shall have the privi- 
lege of selecting ‘‘such books as shall 
be necessary to their profession, in 
the place of other property herein 
allowed, at their option.” This does 
not exempt a lawyer’s library regard- 
less of value, but only so much of it 
as he may select within the limit of 
value fixed by the other clauses of 
the section for the property in lieu 
of which the books may be selected. 
porn v. Hoffmeister, tal Mo. 

6. Ramsey v. Barnabee, 88 Ill. 135. 


alone, where the attachment and the 
mower are separable and his selec- 


tion does not exceed the statutory . 


requirement, 
88 Li... 135. 

7. Byous v. Mount, 89 Tenn. 361, 
17 SW 10387. 

[a] QWlustration—Where the ex- 
emption statute provides that the 
debtor may have twelve hundred 
pounds of pork or nine hundred pounds 
of bacon, he may have both bacon and 
pork on the ratio of three pounds 
of bacon as the equivalent of four 
pounds of pork, as, for example, he 
may have four hundred and fifty 
pounds of bacon and six hundred 
pounds of pork or three hun- 
dred pounds of bacon and eight 
hundred pounds of pork or six hun- 
dred pounds of bacon and four 
hundred pounds of pork. Byous v. 
Mount, 82 Tenn. 361, 17 SW 1037. 

8. Waldo v. Gray, 14 Ill. 184; Cook 
v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; Everett v. Herrin, 
46 Me. 357, 74 AmD 455. 

9. Waldo v. Gray, 14 Ill. 184; Cook 
v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333. 

10. Connor vy. Botts, 11 Ky. Op. 
132; Tolbert v. Freeman, 130 La. 47, 
57 S 580; Anderson y. Larremore, tL 
Tex. <A... CivCas. Snot 

[a] A shorter period for a fuel 
allowance named in a statute exempt- 
ing both provisions and fuel will be 
strictly construed as applying to 
fuel only, and, in the absence of ex- 
press limitation for provisions, the 
general rule will apply. Farrell v. 
Higley, Lalor (N. Y.) 87. 

11. See statutory provisions. 

12. Tolbert v. Freeman, 130 La. 
47, 57 S 580; Hinton v. Roane, 124 
La. 927, 50 S "798, 134 AmSR 526. 

13. Rynella- Mill, ete., Co. v. Se- 
gura, 128 La. 643, 55 S 2; Stilson v. 
Gibbs, 53 Mich. 280, 18 NW 815. 

14. Coffey v. Wilson, 65 Iowa 270, 
21 NW 602. 

15. Stilson v. Gibbs, 53 Mich. 280, 
18 NW 815. 

“ore Atkinson v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 

17. McCarthy v. McCabe, 131 App. 
Diy. 396, 115 NYS'°$29:. Ward! vz 


Ramsey v. Barnabee, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, Page and note number. 
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may have.1® Some statutes provide that a debtor 
shall be entitled to an exemption of personal prop- 
erty of a fixed value in lieu of provisions not on 
hand,?® In these cases a debtor cannot claim prop- 
-erty as exempt in lieu of provisions if he has other 
property remaining sufficient to supply the deficiency 
in breadstuffs.°° But a superseded judgment, how- 
ever large, cannot be made to supply the deficiency 
in breadstuffs, and its recovery by the debtor will 
not prevent him from claiming exempt, in lieu of 
provisions for himself and family, chattels which 
had been seized.24— Where a statute allows an ex- 
emption of provisions and fuel for a stated period 
and also a specific exemption of certain animals or 
other property in lieu of animals to a fixed amount, 
the setting apart as exempt of other property in lieu 
of animals to the statutory amount does not exclude 
the debtor from his right to provisions and fuel 
under the statute.2?, Where defendant has other 
property in addition to that seized sufficient for 
the support of his family for the statutory period, 
he will not be permitted to dispose of or waste it 
between the time of seizure and the date of the trial, 
and then claim his exemption from the property 
seized.?* 

Tools and implements. Under a statute exempting 
the tools necessary for the debtor’s trade, more 
than one machine of the same kind may be exempt, 
if personally used by the debtor for carrying on 
his trade, and reasonably necessary therefor;* and 
his right in this respect is not affected by another 
provision exempting generally one machine without 
reference to the occupation of the debtor. The latter 
provision in no way qualifies or restricts the 
former.?® 

Animals. A provision exempting a horse of a 
eertain value has been held not to include one worth 
more than that amount,?® even though it is the only 
horse the debtor owns.?7 Under a statute exempting 
one or two horses not exceeding a certain value a 
debtor who owns. two horses the aggregate value of 
which does not exceed the statutory limit may hold 
both;?8 and where neither is worth the statutory 
amount but the aggregate value is in excess, he may 
claim either.2® But where one is worth more than 
the statutory amount and the other less, the debtor 
has no election, the latter only being exempt.°° 


Gibbs, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 287, 30 SW | twenty sheep, 
1125 emption 


is 
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Where a statute exempts specific animals in numero, 
their number is not doubled when ownership in 
them is of an undivided half of each.31 
Fodder. An exemption of fodder for animals, 
even though the statute exempts a specifie amount,3? 
is-held to include only such an amount of fodder 
as is necessary to keep the number of exempt 
animals which the debtor either has at the time of 
the levy,*? or shows that he has a present bona fide 
intention and purpose of at once acquiring, so as 
to need the food for their support.? Where the 
statute exempts fodder sufficient for a definite period 
in the summer months, when cattle and sheep are 
depasturing, no such food as the statute contem- 
plates is necessary, and probably none is protected,?° 
otherwise so much is exempt as will be necessary 
for the next foddering season.3* The period of time 
for which the exempt fodder is to last begins to 
run from the levy.*7 Where the statute exempts a 
specified amount of hay or other forage for certain 
animals, without restriction as to time, the full 
amount is exempt notwithstanding part of the win- 
ter has passed,** with the qualification, however, 
already mentioned, that the debtor has the full 
statutory number of exempt animals for which this 
amount of forage is allowed.*® 
[§ 151] 2. Computation.*° In determining the 
amount of property which may be claimed, the 
property is to be taken at its fair market value. 
It is sometimes expressly so declared.*! In the case 
of choses in action, as notes, accounts, ete., the debt 
or demand is to be taken at its real value, and is 
not necessarily to be valued at the amount appear- 
ing on the face of the instrument.‘? The fact that 
a debt is secured by a lien on personal property 
worth more than the statutory limif as to value 
does not affect the right to claim the debt as 
exempt,*® for the value of the debt is not increased 
beyond the amount due by the value of the property 
on which it is secured.4* If a debtor, under a stat- 
ute allowing him to select and hold property as ex- 
empt, not exceeding a certain sum in value, selects 
property ‘that is mortgaged or otherwise éneum- 
bered, it has been held that he cannot deduct the 
amount of the encumbrance in determining its value, 
but the value must be determined regardless of the 
mortgage.*® It is otherwise by express provision 
entitled to an ex-| debtor may have at the time of the 


oe 
18. Burris v. Booth, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
40 SW 186. Av 

19. See statutory provisions; and 
Porter v. Rice, (Ky.) 128 SW 70. 

20. Turner-Looker Co. v. Garvey, 
43 SW 202, 19 KyL_ 1205. 


21. Braswell v. Rehkoff, 42 SW 
916, 19 KyL 1037. 

22. In re Buelow, 98 Fed. 86. 

23. Rogers v. Allen, 105 SW 96, 
32 KyL.1. 

eg Rayner y. Whicher, 6 Allen 


Mass.) 292; Cronfeldt yv. Arrol, 50 
Minn: dot, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 
25. Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
$27, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 
96. .Waldo \'v. Gray, 14 Ill. 184; 
Everett v. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 74 
AmD 455; Hughes v. Farrar, 45 Me. 


72; State v. Jungling, 116 Mo, 162, 
sited iverett vy. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 
Pee awereit vy. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 
CaS ec orett vy. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 
eat mysrert y. Herrin, 46 Me. 357, 
14h ™ nite v..Capron, 52 Vt. 634, 


[a] Tllustration.—One who owns 
an undivided half of a yoke of oxen, 
of a yoke of steers, and of more than 


sheep. 
attachment and 


—and ten 


in either the oxen or the|levy. King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 
steers, and in ten of the sheep; not | 538. 
in both oxen and steers and in twenty 34. Cowan y. Main, 24 Wis. 569. 
“The statute exempts from 35. Farrell v. Higley, Lalor 
levy of execution, | (N. Y.) 87. 
one yoke of oxen or steers—not both, 36. Farrell Vv. Higley, Lalor 
sheep in number. It is] (N. Y.) 87. 
not the value of a yoke of oxen or [a] Illustration.—Under a statute 


steers, or the value of ten sheep. 

. Such holding would change the 
exemption from that of specific arti- 
cles to their value, and so contravene 
the manifest intention of the stat- 


ute.’ White v. Capron, 52 Vt. 634, 
636. 
32. Foss v. Stewart, 14 Me. 312. 
[a] Tlustration.—Under a statute 


exempting two tons of hay “for the 
use of said sheep,’ only so much is 
exempt as is necessary for the sheep 
which the debtor owns. Foss v. 
Stewart, 14 Me. 312. 

83. Byrnes v. John Deere Plow 
COs aeeKan en Oi OO ke Lolo $1 LOSS EV. 
Stewart, 14 Me. 312; King v. Moore, 


10 Mich. 538; Cowan v. Main, 24 
Wis. 569. 
[a] TMlustration.—Where a_stat- 


ute exempts certain animals and also 
exempts a sufficient quantity of hay, 
grain, etc., for property keeping them 
for six months, the exemption does 
not extend beyond what is sufficient 
to keep such of the animals as the 


exempting certain stock and “the 
necessary food for them,” the court 
below properly allowed the inquiry 
as to how much hay would be neces- 
sary to keep the stock through the 


winter. Farrell v. Higley, Lalor 
GN, e Yb ost 
37. Donahue v. Steele, 1 Oh. Dec. 


(Reprint) 130, 2 WestLJ 402. 


wee? Kennedy vy. Philbrick, 38 Me. 
35. 
39. Foss v. Stewart, 14 Me. 312. 


ire Appraisement see infra §§ 259— 
Deductions see supra § 150. 
Inventory see infra §§ 248*258. 


ae Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill, A. 
376. 

42. Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind. A. 
PWS 2 NEY 5.7.0. 

43. Kennedy v. Smith, 99 Ala. 83, 
11 S 665. 

44. Kennedy v. Smith, 99 Ala. 83, 
11 S 665. 

45. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
376. 


92 [25C.J.] 


in some states.*° 

[§ 152] 3. Double Exemptions.*7 A claimant 
may be allowed an exemption under two or more 
heads or clauses of the exemption statute,*® but 
where, obviously, the legislature intended that a 
debtor claiming an exemption as a member of one 
class should not also claim as a member of another 
class provided for in the statute, the double ex- 
emption will not be allowed.t® Where, however, 
the debtor has a reasonable doubt as to which class 
he belongs, he may claim both exemptions, although 
entitled only to one,°° and the court cannot require 
him to elect on which ground he will base his 
claim.®! A statute, providing for exemption of 
household furniture generally in one section, and in 
another an exception of specific articles of house- 
hold furniture, gives claimant an option to elect 
which one he will have, but no right to both.5? 
Where a statute provides for exemptions of two 
classes fixing the amount in each, and the legislative 
intent is clear that the debtor shall take both 
exemptions, one class cannot be set off against the 
other for the purpose of diminishing the amount 
of the exemption of that class.°* Where successive 
exemptions are granted by successive laws, the ob- 
ject of one being to protect the debtor and the pur- 


46. See Citizens’ State Bank wv. 
Harris, 149 Ind. 208, 48 NE 856. 

47. Tools or implements of several 
trades see supra § 86. 


which he 


48. In re Zimmerman, 202 Fed. 
812; Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419; Harrison vy. Martin, 
7 Mo. 286. 


[a] Specific exemptions and “tools.” | tect the family, 
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to a bankrupt of the full amount to 
is entitled as exempt as 
head of a family, under the consti- 
tution of 1868, does not prevent him 
from afterward having set apart the 
exemption of personalty provided by 
the cozstitution of 1877, since the ob- 
ject of the latter provision is to pro- 
while the former 
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pose of the other being to protect the debtor’s 
family, the debtor is entitled to exemptions under 
both statutes.°* 

[§ 153] 4. Successive Claims. While a debtor 
may be allowed exemptions under two or more. 
clauses of a statute,°> he clearly cannot have more 
than the amount which is allowed to him in the 
statute set apart to him at the same time by mak- 
ing several claims.°* But he may claim and select 
his exemption as against each successive execu- 
tion, provided “he does not thereby have in his 
possession at any one time more than the amount 
he is entitled under the statute to hold as exempt.®” 
Whenever the property allotted to the debtor under 
an earlier claim has been consumed in maintaining 
himself or family, a subsequent exemption may be 
allowed, to replenish the fund the law permits him 
to have on hand always for the protection of his 
family;°8 but a disposal of the exempt property 
under such circumstances as to negative the infer- 
ence that it was used by debtor in the maintenance 
of himself and family will operate as an estoppel 
against a claim for an additional exemption.®® 
Whenever a claim of exemption may be made against 
successive executions, it must be made against each 
execution in order to secure an allowance of the 


such property to the payment of 
his debts. When exemption has been 
once claimed, and property to the 
value of five hundred dollars has 
been selected and set off to the judg- 
ment debtor, so long as such property 
is retained by him undiminished in 
value, he is, cf course, without right 
to further exemption. But where the 


—Under a statute of which one sec- 
tion allows specific exemptions of one 
horse and one wagon, etc., not ex- 
ceeding two hundred dollars in value 
and another section allows exemp- 
tion of tools and implements of a 
mechanic, etc, not exceeding two 
hundred dollars in value, claimant is 
entitled to both his specific exemp- 
tion of one horse and cne wagon and 
also to an exemption of teols and im- 
plements not exceeding two hundred 
dollars in value and will not be re- 
stricted to merely an exemption of 
tools and implements on the ground 
that the horse and wagon are used 
in the conduct of the business. In 
re Zimmerman, 202 Fed. 812. 

{b] Boarding house keeper and 
head of family.—A debtor who is 
head of a family and also engaged 
in keeping a boarding house is en- 
titled under the statute to exemp- 
tions in both capacities. Sandberg 
v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 96, 109 P 419. 

{c] Mechanic and 1.ad of family. 
—Under a statute exempting the 
tools and implements of a mechanic 
necessary for carrying on his trade, 
and also exempting in another pro- 
vision certain property of any debtor 
who is the head of a family, a me- 
chanic who is the head of a family 
may claim exemption from both the 
ee hae Harrison v. Martin, 7 Mo. 
86. 

49. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
COP C ally Avni 4o el OS: ME lias 

{a] Tllustration.—A debtor may 
not claim the exemption given by 
statute by one clause of the statute 
to farmers and also the exemption 


given by another clause to teamsters.: 


Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett Co., 12 
Cali An meso eel Seer el ie 

50. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Com 2uCaly Aw 49h ih0S sedis 

51. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Co:, 12 Cal. A.’ 749, 108 P 717. 

52. McFarlin v. Reeves, 10 Ga. 
A. 581, 73 SE 862: 


53. In re Strauch, 208 Fed. 842. 
54. Holland v. Withers, 76 Ga. 667. 
[a] MTlustration.— The allowance 


exeinption is vested in the bankrupt 


ee Holland v. Withers, 76 Ga. 
55. See supra § 152. 
56. Weis v. Levy, 69 Ala. 209; 


State v. Carroll, 24 Mo. A. 358; Vogel- 
song v. Beltzhoover, 59 Pa. 57. 

[a] KWilustration.—Where a fieri 
facias and an attachment execution 
are issued on the same judgment and 
are running at the same time, and 
defendant claims and reccives an ex- 
emption of three hundred dallars as 
against the fieri facias, he cannot 
afterward claim an exemption of 
three hundred dollars out of funds 
which came into the hands of the 
garnishee. To allow the claim would 
give the debtor an exemption of six 
hundred dcllars as against the same 


debt and the same judgment. Vogel- 
song v. Beltzhoover, 59 Pa. 57. 

dh Ala.—-Weis v. Levy, 69 Ala. 
a 


Ind.—Chatten v. Snider, 126 Ind. 
387, 26 NE 166. 
ae v. Carroll, 24 Mo. A. 
Oh.—-Hart v. Cole, 73 Oh. St, 267, 
76 NE 940, 4 AnnCas 217. 


Pa.—Krauter’s App., 150 Pa. 47, 
24 A 603; Hanley v. O’Donald, 30 Pa. 


Ane Wisser v. Wisser, 8 Pa. Dist. 
Ws 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘By this 


statute, the extent of the exemption 
allowed .in lieu of a homestead, is 
fixed at five hundred dollars. Sub- 
ject to the limitation thus imposed, 
the statute confers upon the several 
persons within its provisions, the 'ab- 
solute right, at all times, to hold 
exempt from levy and sale, real or 
personal property to be selected by 
such person, not exceeding in value 
said amount. Any judgment: debtor, 
embraced within the provisions of 
this statute may invoke its protec- 
tion, and may select and retain, free 
from seizure or sale upon legal proc- 
ess, property to the amount and 
value of five hundred dollars; 
this he may do whenever, and so 
often, as attempt is made to subject 


and 


property so set off and allowed to 
him has been consumed, or used by 
the judgment debtor in the main- 
tenance and support of himself and 
family,—which is but the rightful 
application of such exempt property 
to its intended use,—to deny to him 
the right of subsequent exemption, 
merely because of such former al- 
lowance, would require, we think, a 
construction of the statute that is 
contrary to its letter and spirit, and 
wholly subversive of its purpose and 


design.” Hart v. Cole, 73 Oh. St. 
267, 271, 76 NE 940. 
[b] Consumption or destruction 


of prior exemption.—In Pennsylvania 
a debtor who has claimed his exemp- 
tion under the acts of 1849 and 1859, 
and had personal property set apart 
for him, may again claim his exemp- 
tion against the same judgment out 
of the proceeds of the sale of real 
estate under partition proceedings 
without showing that the property 
first set apart had been consumed or 
destroyed., Krauter’s App., 150 Pa. 
47, 24 A 603 [cit Hanley vy. O’Don- 
ald, 30 Pa. 261]. 

[ec] In North Carolina, under the 
act of 1848, the insolvent debtor has 
a right to have allotments for his 
benefit made by the freeholders from 
time to time as his necessities may 
require, provided the allotment be 
made at intervals not unreasonably 
short. Each allotment must be com- 
plete in itself, so as to designate all 
the nese’ allowed. Dean v. King, 

0 


35 N. C. R 
Ala.—Weis 69 Ala. 


Miss.—Chandler v. White, 71 Miss. 


161, 14 S 454, 
ane C.—Frost vy. Naylor, 68 N. C. 
ys 
Oh.—Hart vy. Cole, 73 Oh. St. 267, 
76 NE 940, 4 AnnCas 217. 
ape iee ek v. Bowman, 1 Pa. Dist. 
59. Rivet v. Murrell Planting, etc., 
oo 121 La. 201, 46 S 210, 126 AmSR 
[al Tllustration—Where a debtor 


v.. Levy, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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exemption. A claim as against one levy is not 
effectual as against subsequent levies.°° It has 
been said, however, that, where several writs are in 
the sheriff’s hands at the same time, one demand 
is sufficient as against them all.*t 

Wages. The exemption of wages is one which is 
peculiarly proper for recurring claims.®? The claim 
is usually allowed as often as process is served, so 
long as at the time of the service of the process 
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the exemption does not exceed the statutory limit.®? 
Under a statute allowing an exemption of wages 
to a fixed amount on any writ, original, mesne, or 
judicial, one exemption to the full statutory amount 
may be allowed on the original writ, and a second 
exemption also to the full amount on a mesne at- 
tachment served later in aid of the original judg- 
ment,°* 


IX. LIABILITIES AS AGAINST WHICH EXEMPTIONS MAY BE CLAIMED * 


[§ 154] A. In General. The constitutional and 
statutory provisions under which exemption rights 
arise frequently except from their operation par- 
ticular classes of claims or liabilities.** Sometimes 
the statutory or constitutional exceptions, although 
in words broad enough to include personal property 
exemptions in their operation, have been placed in 


‘such a context as to compel their application by the 


courts to the homestead exemption only.*7 On the 
other hand statutory or constitutional provisions, 
which, by a strict interpretation of their phrasing, 
apply to realty only, have been construed to apply 
to personal property exemptions as well.®® In some 
jurisdictions the only liabilities enforceable against 
property set apart as exempt are claims for pur- 
chase money and taxes.®® Some statutes expressly 
except from operation of the exemption laws, funeral 
expenses, expenses of last illness, and expenses of 
administration.”? The fact that the debtor’s inabil- 


ity to pay a special creditor’s judgment was caused ‘ 


by sickness or other circumstances over which he 
had no control will not be allowed to interfere with 
the ereditor’s right to seize the debtor’s goods 
exempt as against other claims.7! 

[§ 155] B. Character as Based on Contract or 
selected two of four mules attached, 


as exempt, and voluntarily disposed 
of the same pending suit, and there- 


375. 
IT69 Me. 145; 


62. Howard Coal Co. 
1 LOMEAG S69. 


Tort—l. In General. Where an exemption statute 
is general in its terms without restriction as to the 
nature of the judgment or claim as against which 
exemptions may be allowed, the right may be as- 
serted as against a judgment for tort,’? and in some 
states exemption is allowed against a judgment for 
a tort under statutes allowing exemptions as against 
execution obtained on ‘‘any debt,’’ or on ‘‘any debt 
contracted.’’*3 By the weight of authority, how- 
ever, such statutes, as well as statutes allowing 
exemptions as against judgments ‘‘founded upon 
contract, express or implied,’’? do not apply as 
against torts, but are limited to cases of contract.7 
A husband cannot claim an exemption as against 
a judgment for his wife’s tort, on the ground that 
her tortious act is a violation of his marriage con- 
tract with her, and that the judgment is based 
on a breach of contract. Where one in committing 
fraud violates the terms of a contract, and action 
is brought and judgment secured for the fraud, the 
judgment is in tort, and exemptions will. not be 
allowed.*® : 

A statute providing that in certain cases of inten- 


| tional or malicious tort, defendant may be arrested 


and shall not be discharged until he has surrendered 


71. Hughes y. Melville, 60 Ill. A. 
v. Savage, | 419. 


LRA1917D 72. Conroy v. Sullivan, 44 Ill. 451; 


after the attachment was dissolved, 
but the creditor obtained judgment 
and seized the other two mules which 
had been held under the attachment 
under a fieri facias, the debtor is 
estopped to claim such mules as also 
exempt. Rivet vy.’ Murrell Planting, 
ete, Oo; 121 ua. 2017 467.8 210; 1:26 
AmSR 320. 

60. Weller v. Moore, 50 Ark. 253, 
7 SW 130; Finley v. Sly, 44 Ind. 266; 
McCreary’s App., 74 Pa. 194; Strouse 
v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 474, 44 
Pa, 206; Dodson’s App., 25 Pa. 232; 
Bechtel’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 375; 
Line’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 197. ; 

{a] MDlustrations.—(1) A debtor's 
jJand is levied upon, and he claims 
the exemption, and an appraisement 
is made, but no sale is effected un- 
der that execution. Afterward an- 
other creditor levies upon a part of 
the same land and sells it, without 
the deptor’s having given notice and 
made the claim upon the latter exe- 
cution. The debtor has waived his 
right and is not entitled to claim 
three hundred dollars out of the pro- 
ceeds of the sale. Dodson’s App., 25 
Pa. 232. (2) An execution is levied 
on exempt household goods, and the 
debtor claims his exemption. The 
goods are covered by insurance, and 
before appraisement they are de- 
stroyed by fire. Another creditor 
then attaches the money due from 
the insurance company. The debtor 
is bound to make a claim of exemp- 
tion as against the attachment, not- 
withstanding his previous claim as 
against the execution, and he waives 
his right to the exemption by failure 
to do so. Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 
190, 80 AmD 474, 44 Pa. 206. 

Wecessity of claim generally see 
infra § 233. 

61. Bechtel’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 


898; Hall v. Hartwell, 142 Mass. 447, 
8 NE 333; Chandler vy. White, 71 
Miss. 161, 14 S 454; Waite v. Fran- 
ciola, 90 Tenn, 191, 16 SW 116. 


Successive exemptions on judg- 
ments for necessaries see infra 
§ 176. 

Wages exempt see supra §§ 102-— 
ialirge 

63: Crate vo, Louisville, setez” 2. 
Con Picm Alan 224 9a Seiouos. Halll Save 
Hartwell, 142 Mass. 447, 8 NE 3338; 


Chandler v. White, 71 Miss. 161, 14 S 
454; Waite v. Franciola, 90 Tenn. 191, 
16 SW _ 116. 

64. Palmisciano v. 
RT, 10; 94 A852. 

65. Assignments for benefit of 
creditors as passing exempt property 
see Assignments for Benefit of Cred- 
itors § 269. 

Mechanics’ liens on exempt prop- 
erty see Mechanics’ Liens [27 Cyc 
27]. 

66. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this and following sec- 
tions. 

Contracts prior to adoption of stat- 
ute see supra § 10. 

67. Parham v. McMurray, 32 Ark. 
261; Shear vy. Reynolds, 90 Ill. 238; 
Howard v. Lakin, 88 Ill. 36; Wells v. 
Lilly, 86 Ill. 317. 

68. Phelps v. Porter, 40 Ga. 485. 


Rapone, 38 


69. Gray v. Higgs, 18 Ga. A. 22, 


88 SE 709. 

[a] A lien for the keep of a horse 
eannot be enforced against it where 
it has been set apart as exempt. 
Gray v. Higgs, 18 Ga. A. 22, 88 SE 
709. 

Claims for purchase money see 
infra §§ 170-174. 

Claims for taxes see infra § 169. 


70. German-American State Bank 
vy. Godman, 83 Wash. 231, 145 
P 221. 


Burns v. Marland Mfg. Co., 14 Gray 


(Mass.) 487; Dellinger v, Tweed, 66 
Ni Ch 206: 
73. Oakley v. Lasater, 172 N. C. 


96, 89 SE 1063; Dellinger v. Tweed, 
Soe C. 206; Smith v. Omans, 17 Wis. 
74. Ala.—Richardson v. McCreary, 
158 Ala. 65, 48 S 341, 132 AmSR 17; 
Northern v. Hanners, 121 Ala. 587, 
25 S8L7, WT “AmSR 743) Péntony Wve 
Diamond, 92 Ala. 610, 9 S 175; Mc- 
Laren vy. Anderson, 81 Ala. 106, 8 S 
188; Vincent v. State, 74 Ala. 274; 
Meredith v. Holmes, 68 Ala. 190. 


Ark.—Massie v. Envart, 33 Ark. 
688. 
Ga.—Davis v. Henson, 29 Ga. 345. 


Ind.—Newling v. McIntosh, 89 Ind. 
593; Thompson v. Ross, 87 Ind. 156; 
Geniry v. Purcell, 84 Ind. 838; State 
v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 196. 

Ind, T.—Gaines v. Toles, 1 Ind. T. 
543, 37 SW 946. 

N. Y.—Lathrop v. Singer, 39 Barb. 
396; Schouton vy. Kilmer, 8 HowPr 
527. 

Pa.—Kenyon v. Gould, 61 Pa. 292; 
Lane vy. Baker, 2 Grant 424; Wash- 
burn y. Baldwin, 10 Phila. 472. 

75. M2Cabe v. Berge, 89 Ind. 225. 

76. Nowling v. McIntosh, 89 Ind. 
593. 

[a] For example, where a widow, 
by fraudulently concealing an ante- 
nuptial contract by which she had 
relinquished all interest in her hus- 
band’s estate, obtained property from 
his administrator as of right as 
widow, and for this wrong the ad- 
ministrator sued her and obtained 
judgment, the judgment was for a 
tort, and not for violation of the 
antenuptial contract, and she could 
not claim exemptions from execution 
issued upon it. Nowling v. McIntosh, 
89 Ind, 593. 
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his personal property in excess of a fixed amount,’? 
exemption above 


takes away defendant’s 
amount.’ 


[§ 156] 2. Determination of Character of Action. 
Whether an action sounds in tort or in contract 
must be determined by an examination of the plead- 
ings,’ and of their substance rather than the form 
or particular allegations,®® or the form of the ae- 
The fact that a declaration in tort con- 
tains allegations of promises incidental to the main 
When the com- 
plaint on which judgment has been taken shows 
unequivocally that the cause of action is in ,tort, 
there cannot be an inquiry into the evidence used 
at the hearing for the purpose of showing that the 
judgment was taken upon the contract, so as to ad- 
Where the complaint 
unites causes of action in tort and contract, de- 
fendant is allowed to treat the judgment as one 
rendered upon contract and to claim his exemption.** 


tion.8? 


eause of action is immaterial.’? 


mit a claim for exemption.®* 


77. Oakley v. Lasater, 172 N. C. 
96, 89 SE 10638. 
78. Oakley v. Lasater, 172 N. C. 


96, 89 SE 1063. 

79. McDaniel v. Johnston, 110 Ala. 
526, 19 S 35; Green yv. Simon, 17 Ind. 
A. 360, 46 NE 693; Jewett v. Ware, 
107 Va. 802, 60 SE 131. 


80. Jewett v. Ware, 107 Va. 802, 
60 SE 181. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘The mere 


use of violent terms in characteriz- 
ing the procurement of a contract 
and its breach will not avail to con- 
vert a breach of the contract into a 
‘tort,’ for, if it would, the benefits of 
the homestead exemption provided by 
our constitution and statutes could 
be very easily frittered away or 
made of no avail.” Jewett v. Ware, 
107 Va. 802, 806, 60 SE 131. 

Determination of character of ac- 
tion generally see Actions § 138. 

81. Jewett v. Ware, 107 Va. 802, 
60 SE 131. 

[a] Mlustration.—A declaration 
placing the right of recovery on the 
ground that plaintiff has been dam- 
aged by a breach of contract, and 
alleging deceit on the part of de- 
fendant in procuring the contract, is 
an action of contract, although the 
form of action brought is trespass 
on the case, and exemption will be 
allowed. Jewett v. Ware, 107 Va. 802, 
60 SE 181. 

$2. Miller v. Mintun, 73 Ark. 183, 
83 SW 918; De Hart v. Haun, 126 
Ind. 378, 26 NE 61. 

[a] MWlustrations.—(1) A judgment 
against a physician for the unskill- 
ful treatment of an injury, although 
it was alleged he promised careful 
treatment, is not a debt by contract 
within a constitutional provision ex- 
empting property from seizure on 
process from any court on debt by 
eontract. Miller v. Mintun, 73 Ark. 
183) (83) SW 918: (2) In an action 
against a physician for damages for 
malpractice, the complaint, after al- 
leging that plaintiff had injured his 
right shoulder and arm, alleged that 
“the defendant, being then a practic- 
ing physician and surgeon, as such 
undertook faithfully, skillfully and 
diligently to treat and set and en- 
deavor to cure and heal said arm and 
shoulder,” and that owing to his lack 
of skill, his negligence, ete. he in- 
jured plaintiff, ete. The action is in 
tort, and not on contract. De Hart 
v. Haun, 126 Ind. 378, 26 NE 61. 

83. Smith v. Wood, 83 Ind. 522; 
Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 46 
NE 693. 

84. Ries v. McClatchey, 128 Ind. 
125, 27 NE 349. 

85. Keim v. Brumbaugh, 29 Fa. 
Super. 557. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘In our 
opinion, the present case was founded 
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such 


[§§ 155-159 


[§ 157] 3. Actions for Breach of Promise. An 
action for a breach of marriage promise is regarded 


in some jurisdictions as an action founded on con- 


[§ 158] 4. 


[§ 159] 
Proceedings. 


upon contract as clearly as a case 
where ‘A’ contracts to sell ‘B’ a 
quantity of lumber at a stipulated 
price per thousand and ‘B’ agrees to 
purchase; thereafter ‘A’ refuses to 
comply with his contract, and that 
‘B’s’ remedy is an action in assump- 
sit for damages will hardly be dis- 
puted by any lawyer. Now, when a 
man and woman enter into a lawful 
contract to marry, and one of them is 
subsequently guilty of a breach of 
the contract, the remedy of the in- 
jured party is an action in assumpsit 
for damages and the judgments in 
the two cases, when ‘recovered, do 
not essentially differ. They are each 
founded on a breach of contract. It 
is true the amount of damages in 
the marriage contract is not as capa- 
ble of definite proof as on the lumber 
contract, but when the respective 
juries have arrived at conclusions, 
and the courts have approved the 
same by judgments, they both stand 
on precisely the same ground in rela- 
tion to the exemption act of 1849.” 
Keim v. Brumbaugh, 29 Pa, Super. 
557, b6L; 

Cook vy. Newman, 8 HowPr 
(N. -Y.). 523. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘Although 
the action is founded on contract, 
so far as form is concerned, yet, it 
is substantially an action of tort. It 
is purely a personal wrong, as much 
so as an action for assault and bat- 
tery or slander. The damages are 
not assessed as damages growing out 
of a loss of property, but rather as 
a compensation for a personal wrong. 
They are frequently vindictive as 
well as compensatory. In fine, in 
every particular, except in the mere 
form of pleading, it follows the an- 
alogy of an action of tort.’’ Cook v. 
Newman, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 523, 524. 

87. Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 
46 NE 693. 

[a] For example, judgment on a 
guardian’s or executor’s bond, al- 
though for money concealed by him 
and converted to his own use, is a 
judgment in an action on contract, 
against which exemptions may be 
allowed. Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. 
A. 360, 46 NE 693. Compare Bescher 
v. State, 63 Ind. 302 (holding that a 
judgment in an action upon the bond 
of a guardian might under the stat- 
ute include ten per cent on the 
amount due the ward as damages, 
and might be rendered without stay 
of execution or benefit of appraise- 
ment laws). 

88. Schuessler v. Dudley, 80 Ala. 
547, 2 S 526, 60 AmR 124. : 

[a] Tax collector.—The liability 
of a tax collector on his bond is 
in the nature of a liability ex de- 
licto, and is not a liability “for a 


debt. contracted” within the meaning. 


and Fiduciaries. 
public officer or fiduciary, although growing out of 
the wrong of the principal, is nevertheless held in 
some jurisdictions as being a liability against which 
an exemption may be claimed.’? 
tions, however, the lability is regarded as in the 
nature of a lability ex delicto and the right to an 
exemption has been denied.*§ 
5. Bonds and Recognizances in Legal 
It has been held in some eases that 
the character of the lability upon a bond or recog- 
nizance given in a legal proceeding is determined 
by the character of the proceeding,®® and the lia- 
bility arises out of tort, where, for example, the 
proceeding is one for unlawful detainer 9° or re- 


tract,®° and in others as an action founded on tort.%® 
Liabilities upon Bonds of Officers 


A judgment upon the bond of a 


In other jurisdic- 


of the exemption laws. Schuessler 


v. Dudley, 80 Ala. 547, 2 S 526, 60 
AmR 124. 
89. Com. v. Brown, 17 Pa. Super. 


he Edwards v. Withrow, 6 Pa. Co. 


[a] For example (1) a claim for 
exemption, under the act of April 9, 
1849, cannot be maintained against 
an execution on a judgment upon a 
recognizance on appeal from a mag- 
istrate, the judgment not being 
founded upon contract. Edwards v. 
Withrow, 6 Pa. Co. 13. (2) A surety 
on a bond given by an assignee for 
the benefit of the creditors is entitled 
to an exemption of three hundred 
dollars, where suit is brought on de- 
fault of the assignee to pay out 
moneys in his hands after distribu- 
tion by an auditor has been con- 
firmed by the court, the court approv- 
ing the distinction made by the lower 
court between the assignee himself 
and his sureties, the default of the 
assignee being in the nature of a tort 
and therefore not within the exemp~< 


tion act. Com. v. Brewn, 17 Pa. 
Super. 520. 
{b] The right of a surety on an 


appeal bond to claim exemption (1) 
follows the right of his principal. 
Pennsylvania L., ete., Ins. Co. v. 
Bruner, 41 Pa. Super. 358. (2) If the 
original action sounds in tort and de- 
fendant is not entitled to his exemp- 
tion therein, then he and his surety 
cannot claim exemption in an action 
on appeal bond. Pennsylvania IL., 
ete., Ins. Co. v. Bruner, 41 Pa. Super. 
358. (3) Whereas if the original ac- 
tion sounded in contract and defend- 
ant would have been entitled to 
claim his exemption therein, that 
right still remains in an action on 
the appeal bond, unless such right 
has been lost through fraud, decep- 
tion, or other reasons recognized as 
sufficient in law, and even the right 
of the surety would not be affected, 
unless he were a party to the fault. 
Pennsylvania L., ete, Ins. Co. v. 
Bruner, 41 Pa. Super. 358: (4) Where 
the original suit is upon a mortgage 
and the original debtor is therefore 
not entitled to his exemption as 
against the mortgagee, the surety 
upon the appeal bond is not entitled 
to the debtor’s exemption. Pennsyl- 
vania L., ete., Ins, Co. vy. Bruner, 41 
Pa. Super. 358. 

90. Gaines yv. Toles, 1 Ind. T. 543, 
37 SW 946. : 

[a] Reason for rule. — Where 
plaintiff in an action for unlawful 
detainer executes a bond and obtains 
a writ of possession, and there is 
afterward a verdict for defendant, a 
judgment for damages and costs 
against plaintiff and his sureties on 
the bond is to be regarded as 
founded, not upon contract, but upon 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 159-162] 


plevin.®! On the other hand it has been held that 
hability of the bail upon an undertaking of replevin 
bail is contractual notwithstanding the liability of 
the principal. 

[§ 160] 6. Particular Torts. Under the view 
that an exemption cannot be claimed as against a 
hability for tort,°? it has been held that no exemp- 
tion can be claimed as against an execution on a 
judgment in an action of trespass,®* detinue,?® or 
trover,®® or for conversion,®? or in ejectment,®® or 
in a statutory action to recover damages against a 
tenant holding over, based upon wrongful deten- 
tion.°® But a judgment in an ejectment suit brought 
by a landlord against a tenant, while in form a judg- 
ment in an action of trespass and tort, may be an 
action founded on a contract, and is.so, where the 
judgment is entered in accordance with an agree- 
ment into between the parties, and a tenant has a 
right to claim his exemption as against a judgment 
so entered.t. Exemptions will not be allowed against 
a judgment in an action for negligence,’ or for mal- 
practice by a physician or surgeon, if the action 
brought is in tort,’ or in an action on the case for 
libel and slander,* or in an action for fraud and 
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deceit. A fiduciary who has violated his trust,® or a 
public officer who is guilty of official misconduct 
or negligence,’ or an executor or administrator who 
has wasted or who wrongfully withholds the assets 
of the estate, cannot have the benefit of the exemp- 
tion laws. 

_[§ 161] 7. Waiver of Tort and Suit in Assump- 
sit. An exemption right may be asserted as against 
a judgment upon contract notwithstanding the basis 
of the action is a tort,® as where plaintiff has waived 
a tort and recovered judgment in assumpsit.1? Some 
statutes expressly provide that exemptions shall not 
be allowed as against a debt incurred for property 
obtained under false pretenses. The fact that the 
action is in contract in such a case makes no differ- 
ence. Such a statute is an exception to the gen- 
eral rule, and is not repealed or affected in any 
way by a later reénactment in statutory or consti- 
tutional form of the general exemption law.?2 

[§ 162] C. Crimes—1. Civil Liability from 
Criminal Act. Notwithstanding an action of con- 
tract is based upon an act constituting a crime, an 
exemption may be allowed against the judgment. 
No exemption can be allowed against a claim for the 


tort, that is, upon the wrongful dis-|Chrzan, 31 Pa. Super. 184. 8. Dangaix v. Lunsford, 112 Ala. 
possession of defendant by plaintiff, 2. Kirkpatrick v. White, 29 Pa.| 403, 20 S 639. 

and there can be no exemption as] 176. 9. Wireman y. Mueller, (Pa.) 7 A 
against an execution on the judgment 3. De Hart v. Haun, 126 Ind. 378,|592; Keim v. Brumbaugh, 29 Pa. 
under a statute allowing exemptions | 26 NE 61. Super. 5&7. ; : 
as against executions on judgments 4 Davis v. Henson, 29 Ga. 345; 10. Crane v. Waggoner, 33 Ind. 
based upon contract. Gaines v. Toles, | State v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 196; Kenyon] 83; Robinson v. Wiley, 15 N. Y. 489; 


TP oainds 1/543, 37) Swe 94e. 

91. Bowser Furniture Co. v. John- 5. 
son, 117 Ark. 496, 175 SW 516; Pierce 
v. Lewis, 9 Pa. Co. 250, 27 WklyNC 
400 


[a] Reason for rule—A judgment 
recovered on a bond given in replevin 
for goods distrained for rent is not to 


531, 


infra § 215. 


v. Gould, 61 Pa. 292. 
Massie v. Enyart, 33 Ark. 688; 
Edwards y. Mahon, 


6. Kimball vy. Cunningham Hard- 


Wireman vy. Mueller, (Pa.) 7 A 592; 
Terrill v. Allgaier, 21 Pa. Co. 346; 
Bank v. Ziegler, 4 Kulp (Pa.) 407; 
Ashworth v. Addy, 7 WklyNC (Pa.) 


[a] Use and occupation. — St. 
Hous, €te., Ra Co. ve, Hart, 38. Ark 
112; Crane v. Waggoner, 33 Ind. 83. 


baePhilaee Gear) 


_Exemptions against judgment set-| 342. 
ting aside fFaudulent conveyance see 


be regarded as obtained upon con- 
tract within the meaning of the ex- 
emption law. “The right of action 
does not depend upon the promise to 
pay, but upon the failure to perform 
the duty assumed. Such a cause of 
action, and the judgment recovered 
thereon, is not* Sea es 
acter, but tortious.” jierce v. Lewis, 
9 Pa. Co. 250, 252, 27 WklyNC 400. 

92. Maloney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 
565, 44 AmR 46. < 

{a] Bastardy proceedings. — Ma- 
loney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 565, 44 AmR 


460 Reason for rule.—‘It cannot 
be said that one who undertakes as 
replevin bail for another is guilty 
of any wrong, no matter what may 
be the character of the judgment 
against the principal. If this be true, 
and we are unable to perceive any 
ground upon which the proposition 
can be impeached, it must also be 
true that the replevin bail can not 
be denied the benefit of the statute 
upon the ground that he has beer 
guilty of a wrong. If, then, the bai 
perpetrates no wrong he is not within 
the letter of the statute excluding 
him from the benefit of its provi- 
sions one who commits a tort. Ma- 
loney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 565, 567, 44 
AmR 46. 
. See supra § 155. 

od. Meredith v. Holmes,- 68 Ala. 
190; Lathrop v. Singer, 39 Barb. (N. 
Y:) 396. ' ' / 
Stuckey v, McKibbon, 92 Ala. 
622, 8 S_379. 

96. Wright v. Jones, 103 Ala. 539, 
15 S 506; Gentry v. Purcell, 84 Ind. 


97. Vincent ’v. State, 74 Ala. 274; 
Smith v. Ragsdale, 36 Ark. 297. 
98. Smith v. Wood, 83 Ind. 522. 
99. Penton vy. Diamond, 92 Ala. 
610, 9 S 175; Smith v. Wood, 83 Ind. 
522; Dorrell v. Hannah, 80 Ind. 497; 
Thomas v. Walmer, 18 Ind. A. 112, 
46 NE 695; Smith v. Carter, 17 Phila. 
(Pa.) 344. , 
1. Morris Run Coal Min. Co. v. 


ware Co., (Ala.) 78 S 787; Dangaix 
v. Lunsford, 112 Ala. 403, 20 S 639 
(an executor); Shreck y. Gilbert, 52 
Nebr. 813, 73 NW 276; Woods’ HEst., 
7 WklyNC (Pa.) 811; Ervay v. Hill, 
46 Wash. 457, 90 P 590. 

[a] Attorney’s violation of trust. 
—(1) By virtue of Code Ciy. Proce. 
§ 531, the exemption of his library 
cannot be claimed by a lawyer 
against an execution upon a judg- 
ment recovered against him for 
moneys received professionally for 
the judgment creditor. Shreck v. 
Gilbert, 52 Nebr. 813, 73 NW 276. 
(2) An action for damages on the 
ground that plaintiffs property had 
been obtained from him by fraud by 
which he had been induced to ap- 
point defendant his general attorney 
to transact his business, is an action 
based on fraud and not for an ac- 
counting. Ervay v. Hill, 46 Wash. 
457, 90 P 590. 

[b] Order on trustee to pay into 
court.—Where decree charged one 
as trustee and commanded payment 
into court within -ten days, other- 
wise execution would issue, the obli- 
gation to pay is not a “debt” or a 
“debt contracted” within statutes 
granting exemptions of property 
from levy and sale under legal proc- 
ess. Kimball v. Cunningham Hard- 
ware Co., (Ala.) 78 S 787. 

7. Vincent v. State, 74 Ala, 274; 
Kirkpatrick v. White, 29 Pa. 176; 
Hackett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 201. 

[a] A constable who is liable for 
negligence in the performance of his 
office is not entitled to an exemption. 
Kirkpatrick v. White, 29 Pa. 176. 

[b] Extents against delinquent 
collectors of town taxes are not 
within the exemptions provided by 
statute, Hackett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 
201. 

[c] fhe conversion and misappro- 
priation of public funds by a state 
treasurer is both a tort and a crime 
and no exemption can be allowed for 
the amount of the defalcation. Vin- 
cent v. State, 74 Ala. 274, 


‘} an 


[b] Account stated—(1) Where 
the action is for debt founded on an 
account rendered by defendant for 
rent collected, the action is based 
on a contract and not on a tort, and 
exemption could be claimed 
against it. ‘Clearly, he based his 
right to recover, not on a breach of 
duty growing out of any fiduciary 
relations which the defendant bore 
to him (for nothing of the kind is 
alleged in the pleadings), but upon 
the latter’s implied contract to pay 
the balance of account which he‘ad- 
mitted to be due to the plaintiff. ... 
If the defendant’s failure to pay over 
the balance admitted by him to be 
due involved any other or greater 
wrong than is involved in every ac- 
tion based on a count for money had 
and received to the plaintiff’s use, or 
on an account stated, it does not ap- 
pear in the record and was not made 
the basis of the plaintiff’s demand. 
The action, therefore, both in form 
and substance, was based on a con- 
tract and not on a tort, and the de- 
fedant is entitled to the exemption.” 
Bank v. Ziegler, 4 Kulp (Pa.) 407. 
(2) Where an agent has misappro- 
priated funds belonging to his prin- 
cipal, and there is negotiation be- 
tween principal and agent relating 
thereto resulting in an account stated 
which the principal accepts and later 
sues and recovers judgment on, the 
account stated, and not fraud, forms 
a basis of the action, and the agent 
may ke allowed his exemption as 
against the judgment. Terrill v. All- 
gaier, 211Pa. Co.) 346. 

11. Taylor v. Rice, 1 N. D. 72, 44 
NW 1017; Sundback v. Griffith, 7 S. 
D. 109, 683 NW 544: Hall v. Harris, 1 
S. D. 279, 46 NW 931, 36 AmSR 730. 


12. Sundback v. Griffith, 7 S. D- 
109, 68 NW 544. 
13. Johnson v. Collier, 161 Ala. 


204, 49 S 761-7 Wireman v. Mueller, 
Pan) 7 AY 59/2? 

[a] Assumpsit for money em- 
bezzled.— A judgment recovered in 
an action of assumpsit for money em- 
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recovery of money misappropriated by a public of- 
ficer, his act constituting both a tort and a crime."* 

[§ 163] 2. Judgments for Fines and Costs. 
Where an exemption statute is general in its terms 
without restriction as to the nature of the judg- 
ment or claim as against which exemptions may be 
allowed, the right may be asserted as against a judg- 
ment for a fine and costs rendered in a criminal 
prosecution,!® although there is authority to the con- 
trary.1° Under a statute conferring an exemption 
against demands for ‘‘any debt contracted’’ no ex- 
emption can be claimed against a fine imposed for a 
violation of a criminal statute.” 

[§ 164] 3. Liabilities on Bonds and Recogni- 
zances. In some jurisdictions a judgment upon a 
recognizance in a criminal case is not regarded as a 
judgment on a contract against which a judgment 
may be allowed,!® although the action is in assump- 
sit.19 In other jurisdictions a judgment in favor 
of the state upon a forfeited bail bond against the 
sureties is regarded as upon a debt by contract 
against which an exemption may be claimed.?° Where 
a statute provides that ‘‘there shall be no property 
exempt from execution for fine and costs for this 
offense,’’ the surety of the principal is liable for 
the fine and costs, for the offense of his principal 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 162-165 


and to the same extent; and the property of the 
surety for fine and costs is not more exempt than 
that of his principal.?+ 

[§ 165] D. Costs and Fees.2? The right of a de- 
fendant to assert an exemption against a judgment 
for costs is ordinarily held to be determined by the 
nature of the original proceeding.*®? Where the 
action is ex contractu an exemption may be 
claimed,?* while it will ordinarily be denied in ac- 
tions ex delicto.2° Statutes in some states provide 
that the costs*of an action to marshal liens are to 
be paid by the insolvent debtor up to the time he 
demands his exemption,?® and after that time by the 
judgment creditor.?? 

Unsuccessful plaintiff. A judgment for costs 
against a plaintiff is by some authorities regarded 
as always based upon an implied contract whether 
the action is ex contractu or ex delicto, and hence 
plaintiff is entitled to claim his exemption.”* The 
other view proceeds on the ground that costs recov- 
ered by defendant are not founded on plaintiff’s 
implied promise to pay them, if unsuccessful, but 
are purely statutory, and as in other cases where 
the liability is imposed by statute,?® a claim of 
exemption will not be allowed.*® But the liability 
of a surety on a cost bond for an unsuccessful 


bezzled by defendant while in plain- 
tiff's employ is based upon contract 
and exemptions will be allowed 
against it. Wireman v. Mueller, (Pa.) 
7 A 592. 

[b] Action for money lost at 
gaming.—A defendant in an action 
for money lost at gaming may claim 
exemptions as the action is one ex 
contractu. Johnson v. Collier, 161 
Ala. 204, 49 S 761. 

14. Vincent v. State, 74 Ala. 274. 

15. Loomis v. Gerson, 62 Ill. 11; 
Com. v. Lay, 12 Bush (Ky.) 283, 23 
AmR 718; Betterton v. O’Dwyer, 124 
Mo. A. 306, 101 SW 628. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The policy 
and purpose of the exemption laws 
appear to require their application 
in favor of the head of the family 
who is liable for a fine and costs. 
The purpose is to protect the wife 
and children, and the statutes ought 
to be construed to protect them as 
much as possible, not only from the 
improvident, but from the criminal 
conduct of the husband; and on prin- 
ciple we find no difficulty in reach- 
ing the conclusion to which we have 
come by our study of the statutes. 

. , A concession has been made, 
sometimes, to the sovereignty in the 
collection of its revenues and taxes, 
even independent of a statute, to pre- 
vent the functions of the State from 
being crippled by releasing property 
from taxation. Whatever merit this 
reason possesses, it is not pertinent 
to the instance of an execution for 
a fine and costs.’ Betterton  v. 
O'Dwyer, 124 Mo. A. 306, 314, 316, 101 
SW 628. 

16. Enderman y. Alexander, (Colo.) 
137 EP T29). 

17. Whitacre v. Rector, 29 Gratt. 
(70 Va.) 714, 26 AmR 420. 

18. Com. vy. Dougherty, 8 Phila. 
(Pa.) 366. 

19. Com. v. Savage, 30 Pa. Super. 
4 


20. State v. Williford, 36 Ark. 155, 
161, 38 AmR 34. 
é 21. Irvin v. State, 6 Lea (Tenn.) 

88. 

22. On assignment for benefit of 
creditors see Assignments for Bene- 
fit of Creditors § 518. 

23. Mengel v. McGee, 22 Pa. Dist. 

WAz . 

[a] After appraisement. — Where 
ihe execution creditor authorizes a 
sale after appraisement, the execu- 
tion creditor can resort for the pay- 


ment of his costs only to any bal- 
ance exceeding the three hundred 
dollars allowed. to. the debtor as ex- 
omne Pierce v. Boalick, 36 Pa. Co. 

{b] Removal of guardian. — A 
guardian who has been removed and 
ordered to pay the costs of proceed- 
ings of removal, where his default is 
due merely to a mistaken view of his 
rights, is entitled to the exemption 
under the statute upon an execu- 
tion to enforce an order to pay the 
costs. “It is argued that respondent 
is not entitled to the exemption, for 
the reason that his liability to pay 
the costs decreed against him, does 
not arise ‘upon any judgment ob- 
tained upon contract and distress for 
rent, but from his default in obey- 
ing the order of the court, and is 
therefore not contemplated by the 
Act. Eut we think this to be a mis- 
taken view of the law. If the de- 
fault of the respondent was the con- 
sequence of any fraudulent conduct, 
such as misappropriation of the es- 
tate of the minors, and he was or- 
dered to repay the amount misap- 
propriated, with the costs arising 
through his default, the case would 
be different, and upon an execution 
issued to collect the same, he would 
not be allowed the exemption. Nor 
will it be allowed in the case of a 
defaulting executor or administrator: 
Woods’ Est., 7 WklyNC (Pa.) 84. 
But here it is a debt found due from 
the respondent upon his implied con- 


) tract to pay, should he prove an un- 


successful party before the court. He 
is not in default by reason of fraud 
or negligence equivalent to fraud, 
but simply as a mistaken suitor. 
This being the case the order to pay 
the costs is equivalent to a judg- 
ment against him, for costs, upon 
which, if execution issue, he is en- 
titled to the exemption, precisely as 
in an execution to recover any other 
debt. This is clearly within the 
spirit of the Act of 1849.” Taylor 
Minors’s Hist. 9 Pa. Co. 293. 

[c] Mandamus. — Exemption can- 
not be claimed by a defendant in 
mandamus proceedings against an 
execution for costs upon a judgment 
entered against him in the manda- 
mus proceedings. Mengel vy. McGee, 
22 Pa. Dist. 671. 

Costs and disbursements in di- 
voree see infra § 167. 

24. Edwards v. Thayer, 122 Ark. 


579, 184 SW 64. 

25. Morscheimer v. Wood, (Ala.) 
78 S 200; Stuckey v. McKibbon, 92 
Ala. 622, 8 S 379; Jones v. Tarleton, 
(Ala.) 75 S 643; Massie v. Enyart, 33 
Ark, 688; Russell v. Cleary, 105 Ind. 
502, 5 NE 414; Church v. Hay, 93 Ind. 
323; Donaldson v. Banta, 5 Ind. A. 
71, 29 NE 362; Lathrop v. Singer, 39 
Barb. (N. Y.) 396; Schouton y. Kil- 
mer, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 527. 

[a] Reasons for rule.—(1) ‘Costs, 

. partake of the nature of the 
judgment in favor of the plaintiff. 
Where that is for a tort, the judg- 
ment for costs is for a tort; where 
that results from, and is based on a 
wrong of the defendant, the judg- 
ment for costs results from and is 
based on the same *wrong; and no 
claim of exemption can be sustained 
against either.” Stuckey v. McKib- 
bon, 92 Ala, 622, 625, 8 S 379..(2) 
The judgment is an entirety. Rus- 
sell v. Cleary, i105 Ind. 502, 5 NE 414; 
Church y. Hay, 93 Ind. 333: Donald: 
son v. Banta, 5 Ind. A. 71, 29 NE 362. 
26. Warns v. Reeck, 28 Oh. Cir. 


27, Warns we Reeck-28 “Ohne Cir: 


28. Bradley v. West Chester St. 
R., Co, 160- Pa. 72, 28 A. 500;) lane ‘y. 
Baker, 2 Grant.(Pa.) 424. Contra 
Strohecker v. Buffiington, 1 Pearson 
(Pa.) 124. 

{a] Master’s fee.—Where plain- 
tiff’s bill to restrain a trespass on his 
premises was dismissed at his cost, 
including the master’s fee, he may 
claim an exemption as against the 
master’s fee, for “by invoking the 
services of the master, said plaintiff 
impliedly agreed to pay him there- 
for, and hence no element other than 
that of debt on contract entered into 
the decree against him for costs; 
and he _was therefore entitled to the 
exemption that was accorded by him 
by the sheriff.” Bradley” v. West 
Chester St. R.. Con-160 Pa. 72, 76,228 
A 500. ; 

29. See infra § 166 et seq. 

30. U. S—In re Owens, 18 F. Cas: 
No. 10,632, 6 Biss. 432 (interpreting 
an Indiana statute). 

Ala.—Crawford v. Slaton, 133 Ala. 
393, 31 S 940; Northen y. Hanners, 
121 Ala. 587, 25 8 817, U7 AmSR 7A. 

Ark —Buckley Vv. Williams, 84 Ark. 
187, 105 SW 95, 102 AmSR 24, 13 
AnnCas 258; Massie v. Enyart, 33 
Ark. 688. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 165-169] 


plaintiff is a liability based on the suretyship con- 
tract, and in such case the exemption is allowed.*4 

Set-off against joint plaintiffs. Where part of 
joint plaintiffs are entitled to exemptions, while 
others are not, the apparent injustice will not pre- 
vent defendant from setting off a judgment in his 
favor for the costs of an appeal against the inter- 
ests in the judgment of plaintiffs not entitled to an 
exemption.®? 

Expenses of impounding estrays. Where an or- 
dinance directs the impounding of stray animals and 
provides that the costs incurred by the officer in 
impounding the animals may be enforced against 
their owner,°* he will not be allowed an exemption 
in the animals as against such claim, even though 
they are exempt for other purposes.*4 

[§ 166] E. Judgment for Penalties. A judg- 
ment in an action for a statutory penalty is based 
upon the wrongful conduct of defendant and 
upon the statute, and may be enforced as against 
exempt property, where the statute allows the 
exemption only as against judgments ‘‘on debts 
contracted,’’ or ‘‘founded upon contract, express 
or implied.’’ 3° 

[§ 167] F. Judgment for Alimony or Mainte- 
nance. According to the weight of authority, a 
debtor is not entitled to claim an exemption against 
a judgment recovered by his wife for maintenance 
or alimony,°° and the court has power to set aside 
specific property of the husband to the wife as ali- 
mony, whether it is exempt or not.°* However, it 
has been held that alimony for which a judgment 
has been rendered is a debt as against which the 
head of a family may claim an exemption.*® In 
some states there are express statutory provisions 
prohibiting allowance of exemptions against judg- 


Ind.—Ross v. Banta, 140 Ind. 120,| and sold,’ 


EXEMPTIONS 


is a police power neces- 


ments for alimony or maintenance,?? and such stat- 
utes are held not to be in conflict with, but an excep- 
tion to, the general exemption law.4° The rule ap- 
plies even though the wife is separated from her 
husband, but where they are not divorced.t! It has 
been held, however, under a statute providing for 
the sequestration of a certain percentage of defend: 
ant’s earnings after a judgment against him has 
been returned unsatisfied, that a wife’s judgment for 
alimony against her husband may be enforced 
against the statutory percentage of the husband’s 
earnings,*? the inference being that it cannot be en- 
forced against the husband’s earnings above the 
statutory limit.4* It would seem that a husband 
may practically secure an exemption for his wages 
against his wife’s execution for alimony by having 
his wages paid to him in advance, so that there will 
never be any wages earned in the hands of the 
employer which can be garnished.t4 Such an ar- 
rangement with reference to exempt property is not 
a fraud upon ereditors.*® 

Costs and disbursements. Notwithstanding an 
exemption will not be allowed as against a claim 
for alimony, it may be allowed as against an allow- 
ance for costs and disbursements in a separation 
proceeding.*6 : 

[§ 168] G. Bastardy Judgment. The liability 
of the father of a bastard child, who under a statute 
has been ordered to pay an allowance to the mother, 
is not a debt due the mother against which an exemp- 
tion may be claimed.** However, where the exemp- 
tion is conferred by statute as against any ‘‘debt, 
damages, fine, or amercement’’ it may be claimed 
as against such a judgment.*® 

[§ 169] H. Debts Due Government. 
states there are 


In some 
express provisions that exemptions 


Monck v. Monck, 184 App. Div. 656, 


34 NE 865, 39 NE 7382; State v. Mc- 
Intosh, 100 Ind. 4289; Donaldson v. 
Banta, 5 Ind. A. 71, 29 NE 362. 

N. Y.—Lathrop v. Singer, 39 Barb. 
396; Schouton v. Kilmer, 8 HowPr 
527. 

31. Farris v. Smithpeter, 180 Mo. 
A. 466, 180 SW 655. : : 

82. Rookard v. Atlanta, etc., Air 
ine RR. Co:,89. S.C. 371,01 SH 992. 

[a] For example, a judgment for 
defendant, in an administrator’s 
death action for the costs of an ap- 
peal, may be set off pro tanto against 
the interests of an infant nonresi- 
dent child and of two infant chil- 
dren born since intestate’s death, 
they not coming within the exemp- 
tion statutes as heads of families, 
although the interests of the widow 
and other children are exempt as 
heads of families. Rookard v. At- 
lanta, ete., Air Line R. Co., 89 S. C. 
Sis dle Sb 992. 

33. Thomason Vv. Brownwood, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 98 SW 938; Wilcox v. 
Hemming, 58 Wis. 144, 15 NW 435, 
46 AmR 625. 

34. Thomason v. Brownwood, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 98 SW 938; Wilcox v. 
Hemming, 58 Wis. 144, 147 NW 485, 
46 AmR 625. ‘ 

[a] Exemption subordinate to po- 
lice power.—Where the exemption is 
only from “seizure and sale on exe- 
cution, or provisional or final process 
issued from any court, or any pro- 
ceedings in aid thereof,’ the ex- 
penses incurred by impounding an 
animal under an ordinance regulating 
animals are not within the statute 
of exemption. “The power granted 
by the legislature to this city in its 
charter, by ordinance ‘to restrain the 
running at large of cattle, horses, 
etc., and cause such as may be found 
running at large to be impounded 


[25 C. J.—7] 


sary to the due protection of the 
public at large in the use and en- 
joyment of the public streets, to 
which the private rights of property, 
and the ordinary exemption thereof 
from seizure and sale on execution or 
judgments in actions on contract or 
other incurred liability, must of ne- 
cessity be subordinate.’ Wilcox v. 
Hemming, 58 Wis. 144, 147, 15 NW 
435, 46 AmR 625. 

35. Crawford v. Slaton, 133 Ala. 
393, 81 S 940; Williams vy. Bowden, 69 
Ala. 433; Keller v. McMahan, 77 Ind. 


62. 

{a] Failure to record mortgage re- 
lease.—Exemptions cannot be claimed 
as against a judgment rendered in an 
action to recover the penalty given 
by statute against a mortgagee for 
failure to enter satisfaction of the 
mortgage on the record. Williams v. 
Bowden, 69 Ala, 433. 

{[b] Evasion of toll payments.— 
Exemptions cannot be claimed as 
against a judgment for a statutory 
penalty for running by a tollgate to 
avoid paying toll. Keller v. Mc- 
Mahan, 77 Ind. 62. 

{c] Recovery of wager.— Where 
a statute provides for the recovery in 
the name of the state of a wager 
lost upon any game of chance, ex- 
emption cannot be claimed against 
an action therefor. State v, Morgan, 
160 Ind. 474, 67 NE 186. ‘ 

Exemptions against penalties in 
criminal prosecutions see supra § 163. 


36. Ga.—Bates v. Bates, 74 Ga. 105. 
Ind.—Menzie v. Anderson, 65 Ind. 
Zoos 


Ky.—Pearson v. Pearson, 166 Ky. 
91, 178 SW 1164. 


Mo.—Spengler v. Kaufman, 43 Mo. 
5 


ine Y.—Zwingmann v. Zwingmann, 
LbOme ADD: Dive sos, )lo4, NYS, LOTT: 


172 NYS 401; Valentine v. Williams, 
159 NYS 815 [aff 175 App. Div. 931 
mem, 161 NYS 1148 mem]. 

37. Szymanski Vv. Szymanski, 
(Iowa) 176 NW 806; Tully v. Tully, 
159 Mass. 91, 34 NE 79. 

[a] Alimony from pension. — As 
against a decree ordering a pension- 
er to pay a part of his pension for 
the support of his wife, no exemp- 
tion can be claimed under U. S. Rev. 
St. § 4747. Tully v. Tully, 159 Mass. 
91, 34-NEI 79. 

184 


38. Schooley _ v. 
Iowa 835, 169 NW 

39. Anderson Vv. Norvell-Shap- 
leigh Hardware Co., 134 Mo. A. 188, 
113 SW 7338. 

40. Anderson Vv. Norvell-Shap- 
leigh Hardware Co., 134 Mo. A. 188, 
113 SW. 733. . 

41. Zwingmann Ai Zwingmann, 
150 App. Div. 358, 134 NYS 1077. 

42. Rolt-Wheeler v. Rolt-Wheeler, 
175 App. Div. 852, 162 NYS 491. 

43. See Rolt-Wheeler vy. Rolt- 
Wineeter, 175 App. Div. 852, 162 NYS 


Schooley, 
56. 


44. Jarboe v. Jarboe, 106 Mo. A. 
489, 79 SW 1162. 
45. Jarboe v. Jarboe, 106 Mo. A, 


459, 79 SW 1162. 

46. Monck y. Monck, 184 App. Div. 
656, 172 NYS 401. 

47. State v. Parsons, 115 N. C. 730, 
20 SH. 511. 

{a] The liability is based upon a 
duty imposed by the state, and is 
not a debt arising under a contract, 
and it makes no difference that the 
allowance is required to be paid di- 
rectly to the mother instead of to 
the state or to the clerk of the court. 
Brake v. Parsons, 115 N. C. 730, 20 SE 

48. State v. O’Brien, 14 Oh. Cir. 
Ct, 300, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 386. 
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shall not be allowed as against claims for taxes and 
certain other claims in favor of the state,*® as, for 
example, against sheriffs and other public collec- 
tors, or their sureties or personal representatives.°° 
And in the absence of express provision it has been 
held or stated that the exemption laws do not apply 
“as against debts due to the state, on the principle 
that the state is not to be bound by a statute unless 
expressly named therein.®+ By the weight of au- 
thority, however, such statutes are to be regarded as 
applicable to debts due to the state.°2 And even in 
' jurisdictions where by express provision of the stat- 
ute exemptions in certain defined cases are not al- 
lowed against the state,°* the courts have refused 
to extend the operation of such statutes to claims 
other than those named.**+ A statute of exemption 
should not be construed so as to allow an exemption 
as against debts to the state, if under the circum- 
stances the exemption could not be claimed as 
against a private debt.5> Under the act of con- 
gress adopting generally, for the enforcement of 
judgments recovered in the federal courts, the rem- 
edy by execution as allowed by the laws of the re- 
spective states, exemptions may be claimed under 
the state laws as against execution on a judgment of 
a federal court in favor of the United States.°° In 
Canada it has been held that statutes of exemption 
do not bind the crown, unless by their express 
terms.°? 


49. Com. v. Cassidy, 159 Ky. 776, 


EXEMPTIONS 


pensioner is cared for, 


[§§ 169-171 
[§ 170] I. Purchase Money—1. In General. An 


exemption is not ordinarily allowed under the stat- 
utes as against a claim for the purchase price of 
property sold the debtor,®® although under some 
statutes no exception is made in favor of such 
claims,®°® or certain property is excluded from the 
exception.°° Even a statute granting the purchase- 
money exception in general terms will have no ap- 
plication to articles for which other statutes ex- 
pressly and specifically provide an absolute exemp- 
tion.*t Under, the exception in behalf of purchase 
money claims, the specific property for which pur- 
chase money is due is liable to a judgment therefor 
notwithstanding it has been set apart as exempt as 
against other claims,®? or that the debtor has other 
property sufficient to satisfy the claim.®* 

Conditional sale. A statute providing for an ex- 
ception in favor of claims for purchase money ap- 
plies in the case of a conditional sale.** 

[§ 171] 2. Lien and Assertion of Exception 
against Third Persons. The provision for the pur- 
chase-money exception adopted in most of the states 
merely allows the seller of property to subject it to 
the satisfaction of a judgment for the purchase 
price while it is in the hands of the purchaser. It 
does not give a lien so as to bind the property in 
the hands of one to whom the purchaser may sell 
it,°> or affect priorities between creditors.°° Some 
statutes expressly provide that the property sold 


a pensioner Wis.—Houlehan y. Rassler, 73 Wis. 


169 SW 497, LRA1915A 1214; Com. v. 
Lay, 12 Bush (Ky.) 283, 23 AmR 
718; Com. v. Cook, 8 Bush (Ky.) 220, 
8 AmR 456; Oliver v. White, 18 S. C. 


235. 

50. Mason v. Cook, 187 Ky. 260, 
218 SW 740; Com. v. Cook, 8 Bush 
(Ky.) 220, 8 AmR 456. : 

[a] Illustration—The exemption 
law, although general, is not to be 
construed as exempting the property 
of a surety on the sheriff's bond from 
an execution on a judgment on the 
bond in favor of the state for taxes 
collected by the sheriff and not ac- 
counted for. Com. v. Cook, 8 Bush 
(Ky.) 220, 8 AmR 456. 

51. Vincent v. State, 74 Ala, 274; 
Whiteacre v. Rector, 29 Gratt. (70 
Va.) 714, 26 AmR 420; Com. v. Ford, 
29 Gratt. (70 Va.) 683. 

52. U. S.—Fink v. O’Neil, 106 U. 
S272) Ll SCt-o255.20 Laased. ALoG att 
21 F. Cas. No. 12, 350, 8 Biss. 503, and 
in effect overr U. S. v. Howell, 9 Fed. 
674, 4 Hughes 483]. 

Ark.—State v. Williford, 36 Ark. 
155, 38 AmR 34. 

Ga.—Doe v. Deavors, 11 Ga. 79. 

Tll.—Hume v. Gossett, 43. DN. 29,7. 

Ind.—Maloney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 
565, 44 AmR 46. 

Geddis, 


Iowa.—State v. 
537, 
Mo.—State v. Pitts, 51 Mo. 133. 
N. Y.—St. Lawrence State Hos- 
pital v. Fowler, 15 Misc. 159, 37 NYS 
12 [aff 13 App. Div. 436, 43 NYS 608]. 
53. See cases supra notes 49-51. 
54, Com. v. Lay, 12 Bush (Ky.) 
283, 23 Am 718, 


44 Iowa 


55. Brooks v. State, 54 Ga. 36; 
Yerger’s Est., 32 Pa. Co. 2387. 
{a] Preéxisting liabilities. — As 


the exemption laws of Georgia, under 
the decisions of the supreme court of 
the United States, cannot allow ex- 
emptions as against debts to private 
individuals contracted prior to the 
adoption of the law, the court re- 
fuses to construe the law as allow- 
ing an exemption as against a pre- 
existing liability to the state. Brooks 
v. State, 54 Ga. 36. 

[b] Board.——Where the state or 
county has paid a pensioner’s board 
to a public institution where the 


may not claim a right to an exemp- 
tion in his pension money as against 
the states or counties claimed to be 
refunded, but the state or county 
must have actually paid over the 
money to the institution before it 
can claim to be refunded out of the 
pension, Yerger’s Est., 32 Pa. Co. 
237, 

56. Fink v. O’Neill, 106 U. S. 272, 

SCt 325, 27 L. ed. 196 [aff 8 Biss. 
503 and overr U. S. v. Howell, 9 Fed. 
674, 4 Hughes 483]. 

[a] MDlustration.—Exemptions are 
allowed as against an execution on a 
judgment recovered on a bond given 
for the release of property seized un- 
der process for violation of the inter- 
nal revenue laws. Fink v. O’Neill, 
106°U. S. 272, 1 SCt 325, 27 L. ed. 


196. 
EO, Rez, «vis Davidson; 27SU.).C.Q: 
58. U. S—In re Phillips, 209 Fed. 


490; In re Nunemaker, 208 Fed. 491; 
In re Stern, 208 Fed. 488. 
Ark.—Friedman v. Sullivan, 48 Ark. 
213, 2 SW 785. 
ogee are tS aoh v. Cook, 5 Colo. 
Fla.—Cator v. Blount, 41 Fla. 138, 
25 S 283. 
Ga.—Phelps v. Porter, 40 Ga. 485. 
Iowa.—Donnelly vy. Dripps, 167 NW 


102. 
La.—Rynella Mill etc., Co. v. Se- 
gura, 128 La. 648, 55 S 2. 
Michimeonetra. Vv. Tanis, 145 
Mich. 409, 108 NW 674; Gottesman v. 
ay ames 125 Mich. 60, 83 NW 
N. Y.—Smith vy. Slade, 57 Barb. 


637. 

N. D.—Northern Shoe Co. v. Cecka, 
22 N. D. 631, 185 NW 177 

Oh.—State v. Shook, 97 Oh. St. 164, 
118 NE 1010; Cechvala vy, Madak, 20 
Oh. Cir. Ct. N. S. 286. 

Pa,—Fehley v. Barr, 66 Pa: 196; 
Ulrich’s App., 48 Pa. 489; Kyle’s App., 
45° Pa. 853% "Scott v. Kerlin, 1 Del. 
Co. 545; Denlinger Vv. Burkey, 18 
LancLRev 94, 

S. D.—Mosteller v. Holborn, 21 S. 
D, 547, 114 NW 6938. 

Tex.—Westchester F. Ins. Co. v. 
Goggan, (Civ. A.) 208 SW 163. 


557, 41 NW 720. 

59. Shear v. Reynolds, 90 Ill. 238; 
Howard v. Lakin, 88 Ill. 36; Wells v.- 
Lilly, 86 Ill. 317; Befarrah v. Spell, 
178 Ne Gy 281, 100. SE. 320. State we 
lacy, 18) Ohi CirC@t 379) 10" Oho Cir. 
Dec. 111; McGaughey v. Meek, 1 Tex. 
A. Civ. Cas. § 1195. See Vye v. Mc- 
Neill, 3 B. C. 24 (where the debtor 
was allowed to claim his five hun- 
dred dollar exemption out of the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of a horse, although 
the horse was sold to satisfy a prom- 
se note given in payment there- 
fo) 

60. Vanderhorst vy. Bacon, 38 Mich. 
669, 31 AmR 328; Maxon v. Perrott, 
17 Mich. 332, 97 AmD 191. 

[a] Household furniture pur- 
chased and uSed by a person for 
keeping a boarding house is exempt 
from execution like other household 
goods, and is not within a statute 
rendering stock in trade or means of 
carrying on the debtor’s occupation 
subject to execution on a judgment 
for the purchase price. Vanderhorst 
whe Bacon, 388 Mich. 669, 31 AmR 

61. Spear v. Locust Wood Ceme- 
tery Co., 72 N. J. Eq. 821, 66 A 1068. 

[a] Cemetery lands are under 
statutes absolutely exempt, and a 
person who sells land to a cemetery 
association with full knowledge that 
it is for use as a cemetery is pre- 
cluded under such statutes from en- 
forcing his claim for the purchase 
money against the land. Spear v. 
Locust Wood Cemetery Co., 72 N. J. 
Eq. 821, 66 A 1068, 

62. Loyless v. Collins, 55 Ga. 370; 
Tift v. Newsom, 44 Ga. 600. 

63. Behymer v. Cook, 5 Colo. 395. 

64, ‘American Law Book Co. v. 
Brewer, (Mo. A.)-218 SW 881: De 
Loach Mill VEE CO nav Latham, 99 
Mo. A. 231, 72 SW 1080. 

65. Bridgeford v. Adams, 45 Ark. 
136; Straus v. Rothan, 102 Mo. 261, 
14 SW 940; Haworth v. Franklin, 74 
Mo, 106; Norris v. Brunswick, 73 
Mo. 256 

66. Weil v. Nevitt, 18 Colo. 10, 31 
P 487; Rodgers v. Brackett, 34 Minn. 
279, 25 NW 601; Straus v. Rothan, 
102 Mo. 261, 14 Sw 940. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 171-173] 


must be in the purchaser’s hands.*? Property will 
be considered as in the purchaser’s hands within the 
meaning of such a statute, where it has been sold 
by his trustee in bankruptcy, reserving to the bank- 
rupt the right to assert his claim to exemption 
against the proceeds of a sale, instead of against the 
specific articles sold. 

_[§ 172] 3. Subjection of Other Exempt Prop- 
erty. The right of the creditor to enforce his claim 
for the purchase price of property classed as exempt 


as a rule extends only to the property purchased, 


not to other exempt property.®® There must be an 
identification of the property purchased to enable 
the creditor to proceed against it.7° The identifi- 
cation must be of the actual property purchased, and 
the exception will not be enforced against other 
property of the same kind purchased with the pro- 
ceeds from the sale or conversion of the original 
property “+ or exchanged for it.” 

[§ 173] 4. Character of Claim Falling within 
Exception. A judgment on a note given for pur- 
chase money is regarded as a claim for purchase 
money in some jurisdictions,’ although the note pur- 
ports to have been given in payment and satisfac- 
tion of the claim7™ or although security has been 
given,’> but the consideration of the note must have 
been the purchase price of the property.’ The ex- 
ception also extends to a judgment on a bill of ex- 
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change drawn for the price of the property and ac- 
cepted by the debtor.*7 Where the seller, after hav- 
ing taken the buyer’s note and indorsed it, pays a 
judgment thereon recovered against him and the 
buyer jointly by his indorsee an action to recover 
the money so paid cannot be regarded as for pur- 
chase money.’® Where the creditor takes a judgment 
for the purchase money and afterward loans the 
debtor further money and takes another judgment 
for the amount of the first judgment and the amount 
of the loan and satisfies the first judgment, the sec- 
ond judgment may be regarded as pro tanto a judg- 
ment for purchase money.’® On the other hand it 
has been held that a statute providing that no 
exemption shall be allowed as against a judgment 
for the purchase price will be construed to mean 
a judgment is exclusively for the purchase money 
or a part thereof.2° The exempt property of a 
surety on a note given for the purchase price of 
exempt property cannot be taken under execution 
on a judgment on the note.*! 

Advances for supplies in the making of a crop 
have been regarded as in the nature of purchase 
money.®? An agreement to assume indebtedness 
forming part of the consideration of the purchase of 
property is an obligation contracted for its pur- 
chase.§% 

Money loaned to be used in purchasing the prop- 


67. Mullinix v. Simon, 196 Fed. 
715; 116 “CCA 399. 
68. Mullinix v. Simon, 196 Fed. 


T7by 116) CCA, 399, 

69. In re Hammonds, 198 Fed. 574; 
In re Tobias, 103 Fed. 68, 4 AmBankr 
-555; Loyless 'v. Collins, 55 Ga. 3703 
Gibbons v. Gaffney, 154 Pa. 48, 26 A 
24; Canada Law Book Co, v. Field- 
house, 2 Alta. L. 384, 12 WestLR 396. 

{a] Running account. — Articles 
which have been paid for may be ex- 
empt on execution on a judgment for 
the. purchase price of other articles 
purchased and not paid for, where the 
articles were of the same kind and 
form the basis of a running account. 
Canada Law Book Co. v. Fieldhouse, 
2 Alta. L. 384, 12 WestLR 396. 

{b] In New York the Revised 
Statutes in force in 1842 exempted 
certain property. In that year an 
act was passed exempting furniture, 
tools, a team, and other additional 
property, and containing a proviso 
that such exemption should not ex- 
tend “to any execution issued on a 
demand for the purchase-money of 
Such ‘furniture, or tools, ...°. ory ar- 
ticles now enumerated by law.” The 
conflicting decisions arising on these 
statutes follow: (1) No exemption 
could be claimed against an execu- 
tion on a judgment rendered for the 
purchase price of any property ex- 
empt from execution by the Revised 
Statutes or by the act of 1842, al- 
though the particular property 
claimed as exempt might have been 
paid for or purchased from another 
person. Snyder v. Davis, 1 Hun 350, 
351, 3 Thomps. & C. 596, 47 HowPr 
147 [not foll Hickox v. Fay, 36 Barb. 
9]; Mathewson v. Weller, 3 Den. 52 
[overr so far as in conflict Cole v. 
Stevens, 9 Barb. 676, 6 HowPr 424]. 
(2) Property exempted by the Re- 
vised Statutes could not be taken on 
an execution issued upon a judg- 
ment rendered for the purchase price 
of property exempted by the act of 
1842, although any property exempt- 
ed by such act could be taken to 
satisfy a demand for any other prop- 
erty exempted thereby. Davis v. Pea- 
body, 10 Barb. 91; Cole v. Stevens, 
supra f[overr so far as in_ conflict 
Mathewson v. Weller, supra]; Craft 
v. Curtiss, 25 HowPr 163; Barnes v. 
Anderson, 4 NYLegObs 346, (3) Any 
article exempted by the act of 1842 
could be levied upon to satisfy the 


Judgment recovered for the purchase 
price of that article, or for the pur- 
chase price of any other article ex- 
empted either by the same act or by 
the Revised Statutes; but no article 
exempted by the Revised Statutes 
could be levied upon to satisfy any 
judgment whatever, even though it 
should be a judgment recovered for 
the purchase price of that article it- 
self. Snyder v. Davis, 1 Hun 350, 3 
Thomps. & C. 596, 47 HowPr 147; Cox 
v. Stafford, 14 HowPr 519. (4) The 
statute did not give a general right 
to the vendor of any articles of the 
class of exempt property to take any 
other of that species of property for 
his debt, but his right was in the na- 
ture of a particular lien on specific 
property, and did not extend to any 
other property except the precise 
property sold. Smith v. Slade, 57 
Barbu6sd; (Hickox Vv. May, 36 Barb. 9, 

70. Wagner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 


54 NW 286; McBride vy. Brooks, 4 
Sask. L. 124. But see Giddens v. 
Dickenson, 60 Fla. 320, 53 S 929 


(holding that a contractor who pur- 
chases material and uses it in the 
erection of a building for another 
cannot have an exemption in the 
amount due him for erecting the 
building as against claims for the 
purchase price of the materials so 
purchased and used). 

{a] For example (1) if the judg- 
ment is taken on a joint note given 
for the purchase price of two ar- 
ticles, the sale of each being inde- 
pendent of the other, and it does not 
appear definitely that the judgment 
is for the purchase price of one and 
not the other, the debtor’s exemp- 
tion will prevail as against the cred- 
itor’s claim. McBride v. Brooks, 4 
Sask. L. 124. (2) Where a merchant 
purchases goods of the same class 


from different persons, and in the 
ordinary course of business so 
mingles them that it is impossible 


to designate the goods purchased 
from any one person, the entire stock 
will not be liable to seizure in an ac- 
tion by one of such persons for the 
purchase price of goods sold. Wag- 
ner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 54 NW 286. 

71. Smith v. Gufford, 36 Fla. 481, 
18S 717, 51 AmSR 37. 

[a] Dlustration—Where the pur- 
chaser, in a contract for the condi- 
tional sale of a horse, recovers dam- 
ages of a third party for negligence 


in killing the horse, with which he 
purchases another horse, the vendor 
acquires no title to or lien on the 
new horse, and hence the purchaser 
can hold it as exempt under the con- 
stitution. Smith v. Gufford, 36 Fla. 
481, 18 S 717, 51 AmSR 37. 
Prohibition of sale as against debt 
for purchase money see infra § 188. 
72. In re Hammonds, 198 Fed. 574. 
73. Rogers vy. Brackett, 34 Minn. 
279, 25 NW 601; De Loach Mill Mfg. 
Ne Latham, 99 Mo. A. 231, 72 SW 
74. Rogers v. Brackett, 34 Minn. 
279, 25 NW 601. 
75. Roberts v. McGur, 82 Mich. 
221, 46 NW 370. 


76. Washington v. Cartwright, 65 
Gar Pur: 
[a] TDllustration.—A sold a horse 


to B, and A being indebted to C for 
land, B, by agreement of the parties, 
gave his note to C, who credited A 
on the land with its amount. It was 
held that the extinguishment of the 
debt for the land was the considera- 
tion of the note, and not the pur- 
chase money for the horse. Wash- 
ington v. Cartwright, 65 Ga. 177. 

77. Canada Law Book Co. v. ——, 
17 Man. 345, 346 [cit Cyc]. 

78. Harley v. Davis, 16 Minn. 487. 
pee Fox v. Delong, 1 Woodw. (Pa.) 

80. State v. Shook, 97 Oh. St. 164, 
118 NE 1010. 

81. Davis v. Peabody, 10 Barb. 
(CONG Yay 9d 

82. Stephens v. Smith, 62 Ga. 177; 
Tift v. Newsom, 44 Ga. 600; Farmer 
v. Greer Fertilizer Co., 102 S. C. 285, 
86 SE 639. 

[a] Reason for rule. — “Careful 
consideration of the Constitution and 
statutes on the subject shows the 
intertion of the lawmakers that 
crops shall not be exempt, under the 
previsions for homestead and exemp- 
tion of personal property to the 
heads of families, from attachment, 
levy and sale to enforce the payment 
of obligations contracted in and for 
the production thereof. From the 
standpoint of law and morals, such 
obligations are of the same nature 
as purchase money obligations, and 
should have the same protection.” 
Farmer v. Greer Fertilizer Co., 102 
S. C. 285, 286, 86 SE 639. 

83. Platt v. Platt, 50 Fla. 594, 39 
S 536. 
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erty may Contre poet of the ‘‘purchase money 
of the property. And where the purchaser makes 
a chattel mortgage of the property purchased to a 
third person to raise the money with which to pur- 
chase the property, the mortgagee is in the posi- 
tion of the original vendor and may enforce his 
claim against the exemption.’® The fact that the 
mortgage runs to a third person other than the 
vendor does not change its character as a purchase- 
money mortgage.*® 

Advances on growing crops. Where a factor 
makes advances and takes a statutory lien on the 
growing crops, such advances are in the nature of 
purchase money.** 

Costs. Wherever a judgment for the purchase 
price of property is enforceable against the exemp- 
tion right, costs of the action brought to secure the 
judgment are also enforceable against the right.°* 

Judgment in tort. A judgment in an action 
against the debtor for taking personal property 
with the consent of the owner and converting and 
disposing of it cannot be regarded as a judgment 
for purchase money.®® Where the seller of personal 
property brings an action in trover against one not 
the original purchaser to recover the property or 
its value, a money judgment therein cannot be re- 
garded as a judgment for purchase money.°° 

Estoppel. The purchaser is estopped to deny the 
truth of a recital in a judgment by confession that 
it was for the purchase price,®! the recital will be 
taken to apply to the entire judgment,®°* and de- 
fendant cannot show that a part of the judgment 
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was given for an individual debt of defendant.®* 

[§ 174] 5. Persons Entitled to Benefit of Ex- 
ceptions. Some authorities hold that an exemption 
may be claimed as against an assignee of a note 
given for purchase money;°* other authorities hold 
that the assignee takes all the rights of his as- 
signor.®> A ereditor of the vendor who has brought 
suit against the vendor and has instituted garnish- 
ment proceedings against the purchaser is entitled 
to an enforcement of the vendor’s rights as against 
the exemption rights of the purchaser.®® 

[§ 175] J. Rent and Liens for Supplies to Ten- 
ant. Where the common-law proceeding by distress 
for the recovery of rent has been abolished,®? a claim 
for rent is, in the absence of express provisions of 
the statute, subject to the general rules as to exempt 
property ;°® and even in states where claims for rent 
are expressly excepted from the operation of the 
general exemption law, if the judgment for rent is 
entered pursuant to an agreement of the parties, it 
may be questioned whether the landlord is not held 
to have waived his rights under the exception, and 
the tenant entitled to his exemption.®® By express 
provision in the statutes, however, claims for exemp- 
tions in personalty are frequently made subordinate 
to claims for rent,! and the same result is secured in 
other states by the establishment, under the statute, 
of landlord’s liens, which, although not made in ex- 
press terms an exception to the exemption law, will, 
under the operation of the ‘lien statute, have that 
effect,? the reasoning of the court proceeding on 
the ground that the property to which the lien at- 


{a] Dlustration.—A partner who 
purchases the partnership assets, 
paying therefor some cash and as- 
suming the partnership debts, when 
sued by the retiring partner for fail- 
ure to pay these debts, cannot claim 
an exemption out of the assets as 
against this equity. Platt v. Platt, 50 
Fla. 594, 39 S 536. 

84. Houlehan v. Rassler, 73 Wis. 
.557, 41 NW 720. But see Laguna v. 
Quinones, 23 Porto Rico 358 (holding 


- that the statutory exception does not 


apply to the claim of one who guar- 
antees the purchaser’s note, proceeds 
of which are invested in the prop- 
erty claimed to be exempt by the 
latter who contracts to repay the 


guarantor). 
85. Dosbough Nat. Bank v. Jelf, 
86.Kan. 41, 119 P 588. See State 


Bank v. Shepherd, (Kan.) 182 P 653 
(one who gives to lender a mortgage 
on property purchased under single 
contract, representing that money is 
to be used to make payment on all 
property, cannot change nature of 
mortgage as purchase money mort- 
gage by showing agreement with 
Seller that payment should apply on 
only part of property). 

86. Dosbaugh Nat. Bank y. Jelf, 
86 Kan. 41, 119 P 538. 

87. Tift v. Newsom, 44 Ga. 600. 

88. Woodlawn Cemetery Co. v. 
Stout, 97 SW 756, 30 KyL 165. 
§ ee of action generally see supra 

89. Hoyt v. Van Alstyne, 15 Barb. 
ONE TY.) 568. 

90. Williams vy. American Slicing 
Mach. Co., 148 Ga. 770, 98 SE 270. 

91. Hawbicker’s Est., 6 Pa. Co. 


570. 
Be ee Hawbicker’s Est., 6 Pa. Co. 
5720" Hawbicker’s Est., 6 Pa. Co 


94. Weil v. Nevitt, 18 Colo. 10, 31 
P 487; Shepard v. Cross, 33 Mich. 96. 
95. Langevin v. Bloom, 69 Minn. 
22, 23, 71 NW 697, 65 AmSR 546; 
State v. Orahood, 27 Mo. A. 496; 
Lawson v. Pringle, 98 N. C 450, 4 


SE 188. 

“It seems to us that there is no 
good reason, founded on either prin- 
ciple or policy, why the vendee 
should be allowed to hold the prop- 
erty freed from this right, simply 
because the debt for purchase money 
has been transferred by the vendor 
to a third party.’’ Langevin y. Bloom, 
supra, 

[a] “The true test is this: Does 
the vendee owe the purchase money, 
or any part of it? and if so, the debt 
comes within the constitutional pro- 
vision, and it is immaterial to whom 
the money is due. The assignee, 
when it is assigned, becomes the 
owner of the debt, but it is still a 
debt incurred in making the pur- 
chase. Nor is it material whether the 
debt exists in the form of a note or 
bond or in a verbal contract it is 
equally capable of being  trans- 
ferred.’’ Lawson v. Pringle, 98 N. C. 
450, 454, 4 SE 188. 

96. Liddell v. Jones, 76 Ark. 344, 
88 SW 961, 113 AmSR 99. 

97. Exemptions from distress for 
rent see Landlord -and Tenant [24 


Cye. 1296], - 
ee Mason v. O’Brien, 42 Miss. 


99. In re Lumpkin, 14 F. Cas. No. 
8,606, 2 Hughes 175; Morris Run Coal 
Min. Co. v. Chrzan, 31 Pa. Super. 184. 

[a] For example, the tenant was 
allowed his exemption as against the 
landlord but the issue as to whether 
a landlord’s right was not paramount 
under a statute making an action for 
rent an exception to the exemption 
law was not raised, the decision go- 
ing off on the point whether the 
judgment was in an action of con- 
tract or tort, it being held that 
while in form the action is a tres- 
pass and tort, in this case the en- 
tering of judgment was pursuant to 
an agreement of the parties and so 
founded in contract and defendant 
was entitled to his exemption. Mor- 
ris Run Coal Min. Co. v. Chrzan, 31 
Pa. Super. 184. 

[b] Federal rule-—The landlord's 


specific lien for rent is waived by 
his acceptance of a judgment in lieu 
of rent and exemption may be al- 
lowed against the judgment. In re 
Lumpkin, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,606, 2 
Hughes 175. 

1. Fla.—Schofield v. Liody, 35 
Fla. 1, 16 S 780; Hodges v. Cooksey, 
3a» Mia. (45, Log S. 549) 24 ERA Rear 
Blanchard v. Raines, 20 Fila. 467; 
Cathcart v. Turner, 18 Fla. 837.° 

La.—Stewart v. Lacoume, 30 La. 
ANN Like 

Miss.—Ransom y. Duff, 60 Miss. 


901. 

N. J.—Hoskins v. Paul, 9 N. J. L. 
110, 17 AmD 455. 

Pa—Williams v. Sheridan, 7 Luz 


Leg Reg 14. 
eT v. George, 1 Head 


Tex.—Stokes v. Burney, 8 Tex. Civ. 
A. 219, 22 SW 126. 

[a] In South Carolina where the 
statutes exempt crops, ete., but pro- 
vide that they shall not be claimed 
as against ‘an obligation contracted 
in the production of the crop,’ the 
exemption cannot be claimed as 
against a liability for rent of the 
farm on which the crop was raised. 
PrinGe,.V., Nance, 1. S..65 Sole vooor 

{[b] “Phe object and effect of this 
statute was to abolish all exemptions 
against demands for rent, and this 
consequence follows regardless of 
the legal process adopted for the col- 
lection of such demands. The test 
of exemption or non-exemption is not 
the form of action pursued, but the 
consideration of the debt due.” Ran- 
som v. Duff, 60 Miss.-901, 963. 

2. Shirling v. Kennon, 119 Ga. 501, 
46 SE 630; Harrell v. Fagan, 43 Ga. 
339; Taliaferro v. Pry, 41 Ga. 622; 
Davis v. Meyers, 41 Ga. 95; Smith v. 
Youngblood, 23 Ga. A. 640, 99 SE 
143; Jones v. Spillers, 9 Ga. A. 473, 
71 SE 777; Rogers v. Trumble, 86 
Nebr. 316, 125 NW 600; Rice v. 
Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 100; Hamer v. 
MeC€all, \d21 IN. CAG, 2382 Shor 
Slaughter v. Winfrey, 85 N. C. 159; 
Durham v. Speeke, 82 N. C. 87. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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taches belongs to the landlord until such lien is dis- 
charged, and the tenant, as against his landlord, 
has no property therein which he can claim as his 
exemption under the exemption statute.2 It has 
even been held that the landlord’s lien, although 
existing by force of a statute only, will be enforced 
against a constitutional exemption in the tenant,‘ 
but this is so only to the extent that the statute 
provides a landlord’s lien on agricultural products 
raised on the land,> the land in such case being re- 
garded as such a factor in the production of the 
crops as to subordinate the title of the tenant to the 
lien given by the statute for the use of the prem- 
ises,® and a statutory lien on other property of 
the tenant would be subordinate to the tenant’s con- 
stitutional claim to exemption.’ But under other 
statutes and under other constitutional provisions 
the landlord’s statutory lien -to goods other than 
agricultural products raised on the land is enforced 
against a tenant’s constitutional exemption. A lien 
under a chattel mortgage given by the tenant,® or 
under the terms of a lease by which the tenant prom- 
ises to execute a chattel mortgage upon demand of 
the landlord,'° is also superior to the tenant’s claim 
to exemption. A landlord’s claim for rent as 
against his. tenant’s claim for exemption can bea 
enforced only by the landlord,’! and against his 
tenant only.1? A ereditor of the tenant other than 
the landlord is not entitled to the landlord’s im- 
munity from exemption,!? and his wrongful seizure 
of the exempted articles is none the less wrongful 
because the landlord afterward enters claim to the 
proceeds of the sale.1* Nor do the landlord’s rights 
attach as against a debtor of the tenant so as to 
deprive the tenant’s debtor of the benefit of the 
exemption provisions.!® And so statutory provisions 
in favor of the tenant, giving him an exemption lim- 
ited in amount as against the landlord’s distraint of 

8. Slaughter v. Winfrey, 85 N. C. 
159. C. 

4. Schofield v. Liody, 35 Fla. 1, 
16 S 780; Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla.|C. 159 
715, 15 S 549, 24 LRA 812; Blanchard 


v. Raines, 20 Fla. 467; Cathcart v. 
Turner, 18 Fla, 837. 


19. 
15 


cases 


45 A 506 
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pen iee v. Winfrey, 

‘20. Slaughter v. Winfrey, 85 N. 
5 

21. See statutory provisions; and 


infra this section. 
22. Provost v. Piche, 


sy 


Ce fBEO; Tele, LOT, 


goods on the premises, confers benefits of which 
the tenant only can take advantage,!® and a third 
person who owns goods on the leased premises sub- 
ject to distress cannot. claim the tenant’s right to 
exemption.17 Under particular provisions, how- 
ever, a subtenant has been held entitled to the stat- 
utory exemption from distress.18 In some states 
the landlord’s lien extends to and ineludes the costs 
of such legal proceedings as are necessary to recover 
his rent,1® and, on the grounds given, the landlord’s 
costs in establishing his lien, may be enforced 
against the tenant’s exemption.?° 

[§ 176] K. WNecessaries. Under some statutes 
debts due for ‘‘necessaries’’ furnished to the debtor 
or his family may be enforced against property oth- 
erwise exempt.21. What may be regarded as ‘‘neces- 
saries’’ within the meaning of such a statute cannot 
be determined by any arbitrary and inflexible rule 24 
but depends upon the circumstances of each case.2# 
The article must be necessary for the debtor’s per- 
sonal support, and that of his family,?* as distin- 
guished from necessary for the maintenance of his 
business,?> or for the support of others than him- 
self and his own family.2* Debts for legal serv- 
ices," medical attendance,?® farming utensils,?®° sup- 
plies furnished the tenant by the landlord to sup- 
port the tenant’s family,®° and supplies for making 
a crop and cultivating the land,*! have all been held 
to be within the exception to the exemption laws. 
A statute which limits the exception to the exemp- 
tion law to ‘‘necessaries sold’’ or ‘‘work performed 
in a family as a domestic’’ is construed to limit the 
application of the law to articles of the kind usually 
known as necessaries sold and delivered,?? and to 
exclude all services other than those expressly men- 
tioned,** and under such a statute the services of a 
physician,?+ and rent, are not within the scope of 


85 N.| of the statute. McAuley v. Tracy, 61 
Me. 5238. 

27. Halsell v. Turner, 84 Miss. 
432,.°36" S531; Rich v. ‘Treujys25 RE 
208, 55 A 492; Crafts v. Carr, 24 R. 
ape 53 A 275, 96 AMR 721, 60 LRA 


[a] 


93 Me, 455, 


5. Schofield v. Liody, 35 Fla. 1, 
16 S 780; Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla. 
715, 15 S' 549, 24 LRA 812. 

6. Schofield v. Liody, 35 Fla. 1, 
16 S 780; Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla. 
715, 15 S 549, 24 LRA 812. 

7, sSchofieldy.v. Liody; soo, Mla. t, 
16 S 780; Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla. 
715, 15 S 549, 24 LRA 812. 

8. Ex p. Barnes, 84 Ala. 540, 4 
S 769. ‘ ; 

9. See infra § 196. 

10. Rogers v. Trumble, 86 
316, 125 NW 600. 

11. Duperron v. Communy, 
Ann. 789. 


Nebr. 
6 La. 


12. Swope v. Ross, 29 Ark. 370. 

13. Duperron v. Communy, 6 La. 
Ann. 789. 

14. Duperron v. Communy, 6 la. 
Ann, 789. 

15. Swope v. Ross, 29 Ark. 370. 

16. Guest v. Opdyke, 31 N. J. L. 
552. 


17. Guest v. Opdyke, 31 N. J. L. 
2 


5D2. 

{a] Tlustration—Where a tenant 
contracts with a third person to work 
the land on shares, the grain to be 
divided, the occupier under the agree- 
ment is not entitled to the benefit of 
the act of March 18, 1851, exempt- 
ing property to the amount of two 
hundred dollars from distress, not 
being a tenant of the lessor, and 
there not being any privity of con- 
tract between them. Guest v. Op- 
dyke, 31 N. J. L. 552. ; 

18. Rudd v. Ford, 91 Ky. 183, 15 
SW i179, 12 KyL 740. 


23. Fisher v. Shea, 97 Me. 372, 54 
A 846, 61 LRA 567; Provost v. Piche, 
93 Me. 455, 461, 45 A 506. 

“The term is a relative one and 
what would be classed among neces- 
saries under the circumstances of 
one case, would not be in anotner.” 
Provost v. Piche, supra. 

24. McAuley v. Tracy, 61 Me. 523; 
Lehnoff v. Fisher, 32 Nebr. 107, 48 | 
NW 821. 

[a] Burial expenses of a deceased 
member of debtor’s family cannot 
be charged as ‘necessaries,’ under 
St. $6489" “subd 29." \Watkins=> Vv. 
Schlecter, 9 OhS&CP 590, 7 OhNP 42. 

25. Lehnoff v, Fisher, 32 Nebr. 
107, 48 NW 821. 

[a] Boarding) house supplies.— 
The provision of the code that prop- 
erty shall not be exempt from execu- 
tion or attachment “for any debt 
contracted by any person in the pur- 
chase of the actual necessaries of 
life for himself or family’? does not 
apply to debts contracted by the 
head of a family for groceries and 
provisions furnished to him as sup- 
plies for a boarding house. lLehnoff 
v. Fisher, 32 Nebr. 107, 110, 48 NW 
821. 

26. McAuley v. Tracy, 61 Me. 523. 

[a] Groceries in payment for 
board.—Groceries furnished to an 
unmarried person and used in_ the 
family in which he was boarding, 
being taken in payment for his board, 
were not “necessaries furnished him 
or his family’ within the meaning 


Wages sued for and collected. 
—That money collected by an attor- 
ney was collected on a claim for his 
client’s wages, which are exempt 
from seizure by third persons, does 
not render the fund so collected ex- 
empt from the attorney’s lien for 
services. Halsell v. Turner, 84 Miss. 
432, 36 S 5381. 

28. Darling v. Andrews, 9 Allen 
(Mass.) 106; Wood v. O’Kelley, 8 
Cush. (Mass.) 406; Kraft v. Wolf, 15 
OhS&CP 554. 

29. Mitchell v. Joyce, 69 Iowa 121, 
28 NW 473. 

30. Cathcart v. Turner, 18 Fla. 
837; Connor v. Botts, 11 Ky. Op. 132. 
meee Catheart v. Turner, 18 Fla. 

“ae 

As within purchase-money excep- 
tion see supra § 173. 

Tandlord’s lien see supra § 175. 


32. Beard v. Covill, 102 NYS 204. 

33. Taylor v. Barker, 108 App. 
Div. 21, 965 NYS °474. 

34. Taylor v. Barker, 108 App. 


Div. 21, 95 NYS 474; Beard v. Covill, 
102 NYS 204. 

[a] Construction of statute.—‘‘The 
plaintiff claims, and he has sup- 
ported his claim by a long line of 
authorities, that the words of the 
statute, ‘where a judgment has been 
recovered wholly for necessaries 
sold, is broad enough to cover the 
professional services of a surgeon 
rendered at the request of the de- 
fendant, but the difficulty is that, 
if it be conceded that these words 
might, under certain circumstances, 


102 [25C.J.] 
the statutory exception.*®> An action on a judgment 
for damages caused by negligence is not an action 
for necessaries.*° 

An action on a judgment recovered for neces- 
saries is entitled to the benefit of the exception at- 
taching to the original claim,®? although there is 
authority to the contrary.*8 A judgment in an ac- 
tion on a judgment of another state for necessaries 
is not one recovered for necessaries under the stat- 
WS 

Against claim for wages. In some jurisdictions as 
against the debtor’s right to exemption for wages 
the claim for necessaries is allowed to reach only a 
specified percentage of an amount due the debtor 
for wages or earnings,*® or only wages in excess 
of a certain amount,*! and under such a statute a 
debt for necessaries ‘cannot be enforced against the 
minimum amount named as exempt.*? 

[§ 177] L. Board. In some jurisdictions the 
statute provides that no exemption shall be allowed 
against a judgment obtained for board.‘? In some 
states this exception is limited to current charges 
cover the case at bar, such con- 
struction is made impossible by that 


higher rule of statutory interpreta- 
tion, which commands us to read the 


v. Roach, 15 R. 
38. 
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on a judgment as well as when it is 
on the original promise.” 
THAT, Cr A490" 

Brown v. West, 73 Me. 23. 


for board and is not applicable to arrears.t4 Some 
statutes limit the amount of wages which may be 
taken on execution for board for a fixed period of 
time.*#® Under such statutes the judgment must 
show affirmatively that it was obtained for board 
for the statutory period or less.4° Under a statute 
which provides that no exemption of property from 
attachment shall be allowed on a judgment obtained 
for board, it is necessary that the suit be brought 
on a judgment for board and not merely on a claim 
for board in order to secure immunity from exemp- 
tion under the statute.47 The exemption may be 
claimed therefore in a suit for board under such 
statute, when wages are attached on original 
process,#® and the creditor must give the debtor 
security for damages by reason of a false claim or 
failure to prosecute his action to judgment.49 A 
statute disallowing the exemption as against such 
judgments ‘‘from and after the passage of this 
Act’’ does not apply to judgments obtained before 
the passage of the act.°° The immunity from exemp- 
tion applies only to a claim for the debtor’s board,®* 
board bill was still entitled to the 
benefit of the exemption law, thus 


rendering the act practically nuga- 
tory. Smith v. McGinty, 101 Pa. 402; 


Thompson 


[§§ 176-177 . 


entire statute, and to give force and 
effect to the legislative intent. The 
language of the act, in so far as it is 
necessary to the ‘determination of 
the question here presented, is that 
where a judgment has been recov- 
ered wholly for necessaries sold, or 
work performed in a family as a 
domestic, or for services rendered 
for salary owing to an employee of 
the judgment debtor, and where an 
execution issued upon said judgment 
has been returned wholly or partly 
unsatisfied, and where any wages,’ 
ete., ‘are due and owing to the judg- 
ment debtor,’ the court or judge or 
justice may afford the relief provided 
in the statute. Whatever might be 
spelled out of the words ‘necessaries 
sold’ under other circumstances, it 
must be entirely plain that the Leg- 
islature by using the words ‘or work 
performed in a family as a domes- 
tic,’ etc., intended to limit the scope 
of the statute to goods and chattels 
of the kind known as_ necessaries, 
and to the special kinds of service 
mentioned in the act. The rule is 
as old as the common law that the 
express mention of one thing im- 
plies the exclusion of another.” Tay- 
lor v. Barker, 108 App. Div. 21, 22, 


95 NYS 474. 
25. Beard v. Covill, 102 NYS 204. 
131 App. 


36. Kelly v. Mulcahy, 
Div. 639, 116 NYS 61. 

37. Garside v. Colby, 72 N. H. 544, 
545, 50 A 50; Esman v. Roller, 27 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 712; Thompson v. Roach, 15 
R. I. 417, 6 A 790. Contra Salisbury v. 
House, 15 OhS&CP 584. 

‘Whenever justice requires it, 
judgments will be generally con- 
strued, not as a new debt, but as an 


old debt in a new form.’ Garside v. 
are supra [quot Freeman Judgm. 
44]. 


§ 

[a] Reason for rule, — “Strictly 
speaking, the cause of action in the 
first suit was the promise of the de- 
fendant, express or implied, to pay 
the amount due for necessaries, and 
in the second suit the judgment 
against the defendant for the amount 
due for necessaries. We cannot see 
why the cause of action is not as 
much for necessaries furnished’ in 
the second suit as in the first. The 
meaning of the statute is that any 
person who has furnished another 
with necessaries shall have the right 
to attach the latter’s wages to their 
full amount. We cannot see any rea- 
son why we should not give effect 
to this meaning when the action is 


39. Neuman v. Mortimer, 98 App. 
Py. 64, 90 NYS 524, 34 NYCivProc 
164. 

{a] Reason for rule—‘‘The judg- 
ment here sought to be enforced was 
not obtained wholly for necessaries, 
being one obtained in an action 
brought on a judgment of the Su- 
preme Court of New Jersey. As- 
suming that the original cause of ac- 
tion in New Jersey was wholly for 
necessaries, the action here was on 
a judgment and not on the original 
cause of action.” Neuman v. Morti- 
mer, 98 App. Div. 64, 66, 90 NYS 524. 

40. See statutory provisions; and 
Haas v. Haas, ‘25 Oh. Cir. Ct. iNanS! 
107; Bulla v. ‘Kent, 15 OhS&CP 409. 

[a] Voluntary payments by debt- 
or will not avail against garnish- 
ment, Haas v. Haas, 25 Oh. Cir, Ct. 
N. S. 107. Contra Bulla v. Kent, 15 
OhS&CP 409. 

41. In re French, 250 Fed. 644; 
Jumper v. Moore, 110 Me, 159, 85 A 
485; Sullivan v. Hadley Co., 160 Mass. 
32, 35 NE 103; Wilson v. Richardson, 
(Vt.) 106 A 653. 

[a] Determination of amount.— 
Where, after plaintiff had brought 
suit against defendant by way of 
trustee process, defendant made an 
assignment of wages then due him 
from the trustee to the amount of 
ten dollars, the sum exempt under 
Gen. L. §§ 1936, 1944, and thereafter 
plaintiff discontinued the suit and 
brought the present suit, in which 
he attached by trustee process the 
goods, chattels, effects, and credits 
of defendant then in the hands of the 
trustee, the ten dollars assigned 
could not be taken into account in 
determining the exemption. Wilson 
v. Richardson, (Vt.) 106 A 653. 

42. Jumper v. Moore, 110 Me. 159, 
85 A 485; Sullivan v. Hadley Co., 160 
Mass, 32, 35 NE 103. 

43. Weisman v. Weisman, 133 Pa. 
89, 19 A 300; Karnes v. Rosena Fur- 
nace,..Co..5) Pas, Dists 752,. £8) a. Co; 
306; Tredennick v. Jones, 7 Pa. Co. 
548; Blythan v. Rescoria, 1 Kulp 
(Pa.) 35t; Panneton y. Gagnon, 47 
Que. Super. 8. 

44, Matter of Strohm, 51 Misc. 
481, 101 NYS 688, 38 NYCivProc 171. 


45. See statutory provisions. 
[a] In Pennsylvania (1) the act 
of 1889, amendatory of the act of 


1876, makes this exception. The act 
of 1876 made wages liable to attach- 
ment execution where the claim was 
for board, but the laborer who had the 
money and yet would not pay his 


Thomas v. Glasgow, 2 Pa. Dist. 711, 
13 Pa. Co. 167; Blythan v. Rescorla, 
1 Kulp 351; Carden v. Scott, 1 Kulp 
196; McGentey v. Keefe, 8 LuzLeg 
Reg 179. (2) To remedy this the 
legislature passed the act of 1889, 
and the two acts are thus required 
to be read together. If judgment has 
been obtained for four weeks’ board 
or less, there is no exemption 
against an attachment execution for 
a judgment. Weisman v. Weisman, 
133 Pa. 89,°19 “A 300; Karnes’ v."Ro= 
sena Furnace Co., 5 Pa. Dist. 752, 18 
Pa. Co. 306; Dillon v. Treverton, 4 
Pa. Dist. 266, 16 Pa. Co. 89; Thomas 
v. Glasgow, 2 Pa. Dist. 711, 13 Pa. 
Co. 167; McCarty v. Dougherty, 16 
Pa. Co. 86; Tredennick v. Jones, 7 
Pa. Co. 548; Hughes v. Jones, 8 Kulp 
are Blythan v. Rescorla, 1 Kulp 351. 

6. 


89, 19 A 300. 

[a] Splitting claim.—(1) There 
are conflicting decisions as to 
whether, under this provision, a 


judgment for board in excess of the 
statutory amount can be enforced in 
part aS against exempt property. 
There is authority for the position 
that a judgment for an amount in 
excess of the statutory limit cannot 
be split up, and an attachment is- 
sued for the part only, within the 
statute. Tredennick v. Jones, 7 Pa. 
Co. 548. (2) There is also authority 
against dividing such judgment into 


parts, and issuing separate execu- 
tions on each part. Hawk v. Rock, 
14 Pa. Co. 490. (8) ..There is still 


later authority distinguishable from 
that last referred to, but contrary to 
the first decision ‘mentioned, that 
a judgment for board in excess of 
the statutory limit may be divided 
and an execution issued for the 
statutory amount. Karnes v. Rosena 
Furnace Co., 5 Pa. Dist. 752, 18 Pa. 
Co. 306. 

47. Dillon v. Treverton, 4 Pa. Dist. 
266, 16 Pa. Co. 89; Thomas v. Glas- 
gow, 2 Pa. Dist. 711, Lé-P3. Co. 16 
McCarty v. Dougherty, 1 Ooo ior 
86; McGinley v. McDonough, 3 Lane 
LRev (Pa.) 202.° Contra Smith v. 
Dingus, 12 Pa. Co. 299 (under the act 
of May 8, 1876). 

48. Thomas v. Glasgow, 2 Pa. 
Dist. 7115513 Ra. sCo, 167. \[(foll Me= 
nae v. Keefe, 8 LuzLegObs 


49. Serena vy. Guilfry, 7 Pa. Dist. 
141, 20 Pa. Co. 549 
50. Brown v. Reiser, 8 Pa. Co. 416. 
51. Wilhelm v. Mumma, 16 Pa, 


Weisman vy. Weisman, 133 Pa. , 
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and not for the board of his wife or children.®? 
If the judgment is entered for the board of the 
debtor and his wife and children, the debtor’s 
exemption will be allowed as against the entire judg- 
ment,°* unless the amount of the debtor’s board can 
be separated from the rest of the judgment,5* in 
which ease claim for exemption will be denied only 
as against that part of the judgment which is based 
on the claim for the debtor’s board.®> A statute 
exempting certain property from general execution 
has been held not to abrogate the common-law lien 
of an innkeeper.®® 

[§ 178] M. Lien of Keeper of Livery or Board- 
ing Stable.°* Under a statute giving a livery stable 
keeper a lien upon all property coming into his pos- 
session, a lien may be had upon exempt property.®’ 

[§ 179] N. Wages. Where there is no express 
statutory provision for immunity of claims for 
wages from exemption, and where there is either no 
mechanics’ lien law or no establishment by the cred 
itor of a lien under such law where it exists, the 
debtor’s claim for exemption as against such lia- 
bilities will bo allowed.5® By express provision in 
some states exemptions cannot be claimed as against 
a liability for wages or salary due to laborers, me- 
chanics and employees.°° Under a provision of this 
kind a laborer is one who performs manual labor 
not requiring special knowledge or skill, and a serv- 
ant is one performing menial service.°t One who 
performs services requiring professional skill,®? or 
which are not menial in character,®* is not entitled 
to the benefits of the exception. There is authority, 
however, for a definition of a laborer or servant, 
based not on the menial character of his work, but 
on the length of the payment period, wages paid 
at short intervals being within the meaning of the 
exception. Where payment for services are not in 
the nature of payments by an employer but rather 
payments by customers in a business they are not 
Dist. 463; Wilhelm v. Mumma, 33 Pa.|§ 1). 


Co. 169. 
52. Donohue v. Redding, 24 Pa. 


Farinholt v. 


62. 
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936, 21 SE 817, 44 AmSR 953. 
Weymouth v. Sanborn, 43 N. 


[25C.J.] 103 


wages within the meaning of the statute,°> and 
where the facts disclose a joint adventure, the profits 
of which are to be shared by all the coadventurers, 
no one of them can be said to be in the employ of 
either of his associates and money due from one 
to the other under the agreement is not wages within 
the meaning of the exception.*¢ 

Independent contractors. A person who makes 
an independent contract to do certain work, and 
employs laborers to do the manual labor necessary 
in performance of the contract, is not a laborer, and | 
the money due him under the contract is not within 
an exception of debts due for clerk’s, laborer’s, or 
mechanic’s wages.°7 An employee who so far re- 
tains the control of the work in hand that he is not 
subject to the direction of his employer while en- 
gaged in it is an independent contractor, and not 
within the exception.®§ 

A note given for labor does not change the char- 
acter of the claim, so as to take it out of a statute 
excepting claims for labor, unless such was the in- 
tention of the parties.®® But the labor for which the 
note is given must be of a character to be included 
within the statutory exception,?® and if the note 
is in fact given for services not within the statute, 
the fact that it states on its face that it is given ‘‘for 
labor’’ will not avail to bring it within the excep- 
tion.7+ And so under a statute providing that there 
shall be no exemption in personal property against 
a judgment for wages, a judgment on a promissory 
note which recites that:it was given for wages, 
but which was in fact given for something other 
than wages, is not a judgment for wages within the 
meaning of the statute.” But a judgment of a jus- 
tice which states that it is for ‘‘the wages of a 
laborer’’ is sufficient to authorize an officer to levy 
execution on property otherwise exempt.” ' 

Extent of the exception. Whether a laborer can 
enforce a claim for his own wages against the 
Luckhard, 90 bl {a] Wustration.—A partnership 

which carries on a laundry and does 
work for any person who may em- 
ploy his services is not entitled to 


immunity from exemption under the 
statute which gives immunity from 


is ordinarily 


exception of 


Dist. 552; Wilhelm v. Mumma, 16/H. 171, 173, 80 AmD 144. 
Pa. Dist. 463. “The term ‘laborer’ 
53. Wilhelm v. Mumma, 16 Pa.|employed to denote one who sub- 
Dist. 463. sists by physical toil, in distinction 
54. Wilhelm vy. Mumma, 16 Pa.|from one who subsists by profes- 
Dist. 463. fessional skill. The 
55. Wilhelm v. Mumma, 16 Pa.|claims for labor would not, therefore, 


Dist. 463. 

56. Swan v. Bournes, 47 Iowa 501, 
503, 29 AmR 492; Thorn v. Whitbeck, 
11 Misc. 171, 32 NYS 1088. 

57. Ihien generally see 
Stable Keepers [25 Cye 1507]. 

58. Munson vy: Porter, 63 Iowa 453, 
19 NW 290; Fitch v. Steagall, 14 
Bush (Ky.) 230; Flint v. Luhrs, 66 
Minn, 57, 68 NW 514, 61 AmSR 391. 

59. Frutchey v. Lutz, 167 Pa. 337, 
31 A 638. 

Mechanics’ and materialmen’s liens 
see Mechanics’ Liens [27 Cyc 27]. 

60. U. S—In re Vonhee, 238 Fed. 
422: In re Phillips, 209 Fed. 490 
(Washington). 

Zll.—Dickinson y. Rahn, 98 Ill. A. 
245. 

Kan.—Reed v. Umbarger, 11 Kan. 
206. 

- Nebr.—Snyder v. Brune, 22 Nebr. 
189, 34 NW 364. 

Pa.—Frutchey v. Lutz, 167 Pa. 337, 
31 A 628; Meiers v. Umla, 6 Kulp 332. 

61. Dickinson vy. Rahmn, 98 Ill, A. 
245; Farinholt v. Luckhard, 90 Va. 
936, 21 SE 817, 44 AmSR 953. 

[a] Mail carrier—A person em- 
ployed to carry the United States 
mail is a laboring man within the 
meaning of a constitutional provision 
excepting from the operation of the 
exemption laws' any demand SL Or, 
services rendered by a laboring per- 
son or a mechanic” (Const. art 11 


Livery 


ordinarily be understood to embrace 
the services of the clergyman, 
physician, lawyer, commission mer- 
chant, or salaried officer, agent, rail- 
road and other contractors, but 
would be confined to claims arising 
out of services where physical toil 
was the main ingredient, although 
directed and made more valuable by 
mechanical _ skill,” Weymouth  v. 
Sanborn, supra. 

63. Epps v. Epps, 17 Ill. A. 196. 

[a] Traveling salesman and book- 
keeper.—An employee who performs 
no other services than as traveling 
salesman and bookkeeper for a mer- 
cantile house is not a “laborer or 
servant” within the meaning of a 
proviso in an exemption law that no 
property shall be exempt when the 
debt or judgment against which the 
exemption is claimed is for wages of 
any laborer or servant. Epps v. Epps, 


a By (pil B Blas W/.eroat EK 

great Gordon y. Jennings, 9 @. B. D. 
45. 

[a] Railroad secretary. — Under 


this definition the salary of a secre- 
tary to a railroad company in re- 
ceipt of a quarterly salary and sub- 
ject to dismissal at a quarter’s no- 
tice is not wages within the mean- 
ing of the statute. Gordon v. Jen- 


nings, 9 Q. B. D, 45. 
65. Steininger v. Butler, 5 Pa. 
Dist. 48. 


exemption to claims of persons hired 
for wages or salary whether at so 
much per diem or otherwise. Stein- 
inger v. Butler, 5 Pa. Dist. 43. : 

66. Parrington v. Weinberger, 86 
Or. 49,166 P 442, 528. 

67. Henderson v. Nott, 36 Nebr. 
154, 54 NW 87, 38 AmSR 720. 

68. Fox v. McClay, 48 Nebr. 820, 
67 NW 888, 

[a] Boot manufacturer.—One who 
manufactures ‘a pair of boots upon 
the written order of another is an 
independent contractor, and hence his 
claim is not within Code Civ. Proc. 
§ 531, providing that nothing shall 
exempt any property from execution 
for clerks’, laborers’ or mechanics’ 


wages. Fox v. McClay, 48 Nebr. 820, 
67 NW 888. 
69. Graves v. Ahlgren, 87 Ill. A. 


668; Reed v. Umbarger, 11 Kan. 206; 
Weymouth vy. Sanborn, 43 N. H. 171, 
80 AmD 144. 

70. Magers v. Dunlap, 39 Ill. A. 


618 
ane Magers v. Dunlap, 39 Ill. A. 
[al Dilustration.—The words “for 


labor,’ in a note given a physician 
for his services, do not import. that 
the consideration was wages due the 
payee “as laborer or servant,” with- 
in the meaning of the exemption 


Oe Magers v. Dunlap, 39 Ill. A, 
8. 

re Bundy v. Harris, 151 Allis ak 
oot Stroup yv. Hobbs, 65 Ill, A. 


stil aa 
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wages of his employer, otherwise exempt, depends 
upon the jurisdiction. In some states no property 
whatever is exempt from execution for the wages of 
a laborer or servant.74 In other jurisdictions a 
laborer’s claim for wages, enforceable against 
exempt property generally, cannot be enforced 
against exempt wages earned by his employer.’® In 
some states immunity from exemption is given only 
to a judgment which does not exceed an amount 
fixed by statute.7© Under such statutes an exemp- 
tion may be claimed against a judgment for wages 
in excess of the statutory limit,’7 even though the 
amount actually collected on the judgment is less 
than the statutory amount.’® 

[§ 180] 0. Constitutionality and Construction 
of Exceptions.7® A statutory provision, making an 
exception to the exemption law, cannot be sus- 
tained if it is in conflict with the provisions relat- 
ing to exemptions contained in the state constitu- 
ton.8° But a constitutional provision excepting cer- 
tain property from payment of ‘‘any debt or lia- 
bility’’ is construed to protect the property from 
statutes intended to create involuntary lens only,*? 
and not from statutes providing for liens to be 
created by the voluntary act of the debtor.®? Stat- 
utory provisions making an exception to the general 


74. Bohn v. Weeks, 50 Ill. A. 236.) tution exempting 
75. Snyder v. Brune, 22 Nebr. 189,| to the extent of 


EXEMPTIONS 


[$§ 179-181. 


exemption laws are strictly construed,®* but they 
‘are not to be so strictly construed as to render 
the statute meaningless or nugatory,** or to violate 
the obvious intention of the legislature,*> nor will 
they be so interpreted as to aid in the perpetra- 
tion of a fraud.8* An exception in an earlier statute 
will not apply to an exemption under a later statute 
granting it to debtors absolutely as against all 
debts.°? 

Retroactive operation. According to the view 
taken in some jurisdictions a statute making an 
exception to the general exemption law is retroac- 
tive and affects the debtor’s right to an exemption 
as against a liability for an obligation previously 
incurred,®® except where the statute expressly pro- 
vides that the exception shall operate only on judg- 
ments obtained ‘‘from and after the passage of this 
act;’’ 8° in others, in the absence of such express 
provision, the exception is held not to operate retro- 
actively.°° 

[§ 181] P. Enforcement of Claims under Ex- 
ceptions.*! Statutes in some states require personal 
service of a written demand of the special creditor 
on the debtor in order that the debtor may comply 
with the demand and save himself the costs of pro- 
ceedings against him.°? The complaint or declara- 


personal property, ure to pay these debts, cannot claim 
two hundred dol-|}an exemption out of the assets as- 


34 NW 364; Frutchey v. Lutz, 167 Pa. 
337, 31 A 638. Contra Meiers v. Umla, 
6 Kulp {Pa.) 332; Finns vy. Banker, 5 
Kulp (Pa.) 338; Enke v. Stine, 4 Kulp 
(Pa.) 45. 

[a] For example, in Nebraska 
Code Civ. Proc. § 53la, providing for 
the exemption of wages of laborers 
who are heads of families was en- 
acted long after § 531, which pro- 
vides that no property of a debtor is 
exempt as against a debt for labor- 
ers’ wages, and is controlling, and 
therefore the wages of a laborer can- 
not be seized under § 531. Snyder v. 
Brune, 22 Nebr. 189, 34 NW 3864. 

76. Buchanan v. Wachter, 17 Pa. 
Dist. 438. 

77. Buchanan v. Wachter, 17 Pa. 
Dist. 438. P 

78. Buchanan vy. Wachter, 17 Pa. 
Dist. 438. , 

79. Class legislation see Constitu- 
tional Law § 865. 

80. Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla. 
115, 15 SE 549, 24 LRA 812; Tuttle 
v. Strout, 7 Minn. 465, 82 AmD 108; 
Donaldson v. Voltz, 19 W. Va. 156. 
See In re Vonhee, 288 Fed. 422 (sus- 
taining Washington statute in favor 
of wage claims). 

{a] Wages.—lIf the state constitu- 
tion expressly directs that a reason- 
able amount of property shall be ex- 
empt from seizure or sale for the 
payment of ‘any debt or liability,” 
the legislature has no power, in en- 
acting an exemption law, to provide 
that the right of exemption shall not 
exist as against certain debts, as 
against debts for wages due clerks, 
laborers, and mechanics. Tuttle v. 
Strout, 7 Minn. 465, 82 AmD 108. 

{b] Rent—(1) Where the state 
constitution expressly exempts prop- 
erty, the legislature cannot except 
claims for rent, and give landlords 
a lien, superior to the right of ex- 
emption, on all the property of the 
tenant used on the leased premises; 
but it may give such a lien on agri- 
cultural products grown on _ the 
leased premises, as “the land rented 
{in such a case] is regarded as such 
a factor in the production of the 
crops as to subordinate the title of 
the tenant thereto to the superior or 
paramount lien for the use and oc- 
cupation of the land.” Hodges v. 
Cooksey, 83 Fla. 715, 718, 15-S 549, 
24 LRA 812. (2) Under the consti- 


lars from payment of all claims ex-|against this equity. Platt v. Platt, 


cept those for taxes, purchase money, 
or improvements, a statute granting 
an exception from exemption of debts 
due from rent is void. Donaldson v. 
MVoltz, 295W. Va; 156. 

81. Flint v. Luhrs, 66 Minn. 57, 68 
NW 514, 61 AmSR 391. 

82. Flint v. Luhrs, 66 Minn. 57, 68 
NW 514, 61 AmSR 391. 

{a] Livery stable keepers.—A con- 
stitutional provision exempting prop- 
erty from payment of ‘any debt or 
liability” does not prevent the legis- 
lature from giving livery stable 
keepers a lien, as against the right 
to claim an exemption, on animals 
cared for under a contract with the 
owner, as it does not prevent the 
owner of property from voluntarily 
giving a lien, and thereby waiving 
his exemption right as to particular 
property. Flint v. Luhrs, 66 Minn. 
57, 68 NW 514, 61 AmSR 391. 

83. Dickinson v. Rahn, 98 Ill. A. 
245; Smith v. Kennett, 94 Ill. A. 331; 
State Bank v. Holland, 11 Ind, 150; 
Dillon vy. Treverton, 4 Pa, Dist. 266, 
16 Pa. Co. 89; Thomas v. Glasgow, 2 
Rapist. (di, soba, \COumlou. 

84. Platt v. Platt, 50 Pla.) 594, 39 
S 536, 

85. Friedman vy. Sullivan, 48 Ark. 
213, 2 SW 785. 

{a] Illustration. — Const. (1874) 
art 9 § 1, prescribed the extent of 
the exemption of personal property 
to be claimed by an unmarried resi- 
dent not the head of a family. Sec- 
tion 2 fixed the same right for the 
married resident or head of a family. 
At the:end of § 1 was a provision 
“that no property shall be exempt 
from execution for debts contracted 
for the purchase money thereof 
while in the hands of the vendee,” 
but nothing was said as to debts for 
purchase money in § 2. The proviso 
applies also to the second section, 
and excludes all classes of persons 
from the exemption of property from 
execution for debts due for the pur- 
chase money. Friedman v. Sullivan, 
48 Ark.. 218, 214, 2 SW 785. 

86. Platt v. Platt, 50 Mla. 594, 39 
S 536. 

[a] Mlustration.—A partner who 
purchases the partnership assets, 
paying therefor some cash and as- 
suming the partnership debts, when 
sued by the retiring partner for fail- 


50 Fla, 594, 39 S 536. 

87. German-American State Bank 
v. Godman, 83 Wash. 231, 145 P 221. 

[a] Ilustration.—An exception of 
funeral expenses under an old stat- 
ute will not apply to exemption of 
proceeds of insurance policy under 
a later statute, which, by its terms, 
grants the exemption to debtors ab- 
solutely as against all debts. Ger- 
man-American State Bank y. God- 
man, 8355 Washs “231, 5 sah eases 
(whether the same result would be 
reached under the later statute, re- 
stricting exemption of insurance pro- 
ceeds to beneficiaries other than in- 
sured or his estate, is an issue not 
raised in the case). 

88. See cases infra this note. 

{a] In Indiana a statute which ex- 
cepts from the exemption law a 
judgment rendered in a suit upon a 
guardian’s bond applies to bonds exe- 
cuted before as well as after the 
passage of the _ statute. Potter v. 
State, 23 Ind. 607. 

{b] In Pennsylvania (1) the ex- 
ception of a claim for wages from 
the exemption law was allowed, al- 
though judgment was obtained be- 
fore the enactment of the statute 
making the exception.. Van Wye v. 
Harrington, 1 Pa. Co. 272. (2) Bx- 
ception was allowed where the judg- 
ment was rendered before the pas- 
sage of the act and the execution 
was issued subsequent to its pas- 
sage. Finns v. Banker, 5 Pa, Co. 311. 

{c] In Texas a statute precluding 
a mortgagor of chattels from claim- 
ing them as exempt from sale to 
satisfy the mortgage applies to mort- 
gages executed before the statute’s 
enactment. Mason v. Bumpass, 1 
Text VAS 'Civ Casts 133s. 

89. Brown v. Reiser, 8 Pa. Co. 416. 

90. Moore v. McCown, 64 Ga. 617; 
Hawks v. Hawks, 64 Ga. 239. 

[a] For example, an act rendering 
wages of a debtor liable for a debt 
for services rendered by a physician 
or surgeon applies only to services 
rendered after its passage. Moore v. 
McCown, 64 Ga. 617. 

_91. Special execution see Execu- 
tions § 1099%. 

92. Ostrander v. Norris, 30 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 643; K. B. Co. v. Batie, 25 Oh. 
Cir: Ct 4183 

[a] Service by registered letter 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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tion should show that plaintiff’s claim is within the 
exception to the exemption law.®? If the items 
within the exception are clearly in excess of the 
value of the property claimed as exempt, the fact 
that the account annexed contains other items not 
within the exception, will be disrevarded.®* It has 
been held, however, that where plaintiff declares on 
a note, a portion only of the consideration of which 
consists of a demand which would be within the 
exception, the creditor, by declaring and taking a 
judgment for the price of the exempt property sold 
to the debtor, together with other debts, must be 
deemed to have elected to abandon his claim to 
follow the specific property, and defendant’s claim 
to exemption will be allowed.®> If the claim in the 
declaration exceeds the statutory allowance and at- 
tachment is issued for the excessive amount, this 
defect may be cured by a judgment entered in the 
ease for an amount not exceeding the statutory al- 
lowanee.°°® 

Judgment. In the absence of proof to the con- 
trary, it is not necessary that a judgment shall 
show the date of the contract on which it is based, 
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which it is founded, as that it is for the purchase 
price of property, or for a tort, or for necessaries, 
etc., in order that it may be enforced as against 
exempt property.°’ Its nature may be ascertained 
from the pleadings in the action,®’ or shown by ex- 
trinsic evidence, if such proof involves no c¢on- 
tradiction or variance of matter of record.t| And 
the same rule applies to the record on which the 
judgment is based.? It is otherwise if the statute 
requires the judgment, or the record thereof, to show 
its nature, or the nature of the claim on which it is 
based. The failure of the judgment to contain such 
recitals does not, however, affect the validity of the 
judgment,* but simply the right of the creditor to 
enforce it against the debtor’s claim for exemp- 
tion.® In jurisdictions requiring the recital to be 
made, a recital which substantially discloses the 
basis for plaintiff’s claim to immunity from exemp- 
tion will be sufficient.6 But where the exeeption 
extends to a limited class, the recital must bring 
the judgment within the restriction,’ and a refer- 
ence to the general class of which the limited class 
is a part is not sufficient.§ 


or that it shall show the nature of the claim upon 


of the written demand and an ac- 
knowledgment of its delivery by the 
debtor constitutes a sufficient com- 
pliance with the statutory require- 


ment. Ostrander v. Norris, 30 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 643. : 
[b] Requisites of affidavit under 


the statute for the garnishment of 
debtor’s wages see K. B. Co. v. Batie, 
258 Oh, (Cir) (Cts) 418. 

93. Pioneer Co-op. Co. v. Hagle, 
ete., Mfg. Co., 67 Ga..38; Hollander 
v. His Creditors, 6 La. Ann. 668. 

[a] Confusion of necessaries and 
article not necessaries.—‘“The act of 
1843, amending art. 3184 of the code, 
provides that debts due for neces- 
sary supplies furnished to any farm 
or plantation, shall be entitled to a 
privilige on the crop, for the mak- 
ing of which those supplies were 
furnished. It was incumbent upon 
the opponents to have brought their 
case within this rule, and we are 
unable to say, that we have done so 
to a larger amount than the sum 
allowed by the district court as a 
privilege. Their account is made out 
in such a manner, as to render it 
impossible to ascertain their rights 
with precision. Things, which are 
clearly plantation supplies, such as 
corn and pork, are mixed up with 
other articles, which they are well 
aware are not supplies, such as 
cognac, annisette, cigars, and large 
quantities of ice, the latter article 
greatly preponderating; and the total 
amount of each invoice is charged, 
without showing the cost of the dif- 
ferent articles it includes. The un- 
certainty, thus created by the op- 
ponents, may have been prejudicial 
to them in the district court, but it 
is not in our power to relieve them 
from the legal consequences of their 
negligence. We are of opinion, that 
the privilege must be limited to 
necessary supplies furnished by the 
plantation, and that it does not ex- 
tend to supplies furnished to the 
family of the planter, beyond planta- 
tion fare.” Hollander v. His Cred- 
itors, 6 La. Ann. 668, 669. 

94. Pullen v. Monk, 82 Me. 412, 
19° A 909. 

{a] Dilustrations.— (1) Where it 
appears by the account annexed to a 
writ in a trustee suit to reach wages 
that necessaries in excess of the 
amount attached were furnished to 
defendant, the fact that a few ar- 
ticles which are not necessaries are 
included in the account does not es- 
tablish an exemption from trustee 
process as to such articles as were 
necessaries. Pullen v. Monk, 82 Me. 
412, 19 A 909. (2) Where it appears 


Execution. 


by an account annexed to the writ 
that necessaries were furnished de- 
fendant, the fact that a few articles 
in the account, which exceeded the 
amount for which defendant’s wages 
had been attached, are not neces- 
saries does not prevent trustee pro- 
cess for the articles which are nec- 


essaries. Pullen v. Monk, 82 Me, 412, 
19 A 909. 
ah Hickox v. Fay, 86 Barb. (N. 


‘96. Wilhelm v. Mumma, 16 Pa. 
Dist. 463. 


$7. Ala.—McDaniel vy. Johnston, 
LOA lane 2 oso Sis be 

Mich.—Lillibridge v. Walsh, 97 
Mich. 459, 56 NW 854. 

Minn.—Rogers vy. Brackett, 34 


Minn. 279, 25 NW 601. 
ace Ge we v. Orahood, 27 Mo. A. 

Nebr.—Shreck v. Gilbert, 52 Nebr. 
813, 73 NW 276. 

[a] Tort.—In the absence of ex- 
press requirements, it 1S not nec- 
essary that the judgment shall re- 
cite, or that it shall appear in any 
way therefrom, whether the action 
was ex contractu or ex delicto. Mc- 
at v. Johnston, 110 Ala. 526, 19 

{b] Purchase money.— The stat- 
ute does not in terms require that the 
judgment shall recite that the re- 
covery is for purchase money, and 
the question whether it was or not 
may be raised and determined when- 
ever it arises. Lillibridge v. Walsh, 
97 Mich. 459, 56 NW 854. 

[c] Money received by attorney.— 
The fact that the judgment was re- 
covered for moneys received by an 
attorney for his client renders ap- 
plicable a provision disallowing ex- 
emptions as against such a _ judg- 
ment, without any finding to that. ef- 
fect in the judgment, where such 
finding ig not required by statute. 
Shreck v. Gilbert, 52 Nebr. 8138, 73 
NW 276. 

9g. McDaniel v. Johnston, 110 Ala. 
526, 19'S 85: 

Wature of action determined by 
pleadings generally see Actions § 113. 

99. State v. Orahood, 27 Mo. A. 
496. 

fa] Dlustration.—If there is noth- 
ing on the record of a judgment to 
show whether it was or was not 
rendered on a note given for the pur- 
chase price of property sold to de- 
fendant, parol evidence is admissible 
to show that it was. State v. Ora- 
hood, 27 Mo. A. 496. 

1. Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 
46 NE 693; State v. Orahood, 27 Mo. 
A, 496; Diehl v. Holben, 39 Pa. 213. 


There need be no showing or recital 


{a] Dlustrations.—(1) Evidence is 
not admissible to show that the suit 
in which a judgment was rendered. 
was in tort, where the complaint 
therein is unequivocal as to the char- 
acter of the cause of action, and 
Shows that it was on contract. In, 
such a case the nature of the cause 
of action must be determined by the 
pleadings. Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. 
A. 360, 46 NE 698. (2) A Sheriff or 
constable, when sued as a trespasser 
for seizing and selling the debtor’s 
property in disregard of his claim 
for the benefit of the exemption 
law, cannot go behind the judgment 
of the justice, and prove that the 
note upon which it was founded em- 
braced a book account part of which 
was before the time when the Ex- 
emption Law took effect. Diehl v. 
Holben, 39 Pa. 213. 


2. Weisman y. Weisman, 133 Pa. 
89, 19 A 300. 
{a] Illustration. — Judgment for 


four weeks’ board will be enforceable 
against defendant’s exemption, not- 
withstanding the justice’s docket, 
while showing that the claim of ex- 
emption was disallowed on account 
of the act of 1889, yet failed to show 
affirmatively that the judgment was 
for four weeks’ board. Weisman v. 
Weisman, 133 Pa. 89, 19 A 300. 

Ne ail Hughes v. Melville, 60 I. 


Mo.—Buis v. Cooper, 63 Mo. A. 
196; American Law Book Co. v. Brew- 
er, (A.) 213 SW 881 (holding plain- 
tiff entitled to special judgment). 
Vou Y.—Garvey v. Larney, 121 NYS 

Pa.—McCourt vy. Brenaman, 1 Pa. 
Dist.5 783,11), Pa. Cos7645. 

S. D.—Paxton, ete., Co. v. McDon- 
ald, 18 S. D. 172, 99 NW 1107. 

4 Buis v. Cooper, 63 Mo. A. 196, 

5. Buis v. Cooper, 63 Mo. A. 196. 

6. Stroup v. Hobbs, 65 Ill. A. 296. 

{a] Dlustration.—Under the stat- 
ute disallowing exemptions where the 
judgment is for wages, and the judg- 
ment so states, it is sufficient to au- 
thorize a levy on exempt property if 
a judgment of a justice of the peace 
states that it is for “the wages of a 
yer a" Stroup v. Hobbs, 65 Ill. A. 

7. Moskovitz v. Orangers, 13 Pa. 
Distr 153, °29% Pat Co.) 31185 

8. Moskovitz v. Orangers, 13 Pa. 
Dist (153,297) Pan Co. sober 

{al Tllustration.—Under a statute 
providing for exceptions to the ex~ 
emption law on a claim for wages 
for manual labor, the judgment must 
contain a recital that it was ob- 
tained on a claim for wages for man-< 


| 


13 Pa. Dist. 153, 29 Pa. Co. 318. 
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in the execution as to the nature of the claim,° 
unless there is an express requirement to that ef- 
Where there is such requirement, the re- 
cital may be made by the court’s making the proper 
indorsement on the execution,!! and this may be 
done at a term subsequent to that at which the 


feet.1° 


judgment is rendered.?? 
Sale. 


A claim for the purchase price of goods 


' EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 181-182 


which only constitute a part of the stock in trade 
will not be allowed to interfere with the sale of the 
entire stock on execution, or to the allowance of 
plaintiff’s claim to exemption.7% 
purchase price of the unpaid goods will be deducted 
from the proceeds and the exemption will be allowed 
out of the balance.'* 


In such ease the 


X. TRANSFER OR ENCUMBRANCE BY DEBTOR 


[§ 182] A. Right to Transfer in General—l. 
In General. 
tled that a debtor, in the absence of*express re- 
strictions,1® has the absolute power to sell or ex- 
change, as he may see fit, property the status of 
which as exempt property is determined.'* 
trary rule would make the exemption laws operate 
to the detriment rather than to the benefit of the 
The power to sell includes the power to 
assign or to delegate the right to make a selection 
Where no selection is neces- 
sary to determine the exempt character of the prop- 


Sale or Exchange !*—a. 


debtor.18 
of exempt property.’® 


erty, as where the debtor’s entire 


ual labor, and an entry showing a 
claim for, work and labor done is 


not sufficient. Moskovitz v. Orangers, 


{[b] Sufficiency.—A recital in a 
judgment that it is for “work and 
labor’ is not a compliance with a 
statute requiring it to state that the 
demand “sued for is for wages due 
such person as laborer or servant.” 
Hughes vy. Melville, 60 Ill. A. 419, 423. 

9. Shreck v, Gilbert, 52 Nebr. 813, 
73 NW 276. , 

10. Hughes v. Melville, 60 Ill. A. 
419; Buis v. Cooper, 63 Mo. A. 196; 
In re Hogan, 64 Misc. 302, 118 NYS 
537. 

11. Green v. Spann, 25 S. C. 273. 

12. Green v. Spann, 25 S. C. 273. 

13. Edgewood Distilling Co. v. 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SE 716. 

14. Edgewood Distilling Co, 
Rosser, 116 Va. 624, 82 SH 716. 

15. Cross references: 
Necessity of describing exempt prop- 

erty on assumpsit for benefit of 

creditors see Assignments for 

Benefit of Creditors § 148. 
Reservation of exemptions on as- 

signment for creditors see Assign- 


Vv. 


ment for Benefit of Creditors 
§§ 197, 198. ' 
Sale of exempt property in bank- 


ruptey see Bankruptcy § 644. 
16. Restrictions see infra §§ 187, 
8 


188. 
17. Fla.—Hinson v. Booth, 39 Fla. 
333,;) 22.,S 687; Carter .w. Carter, (20 
" Fla. 558, 51. AmR 618. 
Ill—Washburn v. Goodheart, 88 


Tll. 229; Recht v. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 
25 AmR 301; Cole v. Green, 21 Il. 


104; Vaughan v. Thompson, 17 Ill. 
78: Ettelson v. Sonkopp, 210 Ill. A. 
348. 

Ind.—Moss v. Jenkins, 146 Ind. 


589, 45 NE 789; King v. Easton, 135 
Ind. 358, 35 NE 181; Ray v. Yarnell, 
118 Ind. 112, 20 NE 705; Barnard v. 
Brown, 112 Ind. 53, 13 NE 401; Love 
We Blair, 72. Inds. 2slsnv@regory: “Vv. 
Latchem, 53 Ind. 449; Godman _ v. 
Smith, 17 Ind. 152; Kirk v. Macy, 53 
Ind. A. 17, 101 NE 108. 
Iowa.—In re Brogan, 177 Iowa 423, 
“157 NW 852; Bevan v. Hayden, 13 


Iowa 122. 

Kan.—Arthur v. Wallace, 8 Kan. 
267. 

Ky.—Moxley v. Ragan, 10 Bush 


156, 19 AmR 61; Paxton v. Freeman, 
6 J. J. Marsh. 234, 22 AmD 74. 
Mass.—Mannan v. Merritt, 11 Al- 
len 582; Bean v. Hubbard, 4 Cush. 85. 
Mich.—Singer Mfg. Co. v. Cullaton, 
90 Mich. 639, 51 NW 687; Charpen- 
tier v. Bresnahan, 62 Mich. 360, 28 
NW 916; Emerson v. Bacon, 58 Mich. 


It is well set- 


A con- 


property is less 


526, 25 NW 503; Buckley v. Wheeler, 
52 Mich. 1, 17 NW 216; Anderson v. 
Odell, 51 Mich. 492, 16 NW 870; Ros- 
enthal v. Scott, 41 Mich. 632, 2 NW 


909. 

Mo.—Day v. Burnham, 82 Mo. A. 
538; Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. 
A. 148; Kulage v. Schueler, 7 Mo. A. 
250. : 
Nebr.—Gillespie v. Brown, 16 Nebr. 
457, 20 NW 6382. 

N. C.—Duvall v. Rollins, 71 N. C. 

18. 

Oh.—Tracy v. Cover, 28 Oh. St. 61. 

Tenn.—Edwards v. Thompson, 85 
Tenn, 720, 4 SW 9138, 4 AmSR 807; 
Cox vy. Ballentine, 1 Baxt. 362; Cro- 
nan v. Honor, 10 Heisk. 533; Denny 
v. White, 2 Coldw. 283, 88 AmD 596. 

Vt.—Jewett v. Guyer, 38 Vt. 209. 

Va.—White v. Owen, 30 Gratt. (71 
Va.) 43. 

W. Va.—Moran v. Clark, 30 W. Va. 
358, 4 SE 303, 8 AmSR 66, 

Wis.—Comstock v. Bechtel, 63 
Wis. 656, 24 NW 465; Carhart v. Har- 
shaw, 45 Wis. 340, 30 AmSR 752. 

Ont.—Field v. Hart, 22 Ont. A. 449. 

[a] In Alabama (1) a debtor was 
formerly prohibited from selling his 
exempt property, and it was pro- 
vided that if it should be sold ‘and 
taken possession of by the pur- 
chaser” it should be liable tor the 
debts of the seller. Simpson v. Simp- 
son, 30 Ala. 225. (2) The prohibitory 
statute was repealed by the act of 
February 14, 1854, ‘and by. such re- 
peal all restrictions on the power of 
a debtor to sell or otherwise dispose 
of exempt personal property were 
removed. Cook v. Baine, 387 Ala. 350. 
(8) Earlier cases recognized the 
power of the debtor to sell. Pool v. 
Reid, 15 Ala. 826; Calloway v. Car- 
penter, 10 Ala. 500. 

Waiver by executory agreement cee 
infra § 192. 

18. Godman v. Smith, 17 Ind. 152. 

“Tt would very much impair the 
value of the exemption provisions 
to hold that it was operative only 
while the specific articles of property 
remained in the possession of the 
debtor. It would destroy their mer- 
chantable value, to him; while their 
usefulness to his family might de- 
pend almost entirely upon that qual- 
ity; and we are not able to perceive 
that serious inconvenience would re- 
sult from continuing the exemption 
in the hands of a purchaser.” God- 
man v. Smith, 17 Ind. 152, 153. 

19. In re National Grocer Co., 181 
Fed. 33, 37, 104 CCA 47, 30 LRANS 
982. 

“Tt is true, as contended by the 
trustee, that the right to exemption 


s 
in value than the amount allowed by the statute as 
exempt, the debtor may sell without first making 
his selection ;2° but where specifically exempt items 
of personal property are transferred in fraud of 
creditors, together with a larger amount of prop- 
erty which is not exempt by an indivisible or an un- 
apportionable act or instrument of transfer, there 
must also be a selection on the part of the debtor 
or some person authorized by. him.24 
status of property as exempt property is restricted 
to a certain period, a sale of the property at any 
time within the statutory period } 
guardian of a debtor may, under court order, sell 


Where the 


valid.”? 


A 


is 


is a personal privilege, and may be 
waived by the debtor, and that such 
privilege cannot be claimed for him 
by another. But this proposition is 
not decisive of the question before 
us, because the debtor did not in 
this case waive his privilege, but, 
on the contrary, took advantage of 
it in making the assignment in ques- 
tion. The assignment was based 
upon a valuable consideration, viz., 
the giving of future credit; and the 
authority to the assignee to make 
the selection, if originally valid, was 
irrevocable, as being coupled with 
an interest. ... The case before us 
does not involve the right of some 
one other than the bankrupt to in- 
sist upon or to waive his claim of 
exemptions, but only the right of the 
assignee under a valid assignment to 
make the selection of the exemptions 
so assigned, under an express author- 
ity therefor contained in the instru- 
ment of assignment. Had the bank- 
rupt personally made the claim under 
the bankruptcy proceedings, there 
can be no doubt that the exemptions 
would have passed to the petitioner 
here. The assignment in terms au- 
thorizes the petitioner to make the 
selection in the name of the assignor 
or otherwise, thus constituting pe- 
titioner, to say the least, the agent 
of the assignor for the purpose,” In 
re National Grocer Co., supra. 

Persons who may make selection 
generally see infra § 232. 

20. Citizens’ State Bank v. Har- 
ris, 149 Ind. 208, 48 NE 856. 

21. Berge v.. Kittleson, 133 Wis. 
664, 114 NW 125. . 

{a] QMlustration.—Under a statute 
exempting two cows, ten swine, one 
horse, or mule as the debtor may 
choose, and farming utensils, includ- 
ing tackle for teams not exceeding 
two hundred dollars in value, where 
a debtor transferred stock and farm- 
ing utensils, some of which were 
specifically exempt and others non- 
exempt, by a conveyance fraudulent 
as to creditors, and there was no 
selection nor any definite presenta- 
tion of the value-of the particular 
items and of the value of the debtor’s 
remaining property such as would 
enable the court to separate the pro- 
ceeds or value of the animals or 
article identified as exempt from the 
proceeds of those not so identified, 
the entire property was subject to 
execution. Berge v. Kittleson, 133 
Wis. 664, 114 NW 125. 

22. Layman y. Denton, (Tenn. Ch. 
A.) 42 SW 1538. 

[a] Iustration.—Under a statute 
prohibiting creditors from levying on 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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his exempt property.23 And the wife of an ab- 
sconding debtor may sell it, where a statute pro- 
vides that when a debtor absconds and leaves his 
family, such property as is exempt to him shall 
be exempt in the hands of his wife and children or 
either of them.?* 

Description of property. An execution creditor 
eannot take advantage of the fact that the exempt 
goods eonveyed are insufficiently described in the 
bill of sale.?° t 

[§ 183] b. After Levy of Execution or Attach- 
ment. If the property is specifically and absolutely 
exempt, or if it has been selected and set apart, 
where this is necessary,?° it may be sold after the 
issue or levy of an execution or attachment, as no 
lien is created by an attachment or execution on 
property that is exempt.?7. There is authority, how- 
ever, to the contrary.28 And after property has 
been set off by the sheriff under the exemption law 
as exempt from sale on-execution, it may be sold by 
the debtor free from the lien of the execution and 
judgment.2® But a sale after execution cannot be 
made where a selection is necessary and no selec- 
tion has been made,®° except, perhaps, where all the 
debtor’s property does not exceed the amount which 
he is entitled to claim.*! 


EXEMPTIONS 
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[§ 184] 2. Gift or Bequest.2? A debtor may 
not only sell, exchange, or assign his exempt prop- 
erty for a valuable consideration, but he may give 
it away, if he sees fit, nut only to his wife or chil- 
dren, but also to strangers, for he has the absolute 
jus disponendi in the absence of express restric- 
tions.*? And he may dispose of such property by 
will.*4 In states, however, where pension money is 
exempt only up to the time it is received by the pen- 
sioner,®> the pensioner cannot dispose of it by will 
to the exclusion of his ereditors.*° 

[§ 185] 8. Mortgage, Pledge, or Other Liens;3* 
A debtor may not only sell and convey his exempt 
property absolutely,?* but in the absence of express 
restrictions °° may mortgage or pledge it,4° and when 
he does so he thereby impliedly waives his right 
of exemption as to the particular property against 
the mortgage or pledge.*! A bill of sale given as 
security, being a mortgage in equity, is subject to 
the same rule.4? Statutes sometimes provide that 
an indigent debtor cannot encumber that portion of 
his property exempt by law for the support of his 
wife and minor children.** So far as pension money 
is exempt in the different jurisdictions,‘4 a pen- 
sioner may pledge it to the same extent as he may 
pledge any other exempt property,*® and he may 


the crops before a fixed date of the 
year in which they are grown, a date 
late enough to insure their full ma- 
turity, creditors cannot complain of 
any disposition the owner may choose 
to make of the crops before the date 
Specified in the statute. Layman v. 
Denton, (Tenn. Ch, A.) 42 SW 153. 

23. In re Brogan, 177 Iowa 4238, 
157 NW. 952. 

24, Waugh vy. Bridgeford, 69 Iowa 
334, 28 NW 626. 

25. Field v. Hart, 22 Ont. A. 449. 

26. See cases supra note 17. 

27. Ala.—Pool v. Reid, 15 Ala, 826. 

Ind.—Barnard v. Brown, 112 Ind. 
53, 13 NE 401; Godman v. Smith, 17 
Ind. 152. 

Iowa.—Bevan v. Hayden, 13 


122. 
Ky.—Paxton v. Freeman, 6 J. J. 
52 


lowa 


Marsh. 234, 22 AmD 74. 
Mich.—Buckley v. Wheeler, 
Mich. 1, 17 NW 216. 
Mo.—Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. 
A. 148; Hombs v. Corbin, 20 Mo. A. 
497, 34 Mo. A. 393. 
Tenn.—Edwards v. Thompson, 85 
Tenn, 720, 4 SW 913, 4 AmSR 807. 
[a] Application.— An attachment 
levied while a sale of exempt prop- 
erty is being made and before it is 
perfected does not affect the right 
of the owner under the exemption 
laws, and the sale gives a good title 
to the Be Bevan v. Hayden, 
13 Iowa 122. 
28. Cassell v. Williams, 12 Il. 387. 
29. Moss v. Jenkins, 146 Ind. 589, 
5 NE 789. ’ 
a 30. Chapin vy. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309; 


Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. A. 
148. 
{a] Im Illinois, where the statute 


requires a schedule and selection, 
after an execution has become a lien 
upon property, a purchaser from the 
debtor cannot hold it if there has 
been no schedule and_ selection. 
Chapin v. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309. 

[b] In Missouri, where property 
is not specifically exempted, but may 
be made exempt by the debtor’s se- 
lection of it in lieu of other prop- 
erty under the statute, the debtor can 
make no disposition of it against the 
lien of an execution until after it has 
peen actually so selected. He cannot 
assign his right of selection, and 
any attempted transfer will be void 
as against the execution, unless made 
after exemption has attached by a 
proper selection. Stotesbury v. Kirt- 
land, 35 Mo, A. 148. 

Sale before selection generally see 
supra note 20. 


31. Vandibur v. Love, 10 Ind. 54, 

{a] In Indiana.—The statute ex- 
empts from liability to sale on exe- 
cution an amount of. property not 
exceeding in value three hundred dol- 
lars, to be selected by the debtor 
after an appraisement, ete. Where 
a debtor who has sold property after 
the levy cf an execution, and after 
informing the constable who has 
levied the execution that he intended 
to claim his exemptions, owned alto- 
gether less than three hundred dol- 
lars’ worth of property, he may as- 
sert his claim and perfect his right 
of exemption after the sale for the 
benefit of his purchaser. Vandibur 
v. Love, 10 Ind. 54. 

Sale before execution see supra 
note 20. 

32. Fraudulent 
infra § 215. 
aye Ala.—Wright v. Smith, 66 Ala. 

Iowa.—BEhlers v. Blumer, 129 Iowa 
168, 105 NW 406; Farmer v. Turner, 
64 Iowa 690, 21 NW 140. 


conveyance see 


ene Ce nnUE vy. Wallace, 8 Kan. 
Mich.—Fischer v. McIntyre, 66 


Mich. 681, 33 NW 762. 

Minn.—Furman v, Tenny, 28 Minn. 
77, 9 NW 172. 

Miss.—Smith v. Allen, 89 Miss. 
469. 

Nebr.—Gillespie v. Brown, 16 Nebr. 
457, 20 NW 632. 

N. Y.—Whiting v. Barrett, 7 Lans. 
106; Youmans v. Boomhower, 3 
Thomps. & C. 21. 

Pa.—Hildebrand v. Bowman, 100 
Pa. 580; Ehrisman vy. Roberts, 68 Pa. 
308. 

Wis.—Carhart v. Harshaw, 45 Wis. 
340, 30 AmR 752. 

Que.—Robertson y. Honan, 24 Que. 
Super. 510. 

34. Hinson v. Booth, 39 Fla. 333, 
22 S 687. 

Insurance money see supra § 120. 

85. See supra § . 

36. Luthey v. Bacon, 5 Kyl 326. 

37. Cross references: 

Equitable lien created by note see 
infra § 201. : 
Mechanics’ or laborers’ lien see infra 

§ 201. 

Rent lien see infra § 200. 

88. See supra § 182. 

89. See infra §§ 187, 188. 

40. U. S.—In re National Grocer 
Co., 181 Fed. 33, 104 CCA 47, 30 
LRANS 982; In re Jones, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 3438. 

Conn.—Patten v. Smith, 4 Conn. 
450, 10 AmD 166, 


Fla.—Carter v. Carter, 20 Fla. 558, 
51 AmR 618; Patterson v. Taylor, 15 
Fla. 336. ; 

Ga.—Stafford v. Elliott, 59 Ga. 837; 
Bepels v. Faulk, 19 Ga. A. 797, 92 SBE 

lll.—Washburn v. Goodheart, 88 
Tl. 229; Recht vy. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 
25 AmR 301; Cole v. Green, 21 Ill. 
ree Vaughan v. Thompson, 17 Ill. 

Ind.—Love v. Blair, 72 Ind. 281; 
Recker v. Kilgore, 62 Ind. 10; Hall 
v. Hough, 24 Ind. 273; Slaughter vy. 
Detiney, 15 Ind. 49. 

Ilowa.—Evans v. St. Paul Harvester 
Works, 63 Iowa 204, 18 NW 881; Fe- 
javary v. Broesch, 52 Iowa 88, 2 NW 
963, 35 AmR 261; Curtis v. O’Brien, 
20 Iowa 376, 89 AmD 543. 

Kan.—Rice v. Nolan, 33 Kan. 28, 
5 P 437; Jones v. Scott, 10 Kan. 33. 

Ky.—Moxley v. Ragan, 10 Bush 
156, 19 AmR 61; Collett v. Jones, 2 
B. Mon. 19, 36 AmD 586. 

Mich.—Charpentier y. Bresnahan, 


62 Mich. 3860, 28 NW 916; Emerson 
a Bacon, 58 Mich. 526, 25 NW 


Nebr.—Gillespie v. Brown, 16 Nebr. 
457, 20 NW 6382. 

N. J.—Conway v. Wilson, 44 N. J. 
Wigs 45%. 1th Au 734) 

N. Y.—Monroe vy. Button, 20 Misc. 
494, 46 NYS 637. 

Oh.—Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667; 
Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 

Okl.—Irwin vy. Walling, 4 Okl. 128, 
44. P 219. 

Pa.—Hawley v. Hampton, 160 Pa. 


18, 28 A 471; Gangwere’s App., 36 
xt 466; McAuley’s App., 35 Pa. 


Tenn.—Cox v. Ballentine, 1 Baxt. 
362; Cronan v. Honor, 10 Heisk. 533; 
Denny v. White, 2 Coldw. 283, 88 
AmD 596. 

Tex.—Rose v. Martin,: (Civ. A.) 33 
SW 284. 

Va.—Williams v. Watkins, 92 Va. 
680, 24 SE 223; White v. Owen, 30 
Gratt..CUl ~Va.) 48, 

Wash.—Cammarano_ v. 
99 Wash. 360, 169 P 806. 

W. Va.—Moran vy. Clark, 30 W. Va. 
358, 4 SH 303, 8 AmSR 66. 

41. See infra § 196. 

42. Emerson y. Bacon, 58 Mich. 
526, 25 NW 6503. 

43. Simpson v. Robert, 35 Ga. 180; 
Taylor v. Belville, 70 W. Va. 484, 74 
SE 517 (sustaining constitutionality 
of statute). 

44. See supra § 128. 

45. Monroe v. Button, 
494, 46 NYS 6387. 


Longmire, 


20 Misc. 
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mortgage property that has been purchased with 
pension moneys and that is exempt for that rea- 
son.*® Such a mortgage is not void as contrary 
to public policy.47 Mortgages and pledges are not 
within the rule prohibiting a waiver of the right 
of exemption by executory agreement.*® 

[§ 186] 4. Assignment of Harnings.*® A debtor 
may assign exempt wages,or earnings,°® and his 
right to have them exempt from seizure for the 
payment of his debts will pass to his assignee.®! 

[§ 187] B. Consent of Wife or Husband. The 
consent of the wife or husband, as the case may 
be, of the debtor is not in the absence of an ex- 
press statutory or constitutional requirement essen- 
tial to the transfer or encumbrance of exempt per- 
sonal property.°? Where, however, such a require- 
ment is imposed, the debtor’s power to alienate is 
determined by the terms of the statute.®? Such 
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limitations upon the debtor’s power to alienate are 
strictly construed.°* Some statutes place the re- 
striction on a part only of the exempt property, 
leaving the rest subject to the debtor’s power of 
alienation without the consent of his wife.®* Where 
under the statute property must be selected by the 
debtor before it becomes exempt, it has been held 
that it may be mortgaged or sold by him without 
the consent of his wife at any time before such 
selection.®6 Further where the debtor has several 
articles of the kind exempted, his act in mortgaging 
a part of them may be considered as an election to 
claim his exemption in the others, rendering the 
consent of his wife unnecessary.°’ Under some stat- 
utes it is held that the restriction applies only to 
property which is exempt at the time, and not such 
as by some contingency may thereafter become 
exempt.6 <A sale or mortgage of property which 


is only exempt in part, without the consent of the 


46. Monroe v. Button, 20 Misc. 494, 
46 NYS 637. 581 
47. Monroe v. Button, 20 Misc. 


48. See infra § 192. 
49. Assignment of: 


cei dak 


[§§ 185-188 


wife, is void only as to the part exempt,®® and is 
not void as to that part of the property, sold or 
mortgaged, which is not exempt.®° A statute mak- 
ing this restriction against mortgaging exempt prop- 
erty does not apply to a mortgage for the purchase 
price,*! even though the mortgage is not executed 
directly to the vendor,®? nor to a mortgage which is 
a renewal of a former mortgage given to secure a 
debt before the passing of the statute.? The for- 
malities of giving the consent depend upon the stat- 
ute,°* acknowledgment of the wife’s signature not 
being required under some statutes,®° and a wit- 
nessing’ of a signature being required under others.®® 
Under some statutes a verbal assent is sufficient.%7 

Abandonment of family. A statute which secures 
to a deserted wife or family the right of exemption 
conferred upon the head of a family ®8 has been held 
to restrict the power of a husband to dispose of or 
encumber his exempt property after he has deserted 
his family.*°® But a contrary view is held in other 
jurisdictions.”° 

[§ 188] ©. After Suit for Purchase Money. In 
some states the statute, after declaring that prop- 
erty shall not be exempt from execution issued on a 
judgment for the purchase money, imposes restric- 
tions on the power of the debtor to alienate prop- 
erty as against such a debt after steps have been 
taken to subject it.74 The restriction upon the debt- 
or’s power to alienate under such circumstances does 
not become operative until the vendor has complied 
with the conditions, if any, imposed by the statute.?? 
These statutes have been held not to give a lien to 
the vendor, but merely to preclude a purchaser from 
the debtor from setting up the absolute right of the 
debtor to dispose of such property as against the 
vendor’s execution for the purchase money, unless 
he bought in good faith without notice that the 


Iowa.—Augustine vy. Gold, 174 NW |5 Nebr. (Unoff.) 9, 96 NW 1044. 


{a] For example, in Nebraska the 


Kan.—Wickham y. Traders’ State|consent of the wife is required for 
494, 46 NYS 637. Bank, 95 Kan. 657, 
den 96 Kan. 350, 150 P 513]; Reeves|any interest therein, but the statute 
v. Bascue, 76 Kan, 


149 P 433 [reh|the transfer of heusehold goods or 


333, 91 P 77, 123 | places no restriction on the husband’s 


Choses in action generally see As-|AmSR 137; Jackman vy. Lambertson,|right to mortgage a standing crop. 


signments §§ 50-59. 


71 Kan. 138, 80 P 55; Searle v. Gregg, | Farmers’, etc., Bank v. Hoffman, 5 


Wages or earnings see Assignments|67 Kan. 1, 72 P 544; Alexander v.| Nebr. (Unoff.) 9, 96 NW 1044. 
37, Logan, 65 Kan. 505, 70 P “339. 56. Sullivan y. Winslow, 22 Ind. 


bo. Bibb v. Janney, 45 Ala. 329; 
Dowling v. Wood, 125 Iowa 244, 101] 539; Singer Mfg. 
NW 113, 106 AmSR 301; Millington | Mich. 639, 51 NW 
v. Laurer, 89 Iowa 322, 56° NW 5338, Nebr.—Farmers’, 
48 AmSR 385. Hoffman, 5 Nebr. 

51. Bibb v. Janney, 45 Ala. 329; | 1044. 

Dowling v. Wood, 125 Iowa 244, 101 


(Unoff.) 9, 96 NW 
Oh.—Colwell v. Carper, 15 Oh. St. 59. Justh v. Wilson, 19 D. C. 529. 


Mich.—Parsons v. Kimmel, 173 NW | 153. 
Co. v. Cullaton, 90 


57. Harley v. Procunier, 115 Mich. 
687. 53, 72 NW 1099, 69 AmSR 546, 40 
etcn eBankeP ty. a JaEVAL £505 

58. Grover v. Younie, 110 Iowa 
446, 81 NW 684. 


NW 113, 106 AmSR 301; Millington | 279; Slanker vy. Beardsley, 9 Oh. St. COs Tusth “ves Wilson 19 Din Gepe0. 


v. Laurer, 89 Iowa 322, 56 NW 533, | 589. 
48 AmSR 385. fa] Conditional 


61. Paterson vy. Higgins, 58 Ill. 
sale.— Comp. L.| A. 268; Boggs v. O. S. Kelly Mfg. 


{a] Reason for rule—‘The ex-| (1915) § 12858 subd 6, providing that |Co., 76 Kan. 9, 90 P 765, 15 LRANS 
emption was for the benefit of the/bill of sale of exempt property shall | 461; Strickland v. Minnesota Type- 
debtor’s family, and to hold, when|be void unless signed by wife, does| Foundry Co., 77 Minn. 210, 79 NW 


exempt property is transferred, it|not interfere with the right of the 


becomes subject. in the hands of the 
assignee, to the payment of the as- 
siznor’s debts, would in many cases 
destroy the value of the exemption 
by preventing the family of the 
debtor from deriving any benefit 
from_it.’ Millington v. Laurer, 89 
Towa 322, 325, 56 NW 533, 48 AmSR 


385 : 

52. Fla.—Hinson y. Booth, 39 Fla. 
333, 22 S 687. 

Ga.—Flanders v. Wells, 61 Ga. 195. 

Ind.—Godman v. Smith, 17 Ind. 
A522: 

Ky.—Smith v. Wilson, 4 KyL 719, 
11 Ky. Op. 946. 

Tex.—Mason v. Bumpass, 1 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 1338. 

53. Ga.—Powers  v. Rosenblatt, 
113 Ga. 559, 38 SE 969; Clifton v. 
Northern, 106 Ga. 21, 31 SE 782. 

Ida.—Kindall v. Lincoln Hardware, 
etc., Co., 8 Ida. 664, 70 P 1056. 


husband to make an absolute sale 
of his property, the statute applying 
only to such sales as are intended 
as security. Parsons v. Kimmel, 
(Mich.) 173 NW 539. 

54. Beach v. Fireovid, 84 Kan. 357, 
114 P 206, AnnCas1912A 670. 

[a] TIllustration.—Where the stat- 
ute restricts the limitation upon the 
husband or wife's right to transfer 
without the consent of the other 
and the creation “of any lien by chat- 
tel mortgage or otherwise,’ an abso- 
lute sale of exempt property by one 
without the eonsent of the other will 
be valid. Beach v. Fireovid, 84 Kan. 
857, 114 P 206, AnnCas1912A 670. 

55. Miller v. Miller, 97 Mich. 151, 
56 NW 348; Singer Mfe, Co. v. Cul- 
laton, 90 Mich. 639, 51 NW 687; Char- 
pentier y. Bresnahan, 62 Mich. 360, 28 
NW 916: Holman v. Gillette, 24 Mich. 


' 414; Farmers’, ete., Bank v. Hoffman, 


gaa Barker v. Kelderhouse, 8 Minn. 


7. 
62. Strickland vy. Minnesota Type- 
pa sia eh Co., 77 Minn. 210, 79 NW 

(, 

63. Vollmer yv. Reid, 10 Ida. 196, 
CC Pass; 

64. See statutory provisions. 

65. Brown v. Koenig, 99 Mo. A. 
653, 74 SW 407 (interpreting an Iowa 
statute), 

66. Lashua v.-Myhre, 117 Wis. 18, 
93 NW 811. 

67. Parsons v. Kimmel, (Mich.) 
173 NW 539; Holman y. Gillett, 24 
Mich. 414. 

68. See supra § 32. 

69. Baker v. Baker, 69 Ill. A. 461. 

70. Farmers, ete., Bank v. Hoff- 
man, 5 Nebr. (Unoff.) 9, 96 NW 


71. See statutory provisions. 
72. Lillibridge v..Walsh, 97 Mich. 
459, 56 NW 854. 5 


—— 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


- §§ 188-190] 


purchase money was unpaid.73 

[§ 189] D. Transferee’s Title and Rights. In 
many jurisdictions it is held that the transferee of 
exempt property may hold it free from the claims 
of the transferor’s creditors.74 In some jurisdic- 
tions, however, it is held that property exempt in 
the hands of the debtor loses such quality when it is 
transferred *® and may be subject in the hands of 
the transferee to the debts of the transferor.7¢ Un- 
der the rule that the transferee is entitled to the 
benefit of the exemption“ property which was exempt 
on execution in the hands of vendor cannot be gar- 
nished in the hands of a purchaser by a creditor of 
the vendor.’® And where’a mortgagor, at the time 
of executing the mortgage, has no property subject 
to execution, the mortgagee can hold the property 
against an execution issued against the mortgagor.’® 
The transferee’s rights are, however, subject to the 
lien for the purchase price.8° The purchaser from 
the wife of an absconding debtor who has deserted 
his family has the same right to hold the property 
purchased, as against attaching creditors of the hus- 
band, as if he had purchased directly from the hus- 
band, in states where the statute provides that the 
wife of an absconding debtor who has left his family 
may hold exempt the property which was exempt in 
he absconding husband’s hands.8t_ Where the pos- 
session of property subject to an unrecorded chat- 
tel mortgage is given to the mortgagee, with instruc- 
tion to sell part of the property to pay the mort- 
gage debt, and the property is afterward attached, 


XI. WAIVER, FORFEITURE, 


[§ 190] A. Waiver °1—1l. Power to Waive— 
a. In General. In the absence of a constitutional 
or statutory restriction it is ordinarily held that, 
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at least at or after the time of the levy, it is 


[a] Under a statute which abro- 
gates the right of a debtor to assign 
or transfer his exempt property after 
suit has been begun for its purchase 


v. Richardson, 104 
18 


oF 
{a] TIllustration.—The right to 
claim as exempt real estate which is 


[25Cssq~ 09 


and the mortgagee then withdraws his claim, the 
right of the owner to claim exemption therein is not 
defeated.’ But a mortgagee who is not in posses- 
sion of the mortgaged property cannot claim an 
exemption therein, inasmuch as it is the mortgagor’s, 
and not the mortgagee’s, interest that is being 
attached.®? 

Time of determination. The validity of the pur- 
chaser’s title to exempt property depends upon the 
fact of exemption at the time of the sale,’+ and is 
not affected by a change in the debtor’s status after 
the sale, which would have rendered the property 
not exempt if the debtor had retained the title.85 
Nor can the title of the transferee be defeated by 
a subsequent attempt on the part of the debtor 
to create a lien, in favor of a creditor, upon the 
exempt property which he had previously con- 
veyed.*® 

Compliance with statute as to securing exemption. 
The validity of the title of a purchaser of a debt- 
or’s exempt property is dependent upon the debtor’s 
having performed all the statutory requirements in 
perfecting his exemption rights, such as claiming 
the exemption,®’* making his selection, where a selec- 
tion by the debtor is required,’* or making and filing 
his schedule.8® Where, for instance, the debtor has 
not made his selection, before or at the time of the 
sale, the property, not being exempt in the hands of 
the debtor, is not exempt in the hands of the pur- 
chaser.°° 


AND ESTOPPEL TO ASSERT 


within the power of the debtor to waive a right 
of exemption,” although it has been held that the 
head of a family cannot by his individual act waive 


an exemption created by the statute for the benefit 
N. C. 642, 10 SH) 124 NE 675; Wright v. Nevill, 2 Ky. 
Op. 286. : 

[a] Application of rule.—The pur- 
chaser of real estate from an execu- 


price and plaintiff has complied with 
eertain conditions provided in the 
statute, the right to assign or trans- 
fer remains until the conditions are 
complied with, although action has 
been begun for the purchase price. 
Lillibridge v. Walsh, 97 Mich. 409, 56 
NW 854. 


73. Barton v. Sitlington, 128 Mo. 
164, 30 SW 514; Straus v. Rothan, 
102 Mo. 261, 14 SW ‘940. 

74.91. S.——In re Erench, 231. Wed: 
255. : 

Conn.—Ketchum y. Allen, 46 Conn. 
414, 

Ind.—Luckett v. Hammond, 188 
Ind. 484, 124 NE 675; Luckett _v. 


Hammond, 116 NE 81; Burdge v. Bo- 
lin, 106 Ind. 175, 6 NE 140; Kirk v. 
Macy, 53 Ind. A. 17, 101 NE 108; 
Pickrell v. Jerauld, 1 Ind. A. 10, 27 
NE 433, 50 AmSR 192. 

Towa.—Redfield v. Stocker, 91 Lowa 
383, 59 NW 270; Millington v. Laurer, 
89 Iowa 322, 56 NW 533; Bevan v. 
Hayden, 13 Iowa 122. 

Ky.—Paxton v. Freeman, 6 J. J. 
Marsh. 234, 22 AmD 74. 


Mich.—Buckley v. Wheeler, 52 
Mich. 1, 17 NW 216. 

Okl.—Cook vy. Carter, 61 Okl. 62, 
ALG One Scilly 

Pa.—Phrisman v. Roberts, 68 Pa. 
308. 

Tenn.—Kramer vy. Wood, (Ch. A.) 
52 SW 1113. gry 

[a] Tlustration.—A note which is 


exempt in the hands of a husband 
will not be rendered subject to exe- 
cution by an assignment to his wife. 
Pickrell v. Jerauld, 1 Ind, A. 10, 27 
NE 433, 50 AmSR 192. 

75. In re Pfeiffer, 155 Fed. 892; 
Howland v. Fuller, 8 Minn. 50; Stew- 
art v. Stewart, 65 Mo. A. 663; Lane 


not a homestead is a personal privi- 
lege which is lost when the property 
is parted with. Stewart v. Stewart, 
65 Mo. A, 668. 

76. Simpson v. Simpson, 30 Ala. 
225; Howland vy. Fuller, 8 Minn. 50; 
Guest v. “Opdyke, 31) Ne Je. uy 552+ 
Lane v. Richardson, 104 N. C. 642, 10 
SE 189. 

{a] Illustration.—A note held as 
part of the personal property exemp- 
tion of a judgment debtor loses its 
ouality of exemption when assigned, 
and the assignee holds it subject to 
the counterclaim of judgments 
against the assignor owned by the 
maker of the note. Lane vy. Richard- 
son, 104 N. C. 642, 10 SE 189. 

[b] Crops.—Under the act of 1851 
the purchaser of a tenant’s growing 
crops is not entitled to an exemp- 
tion to the value of two hundred 
dollars of goods distrained, such ex- 
emption being confined to tenants. 
Guest v. Opdyke; 31 N. J. L. 652. 

77. .See supra text and note 74. 

7g. Anderson v. Odell, 51 Mich. 
492, 16 NW 870. 

79. Durbin v. Haines, 99 Ind. 463. 

80. Buckley v. Wheeler, 52 Mich. 


1,17 NW 216. See also supra §§ 170— 
174. 
81. Waugh v. Bridgeford, 69 Iowa 


334, 28 NW 626. : 

82. Liberal Bank v. Redlinger, 95 
Mo. A. 279, 68 SW 1073. 

83. Sherrible v. Chaffee, 17 R. I. 
195, 21 A 103, 33 AmSR 853. 

84. Ketchum y. Allen, 46 Conn. 
414; Carhart v. Harshaw, 45 Wis. 340, 
380 AmR 752. 

85. Ketchum vy. Allen, 46 Conn. 
414; Carhart v. Harshaw, 45 Wis. 340, 
80. AmR 752. 

86. Luckett v, Hammond, (Ind.) 


tion debtor, which such debtor could 
have claimed as exempt, may main- 
tain a suit to protect it from the 
lien of the execution or sale thereon. 
Lenet? v. Hammond, (Ind.) 124 NE 

fo. 

87. Chapin v. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309; 
J. L. Hudson Co. v. No-Name Hat Co., 
174 Mich, 109, 140 NW 507; Wabash R. 


Co. v. Bowring, 103 Mo. A. 158, 77 
SW 106. 
[a] Dlustration.—If, without mak- 


ing claim, the debtor assigns a judg- 
ment in which he may have an ex- 
emption, his assignee has no right 
of exemption. Wabash R. Co. v. 
Bowring, 103 Mo. A. 158, 77 SW 106. 
88. Hombs y. Corbin, 20 Mo. A. 
497, 507. 
89. Chapin v. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309. 
90. Hombs v. Corbin, 20 Mo. A. 
497° 507. 
eheas In bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 
645. 


On assignment for benefit of credi- 
tors see Assignments for Benefit of 
Creditors § 518. 

92. U.S.—In re Liby, 218 Fed. 90; 
In re Pfeiffer, 155 Fed. 892; Spitley v. 
Frost, 15 Fed. 299, 5 McCrary 43; Ed- 
mondson v. Hyde, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,285, 


2 Sawy. 205, 7 NatBankrReg 1. 
uae Boao v. Walker, 10 Ala. 
70. 


Ark.—Wallace v. Collins, 5 Ark. 41, 
39 AmD 359. 
Cal.—In re Pillsbury, 175 Cal. 454, 


166 P 11; Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 
194, 23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174; Key= 
bers v. McComber, 67 Cal. 395, 7 P 
838; Borland v. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 5043 
Spe Varsleenns? (Cale mAnmel3 wl Taraice 
ood. 

Conn.—Patten v. Smith, 4 Conn. 


450, 10 AmD 166. 
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of the family as a whole.®? A debtor who may 
waive his exemptions may withdraw a claim of 
exemptions at any time before the property is set 
off to him or paid over to him.®* That: the claimant 
is a pauper and a charge upon the township or 
county does not prevent him from waiving his right 
of exemption, or from withdrawing a claim of 
exemption, so as to allow his property to be taken 
by his creditors.°> In such case, the overseers of 
the poor cannot object.°® 

Sales, transfers, and encumbrances. It is well 
settled, even in those states in which the right to 
waive exemptions by a clause in an executory con- 
tract. is denied,” that a person, in the absence of 
express restrictions, may sell or exchange or give 
away his exempt property,®® and that he may create 
a lien on specific property by mortgage, pledge, or 
other agreement,®® and thereby waive the right 
to claim such property as exempt as against the 
mortgagee, pledgee, or other lenee.t Such trans- 
actions, by which a present right is vested, are not 
regarded as within the reasons for denying the 
power to waive the right of exemption by executory 
contract.” 

[§ 191] _b. Constitutional and Statutory Pro- 
visions. By some statutes a waiver of exemptions 
is expressly authorized;? by other statutes it is 
prohibited or restricted. Where such provisions 


Fla.—Patterson v. Taylor, 15 Fla. [a] 


336. 

Ill.— Bingham v. Maxcy, 15 Ill. 295. 

Ind.—Moss v. ening) 146 Ind. 589, 
45 NE 789; State v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 
196. 

Iowa.—Angel v. Johnson, 51 Iowa 
625, 2 NW 435, 33 AmD 152; Rich- 
ards v. Haines, 30 Iowa 574. 

Kan.—Kroenert v. Mead, 59 Kan. 


5, 54 P 684. which 
S6 22 La. 
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In Texas (1) it has been held 
that property reserved by law for the 
family and exempt from _ execution 
is not subject to be 
taken in execution, although with the 
consent of the head of the family. 
Ross v. Lister, 14 Tex. 469. 
ever, where the husband consents to 
the issuance and levy of a writ of 
attachment upon community property 
is exempt, 


exist, an attempted waiver not in conformity thereto 
is invalid.6 Some statutes, while permitting a 
waiver of certain exemptions, expressly provide that 
no waiver may be effectual against certain other 
exemptions.® Under such statutory or constitutional 
provisions, a general waiver of exemption is in- 
operative only as to the specific articles named,’ or 
debts not within the class excepted,® but will be 
valid as to other articles, or their proceeds on 
sale.2 If money is not one of the specific articles 
named, a waiver will be operative against it, even 
though it can be easily exchanged for the specific 
articles named.1° A constitutional provision, au- 
thorizing the legislature to prohibit the encumber- 
ing of a homestead, has been held by implheation 
to authorize the legislature to prohibit a waiver 
of a personal property exemption.!! On the other 
hand a specific denial of the debtor’s right to waive 
an exemption in real property will not be extended 
to personal property,!* even though the exempt per- 
sonalty is sold and proceeds invested in real prop- 
erty.1* 

Claims for necessaries and rent, which are en- 
forceable against the exemption right in most juris- 
dictions,!'* cannot be so enforced in some states 
unless the debtor has waived his exemption as 
against these claims in writing.1® 

Wages. Some statutes expressly prohibit a debtor 


the constitution and code. Butler v. 
Shiver, '/79) (Ga. o272,)-4 SH Mitsu AZ) 
“Provisions,” within the meaning of 
this exception, has been held to in- 
clude corn on the ear in the shuck 
(Cochran v. Harvey, 88 Ga. 352, 14 
SE 580), (38) but not to include a 
milch cow (Wilson v. McMillan, 80 
Ga. 738, 6 SE 182), (4) nor,a hog 
(Hines v. Sam’ Weichselbaum Co., 18 
Ga. A. 606, 89 SE 1095). (5) The ex- 


levied on or 


(2) How- 


and there is no 


La.—Stockett v. Johnson, 
Ann. i 
Me.—McKenzie vy. Redman, 87 Me. 
322, 32 A 962; Fogg v. Littlefield, 68 
Me. 52; Smith v. Chadwick, 51 ‘Me. 
515. 

Mass.—Dow v. Cheney, 103 Mass. 
181; Clapp v. Thomas, 5 Allen 158; 
Hewes v. Parkman, 20 Pick. 90. 

Mich.—Charpentier v. Bresnahan, 
62 Mich. 360, 28 NW 916. 


Mo.—Robards v. Samuel, 17 Mo. 
555; Parketon vy. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789; Marchildon v. 
O'Hara, 52 Mo. A. 52 3. 

Mont.—Tetrault v. Ingraham, 54 
Mont. 524, 171 P 1148. 

N. Y.—Kneettle v. Newcomb, 22 
N. Y. 249, 78 AmD 186; Turner v. 


Borthwick, 20 Hun 119; Lockwood v. 
Younglove, 27 Barb. 505. 
Oh.—Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667. 
Okl.—Parsons Vv. Evans, 44 Okl. 
751, 145 P 1122, LRA1915D 381. 


Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 
Pa.—Kyle’s ADD 4b Mea me on 


Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 
474: Laucks’ App., 24 Pa. 426; Case 
v. Dunmore, 23 Pa. 93; Williams v. 
Bierly, 26 Pa. Dist. 1034; Higgins v. 
Dunkleberger, 9 Pa. Dist. 91, 23 Pa. 
Co. 291, 16 Montg. Co. 55; Winchester 
vy. Costello, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 279. 

S. C—Oliver v. White, 18 S. C. 
235. 

B. C.—Roy v. Fortin, 22 B. C. 282; 
Inte; Ley, 7B. C. 94. 

Cross references: 

Consent to levy see infra § 203. 
Failure to claim see infra § 204. 
Waiver by executory agreement see 

infra § 192. 

93. Burke y. Finley, 50 Kan. 424, 
31 P 1065, 34 AmSR 132; Morris Box 
Board Co. v. Rossiter, 30 Pa. Super. 
23: Denny v. White, 2 Coldw. (Tenn.) 
283, 88 AmD 596 [overr in effect 
State v. Haggard, 1 Humphr. 390]. 


complaint’ by the wife that it was 
fraudulently done to deprive her of 
the privilege, the exemption will be 
regarded as waived, at least so far 
as to conclude the husband in a 
suit for damages brought by him 


alone. Dodge v. Knight, (Tex.) 16 
SW 626. 

94. Overseers of Poor’s App., 95 
Pa. 191; Kyle’s App., 45 Pa. 353. 

95. Overseers of Poor’s App., 95 
Pawo 

96. Overseers of Poor’s App., 95 
Pal 191. 

97. See infra § 192. 

98. See supra §§ 182-186.: 

99. See supra 185. 

1. See infra § 196. 

2. Carter v. Carter, 20 Fla. 558, 


51 AmR 618; Moxley v. Ragan, 10 
Bush (Ky.) 156, 19 AmR 61. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘When a 
man executes a mortgage or bill of 
sale upon certain specified property, 
the very nature of the transaction 
implies the exercise of discretion and 
the contemplation of inevitable con- 
sequences. Such contracts are, 
therefore, upheld as well in respect 
to real as to personal property.” 
Carter v. Carter, 20 Fla. 558, 570, 51 
AmR 618. 

3. See statutory provisions; and 
Young v. Thomason, 179 Ala. 454, 60 
S 272; Hahn vy. Allen, 93 Ga, 612, 20 
SE 74; Wilson v. McMillan, 80 Ga. 
733, 6 SE 182; Flanders v. Wells, 61 


oN 195; West v. Wheatley, 59 Ga. 
559. 

4. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this and following sec- 
tions. 

5. Taylor v. Belville, 70 W. Va. 
484, 74 SE 517 

6. See statutory provisions, 

[a] Wearing apparel, household 
furniture, and kitchen utensils and 


provisions (1) are particular exemp- 
tions which cannot be waived under 


emption of cotton may be waived, 
although produced by labor per- 
formed while consuming exempt pro- 
visions, which cannot be waived. 
The cotton does not take the place 
of the provisions consumed in its 
production. Butler vy. Shiver, 79 Ga. 
172, 4 SE 115. 

[b] Setting apart.—In Georgia, in 
order for an exemption for three 
hundred doliars’ worth of personal 
property allowed a debtor under the 
provisions of the constitution to be 


effectual as against a waiver thereof, 
the debtor must have such personal 
property set apart to him as exempt 
in the same manner that the home- 
stead allowed by the constitution is 
set apart. Peppers v. Cauthen, 143 
Ga. 229, 84 SE 477; Miller v. Almon, 
123 Ga. 104, 50 SE 9938; Sasser v. 
Roberts, 68 Ga. 252; Russell v. Gil- 
liland, 19 Ga. A. 676, 91 SE 1065. 

7. Citizens’ Bank vy. 
164 Fed. 613, 90 CCA 523. 

8. Hoisington v. Huff, 24 Kan. 379. 

{a]_ Tlustration.—A general waiver 
of all right of exemption contained 
in a lease signed by a tenant is valid 
under a statute which provides that 
a tenant may waive exemptions in 
writing as against debts contracted 
for rents. Hoisington v. Huff, 24 
Kan. 379. 


9. Citizens’ Bank y. Hargraves, 
164 Fed. 618, 90 CCA 523. 
10. Arnwine vy..-Beaver, 134 Ga. 
377, 67 SE 987: 


11. Taylor vy. Belville, 70 W. Va. 
484, 74 SE 517. 

12. Monroe v. Button, 20 Misc. 
494, 46 NYS 687. 

13. Monroe v. Button, 20 Misc. 


494, 46 NYS 687. 

14. See supra §§ 175, 176. 

15. Adams v. Creen, 100 Ala. 218, 
14 S 54; Reed Lumber Cook'n, Lewis, 


[§§ 190-191 - 


Hargraves, , 


94 Ala. 626, 10 S 333; Courie v. Good- - 


win, 89 Ala. 569, 85.85.19: 


Terrells yw. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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from waiving his exemption in his wages,’® and un- 
der such statutes a day laborer may not waive, or 
contract to waive, the exemption of his wages from 
garnishment.17 Where a statute requires the dis- 
missal of garnishment proceedings in absolute terms 
where wages do not exceed a tated amount for a 
given period of time, a waiver is inoperative, and 
proceedings must be dismissed under such cireum- 
stances notwithstanding the waiver;!% nor is such 
statute unconstitutional by reason of the fact that 
the state constitution allows a debtor to waive his 
exemptions, the constitutional provision relating to 
general exemptions only,!® nor on the ground that 
it impairs the obligation of contract.22 Nor is the 
law prohibiting waiver of exemptions as to wages 
affected by the terms of a general statute permit- 
ting a waiver of exemptions generally.24_ Nor. will 
the special law relating to wages have the effect of 
a general law prohibiting waiver of all exemptions.?” 

Form of waiver. The validity of a waiver, as to 
the form of its execution, depends upon the terms 
of the particular statute permitting it,2* and is not 
affected by other and different requirements con- 
tained in other statutes providing for waiver in an 
entirely different class of cases.%4 

[§ 192] c. By Executory Contract. It is a rule 
nearly universal based on reasons of public policy 
that a debtor’s waiver of his exemption right, by 
stipulation of an executory contract, is absolutely 
void.*® There is some authority to the contrary, 
disregarding the consideration of public policy, and 
based on the ground that a waiver of exemptions, 
- when made at the time the debt is created, is based 
upon the same consideration as that upon which 


Hurst, 76 Ala. 588; Neely v. Henry, 
63 Ala. 261; Brown vy. Leitch, 60 Ala. 
313, 31 AmR 42. 

16. See statutory provisions; and 
infra § 192. 

17. Walker. v. Swift Fertilizer 


exempt 


mortgagors, 
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which requires the joint consent of 
husband and wife to a mortgage of 
personal 
would operate as a waiver by the 
does not repeal nor in 
any manner affect the statute per- 


[owns ett 
rests the liability to pay, and is therefore irre- 
vocable.*® An exception is made, however, in the 
case of wages,” and, at this point, the rule generally 
held, against the validity of a waiver contained in 
an executory contract is followed.28 In some juris- 
dictions it has been held that the reason for the 
rule being based on the existence of a family and 
the conservation of its means of support, it does 
not apply to exemptions allowed to an unmarried 
man, and that a waiver by him by an executory 
contract is valid and binding.?® But the contrary 
view has been taken in other jurisdictions,?° while 
most of the cases do not in terms limit the doctrine 
to married debtors.*+_ A waiver of exceptions con- 
tained in an executory agreement is not rendered 
effectual by the fact that it is under seal.°2 Nor can 
a bond or undertaking given in legal proceedings 
operate as a waiver of exemption as against labil- 
ity thereon.*? Under some circumstances a waiver 
of exemption is regarded as of the nature of a 
mortgage on the property, and not a mere executory 
agreement not to claim the benefit of the exemption 
laws,°* and, when so regarded, the agreement will 
be upheld.*° So where there is a contract for a 
hen on a specific thing, a provision of the contract 
waiving the right of the debtor to exemption out 
of the thing specified is valid.*® 

Wages. The rule in nearly all jurisdictions, 
either under a statute so providing in express 
terms, or in the absence of statutory provisions, 
is that an exemption in wages cannot be waived 
in an executory contract.*” 

Notes, bonds, and mortgages. A stipulation in a 
note, in the form of a waiver by the maker of his 


effectual as against 
claim of exemption. 
Reed, 7 Wis. 582. 

26. Beatty v. Rankin, 139 Pa. 358, 
21 A 74; O’Nail v. Craig, 56 Pa. 161; 
Shelly’s App., 36 Pa. 373; Garrett’s 


a subsequent 
Maxwell v. 


property, which 


Works, 3 Ga. A. 283, 59 SE 850; Burke 
v. Finley, 50 Kan. 424, 31 P 1065, 
34 AmSR 132. 

18. Ralls v. Alabama Steel, 
€o7) 143: “Alay 3620739" S''3697 


etc., 


19. Richardson v. Kaufman, 143 
"Ala. 243,) 39S. 368. 
20. Richardson v. Kaufman, 143 


‘Ala. 243,039 (S368. ; 
21. Green v. Watson, 75 Ga. 471, 
45 AmR 479; Burke v. Finley, 50 Kan. 
474-31 P 1065,°34 AmSR 132/°" ! 
[a] MTilustration.—A waiver in a 
note, as follows: “And I hereby con- 
tract and expressly waive the exemp- 
tion of my wages or salary from the 
process of garnishment under the 
laws of Georgia, or the exemption 
of my daily, weekly, monthly, or 
yearly wages or salary from the 
operation of the garnishment law, 
in case this note is not paid promptly 
at maturity,’ is void. Green v..Wat- 
son, 75 Ga. 471, 472, 45 AmSR 479. 


22. Adams vy. Green, 100 Ala. 218, 
14 S 54. 
[a] Jurisdictional restriction upon 


waiver.—The act of Febr. 21, 1893, 
forbidding a justice of the peace to 
issue a garnishment on any claim 
when exemptions have not been 
waived in writing, and providing that 
a waiver shall be given only for nec- 
essary bread and meat for support 
of defendant and his family or for 
house rent, is not in contravention 
of the debtor’s constitutional right to 
waive, but relates only to the restric- 


tion of garnishment in justice’s 
courts. Adams v. Green, 100 Ala. 
218, 14 S 54. 
23. Kroenert v. Mead, 59 Kan. 665, 
P 684. 
Pros, Kroenert v. Mead, 59 Kan. 665, 
54 P 684. ‘ 
[a] Waiver in rent and in mort- 


gage cases.—Under L. (1889) ¢ 176, 


mitting a waiver by tenant of exemp- 
tion as against his landlord’s claim 
for rent, and a tenant may still 
waive the benefit of the exemption 
laws for debts contracted for rent, 
without the consent of his wife. 
Bese v. Mead, 59 Kan. 665, 54 P 

84, 

25. D. C.—Wallingsford v. Ben- 
nett, 12) Ds 1Car3s03: 

Fla.—Carter v. Carter, 20 Fla. 558, 
51 AmR 618. 

Ill.— Recht v. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 25 
AmR 301; Curtiss y. Ellenwood, 59 
Di. Ae) 110, 

Ind.—Maloney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 
565, 44 AmR 46; Doherty v. Ramsey, 
1 Ind. A. 530, 27 NE 879, 50 AmSR 
22a. 4 

Iowa.—Curtis vy. O’Brien, 20 Iowa 
376, 89 AmD 543. 

Kan.—Burke v. Finley, 50 Kan. 424, 
31 P 1055, 34 AmSR 1382. 


Ky.—Moxley y. Ragan, 10 Bush 
156, 19 AmR 61. 
La.—Levicks v. Walker, 15 La. 


Anm, (245,100 AmDa187. 

Nebr.—Farmersg’, ete., Bank y. Hoff- 
man, 96 NW 1044. 

N. Y.—Kneettle v. Newcomb, 22 
N. Y. 249, 78 AmD 186 [aff 31 Barb. 
169]; Moore v. Bloomingdale, 126 
NYS 125; Harper v. Leal, 10 HowPr 
276. 

N. C.—Branch v. Tomlinson, 177 
N.C, 388. 

Wash.—Slyfield ov. Willard, 43 
Wash. 179, 86 P 392. 

W. Va.—Moran v. Clark, 30 W. Va. 
358, 4 SE 303, 8 AmSR 66. 

Wis.—Maxwell v. Reed. 7 Wis. 582. 

[a] Power of attorney to confess 
judgment.—The doctrine applies to 
a provision in a warrant or power 
of attorney to confess judgment on a 
note waiving exemptions, so as to 
render such warrant or power in- 


App., 32 Pa. 160, 72 AmD 779; John- 
ston’s App., 25 Pa.‘116; Laucks’ App., 
24 Pa. 426, 44 Pa. 395; Case v. Dun- 
more, 23 Pa. 93; Smiley v. Bowman, 


38 Grant. (Pa.) 132; McKinney v. 
Reader, 6 Watts. (Pa.) 34. 
[a] Waiver in lease.—Under this 


rule allowing a waiver of exemption 
a tenant may waive his right of ex- 
emption as against distress for rent, 
although the statute expressly pro- 
vides for an exemption as against 
distress for rent. McKinney  v. 
Reader, 6 Watts. (Pa.) 34. 

27. Firmstone y. Mack, 49 Pa. 887, 
88 AmD 

28. Firmstone v. Mack, 49 Pa. 387, 
88 AmD 507. 

29. Powell v. Daily, 163 Ill. 646, 
45 NE 414 [rev -61 Tll: Ay 552 and 
dist Recht vy. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 25 
AmR 301]. 

30. Mills v. Bennett, 94 Tenn, 651, 
380 SW 748, 45 AmSR 763. 


31. See supra note 25. 

32. Branch v. Tomlinson, 77 N. C. 
388. 

33. Maloney v. Newton, 85 Ind. 


565, 44 AmR 46. 

384. Fejavary v. Broesch, 52 Iowa 
88, 2 NW 963, 35 AmR 261. 

35. Fejavary v. Broesch, 52 Iowa 
SSeoon Nis tobe. ome a2 Ge 

fa] Tlustration.—A clause in a 
lease making the rent charge a lien 
upon the crops and stock upon the 
leased premises, ‘whether the same 
be exempt from execution or not,” 
was upheld as being in the nature 
of a mortgage on the property, and 
not a mere executory agreement not 
to claim the benefit of the exemption 
laws. Fejavary v. Broesch, 52 Iowa 
88, 2 NW 9638, 35 AmR 261. 

36. Marquess vy. Brandon, 13 Kyl 
686. 
37. Green vy. Watson, 75 Ga. 471, 
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exemption rights, is, by the weight of authority, 
void on grounds of publie policy and for the pro- 
tection of the debtor’s family.** But a mortgage 
debtor may waive his exemption in the mortgage 
deed,*° and a waiver in a bond secured by mort- 
gage is also valid.t® And so a stipulation in a note 
for the price of land reciting that the vendor re- 
tains a lien on all crops is in substance a mort- 
gage on the crops, and not a waiver of exemption 
therein, and is valid on that ground.4t Under the 
statutes in some jurisdictions it is held, contrary to 
the view generally accepted, that a waiver of exemp- 
tions in a promissory note is valid,4? but to take 
effect it must be clear and unambiguous.*? A waiver 
in a promissory note, under such a statute, binds 
the maker only, and not the indorser.44 A waiver 
in a usurious note is void and inoperative both 
against the maker and indorser;** but where suit is 
brought on several notes one of which only ig 
usurious, and all of which contain waivers, the 
invalidity of the usurious note will not affect re- 
covery on the valid notes, nor the enforcement of a 
waiver contained therein.*® 

Lease. A waiver of exemption in a lease is execu- 
tory and does not bind the tenant;#7 but a stipula- 
tion, giving the landlord a hen on certain prop- 
erty, in case of nonpayment of rent is a mortgage, 
the waiver being incidental, and is valid.48 And a 
stipulation in a lease by an unmarried man, giving 
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his landlord a lien on all his property for rent and 
waiving ali exemptions, is a valid waiver, protection 
of the family as a reason for the rule not apply- 
Under the statutes in other jurisdictions, 
contrary to the general rule, a waiver of exemp-— 
tions in a lease is valid,®®° and an assignee of the 
lease is bound by his assignor’s waiver contained 
therein.+ A statute permitting a waiver of exemp- 
tions in a lease has been construed to apply only 
to those exemptions in which the debtor’s family has 
no interest.°? “A waiver in a lease of all ‘‘the bene- 
fit of all laws or usages exempting any property 
from distress or executions for rent’’ apples to 
any property of the debtor, whether seized upon a 
landlord’s warrant, or levied upon by an execution 
for rent. A similar stipulation in a lease was 
held operative as to property. off the leased prop- 
erty seized on execution under a judgment for 
rent.>4 

[§ 193] 2. Persons Who May Waive. Only 
the person who has the right of exemption, or his 
authorized agent,®> ean waive it; thus a wife can- 
not, without his authority, waive her husband’s 
rights.°* A debtor’s exemption rights in personalty 
belonging to him may be waived by him without 
the consent of his wife,®* in the absence of statutory 
requirements,°® even where the statute makes neces- 
sary the consent of the wife to a waiver of exemp- 
tion in a homestead.®® Power to make a sale or 


1 49 
ing. 


45 AmR 479; Smith v. Johnston, 71 
Ga. 748; Walker y. Swift Fertilizer 
Wiorks, 3) Ga. .A. 9285, 59 Sim 850; 
Traders’ Inv.*Co. v. Macon R., etc., 
Co., 3 Ga. A. 125, 59 SH 454;:Firm- 
stone v. Mack, 49 Pa. 387, 88 AmD 
507 Crump v.Com., 75 Va. 922." But 
see McCormick Harvesting Mach. Co. 
v. Vaughn, 130 Ala. 314, 30 S 363 
(sustaining a waiver made prior to 
the acts of Febr. 23, 1899). 

88. Fla.—cCarter v. Carter, 20 Fla. 
558, 51 AmR 618. 

Til. Recht v. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 25 
AmR 3801. : 

Iowa.—Curtis v. O’Brien, 20 Iowa 
376, $9 AmD 5438. 

Ky. —Columbia Finance, etc., Co. v. 
Morgan, 44 SW 389, 628, 45 SW 65. 

La.—Levicks v. Walker, 16° La. 
Ann. 245, 77 AmD 187. 

Miss.—Teague v. Weeks, 89 Miss. 
360, 42 S172 [cit Cyc]. 

N. Y.—Kneettle v. Newcomb, 31 
Barb. t69 [ath 220 Ne Wa 2495.08 AmD 
186]; Crawford v. Lockwood, 9 How 
Pr 647. ; 

Wis.—Maxwell v. Reed, 7 Wis. 
582 

[a] A stipulation in a note that 
defendant promised to pay without 
default, and without any relief what- 
ever from the appraisement or valua- 
tion laws, will not be given effect 
by the court, as the parties cannot 
prescribe the rules of proceeding for 
the officers, or the mode by which the 
court shall enforce its judgments. 
Levicks v. Walker, 15 La. Ann. 245, 
77 AmD 187. 

Negotiability of note containing 
waiver of exemption see Bills and 
Notes § 223. 

89. Stockett v. Johnson, 22 La. 
Ann. 89. ; 

40. Stockett v. 22, ha. 
Ann, 89. 

41. Columbia Finance, etc., Co. v. 
Morgan, 44 SW 389, 628, 45 SW 65, 
19 KyL 1761 [foll Moss vy. Carl, 37 
Sw 580, 18 KyL 648]. 

42. Scarborough v. City Nat. Bank, 
157 ‘Ala. 577,.48 S 62, 131 AmSR 71; 
Brown v. Leitch, 60 Ala, 313, 31 AmR 
42; Hines v..Sam Weichselbaum Co., 
18 Ga. A. 606, 89 SE 1095; Coffey 
v. Mitchell, 139 Ga. 430, 77 SE 561; 
Keller v. Bowen, 127 Ga. 584, 56 SE 
634; O’Nail v. Craig, 56 Pa. 161; Wag- 


Johnson, 


enseller v. Gemberling, 29 Pa. Co. 
Bonin MORALE v. Magill, 3 Lea (Tenn.) 
_ [a] Application.—The fact that a 
judgment creditor whuse judgment 
was entered upon a note waiving ex- 
emption has proved his judgment as 
an unsecured debt before a referee 
in bankruptcy will not prevent him 
from taking in execution in the state 
court property of the bankrupt set 
aside under the exemption laws. All 
that the general creditors can do is 
to compel him to withdraw his claim 
before the referee. Wagenseller v, 
Gamberling, 29 Pa. Co: 285. ? 

43. O’ Nail v. Craig,,56 Pa, 161. 

44. Scarborough v. City Nat. Bank, 
157 Ala. 577, 48 S 62,,131 AmSR 71; 
ior sgn v. Long, 109 Ala, 414, 19 S 
43. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘The only 
contract ‘executed’ by the indorser 
is the simple indorsement, which has 
a certain definite meaning and cer- 
tain limitations. He has not ‘exe- 
cuted’ any writing whereby he has 
waived his exemption. The waiver 
of the exemptions is no part of the 
obligation of the note, but simply an 
additional agreement which the 
maker of the note makes. He cannot 
make it for the indorser, and the 
indorser cannot be held to have 
waived his exemption by implica- 
tion.”? Scarborough v. City. Nat. 
Bank, 157 Ala. 577, 588, 48 S 62, 131 
AmSR 71. 

45. Floyd v. Johnson, 142 Ga. 8338, 
83 SE 943. 

46. Floyd v. Johnson, 142 Ga. 838, 
83 SH 943. 

47. Powell v. Daily, 61 Ill. A. 552; 
Curtiss v. Ellenwood, 59 Ill. A. 110; 
Vinson v. Hallowell, 10 Bush (Ky.) 
538; Harrison v. Kuntz, 8 Ky. Op. 
688. 

48. Brown v. Coats, 56 Ala. 439; 
Powell v. Daily, 163 Ill. 646, 45 NE 
414 [dist Recht v. Kelly, 82 Ill. 147, 
25 AmR 301]; Fejavary v. Broesch, 
52 Iowa 88, 2 NW 968, 35 AmR 261; 
by ania v. Reader, 6 Watts (Pa.) 

[a] QDlustration.—A verbal prom- 
ise by a tenant who rented the land 
on shares, that everything he had, 
and the crop, should be bound for 
supplies furnished, is a valid waiver. 


Brown v. Coats, 56 Ala. 439. 

49. Powell v. Daily, 163 Ill. 646, 45 
NE 414 [dist Recht v. Kelly, 82 Ill. 
147, 25 AmR 301] (where the debtor 
who made a stipulation for a waiver 
of exemption in a promissory note 
was the head of a family). 

50. Barhyte v. New Hampshire 
Real Hst. Co., 66 Kan. 390, 71 P 887. 

51. Barhyte v. New Hampshire 
Real Est. Co., 66 Kan, 390, 71 P 887. 

52. Burke vy. Finley, 50 Kan. 424, 
31 P 1965, 34 AmSR 1382. 

[a] In Kansas, under a statute 
providing that a tenant may make a 
waiver in favor of his landlord, a 
stipulation by the lessee to waive ex- 
emption rights does not apply to the 
exemption given by Gen. St. (1889) 
par 4589, for the statutory provision 
was in the interest of the family of 
the debtor. Burke v. Finley, 50 Kan. 
424, 31 P 1065, 34 AmSR 132. 

53. Beatty v. Rankin, 139 Pa. 358, 
21 A 74 [dist Mitchell v. Coates, 47 
Pa: 2027, 

54. Jenkins v. Stone, 14 Montg. 
ComsCPadia29. 

55. Lippman v. Anniston First 
Nat. Bank, 120 Ala. 128, 24° S 582; 
Fanning vy. Jacksonville First Nat. 
Bank, 76 Ill. 53; In're Brogan, 177 
Towa 4238, 157 NW 952; Woodward 
v. Murray, 18 Johns. (N. Y.) 400. 

fa] A guardian may waive the ex- 
emption rights of his ward. In re 
Brogan, 177 Iowa 423, 157 NW 
952. 

56. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174; Woodward v. 
Murray, 18 Johns. (N. Y.) 400. 

57. Charpentier v. Bresnahan, 62 
Mich. 360, 28 NW 916. 

[a] MZllustration.— The exemption 
rights of a man in a stock of grocer- 
ies under Howell St. Annot. § 7686 
subd 8, to enable him to carry on 
his business may be waived without 
the consent of his wife. Charpentier 
iL aginy Mek ks 62 Mich. 360, 28 NW 


Consent of wife to transfer sce 
supra § 187. 

58. Agnew v. Walden, 95. AlawlOs. 
10 S 224; Wagnon v. Keenan, 77 Ala. 
pyle Terrell v. Hurst, 76 Ala. 588. 

59. Agnew v. Walden, 95 Ala. 108, 
10 S 224; Wagnon y. Keenan, 77 Ala. 
519; Terrell v. Hurst, 76 Ala. 588. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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1a 


assignment carries with it by implication a power to 
_waive,°’ so that a debtor, who, under a statute, 


_may assign his wages, may also waive his exemption 


in them.®t A waiver by one of two partners is 
good against the individual. property of another 
partner.®’ It has been held otherwise, however, with 
respect to partnership, property, where a right of 


exemption in such property is recognized,®** and 


where one partner has authority to mortgage the 
firm property, the implied waiver in favor of the 
mortgagee binds the partner not signing the mort- 
gage.°* A garnishee in proceedings to reach wages 
or any other debt cannot waive the principal de- 
fendant’s right to claim the same as exempt, and a 
payment by him, or a judgment by default against 
him, without a waiver by the principal defendant, 
cannot impair such right.*® 

[§ 194] 38. Waiver by Contract *°—a. In Gen- 
eral. Where the right to waive exemptions by an 
executory contract is recognized,®’ a waiver may be 
contained in a clause in a note °* or any other con- 
tract.°° While by statute a waiver may be re- 
quired to be in writing and subscribed by the 
debtor,”° no particular formality is, in the absence 
of statutory reauirements, essential to a written 
waiver,’! but the intention to make a waiver must 
be clearly expressed.’ It must be a present waiver, 
not a mere oral promise without consideration to 
turn over specific exempt property to the creditor," 
or to a third person to be sold for the creditor.” 
A waiver of exemptions is a contract, and it is to 


- 60. Dowling v. Wood, 125 lowa 
244, 101 NW 1138, 106 AmSR 301. 

61. Dowling v. Wood, 125 Iowa 
244, 101 NW 113, 106 AmSR 301. 

{a] MTlustration. — In lowa aja 
debtor may make an assignment of 
his personal earnings and may waive 
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be construed and given operation and effect as in 
the case of other contracts.7* When it is intended 
to apply only to a part of the property exempted, it 
must specify the part to which it is intended to 
apply; but when it is of all exemptions, or of all 
claim of exemption, no specification of the property 
1s necessary.“° A waiver must refer to wages ex- 
plicitly in order to affect an exemption therein.?? 
A general waiver of property exemptions will not 
affect the wages exemption.?® A written agreement 
by partners that the business should be run by oth- 
ers and that all moneys arisin® therefrom should 
be devoted to the debts of the firm, share and share 


alike, and that the succeeding manager should have 


authority to replenish the stock, but should deposit 
the proceeds of the business in a bank, to be paid 
out ratably to the creditors, is a waiver of the 
exemption in the assets.7® Inasmuch as an attach- 
ment execution must recite correctly the judgment 
upon which it is based and its strength is meas- 
ured by the judgment,*® if there is no waiver of 
exemption against the judgment there is none 
against the attachment.®! 

Fraud and mistake. If a person has signed a 
contract containing a clause waiving exemptions, he 


‘ean avoid such clause only by showing fraud or mis- 


take.*? 

[§ 195] b. Sale.s* Where the debtor conveys 
exempt property to another he loses his exemption 
rights therein,s* and cannot thereafter claim the 
property or the proceeds of a sale thereof on execu- 


his claim to exemption therein. A 
direction given to his creditors to 
sue him and to garnishee his em- 
ployer for the personal earnings due 
him is a valid waiver of his exemp- 
tion right therein. Dowling v. Wood, 
125 Iowa 244, 101 NW 1138, 106 AmSR 
301. 

62. Guscott v. Roden, 112 Ala. 632, 
21 S 313; Reed Lumber Co. v. Lewis, 
94) Ala. 626, 410. S' 3335) Derrellv. 
Hurst, 76 Ala. 588; Perry v. Britt- 
Carson Shoe Co., 129 Ga. 560, 59 SE 
216, 121 AmSR 232 [cit Cyc]. 

[a] Firm note waiving exemp- 
tions.—As partnership contracts are 
several as well as joint, a firm note 
signed by one of the partners and 
containing a clause waiving the bene- 
fit of the exemption laws constitutes 
a valid waiver as to him, although 
for want of authority not binding 
on his partner. Terrell v. Hurst, 716 
Ala. 588. ; 

Partnership exemptions see supra 


146-149. 
ees Hahn v. Allen, 93 Ga. 612, 20 
SE 74. : 

64. Harvey v. Ford, 83 Mich. 506, 


y 242. } 
Bee panning vy. Jacksonville First 


Nat. Bank, 76 Ill. 53; Jones v. Tracy, 
75 Pa. 417. 

66. Specific performance of con- 
tract waiving exemption see Specific 
Performance [36 eeag ae 

. See supra t 

on ion Leitch, 60 Ala. 313, 
31 AmR 42. 

69. Lauck’s App., 24 Pa. 426. 

[a] A stipulation in a condition 
of a bond waiving all exemptions is 

’ sufficient. Smiley v. Bowman, 3 Grant 
(Pa.) 132. 

Reservations of exemptions in as- 
signments for benefits of creditors 
see Assignments for Benefit of Cred- 
itors §§ 197, 198. 

70. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Under the Alabama statute 
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requiring that a waiver of exemp- 73. Washburn vy. Goodheart, 88 
tions must be made ‘by a separate | Ill. 229. 

instrument in writing, subscribed by 74 Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 
the party making the same,” or in| 266, 76 AmD 480. 

“promissory note or other writ- Zo. Neely v. Henry, 63) Alay 22612 
ten contract executed by him,’ (1) a 76. Neely v. Henry, 63 Ala. 261. 
verbal mortgage of personal prop- 77. Smith v. Johnston, 71 Ga. 748. 
erty is not sufficient as a waiver of 78. Smith v. Johnston, 71 Ga. 748. 
the right to claim the property as 79. Levy v. Rosell, 82 Miss. 527, 
exempt. Knox y. Wilson, 77 Ala.| 34 S 321. 

309. (2) A person who indorses in 


blank a note containing a waiver of 
exemptions does not waive his own 
exemptions, as against his liability 
on the indorsement. Jordan v. Long, 
109 Ala. 414, 19 S 843. (38) An at- 
torney has no authority to waive ex- 
emptions on behalf of his principal 
in a note signed by him for the prin- 
cipal, under a power of attorney con- 
stituting and appointing him attor- 
ney “with full power of substitution, 
attorney and agent for me and in 
my name, place, and stead, to man- 
age and transact all business apper- 
taining to the business done” under 
a certain firm name. Lippman v. 
Anniston First Nat. Bank, 120 Ala. 
123, 127, 24 S 581, 74 AmSR 28. (4) 
The fact that a clause in a note 
waiving “all rights of exemption to 
real and personal property” is not 
good aS a waiver as to the home- 
stead, because not contained in a 
separate instrument, or because the 
instrument is not signed by both 
husband and wife, and attested by 
one witness, as required by statute, 
does not render it ineffectual as a 
waiver with respect to personal prop- 
erty. Wagnon v. Keenan, 77 Ala. 519. 
71. Vesey v. Reynolds, 14 Ind. 444; 
Smiley v. Bowman, 3 Grant (Pa.) 
132. : 
[a] WWlustration—A waiver of 
“appraisement laws’ is substantially 
a promise to pay money ‘without re- 
lief from valuation laws.” Vesey v. 
Reynolds, 14 Ind, 444. 
72. Knox v. Wilson, 77 Ala. 309; 
O’Nail v. Craig, 56 Pa. 161. ; 
{a] Illustration.—A note promis- 
ing to pay thirty-seven dollars and 
fifty cents “for value received, or the 
Homestead Exemption Law,” cannot 
be held a waiver of the exemption. 
O’Nail v. Craig, 56 Pa. 161, 


.of exemptions, 


Ree Hayes v. Lentz, 8 Pa. Dist. 


eaeh Hayes. v. Lentz, 8 Pa, Dist. 
32. Goetter v. Pickett, 61 Ala. 387; 


Adams v. Bachert, 83 Pa. 524: O’Nail 
Vn Craig. 256) Pas iiGde 

[a] Failure to read contract.— 
One who can read and write, and who 
has ample opportunity to read the 
whole of a note containing a waiver 
before he signs it, 
cannot, in the absence of fraud or 
misrepresentation practiced upon 
him, or of mistake, set up his own 
failure tc read the note, in order to 
avoid its stipulations, or in support 
of a plea putting in issue the fact 


of the waiver of exemptions. Goet- 
ter. v. Pickett, 61 Ala. 387. 
[b] Erroneous indorsement of 


waiver on judgment.—The fact that 
a magistrate by mistake indorses 
upon the judgment on a note and 
the execution the words “exemption 
note’ cannot deprive defendant of 
his right to exemptions, if the note 
in fact contained no waiver. O’Nail 
Vo Craigs, S60 Paseloiy 

83. Right to transfer in general 
see supra §§ 182, 183. : 

84. Cassell v. Williams, 12 Ill. 
387; Murphy v. Mulconnery, 183 IIl. 
A. 500; In re Brogan, 177 Iowa 423, 
157 NW 952; Tetrault v. Ingraham, 54 
Mont. 524, 171 P 1148, 1149 [cit Cyc]; 
Omans v. Beeman, 66 Misc. 625, 124 
NYS 166. 

[a] Application of rule—A _ sale 
by the widow, of the only work beast 
left by deceased husband, although 
made in ignorance of the rights of 
herself and children, is not void, but 
passes her interest,°and, while an- 
nulled by an offer to cancel and re- 
store the consideration, is a bar to 
a joint action of herself and children. 


14 [250.3] 
tion as exempt for he has no title.8® Nor do the 
debtor’s exemption rights revive upon his reac- 
quiring title to the property,* but where the debtor 
after a judgment has been obtained against him sells 
property which was subject to the lien of an execu- 
tion, he may include it in his schedule and claim it 
as exempt.8? An indiscriminate sale by the debtor 
of property, some of which is exempt and some not, 
and a mingling of the proceeds operates as a 
waiver,s® but a sale for reinvestment in similar 
property will not.8® A bona fide intention or at- 
tempt to sell or exchange exempt property,°® or a 
contract of sale or exchange which is afterward 


rescinded,®! does not defeat or in any way preju-" 


dice the debtor’s right to claim the property as 
exempt. A payment of a claim against him by a 
laborer out of his wages by bill of exchange drawn 
on his employer operates as a waiver of his right to 
later claim this sum due him for wages as exempt 
under the statute.°2 The removal to an auction room 
of the goods for the purpose of having them sold 
at auction operates as a waiver of the debtor’s 
exemption in the goods.°®* 

[§ 196] c¢. Mortgage and Other Liens **—(1) 
Mortgage or Pledge in General. 


gage or pledge of exempt property. A mortgage 
or pledge implies a waiver as to the particular prop- 
erty.°° Even though the statute exempts property 
from ‘‘forced sale under any process of law’’ the 
mortgagor or pledgor of exempt property cannot 
claim it as exempt as against proceedings to enforce 
the mortgage or pledge.°® Under statutes in some 
states, however, one who obtains a mortgage lien on 
property known to him to be exempt acquires his 
lien subject to the exemption right.°? The defense 
that title is in a mortgagee and not in the mort- 
gagor who claims the exemption is not available to 
creditors other than the mortgagee.®® 


EXEMPTIONS 


An express waiver. 
of exemptions is not necessary in case of a mort-' 


[§§ 195-198 


Right to surplus. When the statute allows a 
debtor to claim as exempt property not exceeding a 
certain sum in value as against levy and sale on 
execution, a debtor whose property has been sold 
on foreclosure of a mortgage may claim it out of 


the surplus proceeds of the sale, as against judg- 


ment creditors.°® Where the statute exempts spe- 
cific property only, and does not allow the debtor 
to claim his exemptions out of property generally, 
including money, a mortgagor of property so spe- 
cifically exempted cannot claim his exemption out 
of the proceeds of a sale on foreclosure of the mort- 
gage, 

[§ 197] (2) Mortgage Covering Exempt and 
Nonexempt Property. Where a mortgage covers 
both exempt and nonexempt property, it operates in 
favor of the mortgagee as a waiver of the mort- 
gagor’s rights to the exempt property only in case 
the nonexempt property is insufficient to satisfy the 
debt,? and the creditor must exhaust the nonexempt 
property before resorting to the exempt property 
to satisfy his len,’ and has a right to have the 
exempt property applied, only in payment of the un- 
paid balance, if it exists.- This rule, however, 
where it is recognized, is founded on mere equity, 
and will not be enforced where it would be inequi- 
table to do so.> And the right is one which the 
mortgagor must seasonably assert for himself.® 

[§ 198] (3) Consent of Wife. As to exempt 
property the debtor cannot waive his exemption by 
giving a mortgage without the consent of his wife? 
in those jurisdictions in which the consent of the 
wife is required,® although it has been held that, 
where the debtor has property. from which he is 
entitled to claim his exemption but all of which is 
not exempt, a mortgage of a part of such property 
amounts to a waiver of the right to claim exemp- 
tion therein or rather an election to claim an 
exemption in the remaining property,® and a mort- 


Graham vy. Bettis, 1 B. Mon. (Ky.) 52. 

Effect of fraudulent conveyance See 
infra § 215. 

85. Miles v. State, 73 Md. 398, 21 
A+51; Conception Bank v. O’Donnel, 
156 Mo. A. 212, 137 SW 30; State v. 
Springate, 51 Mo. A. 619; Slater v. 
Rodgers, 2 Terr. L. 310. 

Title or right to support claim see 
supra §§ 144-149. ‘ 

86. Omans vy. Beeman, 66 Misc. 
625, 124 NYS 166. 

87. Luckett v. Hammond,’ (Ind.) 
124 NE 675. 

88. Rasco v. Sheet, 8 KyL 703. 

89. See supra § 138. 

90. Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 
266, 76 AmD 480; McMichael _v. 
Grady, 34 Fla. 219, 15 S 765; Win- 
stead v. Hicks, 135 Ky. 154, 121 SW 
1018, 185 AmSR 446; Shaw v. Davis, 
55 Barb. (N. Y.) 389. 

91. Boesker v. Pickett, 81 Ind. 
554; Bevan v. Hayden, 13 Iowa 122; 
Duvall v. Rollins, 68 N. C. 220. 

92. Bibb v. Janney, 45 Ala. 329. 

938. Kennedy v. Baker, 8 Pinn. 
(Wis.) 295, 4 Chandl. 19. 

94. Determination of claims or 
liens against exempt property in 
bankruptcy see Bankruptcy § 643. 

Power to transfer in general see 
supra §§ 182-186. 
se U. S.—In re French, 231 Fed. 
255. 

Ala.—Lasseter v. Deas, 9 Ala. A. 
564, 68 S 735. 

Kan.—Jones v. Scott, 10 Kan. 33. 

Ky.—Woods v. Davis, 153 Ky. 99, 
154 SW _ 905. 

La.—Kyle v. Sigur, 121 La. 888, 
46 S 910. 

Mo.—Elliott ‘v. Washington, 137 
Mo. A. 526, 119 SW 42. 


N, Y.—Emerson v. Knapp, 129 App. 
Div. 827, 114 NYS 794. 

Oh.—Frost v. Shaw, 3 Qh. St. 270. 

Pa.—Hawley v. Hampton, 160 Pa. 
18, 27 A 471; Morgan v. Noud, 5 Pa 
LJR 93. 

Tex.—Westchester F, Ins. Co. v. 
Goggan, (Civ. A.) 203 SW 168. 

Wash.—Cammarano vy. Longmire, 
99 Wash. 360, 169 P 806. 

[a] Invalid mortgage or pledge.— 
A so-called deed of trust, which does 
not conform to the formalities re- 
quired by law for a chattel mort- 
gage and which is not a pledge in- 
asmuch as possession is retained by 
the grantor, does not pass title to 
the grantee and the grantor’s claim 
to exemption is not waived. Green 
v. Traylor, 142 La. 492, 77 S 127. 

[b] Partnership mortgage, — A 
chattel mortgage executed by a part- 
ner upon the stock in trade in the 
firm name, to secure a firm debt, 
waives the exemption as against the 
mortgagee, although the copartner 
was unaware of the execution. Har- 
vey v. Ford, 83 Mich. 506, 47 NW 242. 

[c] Real estate.-—The exemption 
of real estate purchased with pen- 
sion money is waived by the execu- 
tion of a mortgage thereon by the 
pensioner. Monroe v. Button, 20 Misc. 
494, 46 NYS 637. 

[dad] Bill of sale—As against a 
valid title under a bill of sale to 
secure a’ debt, a homestead subse- 
quently taken under Civ. Code (1910) 
§ 8415 et seq, is unavailing. Watts 
v. Wight Inv. Co., (Ga. A.) 103 SE 184. 

96. Peterson v. Hornblower, 33 
Cal. 266; Patterson v. Taylor, 15 Fla. 
336; Rose v. Martin, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
33 SW 284. 


97.. Johnson v. Redwine, 105 Ga. 
449, 33 SE 676. 

[a] In the absence of notice a 
mortgagee acquires a lien free from 
all exemption claims. Ford v. Far- 
gason, 120 Ga. 606, 48 SE 180. 

98. McMartin v. Hurlburt, 2 Ont. 
A. 146. ; 

99. Darby v. Rouse, 75 Md. 26, 22 
A 1110; Hill v. Johnston, 29 Pa. 362. 

1. Roundy v. Converse, 71 Wis. 
524, 37 NW 811, 5 AmSR 240. 

2. Ill.—Plain v. Roth, 107 Ill. 588. 

Kan.—Chapman y. Lester, 12 Kan. 


‘592. 


Ky.—Webster v. Bronston, 5 Bush 
521 (divided court). 

Mass.—Searle yv. Chapman, 121 
Mass, 19. 

Minn.—Miller v. McCarty, 47 Minn. 
321, 50 NW 235, 28-AmSR 3875. 

Pa.—Hallman vy, Hallman, 124 Pa. 
S41, £ 0 Avs te 


S. C.—State Sav. Bank v. Harbin, 
13 Ss'G) 425: 


Tex.—Baughn v. Allen, (Civ. A.) 
73 SW 1063, 
Wis.—White v. Polleys, 20 Wis. 


503, 91 AmD 432; Jones v. Dow, 18 
Wis. 241. 

8. Sanders v. Phillips, 62 Vt. 331, 
20 A 104. 

4. Baughn v. Allen, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
73 SW 1068. 

5. Miller v. McCarty, 47 Minn: 
321, 50 NW 235, 28 AmSR 875. 

6. Miller v. McCarty, 47 Minn. 
321, 50 NW 235, 28 AmSR 375. 

7. Augustine v. Gold, (Iowa) 174 
NW 581. 

8. Consent of wife to encum- 
brance generally see supra § 187. 

9. Grover v. Younie, 110 Iowa 446, 
81 NW 684. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 198-202] 


gage of such property by the debtor without the 
consent of his wife passes title to the mortgagee 
free from any later claim of exemption in the prop- 
erty.1° n 

[§ 199] (4) Claims of Other Creditors. While 
a mortgage or pledge of exempt property is a waiver 
of the exemption therein as against the mortgagee 
or pledgee,'t no waiver of the exemption results 


.as against the claims of other creditors,!? so that 


a. release of the mortgage by the mortgagee to the 
mortgagor revests the property, exempt from all 
claims, in the debtor, and is not a diversion of the 
debtor’s assets in fraud of the other ereditors.1% 
And a debtor is entitled to his personal property 
exemption in an equity of redemption in personal 
property subject to mortgage. So that a mort- 
gagor of exempt personal property remaining in 
possession may maintain an action of trespass 
against an officer for levying upon and selling such 
property.1® A mortgagee may, as against an execu- 
tion creditor of the mortgagor, release from his 
mortgage property selected by the mortgagor as 
exempt.1® 

The statutes providing for a levy on mortgaged 


_property do not affect the rule that a mortgage of 


exempt property operates as a waiver of the right 
of exemption only in favor of the mortgagee, but 
subject to execution or attachment the interest of a 
mortgagor in such property only as would have 
been subject to execution if he had not mortgaged 
ee 

{[§ 200] (5) Lien for Rent. A debtor, by in- 
serting a clause in a lease giving a lien for rent, 
creates a lien which will be superior to his right 
of exemption.1® Such a clause in a lease is in the 
nature of a mortgage, and does not come within the 
rule forbidding an executory contract waiving the 
benefit of the exemption laws.1® A clause in a lease 
waiving ‘‘the benefit of all laws or usages exempting 
any property from distress or execution for rent’’ 
applies to any property, whether seized upon a land- 
lord’s warrant or levied under an execution for 


10. Grover v. Younie, 110 Iowa 
446, 81 NW 684. 

11. See cases supra note 95. 

12. U. S—Harriman Nat. Bank v. 
Huiet, 249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90; In 


67 NYS 1046. 
13. 


244 Fed. 216]. 
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rent.?° But a waiver of exemptions allowed under 
a landlord and tenant act is restricted thereto, and 
does not operate as a general waiver of all property 
exemptions.*1 Hxemptions as to property not upon 
leased premises seized on execution under a judg- 
ment for rent are waived by a provision in the lease 
that all personal property upon the premises and 
for thirty days after removal of the same shall 
be liable to distress for rent in arrear, and the 
lessee waives the benefit of any and all law exempt- 
ing property from levy and sale.?? A stipulation in 
a lease that the landlord shall pay a lien on the 
crop for the rent does not operate as a waiver of 
the tenant’s food exemption therein.2* Nor is such 
right of exemption waived by a recital in a note 
given by a debtor for land that the vendor.retains 
a lien on all crops for the price.?4 

[§ 201] (6) Other Liens. A mechanic’s lien is 
superior to the debtor’s exemption right.2° Deliv- 
ering property to another, to be worked upon and 
transformed by his labor for the purpose of sale, 
renders the debtor’s exemption in the property so 
delivered subject to the lien for the labor, be- 
stowed upon it in working the transformation.?¢ 
An agreement to sell property to be paid for by 
the purchaser in installments, the title to remain in 
the vendor until all payments are made, is not in 
contravention of the exemption laws.27 And a 
debtor may create an equitable lien, as by giving 
a note charging property with the payment of the 
debt.2° Under an agreement between mortgagee and 
mortgagor that the latter will insure the property 
for the benefit of the mortgagee, the latter has an 
equitable len on the proceeds of the policy, even 
though the property itself was exempt from forced 
sale.?° 

[§ 202] 4. Waiver by Conduct °°—a. In Gen- 
eral. While the conduct of the debtor may be such 
as to imply a waiver of an exemption,*! the acts 
relied on must be unequivoeal.*? The giving of a 
delivery bond,?* or a bond to dissolve a garnish- 


Hartmann vy. Wood, 57 App. Div. 23, 


U. S.—Harriman Nat. Bank v. 
Huiet, 249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 90 [mod 


Caldwell, 20 Mont. 77, 49 P 397; Irwin 
v. Walling, 4 Okl.. 128, 44 P 219. 

[a] Reason for rule.—The statute 
was not enacted with the view to 
affecting exemptions, but to enable 
creditors to reach property which, in 


re French, 231 Fed. 255; In re Jones, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,445, 2 Dill. 343. 

Ala.—Collier v. Wood, 85 Ala. 91, 
4S 840. 

Conn.—Patten v. Smith, 4 Conn. 
450, 10 AmD 166. 

Iowa.—Brainard v. Simmons, 67 
Iowa 646, 25 NW 844; Evans v. St. 
Paul Harvester Works, 63 Iowa 204, 


18 NW 881. 

Kan.—Crawford v. Furlong, 21 
Kan. 698. 

Ky.—Collett v. Jones, 2 B. Mon. 
19, 36 AmD 586. 

Mont.—Cheney v. Caldwell, 20 


Monten 1 (249, 397, 

N. Y.—Hartmann v. Wood, 57 App. 
Div. 23, 67 NYS 1046; Livor v. Orser, 
12 N. Y. Super. 501. 

Okl.—Byers v. Ingraham, 51 OkIl. 
440, 151 P 1061; McComb v. Watt, 
39 Okl. 412, 135 P 361; Irwin v. Wal- 
ling, 4 Okl. 128, 44 P 219. 

Pa.—Laub v. Shollenberger, 1 
Woodw. 18. 

Va.—Williams v. Watkins, 92 Va. 
680, 24 SH 223. ‘ 

{a] Application. — In an action 
against a sheriff for selling exempt 
property, the admission in evidence 
of a chattel mortgage on the prop- 
erty sold, no default under it be- 
ing shown, is error, since, until de- 
fault under the mortgage, plaintiff 
is entitled to possession of the prop- 
erty, and such possession and title 
are sufficient to support the action. 


Ill— Vaughan yv. Thompson, 17 Ill. 
78; Fitch v. Pinckard, 5 Ill. 69. 

Ky.—Collett v. Jones, 2 B. Mon. 
19, 36 AmD 586. 

Mich.—Ganong y. Green, 
1, 38 NW. 661. 

_N. C.—Gaster v. Hardie, 75 N. C. 
460. 

[a] Dllustration.—A wife does not 
lose herainterest in life policies pro- 
cured by her husband and payable 
to her by permitting their assign- 
ment as security to a creditor, and 
their reassignment to her is not a 
diversion of the husband’s assets in 
fraud of creditors. Harriman Nat. 
Bank v. Huiet, 249 Fed. 856, 162 CCA 
90 [mod 244 Fed. 216]. 

14. Gaster v. Hardie, 75 N. C. 460. 

15. Fitch v. Pinckard, 5 111.69. | 

“The mortgagor of personalty in 
possession must have at least a like 
and equal interest where the mort- 
gage is duly recorded, and the ab- 
solute property where it is not, so 
far as creditors and subsequent pur- 
chasers are concerned, when liable to 
execution. The mortgagor’s interest 
would be of little value to him under 
such circumstances if he could not 
maintain the usual actions for its 


71 Mich, 


protection.” Vaughan v. Thompson, 
17 Ill, 78, 81. 

16. Ganong v. Green, 71 Mich. 1, 
38 NW 661. 

17. Collett v. Jones, 2 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 19, 86 AmD 586; Cheney v. 


the absence of the statute, it was 
doubtful if creditors could subject to 
attachment or execution. Irwin v. 
Walling, 4 Okl. 128, 44 P 219. 

18. Fejavary v. Broesch, 52 Iowa 
88, 2 NW 962, 35 AmR 261. 

19. Fejavary v. Broesch, 52 lowa 
88, 2 NW 963, 35 AmR 261; Beatty 
v. Rankin, 139 Pa, 358, 21 A 74. 

20. Beatty v. Rankin, 139 Pa. 358, 
21 A 74, 

21. Mitchell v. Coates, 47 Pa. 202. 

22. Jenkins v. Stone, 14 Montg. 
Cor Cea bs cue 

23. Columbia Finance, etc., Co. v. 
Morgan, 44 SW 389, 628, 45 SW 65. 
19 KyL 1761; Moss vy. Carl, 37 SW 
580, 18 KyL 648. 

24. Columbia Finance, etc., Co. v. 
Morgan, 44 SW 389, 628, 45 SW 65; 
NO Maly Ey dada 


25. Laucks’ App., 24 Pa. 426. 

26. Rogers v. Raynor, 102 Mich. 
473, 60 NW 980. 

27. Morley v. French, 2 Cush. 
(Mass.) 130. 

28. Mynatt v. Magill, 3 Tea 
(Tenn.) 72. 

29. Mosley v. Stratton, (Tex. Civ. 


4.) 203 SW 397. 
30. Burden of showing waiver see 
Imtragseol: 


31. See cases infra this section. 
32. Krey v. Butler, 52° Kan‘) 722, 
oD Pi U82\ 


33. Ala.—Daniels v. Hamilton, 52 


ys 


“= 
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ment,°* or receipting for the articles levied upon,®> 
even where done voluntarily,?¢ will not raise an in- 
ference of the debtor’s intention to waive his exemp- 
tion. The debtor’s appearing and moving to dissolve 
an attachment without first having made claim to 
his exemption,?? or the traverse of an attachment 
on other grounds before claiming the exemption,?® 
or a general appearance by the debtor in the suit 
against him without at that time claiming his exemp- 
tion °° is not a waiver of his right. Mere oral dec- 
larations of the debtor which tend to show that 
the debtor does not claim his exemption, but do 
not express a well defined waiver,*® are insufficient.*+ 
A selection of other property in leu of property 
specifically exempt under the terms of a statute so 
providing operates as a waiver to claim the articles 
specifically exempt.42 And it will have this effect 
even though the debtor fails in his claim to exemp- 
tion in the substituted property,** with the result 
that he will lose his entire exemption claim, not 
merely to:the substituted property, but to the prop- 
erty specifically exempt.*# 

[§ 203] b. Consent to Levy. If the debtor con- 
sents to a levy by the officer he cannot afterward 


Ala. 105; Jordan v. Autrey, 10 Ala.| Ark. 41, 39 AmD 359. 
276. Me.— Fogg v. Littlefield, 68 Me. 52. 
A eehererawes v. Parkman, 20 Pick. 55. Ark.—Parham y. McMurray, 


Ark.—Jacks v. Bigham, 36 Ark. 
481; Atkinson v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 101. 

Cal.—Servanti v. Lusk, 43 Cal. 238. 

Ind.—Eltzroth v. Webster, 15 Ind. | 27, 57 ay 1040. 
He 77 AmD 78, N. 
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Mich.—Rich y. French, 
Y.—Turner yv. Borthwick, 20 


‘ 


[§§ 202-203 


maintain an action against him on the ground that 
the levy was wrongful.4® And some of the courts 
have held that the debtor’s consent to levy will 
operate as a waiver of the right of exemption so 
as to estop the debtor from subsequently claiming 
such right and stopping a sale.4® Other courts, how- 
ever, hold that a claim after the levy, if made 
before sale, should be allowed unless prejudice will 
result.47 If the debtor asks the officer to levy upon 
a particular piece of property 4° in preference to an- 
other,*® or if the debtor agrees expressly to a 
present sale ofthe property,®° or to a transfer of 
the proceeds of exempt property to the ereditor,>+ 
his right to his exemption in the property concerned 
is waived.®2 But the giving up of property to an 
officer is not a waiver of the right of defendant to 
claim it as exempt in his hands.°? If the statute re- 
quires the officer to levy in all cases, leaving it for 
the debtor afterward to claim his exemptions, con- 
sent to a levy merely is not a waiver.°* Conduet 
or consent therefore to show a waiver should be 
inconsistent with an intention to claim exemptions 
showing clearly and unmistakably that the debtor 
intends to waive his rights.5> If the debtor’s at- 


54 Eltzroth vy. Webster, 15 Ind. 
21, 77 AmD 78. 


32 Ark. 261. 
Cal.—Stanton y. French, 83 Cal. 
194, 23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174. 
Colo.—Harrington vy. Smith, 14 
Colo. 376, 23:P 331, 20 AmSR 272. 


99 Mich. 


, waive the right to set up that the 


fowa.—Angell vy. Johnson, 51 Iowa] Hun 119. 


625, 2 NW 435, 33 AmR 152. 
Ky.—Perry v. Hensley, 14 B. Mon. 

474, 64 AmD 164. 

Mo.—Robards vy. Samuel, 17 Mo. 
555. 

Nebr.—Desmond vy. State, 15 Nebr. 
438, 19 NW 644 

34. Born v. Williams, 81 Ga. 796, 
7 SE 868. 

{a] Giving bond to dissolve gar- 
nishment.—Dissolving a garnishment 
by giving bond and securing does not 


debt seized was not subject to proc- 
ess, and the debtor may insist on 
the exemption whether the garnishee 
does ‘so or not, and if his claim is 
well founded no judgment can be 
entered on the bond given to vacate 
the dissolution. Born vy. Williams, 81 
Ga. 796, 7 SE 868. 

35. Vanderhorst v. Bacon, 38 Mich. 
669, 31 AmR 328; Heath v. Keyes, 35 
Wis. 668. 

[a] Mllustration.—The fact that a 
debtor’s wife gave a receipt for prop- 
erty levied upon by an officer, to 
save its being taken away while an 
effort could be made to pay the judg- 
ment, and that, on failing in this, 
possession was yielded to the officer, 
only shows a yielding to a force 
which she could not resist, and is 
not a surrender or waiver of the 
right of exemption. Vanderhorst v. 
Bacon, 38 Mich. 669, 31 AmR 828. 

36. Perry v. Hensley, 14 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 474, 61 AmD 164. 

87. State v. Gardner, 32 Wash. 
5505 7%3_ PF 690. 

3S. Bassett v. Inman, 7 Colo. 270, 
3 P 383; Etheridge v. Davis, 111 N. 
Cr 293; 16 SE 232; Ladwig v. Wil- 
liams, 87 Wis. 615, 58 NW 1103. 

39. Morris Box Board Co. v. Ros- 
Siter, 30) Pa. Super, 238° 

40. Frey v. Butler, 52 Kan. 722, 
Bo PA o2s PRICe awe Chase, 9. NaH: 
178, 32 AmD 346. 

41. Consent to levy see infra 


42. Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
ALyds (ay Lele Ss Wi wSo, 

43. Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789. 

44. Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 587, 121 SW 789. 

45. Ark.—Wallace vy. Collins, 5 


46. Wallace v. Collins, 5 Ark. 41, 
39 AmD 359; Angell y. Johnson, 51 
Iowa 625, 2 NW 435, 33 AmD 152; 
Richards v. Haines, 30 Iowa 574; 
Charpentier v. Bresnahan, 62 Mich. 
360, 28 NW 916. 

Consent to levy under legal com- 
pulsion see supra § 202. 

Receipting for articles levied upon 
see supra § 202. 

47. Gresham v. Walker, 10 Ala. 
370; Jordan v. Autrey, 10 Ala. 276; 
Wallis v. Truesdell, 6 Pick. (Mass.) 
455; McAbe v. Thompson, 27 Minn. 
By. 6 NW 479; Rogers v. Collier, 18 
Seow ue 581, 23 AmD 153. 

48. Peo. v. Johnson, 4 Jll. A. 346. 

49. Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

[a] MTllustration.—Where the offi- 
cer is about to levy on wheat in the 
possession of the debtor which is 
not exempt and the debtor asks him 
to levy on his team which is exempt, 
the debtor is taken to have waived 
his exemption in his team, White 
v. Thompson, 8 Or. 115. 

50. Dow v. Cheney, 103 Mass. 181; 
Rich v. French, 99 Mich. 27, 57 NW 
1040; Turner v. Borthwick, 20 Hun 
(N, Yin) US SUG sev Green, 29. Oh* 
St. 667. 

51. Westchester F. Ins. Co. v. Gog- 
gant (hex. Civ A.) 203: "SiWwielest 

[a] Directing payment of insur- 
ance money.—Insurer of piano, hav- 
ing paid amount of loss on piano to 
insured after his notice to it-to pay 
part to seller of piano who retained 
mortgage on piano, and, after gar- 
nishment by seller, could not avail 
itself of plea of exemption of such 
insurance proceeds, it having been 
waived by such debtor’s notice. 
Westchester F. Ins. Co. v. Goggan, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 203 SW 163. 

52. Dodge v. Knight, (Tex. Suppl.) 
16 SW 626. 

[a] If the husband consents to 
a levy upon community property 
which is exempt and there is no com- 
plaint by the wife that it was fraud- 
ulently done to deprive her of the 
privilege, the exemption is deemed 
waived. Dodge v. Knight, (Tex. 
Suppl.) 16 SW 626. 

53. Eltzroth v. Webster, 15 Ind. 
21, 77 AmD 78. 


Ilowa.—Green v. Blunt, 59 Iowa 79, 
12 NW 762. 
re Mo. eee e niles v. O’Hara, 52 Mo. 


Pr Shaw’ s App., 49 Pa. 177. 

Wash.—Shell Vv. Svennson, 93 
Wash. 40, 159 P 1076. 

[a] MIllustrations.—(1) A declara- 
tion of the debtor at the time of the 
levy upon exempt property that he 
would see about it or see an attorney 
about it tends to show that he did 
not intend to abandon his right and 
negatives the presumption of a 
waiver of the exemption. Green v. 
Blunt, 59 Iowa 79, 12 NW 762. (2) 
Where a debtor who is absent in 
another state when informed of a 
levy on his exempt property, the 
property being such that it was the 
duty of the officer not to levy upon 
it, writes a letter to the officer stat- 
ing that it is impossible for him to 
come home, and requesting postpone- 
ment of the cause until a day speci- 
fied, when he will come home and fix 
up everything satisfactorily, but he 
does not return at the date indicated, 
and the officer does not sell the prop- 
erty until a subsequent date, such 
conduct does not constitute a waiver. 
Harrington v. Smith, 14 Cqmo. 376, 
23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272. (3) A’ Tre- 
quest by the debtor to the sheriff to 
postpone the sale for a time because 
he thought he might be able to pay 
the judgment does not disclose any 
intention on the part of the debtor 
at that time of waiving his right to 
claim the exemption. Shell v. Svenn- 
son, 93 Wash. 40, 159 P 1076. 

[b] Debtor’s procuring garnish- 
ment of his own debtor.—The mere 
fact that an execution debtor has 
procured the garnishment of a person 
who owes him money will not consti- 
tute a waiver so as to prevent him 
from claiming his exemptions out of 
the debt, when the debt exceeds the 
amount of his exemptions, for such 
action on his part is entirely con- 
sistent with an intention to appropri- 
ate the excess only to the payment 
of the execution. Marchildon  v. 
O’Hara, 52 Mo. A. 523. 

[ec] Receiving proceeds of sale.— 
When property levied upon is claimed 
as exempt, and the officer refuses to 
recognize the claim and sells the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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torney, duly authorized, agrees expressly to the | 
sale,°® or delivers up property to the sheriff for 
sale,°’ the debtor is bound by his conduct, and is 
taken to have waived his exemption.>® 

Failure to Assert Claim.®® 
absence of statutory provisions making it unneces- 
sary for him to do so,°° it is the duty of a debtor 
who wishes to rely upon his right to hold property 
exempt from execution to indicate in some manner 
his purpose to do so,°! and in the great majority of 
jurisdictions, failure to assert or claim a right of 
exemption at all, or a failure to assert or claim 
it at the time and in the manner expressly or im- 
pliedly required by the statute which confers the 
right if any such statutory requirement is made, 
The debtor must, how- 


[§ 204] c. 


is a waiver of the right.®2 


property, the debtor does not waive 
his right by receiving the surplus 
of the proceeds of the sale after sat- 
isfaction of the execution. See Stan- 
ton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 23 P 355, 
25 AmSR 174. 

[ad] Retaining possession and pur- 
chase at sale.—When an officer levies 
an execution on personal property 
and leaves such property in the debt- 
or’s possession, neither the fact of 
the debtor’s retaining possession nor 
the fact of his purchasing the prop- 
erty, either directly or through 
others, at the execution sale, will 
amount to a waiver of his right to 
claim the property as exempt. Par- 
ham v. McMurray, 32 Ark. 261. 

[e] Waiving writ of venditioni 
exponas,—The act of 1849 exempts 
three hundred dollars’ worth of prop- 
erty (1 Brightly’s Purdon Dig..p 831 
§ 29), provides (§ 30) for an ap- 
praisement, and declares in effect 
(§§ 31, 32) that, where the property 
real estate 
of greater value than three hundred 
dollars and the appraisers shall de- 
termine that it cannot be divided so 
as to give the debtor a portion of 
the value of three hundred dollars, 
plaintiff may have a writ of vendi- 
tioni exponas to sell it, and that in 
such event defendant shall be al- 
lowed his exemption out of the pro- 
eeeds. Under these provisions de- 
fendant, by waiving an inquisition to 
condemn his real estate, and agree- 
ing to a sale thereof on a fieri facias, 
does not waive his right to demand 
an exemption of three hundred dol- 
lars out of the proceeds of the sale. 
Shaw’s App., 49 Pa. 177. 


56. Jensen v. Cannell, 106 Me. 445, 
“60 AL914; 

57. Ponder v. Webb, 10 Ky. Op. 
745. 

58. Ponder v. Webb, 10 Ky. Op. 
745: Jensen y. Cannell, 106 Me. 445, 
76 A 914. ; 

59. Necessity and sufficiency of 


claim generally see 
247, 

60. See statutory provisions. 

{a] For example (1) under a stat- 
ute providing that a levying officer 
is bound to levy an execution on any 
personal property “in the possession 
of, or that he has reason to believe 
belongs to, the defendant, or on 
which the plaintiff directs him to 
levy, unless he has received notice 
in writing ... that the property is 
exempt from execution, but failure to 
give such notice shall not deprive 
the party of any other remedy,” a 
defendant, although present at the 
time of the levy without making a 
claim of exemption, does not waive 
his right to bring an action for dam- 
ages on account of a wrongful levy 
because of such failure. Vandeven- 
ter vy. Nelson, 180 Iowa 705, 709. 163 
NW 354. (2) Mere failure to give 
the sheriff notice of the claim of a 
homestead will not impair the debt- 
or’s rights to it under Const. (1895) 
art 3 § 28 and Rev. St. § 2130, provid- 
ing that no waiver except by con- 
veyance shall defeat the homestead. 
Gray v. Putnam, 51 S. C. 97, 28 SE 


infra §§ 233- 


EXEMPTIONS 


In the 


larger stock.®6 


149, 

61. Green y. Blunt, 59 Iowa 79, 
12 NW 762. 

62. U, S.—In re Harrington, 200 


Fed. 1010; In re Gerber, 186 Fed. 693, 
108 CCA 511; Hitchcock y. The St. 
Louis, 48 Fed. 312. 
Ala.—Mitchell_ v. Corbin, 91 Ala. 
599, 8 S 810; Wright v. Grabfelder, 
74 Ala. 460; Rottenberry v. Pipes, 53 


ern 447; Steele v. Moody, 53 Ala. 
Ark.—Scanlan v. Guiling, 63 Ark. 


540, 39 SW 713; Chambers y. Perry, 
47 Ark. 400, 1 SW 700. 
Cal.—Stanton y. French, 83 Cal. 
194, 23 P 355; Barton v. Brown, 68 
Caley ie Sarr Solis Mince. uluee,, 137 
Cal. A. 313, 174 P 356; Boot v. Boyd, 
37 Cal. A. 545, 174 P 352. 
A are aS Vir Cooks 764 {Colo; 
I11.—Cook v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; Alden 
Vee Veoman, +29) Tl aeAa N53: 
Ind.—Storm v. Ermantrout, 89 Ind. 


214; State v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 196; 
Wagner v. Barden, 13 Ind. A, 571, 
41 NE 1067. 

Iowa.—Moffitt v. Adams, 60 Iowa 
44¢ 14 NW 88. 


Ky.—McGee v. Anderson, 1 B. Mon, 
18,., 36 AmD 570; Connor vy. Botts, 
11 Ky. Op. 132; Covert v. Bethel, 10 
Ky. Op. 50. 

Md.—State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 314. 


tee eee v. Thomas, 5 Allen 
Mich.—Williams v. Brown, 137 


Mich. 569, 100 NW 786. 

Miss.—Sturges v. Jackson, 88 Miss. 
508, 40 S 547. 

Mo.—Barnhart vy. Dollarhide, (A.) 
186 SW 564. 

Nev.—Hammersmith v. Avery, 18 
Nevit2Zby 2501 155: 

N. H.—Buzzell y. Hardy, 58 N. H. 
sous 

N. Y.—Russell v. Dean, 30 Hun 242. 

Oh.—Rempe v. Ravens, 68 Oh. 113, 
67 NE 282. 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

Pa.—Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 
80 AmD 474; Weaver’s App., 18 Pa. 
307; Miller’s App., 16 Pa. 300; Line’s 
App., 2 Grant 197; Uhrich v. Gock- 
ley, 2 Pa. Dist. 350; Long v. Wilson, 
15 Pa. Co. 68; Harlan v. Haines Co., 
4 Paro, 174; 
LaneBar 183. 

S. D.—Longley v. Daly, 1 S: D. 257, 
46 NW 247. 

jenn.—Cleveland Nat. Bank v. Bry- 
ant, (Ch: A.) 54 SW 73. ; 

Wash.—United States Fidelity, 
ete., Co. v. Hollenshead, 51 Wash. 326, 
98 PP’ 749. 

B. C.—Roy v. Fortin, 22 B. C. 282. 

[a] For example, the failure of a 
defendant in a proceedings under a 
distress warrant to bring an action to 
recover the possession of the exempt 
article taken under the warrant, or 
to execute a bond and move for a 
judgment on it, and for judgment 
that the article was exempt, amounts 
to a waiver of defendant’s exemp- 
tion rights. Connor v. Botts, 11 Ky. 
Op. 1324 Sa 

[b] Where a mortgagee petitions 
for a receiver, claiming specific rents 


Kerns v. Beam, 11 
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ever, be under a legal obligation to assert his 
claim,®* and have knowledge of the facts upon the 
existence of which the legal obligation rests.®* 
Failure to select. 
claim is a waiver of the exemption is particularly 
applicable where the debtor has to elect from among 
several articles which he is entitled to hold exempt, 
or where he must select the amount of property 
allowed to him as exempt by the statute, out of a 
But it does not follow that a failure 
to make selection in such cases is a waiver of exemp- 
tion as matter of law.*7 
an opportunity to make a selection in order that 
his failure to select shall constitute a waiver.°? The 
debtor’s failure to assert his claim to an exemption 
does not amount to a waiver where the statute re- 


The rule that failure to assert 


The debtor must have had 


and their application in payment of 
the mortgage debt, the proper time 
for the mortgagor to assert his right 
to claim the rents as exempt is upon 
the hearing of the motion or com- 
plaint for the appointment of the re- 


Shs Storm y. Ermantrout, 89 Ind, 
[e] A waiver of inquisition under 


an execution is not a waiver of the 
right of exemption, for a debtor who 
waives inquisition is in the position 
of a debtor where no inquisition un- 
der an execution is required by law. 
Com. v. Boyd, 56 Pa. 402. 

[ad] When claim may be made.— 
(1) A failure of the debtor to assert 
his exemption right by motion or ap- 
plication to discharge an attachment 
at the time an attachment or garnish- 
ment of: his property is made does 
not operate as a waiver of his right 
to claim his exemption later, at any 
time before actual appropriation of 
his property to the payment of his 
creditor’s claim. Rempe v. Ravens, 
68 Oh. 118, 67 NE 282. (2) Failure 
to appeal from the judgment sus- 
taining the attachment does not oper- 
ate as a waiver where an appeal is 
taken from the judgment denying the 
exemption. McAllister v. Robins, 100 
Ark. 540, 140 SW 732, AnnCas1913C 


728. 

63. Gibson v. Peo., 122 Ill. A. 217; 
Wilson v. Stripe, 4 Greene (Iowa) 
551, 61 AmD 138; Myers v. Forsythe, 
10 2 Bushy Gscy-)_. 304 ee rhinshizers i, 
Tinsley, 13 Mo. A. 489. 

{a] Illustration.—A debtor failing 
to answer in an action brought 
against him in a state other than 
where he lived, in which action the 
court had no jurisdiction, does not 
waive his exemption, although proc- 
ess was served on the bankrupt in 
his resident state. Hirshizer y. Tins- 
13 Mo. A. 489. 

Cal.—Haswell v. Parsons, 15 
Cal. 266, 76 AmD 480. 

Colo.—Harrington v. Smith, 14 
Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272; 
Wymond v. Amsgsbury, 2 Colo. 213. 


Ill.—Peo. v. Palmer, 46 Ill. 398, 
95 AmD 418; McCluskey v. McNeely, 
SOT bis Cook = vs COU, one tile 
Soe 


Kan.—Dennis vy. Benfer, 54 Kan. 
527, 38 P &06. 

Mo.—State v. Barada, 57 Mo. 562; 
State v. Romer, 44 Mo. 99; Finke 
v. Craig, 57 Mo. A. 393; Holliday v. 
Mansker, 44 Mo. A. 465; State v. Car- 
roll, 9 Mo. A. 275. 


Vt.—Haskins v. Bennett, 41 Vt. 
698. 
65. Colson v. Wilson, 48 Me. 416; 


Savage v. Davis, 134 Mass. 401; Butt 
v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667; Sumner v. 


Brown, 34 Vt. 194. 

66. Clapp v. Thomas, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 158. 

67. Copp v. Williams, 135 Mass. 
401; Gulfport Bank v. O’Neal, 86 


Miss. 45, 38 S 630. 

68. Shear v. Reynolds, 90 Ill. 238; 
Wells v. Lilly, 86 Ill. 317; Bayne v. 
Patterson, 40 Mich. 658; State vy. Ro- 
mer, 44 Mo. 99; Wicker v. Comstock, 
52 Wis. 315, 9 NW 25. 

fa] Tllustrations.—(1) If a sher-~ 
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quires the officer to make a demand upon the debtor 
to make his selection, and on the debtor’s default, 
to make the selection himself, and it is shown that 
the officer has failed to make the statutory de- 
mand.®® Where the debtor is present at the sale 
and makes no objection to the sale of a certain 
piece of property, his right of exemption is 
waived,7° 
Absence from jurisdiction. Where the debtor’s 
delay to claim his exemption at the proper time 
is due to the fact that he is absent from the juris- 
diction, no waiver can be inferred,"! unless he knew 
of the levy, and his absence was avoidable.’” 
Excuses for failure to claim. Failure to make a 
claim for exemptions may be explained and ex- 
cused on the ground of unavoidable accident or mis- 
take,7? an accident within the meaning of this 
rule meaning the happening of an event without the 
concurrence of the will of the person by whose 
agency it was caused.74 Absence at time of sale on 
account of sickness in debtor’s family is a sufficient 
excuse for not making the claim, where the creditor 
is aware of the claim from its having been made in a 
former suit.7> Misinformation received from the 
officers as to the debtor’s rights may be sufficient 
excuse for failure of debtor to make his claim.’® 
Laches. If the debtor delays unreasonably to as- 
sert his claim, so that he may be considered guilty 
of laches, his right to an exemption will be consid- 
ered waived.’7 Mere lapse of time, when the rights 
of parties in interest have not been affected, may 


iff levying on personal property 78. 


wrongfully excludes the debtor from 


his premises, locks them up, and| ground of laches see infra § 310. 
See infra §§ 235-240. 


keeps the key, he cannot treat the 79. 


EXEMPTIONS 


Hee’s Hstl, 1s 4Pas Distr -39i- 
Burden of proof to show waiver on [a] 
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not of itself be a bar to the exemption claim.7® But 
a delay, in the assertion of the exemption right be- 
yond the time when the statute provides it shall 
be made,’® is laches constituting ground for ad- 
judication that the debtor has waived his right,°° 
while if the delay is terminated at any time before 
the statutory limit, there is no laches on which the 
creditor can base his claim of waiver.*! 

[§ 205] 5. Operation and Effect—a. In Gen- 
eral. If a debtor is authorized expressly or im- 
pliedly to waive his exemptions, a waiver places 
the property “in the same situation as nonexempt 
property as against the particular creditor in whose 
favor the exemption has been waived.8? A waiver 
implied from the debtor’s acts or omissions haying 
the same legal effect as an express waiver,®? ered- 
itors whose claim is based upon an express waiver 
of the debtor have no preference over those whose 
claim is based upon an implied waiver.84 A waiver 
of exemptions will be construed as having reference 
to exemptions under laws of the state where the 
waiver is made, in the absence of any reference 
therein to the laws of other states.8° Of course a 
waiver of exemptions as to certain property only 
cannot operate as a waiver as to any other prop- 
erty.86 When a waiver of all exemptions, incor- 
porated in a note as a part of the consideration, is 
not expressly limited to property then owned by 
the debtor, it applies equally to property afterward 
acquired by him.§*? A waiver of exemptions as to 
personal property covers property treated by its 


|9 S 601, 30 AmSR 57. 

Tllustration.—When a note is 
executed in one state where both of 
the parties reside, and contains a 


absence of the debtor during the next 
morning as a waiver of his right to 
select his exemptions. Bayne v. Pat- 
terson, 40 Mich. 658. (2) If an offi- 
cer, in levying an execution, disre- 
gards a claim of exemption made by 
the debtor, even though he may do 
so under the belief that the property 
is not exempt, because the debt is 
one against which an exemption can- 
not be claimed, as a debt for the 
purchase price, for instance, this is 
virtually a denial to the. debtor of 
any opportunity to make a selection 
from the property, and excuses fail- 
ure on his part to make any selec- 
tion. Wells v. Lilly, 86 Ill. 317. 

69. Gulfport Bank v. O’Neal, 86 
Miss. 45, 38 S 630. 

70. Westerland vy. 
KyL 324. 

71. Cal.—Haswell v. Parsons, 15 
Cal. 266, 76 AmD 480. 

Colo.—Harrington v. Smith, 14 
Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272; 
Wymond v. Amsbury, 2 Colo. 213. 

Tll.—Peo. v. Palmer, 46 I1].'398, 95 
AmD 418. 

Kan.—Dennis v. Benfer, 54 Kan. 
527, 38 P8806. 

Okl.—Hocker v. Carroll, 35 Okl. 
29052 129) Pe bs. 

Vt.—Haskins v. Bennett, 41 Vt. 698. 

72. Rogers v. Waterman, 25 Pa. 


Mooreland, 3 


73. Wocker v. Carroll, 35 Okl. 290, 
129 P56. 

74. Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal, 
266, 76 AmD 480; Hocker vy. Carroll, 
Bin Okin 290, Lh29 yo. 

75. Haswell v. Parsons, 15 Cal. 
266, 76 AmD 480. 

76. Morrissey v. Feeley, 36 Ill, A. 
556. 

77. Borland v. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 504; 
Gibbons v. Gaffney, 154 Pa. 48, 26 A 
24> Harlan #v. Haines, 125 Pa. 48, 
17 A 248; Shaeffer’s App. 101 Pa. 
45; Chilcoat’s App., 101 Pa. 22; Fee’s 
Hst., .18 :-Pa.- Dist...391; Rust’s Bst., 
13 Pa. Dist. 696; Roberts’ Est., 3 Pa. 
Co. 365, 20 WklyNC 380. 


80. Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 403; 
Randolph v. Little, 62 Ala. 396. 

[a] Until after judgment.—A de- 
lay in the assertion of the claim until 
after judgment in favor of the at- 
taching or the garnishing creditor 
against the garnishee is a waiver. 
Randolph y. Little, 62 Ala. 396. 
aie Johnston v. Willey, 21 Ill. A. 

{a] Before sale.—The positive re- 
fusal of the owner of personal prop- 
erty to make a schedule at the time 
of the levy, upon due notice and op- 
portunity given, does not of itself 
prevent him from making a schedule 
within a reasonable time. The stat- 
ute provides that ‘whenever’ a 
debtor against whom an execution 
is issued may desire to avail himself 
of its benefits, he may do so by de- 
livering to the officer a proper sched- 
ule. Ordinarily this should be done 
before levy, but the only limitation 
by the statute of the time for its 
effectual delivery is that which is 
necessarily implied, namely, that it 
must be before the writ is executed 
and the officer’s control of the prop- 
erty lost by sale thereunder, and 
what is generally implied where time 
is given without a more specific limi- 
tation, namely, that it must be 
within a reasonable time. Johnston 
v. Willey, 21 Ill. A. 354. 

82. Wallace y. Collins, 5 Ark. 41, 
39 AmD 359; Hoisington v. Huff, 24 
Kan. 379; Kyle’s App., 45 Pa. 353; 
Bowman vy. Smiley, 31 Pa. 225, 72 
AmD 738. 

[a] Appraisement.—The waiver of 
the privilege of exemption is a 
waiver of the right to appraisement 
under the statute. Bowman v. 
Smiley, 310 Pak (2255. 727 Amb), 738. 
ras Long v. Wilson, 15 Pa. Co. 

84. Long v. Wilson, 15 Pa.-Co. 68. 

Rights of creditors whose claims 
re based on waiver see infra 

85. Seay v. Palmer, 93 Ala. 381, 


waiver merely “of all rights of ex- 
emption and homestead,” without ex- 
pressly referring in any way to the 
exemptions allowed by the laws of 
other states, it is presumed that it 
refers only to the exemptions allowed 
by the law of the state in which it is 
executed, and does not apply in an 
action on the note in another state. 
Seay v. Palmer, 93 Ala. 381, 9 S 601, 
30 AmSR 57. 

86. Agnew v. Walden, 95 Ala. 108, 
10 S 224; Reed Lumber Co. v. Lewis, 
94 Ala. 626, 10 S 333; Terrell v. 
Hurst, 76 Ala. 588; Neely v. Henry, 
63 Ala. 261; Howard Bldg., ete., 
Assoc. v. Philadelphia, ete. R. Co., 
102) Paz 220. 

[a] “All homestead exemptions.” 
—A clause in a note waiving “all 
homestead exemptions” has been held@ 
not to be a waiver of personal prop- 
erty exemptions. Reed Lumber Co. 
v. Lewis, 94 Ala. 626, 10 S 333. 

[b] “Homestead exemption laws 
on both real and personal property.” 
—A clause in a note waiving “all 
benefit of the homestead exemption 
laws on both real and personal prop- 
erty” is a waiver of the personal 
property exemption. Terrell v. Hurst, 
76 Ala. 588. 

[ce] Other expressions. — (i) A 
waiver in a note of “all exemptions 
Jor relief laws under the statutes and 
constitution of Alabama” is an ex- 
emption of personal property. Ag- 
new v. Walden, 95 Ala, 108, 10 S$ 
224. (2) A waiver, by an obligor in 
a bond, of the benefits of every law 
made or to be made “to exempt the 
premises described” in an accom- 
panying mortgage, or “any other 
premises whatsoever,” from levy and 
sale under execution, “or any part of 
the proceeds arising from the sale 
thereof,” from the payment of the 
moneys secured by the bond, is con- 
fined to the obligor’s real estate. 
Howard Bldg., etc., Assoc. y. Phila- 
delphia, ete., R. Co., 102 Pa. 220. 

87. Neely v. Henry, 63 Ala. 261. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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owner as personal property.$* If an agreement to 
submit to arbitration is accompanied by a bond 
containing a waiver of exemption, the waiver fol- 
lows and attaches to a judgment obtained in de- 
fault of abiding by the award.*® 

Waiver in lease. The waiver of exemption in a 
written lease subjects, where such waiver is allowed, 
the exempt. property of the tenant to the satisfac- 
tion of a judgment for the rent.°° Where the waiver 
in the lease is restricted to exemptions in property 
on the premises, the tenant’s exemption in property 
not in the premises is unaffected.®1 
waiving clause stipulates that all property on the 
premises shall be liable to distress and that all 
right of exemption shall be waived, the waiver is 
construed to have reference only to all exemptions in 
property on the premises, and not to extend to other 
property not on the premises,®? and to apply only 
to proceedings for the recovery of rent by distress,®? 
and not to apply generally to debts for rent with- 
out regard to the process used in collecting them. 
The waiver extends no further than for the rent 
due.®® And the tenant is entitled on sale of the 
goods for the rent to his exemption in the surplus 
proceeds of the sale over and above the amount of 
the claim for rent then due,®° as against an at- 
tachment by the landlord to hold such surplus for 
subsequently accruing rent.®’ A landlord, by taking 
in payment of rent notes containing a waiver of 
exemption of personal property, does not thereby 
abandon the landlord’s:lien.°® 

[§ 206] b. Operation as Lien or Pledge. A 
waiver of exemptions in a promissory note does not 
amount to a lien or pledge of any of the debtor’s 
exempt property or confer any estate or interest in 
it. There must be a judgment and execution to give 
the waiver any operation,®® and so a waiver of 


88. Hammer v. Freeman, 181 Ala. 
109, 61 S 106. 


EXEMPTIONS 


And where the’ 


wife-—A note given by a husband 9. 
which waived exemptions as to per-| 626 
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exemptions in a promissory note does not affect the 
promisor’s right to insure his life for the benefit of 
his wife, paying annual premiums not in excess of 
the statutory limit, and the creditor, after reduc- 
ing his debt to judgment, cannot reach and subject 
in equity property which the surviving wife has 
bought or improved with the proceeds of the pol- 
icy.2 If the exemption is waived in a judgment the 
debtor cannot divest his property from liability un- 
der the judgment by transferring it to his wife. 

[§ 207] c. Waiver by Husband as Affecting 
Wife and Family. The husband’s waiver where the 
right to waive is recognized binds the wife, in the 
absence of express restrictions.* But the husband’s 
waiver does not affect exemptions in which his wife,> 
or his family © has an interest. Where the wife has 
such interest, however, she must intervene to pro- 
tect her interest,’ else she also will be taken to have 
waived her rights,’ and her husband’s waiver under 
such circumstances will operate to deprive her also 
of her rights in the exempt property.’ The rights 
of a married woman in her separate property 1° ean- 
not be affected by an attempted waiver by her hus- 
band.1+ 

[§ 208] d. Rights of Other Creditors. It has 
been held that a waiver of exemption for the bene- 
fit of a junior judgment ereditor works a waiver 
in favor of all judgment ereditors. The debtor is 
not allowed to determine priorities by this means.12 
Whatever the debtor does not claim for himself or 
his family goes into the general fund, to be dis- 
tributed according to law;!? for among creditors 
having existing liens upon the same property, the 
law regulates their priority and not the will of the 
debtor.1* The rule is not applicable to a mortgage 
foreclosure, for although the debtor cannot claim 
exemption against the mortgage, he may neverthe- 
Dodge v. Knight, (Tex.) 16 SW 


89. Quick v. Geitman, 3 Pa. Co.|sonal property is not a lien on the 10. Lioya v. Underkofler, 13 Phila. 
610. annual premiums paid by him on a| (Pa.) 160. 
[a] Where judgment was ren-| policy of life insurance in favor of 1l. Wickham vy. Traders’ State 


dered on a note waiving the benefit 
of the exemption law, and the prop- 
erty was claimed by the wife of de- 
fendant in execution, and a bond 
filed, defendant in execution being a 
party thereon, and judgment was 


[b] 


his wife, where the premiums paid 
do not exceed the statutory limit of |v. 
five hundred dollars. 

95 Ala. 245, 10 S 647. 
Statutory right of action in 
favor of wife.—In Michigan the wife 


Bank, 95 Kan. 657, 149 P 433; King 
Moore, 10 Mich. 538; Hess v. 


Craft v. Stoutz, | Beates, 78 Pa. 429; Balmer vy. Peiffer, 
Giepel, Con.Gea.): 425: 
12. Miller v. Getz, 135 Pa. 558, 19 


A 955; Hallman v. Hallman, 124 Pa. 


rendered on the forthcoming bond, 
defendant in execution, on the forth- 
coming bond, was not entitled to any 
exemption. The suit on the bond was 
not a new suit. Lorenz v. Wright, 6 
WklyNC (Pa.) 539. 


90. Hoisington y. Huff, 24 Kan. 
309. 

91. Mitchell v. Coates, 47 Pa. 202. 

92. Mitchell v. Goates, 47 Pa. 202. 

93. Schock v, Waidelich, 27 Pa. 
Super. 215. / 

34. Schock v. Waidelich, 27 Pa. 
Super. 215. 

95. Simes v. Steadwell, 12 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 292. 
= 56. Simes v. Steadwell, 12 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 292. 

o7. Simes v. Steadwell, 12 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 292. 

98. Stephens y. Adams, 93 Ala. 
117, 9 S 529. 

‘99. In re Tune, 115 Fed. 906; Mc- 
Williams-Rankin Co. v. Thompson, 


135 Ga. 424, 69 SE 554. 
1. Craft v. Stoutz, 95 Ala. 245, 10 


647. 
3 2. Craft v. Stoutz, 95 Ala. 245, 10 
647. 
S 3. Tillis v. Deam, 118 Ala. 645, 22 
S 804. 


4. Godman v. Smith, 17 Ind. 152; 
Hoover v. Haslage, 7 OhS&CP 98, 5 
OhNP 90. 

5. Craft v. Stoutz, 95 Ala. 245, 10 
S 647; King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 
538 


was formerly given a right of action 
for exempt property taken in execu- 
tion against her husband (Comp. L. 
§ 3294), and her action cannot be de- 
feated by showing that the property 
was turned out by the husband to 
be levied on. King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 
538. 

6. Kennedy y. Juhan, 102 Ga. 148, 
29 SE 188; Baker v. Baker, 69 Ill. A. 
461. 

[a] Waiver by head of family.— 
That a head of a family who, as such, 
files a claim to exempt property 
levied upon under an execution issued 
against him as an individual, after- 
ward withdraws such claim, does not 
render the property subject to the 
execution as against the family. 
Kennedy y. Juhan, 102 Ga. 148, 29 SH 
188. 

{[b] After desertion by head of 
family.— Where the statute of exemp- 
tion provides that, when the head of 
a family shall die, desert, or not re- 
side with the family, the family shall 
be entitled to and receive all the ben- 
efits and privileges which are con- 
ferred upon the head of a family 
residing with it, a husband cannot, 
after or as part of his desertion of 


his family, waive his right of ex- 
emption. Baker v. Baker, 69 Ill. A. 
461 


7. Dodge v. Knight, (Tex.) 16 SW 


626. 
8. Dodge v. Knight, (Tex.) 16 SW 


[a] Insurance policy in favor of ' 626. 


347, 16 A 871; Bower’s App., 68 Pa. 
126; Lauck’s App., 44 Pa. 395; Shelly’s 
App., 36 Pa. 373; Garrett’s App., 32 
Pa. 160, 72 AmD 779; Bowyer’s App., 
21 Pa, 210; Keetley v. Campbell, 15 


Pa, Super. 415; Knoll’s App., 11 
WklyNC (Pa.) 511; Denlinger v. 
Burkey, 18 lLancLRev (Pa.) 94. 


Contra Johnston’s App., 25 Pa. 146; 
McCowan y. Hisenhuth, 2 Pearson 
(Pa.) 262; Irwin’s Est., 14 Pittsb 
LJINSaiCPas)) wos 

_ [a] Claim for rent.—A judgment 
in favor of a certain person contain- 
ing a waiver of the debtor’s exemp- 
tion enures to the benefit of a land- 
lord’s claim, although the lease was 
silent upon the subject of waiver. 
Collins’ App., 35 Pa. 83; Steininger 
Pe Butler, 5 Pa. 48, 17 Pa: Co. 


7 

[b] Discharge of junior judgment. 
—The rights of creditors holding 
prior liens under a waiver of exemp- 
tion given to a junior judgment cred- 
itor, when once vested, will not be 
affected by the debtor’s later pur- 
chasing the judgment of the junior 
judgment creditor, in which the 
waiver of exemption was contained. 
Watson v. Woodson, 17 Pa. Dist. 84, 
35.Pa. Co: 341. 

is: Bowyer’s= App.,. 21) “Pa. .210: 
Watson v. Woodson, 17 Pa. Dist. 84, 


35 Pa. Co. 341. 
14... Thomas’ .App., 69 Pa... 120: 


Watson yv. Woodson, 17 Pa. Dist. 84, 
35° Pa. Co. 341. 


ee =p 
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less claim exemption against subsequent judgment 
ereditors.15 It is held even that the implied waiver 
by the execution of a mortgage does not amount to 
a waiver of exemption as against general judgment 
creditors whose liens had attached prior to its execu- 
tion.1° However, if real estate is sold under a 
judgment prior to a mortgage, defendant is not 


entitled to claim his exemption out of the pro- 


ceeds.17 The rule does not apply to costs.18 That 
the rule should be applied at all, there must be 
process in the sheriff’s hands whereby he ean seize 
all defendant’s property and thus take the proceeds 
into court for distribution before the creditors can 
take advantage of the waiver.19 Where no debt is 
levied except: the one against which the debtor 
claims exemption, and there is no fund in court to 
be distributed, the rule does not apply.?° 

Resort to exempted fund. It is settled that a 
waiver of exemptions as to any lien will inure to the 
benefit of creditors having subsequent liens, so far 
as to entitle them to compel the creditor in whose 
favor exemptions have been waived to resort first 
to the exempted fund;?! but this does not mean that 
a ereditor to whom such waiver has been given shall 
insist upon it for the benefit of creditors who have 
no such waiver.?? 

Claim less than amount of exemption. When the 
waiver is in favor of a claim which is less than the 
amount of the exemption, it does not operate as a 
complete abandonment of the exemption, and does 
not prevent a claim of the balance of the exemption 
as against creditors having subsequent lens.?* 

Judgment for purchase money. When a debtor 
waives his right of exemption, a provision of the 
exemption law that no exemption shall be allowed 
as against a judgment for the purchase money ceases 
to have any operation, and such a judgment cred- 
itor’s rights are inferior to those of a prior cred- 
tore 

[§ 209] 


15. Quinn’s App., 86 Pa. 447; 
Shelly’s App., 386 Pa. 373; 
Johnston, 29 Pa. 362. 

16. Bower’s App., 68 Pa. 126;]| Bar 


6. Enforcement. The party entitled to 
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the benefit of a waiver of exemption may bring ac- 
tion for its enforcement.?> If a waiver by an agree- 
ment is claimed in an action thereon it must be 
pleaded and found in favor of plaintiff.2¢ The mere 
allegation of the fact that a waiver has been made 
and its extent is sufficient.27 An allegation of a 
waiver of all homestead exemptions does not include 
personalty.** Under some statutes the judgment 
must contain the waiver or it cannot be taken ad- 
vantage of *° and omission of the waiver in the judg- 
ment amounts, to an abandonment thereof and a 
consent to accept a common judgment.°° In other 
jurisdictions, where there are no such statutory re- 
quirements, it is not necessary that the judgment 
should contain a recital of the waiver,?4 and a 
waiver, after judgment, is provable aliunde, whether 
the lien of the judgment is general or special, and 
whether the waiver is written in the contract or 
obligation, or on a separate paper;*? and it is held 
that a defendant in an execution is not entitled to 
his exemption, where his promissory note on which 
the judgment was obtained waives the exemption, 
although there is no reference in the transcript to 
the waiver.** But where suit is brought on a note 
with a waiver of exemption and on the common 
counts in assumpsit, and it does not appear upon 
what count judgment is entered, plaintiff cannot 
avail himself of the waiver.*+ If the waiver has not 
been pleaded, has not been indorsed on the writ, or 
has not otherwise appeared in the proceedings as 
required by law, it cannot appear in the judgment, 
and if the judgment thus improperly contains a 
waiver it must be modified by omitting the recital 
thereof.2° Where the statute requires that the fact 
of waiver shall be indorsed on the writ by the of- 
ficer issuing it, a complaint containing an averment 
of waiver, filed on the return of the writ, is not a 
compliance with the statute, in the absence of the 
statutory indorsement of waiver on the writ.%¢ 
Mortgage. Although a mortgage operates as a 


ston’s App., 25 Pa. 116; Grover, ete.,| dale v. Tibbetts, 16 Ind. 200. 
Hill v.|Sewing Mach. Co. v. Gruber, 2 Pear- [b] 
son (Pa.) 288; Ankrim y. Kyle, 6 Lanc| sion recites that there was a waiver 
(Pa.) 74; Kehler vy. Miller, 1 


When a judgment by confes- 


of exemptions, it will be presumed, 
LegGaz|in the absence of a contrary showing 


Huffort’s App., 10 WklyNC (Pa.) ieee (Pa.) 305 4 
528. 5 
17. Huffort’s App. 10 WklyNC 22. Feak’s App., 81 Pa. 76. 
(Pa.) 528. 23. Hallman y. Hallman, 124 Pa. 


18. Kiefer v. Kiefer, 3 Pa, Dist. 
471, 14 Pa. Co. 545. 

{a] Ilustration.—Where two exe- 
cutions are issued on judgments by 
confession, one of which waives ex- 
emptions, and the amount realized is 
less than the exemptions, the costs 
of the second execution are first de- 
ducted, and the balance given to the 
first execution. It is the second exe- 
cution with its clause of exemption 
which creates whatever fund there is 
in court from which the first execu- 
tion ereditor derives the _ benefit. 
Kiefer v. Kiefer, 3 Pa. Dist. 471, 14 
Pa. Co. 545. 

1952 Thomas, “App., 69% Ba. 120; 
Temple v. Gough, 9 Pa. Co. 85. 

[a] Wlustration.—The waiver of 
the benefit of all exemption laws in 
a lease cannot inure to the benefit 
of-an execution creditor as to whose 
debt such exempticns are not waived, 
although he notifies the sheriff levy- 
ing such execution that a year’s rent 
is due him by the execution debtor, 


such notice not being process 
whereby all defendant’s property 
may be seized and the _ proceeds 


brought into court for distribution. 
Temple v. Gough, 9 Pa. Co. 85. 

20; “Thomas?! App: 69 “Par 120: 

21. Hallman y. Hallman, 124 Pa. 
347, 16 A 871; Pittman’s App., 48 Pa. 
315; Shelly’s App., 36 Pa. 373; John- 


347, 16 A 871; Thomas’ App., 69 Pa. 
120; Bowyer’s App., 21 Pa. 210. 

24. Kyle’s App., 45 Pa. 353. 

25. South Side Planing Mill Assoc. 
egos etc., Lumber Co., 64 Ind. 

{a] For example, the party enti- 
tled to the benefit of a waiver of 
exemption contained in a bond may 
bring an action on the bond to en- 
force the waiver, and the fact that 
he is not the obligee named in the 
bond will not affect his right in re- 
lief. South Side Planing Mill Assoc. 
eet ae etc., Lumber Co., 64 Ind. 

26. Story Mercantile Co. v. McClel- 
lan, 145 Ala. 629, 40 S 123; Fears v. 
Thomescn, 82 Ala. 294, 2 S 719; Tay- 
lor v. Cockrell, 80 Ala. 236. 

27. Story Mercantile Co. v. Mc- 
Clellan, 145 Ala. 629, 40 S 123. 

28. Reed Lumber Co. v. Lewis, 94 
Alay 626, 10 S 338. 

29. See statutory provisions; and 
Courie v. Goodwin, 89 Ala. 569, 8 S 
9 (where a garnishment suit was 
brought on the judgment); Hosea v. 
Talbert, 65 Ala. 178. 

{a] A single recital of waiver in 
the judgment is sufficient where judg- 
ment is entered on the original debt 
and for costs. A separate judgment 
for the costs containing a recital of 


waiver is not necessary. Martin- 


in the record, that there was a prop- 
erly executed instrument in writing 
expressing such waiver. Hearn v. 
State, 62 Ala. 218. 

30. Agnew v. Walden, 95 Ala. 108, 
10 S 224. 

31. Fiemister v. Phillips, 65 Ga. 
676; Hoisington vy. Huff, 24 Kan. 


{a] Illustration—Where a lessee 
waives in his written lease all right 
of exemption of personal prcperty 
from seizure for any rent, such of 
his property as would otherwise be 
exempt may be scized on execution, 
although the judgment for rent con- 
tains no reference to the waiver. 
Hoisington v. Huff, 24 Kan. 379. 

rie Flemister v. Phillips, 65. Ga. 
676. 

83. Zumpfe v. Schultz, 35 Pa. 
Super. 106; Kindig vy. Kahler, 19 Pa. 
Dist. 765. \ 

fa] Dlustration—A judgment en- 
tered against a bankrupt on a note 
wherein the bankrupt waived the 
benefits of the exemption law may 
be enforced against money allowed 
the bankrupt in lieu of his exemp- 
tion and in the hands of his trustee 
in bankruptcy. Zumpfe v. Schultz, 
35 Pa. Super. 106. 

384. Usaw v. Wenrick, 2 Chest. Co. 


3 82 Ala. 
294, 2 S 719. 

36. Fears v. Thompson, 82 Ala. 
294 2 SUL Ge 


v. Thompson, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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waiver of mortgagor’s exemption rights as against 
the mortgagee,*" the mortgagor is entitled as against 
the mortgagee to a marshaling of the assets after 
sale,*? and to have the mortgagee’s claim satisfied 
out of the sale of nonexempt property,®® if no loss 
to the mortgagee is involved.*? Where there was no 
stipulation either in the mortgage or in the notes 
to seeure which the mortgage was given, a personal 
judgment against the mortgagor for recovery of the 
debt, without relief from valuation or appraisement 
laws, 1s erroneous.‘ 

Landlord’s claim. Where, by law, the landlord 
has no lien on the tenant’s property exempt from 
execution, it is necessary for the landlord to record 
a lease containing a waiver of exemptions if he 
wishes to claim the waiver against bona fide pur- 
chasers of the property.*? : 

[§ 210] 7. Revocation and Release. It would 
seem clear that consent that exempt property may be 
levied upon and sold, if not supported by a con- 
sideration, may be revoked at any time before it is 
acted upon, and so it has been held.4? And where 
a waiver implied from the conduct of defendant is 
without consideration, it is revocable.44 But where 
the waiver is made at the time of entering into a 
contract, it is based upon the same consideration as 
that upon which rests the liability to pay, and is 
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defendant relieved 
should the garnishment 


say that there was no 


(25.C.ahy ed 


debtor, after executing and delivering a judgment 
note containing a waiver of exemptions, revoke the 
waiver.*®. There is a revocation in law when a deed 
of trust operating as a waiver of exemption is set 
aside by a subsequent adjudication in bankruptey.*7 

Release of waiver, or compromise. A creditor in 
whose favor the debtor has waived exemptions may 
release him from the effect of the waiver, or com- 
promise the claim of exemption.*§ 

[§ 211] B. Estoppel. Under the application of 
general principles of estoppel,*®? a debtor may be 
precluded from setting up a claim that property is 
exempt,°° although a mere waiver of his exemption 
or an executory contract to waive it might be in- 
valid.>+ In order that an estoppel may arise the 
other party must have acted to his prejudice or 
changed his position in reliance upon the debtor’s 
representations or conduct,? this constituting the 
distinction between an estoppel in pais and a 
waiver.’ Any conduct .or representations of the 
debtor which influence a change of acts and posi- 
tion of the creditor or the officer to his detriment 
may operate as an estoppel.®* But where the con- 
duct of the debtor has no effect whatever upon the 
acts or position of the creditor or officer, there is 
no estoppel.®> Where the debtor notifies the shertff 
and creditor through his attorney of his claim to 
exemption, it is not necessary that he should go 
be 


suit to shown which would make it a fraud 


still to insist upon such claim. 
Heath v. Keyes, 35 Wis. 668. 

{b] Misdescription.—Defendant in 
replevin is not estopped to claim as 


It is not |exempt the mules seized under the 


therefore irrevocable.4® Nor does the death of a 
37. See supra § 196. son for his wishing 
38. Hays v. Barlow, 98 Miss. 487, | brought. By persuading plaintiffs to 
495, 54 S 2, AnnCas1913B 394 [cit| institute action, 
Cyc]. himself from liability to judgment 
- 89. Hays v. Barlow, 98 Miss. 487,|for costs 
54 S$ 2, AnnCas1913B 394. proceeding be unsuccessful. 
40. Hays v. Barlow, 98 Miss. 487,|for us to 
54 S$ '2, AnnCas1913B 394. adequate advantage resulting from 
41. Duckwall v. Kisner, 136 Ind.| this arrangement. Having 


99, 35 NE 697. 

42. Richardson v. Kurz, (Iowa) 9 
NW 104. 

43. Bliss v. Raynor, 91 Hun 250, 
36 NYS 156; Hutchinson v. Campbell, 
25 Pa. 2738. 

44. Johnson v. Tene TON. Be 25t, 
51 A 908, 93 AmMSR 509. 

45. In re Pfeiffer, 155 Fed. 892; 
Bowman v. Smiley, 31 Pa. 225, 72 
AmD 738; Winchester v. Costello, 2 
Pars. Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 279. 

Barrett v. Barrett, 9 Pa. Co. 


In re Gorman, 226 Fed. 361. 
Beegle v. Wentz, 55 Pa. 369, 
93 AmD 762. 


49. See Estoppel §§ 116-203. 

50. Farwell v. Patterson, 76 Ill. A. 
$01; McKenzie v. Redman, 87 Me. 
322, 32 A 962; Dow v.. Cheney, 103 
Mass. 181; Sebright v. Moore, 38 

ich. 92. 

“ Dowling v. Wood, 125 Iowa 
244, 101 NW 113, 106 AmSR 301; 


MecManon v. Cook, 107 App. Div. 150, 
94 NYS 1018. : 
[a] Tiustration.—“But we think 
that the case before us is not con- 
trolled by ordinary rules as to walver 
of exemption. The defendant had the 
right to receive the wages for his per- 
sonal earnings from the railroad com- 
pany, and apply them to his indebted- 
ness to plaintiffs and, if necessary, 
he could bring suit against the com- 
pany, and apply the sum realized in 
such suit to the payment of plaintiffs 
claim. Or he might, without doubt, 
have assigned to plaintiffs his claim 
against the company, thus enabling 
them to sue as assignees. Instead 
of doing this, he directed the plain- 
tiffs to bring action on their claim, 
and garnish the company, which was, 
in effect, instituting action against 
the company for the benefit of the 
defendant to recover the amount of 
the indebtedness of the company to 
him. It appears from the allegations 
of the pleadings that defendant had 
recently been discharged from the 
employment of the railroad company, 
and there may have been good rea- 


$ induced 
the plaintiffs to incur the expense 
and liability involved in instituting 
garnishment proceedings, we think 
that defendant is estopped from set- 
ting up the exemption of his earn- 
ings aS against the plaintiffs’ claim. 
The defendant may well be held to be 
estopped by his conduct, although a 
mere waiver of his exemption, or an 
executory contract to waive it, would 
be invalid.” Dowling v. Wood, 125 
nike 244, 246, 101 NW 113, 106 AmSR 

[b] For example, a statute which 
provides for a certain form in can- 
celing exemptions, and that any other 
form of release or waiver of an ex- 
emption is void, does not prevent 
one from estopping himself to claim 
property as exempt. McMahon ov. 


Cook, 107. App. Div. 150, 94 NYS 
52. Ala.—Boylston v. Rankin, 114 


Ala. 408, 21 S 995; Jordan v. Autrey, 
10 Ala. 276. 

Ida.—Coey v. Cleghorn, 10 Ida. 166, 
79 P72, 109 AmSR 199: 

Tll.— Johnston v. Willey, 21 Ill. A. 
354. 

Iowa.—HEllsworth v. Savre, 67 Iowa 
449, 25 NW 699. 

Kan.—Rice vy. Nolan, 33 Kan. 28, 5 


P 437. 
Md.—Bramble v. State, 41 Md. 
435. 
Minn.—McAbe v. Thompson, 27 


Minn. 134, 6 NW 279. 
N. Y.—Bliss v. Raynor, 91 Hun 250, 
86 NYS 156; Farrell v. Higley, Lalor 


87. 

Wis—Heath v. Keyes, 35 Wis. 
668. 

fa] Receipting for and retaining 


property levied on.—The fact that 
a debtor and another person have 
given to the sheriff a receipt for arti- 
eles levied on, and thus retained 
possession of them, does not estop 
the debtor or his coreceiptor from 
setting up the exemption of the prop- 
erty as a defense in an action‘by the 
sheriff on the receipt, where the prop- 
erty levied was claimed as exempt at 
the time of the levy, and no facts are 


writ, because the delivery bond, like 
the petition and writ, misdescribed 
them, plaintiff not being prejudiced 
thereby. Augustine y. Gold, (lowa) 
174 NW 581. 

[ec] Application of rule.-—A debtor 
who executes a ncte containing the 
statement: “hereby waiving the bene- 
fit of every exemption of property 
from sale on execution under the 
laws of this state” is not thereby 
estopped from setting up his claim 
of exemption, since the matter re- 
lates not to a matter of fact but to 
a matter of contract, there being no 
fact involved in the transaction of 
which the payee of the note was 
ignorant. Crawford v. Lockwood, 9 
ate (N. Y.) 547, 12 NYLegObs 

5. 

53. Bramble v. State, 41 Md. 435. 


soya of exemption. see supra 
202. 

54. Davis v. Webster, 59 N. H. 
sua Barney v. Keniston, 58 N. H. 
168. 

[a] Iustrations.—(1) Where the 


debtor leads the sheriff ‘to believe 
that he has other cows than those 
attached and does not claim a par- 
ticular cow as exempt and receives 
back one of the cows released from 
the attachment without objection, he 
cannot hold the sheriff liable for seiz- 
ing the cow on the ground that it 
was exempt. Davis v. Webster, 59 
N. H. 471. (2) Where a horse and 
a yoke of oxen are seized under at- 
tachment and the debtor procures a 
release of the horse, claiming ex- 
emption under L. (1871) ec 30, he is 
estopped from thereafter denying 
title to the horse and claiming that 
the oxen were exempt. Barney v. 
Keniston, 58 N. H. 168. 

Haskins v. Bennett, 41 Vt. 
698. 

{a] Mlustration.—Wheére a debtor 
tells his creditor that he has two 
yoke of oxen and other property sub- 
ject to attachment, and that he will 
pay soon, and afterward the creditor 
attaches one yoke of the oxen, the 
debtor is not estopped by his decla- 
ration from claiming the yoke at- 
tached as exempt. Haskins v. 
Bennett, 41 Vt. 698. 
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further and absolutely prevent the sale of the 
property.°° Where a debtor in order to protect 
the surety on a replevin bond informs the officer 
that he will surrender certain exempt property and 
the officer accepts the offer, the debtor cannot after- 
ward withdraw the surrender by claiming his exemp- 
tion, since this might: subject the officer to suit.57 
But keeping possession of goods seized on execution 
as bailee of the sheriff, or buying them in at the 
execution sale, does not estop the owner from prose- 
cuting his claim to them, as exempt from execu- 
tion.’ Where the debtor directs his creditors to 
bring suit against himself and to garnish his em- 
ployer for wages due him, he is estopped from later 
claiming his exemption therein.®® But it has been 
held that procuring the garnishment of a debt due 
him does not estop the debtor from claiming exemp- 
tion out of a debt which exceeds the amount of the 
exemption, for the debtor’s conduct is not incon- 
sistent with an intention to appropriate only the 
excess to the payment of the execution.°° A _ per- 
son who in seeking to qualify as surety on a bail 
bond represents himself as owning certain property 
above his debts and exemptions will be estopped 
later from claiming exemption in such property 
when judgment is obtained against him on the 
bond.®: A person who holds himself out to a ecred- 
itor as doing business as a partnership is estopped 
to set up that he is doing business as an individual 
so as to be able to claim exemption in the business 
property.® 

Failure to make claim. The rule that a person, 
who is silent when he should speak, will not be heard 
when he would speak, is generally held to apply to 


EXEMPTIONS 


a debtor who fails to make his claim at the time 
of the levy, and later endeavors to hold the ereditor 


56. Jackson v. Hodges, 141 La.|]exemptions in the 
993, 76 S 174, LRAI1917F 732. the business). 

{a] Illustration.—The fact that a 
having personal 


which is exempt, is unable to give Minn.—Miller 


bond for an injunction to subject a| Minn, 321, 50 NW 235. 68. 
N. Y.—Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans./|Ala. 408, 21 S 995, 62 AmSR Lil; 


seizure and sale of such property un- 


der execution furnishes no ground 263; Smith v. Hill, 
: Pa.—Allemong y. 
him from thereafter attacking the | WklyNC 124; Scott v. Kerlin, 1 Del. 


for an estoppel which would prevent 


sale, where the property has been|Co. 545, 
adjudicated to plaintiff in execution 
and is still in his possession, and es- 
pecially where he, through his attor- 64. 
ney and the sheriff, was notified in | 574 


107, 59 NW 456. 
Richards y. 


- lowa.—Angell v. Johnson, 51 
property | lowa 625, 2 NW 435. 


[§ 211 


or the officer responsible for taking his goods.® 
If the debtor voluntarily surrenders property levied: 
upon without claiming the exemption, he is estopped 
from afterward asserting the claim.** But property 
absolutely exempt, regardless of whether a claim 
to its exemption i8 made or not, may be listed as 
a part of a debtor’s estate.in bankruptey without 
operating to. estop him later from claiming his 
exemption therein.®°®> Where one who is entitled to 
an exemption in land, on the ground that it has 
been purchased with pension money, fails to assert 
his claim or sto disclose the fact in a sale of the 
land, he is estoppéd to make such claim as against 
the innocent purchaser.®® 

Disclaimer of title. If at the time of the levy 
the debtor denies ownership of the property levied 
upon, and the creditor or officer acts upon the denial 
to his prejudice, he is estopped from claiming the 
right to exemption therein at a later time.®’ But 
when the disclaimer of title has not influenced the 
conduct of the officer or been acted on by him or 
plaintiff in the execution, it will not estop the debtor 
from afterward asserting and proving his title 
thereto as owner, and claiming the property as 
exempt.*8 A disclaimer of ownership operates as 
an estoppel only in the proceedings in which the dis- 
claimer is made, so that if they are discontinued and 
new proceedings started, the disclaimer made in the 
proceedings does not estop the person who made it 


from claiming his exemption in the later proceed- 


ings.° 

Estoppel of wife. Where a wife becomes entitled 
to the exempt property after the husband has ab- 
sconded, she is not estopped by her husband’s rep- 
resentations or conduct as to the character or own- 
ership of the exempt property.’° 

Disclaimer of title as estoppel 
generally see Estoppel § 153. 

Enforcement of forfeiture on 
ground of debtor’s denial of owner< 


McCarty, 47 | ship see supra § 209. 
Ala.—Boylston v. Rankin, 114 


property used in 


22 Barb. 656. 
Passmore, 14 


Jordan v. Autrey, 10 Ala. 276. 
Ark.—Sannoner vy. King, 

299, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. f 
Mass.—Wallis vy. Truesdell, 6 Pick. 


Wis.—Lamont v. Wootton, 88 Wis. | 455. 


Minn.—-McAbe _ v. 
Haines, 30 Iowa] Minn. 134, 6 NW 479 
Nebr.—State v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 


Thompson, 27 


advance of the sale that the property 
was exempt from seizure. Jackson 
v. Hodges, 141 La. 998, 76 S 174, LRA 


1917F 782. 

57. Ponder v. Webb, 1 KyL 335, 10 
Ky. Op. 745. 

58. [SAEs v. McMurray, 32 Ark. 
261. 

59. Dowling v. Wood, 125 Iowa 
244, 101 NW 1138; Marchildon v. 


O’Hara, 52 Mo. A. 523. 

60. Marchildon vy. O’Hara, 52 Mo. 
A. 523. 

61. McMahon v. Cook, 107 App. 
Div. 150, 94 NYS 1018. 

62. Green v. Taylor, 98 Ky. 330, 
32 SW 945, 17 Kyl 897, 56 AmSR 
375. See Smith v. Brown, 4 Ariz. 
358, 42 P 949 (the fact that a mar- 
ried woman, a sole trader, does busi- 
ness under the name “Smith & Co.,” 
and that in ordering goods she and 
her son, who managed the business 
for her, used the expression “we,” 
and that she, when asked by the 
salesman selling her the goods who 
her partners were, answered that 
“my ereditors are my partners,’ and 
when asked why she did business in 
that name answered, “That is my 
business,’ as a matter of law does 
not estop her to deny that she was 
doing business as a partnership, so 
as to enable her to claim personal 


65. Parham v. McMurray, 32 Ark. 
261; Ponder v. Webb, 1 Kyl 335, 10 
Ky. Op. 745; Dreyfus v. Barton, 98 
Miss. 758, 54 S 254. 

La] Tlustration.—The listing of 
an insurance policy by a bankrupt 
as a part of the bankrupt’s asset 
does not operate to estop him, or his 
personal representative after his 
death, from claiming the proceeds of 
the policy as exempt. Dreyfus v. 
Barton, 98 Miss. 758, 54 S 254. 

66. Smith v. Blood, 106 App. Div. 
317, 94 NYS 667. 

67. Miles v. State, 73 Md. 398, 21 
A 51; Sebright vy. Moore, 33 Mich. 
92; McAbe v. Thompson, 27. Minn. 
134, 6 NW 479; Gilleland v. Rhoads, 
34 Pa, 187; Dieffenderfer v. Fisher, 
3 Grant (Pa.) 30; Frank v. Kurtz, 
4 Pa. Super. 233; Moore vy. Baker, 2 
Pa, Dist. 142; Markley v. Spires, 2 
Pa. Co. 424; Dale v. McAlpine, 5 Lance 
LRev (Pa.) 34. 

{a] For example, a person who 
advises the attachment of chattels 
as the property of another is es- 
topped from afterward setting up a 
claim of title and exemption as 
against such proceedings if the offi- 
cer or plaintiff act upon the advice 
to their prejudice. Sebright v. Moore, 
33 Mich. 92; McAbe v. Thompson, 27 
Minn. 134, 6 NW 479. 


pon 43 NW 361, 20 AmSR 681, 9 LRA 

N. Y.—Farrell v. Higley, Lalor 87. 
Mee eee v. Curlin, 1 Humphr. 

{a] MDlustrations.— (1) The fact 
that the debtor, the head of a fam- 
ily, transferred his exempt property 
to his wife, who instituted an action 
of replevin against the officer making 
the levy but was unsuccessful in her 
suit, the property being adjudicated 
to be that of her husband, will not 
deprive a debtor of the benefit of 
exemption laws, even though he may 
have testified upon the trial that the 
property belonged to his wife and 
that he had no interest in it. State 
v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 501, 43 NW 361, 
20' AmSR 681, .9 LRA, 523. (2) A 
declaration of the debtor at the time 
of the levy that he had sold the mare 
which was levied on to a third per- 
son does not prevent recovery in an 
action against the officer if in point 
of fact there was no sale and trans- 
fer,” of ititle.y) Byrd. Vac Curlin, 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 466. 

69. Coey v. Cleghorn, 10 Ida. 166, 
79 P 72, 109 AmSR 199. 

70. Wickham vy. Traders’ State 
Bank, 95 Kan. 657, 149 P 438. 

{a] Tllustration.—Where a wife, 
after procuring a divorce awarding 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Acceptance of proceeds. If the debtor demands 

and receives a surplus from the sale of his prop- 
erty, it has been held that he is estopped to claim 
_damages from the officer who seized and sold the 

property, although at the time of the assignment the 
debtor asked to have his exemption set off.7! There 
is authority, however, to the contrary.’? 

[§ 212] C. Forfeiture—1. In Gezeral. In the 
absence of fraud a debtor does not forfeit or lose 
his right of exemption for any reason, unless he fails 
to comply with some statutory requirement upon 
which his right to exemptions is made to depend.7* 
A violation of law, not affecting the debtor’s status 
under the exemption law, does not necessarily 
operate as a forfeiture of his exemption right."4 

_ As related to the rights of others, the debtor’s act 
in order to operate as a forfeiture of his exemp- 
tion right must amount to a dereliction of some duty 
which he owes to them.*® A purchase-money cred- 
itor has no right to enforce his claim against the 
purchaser’s exemption unless he can identify the 
property sold,’® but the purchaser is under no obli- 
gation to preserve the identity of the purchased 
property in order to enable the vendor to enforce 
his claim against it,’7 and if he mingles the pur- 
chased property with other property so that the 
vendor is unable to identify it and enforce his claim 
against it, he does not thereby forfeit his rights of 
exemption.’® But this rule applies only where the 
debtor’s right to select property as exempt attaches 
to the entire stock and has not yet been exercised.”? 
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Where property already set off as exempt is min- 
gled with nonexempt property, the debtor’s right te 
his exemption depends upon his ability to identify 
the property already so designated.®° 

[§ 213] 2. Failure to File Schedule; Omission 
from Schedule.*t When the statute requires a 
debtor claiming an exemption as against a levy to 
make out and file a schedule of all his property, fail- 
ure to file a schedule will operate as a forfeiture 
of his right to an exemption.®* Although the statute 
may require the debtor to inelude all his property 
in the schedule, and may provide that property not 
included shall not be exempt, the omission of prop- 
erty from the schedule without fraudulent intent 
will not defeat a claim of property included in the 
schedule,** but it will defeat a claim of property 
omitted, even though omitted by mistake.8* An omis- 
sion from a prior schedule will not defeat the 
right.8° A fraudulent omission of property from 
the schedule will not defeat a debtor’s right to 
property included in the schedule in those states in 
which it is held that a debtor does not forfeit his 
exemptions by fraud.®° 4 

[§ 214] 3. Fraud; Fraudulent -Conveyance; 
Concealment—a. In General. According to the 
great weight of authority a debtor does not forfeit 
his right to an exemption by reason of the fact that 
he has acted fraudulently toward his creditors.*? 
The contrary has, however, been held,®® but with 
the qualifications that fraud is not a bar to a claim 
for exemption where it is independent of the trans- 


her her husband’s personal property, 
claimed an automobile and proved it 
was exempt as used in her hus- 
band’s business, she is not estopped 
or bound by her husband’s represen- 
tations to one to whom he mortgaged 
it that the ear belonged to a corpora- 
tion. Wickham y. ‘Traders’ State 
Bank, 95 Kan. 657, 149 P 433 [reh 
den 96 Kan. 350, 150 P 513]. 

71. Merry v. Walker, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 308, 2 WestLMonth 384. 

72. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174. 

73. See cases infra this note. 

[a] In garnishment of exempt 
wages, or of any other exempt chose 
in action, a judgment by default 
against the garnishee, or payment 
by him, where no notice or oppor- 
tunity to protect his rights has been 
given to the principal, does not de- 
feat his right of exemption. Fan- 
ning v. Jacksonville First Nat. Bank, 
76 Ill.) 533) Jones’ v. |\Tracy, 15 Pa. 
417. 

[b] Unlawful sale by assignee in 
bankruptcy.—Where a bankrupt or 
insolvent debtor claims property as 
exempt before a sale thereof by the 
assignee in bankruptcy or insolvency, 
the assignee’s refusal to recognize 
the claim and his sale of the prop- 
erty cannot defeat the _ debtor’s 
rights, for they are not dependent 
upon the discretion of the assignee, 
and he may assert his claim against 
the proceeds of the sale while in the 
hands of the court for distribution. 
In re Jones, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,445, 2 
Dill. 343. 

[c] Held not to forfeit exemption, 
—(1) That a bankrupt squandered 
money in gambling and other waste- 
ful practices. In re Berman, 165 
Fed. 383. (2) The fact that the 
debtor ‘was about to use (Wood v. 
Bresnahan, 63 Mich. 614, 30 NW 206; 
Brown v. Beckwith, 58 W. Va. 140, 
51 SE 977, 112 AmSR 955, 1 LRANS 
778), (3) or had contracted to use 
(Whicher v. Long, 11 Iowa 48) his 
exempt property in another state 
does not affect his right to exemption. 
(4) That the debtor left his current 
wages for personal services due him 
from a city in the city’s treasury 
after demand had been made for the 


wages by him and the demand of the 
entire amount refused does not work 
a forfeiture of his right to exemp- 
tion. Snyder vy. Galveston, (Tex. A.) 
15 SW 208. 

74. Bowman sv. 
CodeRep (N. Y.) 

75. Wagner vy. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 
54 NW. 286. 

76. Exempt property. subject to 
claim for purchase price see supra 
§§ 170-174. 

Tim Vapner Ve OlSONnj es Ne ) Dae 09, 
54 NW 286. 

78. Wagner v, Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 
54 NW _ 286. 

79. See Wagner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 
69, 54 NW 286. 

80. Smith v. Turnley, 44 Ga. 243. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a party 
levies a distress warrant on property 
consisting of a lot of drugs, which 
has been exempted by the ordinary 
under the law of personalty exemp- 
tion, and it appears that the drugs 
exempted have been mixed with other 
drugs bought by the parties, the 
privilege of exemption extends only 
to the articles exempted by the or- 
dinary, and they must be claimed 
and identified to release them from 


; Quackenboss, 3 


levy. Smith v. Turnley, 44 Ga. 243. 
81. Filing’) schedule see infra 
§§ 248-258. 


g2. Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 409. 

83. Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51; 
Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99; Douch 
v. Rahner, 61 Ind. 64. 

Form, requisites, and sufficiency of 
schedule see infra §§ 250-256. 

84. Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51; 
Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 409. 

85. Sannoner v. King, 49 Ark. 299, 
5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. 

86. See infra § 213. 

87. U. S.—In re Denson, 195 Fed. 
857 (Alabama). 

Ala.—Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 
266, 13 S 578. But see Weis v. Levy, 
69 Ala. 209 (containing a dictum to 
the effect that if a debtor were to 
dispose fraudulently of the property 
he has claimed and retained as ex- 
empt, with the view and for the pur- 
pose cf obtaining an additional ex- 
emption, his claim to such additional 
exemption should be disallowed). 

Ark.—Sannoner v. King, 49 Ark. 


299, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. 

Mich.—Freehling v. Bresnahan, 61 
Mich. 540, 38 NW 531, 1 AmSR 617; 
able v. Talbot, 43 Mich. 11, 4 NW 

Miss.—Moseley  v. 40 
Miss. 49, 

Nebr.—Kriesel v. Eddy, 37 Nebr. 
63, 55 NW 224; State v. Carson, 27 
Nebr. 501, 43 NW 361, 20 AmSR 681, 
9 LRA 523: 

16 Nev. 


ee ee v. Williams, 
AS Y.—Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 
648. 

S. D.—Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 
603, 59 NW. 1069. 

A ar cet vy. Curlin, 1 Humphr. 
466. 

Tex.—King y. Harter, 70 Tex. 579, 
8 SW 308. 

Wis.—Comstock vy. Bechtel, 63 Wis. 
656, 24 NW 465. 

“The exemption law is generous 
and humane. It applies to the just 


and unjust alike.’ Sannoner v. King, 
49 Ark. 299, 301, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 
4 


o, 

[a] TDlustrations.—(1) When the 
inventory filed by a debtor claiming 
an exemption of personal property is 
contested by attaching creditors, his 
fraudulent conduct in collusion with 
another person, who first sued out an 
attachment, is not relevant to the 
issue involved except so far as it 
shows that he had other moneys or 
effects not included in his inven- 
tory. Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 
266, 13 S 578. (2) A promise to con- 
vey the property claimed as exempt 
as against one ereditor to another 
ereditor as soon as the debtor should 
obtain possession of it does not de-~ 
feat the debtor’s right to his exemp- 
tion. Kriesel v. Eddy, 37 Nebr. 63, 
55 NW 224. 

[b] Application of rule.—A bounty 
may be exempt, although received 
by the debtor in a fictitious name. 
Youmans v. Boomhower, 3 Thomps. & 
CaeCNwwis.) 2k 

88. In re Alex, 141 Fed. 483 (Penn- 
sylvania); In re Duffy, 118 Fed. 926, 
9 AmBankr 358 (Pennsylvania); Im- 
hoft?s App:, 119 (Pal S50; M13. GA 279% 
Emerson vy. Smith, 51 Pa. 90, 88 
AmD 566; Smith v. Emerson, 438 Pa. 


Anderson, 


f 


124 [25C.J.] 


action in which the property is levied on,®® and fur- 
ther that the acts which will prevent a claim of 
exemption must be the acts of the debtor or those 
That the debt may 
have been fraudulently contraeted will not prevent 
the debtor from claiming his exemption.°? 


for which he is responsible.®° 


Property fraudulently acquired. 


dictions the debtor is not allowed to claim an exemp- 
tion in property acquired by him in fraud of ered- 


itors.®2 


The mere dissolution of an insolvent firm and 
the division of its assets accomplished without actual 
fraud, even though it is done for the purpose of 
securing to the members of the firm the benefit of 
individual exemptions is not such a legal or con- 
structive fraud as will deprive the debtors of their 


456; Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 
80 AmD 474; Gilleland v. Rhoads, 34 
Pad sik neyis. Appi 2o | bea. £219: 
Dieffenderfer v. Fisher, 3 Grant (Pa.) 
30; Moore v. Baker, 2 Pa. Dist. 142; 
MeNair v. Riesher, 8 Pa. Co. 494; 
Rose v. Sharpless, 33 Gratt. (74 Va.) 
153. 

{a] Beason for the doctrine.— 
“The benefits of the exemption acts 
are intended for unfortunate but hon- 


est debtors, not for the protection 
of dishonest persons.” Imhoff’s App., 
11 Oke ae 300) soo. ele eA. 279, 


{b] If the debtor equivocates and 
dissembles, denies the ownership of 
that which he cannot hide, and em- 
barrasses the officers of the law in 
the execution of their legal duties, 
he forfeits his risht to exemption. 
Kreider’s Est., 185 Pa> 578, 19 A 1073; 
Imhoff’s App., 119 Pa. 350, 138 A 279; 
Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 
474; Gilleland v. Rhoads, 34 Pa. 187; 
Frank v. Kurtz, 4 Pa. Super. 233. 

{c] If an assignor for the benefit 
of creditors fraudulently denies the 
ownership of property belonging to 
him and thereby hinders the assignee 
in the discharge of his duties, he 
will forfeit his right under this doc- 
trine to receive out of the assigned 
estate so much property as is exempt 
from levy and sale on execution, re- 
served by him in the deed of assign- 
ment. Kreider’s Est., 135 Pa. 578, 19 
A 1073. Bee 

{d] The burden of establishing 
that a debtor has so acted as to have 
forfeited his right to exemption is 
upon him who alleges it, and is never 
presumed. Martin vy. Kohr, 19 Pa. 
Co. 513. 

je] What constitutes fraud.—(1) 
In Pennsylvania one who is guilty of 
a fraudulent disposition of his’ prop- 
erty forfeits his right to his state 
exemption. But this cannot be 
charged where he has sold it for a 
fair consideration and with an hon- 
est motive, even though it may have 
the effect of leaving nothing for cred- 
itors to get hold of. Neither will 
this view be taken because the debtor 
uses the proceeds to pay some credi- 
tors rather than others, or even de- 
votes a portion to his own needs. 
In re Duffy, 118 Fed. 926, 9 AmBankr 
358. (2) Where a bankrupt within a 
short time before his bankruptcy 
bought goods largely in excess of 
the needs of his business on credit, 
and disposed of them for cash, leav- 
ing the bills therefor unpaid, and 
when examined in the bankruptcy 
proceeding failed to account for a 
large portion of his receipts, gave 
testimony which he afterward admit- 
ted to be untrue, and finally claimed 
to have gambled away a large 
amount, while his wife purchased his 
fixtures and continued the business 
in her name, he may reasonably be 
held to have concealed money and 
property with intent to defraud his 
creditors, and is not entitled to his 
exemption under the laws of Penn- 
sylvania. In re Alex, 141 Fed. 483. 
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exemptions.®? 


General. 


In some juris- 


proceeds.°” 


89. Emerson v. Smith, 51 Pa. 90, 
88 AmD 566; Bixler v. Kennedy, 64 
Pa. Super. 41. 

[a] Sale or conversion of prop- 
erty.—A debtor does not forfeit his 
right to claim exemption from his 
land when levied upon, by reason of 
the fact that ke converted a large 
amount of securities into money and 
left home, where he left a sufficient 
amount of personal property behind 
him to satisfy the execution, as this 
is not such fraud as to hinder and 
delay the creditor. McNair vy. Ries- 
cher, 8 Pa. Co. 494. 

{[b] False statement as to posses- 
sion of other property.—A debtor’s 
right to claim an exemption in prop- 
erty levied upon or its proceeds is 
not defeated by the fact that he 
falsely declared that he had money 
or other property before or about the 
time the fieri facias was_ issued, 
where it does not appear that the 
levying creditor or any other credi- 
tor made any attempt to levy on 
the property, or to proceed as pro- 
vided hy law, to compel him to ac- 
count for any money he might have 
which he refused to apply to his 
debts, there being no evidénce of 
concealment or transfer of property 
to avoid levies upon it. Shaw’s App., 
49 Bare Lite 

90. Bixler v. Kennedy, 64 Pa. 
Super. 41, 43. 

“The acts which will deprive a 
debtor of his exemption must be 
such acts of dishonesty as show an 
intention to cheat, defraud or em- 
barrass creditors or involving moral 
turpitude; they must be the acts of 
the debtor or those for which he is 
responsible and not the acts of 
others over whom he has no control. 
The law does not contemplate a con- 
structive fraud which may arise 
through the neglect of another as 
being sufficient to prevent a debtor 
from obtaining his exemption.” Bix- 
ler v. Kennedy, supra. 

{a] Mlustration.—A debtor mak- 
ing a pona fide sale of goods in bulk 
does not forfeit his right to exemp- 
tion in proceeds by reason of the 
purchaser failing to notify creditors 
under the requirements of statute re- 
lating to sales in bulk. Bixler v. 
Kennedy, 64 Pa. Super. 41. 

$1. New York, etc., Cut Sole Co. 
v. Zuber, 20 Pa. Co. 21. 

92. In re Majors, 241 Fed. 538 
(Oregon), 

93. Crawford v. Sternberg, 220 
Fed. 73, 135 CCA 641; Bates v. Cal- 
lender, 3 Dak. 256, 16 NW 506 [app 
Gism) Zits USetS e.73i, soci med: 
326]. 

94. Exempt property as subject of 
fraudulent conveyance see Fraudu- 
lent Conveyances [20 Cyc 377]. 

95. U. S.—lIn re Ziff, 225 Fed. 323 
(Alabama); Naumburg v. Hyatt, 24 
Fed. 898 (North Carolina). 

Ark.—Sannoner vy. King, 49 Ark. 
299, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. 

1ll.—Vaughan v. Thompson, 17 Ill. 
78; Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51. 


[§§ 214-215. 


\ 


[§ 215] b. Fraudulent Conveyance °*4—(1) In 
According to the more generally accepted 
rule, the fact that the debtor has attempted a 
fraudulent conveyance of his property will not de- 
prive him of his exemption rights therein.®® 
this view the creditors cannot claim against a sale 
as fraudulent and at the same time deny the debtor’s 
right to assert an exemption in the property con- . 
veyed,°> and where a conveyance is set aside as 
fraudulent, the debtor may have an exemption in the 
In some jurisdictions, however, it is 

held either that a debtor who has conveyed his prop: — 
erty in fraud of creditors cannot, when it is seized 
or sold, claim his exemption from the proceeds,®* or 
that where the debtor has sold property, although 


Under 


Sek ds ae ‘Vv. Hubbard, 4 Cush. 


Mo.—State v. Koch, 40 Mo. A. 635. 
Nebr.—State v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 
oF 43 NW 361, 20 AMSR 681, 9 LRA 


N. C.—Bristol Grocery Co. v. Bails, 
177 N. C. 298, 98 SE 768; Cowan v. 
Phillips; 1220 :N. 1G. 705328 4 SE 5964s 
Gaster v. Hardie, 75 N. C. 460; Mont- 
gomery County v. Riley, 75 N. C. 144; 
Duvall v. Rollins, 71 N. C. 218. 

Oh.—Tracy v. Cover, 28 Oh. St. 61. 

S. C.—Bridgers v. Howell, 27 S. C. 
425, 3 SE 790. 

S. D—Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 

The 


603, 59 NW 1069. 

[a] Reasons for rule.—(1) 
debtor’s right to claim his exemption 
is coextensive with the creditor’s 
right to seize and sell under his exe- 
eution except in the cases specifically 
excepted from the operation of law. 
If the property is not the debtor’s it 
cannot be taken in execution against 
him. The creditor cannot claim 
against the pretended sale and at the 
same time undertake to set up a 
right under it. Sannoner v. King, 
49 Ark. 299, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. 
(2) “Since the policy of the law gave 
this defendant’s creditors no right to 
Subject any of this property, against 
her will, to the satisfaction of their 
judgments against her, it is not easy 
to see how her sale of it, whether 
real or pretended, could operate as a 
fraud upon their rights. The fraud 
in the case can have existed in inten- 
tion only, and that intention must 
have originated from ignorance of 
ea ah Tracy v. Cover, 28 Oh, St. 

96. Ala—Boylston yv.. Rankin, 114 
Ala. 408, 21 S 995, 62 AmSR 111. 

Ark.—Sannoner vy. King, 49 Ark.. 
299, 5 SW 327, 4 AmSR 49. 

Th ee repay v. Allen, 46 Conn. 

Mo.—State vy. Koch, 40 Mo, A. 635. 

Oh.—Tracy v. Cover, 28 Oh. St. 


61. 

But see Bohn v. Weeks, 50 Ill. A. 
236 (holding that where a husband 
had made a fraudulent gift to his 
wife which had been set aside by 
his creditors, it did not again be- 
come his“property so that he might 
claim it as exempt). 

97. Bristol Grocery Co. v. Bales, 
177 N. C. 298, 98 SE 768; Cowan v. 
Phillips, £22 N.C, 70; 28) (SH 9615; 
Gaster v. Hardie, 75 N. C. 460. 

{a] Illustration.—Where a _ hus- 
band and his wife, who was a free 
trader and in partnership with him, 
made an assignment for the benefit: 
of creditors which was attacked by 
creditors upon the ground off fraud 
of the husband in the purchase of 
goods, the wife may be allowed her 
personal property exemption. Bris- 
tol Grocery Co. v. Bales, 177 N. C. 
298, 98 SE 768. 

98. Huey’s App., 29 Pa. 219; Dief- 
fenderfer v. Fisher, 3 Grant (Pa.) 30; 
Brownlee v. Fox, 23 Pa. Dist. 952; 
Moore v. Baker, 2 Pa. Dist. 142: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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| fraudulently, no title remains in him upon which he 
| may claim exemption,®® and upon setting aside the 
| conveyance, the property does not again become the 


property of the debtor as against the claims of 


_ creditors, so that he may be permitted to assert an 


exemption therein! A debtor who has made a 


| fraudulent disposition of his property before levy 


cannot claim the property as his own and recover 
of the officer selling on the ground that it was 
exempt from execution.? The doctrine, that the con- 


|| veyance of property to defraud creditors does not 
| deprive the grantor of the right to claim and hold 


such property as exempt, does not apply to prop- 


erty to which an exempt character has not attached 


at the time of its conveyance.® 

[§ 216] (2) Conveyance of Other Property. 
In some jurisdictions the debtor’s right to an 
exemption is not affected by the fact that he has 
conveyed other property in fraud of his ereditors,* 
as for example where he has sold all his property 
except that which is exempt.® This is particularly 
true where the exemption is regarded as in favor 
of the family of the debtor rather than of the 
debtor,® and no property fraudulently transferred 
or disposed of in any way to prevent its application 
to the payment of debts can be treated as a part 
of the debtor’s exempt property.’ However, in 
other jurisdictions where defendant has, for the 
purpose of defrauding, delaying, or hindering his 
creditors, aliened, concealed, or otherwise disposed 
of all of his property except such as he desires to 
hold as exempt, he cannot claim such property as 
exempt,® and if after a levy he disposes of other 
property not levied on or places it out of the reach 
of process, that may be considered as an election to 
claim his exemption in such property.® A debtor 
is not precluded from claiming his exemption by the 
fact that he had previously owned other property 
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which he had sold and the proceeds of which he had 
transferred to his wife.1° 

[§ 217] (3) Conversion of Nonexempt into 
Exempt Property. Notwithstanding exempt prop- 
erty has been purchased with the proceeds of non- 
exempt property with the effect of hindering and 
delaying creditors of the debtor, it may be claimed 
as exempt.1t This is particularly true where the 
amount of all of the property does not ex¢eed the 
amount of the debtor’s exemptions.12 When the 
exemption provided for articles of a certain kind 
is absolute, one who has purchased property of the 
kind which is not exempt and has not paid for it 
may convert it into property of the kind which is 
exempt with the deliberate purpose of having his 
property in an exempt condition and hold it as 
against the creditor whose crediting has enabled him 
to acquire it.1% 

[§ 218] (4) Rights of Transferee. According 
to the weight of authority where exempt property 
is transferred, the transferee may retain it as 
against the claim of the transferor’s creditors, not- 
withstanding the intent of the debtor was to place 
it beyond the reach of and to defraud his eredit- 
ors.14 According to some authorities, however, the 
fraudulent transferee is not entitled to set up the 
debtor’s exemption rights,!° and in jurisdictions ad- 
hering to the general rule, it has been limited to 
cases in which the property has been previously se- 
lected as exempt or is specifically exempt under the 
statute.1® 

[§ 219] c¢. Concealing or Withholding Prop- 
erty. By express provision of the statutes in some 
jurisdictions, in order to be entitled to an exemp- 
tion the debtor must make a full and fair dis- 
closure of his property and forfeit his right to 
exemption by willful fraud in the concealment of a 
part thereof.17 In the absence of statute it is held 


Markley yv. Spires, 2 Pa. Co. 424; Carl} 


v. Smith, 8 Phila. (Pa.) 569. 

[a] Conveyance held not fraudu- 
lent.—A debtor is not deprived of his 
right to exemption because he has 
conveyed his interest in real estate 
to his wife to secure her into the por- 
tion of the purchase money which 
she has contributed from her per- 
sonal estate. Martin v. Kohr, 19 Pa. 
@o.5 13% 

99. Mandlove v. Burton, 1 Ind. 39; 
Williamson vy. Wilkinson, 81 Miss. 
503, 33 S 282; State v. Freeman, 173 
Mo. A..294,:158 SW 726; Roberts v. 
Hartley, 14 Man. 284. 

[a] For example, where, between 
the renditicn of judgment and the 
issuing of execution, the judgment 
debtor fraudulently conveys all his 
property to a third person, and it is 
afterward leviea on tc satisfy the 
execution, he is not entitled to hold 
one hundred and twenty-five dollars’ 
worth of said property exempt from 
the execution, under the statute; and 
he cannot, on the refusal of the offi- 
cer to release to him a portion of 
the property to that amcunt, main- 
tain trover therefor against the offi- 
cer and the execution plaintiff. 
Mandlove v. Burton, 1 Ind, 39. 

1. McNally v. White, 154 Ind. 168, 
54 NE 794, 56 NE 214; Phenix Ins. 
Co. v. Fielder, 133 Ind. 557,33 NE 270. 


2. Cassell v. Williams, 12 Il. 387; 
Williamson v. Wilkinson, 81 Miss. 
503, 88 S 282. 

3. State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 


294, 158 SW 726; Stewart v. Stewart, 
65 Mo. A. 663. ist 
4. Doherty v. Ramsey, 1 Ind. A. 
530, 27 NE 879, 50 AmSR 223; Mose- 
ley v. Anderson, 40 Miss. 49. ; 
5. Moseley v. Anderson, 40 Miss. 


33 
6 Calloway v. Carpenter, 10 Ala. 
500. 


In re Denson, 195 Fed. 857. 

Sr Cook vaiScott, (6) Ll 833s VAs. 
Bates Co, v. Jacobs, 202 Ill. A. 202; 
Rogers v. Allen, 105 SW 96, 32 KyL 
1; Bishop v. Johnson, 15 NYSt 579. 

[a] Where a party gives bills of 
sale of portions of his personal prop- 
erty in bad faith, and as a cover and 
to prevent the property being taken 
by process of law to satisfy his debts 
and thus to hinder and delay and de- 
fraud his creditors in the enforce- 
ment of their remedies; if by such 
fraudulent means he has reduced his 
tangible property within the limits 
of the statutory exemption, he can- 
not claim that exemption from the 
property remaining unaffected by 
such transfers. Bishop vy. Johnson, 
TSA INEYISE 5 794 

9. Bray v. Laird, 44 Ala. 295; Ross 
v. Hannah, 18 Ala. 125. See Bolan v. 
Mitchell Brick Co., 6 Oh. A. 166 (hold- 
ing property to belong to debtor’s 
wife rendering sale inapplicable). 


10. Wilcox v. Hawley, 31°-N. Y. 
648. 

11. In re Hammonds, 198 Fed. 
574; Comstock v. Bechtel, 63 Wis. 


656, 24 NW 465. 

Purchase of exempt property with 
nonexempt property as fraudulent 
conveyance see Fraudulent Convey- 
ances [20 Cyc 381]. 

12. O’Donnell v. Segar, 25 Mich. 


il 

“When the statute exempts from 
execution certain kinds of property 
to certain amounts, without any ex- 
ception or qualification on the ground 
here urged, I can see no intelligible 
ground on which it can be held 
fraudulent for any man whose prop- 
erty does not, in the aggregate, ex- 
ceed the aggregate value of all the 
exemptions, but part of which, in its 
present shape, is not exempt, to con- 
vert or exchange it into those par- 


ticular kinds of property which are 
exempt.” O’Donnell v. Segar, supra. 

13. \In re Hammonds, 198 Fed. 574. 

14. Ala.—Tillis v. Dean, 23 S 804; 
Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 403; Wright 
v. Smith, 66 Ala. 514. 

Ue MCAT eats v. Allen, 46 Conn. 
414, 

Ind.—Burdge v. Bolin, 106 Ind. 175, 
6 NE 140, 55 AmR 724. 

Iowa.—Ehlers y. Blumer, 129 Iowa 
168, 105 NW 406. 

Ky.—Morton v. Ragan, 5 Bush 
334; Anthony v. Wade, 1 Bush 110. 

ER iL v. Whicher, 6 Allen. 
292. 

Mich.—Bresnahan v. Nugent, 92 
Mich. 76, 52 NW 735; Fischer v. Mc- 
Intyre, 66 Mich. 681, 33 NW 762; 
Freehling v. Bresnahan, 61 Mich. 540, 
28 NW 531, 1 AmSR 617; Hmerson 
vy. Bacon, 58 Mich. 526, 25. NW 503; 
Buckley v. Wheeler, 52 Mich. ‘1, 17 
NW 216. 

Minn.—Furman vy. Tenny, 28 Minn. 
77, 9 NW 172. 

Miss.—Williamson y. Wilkinson, 81 
Miss. 503, 33 S 282; Smith y. Allen, 
39 Miss. 469. 

Nebr.—Bloedorn v. Jewell, 34 Nebr. 
649, 52 NW 367; Gillespie v. Brown, 
16 Nebr. 457, 20 NW 632; Frazier 
vy. Syas, 10 Nebr. 115, 4 NW 934, 35 
AmR 466; Derby v. Weyrich, 8 Nebr. 
174, 30 AmR 827. 

Wis.—Carhart v. Harshaw, 45 Wis. 
340, 30 AmR 752. 

15. Wyman vy. Gay, 90 Me. 36, 37 
A 325, 60 AmSR 238; Nason v. Hobbs, 
75.) Me... 3967. Tilton. v./ sanborn,. 59 
N. H. 290; Currier v. Sutherland, 54 
N. H. 475, 20 AmR 148. 

16. State v. Koch, 47 Mo. A. 269; 
Stotesbury v. Kirtland, 35 Mo. A. 
148; Alt v. Lafayette Bank, 9 Mo. A. 
91; Berge v. Kittleson, 133 Wis. 664, 


114 NW 125. 
17. In re Powell, 230 Fed. 316 
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in some jurisdictions that the debtor does not for- 
feit his right to exemption by the concealment of 
property from the levying officer,1® and the fact that 
the debtor omits property from his schedule and 
swears falsely as to its completeness does not pre- 
clude him from claiming and holding property levied 
In other jurisdictions the debtor 
is regarded as forfeiting his right to an exemption 


on as exempt.?® 


EXEMPTIONS 


delaying his 


upon.?t 


by the fraudulent concealment of other property 
XII. ESTABLISHMENT, ENFORCEMENT, AND PROTECTION OF RIGHT 


[§ 220] A. In General. The existence, nature, 
and extent of the debtor’s right to assert a claim to 
an exemption, and the procedure to be followed in 
establishing the right claimed, are determined by 
the terms of the statute under which the claim is 
The existence of the right, however, is not 
affected by a failure of the statute to prescribe pro- 
cedure or forms for its establishment.?* 
statute claimant must com- 

The claim that property is 


made.?? 


the. benefits of the 
ply with its terms.?4 


(Georgia statute); In re Hardy, 229 
Fed. 825, 144 CCA 267 (Georgia); In 
re Dobbs, 172 Fed. 682 (Georgia); 
McNally v. Mulheim, 79 Ga. 614, 4 
SE 332. | 

[a] For example, where the stat- 
ute provides that the applicant for 
exemption shall make a full disclos- 
ure of all personal property of which 
he is possessed and shall deliver up 
all property in excess of his exemp- 
tion for the benefit of his creditor, 
if the applicant has reserved to him- 
Self a large amount of money and 
has not delivered it up or scheduled 
it, he is not entitled to an exemption. 
McNally v. Mulheim, 79 Ga. 614, 4 
SE 332. 

{[b] A sale of scheduled property 
by the debtor defeats his application 
unless he delivers up the proceeds. 
McWilliams v. Bones, 84 Ga. 199, 10 
SE 723. 

{c] Claim by wife-——The act of 
1869 applies to personalty, and the 
wife, in making application for ex- 
emption of personalty, is bound by 
the fraud or concealments of prop- 
erty by her husband, and must con- 
form, in such proceedings, to its pro- 
visions. Kirtland v. Davis, 43 Ga. 
318. 

18. Bates v. Callender, 3 Dak. 256, 
16 NW 506; Megehe v. Draper, 21 
Mo. 510, 512, 64 AmD 245; Wagner 
v. J. H. North Furniture,. etce., Co., 
63 Mo. A. 206; Elder v. Williams, 16 
Nev. 416. 

“Tf the defendant in the execution, 
who claims the property to be ex- 
empt, has concealed and hid, or 
placed beyond the immediate reach 
of the officers of justice, his prop- 
erty, and tnis fact be known to the 
plaintiffs in the execution, let them 
ferret out the hidden property and 
take steps to reach it, and subject 
it to the process of the law.” Megehe 
v. Draper, supra. 

19. Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99; 
Douch v. Rahner, 61 Ind. 64, 

20. In re Schafer, 151 Fed. 505 
(Pennsylvania); Imhoff’s App., 119 
Pa. 350, 18 A 279; Emerson v. Smith, 
51 Pa. 90, 88 AmD 566; Smith v. 
Emerson, 43 Pa. 456; Gilleland v. 
Rhoads, 84 Pa. 187; New York, etc., 
Cut Sole Co. v. Zuber, 20 Pa. Co. 
21; McNair v. Riesher, 8 Pa. Co. 
494; Engle v. Harrington, 4 LuzLeg 
Obs (Pa.) 40. 

{a] Iustration.—A debtor who 
by falsehood and deception succeeds 
in concealing and withdrawing his 
personal property from the grasp of 
an execution forfeits his: right to 
claim the benefit of the exemption 
law out of the proceeds of the sale 
of his real estate. Imhoff’s App., 119 
a. 350, 13 SA 279: 


[§ 221] 


To obtain 


[b] Falsehood.—‘“If the falsehood 
[in denying ownership of property] 
was merely casual, and was not used 
at a time and in a manner to delay, 
hinder, or embarrass the officer, inde- 
fensible as it was, too much account 
would be made of it by grounding 
upon it a denial of the statutory ex- 
emption. It is only a lie with cir- 
cumstances, that works a forfeiture. 
If the officer is in no degree hindered 
or delayed by it, no legal conse- 
quences attach to it.’’ Strouse v. 
Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 198, 80 AmD 474. 

[c] Concealment of property.— 
“But if a debtor can hide his prop- 
erty, or keep it under cover, so as to 
conceal its knowledge from the offi- 
cer, and thereby assist himself to 
retain that which he finds it conven- 
ient or necessary to keep openly, his 
fraud bears directly upon the latter; 
for it is because the former is un- 
known, or out of the way, the latter 
is suffered to remain with him.” 
Hn grsen v. Smith, 51 Pa. 90, 88 AmD 

[d] What is not concealment.— 
The fact that a debtor in an attach- 
ment proceeding under the act of 
1869 has collected outstanding claims, 
and used them in paying debts and 
costs of livelihood, is neither such 
a concealment of property, nor fraud 
upon creditors, as will deprive him 
of his right of exemption. New 
York, etc., Cut Sole Co. v. Zuber, 
20 Pa. Co. 21. 

{e] Determination of issue. — 
Where the question of whether a 
debtor has denied the ownership of 
goods seized on execution is in issue, 
the proper practice is for the exe- 
cution plaintiff to indemnify the 
sheriff, sell the goods, and submit 
the facts in dispute to a jury in a 
suit on the bond. Fisher v. Hummel, 
12 Pa. Co. 234. 

21. U. S.—Libby v. Beverly, 263 
Fed. 63 (Florida). 

Ala.—Ross vy. Hannah, 18 Ala. 125. 

Fla.—Florida L. & T. Co. v. Crabb, 
33 S 523, 

Ky.—Strange v. Gess, 111 Ky. 640, 
64 SW 458. 

Oh.—Haslage v. Hooer, 16 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 570, 9 Oh. Cir, Dec. 404; Hoover v. 
Haslage, 7 OhS&CP 98, 5 OhNP 90. 

Tenn.—Rogers v. Ayers, 119 Tenn. 


340, 104 SW 521, 123 AmSR 725. 


“Before a dishonest debtor can be 
legally entitled to exemptions, all 
of his property must be available 
to creditors, and the debtor must not 
retain any of the fruits of his fraud, 
or remain in the enjoyment of any 
of his property except his exemp- 
tions. If any of his property re- 
mains in his hands unappropriated 
to creditors, or be by him put out of 


[§§ 219-221 


liable to execution for the purpose of hindering and 
ereditors,2° and where 
fraudulently conceals and withholds property from 
execution, he will, in some jurisdictions, be held 
to have claimed his exemptions therein and to the 
amount of the property withheld will be precluded 
from claiming an exemption in other property levied 


the debtor 


exempt from seizure for debt must be made in good 
faith and supported by credible testimony.”® 
not sufficient to show that property is of the kind 
exempt but it must be shown to be in fact exempt.”° 
B. Process and Proceedings against 
| Which Exemption May Be Claimed—1l. In General. 
‘The tendency of the courts is to construe exemp- 
tion statutes as applicable to any process or pro- 
ceeding by which it is sought to subject the prop- 
erty, if the statute does not by its terms clearly 


It is 


their reach by any fraudulent device 
or arrangement, then such property, 
to the extent of its value, will be 
regarded by the law as a satisfaction 


of his claims for exemptions.” 
Naumburg v. Hyatt, 24 Fed. 898, 
905. 


[a] Ilustration.—A debtor who, 
to avoid the payment of a debt, re- 
moves property from the ‘state and 
fails te turn it over under an execu- 
tion in place of property levied on 
within the state, selects as exempt 
the property removed, and, before 
he can claim as exempt the prop- 
erty levied on, he must put the 
removed property in ‘place thereof. 
Rogers v. Ayers, 119 Tenn. 340, 104 
SW 521, 123 AmSR 725. But see 
Byrd vy. Curlin, 1 Humphr. (Tenn.) 
466 (holding that the owner of a 
single horse may recover the value 
of the animal from a constable who 
levies upon and sells it, although he 
said, when defendant came to make 
the levy, that the horse was not his 
property, and a third person present 
claimed the horse as his without 
contradiction from the owner, if in 
fact there was no sale, fraudulent 
or otherwise, but an arrangement be- 
tween the owner and such third per- 
son to deter the officer from making 
the levy, and to enable them to get 
off with the animal to Texas, the 
property still remaining in the 
owner). 

22. Line’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 197; 
Sopmiokecn v. Fulton, 1° Phila. (Pa.) 
23. Hill v. Johnston, 29 Pa. 362. 
aA Southwell v. Harley, 37 S. C. 


L. : 

25. Brooks vy. Engle, (Iowa) 83 
NW 805; Fallin v. Stovall, 141 La. 
220, 74 S 911. 

{a] For example.—(1) Where it 
was conceded that defendant wes a 
resident of the state and the head 
of a family, but whether he has 
habitually earned his. living as a 
laborer by use of the carriage and 
harness was in dispvte, and on the 
showing upon affidavit supporting 
and controverting his claim failed to 
make it clear that the articles were 
exempt to the debtor he was rightly 
relegated to a proper action at law 
to test the liability of the property 
levied on to be seized under the writ. 
Brooks v. Engle, (lowa) 83 NW 805. 
(2) A claim that peanuts are fodder 
is not shown to have been made in 
good faith where the only evidence 
in the case is that the claimant in- 
tended at the time of planting that 
the crop should be sold. Fallin v. 
Stovall, 141 La. 220, 74 S$ 911. 

26. Rollins v. Allison, 59 Vt. 188, 
10 A 201. ‘ 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, | 


\ 


§§ 221-293] 


exclude such a construction.?? 


been considered,?® exempt 


passes no title.®? 


been selected by the debtor, if 


exempt by the statute and a selection is required,°%? 
or where the debtor has not complied with statutory 
requirements as to the filing of a schedule,?+ the 
obtaining of a supersedeas,** or securing an ap- 
A subsequently accruing right of 


praisement.*¢ 
exemption will not defeat the lien 


27. Millington v. Laurer,'89 Iowa 
322, 56 NW 5338, 48 AmSR 385; Deer- 
ing v. Ruffner, 32 Nebr. 845, 49 NW 
771, 29 AmSR 473; Kinard v. Moore, 
S40 Se Cee 93; Colliert vs’ Murphy, 
eo 300, 16 SW 465, 25 AmSR 


698. 
28. Ind.—Smith v. Vanscoten, 20 
Ind. 221. 
Bee cmaaae ee v. Jones, 7 B. Mon. 
Mich.—Hunt v. Branch Cir. Judge, 
ae Mich. 423, 104 NW 724, 113 AmSR 


Oh.—Fry v. Smith, 61 Oh. St. 276, 
55 NE 826. j 

Pa.—Thall’s App., 119 Pa. 425, 13 
A 466. , 

[a] Mllustrations.—(1) A  judg- 
ment creditor does not acquire by a 
suit in equity to subject the pro- 
ceeds of his dcbtor’s bills and ac- 


counts receivable and by the appoint- 


ment of a receiver for the purpose 
of collecting them such a lien as will 
preclude an allowance out of the pro- 
ceeds to the debtor of an exemption 
in personal property in lieu of a 
homestead. Fry v. Smith, 61 Oh. St. 
276, 55 NE 826. (2) Where a judg- 
ment was obtained against an insol- 
vent owning an equitable interest 
in land, and an action was brought 
to subject his interest to the judg- 
ment, and the court found that the 
insolvent owned personal property to 
the value of about one hundred dol- 
lars, and was entitled to about two 
hundred dollars out of the value of 
his equitable interest to make up the 
three hundred dollars to which he 
was entitled as an exemption, and 
that he owed one hundred dollars 
which was a lien on the land, and the 
land was sold and purchased by the 
judgment plaintiffs, and they ten- 
dered the amount of the lien, but did 
not tender the two-hundred-dollar 
exemption, an order to convey to the 
purchaser the equitable estate in fee 
was unauthorized. Smith v. Vansco- 
20° Ind: 221. ~¢3) A’ ‘statute ‘pro- 
exemption of the pro- 
ceeds of an insurance policy from 
attachment by trustee, garnishment, 
or other process and from seizure 
by any legal or equitable process, 
exempts the property from the equi- 
table process of injunction. Hunt v. 
Branch Cir. Judge, 141 Mich. 423, 104 
NW 724, 113 AmSR 542. 


ten, 
viding for 


29. See supra §§ 154-181. 

30. Ala.—Cook v. Baine, 37 Ala. 
350. 

Colo.—Harrington v. Smith, 14 


Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 AMSR 272. 
D. C—Wallingsford v. Bennett, 12 
DC. 308. 
Ky.—Perry v. 
474, 61 AmD 164. 
N. C.—Duvall v. Rollins, 71 N. C. 
218. 
Pa.—Wilson’s Hst., 1 Del. Co. 170. 
Execution generally see Executions 
Zone. Jap 2o1. 
31. Pool v. Reid, 15 Ala. 826; Ray 


Hensely, 14 B. Mon. 


A creditor cannot, 
by going into a court of equity, reach and subject 
to the satisfaction of his claim property or credits 
which the debtor would be entitled to claim as 
exempt in an action or proceeding at law.?8 

[§ 222] 2. Execution. Except for the enforce- 
ment of particular liabilities which have already 
property 
reached by execution,®° nor does an execution create 
a lien thereon *! and a sale thereof under execution 
However, the lien of an execution 
may attach where the exempt property has not 
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ute. 


cannot be 


not specifically 


has been held.#? 


of an execution 


v. Yarnell, 118 Ind. 112, 20 NE 705; 
Barnard v. Brown, 112 Ind. 53, 13 NE 
401; Godman v. Smith, 17 Ind. 152; 
Vandibur v. Love, 10 Ind. 54; Wash 
v. Hendrick, 143 Ky, 443, 136 SW 
883; Paxton v. Freeman, 6 J. J. 
Marsh, (Ky.) 234, 22 AmD 74; Kulage 
v. Schueler, 7 Mo. A. 250. 


32. Williams v. Miller, 16 Conn. 
144; Johnson v. Babcock, 8 Allen 
(Mass.) 588. 


33. Moss v. Jenkins, 146 Ind. 589, 
Sanat 789; Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 
70. . 

[a] Levy is not void inasmuch as 
the exemption right is a personal 
privilege which may be claimed or 
waived at the option of the debtor. 
Hombs v. Corbin, 20 Mo. A. 497. 

Selection see infra §§ 271-275. 

84. Parker v. Independence Pro- 
duce Cove 2p Nae Ol a pO we, 
335. 

Schedule see infra §§ 248-258. 

35. Parker v. Independence Pro- 
duce Co., 2 Ind. T. 561, 53 SW 335. 

{a] Alias execution.—Where a 
statute provided that the debtor, by 
filing a schedule of exemptions, may 
obtain a supersedeas against an exe- 
cution, the filing of a schedule of ex- 
emptions of personal property and 
obtaining a supersedeas staying an 
execution will not defeat title ac- 
quired under a second execution 
against the same property, although 
the second execution was. issued 
within thirty minutes after the su- 
persedeas against the first was al- 
lowed. A separate Ssupersedeas must 
be obtained for each execution issued 


in order to defeat title acquired 
thereunder. When under these cir- 
cumstances executions are repeat- 


edly procured for the sole purpose of 
annoying and harassing judgment 
debtors who may be unable to pay 
off their judgment debts, and who 
claim the right of exemption which 
the law gives them, we know of no 
remedy unless it be by injunction. 
An alias execution issued upon an 
unsatisfied judgment, and levied upon 
personal property that has not been 
enjoined or superseded by some law- 
ful authority, is as efficacious as the 
first, and can be defeated in the same 
way, and upon the same grounds. 
Parker v. Independence Produce Co., 
2 Ind. T. 561, 53 SW 335. 

36. See infra §§ 259-270. 

37. Pender v. Lancaster, 14 S. C. 
25, 37 AmR 720. 

38. See statutory provisions; and 
Totten v. Sale, 72 Ala. 488. 

39. Ind—wWallace v. Lawyer,, 54 
Ind. 501, 23 AmR 661. ’ 

Minn.—Kimball y. Jones, 41 Minn. 
318, 43 NW 74. 

N. Y.—Tillotson v. Wolcott, 48 N. 
Y. 188; Bliss v. Raynor, 91 Hun 250, 
36 NYS 156; Miller v. Hooper, 19 Hun 
394; Finnin v. Malloy, 33 N. Y. Super. 
382:, Matter of Board of Publication, 
etc., 22 Misc. 645, 50 NYS 171, 27 


Supplementary proceedings. 
exemption also apply, either by express provision 
or by impheation, in proceedings supplementary to 
and in aid of execution.®® ‘ 

[§ 223] 3. Attachment. As a general rule the 
exemption right is held to embrace attachments as 
well as executions.?° 
from seizure and sale generally is held to include an 
exemption from attachment,s! and an exemption 
from execution has been extended to include an 
exemption from attachment,*? although the contrary 
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levied on personal property.*7 In some jurisdictions 
a levy may be made upon personal property claimed 
as exempt where the execution plaintiff makes an 
affidavit and gives a bond as prescribed by stat- 


The statutes of 


An exemption of property 


If property exempt from attach- 


ment is taken under such process, it is the duty 
of the court, when the fact is brought to its no- 


NYCivProc 109; 
NYWklyDig 260. 
ecu aie v. Snetzer, 25.Oh. St. 

Pa.—Bair v. Steinman, 52 Pa. 423; 
Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 80 
AmD 474, 44 Pa. 206; Ashton v. 
Glass, 9 Phila. 510. 

Exempt property as subject in sup- 
plementary proceedings see Execu- 
tions §§ 940, 942, 943 


Merriam v. Hill, 1 


40. Ark.—Grubbs v. Ellyson, 238 
Ark. 287. ; 

N. C.—Montgomery County v. 
ELC Yepe oun aC mla4e 

Oh.—Close v. Sinclair, 38 Oh. St. 


530; Snook v. Snetzer, 25 Oh. St. 516. 
Pa.—Washburn v. Baldwin, 10 
Phila. 472; Corbit v. Long, 2 Woodw. 


1118 


W. Va.—Brown v. Beckwith, 58 W. 
Va. 140, 51 SE 977, 112 AmSR 955, 1 
LRANS 778. 

_[a] An attachment from a jus- 
tice’s court is subject to the exemp- 
tion law as if the attachment had 
been issued from a court of record. 
Michels v. Stork, 44 Mich. 2, 5 NW 


Eee Catlin v. Ensign, 29 Pa. 
41. Hadley v. Bryars, 58 Ala. 139; 


McCullough y. Carragan, 24 Hun (N. 


Y.) #157; Laguna v. Quinones, 23 
Porto Rico 358. 
42. Ind.—Haas v. Shaw, 91- Ind. 


384, 46 AmR 607. 
en alee oe v. Cooper, 26 Kan. 
o . 

Mich.—Emerson v. Bacon, 58 Mich. 
526, 25 NW 503; Buckley v. Wheeler, 
52 Mich. 1, 17 NW 216. 

Porto Rico.—American Surety Co. 
v. Subira, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 323. 

Vt.—Parks v. Cushman, 9 Vt. 320; 
Kilburn v. Demming, 2 Vt. 404, 405, 
21 AmD 543. 

“Though the exemption, in terms, 
is confined to executions, yet as the 
object of an attachment is to take 
property to be sold on execution in 
satisfaction of the judgment which 
may be recovered, chattels which 
cannot lawfully be seized and sold 
on execution, cannot lawfully be at- 
tached.” Kilburn v. Demming, supra. 

43. Ryan v. Wessels, 15 Iowa 145; 
Hannahs v. Felt, 15 Iowa 141. 

[a] For example, a statute ex- 
empting property of Iowa volunteers 
in the military service of the United 
States from levy or sale under and 
by virtue of any execution issued 
upon a judgment or decree of court 
was held not to apply to property 
levied upon by attachment. Ryan y. 
Wessels, 15 Iowa 145; Hannahs vy. 
Felt, 15 Iowa 141. 

[b] Original attachment.—An ex- 
emption cannot be allowed against 
an original attachment where the 
statute provides such a process in 
the nature of a distringas for the 
purpose of compelling a defendant 
to appear. Martindale v. Whitehead, 
46 N. C. 64. 
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tice, to order the property released.*4 

[§ 224] 4. Garnishment. Property exempted 
in terms from execution and attachment, or from 
execution merely, is generally also held exempt 
from garnishment or trustee process, and when it 
is sought to reach such property by this process 
the debtor may intervene and assert his right.*® 
A statute exempting property only from levy and 
sale on an execution or by distress for rent by 
implication has been held to give a right of exemp- 
tion against a domestic attachment execution,*® but 
not against a foreign attachment, which is not an 
execution at all.47 An exemption of wages may be 
claimed in garnishment proceedings before a jus- 
tice of the peace, under a statute exempting from 
execution generally.48 Where there are successive 
services of garnishment, the garnishee or trustee 
is entitled to reserve for the benefit of the claimant 
of exemptions the amount allowed by the exemp- 
tion act.*® 

[§ 225] 5. Distress for Rent.®° <A constitu- 
tional provision, exempting property ‘‘from attach- 
ment and sale under mesne or final process issued 
from any court’’ has been held not to exempt such 
property from a distress warrant for rent, the war- 
rant not being a process issued from a court, but 
a proceeding which the landlord issues by his own 
act and upon his own responsibility.5t On the 
other hand it has been held that a statute exempting 
property ‘‘from forced sale or any process of law’’ 
does exempt from distress for rent.°? Statutes in 
some states expressly exempt from distress for 


44, Urquhart v. Smith, 5 Kan. 447;] (Pa.) 176; 


EXEMPTIONS 


Kuhn v. 
Campbell v. Mitchell, 4 Ky. Op. 629.| Bank, 20 WklyNC (Pa.) 230. 


[$§ 228-227 


rent,°3 and a tenant ** or subtenant >> are equally 
entitled to the benefits of its provisions. But joint 
owners of chattels levied on under distress or rent 
due upon a lease signed by them jointly are not 
so entitled.66 Some statutes restrict the exemption 
from distress for rent to particular articles.57 And 
some statutes expressly provide that no property 
shall be exempt from demands for rent.®% A stat- 
ute providing expressly that ‘‘no property should 
be exempt from execution, when the process is for 
rent’’ applies also in the case of an attachment for 
rent, as its object is to abolish all exemption as 
against demands for rent without regard for the 
form of action pursued to recover them.°® 

[§ 226] 6. Foreclosure Proceedings. Hxemp- 
tion cannot be successfully claimed against a fore- 
closure proceeding upon a mortgage.®° Neither can 
it be claimed against a judgment on a bond ac- 
companying the mortgage.*1 The surplus proceeds 
of a foreclosure sale have been held exempt against 
existing judgment creditors under a statute which 
exempts property to a certain amount.®? Where 
the statute exempts the property of volunteers for 
military service, from sale under deeds of trust, 
mortgages, or judgment, the appointment of a re- 
ceiver to take charge of mortgaged premises after 
judgment for foreclosure when the mortgagor is in 
the military service of the United States is a vio- 
lation of the statute.®? 

[§ 227] 7. Set-Off. According to the weight 
of authority a set-off cannot be allowed where it 
would defeat a debtor’s exemption rights.°¢ This is 


Warren Sav.| Eq. 457, 11 A 734. 
Ni) Y.— Lantz) ve Buckingham, 11 


45. Ark.—Winter v. Simpson, 42 47. Yelverton v. Burton, 26 Pa.|AbbPrNS 64. 


Ark. 410; Probst v. Scott, 31 Ark.| 351 


652. 48. Seymour v. Cooper, 26 Kan. 


Pa.—Gangwere’s App., 
Emery v. Phillips, 38 LegInt 126; 


36 Pa, 466;. 


Ga.—Russell v. Arnold, 25 Ga. 625; 
Caraker v. Matthews, 25 Ga. 571; 
Sprayberry v. Mullins, 7 Ga. A. 360, 
66 SE 988. 

Tll.—Hoffmann vy. Fitzwilliam, 81 
Ti s2.- Bliss) versmith, 78 Lik 359% 
Fanning v. Jacksonville First Nat. 
Bank, 76 Jil. 53; Baltimore, ete. R. 
Co. v,. McDonald, 112 Ill. A. 391; Illi- 
nois Glass Co. v. Holman, 19 Il. A. 
30. 

Iowa.—Brainard v. Simmons, 67 
Iowa 646, 25 NW 844. 2 

Kan.—Zimmerman v. Franke, 34 
Kan. 650, 59 P 747: Missouri, Pac. R. 
Couiwe Maltby,234 Kan.4 125, 8 PP y235. 
Muzzy v. Lantry, 30 Kan. 49, 2 P 102; 
Harding v. Hendrix, 26 Kan, 583; 
Seymour v. Cooper, 26 Kan, 539; 
Bradley v. Byerley, 3 Kan. A. 357, 
AD P9380, 

Me.—Bridgton v. Lakin, 53 Me. 106. 

Mass. — Staniels v. Raymond, 4 
Cush. 314. 

Mich.—Wilson v. Bartholomew, 45 
Mich, 415 7 NW, 227. 

Miss.—Chapman v. Berry, 73 Miss. 
437, 18 S 918, 55 AmSR 546. 

Mo.—Barnhart y. Dollarhide, (A.) 
186 SW 564. 

N. C.—Goodwin vy. Claytor, 137 N. 
C. 224, 49 SE 173, 107 AmSR 479, 67 
LRA 209. 

Bue grea eOre v. Conley, 36 Oh. St. 

R. I.—McKenna vy. Lucas, 21 R. I. 
509, 45 A 101, 

Tenn. — Davenport v. 
Humphr. 186. 

Vt.—Clark v. Averill, 31 Vt. 512, 
76 AmD 1381; Parks v. Cushman, 9 
Naty erg © 

Garnishment generally see Gar- 
nishment [20 Cyc 969]. 

46. Strouse v. Becker, 44 Pa. 206, 
38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 474; Morris Box 
Board Co. v. Rossiter, 30 Pa. Super. 
23; Ashton v. Glass, 9 Phila. (Pa.) 
510. Contra,Vezie v. Viench, 1 Phila. 


Swan, 9 


539; Wilson v. Bartholomew, 45 Mich. 
41, 7 NW 227; Catlin v. Ensign, 29 
Pa. 264, 

49. Howard Coal Co. v. Savage, 
116 Me. 115, 100 A’ 369, LRA1917D 
898; Sullivan v. Hadley Co., 160 Mass. 
32, 35 NE 103; Hall. v. Hartwell, 142 
Mass. 447, 8 NE 333 (where the debt 
was for necessaries and the claim 
for exemption was in wages, the 
statute allowing an exemption 
against necessaries to a_ certain 
amount). 

50. Distress for rent generally see 
See ahaaiy and Tenant [24 Cyc 1280 et 
seq]. 

Exemptions from distress see 
a and Tenant [24 Cyc 1300 et 
seq 

51. Harley v. Weathersbee, 21 S. 
C. 243. Contra Caulfield v. McAlis- 
ter, 15 S. C. L. 378 (holding that an 
earlier statute exempting certain ar- 
ticles from levy or sale in all cases 
of debt, excepted from distress for 
rent). 

52. Hodges v. Cooksey, 33 Fla. 
715, 15 S 549, 24 LRA 812; Cathcart 
v. Turner, 18 Fla. 837. 

53. See statutory provisions, 

54, Kenyon vy. Gould, 61 Pa, 292; 
Reed v. Hollibaugh, 3 Pa. Co. 20. 

55.. Rudd v. Ford, 91 Ky. 183, 15 
SW _ 179; Rosenberger Vv. Hallowell, 
30) Pan S09). 

[a] Must be in privity with land- 
lord.— Rosenberger v. Hallowell, 35 
Pa, 369. 

56. Bonsall v. Comly, 44 Pa. 442. 

Exemption by tenants in common 
see supra § 145 

57. Van Sickler v. Jacobs, 14 
Johns. (N. Y.) 434. 

58. See statutory provisions. 

59. Ransom v. Duff, 60 Miss, 901. 
‘60. FEla.—Patterson v. Taylor, 15 
Fla. 336. 

Ind.—Love v. Blair, 72 Ind. 281. 

N. J.—Conway v. Wilson, 44 N. J. 


Morgan v. Noud, 1 Phila. 250; Craig 
v. Craig, 1 WKlyNC 613. Contra Sav- 
ing Fund y. Creighton, 3 Phila. 58. 

Tex.—Bigger v. Jones, 3 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. $22 

Mortgage as waiver of exemption 
see supra § 196. 

61. Gangwere’s App., 36 Pa. 466; 
McAuley’s App., 35 Pa. 209; Dornan 
v. McAuley, 3 Phila. (Pa.) 324, 325. 
But see Twaddell v. Rodgers, 14 
Phila. (Pa.) 163 (holding that as 
against an execution issued on a 
judgment entered on a warrant of 
attorney accompanying a bond and 
mortgage, defendant will be allowed 
his statutory exemption if it is not 
expressly waived). 

62. Darhey v. Rouse, 75 Md. 26, 
22 A 1110; Bower’s App., 68 Pa. 126. 

63. Adair v. Wright, 16 Iowa 3885. 
But see Sked v. Sedgley, 36 Oh. St. 
483 (holding that a sale in an ac- 
tion to foreclose a mortgage given 
as security for a debt, antecedent to 
the enactment of the statute under 
which the mortgagor becomes en- 
titled to an exemption, upon being 
mustered into the service, is not 
void, but voidable only). 

64. Ark.—Arkinson vy. Pittman, 47 
Ark. 464, 2 SW 114 

Ind.—Junker v. Hustes, 113, Ind. 
524, 16 NE 197. 

Iowa.—Millington v. Laurer, 89 
Iowa 322, 56 NW 533, 48 AmSR 385. 

Ky.—Mulliken vy. Winter, 2) Dav. 
256, 87 AmD 495; Collett vy. Jones, 7 
B. ‘Mon. 586. 

Nebr.—Deering v. Ruffner, 32 Nebr. 
845, 49 NW 771, "29 AmSR 473. 
wi C.—Curlee v. Thomas, 74 N. C. 

N. D.—Bradley v. Earle; 22 N. D. 


139, 182 NW 660, 42 LRANS 575, Ann, 


Cas1914A 1181 [cit Cyc]. 

Pa.—Thall’s' App.,, 119 Pa. 425.943 
A 466; Higgins v. Dunkleberger, 9 
Pa, Dist. 91, 23 Pa, Co.2291: \ 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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particularly true where it is sought to enforce a set- 
off against a judgment for trespass to or conver- 
sion of the exempt property, or against an action 
for replevin of the property.®® In some jurisdic- 
tions, however, the right of plaintiff to hold prop- 
eity exempt from execution does not impair the 
right of a defendant to set off a debt which plaintiff 
owes him against a debt which he owes plaintiff,” 
and a judgment recovered for the value of per- 
sonal property, exempt from execution, converted 
by the judgment debtor, by a levy upon and sale 
of it, 1s not itself exempt, and may be set off 
against a judgment held by the judgment debtor 
against the judgment creditor in it.6® It has been 
held that an exemption ‘‘from the sale under execu- 
tion, or other final process’’ is not enforceable 
before judgment so as to destroy the right of coun- 
ter-claim or set-off.%° 
ties where an exempt claim has been assigned a set- 
off cannot be allowed against it,”° although there 
is other authority to the contrary.” 

[§ 228] 8. Miscellaneous Proceedings. HExemp- 
tion claims have been allowed against a lien of a 


S. C.—Rookard vy. Atlanta, etc., R. 
446, 5 P 69. 
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Nev.—Elder vy. Frevert, 
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creditor upon a fund arising from a partition of 
land, although the lien had not arisen by an execu- 
tion or distress,’? against a judgment in an action 
of account rendered by one partner against an- 
other,’* against a sale by an administrator of an 
insolvent estate,’4 against any sale by operation of 
law which is necessary for the payment of the 
debtor’s debts,’> against a writ of sequestration by 
which the rents and profits of a life estate may be 
taken and applied to the payment of a judgment 
until it is satisfied.7° Money exempt from garnish- 
ment in the hands of the employer is exempt from 
seizure by other process, such as a rule against the 
sheriff, while passing from the employer to the 
employee.** 

[§ 229] C. Officers’ Powers, Duties, and Re- 
sponsibilities—1. In General. An officer levying 
process upon the property of the debtor must, both 
as essential to the regularity of the levy and to his 
protection from personal liability, comply with the 
requirements, if any, imposed by statute for the 
purpose of safeguarding the debtor in his exemp- 
tion rights.78 In all cases the officer should act 


18 Nev.|a claim of exemption, although such 


claimant may be entitled under the 


Oss oS. Cw sili SE 9912. 

S. D.—Rindles v. Bordewyk, 30 S. 
MD, 439, 139 NW 1138. 

Tenn.—Collier v. Murphy, 90 Tenn. 
300, 16 SW 465, 25 AmSR 698; Duff 
WAAVVICLIS, <( prteisk et 7: 

Tex. — Dempsey. v. McKennell, 2 
Tex. Civ. A. 284, 283 SW 525. : 

[a] Wlustrations.—(1) A creditor 
holding a judgment against the debt- 
or cannot set it off as against a 
judgment obtained by the debtor, 
where the debtor’s entire property 
including the judgment does not ex- 
ceed the amount of his exemption. 
Carpenter v. Coal, 115 Ind. 134, 17 
NE 266; Dumbould v. Rowley, 113 
Ind. 353, 15 NE 4638; Butner v. Bow- 
ser, 104 Ind. 255, 3 NE 889; Puett v. 
Beard, 86 Ind. 172, 44 AmR 280; Cop- 
page v. Gregg, 1 Ind. A. 112, 27 NE 
570. (2) A debtor, plaintiff in an 
action on a note, and whose property 
does not exceed six hundred dollars, 
may claim such note as exempt 
against a note pleaded as a set-off 
to his note, and may do this by way 
of reply to the answer of set-off. 
Smith v. Sills, 126 Ind, 205, 25 NE 
881; Coffing v. Dungan, 6 Ind. A. 386, 
33 NE 815. 

[b] Application of rule.— Where 
an agent to sell property in violation 
of his instructions accepts in pay- 
ment the past due notes of his 
principal, he cannot, as against an 
action by his. principal for the 
amount for which the property was 
sold, set off the amount due on 
plaintiff's notes where plaintiff was 
entitled to hold the property sold as 
exempt from execution. Rindles v. 
Bordewyk, 30 S. D. 439, 1389 NW 113. 

{c] For example, a set-off cannot 
be allowed against a claim due for 
earnings which are exempt to plain- 
tiff. Millington v. Laurer, 89 Iowa 
322, 56 NW 533, 48 AmSR 385; Col- 
lier v. Murphy, 90 Tenn. 300, 16 SW 
465, 25 AmSR 698. i 

{d] It is a question for the jury 
whether the allegation of plaintiff is 
true where he avers that all his prop- 
erty, of which he files a schedule, 
does not exceed the amount of the 
statutory exemption and that there- 
fore a judgment cannot be pleaded 
and set off to his claim. Coppage v. 
Gregg, 1) Ind. A.. 112, 27° NE 570. 


65. Ala.—Ex p. Hunt, 62 Ala. 1. 
Conn.—Talbot v. Ellis, 33 Conn. 
235. 


Kan.—tTrat v. Wilson, 65 Kan. 729, 
70 P 893. 
é Ky.—Collett v. Jones, 7 B. Mon. 
86, 
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S. C.—Parkerson v. Wightman, 35 
SaeCr LingaOe- 

Tex.—Craddock v. Goodwin, 54 
Tex, 578; Kiggins y. Henne, etc., Co., 
(Civ. A.) 199 SW 494; Stagg v. Pil- 
and, 31 Tex, Civ. A. 245, 71 SW 762; 
Moore v. Graham, 29 Tex. Civ. A. 235, 
69 SW 200. 

[a] . Applications of rule.—(1) In 
an action to recover damages for the 
wrongful attachment of exempt 
property, defendant cannot set off 
the debt on which the attachment 
proceedings were based. Wilson v. 
Manning, (Tex. Civ. A.) 85 SW i079. 
(2) Where the creditor of an insol- 
vent_debtor in violation of the stat- 
ute sold his only work beast and the 
debtor recovered the value of the 
beast in damages, an injunction will 
not lie on behalf of the creditor to 
enjoin further proceedings on _ the 
verdict and to set off his claim 
against the debtor, against the debt- 
or’s verdict. Collett v. Jones, 7 B. 
Mon. (Ky.) 586. 

Hoes Duff v. Wells, 7 Heisk. (Tenn.) 


67. Corbally v. Hughes, 59 Ga. 
493; Caldwell v. Ryan, 210 Mo. 17, 
108 SW 533, 124 AmR 717, 14 Ann 
Cas 314, 16 LRANS 494 [overr so far 
as in conflict Bowen vy. Holden, 95 
Mo. A. 1, 75 SW 686; State v. Hud- 
son, £6 Mo. A, 501; Lewis v. Gil!, 76 
Mo. A. 504; Wagner v. J. H. North 
Furniture, etc., Co., 63 Mo. A. 206; 
State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261]; Bauer 
v.. Counts, 197) Moy 7A. 1233) 193=SiW, 
874; State v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 
1385 Mo. A. 160, 115 SW 1081; Ser- 
DAML Ve ELAKeD wan on On mM yStee 250, Unk 
NE 9438. But see Kepner v. Pierce, 
5 Ohe'Cirs Ct.) 438, 3) Oh Cir Dec, 239 
(limiting the rule to cases of set-off 
before judgment). 

[a] For example (1) in an action 
for damages on an attachment bond, 
defendants may set off whatever 
amount is due them from plaintiff, 
irrespective of any question of ex- 
emption, and the question of exemp- 
tion concerns only the enforcement 
of a judgment. State v. Lichtmans, 
184 Mo. A. 225, 168 SW 367. (2) The 
provisions of Rév. St. (1905) § 5078, 
that when cross demands have exist- 
ed between persons under such eir- 
cumstances that, if one had brought 
an action against the other, a set-off 
could have been set up, and that the 
two demands must be deemed com- 
pensated so far as they are equal to 
each other, forbids the allowance to 
one of the demand against him on 


exemption statutes to hold exempt a 
sum equal to the demand against 
him. Serhant v. Haker, 73 Oh. St. 
250, 76 .NE 943. 

pions Memple -Vv.\ Scott) ese Win. 

69. Lynn v. Stanly Creek Cotton 
Mills, 130 N. C. 621, 41 SE 877. 

70. Pickrell v. Jerauld, 1 Ind. A. 
10, 27 NE 433, 50 AmSR 192; Milling- 
ton v. Laurer, 89 Iowa 322, 56 NW 
533, 48 AmSR 385; Cullers v. May, 81 
Tex.-110, 16 SW ‘8138. 

[a] Where creditors attach and 
sell community property for a Gebt 
of the husband and the debtor’s wife 
obtains judgment against them there- 
for, the creditors must offset their 
judgment against the judgment ob- 
tained by the wife even after the 
assignment of the wife’s judgment 
fto another and even after the wife's 
death, for the wife’s judgment be- 
ing for the value of exempt property 
is also exempt. Cullers v. May, &1 
Tex. 10, LEIS Wasis: 

[b] Application of rule—In a 
suit by a married woman on a note 
payable to her husband, which had 
been assigned to her, where de- 
fendant has pleaded as set-off a judg- 
ment recovered against the husbaid 
before the note was assigned, it is 
not error to admit the husband as 
a party plaintiff to enable him to 
plead that, at the time the note was 
assigned, it was within his statu- 
tory exemption as a head of a family, 
Since, although he had parted with 
the note by the assignment, he had 
a substantial interest with his wife 
in having it protected by the exemp- 
tion. Pickrell v. Jerauld, 1 Ind. A. 
10, 27 NE 433, 50 AmSR 192. 

71. Ehrhart v. Esbenshade, 23 Pa. 
Dist. 500. 
wale Reed v. Hollibaugh, 8 Pa. Co. 


73. McTague v. Rehill, 2 Montg. 
ConiCea ob: 
aoe Kinard vy. Moore, 34 S. C. L. 
75. Kinard v. Moore, 34 8. CG. L. 
Hees Contra McLean v. Gillis, 2 Man. 
76. Buchi v. Pund, 24 Pa. Co. 335; 


Sener v. Scherff, 10 Pa. Co. 529. 

77. Cox v. Bearden, 84 Ga. 304, 
10°SE 627, 20 AmSR 359. 

78. Town v. Elmore, 38 Mich. 305; 
Elliott v. Whitmore, 5 Mich. 532; 
State v. Barada, 57 Mo. 562; Hamil- 
ton v. Fleming, 26 Nebr. 240, 41 NW 
1002; Wilkinson v.. Wait, 44 Vt. 508, 
S Am Ry sol. 
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fairly and in good faith and not use the exemption 
law as a trap to catch those debtors who are hon- 
estly and in good faith seeking to avail themselves 
of its benefits.7® His powers are ministerial, not 
judicial.8° He may disregard a claim of exemp- 
tion which the statute does not authorize, but he 
has no power to pass on the sufficiency thereof.*? 

[§ 230] 2. Notice to Debtor. It is ordinarily 
the duty of an officer having a writ or process in his 
hands to notify the debtor of his right of exemp- 
tion,** although in some states, the officer is not 
required to give the debtor notice,® but may take 
and sell the debtor’s property under execution, if 
not informed by the debtor of the exemption. ae 
The rule requiring the officer to give notice exists 
to give defendant an opportunity to claim his 
exemption 8° and to surrender other property not 
selected or exempt for satisfaction of the judg- 
ment.8? A statute requiring the officer to give no- 
tice to the debtor has been held to be manda- 
tory,’ and not complied with by a notice by the 
creditor to the debtor.8® Notice to the debtor may 
be excused by the fact that the debtor has in ad- 
vance of the levy notified the officer that he claims 


Cross references: 
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exemption for all of his property,®® or by the fact 
that he has filed a schedule and claim of exemp- 
tion, or by the fact that the debtor cannot be 
found after diligent search,°? or by the ‘fact that 
the debtor is not in the county. °3 But if the officer 
knows of the residence of defendant in an adjoin- 
ing county and can reach him py the exercise of 
reasonable diligence, it is then his duty to apprise 
him of his rights of exemption.°* An ambiguously 
worded notice by mail from which the debtor may 
infer that personal demand will be made of him 
at some time*in the future is not in good faith and 
is insufficient.°> Failure to notify the debtor of his 
exemption rights, while it may impose personal lia- 
bility upon the levying officer,9® will not, in some 
jurisdictions, invalidate the levy or sale of real 
estate.%” 

’ [§ 231] 3. Inventory, Appraisement, and Set- 
ting Apart. Under the statutes in some states, if is 
the duty of the officer to cause an inventory and 
appraisement to be made, and to allow the debtor 
to select the amount exempted,®* and if the debtor 
is absent, the officer must make the selection and 
set it apart.°® Under other statutes the officer must 


{a] DIllustrations.—(1) Where an|497; State v. Carroll, 9 Mo. A. 275; 


Indemnity on allowing claim of e¢x-| officer holds property under an execu- Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. (Tenn.) 136. 
emption see Sheriffs and Constables | tion he cannot ignore a claim made {a] Before summoning the gar- 


[35 Cye 1760]. 


to ‘him merely because it fails toO|nishee (1) the officer should notify 


Levy on exempt property, as con-|show that the debt was contracted|the debtor of his exemption rights. 


stituting breach of official bond 

see Sheriffs and Constables [35 

Cye 1919]. 

Liability of officer for: 
Failure to levy see Sheriffs and 
Constables [35 Cyc 1634]. 
Levy on exempt property see Sher- 
iffs and Constables [35 Cyc 1647]. 
Release of exempt property See 
Beenie and Constables [35 Cyc 
74) 
Sale of exempt property see Sher- 
iffs and Constables [35 Cyc 1687]. 
Right of officer to require indemnity 

see Sheriffs and Constables [35 
. Cyc 1758]. 

79. Herschbach v. Cassout, 197 
Ill, A. 188; Schumann y. Pilcher, 36 
Ill. A. 48; Langston v. Murphy, 31 I11. 
A. 188; Pensoneau v. Masserang, 8 
Tll. A. 298; Eisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. 
A. 188, 33 NE 220; State v. Kane, 42 
Mo. A. 253. 

[a] For example (1) he should 
call the debtor’s attention to omis- 
sions, and otherwise protect him in 
his rights, Miller v. Rolen, 389 Ill. 
A. 350; Cooper v. Payne, 36 Ill. A. 
155; Langston v. Murphy, 31 Ill. A. 
186. (2) He should give the debtor 
the benefit of his advice, when need- 
ed. State v. Kane, 42 Mo. A, 253. 
But see Parsons v. Evans, 44 Okl. 
751, 245 P 1122, LRA1915D 381 (the 
officer is under no obligation to ad- 
vise the debtor as to his rights). 
(3) Where the execution debtor 
writes his name in the body of the 
affidavit attached to the schedule, 
the constable cannot presume that 
the name was written by the same 
person who wrote the schedule and 
affidavit, but he should _ inquire 
whether the name was written by 
the debtor, especially where the 
handwriting is dissimilar from that 
of the schedule and affidavit. Schu- 
mann vy. Pilcher, 36 Ill. A. 48. (4) 
Where the sheriff and creditor at the 
time the schedule and claim were 
filed 'gave strong assurance that the 
claim would be granted and that 
there would be no trouble about its 
amount, they are not in a position 
te urge technical objections to defeat 
the debtor’s right. Hisenhauer vy. 
Dill, 6 Ind. A. 188, 33 NE 220. 

80. Straughn vy. Richards, 121 Ala. 
611, 25 S 700; Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
Ala. 83, 11 S 665; Field Vir Plarterzec 
Ont. A. 449. 


during the existence of the law cre- 
ating exemptions, that question be- 
ing a judicial one. Straughn v. Rich- 
ards; 721 -Alae. 6115 525" S: 700.5 ()y 
Where in an interpleader issue the 
claimant alleges that the soods 
seized include the statutory exemp- 
tions, that is a question for trial in 
the issue and is not to be left to the 
Sheriff to deal with. Field v. Hart, 
22 Ont. A. 449. (3) Under a statute 
providing that when an execution 
debtor claims property which has 
been levied on to be exempt. he may 
give bond and receive the property, 
and further that, if the debtor fails 
to do so, the execution creditor may 
then give bond and receive the prop- 
erty, but that, if neither give bond, 
the officer is bond to return the prop- 
erty to the claimant without bond, 
the officer must return the property 
to the claimant irrespective of 
whether the property is exempt in 
fact, where neither the debtor nor 
the creditor gives bond. Williams v. 
Ragan, 153 Ala. 397, 45 S 185. 

81. Kennedy v. Smith, 99 Ala. 83, 
11 S 665. 

“The only case in which the sher- 
iff can disregard a claim of exemp- 
tion, however informal or irregular, 
interposed by a defendant in execu- 
tion within the time prescribed by 
the statute, is where the execution 
is issued upon a judgment based upon 
tort, or other demand against which 
the statute does not authorize a 
claim of exemption to be interposed. 
It has been held by this court that, 
where it appears upon the face of 
the papers that the case is one not 
governed by the exemption laws, it 
is the duty of the sheriff to disre gard 
the claim of exemption, and to pro- 
ceed with the sale of the property.” 
Kennedy v. Smith, supra. 

82. Straughn v. Richards, 121 Ala, 
611, 25 S 700; Kennedy v. Smith, 99 
Ala. 88, 11.S 665; Field. v. Hart, 22 
Ont. A. 449. 

83. McCluskey v. McNeely, 8 Ill. 
578; Cook v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; Gulf- 
port Bank v. O’Neal, 86 Miss. 45, 38 
S 620; State v. Barnett, 96 Mo. 133, 
8 SW 767: Paddock v. Lance, 94 Mo. 
283, 6 SW 241; State v. Barada, 57 

0. 562; State v. Romer, 44 Mo. 99; 

ephier v. Rowland, 195 Mo. A. 386, 
191 SW 1033; Finke v. Craig, 57 Mo. 
A. 3938; Hombs v. Corbin, 20 Mo. A. 


State v. Sondag, 15 Mo. A. 312. (2) 
If no judgment is rendered against 
the garnishee no damage _ results 
from the failure of the officer to no- 
lify the debtor, and if no malice or 
oppression in office is shown, the 
officer is not liable. State v. Car- 
toll, 9 Mo. A. 275. 

84. State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 314. 

[a] Where. defendant’s land was 
advertised for sale under an execu- 
tion against him, he cannot contené 
that he was not afforded an oppor- 
tunity of claiming his exemption. 
Lahr v. Ulmer, 27 Ind. A. 107, 6¢ 
NE 1009. 
Rn ae seep v Swart, 4 Lans. (N. 


86. Johnson y. Dellas, 199 Ill. A. 


87. Cook v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; God- 
man y. Smith, 17 Ind. 152. 

68. State v. Freeman, 173 Mo. A. 
294, 158 SW 726; Irondale Bank v. 
Terrill, 185 Mo. A, 472, 116 SW 483. 

89. Irondale Bank v. Terrill, 135 
Mo. A 472, 116 SW 481. 
re bs Brown v. Hoffmeister, 71 Mo. 
ee Johnson v. Dellas, 199 Ill, A- 

92. Dickinson v. Comstock, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 199 SW 863. 

93. Foote v. Peo., 12 Ill. A. 94. 

94, Finke v. Craig, 57 Mo. A. 393. 
pee Boggess v. Pennell, 46 Ill. A. 

96. See Sheriffs and Constables 
[85 Cye 1648]. 

97. Dougherty v. Gangloff, 239 
Mo. 649, 144 SW ot8ai Hudson vy. 
Wright, 204 Mo. 412, 103 SW 8. 

98. Parker v. Canfield, 116 Mich. 
94, 74 NW 296; Hutchinson v. Whit- 
more, 90 Mich. 255, 51 NW 451, 380 
AmSR 431; Stilson v. Gibbs, 40 Mich. 
42, 46 Mich. 215, 9 NW 254, 53 Mich. 
282, 18 NW 815; Town vy. Elmore, 38 
Mich. 305; Ostrander y. Packer, 35 
Mich: 480; "Wyckoff v. Wyilis, 8 Mich. 
48: Elliott v. Whitmore, 5 Mich. 532. 

Appraisement generally see infra 
§ 259 et seq. 

Schedule or inventory generally 
see infra § 248 et seq. 

99. Parker v. Canfield, 116 Mich. 
94, 74 NW 296; Hutchinson v. Whit- 
more, 90 Mich. 255, 51 NW 451, 30 
AmSR 481; Stilson v. Gibbs, 40 
Mich, 42, 46 Mich. 215, 9 NW 254, 
53 Mich. 280, 18 NW 815; Town vy. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number. 
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§§ 231-233] 


require the debtor to make his selection, and at the 
time of the levy.2 A>»statute requiring the officer 
to make an inventory and appraisal of the debtor’s 
property and to give to the debtor the inventory 
from which he is to make his selection does not 
require that the officer should also give the debtor 
the appraisal of the property, which he has made.® 
Under such statutes the officer is entitled to a rea- 
sonable time within which to make and serve his 
inventory.* 

[§ 232] D. Persons Who May Assert Claim.5 
An exemption being a personal privilege, it. can as 
a general rule be pleaded or taken advantage of 
only by the execution or attachment debtor,® or by 
someone acting in his behalf,’ such as his wife or a 
member of his family,®? the test being whether the 
claim, made either by the debtor or someone for 
him, is being made for the benefit of the debtor or 
his family, or whether it is being made for the 
benefit of someone else not entitled to the benefit 
of the exemption statute.? So where the judgment 
debtor, after giving notice of his intention to claim 
an exemption in property levied on, dies before he 
ean establish his claim, the widow may assert the 
claim.t° <A debtor’s agent may claim his exemp- 


Hlmore, 38 Mich. 305; Ostrander v. 
Packer, 35 Mich. 430; Wyckoff v. 


EXEMPTIONS 


in bankruptcy see Bankruptcy § 627. 
Necessity to impose liability on levy- 


[25 Cay.) 131 


tions for him under an express authority, or un- 
der an authority implied from his being left in 
charge of the property during the debtor’s tem- 
porary absence.” 

Claimant’s status. Claimant’s status is fixed 
at the time of the levy of the execution and not at 
the time he makes his claim.}8 

[§ 233] E. Claim14—1, Necessity—a. In Gen- 
eral. Under statutes which expressly require a 
claim and selection by the debtor to be made, or 
which by implication require a selection by the 
debtor as where they exempt property not exceed- 
ing a certain sum in value or a certain number of 
articles or animals of a particular kind, it is the 
almost universal rule that the debtor in order to 
have the benefit of the exemption must claim his 
right,° although there is some authority to the 
effect that the failure of the debtor to claim his 
exemption of specific property as permitted by the 
statute at the time of levy does not preclude him 
from claiming as exempt the proceeds of the sale 
of the items of property which he subsequently 
selects. If, however, the debtor has no property 
except what is exempt by law, it becomes, thereby, 
specifically exempt, and it is unnecessary to make 


82 AmD 79; Tullis v. Orthwein, 5 
Minn. 377. : 


Wyliis, 8 Mich. 48; Elliott v. Whit- 
more, 5 Mich. 532. 

Selection generally see infra § 271 
et seq. . 
ae Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. (Tenn.) 


2. Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. (Tenn.) 
36. 
3. Jones v. Peek, 101 Mich, 389, 


59 NW 659. 


4 Tullis v. Orthwein, 5 Minn. 377. 
5. Persons entitled to exemptions 
see supra §§ 16-62. 


6. U. S.—Feilbach v. Russell, 233 
Fed. 412, 147 CCA 348. 
Ark.—St. Louis Southwestern R. 


Co. v. Vanderberg, 91 Ark. 252, 120 
SW 993. 

Tll._—Burns vy. Turner, 193 Ill. A. 
L72,.L707 © Leite Cyc]. 

Iowa.—Moore v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co., 43 Iowa 885. 

Ky.—Belknap v. Carpenter, 8 KyL 
358. 

Banc v. State, 73 Md, 398, 21 
A 51. 

Mo.—Howland v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 134 Mo. 474, 36 SW 29. 

N. Y.—Smith v. Hill, 22 Barb. 656; 
Earl v. Camp, 16 Wend. 562; Mickles 
v. Tousley, 1 Cow. 114. 

N. C.—Johnson y. Cross, 66 N. C. 
167. . 
Pa.—BEberhart’s App., 39 Pa. 509, 
80 AmD 536; Larkin v. McAnnally, 5 
Phila. 17. 

R. I.—Skerrible v. Chaffee, 17 R. 
TI, 195, 21 A 103, 33 AmSR 863. 


Man.—yYoung v. Short, 3 Man. 3202.° 


Persons entitled to exemption see 
supra §§ 16-62. 

Right of garnishee see Garnish- 
ment [20 Cyc 1079]. 

7, See cases infra notes 8-10. 

8. Meitzler’s App., 73 Pa. 368; Mc- 
Carthy’s App., 68 Pa. 217; Wilson v. 
McElroy, 32 Pa. 82; Waugh v. Bur- 
ket, 3 Grant (Pa.) 319. 

9. Guntley v. Staed, 77 Mo. A. 155, 
164 [cit Garrett v. Wagner, 125 Mo. 
450, 28 SW 762]. 

10. Thompson v. Ogle, 55 Ark. 101, 
17 SW 593. 

Al. Wilson v. McElroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

12. Wilson v. McElroy, 32 Pa. 82; 
Waugh v. Burket, 3 Grant (Pa.) 319. 

13. Nephler v. Rowland, 195 Mo. 
A. 386, 191 SW 1033. 

14. Cross references: 

Excuse for omission to claim or de- 

lay see supra § 204. 

In assignments for benefit of ecred- 
itors see Assignments for Bene- 

fit of Creditors § 519. 


ing officer see Sheriffs and Con- 

stables [35 Cyc 1649]. 

Waiver by failure to make claim 

see supra § 204. 

15. U. S—In re Baughman, 183 
Fed, 668; In re Blanchard, 161 Fed. 
793, 20 AmBankr 417, 161 Fed. 797, 
20 AmBankr 422, 

Ala.—Mitchell v. Corbin, 91 Ala. 
599, 8 S 810; Patillo v. Taylor, 83 
Ala. 230, 3 S 558; Alley v. Daniel, 


75 Ala. 403; Bell v. Davis, 42 Ala. 
460; Gamble v. Reynolds, 42 Ala. 
236; Ross v.. Hannah, 18 Ala;-125; 


Gresham v. Walker, 10 Ala. 370. 

Ark.—Scanlan v. Guilding, 63 Ark. 
540, 89 SW 713; Surratt v. Young, 55 
Ark. 447, 18 SW 539; Settles v. Bond, 
49 Ark, 114, 4 SW 286. 

Cal.—Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 
194, 23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174; Gavitt v. 
Doub, 23 Cal. 78; Borland v. O’Neal, 
22 Cal. 504. 

Colo.—Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 
Colo. 21, 39 P 416; Harrington v. 
Smith, 14 Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 
AmSR 272; Behymer v. Cook, 5 Colo. 
395; Eisenberg v. Burchinell, 10 Colo. 
A. 457, 52 P 220; Autrey v. Wright, 4 
Colo. A. 179, 35 P 186; Madera v. 
Holdrege, 4 Colo. A. 126, 35 P 52. 

Ill.— Figueira v. Pyatt, 88 Ill. 402; 
Amend y. Smith, 87 Ill. 198; Lindley 
v. Miller, 67 Ill. 244; Cook v. Scott, 
6 Dlly 333° Burnsiv. \Durner, 1935111: 
A. 172; Johnson v. Larcade, 110 Il. 
A. 611; Menzie v. Kelly, 8 Ill. A. 259. 

Ind.—Boesker v. Pickett, 81 Ind. 


554; Over v. Shannon, 75 Ind. 352; 
Terrell v. State, 66 Ind. 570; Sulli- 
van v. Winslow, 22 Ind. 153; Gra- 


ham v. Crockett, 18 Ind. 119; State 
v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 196. 

Iowa.—Angell v. Johnson, 51 Iowa 
625, 2 NW 435, 33 AmR 152. 

Kan.—Williamson v. Kansas. 
Coal Co., 6 Kan. A. 448, 50 P 106. 

Ky.—Bank of Commerce v. Payne, 
86 Ky. 446, 8 SW 856, 10 KyL 48; 
McGee v. Anderson, 1 B. Mon. 187, 
36 AmD 570. 


etc., 


Me.—Smith v. Chadwick, 51 Me. 
515 

Md.—Miles v. State, 73 Md. 398, 
21 A 51; State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 
314. 


Mass.—Savage v. Davis, 134 Mass. 
401; Clapp v. Thomas, 5 Allen 158. 

Mich.—McCausey v. Hoek, 159 
Mich. 570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 
945; Williams v. Brown, 137 Mich. 
569, 100 NW 786: Gass _v. ‘Van Wag- 
ner, 63 Mich. 610, 30 NW_198. 

Minn.—Lynd vy. Picket, 7 Minn. 184, 


Mo.—Finley v. Barker, 110 Mo. 408, 
20 SW 177; Davis v. Williamson, 68 
Mo. A. 807; Stewart v. Stewart, 65 
Mo. A. 663; Alt v. Lafayette Bank, 9 
Mo. A, 91. 

N. Y.—Wilcox v. Howe, 59 Hun 
268, 12 NYS 783, 20 NYCivProc 214; 
Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 263; Sea- 
man v. Luce, 23 Barb. 240; Moss v. 


eee 60 Mise. 62, 111 NYS 
co Njg Co Henson vy. Edwards, 32 N. 
‘Oh.—Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667; 
Slanker v. Beardsley, 9 Oh. St. 589; 
Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 
Okl.—Sale v. Shipp, 58 Okl, 598, 


160 P 502; Parsons v. Evans, 44 Ok}. 
751, 145 P 1122, LRA1915D. 381: 
Pa.—Keéller v. Bricker, 64 Pa. 379; 
Bair v. Steinman, 52 Pa. 423; Strouse 
v. Becker, 38 Pa..190, 80 AmD 474, 
44 Pa. 206; Gilleland y. Rhoads, 34 
Pa. 187; Dodson’s App., 25 Pa. 232; 
Line’s App., 2 Grant 197; Winchester 


v, Costello, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas, 279; 
Wolf v. Wolf, 3 LancLRev 81. 

Ss. C.—Oliver v. White, 18 S. C. 
235; Pender v. Lancaster, 14 S. CG. 


25, 37 AmR 720. 

S. D.—Pirie v. Harkness, 3 S. D. 
178, 52 NW 581; Longley v. Daly, 1 
S. D. 257, 46 NW 247. 

Wash.—Zelinsky v. Price, 8 Wash. 
256, 36 P 28. 

W. Va.—Taylor v. Belville, 70 W. 
Va. 484, 74 SH 517. 

Wis.—Zielke v. Morgan, 50 Wis. 
560, 7 NW 651. 

Can.—Boucher v. Veronneau, 3 Rev 
deJur 467. 

B. C.—Pilling v. Stewart, 4 B. C. 
94. See Yorkshire Guarantee, etc., 
Corp. v. Cooper, 10 B. C. 65 (where 
claim was held to have been made). 

“There is no halo around personal 
property exemptions. They are sim- 
ply exemptions, and are not handed 
out on a silver waiter. There is a 
burden, resting on one claiming an 
exemption. He must elaim it.” In re 
Blanchard, 161 Fed. 793, 796, 20 Am 
Bankr 417, 161 Fed. 797, 20 AmBankr 
422. 

[a] Stock in trade.——Under the 
statute exempting two hundred dol- 
lars’ worth of “stock in trade,” the 
exemption must be claimed and the 
articles selected by the debtor, where 
his stock is in excess of this amount, 


or it is waived. Zielke v. Morgan, 
50 Wis. 560. 7 NW 651. 
16. Anderson vy. Dever, 109 Miss. 


235, 68 S 166. : 


132 [25C.J.] 


claim.17 A claim of exemption under one execution. 
may not and usually does not dispense with the 
necessity of the claim under’ other different execu- 
tions where the different executions were issued on 
different judgments;!* it is even held that a claim 
under the original execution will not suffice to pro- 
tect the debtor upon the levy of an alias,!® but this 
rule is by no means universal.22 Where other 
property is levied upon under the other execution, a 
claim of exemption made after the levy of the first 
execution upon certain property is not sufficient.*4 
In garnishment, when the garnishee in his answer 
admits an indebtedness for services rendered by 
defendant under a continuing contract, and a claim 
of exemption is made by defendant, and, on appeal, 
an oral examination being required, he admits a 
further indebtedness, which has accrued under the 
contract since his first answer was filed, this in- 
debtedness is not included in the claim of exemp- 
tions already filed, and is liable to plaintiff’s de- 
mand unless a new claim is interposed.?” 

A mortgagor must claim such exemption in order 
to secure it in the surplus proceeds of the sale of 
the mortgaged property on foreclosure.?® 

[§ 234] b. Specific Exemptions. By the weight 
of authority when the statute exempts specific 
articles absolutely, without expressly or impliedly 
requiring any selection by the debtor, the debtor 


EXEMPTIONS : 


[§§ 233-234 


does not waive or lose his right to claim the articles 
as exempt by failure to assert the claim at the time 
of a levy.24 Some statutes qualify the rule by pro- 
viding that the debtor need not make a claim in the 
first instance, and does not waive his rights by fail- 
ing to object to a levy unless he fails or refuses 
to make designation or selection of property which 
he claims as exempt when required to do so by 
the officer.2> Other statutes, exempting specific 
articles absolutely, require in express terms, that 
a claim be made, 26 the claim, in such ease, serving 
not ‘as an identification of the exempt articles, but 
as the exercise of an option.27 Where the exempt 
character of an article made specifically exempt by 
statute depends upon the nature of its use by the 
debtor, the debtor must at least inform the officer 
of the nature of the use; a fact known only to the 
debtor, before he is entitled to an exemption there- 
in.2? “Where the person holding or directing the 
service of the writ knows at the time of the sery- 
ice that the property levied upon is exempt,?® or 
where the debtor has specific property only to the 
amount of exemption allowed by law, there is ad- 
ditional ground for holding that the debtor is not 
required to make a claim.*® A statute requiring an 
officer to levy an execution on any personal prop- 
erty in the possession of, or that he has reason to 
believe belongs to, defendant, unless he has re- 


17. U. S.—In re Ziff, 225 Fed. 323., and selling the property. Harrington , Stirman vy. Smith, 10 SW 131, 10 KyL 


Colo.—Harrington v. 
Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272. 20 AmSR 272. 
TIll.—Cole v. Green, 21 Ill, 104. [ce] 


Property generally of a cer-| Mich. 669, 


Smith, 14/v. Smith, 14 Colo. 376, 379, 23 P 331, |, 665. 


Mich.—Vanderhorst v. 
31 AmR 328; 


Bacon, 38 
Elliott v. 


Ind.—Wallace v. Lawyer, 54 Ind. | tain value.—Where a statute exempts | Whitmore, 5 Mich. 532. 


501, 23 AmR ‘661. Contra Moss v. 


property to the value of sixty dol- 
Jenkins, 146 Ind. 589, 45 NE 789 (so]| lars, “to be selected by the debtor,’ | Minn. 196; 


Minn.—Murphy v. Sherman, 25 
Lynd y. Picket, 7 Minn. 


far as concerns a general execution 
at law). 

Ky.—Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 131, 
10 KyL 665. 

Minn.—Thompson y. Peterson, 122 
Minn, 228, 142 NW 307; Howard v. 
Rugland, 35 Minn. 388, 29 NW 63; 
Murphy v. Sherman, 25 Minn. 196; 
Lynd v. Picket, 7 Minn. 184, 82 AmD 
Kos 

N. Y.—Grieb v. Northrup, 66 App. 
Div. 86, 72 NYS 481.- 

Or.—Crites v. Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 
P 941. 

Tenn.—State Vv. 
Humphr. 390. 

[a] Where all the property which 
a debtor has, of a kind which is ex- 
empted, with a limit as to quantity 
or amount and not with a limit as 
to value, does not exceed the quan- 
tity or amount which the statute 
exempts, there is no occasion for the 
debtor to claim the same as exempt. 
In such case the statute operates to 
claim it for him. Howard v. Rug- 
land, 35 Minn. 388, 29 NW 63. 

[b] Animals of a certain value.— 
In Colorado the statute exempts 
“from levy and sale upon any execu- 
tion. or writ of attachment... work- 
ing animals to the value of $200, one 
cow. and calf’ and “tools and imple- 
ments or stock in trade... not ex- 
ceeding $200 in value,’ and imposes 
a penalty upon any officer or other 
person who shall take or seize any 
articles exempted, ete. There is no 
language in the statute making it 
incumbent upon the debtor to select 
or point out property claimed as 
exempt. Under this statute, where a 
debtor has only two working horses, 
not worth more than two hundred 
dollars, a cow and a calf, and cer- 
tain implements not worth two hun- 
dred dollars, an officer has no right 
te. levy on them and sell them; the 
debtor is not bound as against a levy 
to assert a claim of exemption, and 
he does not waive his right of ex- 
emption by failing so to do, so as to 
prevent him from maintaining an ac- 
tion against the officer for seizing 


Haggard, 1 


a judgment debtor, who had no more 
than that amount of property, need 
not prove a formal or express selec- 
tion of that property in order to pro- 
tect it from levy and sale on execu- 
tion, but in such a case it is “placed 
beyond the reach of the law. unless 
by the voluntary affirmative act of 
me owners.” Cole y. Green, 21 II. 

4. 

[ad] Where earnings are garnished 
in an amount less than the amount 
exempted by statute, the matter of 
selection is not involved. Crites v. 
Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 P 941. 

18. Krauter’s App., 150 Pa. 47, 24 
A 603; Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 
80 AmD 474; Dobson’s App., 25 Pa. 
232; Bechtel’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 
375; Wisser v. Wisser, 8 Pa. Dist. 
671383) 15. Montgsi"Co.9125. 

19. Finley v. ‘Sly, 44 Ind. 266; 
Parker v. Independence Produce Co., 
2.Ind. TT. 561, 58 SW 3835.3 

Necessity of supersedeas 
alias execution see supra § 222. 

20. McAfoose’s App., 32 Pa. 276. 

[a] For example, where a fieri 
facias is levied on the real estate of 
the debtor and he claims his exemp- 
tion and it is allowed, and the land is 
appraised and sold under a venditioni 
exponas, and where after the sale is 
set aside an alias is levied on the 
same land and it is subsequently sold 
by the sheriff, the debtor is entitled 
to his exemptions out of the pro- 
eeeds of the sale, for the alias in 
such a ease, although irregular, is 
not an independent writ; it is in Sub- 
stance a continuance of the first writ. 
McAfoose’s App., 32 Pa. 276. 

21. Camp v. Ganley, 6 Ill. A. 499. 

22. Craft v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 93 Ala. 22,9 S 328. 

23. Gibbons v. Gaffney, 154 Pa. 48, 
26 A 24; Roundy v. Converse, 71 Wis. 
524, 37 NW 811, 5 AmSR 240. 

24. Ark.—Healy v. Conner, 40 Ark. 
igbgeiey rie v. Pua, 23 Hawaii 

Ky.—Winstead v. Hicks, 135 Ky. 
154, 121 SW 1018, 1385 AmSR 446; 


after 


184, 82 AmD 79. 

Mo.-—Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789: 

Oh.—Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 

Or.—California Trozan Powder Co. 
v. Wadhams, 85 Or. 307, 166 P 759. 

Wis.—Gilman v. Williams, 7 Wis. 
329, 46" AnD 2 1'9% 

25. Ellsworth v. Savre, 67 Iowa 
449, 25 NW _ 699 (changing the rule 
as it was laid down in Angell v. 
Johnson, 51 Iowa 625, 2 NW 435, 33 
AmR 152, and which was contra to 
rule generally held). 

26. Gilewicz v. Goldberg, 69 App. 
Div. 438, 74 NYS 984. 

27. Gilewicz v. Goldberg, 69 App. 
Div. 488, 74 NYS 984. 

28. Henson vy. Edwards, 32 N. C. 


fal Military arms.—Where astat-. 


ute exempts a gun used for muster- 
ing purposes. it is the duty of de- 
fondant to inform the officer before 
sale on execution that the gun is 
kept for the purpose of mustering 


and is therefore exempt. Henson vy. 
Edwards, 32 N. C. 43. 

29. Woods v.. Keyes, 14 Allen 
(Mass.) 236, 92 AmD 765; Lynd v. 


Picket, 7 Minn. 184, 82 AmD 79; Frost 
Vix MOUESSASN. Gye Eze 

{a] Distinguishable character. — 
(1) if tools, implements, and fixtures 
which are exempt from execution are 
attached, and are plainly distinguish- 
able as articles which are exempt 
from execution, the owner may main- 
tain an action against the attaching 
officer, without first demanding or 
pointing them out to him. Woods v. 
Keyes, 14 Allen (Mass.) 236, 92 AmD 
765. (2) If such articles have been 
so intermingled with plaintiff’s other 
property that the officer could not 
distinguish them, it is then incum- 
bent upon the debtor to point them 
out and claim them as. exempt. 
rw v. Thomas, 5 Allen (Mass.) 


30. Harrington v. Smith, 14 Colo. 
376, 23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272: Seip v. 
Tilghman, 23 Kan. 289; Murphy Vv. 
Sherman, 25 Minn, 196. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number 


( 


§§ 234-235] 


ceived notice in writing from some other person 
that the property belongs to him, applies only to 
persons other than the execution defendant, and 
does not require him to notify the sheriff that prop. 
erty levied upon belongs to him, and that he claims 
it as exempt, before he can maintain an action to 
recover the property as being exempt.*! 
In General. 
utes sometimes expressly provide that a claim for 
exemption when necessary *2 must be made within 
a specified time after levy or notice of execution,?? 
or within a reasonable time thereafter,** or at any 
time before sale,*> and such provisions must be 


[$235] 9.25) Lime—a. 


complied with.2* In the absence 


vision it has been variously held that claim must 
be made at the time of the levy if the debtor is 
present,?* that it must be made within a reasonable 


62 Iowa 
McCoy v. Cornell, 


31. Parsons vy. Thomas, 
Ow dem INIWi 526% 
40 Iowa 457. 


; a Necessity of claim see supra 
33. See statutory provisions; and 


Weskalnies v. Hesterman, 288 Ill. 
199, 123 NE 314; Alden v. Yeoman, 29 
Til. A. 53; Furrow v. Zollars, 8 S. D. 
522, 67. NW 612. 

34. See statutory provisions; and 
MacVeagh v. Bailey, 29 Ill. A. 606; 
Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill. A. 405; 
Johnston y. Willey, 21 Ill. A. 354; 
Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill, A. 409; Chil- 
Gers. vy.) Brown, Si Or. 1,158 P> 166, 
AnnCas1918D 170. 

[a] Statute construed.—A statute 
exempting certain property “if se- 
lected and reserved by the judgment 
debtor or his agent at the time of 
the levy, or as soon thereafter before 
sale thereof as the same shall be 
‘known to him” -does not render it 
essential that the claim for exemp- 
tion shall be made at the exact 
time of the levy, even though the 
debtor is present but he is allowed 
to assert his right within a reason- 
able time after the levy becomes 
known to him whether he was pres- 
ent or absent at the time of the seiz- 
mre. Childers’ v. —Brown,.-81) Or. 1, 
5, 158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170. 

35. Boylston v. Rankin, 114 Ala. 
.408, 21 S 995, 62 AmSR 111; Daniels 
v. Hamilton, 52 Ala. 105; Bray v. 
Laird, 44 Ala. 295; Ross v. Hannah, 
Tela 125) Jordan vy, “Autrey, 10 
Ala. 276; Wilson v. Lowry, 5 Ariz. 
335, 52 P 777; Close v. Sinclair, 38 
Oh. St. 530; Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. 
St. 667; Long v. Hoban, 7 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) GSS ee Cincla Bil 93.6; 
Hoover v. Haslage, 7 OhS&CP 98, 5 
OhNP 90. 

[al Waiver by conduct before 
sale.—After an officer had levied 
upon a horse belongihg to the execu- 
tion debtor, and he had demanded 
“the exemptions allowed by law,” 
they then mutually agreed upon a 
proper time and place for the debtor 
to select and the officer to cause to 
be appraised the property of the 
debtor exempt from levy and sale, 
but the debtor purposely failed to be 
present and make selections at the 
time and place agreed upon. The 
debtor by such failure waived his 
right to select and hold as exempt 
the horse so levied on, and he could 
not afterward assert his right even 
before the sale. ‘“‘When once waived 
it could not afterward, but before 
the sale, be revived and asserted.” 
Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667. 

36. Smith v. Smith, (Ala.) 75 S 
955; Alden v. Yeoman, 29 Ill. A. 53; 


_ Furrow v. Zollars, 8 S. D. 522, 67 NW 


612. 

Moffitt v. Adams, 60 Iowa 44, 
14 NW 88; Angell v. Johnson, 51 
Towa 625, 2 NW 485, 33 AmD 152; 
Richards v. Haines, 30 Iowa 574; 
Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 


38. Cal.—Stanton v. French, 83 
Gal194)523..P355,, 25, AmSR. 174; 
Gavitt v. Doub, 23 Cal. 78; Borland 


EXEMPTIONS 


The stat- 
then.#6 


of express pro- 


ripen Tal ara v. Davis, 134 Mass. 


Minn.—Lynd y. Picket, 7 Minn. 184, 
82 AmD 79. 

N. Y.—Brooks v. Hathaway, 8 Hun 
290; Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 263; 
Seaman y. Luce, 23 Barb. 240. 

St. 


Naa aac Wet Shaws 653.5 Ohi 
Wis.—Ladwig v. Williams, 87 Wis. 
615, 58 NW 11038; Zielke vy. Morgan, 
50 Wis. 560, 7 NW 651. 
39. Rosenberger vy. 
Phila. ((Pa.)) 3305 
[a] For example.—Where notice 
of a distress was given on April 6th, 
and the appraisement made on the 
8th, pursuant to the statute, and on 
the same day the sale was advertised 
for the 14th, a demand of exemption 
made on the 8th, the day the bills 
were posted, was not in time. Rosen- 
aie v. Hallowell, 3 Phila. (Pa.) 
40. Williamson y. Krumbhaar, 132 
Pa. 455, 19 A 281; Stewart’s App., 7 


Hallowell, 3 


Paras 46,010 WAN 833.) Cornman’s 
App., -90' Pa. 254; . Yost. v.. Heffner, 
69 Pa. 68; Diehl v. Holben, 39 Pa. 


213; Rogers v. Waterman, 25 Pa. 182; 
Brant’s App., 20 Pa. 141; Hammer v. 
Freese, 19 Pa. 255; Dieffenderfer v, 
Fisher, 3 Grant (Pa.) 80; Moore v. 
McMorrow, 5 Pa. Super. 559; Martin 
v. Kohr, 19 Pa. Co. 5138; McCloskey v. 
Moulder, 8 Pa. Co. 156; Kensel v. 
Kern, 4 Phila. (Pa.) 86; Rosenberger 
y. eee eae 3 Phila.’ (Pa.) 330: 

a] 
been incurred, the strict rule will not 


be enforced against the debtor. Sny- 
der v. Schmick, 166 Pa. 429, 31 A 
124; Williamson y. Krumbhaar, 132 


Pa. 455, 19 A281; Cornman’s App., 
90 Pa. 254; Elliott v. Flanigan, 37 
Pay 425 owWieir'ssHist., cOMPae Cod 187: 
Johnston Harvester Co. v, Fite, 4 Pa. 
Co. 415. , 

AlanCom:, 've Boyd, .56.ha-> 402% 
Bowyer’s App., 21 Pa. 210; Fackler 
v. Bale, 1 Pearson (Pa.) 171; Hub- 
bard v. Evarts, 12 Pa. Co. 132; John- 
ston Harvester Co. v, Fite, 4 Pa. Co. 
415; Kensel v. Kern, 4 Phila. (Pa.) 
86; Kern v. Beam, 11 LancBar (Pa.) 
183; Keiper v. Cochenauer, 7 Lanc 
Barges.) f 

42. Ind.—Robinson v. Hughes, 117 
Ind. 293, 20 NE 220, 10 AmSR 45, 3 
LRA 383; State v. Read, 94 Ind. 103; 
Eltzroth v. Webster, 15 Ind. 21, 77 
AmD 78; Pate v. Swann, 7 Blackf. 
500; Stout v. Price, 24 Ind. A. 360, 
55 NE 964, 56 NE 857. 

Kan.—Dennis v. Benfer, 54 Kan. 
527, 38 P 806; Frey v. Butler, 52 Kan. 
722, 35 P 782; Gardner v. King, 37 
Kan. 671, 15 P 920; Rice v. Nolan, 
Son MAN. 28), 00 We. 437: 

Ky.—Westerfield v. Moreland, 11 
Ky. Op. 247. : 

Mo.-—State v. Emmerson, 74 Mo. 
607; Linek v. Troll, 84 Mo. A. 49. 

Nebr.—State v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 
501, 43 NW 361, 20 AmSR 681, 9 LRA 
523; Desmond v. State, 15 Nebr. 438, 
19 NW 644; Crans v. Cunningham, 
13 Nebr. 204,'13 NW 176; Chesney 


If no costs or expenses have 
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time,** or promptly,?° or before the creditor has 
taken any step involving further costs,#° or before 
advertisement of sale,4! or at any time before sale,?” 
or within a reasonable time before sale,*? or before 
the sale has commenced,** but as to the last there is 
contrary authority.*® 
present at the time of the levy has been held not 
to make it necessary that he make claim exactly 
Under some statutes the householder is en- 
titled to set apart his exemptions at any time before 
it 1s subjected by sale or otherwise under judgment, 
decree, order, execution, or other legal process.‘7 

Claim for partnership property. 
a partner is allowed to sever his interest and to 
claim exemptions whenever the partnership prop- 
erty 1s levied upon, he is entitled to a reasonable 
time within which to do so.48 


jv. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 504. 


The fact that defendant is 


In states where 


z Francisco, 12 Nebr. 


NIEC. 


626, 12 NW 


Virginia-Carolina Chemical 


Co. v. Sloan, 186 N. C. 122, 48 SH 
oll; ~Pate v,u Harper, S4Ns \Gare3se 
Shepherd vy. Murrill, 90 N. C. 208; 


Hathaway v. Floyd, 33 N. C. 496. 
Tenn.—Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. 136. 
43. Shell v. Svenson, 93 Wash. 40, 

159 P1076; U. S. Fidelity, etc., ‘Co. v. 

Hollenshead, 51 Wash. 326, 98 P 749; 

Messenger vy. Murphy, 33 Wash. 353, 

74 P 480; State v. Gardner, 32 Wash. 

550, 73 P 690, 98 AmSR 858. 

44. State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 314; 
Rogers vy. Waterman, 25 Pa. 182; 
Hammer v. Freese, 19 Pa. 255 [rev 
a Bake Reebosal. 

_{a]. Reason for rule.—‘‘The pre- 
cise time when this claim and selec- 
tion should be made is not specified. 
... It is as easy for him to make 
the demand early as late, and it is no 
harsh construction which requires 
him to claim the advantage of a 
statute like this at a time, and in a 
manner which will do the least pos- 
sible injury to his honest creditors, 
and interpose no delay to the recov- 
ery of their just claims. We there- 
fore hold that the claim must be as- 
serted at least before the sale has 
commenced, and if the debtor waits 
until the sale has begun his right is 


aeeed State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 314, 
é 45. State vy. Emmerson, 74 Mo. 
07. 

46. Ellsworth v. Savre, 67 Iowa 


449, 25 NW 699; Close v. Sinclair, 38 
Oh. St. 530; Muse v. Darrah, 2- Oh. 
Dec. (Reprint) 604, 4 WestLMonth 
149; Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 158 
P 166, AnnCasi918D 170; Bittenger’s 
App., 76 Pa. 105; Landis* v. Lyon, 
71 Pa. 478. Contra Dieffenderfer v. 
Fisher, 3 Grant (Pa.) 30. 

47. See statutory provisions; and 
Smith vy. Holland, 124 Va. 663, 98 SH 
676 (holding that, where a creditor 
levied execution against property and 
other creditors entered into the con- 
traversy claiming prior liens, and 
there was a decree settling the priori- 
ties, which became final at adjourn- 
ment of term of court, the property 
was “subjected” under a é decree 
within meaning of Code (1904) § 3642, 
and judgment debtor could not set 
apart his homestead). 

48. Lamont vy. Wootton, 88 Wis. 
107, 58 NW 456; Ladwig v. Williams, 


87 Wis. 615, 58 NW 1103; Bong v. 
Parmentier, 87 Wis. 129, 58 NW 
243. 


[a] MTlustration.—Goods belonging 
to a firm were seized on attachments, 
and the attachments were traversed 
by the firm. Not more than seven- 
teen days after the seizure, and be- 
for there was any title to the prop- 
erty, the partnership was dissolved, 
and a partner claimed his exemp- 
tions. The delay in claiming the ex- 
emptions was held not to be unrea- 
sonable. Ladwig v. Williams, 87 Wis. 
615, 58 NW 1108. 

Right of partners to claim exemp- 
tions see supra §§ 146-149. 
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What constitutes reasonable time. What is a rea- 
sonable time, of course will depend upon the cir- 
cumstances of the particular case,*® and is ordinarily 
a question for the jury.®° 

Excuse for delay. The statutory time for making 
a claim is not extended by the pendency of replevin 
proceedings against the levying officer by a third 
person to recover the property levied on and to 
which the debtor is not a party.°? 

[§ 236] b. After Sale. Where the statute does 
not prescribe the time for making a claim and such 
claim is necessary, it must be made before sale, 
unless there is a sufficient excuse for the delay.®? 
Although it would follow that a claim out of the 
proceeds in court would be too late,°? nevertheless 
there are circumstances which have ‘been held suf- 
ficient to allow a claim then made,®** as where perish- 
able property is sold after attachment under stat- 
utes providing for sale under such cireumstances.®® 

[§ 237] ¢. Necessity of Notice of Levy. The 
debtor is not bound to file a claim until he has no- 
tice of levy or until a reasonable time after receiv- 
ing notice,°* unless, as is the case in some states, 
he must file his claim within a certain number of 
days after notice.°7 Where a statute requires the 
filing or the making of a claim to exemption by the 
principal debtor within a certain number of days 
after notice, and also provides that in case of the 
refusal or neglect of the principal debtor to make 
‘the claim, the claim to his exemption may be made 
by his wife or children but not specifying in their 
case any limit of time within which the claim must 
be made, their right to the claim is not controlled 
by the statutory provision which has reference only 

49. Borland v. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 504;[Hst., 2 Pa. Dist. 


Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill, A. 405; Mc- 
Abe v. Thompson, 27 Minn. 134, 6 


EXEMPTIONS 


eae Kee v. Hobensack, 


iy ae MiMi oI a hte 
Cy ye 
A es. 


[§§ 235-239 


to the principal debtor but may. be made within a 
reasonable time after notice.°® 

[§ 238] d. Attachment. If a statute expressly 
or impliedly requires the right of exemption to be 
passed upon and adjudicated in attachment proceed- 
ings, defendant cannot for the first time after final 
judgment in such proceedings claim the attached 
property or debt as exempt from process issued on 
the judgment.®® This rule does not apply when the 
statute merely exempts property from execution and 
attachment, or from forced sale, and does not re- 
quire the right of exemption to be claimed or adju- 
dicated in attachment proceedings.® 

[§ 239] e. Garnishment, Trustee Process, and 
Attachment Execution. While under some statutes 
the debtor may assert his exemption as against 
garnishment proceedings at any time before sale,** 
under other statutes a judgment against the gar- 
nishee is an adjudication of the right to exemption 
and the debtor’s claim must be made before judg- 
ment.®? These rules, however, assume that the 
debtor had notice of the garnishment or attach- 
ment.®? In some states, in the case of an insur- 
ance policy, a claim to the exemption may be made at 
any time before the proceeds of the policy are paid 
over.“ And in some states, where the statute 
exempts wages absolutely, it has been held that 
while an order made by a court in a proceeding in 
garnishment after judgment cannot be attacked eol- 
laterally, yet the garnishee, afterward may set up 
facts showing the amount owing by such garnishee 
to the debtor to be exempt from attachment or execu- 
tion.©> After defendant in garnishment has given 
bond for dissolution of the garnishment and the 
324, 12 Pa. Co. | Hollenshead, 51 Wash. 326, 98 P 749. 


2 Phila. (Pa.) {a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The statute 
of this state makes no suggestion of 


NW 479. 7. Furrow v. Zollars, 8 S. D. 522, 
[a] Delay held unreasonable.— | 67 NW 612. 

(1) Four weeks. Griffin v. Maxwell, 58. Portal First International 

23 Vila A. 405% (2) Delay for four | Bank v. Lee, 25 N. D. 197, 141 NW 


months after levy until the day of 
sale, where two of several horses 
owned by an execution debtor were 
levied on. Borland v. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 


504. 

See infra § 317. 
Furrow v. Zollars, 8 S. D. 522, 
67 abel 612. 

U, S:—In re Stern, 208 Fed. 
oe “ spitley v. Frost, 15 Fed. 299, 5 
McCrary 43. 

Colo.—Harrington v. Smith, 14 
Colo. 376, 23 P 331, 20 AmSR 272. 

Ind.—Moss v. Jenkins, 146 Ind. 589, 
45 NE*789. 

Ky.—Com. vy. Burnett, 44 SW 966, 
19 KyL 1836. 

N. M.—Pecos Valley Lumber Co. v. 
Freidenbloom, 23 N. M. 383, 168 P 
497. 

N. Y.—Russell v. Dean, 30 Hun 242; 
Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 263. 

N. C.—Henson v. Edwards, 32 N. C. 
43. 

Pa.—Fackler v. Bale, 1 Pearson 
171; Winchester v. Costello, 2 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. 279 


Ss. D.—Longley y. Daly,'1 S. D. 257, 
46 NW 247. 
53. In re Stern, 208 Fed. 488; Lan- 


easter Trust Co. v. Gouchenauer, 6 
Pa. Super. 209. 

54, Calloway v. Calloway, 39 SW 
241, 19 KyL 870; Rolla State Bank v. 
Borgfeld, 93 Mo. A. 62; Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co. v. Sloan, 136 
N. C. 122, 48 SH 577. 

55. Virginia- -Carolina Chemical Co. 
vy. Sloan, 136 N. C. 122, 48 SE 577. 

56. Rolla State Bank v. Borgfeld, 
93 Mo, A. 62; Hart v. Hart, 167 Pa. 
is ye AN 352; Howard Bldg. etc., 
Assoc. v. Philadelphia, ete., R. Co., 
102 Pa. 220; Barrett v Smith, 10 Pa. 
Dist, 531, 17 Montg. Go. 22; Behler’s 


716; Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 603, 
59 NW 1069. 

59. Haas v. Shaw, 91 Ind. 384, 46 
AmR 607; Perkins v. Bragg, 29 Ind. 
507; State v. Manly, 15 Ind. 8; Cun- 
ningham v. Duncan, 5 Pa. Dist. vee 

“Whether the property attached is 
subject to execution is res adjudicata, 
after judgment in attachment, The 
judgment against the property is a 
judgment in rem, and is as conclu- 
Sive as a judgment against the per- 
son.” Perkins v. Bragg, 29 Ind. 
507. 

[a] An order of sale of perishable 
property under the statute is not a 
judgment in attachment proceedings 
within the meaning of this rule. Mar- 
tin v. Magarry, 8 WklyNC (Pa.) 145. 

60. McMichael y. Grady, 34 Fla. 
219, 15 S 765; Rice v. Nolan, 33 Kan. 
28, 5 P 487; State v. Carson, 27 Nebr. 
501, 43 NW 361, 20 AmSR 681, 9 
LRA 523; Hamilton v. Fleming, 26 
Nebr. 240, 41 NW 1002 [overr in ef- 
fect State v. Krumpos, 13 Nebr. 321, 
14 NW 409; State v. Sanford, 12 Nebr. 
425, 11 NW 868]; Close v. Sinclair, 38 
Oh. St. 530. 

61. Wilson v. Lowry, 5 Ariz. 335, 
52 P 777; National Surety Co. v. Ber- 
tig, 181 Ark. 559, 199 SW 897; Madi- 
son County Bank vy. Bird, 99 SW 692; 
Blass v. Erber, 65 Ark, 112, 44: SW 
1128, 67 AmSR 907. 

62. Ala.—Randolph y. Little, 62 
Ala. 396 [overr Webb v. Edwards, 46 
Ala. 17]. 

La,—State v. Bermudez, 39 La. Ann. 
622, 2 ae 425. 

N. M.—New Mexico Nat, Bank v. 
Brooks, 9 N. M. 113, 49 P 947. 

R. I1.—McKenna y, Lueas, ‘91 12eR ali 
SOD A CALM, 


Wash.—U. S. Fidelity, etc, Co. v. 


the proper time to claim exemptions 
when exempt property is made the 
subject of garnishment. In the ab- 
sence of a statute, this court has 
held the rule to be that the claim of 
personal exemption shall be made 
within a reasonable time, and said 
that a claim made at any time before 
sale comes within the rule. This rule 
cannot be held to apply here, ‘for 
there is no sale. On the contrary, 
the effect of a judgment is to put the 
parties in the same position they 
would be in had the sheriff made a 
sale of personal property, and paid 
the procecds into the registry of the 
court to be applied in satisfaction of 
the judgment. A garnishment is a 
proceeding in rem, The property is 
in custodia legis. To obtain the prop- 
erty, and not a personal judgment 
against the garnishee defendant, is 
the primary object sought to be at- 
tained; and where the defendant has 
notice, as he had in this case, he 
should be bound to avail himself the 
privilege of answering and .setting 
up his every claim or demand, (Bal. 
Code, 5400.) Po Ones S568 )5, to the 
end that the court shall not enter 
an improvident judgment.” ULES? 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Hollenshead, 51 
Wash, 326, 329, S82 BY (49) 

63. Ala:—Randolph v.. Little; 62 
Ala. 396 [overr Webb v. Edwards, 46 
Ala. 17]. 

La,—State y. 39 La. Ann. 
622, 2. S 425, 

N. M.—New Mexico Nat. 
Brooks, 9 N. M. 113, 49 P 947. 

N. D.—Burcell v. Goldstein, 23 N. 
D. 257, 136 NW 243. 

Wash.—Hanson v. Hodge, 92 Wash. 
425, 159 P 388; U.S. Fidelity, ete., Co. 
Vv. Hollenshead, 51 Wash. 326, 98 P 


749. 
98 Miss. 


64.° Dreyfus v. Barton, 
758. 54 S 254, 
65. Union Pac. R. Co. v. Smersh, 


Judge, 


Bank v. 


For later cases, developments ani changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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| to his detriment.®7 


| the garnishee.’* 


pine 


fund has been paid over to him by the garnishee, 
he may interpose his claim.¢ 

Attachment execution. In cases of attachment 
execution under the statutes in some states, defend- 
ant is not bound to make claim to exemption to 
the officer serving the attachment, for the officer has 
nothing to do with the collection of the debt and 
cannot have it appraised, but the claim may be made 
at the term to which the attachment is returnable, 
_and before plaintiff has taken any step in the cause 
But the claim must be made 
at the term to which the writ is returnable, and 
before plaintiff has taken steps to his detriment for 
want of notice of the claim, as by incurring costs, 


_counsel fees, etc., if defendant has notice of the 
_ attachment.®8 
_ garnishee files his answer,®® or before the garnishee 
has answered the interrogatories propounded by 


If the claim is made at the time the 


plaintiff,”° it is in time. But it is too late if not 
made until after the filing of the answer to inter- 


_ rogatories,’! or if made by plea to the scire facias,”2 


or upon the trial between the attaching creditor and 
If the debtor has not had notice 
or has not been served he may and must make his 
claim within a reasonable time after notice,’* and 
if the creditor has incurred expenses or costs be- 
tween the return day of the writ and the time when 
the debtor filed his claim, the burden of proof is on 
the debtor to show when he received notice of the 
attachment and that he filed his claim within a 
reasonable time after receiving notice.”®> But if. no 
costs were incurred by the creditor between the re- 
turn day of the writ and the filing of the claim to 
exemption by the debtor the question of reasonable 
time and burden of proof does not arise.“® The fact 
that no steps are taken by plaintiff in further prose- 
cuting his suit for a long period of time will not 
excuse defendant from making his claim to exemp- 
tion within a reasonable time.** 

[§ 240] f. Foreclosure and Other Proceedings. 
An exemption in a fund in court should be claimed 
by the debtor while the matter is being adjudicated 
and before final decree.*® Where the income of a 
life estate in realty has been sequestrated to satisfy 
an execution, the right to an exemption will not be 
considered until the distribution of the funds col- 


70. 
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Heathcote v. Crassly, 
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lected by the sequestrator.7° Where a receiver has 
been appointed to take charge of and operate a 
portion of the debtor’s business, his exemption in 
the absence of fraud may be claimed at the time of 
the application for an order of sale.8° The mort- 
gagor should assert his claim to exemption at the 
hearing for the appointment of a receiver in fore- 
closure.“ He cannot make claim after the mort- 
gaged property has been ordered to be sold.8? As 
against other creditors, a claim to exemption in the 
surplus proceeds, is good, if made within a reason- 
able time after the sale.8? But it has been held 
that, where the surplus was paid into court and an 
auditor appointed to make distribution and the 
audit allowed to proceed to its close before defend- 
ant claimed his exemption, he was too late,8* and. 
it has even been held that a claim of exemption, 
made after a sale in proceedings on a mortgage, is 
too late as against a judgment creditor claiming the 
balance of the fund.®> In partition proceedings, a 
debtor who is one of the part owners should claim 
his exemption when the matter is being adjudicated 
by the court on the intervention of his judgment 
creditors, as the decree in the partition proceedings 
is final as to the rights of the parties.8¢ If an 
estate is solvent it is too late for the widow to make 
application for an allowance in lieu of property not 
subject to forced sale after the estate is ready for 
partition and distribution among the heirs.87 Where 
defendant in a pending action was by the court, on 
the application of a creditor of plaintiff, ordered to 
hold subject to the court’s order any sum for which 
plaintiff might obtain judgment, and the court or- 
dered defendant to pay the creditor’s claim when 
plaintiff secured a judgment, after payment it is too 
late to claim exemption of the judgment in lieu of 
homestead, although an adjustment of an excessive 
payment is still to be made by plaintiff’s cred- 


itor.8§ 
[§ 241] 3. Form and Sufficiency *°—a. In Gen- 
eral. Statutory provisions as to the mode in which 


the claim of exemption is to be made are to be lib- 
erally construed.®°° If the debtor does not assert the 
claim substantially in the manner prescribed by the 
statute, it is equivalent to no claim at all, and may 
be disregarded by the officer.21 A substantial com- 


22 Nebr. 751, 36 NW 139, 3 AmSR 
290 


66. Skews v. Vancleave, 119 Ala. 
418, 24 S 850. 

67. Bittenger’s App., 76 Pa. 105; 
Landis v. Lyon, 71 Pa. 478; Yost v. 
Heffner, 69 Pa. 68; Harlan v. Haines, 
45-Pas Co. 174, 

68. Harlan v. Haines, 125 Pa. 48, 

A. 248: Morris v. Shater, 93 Pa. 
489; Bittenger’s App., 76 Pa. 105; 
Bancord v. Parker, 65 Pa. 336; Bair 
v. Steinman, 52 Pa. 423; Zimmerman 
v. Briner, 50 Pa, 535; Strouse v. Beck- 
er, 44 Pa. 206, 38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 


474: Forst v. Lees, 386 Pa. Super. 
653; Uhrich v. Gockley, 2 Pa. Dist. 
350; Fallon v. Keller, 1 LackLegN 


(Pa.) 158; Huber vy. Ritter, 2 Montg. 
Co. (Pa.) 24; Hichert v. Becker, 15 
WklyNC (Pa.) 454; Holmes v. Peetin- 
gill, 4 WklyNC (Pa.) 495; Hilbronner 
v. Sternberger, 4 WklyNC (Pa.) 186. 
But see Leibfried v. Morrisey, 9 Pa. 
Dist. 740 (holding that an applica- 
tion for the allowance of an exemp- 
tion from money in the hands of the 
garnishees was premature, until the 
rule for judgment against the gar- 
nishees on their answers). 

69. Kuhn v. Warren Sav. Bank, 7 
Pa. Cas. 432, 11 A 440; Holmes v. 
Pettingill, 4 WklyNC (Pa.) 495; 
Hilbronner v. Sternberger, 4 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 186. 


Dist. 137, 3 Dauph. Co. 10, 8 Del. Co. 
299; Evans v. Evans, 13 Montg. Co. 
(Pa.) 164; McKenna vy. Lucas, 21 R. 
I, 509, 45 A 101. 

71. Pugh v. Bresnahan, 4 Kulp 
(Pa.) -311; Malany vy. Entriken, 7 
WklyNC (Pa.) 374. 

72. Strouse v. Becker, 44 Pa. 206, 
38 Pa. 190, 80 AmD 474. 

73. Bancord v. Parker, 65 Pa. 336; 
Zimmerman v. Briner, 50 Pa. 535. 

74. Howard Bldg., etc., Assoc. v. 
Philadelphia, etc., R. Co., 102 Pa. 220; 
Hayes v. Lentz, 8)'Pa. Dist. 625, 15 
Montg. 39; Behler’s Est., 2 Pa. Dist. 
324; Cochran v. Rockhill, 2 Del. Co. 
(Pa.) 4; Field v. Streeton, 16 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 457. 

75. Behler’s Est., 2 Pa. Dist. 324. 

76. Behler’s, Hst., 2 Pa. Dist. 324. 

77. Harlan v. Haines, 4 Pa. Co. 
174. : 

78. Williams v. Wheeler, 131 Ark. 
581,.199 SW 898. 

79. Darby First Nat. Bank v. Har- 
kins, 8 Del. Co. (Pa.) 134. 

so. H. C. Smith Coal Co. v. Fin- 
ley, (Ind. A.) 120 NE 30. 

1.. Storm v. Ermantrout, 89 Ind. 


8 
214. 
Slaughter v. Detiney, 15 Ind. 


Wee 
83. In re Bremer, 4 OhS&CP 80. 
84. Gibbons v. Gaffney, 154 Pa. 48, 


9 Pa.|26 A 24, 
“85. Gibbons v. Cutter; 2: Del. “Co. 

(Pa.) 214. 
86. Williams v. Wheeler, 131 Ark. 


581, 199 SW 898. 

87. Little v. Birdwell, 27 Tex. 688. 

88. Green v. Fischer, 6 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 1138, 10 AmLRec 570. 

§ ous In bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 

90. Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; 
Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 449; U. 
S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Hollenshead, 
51 Wash. 326, 98 P 749. 

[a] For example, where a gar- 
nishment statute provides a method 
for claiming an exemption varying 
from the requirements of the general 
exemption statutes, the method pro- 
vided in the garnishment statute is 
not exclusive, but if the claimant 
elects to proceed under it, nothing 
short of substantial compliance with 
it will avail. U.S. Fidelity, ete., Co. 
Weed wel anar 51 Wash. 326, 98 P 
749, 

Liberal construction of- exemption 
laws generally see supra § 8. 

91. Ala.—Ely v. Blacker, 112 Ala. 
311, 20 S 570; Mitchell v. Corbin, 91 
Ala. 599,’ 8 S 810; Courie v. Goodwin, 
89 Ala. 569, 8 S 9; Patillo v. Taylor, 
So Ala 20 oO. Oo OOo. 

Ark.—St. Louis Southwestern R. 
Co. v. Vanderberg, 91 Ark. 252, 120 
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pliance with the statute is sufficient, however, and 
technical objections will not defeat his claim.°? 
Where partners claim their several exemptions, it is 
sufficient if each informs the officer making the levy 
and asks that he be permitted to make his selec- 


tion.9° 


[§ 242] b. Necessity of Writing. 
risdictions the claim need not be in writing,®* and a 
mere demand of the benefit of the exemption laws is 
But in other’ jurisdictions a claim in 


sufficient.°° 
writing is required.®® 
[§ 243] ¢. Terms and Language. 


essary that the claim shall be in any particular lan- 
guage, unless so required by the statute.°” 
right to the one has been substantially as- 


SW 998; Scanlan v. Guiling, 63 Ark. 
540, 39 SW 713; Surratt v. Young, 55 
Ark. 447, 18 SW 539; Weller v. Moore, 
50 Ark. 2538, 7, SW 130; Settles’ v. 
Bond, 49 Ark. 114, 4 SW 286; Cham- 
bers v. Perry, 47 Ark. 400, 1 SW 700. 

Colo.—Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 
Colo. 21, 39 P 416. 

Ill.—Casper v. Peo., 6 Ill. A. 28. 

Ind.—Graves v. Hinkle, 120 Ind. 
157, 21 NE 328, Huseman v. Sims, 
104 Ind. 317, 4 NE 42; Boesker v. 
Pickett, 81 Ind. 554; Wagner v. Bar- 
den, 13 Ind. A. 571, 41 NE 1067; 
Faulkner v. Jones, 13 Ind. A. 381, 41 
NE 830. 

Nebr.—Neligh First Nat. Bank v. 
Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858; 
Kilpatrick- -Koch Dry Goods Co. v. 
Callender, 34 Nebr. 727, 52 NW 403; 
Mann vy. Welton, 21 Nebr. 541, 32 NW 
599. 

Pa.—Line’s App., 2 Grant 197. 

S. D:—Longley. v.) Daly, 1 S. D:. 257, 
46 NW 247. 

W. Va.—Taylor v. Belville, 70 W. 
Va. 484, 74 SE 517. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) An affidavit 
reciting that the debtor was the head 
of a famiiy, a resident of the state, 
and had neither lands, town lots, nor 
barns subject to exemption as a 
homestead, does not meet the re- 
quirement of the law, because it fails 
to show that he does not possess any 
exempt houses. Kilpatrick-Koch Dry 
Goods Co. v. Callender, 34 Nebr. 727, 
52 NE 403. (2) Where, under a stat- 
ute, property is exempted only as 
against debts contracted since a cer- 
tain date, a claim of exemption which 
fails to state when the debt was con- 
tracted is insufficient. Ely v. Black- 
Cr Ula AIa ond, 2008 50s Moune sv, 
Hubbard, 102 Ala. 373, 14 S 569, 


92. Ark.—Huffman vy. Thompson, 
64 Ark. 196, 41 SW 428. 
Ill—Schumann vy. Pilcher, 36 Ill. 


A. 43. 

Ind.—Haas v. Shaw, 91 Ind, 384, 
46 AmR 607; Astley v. Capron, 89 
Ind. 167; Gregory v. Latchem, 53 
Ind. 449; Wagner v. Barden, 13 Ind. 
A, 571, 41 NE 1067; Wisenhauer v. 
Dill, 6 Ind. A. 188, 33 NE 220. 

Nebr.—Farquhar v. Hibben, 38 
Nebr. 556, 57 NW 290. 

Pa.—Bow v. Smiley, 31 Pa. 225, 72 
AmD 738. 

[a] Tlustration.—A statement in 
a claim of exemptions that “the at- 
tachment is for debt not due upon 
contract” is a sufficient statement 
that the debt was based upon con- 
tract and was not due. Huffman v. 
Thompson, 64 Ark. 196, 41 SW 


428. 

93. O’Gorman vy. Fink, 57 Wis. 649, 
15 NW 771, 46 AmR 58. 

94. Bassett v. Inman, 7 Colo. 270, 
38 P 383; McCluskey v. McNeely, 8 
Ill. 578; Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 
449; Mark .v. State, 15 Ind. 98; Van- 
dibur’ v.0 Love, /10: Inds 54 Hart. vi 
Mart. 167s Pa iewesd VAY 352, Diehl? vy: 
Holben, ' 39, Pa.) 213° Bowman - vi 
Smiley, 31 Pa.°225, 72 AmD 738; Dale 
v. McAlpin, 5 LancLRev (Pa.) 34; 
Com. v. Springer, 13 WklyNC (Pa.) 
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cient.°? 


In some ju- 


officer.2 
It is not nec- 


If the 


395; Wise v. Buches. 1 Woodw. (Pa.) 
AR. 

95, Wilson v. McPlroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

{a] Execution against realty.—(1) 
Plaintiff in execution against realty 
is entitled to notice by record of the 
debtor’s claim to exemption, and a 
verbal notice given to the sheriff, not 
communicated by him to piaintiff, is 
insufficient. Denlinger v. Burkey, 18 
LancLRev (Pa.) 94. (2)- A verbal 
notice given to sheriff, but not com- 
municated by him, to plaintiff or 
acted on, is insufficient. McCloskey 
v. Moulder, 8 Pa. Co. 156. 

{b] A claim made verbally when 
the officer presents the execution, and 
followed up a few day afterward by 
a written claim, has been held to be 
sufficient. Dale v. McAlpine, 5 Lance 
LRey (Ba,). 345.5 

96; Bledsoe vy. Gary, 95 Ala. 70, 
10 S 502; Mitchell v. Corbin, 91 Ala. 
599, 8 S 810; Tonsmere v. Buckland, 
88 Ala. 312, 6 S 904; Block v. George, 
83 Ala. 178, 4 S 836; Beckert v. Whit- 
lock, 83 Ala. 123, 3 S 545; Totten v. 
Sale, 72 Ala. 488. But see Simpson 
v. Simpson, 30 Ala, 225 (holding that 
the claim need not be in writing un- 
less the debtor wishes to bring ac- 
tion against the sheriff, in which 
case the claim must be made by affi- 
davit as required by statute). 

97. Ala.—BHEly v. Blacker, 112 Ala. 
311, 20 S 570; Young v. Hubbard, 102 
Ala. 373, 14 S 569; Trager v. Feible- 
man, 95 Ala. 60, 10 S 218; Randolph 
v. Little, 62 Ala. 396. 

Ark.—Hoffman y. Thompson, 64 
Ark. 196, 41 SW 428;-Friedman v. 
Sullivan, 48 Ark. 213, 2 SW 785. 

5 vy. French, 83 Cal. 
194, 238 P 355, 25 AmSR 274. 
we v. McNeely, 8 Ill. 
5 

Ind.—Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 
449; Kelley v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 536; 
Mark v. State, 15 Ind. 98; Vandibur 
v. Love, 10 Ind. 54, 

Iowa.—Glover v. Narey, 
286, 60 NW 581. 

Nebr.—Neligh First Nat. Bank v. 
Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858; 
Kilpatrick- Koch Dry “Goods Co, Vv. 
Callender, 34 Nebr. 727, 52 NW 403. 

Pa.—Hart Val iarts a Oana Sane 
A 352; Keller v. Br icker, 64 Pa. 379; 
Diehl v. Holben, 39 Pa. 213; Wilson 
V1. MeHilroy, 32) Ba. 82° Bowman Vv. 
Smiley, 31 Pa. 225, 72 AmD 738; Mc- 
Closkey v. Moulder, 8 Pa. Co. 156. 

98. U. S.—Smith v. Thompson, 213 
Fed: 335, 129 CCA 687. 

Ind.—Burdge v.:° Bolin, 106 Ind. 
175, 6 NE 140, 55 AmR 724; Haas v. 
Shaw, 91 Ind. 384, 46 AmR 607. - 

Pa.—Diehl v. Holben, 39 Pa, 213. 

W. Va.—Brown v. Beckwith, 58 W. 
Ma. 1405 oil Soy. alte AmSR 955, 
1 LRANS 7738. 

Wis.—Fick v. Mullholland, 48 Wis. 
413, 4 NW 346. 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) A claim to 
exemption in these words, ‘the de- 
duction to be taken from the said 
stock of groceries, $500; or its equiv- 
alent in cash out of the proceeds of 
said stock, $500,” is sufficient under 


92 Iowa 


Grounds and existence of exemption. 
necessary for the debtor to cite the law under which 
he makes his claim.* 
claimant may be entitled to his exemption, even 


[§§ 241-243 


serted it will not be defeated by formal and tech- 
nical objections.°* 
law are followed in making the claim, it is suffi- 
The claim must be a claim of an exemption 
in the property, and not merely an assertion of 
ownership therei.? 
indicates clearly to the court the grounds of his 
claim and the facts to support it.? 
dictions, the test seems to be whether the claim is 
in language sufficiently clear to be understood by the 


If the terms and wording of the 


It is sufficient if the debtor 


In other juris- 


It is not 


It has even been held that a 


a statute providing that, if a debtor 
is the head of a family and one 
homestead “he may have in lieu 
thereof the sum of five hundred dol- 


lars in personal property.’ Smith v. 
Thompson, 213 Fed. 335, 129 CCA 
637. (2) An exemption claim that 


a wife was entitled to claim all the 
above listed property: “claimed by her 
as husband and parent exempt from 
execution or process in the above 
cause,” although irregular, is suffi- 
cient, the word “husband” being used 
by way of recital, and its use ap- 
pearing to be a mere inadvertence. 
Brown v. Beckwith, 58 W. Va. 140, 
51 SE 977,-:112 AmSR 955, 1 LRANS 
778. 

[b] A misnomer in the name of a 
a partnership creditor, such as J. P. 
Sarrazin & Son for J. P. Sarrizin’s 
Son & Co., in the list of creditors 
furnished to the ordinary, and in 
addressing notice to the partnership, 
will not vitiate the exemption pro- 
ceedings nor render them ineffective 
against such partnership. Gamble v. 
Central R., ete. Co., 80 Ga. 595, 7 
SE 315, 12 "AmSR 276. 

99. Ducote v. Rachal, 44 La. Ann, 
580, 10 S 933; Drake Marble, etc., Co. 
v. Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725. 

[a] For example, Const. art 219, 
exempts ‘fon a farm the necessary 
quantity of corn and fodder for the 
current year.” If the debtor makes 
claim in these words, he has fulfilled 
the requirements of the _ constitu- 
tional provision and the court will 


not increase the requirements. Du- 
pone v. Rachai, 44 La. Ann. 580, 10 S 


1. McCausey v. Hoek, 159 “Mich. 
570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 945. 

2. Rolla State Bank v. Borgfelt, 
93 Mo. A. 62. See Roberts v. Wil- 
lard, 1 CodeRep (N. Y.) 100 (holding 
affidavit insufficient). 

[a] Where the application is by 
the wife (1) it must show that the 
exemption is sought out of property 
belonging to the husband. Mutual 
Ben. Bldg. Assoc. v. Tanner, 96 Ga. 
338, 23 SH 403. (2) It must allege 
that the husband refused to apply 
for the exemption, that he acquiesced 
in her application, or that he had 
notice of the application. Mutual 
Ben. Bldg. Assoc. v. Tanner, 96 Ga. 
338, 23 SE 403. (3) It is not suffi- 
cient to allege merely that the hus- 
band “neglected or refused.” Hughes 
Ve. Pureell wi35" Ga. 174. 16S— Shr sbatobe 

3. Ala.—Tonsmere v. Buckland, 88 
Ala. 312, 6 S 904, 


Colo.—Bassett v. Inman, 7 Colo. 
ZO. POM ross 
Iowa.—Moffitt v. Adams, 60 Iowa 


44, 14 NW 88. 

Nebr.—Corliss v. Plano Mfg. Co., 
80 Nebr. 366, 114 NW 413. 

N. Y.—Turner v. Borthwick, 20 
Hun, L239: 

Oh.—Long v. Hoban, 7 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 688, 4 CincLBul 986. 

Pa.—Keller v. Bricker, 64 Pa. 379; 
Diehl v. Holben, 39 Pa. 213; Wilson 
v. McElroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

4. Rolla State Bank v. Borgfelt, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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though he has mistaken the grounds of his claim 
and has based it on one section of the statute when 
he should have brought it under another section.® 
Where the statute requires that claimant be a resi- 
dent, that fact must be alleged. The claim need not 
state that the property was exempt at the time of 
‘service of the writ, where no such statement is re- 
quired by the statute.’ Where the statute exempts 
earnings which are necessary for the use of the 
family, the fact that the earnings claimed to be 
exempt are necessary should appear in claim.8 Un- 
der a statute declaring exempt sufficient provisions 
to sustain the family for a year, a claim for exemp- 
tion must state what provisions and provender, if 
any, the debtor has on hand,® and a claim that the 
debtor has not sufficient provisions for himself and 
family for one year is not sufficient.1° The debtor 
must claim only what the statute allows him to 
hold.1+ 

Description and ownership of property. If the 
statute does not require the application for an 
exemption to specify the particular property which 
defendant wishes to claim as exempt, it is not neces- 
sary.1* This is required, however, in some states.}* 
Under some statutes where an exemption is sought 
by the wife, it must appear whether the property 
which she seeks as exempt is hers or her hus- 
band’s,'* but where the claim is by the husband, 
it is not necessary for him to aver that the property 
is his.1® <A statutory provision that notice of own- 
ership be given by one claiming property as exempt 
to the officer is for the officer’s protection,’® and 
where the officer is protected by the creditor’s in- 
demnifying bond, insufficiency of the notice be- 
comes immaterial.17 Provisions in a statute relating 
to cases in which a third person is claiming to be 
the owner of property levied upon, requiring a 
statement of the extent and nature of claimant’s 
interest, the consideration paid, and from whom it 
was acquired, are not applicable to cases in which 
defendant admitting his ownership seeks to have 


93 Mo. A 62 [cit Aull v. Day, 133 Mo.,er value than was allowed by the 
is not a proper claim and 
selection, and may for that reason be 
disregarded by the officer. 
Hoffmeister, 71 Mo. 411. 
Kelley v. McFadden, 


337, 34 SW 578; Ray v. Stobbs, 28 | statute, 
Mo. 35]; Rancourt vy. Hahn, 30 Oh. 
Cir? (Ct.4245. 

{a] In Georgia allegations in an 


application for homestead in behalf 12; 
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property released on the ground that it is exempt 
from execution.1§ 

Disclosure of other property. In the few states 
where a debtor is required to surrender or point 
out to the officer all property he owns subject to 
execution, other than that selected or specifically 
exempt,® the claim must contain a disclosure of 
other property liable to execution, and must fur- 
nish a description thereof,?° and his disclosure must 
be full and complete.*1 5 

[§ 244] d. Signature and Verification. A no- 
tice of a claim of exemptions signed by two persons 
is sufficient as a claim for either separately.2?, And 
the fact that a claim of exemption made and signed 
by a man is also signed by his wife does not invali- 
date his claim.?% 

Verification. A claim of exemption need not be 
under oath, unless it is so required by the statute.?# 
Verification under oath is required, however, in 
some states.2° An agreed statement that debtor has 
claimed his exemption is not a sufficient compliance 
with the statute requiring a verified claim.*® 

[§ 245] 4. Presentation and Filing. The claim 
for exemption may be made to the officer,?7 and it 
may be made when he is absent from his office,?* if 
there are no statutory requirements to the con- 
trary. But in some jurisdictions it is not necessary 
that the claim should be made in the first instance 
to’ the officer.2® In other states the procedure de- 
pends upon whether a property levied upon is money 
or property other than money, in the former in- 
stance the law requiring that the claim should be 
filed with the court, and in the latter case lodged 
with the officer.2° Where a statute requires a de- 
fendant in garnishment proceedings claiming 
exemption to file his claim in writing, verified by 
oath, in the court in which such proceedings are 
pending, such claim must be filed in accordance with 
the statute to entitle defendant to claim his exemp- 
tion.*+ 

In Georgia the constitutional exemption is per- 
the rule of liberal construction, to 
permit him to use the law to shield 
his exempt property and at the same 
time cover up that which should be 


forthcoming to satisfy the debt. A 
full disclosure is the burden put 


Brown v. 


80 Ind. 


of the applicant and her minor chil- 
dren that she is a resident of the 
county in which the application is 
filed, and that her husband who is a 
resident of the county refuses to 
apply, are sufficient to give the ordi- 
nary jurisdiction. Gann vy. McGee, 
LOpGay Ay 43) 904SE 9765" Long iv. 
Bullard, 59 Ga. 355. 

5. Nez Perce Bank vy. Pindel, 193 
Fed, 917, 28 AmBankr 69. 

‘La] Illustration.—A claim for ex- 
emption made by mistake under a 
section which exempts certain prop- 
erty to a married woman from _ exe- 

‘ecution against her husband will be 
allowed, even though it should have 
been brought under another section 
which allowed exemption to actual 
residents of the state. Nez Perce 
Bank v. Pindel, 193 Fed. 917, 28 Am 
Bankr 69. 

6. Neligh First Nat. Bank v. Lan- 
caster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858. 

7 Drake Marble, etc., Co. v. 
Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725. 

8. Seeley v. Connors, 109 App. 
Div. 279, 95 NYS 1109. 

9, Tharp yv.¢Tharp,. Ky.) 119 Sw 
814. 

10. Tharp v. Tharp, (Ky.) 119 SW 
814. 

11. Brown vy. Hoffmeister, 71 Mo. 
411. 

[a] D1ustration. — A lawyer’s 
claim of exemption of all his pro- 
fessional books, which are of great- 


536; Mark v. State, 15 Ind. 98. 

13. Friedman v. Sullivan, 48 Ark. 
213, 2 SW 785. 

14. Coffee v. Adabs, 65 Ga. 347; 
ees vy. Dunlop, 938 Ga. 819, 21 SE 

{a] Sufficiency. — Where a wife 
swears in-her affidavit that the prop- 
erty claimed is her husband’s, the ef- 
fect is the same as though she had 
made the averment in her claim, al- 
though it was omitted therefrom. 
Cartwright v. Bessman, 73 Ga. 189. 

5 15. Braswell v. McDaniel, 74 Ga. 

19. 

16. Blair vy. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. 

17. Blair vy. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. 

18. Sterman v. Hann, 160 Iowa 
356, 141 NW 934, 46 LRANS 287. 

19. See supra § 13. 

20. Keybers v. McComber, 67 Cal. 
395, 7 P 838; McMasters v. Alsop, 85 
Ill. 157; Bingham v. Maxcy, 15 Iil. 
290; Cook v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; John- 
son v. Larcade, 110 Ill. A. 611; Mac- 
Veagh v. Bailey, 29 Ill. A. 606; Mc- 
Gee v. Anderson, 1 B. Mon. (Ky.) 187, 
36 AmD 570. 

21. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Hol- 
lenshead, 51 Wash. 326, 328, 98 P 749. 

“Exemption statutes have been 
passed in aid of the debtor who is 
willing to demonstrate his sincerity 
and good faith, and it would be 
manifestly wrong for a court, under 


upon him who would claim as ex- 
empt property levied upon or at- 
tached under due process.” U. S. 
Fidelity, ete, Co. v. Hollenshead, 
supra. 

22. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174. 


23. Stanton v. French, 83 Cal. 194, 
23 P 355, 25 AmSR 174. 

24. Glover v. Narey, 92 Iowa 286, 
60 NW 581. 

25. Young v. Hubbard, 102 Ala. 
373,14. S 569. 

26. Courie v. Goodwin, 89 Ala. 569, 
SUS 26: 

27. McCluskey v. McNeely, 8 Ill. 
578. 

[a] Mistake.—Where a claim is 


properly filed with the officer bit by 
him attached by mistake to an execu- 
tion in another case, the claim for 
exemption is not defeated where it 
appears in the case that no costs 
have been incurred by the creditor 
between the time of its filing and 
his issuing of the execution. Shields 
vy. Jones, 18 LancLRev (Pa.) 350. 
28. McCluskey v. McNeely, 8 IH. 
Rancourt v. Hahn, 30 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 245 
a] 
tice is sufficient. 
30 Ole. Gir, Oh) 


‘A claim made before the jus- 
Rancourt v. Hahn, 
245. 


30. Todd v. McCravey, 77 Ala. 468. 
ol, -Crait vw. Louisville, tete; 5 
Co., 93 Ala, (22,..9: S» 828: White wv. 
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fected by an application to the ordinary of the 
county which when approved is recorded.** The 
statutory or short homestead is procured by merely 
filing with the ordinary the debtor’s schedule of 
property claimed to be exempt,?* which is recorded 
by the ordinary in a book kept by him for that 
purpose.** 

[§ 246] 5. Waiver of Objections. If the officer 
gives a reason for refusing a claim of exemptions, 
he thereby. waives all other objections to the man- 
ner of making it.2° <A creditor who appears and 
contests the debtor’s right to exemption thereby 
waives a statutory requirement as to notice of the 
elaim.°¢ 

[§ 247] 6. Costs. In some jurisdictions the 
debtor in order to claim his exemption in personal 
property seized by the sheriff under an execution 
must pay the sheriff’s costs of seizure and posses- 
sion money.°* 

[§ 248] F. Schedule or Inventory—l. In Gen- 
eral. The exemption statutes frequently require the 
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debtor desiring to claim an exemption to make a 
schedule of all of his property.2® Under some stat- 
utes the schedule must be filed whether the debtor 
has more or less than the amount of property nec- 
essary to make up the total amount exempted to 
him,°® while under other statutes it need be made 
only where the debtor has property in excess of the 
amount exempt,?® or need not be made where the 
debtor has no property other than that levied on, 
and so states ynder vath.*? A statutory requirement 
that claimant file .two lists, one of all property 
owned by him and another of property claimed as 
exempt, is satisfied by a single list when the debtor 
claims all his personalty as exempt. If two lists 
were required under such circumstances one would 
be simply a duplicate of the other.4 A statute 
which provides for the filing of an inventory, where 
articles of personal property or choses in action 
are garnished and claimed as exempt, applies to 
cases when personal property, other than wages, is 
garnished,*? but does not apply when wages are gar- 


Hobart, 90 Ala. 368, 7 S 807; Courie 
v. Goodwin, 89 Ala. 569, 8 S 9; Tons- 
mere v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 6 S 
904; Todd v. McCravey, 77 Ala. 468; 
Randolph v. Little, 62 Ala. 396. 

32. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Approval by ordinary. — Civ. 
Code (1910) § 3417 does not require 
the ordinary to enter his approval on 
the schedule of property filed by a 
debtor seeking its benefit. All that 
is demanded is the making out of 
the schedule of the property claimed 
to be exempt, the return of such 
schedule to the ordinary, and the re- 
cording of it by the ordinary in a 
book kept by him for that purpose. 
Carrie v. Carnes, 145 Ga. 184, 88 SH 
949, 

[b] : 
or will not be effective. 
Roberts, 68 Ga. 252. ; 

{c] Immunity from waiver.—Un- 
der Const. (1877) art 9 § 3 par 1, 
each head of a family is entitled to 
an exemption of household and kit- 
chen furniture and provisions not 
exceeding three hundred dollars in 
value, which is not affected by a 
waiver of homestead; but in order to 
carry this right into execution, the 
property must not only be selected 
by himself and wife, but also set 
apart by the ordinary. A mere per- 
sonal claim to certain property as so 
selected, with no official action there- 
on, is not sufficient. Sasser v. Rob- 
erts, 68 Ga. 252. ; 

[d] Jurisdiction. — According to 
the provisions of the Homestead Act 
of 1868, the applicant therefor, must 
apply to the ordinary of the county 
in which he or she resides at the 
time of making such application, in 
order to give the ordinary jurisdic- 
ton; and that if the applicant for a 
homestead was not a resident of 
Bibb county at the time of the ap- 
plication therefor, and approval 
thereof by the ordinary, then the or- 
dinary of that county did not have 
jurisdiction to hear and allow such 
application, and plaintiff in the judg- 
ment should have been permitted on 
the trial, to prove that the appli- 
eant was a nonresident of Bibb 
county at the time of the applica- 
tion, in order to show that the ordi- 
nary of that county had no juris- 


A mere selection by the debt- 
Sasser v. 


diction. Rutherford v. Wright, 41 
Ga. 128. ‘ 
fe] Collateral attack on a judg- 


ment setting aside a constitutional 
homestead is not allowed. Gann v. 
McGee, 19 Ga. A. 13, 90 SH 976. 

33. Stinson v. Hirsch, 125 Ga. 149, 
53 SE 1011; Kendall v. Parker, 146 
Ga. 260, 91 SE 31; Evans v. Barrett, 
8 Ga. A. 612, 69 SE 1083. 

fa] The petition or statement ac- 


companying the schedule need not 
state that the applicant is a debtor. 
Braswell v. McDaniel, 74 Ga. 319. 

34. Stinson v. Hirsch, 125 Ga, 149, 
53 SE 1011. 

[a] The act of the ordinary in re- 
ceiving and recording a schedule of 
the property is ministerial only. 
Stinson vy. Hirsch, 125 Ga. 149, 53 SH 
1001; Marcrum v. Washington, 109 
Ga. 296, 34 SE 585. 4 

{b] Effect of record.—(1) If there 
has been a failure on the part of 
the applicant to comply with the law 
under which the exemption is sought 
to he made, then the recording of the 
exemption claim is a mere nullity. 
Stinson.v. Hirsch, 125 Ga. 149, 53 SE 
1011. (2) A ereditor of the head of 
the family may attack the exemption 
by showing that it was illegal, al- 
though the debt was not contracted 
until after the return of the schedule 
and its record by the ordinary. Pied- 
mont Nat. Bldg., etc., Assoc. v. Bry- 
ant, 115 Ga. 417, 41 SE 661. 

[ec] Wife’s schedule is not under 
Code (1910) § 3416 et seq valid unless 
it affirmatively shows that the hus- 
band refused to file it, and otherwise 
the schedule, although recorded, may 
be attacked by creditors of husband 
proceeding against scheduled prop- 
erty. Sheppard vy. Davis, 22 Ga, A. 
733, 97 SE 262. 

[ad] Amendment.—If there has 
been a failure on the part of an ap- 
plicant for an exemption of per- 
sonalty under Civ. Code (1895) § 2866 
to comply with the law under which 
the exemption is sought to be made, 
the recording of the exemption 
claimed is a mere nullity and cannot 
be amended, Stinson v. Hirsch, 125 
Ga. 149, 53 SE 1011. 

{e] Prima facie case is made by 
proof that the property levied on 
has been exempt and included in the 
homestead set apart. Evans v. Bar- 
rett, 8 Ga. A. 612, 69 SEH 1083. 

35. Wilson v.'McElroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

36. Brown v. Doneghey, 46 Ark. 
Garrett v. Wade, 46 Ark. 493. 

Sehl v. Humphreys, 1 B. C. Pt. 
I) 257 


38. Ala.— Weinstein v. Yielding, 
162 Ala. 259, 50 S 126; Tonsmere v. 
Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 6 S 904; Ex p. 
Redd, 73 Ala. 548. 

Ark.—Weller v. Moore. 50 Ark. 253, 
7 SW 1380; Settles v. Bond, 49 Ark. 
114, 4°. SW 286. 

Ga.—Atwater v. Respess, 97 Ga. 
283, 22 SE 1000. 

Ill.— Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560; McLean vy. Hunter, 192 
Tll. A. 450; Ehle vy. Deitz, 32 Ill. A. 
547; Chapin v. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309; 
Cook v. Bohl, 8 Ill. A. 293; Menzie v. 
Kelly, 8 Ill. A. 259; Camp v. Ganley, 


6 Ill. A. 499; Casper v. Peo., 6 Ill. 


A, 28. 
Ind.—Huseman vy. Sims, 104 Ind. 
But see contra Mark 


317, 4 NW 42. 
15 Ind. 98 (under earlier 


v. State, 
statute) . 

Nebr.—Neligh First Nat. Bank v. 
Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858. 

N. D.—Burcell v. Goldstein, 23 
N. D. 257, 186 NW 248; Pfeifer v. 
Hatton, 18 N. D. 144, 118 NW 19. 

Ss. D.—Drake Marble, ete. Co. v. 
Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725. 

fa] The purpose of a schedule re- 
quirement is, by securing a disclos- 
ure of property other than that al- 
ready on the record, to prevent the 
debtor, while claiming certain prop- 
erty as exempt, secreting other per- 
sonal property which is subject to 
his debts. Decatur Mercantile Co. v. 
Deford, 93 Ala. 347, 9 S 454. 

{[b] Nonresident.— This provision 
applies to nonresidents, in states 
where they are entitled to an exemp- 
tion. Menzie vy. Kelly, 8 Ill. A. 259. 

{c] Widow.—Where, after prop- 
erty has been levied on and the judg- 
ment debtor has declared his inten- 
tion of claiming it as exempt, he 
dies, the widow who gives notice of 
her intention to claim the property 
cannot be regarded as having for- 
feited her rights to an exemption be- 
cause of the fact that she cannot file 
a schedule and obtain a supersedeas, 
such remedy being provided for the 
debtor only. Thompson vy. Ogle, 55 
Arley 101, Vis Wilb 93: 

{d] Purchaser.—Under a _ statute 
requiring the debtor claiming exemp- 
tion to file a schedule of his property 
showing all his property and trans- 
fers thereof, the purchaser who buys 
the property of the judgment: debtor 
which is less than the maximum ex- 
emption need not file such a schedule 
before suing to acquire title against 
his judgment. Kirk v. Macy, 53 Ind. 
A. 17, 101 NE 108. 


89. Settles v. Bond, 49 Ark. 114, 
ei 286; Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 
409. 

40. Griffin v. Batterall Shoe Co., 


137 Ark. 37, 207 SW 489, 

41. Weinstein v. Yielding, 162 Ala. 
259, 50 S 126. 

[a] Property levied an.—It is not 
necessary to include in the schedule 
the property attached or levied upon 
and claimed to be exempt, as that 
would be needless repetition. Deca- 
tur Mercantile Co. v. Deford, 93 Ala. 
347, 9 S 454. 

42. oe v. Thomas, 39 Wash. 40, 


43. Roden v. Brown, 103 Ala. 324, 
15 S 598; Young v. Hubbard, 102 Ala. 
373, 14 S 569; Decatur Mercantile Co. 
v. Deford, 93 Ala. 347, 9 S 454; Buck- 
land v. Tonsmere, 90 Ala. 503, 8 S 68; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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nished and claimed as exempt.** If an execution is- 
sues to one county the inventory and appraisement 
need not be made in all the counties where the 
debtor has property.*® 


Successive or alias executions. When a debtor has 


once presented a schedule of his property to the- 


officer holding an execution, as required by statute, 
that schedule cannot be used or relied upon as a com- 
pliance with the statute, when a second execution 
is levied upon his property,*® unless as is the case 
under statutes in some states, the debtor is relieved 
from filing a new schedule for a fixed period of time 
after the return of an execution unsatisfied, the 
length of the period corresponding with the lifetime 
of the execution,*? provided no additional property 
is acquired within the statutory period.48 The ac- 
quirement of additional property within the period 
necessitates the filing of another schedule.t? In 
other jurisdictions a second schedule after the issue 
of an alias is not required.°®° Where a justice’s at- 
tachment levied on property is quashed, and part 
of same property is levied on under the justice’s 
execution on judgment, an exemption list, delivered 
as required by statute, applies to both writs.®! 

Effect of failure to file.’ If the inventory which is 
required by statute to be filed is not filed plaintiff is 
entitled, without tendering issue, to an order sub- 
jecting the property to process.5 But if he does 
tender issue and proceeds to trial, he waives his right 
to claim a default judgment on that ground.®? 

[§ 249] 2. Time. The inventory or schedule 
must be filed or presented within the time, if any, 
prescribed by the statute,°4 or within a reasonable 
time if no time is prescribed.°> In some states it 
must accompany the claim,°> but a supplemental 
ene Ste v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 6 
* j " Courie v. Goodwin, 89 Ala. 569, 
his. (Alvord v. Lent, 28 Mich. 369. 

46. Weller v. Moore. 50 Ark. 253, 


EXEMPTIONS 


Ill.—Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560; Burns vy. Turner, 193 Ill. 
A, 172; Ehle v.,Deitz,, 32 Tll. A. 547; 
Griffin v. Maxwell, 
Biges v. McKenzie, 
Chapin v. Hoel, 11 Ill. A. 309; Cook 
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schedule, if called for by the creditor, may be filed 
at any time before issues are formed.®’ If the of- 
ficer levying an execution misleads the debtor in 
regard to it, so that the debtor for that reason fails 
to file or present his schedule within the time pre- 
seribed by the statute, he may file or present it after 
that time.®’ And where the officer fails to meet 
all the statutory requirements in giving notice of 
the levy to the debtor, the debtor will be excused 
from presenting his schedule within the statutory 
time.®® If the officer gives the parties time to com- 
promise their differences, and the negotiations fail, 
he should give the debtor a reasonable time after 
failure, within which to file his schedule.®° If the 
officer receives a schedule without objection he ean- 
not afterward escape its effect on the ground that it 
was not presented in time.*t 

[§ 250] 3. Form and Sufficiency—a. In Gen- 
eral. The schedule or inventory must comply sub- 
stantially with the statutory provisions as to form,*? 
although the statutes must be hberally construed, 
and technical objections will not be allowed to pre- 
vail.°3 Unless the statute so requires, the inventory 
need not be made separately from the claim, but it 
may be made upon the same paper and as a part 
of the claim verified by the same oath.®> If the 
schedule is not in proper form, the officer is not 
bound’ to accept it,°° but he is bound to accept a 
proper schedule, and cannot dispute the truth of 
1b." ; 

[§ 251] b. Listing and Specification of Prop- 
erty. The schedule should list separately each 
article of a distinct kind, or of a distinct quality, 
grade, or description of the same kind, so as to 
enable the appraisers readily to identify °° and to 

67. State v. Read, 94 Ind. 103; 
Douch v. Rahner, 61 Ind. 64. 

68. Roden vy, Brown, 103 Ala. 324, 

15 S 598; Decatur Mercantile Co. v. 


Deford, 93 Ala. 347, 9 S 454; Tons- 
mere v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 6 S 


23 Ill A. 
16 Ill. 


405; 
A. 286; 


7 SW 1380; Finley v. Sly, 44 Ind. 266. 

47. Gullett v. Conley, 81 Ill. A. 131 

(modifying rule in Biggs v. Mc- 

Kenzie, 16 Ill. A. 286); Camp v. Gan- 

ley, 6 Ill. A. 499 (decided prior to 
statute). — 

gous Gullett v. Conley, §1 Ill. A. 
1 ; 


131. 

49. .Gullett v. Conley, 81 Ill. A. 
1381. 
50. Lafferty v. Sistalla, 11 Wyo. 
360, 72 P 192. ‘ 

51. Preston v. Hufford, 81 W. Va. 
510, 94 SE 960. 


52. Ex p. Redd, 73 Ala, 548. 

53. Pilcher v. Chaffin, 3 Ala. A. 
660, 57 S 1014. 

54, Alden v. Yeoman, 29 Ill. A. 


53; Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill. A. 405. 
55. Alden vy. Yeoman, 29 Ill. A. 53; 
Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill. A. 400. 
56. Roden v. Brown, 103 Ala. 324, 
15 S 598; Guise v. State, 41 Ark. 249. 
57. Roden v. Brown, 103 Ala. 324, 
15 S 598. 
58. Morrissey v. Feeley, 36 Ill. A. 


556. ; 
59. Gibson v- Peo., 122 Ill. A. iis 
[a] Serving unsigned notice upon 


debtor excuses failure to present 
schedule within the ten day statu- 
tory limit. Gibson v. Peo., 122 Ill. A. 
217. 
60. Pelkey v. Peo., 11 Ill. A. 82. 
61. Taylor v. Beach, 14 Ill, A. 259. 
62. Ala.—Mitchell v. Corbin, 91 
Ala. 599, 83 S 810; Block v. George, 
$3 Ala. 178, 4 S 836; McBrayer. v. 


Dillard, 49 Ala. 174; Johnson v. 
Huntsville Grocery Co. 10 Ala. A. 
479, 65 S 441. 


Ark.—Settles v. Bond, 49 Ark. 114, 
4 SW 286; Healy v. Conner, 40 Ark. 


352. 
Hirsch, 125 Ga. 


Ga.—Stinson v. 
149, 


53 SE 1011.° 


v. Bohl, 8 Ill. A. 2938; Casper v. Peo., 

Mths A. 28; Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 
Ind.—Guerin v. Kraner, 97 Ind. 533; 

Barkley v. Mahon, 95 Ind. 101. 

Nebr.—Mann v. Welton, 21 Nebr. 
541, 32 NW 599. 

IN. D.—Pfeifer v. Hatton, 18 N. D. 
144, 118 NW 19. 

S. D.—Drake Marble, etce., Co. wv. 
Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725. 

63. Herschbach y. Cassout, 197 Ill. 
A. 188; Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 
167; Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 449; 
HWisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 188, 33 
NE 220; Farguhar v. Hibben, 38 Nebr. 
556, 57 NW 290; Kriesel v. Eddy, 37 
Nebr. 63, 55 NW 224. 

[a] MIllustrations.—(1) The omis- 
sion of the words “within and with- 
out the State’ does not invalidate 
the inventory where the affidavit con- 
tains a full account of all the debt- 
or’s property and alieges that no 
property has since been disposed of. 
Gregory v. Latchem, 53 Ind. 449. (2) 
Under a statute requiring an inven- 
tory, supported by an affidavit, of 
“all personal property ... belonging 
to him [the debtor] or in which he 
had any interest at the date of the 
issuing of the writ,’ an averment 
that a schedule contains “a full and 
true account of all. . pronverty”’ 
of the debtor “and held by him at 
the date of the issuing of the exe- 
eution,” is sufficient without the 
words “or in which he then had any 
interest.” Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 
L677; (L705 

64, Decatur Mercantile Co. v. De- 
ford, 93 Ala. 347. 9 S 454. 

65. Decatur Mercantile Co. v. De- 
ford, 93 Ala. 347. 9 S 454. 

66. State v. Read. 94 Ind. 1038; 
Douch v. Rahner, 61 Ind. 64. 


904; Burns v. Turner, 193 Ill. ‘A. 172; 
McLean, v.. Hunter, 192 Ill. “Av 450; 
Driggs v. Roth, 97 Ill. A. 39. 

{a] MTllustrations.—(1) An inven- 
tory, filed by a debtor with his claim 
of exemption, specifying “two hun- 
dred and twenty-five dollars in the 
hands of third persons, to whom de- 
fendant has loaned it,’ not stating 
the name of the borrower, nor the se- 
curity or evidence of indebtedness 
taken, is too general and indefinite. 
Tonsmere v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 
318, 6S 904. (2) An inventory which 
specifi2s ‘‘the salary due to him from 
the Louisville & Nashville Railroad 
Company, one month, $125. One 
horse, value $125, and one watch, 
worth $10, and that he has no other 
property,” is a sufficient description 
of the property. Roden v. Brown, 103 
Ala, 82452329, 115.5159. 

{b] Following levy.—If the sched- 
ule lists the property levied upon, a 
description of it following the word- 
ing of it in the levy is _ sufficient. 
Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 266, 13 


S 578. 

[c] In Georgia.—(1) The descrip- 
tion must be sufficient to identify 
the property. Gann v. McGee, 19 
Ga. A. 13, 90 SE 976. (2) In order 
to be superior to the title of a bona 
fide purchaser without actual notice, 
a statutory or short homestead, un- 
der Civ. Code (1895) § 2866, must 
contain a description of the property 
sought to be exempted sufficiently 
definite to impart constructive no- 
tice. Harris v. Hill, 1 Ga. A. 425, 
58 SH 124. (3) A schedule wherein 
no effort is made to specify any par- 
ticular property as exempt, but em- 
bracing all the classes of property 
which may be included in a sched- 
ule as exempt, is void. Kendall v. 
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fix the value of ®° each article. A schedule of prop- 
erty in distinct groups, each containing miscellane- 
ous articles in a lump, is insufficient.7° 
been held under a statute not requiring specifica- 
tion of particular articles that a grouping will not 
invalidate the schedule, where all the property de- 
seribed is found at the place designated and is ap- 
A vague and uncertain deseription will 
not be fatal, if the property is later identified.’ 
Where the only property owned by the debtor is 
money and the claim for exemption is for the full 
amount of the debt, a sworn statement that the sum 
attached constituted all of the claimant’s personal 
property at the time the suit was brought may be a 


praised. 


sufficient inventory.*® 
[§ 252] c. 
erty."* 


Parker, 146 Ga. 260, 91 SE 31. (4) 
A description in a schedule, “One cow 
and calf,’ is too vague and indefinite 
to give notice ‘to a bona fide pur- 
chaser for value of the exempt char- 
acter of particular property answer- 
ing to that general description. Har- 
ris' v. Hill, supra. (5) A schedule 
of property sought to be exempted 
under Civ. Code § 2866, properly re- 
turned to the ordinary and by him 
recorded, is admissible in evidence 
in behalf of the head of the family, 
although it includes one acre of land 
and does not show on its face that 
the improvements were not worth 
more than two hundred dollars, or 
that the land was chiefly valuable 
for agricultural purposes, or that the 
land, if in a city, town, or village, 
was not worth more than five hun- 
dred dollars. Piedmont Nat. Bldg., 
etc., Assoc. v. Bryant, 115 Ga. 417, 
41 SE 661. (6) An allegation of an 
automobile as “one _ five-passenger 
Ford automobile’ is sufficient to 
identify the property. Gann v. Mc- 
Gee, supra. 

69. U. S.—In re Wilson, 108 Fed. 
97, 6 AmBankrR 287. 
; Ala.,—Pinkus v. Bamberger, 99 Ala. 

6, 18 S 578. 
vig eee pee v. Gross, 75 Ark. 391, 
87 SW 633, 5 AnnCas 616; Friedman 
vy. Sullivan, 48 Ark. 213, 2 SW 785. 

Tll.— Burns v. Turner, 193 Ill. A. 


72: McLe Watianter, ssl Ocimum. 
172; McLean v. soa tT 


450: McClellan vy. Powell, 
x 222: Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Til. 
AST 


Nebr.—Farquhar_ v. 38 


Hibben, 
Neer Pe eionaiter w, Hatton, Cooney, 
Lee dae a eriser v. Thomas, 39 Wash. 
nnd eimeacets v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 


812, 6 S 904; Friedman v. Sullivan, 
48 Ark, 2138, 2 SW 785; Burns v. 
Turner, 198 Ill. A. 172; Moffett v. 


Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 376. 4 f 

[a] Mlustrations.—(1) An item in 
a schedule given a levying officer, 
under § 2 of the exemption act, of 
“miscellaneous articles $25.00,” is 
not a sufficient designation of ex- 
empt property. Burns v. Turner, 198 
tll. A. 172. (2) An inventory specify- 
ing “household and kitchen furni- 
ture,” but not otherwise describing 
the various articles of which it con- 
sisted, is insufficient. Tonsmere v. 
Buckland, 88 Ala.: 312, 6 S 904. 

71. Farquhar v. Hibben, 38 Nebr. 
556, 57 NW 290. \ 

72. Keenan v. Drew, 144 Ill. A. 
388. 

Question for jury as to identifica- 
tion see infra § 317. 

73. Johnson v. Huntsville Grocery 
Co., 10 Ala. A. 479, 65S 441: 


Disclosure and Omission of Prop- 
The statutes ordinarily require that the 
schedule or inventory shall include all of the debt- 
or’s property,?®> and the schedule must show that 
such requirement is compled with.7® 
need include only the property owned by the debtor 


EXEMPTIONS 


But it has 


intent.®2 


[§ 253] -d.» Claim of Exemption. 
statute requires the debtor to specify the particular 
property which he claims as exempt, a schedule of 
property which does not claim it or any portion of 


[§§ 251-254 


at the time when it is signed and sworn to.77 Prop- 
erty omitted from the schedule will not be entitled 
to exemption *® independently of any question of 
fraud, imadvertency, or mistake,’ except that of 
the levying officer or some third person interested 
-in the collection of the execution.®° 
of some articles affects none of the debtor’s rights 
to exemption in the articles actually scheduled,’ 
especially where the omission is not with fraudulent 


The omission 


Where the 


it as exempt is fatally defective.®? 


[§ 254] e. 


The schedule 
an exemption.*® 


74. Forfeiture of exemption by 
omission from schedule see supra 
§ 213. . 

75. Farris v. Gross, 75 Ark. 391, 
87 SW 6338, 5 AnnCas 616; Woodbury 
Wa SRULtCLe pe 26eell.o) An cil bl eas. rye 
McKenzie, 16 Ill. A. 286. See cases 
supra note 38. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The obvi- 
ous purpose of this statute is to 
require a full disclosure of all prop- 
erty owned by the debtor at the 
time, and the only way in which the 
court may compel a compliance with 
the terms of the statute is to with- 
hold an allowance of the claim of 
exemption until such full disclosure 
be made by the debtor. The Legisla- 
ture may, without curtailment of the 
right cf exemption, provide a reason- 


able method for’ ascertainment of the’ 


claim of exemption and the quantity 
and values of the property claimed 
as exempt. The feature of the stat- 
ute requiring a full disclosure on the 
part of the debtor of all his prop- 
erty does not impose an unreasonable 
condition upon his right to claim ex- 
emptions.”’ Farris v. Gross, 75 Ark. 
391, 394, 87 SW 638, 5 AnnCas 616. 

[b] In Georgia (1) the application 
for constitutional homestead must be 
accompanied by a schedule of all of 
the applicant’s property. Wood v. 
Collins, 111 Ga. 32, 36 SE 423; Mc- 
Williams vy. Bones, 84 Ga. 199, 10 SE 
723. (2) A creditor who files objec- 
tions to the allowance of an exemp- 
tion on the ground that specified arti- 
cles of personalty were omitted from 
the schedule, should, on the trial, be 
confined to the articles mentioned in 
his objections, and should not be 
allowed to show by evidence that 
other articles of personalty were 
omitted from the schedule. Wood v. 
Collins, 111 Ga. 32, 36 SE 423: (3) 
An amendment to such objections, 
which merely in loose and general 
terms alleged that the head of the 
family owned property not scheduled, 
some of which consisted of debts 
owing to him by persons unknown to 
the objector, without further specify- 
ing or describing the property 
charged to have been omitted, was 
properly disallowed for want of full- 
ness and certainty in these respects. 
Wood v. Collins, 111 Ga. 32, 36 SE 
423. 

76. WHisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 
188, 33 NE 220; Pfeifer v. Hatton, 
18 N. D. 144, 118 NW 19. 

[a] Claim made by wife.—When 
the execution defendant is absent 
and a schedule is'made out and veri- 
fied by his wife as permitted by 
statute, and she specifies all the prop- 
erty of her husband, both within and 
without the state, of which she has 
any knowledge, the schedule is not 


Right to Exemption. 
statutes in some states the inventory must be ac- 
companied by the verified statement of the debtor 
showing his right to the exemption claimed,$4 or by a 
statement of the capacity in which the debtor claims 


Under the 


It must appear by the affidavit 


invalidated, nor the right of exemp- 
tion defeated, by the fact that she 
adds a statement that her husband 
may own something in some other 
state of which she has no knowledge. 
Eisenhauer y. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 188, 33 
NE 220. 


77. Taylor v. Beach, 14 Ill. “A. 259. 

78. Burns v. Turner, 193 Ill. A. 
172; McLean vy. Hunter, 192 Ill. A. 
450; Biggs v. McKenzie, 16 Til. A. 
286; Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 409; 
Wagner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 54 NW 
286°") Drake; - Marble" ete. Conn we 
Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725; 
Brown v. Edmonds, 5 S. D. 508, 59 


NW 731; Paddock v. Balgord, 2 S. D. 
100, 48 NW 840; Longley v. Daly, 1 


Si Dis) 257, 46. INIW ea 
79, “Burns. v2) Turner, | 193 Wien 
172; McLean vy. Hunter, 192 Ill. A. 
450; Biggs v. McKenzie, 16 Ill. A. 
286; Blair v. Parker, 4.Ill. A. 409. 
80. Burns v. Turner, 193 Ill. A. 
rea MeLean v.. Hunter, 192) 311. AS 
81. Ala.—Johnson v. Huntsville 


Grocery Co., 10 Ala. A. 479, 65 S 441. 
Ill.—Horton v. Smith, 46 Ill. A. 

241; Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 52. 
Ind.—Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99; 


Douch vy. Rahner, 61 Ind. 64. 
N. D.—Waener vy. Olson, 3 N. D: 
69, 54 NW 286. 


S. D.—Drake Marble, ete., Co. v. 
Bjoraas, 38 S. D. 88 160 NW 725; 
Paddock vy. Balgord, 2 S. D. 100, 48 
NW 840. 

Wash.—Mikkleson  v. 


Parker, 3 
Wash. T. 527, 19 P 81. 


82. Keenan vy. Drew, 144 Ill. Ac 
388; Wagner y. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 
54 NW 286. 

83. Guise v. State, 41 Ark, 249; 
Drake Marble, ete., Co. v. Bjoraas, 
38 S. D. 88, 160 NW 725. 

84. Neligh First Nat. Bank v. 


Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858. 

[a] For example, to entitle an 
execution or attachment defendant 
to a peremptory writ of mandamus 
to appraise property claimed to be 
exempt under Code Civ. Proc. § 521, 
he must allege, and prove, if not ad- 
mitted, that, after the seizure, and 
before the sale, he filed with the 
officer, or in the court from which 
the process issued, a schedule of 
his entire personal estate, together 
with a sworn statement that such 
schedule is complete and correct, and 
that claimant is a_ resident of 
the state, the head of a family, and 
not possessed of lands, town lots, or 
houses exempt as a homestead under 
the laws of this state. Neligh First 
Nat. Bank y. Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 
74 NW 858. 

85. Stein v. Staats, 74 W. Va. 357, 
81.SEH) 1132: 

{a] Dlustration.—An affidavit to 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 254-258] 


that the debt against which exemption is claimed 
was contracted subsequent, to the passage of the 
exemption laws. It should show that the debt 
sued for was a debt by contract.8? In some juris- 
dictions the affidavit must show that the claimant is 
a resident of the state,88 and in some the head of a 
family.6® On the contrary it has been held that 
in the absence of a requirement of the statute, the 
schedule need not state that the claimant is the 
head of a family.%° 

[§ 255] f. Signature and Verification. The 
schedule or inventory must, if required by the stat- 
ute, be properly signed ®1 and verified.9? In such 
ease the officer may disregard a schedule that is not 
sworn to,°* but if the schedule is sworn to, and the 
claim is in substantial compliance with the re- 
quirements of a statute, the officer cannot refuse 
to set apart the property on the ground of alleged 
perjury in the affidavit,°* or on other grounds. 
The schedule may be verified by the same affidavit 
as the claim.®° The inventory should be verified at 
the very time it is filed and not before.°7 The veri- 
fication need only state that the schedule contains 
a list of all the debtor’s personal property on the 

day of the date of the oath.°® 
'  [§ 256] g. Defects and Amendment. Where a 
defective inventory is filed and objected to, the 
allowance of filing of a new or amended inventory 
after the expiration of the time within which de- 
fendant may file an inventory as of right is dis- 
eretionary with the trial court.°® A schedule may be 
amended so as to exclude property as to which the 
debtor is not entitled to an exemption.t It has been 
held that a schedule cannot be amended to cure a 


an exemption list, showing that the | 754, 62 NW 217. 
debtor is a husband, that he is ab- 96. 
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mistake of law.? An officer may be estopped to raise 
objections to defects, where their existence may be 
attributed to his own dereliction in duty to the 
debtor.* It is not necessary for the officer to object 
to the sufficiency of the schedule at the time it is 
filed or delivered to him,‘ and his failure to do so 
will not estop him from later contesting its suf- 
ficiency. The mere fact that the debtor delivered 
his schedule unsigned through inadvertence does not 
prevent him from enforcing his right to exemption 
claimed therein, where he subsequently offered to 
sign the schedule or make another.® In some states 
an officer is not liable for refusing to allow an execu- 
tion debtor to amend his schedule.? 

_[§ 257] 4. Filing and Delivery. Express pro- 
visions of the statute as to the particular officer with 
whom the schedule or inventory shall be filed must 
be complied with. Leaving the schedule at a place. 
designated by the officer ® or with the officer’s wife 
with instructions to deliver it to him?® has been 
held sufficient. Where the statute requires the filing 
of the schedule with the justice, a filing with the 
constable is not sufficient.‘ Nor, under a statute 
providing for the filing of a schedule with the jus- 
tice and the issuing of a supersedeas by the justice, 
is it incumbent upon the debtor to serve the super- 
sedeas upon the officer? A statute requiring a 
debtor to deliver a schedule to the officer is suf- 
ficiently complied with where the debtor delivers a 
proper schedule to the officer, and the latter admits 
service thereon by copy, and returns the original to 
the debtor, retaining a copy.!3 

[§ 258] 5. Operation and Effect. Unless at- 
tacked as fraudulent,'* or unless an appraisement of 


{a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where an 
officer refuses to receive the sched- 


sent, and that exemption is claimed 
by affiant, his wife, on his behalf, 
sufficiently specifies the character in 
which the debtor claims an exemp- 


tion. Stein v. Staats, 74 W. Va. 357, 
$1 SE 1132. 

86. Ely v. Blacker, 112 Ala. 311, 
20 S 570. 


87. Huffman v. Thompson, 64 Ark. 
196, 41 SW 428. 

88. Porter v. Navin, 52 Ark. 352, 
12 SW 705; Guise v. State, 41 Ark. 
249: Neligh First Nat. Bank v. Lan- 


easter, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW_ 858. 
Bank _v. 


gs9. Neligh First Nat. 
Lancaster, 54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 
858. 

90. Wenpster v. McGauvran, 8 N. D. 


74, 78 NW 80. 
; 91. Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill. A. 
405; Cook v. Bohl, 8 Ill. A. 293. 

[a] Sufficiency—(1) If the debtor 
himself writes his name in the body 
of the affidavit attached to his sched- 
ule, this is a sufficient signing of the 
schedule, under a statute requiring 
it to be “subscribed,” since the name 
is below the schedule. Schumann v. 
Pilcher, 36 Ill. A. 43. (2) The fact: 
that the name is written in a differ- 
ent handwriting from that in the 
rest of the affidavit is enough to put 
the officer on inquiry so as to charge 
him with knowledge that it was writ- 
ten by the debtor. Schumann v.- 
Pilcher, 36 Ill. A. 43. 

Duty of officer to call attention to 
absence of signature see supra § 229. 

92. Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Ill. A. 
405; Cook v. Bohl, 8 Ill. A. 293; Cas- 
per v. Peo., 6 Ill. A. 28; Huseman Vv. 
Sims, 104 Ind. 317, 4 NE 42; Kahn 
v. Hayes, 22 Ind. A. 182, 53 NE 
430; Stein v. Staats, 74 W. Va. 357, 
SIS. 1182; pe RVIOr Wy Belville, 70 

. Va. 484, 74 SE & ‘ 
ee Johnson v. Dellas, 199 Ill. A. 
576; Griffin v. Maxwell, 23 Tl. A. 405; 
Casper v. Peo., 6 Ill. A. 28; Huseman 
vy. Sims, 104 Ind. 317, 4 NE 42. 

94. Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99. 

95. Smith v. Johnson, 43 Nebr. 


ford, 93 Ala. 347, 9 S 454. 


97. Young v. Hubbard, 102 Ala. 
Sie, 14S. 569. 
5 eo Taylor v. Beach, 14 Ill. A. 
59s 

99. Buckland v. Tonsmere, 90 Ala. 
503, 8 S 68. 

[a] In Georgia a petition for 


homestead may be amended by add- 
ing to the schedule something which 
has been omitted, but not by striking 
therefrom any article of property 
therein set forth. If the applicant 
has by mistake inserted property be- 
longing not to him but to another, he 
should dismiss his application and 
file another one, omitting such arti- 
cles of property not belonging to him 
as were in the previous. schedule. 
McWilliams vy. Bones, 84 Ga. 199, 10 
SE 728. 

1. Swift v. Cox, 138 Ark. 606, 212 
SW 83. 

{a] Illustration.—Where after the 
property listed in the original sched- 
ule was appraised and its value de- 
termined to be in excess of the maxi- 
mum amount which the debtor could 
claim as exempt he may amend it by 
excluding property bought under a 
conditional sale, title to which had 
been reserved by the seller and other 
articles upon which a mortgage had 
been executed, bringing the residue 
to within the statutory amount. 
Swift v. Cox, 138 Ark. 606, 212 SW 


83. 

2. Brown v. Edmonds, 5 S. D. 508, 
59 NW 731. 

[a] Ilustration.—The debtor’s be- 


lief that certain property, a watch 
and chain, omitted by him from his 
schedule was included in the term 
“household furniture” is a mistake of 
law, and is therefore no ground for 
correcting the schedule. Brown v. 
Edmonds. 5 S. D. 508, 59 NW 781. 

8. Horton v. Smith, 46 Ill. A. 241; 
Miller v. Rolen, 39 Ill. A. 350; Cooper 
v. Payne, 36 Ill. A. 155; Schumann v. 
Pilcher, 36 Ill. A. 48; Taylor v. Beach, 
AS Tee A259; 


ule properly tendered by the debtor, 
making no objection that it was not 
in compliance with the law, upon suit 
brought, he will not be allowed to 
object to the schedule as not comply- 
ing with the statute. Pensoneau v. 
Masserang, 8 Ill. A. 298. (2) If the 
constable swears the debtor to the 
schedule and then carries the sched- 
ule away, he cannot question its val- 
idity on account of the lack of the 
debtor’s signature. Cooper v. Payne, 
SOR LI eAC £55; - 

eee of officers see supra §§ 229-— 
ane McLean v. Hunter, 192 Ill. A. 

5. McLean v. Hunter, 192 Jl). +A. 
450; Doyle v. Hall, 86 Ill. A. 163. 
toe: Langston v. Murphy, 31 Ill. A. 

7, Blair v. Parker, 4 Ill. A. 409, 
de Ark.—Garrett v. Wade, 46 Ark. 
4 vo. 

Ill.—Doyle v. Hall, 86 Ill. A. 163; 
Miller v. Rolen, 39 Ill. A. 350. 

N. D.—Burcell v. Goldstein, 23 
N. D. 257, 136 NW 243. 

S. D.—Swenson vy. Christoferson, 
Ne D. 188, 72 NW 459, 66 AmSR 
712. 

W. Va.—Taylor v. Belville, 70 W. 
Va. 484, 74 SE 517. 

{a] The filing of a petition in 
bankruptcy is not equivaJent to de- 
livering a schedule to the officer hav- 
ing the execution or filing it in the 
court whence the writ issued. Doyle 
Voulall, 86 Til, AN L638: 

9. Miller v. Rolen, 39 Ill. A. 350. 

10. Bryan v. Kelly, 85 Ala. 569, 
5 S 346. 

11. Burcell v. Goldstein, 23 N. D. 
257, 1836 NW 248. 

12. Taylor v. Tomlinson, 65 Ark. 
544, 45 SW 544; Minor v. Hdwards, 
6 Ind. T. 438, 98 SW 151. : 


13. Swenson vy. Christoferson, 10 
SOPD 88,9" 7.2) ON Wi 459; 566 AmmSk 
712. 

14. Preston v. Hufford, 81 W. Va. 


510, 94 SE 960. 


142 [250.J.] 
the property listed is demanded,!® the exemption 
schedule prepared and filed under the statute is 
conclusive, both as to property and its valuation. 
Where the statute provides for both a schedule and 
an appraisement, the schedule does not take the 
place of the appraisement as determining values and 
hence it is immaterial whether it shows the debtor’s 
property to be worth more or less than the statutory 
amount or whether it shows it to be of any value 
whatever.?® 

[§ 259] G. Appraisement—l. Necessity in Gen- 
eral, Provision is made by some statutes for the 
appraisal of the property of the debtor and his 
selection thereafter of the articles which he desires 
to claim as exempt to the amount of the exemption 
fixed by statute? Under such statutes an ap- 
praisal is essential to the right of exemption.1* 
When the statute requires an appraisement, a new 
appraisement is necessary on each successive execu- 
tion.19 In case an appraisement is necessary and 
has not been made, the debtor cannot claim an 
amount equal to that which he is entitled to claim 
as exempt from the proceeds of sale of the prop- 
erty.2° Statutes requiring appraisement ordinarily 
do not refer to articles of property specifically 
exempt,?! nor does a requirement that property be 
appraised apply to a separate exemption of debts 
and wages.22, So where the debtor elects to receive 
his exemption in money, no appraisement is neces- 
sary.?8 

[§ 260] 2. Authority and Duty to Procure. The 
duty of having the property appraised is generally 
imposed upon the officer.24 Where the debtor has 
complied with the conditions imposed by statute, the 
duty of the officer charged with securing the ap- 
praisement becomes mandatory *° and ministerial.?¢ 
The officer is not justified in refusing to have an 
appraisement made because of perjury by the debtor 
in swearing to his schedule.??_ A wrongful refusal of 
the officer to cause the appraisal to be made will 
not, according to some: authorities, render the sale 


15. Preston v. Hufford, 81 W. Va. 
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54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858; Cunning- 


[§§ 258-263 


void,?® although there is authority to the contrary.”° 
A statute which provides that the sheriff or other 
officer making a levy shall, on demand, summon 
the appraisers authorizes a constable levying an 


execution from a justice’s court likewise to sum- 


mon them.°*° 

[§ 261] 3. Demand and Waiver. Where, un- 
der the statute, the debtor must demand the ap- 
praisement, a failure to make the demand consti- 
tutes a waiver by the debtor of his exemption 
rights.*4_ The*demand by the debtor must be made 
seasonably or an appraisement may be refused.®? 
In cases where the exemption is claimed in real 
estate, the appraisement must be demanded by the 
debtor before inquisition, where inquisition is re- 
quired.83 In states where the demand for the ap- 
praisement must be made by the ereditor, if the 
creditor fails to do so, it is'the duty of the officer 
to release to the debtor the property claimed to be 
exempt,** and the ereditor’s failure to demand an 
appraisement operating as a waiver of his rights, 
the court is not called upon to consider the question 
of value.*%5 

[§ 262] 4. Time. Where the statute provides 
that, on delivery of the schedule to him by the 
debtor, the officer shall ‘‘thereupon’’ summon ap- 
praisers, he shall do so without delay as soon as it 
can reasonably be done,?® and the debtor is required 
to hold his property in readiness for a reasonable 
time for the purpose of appraisement.®7 A delay in 
the making of an appraisement will not defeat the 
rights of the debtor to an exemption, where not 
due to his fault.®§ 

[§ 263] 5. Presence of Property. The property 
should be present when the appraisement is made,?° 
and where it is not present and the debtor is not at 
fault he may complain if he has been injured.*? The 
property need not be in view of the officer before he 
appoints the appraisers,#1 and the fact that the 
property is in another county will not excuse him 
from appointing them.*? 


32. Line’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 197. 


— 


510, 94 SE 960. 

16. Weller v. Moore, 50 Ark. 253, 
7 SW 130; Millerke v. Reiley, 31 S. D. 
342, 141 NW 136. : 

17. See statutory provisions, 

18. Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560; Smith v. Dauel, 29 Ill. A. 
290; Menzie v. Kelly, 8 Ill. A. 259; 
Nyman’s App., 71 Pa. 447; Hatch v. 
Bartle, 45 Pa. 166, 84 AmD 484; Ham- 
mer v. Freese, 19 Pa. 255; Pearson’s 
App., 2 Mon, (Pa.) 678; Line’s App., 
2 Grant (Pa.) 197; Kerns v. Beam, 
ti DancBar)) (Pa... 18353 | Pentz v. 
Rooker, 1 LehighValLR (Pa.) 151; 
Millerke v. Reiley, 31 S. D. 342, 141 
NW 136. 

{a] Return of nulla bona.—The 
officer has no right to return the 
writ, ‘no goods,” although it is plain 
that the exemptions wvuld_ fully 
cover all the goods. O’Malley v. 
Dempsey, 3 LegGaz (Pa.) 225. 

19. Weller v. Moore, 50 Ark, 253, 
7 SW 130; Finley v. Sly, 44 Ind. 266; 
Strouse v. Becker, 38 Pa. 190, 80 
AmD 474, 44 Pa. 206; Dodson’s App., 
25, Pa. 232; Bechtel’s App., 2 Grant 
(Pa.) 375; Line’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 
197. 


20. Hammer vy. Freese, 19 Pa. 255. 

21. Johnson vy. Bartek, 56 Nebr. 
422, 76 NW 878. 

22. State v. Barada, 57 Mo. 562. 

23. Peterman’s App., 76 Pa. 116; 
Riley’s Hst., 18 Pa. Dist. 442,’ 30 Pa. 
Co. 416. } 

24. Wyckoff v. Wyllis, 8 Mich. 48; 
State v. Kurtzeborn, 2 Mo. A. 335; 
Neligh First Nat. Bank v. Lancaster, 


ham v. Conway, 25 Nebr. 615, 41 NW 
452; Mann v. Welton, 21 Nebr. 541, 
32 NW 589; Millerke v. Reiley, 31 
S. D. 342, 141 NW 136. 

25. Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99; 
Neligh First Nat. Bank v. Lancaster, 
54 Nebr. 467, 74 NW 858; State v. 
Wilson, 31 Nebr. 462, 48 NW 147; 
Hamilton v. Fleming, 26 Nebr. 240, 41 
NW 1002; Cunningham y. Conway, 25 
Nebr. 615, 41 NW 452; State v. Cun- 
ningham, 6 Nebr. 90; Peo. v. McClay, 
2 Nebr. 7. 

[a] Necessity of selection.—Where 
the debtor selects property in lieu 
of property specifically exempt, the 
officer is not obliged to summon ap- 
praisers until the debtor has made 
his selection. Parketon v. Pugsley, 
142 Mo. A. 537, 121 SW 789. 

[b] Property not divisible-—The 
fact that the property claimed as 
exempt by the execution debtor is 
not susceptible of division so as to 
set aside the exemption in kind is 
no excuse for the officer’s failure to 
have it appraised as required by the 
statute. State v. Harrington, 33 Mo. 


A. 476. 

26. Pudney v. Burkhart, 62 Ind. 
179; State v. Cunningham, 6 Nebr. 
90; Millerke v. Reiley, 31 S. 
141 NW 136. 

27. Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99. 

28. Hatch v. Bartle, 45 Pa. 166, 
84 AmD 484. 

29. Over v. Shannon, 91 Ind. 99. 


D. 342,, 


[a] Before judgment.—A demand 
for the benefit of the exemption law 
and for an appraisement thereunder 
in case of an attachment under the 
Fraudulent Debtor’s Act ot March 17, 
1869 (P. L. p 8) may be made before 
the entry of judgment therein. Cun- 
ningham y. Duncan, 5 Pa. Dist. 574, 
18 Pa.-Go: 250: 


83. McCloskey vy. Moulder, 8 Pa. 
Come5 6: 
34. Shell v. Svennson, 93 Wash. 


40, 159 P 1076; American Paper Co. v. 
Sullivan, 34 Wash. 390, 75 P 991; 
»State v. Gardner, 32 Wash. 550, 73 P 
690, 98 AmSR 858. 

35. State v. McNeill, 58 Wash. 47, 
107 P 1028, 187 AmSR 1088. 


36. Ehle v. Deitz, 32 Ill. A. 547; 
Smith v. Dauel, 29 Ill. A. 290. 
37. Smith v. Dauel, 29 Till. A. 290. 


38. Coleman’s App., 103 Pa. 366; 
Seibert’s App., 73 Pa. 359. 

[a] Illustration.—At the time of 
a levy defendant claims his exemp- 
tion, but no appraisement is made 
by the sheriff who afterward goes 
out of office. At the request of de- 
fendant, the next sheriff on the day 
of the sale has the real estate ap- 
praised. Defendant is entitled to the 
exemption out of the proceeds of the 
poet estate. Seibert’s App., 73 Pa. 

39. Smith v. Dauel, 29 Ill. A. 290. 
Smith v. Dauel, 29 Ill. A. 290. 
- Lansden v. Hampton, 38 Ill. A. 


30. McAuley v. Morris, 101 N. C.|/115. 


369, 7 SE 8838. 
31. Line’s App., 2 Grant (Pa.) 197. 


ee Lansden v. Hampton, 38 Ill. A. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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[§ 264] 6. Selection and Competency of Ap- 
praisers. The appraisers must be legally ap- 
pointed,** and the appraisal should show that fact.44 
They should be persons who are fitted to determine 
the value of the property seized #* and they should 
be disinterested *® and of the statutory number.*? 
Appraisers should not be appointed by the debtor, 
in the absence of a statutory provision permitting 
it. Statutes, however, sometimes provide for the 
selection of one appraiser by the debtor and one by 
the creditor, and for an appointment by the officer 
where either party fails to make a selection.*? If 
the debtor or creditor or both fail to exercise their 
privilege of naming a person to act as one of the 
appraisers, this furnishes no legal excuse for the 
officer not to proceed with the appraisement.®® In 
such case it becomes the officer’s duty to select the 
appraisers himself and to proceed with the appraise- 
ment.° Some statutes provide that the appraisers 


shall be summoned ‘‘from the neighborhood.’’ 5 - 


The requirements of such a statute are not measured 
by any arbitrary rule of distance or topography,®* 
and in a city where the neizhborhood covers a 
smaller space than in the country, a district within 
a radius of a mile or thereabouts, may still be held 
to be a neighborhood.®* An appraisement made by 
persons not competent to make it under the statute 
is invalid. Where it does not appear that any 
objection was made on account of an appraiser’s 
incompetency, no presumption of incompetency will 
be indulged in on appeal.®® 

[$ 265] 7. Conduct of Appraisement; Valuation 
of Property. The appraisement should be made in 
public.6? The debtor *§ and the creditor ®® and their 
attorneys ®° are entitled to be present. The ap- 
praisers must value the property at its fair market 
value.*t Where mortgaged property is included in 
the schedule the appraisers must fix its value with- 
out regard to the mortgage.®? A sale later of the 
property for more than its appraised value will 
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not invalidate the appraisement,°* unless the dispar- 
ity 1s so great as to furnish ground for presumption 
of fraud or incompeteney on the part of the ap- 
praisers.°* The only authority of the appraisers 
is to fix a fair value, by inspection and handling, 
upon what property they can see.®° They are not 
authorized to consider and adjust equities between 
an execution debtor and third persons,®* or to ascer- 
tain whether a mortgage was given for money bor- 
rowed for future advances or for indemnity to the 
mortgagee against a liability which might or might 
not arise.§7 

[§ 266] 8. Return. The return of the apprais- 
ers should be made to the officer designated by stat- 
ute,°> but where it is inadvertently made to the 
wrong officer, the appraisal is not thereby rendered 
void.®® If the return of the appraisers sets out the 
different classes of articles and sufficiently enumer- 
ates each and attaches the value thereto the return 
is sufficiently specific.7? But when the statute pro- 
vides for a schedule of all the debtor’s property, 
and requires the appraiser to fix a ‘‘fair valuation 
upon each article,’’ an appraisement fixing a value, 
not upon separate articles, but upon groups con- 
taining miscellaneous articles, is insufficient.71 

[§ 267] 9. Objections. If the appraisement is 
not deemed a proper one by the debtor, he should 
seek to have it corrected.72 Opportunity should be 
given to creditors also to have an appraisement, to 
which they object corrected,? and where the hear- 
ing on the objections of one creditor is postponed 
by the court to a future day, it is not too late, on 
that day, for another ereditor to appear and file 
objections to the schedule of personalty.7* If the 
appraisement is accepted by the debtor he waives 
all imperfections in it and cannot be heard to ob- 
ject to it afterward.” 

[§ 268] 10. Setting Aside and Confirmation. 
The court has power to set aside an appraisement 
for cause,*® even though the exemption statute does 


330. 


43. Ehle yv. Deitz, 32 Ill. A. 547. 


44. Ehle v. Deitz, 32 Ill. A. 547. 
45. Morris v. Town, 1 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 51 


[a] Illustration.—Where the plant 
of a printer is appraised and only one 
of the appraisers is a printer, the ap- 
praisement may be set aside on the 
ground that it should have been made 
by three master printers. Norris v. 
Town, 1 WKlyNC (Pa.) 51. 

46. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Blood relations of the parties 
are not competent, for they are not 
disinterested. Strasburg First Nat. 
Bank v. Keen, 11 Pa. Co. 47. — 

{[b] An attorney, conducting at- 
tachment proceedings, cannot be se- 
lected as appraiser under an execu- 
tion in force against the same de- 
fendant at the same time. Bayne v. 
Patterson, 46 Mich. 658. 

[c] A sheriff's employee is not a 


' disinterested and competent person 


to determine the value of property 
seized on execution within the 
meaning of the exemption law. Le- 
vinite v. Chuya, 10 Kulp (Pa) 264. 

47. Johnson v. Bartek, 54 Nebr. 
787, 75 NW 55. A 

48. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 
330. 

49. 

50. Kelley 
536; Millerke 
141 NW 136. 

51. Kelley v. McFadden, 80: 
536; Millerke v. Reiley, 31 S. D. 
141 NW 136. ; 

52. See statutory provisions. 

Be aces v. Jungling, 116 Mo. 
22 S 688. 

54, State v. Jungling, 116 Mo. 162, 
22 SW 688. . 

55. Bayne v. Patterson, 40 Mich. 


See statutory provisions. 
vy. McFadden, 80 
v. Reiley, 31 S. D. 


Ind. 
342, 


Ind. 
342, 


162, 


658; Levinite v. Chuya, 10 Kulp (Pa.) 
264; Strasburg First Nat. Bank v.- 
Keen, 11 Pa. Co. 47. 

[a] Debtor’s appointees.—If it is 
shown that the appraisers were prac- 
tically appointed by the debtor, that 
fact with other circumstances tend- 
ing to show the bad faith in the 
transaction will justify a setting 
aside of the appraisement. Halle v. 
Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 330. 


56. Kelley v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 
536. 
57. Huddy vy. Sproule, 4 Phila. 


GEE SW Sey 

58. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 
330; Huddy v. Sproule, 4 Phila. (Pa.) 
353. 

59. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa, Co. 
330. ; 

[a] Application.—Where the ap- 
praisement was made without notice 
to plaintiff in the execution or his 
attorney, and in their absence, and 
on the same day the property was 


sold for four times its appraised 
value, the appraisement was set 
aside. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 
330. 

60. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 
330. 

61. Sleeper v. Nicholson, 1 Phila. 
(Pa.) 348; Fisher v. Hughes, 2 Pittsb 
LegJ (Pa.) 272. 

62.. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
376. 

63.. Norris v. Town, 1 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 62. ? 

[a] Mlustration.—An appraisement 


will not be set aside by the court 
on the ground that articles, appraised 
for three hundred dollars, afterward 
sold for five hundred dollars. Norris 
v. Town, 1 WklyNC (Pa.) 62. 

64. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 


[a] Dlustration. — Where goods 
appraised at three hundred dollars 
later on the same day sold for twelve 
hundred dollars, the appraisement 
will be set aside. Halle v. Felsinger, 
19’ Pa. Co. 330. 


65. Parham vy. McMurray, 32 Ark. 
are Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
370" Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill, A. 
wee Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 

68. McAuley vy. Morris, 101 N. C. 
369, 7 SE 883. 

69. McAuley vy. Morris, 101 N. C. 


369, 7 SE 883. 

[a] Dlustration. — Although the 
statute requires the return to be 
made to the clerk of the superior 
court of the county in which the ap- 
praisal was made and filed there, the 
appraisal and allotment made upon a 
judgment of a justice of the peace is 
not rendered void by reason of the 
fact that the return was made to the 


court of the justice of the peace. 
McAuley v. Morris, 101 N. C. 369, 7 
SE 883. 

70. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
BOs RAYS UVe Lnorntony 195 iNae e 
fa lh 

71. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
376. 

72. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 
3876; Gardner v. McConnaughey, 157 


N. C. 481, 78 SH 125. 
Robson vy. Linddrum, 47 Ga. 
. Robson y. Lindrum, 47 Ga. 250. 
75. Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill, A. 
376; State v. Conner, 73 Mo. 572. 
76. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co. 
330; Strasburg First Nat. Bank Ww 
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not expressly confer such power.”? The court is not 
confined merely to the ascertainment of the fairness 
of the appraisement, but may exercise the discre- 
tion of a court of equity, under all the circum- 
stances of the case in confirming or declining to con- 
firm the appraisement.’® If the appraisement is 
manifestly and greatly below its fair market value, 
it may be set aside.?® Where property appraised is 
destroyed without fault of the debtor before ap- 
proval of appraisement by the court, and where the 
interests of creditors are not involved, the court 
may decline to approve the appraisement, so that 
other property may be retained in place of that de- 
stroyed.®° 

[§ 269] 11. Conclusiveness and Effect. If, on 
appraisal the value of the property selected is not 
more than the amount which the debtor is entitled 
to hold as exempt, the officer must release it to 
him.*+ The appraisement does not determine 
whether the property which has been set apart as 
exempt is lawfully exempt. That question remains 
for the determination of the court.t? And so the 
action of appraisers in setting apart personal prop- 
erty as exempt is not a final adjudication on the 
debtor’s right of exemption,®? but merely puts the 
debtor in a position to present his elaim to the 
property, so that it may be awarded to him, pro- 
vided it appears to the court that he is legally en- 


Keen, 11 Pa 47; Huddy v., 261; 
Spreule, 4 Phila Pa.) 853; Sleeper | 6038; 
v. Nicholson, 1 Phila. (Pa.) 348: Wil- 
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| titled thereto.84 


- praisal was made.°? 


Christopher v. Bowden, 17 Fla. 
Imhoff’s App., 
A 279; Laucks’ App., 


f 
{ 
| 
| 
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A creditor, therefore, who acts 
upon the appraisement as though it were a final 
adjudication on the debtor’s right of exemption, 
runs the risk of so doing.®® But when the appraise- 
ment is made in the presence of the creditor under 
circumstances showing an acquiescence by him in the 
debtor’s claim, it may operate as an estoppel of the 
creditor to later contest the claim.’ The valuation 
of the appraisers is, in the absence of fraud or 
collusion, in some jurisdictions conclusive,®* in oth- 
ers, not.88 A*debtor who, after appraisement, re- 
plevies property claimed to be exempt is bound 
by the appraisal value, if the property is exempt,®® 
but if the property is not exempt, he cannot claim 
the advantage of an appraised undervaluation.®°° ° A 
disclaimer by the debtor of title to property ap- 
praised makes the appraisement inoperative.®*! The 
appraisal is not binding on a second execution cred- 
itor whose execution did not issue until after ap- 
He is entitled to a second ap- 
praisal under his own execution.°* 

[§ 270] 12. Costs. The debtor is not required 
to pay the costs of the appraisement.®* 

[§ 271] H. Selection °°—1. In General. Where 
a debtor possesses a number of articles some part or 
some one of which the law exempts,?° or where the 
statute exempts property generally to a certain 
amount and the debtor owns property in excess of 


tors see Assignments for Benefit 
of Creditors § 519. 
S.—In re French, 231 Fed. 


119, Ba.3505-13 
24 Pa. 426. 96. _ U. 


kins vy. Rubincam, 15 WklyNC (Pa.) 83. Imhoff’s App., 119 Pa. 350, 13 | 255; In re Blanchard, 161 Fed. 797. 

128. AD 279% Ala.—Ross v. Hannah, 18 Ala. 125. 
[a] Application.— Where an ap- 84. Imhoff’s App., 119 Pa, 350, 13 Cal.—Borland v. O’Neal, 22 Cal. 

praisement is made without notice to,|A 279. 504. 

and in the absenze of, the creditor’s 85. Pierce v. Boalick, 36 Pa. Co. Colo.—Schwartz v. Birnbaun, 21 

attorney, and where defendant’s at-| 353. Colo. 21, 39 P 416. 

torney is present and the appraisers 86. Hershey v. Metzgar, 90 Pa. Ill.—Finlen y. Howard, 126 Ill, 259, 

are practically named by him and | 217. 18 NE 560; Amend vy. Smith, 87 Ill. 

known by them to have been so [a] Severing growing crop by ap-|198; Johnson vy. Larcade, 110 Ill. A. 


named, and where the property iS|praisement. — Where execution is|611; Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 Ill. A. 

apparently grossly under value, the|levied on real and personal estate | 376. 

court is justified in setting aside the |}and defendant claims his exemption Iowa.—Parker v. Haley, 60 Iowa 

appraisement. Halle y. Felsinger, 19 |and elects to have the growing grain, | 325, 14 NW 359. 

Pa. Co. 330 which is duly appraised in the pres- Kan.—Nuzman vy. Schooley, 36 Kan. 
77. See cases supra note 76. ence of one of plaintiffs, and the land | 177, 12 P 829; Rice v. Nolan, 33 Kan. 
78. Kunkle’s Hst., 4 Pa. Co. 234.|is subsequently purchased by plain-| 28, 5 P 437. 


79. Halle v. Felsinger, 19 Pa. Co.| tiffs who claim 


that the growing 


Ky.—Whittington v. Pence, 38 SW 


330; Sleeper v. Nicholson, 1 Phila.| grain passed to them, the appraise- | 843, 18 KyL 942; Stirman v. Smith, 

(Pa.) 348; Fisher v. Hughes, 2 Pittsb| ment under the circumstances is a]10 SW 131, 10 KyL 665; Robinson v. 

LegJ (Pa.) 272. severance of the’ grain from the|Myers, 3 Dana 441; Westerland v. 
80. Kunkle’s Est., 4 Pa. Co. 234, realty and plaintiffs are not entitled | Moreland, 3 Kyl 324, 11 Ky. Op. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The pur-| thereto. Hershey v. Metzgar, 90 Pa. | 247. 

pose of the widow’s exemption Act} 217. Me.—Colson vy. Wilson, 58 Me. 416. 

is to benefit the family upon the re- 87. Levi v. Groves, 7 Oh. Dec. Md.—State v. Boulden, 57 Md. 314. 


moval by death of its head. It says 
that such property ‘shall not be sold, 88. 
but suffered to remain for the use of 89. 
the widow and family.’ It contem- | 614, 30 NW 206 
plates that it shall be ‘suffered to 90. 
remain’ for such ‘use’ after the ap-|614, 30 NW 206. 
proval of the appraisement by the 91. 
court, when the administrator shall 
withdraw from its control and give 92. 


(Reprint) 508, 3 CincLBul 569. 
Kunkle’s Bst., 
Wood vy. Bresnahan, 
Wood v. ‘Bresnahan, 63 Mich. | 40 
Gilleland v. Rhoads, 


Wisser v. Wisser, 8 Pa. Dist. 


Mass.—Tryon v. Mansir, 2 Allen 
219. 


Mich.—Ganong v. Green, 71 Mich. 
1, 38 NW 661; Bayne v. Patterson, 


4 Pa. Co. 234. 
63 Mich. 


Mich. 658; Town vy. Elmore, 38 
Mich. 305. 
384 Pa. Minn.—Anderson v. Hge, 44 Minn. 
216, 46 NW 362. 


Mo.—Finley v. Barker, 110 Mo. 408, 


up the possession to the widow. We | 673. 20 SW 177; Davis v. Williamson, 68 
think that our discretion 1s not con- 93.. Wisser v. Wisser, 8 Pa. Dist.| Mo. A. 307. 

fined to merely ascertaining whether | 673 Mont.—Tetrault v. Ingraham, 54 
the appraisement is a fair one, but 94 Gross v. Pinsky, 26 Pa. Dist. | Mont. 524, 171 P 1148. 

that, as a court of equity, we may | 141. Nebr.—Conway v. Roberts, 38 Nebr. 
extend our inquiries beyond that, and [a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘To require | 456, 56 NW 980. 

exercise a sound discretion on the|a poor man to pay the costs of the Nev.—Elder v. Williams, 16 Nev. 
circumstances which may present|appraisement would be to deprive | 416. 

themselves. There are here no cred- | him of that which the law gives him, N. H.—Greenleaf v. Sanborn, 44 
itors whose interest will be affected, | viz, goods to the value of $300, if |N. H. 16 


and, while the question mooted is per-|SO much is 
haps not entirely free from doubt, | Pinsky, 
we think we do no violence to the 95. 
spirit of the law and subserve its|Amount of 
purpose and intent, when, under the §§ 150-153. 
circumstances, we decline to approve 
of the appraisement as presented, and 
leave the widow at liberty to retain 
other property in the place of that 
destroyed.” Kunkle’s Est., 4 Pa. Co. 


§§ 13-15. 


levied on.” 
26 Pa. Dist) 141) 142. 
Cross references: 
exemption 


Effect of ownership or possession of 
other Pokey generally see supra 


In bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 8§ 637, 


N. Y.—Lockwood vy. Younglove, 27 
Barb. 505; Finnin-y. Malloy, 33 N. Y. 
Super. 382. 

Oh.—Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 

Okl.—Parsons v. Evans, 44 Okl. 
751, 145 P 1122, LRA1915p 381. 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170; Thi- 
bault v. Lennon, 39 Or. 280, 64 P 449, 

87 AmSR 657. 


Gross v. 


see supra 


234, 237. 
a: State v. Kurtzeborn, 2 Mo, A. 


82. Parham v. McMurray, 32 Ark. 


Liability of sheriff for sale without 
permitting selection see Sheriffs 
and Constables [35 Cyc 1687]. 

On assignment for benefit of credi- 


Tenn.—Clark v. Bond, 7 Baxt. 288. 
Compare McCoy v. Dail, 6 Baxt. 187; 
Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. 136; State v. 
Haggard, 1 Humphr. 390. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 271-273] 


that amount,®? or where an exemption is claimed in 
leu of homestead,®® he is ordinarily required to 
select that property which he desires to claim as 
exempt. The debtor may select any particular 
property seized, within the amount allowed by stat- 
ute.°® Selection is necessary only when it serves a 
real purpose. Where the debtor’s entire property 
is within the statutory limit, and all of it exempt for 
that reason, a selection of it would be superfluous, 
and under such circumstances the law does not re- 
quire itt. And so where the debtor owns articles 
specifically exempt only to the number or value fixed 
by the statute, no selection is needed and so none is 
required.? If the officer has left the debtor prop- 
erty of a value less than the amount to which the 
debtor is entitled, the debtor may take from. the 
seized goods additional property to make up the 
amount to which he is legally entitled.2 Failure to 
make a selection may operate as a waiver or for- 
feiture of the right of exemption. When the debtor 
has an opportunity to make a selection, in cases 
where a selection is necessary, and fails to do so, 
a levy may be made.® 

Successive selections. The debtor is entitled to 
one selection only and this must embrace all the 
property he is entitled to as exempt,® but where the 
property selected is found, on appraisement sub- 


BUN Hep ts 
47 Vt. 


Tex.—Fuller v. 
136. 
Vt.—Plimpton y. Sprague, 


Sparks, 


pounds, 


467; Haskins v. Bennett, 41 Vt. 
698. 
Que.—Filion v. Chabot, 9 Que. 
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debtor shall own two _ swine, 
exceeding the weight of one hundred 
such debtor, 
agent, may elect either of the swine 
to be exempt, a debtor who has three 
Swine, of which only one exceeds the 
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sequently made, to exceed the statutory allowance, 
a second selection is permitted to bring the debtor’s 
exemption within the legal limit.7 

[§ 272] 2. Persons Who May Make. The selec- 
tion must be made by the debtor himself ® or his 
agent, clerk, or legal representative,® or, under cer- 
tain circumstances, his wife,!° or his widow,*! but not 
a creditor assuming to aet in his behalf to the pre- 
judice of other creditors.12. Nor can the officer as- 
sume,’? or be compelled 1* to make the selection for 
him, unless authorized by statute to do so. In 
some states the officer has authority to make a selec- 
tion for the debtor under certain circumstances, as 
in ease of the debtor’s absence or his refusal to 
act.1® One holding under an assignment of the right 
to select may make selection.17 But the right to 
select cannot be conferred on a mortgagee unless 
the property in question is designated in the mort- 
gage as exempt property and mortgaged as such.}8 
When the debtor makes an assignment for benefit 
of creditors the assignee may make the selection in 
the absence of a selection by the debtor.1® 

[§ 273] 3. Time.*° Under some statutes if the 
debtor is properly notified or requested by the sheriff 
he must make his selection before or at the time of 
the levy.?1. If levy is made in the debtor’s absence 
he may make selection on his return.2? If the 
debtor who has made his selection 
under the first section has filed his 
schedule and on appraisal the value 
of the property selected is found to 


be in excess of the exemptions al- 
lowed, may then, under the second 


each 


by himself or 


Super. 327; Cunningham v. Guilbault, 
6, Quer Pr. 15: 

97. Kennedy v. Smith, 99 Ala. 83, 
11 S 665; Bray v. Laird, 44 Ala. 295; 
Bingham v. Maxcy, 15 Ill. 290; Cook 
v. Scott, 6 Ill. 333; Austin v. Swank, 


9 Ind. 109; Elliott v. Flanigan, 37 Pa. 
425. 
98. In re Stern, 208 Fed. 488. 


Exemption in lieu of homestead 
see supra § 12. 

99. Miss.— Bernheim v. Andrews, 
65 Miss. 28, 3 S 75. 

Mo.—State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261. 

N. Y.—Finnin v. Malloy, 33 N. Y. 
Super. 382. 

Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D .170. 

S. D—Nelson v. Oium, 21 S. D. 
541, 114 NW 691. 

[a] Under a statute exempting a 
working team used by debtor in his 
business, a debtor may choose either 
one of two teams he possesses. Fin- 
Hin sv.) Malloys; -o3) New .Y.. Super, 
382. 

1. U. S—In re Ziff, 225 Fed. 323. 

Colo.—Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 
Wolo OF LLOOsEe m4 9: 

Ill.—Cole v. Green, 21 Ill. 104. 

Ky.—Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 131, 
10 KyL 665. ! 

Me.—Bridgton vy. Lakin, 53 Me. 
106. 

Minn.—Thompson y. Peterson, 122 
Minn, 228, 142 NW 307; Howard v. 
Rugland, 35 Minn. 388, 29 NW 63. 

Miss.—Gulfport Bank v. O’Neal, 86 
Miss. 45, 38 S 630. 

N. Y.—Seaman v. Luce, 23 Barb. 
240. 


Oh.—Slanker v. Beardsley, 9 Oh. 
. 589 


St f 

Or.—Crites v. Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 
P 941. 

Tenn. — State v. Haggard, 1 


Humphr. 390. 

2. Augustine v. Gold, (lowa) 174 
NW 581; Stirman v. Smith, 10 SW 
131, 10 KyL 665; Wentworth v. 
Young, 17 Me. 70. 

{a] Dlustration.—(1) Where a stat- 
ute declares that two swine, one of 
which shall not exceed the weight 
of one hundred pounds, shall be ex- 
empt from attachment, execution, 
and distress, and that where any 
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which he will 


weight of one hundred pounds, may 
hold this one exempt, and the neces- 
sity of an election by the debtor 
retain exists only 
where he has two swine, each ex- 
ceeding the weight of one hundred 
pounds, Wentworth v. Young, 17 
Me. 70. (2) Under a statute exempt- 
ing two cows and calves, a levy on 
the only cow and calf owned by a 
debtor is illegal, although he also 
owns heifers which he might have 
claimed as exempt, and although he 
does not offer to deliver them or any 
other property to the officer in lieu 
of the cow and ealf. Stirman v. 
Smith, 10 SW 131, 10 KyL 665. 

oe Ligget v. Storer, 20 RevLeg 

8 


4. See supra § 204. 

5. Ky.—McGee v. Anderson, 1 B. 
Mon. 187, 36 AmD 570. 

Me.—McKenzie v. Redman, 87 Me. 
322, 32 A 962; Colson v. Wilson, 58 
Me. 416. 

Mich. — McCausey v. Hoek, 159 
Mich. 570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 
945. 

N. H.—Davis v. Webster, 59 N. H. 
471. 

Vt.—Chamberlain v. Whitney, 65 
Vt. 488, 27 A 72. 

{a]) Dlustration.— Where an in- 
solvent debtor pointed out to his as- 
Signee two articles, part of his es- 
tate, but refused to select which one 
he was to retain, claiming to be en- 
titled to both, he was estopped from 
maintaining replevin against the as- 
signee for one of the articles taken 
by the assignee in the belief that it 
was a part of the estate. Mc- 
Kenzie v. Redman, 87 Me. 322, 32 A 
962. ‘ : 
6 Johnson vy. Larcade, 110 Ill. A. 
611. 

7. Nelson v. Oium, 21 S. D. 541, 
114 NW 691. 

[a] Dlustration.—Where a debtor 
is entitled under one section of the 
exemption law to make selection of 
property claimed to be exempt, and 
upon filing a schedule to have it 
appraised and under another section, 
is entitled to an exemption of spe- 
cific articles provided their value 
does not exceed a fixed amount, a 


section, make a second selection of 
specific articles from those previous- 
ly selected, and is entitled to them 
as exempt if their value is not in 
excess of the statutory allowance. 
Aes v. Oium, 21 S. D. 541, 114 NW 

8. Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789; Zielke v. Mor- 
gan, 50 Wis. 560, 7 NW 651. 


50 State v. Cunningham, 6 Nebr. 
10. See supra §§ 33, 34. 
ll. See supra §§ 34, 41. 
12. Stephens v. Toback, 26 Que. 


Super. 41 (decision made on ground 
that the exemption was lost because 
Shae ines cet of trade by the-debt- 
or). 

we: Bayne v. Patterson, 40 Mich. 
658. 

14. Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789; Sale v. Shipp, 
58 Okl.. 598, 160 P 502; Parsons v. 
Evans, 44 Okl. 751, 145 P 1122, LRA 
1915D 381. 

15. Savage v. Davis, 134 Mass. 
401; Murphy v. Mulvena, 108 Mich. 
347, 66 NW 224; Jones v. Peek, 101 
Mich. 389, 59 NW 659. 


16. See statutory provisions. 
17. In re National Grocer Co., 181 
ase 33, 104 CCA: 47, 30 LRANS 


Assignment of right to make se- 
lection see supra § 232. 

18. In re French, 231 Fed. 255. 

‘ 19. Cloutier v. Georgeson, 13 Man. 

Rights of assignee under assign- 
ment for benefit of creditors gen- 
erally see Assignment for Benefit of 
Creditors § 316 et seq. 

20. Selection of personalty in lieu 
of homestead see supra § 12. 

21. Amend v. Smith, 87 Ill. 198; 
Wright v. Deyoe, 86 Ill. 490; Bing- 
ham v. Maxcy, 15 Ill. 290; Grover v. 
Younie, 110 Iowa 446, 81 NW_ 684; 
Colson v. Wilson, 58 Me. 416; Smith 
v. Chadwick, 51 Me. 515. 

{a] If the debtor postpones Se- 
lection until after the’ seizure he 
must pay his own costs. Ross v. 
Lemieux, 2 Montr. Super. 272. 

oe. Haskins y. Bennett, 41 Vt. 
698. 
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debtor is not notified by the officer and requested to 
make a selection he may make the selection at the 
trial,?* or at any reasonable time before the sale.?* 
In other jurisdictions a debtor has the absolute right 
to select any time before sale,?> but he must select 
before sale.26 In some states it is held that the 
proper time to make selection is after the appraisers 
have been summoned.?? And under a statute allow- 
ing the exemption only after selection and appraise- 
ment it is not proper to allow the exemption in 
money on sale of personal property, thus casting 
upon the ereditor the expenses of a sale of the 
articles which he ought to select and the loss of the 
difference between the selling price and the ap- 
praised value.28. Where the statute merely requires 
the debtor to file or present a schedule of all his 
property, after which an appraisement is to be 
made, the debtor may postpone making his selection 
until after the schedule is filed and the appraisement 
made.2® But in any event the debtor is entitled to a 
reasonable time after notification te make his selec- 
tion.2° A sheriff has no right to demand an imme- 
diate selection and, upon the debtor’s failure to 
comply immediately with the demand, to proceed at 
once with the sale of property.** 

[§ 274] 4. Manner of Selection. In making his 
selection the debtor must comply with all statutory 
requirements,®? as, for instance, making his selec- 
tion at appraised values.?* In the absence of ex- 
press requirements no particular formalities are nec- 
essary.24 Any method of selection which the officer 
cannot, or under the circumstances ought not to, 
misunderstand is sufficient.2° The method adopted 
must amount to a real selection,?® and not merely 
a demand by the debtor of an opportunity to make 
a selection.2? He must point out the property to 
the officer,® and not merely demand property to the 

23. Hall v. Miller, 21 Tex. Civ. A. 35. 
336, 51 SW 36. 

24. McCluskey v. McNeely, 8 Ill. 
578; Seaman v. Luce, 23 Barb. (N. 


Y.) 240; Frost v. Shaw, 3 Oh. St. 270. 
25. Ross v. Hannah, 18 Ala, 125; | 467 
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N. D.—Northrup v. Cross, 2 
N. D. 4383, 51 NW 718. 
Pa.—Keller v. Bricker, 64 Pa. 379. 
Tenn.—Clark v. Bond, 7 Baxt. 288. 
Vt.—Plimpton v. Sprague, 


Pr a a 
: | 


th 
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statutory amount, in general terms.2® Under stat- 
utes directing the debtor to make his selection by 
specifying the articles selected in his schedule, par- 
ticular articles must be specified,#? and a specifica- 
tion in general terms of property to the statutory 
amount is not sufficient.41 Concealment or removal 
of property out of reach of process,*? an objection 
to the levy upon a particular piece of property in 
question,*® a bill of sale of a particular piece of 
property,*4 and a motion to the court to discharge 
money held under a garnishment *® have all been 
held sufficient to constitute a designation or selec- 
tion by the debtor. Where a certain portion of a 


-mass, the parts of which are not distinguished from 


each other, is claimed, it is sufficient to select an 
amount from the mass which will equal the value 
allowed by the statute.*® 

[§ 275] 5. Operation and Effect. A selection 
is not binding on creditors as to amount or value,*? 
and property selected may still be levied upon,*® sub- 
ject to debtor’s right to have exemptions set off if he 
claims them and is entitled to them.*? 

[§ 276] I. Allotment and Setting Apart. After 
appraisement,°° provision is frequently made by the 
statutes for the allotment and setting apart to the 
debtor of the specific articles exempt to him,°*! al- 
though such allotment is not a prerequisite to the 
existence of a constitutional exemption.®? The pro- 
visions of the statute must be pursued to render the 
exemption effectual,°* as, for example, that the per- 
sons who are to make the allotment should be 
sworn, that there should be a descriptive list of 
the property,°®> and that the descriptive list should 
be registered, so that creditors, when they desire 
to levy their debts, may ascertain what property is 
exempt.°® If one has the right to have property set 
apart in kind, he may enforce the right.57 If the 
Sullivan, 48 Ark. 313, 215, 2 SW 785. 

42. See supra § 219. 

43. Finnin vy. Malloy, 33 N. Y. 
Super. 382; Clark v. Bond, 7 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 288; Plimpton v. Sprague, 47 


Vt. 467. 
44. 


47 Vt. 


Westerfield v. Moreland, 11 Ky. Op. 
247; State v. Emmerson, 74 Mo. 607; 
Pyett v. Rhea, 6 Heisk. (Tenn.) 136. 

26. In re Stern, 208 Fed. 488. y 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘“In this 
case the debtor failed to select it. 
Had he followed the statute and 
made his selection in kind at the 
appraised value before sale and had 
he attempted to hold some of the 
goods involved in these claims for 
their purchase price, an opportunity 
then would have been given to the 
several creditors of this character 
to save their claims. Failing to se- 
lect in kind before sale and permit- 
ting the goods to be sold in bulk, he 
has effected such a commingling of 
goods as renders it impossible for 
his creditors of the character under 
consideration to secure their rights 
in any other way than that sug- 
gested above.” In re Stern, 208 Fed. 
488, 490. 

27. Bowman v. Smiley, 31 Pa. 225, 
72 AmD 738. 


28. In re Crum, 221 Fed. 729. 
29. Kelley v. McFadden, 80 Ind. 
536. 


80. Savage v. Davis, 134 Mass. 
401; Brooks v. Hathaway, 8 Hun (N. 
Y.) 290; Nelson v. Oium, 21 S. D. 541, 
114 NW 691. 

31. Nelson v. Oium, 21 S. D. 541, 
114 NW 691. 

82. See cases infra note 33 et seq. 

33. Finlen v. Howard, 126 Ill. 259, 
18 NE 560; Moffett v. Sheehey, 52 I11. 
A. 376. 

34. Northrup v. Cross, 2 N. D. 433, 
51 NW 718. 


Wis.—Zielke v. Morgan, 50 Wis. 
560, 7 NW 651. 

[a] Qustration.—An officer had 
in his possession an appraisement 
upon which certain property was des- 
ignated as mortgaged and pledged, 
and the balance was listed without 
comment. Under these circumstances, 
a selection by the debtor of the “free 
property” without other specification, 
is sufficient, as the ‘term ‘free prop- 
erty,’ used in connection with the 
appraisement can mean nothing else 
than property that appeared on such 
appraisement as unincumbered.” 
Northrup v. Cross, 2°.N. D. 433, 486, 
51 NW 718. 

36. Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 Colo. 
21, 39 P 416; Wisenberg v. Burchinell, 
10 Colo. A. 457, 52 P 220; Parketon v. 
Pugsley, 142 Mo, A. 537, 121 SW 789. 

37. Schwartz v. Birnbaum, 21 
Colo. 21, 39 P 416; Hisenberg v. Bur- 
chinell,’ 10. Colo. “A. 457, 52) P 220; 
Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. A. 587, 
121 SW 789. 

38. Hisenberg v. 
Colo. A. 457, 52 P 220. 

39. Hisenberg v. Burchinell, 10 
Colo. A. 457, 52) P 220: 

Demand of opportunity to make 
aceon not a Selection see supra 


Burchinell, 10 


40. Friedman v. Sullivan, 48 Ark. 
213, 2 SW 785. 

41, Friedman y. Sullivan, 48 Ark, 
213, 2 SW 785. 

[a] Mlustration—A selection in a 
schedule of “household and kitchen 
furniture valued at $70” has been 
held too indefinite. Friedman vy. 


George v. Bassett, 54 Vt. 217. 

45. Tombow vy. Haskins, 15 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 656, 8 Oh. Cir. Dee. 281. 

46. Hall v. Brown, 4 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 80, 1 ClevLRep 9. 

47. McCausey v. Hoek, 159 Mich. 
570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 945. 

48. McCausey v. Hoek, 159 Mich, 
570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 945. 

49. McCausey v. Hoek, 159 Mich. 
570, 124 NW 570, 18 AnnCas 945. 
Sater Appraisement see supra §§ 259-— 


51. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra note 52 et seq. 

52. Lockhart v. Bear, 117 N. C. 
298, 23 SE 484. 

“It may be claimed, and is claimed, 
that plaintiff was not entitled to this 
protection until it was laid off and 
allotted and assigned to him. We 
do not think so. It is not the allot- 
ment of the appraisers that gives 
the debtor this protection, but the 
vigor and force of the Constitution. 
And if it should be levied before, 
the debtor is still entitled to have it 
laid off and assigned to him.” Lock- 
hart v. Bear; 127 N.uC.*298, 303/223 
SE 484. 

53. Smith v. Hunt, 68 N. C. 482. 
Smith v. Hunt, 68 N. C. 482. 
Gardner v. McConnaughey, 157 
. 481, 73 SE 125; Smith v. Hunt, 
. C. 482. 

Smith v. Hunt, 68 N. C. 482. 
McMichael v. Eckman, 26 Fla. 
S 365. 

Sale and remission to pro- 
ceeds.—If a person is entitled to an 
exemption out of personal property 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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garnishees are numerous and the amount due from 
each is small, the proper method of securing the 
debtor’s exemptions is for the sheriff to appraise 
and set apart to the debtor such or so much of the 
claims as he may elect to retain under his exemp- 
tion.®* The debtor is entitled to have his exemp- 
tion ascertained up to the time the process is exe- 
cuted by a sale.5® Although the exemption has been 
alloted, the debtor may, where it has been diminished 
by use, loss, or other cause, have any other personal 
property which he may have exempted up to the 
preseribed limit,°° and the personal property exemp- 
tion may be reassigned in the case of successive 
executions,*+ and therefore, when a report of the 
appraisers has been declared void and another al- 
lotment is ordered to be made, articles of personalty 
which the judgment debtor may have consumed since 
the allotment under the void report should not be 
included in the reallotment.®°? A debtor waives ir- 
regularities in the allotment proceedings, if he 
accepts from the officer levying an execution the 
articles set apart by him as exempt.®* In the ab- 
sence of a statute providing the method in which the 
action of commissioners to allot an exemption may 
be reviewed, it may be reviewed by recordari in 
the nature of a writ of false judgment.°* One who 


which has been levied upon by a 67. 
sheriff, it is his right to have the] 21 SE 409. 
exemption set apart in kind, and if 68. 
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Shoaf v. Frost, 116 N. C. 675, 


McWilliams y. Bones, 
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takes an exemption can have set apart to him only 
the property owned by him at the time,®* and if 
property which does not belong to him is wrongfully 
included in the allotment, property of the same kind 
cannot later be substituted by him therefor, and 
held as exempt under the allotment.*6 Under stat- 
utes providing that on appeal from an appraisal on 
homestead and personal property exemptions the 
jury shall assess the value of the property embraced 
therein, and the éourt shall appoint three commis- 
sioners to set apart the exemptions in accordance 
with the verdict of the jury, the commissioners ap- 
pointed to set apart the exemptions must be guided 
by the valuation of the jury, whose verdict is final.®? 

Receiver of surplus. By some statutes a pro- 
vision is made for the appointment of a receiver to 
administer property in excess of the amount of the 
debtor’s exemption for the benefit of his ereditors.%? 

[§ 277] J. Contest and Hearing. The procedure 
for the contest of a debtor’s claim of exemption is 
specifically regulated by statute in some jurisdic- 
tions.°? Such statutes provide for the giving of 
bonds,”° for the possession of the property pending 
the contest,"' for the filing of an inventory by de- 
fendant,’* for the formation of issues and trial of 
the contest.7* By express provision of the statute 
72. See statutory provisions; and 


cases infra this note. 


84 Ga. [a] Judgment by default.—(1) On 


this right can at any time be denied 
him to the extent of having the en- 
tire property levied on sold, and of 
remitting him to taking the money 
value of the exemption, if it shall 
be found at the end of litigation that 
he is entitled to the exemption, it 
will at least not be done where it 
is shown that the delay incident to 
setting aside the property claimed 
as exempt, will be fatal to the in- 
terests of the parties concerned. Mc- 
pe hael v. Eckman, 26 Fla. 43, 7S 
Barker v. Johnson, 2 Pa. Co. 


Pate v. Harper, 94 N. C. 23. 
Campbell v. White, 95 N. C. 


‘Gardner v. McConnaughey, 157 
| 481,°73) SHP125.- 

Gardner v. McConnaughey, 157 
. 481, 73 SE 125. 

State v. Conner, 73 Mo. 572. 
64, Ballard v. Waller, 52 N. C. 84. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘It is not 

necessary that the allotment should 

be confirmed by the County Court; 
so, there is no appeal, and errors of 
any inferior tribunal are corrected 

py the writ referred to.” Ballard v. 

Waller, 52 N. C. 84, 87. 

[b] County commissioners.—It is 
not the duty of the county commis- 
sioners, individually or as a board, to 
revise upon appeal the allotment 
made by the appraisers. Jones v. 
Rowan, 85 N. C. 278. 

[c] Notice of dissatisfaction by 
the debtor cannot be served by 
mail or orally. Allen v. Strickland, 
HOOLN. CG. 225) 6¥SH>780. 

{[d] Objections.— A statute pro- 
viding that a judgment debtor who 
objects to the valuation and allot- 
ment of his personal property or ex- 
emption shall “file with the Clerk of 
the Superior Court of the country 
where the said allotment shall be 
made a transcript of the return of 
the appraisers . . together with 
his objections, in writing, to said 
return,” etc., applies to all cases of 
laying off personal property exemp- 
tions, whether under a judgment in 
the superior court, or in a justice’s 
court. McAuley v. Morris, 101 N. C. 
369, 371, 7 SE 883. 

65. Smith v. Eckles, 65 Ga. 326. 

Title and Aa tr Ml oF gerry. 
exempt see supra — ; 

eo. Smith v. Eckles, 65 Ga. 326. 
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[a] Motion.—The receiver contem- 
plated should be appointed by the 
court, although there is no motion 
therefor. McWilliams vy. Bones, 84 
Gas 199, 10 SE (723) 

69. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this and following notes. 

[a] Any execution plaintiff may 
institute a contest of the debtor’s 
right to the exemption. Tonsmere v. 
Buckland, 88 Ala, 312, 6 S 904; Beck- 
ert v. Whitlock, 83 Ala. 123, 3 S 545. 

[b] Effect of affidavit.—When the 
creditor files an affidavit of contest, 
it may be the duty of the sheriff to 
make a levy; but his failure to do 
so does not affect the lien of the exe- 
cution nor put plaintiff under dis- 
ability to maintain the contest. Beck- 
ert v. Whitlock, 83 Ala. 128, 3 S 545. 

[c] Waiver of irregular affidavit. 
—If the debtor engages in a contest 
on the merits, without objection, any 
irregularities in the filing of the affi- 
davit are thereby waived. Beckett 
v. Whitlock, 83 Ala. 123, 3 S 545. 

70. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

{a] Plaintiff who files an affidavit 
of contest must file a bond to secure 
the payment of cost and damages. 
Bledsoe v. Gary, 95 Ala. 70, 10 S 502; 
Ex p. Redd, 73 Ala. 548; Totten v. 
Sale, 72 Ala. 488. : 

{b] Estoppel to deny ownership. 
—Where plaintiff has attached cer- 
tain property as defendant’s in an 
action for its purchase price, and 
executes a bond for its return if not 
found subject to attachment, he is 
estopped from showing that the 
claim for exemption is invalid be- 
cause the property really belonged to 
plaintiff, it being in defendant’s pos- 
session on consignment for sale on 
plaintiff's account. Kolsky v. Love- 
man, 97 Ala. 543, 12 S 720. 

71. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

{a] In Alabama (1) when a con- 
test is instituted, defendant may give 
a bond and obtain possession of the 
property during the contest. Ex p. 
Haralson, 75 Ala. 548. ‘(2) On the 
failure of the debtor to give bond, 
plaintiff may obtain possession by 
giving bond. Ex p. Haralson, 75 
Ala. 548. (3) If plaintiff fails to 
give bond, defendant is entitled to 
possession without bond. Ex p. Har- 
alson, 75 Ala, 543. 


the debtor's failure to file an inven- 
tory, plaintiff is entitled to judg- 
ment by default. Roden v. Brown, 
103 Ala. 324, 15 S 598; Bledsoe v. 
Gary, 95 Ala. 70, 10 S 502; Trager v. 
Feibleman, 95 Ala. 60, 10 S 213; 
Decatur Mercantile Co. v. Deford, 93 
Ala. 347, 9 S 454; Buckland v. Tons- 
mere, 90 Ala. 503, 8 S 68; Davis v. 
Hays, 89 Ala. 563, 8 S 131; Tonsmere 
v. Buckland, 88 Ala. 312, 6 S 904; 
Ex p. Redd, 73 Ala. 548. (2) A mo- 
tion for a judgment by default is the 
proper remedy when defendant, with- 
out any good and sufficient cause, 
fails to file an inventory within the 
time prescribed (Johnson yv. Hunts- 
ville Grocery Co., (Ala.) 65 S 441), 
(3) or when the inventory filed with- 
in such time does not itemize or de- 
scribe the property referred to in 
it in the manner contemplated by the 
statute (Johnson v. Huntsville Gro- 
cery Co., (Ala.) 65 S 441; Buckland 
v. Tonsmere, 88 Ala, 312, 6 S 904, 90 
Ala. 503,85 68). (4) Tendering issue 
is the proper remedy when plaintiff 
desires to complain, not of the in- 
sufficiency of the inventory in its 
description of the property which 
it mentions, but of its incomplete- 
ness by reason of its omission of 
something which should have been 
included in it. Johnson v. Huntsville 
Grocery Co., (Ala.) 65 S 441. 

{[b] Mandamus will not apply to 
compel a court to enter judgment 
declaring personal property levied on 
and claimed as exempt, subject to 
the process, on the failure of the de- 
fendant to file an inventory as pro- 


vided by statute. Ex p. Redd. 73 
Ala. 548. : 
73. Trager v. Feibleman, 95 Ala. 


60, 10 S 213; Davis v. Havs, 89 Ala. 
563, 8 S 131; Beckert v. Whitlock, 83 
Ala. 123, 3 S 545. 

[a] The form of the issue on the 
contest is largely within the discre- 
tion of the court, and is not subject 
to demurrer, nor governed by the 
rules of formal pleading; and if 
broad enough to admit any legal evi- 
dence as to the validity or invalidity 
of the claim, in whole or in part, on 
the grounds specified in the affidavit 
of contest, it is sufficient. Beckert 
v. Whitlock, 83 Ala. 123, 3 S 545. 

{b] Burden of proof.— Statutes 
sometimes expressly provide that the 
person in whose favor the levy is 
made shall be deemed plaintiff, upon 
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in some jurisdictions, a court of equity has jurisdie- 
tion to determine whether any property, real or 
personal, claimed to be exempt is so exempt.7* Un- 
der such a statute, where the debtor fails to point 
out the whole of his personal property or to include 
a portion thereof in his inventory and conceals it, 
the jurisdiction of equity may be invoked to ascer- 
tain the property omitted,7> and to determine what 
property shall be set apart as exempt,7® and pend- 
ing the proceeding to enjoin the sheriff from set- 
ting apart as exempt any personal property which 
has been levied upon.77 Where the issue as to the 
right of exemption has been tried by a court having 
jurisdiction of both’ the subject matter and the per- 
son, the debtor by a failure to appeal loses the right 
to claim exemptions in a second proceeding insti- 


tuted by himself.7§ But a second application for the 


exemption of the same property may be made by a 
wife, where the first application made by the hus- 
band was dismissed by the court without stating 
grounds for the dismissal.”° 

[§ 278] K. Remedies and Procedure to Enforce 
and Protect ®°—1. Right and Cause of Action in 
General. Where exempt property is wrongfully 
seized, a right of action arises in favor of the 
debtor. 8i Whether the property in question is 
exempt and hence whether the debtor has a cause of 
action must be determined as of the time of the 
levy.®? 

[§ 279] 2. Nature and Form of Proceeding or 
Action §°—a. Motions and Summary Proceedings— 
(1) In General. Express provision is made by stat- 
ute in some jurisdictions for the determination of 
the right to exemption in a summary manner ** and 
the debtor may avail himself of such a remedy with- 
out resorting to his ordinary remedy by action,®® and 
on the contrary such a remedy is not exclusive unless 
the statute so provides.°® But in the absence of 
statute where the facts are not admitted, the court 
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i 
[§§ 277-281 


cannot assume the prerogative of a jury. and pass 
upon the debtor’s right to an exemption in a sum- 
mary manner.®* 

[§ 280] (2) On Attachment.8* The question of 
whether property is exempt from levy and sale may 
be determined on a motion to quash, the levy of an 
attachment,®® or to discharge the attachment.®® 
Where on attachment property has been sold and 
the proceeds come into the custody and control of 
the court, before the attaching officer can, except 
at his own risk, set apart the property as exempt, 
the debtor must make his claim of exemption to the 
court.°1 An adverse ruling in an attachment pro- 
ceeding upon motion by defendant to have attached 
property released as exempt does not render the 
question of exemption res judicata,®? the attachment 
being merely a provisional remedy,°®*. and defendant 
may afterward bring replevin against plaintiff to 
try the question.°* In some jurisdictions the stat- 
utes afford the attachment debtor no opportunity 
to litigate the question of exemption in the attach- 
ment proceedings.°> Under such circumstances it is 
obvious that an order for the sale of attached prop- 
erty is not a bar to a claim of property as exempt.°® 
Where, however, defendant is entitled to set up his 
claim of exemption as a defense to attachment he 
cannot claim his exemption after an order of sale of 
the attached property.®°* Even in the absence of 
statute providing for notice it would seem that at- 
tached property should not be released upon a claim 
of exemption by the debtor without notice to the 
creditor, where the question of exemption is a mixed 
one of law and fact. 

[§ 281] (3) On Execution.°® If an execution is 
levied upon exempt property the levy may be 
quashed or vacated on motion in the court from 
which the execution issued, for a court has control 
of its processes! Soa release of property as exempt 
may be ordered? and this, although in the particu- 


whom shall rest the burden of proof. 
Bly v. Blacker, 112 Ala. 311, 20 S 
570; Kolsky v. Loveman, 97 Ala. 543, 
128 720; Jones v. Motley, 78 Ala. 370; 
MeCrary v. Chase, 71 Ala. 540. 

[ce] Admissibility of evidence.— 
Any evidence in disproof of the debt- 
or’s inventory and relevant to that 
issue is admissible. Davis v. Hays, 
89 Ala. 563, 8 S 131. 

{d] Ilustration.—It is competent 
for plaintiff to prove that, about two 
years and a half before the claim of 
exemption was filed, the debtor “had 
a large bank account” with a named 
banker, no presumption of loss or 
destruction arising from the lapse 
of such time. Davis v. Hays, 89 Ala. 
Hoss Sadek. 

74. Camp v. Mullen, 46 Fla. 498, 
35 S 399; McMichael v. Grady, . 34 
Fla. 219, 15 S 765. 

75. Camp v. Mullen, 46 Fla. 498, 
BS Swe 

76. Camp v. Mullen, 46 Fla. 498, 
SSS HO 


77. Camp v. Mullen, 46 Fla. 498, 
a SP S08. 

78. Launius v. Drake, 127 Ark. 48, 
191 SW 209. 


79. Mozley v. Fontana, 124 Ga. 
376, 52 SE 448. 

80. Jurisdiction of bankrupt court 
Mat aed property see Bankruptcy 

642. 

Mandamus to compel allowance of 


a yar see Mandamus [26 Cyc 
8]. 

81. 37 Ala. 
350. 


Ind. T.—Minor v. Edwards, 6 Ind. 
T.. 488, 98 SW 151. 

Kan,.—Schwartzberg v. Central Ave. 
State Bank, 84 Kan. 581, 115 P 110. 


Ala.—Cook v. Baine, 


See Dighera v. Wheat, 85 Kan.. 458, 
116 P 616 (holding instructions as 
to exemptions proper in an action 
of wrongful attachment when the 
evidence showed defendant procured 
the issuance of a writ directing the 
taking of a specified number of bu- 
shels of corn). 

Nebr.—Albrecht v. Treitschke, 17 
Nebr. 205, 22 NW 418. 


Pa.—Marks’ App., 34 Pa. 36, 75 
AmD 631; Kerns vy. Beam, 11 Lanc 
Bar 183; Kershner v. Miller, 2 
Woodw. 51. 


Tex.—Pate v. Vardeman, (Civ. A.) 
141 SW 317. 


Go oae v. Pendray, 22 B. 
‘82, Johnson v. Collier, 161 Ala. 


204, 49 S 761; Watson v. Simpson, 5 
Ala. 233; Berry v. Nichols, 96 Ind. 
287; Mahon y. Fansett, 17 N. D. 104, 
115 NW 79. 

{a] MDlustrations.—(1) It is im- 
material that the debtor was not 
married and the head of the family 
when the execution came into the 
hands of the sheriff, as long as he is 
married and the head of a family 
when the levy is made, for the stat- 
ute which gives the right to exemp- 
tion provides that the exempt ar- 
ticle shall be free from levy and 
sale. Watson v. Simpson, 5 Ala. 233. 
(2) Whether property in the hands 
of a garnishee is exempt or not is 
to be determined as of the day of 
the service of the garnishee sum- 
mons. Mahon y. Fansett, 17 N. D. 
104, 115 NW 79. 

83. Trial of ies to property see 
Executions § 512 

84. See statutory provisions; and 
Union County Iny. Co. v. Messix, 152 


Iowa 412, 132 NW 823. 

85. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
Six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823; Oliver 
v. Wilson, 8 N. D. 590, 80 NW 157, 
73 AmSR 784. 

86. Wilson v. Stripe, 
(Iowa) 551, 61 AmD 138. 

87. Tasker vy. Sheldon, 115 Pa. 107, 
7 A 762; Houston v. Smith, a: Phila. 
(Pa.) 221; Ferguson vy. Moore, L 
Phila. (Pa.) 92. 

: ee Right to trial by jury see infra 
8 

89. Campbell v. Mitchell, 

Op. 629. Mo 

90. Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823; Wil- 
son v. Stripe, 4 Greene (lowa) 551, 
61 AmD 1388; Oliver v. Wilson, 8 
ea 590, 80 NW 757, 73 AmSR 

91. Linck v. Troll, 84 Mo. A. 49. 

92, Brooks v. Engle, (Iowa) 83 
NW 805 [cit Cox vy. Allen, 91 Iowa 
462, 59 NW 3385]; Watson v. Jack- 
son, 24 Kan. 442. 

93. Gamble v. ‘Rhyne, 80 N. C. 183. 


4 Greene 


press Watson v. Jackson, 24 Kan. 
360 Berry: .v.. Charlton, -10°"Or, 
96. Berry v. Charlton. 16 Ur. 362. 
97. State v. Manly, 15 Ind. 8. 
tear Claflin v. Lisso, ol) ia. Anne 
99. Right to trial by jur 
infra. § 315. Find dae ee. 


1. Totten v. Sale, 72 Ala, 488: 
Holmes vy. Marshall, 145 Cal. 777, 79 
P 534, 104 AmSR 86, 69 LRA 67, 2 
AnnCas 88; Catron vy. Lafayette 
Se 125 Mo. 67, 28 SW 33 

2 merican Paper, ee Vv. 

34 Wash. 391, 75 P Sullivan, 


= 
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lar jurisdiction, mandamus is regarded as a proper 
remedy to procure the release of such property.2 A 
sale of exempt property may be set aside on motion. 
But a levy or intention to levy on exempt property 
is no ground for quashing the writ of execution.® 
If under a statute the court does not have power 
to quash a levy the proper remedy for the debtor 
is to remove the proceeding by certiorari into a 
court which has that power. <A special execution 
against wages may be vacated on motion,’ but the 
motion must disclose the grounds on which it is 
based.§ 

[§ 282] (4) On Garnishment.® Under express 
provision of the statute in some jurisdictions, where 
defendant claims that money garnished is exempt, 
he is authorized to have his claim tried and deter- 
mined with the issues as to the garnishee’s liabil- 
ity.'° Where money in the hands of a garnishee in 
which defendant is entitled to an exemption is paid 
into court, defendant may claim his exemption 
therein.11 Under some statutes an execution defend- 
ant may by rule compel a constable to pay over to 
him exempt wages collected from a garnishee,!? and 
the judgment creditor may be made a party to the 
rule. On the other hand, where the garnishee 
voluntarily pays money to the constable, it has been 
held that in the absence of statute a justice of the 
peace may properly refuse to direct the constable to 
pay the money to the judgment debtor, although such 
money may be earnings in which the debtor is en- 
titled to an exemption.‘ In Pennsylvania defend- 
ant’s right to an exemption cannot be determined 
upon a rule to dissolve an attachment execution.® 
Where the debtor’s claim of exemption has been 
denied at the hearing upon the answer of the gar- 
nishee, the judgment cannot be questioned by a rule 


tion 


3. American Paper Co. v. Sulli-,t 
judgment was 


van, 34: Wash. 391, 75 P 991. 

[a] Ilustration. — Where, after 
execution levied on a debtor's prop- 
erty, he filed an affidavit in the origi- 
nal cause, claiming the property to 
be exempt, and asked an order on 
the execution creditor and the sher- 
iff to show cause why the property 
should not be released, and they ap- 


debtor to relief. 
118 NYS 536. 


§ 315. 
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in the moving papers that the 
not for necessaries 
without any allegation as to the na- 
ture of the debt on which 
founded is insufficient to entitle the 
Rinschler v. 


9. Right to trial by jury see infra 


Union County Inv. Co. v. Mes- 
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to show cause why the money in court should not be 
paid to the debtor.1¢ 

[§ 283] (5) Motion to Modify Judgment. <A 
contention that the debtor was entitled to an exemp- 
tion cannot be raised by a motion to modify a judg- 
ment in an action to set aside a fraudulent convey- 
ance made by him.!? 

[§ 284] b. Replevin or Other Possessory Ac- 
tion—(1) Against Officer. At common law an 
execution defendant could not maintain replevin. 
against the officer to recover property seized and 
held by him under the writ, if the writ was valid, 
as the action would not lie for property in the eus- 
tody of the law;'® and this principle was held both 
in eases at common law and in cases under statutes 
not modifying the common-law doctrine, to prevent 
a debtor from maintaining replevin against an of- 
ficer to recover exempt property seized by him under 
valid legal process.1® There aré authorities, how- 
ever, which hold, contrary to this view, that property 
wrongfully in the possession. of the officer, is net 
property in the custody of the law, and that exempt 
property, even though taken by an officer under a 
valid writ, is property wrongfully in his possession, 
and replevin hes for its recovery.2° There are still! 
other cases brought under statutes expressly au- 
thorizing a replevin suit to be brought to recover 
exempt property from an officer who has taken it 
under a valid writ, but in which the court has taken 
the ground, although not necessary to the decision, 
that exempt property in the possession of an officer 
under a valid writ is not property in the custody 
of the law within the meaning of the common-law 
rule.” By statute, however, in a number of states, 
the rule ‘of the common law, as laid down in the 
authorities denying the right of debtors to bring 


to restore it, other than by an inde- 
pendent suit in replevin, a proceed- 
ing which is necessarily accompanied 
by much delay as well as embarrass- 
ment to the court issuing the execu- 
. tion.” Buis v. Cooper, supra. 

[a] Tustration. — Plaintitf 
out a writ of replevin against de- 
fendant. for a horse; the latter 
avowed that he was a constable and 


it was 


Bell, 
sued 


peared, and moved to vacate the/|six, 152 Iowa 412, 132 NW 823. had levied executions which were in 
Se aae ana. if. sueh motion .should 11. Smith v. Johnston, 71 Ga. 748. his hands against plaintiff, on the 
not be granted, for time to make re-| 12. Smith v. Johnston, 71 Ga. 748.| horse; plaintiff pleaded that this 


horse was his only work beast and 
not subject to levy. To this defend- 
ant demurred. The court sustained 
the demurrer, on the ground that a 


turn thereto, which was. granted 13. Steele v. Parker, 109 Ga. 791, 
after denial of the motion to vacate, | 35 SE 167. : 

and the hearing and procedure were 14. Opitz v. Winn, 3 Or. 9. 

in all essential particulars such fe = fae eee: Cricket Club v. Horn, 19 

ld be appropriate to a writ o a. Co. : i 
Se enna: an i paspondenes to ee San ore Vv. Spitz, 153° Pal 590, 
could not thereafter claim that i iA E 
eharcourt had no power to order the 17. Bass v. Citizens’ Trust Co., 32 


release of the property, except in a 
mandamus proceeding. American 
Paper Co. v. Sullivan, 34 Wash. 391, 
75. P. 991. 

Mandamus to protect exemptions 
see Mandamus [26 Cye 213]. 

4, Jacks v. Bigham, 36 Ark. 481; 
Finke v. Craig, 57 Mo. A. 393. 

5. Roth v. Insley, 86 Cal. 134, 24 
P 853: Catron v. Lafayette County, 
125 Mo. 67, 28 SW 331; Hasty v. 
Simpson, 84 N. C. 590; Nixon v. 
Harrell, 50 N. C. 76. 

6. Jones y. Williams, 2 
(Tenn.) 105. . 

[a] Im Tennessee, when property 
which was exempt had been levied 
upon under an execution issued by 
a justice of the peace who had no 
power to quash a levy thereon, a 
proper remedy for defendant in the 
execution was to remove the pro- 
ceeding into the circuit court by cer- 
tiorari and there have the levy 
quashed. Jones v. Williams, 2 Swan 
Tenn.) 105. 

‘ Wf Qscgcnier v. Bell, 118 NYS 536. 

8. Rinschler v. Bell, 118 NYS 536. 

{a] For example, a mere allega- 


Swan 


Ind. A. 583, 70 NE 400. 
18. See Replevin [34 Cye 1367]. 
19. Ark.—Spring v. Bourland, 11 
Ark. 658, 54 AmD 248 (prior to stat- 
ute changing rule). 
Iowa.—Funk vy. Israel, 5 Iowa 438 
(case under statute authorizing re- 
plevin, but common-law rule stated). 
Kan.—Westenberger v. Wheaton, 8 
Kan. 169 (case under statute author- 
izing replevin, but common-law rule 
stated). 
Ky.—Saffell v. Wash, 4 B. Mon. 92; 
Reynolds v. Sallee, 2 B. Mon. 18. 
Md.—Cromwell v. Owings, 7 Harr. 
& J. 55. 
Mass.—lIlsley v. Stubbs, 5 Mass. 
280 (under statute authorizing reple- 
vin only Rs HAE by some one 
r than the debtor). 
os , 63 Mo. A. 


Mo.—Buis v. Cooper, 
196, 202. ; 

N. H.—Kellogg v. Churchill, 2 N. H. 

9 AmD 104. Sete aes 

.—Hawk v. Lepple, ALAM die 

J aw a) har 


N. 
, 17 A 351, 14 AmSR 677, 4 


48. ; 
“Tf exempt property is levied upon, 
there are ready and adequate means 


defendant in execution could not 
maintain replevin for the property 
levied on under the execution; that 
such a proceeding would be a con- 
tempt to the court issuing the exe- 
cution. Reynolds v. Sallee, 2 B. Mon. 


Gaya) 83 

20. Harris v. Austell, 2 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 148; Wilson vy. McQueen, 1 
Head (Tenn.) 17; Turner v. Staley, 
3 Tenn. Civ. A. 47; Gilman v. Wil- 
liams, 7 Wis. 329, 338, 76 AmD $19. 

“The idea that an unlawful custody 
of property can be the custody of 
the law is simply absurd, not to 
say preposterous.” Gilman y. Wil- 
liams, supra. 


21. Wallingsford vy. Bennett, 12 
D. C. 303, 312; Ross v. Hawthorne, 55 
Miss. 557; Mosely v. Anderson, 40 
Miss. 49. 

“The statute is decisive of the 
question, and the argument might 


close here, but it is seriously claimed 
by counsel that, although exempt 
from levy, it was, nevertheless, taken 
in execution, and thereby transferred 
to the custody of the law. That to 
disturb this. custody of the law, 
would be in contempt of the writ of 
execution, and the judicial authority 
of the court that issued it, demoraliz- 
ing the authority of the court and 
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replevin,22 has been so far modified as to allow a 
debtor whose exempt property has been wrongfully 
seized by an officer, even under valid legal process 
against him, to recover possession of it by re- 
plevin,2? or by a proceeding in the nature of re- 
plevin known as claim and delivery,** and these stat- 
utes are ordinarily applicable to seizures on attach- 
ment as well as on execution.”° Statutes, however, 
modifying the common-law rule only to the extent 
of allowing owners other than defendants in a suit, 
or debtors in an execution, to bring replevin against 
the officer, impliedly do not change the common-law 
rule as to debtors and defendants.?° 
right, under the statutes, to replevy exempt prop- 
erty, in the hands of an officer, is not affected by 
statutes giving other remedies, in the absence of 
provision therein that the special remedies given 
are exclusive,?” as, for example, where the statute 
gives power to a particular court to enjoin the sale 
of exempt property,?® or where the statute provides 
a special remedy for the debtor who desires to re- 
tain the property seized under execution and submit 
his right to it as exempt to the test of a trial.2® In 
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any case, to entitle a debtor to maintain seplevint to 
recover exempt property, the right of exemption must 
be complete, so as to give him the’ right to imme- 
diate possession and make the officer’s possession 
wrongful.2° Therefore when a claim,*! or a selec- 
tion,®? or an inventory °° and appraisement 34 are re- 
quired under the particular statute, replevin cannot 
be maintained until they have been made.*> Where 
not required by statute, as in the case of specifie 
property absolutely exempt,°° no notice to the officer 
at the time of the levy that it is exempt, and no 
demand for its return, are necessary in order to 
entitle the debtor to maintain replevin.*’? A statute 
providing that an officer is bound to levy on any 
personal property in the possession of defendant, 
unless hehas received notice in writing from some 
other person that the property belongs to him, does 
not require the execution defendant to notify the 
officer that property levied on belongs to him, before 
he can maintain replevin to recover the property 
as being exempt from execution.*® 


the integrity of the writ. To my 
mind this involves a misconception 
of the rule invoked to defeat the ap- 
propriate powe:is of the writ of re- 
plevin. The rule insisted upon con- 
templates a case where the property 
is within the scope and power cf the 
execution, and where the remedy for 
the abuse of the power and process 
may be obtained in the forum issuing 
the writ. In the case before us, un- 
der the express limitations of the 
execution, the defendant was author- 
ized to levy upon goods and chattels 
of the plaintiff not exempt from exe- 
cution. As is shown by the agreed 
statement of facts, the property in 
controversy was exempt from execu- 
tion and not within the mandate of 
his writ, thus fixing upon the officer, 
defendant, the contempt'of his proc- 
ess and its authority, instead of the 
plaintiff. The law does not acquire 
possession of property by trespass or 
wrong, and it is no infraction of its 
dignity to surrender property that 
may have strayed into the keeping of 
its officers without authority of its 
vrocess. To hold any other view 
would be to hold that the injured 
party was without adequate remedy. 
It is no sufficient answer that the 
plaintiff may have redress by the 
action of trespass, or by bill in chan- 
cery. While such remedies are be- 
ing discussed in the courts, the fam- 
ily is despoiled of the possession and 
use of the essential means which the 
law has provided for its preservation 
and comfort.” Wallingsford v, Ben- 
nett, supra. 

22. See cases supra note 19 

23. Ark.—Settles v. Bond, 49 Ark. 
114, 4 SW 286. 

Cal.—Richards v. Kirkpatrick, 53 
Cal. 433; Lazard v. Wheeler, 22 Cai. 
139) 

Conn.—Hilton v. Osgood, 49 Conn. 
10 

D. C.—Wallingsford vy. Bennett, 
12 D. C. 308. 

Fla.—Allen v. Ingram, 39 Fla. 239, 
22S 651. 

Ill—Samuel v. Agnew, 80 Ill. 553; 
Langston vy. Murphy, 31 Ill. A. 188; 
Smith vy. Dauel, 29 Ill. A. 290; Chapin 
vi Hoel, 11 Tl. A..309. 

Ind.—Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Payne, 103 Ind. 183, 2 NE 582; Astley 
v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; Thompson y. 
Ross, 87 Ind. 156; Douch y. Rahner, 
61 Ind. 64; Graham v. Crockett, 18 
Tad yu 9) 

Ind. T.—Minor v. Edwards, 6 Ind. 
T. 438, 98 SW 151. 

Iowa.—Cooley v. Davis, 34 Iowa 
128; Bevan v. Hayden, 13 Iowa 122; 
Gimble v. Ackley, 12 Iowa 27; Funk 


[§ 285] (2) Against Purchaser at Execution 
Sale. The common-law rule above stated °° does not 
v. Israel, 5 Iowa 4388; Wilson v.);7 S. D. 157, 68 NW 1775. 
Stripe, 4 Greene 551, 61. AmD 25. Ark.—Mills v. Pryor, 65 Ark. 
138. 214, 45 SW 350. 


Kan.—Watson vy. Jackson, 24 Kan. 
442; Seip v. Tilghman, 23 Kan. 289; 
Mallory v. Berry, 16 Kan. 2938; 
queer nuberees v. Wheaton, 8 Kan. 

Mich.—Murphy v. Mulvena, 108 
Mich. 347, 66 NW 224; Wood v. Bres- 
nahan, 63 Mich. 614, 30 NW 206; 
Gass v. Van Wagner, 63 Mich. 610, 
30 NW 198; McHugh vy. Curtis, 48 
Mich. 262, 12 NW 1638; Alvord v. 
T.ent, 23 Mich. 369; Maxon y. Perrott, 
17 Mich. 332, 97 AmD 191; Kenyon 
v. Baker, 16 Mich. 373, 97 AmD 158; 
Elliott v. Whitmore, 5 Mich. 532. 

Minn.—Carlson v. Small, 32 Minn. 
492, 21 NW 737. 

Miss.—Ross v. Hawthorne, 55 Miss. 
pode Moseley v. Anderson, 40 Miss. 

Nebr.—Mann y. Welton, 21 Nebr. 
541, 32 NW 599; Frazier v. Syas, 10 
Nebr. 115, 4 NW '934, 35 AmR 466. 

N. Y.—Mallory v. Norton, 21 Barb. 
424; Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 263. 

Okl.—Taylor vy. Smith, 44 Okl. 403, 
144 P 1028, 1029 [cit Cyc]. 

Tenn.—Harris v. Austell, 2 Baxt. 
vee Wilson vy. McQueen, 1 Head 


ee C.—Fletcher v. Pendray, 22 B. C. 


56 

fal Statutory provisions. — (1) 
Where a statute allows replevin to 
be maintained “to recover any goods 
or chattels in which the plaintiff has 
a general or special property with a 
right to their immediate possession, 
and which are wrongfully detained 
from him in any manner,” the action 
will lie for exempt chattels wrong- 
fully held on execution against plain- 
tiff. Hilton v. Osgood, 49 Conn. 110. 
(2) In the District of Columbia a 
statute defining the substance of the 
affidavit in replevin, and declaring 
and defining the functions of the 
writ, provides in effect that the writ 
shall not issue to recover the posses- 
sion of property subject to seizure 
on execution, or property in the cus- 
tody of a writ or replevin. The stat- 
ute is construed as allowing the writ 
in all other cases relating to pre- 
existing process, and as_ property 
absolutely exempted by statute is not 
“subject to seizure on execution,” the 
writ of replevin will lie against an 
officer to recover it when seized by 
him under an execution authorizing 
him to levy upon property 
empt from execution.” Wallingsford 
v. Bennett, 12 D. C. 308, 313. 

24. Wagner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 
54 NW 286; Linander v. Longstaff, 


“not ex-. 


lowa.—Wilson v. Stripe, 4 Greene 
551, 61 AmD 138. 

Kan.—Blair v. Shew, 24 Kan. 280; 
Wyeetenbegey v. Wheaton, 8 Kan. 


Mich.—Gottesman v. Chipman, 125 
Mich. 60, 88 NW 1026. 

Miss.—Moseley v. Anderson, 40 
Miss. 49. 

Okl.—McFall v. Elmore, 20 OKI. 
443, 94 P 545. 

[a] Applications of rule.—Under 
a statute which permits one against 
whose property an execution or at- 
tachment has been issued to replevy 
such property where it is exempt by 
statute from such seizure, a tenant 
may recover by replevin property 
seized under a _ specific attachment 
to enforce a Jandlord’s lien to which 
the praperty seized is not subject un- 
der the statute creating such lien. 
ie v. Pryor, 65 Ark. 214, 45 SW 

[b] Necessity for notice. — Stat- 
utes providing that an officer is 
bound to levy on any personal prop- 
erty in the possession of defendant 
unless he has received notice in writ- 
ing from some other person that 
such property belongs to him, and 
that the nrovisions as to notices of 
ownership are applicable to. levies 
made under attachments, apply to 
third’ persons claiming ownership of 
attached property, and it is not nec- 
essary for defendant in attachment 
to give such notice before bringing 
replevin. Upp v. Neuhring, 127 lowa 
713, 104 NW 350; Glover v. Narey, 92 
Iowa 286, 60 NW 531. 

26. Prescott v. Starkey, 71 Vt. 118, 
41 A 1021. 

27. Allen v. Ingram, 39° Fla. 239; 
22 S 651; Ross v. Hawthorne, 55 
Miss. 551. 

28. Allen v. Ingram, 39 Fla. 239, 
22S 6b. 
eae Ross v. Hawthorne, 55 Miss. 

30. Gass v. Van Wagener, 63 Mich. 


610, 30 NW 198; Tullis v. Orthwein, 
5 Minn. 377; Mann v. Welton, 21 
Nebr. 541, 32 NW _ 599. : 
81. See supra §§ 233-234, 
32. See supra § 271. 


33. See supra § 248, 

34 See supra § 259. 

35. See cases supra note 30. 

36. See supra § 234. 

37. Seip v. Tilghman, 23 Kan. 289. 

38. Glover v. Narey, 92 Iowa 286, 
60 NW 531; Parsons v. Thomas, 62 
Iowa 319, 17 NW 526. 

39. See supra § 284. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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prevent the owner of exempt property from main- 
taining replevin against a purchaser at an execution 
sale, for the property is not then in the custody of 
the law,*° but the debtor must not have waived his 
rights.** Under statutes requiring that exempt prop- 
erty be appraised and set apart, if the officer dis- 
regards the debtor’s demand for an appraisement 
and claim of exemption, and sells the property, re- 
plevin will not lie against the purchaser; but the 
remedy is by an action for damages against the of- 
ficer, or against both the officer and the execution 
plaintiff, if the latter directed or participated in the 
wrong.*? 

[§ 286] (3) Against Execution Creditor. As a 
rule the action will not lie against the execution 
ereditor who is not in possession of the property, 
for a person can be sued in replevin only when he 
has actual or constructive possession and control of 
the property,** although there is authority for main- 
tenance of such an action against the levying officer 
and plaintiff in execution.*4 

[§ 287] e¢. Action for Damages 4°—(1) Right of 
Action—(a) Against Creditor—aa. In General. If 
a ereditor wrongfully directs an officer to levy upon 
and sell exempt property under execution or at- 
tachment, or otherwise participates therein, he is 
lable for the trespass or conversion to the same 
extent as the officer, and the debtor may maintain 
an action for damages either against him alone or 
against him and the officer jointly.4® The question 
of the ereditor’s liability for a levy by the officer 
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on exempt property without the creditor’s direction 
or knowledge does not usually arise in these cases, 
for the reason that the ereditor’s participation to. 
some extent, either by direction of the levy,*? or by 
ratification of the levy through receipt of its bene- 
fits,45 is shown. It has been said, however, that a 
creditor does not become liable for the officer’s 
wrongful levy on exempt property, merely because 
he signed an indemnifying bond, if the bond does 
not direct or authorize a levy on the exempt prop- 
erty,*® although he is liable as a trespasser in dam- 
ages, if the bond directs the officer to levy on spe- 
cifie property.®° 

Garnishment. A creditor is also liable if he wrong- 
fully obtains by garnishment exempt wages due his 
debtor and applies them to the satisfaction of his 
judgment.® The same rule applies to other exempt 
choses in action.®? 

[§ 288] bb. Proceedings Outside State to Evade 
Exemption.®* Where no statute exists prohibiting 
the sending of a claim outside of the state for the 
purpose of evading the exemption law thereof, there 
is some conflict of authority whether a creditor is 
liable for the resulting damage to the debtor where 
both being residents of the state, the creditor pro- 
cures suit to be instituted in a foreign state for the 
purpose of depriving the debtor of the exemptions, 
which he would have had were he sued in the state 
of his residence. According to some authorities such 
liability exists,5>+ even though the debtor has not 
defended the action in the foreign jurisdiction,*® 


40. Conn.—Williams vy. Miller, 16 


Conn. 144, 

Ga.—Robsen v. Rawlings, 79 Ga. 
354, 7 SH 212. 

Kan.—Gardner v. King, 37 Kan. 


671, 15 P 920; Watson v. Jackson, 
24 Kan. 442. 

Md.—Cromwell v. Owings, 7 Harr. 
& J. 55. 

Mass.—Carruth vy. Grassie, 11 Gray 
211, 71 AmD. 707. 

N. Y.—Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 
263. 

[a] Sale subject to exemption.— 
Personalty sold by the sheriff subject 
to the exemption right, pending an 
application to set apart the property, 
may be recovered of the purchaser, 
although the pending application 
failed, if a subsequent application 
succeeded. But if the sale was made 
subject, not to the right itself but 
only to the result of the pending 
application, there can be no recovery. 
The question is for the jury, and to 
be determined by the value of the 
property, the price paid, the terms 
of the notice given, and all the facts 
and circumstances of the transaction. 
Prima facie a reservation would be 
of the right, and not merely of the 
pending remedy. Robson vy. Rawl- 
ings, 79 Ga. 354, 7 SE 212. 

41. Twinam v. Swart, 
(N. Y.) 263. , 

Waiver see supra §§ 190-210. 

42. Hatch v. Bartle, 45 Pa. 166, 84 
AmD 484; Bonsall v. Comly, 44 Pa. 


442, 287. 


4 lLans. 


Action for damages see infra § 
43, Mitchell v. Roberts, 50 N. H 


A486. 

44, Mullaney v. Humes, 48 Kan. 
368, 29 P 691. 
45. Liability of indemnitor see 
Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 


ATS). 
Liability of sheriff or constable: 
For seizure of exempt property see 
Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 
1647]. P 
Sale of exempt property see Sheriffs 
and Constables [35 Cyc 1687]. 
Liability of surety on official bond 
see Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 
1919]. 
46. Ala,—Mitchell 91 


v. Corbin, 
Ala. 599, 8 S 810. 


pps Sa grap ts v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 
Cal.—Haswell Vv. 


Parsons, 15 Cal. 
266, 76 AmD 480. 3 
Ind.—Pate vy. Swann, 7 Blackf. 500. 
Kan.—Mullaney v. Humes, 48 Kan. 
368, 29 P 691. 
{ SB Mon: 


op ee v. Jones, 
o * 
See eee v. Brighton, 49 Me. 


Mass.—Walcot Vv. Pomeroy, 2 Pick. 


121. 

Minn.—Murphy vy. Sherman, 25 
Minn. 196. 

Miss.—Matthews v. Redwine, 25 
Miss. ; 

Nebr.—Castile v. ord, 53 Nebr. 
507, 73 NW 945; Murray v. Mace, 
41: Nebr. 60, 59 NW 387, 43 AmSR 
664; O’Connor v. Walter, 87 Nebr. 
267, 55 NW _ 867, 40 AmSR 486, 23 
EVAR OOOMR GU nIOnan rac. Ute IOowmv: 
Smersh, 22 Nebr. 751, 36 NW 139, 


3 AmSR 290; Albrecht v. Treitschke, 
17 Nebr. 205, 22 NW 418. 

Nev.—HElder v. Frevert, 18 Nev. 
446, 5 RP 69. 

“ani J.—Bonnel v. Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 

N. Y.—Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 E. 
D. Smith 146. 

Pa.—Wilson v. McElroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

Tex.—Alsup v. Jordan, 69 Tex. 300, 
6SW 831, 5 AmSR 532. 

Vt.—Hart v. Hyde, 5 Vt. 328. 

Necessity of proceedings to pro- 
cure exemption see supra § 233 et 
seq. 

Waiver or forfeiture of right see 
supra §§ 190-219. 

47. See cases supra note 46. 

48. Eisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 
188, 33 NE 220; Murphy v. Sherman, 
25 Minn. 196. 

[a] Receipt of exempt property.— 
When a debtor, before a sale of prop- 
erty that has been levied on, presents 
a schedule of his property to the 
officer in accordance with the exemp- 
tion law, and demands that the 
amount exempted from sale be set off 
to him, and the officer disregards his 
claim and sells the property, the 
debtor is not necessarily limited to 
an action against the officer, but may 
also sue the creditor for the amount 
of his exemption if, with full knowl- 


edge of the debtor’s rights, he re- 
ceives the benefit of the officer’s 
wrong. Hisenhauer vy. Dill, 6 Ind. 
A. 188, 33 NE 220. \ 

[b] Purchase by creditor at exe- 
cution sale.—If a plaintiff in an at- 
tachment purchases exempt property 
levied upon at a sale on the execu- 
tion in the action, knowing that it is 
exempt and afterward sells it, his act 
is a ratification of the original tak- 
ing by the officer, and renders him 
liable with the officer. Murphy v. 
Sherman, 25 Minn. 196. 

49. Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 146. 

50. Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 146. 

51. O’Connor v. Walter, 37 Nebr. 
267, 55 NW _ 867, 40 AmSR 486, 23 
LRA 650; Schaller v. Kurtz, 25 Nebr. 
655, 41 NW 642; Union Pac, R. Co. v. 
Smersh, 22 Nebr. 751, 36. NW 189, 
38 AmSR 290; Albrecht v. Treitschke, 


17 Nebr. 205, 22 NW 418. 

52. Schaller vy. Kurtz, 25 Nebr. 
655, 41 NW 642. 

53. Criminal liability see infra 


§ 324. 

Injunction against proceedings out~ 
side of state see infra § 299. 

54. Stark v. Bare; 39 Kan. 100, 17 
P 826, 7 AMSR 537; Stewart v. Thom- 
son, 97 Ky. 575, 31-SW 133,17 Ky 
3S (Oo MAME 43a 3 Gay TnbV Are. sic 
O’Connor v. Walter, 37 Mebr. 267, 5d 
NW 867, 40 AmSR 486, 23 LRA 650; 
Anderson v. Canaday, 387 Okl. 171, 
131 P 697, LRA1915A 1186, AnnCas 
1915B 714. 

[a] Creditor going out of state.— 
An action will lie against a creditor 
also for going out of the state and 
bringing proceedings there so as to 
avoid the effect of the exeniption laws. 
Stewart v. Thomson, 97 Ky. 575, 31 
SW 133, 17 KyL 381, 53 AmSR 4381, 
86 LRA 582. 

Jurisdiction of fcreign court as 
affected by sending claim out of state 
see infra § 299. 

55. Anderson v. Canaday, 37 Okl. 
171, 131 P 697, LRAI91i5A 1186, Ann 
Cas1915B 714. 

[a] Doctrine of estoppel does not 
apply. Anderson v. Canaday, 37 Okl. 
171, 131 P 697, LRAI915A 1186, Ann 
Cas1915B 714. 
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while by others it is denied.®* However, by express 
provision of the statute in some jurisdictions, a right 
of action is given the debtor.®7 A nonresident can- 
not have the benefit of such a statute when it is re- 
stricted by its terms to residents.°* Where the 
statute makes the sending of the claim out of the 
state an offense and punishable as such but does 
not give in express terms an action for damages, it 
is held nevertheless that the debtor may maintain 
an action for damages against a creditor who vio- 
lates the statute.°® Such an action cannot be de- 
feated on the ground that the right of exemption is 
res adjudicata, where plaintiff was not a party to 
the proceedings in the other state.®° 

[§ 289] (b) Against Purchaser. When prop- 
erty sold on execution is exempt, so that the pur- 
chaser acquires no title or right to possession, he 
is liable to an action by the debtor for damages 
if he takes and carries away the property.®t 

[§ 290] (2) Form of Action®*—(a) In Gen- 
eral. Where the common-law forms of action have 
been abolished, an action to recover for the wrong- 
ful seizure and sale of exempt property is simply an 
action for damages.® 

[§ 291] (b) Trespass.°¢ Trespass is a proper 
form of action to recover damages from a creditor 
who directs or otherwise participates in a wrong- 
ful seizure and sale of exempt property.®> And the 
action may be maintained against the purchaser at 
an execution sale for taking and carrying away the 
property, if it was exempt so that no title passed.®® 

[§ 292] (c) Case.®* An action on the case will 
lie against a creditor for directing a levy upon 

56. Harwell v. Sharp, 85 Ga. 126,, LRA 650. 


11 SE 561, 21 AmSR 149, 8 LRA 514 61. 
(where the court said that the debtor 
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ple damages.”® 


Stewart v. Welton, 
56; Hart v. Hyde, 5 Vt. 328. 
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exempt property.°% 

[§ 293] (d) Trover.*® Although the action of 
trespass has been the action usually resorted to for 
the purpose of recovering damages for the seizure 
and sale of exempt property, there seems to be no 
doubt that the action of trover may be maintained 
on the theery that the seizure and sale amount to a 
conversion.“° 

[§ 294] (e) Assumpsit.71 If an officer or cred- 
itor wrongfully obtains exempt wages or other 
exempt money due to a debtor by garnishment pro- 
ceedings, the debtor may waive the tort at common 
law and sue in assumpsit for money had and re- 
ceived.’2, And in some jurisdictions assumpsit could 
be maintained for the value of exempt goods wrong- 
fully taken on execution, as upon an implied con- 
tract of sale.7? Some courts, however, have denied 
the right to maintain assumpsit in such a case, and 
have restricted the owner of the goods to his Ag 
by an action for the tort.” 

[§ 295] (f) Cross Action; Reconvention. Wiliers 
exempt property has been attached, defendants may 
by a plea in reconvention assert the right to a judg- 
ment against the attachment plaintiff for the value 
of the property levied on treating the levy as a con- 
version.?®> By such a cross action for conversion de- 
fendant abandons the property to plaintiff."® 

[§ 296] d. Action for Penalties.” Under some 
statutes a penalty in double the amount of the prop- 


| erty seized is imposed upon any person taking or 


seizing exempt property.*® The debtor, however, 

may waive such a statute and proceed only for sim- 

A statute in terms rendering the of- 
66 AmD 726. 


ya J.—Bonnel vy. Dunn, 29 N. J. L. 


32 Mich. 


- might have had an injunction if he 62. 


had asked for it). 

57. Anderson vy. Knotts, 181 Ind. 
434, 104 NE 754, AnnCasl1916D 868; 
Satterlee v. Columbus First Nat. 
Banksy 78s Nebr: 691) V1 ty EN Wi 4591155 
McCormack v. Tincher, 77 Nebr. 857, 
110 NW 547; Stull v. Miller, 55 Nebr. 
30, 75 NW 239; Karnes v. Dovey, 53 
Nebr. 725, 74 NW 311; Hinds v. Sells, 
62 Oh. St. 328, 58 NE 800; Drury v. 
High, 8 i1Oh. Dee. (Reprint) 623, § 
CinecLBul 278; Steel v. McKerrihan, 
A172 Pa, 280,33 A 570. - 

[a] A mere transfer of a debt to 
some one outside the state does not 
subject the transferer to liability; 
it must appear further that the cred- 
itor made the transfer for the pur- 
pose of collection, and to avoid the 
exemption laws. Drury v. High, 8 


Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 523, 8 CincLBul 
278. 

58. Satterlee v. Columbus VWirst 
Nat. Bank, 78 Nebr. 691, 111 NW 


591; McCormack’y. Tincher, 77 Nebr. 
857, 110 NW 547. 

59. Markley v. Murphy, 180 Ind. 
4, 4%, 102 NE 376, 47 LRANS 689; 
Kestler v. Kern, 2 Ind. A. 488, 28 NE 
726 (holding the reasoning of the 
court in Uppinghouse v. Mundel, 103 
Ind. 228, 2 NE 719, which apparently 
takes the view that there is no right 
of action, not conclusive); Haines 
v. Welker, 182 Iowa 4381, 165 NW 
1027; Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Hamil- 
ton, 6 Kan. A. 447, 50 P 102. 

[a] For example, if the payee of 
a note transfers it to a nonresident 
of the state, so as to defeat the 
Iowa exemption, the maker has a 
cause of action, although such act is 
a misdemeanor, since Ccde (1897) 
§ 3444 provides that the civil remedy 
is not merged in a_ public offense. 
Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 431, 165 
NW 1027. 

60. O’Connor v. Walter, 
267, 55 NW &67, 


37 Nebr. 
40 AmSR 486, 23 


ing officer see Sheriffs and Constables 
[85 Cye 1789]. 

68. Evans v. Miller, 58 Miss. 120, 
88 AmR 313; Ross v. Hawthorne, 
55 Miss. 551. 

64. Action of trespass generally 
see Trespass [38 Cyc 985]. 

65. Ala.—Mitchell v. Corbin, 91 
Ala. 599, 8 S 810. 

Area Re oe p vy. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 

Ind.—Pate v. Swann, 7 Blackf. 500. 
Pee cots v. Jones, 7 B. Mon. 
Wy eae coe v. Pomeroy, 2 Pick. 

18 

Nev.— Elder v. Frevert, 18 Nev. 446, 
5 PB 69. 

N. Y.—Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 HE. 
D. Smith 146. 

Pa.—Wilson v. McElroy, 32 Pa. 82. 

Vt.—Hart v. Hyde, 5 Vt. 328. 

66. Stewart v. Welton, 32 Mich. 
56; Hart v. Hyde,.5 Vt. 328; Fletcher 
v. Pendray, 22 B. C. 566. 

67. Action on the caSe generally 
see Case, Action on 11 C. J. p 1. 

68. Parkerson v. Wightman, 35 
S. Cc. L. 363: 

69. Action of trover generally see 
Trover and Conversion [38 Cyc 1997]. 

70. Aia.—Rcss v. Hannah, 18 Ala. 
125; Noland v. Wickham, 9 Ala, 169, 
44 AmD 435. 

Conn.—Williams v. Miller, 16 Conn. 
144, 

Ga.—Harrell v. Harrell, 75 Ga. 697. 

Mass.—Baker v. Willis, 123 Mass. 
194, 25 AmR 61; Mulligan v. Newton, 
16 Gray 211; Davlin v. Stone, 4 Cush. 
359; Hewes v. Parkman, 20 Pick. 90. 

Mich—McCoy v. Brennan, 61 Mich. 
362, 28 NW 129, 1 AmSR 589; Town 
v. Elmore, 38 Mich. 305; Wyckoff v. 
Wryllis, 8 Mich. 48. 

Mo.—Parketon v. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 5387, 121 SW 789. 

N. H.—Cooper v. Newman, 45 N. H. 
339; "Towns: vy. Pratt, 33) Nz He 345; 


Form cf action against levy-} 


N. Y.—Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. 389. 

Okl.—Binion v. Lyle, 28 Okl.' 430, 
114 P 618. 

S. D.—Nelson v. Oium, 21 S. D. 
541, 114 NW 691. 

Tenn. —MecCoy v. Dail, 6 Baxt. 137; 
Wolfenbarger v. Standifer, 3 Sneed 
659; Hawkins v. Pearce, 11 Humphr. 
Fae Pollard vy. Thomason, 5 Humphr. 


Tex.—Ross v. McGuffin, 2 Tex. A. 


Civ. Casts, 458: 

Vt.—Wilkinson v. Wait, 44 Vt. 508, 
8 AmR 391; Mundell v. Hammond, 
40 Vt. 641; Sanborn vy. Hamilton, 18 
Vt; 590: 

Wis.—EBcslow v. Robbins, 76 Wis. 


aac 45 NW 416, 20 AmSR 89, 8 LRA 


ae C.—Fletcher v. Pendray, 22 B. C, 
71. Assumpsit generally see ASs- 
sumpsit, Action of 5 C, J. p ee 
72. Kestler v. Kern, 2 Ind. A. 488, 
28 NE 726. 
Waiver of tort and suit in assump- 
le generally see Actions §§ 158— 
73. Jones v. Hoar, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 
285, 27 ERC 670; Hvans v. Miller, 


58 ‘Miss. 120, 38 AmR 313; Willson 
v. Foree, 6 Johns. (N. Y.) 110, 5 AmD 


195; Russell v. Bell, 10 M. & W. 340, 
152 Reprint 500. 
74 Androscoggin Water Power 


Co. v. Metcalf, 65 Me. 40; 
Hoar, 5 Pick. (Mass,) 
6KUs y= 

75. Kiggins v. Henne, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 199 SW 494. 

76. Kiggins v. Henne, Cos 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 199 SW 494. 

77. Penalty upon levying officer 
coos ae and Constables [35 Cye 

78. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra notes 79-82. 

. Race v. Olbridge, 90 Ill. 250, 

32 AmR 27; Amend yv. Murphy, 63 
Le 33 Cornelia v. Ellis, 11 TIL 584; 


gones v. 
285, 27 ERC 
ete) Coe 


etc., 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ficer alone liable to such a penalty for seizing and 
selling exempt property does not authorize an ac- 
tion therefor against the execution creditor, although 
he may have directed the levy.8° Since penal stat- 
utes are to be strictly construed,®! a statute which 
imposes a penalty of treble damages for carrying 
off and destroying any ‘‘wood, timber, lumber, hay, 
grass, or other personal property’’ does not apply to 
a case in which property not of the same kind as 
that enumerated has been taken.®? 

[§ 297] e. Remedies in Equity **—(1) In Gen- 
eral. In some states courts of equity are clothed 
with full and complete jurisdiction over the ques- 
tion of exemptions allowed by the constitution and 
laws,** not only to adjudicate as to the rights of the 
parties thereto,*> but to control and direct. the set- 
ting apart and allotment thereof,®* to restrain inter- 
ference therewith or sale thereof under any inhibited 
process of law,’* and to pass upon and adjudicate 
the propriety of any exemption set apart by any of- 
ficer and to reetify it if improper.8* In the absence 
of such a statute the question of jurisdiction is 
governed by the general principle that equity will 
not assume jurisdiction when there is a plain and 
adequate remedy at law.8® <A claim of exemption ir- 
regularly made cannot be enforced in equity.®° 

[§ 298] (2) Injunction—aa. In General. Un- 
der ordinary circumstances a debtor cannot maintain 
a bill in equity to enjoin an officer from selling his 

_ exempt property on execution or other process, for 
he generally has an adequate remedy at law by mo- 
tion to quash the levy or set aside the sale, or by an 
action to recover the property or to recover dam- 
ages.°1 Where a wage earner has an action against 
his employer for paying a claim out of his wages 
contrary to the exemption law, the rule that injune- 
tion will not issue when there is an adequate remedy 
at law apples and the employer will not be en- 


Pace v. Vaughn, 6 Ill. 30; Camp v. 
Ganley, 6 Ill. A. 499. 
80. Pace v. Vaughn, 6 Ill. 30. 
81. See Statutes [36 Cyc 1183]. 
82. Berg v. Baldwin, 31 Minn. 541, 


39 
118. 
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N. J.—Muir v. Howell, 37 N. J. Ea. 
N. C.—Baxter v. Baxter, 77 N. C. 
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joined.®? On the other hand, in some jurisdictions, 
it is held that when a debtor duly claims his exemp- 
tion, and the officer is proceeding to sell in disre- 
gard of his right, injunction isa proper remedy,°%? 
and a wrongful sale of exempt property under execu- 
tion will be enjoined even though the property has 
been returned to its owner on a delivery bond.%4 
And, in some cases where the question of jurisdic- 
tion has not been raised, an injunction has been 
granted.®> Sometimes this remedy is expressly given 
by statute.°® Independently of any statute, an in- 
junction will be granted where the circumstances are 
so extraordinary as to render the remedy at law 
inadequate.°* So proceedings on an execution may 
be enjoined where, if they should result in a sale 
of plaintiff’s real estate, an apparent cloud would be 
placed upon the title to the property.°8 Alias execu- 
tions against exempt property repeatedly procured 
for the sole purpose of annoying a judgment debtor 
will be enjoined. 

Restitution on violation of injunction. If a cred- 
itor proseeutes an action or proceeding in violation 
of an injunction, and thereby obtains and appro- 
priates exempt property or money, the court which 
granted the injunction has the power to render a 
judgment against him and in favor of the debtor for 
the amount so appropriated. 

[§ 299] bb. Against Proceedings in Another 
State. It may be regarded as settled that a court 
of equity has jurisdiction to enjoin a resident cred- 
itor from instituting or prosecuting an action or pro- 
ceeding in another state for the purpose of evading 
the exemption laws of his state, and of collecting 
his claim by subjecting to its satisfaction property 
or credits which the debtor could claim as exempt 
if the action or proceeding were brought within the 
state.2 So the sending of a claim out of the state 


600 (the rule in Christopher v. Bow- 
den, 17 Fla. 603 is not affected by 
a statute which makes it a felony 
for any officer to levy on and sell 


542, 18 NW 821. 

[a] For example, it does not ap- 
ply to an action against the officer 
and execution creditor for wrongfully 
seizing and selling an exempt yoke 
of oxen. Berg v. Baldwin, 31 Minn. 
541, 18 NW 821. 

83. Retention of /urisdiction to 
afford complete relief see infra § 300. 

84. See statutory provisions; and 
Camp v. Mullen, 46 Fla. 498, 35'S 
399; McMichael v. Grady, 34 Fla. 219, 
15 S 765. 

85. McMichael v. Grady, 34 Fla. 
219, 15 S 765. : 

86. See supra § 276. 

87. McMichael v. Grady, 34 
219, 15 S 765. See infra § 298. 

88. McMichael v. Grady, 34 Fla. 
219, 15 S 765. 

89. Jacks v. Bigham, 36 Ark, 481; 
Farrell v. McKee, 36 Ill. 225. 
Smith v. Smith, (Ala.) 75 S 


[a] TIllustration.—Under a statute 
requiring the filing of a claim with 
the sheriff if made after levy, a 
claimant who filed his claim after 
levy with the judge of probate can- 


Fla. 


not enforce his claim to exemption ; 


in a court of equity. Smith v. Smith, 
OEY) {ie sh ee 


Sie Avig—-Dricesy Banks ive— INOL- 
wood, 49 Ark. 136, 4 SW 448, 4 AmSR 
30; Jacks v. Bigham, 36 Ark. 481. 

Cal.—Richards vy. Kirkpatrick, 53 
Cal. 433. 

Tll.—Farrell v. McKee, 36 Ill. 225; 
Hughes v. Melville, 60 Ill. A. 419. 

Ind.—Mead y. McFadden, 68 Ind. 
340. 

Mo.—Bailey v. Wade, 24 Mo. A. 
186. 


Or.—Parsons v. Hartman, 25 Or. 
ae 37 P 61, 42 AmSR 803, 30 LRA 
/ 


8. 

{a] The remedy at law is not in- 
adequate, so as to give to a court of 
equity jurisdiction to interfere by 
injunction, merely because the debtor 
was prevented by causes over which 
he had no control from giving notice 
of his claim of exemption and filing 
a schedule of his property, as re- 
quired by the statute, since he has an 
ample remedy at law by applying to 
the court to stay proceedings under 
the execution until the claim of ex- 
emption can be duly made and deter- 
mined. Driggs’ Bank v. Norwood, 49 
Ark. 136, 4 SW 448, 4 AmSR 30. 

92. Galbraith v. Rutter, 20 Pa. 
Super, 554. 

93. Cunningham vy. Conway, 25 
Nebr. 615, 41 NW 452; Stein v. Frie- 
perg, 64 Tex, 27; Nichols v. Cali- 
borne, 39 Tex. 363. 

94. Peevehouse v. Smith, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 152 SW 1196. 

95. Robinson v. Hughes, 117 Ind. 
293, 20 NE 220, 10 AmSR 45, 3 LRA 


pae8s Nichols v. Claiborne, 39 Tex. 
363. 

96. See statutory provisions; and 
Smith v. Gufford, 36 Fla. 481, 18 S 
717, 51 AmSR 87; McMichael _ v. 
Grady, 34 Fla. 219, 15 S 765. But 
see Christopher v. Bowden, 17 Fla. 


603 (equity has no jurisdiction to en- 
join a proceeding to appraise prop- 
erty levied on under fieri facias for 
the purpose of claiming an exemp- 
tion, although it is alleged that the 
judgment and execution issued are 
for the purchase price of the prop- 
erty); Phillips v. Crichton, 17 Fla. 


exempt personal property); Bryan v. 
Long, 14 Fla. 366 (a decision before 
the statute denying injunction). 

[a] Bond. — Injunctions granted 
simply to restrain the forced sale 
of property that is exempt from 
sale under any process of law under 
statutes are not injunctions to stay 
proceedings at law, within the mean- 
ing of a statute prohibiting the 
granting of injunctions to stay pro- 
ceedings at law unless bond is given. 
Smith v. Gufford, 36 Fla. 481, 18 S 
717, 51 AmSR 37; Lewton v. Hower, 
18 Fla. 872. 

97. Farrell v. McKee, 36 Ill. 225. 

98. Buffum v. Forster, 77 Hun 27, 
28 NYS 285. 

[a] Property purchased with pen- 
sion money.—Where the debtor seek- 
ing an injunction against the sale of 
real property on execution alleges 
that such property was purchased 
with his pension money, he has a 
right if his claim is controverted to 
have it tried and determined on com- 
mon-law evidence, and is not bound 
to have it disposed of on motion ex 
parte affidavits. Buffum v. Forster, 
77 Hun 27, 28 NYS 285. 

99, Parker v. Independence Pro- 
duce Co., 2° Ind. T. 561, 53 SW 335. 

1. Hager v. Adams, 70 Iowa 746, 
30 NW 36; Teager v. Landsley, 69 
Iowa 725, 27 NW 739; Snook v. Snet- 
zer, 25 Oh. St. 516; Griggs v. Docter, 
89 Wis. 161, 61 NW 761, 46 AmSR 
30 LRA 360. 

2. U. S—Cole v. Cunningham, 133 
LOW) LOE SCts 269.) 33am. 


97 Ala. 


Ala.—Allen vy. Buchanan, 
399, 11 S 777, 38 AmSR 187. 
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in violation of.a criminal statute will be enjoined.® 
The court in issuing an injunction proceeds in per- 
sonam against the creditor to compel him to obey 
the laws of his own state,* and in so doing it does 
not violate the section of the federal constitution 
which provides that in each state full faith and 
credit shall be given to the judicial proceedings of 
every other state.5 The same doctrine applies where 
the debtor takes his property into another state, 
for a temporary purpose, and under such circum- 
stances it is held that the creditor who also lives 
in the state of the debtor’s domicile cannot attach 
property in the foreign state and thereby evade the 
exemption laws to the benefit of which the debtor 
is entitled.6 Such a suit is not within the rule 
that the courts of one state cannot enjoin the pro- 
ceedings of a court in another state, for the injunc- 
tion merely acts upon the personal conduct of the 
ereditor who is within the jurisdiction of the court.’ 
But where the attached property is temporarily in 
the foreign state, the court of equity will not inter- 
fere unless it appears from the relations and cir- 
cumstances of the parties that it would be inequi- 
table to permit the institution or continuance of the 
foreign action or proceeding. An injunction will 
not be granted in such eases upon the mere showing 
that the property is exempt and without any show- 
ing as to the debtor’s inability to pay, or his pos- 
session of none save exempt property, or as to 
whether the debt was, or was not, fraudulently con- 
tracted.®9 It is only when a ereditor attempts to 
evade the exemption laws of his own state by resort 
to attachment proceedings in the court of another 
state against the property of a debtor who is a resi- 
dent of the state of the creditor’s domicile that he 
will be enjoined by the courts of the latter state 


Ark.—Greer v. Strozier, 90 Ark. 4. Wierse v. 
158, 118 SW 400. 261, 59 SE 58, 
Ga.—Harwell v. Sharp, 85 Ga. 126,; LRANS 1008. 
11 SE 561, 21 AmSR 149, 8 LRA 514. 5. Wierse v. 
Ind.—Wilson v. Joseph, 107 Ind.| 261, 59 SE 58, 

490, 8 NE 616. LRANS 1008. 
Ind. T.—Biggs v. Colby, 4 Ind. T. 6. 

382, 69 SW 910. 
Iowa.—Mumper v. Wilson, 72 Iowa 7. 

163, 33 NW 449: Hager v. Adams, 70 
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Thomas, 
122 AmSR 446, 15 


Thomas, 
122 AimSR 446, 15 


Mumper v. Wilson, 72 Iowa 163, 
33 NW 449, 2 AmSR 2388. 
Cole v. Cunningham, 133 U. S. 
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from prosecuting his suit in the foreign jurisdic- 
tion,!? and when a creditor sues in his own state 
to collect a claim against a nonresident debtor by 
garnishment, subjecting to its payment money due to 
such nonresident in the hands of the garnishee who 
is within the creditor’s state, which would be exempt 
under the laws of the debtor’s state, it cannot be 
said to be an attempt to evade the exemption laws 
of another state.1 This rule is also placed on the 
ground that, inasmuch as equity acts only in per- 
sonam, an injunction will not issue against a creditor 
in another state,!? and the rule holds even though 
the ereditor is found temporarily within the juris- 
diction of the state of the debtor’s domicile.1% 

[§ 300] 8. Jurisdiction. Some statutes in ex- 
press terms confer jurisdiction upon particular 
courts to hear and determine all questions relating 
to exemption rights,'* as for example statutes con- 
ferring jurisdiction: upon courts of equity.15 Where, 
upon a motion in a court of law to quash a levy upon 
exempt property, the debtor sets up matter which is 
cognizable only in equity, the creditor may be al- 
lowed to elect whether to withdraw his objections | 
to the jurisdiction of the court of law or to have 
the levy quashed without prejudice to his remedy 
in equity. Whenever the jurisdiction of the court 
of equity attaches, it should be retained and exer- 
cised to finally determine the rights involved under 
the issues made.17 When an action of replevin will 
lie, and there is nothing in the statute to establish 
a contrary rule, it need not be brought in the court 
from which the execution issued, but may be brought 
in any court haying jurisdiction.1s A similar rule 
applies to a bill for an injunction to prevent a sale 
under execution.1® But where the statute provides 
that trom the time of the issuing of an order of 


145 N. C.) tion to quash a levy on exempt prop- 
erty the creditor moved to dismiss 
on the ground that the debtor had 
given him a lien on the property by 
the note on which the judgment was 
rendered, and the debtor set up that 
the provision of the note giving the 
lien was inserted by the creditor 
without his knowledge, the debtor's 


145 N. C. 
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Iowa 746, 30 NW 36; Teager v. Land- 
sley, 69 Iowa 725, 27 NW 739. 

Kan.—Zimmerman v. Franke, 34 
Kan. 650, 9 P 747; Wilkinson v. Col- 
ter, 2 Kan. Li. J. 202. 

Ky.—Stewart v. Thomson, 97 Ky. 
bop go la ISIWidloo we Lip Evan ool tebe 
AmSR 431, 36 LRA 582; Brown v. 
Simmet, 13 KyL 831. 

Md.—Keyser v. Rice, 47 Md. 208, 
28 AmR 448. 

Mo.—Wabash Western R. Co. v. 
Siefert, 41 Mo. A. 35. 

N. J.—Margarum v. Moon, 63 N. J. 
Eq. 586, 53 A 179. 

N. C.—Wierse v. Thomas, 145 N. 
C. 261, 59 SE 58, 122 AmSR 446, 15 
LRANS 1008. 

Ei eas ook v. Snetzer, 25 Oh. St. 


Pa.—Galbraith v. Rutter, 20 Pa. 
Super. 554. 

Tex.—Moton v. Hull, 77 Tex. 80, 13 
SW 849, 8 LRA 722. 


Wis.—Griggs v. Docter, 89 Wis. 


161, 61 NW 761, 46 AmSR 824, 30 
LRA 360. 
[a] Money due from insurance 


company.—A resident of Alabama 
may be enjoined from collecting a 
debt due him by another resident of 
that state by garnishment in Louisi- 
ana of a debt due by an insurance 
company of that state to the debt- 
or. Allen vy. Buchanan, 97 Ala. 399, 
11 S 777, 38 AmSR 187. 

3. Wilson v. Joseph, 107 Ind. 490, 
8 NE 616. 


107, 10 SCt 269, 33 L. ed. 538; Engel 
v. ‘Scheuerman, 40 Ga. 206, 2 AmR 
573; Dehon v. Foster, 4 Allen (Mass.) 
545, 7 Allen (Mass.) 57. 

8 Cole v. Young, 24 Kan. 435: 

9. Cole v. Young, 24 Kan, 435. 

10. Person v. Williams-Echols 
DEY. Goods Co., 113 Ark. 467, 169 SW 


11. Person v. Williams-Echols 
Dry Goods Co., 113 Ark. 467, 169 SW 
223; Griffith v. Langsdale, 53 Ark. 
71, 738, 18 SW 788, 22 AmSR 182, 

12. Griffith v. Langsdale, 53 Ark. 
71, 13 SW_ 783, 22 AmSR 182. 

13. Griffith v. Langsdale, 53 Ark. 
WH’, 13 VSW, 733. 22° Amor 182k 

14, Stout v. Rapp, 17 Nebr. 462, 
22 NW _ 364; Augberg v. Anderson, 5 
Bier 622! 

[a] For example (1) the county 
court has jurisdiction under Comp. 
St. (1885) ¢ 6, to decide whether per- 
sonal property is exempt from execu- 
tion and whether it should be de- 
livered to the assignee. Stout v. 
Rapp, 17 Nebr. 462, 23 NW 364. (2) 
The magistrate sitting as judge of 
the small debts court has no juris- 
diction to decide the validity of the 
claim of exemption, under the Home- 
stead Act, of goods seized under 
process of execution issued from that 
court. Augberg vy. Anderson, 5 
C. 622. 

15. See supra § 297. 

16. Mynatt v. Magill, 3 Lea 
(Tenn.) 72. 

[a] Dlustration—Where upon mo- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, 


defense to the lien being cognizable 
only in equity, the case is one of 
equity against equity which should 
be tried in one forum, and the entire 
litigation should be disposed of in 
the proceeding at law by agreement 
belween the -parties or the parties 
should be left to their rights and 
remedies in equity. Mynatt v. Ma- 
gill, 3 Lea (Tenn.) 72. 

17. Stein v. Frieberg, 64 Tex. 271. 

Jurisdiction of equity generally 
see supra § 297. : 


ia Ross v. Hawthorne, 55 Miss. 
19. Naill _v. Kansas Farmers’ F. 


Ins. Co., 47 Kan. 228, 27 P 854; Cot- 
ton v. Rea, (Tex.) 163 SW 2. 

[a]. For example (1) it may be 
brought in the court of the county 
where the debtor or garnishee lives 
or has his place of business. Naill 
v. Kansas Farmers’ F. Ins. Co., 47 
Kan, 223, 27 P 854. (2) An injunc- 
tion may be issued by the district 
court to prevent the sale of exempt 
property in execution of a county 
court judgment, notwithstanding a 
statute providing that an injunction 
restraining the execution of a judg- 
ment shall be made returnable io 
re rear an eee the judgment was 
endered. otton v. Rea, (Tex.) 1 
SW 2. Sete 

[bh] Exclusive jurisdiction. — Not- 
withstanding the county court has 
exclusive jurisdiction to issue injunc- 
tions in cases where the matter in 
controversy exceeds two hundred dol- 


same title, page and note number. 


attachment the court shall be deemed to have ac- 
quired jurisdiction and have control of all subse- 
quent proceedings under the attachment, the only 
court which has jurisdiction to determine whether 
an attachment should be discharged because of a 
claim that the property taken is exempt is the court 
from which the attachment issues.2° Under statutes 
In some jurisdictions the ordinary has no jurisdic- 
tion of an exemption claim, unless the applicant is a 


- resident of the county.?! 


4 


[§ 301] 4. Parties22—a. Plaintiffs. From the 
rule that the 1ight of exemption is a personal priv- 
ilege of the debtor,”* it follows that ordinarily no one 
but the debtor himself can maintain an action to 
recover damages for seizing or seizing and selling 
his exempt property, or to recover the property it- 
self.?4. Title as a rule is necessary to support an 
action to recover property as exempt or to recover 
damages for wrongfully seizing or selling it,?> but 
an equitable title may be sufficient.2® Possession at 
the time of the seizure is of course necessary to 
support trespass *7 but a constructive possession is 
sufficient.?8 

Action by husband. A debtor may sue in his own 
name to recover his exempt property, or damages 
for its seizure or sale, without joining his wife as a 
plaintiff, although the statute may give the exemp- 
tion for the benefit of both.2® Other authorities 
hold that husband and wife may sue jointly for 
damages for seizure of the exempt property.®° 

Action by wife. In some states the statute ex- 
pressly provides that an action may be brought by 
the wife of an execution defendant, if he is absent, 
or if he fails or refuses to assert his right,3+ or some- 


lars in value but does not exceed five| prima facie has 
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times after the death of the husband.*? Under a 
statute allowing a firm, as such, to claim an exemp- 
tion out of the partnership property, and a statute 
allowing the wife of a debtor to claim his exemp- 
tions when he fails or refuses to do so, the wife of a 
partner may assert his right to the partnership 
exemption, if he fails or refuses to do so.83 Where 
the action is given to the wife by statute, even 
though it is her husband’s exemption which she 
claims, her right is not defeated by her husband’s 
waiver.*4 In some states the statute, giving a right 
of action to the wife, restricts the’ exercise of it to 
cases only where the property is taken by some 
process adversary to the husband.%5 

Action by partner. In states where exemptions 
are allowed to the partners in the partnership prop- 
erty,°° one partner may maintain trover against the 
sheriff for the seizure of exempt property of the firm 
under an execution against all, since the exemption 
is held to be an individual right.*7 
_ Action by mortgagor. A mortgagor of exempt 
personal property who is rightfully in possession 
when it is wrongfully attached or taken on execu- 
tion may maintain an action for damages,?® not- 
withstanding an attachment constitutes a breach of 
the condition of the mortgage,°® or although the 
mortgage is to secure a debt payable on demand 
if it contains a elause giving the mortgagor the 
right to possession until default in payment, and 
there has been no demand of a payment, and there- 
fore no default.4° In some states it has been held 
that the mortgagee should be joined as a party in an 
action against the officer for damages, lest the of- 
ficer should be subjected to a double liability.*4 


Lindsey v. Dixon, 52 Mo. 


title within the A. 291. 
Okl.—Binion y. Lyle, 28 Okl. 4380, 


hundred dollars, where no allegation 
of value is made, the district court 
may grant an injunction against the 
sale of exempt property in execu- 
tion of a county court judgment, Cot- 
ton v. Rea, (Tex.) 163 SW 2. 

20. Brown v. Woolwine, (Kan.) 
191_-P 276: 

[a] Rule avplied.—Where an ac- 
tion is brought in one county and an 
attachment issues to another county, 
the court from which the attach- 
ment issues must determine whetiaer 
it should be discharged because of a 
claim of exemption. Brown v. Wool- 
wine, (Kan.) 191 P 276. 

Sat Rutherford v. Wright, 41 Ga. 
128. 

22. Parties generally see Parties 
reorCye: Ly. 

23. See supra § 2. 

ie Ind.—State v. Melogue, 9 Ind. 
196. 

Minn.—Orr v. Box, 22 Minn. 485; 
Howland v. Fuller, 8 Minn. 50. 

Mo.—Osborne v. Schutt, 
712; Terry v. Wilson, 63 Mo. 493. 

N, Y.—Baker vy. Brintnall, 52 Barb. 
188, 5 AbbPrNS 253; Lockwood v. 
Younglove, 27 Barb. 505; Smith v. 
Hill, 22 Barb. 656; Twinam v. Swart, 
4 Langs. 263; Mickles v. Tousley, 1 
Cow. 114. 

Oh.—Butt v. Green, 29 Oh. St. 667. 

Pa.—Hess v. Beates, 78 Pa. 429. 

[a] For example, neither the sure- 
ties on a claim bond nor the attor- 
neys can be made parties to the 
claim case, and a writ of error hy 
them will be dismissed. Kimbrough 


vy. Pitts, 63 Ga. 496. 


[b] Agent or bailee.—It has been 
held that an action cannot be main- 
tained by an agent or bailee of ihe 
debtor. Mickles v. Tousley, 1 Cow. 
CN. Y.)e114- 

Persons entitled to exemption see 
supra §§ 26-45. 

25. State v. Springate, 51 Mo. A. 
619; Hoyt v. Van Alstyne, 15 Barb. 
CN. Y.) 568. 

{a] One 


67 Mo- 


who is in possession, | 


meaning of this rule, and no One 
but the true owner, or someone con- 
necting himself with the true owner, 
is at liberty to impeach his claim of 
title. Hoyt v. Van Alstyne, 15 Barb. 
GNEN2): B68: 

Title to suvport claim of exemp- 
lee generally see supra §§ 144-— 
26. Frost v. Mott, 34 N. Y. 253. 
27. Bourne v. Merritt, 22 Vt. 429. 

[a] Dlustration.— Where a _ per- 
son brings an action of trespass for 
the attachment of property in tne 
hands of his bailee, who held such 
property as security for a liability 
assumed by him, a judgment for 
plaintiff should be reversed. Bourne 
v. Merritt, 22 Vt. 429. 

- Possession as essential to action of 
trespass see Trespass [38 Cyc 1031]. 

28. Walcot v. Pomeroy, 2 Pick. 
(Mass.) 121; Hart v. Hyde, 5 Vt. 328 
(the ownership of chattels draws 
after it the legal or constructive pos- 
session, and this is sufficient for the 
purposes of this action. If, indeed, 
the owner had parted with the right 
of possession for a specified period, 
he cannot maintain trespass for an 
act done during that period; but if 
he has the right of resuming the pos- 
session at pleasure the action lies. 
Hence it is not necessary that plain- 
tiff have actual possession). 

29. McDuffie v. Irvine, 91 Ga. 748, 
17 SE 1028; Braswell v. McDaniel, 74 
Ga. 319. 2 

30. Neeper v. Irons, 3 Tex. A. Civ. 
Cas. § 180; Cunningham vy. Coyle, 2 
Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 422. 

Edwards, 


81. Ga.—Tucker v. 71 
Ga. 602. 
Ind.—Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 


167; Hisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 
188, 338 NE 220. 

Ky.—Baum y. Turner, 76 SW 129, 
25 KyL 600. 

Mich.—Singer Mfg. Co. v. Culla- 
ton, 90 Mich. 639, 51 NW 687; King 
v. Moore, 10 Mich. 538. 

Mo.—State vy. Dill, 60 Mo. 533; 


114 P 618. 

S. D.—Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 
6038, 59 NW 1069. 

{a] Action in name of state—An 
action by a married woman is prop- 
erly brought in the name of the state 
to her use. State v. Dill, 60 Mo. 433. 

{b] Wife and children.—A horse 
exempted under Code § 2040, is for 
the wife and children as well as for 
the head of the family; and, where 
possession has been tortiously ob- 
tained from him, they may proceed 
by possessory warrant to recover the 
Ronee Tucker v. Hdwards, 71 Ga. 

Right of wife to make claim of ex- 
emption generally see supra § 32 
et seq: 

32. Myers v. Forsythe, 10 Bush 
(Ky.) 394. See generally supra § 34. 

83. Noyes v. Belding, 5 S. D. 603, 
59 NW_ 1069. 

34. Tucker v. Edwards, 71 Ga. 
602; King v. Moore, 10 Mich. 538. 


Power to waive in gemeral see 
supra § 193. 
35. Singer Mfg. Co. v. Cullaton, 


90 Mich. 639, 51 NW 687. 
386. Exemption in partnership 
property see supra §§ 146-149. 
87. McCoy v. Brennan, 61 Mich. 
362, 28 NW 129, 1 AmSR 589. 
Ill:—Vaughan vy. Thompson, 17 
T7832 


Iowa.—Evans vy. St. Paul Harves- 
ter Works, 63 Iowa 204, 18 NW 881. 
Ky.—Collett v. Jones, 2 B. Mon. 19, 
36 AmD 586. 

Mass.—Copp v. Williams, 135 Mass. 
01. 

N. Y.—Livor v. Orser, 12 N. Y. 
Super. 501. “ 
Mortgage as waiver of exemption 
see supra §§ 196-201. 

39. Copp v. Williams, 185 Mass. 
401. 


40. lLivor v. Orser, 12 N. Y. Super. 
501. 
41. Evans v. St. Paul Harvester 


Works, 63 Iowa 204, 18 NW 881. 
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Action by purchaser from debtor. 
of exempt property from an execution 
may maintain an action for a subsequent levy and 
The grantor and grantee of land which the 
former was entitled to claim as exempt from execu- 
tion may join in a complaint against creditors of the 
former, the former to have his right to exemption 
established and the latter to have his title quieted.** 

[§ 302] b. Defendants. The sheriff may be held 
liable in an action for the wrongful seizure of exempt 
property,*# or in an action on his official bond.*° 
But he is not a proper party defendant to a bill 
in equity brought to restrain the sale of exempt 
property, where it appears that he is merely a public 
ministerial officer and has no personal interest in 
The creditor is a proper 
party defendant‘? and may be sued either sepa- 


sale.*2 


the subject of the action.*® 


42. Cook v. Baine, 37 Ala. 350. 

43. Barnard v. Brown, 112 Ind. 
538, 18 NE 401. 

44. See Sheriffs and Constables 
[35 Cye 1647]. 

45. See Sheriffs 
[so Gye 191:9i]- 


and Constables 


46. Stout v. McNeill, 98 N. G. 1, 
3 SE’ 915. 

47. See cases infra note 49. 

48. Faroux v. Cornwell, 40 Tex. 
Civ. A. 529, 90 SW 537. } 

49. Ind.—Hisenhauer v. Dill, 6 


Ind. A. 188, 33 NE 220. 

Kan.—Mullaney v. Humes, 48 Kan. 
368, 29 P 69a. 

Me.—Spencer v. Brighton, 49 Me. 
326. 

Minn.— Murphy v. 25 
Minn. 196. 

Mo.—Parketon vy. Pugsley, 142 Mo. 
A. 537, 121 SW 789; Duncan vy. Frank, 
8 Mo. A. 286. 


Sherman, 


Nebr.—Castile yv. Ford, 53 Nebr. 
507, 73 NW 945. 

Nev —Elder v. Frevert, 18 Nev. 
A46,,5 P69. 

N. J.—Bonnel v, Dunn, 28 N. J. L. 
153 [rev on other grounds 29 N. J. 
L. 435]. 


S. D.—Millerke v. Reiley, 31 S. D. 
342, 141 NW 136. 

Right of action against creditor see 
supra §§ 286, 287. 


50. Harrell v. Harrell, 75 Ga. 697; 7" 


Fletcher v. Pendray, 22 B. C.. 566, 
51. Fletcher v. Pendray, 22 B. C. 
566. 
52. Pleading generally see Plead- 


Inge [el wCyce ls 


59.~Ala.—Kirby v. Forbes, 141 
Ala, 294, 37 S 411. 
Ill.— Keenan v. Drew, 144 Ill. A. 


388. 

Mich.—McCoy v. Brennan, 61 Mich, 
862, 28 - NW 129, 1 AmSR 589. 

Minn.—Lynd vy. Picket, 7 Minn. 
184, 82 AmD 79. 

Okl.—Anderson v. Canaday, 37 Okl. 
171, 1381 P 697, LRA1915A 1186, Ann 
Cas1915B 714. 

Tex.—Cockrum v. McCracken, 1 
Mex vA Civ, Cass 60. 

[a] Miustrations—(1) The usual 
declaration in trover is sufficient to 
enable plaintiff to show the facts 
essential to a recovery. Hutchinson 
v. Whitmore, 90 Mich. 255, 51 NW 
451, 30 AmSR 431 [overr dicta in Mc- 
Coy v. Brennan, 61 Mich, 362, 28 NW 
129, 1 AmMSR 589]. (2) A petition for 
an injunction alleging that all the 
debtor’s property consists of three 
hundred bushels of corn, which is 
insufficient to furnish his family with 
bread, meat, and such other articles 
of food as will be necessary, is in- 
sufficient unless it state the num- 
ber, ages, etc., of the members of the 


peraily. Swisher v. Hancock, 31 Tex. 
[b] Action on bond to contest 


claim.—In an action on a bond given 
to contest a claim of exemptions, a 
Specification alleging that defendants 
wrongfully instituted the contest and 


EXEMPTIONS 
A 


efendant 


lief’.53 
is insufficient.*4 


exemption must 


of facts beyond 


failed to prosecute it to effect, and 
that plaintiff was damaged in that 
he was forced to employ an attorney 
to make his defense and had obli- 
gated himself to pay such attorney a 
sum of one hundred dollars therefor, 
and that defendants had failed to 
pay such damage, is sufficient. Kirby 
v. Forbes, 141 Ala. 294, 37 S 411. 

[c] Where the proceeding is a 
creditor’s bill to subject a fund which 
can be reached only in this way, 
upon principle, the appropriate way 
for the debtor to claim his exemption 
is to set it up in his answer just as 
he is required by the rules of legal 
procedure to set up in his answer 
any other fact which makes against 
the right of plaintiff to the relief 
which he seeks. Furlong vy. Thoms- 
sen, 19 Mo. A. 364. 

54, Greer v. Strozier, 90 Ark. 158, 
118 SW 400; Oldham v. Oldham, 141 
Ky. 526, 133 SW 232; Winsor v. Mc- 
Lachlan, 12 Wash. 154, 40 P 727. 

[a] Tilustration.—The debtor’s an- 
swer to the disclosure of the gar- 
nishee of the amount due the debtor 
under an insurance policy must state 
the value of the property burned and 
allege that it was all of the like kind 
which was owned or used by him 
when the loss occurred. A mere al- 
legation that the property insured 
was exempt is insufficient. Winsor 
v. McLachlan, 12 Wash. 154, 40 P 727. 

55. McLeod y. Noble, 122 La. 714, 
48.S 161; Dailey v. May, 5 Mass. 313. 

[a] Foundation of debt.—A sale 
of land under execution will not be 
enjoined on the ground that it is 
within the exemption from liability 
for debts founded on contract, un- 
less plaintiff alleges or it is found 
by the court that the judgment won 
which the execution issued was 
founded on contract; Goldhait v. 
Walker, 134 Ind. 527, 34.NE 3878. 

[b] Ownership of other property. 
—(1) The debtor must allege that 
the articles seized are the only ones 
of the kind which he possesses; it 
is not sufficient to allege that they 
are exempt by their nature. Perrault 
v. Caron, 14 Montr. Leg. N. 130. (2) 
Under a statute exempting debtor’s 
only horse, a replication that the 
horse was the debtor’s only work 
beast “not previously levied on” is 
bad, as showing that he might have 
had other horses which were his 
property, although levied upon. 
Faulkner v. Bradley, 2 Dana (Ky.) 
141. (3) Were a debtor owns more 
than the property claimed to be ex- 
empt, it is not necessary for him to 
set out in his pleadings all of the 
items of property which he owns in 
order to enable the court to deter- 
mine which part of them are exempt. 
Harrison vy. Kuntz, 8 Ky. Op. 688. 

[c] “Horse” under statute ex- 
empting “work horse.” — Under a 
statute exempting work horses, an 
allegation that the horses in ques- 
tion were exempt is not sufficient, it 


‘ 
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urchaser | rately 48 or jointly with the officer in those cases 
where the officer also is liable.*® 
exempt property sold at a judicial sale subject to the 
right of exemption, pending an application by the 
debtor for an exemption which is subsequently al- 
lowed, is a proper party defendant either in an 
action to recover damages,°° or in an action to com- 
pel the return of the property.®+ 

[§ 303] 5. Pleading.°? 
by his pleadings facts which entitled him to re- - 
A mere allegation that property is exempt’ 


The purchaser of 


The debtor must show 


The facts and conditions fulfilling 


the statutory requirements for the existence of an 


be distinctly alleged.5> But it is 


not necessary to make the allegations more specific 
than required by statute, or to carry the statement 


the statutory requirements.°® Own- 


being necessary to expressly allege 
that they were work horses. McLeod 
v. Noble, 122 La. 714, 48 S 161. 

[d] Tools of trade.—(1) In case 
of tools necessary for trade, the 
debtor must allege that the articles 
claimed to be exempt are his tools, 
and necessary for his trade cr oc- 
cupation. Dailey v. May, 5 Mass. 
313. (2) An allegation that the ar- 
ticles seized relate to and are used 
by the claimant in his profession and 
as such are exempt from seizure is 


sufficient. Thompson vy. Buchan, 8 
Que. Pr. 246. 
{e] Instrument used in profes- 


sion.—An allegation that the debtor 
was a pianist and that he had taught 
music within three months prior to 
the time when his piano was seized 
does not show that teaching music 
was his business at the time of the 


seizure. “On the contrary, the spe- 
cial and peculiar manner in which 
this fact is stated, would indicate 


that it was not.” Tanner v. Billings, 
18 Wis. 163, 176, 86 AmD 755. 

{[f] Value—An _ allegation that 
“said property does not exceed in 
value the sum of $600” sufficiently 
shows the value of the property 
claimed as exempt. Boesker y. Pick- 
ett, 81 Ind. 554. 

[3] Value at time of seizure—In 
an action by the grantor and grantee 
of land which the former was en- 
titled to claim as exempt from exe- 
cution as against his creditors who 
had issued executions against the 
land, it is sufficient that the com- 
plaint states the value of the grant- 
or’s property at the time of the filing 
of the tianscripts of the judgments 
on which executions were to be is- 
sued, and of the conveyance, showing 
it to be exempt from execution at 
the time, without stating the value 
of the time of instituting the sction. 
panes v. Brown, 112 Ind. 53, 13 NE 

[h] Wages.—(1) Wages claimed 
must be alleged to be for the statu-. 
tory period. State v. Power, 63 
Nebr. 496, 88 NW 769. (2) An alle- 
gation that the judgment upon which 
execution was issued is “a judgment 
for labor” is not equivalent to an 
allegation that it was a judgment for 
“laborers’ or mechanics’ wages.” Pad- 
ee v. Balgord, 2 S. D. 100, 48 NW 

[i] Sending claim ont of state.— 
In an action brought under a statute 
forbidding sending a claim out of 
the state for collection to evade the 
exemption laws of the debtor's state, 
a plaintiff’s pleading must. allege that 
suit was brought in another state 
for the purpose, or with the intent, 
of depriving plaintiff of his personal 
earnings which were exempt from 
execution. Rumford y. Stevens, i2 
Pa. Dist. 569. 

56. See cases infra this note. 

{a] “Work horse’ under statute 
exempting “horse”? — Under Acts 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 303] 


ership in the property must be averred.5? If resi- 


dence within the jurisdiction is a condition of the 


exemption right, the residence must .be pleaded.58 
An averment of residence is a sufficient averment 
of citizenship.°® In some states, if it is alleged 
that the debtor is head of a family, no allegation 
that he resides in the state or that he resides in 
the jurisdiction is necessary.°° If the exemption 
is given by statute to a householder or housekeeper,®4 
or to the head of a family,®2 or to a member of the 
family,** the allegations must cover this prerequisite. 
The debtor must show by his pleadings that he has 
taken all steps required of him by the statute for 
claiming and defining his rights.°4 He is not, how- 
ever, required to set forth his schedule.°> The 
plaintiff need not anticipate defenses.®® 

Damages or penalty. The usual rule that special 
damages must be alleged obtains.67 A debtor seek- 
ing to recover a statutory penalty in double the 
amount of the property seized for the seizure of 
exempt property must declare specially on the stat- 
ute.°S If the debtor declares only in the common 
form of an action of trespass, without reference to 
the statute, he thereby waives the penalty and can 
recover single damages only.®® 


(1883) c 80 § 1, “one farm horse” ] 
was exempted to the debtor. Under 
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family residing in this state,” so as 
to entitle him to exemptions. Loring | Co., 


r [25 C.J.] 157 
: Election between exemptions. Where a claimant 
1s In reasonable doubt as to which of two exemptions 
he is entitled, or in what capacity he should claim, 
he may plead both exemptions although he can only 
have one,’° and he cannot be required by the court 
to allege on which exemption he will stand.74 

Defenses. Facts constituting a defense must be 
pleaded by answer and not by demurrer.7? Thus if 
a waiver of exemption is relied on as a defense it 
must be pleaded.7* 

Admissions. An admission by the ereditor’s plead- 
ings to be conclusive against him on the issue of the 
validity of the debtor’s claim to exemptions must 
be an admission of the existence of all of the 
necessary elements of the exemption right.‘ 

Departure. The general rule that, where a plain- 
tiff declares at common law, then later in his repli- 
cation takes his position upon a statute, there is a 
departure *® has no application to a case where the 
plaintiff declares in trespass for an illegal seizure 
of his property and defendant sets up as a defense 
that he was an officer and seized the goods under 
execution and plaintiff replies that he was entitled 
to a claim of exemption under the provisions of the 
exemption statute.7® 


71. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
12 Cal. A, 749, 108 PRP TL 


72. 25 Mich. 


Acts (1842) c 44, which was passed 
to amend and enlarge the effect of 
the acts of 1833, heads of families 
were given other exemptions, and by 
the usual liberal construction of the 
exemption laws the head of a family 
was held entitled to a horse where 
proper for his vocation. It is not 
necessary under these statutes for a 
plaintiff debtor, in an action of tres- 
pass for seizure of his horse, to al- 
lege that the horse was a farm horse. 
Tipton v. Pickens, 1 Swan (Tenn.) 
25. ) 

[b] Demand under statute not re- 
quiring it.—In an action by grantor 
and grantee of land against creditors 
of grantor to recover value of ex- 
empt land sold by them, a demand is 
not necessary. Barnard v. Brown, 112 
Mich. 452, 70 NW 1088, 67 AmSR 482. 

[c] Identity of property. — Al- 
though the petition in replevin, by 
one claiming under a mortgage, the 
writ, and the delivery bond executed 
by defendant, described the articles 
as brown mules, the answer, claim- 
ing exemption, must be considered 
as referring to the mules. taken, 
which were bays, they being the only 
ones owned by defendant, or in his 
possession, at the time, and the cnly 
ones as to which there was evidence 
of use which would make them ex- 


empt. Augustine v. Gold, (Iowa) 174 
NW 581. ‘ : ii 
57. Taylor v. Bertram, 55 SW 553, 
21 KyL 1402; Donnelly v. Wheeler, 
SAA Yoru 
58. Loring v. Wittich, 16 Fla. 498. 
59. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 


96, 109 P 419. 

60. State v. Hussey, 7 Mo. A, 597. 

61" Prewit v. Walker, 7 J.J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 332. 

[a] An allegation that the debtor 
is a bona fide housekeeper with a 
family living at home and dependent 
on him is sufficient to bring him 
within the statute so providing, in 
connection with the fact that he was 
proceeded against as a resident of 
the state. Wolf v. Glenn, 8 Kyl 425. 

62. Loring v. Wittich, 16 Fla. 498; 
State v. Power, 63 Nebr. 496, 88 NW 
769. 

[a] Dlustration.—Averments that 
a person is and has been a citizeit 
of this state; that he came to this 


state, bringing with him his family, 


with the intention of making his per- 
manent home here; and that it has 
been his home ever since, sutficiently 
shows that he is “the head of a 


188, 33 


v. Wittich, 16 Fla. 498. 

63. Attoway v. Still, 
rep. Cas. 697. 

{a] MTlustration.— A petition to 
enjoin the sale of exempt property 
is insufficient if it fails to allege that 
plaintiff is either the head of a family 
or a member of a family entitled to 
exemptions under the acts of the 


2 Tex. Un- 


twelfth legislature, p 427. <Attoway 
Vo stills 22 etex.- Unrep, Cas. s69 7: 

64. Newcomer v. Alexander, 96 
Ind. 453. 


{a] Schedule: — (1) A complaint 
to set aside a sheriff’s sale of prop- 
erty claimed as exempt should allege 
the filing of a true schedule of all 
the debtor’s property, as required by 
statute. Guerin v. Kraner, 97 Ind. 
533. (2) An allegation that “defend- 
ant filed with sheriff a schedule of 
his property’ does not sufficiently 
show the filing of the schedule as 
the law requires. Over v. Shannon, 
75 Ind. 352. _(3) But an allegation 
that defendant filed an affidavit and 
inventory containing a full account 
of all his property “at the date of 
the execution” substantiaily complies 
with the statute which requires the 
affidavit to state the debtors prop- 
erty “at the date of issuing the 
writ.” Eisenhauer v. Dill, 6 Ind. A. 
NE 220. 

[b] Property not taken on writ.— 
In replevin before a justice, 2 Ind. 
Rev. St. p 464 § I, requires that an 
affidavit of plaintiff must state that 
the property has not been taken un- 
der execution or other writ against 
him. An affidavit that plaintiff was 
a resident householder of certain per- 
sonalty, that such property was ex- 
empt, that he made a demand that 
it be set off to him, and that defend- 
ant constable refused so to do after 
levy, is insufficient. Green v, Aker, 
11, Ind. 228. 

65. State v. Read, 94 Ind. 103; 
Coppage v. Gregg, 1 Ind. A. 112, 27 
NE 570. 

66. Ray v. Gregory, 120 Ark. 50, 
178 SW 405. 

67. Boggan v. Bennett, 102 Ala. 
400, 14 S 742; Morris v. Williford, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 70 SW 278. 

68. Race v. Olbridge, 99 Tll. 250, 
82. AmR 27%; Pace vo Vaughn, 6 Ill. 
30; Camp v. Ganley, 6 Ill. A. 499. 

69. Race v. Olbridge, 90 Ill. 250, 
32 AmR. 27-—Pace. v. Vaughn, 6) 111. 
30; Camp v. Ganley, 6 Ill. A. 499. 

70. Van Lue y. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Connle CalieAn 749, Lose lily. 


O’Donnell v.: Segar, 
367; Keegan v. Peterson, 24 Minn. 1. 

[a] Harvester not a farming uten- 
sil—Whether a certain harvester is 
a “farming utensil’ and therefore 
exempt from execution should be 
raised by answer. Keegan v. Peter- 
son, 24 Minn. 1. 

[b] Debtor’s sale of other prop- 
erty.—The fact that plaintiff has 
sold other property to bring himself 
down to the statutory exemptions or 
sold any property during tie winter 
prior to the taking by defendant of 
the property in controversy are mat- 
ters of defense to be pleaded as in 
confession and avoidance. O’Donnell 
v. Segar, 25 Mich. 367. 

73. Reed Lumber Co. v. Lewis, 94 
Ala. 626, 10 S 333; Fears v. Thomp- 
son, 82 Ala. 294, 2 S 719; Goetter v. 
Pickett, 61 Ala. 387; Murphy v. Sher- 
man, 25 Minn, 196. 

74 Dolan v. Simmons, 
64, 115 NW 479. 

[a] TD lustration.—An admission in 
a reply to a claim of exemption of 
wages in garnishment proceedings 
that defendant is a resident and head 
of a family is not an admission of 
the claim, as it does not concede the 
further essential fact that the debt 
is due for his personal earnings. Do- 
lan vy. Simmons, 139 Iowa 64, 115 NW 


479. 

75. See Pleading [31 Cye 255]. 

76. Duncan v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286. 

fa] Reason for rule.—‘Plaintiff’s 
action is not upon the statute, and 
he could not have set out the pro- 
visions of the statute without antici- 
pating plaintiff's defence, which he 
ought not to do. It was sufficient for 
him to make out his case, and when 
defendant attempted to shelter him- 
self behind the writ, to show why 
the writ was no protection. Defend- 
ant’s action is founded on the com- 
mon law and not on any statute, and 
the replication does not depart from 
the petition by attempting to ground 
the action om any statute. It needed 
no statute to give a right of action 
against one who, without warrant 
of law, carries off and sells the goods 
of another. The objection seems to 
be founded on a misapprehension of 
some of the cases cited in the ele- 
mentary writers on common-law 
pleading as instances of departure, 
where one declaring on a common- 
law right, and being unable to main- 
tain his position, attempts to make 
sure his ground by abandoning his 
first standing-place and taking posi- 


139 Iowa 


158) [25'Cr Sa] 
On motion to quash attachment. To present the 
question of exemption on motion to quash the levy 
of an attachment no pleadings are ordinarily neces- 
sary other than the notice stating the grounds upon 
which the motion to quash the levy is based.77 In 
some jurisdictions no answer or other pleading is re- 
quired or allowed controverting the motion.’® 

[§ 304] 6. Evidence*°—a. Presumptions and 
Burden of Proof—(1) In General. As a general 
rule in an action or proceeding to enforce or estab- 
lish an exemption right the burden is upon him who 
seeks to enforce or establish it.*° 

Statutory provisions. In some states the statute 
provides that, if the debtor’s claim to exemption is 
duly made and filed, it is prima facie correct, and 
the onus of establishing the contrary is on the ered- 
itor.+ 

On a motion to discharge an attachment levy, the 
party making the motion should establish ‘the exist- 
ence of the grounds for exemption by competent 
evidence.’2 But where the attaching creditor in his 
affidavit for an attachment sets up facts which if not 
controverted would entitle the debtor to an exemp- 
tion in the property attached and alleges further 
facts depriving debtor of such exemption, the bur- 
den is on him if such facts are denied to show that 
they exist.8* 

In garnishment proceedings, the burden is on the 
garnishee or defendant to establish that the amount 
due from the garnishee is exempt from liability for 
the obligations of defendant,’* unless the statute 
requires the affidavit for garnishment to aver that 
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burden of. proving nonexemption is upon plaintiff as 
against any claim for exemption on the part of the 
debtor or the garnishee.*® So where the garnishee 
does not set up in his answer that the funds in his 
hands are exempt, the debtor on a motion for a rule 
against the constable, alleging that the money paid 
is exempt from garnishment as his daily wages, has 
the burden of proof.8° Where the amount reached 


in the hands of an employer as wages due the debtor 


is less than the amount specifically exempt to him 
as earnings within a specified time prior to the levy, 
there is no presumption that sums previously paid 
the debtor by his employer within the statutory 
period are in his possession or that they have been 
used or are still available for the support of his 
family.87 Persons claiming through the debtor, on 
the ground that property owned by him was exempt, 


_have the burden of affirmatively showing such fact.°* 


[§ 305] (2) Status of Claimant as Person En- 
titled to Exemption.®® The burden is on claimant to 
show that he is within one of the classes of persons 
protected by the statute ;°° as for example that he is 
head of a family or householder;*+ or one engaged 
in an occupation protected by the statute;°* or a 
resident, where the statute requires residence;%* or a 
citizen, where citizenship is the statutory require- 
ment;°* or, as required in some states, that he is 
not the owner of a homestead.°° When a person 
claiming the benefit of the exemption laws shows’ 
that he was a resident of the state at a certain 
time, it will be presumed that his residence therein 
continued until the opposite party shows that it has 


the indebtedness is not exempt, in which ease the | been lost.2* And the mere fact that he has gone to 


tion upon a statute. This, of course, 
is a fault in all pleading, for the 
obvious reason that, if either party 
might thus shift about and abandon 
one cause of action or defence for 
another, the great object of plead- 
ing, which is to bring parties to an 
issue, would be lost, and there would 


be no end of such shuffling.” Duncan 
v. Ffank, 8 Mo. A. 236, 288. 

77. Campbell v. Mitchell, 4 Ky. 
Op. 629. 


78. Joyce v. Miller, 59 Ieowa 761, 
13 NW 664. 

79. Burden of proof generally see 
Evidence §§ 138-24. : 

Presumptions generally see Evi- 
dence §§ 25-88. 

80. Ala.—Ely v. Blacker, 112 Ala. 
311, 20 S 570; Kolsky v. Loveman, 97 
Ala. 548, 12 S 720. 

Ark.—Davis v. Cramer, 133 Ark. 224, 
202 SW 239; Porch v. Arkansas Mill- 
ing Co., 65 Ark. 40, 45 SW _ 51, 67 
AmSR 895; Blythe v. Jett, 52 Ark. 
547, 138 SW 187. f 

Cal.—Murphy v. Harris, 77 Cal. 194, 
19 P 377; Calhoun v. Knight, 10 Cal. 
393. 

Ga.—Steele v. Parker, 109 Ga. 791, 
35 SE 167; Blanchard v. Paschal, 68 
Ga. 32, 45 AmR 474. 

Tll.—MecMasters v. Alsop, 85 Ill. 
157; Bonnell v. Bowman, 53 Ill. 460; 
Herschbach v. Cassout, 197 Ill. A. 
188; Kosiba v. Galinski, 171 Ill. A. 
643. 

Ind.—Hartlep v. Cole, 101 Ind. 458. 

TIowa.—Dolan v. Sammons, 147 
Iowa 466, 124 NW 880; Joyce v. Mil- 
ler, 59 Iowa 761, 13 NW 664. 

Ky.— Daugherty v. Bell Nat. Bank, 
175 Ky. 513, 194 SW 545. 


ha.—Shilling v. Brooks, 144 La. 
595, 80 S 889. 

Mass.—Clapp v. Thomas, 5 Allen 
158. 

Minn.—Fletcher v. Staples, 62 


Minn. 471, 64 NW 1150. 

N. Y.—Gilewiez v. Goldberg, 69 
App. Div. 438, 74 NYS 984; Tuttle v. 
Buck, 41 Barb. 417; Dains v. Prosser, 
32 Barb. 290; Griffin v. Sutherland, 


14 Barb. 456. 
Or.—Childers v. Brown, 81 Or. 1, 
158 P 166, AnnCas1918D 170; Golinick 


v. Marvin, 60 Or. 312, 118 P 1016, 
AnnCasi914A 243. 
Vt.—Connell v. Fisk, 54 Vt. 381; 


Bourne v. Merritt, 22 Vt. 429. 
B. C.—In re Sharp, 5 B. C. 117. 


81. Todd v. McCravey, 77 Ala. 468. 
82. Joyce v. Miller, 59 Iowa 761, 
13 NW 664; Campbell v. Mitchell, 


4 Ky. Op. 629. 
Dlustration.—The burden of 
showing that the property exempt 
belonged to defendant and was 
claimed as exempt at the time of the 
levy was upon defendant. Joyce v. 
Miller, 59 Iowa 761, 13 NW 664. 
naa Young v. Clark, 32 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
84. Kosiba v. Galinski; 171 Ill. A. 
643; Baltimore, etc., Southwestern R. 
€o. (ve McDonald), 112% sTliy | Ay =391¢ 
Oakes v. Marquardt, 49 Iowa 643; 
Lyon vy. Pretorians Modern Order, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 142 SW 29. 

85. Eastlund v. ‘Armstrong, 117 
Wis. 394, 94 NW 301. 

86. Steele v. Parker, 109 Ga. 791, 
35 SE 167. 

fa] Dlustration.—The allegations 
of the movant in a motion for a rule 
before a justice of the peace, asking 
that money received by the creditor 
and officer be paid over to the movant 
on the ground that it is exempt as 
his wages as a day laborer, are not 
sufficient to carry the burden of 
proof, where the creditor and officer 
answer that they cannot, for want 
of sufficient information, admit or 
deny that the movant is a day la- 
borer or that the fund in controversy 
is exempt, and it is not error for 
the magistrate to award the fund to 
the judgment creditor. Steele vy. 
Parker, 109 Ga. 791, 35 SE 167. 

87. Crites v. Bede, 86 Or. 460, 168 
poy Ocul 

88. Blythe v. Jett, 52 Ark. 547, 13 
nhe 137 [overr Erb v. Cole, 31 Ark. 
[a] Purchaser of exempt prop- 


erty.— Where a sale of property by 2 
debtor is attacked by his creditors as 
fraudulent, the purchaser has the 
burden of proof if he claims that the 
property was exempt, and thus seeks 
to defeat the attack. Blythe vy. Jett, 
52 Ark. 547, 18 SW i137 [overr Erb 
v." Cole; 3) vArk:.-6541. 

89. Persons entitled to exemption 
see supra §§ 16-62. 

90. Fugita v. Motoshige, 22 Ha- 
waii 136; Shilling v. Brooks, 144 La. 
595, 80 S 889.- 

[a] For example, one claiming 
that two of five mules covered by a 
chattel mortgage were exempt from 
seizure under Const. art 244, in de- 
rogaticn of common right, has burden 
of proving conditions on which alone 
exemption is allowed, such as that 
he is head of a family, or is sup- 
porting dependents, or that his wife 
has not property or means to amount 
of two thousand dollars. Shilling 
v. Brooks, 144 La, 595, 80. S 889. 

91. Ala.—Alabama Conference v. 
Vaughan, 54 Ala. 443. . 


aT MEANS ie v. Alsop, 85 Ill. 

Iowa.—Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 
144 NW 611. 

Ky.—Prewit v. Walker, 7 J. J. 
Marsh. 332. 

La.—Shilling vy. Brooks, 144 La, 
595, 80 S 889. 

Tenn.—Wolfenbarger v. Standifer, 


3 Sneed 659; Pcllard v. Thomason, 6 
Humphry. 56. 

92. Murphy v. Harris, 77 Cal. 194, 
19 P 377; Calhoun vy. Knight, 10 Cal. 
393; Dowling v. Clark, 3 Allen 
(Mass.) 570; Murphy v. Mulvena, 108 
Mich. 347, 66 NW 224. 

93. Blythe v. Jett, 52 Ark. 547, 13 
pipes ite Postav.? Bird, 28a blaswe oo 

94. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419. 

95. Voight Sons & Co. vy. Lafkin, 
vee Cir.’ Ct: 751; 6 Ohi! Cire Dec: 
96. Caldwell v. Pollak, 91 Ala. 353, 
8 S 546; Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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-§§ 305-308] 


another state and engaged in business there is not 
alone sufficient to rebut the presumption.®.? Under 
a statute restricting exemption rights to citizens, a 
presumption of citizenship arises when the fact of 
residence is pleaded and proved.°* The presump- 
tion is that the husband is the head of the family,%® 
and if the wife claims an exemption as such she must 
show the circumstances entitling her to the benetit 
of the law.1 And the presumption that, where the 
husband, wife, and children are living together, the 
husband is the head of the family is not rebutted 
by proof that the wife is the owner of the premises 
on which they live? Nor is it enough to show 
that she carried on business on her own account, and 
that her husband works for her therein,? but it must 
be shown that he has abdicated or forfeited his 
headship and control of the family, ahd that she has 
assumed it.* 

[§ 306] (8) Nature and Character of Property. 
The burden is on the debtor to prove that the prop- 
erty claimed as exempt is within the statute.® 

Necessity. Where the statute limits the exemption 
to such property as is necessary for a stated pur- 
pose, by the weight of authority the burden is on 


the debtor to prove that the articles claimed as - 


exempt are necessary for that purpose.® There is 
authority, however, for the view that a presumption 
that articles are necessary may arise from their 
character, and that when this is shown the burden 
is then on the ereditor to show that the goods which 
he claims as not exempt are not necessary within 
the statute.? 

Use of property. When it is necessary under the 
statute that furniture and household goods, or other 
property to be exempt shall be kept and used by the 
debtor and his family, or used by the debtor in his 
business or for a particular purpose, the burden is 


167; Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 
46 NE 693; Freehling v. Bresnahan, 


61 Mich. 540, 28 NW 531, 1 AmSR| Prosser, 
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Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 263; Tut- 
tle v. Buck, 41 Barb. 417; Dains v. 
32 Barb. 
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on the debtor to show affirmatively that they were 
so kept and used,® and the debtor must go further 
and prove that the property taken was used habit- 
ually for earning his living, where a statutory re- 
quirement of habitual use is made.? 

Proceeds or product of exempt property. In or- 
der to maintain a claim to chattels which is founded 
solely on the contention that they are the product or 
increment of duly exempted personalty, it’is incum- 
bent upon claimant to prove affirmatively that the 
subject matter of the claim was obtained in ex- 
change for exempted property or the proceeds there- 
of, or by labor exerted in connection with the use 
or consumption of such property, so that the newly 
acquired personalty might with fairness and reason 
be said to take the place of that which has been set 
apart.1° Where money due under a policy of insur- 
ance on exempt property is claimed as exempt, the 
burden is on the debtor to show that the property 
insured was exempt.!4 

[§ 307] (4) Title or Right to Property. The 
burden is on claimant to show any requisite owner- 
ship of the property in question.!2 _ ' 

[§ 308] (5) Value of Property. Where the 
statute limits the value of the property that may 
be claimed as exempt, the debtor must show affirma- 
tively that property claimed by him as exempt does 
not exceed such value.t? The burden is on plaintiff 
to prove that the value of all his tools, including 
the one for the seizure of which he brings trover, 
does not exceed the statutory limit.* It has been 
held, however, that, where the debtor has a specific 
exemption on household goods to a certain amount, 
he needs to prove, in an action to recover such prop- 
erty, which has been levied on, only that it is not 
worth more than the statutory limit; and that it is 
not necessary for him to show that he does not own 


hold furniture, or a certain amount 
of household furniture, and the bur- 
den of showing that the claim of ex- 


290; Griffin (Vv: 


Gis 

97. Caldwell v. Pollak, 91 Ala. 353, 
8 S 546; Astley v. Capron, 89 Ind. 167; 
Green v. Simon, 17 Ind. A. 360, 46 NH 
693; Freehling v. Bresnahan, 61 Mich. 
540, 28 NW 531, 1 AmSR 617. 

98. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419. 

99. Clinton v. Kidwell, 82 Ill. 427; 
John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 65 Ill. 
A. 55. 

1. Clinton y. Kidwell, 82 fll. 427; 
John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 65 M11. 
A. 55; Voight Sons & Co. v. Lafkin, 
122Oh. Cir Ct 75k) 6" Oh: Cir. Dec: 
124. 

{a] TIllustration.—It will not be 
presumed that a married woman is 
entitled to the exemption given her 
under Rev. St. § 5441, in the absence 
of evidence showing that she and her 
husband are living together and that 
neither of them is the owner of a 
homestead. Voight v. Lafkin, 12 Oh. 
Ginm@rrsivol VoorOhenCireuDecy ch24 
(where an exemption was sought in 
lieu of the homestead). 

2. Clinton vy. Kidwell, 82 Ill. 427. 

3. John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 
65 Ill. A. 55. : 

4 John V. Farwell Co. v. Martin, 
65 Ill. A. 55. 

5 Ark.—Blythe v. Jett, 52 Ark. 
547, 13 SW 1387. 

Cal.—Briggs v. McCullough, 36 Cal. 


542. iS 
Tll.—McMasters vy. Alsop, 85 Ill. 157. 
La.—McLeod vy. Noble, 122 La. 714, 


48 S 161. 

Mass.—Clapp v. Thomas, 5 Allen 
158. 

Minn.—Fletcher v. Staples, 62 


Minn. 471, 64 NW 1150. 
Mo.—Hombs v. Corbin, 34 Mo. A. 


393. 
N. Y.—Brown v. Davis, 9 Hun 43; 


Sutherland, 14 Barb. 456; Carnrick v. 
Myers, 14 Barb. 9; Bowne v. Witt, 19 
Wend. 475; Van Sickler v. Jacobs, 14 
Johns. 434. 

Or.—Stewart v. McClung, 12 Or. 
431, 8 P 447, 53 AmR 374. 

Tenn.—Wolfenbarger vy. Standifer, 3 
Sneed 659. 

Vt.—Chamberlain y. Whitney, 65 
Vt. 488, 27 A 72; Rollins v. Allison, 59 


Vt. 188, 10 A 201; Connell v. Fisk, 54 
Vt. 381; Bourne v. Merritt, 22 Vt. 


{a] The burden is on a partner to 
show that property claimed by him as 
exempt is Such as to entitle him to 
assert the claim. Porch v. Arkansas 
Milling Co., 65 Ark. 40, 45 SW 51, 
67 AmSR 895. 

6. Dowling v. Clark, 3 Allen 
(Mass.) 570; Smith v. Slade, 57 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 687; Tuttle v. Buck, 41 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 417; Willson v. Ellis, 1 Den. 
(N. Y.) 462; Stewart v. McClung, 12 
Or. 431, 8 P 447, 538 AmR 374. 

[a] Necessary cooking utensils.— 
Under a statute exempting ‘‘necessary 
cooking utensils” it was held that the 
burden was on a debtor claiming 
cooking utensils as exempt to show 
affirmatively that they were in fact 
necessary. Van Sickler v. Jacobs, 14 
Johns. (N. Y.) 434. 

[b] Sewing machine.—The burden 
was on a debtor claiming a sewing 
machine, under a statute exempting 
such a machine when necessary to 
enable him to carry on his business, 
to show that it is necessary. Dowling 
v. Clark, 3 Allen (Mass.) 570. 

7, Heath v. Keyes, 35 Wis. 668. 

{a] Household furniture.—When 
articles levied upon and claimed as 
exempt are household furniture, they 
are presumptively exempt under a 
statute exempting necessary house- 


emption is excessive is upon the levy- 
ing officer or creditor. Heath av 
Keyes, 35 Wis. 668. 

bie Cal.—Calhoun vy. Knight, 10 Cal. 
91010 Wymona v. Amsbury, 2 Colo. 
Iowa.—Corp v. Griswold, 27 Iowa 


SiLOe 
A amber ie v. Thomas, 5 Allen 
Minn.—Fletcher v. Staples, 62 
Minn. 471, 64 NW 1150. 
N. Y.—Brown v. Davis, 9 Hun 


3. 

Vt.—Connell. v. Fisk, 54 Vt. 381; 
Bourne v. Merritt, 22 Vt. 429. 

9. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 144 
NW 611. 

10. Culver v. Tappan, 113 Ga. 525, 
38 SE 944. 

11. Fletcher v. Staples, 62 Minn. 
471, 64 NW 1150; Donnelly v. O’Con- 
nor, 22 Minn. 309; Winsor v. McLach- 
lan, 12 Wash. 154, 40 P 727. 

12. Sheppard v. Davis, 22 Ga. A. 
733, 97 SE 262; Thompson vy. Ross, 87 
Ind. 156. 

{a] For example, in trover by a 
wife to recover a mule, claimed as a 
pony homestead, the husband’s testi- 
mony that he used some of the wife’s 
money in paying for the mule and 
that they owned it together was not 
alone sufficient to sustain a verdict 
for plaintiff. Sheppard v. Davis, 22 
Ga. A. 733, 97 SE 262. 


13. Wymond v. Amsbury, 2 Colo. 
213; Swan v. Stephens, 99 Mass. 7; 
Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 648; 


Tuttle v. Buck, 41 Barb. (N. Y.) 417; 
Dains v. Prosser, 32 Barb. (N. Y.) 
290; Stewart v. McClung, 12 Or. 431, 
§ P 447, 538 AmR 374. 

14. Chambers vy. Halsted, 
(N. Y.) 384. 
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any other property.¥® 
[§ 309] (6) Nature of Claim against Which 

Exemption Is Asserted; Exceptions. The burden is 

on the debtor to show that the debt against which 


the claim of exemption is made is a debt as against. 


which an exemption may be claimed.t® According to 
one view claimant of an exemption must show that 
the debt against which it is claimed arose subse- 
quently to the enactment of the constitutional or 
statutory provision conferring the right to the 
exemption,!* while according to another view, where 
the creditor claims the right to seize the property on 
the ground that the debt accrued prior to the enact- 
ment of the Exemption Law, he must show such 
fact.18 Where the debt sued on is for the purchase 
price, the burden is on the ereditor to show this 


fact, in order to take the case out of the exemp- 


tion.19 Where the debt is for the purchase price of 
goods which have been mingled with other goods, ac- 
cording to one view it is incumbent upon the cred- 
itor to separate those goods against which an exemp- 
tion cannot be claimed,?° while according to a con- 
trary view the duty of selection falls upon the 
debtor.?1 

[§ 310] (7) Waiver or Forfeiture of Exemp- 
tion. A waiver by a debtor of his right of exemp- 
tion will not be presumed, but must be affirmatively 
proved,?? and the burden rests on the creditor to 
establish the fact of waiver ?? or forfeiture,?4 or 
laches in making the claim.25 Where there is no 
evidence that any harm was caused by delay in 
making claim, it is the duty of the creditor to show 
that the delay alleged by him was unreasonable,”° 
and where it does not appear that the debtor was 
notified of his rights of exemption by the officer 
levying. on the property, it will not be presumed 
that he waived his rights, although he did not assert 
them until long after the levy.27 A written waiver 
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‘of all rights of exemption and homestead’’ con- 
tained in a promissory note will be presumed to re- 
fer only to exemptions allowed by the law of the 
state where the note was made.?* If one draws a 
pill of exchange on his employer who owes him only 
for wages the presumption is that he waives his right 
of exemption before acceptance.*° 

[§ 311] (8) Proceedings to Protect Exemption 
Right. Claimant has the burden of showing that he 
has fulfilled statutory requirements as to steps to 
be taken to obtain his exemption,®° such as demand 
and furnishing a schedule.2t The burden is on the 
debtor to show a claim *? and selection ** of the 
property as exempt, when necessary.** But a claim 
may be presumed under certain circumstances.*° 
Presumptions may be indulged as to jurisdiction of 
the ordinary gfanting the exemption,*® and of the 
regularity of proceedings.*7 The creditor has the 
burden of showing that property which he seeks to 
reach has been acquired subsequently to the filing of 
a schedule.? Where the statute provides the mode 
of contest to a claim of exemption and provides that 
the claim shall be prima facie evidence of its cor- 
rectness, the burden is upon the contestant.*° 

[§ 312] (9) Evasion of Exemption Law. In an 
action for damages for the sending of a claim out 
of the state to evade the exemption law, the right 
of exemption, if controverted, must be established 
by plaintiff.t° 

[§ 313] b. Admissibility. Subject to the rules - 
applicable in civil proceedings generally *1 in a pro- 
ceeding to enforce the exemption right, any relevant, 
competent, and material evidence is admissible,*? as 
for example as to the possession of other property by 
claimant,*? as to admissions by the debtor on a 
former examination, as to the status of the 
debtor,** as to the value of the property *° or as to a 


15.) weveinecke: v. “Wiecke; 935° IN. Ye 27. Holliday v. Mansker, 44 Mo. A. Relevancy and materiality of evi- 
Super. 491. 465. dence generally see Evidence §§ 89-— 
16. Thompson y. Ross, 87 Ind. 28. Seay v. Palmer, 93 Ala. 381, 9 | 156. 
156. S 601, 30 AmSR 57. 43. Miller v. Mahoney, 29 SW 879, 
[a] Debt on contract.—Where a 29. Bibb v. Janney, 45 Ala, 329. LGR ya e99: 
statute exempts property from lia- 30. Steps to procure exemption see 44. Haslage v. Hoover, 16 Oh. Cir. 
bility to seizure and sale under ex-|supra § 233 et seq. Ct. 570, 9 Oh. Cir. Dee. 404. 
ecution on a judgment rendered upon 81. Graham v. Crockett, 18 Ind. 45. Howell v. Boyd, 2 Cal. A. 486, 
a contract, express or implied, and a]119. 84 P 315; Burris vy. Booth, (Tex. Civ. 
debtor brings replevin for property 32. Hombs y. Corbin, 34 Mo. A.|A.) 40 SW 186. 
seized under an execution, he has the | 393. {a] WDustration.—In an action for 
burden of showing that the judgment 33. Hombs vy. Corbin, 34 Mo. A.|the seizure and sale under execution 
was-on a contract express or implied. | 393. 
This fact will not be_ presumed. 34. Necessity of claim see supra 
Thompson vy. Ross, 87 Ind. 156. § 233 


17) Hivewe Blacker; sales Ala. sai, 


Necessity of selection see supra 


of corn claimed by plaintiff to be ex- 
emnt, the allegations of the complaint 
that he was.the head of a family con- 
sisting of a wife and six children, 


20 S 570. 

[a] Where the claim states that 
the debt was for work done and ma- 
terial furnished “in the year 1867” 
and is by statute made prima facie 
evidence of the correctness of the 
claim, the burden of proof is on the 
contestant to show that the debt was 
contracted as alleged by him ‘‘in the 
year 1866.” Todd v. McCravey, 77 
Ala. 468. 

Wheeler v. Cropsey, 5 HowPr 
CNY) 288: 

19. Wagner.y. Olson, 3 N.. D. 69, 
54 NW_ 286. 

20. Wagner v. Olson, 3 N. D. 69, 
54 NW_ 286. 


21. Rose v. Sharpless, 33 Gratt. 
(74 Va.) 158. 

22. ‘State v. Haggard, 1 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 390. 

23. State v. Haggard, 1 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 390. ; 

24 Pierce v. Boalick, 42 Pa. Su- 
per: 2S Martin wae ecOuri elon ann Cor 
Hiss 

25. Hayes v. Lentz, 8 Pa. Dist. 
628. 5 

26 Kee v. Hobensack, 2 Phila. 
(Pa.) 82. 


§ 271. 

35. Vandibur v. Love, 10 Ind. 54. 

[a] Intention to claim.—Where the 
ereditor and officer have notice of the 
debtor’s intention to claim the stat- 
utory exemption and they delay the 
levy for four months, the presump- 
tion will be in favor of the claim 
without any formal act. Vandibur v. 
Love, 10 Ind. 54. 

386. Gamble v. Cent. R., etc., Co., 
80 Ga. 595, 7 SH 315, 12 AmSR 276. 

‘4 alte Chalker v. Thompson, 72 Ga. 

78. 

38. Herschbach v. Cassout, 197 Ill. 
A. 188. 

39. Kolsky v. Loveman, 97 Ala. 
548, 12 S 720. 

40. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Hamil- 
ton, 6 Kan. A. 447, 50 P 102; Stull v. 
Miller, 55 Nebr. 30, 75 NW 239. 

41. See Evidence 22 C. J. p 1. 

42. See cases infra this and fol- 
lowing notes. 

{a] In an action to set aside a sale 
of exempt property under execution, 
the execution, advertisement, and ap- 
praisement are proper evidence for 
ene Barkley v. Mahon, 95 Ind. 


and that such corn was all he owned, 
and was necessary for home con- 
sumption and the. maintenance of 
himseif and family, were sufficient 
to justify the admission of evidence 
that he was a farmer, and owned 
certain live stock, to be fed on such 
corn from the date of the levy until 
the next harvest. Burns y. Booth, 
(Tex. Civ, A.) 40 SW 186. 

[b] Acts are not necessary to 
prove that a person is engaged in an 
occupation, other circumstances such 
as possession of land and tools or 
implements are sufficient. Howell v. 
Boyd, 2 Cal. A. 486, 84 P3145. 

46. Sandberg v. Borstadat, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419; Wiser v. Thomas, 39 
Wash. 40, 80 P 854. 

[a] The owner of property claimed 
to be exempt may testify as to its 


value. Sandberg v. Borstadt, 48 Colo. 
96, 109 P 419. é 
' [b] Effect of averment.—Although 


a debtor in the statement delivered 
to the officer alleges the value of all 
the property he claims as exempt to 
be a certain amount, and makes a 
similar allegation of value in the 
complaint for failure of the officer to 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


-waiver.*7 


§§ 313-317] 


The status of the debtor with reference 
to his qualifications as a claimant under the exemp- 
tion law must be shown by direct proof wherever 
possible,*s and not by reputation,*® evidence of repu- 
tation being admissible only where direct proof can- 
not be had.®° The transfer of the claim to a resident 
of another state and circumstances attendant upon 
the transfer are evidence tending to show the intent 
with which the transfer was made.5! Evidence to 
justify the suing out of the attachment is inadmis- 
sible where the issue is as to any legal levy on 
exempt property.62 A debtor who before sale de- 
mands the return of his property as exempt and 
objects at the sale on the same ground and sues the 
sheriff and the purchaser for its return cannot show 
at the trial that the sale is void on other grounds.5? 

[§ 314] ¢. Weight and Sufficiency.’ Positive 
evidence as to the character of property is not neces- 
sary, where from the evidence adduced and the in- 
ferences which the jury is entitled to draw there- 
from, its character is shown.5> Where the only evi- 
dence in the ease is that all property was included 
in the schedule, exemption cannot be denied on 
mere suspicion that the schedule was incomplete.®® 
Where the statute provides that the personal earn- 
ings of the debtor cannot in garnishment be applied 
to the payment of his debts when it is made to 
appear by the debtor’s affidavit or otherwise that 
such earnings are necessary for the maintenance of 
his family, the debtor’s affidavit is sufficient evi- 
dence prima facie of all of the facts properly set 
forth therein.6* The institution of a suit in another 
state against the employee of a railroad company is 
only prima facie evidence of evasion of the exemp- 
tion laws of this state.°8 
deliver the property to him, he may, | court. 
although it appears that part of it is | 25 KyL 600, 
not exempt, show that the balance is 53. 
of such value. Wiser v. Thomas, 39 
Wash. 40, 80 P 854. 

47. Westchester F. Ins. Co. v. Gog- 
gan, (Tex. Civ. A.) 203 SW 1638. 1806, 

[a] For example, where the fact 55. 
of notice given by the debtor to an|9 


insurance company to pay exempt 
‘proceeds of insurance policy to a 
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Baum v. Turner, 76 SW 129, 
Redinger v. 


54. Weight and sufficiency of evi- 
dence generally see Evidence §§ 1730- 


Matthews v. Redwine, 25 Miss. 


UE 
[a] Dllustration.—A charge that 
the jury may without positive evi- 


[25C.J.] 161 


[§ 315] 7. Trial and Hearing—a. In General. 
Where no specific method of procedure is fixed by 
statute, it would seem that the judge may hear 
the issue arising upon a traverse of defendant’s 
affidavit claiming property in the hands of a 
garnishee as exempt without the intervention of a 
jury.°? On exceptions to the appraisement an execu- 
tion creditor cannot, where the facts are not ad- 
mitted, have the right of the debtor to an exemp- 
tion summarily determined without the intervention 
of a jury unless the statute so provides.°° A mere 
question of law as to the right of a party to an 
exemption should not be made the subject of a 
jury trial.6t When an applicant for exemption pre- 
sents a schedule the creditor who attacks it is en- 
titled to open and close before a jury.®°? Where no 
evidence to support the exemption claim is pre- 
sented, a verdict for the ereditor should be di- 
rected.°* The court may postpone to the final hear- 
ing an application by one claiming a homestead 
exemption in a judgment in his favor as to which a 
writ of garnishment has issued ®* and as to a claim 
for personal property not actually levied upon. 

[§ 316] b. Instructions. Instructions should 
follow strictly the requirements of the statute,°® 
and must be based on evidence in the case.®* 

[§ 317] c. Questions of Law and Fact. Where 
a trial is to a jury,°® controverted questions of fact 
upon which there is conflicting evidence, as in other 
civil proceedings,®® are for the jury,’? while ques- 
tions of law are for the court.” 

Construction of statute. The construction of the 
statute under which the exemption is claimed is 
clearly a question of law for the court,’* and a court 
cannot delegate this duty to the jury by instructing 
Where payee of a note transferred 
it to resident of Nebraska to defeat 
Iowa exemptions, instruction that to 
recover actual damages the maker 
must show that the money seized on 
the Nebraska orocesS was exemot 
under Iowa law, and that the note 
was transferred with intent to bring 
an action in Nebraska, and deprive 


plaintiff of the Iowa exemption, is 
not objectionable as allowing recov- 


Jones, 68 ian. 


creditor is relied upon as a waiver dence infer that a horse is a plow|ery, although the jury did not find 
of the debtor’s exemption, and is in|horse is correct, in principle. Mat-|that the money might have been 
issue, a letter from the debtor to the | thews vy. Redwine, 25 Miss. 99. reached by action in Iowa were it 
creditor stating that he had issued 56. Peo. v. McKamy, 28 Cal. A.| not for the exemption laws. Haines 
the property for the creditor’s ben- 196, 151 PB 743, v. Welker, 182 Iowa 431, 165 NW 
efit is admissible. Westchester F. 57. Muzzy v. Lantry, 30 Kan. 49, | 1027. 
Inst, Co. v. Goggan, (Tex. Civ. A.) |9 p 409. 67. Tuttle v. Buck, 41 Barb, (N. 
203 SW_ 163. ; 58, Satterlee v. Columbus First| Y.) 417. 

48. Eastman v. Caswell, 8 HowPr | nat “Bank, 78 Nebr. 691, 111 NW 591.| [a] Tlustration——The court can- 
KENET LYS) uo. 59. New Mexico Nat. Bank v.|not charge the jury that they are au- 

[a] Householder.—The fact of a| Brookes, 9 N. M. 113, 49 P 947. thorized to find that the property in 
person being a householder is capable 60. Tasker v. Sheldon, 115 Pa.| question is exempt, when there is no 
to direct proof and cannot be proved | 497° "7 4° 769. evidence tending to prove that fact. 
by reputation. Eastman v. Caswell, [a] Fraudulent concealment.— | Tuttle v. Buck, 41 Barb. (N. Y.) 


8 HowPr (N. Y.): 75. 

49. HEastman vy. Caswell, 8 HowPr 
CNIY.)) 75; ; 

50. Rochen v. Wellington, 5 Ont. 
L. 102, 1 OntWR 805. 


[a] When debtor has abscondea.— | the goods, 


Where plaintiff in execution alleges 
on exceptions to the appraisal of 
property claimed as exempt a fraud- § 
ulent removal and concealment of 
the allegation strikes at 


417. 
ee Right to jury trial see supra 
al 


69. See Trial [38 Cye 1511]. 
70. Beall v. Spear, 106 Kan. 690, 
189 P 938. See cases infra this and 


Where the marriage of the debtor is 
in issue on a claim for exemption, 
the fact may be shown by reputation 
where the debtor has absconded and 
it is, therefore, impossible to secure 
his own testimony ‘ito the fact. 
Rochon v. Wellington, 5 Ont. L. 102, 
1 OntWR 805. 

51. Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 
431, 165 NW 1027. 

52. State v. ‘Collins,-(OK1.) 174.P 
568: Brown v. Bridges, 70 Tex. 661, 
8 SW 502. 

[a] Discharge of levy.—In an ac- 
tion for wrongfully seizing property 
under an attachment, in which the 
wrong complained of is the seiz- 
ing of property not subject to the 
writ, plaintiff need not show that the 
levy has been discharged by the 


[25 C. S11] 


the right of exemption itself and can 


be determined only by a jury. Task- 
eruovanoheldon se llbe Ban LOT es le As 
762. 

61. Swope v. Ross, 29 Ark. 370; 


Fischer v. McIntyre, 66 Mich. 681, 33 
NW 762. 
62. McNally v. Mulherin, 79 Ga. 
614, 4 SE 3382. f 
63. Hesse v.. Hargraves, 74 Wis. 
648, 43 NW 736 ; 
Questions of law and fact see infra 
Bel Ye 
; 64. Hancock v. State Exch. Bank, 
TOamla 243), 100 Sp alse 
65. Hancock v. State Exch. Bank, 
70 Fla. 248, 70 S 211. : 
Gana Bellaw oMox 82 Tex nCiv.g A. 
522, 84 SW 384. 


{a] Instructions sustained. — 


following notes. 

{a] Questions held for jury.—(1) 
Whether claimant was about to move 
out of the state with the intention 
of permanently changing her domi- 
cile. White v. Lee, (Mo. A.) 204 SW 
936. (2) Whether property described 
in the schedule was later identified 
by the officer. Kennan v. Drew, 144 
Til. A. 388. (3) Whether husband 
or wife was owner of property 
claimed. Parsons v. Kimmel, (Mich.) 
173 NW 539. 

71. See cases 
seq. 

72. Patten v. Smith, 4 Conn. 450, 
10 AmD 166; Wildner v. Ferguson, 
42 Minn. 112, 438° NW 794, 18 AmSR 
495, 6 LRA 3388. 


infra notes 72 et 


: 
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them that it is their duty, under the law, to con- 
strue the exemption law liberally toward the 
debtor.?* 

Debtor’s status. Where the question whether the 
occupation or status of a debtor is such as to entitle 
him to the benefit of the statute depends merely 
upon a construction of the statute, the question is 
one of law for the court;7* but where his status or 
occupation is disputed, and the question is as to 
what is his status or occupation, it is one of fact 
for the jury.7> Questions whether a person claim- 
ing an exemption is engaged in a particular occupa- 
tion,’® or whether he ‘‘habitually’’ earns his living 
by a particular occupation,’’ or whether the occu- 
pation in which the debtor is engaged is his prin- 
cipal occupation,’® are questions of fact for the 
jury. Whether the debtor is a wage earner within 
the meaning of the exemption law,7® or whether 
the relations between the members of a group are 
such as to make it a family within the meaning 
of the statute,8° or whether the debtor bears such 
a relation to the family as to make iim its head,*! 


_ are mixed questions of law and fact, and should be 


submitted to the jury under proper instructions. 
Character of property. The question of whether 
particular articles are such as may be regarded as 
‘“‘necessary’’ is ordinarily one of fact for the jury,*? 
as is the question of the character of particular 


73. Amend v. Smith, 87 Ill. 198. 
74. Wildner v. Ferguson, 42 Minn. 
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the situation of the debtor, and the 
character and uses of the article, and 
perhaps on its cost. 


[§ 317 


articles when controverted.8? Whether tools are. 
necessary for upholding life or to carry on a trade 
or business may be a question of fact for the jury,** 
but whether they are exempt is generally a mixed 
question of law and fact,’*° although it has been 
held that when the facts are undisputed the court 
may decide whether a particular implement is a 
necessary tool of a trade.8* Except in a clear case, 
it is a question of fact for the jury whether prop- 
erty claimed as exempt is ‘‘suitable’’ to the debt- 
or’s ‘‘condition or occupation in life,’’? under a 
statute exempting property in those terms.*’ If a 
particular article is such that it could not under any 
circumstances be regarded as requisite for the com- 
fort or convenience of the debtor, or if it clearly 
does not come within the class exempted by the 
statute, the court may hold as a matter of law that 
it is not exempt.§8 On the other hand, if an article 
comes within the class that is exempted by the stat- 
ute, it is to be held as a matter of law that it is 
exempt, and it is not for the jury to say whether 
it is necessary in the particular case or not.®® 

Use of property. Where an exemption depends 
upon use made of property claimed to be exempt, 
the fact of such use is a question for the jury.®? 
What constitutes actual use is a question of fact to 
be determined upon competent evidence.®t | Whether 
a debtor uses particular property, as tools, or a team, 
[a] Piano not necessary “for up- 


holding life.’—As a matter of law, 


Towns v. Pratt,!|a piano is not within a statute ex- 


ae 43 NW 794, 18 AmMSR 495, 6 LRA 
8. 


[a] When occupation is shown.— 
When the occupation of one claiming 
an exemption: as a “laborer” is 
shown, the question whether he 
comes within the statute is a ques- 
tion of law for the court, and not 
one of fact for the jury. Wildner v. 
Ferguson, 42 Minn. 112, 43 NW 794, 
18 AmSR 495, 6 LRA 3388. 


75. Root v. Gay, 64 Iowa 399, 20 
NW 489. 
[a] Head of family. — Whether 


from the facts it has been estab- 
lished that a person is the head of a 
family is a question of fact for the 
jury. Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 32 
AmR 27; Barnes v. Rogers, 23 Ill. 350. 
76. Hickman vy. Cruise, 72 Iowa 
528, 34 NW 316, 2 AmSR 256. 
. 77. Stanton v. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174. 
78. Morrill v. Seymour, 3 Mich. 65. 
79. Sheehan v. Union Stock Yard, 
ete: iCo,nl (2 TAY 628, 
80. Blair v. Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 


144 NW 611. 

Sl) Blair v. Fritz, 162 Lowa 716; 
144 NW 611. 

g2. Ark.—Atkinson y. Gatcher, 23 
Ark. 101. 

Conn.—Weed v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 
293; Montague v. Richardson, 24 
Conn. 338, 68 AmD 173. 

Mass.—Davlin v. Stone, 4 Cush. 


359. 

N. H.—Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 
345, 66 AmD 726. 

N. Y.—Seaman v. Luce, 23 Barb. 
240; Willson v. Ellis, 1 Den. 462. 

[a] Household furniture. — The 
courts ‘cannot prescribe or. specify 
the kind, quantity, or quality of ar- 
ticles of furniture which would be 
exempt under a statute exempting 
necessary household furniture. Weed 
v. Dayton, 40 Conn. 293; Montague v. 
Richardson, 24 Conn. 338, 683 AmD 
173; Davlin v. Stone, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 
359; Seaman v. Luce, 23 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 240; Willson v. Ellis, 1 Den. (N. 
VY.) 462: 

{b] Guxury.—Whether an article 
attached or levied upon is a neces- 
sary article or a luxury is a question 
of fact for the jury, when there is 
any room for doubt, depending on 


33 N. H. 345, 66 AmD 726. 

{c] Provisions.—Whether a _ debt- 
or had more provisions on hand than 
were necessary for the use of his 
family, within the meaning of a stat- 
ute exempting provisions necessary 
for the use of the debtor’s family, 
is a question of fact for the jury. 
Atkinson v. Gatcher, 23 Ark. 101; 
Shaw v. Davis, 55 Barb. (N. Y.) 389. 

83. See cases infra this and fol- 
lowing notes. 

{a] Provisions.—It is for the 
jury to determine whether provisions 
were held for home consumption so 
as to come within a statute exempt- 
ing provisions in those terms. Ward 
Mesa oa 10 Tex. Civ. A. 287, 30 SW 


84. Cal.—In re Mitchell, 102 Cal. 
534, 26 P 840. 

Conn.—Patten vy. Smith, 4 Conn. 
450, 10 AmD 166. 

Mass.—Woods vy. Keyes, 14 Allen 


236, 92 AmD 765. 

Minn.—Cronfeldt vy. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 

N. Y.—Sammis v. Smith, al 
Thomps. & C. 444, 

85. Rice v. Wadsworth, 59 N. H. 
100; Somers vy. Emerson, 58 N. H. 
48; Sammis v. Smith, 1 Thomps. & 
CltGNa aoe 44ae 


[a] Printing press.—An apparat- 
us for printing, consisting of a 
printing press, cases, types, etc., 


used by a printer in his business, 
may be tools necessary for uphold- 
ing life, within the meaning of an 
exemption law, and whether they are 
necessary or not is a question of 
fact for the jury. In re Mitchell, 
102 Cal. 534, 36 P 840. 

[b] Implement of husbhandry.— 
Whether a given apparatus is an im- 
plement of husbandry within the 
meaning of the exemption law is a 
question for the jury under proper 
instructions of the court. Henry v. 
McLean, 1 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 1079. 

86. Fischer v. McIntyre, 66 Mich. 
681, 33 NW 762; McDowell v. Shot- 
well, 2 Whart. (Pa.) 26, : 

87. Cornelia v. Ellis, 11 Ill. 584. 

88. Towns v. Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 
ao aye 726; Dunlap v. Edgerton, 30 

. a . 


et | 


empting household furniture neces- 


sary for upholding life. Dunlap v. 
Edgerton, 30 Vt. 224. 
{b] Trunk not furniture. — A 


trunk and a cabinet box are not with- 
in a statute exempting necessary 
household furniture, and a breastpin 
is not within a statute exempting 
necessary wearing apparel. Towns v. 
Pratt, 33 N. H. 345, 66 AmD 726. 

89. Fischer v. McIntyre, 66 Mich. 
681, 8383 NW 762; Dunlap y. Edgerton, 
30 Vt. 224. 

90. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Horse used for team work.— 
Whether a horse was kept and used 
for team work, so as to be exempt, is, 
a question of fact for the jury. Row- 
ell v. Powell, 53 Vt. 302; Hickok v. 
Thayer, 49 Vt. 372; Webster v. Orne, 
45 Vt. 40. 

[b] Stallion used as a work horse. 
—It is for the jury to say whether a 
stallion is exempt: as a “work horse” 
when there is any conflict in the 
evidence as to whether he is kept for 
work. Allman v. Gann, 29 Ala. 240. 

[c] Tools of occupation. — (1) 
Whether a wagon and harness, etc., 
are exempt as farming tools, or as 
tools of a debtor’s occupation, has 
been held a question of fact depend- 
ing upon their use in the debtor’s 
occupation. Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 
573; Richards v. Hubbard, 59 N. H. 
158, 47 AmR 188; Rice vy. Wads- 
worth, 59 N. H. 100. (2) The ques- 
tion whether a horse is required by 
a debtor for use in his business, so 
as to be exempt, is a question for 
the jury. Towne v. Marshall, 64 N. 
H. 460, 18 A 648; Jaquith v. Scott, 
63 N. H. 5, 56 AmR 476; George v. 
Fellows, 59 N,-H. 206; Somers v. 
Emerson, 58 N, H. 48; Dains v. Pros- 
ser, 32 Barb. (N. Y.) 290. 

[d] Vehicle used as _ express 
wagon.—Where there is evidence that 
a debtor used a vehicle for the trans- 
portation to his customers of butter, 
eggs, and other products of his farm, 
and transported home in it his grain, 
it is a question for the jury whether 
the vehicle is exempt as an “express 


wagon.” Walker v. Carkin, 88 Me. 
302. 34 A 29, 
91. Cutting v. Tappan, 59 N. H. 562. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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etc., or habitually uses them, to earn his living, is a 
question of fact for the jury.®? 

Waiver of exemption. Whether an exemption has 
been waived, the question, being one of intention, 
has been held to be a question of fact for the 
jury, where the facts are not conclusive on the ques- 
tion of intention.®? It is for the jury to determine 
what is a reasonable time within which to claim 
exemption,®* or to select property,» or to reinvest 
the proceeds of property.°* It is for the jury to 
determine whether a transfer by claimant of prop- 
erty claimed to be exempt is in fact a sale which 
would operate to defeat claimant’s right, or a mort- 
gage as a pledge for borrowed money, which would 
not operate to defeat claimant’s exemption right.®7 

Forfeiture of exemption. Forfeiture of exemp- 
tion by abandonment of trade,®* or by fraudulent 
transfer or concealment,®® in those jurisdictions in 
which it is held that fraud operates as a forfeiture,1 
is a mixed question of law and fact. ; 

Evasion of exemption statute. The good faith of 
the creditor in assigning his claim to a person in 
another state is a question for the jury.? 

[§ 318] d. Verdict and Findings. A special 
finding as to the value of property claimed as exempt 
should contain facts which would make the agegre- 
gate value of the specific property a matter of com- 
putation and not of conjecture.* In states where 
the term ‘‘homestead’’ includes both realty and per- 
sonalty, on an issue before the jury as to whether 
an applicant is entitled to a homestead and exemp- 
tion, a finding of ‘‘homestead’’ for the applicant 
means the entire realty and personalty in issue.* 

[§ 319] 8. Judgment.® The court cannot ren- 
der judgment on facts not pleaded,® but, to this end, 
pleadings are not to be strictly or literally inter- 
preted.” Where plaintiff’s property is exempt 

92. Stanton y. French, 91 Cal. 274, 
27 P 657, 25 AmSR 174; Root v. Gay, 
64 Iowa 399, 20 NW 489. 

93. Fogg v. Littlefield, 68 Me. 52; 


Ehrlich v. Attna L. Ins. Co., 88 Mo. 
249; Marchildon v. O’Hara, 52 Mo. A. 6. 


& Ju 
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3. Emerson, etc., Co. v. Marshall, 
4 Ind. A. 265, 30 NE 1099. 664. 
4. Brand v. Kennedy, 71 Ga. 707. 16. 
dgment generally see Judg- 

ments [23 Cyc 623]. 
Paddock v. Lance, 94 Mo. 283, 
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from execution on defendant’s judgment, a judg- 
ment in an action to enforce the exemption may 
properly direct that the recovery of defendant’s 
judgment against plaintiff be indorsed to tie effect 
that it is not a lien upon the property of plain- 
tiff which is found to be exempt.s When goods 
levied upon to satisfy a judgment are claimed as 
exempt and repleved upon that ground, defendant 
in replevin is entitled to a judgment from the excess 
of the value of the goods over the amount exempt 
by law not exceeding the amount of his judgment 
and costs.® 

[$ 320] 9. Review.2° After a cause has reached 
the appellate court it is too late for the first time 
either to urge’! or to attack a claim of exemp- 
tion? And an exemption cannot be attacked in 
the appellate court on grounds not presented at the 
trial. An exception must have been taken to the 
court’s ruling on a claim for exemption in order that 
an assignment of error on that ground may be sus- 
tained.1* So an objection to the form of the judg- 
ment cannot be made for the first time upon appeal, 
for the judgment is amendable in the court which 
rendered it.12 The rule that an appellate court will 
not disturb a finding upon conflicting testimony 1% 
or for harmless error? obtains. Where a justice 
denied the debtor’s claim of exemption, and the 
debtor appealed to the ecireuit court without bond, 
the creditors may sell the property and, if it is 
shown to be exempt, they are bound to reimburse 
the debtor.1® | 

[§ 821] 10. Damages*®—a. In General. As a 
general rule the actual injury sustained from a 
wrongful interference with exempt property consti- 
tutes the measure of damages thereupon.?® So when 
such property has been wrongfully levied on and 
sold or otherwise converted, as a general rule the 


Joyce v. Miller, 59 Iowa 761, 13 NW 


Savage v. Davis, 134 Mass. 
401; Wolf v. Farley, 16 NYS 168; 
Gray v. Putnam, 51 S. C. 97, 28 SE 
149. 


523; Tasker v. Sheldon, 115 Pa. 107, 
T A 762. 

94. Johnston v. Willey, 21 Ill. A. 
254; Brooks v. Hathaway, 8 Hun (N. 
PY i 290; 

8 Hun 


95. Brooks vy. Hathaway, 
GLY): °2:90. 
96. Blackford v. Boak, 73 Or. 61, 


Mulconnery, 183 


98. Van Lue v. Wahrlich-Cornett 
Gorm be sCal AL 7.49,.108 -Pe7 LT; 

{a] Dlustration.—A debtor suing 
for the conversion of exempt prop- 
erty seized under an execution on a 
judgment obtained in October, 1908, 
claimed exemptions as a farmer and 
also as a teamster, and showed that 
for about ten years he farmed until 
the spring of 1907, when his crop 
was destroyed by floods. He retained 
his horses and some of his imple- 
ments, intending to resume farming 
and he made reasonable but unsuc- 
cessful efforts to do so. During the 
interval he earned his living by 
teaming. On the day of the seizure 
of the property under execution he 
had all but concluded arrangements 
to lease a small farm. The question 
whether his former occupation as a 
farmer had been abandoned, so that 
his right to exemptions as a farmer 
had ‘been forfeited, was for the jury. 
Van Lue y. Wahrlich-Cornett Co., 12 
CGalr tAn i G49> 108, Po 717. 

99. Brackett v. Watkins, 21 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 68. 

1. See supra § 214. 

2. Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 
431, 165 NW 1027; Karnes v. Dovey, 
53 Nebr. 725, 74 NW 311. 


6 SW 241. 

{a] Mlustration—An adjudication 
that plaintiff's title is invalid be- 
cause of the failure of the officer to 
give the debtor notice of his right 
of exemption and election is unau- 
thorized unless this appears by the 
pleadings. Paddock v. Lance, 94 Mo. 
283, 6 SW 241. 

7. Wiser v. Thomas, 39 Wash. 40, 
80 P, 854. 

{a] Dlustration. — Although a 
debtor, in the statement he delivers 
to the officer levying execution, al- 
leges the value of all the property 
he claims as exempt to be two hun- 
dred and fifty dollars, and so alleges 
the value in the complaint against 
the officer for his failure to deliver 
the property to him he may, although 
it appears that part of it is not ex- 
empt, show that the balance is of 
such value. Wiser v. Thomas, 39 
Wash. 40, 80 P 854. 

8. Benedict v. Higgins, 165 App. 
Div. 611, 151 NYS 42. 

9. Peolking v. Eldridge, etc., Co., 
L6pOns Cite Ctr NaS ustO. 

10. Review generally see Appeal 
and Error § 464 et seq. 

11. Richardson v. Woodring, 74 
Iowa 149, 37 NW 122. 

12. Weil v. Nevitt, 18 Colo. 10, 31 
P 487; Bassett v. Inman, 7 Colo. 270, 
3° PB 383. 

13. Weil v. Nevitt, 18 Colo. 10, 31 
P 487. P 

14. Chamberlain v. Mobile Fish, 
ete., Co., 141 Ala. 464, 37 S 690. 

15. O’Brien v. Peterman, 34 Ind. 
556 (where the judgment erroneously 
directed the sale of property without 
relief from the Valuation Law); 


Review of questions of fact gen- 
erally. see Appeal and Error §§ 2830- 
877. 

17. Cronfeldt vy. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
3827, 02 INW? 857. 

Harmless error generally see Ap- 
peal and Error §§ 2878-3055. 

18. Ray v. Gregory, 120 Ark. 50, 
178 SW 405. 

19. Damages generally see Dam- 
Bases elise cde ep WOO: 

In action against levying officer 
recat and Constables [385 Cyc 
1 é 

20. Kirby v. Forbes, 141 Ala. 294, 
87.S 411; Parham v. McMurray, 32 
Ark. 261; Winsted v. Hicks, 135 Ky. 
154, 121 SW 1018; Stilson v. Gibbs, 
53 Mich. 280, 18 NW 815. 

{a] For example. — If exempt’ 
property is wrongfully levied upon 
and sold, but is not taken out of the 
debtor’s possession, and is bid in 
by or for the debtor at the sale, the 
value of the property is not the 
measure, of damages in an action 
against the officer for the wrongful 
levy and sale. The proper measure 
is the amount the debtor is required 
to pay on the bid, with interest, of 
course, as in other cases. Parham v. 
McMurray, 32 Ark. 261. 

[b] Levy on wheat.—lIf an officer 
wrongfully levies upon a crop of 
wheat which is exempt, and threshes 
and sells it, he is liable for what 
has been wasted in threshing, as 
well as for what has been sold. Stil- 
son v. Gibbs, 53 Mich. 280, 18 NW 
815. 

{c] Loss of time and hotel bills.— 
In an action on a bond to contest a 
claim of exemptions, expenses in at~ 
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damages are measured by the value of the prop- 
erty,?! with interest from the time when the prop- 
erty was taken.2? The amount received by an of- 
ficer on a sale of exempt property on execution is 
not a proper standard of the value of the property 
in an action for damages for seizing and selling it, 
for property does not generally bring its full value 
at a forced sale.23 In the absence of evidence of 
actual damage plaintiff’s recovery is confined to 
nominal damages.24 There can be no recovery for 
consequences which might have been avoided by 
plaintiff.*® 

Garnishment of wages. If a creditor wrong- 
fully procures the exempt wages of his debtor to be 
garnished and applied in payment of his claim, the 
measure of damages is the amount of the exempt 
wages so appropriated, with interest.?° 

Where the exempt property is mortgaged, accord- 
ing to some authorities, the measure of the amount 
of damages cannot exceed the value of the property 
after deducting the amount of the mortgage.2’ So 
where the property has been sold and the proceeds 
have been applied to the payment of a mortgage 
debt, the amount of such payment should go in 
mitigation of damages.?® According to other au- 

° 


EXEMPTIONS 


[§§ 821-323 


thorities, except as against the mortgagee, the 
amount of the mortgage is not to be taken into con- 
sideration.?° 

Damages for injury to plaintiff’s business through 
the seizure of exempt property may, when estab- 
lished, be recovered.2° In any ease to authorize the 
allowance of such damages the loss of business must 
be shown.*+ 

Mental distress is not an element of actual dam- 
age for seizure and sale of property exempt from 
execution.*” 

[§ 322] b. When Property Is Returned or Re- 
covered. If the property is returned or is recov- 
ered, the measure of damages if the property is 
available for present use is the value of the use dur- 


ing the time of detention,®* or in leu thereof any 


special damage which the debtor may have sus- 
tained which is the proximate and natural result of 
the wrong.*4 If the property is not of value for 
use, interest on its value should be allowed.*®° And 
of course there should always be an allowance for 
any deterioration in value by reason of the seizure.*° 

[§ 323 | c. Exemplary Damages. Where the 
wrong is accompanied by the circumstances justify- 
ing an award of exemplary damages generally,?* such 


tending court for several terms, for [a] Costs before selection.— | been made, and there is therefore no 
loss of time in so deing from plain- Claimant is not entitled to costs] default. Livor v. Orser, 12 N. Y. 
tiff’s regular employment, for hotel| against the execution creditor, where} Super. 501. 


bills incurred, constitute proper ele- 
ments of. damage. Kirby v. Forbes, 
141 Ala. 294, 37 S 411. 

[dad] Indemnity bond to officer.— 
The execution of an indemnity bond 
to an officer holding an execution 
does not prevent the debtor from 
claiming as exempt the property 
levied on and from maintaining an 
action against the purchaser to re- 
cover the property as in detinue and 
claiming damages on that _ basis. 
Winsted v. Hicks, 135 Ky. 154, 121 
Sw 1018. 

21. Ala.—Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 
403. 

Cal.—Spencer v. Long, 39 Cal. 700. 


Ky.—Levell v. Elliott, 7 Ky. Op. 
409. 

Me.—Spencer v. Brighton, 49 Me. 
326. 

Mich.—McGuire v. Galligan, 57 
Mich. 38, 23 NW 479; Stilson v. 
Gibbs, 58 Mich, 280, 18 NW 815; 
Town vv. Elmore, 38 Mich. 305; 


Wyckoff v. Wyllis, 8 Mich. 48. 

Minn.—Howard v.- Rugland, 35 
Minn. 388, 29 NW 63; Murphy v. 
Sherman, 25 Minn. 196, 

Mo.—State v. Harrington, 33 Mo. 
A. 476. 

N. H.—Hill v. Loomis, 6 N. H. 263. 

N. Y.—Livor v. Orser, 12 N. Y. 
Super. 501; Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 
E. D. Smith 146. 

Tex.—Low v. Tandy, 70 Tex. 745, 
8 SW 620; Cone v. Lewis, 64 Tex. 
331, 53 AmR 767; Smith v. McBryde, 


(Giver AD) ATS eSiWiewse4; — Morris —yv. 
Williford, (Civ. A.) 70 SW 228. 

22. Ala.—Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 
403. 

Me.—Spencer v. Brighton, 49 Me. 

6. 

Minn.—Murphy  v. Sherman, 25 


Minn. 196. 

Mo.—State v. Harrington, 33 Mo. 
A. 476. 
ene Y.—Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 

Tex.—Low v. Tandy, 70 Tex. 745, 
8 SW 620; Bailey v. Oliver, 9 SW 
606; Seedig v. Clifton First Nat. 
Bank, (Civ. A.) 168 SW 445. 

23. Pozzoni v. Henderson, 2 EK. D. 
Smith (CN, WY.) 146s “McMartin v. 
Hurlburt, 2 Ont. A. 146. 
ea Cooper v. Newman, 45 N. H. 

25. McGuire v. Galligan, 57 Mich. 
38, 28 NW 479. 


at the time the officer seized the 
goods no selection’ of the goods 
claimed to be exempt had been made 
by the debtor. Cunningham y. Guil- 
bault, 6 Que, Pr. 75, 

[b] Failure to execute appeal 
bond.—Under Kirby Dig. § 3908, au- 
thorizing an appeal to the circuit 
court from a judgment of a justice 
of the peace adjudging ‘that prop- 
erty levied on under an execution is 
not exempt on the filing of the affi- 
davit and executing the bond re- 
quired in other cases of appeal, and 
§§ 4666, 4667, authorizing an appeal 
from a justice’s judgment on execu: 
ting an appeal bond, a debtor, ap- 
pealing from a justice's judgment 
adjudging that property levied on 
under an execution is not exempt 
without giving the appeal bond, does 
not stay the execution; hence where 
defendant appeals from a judgment 
of a justice without executing an 
appeal bond, and pending the appeal 
an execution is levied on his prop- 
erty, and it is sold, and thereafter 
the judgment is reversed on the 
ground that the property was ex- 
empt from execution, the only claim 
defendant had against the _ sheriff 
was for so much of the proceeds of 
the execution sale as he had in his 
hands to pay the judgment to plain- 
tiff, which sum would be a credit: on 
defendant's claim against plaintiff 
because of the sale of the exempt 


property. Fultz v. Castleberry, 81 
Ark. 271, 99 SW 71. 

26. Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 
43%, 165 NW 1027; Albrecht vy. 


Treitschke, 17 Nebr. 205, 22 NW 418. 

[a] Evasion of law. —Where payee 
of Iowa note transferred it to a non- 
resident to defeat Iowa exemption of 
debtor, who had no other property 
thar his wages, he was entitled to 
actual damages in the sum of the 
wages of which he was so deprived. 
Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 431, 165 
NW 1027. 

27. McGuire v. Galligan, 57 Mich. 
38, 23 NW 479. 
aah Cooper v. Newman, 45 N. H. 
ete Livor v. Orser. 12 N. Y. Super. 

[a] Mortgage payable on demand. 
—It can make no difference that the 
debt secured by the mortgage is pay- 
able on demand, if no demand has 


30. Donnell v., Jones, 17 Ala. 689, 
52 AmD 194; Shelbyville Lateral 
Branch R. Co. v. Lewark, 4 Ind. 471; 
Allison v. Chandler, 11 Mich. 542; 
Hammersmith v. Avery, 18 Nev. 225, 
2ePEbo 

[a] Damages to barber’s business. 
—In an action against an officer for 
levying upon exempt barber’s imple- 
ments and closing up the shop, dam- 
ages may be recovered for the inter- 
ruption of business. Hammersmith 
“v. Avery, 18 Nev. 225, 2° P55. 

Injury to business, trade, or pat- 
ronage generally see Damages § 122. 

Goss of profits as basis of recov- 
ery generally see Damages § 112 et 


seq. 
31. McGuire vy. Galligan, 57 Mich. 
38, 23 NW 479. 

32. Morris v. Williford, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 70 SW 228. 
te Ill.— Butler v. Mehrling, 15 Ill. 
Pr gates Thouinee v. Clapham, 67 Me. 

Md.—Dorsey v. Gassaway, 2 Harr. 
& J. 402..2 AmD 557. 

Nebr.—Castile v. Ford, 53 Nebr. 
507, 73 NW 945. 

Nev.—Elder v. Frevert, 18 Nev. 
446, 5 P 69. 

N. Y.—Allen vy. Fox, 51 N. Y. 562, 
10 AmR 641. 

Soho .—Williams v. Phelps, 16 Wis. 

34. Wilson v. Manning, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 35 SW 1079. 

{a] MIlustration.—In an action to 
recover for a wrongful attachment 
levied on a gin stand and condenser 
at the beginning of the ginning sea- 
son, the complaint charging defend- 
ant with notice that the levy would 
probably interrupt plaintiff's busi- 
ness, the measure of damages, where 
the property was returned before 
suit, in as good condition as when 
taken, is the amount of net profits 
lost during the retention of the prop- 
erty, and the expense incurred by 
plaintiff in procuring and placing. in 
position another gin stand, but not 
the value thereof. Wilson v. Man- 
ning, (Tex. Civ. A.) 35 SW 1079. 
35. Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans, (N. 
W )anose 

36. Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 403; 
Winsted v. Hicks, 135 Ky. 154, 121 
SW 1018. 

37. Exemplary damages generally 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


see Damages §§ 268-298. 


§§ 323-324] 


damages may be awarded in an action for the 
wrongful seizure or interference with exempt prop- 
erty.°5 It is not sufficient, however, that the seizure 
or sale of the property is wrongful, it must have 
\ An execution plain- 
tiff is not liable for exemplary damages for the seiz- 
ure and sale of exempt property if he directed it 
to be made under the honest belief that the prop- 
erty was not exempt, and the evidence rebuts any 
reasonable inference of an improper motive or op- 
But he is equally liable with 


been wanton and malicious.®® 


pressive conduct.*? 


EX EMPTIONS—EXERCISE 


alty.*# 
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the officer if he acts oppressively or maliciously 
or with knowledge that the property is exempt.*? 
Exemplary damages, when justified by the cireum- 
stances, must not be excessive.*? 
there are statutes allowine a debtor to recover 
double or treble damages as a penalty for the in- 
fringement or denial of his right of exemption.*? 
And if plaintiff brings his action to recover the 
penalty provided by such statute, he cannot have 
exemplary damages, but he is confined to the pen- 


In some states 


XIII. OFFENSES AGAINST EXEMPTION LAWS * 


[§ 324] In some states, to prevent evasion of the 
laws by proceedings in another state, it is made an 
offense for creditors residing in the state to trans- 
fer their claims or institute or prosecute proceed- 
ings in the state or elsewhere for the purpose of 
avoiding the effect of the exemption laws.*® 


ate as a bar to 
The 


assignor and assignee of a claim assigned in viola- 


* EXENCION. In Spanish law, exemption; free- 


dom from some obligation.+ 
EXEQUATUR. 


38. Aia.—Johnson v. Collier, 161 
Ala. 204, 49 S 761; Alley v. Daniel, 
75 Ala. 403. 

Iowa.—Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 
431, 165 NW 1027. 

Kan.—Dighera v. Wheat, 85 Kan. 
458, 116 P 616; Stonestreet v. Cran- 
dell, (A.) 62 P 249. : 

Mich.—Stilson vy. Gibbs, 53 Mich. 
280, 18: NW 815. 

_ Minn.—Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 
327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648; Lynd 
v. Picket, 7 Minn. 184, 82 AmD 79. 

N. Y.—Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 

263. 


N. D.—Stringer v. Elsaas, 37 N. 
D. 20, 163 NW 558. 

Oki.—Sale v. Shipp, 58 Okl. 598, 
160 P 502. 

Pa.—Knabb v. Drake, 23 Pa. 489, 
62NAmD 352: 

Tex.—Cone v. Lewis, 64 Tex. 331, 


"53 AmR 767; Smith v. McBryde, (Civ. 


A.) 173 SW 234; Mertens First Bank 
v. Steffens, 51 Tex. Civ. A. 211, 111 
SW 782; Faroux v. Cornwell, 40 Tex. 
Civ. A. 529, 90 SW 587. 

{a] Evasion of law.—Where payee 
of Iowa note transferred it to resi- 
dent of Nebraska to defeat Iowa ex- 
emptions, the maker of the note could 
recover punitive damages, if the 
payee was actuated by malice. Haines 


v. Welker, 182 Iowa 431, 165 NW 
1027. 

39. Ala.—Alley v. Daniel, 75 Ala. 
403. 

Minn.— Matteson v. Monro, 80 
Minn, 340, 83 NW 153; Haugen v. 
Younggren, 57 Minn. 170, 58 NW 
988. 


Mo.—State v. Jungling, 116 Mo. 
162, 22 SW 688. 

N, Y.—Twinam v. Swart, 4 Lans. 
263. : 

Tex.—Cone v. Lewis, 64 Tex. 331, 
53 AmR 767. 

[a] An attaching creditor is not 
bound to anticipate that his debtor 
will claim his exemptions, and the 
debtor’s claim of exemptions will not 
necessarily relate back to the seiz- 
ure of the property and make the 
seizure wrongful from the beginning, 
so as to justify exemplary damages. 
Barnhart v. Dollaride, (Mo. A.) 186 
Sw. 564. 


40. Burris v. Booth, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 40 SW 186. ; 
41. Cronfeldt v. Arrol, 50 Minn. 


327, 52 NW 857, 36 AmSR 648. 

42. Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 
431, 165 NW 1027. 

{a] Dlustration.—Where payee of 


‘*Tet it be executed.’ 2 


tion of the statute may be indicted for conspiracy,‘? 
and a statute giving a civil remedy by action for 
damages to the wage earner upon the collection of 
the claim in the foreign jurisdiction will not oper- 


indictment for conspiracy,’ which 


may be brought in advance of its consummation.*® 


EXERCISE. The word has an established legal 


meaning, and has been defined as * to put in action;* 


Iowa note transferred it to a resi- 
dent of Nebraska to defeat Iowa ex- 
emptions, and the maker of the note 
lost forty-seven dollars by the trans- 
action, a verdict of five hundred dol- 
lars exemplary damages is excessive. 
Haines v. Welker, 182 Iowa 431, 165 
NW 1027. 


43. See supra § 296. 

44. Johnson v, Laroude, 110 Ill. 
AVN GEL: 

45. Criminal liability of sheriff 


or constable see Sheriitfs and Con- 
tables [35 Cyc 2006]. 

46. See statutory provisions; and 
Uppinghouse v. Mundel, 103 Ind. 238, 
2 NE 719; Goldsborough v. Boler- 
baugh, 3 Oh.-Cir. Ct. 583; 2 Oh, Cir. 
Dec? 337. 

[a] Dlustration.—Under a statute 
which provides for the punishment 
of every person who with intent to 
deprive a resident of the state of his 
rights under the exemption laws 
“sends or causes to be sent’ out of 
the state any claim against the debt- 
or within its jurisdiction for collec- 
tion by garnishment, one who car- 
ries out of the state with intent to 
deprive the debtor a claim “upon 
his own person,” “sends” it out of 
the state, and is subject to the pen- 


alty. State v. Dittmar, 120 Ind. 54, 
388, 22 NE 88, 299. 

475) Com, v.. Miller, (12) “Pas~ Dist: 
{ODA PARTE “Oxon ak 7ikey, 

48. Com. v. Miller, 12 Pa. Dist. 
WOpaZiie ae COM ase 

49. Com. v. Miller, 12 Pa. Dist. 
NiDMe aimee CO. dates 

1. Escriche Diccionario. See Ex- 


empt 23 C. J. p 1224. 

2. Black L. D. See also Ambassa- 
dors and Consuls § 14. 

8. Cleaver v. Com., 34 Pa. 283, 284. 

4 Drake v. Gaffney, 183 App. Div. 
Billiaad CLeNVioelod maicds 

{a] The “exercise” of a corporate 
right, pVYivilege, or franchise em- 
braces the prosecution by a corpora- 
tion of an action for libel. Milwau- 
kee Mut. F. Ins. Co. v. Sentinel Co., 


81 Wis. 207, 211, 51 NW 440, 15 
LRA 627. 
{[b] “Exercise .. . corporate pow- 


ers.’”—Corporations may be said -to ex- 
ercise their corporate powers “where 
the governing power of the corpora- 
tion is exercised, where those meet 
in council who have a right to con- 
trol its affairs. and prescribe what 
policy of the corporation shall be 
pursued, and not where the labor is 
performed in executing the reauire- 
ments of the corporation in transact- 


to put in practice;> to do or carry on something ;* 


ing its business.” Middletown Ferry 
Co. v. Middletown, 40 Conn. 65, 69. 

{c] Exercise any of its corporate 
powers.—Alpena Portland Cement Co. 
v. Jenkins, etc., Co., 244 Ill. 354, 361, 
91 NE 480. 

[d] “Any exercise of any of the‘ 
powers conferred on the local board” 
relative to highways. Burgess v. 
Norn wick Local (Bde (61@ Biba cos: 
275. 

[e] “Bxercise of option.”—Law- 
rence y. Pringle, 17° Bs C. 250; 3 Dom 
LR 634, 21 WestLR 546, 2 WestWkly 
575 (holding that the phrase igs the 
equivalent of “acceptance of option’). 
See also Drake y. Gaffney, 183 App. 
Div. Olt a 82L TL NYS) Tei Gingease 
said option is not exercised’’). 

{f] “To exercise the law making 
power” must mean to make rules for 
the government of men’s actions, and 
to make rules to define what shall be 
yours and what shall be mine; to 
make rules concerning what shall be 
the consequences of doing and not 
doing particular acts. State v. Fry, 
4 Mo. 120, 190. 

{g] “Exercised the right.”—The 
words as used in Rev. Civ. Code art 
1991, providing that creditors cannot 
eall on a coheir of the debtor to 
collect, when the debtor has not ex- 
ercised the right, are in the past 
tense, and do not mean that the most 
incomplete attempt at the exercise 
of the right is to be taken as the 
equivalent of the actual exercise ex- 
pressed in the past tense, denoting 
something completely done and ac- 
complished. Champagne vy. Bloch, 
L2te a. 193; A195; 46 8S) 207, 

5. Drake v. Gaffney, 183 App. Div. 


57%, 578, ‘171 NYSS bets pSaecharin 
Corp. v. Reitmeyer, [1900] 2 Ch. 659, 
66 


oe 

{a] “Make, use, exercise, and 
vend” an invention.—Saccharin Corp. 
v. Reitmeyer, [1900] 2 Ch. 659, 663; 
Minter v. Williams, 4 A. & E. 251, 
253.03) HCLA 124 tL Reprints’ sa: 

6. U.S. v. Souders, 27 FE. Cas. No. 
16,358, 2 Abb. 456, 461; Comstock v. 
J. R. Droney Lumber Co., 69 W. Va. 
100, 71 SW 255, 256. See also Carry- 
ing On 10 C. J. p 1241 text and note 
30. 

[a] Exercising a business or trade 
is carrying it on. Branch v. Augusta 
Glass Works, 95 Ga. 573, 576, 23 SW 
128; Comstock v. J. R. Droney Lum- 
ber Co., 69 W. Va. 100, 71 SE 255, 
256; Grainger vy. Gough, [1896] A. C. 
325, 348. 

“Exercising” trade in United 
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to transact.’ 
be equivalent in meaning to 
Exercise discretion. 


66 


to be done.® 


EXERCITATIO OPTIMUS EST MAGISTER.*° 
EXERCITATIO POTEST OMNTA.1 

In maritime law, the person to 
whom the daily profits of a ship belong ;?* the person 


who receives the earnings of a vesse 
EX FACTO ILLICITO NON ORITUR ACTIO.1* 


EXERCITOR. 


EX FACTO JUS ORITUR.*® 


EX FREQUENTI DELICTO AUGETUR 


PONA.'¢ 


EX GRAVI QUERELA. Literally ‘‘From or on 


the grievous complaint.’’ In old 
the name of a writ (so called from 


which lay for a person to whom any lands or tene- 


ments in fee were devised by will 


town, or borough wherein lands were devisable by 
custom) and the heir of the devisor entered and de- 


tained them from him.” 
EXHAUST. To use up.'® 
Exhausted leaves. The term, as 


Kingdom.—Watson,v. Sandie, [1898] 
1) ON/B. 326; 329. 

[ec] “Exercise” and occupy the 
craft, mystery, or manual occupation 
of a woolen draper. Rex v. Kilderby, 
1 Saund. 308, 309, 85 Reprint 424. 

[d] “Exercise” of one’s usual vo- 
cation on Sunday.—Voglesong v. 
State, 9 Ind. 112, 118. i 

{e] Not to “exercise” a particular 
trade in a covenant. Cooke v. Col- 
craft, 2 W. Bl. 856, 96 Reprint 505, 


8 Wils. C. P. 380, 388, 95 Reprint 
alae 
{f{] “Exercise or attempt to exer- 


business” of the corporation, and 
“doing business,” as found in such 
statutes. Comstock v. J. R. Droney 
Lumber Co., 69 W. Va. 100, 102, 71 
SE 255. 

{g] Exercising the right of suf- 
frage is voting. U.S. v. Souders, 27 
F. Cas. No. 16,358, 2 Abb. 456, 461 
(where in construing the words in 
the act of congress providing that 
“if, at any election for representa- 
tive,’ etc, “any person shall, by 
force, threat, menace, intimidation, 
or otherwise, unlawfully prevent any 
qualified voter from freely exercising 


the right of suffrage,’ etc., the court) 


said: ‘When a voter casts his ballot 
into the box, do we not say that he 
is exercising the right of suffrage? 
Can any words be used that better 
define the act of voting?’’).° 

7 Branch Vv. Augusta Glass 
Works, 95 Ga. 573, 576, 23 SE 128. 

[a] “®o exercise the privileges 
conferred by the charter” refers to 
the right of the corporation to trans- 
act the business for which it was 
chartered. Branch vy. Augusta Glass 
Works, 95 Ga. 573,'576, 23 SH 128. 

8. Cleaver v. Com., 34 Pa. 2838, 284. 

{a] Equivalent to “usurp.” — 
Within the statute, authorizing quo 
warranto where a person shall un- 
lawfully exercise any county or 
township office, the word “exercise” 
is equivalent to “usurp,” except that 
it includes the idea of actually exe- 
euting the office thus: usurped. 
Cleaver v. Com., 34 Pa. 283, 284. 

os Aldentey. einton,) 6) D.C. 2973 
223. See generally Discretion 18 C. J. 
p 1134. 


A maxim meaning ‘Practice 
Adams Gloss. 
“Practice 


10. 
is the best master.” C 
11, A maxim meaning 


It has by context also been held to 
usurp. 
To choose between doing and 
not doing a thing, the doing of which cannot be de- 
manded as an absolute right of the party asking it 


EXERCISE—EXHIBIT 


prohibiting the 


178 


means.!° 


],18 


English practice, 
its initial words) 


(within any city, 


importation of any merchandise 


‘‘for sale as tea,’’ adulterated with spurious or ex- 
hausted leaves, is defined to include any tea which 
had been deprived of its proper quality, strength, 
or virtue by steeping, infusion, decoction, or other 


EXHAUSTER. An aspirator, exhaust fan, sue- 
tion fan, known by many names according to con- 
struction or. purpose.”° 

EXHIBICION. 
or presentation of something before a 
one designated by him.?+ 

EXHIBIT. Asanoun. A paper or document pro- 
duced and exhibited to a court during a trial or 
hearing, or to a commissioner taking depositions, 
or to auditors, arbitrators, etc., as a voucher, or in 
proof of facts, or as otherwise connected with the 
subject matter, and which, on being accepted, is 
marked for identification and annexed to the deposi- 
tion, report, or other principal document, or filed 
of record, or otherwise made a part of the case;?* 
a paper referred to in and filed with the bill or 


In Spanish law, the production 
judge or some 


answer in a suit in equity.”? 
As a verb. To present;*4 to show the contents 


used in a statute 


can accomplish every thing.” Adams 
Gloss. 

12. Trayner Leg. Max. [cit Jus- 
tinian Inst. b 4 tit 7 § 2]. : 

13. The Phebe, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,064, 1 Ware 263, 265. See gener- 


ally Shipping [36 Cyc 38]. 

[a] “Employer”? synonymous, — 
The term when applied to a ship- 
owner who has, by contract, divested 
himself from all control of the ship, 
yet receives a certain proportion of 
the freight and earnings of the ves- 
sel, may mean an “employer.” The 
Phebe, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,064, 1 Ware 
2635-265. 

14. A maxim meaning 
illegal fact no action arises.” 
erhoft vy. Tracy, 55 Oh. St. 
45 NE 1100; McCortle v. Bates, 
Oh. St. 419," 422,23 AmR 758. 

15. A maxim meaning “The law 
arises out of the fact.’ Broom Leg. 
Max. 

[a] “A maxim of the common 
law.’’—Stephenson v. Fraser, 24 N. B. 
482, 494. 

{b] Applied in: Stout v. Rassel, 
2 Yeates (Pa.) 334, 338; Tyson's Hst., 
15 Montg. Co. (Pa.) 82, 84; Keefe 
v. Seattle Electric Co., 55 Wash. 448, 
104 P 774, 775; Catterall v. Hindle, 
Te Re 2 ICLP BES we0 en Zl eH RG a8 
Stephenson v. Fraser, 24 N. B. 482, 
494. 


“Brom an 

Brink- 
558, 572, 
29 


16. A maxim meaning “Punish- 
ment increases with increasing 
crime.” Wharton L, Lex. [cit 2 Inst. 
p 4791. 

17. Black &. D. 

18. Webster Int. D. 

[al Applied to a coal mine.—In 
construing the term as used in a 


statute providing that no free miner 
in the forest of Dean should have 
more than three gales granted to him 
at one time, nor should any miner 
have any other gale granted to him 
until one or more of the said three 
gales should be exhausted, the court, 
per Malins, V. C., said: “In my opin- 
ion, exhausting does not mean work- 
ing out every hundredweight of coal; 
but a mine is exhausted when there 
is not enough coal in it to make it 
worth working.’ Ellway v. Davis, 
L. R. 16 Eq. 294, 297. 

{b] “Exhausted by judicial pro- 
ceeding’s.’”—The term as used in 
Const. art 12 § 4, declaring that, in 
all cases of claims against corpora- 
tions and joint-stock companies, the 
exact amount due shall be first ascer- 
tained, and after the corporate prop- 
erty shall have been exhausted the 


of ;?5 to present to a court; to present or show in 


original subscribers shall be indi- 
vidually liable to the extent of their 
unpaid subscription, ete., means ex- 
hausted by judicial proceedings, that 
is, that executions issued on judg- 
ments or decrees rendered against 
corporations shall be returned unsat- 


isfied. Globe Pub. Co. vy. State Bank, 
a Wie 175, 59 NW -683, 27 LRA 
19. State v. Turner, 37 N. D. 635, 


656, 164 NW 924. See also Adultera- 
tion § 7. 

20. Knight Mech. D. (1884) [quot 
eee v. Barnard, 41 Fed. 358, 

21. BHscriche Diccionario. See Ex- 
hibition post p i67. 

22.” Black Ta.) iD: See generally 
Damages §§ 357-360; Depositions 
§§ 236, 237, 291; Equity § 424; HEvi- 
dence §§ 863-899, 900-1218; Marriage 
[26 Cye 914]; Pleading [31 Cyc 66. 
279, 316, 458, 547, 556, 725]; Trial 
[38 Cye 1312]. 

[a] Reference in a pleading to a 
writing makes the writing an ex- 
hibit and a part of the _ pleading. 
Brown v. Redwyne, 16 Ga. 67, 72. 

[b] “he production and ‘proof of 
a paper before an examiner makes 
it an exhibit in fact.’”’ Commercial 
Bank v. State Bank, 4 Hill (N. Y.) 
51/6, 519 [eit Tomlins) Dit 

{c] “Exhibit” may include: (1) 
A pbloodstained garment as evidence 
of murder. Peo. v. Hughson, 154 N. Y. 
153, 165, 47 NE 1092. (2) A coupon 
taken from a town bond. Concord v. 
Derby Line Nat. Bank, 51 Vt. 144, 147. 

23. Brown vy. Redwyne, 16 Ga. 67, 
72 [cit 1 Daniell Ch. Pr. pp 475, 476]. 

24 Matter of Wiltse, 5 Misc. 105, 
25 NYS 733; Batchelder v. White, 82 
Nite LS oe eT, As st le ial ee 

[a] “Exhibiting the rights of the 
parties."—A statutory phrase refer- 
ring to the transfer of stock. Com- 
panies Act, Rev. St. (1914) ¢ 178 § 60 
[quot Re Montgomery & Wrights, 
Baar 38 Ont. L. 3385,: 336, il OntWN 

25. Brouwer v. Cotheal, 10 Barb. 
CNEY DP 21L6R 218% 

_ [a] “Exhibit the books,” as used 
Inv Rev. St. yp 601 is) i tixine a, 


‘penalty against any officer of a cor- 


poration who refuses to exhibit the 
books thereof to its stockholders 
previous to an election, will be con- 
strued to mean “showing the con- 
tents of the books, and not their 
outside merely.” Brouwer y. Cotheal, 
10) Barb. CCN aes) yea owes 


26. Burrill L. D. [quot Com. w 


—+ 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


legal form;?7 to present in a public or official man- 
ner;** to offer or propose in a formal and public 
manner ;*° to display;%° to produce a thing pub- 
licly, so that it may be taken possession of, or 
seized ;*1 to produce a thing publicly, ete.;3? to file 
of record.** As applied to a complaint, or informa- 
tion, in a criminal case, to present the same signed 
by some proper informing officer, to a court or public 
officer who has authority to receive the same and to 
issue a warrant to apprehend the offender and bring 


him to trial.?4 


Exhibiting of the bill. In practice, a phrase which 
may be synonymous with the words ‘‘commence- 


ment of the suit.’’ 35 


EXHIBITANT. A complainant in articles of the 


peace.°® 


EXHIBITION. That which is exhibited, held 
forth, or displayed ;*" any public show;%* a display 
of works of art or of feats of skill or of oratical or 


dramatic ability.®® 
EXHORTO. 


the performance of some act.1? 
EXHUMACION. 


‘ In Spanish law, the request which 
one judge issues to another for an order directing 


In Spanish law, the disinter- 


EXHIBIT—EXIST [25.C.J.] 167 
lations.*1 
EXHUMATION.*2 
EXIGENCY. An occasion of urgency and sud- 


at once.*? 


EXIGENT or 


lawed.‘4 


demandable.*® 


ished.*9 


denness, where something helpful needs to be done 


EXIGI FACIAS. In England, a 


writ commanding the sheriff to exact, or call on de- 
fendant at five successive county courts (or hust- 
ings, if in London). If he fails to appear he is out- 


EXIGIBLE. That may be exacted; requirable; 
In Spanish law, enforcible.*¢ 
EXIGI FACIAS.‘7 
EXILE. Banishment:*8 


Also the person ban- 


EXILIUM EST PATRIA PRIVATIO, NATALIS 


7OLOe 


SOLI MUTATIO, LEGUM NATIVARUM AMIS- 
EX INDUSTRIA.*! 


EXIST. To live;°? to have life or animation;°3 


to be.>4 


‘available.’ 55 


ment of a corpse, which is subject to numerous regu- 


Alsop, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 328, 345 
(“Worcester adopts this definition, 
and quotes from Clarendon: ‘He suf- 
fered his attorney-general to exhibit 
a charge of high treason against the 
earl’ ’”’)]. 

[a] “Read” distinguished. — “Ex- 
hibits,” as used in an order of the 
court transmitting, on appeal of a 
suit to enjoin use of a patented ar- 
ticle, the original exhibits, patent, 
certificates, schedules, drawings, and 
models on file along with and as part 
of the record and transcript, was not 
used in the sense that affidavits were 
exhibits, although attached as such 
to the bill of review and answer. 
The evident purpose of the court 
was aot to send the original affi- 
davits, or what was to be read sim- 
ply, but what was to be looked at, for 
the impression it was to produce. 
The court ordered up what had been 
exhibited, as contradistinguished 
from what had been read, and of 
course such original affidavits were 
no part of the transcript in the cause. 
Craig v. Smith, 100 U. S. 226, 232, 25 
L. ed. 577. = 

[b] “Present or exhibit” his claim 
or demand to the court or commis- 
sioners. Fitzgerald y., Union Sav. 
Bank, 65 Nebr. 97, 100, 90 NW 994. 


{[c] “Exhibiting a claim for clas- 
Sification and presenting it for al- 
lowance, are different steps.” Pfeif- 


fer -v. Suss, 73 Mo. 245, 255. 

7.2 Burrill. 2D pquoty, Com.i-v. 
Alsop, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 328, 345]. 

28. Webster D. [quot Com. Vv. 
Anspach, 15 WkKlyNC (Pa.) 414]. 

29. Burrill L. D. [quot Com. v. 
Alsop, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 328, 345]. 

30. Furlow v. State, 123 Ark. 471, 
473, 185 SW 788; Wolz v. State, 33 
Tex. 331,336; Kramer v.. State, 18 
Tex. A. 18; Kain v. State, 16 Tex. A. 
282, 307; Whitney v. State, 10 Tex. 
Sol o. ' 

Exhibiting fire works see Nuisances 
[29 Cye 1174]. : 

Exhibiting gaming device see Gam- 
ing [20 Cyc 882]. 

[a] “Keeping” distinguished from 
“exhibiting.”—Kain v. State, 16 Tex. 
A. 282, 306 (gambling device). 

81. Com. v. Anspach, 15 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 414 [quot Bouvier L. D. 
and cit Stephen Pl. p 52% note]. 

32. Bouvier L. D. [quot Com. v. 
Alsop, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 328, 346 (‘In 
the English Admiralty, after the re- 
turn of process, the promovent. ‘is 
called upon to exhibit his libel’: 1 
Conkling Ad. Proc. 417’’)]. 

32:'-Com. v; Anspach;, 15 Wkly. 
NC (Pa.) 414 [quot Bouvier L. D., 


and cit Stephen Pl. p 52 note]. 
34. Newell vy. State, 2 Conn. 88, 
ous See also Criminal Law §§ 495- 
35. 


Rees v. Morgan, 5 B. & Ad. 


1035, 1039, 27 HCL 434, 110 Reprint ; 


1075. 

36. Bouvier L. D. See also Reg. 
v. Dunn, 12 A. & H. 599, 40 ECL 299, 
113 Reprint 939; Rex v. Stanhope, 
12 A. & BH. 619 note, 40 HCL 310, 113 
Reprint 949 (both using the term 
in allegations in articles of peace). 

87. Webster D. [quot Longwell v. 
Kansas City, 199 Mo. A. 480, 203 SW 
657, 6591]. 3 

[a] “Exhibition” of an indictment 
within the statutory period does not 
require an exhibition to defendant 
personally, but only means a public 
presentation in court by the grand 


jury. Com. v. Anspach, 15 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 414. 
[b] “Legal exhibition of a claim 


against an estate.’’—Pfeiffer v. Suss, 
73 Mo. 245, 254. 

38. Webster D. [quot Longwell v. 
Kansas City, 199 Mo. A. 480, 203 SW 
657, 659]. See:generally Theaters 
and Shows [388 Cye 252]. 

39. Webster D. [quot Longwell v. 
Kansas City, 199 Mo. A. 480, 203 SW 
657, 659]. 

[a] Iustrations: (1) An exhibi- 
tion of animals. Webster D. [quot 
Longwell v. Kansas City, 199 Mo. A. 
480, 203 SW 657, 659]. (2) An ex- 
hibition of pictures, statutes, etc. 
Webster D. [quot Longwell v. Kan- 
sas City, 199 Mo. A. 480, 203 SW 
657, 659]. (3) An industrial ex- 
hibition. Webster D. [quot Longwell 
vy. Kansas City, 199 Mo. A. 480, 203 
SW 657, 659]. 

40. PHscriche Diccionario 671. 
Mandamus [26 Cyc 125]. 

41. Escriche Diccionario. See Dead 
Bodies §§ 7-12. 

42. See Dead Bodies §§ 7-12; Dis- 
inter 18 C. J. p 1140. 


See 


43. Marion v. Haynes, (Ky.) 164 
SW 79, 84. 
[a] “Emergency” synonymous.— 


U. S. v. Atlantic Coast Line Co., 224 
Fed. 160. 166. See also Emergency 
20 C. J. 'p 499. 

44. Cochran L. Lex. 

45. Webster Int. D. 

[a] “Exigible by foreclosure” are 
words which include an ordinary suit 
to foreclose the mortgage as well as 
executory process, and do not debar 
plaintiff from recovering a judgment 
in personam against the mortgagor 
on her note due under the terms of 
the contract. Robson y. Beasley, 118 
La. 738, 43 S 391, 392. 


Existing, the participle, is to be distinguished from 


Phrases: ‘‘Existing appraisal,’’ °° ‘‘existing com- 


{b] “Exigible under execution.”— 
A third mortgage upon real estate 
made by a judgment debtor is not a 
transfer of property ‘‘exigible under 
execution.” The words refer to legal 
execution and do not include equita- 
ble execution or the appointment of a 
receiver. Canadian Min., etc., Co. wv. 
Wheeler. 3 Ont. L. 210, 22 CanLTOce 
Notes 123. 

46. lEscriche Diccionario. 

47. See Exigent ante this page. 

437 (Black? Li Dy [quot ius. Syare su 
Loy, LI84U. St 22535) 270,. 25 Stn eas 
49 L. ed. 1040 dis op]. 

49. Black L. D. See also Aliens 
§§ 46-127; Banishment 6 C. J. p 1178; 
Deportation 18 C. J. p 558; Extradi- 
tion post p 252; Transportation [38 
Cye 947]. 

50. A maxim meaning “Exile is a 
privation of country, a change of na- 
tal “soil; “a J illoss) oft native) Mawsi7 
Wharton L. Lex. 

: oe See Ex 23 C. J. p 176 note 35 
wi. 
52. Merritt v. Grover, 57 Iowa 498, 
495, 10 NW 879. 

53. Merritt v. Grover, 57 Iowa 493, 
495, 10 NW 879. 

54. Rex v. Nugent, (N. W. Terr.) 
9. CanGrCas irs: 

[a] The law “assumes the objec- 
tivity of external nature; and, for the 
purpose of judicial investigation, a 
thing perceived by the tribunal as 
existing does ‘exist.’” 2 Wigmore 
Ev. p 1845 [quot Moorhead v. Ar-' 
nold, 73 Kan. 132, 141, 84 P 742]. 

[b] “Right to be” compared.—A 
corporation, upon complying with the 
regulations of a statute as to the 
formation of a corporation, has the 
right to do business; in other words, 
the “right! to “bes to .sexist.” But 
this right to be or to exist is not an 
element of property that can be 
taxed. A corporation might exist for 
any number of years, but, if it never 
acquired any property or engaged in 
any business, its “right to be’ would 
have no taxable value; it would have 
no cash value or no assessment value. 
A corporation so formed would like- 
wise have a right to transact busi- 
ness, but, until it acquired property 
or actually transacted some business, 
it would have absolutely no value, 
and hence would not be a subject for 
taxation. Com. vy. Ledman, 127 Ky. 
603, 106 SW 247. 

55. Devitt v. Mutual L. Ins. Co., 
33 Ont. L. 473, 8 OntWN 210, 22 Dom 
LR 1838, 187 [rev on other grounds 
33 Ont. L. 68]. See also Available 


(oy ORS 1S Oy aymencer fal 
56. Winnipiseogee Lake Cotton, 


168 [250.J.] 


oe 


9957 rat 9) 
pany, existing contract,’’ 58 


- itor,’’ 5° ‘‘existing debt,’’ ®° ‘‘existing demand,’? * 
‘existing equities,’’ °? ‘‘existing estates,’’ ® ‘‘ exist- 
ing indebtedness,’’ ° ‘‘existing in fact,’’ ® ‘‘exist- 
ing insurance,’’ © ‘‘existing law,’’ &? ‘‘existing law 
of the state,’’®® ‘‘existing liability,’’ ® ‘‘existing 
lien,’’ 7° ‘‘existing obligations,’’ "1 ‘‘existing or ac- 


cruing rights are preserved,’’ 7? 


son,’’ 7 ‘‘existing railroad corporations,’’ 7* ‘‘exist- 


ete., Mfg. Co. v. Laconia, 68 N. H. 
284, 288, 35 A 252. 

57. Richmond Waterworks Co. v. 
Richmond, 3 Ch. D. 82, 97 

58. Whitaker v. Rice, 9 Minn. 13, 
86 AmD 78 (where, in construing a 
statute providing that, when any pay- 
ment of principal or interest should 
be made upon an existing contract, 
if such payment should be made after 
the same became due, the limitation 
should commence from the time when 
the last payment was made, the court 
said: “What is the meaning of the 
word existing in this section? Clearly 
it must have reference to the fact of 
the statute having run, against the 
contract, or not. A contract once 
made is an existing contract until 
it is paid, or barred by the statute 
of limitations, or its obligation in 
some other way canceled. When 
once paid or otherwise satisfied, ex- 
cept by the running of the statute 
of limitations, it cannot be revived 
by a payment at all. There can be 
very little doubt, therefore, that 
where the statute speaks of existing 
contracts, it expressly means such 
as are not barred by the statute of 
limitations’). 

59. In re Empress Pharmacy, 237 
Fed. 676, 678; Blackman v. Baxter, 
ete., Co., 125 Iowa 118, 100 NW_ 75, 
78, 70 LRA 250, 2 AnnCas 707; Goll, 
etc., Co. v. Miller, 87 Iowa 426, 431, 
54 NW 448; McAfee v. Busby, 69 
Iowa 328, 331, 28 NW 623; Fox v. Ed- 
wards, 38 Iowa 215, 216; Condit Beef, 
etc., Co. v. Arliss, (N. J.) 101 A 172; 
Murphy v. Panton, 96 Wash. 637, 
165 P 1074; Peterson v. Badger State 
Land Co., 86 Wash. 530, 535, 150 P 
1187; Carr v. Davis, 64 W. Va. 522, 
63 SH) 326, 328, 20 (uERANS 58, 16 
AnnCas 1031. See also Fraudulent 
Conveyances [20 Cyc 420 et seq]. 

60. Houston County v. Henry 
County, 157 Ala. 246, 47 S 710, 712; 
Peo. v. Grant, 138 Mich. 60, 100 NW 
1006, 1007; Severs v. Dodson, 53 N. J. 
Hg. 683,-6387, 34 A.%, 51 AmSR 6473 
Wing v. Slater, 19 R. I. 597, 601, 35 A 
302, 33 LRA 566; Sallaske v. Fletcher, 
73 Wash. 598, 596, 132 P 648, 47 
LRANS 320, AnnCasi1914D 760. 

61. D’Amelio v. Abraham, 54 Misc. 
886, 105 NYS 1019, 1020. 

62. Barkley’ v. Kerfoot, 77 Wash. 
556, 558, 1387 P 1046; Sallaske v. 
Fletcher, 73 Wash. 593, 596, 132 P 
648, 47 LRANS 320, AnnCas1914D 
760. 

63. State v. Diveling, 66 Mo. 375, 
378 (as used in Wagner St. c 698 § 7). 

64. Risdon fron, ete., Works v. 
Von Storch, 166 Fed. 936, 942; Levy v. 
McClellan, 196 N. Y. 178, 89 NE 569, 
573; Anderson y. International School 
Dist. No. 5, 82 N. D. 418, 427, 156 NW 
54, LRA1917E 428, AnnCasi918A 506; 
Waughn v. Montreal, 124 Wis. 302, 
304, 102 NW 561; Herman vy. Oconto, 
110 Wis. 660, 667, 86 NW 681; Sted- 


man v. Berlin, 97 Wis. 505, 511, 73 
NW 57. 
65. Re Henderson, 23 Ont. L. 


21, 2, OntWwN 152, 17 OntWwR 210,72 
OntWN 529, 18 OntWR 1 [app dism 
24 Ont. L. 517, 3 OntWN 65, 20 Ont 
WR 50]. 

66. Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Provi- 
dence, ete.,) Ins. Co. 167 Fed. 223, 
225 (where a carrier’s marine policy 
did not cover any goods or merchan- 
dise on which there should be any ex- 
isting insurance by or on account of 
the owners thereof, the term “existing 
insurance” included any other insur- 


WERIST EXITS 


‘fexistine cred- 


“existing per- 


during the continuance of the 
which was valid and enforcé- 
and was not limited to insur- 
by the owner existing at the 
time of the carrier’s policy attached). 

67. Jonesboro y. Cairo, etc., R. Co., 
110 W. 7S511925'198,4 SCt. 67, 28 Ted! 
116; McKean v. Archer, 52 Fed. 791, 
793; Curtis v. Wortsman, 26 Fed. 
36, 37; Thoits v. Byxbee, 34 Cal. A. 
226, 231, 167 P 166; Millen v. Guer- 
rard, 67 Ga. 284, 291, 44 AmR 720; 
Lawrie v. State, 5-Ind. 525, 526; Raub 
eee 127 App. Div. 42, 111 NYS 


ance 
risk, 
able, 
ance 


[a] Local law included.—Millen v. 
Se Ca 67 Ga. 284, 325, 44 AmR 
20. 

{[b] Court decisions included.— 


Raub v. Gerken, 
JIL NYS 319, 321. 


127 App. Div.» 42; 


ees Harrington y. Fish, 10 Mich. 
415. 
69; Graeber vy. Sides, 151) Nw C: 


596, 66 SE 600, 601. 

[a] The liability of a principal to 
indemnify a surety on a bond is an 
“existing liability at the time the 
bond is executed,’ within the rule 
that a conveyance with intent to de- 
fraud creditors is void as to exist- 
ing obligations. Graeber v. Sides, 151 
N.. C.. 596, 66 SE 600, 601. 

70. St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Kerr, 
153 Ill. 182, 194, 38 NE 638 (as used 
in a statute providing that no me- 
chanic’s lien shall take priority over 
any existing lien, the term relates to 
the time when the work is begun). 

71. Graeber v. Sides, 151 N.C. 596, 
66 SE 600, 601. 

72. Card v. Cooley, 6 Ont. 229. 

73. Daubert v. Western Meat Co., 
139 Cal. 480, 69 P 297, 73 P 244, 245, 
96 AmSR 154; Herndon vy. St. Louis, 
ete. eR. Co; eteOkl, 256) 128) PP) i2K, 


730. 

{a] A child, unborn at the time of 
its father’s death but later born 
alive, is to be considered under the 
laws of this state as an existing per- 
son at the time of its father’s death, 
and is therefore a beneficiary and en- 
titled to participate in any damages 
recovered in an action brought under 
the statute for wrongfully causing 
the death of the father. Herndon 
v. St. Louis, etc., R. Co., 37 Ok, -256, 
128 P 727. To same effect Daubert 
v. Western Meat Co., 139 Cal. 480, 
69 P 297, 73 P 244, 245, 96 AmSR 154. 

74, Indianapolis, ete. R. Co. v. 
Blackman, 63 Ill. 117, 118. 

75. Godwin yv. Banks, 87 Md. 425, 
440, 40 A 268; Jackson v. Waldron, 
13 Wend, (N. Y.) 178; Byers v. Wa- 
Wa-Ne, 86 Or. 617, 634, 169 P 121; 
Fowler v. Vail, 4 Ont. A. 267; Card v. 
Cooley, 6 Ont. 229. 


{a] A right in being.—Godwin v. 
Banks, 87 Md. 425, 40 A 268. 
76. Steel v. St. Louis Smelting, 


ete., Co., 106 U. S. 447,:1 SCt 389, 27 
L. ed. 226; Silver Bow Min., etc., Co. 
VAxClark,, 5: Monti '37:8, 410. PE 50: 

{a] Prior occupation.—The “ex- 
isting rights of others’ from prior 
occupation, which are not to be in- 


terfered with in operating mines 
found in lands belonging to the 
states, and claimed and worked, 


means prior rights by occupation un- 
der local rules, before any title has 
passed from the government. Silver 
Bow Min., etce., Co. v. Clark, 5 Mont. 
SiSer Omer One 

77. Simpson v. Boston, ete, R. 
Co., 176 Mass. 359, 57 NE 674, 675. 

[a] Title essential.—The term as 


| Co., 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ing right,’’ 7 ‘‘existing rights of others,’’ 7° ‘‘exist- 
ing rights of way,’’ 
‘‘existing sewers,’’ ‘‘existing street,’’ 5° ‘‘exist- 
ing street railways,’’§* ‘‘existing suit,’’ §? 
ing tenancies,’’ *% 
‘workshops now existing.’’ * 
EXISTENCE. 
actually 1s an individual thing; an actuality.®® 
EXITS. A term which may mean doors, or gates, 


66 


existing settlement,’’ 78 


“6 exist- 


‘fexistinge terms of office,’’ 4 


That which exists; that which 


used in St. (1892) ec 275, abolishing 
acquisition of a right of way across 
railroad tracks and excepting from 
its provisions “existing rights of 
way,’ meant rights of way which, 
at the time of the statute, had fully 
ripened intosa right by prescription 
or otherwise and did not include 
rights, the adverse use of which had 
begun before passage of the statute, 
but which had not ripened into title 
at the time of such passage. Simp- 
son*v. ‘Boston; ete: Rar 116- (Mass: 
359, 57 NE 674. 

78. Worcester y. Great Barring- 
ton, 140 Mass. 248, 244, 5 NE 491; 
Ao ee v. Ashby, 132 Mass. 495, 


[a] Paupers.—The term as used 
in St. (1874) ec 274 § 3, relating to 
the settlement of paupers and pro- 
viding that no “existing settlement” 
shall be changed by any provision of 
this act, unless the entire residence 
and taxation herein required accrues 
after its passage, means the settle- 
ment which existed at the time the 
statute took effect. Worcester v. 
Great Barrington, 140 Mass. 243, 5 
NE 491, 492. 

79. Ealconar v. South Shields, 11 
Tee ReeZ28: 

80. London County Council 
Mitchell; 63> Ey J. Mi eCr 04. 208. 

81. Jersey City v. North Jersey 
Stie Ret Co. er 74 Nee Nie Ge 
tS, Lit 

[a] The New Jersey Traction 
Companies Act of March 14, 1893, au- 
thorizing companies incorporated 
thereunder to acquire and operate 
actually.existing street railways, has 
reference to street railways actually 
existing and operated as such, and is 
not limited to those operated by legal 
authority. Jersey City v. North Jer- 
acy St. RCo. 74 INetde dun Cid Oneeas 

82. Blake v. Done, 7 H. & N. 465, 
472, 158 Reprint 555. 

83. Richardson v. Brower, (ok 

1099 (includes 
prevent an ac- 


Wash. 192, 127 P1098, 
any tenancy, so as to 

tion for breach of covenant of war- 
ranty, on the ground of its being an 
encumbrance, where the grantee had 
knowledge of it, and this was fol- 
lowed by an attornment and appor- 
tionment of the rent at the time of 
the transfer), 


Vv. 


84. State v. Pattison, 73 Oh. St. 
305, 76 NE 946, 948. 
85. Whitby v. Grand Trunk R. 


Co., 3 Ont. L. 536, 5388, 22 CanLTOcc 
Notes 1738. 

86. Century D. 

[a] “Corporate existence.”—Hurt 
v. Salisbury, 55 Mo. 310, 314. 

[b] “Existence of the corpora- 
tion.”—State v. Dahl, (Wis.) 135 NW 
474, 477. 

{c] “Existence and location.”—A 
question to the jury as to whether 
plaintiff knew of the ‘existence and 
location” of a cattle chute in ques- 
tion referred to the exact location. 
If the question had been confined 
to the ‘location’ with reference to 
the track, it might be held that the 
question called only for his knowl- 
edge of the general relation of the 
chute to the track. Both words being 
used in the auestion, each must be 
taken in a different sense from the 
other, both words implying a greater 
extent of knowledge than either 
alone. Dorsey vy. Philips, etc., Constr, 
42 Wis. 5838, 603. 

{d] “Existence by actual birth.”— 


or passages, or a mere right of way 
EXITUS ACTA PROBAT; FINIS, NON PUGNA, 


CORONAT.S$ 


EX JUDICORUM PUBLICORUM ADMISSIS, 
NON ALIAS TRANEUNT ADVERSUS HAEREDES 
P@NAE BONORUM ADEMPTIONIS QUAM SI 
LIS CONTESTAT ET CONDEMNATIO FUERIT 
SECUTA; EXCEPTO MAJESTATIS JUDICIO.*9 

EX JUSTIS NUPTIIS PROCREATUS. Born of 


or in lawful marriage.°° 
EX MALEFICIO 
eUiSs22 
EX MALIS MORIBUS BONE 
SUNT.°2 


EX MALITIA. In its legal signification, a term 
which imports a publication that is false and without 


legal excuse.®? 


EX MULTITUDINE SIGNORUM, COLLIGITUR 


IDENTITAS VERA.** 
EX NIHILO NIHIL FIT.°5 


Wallace v. State, 10 Tex. A. 255, 270. 

[e] Existence of theory.—An in- 
struction that ‘‘the existence of such 
theory must be established by the 
plaintiff conclusively” means that the 
correctness of the theory must be 
so established. Silver Min. Co. v. 
Fall, 6 Nev. 116, 121 (“To say that 
the court meant that the existence of 
a theory must bé conclusively proven 
would simply make nonsense of the 
instruction. The court evidently in- 
tended to say, and it must be as- 
sumed the jury so understood it, that 


'the correctness of the theory must 


be so established. A theory exists 
if it be simply announced by a sin- 
gle individual. So there can be no 
question of preponderance of evi- 
dence to establish its existence, but 
there may be as to its correctness’). 

[f] ‘Person whose existence is 
not known.”—“ ‘In case a succession 
shall be opened in favor of a per- 
son whose existence is not known, 
such inheritance shall devolve exclu- 
sively on those who would have had 
a concurrent right with him to the 
estate or those on whom the inheri- 
tance should have devolved, if such 
person had not existed.’ The words 
‘whose existence is not known’ give a 
well-defined meaning; they do not re- 
fer to a person temporarily absent 
who may or may not be alive at the 
time of the death of another, of 
whom, if he were present, or his ex- 
istence known, he would be a legal 
heir. They refer to one whose ab- 
sence has been so long prolonged, 
and under such circumstances as to 
throw great doubt upon his exist- 
ence, and great doubt as to whether 
he would afterwards be heard from.” 
Martinez v. Wall, 107 La. 737, 742, 31 


S 1023. 

87. Roberts v. Trujillo, 3 N. M. 50, 
51,1 P 855. See also Entry 20 C. J.p 
1274. 


elusion or result proves or justifies 


the acts: the termination, not the 
1rial, crowns the victory.’ Adams 
Gloss. 

89. A maxim meaning “On ac- 


count of admissions made at public 
trials, the punishment of confisca- 
tion of goods or property does not 
otherwise pass against heirs than if 
a contested suit and condemnation 
followed; excepting in the case of 
hivh treason.” Adams Gloss. [cit 
Halixerston Max. pn 44]. 

90. Adams Gloss. [cit Broom Leg. 
Max. p 496; Coke Litt. 7b]. See also 
Doe v. Vardill, 5 B. & C. 438, 453, 11 
ECL 531 (where the term is em- 
ploved). 

91. A maxim meaning “A contract 
eannot arise out of an act radically 


vicious and illegal.” Broom Leg. 
Max. , 
fa] Applied in: Moore v. Hensley, 


189 Mo. A. 326, 


Cyc]; Collier ev. Hun 


Miller, 62 


NON ORITUR CONTRAC- 


88. A maxim meaning “The con- 


332. 175 SW_ 91 {cit | 


EXITS—EXONERATION 
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EX NUDA 
ACTIO.°° 


[25C.3.] 169 


SUBMISSIONE NON ORITUR 


EX NUDO PACTO NON ORITUR ACTIO.°" 

EX-OFFICER. An officer who has been in of- 
fice, but has gone out.®8 

EX OFFICIO. 
any other warrant or appointment than that result- 
ing from the holding of a particular office. 

Ex officio services. Those duties performed by an 
officer for the compensation of which no express 
provision is made by law;? services for which the 


By virtue of the office;9® without 


law provides no remuneration; services which relate 


LEGES NATZ 


to the public interests, or business of the county or 


state, as contradistinguished from those relating to 


the private interests of -individuals.* 
EXONERATED. To be relieved of as a charge;5 


to be discharged or exempted.® 


EXONERATION.’ 


The state of being disbur- 


dened or freed from a charge;® something that is 


GN. ¥:) 99,16 NYS 633: Gaylord v. 
Gaylord, 150 N. C. 222, 63 SE 1028, 
1034; Woytas v. Hibbs, 10 Kulp (Pa.) 
269, 270; Harris v.Harris, 23 Gratt. 


L. R. 3 PB. C. 6738, 687; Petrie v. Han- 
nay, 3 T. R. 418, 421, 100 Reprint 
652; Shove v. Webb, 1 T. R. 732, 734, 
99 Reprint 1348. 

92. A maxim meaning “Good laws 
arise from evil manners.’ Wharton 
Le Aexs) (ECit ecualnst.l. 

[a] Applied in: Townsend v. 
Hughes, 2 Mod. 150, 161, 86 Reprint 
850; Townsend vy. Hughes, 1 Mod. 
23% 233, 86 Reprint 994. 

98. Dixon. v.. Allen, 69. Cal. 527, 
529; 179 [cit Townshend Lib. 
& Sl. p 88]. See generally Libel and 
Slander [25 Cyc 225]. 

94. A maxim meaning ‘From the 
great number of signs true identity 


is ascertained.” Bouvier L. D. [cit 
Bacon Max. Reg. p 25; Broom Leg. 
Max. p 638]. 

95. A maxim meaning “From 
nothing nothing comes.” Bouvier 
TAD: 

[a] Applied in: In re _. Quaker 
Realty Co., 122 La. 229, 47 S 536; 
Bailey v. Myrick, 50 Me. 171, 187; 
In re Bank, 87 Md. 425, 441, 40 A 


268; State v. McIntosh, (Mo.) 103 SW 
1078, 1083; Watervliet v. Colonie, 27 
App. Div. 394, 396, 50 NYS 487; Har- 
lem Gas Light Co. v. New York, 26 
INE YeeSuper 100% Ler) Rooke vz Slo ye 
vesant, 18 Wend. (N. Y.) 257; Jack- 


son v. Waldron, 13 Wend. (N. Y.) 
TS eel | Marrarte vee Ox.e vl BCrant 
(Pa.) 190, 192; Peabody v. Landon, 


61 Vt. 318, 328, 17 A, 781, 15 AmSR 
903; Ex p. National Trust Co., 18 
EMO Bits CHE 

96. A maxim meaning “From a 
bare or naked submission [i. e, to ar- 
bitration] no action can _ arise.” 
Adams Gloss. [cit Broom Leg. Max.]. 

97. A maxim meaning ‘‘No cause 
of action arises from a bare prom- 
ise.’ Broom Leg. Max. mire 

[a] “The maxim of the civil law.” 
—Van der Volgen v. Yates, 9 N. Y. 
219; 222). 

[b] Applied in: Cook v. Bradley, 
7 Conn. 54, 62, 18 AmD .79; Colman 
vy. Post, 10 Mich. 422, 423, 82’ AmD 
49: Anderson v. Stapel, 80 Mo. A. 
115, 122; Van der Volgen v. Yates, 
9 -I N.Y... 1219,.) 2225" sKarrineton. wv. 
Bullard, 40. Barb-. GN2WY2)irb 2; 2515; 
Thunwe, Est) 5. Pa. Dist..739, 742; 
Pillans v. Van Mierop, 3 Burr. 1663, 
1670, 97 Reprint 1035; Balfe v. West, 
1305 Cn) Br 466), 472022 Ene. & Hid. 
506, 76 ECL 466, 138 Reprint 1281; 


Liversidge v. Broadbent. 4 H. & N. 
603, 610. 157 Reprint 978; Sharing- 
ton v. Strotton, 1 Plowd. 298, 305, 


75 Reprint 454; Carnatic v. Hast In- 


dian Co. 1 Sess Ir: 374, 889.0.30) Re- 
print 391; Heckman y. Zwicker, 1 
IN: S2 200, 2038. 

98. Cordiell v. Frizell, 1 Nev. 130, 


132. 


(64 Va.) 737, 767; Reg. v. McCleverty, | 


supposed to take place after a charge has been 


[a] Synonyms.—The terms 
tired officer” and ‘“ex-officer,”’ and “ci- 
devant” officer are synonymous, 
plying that he is no _ longer 
“officer” in the proper sense of the 
term.» Reed v. Schon; 2. Gale -Av 55, 
See Tle eo 

99. King v. Physicians’ 
ae 97 Nebr. 6387, 639, 


1. Black L. D. 

{a] “Ex officio assessor.” — Oak- 
jane v. Snow, 145 Cal. 419, 78 P 1060, 

Pb] “Ex officio clerk.”’—Drennen 
v. Peo,, 222 Jil. 592, 593, 78 NEY 937. 


Casualty 
150 NW 


[c] “Ex officio county treasurer.” 
—Terr. v. Ritter, 1 Wyo. 318, 330. 
[ad] “Ex Officio members of the 


state board of education.’—Reid v. 
Com., 123 Ky. 240, 94 SW 641, 642. 

{e] “Ex officio members of the 
state board of equalization.’’—State 
v. Walker, 97 Mo. 162, 163, 10 SW 473. 

[f] “Ex officio state liprarian.”’— 
State v. Laughton, 19 Nev. 202, 204, 
8 P 344. 

{g] “Ex officio supervisor of as- 
sessments.’”’-—Foote vy. Lake County, 
206 Ill. 185, 69 NE 47, 48. 

{h] “Bx officio tax collector.”— 
Peo. v. Kelsey, 34 Cal. 470, 473. 

{i] “Ex officio treasurer of the 
school board.”—Brace v. Solner, 1 
Alaska 3861, 379. 

*« 2 Macon County y. Abercrombie, 
9 Ala. A. 147, 62 S 449, 450. See 
also Calhoun County v. Watson, 152 
Ala. 554, 44 S 702, 703 (every service 
a circuit court clerk is required by 
law to perform, for which no fee 
or charge is specified, or that cannot 
be legally. charged to either party 
in any cause, is an ex officio service 


for which the clerk is entitled to 
reasonable compensation from the 
county). 

3. Allin v. Mercer County, 174 


Ky. 566, 572, 192'SW 6388. 

4. Gilbert v. Marshall County, 18 
B. Mon. (Ky.) 427. 

5. Bannon v. Burnes, 39 Fed. 892, 
898. 

6. Bannon v. Burnes, 39 Fed. 892, 
898. 


7. Exoneration: Of: 

Bail see Bail §§ 70-102, 279-291. 

Guarantor see Guaranty [20 Cye 
1471]. 

Indemnitor see Indemnity [22 Cyc 
94]. 

Municipality from duty to repair 
highway see Highways [37 Cyc 
29 


Personalty from payment of debts of 
testator see Wills [40 Cye 2069]. 
Surety see Principal and Surety [32 

Cye 149, 234, 248]. 
8. ‘ Louisville. ete., R. Co. v. Com, 
114 Ky. 787, 806, 71 SW 910, 24 KyL 


nome alee 

[a] “In exoneration” of real es- 
ae re “Rossiter; 23° Che Di 365; 
oo. 

{b] “In exoneration of my other 


170 [250C.J.] 


EXONERATION—EXPECT 


made;® a right which exists between those who are | instance of one side only, and without notice or 


successively liable for the same debt, by which, when 
a party who is secondarily liable has paid or satis- 
fied the principal’s obligation or any part thereot, 
he is entitled to be reimbursed by the principal 
debtor, and can bring a bill in equity for that 
purpose.?° 

EXONERETUR. Literally ‘‘Let him be relieved 
or discharged.’’11_ An entry made on a bailpiece, 
whereby the surety is relieved or discharged from 
further obligation, when the condition is fulfilled by 
the surrender of the principal or otherwise.” 

EX P. An abbreviation for ‘‘ex parte,’’ 1% 

EX PACTO ILLICITO NON ORITUR ACTIO."4 

EXPANDED METAL. Expanded metal may bé 
generally described as metal openwork, held to- 
gether by uneut portions of the metal, and con- 
structed by making cuts or slashes in metal and then 
opening them so as to form a series of meshes or lat- 
ticework.'® 

EXPANSION TANK. The term, as used in con- 
nection with a railway car heating apparatus, means 
a vessel. to maintain a reserve supply of water in 
constant communication with both branches of the 
circulating system, having a safety valve and means 
for filling the system with water.t® 

EX PARTE. Literally ‘‘On one side.’’ 17 It im- 
plies the presence of one of the parties and the 
absence of the other.1® 

Ex parte proceeding. A term applied to proceed- 
ings in an action had on the application or at the 
real estate.’—In re Newmarch, 9 Ch. 
1B). A aS 

9. Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. Com., 


114 Ky. 787, 806, 71 SW 910, 24 KyL 
1593, 1779. 


ever, 


and a regular action is that some 
of the usual steps are omitted. All 
substantial rights and defenses, how- 
are maintained. 


opportunity to oppose given to the other side, and to 
proceedings in which there is no adverse party;*® 
a proceeding at the instance and for the benefit of 
one party only and without notice to, or contesta- 
tion by, any person adversely interested.”° 

EX PARTE MATERNA or EX PARTE 
PATERNA. The phrases have a well-known sig- 
nification in the law.2!_ They are found constantly 
used in the books,?? being used to denote the line, or 
blood of the mother or father, and have no such 
restricted or limited sense, as from the mother or 
father, exclusively.?? 

EX PARTE TALIS. A writ that lay for a bailiff 
or receiver, who, having auditors appointed to take 
his accounts, cannot obtain of them reasonable al- 
lowanee, but is cast into prison.?# 

EXPATRIACION. In Spanish law, loss of nation- 
ality, which may be voluntary, as where a Spaniard 
is naturalized by a foreign power,?’ or involuntary, 
when it is imposed as a punishment for crime, 
especially of a political character.?® 

EXPATRIATION.?7 

EX PAUCIS DICTIS INTENDERE PLURIMA 
POSSIS.?8 

EX PAUCIS PLURIMA 
IUM.?° 

EXPECT. To look for (mentally) ;°° to look for- 
ward to, as to something that is believed to be about 
to happen or come.*! 4 


CONCIPIT INGEN- 


. 


29. A maxim meaning “From a 
few words or hints the understand- 
ae | COREE TESS, many things.” Black 


Under these : 
so. 


10. Comstock v. Corbin, 191 Mich. 
639, 158 NW 106, 107 [cit Cyc]. 


Lion black Ls. .D: ; 
12. Black L. D. See also Bail 
§$ 102. 
; 13. Anderson L. D. See also Ex 


parte post this page. 

14. A maxim meaning “From an 

illicit contract no action arises.” 
Bouvier L. D. [cit Broom Leg. Max. 
742). 
{a] Applied in: Stewart v. Wright, 
147 Fed. 321, 345; De Witt Wire-Cloth 
Co. v. New Jersey Wire-Cloth Co., 16 
Daly (N. Y.) 529, 5383, 14 NYS 277; 
McCortle v. Bates, 29 Oh. St. 419, 422, 
23 AmR 758; Stewart v. Gibson, 7 
CIWS 01s eo) ee eprint, 1237; 
Carnatic v. East India Co., 1 Ves. Jr. 
371, 391, 30 Reprint 391. 

15. Expanded Metal Co. v. Brad- 
ford, 214 U. S. 366, 367, 29 SCt 652, 
53 L. ed. 1034. 

{a] Expanded sheet metal.—In its 
simplest form, sheet metal may be 
expanded by making a series of cuts 


or slits in the metal in such relation : 


to each other as to break joints, so 
that the metal, when opened or 
stretched, will present an open mesh 
appearance. It may be likened to 
the familiar woven wire openwork 
construction, except that the metal 


is held together by uncut portions. 


thereof, uniting the strands, and the 
whole forms a solid piece. Expanded 
Metal Co. v. Bradford, 214 U. S. 366, 
SOdy BIE OCty Oa, be Lived 1034, 

16. Safety Car Heating, etc., Co. v. 
Consolidated Car Heating Co., 160 
Fed. 476, 481. 

17. Abbott L. D. 

18, “Wincoln, v. .Cook;, 3.111, 61, 62. 

19. .Ex p. Covington, 176 Ky. 140, 
142, 195 SW 439. 

{a] “Summary proceeding” dis- 
tinguished.—“‘There is a distinction 
between ex parte matters and sum- 
mary proceedings. A Summary pro- 
ceeding is one which is inter partes, 
and the only difference between it 


circumstances it is as true of a sum- 
mary proceeding as of a regular ac- 
tion that the defendant has his day 
in court. On the other hand, an ex 
parte proceeding is one where only 
the petitioner or actor is represented, 
and where the court decides that 
justice will be promoted by action at 
once without hearing the other side. 
This is often done, and, if the other 
party has full opportunity later to 
show his side of the case, it would 
not offend the constitutional provi- 
sion as to due process of law. A 
proceeding strictly ex parte, with no 
opportunity later to the person af- 
fected to set aside an improper judg- 
ment, is not due process of law, and 
would offend the constitutional pro- 
vision.” Hesse,:etce., Co. v. Ledesma 
& Co., 7 Porto Rico Fed. 520, 536. 

[b] As applied to the examination 
of witnesses, the term implies an ex- 
amination in the presence of one of 
the parties and in the absence of the 
other. Lincoln v. Cook, 3 Ill. 61. 

20. Ex p. Covington, 176 Ky. 140, 
142, 195 SW 439 [quot Cyc]; State 
v. Dickmann, (Mo. A.) 157 SW 1012, 
1015; State v. Cox, 87 Oh. St. 313, 333, 
101 NE 135 [quot Cyc]. 

21. Banta v. Demarest, 24 N. J. L. 
431, 433. 

pants v. Demarest, 24 N. J. L. 
Sis, dae 
Aaa Di 


Banta v. Demarest, 24 N. 
431, 483 [cit Den v. Jones, 8 N. 
340, 348; Jackson v. Lyon, 9 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 664; 2 Blackstone Comm. 
p 224 note 25, p 225 note 26, ete.]. 
See Iindley’s App., 102 Pa. 235, 242 
(where the terms are employed). See 
generally -Descent and Distribution 
TSS CANS Jee ger LS I 


24, Black L. D. 

25, (ConsteiGs6)iecutee 

26. Escriche Diccionario. See Citi- 
zens §§ 16-20. 

27. See Citizens §§.16—20. 

28. A maxim meaning “You can 


imply many things from few expres- 
sions.” Black L. D. 


Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Ham- 
lin, 67 Kan. 476, 484, 73 P 58. 

31. Atchison, ete., R. Co. v. Ham- 
lin, 67 Kan. -476,-484 73 P 58 

[a] Actual promise distinguished. 
—“A statement made by one person 
to another that he ‘expects’ to do a 
certain act is a very different thing 
from making an absolute promise or 
gtaranty that he will perform such 
act. To expect to do a thing simply 
means to lock forward to doing it 
with the anticipation, or belief, of its 
accomplishment. The giving of in- 
formation by a railroad company to 
a shipper as to what is the schedule 
of a particular train, with the state- 
ment that the company ‘expects’ to 
maintain such schedule, is not the 
making of any promise other than to 
perform the duty with respect to 
such schedule which the law already 
imposes.’’ Atlantic Coast Line R. 
oo v. Wells, 130 Ga. 55, 60 SE 170, 

(i. 

[b] Warranty not implied.—The 
word as used in a letter offering em- 
ployment on board a boat in the 
process of construction, Rolie | is ac- 
cepted, and which states that the 
writer “expects” the boat to be out 
by a_ certain time, cannot be con- 
strued to be a warranty that the 
boat would be out by that or any 
other time. Johnson v. McCune, 27 
Most, 0734 
“Expected to arrive.’?— Abe 


107, 60 NE 329; Smith v. Myers, L. R. 


L. R. 8 C. P. 395, 399; Bold v. Rayner, 
1M. & W. 3438, 150 Reprint 465. 

{d] “Expects” to make a party to 
an action as used in reférence to the 
taking of a deposition. Matter of 
Ae sa 31 Misc. 548, 545, 64 NYS 

fe] “Expect to pay.”—Where, in 2a 
letter to the representative of a de- 
ceased creditor, a discharged bank- 
rupt.wrote: “I have paid quite a few 
of the old losses, expect to pay more, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


EX PECTANCY—EXPEL 


EXPECTANCY.*? The condition of being re- 
ferred to a future time, or of dependence upon an 
expected event;** contingency as to possession or 
enjoyment ;** a mere hope unfounded in any limita- 
tion, provision, trust, or legal act whatever;®> a bare 
hope of succession to the property of another such 
as may be entertained by an heir apparent.®° 

EXPECTANT HEIR. An heir expecting an in- 
heritance from intestacy or devise.37 

EXPECTANT RIGHT. A right which depends on 
the continued existence of the present condition of 
things until the happening of some future event.°8 

EXPECTATION. The term ‘‘in expectation”’ is 


used in contradistinction to ‘‘in possession.’’ 29 Both- 


contemplate a title vested and indefeasible; but in 
one instance the right of enjoyment is immediate 
‘in possession,’’ in the other it is postponed ‘‘in 
expectation.’’ 4° 

EXPECTATIVA. In Spanish law, expectant, as 
a right or interest.*} 

EXPEDICION. In Spanish ecclesiastical law, a 
paper issuing from the Roman Curia, as a bull, dis- 
pensation, indulgence, ete., also the act of issuing 
and the next one shall be to the fam- 


ily of my departed friend,’ and in [e] 
another letter he held his promise to 


Div. 196,496, 72) NYS" 701. 
: _The interest of a beneficiary 
In an Insurance policy, reserving the 


[eb Clay) 71 


the same.*? 

EXPEDICIONERO. In Spanish ecclesiastical 
law, one who has charge of expediciones.*? 
_ EXPEDIENTE. In Spanish law, a matter which 
1s prosecuted in the courts at the instance of an 
interested party or official;44 also the record of a 
cause containing all the papers filed therein; in- 
struir un expediente, to assemble all the documents 
necessary for the disposition of a ecase.*® 

EXPEDIR. In Spanish law, to prosecute a cause; 
to issue documents; to render an order or judg- 
ment.47 : 

EXPEDITION. A march or voyage with mar- 
tial #° or hostile intentions.‘ In this sense, it does 
not mean the body which marches, but the march 
itself.°° The term is, however, sometimes employed 
to designate the armament itself, as well as the 
movement of that armament.®4 

EXPEDIT REIPUBLICA NE QUIS RE SUA 
MALE UTATUR.*? 

EXPEDIT REIPUBLICH UT SIT FINIS 
LITIUM.®? 

EXPEL.** To drive or force out, or reject.55 As 


ed. 888 (where the term is distin- 
guished from ‘‘contingent rights” and 
“vested rights’); dis. op. Pollack v. 


the creditor good, but did not know 
when he could do what he wanted to 
do, it was held that “expect to pay” 
was nothing more than a mere de- 
sire or intention to pay, and that the 
language was insufficient to revive 
the debt. Coe v. Rosene, 66 Wash. 73, 
75, 118 P 881, 38 LRANS 577, AnnCas 
POLE Ce VAL, 

{f] “Expects to settle all bills.”— 
Where plaintiff wrote defendant rail- 
road that he had a claim against de- 
fendant’s contractor, and that he 
would proceed to collect it if defend- 
ant did not settle the account, the 
words ‘‘expects to settle all bills,” in 
a letter from defendant that the rail- 
road company “expects to settle all 
bills” of the contractor, did not nec- 
essarily mean payment. Cleveland, 
ete., Co. v. Shea, 174 Ind. 308, 91 NE 
1081, 1083. 

32. Expectancy: 

Assignability see Assignments § 16. 
As subject of devise see Wills [40 

Cye 1049]. 

Curtesy in estate in see Curtesy § 30. 
Dower in estate in see Dower §§ 64-— 


Estate in see Estates § 25. 
Mortgage of see Chattel Mortgages 
§ 44; Mortgages [27 Cyc 1040]. 
Of life see Damages § 331; Death 

§§ 239-243; Evidence § 1129. 
Right of heir in see Descent and 

Distribution § 111. 

33. Black L. D. [quot Ayers v. 
Chicago Title, ete. Co., 187 Ill. 42, 
58, 58 NE 318]. 

[a] “Possibility” compared. — 2 
Fearne Rem. p 23 [quot McDonald 
v. Bayard Sav. Bank, 123 Iowa 413, 
416, 98 NW 1025; Elliott v. Leslie, 
124 Ky. 553, 99 SW 619, 621, 30 KyL 
7438, 124 AmSR 418]. 

[b] The term “expectancy of a 
renewal,” in the law of landlord and 
tenant, “has been deemed a’ species 
of property in the lessee, and a _co- 
partner or one standing in any fidu- 
ciary capacity is not permitted to 
profit by taking a renewal in his own 
name while this expectancy exists. 
But the rule ceases to operate when 
such expectancy no longer exists. It 
will hardly be claimed that a land- 
lord may not exercise his own dis- 
eretion in the selection of a tenant. 
He may or may not renew, as he 
chooses. When once he has declared 
against renewal, the tenant then in 
occupation has no more an expect- 
ancy which can be dealt with. Who- 
ever thereafter leases does the ten- 
ant no injury, and takes from him no 
property or property rights.”  Crit- 
tenden, etc., Co. v. Cowles, 66 App. 


right to change the beneficiary or 
assign the policy, has been defined 
as an “expectancy” or “an inchoate 
or unexecuted gift, revocable at any 
moment by the donor and remaining 
wholly within his control.” McNeil 
v. Chinn, 45 Tex. Civ. A. 551, 101 SW 
465, 467. 

34 Black L. D.. [quot Ayers ‘v. 
Chicago Title, etc., Co., 187 Ill. 42, 58, 
58 NE 318]. 

35. 2 Hearne Rem. p 22 [quot Mc- 
Donald v. Bayard Sav. Bank, 123 
Iowa 413, 416, 98 NW 1025; Elliott 
v. Leslie, 124 Ky. 553, 99 SW 619, 
621, 30 KyL 7438, 124 AmSR 418; 
ona v. Lampson, 10 Oh. St. 101, 

6]. 


36. De Hass v. Bunn, 2. Pa. 330, 
338, 44 AmD 201 [quot Robbin’s Bst., 
199 Pa. 500, 501, 49 A 2238 (distin- 
guished from “contingent interest’); 
Johnson vy. Breeding, 136 Tenn. 528, 
529, 190 SW 545, LRA1917C 266]. 

387. Whelan vy. Phillips, 151 Pa. 
312; 3225 25 cAc 44. 

[a] “In England, the words ‘ex- 
pectant heir’ originally meant just 
what the expression naturally signi- 
fies, an heir expecting an inheritance 
through intestacy or devise. The 
doctrine of ‘expectant heir’ amounted 
to nothing more than this: That a 
person should not, at common law, 
sell that which did not belong to 
him, either in possession or by vested 
right, but which he hoped might be 
acquired either certainly or contin- 
gently in the future.’ Whelen v. 
Phillips, 151 Pa. 312, 322, 25 A 44 
[quot McAdams v. Bailey, 169 Ind. 
518, 82 NE 1057, 1062, 124 AmSR 240, 
13 LRANS 1003]. 

[b] This phrase is sometimes 
used not in its literal meaning, but 
as including every one who has either 
a vested remainder or a contingent 
remainder in a family property, in- 
cluding a remainder in a portion, a§s 
well as a remainder in an estate, and 
every one who has the hope of suc- 
cession to the property of an ances- 
tor, either by reason of his being 
the heir apparent or presumptive, or 
by reason merely of the expectation 
of a devise or bequest on account 
of the supposed or presumed affec- 
tion of his ancestor or relative. 
Wells v. Houston, 23 Tex. Civ. A. 
629, 655, 57 SW 584; Beynon v. Cook, 
L. R. 10 ’°Ch. 389, 391 note. To same 
effect Aylesford v. Morris, L. R. 8 
Ch. 484, 497. See also Descent and 
Distribution § 111. 

88. Cooley Const. L. p 332 [quot 
Pearsall v. Great Northern R. Co., 
161 U. S. 646, 673, 16 SCt 705, 40 L. 


Meyer Bros. Drug Co., 233 Fed. 861, 
875, 147 CCA 535; Peo. v. Adirondack 
R. Co., 39 App. Div. 34, 56, 56 NYS 
869]. B00 j8tSe Contingent Rights 13 


39. Peo. v. McCormick, 208 Ill. 
437, 70 NE 350, 353, 64 LRA 775. 

40. Peo. v. McCormick, 208 Ill, 437, 
70 NE 350, 358, 64 LRA 775. 

41. Escriche Diccionario. 

42. Escriche Diccionario. 

43. Escriche Diccionario. 

44 Escriche Diccionario. 

Escriche Diccionario. 
In Mexican law, all the papers 
or documents constituting a grant or 
title to land from government. Van- 
derslice v. Hanks, 3 Cal. 27, 38. 

46. Escriche Diccionario. 

47. Escriche Diccionario. 

48. Johnson D. [quot U.S. -v: 
Whanez, ws hMeday 536, 9.538e Ue (Suv, 
Burr, 25 F. Cas. No. 14,694]. 

49. U. S. v. Ybanez, 53 Wed. 536, 
538. See also Enterprise 20 C. J. 
p 1267. 

[a] The term is not to be confined 
to that movement of the troops which 
immediately precedes the actual con- 
flict and shock of battle. Leathers 
v. Greenacre, 53 Me. 561, 578. 

50. U? S. vo Burr; 25 EP... Cas. No, 
14,694. 

S15 UMS Sve Burr2 5b Cas: Noe 
14,694. 

52. A maxim meaning “It con- 
cerns the public good that no one 
should misuse his own property.” 
Trayner Leg. Max. 

[a] Applied in: Belcher v. Farrar, 
8 Allen (Mass.) 325, 329; Bradley, 
etc., Co. v. Lally, 10 Misc. 366, 367, 
31 NYS 120; Young y. Shook, 4 Rawle 
(Pa.) 129935808: 

53. A maxim meaning “It is to the 
advantage of the state that there 
should be an end of litigation.” 
Bouvier L. D. [cit Coke Litt. p 303b]. 

[a] Applied in: Lawrence v. Ver- 
non), 1b. F.>Cas.. No. 8,146,538). Sumn. 
20; Walker v. Chase, 53 Me. 258, 260; 
Sturtevant v. Randall, 53. Me. 149, 
153; French y. Neal, 24 Pick. (Mass.) 
55, 61; Hastman v. Cooper, 15 Pick. 
(Mass.) 276, 286, 26 AmD 600; Cal- 
kins v. Calkins, 3 Barb. (N. Y.) 305, 
310; Tomlinson y. Miller, Sheld. 
(N. Y.) 197, 207; French v. Shotwell, 
5 Johns. Ch. 555, 568; Marsh v. Pier, 
4 Rawle (Pa.) 278, 288, 26 AmD 131; 
Wells’ Hst., 7 Pa. Co. 354, 361; Cros- 
sen v. McAllister, 2 PaLJ 199, 201. 

54, See also Expulsion post p 224. 

55. Aaron v. Ward, 136 App. Div. 
818, 121 NYS 6738, 676; Smith v. Leo, 
92 Hun 242, 2438, 36 NYS 949. 

[a] Force may be implied. Smith 


45. 
[a] 


172 [25C.J.] 


applied to membership in an association, to exclude 


or dismiss.°° 


EXPEND. To disburse;®7 to dispose of ;5% to pay 
out,°® or lay out;®° to weigh out; to use up.*® 

EXPENDEDOR. In Spanish law, the secret pur- 
veyor of the fruits of a crime, as counterfeit money, 
He is an aider and abettor of the 
crime when his possession is the result of a con- 
spiracy formed before its commission; if his first 
connection arises thereafter he is an accessary.®* 


stolen goods, ete. 


ment.” 


EXPENSAS. 


costs.7? 


EXPENDITURE.** The spending of money; the 


v. Leo, 92 Hun 242, 243, 36 NYS 949. 

[b] The words “ejected, expelled, 
put out, and removed,” relating to 
trespass, may be satisfied under some 
circumstances by proof that the 
house was destroyed in plaintiffs’ ab- 
sence, and by their being prevented 
from returning to it and reéntering 
it, because finding it existing no 
longer as a habitable house, but not 
so where the pulling down and ex- 
pelling was contemporaneous. Perry 
v. Fitzhowe, 8 Q. B. 757, 779, 55 HCL 
757, 115 Reprint 1057. 

56. (Macauley v. Tierney, 19 R. I. 
DoOweeOos so. AS 1.64, AMSRi770, 37 
LRA 455. 

57. Adams v. Prather, 176 Cal. 33, 
167 P 5384, 538; Mercer County v. 
New Boston, 138 Ill. A. 274, 278; Ma- 
rion County School Dist. No. 24 v. 
Smith, 82 Or. 448, 161 P 706, 708. 

{a] “Depreciation of a building is 
not money expended. Neither can 
interest on the amount previously in- 
vested in constructing the building 
be properly termed an ‘amount ex- 
pended’ during the preceding year.” 
Marion County School Dist. No. 24 
v. Smith, 82 Or. 443, 448, 161 P 706. 

58. Norman y. Central Kentucky 
Lunatic Asylum, 92 Ky. 10, 16, 17 SW 
150, 18 KyL 310. 

59. Adams v. Prather, 176 Cal. 
33, 167 P 534, 5388; Mercer County v. 
New Boston, 13 Ill. A. 274, 278 Lrev 
on other grounds 110 Ill. 197]; Ma- 
rion County School Dist. No. 24 v. 
Smith, 82 Or. 448, 448, 161 P 706. 

fa] “Expended necessarily” means 
actually paid. Reg. v. Marsham, 
Els92] +O. By 374, 6379. 

{[b] “Moneys expended.” — Where 
defendant had given a bond to con- 
vey a tenth of a tract of land, and 
plaintiffs had agreed to build a dam 
on such tract, and that all moneys 
expended for defendant were to go 
toward the payment of such tenth, 
the term ‘moneys expended” did not 
embrace claims for services or 
moneys expended prior to the date 
of agreement. Littlefield v. Winslow, 
19 Me. 394, 397. 

60. Adams v. Prather, 176 Cal. 33, 
167 P 534, 538. 

61. Mercer County v. New Boston, 
13° Til; A. 274, 278. 

62. Adams v. Prather, 176 Cal. 33, 
167-P 534, 538. 

[a] “Consume” 
Adams v. Prather, 


synonymous, — 
LG eCals shoal 


P 534, 588. See also Consume 12 
CarJeape ls09n > 

63. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Criminal Law §§ 99-161. 


64. Expenditure: By: 

Agent see Agency §§ 224, 225, 458. 

Assignee of insolvent’s estate see In- 
solvency [22 Cye 1304]. 

Auctioneer see Auctions and Auc- 
tioneers § 51. 

Candidate for election see Elections 
§ 405: 

Cestui que trust for benefit of trust 
estate see Trusts [29 Cyc 513]. 

Chartered vessel see Shipping [36 
Cyc 68]. 

Executor or administrator see Exec- 
utors and Administrators §§ 513- 
558. 

Grantee of property transferred in 
fraud of creditors see Fraudulent 
Conveyances [20 Cye 636]. 

Guardian see Infants [21 Cyc 69, 97]; 

* Insane Persons [22 Cyc 1183]. 


Highway officer see Highways [37 
Cye ‘2T6]. 

Husband of wife’s separate estate 
SoU ae oe and Wife [21 Cyc 
14 : 

Municipal officer, reimbursement of 
see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
454]. 

Partnership see Partnership [30 Cyc 
692, 697, 742]. 

Railroad see Railroads [33 Cye 104, 
467]. 

Receiver see Receivers [34 Cyc 275, 
286] 


Sheriff, reimbursement of for care 


and custody of property see 
Sheriffs and Constables [35 Cyc 
1577). 

State, limitation upon see States [36 
Cye 883]. 


Tenant in common for common bene- 
fit see Tenancy in- Common [38 
Cyc 78]. 

Town, unauthorized see Towns [38 
Cyc 645]. 

Trustee see Trusts [39 Cyc 329]. 

United States officer, reimbursement 


of see United States [39 Cyc 
eltorde 
65. Ainsworth v. Dean, 21 N. H. 


400, 407. 

{a] “Ordinary 
Cross v. Ottawa, 23 U. 
292. 

[b] “Working expenditure” of 
railway as defined by the Railway 
Act (51 Vict. c 29 § 2). See Charle- 
bois v. Great North West Cent. R. 
Co., 11 Man. 135, 137. 

66. Webster D. [quot Ainsworth 
v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 408]... 

67. Webster D. [quot Ainsworth 
v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 408]. 

68. Webster D. [quot Ainsworth 
v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 408]. 

69. Webster D. [quot Ainsworth 
v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 408]. 

{a] Meaning by context.—(1) As 
used in a Statute, the word is en- 
tirely equivocal and may, in its nat- 
ural sense, signify as well the ap- 
plication of money to purposes for 
which towns have not authority to 
raise money, as to purposes for which 
they have such authority. Adams v. 
Mack, 3 N. H. 493; 501 [cit Ains- 
worth v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 407]. 
(2) As used in a statute providing 
that the state may resume the right 
and privilege of the corporation in a 
railroad, paying to the corporation 
all it may not have received of its 
expenditures, the term does_ not 
mean cost of construction, but what 
had been expended by the stockhold- 
ers. State v. Manchester, etc., R. Co., 
70 N. H. 421, 482, 48 A 11038. 

[b] Possession essential.—‘“What 
is contemplated is expenditure. 
What do you ‘expend’? You ‘expend’ 
that which you have. A man cannot 
spend what he has not got—he can 
mortgage or pledge, but he cannot 
actually spend.” In re Bristol, [1893] 
SOl LG e660. 

[c] “Expenditures actually made.” 
—Under a contract stipulating that 
plaintiff guaranteed the amount of 
expenditures actually made by it on 
contracts assumed by defendant 
without deducting the moneys re- 
ceived on account of contracts des- 
ignating a sum which defendant 
agreed to pay to plaintiff, the phrase 
the “amount of expenditures actually 


expenditure.” — 
CHO Bs25s; 


act of expending;® 
money expended ;°° a laying out, as of money ;"° pay- 


out as in litigation; 


EXPENSE or 
spent;’* cost;"* expenditure;7> the laying out or ex- 
pending of money or other resources;7° disbursement 
of money; money expended ;** money actually paid 


EXPEL—EXPENSE OR EXPENSES 


disbursement ;®" expense ;°8 


In Spanish law, the amount paid 
the term is broader than 


EXPENSES. That which is 


made” included not only the ex- 
penditures actually made by plaintiff 
in part performance of the contract 
but also those made by it in pro- 
curing them. Berlin Iron Bridge Co. 
v. American Bridge Co., 76 Conn. 1, 
55. A. 573, 576, 

70. Webster D. [quot Ainsworth 
v. Dean, 21 N. H. 400, 408]. 

71. Peo. v. Kane, 43 App. Div. 472, 
482, 61 NYS 195, 632 (such is its 
meaning in the Greater New York 
Charter § 419, providing that no ex- 
penditure for work or supplies, in- 
volving an amount fer which no con- 
tract is required, shall be made, ex- 
cept the necessity therefor is cer- 
tified to by the head of the appro- 
priate department, and the expense 
has been duly authorized and ap- 
propriated). 

72. Escriche Diccionario. See Ex- 
pense or Expenses post this page. 

73. Peo. v. Saratoga County, 45 
App. Div. 42, 50, 60 NYS 1122. 

_(a] “ ‘Expenses’ is never used to 
signify expenses during the life of 
the testator; they would be debts.” 
~~ re Haines, 8 N.' J. Eq. ‘506; 

[b] “Walue” distinguished. — The 
term as used in Rev. St. § 1397, re- 
quiring the fence viewers to examine 
a division fence and ascertain the 
expense thereof, is not synonymous 
with the word “value,” and therefore 
a certificate certifying the value of 
building such fence is not a com- 
pliance with the statute. Voelz v. 
Br eutensels: 68 Wis. 491, 496, 32 NW 
( = 


74. Peo. v. Saratoga County, 45 
App. Div. 42, 50, 60 NYS 1122. 

76. Williams: vi -J0-eS2"12eOte els 
192, 199; Bowery Bank v. Hart, 37 
Mise. (N: Y.)_ 412, 413, 75 NYS®* 782 
[cit Century D.]. 

76. Kimic v. San Jose-Los Gatos 
Interurban R. Co., 156 Cal. 273, 104 
P 312, 313. See also Matthews, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Trenton Lamp Co., 73 
Fed. 212, 215; Hall v. Vermont, etc., 
RCo, 2s Vt. 401;° 406. 

{a] Commission to contractor.— 
Ina Provision in a contract between 
a building contractor and a subcon- 
tractor that in case the subcontrac- 
tor should fail to carry on the work 
and the owner should be obliged to 
complete it, the expenses incurred 
by the owner, and to be deducted 
from the contract price, should be 
audited and certified by the architect, 
the “expenses” provided for included 
a commission allowed the contractor 
for his services in making the ar- 
rangements and_ supervising the 
carrying on of the work after de- 
fault of the subcontractor. White 
v. Abbott, 188 Mass. 99, 74 NE 
{[b1 Commissions paid to brokers 
when not included within definition 
of “expenses.” Texas Land, ete., Co. 
v. Holtham, 63 L. J. Q. B. 496. 

77. Matthews, etc, Mfg. Co. v. 
Trenton Lamp Co., 73 Fed. 212, 215: 
Williams v. U. S., 12 Ct. Cl. 192, 199; 
Bowery Bank v. Hart, 37 Misc. 412, 
413, 75 NYS 781 [cit Century D.]; 
Mendiola v. Villa, 15 Philippine 131, 
132; Jones v. Carmarthen, -:8 M. 
W. 605, 614, 151 Reprint 1180. 

78. Peo. v. Saratoga County, 45 
App. Div. 42, 50, 60 NYS 1129. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


out ;"° outlay ;®° the payment of a price.’ The word 
is one of somewhat varying significance,8? and may 
mean the employment and consumption of time and 
% In common speech and in contracts, the 
term signifies not only the cost of contemplated serv- 
ices, materials, etc., but also the charges for such 
as have been performed or furnished.*4 
nected with litigation, the term may have, at least, 
two meanings—the one“including the ordinary costs 
or taxable expenses, and the other the extraordin- 
ary costs also, such as agents’ and attorneys’ fees, 


labor.83 


ete.85 


Phrases: ‘‘ Actual expenses,’’ 8° ‘‘all expenses for 
the sale and keep,’’ 87 ‘‘all expenses of the com- 
pany,’’ ®$ ‘‘all just and reasonable expenses,’’ ®® 


79. Mombert v. Bannock County, 9 
ida. 470, 75 P 239, 243. 
80, “Walliams: v:,U._S. 12Ct. Cl. 


192, 199; Bowery Bank v. Hart; 37 
Misc. 412, 4138, 75 NYS 781 [cit Cen- 
tury be 

Sle Williams v.., Us S.012 et. Cl. 
192, 199. 

82. Haczela v. Krupa, 219 Mass. 


261, 263, 106 NE 1004. 

83. Matthews, etc., Mfg. Co. v. 
Prenton luaamp €o., 73 Fed. 212, 215. 

[a] Of invention.—The term as 
used in a statute authorizing the is- 
Suance of a design patent to any 
person who by his own genius, ef- 
forts, industry, and expense has in- 
vented, etc., is not limited to mere 
disbursements of money, and does 
not prevent the granting of a patent 
to one who, while in the employ of 
another, invents a design, especially 
where it does not appear that no 
expense was necessary in producing 


the design. Matthews, etc., Mfg. Co. 
v. Trenton Lamp Co., ‘73. Fed.-212, 
215. 


84, Sullivan v. Triunfo Gold, etc., 
Min. Co., 39 Cal. 459, 466; Booker v. 
Southwest Missouri R. Co., 144 Mo. 
Ae cho ecole S LON a LOL Leit, Cyc. 

[a] As including money not yet 
paid.—Where, in an action for in- 
juries, plaintiff alleged that he had 
been put to great expense for medi- 
cal attendance and nursing, and for 
the purchase of drugs and medicine, 
to the amount of four hundred dol- 
lars, the words “put to expense” 
meant “had incurred or been com- 
pelled to incur expense,” the word 
“expense” meaning not only the cost 
of contemplated services and ma- 
terials, but also the charges for such 
as have been performed or furnished, 
whether paid or not, and hence plain- 
tiff was not limited to recovering 
“expenses paid,’ but was entitled to 
recover for expenses incurred. Book- 
er v. Southwest Missouri R. Co., 144 
Mo. A. 273, 128 SW 1012, 1018. 

85. Kohn v. Zimmerman, 34 Iowa 
544, 545 [quot Bowery Bank v. Hart, 
Sie Mises 412) 413.575 INYS (78h). See 
also; Ui Si Midelity, ete, (Co. v. Peo, 


44 Colo. 557, 98 P 828, 834; Matter 
of Turrell, 63 Misc. 502, 117 NYS 
764; Matter of Water~ 


Supply, 62 
Mise. 326, 116 NYS 642, 645. f 

[a] “ ‘Expenses’... is a word 
frequently used in the Scotch Courts 
where the English Courts would use 
the word ‘costs.’” Reg. v. Vantas- 
sel, 5 CanCrCas 128, 132. 

86. West Ham v. Grant, 58 L. J. 
Che Wi24,01:2'3. : 

87. Ferguson v. Hogan, 25 Minn. 
135, 140 (where a chattel mortgage 
provided for the payment of all ex- 
penses for sale of the mortgaged 
property- out of the avails of such 
sale, nly such expenses were Iin- 
ended: as-were incurred in doing 
things which formed part of the pro- 
ceedings of the sale). . 

gs. Kane yv. Schuylkill F. Ins. Co., 
199 Pa. 205, 48 A 989. 


[a] Taxes included.— Kane _ v. 
Schuylkill F. Ins. Co., 199 Pa. 205, 
TSA = 989. 

89. Brady v. Dilley, 27 Md. 570, 


EXPENSE OR EXPENSES 


case,’’ 9? 


As con- 


582 (attorney’s fees). 

90. Reg. vy. Heath, 6 B. & S. 578, 
587, 118 ECL 578, 122 Reprint 1309. 

SIs Halley, avermont, -efCi5:h.. COs, 
28 Vt. 401, 407. 

{a] Personal services included.— 
Hall v. Vermont, etc., R. Co., 28 Vt. 
401, 402. 

92. Kohn y. Zimmerman, 34 Iowa 
544, 545. 

[a] Compromise of claim.—Dur- 
ing the pendency of an action a re- 
ceipt in full of plaintiff's claim was 
executed by him to defendant, in 
consideration of the receipt of a 
less sum than was due and the pay- 
ment by defendant of ‘all the ex- 
penses, if any, in this case,’ and it 
was held that parol evidence was 
admissible for the purpose of show- 
ing what expenses were contem- 
plated by the terms used, as tu 
whether it included attorneys’ fees 
or only ordinary costs.” Kohn vy. 
Zimmerman, 34 Iowa 544, 5465. 

93. Damon vy. Reading, 2 Gray 
(Mass.) 274, 276 (payment of dam- 
ages occasioned to the owners of 
land by such location). 


mee ewe v. Baltimore, 45 Md. 
[al Charges for establishing the 


grade, for advertising and surveying, 
and a reasonable commission for col- 
lecting the tax, are included within 
the term ‘“‘expenses’” as used in the 
act of 1870, authorizing the assess- 
ment for the cost and expenses of 
certain paving done in the city. 
Dashiell v. Baltimore, 45 Md. 615, 631. 

95. McComb City v. Pike County, 
86 Miss. 647, 649, 38 S 721. 

96. Fisk v. Cuthbert, 2 Mont. 593, 
603. 

97. Provident Chemical Works v. 
Hygienic Chemical Co., 170 Fed. 523, 
525; Ball v. Vason; 56 Ga. 264, 265; 
Swartzel v. Rogers, 3 Kan. 380, 382; 
Burrage v. Bristol County, 210 Mass. 
299, 300, 96 NE 719; Brigham v. 
Worcester County, 147 Mass. 446, 447, 
18 NE 220; Reg. v. St. Mary, 59 L. J. 
Q. B. 462, 464. See New York Bowery 
Bank v. Hart, 37 Mise. 412, 75 NYS 
781, 782 (the words are sufficiently 
broad, aS used in a mortgage to Se- 
cure the payment of all costs and ex- 
penses incurred in a certain action, 
to include attorney’s charges, if the 
parties so intended at the time of 
giving of the mortgage; and parol 
evidence is admissible to show such 
intention); Davidson v. Munsey, 29 
Utah 181, 80 P 743, 745 (the term as 
used in a statute providing that, if 
actual loss to a party in an action is 
caused by contempt, the court, in 
addition to fine or imprisonment, 
may order payment to the party 
agreed of a sum sufficient to in- 
demnify him and to satisfy his “costs 
and expenses” is intended to include 
something moré than the costs and 
disbursements allowed by_statute to 
the prevailing party in ordinary civil 
actions, and may include such rea- 
sonable attorneys’ fees as the re- 
lator may have paid or obligated 
himself to pay counsel in order to 
obtain the benefit of the order which 
defendant has violated). 
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‘fall. other expenses,’’ °° ‘‘all reasonable expenses 
incurred,’’®1 ‘‘all the expenses, if any, in this 
‘fall the expenses of locating 
road,’’ ®° ‘‘assess the expenses thereof,’’ °4 
expense of the muncipal treasury,’’% ‘‘at the ex- 
pense of the Territory,’’ 9° ‘‘costs and expenses,’’ °? 
‘costs, charges and expenses,’’ 98 ‘‘current expenses 
of the state government,’’ °° ‘‘estimated expenses,’’ ? 
‘fevery expense the vessel may incur,’’? ‘‘expenses 
advanced,’’ * ‘‘expenses and advancements,’’ * ‘‘ex- 
penses and charges,’’> ‘‘expenses and disburse- 
ments,’’?® ‘‘expenses attendant upon or connected 
with any such alteration of a street,’’? ‘‘expenses 
be duly paid and satisfied by my executors,’’ § ‘‘ex- 


a new 
‘fat the 


[a] “Expenses and _ costs.’ — 
Butchers’ Union Slaughterhouse, etc., 
Landing Co. v. Crescent City Live 
Stock Landing, ete., Co., 41 La. Ann. 
355, 8638, 6 S 508 (of a mandatory); 
Sears v. Nahant, 215 Mass. 234, 238, 
102 NE 491 (of an inquiry and pro- 
ceedings). 

[b] Opening of street.—The term 
as used in Pub. St. c 49 § 13, where- 
in it is made the duty of commis= 
sioners, on the laying out of a Street, 
to assess the expense upon the abut- 
ting owners, includes damage _ to 
them. ‘Brigham vy. Worcester County, 
147 Mass. 446, 447, 18 NE 220. 

{c} Partition proceeding. — “Ex- 
penses,”’ as used in an act authoriz- 
ing, the -court in partition, to tax 
all costs and expenses, embrace those 
charges included in the proceeding 
to obtain partition which are not in- 
cluded in the word “costs.” That 
includes the charges of officers and 
persons’ whose services are required, 
and whose fees therefor are fixed by 
law; and where no law nas been 
passed speciaily fixing the fees either 
of the sheriff, the freenolders, or the 
surveyors for performing the serv- 
ices required of them in making par- 
tition of the real estate, they should 
be included, but attorney’s' fees 
should be excluded.’ Swartzel  v. 
Rogers, 3 Kan. 380, 382 


see In:re Smith, 60 L. J. Ch. 613, 
99. Bartling v. Wait, 96 Nebr. 


532, 537, 148 NW 507. ; 

1. West Ham v. Grant, 58 Les&. 
Ch leoueticros : 

2.’ Sully v. Duranty, 3 H.'& C.; 2%, 
283, 159 Reprint 5338. 

3. Seggermann v. Valentine, 61) N. 
Y. Super. 248, 250, 19 NYS 711.9 

{a] Fine for undervaluation of 
goods.—Where plaintiffs agreed to 
take five thousand crates of onions 
at a stated price, cash on arrival, 
and defendants agreed to pay plain- 
tiffs one half of. the actual expenses 
advanced, and a fine was imposed 
upon the onions without fault of 
plaintiffs, for undervaluation, which 
fine plaintiffs paid, it was held that 
plaintiffs were entitled to recover 
one half of such fine as expenses. 
Seggermann vy. Valentine, 61 N. Y. 
Super. 248): 250, 19 NYS 711) 

4, Eames v. H. B. Claflin Co., 239 
Fed. 631, 152° CCA’. 465. 


5. Greer v. Greer, 5° Redf. Surr. 
GNePYP) ra 4e 25s 
[a] Compensation of trustee.— 


The term within the provision of a 
will creating a trust and providing 
for payment of proper expenses and 
charges out of the rents and profits. 
refers, not to the compensation of 
the trustee, but to necessary dis- 
bursements in administration. Greer 


v.iGreer, 5 Redf.‘Surrs CNY )e214> 
215. 

6. In re New York Water Sup- 
ply, 62° Mises” 324, °I96 =NYS S640" 
642 


7. Bayley v. Wilkinson, 16 C. B. 


ING SP Gia OR. til Ciel 61 eel aives 
print 1086. 

8. In re Haines, 8 N. J. Eq. 506, 
509. 
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penses caused by the desertion,’’® ‘‘expenses for 
clerk hire and advertising,’’1° ‘‘expenses for the 
said estates,’’ 1” 


sale,’? 11 ‘expenses incident to 


‘expenses incident to such sale,’’ 1% 
eurred,’’ 14 ‘‘expenses incurred in preparing and 
printing the burgess list,’’ 15 ‘‘expenses incurred or 
‘expenses 
bonded indebtedness,’’ 17 ‘‘expenses necessarily in- 
curred,’’ 18 ‘‘expenses necessarily incurred in con- 
duct of his office,’’? 1° ‘‘expense necessary to main- 
tain the land in a state to command the rent,’’ 7° 


sustained by  him,’’ 7 


9. Deacon v. Quayle, [1912] 1 K. 
B. 445, 450; Halliday v. Taffs, [1911] 
1 K. B. 594, 602. 

10. Foster v. Goddard, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,970, 1 Cliff. 158, 176 (“Expenses 
for clerk hire and advertising are as 
much incident to the transaction of 
mercantile business as those incurred 
for insurance, freight, and storage; 
and the merchant might as reasonably 
calculate to procure goods without 
cost as to expect to keep them on 
hand for sale without their being 
subject to taxation’’). ; 

ll. Ferguson v. Hogan, 25 Minn. 
135, 140 (under a chattel mortgage). 

12. Stephens v. Milnor, 24 N. J. 
Eq. 358, 3873 (grading and flagging 
the sidewalks and grading and pav- 
ing the streets in front of the prem- 
ises and fencing the lots were in- 
cluded in the direction to pay the 
expenses incident to the estate out 
of the income). 

13. Johnson y. Glenn, 80 Md. 369, 
370, 30 A 993. 

14. Chemical Electric Light, etc., 
Co. v Howard, 148 Mass. 352, 20 NE 92, 
99, 2 LRA 168; Peo. v. Lyon, 77 Misc. 
377,/3879, 136 NYS 534; Reg. v. King- 
‘ton, Upon Hull, 2 E. & B. 182, 188, 
715 ECL 182, 118 Reprint 737. 

[a] - Remuneration for labor.—By 
6 & 7 Vict. c 18 § 55 it was provided 
that the ‘expenses incurred” by the 
town clerk of any borough, in the 
performance of his duties in respect 
to the registration of the parliamen- 
tary voters of the borough, should be 
defrayed by the parishes and town- 
ships of the borough. It was held 
that the words “expenses incurred” 
applied only to such money as he 
had to pay, and not to remuneration 
for his labor. Reg. v. Kingston Upon 
Hull, 2 El. & Bl. 182, 75 ECL 182, 118 
Reprint 737. 

15. Jones v. Carmarthen, 8 M. & 
W. 605, 612, 151 Reprint 1180 (serv- 
ices of a public officer were not in- 
cluded under the term). 

16. Haczela v. Krupa, 219 Mass. 
261, 263, 106 NE 1004. 

17, Maxey v. Yuma County, 19 
Ariz. 488, 172 P 285.. 

18. Ball v. Vason, 56 Ga. 264, 267; 
Peo. v. Saratoga County, 45 App. 
Dive 42, 00.160), UNV S. (1122 eres. 
v. Gloucester, 5 Q. B. 862, 871, 48 
ECL 862, 114 Reprint 1474; Naas v. 
District No. 3 Overseers of Poor, 35 
N. S. 316; Cumberland Dist. No. 5 
Overseers of Poor v. McDonald, 35 
N. S. 394. 

{a] Supporting prisoners, — The 
term as use@ in L. (1892) c 686, pro- 
viding that the expense necessarily 
incurred in support of persons 
charged with or convicted of crime 
will be a county charge, means the 
actual moneys expended for such 
purposes, and will not include the 
care and trouble of the sheriff in 
looking after the prisoners, or in 
feeding them. Peo. v. Saratoga 
County, 45 App. Div. 42, 60 NYS 1122. 

{b] Clerk’s fees——Under the Eng- 
lish statute (5 & 6 Wm. IV c 76 § 92) 
it was held that the fees of a clerk 
to justices of a borough, for business 
done in respect to persons appre- 
hended by the police and brought 
before the justices, or in respect 
of informations or other proceedings 
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‘expense in- 


in ineurring | holding 


taken by and at the instance of the 
police, must be paid out of the _ bor- 
ough fund, as expenses necessarily 
incurred in carrying into effect the 
provisions of that act. Reg. v. Glou- 
cester, 5 Q. B. 862, 48 ECL 862, 114 
Reprint 1474, 

19. Harris County v. Hammond, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 203 SW 445, 450. 


20. Reg. v. Gainsborough Union, 
DER. "Oe B64; 167, 
B21 OWilliameiiven Oe send or w@r ner. 


192, 199; Re Wrexham, etc., R. Co., 
80 L. T. Rep. N. S. 648, 650; Proffitt 
v. Wye Valley R. Co., 64 L. T. Rep. 
N. S. 669, 673; Re Cornwall Minerals 
R. Co., 48 L. T. Rep. N. S. 41, 44. 

{a] Bringing criminals to trial. 
The term as used in a statute au- 
thorizing the commissioner of inter- 
nal revenue to pay necessary, ‘“ex- 
penses” for bringing to trial persons 
violating the Internal Revenue Law, 
indicates expenditure, outlay, the 
disbursement of money, and the pay- 
ment of a price, and is broad enough 
to sustain an offer of a reward for 
information leading to the forfeiture 
of illicit distilleries. Williams v. 
LESS ike Ct Clo 2 hoo. 

22. In re ‘Green,’ 231 Wed. 253; 
Garver v. Thoman, 15 Ariz. 38, 42, 
135 P 725; Rose’s Est., 80 Cal. 166, 
178, 22 P 86; Gurnee v. Maloney, 38 
Cale 185, 8%, 7-99 AmDasdas Corbin: va 
Townshend, 92 Conn. 501, 506, 103 
A 647; Lester v. Mathews, 56 Ga. 655, 
656; Matter of Bell, 94 Misc. 552, 554, 
158 NYS 142; Stoughton Wagon Co. 
V...8,.G. Dreyfus (Co. (Tex. Civ. A.) 


181 SW 708, 705. 
23. New. “York, 60, 6a. CO.) 6s 
472, 480, 100 A 


Seanee, 91 Conn. 

24. Glasgow Corp. v. Glasgow 
rade etes, Co. EL389S8q, ACs 63l; 
40. 

25. State v. Desha County, 82 Ark. 
360, 99 SW 1108, 1109 (the cost of 
suit is a part of the “expense of 
collection,” within L. [1899] p 177 
c 109, providing that a decree ren- 
dered in a suit for the settlement of 
an indebtedness due from one county 
to another shall be enforced by an 
annual tax levy to pay the decree, in- 
terest, and expense of collection). 

26. Clark v. Hammond, 134 Ga. 
68 SE 600, 603; Clark v. Eve, 
134 Ga. 788, 797, 68 SE 598; Chat- 
ham County v. Gaudry, 120 Ga. 121, 
47 SE 634, 685; Adams v. Wright, 84 
Ga. 720, 724, 11 SE 898; Adair v. 
Ellis, 838 Ga. 464, 466, 10 SE 117. See 
Houston County v. Kersh, 82 Ga. 252, 
254, 10 SE 199. 

[a] Salaries of the judges of the 
Superior courts are not included. 
Clark v. Hammond, 134 Ga. 792, 68 
SE 600, 603. 

[b] Costs of attorney-general.— 
The term as used in Const. (1877) 
art 7 § 6 par 2, prohibiting counties 
from exercising the tax power, ex- 
cept, among other things, to raise 
funds for the payment of ‘expenses 
of courts,’ should be construed to 
include the insolvent costs due the 
attorney-general, which were recom- 
mended by the grand jury to be paid. 
Adam v. Wright, 84 Ga. 720, 11 SE 
8938, 895. But see Adair v. Ellis, 83 
Ga. 464, 10 SE 117 (where, in con- 
struing the same provision of the 


‘‘expenses . . . not otherwise provided by law, 
‘expenses of administration,’’?? ‘‘expense of any 
change ordered,’’ 2? ‘‘expenses of borrowing, man- 
agement, ete.,’’ 24 ‘‘expense of collection,’’ °° ‘‘ex- 
penses of courts,’’ 2° ‘expenses of cutting and mar- 
keting,’’27 ‘‘expense of family,’’?5 ‘‘expense of 
court,’ 
berth,’’ ®° ‘‘expense of lighting any street,’’ 1 ‘‘ex- 
pense of litigation,’’ ®? ‘‘expenses of maintaining a 
minister and public worship,’’ °° ‘‘expenses of mak- 
ing the partition,’’ 34 ‘‘expenses of management,’’ *® 
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‘expenses of leaving her 


constitution, it was held that the 
term does not include insolvent costs 
due to a solicitor general; and there- 
fore the legislature cannot authorize 
the county to levy such a tax). 

{c] The publication of the gen- 
eral presentments of the grand jury 
are not included within the meaning 
of the term. Houston County v. 
Kersh, 82 Ga. 252, 10 SH 199. 

27. Stocker v. Hutter, 134 Pa. 19, 
28, 19 A 427, 566. 

{a] Discount for loans.—-A con- 
tract whereby H was to permit S to 
cut timber on a certain piece of land, 
S to pay certain notes and indebted- 
ness of H, and H was to advance all 
moneys needed to pay the expenses of 
cutting and marketing such timber, 
and to apply the proceeds of the sale 
to the repayment to himself of the 
expenses advanced, is not to be con- 
strued to include moneys expended in 
discounts for loans obtained by H 
for the purpose of advancing the 
money necessary to pay the expenses 
of cutting and marketing the timber. 
It would only cover the actual ex- 
penses of cuttting and marketing the 


timber. Stocker v. Hutter, 134 Pa. 
POT 9 vata te 
28. Chamberlain v. Townsend, 72 


Or. 207, 211, 142 P 782, 143 P 924. 

29. Chatham County v. Gaudry, 
120 Ga. 121, 47 SE 6384, 635. 

[a]. Any expense lawfully in- 
curred is an expense of holding court. 
Expenses of nm committee of citizens 
of a creditor appointed by a grand 
jury to inspect and examine the 
offices, papers, books, and records of 
county officers, and to make a full 
and complete report of the result of 
such investigation to the next suc- 
ceeding grand jury, are expenses of 
the court, the grand jury being a 
component part of the court. Chat- 
ham County vy. Gaudry, 120 Ga. 121, 
47 SE 634, 635. 

80. Westoll v. Carter, 14 T. L. R. 
281, 282. ; 

31. Nelson vy. La Porte, 38 Ind. 
258, 261 (the term as used in the 
act of 1867, providing that the com- 
mon council of a city shall have the 
power to regulate the lighting of 
streets, etc., and to provide by ordi- 
nance what part, if any, of “the ex- 
pense of lighting any street,’ shall 
be paid by the owners of lots front- 
ing thereon, ete., refers only to the 
expense of lighting after the fixtures 
are up). 

62. ‘Little’ Cahaba! Coall Comey. 
#Htna L. Ins. Co., 192 Ala, 42, 46, 68 
S 317, AnnCasi917D 863: A8tna IL. 
Ins. Co. v. Bowling Green Gas-Light 
Co., 150 Ky. 732, 150 SW 994, 995, 
43 LRANS 1128; Curtis, etc, Co. v. 
4ftna L. Ins. Co., 58 Okl. 470, 474, 
160.P 465. 

33. Atty.-Gen. v. Worcester Union 
Soc., 116 Mass. 167, 168 (may in- 
clude not only the expenses incurred 
in paying for the services of the 
minister, but also in paying for the 
services of the sexton, who has care 
of the chapel, and for’ fuel used 
therein). 

34. Hunt v. Meeker County Ab- 
stract, etc., Co., 128 Minn. 539, 151 
NW 1102. 

35. Clarke v. Thornton, 35 Ch. D. 
307,311. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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“expense of obtaining a patent,’’ °¢ ‘expenses of or 
incident to making any apportionment,’’ *7 ‘‘expense 
of recovery,’’ °8 ‘‘expenses of removing a wreck,’’ °9 
““expense of repairing highways,’’ 4° ‘expenses of 
resisting the bill of [a municipal] corporation,’’ +4 
“fexpenses of sale,’’?42 ‘‘expense of such build- 
ing,’’ 4% ‘‘expense of the business,’’ 4+ ‘‘expenses of 
the family,’’ 4° ‘‘expenses of the last sickness,’’ 46 
‘‘expenses of the national board of health,’’ 47 ‘‘ex- 
penses of writing the risk,’’ #8 ‘‘expenses on prop- 
erty,’’ 4° ‘‘expense or cost of defense,’’ 5° ‘‘expenses 
or costs of improvements,’’ 5! ‘‘expenses properly 
incurred in examining title,’’ °? ‘expenses properly 
ineurred in preparing to enter upon the land,’’ 53 
‘fexpenses to the assisting attorneys,’’ °4 ‘‘expenses 
wholly or exclusively laid out for the purposes of 
such trade,’’ °° ‘‘free from all expense,’’ °* ‘‘funeral 


36. Chemical Electric Light, etc., 
Co. v. Howard, 148 Mass. 352, 361, 20 
NE 92, 2 LRA 168 (where, in con- 
struing an agreement for the assign- 
ment of an English patent which 
Stipulated that an expense necessary 
to accomplish the issue of letters 
patent was to be paid by the as- 
signee, it was held that the reason- 
ably necessary expenses of transact- 
ing the business, beyond payments 
to the inventor to the patent solici- 
tors and for counsel fees, should be 
included). 

37. Hinchliffe v. Armitstead, 9 
M. & W. 155, 158, 152 Reprint 66. 

{a] In commutation of tithes.— 
The term as used in St. 6 & 7 Wm. 
IV c 71. § 75, relating to proceedings 
by landowners of the parish toward 
a commutation of the. tithes, and en- 
acting that all expenses incident to 
making any apportionment shall be 
paid by the landowners in ratable 
proportions of their rent charge, 
means incidental expenses arising in 
the cost of the survey and valuation 
themselves, and would not include 
expenses incurred by the employment 
of an attorney. Hinchliffe v. Armit- 
stead, 9 M. & W. 155, 160, 152 Re- 
print 66. 

38. Davis v. Herbert, 78 N. H. 179, 
97 A 879. 

39. Barraclough v. Brown, [1897] 
A. GC. 615,, 620; Smith v. Wilson, 
[1896] A. C. 579, 584; Arrow Ship- 


ping) Co.) Vv. /LTyne'-Impr. 'Comrs., 
(1894] A. C. 508, 524. 
40. O’Neil v. Walpole, 74 N. H. 


LO OO WALLS 12.0: 

41. Leith v. Leith Harbour, etc., 
Comrs; /[18999) A... C. 508, 517. 

42. Thomas v. Jones, 84 Ala. 302, 
304, 4 S 270 (as used in a mortgage 
containing a power of sale, and 
which provides for the payment of 
the expenses of sale, does not in- 
clude attorney’s fees). 

43. Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 496, 32 NW 757. 

44, Baldwin Locomotive Works v. 
McCoach, 221 Fed. 59, 186 CCA 660. 


45. Mandel v. Ringstrom, 189 Ill. 
A. 564. 
46. Hayes v. Gill, 226 Mass. 388, 


390, 115 NE 492. 


47. Dunwoody v. U. S., 22 Ct. Cl. 
269, 278. 
[a] Incidental expenditures. — As 


used in an act appropriating money 
for salaries and expenses of the na- 
tional board of health, the term has 
been construed to mean those _ ex- 
penses which are necessarily inci- 
dent to the work directed to be done, 
including payment for clerk hire or 
office rent. Dunwoody v. U. S., 22 Ct. 
Cl 269,280: 

48. State Ins. Co. v. Horner, 14 
Colo. 391, 394, 23 P 788 (the term as 
used in a fire policy providing that 
the insurance might be terminated 
at the request of the insured by re- 
paying the company the customary 
short rates from the date of the pol- 
icy, together with the “expenses of 
writing the risk,’ means the expense 


lected by him.7? 


of writing the policy, together with 
the commission paid by the company 
to its agent). 

49. Wilmer v. Placide, 118 Md. 
305, 322, 84 A 491 (may include in- 
terest on mortgage). 

50. Curtis, etc., Co. v. Attna L. 
Ins. Co., 58 Okl. 470, 475, 160 P 465. 

51. Vorrath v.. Hoboken, 49 N. J. 
L. 285, 288, 8 A 125 (as applied to 
changing the grade of a street does 
not comprehend the assessment of 
damages to the land owner, but 
means the actual working on the 
street in prading). : 

52. Ross v. Saylor, 39 Mont. 559, 
104 P 864, 868. 

53. Ross v. Saylor, 39 Mont. 559, 
561, 104 P 864. 

54. Whitlow v. Whitlow, 109 Ky. 
53,601 851,60 SIWh 182,622. Keyl. 1179 
(under a contract with an attorney 
for a contingent fee, providing that, 
in the event of a recovery, the nec- 
essary expenses of the attorney are 
to be first paid, and his fee to be es- 
timated on the balance, the fees of 
assistant counsel employed by the 
attorney cannot be deducted as ex- 
penses). 

55. Usher’s Wiltshire Brewery v. 
Bruce, [1915] A. C. 4338, 470. 

56. Gosden v. Dotterill, 1 Myl. & 
14565 6605 7° EngCh 56, 39 ‘Reprint 
602 (a legacy free from all expense 
het not subject to the succession 
tax). 

57. Shubart’s Est., 154 Pa. 230, 
237, 26 A 202. 

{a] Medical attendance, etc., in- 
cluded.—The word “expenses” in a 
disposition of testator’s estate, after 
all expenses and funeral expenses 
are paid, is to be construed in con- 
nection with the associated words 
“funeral expenses,’ and means ex- 
penses of kindred character, such 
as expenses incurred for medical at- 
tendance, nursing, etc. Shubart’s 
Bst., 154 Pa. 230, 26 A 202, 205. 

58. Withers v. Withers, 8 Pet. (U. 
SAMS O Ds Sian Leda Ogan 

59. Carr v. Austin, etc., R. Co., 14 
Fed. 419, 420, 4 Woods 327 (the term 
as used in a charter party providing 
that the cargo is to be brought to 
and taken from alongside at the mer- 
chant’s risk and expense, free of 
lighterage to the ship, etc., “and be- 
ing so loaded shall therewith pro- 
ceed,” includes the cost of lighterage 
at the ports of both departure and 
destination). 

60. Keefe v. Union, 76 Conn. 160, 
56 A 571, 574; Walker. v. Denison, 86 
Ill. 142, 145; Heublein v. New Haven, 
75 Gonn. 545, 546, 54-A 298; Lee v. 
Dean, 3 Whart. (Pa.) 316, 329. 

[a] Of attorney in fact.—Where 
a power of attorney provided that 
the attorney was to account for one 
half of the proceeds from the sale 
of the land authorized by the power, 
after deducting necessary expenses, 
the mention of the word “expenses” 
was not in the way of obligation on 
the attorney to incur any, but was 
in connection with his compensation, 
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expenses,’’ 57 ‘‘jndividual expenses,’’ 58 ‘‘merchant’s 
risk and expense, and free of lighterage to the 
ship,’’ °° ‘‘necessary expenses,’’ 6° ‘‘over and above 
all expenses and interest,’’ 6! ‘‘proper and legal ex- 
penses of the corporation,’’ ® ‘‘put to great ex- 
penses,’’ °° ‘‘such expenses as aforesaid,’’ ° ‘‘ testa- 
mentary expenses,’’° ‘‘the actual expenses ‘that 
may appertain to the goods themselves,’’ & ‘‘the 
ordinary current expenses of said corporation,’’ °? 
‘‘traveling expenses to be borne by the defend- 
ant,’’ & ‘‘ whole expense,’’ °° ‘‘ working expenses,’’ 7° 
‘working expenses and other proper outgoings,’ 74 
and ‘‘working expenses of railway.’’ 7 

EXPENSE BILL. A form of a receipt given by 
a railroad station agent for all freight charges eol- 


EXPENSE FUND. By general acceptance the ex- 


and in measuring that he was to 
have one half of the net proceeds 
of sales after deducting necessary 
expenses therefrom. Walker v. Deni- 
son, 86 Ill. 142, 145. 

{b] Of selectmen.—The word, as 
used in a city charter providing that 
the selectmen shall receive a certain 
sum per hour for the time spent in 
their duties and their necessary ex- 
penses, means something due to the 
selectman for money paid by him or 
debt incurred by him necessarily in 
the performance of his duty. Heub- 
lein v. New Haven, 75 Conn. 545, 546, 
54 A 298, 

61. Montgomery v. Montgomery, 58 
Mich. 441, 443, 25 NW 390. 

62. Sullivan v. Triunfo Gold, etce., 
Min. Co., 39 Cal. 459, 467. 

63. Richardson vy. Chasen, 10 Q. 
B. 756, 757, 116 Reprint 287, 59 ECL 
756 (“If a plaintiff chooses to allege 
in his declaration that he has paid 
money, he must prove that he has 
paid it; but, if he merely says that 
he has been ‘put to expense,’ the al- 
legation is satisfied by proof that he 
has incurred a liability to pay’’). 

64. United Land Co. v. Tottenham 
Local Bd. of Health, 13 Q. B. D. 640, 
649 (the charges of a solicitor em- 
ployed by an urban authority to con- 
duct proceedings at the ‘instance of 
an individual for stopping or divert- 
ing a highway were not expenses 
within a statute allowing payment of 
all expenses attending the review of 
a highway by a surveyor and the 
stopping up, diverting, or turning 
such highway). 


65. In:re Kortright, 237 Pa..138, 
85 A 109. 
66. Foster v. Goddard, 1 Black 


(U. S.) 506, 514, 17 L. ed. 228 


67. Rome v. McWilliams, 67 Ga. 
106, 111. 5 
[a] The fitting up of two small 


and inexpensive rooms for the city 
clerk and an engine house, necessary 
to the administration of the city af- 
fairs and incidental to the city gov- 
ernment, are properly embraced with- 
in the ordinary and necessary ex- 
penses of the city, for which a tax 
may be levied. Rome v. McWilliams, 
67 Ga. 106, 109. 

68. See Dowd v. Krall, 32 Misc. 
252, 253, 65 NYS 797 (traveling sales- 
man). 

69. Bridgewater v. Grafton County, 
74 N. H. 549, 69 A 941, 942 (the terms 
“expense” and ‘‘whole expense,’ as 
used in statutes relieving towns un- 
der certain circumstances from the 
burden of building and keeping in 
suitable repair for travel all high- 
ways and bridges within its limits, 
mean the same). 

70.. Grobe v. Buffalo, ete., R. Co., 
38 Ont. L., 272, 274, 11 OntWN 265. 

71. In re Hastern, etc., R. Co., 45 
Ch. D. 367, 385 [cit Re Cornwall Min- 
erals R. Co., 48 L. T. Rep. N.S. 411]. 

72. Gray v. Manitoba, etc, R. Co., 
May Man 42; 243 5 fl 897 Avi ob4s 

73. Willis v. State, 134 Ala. 429, 
433, 33 S 226. 
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pression means a fund set apart and dedicated to 


expense purposes.** 


EXPENSIS MILITUM NON LEVANDIS. An 
ancient writ to prohibit the sheriff from levying any 
allowance for knights of the shire upon those who 


held lands in ancient demesne.*° 


EXPENSIVE. 


ter terms.’ 


EXPERIENCE TABLES.*° 


_EXPERIENTIA PER VARIOS ACTUS LEGEM 


FACIT.®+ 
EXPERIMENT.*? 


74. Wood v. Iowa Bldg., etc., As- 
soc., 126 Iowa 464, 102 NW 410, 412. 

75. Black Li" D: 

76. Webster v. Peck, 31 Conn. 495, 


499. 

fa] Levy on live stock—In a 
statute providing that, where execu- 
tion shall be levied on live stock, the 
preservation of which would be ex- 
pensive, it shall be sold, the term 
“expensive’ is applicable to the ordi- 
nary keeping of the animals, and, 
where the keeping would require an 
expenditure for which the officer 
would have to pay out money, he 
must sell within the time required 
by the statute in such case. Web- 
ster, Vv. .Peck,’ 31-Conn. 495, 499. 

77. Steinwender y. Philadelphia 
Casualty Co., 141 App. Div. 432, 126 
NYS 271, 274 [quot Pringle v. Phila- 
delphia Casualty Co., 218 N. Y. 1, 6, 
112 NE 465]. 

{a] “Knowledge” and “capacity” 
compared.—‘The word ‘experience’ 
means to have practical acquaintance 
with, which is equivalent to knowl- 
edge, and the word ‘capacity,’ in the 
sense in which it was used (in an in- 
struction requiring of a boy the exer- 
cise of care and prudence equal to 
his capacity, etc.), means capability 
or skill, as applied to the business in 
which he was engaged,’ and an in- 
struction requiring a finding that 
plaintiff did not use such care and 
precaution as a person of his age 
and experience would have ordinarily 
ysed, under the circumstances, as a 
prerequisite to the finding of con- 
tributory negligence was proper,'and 
not objectionable for failure to use 
the words “capacity,” “age,” “knowl- 
edge,” and “experience.” Stanley v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 112 Mo. A. 601, 
Sis We Lik? dS: 

[b] Credit from experience. — 
Where a policy of credit insurance 
made the “experience” of the insured 
in dealing with its customers the 
basis of credit, and then provided 
that the highest previous indebted- 
ness should be taken as an “experi- 
ence’”’ which would justify the in- 
demnified in again extending credit 
to an old customer, it was held that 
the term “experience”? meant a busi- 
ness transaction which was closed, 
since until the goods for which the 
credit was extended were paid for, 
and the transaction closed, the eredi- 
tor would not be justified in extend- 
ing further credit. Philadelphia 
Casualty Co. v. Cannon, etc., Co., 133 
Ky. 745, 118 SW 1004, 1006. See also 
Pringle v. Philadelphia Casualty Co., 
218 N. Y. 1, 6, 112 NE 465 (where 
the term is defined as: “That derived 
from a knowledge of the financial ra- 


In its popular sense, that which 
would involve or require expense.7® 

EXPERIENCE. ‘The term, as commonly under- 
stood, means knowledge gained by observation or 
trial;*7 knowledge derived from proof furnished by 
one’s own faculties instead of by reason.‘§ 
strictly speaking, it may be true that ‘‘experience”’ 
may mean the course or process by which one at- 
tains ‘‘knowledge’’ and ‘‘wisdom,’’ yet the former 
term is frequently used as the equivalent of the lat- 


In general, a trial; a test.8% 
In chemistry, the bringing together of two organié 
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While, 


sponsibility of the customers proven 
by the amount of indebtedness that 
they had shown themselves able to 
meet and pay’’). 

78. Lake Hrie, etc., R. Co. v. Klink- 


rath, 227 Ill. 489, 81 NE 377, 378. 
~79.- Chicago, ete., | R. Cov v. Gor- 
man, 58 Ind. A. 381, 106 NE 897, 899 


(it implies skill, facility, or practi- 
cal wisdom, gained by personal 
knowledge, feeling, or action). 

80. See American Table of Mor- 
tality. 2°C. J. p 1320; Carlisle Table 
9 C. J. p 1293; Evidence § 1129; Mor- 
tality Tables [27 Cyc 914]. 

81. A maxim meaning “Experience 
by varicus acts makes laws.” Bou- 
vier LL... [eit Branch Princ.; Coke 
Litt. p 60]. 

82. See Criminal Law § 1552; Evi- 
dence §§ 842, 849, 898, 899; Patents 
[30 Cyc 839, 867, 868, 871, 972, 1042]; 
Trial [88 Cye 13811, 1842]. 

83. Century D. 

[a] “Invention’”’? compared. — (1) 
Where the idea of a machine has 
been conceived, and the conception 
earried into effect, by the construc- 
tion of the machine, which is used 
or is capable of being used for the 
purpose for which it was designed, it 
is no longer an “experiment,” but an 
“invention,’ and the subsequent 
abandonment of the use of the ma- 
chine does not render it an abandoned 
experiment, nor lessen its effect as an 
anticipation which will invalidate a 
subsequent patent to another for sub- 
stantially the same machine. Buser 
v. Novelty Tufting Mach. Co., 151 
Hed 4s 4920 8 CCAMMG. oIC2)aAs 
used in regard to inventions, it may 
be a trial, either of an incomplete 
mechanical structure, 
what changes cr additions may be 
necessary to make in it to accom- 
plish the design of its projector, or of 
a completed machine to illustrate or 
test its practical efficiency. North- 
western Fire Extinguisher Co. vy. 
Philadelnhia Fire Extinguisher Co., 
18 F. Cas. No. 10,337, 1 Bann. & A. 177. 


84. State v. Biddle, 54 N. H. 379, 
880. 

85. Congress, ete., Spring Co. v. 
HMdgar,4 99 U.5 Sr64557165 7, 25 elas ned. 


487; Fairchild v..Bascomb, 35 Vt. 398, 
408 [quot In re Toomes, 54 Cal. 509, 
514, 35 AmR 83]; Parsons y. Lind- 
say, 26 Kan. 426, 432; Kelley v. Rich- 
ardson, 69 Mich. 430, 436,:37 NW 
514; Graney v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co., 
1457 Mo. 666, 680, 57 SW 276, 50 LRA 


158. Goins v.. (Chicas, jete,, RR. Co., 
47 Mord 73, 181; Cheney v. Dun- 
lan, 20 Nebr. 265, 269, 29 NW 925, 


h¥ AmR 828; D v. Johnson, 50 
N. H. 452, 454; Boardman v. Wood- 
man, 47 N. H. 120% 1384; Jones v. 


to ascertain |; 


substances and the noting of the result.®* oe 

EXPERT. In a general sense, a person of peculiar 
knowledge or skill;8°> one who has peculiar knowl- 
edge or skill as to some particular subject,°° such as 
any art §7 or science,*® or particular trade,*® or pro- 
fession,®® or any special branch of learning,®* and 
is professionally or peculiarly acquainted with its 
practices and usages;°? one having superior knowl- 
edge of a subject acquired by professional, scien- 
tific, or technieal training or by practical experi- 
ence, which gives him knowledge not had by per- 
sons generally ;°* one possessing, in regard to a par- 
ticular subject or department of human activity, 
knowledge not acquired by ordinary persons;°* one 
qualified by study or experience, or both, to under- 
stand and explain the 
tion; a person who has technical and peculiar 
knowledge in relation to matters with which the 
mass of mankind are supposed not to be ac- 
quainted;°* one who has some special, particular, 
or practical knowledge in relation to some special 
department of the affairs of men as would qualify 


subject under considera- 


Tucker, 41 N. H. 546, 547; Rochester 
v. Chester, 3 N. H. 349, 365; Nelson 
v. Sun’ Mut. Ins? Coy Un. Yo. 4ba, 
460; Ellis v. Thomas, 84 App. Div. 
626, 629, 82 NYS 1064; Yates v. Yates, 
76. Ne C. 142; 149: Horton =v.5 Greeny 
64 N. C. 64, 67; State v. Jacobs, 51 
N. GC. 284, 286; State -v.. Cheek, 35 
N= (G> 214: VScott sv. Alstoriag Ro. Co 
AZMOr: 26) 08850 2. by 109 4 SOR PAS Ee, 
710, 62 LRA 548; State v. Simonis, 39 
Or. 111, 65 P 595; Farmers’, etc:, Nat. 
Bank v. Woodell, 38 Or. 294, 61 P 
837, 65 P 520; Pendleton v. Saunders, 
19 Or. 9, 26, 24 P 506; State v. An- 
derson, 10 Or. 448; Buffum v. Harris, 
5 ORs 2) 243, 2523) Bratt, vaerStatenis 
Tex, | Crt 120) 123,%41- Swe Ga7> Cars 
ter v. Boehm, 1 Smith Lead. Cas. 
791, 13 ERC 501, 3 Burr. 1905; Hep- 
enstal v. Merritt, 33 N. B. 91, 92. 

86. Dole v. Johnson, 50 N. H. 452, 
454 [cit Beard v. Kirk, 11 N. H. 397]; 
Jones v. Tucker, 41 N. H. 546, 547; 
Wheeler, ete., Mfg. Co. v. Buckhout, 
60 N. J. L. 102,105, 36 A 772: Jones 
v. State, 38 Tex. Cr. 87, 123,540 Sw 
807, 41 SW 638, 70 AmSR 719; State 
v. Phair, 48 Vt. 366, 377. 


87. Rogers Exp. Test. p 2 [quot 
Turner v. Haar, 114 Mo. 335, 344, 21 
SW 737]. ; 


8s. Yates v. -Yates;776 Ne Cy £42 
149 [cit Greenleaf Hv. § 440]. 

89. Bouvier L. D. [quot Toomes’ 
Hst 54° Gal... 509.) 5i4 eso Amr S83) 
3 Kyl 479, 480]; Rogers Exp. Test- 
p 2 [quot Turner v. Haar, 114 Mo. 
335, 344, 21 SW 737]; Clark v. Rock- 
land Water Power Co., 52 Me. 68, 77; 
State v: Jacobs, 5d) -NiiGy 2840) 236 
Struthers v. Philadelphia, ete., R. Co., 


174! Pa. 29 2OSw sa Ae te. 
90. Burrill L.. D. [quot Flynt v. 
Bodenhamer, 80 N. CGC. 205, 207]; 


Rogers Exp. Test. p 2 [quot Turner 
v. Haar, 114 Mo. 335, 344, 21 SW 
737]; Worcester L. D. [quot In re 
Toomes, 54 Cal. 509,514, 35 AmR 53]; 
Heald v. Thing, 45 Me. 392, 394 [cit 
Burrill L. D., and cit in Clark v: 


ae Water Power Co., 52 Me. 
ttieale 
91. Webster Int. D. [quot Wehner 


Vv. Lagerfelt, 27 Tex. Civ--A, 5620, 522) 
66 SW 221]. 

92. Strickland Hv. p 408 [cit Dole 
v. Johnson, 50 N. H. 452, 454; Jones 
v. Tucker, 41 N: H. 546, 547]. 

- Ausmus vy. Peo., 47 Colo. 167, 
107 P 1204,) 242,19 Ann@as” 491- 

94. Ford v. Providence Coal Co., 
124 Ky. 517, 99 SW 609, 611; U. S. v. 
Gil, 13 Philippine 530, 551. 

95. Miera v. Terr., 13 N. M. 192, 
SPD S65 Osioe 

96. Baltimore, ete. Turnp. Co. v. 
Cassell, 66 Md. 419, 4381, 7 A 805, 59 
AmR 175. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cum¥lative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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him to stand as an expert, skilled enough to teach 
others ;°7 a man of science;®® a person conversant 
with the subject;®® one who has had experience ;1 
one who has been instructed by,? or become skilled 
through use, practice, or experience;? a skillful or 
experienced person,* although the highest degree of 
skill is not necessary ;° one who by his habits of life 
and business has a peculiar skill in forming an 
opinion on some subject;* one who by practice or 
observation has become experienced in any science, 
art, or trade;* a person who has made the subject 
upon which he gives his opinion a matter of par- 
ticular study, practice, or observation.’ ; 
EXPERT EVIDENCE. An opinion by a qualified 
person on facts already proved involving scientific 
or technical knowledge, and is not evidence of things 
done or measurements taken whieh anyone is com- 
petent to prove, the weight to be given to his evi- 
dence depending upon his ability.® 
EXPERTORUM DICTUM NUNQUAM TRANSIT 


IN REM JUDICATAM.*° 


97. Ellis v. Thomas, 84 App. Div. 
626, 629, 82 NYS 1064. 

98. Dole v. Johnson, 50 N. H. 452, 
454; Jones v. Tucker, 41 N. H. 546, 
547; State v. Jacobs, 51 N. C. 284, 
286; Folkes v. Chadd, 3 Dougl. 157, 
159, 26 ECL 111, 99 Reprint 589. 

99. Best Princ. Ev: § 346. [quot 
Dole v. Johnson, 50 N. H. 452, 454; 
Jones v. Tucker, 41 N. H. 546, 547; 
State v. Jacobs, 51 N. C. 284, 286]. 


1. Peterborough vy. Jaffrey, 6 N. H. 
462, 463 [quot Dole v. Johnson, 50 


N. H. 452, 454; Jones v. Tucker, 41 


N. H. 546, 547]; Ardesco Oil Co. v. 
Gilson, 63 Pa. 146, 151 [cit Graney 
Ven St. uous, “etesy RerCony 157 Mo: 
666, 680, 57 SW 276, 50 LRA 153, and 
Jackson vy. Grand Ave. R. Co. 118 Mo. 
199, °222, 24- SW 1921; Wehner v. 
Lagerfelt, 27 Tex. Civ. 520, 522, 66 
SW 221 [cit Lawson Exp. & Op. Ev. 
(2a ed) p 230]. 

2. Nelson v. Sun Mut. Ins. Co., 71 
N. Y. 458, 460;' State v. Jacobs, 51 
N. C. 284, 286; 2 Best Ev. p 368 [quot 
Toomesx? = Hst.;/ 54" Cal. 509,0 51:4, 35 
AmR 83]; Bouvier L. D. [quot Flynt 


v. Bodenhamer, 80 N. C. 205, 207]; 
Webster D. [quot Toomes’ Bst., 54 
Cal. 509, 514, 35 AmR 83; Wehner 
v. Lagerfelt, 27 Tex. Civ. A. 520, 522, 
66 SW 221]. 

oS. SBouvier “lL. Dr [quot 3) Kyl 
479, 480]. 


Heald v. Thing, 45 Me. 392, 394. 

5. Congress, etc., Spring Co. v. 
Edgar, 99 U. S. 645, 657, 24 L. ed. 
487; Beckett v. Northwestern Ma- 
sonic Aid Assoc., 67 Minn. 298, 302, 
69 NW 928; Dole v. Johnson, 50 N. H. 
452, 454; Yates v. Yates, 76.N. C. 142, 
149; Richmond Locomotive Works v. 
Ford, 94 Va. 627, 641, 27 SE 509; 
Bratt ‘v. State, 88 Tex. Cr121, 123, 
41 SW 622. 

6. White v. Clements, 39 Ga. 232, 
242. 

7 Rogers Exp. Test. p 2- [quot 
Turner v. Haar, 114 Mo. 335,. 344, 21 
SW 737; Goins v. ‘Chicago, etc., R. 
Cor, 47 Moe, AL 173; 181). 

S. State v. Davis, 55 S. C. 339: 341, 
33 SE 449; Rice v. Sockett, 27 Ont. L. 
410, 4 OntWN 397, 23 OntWR 602. 
See also Pothier Civ. Proc. pt. 1 ¢ 3 
art 3 § 1 [quot Dole v. Johnson, 50 
N. H. 452, 454] (where it is said 
that this term applies to the experts 
appointed by the Freuch courts). 

9. Cain we Whiman,_6. Cans a. 11: 
873, 374. See generally Hvidence 
§§ 606, 608, 624-650, 733-831. 

10. A maxim meaning ‘The testi- 
mony of experts should not be disre- 


garded in judicial proceedings.” Pe- 
loubet Leg. Max. : 
11. Escriche Diccionario. See Ex- 


pert ante p 176. 
12. Escriche Diccionario. 
13. Expiration: Of: 
Agent’s authority see Agency §§ 149, 
419. 
[25 ©. J.—12] 
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EXPERTOS. 


| EXPLETIVO. 


[250 haele Lar 


In Spanish law, experts, who act 


as appraisers or witnesses in accordance with law 
or by wish of a party.14 

EXPILACION. 
priation or malicious concealment of an unaccepted 
share in an inheritance.?? 

EXPIRATION.*® 
word, peculiarly appropriated to effluxion of time.!® 

EXPIRE.'® To emit the last breath;}* to perish;1® 
to cease ;'° to come to an end;”° to conclude;*" to ter- 
minate ;*? to cease to exist.2° 

EXPLANATION. As applied to charges against 
a person in office, it may consist either in excusing 
any delinquency or apparent neglect or incapacity,?+ 
that is, explaining the favorable appearances, or 
disapproving the charges.?® 


In Spanish law, the misappro- 


Cessation; end;* a particular 


In Spanish law, appropriate, as a 


penalty or judgment.?° 
i EXPLODE.?’ To burst forth, as sound;?% to burst 
and expand with force and a violent report, as an 


| electric fluid;*® decompose or change in a violent 


Charter see §§ 182, 

3670-3921. 

Copyright see Copyright and Literary 

Property §§ 2385-239. 

Grant of exemption from taxation 

see Taxation [37 Cyc 900]. 

Lease for term of years see Land@lord 

and Tenant [24 Cye 1336]. 

Patent see Patents [30 Cyc 917, 993]. 
Policy of insurance see Accident In- 
surance § 1; Fidelity Insurance 

19 Cyc 518]; Fire Insurance [19 

Cye 673]; Life Insurance [25 Cyc 

743; Marine Insurance [26 Cyc 

600], and other insurance titles. 

[a] “Termination” distinguished. 
—“‘The ending of the lease by the 
exercise of the landlord’s option after 
condition broken, is the termination, 
not the expiration, of the lease.” 
Kramer v. Amberg, 15 Daly 205, 207, 
4 NYS 618, 16 NYCivProc 445. To 
same effect Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 
2585" Maller wabduevi, 44> Nin wyere489; 
Beach v. Nixon, 9 N. Y. 35. 

14. Bouvier L. D. [quot Marshall 
v. Rugg, 6 Wyo. 270, 290, 44 P 700, 
45 P 486,.383 LRA 679]. ; 

15. Wrotesley v. Adams, 1 Plowd. 
187, 198, 75 Reprint 287 (where the 
word is compared with ‘‘end’’). See 
also Logsdon vy. Logsdon, 109 Ill. A. 
194, 196 (“We can see no distinction 
to be drawn between the word ‘ex- 
piration’ and the word ‘elapse’ or 
‘intervene’ ’’). 

[a] Thus “expiration of the term” 
has been construed to mean expira- 
tion by lapse of time, and_not 
through a breach of condition. Bon- 
sack Mach. Co. v. Smith, 50 Fed. 383, 
393; Vizard Inv. Co. v. Mobile Fish, 
etc., Co., 197 Ala. 625, 73 S 328; Prin- 
gle v. Wilson, 156 Cal. 313, 104 P 
316, 24 LRANS i090 [cit Cyc]; Silva 
v. Campbell, 84 Cal. 420, 4238, 24 P 
216: Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 


Ccrporations 


955° Warnum v. Platt, $8 -Pick. 
(Mass.) 339. 840, 19 AmD 339; 
State Vv. Burr,” 29 Minn. 432, 
433, 12 NW 676; Finkelmeier v. 


Bates, 92 N. Y.172, 178; Miller v. Levi, 
, 494: Beach v. Nixon, 9 
37; Matter of Guaranty 
52 App. Div. 140, 142, 64 

Kramer v. Amberg, 15 
} PAG) AE INI AS) a1} SI Tebne alas 
Ne Ye Obbs el INE Lino 4 Oalkleyn-v- 
Schoonmaker, 15 Wend. 226, 230. 

[b] “Expiration” of grant.—St. 
Paul, etce., R. Co. v. Greenhalgh, 26 
Fed. 563, 568. 

[ce] “Expiration of 
Crease v. Babcock, 23 Pick. 
334, 346, 34 AmD 61, 

[d] “Expiration of lease.”-—State 
v. Burr, 29 Minn. 432, 433, 13 NW 
676; Philip v. McLaughlin, 24 N. B. 
532, 536. 

fe] “Expiration of policy.”——Sul- 
livan vy. Massachusetts Mut. F. Ins. 
Co.. 2 Mass. 318, 328. 

16. See also Expiration ante. 


charter.”— 
(Mass.) 


_17._ Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier v. Macaulay, 20 Ont. 
A. 421, 433 [dism app 22 Ont. 316]. 

18. Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier vy. Macaulay, 20 Ont. 
A. 421, 483 [dism app 22 Ont. 316]. 

19. Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier v. Macaulay, 20 Ont. 
A. 421, 433 [dism app 22 Ont. 316]. 

20. Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier vy. Macaulay, 20 Ont. 
A. 421, 433 [dism app 22 Ont. 316]. 

21. Stuart v. Hamilton, 66'Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier vy. Macaulay, 
A. 421, 433 [dism app 22 Ont. 

22. Stuart v. Hamilton, 66 Ill. 253, 
255; Lemesurier v. Macaulay, 
A. 421, 433 [dism app 22 Ont. 

23. Bonsack Mach. Co. v. 
70 Fed. 383, 392 [cit Pohl v. 
Brewing Co.; 134 U. SS. 381; 387, 10 
SCt 577) 33 Led 953): 

[a] “Expire” as applied to a lease. 
—Hall v. Comfort, 18 Q. B. D. 11, 14. 

[b] “Expire and terminate” as 
applied to a lease is an elliptical 
phrase, meaning expire,and terminate 
at the lessor’s option. Bowman v. 
Foot, 29 Conn. 331, 339. 

Pre EO OE OINCAY DT Onelsss 174 INE NC, 
445, 449 [quot Peo. v. La Grange, 
2 App. Div. 444, 446, 37-NYS 991; 
Matter of Nichols, 6 AbbNCas (N. Y.) 
474, 487, 57 HowPr 395]. 

25, Peo.rv.. New @vork;) /2u5Ni ose 
445, 449 [quot Peo. v. La Grange, 
2 App. Div. 444, 446, 37 NYS 991; 
Matter of Nichols, 6 AkbNCas (N. Y.) 
474, 487]. 

[a] “Complaint” distinguished.— 
A statement made by prosecutrix, in 
a rape case, four months after the 
alleged assault, and not voluntarily, 
but in response to a demand for ex- 
planation of her condition, is not a 
complaint but a mere “explanation.” 
State v. Bebb, 125 Iowa 494, 101 NW 
189. 

{[b] Removal of officer.—The use 
of the word in Ll. (1873) © 385 § 28) 
providing that no regular clerk or 
head of bureau in the city of New 
York shall be removed until he has 
been informed of the cause for re- 
moval and been allowed an opportu- 
nity for explanation, imports ‘an oral 
or written statement of the charges 
made without that precision and for- 
mality which is required upon a hear- 
ing or trial,’ such as is implied in a 
provision for removal for cause only 
after an opportunity to be heard. 
Peo. v. Thompson, 94 N. Y. 451, 465. 

26. Escriche Diccionario. 

27. See Explosion post p 178; and 
generally Explosives post p 180. 

28. Webster D. [quot Evans v. 
Columbian Ins. Co., 44 N. Y. 146, 151, 
4 AmR 650]. 

29. Webster D. [quot Evans v. Co- 
lumbian Ins. Co., 44 N. Y. 146, 151, 4 
AmR 650]. 


[a] “Burst” synonymous.—Helm- 
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manner so as to generate force.®° ; 

Exploded. As applied to an argument, decisively 
rejected.5t 

EXPLOIT. This word is of somewhat recent im- 
portation into the English from the French and is to 
be distinguished from the word ‘‘improvement.’’ *? 
It means to make complete use of; to work up;** 
to bring into play;*° to utilize;°° to cultivate.%” 

EXPLOITATION. The act or process of exploit- 
ing, making use of, or working up;°*° utilization by 
the application of industry, argument, or other 
means of turning to account, as the exploitation of 
a mine or forest, of public opinion, ete.*° 

EXPLORATION. The act of exploring; search; 
examination; investigation.*° 

Explore for. In mining, the examination and in- 
vestigation of lands by means of test pitting, drill- 
ing, and boring, for the purpose of discovering the 
presence of ore thereunder, and the extent of the 
ore body therein.*+ 

EXPLOSION.*2 The word is variously used and 
is not one that admits of exact definition,**® having 
no fixed and definite meaning either in ordinary 
speech or in law.** Its general characteristics may 
be described, but the exact facts which constitute 
what we call by that name are not susceptible of 
such statement as will always distinguish the oecur- 
rences.*° It may and does vary in degrees of in- 
tensity and in the vehemence of the report, and it is 


46. 


EXPLODE—EXPLOSION 


not always due to the presence of fire.t° Indeed, it 
may result from decomposition or chemical action.*7 
It must be conceded, however, that every combus- 
tion of an explosive substance whereby other prop- 
erty is ignited and consumed would not be an ‘‘ex- 
plosion’’ within the ordinary meaning of the term.** 
The rapidity of the combustion, the violence of the 
expansion, and the vehemence of the report vary in 
intensity as often as the occurrences multiply.*® 
Hence an explosion is an idea of degrees, and the 
true meaning of the word in each particular case 
must be settled, not by any fixed standard, or ac- 
curate measurement, but by the common experience 
and notions of men in matters of that sort.6° The 
term is to be construed in its popular sense, and as 
understood by ordinary men, and not by scientific 
men.>! It may be described, in a general way, as 
sudden and rapid combustion, causing violent ex- 
pansion of the air, and accompanied by a report.®? 
It has been further defined as the act of exploding, 
bursting with a loud noise, or detonation;°* a sud- 
den inflaming with force and a loud report, as the 
explosion of gunpowder ;** a shattering by a sudden 
and immense pressure, in distinction from rupture ;°° 
a sudden bursting or breaking up from .an internal 
force;°® a sudden bursting or breaking up or in 
pieces, from an internal or other force;°’ a bursting 
out with a noise;°* a sudden bursting with noise;°° 
a bursting with violence and loud noise, because of 


all. \Eransatlanticiih.2) Inse sCo.ny; 


bacher Forge, ete., Co. v. Garrett, 119 
Ill. A. 166, 168. 
30. Cada v. The Fair, 


187 Ill. A. 
Ale ial a iis 


31. Evens v. Griscom, 42 N. J. L. 
579, 592, 37 AmR 542, 

32. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

33. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

[a] “Exploit the vice.”—U. 
Castaneda, 18 Philippine 58, 59. 

84. Morton Trust Co, v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

35. Morton .Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

36. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

37. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. See also 
Exploitation post this page. 

38. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

39. Morton Trust Co. v. American 
Salt Co., 149 Fed. 540, 542. 

40. Century D. 

fa] “Exploration” does not in- 
clude an entry upon “lands or waters 
for the purpose of exploring, survey- 
ing, leveling, and laying out the 
- route of, and locating any railroad,” 
Morris, etc., R. Co. v. Hudson Tun- 
nel R. Co., 25 N. J. Eq. 384, 388. 

41. Colvin v. Weimer, 64 Minn. 
3%, 788,009. NW) 1079. 

[a] “Mine and explore.’—British 
North America Min. Co. v. Pigeon 
River Lumber Co., 3 OntWN 701, 21 
OntWR 291, 2 DomLR 609. 

42. See generally Blasting 8 C. J. 
p 1122; Boiler Insurance 8 C. J.-p 
1140; Explosives post p 180. 

“Collapse” distinguished see Col- 
lapse 11 C. J. p 958 note 84 [a]. 

AS. United. Lis etc.,. Ins. ~Co,! vv. 
Foote, 22 Oh. St. 340, 347, 10 AmR 
735 [quot Smiley v. Citizens’ F., etc., 
ins Con Lae w. Via. 33,40; and. cit 
Transatlantic F. Ins. Co. v. Dorsey, 
56 Md. 70, 81, 40 AmR 403]. 

44. Vorse v. Jersey Plate Glass 
Ins. Co., 119 Iowa 555, 983 NW 569, 
570, 97 AmSR 330, 60 LRA 838. 

45. United’ L., ‘ete, Ins. Co. v. 
Foote, 22 Oh. St. 340, 347, 10 AmR 
735 [quot Smiley v. Citizens’ F., etc., 
ins. Co... 14 We Va: 38, 403) and cit 
Transatlantic F. Ins. Co. v. Dorsey, 
56 Md. 70, 81, 40 AmR 403]. 


Vv. 


Vorse v. Jersey Plate Glass 
Ins. Co., 119 Iowa 555, 938 NW 569, 
570, 97 AmSR 330, 60 LRA 8388. 

[a] Different causes.—‘An explo- 
siol may be produced without the aid 
of heat or fire, as by the sudden lib- 
eration of air from an air gun; by 
the expansion of gas in a balloon 
caused by the rising of the balloon 
into a higher atmosphere; by the ex- 
pansive force of any gas or vapour 
bursting its environment; by the con- 
tact or mixture of some chemicals; or 
by the concussion of nitro-gycerine 
or dynamite, in which last articles 
the union of the particles is very 
easily disturbed and trees often ex- 
plode during a severe frost. Fire is 
perhaps the principal efficient cause 
of explosions.” Hobbs v. Northern 
Assur. Co., 8 Ont. 3438, 347. 

47. Vorse v. Jersey Plate Glass 
Ins. Co., 119 Iowa 555, 93 NW 569, 
570, 97 AmSR 330, 60 LRA 838. 

48. United L., etc, Ins. Co. v. 
Foote, 22 Oh. St. 340, 347, 10 AmR 
735 [quot Smiley v. Citizens’ F., ete., 
Ins. Cox 1TaigWiek Viale iso541405, sand wert 
Transatlantic F. Ins. Co. v. Dorsey, 
56 Md. 70, 81, 40 AmR 403]. 

497 United Li WetCs we Lis. hCOmL Ve 
ree 22 Oh. St. 340, 348, 10 AmR 

60: ~Wnited’ T.,; etc, “Ins, Co. v; 
Foote, 22 Oh. St. 340, 348, 10 AmR 
735 [quot Smiley v. Citizens’ F., etc., 
Inms* Coy 14° WisVa.s3, 491% 

51. Mitchell v. Potomac Ins. Co., 
183 U. S. 42, 52, 22 SCt 22, 46 L. ed. 

Vorse v. Jersey Plate Glass 
Co., 119. Iowa 655, 93 NW, 569, 
570, *97 AmSR_ 330) 60 LRA 838% 
United L., etc., Ins. Co. v. Foote, 22 
Oh. St. 340, 347, 10 AmR 735 [quot 
Smiley v. Citizens’ F., ete., Ins. Co., 
14 W. Va. 38, 49]. 

{a] Similar description.—An ex- 
plosion produced by ignition, accord- 
ing to common understanding, may 
be accurately enough described for 
practical purposes as a sudden and 
rapid combustion, causing a violent 
expansion of the air, and producing 
a report more or less loud, according 
to the resistance offered. That it 
greatly varies in its degrees of vio- 
lence and the effects produced are 
facts fully within the knowledge of 


; Underwriters v. Durland, 


Dorsey, 56 Md. 70, 81, 40 AmR 403. 
To same effect Mitchell v. Potomac 
Ins? (Co., 46) Apps Gba'G)) 24622 708 


{b] “Combustion” compared.—(1) 
The term is not synonymous with 
“combustion” (United L., ete., Ins. 


Co. v. Foote, 22 Oh. St. 340, 347, 10 
AmR 735 [quot Smiley v. Citi- 
zens” BY, ete. sins. Coy AA] Wee Va. 
33, 49]), (2) although it has at least 
some distinctive characteristies 
(Transatlantic F. Ins, Co. v. Dorsey, 
56 Md. 70, 81, 40 AmR 408). 

{[c] “All explosions caused by 
combustion (1) are preceded by a 
fire.”’ United Lit, ete.) ins, (Cow ive 
Foote, 22 Oh. St: 340, 348, 10 AmR 
755 [quot Renshaw vy. Missouri State 
Mut, 2 & Mia Ins; Coy, 103 sow boo. 
610, 15 SW 945, 23 AmSR 904; Smiley 
vi ‘Citizens’” F., ete. “Ins)..CGo., 914" We 
Va. 33, 49]. (2) The scientist may 
demonstrate in a case where gun- 
powder is destroyed by fire, or in any 
case where the explosion is caused 
by or accompanies combustion, that 
ignition and combustion precede ex- 
plosion; but they occur in such rapid 
succession that the combustion and 
explosion would be covered by an 
exception contained in a policy that 
the insurer would not be liable for 
loss or damage resulting from an ex- 
plosion. Renshaw v. Missouri State 
Mut... BY ete. InmsieCo.; 103s Moe5o5: 
15 SW 945, 949, 23 AmSR 904. See 
also Combustion 11 C. J. p 1231. 

58. Webster D. [quot Louisville 
123 Ind. 
544, 550, 24 NE 221, 7 LRA 399]. To 
same effect Helmbacher, etc., Co. v. 
Garrett, 119 Ill. A. 166. 

54. Webster D. [quot Louisville 
Underwriters v. Durland, 123 Ind. 
544, 550, 24 NE 221,-7 LRA 399]. 

55. Webster D. [quot Louisville 
Underwriters v. Durland, 123 Ind. 
544, 550, 24 NE 221, 7 LRA 399]. 

56. Little Rock Ice Co.-yv. Con- 
sumers’ Ice Co., 114 Ark. 532, 170 SW 
241, 244. 

57. Century D. [quot Louisville 
Underwriters v. Durland, 123 Ind. 
544, 550, 24 NE 221, 7 LRA 399]. 

58. Hobbs v. Northern Assur. Co., 


8 Ont. 343, 347. 
D. [quot St. Louis 


59. Webster 
Gaslight Co. v. Philadelphia Amert- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


EXPLOSION 


internal pressure;®° a sudden and violent expansion 
of the parts of a body,®! by its component parts ac- 
quiring a great increase of bulk;®? a blowing up or 
tearing apart;®* the result due to the conversion of a 
solid or liquid into a gas, or the expansion of a 
gas, which is accompanied with a loud report and 
the shattering of the material about it;%* the sudden 
or extremely rapid conversion of a solid or liquid 
body of small bulk into gas or vapor occupying many 
times the volume of the original substance, and, in 
addition, highly expanded by the heat generated 


can F.. Ins. Co., 33 Mo. A. 348, 385]. 

60. Webster D. {quot Wadsworth 
v. Marshall, 88 Me. 263, 269, 34 A 
30, 32 LRA’ 588]. 

61. Evans v. Columbian Ins. Co., 
44 N. Y. 146, 152, 4 AmR 650. 

62. Evans v. Columbian Ins. Co., 
44 N. Y. 145, 151, 4 AmR 650. LEOw@o-:, 

63. Century D. [quot Louisville | 244. 
Underwriters v. Durland, 123 Ind. [al 
544, 550, 24 NE 221, 7 LRA 399]. 

64. Mitchell v. Potomac Ins. Co., 
16 App. (D. C.) 241, 269. 

65. Hobbs v. Northern Assur. Co., 
8 Ont. 343, 346. 

Co.; 


Ins: ‘Co; 
[b] 


66. Mitchel v. Potomae Ins. 
16 App. (D. C.) 241, 270; Transatlan- 
tic EF. Ins. Co. ‘v: Dorsey, 56 Md. 70, 
81, 40 AmR 403. 


force, 


221, 7 LRA 399 [quot Little Rock Ice 
Co. v. Consumers’ Ice Co., 
532, 170 SW 241, 244]. 
68. Webster D. 
Underwriters v. Durland, 
544, 550, 24 NE 221, 
Little Rock Ice Co. 
114 Ark. 532, 170 SW 241, 


“Explosion of a steam boiler.” 
—St, John v. American Mut. F. & M. 
bl SING, eso 6s 

“A steam boiler is said to 
rupture (1) when the failure is not 
accompanied by the sudden or ex- 
traordinary development of elastic 
the material giving way by 
eracking or splitting open, and af- 
fording an outlet for the water and 
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during the transformation.*® When produced by 
ignition, according to common understanding, it may 
be accurately enough described for practical pur- 
poses as a sudden and rapid combustion causing a 
violent, expansion of the air and producing a report 
more or less loud according to the resistance 
offered.%° 

Explosion of a boiler. The term has been defined 
to be the bursting of a boiler;®? the shattering of a 
boiler by a sudden and immense pressure in distine- 
tion from rupture.®® 


;an extraordinary development of 
elastic force, the boiler being rent 
and torn asunder at strong places 
and weak places frequently without 
distinction.” 20 Encycl. Brit. 634 
{quot in Evans v. Columbian Ins. Co., 
44 N. Y. 146, 151, 4 AmR 650]. (2) 
“The explosion is the cause, while 
the rupture is the effect.” Evans 
v. Columbian Ins, Co., 44 N. Y. 146, 
151, 4 AmR 650. (38) ‘In explosions 
proper, the boiler is not only rup- 
tured, and often thrown from its 
place, but fragments of it are usu- 
aly hurled with terrible force, accom- 
panied by the eseape of steam.” 15 
New Am. Encycl. 60 [quot Evans v. 
Columbian Ins. Co., 44 N. Y. 146, 151, 
4 AmR 650]; Chicago Sugar-Refining 


114 Ark. 


[quot Louisville 
123 Ind. 
it Cia AeS 99is 
v. Consumers’ 


67. Louisville Underwriters Vv. 
Durland, 123 Ind. 544, 548, 24 NE 


steam. The boiler is said to explode 
when the failure is accompanied by 


Co. v. American Steam-Boiler Co., 48 
Fed. 198, 199. 
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EXPLOSIVES 
By Pavuut H. Dona: 


[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 181] 


ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITION [§ 1] p 181 
Il. CIVIL LIABILITY [§§ 2-49] p 182 
A. Existence and Nature of Liability [§§ 2-29] p 182 
1. In General [§ 2] p 182 
2. Effect of Violation ao Statutory or Municipal Regulation hina [§ 3] p 182 
3. Manufacture [§ 4] p 183 
4. Storage or Keeping |§§ 5-11] p 183 
a. In General [§ 5] p 183 
b. Violation of Statute or Ordinance [§ 6] p 184 
c. Negligence [§§ 7-10] p 185 
(1) In General [§ 7] p 185 
(2) Degree of Care Required [{§ 8] p 185 
(3) Effect of Compliance with Statutes or Ordinances [§ 9] p 186 
(4) Proximate Cause [§ 10] p 186 
d. Injuries to Children [§ 11] p 186 
5. Sale [§§ 12-16] p 188 
a. In General [§ 12] p 188 
b. Failure to Give Notice, Misrepresentation, or Concealment of Character [§ 13] p 189 
ce. Statutes Regulating Sale and Notice [§ 14] p 190 
d. Liability to Subsequent Purchasers [§ 15] p 191 
e. Selling to Infant [§ 16] p 191 
6. Use [§§ 17-24] p 192 
a. In General [§ 17] p 192 
b. Blasting [§§ 18-24] p 192 
(1) In General [§ 18] p 192 
(2) Violation of Statute or Ordinance [§ 19] p 195 
(3) Conduct of Nuisance [§ 20] p 195 
(4) Negligence [§§ 21-23] p 195 
(a) Care Required in General [§ 21] p 195 
(b) Duty to Warn [§ 22] p 196 
(ec) Covering Blast [§ 23] p 196 
(5) Blasting by Independent Contractor [§ 24] p 197 
7. Transportation [§ 25] p 198 
8. Fireworks [§§ 26-29] p 199 
a. In General [§ 26] p 199 
b. Negligence |§ 27] p 200 
ce. Independent Contractor [§ 28] p 200 
d. Liability for Acts of Infants [§ 29] p 200 
. Form of Action [§ 30] p 200 
. Defenses [§§ 31-33] p 200 
1. In General [§ 31] p 200 
2. Contributory Negligence [§§ 32-33] p 201 
a. In General [§ 32] p 201 
b. Disregard of Warning [§ 33] p 202 
. Jurisdiction and Venue [§ 34] p 202 
. Parties [§ 35] p 202 
. Pleading [§§ 36-37] p 203 
1. In General [§ 36] p 203 
2. Variance [§ 37] p 204 
G. Evidence [§§ 38-45] p 204 
1. Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§ 38] p 204 
2. Admissibility [§§ 39-44] p 206 
a. In General [§ 39] p 206 
b. Intent or Good Faith [§ 40] p 206 
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ce. Storage and Keeping [§ 41] p 206 
d. Sale and Use [§ 42] p 207 
e. Blasting [§ 43] p 208 
f. Fireworks [§ 44] p 208 
3. Weight and Sufficiency [§ 45] p 209 


H. Trial [§§ 46-47] p 209 


1. Questions of Law and Fact [§ 46] p 209 
2. Instructions [§ 47] p 211 
I. Judgment and Review [§ 48] p 212 


J. Damages [§ 49] p 212 


III. CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY [§§ 50-54] p 213 


A. In General [§ 50] p 213 


B. Construction and Operation of Statutes [§ 51] p 214 


C. Defenses [§ 52] p 215 


D. Indictment, Information, or Complaint [§ 53] p 215 


EK. Evidence [§ 54] p 215 


IV. FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES [§ 55] p 216 


Conditions in fire policies against keeping of explosives 


see Fire Insurance §§ 266-272. 


Display of fireworks as nuisance see Nuisances [29 Cyc 


174]. 


Equitable relief against nuisances see Nuisances [29 


Cye. 1219). 
Explosion defined see ante p 178. 


Fire arms and ammunition see Weapons [40 Cyc 872]. 
Fishing with explosives see Fish and Game [19 Cyc 


1013). 
Gas see Gas [20 Cyc 1153]. 


Gas well as nuisance see Mines and Minerals [27 Cyc 


OT. 
Injunction: 


Against injury to property generally see Injunctions 


[22 Cye 825]. 
Against wrongful use 
Adjoining Landowners § 13. 


[§ 1] An ‘‘explosive’’ may be defined as any 
substance by whose decomposition or combustion gas 
is generated with such rapidity that it can be used 
The word is also used 


for blasting or in firearms.* 


on adjoining property 


CROSS REFERENCES 
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Injunction:—Continued. 


To protect public safety see Injunctions [22 Cyc 898]. 


Inspection of explosives:see Inspection [22 Cyc 1365]. 


Judicial notice of explosives see Evidence § 1966. 


Malicious injury by means of explosives see Malicious 
Mischief [25 Cyc 1671]. 


; Manufacturing as nuisance see Nuisances [29 Cye 1172]. 


1172]. 


see 


I. DEFINITION 


toree.? 


as a general term indicating a substance which, by 


1. Century D.. Anchor L. Ins. Co. 
v. Meyer, 61 Ind. A. 35, 111 NE 436, 
437 [quot Cyc]. 

[a] Other definitions.—‘“‘Any sub- 
stance capable of undergoing such a 
change ... the sudden or extremely 
rapid conversion of a solid or liquid 
body of small bulk into gas or 
vapour occupying many times the 
volume of the original substance; 
and, in addition, highly expanded by 
the heat generated during the trans- 
formation . upon the application 
of heat or other disturbing cause is 
called explosive.” Encyec. Brit. [quot 
Hobbs v. Northern Assur. Co., 8 Ont. 
343, 346, 347]. 

[b] Particular substances which 
have been judicially recognized as 
explosive or included within statu- 
tory definitions: (1) Acetylene gas. 
Moore v. lanier, 52 Fla. 353, 42 S 
462. (2) Benzine fumes. Wolcho v. 
Rosenbluth, 81 Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 
21 LRANS 571. (38) Chlorate of pot- 
yash. Schuck v. Main, 39 Misc. 251, 
79 NYS 399. (4) Crude oil. Lauga- 
bough v. Anderson, 22 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
178, 12 Oh. Cir. Dec. 341. (5) Dyna- 
mite. Peo. v. Burke, 18 Cal. A. 72, 
122 P 435; Peo. v. Swaile, 12 Cal. A. 
192, 107 P 134; Chicago v. Murdock, 
212 Ill. 9, 72 NE 46, 103 AmSR 221; 
Fitzsimmons, etec., Co. v. Braun, 199 
Till. 390, 65 NE 249, 59 LRA 421; 
Jacobs v. New York, etc., R. Co., 212 
Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 LRANS 41; 
Schnitzer v. Excelsior Powder Mfg. 
Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 282; Valz v. 
Goodykoontz, 112 Va. 853, 72 SE 730; 
Hobbs v. Northern Assur. Co., 8 Ont. 
343. (6) Flour dust. Washburn v. 
Miami Valley Ins. Co., 2 Fed. 633, 2 
Flipp. 664. (7) Gasoline. Kings 
County F. Ins. Co. v. Swigert, 11 Tl. 


A. 590; Socola vy. Chess-Carley Co., 
39 La. Ann. 344, 1 S 824. (8) Gun- 
powder. Schnitzer v. Excelsior Pow- 
der Mfg. Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 282; 
Hobbs v. Northern Assur. Co., 8 Ont. 
343. See Flynn y. Butler, 189 Mass. 
377, 75 NE 730 (gunpowder specially 


mentioned in statute and excluded 
trom list of ‘fexplosives’’). (9) Kero- 
sene and gasoline mixture. Waters- 


Pierce Oil Co. v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 
159, 29 SCt 270, 53 L. ed. 453; Stan- 
dard Oil Co. v. Reagan, 15 Ga. 571, 
84 SH 69. (10) Kerosene below statu- 
tory test. State v. Boylan, 79 Conn. 
463, 65 A 595; Downing v. State, 66 


Ga. 160; Peo. v. Nobles, 1 N. Y. Cr.) 


459. (11) Naphtha vapor.  Inter- 
national Mercantile Mar. Co. v. Fels, 
164 Fed. 337 [aff 170 Fed. 275, 95 
CCA 471]; Stewart v. Pittsburg, etc., 
R. Co., 50 Pa. Super. 588. (12) Nitro- 
glycerine. Jacobs v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 212 Mass, 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41; Bradford Glycerine Co. 
v. St. Marys Woolen Mfg. Co., 60 Oh. 
St. 560, 54 NE 528, 71 AmSR 740, 
45 LRA 658; Hobbs v. Northern As- 
sur. Co., 8 Ont. 343. (13) Paints, oils, 
and varnishes. Cook v. Andérson, 85 
Ala. 99; 4 °S 713. (G4)" Parafiin or 
petroleum gas. Benfield v. Vacuum 
Oil Co., .75 Hun 209, 27 NYS-16 [aft 
Let esN. Ya. 6G) oem, er46= NB) 245 
mem]; Nichols yv. Bush, etc. Mfg. 
Co; 53) Hun 137, 6. NYS 601° [aft 117 
N. Y. 646 mem, 22 NE 1131 mem]. 
(15) Puroline. Socola v. Chess-Car- 
ley@o. veo a, Ann -344,.>1—S “824° 
(16) Sodium and potassium in con- 
tact with water. Hill v. Meyer Bros. 
Drug Co., 140 Mo. 433, 41 SW 909. 
(17) Steam. Bradford Glycerine Co. 
v. St. Marys Woolen Mfg. Co., 60 Oh. 
St. 560, 54 NE 528, 71 AmSR 740, 45 


Master’s liability for injury to servant see Master and 
Servant [26 Cyc 1112]. 

Mechanic’s lien for explosive see Mechanics’ Liens [27 
Cye 45]; Railroads [33 Cyc 468]. 

Nuisance in keeping of explosives see Nuisances [29 Cyc 


Power of municipality to regulate keeping of see Mu- 
nicipal Corporations [28 Cyc 713]. 

Steam boiler explosion see Steam [36 Cyc 1267]. 

Storing as nuisance see Nuisances [29 Cyc 1172]. 


a certain treatment, explodes, that is, decomposes 
or changes in a violent manner so as to generate 
In this sense explosives may be divided into 
two classes, ‘‘propellants’’ and ‘‘detonators.’? 3 


LRA 658. 

{c] Container and contents classi- 
fied as explcsives.—(1) Railroad tor- 
pedo. Jacobs v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41; Euting v. Chicago, etc., 
R.. Cor, 16) Wis, 13, 92 NW 1353; 96 
AmSR’) 9365" 60 -LRA S158: Biissmive 
Lilley, 3 B. &’S. 128, 113 ECL 128, 
122 Reprint 49. (2) “A large metal 
tube filled with various metals and 
materials of an explosive and dan- 
gerous nature.’ B. Roth Tool Co. v. 
New Amsterdam Casualty Co., 161 
HMediaK09s miGlsy 2885 CCAM 5 69 mia(s) Malle 
luminating gas, compressed into steel 
cylinders of insufficient strength to 
hold it, although liable to explode by 
its tendency to expand when heated, 
is not within U. S. Rev. St. § 4472. 
forbidding the carriage on passenger 
vessels of camphene, nitroglycerine, 
benzine, bensole, coal oil, crude or 
refined petroleum, or “other like ex- 
plosive burning fluids or like dan- 
gerous articles,” as the danger lies 
not in the gas itself, but in the 
weakness of the vessel containing it. 
Russell v. New Jersey Steamboat 
Co., 10 Mise. 593, 32 NYS 824. 

{d] Not explosive—Soda water is 
not an explosive nor its manufacture 
dangerous. Peo. v. Lichtman, 173 
N. Y. 68, 65 NE 854 [rev 65 App. 
Divs 16,o2 NYS 2 OL 1Te 


Explosion defined see Explosion 
ante p 178. 
Tlluminating gas explosions see 


Gas [20 Cve 1170]. 

Judicial notice of explosive char- 
acter see Evidence § 1966. 

2." Cada’ v. The Mair, 187 tlleAstik 

So, 7 Cada we "The Pairs Wasi Sl eA 
A oUt 10 Encye. Brit. (11th ed) 
erodes 
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[§ 2] 


1. In General. 


theory 


Municipal Regulation Generally. 


municipal regulations are frequently imposed as to 
the manufacture, storage, and disposition of explo- 
sives,!? and a punishment is provided for a violation 
As in other cases of a viola- 
tion of statutes, or ordinances imposed under the 


of such regulations.?* 


[a] Compressed air is an explo- 
sive substance of a propellant kind. 
Cada v. The Fair, 187 Ill. A, 111. 

4. Injury to vessel by explosion 
see Shipping [386 Cyc 106]. 

Master’s liability for injury to 
servant see Master and Servant [26 
Cye 1076, 1112). 

5. Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
etc., Co., 164 Ala. 216, 224, 51 S 419, 
20 AnnCas 822; Fillo v. Jones, 2 Abb. 
Dec. (N. Y.) 121, 4 Keyes 328. 

“All of the cases, so far as we 
have examined them, hold that, in 
order to render a party liable for 
damages the result of explosives, it 
must be shown, first, that the explo- 
sives were so manufactured, kept, or 
stored, etc., as to constitute a nui- 
sance, either public or private; or 
second, that the person so manu- 
facturing, storing, keeping or hand- 
ling the explosive was guilty of some 
negligence or want of care which 
proximately caused the explosion 
which resulted in the injury. All 
hold that one or the other must be 
shown.” Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, etc., Co., supra. 

6. See infra § 38 

‘7, See Torts [38 Cye cae 

8. See Damages §§ 69-85 

9. Quaker Oats Co. v. Grice, 195 
Fed. 441, 115 CCA 343; La Rue v. 
Potts; 91 N. J. L. 606, 103 A. 197; 
Stewart v. Pittsburg, etc., R.0Co.;) 50 
Pa. Super. 588. 

[a] Concussion.—A woman, who 
was injured in her own house by an 
explosion of naphtha on the premises 
of a railroad company four hundred 
feet away from her home, may re- 
cover damages from the railroad 
company, if it appears that the ac- 
cident was due to the negligence of 
the company, and that the general 
explosion and its separated results 
were directly traceable to the origi- 
nal cause. In such a case it is im- 
material whether the force that was 
directly applied to the injured 
woman was communicated to her 
through the earth tremor, or from 
the violent air waves deflected by a 
neighboring building. Stewart v. 
paces ure: etc., “RK. Co., 50) Pa. Super. 

[b] Intervening cause.—(1) Where 
decedent, a member of a municipal 
body, was invited by their engineer 
to examine sewage disposal plants, 
and, while inside a ‘septic tank,” 
was killed by an explosion of gas 
when a third person lit a match in 
disregard of warning, the act of the 
third person was the _ proximate 
cause of death. La Rue v. Potts, 91 
N. J. L. 606, 108 A 197. (2) Where 
a grinding mill and elevator used 
for the manufacture of mixed feed 
was allowed to become unsafe be- 


A. Existence and Nature of Liability *— 
A liability in tort for injuries aris- 
ing from explosives must be based either upon the 
of a nuisance or of the existence of negli- 
gence,® and the imputation of negligence will not al- 
ways arise from the fact of an explosion.® 
cordance with the general rules governing torts, the 
proximate cause of the injury‘ and of the damage ® 
must have been defendant’s wrongful act.® 
gree of care required as to explosives, as in the 
ease of other dangerous agencies,'® must be com- 
mensurate with the apparent danger.1! 

[§ 3] 2. Effect of Violation of Statutory or 


EXPLOSIVES 
II. CIVIL LIABILITY 


In ac- 


The de- 


Statutory and 
tort.18 


cause filled with dust which would 
explode on the application of a spark 
or fiame, and the owner could in 
the exercise of reasonable care have 
prevented the premises from becom- 
ing thus unsafe, and an explosion 
occurred causing a fire which was 
communicated to the property of an 
individual, the owner was guilty of 
actionable negligence, although the 
spark which fired the dust was pro- 
duced by an intruder. Quaker Oats 
ve v. Grice, 195 Fed. 441, 115 CCA 

Injuries arising from: 

Sale of explosives see infra § 12. 
Storage of explosives see infra § 10. 
Use of explosive see infra § 17. 

10. See Negligence [29 Cyc 428]. 

11. Quaker Oats Co. v. Grice, 195 
Fed. 441, 115 CCA 3438; Pulvin v. 
Hudson Auto Lamp Works, 172 NYS 
340; Amsterdam v. E. I. Dupont de 
Nemours Powder Co., 62 Pa. Super. 
314, 324; Merrill v. Marietta Torpedo 
Co., 79 W. Va. 669, 92° SE) 112, LRA 
1917F 1043. 

“The degree of care rises with 
the danger. It is care according to 
the circumstances.” Amsterdam vy. 
E. I. Dupont de Nemours Powder Co., 
supra. 

[a] Application of rule.— Where 
an automobile gas tank exploded 
while an employee of an automobile 
lamp works company was attempt- 
ting to remove or replace the solder- 
ing on the tank with a blowpipe open 
flame lamp, without first having 
cleaned the tank, the company was 
liable to the owner of the tank who, 
standing near by, was injured by the 
explosion. Pulvin v. Hudson Auto 
Lamp Works, 172 NYS 340. 

[b] Collection of dust in grain 
elevator.—Quaker Oats Co. v. Grice, 
195 Fed. 441, 115 CCA 343. 

Care required as to: 

Manufacture see infra § 4. 
Sale see infra § . 

Storage see infra § 7. 
Transportation see infra § 25. 
Use see infra § 

12. See cases arg ete section. 

13. See infra §§ 6, 

14. See eciiecuee, O99 Cyc 436]. 

15. Shaffer v. Mowery, 265 Pa. 
300, 108'A 654; Smith v. Mine, etc., 
Surply Co., 32 Utah 21, 88 P 683. 

Violation of regulation as to: 
Manufacture see infra § 4. 

Sale see infra § 14. 
Storage or keéping see infra § 6. 
Uses see infra §§ 17, 1 

16. Molin v. Wisconsin Land, etc., 
Co., 177 Mich. 524, 143 NW 624, 48 
LRANS 876; Farrell v. G. O. Miller 

(Minn.) 179 NW 566, 568. 

Ric nee the laws of a state, en- 
acted for the protection of the pub- 
lic, prescribe certain precautions to 


rules as to statutory construction.!9 
a superfluous negative may be omitted.*° 
text may be considered, 21 but where the wording of 
the statute is plain and not ambiguous, other words 


[§§ 2-3 


police power of the state,’ the violation of such a 
regulation is by some authorities held to constitute 
negligence per se.?? . 
posed by the statute is manifestly intended for the 
protection and benefit of individuals, the’ common 
law, when an individual is injured by a breach of 
such duty, will supply a remedy if the statute gives 
none,!® but the individual must have been placed in a 
position which gave him particular occasion to in- 
sist upon the duty imposed by the statute.” 
where the statute does not provide therefor, a civil 
action witll not lie directly in consequence of a vio- 
lation without specific allegations sufficient to sup- 
port an action at law as for negligence or willful 
Such regulations are subject to the general 


However, where the duty im- 


But 


For example, 
The con- 


be observed in handling and label- 
ing the volatile oils distilled from 
petroleum, one injured by an explo- 
sion of gas from such oils estab- 
lishes a cause of action by showing 
a breach of the statutory require- 
ment that such breach was the proxi- 
mate cause of the injury and the 


damages sustained thereby. Peter- 
son v. Standard Oil Co., 55 Or. 511, 
106 P 337, AnnCas1912A 625.” Far- 
rell v. G. O. Miller Co., supra. 

{a] For example. — Pub. Acts 
(1909) No. 37, providing that every 


person purchasing gasoline, benzine, 
or naphtha for use or sale at retail 
shall keep it only in barrels, cans, or 
packages painted and lettered (gaso- 
line, benzine, etc.) in red letters, is 
for the benefit of individuals gen- 
erally. Molin y. Wisconsin Land, 
ete, @Cosely GiMich. 
48 LRANS 876. 

Remedy for statutory rights gen- 
erally see Actions § 95. 

17. Molin v. Wisconsin Land, etc., 
Co., 177 Mich. 524, 148 NW 624, 48 
LRANS 876. 

[a] For example, defendant al- 
lowed the servants of a lumber com- 
pany to use its blacksmith shop for 
warming and eating dinner and to 
make a fire in a stove therein, Plain- 
tiff, a servant of the lumber com- 
pany, was injured when a fellow 
servant in making a fire poured gaso- 
line into the stove out of a can which 
was not marked as required by Pub. 
Acts (1909) No. 87, supposing that 
it contained coal oil. It was held 
that, as there was no general cus- 
tom to use oil in starting fires, and 
as plaintiff was a mere licensee on 
the premises, he could not recover on 
account of defendant’s violation of 
the statute, defendant not being 
bound to observe the statute for his 
benefit. Molin v. Wisconsin Land, 
ete., Co., 117 Mich. 524, 143 NW 624, 
48 LRANS 876. 

18. Wyman _ y. 
Co., 175 Fed. 834. 

19. Construction of statutes see 
Statutes [36 Cye 1102 et seq]. 

20. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. De- 
selms,' 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 270, 53 
L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Oki 107, 89 PB 212]. 

{a]_ Illustration.—The first “not’” 
may be omitted from requirements 
that oil shall “have not a specific 
gravity of not less than 46 degrees 
Baume.” Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Deselms, 212 U.. S. 159, 29-SCt 270, 
an 7 ed. 453 {aff 18 Okl. 107, 89 P 

21. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. De- 
selms, 212 U. S..159,,29 SCt 270, 53 
L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Oki. 107, 89 P 212). 

[a] Dlustration—A statute pro- 
viding that “all illuminating fluids 
that flash under the conditions as 


Boston Blacking 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


524, 143 NW 624, 


—<——— 


§§ 3-9] 


cannot be read into it.2? The fact that the neces- 
sarily general form of an ordinance prohibiting the 
storing of explosives embraces an innocent object is 
not in itself sufficient to prevent the applicability of 


the ordinance to such object.?3 


[§ 4] 38. Manufacture.24 The 


an explosive under such circumstances or in such 
places as to constitute a public nuisance will au- 
thorize a recovery by anyone injured by an explosion 
of sueh explosive without proof of negligence on the 
part of the manufacturer,?° but in the absence of the 
‘creation of such a nuisance negligence on the part 
of the manufacturer must be shown in order to war- 
rant a recovery.?® Liability extends to injuries from 


prescribed in section one at a less 
temperature than 120 degrees Fah- 
renheit and have not a specific grav- 
ity of not less than 46 degrees 
Baume, that is, all oils which fail to 
stand both tests, shall be branded by 
the inspector ‘Rejected’’’ is not mean- 
ingless as excluding all oils lower 
than forty-six degrees and permit- 
ting all oils above forty-six degrees 
to be sold as not dangerous, when 
it is taken in connection with its 
context and with the inverse scale 
of the Baume hydrometer on which 
in ascertaining specific gravity the 
heavier the oil is which is tested the 
lower will be the number indicated 
on the scale and the number will 
be higher where the oil is lighter or 
more volatile. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. 
v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 167, 29 SCt 
270, 538 L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Okl. 107, 89 
P2024: 

Standard Oil Co.-v. Birming- 
3/202 Ala. 97, 79 S 489. 

Tllustration. — An ordinance 
“oasolines, benzines, and naph- 
thas, shall have a specific gravity at 
60 degrees Fahrenheit of not less 
than 58 or more than 84,” being 
clearly expressed and unambiguous, 
will not be construed as if the word 
“specific”? was omitted, and the words 
“degrees Baume’ added at the end, 
or as though there was a decimal 
point before the 58 and 84, although, 
being unreasonable and incapable of 
performance as it stands, it would, 
by such construction, be made rea- 
sonable and capable of enforcement. 
Standard Oil Co. v. Birmingham, 202 
Ala. 97, 79 S 489. 

23. Pierce Oil Corp. v. Hope, 248 
TW. S. 4985-39 SCt°172, 638. ed. ‘381 
Tate, 127 Ark. 338, 191 SW , 405, Ann 
Cas1918E 143]. 

24. Gas explosions see Gas [20 
Cyev iI 0: 

Sale by manufacturer see infra 
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Steam boiler explosions see Steam 
[36 Cye 1261]. 

25. Huntington, ete, Land Dev. 
Co. v. Phoenix Powder Mfg. Co., 40 
W. Va. 711, 21 SE 1037; Wilson v. 


Pheenix Powder Mfg. Co. 40 W. 
Va. 413, 21 'SH 1035, 52 AmSR 
890. 

26. Quaker Oats Co. v. Grice, 195 


Fed. 441, 115 CCA 3438; Stone v. Van 
Noy R. News Co., 153 Ky. 240, 154 
SW 1092; Travell v. Bannerman, 174 
N. Y. 47, 66 NE 583 [rev 71 App. Div. 
439, 75 NYS 866]; Cosulich v. Stan- 
dard Oil Co., 122 N. Y. 118, 25 NE 
259, 19 AmSR 475; Amsterdam v. 
EB. i. Dupont de Nemours Powder 
Co., 62 Pa. Super. 314; Sigman v. Me- 
Abee Powder, etec., Co., 39 Pa. Super. 
559. See Judson v. Giant Powder Co., 
107 Cal. 549, 40 P 1020, 48 AmSR 146, 
29 LRA 718 (where it is said that the 
duty which the law enjoins upon 
such a manufacturer and the duty 
enjoined upon all other persons in 
the conduct of their business differs 
only in the degree of care to be exer- 
“ cised). 

[a] The dumping of explosive 
waste material from an ammunition 
factory into an open lot where ehildren 
are in the habit of playing, and 


“Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 


EXPLOSIVES 


[§ 5] 


manufacture of 


where it may become a dangerous 
agency, may, where shown to have 
been done by defendant or his agents, 
present a question of fact for the 
jury as to negligence. Travell v. 
Bauerman, 174 N. Y. 47,.66 NE 583 


reel V1i-sApp. VDiv.”.439,7 (75 NYS 
27. Liggett v. Excelsior Powder 


Mfg. Co., 274 Mo. 115, 202 SW 372; 
Schnitzer v. Excelsior Powder Mfg. 
Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 282. 

{a] Illustration. —A _ corporation 
manufacturing and storing blasting 
powder and other dangerous explo- 
Sives owes a duty to passengers in a 
train passing near its property to 
protect them from concussion and 
vibration, and consequent breaking 
of glass in car windows, as well as 
from missiles thrown from the ex- 
plosion itself. Schnitzer v. Excelsior 
ales Mfg. Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 


28. Ground of forfeiture of insur- 
ance policy see Fire Insurance [19 
Cyc 1738]. 

29. Blasting as nuisance see Nui- 
sances [29 Cyc 1167]. 

Fire works as nuisance see Nui- 
sances [29 Cye 1174]. 

Oil and gas wells and tanks as nui- 
Sances see Nuisances [29 Cyc 1177]. 

Storage of explosives as nuisance 
see Nuisances [29 Cye 1172]. 

30. U. S.—Kerbaugh vy. Caldwell, 
151 Fed. 194, 80 CCA 470, 10 AnnCas 
453; Hazard Powder Co. v. Volger, 58 
Fed. 152, 7 CCA 130. 

Ala.—Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., Co. 
v. Prosch, 190 Ala. 290, 67 S 516; 
etc., 
Co., 164 Ala. 216, 51 S 419, 20 Ann 
Cas 822. 

Cal.—Fisher v. Western Fuse, 
Coxe Cal vay 7399 LOS Ep 669: 

Colo.—Willson v. Colorado, etc., R. 
Cons tVeolon 3032-142 P14. 

Ill.—Laflin, etce.,, Powder Co. v. 
Tearney, 131 Ill. 322, 23 NE 389, 19 
AmSR 34, 7 LRA 262; Wright v. Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co., 27 Til. A. 200. 

Mass.—Moeckel vy. Cross, 190 Mass. 
280, 76 NE 447; Flynn v. Butler, 
189 Mass. 377, 75 NE 739. 

Mo.—Holman v. Clark, 272 Mo. 266, 
198 SW 868; Schnitzer v. Excelsior 
Powder Mfg. Co., (A.) 160 SW 282; 
French y. Center Creek Powder Mfg. 
Co., 173 Mo, A, 220, 158 SW 723; 
Sealpino v. Smith, 154 Mo. A. 524, 135 
SW 1000. 

N. J.—McAndrews v. Collerd, 42 N. 
Je U8 936) Am Ry5 032 

N. Y.—Heeg v. Licht, 80 N. Y. 579, 
36 AmR 654, 8 AbbNCas 355 [rev 16 
Hun 257]; Reilly v. Erie R. Co., 72 
App. Div. 476, 76 NYS 620 [aff 177 
N. Y. 547 mem, 69 NE 1130 mem]; 
Prussak v. Hutton, 30 App. Div. 66, 
51 NYS 761; Lounsbury v. Foss, 80 
Hun 296, 30 NYS 89 [aff 145 N. Y. 
600 mem, 40 NE 164 mem]; Levin v. 
New York Cent., etce., R. Co., 183 NYS 
467; Myers v. Malcolm, 6 Hill 292, 
41 AmD 744. 

Oh.—Bradford Glycerine Co. v. St. 
Marys Woolen Mfg. Co., 60 Oh. St. 
560, 54 NE 528, 71 AmSR 740, 45 
LRA 658; Laugabough v. Anderson, 
PAO Cire OumtL on Le Ole Cins Dec, 
341; St. Marys’ Woolen Mfg. Co. v. 


ete., 


[250.J.] 183 


concussion as well as from flying material thrown 
by_an_explosion.”7 

4, Storage or Keeping 28—a, In General. 
One who stores and keeps gunpowder, dynamite, or 
other explosives upon his premises, under circum- 
stances rendering him guilty of maintaining a nuis- 
ance in so doing,’® is liable for all damages resulting 
from an explosion of such explosives whether he is 
chargeable with negligence or not.2° He is bound to 
take every possible precaution to prevent injury,*4 
the only exceptions being a possible explosion pre- 
cipitated by an unanticipated natural force,?? or the 
wrongful acts of persons over whom he has no con- 
trol and which reasonably could not be anticipated.** 


Bradford Glycerine Co., 14 Oh. Cir. 
Ct, 622: 

Tenn.— Cheatham v., 
Swan 213, 55 AmD 734, 

Tex.—Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Cav- 
anaugh, (Civ. A.) 173 SW 619. 

Utah.—Smith v. Mine, etc., Supply 
Co., 32 Utah 21, 88 P 683. 

W. Va.—Wilson v. Phoenix Powder 

Mfg. Co., 40 W. Va. 413, 21 SE 1035, 
52 AmSR 890 [crit Peo. v. Sands, 1 
Johns. (N. Y.) 78, 3 AmD 296]. 
_ “Explosives may be stored or kept, 
in such quantities, and of such kinds, 
and in such localities, and for such 
time. and for such purposes, as to be 
per se a nuisance; and in such cases 
the person so creating, or so con- 
tinuing, such nuisance, is liable for 
all damages suffered in consequence 
thereof, irrespective of negligence or 
want of care in so storing, keeping, 
causing, or allowing explosions there- 
of.” Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield, etc., 
Steel Co., 164 Ala. 216, 225, 51 S 419, 
20 AnnCas 822, 

“The keeping of. gunpowder, niiro- 
glycerine, or other explosive sub- 
Stances, in large quantities, in the 
vicinity of a dwelling-house or place 
of business, is a nuisance per se, 
and may be abated as such by action 
at law or injunction in equity; and 
if actual injury results therefrom, 
the pergon keeping them is liable 
therefor, even though the act occa- 
sioning the explosion is due to other 
persons, and is not chargeable to his 
personal negligence.” McAndrews v. 
poured: 42 N. J. L. 189, 192, 36 AmR 


Shearon, 1 


“The maintenance by the defendant 
of a powder magazine, containing a 
large quantity of powder, within the 
city limits, in violation of the city 
ordinance, was a nuisance which ren- 
dered the defendant liable for the 
injury resulting to the plaintiff from 
its explosion. It is no defense to 
such an action that the magazine 
was properly constructed and the 
powder carefully stored therein, and 
that the explosion was due to no 
personal negligence of the defend- 
ant or its agents. It is liable for 
the injuries resulting from its ex- 
plosion from any cause, because its 
location under the ordinance made 
it a nuisance.’ Hazard Powder Co. 
Veg leer 58 Fed. 152, 156, 7 CCA 

[a] Crude oi].—When a jury has 
determined that crude oil is a highly 
inflammable and dangerous’ sub- 
stance, and a constant menace to 
property in its vicinity, when stored 
in large quantities, it is not neces- 
sary to a recovery by a party, whose 
property has been destroyed by fire 
arising from the escape of petroleum 
so stored, to show negligence on the 
part of its owners, but Such owners 
must keep it on their own premises 
at their peril. Laugabough v. Ander- 
son,a22 Obs 'Cirk (Cty: Li Sata, Oba cit. 
Dec. 341. 

Flynn vy. Butler, 189 Mass, 377, 
730. 

32. Flynn v. Butler, 189 Mass. 377, 
75 NE 730. 

33. Flynn v. Butler, 189 Mass. 377, 
75 NE 730. 


eat 25 Cel 


Although the immediate cause of the explosion of a 
powder magazine or storehouse is lightning, this 
constitutes no defense as an intervening cause, since 
the occurrence and effect of lightning can reasonably 
be anticipated.** However, the wrong charged must 
be the proximate cause of the injury.*° 
is not limited to the premises adjacent to those on 
Where, however, 
the storing of explosives is not a nuisance nor in 
violation of the law, liability does not arise for 
injuries occasioned by an explosion in the absence of 
negligence on the part of defendant.?” 
Notwithstanding the nuisance is legalized as where 
it is created in doing work pursuant to legislative 


which the explosive is stored.*® 


34. Prussak vy. Hutton, 30° App. 
Dive. 66, dl NYS Tel; ‘Cheatham y. 
Shearon, 1 Swan (Tenn.) 213, 55 
AmD 734. 

35. Bennett v. O’Dell Mfg. Co., 76 
N. H. 180, 80 A 642; Perry v. Roch- 
ester Lime Co., 219 N. Y. 60, 113 NE 
529, LRA1917B 1058 [aff 163 App. Div. 
934, 147 NYS 1136]; Schuck v. Main, 
89 Misc. 251, 79 NYS 399; McGehee v. 
Norfolk, etc.,. R. Co. 147 N. C. 142, 
60 SE 912, 24 LRANS 119. : 

[a] Storage of dynamite in build- 
ing in violation of ordinance is proxi- 
mate cause of injury to fireman by 
explosion of dynamite by .fire in 
building in which he is on duty. Pin- 
son vy. Young, 100 Kan. 452, 164 P 
1102, LRA1917F 621. 

36. Bradford Glycerine Co. v. St. 
Marys Woolen Mfg. Co., 60 Oh, St. 


560, 54 NE 528, 71 AmSR 740, 
LRA 658. 
[a] Nonadjacent owners, — The 


fact that the property injured was 
not on premises adjacent to those 
on which the explosive was stored 
will not defeat recovery, since the 
storage of nitroglycerine and such 
explosives is a nuisance to all with- 
in the circle of danger. Bradford Gly- 
cerine Co. v. St. Marys Woolen Mfg. 
Co; 60 Oh? St. 560, 54 NE 528, (1 
AmSR 740, 45 LRA 658. 

87. U. S.—Maryland v./ General 
Stevedoring Co., 213 Wed. 51 [Laff 219 
Fed. 827, 135 CCA 497]; The Ingrid, 
195 Fed. 596. 

Ala.—Hamilton v. Cranford Mer- 
cantile Co., 201 Ala. 403, 78 S 401; 
Chambers v. Milner Coal, etc., Co., 
HAS Ala ZOD, (ool a SLO CaMNICVAe Vis 
Koopman, 116 Ala. 310, 22 S 5938, 67 
AmSR. 119, 37 LRA 497; Collins v. 
Alabama Great Southern R. Co., 104 
Ala. 590, 16 S 140; Cook v. Anderson, 
85 Ala. 99, 4 S 713. f 

Ark.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Knisel, 79 Ark. 608, 96 SW 342. 

Cal.—Kleebauer v. Western Fuse, 
CLG MC Or eho sr Oasis al Loe AOM dint noe 
AmR 62, 60 LRA 377, 69 P 246. 

Colo.—Denver, etc., R. Co. v. Con- 
pa 8 Colo, 1, 5 P 142,. 54-AmR 

Us 

Fla.—Moore v. Lanier, 52 Fla. 253, 
42 S 462. 

Ill._—Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Epper- 
Son, 126 lk Al 7.2. 

Iowa.—-Kress vy. Lane, 171 NW 571. 

Ky.—Miller v. Chandler, 163 Ky. 
301) 273. SW 779; 1638. Ky...305; 173 
SW 780; Cincinnati, ete. R. Co. v. 
Padgett, 158 Ky. 301, 164 SW 971; 
Brown v. Thomas Blackwell Coal, 
ete., Co., 24 Ky. 324, 99 SW 299. 

Mass.—Bellino v. Columbus Constr. 
Co., 188 Mass. 430, 74 NE 684. 

Minn.—Dahl v. Valley Dredging 
Co.,. 125 Minn. 90, 145 NW 796, 52 
LRANS 11738; Clarkin v. Biwabik- 
Bessenier Co., 65 Minn. 488, 67 NW 
1020. 

Mo.—Hoiman y. Clark, 272 Mo. 286, 
198 SW 868; Schnitzer v. Excelsior 
Powder Mfg. Co., (A.) 160 SW 282. 

Mont. — O’Brien vy. Corra-Rock 
ee Min. Co., 40 Mont. 212, 105 P 

Nebr.—Slayton v. Fremont, etc., R. 
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Liability | The violation of 


se,*9 


Co., 40 Nebr. 840, 59 NW 510. 

N. Y¥.—Torgesen v. Schultz, 192 N. 
Y. 156, 84 NE 956, 127 AmSR 894, 18 
LRANS 726; Fillo v. Jones, 2 Abb. 
Dec. 121, 4 Keyes 328; Holmes v. 
Delaware, etc., Co., 128 App. Div. 24, 
112 NYS 421; Lee v. Vacuum Oil Co., 
54 Hun 156, 7 NYS 426 [app dism 126 
N. Y. 670 mem, 27 NE 1020 mem]; 
Heeg v. Licht, 16 Hun 257 [aff 80 N. 
Y. 579, 8 AbbNCas 355, 36 AmR 654]; 
Peo. v. Sands, 1 Johns. 78, 3 AmD 
296. 


N. C.—Barnett v. Cliffside Mills, 
167 N. C. 576, 88 SE 826; McGehee v. 
Norfolk, etce., R. Co., 147 N. C. 142, 
60 SE 912, 24 LRANS 119. 

Oh.=——Cincinnati,+ sete.) “Rar Co. wv. 
Tafelski, 31 Oh. Cir. Ct. 643; Ameri- 
can Gypsum Co. vy. Lake Shore, etc., 
BR. Cont Ohy Ag lao. ; 

Pa.—Finkbeiner v. Solomon, 224 
Pa, 333, 74 A 170, 24 LRANS 1257; 
Derry Coal, ete:, Cor v. Kerbaugh, 
222 Pa, 448, 71 A 915; Stewart. v. 
Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 50 Pa. Super. 
588; Kiser v. Kerbaugh, 40 Pa. Super. 
163 


Ont.—-McShane y. Toronto, ete. R. 
Co.,>) dl Ont, 185 Jonesimvy. ‘Grand 
MPrunk Ra COnme4o mb © iO). a eeeNO lS. 

[a] A car of dynamite kept six 
days on a pier to be loaded on a ves- 
sel for foreign shipment was held 
to be in course of transportation and 
not in storage, and the railroad was 
not liable to absence of negligence, 
the custom allowing ten days for 
such transfer. The Ingrid, 195 Ied. 
596. But see Willson y. Colorado, 
ete, mR. Combi Colom 30S nel4g Paine 
(car of high explosives held a nui- 
sance). See also infra § 25. 

[b] The keeping of powder by a 
manufacturer of fuse is not neces- 
sarily a nuisance, so as to make it 
liable for an explosion thereof, but 
the business when commenced hay- 
ing been located in a proper place, 
and having been carried on with 
eare, and the explosion having been 
caused by a stranger going into the 
magazine and willfully blowing it 
up, the manufacturer is not liable. 
Kleebauer v. Western Fuse, etec., Co., 
138 Cal. 497,.71 P 617, 94 AmSR 62, 
69 P 246, 60 LRA 377. 

_ [¢c] Supply for blasting.—Having 
in readiness near sewer work dyna- 
mite in proper duantities for use in 
blasting is neither necessarily, nor 
so probably, dangerous when man- 
aged in the ordinary way, as to con- 
stitate a thing inherently dangerous. 


Holman v. Clark, 272 Mo. 266, 198 
SW 868. 
38. McAndrews v. Collerd, 42 N. 


J. LL. 189,.36 AmR 508. 
Damage from legalized nuisance 


brew’ see Nuisances [29 Cyc 
lf 
89. Ricker v. McDonald, 89 App. 


Div. 300, 85 NYS 825. 

[a] For example, L. (1891) p 38 
c 4, providing for rapid transit rail- 
ways in cities of over one million 
inhabitants, and. giving a_ general 
power to a board of rapid transit 
commissioners to determine the ne- 
cessity of a rapid transit railway, 


[$§ 5-6 


authority, liability may exist toward a private in-~ 
dividual damaged thereby.*® 
statute will not authorize the storage of explosives 
in such a manner as to constitute a nuisance.*® 

[§ 6] b. Violation of Statute or Ordinance. 


A mere permissive: 


an ordinance regulating the storage 


of dangerous explosives, designed for the safety of 
life, limb, and property, constitutes negligence per 
Apart from the question of negligence one 
who keeps explesives in violation of a statute or 
ordinance is, according to the weight of authority, 
liable for damages proximately caused by an ex- 
plosion thereof.4+ A regulation prohibiting the stor- 
age of explosives beyond a certain amount has been 


and do all things necessary to carry 
out the work, is merely a permissive 
statute, and does not give such com- 
missioners power to store dynamite 
in the heart of a great city, contrary 
to the ordinances of the city. Ricker 


v. McDonald, 89 App. Div. 300, 85 
NYS 8255, 

40. Smith v. Mine, etc, Supply 
Co., 32° Utah 21, -88-P 683. 

{a] Keeping gasoline.—A person 


cannot be convicted of, negligence in 
keeping gasoline upon his premises 
in violation of the provisions of the 
act of May 15,1874 (P.L.p 189, §§ 1, 
5, 8) where it appears that the gaso- 
line was kept in a restaurant for 
illuminating purposes, and not for 
sale, and there is no proof that the 
gasoline was less than 110 degrees 
Fahrenheit, or that it was explosive 
within the prohibition of the act. 
Donahue v. Kelly, 181 Pa. 93, 37 A 
186, 59 AmSR 682. 

41. U. S—Hazard Powder Co. v. 
Volger, 58 Fed..152, 7 CCA +130. 

Ala.—Kinney v. Koopman, 116 Ala. 
ere 22 S 593, 67 AmSR 119, 37 LRA 

‘ 


Ill—tLaflin, ete., Powder Co. v. 
Tearney, 132 Tlli«322;5 28 NE 389.09 
AmSR 34, 7 LRA 262. 

Kan.—Pinson y. Young, 100 Kan. 
452, 164 P 1102, LRA1917F 621. 

Mass.—Moeckel v. Cross, 190 Mass. 
280, 76 NE 447. 

Mo.—John G. Kupferle Fdy. Co. v. 
St. Louis Merchants’ Bridge Termi- 
nal R. Co., 275 Mo. 451, 205 SW 57. 

Mont.—Cameron v. Kenyon-Connell 
Commercial Co., 22 Mont. 312, 56 P 
aun 74 AmSR 602, 44 LRA 508 (stat- 
ute). 

N. J.—McAndrews v. Collerd, 42 N. 
J. L. 189, 36 AmR 508. 

N. Y.—Perry v. Rochester Lime 
Coie 2V9F Noe» 1605) JASN Eb 29, ele Ac 
1917B 1058. faff 163 App. Div. 934, 
147 NYS 1136]; Ricker v. McDonald, 
89 App. Div. 300, 85 NYS 825. 

{a] Violation of state statute 
while complying, with ordinance.— 
The fact that powder stored in de- 
fendants’ warehouse did not exceed 
the quantity allowed by a city ordi- 
nance does not relieve them from 
liability for death or injury from an 
explosion, if the amount kept by de- 
fendants. was in excess of that au- 
thorized by a state statute. Cameron 
v. Kenyon-Connell Commercial Co., 
22 Mont. 312, 56 P £58, 74 AmSR 602, 
44 LRA 508. 

[b] Explosion must be proximate 
cause of loss.—The mere act of keep- 
ing explosive oils in violation of an 
ordinance will not give a right of 
action to a person whose property is 
destroyed by a fire caused by an ex- 
plosion of such ‘oils; it must also 
appear that such keeping was the 
proximate cause of the damage. 
Wright. v. Chicago, ete, R: ©o., 27 


Til. A. 200. 
Marking vessel—A municipal 


[ce] 
ordinance, prohibiting the keeping in 
any one store of more than fifty 
pounds of gunpowder, and requiring 
the powder to be kept in a metal ves- 
sel, with the word ‘Powder’ painted 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 6-8] 


held to be violated, even though the storage was only 
temporary or in due course of transportation,#? and 
although no damage resulted therefrom.*? 
act prohibiting the keeping of explosives applies to 
dealers rather than carriers, and is not violated by 
the temporary deposit of explosives by a carrier on 
his premises while they are in transitu.*4 
dinance making it unlawful to have or keep explo- 
Sives except in licensed magazines applies only to 
explosives to be taken out and used elsewhere, and 
not to explosives left temporarily along the line of 
A brick structure en- 
tirely open on one side cannot be a vault or safe, 
within the meaning of an ordinance regulating the 


work for immediate use.*° 


storage of dangerous explosives.*¢ 


[§ 7] ec. Negligence—(1) In General. One who 
negligently handles or stores explosives upon his 
premises is hable for injuries resulting to others by 
reason of such negligence,** and this without regard 
to the question of whether the storing or handling 


on the top or side, which top or side 
must be kept exposed to view, near 
the main entry of the store, does not 
require the box containing powder to 
be so located as to be visible from 
the street at times when, in the or- 
dinary course of trade, the store is 
not open for business. Rathbun v. 
White, 157 Cal. 248, 107 P 309. 
42. Wright v. Chicago, etc., R, Co., 


27 Ill. A. 200; Foote v. New York 
Hes Cpt om Eilean GNee Ys) eco Os MER. 
Worth, ete, R. Co. v. Beauchamp, 


95 Tex. 496, 68 SW 502, 93 AmSR 864, 
58 LRA 716. 

43. Foote v. New York Fire Dept., 
Se El eCNa Ye) e908 

44. Biggs v. Mitchell, 2 B. & S. 
HO3e 10) WCiAib23, L2i; Reprinted lem 
See Maryland v, General Stevedoring 
Co., 213 Fed. 51 [aff 219 Fed. 827, 135 
CCA 497] (collection of large quan- 
tity of dynamite by steamship com- 
pany not a nuisance). ; 

45. Hall v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
121 App. Div. 488, 106 NYS 106. 

[a] MTlustration.—The keeping of 
dynamite by a contractor engaged in 
widening railroad tracks along the 
line of work for immediate use is 
not within an ordinance making it 
unlawful to have or keep dynamite 
in any place except in magazines 
erected for the purpose according to 
plans approved by the fire commis- 
sioners and under a license from the 
mayor. Hall v. New York, ete, R. 
Co., 121 App. Div. 488, 106 NYS 106. 

46. Smith v. Mine, etc. Supply 
CoOoesZa Utah) 88) Py 6s3. 

47. Stephens yv. Stephens, 172 Ky. 
TSO lao eSVWis aL Las Mic Guiiteye Ve 
Pierce-Fordyce Oil Assoc., (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 211 SW 335. 

48. Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield, etc., 
Wom 164, Alan 216) (2265) 5121S 341/950 :20 


AnnCas™ 822) eMeGuttey —v. Pierce- 
Fordyce Oil Assoc., (Tex. Civ. A.) 
211 SW 335. 

“All of the decisions, however, 


hold that if the persons storing or 
keeping dangerous explosives are 
guilty of any negligence, or want of 
reasonable care, in the storing or 
keeping, or in allowing or causing 
the explosion thereof, they are liable 
for the damages or injury in_ con- 
Sequence thereof, whether the keep- 
ing or storing was a nuisance or 
not, that the auestion of a nuisance 
or not is immaterial, if negligence 
or want of care be present, and con- 
’ tributes to the explosion and injury, 
and, if it be a nuisance per se, then 
the question of other negligence or 
want or care is immaterial, or at 
least unnecessary, to fix liability.” 
Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield, etc., Co., 
supra. 

49, Ala.—Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., 
Co. v. Prosch, 190 Ala. 290, 67 S 516. 

Ark.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Knisel, 79 Ark. 608, 96 SW 342. 


EXPLOSIVES 
But an 


[§ 8] 


An or- 


be apprehended 


Colo.—Willson yv. Colorado, ete., R. 
Cosrot Colow3s03y aot, 17.45 

Ky.—Cincinnati, ete, R. Co. v. 
peasety 158 Ky. 301, 303, 164 SW 

Minn.—Clarkin v. Biwabik-Besse- 
mer Co., 65 Minn. 483, 67 NW 1020. 


N. Y.—Furth vy. Foster, 30 N. Y. 
Super. 484. 

Oh.—Hamilton, ete, R. Co. v. 
Tafelski,, 13. Ohi» CirsuGts «N:2S) 260. 

Pa.—Kilbride v. Carbon-Dioxide, 
etc., -Co.,, 201, Pa. 552; od) A: 1347, 88 
AmSR 829. 


“Due care in any case is the care 
usually exercised by men of ordinary 
prudence in like cases and under like 
circumstances.”’ Dahl Vv. Valley 
Dredging Co., 125 Minn. 90, 95, 145 
NW 796, 52 LRANS 1173. 

“It is the duty of persons who keep 
in their possession or employ in their 
business, that which unless carefully 
guarded and cautiously used is dan- 
gerous to others, to exercise such 
care to see that the dangerous agency 
is so kept. and used as not to inflict 
injury upon others as an ordinarily 
prudent person would be expected 
to exercise in the use and keeping 
of such dangerous agency.’ Cincin- 
nati, etc., R. Co. v. Padgett, supra. 

[a] Storage near living rooms 
negligent per se.—To put a number 
of slaves into a room to cook, eat, 
and sleep, with an open keg of pow- 
der under their sleeping bunk, un- 
known to them, is negligence, and 
subjects the negligent bailee to dam- 
ages for an injury to the slaves by 
reason of the explosion of the pow- 
der. Allison v. Western North Caro- 
lina. (Co; 645 ND C.7382: 

50. Mich. — Wood  v. 
Motor Co., 175 NW 449. 

Minn.—Dahl v. Valley Dredging 
Con l2be Mrinn 51905). 937 514 ENWeeio 6, 
52 LRANS 1173; Mattson vy. Minne- 
sota, etc., R. Co., 95 Minn. 477, 104 
NwW 448, 111 AmSR 483, 70 LRA 503, 
5 AnnCas 498. 

N. J.—Howell v. Lehigh Valley R. 
CoP LOOPANT 09: 

N. C.—Barnett v. Cliffside Mills, 
TOC ONG, OR SOs BE) tS1 Oy) ia}, 

Pa.—Sowers v. McManus, 214 Pa. 
244, 638 A 601. 

“The rule in respect to dangerous 
explosives requires a vigilance in 
safeguarding them commensurate to 
the character of the explosive and 
the danger to be apprehended there- 


( 


Chalmers 


from.” Dahl v. Valley Dredging Co., 
supra. 
{al Gross negligence.—Where de- 


fendant’s servant, intrusted with a 
repair of a powder magazine which 
had become defective and dangerous 
by a leakage of nitroglycerine, be- 
fore removing dynamite and gun- 
powder therein, as directed, poured 
a liquid on the discolored area which 
had been furnished him, and then 


sion and storage of explosives generally,°” 
where young children are involved.®? 
quiring one who has the control of dangerous ex- 
plosives or permits them to be upon his premises to 
exercise a degree of care in guarding them against 
injury to others, commensurate with the danger to 


[25.0 43a) 985 


without negligence under the circumstances would 
constitute a nuisance.*® 

? (2) Degree of Care Required. One keep- 
ing or storing dangerous explosives must exercise 
reasonable care,*® which is such care as is commen- 
surate with the apparent danger.®® Accordingly it is 
said that the utmost caution and highest degree of 
care must be used in the care and custody of dan- 
gerous explosives, such as powder and dynamite,>? 
and a high degree of care is required in the posses- 


52 


especially 
The rule re- 


applies, however, only where the 


person whom it is sought to hold responsible for 
resulting injuries is chargeable with notice of the 
existence and presence of the explosives.®* 


began scrubbing the surface with a 
broom, which resulted in a general 
explosion, Such facts justified a find- 
ing that he was not only lacking in 
ordinary care but was guilty of gross 


negligence. Oulighan vy. Butler, 189 
Mass. 287, 75 NH 726. 
51. Kan.—Clark vy. E. I. Dupont 


de Nemours Powder’Co., 94 Kan. 268, 
146 'P 320, LRA1915E 479, AnnCas 
1917B 340. 

Mass.—F lynn v. Butler, 189 Mass.. 
Sid sean CDI UNGEUe fiche 

Minn.—Mattson v. Minnesota, ete., 
R. Co., 95 Minn. 477, 482, 104 NW 
443, 111 AmSR 483, 70 LRA 503, 5 
AnnCas 498, 

Miss.—Hamblin v. Gano, 76 S 6338; 
McTighe v. Johnson, 114 Miss. 862, 
75 _S 600. 

Pa. Derry, p Coals, Ck&CamCO. van core 
baugh, 9220Pa. 448.451) 371 7A) 9nl5: 
Sowers v. McManus, 214 Pa. 244, 63 
A 601. 

W. Va.—Merrill vy. Marietta Tor- 
pedo. Co., TO IWis Vian 669) 92 Si eelbhe 
LRA1917F 1043. 

“The degree of care required of 
persons having the possession and 
control of dangerous explosives, such 
as firearms and dynamite, is of the 
highest. The utmost caution must 
be used in their care and custody, 
to the end that harm may not come 
to others from coming in contact 
with them. The degree of care must 
be commensurate with the dangerous 
character of the article.’ Mattson 
v. Minnesota, ete., R. Co., supra [quot 
Clark vy. E. I. Dupont de Nemours 
Powder Co., 94 Kan. 268, 271, 146 P 


3101 LRA1915E 479, AnnCasi9i7B 
“While the possession of dyna- 


mite to be used for lawful purposes 
is neither unlawful nor negligent, 
the person in possession of it is, 
as to third parties, bound to the 
highest degree of care, and failure 
to take any reasonable precaution to 
prevent explosion of it while in stor- 
age is negligence.’’ Derry Coal, ete., 
Co. v. Kerbaugh, supra. 

[a] Powder magazine in city.— 
The maintenance of a powder house 
in a city or thickly populated com- 
munity requires ‘‘every possible pre- 
caution to prevent injury therefrom 
to those living in the neighborhood.” 
Flynn v. Butler, 189 Mass. 377, 387, 
75 NE 730. 

52. Clark v. E. I. Dupont de Ne- 
mours Powder Co., 94 Kan. 268, 146 
P 320, LRA1915E 479, AnnCas1917B 
340; Crabb v. Wilkins, 59 Wash. 302, 
109 P 807. 

53. Mattson v. Minnesota, etc., R. 
Co., 95 Minn. 477, 104 NW 448, 111 
AmSR. 483, 70 LRA 503, 5 AnnCas 
498; Crabb v. Wilkins, 59 Wash. 302, 
109 SRi807: 

54, .Larson v. Duluth, etc., R. Co., 
142 Minn. 366, 172 NW 762, 


186 [250.J3.] 


[§ 9] (8) Effect of Compliance with Statutes 
or Ordinances. One complying with a municipal or- 
dinance prescribing regulations for the storing of 
explosives is not relieved from liability for failure 
to comply with the obligation arising under the gen- 
eral miles of law to use such care in the maintenance 
and management of one’s property as will be or- 
dinarily used by a reasonably prudent man similarly 


placed.®® 
[§ 10] 


(4) Proximate Cause. 


tablish lability, the negligence alleged in keeping the 
explosive must be the proximate cause of the in- 
jury.°° But, since disastrous results from negligence 
in the care of high explosives may reasonably be 


55. Rathbun v. White, 157 Cal. 
248, 107 P 309. , 

56. Ark.—Pittsburg Reduction Co. 
v. Horton, 87 Ark. 576, 113 SW 647, 
18 LRANS 905. 

Iowa.—kKress v. Lane, 171 NW 571. 

Kan.—Clark v. E. I. Dupont de Ne- 
mours Powder Co., 94 Kan. 268, 146 
P 320, LRA1915E 479, AnnCas1917B 
340. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etc. R. Co. v. 
Padgett, 158 Ky. 801, 164 SW 971; 
Watson vy. Kentucky, etc., Bridge R. 
Co., 134 Ky. 619, 126 SW. 146, 129 
SW 341; Georgetown Tel. Co.,v. Mc- 
Cullough, 118 Ky. 182, 80 SW 782, 
26 KyL 72, 111 AmSR 294. 

Mass.—Leahy v. Standard Oil Co., 
224 Mass. 352, 112 WE 950; Horan v. 
Watertown, 217 Mass. 185, 104 NE 
464; Jacobs v. New York, etc, R. 
Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 
LRANS 41; Oulighan vy. Butler, 189 
Mass.. 287, 75 NE 726; Stone v. Bos- 
ton, etc., R. Co., 171 Mass. 536, 51 NE 
1, 41 LRA 794. } 

Minn.—Vills v. Cloquet, 119 Minn. 
277, 188 NW 33. q : 

Mo.—Moore v. Jefferson City Light, 


etc., Co., 163 Mo. A. 266, 146 SW 825. | 
N 


. H.—Bennett v. Odell Mfg. Co., 
76 N. H. 180, 80 A 642. 

N. Y.—Perry v. Rochester Lime Co., 
219 N. Y. 60, 113 NE 529, LRA1917B 
1058; Holmes v. Delaware, etc., Co., 
128 App. Div. 24,112 NYS 421; Shuck 
v. Main, 39 Misc. 251, 79 NYS 399. 

N. C.—Fanning v. White, 148 N. 
C. 541, 62 SE 7384; McGehee v. Nor- 
folk, etc., R. Co., 147 N. C. 142, 60 SE 
912, 24 LRANS 119. : 

Okl.—Pollard v. Oklahoma City R. 
Co., 36 Okl. 96, 128 P 300, AnnCas 
1915A 140. 

Pa.—Finkbeiner v. Solomon, 225 
Pa. 338, 74 A 170, 24 LRANS 1257; 
Stewart v. Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 50 
Pa. Super. 588, 

R. I.—Afflick v. Bates, 21 R. I. 281, 
43 A 539, 79 AmSR 801. 

Tex.—Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Cav- 
anaugh, (Civ. A.) 173 SW 619; Little 
v. James McCord Co., (Civ. A.) 151 
SW 835; Houston Belt, etc., R. Co. 
v. O’Leary, (Civ. A.) 136 SW 601. 

Wash.—Mathis v. Granger Brick, 
ete., Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149 P 3. 

{a] Held not proximate cause.— 
(1) It being averred that the fire was 
“set” to the building in which the 
gasoline was stored, such act was a 
wrongful one, and the proximate 
cause of the resulting fire destroying 
plaintiff’s property. Kress v. Lane, 
(lowa) 171 NW 571. (2) The negli- 
gent storage of dynamite is not the 
proximate cause of injuries result- 
ing from its explosion when a tres- 
passer willfully shoots into the shed 
containing it. Fanning v. White, 148 
N. C. 541, 62 SE 734; McGehee v. 
Norfolk; -ete “Rw Coy 1475 N,: (Gli, 
60 SE 912, 24 LRANS 119. (3) The 
explosion of a cap near plaintiff who 
was injured was the proximate cause 
ot his injury, and not the keeping of 
it in a tool box by a city, from which 
it was taken by some unknown per- 
son and left outside the box, where 
it was afterward found. Afflick v. 


EXPLOSIVES 


fire.58 


[§ 11] 


In order to es- 


Bates, 21. R.. I... 281,43 A 1589, .79 
AmSR 801. (4) The removal of dyna- 
mite from the storeroom of a tele+ 
phone company, and leaving it in the 
hatlway, by the servant of a carpen- 
ter enlarging the building, was the 
proximate cause of its explosion, and 
not the company’s keeping it in the 
storeroom. Georgetown ‘Tel. Co. v. 
McCullough, 80 SW 782, 26 KyL 72. 

{b] Natural and probable conse- 
quences.—That negligence of an oil 
company in letting gasoline escape 
and remain in the cellar of a garage 
may be concurrent proximate cause 
of injury to a garage employee from 
explosion, the garage owner’s negli- 
gent act in letting water into the gaso- 
line need not have been a natural 
and probable consequence of its act. 
Leahy v. Standard Oil Co., 224 Mass. 
352, 112 NE 950. 

57. Mathis v. Granger Brick, etc., 
Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149) RP’ 3. 

[a] Held proximate cause. — (1) 
Explosion of naphtha gas communi- 
cated to plaintiff four hundred feet 
away, through sewer, was the proxi- 
mate cause of the injury. Stewart v. 
Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 50 Pa. Super. 
588. (2) Negligence of defendant’s 
employee in placing dynamite under 
plaintiff's porch was the proximate 
cause of injury produced by an ex- 
plosion, caused by Roman candles 
fired by plaintiff's son. . Moore v. 
Jefferson City Light, etc., Co., 163 
Mo, A. 266, 146 SW 825. (3) Removal 
of a dangerous explosive from near 
an oil well where it had been left 
through gross negligence of defend- 
ant’s agent, to a nearby place, was 
not an unrelated cause, such as ex- 
cused defendant, where children were 
injured by the explosive. Clark v. E. 
I. Dupont de Nemours Powder Co., 94 
Kan. 268, 146 P 320, LRA1915E 479, 
AnnCas1917B 340. (4) Where, in an 
action for death in an explosion of 
certain powder magazines, there was 
evidence that the disaster would not 
have occurred except for defendant’s 
conduct in permitting a portion of 
the magazine floor to become soaked 
with nitroglycerine, and defendant, 
when informed of this condition, was 
negligent in keeping a large quantity 
of explosives in the magazine, and in 
not having repairs made under the 
personal supervision of its superin- 
tendent, rather than intrusting them 
to an inexperienced servant, such 
negligence could be properly found 
to be the efficient cause of the ac- 
cident. Oulighan v. Butler, 189 Mass. 
287, 15 NE) 726: 

58., Willson v. Colorado, Re 
Co., 57 Colo. 303, 142. RP 174. 

[a] MTlustration.— Liability of a 
railroad company for death of per- 
son killed while endeavoring to ex- 
tinguish fire in freight yards by ex- 
plosion of dynamite in a freight car 
was not defeated by the fact that the 
fire was started by an incendiary. 
Willson vy. Colorado, ete., R. Co., 57 
Colo, 303, 142 P 174. 

59. Contributory negligence of 
children see Negligence [29 Cyc 535]. 

60. Ala.—Bryain v. Stewart, 194 


etc., 


d. Injuries to Children.®® 
or storing explosives in a place to which children 
may have access will, since such articles are natural- 
ly attractive to children, be held to a corresponding 
degree of care to protect them from injury, and a 
failure to exercise such care will impose liability.®° 


[§§ 9-11 


anticipated, courts will not look too narrowly for 
independent causes intervening between the injury 
and the original negligence in keeping.®” 
though explosives negligently kept. are ignited by 
an incendiary, the party guilty of negligent keeping 
has been held liable for the death or injury of a 
person in attempting to extinguish the resulting 


And al- 


One keeping 


Ala. 353, 70 S 123. 

Cal.—Hale v. Pacific Tel., ete., Co., 
(A.) 183 P 280. 

Colo.—Victor v. Smilanich, 54 Colo. 
4797) 1312 P3892" 

Ga.—Wallace v. Matthewson, 143 
Ga. 236, 84 SE 450. 

Kan.—Clark v. EH. I. Du Pont de 
Nemours Powder Co., 94 Kan. 268, 
146 P 3820, LRA1915E 479, AnnCas 
1917B 340. 

Ky.—Stephens vy. Stephens, 172 Ky. 
780, 189 SW 1143; Miller v. Chandler, 
168 Ky. 606, 182 SW 833. 

Mass.—Jacobs v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41. 

Mich.—Anderson v. Newport Min. 
Co., 202 Mich. 204, 168 NW _ 523; 
Powers v. Harlow, 53 Mich. 507, 19 
NW 257, 51. AmR 154. 

Minn.—Erickson v. Gleason, 176 
NW 199; Juntti v. Oliver Iron Min. 
Co., 119 Minn: 7518,.138 NW (67d) 22 
LRANS 840; Vills v. Cloquet, 119: 
Minn. 277, 1388 NW 338; Mattson v. 
Minnesota, etc., R. Co., 95 Minn. 477, 
104 NW 448, 111 AmSR 483, 70 LRA 
508, 5 AnnCas 498. 

Miss.—Hamblin vy. Gano, 76 S 633; 
McTighe v. Johnson, 114 Miss. 862, 


75 S 600. 

N. H.—Hobbs v. Blanchard, etc., 
Cos eTOLINS UES Coe Om AOS 24s, 
LRANS 939. 


N. J.—Vallency v, Rigillo, 91 N. J. 
L. 307, 102 A 348. 

N. C.—Krachanake v. Acme Mfg. 
Co., 175 N. C. 485, 95 SE 851, Ann 
Casi918E 340; Barnett v. Cliffside 
Mills, 167 N. C. 576, 83 SE 826. 

Oh.—Harriman vy. Pittsburgh, etc., 
R.'Co., 4 45) Oh: St. 11,02 (NE 45404 
AmSR 507. 

Pa.—Gralka v. Worth Bros. Co., 
245 Pa. 467, 91 A 860. 

R. I.—Sroka v. Haddiday, 39 R. I. 
119, 97 A 965, AnnCas1918D $61. 

Tex.—Lubbock v. Bagwell, (Civ. 
A.) 206 SW 3871; Little v. James Mc- 
Cord Co., (Civ. A.) 151 SW 835. 

Wash.—Mathias v. Granger Brick, 
etc., Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149 P 8; Ol- 
son v. Gill Home Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 
151, 108 P 140, 27 LRANS 884; Nel- 
son v. McLellan, 31 Wash. 208, 71 P 
747, 96 AmSR, 902, 60 LRA 793. 

Can.—Makins vy. Piggott, 29 Can. 
SueCw Sse 

“Children wherever they go, must 
be expected to act upon childish in- 
stincts and impulses; and others who 
are chargeable with the duty of care 
and caution toward them must cal- 
culate upon this, and take precau- 
tions accordingly. If they leave ex- 
posed to observation of children any- 
thing which would be tempting to 


them, and which they in their im- 


mature judgment might naturally 
suppose they were at liberty to 
handle or play with, they should ex-. 
pect that liberty to be taken.” Pow- 
ers v. Harlow, 53 Mich. 507, 515, 19 
NW 257, 51 AmR 154, 

[a] Applications of the rule.—(1) 
Explosive or dynamite caps. Hale v. 
Pacific els), ete. Co, (Cal Aamilss 
P 280; Victor v. Smilanich, 54 Colo. 
479, 131 P 392; Wallace v. Matthew- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


. persons may be exposed to 
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So where the place of storage is readily accessible 
to the children, corresponding care must be exer- 
eised, although they may not have been in the habit 
of frequenting the place,®! nor need liability rest 
upon the doctrine of attractive nuisance.° 
liability arises for injuries to children where the ex- 
plosives have been guarded with reasonable care, 
or left where there was no reason to anticipate 
meddling,®* and some courts apply the same rule to 
children as toward other trespassers, at least until 
such time as their presence has been discovered and 
where they have not been invited or enticed by 
The children of a tenant, rightfully 


defendant.®* 


son, 143 Ga. 236, 84 SE 450; Carter 
Coal Co. v. Smith, 173 Ky. 843, 191 
SW 631; Anderson v. Newport Min. 
Co., 202 Mich. 204, 168 NW _ 523; 
Erickson v. Gleason, (Minn.) 176 NW 
199; Vills vi, Cloquet, 119 Minn. 277, 
138 NW 33; Barnett v. Cliffside Mills, 
167 N. C. 576, 83 SE 826; Makins v. 
Piggott, 29 Can. S. C. 188. (2) Rail- 
road torpedoes. Harriman y. Pitts- 
burgh, ete, R. Co., 45 Oh. St. 11, .12 


NE 451, 4 AmSR 507; Mathis v. 
Granger Brick, etc., Co., 85 Wash. 
634, 149 P 3. See Birnbaum v. Phila- 


delphia, etc., R. Co., 249 Pa. 238, 94 
A 925 (no evidence of negligence by 
railroad company where dynamite 
cap was found on tracks by seven- 
year-old boy). (8) Dynamite. Matt- 
son v. Minnesota, etce., R. Co. 95 
Minn. 477, 104 NW 4438, 111 AmSR 
483, 70 LRA 508, 5 AnnCas 498; Mc- 
Tighe vy. Johnson, 114 Miss. 862, 75 
S 600; Hamblin vy. Gano, (Miss.) 76 
S 633; Hobbs v. Blanchard, etc., Co., 
75 N. H. 78, 70 A 1082, 18 LRANS 
939; Gralka v. Worth Bros. Co., 245 
Pa. 467, 91 A 860; Olson v. Gill Home 
Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 151, 108 P 140, 27 
LRANS 884; Nelson v. McLellan, 31 
Wash. 208, 71 P 747, 96 AmSR'’ 902, 
50 LRA 793. (4) Exposure of solidi- 
fied nitroglycerine. Clark v. E. I. 
Du Pont de Nemours Powder Co., 94 
Kan. 268, 146 P 320, LRA1915E 479, 
AnnCas1917B 340. (5) Carbide used 
for illuminating purposes. Juntti v. 
Oliver Iron Min. Co., 119 Minn. 518, 
138 NW 673, 42 LRANS 840. 

[b] Children attracted to explo- 
sive by other matter.—An owner who 
placed explosives on the premises of 
a third person is not entitled to 
escape liability for injuries to a child 
caused by an explosion on the ground 
that children were attracted to the 
premises for the chief purpose of se- 
curing pecans. Little v. James Mc- 
Cord Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 151 SW 835. 

{c] Duty to anticipate injury. 


’ Road construction contractors should 


anticipate that dynamite left in a 
vacant house might result in injury 
to children. McTighe v. Johnson, 114 
Miss. 862, 75 S 600. 

[ad] Highest care. — (1) Those 
handling dynamite must exercise the 
highest care not fo leave the dyna- 
mite or caps where children or other 
injury. 
Hamblin v. Gano, (Miss.) 76 S 633. 
(2) Road construction contractors 
are required to exercise highest de- 
gree of care to prevent leaving dyna- 
mite in a vacant house where chil- 
dren might come in contact with it. 
McTighe v. Johnson, 114 Miss. 862, 
75 S 600. ; 

61. Carter Coal Co. v. Smith, 173 
Ky. 848, 191 SW 681. 

{a] For example.—Whether or not 
children were in habit of frequenting 
place on premises of coal company 
where little girl found dynamite 
caps, accessibility of spot was suffi- 
cient to render it negligent for com- 
pany to place caps in_open cupboard. 
Carter Coal Co. v. Smith, 173 Ky. 
843, 191 SW 681. 

62. Goehenour v. Brown, 104 Kan. 
SOS LSOme al Ow 

[a] Doctrine inapplicable—Where 
a boy of six was injured by explosion 
of a dynamite cap which he helped 
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But no 


inclosure.®® 


take from a box near a stone-crush- 
ing plant by prying it open on a day 
when plant was idle, the doctrine of 
attractive nuisance was inapplicable. 
Goehenour vy. Brown, 104 Kan. 808, 
£380) :P2 776. 

Places attractive to children gen- 
erally see Negligence [29 Cyc 463]. 

63. ‘Ala. — Chambers v. Milner 
Coals ete: Co: 430A la. °255,.89)S 170 

Ky.—Stephens y. Stephens, 172 Ky. 
780, 189 SW 1143; Miller v. Chandler, 
163 Ky. 301, 173 SW 779;.Louisville, 
ete, KR. «Co. v. Hart;—70' Sw 830, 24 
Kyl 1123; Ball v. Middlesborough 
Pere etc., Co., 68 SW 6,,24 KyL 


Me.—Kidder v. Sadler, 117 Me. 194, 
1103, A159. 

Minn.—Peterson vy. Martin, 138 
Minn. 195, 164 NW 813; Dahl v. Val- 
ley Dredging Co., 125 Minn. 90, 95, 
145 NW 796, 52 LRANS 1173. 

Nebr.—Slayton vy. Fremont, etce., R. 
Co., 40 Nebr. 840, 59 NW 510. 

Pa.—Finkbeiner v. Solomon, 224 
Pa. 333, 74 A 170, 24 LRANS 1257. 

Tex.—Dudley v. Hawkins, (Civ. A.) 
183 SW 776. 

See Haton v. Moore, 111 Va. 400, 
69 SE 326 (actionable negligence in 
storing dynamite caps obtained by 
children not shown). 

“Such articles as gasoline, naph- 
tha, and kerosene may unquestion- 
ably be so negligently kept as to give 
rise to a cause of action. But when 
they are kept in a proper receptacle, 
at a place where it is proper for 
them to be, and where there is no 
reason to anticipate that they will 
be meddled with, the failure so to 
guard them that trespassing chil- 
dren cannot get possession of them 
is not, alone, and in itself, sufficient 
to create a) liability.” Dahl v. Val- 
ley Dredging Co., supra. 

[a] Applications of rule.—(1) Wet 
powder in magazine in woods re- 
mote from road. Chambers v. Mil- 
ner Coal, vote CO. dao eAlaw upoe oOo 
S$ 170. (2) Explosives placed in loft 
of tool house. Miller v. Chandler, 163 
Ky... 301,173) SW. 779.) (3), Naphtha. 
properly kept in proper place. Dahl 
v. Walley Dredging Co., 125 Minn. 
90, 145 NW 796, 52 LRANS 1173. (4) 
Railroad torpedoes locked in section 
house. Slayton v. Fremont, etc., R. 
Co., 40 Nebr. 840, 59 NW 510. (5) 
Dynamite caps left in box in barn. 
Finkbeiner v. Solomon, 224 Pa. 333, 
A Aed WT 0b OA eERAUN St eon CO) ie Ac 
small box of dynamite caps left in 
a granary on a plate between nine 
and ten feet from the floor. Peter- 
son v. Martin, 138 Minn. 195, 164 NW 
818. (7) Evidence that a six year 
old boy secured ‘nitroglycerine caps 
under or near portable shed which de- 
fendant used as office in selling lots 
and was injured by throwing them 
in fire several days later does not 
establish that defendant wantonly in- 
jured or exposed him to danger, even 
though the boy is considered the li- 
censee. Kidder v. Sadler, 117 Me. 
194, 103 A 159. 

[b] Where defendant purchased a 
house in which dynamite was stored 
but did not know that the dynamite 
was there, and nailed up the win- 
dows and locked the house so as to 
keep children out of it, he is not 
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upon the leased premises or a way of necessity there- 
to, are not trespassers, and a landlord leaving at- 
tractive explosives exposed and accessible to them 
is lable for any resulting injury,®> but he is not 
lable where he leaves the explosives in a compara- 
tively inaccessible place, such as the loft of a tool 
house used by his tenant, outside of the tenant’s 
Liability cannot be avoided by the fact 
that warning has been given to young children.* 
Proximate cause. 
the person injured is a child, nevertheless to impose 
lability defendant’s act must have been the proxi- 
mate cause of the injury.®® 


Notwithstanding the fact that 


So where explosives are 


liable for injury to a _ trespassing 
child, who climbed into the house 
through a window and while play- 
ing with the dynamite was injured 
by its explosion. Ball v. Middles- 
borough Town, etc., Co., 68 SW 6, 24 
KyL 114. 

64, Chambers v. Milner Coal, etc., 
Co., 143 Ala.’ 255, 39 S 170; Nicolosi 
Vv.) Clark) 169: Cale f460°0477) Pe oie 
LRA1915F 638; McShane v. Toronto, 
etc., R. Co., 31 Ont. 185. See Hobbs 
v. Blanchard, ete., Co., 75 N. H. 73, 70 
A 1082, 18 LRANS 939 (holding it to 
be a question for the jury whether 
the acts of a boy of fourteen were a 
trespass or negligent or whether it 
Was a reasonable and lawful enjoy- 
ment. of permission to be upon the 
premises and to act as a boy nat- 
urally would in his surroundings). 

Care required toward children as 
trespassers generally see Negligence 
[29 Cyc 445]. ; 

65. Powers v. Harlow, 53 Mich. 
507, 19 NW 257, 51 AmR 154. 


66. Miller v. Chandler, 163 Ky. 
301, 173 SW 779. 
67. Miller v. Chandler, 168 Ky. 


606, 182 SW 833. 

[a] For example, a landlord who 
permitted his tenant to use a tool 
house outside the leased premises 
and who had actual knowledge that a 
son of the tenant, eight and one-half 
years old, was able to and frequently 
did go upon a loft in the tool house, 
did not exercise ordinary care in 
storing dynamite and dynamite caps 
in paper sacks on such loft, and was 
not relieved of liability for injuries 
sustained by the boy from the ex- 
plosion of a dynamite cap taken by 
him from such sacks by the fact 
that he warned the boy of the danger 
and told him that the dynamite and 
caps might kill him, Miller v. Chand- 
ler, 168 Ky. 606, 182 SW 833. 

68. Cal.—Hale v. Pacific Tel., etc., 


Com F183 ePe 280 
Ky.—Carter Coal Co. v. Smith, 173 
Ky. 843, 191 SW 631; Stephens v. 


Stephens, 172 Ky. 780, 189 SW 1143; 
Conley v. Ennis, 170 Ky. 125, 185 SW 


501. 

N. J.—Carpenter y. Miller, (Sup.) 
81 A 439. 

N. Y.—Perry v. Rochester Line Co., 
219 Ni Y. 60, 113 NE 529, LRAL9I7B 
1058. 

Okl.—F'olsom-Morris Coal Min. Co. 
vy. DeVork, 61 Okl. 75, 160 P 64, LRA 
1917A 1290. 

Tex.—Lubbock v. Bagwell, (Civ. 
A.) 206 SW 371. 

[a] Act of government inspector. 
—In an action against a rifle gren- 
ade loading company for injuries to 
a boy when a grenade found by an- 
other boy and given to him exploded, 
the erection of a testing pit, into 
which government inspectors shot 
grenades after inserting detonators, 
was held not proximate cause of the 
injury, which resulted, not from the 
character of testing pit, but from 
negligence of inspectors in failing 
to collect unexploded grenades. Zo- 
lesky v. Briggs Loading Co., (Wis.) 
177 NW 871. 4 

{b] Powder collected from dis- 
carded cans.—(1) The action of a 
railroad company in permitting cans 
with small quantities of powder to 
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wrongfully carried away from the place in which 
they are stored by children capable of understand- 
ing the wrongful nature of their act, the negligence 
in keeping or storing cannot be regarded as the 
proximate cause of a subsequent injury to the child 
or other children by their use, where defendant has 
done nothing to invite or provoke the act of the 
ehild and there is nothing in the circumstances 
which would cause it to be foreseen.®® 
the maintenance of a nuisance in the storage of ex- 
plosives cannot be regarded as the proximate cause 
of an injury to a child occurring after explosives 
have been wrongfully taken by him from the prem- 
These rules apply as well where the child 
originally taking the explosives gives them to other 


ises.?° 


children who injure themselves.™+ 


fendant knowingly permits children to take danger- 
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So likewise 


[§ 12] 


But where de- 


ous dynamite caps from its premises, it must antici- 


be left on its right of way was not 
the proximate cause of an injury to 
a boy caused by premature explo- 
sion of a quantity gathered by an- 
other boy from time to time, which 
the two were handling. Pollard v. 
Oklahoma City R. Co., 36 Okl. 96, 128 
P 300, AnnCas1915A 140. (2) Leav- 
ing .cans with small quantities of 
powder where infants had access to 
them is the proximate cause of in- 
jury to a child, although the imme- 
diate cause was the striking of a 
match by a companion of the child. 
Folsom-Morris Coal Min. Co. v. De 
Vork, 61 Okl. 75, 160 P 64, LRAIIITA 
1290. 

{c] Attempt to solder.—Where a 
nine year old boy was injured by the 
explosion of dynamite caps which 
he found on- his father’s premises, 
where they had been placed by the 
city’s employees, so as to be acces- 
sible and attractive to children, the 
act of the employees was the proxi- 
mate cause of the injury, notwith- 
standing the injury occurred next day, 
while plaintiff was attempting to 
solder two of the caps together. Lub- 
bpock v. Bagwell, (Tex. Civ. A.) 206 
SW 371. 

{d] "The striking and opening of a 
railroad torpedo found on a railroad 
track is the proximate cause of dn= 
jury resulting, and not the permitting 
it to be on track. Holmes vy. Dela- 
ware, ete, Co., 128 App. Div. 24, 112 
NYS 421. Y 

{e] Plan of explosion.—Negligence 
in leaving an explosive bomb in a 
public alley was held the proximate 
cause of injury to a child, whether 
he exploded it where found or in an 
adjacent yard. ‘Wells v. Gallagher, 
144 Ala. 363, 39 S 747, 1183 AmSR 50, 
3 LRANS 1759. 

[f] Evidence. — (1) Where a 
grader using dynamite which he kept 
in a chest which had accumulated 
some trash ordered the chest dumped, 
and the next day a child playing 
around the trash found a detonating 
cap and was injured, it was error to 
direct a verdict for defendant. Ham- 
blin v. Gano, (Miss.) 76 S 633. (2) 
In absence of evidence that com- 
pany placed dynamite caps in open 
cupboard on premises accessible to 
children, or knew of their presence, 
company was not liable to girl and 
her father for injuries sustained 
when she found caps and inadver- 
tently exploded them. Carter Coal 
@om veusmith,, 17/3) Wy... 843, ol Siw 
631. 

69. Cal.—Nicolosi v. Clark, 169 
Cal. 746, 147. P 971, LRA1915F 638. 

Ind.—Bottorff v. South Constr. Co., 
184 Ind.o221; 110) NE. 977. 

Mass.—Jacobs v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41. 

N. Y.—Perry v. Rochester Lime 
Go.,. 219 N. Y¥.’ 60; 113 NEY 529, DRA 
1917B 1058 [aff 163 App. Div. 934, 


147 NYS 1136]. 

Tex.—Dudley vy. Hawkins, (Civ. A.) 
183 SW 776. 

Ont.—McShane vy. Toronto, ete., R. 
Co, 31 Ont. so. 

[a] For example.—(1) Company, 
leaving open chest containing explo- 
Sive caps on public way where chil- 
dren played, was not liable when 
boys stole a box of the caps, carried 
it off, and in an explosion the next 
day killed plaintiff's intestate, since 
his death was not the proximate re- 
sult of its) act: Perry Vv. Rochester 
Lime Co., 219 N. Y. 60, 113 NE 529, 
LRA1917B 1058 [aff 163 App. Div. 
934, 147 NYS 11386]. (2) Leaving 
dynamite in an insecure pox in a 
street, from which it was taken by 
boys, is not the proximate cause of 
their injury, where they throw sticks 
of it onto a fire. Horan v. Water- 
town, 217 Mass. 185, 104 NE 464. 

70. Bennett v. Odell Mfg. Co., 76 
N. H. 180, 80 A 642. 

71. Hale v. Pacific Tel., -etc., Co:, 
(Cal. A.) 183 P 280; Bottorff v. South 
Constr. Co., 184 Ind. 221, 110 NE 977; 
Stephens v. Stephens, 172 Ky. 780, 
189 SW 1148. 

[a] -For example.—(1) Where a 
boy surreptitiously entered the store- 
house of a telephone company and 
took dynamite caps, knowing the 
turpitude of his act, and gave such 
caps to another boy who exploded 
one in a toy.pistol and was injured, 
the telephone company was not 
liable, the independent act of the 
boy who took the caps having been 
the proximate cause of the injury. 
Hale” v: Pacific’ Wel., “etci,, Co; (Cal. 
A.) 1883 P 280. (2) Where a four- 
teen year old boy entered the prem- 
ises of defendant company and re- 
moved therefrom dynamite caps and 
gave them to plaintiff and plaintiff 
was injured, the proximate cause of 
his injury was the tort of the in- 
fant, in the absence of any allega- 
tion or proof of his incapacity. Bot- 
torff v.. South Constr. Co., 184 Ind. 
221, 110 NE 977. 

72. Hale v. Pacific Tel., etc., Co., 
(Oak AS) p LSS" dee sO: 


Ws. Vallency .v. Rigillo; 91 N. “J. 
L. 307, 102 A 348. 
74. Pittsburg Reduction Co. v 


Horton, 87 Ark. 576, 113 SW 647, 18 
LRANS 905; Peterson v. Martin, 138 
Minn, 195, 164 NW 8138. 

[a] For example.—Where, after a 
boy about ten had picked up a dyna- 
mite cap on defendant’s premises 
and taken it home, his parents, who 
were familiar with explosives, per- 
mitted him to retain it in his pos- 
session for about a week, when he 
traded it to another boy of thirteen, 
who, in attempting to pick the dirt 
out of it, exploded it and injured 
his hand, the intervening act of the 
boy’s. parents, who had found the 
cap, in permitting him to retain it, 
broke the causal connection between 
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pate the probable result that they will be exploded 
by themselves or their playmates causing injury.”* 
An act by a child too young to know what he is do- 
ing will not constitute an intervening cause.** Where 
after a child, through defendant’s original negligent 
act, has obtained possession of explosives and his 
parent, with knowledge of their character and of the 
fact that he has them in his possession, fails to 
take them away from him, the causal connection 
between defendant’s act and a subsequent injury to 
the child is broken, but the parent must have had 
knowledge of the character of the article.” 

5. Sale —a. 
sells explosive substances is not liable for an injury 
resulting therefrom in the absence of negligence 
upon his part,’? and conversely he is lable for in- 
juries resulting from his negligence,’® or from his 


In General. One who 


the original negligent act of defend- 
ant in permitting the cap to be 
where it was found, and the subse- 
quent injury to the boy to whom it 
was traded, and defendant was not 
liable therefor. Pittsburg Reduction 
Co. v. Horton, 87 Ark. 576, 113 SW 
647, 18 LRANS 905. ; 

75. Mathis v. Granger Brick, etc., 

Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149 P 3. 
_ [a]. The act of plaintiffi’s mother 
in laying aside a dynamite cap taken 
from his pocket without knowledge 
of its character, so that he later se- 
cured it again and was injured, was 
not an intervening cause between the 
accident and defendant’s. original 
negligence. Mathis v. Granger Brick, 
etc., Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149 P 38. 

76. Illegal or negligent sale of 
ao see Weapons [40 Cye 

Lien for furnishing explosives see 
Mechanics’ Liens [27 Cye 45]; Rail- 
roads [33 Cyc 468]. 

77. O’Brecht v. Cedar Rapids Oil 
Co., (Iowa) 170 NW 785; National 
Ee: v. Rankin, 68 Kan. 679, 75 P 

{a] For example.—Plaintiff can- 
not recover for destruction of a 
building unless he proves that de- 
fendant’s acts by its agent in rolling 
a metal barrel of gasoline down to 
plaintiff’s place of business, and in 
endeavoring to pour the gasoline into 
plaintiff's container, constituted neg- 
ligence, which was the proximate 
cause of the fire which destroyed 
plaintiff's building. O’Brecht v. 
Ss Rapids Oil Co., (lowa) 170 NW 
( . 

[b] Storage.—Defendant was not 
guilty of any negligence as to plain- 
tiff, who purchased from it a barrel 
of gasoline, in storing its stock of 
gasoline in a metal _ storehouse. 
O’Brecht v. Cedar Rapids Oil Co., 
(Iowa) 170 NW 785. 

78. Sanders v. Austin, 180 Cal. 
664, 182 P 449; Karg v. Seventy-Ninth 
St. Garage Corp., 102 Misc. 114, 168 
NYS 164; Cohn y. Saenz, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 211 SW 492. 

{a] Automobile filling station.— 
In view of the danger of gasoline 
catching fire if poured out over an 
automobile, there was negligence of 
the employee in charge of a filling 
station to begin pumping gasoline 
until he was certain that plaintiff 
was ready to receive it. Sanders v. 
Austin, 180 Cal. 664, 182 P 449. 

[b] Ordinance imposing duty on 
seller—An ordinance, the title of 
which indicated that it was enact- 
ed to regulate the use of explosives 
and hazardous trades, contained an 
article referring to garages, in 
which was a section entitled “Sup- 
plying Vehicles,” and providing that 
no person should deliver volatile in- 
flammable oil from a storage tank to 
a motor vehicle, except by means of 
an approved portable tank, or 


For later cases, developments and ckanges in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. | 
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wrongful substitution of one article for another.79 
The liability for negligence extends not only to the 
purchaser but to those who are handling the article 
in the usual and necessary course of the purchaser’s 
As in other cases of the manufacture 
and sale of articles intrinsically or inherently dan- 


business.®° 


gerous,®!. the manufacturer of an 


sponsible to one injured by its use without a show- 
ing that he knew it to be unsafe and dangerous and 
either concealed the defects or represented them as 
safe and sound, but this rule does not apply where 
the article is not inherently dangerous.®? 
any defense that he procured it from another, in- 
stead of having it compounded on his own premises, 
where he represented himself as the manufacturer.®* 
One who sells gasoline or other explosive oil must 
use ordinary care in transferring it from one re- 
ceptacle to another, and if he fails to do so, he is 


through the outlet of a drawing off 
pipe by means of an authorized hose 
attachment, and that all lights on 
motor vehicles, except electric 
lights, should be extinguished be- 
fore volatile inflammable oil was 
delivered to fuel tanks. It was held 
that the duty of extinguishing the 
lights on a motorcycle before deliver- 
ing gasoline into its tank was im- 
posed on the party making the de- 
livery, and where a garage keeper 
was pumping gasoline into such tank 
through a hose, which was held by 
the motorcycle owner, when the tank 
overflowed and caused an explosion, 
the negligence in failing to extin- 
guish the lights was that of the gar- 
age keeper, and not that of the 
motorcycle owner. Karg v. Seventy- 
Ninth St. Garage Corp., 102 Misc. 
114, 168 NYS 164. 

79. See infra § 13. 

go. Colyar v. Little Rock Bottling 
Works, 114 Ark. 140, 169 SW 810. 

[a] For example, where defend- 
ant sold soda pop, to be retailed in 
a business owned jointly by plaintiff 
and her husband, there was sufficient 
privity between plaintiff and defend- 
ant for her to maintain an action for 
injuries received by the bursting of 
a bottle, although plaintiff might 
not be a partner with her husbana, 
and was merely acting under his di- 
rection. Colyar v. Little Rock Bot- 
tling Works, 114 Ark. 140, 169 SW 


810. 
See Negligence [29 Cyc 479]. 

82. Thornhill v. Carpenter-Morton 
Co., 220 Mass. 593, 108 NE 474. 

83. Stone v. Van Noy R. News 
Co., 153 Ky. 240, 154 SW 1092; Ku- 
sick v. Thorndike, 224 Mass. 413, 112 
NE 1025. 

[a] Defective pop bottle—In an 
action against the manufacturer of 
a soda pop bottle, which exploded 
and injured a news agent, retailing 
the goods, negligence of the manu- 
facturer is not established, unless it 
is shown that it knowingly used ce- 
fective bottles, or overcharged them 
with gas. Stone v. Van Noy R. News 
Co., 153 Ky. 250, 154 SW 1092. 

84. Thornhill v. Carpenter-Morton 
Co., 220 Mass. 593, 108 NE 474. 


85. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Knisel, 79 Ark. 608, 96 SW 342. 
86. U. S.—E. I. Dupont de Ne- 


mours Powder Co. v. Duboise, 236 
Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22. See Armour 
v. Wanamaker, 202 Fed. 423, 120 
CCA 529 (question of negligence for 
jury, where misbranded hair tonic 
was sold). 

Conn.—Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 
Conn, 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. 

Ga.—Smith v. Clarke Hardware 
Co., 100 Ga. 163, 28 SE 73, 39 LRA 
607. 

Ky.—Peaslee-Gaulbert Co. v. Mc- 
Math, 148 Ky. 265, 146 SW 770, 39 
LRANS 465, AnnCas1913E 392. 

Mass.—Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 
60, 97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472. 
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explosive is re- 


Nor is it 


or places on the 


Mich.—Clement  v. 
Mich. 648, 122 NW 263. 

N. H.—Cunningham vy. C. R. Pease 
House Furnishing Co., 75 N. H. 290, 
73 A 405. 

Tex.—Waters-Pierce Oil 
ate 24 Tex. Civ. -A. 508, 


Wash.—Marsh v. Usk Hardware 
Co., 73 Wash, 548, 132 P 241; Weiser 
Vatlolzmany s3iywWashs) 80790. 07o. 0 
197, 99 AmSR 932. 

“If the dealer knows that the ar- 
ticle is inherently or imminently dan- 
gerous, or is highly explosive, or if 
he conceals or misrepresents its 
qualities, or warrants or represents 
it to be made safe for the use in- 
tended, when it is not, there is no 
reason why he should not be held 
chargeable with the reasonable and 
proximate consequences of his act in 
selling it without notice of the dan- 
ger in its use.’  Peaslee Gaulbert 
Co. v. McMath, 148 Ky. 265, 275, 146 
SW 770, 39 LRANS 465, AnnCas 
19138H 392. 

“One who sells and delivers to an- 
other an article intrinsically danger- 
ous to human life or health, such as 
a poison, an explosive, or the like, 
knowing it to be such, without no- 
tice to the purchaser that it is in- 
trinsically dangerous, is responsibie 
to any person who is, without fault 
on his part, injured thereby.’’ Weiser 
v. Holzman, supra. 

[a] Phosphorus labeled without 
special warning.—Where a druggist 
filled an order for phosphorus by 
sending a quantity properly labeled 
it was held that the dangerous char- 
acter of phosphorus being a matter 
of common knowledge, the vendor 
was not liable for injuries resulting 
from its explosion while being 
handled, although he gave no special 
warning and although the purchaser 
was an illiterate person. Gibson v. 
Torbert, 115 Iowa 163, 88 NW 448, 
91 AmSR 147, 56 LRA 98. 

{[b] Where cartridges sold are of 
a different kind or calibre from those 
ordered, without notice of the differ- 
ence, and the purchaser is injured in 
consequence of such difference, with- 
out negligence on his part, the seller 
is liable. Smith v. Clarke Hardware 
Co., 100 Ga. 163, 28 SE 73, 39° LRA 
607. 

{c] Manufacturer of dynamite 
caps which are capable, to his actual 
or constructive knowledge, of being 
exploded by the rays of sun, or with- 
out application of artificial heat, is 
bound to give such notice as might 
reasonably be expected to warn user 
of caps of such danger. E. I. Dupont 
de Nemours Powder Co. v. Duboise, 
2386 Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22, 

87. U. S.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. 
v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 270, 
53 il ed. 4589 Standard Oil. Co.. v. 
Parrish, 145 Fed. 829, 76 CCA 405. 

Cal.—Schmidt v. Union Oil Co., 27 
Cal. A. 366, 149 P 1014. 
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liable for resulting injuries.®5 

[§ 13] b. Failure to Give Notice, Misrepresen- 
tation, or Concealment of Character. 
an explosive substance, knowing its nature, must 
give the purchaser notice of its dangerous character, 
by a proper label or otherwise, or he will be lable 
for injuries resulting to innocent persons who are 
not themselves at fault.8¢ 
line or a mixture containing such a high explosive, 
under the label, guise or name of kerosene, illuminat- 
ing oil, or other low explosive, is liable for injuries 
resulting from its explosion, in ordinary use ac- 
cording to its appearance.’* 


The seller of 


Thus, one who sells gaso- 


And so one who sells 
market explosive or highly inflam- 


mable stove polish, without any warning on the label 
or other notice of its dangerous character, is liable 
for any injuries resulting from such negligence.s® 
Upon the same ’principle, a vendor of defective bot- 


Ga.—Standard Oil Co. v. Reagan, 
15 Ga. A. 571, 84 SE 69. 
lowa.—Chapman vy. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 
20, 132 NW 957; Ellis v. Republic Oil 
Co., 133 Iowa 11, 110 NW 20; Nelson 
v. Republic Oil Co., 110 NW 24; Ives 
v. Welden, 114 Iowa 476, 87 NW 408, 
89 AmSR 379, 54 LRA 854. 
Kan.—Harlow v. Propes, 102 Kan. 
424, 170 P 983. But see National Oil 
Co. v. Rankin, 68 Kan. 679, 75 P 1013 
(applying rule of caveat emptor, 
where quality of oil was not war- 
ranted). 
Ky.—Gatliff Coal Co. v. Hohlman, 
Lot Ky iS, Lea Swe 76) 
Mass.—Wellington v. Downer Kero- 
sene Oil Co., 104 Mass. 64. 
Okl.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. De- 
selms, 18 Okl. 107, 89 P 212. 
Or.—Peterson v. Standard Oil Co., 
ey 511, 106 P 337, AnnCasi912A 
40. 
Pa.—Elkins v. McKean, 79 Pa. 493. 
Tex.—Waters Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Davis, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 SW 453. 
See Socola v. Chess-Carley Co., 39 
La. Ann. £44, 1 S 824 (holding a deal- 
er in petroleum fluids, who fills an 


order for a barrel of “puroline”’ ty 
delivering a barrel of ‘‘gasoline” at 
seventy-four degrees gravity, and 


brands the package as ‘“Puroline”’ is 
not guilty of deception; as the dif- 
ference in the dangerous character 
and in the use of the two fluids is 


hardly measurable or perceptible, 
and if the package contains the 
stamp “Explosive and Dangerous” 


placed thereon by the inspector un- 
der the provisions of the act of 1877, 
No. 37, regulating the mode of in- 
specting coal and petroleum oils or 
fluids), 

[a] Employee or purchaser in- 
jured by highly explosive gasoline.— 
Where the common law imposed on 
the vendor of eighty-seven-degree 
gasoline, which was not in common 
use, and was inherently dangerous, 
the duty of notifying and warning 
purchasers of such quality, the fact 
that the sale or manner of delivery 
of such article was not prohibited 
or regulated by statute did not af- 
fect the rights of plaintiffs to recover 
of the seller of such gasoline for the 
death of their son from an explo- 


sion of the gas from the gasoline, 
while in the employ of the pur- 
chaser thereof. Waters-Pierce Oil 


Co. v. Davis, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 
SW 4538. 

88. Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 
Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571; 
Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 60, 97 
NE 619, 39 LRANS 472; Clement v. 
Crosby, 157 Mich. 643,:122 NW 263; 
Cunningham vy. C. R. Pease House 
Furnishing Co., 75 N. H.: 290, 73 A 
405. 

[a] Seller’s intention as to use 
controlled by label.—That the manve 
facturer and seller of a preparation, 
the ignition of which while being 
used on a stove caused a death, did 
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tled goods which are highly charged with carbon 
dioxide or other gas, who fails to give notice of 
their dangerous character, is responsible for in- 
juries resulting from their explosion.*® 
be no recovery in such cases, unless the negligence ot 
the vendor was the proximate cause of the injury,°® 
and he had knowledge of the danger or defect,®! or 
should have had such knowledge if ordinary pru- 
dence had been exercised by himself or his serv- 
But there need not be any contractual rela- 
tion between the vendor and the person injured in 
consequence of his negligence,®* especially where 


ants.?? 


not intend that it should be so used, 
does not affect his liability for the 
death, if from the labels and direc- 
tions upon the cans persons of ordi- 
nary intelligence who were expected 
to use the preparation, and who read 
or had read to them the labels and 
directions, were informed that it 
might be so used. Wolcho v. Rosen- 


bluth, 81 Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 
LRANS 571. ; 
g9. Colyar v. Little Rock Bottling 


Works, 114 Ark. 140, 169 SW _ §8&10; 
Weiser v. Holzman, 33 Wash. 87, 73 
P 797, 99 AmSR 932. See Dail v. 
Taylor, 151 N. C. 284, 66 SH 135, 28 
- LRANS 949 (question of negligence 
for jury, where other Coca-Cola 
bottles had frequently exploded). 

Res ipsa loquitur see infra § 38. 

90. Iowa.— Dubois v. Luthmers, 
147 Iowa 315, 126 NW 147. 

La.—Reed v. Nelson, 133 La. 968, 
63 S 484; Socola v. Chess-Carley Co., 
39 La: Ann. 344, 1 S 824, 

Mass.—Leahy v. Standard Oil Co., 
220 Mass. 90, 107 NE 458. 

N. J.—Wilkins v. Standard Oil Co., 
74. N. J. L. 151, 64 A 985. : 

Tenn.—Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 
Tenn. 597, 163 SW 804. : 

Tex.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. Da- 
vis, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 SW 453. 

Que.—Guinea v. Campbell, 22 Que. 
Super. 257. 

{a] Mlustrations.—(1) The sale of 
gasoline for oil, in an improper re- 
ceptacle,‘or under a wrong label, is 
not the proximate cause of injuries 
resulting from an explosion in using 
it to replenish a fire in a stove. ]u- 
bois v. Luthmers, 147 Iowa 315, 126 
NW 147. Contra Harlow v. Propes, 
102 Kan. 424, 170 P 9838. (2) Neg- 
lect to warn or notify a purchaser cf 
highly explosive gasoline of its dan- 
gerous character was considered the 
proximate cause of an explosion and 
resulting injuries, where the pur- 
chaser left it near a furnace. Waters- 
Pierce Oil Co. v. Davis, 24 Tex. Civ. 
A. 508, 60 SW 453. (3) In a case of 
a fire originating from the package 
of such goods, from: which oil is 
drawn in the night by persons who 
enter the room with a burning lan- 
tern, the dealer will not be held re: 
sponsible for the damages resulting 
from such fire. Socola v. Chess- 
Carley Co., 39 La, Ann. 344, 1 S 824. 


91. Ark.—Colyar v. Little Rock 
Bottling Works, 114 Ark. 140, 169 
SW 810. 


Ky.—Peaslee-Gaulbert Co. v. Mc- 
Math, 148 Ky. 265, 146 SW 770, 39 
LRANS 465, AnnCas1913E 392, 

Mich.—O’Neill v. James, 138 Mich. 
567, 101 NW 828, 110 AmSR 321, 68 
LRA 342, 5 AnnCas 177. 

N. J.—wWilkins v. Standard Oil Co., 
70 N. J. L. 449, 57 A_ 258. ‘ 

N. Y.—Bruckel v. Milhau, 116 App. 
Div. 832, 102 NYS 395. 

Que.—Guinea v. Campbell, 22 Que. 
Super. 257. 

{a} Hidden defect in bottle.— 
Where a bottling company purchased 
its bottles from a responsible manu- 
facturer, and they were of the stan- 
dard grade and quality, it is not 
liable for injuries received by a pur- 
chaser of its goods upon the explo- 
sion of a bottle, which was properly 
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[§ 14] «. 


There ean 


charged, but contained a hidden de- 
fect. Colyar v. Little Rock Bottling 
Works, 114 Ark. 140, 169 SW 810. 
{b] Unknown danger in dryer.—A 
dealer, who buys Japan dryer from 
a manufacturer and sells it to the 
trade, without knowledge that it 1s 
dangerous, and without any conceal- 
ment or miusrepresentation concern- 
ing it, is not liable for the death cf 
an employee of a purchaser, caused 
by its explosion. Peaslee-Gaulbert 
Co. v. McMath, 148 Ky. 265, 146 SW 
oA 39 LRANS 465, AnnCasi913H 


{[c] Knowledge of adulteration of 
oil—A count in tort which avers 
that defendant sold petroleum on 
representation that it was unadul- 
terated and would not generate ex- 
plosive gas, and that it was adul- 
terated and generated gas which ex- 
ploded, but which fails to charge 
fraud or knowledge on the part of the 
defendant, does not show a cause of 


action. Wilkins v. Standard Oil Co., 
70. N. J. L. 449, 57 A 258. 
92. McLawson v. Paragon Refin- 


ing Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 NW 668. 

93. U. S—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. 
v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 270, 
53 L. ed. 453; Riggs v. Standard Oil 
Coy 1305 Meds L99? 

Ky.—Peaslee-Gaulbert Co. v. Mc- 
Math, 148 Ky. 265, 146 SW 770, 39 
LRANS 465, AnnCas1913E 392. 

Mich.—-McLawson vy. Paragon Re- 
fining Co., 198 Mich, 222, 164 NW 668. 

N. Y.—Torgesen v. Schultz, 192 N. 
Y. 156, 84 NE 956, 127 AmSR 894, 18 
LRANS 726. 

Wash.—Weiser v. Holzman, 33 
Wash. 87, 90, 73 P 797, 99 AmSR 932. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The rule 
does not rest upon any principle of 
contract, or contractual relation 
existing between the person deliver- 
ing the article and the person in- 
jured, for there is no contract or 
contractual relation between them. 
It rests on the principle that the 
original act of delivering the article 
is wrongful, and that every one is 
responsible for the natural conse- 
quences of his wrongful acts.” 
Weiser v. Holzman, 33 Wash. 87, 90, 
te PUTT) 99" AmSR 932" : 

{b] Rule applied.—A minor son, 
residing with his parents as a mem- 
ber of household, was as entitled to 
use kerosene in can to kindle a fire 
in the stove as were his parents, 
so that for his death from explo- 
sion of kerosene or gasoline his 
parents were not precluded from re- 
covering of the refining company on 
the ground that he was a mere li- 
censee. Mclawson vy. Paragon Re- 
fining Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 NW 668. 

94. Marsh v. Usk Hardware Co., 
73 Wash. 543, 132 P 241. 

95. U. S.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. 
v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 270, 
53 L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Okl. 107, 89 P 
212]; Armour v. Wanamaker, 202 
Fed. 423, 120 CCA 529 (misbranding 
explosive hair tonic, in violation of 
Food and Drug Act § 8). 

Iowa.—Ives v. Welden, 114 Iowa 
476, 87 NW 408, 89 AmSR 879, 54 
LRA 854. 

La.—Socola v. Chess-Carley Co., 39 
La. Ann. 344, 1 S 824. 
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there is an affirmative misrepresentation of safety.°* 
Statutes Regulating Sale and Notice. 
The vendor’s duty toward a purchaser, in using 
proper brands and labels, and maintaining proper 
standards of explosives, is sometimes expressly en- 
joined by statute,°® which may impose liability in- 
dependent of negligence,®* or make a violation negli- 
gence per se.°7 Such requirements constitute a legis- 
lative declaration of the minimum of care necessary 
under the circumstances, and a less degree is negli- 
gence as a matter of law.°® But such statutes do not 
abrogate the defense of contributory negligence of 


Mass.—Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 
60, 97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472. 

Mo.—Kearse v. Seyb, 200 Mo. A. 
645, 209 SW 635. 

Or.—Peterson v. Standard Oil Co., 
Re ke 511, 106 P 337, AnnCas1912A 

Pa.—Donahue v. Kelly, 181 Pa. 93, 
37 A 186, 59 AmSR 632. 

[a] Provisions of this character 
relate to: (1) Marking of gasoline. 
Ives v. Welden, 114 Iowa 476, 87 NW 
408, 89 AmSR 379, 54 LRA 854. (2) 
Branding petroleum products as ex- 
plosive and dangerous. Socola_ v. 
Chess-Carley Co., 39 La. Ann. 344, 1 
S 824. (3) Sale of oil below test. 
Donahue v. Kelly, 181 Pa. 93, 37 A 
186, 59 AmSR 6382. (4) Sale of 
naphtha under assumed name. Gately 
v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 60, 97 NE 619, 
39 LRANS 472. (5) Labeling kero- 
sene and _ distillates. Peterson “v. 
Standard Oil Co., 55 Or. 511, 106 P 
337, AnnCas1912A 625. 

[b] Conflicting provisions.—Code 
Suppl. (1913) § 2505, fixing one hun- 
dred degrees flash test as the stan- 
dard for illuminating oils, and 
§ 2508, fixing the standard at one 
hundred and five degrees, are con- 
flicting and the latter must yield to 
the former, which is the later enact- 
ment. Way v. S. L. Collins Oil Co., 
(lowa) 173 NW 20. 

96. Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 60, 
97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472; Farrell v. 
G. O. Miller Co., (Minn.) 179 NW 566. 
_ [a] For example.—Gen. St. (1913) 
§. 8764, relating to the sale of gaso- 
line, is intended to protect persons 
from dangers arising from mistak- 
ing gasoline for something else, and 
if the disobedience of the statute 
results in injury to one for whose 
protection it was passed, liability 
follows. Farrell v. G. O. Miller Co., 
(Minn.) 179 NW 566. 

{b] Proximate cause.—Where de- 
fendant sold and delivered gasoline 
In a can not colored or tagged ag re- 
quired by Gen. St. (1913) § 8764, and 
the can was placed by a third person, 
together with other cans containing 
kerosene, and was used by plaintiff 
to light a fire, resulting in personal 
injuries, the act of the third person 
was not ané efficient intervening 
cause, relieving defendant of liability 
therefor. Farrell v. G. O. Miller Co., 
eettes 179 NW 566. 

-_Ives v. Welden, 114 Iowa 476, 
87 NW 408, 89 AmSR 379, 54 LRA 


854; Peterson vy. Standard Oil Co., 
oe 511, 106 P 337, AnnCas1912A 
[a] _Mlustration. — Under Code 


§ 2505, providing that no gasoline 
shall be sold unless the vessel con- 
taining it has been marked ‘gaso- 
line,” a seller’s failure to label a jug 
containing gasoline in the manner 
required constitutes negligence per 
se, so as to render the seller liable 
for injuries sustained by a daughter 
of the purchaser, who uses the gaso- 
line to start a fire under the belief 
ah ase is oH a Ives v. Welden, 
owa ( NW 408, 

379, 54 LRA 854. hae heey 

98. Peterson vy. Standard Oil Co., 


ee 511, 106 P 337, AnnCas1912A 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 
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the person injured, where such negligence is the 
proximate cause of the injury.®® Where a statute 
requires oils to be inspected or tested before sale, 
a vendor selling in violation thereof is liable to the 
purchaser for any damages caused by the use of such 
oils.t But a statute prohibiting the sale or offering 
for sale of oils below test is not violated by the 
keeping of such oils for illumination or other use.? 
Compliance with such statutes by proper inspec- 
tion, tests, and branding, as required, will relieve 
from lability, unless negligence otherwise is shown.? 
Ignorance of the dangerous character of oil, sold in 
violation of statute, is of course no defense. Such 
requirements are to be construed according to the 
ordinary meaning of the language employed.® 

[§ 15] d. Liability to Subsequent Purchasers. 
Where a wholesale dealer or manufacturer sells oil 
or, other explosives in violation of statute, or with 


knowledge and without warning of their dangerous 


character, his liability is not confined to his imme- 
diate purchaser, but extends to subsequent pur- 
chasers. It may be shown that the adulteration of 


99. Morrison v. Lee, 22 N. D. 251, 
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Cal.—Catlin v. Union Oil Co., 31 
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oil was the result of improper manufacture, as well 
as by admixture after manufacture?’ The manu- 
facturer or wholesaler is not liable, however, unless 
there is proof that the adulteration of the oil, or 
other negligence charged, occurred before its deliv- 
ery to the retailer. And although a manufacturer 
has been accustomed to supply a merchant with 
petroleum for sale to his customers, he is under no 
obligation to such customers to continue furnishing 
it, but may, with the consent of such merchant, sup- 
ply gasoline instead.® A retail dealer in illuminating 
oils or consumer purchasing from him is not charge- 
able, as a matter of law, with knowledge that 
naphtha is highly explosive, so as to relieve the 
original seller from liability.1° 

[§ 16] e. Selling to Infant. If one sells gun- 
powder or other explosives to children, or to others 
whom he knows to be incapable of taking proper 
care of them, he is liable for injuries resulting from 
their improper use by such persons.1!_ And a license 
to sell explosives is no defense for selling to an in- 
fant or one incapable of proper ecare.12_ The seller 


A 566, 21 LRANS 571; Clement v. 


133 NW 548, 38 LRANS 412 (under 
Rev. Codes [1905] § 22238, regulating 
sale of illuminating oil). 

Contributory negligence as a de- 
fense see infra § 32. ; 

1. National Oil Co. v. Rankin, 68 
Kan. 679, 75 P 1013 (test required by 
Gen. St. [1901] c 72a); Stowell v. 
Standard Oil Co., 139 Mich. 18, 102 
NW 227 (L. [1899] p 35, Act 26). 

2. Donahue v. Kelly, 181 Pa. 93, 
87 A 186, 59 AmSR 632 (under the 
act of May 15, 1874). 

8. Chapman v. Pfarr, 145 Iowa 
196, 123 NW 992 (test by oil inspec- 
tor instead of seller). 

4 Hourigan v. Nowell, 110 Mass. 
470, 473; Peo. v. Nobles, 1 N. Y. Cr. 
459. 

“The meaning of the statute is 
that certain descriptions of oils, 
particularly specified in its terms, 
shall-not be sold at all, except for 
the purpose of remanufacture. It 
would be of no avail to the vendor 
to offer the excuse that he did not 
know that the oil in question was 
dangerous, or that he had relied upon 
any information or certificate from 
any other person, even though skill- 
ful and experienced in such matters. 
It is not at all a question of dili- 
gence or good faith.’ Hourigan v. 
Nowell, supra, We 

5. Schmidt v. Capital Candy Co., 
139 Minn. 378, 166 NW 502. : 

[a] Illustration.— An ordinance 
makes it unlawful for any 
person “to shoot or discharge .. . 
any kind of fireworks or explosives 
whatever dangerous to persons or 
property” or to sell them refers only 
to such fireworks and explosives as 
are dangerous from their explosive 
character and does not include a 
sparkler consisting of a piece of wire 
six inches in length and about the 
thickness of an ordinary pin, upon 
one end of which is a chemical mix- 
ture in the form of a paste in quan- 
tity sufficient when dried to form 
a stick resembling in size and ap- 
pearance a small slate pencil, the 
chemical mixture being such that 
when a match is applied to the 
sparkler, combustion ensues and white 
sparks are emitted which will not 
ignite the finest fabric but the burn- 
ing of the mixture will heat the wire 
to such an extent that it will ignite 
parchment coming in contact with 
it at that time. Schmidt v. Capital 
Candy Co., 139 Minn, 378, 166 NW 
502. 

6. U. S.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Deselms, 212.U. S. 159, 29 SCt 270, 
53 L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Okl. 107, 89 P 
212]; Pierce Oil Corp. v. Taylor, 264 
Fed. 829; Riggs v. Standard Oil Co., 
130 Fed. 199. 


Cale As 5o7.e1'60 P2295 
Conn.—Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 
ete, 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 
11l.—Consolidated Fireworks Co. of 
America v. Koehl, 190 Ill. 145, 60 NE 
S@ Prev 392i) Ti. As 28]. 
Mass.—Wellington v. Downer Kero- 
sene Oil Co., 104 Mass. 64. 
Mich.—McLawson y. Paragon Re- 
fining Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 NW 
668; Clement v. -Crosby, 157 Mich. 
643, 122 NW 263; Stowell v. Stan- 
gare Oil Co., 189 Mich. 18, 102 NW 


Mo.—Kearse v. Seyb, 200 Mo. A. 

645, 209 SW 635. 
N. Y.—Torgesen v. Schultz, 192 
127 AmSR 


N. Y. 156, 84 NE 956, 
984, 18 LRANS 726. 

Oki.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. De- 
selms, 18 Okl. 107, 89 P 212. 

Or.—Peterson v. Standard Oil Co., 
en 511, 106 P 337, AnnCas1912A 

Pa.—Elkins v. McKean, 79 Pa. 493; 
bags v. Elkin, 10 PittsLegJNS 

Tex.—Cohn vy. Saenz, (Civ. A.) 211 
SW 492. 

Wash.—Marsh vy. Usk Hardware 
Co., 73 Wash. 543, 132 P 241. 

[a] Reason for rule.—The respon- 
sibility of the manufacturer or 
wholesale dealer attaches from his 
putting a dangerous illuminating oil 
on the market and holding it out as 
safe to be used for illuminating pur- 


poses. Hilkins v. McKean, 79 Pa. 
493. 
{b] Kerosene or gasoline. — (1) 


Where kerosene mixed with gasoline, 
or other adulterated oil is sold by an 
oil company to a grocer, druggist, or 
other retail dealer, and resold to cus- 
tomers, the oil company is liable for 
resulting injuries. Waters-Pierce Oil 
Co. v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 
270, 53 L. ed. 453; Riggs v. Standard 
Oil Co., 130 Fed. 199; Wellington v. 
Downer Kerosene Oil Co., 104 Mass. 
64; Stowell v. Standard Oil Co., 139 
Mich. 18, 102 NW 227; Waters- 
Pierce Oil Co. v. Deselms, 18 Okl. 
107, 89 P 212; Peterson v. Standard 
Oil Co., 55-Or. 511, 106 -P- 337, Ann 
Cas1912A 625. (2) Where one pur- 
chased coal oil from a merchant for 
the purpose of resale, it becomes the 
merchant’s duty, not only to the 
purchaser, but tothe public, to de- 
liver coal oil, and not gasoline, Cohn 
v. Saenz, (Tex. Civ. A.) 211 SW 492. 

[c] Explosive stove polish. — A 
manufacturer marketing stove polish 
which is highly inflammable or ex- 
plosive, from benzine or other con- 
stituents is liable for injuries to 
purchasers from retail dealers, Wol- 
cho v. Rosenbluth, 81 Conn, 358, 71 


Crosby, 157 Mich. 643, 122 NW 263. 

{d] If a manufacturer impliedly 
authorizes a dealer to represent pow- 
der or other explosives to be safe 
for a certain use, the manufacturer 
will be liable to a purchaser who 
uses it as instructed. Marsh v. Usk . 
Hardware Co., 73 Wash. 543, 132 P 
241 (circular issued by manufac- 
turer). 

{e] Dynamite caps. — Defendant 
was held liable to an ultimate pur- 
chaser of dynamite caps, injured 
when the caps exploded from sun’s 
heat, where it knew or reasonably 
might have known that they were 
liable so to explode, and negligently 
failed to warn purchaser. E, I. Du- 
pont de Nemours Powder Co. y. Du- 
boise, 236 Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22: 

{f] Where a company selling fire- 
works does not manufacture a cer- 
tain shell, and makes a careful ex- 
amination before its delivery, from 
which it appears that it is in per- 
fect condition, the company is not 
liable for an injury caused by a de- 
fect therein. Consolidated Fireworks 
Co. v. Koehl, 190 Ill. 145, 60 NE 87 
[rev 92 Il]. A. 8]. 

7. Stowell v. Standard Oil Co., 
139 Mich. 18, 102 NW 227. 

8. Riggs v. Standard Oil Co., 130 
Fed. 199; Catlin v. Union Oil Co., 31 
Cal. A. 597, 161 P 29. 

[a] Application of rule-—Where a 
grocer notified defendant oil company 
that he had been given a mixture of 
gasoline and coal oil, and then dis- 
posed of a can to deceased, who was 
killed when the oil exploded, the neg- 
ligence of the grocer could not be 
anticipated, and that of defend- 
ant was not the proximate cause of 
the injury. Catlin v. Union Oil. Co., 
SL Caly AGn5 97, 161 P29). 

9. Marples v. Standard Oil Co., 71 
ING) deo ors) 59) bAw oon 

10. Wellington vy. Downer Kero- 
sene Oil Co., 104 Mass. 64. 

11. Binford v. Johnston, 82 Ind. 
426, 42 AmR 508; McEldon vy. Drew, 
138 Iowa 390, 116 NW 147, 128 AmSR 
203; Carter v. Towne, 98 Mass. 567, 
96 AmD 682; Burr v. Hatch, 38 Pa. 
Co. 161; 

{a] Violation of statute.—Seller 
of a shell or cartridge to a boy less 
than fourteen years of age, in viola- 
tion of the act of June 10, 1881 (P. 
L. p 111) § 1, making such a sale a 
misdemeanor, thereby made himself 
liable for any natural and probable 
result which might follow his wrong- 
ful act. Shaffer v. Mowry, 265 Pa. 
300, 108 A 654. 

Sale of firearms to children see 
Weapons [40 Cye 873]. 

12. Carter v. Towne, 98 Mass. 
567, 96 AmD 682. 
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will not be liable, however, unless the injury is the 
natural and probable consequence of the sale.t* But 
the mere fact that there was an intervening agency 
between the original wrong of selling an explosive 
to a child and the injury does not exonerate the 
seller, if the injury was the natural and probable 
result of the sale.14 

[§ 17] 6. Use'*—a. In General. One whose 
business requires the use of explosives must use 
such eare and caution in handling or guarding them 
as prudent and careful persons whose business re- 
quires the use of such explosives ordinarily exer- 
cise.1® This care is of course greater than is re- 
quired with respect to articles not commonly con- 
sidered dangerous,!? and will vary according to the 
more or less dangerous character of the explosive.1® 
What might be reasonable care in respect to grown 
persons of experience would be negligence as ap- 
plied to youths and children.1®9 The duty is im- 
posed to take every proper precaution to prevent 
personal injury to those lawfully upon the user’s 
premises.2° A bare licensee, however, is not entitled 
to the care due to an owner or tenant, but only to 
notice of concealed explosives or hidden dangers.*+ 
Although an individual or corporation using or stor- 
ing explosives owes no duty of active vigilance to 


13. Carter v. Towne, 103 Mass.| Rafferty v. Davis, 
HOW, AWE Oloulrs 
{a] MDlustration.—Where the gun- [b] 
powder purchased by a child has 
been in the custody of the child’s 
parents for some time before the ac- 
cident, the sale is not the proximate 
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Tllustration. — A defendant, 
sued for having accidentally exploded 
a blast of dynamite by hammering 
on an adjacent rock, is not charge- 
able with negligence 
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anticipate danger and warn a trespasser,?? when his 
presence and danger is known, liability for negli- 
gence or an intentional explosion cannot be avoided 
on the ground that he is a trespasser.?*? Great care 
must also be exercised in the use and handling of 
gasoline,2* in the proximity of a light or fire.?*> It is 
negligence for an unskillful and uninformed man to 
use a quantity of disinfectant which produces an ex- 
plosive mixture, under certain circumstances lable 
to explode, where it would not be used by a man 
familiar with its qualities.2° The negligence alleged 
in the improper use of the explosive, or failure to 
instruct concerning its use, must be the proximate 
cause of the injury, in order to warrant recovery.?* 
One is under no duty to warn an independent con- 
tractor hired to do blasting, of dangers incident to 
work.2 One is not hable for an injury to an 
independent contractor because he furnished frozen 
dynamite, or directed the making and use of an iron 
loading pole, where the accident was not caused by 
a defect in either, but is caused by the negligent 
manner in which they are used.?? 

[§ 18] b. Blasting °°—(1) In General. Where 
blasting is negligently carried on the person re- 
sponsible therefor is liable for ensuing injury to the 


person *+ or property ** of others. One lawfully en- 
260 Pa. 563, 103) that the gasoline can exploded, se- 
verely burning another workman, It 
was held to be a negligent use, for 
which defendant should respond in 
damages. Evans v. Hoggatt, 9 Kan. 
§ A. 540, 59 P 381. 

in not having 25. Snips v. Minneapolis, ete., R: 


cause of the injury. Carter v. Towne, 
103 Mass. 507. 

14. Binford v. Johnston, 82 Ind. 
426, 42 AmR 508. 

15. Fishing with explosives see 
Kish [19 Cye 1012]. 

Dlegal or negligent use in firearms 
see Weapons [40 Cyc 872]. 

Master’s duty toward servant See 
Master and Servant {26 Cye 1112]. 

16. Ala.—Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., 
Co. v. Prosch, 190 Ala. 290, 67 S 516. 

Ill.— Decatur Cereal Mill Co. v. 
Boland, 95 Ill. A. 601. See Mueller 
Bros. Art, etce., Co. v. Fulton St. 
Wholesale Market, 181 Ill. A. 685 
(negligence in using ammonia tank). 

Towa.—Lanza v. Le Grand Quarry 
Co., 124 Iowa 659, 100 NW 488. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etc, R. Co. v. 
Padgett, 158 Ky. 301, 164 SW _ 971. 

Miss——lilinoisy (Cent R. 3Co. vs 
Schultz, 87 Miss. 321, 39 S 1005. 

N. Y.—Fitzgerald v. Brooklyn Inst. 
of Arts, etc., 175 App. Div. 554, 162 
NYS 625. 

N. C.—Wood v. McCabe, 151 N. C. 
457, 66 SE 433. 

Tex. — Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Snell, 47 Tex. Civ. A. 413, 106 SW 
70. 


1 

See Juntti v. Oliver Iron Min. Co., 
119 .Minn. 518, 138 NW 678, 42 
LRANS 840 (ordinary care required 
in using and keeping carbide for il- 
luminant). , 

“One who handles such explosives, 
or keeps them for use upon his prem- 
ises, must use such care and caution 
in handling or guarding them as pru- 
dent and careful persons, whose 
business it is to deal in such articles, 
ordinarily exercise, which, of course, 
is greater than that required with 
respect ‘to articles not commonly 
considered dangerous.” Lanza v. Le 
Grand Quarry Co., 124 Iowa _ 659, 
663, 100 NW 488. 

{a] Extreme care must be ob- 
served in use of so dangerous a Sub- 
stance as dynamite, the general rule 
being that in cases of explosion of 
dynamite, where a third party hav- 
ing no relation to person having it 
in possession is injured, the highest 
degree of care must be exercised. 


first examined the ledge of rock to 
see whether another blast, which had 
exploded six feet away, scattering 
débris, had not produced a fissure 
in the rock leading into the hole 
drilled for the unexploded blast, and 
also loosened the rock adjacent there- 
to, so as to make his hammering a 
possible occasion of the second explo- 
sion. Murphy v. Hallinan, 93 App. 
Div. 48, 86 NYS 927. 

17. Lanza v. Le Grand Quarry Co., 
124 Towa 659, 100 NW 488; Wood v. 
McCabe, 151 N. C. 457,°66 SE 433; 
Matkins v. Piggott, 29 Can. S. C. 188 
(high degree of caution in use and 
care of explosive caps). 

Degree of care in blasting see in- 
fra § 21. 

18. Lanza v. Le Grand Quarry 
Co., 124 Iowa 659, 100 NW 448. 

19. Wood v. McCabe, 151 N. C. 
457, 66 SE 4383 (boy of sixteen in 
charge of dynamite used in railway 
construction). 

, 20. Jacobs v. New York, etc, R. 
Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41; Clarkin vy. Biwabik-Bes- 
semer Co., 65 Minn. 483, 67 NW 1020. 

21. Brown v. Thomas Blackwell 
Coal, ete., Co., 124 Ky. 324, 99 SW 
299 (open keg of blasting powder in 
blacksmith shop, known to licensee). 

22. Holmes v. Delaware, etc., Co., 
128 App. Div. 24, 112 NYS 421 (tres- 
passer or bare licensee injured by 
railroad torpedo); McGehee v. Nor- 
folk, etey, Co. 147 Ne CC. 142, 60 Sh 
912, 24 LRANS 119 (trespasser in- 
jured by dynamite stored near rail- 
road). 

Duty and liability to trespassers 
see Negligence [29 Cyc 442]. 

23. Herrick v. Wixom, 121 Mich. 
384, 80 NW 117, 81 NW 333. 

24. Evans v. Hoggatt, 9 Kan. A. 
540, 59 P 381; Waters-Pierce Oil 
Co. v. Snell, 47 Tex. Civ. A. 4138, 106 
SW 170. i 

{a] ZTllustration—An employee of 
defendant, in putting on a tin roof, 
was using a gasoline fire pot in 
which to heat his irons, and’ in so 
doing put up a tin wind break to pro- 
ect the flame, which, becoming heated, 
reflected the heat in such a manner 


Co., 164 Iowa 530, 146 NW 468; Brown 
v. Freeman, 84 N. J. L. 360, 86 A 384; 
Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 Tenn. 597, 
163 SW 804. 

26. Fitzgerald v. Brooklyn Inst. 
of Arts, ete., 175 App. Div. 554, 162 
NYS 625. 

27. JIowa.—Snips v. Minneapolis, 
ete., R. Co., 164 Iowa 530,146 NW 468. 

Mass.—Jacobs v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 212 Mass. 96, 98 NE 688, 40 
LRANS 41. 

' N. J.—Brown v. Freeman, 84 N. J. 
L. 360,.86 A 384. 

N. Y.—Holmes vy. Delaware, etc., 
Co., 128 App. Div. 24, 112 NYS 421. 

Tenn.—Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 
Tenn. 597, 163 SW 804. 

Ont.—Davyidson y. Peters Coal Co., 
3 OntWN 1160, 2 DomLR 908 [aff 
oes 86, 23 OntWR 25, 5 DomLR 

28. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. New- 
land, 176 Ky. 166, 195 SW 415. 

29. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. New- 
, 176 Ky. 166, 195 SW 415. 

30. Injuries to servant see Master 
and Servant [26 Cye 1112]. 

Mining see Mines and Minerals [27 
Cye 784]. 

31. Cameron v. New England Tel., 
ete., Co., 182 Mass. 310, 65 NE 385; 
Cates v. Latta, 117 N. C. 189, 23 SE 
173, 53 AmSR 584; Blackwell v. 
Lynchburg, ete:, in .Co:, dill yNn Ge tbe 
16 SE 12, 32 AmSR 786, 17 LRA 729; 
Missouri Iron, ete., Co. v. Cartwright, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 207 SW 397; Larocque 
v. Montreal, 19 Que. Super. 527. 

[a] For example, when defend- 
ants set off a blast on their land, it 
was reasonably apparent to a person 
of ordinary prudence that it might 
frighten plaintiff's horse on adjoin- 
ing highway, and defendants would 
be liable for resulting injury. Mis- 
souri Iron, etc., Co. v. Cartwright, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 207 SW 397. 

32. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Bon- 
hayo, 94 Ky. 67, 21 SW 526, 14 Kyl 
737; Booth v. Rome, ete., R. Co., 140 
N. Y. 267, 35 NE 592, 37 AmSR 552, 
24 I,.RA 105; Missouri Iron, ete., Co. 
v. Cartwright, (Tex. Civ. A.) 207 SW 
397, 398; Gordon y. Elmore, 71 W. Va. 
195, Geek O44, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 18] 


gaged in blasting operations is, according to the 
weight of authority, liable without regard to the 
question of whether or not he has been negligent, 
where by his acts in casting rocks or other débris 
upon adjoining or neighboring premises or high- 


__ “We construe all of those decisions 
in the blasting cases as recognizing 
the general rule that, notwithstand- 
ing the right of a person to blast or 
perform any other lawful act upon 
his own property, yet he may be lia- 
ble for damages resulting therefrom 
if, in view of all the surrounding 
circumstances attending the act of 
blasting on any particular occasion, 
a person of ordinary prudence would 
reasonably have foreseen injury to 
another as a result therefrom and 
would have refrained from such act 
by reason thereof.” Missouri Iron, 
ete., Co. v. Cartwright, supra. 

[a] Negligence in blasting near 
water pipe in city.—A subcontractor 
engaged in excavating for the rapid 
transit subway in New York City 
drilled holes for blasting within a 
foot of a water pipe, and nearer to 
the pipe than the rules of the water 
department permitted, and exploded 
in the holes a quantity of dynamite, 
without turning off the water or pro- 
tecting the pipe in any way. The 
rock which was blasted could have 
been removed by breaking it with a 
hammer without injury to the pipe. 
It was held that he was guilty of 
negligence making him liable for the 
damages sustained by reason of the 
breaking of the pipe, thereby permit- 
ting water to escape therefrom and 
to flow on to the premises of an- 
other. Wheeler v. Norton, 92 App. 
one 368, 86 NYS 1095 [aff 84 NYS 


33. Ala. — Ex p. Birmingham 
Realty Co., 183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; 
Bessemer Coal, etc., Co. v. Doak, 152 
Ala. 166, 44 S 627, 12 LRANS 3889. 

Colo.—G. B. & L. R. Co. v. Eagles, 
9 Colo. 544, 13 P 696. ‘ 

Ky.—Adams v. Sengel, 177 Ky. 535, 
197 SW 974; Lexington, etc., R. Co. 
v. Baker, 156 Ky. 431, 161 SW 228; 
Langshorne v. Turman, 141 Ky. 809, 
133 SW 1008, 34 LRANS 211; Lang- 
shorne v. Wilson, 91 SW 254, 28 KyL 


Md.—Scott v. Bay, 3 Md. 431. 

N. Y.—Page v. Dempsey, 184 N. Y. 
245, 77 NE 9 [rev 99 App. Div. 152, 90 
NYS 1019]; Sullivan v. Dunham, 161 
N. Y. 290, 55 NE 923, 76 AmSR 274, 
47 LRA 715; St. Peter v. Denison, 58 
N. Y. 416, 17 AmR 258; Tremain v. 
GCohoes Co., 2 N. Y.1163,. 51 AmD 
284; Hay v. Cohoés Co., 32 N. Y. 159, 
51 AmD 279 [aff 3 Barb. 42]; Henry 
Hall Sons’ Co. v. Sundstrom, etc., 
Co., 138 App. Div. 548, 123 NYS 390 
[aff 204 N. Y. 660 mem, 97 NE 1106 
mem]; Derrick v. Kelly, 136 App. Div. 
433, 120 NYS 996; Wheeler v. Norton, 
92 App. Div. 368, 86 NYS 1095; Krat- 
zer v. Saratoga Springs, 8 App. Div. 
613, 40 NYS 474 [aff 158 N. Y. 736, 
53 NE 1127]; Buddin v. Fortunato, 
16 Daly 195,10 NYS 115; Ulrich v. 
McCabe, 1 Hilt. 251; Gourdier v. Cor- 
mack, 2 E. D. Smith 200; Forrester 
vy. O’Rourke Engineering Constr. Co., 


48 Mise. 390, 95 NYS 600, 17 NY 
AnnCas 247; Lersner v. McDonald, 


38 Misc. 734, 78 NYS 1125; Interbor- 
ough Rapid Transit Co. v. Williams, 
168 NYS 688; Taub v. Colon, 163 
NYS 79; Stancourt Laundry Co. v. 
Lamura, 147 NYS 895; Locklin v. 
Beckwith, 6 NYSt 583. 

Oh.—Tiffin v. McCormick, 34 Oh. 
St.:638, 32 AmR 408; Carman v. Steu- 
pbenville, etc., R. Co., 4 Oh. St. 399. 

Pa.—Mulchanock v. Whitehall Ce- 
ment Mfg. Co., 253 Pa. 262, 98 A 554, 
LRA1917A 1015. 

R. I.—wWells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 
SORAT AIG. 19) TLaudt “Cy cls Hickey? v. 
McCabe, 30 R. I. 346, 75 A 404, 405, 
19 AnnCas 7838, 27 LRANS 425 [quot 


ce]. 
Tenn.—Hord v. Holston River R. 
[25 C. J.—13] - 
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sons °* thereon. 


Co., 122 Tenn. 399, 128 SW 637, 135 
AmSR_ 878, 19 AnnCas 331; Cumber- 
land Tel., etc., Co. v. Stoneking, 1 
Tenn. Civ. A. 241. 

Wash.—Schade Brewing Co. v. 
Puget Sound R. Co., 79 Wash. 651, 
140 P 897 [quot Cyc]; Patrick v. 
Smith, 75 Wash. 407, 411, 134 P 1076, 
48 LRANS 740 [quot Cyc]. 

B. C.—Hounsome vy. Vancouver 
Power Co.,: Ltd., 18 B; © 81 [app 
dism 49 Can. S. C. 420]. ; 

{a] Reasons for rule.—(1) “It is 
better that one man should surrender 
a particular use of his land, than 
that another should be deprived of 
the beneficial use of his property 
altogether, which might be the con- 
sequence if the privilege of the for- 
mer should be wholly unrestricted. 
... If the defendants in excavating 
their canal, in itself a lawful use of 
their land, could, in the manner men- 
tioned by the witnesses, demolish the 
stoop of the plaintiff with impunity, 
they might, for the same purpose, 
on the exercise of reasonable care, 
demolish his house, and thus deprive 
him of all use of his property.” Hay 
v. Cohoes Co., INSteYe, 215 Od hu: 
AmD 279. (2) “In general, if a vol- 
untary act, lawful in itself, may nat- 
urally result in the injury of an- 
other, or the violation of his legal 
rights, the actor must at his peril 
see to it that such injury or such 
violation does not follow, or he must 
expect to respond in damages there- 
for; and this is true regardless of 
the motive or the degree of care with 
which the act is performed.” G. B. & 
L. R. Co. v. Eagles, 9 Colo. 544, 546, 
13 P 696. 

34. Ala. — Ex . Birmingham 
Realty Co., 183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67. 

Ky.—Allegheny v. Massey, 163 Ky. 
792, 174 SW 499. But see infra text 
and notes 44-46. 

Mo.—Hoffman v. Walsh, 117 Mo. A. 
278, 93 SW 853. 

N. Y.—Richter v. Solomon, 104 
NYS 405. 

Pa.—Rafferty v. Davis, 260 Pa. 563, 


-103 A 951. 


R. I.—Wells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 
80 A 16. 

Va.—Simmons y. McConnell, 86 Va. 
494, 10 SE 838. 

Wash.—Britz vv. MHoulehan, 77 
Wash, 5067 3137. =P 10357 "Contra 
Klepseh vy. Donald, 4 Wash. 436, 30 P 
991, 31 AmSR 936. . : 
Reason for rule.—“[This doc- 


[a] 
trine] rests upon the _ principle, 
founded in public policy, that the 


safety of property generally is su- 
perior in right to a particular use 
of a single piece of property by its 
owner. . . . It makes human life 
safer by tending to prevent a land- 
owner from casting, either with or 
withoit negligence, a part of his land 
upon the person of cne who is where 
he has a right to be. ... The public 
travel must not be endangered to 
accommodate the private rights of 
individuals.” Sullivan v. Dunham, 
16d SN whys ic 905-25 00955 NIH A923) 76 
AmSR 274, 47 LRA 715. To same ef- 
fect Wells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 80 
A 16. 

{b] Persons) on highways.—Car- 
son v. Blodgett Constr. Co., 189 Mo. 
A. 120, 125, 174 SW 447 [quot Cyc]; 
Sullivan v. Dunham, 161 N. Y. 290, 
55 NE 923, 76 AmSR 274, 47 LRA 
715 [aff 35 App. Div. 342, 54 NYS 
962]; Turner v. Degnon-McLean Con- 
tracting Co., 99 App. Div. 135, 90 NYS 
948 [aff 184 N. Y. 525, 76 NE 1111]; 
Wells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 443, 80 
A 16 [cit Cyc]. 

{[c] Application of rule. — Where 
the death of one was caused by a 
fragment of stone which was thrown 


r 


[25C. 5.) 193 


ways he causes direct injury to property ** or per- 


He is also, under the rule more 


generally adopted, lable for consequential injuries 
occasioned by concussion or vibration to property *> 


by a blast fired in defendants’ stone 
quarry, five hundred or six hundred 
feet distant, an instruction that de- 
fendants had a right to continue to 
conduct their business in their usual 
manner, if no accident had been pre- 
viously occasioned thereby, was prop- 
erly refused. Simmons v. McConnell, 
86 Va. 494, 10 SE &38. 


35. Ill—Fitzsimmons, etce., Co. v. 
Braun, 198 Ill. 890, 65 NE ‘249, 59 
LRA 421. 


Ilowa.—Watson vy. Mississippi River 
Power Co., 174 Iowa 23, 156 NW 188, 
LRAI1916D 101. 

Mo.—Johnson v. Kansas City Ter- 
minal R. Co., 182 Mo. A. 349, 170 SW 
456 (wherein it is stated that the 
doctrine of Blackford v. Herman 
Constr. Co., 1832 Mo. A. 157, 112 SW 
287, granting an injunction against 
blasting causing vibration of plain- 
tift’s building overruled the doctrine 
of the same court in Thurmond v. 
Ash Grove White Lime Assoc., 125 
Mo. A. 73, 102 SW 617); Faust v. 
Pope, 132 Mo. A. 287, 111 SW 878. 

Mont.—Longtin v. Persell, 30 Mont. 
306, 76 P 699, 104 AmSR 723, 65 LRA 
655, 2 AnnCas 198. 

Oh.—Louden v. Cincinnati, 90 Oh. 
St. 144, 106 NE 970, LRA1915E 356, 
AnnCas1916C 1171. Contra Arm- 
ere v. Cincinnati, 32° Oh. Cir: Ct: 
714. 

Okl.—Muskogee v. Hancock, 158 P 
622, 6238 [quot Cyc]. 

R. I.—Hickey v. McCabe, 30 R. I. 
346, 75° A °404, 19 AnnCas. (7838), 27 
LRANS 425. 

Tenn,—Gossett v. Southern R. Co., 
115 Tenn. 376, 89 SW 737, 112 AmSR 
846, 1 LRANS 97. 

Wash.—B. Schade Brewing Co. v. 
Puget Sound RR. Co., 79 Wash.. 651, 
140 P 897; Patrick v. Smith, 75 Wash. 
407, 1384 P 1076, 48 LRANS 740. 

fa] Reasons for rule—(1) “It 
seems illogical to say that, if one 
puts off a blast of powder, a sub- 
stance inherently dangerous, on his 
own ‘premises, which causes a stone 
to be thrown through his neighbor’s 
window, he is liable without regard 
to the degree of care used; but if it 
destroys his neighbor’s house, but 
easts no physical substance upon the 
premises, he is immune from liability 
unless it can be shown that reason- 
able care was not exercised.’”’ Pat- 
rick v. Smith, 75 Wash. 407, 411, 134 
P 1076, 48 LRANS 740 [quot B. 
Schade Brewing Co. v. Puget Sound 
Re (C05, 719. Wash. %65d) 659, 1405 
897]. (2) ‘We see no valid reason 
why recovery should be permitted 
for damage done by stones, or dirt 
thrown upon one’s premises by the 
force of an explosion upon adjoining 
premises, and not be permitted for 
damage resulting to the same prop- 
erty from a concussion or vibration 
sent through the earth or the air by 
the same explosion. There is really 
as much a physical invasion of the 
property in one case as there is in 
the other. The force does the injury 
in both cases, and the fact that it 
causes stones or other débris to be 
thrown upon the land in one case, 
and in the other only operates by 
vibrations or concussions through. 
the earth or air, seems to us to be 
immatcrial.” Hickey v. McCabe, 30 
R. I. 346, 355, 75 A 404, 408, 19 Ann 
Cas 783, 27 LRANS 425. (3) “If one 
who, for his own purposes and profit, 
undertakes to perform a work, by 
means of explosives, inherently dan- 
gerous to the property of another, 
should be held liable for an injury 
occasioned by any substance cast by 
the explosives on the property of 
such other, it is only by the merest 
subtility ,of reasoning he should be 


194 [250.J5.] 


or persons.°° By some authorities the rule imposing 
liability for injuries occasioned without negligence 
is limited to cases of direct injury, and negligence 
must be established to impose liability for conse- 
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property,*” or persons,?* and by some authorities the 
rule is apparently laid down that negligence must 
be present in all cases, even where there is direct 
injury to property *° or persons.*° But to the con- 


quential injuries as by concussion or vibration to | trary it has also been held that the use of explosives 


held not liable to respond for equal 
or greater damage caused by the 
concussion of the air or of the earth. 
There is no ground of substantial 
or practical distinction.” Fitzsim- 
mons, ete.,; Co, v-; Braun, 199 Ill. 390, 
397, 65 NE 249, 59 LRA 421, 

[b] Rule applied.—The owner of 
realty damaged by concussion 
through’ earth or air from blasts in 
the bed of a river during construc- 
tion of a dam by a private company 
to provide electric power, authorized 
by congress, could recover irrespec- 
tive of any negligence on the part of 
the company or its contractor. Wat- 
son v. mississippi River Power Co., 
174 Iowa 23, 156 NW 188, LRA1916D 


101. 

Liability for all resulting in- 
juries.—“‘One who makes use of an 
explosive in the ground near the 
property of another, when the nat- 
ural and probable, though not the in- 
evitable, result of the explosion is 
injury to such property of the other, 
is liable for the resulting injury, 
however high degree of care or skill 
may have been exercised in making 
use of the explosive.” Fitzsimmons 
v. Braun, 199 I11. 390, 398, 65 NE 249, 
59 LRA 421. 

{d] ‘Tunnel under city.—‘‘The per- 
formance of the work of excavating 
the tunnel underneath the buildings 
of a populous city with dynamite was 
intrinsically dangerous, no matter 
how carefully and skillfully the ex- 
plosions were conducted.’ Fitzsim- 
mons, ete., Co. v. Braun, 199 Ill. 390, 
394, 65 NE 249, 59 LRA 421 [quot 
Chicago v. Murdock, 212 Ml. 912, 72 
NE 46, 103 AmSR 221). 


36. Wells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 
80 A 16. 
[a] “The rule of law is the same 


in cases of injury to the person as 
in case of damage to property. ... 
So the same rules are applied in case 
of injury or death caused to a _ per- 
son traveling in a highway.” Wells 
v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 438, 80 A 
16, 19. 

37. Ala.—Bessemer Coal, etc., Co. 
v. Doak, 152 Ala. 166, 44 's 627, 12 
LRANS 389 [cit Cyc]. 

Kan.—Rost v. Union Pac. R. Co., 
o5ikan.: 718,249. P 679. 

Mass.—MacGinnis v. Marlborough- 
Hudson Gas Co., 220 Mass. 575, 108 
NE 364, LRA1915D 1080; Stewart v. 
Hanreddy, 212 Mass. 340, 98 NE 1030. 

N. J.—Simon vy. Henry, Caw Nee Jia exe 
486, 41 A 692. 

N. Y.—Page v. Dempsey, 184 N. Y. 
245, 77 NE 9; Holland House Co. v. 
Baird, 169 N. Y. 136, 62 NE 149 [rev 
49 App. Div. 180, 68 NYS 73]; French 
v. Vix, 143 N. Y. 90, 37. .NE 612. {aff 
2 Misc. 312, 21 NYS 1016, 30 AbbNCas 
158]; Booth v. Rome, etc. R. Co., 
140 N. Y. 267, 35 NE 592, 37 AmSR 
552, 24 LRA 105; Benner v. Atlantic 
Dredging Co., 134 N. Y. 156, 31 NE 
328, 30 AmSR 649, 17 LRA 220 [rev 
58 Hun 359, 12 NYS 181]; Adler v. 
Fox, 74 Misc. 483, 132 NYS 302; Luria 
v. Cusick, 47 Misc. 126, 93 NYS 507, 
16 NYAnnCas 226; Necker v. Frank, 
43 Misc. 159, 88 NYS 250; Stancourt 
Laundry Co. v. Lamura, 147 NYS 
895; Viele v. Mack Pav., etc., Co., 
150 App: Div. 839, 1385 NYS 147. See 
Vield v. Mack Pav., ete., Co., 144 App. 
Div. 694, 129 NYS 604; Wynne v. 
Bailey, 107 NYS 545; Wiener v. Ham- 
mell, 14 NYS 365. But see Morgan 
v. Bowers, 17 NYS 22 (where it is 
said that blasting with an explosive 
so powerful as to injure the prop- 
erty of adjoining owners by atmos- 
pheric concussions creates a nuisance, 
and liability attaches therefor). 

[a] Reasong for rule.—(1) The 


maxim ‘Sic utero tuo ut alienum non 
ledas” does not prevent an owner 
of property from making proper use 
thereof, although such use may in- 
flict damages upon his neighbor; the 
real meaning of the rule is that a 
person may not use his own prop- 
erty to the injury of any legal right 
of another. Newell v. Woolfolk, 91 
Hun 211, 36 NYS 327. (2) “One can- 
not confine the vibration of the earth 
or air within inclosed iimits, and 
hence it must follow that if in any 
given case.they are rightfully caused, 
their extension to their ultimate and 
natural limits cannot be unlawful, 
and the consequential injury, if any, 
must be remediless.’’ Benner y. At- 
lantic. «Dredging: Co;,, 134,(N..¥. | 256, 
162, 31 NE 328, 30 AmMSR 649, 17 LRA 
220. (3) “To exclude the defendant 
from blasting to adapt its lot to the 
contemplated uses, at the instance of 
the plaintiff, would not be a com- 
promise between conflicting rights, 
but an extinguishment of the right 
of the cne for the benefit of the 
other. This sacrifice, we think, the 
law does not exact. Public policy is 
prompted by the building up of towns 
and cities and the improvement of 
property. Any unnecessary restraint 
on freedom of action of a property 
owner hinders this. The law is in- 
terested also in the preservation of 
property and property rights from 
injury. Will it in this case protect 
the plaintiff's house by depriving the 
defendant of his right to adapt his 
property to a lawful use, through 
means necessary, usual and generally 
harmless? We think not.’ Booth v. 
Rome, ete., R. Co., 140 N. Y. 267, 281, 
35 NE 592, 3% AmSR 552, 24 LRA 
105 [quot and crit Johnson v. Kansas 
a ete.” R. Co., (Mo.) 170 SW 456, 
4 

(by Tllustrations.-—(1) A contrac- 
tor who is lawfully engaged in blast- 
ing operations in a public street is 
liable to the tenant of a near-by 
house for damages by falling stones, 
caused by an actual physical tres- 
pass, without any proof of negli- 
gence, but is not liable for conse- 
quential damages, such as the break- 
ing of glassware and ornaments, 
which are shaken down from shelves 
and walls, and not knocked down by 
anything projected into the house, 
and the loss of room rent through 
the removal of lodgers on account of 
the blasting, in the absence of negli- 
gence. Forrester vy. O’Rourke En- 
gineering Constr. Co., 48 Misc. 390, 
95 NYS 600, 17 NYAnnCas 247. (2) 
A railroad company which, having to 
do blasting on its own land in order 
to lay its tracks, ‘exercises due care 
in doing it, and uses charges of no 
greater force than are necessary for 
the purpose, is not liable for injury 
to adjoining property arising merely 


from the incidental jarring. Booth 
v. Rome, etc., R. Co., 140 N. Y. 267, 
35 NE 592, 37 AmSR 552, 24 LRA 


105 [rev 17 NYS 336]. 

[ec] Broken water pipes.—(1) One 
blasting rock on his property is not 
liable for injury to the property of 
an adjacent owner, caused by the 
breaking by concussion of a water 
main twenty feet from the blast and 
thereby causing water to flow on the 
adjacent property, where he was not 
guilty of negligence. Derrick  v. 
Kelly, 136 App. Div. 4338, 120 NYS 
996. (2) So where a water main is 
broken by an explosion without di- 
rect contact, liability does nat exist 
for trespass because of water flow- 
ing on plaintiff's land. Conron v. 
Fox, 90 Misc. 372, 153 NYS 425. (3) 
But where the breaking of a water 


pipe is a direct result of the blast, 
defendant is liable for injuries re- 
sulting from water flowing on plain- 
tiff’s premises as a_ trespasser. 
Wheeler vy. Norton, 92 App. Div. 368, 
86 NYS 1095; Lersner v. McDonald, 
38 Misc. 734, 78 NYS 1125. 

{d] WPercolating water.—The blast- 
ing of a ledge in laying gas pipes 
in a street as a result of which water 
percolated from a pond into the cel- 
lar of an abutting owner was not an 
invasion of any common-law right 
of the abutting owner, and gave him 
no right of action for tort unless 
the construction work was done neg- 
ligently or improperly. MacGinnis v. 
Marlborough-Hudson Gas Co., 220 


ae 575, 108 NE 364, LRA1915D 
* [el] For the ordinary discomforts 


and injurious effects attendant upon 
defendant’s lawful operations on 
his own premises, not constituting a 
legal nuisance, there is no liability 
to an adjoining or neighboring pro- 
prietor except for some proximate 
negligence in the mode or ecircum- 
stances of such operations. Ex p. 
Birmingham Realty Co., 183 Ala. 444, 
63° S 67; Hieber v. Central Kentucky 
Tract. Go., 145 Ky. 108, 140 SW 54, 
36 LRANS 54; Marvin v. Brewster 
Iron Min. Co., 55 N. Y. 538, 14 AmR 
322; Tucker v. Mack Pav. Co., 61 App. 
Div. 521, 70 NYS 688. 

Lf] Municipal contract to blast in 
compliance with ordinances.—Where 
plaintiff sued to recover for injuries 
to a vault of a building constructed 
under a sidewalk, alleged to have 
been caused by negligence of defend- 
ant in blasting while constructing a 
treneh in front of the building under 
a municipal contract providing that 
blasting should be conducted in con- 
formity with the city ordinances. 
There was no evidence showing neg- 
ligence, or that the injury to the 
building cid not naturally result 
from the blasting in connection with 
some weakness in the construction 
of the building. It was held that a 
nonsuit was properly granted. Hol- 
land House Co. y. Baird, 169 N. Y. 
136, 62 NE 149 [rev 49 App. Div. 180, 


63 NYS, 73] 
88. Bessemer Coal, ete, Co. v. 
Doak. dS 2 NeAla ty 66, ad 4 Sy Gorn, te 


LRANS 389; Hieber v. Central Ken- 
tucky Tract. Co., 145 Ky. 108, 140 SW 
54, 36 LIANS 54. 

[a] Tlustration.—A railway com- 
pany, operating a quarry five hun- 
dred feet from a blacksmith shop, is 
not liable for failure to give notice 
of a heavy blast, which frightens a 
horse, being shod, and thereby in- 
jures the smith, although he re- 
quested such warnings, and they had 
been previously given. Hieber vy. 
Central Kentucky Tract. Co., 145 Ky. 
108, 140 SW 54, 36 LRANS 54. 

39. Georgia Cent. R. Co. v. Bern- 
stein, 113 Ga. 175, 38 SE 394; Moross 
v. Burke, 99 Ga. 110, 24 SE 969; 
Georgia Granite Co. v. Sims, i1 Ga. 
A. 295, 75 SH 148; Arthur v. Henry, 
157 N. es ha 73 SE 206. 

40. v. Morrison, 129 Fed. 
177, 63 CCA 267, 65 LRA @59 (circuit 
court of appeals. eighth circuit); 
Moross y. Burke, 99 Ga. 110, 24 SE 
969. See Harris v. Simon, 32 S. C. 
593, 10 SE 1076 (where facts indi- 
cate that rule was applied). 

[a] Blasting on or near highway. 
—Mills v. Wilmington City R. Co., 15 
Del. 269, 40 A. 1114; Logansport Vv. 
Dick, 70 Ind. 65, 36 AmR 166; Gates 
v. Latta, 117 N. C. 189, 23 SE 173, 
53 AmSR 584. See Bartnes v. Pitts- 
burgh Iron Ore Co., 123 Minn. 131, 
143 NW 117 (negligence proved in 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


i 


§§ 18-21] 


for blasting upon a lot located in a large city is | plaintiff’s premises, which expressly or 


such an unusual, unreasonable, and unnatural use of 
the property that no degree of care or skill can ex- 


cuse the owner from damages proximately caused to | 


the property of another, whether caused by falling 
débris #4 or by concussion,?? and further that where 
a death was caused by an explosion of a blast in a 
thickly settled portion of the city no degree of 
eare will relieve defendant from lability.4? Where 
the injury to the person, although direct, is not 
occasioned while he is in his own home, in some 
jurisdictions it is held that the person injured must 
show either that the blasting was being carried on 
in a thickly populated portion of the city ** or if 
elsewhere that there was a failure to give reason- 
able warning of the blast.4° Mere concussion of the 
air without other injury will not impose liability 
where blasting is lawfully conducted.*® 

As to persons upon his premises and rightfully 
so, the person using explosives in blasting in a law- 
ful and proper manner is liable only in case of negli- 
gence 47 and need exercise only ordinary care.48 The 
rule, that one who by blasting throws rock and ma- 
terial upon the adjacent land of his neighbor is liable 
for the damage resulting from such act without re- 
gard to the question of negligence, has no applica- 
tion where the person blasting has the right to the 
use of the land upon which the blasted material is 
thrown.*° 

Existence of easement. Where defendant has by 
law or contract acquired an easement as against 


EXPLOSIVES 


"[25C.J.] 195 


impliedly 
authorizes the operation of blasting, either directly 
or as a reasonably necessary incident to some other 
lawful purpose, liability arises only as the result of 
some proximate negligence on the part of defend- 
ant,°° but this rule does not apply to persons right- 
fully upon the land subject to the easement with the 
permission of the owner thereof and the knowledge 
of defendant.*1 

Legislative authority. Whether liability will at- 
tach for injuries occasioned by blasting without neg- 
ligence under legislative authority is a matter as to 
which there is some conflict of authority, liability 
having been imposed ** and denied *3 in accordance _ 
with general principles elsewhere considered.*4 

[§ 19] (2) Violation of Statute or Ordinance. 
Failure to comply with municipal or statutory regu- 
lations as to blasting is evidence of negligence,*® as, 
for example, requirements of notice °° or that blasts 
shall be covered.®7 
. [§ 20] (8) Conduct of Nuisance. Where blast- 
ing operations are conducted in such a manner as to 
constitute a nuisance,®® a recovery may be had for 
damages occasioned, although negligence is not es- 
tablished.®° 

[§ 21] (4) Negligence—(a) Care Required in 
General. The degree of care required of one en- 
gaged in blasting to avoid liability based on negli- 
gence is reasonable care and skill with regard to 
the nature of the work and local conditions.®® 
One may conduct blasting operations upon his own 


blasting in a mine near highway).|v. Day, 86 Fed. 62]; Valz v. Goody-|L. 523, 81 A 1133]; Postal Tel. Cable 
But see Wright v. Compton, 53 Ind. | koontz, 112 Va. 853, 72 SE 730. Co. v. Keystone State Constr. Co., 63 
337 (holding that a quarry owner [a] Blasting on government land.| Pa. Super. 486. 

was liable irrespective of negligence |—Contractors, making rock excava-; 54 See Actions § 61; Eminent Do- 
for injury to a person on a highway |tions on government property for ,main § 233; Railroads [33 Cyc 363]. 
adjacent to the quarry from falling |river improvements, are-to be con-: 55. Koster vy. Noonan, 8 Daly 


débris). ; 

41. Colton v. Onderdonk, 69 Cal. 
155, 10 P 395, 58 AmR 556. : 

42. Colton v. Onderdonk, 69 Cal. 
155, 10 P 395, 58 AmR 556. 

43. Munro v. Pacific Coast Dredg- 
ing, ete., Co., 84 Cal. 515, 24 P 303, 
18: AmSR_ 248. Contra Mercer v. 
White, 30 Oh. Cir. Ct. 487. 

44. Allegheny Coke Co. v. Mas- 
sey, 163 Ky. 792, 174 SW 499. 

45. Allegheny Coke Co. y. Massey, 
163 Ky. 792, 174 SW 499; Lexington, 
etc., R. Co. v. Fields, 152 Ky. 19, 153 
SW 438; Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Tow, 63 SW 27, 23 KyL 408, 66 LRA 
941; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Hofge- 


. sang, 13 KyL 829. 


4G. Hieber v. Central Kentucky 
Tract. Co., 145 Ky. 108, 140 SW 54, 
36 LRANS 54. 

47. Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Driscoll v. 
Newark, etc., Lime, etc., Co., 37 N. Y. 
637, 5 Transcr. A. 82, 97 AmD 761. 

[a] What constitutes premises.— 
Contractors employed in construct- 
ing a railroad cannot claim the right 
of way as their own premises, and 
thus avoid liability to another work- 
ing on the same road, injured_ by 
their negligence. Cameron v. Van- 
dergriff, 53 Ark. 381, 13 SW 1092. 

[b] Persons entitled to care.— 
Where a contractor, engaged in build- 
ing a spur track for a state institu- 
tion, obstructs the main track of a 
railroad by blowing rock thereon in 
the prosecution of his own work, and 
his foreman is engaged in removing 
it, an assistant train master of the 
railroad company, charged with the 
proper movement of trains, who is 
on the ground in the discharge of his 
duty is not a mere sight-seer, as to 
whom the contractor is liable only 
for willful or wanton injury, but is 
entitled to have ordinary care exer- 
cised to insure his safety. Valz v. 
Goodykoontz, 112 Va. 853, 72 SE 730. 

48. Smith v. Day, 106 Fed. 244, 
40 CCA 366, 49 LRA 108 [rev Smith 


sidered, so far as their duty to avoid! 
injuring third persons is concerned, | 
as owners of the premises, and are | 
not required to use extraordinary ; 
care, such as covering their blasts. 
Smith v. Day, 86 Fed. 62 [rev on 
other grounds 100 Fed. 244, 40 CCA 
366, 49 LRA 108]. 

129 App. 


49. Miller v. Twiname, 
Div. 628, 114 NYS 151. 

[a] A'pplication of rule.—Plaintiff 
was not a traveler on a highway, 
within the rule that one throwing 
by a blast from his property material 
onto a traveler on a highway is a 
trespasser liable without proof of 
negligence, where plaintiff, for the 
purpose of delivering coal to defend- 
ant, went on defendant’s land, where 
he was blasting rock with which to 
perform his contract of macadamiz- 
ing the adjoining highway, and plain- 
tiff, to avoid a blast, retreated to the 
highway, where he was struck by a 
flying rock. Miller v. Twiname, 129 
App. Div. 623, 114 NYS 151. 

50. Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Williams v. 
Gibson, 84 Ala. 228, 4 S 350, 5 AmSR 
368; Spencer v. Gainesville, 140 Ga. 
632, 79 S 543; Casselberry v. Ames, 13 
Mo. A. 575 mem; Arthur v. Henry, 
1bT Nai. 3933073). SH 206. 

[a] What constitutes easement.— 
The right to throw stones by blast- 
ing, so as to endanger the lives of 
adjacent owners of land engaged in 
their domestic duties in and around 
their dwellings two hundred yards 
or more distant, does not pass with 
a railroad right of way, as a neces- 


sary incident to the easement. 
Blackwell v. Lynchburg, etc., R. Co., 
111, N. C. 151,16 SE 12; 32> AmSR 


786, 17 LRA 729. 

51. Beauchamp vy. Saginaw Min. 
Co., 50 Mich. 163, 15 NW 65, 45 AmR 
30 


52. St. Peter v. Denison, 58 N. Y. 
416, 17 AmR 258. 


53. Deubel v. Millard Constr. Co., 
80 N. J. L. 98, 77 A611 [aff 82 N. J. 


(N. Y.) 231; Devlin v. Gallagher, 6 
Daly (N. Y.) 494. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘Every per- 
son, while violating an express stat- 
ute (and an ordinance, if duly passed, 
is of like effect), is a wrong-doer, 
and, as such, ex necessitate negligent 
in the eye of the law.’’ Devlin v. 
Gallagher, 6 Daly (N. Y.) 494, 496. 

[b] Rule applied. — Where there 
was ample proof that flying rock 


jfrom blasting, which was being con- 


ducted. contrary to municipal or- 
dinances, injured plaintiff’s premises, 
it was error to dismiss his complaint. 
Taub v. Colon, 163 NYS 79. 

56. Wadsworth vy. Marshall, 88 
Me. 263, 34 A 30, 32 LRA 588. 

[a] Extent of liability.—Failure 
to comply with a statute requiring 
warning to be given of the “explo- 
sion” of a blast imposes liability for 
ensuing injury whether caused by 
flying rock or other débris or by 
noise in frightening horses or other- 
wise. Wadsworth v. Marshall, 88 Me. 
263, 34 A 30, 32 LRA 588. 

57. Mahoney v. Dankwart, 108 
Iowa 321, 79 NW 134; Brannock v. 
Elmore, 114 Mo. 55, 21 SW 451; Taub 
v. Colon, 163 NYS 79. 

58. Blasting as nuisance see Nui- 
sances [29 Cyc. 1167]. 

59. Longtin vy. Persell, 30 Mont. 
306, 76 P 699, 104 AmSR 723, 65 LRA 
655, 2 AnnCas 198; McAndrews v. 
Collerd, 42 N. J. L. 189, 36 AmR 508; 
Morgan v. Bowes, 17 NYS 22. See 
Simon v. Henry, 62 N. J. L. 486, 41 
A 692 (recognizing rule). 

[a] Mlustration.—The carrying on 
of blasting on premises platted as 
city lots, continuously for over a 
year, constitutes a nuisance prima 
facie, irrespective of the care exer- 
cised, and a recovery may be had for 
injury to property owing to concus- 
sions of the air from the blasting. 
Longtin vy. Persell, 30 Mont. 306, 76 
P 699, 104 AmSR 723, 65 LRA 655, 
2 AnnCas 198. ote 


60. Stewart v. Hanreddy, 


196): [25 Cotas 


premises from which injury may be apprehended 
to the property of the neighbors only with the most 
cautious regard for their rights.% 
whether or not there has been negligence, the ques- | 
tion of the expense required to take proper pre- 
Neghgence may be in- 
ferred from the fact that the explosion is attended 
with a violent and unusual result.® 
in doing certain blasting within a city, injures prop- 
erty of another, the fact that the former has fully 
complied with the regulations of the city authori- 
ties as to the manner in which the blasting should 
be done will not relieve him of liability if the blast- 


cautions is not material.®? 


ing was done without due care.%4 
[§ 22] (b) Duty to Warn. 


nl 


Mass. 340, 98 NB 1030; Booth v. 
FVOMeCe C&C... Es CO,, 1400 Nie Yn 267,35 
NE 592, 37 AmSR 552, 24 LRA 105; 
Necker v. Frank, 43 Mise. 159, 88 NYS 
250; Interborough Rapid Transit Co. 
v. Williams, 173 NYS 463; Briglio v. 
Holt, 91 Wash. 644, 158 P 347. 

[a] A high degree of care is re- 
quired to protect persons in a dwell- 
ing one hundred and_ seventy-five 
yards distant from a blast of dyna- 
mite, sufficient to hurl a_ twenty 
pound rock that distance. 
v. Howland, 143 N. C. 398, 
778, 7 LRANS 5465. 

- [b] “Extreme care must be ob- 
served in the use of so dangerous 
a substance as dynamite.” Rafferty 
v. Davis, 260 Pa. 563, 566, 103 A 
Naga bs 

{c] Every reasonable effort must 
be employed by a contractor blasting 
in city street grading for the pre- 
vention of injury. Briglio vy. Holt, 
91 Wash. ‘644, 158 P 347. : 

[d] In blasting near a building 
every practicable means to avoid in- 
jury to a neighbor must be used, 


55 SE 


including the use of smaller quanti- , 


ties of explosives, in the approved 
manner of drilling and blasting. 
Hill v. Schneider, 13 App. Div. 299, 
AS WINGY Si L. ; 

le] Breaking holes.—That _ plain- 
tiff’s station was damaged by defend- 
ant in blasting out a tunnel in its 
close proximity, without “breaking 
holes” to lessen the force of the ex- 
plosions, or using reasonable care, 
establishes a cause of action. Inter- 
borough Rapid Transit Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 173 NYS 463. 

{f] Knowledge.—Where one en- 
gaged in blasting knew, or ought to 
have known that, before decedent 
was struck by a rock while near his 
home, two hundred yards from where 
the blasting was being done, rock had 
previously been thrown in the same 
vicinity by blasting, it was negli- 
gence not to take proper precaution 
to guard against danger to deceased. 
Blackwell v. Lynchburg, etc., R. Co., 
111 N.C. 151,°16 SE 12, 32: AmSR 
786, 17 LRA 729. 

61. Booth v. Rome, etc., R. Co., 
140 N. Y. 267, 35 NE 592, 37 AmSR 
552, 24 LRA 105; Newell v. Woolfolk, 
91 Hun 211, 36 NYS 327; St. Nicholas 
Skating, etc., Co. v. Cody, 26. Misc. 
7164, 56 NYS 1063; Interborough 
Rapid Transit Co. y. Williams, 168 
NYS 688. 

[a] Excessive charges.—Blasting 
by “breasts” or rows of holes from 
fourteen to twenty feet deep, charged 
with dynamite, and simultaneously 
exploded, making blasts so powerful 
that the surrounding earth for a 
considerable distance was. shaken, 
and logs placed on the rocks to 
deaden the blast were thrown two 
hundred feet, and over the tops of 
houses, shows a want of due care 
and regard for the interests.of others 

+ 


It is the duty of 
persons engaged in blasting to give notice in season 
to those who may reasonably be expected to be 
within the range of an explosion,® and this rule 


Kimberly‘ 


EXPLOSIVES 


In determining 


Where one, | on.% 


[§ 23] 


safety.” 


on the part of the operators, for 
which they are liable, where it ap- 
pears that the work could have been 
accomplished by ,smaller blasts, al- 
though not so expeditiously. Newell 
tne ay 91 “Hun 212,536 NYS 

62. Beauchamp vy. Saginaw Min. 
Co., 50 Mich. 163, 15 NW 65, 45 AmR 
30; Hill v. Schneider, 13 App. Div. 
299, 48 NYS 1. 

{a] For example.—In an action 
for injuries sustained by reason of 
negligent blasting at a mine, it is 
no defense that to use proper care 
would cause an extra amount of 
labor or expense, or consume all the 
profits of the business, and make it 
impossible to carry it on except ata 
loss. Beauchamp v. Saginaw Min. 
ae 50 Mich. 163,-15 NW 65, 45 AmR 


68. Rafferty v. Davis, 260 Pa. 563, 
103 A 951. 

64. Central of Georgia R: Co. v. 
Bernstein, 113 Ga. 175, 38 SE 394. 

» U. S—Cary v. Morrison, 129 
Fed. 177, 63 CCA 267, 65 LRA 659. 
Ala.—Sloss-Sheffield Steel Co. 

Salser, 158 Ala. 511, 48 S 374. 
Ark.—Cameron v. Vandergriff, 53 
Ark. 381, 13 SW 1092. 
Del.—Mills v. Wilmiugton City R. 
Co.,:15 Del. 269, 40 A 1114, 


Vv. 


Ind.—Logansport vy. Dick, 70 Ind. 
65, 36 AmR 166. 
N. Y.—St. Peter v. Denison, 58 


N. Y. 416, 17 AmR 258; Driscoll v. 
Newark, etc., Lime, etc., Co., 37 N. Y. 
637, 97 AmD: 761. 

Wash.—Klein vy. Phelps Lumber 
Co., 75 Wash. 500, 503, 135 P 226 [cit 
Cyc]. 

[a] h 
a blast from three to five minutes be- 
fore the blast is discharged is not 
sufficient, when a person who is not 
near enough to hear the notice comes 


within range and is killed. Logans- 
port v. Dick, 70: ‘Ind. ..65, 36. AmR 
166. 

[b] Missed blast.—Where a lum- 


ber company which had secured per- 
mission to remove a dam on the 
premises of a duck club notified the 
caretaker who lived near by at about 
six o’clock in the evening that a blast 
was about to be set off, but later in- 
formed him that it had missed fire, 
it was liable for injuries received 
by him when the blast was set off 
later on the same evening without 
any further notice to him. Klein v. 


Phelps Lumber Co., 75 Wash. 500, 
UsbeP) 226. 
66. Birmingham Ore, ‘etc., Co. v. 


Glover, 159 Ala. 276, 48 S 682; Sloss- 
Shefficid Steel, etc., Co. v. Salser, 158 
Ala. 511, 48 S 374; Moronen v. Mc- 
Donnell, 177 Mich. 691, 143 NW 8; 
Driscoll _v. Newark, etc., Lime, etc., 
Cos esi Ni TYs1 687) Ss iranscrme Aw 8.2) 
97 AmD 761. 

67. Cary v. Morrison, 129 Fed. 177, 
63 CCA 267, 65 LRA 659; Lexington, 


Premature notice.—Notice of 


wen” =“. or. © 


[$§ 21-23 


applies to persons upon their premises,°® and to all 
persons within the circle of danger.®’ 
ordinary care is owed to plaintiff, he cannot com- 
plain of the fact that notice was not given to him 
that blasts were about to be fired where, at the 
time he went upon the premises, he had heard 
blasting and understood that it was being carried 
It is not the duty of one blasting,upon his 
own premises to inform all of the adjoining pro- 
prietors when he is about to set off a blast in 
order to avoid consequential injury.®® 

(c) Covering Blast. 
blasting know or by reasonable diligence may know 
that injury will probably result, they should protect 
the persons exposed to danger by covering the blasts 
or warning them so that they may seek a place of 
Failure to cover a blast may or may not 
be negligence as a matter of law according to the 


Where only 


Where persons 


etc., R. Co. v. Fields, 152 Ky. 19, 24, 
1538 SW 43; Bartnes v. Pittsburgh 
Iron Ore Co., 123 Minn. 131, 143 NW 
Ae Stephens y. Martins, (Pa.) 17 A 

“While persons engaged in legiti- 
mate work have the legal right to 
use explosives for the purpose of 
blasting, they are’ also under a duty 
to give reasonabie warning before 
the explosion is made to all persons 
within the zone of danger from rocks 
or other substances that may be 
thrown by the blast, and if they fail 
to give this warning and some per- 
son entitled to warning is injured 
thereby, the person causing the in- 
jury will be liable for the conse- 
quences of his act.’ Lexington, ete., 
R. Co. v. Fields, supra. 

[a] Advice that there is no dan- 
ger.—Where a contractor who is 
blasting an obstruction off a railroad 
track, placed thereon in the prosecu- 


!tion of his own work, has set a num- 


ber of blasts, an assurance to an 
employee of the railroad company, 
present ‘to see that the obstruction 
is quickly removed, that there is no 
danger, before all the blasts have 
exploded, is negligence, and amounts 


; to a failure to exercise the ordinary 


care which such person is entitled 
to have exercised for his safety. 
Valz v. Goodykoontz, 112 Va. 853, 72 
SE 730. 

68. Smith v. Day, 117 Fed. 956. 

69. Hieber v. Central Kentucky 
Tract. Co., 145 Ky. 108, 140 SW 54, 
36. LRANS 54; Mitchell v. Prange, 
110 Mich. 78, 67 NW 1096, 64 AmSR 
329, 34° HRA, 182. ; 

[a] Fer example (1) 
blasts near land upon which another 
maintains a blacksmith shop need not 
give the blacksmith notice that he 
intends to explode a blast notwith- 


; Standing he,.knows that the black- 


smith is engaged in shoeing horses 
and the noise of the explosion causes 
a horse which is be shod to plunge 
and injure the blacksmith. Hieber 
v. Central Kentucky Tract: Co., 145 
Ky. 108, 140 SW 54, 86 LRANS 54; 
Mitchell v. Prange, 110 Mich. 78, 67 
NW 1096, 64 AmSR 329, 34 LRA 
182. (2) Where persons engaged in 
blasting take precautions to warn’ 
passers-by within a reasonable dis- 
tance, they cannot be held to be 
negligent in failing to give notice to 
everyone who resides cr works 
within a radius of five hundred feet, 
particularly afier the business had 
been going onto the knowledge of 
such persons for several weeks. 
Mitchell y. Prange, 110 Mich. 78, 67 
Aw 1096, 64 AmSR 329, 34° LRA 

70. Ala.—Birmingham Ore, etce., 
Co. v. Grover, 159 Ala. 276. 48 S 682: 
Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete. Co. v. Sal- 
Ser, 158 Ala. 511, 48 S 374. 

Ind.—Logansport v. Dick, 70 Ind. 
65, 36 AmR 166. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, 


same title, page and note number. 


one who : 


§§ 23-24] 


surrounding circumstances.71_ Where one engaged in 
blasting has not been in the custom of covering 
blasts, he is not required to do so by the fact that 
he allows persons to come upon the premises where 
the blasting is being done, they having knowledge 
of the circumstances and manner of conducting the 
Failure to fill a trench in order to lessen 
the noise of an explosion cannot be held to be negli- 
gent where it is not shown to be a proper, usual, or 


work.72 


reasonable thing to do.73 . 


[§ 24] 


tor.“4 


Mich.—Moronen vy. McDonnell, 177 
Mich. 691, 143 NW 8&8. 
N. C.—Kimberly v. Howland, 143 
N: GC. 338,55 SE 778, 7 LRANS 545; 
Gates v. Latta, 117 N. C. 189, 23 SE 
178, 53 AmSR 584; Blackwell v. 
Lynchburg, etc., R. Co., 111 N. C. 151, 
16 SE 12, 32 AmSR 786, 17 LRA 729. 
Ont.—Mahoney v. Guelph, 41 Ont. 
L. 308, 41 DomLR 60 [rev on other 
grounds 43 Ont.,L. 313, 48 DomLR 


490]. 
[a] Where blasting was done in a 
deep cut, so situated that covering 


could have been easily constructed so 
as to protect intestate against dan- 
ger, it was negligence not to provide 
such structure. Blackwell v. Lynch- 
bureete:, RCo. ddd NCOs E16 SE 
12, 32 AmSR 786, 17 LRA 729. 

71. Moronen v. McDonnell, 177 
Mich. 691, 698, 143 NW 8; Kimberly 
v. Howland, 143 N.C. 398, 55 SH 
778, 7 LRANS 545; Larocque v. Mon- 
treal, 19 Que. Super. 527. 

“If the work is being done in a city 
or village, or in any other place 
where adjacent property and the 
presence of numerous persons render 
protection by warning impracticable 
or inadequate, covering the blast 
might be imperative and its omission 
would be negligence. In this case 
the blasting was in the country, with 
but one house near by, distant some 
500 hundred feet, and a passing high- 
way... . Under the circumstances of 
this case, we do not think negligence 
can be predicated on failure to cover 
the blast, provided proper notice and 
timely warning were given.’ Moro- 
nen v. McDonnell, supra. 

[a] Necessity of covering if any 
danger foreseen.—One who is blast- 
ing with dynamite in the immediate 
neighborhood of dwellings should 
foresee the danger to persons in a 
house one hundred and seventy five 
yards distant from blasting without 
properly smothering the blast, so as 
to be liable for injury to them there- 
for, although he cannot foresee the 
exact form of the injury. Kimberly v. 
Howland, 143 N. C. 398, 55 SE 778, 
7 LRANS 545. 

72. Smith v. Day, 86 Fed. 62 [rev 
on other grounds 100 Fed. 244, 40 
CCA 366, 49 LRA _ 108]. 5 

73. Mitchell v. Prange, 110 Mich. 
78, 67 NW 1096, 64 AmSR 329, 34 
LRA 182. 

74. Independent contractor sener- 
ally see Master and Servant [26 Cyc 
1546]. 

Master’s liability to servant for 
injury in use of dynamite or other 
explosive see Master and Servant [26 
Cye 1112]. ‘ 

75. Ind.—Staldter v. Huntington, 
153 Ind. 354, 55 NE 88. 

Me.—Tibbetts v. Knox, etc., R. Co., 
62 Me. 437. ‘ 

Md.—Symons v. Allegheny County, 
105 Md. 254, 262, 65 A 1067 [quot 
Cyc]. . 

Mo.—Blumb v. Kansas City, 84 Mo. 
112, 54 AmR 87. See Holman vy. 
Clark, 272 Mo. 266, 198 SW 868 (hold- 
ing city not liable for result of ex- 


(5) Blasting by Independent Contrac- 
By the weight of authority it seems that a 
principal is not liable for the negligence of an in- 
dependent contractor, although the work to be done 
-is intrinsically dangerous, so long 
can be imputed to him in employing 
tor, and the work itself is lawful, 


as no negligence 


EXPLOSIVES 


tractor.7® 


such contrac- 
and will not 


responsible.7° 


necessarily result in injury to another.’ 
however, considerable authority to the contrary, 
holding that a city or other employer cannot dele- 
gate its duty of care in work intrinsically danger- 
ous, such as blasting, or by contract escape lia- 
bility for the negligence of its independent con- 
Where the work 
plated, the employer is held liable*? as a joint 
wrongdoer, in some jurisdictions.7§ 
ly where the injury results from defective plans 
or methods of using explosives, or from blasting in a 
manner expressly authorized by the employer, or 
from acts necessary to the performance of the con- 
tract, or from carrying on blasting where the work 
required is intrinsically dangerous, the employer is 
An employer also ineurs liability 
where he contracts for blasting with one whom he 
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There is, 


is done as contem- 


And particular- 


plosion of dynamite kept in readiness | Wash. 477, 99 P 310. 


in proper quantities near the work 
by independent contractor engaged 
in blasting). But see Carson vy. Blod- 
gett Constr. Co., 189 Mo. A. 120, 174 
SW 447 (holding contra to the text 
with reference to a private employer). 

N. H.—Carter v. Berlin Mills, 58 
N. H. 52, 42 AmR 572. Contra Stone 
v. Cheshite’ R.-Corp., -19.N. H. 427, 
51 AmD 192. 

N. J.—Cuff v. Newark, etc., R. Co., 
35 N. J. L. 17, 10 AMR 205 [aff 35 
Nod. B41. 

N. Y.—Berg v. Parsons, 156 N. Y. 
109, 50 NE 957, 66 AmSR 542, 41 LRA 
cole MnenChiavs Vax dtoeNe yen 90sno t 


NE 612) ‘fatt 27 Mise) 32,0218 NYS 
1016, 30 AbbNCas 158]; Roemer v. 
Striker, 142 N. Y. 134, 36° NE 808; 


Herrington vy. Lansingburg, 110 N. Y. 
145, 17 NE 728, 6 AmSR 348; Mc- 
Cafferty v. Spuyten Duyvil, ete., R. 
Co., 61 N. Y. 178, 19 AmR 267; Kelly 
v. New, York, 11 N. Y. 432; Pack v. 
New York, 8 N. Y. 222; Hall v. New 
York, ete, Re 2Coz) 121A pprrDiv.7488;, 
106 NYS 106; Hill v. Schneider, 13 
App. Div. 299, 43 NYS 1; Wiener v. 
Hammell, 14 NYS 3865; Brennan v. 
Gellick, 21 NYS 1023, 30 AbbNCas 
166. Contra Buddin vy. Fortunato, 16 
Daly 195, 10 NYS 115; Booth v. Kome, 
etc., R. Co., 17 NYS 336 [rev on other 
grounds 140 N: Y. 267, 35 NH 592, 
37 AmSR 552, 24 LRA 105]. 

Or.—Winniford v. MacLeod, 68 Or. 
301, 1386 P 25. 

Pa.—Edmundson v. Pittsburg, ete., 
R. Co., 111 Pa. 316, 2 A 404; Ardesco 
Oil Co. v. Gilson, 63 Pa. 146; Kauf- 
mann Dept. Stores v. Payne, 28 Pa. 
Dist. 418. 

Wash.—Kendall v. Johnson, 51 
Wasn, 477, 481, 99 P 310 [cit Cye]. 

“Where the work contracted for is 
lawful, and necessary for the im- 
provement and use of the real prop- 
erty of the owner, such as blasting 
out rock ina city lot for the purpose 
of building thereon, and the owner 
has not interfered in the work, and 
there is no statute binding him to 
efficiently perform it, and it does not 
constitute a public nuisance, -the 
owner is not responsible to the owner 
of adjoining premises for injuries re- 
sulting from the negligence of the 
contractor or his employees.” Berg 
v. Parsons, 156 N. Y. 109. 50 NE 957, 
66 AmSR 542, 41 LRA 391. 

fa] Work under direction of city 
officers.—The fact that the work is to 
be done under the direction and to 
the satisfaction of officers of the cor- 
poration does not change the rule. 
Kelly v. New York, 11 N. Y. 432; 
Pack v. New York, 8 N. Y. 222. 

76. 11l.—Joliet v. Harwood, 86 Tfll. 
110, 29 AmR 17; Chicago v. Murdoch, 
113 Till. A. 656 [aff 212 Ill. 9, 72 NH 
46, 1083 AmSR 221]. 

Ky.— lexington, ete. -R-! Co.) -v. 
Baker, 156 Ky. 431, 161 SW 228. 


Mass.—Murphy v. Lowell, 124 
Mass. 564. 
Tenn.—Cumbherland Tel., ete., Co. 


1 Tenn. Civ. A. 241. 


v. Stoneking, 
Jehnson, 51 


Wash.—Kendall  v. 


[a] The rule applies to injuries 
resulting from drilling for blasting, 
in a negligent or improper manner, 
whereby a horse is frightened and 
damage, results. St. Paul Water Co. 
v. Ware, 16 Wall. 566, 21 L. ed. 485. 

{b] Blasting in construction of 
sewer.—Where a city employs an in- 
dependent contractor to construct a 
sewer, in which work it becomes nec- 
essary to employ blasting, this work 
being intrinsically dangerous, the 
city is liable for all damage resulting 
therefrom, however carefully or skil- 
fully done. Joliet v. Harwood, 86 
Ill. 110, 29 AmR 17. 

77. Il.—Chicago v. Murdoch, 113 
Til. A. 656 [aff 212 Ill. 9, 72 NE 46, 
103 AmSR 221]. 

Mass.—Wetherbee vy. Partridge, 175 
Mass. 185, 55 NE 894, 78 AmSR 486. 

Oh.—Carman v. Steubenville, ete., 
RCo 64) Oh St 399: 

Tenn.—Cumberland Tel., etc., Co. v. 
Stoneking, 1 Tenn, Civ. A. 241. 

B. C.—Hounsome vy. Vancouver 
Power Co., Ltd., 18 B. C. 81 [app dism 
49 CanyS.-C, 430]. 5 

“Tt is important to bear in mind 
that it [the rule of respondeat su- 
perior] does not apply where the 
contract directly requires the per- 
formance of a work intrinsically dan- 
gerous, however skillfully performed. 
In such case a party authorizing the 
work is regarded as the author of 
the mischief resulting from it, 
whether he does the work himself 
or lets it out by contract.” Dillon 
Mun. Corp. § 792 [cit Joliet v. Har- 
wood, 86 Ill. 110, 111, 29. AmR 17]. 

78. Carman v. Steubenville, etce., 
Rei Coy 4 Ohs Str <399: Cumberland 
Tel., etc., Co. v. Stoneking, 1 Tenn. 
Civ. A. 241. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘A railroad 
company and its independent con- 
tractors are jointly and severally lia- 


ble for injuries occasioned to adja- 
cent property by blasting, where 
blasting is contemplated. ... Blast- 


ing is a dangerous’ operation, so 
known to all men. Every one hav- 
ing anything actively to do with the 
carrying on of this hazardous opera- 
tion should be held accountable for 
consequent injuries.” Cumberland 
Tel., etc.. Co. v. Stoneking, 1 Tenn. 
Civ. A. 241, 244. 

79. McNamee v. Hunt, 87 Fed. 
298, 30 CCA 653; Chicago v. Murdoch, 
113 Dll. A. 656 [aff 212 ill. 9, 72 NE 


46, 103 AmSR 221]; Tiffin v. McCor- . 


mack, 34 Oh. St. 
408; Kendall v. Johnson, 
4, 484, 099 BP 30: 

“When the contractor prosecutes 
his work in the manner authorized 
by the employer in the express terms 
of the contract, the employer must 
be regarded as having assented to, 
and as procuring the unlawful act to 
be done, and is, therefore, liable as 
a joint wrong-doer.” Tiffin v. Mc- 
Cormack, supra. 

“Where the act which causes the 
injury is one which the contractor 
is employed to perform, and the in- 


638, 642, 32 AmR 
51 Wash. 
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knows to be unskilled or negligent or in the habit of 
blasting in violation of an ordinance.®° 
where the blasting is unlawful, or constitutes a 
nuisance, the employer is liable for the acts of an 
An assistant to a con- 
tractor personally directing an explosion or prepara- 
tions therefor may be liable as a joint tort feasor,®? 
Where the parties conducting the blasting are mas- 
ter and servant, instead of employer and independ- 
ent contractor, and the employer or master controls 
the manner or details of the work, he is responsible 


independent contractor.®t 


for injuries.%* 
[§ 25] 7. Transportation.*4 


acter.®> It 


jury results from -the act of per- 
formance and not from the manner 
of performance, cr where the con- 
tractor is employed to do an act un- 
lawful in itself; or where the injury 
is due to defective plans or methods 
pursuant to which the work is done, 
or where the work is inherently or 
intrinsically dangerous in itself, and 
will necessarily or probably result 
in injury to third persons, 
measures are adopted by which such 
consequences may be prevented, and 
in other like cases, a party will not 
be permitted to evade responsibility 
by placing an independent contrac- 
tor in charge of the work. The work 
of blasting may or may not fall 
within the exceptions to the rule, 
according to the particular circum- 
stances of the individual case.”” Ken- 
dall v. Johnson, supra. 

[a] Where blasting is not ex- 
pressly authorized or necessary in 
performing the particular contract, 
but is purely collateral to the work 
required, the employer is not liable. 
McNamee v. Hunt, 87 Fed. 298, 30 
CCA 6538. 

80. Brannock v. Elmore, 114. Mo. 
55, 21 SW 451. 

81. Logansport v. Dick, 70 Ind. 65; 
36 AmR 166; James v. McMinimy,: 93 
Ky. 471, 20 SW 485, 14 KyL 486, 40 
AmSR 200; Berg v. Parsons, 156 N. Y. 
109, 50 NE 957, 66 AmSR 542, 41 LRA 
391. 

[a] “The reason of the contrac- 
tee’s liability is that the contractee 
is liable for injuries resulting from 
his own unlawful act, and he can not 
protect himself from such liability 
“by employing others, under the name 
of independent contractors, to do the 
unlawful act. But where he, as a 
prudent man, has no reason to be- 
lieve that the act contracted to be 
done is a nuisance, but is in itself 
lJawful, and it turns out during the 
progress of the work that it is nec- 
essary to create a nuisance in order 
to do the work, then the contractee 
is not liable for injuries to third per- 
sons resulting from the nuisance be- 
fore he had notice of its existence.” 
James v. McMinimy, 93 Ky. 471, 474, 
20 SW 435, 14 KyL 486, 40 AmSR 
200. 

82. Page v. Dempsey, 184 N. Y. 
245, TONE 9: 

83. Carter v. Berlin Mills Co., 58 
N. H. 52, 42 AmR 572; Sullivan v. 
Dunham, 161 N. Y. 290, 55 NE 923, 
76 AmSR 274, 47 LRA 1715; Tiffin 
v. McCormack, 34 Oh. St. 638, 32 AmR 
408. See Gourdier v. Cormack, 2 E. 
D. Smith (N. Y.) 254 (notice of blast- 
ing as evidence of status of parties). 

Control generally see Master and 
Servant [26 Cyc 970]. 

84. Duty of: 


In the absence of 
negligence upon its part, a common earrier is not 
lable to third persons injured through its trans- 
portation of explosives in the performance of its 
duty to receive and transport freight of such char- 
is, however, liable to those injured 
through its negligence 8° or where it has so handled 
the shipment that it has become a nuisance.** 
carrier is bound to exercise reasonable and ordinary 


unless |, 


EXPLOSIVES 


And so, 


The 


Carrier to accept explosives for 
transportation see Carriers § 56. 
Shipper to notify carrier of explo- 

Sive character of goods’ see Car- 

riers §§ 1385, 1031, 1032. 

Effect of violation of law upon 
shipper’s right to recover against 
carrier see Carriers § 135. , 

Liability of: 

Carrier to shipper for loss of goods 
through explosion see Carriers 
§§ 135, 148. 

Owner to charterer see Shipping [36 
Cye 104]. 

Shipper to carrier for injury done by 
explosion of goods see Carriers 
§ 1032. 

Transportation on passenger ves- 
sels or vehicles see infra § 51. 

85. Actiesselsrabet Ingrid v. New 
Jersey’ Cent: R..Co.,..216 Fed. 72, 132 
CCA 316, .LRA1916B 716; State v. 
General Stevedoring Co., 213 Fed. 51 
[aff 219) Wed; 8279 6135 | CCA 497]; 
Walker v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 71 
Iowa 658, 33 NW 224; Foley v. Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co., 48 Mich. 622, 12 NW 
879, 42 AmR 481. 

86. Watson v. Kentucky, etce., 
Bridge R. Co., 1387 Ky. 619, .126 SW 
146, 129 SW 341; John G. Kupferle 
Fdy. Co. v. St. Louis Merchants’ 
Bridge Terminal R. Co., 275 Mo. 451, 
205 SW 57. 

87. Et. Worth, etc., R. Co. v. Beau- 
champ, 95 Tex. 496, 68 SW 502, 93 
AmSR 864, 58 LRA 716. See The 
Ingrid, 195 Fed. 596 (holding no lia- 
bility on ground of nuisance shown). 

[a] Where a railroad company, by 
failing to use ordinary care, allows 
a car of explosives to be unneces- 
sarily or unreasonably delayed at a 
station, or fails to use ordinary care 
in keeping or caring for such car, it 
creates a nuisance rendering the com- 
pany liable for damages resulting to 
adjacent property from an explosion 
thereof. Ft. Worth, etc., R. Co. v. 
Beauchamp, 95 Tex. 496, 68 SW 502, 
93 AmSR 864, 58 LRA 716. 

88. U. S—Henry v. Cleveland, 
etc., R. Co., 67 Fed. 426. 

Colo.—Willson v. Colorado, ete., R. 
Co., 57 Colo. 3038, 142 P 174: 

Ill— Hertz vy. Chicago R. Co., 154 
Til. A. 80. 

Iowa.—O’Brecht v. Cedar Rapids 
Oil Co., 170 NW 785. 

N. Y.—Furth v. Foster, 30 N. Y. 
Super. 484. 

Tex.—Magnolia Petroleum Co. v. 
Ray, (Civ. A.) 187 SW 1085; Houston 
Belt, etc., R. Co. v. O’Leary, (Civ. A.) 
136 SW 601. 

See Means v. Southern California 
R. Co., 144 Cal. 4738, 77 P 4001, 1 Ann 
Cas 206 (only ordinary care required 
in disposing of sulphuric acid in 
freight house). 

[a] Where a railroad company 


[§§ 24-25 


care for the safety of the persons and property of 
the general public,®’ in other words to exercise such 
care and prudence as prudent and careful persons 
whose business it is to deal in such articles or- 
dinarily exercise.*® 
as to the dangerous character of an explosive pack- 
age, it is not negligence to handle it as similar look- 
ing packages are handled.*° 
as to the manner in which explosives shall be han- 
dled-and transported do not impliedly absolve the 
carrier from the necessity of employing care com- 
mensurate with the risk of danger.®? 

Acts of shipper. 
mark explosives as to notify those who handle them 
of their dangerous character, he is liable to those 
injured by his negligence by reason of such failure,®? 
and this is true, although the failure to properly 
mark the goods is in accordance with an agreement 
between the shipper and the carrier.% 
requiring the shipper to mark and give notice of the 
dangerous character of explosive or inflammable 


But if a earrier is uninformed 


Statutory regulations 


Where a shipper fails to so 


A statute 


after a collision with an oil train, 
wherehy some of the tanks of oil 
were set on fire, neglects for two 
hours to remove the remaining cars, 
whereby they are subsequently ig- 
nited and explode, they are liable to 
one injured by such explosion. 
Henry v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 67 
Fed. 426. 

89. Henry v. Cleveland, ete, R. 
Co., 67 Fed. 426; Southern R. Co. v. 
Adkins, 133 Ky. 219, 266, 117 SW 
321, 119 SW 820 [cit Cyc}. 

{a] Measure of -care.—‘‘Due care 
and prudence are required in this 
respect,—such care and prudence as 
prudent and careful persons ordi- 
narily exercise whose business it is 
to deal in these articles. It is a 
matter of common knowledge that in- 
surers and merchants exercise greater 
care and caution as to the storage 
and use of expbhosives, combustible 
oils among them, than they do as to 
articles which are not commonly con- 
sidered dangerous, and I shall hold 
it to be the law that the same de- 
gree of care and caution is required 
of carriers as between them and the 
general public. This is merely re- 
quiring of them ordinary care,—the 
same degree of care and caution that 
ordinarily prudent men exercise in 
delivering and handling dangerous 
articles.” Henry v. Cleveland, ete., 
R. Co.,; 67 Fed. 426, 427. 

90. Parrott v. Wells, 15 Wall. 
(U. S.) 524, 21 L. ed. 206; Hamburg- 
American Line v. Atlantic Transport 
Co., 236 Fed. 505, 149 CCA 557. But 
see John G. Kupferle Fdy. Co. v. St. 
Louis Merchants’ Bridge Terminal R. 
Co., 275 Mo. 451, 205 SW 57 (holding 
that the fact that a railway’s em- 
ployees did not know that plaintiff’s 
tank in the street contained naphtha, 
an explosive, does not protect the 
railway from liability for damages 
caused by an explosion when the 
tank was negligently run into by the 
railway’s car). 

91. Howell v. Lehigh Valley R. 
Cos, (N.S) 209)VAs 309. 

[a] For example, the act of March 
4, 1909 (385 U. S. St. at L. 1135 ¢ 321 
§ 233), authorizing interstate com- 
merece commission to regulate trans- 
portation of explosives, and §§ 1643, 
1689 of the regulations adopted there- 
under, do not fix the entire degree 
of care to be exercised by a com- 
mon carrier in the care and custody 
of explosives. Howell v. Lehigh Val- 
ley R.’Co., (Ni J.) 109; A 309. 

92. Standard Oil Co. v. Tierney, 92 
Ky. 367, 17 SW 1025, 13 KyL 626, 36 
AmSR 595, 14 LRA 677; Boston, ete., 
R. Co. v. Shanly, 107 Mass. 568. 

93. Standard Oil Co. v. Tierney, 92 
Ky. 367, 17 SW 1025, 138 KyL 626, 36 
AmSR 595, 14 LRA 677. 


ao 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 25-26] 


goods which imposes only a criminal penalty will not 
support a civil action without specifie allegation of 
matter giving rise to a cause of action at common 
law.°* Where explosives are shipped in tank ears 
furnished by the shipper, it is the duty of the ship- 
per under its contract with the purchaser or con- 
signee to so equip its ears that their contents may 
be safely discharged in the ordinary way by the 
exercise of due care,®® and this duty extends to em- 
ployees of the consignee who may be required to 
unload the ecars.°® Notwithstanding the injury re- 
sults in another state defendant may be liable for 
his noncompliance with a statute of the state im- 
posing requirements as to the packing and shipping 
of explosive and inflammable material.°7 

[§ 26] 8. Fireworks**—a. In General. One 
who unlawfully discharges fireworks, or discharges 
them in such a manner as to amount to a nuisance is 
lable for ensuing injury without regard to the ques- 
tion of his negligence.°® Where, however, the act 
is not in itself unlawful or a nuisance, liability must 
be predicated upon negligence! So, although the 
discharge of fireworks at suitable places, when not 
prohibited by statute or municipal regulations, can- 
not be said to be unlawful,? the circumstances may 
be such as to make the act of discharging them 
actionable negligence.? One who unlawfully dis- 
charges fireworks upon a public highway is respon- 
sible for all injury to persons or property occa- 
sioned thereby to those traveling thereon.* A dis- 


94. Wyman vy. Blacking Co., 175 
Fed. 834. 


EXPLOSIVES 


works Co., 183 N. Y. 3538, 76 NE 470, 
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tinction, however, has been drawn betaveen volun- 
tary spectators present merely for the purpose of 
witnessing the display of fireworks and travelers 
upon the highway, it being held that the spectators 
can recover only upon proof of negligence, although 
the discharge was unauthorized.> The promoters of 
a fireworks display, which may become a nuisance 
by reason of the place where and the manner in 
which it is conducted, may be held personally liable 
for damages for resulting personal injuries.® 
Private parks and places of amusement. It is not 
unlawful or a nuisance per se, to give a fireworks 
exhibition, and shoot off skyrockets, bombs, and 
other explosives in a careful and suitable manner on 
one’s own premises.7 The owner or manager of a 
park or other place of amusement who gives an 
exhibition of fireworks therein must use the eare 
and prudence exercised by an ordinarily prudent 
and intelligent man to protect not only his guests 
and patrons * but all others ® from unnecessary risks 
from the discharge or attempted discharge of such 
fireworks, and he must provide a reasonably safe 
place for spectators, at a proper distance,!° but he is 
liable only in case of negligence or failure to use 
reasonable care in regard to such matters as are 
known or should reasonably be known.4! An in- 
dividual or corporation, giving a fireworks exhibi- 
tion on its own grounds, is liable for negligence 
where bombs or other explosives fall outside of its 
grounds and there cause injury to others.?? 


9. Bianki v. Greater American Ex- 


95. Standard Oil Co. v. Wakefield, 
102 Va. 824, 47 SE 830, 66 LRA 792. 

96. Standard Oil Co. v. Wakefield, 
102 Va. 824, 47 SE 830, 66 LRA 792. 

[a] Gas naphtha being a danger- 
ous article, a company shipping a 
tank of it to a city was liable for 
the death of a city employee, caused, 
while attempting to unload the tank, 
by the negligent manner in which 
said company had closed the dis- 
charge pipe of the tank. Standard 
Oil Co. v. Wakefield, 102 Va. 824, 47 
SE 830, 66 LRA 792. 


97. Wyman v. Blacking Co., 175 
Fed. 834. 
[a] Tllustration.— Where defend- 


ant packed and shipped certain vola- 
tile and inflammable material from 
a point in the state of Massachusetts 
to an ultimate destination outside 
the state, without complying with 
state statutes regulating the packing 
and shipping of such material and 
creating a remedy for injuries sus- 
tained thereby, it was not material 
to plaintiff's right to enforce such 
remedy that the injury occurred in 
another state. Wyman _ vy. Boston 
Blacking Co., 175 Fed. 834. 
98. Fireworks as nuisance 
Nuisances [29 Cyc 1174]. 
Injuries by firearms and toy can- 
mons see Weapons [40 Cyc 871]. 
Liability of municipality 
failure: D F : 
To enact or enforce ordinances as to 
the setting off of fireworks see 


see 


for 


Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
1290]. 

To prevent improper use of streets 
see Municipal Corporations [28 
Cyc 1357]. ; . 
99. Doughty v. Atlantic City Busi- 


ness League, (N. J.) 80 A 473. | 

{a] Ilustration.—A city business 
league, which, through a committee 
arranged for a display of fireworks 
on a vacant lot in a crowded portion 
of the city, was liable for the de- 
struction of plaintiffs property by 
fire, where the jury found that the 
explosion of fireworks was a nuisance 
and was the cause of the _ fire. 
Doughty v. Atlantic City Business 
League, (N. J.) 80 A 4738. 


1. Crowley v. Rochester Fire- 


3 LRANS 330, 5 AnnCas 538 [rev 95 
App. Div. 13, 88 NYS 483]. 

2. Dowell v. Guthrie, 99 Mo. 653, 
12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598. 

3. Ill—Cornwell v. Bloomington, 
etc., Assoc., 163 Ill. A. 461. 


Mass.—Colvin vy. Peabody, 155 
Mass. 104, 29 NE 59. 
Mich.—Herrieck v. Wixom, 121 


Mich. 384, 80 NW 117, 81 NW 333. 

Mo.—Dowell vy. Guthrie, 99 Mo, 653, 
12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598. 

N. Y.—Crowley v. Rochester Fire- 
works Co., 183 N. Y. 353, 76 NE 470, 
3 LRANS 330, 5 AnnCas 5388. 
. R. I.—Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 
119, 97 Ai 965, AnnCas1918D 961. 

4 Jenne v. Sutton, 43 N. J. L. 257, 
39 AmR 578; Conklin v. Thompson, 
29 Barb. (N. Y.) 218; Bradley v. An- 
drews, 51 Vt. 530. ¥ 

5. Frost v. Josselyn, 180 Mass. 
389, 62 NE 469; Scanlon v. Wedger, 
156 Mass. 462, 31-NE 642, 16 LRA 
395; Crowley v. Rochester Fireworks 
COP LSS Nae cS OSs ue O ee El 45007, 1D 
LRANS 330, 5 AnnCas 588. 

{a] MTlustration.—Where plaintiff 
drove to a certain celebration, where 
his horse became frightened at the 
fireworks and threw him out of the 
buggy, and he prior to the accident 
knew that fireworks were tc be set off 
near the place where he was driving, 
and there was no evidence that they 
were set off in a negligent manner, 
he could not recover. Frost v. Jos- 
selyn, 180 Mass. 389, 62 NE 469. 

6. Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 119, 
97 A 965, AnnCas191&8D 961. 

7 Bianki v. Greater American Ex- 
position Co., 3 Nebr. (Unoff.) 656, 92 
NW 615. j 

8. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 521. 

{a] Proper care.—If defendant by 
its amusement committee, who were 
not experts, exercised due care to em- 
ploy a competent and skilful person 
to manufacture, produce, and dis- 
charge the fireworks, and exercised 
proper precautions +o protect spec- 
tators by keeping them at a reason- 
able distance from the place of dis- 
charge, it was not guilty of negli- 
gence. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche 
Volkfest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 
531. 


position Co., 3 Nebr. (Unoff.) 656, 92 
NW 615. 

{a] For example, it is negligence 
for a corporation, giving a fireworks 
exhibition on its own grounds, to use 
dynamite bombs and other explosives, 
which are so improperly prepared 
and manufactured that they will not 
explode while in the air, and fire or 
propel them into the air at such an 
angle that they will fall outside of 
its grounds upon public or private 
premises, and permit them to remain 
where children and persons unac- 
quainted with their dangerous nature 
can pick them up, handle them, and 
thus cause them to explode, to their 
injury and damage. Bianki v. Greater 
American Exposition Co., 3 Nebr. 
(Unoff.) 656, 92 NW 615. 

10.. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 531. 

11. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 5381. 

{a] Failure to ascertain defect in 
fireworks.—Where plaintiff was in- 
jured by the premature explosion of 
a bomb, discharged as a part of cer- 
tain fireworks on an amusement field, 
which he attended as a spectator, and 
the evidence tended to show that the 
accident may have resulted from the 
improper charging and timing of the 
bomb, but such defect, if it existed, 
was not apparent or discoverable on 
inspection, a failure on the part of 
the. owners of the amusement field 
to ascertain such defect was not neg- 


ligence. Sebeck v._ Plattdeutsche 
Volksfest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 
531. 

12. Bianki v. Greater American 


Exposition Co., 3 Nebr. (Unoff.) 656, 
92 NW 615. 

[a] Dlustration.—It is negligence 
for a corporation, giving a fireworks 
exhibition on its own grounds, to 
use dynamite bombs and other explo- 
sives, which are so improperly pre- 
pared and manufactured that they 
will not explode while in the air, and 
fire or propel them into the air at 
such an angle that they will fall out- 
side of its grounds upon public or 
private premises, and permit them 
to remain where children and persons 
unacquainted with their dangerous 
nature can pick them up, handle 
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‘Proximate cause. There can be no recovery for 
injuries from fireworks, unless the act of defendant 
was the proximate cause of the injury.1* An in- 
jury from a lighted squib thrown among a crowd, 
and tossed about until it finally injures plaintiff, is 
not the remote but the immediate natural result of 
the original wrongful act.14 One who merely permits 
the display of fireworks upon his private grounds, 
and who did not procure or explode them is not 
fiable for an injury caused by them to one who 
complains only of their quality and the manner in 
which they are handled.*® 

[§ 27] b. Negligence. Negligence in the dis- 
charge of fireworks may lie in the character of the 
fireworks used ‘upon the particular occasion as well 
as in the method of their discharge. So where 
rockets of large size are employed, they should be 
used only in such places and under such cireum- 
stances as to involve no reasonable chance that their 
heavy cases will fall upon human beings.17 
actionable negligence so to fire bombs that they 
will fall upon a spectator standing where he is 
expected to stand to view a display of fireworks.1® 

[§ 28] c¢. Independent Contractor. The owner 
or manager of an amusement park, having no con- 
trol over the details of a display, is not lable for 
the negligence of an independent contractor hired to 
exhibit fireworks.1® 

[§ 29] d. Liability for Acts of Infants.?° Where 
a parent, through lack of care or watchfulness,. per- 
mits an infant of tender age to discharge fire- 
works, he is liable for injuries resulting from a'negli- 


[aff 64 N. J. 


them, and thus cause them to ex- 
AmSR 412, 


plode, to their injury and damage. 
Bianki v. Greater American Exposi- 
tion Co., 3 Nebr. (Unoff.) 656, 92 NW 
615. 

13. Consolidated Fireworks Co. of 
America v. Koehl, 190 Ill. 145, 60 NE 
ST fate 92 Tl AS si; Ree. v. Bennett, 
SEiCoxmy. Co Cinde: 

[a] llustration.—Where a_ per- 


amusement 


EXPLOSIVES 


teas. 


L. 624, 46 A 631, 81 
D0 PEEVA 199i 
v. Public Service Corp., 82 N. 
464, 81 A 888, 38 LRANS §22; Deyo 
Vv. Kingston Cons. 
Div. 578, 88 NYS 487. 


and managed a park for 
for an admission 
Plaintiff: paid the admission fee and!i1C. J. p 


[§§ 26-31 


gent use of them.2!. The same rule has been held to 
apply to a schoolmaster, should he permit their use 
by small pupils under his eare.?? 

[§ 30] B. Form of Action. Case is usually the 
proper action to recover damages for injuries caused 
by an explosion.?* But an action of trespass may 
be brought when the injury is direct and imme- 
diate,** as in throwing blasted rocks or débris upon 
adjoining premises.25 Trespass and assault will lie 
for originally throwing an explosive squib, which, 
after being thrown about in self-defense by others, 
at last injures plaintiff.2° An action for misstate- 
ments by the sellers of explosives which are the 
proximate cause of an injury may be based either 
upon deceit or negligence.?7 

[§ 31] ©. Defenses—1. In General. Many 
particular defenses to actions for injuries from ex- 
plosives have already been considered in connec- 


- tion with the question of the existence of a cause 


of action.2® The fact that no similar accident has 
oceurred under like conditions is not in itself a de- 
fense.2® Nor is ignorance of the character of ma- 
terial an excuse from liability, where there is a 
duty to know its character as far as possible.2° The 
fact that other powder magazines were located in 
the vicinity at the time plaintiff purchased property 
which was subsequently injured by the explosion of 
a magazine is not a defense,*! nor are other defenses 
based upon a supposed theory of assumption of risk 
in the absence of a relation of master and serv- 
ant.8? Neither is it a defense that plaintiff has 
leased or sold a portion of his property to another 


N. M.—Abrahams vy. California 
Powder Works, 5 N. M. 479, 23 P 785, 


Reisman 
de CSU RAS TS. 


N. Y.—Myers v. Malcolm, 6 Hill 
R. (Cone94 App: |i292, 41 (Am D) 744; 
t ¢ Pa.—Tissue v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
[a] Diustration.—Defendant owned|Co., 112 Pa. 91, 3 A 667, 56 AmR 
public | 310. ; 


fee. Case gensr ay see Case, Action on 


24. Ex p. 


son was engaged in the manufacture 
and sale of fireworks in a house situ- 
ated in a public street, and during 
his absence a fire occurred by negli- 
gence or accident among the fire- 
works, and set fire to a _ rocket, 
causing it to fly across the street and 
set fire to a house, so that a person 
therein was burned to death, it was 
held that as the death was not caused 
alone by the illegal act of the person 
keeping the fireworks in so doing, but 
by the superadded act of some one 
else in setting them on fire, the ille- 
gal act of keeping the fireworks was 
too remotely the cause of the death 
to render him amenable to the charge 
of manslaughter. Reg. v. Bennett, 8 
Coxe. 142 

{b] Intervening cause.— Act of 
seven year old boy, in picking up 
and lighting unexploded fireworks 
bomb, which injured six and one 
half year old plaintiff, is not, as a 
matter of law, an intervening cause 
breaking causal connection between 
defendant’s negligent firing of bomb 


and the injury. Sroka v. Halliday, 


AUR 322) 103) “Ar 799" 
14. Scott v. Shepherd, 2 W. BI. 
892, 96 Reprint 525, 3 Wils. C. P. 4038, 


95 Reprint 1124. 

15. Waixel v. Harrison, 37 Ill. A. 
S2iss 

16. Crowley v. Rochester Fire- 
works Co., 183 N. Y. 353, 76 NE 470, 
3 LRANS 330, 5 AnnCas 538. 

17. Crowley v. Rochester Fire- 
works Co., 183 N. Y. 353, 76 NE 470, 
3 LRANS 330, 5 AnnCas 538. 

18; Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 119, 
97 A 965, AnnCas1918D 961. 

19. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 531 


entered the park to witness an ex- 
hibition of fireworks as advertised by 
defendant. During the exhibition a 
rocket was discharged which struck 
plaintiff and injured her. <A _ third 
person whose business was that of 
exhibitor of fireworks did all the 
work in connection with the sending 
off fireworks, under a contract with 
defendant to give the exhibition, and 
defendant had no control over the 
details of the work nor over the men 
who performed it. It was held that 
defendant was not liable, although 
the third person was _ negligent. 
Deyo v. Kingston Cons. R. Co., 94 
App. Div. 578, 88 NYS 487. 

[b] Where a voiunteer assists an 
employee of an independent contrac- 
tor, exhibiting fireworks for an 
amusement park company, the latter 
is not liable for injuries resulting 
from the negligence of such volun- 


teer. Nogegle v. Carlinle, ete:,) Co. 215 
Pa. 357%, 64 A 54 
20. Liabili oe infant for torts 


see Infants [22 Cyc 318]. 

21. Mullins vy. Blaise, 37 La. Ann. 
92. 

Liability of parents for tort of 
child generally see Parent and Child 
[29 Cye 1665]. 

22. King v. Ford, 1 Stark, 421, 2 
ECL 163. 

23. Del.—Mills v. Wilmington City 
Re Co, 15 Del. 2695 400A 1114: 

Mich. —Beauchamp v. Saginaw Min. 
og 50 Mich. 163, 15 NW 65, 45 AmR 


oN. H.—Henderson y. Williams, 66 
IN: EE. 405,523 SA S6b. 

N. J.—Cuff v. Newark, etc., (Coy 
Bb N we lal Cee LONI Reso OBS ioe 35 
INGpdiya. On ae 


Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Scott v. Bay, 
3 Md. 431; Cumberland Tel., etc., Co. 
Vv. Stoneking, 1 Tenn. Civ. A. 241. 

Action of trespass generally see 
Trespass [38 Cyc 985]. 

25. Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Sullivan v. 
Dunham, 161 N. Y. 290, 55 NE 923, 76 
AmSR 274, 47 LRA 715 {aff 35 App. 
Div. 342, 54 NYS 962]; Cumberland 
(hel, - Ole. COsmay. Stoneking, i Tenn. 
Civ. A. 241. 

arenas for direct injury see 
supra § 18 

26. Scott v. Shepherd, 2 W. BI. 
892, 96° Reprint, 525,38 Wils! (Ge: 
403, 95 Reprint 1124. 

27. Marsh v. Usk Hardware Co., 
737 Wash. 543, 132) (Poa 

28. See supra §§ 2-29. 

29. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. Sneil, 
Ale (Texas -Cives A. 4113), LOG ISVS ain Os 


Simmons vy. McConnell, 86 Va. 494, 
10 SE 838. 
[a] For example.—(1) Negligent 


drawing of gasoline from tanks near 
a furnace. Waters Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Snell, 47 Tex. Civ. A. 413, 106. SW 
170. (2) Blasting in quarry. Sim- 
mons v. McConnell, 86 Va. 494, 10 
SE 8388. 

30. Tissue v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
Co., 112 Pa. 91,°3 A 667, 56 AmR 310 
(corporation not excused by igno- 
rance of its superintendent, concern- 
ing the nature of dynamite, and 
location of a magazine). : 

81. Laflin, etc, Powder Co. v. 
Tearney, 131 Ill. 322, 23 NE 389, 19 
AmSR 34, 7 LRA 262. 

32. Laflin, ete: “Powder eiCone wv. 
Tearney, 131 Ill, 322, 23 NE 389, 19 
AmSR 34, 7 LRA 262. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 31-32] 


for the purpose of manufacturing powder.?? Nor 
would the fact that the injured property was not 
adjacent in itself defeat a recovery.*4 

[§ 32] 2. Contributory Negligence—a. In Gen- 
eral. As in other tort actions *° where an action for 
an injury resulting from explosives is based’ upon a 
theory of defendant’s négligence,** contributory 
negligence upon the part of plaintiff will con- 
stitute a defense,°7 for example, where a recovery 
is sought for an injury from blasting,?* or for in- 
juries to children by attractive explosives.*® The 
fact that acts are done in reliance upon statements 
of defendant that they are safe may prevent them 
from constituting contributory negligence.*° The 
mere fact that one has noticed gasoline fumes does 
not as a matter of law establish his contributory 
negligence in failing to remove his property.4! The 
handling of gasoline in the proximity of a light or 
fire may constitute contributory negligence.t? One 
driving a traction engine from a highway across an 
exposed pipe line at the side of the highway is not 
as a matter of law guilty of contributory negligence 
precluding a recovery for damages resulting from 
the breaking of the pipe line and the ignition of 
escaping oil or gas.42 One injured by the explosion 

33. Judson vy. Giant Powder Co., 
107 Cal. 549, 40 P 1020, 48 AmSR 
146, 29 LRA 718; Laflin, etc., Powder 


Coe Wie beanrney; (3.00 TMA, 2k; 
34. Bradford Glycerine Co. v. St. 


ine’ it. 


see Master 
Tals 
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Conrad v. Graham, 54 Wash. 

640, 103 P1122, 132 AmSR 1137. 
Assumption of risk by employee 

and Servant 
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of stove polish while applying it to a heated stove 
is not guilty of contributory negligence as a matter 
of law.*4 
Approaching or remaining near danger. It is not 
per se contributory negligence for one to go upon 
premises where a fire is likely to cause an explo- 
sion, if he does so in good faith, intending to save 
life or property,*® nor is it contributory negligence 
per se for one to attempt to return to his usual 
working place after an explosion.**47 But the rule 
is otherwise, where he goes voluntarily toward the 
danger, or through mere curiosity, although he ren- 
ders some service.*® One is not guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence in living in his home near a maga- 
zine, although he has knowledge of its dangerous 
character ;*° nor in continuing to carry on business 
near by after an explosion has occurred.®° The mere 
presence of a person in a crowd that is gathered 
to see a display of fireworks, in a place where they 
were expected or invited to stand, is not contribu- 
tory negligence, which deprives a person injured 
by the negligent or wrongful discharge of fire- 
works of his nght to recover.®! One who is entitled 
to personal and timely notice of blasting is not 
bound to watch and listen, or exercise any care or 
place for the boat, does not as mat- 
ter of law show him guilty of con- 
tributory negligence, but at most 


makes it a question for the jury. 
Woods v. Chalmers Motor Co., (Mich.) 


[26 Cye 


Mary’s Woolen Mfg. Co., 60 Oh. St. 


560, 54 NE 528, 71 AmSR 740, 45 
LRA 658. 
35. Contributory negligence gen- 


erally see Negligence [29 Cyc 505]. 

Proximate cause see Negligence 
[29 Cye 526]. 

86. Negligence of defendant see 
supra §§ 2-29. 

37. . S.—Riggs v. Standard Oil 
Co., 130 Fed. 199; Cleveland, ete. R. 
Co. v. Ballentine, 84 Fed. 935, 28 CCA 
572. P 

Ala.—Birmingham Water - Works 
Co. v. Hubbard, 85 Ala. 179, 4 S 607, 
7 AmSR 35. 

Colo.—Davis v. Graham, 2 Colo. A. 
210, 29 P1007. 

Conn.—Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, $1 
Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. 

Del.—Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Co., 15 Del. 269, 40 ‘A’ 1114. 

Ky.—Brown v. Thomas Blackwell 
Coal, etc. Co, 24 Ky. $24, 99 SW 


299. 
Chess-Carley Co., 39 


La.—Scola v. 
La. Ann. 344, 1S 824. 

Me.—Wadsworth v, Marshall, 88 
Me. 263, 34 A 30, 32 LRA 588. 

Mass.—Frost v. Josselyn, 180 Mass, 
389, 62 NE 469. 

Mo.—Hill v. Meyer Bros. Drug Co., 
140 Mo. 433, 41 SW 909. ; 

Mont.—Mulligan v. Montana Union 
R. Co., 19 Mont, 135, 47 P 795. 

N. Y.—Holmes v. Delaware, etc., 
Co., 128 App. Div. 24, 112 NYS 421, 
Sullivan v. Dunham, 10 App. Div. 
438, 41 NYS 1083, 3 NYAnnCas 324. 

Tenn.—Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 
Tenn. 597, 163 SW 804. 

Tex.—Houston Belt, etc, R. Co. v. 
O’Leary, (Civ. A.) 136 SW 601. | 

Va.—Bertha Zine Co. v. Martin, 93 
Va. 791, 22 SE 869, 70 LRA 999. 

Wash.—Marsh v. Usk Hardware 
Co., 738 Wash. 548, 132 P 241; Con- 
rad v. Graham, 54 Wash. 641, 103 P 
22132) CAMS lal sie 

B. C.—Root v. Vancouver Power 
Co., 17 B. C. 208, 2 DomLR 303, 20 
WestLR 847, 1 WestWkly 1111. 

[a] MTlustration.—If, in conse- 
quence of his intoxication, plaintiff 
was prevented from using his senses, 
and was on that account injured by 
the explosion of a lamp filled with a 
flashlight chemical sold him by de- 
fendant, he could not recover, al- 
though the chemical was of a more 
dangerous kind than that ordered, 
and defendant was negligent in sell- 


Contributory negligence as pre- 

venting liability of employer for in- 
jury to servant see Master and Serv- 
ant [26 Cyc 1226]. 
' 38 U. S.—Cary v: Morrison, 129 
Med. El, 13 CCAY 261,665. lz AY Goo5 
Smith v. Day, 100 Fed. 244, 40 CCA 
366, 49 LRA 108 [rev 86 Fed. 62]. 

Del.—Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Cory Lb 7Del. 269, 40 A tre 

Iowa.—Mahoney v. Dankwart, 108 
Iowa 321, 79 NW 134. 

Me.—Wadsworth vy. Marshall, 88 
Me. 263, 34 A 30, 32 LRA 588. 

R. I.—wWells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 
432, 80 A 16. 


Wash.—Graetz vy. McKenzie, 9 
Wiashi=6965 30. sit te. 
{a] Although statutory warning 


not given.—Wadsworth v. Marshall, 
88 Me. 263, 34 A 30, 32 LRA 588. 

39. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Bal- 
lentine, 84 Fed. 935, 28 CCA 572; Mc- 
Eldon v. Drew, 138 Iowa 390, 116 NW 
147, 128 AmSR 203; Olson v. Gill 
Home Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 151, 108 P 
140, 27 LRANS 884; Smith v. Royal 
Canadian Yacht Club, 3 OntWN 19, 
LS Ontwiakt, 91001. as Seexss Eobbse = v- 
Blanchard, etce., Co., 75 N. H.73, 70 
A 1082, 18 LRANS 939 (contributory 
negligence of child not a matter of 
law, so as to entitle to nonsuit). 

{a] Dlustration. — A boy more 
than seventeen years old who, im- 
pelled by mere curiosity, goes upon 
the. premises of a railroad company 
to watch the burning of a train of 
ears loaded with petroleum cannot 
recover for injuries received in con- 
sequence of the explosion of the 
cars, nor is he given any greater 
rights by the fact that he voluntarily 
assisted in removing certain struc- 
tures to prevent the spread of the 
fire. Cleveland, ete., R. Co. v. Ballen- 
tine, 84 Fed. 935, 28 CCA-572.. 

Questions for jury see infra § 46. 

40. Mahlstedt v. Ideal Lighting 
Con Bie le 154, 1 LON B.795,.- Annas 
L917D, 209) [aff 193, Tl. A.-$1],. @reli- 
ance upon statements as to safety of 
lighting and heating plant). 

41.. Woods v. Chalmers Motor Co., 
(Mich.) 175 NW _ 449. 

[a] For example.—That the owner 
of a houseboat burned by an explo- 
sion in a nearby factory communicat- 
ing fire to it, had recently noticed 
and been annoyed by the fumes of 
gasoline on the water, and had 
planned to find a more agreeable 


175 NW 449. 
42. Grigsby v. 
597, 163 SW 804. 
43. Thompson v. Union Tract. Co., 
(Kan.) 191 P 278; Murphy v. Ludo- 
wici Gas, etc., Co., 96 Kan. 321, 150 


P 581. 
Rosenbluth, 8. 


Bratton, 128 Tenn, 


44. Wolcho vy. 
Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571; 
Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 60, 97 
NH 619, 39 LRANS 472. : 

45. Henry v. Cleveland, etc, R. 
Co., 67 Fed. 426; Houston Belt, etc., 
R. Co. v. Johansen, (Tex.) 179 SW 
853 [Laff (Civ. A.) 143 SW _ 1186]; 
Houston Belt, etc., R. Co. v. O’Leary, 
(Tex. Civ. A.).136 SW i601 
_[a] Approaching a car of explo- 
Sives after interruption in a series 
of explosions is not in itself con- 
tributory negligence. Houston Belt, 


ete. Re sv. O'Leary, €Tex, ‘Civ. Al) 
136 SW 601. 
{b] A member of a city fire de- 


partment, injured by one of a series 
of explosions constituting a continu- 
ing negligent act on defendant’s part, 
is held not negligent in entering upon 
the premises. Houston Belt, ete. R. 
Co. v. Johansen, (Tex.) 179 SW 653 
[aff (Civ. A.) 143 SW 1186]. 

46-47. American Glycerin Co. v. 
Hill, 255 Fed. 841. 

{a] For example.—In an action 
for injuries received by plaintiff who 
was struck by the top of an acid 
tank or drum which detonated as a 
result of a fire and explosions in the 
factory of defendant manufacturing 
nitroglycerine, whether plaintiff was 
guilty of contributory negligence in 
returning to a place in proximity to 
the tank after the principal explo- 
sions is held, under the evidence, 
for the jury. American Glycerin Co. 
v. Hill, 255 Fed. 841. 

48. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Bal- 
lentine, 84 Fed. 935, 28 CCA 572. 

49. Hazard Powder Co. v. Volger, 
58 Fed.-152, 7 CCA 130; Laflin, etce., 
Powder Co. v. Tearney, 131 Ill. 322, 
23 NE 389, 19 AmSR 34, 7 LRA 
262; Prussak v. Hutton, 30 App. Div. 
66, 51 NYS. 761. : 

50. Judson v. Giant Powder .Co., 
107 Cal. 549, 40 P 1020, 48 AmSR 146, 
29 LRA 718. 

51. Colvin v. Peabody, 155 Mass. 
104, 29 NE 59; Dowell v. Guthrie, 99 
Mo. 653, 12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598; 
Bradley v. Andrews, 51 Vt. 530; For- 
get v. Montreal, 4 Montr. Super. 77. 
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vigilance to escape until warned.®? 
'’ Kindling fire with oil or gasoline. The use of 
kerosene or other oil which appears to be kerosene, 
to start a fire, is not in itself contributory negli- 
gence, as a matter of law.5? But an attempt by 
,pouring kerosene from a can to revive a dying 
fire ®+ or to rekindle a new fire without ascertain- 
ing that there are no live coals present *° is negli- 
gence per se. 

[§ 33] b. Disregard of Warning. Failure to 
exercise reasonable care and due diligence to escape 
injury, after warning or knowledge of the danger, 
is contributory negligence.®* And where one has 
been properly warned of a blast or impending dan- 
ger, and disregards it, he cannot recover.®*” But at- 
tending circumstances may excuse a failure to heed 
a warning.°’ Where warning of an impending blast 
was given to a pedestrian on a street before it oc- 
curred, and he was advised to take a place of 
safety along the wall of a building, the fact that he 


EXPLOSIVES 


[$§ 32-35 


was seized with a sudden panic when the crash came, 
and rushed into the building, where he was. killed 
by a stone hurled through the window, will not 
render the persons exploding the blast lable.®® 

[§ 34] D. Jurisdiction and Venue.®° Where one 
is Injured by negligent blasting, the cause of action 
accrues in the jurisdiction where the injury oe- 
curred, although the work is conducted within an- 
other jurisdiction.6t Where the explosion causes 
damage to both personalty and realty, the action is 
transitory in its nature, and defendant may be 
sued wherever found and served.®? 

[§ 35] E. Parties.*? In an action to recover 
for damages to property caused by an explosion the 
title is not involved; proof of actual and peaceable 
possession by the tenant is sufficient to maintain 
the action.®* A company and its employee,® a les- 
sor and lessee,®* a railroad company and a terminal 
company,®* or two manufacturers ®* or part- 


52. St: Peter. v. Denison, 58 N. Y. 
416, 17 AmR 258. 

53. U. S.—Pierce Oil Corp. v. Tay- 
lor, 264 Fed. 829. 

Ga.—Standard Oil Co. v. Reagan, 15 
Ga. A. 571, 84 SE 69. 

Iowa.—Nelson v. Republic Oil Co., 
110 NW 24; Ellis v. Republic Oil Co., 
133 Iowa 11, 110 NW 20. 

Kan.—Harlow v. Proves, 102 Kan. 
424, 170 P 983. 

Mich.—McLawson y. Paragon Re- 
fining Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 NW 668. 

alae a v. G. O. Miller Co., 
179 NW_ 566. 

Mo.—Kearse vy. Seyb, 200 Mo. A. 
645, 209 SW 635. f 

Or.—Peterson v. Standard Oil Co., 
55 Or. 511, 106 P. 337, AnnCas1912A 

25. 
M Tenn.—Fairbanks v. Gambill, 142 
Tenn. 633, 222 SW 5. 4 

[a] Permitting daughter to use 
‘kerosene.—In an action against the 
seller of a substance supposed to be 
kerosene for loss of services of plain- 
tiff’'s fifteen year old daughter, who 
was killed by an explosion thereof 
while she was about to use it in 
lighting a kitchen fire, plaintiff was 
not guilty of want of ordinary care 
in permitting his daughter to use 
kerosene for such purpose. Nelson v. 
Republic Oil Co., (Iowa) 110 NW 24. 

{b] Application of rule—It was 
not contributory negligence as a mat- 
ter of law for plaintiff to use kero- 
sene to kindle a fire, or to pick up 
a can of gasoline, left by defendant 
with the statement that it contained 
nothing explosive which had been 
placed where plaintiff ordinarily kept 
his kerosene can of similar appear- 
ance. Beet a Gambill, 142 

enn, 633, 222 S A 
: 54, Riggs v. Standard Oil Co., 130 
Fed. 199. “ae a 

55. McLawson: vy. Paragon Refin- 
ing Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 NW 668. 

56. Cary v. Morrison, 129 Fed. 177, 
181, 68 CCA 267, 65 LRA 659; Twohy 
Bros. Co. v. Kepon, (Ariz.): 193 P 
296; Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Co., 15 Del. 269, 40 A 114. 

“Tt is, however, the duty of one 
who is lawfully using neighboring 
property, and who is warned of a 
coming explosion by another, who 
is rightfully engaged in blasting, to 
use reasonable “diligence to escape 
from danger from the approaching 
explosion; and a failure to exercise 
such care, which concurs in produc- 
ing his injury, waives the right of 
action for the trespass, constitutes 
contributory negligence, and is fatal 
to an action for the recovery of dam- 
ages on account of the injury.” Cary 
v. Morrison, supra. i: 

[a] For example, where plaintiff, 
an experienced miner, was injured 
while following a trail, by a blast 


on right of. way being constructed by 
defendant, heard and understood the 
word “Fire,” and immediately got 
into a safe position behind a wagon, 
but then in two or three minutes 
proceeded on his way in the open 
until the explosion occurred, five or 
Six minutes after the warning, he 
was, under the facts, as a matter 
of law, guilty of contributory negli- 
gence. Twohy Bros. Co. yv. Kepon, 
(Ariz.) 193 P 296. 

57. U. S.—Cary v. Morrison, 129 
Fed. 177, 63 CCA 267, 65 LRA 659. 

Del.— Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Co., 15 Del. 269, 40 A 1114. 
MU ee v. Compton, 53 Ind. 

Ky.—Lexington, ete, R. Co. v. 
Fields, 152 Ky. 19, 24, 153 SW 43. 

Mo.—King v. National Oil Co., 81 
Mo. A, /155. 

Oh.—Mercer v. White, 11 Oh. Cir. 
Cte N.S 600 

R. I.—Wells y. Knight, 32 R. I. 
432, 443, 80 A 16. 

McKenzie, . 9 


Wash.—Graetz sv. 
Wash. 696, 35 P 377. 

“Tt is likewise the duty of persons 
who receive the warning to use rea- 
sonable diligence and care to escape 
from or protect themselves from the 
danger, and a failure to exercise this 
degree of care and diligence will 
amount to such contributory negli- 
gence as will defeat a recovery.” 
Lexington, etc., R. Co. vy. Wields, 
supra, 

58. Clarkin v. Biwabik-Bessemer 
Co., 65 Minn. 483, 67 NW 1020. 

{a] Iustration. — Plaintiffs were 
remaining in possession of a board- 
ing camp as bare licensees, and de- 
fendant stored a quantity of dyna- 
mite in a building near by, and 
notified plaintiffs that if they_ re- 
mained in the camp they would do 
so at their own risk. It was held 
that the severity of the weather, 
Sickness of a member of the family, 
and financial embarrassment could 
all be considered by the jury in de- 
termining whether they had reason- 
able opportunity to remove before 
the explosion, which occurred three 
weeks after the warning. Clarkin v. 
Biwabik-Bessemer Co., 65 Minn. 483, 
67 NW 1020. 

59. Graetz v. McKenzie, 9 Wash. 
696,-3b P3777. 

60. Jurisdiction 
Courts §§ 138-177. 

Place of trial as between counties 
see Venue [40 Cyc 39]. 

What law governs in actions of 
eet see Negligence [29 Cyc 

61. Cameron v. Vandegriff, 53 Ark. 
381, 13 SW 1092. 

62. Barney v. 
Lans. (N. Y.) 210. 

63. Joinder of principal and inde- 


generally see 


Burstenbinder, 7 


pendent contractor see supra § 24. 

Liability of: 

Employee of federal government see 

United States. 

Master or servant for injury to third 
person see Master and Servant. 
Municipal employee see Municipal 

Corporations, 

Parties: 

Generally see Parties [30 Cyc 1]. 
‘In action for negligence generally 

see Negligence [29 Cyc 564 
In action of case see Case, Action on 

§§ 28, 29. 
In trespass 

1036, 1088]. 

Persons entitled to benefit of stat- 
utes see supra § 3. 

Toward whom care must be exer- 
cised see supra §§ 2-29. 

64. Hazard Powder Co. vy. Volger, 

58 Fed. 152, 7 CCA 130; Allegheny 
Coke Co. v. Massey, 163 Ky. 792, 174 
SW 499; Buddin v. Fortunato, 16 
Daly (N. Y.) 195; Ulrizh v. McCabe, 
1 Hilt.: CN. Y.) 251; Hardrop v. Gal- 
lagsher, 72°. 2D. “Smith; (GNSuyee oaee 
Gourdier v. Cormack, 2 E. D. Smith 
UN. Y.) 200; Wilson v. Phcenix Pow- 
der Mfg. Co., 40 W. Va. 413, 21 SE 
1035, 52 AmSR 890. 
_ [a] Reason for rule.—The tenant 
in such case recovers for the injury 
to his possession and not for the loss 
to the freehold. Gourdier vy. Cor- 
mack, 2 BE. D. Smith (N. Y.) 200. 

{b] Plaintiff a tenant of defend- 
ant.—That the defendant coal com- 
pany owned the dwelling which was 
occupied by plaintiff's father, who 
was in the service of the company, 
is no defense to an action by plain- 
tiff who was injured by a rock thrown 
into the dwelling by a blast. Alle- 
gheny Coke Co. v. Massey, 163 Kyv 
492, 174 SW 499. 

6S. Pine Bluff Water, etc., Co. v. 
McCain, 62 Ark. 118, 34 SW 549. 

66. Langabaugh y. Anderson, 68 
Oh. St. 131, 67 NE 286, 62 LRA 948. 
See Mayer v. Brudno, 16 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
N. 8. 102 (holding liability of lessor 
question for jury). 

67. Houston, Belt, ete, R. Co. v. 
O’Leary, (Tex. Civ. A.) 136 SW 601. 

68. Boston, ete., R. Co. v. Shanly, 
107 Mass. 568. 

[a] Illustration.—A contractor of 
blasting ordered one manufacturer 
to send him a quantity of dualin, 
and another to send him ‘certain ex- 
plosives. Each manufacturer, with- 
out the other’s knowledge, delivered 
the respective articles in harmless- 
looking packages to the carrier who 
was ignorant of their character. An 
explosion having occurred while be- 
ing carried with due care, it was 
held that the manufacturers were 
jointly liable in tort to the carrier. 
Boston, etc., R. Co. v. Shanly, 107 
Mass. 568. 


see Trespass [388 Cyc 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 35-36] 


ners,°? may under certain circumstances be jointly 
liable for damages caused by an explosion. All 
those concerned in the maintenance of a powder 
house or magazine which constitutes a nuisance are 
liable for damage from its explosion,’® whether they 
act in the capacity of principal or agent,’! owner or 
lessee,’? or consignee using the explosive. But the 
consignor is not liable for damages caused by ex- 
plosion of a consignment of gunpowder, to be sold 
on commission, where the consignee has exclusive 
control as to storage.74 A volunteer superintendent 
in charge of blasting is a joint tort-feasor with the 
other persons engaged in the work, where the work 
is so negligently and improperly performed as to 
cause injury to adjcining property, and may be sued 
alone.*® 

[§ 36] F. Pleading 7*—1. In General. In an 
action for damages occasioned by explosives, if facts 
constituting a nuisance are alleged, an allegation 
of negligence is unnecessary.’7 Where, however, a 
recovery is sought upon the theory of negligence, 
negligence must be charged7® and the facts con- 
stituting it pleaded.7® But, when the duty to act is 
shown, the negligent performance of that duty may 
be alleged in the most general terms.8° The duty of 

69. Cumberland Tel., ete, Co. v. 


stoneking, 1) Tenn. Civ.’ A.) 2412 
70. Prussak v. Hutton, 30 App. 


Stevenson, 76 Tex. 642, 13 SW 556. 

71. Cumminge v. Stevenson, 76 
Tex. 642, 13 SW. 556. 

72. Prussak vy. Hutton, 30 App.| plaintiff.’ ” 
Div. 66, 51 NYS 761. 

73. Prussak v. Hutton, 30 App. Vi el OS 


EXPLOSIVES 


nection therewith that this omission 
was ‘with intent to endanger the life 
and property of the plaintiff.’ In 
Div. 66, 51 NYS 761; Cumminge v.| other words, it alleges an intentional 
concealment of the dangerous char-| Ala. 166, 172, 44 S 627, 12 LRANS 
acter of the mixture, with intent to] 389. 
‘endanger the life and property of the 80. 
Morrison y. Lee, 13 
591, 600, 102 NW 223. 

S.—Wyman Vv. 


[25 0. J5.] 203 


care or warning must be alleged if one is sought to 
be held for a negligent breach thereof,’! and not only 
must a duty be alleged, but specific facts must be 
set out which raise a legal duty.8? But it has been 
held that where the law implies a duty, it is not 
necessary to aver such duty in terms.8* In an ac- 
tion for damages resulting from the storing of ex- 
plosives, the pleadings must allege facts showing 
either asnuisance or negligence,* since liability must 
be predicated upon one or the other of these 
theories.*> If a nuisance is alleged, the facts estab- 
lishing such nuisance must be set forth, such as 
the quantity and kind of explosives kept, the locality 
endangered, the protection given, and kind of maga- 
zine used.®® A complaint, alleging that defendant 
negligently failed to give plaintiff notice of the 
blast, so as to enable him to escape, is sufficient, 
without alleging that defendant knew or could by 
reasonable care have known of plaintiff’s pres-- 
ence.8’ An allegation that defendant’s servants, 
acting in the scope of their authority, and knowing 
that the blasting would endanger the plaintiff and 
damage his property, wantonly caused rocks to be 
thrown on his premises, sufficiently charges a tres- 
pass.88 And where! trespass in blasting is alleged, 
injury to plaintiff, and with reckless 
disregard of the consequences,’ are 


sufficient to show willful conduct. 
Bessemer Coal, ete., Co. v. Doak, 152 


Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete., Co. 
NOD vs Prosch; 190) Alay 2902.6 7s: tomo 
Rathbun v. White, 157 Cal. 248, 107 


Boston | P 309. See also Negligence [29 Cye 


Div. 66, 51 NYS 761. 

74. Abrahams vy. California Pow- 
der Works, 5 N. M. 479, 23 P 785, 8 
LRA 378. 

75. Page v. Dempsey, 184 N. Y. 
245, 77 NE 9 [rev 99 App. Div. 152, 
90 NYS 1019]. 

76. Pleading generally see Plead- 
ing [31 Cye 1]. 

77. Rudder v. Koopman, 116 Ala. 
Solyce| © 100.3 URAY 489: >Rinney 
v. Koopman, 116 Ala. 310, 22 S 5938, 
G7T2AMSRi/ 119,37 LRA 6497; Taflin, 
ete., Powder Co. v. Tearney, 131 Ill. 
322, 23 NE 389, 19’ AmSR 34, 7 LRA 
262; Schnitzer v. Excelsior Powder 
Mfg. Co., (Mo.-A.) 160 SW 282. See 
Morrison v. Lee, 13 N. D. 591, 102 NW 
223 (intentional injury charged in- 
stead of negligence). ‘ 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘Nuisance 
and negligence are different kinds 
of torts, not only in legal classifica- 
tion but in their essential features. 
Negligence is not a necessary in- 
gredient of the wrong of maintaining 
a nuisance, and, given the fact that 
a nuisance was maintained, the ques- 
tion of whether the wrongdoer was 
eareful or negligent in the manner 
of its maintenance is wholly imma- 
terial.” Schnitzer v. Excelsior Pow- 
der Mfg. Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 282, 
284. 

Nature and basis of liability gener- 
ally see supra §$§ 2-29. 

78. U. S.—Wyman Vv. 
Blacking Co., 175 Fed. 834. 

Ala.—Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, etc., Co., 164 Ala. 216, 51 S 
419, 20 AnnCas 822. 

Mich. — Mitchell v. Prange, 110 
Mich. 78, 67 NW 1096, 64 AmSR 329, 
34 LRA 182. 

N. D.—Morrison vy. Lee, 13 N. D. 
591, 102 NW 223. 

Va.—Eaton v. Moore, 111 Va. 400, 
69 SE 326. nhs 

{a] Intentional injury and not 
negligence charged.—‘‘The only at- 
tempt to charge negligence is the alle- 
gation that ‘defendant neglected to 
inform the plaintiff that the mixture 
was of a highly dangerous and ex- 
plosive character.’ This is not an 
allegation of the negligent omission 
of a duty, for it is alleged in con- 


Boston 


Blacking Co., 175 Fed. 834. 

Ala.—Birmingham Ore, etc., Co. v. 
Grover, 159 Ala. 276, 48 S 682; Sloss- 
Sheffield Steel, etce., Co. v. Salser, 
158 Ala. 511, 48 S 374. 

Ga.—Wallace' yv. Matthewson, 143 
Ga. 236, 84 SE 450. 

Iowa.—Kress v. Lane, 171 NW 571; 
Chapman y. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 20, 132 
NW 957. . 

Minn.—Juntti v. Oliver Inn Min. 
Co., 119 Minn. 518, 138 NW 678, 42 
LRANS 840. ; 

Or,—Peterson y. Standard Oil Co., 
ee 511, 106 P 337, AnnCasi912A 
25. 
Tex. — Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
payis: 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 SW 
453. 

Va.—Eaton v. Moore, 111 Va. 400, 
69 SE 326. 

[a] Allegations held sufficient.— 
Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete, Co. v. 
Prosch, 190 Ala. 290, 67 S 516 (stor- 
age of dynamite in vicinity of per- 
sons and buildings); Hale v. Pacific 
Mol etes,, CO. a(Calas Aye tsar 250 
(injury to child by dynamite cap 
stolen by another boy); Wallace v. 
Matthewson, 143 Ga. 236, 84 SE 450 
(injury to child from dynamite caps 
left on a vacant lot); Chapman v. 
Pfarr, 153 Iowa 20, 132 NW 957 (sell- 
ing kerosene oil containing twenty- 
one per cent gasoline); Wellington 
v. Downer Kerosene Oil Co., 104 
Mass. 64 (selling naphtha without 
warning); Juntti v. Oliver Iron Min. 
Co., 119 Minn, 518, 138 NW 673, 42 
LRANS 840 (leaving carbide near a 
public street resulting in injury _to 
child); Peterson y. Standard Oil Co., 
55 Or. 511, 106 °P 337, AnnCas1912A 
625 (delivery of oil below test). 

[b] Allegations held insufficient. 
—Bottorff v. South Constr. Co., 184 
Ind. 221, 110 NE 977 (injury to child 
by dynamite caps stolen by another 
child fourteen years of age); Haton 
v. Moore, 111 Va. 400, 69 SE 326 (im- 
proper storage of dynamite caps re- 
sulting in blinding a child). 

{c] Reckless or willful conduct.— 
Allegations that defendants wan- 
tonly, recklessly, or intentionally ex- 
ploded powder, “well knowing that 
said acts would probably result in 


fduty to 


569]. 

“The general allegation of negli- 
gence would, in the absence of such 
special allegations, be sufficient to 
make a prima facie case of negli- 
gence.” Birmingham Ore, ete., Co. 
v. Grover, 159 Ala. 276, 281, 48 S 682 
(complaint for trespass in blasting). 

81. Hill v. Callahan, 82 Ga. 109, 8 
SE 730. 

[a] Sufficient allegation.—Where, 
in an action against a seller of gaso- 
line for the death of the buyer’s 
servant, caused by an explosion, it 
was alleged that the gasoline was 
eighty-seven-degree ° gasoline, the 
most dangerous on the market, and 
that defendant did not notify plain- 
tiff’s employer of its dangerous quali- 
ties, a demurrer to the petition, on 
the ground that one selling merchan- 
dise is not responsible for damages 
to an employee of the purchaser re- 
sulting therefrom, was properly over- 
ruled, since the gasoline sold was a 
substance inherently dangerous to 
human life, which it was defendant’s 
have warned purchasers 
against. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
peas, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60: SW 
453. 

82. Marples v. Standard Oil Co., 
WW Ni J. Li. 352,°59 A 32°) holding’ no 
duty arises from custom to supply 
petroleum, instead of gasoline). 

83. Wells v. Gallagher, 144 Ala. 
363, 39 S 747, 113 AmSR 50, 3 LRANS 
759 (duty not to leave explosives in 
a public highway). 

84. Whaley v.Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
etc., Co., 164 Ala. 2167 51°S 419, (20 
AnnCas 822. 

85. See supra § 2. 

86. Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
etc., Co., 164 Ala. 216, 51 S 419, 20 
AnnCas 822. 

87. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete. Co. 
v. Salser, 158 Ala. 511, 48 S 374. 
But see Birmingham Ore, ete., Co. v. 
Grover, 159 Ala. 276, 48 S 682 (re- 
quiring allegation of knowledge, or 
reason to believe that plaintiff was 
within range of missiles). 

88. Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Birmingham 
Realty Co. vy. Thomason, 8 Ala. A. 
Bebb, 68 S 65. 


904 ” [25.OF:] 


an allegation: of negligence is surplusage.®? 
kind of explosive should be alleged, without. an 
indefinite alternative, such as dynamite ‘‘or other 
But the explosive and its combus- 
tion need not be described in technical terms with 
scientific accuracy, a statement that the substance 
was dangerous, and lable to ignite with a blaze 
in the nature of an explosion being sufficient.°? 
Special. damages mut be al- 
leged °° such as damages for loss of time,®* but one 
can recover for suffering and anxiety of mind, caused 
by an injury from neghgent blasting, without such 
special allegation in the complaint. 

The general rule, that it 
is necessary for the proof to substantially corre- 
spond with the allegation, applies in this class of 
actions, and if the variance between the cause of 


explosive.’ °° 


Special damages.°? 


{[§ 37] 2. Variance.°® 


89. Henry Hall Sons Co. v. Sund- 
strom, etc., Co., 188 App. Div. 548, 
123 NYS 390 [aff 204 N. Y. 660 mem, 
97 NE 1106 mem]. 

Negligence immaterial in case of 
direct injuries from blasting see 
Supra § 18. 

90. Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
etc., Co., 164 Ala. 216, 51 S 419, 20 
AnnCas 822. But see Cohn v. Saenz, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 211 SW 492 (holding a 
petition in an action for personal in- 
juries sustained in an explosion of 
gasoline purchased by plaintiff from 
a retailer as coal oil, who in turn had 
purchased it from defendant, desig- 
nating the substance sold “as gaso- 
line or some other highly explosive 
substance similar to yzasoline’’). 

' 91. -Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 Conn. 
358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. 

92. Pleading special damages gen- 

erally see Damages § 306. 


93. Hunter v. Farren, 127 Mass. 
481, 34 AmR 423. 
94. Hunter vy. Farren, 127 Mass. 


481, 34 AmR 4238. 

[a] tlustration.—One cannot re- 
cover compensation for loss of time 
of men employed about his works, 
without making allegation of such 
loss, a declaration alleging only the 
interruption of use and occupation 
of his buildings being insufficient. 
Hunter v. Farren, 127 Mass. 481, 34 
AmR 423. ; 

95. Wright -v. Compton, 53 Ind. 
337. 

96. See Pleading [31 Cyc 700]. 

97. Cal.—Fernandez v. Western 
Fuse, etc., Co., 34 Cal. A. 420, 167 P 
900. 

I.—Wright v. 


ete., R. 

Co., 27 Ill. A. 200. 

Towa.—kKress yv. Lane, 171 NW 571. 

Kan.—Patterson y. Uncle Sam Oil 
Cor eisiSe 258. ; 

Mich.—Mitchell v. Prage, 110 Mich. 
78, 67 NW 1096, 64 AmSR 329, 34 
LRA 182. 

Pa.—Elkins v. McKean, 79 Pa. 493. 

Ing.—King v. Ford, 1 Stark. 421, 


Chicago, 


2 KCL 163. 
[a] Mlustrations.—(1) Where a 


declaration averred that defendants 
willfully made and sold oil for light- 
ing purposes, knowing that it was 
highly inflammable and explosive, but 
the proof was of negligent sale, with- 
out guilty knowledge of its dangerous 
character, the variance was fatal, and 
the case should not have been sub- 
mitted to the jury. Elkins v. Mc- 
Kean, 79 Pa. 493. (2) Where a black- 
smith was injured by a kick from a 
horse which was frightened by an 
explosion in the vicinity of the shop, 
it was error, in an action against the 
excavators who caused the explosion, 
to permit a recovery upon the ground 
that the charge of dynamite was 
excessive, or that it was not properly 
covered, when the only ground of 
negiigence set up in the declaration 
was the failure of defendants to give 
notice of the blast. Mitchell v. 
Prange, 110 Mich. 78, 67 NW 1096, 64 
AmSR 329, 34 LRA 182. (3) Negli- 
gence in selling for coal oil a mixture 


HX PLOSIVES 
The 


the action.?§ 


detriment.®? 
1 

gence. 

| 


containing gasoline cannot be shown 
by proof that defendant was negli- 
gent in sale of gasoline containing 
coal oil. Patterson vy. Uncle Sam 
Qil_Co., (Kan. 191 P 258: 
Del.—Mills v. Wilmington City 
Fig CO wo. els 26900 40s Ased itd: 

Ind.—Binford v. Johnston, 82 Ind. 
426, 42 AmR 508. 


Mass.—Colvin v. Peabody, 155 
Mass. 104, 29 NE 59 
Mich.—Clement v. Crosby, 157 


Mich. 643, 122 NW 263. 
Mo.—Schnitzer vy. Excelsior Pow- 
Cer Mfg. Co. (A.) 160 SW 282; Scal- 
pino v. Smith, 154 Mo. A. 524, 135 
SW _ 1000. 
Houlehan, ar 
P 1035. 


Wash.—Britz  v. 
Wash, 506, 137 

[a] Ilustrations.—(1) A variance 
between the declaration and proof as 
to how ignition of the explosive is 
caused is not material, where it was 
used as directed by defendant and 
without negligence of the plaintiff. 
Clement vy. Crosby, 157 Mich. 643, 122 
NW 263. (2) Where the complaint 
alleged that an explosion by a blast 
in defendant’s brick yard caused a 
large quantity of dirt, dust, and 
brick dust to be thrown in every 
direction, and that a considerable 
quantity of dust and brick dust was 
thrown into plaintiff's cyes, it was 
not a fatal variance that the foreign 
substance thrown was not shown to 
be brick dust. BPritz v. Houlehan, 77 
Wash. 506, 137 P.1035. (3) Under a 
declaration alleging that kerosene 
was adulterated, adulteration as re- 
sult of improper manufacture, as 
well as by admixture after manufac- 


ture, may be shown. Stowell v. 
Standard Oil Co., 139 Mich. 18, 102 
NW 227. (4) In an action for per- 


sonal injuries caused by defendant’s 
discharze of fireworks, where plain- 
tiff alleged that she was injured by 
a bomb, the evidence was properly 
submitted to the jury, although it 
was consistent with the supposition 
that she was struck by a rocket. 
Colvin v. Peabody, 155 Mass. 104, 29 
NE 59. 

99. Scalpino vy. Smith, 154 Mo. A. 
524, 1385 SW 1000. 

{a] Tllustration.—‘“‘Defendant ar- 
gues that there is a fatal variance 
between allegation and proof since 
the petition charges that the stove 
was thrown against plaintiff, while 


the proof shows she was thrown 
against the stove. That is an im- 
material variance. The fact in ques- 
tion is purely incidental. ... The 
prime test in solving the question 
of materiality of a variance is the 
determination of the question of 


whether or not the inaccurate allega- 
tion might have misled the defendant 
to his detriment. We do not perceive 
how defendant could have been mis- 
led or in any way prejudiced by the 
mistake.” Scalpino v. Smith, 154 Mo. 
A, 524, 587, 185 SW 1000. 

1. Schnitzer v. Excelsior Powder 
Mfg. Co., (Mo. A.) 160 SW 282. 

2, Judicial notice of character of 
explosives see Evidence § 1966. 


[§ 38] G. Evidence *—1. 
Burden of Proof. As in other cases * the burden is 
on plaintiff to establish the elements of his cause 
of action,* and that defendant’s wrongful act was 
the proximate cause of the injury.® 
cases of negligence® the burden is on the party 
alleging the negligence to establish it* and hkewise 
the, burden of establishing contributory negligence 


[S§ 36-38 


action alleged and proved is material, it is fatal to 
recovery.®? But recovery is not defeated by a vari- 
ance in unessential matters, immaterial to the gist of 
And a variance is immaterial where 
defendant could not have been misled to his 
Where a public nuisance is pleaded, 
resulting in special damage to plaintiff, recovery 
must be upon that ground and not upon negli- 


Presumptions and 


As in other 


Presumptions generally see Evi- 
dence §§ 25-88. 

3. Burden of proof generally see 
Evidence §§ 138-34. - 

4 Howell v. Lehigh Valley R. Coa., 
(N. J.)° 109" A *309;-Smith v.. Mine; 
etc., Supply Co., 32 Utah 21, 88 P 6838. 

{aj Mlustration.— Where plaintiff 
sued for damages caused by a blow- 
ing up of explosives kept by defend- 
ant in an open vault in violation of 
an ordinance prohibiting the stor- 
age within the city of any~ sub- 
stance of greater explosive power 
than ordinary gunpowder, except that 
certain caps might be stored, when 
kept separate from all other explo- 
sives and in a vault, plaintiff should 
show the comparative explosive 
power of fulminate of mercury, a 
component part of the caps, and ordi- 
nary gunpowder. Smith v. Mine, ete., 
Supply Co., 32 Utah 21, 88 P 6838. 

5. Hamilton v. Cranford Mercan- 
tile Co., 201 Ala. 403, 78 S 401. 

_(a] For example.—Where plain- 
tiff claimed that an explosion of 
dynamite in another burning build- 
ing was the cause of the burning of 
his building, the burden was on him 
to prove that the explosion was the 
proximate cause. Hamilton vy. Cran- 
coud aroncaptile Co., 201 Ala. 403, 78 

6 See Negligence [29 Cyc 597]. 

Tee: —E. Dupont de Ne- 
mours Powder Co. v. Duboise, 236 
Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22; Standard Oil 
Co. v. Murray, 119 Fed. 572,57 CCA1. 

Ala.—Whaley Vv. Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, ete 77 Co. 2164, Ala, pe liGe ales 
419, 20 AnnCas 822; Birmingham Ore, 
etc., Co. vwe-Grover, 159 Ala. 276, 48 
S 682; Collins v. Alabama Great 
Southern Co., 104 Ala. 390, 16 S 140; 
Cook y. Anderson, 85 Ala. 99, 4 S 713. 

Ark.—Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Knisel, 79 Ark. 608, 96 SW 342. 

Del.—Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Co., 15 Del. 259, 40 A 1114. 

Iowa.—Walker v. Chicago, ete., R. 
Co., 71 Iowa 658, 33 NW 224. 

Mass.—Driscoll v. Gaffey, 207 Mass. 
102, 92 NE 1010; Hourigan v. Nowell, 
1i0 Mass. 470. 

Mo.—Dowell v. Guthrie, 116 Mo. 
646, 22 SW 893. 

Mont.—O’Brien v. Corra-Rock Is- 
land Min. Co., 40 Mont. 212, 105 P 724. 

N. M.—Deserant v. Cerrillos Coal 
R. Co., 9 N. M. 495, 55 P 290. - 

N. Y.—Cosulich v. Standard Oil 
Co., 122 N. Y. 118,25 NE 259, 19 
AmSR 475. 

N. C—Gates v. Latta, 117 N. C. 
189, 23 SE 173, 53 AmSR 584. 

Pa.—Birnbaum Vv. Philadelphia, 
ete., R. Co, 249 Pa. 238,:94 A 925; 
Gralka v. Worth Bros. Co., 245 Pa. 
467, 91 A 860; Sowers v. McManus, 
214 Pa. 244, 63 A 601; Grobozcy v. 
Worth Bros. Co., 23 Pa. Dist. 580. 

Tenn.—Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 
Tenn, 597, 163 SW 804. 

Utah.—Anderson v. Daly Min. Co., 
16 Utah 28; 50 P 815. 

é rag sto v. Dufour, 39 Can. S. 


§ 38] 


rests upon defendant. The mere fact of an explo- 
sion may raise a presumption of negligence, but the 
rule is not of universal application.1° The doctrine 
of res ipsa loquitur is not applicable where the 
explosive causing the accident is not under the ex- 
elusive control of defendant.1: Evidence of the dan- 
gerous. qualities of fireworks, their discharge by 
defendant, and the injury therefrom, raises a pre- 
sumption of negligence.1? There is a presumption 
that the party injured exercised due care, where 
there are no witnesses on the subject.1 Where the 
action is based upon negligence of defendant in keep- 
ing explosives in a place accessible to children, the 
burden is upon defendant where the fact of pos- 
session of the explosive by them has been estab- 
lished, to show that it came into their possession in 
some way for which they were not responsible.14 

Storage. According to some authorities the mere 
explosion of explosives in store does not raise a 
presumption of negligence.t® A contrary view has 
been taken,1® particularly where they have been 
stored in dangerous quantities.17 

Manufacture and sale. According to some au- 
thorities the mere explosion of a factory in which 
explosives are in the process of manufacture raises 
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a presumption of negligence,!® while according to 
other authorities it-does not.1® It is to be presumed 
,that an explosion which occurred in a factory orig- 
inated there, so that the owner has the burden of 
proof of showing its inception elsewhere,*° and neg- 
ligence will be presumed, unless the owner of the 
factory offers a sufficient explanation.2!_ An infer- 
ence of negligence on the part of the manufacturer 
arises from the explosion of an apparently harmless 
product, when it is shown that all persons through 
whose hands it subsequently passed were free from 
fault.2? The mere fact of the explosion-of an article 
not inherently dangerous does not show negligence 
upon the part of the seller who is not a manu- 
facturer and is not shown to have known or had 
any means of ascertaining that it contained any 
substance of an explosive nature not commonly pres- 
ent in such articles.2* The mere explosion of dyna- 
mite caps carries with it no presumption of neeli- 
gence on the part of the manufacturer or seller, 
and the injured party has the burden of proving 
that the manufacturer or seller was guilty of the 
negligence charged. Where the cause of an ex- 
plosion may have been gas generated from lubricat- 
ing oil or the presence of gasoline vapor, the mere 


8. American Glycerin Co. v. Hill, 
255 Fed. 841; Gates v. Latta, 117 N. 
Cc. 189, 23 SH 173, 53 AmSR 584. 

. Burden of proof of contributory 
meglgence generally see Negligence 
[29 Cye 601]. ‘ 

9. Warn v. Davis Oil Co., 61 Fed. 
631; Pulvin v. Hudson Auto Lamp 
Works, 172 NYS 4§40; Kearner_ v. 
Charles S. Tanner Co., 30 R.:I. 203, 
76 A’ 833, 29 LRANS 5387. 

[a] For example as well regu- 
lated starch manufactories do not 
ordinarily explode while the business 
therein is conducted with a reason- 
able degree of care, an explosion 
having occurred in such a manufac- 
tory, causing the death of person 
outside it, the doctrine of res ipsa 
loquitur applies, requiring the pro- 
prietor to explain the cause. Kearner 
wen Charles, So) Danner. Co: 3d.) Ru. 
562, 76 A. 833, 29 LRANS 537. 

{b] Where automobile gas tank 
exploded while employee was at- 
tempting to remove soldering with 
open flame lamp, doctrine of res 
ipsa loquitur applies, Pulyin v, Hud- 
son Auto Lamp Works, 172 NYS 340. 

10. Wetsell v. Reilly, 159 App. 
Div. 688, 145 NYS 167; Sowers v. Mc- 
Manus, 214 Pa. 244, 63 A 601; Zah- 
niser v. Pennsylvania Torpedo Co., 
190 Pa. 350, 42 A 707. 

[a] Explosion of oil in refinery. 
Cosulich v. Standard Oil Co., 122 N. 
Y. 118, 25 NE 259, 19 AmSR 475 [rev 
55 N. Y. Super. 384]. : 

ll. U. S.—Actiesselskabet Ingrid 
v. New Jersey Cent. R. Co., 216 Fed. 
FO Lol CCAw SLO .du ALO HOI: (16% 

Tll.—Bonham v. Winchester Re- 
peating Arms Co., 179 Ill. A. 469, 

Mass.—Conley v. United Drug Co., 
218 Mass. 238, 105 NE 975. 

N. Y.—Wetsell v. Reilly, 159 App. 
Div, 688,145. NYS -167;, pRIses Vv. 
New York Tunnel Co., 134 App. Div. 
672, 119 NYS 548 [rev on_ other 
grounds 202 N. Y. 129, 95 NE 701]. 

Ont.-——Jones v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 
“a LO, ORAL Mae hm 1 RG ee 

See generally Negligence [29 Cyc 
623]. 

[a] Explosion in beer vat from 
ignition of alcohol from varnish.— 
Independent Brewing Co. v. Schaller, 
TOSS TA eH oo Patt 2255 111.4925. 080 
NE 334]. ee 

[b] Dlustration. — Plaintiff who 
was suing for an injury to his eye 
caused by the explosion of a fog sig- 
nal which had been placed on the track 
was nonsuited, it appearing that no 


“one to the knowledge of several of 


defendant’s employees, who were 


called as witnesses, placed it on the 
track, which would have been wholly 
unnecessary for defendant’s purpose, 
and that it might have been ob- 
tained from defendant’s servants by 
some third person. Jones v. Grand 
Mri Rea COs, Aol. CC. Ou BY oo 3. 

12. Dowell v. Guthrie, 99 Mo. 653, 
12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598, 

13. Nelson v. Republic Oil Co., 
(Iowa) 110 NW 24; Ellis v. Republic 
Oil Co., 133 Iowa 11, 110 NW 20. 

14. Gerard v. Ottawa Gas Co., 43 
Ont. L. 264, 48 DomLR 447. 

15. Amsterdam v. E. I. Dupont de 
Nemours Powder Co., 62 Pa. Super. 
314. 

16. Levin v. New York Cent., etc., 
R. Coy, -133 NYS. 467. 

17. Rathbun v. White, 157 Cal. 
248,107 P 309. 

{a] Mllustration.— The explosion, 
during a fire in a store, of powder 
kept by the merchant in quantities 
dangerous to property and persons 
in the neighborhood raises a pre- 
sumption of negligence, under the 
doctrine of res ipsa loquitur, and the 
burden of rebutting the negligence 
is on him. Rathbun vy. White, 157 
Cal. 248, 107 P 309. 

18. Judson v. Giant Powder Co., 
107 Cal. 549, 40 P 1020, 48 AmSR 
146, 29 LRA 718 (reviewing authori- 
ties). 

[a] Reason for presumption.— 
“The reason of the rule is not found 
in the relations existing between the 
party injuring and the party. in- 
jured. The presumption arises from 
the inherent nature and character of 
the act causing the injury. Pre- 
sumptions arise from the doctrine 
of probabilities. The future is meas- 
ured and weighed by the past, and 
presumptions are created from the 
experience of the past. What has 
happened in the past under the same 
conditions, will probably happen in 
the future, and ordinary and prob- 
able results will be presumed to 


take place until the contrary is 
shown.” Judson vy. Giant Powder 
Co., 107 Cal: 549, °556,° 40--P 51020, 


48 AmSR 146, 29 LRA 718. 

19. Amsterdam vy. E. I. 
de Nemours Powder Co., 
Super. 314, 324. f 

“Negligence is not to be imputed 
to a defendant merely from the fact 
of an explosion of gunpowder or 
dynamite manufactured by!) him or 
in storage on his premises. The ‘im- 
portance of these explosives’ not only 
as military supplies but in the con- 
struction of public works and the 


Dupont 
62> Pa. 


development of the resources of the 
country has been frequently recog- 
nized and the manufacture and pos- 
session of them held not to be per 
se unlawful. Because of their dan- 
gerous nature care in manufacture, 
custody and location must be com- 
mensurate with the risk necessarily 
involved but the question of 'the 
exercise of such care is one of fact.” 
Amsterdam v. E. I. Dupont de: Ne- 
mours Powder Co., supra. : 

{a] For example, in an action 
against the owner of a -dynamite 
manufactury for injuries to a house 
caused by concussion of the air, from 
anexplosion at the defendant’s plant, 
situated about two miles from the 
house with a broad river interven- 
ing, no recovery can be had if plain- 
tiff offers no evidence that the ex- 
plosion was caused by defendant’s 
negligence. Amsterdam y. E. I. Du- 
pont de Nemours Powder Co., 62 Pa. 
Super. 314. 

20. Kearner v. Charles S. Tanner 
ae 31 R. I. 562, 76 A 833, 29 LRANS 


eee Warn v. Davis Oil Co., 61 Fed. 

22. Payne v. Bottling Co., 10 Ga. 
A. 762, 73 SE 1087. 

{a] Illustration.—“Where an ac- 
tion is brought to recover damages 
for an injury caused from the ex- 
plosion of a bottle, the contents of 
which were manufactured, bottled 
and sold by the defendant as a harm- 
less beverage, an inference of negli- 
gence on the part of the manufac- 
turer arises, when it is shown that 
all persons through whose hands the 
bottle had passed were free from 
fault, and that the condition of the 
bottle and its contents had not been 
changed since it left the defendant’s 
possession.” Payne v. Rome Coca- 
Cola Bottling Co., 10 Ga. A. 762, 73 


SE 1087. 

23. Kusick vy. Thorndike, 224 
Mass. 418, 112 NE 1025; Glaser vy. 
Seitz, 35 Mise. 341, 71 NYS 942. 

fa] Tlustration.—Where plaintiff 
purchased a siphon of seltzer water, 
manufactured by a third party, and 
filled in the usual manner, he can- 
not recover of the vendor for in- 
juries received from an explosion of 
such siphon, where there is no other 
evidence of negligence on the part 
of the vendor than the explosion 
itself. Glaser v. Seitz, 35 Misc. 
341, 71 NYS 942. 

24, EH. I. Dupont de Nemours Pow- 
der Co. v. Duboise, 236 Fed. 690, 150 
CCA 22. 
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fact of the explosion does not raise a presumption 
of negligence in the manufacture of the oil.”5 
Blasting. A foreman or contractor blasting with, 
dynamite or other high explosive is presumed to 
know the dangers attending its use.2® A violent and 
unusual result from blasting may constitute evi- 
dence from which a lack of proper care as to the 
amount of explosive used may be inferred,’ or the 
manner in which it was placed and discharged.?® 
The mere fact that blasting causes injury upon 
adjacent premises gives rise to no presumption that 
the blasting was negligently done,?® but where the 
evidence of the results and surrounding circum- 
stances of a blast shows that under ordinary cir- 
cumstances such a result could not have occurred 
unless the blast was negligently performed, a prima 
facie case of negligence is made out.2° The doc- 
trine of res ipsa loquitur is‘ not applicable to a 
delayed explosion of dynamite used in blasting, 
where workmen were ordered back to work before 
the final explosion, and negligence is not presumed.** 
A written notice of an intention to blast rock at a 


certain place, or giving orders and superintending - 


the blasting, is prima facie evidence that the parties 
are themselves the actors.°* 
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[§ 39] 2. Admissibility—a. In General. The 
competency, relevancy, or materiality of evidence is 
controlled by the general rules governing the admis- 
sibility of evidence.*4 These rules have been ap- 
plied to the admissibility of declarations by persons 
injured #5 or killed by explosions;®® of evidence as 
to other injuries,®7 or other explosions;** of evi- 
dence as to the financial condition of the parties ;** 
of evidence as to the quantum of damages;*° and of 
evidence as to general custom and usage in regard 
to keeping explosives,#! as well as to the admissibil- 
ity of positive and negative testimony.” A bookiet 
issued by defendant who installed a gasoline light 
plant in deceased’s house, by explosion of gasoline 
from which he was killed, was admissible, he having 
read it, and it tending to the belief that precaution 
was unnecessary.*? 

[§ 40] b. Intent or Good Faith. Where the 
exercise of proper care constitutes a valid defense, 
full opportunity should be given defendant to show 
acts of caution and good faith on his part;** but 
where the exercise of care would not be a defense, 
evidence of such care is inadmissible when no claim 
is made for exemplary damages.*® 

[§ 41] c. Storage and Keeping. In an action 


25. Standard Oil Co. v. Murray,;action against a seller of eighty-| construction companies was entrust- 


119 Fed. 572, 57. CCA 1. seven-degree 


gasoline for 


injuries |ed with work. Louisville, ete. R. 


26. Valz v. Goodykoontz, 112 Va.| caused by an explosion, deceased had|Co. v. Lynne, 199 Ala. 631, 75 S 14. 


853, 72 SE 730, 


no knowledge of the dangerous quali- [b] 
27. Georgia Granite Co. v. Sims,|ties of such gasoline, and had been | Wealth of defendant. 


inadmissible. — (1) 
Myers v. Mai- 


Held 


11 Ga. A. 295, 75 SE 148; Rafferty v. 
Davis, 260 Pa. 5638, 103 A 951. 

28. Ga.—Georgia Granite Co. v. 
Sims, 11 Ga. A. 295, 75 SE 143. 

N. Y.—Ulrich v. McCabe, 1 Hilt. 
251. 


' Pa.—Rafferty  v. 
5638, 103 A 951. 

Tex.—Chapman v. Warden, 50 Tex. 
Civ: A. 282, 110 SW 533. 

Wash.—Griglio v. Holt, 85 Wash. 
155, 147 P 877; Britz v. Houlehan, 
77 Wash. 506, 137 P 1035; Klepsch v. 
Donald, 8 Wash. 162, 35 P 621. 

[a] For example (1) where a 
woman was injured, while in her own 
yard, by débris thrown from a blast 
fired by a street grading contractor 
near by, the doctrine of res ipsa 
‘loquitur applies. Briglio v. Holt, 85 
Wash. 155, 147 P 877. (2) Setting off 
a heavy charge of an explosive with- 
out warning, in a brickyard situated 
in a populous part of a city, across 
the street from a residence, raises a 
presumption of negligence. Britz v. 
Houlehan, 77 Wash. 506, 187 P 1035. 

29. Kaninsky v. Purcell, 158 NYS 
165. 

30. Coffey v. West Roxbury Trap 
Rock Co., 229 Mass. 211, 118 NE 235; 
Kaninsky v. Purcell, 158 NYS 165. 

31. Riggs v. New York Tunnel 
Co., 134 App. Div. 672, 119 NYS 548 
{rev on other grounds 202 N. Y. 129, 
95 NE 701]. 

32. Gourdier v. Cormack, 2 HE. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 200. 

83. Hardrop v. Gallagher, 2 EH. D. 
Smith | (CN. Y.). 523. 

34. See Evidence § 89 et seq. 

35. Davis v. Graham, 2 Colo, A. 
210, 29 P 1007 (holding that state- 
ments made by plaintiff as to the 
manner of the occurrence of his in- 
jury are inadmissible to support his 
subsequent statements consistent 
with his testimony). 

36. Munro v. Pacific Coast Dredg- 
ing, ete, Co..1.84. Cal.) 515,024 P1303, 
18 AmSR 248; Waters Pierce Oil Co. 
v. Davis, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 SW 
453. 

{a] MDlustrations—(1) It is ad- 
missible to show that the deceased, 
after the injuries which resulted in 
his death, complained of vertigo and 
dizziness. Munro vy. Pacific Coast 
Dredging, etc., Co., 84 Cal. 515, 24 P 
303, 18 AmSR 248. (2) Where, in an 


Davis, 260 Pa. 


told that defendant’s agent had said 
there was no danger therefrom, evi- 
dence that deceased had stated that 
he had been told, by a person whose 
name was not disclosed, that the 
gasoline was safe at the point where 
it was stored, was admissible to 
show the state of decedent’s mind 
as to the danger. Waters-Pierce Oil 
Co. v. Davis, 24 Tex. Civ. A. 508, 60 
SW 453. 

Siaueatonbune v.= White, 157. Cale 
248,107 P 309; Munro v. Pacific Coast 
Dredging, etc., Co., 84 Cal. 515, 24 P 
303, 18 AmSR 248; Barney v. Quaker 
Oats Co., 85 Vt. 372, 82 A °113; Mer- 
rill v. Marietta Torpedo Co., 79 W. 
Va. 669, 92 SE 112, LRA1917F 1043. 

[a] TMustrations.— (1) “Plaintiff 
was entitled to show that the explo- 
sion resulted in the death of two 
bystanders occupying a position near 
that of plaintiff. The extent of plain- 
tiff’s injuries was in issue, and testi- 
mony tending to illustrate the force 
and violence of the explosion was 
relevant to the issue.’ Rathbun v. 
White, 157 Cal. 248, 255, 107 P 309. 
(2) Injury to another person is ad- 
missible to show direction of ex- 
plosive wave. Barney v. Quaker Oats 
Co., 85 Vt. 372, 82 A 113. (3) Where 
it is shown that another person 
working nearby was instantly killed 
by the explosion that injured plaintiff. 
it is permissible to show on what 
part of body of deceased the fatal 
wound appeared. Merrill v. Marietta 
Torpedo Co., 79 W. Va. 669, 92 SE 
112, LRA1917F 1048. 

[b] Evidence that persons nearer 
to the explosion than plaintiff were 
not hurt is admissible. Hickey v. 
Texas, etc., R. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 95 
SW 7638. 

38. Strong v. Armour, 154 Ill. A. 
649; Fillo v. Jones, 2 Abb. Dec. (N. 
Y.), 121, 4 Keyes 328. 

[a] What was done on the oc- 
casion of subsequent explosions, 
which did not cause the injuries com- 
plained of, is immaterial. Bessemer 
Coal, etc., Co. v. Doak, 152 Ala. 166, 
44 S 627, 12 LRANS 3889. 

39. See cases infra this note. 

[aj Held admissible.——(1) Plain- 
tiff’s financial condition. Simmons vy. 
McConnell, 86 Va. 494, 10 SE 838. (2) 
Evidence of financial condition of 
one company to show which of two 


colm, 6 Hill (N. Y.) 292, 41 AmD 744. 
(2) Wealth of defendant’s agent. 
Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 119, 97 A 
965, AnnCas1918D 961. 

40. Gourdier v. Cormack, 2 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 200; Simmons vy. Mc- 
Connell, 86 Va. 494, 10 SE 8388. 

41. Standard Oil Co. v. Parrish, 
145 Fed. 829, 76 CCA 405; Standard 
Oil Co. v. Reagan, 15 Ga. A. 571, 84 
SE 69; Snips v. Minneapolis, ete., R. 
Co., 164 Iowa 530, 146 NW 468; 
Barnes v. Zettlemoyer, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
62 SW 111 (where dynamite kept for 
the purpose of trade in a hardware 
store exploded and injured the prop- 
erty of an an adjoining owner), 

42. Wright v.- Chicago, ete, R-. 
Co.,, 27 Ill. A, 200 (where a viola- 
tion of a city ordinance in the stor- 
age of oil was complained of, it 
was held error not to permit plaintiff 
to prove the condition of defendant's 
warehouse, and that the floor thereof 
was soaked with oil); Beauchamp v. 
Saginaw Min. Co., 50 Mich. 163, 5 
NW 65, 45 AmR 30 (holding that, 
where there was positive testimony 
that proper warning had been given, 
it is not error to allow witnesses to. 
testify that they heard no warning). 

43. Mahlstedt vy. Ideal Lighting 
Corea UL STLN 164) 10) INT obreeAcan. 
Cas1917D 209 [aff 193 Ill. A. 91]. 

44. Weaks v. McDonald Constr. 
Co., 153 Ky. 691, 156 SW 127; Furth 
v. Foster, 30 N. Y. Super 484. 

_{a] Mlustrations.—(1) In an ac- 
tion against defendant for an injury 
resulting from the alleged negligently 
carrying of gunpowder through the 
streets, evidence that he submitted 
the powder for examination to per- 
sons familiar with its use in blast- 
ing and was told by them that it 
was harmless is admissible. Furth 
v. Foster, 30 N. Y..Super. 484. (2) 
In an action for iniuries to a child 
by the explosion of nitroglycerine 
caps found in the. journal of a steam 
shovel of defendant, evidence that 
none of the employees of defendant 
had any ill will toward him, and 
that a chest had been broken opem 
and caps taken therefrom was ad 
missible. Weaks v. McDowell Constr. 
Co., 153 Ky. 691, 156 SW 127. 

45. Carter v. 
(Iowa) 170 NW 798; Tremain vy, Co- 


hoes; Coy 2 YN, Ys 163551 Am D 84a 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 41-42] 


for injuries by the explosion of a powder maga- 
zine, evidence is admissible concerning the quantity 
of explosives kept,#* and the manner of storage.*? 
The nature, character, and relative power of ex- 
plosives stored or kept may be shown.‘ Where an 
action is founded on the wrongful storage of dyna- 
mite or other explosives, so as to constitute a nuis- 
ance, an ordinance not relating to the storage of 
explosives is inadmissible, although it relates to 
explosives, or to building restrictions.49 Where in- 
juries result from the explosion of a powder maga- 
zine, alleged to constitute a nuisance, evidence of 
the density of population and proximity of dwell- 
ings and highways in the vicinity is admissible.°° 
In an action against one for the alleged negligent 
construction and maintenance of a magazine, it has 
been held that evidence of the manner of construc- 
tion of other magazines is admissible,®+ but there is 
authority excluding such evidenee.®? In an action 
based on theory that storage was a nuisance, evi- 
dence as to defective construction of the maga- 
zine was inadmissible.®? In an action for damages 
to property caused by the explosion of dust in a 
mill, caused by gradual overheating, evidence was 
held admissible that grain in the bins was very hot 
fifteen days before the explosion. An expert on 
methods of removing explosive dust from mills and 
thus preventing explosions may testify concerning 
the various systems, and their practicable applica- 
tion to the mill where the explosion oceurred.®> Evyi- 
dence by one who installed an oil plant that certain 
apparatus was safer than other apparatus which 
he- had tested and found impracticable was admis- 
sible.5* 

[§ 42] d. Sale and Use. The admissibility of 
evidence in actions for damages resulting from the 
sale of explosive substances must be competent under 
the general rules of evidence *’ and relevant to the 
issues.°® In an action for damages resulting from 
adulterated kerosene sold by defendant, it is proper 
to allow an expert witness to describe the process 
of producing kerosene from petroleum, to show that 
gasoline is the lighter product, and to prove what 

46. Kerbaugh v. Caldwell, 151 Fed.| 441, 115 CCA 343 


194, 80 CCA 470, 10 AnnCas 453. 55. Quaker Oats 
[a] Bemoteness.—In an aétion for | 441, 115 CCA 343. 
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the substance sold was.5® It is also proper to show 
that gasoline or a mixture containing gasoline would 
throw off a vapor and ignite at a lower tempera- 
ture than pure kerosene.*° Testimony of defend- 
ant’s superintendent, tending to show the quality 
of the mixture at the time it was sold and sent out 
for delivery, is admissible.°t In an action for in- 
juries from gasoline, alleged to have been improp- 
erly labeled, or delivered as kerosene, it may be 
shown that, on the morning after the accident, chil- 
dren of the family of the person injured were seen 
In possession of a gasoline can properly labeled.%2 
Evidence that defendant threw away a large quan- 
tity of the same kind of oil which exploded, al- 
though suspicious, is not conclusive of negligence. 
Negligence in the sale of coal oil containing gaso- 
line cannot be proved by proof of negligence on 
another occasion in a sale of gasoline containing coal 
oil.6¢ Testimony that the witness had used kero- 
sene for many years in a certain manner is admis- 
sible as tending to indicate that the person injured 
from an explosion of kerosene in starting a fire 
was not guilty of gross negligence.*® Where in- 
juries resulted from the explosion of gasoline which 
leaked from an engine used to pump water, evidence 
that others than plaintiff had been allowed to use 
the pump, and had to start the engine, and prime 
the pump, is admissible on the question of invita- 
tion and custom.°® Evidence that an employee of 
the defendant company had been ordered to keep 
all but employees away from the place where gaso- 
line or other explosives were used is inadmissible, 
where such order was not shown to have been known 
to plaintiff.°7 Under a declaration alleging negligent 
use and operation of a tank or other apparatus con- 
taining explosive gases or liquids, evidence is ad- 
missible that the explosion was caused by a mix- 
ture of certain gases or liquids.*® Where the injury 
was caused by ignition and explosion of a certain 
oil stain, by a match lt while applying it, evidence 
that such stain had not ignited before in manu- 
facture or use is immaterial.*® Jn an action for 
injuries from the explosion of stove polish sold by 
ward tested by witness, and some of 


it removed next day, is erroneous, 


v. Grice, 195 Fed. 
the transaction not having happened 


damages by fire alleged to have been 
caused by an explosion in another 
building, it was immaterial that de- 
fendant had stored dynamite in his 
building two years before. Hamil- 
ton y. Cranford Mercantile Co., 201 
Ala. 403, 78 S 401. 

47, Kerbaugh v. Caldwell, 151 Fed. 
194, 80 CCA 470, 10 AnnCas 453; 
Hamilton v. Cranford Mercantile Co., 
201) Ala.’ 408,78 S: 401. ; 

[a] Remoteness.—In an _ action 
for damages by fire, alleged to have 
been caused by a neighboring explo- 
sion, evidence as to condition of a 
basement when cleaned out months 
after the fire, after the weather had 
its effect, was admissible, its weight 
being for the jury. Hamilton v. 


Cranford Mercantile Co., 201 Ala. 
403, 78 S 401. k 
48. Smith v. Mine, etc. Supply 


Cones2, Utah 21788 Pvess, 

49. Forster v. Rogers, 247 Pa. 54, 
93 A 26. 

50. Flynn v. Butler, 189 Mass. 377, 
715 NE 730; Liggett v. Excelsior Pow- 
der Mfg. Co., 274 Mo. 115, 202 SW 372. 

51. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. Bur- 
rows, 77 Ark. 74, 96 SW 336; Emory 
v. Hazard Powder Co., 22 S. C. 476, 
53 AmR 730. 

52. Bradley v. Peo., 56 Barb. (N. 
Va el 2 

53. Fernandez v: Western Fuse, 
ete., Co., 34 Cal. A. 420, 167 P 900. 

54. Quaker Oats v. Grice, 195 Fed. 


56. Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. Bur- 
rows, 77 Ark. 74, 96 SW 336. 

57. See cases infra this section; 
and generally Evidence 22 C. J. p 1. 

[a] A certificate of an oil in- 
spector containing statutory data 
and delivered to defendant, a whole- 
sale dealer in kerosene, after kero- 
sene had been tested while in tank 
car, was, in suit by customer for 
injuries due to explosion, admissible 
as against objection that inspector’s 


record was the best evidence. Way 
v. S. L. Collins Oil Co., (lowa) 173 
NW 20. 


58. E. I. Dupont de Nemours Pow- 
der Co. v. Duboise, 236 Fed. 690, 150 
CCA 22; Carter v. Marshall Oil Co., 
(lowa) 170 NW 798; Cohn v. Saenz, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 211 SW 492. 

[a] Held irrelevant.— (1) Testi- 
mony, in an action for injuries re- 
ceived from explosion of dynamite 
caps, that subsequently similar caps 
exploded by reason of exposure to 
the sun is not admissible to explain 
first explosion, where witness was 
not near second caps for some time 
before explosion. E. I. Dupont de 
Nemours Powder Co. vy. Duboise, 236 
Fed, 690, 150 CCA 22. (2) In an ac- 
tion for injuries when oil or gaso- 
line sold by defendant exploded in 
hands of buyer’s daughter, a ruling 
permitting evidence of distinct trans- 
action wherein defendant’s agent had 
placed oil in tank which was after- 


day before explosion in question, as 
suggested by counsel,.but not stated 
by witness. Carter v. Marshall Oil 
Co., (lowa) 179 NW 798. 

{b] Held relevant.—In an action 
for personal injuries due to an ex- 
plosion of gasoline sold as coal oil, 
and alleged to have been used in a 
lamp, evidence that it was a lantern 
that exploded similar to one exhibit- 
ed by plaintiff’s attorney to the wit- 
ness, was not error, “lamp” includ- 
ing a lantern. Cohn y. Saenz, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 211 SW 492. 

59. Stowell v. Standard Oil Co., 
139 Mich. 18, 102 NW 227. 

60. Stowell v. Standard Oil Co., 
139 Mich. 18, 102 NW 227. 

61. Patterson v. Uncle Sam Oil 
Cos> (kant) soils 25.82 

62. Dubois v. Luthmers, 147 Iowa 
315, 126 NW 147. 

63. Reed v. Nelson, 133 La. 968, 
63 S 484. 

64, Patterson v. Uncle Sam Oil 
Com (Kam) = Lon P25 8: 

65. Standard Oil Co. 
15 Ga. A. 571, 84 SE 69. 

66. Snips v. Minneapolis, etc. R. 
Co., 164 Iowa 530, 146 NW 468. 

67. Snips v. Minneapolis, ete., R. 
Co., 164 Iowa 530, 146 NW 468. 

68. Mueller Bros. Art, ete., Co. v. 
Fulton St. Wholesale Market Co., 181 
Tll. A. 685. 

69. Thornhill v. Carpenter-Mor- 
ton Co., 220 Mass. 593, 108 NE 474. 
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defendant, his advertisement of such polish was held 
admissible, where the answer put in issue all ma- 
terial allegations of the complaint,”° but evidence 
that the stove polish was generally sold in the mar- 


ket before and after the accident was inadmis- 
sible.74 In such an action, for selling a dangerous 


stove polish without proper warning, the warning 
contained on other polishes, which are not shown to 
be similar, is immaterial.”? 

[§ 43] e. Blasting. In an action for damages 
to property from blasting, evidence of the quantity 
of explosive used and manner of blasting is com- 
petent;** and an expert witness may properly tes- 
tify whether the blasting was heavier than reason- 
ably necessary for the purpose,’* and whether a blast 
covered as prescribed by ordinance could have 
thrown rocks a certain distance equal to that at 
which the injury was done.7® Testimony is also 
admissible concerning the deposit of débris by a 
blast, and the condition of the damaged premises 
soon after.“° In an action for injury from negli- 
gent blasting, evidence is admissible showing the 
effect of the explosion upon adjoining property,’ 
and other buildings in the neighborhood, as bearing 
upon the character and extent of the explosion.’® 
But the exclusion of evidence that other property 
at various distances from that injured was not so 
affected is not error.79 Evidence of negligent blast- 
ing by defendant, before and after the blast causing 
the injury, is admissible to determine the character 
of the blast in question.’° Where injuries were re- 
ceived from a piece of flying steel thrown out by a 
blast from a plant for breaking steel by explosives, 
evidence of previous emissions of pieces of steel 
from the plant was held admissible.8t “And where 
plaintiff was struck by a stone from a blast in a 
neighboring quarry, while he was on his own prem- 
ises, evidence of stones being thrown upon plaintiff’s 
fand in’ previous instances is admissible to show 
whence the stone came that struck plaintiff, and the 
distance it might be thrown.®? But evidenée of the 
effect of blasting rock near a house a long time 
previous to the blasts complained of is not ‘admis- 
sible, where the former blasts were not shown to 
have been of equal force and kind.’* And so evi- 
dence showing the manner in which defendant con- 
ducted blasting operations some weeks after the 
injury to plaintiff’s building is imadmissible.** Evi- 

70. Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 
60, 97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472. 75. 

71. Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. ; 

60, 97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472. 76. Salmi v. 

72. Wolcho v. 
Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. | 834. 

73. Cebrelli v. Church Constr. Co., 77. Louisville, 
84 NYS 919. 

[a] Mlustration.—Where plaintiff | v. 
contracted with defendant to do cer-| 84 Cal. 515, 
tain blasting according to the laws | Fitzsimons, etc., 
of the city of New York, and, in an 


action by plaintiff for the agreed/59 LRA 421]. 
compensation for the work, defend- [a] 


EXPLOSIVES 


Co. v. Scott, 185 Ala. 641, 64 S 547. 
Koster v. Noonan, 


Columbia, ete. R. 
Rosenbluth, 81} Co., 75 Or. 200, 146 P 819, LRA1915D 


Lynne, 199 Ala, 631, 75 S 14; Munro 
Pacific Coast Dredging, etc., Co., 
24 P 308, 18 AmSR 248; 
Co. v. Braun, 
A, 683 [aff 199 Ill. 


For example, in action for in- | 55, 
to blasting, 


[$§ 42-44 


dence that brick used in the house damaged by 
blasting were different from those called for in 
building specifications is immaterial.*° Where the 
damage alleged was that loose fragments of rock 
were thrown against plaintiff’s house by negligent 
blasting, a city ordinance requiring covering of the 
blast so as to prevent fragments of rock from being 
thrown into the air is admissible.8° Evidence that 
rock suitable for quarrying, situated on plaintiff’s 
land, was shattered by defendant’s blasting on ad- 
joining land is admissible upon the question of 
damage.’" Plaintiff’s knowledge that blasting was 
done in disregard of ordinance, requiring the rock 
to be covered, may be shown in determining what 
would be due care on the part of plaintiff.8§ 
Where the complaint alleges annoyance by blasting, 
and interference with plaintiff’s enjoyment of his 
residence, evidence. of the ages of his children is 
admissible to show the nature and extent of the vio- 
lation of his right.8° Where there is evidence that 
the person injured or killed by a blast was warned 
of the danger, proof that eries of fire were heard in 
his direction is competent.®% Evidence that plaintiff 
failed to heed the warning given, or exposed himself 
to danger, is competent and should be admitted. 
Where the action for negligent blasting is purely in 
tort, and not in contract, testimony is not admis- 
sible concerning a promise of defendant or his agent 
not to blast during a certain time.°? 

[§ 44] f. Fireworks. Where the proximate 
cause of the injury was not the explosion of fire- 
works, but the leaving of dynamite exposed after 
blasting, an ordinance forbidding the explosion of 
fireworks was properly excluded.®? Where a volun- 
tary spectator was injured while watching the dis- 
charge of fireworks, evidence that defendants had 
no license to discharge the fireworks, and that their 
acts were unlawful, was held immaterial.9* Evi- 
dence that plaintiff, who was injured by fireworks 
during a parade, was a member of the club which 
organized the procession and requested illumination 
along the line of march was held immaterial and 
incompetent.°> Where one is injured by an explo- 
sion of fireworks alleged to have been wrongfully 
kept, it is not permissible to show that other fires 
caused by fireworks had occurred at other times on 
the premises of other persons; at least without 
proof that the fireworks and the conditions of ig- 


Chojnicki, 33. Ohy Cir, Ct. 356" [art 
83 Oh, St. 450, 94 NE 1112]. 
83. Mt. Franklin Lime, etc., Co. 
v. May, (Tex. Civ. A.) 150 SW 756. 
84. Luria v. Cusick, 47 Misc. 126, 
93 NYS 507, 16 NYAnnCas 226. 
85. Mt. Franklin Lime, etc., Co. 
v. May, (Tex. Civ. A.)'150 SW 756: 
86. Mahoney v. Dankwart, 108 
Iowa 321, 79 NW 134. 
94 Ill. 87. White v. Medford, 163 Mass. 
390, 65 NE 249,| 164, 39 NE 997. 
88. Brannock vy. Elmore, 114 Mo. 
21 SW 451. 
89. Birmingham Realty Co. v. 


8 Daly (N. 


OtGs, eo Eis ol COnc- bVs 


proof that 


ant alleged by way of counterclaim juries due 
that, in blasting for an extension to 
a church, plaintiff did the work in 
such an improper and careless man- 
ner that a wall of the church was 
damaged, and defendant was com- 
peélled to tear down and rebuild it, 
evidence as to the weight of the 
blasting charges used, the prepara- 
tion of the holes for the charge, the 
weight put upon the blasts, and the 
effect Of the blasts upon the wall 
of the church, was competent. Ce- 
brelli v. Church Constr. Co., 84 NYS 
919. 

74, Warbison-Walker Refractories 


rocks were thrown on premises other 
than plaintiff’s is admissible to show 
force of concussions. Louisville, ete., 
Cowiv. Lynne, 199 Ala. 631; 75.8 

78. Harbison-Walker Refractories 
Co. v. Scott, 185 Ala. 641, 64 S 547. 

79. Fitzsimons, etc., Co. v. Braun, 
94 Ill. A..633 [aff 199. Tl. 390; 65, Nb 
249, 59 LRA 421]. 

80. Central of Georgia R. Co. v. 
Bernstein, 113 Ga. 175, 38 SH 394. 

81. Baker Ve Hagey, A eee el Sy 
35 A 705, 55 AmSR 712, 

82. Newburg Brick, 


CLG neo. ve 


Thomason, 8 Ala. A. 535, 63 S 65. 
90. Sullivan vy. Dunham, 10 App. 
foe 438, 41 NYS 1083, 38 NYAnnCas 
91. Sullivan vy. Dunham, 10 App. 
ae 438, 41 NYS 1083, 3 NYAnnCas 
92. Salmi v. Columbia, “ete., Re 
nee 75 Or. 200, 146 P 819, LRA1915D 
93. Moore v. Jefferson City Light, 
etc., Co.; 168 Mo. A. 266, 146 SW 825. 
94. Frost v. Josselyn, 180 Mass. 
389, 62 NE 469. 
95. Fisk v. Wait, 104 Mass. 71. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


> 


§§ 44-46] , 


nition were similar.®® 


[§ 45] 38. Weight and Sufficiency. The general 
rules as to the weight and sufficiency of evidence %7 


control liability for injuries from 
weight and sufficiency of evidence 


ing to explosives is determined by the rules goy- 
Plaintiff must es- 
tablish his case by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence.®® Positive testimony on a given point, such 
as the branding of explosives, predominates over 
negative or uncertain testimony on the same point. 
The fact that an explosion complained of was occa- 


erning civil actions generally.%$ 


96. Fillo v. Jones, 2 Abb. Dec. (N. 
Y.) 121, 4 Keyes 328. 

97. See Evidence §§ 1730-1806. 

98. See Evidence §8§ 1730-1806; 
and cases infra this section. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient to es- 
tablish.—(1) That defendant was sel- 
ler of lighting system causing injury. 
Mahlstedt v. Ideal Lighting Co., 27 
Til. 154 110 NE 795, AnnCas1917D 
PADS), PEARL AUS Se HU lee HN ter Sagi op aC eR TENE 
disobedience of statute’ as to con- 
tainers for gasoline was cause of 
injury. Farrell v. G. O. Miller Co., 
(Minn.):- 179 NW 566. (3) That oil, 
explosion of which caused plaintiff's 
injury, was mixture of kerosene and 
gasoline. Anderson vy. Standard Oil 
Co., 180 Iowa 1054, 164° NW 159. (4) 
That railroad and terminal com- 
panies were jointly liable. Houston 
Belt, ete; Ry) Coy vi, Oueary, (Tex: 
Civ. A.) 186 SW 601. (5) That sale 
of gasoline for kerosene was proxi- 
mate cause of injury. Titlow v. 
Florence Trading Co., 35 Cal. A. 457, 
170 P 172; Harlow v. Propes, 102 
Kan. 424, 170 P 983. (6) That ten- 
ant and a manufacturing company 
were responsible for explosion of 
dynamite in building. Pinson vy. 
Young, 100 Kan. 452, 164 P 1102, 
LRAI1917F 621. 

[b] Evidence held for jury.—(1) 
Cause of explosion. Kearner  v. 
Charles |S: Tanner Coz-31 R. 1. 203, 
76 A 833, 29 LRANS 537. (2) That 
gaseous mixture was exploded by 
electric spark. Fitzgerald vy. Brook- 
lyn, Inst. of Arts, ete.,. 175 App. Div. 
554, 162 NYS 625. (3) That oil was 
mixture of kerosene and gasoline. 
Anderson v. Standard Oil Co., 180 
Iowa 1054, 164 NW 169. (4) That 
explosion was caused by negligence 
of defendant’s agent. Stiffel, etc., 
Co. v. American Ferrofix Brazing Co., 
183 Fed. 512. (5) That fire resulted 
from injury to flue by blasting. 
Chesapeake, etc., R. Co. v. Arrowood, 
186 Ky. 599, 217 SW 675. 

[c] Evidence held insufficient to 
establish.—(1) That defendants neg- 
ligently dropped a dynamite cap 
upon the street. Conley v. Ennis, 
170 Ky. 125, 185 SW 501. (2) That 
defendant threw explosive material 
into rubbish heap. Travell v. Ban- 
nerman, 174 N. Y., 47, 66 NE 583 [rev 
71 App. Div. 489, 75 NYS 866]. (38) 
That defendant was connected with 
injury to child playing with dyna- 
mite. Gralka v. Worth Bros. Co., 
245 Pa. 467, 91 A 860. (4) That fire 
was caused by manner in which bar- 
rel of gasoline was handled, O’Brecht 
v. Cedar Rapids Oil Co., (Iowa) 170 
NW _ 785. (5) That gasoline tank 
on jJaunch was installed in an un- 
workmanlike way. Chilberg v. Col- 
cock, 80 Wash. 392, 141 P 888. (6) 
That kerosene and gasoline accident- 
ly mixed was sold to the trade gen- 
erally or to a grocer as coal oil. 
Patterson -v. Uncle Sam _ Oil Co., 
(Kan.) 191 P 258. (7) That plaintiff's 
cattle were damaged by blasted rock 
thrown among them. Thurmond v. 
Ash Grove White Lime Assoc., 125 
Mo. A. 57, 102 SW 619. (8) That 
railroad was responsible for explo- 
sion of dynamite in possession of 
contractor. Hall v. New York, etc., 


.R. Co., 121 App. Div. 488, 106 NYS 


106. 
[25 C. J.—14] 


EXPLOSIVES 


dence.? 


explosives. The 
in actions relat- 


[§ 46] 
Fact: 


the trial is to a 


[d] Negligence held established. 
—(1) Accumulation of dust. Quaker 
Oats Co. v. Grice, 195 Fed. 441, 115 
CCA 343. (2) Adulteration of oil. 
Schmidt vy. Union Oil Co., 27 Cal. A. 
366, 149 P 1014. (3) Blasting. Rost 
VesonionvPac. R. Co,.,0o Kant 713) 149 
P 679; Stewart v. Hanreddy, 212 
Mass. 340, 98 NE 1030 (in tunnel); 
Bartnes vy. Pittsburgh Iron Ore Co., 
123 Minn. 131, 148 NW 117 (in mine 
near highway); St. Nicholas Skating, 
etc, . Col Vv... Cody, 26) Mises 7,647" 56 
NYS 1063; Kimberly v. Howland, 143 
N. C. 398, 55 SE 778, 7 LRANS 545 
(near dwellings, without experience) ; 
Missouri Iron, etc., Co. v. Cartwright, 
(Bex. Civ. A.) 207 SW 397; Vaiza—v. 
Goodykoontz, 112 Va. 853, 72 SE 730 
(without proper warning). (4) Bring- 
ing light near gasoline. Brown, v. 
Freeman, §4 N. J. L. 360, 86 A 384. 
(5) Display of fire works. Cornwall v. 
Blommington, etc., Assoc., 163 Ill. 
A. 461. (6) Explosive stove polish. 
Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 Conn, 358, 
71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571; Clement v. 
Crosby, 157 Mich. 6438, 122 NW 263. 
(7) Filling alcohol lamp. Kelmer v. 
Reckitt) 75° App.— Dive 180,77 NYS 
395. (8) Giving children access to 
explosives. Hamblin v..Gano, (Miss.) 
76 S 6383; Hobbs v. Blanchard,  etc., 
Coven Du iINe Hee 73) OMAR LOS 2 rerks 
LRANS 939; Barnett v.- Cliffside 
Mills) 167 NAC. 576; (83 SH 8265 - (9) 
Placing gasoline near heat. Evans 
v.. Hoggatt, 9. Kan. A. 540, 59 P3381; 
Waters Pierce Oil Co. v. Snell, 47 Tex. 
Civ. A.- 413, 106 SW 170: ~ (10). Re- 
pairing powder magazines. Oulighan 


v. Butier, 189 Mass. 287, 75 NE 726. 
(11) Sale of gasoline for kerosene. 
Gatliff Coal Co. v. Hohlman, 157 Ky. 
778, 164 SW 76. (12) Storing dyna- 
mite. Derry Coal, ete., Co. v. Ker- 
baugh, 222 Pa. 448, 71 A 915; Olson 
v. Gill Home Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 151, 
108 P 140, 27 LRANS 884. (13) 


Storing gasoline. Woods v. Chal- 
mers Motor Co., (Mich.) 175 NW 
449. 

[e] Negligence held sufficiently 
shown to go to the jury.—(1) Blast- 
ing. Settle v. Southern R. Co., 150 


N. C. 648, 64 SE 759; Kimberly v. 
Howland, 143 N. C. 398, 55 SE 778, 7 


LRANS 545; Rafferty v. Davis, 260 
Pa. 563, 108 A 951. (2) Escape of 
gasoline from engine. Snips v. 
Minneapolis, ete., R. Co., 164 Iowa 
530, 146 NW 468. (3) Maintenance 
of pipe line in highway. Thompson 
VoL Uniom lractCo.,- Gam,)ir Lod") 


278. (4) Overcharged bottle. Colyar 
vy. Little Rock Bottling Works, 114 
Ark. 140, 169 SW 810. (5) Sale of 
substitute for kerosene. Ellis v. 
Republic Oil Co., 133 Iowa 11, 110 
JNW 20. 

{f] Negligence held not estab- 
lished.—(1) Blasting. MacGinnis v. 
Marlborough-Hudson Gas Co., 220 
Mass. 575, 108 NE 364, LRA1915D 
1080; Riggs v. New York Tunnel Co., 
202 N. Y. 129, 95 NE .701 [rev 134 
App. Div. 672, 119 NYS 548] (de- 
layed blast); Viele v. Mack Pav., etc., 
Co., 150 App. Div. 839, 135 NYS 147; 
Quigley v. Naughton, 100 App. Div. 
476, 91 NYS 491; Conron v. Fox, 153 
NYS 425 (admission of using over- 
charge of powder). (2) Explosion 
of carbon dioxide. Conley v. United 
Drug Co., 218 Mass. 238, 105 NE 975, 
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sioned by defendant may be shown by indirect evi- 
In the absence of direct evidence as to the 
cause of an explosion, expert testimony as to its 
probable cause is sufficient to warrant its submis- 
sion to the jury.? 
tain fireworks were set in motion by defendant’s 
negligence without pointing out the particular neg- 
lgent act that caused the injury.t 

H. Trial>—1. 
Under the rules applicable in civil actions ° 
generally,® controverted questions of fact are, where 


It is sufficient to show that cer- 


Questions of Law and 


jury, to be determined by it,’ as, 


LRA1915D 830; Kilbride v. Carbon 
Dioxide, etc., Co., 201 Pa. 552, 51 A 
347, 88 AmSR 829.. (3) Explosion of 
pop bottle. Stone v. Van Noy R. 
News Co., 153 Ky. 240, 154 SW 1092. 
(4) Giving children access to explo- 
Sives. Gralka v. Worth Bros. Co., 
245 Pa. 467, 91 A 860; Finkbeiner vy. 
Solomon, 225 Pa. 333, 74 A 170, 24 
LRANS 1257 (leaving explosive caps 
in a barn). (5) Sale of dangerous 
oil. Reed v. Nelson, 133 La. 968, 63 
S 484. (6) Use of defective funnel in 
handling gasoline. Waters-Pierce 
Oil Co. v. Knisel, 79 Ark. 608; 96 
SW 342. 

[gs] Evidence held insufficient to 
show negligence of defendant.— 
Riggs v. New York Tunnel Co., 202 
IN Ys he On 9/5) ON Ee Ol 

{h] Contributory negligence es- 
tablished.—(1) Bringing light near 
gasoline. Grigsby v. Bratton, 128 
Tenn, 597, 168 SW 804. (2) Disre- 
gard of warning of blast. Wells v. 
Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 80 A 16. (3) Use 
of dangerous quantity of disinfect- 
ant. Fitzgerald v. Brooklyn Inst. 
of Arts, etc., 175 App. Div. 554, 162 
NYS’ 625.. : 

{i] Contributory negligence not 
established.—(1) Explosion of oil in 
incubator lamp. Schmidt v. Union 
Oil ‘Co., (27) Cal. A: 366;) 149) Pp AOmas 
(2) Injury to children by dynamite. 
Mattson v. Minnesota, ete., R. Co., 
95 Minn. 477, 104 NW 448, 111 AmSR 
483, 70 LRA 503, 5 AnnCas 498; 
Hobbs v. Geo. W. Blanchard, etc., Co., 
12 IN. HT. 116, 65. “Al S82 Nite 4 Ama Sine 
944. (3) Injury to plaintiff through 
fright of horse by blast. Missouri 
Iron, etc., Co. v. Cartwright,’ (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 207 SW 397. (4) Use of ex- 
plosive preparation. "Wolcho v. Ros- 
enbluth, 81 Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 
LRANS 571. 

99. Rathbun v. White, 157 Cal. 
248, 107 P 309; Viele v. Mack Pav., 
etc., Co., 150 App. Div. 839, 135 NYS 
147; Tibbits v. Spokane, 64 Wash. 
Di OMe ana OG 

1. Socola vy. Chess-Carley Co., 39 
La. Ann. 344, 1S 824. 

2. Coffey v. West Roxbury Trap 
Kock Co., 229 Mass. 211, 118 NE 235. 

[a] A cause being shown which 
was calculated to produce an explo- 
sion, it was a warrantable inference, 
in the absence of a showing of’ other 
causes, that the one shown was the 
operating agency in bringing about 
the result. Southwestern Portland 
Cement Co. v. Moreno, (Tex. Commn. 
A.) 215 SW 444. 

3. Badcock v. Freeman, 21 Ont. 
DN (OBE 

4. Dowell v. Guthrie, 99 Mo. 653, 
12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598. 

5. Trial generally see Trial [38 
Cyc 1238]. 

6. See Trial [38 Cyc 1512]. ; 

7. See cases infra this and fol- 
lowing notes. 

[a] Demurrer to evidence prop- 
erly overruled.—(1) In an action for 
damages on account of the burning 
of a traction engine and threshing 
machine when defendant’s oil pipe 
broke and burst into flame. Thomp- 
son v. Union Tract. Co., (Kan.) 191 
P 278. (2) In an action for damages 
for destruction of an oil well by the 
explosion of a Shell of nitroglycerine 
while it was being lowered into well 
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for example, questions as to proximate cause,® the 


EXPLOSIVES 


presence or absence of negligence,® or of contribu- 


by defendant torpedo company. Mc- 
Arthur v. Independent Torpedo Co., 

CKSany) e190 2P 187. 
[b] Invitation to come on the 
dangerous premises. Schmidt v. 
Co., 159 Mich. 


Michigan Coal, etce., 
308, 123) NW) 1122. 
8. U. S.—Armour v. Wanamaker, 
202 Fed. 423, 120 CCA 529. 
Md.—Green v. Shoemaker, 111 Md. 
69, 738 A 688, 23 LRANS 667. 
Mass.—Coffey v. West Roxbury 


Trap Rock Co., 229 Mass. 211, 118 NE 
Zoo. 

Minn.—Eckart v. Kiel, 123 Minn. 
114, 143 NW. 122; \Juntti v. Oliver 


Iron Min. Co., 119 Minn. 518, 138 NW 
673, 42 LRANS 840; Vills v. Cloquet, 
119 Minn. 277, 188 NW 33. 

Mo.—Scalpino v. Smith, 154 Mo. A. 
524, 1385 SW_ 1000. ‘ 

N. J.—La Rue v. Potts, 91 N. J. 
L. 606, 103 A 197; Vallency v. Rig- 
illo, 91 N. J. L. 307, 102 A 348. 

N. Y.—Rollins v. Farley, 2 NYCity 
Ct 176. 

N. C.—McGehee v. Norfolk, etc., 
Riu Co.) 147 Ne ©. 142; 159) 60 SH 912, 
24 LRANS 119 [cit Cyc]. 

Tenn.—Fairbanks vy. Gambill, 142 
Tenn. 633, 222 SW 5. 

Tex.—Little v. James McCord Co., 
(Civ. A.) 151 SW 835. : 

Wash.—Mathis v. Granger Brick, 
etc., Co., 85 Wash. 634, 149 P 3; Ol- 
son v. Gill Home Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 
151, 108 P 140, 27 LRANS 884. 

Ont.—Gerard v. Ottawa Gas Co., 43 
Ont. L. 264, 43 DomLR 447. 

{a] Dilustration.— Where defend- 
ant left with plaintiff a can contain- 
ing gasoline which he stated did not 
contain any dangerous or explosive 
substarice, and plaintiff, mistaking 
the can for an oil can of his own, 
poured it on kindling to light a fire, 
from which an explosion resulted, 
the question whether defendant's 
wrongful act was a proximate cause 
of the injury was properly submitted 
to the jury. Fairbanks v. Gambill, 
142 Tenn. 633, 222 SW 5. : 

9. U. S.—Stiffel, etc., Co. v. Ameri- 
can Ferrofix Brazing Co., 183 Fed. 
512; Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 531. 

Ala.—Harbison-Walker Refracto- 
ries Co. v. Scott, 185 Ala. 641, 64 S 
547 (wanton negligence); Sloss-Shef- 
field Steel, etc., Co. v. Salser, 158 Ala. 
511, 48 S 374. 

Colo.—Willson v. Colorado, etc., R. 
Co., 57 Colo. 303, 142 P 174; Victor 
v. Smilanich, 54 Colo. 479, 131 P 
392. 

Conn.—Wolcho v. Rosenbluth, 81 
Conn, 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. 

Ga.—Smith v. Clarke Hardware 
Co., 100 Ga. 163, 28 SE 73, 39 LRA 
607. 

Iowa.—Chapman v. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 
20, 182 NW 957; Chapman v. Pfarr, 
145 Iowa 196, 128 NW 992; McIuldon 
v. Drew, 138 Iowa 390, 116 NW 147, 
128 AmSR 203; Ellis v. Republic Oil 
Co., 133 Iowa 11, 110 NW 20. 

Ky.—Lexington, ete, R. Co. v. 
Wields, 152 Ky. 19, 153 SW 48. 

Mass.—Driscoll v. Gaffey, 207 
Mass. 102, 92 NE 1010. 

Mich.—Woods vy. Chalmers Motor 
Co., 175 NW 449. 

Minn.—Erickson v. Gleason, etc., 
Co., 176 NW 199; Eckart v. Kiel, 123 
Minn. 114, 143 NW 122; Juntti v. 
Oliver Iron Min. Co., 119 Minn, 518, 
138 NW 673, 42 LRANS 840. : 

Mo.—Fuchs v. St. Louis, 133 Mo. 
168,°31 SW 115, 34 SW 508, 34 LRA 
118, 

N. H.—Cunningham vy. C. R. Pease 
House Furnishing Co..75 N. H. 290, 
73 A 405; Hobbs vy. Blanchard, etce., 
oe 75 N. H. 73, 70 A 1082, 18 LRANS 
939. 

N. J.—Vallency v. Rigillo, 91 N. J. 
L. 307, 102 A 348; Brown v.- Free- 
man, 84 N. J. L. 360, 86 A 384. 


N. Y.—Torgeson v. Schultz, 192 N. 
Y./ 156, 86 NE 956, 127 AmSR 894, 
18 LRANS 726; Fitzgerald v. Brook- 
lyn Inst. of Arts, ete., 175 App. Div. 
554, 162 NYS 625. 


N. C.—Dail v. Taylor, 151 N. C. 
284, 66 SEH 135, 28 LRANS 949. 
Pa.—Shaffer v. Mowery, 265 Pa. 


300, 108 A 654; Sigman v. McAbee 
Powder, etc., Co., 39 Pa. Super. 559. 

R. I.—-Kearner v..Charles S. Tan- 
ner’'Co.;)'31- R./ I, 203;:-76° A’ 833, +29 
LRANS 537. 

Tex.—Ft. Worth, etc, R. Co. v. 
Beauchamp, 95 Tex. 496, 68 SW 502, 
93 AmSR 864; Little v. James Mc- 
Cord Co., (Civ. A.) 151 SW 835. 

Wash.—Mathis vy. Granger Brick, 
etc., Co., 85 Wash. 634;.149' P.3. 

W. Va.—McClain v. Marietta Tor- 
pedo, 100 SE 87. : 

[a] Blasting.—(1) Negligence gen- 
erally. Harbison-Walker Refractories 
Co. v. Scott, 185 Ala. 641, 64 S 547; 
Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 183 
Ala. 444, 63 S 67; Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, etc., Co. v. Salser, 158 Ala. 511, 
48 S 374; Norwalk Gaslight Co. v. 
Norwalk, 63 Conn. 495, 28 A 32; 
Chesapeake, etc., R. Co. v. Arrowood, 
186 Ky. 599, 217 SW 675; Redmund 
v. Butler, 168 Mass. 367, 47 NE 108; 
Neveu v. Sears, 155 Mass. 303, 29 NE 
472; Thurmond vy. Ash Grove White 
Lime Assoc., 125 Mo, A. 73, 102 SW 
617; Berg v. Boston, etc., Consol. 
Copper, ete., Min. Co., 12 Mont. 212, 
19 P 545; Bassett v. Dodge, 77 N. H. 
602, 93 A 967 (fire set by fuse); 
Deubel vy. Millard Constr. Co., 80 N. 
J. L. 98, 77 A 611; Holland House v. 
Baird, 169 N. Y. 136, 62 NE 149 [rev 
49 App. Div. 180, 62 NYS 73]; Kos- 
ter v. Noonan, 8 Daly (N. Y.) 231; 
Interborough Rapid Transit Co. v. 
Williams, 168 NYS 688; Wiggins v. 
Hiawassee Valley R. Co., 171 N. C. 
773, 89 SE 18; Morrissey v. Cincin- 
nati, 14 Oh. Cir. Ct. N. S. 19; Keeple 
v Pennsylvania Torpedo Co., 7 Pa. 
Super. 620. (2) Covering or other- 
wise protecting blast. Driscoll v. 
Gaffey, 207 Mass. 102, 92 NE 1010; 
Beauchamp vy. Saginaw Min. Co., 50 
Mich, 1638, 15 NW, 65,85 AmR 30, 
(3) Failure to warn. J-exington, etc., 
R. Co. v. Fields, 152 Ky. 19, 153 SW 
43; Louisville, etce., R. Co. v. Tow, 
63 SW 27, 23 KyL 408, 66 LRA 941; 
Beauchainp v. Saginaw Min. Co., 50: 
Mich. 1638, 15 NW 65, 45-AmR 30; 
Driscoll v. Newark, etc., Lime, etc., 
Co., 37 N. Y. 637, 97 AmD 761; Wig- 
gins v. Hiawassee Valley R. Co., 171 
N. C. 778, 89 SE 18; Harris v. Simon, 
32. Se Cw SOS S10 SH AO 76a. Ilelnn a. 
Phelps Lumber Co., 75 Wash. 500, 
135 P 226. (4) Sufficiency of warn- 
ing. Beauchamp v. Saginaw Min. 
Co., 50 Mich, 168, 15 NW 65, 45 AmR 
30; Harris v. Simon, 32 S. C. 598, 
10 SE 1076. 

[b] Keeping or storing explosives. 
—(1) In general. Bryan v. Stewart, 
194) Ala..-353,. 70. S128: Carter .Coal 
Co. v. Smith, 173 Ky. 843, 191 SW 
631; Chambers v. Milner Coal, ete., 
143 Ala. 255, 39 S 170; Denver, 
ete., R. Co. vy. Conway,’ 8/Colo. Ix 5 
P 142, 54 AmR 5387; Clarkin v. Biwa- 
bik-Bessemer Co., 65 Minn. 483, 67 
NW 1020; Twohey v. Fruin, 96 Mo. 
104, 8 SW 784; New Jersey Fidel- 
ity, etce., Ins. Co. y. Lehigh Val- 
ley BR. Co.) 92. No J. Ts 467, 105 A 206 
[certiorari den 249 U. S. 600, 39 SCt 
258]; Rollins v. Farley, 100 N. Y. 
620, 3 NE 87; Tissue v. Baltimore, 
OCCaiCO. lia) dean OL SeeA OOM eo 
AmR 3810. (2) Injury to children. 
Carter Coal Co. v. Smith, 173 Ky. 
843, 191 SW 681. 

{c] Selling explosives.—(1) Gen- 
erally. Anderson v. Standard Oil Co., 
180 Iowa 1054, 164 N 169; Chap- 
man v. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 20, 132 NW 
957 (oil); Thornhill v. Carpenter- 
Morton Co., 220 Mass. 593, 108 NE 


97. JA'5-965, 
‘Terms of contract for display. Con- 


[§ 46 


tory negligence,!° and whether the keeping or stor- 


474 (oil stain); O’Neill v. James, 138 
Mich. 567, 101 NW 828, 110 AmSR 
321, 68 LRA 342, 5 AnnCas 177 (ex- 
plosion of chargéd bottle); Torgesen 
v. Schultz, 192 N. Y. 156, 84 NE 956, 
127 AmSR 894, 18 LRANS — 726 
(charged bottle); Dail v. Taylor, 151 
N. C. 284, 66 SE 135, 28 LRANS 949 
(charged bottle). (2) Nature of sub- 
stance sold. Jacobson v. Thomas, 
Tex. Civ.” As) -220 Siw. 652: (3) 
Whether defendant manufacturer was 
negligent in handling kerosene and 
gasoline and causing them to be- 
come mixed in the tank whereby 
purchaser from retail dealer was in- 
jured by explosion. Anderson '‘v. 
Standard Oil Co., 180 Iowa 1054, 164 
NW 169. (4) Whether agent of 
refining company selling mixture 
of gasoline and kerosene in mak- 
ing investigation he did make to 
ascertain whether substance sold 
was gasoline, or Kerosene, exercised 
the high. degree of care imposed 
upon him. .McLawson vy. Paragon 
Refining —Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 
NW 668. (5) Whether a circular is- 
sued by a manufacturing company, 
stating their powder to be safe, au- 
thorized a dealer to make specific 
representations as to its uSe so as 
to render the manufacturer liable 
for injuries received by the buyer 
who used it as instructed. Marsh v. 
Usk Hardware Co., 43 Wash. 5438, 122 
P 241. (6) What would be a reason- 
able inspection by the seller under 
the circumstances, and whether he 
should call in the state inspector, 
or have an expert make a closed test, 
or whether a test by himself, with 
the apparatus accessible to him, 
would be sufficient. Chapman vy. 
Pfarr, 145 Iowa 196, 123 NW 992. (7) 
The sufficiency of an oil testing de- 
vice used by a seller. State v. Boy- 
lan, 79 Conn. 4638, 65 A 595. 

[d] Fireworks. — (1) Generally. 
Colvin v. Peabody, 155 Mass. 104, 29 
NE 59; Dowell v. Guthrie, 99 Mo. 653, 
12 SW 900, 17 AmSR 598; Crowley v. 
Rochester Fireworks Co., 183 N. Y. 
353, 76 NE 470, 3 LRANS 330, 5 Ann 
Cas 5388 [rev 95 App. Div. 13, 88 NYS 
483]; Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 119, 
AnnCas1918D 961. (2) 


solidated Fireworks Co. vy. Koehl, 190 
Ill. 145, 60 NE 87. 

10. U. S.—American Glycerin Co. 
v. Hill, 255 Fed. 841; Cary v. Morri- 
gon, 129° Fed. 177, 63 (CCA. -267, €5 
LRA 659; Smith v. Day, 100 Fed. 
244, 40 CCA 366, 49 LRA 108. 

Ala.—Birmingham Water Works 
Co. v. Hubbard, 85 Ala. 179, 4 S 607, 
7 AmSR 35; Eureka Co. vy. Bass, 81 
Ala. 200, 8 S 216, 60 AmR 152, 

Cal.—Titlow v. Florence Trading 
Coy, 385 7) Cal, Aw 457-5 170N BY ainen 

Colo.—Davis v. Graham, 2 Colo. 
A’. 210, 29° P1007. 

Conn.—Wolcho. v. Rosenbluth, 81 
Conn. 358, 71 A 566, 21 LRANS 571. 

Ga.—Smith -v. Clarke Hardware 
Co., 100 Ga. 168, 28 SE 73, 39 LRA 
607; Standard Oil Co. v. Reagan, 15 
Ga. A. 571, 84 SE 69. 

Ill.—Mahlstedt v. Ideal Lighting 
Co.; 271-Tll. 154, 110 NB 795, Ann 
Cas1917D 209. 

Iowa.—McEldon v. Drew, 138 Iowa 
390, 116 NW 147, 128 AmSR 2038. 

Kan.—Harlow v. Propes, 102 Kan. 
424, 170 P 988. 

Ky.—Lexington R. Co. v. Fields, 
152 Ky. 19, 153 SW 48; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Tow, 63 SW 27, 23 Kyl 
408, 66 LRA 941. °* : 

Mass.—Thornhill v. Carpenter-Mor- 
ton Co., 220 Mass. 593, 108 NE 474; 
Gately v. Taylor, 211 Mass. 60, 97 
NE 619, 39 LRANS 472; Frost v. 
Josselyn, 180 Mass. 389, 62 NE 469; 
Fisk v. Wait, 104 Mass. 71. 

Mich.—Woods v. Chalmers Motor 


Co., 175 NW 449; McLawson v. Para- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


, a. 
a 


| 


§§ 46-47] 


age of explosives 1 or a display of fireworks !2 is a 
Where, however, the evidence is clear 
and undisputed, to the effect that there was no neg- 
ligence, the matter is for the court, and should not 


nuisance. 


be submitted to the jury.?* 
[§ 47] 2. Instructions. 


tions in civil actions generally.14 


gon Refining Co., 198 Mich. 222, 164 
NW 668; Anderson vy. Newport Min. 
Co., 202 Mich. 204, 168 NW 528; 
Powers v. Harlow, 57 Mich. 107, 23 
NW _ 606. 

Minn.—Juntti v. Oliver Iron Min. 
Co., 119 Minn. 518, 188 NW 673, 42 
LRANS 870. : 

N. H.—Hobbs v. Blanchard, etc., 
Co,, 75 N. H. 73, 70 A 1082, 18 LRA 
NS 939. 

N. Y.—Travell v. Bannerman, 174 
N. Y. 47, 66 NE 583 [rev 71 App. Div. 
439, 75 NYS 866]; Riggs v. New 
York Tunnel Co., 184 App. Div. 672, 
119 NYS 548 [rev on other grounds 
202 Nev y 111295 295 NE. 701]; ) Koster 
v. Noonan, 8 Daly 231. 

Pa.—Smith v. Pittsburg, etc., R. 
€os 210 'Par-345, 349; 50\A L077, 1119; 
Morrison v. Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co., 
26 Pa. Super. 338. 

Tex.—Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Brown, 
(Civ. A.) 168 SW 866; Houston Belt, 


Stic seh wiCore Ve, .Oueary tCOLy., 1A.) 
136 SW 601. 
Va.—Standard Oil Co. v. Wake- 


Beye 102 Va. 824, 47 SE 830, 66 LRA 

Wash.—Davis v. Wenatchee, 86 
Wash. 13, 149 P 337; Klein v. Phelps 
Lumber Co., 75 Wash. 500, 135 P 226; 
Marsh v. Usk Hardware Co., 73 Wash. 
543, 1832 P 241; Olson v.- Gill Home 
Inv. Co., 58 Wash. 151, 108 P 140, 27 


LRANS 884. 
Can.—Makins v. Piggott, 29 Can. 
Ss. C. 188 


88. 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) Attempt to 
fill a lamp with coal oil while a 
flame was near. Catlin v. Union Oil 
Gor, 31 Cal) AM097, 161) P297,)'(2) (The 
use of stove polish upon a hot stove, 
resulting in an explosion, is not con- 
tributory negligence, as a matter of 
law, but raises a question of fact 
for the jury. Gately v. Taylor, 211 
Mass. 60, 97 NE 619, 39 LRANS 472. 
(8) In an action for death of a child 
who exploded dynamite on defend- 
ant’s premises, it was held a jury 
question whether his act was a tres- 
pass or negligent, or whether it was 
reasonable and lawful enjoyment of 
a permission to be upon the prem- 
ises, and to act as a boy naturally 
would in his surroundings. Hobbs 
v. Blanchard, ete., Co., 75 N. H. 73, 
70 A 1082, 18 LRANS 939. (4) It 
cannot be said, as a matter of law, 
that boys under the age of fourteen 
are incapable of contributory negli- 
gence, the question ordinarily being 
for the jury. Tibbits v. Spokane, 64 
Wash. 570, 117 P 397. 

Starting fire with kerosene 
supra § 32. 

11. U. S—Kerbaugh v. Caldwell, 
151 Fed. 194, 80 CCA 470, 10 AnnCas 
453. 

Cal.—Kleebauer v. Western Fuse, 
ete Condes -Cal.2497% #71. BP 6173, 94 
AmSR 62, 60 LRA 377. 

Mass.—Flynn -v. Butler, 189 Mass. 
377, 75 NE 730. 

N. Y.—Heeg v. Licht, 80 N. Y. 579, 
36 AmR 654, 8 AbbNCas 355; Reilly 
vy. Brie R. Co., 72 App. Div. 476, 76 
NYS 620 [aff 177 N. Y. 547 mem, 69 
NE 1130 mem]; Prussak v. Hutton, 
30 App. Div. 66, 51 NYS 761; Louns- 
bury v. Foss, 80 Hun 296, 30 NYS 
89 [aff 145 N. Y. 600 mem, 40 NE 
164 mem]. 

Tex.—Barnes v. Zettlemoyer, 25 
Tex. Civ. A. 468, 62 SW 111 (where 
a quantity of dynamite was kept in 
a store for the purpose of trade). 

12. Sroka v. Halliday, 39 R. I. 119, 
97 A 965, AnnCas1918D 961. 

1s UU. Sb: 1. Dupont de “Ne- 


see 


The instructions of the 
court must comply with the rules governing instruc- 
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plosives.!® 


Thus while in- | cover the rules 


mours Powder Co. vy. Duboise, 236 
Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22. 

Ala.—John vy. Birmingham Realty 
Co., 172 Ala. 603, 55 S 801. 

Iowa.—O’Brecht v. Cedar Rapids 
Oil Co., 170 NW 785; Walker v. Chi- 
cago, ete.,.R. Co., (1 Iowa 658, 33 
NW 224. 

Mich.—Foley v. Chicago, ete. R. 
seis 48 Mich. 622, 12 NW 879, 42 AmR 


Mont.—Berg v. Boston, etc., Cons. 
Copper, ete., Min. Co., 12 Mont. 212, 
215,29 PB. 545. 

N. H.—Hughes v. Boston, etc., R. 
rig 71 N. H. 279, 51 A 1070, 98 AmSR 

N. Y.—Travell v. Bannerman, 174 
N. Y. 47, 66 NE 583 [rev 71 App. 
Div. 439, 75 NYS 866]; Holland House 
Co. v. Baird, 169 N. Y. 136, 62 NE 
149 [rev 49 App. Div. 180, 63 NYS 
73] (monsuit granted). : 

R. I.—Afflick v. Bates, 21 R. I. 281, 
43 A 539, 79 AmSR 801. 

“The question of negligence is a 
fairly disputed question of fact, it 
must be resolved by the jury, but 
that, if the evidence is perfectly 
clear to the effect that there was no 
negligence, the matter is for. the 
court.” Berg v. Boston, etc., Cons. 
Copper, ete., Min. Co., supra. 

{a] Mlustrations.—(1) Where an 
explosion occurred while the work- 
men were painting .the inside of a 
tank, and the evidence was that the 
paint had been used by the com- 
pany for twelve or fifteen years and 
no such thing had before been heard 
of, it was held to be error to submit 
the question of negligence to the 
jury. Allison Mfg. Co. vy. McCor- 
mick, 118 Pa. 519, 12 A 273, 4 AmSR 
618. (2) In an action for injuries 
received by plaintiff on the explosion 
of dynamite caps, where evidence as 
to the cause was uncertain, and it 
might have resulted froma number of 
causes, for some of which defendant 
was not liable, the matter cannot be 
left to the jury, but verdict must 
be directed for defendant. EH. I. Du- 
pont de Nemours Powder Co. v. Du- 
boise, 236 Fed. 690, 150 CCA 22. 

{b] In the absence of any evi- 
dence fixing responsibility on defend- 
ant, for the presence of explosives 
where they were exposed to children 
injured thereby, a directed verdict 


for defendant was proper. Birnbaum 
v. Philadelphia, etc., R. Co., 249 Pa. 
238, 94 A 925. 

14. Instructions generally see 


Trial [38 Cyc 1594]. 

Instructions in actions for negli- 
gence see Negligence [29 Cyc 643]. 

15. Hill v. Meyer Bros. Drug Co., 
140 Mo. 433, 31 SW 909. 

[a] Tllustration.— An instruction 
must not ignore the care required of 
plaintiff to use ordinary diligence 
and prudence to inform himself of 
or to recognize the dangers. inci- 
dental to certain work. Hill v. Meyer 
Bros. Drug Co., 140 Mo. 433, 31 SW 
909. 

Stating issues made by pleadings 
see Trial [38 Cyc 1608]. 

16. Mather v. Rillston, 156 U. S. 
391, 15 SCt 464, 39 L. ed. 464; Klee- 
bauer v. Western Fuse, etc., Co., 138 
Cal. 497, 71 P 617, 94 AmSR 62, 60 
LRA 3877; Munro v. Pacific Coast 
Dredging, etc., Co.; 84 Cal. 515, 24 P 
303, 18 AmSR 248 (where there is 
no evidence of contributory negli- 
gence, the doctrine may be properly 


ignored); Tibbits v. Spokane, 64 
Wash, 570, 117 P 397. aa 
{a] MDlustration. — In an action 
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structions should not ignore matters in evidence and 
material to the issue,!® they must be based upon 
some evidence 1* and must be consistent.17 
struction tending to confuse or mislead the jury 
should be refused.18 
large the legal duty of defendant, in respect to ex- 
Where the instructions given wholly 


An in- 


An instruction must not ene 


of law and questions of fact in- 


against a city for personal injuries 
to children by the explosion of caps. 
and fuses claimed to have been neg- 
ligently left by the city where it was 
making excavations, when the only 
issue was whether the city was neg- 
ligent in- caring for the caps, the. 
court charged that the case was. 
based on an allegation of negligence 
by the city’s employees in permitting 
dynamite caps to lie around on the 
ground where they could be found 
by children, and that defendant de- 
fendant denied all negligence. It 
was held that an objection to the in- 
Struction as inaccurately stating the: 


issues was untenable. Tibbits v. 
Spon, C2 Washi ay oO; mun mmiog 


Applicability of instructions to 
evidence and pleadings see Trial [38. 
Cyc 1612]. > 

17. Leahy v. Standard "Oil Co., 220 
Mass. 90, 107 NE 458; Kelley v. Cable 
Co., 7 Mont. 70, 14 P 633. 

[a] Harmless inconsistency. — In. 
an action for damages occasioned 
by blasting in a city, a charge that,. 
while in a given instance a permit 
to do blasting should have been in 
writing, the party acting under an 
oral permit should not be “charge- 
able with laches,’ is not hurtful to 
such party as intimating that he had 
not complied with the law unless he 
had obtained a written permit. Cen- 
tral of Georgia R. Co. vy. Bernstein,. 
113 Ga. 175, 38 SE 394. 

18. Hamilton v. Cranford Mer- 
cantile Co., 201 Ala. 408, 78 S 401; 
Kleebauer v. Western Fuse, etc.. Co., 
138 Cal. 497, 71 P 617, 94 AmSR 62, 
60 LRA 377; Schmidt v. Union Oil 
Co., 27 Cal. A. 366, 149 P 1014, 

_{a] Dlustrations.—(1) An instruc- 
tion that courts will take judicial 
notice of qualities of artificial gas, 
kerosene, gunpowder, etc., was prop- 
erly refused as confusion. Schmidt 
v. Union Oil Co., 27 Cal. A. 366, 149 
P 1014. (2) In an action for dam- 
ages from the explosion of powder 
stored for the manufacture of fuses, 
it was error to give an instruction 
making no distinction between the 
use and manufacture of the powder. 
Kleebauer v. Western Fuse, etc., Co., 
138 Cal. 497, 71 P 617, 94 AmSR ‘€2, 
60 LRA 377. (3) Where plaintiff 
claimed that damage by fire was 
caused by an explosion in defend- 
ant’s building, an instruction that, 
if an explosion in plaintiff’s build- 
ing caused or ‘proximately contrib- 
uted” to the burning of his prop- 
erty, to find for defendant was not 


affirmatively bad, but was mislead- 
ing and inaccurate. Hamilton vy. 
Cranford Mercantile Co., 201 Ala. 


403, 78 S 401. 

{b] Instruction sustained.—In ac- 
tion for damages to property by blast- 
ing in quarry, instruction that, if the 
blasting was mere negligence, and 
was not done willfully and wan- 
tonly, to answer negatively the spe- 
cial issue whether the trespass was 
wanton and willful and in reckless 
disregard of plaintiff’s rights was 
proper. Cobb vy. Atlantic Coast Line 
Reon OL ING Gut soa Oops Dunoae 

19. King vy. National Oil Co., &1 
Mo. A. 155 

{a] MTllustration.—An instruction, 
requiring an oil company not only 
to notify a repairing artisan that 
the tank offered for repair contained 
gas, but how he could get it out, is 
faulty. Defendant’s duty ceased in 
giving notice of the presence of the 
gas and plaintiff was bound to know 
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volved, additional instructions need not be given.?° 
When a ease is submitted for a special verdict, it is 
error to inform the jury under what circumstances 
plaintiff can or cannot recover.2!— It is error to 
instruct that it is incumbent on defendant to ex- 
plain the circumstances of the explosion, where 
the doctrine of res ipsa loquitur does not apply.?? 
The court may properly refuse a requested in- 
struction that the jury should not give any weight 
to certain circumstances from which negligence 
might be inferred.?* In an action based upon neg- 
ligence, it is proper to instruct the jury to find for 
defendant, if they believe from all the evidence that 
the explosion could not have been anticipated or 
averted by human foresight, or that it would have 
probably occurred regardless of whatever means 
might have been employed.?4 Where negligence is 
clearly shown, the court may give an instruction 
which in effect limits the jury’s consideration to the 
sufficiency of the warning and contributory negli- 
gence.2> Where several causes of the explosion are 
alleged, the court may instruct to find for defend- 
ant, if from all the evidence the jury find that the 
cause of the explosion lies wholly within the realm 
of conjecture and doubt.2® An instruction that a 
dealer selling oils must discover their explosive char- 
acter, by proper tests, at all hazards, or be held 
liable for resulting damages, is not objectionable.” 
In an action for death or injuries from the explo- 
sion of a well secluded powder magazine, an in- 
struction that defendant’s duty to keep it locked 
or guarded depended entirely upon the surrounding 
circumstances in evidence, was proper.?8 An. in- 
struction making a verdict for plaintiff dependent 
upon actual injury or damage from the explosion is 
proper.?° 

Instructions relating to blasting. In case of di- 
rect injuries from blasting in a city or other dan- 


EXPLOSIVES 


[§§ 47-49 


gerous place, it is proper to instruct that defendant 
is liable, even though he exercised the highest de- 
gree of care.2° An instruction was also upheld 
which required defendant to exercise extraordinary 
diligence and care, and to give proper warning, in 
blasting near a highway.*! It‘is not error to charge 
that plaintiff may recover if he had no notice of 
the blast in question, and did not know of the 
custom of giving notice of the blasts.°? An instruc- 
tion was sustained, which authorized recovery only 
upon the hypothesis that the blast was exploded 
without reasonable notice or proper warning of the 
danger, which would have enabled plaintiff to have 
avoided it by the exercise of proper care.** Where 
a woman was injured in falling or rising from her 
chair, at the time of a blast, it was held proper to 
instruct that if she was injured in attempting to 
arise from her chair at the time of the blast, she 
could recover.*4 Where plaintiff is entitled to com- 
pensatory or nominal damages, a general charge for 
defendant should be refused in an action for tres- 
pass by blasting, although there is no evidence of 
ageravation justifying exemplary damages.*® 

[§ 48] I. Judgment and Review.*® It is error 
to enter a judgment for damages caused by unlawful 
blasting, in excess of the verdict, and such error will 
be modified on appeal.2? The reviewing court will 
not declare that there was a failure of evidence that 
an explosion was caused by the dangerous character 
of the oil or other explosive, where the physical 
exhibits connected with the explosion are not brought 
up, with the other evidence.*§ 

[§ 49] J. Damages.*® ‘Subject to the rules ap- 
plicable to the recovery of damages in civil ac- 
tions,*? damages to be recoverable must be the nat- 
ural and proximate consequences of plaintiff’s 
wrong.*t So a recovery may be had for physical 


the danger. King v. National Oil Co., 
81 Mo. A. 155. 

{b] Instruction sustained. — Pin- 
son v. Young, 100 Kan. 452, 164 P 
1102, LRA1917F 621 (liability for 
storing excessive amount of dyna- 
mite in building in action for death 
of a fireman by explosion while ex- 
tinguishing fire). 

20. Sebeck v. Plattdeutsche Volks- 
fest Verein, 124 Fed. 11, 59 CCA 
531. 

21. Morrison v. Lee, 13 N. D. 591, 
102 NW 228 (instruction concerning 
contributory negligence in use of 
adulterated kerosene). 

[a] Beason for rule.—‘'The object 
of the law is to secure fair and im- 
partial answers to the questions sub- 
mitted, ‘free from bias or prejudice 
in favor of either party or in favor 
of a particular result.’ The. jury 
should not, therefore, be informed, 
either by the instructions or by the 
form of the questions, how any par- 
ticular answer will affect the case, 
or what judgment will follow in 
consequence of it, ‘for to impart such 
information would almost necessarily 
defeat the object intended to be se- 
cured by a Special verdict.’ And for 
this reason it is error to inform the 
jury under what circumstances the 
plaintiff can or cannot recover.’ Mor- 
Tison) ve. ee, 13, IN: Di 7/591, 599, 1102 
NW 2238, 225. 


22, Wetsell v. Reilly, 159 App. 
Div. 688, 145 NYS 167. 
23. Chapman y. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 


20, 182 NW 957. 

[a] Tllustration.—In an action for 
damages from an explosion caused 
by defendant’s sale of a dangerous 
mixture as kerosene oil, a requested 
instruction that the jury, in deter- 


mining  defendant’s alleged  negli- 
gence, could not give any weight to 
the fact that the oil contained 
twenty one per cent gasoline, nor to 
the fact of injury resulting there- 
from, nor to the fact that an exami- 
nation by an expert inspector might 
or would have revealed the actual na- 
ture of the mixture, is properly 
refused. Chapman y. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 
20, 182 NW 957. 

24. Whaley Vv. Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, etc.) Co., 164 °Ala. 216,. 51S 
419, 20 AnnCas 822. 

25. Wells v. Knight, 32 R. I. 432, 
80 A 16. . 

26. “Whaley v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
etc., Co., 164 Ala. 216, 51 S 419, 20 
AnnCas 822. 

27. Chapman y. Pfarr, 153 Iowa 
20, 182 NW 9657. 

28. Chambers v. Milner Coal, etc., 
Co., 143 Ala, 255, 39 S 170. 

29. Thurmond y. Ash Grove White 
Lime Assoc., 125 Mo. A. 57, 102 SW 
619. 

30. Munro v. Pacific Coast Dredg- 
ing, ete... Co.7 84 (Cal. 515) 24. P 4303; 
18 AmSR 248. But see Wiener v. 
Hammell, 14 NYS 365 (holding in- 
struction must make recovery de- 
pendent upon negligence). 


[a] ‘ne following instruction 
concerning blasting in cities was sus- 
tained.—‘‘It is no defense or answer 


to an action of this character that 
defendant, in exploding the blast in 
question, used and employed skillful 
and experienced men, and in every- 
thing appertaining to blasting it used 
and exercised the highest degree of 
care; and I charge you that defend- 
ant is liable to damages for the 
death of said Michael Stanton if you 
find'that his death resulted from the 


firing of the blast in question, even if 
it used the highest and utmost care 
and skill in firing and exploding it.” 
Munro vy. Pacific Coast Dredging, etc., 
Co., 84 Cal... 515, 529, 24 P 303,-28 
AmSR 248. 
se om Wright v. Compton, 53 Ind. 

32. Stephens v. Martins, (Pa.) 17 
A 242. 

33. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Hof- 
gesang, 13-KyL 829. 

34. Cameron v. New England Tel., 
ae Co.~. 182° Mass. 810, 65 “NE 

35. Ex p. Birmingham Realty Co., 
183 Ala. 444, 63 S 67. 

36. See Judgments [28 Cyc 6238]. 

37. Colton v. Onderdonk, 69 Cal. 
155, 10 P 395, 58 AmR 556. 

Entry and amendment of amount 
see Judgments [23 Cyc 854, 874]. 

38. Standard Oil Co. v. Parrish, 
145 Fed. 829, 76 CCA 405. 

39. Damages for nuisance see Nui- 
sances [29 Cye 1271]. 

40," See’ Damages =17.. 'O. yaaa: 


41. Ill— Wright v. Chicago, etc., 
Re Cony 2 Lil, Ae 200: 
pene See v. Towne, 108 Mass. 

Mo.—Thurmond v. Ash Grove 
White Lime Assvuc., 125 Mo. A. 57, 
102 SW 619. 

N. J.—Cuff v. Newark, etc., R. Co., 
385 N. J. L. 17, 10 AmR 205 [aff 35 
ING he bb 

N. Y.—Conklin v. Thompson, 29 
Barb. 218. 

Oh.—Harriman v. Pittsburgh, etc., 
Re Cor 457 OH Sts 11,5412) Nines be 
AmSR 507. 

Natural and proximate consequences 
generally see Damages §§ 69-85. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 49-50] 


pain and suffering,*? physical injury,‘® loss of earn- 
ings or services,** deterioration in the value of prop- 
erty,*® loss of rents and profits,#® or interruption of 
from fright 
anxiety may properly be considered in assessing 
damages, in connection with physical injury,** al- 


business.47 Mental suffering 


EXPLOSIVES, 


and 


[25'Cads ore 


though in some jurisdictions damages cannot be 
awarded for fright independent of any physical in- 
jury.*? No damages can be recovered for imaginary 
suffering and fanciful anxiety of mind.®° Exemplary 
damages may be recovered only where the elements 
authorizing their award generally *! are present.>? 


IIT. CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY 


[§ 50] A. In General. 


42. Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
Co., 15 Del. 269, 40 A 1114. 

Physical pain and suffering gen- 
erally see Damages § 150. 

43. Mills v. Wilmington City R. 
€o., 15 Del. 269, 40 A 1114. 

44, Hazard Powder Co. v. Volger, 
58 Fed. 152, 7 CCA 130; Mills v. Wil- 
mington City R. Co., 15 Del. 269, 40 
PAR cd: 

Loss of earnings generally 
Damages § 106. 

45. Forster v. Rogers, 247 Pa. 54, 
93 A 26. 

AGH UG. 1B) 4& Law... Cov. -Eagies, 
97 Colo;,,544,-413 P6696. 

Loss of rents generally see Dam- 
ages § 123. 

47. Hunter v. Farren, 127 
481, 34 AmR 423. 

[a] One can recover for tempo- 
rary interruption of his business, and 
loss of time of his workmen, caused 
by the negligent blasting of a near- 
by contractor, the measure of dam- 
ages being the value to plaintiff of 
the work and the time lost. Hunter 
v. Farren, 127 Mass. 481, 34 AmR 423. 

Injury to business, trade, or pat- 
ronage generally see Damages § 122. 

48. Ala.—Birmingham Realty Co. 
v. Thomason, 8 Ala. A. 535, 63 S 65. 

Ark.—Cameron v. Vandergriff, 53 
Ark. 381, 13 SW 1092. 


see 


Mass. 


Ind.—Wright v. Compton, 53 Ind. 
eile 
_Ky.—Standard Oil Co. v. Tierney, 


92 Ky. 367, 17 SW 1025, 13 KyL 626, 
36 AmSR 595, 14°LRA 677. 

Or.—Salmi’ v. Columbia, ,etc., R. 
Co., 75 Or. 200, 146 P 819, LRA1915D 
834. 

Pa.—Hess v. American Pipe Mfg. 
©o., 221 (Pa.-67,) 70) A294. 

[a] WWlustrations.—(1) A corpora- 
tion whose servants are blasting un- 
der circumstances amounting to a 
nuisance is liable for fright, sense 
of personal danger, and other mental 
suffering on the part of one whose 
premises are invaded by _ stones 
thrown by the blasts, and not merely 
for nominal damages as in the case 
of an isolated trespass. Birmingham 
Realty Co. v. Thomason, 8 Ala. A. 535, 
63 S 65. (2) In an action by a woman 
for injuries by an explosion, wherein 
she testifies that in addition to 
fright she was thrown on a chair and 
injured in her face by glass from the 
shattered window, a verdict in her 
favor will be ‘sustained. Hess v. 
American Pipe Mfg. Co., 221 Pa. 67, 
70 A 294. 

Mental pain and suffering see Dam- 
ages §§ 151-161. 

49. Kugel v. Sterling, 164 Ill. A. 
371; Hess v. American Pipe Mfg. 
Co, e221. Pa, 67,70 A 294. 

Fright as independent ground of 
recovery generally see Damages § 158. 

50. Wright v. Compton, 53 Ind. 
337: Driscoll v. Gaffey, 207 Mass. 102, 
92 NE 1010. 

51. See Damages §§ 268-298. 

52. Munro v. Pacific Coast Dredg- 
ing, etc., Co. 84 Cal. 515, 24 P 308, 
18 AmSR 248; Cerrillos Coal Co. v. 
Deserant, 9 N. M. 49, 49 P 807; Myers 
v. Malcolm, 6 Hill (N. Y.) 292, 41 
AmD 744; Cobb vy. Atlantic Coast 
Tine R. Co.,.175..N...C., 130, .95 SH 92. 

53. See statutory provisions; and 


It is frequently made 
unlawful by statutes or municipal ordinances to keep 
or sell or transport explosives otherwise than in 
conformity with prescribed regulations.®% 
idity of such enactments has ordinarily been sus- 


The val- 


cases infra this and following sec- 
tions. 

54. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Ordinances held valid.—(1) 


Prohibiting the keeping of more than 
fifty-six pounds of gun powder in 
store at any one time. Williams v. 
Augusta, 4 Ga. 509. (2) Designating 
place or places within a harbor where 
dynamite shall be handled, kept, or 
stored. Seattle v. Lloyd’s Plate Glass 
InstjCouez os eed, 321.65 CCA) 103, 
(3) Prohibiting the storing of pe- 
troleum, gasoline, etc., within three 
hundred feet of any dwelling, be- 
yond certain small quantities spe- 
cified. Pierce Oil Corp. v. Hope, 248 
U. S. 498, 39 SCt 172, 63 L. ed. 381 
[aff 127 Ark. 38, 191 SW 405, Ann 
Cas1918E 143]. (4) Prohibiting the 
keeping within the corporate limits 
at any one time more than two bar- 
rels of gasoline, coal oil, or other 
refined oils of explosive nature. Crow- 
ley v.. Ellsworth, 114 La. 308, 38 S 
199, 108 AmSR 358, 69 LRA 276. (5) 
Ordinance regulating the handling of 
turpentine, kerosene, benzine, naph- 
tha, coal oil or product thereof, or 
any oil used for lubricating, illumi- 
nating, or fuel purposes from any 
tank wagon or other wagon or ve- 
hicle in or upon any public street or 
way in the city. Spiegler v. Chicago, 
216 Ill. 114, 74 NE 718. (6) Prohibit- 
ing the keeping or selling of petro- 
leum, naphtha, benzine, coal oil or 
any of the products of “petroleum, 
or any inflammable or explosive oils, 
within the space of one thousand 
feet of any dwelling, store room, 
building ./. . in a quantity greater 
than five barrels, of fifty gallons 
each, at one time.” Standard Oil Co. 
v. Danville, 199 Ill. 50, 51, 64 NE 1110 
[aff 101 Ill. A. 65]. (7) Regulation 
providing no garage permit. shall 
issue for premises unprovided with 
separator to prevent volatile oils 
from flowing into sewer. Stubbe v. 
Adamson, 220 N. Y. 459, 116 NE 372 
fate’ 173 Appy Div. 305; 159 -NYS* 7521. 
(8) Ordinance regulating explosion 
of fireworks. Centralia v. Smith, 103 
Mo. A. 438; 77 SW 488. (9) Ordi- 
nance making it unlawful to store 
or keep in larger quantities than five 
quarts in any one place any dyna- 
mite, nitroglycerine, or other like ex- 
plosives or to transport them through 
the streets, alleys, ways, or pub- 
lic grounds of the village in larger 
quantities than five quarts in any 
one wagon or vehicle. Hays v. St. 
Mary’s, 55 Oh. St. 197, 44 NE 924. 
(10) Ordinance prohibiting the trans- 
portation of nitroglycerine through 
the streets. Walter v. Bowling Green, 
26 Oh. Cir. Ct. 756. (11) Ordinance 
prohibiting any person from keeping 
any more than twenty-five pounds of 
powder elsewhere than in a “maga- 
zine approved by the council.’”’ Daven- 
port v. Richmond City, 81 Va. 636, 
59 AmR 694. (12) Prohibiting the 
keeping of any quantity larger than 
three barrels of rock oil, coal oil, or 
other similar oils, or any larger 
quantity than one barrel of crude oil, 
burning fluid, naphtha, benzole, ben- 
or other combustible or dan- 


zene, 1 ; ( 
gerous materials at one time In a 
house or shop in the city. Rex v. 


tained,** although the necessarily general form of 
the law may embrace some innocent objects.5> Like- 
wise, frequently statutes have been enacted directed 
toward the punishment of the unlawful use of ex- 
plosives to the injury of life or property.®® \ 


So the 


Na ai oes 4 Ont. L. 198, 1 OntWR 
8 . 
[b] Ordinance held invalid.—An 


ordinance providing for the inspec- 
tion of gasoline, benzines, naphthas, 
and requiring the specific gravity 
thereof at 60 degrees Fahrenheit to 
be between 58 and 84, is void for un- 
certainty, and because unreasonable 
and impossible of performance, the 
specific gravity of heaviest sub- 
stances known being only 22.5. 
Standard Oil Co. v. Birmingham, 202 
Ala. 97, 79 S 489. 

_ [ec] Statutes held valid.—(1) Mak- 
ing unlawful the sale or delivery at 
any coal mine of black powder ex- 
cept in original packages containing 
twelve and one-half pounds of pow- 
der. Williams: v. Walsh, 222 U.. 3 
415, 32 SCt 137, 56 L. ed. 253 [aff 79 
Kan, 212, 98°P 777]. ' (2) Statute 
making it unlawful to manufacture 
or procure explosives with the in- 
tent to use them for unlawful de- 
struction of life or property. Hronek 
v. Peo., 134 Ill: 139, 24 NE 3861, 23 
AmSR 652, 8 LRA 837. (3) Requir- 
ing that the petroleum shall not 
have specific gravity of less than 
46 degrees Baume. Waters-Pierce Oil 
Co. v. Deselms, 212 U. S. 159, 29 SCt 
270, 538 L. ed. 453 [aff 18 Okl. 107, 89 
P 212]. (4) Providing for testing of 
gasoline and requiring that it be 
branded. State v. Bartles Oil Co., 
132 Minn. 138, 155 NW 1035, LRA 
1916D 198. (5) Prohibiting manu- 
facture of compressed gas in a 
tenement or dwelling house or manu- 
facture of article of which it is a 
component part. Peo. v. Lichtman, 
65 App. Div. 76, 72 NYS 511 [rev on 
oot. grounds 173 N. Y. 63, 65 NE 

Power of municipal corporation to 
regulate see Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 713]. 

Prohibiting transportation as in- 
terference with commerce see Com- 
merce § 120. 

55. Pierce Oil Corp. v. Hope, 248 
U. S..498,, 39 SCt. 172,63 Tiled, 838i 
[aff 127 Ark. 38, 191 SW 405, AnnCas 
1918BH 143). 4 

Denial of equal protection of the 
yh see Constitution Law §§ 894, 895, 

56. See statutory provisions; and 
eases infra this note. 

{a] “Setting fire to’ and “blowing 
up” are made distinct offenses by 
Act (1918) No. 108 and amending 
Act (1908) No. 263 which made it 
a crime willfully: or maliciously to 
fire, burn, or blow up any house or 
building, etc., by illiminating from it 
all reference to the destruction of 
property by fire. State v. Allison, 
146 La. 495, 83 S 778. 

{b] Injury or intimidation.—Un- 
der Penal Code § 601, providing that 
“any person who maliciously deposits 
or explodes, or who attempts to ex- 
plode, at, in, under, or near any 
building, vessel . or other place 
where human being ‘usually inhabit, 
assemble, frequent, or pass and re- 
pass, any dynamite with the 
intent to injure or destroy such 
building, vessel, boat, or other struc- 
ture, or with the intent to injure, in- 
timidate, or terrify any human be- 


214 [25C. J.] 
negligent handling of explosives may be punishable 
under a statute directed generally toward the pun- 
ishment of those who fail to exercise reasonable pre- 
caution and éare to avoid danger to human life from 
things under their control.>? 

[§ 51] B. Construction and Operation of Stat- 
utes. In determining the construction of statutes 
making punishable acts or omissions with reference 

' to explosives, the object to be accomplished by the 
statute must be considered.6* <A statute punishing 
persons who shall ‘‘keep for sale’’ particular sub- 
stances regarded as explosive is applicable to one 
who as agent for another keeps and sells such prop- 
erty without regard to the question of ownership.*® 
Where the statute punishes the selling or giving of 
explosives to another, knowing that such explosives 
are intended to be used for the injury or destruc- 
tion of property or of persons, a fictitious intent 
upon the part of the person to whom the explosives 
are given will not sustain a conviction.°° Under a 
statute punishing the procuring of explosives with 
intent to use them for the unlawful injury to or 
destruction of life or property, the going to a place 
where stolen explosives have been concealed: in order 
to get them for an unlawful use constitutes a pro- 
curing of them within the meaning of the statute. 

Placing explosives. Where the statute punishes 
the preparation of combustible matter or explosive 
substances and putting them in any place with the 
intent to set fire or blow up or destroy any house, 
etc., there must be both a preparation and a placing 
in order to constitute an offense,®* but it is not 
necessary that the explosive or combustible shall 
have been set fire to.6* The explosive must be placed 
in the place to be destroyed or at least in a place 
near by.°* 

Sale of oil or gasoline below test. In the absence 


[b] 


EXPLOSIVES 


“Explosive material.”—A sum- 


[§§ 50-51 


of any express statutory provision as to the instru- 
ment to be used in determining the temperature 
at which oil is inflammable, and in the absence of 
any facts showing that it was intended that any 
particular instrument or method should be used in 
ascertaining the point of inflammability, those rea- 
sonably accessible instruments and methods by 
which that point can be most accurately ascertained 
should be used for the purpose.*® Under a statute 
punishing the keeping for sale of illuminating oils 
‘‘inflammable at less than one hundred and ten 
degrees Fahrenheit’’ the oil is ‘‘inflammable’’ at 
the ‘‘fire’’ point as distinguishable from the 
“‘flash.’’ 6° Where a wholesale dealer sells oil at. 
less than the requisite standard to a grocer who 
retails it in the course of his business, the whole- 
saler may be liable where at the time of the sale he 
knows that the oil is purchased to be retailed for 
the ordinary purposes of heating and illuminating.®* 
Although the statute makes it unlawful to sell or 
offer for sale illuminating oils, including naphtha, 
below a standard fixed by law, it is not unlawful 
to generate gas from naphtha from a stationary gas 
machine.®8 

Transportation. By acts of congress it is made 
unlawful to transport explosives upon any vessel 
or vehicle operated by a common earrier in inter- 
state commerce and carrying passengers.®® These 
statutes are applicable to passengers or persons 
traveling upon the trains as well as to the carrier,’ 
and to intra-state as well as interstate shipments." 
A freight train may be regarded as a passenger 
train when passengers are conveyed for compensa- 
tion in any kind of cars by authority of the rail- 
way company.’? The person who sends the explosive 
violates the statute,7? as does the person who re- 
ceives it.74 The prohibition against transporting 
tending to have said box transported 


ing,’ maliciously placing dynamite in 
a building with an intent to injure 
or destroy without any intent to in- 
jure or intimidate a human being; is 
made a crime. Peo. v. Cole, 28 Cal. 
A. 448, 450, 152 P 945. 

57. See Rex v. Michigan Cent. R. 
Co., 10 OntWR 660, 17 CanCrCas 486 
(imposing a fine upon a railroad com- 
pany for failure to take reasonable 
care of a consignment of dynamite 
on an indictment counting upon such 
a statute and upon a statute pun- 
ishing the maintenance of a com- 
mon nuisance and defining it as “an 
unlawful act or omission to dis- 
charge a legal duty which act or 
omission endangers the lives, safety, 
health, property or comfort of the 
public’). 4 : 

Explosives as nuisance see Nui- 

sances [29 Cyc 1272]. 
' 58. Peo. v. Cole, 28 Cal. A. 448, 
152 P 945; Peo. v. Lichtman, 173 N. 
Y. 63, 65 NE 854 [rev 65 App. Div. 
16, 72 NYS?! 5114). 

{a] For example (1) where the 
object of the statute is to deter the 
destruction of places where a large 
number of people congregate, it is 
not necessary to: allege and prove 
that defendant intended to injure 
some particular individual named in 
the indictment. Peo. v. Cole, 28 Cal. 
A. 448,152 P 945. (2) The use of com- 
pressed carbonic acid gas in the 
manufacture of soda water in the 
basement of a tenement house is not 
a misdemeanor under Penal Code 
§ 389 prior to its amendment L. 
(1902) ec 486, prohibiting the manu- 
facture of compressed gas or ex- 
plosive articles in tenement houses, 
where the gas is not manufactured 
on the premises. Peo. v. Lichtman, 
173 N. Y. 68, 65 NE 854 [rev 65 App. 
Dive 16,002 NWS oli: 


mary conviction for ‘storing inflam- 
mable goods,” following an informa- 
tion in like terms, cannot be sup- 
ported undera statutory regulation or 
by-law making it an offense to store 
“explosive material’ at a particular 
place; the defect is fundamental and 
the court cannot on certiorari amend 
the conviction to conform with the 
by-law. Rex v. Little, 27 CanCrCas 
422, 423, 10 WestWkly 893. 

59. State v. Boylan, 79 Conn. 463, 
65 A "595. 

[a] For example, a statute pun- 
ishing the keeping for sale of any 
fluids for illuminating purposes in- 
flammable at less than 110° Fahren- 
heit applies to the agent employed by 
an oil company to draw off oil from 
a storage tank into a wagon tank, 
furnish it to grocers and others, re- 
ceive pay therefor, and send the 
pay to the company. State v. Boy- 
lan, 79 Conn, 463, 65 A 595. 

60. Koscak v. State, 160 Wis. 255, 
152 NW 181. 

61. Peo. v. Robertson, 284 Ill. 620, 
120 NE 539 [aff 210 Ill. A. 234]. 

62. State v. Helle, 137 La. 388, 68 


S 735 
State v. Helle, 1387 La. 388, 68 


63. 
S 735. 

64. State v. Helle, 187 La. 388, 68 
S735, 

[a] For example, an information 
charging substantially that ’defend- 
ant prepared an infernal machine, 
with the intention to destroy a 
French ship sailing between the port 
of New York and the city of Havre, 
in France, that, after manufacturing 
the machine and putting it in a box 
addressed to a person in Paris, 
France, the accused then placed the 
machine, so packed and addressed, in 
the Faust Hotel, New Orleans, in- 


by rail to the city of New York, and 
there placed on a ship of the French 
line and which further alleges that 
the machine was so constructed that, 
by means of a mechanical device, it 
would explode at the end of six 
and one-half days from Dee. 22, 1914, 
the date set out in the information, 
does not charge an offense. State v. 
Helle, 137 La. 388, 68 S 735. 


_65. State v. Boylan, 79 Conn. 463, 
65 A 595. See Peo. v. Nobles, 1 N. 
Y. Cr. 459 (holding that the ques- 


tion of the quality of the oil is ta 
be decided by the tests, methods, and 
instruments prescribed by the state 
board of health). 

{a] Suitability question for jury 
under conflicting evidence. State v. 
Boylan, 79 Conn. 468, 65 A 595. 


66. State v. Boylan, 79 Conn. 463, 
65 A 595. 
[a] Instruction sustained. — “A 


fluid is inflammable, within the mean- 
ing of the statute, where upon the 
ignition of the liquid or its vapor 
by the application of fire, the process 
of burning or combustion, if not 
checked or interrupted by some out- 
Side influence, continues until the 
fluid is consumed.” ‘State v. Boy- 
lan, 79 Conn. 463, 467, 65 A 595. 

67. Peo... Vv... Nobles? SY. Crs 
459. 
‘iyoe Anderson y. Savannah, 69 Ga. 

69.. Act of July 3, 1866 (14 U. S. 
St) at  81\e) 162); US siCr. Code: 


§§ 232-236. vias 
U. S., 216: Fed. 13, 


70. Ryan v. 
132 CCA 257. 

71. See Watson v. St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co., 169 Fed. 942 (dictum). 

72, UW. Sw Vie Saul; 58, Med: 763: 

73. U.S. v. Saul, 58 Fed. 763. 

74. U.S. v. Saul, 58 Fed. 763. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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nitroglycerine upon vehicles engaged in interstate 
passenger traffic extends also to dynamite made by 
mixing nitroglycerine with some solid and inert 
absorbent substance.7* Where the character of 
goods is discovered before their actual shipment 
which is thereby prevented, the person offering the 
goods for shipment is not liable for a penalty im- 
posed for shipping them.’* A statute regulating the 
shipment of gun cotton is applicable to nitro cel- 
lulose, either wet or dry.77 

[§ 52] ©. Defenses. Under a statute punishing 
one who willfully causes by an explosive substance 
an explosion of a nature likely to endanger life or 
to cause serious injury to property, the word ‘‘wil- 
fully’’ does not mean maliciously but means delib- 
erately and the existence of a bona fide belief in a 
claim of right is not a defense.*8 In a prosecution 
for the carrying of explosives upon a train carrying 
passengers it is no defense that the accused was an 
officer in the army of a foreign country engaged in 
war and that the explosive was so earried for the 
purpose of being used in an alleged act of war in 
the enemy territory.’® The fact that a wholesale 
dealer had no personal knowledge of the quality of 
the oil sold by him is not a defense.*° 

[§ 53] D. Indictment, Information, or Com- 
plaint. An indictment or information charging a 
violation of a statute punishing acts with reference 
to explosives is in general governed by the rules 
applicable to other criminal prosecutions.®+ An in- 
dictment charging a manufacturer of explosives with 
a failure to obey an order issued by an officer of 
the state as to the conditions in and about the fac- 


75, UVa paul, 0.9 Neds 763. ment of an 

76. U.S. v. Chenoweth, 25 F. Cas. 
No. 14,792, 6- McLean 139. 

77. Gun Cotton Shipment, 38 Pa. 
Co. 552. 

78. Rex v. Bonner, 18 B. C. 454. 

79. Horn v. Mitchell, 232 Fed. 819, 


tion to try the 


court of criminal 
Bates, 


EXPLOSIVES 


( indictment 
and without it there is no jurisdic- 


conviction will be quashed 


[1911] 1 K. 
Indictments and informations gen- 


[25 C.J.] 215 
tory must charge that the order was issued by an 
officer vested with authority under the law.3? A 
statute making it a crime to make, procure, ete., 
explosives with intent to injure or unlawfully de- 
stroy life or property, is for the protection of prop- 
erty generally, and an indictment charging such 
crime need not name the,person injured or the owner 
of the property to be destroyed.t? Where the in- 
dictment charges two offenses and the evidence is 
sufficient to establish one and not the other, a gen- 
eral verdict of guilty cannot be sustained.** Under 
a statute making it unlawful to manufacture or pro- 
cure explosives with the intent to use them for the 
unlawful destruction of life or property, one guilty 
as accessory before the fact is to be indicted and 
punished as a principal, where the statute provides 
that any person abetting or in any way assisting 
in making, manufacturing, buying, procuring, ete., 
such explosives knowing or having reason to believe 
that they are intended to be used by any person or 
persons in any way for the unlawful injury to or 
destruction of life or property shall be deemed a 
principal.’® There is no variance between an indict- 
ment charging an intent to use explosives for the 
unlawful injury to or unlawful destruction of life or 
property and evidence to prove that the property of 
a particular corporation was destroyed, since such 
evidence did not establish that only the property of 
that corporation was destroyed or that the purpose 
of defendants was to destroy only that property.*® 
[§ 54] HE. Evidence. It is necessary that every 
essential of the offense charged be established.87 On 
the trial of one for the unlawful manufacture of an 


is required; intended to use dynamite himself, 
while, as to the offense of keeping 


indictment, and a|the explosive with knowledge that it 
in the} was intended to be used by another 

appeal. Rex. v.| person, defendant could not be guilty, 
B. 964. the conviction could not stand, it be- 


ing impossible to say upon which 


147 CCA 13. 

[a] Presumption.—Where the only 
authority asserted by the foreign 
officer is under his commission, no 
ground is afforded for extending to 
him any of the privileges or exemp- 
tions which might result from a find- 
ing that his act was a national act. 
Horn v. Mitchell, 232 Fed. 819, 147 
CCA 13. 

80. Peo. v. Nobles, 1 N. Y. Cr. 459. 

81. See cases infra this and fol- 
lowing notes. 

[a] Charge held sufficient. — “The 
said W. P. Burke, on or about the 
fifth day of February, A. D. 1910, at 


- -and in the county of Sonoma, State 


of California, did willfully, unlaw- 
fully, feloniously and maliciously de- 
posit and explode at, in and near a 
-dwelling-house, being a_tenthouse 
and place where human beings did 


- :then and there and theretofore usual- 


ly inhabit, assemble and frequent, 
‘pass and repass, dynamite, Hercules 
powder and other chemical com- 
pounds and explosives with the in- 
ctent then and there to feloniously in- 
jure Lu Smith, a human being, and 
that by means of said deposit and 
exploding of said explosive said Lu 
Smith was thereby injured and en- 
dangered.’”’ Peo. v. Burke, 18 Cal. A. 
72, 80, 122 P 435. : , 
[b] Definiteness.—An information 
for the malicious placing of an ex- 
plosive near a dwelling house, de- 
scribing the explosive as ‘‘a certain 
nitroglycerine explosive,’ commonly 
known as “dynamite” or “giant pow- 
der,” was not objectionable for in- 
definiteness as to the explosion 
charged, the substances all being 
nitraglycerine explosives. Peo. V. 
Swaile, 12 Cal. A. 192, 107 P 134. 
{c] Under the English Explosive 
Substances Act of 1883 the consent 


-of the attorney-general to the prefer- 


erally see Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 157]. 

82. Corthell v. State, 18 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 598, 8 Oh. Cir. Dec. 49. 

[a] Ilustration.—Under a statute 
providing that an inspector of work 
shops and factories shall enforce its 
provisions and the authority to in- 
spect manufacturing establishments 
and issue orders for changes or addi- 
tions is vested in such district in- 
spector as shall have been appointed 
to that duty by the chief state in- 
spector of work shops and factories, 
an indictment is insufficient which 
sets forth merely that an individual 
named, “one of the district inspectors 
of workshops and factories in and 
for the state of Ohio, and ‘inspector 
of high explosives’ in and for said 
state aforesaid made this inspection 
and made this order,’ which it is 
charged that defendant disobeyed or 
failed to comply with, where there 
is no such office or any such officer 
as “inspector of high explosives” un- 


der the statutes of Ohio. Corthell 
Ve Staten ts \Onw Cire (Ct i598, 18 Oh: 
Cis. Deco? 


88. Peo. v. Robertson, 284 Ill. 620, 
120 NE 539 [aff 210 Tll. A. 234]. 

84. Koscak vy. State, 160 Wis. 255, 
152 NW 181. 

{a] For example, under St. (1913) 
§ 4398a, providing that any person 
who shall make, manufacture, buy, 
sell, give away, transport, or have 
in posssesion any dynamite, etc., 
with intent that it shall be used for 
the injury or destruction of prop- 
erty or of persons, or knowing that 
such explosives are intended to be So 
used by any other person, shall be 
punished by imprisonment or fine, 
and so denouncing in effect two dif- 
erent offenses, where there was suf- 
ficient evidence to sustain a convic- 
tion on the ground that defendant 


branch of the statute defendant was 
convicted. Koscak v. State, 160 Wis. 
255, 152 NW 181. 

85. Hronek-v. Peo., 134 Ill. 139, 
24 NE 861, 23 AmSR 652, 8 LRA 837. 

86. Peo. v. Robertson, 284 Ill. 620, 
120 NE ‘39 [aff 210 Ill. A. 234]. 

87.) Peo.  v. Wichtmany; 173 Ni. 
63, 65 NE 854 [rev 65 App. Div. 76, 
72 NYS 511]; Koscak vy. State, 160 
Wis. 255, 152 NW 181. 

[a] For example, under a statute 
punishing the making, etc., of explo- 
sives with intent to injure persons or 
property or “knowing such explosive 
compounds are intended to be used 
by any other person or persons for 
any such purpose,” in order to sus- 
tain a conviction under the last 
clause, it must appear that a per- 
son other than accused in fact in- 
tended to use the dangerous com- 
pound for an unlawful purpose and 
that the accused had -knowledge 
thereof. Koscak v. State, 160 Wis. 
255, 152 NW 181. 

[b] A manufacturer of soda water 
in the basement of a tenement house 
used carbonic acid gas in the process. 
Such gas is a compressed gas, but 
there was no evidence that it was 
manufactured on the premises, and 
none to show that soda water is an 
explosive, or that its manufacture 
was dangerous. It was held not to 
support a conviction for a misde- 
meanor, under Pen. Code § 389, be- 
fore the amendment by L. (1902) 
ec 486, prohibiting the manufacture of 
compressed gases or of any explosive 
articles. Peo. v. Lichtman, 173 N. Y. 
63, 65 NE 854 [rev 65 App. Div. 76, 72 
NYS 511]. 

{c] Evidence held sufficient—(1) 
Evidence of threatening letters from 
a friend of accused, an explosion in- 
juring the building of the threatened 
person, the running away of accused, 
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explosive the nature of the substance itself, the con- 
cealment of it, and the fact that it is unnecessary 
in his lawful business, and contemporaneous declara- 
tions, may all be considered in determining his un- 
In a prosecution for maliciously 
exploding dynamite near a dwelling house with in- 
tent to destroy the prosecuting witness, evidence 
that the prosecuting witness had borne accused an 


Jawful intent.§§ 


EXPLOSIV ES—EX PORT 


with intent to 


illegitimate child was admissible to show motive.*® 
IV. FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


[§ 55] 


* EXPORT. As a verb. 


and his acts when caught, held to 
warrant the jury in finding defend- 
ant guilty of the crime of ‘“endan- 
gering life by maliciously placing ex- 
plosive near building” defined by Pen. 
fa.) (Consol, & Li. 2c: 740) § 4 1895, as 
amended by L. (1914) c 362. Peo. v. 
Graffeo, 172 App. Div. 694, 158 NYS 
1038 [aff 220 N. Y. 722 mem, 116 NE 
1064 mem]. (2) Evidence of threat- 
ening letters, explosion wrecking 
store early in the morning, flight of 
accused, and his conduct when taken, 
in the absence of' proof of any man- 
ner in which explosion could have 
occurred, except from act of accused, 
held sufficient proof of the corpus de- 
licti, in a trial for violation of Pen. 
L. § 1895 as amended in 1914, as to 
endangering life by maliciously plac- 
ing explosives. Peo. v. Graffeo, 172 
App. Div. 694, 158 NYS 1038 [aff 220 
N. Y. 722 mem, 116 NE 1064 mem]. 
(3) Evidence that defendant had in 
his possession a large quantity of 
dynamite and a number of bombs, 
that he had no legitimate need of 
such things, that he had threatened 
to kill certain persons by throwing 
bonds at them, and that he had 
shown a witness some unfilled bombs 
and told him that he would get dyna- 
mite with which to load them, is 
sufficient proof that defendant had 
procured such dynamite with intent 
to use it for the unlawful destruc- 
tion of the lives of said persons. 
Hronek v. Peo., 134 Ill. 139, 24 NE 
861, 23 AmSR 652, 8 LRA 837. (4) 
In a prosecution for exploding dyna- 
mite near a dwelling house with in- 
tent to injure a human being. Peo. 
v.- Burke, 18 Cal. A. 72, 122 P 435. 
88. Hronek v. Peo., 134 Ill. 139, 
24 NE 861, 23 AmSR 652, 8 LRA 887. 


ig9. Peo. va Burke; 18 Cal. A, 72, 
T2224 5. 

90. Peo. v. Swaile, 12 Cal. A. 192, 
107 P 134. 

91. See statutory provisions; and 
eases infra this note. 

{a] Limitation of power.—-Where 


a statute provides for the forfeiture 
of gunpowder under certain condi- 
tions and for the regulation and re- 
ceipt by the firewards of the trans- 
portation and receipts of gunpowder 
within a city, the firewards have no 
authority to create a cause of for- 
feiture not authorized by the act. 
Trueman v. 403 Casks of Gun Pow- 
der, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 14. 

[b] Receipt as freight.— (1) L. 
(1846) c¢ 291 § 20, providing for for- 
feiture of explosives found within 
eertain portions of New York City, 


By some statutes a forfeiture of explo- 
sives unlawfully kept, together with a penalty for 


In its primary, general 
or essential meaning, to carry or send out of a 
place. In its secondary, specific or especial mean- 
ing, to carry from a state or country, as wares in 
commerce;? to send out from one country to an- 
other;? to send goods and merchandise from one 
country to another;* to send or carry out of the 


tion.® 


under certain conditions, exempts 
from the penalties elsewhere pre- 
scribed in the act a vessel receiving 
gunpowder as freight within the pro- 
hibited limits, although such gun- 
powder is not received from licensed 
dealers. Cathcart v. New York City 
Fire Dept., 26 N. Y. 529. (2) A stat- 
ute providing that it shall be unlaw- 
ful for any person to have or keep 
gunpowder in excess of twenty-eight 
pounds in weight in any one house, 
store, etc., within certain limits in a 
state, extends to the mere receipt 
of gunpowder into the store of de- 
fendant for the purpose of being im- 
mediately packed and shipped to an- 
other state. Foote v. New York 
Hire. Dept.,. 5) Hill. GN. Y.)-99. 

{e] English statutes-—(1) 23 & 
24 Vict. c 139 § 6, enacts that certain 
regulations shall be observed with 
regard to the “manufacture and keep- 
ing of ammunition,” one of which is 
that no “ammunition containing five 
pounds of gunpowder shall be kept 
in any place not liceused for that 
purpose.” An information preferred 
against the appellant, a gunmaker, 
who bought and kept ready-made 
cartridges to sell by retail, but did 
not manufacture them, alleged that 
he did unlawfully keep certain am- 
munition, namely, fifty thousand and 
four hundred cartridges containing’ 
five pounds weight and upwards of 
gunpowder, namely, eighty pounds of 
gunpowder, in a certain place with- 
out a license. He was convicted un- 
der the above section and § 7 (penalty 
clause), fined and adjudged to for- 
feit the ammunition, in excess of the 
quantity which might be lawfully 
kept. On a case stated, it was held 
that, 23 wanes VECt. € 139" § 16 eap- 
plies only to manufacturers of ex- 
plosive compositions keeping them, 
and that, therefore, the conviction 
under it of the appellant, who was 
not a manufacturer of the ammuni- 
tion he kept, was wrong. Webley v. 
Woolley, sit Ro OSB aol.) erhe 
appellants, makers of gunpowder, 
neglected to provide thunder rods or 
lightning conductors in connection 
with a store magazine where gun- 
powder was Kept by them, in breach 
of the Gunpowder Act (1860) § 2 
regulation 9. Upon an information, 
justices ordered the powder therein 
to be forfeited, and fined the ap- 
pellanis 1s. for every pound so for- 
feited, such forfeiture and penalty 
being imposed by § 4 upon persons 
making gunpowder contrary to the 
act, or keeping in any mill or place 


[§§ 54-55 


Where an information charged that defendant 
placed dynamite on the porch of a dwelling house 


endanger, intimidate, and terrify 


certain individuals, the court properly charged that 
the evidence was sufficient to sustain a conviction 
if it showed that defendant intended either to en- 
danger, to intimidate, or to terrify either of the per- 
sons designated.®° 


their keeping, is imposed.®1 


state, for the purpose of sale, trade or disposi- 


As a noun. A thing exported, the article it» 
self;* the correlative of ‘‘import,’’ or ‘‘impost.’?? 
Here, the word conveys the idea of something car- 
ried out of the United States.® 
constitution and laws of the United States, gener- 


gunpowder contrary to the provi- 
sions therein before contained. It 
was held, upon a case Stated, that 
for this offense the appellants could 
not be liable to this forfeiture and 
penalty. Eliott v. Majendie, L. R. 
4 Q. B. 429. (3) <By the 12 Geos Iie 
ec 61 § 11, no person shall have or 
keep at any one time more than fifty 
pounds of gunpowder in any house, 
ete., within the cities of London or 
Westminster, or within three miles 
of either of them, or within any city 
or borough, or market town of Great 
Britain, or one mile o{ it. It was 
held that this does not apply to a 
temporary deposit in a warehouse, 
with a view to being sent on. Biggs 
Vv. Mitchell, 2 B.-@°S. 523) 1404nCe 
5238, 121 Reprint 1167. 

1. Swan, etc., Co. v. U. S., 190 U.S. 
143, 145, 23 SCt 702, 47 L.. ed. 984. 

2. ~Webster D. [quot Kidd vy. Flag- 
ler, 54 Fed. 367, 369]. 

[a] “Export” and “import” “have 
a technical meaning in the law.” 
U. S. v. The Forrester, 25 F. Cas; 
No. 15,132, Newb. Adm. 81, 94. 

{b] To carry out as an article of 
trade.—Where a statute provided that 
if any person should unlawfully ex- 
port a slave from the state, the slave 
should become free, it was held that 
“the true meaning of the term ‘ex- 
port’ in this connection, is the taking 
or carrying out as an article of trade 
or merchandise. It is a mercantile 
term. If a man carry his slave as a 
body servant, for his own use, and 
bring him tack, it is not exporting.” 
State v. Turner, 5 Del. 501, 502. 

3 .Swan=etcy ‘Cov va Weiss) 10m. 
S. 143, 145, 23 SCt 702, 47 L. ed. 984. 

4 Kidd v. Flagler, 54 Fed. 367, 369 
[quot U. S. v. The Forrester, 25 F. 
Cas. No. 15,132, Newb. Adm. 8, and 
cit Bouvier L. D.; Rapalje & L. L. D.]. 

5. State v. Turner, 5 Del. 501, 502. 

6 Dooley v. -U./S)- 183 U.S) 15, 
174, 22 SCt 62, 46 L. ed. 128. 

_[a] Persons excluded.—Ex p. Mar- 
tin, 7 Nev. 140, 142, 8 AmR 707. 

[b] A dead body of a human being 
not being property, such body is not 
an export within the constitutional 
provision that no state shall levy 
any duty on exports. In re Wong 
Yung Quy, 2 Fed. 624, 6 Sawy. 442. 

7. Woodruff v. Parham, 8 Wall. 
(U, “S3)) 2123; 131, 19 Diteds 382efeit 
Brown yv. Maryland, 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 
419, 6 L. ed. 678]; U. S. v: The For- 
rester, 25 F.. Cas. No. 15,132, Newb. 
Adm. 81. 

3. Dooley ‘v. U. S., 183) Use S. 1251, 
154; 22 SCt 62, 46 L.' ed. 128. 
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phrases). 


Etc., inclusive except the Spanish words and 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


As used in the © 


a iat eet 


ally, the transportation of goods from this to a for- 
eign country,’ and the term embraces only articles 
exported to foreign countries, and does not include 
those exported from one state into another. 

In its ordinary sense, carried out of 
A term applied to merchandise when it 


Exported. 
the port.14 
is unloaded at a foreign port.?2 


EXPORTATION. A severance of goods from the 
mass of things belonging to this country with an 
intention of uniting them to the mass of things be- 
longing to some foreign country or other;%* the act 
of carrying or sending merchandise abroad;1* the 
transportation of merchandise from one country to a 


foreign country. 


Period of the exportation. The termination of ex- 


“The word is susceptible of being 
applied to articles introduced from 
one State into another.” Woodruff v. 
Parham, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 123, 132, 19 
L. ed. 382. See also Dooley v. U. S., 
LSB US. Lol 153, 22°SCti 62,246 1. ed! 
128 (“The words ‘import’ and ‘export’ 
are sometimes used to denote goods 
passing from one State to another’’). 
To same effect Muller v. Baldwin, 


Batt AR. 9 QB. 457.4 Gil 


[a] Pork owned by nonresidents 
of a city, which had been brought 
there by them to be slaughtered, 
eured, and stored there subject to 
their order, was not an export within 
the meaning of the city charter ex- 
empting from taxation property in- 
tended for export. Powell v. Madi- 
son, 21 Ind,335,° 339. 

[b] Timber which is cut in the 
forest and intended for exportation, 
and partially appropriated for that 
purpose by being deposited at a 
place or port of shipment within the 
State, and being owned by persons 
residing in another state, is not an 
export, —Coetvs Hrrol;116/U.-S. 51%, 
GO OC LEAT Osmo ame O. Mukd,. 

{e] The term has also been held 
not to include: (1) A bill of ex- 
change. Ex p. Martin, 7 Nev. 140, 
14o8) Am R W707 VEcit! + Woodrutt iv. 
Parham, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 123, 131, 19 
L. ed. 382). (2) An excise laid on to- 
bacco before its removal from the 
factory. Turpin v. Burgess, 117 U. S. 
504, 506, 6 SCt §35, 29 L. ed. 988 
[cit Coe v. Errol, 116 U. S. 517, 6 SCt 
475, 29-L. ed. 715]. 

9. ' Swan, ete., Co. v. U..S.,190 U.S. 
Agua eo39 SCt 702-47. Lined. 984. 

“True, the coniext may sometimes 
give it a narrower meaning, and in 
the execution of administrative af- 
fairs of government it may have been 
applied to cases in which there was 
not in the full sense of the term 
an exoortation, yet these are excep- 
tions and do not destroy its general 
signification. It cannot mean simply 
a carrying out of the country.... 
Nor would the mere fact that there 
was no purpose of return justify the 
use of the word ‘export.’ ” Coal placed 
on a steamer in San Francisco to 
be consumed in propelling that ves- 
sel to San Diego would never be so 
designated. Another country or state 
as the intended designation of the 
goods is essential to the idea of ex- 
portation. Swan, ete. Co. v. U. S., 
190 U.S. 143, 4445, 23" SCt 702, 703, 
AT L. ed. 984. 

[a] New York to Porto Rico.— 
A shipment of goods from New York 
to Porto Rico does not come within 
the term “exports.” Dooley v. U. S., 


ASS Sl Sle Loo mmoe eect G2, 04; 
46 L. ed. 128. 
10. Woodruff v. Parham, 8 Wall. 


COUPES) 1237013 27819 Te ed) 382 [cit 
Dooley “vo. Us.S40183 Uys. Pod, 153; 
22 SCt 62, 46 L. ed. 128; Patapsco 
Guano Co. v. Board of Agriculture, 
171 U. S. 345, 350, 18 SCt 862, 43 
L../ed. 191; Pittsburg, ete., Coal Co, 
v.g Louisiana, 156 U. S. 590, 600, 15 
Sr. 459, 39 L. ed. 544; Ex p. Martin, 
" tdev. 140, 143, 8 AmR 707; Rother- 
dist, Vv. Meyerle, 136 Pa. 250, 262, 26 
183, 9 LRA 366]. 


EX PORT—EX POSE 


_ [a] The term “marketers” as used 
in an order for goods, reading: “If 
reasonable ship to-morrow, Thursday, 
four’ to six loads. marketers,” is to 
be construed as meaning cattle such 
as the person sending the order 
would want to sell to the retail trade. 
The term distinguishes the cattle 
for that trade from those which are 
to be exported. “Marketers” are sup- 
posed to weigh about one thousand 
two hundred pounds, and “exporters” 
about one thousand four hundred 
pounds. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Lehman, 106 Md. 318, 325, 67 A 241, 
14 AnnCas 736. 

[b] Place of export.—An inland 
town from which butter was sent 
direct to a foreign country was held 
not a place of export within an HEng- 


lish statute. Hayes vy. Dexter, 13 
Tr Coes 22h 
11. Muller v. Baldwin, L..R. 9 
QB 45 7s 04615 
ares Kidd v. Flagler, 54 Fed. 367, 
13. 17 Op. Attys.-Gen. 583 [quot 
Swan, ete. Cow vi, U. LS0N URES: 


5 

143, 145, 238 SCt 702, 47 L. ed.984]. 

[a] Exportation is not the clear- 
ance outward, but the actually going 
out of the port; and if a vessel is 
eleared outward, and has paid the 
export duty, and new export duties 
are laid before she actually leaves 
port, the new duties attach to the 
Cargo. Us Sve layman 2 6 1b Cas: 
No. 15,647, 1 Mason 482. To same 
effect Rex v. Dixon, 11 Price 204, 209. 

[b] “Shipped for exportation.”— 
The lezislature has on various occa- 
sions used the word “exportation” in 
a sense less extensive than the ex- 
porting of commodities to foreign 
ports or places, and in the more 
restrained sense of carrying com- 
modities from one port to another 
within the kingdom; and, where the 
language of an act of parliament is 
ambiguous, that construction is to 
be adopted which is most favorable 
to the public. Therefore, where an 
act of parliament contained a clause 
authorizing a railway company to de- 
mand a rate, not exceeding 4d per 
mile, on all coal carried along the 
railway, and the subsequent clause 
directed that for all coal ‘shipped 
for exportation” a rate not exceed- 
ing %d per ton per mile should be 
charged, coal shipped for London was 
to be considered as Shipped for ex- 
portation. Stockton, etc, R. Co. v. 
Barrett, 7 M. & G. 870, 879, 49 HCL 
870, 135 Reprint 353; Stockton, etc., 
R. Co. v. Barrett, 2 M. & G. 134, 163, 
40 ECL 528, 133 Reprint 692. 

14. "Thompson vy. U. S!, 142 U. S. 
ATPAT TAO SCt 299;esonls. ed, L084: 

15. Swan, etc., Co. v. U.S.,190 U.S. 
143, 146, 28 SCt 702, 47 L. ed. 984. 

16. Sampson vy. Peaslee, 20 How. 
GUPESS) ep elon Dv Saelomlurr eds nL02:25 

17. Sampson vy. Peaslee, 20 How. 
GUS Duds STS lor ls. edad 0227 
Webster D. [quot Shannon v. 
Peo., 5 Mich. 71, 90]. 

19. Adams Express Co. vy. Schles- 
singer, 75 Pa. 246, 256. — 

[a] “Deposit” distingrished.—“‘De- 
posit” and “exposed” not only do not 
mean the same thing, but are often, 
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portation;1° that point of time when the act of 
exportation is complete.1* 

_ EXPOSE. To remove from shelter;® to bring 
into view;?® to display;2° to exhibit;21 to point out 
or show to the bystanders;?? to place in a situation 
to be affected or acted on.?? In reference to pain, to 
make hable;?4 to subject.%5 
child or children, to abandon;?* to cast out to 
chance ;** to turn or cast out;?8 to place or leave in 
a probably fatal position ;° to place abroad, or in a 
situation unprotected.*° 

_ Exposed. A word which may have different mean- 
ings according to the cireumstances of the differ- 
ent cases in which it is used;?1 in each ease one must 
look to the surrounding circumstances in order to 


With reference to a 


perhaps generally, used to express 
opposite ideas. Things are often 
deposited so ag to be not exposed, 
and for that purpose one word 
scarcely suggests the other; hence 
the information does not charge the 


offense defined by the statute. State 
Vi Pratt, 54) Vite 484-4865) "To. same 
effect Barlow v. Terrett, [1891] 2 


Q. B. 107, 109. 
20. Adams Express Co. vy. Schles- 
Singer, 75 Pa. 246, 256. 
21. Adams Express 
Singer, 75 Pa. 246, 256. 
22. Adams Express Co. v. Schles- 
Singer, 75 Pa, 246,256. 
23. Webster D. [quot 
5 Mich. 71, 90}. 
Webster D. [quot 
Peo., 5 Mich. 71, 90]. 
25. Webster D. [quot 
Peo nou Michi nds, 9 OiF 
26. State v. Eckhardt, 
133° SW 324, 322. . 
27. Webster D. [quot 
Peo.,; 5:Mich. 71, 904. 


Co. vy. Schles- 


Shannon v. 
Shannon v. 
Shannon v. 
232 Mo. 49, 


Shannon y. 


28. State v. Eckhardt, 232 Mo. 49, 
133 SW 321, 322: 
29. State v.»Mckhardt, 232 Mo. 49, 


133 SW 321, 322. 

Webster D. [quot Shannen v. 
Peo., 5 Mich. 71, 90]... See also In- 
fants [22 Cye 526]. 

crane v. Lawrence, 25 Q. B. D. 


“Exposed for sale.”,—Com. v. 
Byrnes, 158 Mass. 172, 33 NE 343; 
Com. vy. Atkins, 136 Mass. 160, 161; 
Com. v. McCue, 121 Mass. 358, 359; 
State vy. Wells, 69 N. H. 424, 425; 45 
A 148, 48 LRA 99; Reg. v. Dennis, 
[1894] 2 Q. B. 458; Wheat v. Brown, 


PLS 92 ly "ORB 4 ie! eh 1S oe Oraries iva 
Lawrence, 25 Q. B. Ds: 152, 154; White 


Ven MCOVALY Ol? Lie Savi a dione lee 

[b] “Exposed to the air.”—Crane 
v. Lawrence; 25 Q. B. D: 152, 154. 

[c] “Exposed to contagious dis- 
eases.”—In re Smith, 146 N. Y. 68, 76, 
40 NE 497, 48 AmSR 769, 28 LRA 820. 

[ad] “Exposed to injury.’ — A 
brother of deceased, who died single, 
and who is one of the heirs at law 
and largely interested in the estate, 
is one exposed to injury within a 
statute providing for an action by 
one exposed to injury against an ex- 
ecutor who shall waste the estate. 
Treat’s App., 40 Conn. 288, 291. 


[e] “Exposed to sale.’”—Eberle v. 
Mehrbach, 55 N. Y. 682; Boyton v. 
Page; 13) Wend. “GN. WS) (425,92 429% 


Adams Express Co. v. Schlessinger, 
(5. Paw 2465 .256: 

{f] “EBxposed to view.”—Where 
the charter of a turnpike company 
requires them to keep their rates of 
toll “exposed to view,’ such phrase 
means exposed to the view of travel- 
ers passing the gate, and it is not 
sufficient that the rates of toll be 
written and yasted up in a tollhouse. 
Centre Turnp. Co. v. Smith, 12 Vt. 
212, 216. See also Crane v. Law- 
rence, 25 Q. B. D. 152, 154. 

{g] “Exposed to water.”—Crane 
v. Lawrence, 25 Q. B. D. 152, 154. 

{h] “Exposed or deposited for 
sale."—White v. Redfern, 5 Q. B. D. 
15; Reg. v. Dennis, [1894] 2 Q.. B. 
458, 465. 

[i] “The distinction between sell- 
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ascertain what the word means.°2 
Exposed places. 

places.*3. 
Exposing buildings. In 


in fixing the, rate.*4 


EXPOSICION DE PARTO. In Spanish law, the 
abandonment or exposure of persons, as of chil- 


dren.*® 


EXPOSITIO CONTEMPORANEA EST FORTIS- 


SIMA IN LEGE.*° 


EXPOSITIO, QUA EX VICERIBUS CAUSA 
NASCITUR, EST APTISSIMA ET FORTISSIMA 


IN LEGE.** 


ing and exposing and depositing for 
sale is well known to the legisla- 
ture.” Barlow v. Terrett, [1891] 2 
Q. B. 107, 109. See also Vend [39 
Cye 1127 note 60]. 

32. Crane v. Lawrence, 25'Q. B. D. 
P52 4a) 

33. Hubbell v. Yonkers, 104 N. Y. 
434, 440, 10 NE 858, 58 AmR 522. 

34. Macatawa Transp. Co. v. Fire- 
man’s Fund Ins. Co., 168 Mich. 365, 
134 NW 198, 194, AnnCas1918C 69. 

35. Escriche Diccicnario. See 
Abandono 1 C. J. p 13; Expose ante 

217%. 
ss 36. A maxim meaning “A contem- 
the most 


poraneous' exposition is : 
powerful in law.” Sage v. Wilcox, 
Brace, 5 


6 Conn. 81, 89; Williams v. 
Conn, 190, 195. i 

“The maxim rests on this unques- 
tionable truth, that the persons liv- 
ing at the time when a law is en- 
acted, are better.able to ascertain 
the mischief at which it was aimed, 
and consequently, the legislative in- 
tent, than those persons are, who 
come into existence at_a period re- 
motely subsequent. *Hence, if the 
language in ancient charters has pbe- 
come obscure from antiquity, or the 
eonstruction is doubtful, the constant 
and immemorial usage under the 
instrument, may be resorted to, for 
the purpose of explanation; and in 
the case of an act of parliament, 
univérsal usage is a proper exposl- 
tor, where the language is, in any 
respect, ambiguous.” Sage v. Wilcox, 
6 Conn. 81, 89. , 

37. A maxim meaning “An expo- 
sition, which springs from the vitals 
of a cause, is the fittest and most 
powerful in law.” Adams Gloss. 

[a] Applied in: Sutton’s Hospital 
Case, 10 Coke 23a, 24b. | 

38. Escriche Diccionario. 

39. See Statutes [36 Cyc 1222]. 

40. See Constitutional Law § 803 
Cs osure 

: xp H tes 
Causing death see Homicide [21 Cye 
771) 


btaining property under threat of 
2) By esune see Larceny [25 Cyc 40]. 
Of person: ‘ 

Child see Infants [22 Cyc 526]; 
Parent and Child [29 Cye 1677]. 

Compelling as incriminating evli- 
dence see Criminal Law § 1100. 

Indecent see Obscenity [29 Cyc 
1316]. 

To danger see Accident Insurance 
§§ 89-91, 111, 112; Negligence [29 
Cye 518]. 

To inclemency of weather see As- 
sault § 182. 

Poison see Poisons [31 Cyc 898]. 

42. Davis v. Western Home Ins. 
Co., 81 Iowa 496, 498, 46 NW 1073, 
25 AmSR 509, 10 LRA 359. 

43. Davis v. Western Home Ins. 
Co., 81 Iowa 496, 498, 46 NW 1078, 
25 AmSR 509, 10 LRA 359. 

44. Davis v. Western Home Ins. 
Co., 81 Iowa 496, 498, 46 NW 1078, 
25 AmSR 509, 10 LRA 359. 

{a] “Exposure to obvious dan- 
ger.”—Stepping from a moving train 
irrespective of the speed at which it 


As applied to streets, dangerous 


fire insurance a term 
meaning only such buildings as would tend to in- 
crease the risk, and might naturally be considered 


EX POSE—EX PRESS 


_buildings.*° 


. -51 
given ;° 


is moving is not as a matter of law 

an “exposure to obvious danger.” 

National L., ete., Ins. Co. v. Lokey, 

166 Ala. 174, 52 S 45, 47. See gen- 

erally Accident Insurance §§ 111, 112. 
[b] “Exposure to unnecessary 

danger” (1) is a term which is 

equivalent to negligence (Sawtelle v. 

Railway Pass. Assur. Co., 21 F. Cas. 

No; 12,392)5 15 Blatehf 216), 1(2) a 

greater degree of negligence than a 

mere failure to exercise ordinary 

care (Shevlin vy. American Mut. Acc. 

Assoc., 94 Wis. 180, 185, 68 NW 866, 

36 LRA 52), (3) knowledge of a 

danger, and willingness to encoun- 

ter it, but not such as happen from 
the mere failure to shun a danger 
unknown (Jamison vy. Continental 

Casualty Co., 104 Mo. A. 306, 78 SW 

812, 814). (4) It implies an inten- 

tional act and excludes mere thought- 

lessness. Irwin vy. Phoenix Acc., ete., 

Ben. Assoc., 127 Mich. 630, 86 NW 

1086. (5) The term has been applied 

to the running along the tracks in 

front of it, in the nighttime, for the 
purpose of getting on a train ap- 
proaching in the opposite direction 
on a parallel track. Tuttle v. Trav- 

elers’) Ins. Co., 1384 Mass. 175, 176, 

45 AmR 316. 

[c] “Exposure or occupation,” etc. 
—The phrase “expesure or occupa- 
tion classed by this company as more 
hazardous,” in a life policy, was coh- 
strued to mean distinct classified oc- 
cupations or employments, such as 
railroad conductors, brakemen, en- 
gineers, blacksmiths, carpenters, ete. 
Miller v. Travelers’ Ins. Co., 39 Minn. 
548, 550, 40 NW 839. See Hoffman 
v, Standard L., etce., Ins. Co.7127 N. GC. 
337, 341, 37 SE 466 (construing the 
same term). See generally Accident 
Insurance §§ 81-91. 

45. Chaftee v. Cattaraugus County 
Mut. Ins, Co., 18.N. Y. 376, 381; Wil- 
son v. Standard F. Ins. Co., 29 U. C. 
@. Pii308, 315: 

46. Express: z 
Abandonment of patent see Patents 

[80 Cyc 870]. 

Agency see Agency § 29; Husband 
and Wife [21 Cyc 1235]. 

Agreement see Contracts § 6. 

Assignment of maritime lien see 
Maritime Liens [26 Cye 801]. 

Authority see Agency § 217; Wills 
[40 Cye 1820]. 

Company see Carriers § 24, 

Connivance see Divorce § 211. 

Consideration see Contracts § 144; 
Deeds §§ 42-49. 

Contract see Contracts § 6. 

Covenant see Covenants § 2. 

Emancipation see Parent and Child 
[29 Cye 1673]. 

Grant of easement see Easements 
§§ 89-101. 

Malice see Criminal Law § 44; Homi- 
cide [21 Cyc 707]; Libel and Slan- 
der [25 Cyc 372]. 

Notice see Notice [29 Cye 1113]. 

Repeal see Municipal Corporations 
ea 385]; Statutes [386 Cyc 


Trust see Trusts [39 Cye 24]. 
Warranty see Warranty [40 Cyc 492]. 
47. Worcester D: [quot U. S. v. 


[§ 1 


EXPOSITO. In Spanish law, an exposed child.** 

EXPOSITORY STATUTE.*°® 

EX POST FACTO LAW.*° 

EXPOSURE.** 
openness to danger;*? accessibility to anything that 
may effect, especially detrimentally.** 

EXPOSURES. 
has been held to mean precisely the same thing as 


The state of being exposed ;*” 


In fire insurance, a term which 


EXPRESS.** [§ 1] A. As an adjective. Given in 
direct terms;*? direet;*#® directly stated ;4® distinetly 
expressed or indicated;5° distinctly and pointedly 
clear;°? 
plicit ;°4 definite;5> manifest;°° plain;>? declared in 


clearly made known;°?  ex- 


Chicago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92; 
State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 
NE 644; State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 
449, 464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evans- 
ville v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 
NE 267, 4 LRA 93; McGuire v. Allen, 
108 Mo. 403, 414, 18 SW 282]. 

[a] “Express” directions in a will. 
Greenough vy. Greenough, 11 Pa. 489, 
496, 51 AmD 567. 

48. Century D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
eago, ‘ete, R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 921; 
Zell Cycl. [quot State vy. Hyde, 121 
Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 
267, 4 LRA 93]. 

49. Webster D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago; rete: (R..-Co., Lb fed. S45 023 
State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 
644; Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 
21 NE 21; Evansville v. State, 118 
Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93; 
McGuire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 415, 
18 SW 282]; U.S. v. Chicago, éte., R. 
Col, 151. Bed.) 84,0 92: 

50. Century D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago, etce., R. Co.,-151 Fed, 84, 92]. 

51. Webster D. [quot State v. 
Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 
NE 21; Evansville vy. State, 118 Ind. 
426, 448, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93; Mc- 
Guire v. Allen, 108 Mo, 403, 415, 18 
SW 282]; U. S. v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92. 

52. Wehster D. [quot State v. 
Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 
NE 21; Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 
426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93; Mc- 
Guire v, Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 415, 18 
SW 282]; Worcester D. [quot U. S. 
v., Chicago, ete... R. |; Co., | 154 Hed? 
84, 92; State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 
34, 22 NE 644; State v. Denny, 118 
Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65; 
Evansville y. State, 118 Ind. 426, 
443, 21 NH 267, 4 LRA 93]; Zell Cycl. 
[quot State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 
32 NE 644; Evansville v. State, 118 
Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93]. 

53... Century D. [quot U, 'S.iv. Chik 
cago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92). 

54 Century D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago, ete.,; R. Co.,-151 Fed..84, 92); 
Worcester D. [quot U. S. v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92; State v. 
Hyde, 12] Ind.«20, 34, 22) NH, 644: 
State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 
NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville v. 
State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93; McGuire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 
408, 414, 18 SW 282]. 

55. Worcester D. fquot.e U. S. v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92; 
State v. Hyde, 121 Ind..20, 34, 22 NB 
644; State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 
464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind.. 426, 448, 21 NE 
267, 4 LRA 93; McGuire v., Allen, 108 
Mo. 408, 414, 18 SW 282]. 

56. Worcester D. [quot U. S. v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 
92; State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 29, 34, 
22 NE 644; State v. Denny, 118, Ind. 
449, 464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65: Evans- 
ville v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 
NE 267, 4 LRA 93; McGuire y. Allon, 
108 Mo. 403, 414, 18 SW 282]. 


57. Century D. [quot U. §. — 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note numbe 


, 21 NE 267, 


§ 1] 


terms ;°* set forth in words;°® manifested by direct 
appropriate language, as distinguished from that 
which is inferred from conduct;®° unambiguous ;°* 
not ambiguous ;°* not dubious ;*? not implied “4 or left 
to inference ;°° made known and not left to implica- 
tion;*® made known distinctly and explicitly, and 
not left to inference or implication;*7 made unam- 
biguous by special intention;®* stated or declared, 
as opposed to implied;°® commonly used in contra- 
Also, pertaining to 


distinction to ‘‘implied.’’ 7° 
quick or special delivery.74 


cago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92]; 
Webster D. [quot State v. Hyde, 121 
ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644, Hovey v. 
statesell 9s inds; 395, 1402, -'2 tN B21; 
Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 
4 LRA 93; McGuire v., 
Allen, 108 Mo. 408, 415, 18 SW 282]; 
Worcester D. [quot U. S. v. Chicago, 
eten RK.) (Co. ¥151, Ned.1'84; 192: .State 
v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 
NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville v. 
State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93]; Zell Cycl. [quot State 
v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 32 NE 644; 
Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 
21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93]. 

58. Black L. D. [quot U. S. 
cago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 

9. Black L. D. [quot U. 
etciwhktlnCo.; Lol Hed. 
60. Black L. D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 


cago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92). 
61. Century D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92]. 


62. Zell Cycl. [quot State v. Hyde, 
121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; Evans- 
ville v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 
NE 267%7,'4 LRA. 93]. 

68. Worcester D. [quot U. S. v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92; 
State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 
644; State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 
464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65;. Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 
267, 4 LRA 93; McGuire v. Allen, 108 
Mo. 403, 414, 18 SW 282]. 

64. Worcester D. [quot U. S. v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 151 Fed. 34, 92; 
State v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 
NE 644; State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 
464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93; McGuire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 
403, 414, 18 SW 2821. 

65. Webster D. [quot State v. 
Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 
NE 21; Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 
426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93; Mc- 
Guire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 415, 18 
Swe cSeilew US. Ve Chicaso, etc.,, Et, 
‘Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92. 

66. Bouvier L. D. [quot U. S. v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92; 
State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 
NE 274, 4 LRA 65]. i 

67. Black L. D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92]. 

68. Webster D. [quot State Vv. 
Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 
NE 21; Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 
426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93; Mc- 
Guire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 415, 18 
Sw 282]; U. S. v. Chicago, ete. R 
Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92. 


69. Bouvier ne Ee Lauot ea V4 
Chicago, etc., y 0., ed. , 
92; State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 


464, 21 NE 274, 4 LRA 65]. P 

70. Century D. [quot U. S. v. Chi- 
cago, etc. R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 92]; 
Howcott v. Kilbourn, 44 Ark. 213, 


215; United German Silver Co. v. 
Bronson, 92 Conn, 266, 102 A 647, 
648; Foute v. Bacon, 24 Miss. 156, 
164; St. Louis v. Kellman, 235 Mo. 


687, 139 SW 443, 446; Peo. v. Albany, 
etc., R. Co., 37 Barb. (N. Y.) 216, 218; 
Roumage v. Mechanics’ F. Ins. Co., 
13) Need. sli 10," 124° hanedon, -y. 
Astor, 10 N. Y. Super. 477, 561; War- 
ner v. Beers, 23 Wend. (N. Y.) 103. 


“176; Raley v. Umcatilla County, 15 


Or. 172, 179, 13 P 890, 3 AmSR 142. 
[a] “Express” and “special” are 
distinguished from “implied” and 


EXPRESS 


Phrases: 
Seu; ak? 


press 
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‘‘Express adoption,’’?2 ‘‘express as- 
‘fexpress 
pany,’’*> ‘‘express condition,’’7® ‘‘express confes- 
sion,’’ "7 ‘‘express corporation,’’7® ‘‘express dec- 
laration,’’7® ‘‘express facility,’’ 8° ‘‘express man- 
date,’’®* ‘‘express matter,’’ 82 ‘‘express messen- 
ger,’’ 8 ‘express obligation,’’ 8 ‘‘express prom- 
ise,’’ ®> ‘express provision to the contrary,’’ 8° ‘‘ex- 
provisions 
revocation,’’ §° express understanding,’’ §® ‘‘express 


business,” 7* ‘‘express com- 


of any statute,’’ 8’ ‘‘express 


wagon,’’ °° ‘‘express waiver,’’®! ‘‘express or im- 


“general.” Bouvier L. D. [quot State 
v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 
274, 4 LRA 65]; Howecott v. Kil- 
bourn, 44 Ark, 213, 215; McGuire v. 
Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 409, 18 SW 282; 
McCoy v. Conrad, 64 Nebr. 150, 161, 
89 NW _ 665. 

7i. Standard D. See also Retzer 
Wen WVOOG, a LO9 MUL Ss 185, 18:7; 93" SCE 
164, 27 L. ed. 900; Pacific Express Co. 
v. Seibert, 44 Fed.:310, 219; Pfister v. 
Central Race sR. Cor, 70) Cal, 169, 182, 
11 P 686, 59 AmR 404; Dulaney v. 
United R., etc., Co., 104 Md. 423, 438, 
65 A 45; Alsop v. Southern Express 
Co., 104 N- C. 278, 288, 10 SE 297, 
6 LRA 271. See also Carriers § 24. 

72. United German Silver Co. v. 
Bronson, 92 Conn. 266, 102 A 647, 648 
(adoption by vote or resolution of the 
proper authority as distinguished 
from implied adoption which is by 
acts or conduct or acquiescence). 

73. McGuire v. Allen, 108 Mo. 403, 
18 SW 282, 285; France v. Nirdlinger, 
4LOb rn Sita29 8 301% 

74. Pfister v. Central Pac. R. Co., 
70 Cal. 169,182, 11 P 686, 59 AmR 
404 (“A branch of the carrying trade, 
that has by the necessities of com- 
merce and the usages of those en- 
gaged in transportation, become 
known and recognized so as to re- 
quire the court to, take notice of the 
same, as distinct from the ordinary 
transportation of the large mass of 
freight usually carried on steamboats 
and railroads”). See generally Car- 
riers § 24; Railroads [33 Cyc 72]. 

[a] The term involves the idea of 
regularity as to route or time, or 
both. Retzer v. Wood, 109 U. S. 185, 
187, 3 SCt 164, 27 L. ed. 900; Pacific 
Expiees Co. v. Seibert, 44 Fed. 310, 
319. 

75. Dulaney v. United R., etc., Co., 
104 Md. 423, 438, 65 A 45 [cit Cyc] 
(“A company engaged in the business 
of carrying for hire money, goods 
and parcels from one locality to 
another’). See also Carriers § 24. 

Express company: ; 
Combination between companies see 

Monopolies [27 Cye 902]. 
Interstate commerce see Commerce 

LICL Tp ; 
License or privilege tax see Licenses 

[25 Cye 618]. 

Mandamus see Mandamus [26 Cyc 

375]. 

Railroad carrying on business see 

Railroads [33 Cyc 72]. 

Taxation see Taxation [37 Cyc 851]. 

76. Raley v. Umatilla County, 15 
Or. 172, 179, 138 P 890, 3 AmSR 142 
(“a condition by which an estate is 
created,” where the term is distin- 
guished from an “implied” condition, 
or “condition in law’’). See also 
Contracts § 6; Deeds § 367; Estates 
§§ 34-37. 

[a] “Express condition” in a de- 
vise. Wright v. Wilkin, 2 B. & S. 
232, 110 ECL 232, 121 Reprint 1060. 

{b] “Upon express condition.”— 
Brown v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., (Iowa) 
82 NW 1003, 1004. 

77. State v. Branner, 149 N.C. 559, 
562, 63 SE 169, 170 (one where the 
accused pleads guilty and directly 
admits the truth of the accusation in 
open court, which is called a “plea 
of guilty,” and is equivalent to a 
conviction), 
Law §§ 734, 1501-1505. 

78. Warner v. Beers, 23 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 108, 176 (“An individual or 
body expressly constituted and de- 


See generally Criminal | 


clared to be a body politic or cor- 
porate, by a given name, and for a 
specified object,” where the term is 
distinguished from “implied’’ corpo- 
ration). See generally Corporations 
tI C iG Freud Went 


i In re Peake, [1893] 3 Ch. 430, 


80. Wells v. Oregon R., etc., Co. 
19 Fed. 20, 22, 9 Sawy. 601. ‘ 

81. Woodhouse y. Crescent Mut. 
Ins. Co.,/35 La. Ann. 238, 242. 

82. Wells v. Oregon, etc. R. Co., 
18 Fed. 667, 671, 9 Sawy. 426 (‘“Every- 
thing that an express company can 
get or afford to carry under its agree- 
ment with the transportation com- 
panies’’). 

[a] Uncertainty of definition.— 
“In the nature of things, there can be 
no absolute and prescribed definition 
of ‘express matter.’ Like the phrase 
‘express facilities,’ its scope and 
meaning*may be modified by circum- 
stances. And so long as the express 
company pays the railway company 
an agreed Sum for so much space in 
a car, or weight carried therein, or 
one and a half times first-class rail- 
way rates for whatever it carries 
over its road, there is no need of any 
definition. It defines itself, and in- 
cludes everything that the express 
company can get or afford to carry 
on those terms.” Wells v. Oregon, 
hee R. Co., 18 Fed. 667, 671, 9 Sawy. 

83. See Carriers § 1161. 

84. Peo. v. Albany, etc., R. Co., 37 
Barb. (N. Y.) 216, 218 (as applied to 
a railroad corporation, ‘‘an obligation 
which is declared in positive terms 
in the charter,’ where the term is 


distinguished from “implied” obli- 
gation), 
85. Foute vy. Bacon, 24 Miss. 156, 


164 (“The express stipulation of the 
party making it to do or not to do a 
particular thing,” where the term 
is distinguished from “implied’’ 


promise). See generally Contracts 
EL Wane as of Actions [25 Cyc 
ee In re Lewis, [1900] 2 Ch. 176, 
he In re Fisher, [1894] 1 Ch. 450, 

88. Langdon v. Astor, 10 N. Y. 
Super. 477, 561 (“An act performed 


when the change of mind or intention 
of the testator to revoke is declared 
by a subsequent will or codicil,” 
where the term is distinguished from 
“implied” revocation). See generally 
Wills [40 Cye 1174]. 


89. Spence v. Spence, 17 Wis. 448, 
455 (“express contract, or express 
agreement’). See generally Con- 


tracts § 6. 

90. Walker v. Carkin, 88 Me. 302, 
304, 34 A 29 (‘a wagon commonly 
known as a four-wheeled vehicle, 
with a straight body, commonly hung 
on springs, with a foot-board, a mov- 
able seat and a dumping tail-board, 
a vehicle of light construction’). 

91. Astrich v. German-American 
Ins. Go.) 131 Hed. 13,20, 65 CCA’ 257 
(“a voluntary relinquishment of the 
right that one party has in his rela- 
tions to another in the express terms 
by which it is governed’’). See also 
Waiver [40 Cyc 261]. 

[a] A waiver made by release.— 
Roumage vy. Mechanics’ EF. Ins. Co., 
13 N. J. L. 110, 124 (where the term 
is distinguished from an “implied 
waiver’’). 


220. [25 0. J.] 


plied,’’ ®? ‘express or implied liability.’’ %° 

B. Asaverb. To set forth in words; 
to represent in words;°® to exhibit by language; 
to declare;** to utter;°* to cause to appear ;°° to rep- 
resent and make known;! to show or make known 


[§ 2] 


in any manner;? to desiguate.® 


[§ 3] 


92. Gutta-Percha, etc., Mfg. Co. v. 
Houston, 108 N. Y. 276, 278, 15 NE 
402, 2 AmSR. 412 [cit Nazro*v. Me- 
Calmont Oil Co., 36 Hun (N. Y.) 296]. 

93. McGaffin v. Conoes, 74 N. Y. 
387, 389, 30 AmR 307. 

94. Zell Cycl. [quot State v. Hyde, 
121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93]. 

[a] “Publish” synonymous. — 
Graham v. State, 6 Ga. A. 436, 65 S 
167, 168. 

95. Johnson D. [quot Halford v. 
Cameron's Coalbrook Steam_ Coal, 
Ste Coe L6WiQs By 1442, 445. tl mer 
442, 117 Reprint 948]. 

96. .Johnson D. [quot Halford v. 
Cameron’s Coalbrook Steam _ Coal, 
etc., Co., 16 Q. B. 442, 445, 71 ECL 
442, 117 Reprint 948]. 

97. Webster D. [quot Graham v. 
State, 6 Ga. A. 436, 65 SE 167, 168]. 

98. Webster D. [quot Graham v. 
State, 6 Ga. A. 436, 65 SE 167, 168]. 

99. Webster D. [quot Graham v. 
State, 6 Ga. A. 436, 65 SE 167, 168]. 

1. Webster D. [quot Graham _ v. 
State, 6 Ga. A. 436, 65 SE 167, 168]. 

2. Johnson D. [quot Halford v. 
Cameron’s Coalbrook Steam _ Coal, 
ete., Co., 16 Q. B. 442, 445, 71 ECL 
442, 117 Reprint 948]. 

8. Scipio v. Wright, 101 U. S. 665, 
670, 25 L. ed. 10387. , 

[a] “Express the subject.”—Dur- 
kee v. Janesville, 26 Wis. 697, 700. 
See generally Statutes [36 Cyc 1017]. 

4 Bullard v. Smith, 28 Mont. 387, 
ATOiiom ek tod. b f 

[a] “Expressed in the _ title.”— 
O’Leary v. Cooke County, 38 Ill. 534, 
537; Tabor v. Commercial] Nat. Bank, 
62 Fed. 383, 387, 10 CCA 429. See 
also Statutes [36 Cyc 1017]. 

{[b] “Briefly expressed by _ the 
title’ as required by the constitution 
see State v. Hoadley, 20 Nev. 317, 321, 
de 12 8) ; 

[c] “Embraced” distinguished.— 
The word “expressed,” as used in the 
constitutional provision requiring the 
object of every act to be expressed 
in the title, is not synonymous with 
the word “embraced” as used thercin, 
providing what shall be embraced 
in an act. Jersey City v. Speer, 78 
ING lus 4 42a) Anas aiaty 79) Ned 
L. 598, 76 A 1037]. See also O’Leary 
v. Cook County, 28 Ill. 534, 537... 

5. Webster D. [quot St. Louis v. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 SW 443, 
446]. 

eo Black L. D. [quot St. Louis v. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 SW 443, 
446]. 

7, Black L. D. [quot St. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 
446]. 

a Webster D. [quot St. Louis v. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 SW 443, 
446]. 

9. Webster D. [quot St. Louis v. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 SW 448, 


446]. 
10. Webster D. [quot St. 
687, 139 


Kellman, 235 Mo. 
446]. 

ll. Black L. D. [quot St. 
Kellman, 235 Mo. 687, 139 
446]. 

i Bullard v. Smith, 28 Mont. 387, 
410, 72 P 761 (“It is a rule that, when 
a matter or thing is expressed, it 
ceases to be implied by law’’). 

13. Standard D. 


Louis v. 
Sw 443, 


Louis v. 
SW 443, 


Louis v. 
SW 443, 


C. Expressed. Stated or declared in di- 
rect terms;* stated directly and distinctly ;° declared 
in terms;® set forth in words;* exact;® precise;° not 
left to inference;'® made known distinctly and ex- 
plicitly, and not left to inference or implication; 


'726, 748, 


EXPRESS—EXPRESSIO UNIUS EST, ETC. 


foree.?* 


NOCENT.++ 


IUS.17 


[a] “Expressed oils” is a term 
which includes olive oils, both salad 
and lamp. MHartranft v. Oliver, 125 
Wt -S*525;9'527,' 8 SCt 958) 31 ULved: 
813. See generally Customs Duties 
LIV Le Ie sp ya2s: 

14. A maxim meaning “Things ex- 
pressed are [may be] prejudicial; 
things not expressed are _ not.” 
Adams Gloss. [cit Calvini Lex.]. 

[a] Applied in: Cromelien v. Mau- 
ger, 17 Pa. 169, 172 (where it is said 
to be ‘a rule of law, because it is 
sound logic, and it is of very gen- 
eral application’’). 

1 A maxim meaning ‘Things ex- 
pressed do no good, which, not ex- 
pressed, do no harm.” Adams Gloss. 
[cit Wingate Max. p 66, § 1]. 

[a] Applied in: Boroughe’s Casc, 
4 Coke 72b, 73b. 

16. A maxim meaning “The ex- 
pression of what is tacitly implied 
is inoperative.’ Broom Leg. Max. 
[e1rte2 Inst.“ s6ou: 

[a] Applied in: Spencer v. Hal- 
pern,. 62: %Ark. 595,597, 37 SW Til; 
36 LRA 120; S. D. Moody & Co., Ltd. 
v. Sewerage, ete., Bd., 3 La. A. (Or- 
leans) 139; Maine Trust, etc., Co. 
v. Butler, 45 Minn. 506, 509, 48 NW 
333, 12 LRA 370; Anderson v. South- 
ern Minnesota R. Co., 21 Minn. 30, 
32; Daylor jv. Laylor, 109 Minn: 107; 
Gardner v. Cameron, 155 App. Div. 
750, 140 NYS 634; Childs v. Seabury, 
35 Hun 548, 550; Fowler v. Butterly, 
44 N. Y. Super. 148, 160; Davidson 
Ve Powell}, 114 WINGS CUS Toro one eo 
SE 601; Kermott v. Bagley, 19 N. D. 
345, 124 NW 397; Slegel v. Lauer, 
148 Pa. 286, 242,23 A 996,15 DRA 547; 
Aull v. Bonnell, 2 Pennyp. 324, 327; 
MeHugh’s Bst., 11 Pa. Co. 205; 207; 
Bloodgood’s Hst., 8 Pa. Co. 546; Hen- 
wood y. Oliver, 1 Q. B. 409, 411, 41 
ECL 601, 113 Reprint 1189; Joyce v. 
Swann, 17 C. B.”N. S. 84, 104, 112 
ECL 84, 144 Reprint 34; Ive’s Case, 
d Coke ila, 77 Reprint 64; Boroughe’s 
Case, 4 Coke 72b, 73b, 76 Reprint 
1048; Harvy v. Aston, 1 Comyns 
92 Reprint 1287; Oriental 
Inland Steam Co. v. Briggs, 4 De 
GPene &) Gee 19 PF S19 te Chi Bae 
148, 45 Reprint 1157; Lawrance v. 
Boston, . ‘7 “Hxch, 927;4/36;5 155, Re= 
print 842; Lee v. Pain, 4 Hare 201, 
221, 30 EngCh 201, 67 Reprint 619; 
Winchcombe v. Winchester, Hob. 165, 
80 Reprint 313; Idle v. Cooke, 2 Ld. 
Raym. 1144, 1154, 92 Reprint 257; 
Fenton v. Hampton, 11 Moore P. C. 
347, 365, 14 Reprint 727; Blackborn 
v. Edgley, 1 P. Wms. 600, 606. 24 
Reprint 534; Cookson v. Bingham, 
3 De G. M. & G. 668, 673, 52 HngCh 
521, 43 Reprint 263; Reg. v. Ipswich 
Corp., 3 Ld. Raym. 1283, 92 Reprint 
342: In re Sproule, 12 Can. S. C. 140, 
210.2 Stuart iv, vClarke wi Al tances 
551, 559; Paint v. Gillies, 26 N. S. 526, 


540; Fisher v. Archibald, 8 N. S. 
298, 299; Turnbull v. Merriam, 14 
Us, GuQiBs, 265).:27.0: 


17. A maxim meaning “The ex- 
pression of one thing is the exclu- 
sion of another.’ State v. Arnold, 
140 Ind. 628, 632, 38 NE 820; Pray v. 
Great Falls Mfg. Co., 38 N. H. 442, 
446 [cit Broom Leg. Max. 505; Coke 
Litt. 210a, 183b]; In re Atty.-Gen., 
2 N. M. 49, 57 [cit Sedgwick Const. 
& St. L. p 30). 

{a] “The maxim is sensible and 
useful in logic and law.” Matter of 


~~ 


[§§ 1-3 


made definitely known in direct terms, and not left 
to implication.” 


Also, pressed out or extorted by 


EXPRESSA NOCENT, NON EXPRESSA NON 


EXPRESSA NON PROSUNT, QUA NON EX-. 
PRESSA PRODERUNT.» 

EXPRESSIO EORUM QU TACITE INSUNT 
NIHIL OPERATUR.*® 

EXPRESSIO UNIUS EST EXCLUSIO ALTER- 


7 


Connor, 1 NYSt 144, 148. 

[ob] It has been referred to as: 
(1) “An axiom of law.’ Saunders v- 
Evans, 8 H. L. Cas. 721, 729, 11 Re- 
print 611. (2) “The tamiliar maxim.” 
Milenteva (Dykers,” 3) 41) GN? GYs) 5935 


097; Payne v. Fresco, 17 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 502, 504. (3))> “Lhe legal 
maxim.” Suydam v. Merrick County, 


V9 Nebr; 1555) 159,720  N We 14209 C4) 
“The old maxim.” State v. Gilman,. 


33. W.) Vai” 146)" 150,°1.0' SE) 283, 16 
LRA 847. (5) “The well known 
maxim.” Scott v. Brown, 24 Hun 


(N. Y¥.) 620, 622; Hackett v. Amsden, 
56 Vt. 201, 206; Miller v. Grand 
Drunk RR, C0245 WC eis 72 Dee on 
(6) “A well settled legal maxim.” 
State ve Knight, 432@e. 1, 2117) Cm) 
“The well established principle or 
maxim of law.’ Williamson v. Beck- 
ham, 8 Leigh (85 Va.) 20,. 24. (8) 
“That universal and familiar rule.’” 
Curtis v. Leavitt, 15 N. Y. 9, 259 
(dis. op.). (9) “A rule both of law 
and equity.” Bundy v. Newton, 19 
NYS 734, 737. (10) “A very familiar 
maxim of interpretation.” State v. 
Police Comrs., 14 Mo. A. 297, 305- 
(11) “The well known maxim of con- 
struction, and a very sound one.” 
Johnson yv. Jordan, 2 Metc. (Mass.) 
234, 241, 37 AmD 85. 

[c] Whenever a statute limits a 
thing to be done in a particular form, 
it necessarily includes in itself a 
negative, namely, that the thing shall 
not be done otherwise. State v. Tuc- 
son Gas, ete; Co; 15) Ariz. (2945 d38 
P 781; New Haven v. Whitney, 36 
Conn. 374, 375; District Tp. vo Due 
buque, 7 Iowa 262, 265 [quot Matter 
of Atty.-Gen., 2 N. M. 49, 57]; Scott 
v. Ford, 52 Or. 288, 296, 97 P 99 [quot 
Cyc]: 

{d] Of general application. — No 


maxim of the Jaw is of more general 


and uniform application, and it is 
never more applicable than in the 
construction and interpretation of 
statutes. Broom Leg. Max. [quot 
Matter of Atty.-Gen., 2 N. M. 49, 57: 
eee Mf emeden 56 Vt. 201, 206]; 

hitehead v. Cape Henry Syndicate, 
105 Va. 463, °54 SE 306, 308. 

{e] “But this maxim is not of uni- 
versal application.”—Res. v. Welling- 
ton County, 17 Ont. A. 421, 444 [cit 
Saunders v. Evans, 8 H. L. Cas. 721, 
729, 11 Reprint 611]; Argles v. Mc- 
Math, 26 Ont. 224, 240 [cit Morris 
Tp. v. Huron County, 27 Ont. 341, 
343]. To same effect McKendrick v. 
Western Zine Min. Co., 165 Cal. 24, 
130 P 865; Provident Life, ete., Co. 
v. Klemmer, 257 Pa. 91, 101 A 351: 
Luckey’s App., 32 Pa. Co. 17; Rex v. 
AIbOntaye Rs; mete. Cons o Alta. bn TOE 
In re Lee, 18 Ont. L. 550; C. vy. D., 10 
Ont. L. 641; Leprohon vy. Ottawa, 40 
rey Qa. 478, 492. 

e maxim has been applied 
or explained in: U. S. v. Barnes, 222 
Deis ebils cOLS rose SO trldajses6) uEsmode 
291; Shurtleff v. U. S., 189 -U. S. 311, 
316, 23 SCt 535, 47 L. ed. 828; Arthur 
Ve Cumming IW.) S.0s62,0304 hoo me 
ed. 438; Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 
Howard, 13 How. 307, 340, 14 L. ed. 
157; Wood v. U. S., 16 Pet. 342, 364, 
LOS Le nedhasdnkendalll vw, Us) (Saas 
Pet. 524, 651, 9 L. ed. 1181; National 
El. Co. v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 246 
Fed. 588, 158 CCA 558; U. S. v. Hock- 
ing Valley R. Co., 194 Fed. 234, 245; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations. same title, page and note number. 


‘ 


Stites: Bees edanek ew 


EXPRESSIO UNIUS EST EXCLUSIO ALTERIUS 


U. S. v. Oregon, etc., R. Co., 186 Fed. 
861, 889; Northam v. Casualty Co. 
of ‘America, 177 Fed. 981, 985; Mor- 
ris v. Small, 160 Fed. 142, 143; Adtna 
Indemn. Co. v. J. R. Crowe Coal, etc., 
Co., 154 Fed. 545, 554, 83 CCA 431 
[certiorari den 207 U. 8. 589, 28 SCt 
256, 52 L. ed. 354]; U. S. v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 151 Fed. 84, 93; Stevens 
v. Nave-McCord Mercantile’ Co.;--150 
Ned. 71, 75, 80-CCA 25: Miller’ v. 
New York Cent., ete., R. Co., 147 Fed. 
771; Thomas v. *“Winne, 122 Fed. 395, 
400, 58 CCA 613; Cohn vy. Gorchakoff, 
121 Fea. 544, 546, 57 CCA 606; In re 
The Annie Faxon, 66 Fed. 575, 581; 
American Well Works v. Rivers, 36 
Fed. 880, 881; The Cherokee, 5 F. Cas. 
No. 2,640, 2 "Sprague 235; Dutton Vv. 
Freeman, § FE. Cas. No. 4, 210; Inre Mc- 
Gilton, 16 BeCas: 8,798, 3 Biss. 144; 
Pullan v. Cincinnati, ete. Air-Line R. 
Cos 20; M.S Casi uNot15 461, 4 Biss. 35, 
42; U. S. v. Morse, 27 ®. Cas. No. 15,- 
820, 3 Story 87, 89; Rose v. Lamp- 
ley, 146 Ala. 445, 41 S 521, 522; Chis- 
holm v. Crye, 83 Ark. 495, 104 SW 
167, 168; Sumpter v. Duffie, 80 Ark. 
369, 97 SW 435, 436; State vy. “Mar- 
tin, 60 Ark. 3438, 355, 30 SW 421, 28 
DRA, 153; St. Louis, ete; R. Co. v. 
Branch, 45 Ark. .524, 527; Thomas v. 
Hinkle, 35 Ark. 450, 457; Watkins v. 
Turner, 34 Ark. 6638, 676; Ex.p. Os- 
born, 24 Ark. 479, 481; State v. Buz- 
zard, 4 Ark. 18, a7; Hall v. State, 1 
Ark. 201, 203; Spier v. Baker, 120 Cal. 
370, 376, 52 Pp 659, 41 LRA 196; Boyce 
v. California Stage Co., 25 Cal. 460, 
476; Peo. v. Sacramento Butchers’ 
Protective Assoc., 12 Cal. A. 471, 107 
P 712; Montezuma County Board of 
Comrs. v. Wheeler, 39 Colo. 207, 89 
P 50, 53; Prudential Ins. Co. v. Hum- 
mer, 36 Colo. 208, 84 P 61, 63; Love- 
land ww. Clark, 11 | Colo: ).265, .2'69,). 18 
P 544; Rourke’s App., 91 Conn. 76, 98 
A 718; Geer v. Rockwell, 65 Conn. 
316, 323, 32 A 924; Barnes v. Starr, 
64 Conn. 136, 154, 28 A 980; South- 
ard y. Railway Pass. Assur. Co., 34 
Conn, 574, 579, 22 F. Cas. No. 13, 182; 
Hdgerton v. Moore, 28 Conn, 600, 605; 
Allen .ivi VGray, 11 Conn7/95,. 101; 
Avery v. Chappel, 6 Conn. 270, 275, 116 
AmD 53; Leavitt v. Peck, 3 Conn, 
124, 129, 8 AmD 157; Davis. v. State, 
54 Pla. 34, 44 S 757, 758;, Camp- 
bell v. Skinner Mfg. Co., 53 Fla. 632, 
43 S 874, 877; State v. Bryan, 50 Fla. 
2205 oo iS 929, 947; Caro v. Caro, 45 
Mig 20a a O49 509;..0l0> Harrell =v. 
Durrance, 9 Fla. 490, 504; Fincher v. 
Collum, 2 Ga. A... 740; 59 SE 22,24; 
Shoshone County v. Profitt, 11 Ida. 
768,004 > F112) 714: Jack v. Grange= 
ville, 9 Ida. 291, 74'P 969, 973; Town- 
send v. Gash, 267 Ill. 578, 108 NE 
744; Chicago Dock, etc., Co. v. Gar- 
rity, UES Wi 155,21 65, 3 NE 448; Wood 
v. Stewart, 120 Til. A. 34, 36; Couch- 
man v. Prather, 1162) Ind’ 2.50) 12.535" "20 
NE 240; Scott v. Laporte, 162 Ind. 
34, 54, 68 NE 278, 69 NE 675; Hart v. 
Smith, 159 Ind. 182, 189, 64 NE 661, 
95 AmSR 280, 58 AEAt 949: State v. 
Arnold, 140 Ind. 628, 632, 38 NE 820; 
Brown v. Buzan, 24 Ind. 194, 198; 
Snider v. Greer-Wilkinson, Lumber 
Co., 51 Ind. A. 348, 96 NE 960; Straus 
Vv. Yeager, 48 Ind. A. 448, 93 NE 877; 
Moore v. Fannin, 7 Ind. T. 580, 104 
SW 842, 845; Davis v. Laughlin, 147 
Iowa 478, 124 NW 876; Bay v. David- 
son, 133 Iowa 688, 111 NW 25, 27, 
119 AmSR. 650,. 9 LRANS 1014; 
Wheeler v. Weightman, 96 Kan. 50, 
149 P 977, LRA1916A 846; Kansas 
City- -Leavenworth R. Co. v. Langley, 
70 Kan. 453, 78 P 858, 861; Olmstead 
v. Masonic Mut. Ben. Soc., 37 Kan. 
93, 97, 14 P 476; Beebe v. Doster, 36 
Kan, 666, 673, 14 P 150; Snavely v. 
Abbott Buggy Co., 36 Kan. 106, 111, 
12 P 522; State v. Wilson, 30 Kan. 
661, 673, 2 P 828; Marion County 
School Dist. No. 73 v. Dudley, 28 
Kan. 160, 163; Intoxicating Liquor 
Cases, 25 Kan. "751, 758, 37 AmR 284; 
Kansas Pac. R. Co. v. Wood, 24 Kan. 
619, 6238; State v. Ewing, 22 Kan. 
708, 711; Morehead v. State, 20 ‘Xan. 
626, 637; Crawford v. Lehr, 20 Kan. 
509, 511; Hall v. Draper, 20 Kan. 137, 


140; State v. Freeland, 16 Kan. 9, 10; 
Brown County v. Barnett, 14 Kan. 
627, 628; Casey v. Kilgore, 14 Kan. 
478, 482: Haynes v. Heller, 12 Kan. 
381, 392; Bennett v. Hutchinson, 11 
Kan. 398, 410; Prouty v. Stover, 11 
Kan, 235, 256 [cit McCafferty v. Guy- 
er, 59) Pa-109; Page v. Allen, 58 Pa. 
338, 98 AmD 272]; Gammon v. Schmoll, 
5 Taunt. 344, 128 Reprint 722; Henry 
v. Robertson, 13 Ky. Op. 683; Moody 
v. Sewerage, etc., Bd., 3 La. A. (Or- 
leans) 139; Holden v. Veazie, 73 Me. 
312, 314; Wilson v. Huropean, etc., 
RES Con 62h iter LIZ ELS tState: av. 
Knight, 43 Me. 11, 117; Lord v. Chad- 
bourne, 42 Me. 429, 438, 66 AmD 290; 
Northern Cent. R. Co. v. United R. Co., 
105 Md. 345, 66 A 444, 448; Johns v. 
Hodges, 62 Md. 525, 538; De Atley v. 
Senior, 55 Md. 479, 482; Thanhauser 
v. Savins, 44 Md. 410, 414; Weckler v. 
Hagerstown First Nat. Bank, 42 Md. 
581, 598, 20 AmR 95; Grinder v. Nel- 
son, 9 Gill (Md.) 299, 306, 52 AmD 
694; Warfield v. Warfield, 5 Harr. & 
J. (Md.) 459; Leonard v. Stickney, 
131 Mass. 541, 544; Somerby vy. Bun- 
tin, 118 Mass. 279, 283, 19 AmR 459; 
New Bedford vy. Hingham, 117 Mass. 
445, 448; Com. v. Berkshire L. Ins. 
Co., 98 Mass. 25, 29; Hills v. Bearse, 
9 Allen 403, 406; Gage v. Tirrell, 9 
Allen (Mass.) 299, 305; Harle v. De 
Witt, 6 Allen (Mass. ) 530, 528; Haven 
Vie Adams, 4 Allen (Mass.) "80, oe 
Higginson v. Weld, 14 Gray (Mass.) 
165, 172; Jones v. Robbins, 8 Gray 
(Mass.) 329; | 872; Hiss “vi Bartlett, 
3 Gray (Mass.) 468, 472, 68 AmD 768; 
Lee v. Howard F. ‘Ins. Gosh il Cush. 
(Mass.) 324, 328; Jordan v. Dennis, 
7 Metce. (Mass.) 590, 591; Johnson v. 
Jordan, 2 Metce. (Mass. ) 234, 9241, 37 
AmD 85; Atkins v. Bordan, 20 Pick. 
(Mass.) "291, 304; Com. v. Kneeland, 
20 Pick. (Mass. ) 206, 230; Pearson v. 
Lord, 6 Mass. 81, 84; Brotherton Vv. 
Detroit, 148 Mich. 71, 111 NW 860, 
881; Smith v. Lake Shore, ete, R. 
Co., 114 Mich. 460, 470, 72 NW 328; 
Perry vV. Cheboygan, 55 Mich. 250, 
21 NW 338; Niles v. Rhodes, 7 Mich. 
374, 386; Galpin v. Abbott, 6 Mich. 
17, 43; Williams v. Detroit, 2 Mich. 
560, 563; Thompson v. Germania L. 
Ins. Co., 97 Minn. 89, 106 NW 102, 
104; Mathews y. Lincoln County, 90 
Minn. 348, 353, 97- NW 101; State v. 
Board of ‘Control, 85 Minn. 165, 183, 
88 NW 5338; Kelly We Minneapolis, 63 
Minn. 125, Higes 65 NW 115, 30 LRA 
281; Maine Trust, etc., Co. V. Butler, 
45 Minn. 506, 509, 48 NW _ 333, 12 
BRAS 3.103 Farmers, etc., Bank v. 
Baldwin, 33 Minn. 198, 207, 23 AmR 
683; Taylor v: Taylor, 10 Minn. LOWE 
Williams v. Lash, 8 Minn. 496; Par- 
sons-May- Oberschmidt Co.) wae EUrT; 
110 Miss. 795, 70 S 895; State v. Mis- 
souri Athletic Club, 261 Mo. 576, 170 
SW 904, LRA1915C "876, AnnCas1916D 
931; Taylor v. Pullen, 152 Mo. 434, 
438, 53 SW 1086; Nichols v. Nichols, 
147 Mo. 387, 409, "48 SW 947; Citizens’ 
Nat. Bank v. Graham, 147 Mo. 250, 
257, 48 SW 910; Kansas City v. Mer- 
cantile Mut. Bldg., ete., Assoc., 145 
Mo. 50, 53, 46 Sw 624; Millar v. 
Madison Car Co.,- 130 Mo. 517, 529, 
31 SW 574; Murphy v. Carlin, 113 Mo. 
112, 120, 30 SW 786, 35 AmSR 699; 
Maguire y. State Sav. Assoce., 62 Mo. 
344, 346; Matthews v. Skinker, 62 
Mo. 329, 334, 21 AmR 425; Oster v. 
Jefferson, 57 Mo. A. 485, 489; Platts- 
burg v. Riley, 42 Mo. A. riige 23: Binde 
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EST EXCLUSIO ALTERIUS.”° 


EXPRESSLY. In its primary meaning, the term 
denotes precision of statement, as opposed to am- 
biguity, implication, or inference, and 1s equivalent 
to ‘‘in an express manner,’’ or in direct terms.’’ 21 
It is also commonly used to designate purpose, and 
as equivalent to ‘‘especially,’’ or ‘‘ 
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P. & M. 201, 207; Withington v. Her- 
rinse JC. by OS 7172) 181: Dew- 
hurst v. Feilden, 7 M. & G. 182, 186, 
49 ECL 181, 185 Reprint 79; Ex p. 
Candy, 1 Mont. & M. 197, 206; Rut- 
tonji Edulji Shet v. Tanna, 11 Moore 
Indian App. 295, 305, 20 Reprint 113; 
Steele v. Thompson, 13 Moore P. C. 
280, 297, 15 Reprint 105; Cail v. Pa- 
payanni, 1 Moore P. C. N. 8S. 471, 476, 
15 Reprint 778; Doe v. Ingleby, 15 M. 
& W. 465, 472, 153 Reprint 933; Hard- 
wicke v. Sandys, 12M. & W. 761, 765, 
152 Reprint 1406; Smith v. Doe, q 
Price 379, 395, 146 Reprint 1005; Ver- 
non v. Vernon, 2 P. Wms. 594, 597, 24 
Reprint 875; Atty.-Gen. v. Hooker, 2 P. 
Wms. 338, 24 Reprint 756; Trulock v. 
Robey, 15 Sim. 265, 272, 38 EngCh 
265, 60 Reprint 619; Hougham ov. 
Sandys, 2-Sim. 95, 149, 2 EngCh 95, 
57 Reprint 725; Williams v. Evans, 
See RR. 246, 254, 101 Reprint 1370: 
Rex v. North Nibley, 5 T. R. 21, 24, 
101 Reprint 12; Mansell v. Mansell, 
Wilm. 36, 57, 97 Reprint 14; Matthew 
Vv. Blackmore, 5 Wkly. Rep. 363, 364; 
Thompson v. West Somerset Mineral 
R. Co., 5 Wkly. Rep. 296, 299; Virgo 
v. Toronto, 22 Can. S. C. 447, 466; 
Whelan v. Ryan, 20 Can. S. C. 65, 75; 
In re Sproule, 12 Can. S. C. 140, 210: 
Ganong v. Bayley, 2 Cartwr. Cas. 509, 
523; Farr v. Groat, 6 Alta. L. 259; 
Bodnar v. West Canadian Collieries, 
5 Alta. L. 163; Hazell v. Lund, 22 B. 
C. 264; Leiser v. Popham, 17 B. C. 
187, 6 DomLR 525; Consolidated R. 
Co. v. Victoria, 5 B. i: 266, 274;. Free- 
man vy. Calverley, 26 Man. 330; Idaho 
Springs First Nat. Bank v. Curry, 20 
Man. 247; Ex p. Minneban, 17 N. B. 
228, 230, Reg. vy. Germantown Lake 
Dist. Comrs., MOMIN Be 8 4, BOs es. 
v. Ryan, 12 N. B. 116, 120: King v. 
Smith, 50 N. S. 198; Muirhead v. 
Intercolonial Coal Min. Co., Ltd., 48 
N.S. 72; Warner v. Symon-Kaye Syn- 
dicate, O7 N.S. 340, 348; Paint v. 
Gillies, 26 N. S. 526, 540; Fraser v. 
Salter, 7N. S. 424, 431; Re South Ox- 


particularly,’’ 


‘‘for a distinct purpose or object.’’ 22 


[25C.J3.] 223 


It has been 


defined as meaning in an express,?3 clear or dis- 


tinct,?* direct or pointed. manner;?> with distinet 


purpose ;*° in direct terms;?? definitely ;°° directly ;?* 


Phrases: 


ford Provincial Election, 32 Ont. L. 
1, 7 OntWN 1; Lawson y. McGeoch, 
20 Ont. A. 464, 474; Ryan v. McCart- 
ney, 19 Ont, A. 423, 431; Waterous v. 
Palmerston, 19 Ont. A. 47, 52; In re 
Flatt, 18 Ont. A. 1, 12; Reg. v. Wel- 
lington County, 17 Ont. A. 421, 444; 
In re Moulton Tp., 12 Ont. A. 503, 
519; Daniels vy. Grand Trunk R. Co., 
11 Ont. A. 471, 475; Grand Junction 
Re Co, wwe, Midland. Ri iCorit Ont..-Ax 
681, 688; Re Lincoln Election, 2 Ont. 
A, 324, 345; Morris Tp. v. Huron 
County, 27 Ont. 341, 3438; Argles v. 
McMath, 26 Ont. 224, 240; Sawyer v. 
Pringle, 20 Ont. 111, 114; Matter of 
Bell Tel. Co., 9 Ont. 339, 345; Hobbs 
v. Guardian F. Ins. Co., 7 Ont. 634, 
63954" Walshi xv Elliott, sil. Ont. Pr: 
520, 525; Bradley v. Clarke, 9 Ont. 
Pr. 410, 416; Leeson v. Higgins, 4 
Ont. Pr. 340, 341; Schliechauf v. Can- 
ada Southern RR. Coye2s'' Grant Che 
(U. C.) 236, 242; Davis v. Clifton 
Municipality,; 8 U.'C. C. Pi: 236; 238; 
Crowe v. Steeper, 46 U. C. Q. B: he 
ay Miller v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 
ChiOMy Bieh22 24. 226° Leprohon 
Bia 40 U. C.-Q. B. 478, 492 [cit 
Saunders v. Evans, 8 H. L. Cas. 721, 


.729, 11 Reprint 611]; Matter of North 


Dumfries ito leq 18h C. Q: B. 507, 509; 
Cameron vy. Campbell, L220 UEC, Q. B. 
159, 164; Bourke vy. Murphy, 1 Pr. 
Edw. Isl. 126, 132; Standard Light, 
ete., Co. v. Montreal, 10 Que. Super. 
209, 219; Johnston v. L’Heureux, 
(Sask.) 27 WestLR 21, 6 WestWkly 
53; Rex v. Reid Co.,9 Newfoundl. 285; 
Brenton v. Birkett, 5 Newfoundl. 81. 

18 A maxim meaning “The men- 
tion of one person is the exclusion 
of another.” Black L. D. 

19. A maxim meaning ‘The ex- 
press mention of one person or thing 
is the exclusion of another.” Pelou- 
bet Leg. Max. 

[a] Applied in: 
Co. v. Brandstein, 61 Misc. 623, 113 
NYS 1078, 1079. : 

20. A maxim meaning ‘The ex- 
vress mention or designation of one 
person is the exclusion of another.” 
Hartranft’s App., 5 WklyNC (Pa.) 
105, 118 (dis. op.). 

21. Magone v. Heller, 150 U.S. 70, 
74, 14 SCt 18, 37 L. ed. 1001. 

22. Magone v. Heller; 150-U. -S: 
ROMA Us SCULS, si Lived 100d, 

23. Encyclopedic D. [quot State v. 
Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 274, 
4 LRA 65]; Webster D. [quot Ma- 
gone v. Heller, 150 U. S. 70, 74, 14 
SCt 18, 87 L. ed. 1001; Hovey v. State, 
LOIN ds 95. 24 NZS 2 

24. Encyclopedic D. [quot State 
v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 
274, 4 LRA 65]. 

25. Webster D. [quot State v. Hyde, 
121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; Hovey v. 
State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 NE 21 (per 
Berkshire, J.); Evansville v. State, 118 
Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93]. 

[a] “Express dedication. 7 Kent 

Pratt, 73 Conn. 578, 578, 48 A 418; 
Dann v. Sanford, 51 Conn. 443: Noyes 
v. Ward, 19 Conn. 250, 264; Close v. 
Swanson, 64 Nebr. 389, 393, 40 NW 
1043 [cit Bouvier L. D.]; Ex p. Leon- 
ard, 39S. -C-+.518, 1019, 18 SE 216, 22 
LRA 302; Athens Vv. Burkett, (Tenn. 
Ch. A.) .59 SW 404, 408; San An- 
tonio v.-Sullivan, 23 Tex. Civ. A. 
619, 623, 57 SW 42. See also Dedica- 
tion §§ 36-40. 


Zbarazer Realty 


distinctly ; 32° explicitly ;31 ‘par ticularly ;*? plainly ;°* 
pointedly 34 j in direct or unmistakable terms;** in an 
express manner;°° not by implication.®? 

“Expressly 
conferred,’’ °° ‘‘expressly for the benefit of a third 
person,’’ #° ‘‘expressly named,’’ 4! ‘‘expressly pre- 
seribed,’’ #2 ‘‘expressly provided,’’ 4% 
purchased,’’ ** ‘‘expressly ratified,’’ 4° ‘‘expressly 


charged,’’ $8 ‘‘ expressly 


“expressly 


26. Webster D. [quot Magone v. 
Heller, 150 U.S. 


70, 74, 14 SCt 18, 37 
L. ed. 1001]. 


27. Encyclopedic D. [quot State 
v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 
274, 4 LRA 65]; Webster D. [quot 
Magone v. Heller, 150 U. S. 70, 74, 14 
SCt 18, 37 L. ed. 1001; State v. Hyde, 
121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; Hovey 
v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 NE 
21 (per Berkshire, J.); Evansville 
v. State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93; Norfolk, etc., R. Co. v. 
Virginian R. Co., 110 Va. 631, 66 SE 
863, 868]; Worcester D. [quot State 
v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
State, v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 
21 NBD 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville v. 
State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93; Richmond v. Sutherland, 
114 Va. 688, 77 SE 470, 473]. 

28. Webster D. [quot Richmond v. 
Sutherland, 114 Va. 688, 77 SE 470, 473]. 

29. Encyclopedic D. [quot State v. 
Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 274, 
4 LRA 65]; Webster D. [quot Rich- 
mond vy. Sutherland, 114 Va. 688, 77 
SE 470, 473]. 

30. Zell Cycl. [quot Evansville v. 
State, 118 Ind. 426, GEE 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93]. 

31. Webster D. Pau’ Richmond v. 
Sutherland,114 Va.688, 77 SE 470, 473]. 

382. Webster D. [quot Magone Ve 
Heller, 150 U. S. 70, 74, 14 SCt 18, 
37 L. ed. 1001]. 

33. Encyclopedic D. 
v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 
274, 4 LRA 65]; Webster D. [quot 
Hovey v. State, 119 Ind. 395, 412, 21 
NE 21]; Worcester D. [quot State 
v. Hyde, 121 Ind. 20, 34, 22 NE 644; 
State v. Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 
NE 274, 4 LRA 65; Evansville v. 
State, 118 Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 
4 LRA 93; Richmond vy. Sutherland, 
114 Va. 688, 77 SE 470, 473]; Zell 
Cycl. [quot Evansville vy. State, 118 
Ind. 426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93]. 

34. Encyclopedic D. [quot State v. 
Denny, 118 Ind. 449, 464, 21 NE 274, 
4 LRA 65]. 

35. Webster D. [quot Richmond v. 
Sutherland,114 Va. 688, 77 SE 470, 473]. 

386. Webster D. [quot Richmond v. 
Sutherland, 114 Va.688, 77 SE 470, 473]. 

87. Evansville v. State, 118 Ind. 
426, 443, 21 NE 267, 4 LRA 93. 

38. Flaum v. Wallace, LO3e Nees 
2910; eo Lica aa AD Orde 

[a] “Specifically charged” synony- 
mous. Flaum v. Wallace, 103 N. C. 
296, 312, 9 SH 567. 

39. Richmond vy. Sutherland, 114 
Va. 688, 77 SE 470, 473. 

40. Montgomery v. Dorn, 25 Cal. 
A. 666, 145 P 148, 150. 

41. Taylor v. Nicholls, 6 M. & W. 
91, 95, 151 Reprint 334 (holding that, 
where the name of the attorney at- 
testing a warrant of attorney on be- 
half of one party was first suggested 
by the other party’s attorney, but 
expressly adopted by the former 
party as his attorney for that pur- 
pose, he was expressly named). 

42. Inland Revenue Comrs._ v. 
Scott, [1892] 2 Q. B. 152, 160. 

43. Butler v. Kidder, 87 N. Y. 98, 
104; Thames Conservators vy. Smeed, 
{1897] 2 Q. B. 334, 355. 

44. Errington y. Metropolitan Dist. 
RnC©0i, 019) ‘Ch: 559). 569% 

45, Iowa State Say. Bank v. Black, 
91 Iewa 490, 494, 59 NW 283. 

[a] Acts of bank cashier.—An in- 


[quot State 
NE 
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refer to,’’ 4° ‘‘expressly referring to,’’ 47 ‘‘expressly 


reserved,’’ 48 ‘‘expressly stipulated,’’ 49 ‘‘expressly 
oe 


used,’’? 5° ‘‘expressly varied,’’ >? 


held;’’ 52 also ‘‘expressly and in writing,’’ 5% ‘‘ex- 

pressly or by necessary implication.’’ °4 
EXPRESSUM FACIT CESSARE TACITUM.®® 
EXPRESSUM SERVITIUM REGAT VEL DE- 


CLARET TACITUM.®® 


EX PROCEDENTIBUS ET CONSEQUENTIBUS 
OPTIMA FIT INTERPRETATIO.*" 
In Spanish law, condemna- 
tion; the taking of property, especially for public 


EXPROPRIACION. 


struction on the question of ratifica- 
tion by a bank of an act of its 
cashier declared that the law pre- 
sumes that they are repudiated, and 
will not infer an affirmance, and that 
such acts, to estop plaintiff from 
recovery, must be “expressly rati- 
fied.” It was objected that the use 
of the words ‘expressly ratified’ was 
erroneous, and that the terms called 
for a higher degree of action and a 
more definite specific performance 
than the law required; but the court 
held that the phrase was not to be 
understood as requiring a ratification 
in terms, there being no evidence of 
such a ratification, and therefore:that 
the term must be construed to mean 
an intent to approve the acts which 
the cashier had done, and that proof 
of such approval must be plain and 
clear. Iowa State Sav. Bank v. 
Black, 91 Iowa 490, 59 NW 283, 284. 

46. In re Phillips, 41 Ch. D. 417, 


419. 

47. Phillips v. Cayley, 43 Ch. D. 
222, 232; In re Marsh, 38 Ch. D. 630, 
633. 

48. Phenix Nat. Bank y. Hanlon, 
183 Mo. A. 2438, 166 SW 830, 831. 

49. In re Lysaght,. [1898] 1 Ch. 
Ads 19s Oyrrell iv. Clark, 2° Drew. 
86, 90, 61 Reprint 651. 

50. Magone v. Heller, 150 U. S. 
70, 75, 14 SCt 18, 37 L. ed. 1001. 

51. Metropolitan Dist. R. Co. v. 
Sharpe, 5 App. Cas. 425, 441; Woking 
Water, etc., Co. v. Parker, [1916] 1 
K. B. 473; Weld v. South-Western R. 
Co., 32 Beav. 340, 345, 55 Reprint 138. 

52. Lightfoot v. Bass, 2 Tenn. Ch. 
GWT, 46S. kc 

53. Montgomery v. Dorn, 25 Cal. 
A. 666, 145 P 148, 149. 

54, Griffin v. Fairmont Coal Co., 
59 W. Va. 480, 53 SE 24, 66, 2 LRANS 


1115. 

[a] Intent by expressed language. 
—In the rule that in construing a 
will the intention must be gathered 
from the language, and that language 
must either give the thing expressly 
or by necessary implication, the term 
“expressly”, does not mean that it 
shall be given by any particular for- 
mula of words, but means only that 
the intent must be shown by ex- 
pressed language, which language 
must reach to and include the ob- 
ject of the donation, the person to 
whom the thing is given, and must 
also take in by some form of descrip- 
tion the thing to be given. Griffin 
v. Fairmont Coal Co., 59 W. Va. 480, 
53 SE 24, 66, 2 LRANS 1115. 

55. A maxim meaning “A thing 
expressed puts an end to tacit im- 
plication.” Trayner Leg. Max. 

[a] Applied or explained in: Man- 
son v. Dayton, 153 Fed. 258, 268, 82 


CCA 588; U. S. v. Molloy, 144 Fed. 
$21.) .329,, 10. CCA (283,° tt URANS 
487; In re Herzikopf, 121 Fed. 544, 
546, 57 CCA 606; American Well 


Works v. Rivers, 36 Fed. 880, 881; 
Gilmen v. Brown, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,441, 
1 Mason 191; Hollingsworth v. Hol- 
lingsworth, 65 Ala. 321, 330; Morrow 
Va .Wiood,5o6n Alan l,l s feirery: vv. 
Underwood, 1 Ark. 108, 116; Enfield 
Toll Bridge Co. v. Hartford, etc., R. 
Co., 17 Conn. 454, 465, 44 AmD 556; 
Perkins y. Catlin, 11 Conn. 218, 228, 
27 AmD 282; Willoughby v. Ray- 


‘ 


use.°8 


expressly with- 


mond, 4 Conn. 130, 183; Vandenheuvel 
v. Storrs, 3 Conn. 203, 208; Miller v. 
Ward, 2 Conn. 494, 500; Moody v. 
Sewerage, etc. Bd., 117 La. 360, 41 
S 649, 651; Stuart v. Walker, 72 Me. 
145, 154, 39 AmR 311; Smith v. Mor- 
rill, 54 Me. 48, 52 [cit Perkins v. 
Catlin; ~11.Conn. 213; 226; 29: AmD 
282]; Rice v. Forsyth, 41 Md. 389, 
405; Gage v. Tirrell, 9 Allen (Mass.) 
299, 306; Pratt v.. Sanger, 4 Gray 
(Mass.) 84, 87; Michigan Cent. R. 
Co. v. Hale, 6 Mich. 2438, 262; Wil- 
liams v. Detroit, 2 Mich. 560, 563; 
Caldwell v. Ryan, 210 Mo. 17, 108 SW 
533, 124 AmSR 717, 16 LRANS 494, 
14 AnnCas 314; Kansas City Planing 
Mill Co. v. Brundage, 25 Mo. A. 268, 
272; Parker v. Butterworth, 46 N. J. 
L. 244, 247, 50 AmR 407; State v. 
Kelsey, 44 Nov Jn ay 4535. Taylor wv. 
Griswold; 114 Nv .J. 4.) 222) 228,. 27 
AmD 33; Farley v. -Craig, 11 N. J. 
L. 262, 282; Tingley v. International 
Dynelectron:: Cos [74 No Joiea.. 538, 
70 A 919; Greer v. Van Meter, 54 
N. J. Eq. 270, 33 A 794; Spinning 
v. Spinning, 43 N. J. Hq. 215, 325, 10 
A, 270: ) Black vi. White> .42 N. ¥. 
Super. 446, 450; Peo. v. Fuerst, 13 
Mise. 304, 306, 34 NYS 1115; Flana- 
gan v. Fox, 6 Misc. 132, 134, 26 NYS 
48; Rebee v. State Bank, 1 Johns. 
GNE= Ye 205151, wed Am a8 hss “Crist 
v. Dice, 13 Oh. St. 536, 542; Creigh- 
ton v. Toledo, 18 Oh. St. 447; 451; 
Brieker, v. Bricker, 11 Oh. ‘St. 240; 
246; Slegel v. Lauer, 148 Pa. 236, 242, 
23 A 996, 15 LRA 547; Kneedler v. 
Lane)  Abvuea... 238.) s2leeSnevily. wv. 
Ekel, 1 Watts & S. (Pa.) 208, 205; 
Scott v, Fields, 7 Watts (Pa.) 360, 
362; Weiser v. Weiser, 5 Watts (Pa.) 
279, 284, 30 AmD 313; Sanderson v. 
Lamberton, 6 Binn. (Pa.) 129, 132; 
Rousset v. Insurance Co. of North 
America, 1 Binn. (Pa.) ~429, 432; 
Yard v. Lea, 3 Yeates (Pa.) 335, 341; 
Paine. v. Eeseo, 18: Phila. (Pa.) 637, 
639; Wood v. Polk, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 
220, 230; Justis v. English, 30 Gratt. 
C1. Va.).565, 571; In’ re Leith, ._R. 
tt Pe’ Cy 296, 305;, Tanner Vv. Smart. 6 
B. & C. 608, 609, 13 ECL 274, 108 Re- 
print 573; Rex v. Westwood, 4 B. & C. 
781, 10 HCL 799, 107 Reprint 1251, 
ff Bingo, .29)) 200 Clad A BhiehuNe we 
218, <5) (Repring 746; -20' Dow. & -Clin21, 
6 Reprint 637; Fowkes v. Manches- 
ter, ‘ete.,,.L., Assur: ete, Assoce:,.! 3 
Be Gent O1c, 5 930.5 dis Olan Olga, tee 
Reprint 343; Dickson v. Zizinia, 10 
C. B. 602, 610, 70 HCL 602, 138 Re- 
print 238; Hasterly v. Sampson, 1 
Cromp. 1& (J 105, 114) Pas Reprint 
1353; Whitbread v. Smith, 3 De G. 
M. &-G. (27, 739, 53 Enge@h 567, 23 
EngL&Eq 551, 43 Reprint 286; Hast- 
ern Archipelago Co. v. Reg., 2 BE. & 
B. 856, 879, 75 BCL 856, 22 EngL&Eq 
328, 118 Reprint 988; Greenbirt v. 
Smee, 35 lL. T. Rep. N. S. 168, 171; 
Hutton vy. Warren, 1 M. & W. 466, 
150 Reprint 517; Merrill v. Frame, 4 
Taunt. 329, 330, 128 Reprint 357; 
Cates v. Knight, 3 T. R. 442, 444, 100 
Reprint 667; Doe v. Barber, 2 T! R. 
749, 750, 100 Reprint 403; Matthew 
v. Blackmore, 5 Wkly. Rep. 363, 364; 
ALttrill ly vouPlatt, SLO Canes Guiaoon 
507; Wicks v. Miller, 21 Man. 534; 
Dulmage v. Douglas, 3 Man. 562, 567; 
Billings v. Rust, 1_N. S. Dee. 88, 98; 
Sterling Bank v. Zuber, 32 Ont. L. 


a) 
1462, 49 AmD 604. 


EXPRESSLY—EXPURGATORIO 


EXPROPRIATION. A meaning has been at- 
tached to the term, imported from its use in foreign 
jurisprudence, which inakes it synonymous with 
‘‘the exercise of the power of eminent domain,’’ 
that is, the compulsory taking from a person, on 
compensation made, of his private property for the 
use of a railroad, canal, or other public: work.®® 
EXPULSION.®° 
ment;®? severing the connection between an ex- 
pelled member and an association.®* 
EXPURGATORIO. In Spanish law, an index or 


A putting out;°! disfranchise- 


123, 7 OntWN 189; Steinhoff v. Royal 
Canadian Ins. Co., 42 U. C. Q. B. 307, 
re Phillips v. Reid, 8 Newfoundal. 


_56. A maxim of Lord Bacon, which 

literally translated means ‘Let serv- 
ice expressed rule or declare what 
is silent.” Adams Gloss. [cit Bacon 
Works. iv, 73) 

57. A maxim meaning “The best 
interpretation is made from things 
proceeding and following (i. e. the 
context).” Bouvier L. D. 

[a] Applied in: Griscom vy. Hvens, 
40 N. J. L. 402, 415,°29 AmR 251. 

58. Escriche Diccionario. See Ex- 
propriation post this page. See also 
Enajenacion 20 C. J. p. 1247. 

59. Black L. D. See generally 
Eminent Domain 20 C. J. p 501. 

[a] “Taking” 
terms “taking” or “expropriation,” 
as used in Acts (1896) No. 96 p 142, 
providing that all claims for dam- 
ages to the owner caused by the 
taking or expropriation of land for 
public works shall be barred by two 
years’ prescription, must be con- 
strued as equivalents. Amet_ v. 
Texas, ete. R. Co., 117 la., 454, 41 
S721, 22. 

{b] In Mexican law.—A seizure 
of so much of the owner’s property 
as is necessary for the public pur- 
pose. Brownsville v. Cavazos, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 2,043, 2 Woods 293, 302. 

€0. Expulsion: Of: 

Alien see Aliens §§ 46-127. 

Foreign corporation see Foreign Cor- 
porations [19 Cyc 1288]. 

Inferior body from superior body of 
beneficial association see Mutual 
Benefit Insurance [29 Cye 45]. 

Member see Associations §§ 68-85; 
Clubs §§ 18-24; Exchanges §§ 16—- 
32; Labor Unions [24 Cye 826]; 
Mutual Benefit Insurance [29 Cyc 
31, 168, 200, 205, 240]; Religious 
Societies [34 Cyc! 1124) 011879; 
States [36 Cye 849]; United States 
[39 Cye 700]. 

Passenger see Carriers § 1165 et seq; 
Ferries [19 Cyc 508]. 

Pupil see Schools and School Dis- 
tricts [35 Cyc 816, 1140]. 

Tenant see Landlord and Tenant [24 
Cyc 13438]. 

See also Eviction 21 GC. J. p 1262; 
Excommunication 23 C. J. p 276: 
Expel ante p 171. 

61. Vanderpool y. Smith, 4 Abb. 
Dec: (CNT LYe) 46a 464. 

62. Palmetto Lodge No. 5, I. O. 
O:; F. v. Hubbell, 33 S. C. L. 458, 462, 
49 AmD 604. 

63. Palmetto Lodge No. 5, I. O. 

EY ov. Hubbell} (33:78. -@. aa. 94561 


{a] “Suspension” distinguished.— 
The distinction between ‘suspension” 
and “expulsion” is often recognized 
in the by-laws of a society, the for- 
mer being only a temporary privation 
of the rights and benefits. Palmetto 
Lodge No.\5, I. O. O. F. vy. Hubbell, 
33 8S. C. L. 457, 462, 49 AmD 604. 

{b] “Woluntary withdrawal’ dis- 
tinguished.—The term ‘“expulsion,” as 
used in a statute chartering a cor- 
poration, and providing that mem- 
bership may be terminated by death, 
voluntary withdrawal, or expulsion, 
means a termination of membership 
by acts necessarily hostile to the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


synonymous. — The 


% 


= 


eatalcgue of prohibited books, or of those ordered 


to be expurgated.®4 


EX QUA PERSONA QUIS LUCRUM CAPIT, 
EJUS FACTUM PRASTARE DEBET.® 

EXSCINDED. Cut off or expelled.® 

EX SHIP. The term as used in a contract for the 
purchase of a community setting the price at so 
much ‘‘ex ship,’’ does not contemplate a shipment 
by any particular ship, and simply denotes that the 
property in the goods shall pass to the buyer upon 
their leaving the ship’s tackle, and that he shall be 
‘liable for all subsequent charges of landing them.*%? 

EXTEMPORE DISCOURSE. An expression used 
as the antipode of a premeditated discourse.®*® 
The term is derived from ‘‘ex,’’ 
from or out of, and ‘‘tendere,’’ to stretch or stretch 
It is, both by etymology and by common 


EXTEND.°® 


out.“ 
usage, exceedingly flexible lending 
variety of meanings, which must 


member expelled, and against his 
will. New York Protective Assoc. v. 
McGrath, 5 NYS 8, 10. 

64. Escriche Diccionario. 

65. A maxim meaning “One who 
takes gain, profit or advantage on 
account of a person, ought to be an- 
Swerable for his act or deed.” Adams 
Gloss. [cit Ulpian Dig. L 17 fr 149]. 

66. Robinson vy. Floyd, 159 Pa. 
165, 175, 28 A 258 (used in a partner- 
ship agreement providing that a 
partner might, by resolution of the 
board of control, be excluded from 
the concern). . 

67. Harrison v. Fortlage, 161 U.S. 
57, 16 SCt 488, 490, 40 L. ed. 616. 
To same effect Neill v. Whitworth, 
18 C. B. N. S. 4385, 114 BCL 435, 144 
Reprint 518. 


68. Peo. vy. Clark, 11 NYLegObs 4, 
Se 

69. See also Extension post p 227. 

70. Wisconsin Cent. R. Co. v. Com- 


stock, 71 Wis. 88, 91, 36 NW 843. 

"71. Middlesex, etc., Tract. Co. v. 
Metlar, 70 N. J. L. 98,56 A 142, 143. 

{a] The word is relative in its 
application, refers to something al- 
ready begun, and implies a continua- 
tion of the same act. “A power to 
extend or continue an act or piece of 
business, cannot authorize a totally 
distinct transaction.” Clement _ v. 
Dickey, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,883, 1 Paine 
377, 385. 

[b] “The word ... implies some- 

to be extended” (1) and must 

necessarily be connected with that 
something. State v. Jacksonville 
Terminal Co., 71 Fla. 295, 323, 71 S 
474, 482. To same effect Rosin v. 
Lidgerwood Mfg. Co., 89 App. Div. 
245, 86 NYS 49, 51; Wisconsin Cent, 
R. Co. ‘v. Comstock, 71 Wis. 88, 91, 
36 NW 843. (2) Where the provi- 
sions of a parent act mark out a line 
of conduct touching a given matter, 
a supplemental act extending such 
provisions is fully satisfied if such 
provisions are carried forward intact 
to the date of such supplement; and, 
if the purpose is to engraft a radi- 
cally new provision on those of the 
original. act, some other word than 
“extend” must be employed in the 
title. Jersey City v. Speer, 78 N. J. 
L. 34, 72 A 448, 449. 

72. Middlesex, ete., Tract. Co. v. 
Metlar, 70 N. J. L. 98, 56 A 142, 143. 

{al “Create” distinguished. — In 
construing a provision of the Penn- 
sylvania constitution that no corpo- 
rate body should thereafter be cre- 
ated, renewed, or extended _with 
banking or discounting privileges 
without previous public notice of the 
intended application for the same, 
the court said: “‘To create a charter, 
is to make one which never existed be- 
fore. To renew a charter, is to give 
a new existence to one which has been 
forfeited, or which has lost its vital- 
ity by lapse of time. To extend a 
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gathered from the context owing to the fact that 


it is essentially a relative term, referring to some- 


itself to a great 
in each case be 


charter, is to give one which now ex- 
ists greater or longer time to operate 
in than that to which it was orig- 
inally limited. I do not say that 
these words have no other meaning in 
the Hnglish language. They are not 
entirely free from ambiguity. Their 
Signification, like that of other words, 
must depend much on the context. 
But the definitions here given are 
consistent with the sense in which 
they are, if not always, at least very 
often used, both in popular and legal 
phraseology; and to understand them 
so here is no violation of the ‘jus et 
norma loquendi.’’” Moers y. Reading, 
21 Pa. 188, 201. See also Cooper v. 
Oriental Sav., etc., Assoc., 100 Pa. 
402, 406 (holding that an act provid- 
ing that building and loan associa- 
tions might bring and maintain suits 
after the expiration of their charter 
for the sole purpose of enabling them 
to wind up their affairs is not in vio- 
lation of Const. art 1 § 25, declaring 
that no law shall “create, renew, or 
extend the charter of more than one 
corporation,” since it neither cre- 
ated charters, nor did it renew or 
extend the time of its existence, 
within the meaning of the constitu- 
tion). See also Create 15 C. J. p 
1344; Enlarge 20 C. J. p 1264; Exten- 
sion post p 227. 

73. Middlesex, etc., Tract. Co. v. 
Metlar, 70 N. J. Li. 98, 56 A 142, 143. 

74. Middlesex, etc., Tract. Co. v. 
Metlar, 70 N. J. L. 98, 56 A 142, 143. 

75. South Boston R. Co. v. Mid- 
dlesex R. Co., 121 Mass. 485, 489. 

76. South Boston R. Co. v. Mid- 
dlesex R. Co., 121 Mass. 485, 489. 

{a] Insurmountable physical ob- 
jects may compel a deflection, but it 
must resume its course in the direc- 
tion to its objective point. South 
Boston R. Co. v. Middlesex R. Co., 121 
Mass. 485. 

77, Standard D. [quot Flagler v. 


Hearst, 62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 
956]; Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 120 
NW 315, 317]; Goulding v. Hammond, 
54 Fed. 639, 643, 4 CCA 533 [cit Cen- 
Webster D.J]; Wisconsin 
Cent. 5 ove Comstock, 7 L. Wis: 
88, 91, 36 NW 843 [cit Webster D.]; 
Orton v. Noonan, 27 Wis. 272, 282. 

[a] “Extend,” nor “be extended” 
in an arbitration act see In re Yeadon 
Local Bd., 41 Ch. D. 52, 58. 

[b] “Extend to and include.”— 
Portsmouth vy. Smith, 53 L. J. Q. B. 
92, 90- 

78. Webster _D. [quot 
County School Dist. v. Jones, 
Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317]. 

[a] To extend a street (1) is to 
prolong and extend it in the direction 
to which it already points. Monroe 
v. Ouachita Parish Police Jury, 47 
wa. Anns. 1061, 1063, 17S". 498.) (2) 
The right given cities by the act of 
March 24, 1890, to project and extend 
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thing already begun; hence, in a concrete sense, it 
has no persistent meaning, although abstractly it 
always implies increase or amplification as distin- 
guished from inception,’ as, for instance, to extend 
a man’s business, or his line of credit, or the due 
time of his debts.7? 
prolongation."* The word may, in its primary sense, 
when applied to a line, import a continuation of the 
line without a break,’® but it is not always used in 
this restricted sense.7¢ 
meanings and has been defined as follows: To pro- 
long,” especially in a single direction as a line;78 
to prolong in space;"® to project;®° to protract,$! 
as to extend a line in surveying;*? to carry forward 
or continue in length or enlarge in area;** to carry 
out farther than the original point or limit;8+ or 
continue in any particular direction;®* to length-. 


It is not confined to mere linear 


It has a wide variety of 


their streets over tide lands, con- 
fers merely the right to continue ex- 
isting streets in the same direction, 
and with the same width. Seattle, 
etc., R. Co. v. State, 7 Wash. 150, 34 
P 551, 553, 38 AmSR 866, 22 LRA 217. 
See also Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Chi- 
cago, 141 Ill. 586, 30 NE 1044, 1045, 
17 LRA 530 (an authority to a mu- 
nicipal corporation to open or extend 
streets has been held not to authorize 
the extension of a street across the 
right of way of an existing railroad, 
as such right of way is already de- 
voted to a public use by express leg- 
islative grant, and the extension of 
the street across it is an unauthor- 
ized appropriation of it to another 
public use); Matthiessen, etc., Sugar 
Refining Co. v. Jersey City, 26 N. J. 
Eq. 247, 254 (a statutory power to 
extend and open a street includes 
the construction of the street, or the 
extension thereof, as well as the 
mere act of laying it out). 

79. McAndrews, etc., Co. v. Cam: 
den Nat. Bank, 87 N. J. L. 231, 94 A 
627, 629, AnnCas1917C 146. 

80. Seattle, etc, R. Co. v. State, 
7 Wash. 150, 157, 34 P 551, 388 AmSR 
866, 22 LRA 217. 

81. Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 120 
NW 315, 317]; Orton y. Noonan, 27 
Wis. 272, 282. 


82. Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 
120 NW 315, 317]. 

83. Century D. [quot Cooper v. 
Harmony. 170 (Ind.)-1135 4114, 683" NH 
704; Independent School Dist. v. 


Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317]. 

84. Standard D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 
120 NW 315, 317; Flagler v. Hearst, 
62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 956]. 

85. Piqua Branch State Bank v. 
Knoup, 6 Oh. St, 342, 356. 

[a] Applied to railroad. — The 
term ‘‘extend,” as used in a statute 
giving a railroad company which had 
been authorized to build a single or 
double track on certain streets in a 
city the right to extend its course, 
means to continue or prolong its 
course, and not to build Independent 
branch roads. Peo. v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 45 Barb. 73, 74, 26 HowPr 43 
[cit Williams vy. Odessa, etc., R. Co., 
7 Del. Ch. 308, 44 A 821, 830]. But 
see Bohmer vy. Haffen, 35 App. Div. 
381, 388, 54 NYS 1030 [aff 161 N. Y. 
390, 55 NE 1047] (where the court 
said: “In considering the provisions 
of chapter 676 of the Laws of 1892, 
in relation to extensions by street 
surface railroad corporations, it 
would seem that the word ‘extend’ 
was not intended to be used in its 
restricted sense of prolongation in a 
given direction, but rather that it 
was intended to enable the railroad 
company to acquire a right of con- 
struction, maintenance, and operation 
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en;°° also to draw forth or stretch;87 to dilate;8§ to 
expand or dilate;®® to expand;°° to enlarge as a sur- 
face or volume;°! to enlarge or lengthen the bounds 
or dimensions of,®? as to extend roads, limits, or 
boundaries ;°* to extend the territories of a king- 
dom;°* to enlarge;®> to widen or enlarge;%* to 
widen;*’ to make larger in space, time, or scope;°8 


of additional routes which might be 
operated in connection with its ex- 
isting lines’); Volmer’s App., 115 Pa. 
166, 8 A 223, 224 (holding that, where 
a street railway company was incor- 
porated to build a road of the length, 
as near aS may be, of three miles, 
and, as laid out, its length was 
three and nine-tenth miles, and, ‘to 
avoid a closely built up portion of 
the city, a road was proposed mak- 
ing the distance six- and six-tenth 
miles, the proposed road was a 
branch, within authority given to 
the railroad: company to construct 
a branch, and not an extension, al- 
though the branch road was longer 
than the main line). 

86. Standard D. [quot Independ- 
ent School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 
8, 120 NW 315, 317; Flagler v. Hearst, 
62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 956]. 

87. Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 120 
NW 315, 317]; Wisconsin Cent. R. 
Co. v. Comstock, 71 Wis. 88, 91, 36 
NW 843 [cit Webster D.]; Orton v. 
Noonan, 27 Wis. 272, 282. 

88. Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 
120 NW 3, 317]. 

g9. Century D. [quot Cooper v. 
Harmon, 170 Ind. 113, 114, 83 NE 704; 
Independent School Dist. vy. Jones, 
142: Towa 8, 120 NW: 315, 317]. 

90. Imperial D. [quot Flagler v. 
Hearst, 62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 
956]; Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa’8, 120 
NW 315, 317]; Goulding v. Hammond, 
54 Fed. 639, 643, 4 CCA 533 [cit Cen- 
tury D.; Webster D.]. 

91. Webster D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 
120 NW 315, 317]. 

92. Standard D. [quot Independ- 

ent School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 
Seo ZOU NIW. f SLs value) lager anv. 
Hearst, 62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 
956]. 
93. Century D. [quot Cooper v. 
Harmon, 170 Ind. 113, 114, 883 NE 704; 
Independent School Dist..v. Jones, 
142 Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317]. 

94. Century D. [quot Independent 
School Dist. v. Jones, 14% lowa 8, 
120 NW 3815, 317]. 

95. Standard D. [quot Independ- 
ent School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 
120 NW 315, 317; Flagler v. Hearst, 
62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 956]; 
Goulding v. Hammond, 54 Fed. 639, 
64382) BCCAS 583 Ufcits Century yD: 
Webster D.]. 

{a] Charter party.—Where a char- 
ter party of a vessel for a _ period 
of six weeks specifies that it is for a 
voyage to the West Indies, and gives 
the charterer the privilege of taking 
an extension, it authorizes the char- 
terer to enlarge the term of Six 
weeks; but the privilege to enlarge 
has relation to the voyage for which 
the vessel was chartered, and does 
not give a right to the unlimited en- 
largement of the use of the vessel, 
entirely disconnected with the voy- 
age, and for another and entirely dif- 
ferent purpose. Flagler v. Hearst, 
62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 956. 

96. Hunter v. Martin, 4 Munf. (18 
Va.) 1, 37 [cit Johnson D.]. 

97. Standard D. [quot Boone 
County School Dist. v. Jones, 142 
Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317; Plagler v. 
Hearst, 62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 
956]; Webster D. [quot Boone 
County School Dist. v. Jones, 142 Iowa 
8, 120 NW 315, 317]. 

98. Standard D. 
County School Dist. 
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[quot 
v.. Jones, 


renew, found in other cases. 
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directions.* 


Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317; Flagler v. 
FOG von 62 App. Div. 18, 25, 70 NYS 

99. Webster Int. D. [quot Ross- 
ville State Bank v. Heslet, 84 Kan. 
315, 817, 113 P 1052, 33 LRANS 738]. 

1. Webster Int. D. [quot Rossville 
State Bank v. Heslet, 84 Kan. 315, 
Sl edsr) PalOps, Vooy MEANS aiosiks 
Goulding v. Hammond, 54 Fed. 639, 
64355, 4) CCAM S33 eicit® Century, «Ds; 
Webster D.j; McAndrews, etc., Co. v. 
Camden Nat. Bank, 87 N. J. L. 231, 
94 A 627, 629, AnnCas1917C 146. 

2. Campbell v. Jimenes, 7 Misc. 
U1, 178, 271, NYS 3651. 

3. Piqua Branch State Bank v. 
Knoup, 6 Oh. St. 342, 356. 

4 Century D. [quot Cooper Vv. 
Harmon; 7170) (Ind?) 213) (11457 83. N} 
704; Boone County School Dist. v. 
Jones, 142 Iowa 8, 120 NW 315, 317]. 

5. Campbell y. Jimenes, 7 Misc. 
Cid, at INMS 2351," 352. 

“Extend” the time by special 

Dolan v. Boott Cotton Mills, 
185 Mass. 576, 70 NE 1025, 1026. 

{[b] “Postpone” and “put off” dis- 
tinguished.—A request to extend the 
time for delivery of rock sold can- 
not be construed to mean postponed 
or arbitrarily put off to a later day. 
Neither the etymology of the word 
nor its ordinary use would permit 
such an understanding. Goulding v. 
Hammond, 54 Fed. 639, 642, 4 CCA 533. 

{c] Under a stipulation to “ex- 
tend” the time for taking testimony 
entered into after the time has ex- 
pired, the extension runs from the 
date of the stipulation and is not 
merely an “enlargement” of the time 
first limited. James v. McMillan, 55 
Mich. 136, 137, 20 NW 826. 

6 Campbell v. Jimenes, 7 Misc. 
77, 78, 27 NYS 351; Ort@a v. Noonan, 
27 Wis. 272, 282, 

[a] “Renew” synonymous. — The 
words “renew” and ‘extend’ do not 
always mean the same thing, but, in 
interpreting a stipulation in a lease 
“oranting the privilege of renewing 
and extending this contract for a 
period of three years from’’ the ex- 
piration of the term named in the 
lease, the context of the lease will 
be construed for the purpose of ar- 
riving at the intent of the parties, 
and the words may be given a simi- 
lar meaning, if that seems to be 
what the parties intended. Hamby 
v. Georgia Iron, etc., Co., 127 Ga. 792, 
56 SE 10338, 10387; Insurance, etce., 
Bldg. Co. v. Missouri Nat. Bank, 71 
Mo. 58, 60. To same effect Farmers’ 
Li. G&L. Couiv. Central Park, .ete:,.r. 
Co,01938" Hed. 968°°965). TrSVCCA “591: 
Goodyear v. Cary, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,562, 4 Blatchf. 271; Mobile, etc., R. 
Co. v. State, 29 Ala. 573; Gray v. 
Maier, etc., Brewery, 2 Cal. A. 653, 
84 P 280, 282; Kentucky Lumber Co. 
v. Newell, 105 SW 972, 974, 32 KyL 
396; Quinn v. Valiquette, 80 Vt. 434, 
68 A 515, 518, 14 LRANS 962. 

[b] “Renew” distinguished. — In 
construing a lease containing a 
covenant that, if the lessees so sig- 
nified their wish, the lessors should 
extend the lease for the term of 
ninety-nine years, the court said: 
“The verb to extend implies far less 
in this connection than the verb to 
In fact 
it has nothing of the same strength 
and significance. . The covenant 
to extend this lease, therefore, means 
no more than to prolong or to con- 
tinue it at the option of the lessees, 
or that it shall be so prolonged or 
continued, which clearly forbids the 


to stretch °° or to stretch out! or over;? to stretch 
‘or reach;® to stretch out in any direction or in all 
As used in reference to time, the term 
is synonymous with ‘‘to continue or stretch over;’’*® 
to continue,® and is sometimes used as equivalent to 
the word ‘‘exceed.’’ 7 

Extended. Prolonged.® 


inference that a new lease is to be 
executed. The language implies as 
clearly as language can, that if the 
lessees so Signified their wish, the 
lease was to be a continuing one. 
Every provision is made for its con-’ 
tinuanece. The term, the rent, the 
times of payment, the manner of 
drawing the water, and every condi- 
tion to the minutest particular are 
distinetly stated and agreed upon. 
Nothing is left to be ascertained or 
made more clear and definite by a 
new lease.” Orton v. Noonan, 27 
Wis. 272, 282. See also Renew [34 
Cye 1330]; Renewal [34 Cyc 1331 note 
Sots To same effect Brenneke v. 
Smallman, 2 Cal. A. 306, 83 P 302, 304. 

7. Campbell v. Jimenes, 7 Misc. 
Tis (859 2- NY S Sb. 

{a] Thus an agreement to per- 
form .services not to extend — six 
months is equivalent to an agreement 
not to exceed six months. Campbell 
v. Jimenes, 7 Misc. 77,27 NYS 351, 352. 

8. State v. Scott, 113 Mo. 559, 561, 
20 SW 1076 (construing the term as 
used in Rey. St. [1889] § 2168, pro- 
viding that the time for filing a bill 
of exceptions in certain cases may 
be extended by the court or judge 
in vacation, for good cause shown, 
and holding that the time cannot be 
extended after the time originally 
limited has expired). 

[a] Definite time implied.— ‘To 
be holden should the time of payment 
be _ extended,’ naturally and by the 
ordinary force of languages. .. means 
a reasonable extension for a definite 
time, and not a series of extensions 
indefinite in number and endless in 
repetition.” Rochester Say, Bank v. 
Chick; 64 Ni Hy 4105. 411,13, <ALg 72" 

[b] “A ‘mortgage is ‘extended’ 
only when it is made to stand as 
security for some debt or obligation 
not originally included _ therein.” 
People’s State Bank v. Francis, 8 
N. D. 369, 375, 79 NW 858 [cit Stod- 
dard v. Hart, 23 N. Y. 556]. 

{c] “Extended or abridged.” — A 
beneficiary of a transfer in trust, on 
condition that she shall receive only 
the income during life unless she 
shall have a child which shall attain 
a certain age, takes an estate de- 
pendent on conditions whereby it 
may be “extended or abridged,” 
within L. (1903) p 74 c 44 § 18, subd 
5, aS amended providing that such a 
transfer shall be taxed at the low- 
est possible rate under the conditions 
on which it passes at the time of the 
transfer, and that the tax shall be 
due and payable forthwith out of the 
property so transferred. State v. 
Pabst, 139 Wis. 561, 121 NW 351, 369. 

[d] “Extended from time to time.” 
—Albuquerque First Nat. Bank y. 
Stover, 21 N. M. 453, 458, 155 P 905, 
LRA1916D 1280. 

Le] An “extended line” is a pro- 
duced line. McAndrews, etc., Co..v. 
Camden Nat. Bank, 87 N. J. L. 231, 
94 A 627, 629, AnnCas1917C 146. 

{f] “Lands included in said ex- 
tended limits.”—The term “extended 
limits,” as used in Li. (1876) c 47 as 
amended by Acts 17th Gen. Assem. ¢ 
169, authorizing municipal corpora- 
tions to extend their limits, and pro- 
viding that no lands within such ex- 
tended limits which shall not have 
been laid off into lots, etc., shall be 
taxable for city purposes, means the 
lands within such extended limits 
which did not form a part of the 
city limits before the extension 
thereof, and does not apply to exten- 
sions made prior to the passage of 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


Extending. The natural meaning is ‘‘reaching’’ 
or ‘‘stretching,’’ as distinguished from ‘‘produced’’ 


or ‘‘protracted.’’ ® 
Extended to. 


EXTENDI FACIAS.14 
EXTENSION.?® 


the act. Perkins v. Burlington, 77 
Towa 553, 556, 42 NW 441. 

[g] “Theoretically or mathematic- 
ally extended, Or... . actually ex- 
tended at the time.”—Sugg v. Green- 
ville, 169 N. C. 606, 613, 86 SE 695. 

9. Steelman y. Atlantic. City Sew- 
erage Co., 60 N. J. L. 461, 464, 38 A 


742 (“extending to the thorough- 
fare’’). : 
fa] The Indiana highway laws, 


providing that, where proceedings are 
instituted for the location, vacating, 
or change of a public highway “ex- 
tending into two or more counties,” 
the county board of commissioners 
before whom the petition is first filed 
shall have jurisdiction, authorize the 
board to locate a highway on and 
along the county line and not other- 
wise ‘extending’? into another coun- 
ty. Cooper v. Harmon, 170 Ind. 113, 
114, 83 NE 704. 

10. Piqua State Bank v. Knoup, 6 
Oh. St. 342, 356. 

11. Dis. Op. Piqua State Bank v. 
Knoup, 6 Oh, St. 342, 456. See Hous- 
ton v. Moore, 5 Wheat. (U. S.) 1, 68, 
5 L. ed. 9; Martin v. Hunter, 1.Wheat. 
GUE IS.) 2304, 881, 4: Na. 7ed. 97; Bruen 
WaeOcden. sll IN: pu ee 151055 Ss Coys 20 
AmD 593; Hunter v. Martin, 4 Munf., 
(18 Va.) 1, 36 (all construing the 
term within this provision of the 
constitution of the United States). 
See also Courts §§ 631-654. 

12. Beach v. Gabriel, 29 Cal. 580, 
5 


84. 
[a] “Extended” equivalent. — The 
word “extended,” as used in an or- 
dinance as follows: “A memorial was 
presented by D. in favor of M. in 
petition of a piece of land contain- 
ing varas unknown situated west of 
the lands of R.; and in conformity to 
petition, it was unanimously ordained 
that a title be extended to the person 
interested, conditioned and provided 
that if no other may show forth a 
beiter right,’ was used in the sense 
of the Spanish word ‘extender.’ 
Beach v. Gabriel, 29 Cal. 581, 585 [cit 
Valesquez Spanish and Eng. D.]. 
13. Escriche Diccionario. 
14. See Extent post p 228 text 
and note 46 [a]. 
15. Extension: Of: 
City limits see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cyc 184]. , 
Copyright see Copyright and Liter- 
ary Property §§ 237-241. ; 
Corporate existence see Corporations 
§§ 183, 3834; Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cyc 35]. 

Credit to principal see Principal and 
Surety [32 Cyc 55, 185]. 

Duration of judgment lien see Judg- 
ments [28 Cyc 1400]. ; 

Lease see Frauds, Statute of [20 
Cye 215]; Landlord and Tenant 
[24 Cyc 990]; Mines and Minerals 
[27 Cye 1078, 1142]. 

National bank charter see Banks and 
Banking § 591. 

Per epersiip see Partnership [30 Cyc 


if 
Patent right see Patents [30 Cyc 

918]. 
Railroad see Railroads (33 Cye 125]. 


When the judicial power is ‘‘ex- 
tended to’’ any particular subject, 
powered to take jurisdiction over it, whenever it 
is invoked by the commencement of a suit or other 
proceeding,?® and does not give any exclusive char- 
acter to the power granted so as to exclude the 
concurrent jurisdiction of the ordinary tribunals. 

_ EXTENDER. In Spanish law, to commit to writ- 
ing at length; also to give greater extent, when 
used of rights, jurisdiction, authority, etc.; to apply 
to new cases, when used of laws.1% 


The word is not a word of art, 
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and having no legal or technical significance may 
mean whatever the parties intended when contract- 


ing.*° Jn general, the act of extending or stretching 


it is simply em- 


out;?” the continuance of an existing thing;'® en- 
largement in any direction, in length, breadth, or 
circuinference ;1° an enlargement of the main body;?° 
the addition of something of less import than that 
to which it is attached.?? 

In commercial law an indulgence by giving time 
to pay a debt, or perform an obligation ;2? the allow- 
ance on the part of the creditor to a debtor of fur- 
ther time to pay a debt;?* the granting of further 
time in which to do something which has been set 


down for a particular day;?* a postponement by 
agreement of the parties of the time set for acting ;*° 


Street railroad see Street Railroads 

[86 Cyc 1855, 1362, 1406]. 

See also Extend ante p 225. 

16. Guie v. Byers, 95 Wash, 492, 
LGA Palos 6 its 

17. Cincinnati Gas-Light, etc., Co. 
v. Avondale, 438 Oh. St. 257, 268, 1 
NE 527. 

[a] “Extension of the school 
term,.”—Shanklin v. Boyd, 146 Ky. 
460, 464, 142 SW 1041, 88 LRANS 710. 

18. Brooke v. Clarke, 1 B. & Ald. 
396, 408, 106 Reprint 146. 

“An extension involves the idea 
of something preéxisting, with which 
it is connected, and which is thereby 
enlarged.’ Peo. v. Steers, 158 App. 
Div. 153,.156, 143 NYS 52, 55. 

[a] Applied to a street—(1) “Ex- 
tension,’ as used in the report of 
viewers. speaking of the extension of 
a straight and open street, implies 
that it is to be continued, or, in 
mathematical language, produced, as 
a Straight line, to the point indicated 
for intersection with another street. 
In re Charlotte St., 23 Pa, 286, 288. 
(2) Where the extension of a street 
to a certain point is directed, the 
street must be continued:-in its length 
in the direction to which it points, 
and cannot be deflected unless ,there 
are physical obstructions which 
make it necessary. Monroe v. Oua- 
chita Parish Police Jury, 47 La. Ann. 
1061, 17 S 498, 499. (3) When ap- 
plied to an existing thing, like a 
street, it means to constructit in the 
samo direction, and with the same 
width. Seattle, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
7 Wash. 150, 157, 34 P §51, 38 AmSR 
866, 22 LRA 217. See also Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Chicago, 141 Ill. 586, 
595, 30 NE 1044, 17 LRA 530; Mat- 
thiessen, ete., Sugar Refining Co. v. 
Jersey City, 26 N. J. Eq. 247, 255 
(both employing the term as ap- 
plied to a street). 

19. Monroe v. Ouachita Parish Po- 
lice Jury, 47 La. Ann. 1061, 10638, 17 
S 498 [cit South Boston R. Co. v. 
Middlesex R. Co., 121 Mass. 485, 489]. 

20. New York Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
Buffalo, ete., Electric R. Co., 96 App. 
Div. 471, 475, 89 NYS 418. 

[a] Mining location——One mining 
location is an “extension” of another 
mining location, where the former is 
a coterminous location on the strike 
of the same lode pertaining to the 
latter. Daggett v. Yreka Min., etc., 
Co... 149NCale 357,86 Fe968, 970. 

21. New York Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
Buffalo, ete., Electric R. Co., 96 App. 
Div. 471, 475, 89 NYS 418. 

[a] Electric light service.—A pro- 
vision, in an ordinance granting a 
franchise to an electric light com- 
pany, that the city should not re- 
quire the company to make “exten- 
sions,” except upon certain condi- 
tions, was held not to affect the 
right of a resident in an established 
service zone to invoke the aid of 
the courts to compel the company 
to connect his premises with its line. 
State v. Consumers’ Power Co., 119 
Minn. 225, 137 NW 1104, 1108, 41 
LRANS 1181,.AnnCas1914B 19. 


an agreement made between a debtor and his ered- 


{b] Gasworks are extended when 
the mains and pipes are prolonged in 
ra village so as to supply the village 
and its inhabitants with the gas of 
such works, within the meaning of 
the term as used in Rev. St. § 2485, 
providing that it shall not be law- 
ful for any council to agree by ordi- 
nance, contract, or otherwise with 
any person or persons for the exten- 
sior of gasworks for supplying the 
corporation or its inhabitants with 
gas. Cincinnati Gas-light, etc., Co. v. 
pandale, 43 Oh. St. 257, 1 NE 527; 

22. Brewer v. Harrison, 27 Colo. 
349, 351, 62 P 224. 
“Extension of ... 
iaperge at v. Coste, 8 OntWN 196, 


{b] An “extension of time” of 
payment of a debt after demand 
therefor, without fixing any definite 
period, in consideration of the pay- 
ment of the interest, did not con- 
stitute Such an “extension of time” 
of payment as to release one having 
the rights of a surety. McCrery v. 
Nivin, (Del.) 67 A 452, 457. 

[c] Payment of note.—(1) In a 
note containing a provision that the 
makers and indorsers “severally 
waive protest, demand, and notice of 
protest, and nonpayment in case the 
note is not paid at maturity, anda 
agree to all extensions and partial 
payments before or after maturity 
without prejudice to the holder,” the 
“extension” meant is that which 
takes place when the debtor and 
creditor make an agreement upon a 
valuable consideration for the pay- 
ment of the debt on some day sub- 
sequent to that previously stipulated. 
Such stipulation does not render the 
note nonnegotiable on the ground 
that the time of payment is uncer- 
tain. National Bank of Commerce v. 
Kenney, 98 Tex. 293, 83 SW 368, 371. 
(2) A provision in a note that the 
makers, sureties, and guarantors 
agree to extensions without notice. 
“hereby ratifying such extensions,” 
ete., must be understood as meaning 
an.actual extension of the time of 
payment, resting upon a contract to 
that effect, supported by a sufficient 
consideration, and does not refer to 
extensions by payment of interest. 
Wellington Nat. Bank vy. Thomson, 
9 an rias 667, 590 bs! 

23. Century D. [quot Guie v. 
Byers, 95 Wash. 492, 496, 164 P 75.) 

24... Century D: [auot )Guie’ v. 
Byers, 95 Wash, 492, 496, 164 P 75]. 

25. Century D. [quot Guie  v. 
Byers, 95 Wash. 492, 496, 164 P 75] 

[a] Meaning by context. — “Hx- 
tension,” as used in 3 Mills St. An- 
not. § 4559k, providing that the act 
creating the office of public trustees 
shall not affect the extension of any 
indebtedness secured by deeds of 
trust executed and recorded prior to 
the taking effect of the act, will be 
construed to authorize an extension 
on any terms upon which the parties 
mutually agreed. Brewer vy. Harri- 
son, 27 Colo. 349,.62 P 224, 225. 


agree- 
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itors, by which the latter, in order to enable the 
former, embarrassed in his circumstances, to re- 
trieve his standing, agrees to wait for a definite 
length of time after their several claims should 
become due and payable, before they will demand 


payment.?° 
Extension telephone. 


any independent 
board.?? 
EXTENSIVE.?® 


of inclusion and exclusion.?® 


26.. Bouvier L. D. [quot Strouse 
vy. American Credit Indemn. Co., 91 
Md. 244, 276, 46 A 328, 1063]. 

27. Panhandle ‘Tel., etc., 
Amarillo, (Tex.) 142 SW 638, 639. 


28. Times Printing Co. v. Star 
Pub Comm lp Wash 00%e 50d. oom: 
1040, 16 AnnCas 414. 

29. Times Printing Co. v. Star 


Pup. Cos, 512 wWash. 667, 99) P1040) 
1042, 16 AnnCas 414. 

30. Wilson v. Rousseau, 4 How. 
(UEIS>) 646698 411 bh. ed. 1441. 

31. Wilson v. Rousseau, 4 How. 
(U. S.) 646, 698, 11 L. ed. 1141. 

{a] “Manner” compared. — The 
term “extent” does not ordinarily 
mean “manner.” Adams vy. Terrell, 
101 Tex. 331, 107 SW 537, 538. 

82. Wilson vy. Rousseau, 4 How. 
(U. S.) 646, 698, 11 L, ed. 1141. ; 

{a] Duration of interest not im- 
plied.—“‘It is insisted, that the word 
‘extent,’ . applies to duration of 
interest as well as to extent of ter- 
ritory. Metaphorically or poetically, 
the word extent is sometimes used to 
express duration; but it is never so 
used in a professional sense or in 
common parlance. The term used by 
property lawyers and conveyancers, 
to express the duration of interest in 
an estate, is quantity. ‘The term for 
which the right of enjoyment is to 
continue, forms the quantity of the 
estate. (1 Preston on Estates 21.) 
No writer on property has ever used 
the word extent, or extent of inter- 
est, to designate the time of en- 
joyment. In common parlance, the 
word extent is rarely, if ever, used 
to denote duration. Extent of one’s 
interest or property in a town—ex- 
tent of one’s plantation or farm—ex- 
tent of dominion—extent of a road 
or river—designate space and not 
time. If any person were to enquire 
as to the-extent of the interest of a 
grantee or assignee in a patent, every 
one would understand the inquiry to 
be, whether the grant or assignment 
was of the whole patent, or of a part, 
and of what part. No one would un- 
derstand such an inquiry to relate 
to the duration of the interest. No 
definition signifying duration, is 
given to the word extent, by the best 
lexicographers.” Wilson v. Rous- 
seau, 30 EF. Cas. No. 17,832, 1 Blatchf. 
On LOG 

33. Walker D.; Webster D. [both 
quot Wilson v. Rousseau, 30 FE. Cas. 
Nos 17,832, 1 Blatchf. 3, 108]. 


34. Johnson D. [quot Wilson v. 
Rousseau, 30- H.-Cas: No: 17/832; .2 
Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

35. Webster D. [quot Wilson v. 
Rousseau, 30 -F. Cas. No. 17,832, 1 
Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

36. Webster D. [quot Wilson y. 


Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. No. 
Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

37. Webster D. 
Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. 
Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

[a] “Extent of each county.”— 
Com. v. Costley, 118 Mass. 1, 25. 

88. Webster D. [quot Wilson v. 
Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. No. 17,8382, 1 


17,832, 1 


[quot Wilson v. 
INO? Goapele 


An instrument consisting 
of bell, receiver, and transmitter connected with a 
telephone which appears numbered on the list, used 
solely through such numbered instrument without 
connection with 


A word said to be equivalent 
to ‘‘general,’’ and must be determined by a process 


Com Ven 


EXTENSION—EXTENT 


EXTENT. The word in common parlance varies 
somewhat in meaning, according to the subject to 
which it is applied, and as that changes °° it may 
as well refer to time as to space, or proportion,** 
and more especially so, when applied to interests, 


as in patents, for a particular term of years.*? 


the switch- 


In practice. 


Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

39. Webster D. [quot Wilson v. 
Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. No. 17,832, 1 
Blatehf. 3, 108]. 

40. Webster D. 
Rousseau, 30 EF. Cas: No. 17,832, 1 
Blatchf. 3, 108}. 

41, Bennett v. Emmetsburg, 138 
Iowa 67, 115 NW 582, 586; Ridgeway 


{quot Wilson v. 


v. Escanaba, 154 Mich. 68, 117 NW 
550, 551. 
[a] “Extent of injury.”—(1) The 


term within Comp. L. § 3173, requir- 
ing, as a condition precedent to the 
right to sue a city for personal in- 
jury, the giving of notice of the “ex- 
tent of such injury,” etc., refers to 
the character of the injury, and not 
to the amount of the claim. Ridge- 
way v. Escanaba, 154 Mich. 68, 117 
NW 550, 551. (2) But it has been 
held that ‘the object to be accom- 
plished by the notice, must include 
not only the nature and character 
of the injury for which payment is 
demanded, but also the amount of 
the damage, measured in the only 
terms by which the city could adjust 
the same, to wit, in dollars and 
cents.” Macon v. Stringfield, 16 Ga. 
480, 482, 85 SHE 684, 685. 

[b] “Bxteht of the work.’—The 
expression in Code § 813, providing 
that a notice to bidders for a con- 
tract for sewer construction shall 
state as nearly as practicable the ex- 
tent of the work to be done, means 
more than a bare statement of the 
length of the sewer, the size of the 
pipe, the number of manholes and 
flush tanks, and includes some defi- 
nite information, without which an 
intelligent bid could not be ‘sub- 
mitted, respecting the condition un- 
der which the work is to be done, 
and the manner in which it will be 
required to be done. Bennett v. Em- 
metsburg, 138 Iowa 67, 115 NW 582, 
586. 


42. Macon vy. Stringfield, 16 Ga. A. 
480, 85 SE 684, 685. 

43. Webster D. 
Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. 
Blatchf. 3, 108].. 

44. Webster D. [quot Wilson v. 
Rousseau, 30 F. Cas. No. 17,832, 1 
Blatchf. 3, 108]. 

45. Blackstone Comm. p 420; Web- 
ster D. [quot Wilson v. Rousseau, 30 
EK. Cas, No. 17,832, 1 Blatchf, 3,108]; 
Kimball v. Russell, 56 N. H. 488, 493. 

46. Blackstone Comm. p_ 420; 
Wharton L. Lex. See also Reg. v. 
McNabb, “30. U.. ©. Q-- Bl 479: and 
Extendi Facias infra this note. 

[a] “Extendi facias.’’—Literally, 
“That you cause to be appraised at 
their full or extended value.” Whar- 
ton L. Lex. 

{b] “Execution” distinguished.— 
(1) While this process is in the na- 
ture of an execution, as is also a 
warrant for the collection of taxes, 
it is very unlike the process com- 
monly called an execution, which is 
issued on judgments recovered in 
suits inter partes. Extent proceed- 
ings are not inter partes, but rather 
in the nature of criminal proceed- 


[quot Wilson vy. 
No. 17,832, 1 


It has been defined as space or degree to which a 
thing is stretched ** or extended ;** hence compass,®> 
_bulk,®* size,?7 as, a great extent of country or of 
body ;?8 length,° as, an extent of line;#® nature or 
character ;#1 nature and amount;*? alse communica- 
tion ;4° distribution.*4 

A writ of execution,*® or extendi 
facias;#® a writ, issuing from the exchequer, by 
which the body, goods, and lands of the debtor may 


ings. Hackett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 201, 
206 [cit In re Hackett, 53 Vt; 1354: 
State Treasurer v. Holmes, 2 Aik. 


(Vt.) 48]. See generally Executions 
§§ 2, 327. 
{c] “In England, an extent, or ex- 


tendi facias, is the peculiar remedy 
to recaver debts of record due to the 
crown. It differs from an ordinary 
execution at the suit of a subject, in 
that under it, the body, lands and 
goods of the debtor may all be taken 
at once, to compel payment of the 
debt. There are two kinds of ex- 
tents there, in chief and in aid. An 
extent in chief issues from the Court 
of Exchequer, and directs the sheriff 
to take an inquisition or inquest of 
office on the oath of lawful men, to 
ascertain the lands, etc., of the debt- 
or, and seize them into the Queen’s 
hands. The writ is usually preceded 
by a scire facias, that the debtor may 
have opportunity to appear and show 
cause against it; but when the debt 
is in danger of being lost, it will 
issue immediately on an affidavit of 
debt and danger and a fiat, in which 
case, after the writ is returned, the 
debtor, if he disputes the debt, may 
enter an appearance and plead there- 
to. There is also an extent in chief 
in the second degree, which is a hos- 
tile proceeding by the crown against 
the debtor, of a crown-debtor, against 
whom also an extent in chief has is- 


sued.” Hackett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 
201, 206. 
{[d] “An extent in aid issues, not 


at the suit of the crown, like an ex- 
tent in chief, but at the suit or in- 
stance of a crown-debtor against a 
person indebted to himself; and it is 
grounded on the Statute of Extent, 
33 Hen. IV vy. 39, and on the prin- 
ciple that the crown is entitled to 
the debts due to the debtor. But 
when a crown-debtor ceases to be 
liable to the erown, he ceases to be 
entitled to crown process. Extents 
in chief have priority over extents 
in aid, and both have priority over 
subject creditors. By the treaty of 
Union, extents were introduced into 
Scotland in revenue matters.” Hack- 
ett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 201, 207. 

{e] In the United States.—‘“Under 
our statute an extent may be likened 
to an extent in chief in England. It 
is so to speak, prerogative process, 
affording a summary remedy for re- 
covering public revenue from public 
officers who have committed a breach 
of public duty, and in case of state 
taxes for recovery from the inhabit- 
ants of the town as well. No no- 
tice is given to shew cause against 
the State Treasurer’s extent.” Hack- 
ett v. Amsden, 56 Vt. 201, 206 [cit 
Waldron v. Lee, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 328, 
and quot Mt. Holly v. French, 75 Vt. 
1, 4,52, Ae 103815 

{f] The writ seems to have taken 
its name from the fact that the sher- 
iff is to cause the lands to be ap- 
praised at their full extended value 
before he delivers them to plaintiff. 
Mt. Holly yv: Wrench; .75 Vt, 115) 35852 
A 1038 [cit Bouvier L. D.]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


all be taken at once to satisfy the judgment;4? an 
execution writ in the nature of a final process.*® 


EXTENUATE. To mitigate.*9 


EXTERIOR. The word is not one of defined tech- 
nical meaning in law, and the lexical definitions are 
of scant assistance.°° Beyond the adjective impres- 
sion of something outside, external, or outward, it 
has a definite meaning only as associated words may 


disclose.®1 


Phrases: ‘‘Exterior 


ing,’’ 55 *‘exterior water line.’’ 56 


EXTERNAL. Outward;*’ exterior;°® visible from 
the outside;°® hence, capable of being perceived ;*° 
The term is used in contradistinction to 
‘“internal,’’? ®* and can only apply to something 
which has an outside and an inside.** 
a house, it means everything external to the house, 
or, as it is popularly called, ‘‘out of doors.’’ ® 
‘‘Rixternal foree,’’?® ‘‘external parts 


apparent.®1 


Phrases: 


47. Bouvier L. D. 

48. Nason v. Fowler, 70 N. H. 291, 
293, 47 A 263 [cit Kimball v. Russell, 
56 N. H. 488, 495]. 

49. Burrill L. D. 

[a] “Mitigate’ synonymous.—As 
used in an instruction relating to 
manslaughter, which tells the jury 
that implied malice would be inferred 
when the killing took place without 
any cause which would in law jus- 
tify, excuse, or extenuate the homi- 
cide, the word ‘‘extenuate”’ has the 
same meaning as “mitigate,” and 
refers to the reduction of the grade 
of the offense, as well as to a re- 
duction of the punishment. Connell 
4 State, 46 Tex. Cr. 259, 81 SW 746, 

48. 

{[b] “Extenuating circumstances.” 
—State v. Davis, 52 W. Va. 224, 226, 
43 SE 99 (may include intoxication). 

50. B.. Siegel Co. v. Wayne Cir. 
Judge, 183 Mich. 145, 149 NW 1015, 
1018. 

51. B. Siegel Co. v. Wayne Cir. 
Judge, 183 Mich. 145, 149 NW 1015, 
1018. “See also External post this page. 

52. Montclair v. Thomas, 31 Colo. 
Soe lor le 485050: 

53. The Allemannia, 224 Fed. 633, 
637. 

54, Ittner v. St. Louis Exposition, 
etc., Assoc., 97 Mo. 561, 11 SW 58, 
59 (where in the specifications for 
the construction of a _ building it 
was provided that all “exterior walls” 
should be faced with a select quality 
of brick, and expensive brickwork 
was to be limited to walls exposed 
to view, and certain walls of the 
building were exposed to the 
weather, but not to view; nor were 
they anywhere specifically mentioned 
as “exterior walls,” but where they 
were’so mentioned were called ‘“in- 
ner walls,’ it was held that they 
could not be considered “exterior 
walls” within the meaning of the 
contract). - 
B. Siegel Co. v. Wayne Cir. 
183 Mich. 145, 152, 149 NW 
(“those outer, external, or 
exterior parts of the building, where 
may lie its chief structural 
strength’). 

[a] A platform attached to a 
building partly roofed, and all open 
to the air, is embraced within the 
meaning of the word “exterior,” as 
used in a lease wherein the jandlord 
agreed to repair the exterior, and 
the tenant the interior. May v. Ennis, 
78 App. Div. 552, 79 NYS 896, 897. 

56. Peo. v. John H. Ireland Realty 
Co., 96 Misc. 18, 160 NYS 988, 992. 

57. Petroleum Iron Works Co. v. 
Boyle, 179 Fed. 433, 438, 102 CCA 579. 

[a] An “external” examination, 
such as a purchaser of a machine 
which is to be used in the place 
where his employees are to work is 
required to make, is not necessarily 


boundaries,’’ 52 
end,’’ °° ‘‘exterior walls,’’ °4 ‘‘exterior of the build- 
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of premises,’’ ®* ‘external violence,’’ ®? ‘‘external, 
violent, or accidental means,’’ ®8 ‘‘external and vis- 


ible marks of wound,’’*® ‘‘external and visible 


signs,’? 7° 


“fexterior | 
extinguished.7* 


TUM."? 


As applied to 


tion of actions, 
one, ete.®° 


limited to the outer surface, as dis- 
tinguished from the inner surface, of 
a valve actually exposed or naturally 
exposable to view in the process of 
installation. Petroleum Iron Works 
Co. v. Boyle, 179 Fed. 433, 438, 102 
CCA 579) 

{b] “External” as used in a cor- 
poration contract.—In re Wedgewood 
Coal, etc., Co., 26 Wkly. Rep. 442, 447. 

58. Petroleum Iron Works Co. v. 
Boyle, 179 Fed. 433, 438, 102 CCA 579. 

59, Petroleum Iron Works Co. v. 
Boyle, 179 Fed. 438, 438, 102 CCA 579. 

60. Petroleum Iron Works Co. v. 
Boyle, 179 Fed. 433, 438, 102 CCA 579. 

61. Petroleum Iron Works Co. v. 
Boyle, 179 Fed. 433, 438, ‘102 CCA 579. 

62. Hamlyn y. Crown Accidental 
Ins. Co. [1893] 1 Q. B. 750, 753; Perry 
Ve DavisivobO. see INs. 9. shOO peli BO 
ECL 769, 140 Reprint 945. 

63. Perry v. Davis, 3°C. B. N. S. 
769, 775, 91 ECL 769, 140 Reprint 945. 

64. Perry v. Davis, 3 C. B.N. S. 
769, 777, 91 ECL 769, 140 Reprint 945. 
See also Exterior ante this page. 

65. Morran v. Railway Passengers 
Ins. Co., 13 OntWN 358. 

66. Green vy. Hales, 2 Q. B. 225, 
237, 42 ECL 648, 114 Reprint 88 
(those parts which form the enclos- 
ure of them). 

67. Quackenboss v. Insurance Co. 
of North America, 95 Miss. .872, 50 
S 444, 445; Citizens’ Ins. Co. v. Glas- 
gow, 9 Mo. 411, 420. 

68. Accident Ins. Co. v. Crandal, 
L200UE-S. 15275 7) SCE G85) 687)530) 43. 
ed. 740; Manufacturers’ Acc. Indemn. 
Co. v. Dorgan, 58 Fed. 945, 954, 7 CCA 
581, 22 LRA 620; Tennant v. Travel- 
ers’ Ins. Co., 31 Fed. 322, 326; Bay- 
less v. Travelers’ Ins. Co., 2 F. Cas. 
No. 1,138, 14 Blatchf. 1438, 145; Con- 
tinental Casualty Co. v. Pittman, 145 
Ga. 641, 89 SE 716; Pixley v. Illinois 
Commercial Men’s Assoc., 195 Ill. A. 
135, 138; Riley v. Interstate Business 
Men’s Acc. Assoc., (lowa) 152 NW 
617; Jenkins v. Hawkeye Commer- 
cial Men’s Assoc., 147 Iowa 113, 124 
NW 199, 30 LRANS 1181; Payne v. 
Fraternal Acc. Assoc. of America, 
119 Towa 342, 98 NW 3861, 362; Meyer 
v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 96 Iowa 378, 379, 
65 NW 328, 59 AmSR 374; Interstate 
Business Men’s Acc. Assoc. v. Ford, 
161 Ky. 163, 165, 170 SW 525; Om- 
berg v. U. S. Mutual Acc. Assoc., 101 
Ky. 303, 40 SW 909, 910, 19 KyL 462, 
72 AmSR 413; American Acc. Co. v. 
Reigart, 94 Ky. 547, 23 SW 191, 192, 
15 KyL 469, 42 AmSR 374, 21 LRA 
651; Hutchcraft v. Travelers’ Ins. 
Co., 87 Ky. 300, 8 SW 570, 10 KyL 
260, 12 AmSR 484; McGlinchey v. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 80 Me. 251, 14 A 
13, 16,56 AmSR. 190;--Hidelity, -ete., 
Co. -v. Johnson, 72 Miss. 333, 336, 17 
S 2, 30 LRA 206; Dezell v. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 176 Mo. 253,.75 SW 1102, 
1105; Lovelace v. Travelers’ Protec- 


EXTERRITORIALITY."! 

EXTERUS NON HABET TERRAS.?2 

EXTERUS NON HABET TERRAS; HABET 
RES SUAS, ET VITAM ET LIBER TATEM.?: 

EXTINCT. The word is derived from the verb 
extinguere, to destroy or cut off,’4 and is defined as 


EXTINCTION. Ademption.7® 
EXTINCTO SUBJECTO, TOLLITUR ADJUNC- 


EXTINCTUM EST MANDATUM, FINITA 
VOLUNTATE.’§ 

EXTINGUISH.” 
to nullify; to avoid, as by payment, set-off, limita- 
merger of an interest in a greater 


To render legally nonexistent; 


tive Assoc., 126 Mo. 104, 28 SW 877. 
879, 47 AmMSR 638, 30 LRA 209; Young 
v. Railway Mail Assoc., 126 Mo. A. 
325, 108 SW 557, 559; Paul v. Trav- 
elers’ Ins. Co., 112 N. Y. 472, 20 NE 
347, 348, 8 AmSR 758, 3 LRA 443; 
Hill, v.. Hartford Acc, Ins: Co:,) 22 
Hun 187, 189; De Van v. Commercial 
Travelers’ Mut. Acc. Assoc., 92 Hun 
256, 36 NYS 931, 932; U. S. Mutual 
Acc. Assoc. v. Hubbell, 56 Oh. St. 
516, 47 NE 544, 546, 40 LRA 453; 
Union Acc. Co. v. Willis, 44 Okl. 578, 
585, 145 P 812, LRA1915D 358; Bry- 
ant v. Continental Casualty Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 145 SW 636; Woods v. 
Standard Acc. Ins. Co., 166 Wis. 504, 
507, 166 NW 20, LRA1918C 127. See 
generally Accident Insurance § 79. 

_69. Robinson v. Masonic Protec- 
tive Assoc., 87 Vt. 138, 88 A 531, 532, 
47 LRANS 924. 

70. U. S. Mutual Ace. Assoc. v. 
Barry, 131 U. S. 100, 9 SCt 755, 759, 
33 L. ed. 60; Barry v. U. S. Mutual 
Ace. Assoc., 23 Fed. 712, 716; Gale v. 
Mutual Aid, ete., Assoc., 66 Hun 600, 
601, 21, NYS 893; U. S. Mutual Ace. 
Assoc. v. Newman, 84 Va. 52, 3 SB 
805, 809. 

71. See 
p 299. 

72. A maxim meaning “A foreign- 
er or alien holds no lands.” Trayner 
Leg. Max. 

73. A maxim meaning “A foreign- 
er has no lands; he has his personal 
effects, and life, and liberty.” Adams 
Gloss. [cit Lofft. p 153]. 

74. Robinson v. Lane, 19 Ga. 337, 
380; Moultrie v. Smiley, 16 Ga. 289. 
300; Taylor v. Hampton, 15 S. Gc. L. 
96, 101, 17 AmD 710. 

75. Century D. 
post, this page. 

76. King v. Sheffey, 8 Leigh (35 
Va.) 614, 617. See also Ademption 
1 C. J. p 1192; and generally Wills 
[40 Cye 1914]. 

{a] “Extinction of any prior in- 
terests’”’ as used in a succession duty 
aoe Ex p. Sitwell, 21 Q. B. D. 466, 

77. A maxim meaning ‘When the 
substance is gone, the adjuncts dis- 
appear.” Adams Gloss. [cit Pothier 
Traité du Con. de Soc. Nos. 140-143]. 

_[a] Applied in: Griswold v. Wad- 
dington, 16 Johns. (N. Y.) 438, 492. 

78. A maxim meaning ‘An action 
of mandate ceases, extinguished by 
the prescribed will of the mandator.” 

[a] Applied in: Williams v. Bir- 
beck, i Hoffm. GN. (Y.). 359; 363. 

A See also Extinguishment post 
p ; 

80. Webster Int. D. 

{a] “Extinguish the right.”—In 
adjudications that, where the stat- 
ute of limitations operates to extin- 
guish the right upon which it has 
operated, the term ‘extinguish the 
right’? does not mean actual satis- 


Extraterritoriality post 


See Extinguish 
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Extinguished. When the law speaks of a right 
or obligation as extinguished, it means that it is put 


out, taken away, destroyed.®! 
EXTINGUISHMENT.*” 


faction of the right by the opera- 
tion of the statute; the idea is that 
the right to insist upon the statutory 
bar is a vested property right pro- 
tected by the constitution, the effect 
of ‘which is forever to prevent the 
judicial enforcement by it against 
the will of the owner of a prescrip- 
tive right. EHKingariner vy. Illinois 
Steel Co., 103 Wis. 373, 79 NW 433, 
74 AmSR 871. 

[b] The statute of limitations fix- 
ing the time within which an action 
must be brought to recover taxes, 
does not extinguish such taxes, with- 
in the constitutional prohibiticn 
against extinguishing any liability or 
obligation in favor of the state, the 
statute merely limiting the right of 


action, while leaving the debt in 
force. Custer County v. Story, 26 
Mont. 517, 69 P 56, 58. 


$1-9-Coke: itti~p, 147b2 "1, Rolle, 
Abr. p 933 [quot Commercial Bank v,. 
Lockwood, 2 Del. 8, 14]. 

{a] “Authority is extinguished.” 
—In construing the term as used in 
Code Civ. Proc § 1352, providing that, 
by the marriage of an executrix, her 
authority is extinguished, it was held 
that ‘the marriage of an executrix 
does not extinguish her authority 
ipso facto, the phrase “authority is 
extinguished” being equivalent to 
“ceases to be competent,” and hence 
she may be*proceeded against for 
suspension and removal. Schroeder v. 
San Meteo County Super. Ct., 70 Cal. 
343, 11 P 651, 652; In re Allen, 78 
Cal. 581, 21 P 426, 427. A 

{b] “Extinguished entity.”—Where 
a company, notwithstanding its for- 
mal dissolution, continued in exist- 
ence “for the purpose of paying, sat- 
isfying and discharging any_ exist- 
ing debts or obligations, collecting 
and distributing its assets, and do- 
ing all other acts required in order 
to adjust and wind up its business 
and affairs, and may sue and be sued 
for the purpose of enforcing such 
debts or obligations, until its busi- 
ness and affairs are fully adjusted 
and wound up,” it cannot be said that 
its business and affairs are fully ad- 
justed and wound up, or that. it is, 
strictly speaking, an “extinguished 
entity.” Metropolitan Tel., ete., Co. 
v. Metropolitan Tel.,, etc., Co., 156 
App. Div. 577, 580, 141 NYS 598. 

[c] “Power released or extin- 
guished.”—In re Radcliffe, [1892] 1 
Gh 227. 

{d] “Remitted” and “released 
compared.—In construing a_= state 
statute providing that no obligation 
or liability in favor of the state shall 
be remitted, released, or extinguished, 
the court said: “If there is any con- 
flict in the statute, it must be found 
in the remaining words ‘remitted,’ 
‘released,’ extinguished, and which, 
for the purposes of this case, may 
be considered as .convertible terms 
prohibiting a cancellation of obli- 
gations Of the class embraced in the 
constitution.”’ Custer County v. Story, 
26 Mont. 517, 522, 69 P 56. 

82. Extinguishment: Of: 

Debt see Novation [29 Cye 1133]; 

Payment [30 Cyc 1173]. 

Ground rent see Ground Rents [20 

Cy cersiiik 


A discharge by opera- 
tion of law;8* the annihilation or extinction of a 
right by its being consolidated with a greater or 
more extensive right;** the extinction of a charge 
or equity by its passing into the hands of the owner 
of the lands charged;*> payment.*® 
when the same hand that is to receive is to pay,?" 
and, when a right of this nature is once extinguished, 
it is forever gone, and cannot revive;*® therefore 


ment forever.®? 


EXTINGUISH—EXTINGUISHMENT 


an extinguishment for one moment is an extinguish- 


The words ‘‘extinguish,’’ ‘‘extin- 


guished,’’ ‘‘extinguishment’’ when used in their 


It takes place 


son.°§ 


Levy or lien of attachment see At- 
tachment § 980 et seq. 

Lien see Liens [25 Cyc 673]. 

Mortgage see Chatitel Mortgages § 447 

et seq; Mortgages [27 Cyc 1402]. 

83. Woodrough vy. Douglas County, 
71 Nebr. 354, 361, 98 NW 1092; Baker 
Ke Paani 28 No J. Le 13) 20; (75 Amb 
43. 

84. Planters’ Bank of State v. 
Calvit, 11 Miss. 143, 194, 41 AmD 616. 

85. James v. Morey, 3 Sharswood 
& B. Lead. Cas. Real Prop. 228. 

86. Louisville Trust Co. v. Ken- 
tucky Nat. Bank, 102 Fed. 442, 445. 

[a] Giving a check, which is never 
paid, is not an “extinguishment” of 
debt, unless shown to have been ac- 
cepted absolutety as payment. Sharp 
v. E. Nathan Mercantile Co., 75 Ark. 
556, 88 SW 305. 

[b] Actual payment not required. 
—The term as used in Const. art 14 
§ 2, requiring the creation of a sink- 
ing fund to be applied solely to the 
payment and “extinguishment of the 
state debt” and to be continued until 
the extinguishment thereof, should 
be construed to mean an acquiring 
of a fund, sufficient to meet the prin- 
cipal of the state debt, and not the 
actual payment of such debt. Audi- 
tor General v. State Treasurer, 45 
Mich, 161, 168, 7 NW 716, 718. 

87. Henderson, etc., Co. v. Stry- 
Ker, 64 Rate L703, 30). HAs 23867, SSCs 
Wankford v. Wankford, 1 Salk. 299, 
305, 91 Reprint 265. 

88. Taylor v. Hampton, 15 S§S. C. 
96 nel, AT Am Ds, 7.10; 

89. Taylor v. Hampton, 15 S. C. 
17896.) LOD a Am De 10; 

90. Commercial Bank vy. Lock- 
wood, 2 Del. 8, 14; Robinson v. Lane, 
19 Ga. 337, 385, 397:91. Moultrie: jv. 
Smiley, 16 Ga, 289, 357; Taylor v. 
Hampton,-15 S. C. L. 96, 1017-k7 AmD 
710. 

[a] “Assignment” distinguished. 
—In construing the term as used in 
the act of May 23, 1887 § 6, providing 
that a witness incompetent by rea- 
son of interest shall become fully 
competent by a release or extinguish- 
ment in good faith of his interest, 
upon which good faith the trial judge 
shall decide, it was held that the 
words “extinguishment” and “re- 
lease” require that the witness’ in- 
terest shall be effectually terminated, 
not only to himself, but as to the other 
party against whom he is about to 
testify, and hence an assignment of 
the interest of a witness to another 
is not within the statute, as an as- 
signment terminates the claim only 
so far as the witness himself is con- 
cerned, leaving it in full force as to 
the other party against whom he is 
about to testify. Darragh v. Steven- 
son, 183 Pa.397, 402) 39 “A "375 38: 

[b] “Assignment” equivalent.—A 
bona fide assignment of his interest 
in the subject matter of a suit ren- 
ders a witness, otherwise disquali- 
fied for interest, competent under the 
Pennsylvania act of May 23, 1887 
(Pp. L. p 160) § 6, which provides 
that an interested witness may be- 
come competent by a bona fide ‘“‘re- 
lease or extinguishment” of his in- 
terest. Alexander v. Fidelity Trust 
Co., 238 Fed. 938, 942. 


exact sense express the idea of a complete wiping 
out, destruction, or annihilation,®° and not a mere 
suspension ;®! a termination.®? 
that the terms are properly applied to contracts,?* 
rights, titles, interests,°* a debt,9® or other obliga- 
tion,®* whether the effect produced is by the act of 
God, by operation .of law,®? or by an act of a per- 
The meaning of these terms as frequently 
used varies with the subject matter to which they 


It is in this sense 


[c] Deposit in bank.—Under Civ. 
Code § 1500, providing that an obli- 
gation for the payment of money is 
extinguished by a due offer of pay- 
ment, if the amount is deposited in 
the name of the creditor with a bank 
and notice of the deposit is given to 
the creditor, the fact that, after de- 
mand for rent and nonpayment 
thereof, the tenant deposits the 
amount of the rent in bank is not 
an “extinguishment” of the obliga- 
tion for rent, in the absence of any 
offer of payment, or notice of, or ac- 
quiescence in, the deposit by the 
landlord. Owen v. Herzihoff, 2 Cal. 
A. 622, 84.P 274, 275. 

{[d] “Extinguishment of indebted- 
ness for taxes.’’-—State v. Cage, (Tex. 


Civ. A.) 176 SW 928. 

[e] “Release” distinguished.— 
Woodrough v. Douglas County, 71 
Nebr. 354, 361, 98 NW 1092; Baker 
V..Baker; 28. N., Jel. 13, 20,.'75 Amp 


243. 
91. Taylor. Vv. Slampton,, 15..SonGs 
synonymous.— 


L. 96, 101, 17 AmD 710. 

[a] “Suspension” 

The term as used in relation to the 
extinguishment of the debts to and 
from a defunct corporation is 
synonymous with ‘“‘suspension.’’ 
withstanding a debt may be extin- 
guished, the obligation may survive 
and be enforced. Moultrie v. Smiley, 
16 Ga. 289, 304. To same effect Rob- 
inson v. Lane, 19 Ga. 387. See also 
Taylor v. Hampton, 15 S. CG. L. 96, 
102, 17 AmD 710 (where the court 
said: “Extinguishment and suspen- 
sion is very well illustrated by the 
two cases put by Domat, Lib. 1, See. 
6, fo. 207, Tit. Services’). 

92. Barlow vy. Ross, 24 Q. B. D. 
381, 386. 

93. Bouvier L. D. 
v. Smiley, 16 Ga. 289, 343]. 

94. Moultrie v. Smiley, 16 Ga. 289, 
343 [cit 8 Bacon Abr.]; Taylor v. 
Hampton, 15 S. C. L. 96, 101, 17 AmD 
710 [cit Jacob L. D.; Termes de la 
Ley J. : 

$5. Bouvier L. D. 

{a] In its application to debts, an 
extinguishment takes place only 
when the original debt is destroyed, 
as if a feme sole marries her debtor, 
or if a debtor is made executor at 
common law, ete. So taking a se- 
curity of a higher nature extinguishes 
the first. security, but a security of 
an inferior or equal degree does not 
extinguish the first security. Plant- 
ers’ Bank of State v. Calvit, 11 Miss. 
148, 194, 41 AmD 616. ; 

96. Commercial Bank v. Lock- 
wood, 2 Del. 8, 14 [cit Coke Litt. 
p 147%b; 1 Rolle Abr. p 933). 

97. Baker v. Baker, 28 N. J. L. 13, 
20, 75 AmD 248, 

98. 3 Bacon Abr. f[yuot Moultrie 
v. Smiley, 16 Ga. 289, 343]; Taylor v. 
Hampton, 15 S. C. L. 96, 101, 17 AmD 
ae nie Jacob’ L. D.; Termes de la 


ey]. 

{a] In Bacon it is ‘said that 
“whenever a right or interest is de- 
stroyed or taken away by the act of 
God, operation of law or the act of 
the party, this in many books, is 
called extinguishment.” Taylor v. 
Eaten, 15S. C, L. 96, 101, 17 ‘AmD 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Not-— 


[quot Moultrie. 


EXTINGUISHMENT—EXTORTIO EST CRIMEN, ETC. 


are applied. The words ‘‘merger,’’ ‘‘suspension,’’ 
and ‘‘abatement,’’ would, in many instances where 
“‘extinguishment’’ is used, much more accurately 
and felicitously express the idea intended to be con- 
veyed.°? 

EXTINGUITUR OBLIGATIO QUE RITE CON- 
STITERET SI IN EUM CASUM INCIDERIT A 
QUO INCIPERE NON POTUIT.? 

EXTIRPATION. * In English law, a species of de- 
struction or waste, analogous to estrepement.? 

EXTORSION. In Spanish law, the act of taking 
by force what does not belong to the taker.® 

.EXTORSIVELY. A term descriptive of the 
erime of extortion, charging the corrupt purpose.4 
It is invariably used for that purpose in the ap- 
proved precedents of common-law indictments for 
extortion,® and it substantially and sufficiently avers 
the corrupt intent required in an indictment for ex- 
tortion.® 

EXTORT.” To obtain by violence, threats, com- 
pulsion, or the subjection of another to some neces- 
sity ;® to obtain from a holder desired possessions or 
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knowledge by force or compulsion;® to wrest from 
another by force, menace, duress, ete.;1° to gain by 
wrongful methods; Se aio, obtain in an unlawful man- 
ner;** to compel a payment by means of threats of 
injury to person, property, or reputation ;1* to exact 
wrongfully money or property;!* to take or obtain 
anything from another by compulsion or oppressive 
exaction, whether by an officer or otherwise;® to 
obtain money or other valuable thine either by comn~ 
pulsion, by actual force, or by the force of motives 
applied to the will, and often more overpowering 
and irresistible than physical foree.t® A term which 
necessarily implies the adoption of illegal means, 
or moral compulsion;!? the result of exposing, or 
threatening to expose, the person addressed to the 
ridicule or contempt of society.18 

Extorting. Inducing an unwilling or involuntary 
giving of.19 

EXTORTIO EST CRIMEN QUANDO QUIS 
COLORE OFFICII EXTORQUET QUOD NON EST 
DEBITUM, VEL SUPRA DEBITRUM, VEL ANTE 
TEMPUS QUOD EST DEBITUM.”° 


99. Moultrie v. Smiley, 16 Ga. 289, 4 Loftus v. State, (N. J.) 19 A }1000, 1002. 
302. Eas, 184. 152° U.S. v.. Dunkley, 235° Wed: 
[a] “Merger.’—Moultrie v. Smiley, 5. Loftus v. State, (N. J.) 19 A | 1000, 1002. 
16SGa_ 239, 320) [cit Burrill) L. D:.); eo 184. 16. Com: Via, O'Brien, 2) 125) Cush 
Andrews v. Smith, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 438,| (Mass.) 84, 90 (per Shaw, C. J.). 
53, 54 [cit Harvey v. Wood, 5 Wend. 438, 37 AmR 44. See generally Ex- 17. Rex v. Hollinsberry, 4 B. & 
CN. Y.) 221, 222]; Jackson v. Shaffer, tortion SPs: E C. 329, 10 ECL 601, 107 Reprint 1081, 
Pie sohnss iCN. Ys) 251350 617. CLA— se- 7. See generally Extortion post|6 D. & R. 345, 16 ECL 262 (per Ab- 


curity of a higher nature extin- 
guishes inferior securities, but not 8. 
Securities of an equal degree” De 510. 

1. A maxim meaning ‘An obliga- a. 
tion which has been sealed in due 


‘Com. v. Channing, 55 Pa. Super. 


Cohen v. State, 37 Tex. Cr. 118, 
120, 38 SW 1005 [cit Century D.]. 


DOLt IC. I): 

18. Slater v. Taylor, 31 App. (D. 
C.) 100, 103, 18 LRANS 77 

19. Com. v. McClanahan, 153 Ky. 
412, 416, 155 SW 1181, AnnCasl1915C 


form is extinguished if it fall into 10. Cohen v. State, 37 Tex. Cr.| 132. é 
that state from which it cannot rise.” | 118, 120, 38 SW 1005 [cit Century D.]. 20. A maxim meaning “Extortion 
Adams Gloss. [cit Halkerston Max. 11. State v. Richards, 97 Wash.|is a crime when, by colour of office, 
p 6]. : 587, 589, 167 P 47. any person extorts that which is not 
2. Black L. D. See also Estrepe- 12. State v. Richards, 97 Wash.| due, or more than is due, or before 
ment 21 C. J. p 1255. SSO So ul Og ever tre the time when it is due.” "Wharton 
8. Escriche Diccionario. See Exac- 13. State v. Richards, 97 Wash.|L. Lex. * 
cién Tlegal 23 C. J. p 177; Extortion | 587, 589, 167 P 47. {a] Applied in: Beawfage’s Case, 
post p 232. 14. U. S. v. Dunkley,. 2385 Fed.!10 Coke pp 99b, 102a. 
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EXTORTION 


By Samurtu Boyp DARLING 


[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra page 233] 


ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS [§§ 1-2] p 233 
A. At Common Law [§ 1] p 233 
b. Statutory Offenses [§ 2] p 233 
ii. CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS [§§.3-34] p 234 
A. Character and Grade of Offense in General [§ 3] p 234 
B. Who May Commit Offense; Persons Responsible [§§ 4-7] p 234 i 
1. In General [§ 4] p 234 
2. De Facto or De Jure Officers [§ 5] p 235 
3. Liability of Officer or Agent [§ 6] p 235 
4, Joint Liability [§ 7] p 235 
C. The Taking or Extortion [§§ 8-13] p 235 
1. In General [§ 8]-p 235 
2. Color of Office or Right [§ 9] p 236 
3. Fees Not Allowed by Law [§ 10] p 236 
4. Fees Greater than Allowed by Law [§ 11] p 237 
5. Fees Exacted before Due [§ 12] p 237 
6. Fees for Services Not Performed [§ 13] p 237 
Money or Thing of Value [{§ 14] p 237 
. Intent [§ 15] p 238 
. Attempt [§ 16] p 238 
. Defenses [§ 17] p 239 
. Indictment or Information [§§ 18-25] p 239 
1. Sufficiency in General [§ 18] p 239 
2. Particular Allegations [§§ 19-25] p 239 
a. Official Capacity [§ 19] p 239 
b. Color of Office [§ 20] p 240 
. Nature of Services [§ 21] p 240 
. Excessiveness or Illegality of Charge [§ 22] p 240 
. Money or Thing Taken [§ 23] p 240 
. Lime and Place of Extortionate Act [§ 24] p 240 
. Intent [§ 25] p 241 
Issues, Doe and Warne [§ 26] p 241 
: Evidence [§§ 27-29] p 241 
1. Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§ 27] p 241 
2. Admissibility [§ 28] p 242 
3. Weight and Sufficiency [§ 29] p 242 
. Questions of Law and Fact [§ 30] p 242 
Instructions [§ 31] p 242 
. Arrest of Judgment [§ 32] p 243 
. Punishment [§ 33] p 243 
Appeal and Error [§ 34] p 248 
(II. ACTIONS FOR PENALTIES [§§ 35-67] p 243 
A. Right of Action [§§ 35-47] p 2438 
1. Existence and Nature in General [§ 35] p 243 
2. Criminal Liability as Affected by or Affecting Liability for Penalty [§ 36] p 243 
3. Elements of Cause of Action [§§ 37-44] p 244 
a. Intent [§ 37] p 244 
b. Character of Defendant [§ 38] p 244 
ce. Taking or Extortion [§§ 39-44] p 245 
(1) Color of Office or Right [§ 39] p 245 
(2) Duress or Compulsion [§ 40] p 245 
(3) Services: for Which No Fee Provided [§ 41] p 245 
(4) Charges for Services Not Performed [§ 42] p 245 
(5) Fees Greater than Allowed [§ 43] p 245 
(6) Receipt of Fees before Due {§ 44] p 246 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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4. Acts of Deputy or Agent [§ 45] p 246 
5. Election of Remedies [§ 46] p 246 
6. Abatement and Revival [§ 47] p 246 
B. Form of Action [§ 48] p 246 
C. Conditions Precedent [§ 49] p 246 
D. Time to Sue and Limitations [§ 50] p 247 


KR. Defenses [§ 51] p 247 


F. Jurisdiction [§ 52] p 247 


G. Parties and Persons Entitled to Sue [§ 53] p 247 


H. Process [§ 54] p 248 


I. Pleading [§§ 55-60] p 248 
1. In General [§ 55] p 248 


2. Right to Sue [§ 56] 


p 248 


3. Character of Services [§ 57] p 248 
4. Amount and Excessiveness of Charge [§ 58] p 248 


; 5. Intent [§ 59] p 248 


. 6. Aider by Verdict [§ 60] p 248 
J. Issues, Proof, and Variance [§ 61] p 249 


K. Evidence [§ 62] p 249 


L. Questions of Law and Fact [§ 63] p 249 

M. Judgment and Amount of Recovery [§ 64] p 249 
N. New Trial and Arrest of Judgment [§ 65] p 249 
O. Appeal and Error [§ 66] p 250 


P. Costs [§ 67] p 250 


Abuse of process see Process [32 Cyc 541]. 
Carrier’s liability for overcharges see Carriers §§ 948- 


954 


Civil actions for recovery of excess compensation: 
Generally see Officers [29 Cyc 1425]. 
Money paid to, or collected by, sheriff see Sheriffs and 


Constables [35 Cyc 1610]. 
Conspiracy to extort blackmail 
§ 60. 


[$1] A. At 


it is due.® 


1. Blackmail and extortion com- 
pared see Blackmail 8 C. J. p 1114. 

Bribery and extortion distinguished 
see Bribery § 1. 

2. U.S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595, 597; 
Dudley v. Stansberry, 5 Ala. A. 491, 
495, 59 S 379 [cit 3 Words & Phr. 
pp 2622, 2623]; State v. Logan, 104 
La. 760, -762, 29 S 336. 

3) U.S —Uv. ‘Sov. Deaver, 14 Hed. 
595, 597; U. S. v. Waitz, 28 EF. Cas. 
No. 16,631, 3 Sawy. 4738, 474. 

Ala.—Collier v. State, 55 Ala. 125, 
127; McElhaney vy. Gilleland, 30 Ala. 
LSS. AS Te 

Ariz.—Bush vy. State, 19 Ariz. 195, 


198, 168 P 508. 

Ark.—Leeman vy. State, 35 Ark. 
438. 442, 37 AmR 44. 

a —.Peo. v. Peck, (A.) 185 P 881, 
883. 

Ga.—Holt v. State, 11 Ga. A. 34, 36, 
74 SE 560. 

Ky.—Com. v. Mitchell, 3 Bush 25, 
26, 96 AmD 192. 

La.—State v. Logan, 104 La. 760, 
29 S 336. 

Mass.—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279, 
281; Com. yv. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 165, 
173. 


Mo.—Maguire vy. State Sav. Assoc., 
62° Mo. 344, 347. 

Ne hi irby ve state, 57 IN. Jy he: 
SA BA be Bie eG 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Barondess, 61 Hun 
571, 576, 16 NYS 4386 [rev on other 
grounds 133 N. Y. 649 mem, 31 NE 
240 mem]; Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. 
661, 663. 

N. Ci—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. 


Common Law.! 
meaning of the word ‘‘extortion’’ is the taking or 
obtaining of anything from another by means of il- 
legal compulsion or oppressive exaction.? 
common law the term has acquired a technical mean- 
ing and designates a crime committed by an officer 
of the law who under cover of his office unlawfully 
and corruptly takes any money or thing of value 
that is not due to him or more than is due or before 
In a more enlarged sense, it signifies any 


CROSS REFERENCES 


[29 Cye 1406]. 
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Effect of exaction of illegal fees upon validity of exevu- 
tion see Executions § 329. 
Extortion as ground for removal of officer see Officers 


Obtaining money or property by threats: 


Generally see Threats [38 Cyc 289]. 


As constituting oppression by officer see Officers [29 


see Conspiracy Cye 1449]. 


Oppression by officer see Officers [29 Cyc 1449]. 
I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS 


The ordinary 


In the | other 


[$ 2] 


Cra 92 98 13) Se50: 

Pa.—Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
554, 559, 25 A 610; Com, vy. Channing, 
55 Pa. Super. 510, 516; Com. v. Hagan, 
9S Philaw574) 577. 

Tenn.—State v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 
549, 551, 118 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 
eee Williams vy. State, 2 Sneed 160, 


Eng.—Reg. v. Baines, 6 Mod. 192, 
193, 87 Reprint 946. 

[a] Commentators’ definitions.— 
“An abuse of public justice, which 
consists in any officer’s unlawfully 
taking, by colour of his office, from 
any man, any money or thing of 
value, that is not due to him, or 
more than is due, or before it is due.”’ 
4 Blackstone Comm. p 141 [quot Ed- 
sall v. Brooks, 26 N. Y. Super. 284, 
292; Com. v. Channing, 55 Pa. Super. 


DLOET 5165". Com nv.e Brown, 200) Pa. 
Super. 470, 490]. 
“Extortion signifies 4 Sin 


a strict sense the taking. of money 
by any officer, by colour of his office, 
either where none at all is due, or 
not so much is due, or where it is 
not yet due.” 1 Hawkins P. C. p 418 
{quot Edsall v. Brooks, supra; Com. 
v. Channing, supra]. 

4 State v. Stotts, 5 Blackf. (Ind.) 
460; Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 
661, 668; State v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 
549, 552, 113 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 


1116. 
5. U.S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595. 
[a] For example, “if a judicial 
officer, in the discharge of his official 


functions, acted partially, malicious- 


oppression by color or pretense of right. The word 
‘foppression’’ is a word of more extensive signifi- 
eation than ‘‘extortion’’ and will embrace many 
acts of official 
ance,® and in its ordinary sense indicates an act of 
cruelty, severity, unlawful exaction, domination, or 
excessive use of authority.® 

B. Statutory Offenses. 
offense of extortion’ has been substantially rede- 
fined by. statute in many jurisdictions,’ although it is 


malfeasance and misfeas- 


The common-law 


ly, and corruptly, he is indictable at 
common law for the crime of op- 
pression in office.’ U. S. v. Deaver, 
14 Fed. 595, 597. 

6. U.S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595. 

7. See supra § 1. 

8 See statutory provisions; and: 

U. S.—U. S. v. Harned, 43 Fed. 376; 
U. S. v. Moore, 18 Fed. 686, U. S. v. 
pe 28 F. Cas. No. 16,631, 3 Sawy. 


Ala.—Collier v. State, 65 Ala. 125; 
Cleaveland v. State, 34 Ala. 254. 

Ark.—Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 438, 
37 AmR 44. 

Colo.—State Bank v. Brennan, 7 
Colo. A. 427, 43 P 1050. 

Ga.—Lancaster v. Hill, 136 Ga. 405, 
71 SE 731, AnnCasi912C 272: Holt v. 
State, 11 Ga. A. 34, 74 SE 560; Deun 
V: State; 9 Ga. A. 9303, ‘71sSHi597. 


ii Ret cok Ver eeOn. Gre Tiles WAY 
Ind.—State Vv. Burton; 8° Ind:e93; 


State v. Oden, 10 Ind. A. 136, 37 NE 


(ese 

La.—State v. ogan, 104 La. 769, 
29 S 386; State ¥. Lubin, 42 La. Ann. 
OMe A SMO. 

Mass.—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279; 
Runnells y. Fletcher, 15 Mass. 525; 
Dunlap v. Curtis, 10 Mass. 210; Com. 
v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 165. 

Minn.—State v. Coleman, 99 Minn. 


1487, 110 NW 5, 116 AmSR 441. 


Miss.—State v. Jones, 71 Miss. 872, 


15S 237. 
Mo.—Maguire vy. State Sav. Assoc., 
62 Mo. 344; State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 


416; State v. Sanders, 62 Mo. A. 33. 
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quite commonly extended to include any obtaining 
of property from another through a wrongful use 
of force or fear, thus ineluding acts not done under 
The distinction between rob- 
bery and extortion by force or fear as defined by 
some statutes lies in that in robbery the taking is 
against the will by means of force or violence, fear, 
etc., while extortion is the obtaining with consent by 
Where one does not occupy any 
official position but obtains money through a false 


II. CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS 


{§ 3] A. Character and Grade of Offense in 
Extortion is an abuse of public justice 1° 
and has been said to be an offense of a particularly 
It was regarded as a misde- 


color of official right.® 


similar means.!° 


General. 


odious character.!4 
meanor at common law? and is 


definitions also ordinarily an offense of that grade,1® 
although under some statutes it is a felony.1” 
[§ 4] B. Who May Commit Offense; Persons 


Mont.—In re McCabe, 29 Mont. 28, 
73 P 1106. 

Nebr.—Courier Printing, etc., Co. 
v. Leese, 65 Nebr. 581, 91 NW _ 357; 
Lydick v. Palmquist, 31 Nebr. 300, 47 
NW 918. 

N. H.—Wilcox v. Bowers, 36 N. H. 
872; Fox v. Whitney, 33 N. H. 516. 

Neen WwoLtusl iv: State, 19 A 183; 
Kirby v. State, 57-N. J. Ls 320, 31 A 
213. 

N. Y.—Edsall v. Brooks, 26 N. Y. 
Super. 284. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. 
C. 921, 12 SE 50. 

N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N. D. 273, 
47 NW 378. 

Philippine—U. S. v. Cauas, 10 
Philippine 131. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Lopez, 5 Porto 
Rico 152. 

Tenn.—State v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 
549, 113 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 1116; 
State v. Critchett, 1 Lea 271; Wil- 
liams v. State, 2 Sneed 160; Marr v. 
Murphy, 5 Tenn. Civ. A. 159. 

Tex.—State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546; 
Brackenridge v. State, 27 Tex. A. 513, 
11 SW 630, 4 LRA 360; Smith v. 


State, 10 Tex. A. 413. 
Utah.—Peo: v. Monk, 8 Utah 35, 28 


P A116. 
Vt.—Henry. v. Tilson, 17 Vt. 479. 
Wis.—Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 


396, 104 NW 57. 

N. S.—Aikens v. Simpson, 45 N. S. 
368, 18 CanCrCas 99. 

9. See statutory provisions; 
Bush v. State, 19 Ariz, 195, 
508; Peo. v. Hoffman, 126 Cal. 366, 
58 P 856; In re Coffey, 123 Gal. 522, 
56 P 448; Peo. v. Tonielli, 81 Cal. 275, 
22 P 678; Peo. v. Peck, (Cal. A.) 185 
P 881; State v. Logan, 104 La. 7€0, 
29S 336; In re Sherin, 27 S. D. 232, 
130 NW 761, 40 LRANS 801, AnnCas 
1913D 446. 

Extortion by threats generally see 
Threats [38 Cyc 289]. 

105 ‘Peo, va Peck: (Cal.mA:) UssoP 
881; Peo. v. Barondess, 61 Hun 571, 
16 NYS 436 [rev on other grounds 
133 N. Y. 649 mem, 31 NE 240 mem]. 

11. Drake v. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 643, 
103 P 878. 

12. State v. Schuermann, 146 La. 
110, 83 S 426. 

133, Com. Vv. Hagan, 9 Phila.” (Pa) 
574 [cit 4 Blackstone Comm. p 137; 
Coke p 368b; Hawkins P. C. p 170]. 

14. Com. v. Rodes, 1 Dana (Ky.) 


and 
168 P 


5955) (Com. 1 blagan,, 9) Philat i@eay 
574; Williams v. State, 2 Sneed 
(Tenn.) 160, 168; Reg. v. Buck, 6 


Mod. 306, 87 Reprint 1046. 

“Tt is an offense of dangerous con- 
sequences, and very pernicious to the 
Government.” Reg. v. Buck, supra. 

“This is regarded, in the law, as a 
very odious offense, and when made 
out should be rigidly punished by 


EXTORTION 


PIS bee gee 


color of office.1? 


Resyonsible—1. 


under statutory 


the courts. There is too much rea- 
son to believe that many public offi- 
cers, taking advantage of the trust 
and confidence of the people, and 
their want of information on the 
Subject, together with a general re- 
luctance of suitors, to enter a con- 
test, or incur the enmity,.of those in 
office, for small amounts, are guilty 
of much abuse on the subject of 
fees.’ Per Caruthers, J. in Williams 
v. State, supra. 

[a] “More odious than robbery, 
for robbery is apparent and has the 
face of a crime; but extortion puts 
on the vizor of virtue—and it is ever 
accompanied with the grievous sin 
of perjury.’’ Per Robertson, C. J., in 
Com. v. Rodes, 1 Dana (Ky.) 595, 602 
[quot Coke Litt.]. 

15. Reg..v. Buck, 6 Mod. 306, 87 
Reprint 1046; Rex v. Graham, (Ont.) 
17 CanCrCas 264; Coke Litt. p 368b 
Uo Com. v. Hagan, 9 Phila. (Pa.) 

16. Colo.—Bank vy. Brennan, 7 
Colo, fAw142%," 43 (P1050 —@NnilIs . St; 
Annot. § 1301;'Gen. St. § 817). 
iss. ; f Miss. 872, 
15 S 287 (Code [1892] § 1081). 

Mo.—State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 416 
(1 Wagner St. 488 § 19). 

N. J.—-Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 
320, 31 A 213 (Rev. tit / “Crimes” 


p 230 § 23). 

N. C.—State v. REACCR ARs San N. 
C. 921, 12 SE 50 (Code § 109 

N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N », 2738, 
47 NW 3878 (Comp. L. § 6303). 

Tenn.—State v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 
549, 118 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 1116 
(Shannon Code ‘§§ 6352, 6353, 6714). 


Eng.—1 Hawkins P. C. ec 68 § 1. 

Grade of offenses generally see 
Criminal Law §§ 4-7. 

Lilet Osi. PLOReLLIa Sle Callie weitos 
24) ee OLS PeOO, Val FLUSHES: 13 UN ke 
29, 32 NE 1105. 

18. White v. State, 56 Ga. 385; 
Kirbyav. State, b7 IN; Jeol 8205731 cA 
213; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 554, 
25 A 610; Com. vy. Flaherty, 25 Pa. 
Super. 490; Com. v. Reitbauer, 16 
Pa Dist. 139. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The offense 
consists in the oppressive misuse of 
the exceptional power with which 
the law invests the incumbent of an 
office. It is thus apparent that the 
crime of extortion is committible 
only by an officer.” Kirby v. State, 
SIN ZO NSal, Sil zAe one. 

19. Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
554, 25 A 610; Com. v. Wilson, 30 Pa. 


Super. 26; State v. Critchett, 1 Lea 
sTenny) 271. See cases infra this 
note. 


{a] Persons neld capable of of- 
fense.—(1) Aldermen. Com. v. Hagan, 
9 Phila. (Pa.) 574 (per Finletter, J.). 
(2) School directors. Com. vy. Brown, 


[$§ 2-4 


representation that he is the agent of an officer, he 
is guilty of obtaining money under false pretenses 
and not of extortion under a statute punishing ex- 
tortion by any person ‘‘under color of his official 
A statute punishing persons holding of- 
fices in the several departments of the government 
who in addition to their salaries appropriate and 
receive compensation beyond their salaries has no 
application to the crime of extorting money under 


In General. At common law and 


under statutory definitions of the offense conform- 
ing thereto, the crime of extortion may be committed 

only by an officer.1® 
any officer, whether he is a federal, state, municipal, 
or judicial officer and that every person occupying 
an official or quasi-official position may be guilty 
of this offense.’® 


In general it may be said that 


One may be guilty of extortion 


23 Pa. Super. 470. (3) Clerks of 
court. State v. Moore, 1 Ind. 548; 
Garner v. State, 5 Yerg. (Tenn.) 160; 
Anonymous, 12. Mod. 512, 88 Reprint 
1484; Reg. v. Baires, 6 Mod. 192, 87 
Reprint 946. (4) Coal and iron po- 
licemen. Com. v. Channing, 55 Pa. 
Super. 510. (5) Constables. Levar v. 
State, 103 Ga. 42, 29 SE 467; Peo. v. 
Rainey, 89 Ill, 34; Seany v. State, 
6 Blackf. (Ind.) 408; Emory v. State, 
6 Blackf. (Ind.) 106; State v. Bevans, 
37 Iowa 178; State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 
416; State v. Merritt, 5 Sneed (Tenn.) 
67; Williams v. State, 2 Sneed 
(Tenn.) 160; Hanley v. State, 125 
Wis. 396, 104 NW 57. (6) Coroners. 
State v. Wainwright, 50 Wash. 225, 
97 2. Sk: (7) County treasurers. 
State v. Burton, 3 Ind. 98. (8) Cus- 
toms officials. Williams v. U. S., 
UESy LAWS 88 oad Sai Cte Oo. 54mm ed. 
509 [rev 76 Fed. 223]; U. S.. v. Carr, 
25 EF. Cas. No. 14,730, 3 Sawy. 302. 
(9) Deputy sheriffs. Holt v. State, 
11 Ga. A. 34, 74 SE 560; State v. 
Bisaner, 97 N. C. 508, 2 SE 368. (10) 
District and prosecuting attorneys. 
State v. Sanders, 62 Mo. A. 33; Peo. 
v.* Rust,: lL. Cai €No YS asi? Poor 
v. State, 22 Tex. A. 685, 3 SW 476. 
Cit) Jaiiiers “Com ys Mitchell, 3 
Bush (Ky.) 25, 96 AmD 192 Com. v. 
Bagley, 7 Pick. (Mass.) 279. (12) 
Judges and magistrates. Leeman v. 
State, 35 Ark. 488, 37 AmR 44; State 
v. Couch, 40 Mo. A. 325; Brackenridge 
v. State, 27 Tex. A. 513, 11 SW 630, 
4 LRA 360; Reg.iv. Tisdale, 20 U; Cc. 
QU Beta (13) Justices of the peace. 
Ridenhour v. State, 75 Ga. 382; State 
v. Coggswell, 3 Blackf. (Ind.) "54, 23 
AmD 379; Terr. v. McElroy, 1 Mont. 
86; Laney. State, 49.Ni J. Ls 6735 
10 A 360; State v. ‘Cutter, 36. Ni pdt L. 
125; State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 142 

State v. Cansler, 75 N. C..442: State 


v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 549, 113 SW 
1048, 15 AnnCas 1116; Marr v. 
Murphy, 5 Tenn. Civ. A. 159; Rex 
v. Seymour, 7 Mod. 382, 87 ore 
1305; Reg. v. Tisdale, 20 Lh CopOe 

272. (14) Notaries public. Olivetta 


v. State, 45 Ga. 555. 
agents. U. S. v. Mathews, 23 Fed. 
14; UlcS: Wt Van Vilets 235 nedmrah 
U. S. v. Moore, 18 Fed. 686. (16) Po. 
lice officers. Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 
Pa, 554, 25 A 610; Com. v. Wilson, 30 
Pas Superise2 6.5 aa) Poundkeepers. 
State v. Critchett, 1 Lea (Tenn.) 271. 
(18) Sheriffs. Rex v. Nelms, 1 Keb. 
623, 83 Reprint 1148; Rex v. Beech- 
croft, 12 Mod. 255, 88 Reprint 1304; 
Hescott’s Case, 1 "Salk. 330, 91 Re- 
print 291. (19) Tax collectors. Reg. 
v. Buck, 6 Mod. 306, 87 Reprint 1046; 
Reg. v. Atkinson, 1 Salk. 282, 91 Re- 
print 333. (20) Township trustees. 
State v. Williamson, 9 Oh. Dee. (Re- 
print) “7.61.5 1% CincLBul 157. 


(15) Pension 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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where he occupies an official or quasi-official posi- 
tion, although he is compensated through private 
sourees.2° But a legally existing office giving to the 
incumbent an official character, either de facto or 
de jure, is essential.24_ The fact that the office is of 
recent origin, and that no precedent can be found 
of the conviction of such an officer of the offense of 
extortion is not conclusive as against liability.?? 

Statutory restrictions. Where the statute defin- 
ing the offense restricts its application to specific 
officers, the accused must fall within the statutory 
designation.?° In those jurisdictions in which com- 
mon-law offenses are not abrogated,?* an officer who 
does not fall within the terms of a statute relating 
to specific officers may nevertheless be guilty of ex- 
tortion at common law.?® Under some statutes the 
offense can be committed only by an officer author- 
ized to charge fees.2® Other agencies rendering a 
public service and receiving compensation therefor 
have been subjected by statutes to restrictions and 
liabilities similar to those, imposed on public of- 
ficers.?* 

{[§ 5] 2. De Facto or De Jure Officers. One is 
a public officer within the meaning of the law of ex- 
tortion who exercises the powers generally of the 
office.28 The offense may be committed by a de facto 
officer 2° and defendant cannot set up the irregu- 
larity of his appointment *° or his failure to take 
the oath of office.*1 


[§ 6] 3. Liability of Officer or Agent.*? A pub- 
20. Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. [b] 
554, 25 A 610. 
[a] A policeman of a township 
eral statute. 


EXTORTION 


Special agent of the land bu- [a] 
reau having no fixed salary is not an 
officer within the meaning of the fed-| ber 6, 
U.S. v. Schlierholz, 137 


[250.J.] 235 


lic officer is not subject to indictment for extortion 
practiced by his official agent in the absence of evi- 
dence showing express authority or direction.33 If, 
however, express authority or direction is shown, 
that is, if an officer authorizes another to receive 
property under such circumstances as would con- 
stitute extortion if sueh receiving had been done ° 
by the officer himself, then both such officer and 
such other person would be guilty of extortion,%4 
It is not a defense that the collector has paid the 
money over to his principal.*® 

[§ 7] 4. Joint Liability. Two or more persons 
may be jointly indicted and convicted of extortion 
when they act together and coneur in the demand.?° 
So a joint indictment will lie against officers for 
taking fees where no fees are due,?” but it would 
seem that a joint indictment would not lie where 
the charge is of taking more than the fees to which 
they are entitled.*§ 

[§ 8] C. The Taking or Extortion—l. In Gen- 
eral. The taking in order to constitute extortion 
need not be under circumstances amounting to actual 
duress.*® At common law the taking need not have 
been as a fee or compensation for some official duty 
for which a fee is prescribed,*® but under some stat- 
utes this is an essential element of the offense.*: 'lhe 
presentation of an account for fees to the body au- 
thorized to allow it is sufficient to amount to a de- 
mand within the meaning of a statute punishing an 
officer who shall ‘‘ wilfully demand or receive higher 
Act done in preceding term.— 


A county judge, reélected on Novem- 
who committed the offense 


exercising all the powers of a police- 
man in cities, but paid wholly by 
private subscriptions, and not clothed 
with the powers of a constable, is 
liable for extortion as a public offi- 
cer under the common law, although 
not an officer of the commonwealth 
or liable as such under _a statute. 
Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa, 554, 25 
A 610. 

21. Ga.—Herrington v. State, 103 
Ga. 318, 29 SE 931, 68 AmSR 95; 
White v. State, 56 Ga. 385. 

N. J.—Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 
320, 31 A 213, 

N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N. D. 2738, 


47 NW 378. 

Okl.—Drake vy. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 
643, 103 P 878. 

Pa.—Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 


554, 25 A 610. 

{a] Unconstitutionality of the 
statute creating the office destroys 
the office ab initio, and makes the 
defense of no legally existing office 
available to defendant, even though 
the statute is declared unconstitu- 
tional after the finding of the indict- 
ment. Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. lu. 
320, 31 A 213. 

{b] Guard or constable’s attend- 


ant, if not authorized to make an 
arrest, has no Official character, 
either de jure or de facto. White v. 


State, 56 Ga. 385. 

22. Com. v. Brown, 23 Pa. Super. 
470. 

23. Williams v. U. S., 168 U. S. 
382, 18 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 509 [rev 76 
Fed. 223]; U. S. v. Germaine, 99. iW: 
S. 508, 25 L. ed. 482; U. S. v. Schlier- 
Niolz, 137 Bed. 6163) U_) Sve Carr, 
25 FB. Cas. No. 14,730, 3 Sawy. 302; 
U. S. v. Waitz, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,631, 
3 Sawy. 4738; State v. Bevans, 37 
Iowa 178; State v. Lubin, 42 La, Ann, 
79, 7 S 68; Com. v. Channing, 55 Pa. 
Super. 510; Com. v. Reilley, 21 Pa. 
Co." 160; 

[a] Detectives licensed under 
state law are not officers within the 
meaning of twelfth section of the 
act of March 31, 1860, relating to 
illegal taking of fees by color of 
office. Com. v. Reilley, 21 Pa. Co. 


160. 


Fed. 616. 

24. See Criminal Law § 25. 

25, Com.) sv. Saulsbury,.-152 .Pa. 
554, 25 A 610; Com. v. Channing, 55 


Pa. Super. 510; Com. v. Brown, 23 
Pa. Super. 470; Com. v. Reilley, 21 
Pa.-- Coo 160 


26. See statutory provisions; and 
Ferkel v. Peo., 16 Ill. A. 310. 

[a] Town marshal or police offi- 
cer.— An averment that defendant 
was a “town marshal or police offi- 
cer’ was insufficient, as the term 
“police officer’ did not designate any- 
one authorized by law to charge 
Penk fee. Ferkel v. Peo., 16 Ill. A. 
10. 

27. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Pa- 
ducah Brewery Co., 157 Ky. 357, 163 
SW 239. See also Rex v. Roberts, 
Carth. 226, 90 Reprint 735, 4 Mod. 
100, 87 Reprint 286 (extortion by 
ferryman). 

{a] Common carriers.—Acts con- 
stituting “extortion” by a carrier, to 
wit, charging, collecting, or receiv- 
ing more than a just and reasonable 
rate, aS provided by Ky. St. § 816, 
are also extortion within § 820a, pro- 
viding that should the railroad com- 
mission determine that the corpora- 
tion is or has been guilty of extor- 
tion, the commission shall fix a just 
rate which the -corporation may 
charge, and should it charge, collect, 
or receive a higher rate, it shall be 
deemed guilty of extortion, and on 
conviction shall be fined, ete. Under 
these statutory provisions a carrier 
may be guilty of extortion by charg- 
ing more than a just rate before a 
reasonable rate has been fixed by the 
commission. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Paducah Brewery Co., 157 Ky. 357, 
163 SW 239. See Carriers §§ 1011- 


1014. 

28. Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
SEA io 5A 8.610 .2-S.iv. Cauas, ; 10 
Philippine 131; Rex v. Higgins, 4 C. 
& P. 247, 19 ECL 498; Roy v. Eyres, 
1 Sid. 307, 82 Reprint 1123. 

SO Kirby, V..istate; 57GN. J.) Le 
320, 31 A 213; Brackenridge v. State, 
He Tex. A. 513, 11 SW 6380, 4 LRA 
360. 


charged on November 15, and did not 
qualify under his reélection until No- 
vember 21, might be held liable as 
an officer either de facto or de jure. 
Brackenridge, v. State, 27 Tex. A. 

513, 11 SW 630, 4 LRA 360. 
30. Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
Oy a Neten. 


554, 25 A 610. 

31. State v. 

42. 

32. Acting under authority of an- 
other as defense generally see Crimi- 
nal Law § 56. 

33. Laicock’s Case, Latch. 187, 82 
Reprint 338. See Overholtzer v. Mc- 
Michael, 10 Pa. 139 (dictum). 

34. Drake v. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 6438, 
103 P 878, 

Obtaining by false representations 
distinguished see supra § 2. 

35. Rex v. Higgins, 4 C. & P. 247, 
19 ECL 498. 

36. Drake v. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 643, 
103 P 878; Lake’s Case, 3 Leon. 268, 
74 Reprint 677; Reg. v. Atkinson, 2 
Ld. Raym. 1248, 92 Reprint 322; Reg. 
v. Atkinson, 1 Salk. 382, 91 Reprint 
Eee Reg. vy. Tisdale, 20 U. ‘C..Q. B: 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘It is a mis- 
demeanor and all are principals.” 
Hee? Varlisdale 20eU. C..@. Bac. 

37. ‘Rex v. Lioggen, 1 Str. 73) 93 
Reprint 393. 

38. Rex v. Loggen, 1 Str. 73, 93 
Reprint 393, 

39. Com.  v. 


Cansler, 


Channing, 55 Pa. 


Super. 510; Com. v. Wilson, 30 Pa. 
Super. 26; Com. v. Brown, 23 Pa. 
Super. 470, 490. 


_ “To extort in the ordinary mean- 
ing of the word, is to obtain by vio- 
lence, threats, compulsion or the 
subjection of another to some neces- 


sity; but at common law, as well 
as under our statute, the offense 
denominated extortion does not 
necessarily involve actual duress 
ot that = sort.;; Com. v. Brown, 
supra. 


40. Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 396, 
104 NW 57. 

41. State v. Oden, 10 Ind. A. 136, 
37 NE 731; Com. v. Dennie, Thach. 
Cr. (Mass.) 165. 
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fees than are allowed by law.’’ 42, Under some stat- 
utes the extortion may be in the form of a demand 


of a loan.*? 


[§ 9] 


by color of his office.4® 


not acting voluntarily.*® 


act..° It has been held, however, 


42. Brackenridge vy. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 513, 11 SW 6380, 4 LRA 360. 


43. S. v. Cauas, 10 Philippine 
131. 

44. ‘Com. Svs) Channing, 755), Pa. 
Super. 510. 

45. U. S.—U. S. v. Williams, 76 


Fed. 223 [rev on other grounds 168 
WHS. 03825. 18 SCt .92,..42 Te. ed. 509]. 
Ala.—Collier v. State, 55 Ala, 125. 
Ga.—White v. State, 56 Ga. 385. 

Ind.—State v. Winstandley, 154 
Ind. 443, 57 NE 109. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. 661. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. C. 
921, 12 SE 50. 

Pa ——Com, v. Channing; > 55 Bat 
Super. 510, 516; Com. v. Wilson, 30 
Pa. Super. 26; Com. v. Reitbauer, 16 
Pa, Dist. 139: 

Eng.—Reg. v. Baines, 6 Mod. 192, 
87 Reprint 946; Reg. \v. Tracy, 6 
Mod. 30, 87 Reprint 795. 

“An essential element of the of- 
fense, and one to which particular 
attention should be directed in this 
case, is that the fee or reward must 
be taken by the officer by color of 
his office.’ Com. v. Channing, supra. 
Color of office defined see Color of 
Office 11 C. J. p 1225. 

46. Com. v. Wilson, 30 Pa. Super. 
26.. See cases infra following note. 

47. Ala.—Collier v. State, 55 Ala. 
125; Cleaveland v. State, 34 Ala. 254; 


McHlhaney vy. Gilleland, 30 Ala. 183. 
Ga.—Dean v. State, 9 Ga. A. 303, 
lea Ey oo te 
Ni! tC.——State v,) Cansler, 75 Ni. 'C- 
442. 
' N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N. D. 273, 
47 NW 378. 


Pa.—Com. v. Wilson, 30 Pa. Super. 
26; Dutton v. Philadelphia, 9 Phila. 
59 


the 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Torrida, 23 
Philippine 189; U. S. v. Cauas, 10 
Philippine 131. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Baines, 6 Mod. 192, 
87 Reprint 946. 

[a] The act o! 
municipal councilman in inducing 
defendant to pay a fine for the death 
of an animal in the belief that the 
municipality had ordered such an 
amount assessed against the owner 
of such animals, although no provi- 
sion had been made by the munici- 
pality therefor may ‘constitute es- 


tafa. U.S. v. Torrida, 23 Philippine 
189. 
[b] Arrest on forged warrant.—If 


an officer arrestS a man on a war- 
rant which he knows to be forged 
and thereby extorts money from him, 
he takes it under color of his office, 
and so commits this offense. Reg. v. 
Tracy, 6 Mod. 30, 87 Reprint 795. 

‘ [ce] Services as attorney.—Money 
paid to a county solicitor, not for 
official services, but for advice as 


2. Color of Office or Right. 
must be by the officer in his official capacity,** and 
But this does not neces- 
sarily imply that the taking must be for an act or 
service which the officer is under a duty or has a 
discretionary power to perform.*® 
however, an exercise of official power possessed or 
pretended to be possessed by the officer as distin- 
guished from an act which could have been per- 
formed by any other person,*? and the person pay- 
ing must have been yielding to official authority,*® 
Where charges for official 
services and services rendered by the officer in his 
individual capacity are lumped, but in such a way 
that a separation can be made, the charge for in- 
dividual services is not thereby converted into a 
criminal demand for a gratuity for doing an official 


Held extortion.—The act of a| 
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The taking 


It does imply, 


them.®* 


them.*® 


that if a public 


attorney, in a matter in which he 
was under no duty to advise as an 
officer, and in which he disclaimed 
acting as such in giving advice, did 
not make him indictable for extor- 
tion. Collier vy. State, 55 Ala. 125. 

{d] Furnishing transportation.— 
“Now the particular charge upon 
which the prosecution in this case 
relies for a conviction is that this 
defendant, while acting as county 
commissioner, and in the perform- 
ance of his official duties, charged for 
the use of his team, or for the use 
of a team. . The claim for the 
use of a team is based on valuable 
services, which services are separate 
in kind, and private in nature, and 
hence the claim is not a demand for 
an excess of fees. Neither is it a de- 
mand for ‘doing an official act.’ Much 
less is it a demand of a gratuity or 
reward for doing an official act for 
which the law allows a fee or com- 
pensation, which element would be 
necessary to constitute an offense 
under the statute.” State v. Bauer, 
1 N. D. 2738, 276, 47 NW 3878. 

{e] Preparing bonds,—‘‘It becomes 
important tu ascertain whether it is 
any ‘part of the official duty of the 
city solicitor to prepare the bonds of 
parties who desire to become biaders 
for sewers or other work of the city. 
: . In the absence of any law or 
ordinance making it the official duty 
of the city solicitor to prepare the 
bonds for bidders, we are clear in 
our judgment that the receipt of a 
fee or compensation by that officer, 
from Mr. Dutton or any other bidder, 
for the purpose aforesaid, is not a 
violation of law nor a misdemeanor 
in! office’ Dutton. vo City, =o Philar 
(Pa.) 597, 601. 

48. U. 

Collier v. State, 55 Ala. 125; U. S. 
v. Torrida, 23 Philippine 189; State 
v. Wainwright, 50 Wash. 225, 97 P 51. 

49. U.S. v. Harned, 43 Fed. 376; 
White v. State, 56 Ga. 385; Rex v. 
Buse 1 Ld. Raym. 148, 91 Reprint 
996. 

{a] “The word ‘extortion’ implies 
that the money paid was extorted on 
the part of the one who received it, 
and was paid unwillingly by the 
party paying the same.’ U. S. v. 
Harned, 43 Fed. 376, 377. 

[b] For example, it is not extor- 
tion to accept money as a sort of an 
agent from a party voluntarily pay- 
ing it, agreeing to use it to settle a 
pending or threatened prosecution. 
White v. State, 56 Ga. 385. 

[c] Forcing to hire stalls.—If de- 
fendant erects several stalls in a 
market, and does not leave sufficient 
room for market people to stand and 
sell their wares, so that for want 
of room they are forced to hire the 


S. v. Harned, 43 Fed. 376;- 
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officer could not lawfully act in his private capacity, 
it is no defense to a prosecution by indictment that 
money was taken for services so rendered.®* 
a statute defining extortion as the obtaining by an 
officer, under color of his office, of money or other 
things of value which are not due him, the offense 
may be committed without regard to whether he is 
executing or pretending to execute a legal paper,>” 
or although he exacts money upon a promise not to 
execute process.°® 
the demand of a greater fee than is allowed by stat- 
ute it has been held that it is not extortion to 
demand fees of a person who is not liable to pay 


Under 


But under a statute punishing 


[§ 10] 3. Fees Not Allowed by Law. An officer 
who demands fees not allowed by law is at common 
law and under statutes embodying the common-law 
rule guilty of extortion,®> as where he demands fees 
of one who is not by law the party required to pay 
The exaction may be for refraining from 


stalls of defendant, the taking of 
money for the use of stalls in such 
case is extortion, but if the people 
had room enough clear for them- 
selves, to come and sell their wares, 
but for their farther convenience 
they voluntarily hire these stalls of 
defendant, without any necessity 
compelling them, it is no extortion, 
although defendant takes a fine and 
rents for the use of them. Rex v. 
rae ree 1 Ld. Raym. 148, 91 Reprint 

[ad] Held not extortion. — (1) A 
payment under a special employment 
at an agreed compensation for serv- 
ices which it was not the official duty 
of defendant to perform. Collier v. 
State, 55 Ala. 125; Peo. v. Rainey, 89 
Ill. 34. (2) A gift to an officer as a 
mark of gratitude or to insure his 
greater diligence. Com. vy. Dennie, 
Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 165. 

SOnuState: wv, Bauer, daiNey Dewates 
47 NW 378. 

SLIT U. WS) ve Waitz, 28. Cas. Noe 
16,631, 3 Sawy. 473. 

[a] Register of land office cannot 
lawfully act as attorney for any ap- 
plicant for a patent whose applica- 
tion is filed, and the proceedings of 
which are to be conducted before him 
and in his, office, and the plea is not 
available to him that money was 
taken as an attorney’s fee and not as 
a register’s fee. U. S. v. Waitz, 28 
. Cas. No. 16,681, 3 Sawy. 473. 

52. Dean v. State, 9 Ga. A. 3038, 71 
SE 597. 

53. 
SE 597 

54. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 165. 

55. Ind.—State v. Burton, 38 Ind. 


Dean vy. State, 9 Ga. A. 303, 71 


93; 
ee ee v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
o. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. 661. 
tg nanos v. Brown, 23 Pa. Super. 
Tenn.—Cross y. State, 1 Yerg. 261; 
State v. Merritt, 5 Sneed 67. 
Tex.—Brackenridge y. State, 27 
Tex. A. 513, 11 SW 630, 4 LRA .360. 
Eng.—Rex vy. Nelm, 1 Keb. 623, 83 
Reprint 1148. See Stotesbury vy. 
Smith, 2 Burr. 924, 97 Reprint 635. 
[a] Fees for admitting to bail._— 
“Where a person is arrested for debt, 
either the officer is not obliged to 
admit him to bail at all; or he is 
obliged to admit him to bail, as of 
duty; or he may use his discretion. 
Now, in any of these cases, it is 
oppression to take money, for doing 
what he ought to do; even though it 
be the mere using his discretion, 
‘whether he should admit him to bail 
or not.’” Stotesbury v. Smith, 2 
Burr. 924, 926, 97 Reprint 635. 
56. Rex v. Nelm, 1 Keb. 628, &3 
Reprint 1148. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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doing an official act as well as for performing it.57 
A salaried officer who has the power to do certain 
things which another officer may do and who, in 
addition to his salary, demands the fees to which 
such officer would have been entitled, may be guilty 
of extortion.®® Under a statutory definition re- 
stricting extortion to the willful demand and re- 
ception by any officer of higher fees than are al- 
lowed by law, it has been held that the willful 
demand and reception of fees not allowed by law 
is not extortion.®® 

[§ 11] 4. Fees Greater than Allowed by Law. 
It is extortion at common law for an officer to take 
more than the prescribed amount for particular 
services for which fees fixed in amount are given 
by law.®° Where a statute defines extortion as the 
corrupt exaction of greater fees for official serv- 
ices than are allowed by law, the exaction must be 
for real or pretended official services demanded of 
one who at least believes himself to be under legal 
obligations to pay something and not for merely 
declining to discharge an official service, the demand 


being made of one who is not and knows he is not, 


under legal obligations to pay any amount.*! 

[§ 12] 5. Fees Exacted before Due. It is ex- 
tortion at the common law, and, in some states, by 
express provision of statute, for a public officer to 
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receive, by power of office, a fee before it is due, 
although no more is taken than will in all probabil- 
ity soon become due.®? It is equally criminal for a 
publie officer to refuse to perform a public duty until 
paid.** Statutes relating to this offense, which con- 
tain no provision prohibiting the collection of a 
lawful fee before it is due, have been construed not 
to alter the common law in this particular.®* It has 
been held, however, that receiving fees before they 
are due, at the instance, and for the accommodation 
of the person paying them, is not extortion.®®> Some 
cases of an alleged extortionate taking involve a 
determination of the question when a fee becomes 
due. The general rule, in the absence of statutory 
provisions to the contrary, is that the officer may 
demand his fee upon the rendition of his official 
service.® 

[§ 13] 6. Fees for Services Not Performed. At 
common law, and under statutes fixing fees foi 
stated services, an officer who takes fees for official 
services which he has not performed is guilty of 
extortion.®* 

[§ 14] D. Money or Thing of Value. In the 
absence of a statutory requirement, the property 
extorted need not be money,** but it is essential that 
it be something of value.®® A check or writing by 
which a claim against a bank or the drawer could 


57. Rex v. Harrison, 1 Hast P. C. 
382. 

Extorting money by threats’ see 
Threats [38 Cyc 289]. 

58, Com. v.’ Ansill, 40° Pa.°Co. 577. 

{a] TIllustration.—A coal and iron 
policeman having willfully and in- 
tionally made a demand upon _ the 
county for constables’ fees, and hav- 
ing received the money, is guilty of 
extortion. Com. v. Ansill, 40 Pa: Co. 
577. 

59. Smith v. State, 10 Tex. A. 413. 

60. U. S.—U. S. v; Moore, 18 Fed. 
GS6e-U. So NW. Waltz, #28 “R..iCas.. No. 
16,631, 3 Sawy. 473. 

Ga.—Oliveira v. State, 45 Ga. 555. 

Ind.—State v. Coggswell, 3 Blackf. 
54, 23: AmD 379. , 

Minn.—State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 
490. 

Mo.—State v. Couch, 40 Mo. A. 325. 

N. J.—Loftus v./State,,19 A 183; 
State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 142. 

NGS = Peo. Va ust, ef «Calnel at. 

Or.—State v. Packard, 4 Or. 157. 

Tex.—Smith v. State, 10 Tex. A. 
413. 

Eng.—Ashby v. Harries, 5 Dowl. 

‘Rae: 2. 
[a] Gross sum received—lIf a reg- 
ister of a land office undertakes to 
act as an attorney for an applicant 
in procuring a patent, and receives 
from him a gross sum, and this sum 
is taken as well for the execution of 
his official duties as the doing of 
some other things relating to the 
procurement of the patent, and no 
specific portion of it is taken as com- 
pensation for the one or the other, 
and the sum so taken is in excess 
of the fees allowed him by law, such 
taking of the money is extortion. U. 
S. v. Waitz, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,631, 3 
Sawy. 473. 

61. State v. Wainwright, 50 Wash. 
Dio», 9h “Pbk. 

62. Ind.—State v. Burton, 3 Ind. 
93. : 

Mass:—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279. 

-Mo.—State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 416. 

INANE owane Vv. State, 749" NawI. I. 
673, 10 A 360; State v. Maires, 33 N. 
A fed Sus aU ee 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Calhoun, 3 Wend. 
420. 

Tenn.—State v. Cooper, 120 Tenn. 
549, 113 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 1116. 

Eng.—Rex vy. Harrison, 1 East P. 
C. 382; Hescott’s Case, 1 Salk. 330, 
91 Reprint 291; Rex. v. Loggen, 1 
Str. 73, 93 Reprint 393. 


[a] Constable’s fees.—It is extor- 
tion for a constable to exact any 
money for services in receiving and 
keeping property levied on in ad- 
vance of a determination of his com- 
pensation by the justice. State v. 
Vasel, 47 Mo. 416. 

63. State v. Maires, 33. N. J. L. 
142; Peo. v. Calhoun, 3 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 420; Rex v. Harrison, 1 Hast P. 
C. 382; Hescott’s Case, 1 Salk. 330, 
91 Reprint 291. 

[a] Issuing warrants. — “I am 
aware that it has been the practice 
with some magistrates, in com- 
plaints for the minor offenses, to re- 
fuse to issue a warrant until their 
fees have been paid; but there is no 
legal ground for such a course, and, 
in my judgment, such conduct con- 
stitutes a clear case of extortion.” 
State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 142, 146. 

{[b] Allowing adjournment.—‘‘The 
magistrate misapprehended his duty 
in refusing the adjournment unless 
his fees for drawing the bond were 
paid. The payment of the fees was 
not a condition precedent to the ad- 
journment of the cause; and the 
magistrate erred in withholding from 
the party his right on account of 
the non-payment of them.” Peo. v. 
Calhoun, 3 Wend. (N. Y.) 420, 421. 

{c] Executing writs.—“‘An under- 
sheriff refused to execute a capias 
ad satisfaciendum till he had his 
fees. And, upon motion against him, 
the Court said, that the plaintiff may 
bring an action against him for not 
doing his duty, or might pay him his 
fees, and then indict him for ex- 
tortion.” Hescott’s Case, 1 Salk. 330, 
91 Reprint 291. 

[d] Viewing dead body.—A coro- 
ner was held to be guilty who re- 
fused to take the view of a dead 
body until his fee had been paid. 
Rex v. Harrison, 1 East P.-C. 382. 

64. Com. v. Bagley, UanBick: 
(Mass.) 279; State -v. Cooper, 120 
Tenn. 549, 118 SW 1048, 15 AnnCas 
1116. 

[a] Rule of construction. — “It 
may be said that these provisions do 
not make the collection of a lawful 
fee before it is due extortion. We 
think the first section quoted does 
cover such a case. By it an Officer 
is prohibited from demanding or re- 
ceiving fees for any service further 
than is expressly provided by law. 
This not only refers to the amount 
of the fees, but to the time when it 


is due by law. But, if this was not 
so, the indictment would be good 
under the common law. There is no 
doubt but that under it the collec- 
tion of a fee before it becomes cue 
and payable is extortion. There is 
nothing in our statute affirmatively 
changing the common-law offense cf 
extortion in this particular. [f the 
statute does not include and cover 
such a case, it leaves the law as it 
was before its enactment. It is well 
settled that a statute will not be 
construed to alter the common law, 
further than the act expressly de- 
clares or than is necessarily implied 
from the fact that it covers the 
whole subject matter.” State’ v. 
Cooper, 120 Tenn. 549, 553, 113 SW 
1048, 15 AnnCas 1116. 

{b] Fee for release of prisoner.— 
phere is certainly no right in a 
prison-keeper to demand a fee for 
letting a man out of prison the mo- 
ment he is put in, and it is extor- 
tion at the common law to receive, 
by color of office, a fee before it is 
due, though no more is taken than 
will in all probability soon become 
due. And the common law is not 
repealed by the statute which pre- 
scribes and limits the penalty.” Com. 
v. Bagley, 7 Pick. (Mass.) 279, 281. 
Pace State v. Raynolds, Tapp. (Oh.) 

66. Lane vy. State, 49 N. J. L. 673, 
10 A 360. 

[a] Fees of justice of the peace. 
—The fees of a justice of the peace 
for services rendered in a criminal 
case become due upon the comple- 
tion of his services, and his right 
to their payment is not postponed 
until an indictment or conviction of 
the offender shall have been pro- 


cured. Lane v. State, 49 N. J. L. 
673, 10 A 360. 
67... ‘state v. (Burton; 3" Ind 93: 


Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 
165; Jackson v. Siglin, 10 Or. 93 
(dictum); Williams v. State, 2 Sneed 
Chenin) ee 0ie ci Franke Pe Cem. top 
e 68 § 3. 

68. Rex v. Burdett, 1 Ld. Raym. 
148, 91 Reprint 996; Roy v. Byres, 1 
Sid. 307, 82 Reprint 1123. 

69. ‘Com. v) Cony,/-2\\ Mass. 523% 
Roy v. Eyres, 1 Sid. 307, 82 Reprint 
1123. 

[a] Silver cup—It is extortion 
for a church warden to obtain a sil- 
ver cup by color of his office. Roy 
v. Byres, 1 Sid. 307, 82 Reprint 1123. 
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have been made has a real value within the mean- 
ing of the law.7° The obtaining of a written prom- 
ise or agreement to pay which is unenforceable be- 
cause of its illegality’! will not, in the absence 
of evidence of payment, Support an indictment for 
extortion.72. But upon its payment to the officer 
the offense of extortion would seem to be made 
out.7% 

[§ 15] E. Intent. At common law aud under 
statutes declaratory thereof, in order to constitute 
extortion, the act must have been done with a cor- 
rupt intent.74 However, under some statutes the 
unlawful taking by an officer under color of his office 
‘of money not due to him is eriminal without a spe- 
cific intent.7> The corrupt intent les in the design 
upon the part of the officer to collect fees to which 
he is not legally entitled,’ and the fact that the 
money is not taken for the officer’s own use may be 
of evidential value as showing the absence of in- 
tent,*7 as may be the fact that the aggregate of the 
officer’s fees is less than the total amount which he 
has a right to demand,’® or that the payment is vol- 
untary.”® So a custom or usage in the community 


70. State v. Barr, 67 Wash. 87,|not demand or extort from the three 
women the money 
costs due him in the case. 
cepted it from them in lieu of their 
bond, and as a ‘cash bond,’ under the 
belief that as an officer he had the 
(promise of|right to accept a ‘cash bond.’ He] been keld that it must be established 


120° P*509. 

71. See Contracts § 378. 

72) (Com. iv. Cony,): 2) Mass. 523; 
Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 
165. See Stotesbury v. Smith, 2 Burr. 
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as to the fees demanded may be shown as contradict- 
ing a corrupt intent,’ but it will not in itself con- 
stitute a defense.51 Notwithstanding the officer has 
acted in good faith and under mistake or ignorance 
of the law he cannot upon that account be held free 
from a criminal intent,®? although an exception has. 
been made in some decisions in cases in which the 
law is not settled or is obseure,’* or where the of- 
ficer has acted after the advice and consultation of 
counsel.®+ Under statutes making the act criminal 
without regard tu specific intent,®*> an honest belief 
upon the part of the officer that he was entitled to 
the fee will not protect him.8* The fact that the of- 
ficer has acted under a mistake of fact may show 
the absence of a criminal intent.87 A bona fide 
belief that services had been rendered and that the 
fee was legally due may constitute a defense under 
a statute punishing one who knowingly takes for 
services not actually rendered, or other or greater 
fees than are by law allowed for any services done 
by him.88 

[§ 16] F. Attempt. An attempt to exact fees 
after having received them from another is not 


Ont.—Reg. v. Tisdale, 20 U. C. Q. 
in question as|B. 272. 


He ac- But. see U. ‘S. v. Highleyman, 
26 F. Cas. No. 15,361 (holding that 
Where the statute requires’ that 


the act be Knowingly done it has 


that the officer knew that he was 


924, 97 Reprint 625 


73.\') Come Ve5 Dennie,.-Thach: . Cr: 
(Mass.) 165; Rex v. Higgins, ACI & 
EP 247.219 ECL 498. 

74S == UN Stay, Harned, 43 Fed. 


376; U. S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595; U. 
S. . Highleyman, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,- 
1 
owen ‘v. State, 34 Ala. 
4. 
Ark.—Leeman y. State, 35 Ark. 438, 
37 AmR 44. 
Ga.—Holt v. State, 11 Ga. A. 34, 
74 SE 560. 


Ind.—State v. Burton, 3 Ind. 93; 
State v. Stotts, 5 Blackf. 460. 

Mass.—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279. 

Mo.—State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 416. 

N. J.—Loftus v. State, 19 A 183; 
State v. Cutter, 36 N. J. L. 125. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. C. 
921, 12 SE 50. 

Pa. —Respublica v. Hannum, 1 
Yeates 71; Com. v. Linderman, 25 Pa. 


Co. 94. 

Wis.—Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 
396, 104 NW 57. 

Ont—Reeg. v. Tisdale, 20 U. C. Q. 
B. if 

fa] “Shall charge, demand or re- 
ceive,” as used in the statute, con- 
trary to the usual judicial interpre- 
tation of these words, does not pre- 
elude an inquiry into defendant’s mo- 
tive or intent. ‘ Leeman v. State, 35 
Ark. 438, 441, 37 AmR 44, 

[b] Receiving or taking by color 
of office, words used in the statute 
defining extortion, must be construed 
in the light of the common law 
which the statute is designed to re- 
iterate, and the taking must conse- 
quently be with corrupt motive. This 
holding is contrary to the general ju- 
dicial construction of. similar words. 
TOLUUS SV. jotate,. CN. dh) WioieAw 183. 
State v. Cutter, 36 N. J. L. 125. 

75. See statutory provisions; and 
Levar v. State, 103 Ga. 42, 29 SE 
poe State v. Critchett, 1 Lea (Tenn.) 
ac Cleaveland vy. State, 34 Ala. 

77. U.S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595; 
White v. State, 56 Ga. 385; Holt v. 
State, 11 Ga. A. 34, 74 SE "560; Fox 
Vv.) Whitney, 983 NH. 516s) Rex vy: 
Graham, (Ont.) 17 CanCrCas 264. 

[a] Acceptance of “cash-bond.”— 
“The accused, as deputy sheriff, did 


did not exact the money for his own 
use. He held it in trust for the 
women, who on their appearance 
were entitled to receive it back. The 
undisputed evidence is that he did 
not use the money, but deposited it 
in the bank, where at the time of 
the trial it was held subject to the 
order of the court. Under these 
facts it seems to us that his con- 
viction of the offense of extortion 
was unauthorized.” Holt v. State, 11 
Ga. A. 34, 37, 74 SE 560. 

{b] Taking to settle a prosecu- 
tion.—‘“‘Iiven if he was an officer, the 
transaction was not extortion if he 
took the money in good faith, with- 
out any claim to it, and with a bona 
fide purpose to use it in accordance 
with Sheppard’s wish, in settling the 
prosecution. The reception of the 
money may have been improper for 
such a purpose, but even if it was 
criminal, the offense committed was 
not extortion. In demanding his own 
costs, or those which he is authorized 
by law to collect for other officers, 
the collecting officer (especially if 
negligent in the use of means to 
inform himself,) might not be ex- 
cused by an honest mistake, for an 
excessive or illegal demand and col- 
lection; but to accept money as a 
sort of agent for the party volun- 
tarily paying it, and agreeing to use 
it in settling a pending or threaten- 
ing prosecution, is quite another mat- 
ter. In the one case there is an offi- 
cial claim of right; in the other, 
none.’ White v. State, 56 Ga. 385, 


389. 
Ae {oe Cleaveland y. State, 34 Ala. 
o 
79. White v. State, 56 Ga. 385; 
Respublica  v. Hannum, 1 Yeates 


(Ban) TAs 

Voluntary payment as constituting 
extortion see supra § 9. 

80. Com. v. Shed, 1 Mass. 227. 

81. See infra § 17. 

82. Ga —Levar v. State, 103 Ga. 
42, 29 SE 467. 

Mass.—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. 
(OF Pole tare SE 50; State v. Dickens, 2 


N. 
eee .—State v. Merritt, 5 Sneed 67, 


Utah.—Peo. v. Monk, 8 Utah 35, 28 
Peis, 


violating the law and that something 
more than the legal presumption that 
every man must know the law is re- 
quired). 

“Every officer must beware that 
he takes no compensation for sery- 
ices not sanctioned by some law on 
the subject. He collects costs at 
his peril; and for each and every 
item must be able to put his finger 
upon some particular act.’ State v. 
Merritt, supra. 

“Every officer is bound to know 
what the law is upon the subject of 


fees to be taken by himself. He can- 
not excuse himself from taking 
more than the legal fee, by say- 


ing he was misled by the rates pub- 
lished, or by the advice of an at- 
torney, nor by any other excuse he 
can make. If such or the like ex- 
cuses were admitted, it would hardly 
ever be possible to convict an officer 
of extortion—he might always con- 
trive to ground his conduct upon 
misapprehension or improper ad- 
vice.” State v. Dickens, 2 N. C. 406, 


407. 
SOL Ne idem Un, 
84, Com. v. Linderman, 25 Pa. Co. 


State v. Cutter, 


85. See supra text and note 75. 

86. State v. Critchett, 1 Lea 
(Tenn.) 271; State v. Merritt, 5 Sneed 
(Tenn.) 67; Williams v. State, 2 
Sneed (Tenn.) 160. 

87. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165; State v. Pritchard, 107 
NwtOn9 2 1 12 SE 50; Peo. v. Monk, 8 
Utah 385, 36, 28 P 1115. 

a7. distinction should be made 
when the act sought to be punished 
arises from a mistake of fact, rather 
than from a mistake of law.” Peo. v. 
Monk, supra. 

{a] Error in computation.— “Tf a 
greater sum than the law allows is 
demanded and réveived by mistake 
for an official duty, as for example, 
through a. mere error in computa- 
tion, the guilt of extortion will not 
be incurred. Because the’ statute 
supposes the demand to be wilful on 
the part of the officer, and a con- 
straint on that of the debtor.” Com. 
yeu aemals, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 165, 


88. Cleveland v. State, 34 Ala, 254. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 16-19] 


extortion,®® although it has been held that the ques- 
tion of whether there has been an attempt to commit 
a statutory extortion depends upon the mind and 
latent of the officer and not upon the result of his 
act. 

[§ 17] G. Defenses. A custom or usage to de- 
mand fees of the amount or nature demanded by 
the officer will not in itself constitute a defense.%1 
In jurisdictions where it is held that the statute 
does not abrogate the common law, nonliability un- 
der the statute is no defense to an indictment at 
common law,®? although it constitutes a defense to 
an indictment based upon a statute.°? Under a gen- 
eral statutory saving clause applicable to all repeal- 
ing acts, repeal of the statute relating to extortion 
is not a defense to a prosecution under it, pending 
at the time of the repeal, unless the contrary is ex- 
pressly provided in the repealing act.°* Unconstitu- 
tionality of the statute on which the prosecution is 
founded is a defense.®> 

[§ 18] H. Indictment or Information—l. Suf- 
ficiency in General. Under the general rules applic- 
able to indictments and informations,®°® an indict- 
ment or information for extortion must charge the 
essential elements of the offense,®* in the form of 

s9. U. S. v. Chenault, 25 F. Cas. j 
No 4579122 -Cranch:C.uG. 70: 


90. Peo. v. Gardner, 144 N. Y. 119, 
38 NE 1003, 43 AmSR 741, 28 LRA 


699. 
91. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Maiss.) 165; Peo. v. Monk, 8 Utah !118, 38 SW 1005. 


SH) BA a Lal Esp v3 : 
[a] For example—A mining re-| 87 Reprint 946. 
corder who violated Comp. L. (1888) [a] 
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N. Y.—Peo. v. Rust, 1 Cai. 131. 
Oh.—State v. Williamson, 
Dec. (Reprint) 761, 17 CineLBul 157. 
Tenn.—Garner v. 
160; State v. Fields, Mart. & Y. 187. 
Tex.—Cohen v. State, 37 Tex. Cr. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Baines, 6 Mod. 192, 


For example (1) an 
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facts and not of conclusions.®® It must contain a 
definite description of the offense charged and a 
statement of the facts in the case at bar which 
constitute it,°® and with such certainty as to be 
pleadable in bar of another prosecution... A gen- 
eral charge in which a number of extortionate acts 
are accumulated is bad. Each act is a separate of- 
fense and must be precisely and distinctly laid.? 
The technical charging words in an indictment for 
extortion at common law were ‘‘extort,’’? or ‘‘ex- 
torsively’’?# and ‘‘by color of office.’”?5 It is not 
necessary to allege the section of the statute vio- 
lated.® 

[§ 19] 2. Particular Allegations—a. Official 
Capacity. The official capacity in which defendant 
acted must be alleged,’ as must the authority to 
charge fees where made an element of the offense 
by statute. It is not necessary, in the absence of 
statute, to state either the fact or the legality of 
the officer’s appointment.® It is sufficient to allege 
generally that he was a public officer and that he 
was de facto in possession.1° But where the statute 
requires it, an averment that the accused officer took 
the oath of office required by law becomes neces- 
sary.1! Where a statute is applicable by its terms 
the river Mersey; that the usual 
rates were one penny for a man and 
horse, and two pence for a score o 
sheep; and that the defendant, being 
the common ferry-man, did, between 
such a day and such a day, extort 
from divers persons unknown divers 
sums of money, exceeding the an- 


cient rate and price. of passage, viz. 
for carrying over one man and a 


9 Oh. 


State, 5 Yerg. 


indict- 


§ 2796 making it a misdemeanor to 
receive larger fees than therein pro- 
vided for recording mining locations 
is not excused because he honestly 
believed he had a right to_ receive 
larger fees under a local mining cus- 
tom. Peo. v. Monk, 8 Utah 35, 28 P 
1115. 

As evidencing absence of intent 
see supra § 15. 

Custom and usage as defense to 
criminal prosecution generally see 
Criminal Law § 55. . 

Ignorance of law as defense to 
criminal prosecution generally see 
Criminal Law § 52. 

Mistake of fact as defense to crimi- 
nal prosecution generally see Crimi- 
nal Law §§ 58, 54. 

92. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 
Pa. 554, 25 A 610. 

93. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 
Pa. 554, 25 A 610. 

94, U. S. v. Mathews, 23 Fed. 74. 

95. Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 
320, 31 A 213. 

96. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 157]. 

97. Leilliams Via Se aloe Ue eS. 
382, 18 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 509; Dean v. 
State, 9 Ga. A. 308, 71 SE 597; Com. 
v. Mitchell, 3 Bush (Ky.) 25, 96 AmD 
192; State v. Williamson, 9 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 761, 17 CincLBul 157. 

98, State v. Packard, 4 Or. 157, 
160. x 
[a] It is not sufficient to state 
that defendant took money for offi- 
cial services nor to state that the 
amount of money mentioned is more 
than is permitted by law without 
stating what the services were. State 
v. Patrick, 4 Or. 157. : 

[b] County as party injured.—If 
money belonging to a county is ex- 
torted, on a pretended claim against 
the county, from the officer having 
the care of the money, an_ indict- 
ment alleging the money to have 
been obtained from the county is 
good. State v. Moore, 1 Ind. 548. 

99. Cal.—Peo. v. Schmitz, 7 Cal. 
A. 330, 94 P 407, 419, 15 LRANS 717. 

Ind.—Seany v. State, 6 Blackf. 403. 


ment is bad where it does not specify 
what part of the. sum was received 
upon account of defendant and how 
much for charges of other officers. 
Peo. 4ve Rust, Cait “GN bY.) 2 hole. 262) 
An indictment for taking illegal fees 
for levying an execution should iden- 
tify the execution. Seany v. State, 6 
Blackf. (Ind.) 403. 

[b] Indictments or informations 
held sufficient—Williams v. FAS: 
168 U. S. 382, 18 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 
509; State v. Burton, 3 Ind. 93; State 
v. Stotts, 5 Blackf. (Ind.) 460; State 
v. Schuermann, 146 La. 110, 83 S 426. 

[c] Merits of the complaint.—By 
statute the indictment may be re- 
quired to specifically set forth the 
merits of the complaint. Oliveira v. 
State, 45 Ga. 555. 

[dad] Effect of failure to describe. 
—The judgment will be arrested up- 
on the findings of a jury on an in- 
dictment against a constable for ex- 
tortion in ‘‘that he oppressively sued 
out an execution,’ unless the facts 
which constituted the oppression are 
set forth in the indictment and found 
by the jury. State v. Fields, Mart. 
& Y. (Tenn.) 1387. See infra §§ 19-25. 
ey Ind.—Seany v. State, 6 Blackf. 

Ky.—Com. v. Mitchell, 3 Bush 25, 
96 AmD 192. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rust, 1 Cai. 131. 

Oh.—State v. Williamson, 9 Oh. 
Dec. (Reprint) 761, 17 CincLBul 157. 

Tenn.—State v. Fields, Mart. & Y. 
137. 

Tex.—State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546. 

[a] Inconsistency between one 
part of an indictment and another 
part of the same indictment as where 
it charges the statutory offense of 
extortion, but specifies acts which 
do not constitute statutory offense, is 
sufficient ground for quashing the 
indictment. State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 
546. 

2. Rex v. Roberts, Carth. 226, 90 
Reprint 735, 4 Mod. 100, 87 Reprint 
286. 

{a] Extorting from divers per- 
sons unknown.—‘“An information for 
extortion, stating that there is a 
common passage and ferry-boat over 


horse two pence, and for every score 
of sheep four pence, &c. is bad; for 
every extortive taking is a separate 
offence, and ought to be precisely 
and distinctly laid; but here a num- 
ber of offences are accumulated un- 
der a general charge.’ Rex v. Rob- 
erts, 4 Mod. 100, 87 Reprint 286. 

3. Leeman v,. State, 35 Ark. 438, 
37 AmR 44; Loftus v. State, (N. J.) 
19 A183. 
ines Loftus v. State, (N. J.) 19 A 
[a] “Extort” and “extorsively.”’— 
“The words ‘extort’ and ‘extorsively’ 
are descriptive of the crime, and 
charge the corrupt purpose. They 
are invariably used for that purpose 
in the approved precedents of com- 
mon-law indictments for extortion.” 
Tipe Veiretate, }CN.4J)) =b9 oS Al 1835 

5. Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 438, 
37 AmR 44. 

6. Williams v. U. S., 168 U. S. 382, 
18 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 509; Herrington 
v. State, 103 Ga. 318, 29 SE 931, 68 
AmSR 95; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
554, 25 A 610. 

7. Ark.—lLeeman vy. State, 35 Ark. 
438, 37 AmR 44. 

Ga.—Herrington v. State, 103 Ga. 
318, 29 SE 931, 68 AmSR 95; Dean 
v. State, 9 Ga. A. 303, 71 SE 597. 

La.—State v. Lubin, 42 La. Ann. 


79, 7S 68. 
Minn.—State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 
0. 
Mont.—Terr. v. McElroy, 1 Mont. 


86 
N. J.—Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 

320, $1) Al 203. 

jan C.—State v. Cansler, 75 N. C. 
Okl.—Drake vy. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 

643, 103 P 878. 


Or.—State v. Packard, 4 Or. 157. 
Wis.—Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 

396, 104 NW 57: 
S27 werkel vy. b60., 116 ple Awe oO: 
ST ext Vv. tlollondy 5.) Te aR a0 te 

101 Reprint 340. 
LOve exe, OlOnd by ln Hor. 

101 Reprint 340. 
LL OeINS IC, 


Ui. Slate Vv. -oritchard, 
921, 12 SE 50. 
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to a specified class of public officers, facts must be 
alleged bringing defendant within the statutory 
limitations.1? But substantial accuracy, not a tech- 
nical accuracy, is required in these averments.!3 

[§ 20] b. Color of Office. An allegation that 
fees were taken ‘‘by color of office’’ is necessary.!4 
This allegation must not be merely in the words ‘‘by 
color of office’? without more. It should show fur- 
ther by color of what office the extortionate act was 
committed,!® and by express terms, not by implica- 
tion from the averment of defendant’s official ca- 
pacity.t° It is not necessary in charging the offense 
at common law to allege that defendant took the 
money ‘‘as fees,’’ or ‘‘to his own use;’’ it is suf- 
ficient to allege that defendant extorted it by color 
of office.7 Under statutory requirements, it has 
been held necessary to allege that the sum extorted 
was demanded 28 as a fee for some official duty.1°*° 

[§ 21] c. Nature of Services. An allegation of 
the services for which fees were charged is neces- 
sary,21 and the offense, if statutory, must be charged 
in terms bringing the rendition of the services within 
the statutory definition.2? The allegation must be 
with sufficient certainty to enable the court to con- 
clude from facts stated whether or not the com- 
pensation received was other than that authorized 
or permitted by law.?* 

[§ 22] d. Excessiveness or Illegality of Charge. 
It is not sufficient to allege generally that defendant 
took a certain sum, or that he took more than was 
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due, but an allegation should be made of what he 
ought to have taken and what was the excess;** but 
the amount of the legal charge need not be averred 
where fixed by law and not varying according to e¢ir- 
cumstances.25 Where the fee fixed by law is not 
certain and unchangeable by circumstances, it is 
necessary to allege not merely the amount taken, 
but also the facts by which its legality ean be ascer- 
tained.26 Where the taking of illegal] fees is for 
services for which no statutory allowance is made, 
the fact that no statutory allowance is made must 
be alleged.27, Where the amount taken is an ag- 
gregate of charges for several items of service, an 
allegation of the items of service and of the aggre- 
gate amount taken but omitting the items of illegal 
fees taken would seem to be open to the objection 
that it does not inform the accused as to what 
items were overcharges and what he must prepare 
himself to meet.?® 

[§ 23] e. Money or Thing Taken. If a statute 
specifies the thing forbidden to be taken, the in- 
dictment must specify the particular thing taken.*° 
The amount taken must be specifically alleged °° 
and with substantial aceuracy.*+ 

[§ 24] f. Time and Place of Extortionate Act. 
Time and place of the extortionate act are material 
averments in an indictment and must be specifically 
alleged. The words ‘‘then and there,’’ without 
further allegation of time and place, are not suf- 
ficient.8 


12. Com. v. Brown, 23 Pa. Super. 
13. Com. v. Brown, 23 Pa. Super. 
0 


14.- Ark.—Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 
438, 37 AmR 44 
Ga. —Herrington v. State, 103 Ga. 
318, 29 SE 931, 68 AmSR 95. 
Minn.—State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 
490. 
Mont.—Terr. v. McElroy, 1 Mont. 


86. 

Ni d.—Kirby. v.. State, 57 Ni. Js: 
320,. 31, A, 213. 

N. G.— State v. Pritchard, 107 N. 
Ch eas rs SE 50; State v. Cansler, 75 
N.C. 

alate Ve ppackard,4..0rn) 157; 

Eng.—Reg. v. Baynes, 2 Salk. 680, 
91 Reprint 579. 

{a] Sufficiency of allegation see 
Brackenridge v. State, 27 Tex. A. 
513, 11 SW 630, 4 LRA 360 (sustain- 
ing indictment "under penal code). 

15. State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 490. 

{a] Taking by judge of probate 
as such officer.—‘This indictment 
does not cl2arly or certainly state 
whether the defendant claimed and 
received the fees as judge of probate, 
or as some other officer. It is al- 
leged that he took the fees ‘by color 
of office,—by color of what office is 
not stated. It is alleged that. he 
was at that time judge of probate of 
Nicollet county, but not that he took 
the fees as such officer, or in a case 
or proceedings pending before him, 
or for any duties performed by him 
as such officer. This is a fatal de- 
fect.’ State v. Brown, 12 Minn, 490. 

16.- State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 490. 

17.. Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 
661; Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 396, 


104 NW 57. 
{a] Form of indictment at com- 
mon law.—‘In charging the offense 


at common law it is held that no 
averment is required to charge the 
wrongful taking as a fee, or that it 
was to the officer’s own use. Peo. 
v. Whaley, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 661; Whar- 
ton, Crim. Law (10th ed.) § 1579. 
The cases brought to our attention 
from Massachusetts and Indiana as 
holding to a different rule of plead- 
ing refer to prosecutions for statu- 


tory offenses, and it is therefore 
held that the offenses must be 
charged as defined in the statute. 
Sis Applying this rule to the com- 
plaint, it is sufficiently definite in 
charging that the defendants, as 
constables, ‘did conspire and did ex- 
tortively receive and take from the 
complainant, by color of their office, 
the sum of seventy-five dollars in 
money’ for discharging the warrant 
then in their possession.” Hanley 
Ye State, 125 Wis. 396, 401, 104 NW 


16. State v. Oden, 10 Ind. A. 136, 
387 NE 731. 

19-20. State v. Oden, 10 Ind. A. 
136, 37 NE 731. 

21. State v. Couch, 40 Mo. A. 325; 
State v. Perham, 4 Or. 188; State v. 
Packard) (4 Or. 157. 

22. State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546; 
Smith v. State, 10 Tex. A. 413. 
see State v. Perham, 4 Or. 188, 


3 ee Ga.—Oliveira v. State, 45 Ga. 
oO 
Ind.—State v. Coggswell, 3 Blackf. 
54, 23 AmD 379. 
johinn—State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 
Mo.—State v. Couch, 40 Mo. A. 325. 
N. J.—State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 
142; Halsey v. State, 4 IN Jie Lay 284, 
N. DA Cainelsae 
Or. —State v. Packard, 4 Or FL5.7e 
(eee a Vv. State, 10 Tex. A. 
Eng.—Lake’s Case, 3 Leon. 268, 74 
Reprint 677. 
25. Ark.—Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 
438, 837 AmR 44, 
A omer tate v. Sanders, 62 Mo. A. 
N. J.—Loftus v. State, 19 A 188; 
State v. Maires, 33 N. Jo Lede 
Has C.—State v. Dickens, 2 N. C. 
Or.—State v. Packard, 4 Or. 157. 
26. Loftus v. State, (N. Ju)rcd Oe 
183; State v. Maires, 33 N. Ai by ke, 
27. State v. Coggswell, 3 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 54, 28 AmD 3879; Halsey v. 
State, 4 N. J. Li. 324; Poole v. State, 
2a, ex. PAR IOS, 003 Sw 476; Lake’s 
Case, 3 Leon. 268, 74 Reprint 6U7. 
28. Oliveira v. State, 45 Ga. 555. 


29.../Garner. v. State, 5. Yerg: 
(Tenn.) 160. 

30. State v. Couch, 40 Mo. A. 325; 
Loftus v. State, (N. J.) 19 A 183. 

Sl. Emory vy. State, 6 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 106; State v. Stotts, 5 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 460. 

{a] Amount taken on execution.— 
An allegation of the amount taken 
on an execution and that it was more 
than was due, but failing to show 
what part of the amount taken was 
for fees, was held to be sufficient. 
State v. Stotts, 5 Blackf. (Ind.) 460. 

382. Ferkel v. Peo., 16 Ill. A. 310; 
Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 
165; State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 142; 
Halsey v. State, 4 N. J. L. 324; Rex 
v. Roberts, Carth. 226, 90 Reprint 
735, 4 Mod. 101, 87 Reprint 286. 

[a] Justice’s fees on criminal 
trials —‘“‘But this indictment is de- 
fective in this particular: it does not 
show relatively to events the time 
of this transaction, and for aught 
that appears, the exaction complained 
of may have been after the trial and 
conviction of the prisoner. In this 
latter event, the justice becomes en- 
titled to his fees; to make his con- 
duct criminal, therefore, he must 
have either exacted an undue amount 
or required and received payment be- 
fore the conviction of the culprit. 
These are substantial facts, one of 
which, at least, must distinetly ap- 
pear before crime can be imputed.” 
State: v. Maires, 33 N: J.-L. 142, 146. 

[b] Expressed in figures. — “The 
meaning though expressed in figures 
is as well known to the court as if 
it had been expressed by letters.” 
State v. Dickens, 2 N. C. 406, 407. 

Averments of place and time gen- 
erally see Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Gye 307-322]. 

83. State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 490. 

[a] Inference from description of 
cone: averment in an_ indict- 
ment that defendant did “then and 
there’ do the acts alleged as an of- 
fense, when the only place men- 
tioned in the indictment is in the 
description of the court as “district 


court for the county of Nicollet,” ~ 


and of the office held by defendant 


as “judge of probate of the county 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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[§ 25] g. Intent. An indictment at common 
law or under a statute adopting the common-law 
rule with reference to intent must allege a corrupt 
purpose.** The words ‘‘extort’’ and ‘‘extorsively’’ 
are descriptive of the crime and are generally used 
to charge the corrupt purpose in the approved pre- 
cedents of common-law indictments for extortion.?® 
The word ‘‘knowingly’’ when employed in the stat- 
ute should be used in an indictment on the stat- 
ute,*® although it need not be employed in a com- 
mon-law indictment.?7 The word ‘‘corruptly’’ is not 
indispensable,*® nor is the word ‘‘willfully.’’ °° 

[§ 26] I. Issues, Proof, and Variance. The gen- 
eral rule as to variance between an indictment and 
the proof *° are applicable to prosecutions for ex- 
tortion. A variance between allegation and proof 
as to material facts or circumstances surrounding 
the extortionate act is fatal.42 But a variance as to 
an immaterial fact is not fatal.4® A variance be- 
tween an indictment charging extortion in the terms 
of the statute and proof of an offense not within 
its terms is fatal.44 A variance between the allega- 
tion and the proof as to official capacity of defend- 
ant is fatal.4° It has been held that if, because of 
the unconstitutionality of the statute creating the 
office alleged to be held by defendant, it appears in 


of Nicollet,’ does not show the, 408. 


county in which the offense was 
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Pa.—Com. v. Saulsbury, 
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the proof that there is no such office in existence, the 
variance is fatal, even though the finding of the in- 
dictment antedates the decision declaring the statute 
unconstitutional.4® A variance between allegation 
and proof as to the amount of money taken is not 
material.47 But it has been held that a variance 
between allegation and proof as to the character of 
the money taken,‘8 or as to the purpose for which 
the money is taken,*® is material and fatal. Proof 
that extortionate fees were taken from a person 
other than the person alleged to be the party in- 
jured will not support a conviction.®® But an in- 
dictment alleging that money was extorted from one 
person is well supported by evidence that, when 
the extortionate demand was made on such person, 
he obtained the money from another, in defendant’s 
presence, and then handed it to defendant.>! 

[§ 27] J. Evidence—1l. Presumptions and Bur- 
den of Proof. As in other criminal prosecutions 5? 
the burden is upon the state to establish the guilt 
of the accused.®? It must be shown that the pay- 
ment was not voluntary.®+ The presumption of 
knowledge of the law *° is applicable.®® Matters of 
which judicial notice is taken®’ need not be 
proved.®s An officer’s return of his official actions 
on process is presumed to be correct, but its truth 


[a] Officer collecting taxes.—A 
variance between an allegation that 


committed. State v. Brown, 12 Minn. 
393. 

Reference to other portions of in- 
dictment see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 312, 318]. 

34. Ark.—Leeman v. State, 35 Ark. 
438, 37 AmR 44. 

N. J.—Loftus v. State, 19 A 188. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Vidaver, 60 Misc. 1, 
112 NYS 606. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. 
C924, 12S 50; State—v, )Cansler, 
75 N. C. 442. 

Oh.—Mann v. State, 47 Oh. St. 556, 
26 NE 226, 11 LRA 656. 

35. Leeman y. State, 35 Ark. 438, 
444, 37 AmR 44; Loftus v. State, (N. 
J.) 19 A 188; Jacobs v. Com., 2’ Leigh 
(29 Va.) 709. 

SOlee UL ise. bven, Williams). 76%. bead: 
223 [rev on other grounds 168 U. 
$.°382, 18 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 509]. 

S72) (State ye, Jones, 71) Miss).872; 
PS 23. 

[a] “Knowingly” not necessary.— 
In Mississippi extortion is an offense 
at common law and under code 1892 
§ 1081. The statutory definition uses 
the word “knowingly.’’ Under the 
provisions of Code (1892) § 1453 
an indictment for an offense at com- 
mon law or under a statute may de- 
scribe it according to the common 
law or according to the statute. “The 
indictment charges that the offense 
was committed ‘unlawfully, corrupt- 
ly, deceitfully, extorsively and by 
color cf office’, etc. Reference to au- 
thorities will show at once that the 
Offense is sufficiently charged and 
described according to the common 
law.” State v. Jones, 71 Miss. 872, 
Sia, LOA S23. 

So. Rosa. Lisdale.20, U2 C2 OB. 
272. 
39. State v. Cansler, 75 N. C. 442. 

fa] “Wilfully” not necessary.— 
“There was a motion in arrest cf 
judgment, for that the indictment 
did not charge the act to be done 
‘wilfully.’ » The, charge, is, -that le 
‘unlawfully, corruptly, deceitfully, 
extorsively, and by color of his 
office,’ &c. We think that sufficient, 
at least, after verdict. It is entirely 
inconsistent with his shaving done 
it by mistake or ignorance or in any 
other manner indicating innocence.” 
State v.’Cansler, 75 N. C. 442, 445. 

40. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 445]. 

41. Ind.—Seany v. State, 6 Blackf. 


[25 C. J.—16] 


152 Bas 
554, 25 A 610. 

Tex.—State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546. 

Wash.—State v. Wainwright, 50 
Wash. 220,°97 P -6i. 

Wis.—Hanley v. Wis. 
396, 104 NW 57. 
fe Seany v. State, 6 Blackf. (Ind.) 

[a] Writ of execution.—Where 
the: variance affects the identity of 
a writ of execution placed in the 
hands of the constable for levy, as 
where the indictment alleges an exe- 
cution for sixty-four dollars and the 
proof shows an execution for one 
hundred and ten dollars, it has been 
held to be a variance as to a material 
fact and fatal. Seany v. State, 6 
Blackf. (Ind.) 403. 

43. Hanley v. State, 125 Wis. 396, 
104 NW 57; Rex v. Gillham, 6 T. R. 
265, 101 Reprint 545. 

[a] Taking “as a fee.”—Hanley v. 
State, 125 Wis. 396, 104 NW 57. 

{b] Procuring purchase money for 
annuity.—A variance between an al- 
legation that a certain amount was 
unlawfully taken for soliciting and 
procuring the purchase money of a 
certain annuity, and evidence that 
part had been taken for deeds, and 
only the remainder for procuration, 
is not fatal, it being held that the 
whole sum was taken for and on ac- 
count of the entire transaction for 
procuring the money for the annuity, 
and the fact that a part was for 
deeds was immaterial. Rex v. Gill- 
ham, 6 T. R. 265, 101 Reprint 545. 

44, State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546; 
Smith. v. State, 1/0) Tex, A. ~ 413: 

{a] Not the statutory offense.—A 
variance between an_ indictment 
charging a defendant with receiving 
higher fees than are allowed by law 
and evidence showing that defendant 
received fees that were not author- 
ized by law has been held fatal under 
a statute defining extortion as the re- 
ceiving of higher fees than are alJ- 
lowed by law. Smith v. State, 10 
Tex. A. 413. 

[b] A different statutory offense. 
—Where a statute defines .two of- 
fenses, one of which was the charg- 
ing of “other” fees, and the second 
the charging of “higher” or “great- 
er’ fees, proof of one will not sus- 
tain an indictment for the other. 
State v. Smythe, 33 Tex. 546. 

45. State v. Bisaner, 97 N. C. 5038, 
2 SE 368. 
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taxes were illegally exacted by de- 
fendant as tax collector and proof 
that defendant was a deputy Sheriff 
and that the taxes were collected by 
virtue of that office is fatal. State v. 
Bisaner, 97 N. C. 503, 2 SE 368: 

46. Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 320, 
Sie PAL 2.113, 

Unconstitutionality of statute as 
a defense see supra § 


47.. Com. v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165; Rex v. Burdett, 1 Ld. 
Raym. 43591 “Repring 996. Rexty. 


Gillham, 6 T. R. 265, 101 Reprint 545. 

435 Garner oy. ) state,s pavers. 
(Tenn.) 160. 

[a] MTlustration.—An allegation of 
the unlawful taking of so many dol- 
lars “lawful money of the State of 
Tennessee” was held not to be sus- 
tained by proof of the receipt of the 
amount in a bank note. Garner v. 
State, 5 Yerg. (Tenn.) 160. 

49. State v. Bisaner, 97 N. C. 503, 
2 SE 368. 

[a] Taxes and costs.—Where de- 
fendant was indicted for extortion in 
collecting two dollars and thirteen 
cents as taxes, when only one dol- 
lar and sixty-three cents was due, 
and the evidence showed that he col- 
lected one dollar and _ ~sixty-three 
cents as taxes, and fifty cents as 
costs, the variance was held to be 
fatal. State v. Bisaner, 97 N. C. 503, 
2 SE 368. 

50:0 Com va. Dennie,.., Thachie Or: 
(Mass.) 165; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 
Panera eon A OO. 

51. Williams v. U. S., 93 Fed. 396, 
35 CCA 369. 

52. See Criminal Law § 993 et seq. 

53: UW. S. vi Harned) 43° Medi 376; 
State v. Wainwright, 50 Wash. 225, 


. v. Harned, 48 Fed. BOR 
v. Dennie, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 


55. See Criminal Law § 1014. 

56. Ga.—Levar v. State, 103 
42, 29 SE 467. 

Mass.—Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. 279. 

N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. C. 
921, 12 SE 50; State v. Dickens, 2 
N. C. 406. 

Tenn.—State v. Merritt, 5 Sneed 67. 

Utah.—Peo. v. Monk, 8 Utah 35, 28 
12) allay : : 

57. Judicial notice see Criminal 
Law § 948 et seq. 

58, State v. Maires, 33 N. J. L. 
42: State v. Dickens, 2 N. C. 406; 
State v. Packard, 4 Or. 157. 
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is put directly in issue by an indictment for extor- 
tion, and the presumption may be overthrown by 
proof.°® The burden is on defendant to maintain 
by proof his defense that the fees were taken 
through a mistake of fact.°° When an itemized bill 
is not rendered but merely a single charge for serv- 
ices is made, the presumption is that it is made for 
the services at that time rendered, unless it other- 
wise appears in the evidence.*! 

[§ 28] 2. Admissibility.°? Under the rules ap- 
plicable in criminal prosecutions generally,®* cireum- 
stances and statements by the officer at the time of 
taking the illegal fee may be admitted against him 
as constituting a part of the res geste.°* A memo- 
randum, to be admissible as independent evidence of 
the payment of an illegal fee, must be free from 
ambiguity or uncertainty.°° Evidence as to bank 
deposits by the accused in order to be admissible 
must be connected with the extortion.® 

Intent.67 Threats are competent evidence of in- 
tent,®® as is also the officer’s experience and ac- 
quaintance with his duties,®® or a prior indictment 
against defendant for a like offense,’° but the effect 
of such an indictment should be limited by the court 
to its bearing upon this issue only."! 

[§ 29] 8. Weight and Sufficiency. Rules ap- 
plicable to criminal prosecutions generally as to the 
weight and sufficiency of evidence ™* are applicable 
to prosecutions for extortion.” 

[§ 30] K. Questions of Law and Fact. Under 
the rules as to the functions of court and jury in 
criminal prosecutions generally,’* it is ordinarily 
held that it is for the jury to determine the charac- 
ter of the transaction™® and the intent of defend- 


{a] Amount of fee.——Leeman v. 


v. Sanders, 62 Mo. A. 338; State v. 
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vant, and may be proved against him, 
State, 35 Ark. 438, 37 AmR 44; State |as part of the res 
producing a warrant. 


[§§ 27-31 


ant.7° The nature of the powers determining the 
official capacity of defendant is a question partly 
of law and partly of fact.77 Where the evidence 
shows that no money has been paid to defendant but 
merely a note or due bill which has not been paid, 
it has been held that a direction of a verdict for 
defendant is correct.”® 

[§ 31] L. Instructions.7® An instruction, defin- 
ing defendant’s liability at common law or in terms 
of the statute, as the case may be, not omitting 
any essential element of the offense as defined at 
common law or in the statute, is eorrect.2° Common 
words, used in the statute in their ordinary sense, 
need not be defined to the jury.81 Where a court 
allowance is a condition precedent to the legality 
of a charge for official services, an instruction based 
on the theory that its illegality also depends upon 
a court’s finding of its excessiveness has been held 
to be erroneous.®? 

Character of services. When the legality of com- 
pensation for services rendered by an officer in his 
individual capacity is in issue, instructions should 
state the distinction between official and unofficial 
services, and the law applicable to the cireum- 
stances.8 And, when the facts of the case require 
it, they should state the rule as to the legal effect 
of taking a gross sum including fees for official 
services and compensation for disbursements or serv- 
ices rendered in his individual capacity.8* 

Intent. Where a corrupt intent is an essential 
element of the offense,®* the instructions should state 
that such intent must be established,*® and in words 
that will meet the statutory requirements.8’ If such 
words are used, it is not necessary for the court to 
evidence in the case, was sufficient to 


show that the allegations in the com- 
plaint in the later action were not 


geste, without 
White v. State, 


Maires, 33 N. J. L. 142; State v. Dick- 
ens, 2 N. C. 406; State v. Packard, 4 
Over: 

{[b] Character of duty.—State v. 
Packard, 4 Or. 157. 

Generally see Criminal Law § 948. 

59. Williams v. State, 2 Sneed 
(Tenn.) 160. 

{a] Not a collateral attack.—‘“It 
is insisted that the constable’s offl- 
cial return of service is conclusive, 
and no proof can be heard to contra- 
dict it, unless the proceeding against 
him was for a false return; that this 
is a collateral proceeding, in which 
the return cannot be impeached... . 
The rule relied upon, and which is so 
well established, that the return of 
an officer cannot be impeached in a 
collateral proceeding, and that no 
averment can be made against it, has 
no applicaticn to a case like this; it 
is no shield to a guilty officer for ex- 
torting money as fees which he has 
not earned. The truth of his return 
is put directly in issue by the indict- 
ment; it is directly, and not collater- 
ally, brought in question. It would, 
perhaps, be prima-facie evidence that 
the service was rendered, but not con- 
clusive.”’ Williams v. State, 2 Sneed 
(Tenn.) 160, 161. 

60. Com. v. Dennie; Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165; Peo. v. Monk, 8 Utah 
Somes aby LILY 

61. Com. v. Hagan, 9 Phila. (Pa.) 
574, 

62. Evidence of other offenses sce 
Criminal Law g 1161. 

63. Relevancy and competency of 
evidence in criminal prosecutions 
generally see Criminal Law § 1034 
et seq. 

64. White v. State, 56 Ga. 385. 

[a] Officer’s statement as to war- 
rant.—An officer’s statement at the 
time of taking the illegal fee to the 
effect that the warrant served was 
for assault and battery is not irrele- 


56 Ga. 5 

Generally see 
§§ 1114-1121. 

65. Peo. v. McLaughlin, 150 N. Y. 
865, 44 NE 1017 [overr 2 App. Div. 
AO SON YL Se LOS yell UNG Yi. Cio Guile 

66. Williams v. U. §., 168 U..S. 
382, 181 SCt 92, 42 L. ed. 509. 

67. Matters indicative of intent 
generally see supra § i5. 

68. | Peo. v. Vitusky, 155) App. Div. 
139, 140 NYS.19, 

Generally see Criminal Law § 1041. 

69. White v. State, 56 Ga. 385; 
Cohen v.' State, 37 Tex. Cr, 118, 38 
SW 1005. 

[a] Arrests by special constable. 
—In order to throw light upon the 
question of guilty intention the offi- 
cer’S experience and acquaintance 
with his duties may be shown; and 
for this purpose, although it is al- 
leged that he was a special consta- 
ble, it may be proved that he had 
frequently before been sent by the 
magistrate to make arrests. And 
parol evidence to that effect is not 
secondary. White v. State, 56 Ga. 
385. 

70. Brackenridge v. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 518, 11 SW 630, 4 LRA 360. 

71. Brackenridge v. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 513, 11 SW 6380. 4. LRA 360: 

72. See Criminal Law § 1559 et 


eq. 

73. Holt v. State, 11 Ga. A. 34, 74 
SE 560; U. S. v. Torrida, 23 Philip- 
pine 189; U. S. v. Bengson, 23 Philip- 
pine 34; State v. Barr, 67 Wash. 87, 
207 PES 09. 

{a] Evidence of falsity of com- 
plaint.—It has been held that the 
fact that a complaint had been pre- 
sented a year prior to the presenta- 
tion of the complaint in the case at 
bar against the clerk of defendant 
for identically the same crime with 
which defendant was now charged, 
taking into consideration with other 


Criminal Law 


Ss 


true, and that the theory of defend- 
ant that the present proceedings 
were brought solely for the purpose 
of annoying and prejudicing him was 


Clu Ue v. Bengson, 23 Philip- 
pine 34. 

74 See Criminal Law § 2272 et 
seq 


75. U.S. v. Moore, 18 Fed. 686. 
ie Mass.—Com. y. Shed, 1 Mass. 
227. 

BS J.—State v. Cutter, 36 N. J. L. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. 661. 
N. C.—State v. Pritchard, 107 N. C. 

921, 12 SH.-50- : 
Eng.—Rex v. Gillham, 6 T. R. 265, 

101 Reprint 545. 

77. White v. State, 56 Ga. 385. 

78. Com. vy. Dennie, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 165. 

79. Criminal prosecutions gener- 
ally see Criminal Law §§ 2353-2496. 

80. U. S. v. Deaver, 14 Fed. 595; 
Peo. v. Whaley, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 661. 

81. State v. Louanis, 79 Vt. 463, 
65 A 532, 9 AnnCas 194, 

[a] “Extort.’”—“It was not neces: 
sary for the court to define ‘extort? 
to the jury. It is a common word, 
used in the statute (Vermont Stat- 
utes 4921) in its ordinary sense, and 
the court might well assume that the 
jury understood it.’ State v. Lou- 
anis, 79 Vt. 463, 468, 65 A 532, 9 Ann 
Cas 124. 

Definition of terms generally see 
Criminal Law § 2360. 

82. State v. Vasel, 47 Mo. 416. 

83. Collier v.’ State, 55 Ala. 125. 

84. U.S. v. Waitz, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,631, 3° Sawy. 478. 

85. See supra § 15. 

86. Leeman vy. State, 85 Ark. 488, 
37 AmR 44. 

87. U. S. v. Highleyman, 26 BF. 
Cas. No. 15,361; Cleaveland vy. State, 
34 Ala. 254; Ridenhour v. State, 75 
Ga. 382; Com. v. Shed, 1 Mass. 227. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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use other phrasing requested by the parties, even 
though the requested instruction also may conform 
to statutory requirements.’ 

[§ 32] M. Arrest of Judgment. Where the in- 
dictment fails to contain an essential allegation,® 
a motion in arrest of judgment will be sustained. 
Failure to state the facts with sufficient certainty 
to enable the party to avail himself of the con- 
viction or acquittal upon subsequent indictment for 
the same offense,®! or to state what public office, if 
any, was held by the accused at the time of the com- 
mission of the alleged’ offense,®? have been held to 
be defects in substance and a motion for arrest of 
judgment on these grounds will be sustained. In 
some jurisdictions a motion in arrest of judgment 
may be granted where there is a total failure of 
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proof.%3 

_ [$ 33] N. Punishment. Extortion was pun- 
ished at common law by fine and imprisonment, and 
also by removal from office.** In the United States 
the punishment is generally regulated by statute, 
although in some instances modifying the common 
law but little.° A long established custom generally 
acquiesced in, and turning over to public uses of 
the money taken, has been held not to justify miti- 
gation of a fine.% 

[§ 34] O. Appeal and Error.°’ Where extor- 
tion is not regarded as an offense, eo nomine, the 
recognizance on appeal must recite the constituent 
elements of the offense as charged in the indict- 
ment. <A recital that appellant was convicted of 
‘fextortion’’ is not sufficient.®§ 


III. ACTIONS FOR PENALTIES 


[§ 35] A. Right of Action—1l. Existence and 
Nature in General. The statutes in many jurisdic- 
tions provide that apart from his criminal liabil- 
ity,' an officer guilty of extortion? shall be liable 
to the aggrieved party in a civil action for pen- 
alty.2 These statutes are generally regarded as 
penal in their nature,* and subject to a strict con- 
struction.» The primary object of such legislation 
is to prevent the exaction of illegal fees by public 
officers. In some jurisdictions questions have arisen 
concerning the constitutionality of these statutes, 
but they have been uniformly upheld.* 

Liability of sureties upon officer’s bond. Sureties 
upon the official bond of a public officer cannot be 
subjected to the penalty incurred by the officer’s 

88. Ridenhour v. 


against 


extortionate act, in the absence of provisions in 
the statute and the bond ereating such liability.$ 
Such liability is never extended by implication.® 

{[§ 36] 2. Criminal Liability as Affected by or 
Affecting Liability for Penalty. Notwithstanding a 
statute imposing a penalty, a common-law remedy 
by indictment is ordinarily held to remain,!° al- 
though it is abrogated where the statute imposing 
the penalty provides that no other penalty shall 
be inflicted.1+_ It has also been held that a statute 
providing a penalty for extortion in demanding and 
receiving illegal fees is not repealed or suspended, 
by implication, by a statute imposing a fine upon 
conviction for the misdemeanor.!? An officer may 
be guilty of extortion and liable to indictment at. 


extortion are an-) Super. 68. 


State, 75 Ga. | penalties 
382. 


Request on point already covered 
generally see Criminal Law § 2506. 

89. Essential allegations see supra 
§§ 19-25. 

90. State v. Lubin, 42 La. Ann. 79, 
7 S 68; State v. Fields, Mart. & Y. 
(Tenn.) 187; Rex v. Roberts, Carth. 
226, 90 Reprint 735, 4 Mod. 101, 87 
Reprint 286. 


Generally see ‘Criminal Law 
§§ 2789-2804. 
91. State v. Fields, Mart. & Y. 


(Tenn.) 137. , 
Generally see Criminal Law § 2790. 
92. State v. Lubin, 42 La. Ann. 79, 


68. 

93. State v. Wainwright, 50 Wash. 
B254597) IPL be 

94. 1 Hawkins P. C, 171. i 

95. See the statutes of the several 
states; and Lancaster vy. Hill, 136 Ga. 
405, 71 SE 731, AnnCas1912C 272; 
Com. v. Rodes, 31 Ky. 595; Bracken- 
ridge v. State, 27 Tex. A. 513, 11 SW 
630, 4 LRA 360. 

Grade or degree of offense see 
supra § 3. 

96. ek v. Seymour, 7 Mod. 382, 
383, 87 Reprint 1305. 

97. Review of criminal prosecu- 
tions generally see Criminal Law 
§§ 3258-3717. 

98. Johnson v. State, 38 Tex. Cr. 
26, 40 SW 982; Schoonmaker y. State, 
37 Tex. Cr. 424, 35 SW 969. 


99. Action to. recover penalty 
generally see Penalties [30 Cyc 
1343]. 


Civil actions for recovery of excess 
compensation generally see Officers 
29 Cyc 1425]. 
: Recovery back of money paid to or 
collected by sheriff see Sheriffs and 
Constables [35 Cyc 1610]. 

1. See supra §§ 3-34. 


2. Extortion defined see supra 
Pee aah! 

Os See statutory provisions; and 

Ferkel v. Peo, 16 Ill. A. 310; 


Wrightup v. Greenacre, 10 OF B, 159 


ECL 1. 
[a] An ancient remedy. — “Such 


cient (2 Inst. 150; Neale’s, ete., Case, 
13 Coke 24, 26, 77 Reprint 1435) where 
extortion was said to be ‘a great 
affliction, and impoverishing of the 
poor subjects.’’’ Willett v. Devoy, 
170 App. Div. 203, 155 NYS 920. 

4 Ala—Lee yv. Lide, 111 Ala. 126, 
20 S 410. 

Colo.—Mitchell v. Wheeler, 20 Colo. 


A. 159, 77 P 361; Monte Vista State 
Bank v. Brennan, 7 Colo. A. 427, 43 P 
1050. 

Conn.—Stoddard v. Couch, 23 Conn. 
238. 

Mont.—Ming v. Truett, 1 Mont. 
322: 


Pa.—Aechternacht vy. Watmough, 8 
Watts & S. 162 [overr Jackson v. 
Purdue, 3 Penr, & W. 519]; Gallagher 
v. Neal, 3 Penr. & W. 183; Reed v. 
Cist} 7 Serg: & R: 183;> Wilson -v-: 
Barrett, 24 Pa. Super. 68. 

Tex.—Smith v. State, 10 Tex. A. 
413. 

Vt.—Wheelock v. Sears, 19 Vt. 559. 
Eng.—Woodgate v. Knatchbull, 2 


T. R. 148, 100 Reprint 80. 
Nature of penalty see Penalties [30 


Cye 13835]. 

5. Ala.—Lee v. Lide, 111 Ala. 126, 
20 S 410. 

Conn.—Stoddard v. Couch, 23 Conn. 
238. 

Mont.—Ming v. Truett, 1 Mont. 
322. 

N. H.—Scammon y, Tilton, 23 N. H. 
434. 


N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N. D. 273, 
47 NW 378. 

Or.—Jackson v. Siglin, 10 Or. 93. 

Pa.—Aechternacht v. Watmough, 8 
Watts & S. 162; Baldwin v. Cash, 7 
Watts & S. 427; Gallagher v. Neal, 3 
Penr. & W. 183; Wilson vy. Barrett, 24 
Pa. Super. 68. 

Tex.—Hirshfield v. Ft. Worth Nat. 
Bank, 83 Tex. 452, 18 SW _ 743, 29 
AmSR 660, 15 LRA 639; Hays v. 
Stewart, 8 Tex. 358. 

[a] Rule ‘extends only, however, 
to prevent anything being taken by 
intendment against the party 
charged. Wilson v. Barrett, 24 Pa. 


Construction of penal statutes gen- 
erally see Statutes [36 Cyc 1183]. 
ioe3 Ala.—Collier v. State, 55 Ala. 

a. Py 
Ss dee ea Vv; * Peo.) 16) Tis Ay as 105 


Nebr.—Lydick v. Palmquist, 31 


Nebr. 300, 47 NW 918. 

N. H.—Fox v. Whitney, 33 N. H. 
oo: Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9, 
27. 


N. J.—Kirby v. State, 57 N. J. L. 
320, 31 A 213; Tanner v. Croxall, 17 
Nu 57332. 

N. D.—State v. Bauer, 1 N. D. 273, 
47 NW 378. : 

7. Ryan v. Johnson, 5 Cal. 86; 
aoe v. Kibble, 9 Nebr. 182, 2 NW 
oo. 

8. McElhaney v. Gilleland, 30 Ala. 
183; Brooks v. Governor, 17 Ala. 806, 
809; State Bank v. Brennan, 7 Colo. 
A. 427, 43 P 1050; State v. Baker, 47 
eee 88; Holt v. McLean, 75 N. C. 

9. Brooks v. Governor, 17 Ala. 
806; State Bank v. Brennan, 7 Colo. 
A. 427, 48 P 1050; State v. Conover, 
28 N. J. L. 224, 78 AmD 54; Holt v. 
McLean, 75 N. C. 347. 

10. Levy v. Inglish, 4 Ark. 65; 
Com. v. Bagley, 7 Pick. (Mass.) 279; 
Shattuck v. Woods, 1 Pick. (Mass.) 
L713 (State: vi Jones, 71 Miss: 872; 15 
S 237; Com. v. Saulsbury, 152 Pa. 
554, 25 A 610; Garber vy. Conner, 
98 Pa. 551; Ross v. Palmer, 4 Pa. 
517. But, ‘see "Pankey ‘v. Peo; ‘27211! 
80 (holding that the liability of a 
constable for taking illegal fees for 
the service of process was entirely 
civil and that the charge of perjury 
could not be predicated upon false 
swearing before a grand jury inquir- 
ing into the acts of the constable for 
the taking of illegal fees as a crimi- 
nal and indictable offense). 

11. Mevay v. Edmiston, 1 Rawle 
(Pa.) 457; Com. v. Evans, 13 Serg. & 
R. (Pa.) 426. 

12. Ross v. Palmer, 4 Pa. 517; Ply- 
v. Allison, 113 Tenn. 500, 82 SW 
475. 
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common law although not subject to the penalty.* 

[§ 37] 38. Elements of Cause of Action—a. In- 
tent. Statutes imposing a penalty where an of- 
ficer ‘‘takes,’’ ‘‘receives or takes,’’ ‘‘demands or 
receives’’ fees not authorized by law make the gist 
of the offense depend upon the taking without the 
necessity of proof of an evil or corrupt intent.'4 
On the other hand where the statute employs such 
words as ‘willfully takes,’’ ‘‘willfully and cor- 
ruptly takes,’’ ‘‘knowingly takes,’’ ‘‘unlawfully 
takes’’ or states that the officer shall have been 
‘“‘onilty of extortion,’’ it is held essential that a 
corrupt intent is present.1° Under statutes dispens- 
ing with the necessity of an evil or corrupt intent,1° 
an agreement by the party injured furnishes no jus- 
tification for doing what the law forbids,!” nor is 
it a defense that defendant acted under a mistake 
or ignorance of the law,'® or in good faith,!® or un- 
der direction of a state officer,?® or under the au- 
thority of an execution,?! or without claim of per- 
sonal benefit or gain,?? or that if the officer had in- 
eluded certain other legitimate fees to which he was 
entitled, his charges would have amounted to as 
much or more.?® But it has been held that it is a 
good defense that the taking was in ignorance of 
the material fact constituting the illegality.2+ Al- 
though an intent is necessary,?° it has been held that 
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it is not essential that the taking by the officer 
should be for his own use and benefit.2° Where it 
is essential that defendant shall have acted will- 
fully and corruptly, he must have acted knowingly,** 
and this is likewise true where the statute pun- 
ishes one who shall knowingly demand more or 
greater sums than are authorized,?* the word “iow: 
ingly’? being used in the sense of intentionally.?® 
Hence a penalty cannot be recovered where the of- 
ficer has acted under an honest mistake,?° or ignor- 
ance of the law,*! although as to the latter there is 
contrary authority. 32 Where it is regarded as es- 
sential that the act be done with knowledge of its 
illegality, a uniform and universal custom among 
officers in the county upon which defendant acted 
in good faith may constitute a defense,?? although 
it has been held to the contrary that the practice of 
other officers is not a defense, although a corrupt 
intent is an element of the cause of action.** 

[§ 38] b. Character of Defendant. As in the 
case of criminal prosecutions,*> in the absence of 
restriction in the statute,°° any officer or person 
occupying an official or quasi-official position may be 
liable for the penalty provided.?* Some statutes are 
restricted in their operations to particular classes 
of officers,?® for example, to officers who have a right 
to charge fees for their services.*? <A salaried official 


13. Shattuck v. Woods, 
(Mass.) 171; Com. v. 


ih NEMS 
Dennie, Thach. 


Cr. (Mass.) 165; Com. v. Saulsbury, 
152. Pa. 554, 25 A 610; Garber v. 
Conner, 98 Pa, 551. 

14. Mont.—Leggatt  v. Piideae 


16 Mont. 205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498. 


Nebr.—Cobbey v. Burks, 11 Nebr. 
157, 8 NW 386, 38 AmR 364, 

N. J.—Tanner vy. Croxall, 17 N. J. 
L. 332. 

N. Y.—Willett v. Devoy, 170 App. 


Div. 203, 155 NYS 920; McIntyre v. 
Trumbull, 7 Johns. 35. 

Or.—Jackson y. Siglin, 10 Or. 93. 

Pa.—Muller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 
248; Aechternacht v. Watmough, 8 
Waits & S. 162; Coates v. Wallace, 17 
Sere. & R. 75; Prior v. Craig, 5 Serg. 
& R. 44; Wilson Vv. Barrett, 24 Pa. 
Super. 68. 

S. C.—Dean v. Todd, 49 S. C. 461, 
27 SH 471. 

Tenn.—Plyley v. Allison, 113 Tenn. 
500, 82 SW 475; Marr y. Murphy, 5 
Tenn. Clws JA. 159 (although evil in- 
tent was proved as a fact in this 
case). 

Eng.—Steele v. Williams, 8 Exch. 
625, 155 Reprint 1502. 

isp epAla Ween, ide, iiteAla., 1126, 
20 S 410. 

Colo.—State Bank v. Brennan, 7 
Colo. A. 427, 48 P 1050. 

Mass.—Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 
261, 87 NE 686; Runnells v. Fletcher, 
15 Mass. 525. 

Mo.—Maguire vy. State Sav. Assoc., 
62 Mo. 344. 


Tex.—Millar v. Douglass, 42 Tex. 
288; Hays v. Stewart, 8 Tex. 308. 
Vt.—Crawford v. Joslyn, 83 Vt. 


361, 76 A 108, AnnCasl1912A 428; 
Haynes v. Hall, 37 Vt. 20; Johnson 
vy. Burnham, 22 Vt. 639; Henry v. 


Tilson, 17 Vt. 479. 

N. S.—Aikens v. Simpson, 45 N. S. 
368, 18 CanCrCas 99. 

Ont.—Parsons v. Crabbe, 31 U. C. 


CeeBs bil: 

16. See supra note 14. 

17. Coates v. Wallace, 17 Serg. & 
RaGaa)) wo. 

18. Leggatt v. Prideaux, 16 Mont. 


205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498; Jackson 
v. Siglin, 10 Or. 93; Coates v. Wal- 
lace, 17 Serge. & R. (Pa.) 75. 

[a] Reason for the frule.—‘This 
principle is applicable and with irre- 
sistible force to the case of an offi- 
eer selected for his capacity, and in 
whom ignorance is unpardonable. 


The very acceptance of the office car- 
ries with it an assertion of a suffi- 
cient share of intelligence to enable 
the party to follow a guide provided 
for him, with an unusual attention 
to clearness and precision. On any 
other principle, a conviction would 
seldom take place, even in cases of 
the most flagrant abuse.” Coates v. 
Wallace? 1 (Sere. & Rs (Ras) TH; Si: 

Ignorance of law as a defense gen- 
erally see Criminal Law § 52. 

19, Plyley ove Allisony 113 
500, 82 SW 475. 

20. Plyley v. Allison, 113 Tenn. 
500, 82 SW 475. 

21.) Rinsley~ ve Kirby, 8US...C4 1133 

22. Willett v. Devoy, 170 App. 
Div. 203, 155 NYS 920; Steele v. Wil- 
liams, 8 Exch. 625, 155 Reprint 1502. 

23. Turner v. Blount, 49 Ark. 361, 
5 SW 589. 

24. Bowman v. Blyth, 7 HE. & B. 
26, 90 ECL 26, 119 Reprint 1158. 

[a] Distinguished from mistake 
of law.—‘A distinction should be 
made when the act sought, to be pun- 
ished arises from a mistake of fact, 
rather than from a mistake of law. 
‘One who, while careful and circum- 
spect, is led into a mistake of fact, 
and doing what would be in no way 
reprehensible were they what he sup- 
posed them to ke, commits what, un- 
der the real facts, is a violation of 
a criminal statute, is guilty of no 
crimes"  Peot va Monks 9 Utahe 35, 
36,028 be labs 

{b] Belief as to number of sure- 
ties —A clerk to justices who de- 
mands and receives a fee for the tak- 
ing of recognizances, as for a princi- 
pal and two sureties, there being in 
fact only one surety, is not guilty of 
an offense or liable to a forfeiture 
under statute 26 Geo. II c 14 § 2, if 
he actually believed that there were 
two sureties. Bowman y. Blyth, 7 E. 
& B. 26, 90 ECL 26, 119 Reprint 1158. 

Mistake of fact as a defense gen- 
erally see Criminal Law §8§ 53, 54. 


Tenn. 


25. See supra note 15. 
Mee Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746, 


27. Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 261, 
87 NE 686; Haynes v. Hall, 37 Vt. 
20; Henry v. Tilson, 17 Vt. 479. 

28. Millar v. Douglass, 42 Tex. 
288, 290. 

29. Crawford v. Joslyn, oe Vt. 361, 
76 A 108, AnnCasl912A 42 

30. Hays v. Stewart, 8 Tex, 358. 


31. 
[a] 


Heys v. Stewart, 8 Tex. 358. 
Knowledge of law presumed. 


—‘We think it is equally clear that 


if he acted under any misapprehen- 
sion or mistake the burthen of proof 
was on him to show it. This is but 
reasonable, since the party is pre- 
sumed to know the law.” Fowler wv. 
Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9, 26. 

eS as Lee v. Lide, 111 Ala. 126, 20S 
“ 33. Crawford v. Joslyn, 83 Vt. 361, 
76 A 108, AnnCas1912A 428; Haynes 


Ve gall, SWON tb 120; 

34. Shattuck v. Woods, 1 Pick. 
eng) 171; Lincoln y. Shaw, 17 
Mass. 410. 

35. oa supra § 4. 


See statutory provisions, 

See cases infra this note. 

Persons held liable.—(i) Al- 
dermen. Henrich v. Venter, 1 Pa. 
Cas. 256, 1 A 598: (2). ‘Attorneys. 
Tanner va. Croxall2L7 oN: desk. 3323 
Waters v. Whittemore, 22 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 593; Adams v. Savage, Holt. 
179, 90 Reprint 997; Troy’s Case, 1 
Mod. 5, 86 Reprint 686. (3) Bailiffs. 
Stotesbury v. Smith, 2 Burr. 924, 97 


[a] 


Reprint 635, (4) Clerks of court. 
Lydieck v. Palmquist, 31 Nebr. 300, 
NW 918. (5) Constables. Lan- 


caster v. Hill, 136 Ga. 405, 71 SE 731, 
AnnCas1912C 272; as v. New- 
land, 1 Hill ‘ Tinsley v. 
KarbD ye) Sipe wer JaBe (6) County sur- 
veyors. Turner vy. Blount, 49 Ark. 
361,° SSW 589) Haysacy. Stewart, 8 
Tex. 358: (7) Judges and magis- 
trates. Dean v. Todd, 49 S. C. 461, 
27 SE 471. 
Levy v. Inglish, 4 Ark. 65. (9) Sher- 
iffs. Overholtzer v. McMichael, 10 
Pa. 139; Empson v. Bathurst, Hutt. 
52, 123 Reprint 1095; Randal v. Keite, 
1 Keb. 878, 83 Reprint 1293; Peshall 
v. Layton, 2 T. R. 712, 100 Reprint 
383. (10) Tax collectors. Maguire 
v. State Sav. Assoc., 62 Mo. 344; 
Crawford v. Joslyn, 83 Vt. $61, 76 A 
108, AnnCas1912A 428. 

38. -See statutory provisions; and 


| Scammon vy. Tilton, 23 N. H. 434. 


[a] Collectors of resident taxes 
are within the scope of a section re- 
ferring in terms to all collectors of 
taxes, even though the section is 
part of a statute, the other sections 
of which relate to collectors of non- 
resident taxes only. Scammon vy. 
Tilton, 23 N. H. 434. 

39. Garber v. Conner, 98 Pa. 551. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


(8) Justices of the peace. - 


§§ 38-43] 


is amenable to the law, as well as an official who 
himself takes the fees.*° 

[§ 39] ¢. Taking or Extortion—(1) Color of 
Office or Right. As in the case of criminal prosecu- 
tions,*? it is as a general rule regarded as an essen- 
tial to the liability for the statutory penalty that 
the act constituting the alleged extortion be done 
under color of office or official right.42 The sum al- 
leged to have been extorted must have been de- 
manded as a fee for some official duty,*? and must 
have been demanded of a person liable therefor.*4 
Fees voluntarily paid by a person not liable, al- 
though improperly and unjustly taken, are not 
obtained by color of office.4® While it has been held 
that a penalty cannot be imposed against one who 
takes fees for services rendered while he is in office 
after his office has expired,‘® there is also authority 
to the contrary.*7 

[§ 40] (2) Duress or Compulsion. An action 
for penalty cannot as a rule be maintained where 
the payment was voluntary upon the part of plain- 
tiff,4s although it has been held that the voluntary 
character of the payment is immaterial when the 
penalty is imposed upon any officer ‘‘who shall re- 
ceive’? any fee not specifically provided for by 
law.*® Where the other elements of the offense, 
official capacity of defendant, and a taking under 
eolor of office have been proved, the payment, al- 
though made without protest, is generally held to be 
under constraint, and voluntary payment not ayail- 
able as a defense.°° 

[§ 41] (8) Services for Which No Fee Pro- 
vided. Where the statute imposes a penalty for the 
taking of fees for compensation for official services 
other than as allowed by law, it is in some juris- 
dictions held that a penalty may be imposed where 
compensation is taken for services for which no 
compensation is expressly provided,>! although in 


40. Willett v. Devoy, 170 App. 
Div: 203, 155 NYS' 920. 

41. See supra § 9. 43. 

42. Bristow v. Sullivan, 6 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 143; Ming v. Truett, 1 Mont. 
322; Wilcox v. Bowers, 386 N. H. 372; | 516. 
James v. Wilson, 7 Tex. 230. [a] 

[a] Attorney’s professional fees. 
—“‘However attorneys might be re- 
garded, while engaged in court, tax- 
ing and receiving fees for themselves 
in bills of costs, filed and allowed. 
as the foundations of judgments ren- 
dered, there can be no well founded 
pretence for considering them to be 
acting in the capacity of public offi- 
cers, while charging and _ receiving 
compensation in their offices, for 
services rendered ty them for their 


services than 


having 


for his services. 
INE? 65163 


clients, in matters preliminary to | 210. 
proceedings before some judicial [a] - ti 
tribunal. The charge of an attorney | sued by a clerk against “E.; 


for his services in making and in-|pay]” 
dorsing a writ and filling out the 
summons, is manifestly not one of 
those ‘fees to be received by public 
officers for their official services,’| Marshall v. 
which it was the intention of the | 341. 
Legislature to limit and define by the 45. 
enactment under consideration.” 
Wilcox v. Bowers, 36 N. H. 372, 379. 46. 

[b] Judge’s fees for legal serv-| W. (Pa.) 183. 
ices.— Action was brought to recover 
fees and a penalty from a probate | 293. 
judge on the claim that they were 48. 
jllezally demanded and received by BAP 
him for hearing proofs and executing 
deeds. Defendant claimed that they 
were received as attorney fees. “If 
appellant received these fees as at- 
torney fees, and it was unlawful for 
him to receive an attorney fee in 49. 
the case, still this would not amount 
to extortion, and this action would 
not lie, for he would not demand 50. 
and receive such fees under the color 
of office. An action for money had 


148 App. Div. 
mem]; 


Bank, 83 Tex. 


EXTORTION : 


and received might apply.” 
Truett, 1° Mont. 322, 326. 

Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 261, 51. 
87 NE 686; Runnells v. Fletcher, 15 


ute prescribing a penalty for taking 
and demanding any greater fee for 
is allowed by 
magistrate cannot be 
demanded an 

reason of the fact that he has, in 
taxing a bill of costs, included a fee 53. 
which another claimed as due to him 
Fox v. Whitney, 33 54. 


44. Marshal v. 2 
(Ky.) 341; Dunlap y. Curtis, 10 Mass. 55. 


Rule applied—A fee bill is-| 56. 


did not authorize 
upon B, nor subject the clerk to a 
penalty at the suit of B, the services 
for E having been actually rendered. 
Byram, 


Dunlap v. Curtis, 


Gallagher v. Neal, 
47. Jackman v. Bentley, 


Wilcox v. Bowers, 
Keener v. Kidd, 71 Misc. 
130 NYS 207 [rev on other grounds 
925, 132 
Hirshfield v. 
452, 
AmSR 660, 15 LRA 639. 59. 

Leggatt v. Prideaux, 16 Mont. | § 35. 
205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498; Marr v. 60. 
Murphy, 5 Tenn. Civ. A. 159. 
Leggatt v. Prideaux, 16 Mont. 
205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498; Marr v. 61. 
Murphy, 5 Tenn. Civ. A. 159; Steele 


[25C.J.] 245 


other jurisdictions, a contrary view is held.52 Some 
statutes contain an express prohibition of all un- 
specified fees.°? In some states, however, statutes 
prescribing fixed fees for certain enumerated serv- 
ices and providing a penalty for taking more than 
the fixed amount for performance of those sery- 
ices have been construed as not undertaking to 
enumerate every act of service for which an officer 
may be entitled to compensation, and that there may 
be extraordinary services not expressly provided for 
in the fee bill for which he may be entitled to a 
reasonable compensation.®* Jn other states there are 
express statutory provisions of a general nature to 
the effect that officers who perform services for 
which no fee is especially allowed by statute are 
entitled to a reasonable compensation.®> Some stat- 
utes, while not fixing compensation for a particular 
service by express provisions, have been construed 
as assuming that there was some recognized sum 
allowed by law for that service,®* and it has been 
held in such eases that the amount is to be deter- 
mined by usage or custom.®? It has been held in 
such eases that an officer is not guilty of extortion 
unless he takes a fee which he knows to be unrea- 
sonable.5§ 

[§ 42] (4) Charges for Services Not Performed. 
Where the statute provides a penalty where the of- 
ficer demands and receives any greater fees for any 
of the services specified than are allowed by statute, 
a strict construction of the statute 5° prevents the 
imposition of a penalty where the officer has in fact 
performed no services, although he has exacted a 
fee.°° But a contrary conclusion has been reached 
under a statute imposing a forfeiture upon any of- 
figer making improper charges for official services.°4 

[§ 43] (5) Fees Greater than Allowed. By ex- 
press terms of the statute a penalty is ordinarily im- 
posed for the taking of fees greater in amount than 


Ming v. Toe 8 Exch. 625, 155 Reprint 


& Bristow v. Sullivan, 6 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 148; Shattuck v. Woods, 1 Pick. 


Mass. 525; Fox v. Whitney, 33 N. H.| (Mass.) 171; O’Shea v. Kavanaugh, 
65 Nebr. 639, 91 NW 578; Courier 
For example.—Under a stat-| Printing, etc., Co. v. Leese, 65 Nebr. 


581, 91 NW 357; Simmons vy. Kelly, 
33 Pa. 190; Irwin v. Northumberland 
law, a|}|County, 1 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 505; Hen- 
regarded as|ning v. Martin, 13 Pa. Super. 540. 
illegal fee by 52. Musback v. Schaefer, 115 Wis. 
357, 91 NW 966. 
Preston v. Bacon, 4 Conn. 471; 
Simmons vy. Kelly, 33 Pa. 190. 
Chenault v. Walker, 15 Ala. 
ee Walker. Vv. Elam, «2 NG seg eos: 
23 


Tilsonswineliae wae 


Martin v. Bell, 6 M. & S. 220, 
ms Reprint 1225, 1 Stark. 413, 2 ECL 
160. 

57. Martin v. Bell, 6 M. & S. 220, 
108 Reprint 1225, 1 Stark. 413, 2 ECL 
160. 


(Ky.) {a] Allowance determined by 

practice. — “The table of fees pre- 
10 Mass.| scribed by stat. 32 G. 2 c 28, s 12, 
does not apply to the sheriff’s fee 
3 Penr. &|for an arrest; and if he take a 
greater fee than by law allowed, debt 


Byram, 1 Bibb 
Henry  v. 


479 


[B. to 
a distress 


1 Bibb 


10 Mo.| lies on the statute for the penalty 
of 50 L., and the evidence of what 
36 N. H.|the law allows is, what, upon taxa- 


321,/tion by the Master, it is the prac- 
tice to allow.’ Martin v. Bell, 6 M. 
NYS 1134/& S. 220, 105 Reprint 1225, 1. Stark. 
Eit,.-Worthe Nat.s)'413, 0 2..CL,. 160, 

18 SW 743, 29 58. Henry v. Tilson, 17 Vt. 479. 
Strict construction see supra 


Shattuck v. Woods, 1 Pick. 
(Mass.) 171; Hays v. Stewart, 8 Tex. 


858, 
Dean v. Todd, 49 S. C. 461, 27 
SHE 471. 


246 [250.J.] 


provided by law.®? A penalty imposed for receiving 
higher fees than allowed cannot be recovered where 
only the legal fee has been exacted for the protest 
of the note, although the protest was premature.® 
[§ 44] (6) Receipt of Fees before Due. The 
statutes frequently impose a penalty for the receipt 
of a fee before it is due.** Under such a statute 
the penalty may be imposed, although no more is 
taken than will in probability soon be due.® It is 
equally criminal for a publie officer to refuse to per- 
form a publie duty until paid.®* Statutes, relating 
to this offense, which contain no provision prohibit- 
ing the collection of a lawful fee before it is due 
have been construed not to alter the common law in 
this particular.®7 
[§ 45] 4. Acts of Deputy or Agent. An officer 
is liable for a penalty incurred by the official mis- 
conduct of his deputy.®® Nor is it necessary to show 
that the officer has recognized or adopted the acts 
of his deputy in order to fix his lability therefor, 
provided the acts are performed in the line of the 
agent’s official duty,®® and it is no objection that the 
act is of a criminal nature, for which the deputy 
might be prosecuted criminally.7° But illegal acts 
by a deputy outside the line of his official duty, if 
subsequently ratified by the officer, make the officer 
liable in extortion.”1 Ratification, however, to be 
available in a suit against the officer must be shown 
to have been made with knowledge of the facts,’? 
and before the suit was brought.7? The liability 
attaches even though the money, taken by the agent, 
has not been paid over to his principal." 

[§ 46] 5. Election of Remedies. The party ag- 
grieved may have an election between an action upon 


62. See statutory provisions; and|cers [29 Cyc 1425]. 


Lydick v. Palmquist, 31 Nebr. 300, 
47 NW 918. 

63. Hirshfield v. Ft. Worth Nat. 
, 88 Tex. 452, 
AmSR 660, 15 LRA 6389. 

64. See statutory provisions; and 
Levy v. Inglish, 4 Ark. D. 

65. Levy v. Inglish, 4 Ark. 65. 

66. Levy v. Inglish, 4 Ark. 65. 

67. Marr v. Murphy, 5 Tenn. Civ. 78. 


18 SW 743, 29] 76. 
(Pa.) 183, 


639, 91 NW 578. 
Peshall v. 


vAM 159): 712, 100 Reprint 383. 
6g. Ala.—Lee v. Lide, 111 Ala. 
126, 20 S 410. Ala. 746 


N. H.—Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 


oF 
N. Y.—Gorham v. Gale, 7 Cow. 739, 
17 AmD 549; McIntyre v. Trumbull, 
7 Johns. 35. 456. 
Pa.—Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 
248; Overholtzer v. McMichael, 10 Pa. 
139; Jackson v. Purdue, 3 Penr, & W.| 9. 
510. Eng.—Martin v. 
Eng.—Blake v. Newburn, 5 D. & L. | 220, 
601; Peschall v. Layton, 2 T. R. 712, | 2 BCL 160. 


521. 


EXTORTION 


Rocovery back of money paid to, | of the penalty is considered. 
or collected by, sheriff see Sheriffs| fixed and definite as terms can make 
and Constables [385 Cye 1610]. 
Reed vy. Cist, 


Survival generally see Abatement |manded and received; 
and Revival § 406. 
77. O’Shea v. Kavanaugh, 65 Nebr. 


Mass.—Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 


Miss.—State v. Baker, 47 Miss. 88. 
N. H.—Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. [ec] 


105 aaonat 1225, 1 Stark. 413, 


[§§ 43-49 


the statute for a penalty and remedy by an ordinary 
action at law for the recovery of the money paid 
against the officer or the officer and his sureties.”® 

[§ 47] 6. Abatement and Revival. The action, 
being purely personal, and by way of punishment 
does not survive to administrators of the party in- 
jured.*© But where the injured party is a partner- 
ship, the cause of action does not abate by the dis- 
solution of the partnership, but survives to the in- 
dividual members.?7 Where an officer and his agent 
are both liable in an action for a penalty for the 
same extortionate act, and actions are brought 
against both and a verdict obtained in each, the 
proceedings will be stayed in one action on pay- 
ment of the penalty and costs in the other.7® 

[§ 48] B. Form of Action. Debt is the proper 
action at common law to enforce a penal lability 
for extortion unless the statute otherwise provides.*® 

[§ 49] C. Conditions Precedent. By statute in 
some jurisdictions notice to the officer of intention 
to sue must be served before suing out the writ °° 
and failure to give such notice will constitute a 
defense.8! Such a statute has been held not to be 
repealed by subsequent statutes, omitting this re- 
quirement.82 The notice to the officer, required by 
these statutes, need not specify what fees the officer 
was entitled to receive.8* It is sufficient if it states 
substantially plaintiff’s cause of complaint.8+ In 
jurisdictions where notice to the officer must be 
given, the statutory requirement applies only to an 
action for a penalty, and is not extended to an action 
of assumpsit, to- recover back the fees illegally 
taken.®> It is not necessary that an officer who is 
subject to the penalty should be first convicted in a 


on the case is lost, when the nature 
It is as 


it, and there is no discretion as to 
the sum to be recovered. This must 
be four fold the fees illegally de- 
hence it ap- 
pears there is no reason growing out 
of the terms, which require an ac- 
tion on the case instead of debt. It 
is said in 6 Bacon’s Ab. 392, that if 
a penalty be given, but no action for 


7 Serge. & R, 


Dayton, . Zio OR: 


79. Ala.—Spence v. Thompson, 11] the recovery, an action for debt will 


lie. This seems to furnish the gen- 
eral rule, and as there is nothing of 
sufficient. force to indicate that an- 


Mich.—Detroit Sav. Bank v. Zieg-|other form of action was intended, 
ler, 49 Mich. 157, 13 NW 496, 43 AmR| that of debt seems entirely in ac- 


cordance with principle.” Spence v. 
Thompson, 11 Ala. 746, 749. 

Jurisdiction of provincial leg- 
islatures in Canada.—‘‘This action is 
in the nature of a civil action, an 
action for debt, and the procedure 
in such actions is under the exclu- 


Belli Ge Mii&.S- 


100 Reprint 383; Woodgate v. Knatch- 
bull, 2 T. R. 148, 100 Reprint 80; San- 
derson v. Baker, 2 W. Bl. 832, 96 Re- 
print 490. 

69. McIntyre Vv. 
Johns: CN. ¥.)! 35. 

70. McIntyre Vv. Trumbull, 7 
Johnsy “CN. ’Y:); 355° Woodgate’  v. 
ae tee 2 T. R. 148, 100 Reprint 

Criminal liability see supra § 6. 

71. Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9. 

72. Gorham vy. Gale, 7 Cow: (N. 
A) S97 ts AmD 549; 

Knowledge of facts generally see 
Agency §§ 93-98. 

73. Gorham v. Gale, 7 Cow. (N. 
Ye) 739,17 Am'D 649, 
§ ce for ratification see Agency 

74. Jackson v. Purdue, 3 Penr. & 
WeitPat) bosons v. “Perchard;. 2 
Esp. 507. 

75. State v. Baker, 47 Miss. 88. 

Civil actions for recovery of ex- 
cess compensation generally see Offi- 


Trumbull, q 


[a] Universal rule as to remedy. 
—‘It has ever been the rule at com- 
mon law, that if a statute denounces 
a penalty or forfeiture, for the bene- 
fit of a party aggrieved, and pre- 
scribes no remedy, the action of debt, 
grounded on the statute, is the ap- 
propriate and only fit action. 1 Chit. 
Plead., title ‘Debt.’ Adams v. Woods, 
2 Cranch. 336, 2 L. ed. 297.” State 
v. Baker, 47 Miss. 88, 94. 

[b] Debt, not action on the case. 
—‘‘The statute provides that if any 
officer ‘shall demand and receive any 
other or higher fees’ than prescribed, 
‘he shall be liable in damages to the 
party aggrieved for four fold the 
fees so unlawfully demanded and re- 
ceived, to be recovered before any 
court of competent jurisdiction.’ 
[Dig. 238, § 9.] It is supposed the 
terms ‘in damages’ indicate the leg- 
islative will that the action to re- 
cover the penalty shall be case in- 
stead of debt. The entire force of 
the term, as indicating the action 


sive power, and comes within the 
class of subjects exclusively assigned 
to provincial legislatures, namely to 
make laws in relation to procedure 
in civil matters in Courts constituted 
by them. (Vide sub-section 14, sec- 
tions 927, Ba Nay Ars Act 22 Aikens v. 
Simpson, 45 N. S. 368, 370, 18 CanCr 
Cas 99, 101. 

Debt generally see Debt, Action of 
n Ey Oot ccs ite 

80. ches statutory provisions; and 
cases infra notes 81-85. 

81. McConahy  v. 
Watts (Pa.) 491; Coates 
1? -Sereis SaR. «CRA. tbs 
Craig, 5 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 

82. Prior v. Craig, 5 Serge. & R. 
(Pa.) 44. 

83. Coates v. Wallace, 17 Serge. & 
Re Cea med: 

84. McConahy v. Courtney, 7 
Watts (Pa.) 491; Coates v. Wallace, 
17 Serg. & R. (Pa.) TH 

85. Ngee v. Craig, 5 Serg. & R. 
(Pa.) 4 


Courtney, 7 

v. Wallace, 
Prior> Vv. 
44. 


— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 49-53] 


criminal action as a condition precedent to the 
bringing of a civil suit against him to recover the 
penalty.8¢ 

[§ 50} D. Time to Sue and Limitations. Where 
by statute, an action for the recovery of any pen- 
alty must be commenced within a specified limit 
of time, an action to recover a penalty for the 
extortionate act of a public officer comes within the 
terms of the statute, and failure to bring the action 
within the statutory period is a defense.*7 

[§ 51] E. Defenses. Unconstitutionality of the 
statute on which the prosecution is founded is a 
defense.** Failure of the party injured to bring 
the illegal charge to the attention of the court in a 
motion to retax costs is not available to the officer 
as a defense in an action to recover a penalty.®® 
Nor is failure of the party injured to make a de; 
mand for return of the fee illegally charged before 
bringing action, available to the officer as a de- 
fense.°° The mere fact that plaintiff did not inform 
defendant that his fee was excessive is not a de- 
fense.°t Ignorance may constitute a defense where 
the statute requires that the act shall be willful and 
corrupt.®? 

Tender of overcharge. In the absence of statutory 
provision, it is no defense that before the action was 
commenced the officer tendered back to plaintiff the 
amount of the overcharge.®* Nothing less than ten- 
der of the full amount of the penalty is available as 
a defense.°* In some states, by statute, an officer 


86. Ming v. Truett, 1 Mont. 322,|)any discretion as to the amount of | officer. 
, amends that ought to be tenderzd;| maintain the suit. 
87. Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9;| neither the court nor the jury, upon| were paid by these plaintiffs, but by 
the trial of such case, can lessen|the execution debtor by the sale of 


Wheelock v. Sears, 19 Vt. 559. 
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may protect himself from prosecution by tender of 
amends, and the jury is made judge of the suf- 
ficiency of the tender.°> Under a statute so pro- 
viding, it has been held that the defense of tender 
may be available, even though it has not been made 
in a regular manner, provided the other party has 
dispensed with it, either by a previous refusal to 
accept it or by conduct tantamount to a refusal.%¢ 

[§ 52] F. Jurisdiction. In general the amount 
of the penalty sued for determines the jurisdiction 
of the court. If the sum of the charges against an 
officer or the taking of illegal fees amounts to enough 
to give a certain court: jurisdiction, the demand may 
be sued for in that court.°7 Where, however, a stat- 
ute provides that a particular court has jurisdiction 
to determine the correctness of any charge or 
charges for costs in cases pending in that court, the 
amount involved becomes immaterial.°$ In other 
cases jurisdiction is determined by terms of particu- 
lar statutes.°° State courts can entertain suits 
against federal officers for acts done by virtue of - 
their office If the court wrongfully retuses to 
exercise its jurisdiction it may be compelled so to do 
by mandamus.’ 

[§ 53] G. Parties and Persons Entitled to Sue.* 
The statutes generally award the action for the 
penalty to the party injured. In some jurisdictions 
the right of action is given ‘‘to the person whe wii! 
sue for the same.’’ > o 


‘ 


A mere volunteer cannot 
None of the fees 


Limitations of actions generally 
see Limitations of Actions [25 Cyc 
1054]. 

88. Ryan v. Johnson, 5 Cal. 86. 

[a] Fee bills.—Contention that act 
is unconstitutional under a California 
constitution because it deprives de- 
fendant of the right of trial by jury 
and because, while it is an act of a 
general nature, it passes different fee 
bills for separate counties, is not 
available as a defense where the act 
does give trial by jury and is not of 
a general nature, within the meaning 
of the constitution. Ryan v. John- 
SONZHOMC aL wor 

89. O’Shea v. Kavanaugh, 65 Nebr. 
639, 91 NW 578; Tanner vy. Croxall, 
TSN elas oaZs 

90. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746. 

91. Leggatt v. Prideaux, i6 Mont. 
205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498. 

92. Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 
261, 87 NE 686. 

93. Leggatt v. Prideaux, 16 Mont. 
205, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 498; Aikens 
v. Simpson, 45 N. S. 368, 18 CanCr 
asm os 

[a] Reason for rule—‘“The re- 
spondent next argues that a tender 
back, when he discovered his error, 
should relieve him. We cannot agree 
with him. To so hold would be to 
practically nullify the whole object 
of the law by permitting officials who 
violate its provisions to escape the 
consequences by refunding, when 
their extortions were detected, or 
when they believed they were about 
to be detected.’ Leggatt v. Prideaux, 
16 Mont. 205, 209, 40 P 377, 50 AmSR 
498. 

- 94 Turner v. Blount, 49 Ark. 361, 
5 SW 589; McConahy v. Courtney, 7 
Watts (Pa.) 491. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘But where 
a justice of the peace is restrained 
from doing a certain act, as from 
taking fees beyond specified sums for 
certain services, and is made ex- 
pressly liable to the payment of a 
specific sum of money to the party 
aggrieved if he does so, there seems 
+o be no room for the exercise cf 


or make the sum different from what 
the legislature have determined it 
shall be.’”’ McConahy y. Courtney, 7 
Watts (Pa.) 491, 494. 

95. Jackson v. Purdue, 3 Penr. & 
iW. GPa.) 519; 

96. Jackson vy. Purdue, 3 Penr. & 
W. (Pa.) 519. 

97. Jones v. 1 Bilackf. 
Cindy) 32:2: 

Jurisdiction of courts generally 
see Courts §§ 13-177. 

98. State v. Reeves, 44 Fla. 179, 
32 S 814. 

99. See statutory provisions; and 
U. S. v. Carr, 25 EB. Cas.- No: 14;730, 
3 Sawy. 302; In re Marks, 45 Cal. 
199; State v. Lawrence, 45 Mo. 492; 
pee pes v. Courtney, 7 Watts (Pa.) 


Buntin, 


Jurisdiction of action for penalty 
generally see Penalties [30 Cyc 1347]. 

1. American SS. Co. v. Young, 89 
Pawlsen s3ipAmR 748 (i h05seU S41 
26 L. ed. 966]. 

2. State v. Reeves, 44 Fla. 179, 32 
S 814, 

Mandamus generally see Manda- 
mus [26 Cyc 125]. 

3. Parties generally 
[30 Cye 1]. 

4  Ala.—Lee vy. Lide, 111 Ala. 126, 
20 S 410. 

Nebr.—lIler v. Cronin, 34 Nebr. 424, 
51 NW 970. 

Pa.—Evans v. Harney, 17 Pa. 460; 
Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 248. 

S. C.—Tinsley v. Kirby, 8 S. C. 113. 

Tex.—Orton v. Engledow, 8 Tex. 206. 

Vt.—Johnson v. Burnham, 22 Vt. 
639. 

Eng.—Troy’s Case, 1 Mod. 5, &6 
Reprint 686; Woodgate v. Knatchbull, 
2 T. R. 148, 100 Reprint 80. 

fa] Any organization, capable un- 
der the law, of being the owner of 
money, may, through its officers, part 
with its money on the extortionate 
demand of a public official. State v. 
Moore, 1 Ind. 548; Com. y. Ansill, 40 
PalnCo.sb 77. 

{b] ‘Volunteer cannot sue.—‘‘The 
right to sue for the penalty is re- 
stricted to the party who is damaged 
by the taking of illegal fees by an 


see Parties 


her property. True, had the defend- 
ant only charged lawful fees, the 
plaintiffs would have realized a 
larger sum on their execution than 
they did, but it does not appear that 
they have, by reason thereof, sus- 
tained any loss or damage. The judg- 
ment debtor may be abundantly able 
to pay the judgment. There is no 
evidence that she is insolvent or 
that plaintiffs’ claim cannot be col- 
lected on execution.” Iler vy. Cronin, 
34 Nebr. 424, 425, 51 NW 970. 

Parties plaintiff generally see Pen- 
alties [30 Cyc 1347]. 

5. In re Marks, 45 Cal, 199; Fow- 
ler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9. 

[a] Any private citizen may make 
complaint to the district court 
against an officer for extortion in, 
or neglect of, official duties, under 
the act approved March 14, 1853. (il. 
[1853] p 40). In re Marks, 45 Cal. 199. 

b] Cannot be brought by two.— 
“The statute gives the penalty only 
to such individual as shall entitle 
himself to it by first commencing an 
action for its recovery. It was not 
the design of the statute to give 
the penalty and right of action for 
its recovery to two or more individ- 
uals, who should be copartners for 
other lawful purposes, nor to such 
as should associate themselves to- 
gether and for a copartnership, or 
a combination or alliance, for the 
prosecution of an individual for the 
recovery of a penalty alleged to be 
incurred. If the statute might be 
regarded as giving the right of ac- 
tion to two persons Suing as a part- 
nership, or to two persons who might 
see fit to commence a joint action, 
so, upon the same rule of construc- 
tion, the action might be commenced 
in behalf of many individuals;—of 
ten, fifty; ‘or a hundred, or of a 
greater number. By the most ob- 
vious construction of the language 
of the act, the right of action, as 
we think, is limited to the individual 
who shall first, in good faith, com- 
mence and prosecute the action, and 
to him alone.” Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 
ING FEDS 90276 
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[§ 54] H. Process. A statutory requirement 
that a minute be made upon the writ of the day, 
month, and year when it was signed, must be ob- 
served.’ 

[§ 55] I. Pleading—i1. In General. As in 
other actions for the recovery of penalties,® the com- 
plaint in petition must state the statutory require- 
ments with the same degree of certainty as is re- 
quired in an indictment in a criminal ease ® and will 
be construed with the same strictness.?° 

Joinder of counts. Counts for several penalties 
under different statutory provisions may be joined in 
the same action, and counts,in debt for the statute 
penalties may be joined with one for money had and 
received where the entire recovery goes to the party 
agerieved.!? 

[§ 56] 2. Right to Sue. Under statutes pro- 
viding a penalty for extortionate acts to be recoy- 
ered by the party injured, an allegation that plain- 
tiff is the party injured is necessary.1* But an al- 
legation in the exact phrasing of the statute is not 
necessary. An allegation of facts showing the plain- 
tiff to be the party injured is sufficient.14 

Avoidance of limitations. Where, by statute, an 
action for the recovery of a penalty must be com- 
menced within a limit of time, although it is usual 
to aver that the offense by which the penalty was 
ineurred was committed within such time, such al- 
legation is not necessary.’® 

[§ 57] 3. Character of Services. An allegation 
of the services for which fees were charged is 
necessary 1° in terms bringing the rendition of the 
services within the statutory definition,!’ and with 
sufficient certainty to enable the court to conclude 
from facts stated whether or not the compensation 
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received was other than that authorized or per- 
mitted by law.18 So where it is a statutory essential 
it must be alleged that the sum extorted was de- 
manded as a fee for some official duty.1® If the ac- 
tion is to recover the penalty tor taking fees for 
services for which no fees are allowed by law, it is 
sufficient to aver that they were taken for services 
not allowed to be compensated for, without specify- 
ing the services for which they were demanded.?° 

[§ 58] 4. Amount and Excessiveness of Charge. 
The amount taken must be specificaily alleged.?+ 
It is not sufficient to allege generally that defend- 
ant took a certain sum, or that he took more than 
was due, but an allegation should be made of what 
he ought to have taken and what was the excess.?? 
But where the fee fixed by law is not certain and 
unchangeable by circumstances, it is necessary to 
allege not merely the amount taken, but also the 
facts by which its legality can be ascertained.?* 

[§ 59] 5. Intent. Where the statute provides 
a penalty for the charging for services not actually 


- performed, it is not necessary that it be averred that 


the charges were knowingly or willfully made.*4 

[§ 60] 6. Aider by Verdict. Where the de- 
mand is defectively set out but there is sufficient 
to show a good title it may be cured by verdict,?® 
but a verdict will not cure a bad title.2 So declara- 
tions have been held sufficient after verdict which in 
an untechnical manner alleged that the fees received 
exceeded the legal fees,?* or which omitted the items 
of illegal fees taken and merely alleged the items 
of service and the aggregate amount taken,?8 or 
stated the circumstances and the amount but did not 
allege the illegal fee and the excess charged,?? or 


merely alleged that for levying and collecting a cer- - 


6. Process generally see Process; Aechternacht v. Watmough, 8 Watts] with illegally demanding and receiy- 
[32 Cye 412]. & S. (Pa.) 162; Orton v. Engledow, | ing for fees higher and other recom- 


7, Wheelock v. Sears, 19 Vt. 559.) 8 Tex. 206. 
8. See Penalties [30 Cyc 1352]. 


17. Mitchell v. Wheeler, 20 Colo.| well as 


pense than that allowed by law, as 
specifying the aggregate 


9. Redus v. Blucher, (Tex. Civ.| A. 159, 77 P 361; Orton v. Engledow,|sum so illegally received. This would 


A.) 207 SW 613. 13 8 Tex. 206. 
{a] For example. — A _ petition [a] 


be sufficient in an action for ex- 


For services not compensated | tortion, as the statement of the sum 


against a county surveyor, under | for by law.—A declaration alleging | taken renders the allegation certain 


Rev. St. (1911) art 3915, to recover | the taking of illegal fees for services | and specific. 
times | not compensated for by law has been | 2471, 98 Reprint 295”). 
amount of excessive fees charged, | held not to state an offense under a 


statutory penalty of four 


defining 


Davy v. Baker, 4 Burr. 
23. Usher v. Walters, 4 Q. B. 553, 


must allege that application under | statute 


Vernon’s Sayles Civ. St. Annot. (1914) 
art 5904c, for survey, was made to 
the surveyor in the proper county, 
and that the land surveyed was Ssit- 
uated in such county. Redus_v. 
Blucher, (Tex. Civ. A.) 207 SW 
613. 

{[b] Fee received by whom. — A 
declaration which omitted to state 
who received the illegal fee has been 
held to be fatally defective. Stilson 
v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521. 

10. Redus v. Blucher, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 207. SW 613. 

11. Wrightup v. Greenacre, 10 Q. 
Bi59) HCE 1) 116 Reprintel: 

Joinder of offenses or penalties see 
Penalties [30 Cyc 1356]. 

12. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746. 

13. Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 248. 

14. Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 248. 

[a] Party making payment.—‘It 
is a mistake of fact to allege that 
the declaration ‘does not set forth 
that the. plaintiff is the party in- 
jured.’ It appears that he was the 
grantee in the deed which was re- 
corded; that he was the person for 
whose benefit the service was tren- 
dered; that he was the party liable 
for the legal fees, and that re was 
the person who paid the sum illegally 
taken. He is, therefore, ‘the party 
injured’” Miller v. Lockwood, 17 
Pa. 248, 252. 

15. Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9. 

16. Ross v. Palmer, 4 Pa. 517; 


charging of a greater fee than that 
provided by statute, or the charging, 
demanding, or taking a fee for a 
service not rendered. Mitchell v. 
Wheeler, 20 Colo. A. 159, 77 P 361. 

[b] “For services herein men- 
tioned.”—Under a statute making it 
an essential ingredient of the offense 
that the illegal fees should be taken 
“for any of the services herein men- 
tioned,” a declaration which does not 
allege the fees to have been received 
or any of the services mentioned in 
the act is fatally defective. Orton v. 
Engledow, 8 Tex. 206. 

18. Aechternacht v. Watmough, 8 
Watts & S. (Pa.) 162. 
: oe Runnells v. Fletcher, 15 Mass. 
PAS 

20. Overholtzer v. McMichael, 10 
Pavey Looe 

21. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746; Mitchell v. Wheeler, (Colo. A.) 
77 P 361; Livermore v. Boswell, 4 
Pie 437; Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 

22. Ashby v. Harries, 5 Dowl. P. 
Gi 4742) 62) WE. "& SW. CTS Berton =v 
Lawrence, 5 Exch. 816, 155 Reprint 
357. But see Spence v. Thompson, 11 
Ala. 746, 750 (“The object of plead- 
ing is to advise the party what he 
is required to answer, and when; 
if this is sufficiently done, and a 
legal cause of action is exhibited, a 
declaration is good. Here, the counts 
substantially pursue the terms of the 
statute, as the defendant is charged 


extortion as the|45 MCL 553, 114 Reprint 1007. 


[a] Ascertainment of legal amount. 
—Plaintiff declared in debt against 
the sheriff, alleging that defend- 
ant, had, ine-executing a fi. fa: 
against plaintiff, levied a sum of 
money named, including sums named 
severally for expenses and landlord’s. 
rent; and that, contrary to the form 
of the statutes, he took of plaintiff 
more consideration and recompense 
than by the statutes there were al- 
lowed only, &c., naming the several 
sums, being at the rates severally 
named for poundage, for the war- 
rant, for execution of the warrant, for 
the man left in possession during 
the time named, for the sale, and for 
the certain certificate therecf, the 
excess being 41. 7s. 9d... whereby 
and by force of the statute, and an 
action accrued to plaintiff to de- 
mand, &c., treble such excess. Held 
on special demurrer, that this dec- 
laration was bad for not showing 
how the several sums which could 
legally be taken were fixed, and of 
what items the excess was made up. 
Usher v. Walters, 4 Q. B. 553, 45 ECL 
553, 114 Reprint 1007. 

24. Tanner vy. Groxall, 17 N. J... 


Baa 
oe Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 
wooo" Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 


27. Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521. 
28. Henry v. Tilson, 17 Vt. 479. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


29. Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 248.. 
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tain sum defendant received a certain amount 
greater than allowed by law.*° In an action to re- 
cover a penalty for the receipt of illegal fees for 
service of execution, the failure of the declaration 
to state from what court execution issued or to what 
court it was returnable is cured by verdict where 
the declaration states the parties and the date of 
the execution so that the charges may be pleadable 
in bar to another action for the same extortion.*1 
A declaration which contains no allegation that any 
person received any fees for the service of an 
execution is not cured by verdict.®? 

[§ 61] J. Issues, Proof, and Variance. Proof 
that extortionate fees were taken from a person 
other than the person alleged to be the party in- 
jured will not support a conviction.2? A variance 
between allegation and proof as to material facts 
or circumstances surrounding the extortionate act is 
fatal.3+ But a variance as to some immaterial fact 
is not fatal.°> A variance between allegation and 
proof as to the amount of money taken is not 
material,*¢ 

[§ 62] K. Evidence. Under the rules applic- 
able to the recovery of penalties generally,?7 one 
seeking to recover a penalty has the burden of show- 
ing facts entitling him thereto.*8 In those jurisdic- 
tions in which a corrupt intent is essential to im- 
pose liability for a penalty ®® the burden of estab- 
lishing such intent is upon plaintiff;*° and where 
it must be shown that defendant acted willfully and 
corruptly, it must be shown that he knew of a stat- 
utory provision for compensation.44 Where, how- 
ever, the intent is not an element of the cause of 
action,*? the burden does not rest upon plaintiff to 
prove a corrupt intent.4® The burden is upon de- 
fendant to show that he acted under a mistake or a 
misapprehension of fact,‘ so where good faith is 
regarded as a defense ** it must be established by 


30, Livermore v. Boswell, 4 Mass. ea 686. 
437. a 
31. Livermore v. Boswell, 4 Mass. | —There 
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Fee for marriage certificate. 
is no conclusive presump- 
437. tion that a justice of the peace 52. 
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defendant.4® Where the motive, belief, or intention 
of defendant is in issue he may be allowed to tes- 
tify directly as to it.47 Evidence showing an unau- 
thorized taking of fees by an officer after receiving 
notice of claim of illegality and his refusal to make 
amends is sufficient to show a willful taking under 
the statute.4§ 

[§ 63] L. Questions of Law and Fact. In juris- 
dictions where it is held that evil intent is in issue 
as an element of the offense, it is a question of fact 
for the jury to determine whether defendant was 
acting willfully and corruptly, or innocently and 
fairly, under the circumstances disclosed by the evi- 
dence.*® But under a statute making the taking of 
an illegal fee the gist of the offense, it is reversible 
error for the court to submit to the jury the ques- 
tion of whether or not the law had been violated 
where the illegal charge is proved by plaintiff and 
admitted by defendant.®° 

[§ 64] M. Judgment and Amount of Recov- 
ery.°! Under a statute giving treble damages for 
extortion, it has been held that plaintiff was entitled 
to three times the full amount of damages found by 
the jury, and not merely to the damages found by 
the jury plus treble costs.°2 Where a public officer 
makes out a fee bill containing several illegal 
charges, he is liable to only one penalty and not a 
separate penalty for each item.°* <A statute making 
an officer lable if he ‘‘shall charge’ in his bill of 
costs for services not done, ete.,’’ is construed to be 
in affirmance of this rule.°4 

[§ 65] N. New Trial and Arrest of Judgment.55 
A motion in arrest of judgment will be sustained 
because of essential allegations affecting plaintiff’s 
title to his action °° such as a failure to allege that 
anyone received the fees.57 But judgment will not 
be arrested when the defect is not in the title but 
in the form of declaring it.5% 


51. Judgment in actions for pen- 
alties generally see Penalties [30 


Cye 1350]. 
Buckle v. Bewes, 4 B. & C. 


32. Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521. 

33. Bristow v. Sullivan, 6 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 148; Shattuck v. Woods, 1 
Pick. (Mass.) 171; Lincoln v. Shaw, 
17 Mass. 410. 

34. Jackman v. Bentley,10 Mo.293. 

35. Jackman v. Bentley,10 Mo. 293. 

36. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746; Fowler vy. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9; 
Overholtzer v. McMichael, 10 Pa. 139. 
. [aj Reason for rule.—‘‘The whole 
penalty was incurred if anything 
more was taken than was allowed by 
the statute. It is not a case where the 
penalty is graduated according to the 
amount of the excess received above 
the lawful sum, as in the case of 
usury, where the true sum should be 
stated.. The averment here stated a 
sum to which the defendant was en- 
titled, and the taking of a larger 
sum, and therefore stated a perfect 
cause of action. The proof showed 
that the defendant was entitled to 
a larger sum than that to which 
he was alleged to be entitled, and 
also that he demanded and received 
a larger sum than that to which he 
was in fact entitled. The material 
matter to be averred and proved was, 
that the defendant received of the 
plaintiffs a greater amount of fees 
than by law he was entitled to_re- 
ceive.” Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9, 
23: 

37. See Penalties [30 Cyc 1557]. 

38. Burden of proof in civil ac- 
tions generally see Evidence §§ 13-— 
24 


39. See supra § 37. 

40.. Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 261, 
87 NE_ 686. 

41, Vogel vy. Brown, 201 Mass. 261- 


knows the provision of R. L. c 204, 
§ 26, prescribing one dollar and twen- 
ty-five cents as the legal fee for 
solemnizing and certifying a mar- 
riage, and, although a trial judge 
in deciding a case on an agreed state- 
ment of facts might be justified in 
inferring such knowledge from the 
fact of the holding of the office, such 
an inference would be one of fact 
which he is at liberty not to draw. 
Vogel v. Brown, 201 Mass. 261, 87 NE 
686. 


42. See supra § 37. 

43. Wilson v. Barrett, 24 Pa. 
Super. 68. 

44, Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9; 
Bowman v. Blyth, 7 E. & B. 26, 90 
ECL 26, 119 Reprint 1158. 

45. See supra § 37. 

46. Triplett v. Munter, 50 Cal. 644. 

47. Crawford v. Joslyn, 83 Vt. 361, 
76.A 108, AnnCasi912A 428. 

4g. Aikens v. Simpson, 45 N. S. 
868, 18 CanCrCas 99. 

49. Hurd v. Atkins, 1 Colo. A. 449, 
29 P 528. 

{a] Intentional neglect.—Although 
the record shows neglect on_ part 
of the clerk of the court in crediting 
upon his fee book, to the account of 
plaintiff, all moneys received in pay- 
ment of costs, the questions whether 
the errors were intentional and 
through a system of practice in- 
dulged for the purpose of wrongfully 
oppressing plaintiff, and extorting 
money from him, were proper ques- 
tions to be submitted for the con- 
sideration of the jury. Hurd v. At- 
kins, 1 Colo. A. 449, 29 P 528. 

50. Wilson v. Barrett, 24 Pa. 


‘Super. 68. 


154, 107 Reprint 1016. 

53. Bristow v. Sullivan, 6 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 143; Lydick v. Palmquist, 31 
Nebr. 300, 47 NW 918; Tanner v. 
Croxall, 1% NaI. Lh. 332: 

54. Tanner v. Croxall, 17 N. J. L. 
332, 334. 

55. New trial in actions for pen- 
ose generally see Penalties [30 Cyc 

56. Aechternacht v. Watmough, 8 
Watts & S. (Pa.) 162; Orton v. En- 
gledow, 8 Tex. 206. 

57. Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521. 

58. Moor v. Boswell, 5 Mass. 306; 
Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521. 

{a] Particular services not stated. 
—A failure to aver for what particu- 
lar services fees were taken is not 
ground for arrest of judgment, where 
it sufficiently appears that the de- 
mand for the penalty is for exces- 
sive fees for services provided for 
in the statute, and where there is 
an averment that the fees were will- 
fully and corruptly taken. Moor v. 
Boswell, 5 Mass. 306. 

[b] Received as fees.—‘‘The ob- 
jections to the declaration in this 
case are, that no person whatever is 
alleged to have received any fees for 
the service of the execution, and that 
the money supposed to be paid by the 
plaintiff is not alleged to have been 
paid on that account. This last ob- 
jection may be cured by the verdict, 


for it is a defective and untechnical 


manner of alleging that two dollars 
and twenty-five cents were received 
for fees in serving the execution, 
which sum exceeded the legal fees 
by one dollar and thirty-six cents. 
But the first objection is fatal, no 
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[§ 66] O. Appeal and Error.5® The verdict of 
the jury on issues of fact is final where there is suf- 
ficient evidence in the case to support it.®° 


*EX TOTA MATERIA EMERGAT RESOLU- 
TIO.1 

EXTRA.2 Literally ‘‘Without,’’ or ‘‘outside 
of.’’? A Latin preposition, occurring in many legal 
phrases. In its simple form, it has been but lately 
admitted in English dictionaries; but its compound 
use is ancient.® ‘‘Extraordinary’’ gives a familiar 
instance of its use.® 

As a noun. Something beyond,’ in addition to,$ 
or in excess of what is due,® usual,t° or necessary ;14 
something in addition to what is due, expected, or 
‘customary;?? an added charge or fee;1* something 
done or furnished in addition to, or in excess of, the 
requirement of a contract;!* something outside of or 
in addition to that exacted by a contract;'° labor or 
materials not called for by the original contract;*¢ 
something not required in the performance of a con- 
tLACU+0 
' As an adjective. Beyond, or greater than, what 
is due, usual, expected, or necessary;!*° being over 
and above what is required, due, expected, or 
usual;1® more than what is usual, or than what is 
due, appointed, or expected ;?° additional ;*! extraor- 
dinary ;22 supernumerary ;2° supplementary,”* as, ex- 
tra pay or work.?> 

Extra allowance. An extra allowance is not al- 
ways included within the term ‘‘costs,’’ but is a sum 
in addition to costs.26 It is sometimes described as 
a ‘‘further sum.’’ 27 


person whatever being charged with 


EXTORTION—EXTRA 


3864, 374, 167 SW 219, 223]. 


[§§ 66-67 


[§ 67] BP. Costs.*1 Under some statutes, in ad- 
dition to treble damages, plaintiff is entitled to his 
costs.®? ; 


Extra brakeman. One who has no regular employ- 
ment, but takes the place of a regular employee when 
off duty.?8 

Extra compensation. A compensation in addition 

to, in excess of, or larger than the compensation 
prescribed by Jaw or settled by contract;?® compen- 
sation in addition to that allowed by law or con- 
tract ;?° one the payee is not entitled by law to de- 
mand, nor the payer obliged to pay.*+ Extra com- 
pensation is such not merely for being greater or less 
than the contract, but properly because it is outside 
the contract.22 As applied to public officers, the 
term refers to an additional payment for services 
performed.?* 
. Extra conductor. In railroad parlance, the posi- 
tion in which a man is called upon to act in the 
capacity of conductor, without haying continuous 
employment as such conductor.*+ 

Extra good ore. The words as used in a mining 
contract do not refer merely to the quality of the 
ore, but require a quantity sufficient to justify min- 
ing. 

Extra judicium. Out of court.*® 

Extra poles. Poles used in constructing a double 
line of wires for carrying an electric current.*? 

Extra regnum. Out of the kingdom.%8 

Extra services. As applied to services of officers, 
services incident to their offices for which compen- 
sation is not provided by law.°® 


{a] “Extra for steam heat.”—A 
lease by which the lessee agreed to 
pay extra fog steam heat, at a certain 
rate per foot of radiating surface, 
means in addition to the rent re- 
served in the lease. Library Bureau 
v. Lothrop Pub. Co., 180 Mass. 372, 


extortion.” Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 14. Fullerton 3 Des Moines, 
521, 522. (Iowa) 115 NW 607, 611. 

59. Review of question of fact 15.. Chicago Lumber, etc., Co. v. 
generally see Appeal and Error Begs 132 Iowa 282, 109 NW 780, 
$§ 2830-2877. . 
eo: Hurd v. Atkins, 1 Colo. A. 449, 16. Casgrain . Milwaukee, 81 
29 P 528. Wis. 113, 51 NW 88, 89. { 

61. Costs generally see Costs 15 17. Fullerton v. Des Moines, 
Cra Diet. ' (Iowa) 115 NW 607, 6i1. ‘ 

62. Tyte v. Glode, 7 T. R. 267, 101 18. Webster Int. D. [quot Dis. op. 
Reprint 968. Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 

1. A maxim meaning “The ex-| 364, 374, 167 SW 219]. , 
planation, construction or resolution 19. Standard D. [quot Dis. op. 
should arise out of the whole sub-| Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 
ject matter.” Adams Gloss. [cit | 364, 167 SW 219]. ‘ 
Wingate Max. p 68]. 20. Century D. [quot Dis. op. 

{a] Applied in: In re Lincoln Col- Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 
lege Case, 3 Coke pp 58a, 59b, 76 Re-| 364, 374, 167 SW_ 219]. 
print 764. 21. Century OD.; Standard D.; 

2. Extra: Webster D. [all quot Dis. op. Dallas 


Baggage see Carriers § 1570. 

Fare see Carriers § 1111. 

Session or term see Courts §§ 245— 
255; Statutes [36 Cyc 850, 944]. 
8. Carpenter v. State, 39 Wis. 271, 


284. 

4 Black L. D.; Carpenter v. State, 
39 Wis. 271, 284. 

5. Carpenter v. State, 39 Wis. 271, 
284, 

6. Carpenter v. State, 39 Wis. 271, 
284. 

7. Fullerton v. Des Moines, (Iowa) 
115 NW 607, 611 

8. Fullerton v. Des Moines, (Iowa) 
115 NW 607, 611. 

9. Fullerton v. Des Moines, (Iowa) 


115 NW 607, 611. 

10. Fullerton v. Des Moines, 
(Iowa) 115 NW 607, 611. 

11. Fullerton Vv. Des Moines, 


(Iowa) 115 NW 607, 611. 

12. Webster Int. D. [quot Dis. op. 
Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 
364, 374, 167 SW 219]. y 

13. Webster Int. D. [quot Dis. op. 
Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 


County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 364, 374, 
167 SW 219}. 

22. Standard D, 
Dallas County v. Lively, 
864, 374, 167 SW 219]. 

23. Webster Int. D. [quot Dis. op. 
Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 
364, 374, 167 SW 219]. 

24. Century D.; Standard D. [both 
quot Dis. op. Dallas County v. Lively, 
106 Tex. 364, 374, 167 SW 219]. 

25. Webster Int. D. [quot Dis. op. 
Dallas County v. Lively, 106 Tex. 
364, 374, 167. SW 219]. 

26. Hascall v. King, 54 App. Div. 


{quot Dis. op. 
106 Tex. 


441, 66. NYS 1112, 1114, 31) °NYCiv 
Page 207. See also Costs §§ 343- 

27. Hascall v. King, 54 App. Div. 
441, 66° NYS 1112) 1114). 8i NYWCiv 
Proc 207. 


28. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Mul- 
finger, 80 SW 499, 26 KyL 3. 

Extra conductor see infra text and 
note 34. 

29. McGovern vy. Mitchell, 78 Conn. 
536, 68 A 488, 441. 


373, 62 NE 380. 

30. Dallas County v. Lively, 106 
Tex. 364, 167 SW 219, 220. 

31. McGovern v. Mitchell, 78 Conn. 
536, 63 A 438, 441. 

32. Carpenter v. State, 39 Wis. 

284 [quot Dallas County v. 
106 Tex. 364, 374, 167 SW 
See also Building and Con- 
struction Contracts §§ 186, 187. 

83. Hammitt v. Gaynor, 144 NYS 
123, 125. See also Officers [29 Cyc 
1324]. 

Extra pay of soldier or sailor see 
Army and Navy § 88 et seq. 

34. Standard L., ete., Ins. Co. v. 
Koen, 11 Tex. Civ. A. 278, 279, 33 
SW 133. 

[a] “Brakeman” compared. — The 
term “extra conductor” is more com- 
prehensive than that of “brakeman.” 
The former includes within its dis- 
tinction such persons as may be en- 
gaged as brakemen, whereas’ the 
latter does not include the former. In 
other words, all extra conductors are, 
in a sense, brakemen, but all brake- 
men are not extra conductors. Stan- 
dard L., etc., Ins. Co. v. Koen, 11 Tex. 
Civ. A. 2738, 33 SW 1338, 137. 

35. Hall v. Chitwood, 106 Mo. A. 
568, 81 SW 208, 209. 

36. Adams Gloss. [cit Thomas v. 
Sorrell, Vaugh. 330, 333, 124 Reprint 
1098]. ‘ 

37. Foster v. Connecticut River 
Transmission Co., 223 Mass. 528, 112 
N22, 228. 

7 orsyth v. Hall, Dra : 
C:) 299" 298, pera 
39. Miami County v. Blake, 21 Ind. 
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words and phrases). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


EXTRA—EXTRADICION 


Extra territorium. Beyond, without the terri- 
tory.4° ; 
Extra work. As used in a contract for the fur- 


nishing of materials and performance of labor, a 


term applicable to labor or materials not called for 
by such contract.*1 

Extra or wild train. A train which is not classi- 
fied on the time-tables, and is required to keep en- 
tirely out of the way of all regular trains of what- 
ever class.?? 

EXTRACT. As a noun, a portion or fragment 
of a writing.** As used in a customs tariff act, any- 
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thing drawn from a substance by heat, solution, dis- 
tillation, or chemical process, as essences, tinctures, 
and the like.4#4 As a verb, as used in mining, the 
term covers the whole work necessary to make mar- 
ketable ore-mining, cleaning, and delivering to mar- 
ket.45 

EXTRACTO. In Spanish law, an extract from a 
document or an abstract of it.4é 

EXTRADICION. In Spanish law, extradition, 
eaves: of an accused to a foreign state for 
trial.47 


32, 34. See 
Cyc 1324]. 

{a] “Extra pilot service.’ — The 
Servia, [1898] P. 36, 48. 

40. Adams Gloss. [cit 1 Erskine 
Inst. tit 2 § 4; 2 Kent Comm. p 407]. 
See also Milne v. Moreton, 6 Binn. 
(Pa.) 349, 358, 6 AmD 466 (where 
the term is gmployed). 

41. Casgrain v. Milwaukee Co., 81 
Wis. 113, 117, 51 NW. 88. See also 
Building and Construction Contracts 
§§ 186, 187. 

[a] “Extra” or “extras” in a con- 
tract for services and materials see 
Russell v. Sa da Bandeira, 13 C. B. 
N. S. 149, 106 ECL 149, 143 Reprint 


59. 

{b] “Additional work”  distin- 
guished.— The distinction between 
“extra work” and “additional work’ 
under a contract is that the former 
is work arising out of, and entirely 
independent of, the contract—some- 


generally Officers [29 


thing not required in its perform- 
ance, the latter being something nec- 
essarily required in the performance 
of the contract, and without which 
it could not be carried out. Shields v. 
New York, 84 App. Div. 502, 505, 82 
NYS 1020. 

{c] “Granting of extra compensa- 
tion.”—Swift v. State, 26 Hun 508, 
510 [rev 89 N. Y. 521]. 

425 Halle veeChicaeo; etc. tk. .Co, 
46 Minn. 439, 442, 49 NW 239. 


43. Black L. D. 
[a] “ranscript” distinguished.— 
14 Pa. 209, 


McCracken vy. Graham, 

44. Sykes v. Magone, 38 Fed. 494, 
497. See also Decoction 18 C. J. p 30; 
and generally Customs Duties § 30. 

[a] Extract of nutgalls is ‘an ar- 
ticle made by grinding nutgalls, di- 
gesting the powder, water, and fil- 


tering to remove impurities, a chemi- 
cal being added as a preservative, 


without working any chemical 
change.” Procter v. U. S., 139 Fed. 
586, 588 


{b] “Flavor” distinguished. — An 
information charging that defendant 
sold in interstate commerce a liquid 
labeled “Flavor of Vanilla,’ which 
did not contain any extract of va- 
nilla, does not state a case of adul- 
teration or misbranding of vanilla 
extract in violation of the Food and 
Drugs Act of June 30, 1906 (34 U.S. 
St. at L. 768 c 3915 § 2), the words 


“extract” and ‘flavor’ not being 
Synonymous term. U.S. v. St. Louis 
Coffee, ete. Mills, 189 Fed. 191, 
193. 


45. Giersa v. Creech, (Mo. A.) 181 
SW 588, 590. See generally Mines 
and Minerals [27 Cye 516]. 

46. Escriche Diccionario. See Ab- 
stract 1C. J. p 164. 

47. Escriche Diccionario and Sup- 
plemento. See Extradition post p 252. 
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Habeas corpus to review extradition. proceedings see 
Habeas Corpus [21 Cyc 293, 328]. 
Limitations of prosecutions against fugitive from jus- 


tice see Criminal Law § 351. 


[§ 1] 


Extradition may be sufficiently defined to 
be the surrender by one state or nation to another 
of an individual accused or convicted of an offense 
outside of its own territory, and within the terri- 


CROSS REFERENCES 


I. DEFINITION 


render.! 


torial jurisdiction of the other, which, being com- 


[§ 2] 


1. Terlinden v. Ames, 184 U. S. 
270, 289, 22 SCt 484, 46 L. ed. 534. 

oi Mons wue Vine Ww.) WS. 149 
Wi S'698; 709; 18 /SCt 1016, 37 Li: ed: 
905. 

“Strictly speaking, ‘transportation,’ 
‘extradition,’ and ‘deportation,’ al- 
though each has the effect of remov- 
ing a person from the country, are 
different things, and have different 
purposes, ‘Transportation’ is by way 
of punishment of one convicted ofan 
offense against the laws of the coun- 
try. ‘Extradition’ is the surrender to 
another country of one accused of an 
offense against its laws, there to be 
tried, and, if found guilty, punished. 
‘Deportation’ is the removal of an 
alien out of the country, simply be- 
cause his presence is deemed incon- 
sistent with the public welfare, and 
without any punishment being im- 
posed or contemplated, either under 
the laws of the country out of which 
he is sent, or under those of the 
country to which he is taken.” 
Gray, J., in Fong Yue Ting v. U. S., 
supra. 

Deportation: 

Under Chinese exclusion 

Aliens §§ 100-116. 
Under immigration laws see Aliens 

§$ 61-66. 

Transportation see Criminal Law 
§ 3194. 

3. U. S—Ex p. Montgomery, 244 
Fed. 967; In re Kopel, 148 Fed. 505; 
We S. Const. art 4.8 2: 

Conn.—Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 
103 A 644, LRA1918E 545. 

Mich.—Malecolmson y. Scott, 56 


laws see 


Per 


| turb 


Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 
No Y¥.—Peoviy. sHyatt,) 272) Nee 
176, 182, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 
60 LRA 774, 17 N. Y. Cr. 79 [aff 188 
U.S: 691,23 ‘SCt. 456,47 Li: ed: 657). 
Okl.—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 
136 P 197, AnnCasl1916A 522. 

“No person can or should be extra- 
dited from one state to another un- 
less the case falls within the con- 
stitutional provision.” Peo. v. Hyatt, 
172 N.Y. 176, 182, 64°,°NE °825,. 92 
AmSR 706, 60 LRA 774, 17 N. Y. Cr. 
79 {aff 188 U. S. 691, 238 SCt 456, 47 
L. ed. 657 (overr in effect In re Fet- 
SES) PNG Gs EID REBUT ES ESO eal Die Shap, 100) 
re Dows, 18 Pa. 37; Matter of Money, 
20 Wash. 509, 72 AmSR 1380, all of 
which held that the constitution 
merely regulated a previously exist- 
ing state right)]. To same effect In 
re Kopel, 148 Fed. 505; Ex p. Owen, 


10 Okl. Cr. 284, 136 P 197, AnnCas 
1916A 522. 
[a] Reason for rule.—“The states- 


men who framed the Constitution 
were fully sensible, that from the 
complex character of the Govern- 
ment, it must fail unless the States 
mutually supported each other and 
the General Government; and that 
nothing would be more likely to dis- 
its peace, and end in discord, 
than permitting an offender against 
the laws of a State, by passing over a 
mathematical line which divides it 
from another, to defy its process, 
and stand ready, under the protection 
of the State, to repeat the offence 
as soon as another opportunity of- 
fered.” Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 


Removal of accused to another federal 
Criminal Law § 614 et seq. 


district see 


petent to try and punish him, demands the sur- 
It must be distinguished from transporta- 
tion and from deportation which also result in the 
removal of a person from the country.? 


II. INTERSTATE EXTRADITION 


A. Foundation and Nature of Right. The 
right of a state to demand the extradition or ren- 
dition by another state of a person who has com- 


mitted an offense against its laws and has there- 
after fled to the other state is founded upon the con- 
stitution of the United States.? It is not dependent 


How. (U. S.) 66, 100, 16 L. ed. 717. 
{b] History.—“The necessity of 
this policy of mutual support, in 
bringing offenders to justice, without 
any exception as to the character and 
nature of the crime, seems to have 
been first recognised and acted on 
by the American cotonies ... as early 
as 1648, by ‘articles of Confedera- 
tion between the plantations under 
the Government of Massachusetts, 
the plantation under the Government 
of New Plymouth, the plantations 
under the Government of Connecti- 
cut, and the Government of New 
Haven, with the plantations in com- 
bination therewith.’ [See 2 Winthrop 
Hist. Mass. DE VIZER 26} oS A owwhem 
the thirteen colonies formed a Con- 
federation for mutual support, a 
similar provision was _ introduced, 
most probably suggested by the ad- 
vantages which the plantations had 
derived from their compact with one 
another. But, as these cotonies had 
then, by the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, become separate and independ- 
ent sovereignties, against which trea- 
son might be comniitted, their com- 
pact is carefully worded, so as to 


; include treason and felony—that is, 


political offences—as well as crimes 
of an inferior grade. It is in the 
following words: ‘If any person, 
guilty of or charged with treason, 
felony, or other high misdemeanor, in 
any State, shall flee from justice, 
and be found in any of the United 
States, he shall, upon demand of the 
Governor or Executive power of the 
State from which he fled, be delivered 
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§§ 2-6] 


on interstate comity, courtesy, or contract, nor is it 
governed by the same principles as are applicable 
to international extradition,® although some authori- 
ties have regarded it as in the nature of a treaty 
stipulation between the states of the Union.® As the 
constitution, however, applies only to fugitives from 
justice * a state may in the exercise of its reserved 
sovereign power provide for the surrender of per- 
sons indictable for crime in another state, but who 
have never fled from it.’ 

[§ 3] B. Statutory Provisions — 1. Federal. 
The provisions of the federal constitution are gen- 
eral only, and the duty of providing by law the 
regulations necessary to carry the provisions into 
execution, devolved upon congress,® which has en- 
acted the necessary legislation.1° This statute has 
been declared constitutional." 

[§ 4] 2. State. Although the United States 
constitution and the acts of congress are part of the 
law of each state,!* states may pass laws in aid of 
the federal statutes,1? which must be complied with 
in so far as they are not inconsistent with the federal 
constitution and statutes,‘* although there are dicta 
in some eases to the effect that all state legislation 
on this subject is unconstitutional.’ 
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[§ 5] C. Authority or Duty to Demand or De- 
liver Persons Accused—l. In General. The duty 
of the governor of a state under the constitution of 
the United States to deliver up a person charged 
with crime in another state upon proper demand by 
the executive authority of the state from which he 
has fled is imperative in every case in which it 
arises. His authority to act is derived from the 
constitution and laws of the United States and is 
not dependent on the existence of any state statute.!7 
The constitutional and statutory provisions will be 
strictly construed and all of the requirements of the 
statute must be respected,!® although a narrow inter- 
pretation will not be adopted in order to permit an 
offender against the laws of one state a permanent 
asylum in the territory of another state.® A fugi- 
tive may not be arrested and delivered up by private 
persons without a warrant from the governor.?° 

[§ 6] 2. Extradition to or from Territories.21 
Although the United States constitution is silent as 
to extradition to or from territories,?? the extradition 
of fugitives from justice to or from a territory as 
well as to or from a state has been upheld by the 
courts under the federal statute 23 or under the laws 
of nations.*4 This federal statute has been held 


up and removed to the State having 


jurisdiction of his offence.’ (Art. 
Conf. art 4].””. Kentucky v. Dennison, 
24 Eowse 1CU. S$.) 66,, LO0;y 6. ed. 
(eles 


[c] Removal proceedings. — (1) 
Extradition proceedings should be 
distinguished from removal of pris- 
oner from one federal district to an- 
other for trial. Beavers v. Henkel, 
ROA Us Se 7a, Soe 4 SOtne05, 48 Deced. 
882. (2) Removal of prisoner for 
trial see Criminal Law § 614 et seq. 

4. . S—Ex p. Montgomery, 244 
Fed. 967; Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298. 

Mass.—In re Op. of Justices, 201 
Mass. 609, 89 NE 174, 24 LRANS 


US 
N. J.—In re Thompson, 85 N. J. 
Eq. 221, 96 A 102: 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 176, 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
Tian lGaNewnyen Gr econ att wl SS US. 
691, 23 SCt 456, 47°L. ed. 657]. 


Pa.—Com. v. Johnston, 12 Pa. Co. 
263. 

Tex.—Ham v. State, 4 Tex. A. 
645. 


5. Biddinger v. New York City Po- 
lice Comr., 245 U. S. 128, 38 SCt 41, 
62 L. ed. 193; Lascelles v. Georgia, 
PASM ES) Sai elses Otn6s 7, o74 Lined, 
549; Knox v. State, 164 Ind. 226, 73 
NE 255, 108 AmSR 291, 3 AnnCas 
539; Peo. v. Cross, 185 N. Y. 536, 32 
NE 246, 31 AmSR 850 [aff_ 64 Hun 
$48, 19 NYS 271]; Ex D. Owen, 10 
Okl. Cr. 284, 136 P 197, AnnCas1916A 
oe othe language [of the federal con- 
stitution] was not used to express 
the law of extradition as usually pre- 
vailing among independent nations, 
but to provide a summary executive 
proceeding by the use of which the 
closely associated states of the 
Union could promptly aid one an- 
other in bringing to trial persons ac- 
cused of crime by preventing their 
finding in one state an asylum 
against the processes of justice of 
another.” Biddinger v. New York 
City Police Comr., 945 U. S. 128, 132, 
38 SCt 41, 62 L. ed. 193. 

International extradition see infra 
§§ 52-112. ; 

6. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
(U. S.) 66, 100, 16 L. ed. T1735 bler 
vy. State, 43 Tex. 197; Coleman _ v. 
State, 53 Tex. Cr. 93, 113 SW ibis 

“As the States of this Union, al- 
though united as one nation for cer- 
tain specified purposes, are yet, so 
far as concerns their internal govern- 
ment, separate sovereignties, inde- 
pendent of each other, it was obvi- 
ously deemed necessary to show, by 


the terms used, that this compact 
was not to be regarded or construed 
as an ordinary treaty for extradition 
between nations altogether independ- 
ent of each other, but was intended 
to embrace political offences against 
the sovereignty of the State, as well 
as all other crimes.’ Kentucky. v. 
Dennison, supra. 

7. Ex p. Hoffstot, 180 Fed. 240 
[aff 218 Us 1S, 665, 31 SCt 222, 54 L. 
ed. 1201]; In re Mokr, 73 Ala. 5038, 
49 AmR 63; State v. Hall, 115 N.C. 
ae 20 SE 729, 44 AmSR 501, 28 LRA 
289. 

S.)elnnes=vi' Tobin, 2405U..S. al27, 
36 SCt 290, 60 L. ed. 562; Ex p. Reg- 
gel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. 
ed. 250; Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 176, 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
V4: LTNY YO SCP 79) Latht 1s88= Ue S:; 
691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]; State 
Vv, Halljsi159N. Ce Sid 2048S 5.729; 
44 AmSR 501, 28 LRA 289; Ex p. 
Innes,. (Tex. Cr.) 173 SW 291, 294 
[quot Cyc]. \ 

9. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
(URS)! 6616" das ed tii, 

10. See U. S. Rev. St. (1874) 
§$ 5278, 52799 DU. S.-St.-at EL. .302. 

11. Prig v. Pennsylvania, 16 Pet. 
CWPES!) 2539; 10" dos veda 10605) Hx. p: 
Morgan, 20 Fed. 298. 

12. Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298. 

13. U. S.—Dennison v. Christian, 
196. Ue Si 637, 25, SCt 795, 49). Lesed. 
630 [aff 72 Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, 
117 AmSR 817]; In re Roberts, 24 
Fed. 132 [aff 116 U.S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 
29 lL. ed. 544]; Ex p. McKean, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 8,848, 3 Hughes 23. 

Ala.—Ex p. State, 73 Ala. 503, 49 
AmR 638. 

Cal.—In re Rosenblat, 51 Cal. 285; 


Ex p. White, 49 Cal. 433. 
Colo.—In re Knowlton, 5 Cr. L. 
Mag. 250. 
Fla.—Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 1 
AmSR 1738. 


Ind.—Robinson y. Flanders, 29 Ind. 


Fa ca Coie v. Hall, 9 Gray 262, 69 
AmD 285; Com. v. Tracy, 5 Mete. 
36. 
saat ae p. Ammons, 34 Oh. St. 518. 
Pa.—Ex p. Butler, 18 AlbLJ 369. 
Tex.—Ex p. Goodman, 79 Tex. Cr. 
67, 182 SW 1120. 
14. U.S.—Innes v. Tobin, 240 U.S. 
127, 36 SCt 290, 60 L. ed. 562. 
Cal.—In re Romaine, 238 Cal. 585. 
Mass.—Com. v. Tracey, 5 Mete. 536. 
Pa.—Com, v. Johnston, 2 Pa. Dist. 
673. 
Tex.—Ex p. Goodman, 79 Tex. Cr. 
67, 182 SW 1120; Ex p. Bergman, 60 
Tex. Cr. 8, 180 SW 174. 


Wash.—Gillis vy. Leekley, 38 Wash. 
156, 80 P 300. 

15. Prigg v. Pennsylvania, 16 Pet. 
(U. S.) 539, 10 L. ed. 1060; Degant 
y. Michael, 2 Ind. 396. 

16. See infra § 28. 

17. U. S.—Roberts v. Reilly, 116 
U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; Ex 
p. Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,968, 3 Mc- 
Lean 121, 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 

Mass.—Opinion of Justices, 201 
Mass. 609, 89 NE 174, 24 LRANS 799. 

IN, Yo" —— Peon veeBradyai6 UNa Youlsion 
Matter of Briscoe, 51 HowPr 422. 

Wash.—Gillis vy. Leekley, 38 Wash. 
156, 80 P 300. 

18. U. S.—Ex p. Hart, 63 Fed. 249, 
Lis COACH 65,5128" TRAY S012 

Mich.—Malcolmson vy. Scott, 56 
Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182. 

Okl._—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 
186 P 197, AnnCasi916A 522. 

Tex.—Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex. Cr. 
51, 95 SW 1077. : 

19. Peo. v. Enright, 112 Misc. 568, 
577, 184 NYS 248. 

“The constitutional provision re- 
garding extradition from one state to 
another was adopted to promote jus- 
tice, to aid the states in enforcing 
their laws, and not to shield malefac- 
tors. The Supreme Court of the 
United States has emphatically an- 
nounced its adherence to the doctrine 
that a faithful and vigorous enforce- 
ment of the provisions relating to 
fugitives from justice is vital to the 
harmony and welfare of the state, 
and that, while a state should take 
care that the rights of its people 
are protected against illegal action, 
both it and the judicial authorities 
throughout the Union should equally 
take care that the provisions of the 
Constitution be not so narrowly in- 
terpreted, as to enable offenders 
against the laws of a state to find a 
permanent asylum in the territory of 
another state.” Peo. vy. Enright, 
supra, 

20. Botts v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 687. 

21. Change from territorial to 
state government see infra § 8. 

22. U. S. Const. art 4°§ 2. 

23. Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 
SES CE 1148. 1292 nine hed: 250-tahxe ps 
Krause, 228 Fed. 547; Ex p. Morgan, 
20: Hed! 298: Wx p. McCarty, 56 .TDex: 
Cr. 209, 119 SW 682, 1338 AmSR 964; 
Clg v. Leekley, 38 Wash. 156, 80 P 
00. 

24. In re Romaine, 23 Cal. 585; 
State v. Loper, 2 Ga. Dec. Pt. II, 33. 
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applicable to Porto Rico 25 but not to Indian reser- 
vations.?° 

[§ 7] 3. Extradition to or from District of Co- 
lumbia. Separate federal statutes have made pro- 
vision for the extradition of fugitives from'the Dis- 
trict of Columbia ?* and to the District of Colum- 
bia.?8 : 

[§ 8] D. Extraditable Offenses. The words of 
the constitution ‘‘treason, felony or other crime’’ 
include every offense made punishable by the law of 
the state in which it was committed, from the high- 
est to the lowest in the grade of offenses,?® including 
misdemeanors °° and statutory ecrimes,*! and includ- 
ing acts which have been made crimes by statute 
since the adoption of the constitution and the pas- 
sage of the federal extradition statute.** Some of 
the cases, however, seem to have held that the term 
‘‘other crime’’ means only indictable offenses of the 
grade of felonies,?* and under the rules adopted by 
the Interstate Extradition Conference of 1877 de- 
mands for the extradition of persons charged with 
petty offenses are not to. be made or honored except 
in special cases under aggravating circumstances.** 
It must be a definite and specific offense *® of a 
strictly criminal public character,°® and not indefi- 
nite,?7 as ‘‘fraudulent appropriation of money.’’ °° 
It is immaterial whether the offense charged is a 
crime under the laws of the state upon which the 
demand is made,®® although there pEe some early 
executive opinions to the contrary.4° Where the 
prisoner has broken his parole and escaped to an- 
other state, the basis of extradition has been held 
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[$§ 6-10 


to be the crime for which he was originally com- 
mitted and not the breaking of his parole.*4 Con- 
spiracy to escape from confinement in a hospital 
for the criminal insane may be an extraditable of- 
fense, where the statute makes an agreement to com- 
mit any act for the perversion or destruction of 
justice or the due administration of the laws a mis- 
demeanor if an overt act beside the agreement is 
done to effect the object.42 The mere transition 
from territorial to state government is insuificient 
of itself to preclude the state from obtaining the 
return of a fugitive by extradition proceedings to 
answer for a crime committed by him against the 
territorial law; to prevent such return it must ap- 
pear that the offense no longer exists in the de- 
manding state.4% 

[§ 9] HE. Persons Who May Be Extradited— 
1. In General. In order that a person may be 
extradited he must fall within the description con- 
tained in the constitutional and statutory provisions 
under which his extradition is sought.44 A person 
may be extradited although he has escaped from 
confinement in a hospital ‘for the insane,* but the 
governor of the asylum state may refuse to sur- 
render as a fugitive from justice one who is a citi- 
zen of that state and who has duly been adjudged a 
lunatie and detained as such in a place designated 
by the court of the asylum state.*6 

[§ 10] 2. Charge of Crime.*? No person is sub- 
ject to extradition until a criminal charge has been 
made against him by regular judicial proceedings 
in the state which demands jurisdiction of him.8 


25. New York v. Bingham, 211 
UWS. 468 29 SCt_ 190; o3nied) °286 
{aff 148 Fed. 505]; Peo. v. Bingham, 
LSOMING Ye. al eAy SUGEN EL widion late aol? 
App. Div. 411, 102 NYS 878]. 

26. Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298. 

27. See U.S. Rev. St. (1874) § 843; 
Act of March 38, 1801 (2 U. S. St. at 


LL. 115); and Hayes vy. Palmer, 21 
App. (D. C.) 450. 
as) Sees U. (Sa Rev. St. (hss) 
§ 1014; and In re Buell, 4 F. Cas. 
ANS: gri02 SPDT. UG: 
U. S.—Lascelles v. Georgia, 


148 *u. S237. 13 SCG 6872.34 -Liated. 
549; Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 
5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Taylor v. 
Taintor, 16 Wall. 366, 21 L. ed. 287; 
Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 
L. ed. 717; Ex p. Graham, 216 Fed. 
813; In re Burke, | 4 F. Cas. No. 2,158; 
In re Leary, 15 §: Cas. No. 8, 162, 10 
Ben 197. 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 

- Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SE 524, 68 AmSR 113. 

Mass.—In re Brown, 112 Mass. 409, 
17 AmR 114. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Cross, 135 N. “Y. 536, 
32 NE 246, 31 AmSR 850 [aff 64 Hun 
348, 19 NYS 271]; Peo. v. Donohue, 84 
ING: Ya 4382 Peo; Ww. Brady,250.eN. Ye 
182; In re Clark, 9 Wend. 212. 

Wis.—State v. Stewart, 60 Wis. 
587, 19 NW 429, 50 AmR 388; In re 
Hooper, 52 Wis. 699, 58 NW 741, 

30. U. S.—Ex p. Reggel, D4 US: 
642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250. 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 

Ind.—Morton vy. Skinner, 48 Ind. 
11235 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182; 
Matter of Heyward, 3 N. Y. Super. 
701, 1 CodeRep 47. 

Oh.—State v. Hudson, 2 OhS&CP 
415-2) OH NIBs it 

Pa.—Com. v. Johnston, 2 Pa. Dist. 
673; Wetzel’s Case, 28 Pa. Co. 379; 
Com. v. Johnston, 12 Pa. Co. 263. 

81. U. S.—Reed v. U. S., 224 Fed. 
378, 140 CCA 64; In re Burke, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 2,158. 


Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 

N. J.—lIn re Fetter, 23 N. J. L. 311, 
57 AmD 382. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 
438; In re Clarke, 9 Wend. 212. 

N. C.—In re Hughes, GIBING (@. bits 
pean sn v. Hare, 36 Pa. Super. 

Vt.—In re Greenough, 31 Vt. 279. 

Wis.—State v. Stewart, 60 Wis. 
587. 19 NW 429, 50 AmR 388. 

32. Inire: sLeary,, 15.8. “Casa No. 
8,162, 10 Ben. 197, 6 AbbNCas (N. Y.) 
43; In re Voorhees, 82 N. J. L. 141. 

383. Mass.—Davis’ Case, 122 Mass. 
é€24; In re Brown, 112 Mass. 409, 17 
AmR 114. 

N J.—In re Voorhees, 32 N. J. L. 
Pa.—Extradition Case, 9 Pa. Co. 27. 
Tex.—Ex Dp. Bergman, 60) Lex. Jer: 

8,130 SW 174. 

Vt.—In re Greenough, 31 Vt. 279. 

34. See Opinion of Atty.-Gen., 28 
Pa. Dist, 1030. 

[a] In Pennsylvania, requisitions 
for extradition in cases of fornica- 


tion and bastardy will neither be 
granted nor honored. Opinion of 
Atty.-Gen., 28 Pa. Dist. ‘1030. 


35. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
(U. S.) 66, 16 L. ed. 717; Ex p. Slau- 
son, 73 Fed. 666; Katyuga v. Cos- 
grove. 67 Nite due 213, 500A 7.9): 
Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 438; Peo. 
Vv. Brady, 56 N.Y. 182. 

36. Ex p. Thaw, 214 Fed. 423 [rev 
on other grounds 235 U. S. 4382, 35 
Sct 187, 59 L. ed. 302]; Matter of 
Cannon, 47 Mich. 481, 11 NW 280; 
In re Tod, 12 S. D. 386, 81 NW 637, 
76 AmSR 616, 47 LRA 566. 

[a] MTlustration.— ‘The absolut- 
ism of extradition power involves 
neither a feasible nor a rational proc- 
ess for forcible return of persons 
escaping from idiocy, infancy, or in- 
sanity guardianship custody.” Ex p. 
Thaw, 214 Fed. 4238, 434 [rev on other 
grounds 235 U.'S. 432, 35 SCt 137, 
59 L. ed. 302]. 

37. Ex p. Slauson, 73 Fed. 666. 
See also infra text and note 49. 


38. Ex p. Slauson, 73 Fed. 666. 
Sufficiency of indictment or affil- 
davit see infra § 25. 
gos Ga.—Johrston v. Riley, 13 Ga. 


go hte Opinion of Judges, 24 AmJur 


Minn.—State vy. Justus, 84 Minn. 
237, 87 NW 770, 55 LRA 325. 

N. J.—Katyuga v. Cosgrove, 67 
Need Ea 21:35" 50 CA. 16793 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182; 
Matter of Hayward, 1 AmLJNS 271. 

40. Opinions of Gov. Seward, 2 
Seward Works 452; Opinion of Gov. 
Dennison in-Lago’s Case, 18 AlbLJ 
at Matter of Gertz, 21 Hawaii 

42. Drew ve Lhaw, 285 U..Sai432, 
35) SCt 51375598 Ty ed. 302 [rev 214 
Fed. 423]. 

43.. Ex .p. McCarty, 56 Tex. Cr; 
209, 119 SW 682, 183 AmSR 964, 

44, Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 
371, 164 CCA 295. See also cases 
infra this and following sections, 

45. Drew v. Thaw, 235 U. S. 432, 
He eile 137, 59 L. ed. 302 [rev 214 Fed. 

23 

46. Opinion of Atty.-Gen., 26 Pa. 
Dist. 477. 

47. Accompanying requisition with 
copy of affidavit or indictment see 
infra § aS 

48. U. S.—In re Strauss, 197 U. S. 
324, 25 Sct 535, 49 L. ed. 774; Rob- 
erts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 Sct 291, 
29 L. ed. 544; Kentucky v. Dennison, 
24 How. 66, 16 L. ed. 717; Hughes v. 
Pflanz, 138 Fed. 980, 71 CCA 234; Ex 
Dp. Morgan, 20 Fed..298; Ex p. "Mc- 
ean 16 F. Cas. Na. 8,848, 3 Hughes 

Cal.—Ex p. White, 49 Cal. 433. 
Ae C.—Depoilly v. Palmer, 28 App. 
Ni ae v. Hufford, 28 Iowa 

Mich.—Peo. Stockwell, 135 Mich. 
341, 97 NW 765. 

Nebr.—Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898; Smith v. State, 21 
Nebr. 5b2, 32 NW 594. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number. 
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§§ 10-12] 


The charge must be of a specific crime and not of 
It is the indictment or affi- 
davit and not the issuing of a warrant which con- 
stitutes the charge against the fugitive.°° 
fense alleged must be a crime by the law of the 
demanding state, not necessarily of the state to 
A person remains 
charged with crime in the meaning of the constitu- 
tional and statutory provision although he has been 
convicted, while the judgment remains unsatisfied,®2 
and after a charge of crime has culminated in a con- 
viction, the record of such conviction is sufficient 
evidence in extradition proceedings, the question of 
the sufficiency of the preliminary affidavits in the 
proceeding in which he was convicted becoming im- 


an indefinite wrong.?? 


which the fugitive has fled.51 


material.5? 


[§ 11] 3. Status as Fugitive from Justice **— 
Necessity. Under the provisions of the federal 


a 


Nev.—In re Waterman, 29 Nev. 288, 
89 P 291, 11 LRANS 424, 13 -AnnCas 
926; Ex p. Lorraine, 16 Nev... 63. 

N. J.—Katyuga v. Cosgrove, 67 
INGA. 1a. 2.13, 50'HAS +679: 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182; 
Peo. v. Brooklyn City Prison, 60 Mise. 
525, 112 NYS 492. 

“In the strictest sense of the term 
a party is charged with crime when 
an affidavit is filed, alleging the com- 
mission of the offense and a warrant 
is issued for his arrest, and this is 
true whether a final trial may or 
may not be had upon such charge.” 
Per Brewer, J., in In re Strauss, 197 
We Se8 240331, 625) SCt 535, 49 L. ed. 


Ex p. Slauson, 73 Fed. 666; 
Smith v. State, 21 Nebr. 552, 32 NW 
594. 

50. Tullis v. Fleming, 69 Ind. 15. 

51. In ‘re Strauss, 126 Fed. 327, 
63 CCA 99; Webb v. York, 79 Fed. 
616, 25 CCA 133; Goodale v. Splain, 
42 App. (D. C.) 235; In re Renshaw, 
(S. D.) 99 -NW 83; Rex v. Galloway, 
2 Alta. Ts, 258. 

52. Hughes v. Pflanz, 138 Fed. 
980, 71 CCA 234. 

53. Hughes v. Pflanz, 138 Fed. 980, 
71 CCA 234. oe 

54. Showing as prerequisite to is- 
suance of warrant see infra § 37. 

55. Tennessee v. Jackson, 36 Fed. 
258, 1 LRA 370; In re Whittington, 34 
Cal. A. 344, 167 P 404; Taft v. Lord, 
92 Conn. 539, 542, 103 A 644, LRA 
545. See also cases infra 
§$§ 12-15. 

“There must be, on the part of the 
person whose return is sought, a de- 
parture from the demanding State 
under such conditions as to consti- 
tute him a fugitive from justice, 
within the meaning of that term as 
it is used in this connection. Other- 
wise his arrest and detention in in- 
terstate extradition proceedings is 
not within the authority und protec- 
tion of the Federal Constitution and 
is unlawful.” Taft v. Lord, supra. 

56. O'Malley v. Quigg, 172 Ind. 
350, 88 NE 611; State v. Hall, 115 
N. C. 811, 20 SE 729, 44 AmSR 501, 
28 LRA 289. 

57. Hyatt v. New York, 188 U.S. 
G90 T1323 SCs 456," FU Lis ed: 657; 
Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103 A 
644, LRA1918E 545. f 

“We have found no case decided by 
this court wherein it has been held 
that the statute covered a case where 
the party was not in the State at the 
time when the act is alleged to have 
been committed. We think the plain 
meaning of the act requires such 
presence, and that it was not in- 
tended to include, as a fugitive from 


the justice of a State, one who had. 


not been in: the State at the time 
when, if ever, the offence was com- 
mitted, and who had not, therefore in 
fact, fled therefrom.’ UHyatt v. New 
York, supra. ; 


[26 GL F.—17) 
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The of- 


Justice’ ’—(1) 


58. U. S.—Ex p. Montgomery, 244 
Fed. 967; Ex p. Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 
12,968, 3 McLean 121. 


Ala.—Ex p. Forbes, (A.) 85 S 590. 
Cal.—In re Thurber, 37 Cal. A. 571, 
174 P 112; Ex p. Shoemaker, 25 Cal. 


A. 551, 144 P 985. 
Conn.—Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 
103 A 644, LRA1I918H 545. 
Ga.—Dawson v. Smith, 103 SE 846. 
IKkan.—State v. Wellman, 102 Kan. 
508, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, Ann 
Cas1918D 1006 [cit Cyc]. 
Nev.—In re Roberson, 38 Nev. 326, 


149 P 182, LRA1915H 691. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 
176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 
TRAY 4, OLTAING Me Cra 79 patie L338 


U. S. 691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]; 
Matter of Mitchell, 4 N. Y. Cr. 596. 

Tenn.—Herbert v. Coleman, 3 Tenn. 
Civ ALS l67 329 [quot! Cye]t 

“No one can be considered a fugi- 
tive from justice and extraditable 
as such who has neither committed 
some crime in the demanding State, 
or therein done some overt act which 
was, and was intended to be, a ma- 
terial step in the accomplishment of 
a crime subsequently consummated 
somewhere. Acts wholly innocent in 
themselves and not intended as a 
step toward the accomplishment of 
a crime, are not acts incurring guilt, 
and cannot be made the basis of a 
charge that the actor, leaving the 
State, flees from justice as there ad- 
ministered.” Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 
539, 544, 103 A 644, LRAI1918H 
545. : 

[a] Mere absence from a state 
wherein a person iS wanted to answer 
to a criminal charge does not render 
him a fugitive from justice. Taft v. 
Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103 A 644, LRA 
1918E 545. . 

{b] Tllustration.—A married man 
who left his wife and three children 
in New York, came to Connecticut to 
secure work, making provision for 
their support, and sent them money 
to pay the expenses of their removal 
to Connecticut, cannot be returned 
to New York to answer a charge of 
abandonment of children as defined 
by the statute of that state, where 
his wife, having come to Connecti- 
cut, quarreled with him and returned 
to New York with the children, after 
which he failed to make provision for 
their support, nurture, or education. 
Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103 A 644, 
LRA1918H 545. 

59. U. S.—Munsey v. Clough, 196 
WeRS. S64, 25 'SCt "282,749 Li ed." 515; 
Hyatt v. New York, 188 U. S. 691, 
23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657; Ex p. Hoff- 
stot, 180 Fed. 240 [aff 218 U. S. 665, 
81 SCt 222, 54 L. ed. 1201]; Tennes- 
see vy. Jackson, 36 Fed. 258, 1 LRA 
370. - 

Ala.—In re Mohr, 73 Ala. 503, 49 
AmR 63. z 
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constitution and statutes enacted in aid thereof, it 
is essential that the person whose return is sought 
should be a fugitive from justice,°> and in the ab- 
sence of a statute requiring him to do so, a governor 
may not surrender one who is charged with crime in, 
but is not an actual fugitive from, another state.5¢ 
[§ 12] b. Meaning of Term ‘‘Fugitive from 
In General. 
fugitive from justice from a given state it is essen- 
tial that the person having been within the demand- 
ing state shall have left it and be within the juris- 
diction of the state from which his return is demand- 
ed,°? and that the person shall have incurred guilt 
before he left the former state and while bodily 
_ present therein.°* If he was only ‘‘constructively’’ in 
a state, committing a crime against it, although not 
personally within its borders, he has not fled from 
it and is not a fugitive from justice.®® The fact that 


To constitute one a 


Cal.—Ex p. 


¥ Shoemaker, 25 Cal. A. 
551, 144 P 985. 


ieee C.—Hayes y. Palmer, 21 App. 
94 Ga Dawson vy. Smith, 103 SE 


Ind.—Hartman vy. Aveline, 63 Ind. 
344, 30 AmR 217 (by statute). 

Iowa.—Jones y. Leonard, 50 Iowa 
106, 32 AmR 116. , 

Kan.—State v. Wellman, 102 Kan. 
503, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, Ann 
Cas1918D 1006. 

Ky.—Ex p. Knowles, 16 KyL 263. 

Nev.—Ex p. Kuhns, 36 Nev. 487, 
137 P 83, 50 LRANS 507. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 .N. “Yi 
176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706; Peo. 
v. McLaughlin, 145 App. Div. 518, 130 
NYS 458; Peo. v. Baker, 142 App. 
Div. 598, 127 NYS 382, 25 Ni VY. Cr: 
498; Peo. v. Chief of Police, 97 Misc. 
254, 162 NYS 845; Matter of Mitchell, 
DONT Yh Crs 5963 

N. C.—State v. Hall, 115 N.C. 811, 
mes 729, 44 AmSR 501, 28 LRA 
con a ee v. Nolze, 34 Oh. St. 
520. 

Pa.—Spevak’s Case, 13 Pa. Co. 148; 
Com. v. Trach, 3 Pa. Co. 65. 

Wyo.—Zulch v. Roach, 23 Wyo. 
335, 151 P 1101; Storey’s Case, $ 
CentrLJ 636. 

“It is clear to our mind that crimes, 
which are not actually, but are only 
constructively committed within the 
jurisdiction of the demanding State 
do not fall within the class of cases 
intended to be embraced by the Con- 
stitution or Act of Congress. Such 
at least is the rule, unless the crimi- 
nal afterwards goes into such State 
and departs from it, thus subjecting 
himself to the sovereignty of its ju- 
risdiction. The reason is, not that 
the jurisdiction to try the crime is 
lacking, but that no one can in any 
sense be alleged to have ‘fled’ from a 
State, into the domain of whose ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction he has never been 
corporally present since the commis- 
sion of the crime. And only this 
class of persons are embraced within 
either the letter or spirit of the Con- 
stitution, the purpose of which was 
to make the extradition of fugitive 
criminals a matter of duty, instead of 


mere comity between the States.” Ex 
p. State, 73 Ala. 503, 512, 49 AmR 
63 


“Tt is difficult to see how one can 
flee who stands still. That there 
must be an actual fleeing we think 
is clearly recognized by the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. The words 
‘who shall flee’ do not include a per- 
son who never was in the country 
from which he is said to have fled. 
.. . He must have been in the state, 
committed the crime, and _ fled.” 
Jones v. Leonard, 50 Iowa 106, 108, 
32 AmR 116. 
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since the date of the alleged crime he has been in 
the state and then left it does not make him a 
fugitive,°° nor is a person a fugitive from justice 
merely because of the fact that he rendered himself 
liable to criminal prosecution in another state.® It is 
not, however, necessary that the criminal shall have 
done within the demanding state every act necessary 
to complete the crime,** but if in the case of a crime 
consisting of several acts or parts, the accused com- 
mits within the state any one of them and departs 
before the happening of other acts authorized or 
contemplated by him, he is a fugitive from the jus- 
It is sufficient that he does an 
overt act which is, and is intended to be, a material 
step toward accomplishing the crime, and then ab- 
sents himself from the state and completes the 
It is not necessary that the flight of the 
fugitive shall have been precipitate.® 


tice of that state.®* 


crime.®* 


60. Farrell v. Hawley, 78 Conn. 
150, 61 A 502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 LRA 
686, 3 AnnCas 874; Peo. v. Hyatt, 
172 N. Y. 176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 
106 [aff 188 U. S. 691, 23 SCt 456, 
47 L. ed. 657]; Regan v. Jessup, 34 
MextiCive 2Ar: T4yil eo Wid Cae 

612) Pattev. Lord; | ‘92: \.Conn:'539, 
103 A 644, LRA1918E 545. 


62. Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103. 


A 644, LRA1918E 545. : 

G3. U. S.—Strassheim v. Daily, 221 
Wa Soe280st SCt 558, 5) vedi: 735; 
Ex p. Montgomery, 244 Fed. 967; Ex 
p. Graham, 216 Fed. 813; In re Cook, 
49 Ired. 833 [aff 146 U. S. $83, 13 
sct 40, 36 L. ed. 934). 

v. Palmer, 21 App. 


Minn.—State v. Gerber, 111 Minn. 
132, 126 NW 482. 

Nev.—In re Roberson, 38 Nev. 326, 
149 P 182, LRA1915E 691. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Gargan, 181 App. 
Div. 410, 168 NYS 1027, 36 N. Y. Cr. 
233; Peo. v. Baker, 142 App. Div. 598, 
AQT MINGIGIS82, 025. Ne ow. Cryi408, 

N. @=-In re Sultan, 115° N.C. 57, 
20 SH 375, 44 AmSR 433, 28 LRA 294. 

Pa.—Simmons v. Com., 5 Binn, 617. 

[a] Applications of this rule have 
been made in cases of (1) conspiracy. 
Ex p. Montgomery, 244 Fed. 967; Peo. 
v. Baker, 142 App. Div. 598, 127 NYS 
$82. (2) Desertion. State v. Gerber, 
111 Minn. 132, 126 NW 482; In re 
Roberson, 38 Nev. 326, 149 P 182, 
LRA1915E 691. (3) False pretenses. 
Strassheim v. Daily, 221 U. S. 280, 
21 St! 558, 65. Lied...’ 7353, x. p. 
Graham, 216 Fed. 813; In re Sultan, 
115 N. C. 57, 20 SE 375, 44 AmSR 
433, 28 LRA 294. (4) Forgery. State 
v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A. 1086, 
67 LRA 946. (5) Gambling house. 
Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. (D..C.) 450. 
(6) Insolvent bank. In re Cook, 49 
Fed. 833 [aff 146 U. S. 183, 13 SCt 
40, 36 I. ed. 984]. (7) Larceny. 
Simmons v. Com., 5 Binn. (Pa.) 617. 

64. Ex p. Forbes, (Ala. A.) 85 S 
590; Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103 
A 644, LRAI1918E 545. i 

fa] For example.— Where peti- 
tioner for habeas corpus who aban- 
doned his wife and family in Michi- 
gan fled in furtherance of the crime 
of abandonment subsequently con- 
summated, it was a flight from jus- 
tice, rendering him liable to return 
to Michigan custody, although he 
/ was not in Michigan at the time 
when he is alleged to have committed 
the crime. Ex p. Forbes, (Ala. A.) 
85 S 590. 

65. Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 103 
A 644, LRA1918B 545. 

66. U.S.—Innes v. Tobin, 240 U.S. 
127, 36 SCt 290,60) L. ed. 562 [aft 
(Tex. Cr.) 173 SW 291]; Bassing v. 
Cady, 208 U. 8.7386, 28 SCt 392, 52 
L. ed. 540, 13 AnnCas 905; Appleyard 
v. Massachusetts, 203 U. S. 222, 


141. 


EXTRADITION 


usual.®? 


SCt 122, 51 L. ed. 161, 7 AnnCas 1073; 
Moyer vy. Nichols, 203 U. S: 221, 27 
SCt 121, 51 L. ed. 160; Pettibone v. 
Nichols, 203 U. S. 192, 27 SCt 111, 

L. ed. 148, 7 AnnCas 1047; Rob- 
erts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 
29 L. ed. 544; Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 
642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Ken- 
tucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 
Teredgoilis Bxipy “thaw wy 2h ned: 
423 [rev on other grounds 235 U. S. 
432.) 35) }SCtE137,450) Led, #30275) Bx 
p. Hoffstot, 180 Fed. 240 [aff 218 U.S. 
665,. 31 SCt 222, 54 L. ed. 1201]; Ex 
p. Pierce, 155:Fed. 663 [aff 210 U..S. 
387, 1282S SCURTIA, 524 dieted, 30113): 
Hughes y. Pflanz, 138 Fed. 980, 71 
CCA 234; In re Bruce, 132-Fed. 390 
{aff 136 Fed. 1022, 69 CCA’ 342]; In 
re Strauss, (126 Med. 327, 63 CCA /99; 
Bruce v. Rayner, 124 Fed. 481, 62 
CCA 501; Eaton v. West Virginia, 91 
Fed. 760, 34 CCA 68; In re. Bloch, 
87 Fed. 981; In re White, 55 Fed. 
54, 5 CCA 29; Ex p. Brown, 28 Fed. 
653; In. re Jackson, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,125, 2 Flipp. 183; Ex p. McKean, 16 
F. Cas. No. 8,848, 3 Hughes 23; Ex p. 
Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,968, 3 Mc- 
Lean 121. 

Cel._—-Ex p. White, 49 Cal. 433. 

Conn.—Taft v. Lord, 92 Conn. 539, 
103 A 644, LRA1918E 545; Farrell v. 
Hawley, 78 Conn. 150, 61 A 502, 112 
AmSR 98, 70 LRA 686, 3 AnnCas 874. 
Pe te C.—Depoilly v. Palmer, 28 App. 

Ga.—Kelly v. Mangum, 145 Ga. 57, 
88 SH 556. 

Ind.—Hartman vy. Aveline, 63 Ind. 
344, 30 AmR 217. But see Degant 
v. Michael, 2 Ind. 396 (apparently 
holding that purpose of escaping 
punishment is essential). 

Ind. T.—Ex p. Dickson, 69 SW 643. 
een ain hoe v. Wise, 126 NW 

Kan.—State v. Wellman, 102 Kan. 
503, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, Ann 
Cas1918D 1006 [cit Cyc]. 

Me.—Opinion of Gov. Fairfield, 24 


AmJur 226. 

Mass.—Duddy’s Case, 219 Mass. 
548, 107 NE 364. 

Minn.—State vy. Gerber, 111 Minn. 


122, 126 NW 482; State v. Bates, 101 
Minn. 303, 112 NW 260; State v. Rich- 
ter, 37 Minn, 436, 85 NW 9. 

Miss.—Ex p. Edwards, 91 Miss. 621, 
44 S 827. 

Mo.—Ex p. Wernhause, 202 Mo. A. 
245, 216 SW 548. 

Nebr.—Dennison vy. Christian, 72 
Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, 117 AmSR 
SLT fafh 196: OS. 16375 s25 SCL 795; 
49 L. ed. 630]. 

Nev.—In re Waterman, 29 Nev. 288, 
Soe 291, 11 LRANS 424, 13 AnnCas 
926. 5 ° 

N. J.—In re Voorhees, 82 N. J. L. 


Nin ¥,—Peo.sve Eyattalvon Nac: 
176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
UTS, AT Na Ye era Giatio LssoeU pais. 
691, 28 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]; Peo. 


co wy 


[§§ 12-18 


[§ 13] (2) Purpose or Motive of Flight. To 
be a fugitive from justice, in the sense of the act 
of congress, it is not necessary that the person 
charged should have left the state in which the 
crime is alleged to have been committed, for the 
purpose of avoiding a prosecution anticipated or 
begun, but simply that, having within a state com- 
mitted a crime against its laws, he has left its juris- 
diction, and is found within the territory of another 
state, when he is sought to be subjected to its crim- 
inal process to answer for his offense.®* 
which induced the departure of the accused person 
from the demanding state is immaterial,®? although 
there is some authority to the effect that eonscious- 
ness of guilt may be a necessary element in proving 
the accused to be a fugitive in a class of crimes 
known to a single locality, not general, or even 
A person may be a fugitive, although he 


The motive 


v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 199 [aff 77 N. Y. 
245]; Peo. v. Benham, 71 Mise. 345, 
128 NYS 610; Peo. v. Gardner, 2 
Johns. 477. 

N. C.—State v.. Hall, 115 N. ©: 811, 
20 SE 729, 44 AmSR 501, 28 LRA 
289; In re Sultan, 115 N. C. 57%, 20 
SE 375, 44 AmSR 433, 28 LRA 294, 

N. D.—Matter of Galbreath, 24 
N. D. 582, 1389 NW 1050. . 

Oh.—Johnson vy. Ammons, 4 CincL 
Bul 189, 6 Oh. Dee. (Reprint) 747, 7 
AmLRec 662. 

Okl.—Ex p. Williams, 10 Okl. Cr. 
344, 1386 P 597, 51 LRANS 668. 

Pa.—Simmons y. Com., 5 Binn. 617; 
Com. v. Hare, 36 Pa. Super. 125; 
Hall’s Case, 6 PaLJ 418. 

See C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 

S. D.—In re Tod, 12 S. D. 386, 81 
NW 6387, 76 AmMSR 616, 47 LRA 566. 

Tex.—Hibler v. State, 43 Tex. 197; 
Ex p. McDaniel, (Cr.) 173. SW i018; 
Regan v. Jessup, 34 Tex: Civ. A. 74, 
77 SW 972; Ex p. Bergman, 60 Tex. 
Cr. 8, 130 SW 174; Coleman vy. State. 
bs) Tex...Cr: 1935) 1133S Welt: 

Wash.—In re Foye, 21 Wash. 250, 
STP 825. 

Wis.-—Ex p. Henke, 177 NW 880. 

Wyo.—Zulch v. Roach, 28 Wyo. 335, 
151 P 1101; Ryan vy. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
SLdS 132 APO be 

67. U.S.—Drew v. Thaw, 235 U.S. 
432, 35 SCt 137, 59 L. ed. 302 [rev 
214 Fed. 4231; Appleyard v. Massa- 
chusetts, 203 U. S. 222, 27 SCt 122, 
51 LL. ed. 161, 7 AnnCas 1073;. Ex “p; 
Hoffstot, 180 Fed. 240 [aff 218 U. S. 
665, 31 SCt 222, 54°. ed..1201): In 
re Bloch, 87 Fed. 981; In re White, 
55. Fed. 54. 5 CCA 29. 

Bene C.—Depoilly v. Palmer, 28 App. 

Ga.—Hart v. Mangum, 146 Ga. 497, 
91 SE 548; Kelly v. Mangum, 145 Ga. 
57, 88 SE 556. 

Minn.—State v. Richter, 37 Minn. 
436, 835 NW 9. 

Miss.—Ex p. Edwards, 91 Miss. 
621, 44 S 827. 

N. C.—In re Sultan, 115 N. C. 57, 
20 SE 375,44 AmSR 433, 28 LRA 294. 

68. Opinion of Atty.-Gen. of Mass. 
in Vinal Case (1890); Peo. v. Hig- 
gins, 109 Mise. 328, 178 NYS 728. 

{a] Dlustration. — Where’ one, 
while a few days in New Jersey, 
married a woman there and immedi- 
ately returned to New York with her, 
and several days later the woman 
had epileptic fits and admitted that 
she and her parents had deceived and 
defrauded the husband as to her 
physical condition, and had fraudu- 
lently sworn in New Jersey as to her 
health in connection with obtaining a 
marriage license, and asked the hus- 
band to take her back to her parents’ 
home in New Jersey, which he did 
after bringing an action in New York 
for annulment of the marriage, re- 
maining in New Jersey only a few 
minutes, the husband: could not be 


_. For later cases. developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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8§ 13-18] 


‘left the state on legitimate business ® or was re- 


turning to his home in another state,? or was in- 
duced to come to the asylum state by fraud.7 

[§ 14] (3) Escape or Violation of Parole. An 
indicted ** or convicted prisoner who escapes 7? may 
be a fugitive from justice. One convicted of a crime 
who has been paroled and violates such parole by 
escape into another state may be extradited there- 
from.** So also one who leaves the state after his 
parol has been revoked and his rearrest ordered,7® 
although he does not flee to the asylum state until 
his term of imprisonment would have ended.7@ 

[§ 15] (4) Effect of Consent or Knowledge of 
Authorities or Complainant. The person may be a 
fugitive from justice although he has left the state 
with knowledge of the state authorities after dis- 
missal of a first indictment.’7 It has. been held that 
one who leaves the state with knowledge and con- 
sent of the complainant is not a fugitive from jus- 
tice,7® but the weight of authority holds that such 
consent does not prevent him from being a fugi- 
tive.?® A person leaving a’state in the custody of 
an officer is not a fugitive.8° One who is turned 
over to the federal court by a state to serve out 
a sentence imposed in that jurisdiction in another 
state may, upon the termination of such sentence, 
be retaken as a fugitive from justice through extra- 
dition proceedings.*! 


considered a “fugitive from justice’ ;SW_ 382. 


when he returned to New York, as- 
suming that leaving his wife in New|SW 3 
Jersey was wife desertion, and a 77. 


EXTRADITION 


76. Aas p. Carroll, (Tex. Cr.) 217 
Bassing v. Cady, 208 U. S. 386, 
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[§ 16] (5) Effect of Punishment in Demanding 
State. One who is not amenable to further pun- 
ishment in the demanding state cannot be extradited 
as a fugitive from justice.®? 

[§ 17] 4. Persons in Custody in Asylum State— 
a. On Criminal Charge. If at the time of the de- 
mand the aceused is held on a criminal charge in 
the state where he is a fugitive, he need not be 
surrendered until after the judgment of that state 
is satisfied.§* But the executive of the asylum state 
may relinquish the prisoner by waiving its juris- 
diction before the fugitive’s arrest,8¢ after his ar- 
rest,®° upon his acquittal,8* or after his conviction 
pending an appeal,®? but not while serving a penal 
sentence,** and by statute in some jurisdictions it is 
specifically provided that if the demanded person is 
in custody upon a judgment of conviction of crime 
he cannot be delivered up until he is legally dis- 
charged therefrom.®® Even if custody of the pris- 
oner has been obtained by requisition he may be 
extradited to another state on the receipt of a 
requisition from that state.°° One who has been ar- 
rested upon a warrant issued by the governor, upon 
demand of the governor of another state, for ex- 
tradition and who is at large on bail is not held 
for crime within the state preventing his extra- 
dition.*! 

[§ 18] b. On Civil Charge. That the accused 


eign state had, under agreement with 
the prosecuting attorney and the per- 
son from whom the property was 
stolen, made restitution and was re- 
leased by consent of the probation 


statutory offense in New Jersey, the 
husband not being conscious of any 
guilt at any time. Peo. v. Higgins, 
109 Mise. 328, 178 NYS 728. 

69. In re White; 55 Fea. 54, 5 CCA 
29; Leonard v. Zweifel, 171 Iowa 522, 
151 NW 1054. . 

70. U. S.—Roberts v. Reilly, 116 
U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544 [aff 
94 Fed. 132]; In re Keller, 36 Fed. 
681; In re Roberts, 24 Fed. 132 [aff 
T1GiwOeS. 80; 6, SCE 291) 729 wi. led: 


544]. 

ee re Hess, 5 Kan. A. 763, 
48 P 596. 

Mass.—Kingsbury’s Case, 106 Mass. 
223. 


Nebr.—Dennison v. Christian, 72 
Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, 117 AmSR 
817 [aff 196 U. S. 687, 25 SCt 795, 
49 L. ed. 630]. 
N. Y.—Adams’ Case, 7 LawRep 386. 
Ni G—In. rey Sultan, 115 (NY C.257, 
20 SE 375, 44 AmSR 433, 28 LRA 294. 
Oh.—Johnson v. Ammons, 6 Oh. 
Dec. (Reprint) 747, 7 AmLRec 662. 
S. C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 


71. Ex p. Brown, 28 Fed. 653. 
72. ecapi dads Ve OEE Sep eae tO. 

MAG.) od Ts . 

Ta. G S.—In re Strauss, 126 Fed. 
327, 63 CCA 99. 

Ind. T.—Ex p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 

1, 69 SW 943. 
ala re Dolan, 101 Mass. 219. 

Nile restate vy. Clough, nL N..H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946, 

N. Y.—In re Hope, 10 NYS 28, 7 

UY a.Cx 406. 
ot D.—In re Renshaw, 18 S. D. 32, 
99 NW 83, 112 AmSR 778; In re Tod, 
12 S. D. 386, 81 NW 637, 76 AmSR 
616, 47 LRA 566. 

Toex.—Ex p. Bergman, 60 Tex. Cr. 
8, 130 SW 174. 

74, U. S.—Hughes v. Pflanz, 138 
Fed. 980, 71 CCA 234. : 

Conn.—Drinkall v. Spiegel, 68 
Conn. 441, 36 A 830, 36 LRA 486. 

Hawaii.—Matter of Gertz, 21 Ha- 

aii 526. 

Bt Ce ore p. Wernhause, 202 Mo. A. 
245, 216 SW 548. 

Okl.—Ex p. Williams, 10 Okl. Cr. 
344, 136 P 597, 51 LRANS 668. 
Pa.—Com. ;v> Sheriff, 38 Pa. Co. 55. 
Woo Wx pw Carroll, (Tex. Cr.) 217 


pee 392, 52 L. ed. 540, 18 AnnCas 


78. In. re Tod, 12'S. D. 386, 81 
NW 637, 76 AmSR 616, 47 LRA 566. 


79. Ind.—Reed v. Carrigan, 129 
NE 8. 
Ilowa.—Leonard v. Zweifel, 171 


Iowa 522, 151 NW 1054. 

Minn.—State v. Wagener, 145 Minn. 
377, 177 NW 346. 

N. D.—Matter of Galbreath, 24 
N. D. 582, 139 NW 1050. 

Wis.—Ex p. Henke, 177 NW 880. 

[a] Reason for rule.—“‘A criminal 
offense is not a mere offense against 
an individual, subject to be con- 
doned by acts of the injured party, 
but it is an offense against a sover- 
eign state, and no individual, even 
though he be the complaining wit- 
ness, has power or authority to con- 
trol the action of the sovereign in 
vindicating its dignity by punishing 
an infraction of its laws.’ Reed v. 
Carrigan, (Ind.) 129 NE 8, 9. 

[b] For example.—A person ac- 
cused of a fraudulent sale of cor- 
porate stock in Michigan cannot es- 
cape extradition by showing that the 
alleged defrauded person was instru- 
mental in sending him beyond the 
boundaries of the state on matters 
concerning the corporation and its 
operations, accused claiming that for 
that reason he was not a fugitive 
from justice. Reed vy. Carrigan, 
(Ind.) 129 NE 8. 

80. In re Whittington, 34 Cal. A. 
344, 167 P 404; In re Maney, 20 Wash. 
509, 55 P 930, 72 AmSR 130: 

[a] For example, one who has 
been voluntarily turned over by au- 
thorities of one state to those of 
another under process of extradition 
to answer to charge of crime in lat- 
ter state is not a fugitive from jus- 
tice from the former state. In re 
Whittington, 34 Cal. A. 344, 167 P 
404. 

81. Peo. v. Benham, 71 Misc. 345, 
128 NYS 610. 

82. Ex p. Wernhause, 202 Mo. A. 


245, 216 SW 548. See Drinkall v. 
Spiegel, 68 Conn. 441, 36 A 830, 36 
LRA 486 (recognizing rule). 


[a] For example, where one ar- 
rested under extradition proceedings 
based on a charge of larceny in a for- 


officer under the laws of the foreign 
state, accused was not a fugitive 
from justice. Ex p. Wernhause, 202 
tMo. A. 245, 216 SW 548. 

83. U. S.—Roberts v. Reilly, 116 


U.S: 80, 6..SCt 291, 29. Tae "edy 544: 
Taylor v. Taintor, 16 Wall. 366, 21 
L. ed. 287. 


Ga.—Kelly v. Mangum, 145 Ga. 57, 
88 SE 556. 

Ind.—Cozart v. Wolf, 185 Ind. 505, 
112 NE 241; Hackney v. Welsh, 107 
Ind. 253, 8 NE 141, 57 AmR 101. 

Kan.—In re Hess, 5 Kan. A. 763, 48 
P 596. 

Mass.—Ex p. Graves, 128 NE 867; 
In re Op. of Justices, 201 Mass. 609, 
89 NE 174, 24 LRANS 799. 

Aes J.—In re Troutman, 24 N.-J. L. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hagan, 34 Misc. 85,. 
69 NYS 475; Matter of Briscoe, 51 
HowPr 422, 3 CentrLJ 604. 
SCTE S a v. Allen, 2 Humphr. 

Tex.—Ex p. McDaniel, (Civ. A.) 
173 SW 1018; Ex p. Hobbs, 32 Tex. 
Cr. 312, 22 SW 1035. 40 AmSR 782. 

84. Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U.S. 80, 
6 SGt- 291, '29 “Li ed. 544. 

85. Hart v. Mangum, 146 Ga. 497, 
91 SE 543; In re Hess, 5 Kan. A. 763, 
48 P 596; Peo. v. Hagan, 34 Misc. 
85, 69 NYS 475. 

Effect upon bail see Bail § 281. 

86. Ex p. Walters, 106 Miss. 439, 


64S 
Ay Hagan, 34 Misc. 85, 


89. See statutory provisions; and 
Carpenter v. Lord, 88 Or. 128, 171 P 
577, LRA1918D 674. 

[a] Person on wparole—A _  con- 
victed person, on parole under a 
judgment, is in “custody,” within 
Lord L. § 1874, providing that one 
in custody upon conviction of crime 
eannot be extradited. Carpenter v. 
Lorde 83) Ort '1287 10i: Petia dae 
1918D 674. 

90. Hackney v. Welsh, 107 Ind. 
263, 8 NH 141, 57: AmR 101; Hx p. 
Innes, (Tex. Cr.) 173 SW 291: 

ya Ex p. Graves, (Mass.) 128 NE 
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is already in éustody on a civil charge in the state 
to which he has fled is no excuse for a refusal by 
the executive of that state to comply with the requi- 
sition of the governor of another state,®? although 
in some jurisdictions the opposite rule of law has 
been laid down by the courts °° or by statute. 

F. Preliminary Detention. 
from justice may by common law be arrested and 
detained by judicial proceedings pending the arrival 
of a demand from the state from which he fled.®® 
He may, however, be detained only for the time 
within which a requisition might reasonably ar- 
rive,°® and there is no obligation to afford him rea- 
sonable opportunity to sue out writ of habeas cor- 
pus.®? This right of detention is now generally dealt 


[§ 19] 


EXTRADITION 


A fugitive 


of court.4 


[§§ 18-19 


stitutional 9® and the conditions of which must be 
| strietly complied with. 
ficer has no authority to arrest without a warrant 
a fugitive from justice from another state,? although 
in some jurisdictions he may do so if he has reason- 
able cause to believe that the fugitive has committed 
a felony,? or if the fugitive happens to be an escap- 
ing felon he may be arrested by a private citizen 
without a warrant and afterward detained by order 
In conformity with the requirements of 
the asylum state as to the issuance of warrants for 
arrest generally,°® 
affidavit for a detention warrant need not contain 
the essentials of the charge.® 
which a warrant is issued must show that accused 


In most jurisdictions an of- 


it has been held that a preliminary 


The complaint on 


with by statutes °* which have been held to be con- | has been legally charged with crime in the demanding 


92. In re Rosenblat, 51 Cal. 285; 
Harriott’s Petitioner, 18 R. I. 12, 25 
A 349. 

93. In re Troutman, 24 N. J. L. 


94, See statutory provisions; and 
Matter of Briscoe, 51 HowPr (N. Y.) 


422. 

95. U. S.—Union “Pac. R.. Co. -v. 
Belek, 211 Fed. 699; Ex p. McKean, 
16 F. Cas. No. 8,848, 3 Hughes 23. 

Ala:—Morrell v. Quarles, 35 Ala. 
544. 

Del.—State v. Buzine, 4 Del. 572. 

Ga.—State v: oper, Ga. Dec. Pt. 
II 33; State v. Howell, R. M. Charlt. 
120. 

Ind.—Hackney v. Welch, i07 Ind. 
Poo. SN 141 bf) Am RY? 10 be 

Mich.—Malcolmsen vy. Scott, 56 
Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 

N. J.—In re Fetter, 23 N. J. L. 311, 
57 AmD 382. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Warden City Prison, 
83 App. Div. 456, 82 NYS 439 [app 
dism 184 N. Y. 560 mem, 76 NE 1103 
mem]; Ex p. Smith, 5 Cow. 273; Peo: 
v. Schenck, 2 Johns. 479; Peo. v. 
Wright, 2 Cai. 213; Matter of Wash- 
burn, 4 Johns. Ch. 106, 8 AmD 548, 4 
Wheel. Cr. 473; Matter of Goodhue, 1 


Wheel. Cr. 427. 
Oh=—Rea, ve Smith, 2 Mandy 193; 
12 Oh. Dee. (Reprint) 398. 


Pa.—In re Dows, 18 Pa. 37; Com. 
vy. Deacon, 10 Serg. & R. 125; Sim- 
mons v. Com., 5 Binn. 617; Com. v. 
@hess;) 21) | Pa. Dist... 5285 \Com: 1y. 
Rhodes, 8 Pa. Dist. 732; Com. v. Baer, 
36 Pa.- Co. 46; Com. v. Wilson, 1 
Phila. 80. 

S. C.—State v. Anderson, 19 S. C. 
L. 327. 

Utah.—Ex p. Romanes, 1 Utah 23. 

Wash.—In, re Maney, 20 Wash. 
509, 55 P 930, 72 AmSR 130.. 

[a] “The denial of the power to 
arrest and detain an offender until 
the demand for his surrender be ac- 
tually made, would, it is manifest, 
render the provision of the consti- 
tution well nigh nugatory. If a per- 
son committing murder, robbery, or 
other high crime in one state, may, 
by crossing a river, or an imaginary 
line, avoid arrest or detention until 
an executive requisition and order 
for his surrender may be obtained, 
the execution of the criminal law 
would be impotent indeed. Sound 
public policy, good faith, a fulfill- 
ment of the requirements of the con- 
stitution, all require that the arrest 
and detention be made of the offend- 
er, wherever he may be found, pre- 
paratory to a demand and surrender.” 
In re Fetter, 23 N: J. L. 311, 317, 57 
AmD 382. 

{b] Federal indictment. — Text 
rule applies where fugitive indicted 
in one federal district flees to an- 
other. Stallings v. Splain, 253 U.S. 
339, 40 SCt 537, 258 Fed. 510. 

96. Del.—State v. Buzine, 4 Del. 
aif 


2. 
Ga.—State. v. Loper, Ga. Dec. Pt. 
INE BRE 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Schenck, 2 Johns. 
479. 
Oh.—Rea v. Smith, 2 Handy 193, 
(Reprint) 398. 
Pa.—Com. v. Chess, 21 Pa. Dist. 
523; In re Bonofilo, 36 Pa. Co. 31. 
Utah.—Ex p. Romanes, 1 Utah 23. 
[a] Detention in one federal dis-. 
trict under arrest without warrant 
for indictment in another remains 
legal only for reasonable time re- 
quired to enable appropriate removal 
proceedings to be instituted. Stall- 


ings v. Splain, 258 Fed. 510 [aff 253 
ie 339, 40 SCt 537, 64 L. ed. 
97. Pettibone v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 


92 27 Sot Malte Su edn al4s\ ag ean i. 
Cas 1047. 

98. See statutory provisions; and: 

U. S.—Ex p. McKean, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 8,848, 3 Hughes 28. 

Cal.—In re Rosenblat, 51 Cal. 285; 
Ex p. Cubreth, 49 Cal. 435; Ex p. 
White, 49 Cal. 4338. 

D. C.—Stallings v. Splain, 49 App. 
38, 258 Bed. 510. 


Fla.—Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 
1 AmSR 173. 
Ga.—Lavina v. State, 63 Ga. 513. 


Boke ee v. Hufford, 28 Iowa 

Mich.— Malcolmson vy. Scott, 56 
Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 

Mo.—State v. Swope, 72 Mo. 399. 

Nebr.—Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898; Smith v. State, 21 
Nebr. 552, 32 NW 594. 

Nev.-—-Ex p. Lorraine, 16 Nev. 68. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Warden City Prison, 
83 App. Div. 456, 82 NYS 439 [app 
dism 184 N. Y. 560 mem, 76 NE 1103 
mem]; Matter of Heyward, 3 N. Y. 
Super. 701, 1 CodeRep 47 [cit Ex p. 
Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,968, 3 Mc- 
Lean 121]; Peo. v. Brooklyn City 
Prison, 60 Misc. 525, 112 NYS 492; 
Peo. v. Flynn, 54 Misc. 7, 105 NYS 
368; Matter of Rutter, 7 AbbPrNS 
67; Matter of Leland, 7 AbbPrNS 64. 

N. C.—State v. Shelton, 79 N. C. 
605; Price v. Graham, 48 N. C. 545. 

Oh.—Rea v. Smith, 12 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 398, 2 Handy 198. 

[a] Person may be arrested in 
District of Columbia on warrant from 
federal district court. Stallings v. 
Splain, 49 App. (D..C.) 38, 258 Fed. 


510. 
99. In re Rosenblat, 51 Cal. 285; 
Ex p. Cobreth, 49 Cal. 435; Ex p. 


White, 49 Cal. 433; Kurtz v. State, 22 
Pla. 36,,.1-AmSR._ 173; Com. .v. Tracy, 
5 Metc. (Mass.) 536; Ex p. Romanes, 
1 Utah 23. 
1. In re Rosenblatt, 51 Cal. 285. 
2. U.S.—Harris vy. Louisville, etc., 


Re Cosy som med a AkG, 
Ala.—Cunningham vy. Baker, 104 

Ala. 160, 16 S 68, 53 AmSR 27. 
Ind.—Simmons v. Vandyke, 138 


Ind. 380, 37 NE 973, 46 AmSR 411, 

26 LRA 338. 

me i won v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 
La.—Wells vy. Johnston, 52 La. 

Ann. 713, 27 S 185. 


Mass.—Scott v. Eldridge, 154 Mass. 
25, 27 NE 677, 12 LRA 379. 
Mich.—Maleolmson y. Scott, 56 
Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 
AOE C.—State v. Shelton, 79 N. C. 


N. Si—Re Dickey, 8 CanCrCas 318. 
Te euaien cg v. McHolme, 8 Ont. Pr. 


[a] Ilustrations. — (1) Arrest 
without warrant on telegraphic re- 
quest of police authority in demand- 
ing state illegal. Cunningham v: 
Baker, 104 Ala. 160, 16 S 68, 53 AmSR 
27; Malcolmson y. Scott, 56 Mich. 
459, 23 NW 166; Re Dickey, (N. S.) 
8 CanCrCas 318; Reg. v. McHolme, 8 
Ont. Pr. 452. (2) Arrest on _ tele- 
graphic request of police authority 
of demanding state with copy of 
warrant and statement that officer 
with papers is on his way is insuffi- 
cient to warrant detention of fugi- 
tive against a petition for habeas 
corpus. Simmons y. Vandyke, 138 
Ind. 380, 37 NE 973, 46 AmSR 411, 
26 LRA 33. (3) Arrest by police- 
man without warrant on request of 
detective who followed fugitive from 


demanding state is illegal. Harris v. 
ieee 6lCs wk. Coy Wonmeneds 


3. Burton v. New York Cent., ete., R. 
Co., 9245 “Ue Sz 815, 38 SCt 1084-62. 
ed. 314. [aff 210 N. Y. 567, 104 NE 
1127 (aff 147 App. Div. 557, 132 NYS 
628)]; Stallings vy. Splain, 253 U.S. 
339, 40 SCt 537; Union Pac. R. Co. v. 
Belek, 211 Fed. 699; State v. Whittle, 
59 S. C. 297, 37 SE 928; State v. Tay- 
lor, 70 Vt. 1, 89 A 447, 67 AmSR 648, 
42 LRA 673. 

4. Com. v. Baer, 36 Pa. Co. 46: 
State v. Anderson,.19 S. C. L. 327. 

5. See Criminal Law § 514 et sea. 

6. Exp. Jones, 82 Tex. Cr. 627, 

100 SW 1110. 
_ [a] A Canadian magistrate hear- 
ing a demand for extradition to an- 
other part of the British Empire un- 
der the Fugitive Offenders Act, 
(44 & 45 Vict. Imp. c 69 [Rev. St. 
(1906) c 1%4]), may legally issue a 
provisional warrant for the appre- 
hension of the fugitive on the sworn 
information of some credible person, 
if in his discretion he sees fit to do 
so; and this, although the informa- 
tion was upon information and be- 
lief only; but if he considers it de- 
sirable or necessary he may require 
the evidence of other witnesses. An 
information under the Fugitive Of- 
fenders Act, Imp., should disclose the 
charge with sufficient certainty to en- 
able the accused to know what he 
is charged with; but an informa- 
tion is not bad on a charge of ob- 
taining money by false pretences in 
that two surnames are used con- 
jointly without any christian names 
to indicate the defrauded party, and 
without indicating whether or not 
the names represent a partnership or 
corporation or merely two individ- 
uals. Rex v. Harrison, 25 B. C. 438, 
29 CanCrCas 420. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


: 


§§ 19-24] 


state.* Although bail may not be given for a pris- 
oner held under a requisition, a statute may provide 
for bail of the accused pending the arrival of a 
requisition.’ 

[§ 20] G. Requisition—1l. Necessity. To pro- 
cure the extradition of a criminal under the stat- 
utes the chief executive of the state from which the 
accused has fled must send a written demand to the 
chief executive of the state where the criminal is 
alleged to be, demanding him as a fugitive from 
justice,® although there is a dictum in an early case 
that the courts. of one state may direct the arrest 
of a felon from another state without the demand 
or the order of the governor of either state.1° Ifa 
prisoner escapes from arrest before being taken from 
the state, or if he becomes a fugitive again after 
he has been delivered to the demanding state,!” the 
governor may issue a second warrant without wait- 
ing for a new requisition. 

[§ 21] 2. Authority and Duty to Make. The 
authority to demand the extradition of fugitives 
from justice is vested by statute in particular of- 
ficers of the jurisdiction from which the accused has 
fled, such as the governor of a state,'* the chief 
justice of the District of Columbia,* and formerly 
the judges of the United States court in the Indian 
Territory.° As such a requisition is an official act 
it may be signed by a person given by statute the 
power of an acting governor during the governor’s 
disability,1® and a requisition which has already 
been made is not affected by a change of governors.1? 


The good faith of the governor in issuing a requisi- 


tion is not a subject of inquiry.1§ 

[§ 22] 3. Application. The application to the 
executive of the state to make requisition for the de- 
livery of a fugitive from justice is usually made by 


7 Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 


EXTRADITION 


16. State v. Justus, 84 Minn. 237, 


[25C.J.] 261 


some person designated by statute,!® but it seems 
that any person may make such application ”° if it is 
made in good faith.21 When the accused is not 
found in the state upon which requisition was made, 
but is ascertained to be in another and different 
state, the governor may issue a second requisition 
upon the original application.?2 

[§ 23] 4. Requisites and Contents—a. In Gen- 
eral. All the elements for extradition must appear 
upon the face of the papers,?* although the requisi- 
tion itself need not recite all the facts if they are 
found in papers which are annexed to it and duly 
certified to be correct.24 The demand or requisition 
must show on its face that the accused was in the 
demanding state at the time when the’ offense 
charged was committed *® and that prosecution has 
been begun in the demanding state before some court 
or magistrate.?® If a crime is apparently set out in 
the indictment, it need not be accompanied by the 
statutes of the demanding state, the presumption 
being that the acts charged constitute an offense 
against the laws of the demanding state.?? It is not 
necessary that an affidavit accompanying the requisi- 
tion papers for the purpose of showing that accused 
was a fugitive should state the facts or elements of 
the crime charged.?® 

[§ 24] b. Accompanying Indictment or Affi- 
davit—(1) Necessity.*? The requisition under the 
federal statute must be accompanied by a copy of an 
indictment found or an affidavit made before a 
magistrate charging the person demanded with hay- 
ing committed a crime,*° which must be duly authen- 
ticated by the governor or chief magistrate of the 
state or territory from which the person has fled.*4 
A requisition unaccompanied by such a paper is no 


Un iSs 17229 SC 605,753 Tuareda385; ig 
AnnCas 1098 [aft 152 Ala. 68, 44 


871, 164 CCA 295; Peo. v. Brooklyn 
City Prison, 60 Misc. 525, 112 NYS 
492; State v. White, 40 Wash. 560, 
82 Pp 907, 2 LRANS 563. 

-[a] For example, where the Stat- 
ute provides that any magistrate 
may isSue a warrant to arrest any 
person found in the state charged 
with any crime committed in any 
other state and liable by the consti- 
tution and laws of the United States 
to be delivered over on the demand 
of the government thereof upon com- 
pliance with stated conditions, one 
of which is the presence of “com- 
plaint on oath setting forth the of- 
fense and such other matters as are 
necessary to bring the case within 
the provisions of the law,’ a war- 
rant for the arrest of a person as a 
fugitive from justice is void, where 
there is no Showing by means of the 
statutory complaint or otherwise of 
under what if any competent official 
action defendant was charged in the 
foreign state with having there com- 
mitted the crime. Reichman v. Har- 
ris, 252 Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295. 

8. State v. Hufford, 23 Iowa 579; 
Peo. v. Curphey, 73 Mise. 200, 132 
NYS 666; Com. v. Rhodes, 8 Pa. Dist. 
R32. 

9. See statutory provisons; and 
Thorp v. Metzger, 77 Wash. 62, 137 
P+ 330. 

10. Morrell v. Quarles, 35 Ala. 544. 

11; x p. Hobbs, 32 Tex. Cr: 312, 
22 SW 1035, 40 AmSR 782. 

12. In re Hughes, 61 N. C. 57. 

Tobe ouConst. art 4 S20 U. Ss. 
Rev. St. (1878) § 5278 [U. S. Comp. 
St: .(1901) p 3597]. 

14. Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. (D. 
C.) 450; Albert & L. Comp. St. p 475 
§ 159; § 843. 

15. Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298; 
Ex p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 481, 69 SW 
943; Ind. T. Annot. St. (1899) p 13 
§ 41. 


87 NW 770, 55 LRA 325; Armstrong. 


v. Van de Vanter, 21 Wash. 682, 59 
a2 HO), 

17, In re Knowlton, (Colo.) 5 Cr. 
L. Mag. 250. 

18. Matter of Thaw, 167 App. Div. 
1104, 152 NYS) 771. 

As controlling issuance of warrant 
see infra § 32. 

1952 USES ReveuSty $502 78e xp: 
McKean, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,848, 3 
Hughes 23; Soloman’s Case, 1 AbbPr 
NS (N. Y.) 347; Peo. v. Wright, 2 
Cai. WONs Y) 2125 Cal, “& Cs Case 390: 

20. Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 74. 

21. Matter of Cannon, 47 Mich. 
481, 11 NW 280; Ex p. Bruchman, 28 
N. D. 358, 148 NW 1052. 

22. Moon v. Butler County, 30 
Kan. 458, 2 P 818. 

23. Ex p. Thaw, 214 Fed. 423; 
Kingsbury’s Case, 106. Mass. 223. 

24, In re White, 45 Fed. 237. 

25. State v. Hufford, 28 Iowa 391; 
Peo. v. Conlin, 15 Mise. 308, 36 NYS 
888; In re Requisitions, 2 Pa. Dist. 
520. 

26. Ex p. White, 49 Cal. 433. 

27. Ala.—State v. Curry, 2 Ala. 
A. 251, 56'S 736. 


Iowa.—Edmunds v. Griffin, 177 
Iowa 389, 156 NW 353. 
Mo.—Ex p. Pelinski, 213 SW 809. 


N. Y.—Peéo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 217 N. Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]; Matter of 
Briscoe, 51 HowPr 431. 

S. D.—In re Renshaw, 18 S. D. 32, 
99 NW 83, 112 AmSR 778. 

Tenn.—Hebert v. Coleman, 3 Tenn. 
Givi AS 316; 

Necessity of submission of copy 
to governor see infra § 30 

28. Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 311, 
eva det Oy : 

29. Necessity of charge of crime 
see supra § 10. 

30. See statutory provisions; and: 

. S—Compton vy. Alabama, 214 


685]; In re Strauss, 197 U.S. 324, a8 


SCt 535, 49 L. ed. 774; Ex p. Hart, 
63 Fed. ZA ALLO CCA, 165, 98 LRA 
801; Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298; 


In re Jackson, 13. F. Cas. No. 7,125, 


2 Flipp. 183. 
Cal.—In re Romaine, 23 Cal. 585. 


Colo.—In re Knowlton, 5 Cr. L. 
Mag. 250. 
Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 


370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 
Del.—State v. Schlemn, 4 Del. 577. 
D. C.—Benson v. Palmer, 31 App. 

561, 17 LRANS 1247; Farr v. Palmer, 

24 App. 234. 

Fla.—Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 1 

AmSR 1738; Ex p. Powell, 20 Fla. 806. 
Ind.—Tullis  v. Fleming, 69 Ind. 

15; Ex p. Pfitzer, 28 Ind. 450. 

gah Botts v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 

Seager Case, 106 Mass. 
Mich.—Malcolmson vy. 

Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 
Minn.—State v. O’Connor, 38 Minn. 

243, 36 NW 462; State v. Richardson, 

34 Minn. 115, 24 NW 354. 
Miss.—Ex p. Devine, 74 Miss. 715, 


22 8S 3. 

Nebr.—Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Yeu1s2; 
Matter of Rutter, 7 AbbPrNS 67; 


Scott, 56 


Soloman’s Case, 1 AbbPrNS 347; In 
re Clark, 9 Wend. 212. 
Oh.—In re Hampton, 2 OhS&CP 


579, 1 OhNP 180. 

Okl.—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. 
136 P 197, AnnCasi1916A: 522. 

Pa.—Com. v. County Prison, 33 Pa. 
Super. 594. 

Tenn.—Hebert v. Coleman, 3 Tenn. 
Civ Al 316: 

Tex.—Ex p. Thornton, 9 Tex. 635, 

Wash.—Thorp v. Metzger, 77 Wash. 
62) 137 330! 

31. See infra § 27. 


Cr. 284, 


262 [25C.5.] 


justification for the arrest of a fugitive.®? 
dictment need not be annexed to the requisition if 
it accompanies it,?* and the mere recital that an 
indictment is annexed is of no avail, there being in 


fact none attached.*4 


Information. Where the mode of procédure in the 
‘demanding state is by information and not by in- 
dictment, it has been held by some of the state 
courts that a copy of an information is a valid 
substitute for a copy of an indictment,*> and there 
are decisions of the United States supreme court 
eontaining language bearing out this view,** but 
there was a contrary holding. in the United States 
circuit court of appeals 7 and in other state courfs,?® 
and in ‘these cases it is held that the information 
eannot be regarded as a substitute for the affidavit 
permitted by statute where it is not verified by 
one haying knowledge of the facts.® 

A preliminary complaint is not considered a valid 
substitute for the affidavit or indictment required 


32. Ex p. Powell, 20 Fla. 806; 
PeniEy, of Rutter, 7 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 
ths 


33. Kingsbury’s Case, 106 Mass. 


223 

34, Ex p. Hart, 63 Fed. 249, 11 
CCA 165, 28 LRA 801. 

35. Mich.—Peo. v. Stockwell, 135 
Mich. 341, 97 NW 765. 

Minn.—State v. Richardson, 34 
Minn. 115, 24 NW 354. 

Nebr.—In re Van Sciever, 42 Nebr. 
7172, 778, 60 NW 1037, 47 AmSR 730. 

Pa.—Com. v. Cooke, 55 Pa. Super. 


435. 

Wis.—In re Hooper, 52 Wis. 699, 
703, 58 NW 741. 

See State v. Hufford, 28 Iowa 391 
(dictum). 

“The intent of that law obviously 
is, that the charge must be made in 
the regular course of judicial pro- 
ceedings, in the form of an informa- 
tion filed by the proper law officer, 
an indictment, or other accusation 
known to the law of the state in 
which the offense is committed.” In 
re Hooper, supra. 

-“Prosecution by information in 
states by which it has been adopted 
is substituted for an inquiry by a 
grand jury and its return of an in- 
dictment, and it is guarded by the 
requirement that every person prose- 
cuted under an information must 
first have been allowed a preliminary 
examination and the further provi- 
sion that the public prosecutor shall 
examine into the matter, and if -he 
‘concludes that a further prosecution 
should be had, he shall prepare the 
information and file it. This, we 
think, constitutes the information 
filed in the higher court a criminal 
pleading of as high a grade and en- 
titled to as much credence as an in- 
dictment.” Per Harrison, J., in In re 
Van Sciever, supra. 

[a] For example, an extradition 
warrant, issued by the governor of 
Florida for the arrest of relator, re- 
citing representation to the governor 
that relator had been charged in 
Florida with conspiracy to defraud 
and attempted grand larceny, and 
was a fugitive from justice, and re- 
quiring his arrest and surrender, with 
attached papers showing the charge 
of crime by informations upon in- 
formation and belief in a criminal 
court of record by a county solicitor, 
verified by his affidavit and sufficient 
to charge relator with crime with 
technical accuracy, under U.S. Const. 
art 4 § 2, and Rev. St. § 5278, au- 
thorized his arrest thereunder. Peo. 
v. Enright, 112 Misc. 568, 184 NYS 


248. 

. 86 In re Strauss, 197 U. S. 324, 
25 SCt 535, 49 L. ed. 774; Kentucky 
v. Dennison, 24 How. (U. S.) 66, 16 
L. ed. 717. 


— 


9 


EXTRADITION 


The in- 


[9§ 24-25 


by the federal statute,° especially when made on 
information and belief without stating the sources 
of the affiant’s information,*4 but a verified com- 
plaint or affidavit charging a person with a crime has 


been held sufficient.*? 


[§ 25] 


erime.#¢ 


67; Wx p.) Hart,.63 Red: 249," 11 
CCA 165, 28 LRA 801 [rev 59 Fed. 
894]. 

3g. Ex p. Lewis, 75 Tex. Cr. 320, 


170 SW 1098 [overr so far as in con- 
flict Ex p. Bergman, 60 Tex. Cr. 8, 
130 SW 174]. 

39. Ex p. Hart, 63 Fed. 249, 11 
CCA 165, 28 LRA 801 [rev 59 Fed. 
894]; Ex p. Lewis, 75 Tex. Cr. 320, 
170 SW 1098 [overr so far as in con- 
flict Ex p. Bergman, 60 Tex. Cr. 8, 
130 SW 174]. : 

40. State v. Richardson, 34 Minn. 
115, 117, 24 NW 354. 

“It may be conceded that a com- 
plaint is the initial proceeding in 
criminal prosecutions and examina- 
tions before magistrates, and that 
such complaint is required to be upon 
oath. ... And if a jurat be attached, 
and it be properly certified by the 
magistrate, as is frequently the case 
in practice, it will be essentially an 
affidavit. But a complaint is not nec- 
essarily an affidavit, nor are they in 
legal practice or contemplation un- 
derstood as convertible terms.’ Per 
Vanderburgh, J., in State y. Richard- 
son, Supra. 

41. Peo. v. Brooklyn City Prison, 
60 Misc. 525, 112 NYS 492; Ex p. 
Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 136 P 197, Ann 
Cas1916A 522; Ex p. Goodman, 79 
Tex. Cr. 67, 182 SW 1120; Ex p. 
Cheatham, 50 Tex. Cr. 51, 95 SW 1077. 

42. In re Strauss, 197 U. S. 324, 
25 >SCt 1635, 49 Died. (774; In ore 
Strauss, 126 Fed. 327, 63 CCA 99; 
Goodale vy. Splain, 42 App. 
235; Morrison v. Dwyer, 
502, 121 NW 1064; Bx p. Cheatham, 
50 Tex. Cr., 51, 95 SW 1077; Ex p. 
Martin, (Tex. Cr.) 65 SW 910; Ex p. 
White, 39 Tex. Cr. 497, 46 SW 639. 

43. Sufficiency of indictment gen- 
erally see Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cye 157]. 

44. U. S— Drew v. Thaw, 235 U. 
S.) 432, 36 SCt 137,, 59) L. ed. 302; 
Strassheim vy. Daily, 221 U. S. 280, 
31 SCt 558, 65 L. ed. 735; Pierce v. 
Creecy, 210 U. S. 387, 28 SCt 714, 52 
L, ed. 1118; Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U. 
S. 80, 6 SCt 291,'29 L. ed, 544; Ex 
p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 
29 L. ed. 250; Ex p. Graham, 216 Fed. 
813; Ex p. Pierce, 155 Fed. 663 [aff 
210-U. S. 387, 28 SCt 714, 52 LL. ed. 
1113]. 

D. C.—Hard v. Splain, 45 App. 1; 
Wheeler v. Palmer, 42 App. 395; 
Lamar v. Splain, 42 App. 300; Benson 
v. Palmer, 31 App. 561, 17 LRANS 
1247. 

Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SE 524, 68 AmSR 113; John- 
ston v. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

Minn.—State vy. O’Connor, 38 Minn. 
243, 36 NW 462. 

Nebr.—Dennison v. Christian, 72 


(2) Sufficiency—(a) Indictment.t? The 
indictment, a copy of which accompanies the requi- 
sition, must set out the substance of a crime against 
the law of the demanding state,** but need not state 
specifically that the acts complained of constitute a 
erime,*® since ‘the finding of an indictment is prima 
facie evidence that the acts charged constitute a 
It is sufficient for the purpose of exvradi- 
tion proceedings when the indictment is framed in 
accordance with the technical rules of pleading of 
the state within which it is found and where the 
offense was committed,*” but all that is necessary 
is that the indictment be in substantial compliance 
with the laws of the demanding state,*® and its tech- 
nical sufficiency will be left to be tested by the laws 


817 [aff 196- U.,.S.. 637, 25 SCt 795, 
49 L. ed. 630]. 

Nev.—Ex p. Rovnianek, 41 Nev. 
141, 168 P 327. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 217 N» Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]; Peo. v. 
Baker, 142 App. Div. 598, 127 NYS 
382, 25 N. Y. Cr. 498; Peo. v. Police 
Comr., 100 App. Div. 4838, 91 NYS 
760 [app dism 185 N. Y. 594 mem, 
78 NE 1109 mem]; Peo. v. Brooklyn 
City Prison, 60 Mise. 525, 112 NYS 
492; Peo. v. Higgins, 109 Misc. 328, 
178 NYS 728. 

Oh.—Matter of Williams, 25 Oh. 
Gir..iCEwNe Sy 249: 

Pa.—Com. v. County Prison, 33 Pa. 
Super. 594 [aff 220 Pa. 401, 69 A 916, 
21 LRANS 939]; Com. v. Sheriff, 38 
a Co. 55; Wetzel’s Case, 28 Pa. Co. 

Tex.—Coleman vy. State, 53 Tex. Cr. 
93, 113 SW 17. 

Vt.—In re Greenough, 31 Vt. 279. 

Wash.—Armstrong v. Van de Van- 
ter, 21 Wash. 682, 59'P 510; In re 
Baker, 21 Wash. 259, 57 P 827. 

45. In re Van Sciever, 42 Nebr. 
772, 60 NW 1037, 47 AmSR 730; Kat- 
yuga v. Cosgrove, 67 N. J. L. 213, 50 
A 679. : 

46. Barranger vy. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SEH 524, 68 AmSR 113; Ex p. 
Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 809; Com. v. 
County Prison, 33 Pa. Super. 594; In 
re Renshaw, 18 S. D. 32, 99 NW 83, 
112 AmSR 778. 

47. U.S.—Pearce v. Texas, 155 U. 
S. 3811,~1Ts SCt! 116, 39 i. ed. 164; 
Roberts y. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 SCt 
291, 29 L. ed. 544; Ex p. Reggel, 114 
U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; 
Webb _v. York, 79 Fed. 616, 25 CCA 
133; In re Roberts, 24 Fed. 132 [aff 
116 U.S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544). 

Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SE 524, 68 AmSR 113. 

Mass.—Davis’ Case, 122 Mass. 324. 

Minn.—State v. O’Connor, 38 Minn. 
248, 36 NW 462. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. J.—Katyuga v. Cosgrove, 67 N. 
J. L. 213, 50 A 679; In re Voorhees, 
32 N. J. L. 141. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 fafft. 217. N_-Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]; Peo. v. Po- 
lice Comr., 100 App. Div. 483, 91 NYS 
760 [app dism 18) N. Y. 594 mem, 
78 NE 1109 mem]. | 

Oh.—Ex p. Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 319; 
Jackson vy. Archibald, 12 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
155, 5 Oh. Cir. Dec. 533. 

Tex.—Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex. Cr. 
51, 95 Sw 1077. 

Vt.—In re Greenough, 31 Vt. 279. 

Wash.—In re Baker, 21 Wash. 259, 
Aa Gal et rare L 

x p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 
A. 55. 


48. EH 
Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, 117 AmSRj 809; In re Williams, 5 Oh. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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of that state.t® If it states aeusls the facts which 
constitute the crime the requisition does not become 
invalid because the indictment has faults which could 
be *aken advantage of on a trial for the crime,®° pro- 
vided that it is sufficient to inform an intelligent 
person of the nature of accusation,®! and the con- 
stitutionality of the practice of the demanding state 
may not be made the subject of inquiry.®? 

The affidavit must set 
out the alleged crime with sufficient explicitness to 
apprise the governor who receives it of the facts 
which constitute the offense,5? and with such cer- 


[§ 26] (b) Affidavit. 


49, Ex p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 
809; Chandler v. Sipes, 103 Nebr. 111, 
170 NW _ 604; Peo. v. Enright, 112 
Misc. 568, 184 NYS 248; Ex p. Nix, 
85 Tex. Cr. 307, 212 SW 507. See also 
cases itibe notes 50; 51. 

50. S.—Pierce v. Creecy, 210 
U.S. 387, 28 SCt 714, 52 L. ed. 1113; 
Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U. Ss. 80, 6 
SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; Ex p. Reggel, 
ilay Ue: 642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 
250; Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 
371, 164 CCA 295; Reed v. U. S., 224 
Fed. 378, 140 CCA 64; Ex p. Pierce, 
155 Fed. 663 [aff 210 U. S. 387, 28 
SCt 714, 52 L. ed. 1113]; Ex p. Daw- 
son, 83 Fed. 306, 28 CCA 354; Webb 


ene meee 79 Fed. 616, 25 CCA 133. 


C.—Benson v. ‘Palmer, 31 App. 
561, 17 LRANS 1247; Hayes vy. Pal- 
mer, 21 App. 450. 
Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
Iowa.—Edmunds' vy. Griffin, 177 
Iowa 389, 156 NW 353; Harris v. 
Magee, 150 Iowa 144, 129 NW 742. 


Minn.,—-State v. O’Connor, 38 Minn. 
2438, 36 NW 462. 


. 465, 30 SE 524, 68 AmSR 113. 


Mo.—Ex p. Pelinski, 213 SW 809. 
Nev.—Ex p. Kuhns, 36 Nev. 487, 
137 P 83, -507, LRANS. 507; -Ex > p. 


Lewis, 34 Nev. 28, 115 P 729; In re 
Waterman, 29 Nev. 288, 89 P 291, 11 
meets 424, 13 AnnCas 926. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 538 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. J.—Im re Voorhees, 32 N. J. L. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 017 N. Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]; Peo. v. 
Baker, 142 App. Div. 598, 127 NYS 
38a; 2dANeoY. Cr? 498; Peo. v. Police 
Comr., 100 App. Div. 4838, 91 NYS 
760 [app dism 185 N. Y. 594 mem, 
78 NE 1109 mem]; Peo. v. Byrnes, 33 
Huns985.52) Nay. Cra 398; 

Oh.—Ex p. Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 319; 
Jackson v. Archibald, 12 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
vies 5 Oh. Gir, Dec. 533. 

D.—In re Renshaw, 18 S. D. 32, 
99 Sw 83, 112 AmSR 778. 

Tex.—Coleman v. State, 53 Tex. 
Cr. 93, 113 SW 17. 

Wash.—In re Baker, 21 Wash, 259, 
5IGP °8 27. 

Wyo.—Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
Sala ls 139 RP 95. 

“Tt is evident, however, that before 
the court in the jurisdiction granting 
the warrant will be justified in hold- 
ing an indictment bad, an extreme 
case would be required, and one 
wherein no other rational conclusion 
could be reacned. It is settled by 
numerous authorities that the, court 
will not inquire into the sufficiency 
of an indictment in such proceeding 
where it apparently charges an of- 
fense. When such is the case, its 
sufficiency as a good pleading is to be 
determined solely by the judicial 
tribunals of the foreign state.” Per 
Hatch, J., in- Peo. v. Police Comr., 
100 App. Div. 483, 485, 91 NYS 760 
[app dism 135 N. Y. 594 mem, 78 NE 
1109 mem]. 

[a] Indictment may be sufficient, 
although: (1) It contains objections 
not apparent on its face which may 
be shown by evidence at trial. Rob- 
erts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 
29 L. ed. 544, (2) It is faulty in 
eriminal pleading in not accurately 
setting out the time of the offense. 
Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 SCt 


EXTRADITION 


cused for trial 


dictment.®§ 


mandinhg state,®° 


1148, 29 L. ed. 250. (3) It does not 
accurately describe goods alleged to 
have been stolen. Ex p. Reggel, 114 
U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250. 
(4) It has technical ‘defects of lan- 
guage. Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. 
(D. C.) 450; In re Baker, 21 Wash. 
259, 57 P 827. (5) It has other de- 
fects in criminal pleading. State v. 
O’Connor, 38 Minn, 248, 36 NW 462; 
Exe: Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 319. (6) 
It does not state how pretenses be- 
came operative in a charge of obtain- 
ing by false pretenses. ln re Voor- 
hees, 32 N. J. L: 141; Ex p. Sheldon, 
34 Oh. St. 319. (7) The name is not 
set out in full. Peo. v. Byrnes, 33 
Hun (N. Y.) 98. (8) It fails to state 
which of two principals did the act 
and which was present abetting. 
Jackson v. Archibald, 12 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
155,..5°Oh. Cir. Dec. 533: (9) A date 
was inserted incorrectly by the clerk 
of court. State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. (10) It 
does not allege in desertion proceed- 
ings that neglect was Uhre nor 
destitution of child. Ex p. Lewis, 
34 Nev. 28, 115 P 729. (11) It does 
not describe the property, in an in- 
dictment for larceny, with the re- 
quired particularity. State v. O’Con- 
nor, 38 Minn. 243, 36 NW 462. (12) 
It does not show an indorsement as 
a true bill over the signature of the 
foreman of the grand jury. Hayes v. 
Palmer, 21 App. (D..C.) 450. (13) It 
does not show where the crime tock 
place, or that accused was within 
the demanding state. Peo. v. Moore, 


167 App. Div. 479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 
217 N. Y. 632 mem, 112 NB 1070 
mem]. (14) It does not state the 


manner in which the deceased was 
killed. Edmunds vy. Griffiu, 177 Iowa 
389, 156 NW 353. (15) There is a 
possibly unauthorized insertion of an 
alias name. Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
311, 1832 P 95. (46) It states neither 
the time nor venue of the offense, in 
a state under the laws of which these 
elements are not essential. Coleman 
Vir laten Do ek OxauCInr 9 obo ie Valve 
(17) There is a clerical error in copy 
of indictment under which accused 
was arrested which causes it to 
charge offense barred by limitations. 
Ex p. Kuhns, 36 Nev. 487, 137 P 83, 


50 LRANS 507. 

51. U. S.—Benson v. Henkel, 198 
Ui Ss 15025 \SCty 5695949) Va ed... 919: 
Ex p. Pierce, 155 Fed. 663 fafft 216 
U. S. 387, 28 SCt 714, 52 L. ed. 1113]. 

D. C.—Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. 


450. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

Pa.—Com. v. Woolridge, 20 Pa. 
Dist: 417. 

Wyo.—Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
311, 132 P95. 


[a] Application of rule. — Omis- 
sion of date of crime renders it de- 
fective. Com. v. Woolridge, 20 Pa. 
Dist. 417. 

52. State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 
53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

53. U. S.—Roberts v. Reilly, 116 
We Sih 80,16. SCt-29T5 29) 1 ed.. 544; 
Tiberg v. Warren, 192 Fed. 458, 112 
CCA 596; In re Strauss, 126 Fed. 327, 
63 CCA 99; Webb v. York, 79 Fed. 
616, 25 CCA 133; Ex p. Hart, 59 Fed. 
894 [rev on other grounds 63 Fed. 
249, 11 CCA 165, 28 LRA 801]; Ex 
p. Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,968, 3° Mc- 


sought on affidavits, 
examined than will an indictment to see whether the 
facts alleged constitute a crime.®® 
not insufficient merely because it is defective in 
form,®® or has not the technical exactness of an 
indictment,®? or is followed by an objectionable in- 
The affidavit must show on its face 
that the offense is within the jurisdiction of the de- 
and also that the person demanded 
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tainty as would justify a magistrate in the state 
upon which the demand is made in committing the ac- 


therein.®*+ Where extradition is. 
they will be more critically 


The affidavit is 


Lean 121. 
D. C.—Webster v. Splain, 45 App. 


567. 
Pom an AS EOE v. Wise, 126 NW 
Mich.—Dragisick v. Judge Record- 


er’s Ct., 195 Mich. 112, 161 NW 881; 
Peo. v. Stockwell, 185 Mich. 341, 97 
NW 765. 


Minn.—State v. Goss, 66 Minn. 291, 
68 NW 1089; State v. Richardson, 
34 Minn. 115,.24 NW 354. 

Nebr.—Smith v.. State, 21 Nebr. 
552, va NW 594. 

N. H.—State ‘v. Clough ey ole Nowe. 
bua 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

J.—In re Fetter, 23 Ne dei obe 
57 NG 382. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182. 

Tex.—BEx p. Nix, 85 Tex. Cr. 307, 
212 SW 507. 

{a] MTlustrations.—(1) In an affi- 
davit charging false pretenses the 
facts which constitute the pretense 
must be set out in the affidavit. In 
re Burke, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,158; Goodale 
v. Splain, 42 App. (D. C.) 2385; Tay- 
lor v. Wise, (lowa) 126 NW 1126; 
Peo; ova, Brady, 56) Niwvy. nko zene Can) 
Where a person was charged ‘with 
the commission of a criminal offense 
against the laws of the territory of 

which if committed in this 
state, would by the laws thereof have 
been a crime,” etc., without setting 
out the nature of the crime, the 
charge was held to be insufficient to 
warrant the removal of the accused 
from the state of Nebraska. Smith 
v. State, 21 Nebr. 552, 32 NW 594. 
(3) If crime is alleged and facts 
show only civil wrong it is insuffi- 
cient. Ex p. Hart, 59 Fed. 894 [rev 
on other grounds 63 Fed. 249, 11 CCA 
165, 28 LRA 801]. 

54. In re Strauss, 126 Fed. 327, 63 
CCA 99; In re Keller, 36 Fed. 681; 
Ex p. Morgan, 20 Fed. 298; Goodale 
v. Splain, 42 App. (D. C.) 235; Taylor 
v. Wise, (Iowa) 126 NW 1126; Dragi- 
sick v. Judge Reeorder’s Ct., 195 
Mich, 112, 161 NW 881. But see Peo. 
v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182 (holding that 
no less degree of certainty was ad- 
missible in an affidavit charging con- 
spiracy than would be required in an 
indictment for the same offense). 

[a] TWlustrations.—(1) Embezzle- 
ment. In re Keller, 36 Fed. 681. (2) 
False pretenses. In re Strauss, 126 
Fed. 327, 63 CCA 99; Goodale v. 
Splain, 42 App. (D. C.) 235; Taylor v. 
Wise, (Iowa) 126 NW 1126: Dragi- 
sick v. Judge Recorder’s Ct., 195 
Mich. 112, 161 NW 881 

55. Peo. v.. Brady, 56 N.Y. 182; 
Peo. v. Enrigiit, 112 Misc. 568, 184 
NYS 248. 

fa] Reason for rule.—‘‘The accu- 
sation is of an ex parte individual 
accusor.” Peo. v. Enright, 112 Misc. 
568, 184 NYS 248. 

56. Chung Kin Tow v. Flynn, 218 
Fed. 64, 133 CCA 666; Tiberge v. War- 
ren, 192 Fed. 458, 112 CCA 596; State 
v. Patterson, (Mo.) 20 SW 9. 

57. Webb v. York, 79 Med. 616. 25 
CCA ‘183; Ex p. Manchester, 5 Cal. 
237; State v. Goss, 66 Minn, 291, 68. 
NW 1089: Webster v. Splain, 45 App. 


(GD) OF) 567; Ex p. Faihtinger, 72 Tex. 
Cr. 632, 163 Sw 441. 

58. Coleman y. State, 53 Tex. Cr. 
Oo Fl sa SMe 1.0. 


59. Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex. Cr. 
51, 95 SW 1077. 
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is a fugitive from justice,®° but need not state that 
the prisoner is a fugitive if it contains sufficient , 
facts from which this conclusion may be drawn.*! 
Where the affidavit consists of the complaint upon 
which aceused was charged, the sufficiency of the 
complaint as a charge of crime must be determined 
by the law of the demanding state.®? 

An affidavit must show on 
its face that it was taken before a magistrate who 
is authorized to issue process for arresting persone 


Before whom taken. 


charged with crime.*? 
Information and belief. 


60. Ex p. Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 
12,968, 3 McLean 121; Ex p. Man- 
chester, 5 Cal. 237; Smith v. State, 21 
Nebr. 552, 32 NW 594. 

{a] Held sufficient.—Ex p. Graves, 
(Mass.) 128 NE 867. 

Gls in ure, weary ado, or. Cass No: 
8,162, 10 Ben. 179; Ex p. Manchester, 
5 Cal. Zod pete Swearingen, TGS SCs 
74; Hibler v. State, 43 Tex. 197; Ex 
p2 Stanley, 25-Tex. ‘A. 372, 3 SW 
645, 8 AmSR 440. 

62. Chandler y. Sipes; 103 Nebr. 
111, 170 NW 604; Peo. v. Chief of 
Police, 97 Misc. 254, 162 NYS 845. 

63. U. S.—Compton vy. Alabama, 
214 U.S. 1, 29 SCt 605, 53 Li: ed. 355, 
16 AnnCas 1098; In re Keller, 36 Fed. 
681. 

Fla.—Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 1 
AmSR 173; Ex p. Powell, 20 Fla. 809. 

Minn.—State vy. Richardson, 34 
Minn. 115, 24 NW 354. 

Okl.—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 
136 P 197, AnnCas1916A 522. 

Tex.—Ex p. Faihtinger, 72 Tex. Cr. 
632, 163 SW 441; Ex p. Martin, (Cr.) 
65 SW 910. 


Utah.—Mark v. Browning, 115 P 
275. 
[a] TIlustrations.— (1) <A _ police 


magistrate of the city of New York. 
Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 1 AmSR 
173. (2) A clerk of a municipal 
court. In re Keller, 36 Fed. 681. (3) 
A Nebraska county judge. Ex p. 
Martin, (Tex. Cr.) 65 SW 910. (4) 
A notary who is ex officio a justice. 
Compton v. Alabama, 214 U. S. 1, 29 
SCt 605, 53 L. ed. 885, 16. AnnCas 
1098. (5) Notary public, if the rec- 
ord otherwise remedies the defect. 
Ex p. Faihtinger, 72 Tex. Cr. 632, 163 
SW 441. (6) A notary public who 
has no other power than to swear 
witnesses and take depositions in the 
state in which he is appointed is not 
a magistrate within the meaning of 
the law and an affidavit made before 
such notary public is not worth any- 
thing more than so much blank paper 
in extradition proceedings. Ex p. 
Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 136 P 197, Ann 
Cas1916A 522 (7) Assistant police 
magistrate. Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 
36, 1 AmSR 1738. 

64 U. S.—Webb v. York, 79 Fed. 
616, 25 CCA 133; Ex p. Hart, 63 Fed. 
249, 11 CCA 165, 28 LRA 801; Ex p. 
Morgan, 20 Fed. 298; Ex p. Smith, 
22 EF. Cas. No. 12,968, 3 McLean 121. 
- Cal.—Ex p. Spears, 88 Cal. 640, 26 
P- 608, 22 AmSR 341. 

Iowa.—Harris v. Magee, 150 Iowa 


144, 129 NW. 742. 

Mass.—Duddy’s Case, 219 Mass. 
548, 107 NE 364. 

Minn.—State v. Goss, 66 Minn. 291, 
68 NW 1089. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brooklyn City 
het 60 Mise. 525, 112 NYS 492. 


Okl.—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 
136 P 197, AnnCasi916A 522. 

S. C—Ex p. Murray, 112 S. C. 342, 
99 SE 798. 


The affidavit must be a 
statement of facts, the existence of which is sworn 
to; a statement ‘‘on information’’ 
is insufficient to support a requisition.*4 But a posi- 
tive statement necessarily made on information and 
belief,®> a charge directly made under cath, with a 
statement in the verification that the affiant verily 


EXTRADITION 


figient.®® 
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or ‘fon belief’’ 


has fied.7° 


Tex.—Ex p. Goodman, 79 Tex. Cr. 
67, 182 SW 1120; Ex p. Brown, 77 
Text Cr oslo. £78) 9 SW 366" bixs Ds 
Cheatham, “50. Tex. Cr.,* 51, -95 SW. 
1077; Ex p. Baker, 43 Tex. Cr. 281, 
65 SW 91, 96 AmSR 871; Ex p. Row- 
land, 35 Tex. Cr. 108, 31 SW 651. 

Utah.—Mark vy. Brown, 115 P 275. 

[a] Ilustrations.— (1) An _ affi- 
davit of a prosecuting attorney that 
the person demanded is a fugitive 
from justice is sufficient because it is 
a conclusion of fact such as all men 
are able and accustomed to draw, 
depending on matters complicated 
and involved which cannot be repro- 
duced exactly as they happened. 
Duddy’s Case, 219 Mass. 548, 107 NE 
364. (2) “Verily believes, and has 
good reason to believe” is insufficient. 
Ex p. Baker, 43-Tex. Cr. 281, 65 SW 
91, 96 AmSR 871. 

65. Compton vy. Alabama, 214 U.S. 
1, 29.-SCt 605, 53 I. ed. 885, 16 Ann 
Cas 1098; Morrison v. Dwyer, 143 
lowa~ 602,121 “NW. °1064:-“Peo:. Vv. 
Enright, 112 Misc. 568, 184 NYS 248. 


66. In re Keller, 36 Fed. 681. 

67. Ex p. Murray, 112 S. ©)" 342, 
99 SH 798. 

68. Ex p. Roselle, (Tex. Cr.) 222 


SW 248, 249. 

“This court will not discharge a 
fugitive from justice upon the ground 
even of substantial defects in the 
pleadings of the state under the law 
of the demanding state.” Ex p. Ro- 
selle, supra. 

69. Compton vy. Alabama, 214 U.S. 
1,°29 SCt 605, 53 L. ed. 885, 16 Ann 
Cas 1098; Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 
1 AmSR 173; Johnston v. Vanam- 
ringe, 5 Blackf. (Ind.) 311; Morrison 
v. Dwyer, 143 Iowa 502, 121 NW 
1064. 

70. See statutory provisions; and: 

U. S.—Chung Kin Tow v. Flynn, 
218 Fed. 64, 133 CCA 666; Ex p. Hart, 
63 Fed. 249, 11 CCA 165, 28 LRA 801; 
In re White, 45 Fed. 237; Ex p. Mor- 
gan, 20 Fed. 298; In re Jackson, gfsvel Rie 
Ge. No. 7,125, 2 Flipp. 183. 

Colo.—In re Knowlton, 5 Cr.L.Mag. 


250. 
Fla.—Ex p. Powell, 20 Fla. 809. 


Ind.—Kemper vy. Metzger, 169 Ind. 
112, 81 NE 663; Ex p. Pfitzer, 28 Ind. 
450. 

F Masse eebusys Case, 106 Mass, 

9 2 

Minn.—State vy. Justus, 84 Minn. 


237, 87 NW 770, 55 LRA 325; State 
Vv. poner gen, 34 Minn. 115, 24 NW 
35 


22 


44 


"Miss. .—Ex p. Devine, 74 Miss. 715, 
Ss 
N. Y.—Soloman’s Case, 1 AbbPrNS 
347. 

2 OhS&CP 


Oh.—In re Hampton, 
5T9, 1TORNP =180- 
Pa.—Com., v. County Prison, 33 Pa. 


Super. _ 594 fait (220) Pan 401-69) A 
916, 21 LRANS 939]. 

Tenn.—Hebert vy. Coleman, 3 Tenn. 
Civ Aves los 


(3). Authentication. 
indictment or affidavit must be certified to be au- 
thentie by the-governor or chief magistrate of the 
state or territory from which the person charged 
The certificate need not state that the 
papers are genuine but only that they are duly 
authenticated,*t and it need not be in any particular 
form,’? so long as it makes clear the fact that the 


[$§ 26-27 


‘ believes the charges to be true,®* or an. affidavit 
stating the sources of information and the grounds 
of belief,®’ is not objectionable. 

Verification. A technical objection to the jurat of 
a justice of the peace affixed to the affidavit which 
is certified to by the governor of the demandiny 
state as authentic will not be considered.®* 

Copy. It is not necessary to forward the original 
affidavit with the requisition, a copy being suf- 


The copy of the 


Tex.—Hibler v. State, 43 Tex. 197; 
Ex p. Jones, 82 Tex. Cr. 627, 199 SW 
1110; Ex p. Lewis, 75 Tex. Cr. 320, 
170 SW 1098; Ex p. Stanley, 25 Tex. 
A. 372, 8 SW 645, 8 AmSR 440. 

Wash.—State v. White, 40 Wash. 
560, 82 P 907, 2 LRANS 563; In re 
Baker, 21 Wash. 259, 57 P 827. 

“The evidence to be produced that 
the party demanded is charged with 
crime and the mode of proof is par- 
ticularly prescribed and limited by 
the act. It must be by copy of an 
indictment or affidavit certified by 
the governor of the state making the 
demand as authentic. Under the stat- 
ute clearly no other evidence is suffi- 
cient or can be received by the 
governor on whom the demand is 
made as sufficient in proof of fact 
that such indictment or affidavit ex- 
ists as the basis of the charge of 
crime. No other authentication is 
necessary.”” In re Leary, 15 BF. Cas. 
No. 8,162, 10 Ben. 197. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘The pur- 
pose of requiring a certificate of au- 
thentication of the affidavit charging 
a crime, attached to a requisition for 
extradition of a fugitive from justice, 
is to prevent the Governor of the 
state upon whom the demand is made 
from being imposed upon by spurious 
charges of erime, and to advise him 
of the genuineness-of the copy of 
the indictment or affidavit.’”’ State v. 
Curtis, 111 Minn. 240, 126. NW 719. 

{b] MDlustrations.— (1) Certifica- 
tion of a copy accompanied by the 
original bill is a sufficient authenti- 
cation to meet the requirements of 
the statute. State-v. Justus, 84 Minn. 
237, -ST- NW T10; 55° RA’ S25" ya 
certificate of the secretary of state 
of Louisiana that the person before 
whom an affidavit was made was a 
justice of the peace is insufficient. 
Sees Case, 1 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 

47. 

71. Chung Kin Tow v. Flynn, 218 
Fed. 64, 183 CCA 666; Ex p. Law, 2 
Ala. A. 257, 265, 56 S 79 [eit Cyc]; 
Hackney vy. ‘Welsh, 107 Ind. 253, 8 NE 
141, 57 AmR 101; Morrison vy. Dwyer, 
143 Iowa 502, 121 NW 1064. 

[a] Sufficiency.—Where a _ gover- 
nor in his application for a requisi- 
tion of a fugitive enumerates all 
documents attached thereto, and 
says, “which I certify to be authen- 
tic and duly authenticated according 
to the laws of this state,’ there is 
sufficient authentication of the com- 
plaint, affidavits. and warrant, made 
in Arizona, included in the enumer- 
ated documents. Ex p. Jones, 82 Tex. 
Cri 6272 199 SWE Eto. 

72. State vv.) Curry, 2 Alaw-Aj 255 
56 S 736. 

{a] Separate documents. — In a 
requisition the copy of the complaint 
and the authenticating certificate re- 
quired py the Federal Law may be 
written on different papers. Chandler 
v. Sipes, 103 Nebr. 111, 170 NW 604. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ee. 


‘Sheldon, 


§§ 27-29] 


documents are what they purport to be,’* since the 
federal statute for the authentication of public acts 
and judicial proceedings in the several states is not 
applicable.7*. The act of congress does not regulate 
the manner in which the authentication by the gov- 
ernor shall be made, but the several states have made 
requirements in this respect which are to be adhered 
The question of authenticity is 
one for the determination of the governor of the 
demanding state and his certificate to the fact is 


to in each state.75 


alone required.7® 


[§ 28] H. Determination as to Rendition—1. 
Powers and Duties of Executive in General. 
executive has no authority to-act upon a requisition 
which on its face appears to be defective.77 Where, 
however, the statutory prerequisites appear,’® it is 


73. U. S.—Tiberg v. Warren, 192 
Fed. 458, 112 CCA 596; Ex p. Daw- 
son, 83 Fed. 306, 28 CCA 354. 

Ala.—State v. Curry, 2 Ala. A. 251, 
254, 56 S 736 [cit Cyc]. 

. Cal.—Ex p. Manchester, 5 Cal. 237. 

Ind. T.—Ex p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 
481, 69 SW 943. 

Re ramet at Bares v. Wise, 126 NW 


(ye ei ae ga ables Case, 106 Mass. 


Minn.—State v. Curtis, 111 Minn. 
240, 126 NW 719; State v. Bates, 101 
Minn. 303, 112 NW 260; State v. Jus- 
oon 84 Minn. 237, 87 NW 770, 55 LRA 

Nebr.—Dennison y. Christian, 72 
Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, 117 AmSR 
817 faff 196 U. S. 687, 25 SCt 795, 49 
L. ed. 630]. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 -[aff 217 N. Y.-632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]. 

Oh.—Ex p. Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 319. 

Wash.—In re Baker, 21 Wash. 259, 
N76 12a CVA 

{a] MTIllustrations.—The following 
have been held sufficient: q1) 
“Whereas, it appears by the annexed 
papers which I certify to be authen- 
tic and duly authenticated in ac- 
cordance with the laws of this state.” 
Ex p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 481, 69 SW 
943. (2) “Duly authenticated accord- 
ing to the laws.” Ex p. Manchester, 
5 Cal. 237. (3) A certificate that an 
affidavit was made before a trial jus- 


-tice sufficiently authenticates the ca- 


pacity of the person as a magistrate. 
Kingsbury’s Case, 106 Mass. 223. (4) 
Where the record of the prosecution 
is certified by the justice before 
whom it is pending, the county clerk 
certifies to the justice’s official char- 
acter, and the attorney-general cer- 
tifies that the application for requi- 
sition is in due form under the laws 
of that state, and that by such papers 
and records accused stands charged 
with a specified offense. Taylor v. 
Wise, (Iowa) 126 NW 1126.- (5) “It 
appears from the annexed papers, 
duly authenticated in accordance 
with the laws of this state,” is suffi- 
ecient. State v. Curtis, 111 Minn. 240, 
126 NW 719. (6) Although the gov- 
ernor did not certify to the official 
character of the grand jury, to the 
officer certifying to the copy of the 


indictment, nor the officer before 
whom the affidavit is sworn to. Ti- 
berg v. Warren, 192 Fed. 458, 112 


CCA 596. (7) Mere omission of the 
seal of the state from papers cor- 
rect both in form and in substance. 
In re Baker, 21 Wash. 259, 57 P 827; 
In re Foye, 21 Wash. 250, ‘°57 P 825. 

74, State v. Curry, 2 Ala. A. 251, 
56 S 736. 

75. See statutory. provisions; and 
Ex p. Manchester, 5 Cal. 237; Kings- 
bury’s Case; 106 Mass. 223; Ex p. 
34Oh, St. 309: selibler vy; 
State, 43 Tex. 197. 

76. Compton v. Alabama, 214 U.S. 
1, 29 SCt 605, 53 L. ed. 885, 16 Ann 
Cas 1098;° Worth v. Wheatley, 183 
Ind. 598, 108 NE 958. 

77, Ex p. Smith, 22 F. Cas. No. 


EXTRADITION 


from justice.79 


the executive.®* 


[§ 29] 


The 


12,968, 3 McLean 121; Peo. v. Brady, 
DOING YEP EL Oo. 
Hig Charge of crime see supra 
Indictment or affidavit see supra 


Status as fugitive from justice see 
supra §§ 11-16. ; 

79. U..S.—Biddinger v. New York 
City Police Comr., 245 U. S. 128, 38 
SCt 41, 62 L. ed. 193; Marbles v. 
Creecy, 215 U. S. 63, 30 SCt 32, 54 
L. ed. 92; Illinois v. Pease, 207 U. S. 
100, 28 SCt 58, 52 L. ed. 121; Apple- 
yard v. Massachusetts, 203 U. S. 222, 
2h OSC T2735) Th veal 161.7 Ann Cais 
1073; Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
66, 16 tL. ed. 717; In re Strauss, 126 
Fed. 327, 63 CCA 99; Bruce v. Ray- 
ner, 124 Fed. 481, 62 CCA 501; In re 
Roberts, 24 Fed. 132 [aff 116 U. S. 
80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544]. 

3 ee TR p. Law, 2 Ala. A. 257, 56 
os 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295, 

Ga.—Barranger y. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SH 524, 68 AmSR 113; John- 
ston vy. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

Ind.—Kemper v. Metzger, 169 Ind. 
112, 81 NE 668. 

Kan.—In re Flack, 88 Kan. 616, 129 


Edin 47 LRANS 807, AnnCasi914B 
789. 

La.—State v. Flournoy, 136 La. 852, 
67'S 929. 

Minn.—State v. Bates, 101 Minn. 
303, 112 NW 260. 

Miss.—Ex p. Walters, 106 Miss. 


439, 64 S 2; Ex p. Devine, 74 Miss. 
WTO a2 Soe 

N. J.—In re Voorhees, 32 N. J. L. 
141; In re Fetter, 23 Paarl Sioe bps my lls 
57 AmD 382; In re Thompson, 85 
N.' J..Eq. 221, 96 A 102. 

INS). ==PeOma vi. ubrady.) sob Nea y.. 
182; Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 479, 
153 NYS 10 [aff 217 N. Y. 632 mem, 
112 NE 1070 mem]; Peco. v. Byrnes, 
33 Hun 98; Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 
199 [aff 77 N, Y. 245]; Peo. v. Chief 
of Police, 97 Mise. 254, 162 NYS 845; 
Peo. v. Flynn, 54 Mise. 7, 105 NYS 
368; In re Clark, 9 Wend. 212. 

Oh.—Work v. Corrington, 34 Oh. 
St. 64, 32 AmR 345; Matter of Wil- 
liams, 25 Oh. Cir. Ct. N. S. 249. 

Pa.—In re Dows, 18 Pa. 37; Wet- 
zel’s Case, 28 Pa. Co. 379. 

S. C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13S: C. 
74: State v. Anderson, 19 S. C. L. 327. 

S: D.—In re Tod, 12°S. D. 386, 81 
NW 637, 76 AmSR 616, 47 LRA 566. 

Tex.—Ex p. Denning, 50 Tex. Cr. 
629, 100 SW 401. 

Wash.—In re Foye, 21 Wash. 250, 
57 P 825. 

Wyo.—Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
GGL a BAe eer) By. 

80. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
(U. S.) 66, 16 L. ed. 717; In re Voor- 
hees, 32 N. J. L. 141; Peo. v. Pinker- 
ton, 17 Hun 199 faff 77 N. Y. 245]. 

el. U.S Drew vi Thaw, 235 U.S: 
432, 385 SCt 137, 59 L. ed. 302; Ken- 
tucky v: Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 
1 are i Py lize 

Ga.—Lascelles v. State, 90 Ga. 347, 
16 SE 945, 35 AmSR 216 [aff 148 U. S. 
b37, 138° SCt 397,37 Li ed. 549]. 
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the duty of the executive to whom the demand is 
presented to cause the arrest of the alleged fugitive 
This duty is ministerial 8° and not 
discretionary 8 and has been described as impera- 
tive,** although in the absence of statute there is 
no power to compel the executive to act.®% 
power to determine whether upon the showing made 
the accused is extraditable cannot be delegated by 


The 


2. Questions to Be Determined. Two 
questions are presented to the governor: (1) Is the 
person demanded substantially charged with the 
crime against the laws of the state from whose jus- 
tice it is alleged that he has fled by an indictment or 

_ affidavit properly certified; (2) is he a fugitive from 
justice from the state demanding him.% 


The first 


Minn.—State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 
72 NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 224. 

N. J.—In re Voorhees, 32 N. J. L. 
141; In re Thompson, 85 N. J. Eq. 
221,°96 A 102. 

N. Y.—Leary’s Case, 6 AbbNCas 


43. 
34 Oh. 


Oh.—Work v. Corrington, 
St. 64, 32 AmR 345. 

Se C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 
State;* i563: Tex: 


Tex.—Coleman vy. 
Cr. 93, 113 SW 17; Ex p. Denning, 


50 Tex. Cr. 629, 100 SW 401. 

[a] State statutes authorizing a 
governor to use his discretion in the 
issue of a warrant have been held to 
be constitutional. Kimpton Case, 
Moore Extr. p 993; In re Perry, 2 
Cr.L.Mag. 84. 

82. U. S.—Ex p. Hart, 63 Fed. 249, 
11 CCA 165, 28 LRA 801. 

Ga.—Lascelles v. State, 90 Ga. 347, 
16 SE 945, 35 AmSR 216° [aff 148 
U.S. 537, 138 SCt 897, 37 L. ed. 5497; 
Johnston y. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

Kan.—In re Flack, 88 Kan. 616, 
635, 129 P 541, 47 LRANS 807, Ann 
Cas1914B 789. 

Mass.—Ex p. Graves, 128 NE 867. 

Minn.—State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 
72 NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 
224. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 
L99 athe IND Ye) 245i. 

“A charge of crime, flight, discov- 
ery, and a formal demand for return 
are all that are necessary to raise 
the obligation to deliver up the fu- 
gitive, and that obligation is im- 
perative.” Per Burch, J., in In re 
Flack, supra. 

83. U. S.—Taylor v. Taintor, 16 
Wall. 366, 21 L. ed. 287; Kentucky 
v. Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 L. ed. 
TTS in “rem Leary, i oaak = teas: sINOs 
8,162, 10 Ben. 197. * 

Cal.—Ex p. Manchester, 5 Cal. 237. 

Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SH 524, 68 AmSR 113. 

Minn.—State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 
104, 107, 72 NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 - 
LRA 224. 

N. J.—Katyuga v. 
Nid. ds 203, 25 01AN 6795 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Thaw, 154 NYS 949. 

Oh.—Work vy. Corrington, 34 Oh. 
St. 7645). 32/8 Amin 345: 

“That duty, however, is one of im- 
perfect obligation, for, if the gover- 
nor refuses to perform it, we know 
of no power, state or federal, to com- 
pel him to do so.’ State v. Toole, 
supra. 

84. Ex p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 
809. 

85. U. S.—Munsey v. Clough, 196 
U.S. 364, 25 SCt 282, 49) Le ed; 515; 
Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 
SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; Kentucky v. 
Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 L. ed. 717; 
In re Strauss, 126 Fed. 327, 63 CCA 
99; Bruce vy. Rayner, 124 Fed. 481, 
62° CCA 501. 

Ala.—Pool v. State, 16 Ala. A. 410; 
78 S 407 [den certiorari 16 Ala. A. 
395, 78 S 311]. ; 


Cosgrove, 67 


Minn.—State v. Boekenoogen, 140 
Minn. 120, 167 NW 301. 
Waterman, 29 Nev. 


Nev.—In re 
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is a question of law,8* while the second is a question 
of fact.8? 

[§ 30] 3. Proof of Essential Facts—a. In Gen- 
eral. It is within the province of the governor to 
require the production-of satisfactory evidence of the 
jurisdictional facts which must be found before he 
issues his warrant,®® but these facts may be deter- 
mined in any way which the executive to whom the 
requisition is addressed deems satisfactory,®® and he 
is not required to demand proof apart from the proper 
requisition papers,®® although he may require and is 
at liberty to hear independent evidence as to such 
facts.°? Under a statute providing that the governor 
may require the attorney-general to investigate the 


demand for requisition and report all material facts © 


which shall come to his knowledge, the governor may 
consider evidence outside of the papers sent with 
the requisition.°2 The certificate of the executive of 
the demanding state is conclusive as to the verity of 
the judicial acts necessary to authorize the demand.®? 
If an affidavit is duly certified to be authentic, the 
governor receiving it cannot hear evidence that it is 


EXTRADITION 


a forgery,°* or that an indictment is not genuine,** 
and a statute requiring proof of execution of a 
written instrument when denied by the opposite 
party under oath has been held not to apply to ex- 
tradition proceedings.®* As it is to the requisition a 
governor looks for authority to issue his warrant,®* 
no copy of the laws of the demanding state need be 
submitted to him to prove that the requisition is 
properly founded.®® The certificate of the governor 
that the act alleged constituted a crime is prima 
facie proof of charge of crime.%? 

[§ 31] b. Status of Accused as Fugitive. The 
question of whether accused is a fugitive from jus- 
tice is one of fact upon which the governor upon 
whom the demand is made must decide upon such 
evidence as is satisfactory to him?! and he should 
not issue his warrant without proof of such fact.” 
No particular mode of proof has been prescribed by 
congress. It is only necessary that it is made in 
some mode which is satisfactory to the governor of 
the asylum state,* and he may receive evidence which 
fails to meet the requirements of legal proof if he 


[§§ 29-3] 


288, 89 P 291, 11 LRANS 424, 13 Ann 
Cas 926. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 217 N. Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]. 

Okl.—Ex p. Owen, 10 Okl. Cr. 284, 
136 P 197; AnnCas1916A 522. , 

Tex.—Ex p. Jones, 82 Tex. Cr. 627, 
199-SW 1110, 1113 [quot Cyc]. 


Wyo.—Ryan v. Rogers, 21 Wyo. 
Blip bo ee ob: 

. 86. U. S.—Roberts v. Reilly, 116 
U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; 
Bruce v. Rayner, 124 Fed. 481, 62 
CCA 501. 


D. C.—Hard v. Splain, 45 App. 1. 

Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SE 524, 68 AmSR 113. 

Nebr.—In re Willard, 93 Nebr. 298, 
140 NW 170. : 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
479, 153 NYS 10 [aff 217 N. Y. 632 
mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]. 

“That the person demanded is sub- 
stantially charged with a crime 
against the laws of the State from 
whose justice he is alleged to have 
fled, by an indictment or an affidavit, 
certified as authentic by the governor 
of the State making the demand... 
is a question of law, and is always 
open upon the face of the papers to 
judicial inquiry upon an application 
for a discharge under a writ of 
habeas corpus.” Per Matthews, J., 
in Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U.S. 80, 95, 
6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed, 544. 


Review on habeas corpus see 
Hateas Corpus [21 Cye 328]. 
87. Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 


80,6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; Bruce 
vy. Rayner, 124 Fed. 481,62 CCA 501; 
fx p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 481, 69 SW 
943. See also cases infra note 1. 

Review on habeas corpus 
Habeas Corpus [21 Cye 328]. 

88. Pool v. State, 16 Ala, A. 410, 
78 S 407 [den certiorari 16 Ala. A. 
395, 78 S 311]. 

Facts which must be determined 
see supra § 29. . 

89. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
68, 30 SCt 32, 54 L. ed. 92; Ryan v. 
Rogers, 21 Wyo. 311, 132 P 95. 

“Strict common law evidence is not 
necessary. The statute does not pro- 
vide for the particular kind of evi- 
dence to be produced before him, nor 
how it shall be authenticated, but it 
must at least be evidence which is 
satisfactory to the mind of the gov- 
ernor.’”’ Per Peckham, J., in Munsey 
vy. Clough, 196 U. S. 364, 372, 25 SCt 
282, 49 L. ed. 515. 

90. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
63, 30 SCt 32, 54 L. ed. 92. 

72S BK. aS) 
But see 


91. Marbles v. Creecy, 
Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 74 (hold- 


see 


63, 30 SCt 32, 54 L. ed. 92. 


ing that, where the requisition shows 
upon its face that all of the require- 
ments of the act of congress have 
been complied with, it is the duty of 
the proper authorities of the asylum 
state to recognize the statement of 
facts made therein as true). 

92. Ex p. Graves, (Mass.) 128 NE 


S67. 
[a] Additional affidavits may be 


considered. Ex p. Graves, (Mass.) 
128 NE 867. 
938. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 


How. (U. S.) 66, 16 lL. ed. 717; Peo. 
v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 479, 153 NYS 
10 {aff 217 N. Y. 6382 mem, 112 NE 
1070 mem]; Leary’s Case, 6 AbbNCas 
(N. Y.) 43. 

Ex p. Manchester, 5 Cal. 237. 

95. Com. v. Matthews, 42 Pa. Co. 
618; Hibler v. State, 43 Tex. 197. 

96. Worth v. Wheatley, 183 Ind. 
598, 108 NE 958. 

97. Benson v. Palmer, 31 App. 
(D. C.) 561, 17 LRANS 1247; Hibler 
vy. State, 43 Tex. 197. 

98. Roberts v. Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 
6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544; Ex p. Ro- 
selle, (Tex. Cr.) 222 SW 248. 

[a] Application of rule-—Where a 
requisition shows that an affidavit 
has been made against the accused 
in the demanding state, and that a 
demand has been made upon the gov- 
ernor of the state of the forum, 
which certifies that the affidavit is 
authentic, the requirements of the 
law are met, and it is immaterial, on 
habeas corpus to secure the release 
of one held under an extradition 
warrant, that the prosecuting attor- 
ney of a county of the demanding 
state was allowed to testify that cer- 
tain acts constitute an offense under 
the law of that state. Ex p. Roselle, 
(Tex. Cr.) 222 SW 248. x 

Necessity that requisition set out 
copy see supra § 23. 

99. Tullis v. Fleming, 69 Ind. 15. 

1. U. S.—Pettibone v. Nichols, 203 
We S) 192; (2% SCt.1at, bisLi ed. 148; 
7 AnnCas 1047; Munsey v. Clough, 
196 U. S. 364,525 sSCt 282, 49 Le ed. 
515; Cook v. Hart, 146 U.S. 183, 13 
Sct 40, 86> Inwed: 9343 “Roberts; v. 
Reilly, 116 U. S. 80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. 
ed. 544: Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 
5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Kentucky 
vy. Dennison, 24 How. 66, 16 L. ed. 717. 

Ala.—Ex p. State, 73 Ala. 503, 49 
AmR 638. 

Conn.—Farrell v. Hawley, 78 Conn. 
150, 61 A 502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 
LRA 686, 3 AnnCas 874. 

D. C.—Depoilly v. Palmer, 28 App. 
324; Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. 450. 

Minn.—State v. Justus, 84 Minn. 
227, 87 NW 770, 55 LRA 325. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 72 N. H. 


. For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


| 178, 55 A 554, 67 LRA 946 [aff 196 
U. S. 364, 25 SCt 282, 49 Li. ed. 515]; 
State v..Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A 
1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. J.—Katyuga vv. 67 
Not b42138, 50"A 679. 

NN. Y.—Peo: v.- Hyatt, _ 192 IN: UY. 
176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
G40 tT) IN. WY: (Cree 7 9:9 Peorv. heainer. 
142 App. Div. 598, 127 NYS 382, 25 
N. Y.-Cr. 498; Peo. v. Chief of Police, 
97 Misc. 254, 162 NYS 845. 

Oh.—Ex p. Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 319. 

Ss. D.—In re Tod, 12 S. D. 386, 81 
NW 637, 76 AmSR 616, 47 LRA 566. 

Tex.—Ex p. White, 39 Tex. Cr. 497, 
46 SW 639. 

Wash.—In re Sylvester, 21 Wash. 
263, 57 P 829; In re Baker, 21 Wash. 
259, 57 P 827; In re Foye, 21 Wash. 

67 P8825. 
Hyatt v. New York, 188 U. S. 
691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657; Ex p. 
Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 
29 L. ed. 250; Ex p. Montgomery, 244 
Fed. 967; Ex p. Hoffstot, 180 Fed. 
240 [aff 218 U. S. 665, 31 SCt 222, 54 
L. ed. 1201]; Eaton vy. West Virginia, 
91 Fed. 760, 34 CCA 68; State v. Jus- 


Cosgrove, 


325; State v. Clough, 72 N. H. 178, 
55 A 554, 67 LRA 946 [aff 196 U. S. 
364, 25 SCt 282, 49 L. ed. 515]; State 
v. Clough, 71 N. H. 694, 53 A 1086, 
67 LRA 946. 

“Appellant was entitled, under the 
act of Cangress, to insist upon proof 
that he was within the demanding 
State at the time he is alleged to 
have committed the crime charged, 
and subsequently withdrew trom her 
jurisdiction, so that he could not be 
reached by her criminal process.” Ex 
p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 651, 5 SCt 
1148, 29 L. ed. 250. 

Determination of sufficiency of 
proof on habeas corpus see Habeas 
Corpus [21 Cyc 328]. 

3. U. S—Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 
642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed 250. 

Ala.—Ex p. State, 73 Ala. 503, 49 
AmR 68. i 

Mo.—Ex p. Pelinski, 213 SW 809. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 176, 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
7145 VUOLN, Yo Cr sie f PCr ice Apps 
Div. 629 mem, 76 NYS 1026 mem, 
and aff 188 U. S. 691, 23 SCt 456, 47 
L. ed. 657]. 

te C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 


4. Farrell vy. Hawley, 78 Conn. 150, 
153, 61 A 502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 LRA 
686, 3 AnnCas .874; State v. Justus, 
84 Minn. 237, 87 NW 770,55 LRA 325; 
Ex. p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 809. 

“Any mode of proof which to him 
might be satisfactory in kind and 
convincing in effect, and that had a 


tus, 84 Minn. 237, 87 NW 770, 55 LRA | 


or, 
a yee ae 


4 


. 


§§ 31-33] 


deems it advisable.° He is not required to demand 
proof by evidence apart from the requisition papers,® 
although he may do so.7_ The governor is entitled 
to act upon a statement in an affidavit accompanying 
the requisition that accused is a fugitive from jus- 
tice,> but such an affidavit is not conclusive? It 
has been held, however, that mere recitals in the 
requisition, there being no statement in the affidavit 
that accused was a fugitive from justice, are not 
sufficient to warrant the governor in acting.1¢ An 
affidavit in support of a requisition that the prisoner 
is a fugitive from justice will not be disregarded 
as the statement of a mere conclusion of law,!1 but 
the conclusion is one of fact to which a witness 
may be allowed to testify.12, The fact that a man is 
charged with crime in one state and is afterward 
found in another has generally been regarded as 
prima facie evidence that he is a fugitive,!* but it 
may be rebutted.1* The fact that it appears from 
the indictment that the offenses charged were com- 


‘ mitted more than six years before the finding of 


the indictment does not preclude a finding that ac- 
cused was a fugitive from justice.® 

[§ 32] 4. Matters to Be Considered.1¢ The gov- 
ernor is not concerned with the character of the 
crime charged to have been committed,7 nor will 
there be any inquiry into the motives underlying the 


demand,'* nor into technical defects in the indict- 
11. 


reasonable tendency to establish the Ex p. 
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Reggel,-114 U.S. 642, 
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ment,’® nor the criminal liability of the accused.?° 
If the requisition is in due form the governor has. 
no authority to determine whether the charge is well 
founded.?t. The mere suggestion that the fugitive, 
because of his race and color, will not be fairly and, 
justly dealt with in the state to which it is sought 
to remove him, or will not be adequately protected: 
against violence, will not require the executive to 
refuse the surrender of the fugitive.22. On the other 
hand it has been said that there is no satisfactory 
reason why a governor should issue a warrant where 
he is satisfied that the sole object of the party com- 
plaining is to enforce payment of a private claim 
for money.”* It is proper for the executive of the 
asylum state in determining whether he will sur- 
render a citizen of that state as a fugitive from jus- 
tice to consider that the accused has been found to 
be a lunatic by a court of the asylum state, that a 
committee has been appointed for the custody of his 
person and a place for his detention has been desig- 
nated.?* 

[§ 33] 5. Hearing. The proceedings in mat- 
ters of this kind are summary in their nature.25 The 
executive of the asylum state may act upon the 
requisition in the absence of the accused,?¢ and with- 
out previous notice to him,?? and the accused is not 
entitled to a hearing.2® It is immaterial that the 
hearing, if had, was held before the private secre- 


Oh.—Wilcox v. Nolze, 34 Oh. St. 


fact of a fleeing from justice, ful-|5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Duddy’s|520, 523: Mat illi 

filled all the requirements of law.’’| Case, 219 Mass. 548, 107 NE 364; Cir. Ct. 'N. Rr odoe Ty vo wraiene Be 

Farrell v. Hawley, supra. State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A|Oh. A. 55; Ex p. Van Vleck, 6 Oh. 

atk Seer ae eens eeu ae ro xe AEE ad ovo _ |Dec. (Reprint) 636, 7 AmLRec 275. 

5 554, a SiS)3 A u "s Case, 219 Mass. 548, — Ve 3 

364, 25 SCt 282, 49 L. ed. 515]. 107 NB 364. RABEL WG abate Soa 
6 Moyer v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 221, 13. Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, “The governor of a state, in issu- 


27 SCt 121, 51 L. ed. 160; Pettibone 
v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 192, 27 SCt 111, 
51 L. ed. 148, 7 AnnCas 1047; In re 
Mohr, 73 Ala. 503, 49 AmR 63; Ryan 
v. Kogers, 21 Wyo: 311, (132).P»95. 
But see In re Jackson, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,125, 2 Flipp. 183, 187 (holding 
that it should be shown by evidence 
making a prima facie case that the 
accused has fled from the demanding 
state and that the evidence must not 
only be satisfactory to the governor 
but must be legally sufficient before 
the executive authority can be ex- 
ercised. “He cannot act upon rumor 
nor upon the mere representation of 
a person, nor upon the demanding 
Govérnor’s certificate. It should be 
sworn evidence, such as will author- 
ize a warrant of arrest in any other 
case’). 

7. Tllinois v. Pease, 207 U. S. 100, 
28 SCt 58, 52 L. ed. 121; Ex_p. Wal- 
ters, 106 Miss. 439, 64 S 2; Katyuga 
v. Cosgrove, 67 N. J. Ll. 213, 50 A 
679. But see Ex p. Swearingen, 13 
S. C. 74 (where it is stated that it is 
his duty to take the statements of 
fact in the requisition as_ true). 
Contra Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 199 
{aff 77 N. Y. 245]. : 

“Upon the executive of the State in 
which the accused is found, rests 
the responsibility of determining, in 
some legal mode, whether he is a 
fugitive from the justice of the de- 
manding State. He does not fail in 
duty if he makes it a condition prece- 
dent tu the surrender of the accused 
that it be shown to him, by_compe- 
tent proof, that the accused is, in 
fact, a fugitive from the justice of 
the demanding State.” Ex p. Reggel, 
114 U. S. 642, 652, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. 
ed. 250. 

8. Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 
SCt 1148, 29 LL: ed. 250; State v. 
Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A 1086, 67 
LRA 946; Ex p. Sheldon, 34 Oh. St. 


219. 

9. Ex p. State, 73 Ala. 503, 49 
mR 63. 

10. Hartman y. Aveline, 63 Ind. 


344, 30 AmR 217, 


5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Roberts v. 
Reilly, 116 Us S280) 6P SCt 2945°29 Ta: 
ed. 544; Drinkall v. Spiegel, 68 Conn. 
441, 36 A 830, 36 LRA 486; Kings- 
bury’s Case, 106 Mass. 223. 

Reed v. U. S., 224 Fed. 378, 140 


14. 
CCA 64. 

Review on habeas corpus’ see 
Habeas Corpus [21 Cyc 328]. 

15. State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 


538 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

16. Scope of review in habeas 
Sonne see Habeas Corpus [21 Cyc 

17. Drew v. Thaw, 235 U. S. 432, 
35 SCt 137, 59 L. ed. 302; Kentucky 
v. Dennison, 24 How. (U. S.) 66, 16 
Mewed ees 

18. Drew v. Thaw, 235 U. S. 432, 
35 SCt 137, 59 L. ed. 302; State v. 
Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A 1086, 67 
LRA 946; Ex p. Van Vleck, 6 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 636, 7 AmLRec 275, 3 Cinc 
LBul 763. x 

19. Peo. v. Warden City Prison, 
154 App. Div. 261, 138 NYS 1095; Peo. 
vy. Police Comr., 100 App. Div. 483, 91 
NYS 760 [app dism 185 N. Y. 594 
mem, 78 NE 1109 mem]; Peo. v. 
Byrnes, 38 Hun 98, 2 N. Y. Cr. 398. 

20. Drew v. Thaw, 235 U. S. 432, 
85 SCt 137, 59 L. ed. 302; Lascelles 
v. State, 90 Ga. 347, 16 SE 945, 35 
AmSR 216 [aff 148 U. S. 537, 13 SCt 
897, 37 L. ed. 549]; In re Williams, 
5 Oh. A. 55; Ex p. Swearingen, 13 
rol he : 

21. D. C.—Goodale v. Splain, 42 
App. 235. ; 

Jowa.—Edmunds_ v. Griffin, 177 
Towa 389, 156 NW 353; Leonard v. 
Zweitel, 171 Iowa 522, 151 NW 1054; 
Harris v. Magee, 150 Iowa 144, 129 
NW 742. 

ND oye Peow, Vo vate, 72. Na Ye 
176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
Hie Naa Y OL malo) ELEC cee Ds 
Div. 629 mem, 76 NYS 1026 mem, and 
aff 188 U. S. 691, 28 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 
657]; Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 182; 
Peo. v. Byrnes, 33 Hun 98, 2 N. Y. 
Cr. 398; Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 
199 [aff 77 N. Y. 245]; Peo. v. Thaw, 
154 NYS 949. 


ing his warrant of extradition of a 
fugitive from justice, acts in an ex- 
ecutive, and not in a judicial ca- 
pacity. He is not permitted to try 
the question whether the accused is 
guilty or not guilty; he is not to re- 
gard a departure from the prescribed 
forms for making the application, or 
as to the manner of charging the 
crime, in any matter not of the sub- 
stance; and he is not to be controlled 
by the question whether the offense 
is or is not a crime in his own state, 
the inquiry being whether the act 
is punishable as a crime in the de- 
manding state.” Wilcox v. Nolze, 
supra, 

22. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
63, 30 SCt ‘32, 54 L.. ed. 92: : 

23.. Work v. Corrington, 34 Oh. St. 
64, Re AmR 3845; In re Williams, 5 Oh. 
A. 

24. Opinion of Atty.-Gen., 26 Pa. 
Dist. 477. 

25. Munsey v. Clough, 196 U. S. 
864, 25> St. 9282)" 49) Li edi b1b fate 
72 N. H. 178, 55 A 554, 67 LRA 946]; 
Farrell v. Hawley, 78 Conn. 150, 61 
A 502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 LRA 686, 
3 AnnCas 874. 

26. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
63, 30 SCt 32, 54.L. ed: 92. 

27.. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
63, 30 SCt 32, 54 L. ed. 92: 

28. U. S—Marbles v. Creecy, 215 
UiS.5 63) 80 SCts2ie 547 Leds 192i 
Moyer v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 221, 27 
SGhe12t. big Lai ved.» 160. Se ettibone 
v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 192, 27: SCt 111, 
51 L. ed. 148, 7 AnnCas 1047; Mun- 
sey v. Clough, 196 U. S. 364, 25 SCt 
282, 49 L. ed. 515 [aff 71 N. H. 594, 
53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946, 72 N.. H. 
178, 5) A 554]; Ex p. Chung Kin Tow, 
218 Fed. 185. ‘ 

Conn.—Ross vy. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295; Far- 
rell v. Hawley, 78 Conn. 150, 61 A 
502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 LRA 686, 3 Ann 


Cas 874. 
Miss.—Ex p. Walters, 106 Miss. 
439, 64 S 2. 


N. J.—In re Thompson, 85 N. J. Ea. 
221, 96 A 102. 
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tary of the governor.®® 


[§ 34] I. Warrant—l. 


retary is not invalid.*® 
[§ 35] 2. Requisites—a. 
tents in General. 


justice; that such a demand was 


copy of an indictment found or an affidavit made 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 

176, 64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 
LRA MiAeliC. SNe Crs sion Late wiles 
U.S. 691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]. 

“The person demanded has no con- 
stitutional right to be heard before 
the governor on either question, and 
the statute provides for none.’ Per 
Peckham, J., in Munsey vy. Clough, 
196° U. S, 364) 372, 25 SCt 282, 49 
L. ed. 515. 

29. Ex p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 
809. 

[a] Reason for rule.—Extradition 
may be granted without notice and 
without a hearing and upon _ the 
showing made upon the face of the 
documents presented to the governor 
of the state of asylum. ‘The execu- 
tive of such latter state is to be 
guided by the record produced, hence 
petitioner is not entitled as a matter 
of right to be heard upon the ques- 
tion whether he is a fugitive from 


BPR AN ONG 


justice or not. Ex p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 
213 SW 809. 
30. Rex v. Simpson, 26 Man. 129, 


28 DomIR 402, 26 CanCr€as 15, 33 


WestLR 547. 
31. Botts v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 
(Keys) 6S Com iv. Hall, 9 "Gray 


(Mass. ) 262, 69 AmD 285. 

32. Ex p. Krause, 228 Fed. 547; Ex 
p. Dickson, 4 Ind. T. 481, 69 SW 943. 

Extradition from District of Co- 
lumbia, Porto Rico, ery Indian Ter- 
ritory see supra §§ 6, 7. 

33. See statutory asia: and 
Vollmer y. Dubois County, 53 Ind. A. 
149, 101 NE 321; State v. Fleurnoy, 


136 Late 852, 67 S79295" Exp, | Van 
Vieck, 6 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) G365mmd 
AmLRec 275, 3 CincLBul 763; State 
v. White, 40 Wash. 5€0, 82 Pp 907, 
2 LRANS 563. 

$4. In re Payne, 7 Oh. Dec. (Re- 


print) 288, 2 CincLBul 76; In re Tod, 
12S) (Ds 386, 81, NV, 637, 76 AmSR 
616, 47 LRA 566 

35. Ex p. Camp, 8 OhS&CP 681, 7 
OHNP 614. 

36. U. S.—Compton v. 
OO a Sal), 029 SCtr 605. pe rdue. ede 
16 AnnCas 1098; Roberts v. 
TUG Us. 80h. G SCt 20 a a9 
. 544; Ex p. Reggel, 114 U. S. 
642, 5 SCt 1148, 29 L. ed. 250; Ex p. 
Dawson, 83 Fed. 306, 28 CCA 354. 

Cal.—_Ex p. Lewis, 79 Cal. 95, 21 
P 553; In re Romaine, 23 Cal. 585. 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCasi912C 1295. 

Ind.—Robinson v. Flanders, 29 Ind. 
10; Nichols v. Cornelius, 7 Ind. 611. 

Mass.—Com, v. Hall, 9 Gray 262, 
69 AmD 285. 

Minn.—State v. Richardson, 34 
Minn. 115, 24 NW 354. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 
438; Peo. v. Warden City Prison, 83 
App. Div. 456, 82 NYS 439 [app dism 
184 N. Y. 560 mem, 76 NE 1103 mem]; 
Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun, 199 [aff 
Wa IN. Ys CAD 60. Va Chic of. bo: 


Alabama, 


Under the English Fugitive 
Offenders Act, the magistrate may not only hear 
evidence but may compel attendance and testimony 
of witnesses in the absence of the accused.*° 
Authority to 
‘The authority to issue the warrant rests exclusively 
in the governor of the asylum state *! or territory ** 
unless affected by state legislation.?* 
delegate this authority,** although a warrant signed 
by the governor in blank and filled out by his sec- 


Language and Con- 
The warrant of the executive who 
surrenders a fugitive must show that the require- 
ments of the laws have been complied with, namely, 
that the accused had been demanded by the executive 
of the state from which he fled, as a fugitive from 
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Issue. 


He cannot 


to insert any 


supported by a 


lice, 97 Misc. 254, 162 NYS 845; -In 
re Clark, 9 Wend. 212. 

Pa.—Com. v. County Prison, 220 
Pa. 401, 69 A 916, 21 LRANS 939. 

Wash.—In re Sylvester, 21 Wash. 
263, 57 P 829; In re Baker, 21 Wash. 
259, 57 P 827; In re Foye, 21 Wash. 
250, 57. P 825. 


37. U. S.—In re Bloch, 87 Fed. 
981; Ex p. Dawson, 83 Fed. 306, 28 
CCA 354. 

Ala.—Campbell yv. State, 166 Ala. 
33, 52 S 399. 

- Mass.—Com. v. Hall, 9 Gray 262, 
69 AmD 285. 


Minn.—State v. Justus, 
aoe 87 NW 770, 55 LRA 325. 
C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 
4° 


Tex.—Ex p. McDaniel, (Cr.) 173 
Sw 1018; Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex. 
Cr. 51, 95 SW 1077; Ex p. Stanley, 25 
Tex. A, 3872, 8 SW 654, 8 AmSR 440. 

Wash.—In re Sylvester, 21 Wash. 
263, 57 P 829; In re Baker, 21 Wash. 
259) bY Ser tS2iey ini yren Boye, 42 
Wash, 250, 57 P 825. 

[a] Flustrations.—(1) ‘Direct his 


84 Minn. 
13) Sees 


delivery” or “take” is the equivalent 
ofe “arrest; 9 Coma. Hall. StGray 
(Mass.) 262, 69 AmD 285. (2) ‘Duly 


certified” or ‘certified to be in due 
form” is the equivalent of ‘certified 
as authentic.’”’ Ex p. Dawson, 83 Fed. 
306, 28 CCA 354 [certiorari den 170 
U. S. 705, 18 SCt 941, 42 L. ed. 1218]; 
Hix p. Stanley, 25 Tex. A. 372, 8 SW 
645, 8 AmSR 440. (3) “Charged by 
complaint” is the equivalent of 
“charged by affidavit.’ Ex p. Mc- 
Daniel, (Tex. Civ. A.) 173 SW 1018; 
Ex p. Cheatham, 50: Tex. Cr. 51, 95 
Sw 1077. (4) “In due form’ is the 
equivalent of ‘certified as authen- 
tic.’ Ex p. Dawson, 83 Fed. 306, 28 
CCA 354. 
38. Ind.—Worth v. Wheatley, 183 
Ind. 598, 108 NE 958; Kemper v. 
Metzger, 169 Ind. 112, 81 NE 6638. 

N. H.—State v. CGlousthy Wy Nave 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. Y.—Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 
320, 12 NYS 943. 

Pa.—Ex p. Ackerman, 3 Del. Co. 
406. 

oe C.—Ex p. Swearingen, 13 S. C. 


Tex.—Coleman v. State, 53 Tex. 
Cr 93. 118) Siw, ies bx ip) Cheatham, 
50. Tex. Cr. 51, 95 SW 1077. 

Wash.—In re Baker, 21 Wash, 259, 
SUP. (S2e 

{a] TDlustrations.—(1) Slight mis- 
nomer. Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 
320, 12 NYS 948; Ex p. Ackerman, 8 
Del. Co. (Pa.) 406. But see infra 
§ 37. (2) Lack of seal. In re Baker, 
21 Wash. 259, 57 P 827%. (3) State- 
ment that requisition was based on 
indictment instead of on affidavit. 
Coleman y. State, 53 Tex. Cr. 93, 113 


SW 17. (4) Omission of express or- 
der of arrest. Ex p. Swearingen, 13 
S. C. 74. (5) Reference to state stat- 


[§§ 33-36 


before a magistrate, charging the fugitive with hav- 
ing committed a crime; 
dictment or affidavit was certified by the executive 
of the demanding state to be duly authenticated,?* 
but there is no requirement of any particular form 
or language °7 and the warrant will not be invalid 
because it has technical faults which do not mate- 
rially affect its clearness or purport,?* although in 
an early case a warrant was held void because the . 
seal was unintelligible.®® 


and that such copy of in- 


The governor has no right 


other name in his warrant than that 
designated in the requisition.*° 

[§ 36] b. Statement of Charge of Crime. A 
warrant need not show on its face that the act 
charged as a crime in the requisition is in fact a 
crime by the law or statutes of the demanding 
state,*1 but it must specify the offense alleged to 
have been committed by the accused.*? 
need only be stated substantially.** 


Such offense 


ute being superfluous, an error in 
such reference is immaterial. Worth 
ea meets 183 Ind. 598, 108 NE 

39.- Vallad v. St: 
Sheriff, 2 Mo. 26. 

40. Johnston yv. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

41. U. S.—Ex p. Dawson, 83 Fed. 
306, 28 CCA 354, In re Leary, 15 F. 
Cas. No, 8,162, 10 Ben. 197. 

Tee C.—Webster v. Splain, 45 App. 

Ind.—Kemper v. Metzer, 169 Ind. 
112, 81 NE 663. 

Mass.—In re Brown, 112 Mass. 409, 
17 AmR 114. ~ 

Nev.—Ex p. Hose, 34 Nev. 87, 116 
P 417. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 
438; Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 320, 
pes 943; In re Clark, 9 Wend. 

Pa.—Com. v. County Prison, 33 Pa. 
Super. 594 [aff 220 Pa. 401, 69 A 
916, 21 LRANS 939]; Ex p. Acker- 


man, 3 Del. Co. 406. Contra Butler’s 
Case, 7 LuzLegReg 209. 


Louis County 


Tex.—Ex p. Stanley, 25 Tex. A. 
372, 8 SW 645, 8 AmSR 440. 
Wis.—In re Hooper, 52 Wis. 699, 


58 NW 741. 

Contra Peo. v. Shea, 27 ChicLegN 
(1l1l.) 214. 

[a] Statement in requisition pa- 
pers.—Even in a jurisdiction in 
which the warrant must show that 
the act is a crime and fails:to do so 
it is not invalid if filed with it 
are the requisition papers which set 
out the offense in full. Peo. v. Shea, 
27 ChicLegN (Ill.) 214, 

42. Ex p. Cubreth, 49 Cal. 435; 
State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, 53 A 
1086, 67 LRA 946; Ex p. Nix, 85 Tex. 
Cr. 307, 212 SW 507, 508 [eit Boers 
Hx p. Thomas, -53\ Tex. ;@r. (37, 
108 ae 663 [cit Cye]. 

43. . S.—Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 
Fed. 93. 


Mass.—In re Brown, 112 Mass. 409, 
17 AmR 114. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Stockwell, 135 Mich. 
341, 97 NW 765. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 1, Neve 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

Nev.—Ex p. Hose, 34 Nev. 87, 116 
adit 
ane Y.—Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 
gee v. McCandlass, 7 Pa. Co. 

Tex.—Ex p. Faihtinger, 72 Tex. Cr. 
632, 163 SW 441. 

Wash.—Thorp Vv. Metzger, Ls 
Wash. 62, 137 P 330. 

Ont.—Re Harsha, 7 OntWR 398. 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) Details of 
crime need not be stated. Peo. v. 
Donohue, 84 N. Y. 488; Com. v. Mc- 
Candlass, .7 Pax'Cor 51, » (2) 7 Crime 
neeai not be defined. Ex p. Faihtin- 
ger, 72, Texs Cri 632; aléss Swe 444 
Thorp v. Metzger, 77 Wash. 62, 137 
P 330. (3) Statutory designation of 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


The facts on 


; 


§§ 36-40] 


which the indictment was based need not be set out 
in the warrant. : 

[§ 37] c. Statement of Flight from Justice.* 
Although it was once apparently required that the 
warrant show that in the opinion of the executive 
issuing it the accused was a fugitive from justice,‘® 
it is now generally settled that it need show only 
that the accused is demanded as a fugitive,47 and the 
burden of showing that he is not a fugitive rests 
upon the accused.48 
_[§ 38] d. Recital or Copy of Requisition or 
Papers Accompanying It. The warrant need not set 
out a copy of the indictment or affidavit accompany- 
ing the requisition,*® nor need a certified copy there- 
of be attached,°? nor need it recite that a copy of an 
indictment or affidavit accompanied the requisition. 
So if it appears that an affidavit did accompany the 
requisition it need not set out the form of the af- 
fidavit,>* and in such a ease a recital in the warrant 
that the fugitive was charged by indictment is a 
mere immaterial clerical error.5* It must, however, 
appear that an affidavit is a true affidavit and not a 
mere complaint,®°4 and in an early case it was held 
that the executive warrant must show that the af- 
fidavit upon which the requisition was made was 
executed before a magistrate or judicial officer,®® al- 
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though there are decisions to the contrary.®® 
If a warrant is prima facie invalid because of the 
absence of the necessary aliegations it is cured if ac- 
companied by the affidavit which shows the facts.57 
There is moreover no method of forcing an executive 
to produce for the benefit of the accused the papers 
which accompanied the requisition if he does not 
desire to do so.58 

[§ 39] 38. To Whom Issued and Authority to 
Execute. In the absence of any statutory require- 
ment to the contrary the warrant need not be di- 
rected to any named officer.°® It may be addressed 
to the sheriff of the county *° or to the agent of the 
demanding state,®! although state legislation on the 
subject is competent,°? and the requirements of such 
legislation must be vomplied with.®? An officer who 
does not come within the designation in the warrant 
of the persons to whom it is directed has no author- 
ity to make an arrest thereunder.®4 

[§ 40] 4. Conclusiveness.*° In the absence of’ 
proof to the contrary it will be presumed that the 
governor acted in conformity with law in the is- 
suance of his warrant,®* and that he performed his 
duty as to the determination of the jurisdictional 
facts,°" and the warrant ** or the recitals there- 


crime is_ sufficient. Castro v. De)99 SE 798. line of the state, at the ‘expense of 
Uriarte, 16. Fed. 93. (4) “Uttering Tex.—Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex, Cr.| such agent, and shall nS by the 
a forged will is sufficient for “forg- | 51, 95 SW 1077; Ex p. Martin, 65 SW] warrant, require the ‘civil officers 
ing a will. State v. Clough, 71 N. H.| 910; Ex p. Stanley, 25 Tex. A. 372,| within this state to afford all need- 
594, 538 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 8 SW 645, 8 AmSR 440 [disappr dic-|ful assistance in the execution 

44. State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 594, | tum Ex p, Thornton, 9 Tex. 635]. thereof,’’ does not require the war- 


53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946; Peo. v. Dono- fa] 


Tllustration.—Recital in war- 


rent to be directed to such agent but 


hue, 84 N. Y. 438, 445. 

45. Sufficiency of warrant to iden- 
itfy prisoner see supra § 35. 

46. In re Jackson, 13 F. Cas. No. 
e250, 2. Plipp.s 133: 

47. U. S.—Munsey v. Clough, 196 
U. S. 364, 25 SCt 282, 49 L.-ed. 515 
{aff 71 N. H. 594, 538 A 1086, 67 LRA 
946, (2 N. 178,55. A 554) “Ex. p. 
Reggel, 114 U. S. 642, 5 SCt 1148, 
29 I. ed. 250 : 


Mass.—In re Brown, 112 Mass. 409, 
17 Am 114; Kingsbury’s Case, 106 
Mass. 223. 

Minn.—State v. Justus, 84 Minn. 
237, 8( NW 770, 55 LRA 325. 

N. _H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N.. J.—Katyuga v. Cosgrove, 67 
IN Ueda Zio, DO) A679. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 167 App. Div. 
AZO A IbSoie NS. 10) fatte217 IN. iY. 632 


mem, 112 NE 1070 mem]; Peo. v. 
Chief of Police, 97 Misc. 254, 162 
NYS 845; Peo. v. Flynn, 54 Misc. 
7, 105 NYS 368. 

Tex. bx p. Stanley, 25° Tex. A. 
372, 8 SW 645, 8 AmSR 440. 

Wis.—In re Hooper, 52 Wis. 699, 
58 NW. 741. 

48. Dennison vy. Christian, 196 


U. S. 637, 25 SCt 795, 49 L. ed. 630 
{aff 72 Nebr. 703, 101 NW 1045, pL TueG 
AmSR 817]; Hayes v. Palmer, 21 
App. (D. C.) 450; Morrison v. Dwyer, 
143 Iowa 502, 121 NW 1064. 

49. U. S.—Ex D. 
306, 28 CCA 354; In re Doo Woon, 18 
Fed. 898, 9 Sawy. 417; In re Leary, 
15 EF. Cas. No. 8,162, 10 Ben. 197. 

Cal.—Ex p. Lewis, 79 Cal. 95, 21 
P5553. 

Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 Conn. 
370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 

Ind.—Robinson v. Flanders, 29 Ind. 
10; Nichols v. Cornelius, 7 Ind. 611. 

La.—State v. Flournoy, 136 La. 852, 
67 S 929. 

Mass.—Com. v. Hall, 9 Gray 262, 
69 AmD 285. 

Minn.—State v. Richardson, 34 
Minn. 115, 24 NW 354. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Donohue, 84 N. Y. 
438: Peo. v. Pinkerton, 77 N. Y. 245; 
Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 320, 12 
NYS 943; Peo. v. Pinkerton, 17 Hun 
199 [aff 77 N. Y. 245]. 

S. C.—Ex p. Murray, 112 S. C. 342, 


Dawson, 83 Fed.. 


rant that ‘the requisition is accom- 
panied by the required papers” has 
been held sufficient when those 
papers showed accused to be charged 
with crime and a fugitive. Matter 
Re Scrafford, 59 Hun 320, 12° NYS 


50. Ex p. Roselle, (Tex. Cr.) 222 
SW 248. 

51. Kingsbury’s Case, 106 Mass. 
223; Ex p. Murray, 112 S: C. 342;-99 
SE 798; Ex p. Moscato, 44 S. C. 335, 
22 SH 308; Ex \p.’ Martin, (Tex. Cr.) 
65 SW 910. 

{a] MTlustration.—Recital in fol- 
lowing form held sufficient: ‘‘Whereas 
application has been made to me by 
the Supreme Executive Authority of 
the State of Maine, for the deliv- 
ery of Drusilla P. Kingsbury, of Bos- 
ton, charged with the crime of lar- 
ceny, and represented to be a fugitive 
from the justice of the said State of 
Maine and now in one of our said 
counties ...I1I am satisfied that the 
demand is conformable to law and 
ought to be complied with.’ Kings- 
bury’s Case, 106 Mass. 223, 227. 

52. In re Moore, 7 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 272, 2 CincLBul 42, 

53. Coleman vy. State, 53 Tex. Cr. 
93, 113 SW 17. 

54, State v. Curtis, 111 Minn. 240, 
126 NW 719; State v. Richardson, 34 
Minn. 115, 25 NW 354; Ex p. Mc- 
Daniel, ;(Tex. Cr.) (173) SW 1018; 
Ex p. Cheatham, 50 Tex. Cr. 51, 95 
Sw 1077: Ex p: White, 39 Tex. Cr. 
497, 46 SW 639. 


55. Ex p. Powell, 20 Fla. 806. 

56. Peo. v. Shea, 27 ChicLegN 
(111.) 214. 

57. In re Romaine, 23 Cal. 585. 


58. Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 
320, 12 NYS 948. 

59. Robinson vy. Flanders, 29 Ind. 
10. 

60. Peo. v. Stockwell, 135 Mich. 
341, 97 NW 765; State v. Clough, 71 
N. H. 594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

[a] Application of rule.—A stat- 
ute authorizing the governor to “is- 
sue his warrant under the seal of the 
state, authorizing the agent who 
shall make the demand, either forth- 
with or at such time as shall be 
designated in the warrant, to take 
and transport such person to the 


permits it to be directed to the sher- 
iff of a particular county. State v. 
Clough, 71 N. H, -594, 597; 53 A 1086, 
67 LRA 946. 

61. Com. v. Hall, 9 Gray (Mass.) 
262, 69 AmD 285. 

62. See statutory provisions; and 
Munsey v. Clough, 196 U. S.-364, 25 
SCt 282, 49 Ll. ed. 515°Taft' 72. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946]: 

Bo Ex p. Graves, (Mass.)’' 128 NE 

( 


{a] For example, (1) a warrant 
directed to the sheriffs, deputy sher- 
iffs, division of state police, depart- 
ment of public safety, and = other 
officers of and in the several cities 
and counties of. the commonwealth, 
does not conform to Rev. L. ¢ 217 
§ 13 unchanged in such particular by 
St. (1920) ec 399, providing that on 
demand of the executive of a sister 
state the governor shall issue his 
warrant under seal of the common- 
wealth to an officer authorized to 
serve warrants in criminal cases; the 
division of state police department of 
public safety, not being an “officer” 
but an “administrative agency.” Hx 
p. Graves, (Mass‘) 128 NE 867%. (2) 
Warrant directed to any officer of the 
state police of the division’ of public 
safety is proper for service by such 
officer, being directed to him and not 
to his department. Ex p. Graves, 
(Mass.) 128 NE 867. 

64. Ex p. Graves, (Mass.) 128 NE 
867. 

65. Review on habeas corpus sce 
Habeas Corpus [21 Cyc 328]. 

66. Ex p. Montgomery, 244 Fed. 
967; Reed v. U. S., 224 Fed. 378, 140 
CCA 64; Maloney v. Hamilton County, 
98 Oh. St. 463, 121 NE 646; Ex p. 
Carroll, (Tex. Cr.) 217 SW 382. 

67. Pool v. State, 16 Ala. A. 410, 
78 S 407 [den certiorari 16 Ala. A. 
395, 78 S 311]. : 

§ sont to be determined see supra 

68. Conn.—Ross v. Crofutt, 84 
Conn, 370, 80 A 90, AnnCas1912C 1295. 
aa C.—Hayes v. Palmer, 21 App. 
ou. 

Ga.— Blackwell v. Jennings, 128 Ga. 
264, 57 SE 484. 

La.—State v. Flournoy, 136 La. 852, 
67 S929. 
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in,® are prima facie evidence of such facts. But the 
warrant is not conclusive proof that the requirements 
of the statute were complied with before its issu- 
ance.’ The refusal of the governor to allow the ac- 
cused to inspect the requisition and the accompany- 
ing documents, or to produce them or to furnish 
copies of them, will rebut the prima facie sufficiency 
of the warrant,’ and even in New York, where it 


was formerly the rule that the finding of the gover-. 


nor was final and that he could not be required to 
produce the evidence on which the warrant was 1is- 
sued,’? it seems now settled that, although the 
governor may withhold the papers upon which his 
decision is based, that decision is not conclusive.*® 
A statute, however, may provide that the governor’s 
decision shall be final, in which case the warrant 
issued by him will constitute conclusive evidence of 
the right to arrest and remove the fugitive to the 
state from which he fled." 

[§ 41] 5. Revocation. If a warrant has been 
issued in a case in which it should not have been 
issued, the governor may revoke it whether it was 
issued by himself or his _ predecessor,?® although 
there is an early decision to the contrary.7® The 
revocation to be effective must be issued before the 
alleged fugitive is taken from the asylum state.?7 
The courts have on the ground of impropriety de- 
clined to review the action of the governor in re- 


Minn.—State v. Boekenoogen, 140 
Minn. 120, 167 NW 301: State vy. Cur- 
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[§§ 40-44 


voking a warrant “® or in refusing to revoke it.” 

[§ 42] J. Examination and Review of Proceed- . 
ings by Courts. The method ordinarily adopted for 
securing a review of extradition proceedings is by 
application for a writ of habeas corpus,®® but by 
some statutes the warrant of arrest is returnable to 
a specified court or judge,®! and provision is made 
for an examination by him of the proceedings sub- 
stantially the same as would be procured by an ap- 
plication for a writ of habeas corpus.*? 

[§ 43] K. Discharge and Rearrest. If an al- 
leged fugitive has been discharged from arrest 
through habeas corpus proceedings, after a trial on 
the merits, he may, if rearrested for extradition for 
the same offense, plead res judicata.®* But if his 
discharge was by a decree which was a nullity,®* or 
was on the technical ground of inadequate requisi- 
tion papers,®> or was on motion of the state’s attor- 


ney before the accused was placed in jeopardy,** or 


without a trial on-the merits,8’ he may be rearrested 
after’ the papers have been perfected. Where the 
governor issues two warrants of arrest, one to:tue 
sheriff and the other to the agent of the demand- 
ing state, the fact of arrest and discharge upon 
habeas corpus under the warrant issued to the sheriff 
will not preclude a second arrest under the warrant 
issued to the agent of the demanding state.8® 
[§-44] L. Bail.8® Where an alleged fugitive is 


. 21 Wash. 


tis, 111 Minn. 240, 126 NW 719; State 
v. Justus, 84 Minn. 237, 87 NW 770, 
55 LRA 325. 

Miss.—Ex p. Walters, 106 Miss. 
439, 64 S 2; Ex p. Edwards, 91 Miss. 
621, 44 S 827. 

Nebr.—Dennison vy. Christian, 172 
Nebr. 7038, 101 NW 1045, 117 AmSR 
Sivefate 196- Us: S. 637,125) SCt” 796, 
49 L. ed. 630]. 

N. H.—State v. Clough, 71 N. H. 
594, 53 A 1086, 67 LRA 946. 

N. J.—Katyuga v. Cosgrove, 67 
Nw 2135 FO CAN 679. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 176, 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
hase Noy HOroro wlatlad oo Os. 0091, 
2ESCt, 456,47 Led. 65713. Peo. iv: 
Moore, 167 App. Div. 479, 153 NYS 
10. faff 217 N. Y. 632 mem, 112 NE 
1070 mem]; Peo. v. Police Comr., 100 
App. Div. 483, 91 NYS 760 [app dism 
185 N. Y. 594 mem, 78 NE 1109 mem]. 


Okl.—Ex p. Wildman, 14 Okl. Cr. 
150, 168 P 246. 
C.—Ex p. Murray, 112 S. C. 


Ss. 

342, 99 SE 798. 

Mex,—hx  p. ‘Carroll,, (Cr.)) 21-7. Sw 
382--E=(p, Jones, o2 Téx. Cr. 627,199 
SW 1110, 1118 [quot Cyc]. 

Wash.—Thorp v. Metzger, 77 Wash. 
62, 137 P 330; Gillis v. Leekley, 38 
Wash, 156, 80 P 300; In re Sylvester, 
21 Wash. 263, 57 P 829; In re Baker, 
259 roy pen use os 

[a] For example, the issuance of 
an executive warrant by the gover- 
nor on requisition by the governor 
of another state, alleging that the 
alleced fugitive had broken his 
parole, implies that the warrant was 
rightfully issued, and it was incum- 
bent .on the fugitive to prove the 
terms of the parole and that he did 
not break the conditions thereof. Ex 
p. Carroll, (Tex. Cr.) 217 SW 382. 

{[b] Although the warrant does 
not set forth or recite the affidavit 
or indictment upon which it is issued 
or recite that it was duly authenti- 
cated, it will be presumed until the 
contrary is shown that the governor 
acted upon a legally sufficient show- 
ing. Ex p. Murray, 112 S,.C. 342, 99 
SE 798. ; : 

69. Pool-.v. State, 16 Ala. A. 410, 
78 S 407. 

i #270... xo .p.. Hart j63. Ned.) 249,571 


CCA 165, 28 LRA 801; Ex p. Wild- 78. State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 
man, 14 Okl. Cr. 150, 168 P 246; Ex|72 NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 
p. Jowell, (Tex. Cr.) 223 SW 456, 457 | 224. 
[quot Cye]. 79. Ex p. Brown, 28 Fed. 653. 
71. Ex p. Murray, 112 S. C. 342, 80. Habeas corpus to review ex- 
99 SE 798. tradition proceedings see Habeas 
72. Peo. v. Pinkerton, 77 N.. Y.| Corpus [21 Cye 293, 328]. 
245; Peo. v. Police Comr., 100 App. 81. See statutory provisions; and 


Div. 483, 91 NYS 760 [app dism 185 
N. Y¥. 594 mem, 78 NE 1109 mem]; 
Matter of Scrafford, 59 Hun 320, 12 
NYS 9438; Peo. v. Reilley, 11 Hun 
(N. Y.) 89; Leary’s Case, 6 AbbNCas 
CNS =) e485 

73 PCOW Ve ELyatt.. UTZ Ne ¥en an: 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
774, 17 N. Y. Cr. 79; Peo. v. Donohue, 
84 N. Y. 488; Peo. v. Brady, 56 N. Y. 


182; Soloman’s Case, 1 AbbPrNS 
(N.. Y.) 2347 
74, Davis’ Case, 122 Mass. 324; 


Kingsbury’s Case, 106 Mass. 223; Lip- 
shitz xv. (State; 59). Lex. (Crisk19)> 27 
SW 817. 

75. Colo.—In re Knowlton, 5 Cr.L. 
Mag. 250. 

Ga.—Barranger v. Baum, 103 Ga. 
465, 30 SE 24, 68 AmSR 113. 

Mass.—Wyeth v. Richardson, 10 
Gray 240. 

Minn.—State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 
72 NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 
224. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hagan, 34 Misc. 85, 
69 NYS 475, 15 N. Y. Cr.. 346. 

Oh.—Work -v. Corrington, 34 Oh. 
St. 64, 32 AmR 3845; In re Carroll, 
11 ChicLegN 14; Goffigan & Merrick’s 
Case, reported.in Spear on Extradi- 
tion (3d ed.) 440, 718. See also opin- 
ion of Gov. Fairfield, 24 Am. Jur. 
226. 

{a] It is a matter of common 
knowledge that governors of states 
have been and are in the habit of 
recalling and.revoking such warrants 
whenever they become satisfied that 
they were improvidently issued. It 
has become what may be called the 
common law on the subject. The offi- 
cer who has exclusive power to issue 
the warrant should have the power 
to remedy the wrong by revoking it. 
State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 72 NW 
53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 224, 

76. Hosmer vy. Loveland, 19 Barb. 
GNX DL Lads 

77. State v. Toole, 69 Minn. 104, 
Je NW 53, 65 AmSR 553, 38 LRA 


Hyland vy. Rochelle, 179 Ind. 671, 100 
NE 842; Work v. Corrington, 34 Oh. 
St. 64, 32 AmR 345. 

[a] Identification of accused.— 
The judge of a city court created 
by the act of March 6, 1905 c¢ 129, 
vesting the judicial power of cities 
of specified classes in a city court 
which shall be a court of record, is a 
“judge of this state,” within Burns 
St. Annot. (1908) § 1893, relating to 
fugitives from justice, and providing 
for the identification of an alleged 
fugitive by enumerated courts, or a 
judge of this state. Hyland v. Ro- 
chelle, 179 Ind. 671, 100 NE 842. 

82. Thomas vy. Evans, 73 Oh. St. 
140, 76 NE 862; Wilcox v. Nolze, 34 
Oh. St. 520; Ex p. Van Vleck, 3 Cinch 
Bul 763. € Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 636, 7 
AmbLRece 275. 

_ [a] Status as fugitive-—Evidence 
is admissible to show that the requi- 
sition, although on its face valid, was 
issued in order that jurisdiction of 
the accused may be obtained for ille- 
gal purposes, and there is then no 
duty to extradite him. In re Hamp- 
ton, 2 OhS&CP 579, 1 OhNP 181. 

In re White, 45 Fed, 237; Ben- 
son v. Palmer, 31 App. (D. C.) 561, 
17 LRANS 1247. 


84 In re Burke, 4 F. Cas. No. 
2,158. 
85. In re White, 45 Wed. 237; In 


re Roberts, 24 Fed. 132 [aff 116 U.S... 
80, 6 SCt 291, 29 L. ed. 544]; Benson 
ve-Palmer, 31. App. (D, -C\)-561, 2°17 
LRANS 1247; Com,.v. Hall, 9 Gray 
(Mass.) 262, 69 AmD 285. 7 
86. Bassing v. Cady, 208 U. S. 386, 
BROCE 392, 52 L. ed. 540, 18 AnnCas 
87... Kurtz v. State, 22 Fla. 36, 1 
AmSR 173; Com. wv. Hall, 99 Gray. 
(Mass.) 262, 69 AmD 285. 
88. Com. v. Hall, 9 Gray (Mass.) 
262, 69 AmD 285. 
Bail generally see Bail §§ 176, 


Effect of extradition upon bail in 
other proceedings see Bail § 281. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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‘§§ 44-46] 


held to await an extradition requisition and war- 
rant, he is under the statutes in some jurisdictions 
entitled to bail,®° but where he is held upon a war- 
rant of extradition, he is not according to the 
weight of authority entitled to bail.2t Under some 
statutes, however, the admission to bail is within 


the judicial discretion of the court 92 or is a matter 


of right,°* and it has been held that, where the 
charge is only a misdemeanor, the prisoner may be 
entitled to bail as a matter of right unless his lib- 
erty would be a menace to the community. 

[§ 45] M. Authority and Liability of Agent to 
Receive Fugitive. The United States statute infers 
that the agent to receive a fugitive should be ap- 
pointed by the governor of the demanding state, and 
in practice he is so appointed. Although his author- 
ity is derived from the laws of the United States, 
he is an officer of the state whose governor appoints 
him.® His authority to hold a fugitive is prima 
facie proved by a precept from the governor who 
appoints him, and his acts in declining to demand 
a fugitive or withdrawing a requisition will be pre- 
sumed to be under instructions from his principal.®7 
The right by which he holds a fugitive may be in- 
quired into by a state court,®* but he is subject to 
federal courts if he exceeds the authority given him 
by United States statutes.°® His duty is to conduct 
the fugitive to the governor of the demanding state, 
and if he does this without unreasonable delay and 
acts within the scope of his authority, he is not liable 


90. State v. Hufford, 23 Iowa 579; 
Ex p. Wall, 84 Miss. 783, 38 S 628; 99. 


EXTRADITION 


4 SCt 544, 28 L. ed. 542. 
In re Bull, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,119, 


[25 C0] 271 


to an action for false imprisonment, even if his 
feelings toward the prisoner are in fact malicious.” 
An agent cannot defend the arrest of a fugitive by 
pleading a warrant bearing another name.* Even if 
he tells a fugitive that payment of a debt might 
stop extradition this is not necessarily an abuse of 
office.* 

[§ 46] N. Proceedings after Return—l. Effect 
of Illegal Rendition. It is not a cause for exemption 
from prosecution for a crime that the accused was 
illegally arrested in another state and unlawfully 
brought within the jurisdiction of the state against 
which he offended,®> although there are some de- 
cisions to the contrary.* He is not protected from 
prosecution even if he is kidnapped in the other 
state and brought into the state without a semblance 
of right,’ or was illegally arrested or surrendered 
upon invalid extradition proceedings.’ It follows 
therefore that he is not wronged by being subjected 
to its jurisdiction, although the requisition proceed- 
ings were not strictly legal.2 The state from which 
he was wrongfully taken has no redress except to de- 
mand the extradition of the abductors that they in 
turn may be prosecuted by it.1° But if the governor 
of the state from which a fugitive has been taken 
by artifice or force demands such fugitive’s release, 
the court of the state to which he is taken ought 
in comity to discharge him.1! The defense that the 
prisoner is not a fugitive from justice must be raised 
before he is taken from the state to which he has 


by the manner in which the accused 
is brought before it.’ \Mahon vy. Jus- 


In re Thompson, 85 N. J. Eq. -221,|4 Dill. 328; In re Burke, 4 F. Cas.| tice, 127 U. S. 700, 707, 8 SCt 1204, 
96 A 102; Matter of Barlow, 141 App.| No. 2,158. u2 L. ed. 2838. 
Div. 640, 127 NYS 542; Peo. v. Cur- 1. Pettus v. State, 42 Ga. 358; Manner of bringing’ accused within 


phey, 73 Misc. 200, 132 NYS 666. 

[a] A city magistrate has no 
power under Code Civ. Proc.:§ 827 
to admit a fugitive from justice to 
bail. Matter of Barlow, 141 App. Div. 
640, 127 NYS 542. 

£1. Mich.—In re Palmer, 138 Mich. 
36, 100 NW 996. 

Miss.—Ex p. Edwards, 91 Miss. 621, 
44 S 827; Ex p. Wall, 84 Miss. 783, 
388 S 628. 

N. J.—In re Thompson, 85 N. J. Eq. 
221, 96 A 102, 120 [quot Cyc]. 

S. C.—Ex p. Massee, 95 S. C. 315, 
aa 79 SE 97, 46 LRANS 781 [cit 

ye]. 

Tex.—Ex p. Hobbs, 32 Tex. Cr. 312, 
22 SW 10385, 40 AmSR 782; Ex p. 
Erwin, 7 Tex. A. 288. 

Wash.—State v. Ronald, 106 Wash. 
189, 179 P 843; In re Foye, 21 Wash. 
Zo0;, 54 R825. 

Ont.—Re Watts, 3 Ont. L. 279, 1 
OntWR 129, 5 CanCrCas 538, 22 Can 
LTOccNotes 130. 

“The right of bail guaranteed by 
the Bill of Rights does not obtain 
in extradition cases originating un- 
der that clause of the United States 
Constitution which requires the ren- 
dition of fugitives from justice.” Ex 
p. Erwin, 7 Tex. A. 288. 

92. Farrell v. Hawley, 78 Conn. 
150, 61 A 502, 112 AmSR 98, 70 LRA 
686, 3 AnnCas 874. y 

93. Peo. v. Baker, 139 App. Div. 
471, 124 NYS 47. Compare In re 
Clark, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 212 (holding 
that in the absence of provision for 
bail or stay, a stay could not be 
granted pending appeal from a de- 
cision remanding the prisoner’ in 
habeas corpus). 

94, Ex p. Thaw, 209 Fed. 954. 

. 95. Robb v. Connolly, 111 U. S. 
624, 4 SCt 544, 28 L. ed. 542; In re 
Mohr, 73 Ala. 503, 49 AmR 63; Dou- 
thett vy. Lawrence County, 4 Pa. Dist. 
608. 

96. Com. v. Hall, 9 Gray (Mass.) 
262, 69 AmD 285. - 

97. In re Troutman, 24 N. J. L. 
634. 

98. Robb v. Connolly, 111 U.S. 624, 


Worth v. Wheatley, 183 Ind. 598, 108 


NE: 958. c 
2) IN ores Titus. 23. Gh» Cas.17.No; 
14,062, 8 Ben. 411; Regan v. Jessup, 


34 Tex. Civ. A. 74, 77 SW 972. 

3. Johnston y. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

4. In re Burke, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,158. 

5& U. S.—Pettibone v. Nichols, 203 
U.S. 192, 27.SCt 111, 51 L. ed. 148, 
7 AnnCas 1047; Mahon y. Justice, 
127 U. S. 700, 8 SCt 1204, 32 L. ed. 
283°) Ker = y. /Dlinois, “119 -Us (Ss 436; 
7 SCt 225, 30 L. ed. 421. 

Ida.—In re Pettibone, 12 Ida. 264, 
85 P 902; In re Moyer, 12 Ida. 250, 
258, 85 P 897, 118 AmSR 214, 12 
LRANS 227 [aff 203 U. S. 221, 27 SCt 
121, 51 L. ed. 160 and quot Cyc]. 

Iowa.—State v. Kealy, 89 Iowa 94, 
oy 283; State v. Ross, 21 Iowa 

Kan.—State vy. Wellman, 102 Kan. 
503, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, Ann 
Cas1918D 1006. 

Mo.—State v. Patterson, 116 Mo. 
505, 22 SW 696. 

N. J.—Rutledge v. Krauss, 73 N. J. 
L. 397, 63 A 988. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172.N. Y..176, 
64 NE 825, 92 AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
TA I NS PVERCON Von bait ose Uns. 
691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]; Balbo 
v. Peo., 80 N. Y. 484 [aff 19 Hun 
424]. 

Oh.—White v. Marshall, 23 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 376; Ex p. Camp, 8 OhS&CP 681, 
RAOHNPV6L4.y @ 

Pa.—In re Dows, 18 Pa. 37. 

SuG=—Staterv. Smiths) C..L: 
283, 19 AmD 679. 

Tex.—Ex p. Baker, 43 Tex. Cr, 281, 
65 SW 91, 96 AmSR 871; Brookin 
v. State, 26 Tex. A. 121, 9 SW 735. 

“As to the removal from the State 
of the fugitive from justice in a way 
other than that which is provided by 
the second section of the fourth arti- 
ele of the Constitution ... it is not 
perceived how that fact can affect 
his detention upon a warrant for the 
commission of a crime within the 
State to which he is carried. The 
jurisdiction of the court in which the 
jndictment is found is not impaired 


jurisdiction as affecting jurisdiction 
generally see Criminal Law § 228. 

6. In re Robinson, 29 Nebr. 135, 
sce 267, 26 AmSR 378, 8 LRA 

7. Mahon v. Justice, 127 U. S. 700, 
8 SCt 1204, 32 L. ed. 283; Ex p. Camp, 
8 Oh. Dec. 681, 7 OhNP 614; State v. 
Smith, 17 S. C. L. 283, 19 AmD 679. 

8. U. S.—Moyer v. Nichols, 203 
Ui S221, 27 -SCt 121) 5) Lised-ei 60% 
Pettibone v. Nichols, 203 U. S. 192, 
27 SCt 111, 61 L. ed. 148, 7 AnnCas 
1047; Cook v. Hart, 146 U. S. 1838, 13 
Sct 40, 36 L. ed. 934; Matter of 
Noyes, 17 AlbLJ 407. : 

Ala.—Ex p. Barker, 87 Ala. 4,6 S 
7, 13 AmSR 17. 

Ida.—In re Haywood, 12 Ida. 264, 
85 P 902; In re Pettibone, 12 Ida. . 
264, 85 P 902; In re Moyer, 12 Ida. 
250, 85 P 897, 118 AmSR 214, 12 
LRANS 227 [aff 203 Us: S. 221, 27 
SCt 121; 51 Li ed. 160]: 

Iowa.—State v. Ross, 21 Iowa 467. 

Kan.—State v. Wellman, 102 Kan. 
503, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, Ann 
Cas1918D 1006. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Hyatt, 172 N. Y. 176, 
64 NE 825, 92. AmSR 706, 60 LRA 
RTASAL TN GY.» Crh 79° fafti L882 Uses: 
691, 23 SCt 456, 47 L. ed. 657]. 

Pa.—In re Dows, 18 Pa. 37. 

Tex.—Ex p. Baker, 43 Tex. Cr. 281, 
65 SW 91, 96 AmSR 871. 

Vt.—In re Miles, 52 Vt. 609. 

9. See cases infra this note. 

{a] WWustrations.—(1) Not prop- 
erly charged with crime. Ex p. Bar- 
ker, 87 Ala. 4, 6 S 7, 13 AmSR 17. 
(2) Detained without authority pend- 
ing arrival of requisition. State v. 
Justus, 84 Minn. 237, 87 NW 1770, 55 
LRA 325. (3) Affidavit accompany- 
ing requisition insufficient. Ex p. 
Baker, 43 Tex. Cr. 281, 65 SW 91, 
96 AmSR 871. (4) Arrest improper. 
Ne Deets v. Noyes, 18 F. Cas. No. 

10. Mahon v. Justice, 127 U. S. 
700, 8 SCt 1204, 32 L. ed. 283. 

11. Ex p. Barker, 87 Ala. 4,6 S 
7, 183 AmSR 17; Norton’s Case, 15 
WklyNC (Pa.) 395, 
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fled,1? although there is authority to the contrary.'% 

[§ 47] 2. Prosecution for Other Offenses. Al- 
though there has long been a- conflict in the de- 
cisions of courts of the several states, it is now gen- 
erally accepted that a fugitive from justice, surren- 
dered by one state upon “the demand of another, is 
not protected from prosecution for offenses other 
than that for which he was surrendered, but may be 
tried for any crimes committed in the demanding 
state either before or after extradition without hav- 
ing been given an opportunity to leave the state.1* 
Therefore, although he is tried for a different of- 
fense against his objection, no right, privilege, or im- 
munity secured to him by the laws and constitution 
of the United States is thereby denied.*® Even un- 
der the view that the fugitive cannot be tried for 
a distinet crime, he may be tried for an included 
crime 1° or another crime growing out of the same 
transaction,!? and has only a reasonable time within 
which to leave the state.1® If a prisoner returns vol- 
untarily, knowing that if he resists he will be extra- 
dited, he will not be protected from arrest on a 
second charge.1® Where a resident of another state 
has been brought within the state upon criminal 
process to answer for an offense alleged to have been 
committed while in the state of his residence, he 
will not, upon his discharge before he has had an 


~ 
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opportunity to return, be retained to answer for an 
act of omission since he was brought in the state 
unless the omission was conscious and willful on 
his part.?° 

[§ 48] 3. Subjection to Civil Process. In some 
jurisdictions one accused of crime who has been 
brought within the state by requisition proceedings 
cannot, until he has been given a reasonable oppor- 
tunity to depart therefrom, be served with civil 
process,2? or arrested thereon,?? and this rule is de- 
clared by statute in some jurisdictions,?* but the 
weight of authority is to the contrary.** The priv- 
ilege from arrest may be waived by the accused.*® 
If the requisition was issued in order to obtain juris- 
diction of the accused in a civil suit process procured 
by the fraud in this manner will be held void.2® Of 
course, if it were known before his surrender that 
the requisition was issued in order to subject him 
to a civil suit, the governor who received it would 
have no authority to issue a warrant for his ar- 
rest.74 

[§ 49] 4. Restraint as Insane Person. One who 
has been committed to an insane hospital and es- 
capes therefrom to another state may, after his re- 
turn and acquittal of the crime of conspiracy upon a 
charge of which he was éxtradited, be returned to 
the insane hospital without being allowed a reason- 


12. In re Cook, 49 Fed. 833 [aff 
146 U. S. 183, '1380S€t 40, 36°. ed. 


P 902; In re Haywood, 12 Ida. 264, 
85. P 902; In re Moyer, 12 Ida. 250, 
22 Patt 203/O.. Si 227,127. (SCer 121) 
51 L. ed. 160]; State v. Wellman, 102 
AnnCas1918D 1006. 

13. Tennessee v. Jackson, 36 Fed. 

14..§U. S.—Innes  v. 

U.S. 127,°36 SCt 290, 60 L. ed. 562; 
13 SCt 687, 37 L. ed. 549; Matter of 
Noyes, 17 AlbLJ 407. 

104 Ala. 4, 16 
S..150. 

Colo.—Williams v. Weber, 

Ga.—-Lascelles v. State, 90 Ga. 347, 
16 SE 945, 35 AmSR 216 [aff 148 U.S. 

Ida.—In re Moyer, 12 Ida. 250, 85 P 
897, 118 AmSR 214, 12 LRANS 227 
ed. 160]; In re Pettibone, 12 Ida. 264, 
85 P 902. 

164 Ind. 226, 
73 NE 255, 108 AmSR 291, 3 AnnCas 
539. 
56 NW 283; State v. Ross, 21 Iowa 
467. 
P 541, 47 LRANS, 807, AnnCasi1914B 
789 foverr State v. Hall, 40 Kan. 
pliedly overr State vy. Simmons, 39 
Mans soo, Leas iii Compare State 
ing that he may be tried for an in- 
cluded offense); State v. Meade, 56 
fenses similar). 

Ky.—Taylor v. Com., 96 SW 440, 
149, 33 NE 82, 35 AmSR 475, 19 LRA 
206. 

119 Mo. 467, 


oe an In re Pettibone, 12 Ida. 264, 85 
85 P 897,118 AmSR 214, 12 LRANS 
Kan. 503, 170 P 1052, LRA1918D 949, 
258, 1 LRA 370. 
; Tohin, 240 
Lascelles v. Georgia, 148 U. S. 537, 
Ala.—Carr 'v. State, 
1 Colo. 
A191 28 P21. 
sel 
Rafer 2031. Sa 220 207 SCtal21, O10. 
Ind.—Knox v. State, 
Iowa.—State v. Kealy, 89 Iowa 94, 
Kan.—In re Flack, 88 Kan. 616, 129 
338, 19 P 918, 10 AmSR 300 and im- 
v. Dunn, €6 Kan. 483, 71 P 811 (hold- 
Kan. 690, 44 P 619 (holding two of- 
29 Key ts 114. ny 
v. Wright, 158 Mass. 
Mo.—State v. Walker, 


24 SW 1011; State v. Patterson, 11€ 
Mo. 505, 22 SW 696. 

Nebr.—In re Walker, 61 Nebr. 803, 
86 NW 510; Petry v. Leidigh, @AT 
eet 126, 66 NW 308. 

J.—Rutledge v. Krauss, 73 N. J. 
1b Re 63 A 988. 

Y.—Peo. v. Crossyedis beaNiae yc 
536. 32 NE 246, 31 AmSR 850; Peo. 
Vv. Grifenhagen, 167 App. Div. 112, 


152 NYS 1776; Matter of Thaw, 167 
App.: Div. 104, 152 NYS 771 [aff 154 
ae 949]; ee of Noyes, 17 AlbLJ 

7 

N. C.—State v. Glover, 112 N. C. 
896, 17 SE 525. 

Oh.—In re Brophy, 2 OhNP 230, 4 
OhS&CPR 391. Contra Ex op. Mc- 
Knight, 48 Oh. St. 558, 28 NE 1034, 
14 LRA 128 [app dism 155 U. S. 685, 
15 SCt 248, 39 L. ed. 310] (prior to 
decision of United States supreme 
court). 

Potente cs v. Johnston, 2 Pa. Dist. 

Tex.—Ex p. Innes, (Cr.) 173 SW 
291, 292 [anor Cyc]; Ham y. State, 4 
Tex. At 645% 

Wash.—State v. Knowles, 94 Wash. 
351, 162 P 518 [quot Cyc]; Harland 
ee Kerr, -soawWash.o-0s 131, LS) ee 

Wis.—State v. Stewart, 60 Wis. 587, 
19 NW 425, 50 AmR 388. 

But see Matter of Cannon, 47 Mich. 
481, 11 NW 280 (holding that an ar- 
rest could not be justified where 
made for a different purpose on 
which no extradition could have been 
demanded when the prisoner was 
brought into the state under a requi- 
sition and no proceedings were had 
or attempted for the crime on which 
he was @Gélivered up to the state). 

15. U. S.—Lascelles v. Georgia, 
148 U.S 537 18 SCE "68% 3% LE: ved: 


549. 
Colo.—Williams vy. Weber, 1 Colo. 
Wright, 158 Mass. 


A aL OIL, S28 eee at's 
Mass.—Com., v. 
son 33 NE 82, 35 AmSR 475, 19 LRA 
Mo.—State v. Walker, 119 Mo. 467, 
24 SW 1011; State v. Patterson, 116 
Mo. 505, 22 SW 696. 
N. C.—State v. Glover, 112 N. C. 
896, 17 SH0525. 
66 Kan. 483, 


16. State v. Dunn, 

71 P 811; State v. Walker, 119 Mo. 
467, 24 SW 1011; Com. v. Johnston, 
29Pa Dist Cis, Lena Comacose 

17. Musgrave v. State, 133 Ind. 
297, 32 NE 885; Waterman y. State, 
ne Ind..51, 18 NE 63; Harland v. 
Terr., 3 Wash. T. 131, 13 P 453. 

18. In re Fitton, 45 Fed. 471; Ex 
p. McKnight, 48 Oh. St. 558; 28 NE 
1034, 14 LRA 128 [app dism 155 UO. 
Ss 685, 15) ISCHIN2Z48 0 39 eb) reds 


310]. 
Tllustrations. — (1) Twelve 


{a] 
days held sufficient. Ex p. McKnight, 


| 


48 Oh. St. 558, 28 NE 1034, 14 LRA 
128 [app dism 155 U. S. 685, 15 SCt 
248, 39 L. ed. 310]. -(2) Not pro- 
tected when opportunity to flee is 
lost by his own fault. In re Fitton, 


55 Fed. 271. 

19. State v. McNaspy, 58 Kan. 691, 
50: P 895, 38 LRA 756. 

20. In re Fowles, 89 Kan. 430, 131 


P 598, 47 LRANS 227 

21. Towa.—Murrey v. Wilcox, 122 
Iowa 188, 97 NW 1087, 101 AmSR 
268, 64 LRA 534. 

Mich.—Weale v. Clinton Cir. Judge, 
158 Mich. 563, 123 NW 81. 

Oh.—Compton y. Wilder, 40 Oh. St. 
130; Deuber Watch Co. v. Dalzell, 10 
Oh.’ Dec. (Reprint) ~227, 19 Gineb: 
Bul 269. 

Pa.—Pavona v. De Jorio, 23 Pa. 
Co. 382. Contra Com. v. Daniel, 4 
PaLJR 49. 

Wis.—State v. Boynton, 140 Wis. 
89, 121 NW 887, 17 AnnCas 618; Mole- 
tor v. Sinnen, 76 Wis. 308, 44 NW 
1099; 20 AmMSR 71, 7 LRA 817. 

22. Weale v. Clinton Cir. 
158 Mich. 563, 123 NW 31; 
Boynton, 140 Wis. 89, 121 NW 887, 
17 AnnCas 618; Moletor v. Sinnen, 
76 Wis. 308, 44 NW 1099, 20 AmSR 
ome TTR ASE SLi el 

23. See statutory provisions; 
ete vy. Marshalij-:23' Ohi Citr7sce 

24, Minn.—Reid v. Ham, 54 Minn. 
at 56 NW 35, 40 AmSR 333, 21 LRA 


Nebr.—In.re Walker, 61 Nebr. 803, 

86 cee 510. 
7 Oe v. Krauss, 73 N. J. 

L. N97 63 A 
N. be OP ea of Thaw, 167 App. 
Div. 104, 152 NYS 771; Metropolis 
Bank v. White, 26 Misc. 504, 57 NYS 
460; Browning v. Abrams, 51° HowPr 
172; Williams v. Bacon, 10 Wend. 


636. 

N. D.—In re Henderson, 27 N. D. 
155, 164, 145 NW 574, 51 LRANS 328 
[cit Cy¢]. 

25. White v. Marshall, 23 Oh. Cir. 


Cty S16: 
In re Walker, 61 Nebr. 803, 86 


Judge, 
State v. 


and 


26. 
NW 510; Rutledge v. Krauss, 73 N. J 
L. 397, 68 A 988; Slade v. Joseph, 5 
Daly (N. Y.) 187; Underwood v. Fet- 
ter, 6 NYLegObs 66. See also Brown- 
ing v. Abrams, 51 HowPr (N. Y.) 

; Williams v. Bacon, 10 Wend. 
ENS MD Wee 
27. Ex p. Slauson, 73 Fed. 666. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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able time within which to depart from the state.28 

[§ 50] 5. Extradition to Another State. A per- 
son who has been brought into a state from another 
state under extradition proceedings, and has been 
discharged, may be rearrested and surrendered to a 
third state upon its demand as a fugitive from its 
justice, without being allowed an opportunity to 
leave the state to which he had been extradited.29 
As the state to which a person has been illegally 
brought may hold him to answer for his offenses 
against it, 1t may arrest and surrender him on 
extradition proceedings to answer for his offenses 
against another state.3° 

[§ 51] 0. Costs. All costs incurred in appre- 
hending, securing, and transmitting a fugitive by the 
terms of the statute must be paid by the demanding 
state.*1 The several states have by statutes fixed 
the costs and limited the expenses which their agents 
may incur,®? and provided as to the instances in 
which such expenses shall be borne by the state 3% 
and in which by the county. The fees provided by 
the state statute are recoverable notwithstanding 
the agent is at the same time the sheriff of the 
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county where the crime was committed,?> unless the 
governor appoints an agent to receive a fugitive 
upon the express condition that the state shall not 
be responsible for the expenses incurred.%¢  Al- 
though the fees claimed by the agent are those 
allowed a sheriff for similar services and are rea- 
sonable, the state auditor cannot be compelled to 
issue a warrant therefor until after allowance by 
the governor.*7 But in these matters the governor 
acts merely as an auditing officer and may be com- 
pelled by mandamus to audit the account of an 
agent.2® When an agent is appointed upon con- 
dition that the arrest is to be made without expense 
to the state, he cannot collect from the state the 
expenses incurred by him in the matter.3® Where 
under a statute the complainant is liable for costs 
and charges for the weekly support of the prisoner, 
the jailer may discharge him for default in the 
payment thereof? The asking or receiving of a 
fee by an extradition agent may be made a mis- 
demeanor by statute, to prevent abuses.4! The pay- 
ment of costs by an injured party does not invali- 
date proceedings for extradition.*2 


III. INTERNATIONAL EXTRADITION 


[§ 52] A. Nature of Right. There is no obli- 
gation upon a government, under the law of nations, 


28. Matter of Thaw, 167 App. Div.| Co. 406. 
104, 152 NYS 771. 

29. Innes v. Tobin, 240 U. S. 127, 
36, SCC, 290, 60) Lied. (562; Peo. Vv. 
Sennott, (1ll.) 20 AlbLJ 230; Chicago 
Leg. N. Dec. 18, 1879; Hackney v. 
Welsh; 10% Ind.).253; 8 “NE 141, 57 
AmR 101; Ex p. Innes, (Tex. Cr.) 173 
SW 291; Daniel’s Case, decided in the 


son v. Bradley, 


3 (3) Just compensation in 
additjon to actual expenses allowed. 
Terr. v. Potts, 3-Mont. 364. 
actual expenses allowed. 
v. Lawrence County, 4 Pa. Dist. 608. [a] 
(5) Illegal charges not allowed. Wil-| ute 
105 Ky. 52, 48 SW 
166, 1088, 20 KyL 1118. 
of mileage allowed under 


to surrender fugitive criminals to a foreign power,** 
and the sovereign power upon which demand is made 


v. Butler County, 30 Kan. 458, 2 P 
818; Peo. v. Columbia County, 134 
N. Y. 1, 31 NE 322; Douthett v. Law- 
rence County, 4 Pa. Dist. 608. 

For example.—tUnder a stat- 
providing that the state shall 
not pay the expenses of any person 
employed to bring back a fugitive 
from justice where the fugitive is 


(4) Only 
Douthett 


(6) Amount 
statute. 


court of quarter sessions in Philadel- 
phia in, 1848, reported in Binns’s Jus- 
tices (8th ed) 439. Contra Matter of 
Hope; 210 (NYS 628) 7 ONY ciCr., 406 
(prior to the decision of the United 
States supreme court upon the ques- 
tion of trial of accused upon another 
charge). 

30. Ex p. Brown, 28 Fed. 653; Ex 
p. Innes, (Tex. Cr.) 173 SW 291, 294 
[quot Cyc]. 

31. U. S. Rev. St. (1878) §§ 5278, 
5279. : 

32. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ida.—Kroutinger v. Board of ]ix- 
aminers, 8 Ida. 463, 69 P 279. 

Kan.—Franklin County y. Bell, 48 
Kan. 131, 29 P 392; Moon v. Butler 
County, 30 Kan. 458, 2 P 818; Rucker 


- v. Coffey County, 7 Kan. A. 470, 54 


eat. 

Ky.—wWilson v. Bradley, 105 Ky. 
52, 48 SW 166, 1088, 20 KyL 1118; 
Booker v. Stevenson, 8 Bush 39. 

Mich.—Follensbee v. St. Clair 
County, 67 Mich. 614, 35 NW 257. 

Mo.—State v. Allen, 180 Mo. 27, 79 
SW 164. 

Mont.—tTerr. v..- 3 Mont. 


364. 

N. Y.—Péo. v. Columbia County, 
13 4a Neos la ol NB e22: 

Pa.—Steckman vy. Bedford County, 
84 Pa. 317; Andrus v. Warren County, 
32 Pa. 540; Goldfon vy. Allegheny 
County, 14 Pa. Super. 75 [aff 8 Pa. 
Dist. 387]; Com. v. De Golia, 16 Pa. 
Dist. 337,7 33, Pa.» Cos 3353, Krazer, v. 
Allegheny County, 6 Pa. Dist. 3880, 
19 Pa. Co. 4£8; Charters v. Dauphin 
County, 5 Pa. Dist. 145; Douthett v. 
Lawrence County, 4 Pa. Dist. 608, 16 
Pa. Co. 406; Bose v. York County, 11 
YorkLegRec 77. 

[a] Statutes construed as to 
charges allowed.—(1) Payment of 
illegal fee to secretary of state for 
a requisitior. Booker v. Stevenson, 
8 Bush. (Ky.) 39. (2) Attorney’s fee 
in habeas corpus proceeding not al- 
lowed. Goldfon v. Allegheny County, 
8 Pa. Dist. 387; Douthett v. Law- 
rence County, 4 Pa. Dist. 608, 16 Pa. 


[25 O. J.—18] 


Potts, 


Wilson v. Bradley, 105 Ky. 52, 48 SW 
166, 1088, 20 KyL 1118. 

[b] Unsuccessful search or pro- 
ceedings.—(1) Expenses allowed in 
unsuccessful search for fugitive in 
asylum state. Moon Vv. Butler 
County, 80 Kan. 458, 2 P 818; Terr. 
v. Potts, 3 Mont. 364. (2) Expenses 
not allowed in unsuccessful search 
for fugitive in asylum state. Andrus 
v. Warren County, 32 Pa. 540. (3) 
All expenses allowed after unsuc- 
cessful search in one state and suc- 
cessful search in a_ second state. 
Moon v. Butler County, 30 Kan. 458, 
2 P 818. (4) All expenses not al- 
lowed after unsuccessful search in 
one state and successful search in 
second state. Steckman v. Bedford 
County, 84 Pa. 317. (5) Expenses al- 
lowed where fugitive died after 
arrest in asylum state and before de- 
livery to agent of receiving state. 
Moon v. Butler County, 30 Kan. 458, 
2 P 818. (6) No liability incurred 
until arrest has been made. Wilson 
v. Bradley, 105 Ky. 52, 48 SW 166, 
1088, 20 KyL 1118. (7) No liability 
for expenses where accused is re- 


leased on habeas corpus in asylum: 


state. Charters vy. Dauphin County, 
Maas COMmoa00s 

[c] Who may incur.—The agent 
representing the state is the only 
person who can make expenditures in 
extradition proceedings which the 
county from which the fugitive fied 
will be required to repay; and where 
the county had paid such agent it 
will not be called upon to reimburse 
its county attorney for expenses In- 
curred by him in the proceedings. 
Rucker v. Coffey County, 7 Kan. A. 
470, 54 P 141. 

33. Kroutinger v. Board of Exam- 
iners, 8 Ida. 463, 69 P 279; Booker v. 
Stevenson, 8 Bush (Ky.) 39; Follens- 
bee v. St. Clair County, 67 Mich. 614, 
35 NW 257; Terr. v. Potts, 3 Mont. 
364. 

34. Larimer v. DeMotte, 39 Cal. 
A. 599, 179 P 539; Franklin County 
v. Bell, 48 Kan. 131, 29 P 392; Moon 


not placed on trial, but the expense 
shall be a charge upon the county 
asking the requisition, the state re- 
mains liable for the expense for an 
agent bringing back a fugitive where 
he escaped after having been released 
on bail in the asylum state and by 
reason of such fact the state’s agent 
was unable to return him to the 
state from which he was a fugitive 
for trial. Larimer v. DeMotte, 39 
Cale Acid 99" 19 NeEs3 9: 

35. Franklin County v. Bell, 48 
Kanget3ds e290 i302: 

36. Follensbee v. St. Clair County, 
67 Mich. 614, 35 NW 257. 

37. Vollmer v. Dubois County, 53 
Ind, A. 149, 101 NE 321; State v. Al- 
len, 180 Mo. 27, 79 SW 164. 

88. Wilson v. Bradley, 105 Ky. 52, 
48 SW 166, 1088, 20 KyL 1118; Terr. 
v. Potts, 3 Mont. 364. 

39. Marbles v. Creecy, 215 U. S. 
68, 30 SCt 32, 54 L. ed. 92; Booker v. 
Stevenson, 8 Bush (Ky.) 39; Follens- 
bee v. St. Clair County, 67 Mich. 614, 
35 NW 257. 

40. Malcolmson v. Scott, 56 Mich. 
459, 23 NW 166. 

41. Peo. v. Columbia County, 134 
Ne HY 150 SINE 322) [aft bép ium: 17, 
8 NYS 752 (rev 2 NYS 351)]. 

42.° Worth v. Wheatley, 183 Ind. 
598, 108 NE 958. 

43°) U.wSh we Rauscher, Slots: 
407, 7 SCt 234, 30 L. ed. 425; In re 
Metzger, 5 How. (U. S.) 176, 12 L. 
ed. 104; Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 
12 LRA 589; U. S. v. Watts, 14 Fed. 
130, 8 Sawy. 370; U. S. v. Davis, 25 
F. Cas. No. - 14932, 2 Sumn. 482; 
Ex p: Dos’ Santos, % EF. Cas.,.No. 
4,016, 2 Brock. 493; U. S. v. Davis, 
25 F. Cas. No. 14,932, 2 Sumn. 482; In 
re Sheazle, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,734, 1 
Woodb. & M. 66; Hamilton’s Case, 6 
Op. Atty.-Gen. 431; Wing’s Case, 
6 Op. Atty-Gen. 85; Dewit’s Case, 3 
Op. Atty.-Gen. 661; Case of ‘'Two 
Portuguese Seamen, 2 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
559; Huygen’s Case, 2 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
452; Sullivan’s Case, 1 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
509; Com. v. Hawes, 138 Bush (Ky.) 
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may exercise its discretion and may investigate the 
charge upon which the surrender is demanded.** In 
the United States it is well settled that, independ- 
ently of statutory or treaty provision, no authority 
exists,in any branch of the government to surrender 
a fugitive criminal to a foreign government,** al- 
though in 1864, Mr. Seward, secretary of state of the 
United States, with the sanction of President Lin- 
coln, directed the arrest of a fugitive from Cuba 
as a purely executive act in a case in which this 
country had no extradition treaty with the country 
from which the criminal had fled,#® and there are 
text writers 47 and dicta in some cases #8 which as- 
sert that it is the duty of one nation to surrender 
fugitive criminals upon the demand of another na- 
tion, especially in the case of the more heinous of- 
fenders as a matter of international comity in the 
absence of treaties. It is the present doctrine in 
England and Canada that the extradition of a fugi- 
tive criminal cannot be granted in the absence of 
specific legal authority.*® As the United States does 
not surrender fugitive criminals in the absence of 
treaty stipulation, its practice is to decline to re- 
quest extradition from a foreign government with 
which this government has no treaty providing for 
surrender,®°° although there are isolated cases in 
which this government has requested of foreign gov- 
ernments the surrender of fugitive criminals as an 
act of comity, but in these cases the request has 
always been accompanied by the statement that 
under our law reciprocity cannot be granted.®! As 
no authority exists in any branch of this govern- 
ment to surrender a fugitive criminal in the ab- 
sence of a treaty stipulation extradition can be 


607, 26 AmR 242; Adriance v. La-) sold them in slavery, with the aid of 
forged papers, and had fled tu New 


grave, 59 N. Y. 110, 27 VAMR) 31%; 
Peo. v. Curtis, 50 N. Y. 321, 10 AmR | York. 
483; Com. v. Deacon, 10 Sérg. & R. 
(Pa.) 2255, 431. 
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There was then [1864] no SI. 
treaty of extradition between the 
United States and Spain, 
“No state has an absolute and per-| Cuban authorities requested Arguel- 53. 


[§§ 52-53 


granted, where a treaty exists, only for an offense 
enumerated in the treaty and this government will 
request extradition from a foreign government only 
for an offense included in the treaty ;5* and the same 
rule of law has been laid down by the Canadian 
courts,°* although there appears to be some au- 
thority for the doctrine that the existence of an 
extradition treaty between two countries does not 
prohibit the surrender by either government of a 
person charged with a crime not enumerated in the 
treaty.6* Where a person charged with a crime not 
provided for by treaty is delivered to the authori- 
ties of the United States as an act of comity, such 
person is not entitled to be discharged on habeas 
corpus, and none of his personal rights have been 
violated.®> It is within the power of congress to 
provide by statute for the extradition of fugitives 
from the justice of a foreign country without re- 
gard to any reciprocal treaty obligation,®® and this 
power is not affected by the character of the crim- 
inal procedure of the foreign country or by the facet 
that the alleged offender is a citizen of the United 
States.57 

[§ 53] B. Treaty and Statutory Provisions—1. 
Treaties—a. Validity and Enactment. International 
extradition in the United States °° is based on treaty 
stipulation. The United States has treaties of ex- 
tradition with most governments.®® A treaty stipu- 
lation on the part of the government of the United 
States to surrender fugitives from justice is a lawful 
stipulation, and within the authority of the treaty 
making power.®° The treaties of Great Britain with 
the United States have been extended to include the 
surrender of fugitive offenders between the state of 


fied in the treaty.’”’ Mem. Dept. State 
Oct. 1892. 

4 Moore Int. L. Dig. § 582. 

52. Wing’s Case, 6 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
but the|p 85. See infra § 57 et seq. 

In re Cohen, 8 Ont. L. 143, 4 


fect right to demand of another, the 
delivery of a _ fugitive criminal, 
though it has what is called an im- 
perfect right, that is, a right to ask 
it, as a matter of courtesy, good will 
and mutual convenience. But a re- 
fusal to grant such request is no 
just cause of war; no nation has a 
right to ask the delivery of a fugi- 
tive, for the purpose of wreaking its 
vengeance on him.’ Per Tilghman, 
Cc. J., in Com. v. Deacon, supra. 

44, Peo. v. Thaw, 154 NYS 949 
Pati 167" (App. * Dive P104) 252 NYS 
V71). 

45. U. S.—Terlinden v. Ames, 184 
U. S. 270, 22 SCt 484, 46 L. ed. 534; 
Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12 L. ed. 
589; Ex p. Dos Santos, 7 F, Cas. No. 
4,016, 2 Brock. 493; U. S. v. Davis, 25 
F, Cas. No. 14,932, 2 Sumn. 482: 6 Op. 
-Gen. 85; 2 Wharton Int. L. Dig. 


Ind.—-Knox v. State, 164 Ind. 226, 
Cee hey 255, 108 AmSR 291, 3 AnnCas 

N. J.—In re Fetter, 23 N. J. ED. 311, 
57 AmD 382; In re Thompson, 85 N. 
J. Eq. 221, 96 A 102. 

N. Y.—Adriance v. Lagrave, 59 N. 
Y. 110, 17 AmR 317 [rev 1 Hun 689, 
4 Thomps. & C. 215, 47 HowPr 385 
(rev 15 AbbPrNS 272)]. 

Porto Rico.—Ex D. Alvarez, 14 
Porto’ Rico 628. 

46. Wheaton Int. L. (Dana ed) 
183 note (the facts as stated in the 
text cited were as follows: Arguelles, 
the lieutenant-governor of a district 
in Cuba, where a cargo of African 
slaves has been landed and set free 
by the authorities, reported to the 
government that one’ hundred and 
forty-one of them had died of small- 
pox. It was discovered that he had 


les’ surrender as an act of comity. 
Mr. Seward, with the sanction of 
President Lincoln, directed the ar- 
rest of Arguelles upon his arrival in 
New York, as a purely executive act, 
and he was delivered up to the agent 
appointed by the Cuban authorities 
and taken to Cuba. Mr. Seward’s ac- 
tion was strongly criticized, although 
a condemnatory resolution offered in 
the house of representatives was re- 
aed Dip. Corr. [1864] II 60, 72; IV 


47. Bouvier L. D. tit Extradition 
(where the following text writers 
are enumerated as being of the opin- 
ion that the surrender of fugitives 
may be demanded as a matter of 
comity: Grotius, Heneccius, Burla- 
maqui, Vattel, Rutherforth, Schmel- 
zing, and Kent). 

48. Jones’ Case, 1 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
68; In re Clark, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 212; 
Matter of Washburn, 4 Johns. Ch. (N. 
bi 106, 8 AmD 548, 4 Wheel. Cr. 
“Tt is the law and usage of nations, 
resting on the plainest principles of 
justice and public utility, to deliver 
up offenders charged with felony 
and other high crimes, and fleeing 
from the country in which the crime 
was committed, into a foreign and 
friendly jurisdiction.” Per Kent, C. 
in Matter of Washburn, 4 Johns. Ch. 
(N. Y.) 106, 107, 8 AmD 548, 4 


Wheel. Cr. 478. 

a6 ie Sit ene Extrad. (4th ed.) pp 93, 
126, 

ee Wing's s Case, 6 Op. Atty.-Gen. 


“Wxtradition will be asked only 
from a government with which the 
United States has an_ extradition 
treaty and only for an offense speci- 


OntWR 103, 8 CanCrCas 251, 24 Can 
LTOccNotes 359. 

54. See infra § 57. 

55. Ex p. Foss, 102 Cal. 347, 36 P 
669, 41 AmSR 182, 25 LRA 593. 

5G. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aff 
180 U. S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 L. ed. 
457]; In re Kaine, 14 F. Cas. No. 
7,598, 10 NYLegObs 257. 

57. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aff 
cae S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 L. ed. 
58. See supra § 52. 


59. See treaty provisions; and In’ 


re), Stupp, 23° BF. Cas: No, 13,662,. 11 
Blatchf. 124 (for an account of all 
the treaties made up to 1870). 

“Care should be taken to observe 
the provisions of the particular 
treaty under which extradition is 
sought, and to comply with any spe- 
cial provisions contained therein. The 
extradition treaties of the United 
States may be found in. the several 
volumes of the statutes at large, in 
the Revised Statutes of the United 
States relating to the District of Co- 
lumbia and post roads, together with 
public treaties in force on the ist 
day‘ of December, 1873, and in the 
volume of Public Treaties (1887).” 
Mem. Dept. State, Oct. 1892. 

60. Terlinden v. Ames, 184 U. S. 
270, 22 SCt 484, 46 L. ed. 534; Neely 
v. Henkel, 180 U. S. 109, 21 SCt 302, 
45 L. ed. 448; Holmes v. Jennison, 14 
Pet.4CUSS)) 540, 10 L. ed. 570, 618: 
In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aff 180 U. 
S. 126, 21°SCt '308,.45°ii. ved. 452); 
In re De Giacomo, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,747, 
12 Blatchf. 391; U.S. v. Robins, 27 
FE. Cas. No. 16,175, Bee 266; Peo. v. 
Curtis, 50 —N. Y. 321, 10 AmR 483; 
Goldfon v. Allegheny County, 8 Pa. 
Dist. 387. 
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North Borneo and the Philippine Islands or Guam.** 
[§ 54] b. Operation and Effect. A treaty is of 

equal force with an act of congress,®? and the pro- 
visions of a treaty of extradition are binding on the 
courts.°* Such treaties are obligatory upon the tri- 
bunals of the several states as well as those of the 
federal government.®* A treaty of extradition oper- 
ates retroactively unless it contains a provision ex- 
pressly declaring that its stipulations shall not apply 
to crimes committed prior to the conclusion of the 
treaty.66 A person who has committed a crime 
abroad and come to the United States before the 
conclusion of a treaty of extradition authorizing sur- 
render for such a crime does not thereby acquire a 
right of asylum,*® and a treaty construed as covering 
a crime committed before its conclusion * or before 
the dates of the exchange of ratifications ® is not 
obnoxious to the objection that it is an ex post facto 
law. The obligation of the government to institute 
extradition proceedings pursuant to a treaty with a 
foreign government continues until it can say that 
any further attempt is subversive of the protection 
which the government affords to all within its bor- 
ders.®° 

[§ 55] oc. Construction. The construction of an 
extradition treaty made by the constitution a part 
of the supreme law of the land is for the courts, 
and they are not bound by the construction placed 
thereon by the executive or diplomatic branches of 
the government or by the foreign country with whom 
the treaty is made.?° In the construction and car- 
rying out of extradition treaties the ordinary tech- 
nicalities of criminal proceedings are applicable 
only to a limited extent, since an exact correspond- 
ence between the laws of the two countries cannot 
be expected and the only purpose of extradition is 
to put the accused on trial under the laws of his 
own country.71 Where an extradition treaty with a 
foreign country is expressed in two languages, the 
English courts in construing it may look at the Eng- 
lish version of the treaty only.7? 

[§ 56] 2. Statutes. The authority vested in the 
federal government to enter into extradition treaties 
and to enact laws upon the subject,’* and a statute 
of a state providing for the surrender of fugitives 
from the justice of foreign countries is unconstitu- 
tional and void.’ Congress has a perfect right to 
provide for the extradition of criminals in its own 
way, with or without a treaty to that effect, and to 


61. Parliamentary Paper, 1914 [Cd. eae PAS (Gy aLU Palins eta es 


7149] Treaty Series 1914 No. 1. , 
62. See Treaties [38 Cyc 975]. 71. 
63. Ex p. Schorer, 195 Fed. 334;|U. S. v. Webber, 
In re Metzger, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,511. | 863, 20 CanCrCas 
. Goldfon v. Allegheny County, | 379. 
8 Pa. Dist. 387; Blandford v. State, 72. 
10 Tex. A. 627. Sy EB a90 


See infra § 57. — 
66. Ker v. Illinois, 119 U. S. 436, 
7 SCt 225, 30 L. ed. 421; In re De 
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U. S. v. Greene, 146 Fed. 766; 
(CN. S.) 5 DomLR 


Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1912] 
S. v. Rauscher, 110 U.S. 


y ¢< Sa OF 
407, 7 SCt 234, 30 L. ed. 425; Holmes 
v. Jennison, 14 Pet. 


[25.C.J.] 275 
declare that foreign criminals shall be surrendered 
upon such proofs of criminality as it may judge 
sufficient.75 Until 1848 there was no legislation in 
the United States on the subject of extradition. Ex- 
tradition was granted under the provisions of the 
treaties with Great Britain and France, although the 
question whether a fugitive could be legally sur- 
rendered in the absence of an act of congress passed 
to carry out the provisions of the treaty was decided 
in the affirmative in many cases,"® and in the nega- 
tive in an early case arising under the treaty with 
France.*7_ The question ceased to be a practical 
one, however, with the passage of the act of Aug. 
12, 1848,78 which provided the machinery for a ju- 
dicial examination in every case arising under any 
extradition treaty then in foree or which might in 
the future be entered into by this govern- 
ment.7° This statute is not in conflict witn 
the treaty of 1842 with Great Britain but supple- 
ments that treaty.8° This statute was supplemented 
by the act of Aug. 3, 1882.8! The act of June 6, 
1903, provides for extradition from the United States 
to a foreign country or territory occupied by or un- 
der control of the United States,8? and the act of 
Febr. 6, 1905, provides the necessary machinery for 
the execution in the Philippine Islands of the extra- 
dition treaties of the United States applicable there- 
to.38 4 

In England an act of parliament is essential to 
carry an extradition treaty into effect. The act of 
parliament of 1870, which repeals acts passed to 
carry prior treaties into operation, contains a pro- 
vision which keeps those treaties in full foree.8+ 

In Canada the British Imperial Extradition Act 
has been held by the English courts as applying to 
Canada and as not inconsistent with the B. N. A. 
Act § 132.85 This act has, however, been suspended, 
as far as extradition of fugitives from the United 
States is concerned, by Imperial Ord. Coune. of 
Dec. 28, 1882, and Dominion Act (40 Vict. ch 25) 
governs the subject at present.®® 

In the commonwealth of Australia each state has 
full power to act in extradition matters until the 
parliament of the commonwealth legislates on the 
subject.®" 

[§ 57] ©. Extraditable Offenses—l. In’ Gen- 
eral. The first treaty stipulation providing for the 
extradition of criminals, to which the United States 
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Greene, 146 Fed.| & M. 66; U. S. v. Robins, 27 F. Cas. 
No. 16,175, Bee 266; Muller’s Case, 5 
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77. In re Metzger, 5 How. (U. S.) 
176, 12 T:seds 104, 17: Cas. No. 9,511, 
1 Edm. Sel. Cas. 399, 5 NYLegObs 83, 
1 BarbseNe yy oi248: 
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79. Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 Fed. 
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asylum in the other. They only make 
provision that for certain crimes he 
shall be deprived of that asylum, and 
surrendered to justice, and they pre- 
scribe the mode in which this shall 
be done.” Ker v. Illinois, 119 U. S. 
436, 7 SCt 225, 30 L. ed. 421. 

67. In re De Giacomo, 7 F. Cas. 
No. 3,747, 12 Blatchf. 391. 

68. In re Vandervelpen, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,848, 14 Blatchf. 137. 

69. Ex p. Schorer, 195 Fed. 334. 

70. Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 880 
[aff 229 U. S. 447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. 
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Constitutional Law § 161, 

75.0 Grin. v., Shine, 287 Wei S.' 181, 
23 SC 98; 44> Liwed: 
Henkel, 180 U. S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 
L. ed. 457 [aff 108 Fed. 626]. 

76. Terlinden v. Ames, 184 U. S. 
270, 22 SCt 484, 46 L. 


ed. 104; In re Kaine, 14 F. Cas No. 
7,598, 10 NYLegObs 257; In re Shea- 
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45 L. ed. 448 [aff 103 Fed.. 631]. 
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130; Neely v. 


ed. 534; Re 86. In re Rosenbaum, 18 LCJuc 

(We (S2)79176, 12. | 2007 Ree. v. Young; 9. LCJur, 29;. Ex 
p. Phelan, 6 Montr. Leg. N. 261. 

87. McKelvey v. Meagher, 4 Austr. 


R. 265. 


276. (29Gr J] 
was a party,’ included only the crimes of murder 
and forgery.8® In our earlier treaties crimes of vio- 
lence predominated, such as murder, robbery, arson, 
ete. Later these were supplemented by crimes of 
fraud, as embezzlement, breach of trust, obtaining 
money by false pretenses, ete. One of the latest 
offenses included in our extradition treaties is brib- 
ery. The list of offenses embraced in our various 
extradition treaties numbers more than thirty.°® By 
the enumeration in the several extradition treaties 
of certain crimes for which the surrender of a fugi- 
tive may be demanded, it seems that all other of- 
fenses not included in such enumeration are, by 
necessary implication, excluded from the operation 
of the treaties, and that therefore one of the con- 
tracting nations cannot, by virtue of the provisions 
of the treaty and as a matter of right, demand of 
the other nation the surrender of a person charged 
with an offense not specified in the treaty between 
the two nations.®! Tt has been held, however, that 
the existence of a treaty providing for extradition 
for certain crimes does not deprive either contract- 
ing nation of the power and right to exercise its own 
discretion in cases not coming within the terms of 
the treaty. In relation to persons charged with of- 


88. Treaty with Great Britain 
(1794) art 27. 
89. Porter v. McMahon, 25 N. B. 


211; Matter of Hall, 8 Ont. A. 31, 2) Matter of Huey, 
CanLTOccNotes 592. [da] 

90. Malloy Treaties 776-1909; 
Charles Treaties 1910-1913 (enu-|tained by false pretenses. 
merating the following crimes: Ab-| Brixton Prison, 
duction, abortion, arson, assault with [Le] 
intent to murder, bigamy, bribery, | is 
burglary, child stealing, conspiracy | extradition of person 
to revolt on the high seas, counter-| money, valuable security, 
feiting, destruction of a vessel at] property, knowing 
sea, destruction or obstruction of | embezzled, stolen, 
railroads endangering human _ life, | obtained. In re Cohen, 


embezzlement by persons hired or 
salaried, to the detriment of their 
employers, embezzlement of funds of 92. 
a bank or trust company, embezzle- | 401, 
ment of public moneys, forgery or 
utterance of forged papers, fraud or 
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tion not within terms of treaty with 96. 
Ecuador relating to embezzlement of 
public property by public 
1 Canal Zone 187. 97: 
False pretenses.—Money won [a] 
by three-card trick is not money ob- 
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fenses not named in the treaty, each government, as 


-an incident of its sovereignty, may either grant or 


deny to the fugitive an asylum within its jurisdic- 
tion..2. It is expressly stipulated in some of the 
extradition treaties entered into by the United States 
with foreign powers that the provisions of the treaty 
shall not apply to crimes committed before the date 
of the treaty. In others certain anterior crimes only 
are excepted. In some others there is no provision 
excepting anterior crimes.®* It has been held that 
prior crimes are included within the operation of 
the treaty, where its language will admit of such a 
construction, unless they are expressly excepted ;%* 
and a treaty admitting of such a construction is not 
unconstitutional as being in contravention of the 
constitutional prohibition of the passing of any bill 
of attainder or ex post facto law.°® When general 
terms are used the courts will not confine them to 
their meaning at common law; the question whether 
a given offense comes within the treaty must be de- 
termined by the law as it exists in the two coun- 
tries at the time application is made for extradi- 
tion.°& Illustrations of erimes which have been re- 
garded as included or excluded by the terms of par- 
ticular treaties may be found in the footnote.°? 


Cohn y. Jones, 100 Fed. 639; 
State v. Spiegel, 111 Iowa 701, 83 
NW 722. 

See cases infra this note. 
Bankruptcy.— Rex v. Stone 
(Que.) 17 CanCrCas 377; Re Webber, 
(CN. S.) 6 DomLR 805, 19 CanCrCas 


{b] Bigamy.—Reg. v. 
Ont.) Pri 93: 
receiving any {c] Bribery.—Re Cannon, 17 Ont. 
or “other L. 352,12 OntWR 171,14 CanCrCas 186. 
it to have been at fpciat glary.—In re Beebe, 3 Cnt. 
or fraudulently | Pr. 27 
8 Ont. L. 143, [Le] "emia stealing.—Rex v. Watts, 
3 Ont. Bi-3682 1) OntWiRi13s.r5 CanCr 
Cas 246, 22 CanLTOccNotes 166; Ex 
154 Fed.|p. Lorenz, 14 Que. K. B. 273, 7 Que. 
101, 9 CanCrCas 158. 

[f] Embezzlement.-—In re Balensi, 
gay Fed. 864; In re Frank, 107 Fed. 


officer. 


Rex v. 
568. 
Tubbee, 1 


U.S. 596, 28 
Foss, 


breach of trust, housebreaking, kid-|102 Cal. 347, 353, 36 P 669, 41 AmSR 

napping, larceny, manslaughter, |182, 25 LRA 593. [g] Embezzlement by hired or 
mayhem, murder, obtaining money, “The crime with which the peti-| salaried person.—In re Balensi, 120 
ete., by false pretences, perjury or|tioner is charged not being an ex-]|Fed. 864. 

Subordination of perjury, piracy,|traditable offense under the treaty [h] Embezzlement of public 
rape, receiving money, etc., known]|between the United States and the | moneys.—Ex p. Ronchi, 164 Fed. 288; 
to have been stolen or fraudulently | government of the Hawaiian Islands,|In re Reiner, 122 Fed. 109; In re 


obtained, revolt on ship at sea, rob- 


bery, shop breaking, sinking a ship 
at sea, slave trading). 

91. Cohn v. Jones, 100 Fed. 639; 
Matter of Huey, 1 Canal Zone 137; 
Knox) v.) State, 164. ind. 226). 73° NE) 
255, 108 AmSR 291, 3 AnnCas” 539; 
In re Cohen, 8 Ont. L. 148, 4 OntWR 
103, 8 CanCrCas 251, 24 CanLTOcc 
Notes 359. 

“In every application for a requisi- 
tion it must be made to appear that 
one of the offenses enumerated in 
the extradition treaty between the 
United States and the government 
from which extradition is sought has 
been committed within the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States, or of 
some one of the states or territories, 
and that the person charged there- 
with is believed to have sought an 
asylum or has been found within the 
dominions of such foreign govern- 
ment.” Mem. Dept. State, Oct. 1892. 

[a] onspiracy to defraud is not 
extraditable as a fraud. Ex p. Gay- 
nor, 22 Que. Super. 109, 7 CanCrCas 
389 [app allowed on other grounds 9 
CanCrCas 205]. 

{b] Crimes by bankrupts under a 
treaty do not include one accused of 
complicity in a fraudulent bank- 
puptcy. Matter of Counhaye, L. R. 
8 Q. B. 410. 

Le] Embezzlement. — Embezzle- 
ment of moneys of private corpora- 


it must be presumed that the sur- 
render of the petitioner was made by 
the latter in the exercise of its own 
sovereign discretion and as an act 
of comity. This violated no right 
secured to the petitioner by the 
treaty referred to, as that treaty 
does not in terms, or by necessary 
implication, deny to that government 
the right to surrender, or deprive the 
United States of the right upon such 
surrender to receive into its cus- 
tody, fugitives charged with offenses 


not enumerated in the treaty.” Per 
De Haven, J., in Ex p. Foss, supra. 
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Giacomo, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,747, 12 
Blatchf. 391, 394. 

95. See supra § 54. 
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PRe2Zta in re Smith, 4 Ont. Pr. 215; 
In re ‘Warner, il CanLJNS 165 In 
re Eno, 10 Que. L. 194; Ex p. De- 
baun, 32 LCJur 281; Ex p. Worms, 7 
RevLeg 319, 22 LCJur 109. 

fl] Fraud.—v. S. Vv. Greene, 146 


Fed. 766. 
[m] Fraud by agent.—Greene v. 
U. S., 154 Fed. 401, 85 CCA 251 [aff 
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'the Canadian courts.® 


§§ 57-59] 


Whether the offense committed is an extraditable 
erlme 1s a mixed question of law and of fact,°% 
and the decision of the courts of the asylum country 
as to whether an offense is within the terms of an 
extradition treaty is final and the question cannot 
be again raised in the courts of the demanding coun- 
try after extradition.°® An accessory before the fact 
to an extraditable crime may be extradited,! unless 
the description of the offense precludes such a hold- 
ing.” 

Barred offense. In the case of a conviction in a 
foreign country the running of the prescriptive period 
for the execution of the sentence is suspended during 
the period of the fugitive’s imprisonment under sen- 
tence after conviction in the asylum country. A 
erime subject to infamous punishment in a foreign 
country is an extraditable crime under the treaty 
with that country, although not subject to such 
punishment in this country.* 

[§ 58] 2. Criminality in Both Countries. By 
some treaties the requirement is imposed that the 
offense shall be criminal by the laws of both coun- 
tries.© Under such a requirement absolute identity 
of statutes defining the offense is not necessary; it is 
sufficient if the essential character of the transaction 
is the same and is made criminal by both statutes,® 
Furthermore, in the United States, extradition for 
such an offense is not limited to persons charged 
with acts which are made criminal by the laws of 
the United States but may be effected as well in 
the case of persons charged with acts which are 
made criminal by the law of the foreign country and 
the law of the state in which the fugitive is found,’ 
but this principle does not seem to be recognized by 
the courts of England,’ although it is recognized by 
There are no common-law 
crimes against the United States, although some 
cases speak of applying the common-law definition 
of a crime in extradition proceedings.1? The penal 
146 Fed. 803, and certiorari den _207 L 
U. S. 596, 28 SCt 261, 52 L. ed. 357]; | (murder). 
Browne v. U. S., 30 Que. Super. 363. 

[n] Fraud by corporate director. 
—wWright v. Henkel, 190 U. S. 40, 3. 
23 SCt 781, 47 L. ed. 948; In re Ar-|2 K. B. 157. 
ton, [1896] 1 Q. B. 509; Reg. v. Hol-| 4. 
loway Prison, 16 T. L. R. 247; Rex 
v. Buck, 10 Alta. L. 437, 35 DomLR}| (N. Y.) 107. 
55, 27 CanCrCas 427, [1917] 1 West 5. 
Wkly ‘867 Lapp allowed 55 Can. S. C. 
133, 38 DomLR 548, 29 CanCrCas 45, 
[1917] 3 WestWkly 117]. 

- [fo] Darceny.— Powell v. U. §S,, 
206 Fed. 400, 124 CCA 282; Reg. v. 
Holloway. Prison, 16 L. T. R. 247; 
Ex p. Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 38 Dom 
LR 716, 28 CanCrCas 396; Re Lewis, 
9 CanCrCas 233; Ex p. Gaynor, 22 
Que. Super. 109, 7 CanCrCas 389 [app 
allowed on other grounds: 9 CanCr|R. 247. 
Cas 205]; In re Gross, 25 Ont. A. 83, 
2 CanCrCas 67. 

{[p] Murder by slave.—Matter of 


Anderson, 20 U. C, Q. B._124. 
{q] Perjury.—In re Collins, 11 B. 


3 WestWkly 393. 


Powell v. U. S., 
766; 
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Reg. v. Browne, 6 Ont. A. 386 


2. Matter of Counhaye, 
Q. B. 410 (crimes by bankrupts). 
Rex v..Brixton Prison, [1907] [a] 


In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 


See treaty provisions; and Re 
Stages, 5 Alta. L. 354, 8 DomLR 284, 


6 U. S.—Wright v. Henkel, 190 
U. S. 40, 28 SCt 781, 47 L. ed. 948; 
206 Fed. 400, 124 
CCA 282; U.S. v. Greene, 146 Fed. | L. 
WemiSumws weiazal 
Cohn v. Jones, 100 Fed. 639. 

nig —Rexive, Dix. isi Mie Laks oo ody 8. 
Reg. v. Holloway Prison, L. 


B. C.—In re O'Neill, 17 B. C. 128, 
5 DomLR 646, 19 CanCrCas 410. 

N. B.—Ex p. Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 
38 DomLR 716, 28 CanCrCas 396. 10. 

Ont.—In re Gross, 25 Ont. A. 88, Le 
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code enacted by congress is very limited. The great 
bulk of the crimes that are defined by statutes are 
found in the penal codes of the states alone; and so 
if an accused person is found in a particular state 
of the Union, and his return to a foreign country is 
demanded, the right of extradition depends upon 
whether or not the offense with which he is charged 
is an offense against the laws of the state in which 
he is found.t Where an extradition treaty uses 
general names, such as ‘‘murder’’ or ‘‘arson,’’ in 
defining the classes of crimes for which extradition 
may be granted thereunder, such names are not nec- 
essarily confined to their meaning at common law, 
but the question whether a given offense comes 
within the treaty must be determined by the law as 
it exists in the two countries at the time the extra- 
dition is applied for.1?, Absolute identity of statutes 
in the foreign country and in the United States de- 
fining the offense is not necessary. It is sufficient if 
the essential character of the transaction is the 
same.}3 

[§ 59] 8. Political Offenses. While it is a well 
recognized principle, irrespective of treaty stipula- 
tion, that governments do not deliver up fugitives 
for political erimes,!* most of the extradition treaties 
to which the United States is a party expressly de- 
clare that their provisions shall not apply to crimes 
or offenses of a political character;!° and the English 
treaties also exclude offenses of a political nature.1® 
The decision of the question whether or not an of- 
fense is political is by express provision of several 
of the treaties of the United States declared to rest 
with the authorities of the government upon which 
the demand for surrender is made,!7 but in the ab- 
sence of such a conventional provision the right 
to determine the question undoubtedly inheres in 
the government of which the extradition is re- 
quested.1® What constitutes an offense of a political 
character depends upon the particular circumstances 
existing in that country, would come 
within the extraditable crimes named 
in the treaty.” Cohn v. Jones, 100 
Fed. 639, 646. 
Variance in name.—It is the 
several illegal acts which go to make 
up the offense that constitute the 
extradition crime and not the name 
by which those acts may be desig- 
nated in either country. Exp. 
Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 38 DomLR 716, 
28 CanCrCas 396. 

7. Pettit v. Walshe, 194 U. S..205, 
24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938; Wright v. 


Henkel, 190 U. S. 40, 23 S@t 781, 47 
ed. 948; In re Wright, 123 Fed. 


Dis hiyes 


133 Fed. 998;| 463 [aff 190 U. S. 40, 25 SCt 781, 47 
L. ed. 948]. 

In re Windsor, 6 B. & S. 522. 

5 Sd 118 ECL 522, 122 Reprint 1288. Z 


92. In“ré) Collins;) 14- uBR iCar4s6nn10 
CanCrCas 73, 80, 2 WestLR 164; Ex 
p. Lorenz, 14 Que. K. B. 273, 7 Que. 
Pr. 101, 9 CanCrCas 158. 

In re Adutt, 55 Fed. 376. 
Wright v. Henkel, 190 U. S. 


CG. °436, 10. CanCrCas 73, 80, 2 West, 
LR 164. 

[r] Piracy.—Atty.-Gen. v. Kwok- 
Sa-Sinew bake BC. 0719 Inere 'Tiy- 
nan, 5 B. & S. 645, 117 ECL 645, 122 
Reprint 971. 

{[s] Robbery.—In re _ Hzeta, 62 
Fed. 972; In re Burley, 1 CanLJNS 20. 

{t] Uttering forged paper.—Ex p. 

188 Fed. 344; Re Murphy, 
Gt Ont. 1638, 2° Can€rCas 662; «Re 
Abeel, 7 Ont. L. 327, 3 OntWR 85, 8 
CanCrCas 189, 24 CanLTOccNotes 
231% 

98. Terlinden v. Ames, 184 U. S. 
270, 22 SCt 484, 46 L. ed. 534. i 

99. Greene v. U. S., 154 Fed. 401, 
85 CCA 251 [aff 146 Fed. 803, and 
certiorari den 207 U. S. 596, 28 SCt 
261, 52 L. ed. 351]. bas 


2 CanCrCas 67. 

Que.—Rexv.Stone,17 CanCrCas 249. 

N. W. Terr.—Re Martin, 2 Terr. L. 
301) 8 (CanCr@as 326) 33) CanLJ 253. 

“A demand for extradition will 
not be made unless the authorities 
of the country requesting it are sat- 
isfied, from the papers and evidence 
submitted, that the offense for which 
extradition is sought is one that, as 
the law then is in the demanding 
country, will be fairly embraced 
within the terms of the treaty; and 
the authorities of the country from 
which the surrender is sought are 
not authorized to grant the warrant 
of extradition unless upon exami- 
nation it appears that the offense 
upon which the application. is based 
is one which, under the law then 


40, 238 SCt 781) 47 L. ed. 948: In re 
Walshe, 125 Fed. 572 [aff 194 U. S. 
205, 24 SCt 657,°48 L. ed. 938]. 

12. Cohn vy. Jones, 100 Fed. 639; 
In re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972; In re Cross, 
43 Fed. 517; In re Windsor, 6 B. & 
S. 522, 118 HCL 522, 122 -Reprint 
1288; Reg. v. Phipps, (Ont.) 3 CanLT 
OccNotes 55. 

13. Wright v. Henkel, 190 U. S. 
40, 23 SCt 781, 47 L. ed. 948. 

14. In re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972. 

15. Malloy Treaties 1776-1909; | 
Charles Treaties 1910-1913. 

16, In re Arton, [1896] 1,°Q) B:; 
108; Rex v. Holloway Prison; 71 L. 
J. K. B. 935; In re Levi, 6 Que. Q. B. 


17. In re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972. 
18. In re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972. 
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of each case.9 To bring an offense within the mean- 
ing of the words ‘‘of a political character’’ it must 
be incidental to and form part of political disturb- 
ances.2°. There must, in such case, be two parties 
in the state, each striving to impose its own goy- 
ernment upon the other.2i Several of the treaties 
of the United States provide that an attempt against 
the head of a foreign government or member of his 
family, when such act comprises the act of mur- 
der, assassination, or poisoning, shall not be con- 
sidered a political offense.22, An extradition magis- 
trate has jurisdiction, and it is his duty, to deter- 
mine whether an offense charged is political within 
the meaning of the treaty provision.?% 

[§ 60] 4. Escape after Conviction; Violation of 
Parole. A criminal] who escapes from prison after 
conviction may be extradited if he has been con- 
victed of an extraditable offense, even though prison 
breach is not in itself an extraditable crime;** and 
similarly a convicted prisoner who has been condi- 
tionally released from prison for restoration of health 
and refuses to return to prison,?® or a convicted 
prisoner the serving of whose sentence has been post- 
poned at his own request,?® or a convicted prisoner 
who has been released on parole and has violated his 
parole may be extradited if he has been convicted 
of an extraditable offense, even though violation of 
parole is not in itself an extraditable crime.?* 

[§.61] 5. Joinder of Offenses. Two offenses of 
a cognate character both of which are specified in 
an extradition treaty may be joined in a com- 
plaint 2° and if two offenses, only one of which is 


19. In re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972. 

20. In re Hzeta, 62 Fed. 972; Knox 
v. State, 164 Ind. 226, 73 NE 255, 108 
WATIISED a code or, Annas. (539); a nen re 
Meunier, [1894] 2 Q. B. 415; In re 
Castioni,; [1891] 1 Q. B. 149; Re Fe- 
dorenko, 20 Man. 221, 223. 

“Can it be said that this killing 
was in furtherance of a political ob- 
ject? I think not. Nor‘do I think 
the fact that the crime of the ac- 
cused would, in the demanding State, 
be called a political crime and be 


ernment; 


diers; 


enemy, 


acter, 
tion. 
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four persons were hung because they 
did not assist in defending the gov- 27. 
that. the fifth was killed 
because he was considered a spy; 
that the robbery of the bank was for 28. 
the purpose of paying 
and that the killing of the 
sixth person was the result of a 
report that he had 
it was decided that such 
offenses were of a_ political 
and not subject to extradi- 
In re Hzeta, 62 Hed. 972. (2) 29. 


[§§ 59-62 


' specified in the treaty, are joined in the complaint 


this will not render the warrant unlawful as it will 
not be presumed that the demanding government, 
contrary to the provisions of the treaty, will punish 
for an offense not specified in the treaty.?° 

[§ 62] D. Persons Who May Be Extradited. 
In the absence of any treaty stipulation providing 
otherwise, it is immaterial that the person whose 
extradition is demanded is a citizen of the country 
upon which the demand is made,°° and in such a case 
the demand is*sufficient if made by the diplomatic 
agent of the foreign country without any coopera- 
tion by the diplomatic agent of the asylum coun- 
try.31. Nearly all of the extradition treaties of the 
United States, however, contain a provision declar- 
ing that neither of the contracting parties shall be 
bound to surrender its own citizens,22 and where a 
treaty so provides there can be no such surren- 
der 3 nor demand. It has been held in Great 
Britain that a provision in an extradition treaty 
that neither of the contracting parties shall be 
bound to surrender its own subjects implies that it 
may do so, and that the surrender of a subject is 
within the discretion of the state upon which the 
demand is made.*®° Furthermore, the power of ex- 
tradition is not limited to the case of criminals who 
are subjects of the demanding government, but in- 
cludes the case of all persons, of whatever national- 
ity, who have committed any of the specified crimes 
within the jurisdiction of the demanding state except 
subjects of the state from which extradition is re- 
quired.2 Some treaties contain a provision that 


Us AE ra BAA 

Duders v. Guerin, 16 Revde 
Jur 475; U. S. v. Allison, (N. S.) 42 
DomLR 595. 

In re, ONeill, ATE Be (Cy 223526 
DomLR 646, 19 CanCrCas 410; New 
York v. Israelowitz, 25 B. C. 148, 29 
CanCrCas 323; Rex v. Rutland, (N. 
S.) 14 CanCrCas 22; In re Peugnet, 5 
Sask. L. 143, 1 DomLR 204, 19 Can 
CrCas 179, 19 WestLR 938, 1 West 
Wkly 703. 

Bingham v. Bradley, 241 U. S. 


Hizeta’s sol- 


gone over to the 


char- 


tried by a special tribunal makes it 
a crime of a _ political character 
within the meaning of the treaty. 
The crime of killing a policeman by 
a person in no way identified with 
any political movement would in 
Russia be so described, and would be 
tried by the same tribunal.” Per 
Mathers, C. J. K. B., in Re Fedorenko, 
supra. 

ae In re Meunier, [1894] 2 Q. B. 
415. 

[a] An explosion caused by an 
anarchist is not such an offense. In 
re Meunier, [1894] 2 Q. B. 415 

22. See Malloy Treaties 1776— 19:09 ; 
Charles Treaties 1910-1913. 

23. Ornelas v. Ruiz, 161 U. S. 502, 
16 SCt 689, 40 L. ed. 787; In re Hzeta, 
62 Fed. 972; Rex v. Brixton Prison, 
[1916] 2 K. B. 742. 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where the 
testimony showed that the hanging 
of four persons by officers of Presi- 
dent Ezeta, the killing of another 
person by President Ezeta and the 
other defendants, his officers, the 
robbery of a bonk by President 
Ezeta, and the killing of a sixth per- 
son by President Ezeta and his offi- 
eer were all committed during the 
existence of a state of siege’in the 
republic of Salvador, and the prog- 
ress of actual hostilities between the 
contending forces, wherein Ezetaand 
his companions were seeking to 
maintain the authority of the then 
existing government against a rev- 
olutionary unrising; that such acts 
were associated with the actual con- 
flict of such armed forces; that the 


A band of over one hundred men 
crossed from Texas inte Mexico and 
ettacked about forty Mexican sol- 
diers, killing and wounding some of 
them, burning their barracks, and 
taking away their horses and equip- 
ments. The same band violently as- 
saulted private citizens, taking their 
horses, and burning houses, extort- 
ed small sums of money from the 
women, and appropriated clothes and 
provisions. The members of the 
band, who were without uniform or 
flag, but had red bands on their hats, 
remained in Mexico about six hours, 
and then recrossed. There was evi- 
dence, on the other side, that there 
had been on that border a revolu- 
tionary movement directed against 
the Mexican government the year be- 
fore, and that the aim and purpose 
of the expedition in question was the 
same. It was held that the magis- 
trate was justified in finding that 
the offense was not “of a purely po- 
litical character” within the meaning 
of the extradition treaty with Mex- 
ico. Ornelas v. Ruiz, 161 U. S. 502, 
16 SCt 689, 40 L. ed. 787. (3) A bare 
statement in affidavit that applicant 
escaped for political reasons at a 
time when he must have been about 
the age of seventeen is not enough 
to show that applicant was a politi- 
eal refugee. Rex v. Brixton Prison, 
[1V9L6] 2K. Br 7428 
Mee Hix p. Moser! [1915] 2 K. B. 

25. Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1907] 
PAK Bs 861s 

26. Reg. v. Holloway Prison, 14 


511, 36 SCt 634, 60 L. ed. 1136. 

30. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 
[aff 180 U.S 126,21 SCt. 308) 45 Lh: 
ed. 457]; Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 
12 LRA 589. 

[a] “‘Persons,’ (1) without quali- 
fication, would necessarily include all 
persons, citizens and aliens alike; 
and, under that general designation, 
the executive, it is believed, could 
not lawfully withhold the surrender 
of an American citizen upon requisi- 
tion made by the republic of Mex- 
ico.” Per Maxey, J., in Ex p. Mc- 
Cabe, 46 Fed. 363, 374, 12 LRA 589. 
(2). “The word ‘persons’ in the ex- 
tradition treaty between the United 
States and italy, entered into in 1868 
(15 Stat. 629) and amended in 1884 
(24 Stat. 1001), providing for the 
surrender of persons charged with 
enumerated crimes, is. sufficiently 
broad to embrace citizens and sub- 
jects of the contracting parties.” Ex 
p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 880 [aff 229 U. 
S. 447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 257]. 

831. Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1912] 
ZONK EB KOS. 

32. Malloy Treaties 1776-1909; 
Charles Treaties 1910-1913. 

33. See treaty provisions; and Ex 
np. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12 LRA 589; 
Reg. v. Wilson, 3 Q. B. D. 42. 

34. Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12 
LRA 589, 

35. In re Galwey, Eee ea oo a B. 
230; Reg. v. Ganz, 9 Q. 

36. Rex v. Brixton prison: Tigi24 
ony B. 578; Reg. v. Ganz, 9 Q. D:. 


“In every application for a requisi- 
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neither of the contracting parties shall be bound to 
deliver up its own citizens or subjects under the 
stipulations of the convention, but they: shall have 
the power to deliver them up if in their discretion 
it is deemed proper to do so.*7_ When a treaty does 
not exempt from extradition citizens who have re- 
turned to their native country after committing a 
crime in the demanding country, the United States 
will extradite its own citizens who are seeking asy- 
lum in the United States,?% even thouch the foreign 
government demanding their extradition makes a 
different interpretation of the treaty and refuses to 
extradite its own citizens under similar conditions.?9 
Under a treaty provision that a fugitive shall not 
be surrendered if he has already been tried and dis- 
charged or punished in the asylum state, a fugitive 
in order to claim the benefit of this provision must 
show that he has had a trial accompanied by an 
acquittal or a sentence of punishment and a dis- 
charge owing to some informality in the proceedings 
is insufficient.?° 

[§.63] E. ‘‘Jurisdiction’’ and ‘‘Territory’’— 
1. In General. Treaties of extradition provide for 
the surrender of persons charged with crimes com- 
mitted within the ‘‘jurisdiction’’ of one of the con- 
tracting parties, who may be found within the ‘‘ter- 
ritory’’ of the other. These words have generally 
been construed to mean ‘‘territorial jurisdiction,’’ + 
although there is a judicial decision giving to ‘‘juris- 
diction’’ an enlarged meaning equivalent to ‘‘ power 
of the courts’’ and permitting the extradition from 
the United States to Germany of a German subject 
who had committed an offense in Belegium.*2 The at- 
torney-general decided in this case, however, that 
the words ‘‘committed within the jurisdiction,’’ as 
used in the treaty, do not refer to the personal lia- 
bilities of the criminal, but to locality; and that 
the place where the crime is committed must be 
within the jurisdiction of the party demanding the 
fugitive, in other words, within the territorial juris- 
diction.4® Whether the actual presence of the ac- 
cused in the country demanding his extradition at 
the time of the commission of the alleged offense is 
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necessary would seem to depend upon the nature of 
the offense charged,*# and also upon the language of 
the particular treaty describing the person to be sur- 
rendered as a fugitive or otherwise.*® A treaty 4° 
providing for the extradition of persons charged 
with offenses ‘‘committed within the jurisdiction 
of’’ either party does not authorize the extradition 
of a person charged with the commission of an of- 
fense in a place or country which was not at the 
time within the jurisdiction of the country seeking 
the extradition, although it has since been brought 
within such jurisdiction.*? 

[§ 64] 2. Vessels. Vessels upon the. high seas 
and ships of war everywhere are within the juris- 
diction of the nations to which they belong,’ and the 
criminal may be surrendered only to the nation to 
which the ship belongs and not to the nation of 
which the criminal is a subject.49 A merchant ves- 
sel within the territorial waters of the United States 
is within the territory of the United States, and a 
subject of the nation to which such vessel belongs 
may be arrested upon a warrant issued by an extra- 
dition magistrate in pursuance of proceedings for his 
extradition.°° 

[§ 65] F. Authority to Entertain, Institute, or 
Conduct Proceedings.*! Extradition of a fugitive 
from a foreign country, in which he has taken refuge, 
to the United States must be conducted by the fed- 
eral government.®? All applications for requisitions 
should be addressed to the secretary of state ac- 
companied by the necessary papers. When extra- 
dition is sought for an offense within the jurisdiction 
of the state or territorial courts, the application 
must come from the governor of the state or terri- 
tory. When the offense is against the United States, 
the application should come from the attorney-gen- 
eral.53 The fact that the demand was made by the 
governor of the state upon the foreign government 
is not, however, a defense for the accused after he is 
brought to this country.*4 The governor of a state 
has not the power to deliver up to a foreign govern- 
ment a person charged with having committed a 
crime in the territory of that government.°> 


tion it must be made to appear that 
one of the offenses enumerated in 
the extradition treaty between the 
United States and the government 
from which extradition is sought has 
been committed within the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States, or of some 
one of the states or territories, and 
that the person charged therewith is 
believed to have sought an asylum 
or has been found within the do- 
minions of.such foreign  govern- 
ment.” Mem. Dept. State, Oct. 1892. 

S7ie Des) Ste at Hu LOLo (treaty 
between the United States and 
Japan); 31 U.S. St. at L. 1818 (treaty 
between United States and Mexico); 
31 U. S. St. at L: 1883 (treaty be- 
tween United States and the Ar- 
gentine Republic); 33 U. S. St. at L 
2147 (treaty between United States 
and Guatemala). 

38. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S. 
447; 83.(SCt. 945,57 L.ved. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397; Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 
880 [aff 229 U. S. 447, 33 SCt 945, 57 
L. ed. 257). 

39. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S. 
447, 83 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397; Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 


' 880 [aff 229 U. S. 447, 8338 SCt 945, 57 


L. ed. 257]. 

40. Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1912] 
3 K. B. 424. 

41. 14 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 281; 8 Op. 
Atty.-Gen. p 215; 1 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
p 88; Reg. v. Lavaudier, 15 Cox C. C. 
329; Allsop’s Case, Forsyth Cas. 368. 

42, In re Stupp, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,562, 11 Blatehf. 124. 


‘ 


43. In re /Stupp; 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,563, 12 Blatchf. 501; 14 Op. Atty.- 
Gen. p 281. 

44. Reg. v. Nillins, 53 L. J. M. C. 
157; Reg. v. Jacobi, 46 L. T. Rep. N. 
S. 595 note; McKelvey v. Meagher, 
AUAMISiTscG.pa. i. «2005 

[a] False pretenses.—(1) One who 
sent from England letters containing 
alleged false pretenses to_ persons 
carrying on business in Germany, 
thereby inducing them to part with 
certain goods and deliver them to his 
order in Hamburg, and who also sent 
to the same persons certain alleged 
forged checks in payment, is a fugi- 
tive criminal within the act of 33 & 
34 Vict ec 52 § 26, and was rightly 
committed by the police magistrate 
to await the warrant of the secretary 
of state for his extradition. Reg. v. 
Nillins, 58 Li: J. M. C. 157. (2) Where 
the accused :were charged with con- 
spiring in Holland to obtain by false 
pretenses property to be sent to them 
in Germany, and they obtained the 
property and sent it to England, 
whither the accused soon after went, 
it was decided that their extradition 
was due upon demand of Germany 
for a crime committed in German 
jurisdiction. Reg. v. Jacobi, 46 lL. 
T) Rep: N.S, 596 note. = é 

{[b] Quitting jurisdiction while 
bankrupt.—McKelvey v. Meagher, 4 
Austr. C. Le R. 265. 

45. Sternaman vy. Peck, 83 Fed. 
690, 28 CCA 377. 

[a] Dlustration.—A person. may 
be extradited from the United States 


to Canada for murder by poisoning, 
where death occurs in the latter 
country, although the poison was ad- 
ministered in the former country, 
since the treaty between the United 
States and Great Britain provides 
for the extradition ’ of persons 
charged with crimes committed in 
one country who shall ‘‘seek an asy- 


lum, or shall be found, within the 
territories of the other.” Sternaman 
VevePecks 6 83n Med. 690,28, CCA BSR. 


46. 1 Malloy Treaties p 740. 

47. In re Taylor, 118 Fed. 196. 

4s. U.S. v. Cooper, 25 F. Cas. No. 
14,865; U. S. v. Robins, 27 F. Cas. 
No. 16,175, Bee 266; 14 Op. Atty.- 
Gen. p 281. 

49. Atty.-Gen. v. Kwok-a-Sing, L. 
13 MGy GEA KO), ae 

50. In re Newman, 79 Fed. 622; 
Ex p. Alvarez, 14 Porto Rico 581. 

51. Authority to make complaint 
before committing magistrate see 
infra. i$: 7s. 

52 e Un oe Va auschere lL bos Uren. 
407, 7 SCt 234, 30 L. ed. 425; Goldfon 
v. Allegheny County, 8 Pa. Dist. 387. 

53. Mem. Dept. State Oct. 1892. 

[a] Between the United States 
and Canada.—Under the practice he- 
tween the United States and Great 
Britain, a request for extradition 
from the Dominion of Canada is 
made by the secretary of state uvon 
the British ambassador at Washing- 
ton. Mem. State Dept. Febr. 1918. 

Sap COV. p ELaAtt Woe woalesot Oya 
12d edatn 

55. Holmes y. Jennison, 14 Pet. 


980 [250.J.] 


[§ 66] G. Indictment or Warrant of Arrest in 
Foreign Country. Unless the treaty so specifies it 
it not necessary that an application for extradition 
shall have been preceded by an indictment in the 
country requesting the surrender.®® <A treaty re- 
quiring that the fugitive shall have been ‘‘accused’ 
of the crimes enumerated means merely that he is to 
be charged or accused in due form of law.®7 Where 
the treaty requires as a prerequisite to a requisition 
for the surrender of a fugitive criminal that a war- 
rant of arrest shall have issued in the foreign coun- 


try, the judicial department will presume, from the: 


mandate of the secretary of state, that such a war- 
rant was issued,°® and the issuance of such a war- 
rant in the foreign country may also be proved by 
depositions, properly authenticated.6® It has fur- 
thermore been held ®° that congress has dispensed 
with the requirement with respect to the production 
of a copy of a warrant of arrest, or other equivalent 
document issued by a foreign magistrate, by the 
enactment of the statute governing extradition pro- 
ceedings.°! In Great Britain to enable a justice of 
the peace to issue a warrant for the apprehension 
and committal for trial of an accused person, it need 
not appear that there was an original warrant for 
his apprehension in the foreign country or deposi- 
tions taken against him there.®°? An original war- 
rant for the arrest of an accused person, which re- 
quires only a seal to justify his arrest according to 
the French law, is admissible, although without sig- 
nature,®? and in Canada the ‘extradition judge may 
issue his warrant upon a foreign warrant of arrest 
or on information or complaint laid before him,®* and 
the arrest may be made before proceedings have been 
begun in the foreign country.® 

[§ 67] H. Requisition.°® Extradition treaties 
usually provide for the presentation to the executive 
of the government of which the surrender of a fugi- 


GU. S540, 10 Lived? 579) 618 Peo; 
v. Curtis, 50. N.' Y. 321, 10 AmR 483; 
Matter of Vogt, 44 HowPr (N. Y.) 
A ex: sp. Holmes, 12 Vit. od. 

56. . Muller’s Case, 17a es CasaaiNo: 
9,913, 5 Phila. (Pa.) 289; In re Shea- 
zle, 31 F. Cas. No. 12, 734, 1 Woodb, 
& M. 66. ATS Ta tede 

[a] Under the treaty with France 


judge or 
by treaty. In 


130]. 
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offense for which he was examined, 
ordered his arrest, 
essentials of a warrant of arrest or 65. 
other judicial document issued by a 
magistrate, as 


19) Nate 87 Ue Soe sis 


tion of a certified copy of an order 


[§§ 66-68 


tive criminal is sought, of a requisition therefor, by 
the chief diplomatic or consular officer of the de- 
manding government.6? Where such a requisition is 
required by treaty all extradition proceedings taken 
without such a requisition are absolutely null and 
void,®® but the failure to produce such a requisition 
before the extradition commissioner may be cured by 
producing in a habeas corpus proceeding a certified 
copy of the requisition on file in the office of the 
secretary of state.®® Technical objections as to mat- 
ters of form will not be favorably considered *° and 
it is sufficient if the certificates, signatures, etc., are 
in substantial conformity with the requirements of 
the statutes and give reasonable assurance of authen- 
ticity.“ In England it has been held that the faet 
that the requisition is not accompanied by deposi- 
tions mentioned in the treaty will not entitle the 
prisoner to his discharge if the secretary of state 
having received the nccessary information from 
other sources and without having received deposi- 
tions directs the magistrate to issue his warrant.’ 
[§ 68] I. Proceeding before Committing or 
Examining Magistrate —1. Who May Act as Magis- 
trate—a. In United States. The statute confers 
power and jurisdiction to act in extradition cases 
upon the justices of the supreme, cireuit, and dis- 
trict courts of the United States, judges of courts of 
record of general jurisdiction of the states, and com- 
missioners authorized by any of the courts of the 
United States.7? Only judges of courts of the United 
States are empowered to act in proceedings for ex- 
tradition to a foreign country or territory under 
control of the United States.7* Commissioners pos- 
sessing general power to arrest and commit for of- 
fenses against the United States, who have not been 
specially authorized by courts of the United States 
to perform that duty, are not empowered to act in 
extradition cases.*> A commissioner competent to 


in full foree. In re Bongard, 5 Terr. 
1.5 10) 265 CanCn@acw iA. 
In re Anderson, 11 U. C. C. P. 


contain all the 


required| 66. As essential to jurisdiction of 


Grin, 112 Fed.| committing magistrate see infra 
23 SCt 98,| § 83. 
(2) The produc- 67. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S. 


447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274, 46 


of 1843, a person against whom a|purporting to be signed and sealed LRANS 397 [aft’ 185 Fed. 880]; In re 
complaint has been made and accept- by a Russian examining magis-| Heilbronn, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,32 3, 12 
ed before a judge of instruction in| trate, which, although not in the NYLegObs 65. 

France is not a person accused, |form of a warrant of arrest as used [a] Between the United States 


within the meaning of the treaty of 
extradition, although no 
has been found against him. 
Metzger, 1 Barb. (N. Y.) 248. 
In re Metzger, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,511, 
5 NYLegObs 83. 

57. State v. Rowe, 104 Iowa 323, 
713 NW 833. 


In re 


a charge on a preliminary informa-| other equivalent 
tion filed before a justice of the 


peace is sufficient to support extra= 


Gition proceedings from Mexico. | 187 U. S. 181, 
State v. Rowe, 104 Iowa 323, 73 NW i 
833. 


5S eGrine var Shine, lei UL isons 


in the United States, 
indictment | designed to secure the apprehension 
of the accused and his 
Contra | before an examining magistrate, sat- 
isfies the requirement of the extra- 
dition treaty with Russia that appli- 
cations for extradition shall be ac- 
companied by an authenticated copy 
[a] Under the treaty with Mexico | of the warrant of GT EOS EOF of some [b] 
judicia 
issued by a judge or magistrate duly 
authorized to do so. 
23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 


In re Urzua, 188 Fed. 540. 
Shine, 


was evidently | and Mexico.—By stipulation of 
treaty between the United States and 
Mexico, in the case of crimes com- 
mitted in the frontier states or ter- 
ritories, requisitions may be made 
through the chief civil authority of 
the respective border state or terri- 
tory, 31 U. S. St. at L,-1824. 

Between ‘the United States 
and the Netherlands.—By the treaty 
between the United States and the 
Netherlands of 1904, it is provided 
that requisitions for extradition be- 
tween the island possessions and 
colonies of the respective govern- 
ments may be made directly to the 


production 


document 


Grin v. Shine, 


SRO ee ciel Oi 


23 SCt 98, 47 Li. ed. 130; In re Grin, | 23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130. respective chief insular or colonial 
112 Fed. 790 [aff 187 U. S. 181, 23 61. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270 [U. S.| authority. 33 U. S. St. at L. -2257. 
SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130]; Ex p. Van/Comp. St. (1901) p 3591]. 68. Re Fedorenko, 20 Man. 224. 
Hoven, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,859, 4 Dill. 62. In re Tivnan, 5 B. & S. 645, 69. In re Urzua, 188 Fed. 540. 
415. 117 ECL 645, 122 Reprint 971. 70. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aff 


[a] Tlustrations.—(1') An order 63. 
by a magistrate in Russia stating 64. 
that he had investigated the prelimi- 
nary examination in regard to the|5 Terr. 
offense for which the extradition of [a] 
the accused was sought, and found 
certain facts, and directed the ar- 
rest of the accused pursuant to law, 
and a second order, which, after re- 
citing the same preliminary state- 
ment, found that the accused was 
arraigned pursuant to law for the 


In re Coppin, a Ree Cheat. 
In re Garbutt, 21 Ont. 465; In 
re Weir, 14 Ont. 389; In re Bongard, 71. 
L710, 6 Can€rCas 74, 
Warrant must be outstand- 
inge.—Hither a foreign warrant of 722 
arrest must be proved or an infor- 
mation or complaint must be laid be- 73. 
fore the judge at or before the time 74, 
of the issuance of the warrant; and 
in the case of a foreign warrant it 
must be shown to be outstanding and 75. 


tehoe S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 L. ed. 

In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aft 

pe S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 L. ed. 
Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1911] 

2K B82) 

U. S. Rev. St. (1878). $ 5270: 

31.U. 8S. St. at L656. See 

Neely v. Henkel, 180 U. S. 109,.21 SCt 

302, 45 L. ed. 448. 

See infra note 76. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


1 


§§ 68-72] 


act in the matter must be specially appointed or au- 
thorized by the federal courts for that purpose,7¢ 
although a contrary view has been upheld in some 
cases.“7 The power to appoint extradition commis- 
sioners is vested in the courts by an act of. con- 
gress 78 enacted under authority of the United States 
constitution.7® A United States commissioner ap- 
pointed by the federal circuit court is a ‘‘magis- 
trate’’ within the treaty with Great Britain of Aug. 
9, 1842, regulating the arrest and commitment of 
fugitives.8° Until 1897 extradition commissioners 
were appointed by the United States circuit courts. 
By the act of May 28, 1896,8! the office of cireuit 
court commissioner ceased to exist on June 30, 1897, 
the appointment of United States commissioners 
was vested in the district courts, and such United 
States commissioners were declared to have the same 
powers and perform the same duties as were then 
imposed upon commissioners of the circuit courts. 
A commissioner authorized by a district court to 
discharge all the duties and exercise all the powers 
which may be performed by a justice of the supreme 
court, or a cireuit or district judge, under the stat- 
ute,®? is a magistrate specially empowered to act in 
extradition cases.*% 

[§ 69] b. In England. In Great Britain police 
magistrates and justices of the peace are authorized 
to act in extradition cases.*4 

[§ 70] \.c. In Canada. Judges of the superior 
and county courts of any province, and all commis- 
sioners appointed for the purpose in any province by 
the governor in council under the great seal, are 
authorized to act judicially in extradition matters.®® 
The jurisdiction of an extradition magistrate ex- 
tends over the whole province for which he has been 
appointed ;8* and the jurisdiction of a county judge 


76. Grin v. Shine, 187: U. S. 181, 
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commissioner is not an inferior tri- 


[25 Crd meant 


under the Extradition Act is limited only by the 
bounds of the province and not by those of his 
county.®’ A motion for a writ of prohibition to re- 
strain an extradition commissioner from investigat- 
ing a charge of a criminal nature upon which an 
application for extradition has been made is a pro- 
ceeding arising out of a criminal charge, and under 
the statute no appeal lies to the supreme court of 
Canada.88 
_[§ 71] 2 Preliminary Requisition.®? No pre- 
liminary requisition is required from the demand- 
ing government to confer jurisdiction on a United 
States commissioner in extradition proceedings.” 
Nor is a requisition from the foreign government and 
mandate from this government necessary, under the 
statute, to initiate proceedings in extradition before 
a committing magistrate.+ Similarly, in Canada it 
1s not necessary in proceedings for a committal for 
extradition to prove a demand for the fugitive from 
the foreign government.®? A requisition from the 
United States government is not necessary as a pre- 
liminary condition to the arrest and commitment of 
a person charged with an extradition offense,®* nor is 
a previous requisition necessary under the treaty 
between England and Russia of 1886.% 

[§ 72] 3. Preliminary Mandate. In the United 
States it is established by judicial decisions and 


executive practice that, in cases where the treaty 


does not require a previous executive mandate, the 
issuing of such a mandate is not essential as a pre- 
requisite to the entertaining of proceedings and the 
issuing of a warrant of arrest by a magistrate.®® 
Prior to 1852 °° it was the practice of extradition 
magistrates generally to entertain complaints in 
eases of extradition without the prior presentation 
of a mandate. The majority of the court in the 


32 L. ed. 234; Ex p. Schorer, 197 


23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130; In re Kaine, 
14 How. (U. S.) 108, 14 L. ed. 345; 
In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,369, 5 
Blatchf. 414; Ex p. Alvarez, 14 Porto 
Rico 628. 

77. Re Kaine, 14 How. (U. 8S.) 108, 
14 L. ed. 345; In re Mineau, 45 Fed. 
188; Matter of Heilbonn, 1 Park. Cr. 
GCNEEY::/) 429: 

78. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270. 

79, U.S. Const. art. 2 § 2 par 2; 
Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 871, 21 SCt 
406, 45-L. ed. 577. 

80. Benson v. McMahon, 127 U. S. 
457, 8 SCt_ 1240, 32 L. ed. 234; In, re 
Kaine, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,598. 

si. 29 U:-S. Sti.at, Lb. 184. 

s2. U.S. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270. 

83. In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 [aff 
TOE Sims lars SCla 8 4 Ta. ved: 
LOOM E 

84. Extradition Act (1870) §§ 8— 

ICES. 
85. See Can. Rev. St. c 142 § 5; 
and In re Lazier, 29 Can. S. C. 630, 
26 Ont. A. 260; Re Garbutt, 21 Ont. 
179, 465; In re Weir, 14 Ont. 389; 
Gaynor v. Lafontaine, 14 Que. K. B. 
99, 7 Que. Pr. 240, 9 CanCrCas 486 
[app dism 36 Can. S. C. 247, 10 Can 
CrCas 21]; In re Debaum, 4 Montr. 
Q. B. 145, 16 RevLeg 612. 

86. In re Greene, 22 Que. Super. 
91. 

[a] Scope of authority.—(1) A 
commissioner of extradition. acting 
under the authority of the Extradi- 
tion Act has equal authority with a 
judge of *the superior court, and it 
is only when assuming to act as a 
commissioner he does .something 
which is ultra vires or otherwise 
acts illegally that superior courts or 
judges thereof become seized with 
revisory, amendatory, or appellate 
powers over his acts. Ex p. Gaynor, 
22 Que. Super. 109, 7 CanCrCas 389 
fapp allowed on other grounds 9 Can 
Cr€as) 2/205). (2) An extradition 


bunal within the meaning of a code 
provision giving a superior court the 
right to issue a writ of prohibition. 
Gaynor v. Lafontaine, 14 Que. K. B. 
99, 7 Que. Pr. 240, 9 CanCrCas 486 
[dism app 7 Que. Pr. 115, and app 
on 36 Can. S. C. 247, 10 CanCrCas 

87. In re Parker, (Ont.) 10 Can 
LTOccNotes 373. 

88. Gaynor v. Lafontaine, 36 Can. 
S. C. 247, 10 CanCrCas 21 [dism app 
14 Que, K..B. 99)-7. Que. Pr. 240,' 9 
CanCrCas 486 (dism app 7 Que. Pr. 
115, 9 CanCrCas 240)]. 

89. Necessity of requisition gen- 
erally see supra § 67. 

90.) .Griny vi Whine,)/8 7 W.5S. 1:81, 
23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 1380; In re Kaine, 
14 How. (U. S.) 103, 14 L. ed. 345; 
Hx p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; Ex p. 
Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; Ex p. Charl- 
ton, 185 Fed. 880 [aff 229 U. S. 447, 
Bor SOULS, Pou la. Ved. 25>) In yre 
Orpen, 86 Fed. 760; In re Kaine, 14 
F. Cas. No. 7,598, 10 NYLegObs 257. 

91. -Charlton: v.. Kelly, 229°U.'S: 
447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397; In re Orpen, 86 Fed. 
760. 

[a] The initiative in proceedings 
for the extradition of an alleged 
criminal does not necessarily rest on 
a requisition by the foreign gov- 
ernment, but may be commenced by 
the arrest of the person charged, 
under a warrant issued by a United 
States commissioner on complaint of 
a foreign consul. Benson y. McMa- 
hontsl2l as Sy 4572 Se SOt 2401 32. aL: 
ed. 234; In re Adutt, 55 Fed. 376. 

92. In re Hoke, (Can.) 15 RevLeg 
99% : 
93. Ex p. Cadby, 26 N. B. 452. 
94. Atty.-Gen. v. Fedorenko, [1911] 
ee Crnl35 


A h 

95. Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 
23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130; Benson v. 
McMahon, 127 U. S. 457, 8 SCt 1240, 


Fed. 67; Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; 
In re Schlippenbach, 164 Fed. 783; 
In re Orpen, 86 Fed. 760; In re Adutt, 
55 Hed. 376; In re Herres, 33 Fed. 
165; Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 Fed. 
93; In re Dugan, 7 F. Cas. No. 4,120, 
2 Lowell 367; In re Kelley, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,655, 2 Lowell 339; In re Mac- 
donnell,_-16 ES Cas) No. . 8)771, a1 
Blatcenre 79s VExisp.. ROSS. 20n Cass 
No. 12,069, 2 Bond 252; In re Thomas, 
23 EF. Cas. No. 13,887, 12 Blatchf. 370; 
In re Kelley, 9 AmLRev 167; Peo. 
v=, Columbia County,+ 134 Nic Y¥uetisr 
NE 322 [aff 56 Hun 17, 8 NYS 752 
(rev 2 NYS 351)]; Muller’s Case, 5 
Phila. (Pa). 289. 

“So far as my own action is con- 
cerned, it is not, for the purposes*of 
the present case, or of future like 
cases, (that is, cases where the 
treaty does not require a previous 
mandate,) to be regarded as the law, 
that the issuing of an executive man- 
date, in a case of extradition, is a 
prerequisite to the entertaining of 
proceedings, and the issuing of a 
warrant of arrest by a magistrate.” 
Per Blatchford, J. in In re Thomas, 
23 F. Cas. No. 13,887, 12 Blatehf. 370. 

“Tt would, I think, in the protec- 
tion of individual liberty, be more 
seemly to require that the initiative 
of proceedings for extradition should 
rest with the government of the 
United States upon demand of a for- 
eign government, than that they 
should be allowed to be instituted by 
a consul of a foreign government 
without authorization of our own 
government, and would also, I think, 
better comport with the dignity of 
the government, and of judicial pro- 
ceedings; but I feel concluded by 
the decisions to which I have re- 
ferred.” In re Adutt, 55 Fed. 376, 
SH 

96. In re Kaine, 14 How. (U. S.) 
103, 14 L. ed. 345. 
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ease of Kaine did not agree as to the interpretation 
to be given to the treaty and law, and the case 
came before Mr. Justice Nelson at chambers, who 
held that the previous authority of the executive 
should have been obtained to warrant the interposi- 
tion of the judiciary.°7 The same view was also 
expressed in a few other cases.°® The secretary of 
state does not now issue mandates except where pro- 
vision is made therefor by treaty, and even when a 
treaty contains such a provision it has been held 
that the language of the treaty is permissive and 
not necessarily obligatory.°® The mandate when is- 
sued is granted under the hand of the secretary of 
state and the seal of the department of state,? 
and is issued at the instance of the foreign power 
acting through its diplomatic or consular agents as 
designated in the treaties.2_ There is no special form 
prescribed by law. It is sufficient if the offense is 
described in the terms of the treaty.* The warrant 
may be signed by the secretary of state, acting for 
the president,t and imports that the preliminary 
steps to justify its issuance have been taken.® <A 
mandate issued by the executive remains operative 
until recalled by the executive or until he signifies in 
some way that its functions are exhausted.® 

In Canada a magistrate before whom a person 
apprehended under a provisional warrant is brought 
cannot proceed with the investigation until the war- 
rant issued outside of Canada has been indorsed by a 
judge of the high court.’ 

[§ 73] 4. Complaint—a. Authority to Make. 
The statute’ provides that proceedings before ex- 
tradition magistrates shall be begun ‘‘upon com- 
plaint made under oath,’’ and that this complaint 
must be made by someone acting under the au- 
thority or sanction of the executive of the foreign 
government. Ordinarily complaints of this char- 
acter are made through the consul of the foreign 
government, or directly upon papers sworn to by 
the foreign officers representing the executive.1° It 


97. Ex p. Kaine, 14 F, Cas. No. 
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jurisdiction of any such foreign gov- 6. 


[§§ 12-15 


is not necessary that the complaint should be made 
by officers of the executive department of the for- 
eign government. Any person authorized by the 
executive department to act is a proper person to. 
appear and file a complaint.11 Where a complaint 
is made by a consul, his official character is suf- 
ficient evidence of his authority.12 If made by a 
private individual, it must appear that he is acting 
under the authority of the foreign government.}!* 
It is sufficient if it is shown at any time while the 
proceedings are pending before the commissioner 
that the person who initiated the proceedings was 
acting under the authority of the foreign govern- 
ment.1* If it appears by the complaint that the 
moving party is the authorized agent of the de- 
manding government, he need not swear to this fact 
in the jurat,’® nor need an officer representing a for- 
elgn government swear to his official character in the 
complaint if it sufficiently appears in the testimony 
that he is a properly authorized agent of the de- 
manding power.!® When complaint is made on oath. 
the magistrate is to examine the evidence of crim- 
inality, and, if he deems it sufficient to sustain the 
charge, to certify it to the secretary of state. The 
magistrate has nothing to do with the question 
whether the government of the foreign country has 
duly authorized an application for the extradition.27 

In Canada the extradition magistrate may receive 
the complaint of anyone who, if the alleged offense 
had been committed in Canada, might have made 
ita 

[§ 74] b. Particular Allegations’9—(1) Au- 
thority of Commissioner. The complaint should 
show the authority of the commissioner to act in 
the proceedings, by describing the commissioner as a 
commissioner specially authorized to act in extra- 
dition proceedings,?° although there is a dictum to 
the contrary.?? 

[§ 75] (2) Knowledge on Which Complaint 
Made.?? The complaint should sufficiently set forth 


In re Kelly, 26 Fed. 852. 


7,597, 3 Blatchf. 1. 

98. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,644, 7 Blatchf. 34; In re Henrich, 11 
F. Cas. No. 6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414, 425; 
Ex p. Van Hoven, (Minn.) 3 CentrLJ 


99. In re Schlippenbach, 164 Fed. 
Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 Fed. 
93, 96; Atty.-Gen. v. Fedorenko, 
[1911]* A. “GC. 735, 18° CanCrCas 


“The ‘requisition for surrender’ 
provided for is manifestly the appli- 
cation for the final warrant for the 
surrender of the fugitive, which can 
only be executed by the executive 
authority, after the judicial exami- 
nation. That requisition is wholly 
different from the ‘mandate or pre- 
liminary warrant of arrest,’ which 
it is also ‘competent to ask, and ob- 
tain,’ at the outset; and while it is 
thus competent to ask for such a 
preliminary warrant, the language 
of this section of the treaty is plain- 
ly permissive, and not necessarily 
obligatory, if other means are pro- 
vided by law for obtaining a judicial 
investigation, preliminary to final 
surrender. Such means are plainly 
provided by section 5270 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, embodying the act of 
August 12, 1848 (9 St. at Large, 302). 
This section provides that ‘When- 
ever there iS a treaty or convention 
for extradition,’ etc. ‘any justice, 
commissioner,’ etc., ‘may, upon com- 
plaint made under oath, charging 
any person found within the limits 
of any state, district, or territory 
with having committed within the 


ernment any of the crimes provided 
for by such treaty or convention, is- 
sue» his warrant,’” ete. “Inasmuch 
as the law of this country expressly 
authorizes the magistrates to pro- 
ceed, ‘whenever there is a treaty or 
convention for extradition,’ without 
reference to any preliminary execu- 
tive warrant, such a warrant seems 
to me clearly unnecessary, if the 
demanding government chooses to 
avail itself of the law existing out- 
side of the treaty, and proceed with- 
out the preliminary mandate.’ Cas- 
tro v. De Uriarte, supra, 

1. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,644, 
7 Blatchf. 34; Ex p. Van Hoven, 28 
F. Cas. No. 16,858, 4 Dili. 411. 

2. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
GNS e106 

3. In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 [aff 
USTVULS. / 18023. St: 98ih47 eLied! 
130]; In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf, 79. 

‘Tt is enough that the Government 
recognizes the application of the 
foreign Government, and gives au- 
thority for the .institution of pro- 
ceedings for the ascertainment of 
the facts alleged to bring the case 
within the treaty.” In re. Macdon- 
nell, supra. : 

4. Inre Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
CN. YR) SLO Xp Vane Hoven 
(Minn.) 3 CentrLJ 366. 

5. In re Farez, 8 FE. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
(N.._Y.) .107:. Hx p)) Van Hoven) 28 
EF. Cas. No..16,859) 4 Dill) 415. 


7. Rex v. Wishart,.22 Ont. L. 594, 
ica ibe 505, 967, 2 OntWN 271, 


4 
8. U. S. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270. 
9. Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S..181; 23 
SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130; In re Ferrelle, 
28 Fed. 878, 24 Blatchf. 155; Com. 
ioe Deacon, 10 Serge. & R. (Pa.) 

10. In re Ferrelle, 28 Fed. 878. 

11. In re Ferrelle, 28 Fed. 878; 
In re Kelly, 26 Fed. 852. 

12. Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 
23 SCt $8, 47 L. ed. 130 [aff 112 Fed. 
790]; Ornelas v. Ruiz, 161 U. S. 502, 
16 SCt 689, 40 L. ed. 787; Benson v. 
McMahon, 127 U. S. 457, 8 SCt 1240, 
32 L. ed. 234; In re Adutt, 55 Fed. 
ne Ex p. Alvarez, 14 Porto Rico 

13. %In_re Herres, 33 Fed. 165; In 
re Ferrelle, 28° Feds 878; (Com. |v. 
Deacon, 10 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 125. 

14. In re Herres, 33 Fed. 165; In 
re Ferrelle, 28 Fed. 878. 

15. In re Adutt, 55 Fed. 376. 

16. In re Mineau, 45 Fed. 188; In 
re Herres, 33 Fed. 165 [rev $2. Fed. 
583]. 

17. In re Dugan, 7 F: Cas. No: 
4,120, 2 Lowell 367. 

18. In re Lazier, 29 Can. §S. C. 
630, 26 Ont. A. 260 [dism app 30 Ont. 
419]; In re Bongard, 5 Terr. L. 10, 6 
CanCrCas 74. 


19. Authority to make complaint ~ 


see supra § 73. 

20. Ex p. Lane, 6 Fed. 34. 

21. In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf. 79. 

22. Verification see infra § 81. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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~§§ 75-78] 


the knowledge of complainant on which he makes the 
eomplaint.?* A complaint made upon telegraphic in- 
formation ** and a complaint upon telegrams and 
depositions from the authorities of the government 
demanding the extradition, made by a consular of- 
ficer of a foreign country,?> have been held suf- 
ficient, although there are cases holding a contrary 


view by analogy to the rule of law in eases of. 


interstate extradition.2¢ 

{[§ 76] (3) Warrant or Other Proceedings in 
Demanding State.2”7_ Where it is not a necessary pre- 
liminary to an investigation, under an extradition 
treaty, that a warrant shall have been issued abroad, 
it is not essential that the complaint should make 
such an averment.?§ A complaint on oath by a duly 
authorized officer that the accused had been charged 
before a justice of the peace in the foreign country 
with murder there committed, and a warrant issued 
for her arrest, the original warrant being attached 
to the complaint, and that the officer believes the 
charge as stated in the warrant to be true, is suf- 
ficient to give the commissioner jurisdiction to issue 
a warrant of arrest.2® The record of the proceedings 
before the foreign court and the deposition of wit- 
nesses therein contained upon which the extradition 
proceedings are based need not be attached to the 
complaint if they are in the custody and keeping of 
the one making the complaint and the commissioner 
is possessed of the information which they contaan,°° 
and although it is advisable in extradition proceed- 
ings that certified copies of the foreign complaint 
and warrant be attached to and made a part of the 


93. In re. Roth, 15 Fed. 506; In Alta.—Rex v. 
re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 
346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 107; In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5. Blatchf. 414. 

24. Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 Fed. 
93; In re Thomas, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,- 
887, 12 Blatchf. 370; Rex v. Rutland, 


CanCrCas 45, 
as Alls 
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Buck, 
437, 35 DomUR 55, 27 CanCrCas 427, 
[1917] 1 WestWkly 867 [app allowed 
Som Canties nC maloss Be DomLR 548, 29 
[1917] 


Man.—Re McCartney, 8 Man. 367. 
Ont.—In re Gross, 25 


[25 0.5.) 288 


local complaint, it is sufficient if they be presented 
to the commissioner at the hearing.*1 

[§ 77] (4) Issuance or Description of Mandate. 
A few of the treaties of the United States provide 
for the issuance by the executive of a preliminary 
mandate or certificate that requisition has been made 
by the foreign government for extradition.%2 It is, 
however, not necessary that the complaint should 
state that a mandate has been issued by the execu- 
tive.*? A variance between the mandate and the 
complaint, the former referring to the accused as 
**George Macdonell,’’ and the latter as ‘‘George 
Macdonell, otherwise Macdonnell,’’? has been held 
not to be fatal.** It is sufficient if it is exhibited 
to the committing magistrate between the time of 
the arrest of the accused under a warrant issued on 
the complaint of a representative of the foreign 
country and the final hearing.*5 

[§ 78] (5) Statement of Offense °*—(a) In 
General. The complaint should set forth clearly, but 
briefly, the substance of the offense charged, so that 
the court can see that one or more of the particular 
crimes enumerated in the treaty is alleged to have 
been committed.*7_ The complairnt need not set forth 
the erime with the particularity of an indictment, 
but need only conform to the requirements for a 
preliminary complaint according to the local law 
where the accused is found.?8 It must, however, be 
sufficiently clear and distinet in its averments to 
enable the party accused to understand precisely 
what he is charged with.6® It need not expressly 
allege that the offense was committed in the demand- 


10 Alta. L.|531. (4) The complaint may charge 
more than one forgery. In re Hen- 
rich, 11°F. Cas’ No} 65369;)'5 “Blatehst. 
414. (5) Complaint charging ‘“for- 
gery of note” and “uttering of forged 
note” is not bad for duplicity. Re 
McCartney, 8 Man. 367. (6) In a 
complaint that fugitive “is accused 


3 WestWkly 


Ont. A. 83, 


(N. S.) 14 CanCrCas 22. 
. 25, Ex p. Van Hoven, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,859, 4 Dill. 415. 

26. Matter of Huey, 1 Canal Zone 
137. See supra § 23. 

27. MNecessity see supra § 66. 

28. Ex p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; 
In re Farez, 11 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 
Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 107; In re Thomas, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,887, 12 Blatchf. 370; Muller’s 
Case, 5 Phila. (Pa.) 289. 

29. Ex p. Sternaman, 77 Fed. 595 
{aff 80 Fed. 883, 26 CCA 214, and 
rearg den 83 Fed. 690, 28 CCA 377]. 

30. Yordi v. Nolte, 215 U. S. 227, 
30 SCt 90, 54 L. ed. 170. 

831. Powell v. U. S., 206 Fed. 400, 
124 a, 282. Ae 

32. ee supra § t 

33. In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 8,771, 11 erp nee? 79; Re Fedo- 
enko, 20 Man. 224. 

/ 34 In re'Macdonnell, 16 EF. Cas. 
No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf. 79. 

85. Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed, 880 
{aff 229 U. S. 447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. 
ed, 257]. : : 

36. Showing criminality in both 
countries see supra § 58. — 

. vU. S—Kelly v. Griffin, 241 U. 
S. 6, 36 SCt 487, 60 L. ed. 861; Yordi 
v. Nolte, 215 U. S. 227, 30 SCt 90, 54 
i. ed. 170: Grin v. Shine, 187 U.S. 
181, 23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130 [aff 112 
Fed. 790]; Ex p. Dinehart, 188 Fed. 
858: Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed, 344; In 
re Herskovitz, 136 Fed. 713;,U. S. v. 
Piaza, 133 Fed. 998; In re Wright, 
123 Fed. 463 [aff 190 U. S. 40, 25 SCt 
781, 47 L. ed. 948]; In re Adutt. 55 
Fed. 376; In re Charleston, 34 Fed. 
531: In re Roth, 15 Fed. 506: In re 
Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,644, 7 Blatchf. 
34: In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414. 
Minn.—Ex p. Van Hoven, 3 Centr 


LJ 366. 


x 


2 CanCrCas 67; In re Lee, 5 Ont, 583. 

Que.—Greene vy. Vallée, 14 Que. K. 
B. 261. 

[a] Assault with intens to com- 
mit murder.—A complaint charging 
“assault with intent to kill and mur- 
der’ is sufficient. Yordi v. Nolte, 215 
U. S. 227, 30 SCt 90, 54 L.-ed. 170; 
U. S. v. Piaza, 133 Fed. 998. 

{[b] Embezzlement.— When “em- 
bezzlement” is defined as “the fraud- 
ulent appropriation of property by a 
person to whom it has been en- 
trusted,’ by virtue of his employ- 
ment, a complaint alleging that the 
accused “wrongfully, unlawfully and 
feloniously” appropriated the prop- 
erty which had been intrusted to and 
received by the accused ‘in his ca- 
pacity as clerk,’ is sufficient. Grin 
v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 23 SCt 98, 47 
L. ed. 130 [aff 112 Fed. 790]. 

[c] False pretenses.—A com- 
plaint in foreign extradition proceed- 
ings charging the obtaining of 
money by false bills or progress es- 
timates on government work.is suffi- 
cient on habeas corpus, although the 
money was in fact paid on vouchers, 
the officer issuing the vouchers hav- 
ing relied on the bills and progress 
estimates. Kelly. v. Griffin, 241 U. S. 
6, 36 SCt 487, 60 L. ed. 861. 

{d] Forgery.—(1) Copies of in- 
struments alleged to have been 
forged need not be set out. Ex p. 
Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; In re Hersko- 
vitz, 136 Fed. 713. (2) The time, the 
place, and the nature of the forgery 
and of the forged instrument must 
be sufficiently specified. In re Farez, 
8 F. Cas. No. 4.644, 7 Blatchf. 34, 7 
AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 84. (3) A com- 
plaint which sets forth the note al- 
leged to be forged, its amount, its 
date, the names of the parties, and 
the bank which discounted it. is 
sufficient. In re Charleston, 34 Fed. 


of crime of forgery for that he did 
feloniously forge, etc.,’”’ the words 
“is accused’? may be rejected as sur- 
plusage. In re Lee, 5 Ont. 583. (7) 
Failure to describe kind of obliga- 
tion forged renders complaint defec- 
tive. Ex p. Van Hoven, (Minn.) 3 
CentrLJ 366. 

[e] Larceny.—Charge of theft un- 
der statute is sufficient for larceny 
under treaty. In re Gross, 25 Ont. 
AS 83; 24 CanCr@asi6é7: 

{f] Murder.—Need not charge the 
facts constituting the substance of 
the offense. Ex p. Dinehart, 188 Fed. 

8. 

(g] Perjury.—Even though under 
the law of the demanding govern- 
ment some false statements, imma- 
terial under the law of the surren- 
dering state, would constitute per- 
jury, a complaint is sufficient if the 
alleged false statements are in fact 
material. Kelly v. Griffin, 241 U. S. 
6, 86 SCt 487, 60 L. ed. 861. 

8s. Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; 
In re Herskovitz, 136 Fed. 713; In 
re Adutt, 55 Fed. 376; In re Roth, 
15 Fed. 506; In re Macdonnell, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf. 79; In re 
Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 
7 Blatehf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 
107; In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414; State v. Rowe, 
104 Iowa 323, 73 NW 833. 

39.5) Yordi-sy. Nolte,” 215 Ui S.9227, 


SOF SCU 9054 9s eds eL705 Grin ive 
Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 23 SCt 98, 47 L. 
ed), 130) (aft 112" Weds) 7190]§ Exe sp! 


Dinehart, 188 Fed. 858; Ex p. Zent- 
ner, 188 Fed. 344; In re Herskovitz, 
186 Fed. 713; U. S. v. Piaza, 133 Fed. 
998s In ere VAdutt 155 “Peds aves ain 
re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 
346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 107: In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf:. 79: Wx “p. Van 
Hoven, 28 BF. Cas. No. 16,858, 4 Dill. 
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ing country if such fact can be inferred from other 
allegations of the complaint.4° If the complaint de- 
seribes an offense punishable by the laws of both 
countries and included under some name in the ex- 
tradition treaty it is sufficient ;*! and even if a com- 
plaint charges two offenses only one of which is ex- 
traditable, the detention of the accused under an 
extradition warrant will be upheld, sinee it will not 
be presumed that the demanding government will 
try him for an offense other than that for which he 
is surrendered.4?, A complaint charging an offense at 
common law is sufficient, notwithstanding it con- 
eludes ‘‘against the form of the statute.’’ 4% 

[§ 79] (b) Date. Under a treaty providing 
that offenses which are committed thereafter are 
alone embraced, the date of the ‘offense must be 
shown in the complaint.*4 

[§ 80] (c) Punishment. Where a treaty pro- 
vides for the surrender of persons charged with the 
crimes therein specified, ‘‘ when these crimes are sub- 
ject to infamous punishment,’’ it is regarded as 
doubtful whether it is necessary to aver in the com- 
plaint that the offense for which the extradition is 
sought is subject to infamous punishment.*® 

[§ 81] c. Verification. Under the United States 
statute the complaint must be made ‘‘under oath.’’ 4° 
It is not necessary that the oath to the complaint 
be taken before a commissioner authorized to act in 
extradition proceedings,*7 nor before the judge or 
commissioner who issues the warrant of arrest,*® nor 
even before a magistrate in the country to which 
the fugitive has fled, provided that after it has been 
made in the country where the crime was committed 
the affidavit or a duly certified copy of the affidavit 
is transmitted to the government of the country to 
which the fugitive has fled49 A complaint which 
makes charges solely upon information and belief 
without attempt to set forth the sources of the in- 
formation or grounds of the belief is bad,°° and it is 
not cured by the fact that complainant described 
himself as a government detective duly authorized 
as the agent of the demanding government to prose- 
cute extradition proceedings;*! but if the officer of 
the foreign government has no personal knowledge 
of the facts he may make the complaint upon infor- 
mation and belief stating the sources of his informa- 
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tion and the grounds for his belief,%2 and annexing 
to the complaint a properly certified copy of an in- 
dictment or equivalent proceedings which may have 


been found in the foreign country,?? or a copy of’ 


the deposition of witnesses having actual knowledge 
of the facts taken under the treaty and act of con- 
gress,°* or supporting it by the testimony of wit- 
nesses who were stated to have been deposed and are 
therefore presumed to have been sworn.®> The ir- 
regularity, if any, in making.a complaint in extra- 
dition proceedings on information and belief with- 
out attaching thereto the record of the foreign cours 
which is the basis of the proceeding is cured by the 
produetion at the hearing of such record, which is 
sufficient to justify the detention of the accused.°° 

In Canada the affidavit may be made upon infor- 
mation and belief.5* While a telegram from the au- 
thorities in the foreign country asking for tlic ar- 
rest of a fugitive criminal is not alone sufficient to 
justify an arrest, it is not an objection to an extra- 
dition warrant of arrest issued upon a sworn infor- 
mation that the information was not based upen per- 
sonal knowledge, but merely upon such telegraphic 
communication.®§ 

[§ 82] d. Amendment. An extradition commis- 
sioner is not authorized to amend a complaint after 
the conclusion of the proceedings before him.®® 

[§ 83] 5. Provisional Arrest and Detention °°— 
a. Right to Detain in General. In most treaties of 
extradition express provision is made for the pro- 
visional arrest and detention of a criminal fugitive, 
in advance of the presentation of a formal requisi- 
tion with proofs. Such stipulation is usually accom- 
panied by a proviso that unless the formal requisi- 
tion and proofs are presented within a limited period 
after the arrest of the accused the prisoner shall be 
discharged from custody.®! This proviso is inserted 
to prevent a prisoner for whose apprehension a pro- 
visional warrant has been issued from being detained 
on suspicion for more than the. preseribed period.®? 
A prisoner is not entitled to his release where in the 


magistrate’s opinion sufficient evidence for extradi- 


tion upon one charge has been produced within the 
prescribed period.**? Under some treaties a prisoner 
cannot be detained longer than forty days unless 
extradition documents have been produced.** 


411; Ex p. Alvarez, 14 Porto Rico 628. 

40. Bingham y. Bradley, 241 U. S. 
Hil S6N SCH 634) 60) ln eds dls, 

41. Powell v. U. S., 206 Fed. 400, 
124° CCA 282: Greene ve Uy. S., 154 
Fed. 401, 85 CCA 251 [aff 146 Fed. 
803, and certiorari den 207 U. S. 596, 
28 SCt 261, 52 TH. ed.) 357]. 

42. Bingham v. Bradley, 241 U.S. 
511, 36 SCt 684, 60 L., ed. 1136. 

43. Ex p. Lane, 6 Fed. 34. 

44. Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 
250. 

45, In re Farez, ‘8. FE. :Cas. No. 
4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 
Howklr! CN= YY.) 107, 

4G NSce, WS) “Rev. iSt. 1878) 
§ 5270; and Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 
363, 12 LRA 589; Matter of Huey, 1 
Canal Zone 137. 

47. In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 [aff 
US MUk Oot Sie Aon SOU 98,14 sme ds 
11300. 

Authority of clerk of court see 
Clerks of Courts § 75 note 34 [d]. 

48. Grin v. Shine, 18% Ws 7S.) 18d, 
23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 787 (where the 
complaint was sworn to before a 
United States commissioner, the 
warrant of arrest was issued by a 
district judge, and made returnable 
to the commissioner, the latter hay- 
ing been specially authorized to act 
in extradition cases subsequently to 


the date of the oath but on the same 
day the warrant was issued). 

49. In re Heilbronn, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,323. 

50. Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 371, 
21 SCt 406, 45 L. ed. 577; Ex p. Lane, 
6 Fed. 34. 

51. Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 371, 21 
SCt 406, 45 Li. ‘ed. 577. 

52. Rice v. Ames, 180 U.S. 371, 21 
SCt 406,°45 L. ed. 577; Ex) p, Dine- 
hart, 188 Fed. 858. 

58. Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 371, 21 
Sct 406, 45 L. ed. 577; Powell v. U. 
S., 206 Fed. 400, 124 CCA 282. 

54. Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 371, 21 
Sct 406, 45. L. ed. 577. 

55. Glucksman vy. Henkel, 221 U. 
S. 508, 31 SCt 704, 55 L. ed. 830. 

56. Yordi v. Nolte, 215 U. S. 227, 
80 SCt 90, 64 L. ed. 170. 

57. Re Harsha, 11 Ont. L. 457, 7 
OntWR 293, 10 CanCrCas 438, 6 Ann 
Cas 496. 

58. Re Webber, (N. S.) 6 DomLR 
805, 19 CanCrCas 515. 

59. Ex p. Lane, 6 Fed. 34; Re 
Stages, 5 Alta. I 350, 7 DomLR 
738 


[a] Ilustration.—Interlining ‘“‘ex- 
tradition” before the word ‘‘commis- 
sioner’ in the description of the 
magistrate in the complaint. Ex p. 
Lane, 6 Fed. 34 ; 


60. Right of officer with warrant 
to maintain habeas corpus~see Ha- 
beas Corpus [21 Cye 288]. 

61. See Malloy Treaties 1776— 
1909; Charles Treaties 1910-1913. 

[a] Application by letter or tele- 
graph.—‘‘Applications by telegraph or 
letter are frequently made to ob- 
tain the provisional arrest and de- 
tention of fugitives in foreign coun- 
tries in advance of the presentation 
of the formal proofs upon which a 
demand for their extradition may be 
based. Such applications should 
state specifically the name of the 
fugitive, the offense with which he 
is charged, the circumstances of the 
crime as fully as possible, and a de- 
scription and identification of the 
accused. It 
show that an indictment has been 
found or a warrant of arrest has 
been issued for the apprehension of 
the accused. In Great Britain the 
practice makes it essential that it 
shall appear that a warrant of ar- 


rest has’ been issued in this coun- 
DAE Mem, Dept. State Oct 
1892. 

ria In re Bluhm, [1901] 1 K. B. 
eo In re Bluhm, [1901] 1 K. B. 


64. Ex p. Reed, 158 Fed. 891. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. - 
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is always helpful to- 


§§ 84-90] 


[§ 84] b. Warrant—(1) In General. The law 
authorizes the magistrate upon compliance with the 
prescribed conditions to ‘‘issue his warrant for the 
apprehension of the person charged, that he may be 
brought before such justice, judge, or commissioner, 
to the end that the evidence of criminality may be 
heard and considered.’’ °° In Great Britain ° a fugi- 
tive criminal who is already in custody may be de- 
tained for an offense coming within the act, even 
though he was originally arrested without a war- 
rant, since the word ‘‘apprehension’’ includes ‘‘de- 
tention.’’ &7 

[§ 85] (2) Precedent Complaint. A warrant 
issued without a sufficient complaint on oath is in- 
valid.®8 

{§ 86] (8) Showing as to Authority of Com- 
missioner. A warrant which does not show on its 
face that the commissioner issuing it is a commis- 
sioner authorized to act in extradition cases is void,®® 
unless: the treaty obviates the necessity.’° 

[§ 87] (4) Recital of Mandate.71 Where a 
mandate has been issued by the executive, the war- 
rant of arrest must recite that fact.” 

[§ 88] (5) Statement of Offense. The warrant 
need not state with particularity the offense with 
which defendant is charged. It is sufficient if it fol- 
low the terms of the statute or treaty.“? In Can- 
ada‘ if it fails to state the date of the offense it is 
defective.7> An extradition magistrate in the same 
manner as any other magistrate may commit a fugi- 
tive for extradition on an extraditable offense dif- 
ferent from that on which he was arrested,’® but the 
magistrate cannot in his warrant change the offense 
stated in complaint so as to bring it within the 
treaty.” 

[§ 89] (6) Where Executed. A commissioner 
authorized by a court of the United States to act in 
extradition cases has power to issue a warrant upon 
which a marshal of a district in another state may 
arrest a fugitive,’7® but under the decision of the su- 
preme court of the United States it becomes the duty 
of the marshal to take the accused before the near- 

65. U. S. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270; 


In re Urzua, 188 Fed. 540; Ex p. Al- 
363, 12 LRA 589. 
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est magistrate in his district who is authorized by 
the treaty and the acts of congress to hear and con- 
sider the evidence of criminality.7® 

[§ 90] 6. Hearing—a. In General. A person 
arrested on an extradition warrant is entitled to a 
hearing within the state, district, or territory where 
the accused is found.8° The act of 1882 provides 
that hearings in extradition proceedings shall be held 
on land, publicly, and in a room or office easily acces- 
sible to the public.s! | The examination must be con- 
ducted according to the laws of the state in which 
the proceeding is had, in the particulars in which 
such proceedings are not specially regulated by a 
statute of the United States.8?. The old doctrine that 
proceedings for the extradition of an alien are to be 
conducted with extreme technicality has been aban- 
doned. The proceedings before the commissioner are 
not to be treated as if it were a trial before a petit 
jury.** The sole function of the extradition magis- 
trate is to determine the question of probable cause 
of belief in the fugitive’s guilt of the offense 
charged, on evidence competent under the laws of 
the place of trial, and it is not his province to in- 
quire whether the accused if surrendered will be 
given a fair and impartial trial.%4 

In Canada, in a proceeding for extradition, the 
judge or magistrate has no authority to hear the 
prisoner’s defense, although in the exercise of his 
discretion he may hear any’evidence which may be 
tendered to show that the offense is of a political 
character, or one not comprised in the treaty, or 
that the accuser is not to be believed on oath, or 
that the demand for the prisoner’s extradition is the 
result of a conspiracy.®® <A foreign sovereign or 
state may appear and intervene in cases before the 
court of province of Quebec.*® A statute requiring 
that the hearing shall proceed as nearly as may be, 
in the same manner, as if the fugitive were brought 
‘before a justice of the peace charged with an in- 
dictable offense committed in Canada, does not re- 
quire the reading to the accused of statements con- 
tained in the eriminal code in the nature of assur- 


civil authority of such frontier state 
or/ territory. Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 


Re Moore, 20 Man. 41, 16 
WestLR 503. 


larceny. 
CanCrCas 264, 13 
74. Extradition Act (1877). 


varez, 14 Porto Rico 628. 
66. Extradition Act (1870) § 8. 71. Necessity of mandate see 75. Ex p. Gaynor, 22 Que. Super. 
67. Reg. v. Weil, 9 Q. B. D. 701.| supra § 72. 109. 
68. Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12 72. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 76. Greene v. Vallée, 14 Que, K. 
LRA 589; Matter of Huey, 1 Canal| 4,644, 7 Blatchf. 34; In re Macdon-| B. 261. 
Zone 137; Matter of MHeilbonn, 1/ nell, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,771, 11 Blatchf. 77. Ex p. Gaynor, 22 Que. Super. 
Park. Cr. (N. ‘Y.) 429; Re: Harsha, | 79. 109, 7 CanCrCas 389 [app allowed on 
tisOnt. Le8457; 7 OntiwWwR,97,, 11) Ont. 73. U. S,—Ex p. Hibbs, 26 Fed.|other grounds 9 CanCrCas 205]. 
L. 494. 421; Castro v. De Uriarte, 16 Fed. 7s. Pettit vw. Walshe 194 Un S: 
69. Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181,/ 93; In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. No.| 205, 24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938 [aff 


23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 130 [aff.112 Fed. | 8,771, 11 Blatchf. 


790]; Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12| maitre, 28 F. Cas. 
LRA 589; In re Mineau, 45 Fed. 188; | LegObs 129. 
In re Kelley, 25 Fed. 268; Ex p. Lane, Hng.—Ex p. 


6 Fed. 34; In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,644, 4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 34, 


Terraz, 4 Hx. D. 63; 
Ex p. Piot, 15 Cox GC. C. 208. 
B.). C-—Ini re Collins, 11 B.C. 436, 


125 Fed. 572]; In re Baruch, 41 Fed. 
472; Fergus, Petitioner, 30 Fed. 607; 
In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 6;8695 
5 Blatchf. 414. 

79. + Pettit “v..-Walshe, -494.- U5 Se 
205, 24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938 [aff 125 


79; In re Vere- 
INo« 16;915, 9-NY 


345, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 107; In re|10 CanCrCas 73, 80, 2 WestLR 164.| Fed. 572]. 
Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,771, 11 Man.—Re Moore, 20 Man. 41, 16 80. In re Walshe, 125 Fed. 572 
Blatchf. 79: U. S. v. Stowell, 27 F.| CanCrCas 264, 13 WestLR_5038. [aff 194 U.S. 205, 24 SCt 657, 48 Li 
Cas. No. 16,409, 2 Curt. 153. Que.—Ex p. Gaynor, 22 Que. Super.|ed 938]. 
70. Ex p. McCabe, 46 Fed. 363, 12|109, 7 CanCrCas 389 [app allowed on BSliy 32250" SoStiatelas 25 1s a: 
LRA 589. other grounds 9 CanCrCas 205]. 8@. In re Kelley, 25 Fed. 268; In 
[a] Extradition to Mexico.—Upon N. W. Terr.—Re Martin, 2 Terr. L.| re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 
the extradition of a person charged | 304. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. 
to be a fugitive from justice, under [a] Mlustrations.—(1) “Fraud by| Y.) 107. 
the treaty with Mexico, a warrant|agent” sufficient for “abus de con- 83. Glucksman v. Heinkel, 221 U- 
for his arrest issued by the “county | fiance.’ Ex p. Piot, 15 Cox C. C. 208.) S. 508, 81 SCt 704, 55 L. ed. 830; 
judge and extradition agent” is not| (2) “Crimes against bankruptcy} Wright v. Henkel, 190 U. S. 40, 23 
invalid because it fails to show his|laws” held ‘sufficient under treaty.| SCt 781, 47 L. ed. 948; Grin v. Shine, 
authority as an extradition agent,| Ex p. Terraz, 4 Ex. D. 63. (3) “Grand|/187 U. S. 181, 23 SCt 98, 47 L. ed. 
under article 4 of the treaty, pro-|larceny in second degree” sufficient) 130; In re Neely, 103 Fed. 626 [aff 


viding that within the frontier states 
and territories of each country the 
surrender may be made by the chief 
civil authority thereof, or by such 
chief civil or judicial authority of 
the districts or counties bordering on 
the frontier as may for this pur- 
pose be authorized by such chief 


for “obtaining money or property by 
false pretenses.’”’ Re Martin, 2 Terr. 
L. 304. (4) “Forgery” sufficient 
without stating what forgery. Ex p. 
Hibbs, 26 Fed. 421. (5) “Vol quali- 
fie’ sufficient. In re Veremaitre, 28 
F, Cas. No. 16,915, 9 NYLegObs 129. 
(6) “Grand larceny” sufficient for 


180 U. S. 126, 21 SCt 308, 45 L. ed. 
457]; In re Breen, 73 fed. 458. 

84. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 631 [aff 
LS OMUENS: 095 21 SCé=302, 45 Tekea: 


448]. 
85. In re Parker, 19 Ont. 612; In 
20 LiGJurs165- 


Rosenbaum, 
86. ._Ex p. Gaynor, 22 Que. Super. 


re 
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ances as to what may or may not happen during 
the later course of the proceedings against him dur- 
ing his trial.8* 

[§ 91] b. Adjournment. The magistrate may 
in the exercise of a just and reasonable discretion 
grant adjournments.’’& On an examination on a war- 
rant of arrest of an alleged fugitive from justice of a 
foreign state, an adjournment to enable the prisoner 
to obtain evidence from abroad lies within the dis- 
cretion of the commissioner whose action in refus- 
ing to grant it will not be reviewed,®® especially if 
the affidavits in support of the motion do not show 
that there is any evidence on the part of the pris- 
oner that exists or is accessible or is likely to he 
obtained.2® And although under extradition proceed- 
ings the court is supposed to give the prosecution 
every reasonable opportunity to secure their evi- 
dence, it is not contemplated that a subject and resi- 
dent of the asylum state shall be held in eustody or 
under bail indefinitely.°! The action of a magistrate 
in adjourning a hearing will not be held unreasonable 
unless it is shown that he has abused his disere- 
tion,®? nor will the continuation of proceedings be- 
fore an extradition commissioner for a longer period 
than an examining magistrate is authorized to con- 
tinue a case under the state laws invalidate proceed- 
ings for extradition under a treaty with Great 
Britain, providing that extradition shall be ear. ried 
out ‘‘in conformity with the laws regulating extra- 
dition for the time being in force in the surrender- 
ing States,’’? as the laws contemplated therein are 
those of the United States, and not the laws of the 
particular state within which the proceedings are 
taken.®? 

[§ 92] ¢. Examination of Witnesses. The ac- 
cused has a right to be examined as a witness in his 
own behalf on an investigation before a commis- 
sioner.°*t He is also entitled to examine witnesses in 
his own behalf,®® but treaties of extradition do not. 
give the accused the right to be confronted with the 
witnesses against him;®® nor where the complaint is 
made upon information and belief may the accused 
demand the right to cross-examine the affiant before 
the prosecution gives evidence." 

[§ 93] d. Record and Certificate. Where the 
magistrate deems the evidence sufficient to sustain 
the charge, the statute in the United States provides 
that ‘‘he shall certify the same, together with a copy 
of all the testimony taken before him, to the Secre- 
tary of State.’’?°8 To comply with this statute the 
commissioner should keep a record of all the oral 


109, 7 CanCrCas 389 [app allowed on 
other grounds 9 CanCrCas 205]. 

87. Re Staggs, 5 Alta. L. 350, 7 
DomLR 738. 

88. Ex p. Schorer, 195 Fed. 334; 
In re Ludwig, 32 Fed. 774; In re 
Macdonnell, 16 EF. Cas. No. 8,771, 11 


97. 


98. 


99.5 Ex op: 
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In re Farez, 
4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 | 845 
HowPr (N. Y.) 107. 

U. S. Rev... St. (1878) § 
Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 880 [aff 229 | 
U. S. 447, 38 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274]. 
Glucksman, 


[8§ 90-95 


evidence taken before him, together with the objec- 
tions made to the admissibility of the evidence but 
excluding the arguments and disputes of counsel.®® 
Where the evidence is not deemed sufficient to sus- 
tain the charge, the magistrate does not certify the 
evidence to the secretary of state, as the action of the 
magistrate in releasing the prisoner is final and 
there is no occasion to certify the evidence to the sec- 
retary of state.1 A United States commissioner may 
hear and consider the evidence, and certify the pro- 
ceedings to the secretary of state, even though he 
did not issue the warrant of arrest.2- In Canada the 
transeript of the shorthand testimony must be signed 
by the judge and be accompanied by an affidavit of 
the stenographer that it is a true report of the eyi- 
dence before there can be a committal of the accused 
for extradition.’ 

[§ 94] 7. Evidence—a. In General. Where un- 
der the treaty it is discretionary with the asylum 
government to deliver up one of its own subjects,* 
the burden is upon the government to establish that 
the prisoner has lost his nationality.5 Where the ac- 
cused is found and arrested in a state in which in- 
dictment is not required, it is not necessary to pro- 
duce the indictment, although it appears by the ree- 
ord that one was found in the country in which the 
crime was committed. Forged papers produced to 
and deposed to by witnesses giving depositions 
abroad, where the charge is forgery, need not be 
produced here before the commissioner.’ Failure to 
produce a certified copy of a requisition from a for- 
eign country before the commissioner in extradition 
proceedings is cured when these documents are sub- 
mitted to the court at the hearing of a writ of habeas 
corpus. Under the Canadian Evidence Act, pro- 
vinecial laws of evidence are applicable to extra- 
dition proceedings where not inconsistent with the 
federal laws,? hence under a provincial law the ex- 
tradition judge may take judicial notice of the laws 
of any part of the United States1° and may refer 
for the purpose of ascertaining them to any source 
which he may deem authentic.1: Under the English 
Fugitive Offenders’ Act,!* in order that a magistrate 
may have jurisdiction to commit a fugitive offender 
for return to a colony, it is necessary that there 
should be evidence before him thatthe offender has 
committed an offense according to the law of the 
colony in which it is alleged to have been commit- 
ted punishable by imprisonment by hard labor for a- 
term of twelve months or more.?§ 

[§ 95] b. Depositions, Affidavits, 


8 F. Cas, 


and Other 


{1918] 1 WestWkly 


10. Re Rosenberg, 28 Man. 439, 
29 CanCrCas 309, [1918] 1 WestWkly 
845; Exp. Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 38 
DomLR 716, 28 CanCrCas 396. 

ll. Re Goodman, 26 Man. 537, 28 


No.} CanCrCas 309, 
5270; 


189 Wed. 


Blatchf. 79; In re McCready, 2 Sask. 
L. 46,14 CanCrCas 481,10 WestLR 132. 

89. In re Wadge, 16 Fed. 332, 21 
Blatchf. 300. 


90. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 
HowPr (NY) 107. 

91. Re Calder, 2 Edm. Sel. Cas. 


(N. Y.) 374; In re McCready, 2 Sask. 
L. 46,14 CanCrCas 481,10 WestLR 132. 
92. In re Ludwig, 32 Fed. 774. 

93); “Rice «vv. Ames; 180 U.S. 371, 
21 SCt 406, 45 L. ed. 577. 

94. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4.645, 2 Abb. 364, 7. Blatchf. 345, 40 
HowPr (N. Y.) 107. 

95. In re Kelley, 25 Fed. 268. 

96, In re Dugan, 7 HW. .Cas. 
4,120, 2 Lowell 367. 


No. 


1016; In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414. 

1. U.S. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270. 

2. In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 [aff 
eet So T3Ie 23 SCe "98; 47) Lis veal 

38. Re Royston, 18 Man. 539, 15 
CanCrCas 96, 10 WestLR 513. 

4 See supra § 62. 

5. Rex v. Brixton Prison, 51 Sol. 
a aronele 

6 Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 23 
roo 98, 47 L. ed. 130 [aff 112 Fed. 


7. In re farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 364, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
GCN OY: ) elO 

8. In re Urzua, 188 Fed. 540. 

9. Re Rosenberg, 28 Man. 439, 29 


DomLR 197, 29 DomLR 725, 26 Can 
CrCas 84, 254, 34 WestLR 531, 1091, 
10 WestWkly 781, 1178; Re Rosen- 
berg, 28 Man. 4389, 29 CanCrCas 309, 
[1918] 1 WestWkly 845; Ex p. 
Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 38 DomLR 716, 
28 CanCrCas 396; Ex p. Thomas, 45 
N. B. 148, 38 DoumLR 716, 28 CanCr 
Cas 396. . 

[a] Statute of foreign state duly 
certified held to show prima facie 
that what in Canada would consti- 
tute crime of obtaining money under 
false pretenses in Massachusetts 
would constitute crime of larceny. 
Ex p. Thomas, 45 N. B. 148, 38 Dom 
LR 716, 28 CanCrCas 396. 

12. 44 & 45 Vict. c 69. 

13. Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1907] 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 95] 


Documentary Evidence—(1) In General. 
the statute’* any depositions, warrants, or other 
papers, or copies thereof are admissible in evidence 
at the hearing if properly authenticated so as to 
entitle them to be received for similar purpose by 
the tribunals of the foreign country, and the cer- 
tificate of the principal diplomatic or consular of- 
ficer of the United States resident in the foreign 
country is made proof of such authentication.1® Un- 
der this statute the single test of admissibility of 
evidence is the’ consular certificate.17 
properly authenticated papers may be admissible in 
evidence, although not papers on which a warrant of 
Ex parte affidavits may 
be admitted 1° as may depositions,?° even though un- 
sworn to,?+ or unsworn statements,?? or a translation 
of a deposition testified to by the translator as cor- 
Papers purporting to be depositions, so cer- 
tified, are admissible on a hearing in an extradition | 


arrest was issued abroad.}8 


rect.2° 


ora B. 696; Rex v. Vyner, 68 J. P. 

14. Rev. St. § 5271 as amended 
by the act of Aug. 3, 1882 §§ 5, 6; 22 
St. at L. c 378. 

15. Bingham v. Bradley, 241 U. 
S.511, 36 SCt 634, 60, L. ed. 1136; 
Grin v. Shine, 187 U. S. 181, 23 SCt 
98, 47 L. ed. 130 [aff 112 Fed. 790]; 
Ex p. Glucksman, 189 Fed. 1016; In 
A EO 4 Fed. 308, 309, 18 Blatchf. 
430. 

“The section provides for two 
classes of documentary evidence— 
First, ‘depositions, warrants, or 
other papers,’ which means original 
depositions, original warrants, and 
original other papers—the deposi- 
tions, warrants, and papers them- 
selves, and not copies of them; sec- 
ond, copies of ‘any such depositions, 
warrants, or other papers.’”’ Per 
Blatchford, Cir. J.. in In re Fowler, 
supra. 

{a] Under the act of 1848 (1) 
copies of the depositions upon which 
an original warrant in any foreign 
country may have been granted, cer- 
tified under the hand of the person 
issuing such warrant, and attested 
upon the oath of the party producing 
them to be true copies of the origi- 
nal depositions, were receivable as 
evidence of the criminality of the 
person apprehended. 9 U.S. St. at 
Pe) 802) -1U.."S:) "Comp.. St. "(1901) .p 
3593]. (2) Evidence that the justice 
of the peace who took affidayits of 
the commission of the crime and is- 
sued the warrant in‘ the foreign 
country for the apprehension of the 
person charged was accustomed to 


act as justice of the peace is suffi- | 


cient evidence prima facie of his au- 
thority to take the affidavits and is- 
sue the warrant. Re Kaine, 14 How. 
(U. S.) 103, 14 L. ed. 345. (3) When 
papers purporting to be copies of 
certain proceedings had before a for- 
eign magistrate are presented by the 
foreign minister to our government 
with a requisition for the extradi- 
tion of an alleged fugitive from jus- 
tice, the good faith of the nation is 
pledged that the foreign magistrate 
had authority to act, and had juris- 
diction over the crime charged, and 
that the facts stated in them are 
true; and, when received by this gov- 
ernment upon such pledge, it is suffi- 
cient to establish the fact as to the 
official position of the magistrate, 
and that he had jurisdiction over 
the crime charged, and power to ad- 
minister the oaths in question. In 
re Heilbronn, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,323, 12 
NYLegObs 65. (4) It has been held 
that this statute, authorizing a copy 
of the original deposition to be used 
in extradition proceedings before a 
magistrate, is not in conflict with 
the treaty of Great Britain. In re 
Kaine, 14 _F. Cas. No. 7,598, 10 NY 
LegObs 257. (5) Upon the hearing 
of a case arising under the treaty of 
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Under 


So when 


if 


1842 with Great Britain, copies of 
warrants and other papers, certified 
under the hand of the person issuing 
them, and attested upon the oath of 
the party producing them to be true 
copies of the originals, are admis- 
sible as evidence of the criminality 
of the person apprehended. Ex p. 
Ross, 20 F. Cas. No. 12,069, 2 Bond 


252. 

{[b] Under the Revised Statutes 
of 1874 (1) it was further provided 
that such copies must be authenti- 
cated in such manner as would en- 
title them to be received for simi- 
lar purposes by the tribunals of the 
foreign country from which the ac- 
cused party escaped, and that the 
certificate of the principal diplo- 
matic or consular officer of the 
United States resident in such for- 
eign country shall be proof that any 
paper so offered is authenticated in 
the manner required by this statute. 
U. SoRev. Sty (1874) 98) 5201 PU S. 
Comp: St... 901) pp *3598). » (2) Chis 
statute, while embodying the act of 
1848, did not affect the act of 1860, 
which applied to depositions, docu- 
ments, and papers from abroad of- 
fered in evidence in extradition cases, 
other than the deposition on which 
an original warrant of arrest was is- 
sued in the foreign country. In re 
Stupp, M23. | Cass No.e3,0 6350 2 
Blatchf. 501. 

[c] Under the acts of 1860 and 
1882.—(1) The act of 1860 (12 U.S. 
Stat Le 84 [U. S. Comp. St: (1901) 
p 3593]) and the act of Aug. 3, 1882 
(22; Us. Se St. at L. 215 [U.S Comp. 
(1901) p 3593]) provided that 
where papers, or copies thereof, shall 
be offered in evidence upon the hear- 
ing of any extradition case, such 
papers, or the copies thereof, shall 
be received and admitted as evidence 
if they shall be properly and legally 
authenticated, so as to entitle them 
to be received for similar purposes 


by the tribunals of the foreign coun- 


try from which the accused party 
shall have escaped and the certificate 
of the principal diplomatic or con- 
sular officer of the United States 
resident in such foreign country 
shall be proof that any paper or 
copies thereof, so offered, are au- 
thenticated in the manner required 
by this act. (2) The act of 1860 
enlarges the class of documentary 
evidence which may be adduced in 
support of the charge of criminality 
beyond that authorized by the act 
of 1848, so as to admit any deposi- 
tions, warrants, or other papers, or 
copies of them, which are so au- 
thenticated that the tribunals of the 
country where the offense was com- 
mitted would receive them foi the 
same purpose. In re Henrich, 11 F. 
Cas. No. 6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414. (3) 
The act of 1882 substantially re- 
stores the provisions of the act of 
1860, as respects the mode of au- 
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proceeding, although the recitals contained in the 
introductory part thereof show that they are mere 
statements and not depositions.?# 
sary, otherwise than by the certificate of the consul, 
to prove that the law of the foreign country would 
allow copies of depositions taken before a magistrate 
to be received as proof of criminality.?5 
depositions from abroad, taken subsequently to the 
date of the original warrant of arrest issued abroad, 
may be admissible in evidence as constituting, with 
oral evidence taken before the commissioner, legal 
testimony tending to prove the criminality of the 
accused, and material for a decision of the commis- 
sioner on the question of fact, as to the criminality 
of the accused.?® 
United States the documentary evidence required by 
the state department has been prescribed by depart- 
mental regulation.?7 


It is not neces- 


Copies of 


In the case of extradition to the 


thentication of documentary evi- 
dence. In re Behrendt, 22 Fed. 699, 
23 Blatehf. 40. (4) Under the act 
of 1882, devositions and copies re- 
quire the same kind of authentica- 
tion. In re McPhum, 30 Fed. 57. (5) 
“Similar purposes” in this statute 
means evidence of criminality, and 
is so’ worded in the present stat- 
ute. In re Lincoln, 228 Fed. 70; In 
re Charleston, 84 Fed. 531; In re 
Benson, 34 Fed. 649 [aff 127 U. S. 
457, 8 SCt 1240, 32 L. ed. 234]; In re 
Henrich, 11 “.) Cas.) ‘No 6;3692-05 
Blatchf. 414. (6) A consular certi- 
fication under the act of 1882 that 
depositions are so authenticated as 
“to enable them to be used in evi- 
dence, and as proof that the origi- 
nals were duly received in evidence 
of the criminality of the accused’ is 
insufficient. In re McPhun, 30 Fed. 
57. (7) The certificate of the min- 
ister resident of the United States to 
Belgium, under the act of 1860, that 
documents were legally and properly 
authenticated, so as to entitle them 
to be received in evidence in support 
of the criminal charges mentioned 
therein, in a case in which the docu- 
ments were from the records of the 
tribunals of Belgium, and were au- 
thenticated by functionaries of Bel- 
gium, was held a sufficient compli- 
ance with the statute, although the 
words ‘“‘by the tribunals of Belgium” 
were omitted from the certificate. 
In re Stupp, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,563, 12 
Blatchf. 501. (8) Under the act of 
1882 the certificate of the diplomatic 
or consular officer which shows that 
the documents would. be admissible 
in the foreign country in extradition 
proceedings is sufficient. In re 
Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 

16. Certification see infra § 96. 

- 17. Ex p. Shorer, 197 Fed. 67; In 
re Charleston, 34 Fed. 531; In re Mc- 
Phun, 30 Fed. 57. 

18. In re Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 
2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr 
CNEYS) 07: 

19. Bingham v. Bradley, 241 U. S. 
511, 36 SCt 634, 60 L. ed. 1136. 

20. In re Muller, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,913, 5. Phila. (Pa.) 289. 

21. Ex p. La Mantia, 206 Fed. 330; 
Bx p. Glaser, 176 Fed. 702, 100 CCA 

22. Blias “vy. Ramirez, i215 Wy ss: 
398, 30 SCt 131, 54 L. ed. 253; Ex p. 
Glaser, 176 Fed. 702, 100 CCA 254. 

23. Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; 
In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,369, 
5 Blatchf. 414 

24. In re Hzeta, 62 Med. 972. 

25. In re Charleston, 34 Fed. 531; 
In re Macdonnell, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,772, 
11 Blatchf. 170. 


26. In re Stupp, 23 BF. Cas. No. 
13,563, 12 Blatchf. 501. 
27. Mem. Dept. State Oct. 1892. 


“Copies of the record of conviction, 
or of the indictment, or information, 
and of the warrant of arrest, and the 
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Under the English statute °° foreign depositions, 
if duly authenticated, may be received in evidence iu 
proceedings under the act, although taken in the ab- 
senee of the person accused and without his having 
had an opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses.”? 
Depositions may be considered although they have 
been taken in a way in which they could not have 
been taken in the English courts °° or would not be 
admissible according to the English law,*! and ai- 
though they are not taken before the magistrate who 
issued the original warrant.s? Foreign depositions 
should be strictly serutinized.*s 

In Canada under the Extradition Act °* depositions 
or statements taken in a foreign state on oath or 
on affirmation, where an affirmation is allowed by 
the law of the state, and copies of such depositions 
or statements and foreign certificates of, or judicial 
documents stating the fact of conviction may, if duly 
authenticated, be received in evidence.®> Under this 
statute ex parte affidavits and depositions are admis- 
sible,’* and it is not necessary that the depositions 
are taken before the magistrate who issued the orig- 
inal warrant.s? An affidavit sworn to before a jus- 
tice of the peace or a judge of a county court or a 
commissioner of the United States, proved to be a 
magistrate having authority in the matter according 
to the law where taken, may be received, if properly 
proved, as evidence against the prisoner on proceed- 
ings for extradition. It is immaterial whether the 
witness has been sworn prior to his evidence being 
reduced to writing, as in a deposition, or whether 
he has been sworn thereto after it has been written 
down, as in an affidavit.’ In extradition proceed- 
ings in Canada an affidavit is admissible although in 
the jurat the place where the depositions were taken 
is omitted, provided the place is mentioned in the 
heading or in the margin and is otherwise certified 
other papers and documents going 


to make up the evidence are required 
by the department ot state in the 


copies, 
such declaration, 
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present at the attestations of the 42. 
should be prepared to 
When the original 


[$§ 95-96 


to.2® An affidavit tending to establish before the 
extradition commissioner the crime charged against 
a person sought to be extradited does not vitiate the 
extradition proceedings because such affidavit was 
taken by questions and answers and then written out 
in narrative form before being sworn to.4? While 
a certified copy of the indictment has been held ad- 
missible,*? it has to the contrary been held not to be 
proof of the prima facie case required to justify a 
committal for extradition.4?—. 

[§ 96] (2) © Certification. The~ United States 
statute 4% provides that documents shall be authenti- 
eated so as to entitle them to be received for similar 
purpeses by the tribunals of the foreign country,** 
and the certificate of the principal diplomatic or 
consular officer of the United States, resident in the 
foreign country, is made proof of such authentica- 
tion.4® The provision of the revised statutes as it 
originally stood requiring copies of depositions to 
be attested upon oath of the party producing them 
to be true copies of the original depositions is elim- 
inated *® and a consular certificate is the only au- 
thentication now required.** Each piece of documen- 
tary evidence, whether an original ** or a copy,*® of- 
fered in support of the charge against the accused 
should be accompanied by a certificate,®° unless the 
court can ascertain with reasonable certainty what 
papers are referred to in the certificate.®! An au- 
thentication in the very language of the statute is 
sufficient.5? Where the authentication recites that 
the papers ‘‘are properly and legally authenticated, 
so as to entitle them to be received in evidence for 
similar purposes’’ in the foreign country, this is sur- 
ficient ** where the authentication of the diplomatic 
or consular officer does not comply with the require- 
ments of the statute, other proof may be resorted to 
to assist the certificate,*+ and oral proof that the 
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make | CanCrCas 290; Reg. v. Browne, 6 Ont. 


first instance, as a basis for request- 
ing the surrender of the fugitive, but 
chiefly in order that they may be 
duly authenticated under the seal of 
that department, so as to make them 
receivable as evidence where the fu- 
gitive is arrested upon the question 
of his surrender. Copies of all 
papers going to make up _ the evi- 
dence, including the record of con~ 
vietion, or the indictment, or infor- 
mation, and the warrant of arrest, 
must be duly certified and then au- 
thenticated under the great seal of 
the state making the application or 
the seal of the department of justice, 
as the case may be; and the depart- 
ment of state will authenticate the 
seal of the state or of the depart- 
ment of justice. For example, if a 
deposition is made before a justice 
of the peace, the official character of 
the justice and his authority to ad- 
minister oaths should be attested by 
the county clerk or other superior 
certifying officer; the certificate of 
the county clerk should be authen- 
ticated by the governor or secretary 
of state under the seal of the state, 
and the latter will be authenticated 
by the state department. If there is 
but ene authentication, if should 
plainly cover all the papers attached. 

. By the practice of some of the 
eountries with which the Tnited 
States has treaties, in order to en- 
title copies of depositions to be re- 
eeived in evidence the party produc- 
ing them is required to declare under 
oath that they are true copies of the 
original depositions. It is desirable 
therefore that such agent, either 
from a comparison of the copies with 
the originals or from having been 


depositions are forwarded such dec- 
laration is not required."” Mem. Dept. 
State Oct. 1892. 

28. Extradition Act of 1870. 

O90 wRees 1: (Ganz 9° OlF Be D>: nos: 
ees of Counhaye, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
410. 

30. Rex v. Zossenheim, 20 T. L. 
Re2d. 

81. Matter of Counhaye, L., R. 8 
Q. B. 410 (in Great Britain). 

32. Rex y. Brixton Prison, [1911] 
2K Be 82t 

83. Rex v. Zossenheim, 20 T. L. R. 
rs Can. Rev. St. (1906) § 155 ¢ 
16. 

35. Re Moore, 20 Man. 41, 16 Can 


CrCas 264, 18 WestLR 503; Reg. v. 
Browne, 6 Ont. A. 386; In re Lee, 
5 Ont. 583: 


36. Reg. v. Burke, 
LTOceNotes 28; In re Hoke, 14 Rev 
Lee 705; Rex v. Simpson, 26 Man. 
129, 28 DomLR 402, 26 CanCrCas 15, 
33 WestLR 547; Re Moore, 20 Man. 
41, 16 CanCrCas 264, 13 WestLR 503; 
Re Garbutt, 21 Ont. 179; In re Parker, 
19 Ont. 612; Greene v. Vallée, 14 Que. 
K. B. 261; Browne v. U. S., 30 Que. 
Super. 363. 

37. Ex p. Worms, 7 Revleg 319, 
22 LCJur 109. 

38. In re Hoke, (Can.) 15 RevLeg 
99: In re Weir, 14 Ont. 389; Ex p. 
Phelan, 6 Montr. Leg. N. 261. 

39. In re Debaum, 4 Montr. Q. B. 
145, 16 Revlege 612. 

40. In re O’Neill, 17 B. C. 123, 5 
DomLR 646, 19 CanCrCas 410. 

41. Re Goodman, 26 Man. 537, 28 
DomLR 197, 29 DomLR 725, 26 CanCr 
Cas 84, 254, 34 WestLR 531, 1091, 10 
WestWkly 781, 1178. 


(Man.) 10 Can, 


A. 386; In re Rosenbaum, 18 LCJur 
aoe In rey Hino, (Que). 10 Re ..o: 
43, Rey. St. § 5271 as amended b 
the act of Aug. 3, 1882 §§ 5, 6; 22 St. 

eee oe 

7 ingham vy. Bradley, 241 U. S. 
511, 36 SCt 634, 60 Li. ed. 1136: EXXx p. 
Schorer, 197 Fed. 67. 

45. Bingham y. Bradley, 241 U. S. 
511, 36 SCt 634, 60 L. ed, 1136: EX p. 
Schorer, 197 Fed. 67. 

46. Ex p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67. 

47. Ex p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; Bx 
Ue be te aot 176 “Hedy 7027 1002 COX 

48. In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414. 

49. In re McPhun, 30 Fed. 57. 

50. In sre “McPhun,. 30 (smMedes ou: 

Henrich, ii i, eo CasaruNos 


6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414; In re Stupp, 
am . “Cas. No, 13,568, , 12 Blatcht. 


51.- In re Farez;, 3) EY Cas: =No. 
4,645, 2 Abb. 346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 
How Pr GN. Y.), 107; In, re Dusany 7 
F.. Cas. No. 4,120, 2 Lowell 367. 

52. In re Krojanker, 44 Fed. 482; 
In re Herres, 33 Fed.. 1653. In’ te 
Behrendt, 22 Fed. 699, -23° Blatchf. 
40; In re Wadge, 15 Hed. 864; In re 
Farez, 8,F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2° Abb. 
364, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 
107; In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 
6,369, 5 Blatchf. 414; 10 Op. Atty.- 


Gen. p 501. 
58. In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 
23 SCt 498). 4% 


Waitin CYgeOlemS apn. 
L. ed. 130]; In re Breen, 73 Fed. 
458. 

54. In re McPhun, 30 Fed. 57; In 
re Wadge, 16 Fed. 332, 21 Blatchf. 
300; In re Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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authentication is proper may be given before the 
magistrate by an expert.®> Authentication by a vice 
consul will be accepted.®* The United States courts 
will take judicial notice that a chargé d’affaires ad 
interim was, at the time such certificate was given, 
the principal diplomatic officer of the country where 
it was given.°? The provisions of the statute 5* with 
reference to authentication apply only to documen- 
tary evidence submitted by the prosecution to estab- 
lish the criminality of the accused and not to papers 
offered on the part of the accused.°? 

In Canada the courts will not recognize the gov- 
ernor of a state in the United States of America 
as a minister of a foreign state under the Extra- 
dition Act, so as to make depositions authenticated 
by him admissible as evidence. A copy of a deposi- 
tion to be admissible in evidence must be certified as 
a true copy by some one who is in the position to 
certify that not only the copy, but also the original 
thereof, does in fact contain the true record of evi- 
dence given by witnesses.*1 

[§ 97] c. Evidence for Defense. As it is not 
within the province of the officer before whom the 
hearing is had to try the accused as to his guilt or 
innocence, it has been held that matters which are 
only a defense to a trial on the merits are not admis- 
sible.62 Nor is it a function of the court to deter- 
mine whether or not the fugitive will have a fair and 
impartial trial in the demanding country, but svlely 
to ascertain whether the evidence shows a probable 
cause of belief in the fugitive’s guilt of the offense 
charged.®* Under the statute °* requiring the com- 
missioner to hear and consider evidence of ecrim- 
inality, the proceeding before the commission is of 
the character of a preliminary examination before a 
magistrate and there is no fixed rule as to the extent 
to which the magistrate should hear witnesses pro- 
duced by the accused.®* The provision of the stat- 
ute providing a means whereby the accused may se- 
cure the attendance of witnesses does not give him 
the right to introduce all evidence which would be 
admissible on a trial under an issue of not guilty.®® 
The statute cannot be construed as giving a right 
to a full trial in violation of treaty stipulations; 


55. In re Oteiza y Cortes, 136 U.S. 
330, 10 SCt 1031, 34 L. ed. 464 [appr ahs 
inure. Marez. 6 Hh. yCas.. No- 4,645, 7 | 121. 
Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 107; 72. 
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but it must be confined to such a preliminary hear- 
ing only as was already allowable under the existing 
practice, such as is appropriate to a hearing having 
reference only to a commitment for future trial.°7 
So an examining magistrate does not exceed his au- 
thority by excluding evidence of insanity offered by 
the accused.°8 There is no warrant in the law or 
practice for receiving testimony by commission, or 
by the depositions of witnesses taken abroad.S® Hvi- 
dence of malice or of an ulterior purpose on the part 
of the prosecuting witness at whose instance a crim- 
inal prosecution was instituted in a foreign country 
will not invalidate a commitment of the accused for 
extradition from this country, and is immaterial.7° 
Under the English practice committing magistrates 
may consider evidence offered on behalf of defendant 
before deciding the question of committal for extra- 
dition.7t In Canada in proceedings for the extradi- 
tion of a fugitive, evidence to contradict that of the 
prosecution is not admissible and the accused is only 
entitled to show that the offense charged is not a 
crime mentioned in the treaty,’ accused is not en- 
titled to introduce evidence that the extradition pro- 
ceedings have not been taken in good faith.7% Evi- 
dence of an alibi has been held inadmissible.7* 

[§ 98] d. Amount of Evidence—(1) Criminal- 
ity in General. The statute contains no specification 
of the amount of evidence necessary to warrant the 
commitment of a fugitive for extradition.”> The fol- 
lowing provision, however, substantially appears in 
most of the extradition treaties of the United States, 
after the stipulation that extradition shall be granted 
in accordance with the provisions of the treaty: 
“Provided, that this shall only be done upon such 
evidence of criminality as according to the laws of 
the place where the fugitive or person so charged,. 
shall be found, would justify his apprehension and 
commitment for trial if the crime or offense had 
been there committed.’’7® It is now well settled 
that in the proceeding before the extradition magis- 
trate, to warrant holding the prisoner for extradi- 
tion, it is only necessary to adduce such evidence as 
would be deemed sufficient to justify holding him 


In re Herskovitz, 136 Fed. 713. 
Rex v. Zossenheim, 20 T. L. R. 


Re Stanbro, 1 Man. 263, 2 Man. 


for trial if the offense had been committed in this 


narily sufficient. If the fugitive has 
not been convicted, but is merely 
charged with crime, a. duly authenti- 
cated copy of the indictment or in- 


In re Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,369, 
5 Blatchf. 414]; In re Benson, 34 Fed. 
649. [aff 127 U. S. 457, 8 SCt 1240, 32 


os ed. 234]; In re McPhun, 30 Fed. 
bs 

56. In re Herres, 33 Fed. 165, 

57. In re Orpen, 86 Fed. 760. 

58. 22 U.S. St. at L. 215 § 5. 

59. Oteiza v. Jacobus, 136 U. S. 


330, 10 SCt 330, 34. L. ed. 464; In re 
Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 


60. Ex p. Cadby, 26 N. B. 452. 
6li Re Stages, 5 Alta. L350, 7 
DomLR 738. 


62,5 U. S. v. Piaza, 133 Fed. 998; In 
re Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972 (self-defense 
in case of murder). 

63. In re Neely, 103 Fed. 631 [aff 
180. U. S. 109, 21 SCt 302, 45 Led. 


448]. 
64. Rev. St. § 5270. 
65. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S 


447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L.-ed. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397. 

66. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S. 
447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397. 

67. In re Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 

68. Charlton v. Kelly, 229 U. S. 
447, 33 SCt 945, 57 L. ed. 1274, 46 
LRANS 397. . 

69. In re Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 

70. Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; 


25. CsJ 19] 


i Re, Garbutt,.21 Ont. 2179: 2465 = Hix 


p. Lanctot, 5 Que. Q. B. 422; In re 
Debaum, 4 Montr. Q. B. 145, 16 Rev 
Leg 612. 


73. Re Rosenberg, 28 Man. 439, 29 
CanCrCas 309, [1918] 1 WestWkly 


845. 
In re Rosenbaum, 20 LCJur 


74. 

165. ; 

75. U.S. Rev. St. (1878) § 5270. 

76. In re Lincoln, 228 Fed. 70; Ex 
p. Da Page, 216 Hed: 256; Ex p. 
Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; In re Neely, 103 
Heda Gol late 80) US. 2109 21 SCt 
302, 45 L. ed. 448]. See Malloy 
Treaties 1776-1909; Charles Treaties 
1910-1913. 

[a] Extradition to United States. 
—The extradition treaties of the 
United States ordinarily provide that 
the surrender of a fugitive shall be 
granted only upon such evidence of 
eriminality as, according to the laws 
of the place where the fugitive or 
person so charged shall be found, 
would justify his or her commitment 
for trial if the crime or offense had 
been there committed. If the person 
whose extradition is desired has been 
convicted of a crime or offense and 
escaped thereafter, a duly authenti- 
cated copy of the record of conviction 
and sentence of the court is ordi- 


formation, if any, and of the warrant 
of arrest and return thereto, accom- 
panied by a copy of the evidence upon 
which the indictment was found, or 
the warrant of arrest issued, or by 
original depositions setting forth as 
fully as possible the circumstances 
of the crime, are usually necessary. 
Many of our treaties require the pro- 
duction of a duly authenticated copy 
of the warrant of arrest in this coun- 
try; but an indictment, information, 
or warrant of arrest alone, without 
the accompanying proofs, is not ordi- 
narily sufficient. It is desirable to 
make out as strong a case as possi- 
ble, in order to meet the contingen- 
cies of the local requirements at the 
place of arrest. If the extradition 
of the fugitive is sought for several 
offenses, copies of the several convice 
tions, indictments, or informations 
and of the documents in support of 
each should be furnished. All of the 
papers required in the way of evi- 
dence must be transmitted in dupli- 
cate, one copy to be retained in the 
files of the department of state, and 
the other, duly authenticated by the 
secretary of state, will be returned 
with the president’s warrant, for the 
use of the agent who may be desig- 
nated to receive the fugitive. As the 
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country.* 


treaty and in our laws.*! 


governor of the state or the depart- 
ment of justice also ordinarily re- 
quires a copy prosecuting attorneys 
should have all papers made in tripli- 
cate. Mem. Dept. State Oct. 1892. 

77. Glucksman vv. Henkel, 221 
U.S. 508; 31 SCt_ 704, 55 LL. ed: 830; 
Grin v. Shine, 187 U.'S. 181, 23 ©Ct 
98, 47 L. ed. 180; Benson v. McMahon, 
127 U. S. 457, 8 SCt 1240, 32 L. ed. 
234; In re Lincoln, 228 Fed. 70; Ex p. 
a. yPase, 216, Hed. .2665 Hx pp.) ba 
Mantia, 206 Fed. 330; Ex p. Schorer, 
197 Fed. 67; Ex p. Glucksman, 189 
Fed. 1016; Ex p. Charlton, 185 Fed. 
880 [aff 229 U. S. 447, 33 SCt 945, 57 
L. ed. 1274]; Ex p. Glaser, 176 Fed. 
702, 100 CCA 254; U.S. v.. Piaza, 133 
Fed. 998; In re Frank, 107-Fed. 272; 
In re Neely, 103 Fed. 631 [aff 180 
U. S. 109, 21 ‘SCt 302, 45 L. ed. 448]; 
Cohn vy. Jones, 100 Fed. 639; In re 
Ezeta, 62 Fed. 972; In re Risch, 36 
Fed. 546; In re Charleston, 34 Fed. 
5381; In re Herres, 33 Fed. 165; In re 
Behrendt, 22 Fed. 699, 23 Blatchf. 
40; In re Wadge, 15 Fed. 864; In re 
Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 364, 
7 Blatchf. 845, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 
107; In re Metzger, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,511, 5 NYLegObs 83; U. S. v. Warr, 
28 F. Cas. No. 16,644, 3 NYLegObs 
346; In re McPhun, 30 Fed. 57, 24 
Blatchf, 254; In re Macdonnell, 16 F. 
GAsINOS Ste, 28 Blateht, 170;"in' re 
Henrich, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,369, 5 
Blatchf. 414; Foster v. Goldscll, 48 
App. (D. C.) 505; Matter of Wash- 
burn. 4.Johns. Chi) CGNs. Ys)" (106, +8 
AmD 548, 4 Wheel. Cr. 473. 

“Taking this provision of ; the 
treaty, and that of the Revised Stat- 
utes ... we are of opinion that the 
proceeding before the commissioner 
is not to be regarded as in the na- 
ture of a final trial by which the 
prisoner could be convicted or ac- 
quitted of the crime charged against 
him, but rather of the character of 
those preliminary examinations which 
take place every day in this country 
before an examining or committing 
magistrate for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether a case is made out 
which will justify the holding of the 
accused, either by imprisonment or 
under bail, to ultimately answer to 
an indictment, or other proceeding, 
in which he shall be finally tried 
upon the charge made against him.” 
Per Miller, J., in Benson v. McMahon, 
U. S. 457, 462, 8 SCt 1240, 32 L. 
ed. 234. 

“While of course a man is not to 
be sent from the country merely upon 
demand or surmise, yet if there is 
presented, even in somewhat untech- 
nical form according to our ideas, 
such reasonable ground to suppose 
him guilty as to make it proper that 
he should be tried, good faith to the 
demanding government requires his 
surrender.’”’ Per Mr. Justice Holmes 
in Glucksman v. ‘Henkel, 221 U. S. 
508, 512, 31 SCt 704, 55 L. ed. 830. 

{a] Forgery.—Glucksman y. Hen- 
kel, 22d SU ese Oss oh SO 704. 58 Li. 
ed. 830: Ex p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; 
Ex p. Zentner, 188 Fed. 344; Ex p. 
Glaser, 176 Fed. 702, 100 CCA 254. 


It is enough if it appears that there was 
legal evidence on which the commissioner might 
properly conclude that the accused had committed an 
offense within the treaty as charged,’* although in 
some of the earlier cases it was held that in cases 
under a treaty of extradition the proof that the of- 
fense has been committed by the fugitive in the for- 
eign jurisdiction should be sufficient to warrant a 
conyiction,’® or at least an indictment,®° and in de- 
termining whether there is sufficient evidence of that 
offense the extradition magistrate is limited to eyi- 
dence of the offense as we understand it in the 
The laws of the place 
where the criminal is found furnish the rule as to 
what evidence is necessary to authorize his arrest 


EXTRADITION ; 


state.8s 


[b] Possession of stolen property. 
—Ex p. Lalage, 216 Fed. 256. 

7. Yordi Vi Nolte, 215 10. S. 227, 
30 SCt 90, 54 L. ed. 170; Ex p. Bryant, 
167, US. 04. Ua -SCt, 744,042" ed: 
94; Ornelas v.: Ruiz, 161 U. S. 502, 
16 SCt 689, 40 L. ed. 787; Powell 
v. U. S.,°206 Hed. 400, 124 CCA 282; 
Ex p. La Mantia, 206 Fed.- 330; Ex 
p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67; Ex p. Glucks- 
man, 189 Fed. 1016; Ex p. Zentner, 
188 Fed. 344; U. S. v. Piaza, 133 Fed. 
998; In re Grin, 112 Fed. 790 [aff 
18K. Ss PS 23 SCtg 98 a4 meds 
130]; In re Neely, 103 Fed. 631 [aff 
180 U.S. 109,. 21 SCt 302; 45° Lis ed: 
448]; In re Charleston, 34 Fed. 531; 
In re Herres, 33 Fed. 165; In re 
Farez, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,645, 2 Abb. 
346, 7 Blatchf. 345, 40 HowPr (N. Y.) 
107; Ex p. Ramirez, 11 Ariz. 256, 90 
P8323, irey 2215" U.S. 398)" 30) SCE 
131, 54 L. ed. 253]. 

[a]. Embezzlement. — In proceed- 
ings for the extradition of defendant 
to Cuba to answer to a charge of em- 
bezzling public funds as a public offi- 
cer, evidence that he was the head 
of the bureau of finance in the de- 
partment of posts of the Island of 
Cuba, which bureau issued stamps to 
the postmasters of the island, and re- 
ceived the remittances therefor, and 
deposited them in bank; that defend- 
ant personally received and receipted 
for such remittances, and directed 
the amount of each deposit, himself 
making up the package therefor; 
and that during a considerable time 
the receipts, as shown by the books, 
uniformly exceeded the deposits, is 
sufficient to establish probable cause 
and warrant the holding of the de- 
fendant for extradition. In re Neely, 
103 Fed. 626 [aff 180 U. S. 126, 21 SCt 
308, 45 L. ed. 457]. 

[b] ¥orgery.—(1) On examination 
before a commissioner of one charged 
with forgery, larceny, and embezzle- 
ment, the evidence showed that the 
accused, as bookkeeper for a firm, 
had access to its check books, and 
that three checks were missing there- 
from, for which no corresponding 
memoranda were made on the stubs; 
that three checks were presented to 
a bank at which the firm kept a de- 
posit by another bank, at which the 
accused kept a personal account; 
that this account showed a credit of 
thrae checks, which, upon the follow- 
ing day, were presented to and paid 
by the firm’s bank; and that the ac- 
eused had no authority to sign cheeks 
for the firm. This was sufficient evi- 
dence to justify the commissioner in 
eommitting the accused for extradi- 
tions, JOxAb:. Bryant, 16 iesUen So 04, 
17 SCt 744, 42 L. ed. 94. (2) The evi- 
dence is sufficient to justify com- 
mitment in extradition proceedings 
on a charge of forgery of railway 
wheat certificates purporting to show 
the true weight of car loads of wheat 
shipped from the United States to 
Mexico, where the accused was .a 
member of a firm of customs brokers 
which presented to the Mexican cus- 
toms authorities certificates showing 
weights much less than the true 


and commitment ;8? and in the United States the law 
of the place where found is the law of the asylum 
Circumstantial evidence has been held suf- 
ficient to justify committing the fugitive,** but evi- 
dence which is entirely hearsay is insufficient.*° The 
conyiction of a fugitive in contumaciam in his ab- 
sence is to be treated merely as a charge of crime 
and not as a conviction.®® 

In Canada the duty of the extradition judge is to 
see whether there is such evidence before the court 
that the accused is guilty of the crimé charged as 
would justify a magistrate in committing for trial 
when holding preliminary inquiry under the criminal 
code,’? and the law of the place where the criminal 
is found furnishes the rule as to necessary evi- 
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weight; that the Mexican government 
was thereby defrauded of a large 
amount of import duties; tnat the ac- 
cused was the principal, if not the 
only beneficiary of the fraud; and that, 
instead of reparation or explanation, 
resort was had to flight. Elias v. 
Ramirez, (215. U. S._398).30 SCt 13k 
54 L. ed. 253 [rev 11 Ariz. 256, 90 
P 323]. 

79. In re Risch, 36 Fed. 546; Hx 
p. Kaine, 14 F. Cas: No. 7,597, 
Blatchf. 1. 

80. In re Calder, 2 Edm. Sel. Cas. 
(N.. Y.)_ 474. 

81, Ex p. Schorer, 197 Fed. 67. 

82. Pettit v. Walshe, 194 U. S. 205, 
24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938 [aft 125 
Fed. 572]; Wright v. Henkel, 190 
WU. S: 40.) -238 'SCt T8t, 47. Lip eds 948% 
In re Urzgua, 188 Fed. 540; Ex p. 
Ronchi, 164 Fed. 288; Ex p. Fudera, 
L62) beds) 591 «fapprdismy2noy Uaase 
589, 31 SCt 470, 55 L. ed. 348]; In re 
Frank, 107 Fed. 272; In re Ezeta, 
62 Fed, 972; Muller’s Case, 17 F. Cas. 
INoY,.o3913, 5) Phila. Cea.) 228925 Urns. 
v. Warr, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,644, 3 NY 
LegObs 346. 

vy. Walshe, 194 U. S. 


83. Pettit 
205, 24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938 [aft 
125 Fed. 572]. 

84 In re Urzua, ‘188 Fed. 540; In 
re Bryant, 80 Fed. 282 [aff 167 U. S. 
104, 17 SCt 744, 42 L. ed. 94]. 

85. Ex p. Fudera, 162 Fed. 591 
{app dism 219 U. S. 589, 31 SCt 470, 
55 L. ed. 348]. 

86. Ex p. La Mantia, 206 Fed. 330; 
Ex p. Fudera, 162 Fed. 591 [app dism 
peti S. 589, 31 SCt'470, 55 L. ed. 

87. Alta.—Rex v. Buck, 10 Alta. 
L. 437, 35 DomLR 55, 27 CanCrCas 
427, [1917] 1 WestWkly 867 [app al- 
lowed 55 Can. S. C. 133, 38 DomLR 


548, 29 CanCrCas 45, [1917] 3 West 
Wkly 117). 
B, CJjn're_ O'Netll 17 Bo Cae 


5 DomLR 646, 19 CanCrCas 410; Re 
Johnston, 13 B. C. 209; In re Collins, 
11> B.C, 4865010) Can@rCas 73, eevee 
eee 164; In re Ockerman, 6 B. C. 


Man.—Re Moore, 20 Man. 41, 16 
CanCrCas 264, 183 WestLR 503; Reg. 
v. Burke, 6 Man. 121; Re Stanbro, 1 
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dence.** Commitment may be on circumstantial evi- 
dence,*® and the evidence of interested witnesses 
need not be corroborated,®® but evidence which is en- 
tirely hearsay is insufficient.°! A commitment is 
valid where the crime committed is shown by expert 
evidence to be one demanding extradition under the 
law of the foreign country, and the extradition com- 
missioner is aware from his own knowledge that the 
same facts established a crime in his country for 
which extradition may be allowed, although it bears 
a different name,®? and it has been held that where 
it appears that the offense with which the fugitive is 
charged is a crime in Canada, it will be presumed, 
in the absence of proof to the contrary, to be a crime 
in the state of the United States where the offense is 
alleged to have been committed.9? Where the facts 
described in the extradition proceedings make out a 
prima facie case of theft under the Canadian law, 
proof that such facts constitute larceny under the 
foreign law may be inferred from defendant’s indict- 
ment in the foreign state for that offense,®* but un- 
der a treaty under which fraud by agent is extradi- 
table evidence of a conviction for conspiracy which 
is not extraditable is not admissible before an ex- 
tradition magistrate, even though overt acts of fraud 
by an agent are set out in the indictment in the for- 
eign country.®® 

[§ 99] (2) Identity of Prisoner. The identity 
of the prisoner is sufficiently established when, on be- 
ing brought before the commissioner, he admits that 
he is the person named in the complaint, and that he 
executed the note therein described, and alleged to 
be forged,®® but such identity must be established by 
legal proof in each ecase.°?, The identity of the pris- 
oner may be sufficiently established by comparison of 
his features with a photograph of the aceused identi- 
fied by and attached to the depositions taken in the 
foreign state.°® It may also be sufficiently estab- 
lished by a comparison of the signature in a ease of 
forgery with a document signed by the fugitive,®® 
and the fact that the fugitive’s name is spelled dif- 
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ferently in the languages of the demanding and the 
asylum countries is immaterial, since a fugitive may 
be held under an alias without knowledge of his true 
name.+ 

[§ 100] 8. Commitment for Extradition. The 
statute directs the magistrate, if he deems the evi- 
dence sufficient to sustain the charge, to ‘‘issue his 
warrant for the commitment of the person so charged 
to the proper jail, there to remain until such sur- 
render shall be made,’’? and the magistrate has 
nothing to do with the question of whether the gov- 
ernment of the foreign country has duly authorized 
an application for the extradition.? 

In Canada the judge is required to decide whether 
he deems the evidence adduced before him sufficient 
to justify the apprehension and commitment for 
trial of the person accused if the crime had been 
committed in Canada; if he finds in the affirmative, 
he should so state it in his commitment, and certify 
the fact to the proper executive authority; his fune- 
tions do not extend to determining whether the ac- 
cused should be extradited, as that rests with the 
governor-general after the evidence has been re- 
ported to him; and if the judge fails to state in the 
commitment that he deems the evidence sufficient the 
commitment will be defective and insufficient.t It is 
only necessary that as a result of the proceedings the 
commissioner should be of the opinion that the war- 
rant should issue and, where in his reasons for judg- 
ment he sets out the various steps taken by him 
which are all that the statute requires, it cannot be 
objected that he merely acted upon the complaint 
without taking any evidence.© A warrant of com- 
mitment under an extradition treaty, which omits to 
state that the accused was brought before the mag- 
istrate, or that the witnesses against him were exam- 
ined in his presence, is bad upon the face ot it, and 
must be set aside.© The warrant of extradition may ' 
contain more than one charge’ and may state the 
offense generally,® but must conform with regard to 
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the date of the offense to the information.® An or- 
der of committal for extradition is not invalidated 
by the omission of the extradition judge to sign the 
depositions himself.1° A warrant of commitment 
cannot be set aside on the ground that the fugitive 
was brought before the extradition judge by an ir- 
regular or illegal arrest.1+ 

[§ 101] 9. Rearrest. Where an alleged fugitive 
has been discharged, a new complaint may be made, 
and a new warrant issued for his arrest, with a view 
to a reéxamination of the case.1” Where the fugitive 
has been discharged on the ground of insufficiency 
of evidence, the sufficiency of the additional evidence 
need not be considered prior to the issue of a second 
warrant.1? In such a case a second warrant may is- 
sue upon the same papers,!* and the same is true 
when the first warrant is of questionable regular- 
ity.15 Where an extradition commissioner has com- 
mitted the accused for extradition, and the commit- 
ment has been set aside on habeas corpus for errors 
on the examination, the accused is not necessarily 
released, but may be held under the warrant of ar- 
rest with a view to a new examination before the 
commissioner, and a prisoner who has been dis- 
charged on habeas corpus because the extradition 
commissioner had no jurisdiction in the province in 
which the prisoner was arrested may subsequently 
be arrested in the province of such commissioner, 
and tried before him, if the prior arrest has not been 
fraudulently made for the purpose of getting him 
within the jurisdiction.17 When the discharge on 
habeas corpus is granted after an adjudication upon 
the merits of the case regarding the legality of the 
conviction or judgment ordering the imprisonment, 
and not solely upon an illegality in the commitment, 
the doctrine of res judicata applies and the decision 
on the writ of habeas corpus in binding and is a bar 
to any new proceedings on the same charge.1§ Where 
the indictment is quashed it is no violation of the 
prisoner’s rights to hold him until a new indictment 
can be returned on the same facts.1® Where the ac- 
cused has been arrested with a view to extradition, a 
second warrant for his arrest cannot be executed 
while habeas corpus proceedings are pending.®° 
Where the original arrest or imprisonment upon an 
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extradition charge was illegal because made with- 
out warrant upon a request by telegram, it is not 
necessary that the prisoner should be first discharged 
from the illegal custody in order to hold him under 
good process subsequently issued.** 

[§ 102] 10. Bail. There is no statutory pro- 
vision for the admission of a criminal fugitive to bail 
in international extradition proceedings in the 
United States, and it is the practice not to admit 
to bail in such eases,?? although it would seem that 
the power exists.2* Fugitives will be admitted to 
bail, however, only under the most pressing cireum- 
stances.24 A refusal to admit a fugitive to bail 
even though based upon the ground of want of power 
is not reversible error.2> In England it seems that a 
fugitive committed to prison to await surrender in 
extradition proceedings may be admitted to bail,?® 
although the granting of bail lies in the discretion 
of the court and the fugitive cannot claim it as a 
matter of right.27 In Canada the court has power 
to admit accused to bail,?* although the power will 
not be exercised by a single judge in a court of ap- 
peal ° and under ordinary circumstances bail will 
not be granted.*° 

[§ 103] 11. Review.*t The proceeding before a 
committing magistrate in international extradition is 
not subject to correction by appeal *? and it is or- 
dinarily beyond the scope of the review afforded by 
a writ of habeas corpus to correct error in the pro- 
ceedings,®* and the writ of certiorari accompanying 
a writ of habeas corpus does not confer to the court 
any wider range of determination upon the suffi- 
ciency of the facts shown than does the writ of 
habeas corpus.*4 

[§ 104] J. Surrender to Demanding Country— 
1. In General. The Revised Statutes of the United 
States ®> authorize the secretary of state under his 
hand and seal of office to order the person commit- 
ted by an extradition magistrate pursuant to the 
statute °° to be delivered to such person as shall be 
authorized, in the name and on behalf of such for- 
eign government, to be tried for the erime of which 
such person shall be so accused, and such person 
shall be delivered up accordingly and this procedure 
had been established by judicial decisions under ex- 
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tradition treaties prior to the enactment of. this 
statute.** The governor of the Philippine Islands:is 
empowered to issue, under his hand and seal of office, 
warrant for the surrender of fugitive criminals com- 
mitted for extradition from the Philippine Islands.°8 
In the request for requisition from a foreign coun- 
try, some person must be named to act as the receiy- 
ing agent of the state or the government before the 
demand will be made.*® The act of March 3, 1869, 
authorizes the president to appoint an agent to re- 
ceive from a foreign government and convey to this 
country for trial a fugitive whose extradition has 
been requested, and clothes such agent with the pow- 
ers of a marshal of the United States, in the districts 
through which it may be necessary for him to pass, 
so far as such power is requisite for the safe-keeping 
of the prisoner.*° 

[§ 105] 2. Revisory Power of Executive. It 
was at first held that this duty of the executive was 
merely ministerial.4! It is now well established, 
however, that the executive has power to revise the 
opinion of the extradition magistrate,*? either on the 
ground that the case is not within the treaty,** or 
upon the ground of insufficiency of the evidence to 
establish the charge under the treaty,** or upon the 
fact that the charge for which the extradition magis- 
trate had committed the accused was not embraced 
in the requisition of the foreign government for the 
extradition of the fugitive.*° Such refusal to sur- 
render by the executive is justifiable even after the 
courts have refused to discharge the accused on 
habeas corpus.*® 

[§ 106] 38. Articles in Possession of Accused. A 
provision common to extradition treaties #7 is that 
all articles found in the possession of: the accused, 
whether being the proceeds of the crime charged, 
or material as evidence in making proof of the crime, 
shall so far as practicable and in conformity with 
law be given up when the extradition takes place. A 
proviso is generally inserted that the rights of third 
parties to such articles shall nevertheless be re- 
spected.4§ 

[§ 107] 4. Time within Which Accused Must 
Be Taken Away. The statute further provides that 
if the prisoner is not delivered up and conveyed out 
of the United States within two calendar months 
after such commitment, over and above the time 


‘actually required to convey him from the jail to 


which he was committed, by the readiest way, it 
shall be lawful for any judge of the United States, 
or of any state, upon application made to him by or 
in behalf of the prisoner, and upon proof that rea- 
sonable notice of the intention to make such applica- 
tion has been given to the secretary of state, to or- 
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a violation of a law of a state or dor Dept. State. 
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president to receive the fugitive will 
required to deliver him 
authorities of such state or terri- 
If the offense charged be a 48. 
violation of a law of the United |} 312; 
States, the agent will be required to 
deliver the fugitive to the proper au- 
thorities of the United States for the 49. 
district having jurisdiction 50. 
Mem. Dept. State 
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der the prisoner to be discharged, unless sufficient 
cause is shown to such judge why such discharge 
ought not to be ordered.*® The fact that at the time 
of the application an agent from the government re- 
questing the extradition was on his way to remove 
the prisoner is not sufficient cause when there was 
no satisfactory evidence why the coming of the of- 
ficer had been so long delayed.®*° This prescribed 
period has been held by the courts in England to run 
from the date of his committal to prison after his 
preliminary hearing and not from the date of his 
first arrest in the asylum country.®! Where the 
fugitive is not surrendered or conveyed out of Can- 
ada within two months after his committal for sur- 
render, he is entitled to an order discharging him 
from custody where no cause is shown by the min- 
ister of justice on which notice of the application is 
served.®? 

[§ 108] K. Costs and Expenses. Every treaty 
of extradition to which the United States is a party 
contains a provision that the expenses of extradition 
shall be borne by the demanding government,®* and 
it is the practice for the demanding government to 
defray the expenses of the proceedings whether the 
fugitive is eventually surrendered or not. In sev- 
eral of our treaties the proviso is added that the 
demanding government shall not be compelled to 
bear any expense for the services of such officers 
of the government from which extradition is sought 
as receive a fixed salary, and that in cases where 
such officers receive only fees, the charge for their 
services shall not exceed the fees to which they 
would be entitled under the laws of the country for 
services rendered in ordinary criminal proceedings. 
The costs and fees incurred in obtaining witnesses 
for the accused in extradition proceeding are in some 
cases borne by this government. The magistrate is 
also required to certify witness’ fees and costs of 
every nature, including his own fees, to the secretary - 
of state, whois authorized to allow payment there- 
of out of the appropriation to defray the expenses 
of the judiciary, and to obtain reimbursement of the 
amount thereof from the foreign government by 
whom the proceedings may have been instituted.5+ In 
the United States the expenses incurred in securing 
the extradition from foreign countries of offenders 
against the federal laws are borne by the govern. 
ment of the United States, an annual appropriation 
being made, ‘‘for actual expenses incurred in bring- 
ing home from foreign countries persons charged 
with crime.’’?’ Where the offense is against the law 
of a state or territory the expenses are paid by the 
state or territory.6> <A treaty provision °® that on 
extradition the expense of apprehension and deliv- 
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(N. Y.) 106, 8 AmD 548, 3 Wheel. 


51. Rex v. Brixton Prison, [1912] 
Swe BE GLO. 
Re Martin, 33 CanLJ 448. 
See Malloy Treaties 1776-1909; 
Charles Treaties 1910-1913. 
Act of 1882 §§ 3, 4. 
Fed. 55. Peo. v. Columbia County, 56 
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ery shall be borne by the ‘‘party who’ makes the 
requisition, and receives the fugitive,’’ has been held 
to refer to the contracting parties to the treaty, and 
has no reference to any question which may arise 
between the government which receives the fugitive 
and its officers or citizens.57 A person named by the 
governor and by the president of the United States 
to receive from the Canadian authorities and return 
fo Allegheny county under the extradition treaty be- 
tween the United States and Great Britain, one 
eharged with erime in that county cannot hold the 
state or county for expenses and services in secur- 
ing the return of the prisoner under a statute pro- 
viding that such expenses shall be paid for ‘‘remov- 
ing any person charged with having committed... 
any offence in this state from another State into this 
State for trial.’’®’ A statute forbidding an officer 
to ask or receive any fee or compensation for ex- 
penses incurred in procuring from the government a 
demand on the executive authority of a state or ter- 
ritory or of a foreign government does not apply to 
international extradition proceedings.®® The agent 
representing the state is the only person who can 
make expenditures in extradition proceedings which 
the county from which the fugitive fled will be re- 
quired to repay; and where the county has paid such 
agent it will not be called upon to reimburse its 
county attorney for expenses incurred by him in the 
proceedings.®° The statute *1 provides that ‘‘on the 
hearing of any case under a claim of extradition by 
any foreign government, upon affidavit being filed 
by the person charged setting forth that there are 
witnesses whose evidence is material to his defense, 
that he cannot safely go to trial without them, what 
lhe expects to prove by each of them, and that he is 
not possessed of sufficient means, and is actually un- 
able to pay the fees of such witnesses, the judge or 
commissioner before whom such claim for extradition 
is heard may order that such witnesses be sub- 
poonaed; and in such cases the costs incurred by the 
process, and the fees of witnesses shall be paid in 
the same manner that similar fees are paid in the 
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States,’’ & 

[§ 109] L. Rights and Liabilities of Accused 
after Surrender—l. Criminal Prosecutions for Other 
Offenses—a. In Absence of Treaty. A person who 
has been brought within the jurisdiction of the court 
by virtue of proceedings under an extradition treaty 
can only be tried for one of the offenses described in 
that treaty, and for the offense with which he is 
charged in the proceedings for his extradition, until 
a reasonable time and opportunity have been given 
him, after his release or trial upon such charge, ti 
return to the country from whose asylum he has 
been taken,°* although there are some early cases 
which seem to hold a contrary view,®+ following by 
analogy the rule of law in interstate extradition.®* 
The fact that a crime is included in a crime speci- 
fied in the extradition treaty does not authorize his 
trial and conviction therefor.*® The fact that dif- 
ferent names are applied to the alleged criminal act 
in the two countries is, however, not material,*? and 
such an objection will not be sustained unless the 
record clearly shows the charge on which the fugitive 
was extradited and the charge on which he is to be 
tried by the demanding government.®® The immun- 
ity from trial for any other offense than that for 
which extradition has been granted cannot be waived 
by the accused since an individual cannot release the 
government from the obligations with reference to 
fugitives from justice which it has assumed toward 
other nations with which it has entered into extradi- 
tion treaties.°° The remedy generally pursued in 
cases of detention which are illegal by reason of the 
fact that the accused is held for a crime other than 
that for which he was extradited is by plea in abate- 
ment or objection to the jurisdiction of the trial 
court,’ or a motion in arrest of judgment,’! but 
upon a failure of the state court to protect the right 
of the accused in this regard resort may be had to 
the United States courts.72. In Great Britain it is 
expressly provided by law that a person whose ex- 
tradition has been granted to that government for 
one crime cannot be tried for another.’? In Canada, 


ease of witnesses subponaed in behalf of the United | however, in the absence of treaty stipulation pre- 
. 57% Peo. v. Columbia County, 56) Misc. 600, 30 NYS 370; Bacharach v.,L. ed. 425. 
Hiun 17, 8 NYS 752 [aff 184 N. Y.| Lagrave, 47 HowPr 385; Matter. of [c] Murder and manslaughter.— 
1, 21 NE 322]. Lagrave, 45 HowPr 301. In re Kelley, 14 F. Cas. No. .7,655, 
58. Goldfon v. Allegheny County, Oh.—State v. Vanderpool, 89 Oh.|2 Lowell 339. : 
8 Pa. Dist. 387 [aff 14 Pa. Super.| St. 273, 48 AmR 481. 67. Greene v. U. S., 154 Fed. 401 
G5ile Tex.—Hx .p, Fischl, 51 Tex. Or.| [aff 146 Fed. 803, and certiorari den 
69. Ellis v. Jacob, 17 App... Div. | 63, 100 SW 778; Blandford v. State, | 207 U. S. 596, 28 SCt 261, 52 L. ed: 
A771, 45 NYS 177. 10 Tex. A. 627. SO tile 
60. Rucker vy. Coffey County, 7 [a] For example, a prisoner ex- 68. Rex v. McNamara, 19 B. C. 


Kan. A. 470, 54 P 141. 
61. 22 U. S. St. at L. 215. 


tradited on a charge of murder on 
the high seas of one of the ship’s 


193; Rex v. McNamara, 19 B. C. 175, 
16 DomLR 356, 22 CanCrCas 351, 27 


62. In re Kelley, 25 Fed. 268; In 
re Wadge, 15 Fed. 864. 

63. U. S.—U. S. v. Rauscher, 119 
wie S. 407, 7 SCt 234, 30 L. ed. 425; 
Cosgrove v. Winney, 174 U. S. 64, 19 
SCt 598, 43 L. ed. 897; Ex p. Browne, 
{48 Ped. 68 [Laff 205 U. S. (309) 27% Set 
539, 51 L. ed. 816, 10 AnnCas 636]; 
U. S. v. Greene, 146 Fed. 766; Cohn 
v. Jones, 100 Fed. 639; Hall v. Patter- 
son, 45 Fed. 352;, Ex p. Coy, 32 Fed. 
9141; Ex p. Hibbs, 26 Fed. 421; U.S. 
v. Watts, 14 Fed. 130, 8 Sawy. 370; 
14, AlbLJ p 85; 15 AlbLJ p 224; 16 
AlbLJ p 361; 10 AmLRev p 617. 

Cal.—Peo. v., Gray, 66 Cal. 271, 5 
P 240. 

Ind.—Knox v. State, 164 Ind. 226, 
73 NE 255, 108 AmSR 291, 3 AnnCas 
539. 

Ky.—Com. v. Hawes, 13 Bush 697, 
26 AmR 242. 

N. J.—Rutledge v. Krause, 73 N. Ale 
L. eee 63 A 988. 

Y.—Peo. v. Stout, 81 Hun 336, 
30 Nvys 898 [aff 144 N. Y. 699 mem, 
39 NE 858 mem]; Peo. v. Hannan, 9 


crew cannot be tried upon an indict- 
ment charging him with cruel and 
unusual punishment of the same 
man, although the punishment con- 
sisted of the identical acts proved 
in the extradition proceedings. U. S. 
v: Rauscher, 119 U. S. 407, 7 SCt 234, 

30 L. ed. 425. 
64. In re Miller, 23 Fed. 32; U. S. 
26. BY. Cas. No: 1'4;707,.8 


v. Caldwell, 

Blatchf. 131; U. S. v. Lawrence, 26 
BY Cas Nos tL, Ocha Louie acon aeaoos 
Adriance v. Lagrave, 59 N. Y. 110, 
i, AmB sl eireva uw, tule Gson act 
Thomps. & C. 215, 47 HowPr 385 (rev 
15 AbbPrNS 272)]. 

65. See supra § 47. 

66. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Assault with intent to mur- 
der, and assault in second degree.— 
Peo. v. Stout, 81 Hun 336, 30 NYS 
898 [aff 144 N. Y. 699 mem, 39 NE 
858 mem]; Peo. v. Hannan, 9 Misc. 
600, 30 NYS 3870. 

{[b] Murder and cruel and yee 
punishment of seaman.—U. 
Rauscher, 119° U. Se4otieset Osh, 30 


WestLR 33. 
69. Ex p..Coy 82. Ned. 914. 
U. Si 486; 7 SCt"225, 88) Li ed. 421; 
U. 8. Vv. Rauscher, 119 D. S: 40%; 1 
14 Fed. 130, 8 Sawy. 370. 
Ky. —Com. v. Hawes, 13 Bush 697, 
Oh.—State v. Vanderpool, 
St. 2738, 48 AmR 4381 
102 Tenn. 
724, 52 SW 996. 
Tex.—Blandford v. State, 10 Tex. 
71. OU. Sieve Rauscher} 
407, 7 SCt 234,°30 L. ed. 425. 
qo SCty 2255430) “a ed. 421; U.S. v. 
Rauscher, 119 U. S. 407, q SCt 234, 
Fed. 352; Ex’ p! Coy}. 32 Medy 910; 
Ix p. Hibbs, 26 Fed. 421. See also 
73. Extrad. 
Pooley v. Whetham, 15 Ch. D. 4353 


70. U. S.—Ker vy. Illinois, 119 
SCt 234, 30 L. ed. 425; U.S. v. Watts, 
26 AmR 242. 

39. Oh. 

Tenn.—Ward Vv. State, 

A. 627. 
UTS) US: 

72. Ker v. ‘Tllinois, 119 U. S. 436, 
30 LE. ed. 425; Hall v. Patterson, 45 
Habeas Corpus. 
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venting it, an extradited person may be tried for an 
offense other than that for which his surrender is 
granted.’ 

[§ 110] b. Treaty Provisions. The treaties of 
the United States almost uniformly contain express 
provisions prohibiting the trial or punishment of an 


extradited criminal for any offense committed prior 


to his extradition other than that for which his ex- 
tradition is granted.7> Several of the treaties quali- 
fy the restriction by this proviso: ‘‘Until he shall 
have had an opportunity of returning to the country 
from which he was surrendered.’’ Some of the 
treaties. stipulate for exemption from prosecution 
during a period of thirty days after final release 
upon the charge for which the accused was extra- 
dited. Our treaties with Chile, Denmark, Norway, 
Servia, Sweden, and Switzerland make prosecution 
and punishment for another offense dependent upon 
the consent of the fugitive; while our treaty with 
Peru requires the consent of the surrendering gov- 
ernment. Our treaties with Belgium, Brazil, Guate- 
mala, Luxemburg, and Mexico authorize trial and 
punishment for any other offense included in those 
treaties, upon notice with specification of the of- 
fense charged and production of documentary evi- 
dence of the charge, if required.7® When the court 
of the demanding country has jurisdiction to try the 
fugitive for the offense, his misnomer in the extradi- 
tion proceedings is immateral,’” as is also a slight 
variance between the wording of the information in 
the extradition proceedings and the indictment on 
which the fugitive is tried.78 The finding of a new 
indictment to remedy a technical defect in a former 
one does not charge another and different offense so 
as to prevent his trial on the good indictment of a 
defendant who has been extradited from a foreign 
country on a defective one.7? Where a person &s 
extradited as an accomplice in the commission of 
the erime of embezzlement, his trial for embezzle- 
ment is not a trial for an offense different from that 
for which he is extradited.*° So long as the pris- 
oner is tried upon the facts which appeared in ey1- 
dence before the commissioner who committed him 
for extradition, and upon one of the charges for 
which he was surrendered, it is immaterial whether 
he is indicted on all of such charges.*? In no event 
is there any objection to the trial of the fugitive for 


74, Ree. v. Waddell, 25 N. B. 93; ) merit. 
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an offense committed subsequent to his extradition,®? 
nor has an extradited person a right to be tried on 
the offense for which he was extradited before he is 
tried for an offense committed subsequent to his 
extradition,** but a fugitive extradited on a pend- 
ing indictment may not be imprisoned in the de- 
manding country on a previous-conviction.s* Under 
a treaty which contained a provision prohibiting 
trial or punishment for any other offense than that 
for which extradition has been granted until the ac- 
cused shall have had an opportunity to return to 
the country from which he has been extradited, it 
was held that a person who while at liberty on bail 
goes to the country from which he was extradited 
and subsequently voluntarily returns cannot be ar- 
rested for another offense committed prior to his ex- 
tradition, but is entitled to a reasonable time to de- 
part to the country from which he was surrendered, 
after his discharge from custody or imprisonment on 
account of the offense for which he has been extra- 
dited.*® Where an indicted person who has escaped 
to a foreign country and against whom an extradition 
warrant has been issued returns to this country vol- 
untarily, under an agreement that he shall only be 
tried for the offense for which he has been indicted, 
and he is thereupon tried and convicted, the objec- 
tion that the crime for which he was tried was not 
an extraditable offense must be raised at the trial 
in order to be available.8° A fugitive who after the 
institution of extradition proceedings returns volun- 
tarily is not entitled to immunity from prosecution 
for an offense other than that which was the basis: 
of the extradition proceedings.8? In Canada under 
the treaty with the United States the person sur- 
rendered is not liable for any offense other than for 
the offense for which he is surrendered until he shall 
have had an opportunity to return to the country 
by which he was surrendered.88 

[§ 111] 2. Civil Suits. An extradited person, 
after his acquittal of the charge upon which he was 
surrendered, is not liable to arrest in a eivil action, 
before the expiration of a reasonable time for his 
return to the country from which he was extra- 
dited,®® although there are some decisions to the 
contrary,°° and the contrary rule also obtains in 
England,®! especially when the civil action is not 
prosecuted by the complainant in the extradition 


Reg. v. Cunningham, 18 N. S. 31; 
Rex v. Nesbitt, 28 Ont. L. 91,:11 Dom 
LR 708, 21 CanCrCas 250; In re Gar- 
butt, 21 Ont. 465; Reg. v. Van Aer- 
man, 41. C. C; PP. 2885 in re Rosen- 
baum, 18 LCJur 200; Reg. v. Paxton, 
LOE Car (212. 

75. Johnson v. Browne, 205 U. S. 
309, 27 SCt 539, 51 L. ed. 816, 10 Ann 
Cas 636; Peo. v. Cross, 135 N. Y. 536, 
32 NE 246, 31 AmSR 850 [aff 64 Hun 
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76. See treaty provisions, 

77. Reg. v. Finkelstein, 16 Cox 
CRC LO. 

7g. Greene v. U. S., 154 Fed. 401, 
85 CCA 251 [aff 146 Fed. 803, and cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 596, 28 SCt 261, 
52 L. ed. 3571; State v. Spiegel, 111 
Iowa 701, 883 NW 722. 

[a] Charge of burning a “house.” 
—Where defendant was extradited 
from Canada for setting fire to and 
burning a certain brick ‘“‘house’’ oc- 
cupied and inhabited as a retail shoe 
store, and was indicted for setting 
fire to a certain store “building” then 
and there occupied as a store, the ob- 
jection that the crimes charged in 
the information and in the indict- 
ment were not the same was without 


111 Iowa 
701, 88 NW 722. 

79. In re Rowe, 77 Fed. 161, 23 
CCA 103; Ex p. Fisch], 51 Tex. €r. 
63, 100. SW 773. 

80. In re Rowe, 77 Fed. 161, 23 
CCA 103; State v. Rowe, 104 Iowa 
323, 73 NW 8338. 

Sli Hx op. Bryant) 1670. Sa 104; 
17 SCt 744, 42 L. ed. 94. 

82. Collins v. Johnston, 237 U. S. 
502,.35 SCt 649, 59 L. ed. 1071; Col- 
lins v. O’Neil, 214 U. S. 113, 29 SCt 
573,53 Led. 9338" [afi 151 Cal, 340, 
90 P 827, 91 P 397, 129 AmSR 12217; 
In re Collins, 151 Cal. 340, 90 P 827, 
91. P 397, 129. AmSR 122. 

83. Collins v. Jchnston, 237 U. S. 
502, db. SCt! 649,59 Leeds 1071. 

84. Johnson v. Browne, 205 U. S. 
309. 27 SCt 589, 51 L. ed. 816, 10 Ann 
Cas 636; Ex p. Browne, 148 Fed. 68 
Patt 20540. Sa8095027 SCted5 39) 451 4b: 
ed. 816; 10 AnnCas 636]. 

85. Cosgrove v. Winney, 174 U. S. 
64, 19 SCt 598, 43 L. ed. 897. 

$6. In re Cross, 43 Fed. 517. 

87. Ward v. State, 102 Tenn. 724, 
52 Sw_ 996. , 

gs. Rex v. Kelly, 27 Man. 10a; 
Buckev.ckexe 55 -Can. Suv, 133,038 
DomLR 548, 29 CanCrCas 45, [1917] 
38 WestWkly 117 [allowing app 10 
Alta. Li. 487, 85. DomLR 55, 27 Can 


CrCas 427, [1917] 1 WestWkty 8671]; 
Rex! ‘vy. Hall, 52 Ni: Ss 260: 

[a] Fraud and making false state- 
ment.—Rex v. Nesbitt, 28 Ont. L. 
oie 21 CanCrCas 250, 11 DomLR 

[b] Court may look into foreign 
proceedings in order to carry out 
soe ruler “Rex, 1. tidal cbeieNaee se 

89. In re Reinitz, 39 Fed. 204, 4 
LRA 236; In re Baruch, 41 Fed. 472% 
Lagrave’s Case, 14 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 
333 note, 45 HowPr 301; Benning- 
hoff v. Oswell, 37 HowPr €N. Y.) 
235; Compton v. Wilder, 6 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 630, 7 AmLRee 212. 

[a] Civil process for contempt.— 
In view of Rev. St. § 5275, where 
defendant was extradited from 
Panama into Canal Zone on criminal 
charge, service on him of order com- 
manding him to appear and show 
cause why he should not be at- 
tached for contempt, made while he 
was in jail held as an extradited 
prisoner, furnishes no basis for an 
adjudication in contempt. Smithy. 
Copriean, 249 Fed. 273, 161 © 
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proceedings. °? 

[§ 112] 3. Effect of Tegal Extradition.°* The 
decision of the courts of the asylum country as to 
whether a fugitive shall be surrendered and whether 
the offense charged is within the terms of an extra- 
dition treaty is final, and the question cannot be 
again raised in the courts of the demanding country 
after extradition.°* The regularity of the proceed- 
ings in the asylum country leading up to the issuance 
of the warrant and surrender will not be examined 
into in the courts of the demanding country.®® In 
the tribunals of his own country the surrendered 
fugitive cannot question the good faith of the extra- 
dition proceedings,®® but if a warrant is obtained, 
not for the bona fide purpose of punishing a person 
for a crime but with the indirect object of making 
him amenable to an attachment in a civil action, 
the court will relieve against such an abuse of the 
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[§§ 111-112 


process of the court.°7 A person brought from a 
foreign country by force, without reference to the 
treaty of extradition between that country and the 
United States, cannot allege that irregularity to de- 
feat his trial for an offense with which he is charged 
in a regular indictment in the United States, since 
his presence in court is sufficient to require him to 
answer the indictment against him.°* Nor can a 
party claim immunity on the ground that he was 
enticed from a foreign country into the United 
States by stratagem.°® For the injury done to a 
fugitive from justice brought bavk to the United 
States against his will and without reference to an 
extradition treaty, he has a remedy against the 
wrongdoers by a civil suit.t The court in passing 
upon a fugitive’s plea to its jurisdiction will not en- 
ter upon any inquiry as to whether he came here 
voluntarily or against his will.? 


* EXTRADOTAL PROPERTY. That which forms 
no part of the dowry.: It is also called paraphernal 
property.” 

EXTRAHAZARDOUS. Extradangerous.® 

EXTRAJUDICIAL#* Something which is done: 


‘without judicial proceedings, as extrajudicial evi- 


dence, or a distress that is an extrajudicial remédy,;* 

something which is said by a judge or judicial of- 

ficer in a judicial proceeding, but beyond its scope.® 
EXTRALATERAL.’ 


EXTRA LEGEM POSITUS EST CIVILITER . 


MORTUUS.® 
EXTRALIMINAL. A mining term synonymous 
with ‘‘extralateral,’’ used with reference to the 
rights conferred by a lode location.® 
EXTRAMURAL. Beyond the corporate limits of 
a municipality as distinguished from ‘‘intramural,’’ 
meaning confined within and extending no farther 
92. Moesz v. Hermann, 8 NYS 667. : 
See also Arrest § 146. 
93. Manner of bringing accused 
within jurisdiction as affecting juris- 
diction generally see Criminal Law 


§ 228. 
Greene v. U. S., 154 Fed. 401, 


Tenn.—Ward v. 
724, 52, SW 996. 


121, 
Eng.—Ex p. 


94. 
85 CCA 251 [aff 146 Fed. 803, and 
certiorari den 207 U. S. 596, 28 SCt 
261, 52 L. ed. 357]; Adriance v. La- 
grave, 59 N. Y. 110, 17 AmR 317 [rev 
1 Hun 689, 4 Thomps. & C, 215, 47 


complain, 
cerns the 


95. Hall v. Patterson, 45 Fed. 352; 
Kelly v. State, 13 Tex. A. 158; Rex 
v. Hall, (N. S.) 42 DomLR 330. 

96. Greene v. U. S., 154 Fed. 401, 
85 CCA 251 [aff 146 Fed. 803, and cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 596, 28 SCt 261; 
52 L. ed. 357]; Hall v. Patterson, 45 
Fed. 352; In re Miller, 23 Fed. 32; 
Adriance v. Lagrave, 59 N. Y. 110, 17 ae 
AmR 317 [rev 1 Hun 689, 4 Thomps. 
& C. 215, 47 HowPr 385 (rev 15 Abb 


Brewster, supra. 
99. 


28 Fed. 653. 
Ker 


£8) Hed: 167. 


vVt.—State v. Brewster, 7 Vt. 118, 5; 


Scott, 9a-B: t& C7446, 7. 
17 ECL 416, 109 Reprint 166. 8. 

“The illegality, if any, consists in 
a violation of the sovereignty of an 
independent nation. 
it is a matter which con- 
political relations of the 
two countries, and in that aspect, is a 
subject not within the constitutional 
powers of this court... 
rendering country] waives the inva- 
sion of its sovereignty, it is not for 10. 
the respondent to object.” 


In re Newman, 79. Fed. 622; In 
re Ezeta; 62 Fed. 964; Ex p. Brown, 


v. Illinois, 
7 SCt 225, 30 L. ed. 421; Hx p., Ker, 


than the corporate limits.?° 

EXTRANAMIENTO DEL REINO. 
law, banishment from the kingdom." 

EXTRANEOUS INFLUENCE. The term within 
a rule allowing a juror, after rendition of verdict, 
to testify as to extraneous influence, does not mean 
improper communications between the jurors them- 
selves, whether in the court room or out of it.12 

EXTRANEUS EST SUBDITUS QUI EXTRA 
TERRAM, I. E.. POTESTATEM REGIS, NATUS 
Siess 

EXTRANJERO. In Spanish law, an alien ** who, 
when residing in Spain, enjoys most of the civil, as 
opposed to political, rights of a Spanish subject.® 
As to the American citizens, this was expressly guar- 
anteed by the treaty.1¢ 

EXTRAORDINARY. Being beyond or out of the 
common order or rule;** not of the usual, customary, 


State, 102 Tenn. } Oath see Oaths and Affirmations [29 
Cyc 1298]. 

Sweet L. D. 

6 Sweet L. D. 

See Extraliminal post this page. 
A maxim meaning “One who is 
put out of the law [i. e. outlawed] 
is civilly dead.’ Adams Gloss. [cit 
Coke Litt. p 130a]. 

9. Jefferson Min. Co. v. Archoria- 
Leland Min., ete., Co., 32 Colo. 176; 
75 P_1070, 1073, 64 LRA 925. See 
also Intraliminal [23 Cyc 344]; and 


In Spanish 


If that nation 


. If [the sur- | generally Mines and Minerals [27 
Cyc 581 -et seq]. 
State v. Astoria, 79 Or. 1, 


State v.|154 P 399, 1404. 


11. Escriche Diccionario and Sup- 
lemento; Spanish Pen. Code p 25 et 
seq. 

12. In re Merriman, 108 Mich. 
454, 66 NW 372, 376. See generally 
Criminal Law 8 27511%4;'New Trial 
[29 Cye 982]. 


119) U, 'S. 436, 


PrNS 272y]; Peo. v. Thaw, 154 NYS 2. In re Newman, 79 Fed. 622. 13. A maxim meaning “A foreign- 
949. 1. Fleitas v. Richardson, 147 U.|/er is one who is born out-of the ter- 
._ 97. In re Galwey, [1896] 1 Q. B.|S. 550, 138 SCt 495, 496, 37 L. ed.|ritory, that is, the government of the 
230. 276. king.” Adams Gloss. 


S.—Ker v. Illinois, 119 U.S. 2; 
550, 
WI. 627, 51 AmR 706]; Greene |v. 
U. Sy 154 Med. 401, 85 CCA’ 251 [aff | 1172]. 
146 Fed. 803, and certiorari den 207 3. 
Ets, p96, 2o Wet, 260, Sante ed. Souls 
Cal.—Peo. v. Pratt, 78 Cal.' 345, 20 


Iowa.—State v. Ross, 21 Iowa 467. 

N. Y.—Lagrave’s Case, 14 AbbPr 
NS 333 note, 45 HowPr 301; Peo. v. 
Rowe, 4 Park. Cr. 253, Sheld 581. 


Fleitas v. Richardson, 147 U. S. 
V3 (SCt 495;) 496, 37 Tu: 
See also Husband and Wife [21 


Russell v. Cedar 

Co,, 71 lowa’'69, 32 NW 95, 96. 

also Accident Insurance § 87, 

other Insurance titles; 

Servant [26 Cyc 1188]. 
4. Extrajudicial: 

Admission or declaration 
dence §§ 324-369. 


14. Escriche Diccionario. 

ed. 276.| Aliens 2 C. J. p 1039. tree =e 

Cye 15. Escriche Diccionario, 
, 16. Treaty, of Oct. 27, 01995 arts 
Rapids Ins.| VII, XI; 2 Malloy Treaties p 1640. 
See 17. .aCentury—i9, Fauot wt. osteo 
and | Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
Master and | 809, 814]; In re Broome, 162 Cal. 258, 
122 P 470, 472; Ten Eyck v. Rector, 
eet 65 Hun 194, 197, 20 NYS 157. To same 


effect Webster D. [quot Puget Sound 
Tract., etc., Co. v. Reynolds, 223 Fed. 


Pa.—iIn re ows it a eas Contessign see Criminal Law § 1465.| 371, 378]. 
Ss. C.—State v. Smith, 17 S. Cc .| Judgment or opinion see Courts fa] “prudent” distineuishea.— 
283, 19 AmD 679. § 344. “xtraordinary’ is a Strang word. 


* By WiLLIAM MorRTIMER CROWTHER (Extradotal Fee ae ae te eae inclusive except the Spanish words and 
phrases). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


or regular kind;18 exceeding the common degree or 
measure ;1° above ordinary,?° so in an eminent de- 
gree;*? outside of the ordinary;?? not greater or 
less, since a thing may be extraordinary for sae 
ness or for littleness or for neither ;?* not usual;? 

not ordinary,”> henee, remarkable +26 uncommon:2? 
It does not mean what has 
never been previously heard of, or within former ex- 
but only what is beyond the ordinary, 


rare;°5 wonderful.?° 


perience, 
usual, or common.®? 
Phrases: 


. . It is a much stronger word than 
prudent, or ordinarily prudent.” 
Gadsden, etc., R. Co. v.. Causler, 97 
Alas 235;- 239, 12S) 439. 

LSy LCenturys  D.lquot We San Vv. 


Sheriden-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; In’ re Broome, 162;,oCal. 
258, 122) P..470,. 4723 Ten Byck v. 


Rector, 65) Hunt194,197, 205NYS 157. 

19. Century D. [quot UE.9 Sa. Ve 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; Southern R. Co. v. Bur- 
gess, 143 “Ala. 364, 42 S 35, 37; Gads- 
den, ete, R. Co. v. Causler, 97-Ala. 
Sos aos 12 8 439. 

20. In re Boome, 162 Cal. 258, 122 
P.470, 472;..Kox.v. Fox, 22 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 453, 458. 

21) In’ re) -Broome;,.#162, Cal 258, 
122°P 470}. 472: Fox velox, 22 Hower 
ENGe Ya) Foon 4 OS. 


22. Carpenter. v. State, 39 Wis. 
Pa ts 4, 

23. Carpenter v. State, 39 Wis. 
atl, . ¢ 

24. Webstef D. [quot Puget Sound 
Tract., ete, Co. v..Reynolds,. 223 
Fed. 371, 278]; Geuder Paeschke, etc., 


Co. v. Milwaukee, 147 Wis. 491, 133 
NW 835, 839. 

“3 PAS Century Da eiquot SUeerS. eve 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; In re Broome, 162 Cal. 
258, 122 PB 470, 472; Ten Eyck v. Rec- 
tor, 65 Hun 194, 197, 20 NYS 157. 

26..Century D:.fquot..U.. .S..'v. 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; Southern R. Co..v. Bur- 
gress, 143 Ala. 364, 42 S 35, 37; Gads- 
den; ete:, R. Co: v. -‘Causler,. 97 Ala. 
235, 239, 12 S 439; In re Broome, 162 
Cal. 258, 122 P 470, 472; Ten Hyck 
v. Rector, 65 Hun 194, 197, 20 NYS 
LT OX sVe0 FOX, 2.2 HowPr CNERYS) 
453, 458 (per Potter, J.). 

27. Century D. [quot U. S. v. 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 8141; Webster D. [quot Puget 
Sound Tract., éte., Co..v. Reynolds, 
223 Fed. 371, 378]; Southern R. Co. v. 
Burgess, 143 Ala. 364, 42 S 35, 37; 
Gadsden, ete. R. Co. v. Causler, 97 
Ala. 235, 239,12 S 439; In re Broome, 
162) Cals: 258, 122. 2 1470; 472; Ten 
Byck v. Rector, 65 Hun 194, 197, 20 
NYS 157; Fox v. Fox, 22 HowPr 453, 
458 (per Potter, Tae Geuder 
Paeschke, ete., Co. v. Milwaukee, 147 
Wis. 491, 133 NW 835, 839. 

28. Century py [quot Were S.4Av. 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; Webster D. 
Sound Tract., ete,, Co. vy.) Reynolds, 
223 Fed. 371, 378]; Southern R. Co. 
v. Burgess, 143 Ala. 364, 42 S 35, 37; 
Gadsden, etc., RCo. v..Causler, 97 
Ala. 235, 239, 12 S 439; In re, Broome, 
LG2 Oalwu258,, 122) P4700, 472.0 ren 
Eyck v. Rector, 65 Hun 194, 197, 20 
NYS 157; Geuder Paeschke, etc., Co. 
v. Milwaukee, 147 Wis. 491, 133 NW 
835, 839. 

29) Century D. [quot U.. S.° v. 
Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 Fed. 
809, 814]; Southern R. Co. v. Bur- 
gess, 143 Ala. 864, 42 S 35, 37; Gads- 
den, ete., R. Co. v. Causler, 97 Ala. 
Qos 289, Lass 4305 

30. The Titania, 19 Fed. 101, 105. 
See Geuder Paeschke, etc., Co. v. Mil- 
waukee, 147 Wis. 491, 133 NW 835, 
839 (the word is not used as syn- 
onymous with “unprecedented, DLC 
with “unusual,” that which is rare or 
uncommon, happens sometimes, but 


‘‘Extraordinary assessment,’’®1 ‘‘ex- 
traordinary average,’’ °? “ extraordinary CALey wa 
‘fextraordinary care, skill, and diligence,’’ °4 ‘ox. 


[quot Puget | 


EXTRAORDINARY 


not so often as to be regarded as a 
common occurrence). 

31. Ten Hyck y. Albany, 65 Hun 
UG 219 9l ZOVIN YS 315 7) [att 141) Nay. 
588 mem, 36 NE 739 mem]. 

San WVSONnT Win) CLOSS oo" Cal. 160, 
69 (‘a contribution by all the par- 
ties concerned [in a mercantile voy- 
age, either as to the cargo or ves- 
sel], toward a loss sustained by some 
of the parties in interest for the 
benefit of all’). See also Shipping 
[36 (Cy.er 372]. 

33. Hast Tennessee, etc., R. Co. v. 
Bridges, 92 Ga. 399, 405, 17 SH 645; 
Toledo, etc., R. Co. v. Baddeley, 54 
Talo is $5 Am ais) Eluteheis> ve 
Cedar Rapids, ete. R. Co., 128 Iowa 
279, 108 NW 779, 780; Willoughby 
Vite Chicas One tC ak: Ww OOLueo lee O Wal 
432, 435; Paducah St. R. Co. v. Ad- 
kins, 14 Kyl 425, 429; Cowden v. 
Shreveport Belt R. Co., 106 La. 236, 
239, 39 S 747; Brogan v. Union Tract. 
Co., 76 W. Va. 698,-701,, 86 SE. 758. 
See also Care 9 C. J. p 1290; Negli- 
Sence e290 1Cye. 426, 429 okeds ead le 
roads [33 Cyc 1734]; Street Rail- 
roads [386 Cyc 1510]. 

34. Gadsden, etc., R. Co. v. Caus- 
ler; 97 Ala. 235, 12 S 439, 447. 

Som COX Vow Hillyer 6a nGa. Dis .OoG 
Pox v. Hox, 22. HowPr. GN. Y.) 453, 
458; Sands v. Sands, 6 HowPr (N. 
Y.). 453, 455; Howard v. Rome, etc., 
Plank Road Co., 4 HowPr (N. Y.) 416; 
Colton v. Morrissy, 6 NYWklyDig 
165; In re Mahon, [1893] 1 Ch. 507, 
512. See also Costs § 347: et 
seq. 

36. Reg. v. Leigh Rural Dist., 
[1898] 1 Q. B. 836, 843; Waddington 
V1 london Unions. hs Bx &] hi 370, 


SOO Ker Oe LO Be SiO), 120 Reprint 546, 
ood Ee Todas Oe Souk oO) BVACE. Cane 
p : 


37. Muller v. Ehlers, 91 U. S. 249, 
23 L. ed. 319; Susquehanna Coal Co. 
v. Casualty Co. of America, 247 Fed. 


137; Roberts v. Bennett, 135- Fed. 
748, 749, 68 CCA 386; Whalen v. Sher- 
idan, 10 Fed. 661, 662, 18 Blatchf. 
324. 


38. Picrkowski v. <A. Leschen, 
etc., Rope Co., 190 Mo. A. 597, 603, 
176 SW 258. 

39. See Diligence 18 C. J. p 1040. 

40. Clark Civ. Tp. v. Brookshire, 
114 Ind. 437, 442; 16 NE 132. 

41. Hatch v. Mann, 15 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 44, 49 (there can be no extraor- 
dinary efforts which an officer can 
make to discharge his official duty, 
so as to entitle him to extra pay for 
such efforts). 

42; \W. 1S. \v.-Garbish, 222-U.S..257, 
B99SCe V1, (8) 50) Meds 1905 aTlis) iv. 
Uaioe a0 GOES 46 cn 2S Ch 600 160) 
51 L. ed. 1047, 11 AnnCas 589; U. S. 
v. Sheridan-Kirk Contract Co., 149 
Fed. 809, 814; Penn Bridge Co. v. U. 
S., 29 App. (D. C.) 452, 459, 10 Ann 
Cas 719. See also Emergency 20 C. 
disor Zee 

43. Wolton v. Gavin, 16 Q. B. 48, 
64, 71 HCL 48, 117 Reprint 794. See 
also Employment 20 C. J. p 1245. 

[a] Enlisting recruits.—The words 
“extraordirary employment,” as ap- 
plied to a soldier, include the en- 
listing of recruits. The enlisting of 
recruits is not the ordinary calling 
of a soldier. The ordinary calling of 
a soldier is to attend to drill, ‘and 
to fight the battles of his country. 


traordinary Case, 725 
‘extraordinary circumstances,’’ 37 
danger,’’ 98 ‘‘extraordinary diligence, 27°89. SS extraor- 
dinary ditching, 
dinary efforts,’’ 41 ‘extraordinary emergency,’’ 4” 

‘extraordinary employment,’’ 4° ‘‘extraordinary ex- 
penditures,’’ 44 ‘‘extraordinary expenses,’’* ‘‘ex- 
traordinary expenses incurred by the high constable 
in case of riot,’’ 4° ‘extraordinary flood,’’ 47 ‘‘ex- 
traordinary freshet,’’ 48 
meeting,’’ 4° ‘‘extraordinary increase,’’ 5° ‘‘extraor- 
dinary marine risk,’’®! ‘‘extraordinary motion or 
case,’’ >? ‘‘extraordinary nature,’’ 5* ‘extraordinary 
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‘extraordinary charge,’’ 36 
‘Cextraordinary 


ims 


gfading, gravelling,’’ 4° ‘‘extraor- 


‘fextraordinary general 


Wolton v. Gavin, 16 Q. 
ECL 48, 117 Reprint 794. 

44, Arverne-by-the-Sea v. Shep- 
ard, 20.Apps Div.) 12; eld 46 aeNias: 
653; Peo. v. Geneva, 45 Misc. 237, 
92 NYS 91, 92; Robertson v. Till- 
man, 39) S.C. 298, (306,917) SH 67s: 
Walker v. State, 12 S. C. 200, 302, 
312; Rex v. Leicester, 7 B. & C. 6, 
14 ECL 13, 108 Reprint 627. 

fa] New obligations implied.-— 
The term necessarily implies new 
obligations or debts which have not 
been previously incurred, over and 
above the ordinary current expenses. 


B. 48, 64, 71 


of the government. Robertson v. 
ieee Soe Siue Cor 1298) ts PO EEO Toy 


[b] Annual expenses distinguished. 
—The term as used in Const. art 9 
§ 7, providing that, for the purpose 
of defraying extraordinary expendi- 
tures, the state may contract public 
debts, “is used in contradistinction . 
to ordinary or annual expenses of 
the state government, which includes 
current interest in the public debt.” 
Bond Debt Cases, 12 S. C. 200, 280. 

45. Rome v. McWilliams, 67 Ga. 
106% F112 (where the term is distin- 
guished from ‘‘ordinary current ex- 
penses’’); Wallington v. Hoskins, 6 
Ox By o 206, 213. 

46. Rex v. Leicester, 7 B. & C. 
pee 13;) “Lo ) ECEy 13,1108 Reprint 

47. Greeley Irr. Co. v. Von Trotha, 
48 Colo. 12, 108 P 985, 988 (“one 
of the heaviest that ever occurred in 
a locality”); Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. 
McKone, 36 Okl. 41, 127 P 488, 490, 
42 LRANS 709; Jefferson v. Hicks, 23 
Okl. 684, 687, 102 P 79, 24. LRANS 
214 (“one of those visitations whose 
coming is not foreseen by the usual 
course of nature, and whose mag- 
nitude and destructiveness could not 
have been anticipated and prevented 
by the exercise of ordinary fore- 
Sishtwrn Gulte ete. = Rew Cons vaeeoor 
70 Tex. 713, 717, 8 SW 535 (“such a 
flood as is of such unusual occurrence 
as could not have been foreseen by 
men of ordinary experience and or- 
dinary prudence’’). 

[a] “Ordinary flood” distinguished. 
—Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. McKone, 
36 Okl. 41, 127 P 488, 490, 42 LRANS 
709; Jefferson v. Hicks, 23 Okl. 684, 
1026 Py T9880, V24 TRAIN Sod 4-08 Gaaliy 
ete) RiiConw., Pool,n7 00 Nex, 7135 :Shc we 
a5, Ae 

48. Broadway Mfg. Co. v. Leaven- 
worth Terminal R., ete., Co., 81 Kan. 
616, 106 P 1034, 1035, 28 LRANS 
156; Avery v. Vermont Electric Co., 
75 Vt. 235,54 A 179, 98 AmSR 818, 
59 LRA 817; American Locomotive 
Co. vv. _ploitman,. 105s Vaspotes sple 
54 SE 25, 6 LRANS 252, 8 AnnCas 
773 (all holding that the term must 
be limited to a freshet so outside of 
ordinary experience that its occur- 
rence was not reasonably to have 
been anticipated). 

49, Alexander v. Simpson, 43 Ch. 
ID a hes). ale 


50. Millen v. QGuerrard, 67 Ga. 
284, 291, 44 AmR 720. 
51. Leary Ve UL Sis. 24. Wall ua, 


S.) 607, 612, 20 L. ed. 756 (as mean- 
ing an “unusual risk” Ds 
52. Cox v. Hillyer, 65 Ga. 57, 59. 
53. Payne v. James, 45 La. Ann. 
381, 385, 12 S 492. 
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occasions,’’ >4 ‘‘extraordinary occurrence,’’ >> ‘‘ex- 
traordinary perils,’’ 5° ‘‘extraordinary perils and 
‘extraordinary remedy,’’ *§ 


losses,’’ 57 


dinary resolution of company,’’ °° 
risk,’’ ®° ‘‘extraordinary saecrifice,’’ ®! ‘‘extraordin- 
ary services,’’ © ‘‘extraordinary session,’’ 
extraordinary towage, 
‘extraordinary 

extraordinary and accidental circum- 
‘‘extraordinary and unforeseen acci- 
dent,’’ © ‘‘extraordinary and unforeseen perils,’’ 7° 


traordinary storm,’’ ®* ‘‘ 


‘extraordinary — traffic,’’ °° 
CONC Vagee een 
stances,’’ °8 


54. Whiteman v. Wilmington, etc., 
R. Co., 2: Del. 514, 524, 33 AmD 411 
(as used in Const. art 3 § 12, author- 
izing the governor to convene the 
general assembly on extraordinary 
‘occasions, it means occasions deemed 
extraordinary by the governor). 

55. Lauter v. Hedden Constr. Co., 
BaeINe Ice La Ol dp) Sauls 87.8, Oto. 

56. The Titania, 19 Fed. 101, 105 
Ecit Moses v. Sun Mut. Ins. Co., 8 
Ne, ¥° Supers 159; 1707. 

57. Moses v. Sun Mut. Co., 
8 N. Y. Super. 159, 170. 

58. Prudential Securities Co. v. 
Three Forks, etc., R. Co., 49 Mont. 
567, 144 P 158; Egozcue v. Lundt, 8 
Porto Rico 866. See generally Ha- 
beas Corpus [21 Cye 279]; Injunc- 
tions {22 Cyc 724]; Mandamus [26 
Cyc 125]: Ne Exeat [29 Cyc 382]; 
Prohibition [32 Cye 596]; Quo War- 
ranto [32 Cyc 1410]. 

59. McLean Bros. & Rigg, Ltd. v. 
Grice, 4 C. L. R. 835 

60. Tenny v. Baird Mach. Co., 87 
Conn, 119, 125, 87 A 352; Baer v. 
Baird Mach. Co., 84 Conn. 269, 9 A 
673, 675; Emanuel vy. Georgia, etc., 
R. Co:, 142 Ga. 548, 545, 83 SH 239; 
Wheeler v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 267 
Ill. 306, 319, 108 NE 330; Leyba v. 
Albuquerque, etc., Coal Co., 22 N. M. 
455, 164 P 823; Van Kirk v. Butler, 
19 N. M. 597, 145 P 129; Houston 
Lighting, etc., Co. v. Conley (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 171 SW 561. See also Fire 
Insurance [19 Cyc 734]; Marine In- 
surance [26 Cyc 651]; Master and 
Servant [26 Cyc 1188]. 

61. Svensden v. Wallace, 53 L. J. 
Q@. B. 385, 393. 


Ins. 


62. Holman v. Sims, 39 Ala. 709, 
711; Allen v. Martin, 36 Ala. 330, 
332; In re Broome, 162 Cal. 258, 


122 P 470, 472; In re Hite, 155 Cal. 
448, 101 P 448, 452; Fields v. Case, 
187 Ga. 147, 72 SE 399, 900, AnnCas 
1913A 1266; Wisner v. Mabley, 74 
Mich. 143, 153, 41 NW 835; Todd v. 
Cormier, 84 Or. 11, 163 P 974; Steel 
v. Holladay, 20 Or. 462, 465, 26 P 562; 
Sloan v. Duffy, 117 Wis. 480, 94 
INW 342. 

63. Peo. v. Rice, 135 N. Y. 473, 
A485, 31 NE 921, 16 LRA 836 (of the 
jegislature, a session which the gov- 
ernor is empowered to call upon ex- 


traordinary occasions). See also 
States [86 Cyc 850]. 
64. Geuder Paeschke, ete., Co. v. 


Pare 147 Wis. 491, 133 NW 835, 
65. The Kingalock, 1 Spinks 263, 


964, 26 EngL&Eq 596, 597. See 
generally Towage [388 Cye 553]. 
{a] “Ordinary towage”’ distin- 
shed.—The Kingalock, 1 Spinks 
268, 264. 
66. Hill v. Thomas, [1893] 2 Q. B. 
333; 340; 


Wallington v. Hoskins, 6 
QP IB. D206; 215. 

[a] As applied to a highway: (1) 
Something unusual in weight (Hill 
vy. Thomas; [1893] 2 Q..B. 333, 340); 
(2) or extraordinary in the kind of 
traffic, either as compared with what 
is uSually carried over roads of the 
same nature in the neighborhood, or 
as compared with that which the 
rcad in its ordinary and fair use may 
be reasonably subjected to (Pickering 
Lythe Bast Highway Bd. v. Barry, 8 
Q. B. D. 59, 62 [cit Whitebread v. 
Sevenoaks Highway Bd., [1892] 1 Q. 
B, 8, 14, where it is said: “That ex- 


EXTRAORDINARY—EXTRATERRITORIAL 


‘“ extraor- 


‘‘extraordinary 


special 


“ec 
99 65 


va- 


‘¢extraordinary and unusual oceasions,’’ 7 ‘‘extraor- 
dinary or accidental circumstances, 
dinary or special meeting,’’** ‘‘ extraordinary or 
purpose, 
cedented flood,’’?*® also ‘‘unusual and extraordin- 
ex=" |v ary, 75 ‘extraordinarily inconvenient to passen- 
gers or ecarriagés.’’ “7 


EXTRA QUATUOR MARIA. A term used as the 


io 72 4 ‘extraor- 


Pare 


o. extraop dinary or unpre- 


equivalent of ‘‘beyond the seas.’’ 7° 
EXTRATERRITORIAL.”® Beyond the _ terri- 
tory.®° 
pression of opinion, however, was un-|U. S. 707, 7 SCt 962, 975, 30 L. ed. 
necessary for the decision of the|776; Payne v. James, 45 La. Ann. 381, 
case, and cannot be treated as|12 S 492, 493. See also Accident 1 
amounting to more than a dictum,/C. J. p 390. 
and in Reg. v. Ellis, 8 Q. B. D. 466; 70. Moses vy. Sun Mut. Ins. Co., 
469, Bowen, J., considered the defini-|8 N. Y. Super. 159, 170. 
tion suggested by Lopes, J., and he 71. Puget Sound Tract... ete; (Co: 


did not agree with it, for he said, ‘I 
have had occasion to consider this 
passage in the judgment of my 
Brother Lopes, and I cannot adopt 
it to its full extent’’”’]). (3) Some- |! 
thing which goes beyond the ordinary 
user of the particular road. Ether- 
ley Grange Coal Co. v. Auckland Dist. 
Highway Bd., [1894] 1 Q. B. 387, 42 
[cit Hill v. Thomas, [1893] 2 Q. B. 
333, 340]. (4) Something exceptional 
and abnormal, and beyond the ordi- 


nary character of traffic to which a 
road was subject. Turnbridge High- 
way Dist. Bd. v. Sevenoaks Highway 
Dist. Bd., 33 Wkly. Rep. 306, 807 [cit 
Aveland v. Lueas, 5 C. P. D. 351}. 
(5) Something extraordinary with 
reference to the ordinary use and 
traffic upon and over the road. Hill 
ve Mhomas; [1898-2 .@F B. 3332" 843 
(per Bowen, L. J.) [cit Aveland v. 
hica's, 5) Ca Pe Di iti §i(6) pAwear= 
riage of articles over the road, at 
either one or more times, which is 
so exceptional in the quality or quan- 
tity of articles carried, or in the 
mode or time of user of the road, 
as substantially to alter and increase 
the burden imposed by ordinary 
traffic on the road, and to cause dam- 
age and expense thereby beyond what 
is common. Hill v. Thomas, supra 
(per Bowen, L. J.). 

{[b] “Bxcessive weight” distin- 
guished.—As distinct from excessive 
weight it will include all such con- 
tinuous or repeated user of a road by 
a person’s vehicles as is out of the 
common order of traffic, and as may 
be calculated to damage the highway 
and increase the expenditure on its 
repair. Hill v. Thomas, [1893] 2 Q. 
B. 3338, 340. To same effect Reg. v. 
Ellis, 8 Q. B. D. 466, 469; Wallington 
v. Hoskins, 6 Q. B. D. 206, 213. 

[ec] Other traffic compared.—Hill 
Vie Phnomas: [1803 1e2) QusB? eee 340 
[quot Wolverhampton v. Salop 
County,/64) Ld MC. £795 51:80; 

[d] “‘By whose order the traffic is 
conducted’ (1) must be interpreted as 


meaning ‘at whose instance’ or ‘for 
whose benefit’ the traffic is con- 
ducted.” Kent County v. Gerard, 


[1897] A. C./6338, 688. 
is “capable of including more than 
one party.” Colchester v. Gloucester- 
shire County, 66 L. J. Q. B. 290, 292. 
To same effect Epsom Urban Dist. 
v. London County, [1900] 2) OCB 
751, 755; Kent County Council v. Vid- 
ler, [1895] 1 Q. B. 448, 451. 

{e] Proceedings to recover ex- 
penses of “extraordinary tYraffic.”— 


Wirral Highway Bd. v. Newell, 
[PLsoby 2..@. VB 82k, o8al; Story vs 
Sheard.) [Uso2 M2) On eB. ebilibs © sour 


ARES ha v. Sevenoaks Highway 
[1892] 1 Q. B. 8, 14 

Br: Hodge v. Rex, 5 Ol abyainy eeey, 

68. Hazeltine v. Edgmand, 35 Kan. 
202) 2145010) Pb sare oie AES © Ub i7 
(“terms sometimes construed to 
mean something in opposition to the 
act of man’); Hazeltine v. Edgmand, 
supra (as storms). See also Act of 
Godll Grego p tii. ABs 


69. Viterbo v. Friedlander, 


(2) The term } 


v. Reynolds, 223 Fed. 371, 378. 

72. Hazeltine v. Edgmand, 35 Kan. 
202; 10°P 5445°552, 67 AmR 157. 

73. Austin Min. Co. v. Gemmel, 10 
Ont. 696, 706 [quot Brice Ultra Vires 
(2a ed) p 40, where the term is dis- 
tinguished from “ordinary or gen- 
eral meeting’’] (as applied to cor- 
porations, ‘a meeting of the share- 
holders called upon emergencies, and 
for the transaction of particular 
business”). See generally Corpora- 
tions § 1358. 

74. State v. Tomahawk, 96 Wis. 

71 NW 86; Perrin v. New 

67 Wis. 416, 30 NW 623, 

75. Soules v.’Northern Pac. R. Co., 
ooh D. 7, 8, 157 NW 8238, LRA1917A 

ia] As used in a cify charter in 
relation to the raising of public 
moneys, the term may refer only to 
a strictly municipal purpose. Perrin 
v. New London, 67 Wis. 416, 420, 30 
NW 623. 

76. Blue v. Aberdeen, etc., R. Co., 
116 N. C. 955, 960, 21 SE 299 (the 
words as in common use, very often 
are exaggerations of speech, and in 
many cases, if properly inquired into 
and explained, would be found not 
to be synonymous with ‘unnatural 
and unexpected’’). 

77. <Atty.-Gen. v. Widnes R. Co., 
30 L. T. Rep. N. S. 449, 450 Q(aying 
down rails and running trains along 
highway). 

78. Forsyth v. Hall, Draper (U. 
C.) 291, 298 (where the term is com- 
pared with ‘“extra regnum’’). See 
also Alexandria Bank vy. Dyer, 14 Pet. 
(U. S.) 141, 145, 10 L. ed. 391; Green 
v. Neal, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 291, 300, 8 
L. ed. 402; Shelby v. Guy, 11 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 261, 368, 6 L. ed. 495; Mur- 
ray v. Baker, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 544, 
545, 4 L. ed. 454; Faw v. Roberdeau, 
3° 'Cranch-(U;" S:) 61 (4,96 ;9 2.8 bs eds 
402; Peck v.. Pease, 19 F. Cas. No. 
10,894, 5 McLean 486, 487; Ward v. 
Hallam, 1 Yeates (Pa.) 329, 331; 
Ward v. Hallam, 2 Dall. (Pa.) 217, 
218, 1 L. ed. 355 (all employing the 
term). 

79. Extraterritorial: 

Effect of: 

Act of board of health see Health 
[21 Cye 402]. 

Appointment of receiver see Re- 
ceivers [34 Cyc 485]. 

Improvement of municipality see 
Sere was Corporations [28 Cyc 
954]. 

Municipal ordinance see Municipal 
Corporations [28 Cye 391]. 

Statute see Coutlict of Laws §§ 5, 
23; Corporations § 3927; Courts 
§ 74; Master and Servant [26 
Cyc 1361]; Telegraphs and Tele- 
phones [87 Cyc 1705]; Usury [39 


Cye 1087]. 
Jurisdiction of court see Courts 
§ 119>4 Criminal? aw. "§.=.169; 


Equity § 130; Justices of the 
Peace [24 Cyc 484]. 
gs0. Anderson L. D. See also Con- 
flict of Laws § 23; Extraterritoriality 
post p 299. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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By CuHartes Sumner Losinerer, D.C.L., Pu.D.* 
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I. NATURE [§ 1] p 300 
II. ORIGIN AND HISTORY [§§ 2-15] p 301 
A. All Jurisdiction Once Personal [§§ 2-10] p 301 
1. Generally [§ 2] p 301 
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3. The Consular and Admiralty Tribunals [§ 4] p 302 
4. Confirmation by Treaty [§§ 5-10] p 303 
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d. The Rule Making Authority [§§ 29-30] p 313 
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Sometime Judge of the Court of First Instance, Philippines; Member Nebraska Supreme Court Commission; Pro- 
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pine Practice” (1907), “The Evolution of the Civil Law” (1915), “American Courts in China’ (1919), ‘Territo~- 
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I. NATURE 


[§ 1] Extraterritoriality 1 may be defined as a | the laws, of one sovereign nation extend for some 
system whereby the jurisdiction,” and incidentally | or all purposes over the territory of another.’ This 


1, This is the more common form]|in his article in the Encyclopedia] tribunals, and such enjoyment of his 
of the term. Sir Francis Piggott, | Britannica, On the other hand Lord| property for himself and those who 
however, says: “The words “exter-| Halsbury in his “Laws of England’| claim under him, as British law, 
ritoriality’ and ‘extra-territoriality’ |uses “Extraterritoriality,’ and such]| would afford him for British prop- 
are treated by some writers as|is also the usage of most American | erty.’ ” iyeeokt Exterr. (new ed 
identical; by others as_ indicating, writers on the “subject. cate p 
the first, the privilege of ambassadors 2. “The privileges conferred by 3. coming to the diversities in 
and their suites; the second, the] exterritoriality are purely personal | law, custom, and social habits, the 
treaty privilege under which consular | to the subject, and... so far as the] citizens and subjects of nations pos- 
jurisdiction has been established in| Sovereign is concerned, they are|sessing European civilization enjoy 
the East. Both these privileges are, | strictly and accurately defined by the| in countries of non-Huropean civiliza- 
however, more correctly described as|term ‘jurisdiction,’ which, by Si 16 tion, chiefly in the Hast, an extensive 
‘exterritorial;’ the condition of those|of the Act of 1890, includes ‘power.’ | exemption from the operation of lo- 
to whom they are accorded as ‘ex-|In other words, that the King is|cal law. -This exemption is termed 
territoriality.’ ” . Exterr. (new ed| granted jurisdiction over his sub-| ‘extraterritoriality.’ ” 2 Moore Int. 
1907) p 2. jects, and that, as a result, the sub-|L. Dig. p 593 

Sir Henry Maine (Int. L. p 86 et| ject obtains certain definite immuni- “Broadly speaking, extraterritorial- 
seq) also uses the term “Exterritor-| ties—‘complete personal protection, | ity is a term used to describe the act 
iality;’ and so does Sir T. Barclay!assurance of satisfactory judicial! by which a state extends its juris- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Salas) 


does not, in theory at least, affect the sovereignty of 
the latter,t which merely delegates to the former 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


certain jurisdictional rights over its own nationals.5 


[§ 2] A. All Jurisdiction Once Personal—1. Gen- 
erally. The nature of extraterritoriality will be- 
come clearer by recalling the conception which has 
been well expressed as ‘‘the ‘personality’ of all 
law, as distinguished from its ‘territoriality,’ which 
prevailed throughout the vast Carlovingian empire 
As stated by another: 
‘‘The conception of sovereignty as territorial is rela- 
tively modern, and extraterritoriality is a surviving 
form of the earlier prevailing conception that it was 
the duty of a sovereign to protect those who swore 


until nearly 1,000 A. D.’’7 


their personal allegiance to him.’’ § 
[§ 3] 2. In the Roman Law. 


diction beyond its own boundaries 
into the territory of-another state, 
and exercises the same over its na- 
tionals who, for the time being, may 
be sojourning in the territory of the 
other state. It is usually based up- 
on treaty, but the rights and priv- 
ileges arising therefrom are fre- 
quently amplified by usage and suf- 
ferance.” Wilfiey, J., in Re Allen, 1 
Am. Journ. Int. L. p 1032. 

[a] Extraterritoriality “denotes a 
fiction (1) by which the house and 
land occupied by a foreign sover- 
eign or his ambassador was treated 
in law aS a part of his dominions; 
and that it is a convenient word to 
denote any group of privileges be- 
longing to that class.” Lord Hob- 
house in Secretary of State for For- 
eign Affairs v. Charlesworth, [1901] 
AweClas,. 085 fc. Hale Int — ii) p 
163 ([14th ed] p 173); Westlake Priv. 
Ines Wasis(3di ved) pi 2261.5 2), {Per= 
haps the fiction most celebrated 
among international lawyers is that 
of ex-territoriality. The fiction of 
ex-territoriality is in fact founded 
on a metaphor. A man in a foreign 
country or a ship in foreign waters 
is conceived as still within the lim- 
its of the original sovereignty to 
which he belonged. Sometimes, it 
has been said, the ship is conceived 
as a portion of the sovereign state 
floating about in the. high sea or 
elsewhere. The word seems to have 
been originally used to describe the 
privileges of ambassadors in foreign 
states, and it describes them as vi- 
vidly and on the whole as accurately 
as a metaphor can. The main draw- 
back to the use of such metaphors 
in legal discussion is that men, and 
particularly lawyers, begin in time 
to conceive the metaphor as having 
an existence of its own, and they 
make it the starting point for new 
inferences which themselves. are 
often metaphorical.” Maine Int. L. 
pp 85, 86. 

4, “The sovereignty of the po- 
tentates of these oriental States, as 
well as of barbarous chieftains, is 
recognized to as full an extent as 
that of the Sovereigns of what was 
formerly called ‘Christendom.’ The 
basis of the King’s ‘foreign jurisdic- 
tion’ is treaty: and although ‘other 
lawful means’ are recognized as a 
sound foundation for the exercise of 
the jurisdiction, and indeed have oc- 
easionally to justify it, treaty is 
resorted to wherever possible for its 
establishment. The due observance 
of these treaties is as much regard- 
ed by the Executive, and, if need 
be, enforceable by the Courts, as in 
the case of treaties with civilised 
Powers.” Piggott Exterr. (new ed 
1907 4, s 
5. ; rhe rights which the King ex- 
ercises in these countries are not his 


: ye. But the conception 
did not originate during the Middle Ages. For the 
germ of it we must resort, as in the case of so many 


II. ORIGIN AND HISTORY 


Roman law. 
Jus gentium. 


benefits to 


tries.13 


sovereign rights at all, but are mere- 
ly the delegated rights of the Sov- 
ereign of the country: the Courts 
which are created are not the King’s 
Courts properly so called, but form 
part of the judicial system of the 


country in which they are estab- 
lished,’’ Piggott Exterr. (new ed 
EXOYO) “Gos aay 


“The root of the jurisdiction is the 
treaty grant or other matter by 
which the Queen has power and ju- 
risdiction in Zanzibar. She thereby 
becomes an_authority in the foreign 
country of Zanzibar, though exercis- 
ing her powers quite 
of the will of the Sultan.... But 
throughout the matter Zanzibar re- 
mains foreign territory, and the 
Queen and her officers are acting as 
Zanzibar authorities by virtue of the 
power she has acquired, and which 
is withia its limits a sovereign pow- 
er. It results that a judge acting 
within those limits is a Zanzibar 
judge, and is bound to take judicial 
notice of the Zanzibar law, whatever 
it may be, applicable to the case be- 
fore him.’’ Lord Hobhouse in Secre- 
tary of State for Foreign Affiairs v. 
Charlesworth, [1901]- “As ‘C.373; 385. 
This last statement is not applica- 
ble, however, to all countries. The 
courts established by the United 
States in China, for .example, are 
American, not Chinese. 

6. ‘“ ‘Crimes against the law of 
China’ in the ordinance could not be 
held to apply to an extra-territorial 
law of robbery or murder on the 
high seas in the absence of proof 
that China had such a law. It was 
true that England had such a law, 
but it was of a comparatively late 
period; and although a nation might 
make such a law, yet it went beyond 
the general principle of criminal ju- 
risprudence, that the quality of the 
act done depends on the law.of the 
place where it is done. But the ex- 
istence of such a law was not to be 


assumed.” Piggott Hxtrad. (1910) p 
75 [reviewing Atty.-Gen. v. Kwok-A- 
Shhover Ie MSY, ie mei Sele 

7 £0 Dil. tL. - Reve ip (454s CwWis= 
more, reviewing Brown’s ‘“Foreign- 
ers in Turkey.” He adds: “Instead 


of saying, with the author, that ex- 
territoriality was in ‘accordance with 
usage which became generally rec- 
ognized with the gradual extension 
of commerce,’ we should prefer to 
believe that it was in accord with a 
universal prior custom prevailing in 
the first half of the Middle Ages’’). 

“The practice of Huropean govern- 
ments to send officers to reside in 
foreign countries, authorized to ex- 
ercise a limited jurisdiction over ves- 
sels and seamen of their country, to 
watch the interests of their country- 
men and to assist in adjusting their 
disputes and protecting their com- 


independently. 
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At present the system is exceptional and its exist- 
ence will not be presumed.® 


other important legal ideas of modern times, to the 


During its first two stages the law 


of Rome was confined in its operation to Romans.1° 
This restriction’ is expressed in its very nomencla- 
ture, for in its first stage it was known as Jus Quiri- 
tium or law for quirites or patricians,}! and in the 
second as Jus Civile or law for citizens for the 
plebeian revolution had meanwhile extended 
éFall]?? 
mained outside the legal pale the large and increas- 
ing community known as peregrini or foreigners and 
these Rome left to be governed, in their private 
transactions, by the laws of their respective coun- 
As early as 242 B. C. a special judge was 


its 


Romans.!2. But there still re- 


merce, goes back to a very early 
period, even preceding what are 
termed the Middle Ages.’’ Ross v. 


McIntyre, 140 U. S. 4538, 462, 11 SCt 
897, 35... ed. 585. 

8. Hinckley Am. Cons. Jur. Orient 
pp 17, 18. . 

*“Pxtraterritorial jurisdiction is a 
survival of, or a reversion to, the 
time when sovereignty was personal 
rather than territorial, when there 
was a king or the Pnglish rather 
than a king of England. It means 
the establishment of an imperium 
in imperio.” 1 Journ. Int. L. p 469. 

9. “The so-called system of per- 
sonal law, of the earlier Middle Ages, 
is only a development of the system 
which the Romans had already ob- 
served.” Von Bar Priv. Int. L. (Gil- 
lespie ed) p 15. Compare 1 Miltitz 
Manuel des Consuls (1837) ¢ II § IV. 


10. Lobingier Ev. Civ. L. Lect. 
TV 

11. Not even the plebeian Romans 
were entitled to its benefits. Lobin- 
gier Ev. Civ. L. Lect. II. 

12. Lobingier Ev. Civ. L. Lect. V. 

ae: Sohm Rom. L. (3d ed [1907]) 
§ 1 


“That the law of the foreign coun- 
try should be applied in those cases 
where the legal relations of foreign- 
ers fell to be considered as an in- 
cidental point before a Roman tri- 
bunal, was the necessary result of 
any recognition of intercourse with 
foreigners as a legal intercourse. 
Otherwise, the Roman who acquired 
any goods from a foreign country 
would have had no appeal to the 
right that lay in the foreigner who 
was his author, and trade even with- 
in the empire must have become 
uncertain. In the same way, in a 
suit where one phase of the dis- 
pute was as to the Roman law of 
citizenship, a question might inci- 
dentally arise as to the validity of 
a marriage concluded between for- 
eigners, and this was determined 
even in a Roman tribunal by the 
law of the foreign country, in so far 
as it was of importance to determine 
it (Gaius i. 92). None of the rules 
of Roman law that had reference to 
succession could form matters of 
dispute except between Roman ecit- 
izens, for there was no succession 
between Romans and _ foreigners. 
Again, in a question of succession as 
between foreigners, a question that 
could only come before a Roman 
court, aS an incidental point, the law 
of the foreign country alone could 
be applied, if indeed there was to be 
any recognition at all of succession 
as between foreigners. This is laid 
down by Ulpian (Frag. tit. XX. § 14) 
and by Gaius (iii. sec. 120) in so far 
as the testaments of foreigners and 
obligations transmitted by succession 
are concerned. All this is simply 
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provided known as pretor peregrinus whose jurisdic- 
tion extended to causes where a foreigner was a 
party, much as in the modern mixed courts of Eeypt 
and China, jurisdiction over Romans being retained 
by the praetor urbanus.1¢ In deciding these causes 
the preter peregrinus applied the law in contempla- 
tion of which the parties had contracted,?® which 
might be, and often was, the law of a foreign coun- 
try. Thus came Rome officially to recognize the 
force, within her own territory, of foreign law. In- 
cidentally this had a tremendous influence upon the 
Roman law which was transformed, by the infusion 
of new doctrines and principles from abroad into 
the jus gentium. But in the present connection it 
1s important as marking the beginnings of personal, 
as distinguished from territorial, jurisdiction.1° The 
system was extended to the Germanic tribes which 
later settled in Roman territory and which were al- 
lowed to retain their tribal laws.17 And when, after 
the dissolution of the empire, these barbarians be- 
came the rulers, their Roman subjects continued, nev- 
ertheless, to live under Roman law.1® A notable in- 
stance was the promulgation about 506 A. D. of the 
Breviarium Alaricianum (Alaric’s Breviary) which 
had been compiled by commissioners appointed by 
Alarie II, king of the Visigoths, for the Roman in- 
habitants of Gaul and Spain, and afterward adopted 
by the Franks for their Roman subjects.1® This 
code, drawn from the classical jurists of Rome, 


ruled the more civilized portion of the community - 


while the barbarians lived under their own laws. 
And thus, long before the Middle Ages, the way had 
been prepared for the system which forms the sub- 
ject of this article.?° 

[§ 4] 3. The Consular and Admiralty Tribunals. 
The idea of the preetor peregrinus, the judge admin- 
istering foreign law for the benefit of foreign resi- 
dents, long survived Roman times and gave rise to 
officials like ‘‘juges consuls’’*+ whose function it 
was in part to administer justice among foreign 
merchants and in maritime matters. Among the 
Visigoths it was provided that the causes of foreign 
traders were not to be adjudicated by the local trib- 
unals but by an official of their own termed the 
‘‘Telonarius,’’ whose functions in part resembled 
the pretor peregrinus and who applied the foreign 
law.22 So it is said that about 720 A. D. a maritime 
tribunal similar to that of the admiral in Europe, 
including the function of deciding causes among 
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[§§ 3-4 


foreign merchants, existed at one of the ports of 
China.” 

In Italy. Early statutes of Pisa, dating in part 
from 1164, speak of audiences which used to be held 
in front of the Church of St. Michael by consuls of 
the sea and of merchants, constituting a tribunal, 
apparently then lone in existence, and having cog- 
nizance of all litigation over maritime affairs.24 At 
Amalfi the office of pretor, as it had existed among 
the Romans, was revived under the name of consul 
and there also existed the Cour de Mer presided 
over by the admiral.25 A charter of Pistoie, one 
of the smaller cities of Tuscany, of 1107, mentions 
the special jurisdiction attaching to merchants,?é 
and in 1128 King Roger I of Sicily granted to Mes- 
sina the right to choose from merchant ship cap- 
tains and traders, experienced in maritime affairs, 
two consuls who were authorized to make regula- 
tions concerning maritime usages and customs and 
the mode of conducting the consulate.27 In Venice 
there existed in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries 
a tribunal known as the magistracy of foreign judges 
which had cognizance of causes between Venetians 
and aliens as well as between the latter alone.?8 This 
tribunal was superseded by the consuls of merchants 


3 he 
. « % 


and Sopra consoli who had jurisdiction of commer- | 


cial causes and even over crimes committed on mer- 
chant ships, and issued writs for the arrest of debt- 
ors at the instance of creditors.2® In Genoa consuls 
sat as early as 1250, and probably earlier, each with 
four citizens to pass on the claims of foreigners and 
to decide maritime causes.*° Consuls of commerce 
with similar powers existed in Florence by 1421, 
and in Rome, in the first half of the sixteenth cen- 
tury and probably much earlier.? 

In Spain consuls were instituted first at Ratcaieen 
and afterward in other cities during the Middle 
Ages, exercised jurisdiction in maritime matters, 
and were authorized to make regulations to supple- 
ment the Consulado del Mar.?? 

In France, beginning about the twelfth century, 
consuls of the sea were appointed in several cities, 
particularly Marseilles,°* and later juges consuls 
with jurisdiction over causes involving commercial 
paper and other commercial contracts and insur- 
ance, but not in bankruptey or criminal matters.*4 

In England the Carta Mercatoria of Edward I 
(1302) provided for a judge for merchants, justi- 
ciarius mereatoribus,?®> while the court of the ad- 


explained by the fact that the Ro- 
mans, aS a matter of principle, al- 
lowed the numerous nationalities 
which were subject to them to re- 
tain their own law and a certain 
measure of autonomy.” Von Bar Priv. 
Int. L. (Gillespie ed) pp 138, 14. 


14. Lobingier Ev. Civ. L. Lect. 
XIII. 

15. Lobingier Ev. Civ. L. Lect. 
>. 6008 

16. Durand, Essai de droit inter- 


national prive (Paris [1886] p 38 et 


seq; Von Bar Priv. Int. L. (Gilles- 
pie ed) p 15. 

Lavon poar Prive Int. TiaecGil= 
lespie ed) pp 14, 15, 18; 1 Miltitz 


Manuel des Consuls (1837) p 

iSoivon. Bar Privy, Int, i, 
lespie ed) pp 18, 19. 

“Romanis, Romanus, judex erat; 
Gothis, Gothus, et sub diversitate 
judicum una justitia complectaba- 
tur.” Cassiodore, Secretary of Theo- 
doric II [quot 1 Miltitz Manuel des 
Consuls (1837) p_ 162]. 

19. See Sohm Rom. L. p 131 et 
seq. See also Howe Civ. L. (2d ed) 
pp 132, 140, 141; 8 Jurid. Rev. p 122; 


15. 
(Gil- 


7 Jurid. Rev. p 246 et seq; Muirhead 
Rom. L. § 82; Vinegradoff Rom. L. 
Medizval Europe pp 7-14. 

“A rather debased and Germanised 
form of legal custom, engrafted on 
fragments of what had been once a 
system of imperial law.’ Vinegradoft 
Rom. I. Medizeval Burope pp 9-12. 

20. Von Bar Priv. Int. L. (Gilles- 
pie ed) p 19. 

21. “The term ‘counsel’ derives 
not, as popularly supposed, from the 
high dignitaries of the Roman re- 
public but from domestic judicial of- 


ficers, judges consuls, in the prin- 
cipal maritime cities of southern 
Europe during the Middle Ages, 


whose functions were the adjudi- 
cation of commercial disputes and 
the control of the merchant marine.” 
Longford Diplomatists and Consuls, 
Nineteenth Century (May 1919) p 
1000. The name, may, nevertheless, 
be derived from the Roman consul- 
ship of which the pretorship, the 
source of the idea, was an offshoot. 

22. 1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuls 
(23'3'7) Sp a6 AS 

23. 5 Journ. Asiatique p 40 [cit 


1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuls (1837) 
p 162 note]. 

24. 1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuis 
(1837) pp 162, 168. 

25. 1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuls 
(1837) p 168. 

26. 1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuls 
(18387) p 163. 

27. 6 Baluzzo Brief Hist. Messina 
p 174 [cit 1 Miltitz Manuel des Con- 
SUIS .CiS3 pe 163d). 

28. 1 Miltitz Manuel des Consuls 
(1837) p 164 [cit Marin Civ. and 
Pol. Hist. Venetian Comm. III, II, 
DMT Os 

29. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(1837) p 164. 

30. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(1837) pp 165, 166. 

31. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(1837) p 166. - 

32. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(18387) pp 169-175. 

33. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(1837). pp. 167, 

Ky ed Miltitz Manuel 

(1837) pp 192-200 
35. 1 Miltitz Manuel 
(1837) pp 179-181. 


des Consuls 


des Consuls 
des Consuls 
des Consuls 
des Consuls 
des Consuls 


des Consuls 
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miralty, which is very ancient,¢ exercised a juris- 
diction similar to that of the consuls in the countries 
already noticed *7 and applied a foreign system of 
From the institution of judges for foreign- 
ers within the community the way was prepared for 
the sending of similar officials to decide matters aris- 
ing among the subjects of a state residing in for- 
eign lands; and such appears to have been the next 
stage.*® But in Europe, after the sixteenth century, 


law.38 


the conception of jurisdiction as 


formed the basis of the consular system as it then 


. 36. De Lovio v. Boit, 7 F. Cas. No. 
3, UhOr mol nGall 398, 399) (Le ait-be 
not of immemorial antiquity as Lord 
Coke supposes, it is almost certain, 
that its origin may be safely as- 
signed in some anteriour age’). 
37. “There can scarcely be the 
slightest doubt, that the admiralty 
of England, and the maritime courts 
of all the other powers of Hurope, 
were formed upon one and the same 
common model; and that their juris- 
diction included the same subjects, 
as the consular courts of the Medi- 
terranean. These courtS are de- 
seribed in the Consulato del Mare, as 
having jurisdiction of ‘all controver- 
sies respecting freight; of damages 
to goods shipped; of the wages of 
marines; of the partition of ships 
by public sale; of jettison; of com- 
missions or bailments to masters and 
mariners; of debts contracted by the 
master for the use and necessities of 
his ship; of agreements made by the 
master with merchants, or by mer- 
‘chants with the master; of goods 
found on the high seas or on the 
shore; of the armament or equip- 
ment of ships, gallies or other ves- 
_ Sels; and generally of all other con- 
tracts declared in the customs of the 


sea.” Per Story, J., in De Lovio v. 
Bolt a BeweCas., “No. °357-76;) -25-Gall. 
398, 400. 

38. “There is strong probability 


of its existence in the reign of Rich- 
ard the first, since the Laws of 
Oleron, which were compiled and 
promulgated by him on his return 
from the Holy Land, have always 
been deemed the laws of the ad- 
miralty, and could not have been 
fully enforced in any other court.” 
Per Story, J., in De Lovio v. Boit, 7 
F. Cas. No. 3,776, 2 Gall. 398, 399. 
39. Borel Origin Funct. Consuls 


cl. 

“The origin of this privilege 
reaches back to the middle ages; that 
is to say, to the time when every 
- nation that had commercial dealings 

with other people obtained for its 
own subjects, in the great marts of 
commerce, and especially in the sea- 
ports, the privilege of being gathered 
together in separate quarters, and 
of being placed under the authority 
of their consuls and under their own 
laws and usages, according to 
which alone they should be judged. 
This system was generally practiced 
all through the middle ages, both in 
the ports of the Mediterranean and 
in those of the Baltic, where com- 
merce had greatly developed.” Van 
Dyck Capitulations Ottoman Empire 
(Washington 1881) p 34. 

‘Historically, it is undoubtedly 
true, as shown by numerous author- 
ities quoted by Mr. Warden in his 
treaties on ‘The Origin and Nature 
of Consular Establishments,’ that 
the consul was originally an officer 
of large judicial as well as com- 
mercial powers, exercising entire 
municipal authority over his country- 
men in the country to which he was 
accredited.” Per Bradley, J., in 
Dainese v. Hale, 91 U. S. 18, 15, 23 
L. ed. 190. 

“During those ages these commer- 
cial magistrates, generally desig- 
nated as consuls, possessed to some 
extent a representative character, 
sometimes discharging judicial and 
diplomatic functions. In other than 
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itself.4° 
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in vogue.*3 
personal, which 


Christian countries they were, by 
treaty stipulations, usually clothed 
with authority to hear complaints 


against their countrymen and to sit 


in judgment upon them when charged 
with public offenses.” Ross v. Mc- 
Inty res gl40us Ui S453) 1468.9 21. SCt 
897, 35 L. ed, 585. 

40. “The science and practice of 
the law of nations made immense 
progress; respect for treaties and 
diplomatic conventions grew apace; 
the rivalries and jealousies till then 
existing between the nations of 
Europe diminished accordingly; and, 
at last, towards the middle of the 
seventeenth century, the system of 
permanent ministers and ambassa- 
dors at foreign courts came in vogue. 
(Ikluber, Droit des Gens., tome i, § 2, 
tit. 2, a, 177, note 6). . All these cir- 
cumstances necessarily modified the 
consular institution as established 
during the middle ages; there was 
no longer any need that it should 
continue to be clothed with all the 
privileges and preroyvatives thitherto 
bestowed upon it for the security of 
commerce. Trade found protection 
enough either in the improved organ- 
ization of judicial institutions, or 
under the care and tutelage of per- 
manent ambassadors; and aS soon as 
the monarchial power had been con- 
solidated, and when once the rights 
and prerogatives of sovereignty had 
become determined, the withholding 
of foreigners from territorial juris- 
diction had to be considered as a 
usurpation or abridgment of the 
freedom and independence of the ter- 
ritorial sovereignty itself. In short, 
it may be said that, owing to the 
progress of political institutions in 
Europe, there was no longer any 
need there but to provide for the 
local interests of foreign trade by 
the sending of agents intrusted -with 
the defense of those interests, before 
the inferior authorities of the land. 
Hence, the institution of consular 
judges, as it existed during the mid- 
dle ages, could be very well done 
away with in Hurope; and in point 
of fact it was done away with by 
the complete transformation of the 
functions of the ancient consuls, who 
became simple agents invested with 
a few poiice powers over their fel- 
low-citizens, and charged with only 
helping them in the furtherance of 
their commercial interests in those 
countries te which they were sent. 
Consuls in Europe have lost all civil 
and criminal jurisdiction, which is 
exclusively reserved to the local au- 
thorities; nothing is left to them 
but a voluntary jurisdiction, and 
even this is refused them in some 
states. They have thus lost the 
most important of their attributes, 
and with it the high esteem in which 
they were held. From the eminent 
position of judges, chiefs, and pro- 
tectors of their fellow-citizens, and 
representatives of their govern- 
ments, they have passed over to the 
far lower rank of secondary agents 
and been deprived of the privileges 
that belong to public ministers.” 
Ottoman 


Van Dyck Capitulations 

Empire (Washington 1881) pp 35, 
36s 

41. See Wheaton Int. L, p_ 217; 


Glass v. The Betsey, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 
6, 1 L. ed. 485. 
“The judicial power of a consul de- 


‘ 
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existed, underwent a change and with it the system 
To-day the consul has no extraterritorial 
jurisdiction except such as is conferred by treaty.41 
4. Confirmation by Treaty —a. 
France, and Britain. Accordingly as the doctrine of 
perpetual personal jurisdiction gradually disap- 
peared from the western nations we find them se- 
curing it by treaty in the East,*2 where it was still 


Italy, 


Italy. The pioneers in this movement were the 
Italian republics of the Middle Ages.‘# 


Modern 


pends upon the treaties between the 
nations concerned and the laws of 
the nation the consul represents. 
Dainese v. Hale, 91 U. S. 13, 23 L. ed. 
190. See The Elwine Kreplin, 9 F. 
Cas. No. 4,426, 9 Blatchf. 438. Con- 
sular jurisdiction depends on the gen- 
eral law of nations, subsisting 
treaties between the two _ govern- 
ments affected by it, and upon the 
obligatory force and activity of the 
rule of reciprocity. 2 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
3738. We conclude, therefore, that 
neither under international law, nor 
under the statute law of the United 
States, has a consular officer of a 
foreign government a right to sit as 
judge or arbitrator within our terri- 
tory, and render decrees or orders af- 
fecting personal liberty, which orders 
or decrees the courts of the United 
States are authorized or required to 
enforce, unless the consent of the 
United States to such jurisdiction 
has been given, either by express 
statute or treaty stipulation.” In re 
Aubrey, 26 Fed. 848, 851.' 

42. “The considerations which led 
to these treaty stipulations, securing 
immunity from proceedings in local 
Courts, and the substitution of the 
extra-territorial jurisdiction of the 
Courts of the defendant’s own na- 
tion, are not in doubt. Such treaties 
with Wastern nations were well 
known, and had been long in opera- 
tion before the date of the treaty 
with Japan. They had their origin 
in a distrust of the local tribunals, 
and of the systems of law admin- 
istered by them. lFHastern ideas in 
these respects were completely out 
of harmony with the views of West- 
ern civilization.” Imperial Japanese 
Govt. v. Peninsular, etc., Steam Nav. 
Co., [1895] A&C. 644; 65.46 ; 

43. “This principle of personal or 
national allegiance continued to oper- 
ate much longer in oriental states 
than it did in the states of western 
Europe. It was usually by render- 
ing military service or by the pay- 
ment of tribute that various divisions 
of the oriental nation recognized the 
sovereignty of the central power, and 
the territorial borders of an orien- 
tal state extended as widely as its 
rulers could compel the giving of 
tribute or of military service. In 
this way the rulers in the Levant 
thought of the Huropean traders as 
sufficiently acknowledging their sov- 
ereignty when they paid the taxes 
at the seaport. So also in China and 
Japan, the Europeans, when they had 
paid taxes on their trade, were re- 
garded as having given satisfactory 


‘recognition of the sovereigns of those 


countries.’”” Hinckley Am. Cons, Jur. 
Orient p 17. 
44. Amari, I Diplomi arabi del 


archivio Florentino (Florence 1863). 

[a] Pisa.—(1) As early as 1154 
we find the Sultan of Egypt granting 
to the Pisan republic capitulations 
(from capitula, chapters, or articles) 
containing special privileges for 
Pisans at Alexandria, exempting 
them from local jurisdiction for torts 
and debts and their ships from de- 
tention. Hinckley Am. Cons. Jur. 
Orient p 5. (2) “Many fragments of 
those of 1154 are furnished in the 
second diploma of the second series 
of Amari’s Arab Diplomas. More- 
over everything warrants us in hold- 
ing that there were others still older 
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Italy in 1861 entered into a treaty with Turkey 
which expressly confirmed ‘‘all the rights, priv- 
ileges, and immunities that have been conferred 
upon Italian subjects and ships by the capitulations 
and treaties formerly concluded between Turkey and 
the states that actually form the Italian King- 
The modern Italian school of jurists is 
also the chief exponent of the extraterritorial theory 
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of criminal jurisdiction.*é 


France as one of the chief crusading nations was 
not in a position to secure capitulations as early as 
did the Italians, but in 1528 the former and the 
Catalonians obtained confirmation of privileges from 


than those.’’ Van Dyck Capitulations 
Ottoman Empire (Washington 1881) 
p 88 note. (3) Again in 1173 the 
Sultan Saladin enteied into a conven- 
tion with Aldebrand, consul of Pisa, 
in which the former recited that he 
had “given orders to my Bajuli, both 
in the past and in the future, that 
they cannot occupy themselves with 
any litigation or matters between the 
merchants without their consent, nor 
institute actions (or instigate ac- 
tions) against the merchants so as 
to delay them.’ Van Dyck Capitula- 
tions Ottoman Empire (Washington 
1881) p 89 (where the editor adds in 
a note: “Out of this provision sprung 
the privilege possessed by all EHEuro- 
pean nations in the Levant of being 
exempt from the jurisdiction of the 
local tribunals in their lawsuits, and 
of being judged by the consuls ac- 
cording to their own laws and cus- 
toms. This privilege, which still 
continues, will be found more clearly 
set forth in the succeeding Italian 
capitulations, and in those of the 
other nations of Christendom. Be- 
side this privilege the Pisans, the 
Venetians, and others, too, had ob- 
tained an exceptional jurisdiction 
when they had suits with Moslems. 
It was not the Cadi or any other 
ordinary judge, but the lieutenant of 
the Sultan who had to decide in such 
cases. See Amari Arab Diplomas 
introd. p 62’). 

{b] Venice.—(1) The Byzantine 
emperor at Constantinople also 
granted many such _ privileges. A 
chrysobulum of Alexius III, issued 
in 1199 in favor of Venetians resid- 
ing in the Eastern Empire, contains 
capitula providing for the trial, in 
the court of defendant’s nationality, 
upon documentary evidence, of dis- 
putes arising out of contracts be- 
tween Greeks and Venetians. 12 
Tafel & Thomas Urkunder zur 
Alteren Handels—und Staats—ges- 
chichte der Republik Venedig, Fontes 
rerum Austriacarum, Zweite Abtel- 
lung, Diplomataria et Acta pp 273, 
278. (2) “Notwithstanding Austria’s 
suzerainty over Venice, the Venetians 
kept their ancient privileges under 
their own canpitulations until 1866 
and, as of old, the chief Venetian 
officer or consul bore the distinctive 
title of baili”” Hinckley Am. Cons. 
Jur. Orient p 13. (8) The procedure 
of the later Roman law was followed 
to a certain extent in the trial of 
these causes. Thomas Gelehrte An- 
zeigen Bulletins (Miinchen Aug. 28, 
1854) pp 19-28 (showing similar fea- 
tures in the treaty of 1207 between 
Venice and France). (4) But the 
actor, plaintiff, was obliged .to en- 
ter into an undertaking to permit a 
counterclaim to be pleaded against 
him. 12 Tafel & Thomas Urku'nden 
zur Alteren Handels—und Staats— 
geschichte der Republik Venedig, 
Fontes rerum Austriacarum, Zweite 
Abtellung, Diplomataria et Acta pp 
273, 278. (5) Offenses committed 
within the Venetian quarter of Con- 
stantinople and those committed by 
Venetians generally, unless they im- 
plicated a Greek official, involved 
both nationalities, or caused public 
disturbance, were cognizable by Ven- 
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etian authority only. Id. (6) The ven- 
etians also entered early into treaty 
relations with the Turkish successors 
of the Byzantine emperors negotiat- 
ing a treaty at Adrianople before the 
fall of Constantinople and again in 
the year following that event and 
confirming extraterritorial privileges. 
Van Dyck Capitulations Ottoman 
Wmpire (Washington 1881) p 15 
(where the author adds: ‘These first 
capitulations with the Venetians 
were afterwards confirmed and en- 
larged by the said Mohammed II on 
the 26th January,-1479, the 14th July, 
1480, and in 1481, and by the succeed- 
ing Sultans, Bayazid II, Salim I, and 
Suleiman I, in 1521, 1534, 1539, and 
1540, and by all succeeding sover- 
eigns down to 1733 [see Miltitz 
Manuel . des Consuls]’). Compare 
also Secretary Foster to Minister 
Thompson, Nov. 29, 1882,.0. S. For. 
Rel. (1892) p 609; 2 Moore Int. L. D. 
p 739. (7) Austria ‘as the conqueror 
of Venice was, for a time, able to in- 
voke these capitulations in her own 
behalf but they have now accrued, 
with similar ones, to the kingdom of 
United Italy. Van Dyck Capitula- 
tions Ottoman Empire (Washington 
1881) pp 17, 19. (8) And on the very 
day of the capture of Constantinople 
the Genoese obtained from its Turk- 
ish conqueror “a letter of privilege 
in the form of a firman.”’ Van Dyck 
Capitulations Ottoman Empire (Wash- 
ington 1881) p 15 [cit Sauli Della 
Colonia dei Genovesi in Galata, tome 
II lib III p 127]. See Secretary Fos- 
ter to Minister Thompson, Nov. 29, 
1892, U. S. For. Rel. (1892) p 609; 2 
Moore Int. L. D. p 739. (9) Other 
capitulations were granted to Genoa 


by the Porte as late as 1665. See 
Van Dyck Capitulations Ottoman 
Empire (Washington 1881) p 19. (10) 


And in 1825 the kingdom of Sardinia, 
which had meanwhile annexed Genoa, 
secured new capitulations from Tur- 
key. “These capitulations are by no 
means the most complete and de- 
tailed of their kind; and what is still 
more striking is that not the least 
mention is made in them of the an- 
cient capitulations, not even of those 
obtained by Genoa in 1665.” Van 
Dyke Capitulations Ottoman Empire 
(Washington 1881) p 19. 

{e] Florence (1) as the political 
and commercial successor 
Pisan republic continued its policy 
as regards the Moslem powers and 
in 1488 Lorenzo the Magnificent, 
through his ambassador, Della Stufa, 
secured extensive and valuable con- 
cessions from the Sultan of Egypt 
in the form of capitulation. Van 
Dyck Capitulations Ottoman Empire 
(Washington 1881) p 14 (these ca- 
pitulations set out on pp 91-93 pro- 
vide inter alia: “That no Moslem can 
accuse or carry on a suit with the 
Florentine merchants -except in the 
tribunal of the president of the 
custom-house; and should the cause 
not be terminated by such president 
according to the rules of justice, it 
is our will that the revision and de- 
cision thereof be referred to our illus- 
trious tribunal. .. . Should any con- 
troversy or disagreement arise be- 
tween the said Wlorentines, none of 


the Mameluke Sultans of Egypt.47 
II, Sultan of Turkey, and Francis I, King of France, 
concluded a treaty which secured to the subjects 
of the last named extraterritorial privileges during 
the lives of the two sovereigns.*® 
newed and enlarged at various times and afford the 
basis of corresponding concessions to other powers.*® 
French extraterritorial privileges in China were con- 
firmed in 1844 by the treaty of Whampoa.®? 
Britain. Capitulations were granted to England 
as early as 1579 *! but, owing to French opposition, 
were of little value.o? Meanwhile the privilege was 
planted in quite another part of the world. For 


of the. 


—[§ 5 
In 1525 Soliman 


These were re- 


the governors or Moslem judges may 
interfere in their affairs, but juris- 
diction therein belongs to the consul 
of the Florentines; which is to be 
brought in such cases in accordance 
with the legal custom of the Floren- 
tines’). (2) So late as i833, the 
Grand Duchy of Tuscany, which in 
cluded Florence, obtained capitula- 
tions from the Ottoman Porte. Van 
Dyck Capitulations Ottoman Empire 
(Washington 1881) p 19. 

{d] Genoa obtained similar extra- 
territorial concessions in a _ prive- 
legium aurea bulla nostra munitum 
granted by the Emperor Andronicus 
II in 1804. Like the Venetians the 
Genoese lived in separate quarters in 
Galata, then and still a part of Con- 
stantinople, in Smyrna and _ else- 
where, and were subject solely to 
their own authorities which under- 
took to redress wrongs done by their 
nationals. 2 Historie patrize monu- 
menta, Liber jurium reipublice Gen- 
uensis p 440. 

45. Treaty of 1861; Van Dyck Ca- 
pitulations Ottoman Hmpire (Wash- 
ington 1881) p 19. These included 
the treaty of 1740 between Turkey 
and Naples. Modern Italy has also 
acquired similar privileges’ else- 
where, notably in China, where extra- 
territoriality was confirmed in 1866 
by the treaty of Peking. Arts XV— 
XVIII; 2 Treaties Between China and 


fag ae States (Shanghai 1908) p 
AG. See Von Bar Priv. Int. L. (Gil- 


lespie ed) §§ 28, 29. 

47. Van Dyck Capitulations Otto- 
a ee (Washington 1881) pp 

48. 1 De Testa Recueil des traites 
de la Porte Ottomane (Paris 1874) 
p 15. See Kebedgy in Le Revue de 
Droit International XXV. 

49. “The French ecapitulations 
were afterwards amplified, renewed, 
and confirmed: In 1569, during the 
reign of Selim I and of Charles IX; 
in 1581, during the reign of Murad 
III and of Henry III; in 1604, during 
the reign of Ahmed I and of Henry 


IV; in 1673, during the reign of 
Murad IV and of Louis XIV. ... 
Tre French capitulations deserve 


special consideration, for whilst they 
were originally modeled after the 
pattern of the Itatian capitulations 
that precede them so they in their 
turn served as a model for the suc- 
ceeding capitulations entered into by 
the Porte and the Christian powers.” 
Van “Dyke Capitulations Ottoman 
Empire (Washington 1881) pp 15, 16. 
Compare 1 De Testa Recueil des 
traites de la Porte Ottomane (Paris 
1874) p 141; Secretary Foster to 
Minister Thompson, Nov. 29, 1892, 
U. S. For. Rel. (1892) p 609; 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. p 789; Feraud-Giraud De 
la juridiction francaise dans les 


echelles du Levant et Barbarie (Paris" 


1871). 

50. Arts XXV-XXVIII; 1 Treaties 
Between China and Foreign States 
(Shanghai 1908) pp 572-574. 


51. Van Dyck Capitulations Otto- 
man Pmpire (Washington 1881) 
peas 

5@. Hinckley Am. Cons. Jur. 


Orient pp 11, 12. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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when the East India Company’s ship Clove reached |] 


Hirado, Japan, in 1613, a ‘‘factory’’ 5? was estab- 
lished and extraterritoriality granted—‘‘the right of 
the officials of the factory to punish their own men 
according to their own laws for offenses committed 
on Japanese soil.’’°* In 1675 capitulations 5° were 
obtained by the British government from Turkey 
which have been extensively exercised, were con- 
firmed by treaty in 1809, and retained down to the 
present writing. They provided that disputes be- 
tween English subjects must be decided by their own 
ambassador or consul, without intervention of the 
native magistrate.°> Those between an English sub- 
ject and another could not be heard without the pres- 
ence of an interpreter or one of his deputies,5? while 
proceedings against an English subject ‘‘or other per- 
son navigating under their flag’’ for criminal acts 
were to be conducted in the presence of the ambassa- 
dor or consul of the aceused’s nationality.®8 British 
extraterritorial privileges in China were confirmed 5° 
in 1858 by the treaty of Tientsin. 

[§ 6] b. America—(1) In the Levant. Extra- 
territorial concessions to the United States began to 
be obtained with the earliest period of their exist- 
ence as a nation. Before even the federal constitu- 
tional convention had met, although in the same 
year, a treaty was negotiated by Thomas Barclay, a 


delegate of the commissioners ®° at Paris with the. 


then powerful empire of Morocco, which provided 
that disputes between American citizens ‘‘or any 


53. “The ‘Factory’ was an estab- 
lishment tolerated by the State in 


which it was set up, which, appar-|in Paris, 
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had signed the treaty of peace of 
1782 with Great Britain were still 
they were authorized by 
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persons under their protection’’ should be decided 
by their consul who should receive from the Moroc- 
can government any needed assistance to enforce his 
decisions.*1. The presence of the consul was also 
guaranteed ‘‘in assisting at the trial’’ of an Amer- 
ican for a crime against a Moor, and vice versa.®2 
Somewhat similar concessions were obtained from 
Algiers in 1795,°? and from Tunis in 1797.*4 <A cor- 
responding provision in the treaty of 1830 with Tur- 
key,®° secured after long effort,’ was later repu- 
diated by the Turkish government,®? but its enforce- 
ment has been insisted upon by the American au- 
thorities,®* and treated as including Egypt.®® Juris- 
diction ‘‘of all disputes or suits wherein American 
citizens shall be engaged with each other’’ was 
conferred upon consuls of the United States ac- 
credited to Maskat (Muscat) 7° by a treaty with the 
Sultan thereof in 1833. 

[§ 7] (2) In China. The next and most impor- 
tant acquisition was in China to which country 
America seems to have been the first power to com- 
mission a consul. The other countries do not appear 
to have sent theirs until after the treaty of Nan- 
king in 1842 had opened five great ports to trade.™4 
But as early as 1790 Major Samuel Shaw,"? who had 
arrived at Canton in 1784 as supercargo of the ship , 
Empress, was given a commission?? as American 
consul at Canton by President Washington. But, 
although having a consul, Americans, as well as oth- 
ers, found it impracticable to live and conduct busi- 


took place, the minister and principal 
consuls of the United States in Tur- 
key (including the Consul-General in 


ently for the convenience of all -par- 
ties, was withdrawn, as well as all 
persons therein residing, from the 
operation of the local laws. Such an 
establishment existed, I believe, even 
in St. Petersburg.” Piggott Exterr. 
(mew ed 1907) p 174. 

54. Longford (formerly British 
consul) The Story of Old Japan 
(1910) pp 298, 294. 

55. “The most important are those 
concluded by Fvance in 1740 and by 
England at various times from 1675 
to 1809, which are in force at the 
present day and which have served 
as a model for the succeeding treaties 
with other nations.” Secretary Fos- 
ter to Minister Thompson, Nov. 29, 
LSG2AUe SOL Rela (L892) 1 D609 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 739. They are 
set out in part in Piggott Exterr. 
(mew ed 1907) appendix p 273 et seq. 
Compare 1 British and Foreign State 
Papers pt 1 p 747; Van Dyck Capitu- 
lations Ottoman Empire (Washington 
1881) p 16. A French text is con- 
tained in 7 Dumont Corps universelle 
diplomatique du droit des gens (Am- 
sterdam 1781) pt I p 747. 

56. Canpitulations (1675) art XVI. 

57. Capitulations (1673) art XV. 

58. Capitulations (1675) art XLII 
(providing also ‘but they shall hear 
and decide it together without their 
presuming to give them any the least 
molestation, by hearing it alone, con- 
trary to the holy law and _ these 
Capitulations’’). 

59. Apparently they had been exer- 
cised long before. Writing in 1808, Sir 
George Staunton emphasises the ne- 
cessity of “some such arrangement as 
that now subsisting for the regulation 
of the intercourse between the Huro- 
peans and the natives.” Translation 
Ta Ching Lu Li (Chinese Code) p 36. 

Attorney-General Cushing, writing 
of his visit in 1844 said: “In China, 
I found that Great Britain had stipu- 
lated for the absolute exemption of 
her subjects from the jurisdiction of 
the empire; while the Portuguese at- 
tained the same object through their 
own local jurisdiction at Macao.” 7 
Op. Atty.-Gen. pp 495, 498. | 

60. ‘While the commissioners who 


26) C..0.— 20) 


Congiess to negotiate with the rulers 
of the Barbary States or to empower 


substitutes to negotiate.’ Hinckley 
Am. Cons, Jur. Orient p 19. 

61, -freaty® \of | Wan. 25,7 18st 1G 
U.S. St«xat L.. 100 art Xo). 

62.\ Treaty of (Jan...25,..1887 (8 
US. St. at Le 100"art Xx), 

63. Treaty of Sept. 5, 1795. (8 


OCU SE SEs Uo IR BIBS e cS OAE Fovenyal yp 
Jones U. S. Con. Serv. (1906) p 48 
note; 1 Malloy Treaties p 4. 

64 Treaty of Auz., 1797 (8 U. S. 
St. at L. 160 arts XX—XXII); 2 Mal- 
loy Treaties p 1799. Compare 5 Am. 
St. Pap. (Foreign Relations) p 430. 

‘Tf litigations and disputes shall 
arise between subjects of the Sublime 
Porte and citizens of the United 
States, the parties shall not be heard, 
nor shall judgment be pronounced, 
unless the American dragoman be 
present. Causes in which the sum 
may exceed 500 piastres shall be sub- 
mitted to the Sublime Porte, to be de- 
cided according to the laws of equity 
and justice. Citizens of the United 
States of America, quietly pursuing 
their commerce, and not _ being 
charged or convicted of any crime 
or offense, shall not be molested; 
even when they may have committed 
some offense they shall not be ar- 
rested and put in prison by the local 
authorities, but they shall be tried 
by their minister or consul and pun- 
ished according to their offense; fol- 
lowing, in this respect the usage ob- 
served towards other Franks.” Van 
Dyck Capitulations Ottoman Empire 
(Washington 1881) pp 938, 94. 

boo. Treaty of May 7, 1830 (8 U.S. 
Seat Ene edO9y arbeecEVe ism 2) ako: 
Treaties p 1319. P 

66. Treaties and Conv. between 
the United States and Other Powers 
(Washington 1873) p 1060 et seq. 

67. Jones U. S. Cons. Serv. (1906) 
p 49. See an exhaustive discussion 
of this treaty in 2 Moore Int. L. 
Dig. §§ 283, 284. 

68. 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 565 (Cush- 
ing). But see 9 Op. Atty.-Gen. D 
294 (Black). : 

“We have no doubt that in 1864, 
when the transactions in question 


Heypt) had all such jurisdiction in 
civil causes between citizens of the 
United States as was permitted by 
the iaws of Turkey or its usages in 
its intercourse with other Christian 
nations.” Per Bradley, J., in Dainese 
Vitale, Sls Se 133.23) Losedunlg0: 


69: - Dainese: v. Hale, 91. U. Sis; 
23 L. ed. 190. 
70. ‘Treaty of Sept. 21,: 1833 (8 


U. S. St. at L. 458 art IX); 1 Malloy 
Treaties p 1228 (Muscat then exer- 
cised sovereignty over Zanzibar). 

“This power is to be considered 
rather of a mediatory than of an 
authoritative character. It is only 
to be exercised in cases which will 
not admit of being delayed until the 
return of the parties to the United. 
States, or in cases in which upon 
such return the courts of the United 
States could not exercise jurisdiction; 
and even in such cases it is to be 
exercised to no greater extent than 
the occasion may absolutely require. 
In all cases where you may be called 
upon under the treaty to decide dis- 
putes, you will, with the consent of 
the parties, endeavor to obtain the 
aid of some of your countrymen, if 
any suitable persons of that descrip- 
tion are within your consulate. In 
your proceedings on such occasions, 
you will take as your guide the man- 
ner of proceedings in like cases in 
the United States, as far as circum- 
stances permit. You will aiso ob- 
serve those principles upon which 
our judicial institutions are founded; 
and will follow the laws of the 
United States and the decisions of 
our courts as far as they may be 
known to you. You will make a 
proper record of your proceedings 
and will report them to this Depart- 
ment.’?’ Secretary Forsyth to Con- 
sul Waters, April 7, 1836; 2 Moore 
inten, Diz Di 594: 


71. 2 Williams Middle Kingdom 
p 567. 
72. A sketch of Major Shaw and 


an account of the voyage appears in 
17 Asia p 138, in an article by John 
Ford entitled “Outward Bound.” 

73. Reprinted in 5 Am. Journ, Int. 
L. p 426. 
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ness under existing native laws which were so fun- 
damentally different from those to which they had 
been accustomed. The Chinese authorities, too, 
found it annoying and often embarrassing to decide 
questions and dispose of eases involving the rights 
of foreigners, and desired to\be relieved of the whole 
burden.?* This was effected for the United States 
by the treaty7® signed at Wanghia, a suburb of 
Macao, on July 3, 1844, the eve of our sixty-eighth 
national anniversary and worthy to rank with events 
commemorated thereby.”® It was drafted by Caleb 
Cushing,’? afterward attorney-general of the United 
States, whose selection has been pronounced ‘‘most 
fortunate and wise.’’ *§ 

[§ 8] (8) In Southern Asia; Borneo. In 1850 
a treaty’ was negotiated with Borneo which pro- 
vided the most extensive extraterritorial rights ever 
included in any treaty of the United States.%° 

Siam. The second treaty with Siam in 1856 also 
contained an extensive grant to the United States 
of extraterritorial privileges,*+ while the one with 
Persia,®? negotiated later in the same year, adhered 
more nearly to previous treaties with near eastern 
countries, leaving disputes between American citi- 
zens, or between them and other foreigners, to con- 
sular jurisdiction, but retaining for the tribunals of 
Persia controversies between her subjects and those 
of the United States. 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


[§§ 7-11 


[§ 9] (4) .In Japan. The second treaty with 
Japan provided that ‘‘Americans committing of- 
fenses in Japan shall be tried by the American 
Consul General or Consul.’’®* A _ third treaty, 
signed the next year, substantially reincorporated 
this provision ** and added another declaring ‘‘the 
consular courts ... open to Japanese ereditors, to 
enable them to recover their just claims against 
American citizens,’’ thus recognizing the civil juris- 
diction of such courts.®* 

[§ 10] (5) In Other Countries. A treaty with 
Madagascar in 1867 granted ‘‘exclusive civil and 
criminal jurisdiction’’ to the United States over 
American citizens,in the former country;** and this 
grant was renewed in the treaty of 1881.87 America 
was granted full jurisdiction in Samoa *® in 1878, 
in Korea ®® in 1882, and in Zanzibar °° and Tonga ®t 
in 1886, thus rounding out all but a full century of 
extraterritorial development. 

[§ 11] B. Survivals—l. Embassies, Etc. Whale 
the theory of personal jurisdiction which results in 
extraterritoriality has generally disappeared, except 
as preserved by treaty, there are some survivals 
from a former age. Thus ambassadors and other 
diplomatic agents enjoy immunity from the laws 
and jurisdiction of the state to which they are ac- 
credited while their official residences and house- 
‘holds are similarly exempt.°? 


74 As early as 1687, it is re- 
corded, a Chinese official suggested 
that an English offender in China be 
punished by his own national. 
Eames English in China (London 
1909) p 40. See U. S. v. Wiltberger, 
5 Wheat. (U. S.) 76, 5 L. ed. 87 (even 
an offense committed on an Ameri- 
can ship in one of the great tidal 
rivers of China, and only thirty five 
miles from the sea, was punishable 
under Chinese, and not American, 
law). See also ° Lobingier Bibl. 
Introd. Study of Chinese Law, 26 
Green Bag p 401; 45 Journ. Royal 
Asiatic Soe., North China Branch 
(1914) p 110. 

75. “Its fulness of details and 
clear exhibition of the rights con- 
ceded by the Chinese government to 
foreigners dwelling within its bor- 
ders, made it the leading authority 
in settling disputes among them un- 


til 1860.” 2 Williams Middle King- 
dom p 567. 
[a] Article XXI of the - new 


treaty provided that: “Citizens of 
the United States who may commit 
any crime in China shall be subject 
to be tried and punished only by the 
consul, or other public functionary 
of the United States, thereto author- 
ized, according to the laws of the 
United States.” 1 Malloy Treaties 

202. 

t {b] Article KXV_ declared that 
“All questions in regard to rights, 
whether of property or person, aris- 
ing between citizens of the United 
States in China, shall be subject to 
the jurisdiction of, and regulated by 
the authorities of their own govern- 
ment. And all controversies occur- 
ring in China between citizens of the 
United States and the subjects of 
any other Government shall be regu- 
lated by the treaties existing be- 
tween the United States and such 
Governments, respectively, without 
interference on the part of China,” 
1 Malloy Treaties p 203. 

76. “The treaty of Wanghia marks 
a transition—the end of the pre- 
paratory period and the beginning 
of recognized official relations be- 
tween the United States and China.” 
Latourette Early Rel. Between 
United States and China p 144. 

77. Curtis United States and For. 
Powers (1892) p 256. See 7 Op. Atty.- 


Gen. pp 496, 498. 

78. Curtis United States and For. 
Powers (1892) p 256. 

79. Treaty of June 23, 1850 (10 
U. S. St. at L. 909 art IX); 1 Malloy 
Treaties p 132. 

ra Jones U. S. Cons. Serv. (1906) 
p é 

81. Treaty of May 29, 1856 (11 U. 
S. St. at L. 6838, 684 art II); 2 Malloy 
Treaties p 1629. 

82. Treaty of Dec. 13, 1856 (11 U. 
S. St. at L. 709, 710 art V); 2 Malloy 
Treaties p 1372. 

$3.) -Dreaty of June: l7, 2857-Gi wu. 
S. est. rateige (23 (arto) =. Malioy 
Treaties p 998 (providing also: ‘‘Jap- 
anese committing offences against 
Americans shall be tried by the Jap- 
anese authorities’). 

84. “As will be seen, the language 
of the fourth article of the treaty 
of 1857 is that ‘Americans commit- 
ting offenses in Japan shall be tried,’ 
etc.; while the language of the sixth 
article of the treaty of 1858 is that 
‘Americans committing offenses 
against Japanese shall be tried,’ ete. 
Offenses committed in Japan and of- 
fenses committed against Japanese 
are not necessarily identical in mean- 
ing. The latter standing by itself 
would require a more restricted con- 
struction. But the twelfth article 
of that treaty. obviates that. It is 
as follows: ‘Art. XII. Such of the 
provisions of the treaty made by 
Commodore Perry and signed at 
Kanagawa on the 3ist of March, 
1854, as conflict with the provisions 
of this treaty are hereby revoked; 
and as all the provisions of a con- 
vention executed by the consul gen- 
eral of the United States and the 
governors of Simoda, on the 17th 
of June, 1857, are incorporated in 
this treaty that Convention is also 
revoked.’ It will thus be perceived 
that the revocation of the treaty of 
1857 was made upon the assumption 


‘and declaration that all its provisions 


were incorporated into the treaty of 
1858. The revocation must, there- 
fore, be held to be limited to those 
provisions and those only which are 
thus incorporated, that treaty still 
remaining in force as to the unin- 
corporated provisions. This has been 
the practical construction given to 
the alleged revocation by the au- 


thorities of both countries—-a con- 
struction which, in view of the er- 
roneous statement as to the incor- 
poration into the new treaty of all 
the provisions of the former one, is 
reasonable and just.’’ Ross v. McIn- 
tyre, 140 U. S. 453, 466, 11 SCt 879, 
35 L. ed. 581. 

85. Treaty of July 29, 1858 (12 U. 
S. St.-at, 1. 1056-art VE); 12. Malloy. 
Treaties p 1000. 

86. Treaty of Febr. 14, 1867 (15 
U. S. St. at L. 492 art V); 1 Malloy 
Treaties p 1060 (providing also: “All 
disputes and_ differences arising 
within the dominions of her Majesty 
between citizens of the U. S. and 
subjects of Madagascar shall be de- 
cided before the U. S. Consul and an 
officer duly’ authorized by Her Maj- 
esty’s Government who shall afford 
mutual assistance and every facil- 
ity to each other in recovering 
debts”). 

87. Treaty of May 13, 1881 (22 
WS St Sieaaeern i) 9b art uve pe 
Malloy Treaties p 1067. 

88. Treaty of Jan. 17, 1878 (20 
U. S. St. at L. 704 art IV); 2 Malloy 
Treaties p 1574. 

89. Treaty of May 2, 1882 (23 U. 
S.-St. ate W2k ant 0) so) eMilloy 
Treaties p 334. This has never been 
formally surrendered and so late as 
June 30, 1906 congress provided 
“that appeal may be taken to the 
United States court for China from 
any final judgment of the consular 
courts of the United States in Korea 
so long as the right of extraterri- 
toriality shall obtain in favor of the 
United States.’ 34 S.uSta at fe 
GC 39384 $° 2% 

90. Treaty of July 8, 1886 (25 U. 
S. St. at L. 1439 art IT); :2-Malloy. 
Treaties p 1899. 

91. Treaty of Ott, 2, 1886.25). 
S. St. at L. 1442 art XII); 2 Malloy 
Treaties p 1781. . : 

92. See Ambassadors and Consuls 
Ane Se. Diels 02s 

“The position of an ambassador 
with reference to the jurisdiction of 
the country to whose Sovereign he 
is accredited is, in theory, precisely 
identical with that of a person who 
is withdrawn from the jurisdiction 
of thé country in which he resides. 
The two privileges rest on different 
grounds; the one is granted by cour- 
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§§ 12-14] 


{§ 12] 2. Ships. 


vessels of its nationals.®? 


[§ 13] 3. Criminal Law, According to the le- 
gal theory prevailing in parts of continental Europe, 
and in quarters deriving their jurisprudence there- 
from, the penal laws of a sovereign state apply to 
offenses committed against its nationals, even in 
foreign territory; and the offender is subject to its 
jurisdiction.®°* Moreover, punishment imposed in the 
forum delicti commissi is not, under this theory, 
considered a bar to further punishment by the sov- 
ereign state of the offended party. 
Saxon countries this theory is generally repudiated 
and penal laws are treated as having generally no 
greater extraterritorial force than others.°® The two 


tesy, the other by treaty. They 
differ in degree; the one being al- 
most complete and uniform, while 
the other is partial and varies in 
different Oriental States. They dif- 
fer too in the resulting relations to 
the home Government, and the man- 
ner in which laws may be passed af- 
fecting those who enjoy the privi- 
leges. But they have this funda- 
mental fact in common; the ordinary 
consequences of residence in a for- 
eign country do not attach, juris- 
diction being waived, in greater or 
less degree, by the Soverign Au- 
thority of that country.’* Moore Int. 
L. pp 85, 86; Piggott Exterr. (new ed 
1907) 3. 

93. “When the crime is not com- 
mitted on the high seas, but while 
the ship is in territorial waters, then 
it is necessary to distinguish be- 
tween ships of war and merchant- 
men. In the first case, the principle 
of exterritoriality covers the ship 
from all foreign intervention or in- 
vestigation. . . . In the second case, 
when the crime has been committed 
on board a merchantman in a for- 
eign port, the resolution is different, 
because the condition of a merchant- 
man in a foreign port is different 
from that of a man-of-war. The rule 
in these cases, in default of treaties 
or inducements or reciprocity deter- 
mining it, is, that if the offence af- 
fects only the interior discipline of 
the ship, without disturbing nor 
compromitting the tranquillity of the 
port, the local -authority ought to 
declare itself incompetent unless its 
assistance is requested, because the 
true regulator of these questions, in 
which the local authority has no in- 


terest, is the consul.” 1 Riquelme 
Derecho Internacional p 245. Seo 
infra §§ 40-48. See also Admiralty 1 


Ch epet24al. : 
94. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 236; 
Snow Cas. Int. L. p 174 note (“There 
is a large number of codes which 
take jurisdiction of offenses against 
the state committed by them [for- 
eigners] in foreign states; and a 
lesser number which go further and 
extend their jurisdiction to offenses 
against individuals’). See also Con- 
flict of Laws §§ 5, 23; Courts 


119. 
: [a] In France.—See Journ. du 
Droit Internationale Prive (1881) 
p 96 (limited). ‘The French code 
authorizes the prosecution of for- 
eigners for offenses outside of the 
territory of France, only in the ex- 
ceptional cases of crimes against the 
safety of the state, and of counter- 
feiting the seal of the state, na- 
tional moneys having circulation, na- 
tional papers or bank bills author- 
ized by law. Not only is the law 
thus clear, but it was decided by the 
court of cassation of France in 1878, 
in a case which is fully set forth in 
the report above referred to, that, 
with the exception of the crimes 
above mentioned, the French. tri- 
bunals are without power to judge 


Another important survival 
is the jurisdiction which a sovereign state exercises 
over its own ships of war and over the merchant 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


célébre 9? where 


In Anglo- 
[§ 14] 


courts for aliens 


foreigners for acts committed by 
them in a foreign country; that their 
incompetence in this regard is ab- 
solute and permanent; that it can 
be waived neither by the silence nor 
by the consent of the accused; that 
the right to punish emanates from 
the right of sovereignty, which does 
not extend beyond the limits of the 
territory, and that the incompetence 
of the French tribunals, as above 
stated, exists always and to the 
Same degree in every stage of the 
proceedings.” Secretary Bayard to 
Mr. Connery, Nov. 1, 1887, U. S. For. 
Rel. (1887) p 750; 2 Moore Int. L. 
Dig. p 237. 

[b] In Greece.—See Snow Cas. 
Int. L. p 174 note. “The only as- 
sertion I have found in the legisla- 
tion of Europe of a general jurisdic- 
tion by one state of offenses com- 
mitted abroad by foreigners against 
subjects is in-the cases of Greece 
and Russia. The legislation of these 
countries gives to the judicial tri- 
bunals general jurisdiction over such 
offenses.’”’ Secretary Bayard to Mr. 
Connery, Nov. 1, 1887, U. S. For. Rel. 
(1887) p 751; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 


p 236. 

In Italy.—See Snow Cas. Int. 
L. p 174 note; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 
Dires6. tee. Von Bar Prive int. 4a, 
(Gillespie ed) p 62 (on the views of 
the Italian jurists); Woolsey Int. L. 
p 76 (referring specifically to Sar- 
dinia). 

{d] In Japan.—“This law is ap- 
plicable to Japanese Subjects who 
have committed the following of- 
fences outside the Empire (enumera- 
tion). This law also applies to for- 
eigners who have committed of- 
fences mentioned in the preceding 
paragraph against Japanese Subjects 
outside the Empire.’”’ Pen. Code (De 
Becker Transl. [1907] § 3). See 
Lobingier New Japanese Penal Code 
and its Doctrine of Extraterritorial 
Jurisdiction, 2 Am. Journ. Int. L. 
p 845. The Japanese 
secured the surrender of extraterri- 
toriality (1899) in their own coun- 
try before they began to claim a 
similar privilege, as regards the 
criminal law in every other coun- 
try. 

{e] In Mexico.—See Snow Cas. 
Int. L. p 174 note. “Mr. Romero 
[Minister to Mexico] produced to me 
the Mexican Law, article 186, where- 
by jurisdiction is assumed by Mex- 
ico for crimes committed against 
Mexicans within the United States 
or. any foreign country, and under 
this he maintains the publication of 
a libel in Texas was made cognizable 
and punishable in Mexico.” Secre- 
tary Bayard to Mr. Jackson, July 
27, 1886. See also 2 Wharton Int. 
L. Dig. p 441. 

95. “Even though the case may 
have been adjudicated upon in a for- 
eign country and a final and conclu- 
sive judgment rendered in respect to 
same, this shall be no bar to the in- 
stitution of entirely new proceed- 


had . hardly | 
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theories came into conflict in an international cause 


an American citizen had been ar- 


rested and imprisoned in Mexico for an alleged libel 
published in Texas. 
manded his ‘‘instant release’’ °8 and when met with 
the Mexican claim of extraterritorial criminal juris- 
diction ®® repudiated it. 
sequently released by the Mexican authorities on a 
ground ostensibly different from that contended for 
by the American government,’’? and about a dozen 
years later a treaty was effected between the two 
governments by which each agreed ‘‘not to assume 
jurisdiction in the punishment of crimes committed 
exclusively within the territory of the other’’ ex- 
cept the embezzlement of publie funds.? 

4. Other Instances. In Spain special 


The American government de- 


The prisoner ‘‘was sub- 


were long maintained and subjects 


ings and the infliction of punish- 
ment for the same act (in Japan). 
If, however, the offender has already 
undergone the punishment to which 
he was sentenced in a foreign coun- 
try, or any portion thereof, the Court 
may either reduce the penalty or 
remit the execution thereof.” Jap- 
anese Pen. Code (De Becker Transl. 
[1907] $5). 

96. See Conflict of Laws § 23; 

Criminal Law §§ 169, 198, 216. 
_ [a] “All crime is local. The jur- 
isdiction over the crime belongs to 
the country where the crime is com- 
mitted, and, except over her own 
subject, Her Majesty and the Impe- 
rial Legislature has no power what- 
ever.” Halsbury, L. C., in Macleod 
v. Atty.-Gen. for New South Wales, 
[1891] A. C. 455, 458. See also Fol- 
liott, V..Ogden,, 1H. BI 1235) 1359 126 
Reprint 75; Wolff v. Oxholm, 6 M. & 
S. 92, 105 Reprint 1177. 

97. Cutting’s Case, Report by Dr. 
John Bassett Moore (1887). 

“On June 18 last A. K. Cutting, a 
citizen of the United States, who for 
the preceding eighteen months had 
been a resident ‘off and on,’ of El Paso 
del Norte, Mexico, and as to whose 
character for respectability strong 
evidence has been adduced, published 
in a newspaper of El Paso, Tex., a 
card commenting on certain proceed- 
ings of Emigdio Medina, a citizen 
of Mexico, with whom Mr. Cutting 
has been in controversy. For this 
publication Mr. Cutting was impris- 
oned on the 22d of June last, at El 
Paso del Norte, in Mexico.” - Secre- 
tary Bayard to Mr. Jackson, July 20, 
1886; 2 Wharton Int. L. Dig. p 439; 
Senate Ex. Doc. (49th Congr. 1st 
Sess.) p 224. 

98. Secretary Bayard to Mr. Jack- 
son, July 30, 1886; 2 Wharton Int. 
L. Dig. p 439; Senate Ex. Doc. (49th 
Congr. 1st Sess.) p 224. 

99. 2 Wharton Int. L. Dig. p 439; 
Senate Ex. Doc. (49th Congr. ist 
Sess.) p 224. 

1. Secretary Bayard to Mr. Jack- 
son, July 20, 1886; Secretary Bayard 
to Mr. Connery, Nov. 1, 1887; Moore 
int LA Dic Dp, 23b Ue. Horsehe 
(1887) p 751; 2 Wharton Int. L. Dig. 
pp 439-441. 

“In the absence of any treaty of 
amity between the United States and 
Mexico providing for the trial of the 
citizens of the two countries re- 
spectively, the rules of international 
law would forbid the assumption of 
such power by Mexico as is contained. 
in the Penal Code, article 186, above 
cited. The existence of such. power 
was and is denied by the United 
States.” Secretary Bayard to Mr. 
Jackson, July 20, 1886; 2 Wharton 
Inte Tea Digpu4a 

2. Lobingier New Japanese Penal 
Code and its Doctrine’ of Extraterri- 
torial Jurisdiction, 3 Am. Journ. Int. 


L. p 847. 

3. Treaty of Febr. 22, 1899 (31 
Use Stoan Le 13820arte i pares. 
III); 1 Malloy Treaties p 1186. 
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of certain powers like Morocco,‘ Turkey,® and Tri- 
poli,® have, at least until recently, been accorded 
In Algeria the French 
government leaves the Moslem and Jewish com- 
munities each to live under its own law.’ 
somewhat similar situation prevails as regards the 
Hindus and Moslems of British India.® 
privilege has long been extended by the American 
government to the aborigines within its territory.® 
In Italy such privileges are secured to the Vatican, 
the Lateran church, and the papal villa at Castel 


extraterritorial privileges. 


Gandolfo, by act of parliament.'° 


distinguished group of modern jurists who contend 
for the extraterritoriality of all law relative to cer- 


tain subjects.*? 


[§ 15] C. Termination. 


41 Riquelme Derecho’ Publico 
Internacional (Madrid 1849) p 391. 

5. 1 Riquelme Derecho Publico 
Internacional (Madrid 1849) p 391; 
Treaty of Sept. 14. 1782, confirmed 
by treaty of March 2, 1840; Cantillo 
Tratados (Madrid 1843) pp 569, 590. 

6. Treaty of Sept. 10, 1784; Can- 
tillo Tratados (Madrid 1843) p 887. 

7, Senatorial Decree of July 14, 
TUES arcs.) Lis Von Bar Priv. int, 
L. (Gillespie ed) p 20 note. 

8. Westlake Priv. Int. L. (4th ed) 
Pp: SlZ, 313. 

“By the law established in India, 
the members of certain castes and 
creeds are, in many important re- 
spects, governed by their own wbe- 
culiar rules and customs, so that an 
Indian domicil of succession may 
involve the application of Hindu or 
Mahomedan law.” Abd-Ul-Messih v. 
Farra, 13 App. Cas. 431, 440, 5 ERC 
172. 

9. U.S. v. Rogers, 4 How. (U. S.) 
Howeiie dined, d1057 7U SS. Varkags- 
dale, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,113, Hempst. 
479. See 2 Op. Atty.-Gen. p_ 693; 
Wall v. Williamsdn, 8 Ala. 48, Beale 
Cas. Confl. Laws 77; Roche v. Wash- 
ington, 19 Ind. 53, 81 AmD 376, 2 
Beale Cas. Confl. Laws 81. 

10. Law of May 13, 1871. 

1l. “From an international point 
of view, continuity necessarily im- 
plies extraterritoriality, generality of 
application, territoriality. ... Fora 
law to be truly continuous, it must 
apply under all circumstances to 
the person subject to it, it must 
follow him abroad when he leaves 
his country, and it must rule all his 
affairs there as well as in his own 
country. To take the common 
example of a law of capacity: Sup- 
pose it ceases to apply to a person 
when he leaves his own country, or 
that it only remains inapplicable to 
such of the person’s property es is 
situated in a foreign country, and it 
will be clear that the law misses its 
object because it misses continuity 
of effect. . One can see that if, 
in the case of the same person, a 
period of complete incapacity is fol- 
lowed by a period of limited capac- 
ity, all the results that the legisla- 
tor might attain by the rules he es- 
tablished will be forever compromised 
by the breach of continuity which 
will be produced in the application 
of the rule. In the same way gen- 
erality is inseparable from  terri- 
toriality. Laws for individual 
protection should be extraterritorial. 
This is in fact implicitly included 
in the very idea of protection. For 
protection to be efficacious it must 
be complete, or, to return to fa- 
miliar terms, continuous. It should 
be continuous in time and space; 
suffer no interruption, for one mo- 
ment of interruption always compro- 


Extraterritoriality, 
when guaranteed by treaty, can of course be ter- 
minated only by the same means.!? 
stances this has taken place when the territory 


fing ‘China and 
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ject.3° 


And a | 1899. 


The same 


same date.1” 
There is also a 


In most in- 


mises, and may suffice to ruin the 
effect of long continued protection. 
It must be continuous in space, by 
which we understand that the per- 
son should be protected everywhere; 
and if, as often happens, he owns 
goods in several countries, thus sub- 
jected in fact to several different 
sovereignties, the law which protects 
him should extend to all his inter- 
ests in spite of differences in the 
laws which complicate matters. All 
protection is armor, which does not 
fulfil its office unless it is without 
flaw. Pillet Essai d’un systeme gen- 
eral des solution de conflits de lois.” 
21 Clunet (1894) pp 417, 711. 

12. Tunis was annexed to France 
about 188i but the treaty by which 
the United States renounced extra- 
territorial rights was not signed 
until 1904 (U. S. For. Rel. [1904] 
p 304). In 1882 the department of 
state expressed the view, with ref- 
erence to the proposal of France to 
extend French judicial tribunals and 
procedure to Tunis, that the assent 
of congress would be necessary to 
enable the United States to renounce 
its jurisdiction. Mr. Frelinghuysen, 
Sec. of State, to Mr. West, Brit. 
Min, Dec. 23, 1882, For. Rel. (1883) 
p 483; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 638. But 
see the case of Madagascar, 2 Moore 
Int, Le Dies ppy637, 1638. 

Upon entering the World War in 
1914 the Turkish government ‘‘de- 
nounced” the capitulations and de- 
clared them abolished; but none of 
the powers previously enjoying them 
agreed to this and after Turkey her- 
self “capitulated” the enjoyment of 
the capitulations was automatically 
resumed, at least until the territory 
in question passed to a new sover- 
eignty. 

13. For example Zanzibar, an- 
nexed to Great Britain, and treaty 
between the latter and the United 
States, which relinquished jurisdic- 
tion to the British courts, Febr. 25, 
1905. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 6388. 

14. Treaty of Nov. 22, 1894 (29 
U. S. St. at L. 853 art XVIII); 2 Mal- 
loy Treaties p 1035. 

{a] For Great Britain ‘this aboli- 
tion was effected by the Order in 
Council of 7th October, 1899, which 
suspended the operation of the exist- 
Japan’ and ‘China, 
Japan and Corea’ Orders in Japan as 
from 4th August, 1899. Practically 
all these Orders were abrogated by 
the ‘China and Corea Order, 1904.’” 
Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 64. 

[b] The French and Austrian 
treaties took effect on Aug. 4; the 
American treaty on July 17. See 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. § 281. 

15. Thus the commercial treaty 
of 1902 with Great Britain recited 
that “China having expressed a 
strong desire to reform her judicial 
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subject thereto was annexed to another not so sub- 
In Japan, however, voluntary surrender of 
extraterritoriality by the powers enjoying it was 
announced as early as 1894 1* and finally effected in 
Certain treaties between China and other 
powers contain conditional clauses looking to the 
same result;® and the same is true with respect 
to clauses appearing in the commercial treaty of 
1903 between the United States and China,!® and in 
that between the United States and Japan of the 
The treaty of 1908 with Sweden ex- 
presses that power’s willingness to do so ‘‘as soon 
as all other treaty powers have agreed to relinquish 
their extraterritorial rights.’’1* These guarded re- 
citals express the good will of the powers toward 
China but the reform which is the essential condi- 
tion of the proposed surrender is one which in the 
last analysis China must work out for herself and 
as yet it can scarcely be said to have begun. 


system and to bring it into accord 
with that of Western nations, Great 
Britain agrees to give every assist- 
ance to such reform, and she will 
also be prepared to relinquish her 
extra-territorial rights when she is 
satisfied that the state of the Chinese 
laws, the arrangement for their ad- 
ministration, and other considera- 
tions warrant her in so doing.’ Art 
XII; 1 Treaties Between China and 
Foreign States (Shanghai 1908) 
p 365. By the same treaty “China 
agrees to take the necessary steps 
to provide for a uniform national 
coinage which shall be legal tender 
in payment of all duties, taxes and 
other obligations throughout the Em- 
pire by British as well as Chinese 
subjects.’”’ Art. II; 1 Treaties Be- 
tween China and Foreign States 
(Shanghai 1908) p 352. But this has 
hardly been seriously attempted. 

16. Art XV; 1 Treaties Between 
China and Foreign States (Shanghai 
1908) p 547 By another article (IX) 
of this treaty China “now agrees to 
fully protect any citizen, firm or 
corporation of the Pnited States in 
the exclusive use in the Empire of 
China of any lawful trade-mark to 
the exclusive use of which in the 
United States they are entitled, or 
which they have adopted and used, 
or intend to adopt and use as soon 
as registered, for exclusive use with- 
in the Empire of China.” But in- 
fringements of such trade-marks are 
still of every day occurrence. 

17. Art XI; 2 Treaties Between 
China and Foreign States (Shanghai 
1908) p 1350; The Treaty of 1915 
between Japan and China ‘“Respect- 
ing South Manchuria and Hastern 
Inner Mongolia’ recites ‘‘When, in 
future, the judicial system in the 
said region is completely reformed, 
all civil and criminal cases concern- 
ing Japanese subjects shall be tried 
and adjudicated entirely by Chinese 
law courts.” Tyau, Leg. Obl. aris- 
ing out of Treaty Rel. Between 
China and Other States (Shanghai 
1917) p 229. 

18. Art X. See Tyau Leg. Obl. 
arising out of Treaty Rel. Between 
China and Other States (Shanghai 
1917) p 56 note. 

19. A system of courts has been 
established, on paper, but the ac- 
counts of them to date have not 
been flattering. The Shanghai Ga- 
zette, a Chinese newspaper, in its 
issue of May 15, 1918, quotes the 
following description of the actual 
administration of justice in the in- 
terior of China: “ ‘You people in 
the Ports know nothing of the state 
of the interior,’ writes a Honan cor- 
respondent to a Hankow paper. 
‘There is no redress. One man has 
just gone to Kaifeng to appeal. He 
sold a mule, and’ the purchaser re- 
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[§ 16] A. What Laws Extend—l. In General. 
The laws which govern an alien residing in an extra- 
territorial country are, according to one theory,?° the 
laws of that country. But while their sanction may 
derive from the latter they actually owe their origin 
to the legislative, authority of the alien’s country, 
which determines what portion of its laws extends. 
For not all the laws of any country operate extra- 
territorially. In every legal system there are many 
laws which are’ inherently local and which cannot 
well be applied outside the territorial boundaries of 
the country whose legislature necessarily determines 


what laws are to extend.”4 


[§ 17] 2. French. Under the French forme of 
extraterritoriality five classes of laws have been 
found *” applicable in the countries affected, namely: 
(1) Those expressly so providing;** (2) those per- 
taining to personal status and capacity;?4 (3) the 
common law contained in the codes and general acts 
in so far as they are not inconsistent with special 


fused to pay or return the mule. He 
foolishly went to the Boxer magis- 
trate who fined him $200 and let 
the swindler keep the mule.’’”’ A law 
codification commission has been at 
work for some time but as yet but 
one code (penal) has been put in 
force and that provisionally. The 
other Chinese laws are in a chaotic 
State. 

20. “The law to which he would 
be subject would be none the less 
the law of China because it provides 
that persons of British and Ameri- 
can nationality shall be governed by 
such laws as their respective coun- 
tries may enact to govern their na- 
_tionals in China. The legislative 
power of China extends to all per- 
sons and things within the territorial 
limits of the Empire; the British 
Parliament in legislating for British 
nationals in China acts merely un- 
der a delegation of authority. Such 
laws are operative within the_ter- 
ritory of China only because China 
recognizes them as part of the law 
of’ the land. The Chinese law sub- 
jects certain persons owing alle- 
giance to a foreign government to 
rules of law which may differ from 
those that are applied to persons of 
Chinese nationality, just as the com- 
mon law subjects certain transac- 
tions having their origin in foreign 
countries to rules of law which may 
differ from those that are applied to 
transactions taking place in the 
forum. Nor is the principle affected 
by the circumstance that this law 
is administered by officials appoint- 
ed by a foreign government.” Hube- 
rich Domicile of Privileged Foreign- 
ers, 24 Law Quart. Rev. pp 440, 444, 
448. The department of state never- 
theless approved the enforcement by 
the consul general at Shanghai of 
municipal regulations adopted by its 
“rate-payers.” “The ordinances of 
the municipality of Shanghai, al- 
though dependent for their opera- 
tion as to citizens of the United 
States upon the approval of the min- 
ister of this Government in China, 
are conceived to present in one as- 
pect a different question from that 
of the power of the minister of the 
United States as to criminal legisla~- 
tion. The municipality of Shanghai 
is understood to have been organ- 
ized by the voluntary action of the 
foreign residents (of certain na- 
tionalities), or such of (those resi- 
dents) aS were owners or renters of 
land, for the purpose of exercising 
such local powers for the preserva- 
tion of the order and morals of the 
community as are usually enjoyed 
by municipal bodies. In the United 
States, where government is reduced 
to a legal system, these powers of 
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Acts. 


local police rest on charters granted 
by the supreme legislative authority 
of the State; but it is not difficult to 
conceive of a case in which a com- 


munity outside of any general sys-| 


tem of law might organize a gov- 
ernment and adopt rules and regu- 
lations which would be recognized as 
valid on the ground of the right of 
self-preservation, which is inherent 
in people everywhere. In this light 
may be regarded the municipal or- 
dinances of Shanghai. The foreign 
settlement not being subject to the 
laws of China, ana the legal systems 
of the respective foreign powers rep- 
resented there being not only dis- 
similar inter se, but insufficient to 
meet the local needs, it became nec- 
essary for the local residents in- 
terested in the preservation of peace 
and order to supply the deficiency. 
American citizens residing in Shang- 
hai enjoy, in common with other 
persons composing the foreign settle- 
ment, all the rights, privileges, and 
protection which the municipal gov- 
ernment affords; and as they go 
there voluntarily, and presumptively 
for the advancement of their per- 
sonal interests, they may reasonably 
be held to observe such police regu- 
lations as are not inconsistent with 
their rights under the laws of the 
United States. It is true that this 
reasoning is not conclusive as to 
the strict legal authority of the con- 
sul-general of the United States to 
enforce such regulations; but, taken 
in connection with the fact that at 
present American citizens in Shang- 
hai are not subject to any judicial 
control except that of. the consul- 
general of the United States, it af- 
fords a basis upon which his en- 
forcement of the municipal regula- 
tions may be justified.” Secretary 
Bayard to Minister Denby, March 7, 
1887, 2 Moore Int. L.’ Dig. pp 649, 
650. 

“A report made to Congress by 
my predecessor, Mr. Seward (a copy 
of which is inclosed), shows that it 
has been the habit of this Depart- 
ment to regard the judicial power 
of our consular officers in Japan as 
resting upon the assent of the Gov- 
ernment of that Kingdom, whether 
expressed by formal convention or 
by tacit acquiescence in the notori- 
ous practice of the consular courts. 
In other words, they were esteemed 
somewhat in the same light as they 
would have been if they were con- 
stituted by the Mikado with Ameri- 
can citizens as judges, and with all 
the authority with which a Japanese 
tribunal is invested in respect to the 
native subjects of Japan, to the ex- 
tent that our Government will ad- 
mit a jurisdiction understood to be 
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laws relating to consular jurisdiction;25 (4) inter- 
national treaties, provided they contain no contrary 
restriction and that notice is given to the Nether- 
lands government of the intention to extend their 
provisions beyond home territory;?° (5) special laws 
when they are not incompatible with local institu- 
tions or when they do not require nonexistent ma- 
chinery.?’ It will be seen, therefore, that the French 
theory of extraterritoriality requires a consideration 
of practically every law on its own merits.28 

3. British — a. 
The exercise of extraterritorial rights by the 
British Empire has long been governed by a series 
of statutes known as ‘‘ Foreign Jurisdiction Acts,”’ 
the first of which was passed in 1843,2® while that 
now in force dates from 1890.°° 
ize the British sovereign ‘‘to hold, exercise and en- 
joy any jurisdiction’’ he may previously have had 
‘‘within a foreign country in the same and ample 
manner as if ... acquired ... by the cession or 


Foreign Jurisdiction 


These acts author- 


extremely arbitrary. They were, so 
to speak, the agents of a despotism, 
only restrained by such safeguards 
as our own Government may inter- 
pose for the protection of citizens 
who come within its sway. Between 
this view and that which would re- 
gard our consular courts as possess- 
ing only that authority which has 
been conferred upon them in express 
terms by Congress there is a wide 
margin.’ Secretary Fish to Minis- 
ter De Long, Dec. 20, 1870, 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. pp 618, 619. 

21. See Conflict of Laws § 238. 

22. De Marsoulies Application des 


lois francaises dans les établisse- 
TReRE consulaires (Shanghai 1917) 
pate 

23.7 Hor example Fundamental 


Edict of June 1778 (regarding judi- 
cial and police functions of consuls); 
Laws of May 28, 1836 and July 8, 
1852 (relative to the prosecution of 
crimes and offenses and to consular 
jurisdiction in certain countries). 

24 French Civ. Code art 3 (ex- 
pressedly providing that such laws 
govern French citizens, although re- 
siding abroad). 

25. Kor example the provisions of 
the code of civil procedure are not 
applicable before consular tribunals 
except as they are consistent with 
the edition of 1778. Sentence Cour 
de Cassation, April 30, 1862 (Sirey 
67, 1, 439). ’ 

[a] So the Spanish Law of Civil 
Procedure when applicable to the 
Philippines provided (art 55) that 
certain of its provisions were not 
to govern Spanish consuls in the 
exercise of their jurisdiction in 


China. 
(July 17, 1905) 


26. 
p 26. 

27. For example the _ electeral 
laws. The law of Dec. 19, 1907, rel- 
ative to the supervision or control 
of savings societies, was held inap- 
plicable by the French consular 
court of Shanghai (Oct» 19, 1907). 

28. [a] Date of taking effect.— 
French laws are construed as hay- 
ing extraterritorial force from the 
date when notice of their promul- 
gation reaches the country in ques- 
tion. Rouet v. Schiff, Journ. du Pa- 
jais (1891) p 721, 1 Beale Cas. Confl. 
Laws p 93. 

29: Sty 61S % Vict: ic 94.) SSA the 
fundamental rules of law which are 
bottomed in allegiance and in juris- 
diction, whether of Parliament or of 
the courts, are as applicable to 
oriental, or so-called barbarous coun- 
tries, and to British subjects resi- 
dent or being therein, as to civilized 
States.” Piggott Exterr. (new ed 
1907) pp 38, 4. 

30: St. 538° & 54 Vict. © 37. 
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tonquest of territory.’’?%1 The sovereign’s terri- 

torial and extraterritorial jurisdiction are therefore 
placed on the same footing *? in this respect, and he 
is empowered by order in council to direct that cer- 
tain statutes *3 ‘‘shall extend with or without any 
exceptions, adaptations, or modifications in the or- 
der mentioned, to any foreign country in which for 
the time being’’ he ‘‘has jurisdiction.’’ ** Acting 
under the authority thus conferred ‘‘the King in 
Council in various Orders issued from time to time’’ 
has legislated for his subjects overseas.*® 

[§ 19] b. - Civil Jurisdiction. The ‘‘China and 
Corea Order in Couneil’’ of Oct. 24, 1904 regulates 
the exercise of British jurisdiction in the first named 
country and, together with the rules of court *° 
promulgated thereunder, and the extended statutes 
already mentioned, constitutes a fairly complete 
code of laws for British nationals in China. ‘‘Sub- 
ject to the provisions of this order’’ it is provided 
‘‘The civil jurisdiction of every Court acting under 
this Order shall, as far as circumstances admit, bé 
exercised on the principles of, and in conformity 
with, English law for the time being in force.’’ 3" 

Land. But ‘‘the law of England recognizes the 
principle that the incidents of land are governed by 
the law of its site,’’ and this is not affected by 
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extraterritoriality.*® 

§ 20] c. Criminal Jurisdiction. Similarly, 
‘subject to the provisions of the Order, criminal 
jurisdiction under this Order shall, as far as cir- 
cumstances admit, be exercised on the principles 
of, and in conformity with, English law for the time 
being, and with the powers vested in the Courts of 
Justice and Justices of the Peace in England, ac- 
cording to their respective jurisdiction and author- 
ity.’’ 3° ‘With but few exceptions’’ therefore, says 
Piggott,*° ‘‘the whole body of English statutes is, in 
China, extended by Order in Couneil, in virtue of 
the legislative power given to the King; and the 
same system is adopted in such statutes as are di- 
rectly extended by sections contained in them.’’ 
A well-known English text-writer*! expresses ‘‘a 
hesitating opinion’’ that the nationals over whom an 
extraterritorial court exercises jurisdiction must re- 
side within its territory. But such is not the doctrine 
of the American courts whose jurisdiction, it is ex- 
pressly provided,*? ‘‘shall embrace all controversies 
between citizens of the United States or others,’’ 4% 
and the cession 44 of jurisdiction over ‘‘all questions 
... arising between citizens of the United States. 
in China’’ cannot be so construed as to require resi- 
dence there.*® 


31. St. 53 & 54 Vict. § 1. 

32. “The reference to ceded and 
conquered territories in a matter of 
such great delicacy is much to be 
regretted. The words are mislead- 
ing to the ordinary British subject 
who is placed under the jurisdic- 
tion, for he is disposed to consider 
that the Act makes the country in 
which exterritorial privileges have 
been acquired to all intents and pur- 
poses, so far as he is concerned, a 
colony of the British Crown. And 
they are not only misleading to the 
country by which these privileges 
have been granted, but have, in 
strenuous times, been viewed there 
as insulting to its Sovereign and its 
Government. Both British residents 
and nationals attach an undue im- 
portance to the words, deeming them 
to be of direct application. Their 
meaning is, however, plain. Any ju- 
risdiction which may be acquired in 
an oriental country is to be exer- 
cised in the same way as Similar 
jurisdiction is exercised in a con- 
quered or ceded colony. The com- 
parison is not’ between the State 
granting the privileges and a con- 
quered country, but between the 
method of exercising the privileges 
in that State and the method of 
exercising the rights corresponding 
to them in a conquered country.” 
Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 23. 

33. Among these are: “Ad- 
miralty Offences (Colonial) Act, 
1849; Admiralty Offences (Colonial) 
Act, 1860; Merchant Shipping Act, 
1894—Part XIII (in lieu of Mer- 
chant Shipping Act, 1854 Part X, and 
Merchant. Shipping Act, 1867, s IT); 


Evidence Act, 1851 ss 7 and 11; For- 
eign Tribunals Evidence Act, 1856; 
Bvidence by Commission Act, 1859; 


Evidence by Commission Act, 1885; 
British Law  Ascertainment Act, 
1859; Foreign Law Ascertainment 


Act, 1861; Conveyancing (Scotland) 
Act, 1874 s 51; Fugitive Offenders 
Act, 1881.” Piggott Exterr. (new 


ed 1907) .p 838. See also Piggott Nat. 
Table of Statutes. 

34. Foreign Jurisdiction Act 
(1890) § 5 (1). The second sub- 
divison of the section provides that: 
“thereupon those enactments_ shall, 
to the extent of that jurisdiction, 
operate as if that country were a 
British possession, and as if Her 
Majesty in Council were the Legis- 
lature of that possession.” 


ops Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 


p . 

36. See Kennett China Rules of 
Court (Shanghai 1918). The rule 
making ‘authority has been much 
more extensively developed in the 
English courts than in the American. 
Rosenbaum Stud. Eng. Civ. Proc. 
63 Pa. L. Rev. pp 151, 273, 380, 505. 
Compare Rosenbaum Rule-Making in 
Country Courts, Law Quart. Rev. 
April 1915; Rule-Making in the 
Courts of the Empire, Journ. Soc. 
Comp. Leg. (July 1915); The Rule 
Committee and its Work, Law. Mag. 
& Rev. (London) Febr. 1915. See 
also Higgins English Courts and 
Procedure, Am. Judicature Soc. Bul- 
letin XI. 

37. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 89. 

38. Secretary of State for For- 
eign Affairs v. Charlesworth, [1901] 
A. C. 3738. Compare MacDonald v. 
Anderson (H. B. M. Supr. Ct. for 
China and Corea) 72 North China 
Daily News (1904) p 247. 

{a] Thus (1) compensation for 
buildings erected by the British gov- 
ernment on land expropriated from 
one of its own subjects in Zanzibar 
is regulated by the local Mahome- 
dan law. Secretary of State for For- 
eign Affairs v. Charlesworth, [1901] 
A. C. 373 (where, however, the court 
considered British extended legisla- 
tion in fixing compensation for the 
land itself). (2) While rights re- 
specting real property situated in 
China, although belonging to Brit- 
ish subjects, are governed by the 
law of that country so far as it 
ean be ascertained. MacDonald v. 
Anderson, (H. B. M. Supr. Ct. for 
China and Corea), 72 North China 
Herald (1904) p 247 (Bourne, J., say- 
ing, however, that “the greater part 
of Chinese written law would be void 
and inoperative in an English Court 
as inconsistent with the policy of 
English law—Dicey, pp 29 and 382; 
Fitzgerald, in re [1903] 1 Ch. 941. 
Further Chinese land law consists 
almost entirely of local custom: a 
great deal of English law has been 
uniformly followed for half a cen- 
tury by His Majesty’s subjects in 
China, and has thus ,acquired the 
force of Chinese law, e. ¢g., testa- 
mentary disposition of land in China 
according to the English form, and 
English forms of conveyancing. 
Where there is no custom, the duty 


of the Chinese judge is to’ decide ac- 
cording to good conscience. The 
British Court would, I conceive, in 
such cases draw on the civil law as 
developed by modern continental 
codes and text-writers, including our 
own law of personal property which 
comes in some respects from the 
same source, cf. Maine’s Ancient 
Law, p 283. If a land law so de- 
rived is thought too uncertain to sup- 
port the large foreign commercial 
interests now centered in Shanghai 
and Tientsin, legislation alone can 
supply the remedy. Rights of limi- 
tation and servitudes might be gov- 
erned by Land Registration approved 
by the Treaty Powers, and succes- 
sion. ab intestato by Order-in-Coun- 
cil); 

39. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 35, (2): 

40. Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 61. 

41. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
pp 199, 200. 

42. U.S. Rev. St. § 4085... 

43. “Nor can we accept and apply 
to this court the doctrine advanced 
on the unsupported opinion of a text 
writer with reference to the British 
consular courts that all parties to 
litigation before them must be habit- 
ually within their territorial juris- 
diction. Regardless of whether such 
a doctrine is authorized under Brit- 
ish legislation (and no authorities 
are cited) we find no American leg- 
islation which justifies it. ... On the 
contrary the American courts here 
are expressly given jurisdiction of 
‘all controversies between citizens of 
the United States’ without reserva- 
tion as to residence. Nor does the 
attempt to apply a doctrine, which 
confessedly is no part of the juris- 
prudence of the United States, merely 
because an American corporation has 
selected agents of another national- 
ity, seem to us consistent with the 
provisions just quoted.” Everett v. 
Swayne (U. S.’Ct.-for China, Dec. 
28, 1916), 7 Mill. Rev. 407 [aff 255 
Fed. 71, 166 CCA 399] (per Lobin- 
OLS heed als ; 

44. Treaty with China June 18, 
1858 G2 \U. 5S. St.cat. T1029) 0s 
Malloy Treaties p 220. 

45. “It is the contention of the 
plaintiff in error that the words ‘in 
China’ in the foregoing article qualify 
the word ‘citizens’ and not the word 
‘arising;’ in other words, that a resi- 
dence of the parties in China is es- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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_ [§ 21] 4. American—a. In General. The Amer- 
ican law in extraterritorial countries consists of the 
following elements to be applied in the order here 
named: (1) Rules originally prescribed by the min- 
isters but modified and supplemented by judicial au- 
thority ;4° (2) ‘‘the laws of the United States,’’ in- 
cluding primarily acts of congress of general appli- 
cation but, in default of such, those originally en- 
acted for a limited area;*” (3) the common law, as it 
existed in America when the latter separated from 
Great Britain, together with equity and admiralty.‘s 

[§ 22] b. ‘‘Laws of the United States’’—(1) 
Development of the Rule. The first American ex- 
traterritorial treaty *° provided that in the trial of 
an American for a crime against a native, or vice 
versa, ‘‘the law of the country shall take place.’’ 
The next treaty°® required in such a ease that 
““Justice shall be done according to the laws of the 
country where the offense shall be committed.’’ 
Both of these provisions reversed the usual process 
and in the nature of things could not continue, for 
the essence of extraterritoriality is the extension of 
foreign law.°t. The Ottoman treaty, a generation 
later, showed the recognition of the need for a 
change by requiring civil causes ‘‘to be decided ac- 
cording to the laws of equity and justice’’ while the 
punishment of American offenders was to follow 
““the usage observed towards other Franks.’’®? The 
treaty °° with Maskat (Muscat) three years later 
was silent on the subject, but in applying it the 
American consul was instructed to ‘‘follow the laws 
of the United States and the decisions of our 
courts.’’?°* This phrase was carried into the next 
important treaty, with China, which provided that 
‘‘eitizens of the United States ... who may com- 
mit any crime in China, shall be subject to be tried 
and punished only by the consul, or other public 
functionary of the United States, thereto authorized 
according to the laws of the United States.’’*> The 
act of congress of 1848 ‘‘passed in reference to this 
treaty and to that with the Ottoman Porte’’%® ex- 
tended these ‘‘laws of the United States... over 
all citizens of the United States in China (and over 
all others to the extent that the treaties justify or 
require,) so far as such laws are suitable to carry 
said treaty into effect.’’°? Of the two treaties nego- 
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tiated in 1856,that with Siam provided for the pun- 
ishment ‘‘of American offenders, by the consul, ac- 
cording to American laws, and... of Siamese of- 
fenders by their own laws.’’*®® The treaty with 


‘Persia of the same year extended ‘‘the laws of the 


United States’’ as regards disputes between Amer- 
ican citizens, while those between the latter and 
Persian subjects were to be ‘‘decided according to 
equity,’’ such citizens being also triable onecrim- 
inal charges‘‘‘as are subjects of the most favored 
nation.’’? 5° The treaties with Japan in the two fol- 
lowing years each provided for punishing American 
offenders in that country ‘‘according to American 
laws.’’ °° Finally the act of 1860, ‘‘to earry into 
effect provisions of the treaties’’ with all these 
countries, extended over American citizens therein 
residing ‘‘(and over all others to the extent that the 
terms of the said treaties, respectively, justify or re- 
quire) ’’ ‘‘the laws of the United States.’’ 

[§ 23] (2) Meaning of the Phrase—(a) Gen- 
erally. Attorney-General Cushing appears to have 
been the first to construe this provision. In his now 
celebrated opinion °? he speaks of ‘‘The laws of the 
United States, comprehending the Constitution, 
treaties, acts of Congress, equity and admiralty law, 
and the law of nations, public and private, as ad- 
ministered by the Supreme Court, and Cireuit and 
District Courts of the United States, and, in certain 
cases, regulations of the Executive Departments.’’ 
But this interpretation must now be qualified in 
some respects. The federal constitution has since 
been declared °* to have no extraterritorial force. 
The ‘‘law of nations’’ was probably operative in 
China before the passage of the act referred to. 
The phrase ‘‘laws of the United States’’ is nar- 
rowed down to mean ‘‘principally, therefore, the 
Acts of Congress then or subsequently in force.’’ 4 
But acts of congress, like the federal constitu- 
tion © itself, are of two classes, namely, those of’ 
general application and those of limited or local 
application.®® 

[§ 24] (b) General Acts of Congress. In de- 
termining what acts of congress are applicable in - 
extraterritorial countries preference is naturally 
given to those of general operation; and accordingly 
it is held that, where a subject is covered by such 


.sential to the existence of any juris- 
diction in the court. We think it 
obvious that Such a construction of 
the provision is wholly inadmissible, 
for the subject matter thereby dealt 
with is controversies arising in 
China. The first clause of the pro- 
vision relates to controversies in re- 
gard to rights, whether of property 
or person, there arising between 
citizens of the United States, and de- 
clares that they shall be subject to 
the jurisdiction and be regulated by 
the authorities of their own govern- 
ment; and by its second clause it is 
declared that all such controversies 
there arising between citizens of the 
United States and ,the subjects of 
any other Government, shall be regu- 
lated by the tr®aties existing be- 
tween the United States and such 
Governments, respectively in each 
instance without interference on the 
part of China. We regard it as clear 
that this is the very plain meaning 
of the article in question. As said 
by counsel for the defendant in er- 
ror, the bare reading of its second 
clause is all that is necessary to 
show that the words ‘in China’ there 
used, fixes, as the basis of the jur- 
isdiction of the court, the place of 
the controversy, and 
not the residence of the parties 
thereto. No sound reason is sug- 
gested why alike construction should 


the origin of 


not be placed upon the first clause. 
To adopt the view urged by _ the 
plaintiff in error would be, in effect, 
to hold a consular court in China 
vested with jurisdiction of a con- 
troversy between American citizens 
arising in the United States if they 
happened to be residents of China.” 
Per Ross, C. J., in Swayne v. Everett, 


7 Mill. Rev. 411, 412. 
46. See infra §§ 29, 30. 
47. See infra §§ 22-25. 


48. See infra §§ 26-28. 

49. Treaty of Jan. 25, 1787 with 
Morocco (8 U. S. St. at L. 103 art 
XX); 1 Malloy Treaties p 1210. . 

50. Treaty of August, 1797, with 
Tunis (3 Wiis, Ste at Lay L60arts Xx, 
XXII); 2 Malloy Treaties p 1799. 

51. Lobingier Am. Courts in China 

2. 

y 52. Treaty of May 7, 1830 (8 U. 
SurStioat wu., 409° art VLV)$) ae Malloy 
Treaties p 1319. Practical interpre- 
tation of this treaty see 2 Moore. Int. 
L. Dig. §§ 283, 284. See Dainese v. 


Hate, 9190, S. 13,28. ed. 1905, See 
also Conflict of Laws § 23. 
53. Treaty of Sept. 21, 1833 (8 


U. S. St. at L. 459 art IX); 1 Malloy 
Treaties p 1280. 

54. Secretary Forsyth to Consul 
Waters April 7, 1836, 2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. p 594. 

55. Treaty of July 8, 1844 (8 U. 
S) at L.'°596 “art. XXII); “2° Malloy 


Treaties p 202. 

56. Per Bradley, J., in Dainese v. 
Hale; 91) Wy Siois8, 23. ited. £90: 

57%, Actl ot Aug) 21, le 4eComUans. 
St. at L. 276 § 4). 

58. Treaty of May 29, 1856 (11 U. 
S. St. at L. 688, 684 art II); 2 Mal- 
loy Treaties p 1630. 

59. Treaty of Dec. 13, 1856 (11 U. 
S= Stat) dui 7:70) carta Vi) 32 Malloy. 
Treaties p 1372. 

60. Treaty of June 17, 1857 (11 
U. S. St. at L. 723 art IV); 1 Malloy 
Treaties p 999; Treaty of July 29, 
1858. (12 U.S. St. at L. 1056 art VE); 
1 Malloy Treaties p 10038. 

61. Act of June 22, 1860: @2 U. 
S. St. at L. 73 § 4). 

62. 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 503. 

63. “The constitution can have no 
operation in another country.’ Ross 
v. McIntire, 140 U. S. 4538, 564, 11 
SCt 897, 35 L. ed. 581. See also Dorr 
v. U..S.,.195. U. S. 138, 24 SCt 808, 49 
L. ed. 128, 1 AnnCas 697; Downes vy. 
Bidwell, 182 U. S. 244, 21 SCt 770, 45 
L. ed. 1088. 

[a] So in Belgium.—TFichera v. 
De Strens (Belgian Cons. Ct., Cairo, 
1887) 16 Clunet p 141, Beale Cas, 
Confl. Laws p 92. 

640 00. 1S ve Allen), UseS.2 Ci. for 
China No. 89. 

65. an Te v. Bell, 1 Philippine L. 
Rey. Lh8, 123; 124. 

66. See Statutes [86 Cyc 988, 989]. 
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an act, a local one on the same subject will not be 
applied.*? But, unfortunately, the general acts of 
congress are of least importance to the ordinary 
American residing in such countries, because they 
deal with subjects, mostly of public law, not directly 
affecting him. In Attorney-General Cushing’s day 
there were few acts of congress at all applicable to 
China which were not of the general class and he 
could well say that ‘‘the federal legislation,—does 
* not inelude these matters (the great mass of civil or 
municipal duties, rights and relations of men)— 
and, of itself, would be of no avail towards determin- 
ing any of the questions of property, succession, the 
contract, which constitute the staple matters of or- 
dinary life.’’®* Since this was written some gen- 
eral acts of congress relating to these subjects have 
been passed. Notable among these is the Federal 
Penal Code ®® which, although far from covering the 
whole subject of criminal law, affords at least a 
ground work, of which other legislation, presently to 
be noticed, is suppletory. 

[§ 25] (ce) Local Acts of Congress. Shortly 
before the establishment of the United States court 
for China, congress had enacted for various juris- 
dictions a series of fairly satisfactory codes and 
statutes, covering such and kindred subjects,’° and 
these local and limited acts, quite as much as the 
general ones, are ‘‘laws of the United States,’’ as 
that phrase is used in the extending act. For the 
phrase is not original with that act. It is found, as 
we have seen, in the treaty of 1844, and, long before 
that, in the federal constitution of 1787.71 As used 
in the latter it was construed by Chief Justice Mar- 


Gian Caos. Wee Diaz, Coe S..-Ot- for 
China No. 678, 679) 6 Mill. Rev. 167; 
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It is true that the phrase “law of 
the United States” 


[§§ 24-25 


shall, as early as 1821, to include an act relating to 
the District of Columbia alone.?2 This doctrine has 
since been followed by the supreme court *? and by 
the lower federal courts.7* In reviewing a prosecu- 
tion originally brought in the United States court 
for China, and in upholding that court’s jurisdiction 
of such a crime, the court of appeals for the ninth 
judicial cireuit applied local acts in default of a 
general one.” This is the doctrine now regularly 
applied by the last named court which has declared 
that the ‘‘extension results quite independently of 
the original purpose of the acts themselves.’’*® Al- 
though the acts construed in the two preceding 
clauses last cited related to crimes, the fundamental 
basis of the decision apples equally well to eivil 
laws which have since been treated by the United 
States court for China as extended here.77 It some- 
times happens of course that congress has passed 
acts, covering the same subject, for more than one 
jurisdiction. Where these are equally suitable, the 
court applies a rule of statutory construction as old 
as the Twelve Tables,*® and adopts the later enact- 
ment.’® In addition to local laws enacted for other 
jurisdictions and extended here, there are some 
which were passed especially for China and are still 
in force. Such was the act of 1848, already no- 
ticed, the act of 1887 penalizing the opium traffic 
by Americans in China,®° the act of 1906 creating 
the United States court for China,’ and the act of 
1915 regulating the practice of pharmacy by Amer- 
icans in China.®? In 1913 Alaska was provided with 
a legislature of its own, but congress will doubtless 
continue to legislate indefinitely for the District of 


several states. But in legislating 


as used in one|for territory over which the United 


Ezra v. Merriman, (U. S. Ct. for 
China No. 701) 6 Mill. Rev. 468; 
Sung Kya Yi v. Dodge, (U. S. Ct. for 
China No. 761). 

68. 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 5038. 

69. Act of March 4, 1909 (35 U. 
Swit. ae GL 321). 

70. Act of March 3, 1899 (30 U.S. 
St. at L. 1253 et seq) (Criminal Code 
for Alaska); Act of June 6, 1900 (U. 
S. St. at. L. 321 ec 786). (Civil Laws 
for, Alaska)> Act iof Mareh 3, 1901 
Cle U Sa st. ately ddisoe@ 8b4)) (Gen= 
eral Code for the District of Colum- 
biaewAct of July ay 1902) (2. US. 
at L. 69 ec 1369) (Organic Act for the 
Philippines but, with its successor, 
containing provisions which may 
prove useful in China; this supple- 
mented, although not entirely re- 
pealed, by the act of Aug. 29, 1916 
[39 U. S. St. at L. 545 ¢ 416], known 
as the “Jones Law’’). 

TAG WATTS, 

72. In rejecting 
contention that great jurist said: 
“Those who contend that acts of 
congress, made in pursuance of 
this power, do not, like acts made 
in pursuance of other powers, bind 
the nation, ought to show some safe 
and clear rule which shall support 
this construction, and prove, that 
an act of congress, as the legisla- 
ture of the Union, is not a law of 
the United States, and does not bind 
them.” Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 
(U. S.)) 264, 424, 5 L. ed. 257, 

73. Parsons vy. District of Colum- 
170° U. S. 45, 18 SCt 521, 42 L. 


the contrary 


In construing the statute (32 U.S. 
St. at L. 691 c 1369 § 10) regulating 
appeals from the Philippines, the 
supreme court declared the Philip- 
pine Tariff Act, which applied to the 
archipelago alone, “a statute of the 
United States.’’ Gsell v. Insular Col- 
lector, 239 U. S) 98, 36 SCt 39,60) L. 
ed. 163 [aff 24 Philippine 369 (aff 
1 Philippine L. Rev. 229-2 33)]. 


paragraph of § 250 of the Judicial 
Code relating to appeals has been 
construed as not including an act 
of congress for the District of Co- 


lumbia. United Surety Co. v. Ameri- 
can, Hrnit,~Product. Co.) (2383, Ue os: 
LAOS beh SCL , S28 Do vir ederetace 


Washington, etc., R. Co. v. Downey, 
236° Us Ss: 1190), 35 iSCt. 40679595 bed. 
533; American Security, ete., Co. v. 
District of Columbia, 224 U. S. 491, 
32 SCt 553, 56 L. ed. 856; American 


Security, etc. Co. v. Rudolph, 38 
App. Coie)” s2, 
But the ratio decidendi was the 


declared purpose of the paragraph to 
limit appeals. American Security, 
ete., Co. v. District of Columbia, 224 
U.S. 491,,°494, 32 SCt 5538, 56 L. ed: 
856. And it was conceded that the 
same phrase in another paragraph 
might be construed differently. 

“Of course there is no doubt that 
the special Act of Congress was in 
one sense a law of the United States. 
It well may be that it would fall 
within the meaning of the same 
words in the third clause of the 
same section; ‘Cases involving the 
constitutionality of any law of the 
United States.’’’ American Security, 
éte., Co. ivi. District ofy ‘Colnmbin, 
supra. See also United Surety ,Co. 
v. American Fruit Product Co,, 
238 U. S.7140) 855SCt 406,559" i eal 
533. 

74. “Such laws (of the District 
of Columbia) are as much laws of 
the United States as though their 
application was to the whole coun- 


try.” In re Wolf, 27 Fed. 606, 612 
(per Parker, J.). 
75. “It is true, there is no gen- 


eral statute applicable to every state 
in the Union, making this an offense 
against the United States; nor could 
there be, in view of the fact that 
under our system of government the 
right to punish for such acts com- 
mitted within the political jurisdic- 
tion of the state is reserved to the 


States exercises exclusive legislative 
jurisdiction, Congress has made the 
act of obtaining money under false 
pretense a crime. . In view of the 
legislation of Congress to which we 
have referred (the act relating to 
Alaska and the District of Colum- 
bia, and the statute of July 7, 1898), 
our conclusion is that obtaining 
money or goods under false pretenses 
is an offense against the laws of the 
United States, within the meaning of 
the statute conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States Court for 
China.”’ Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 759, 
762, 84 CCA 415. 

76. “Thus Congress may enact a 
law for a limited area under its in- 
clusive jurisdiction, such as Alaska 
or the District of Columbia; by its 
terms it may have no force whatever 
outside of such area; but if it is 
‘necessary to execute such treaties’ 
(with China) and ‘suitable to carry 
the same into effect’ it becomes op- 
erative here by virtue of the act of 
1860 above quoted. Such we under- 
stand to be the doctrine announced 


by the Court’ of Appeals.” U. S: v. 
oe Us (Sx "ts = for a" Chinar sine: 
77. Cavanagh v. Worden, (U. S. 


ce for, China No. 313) 5 Mill. Rev. 

“Wor there can be no half way 
adoption of that doctrine; it includes. 
all such laws or mone. It cannot 
logically be restricted to any par- 
ticular class of acis. It is just ay 
applicable to civil laws as to crimi- 
nal; just as neceSsary in respect to 
corporations as to procedure.” U.S. 
v. McRae, (U. S. Ct. for China No. 
586) 1 Mill) Rev. 79" 

78. Sol Sexy aatis Oy 

79. Cavanagh v. Worden, (U. S. 
oe for China No. 313) 5 Mill. Rev. 

80. 24 U. S. St. at L. 409 c 210. 

81. 34) U. SiSt. "at". S14 serssen— 

S238. Us Sa stant, bao ly mem ae 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Columbia and a fair supply of new legislation may 
be expected from that source.8? The’ statutory 
equipment of American courts in China is therefore, 
on the whole, about as complete as that of most 
courts, and it is the only tribunal, sitting outside 
the District of Columbia, which applies exclusively 
federal legislation. 

[§ 26] c. Unwritten Law—(1) The Common 
Law. In any jurisdiction there are of course many 
subjects not covered by legislation; and these 
lacune were early provided for in the American 
law for extraterritorial countries by enacting that 
‘in all cases where such laws (of the United States) 
are not adapted to the object, or are deficient in the 
provisions necessary to furnish suitable remedies, 
the common law shall be extended in like manner 
over such citizens and others in’’ such countries.84 
It is well settled that ‘‘there is no common law of 
the United States as distinguished from (that of) 
the individual states,’’ that is, no ‘‘national cus- 
tomary law, distinct from the common law of Eng- 
land as adopted by the several states each for it- 
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(eer) 813 


extends the ‘‘common law’’ to China.87 

[§ 27] (2) Equity. The statute of 1860 added 
after the words ‘‘the common law,’’ the phrase ‘‘in- 
cluding equity and admiralty’’ §* and such inclusion 
as to equity has other sanction.’® But equity in the 
United States has had a development independent of 
that of the common law.®® The equity jurisdiction 
of the federal courts for example, and their mode 
of administering it, is uniform throughout the coun- 
try,° and, while it would probably be overstating: to 
speak of a federal ‘‘equity jurisprudence,’’ it is 
nevertheless true that no American tribunals have 
applied so extensively the system developed by the 
English high court of chancery as have the federal 
courts. 

[§ 28] (8) Admiralty. The third branch of the 
unwritten law specified in the statute of 1860 is 
administered in the United States by the federal 
courts exclusively °? and state legislation has no ef- 
fect on either the procedure or the jurisprudence, 
which is substantially the maritime law of the whole 
western world.®* This branch therefore presents 
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the correct one.° 


83. A notable instance is the Ne- 
gotiable Instruments Law (act of 
Jane 12, 1899 [30 U.S. St..at i785 
e 47]). Other products of the Uni- 
form Laws Conference may be forth- 
coming. The marriage law of the 
District of Columbia was partly ex- 
tended to foreign countries by the 
act of 1860 (U. S. Rev. St. § 4082), 
and the necessarily larger use here- 
after in China of legislation enacted 
for such District will but carry out 
the ideas of Consular Inspector 
Peirce who, in his report for 1904, 
urging the” establishment of the 
United States court, recommended 
that it should apply “to supplement 
the Federal Statutes, the laws of 
the District of Columbia.” Jones U. 
S. Cons. Serv. (1916) p 58. 

SA Act OL raus, Li 848 309) WS. 
Stavats da. 2765 6° Lo0e SA). 

So the act establishing the United 
States court for China provides, “in 
all such cases when such laws are 
deficient in the provisions necessary 
to give jurisdiction or to furnish 
suitable remedies, the common law 
and the law as established by the 
decisions of the courts of the United 
States shall be applied by said court 
in its decisions and shall govern the 
same subject to the terms of any 
treaties between the United States 
and China.” Act of June 30, 1906 (34 
U. S. St. at L. 815 c 3934 § 4). This 
necessarily gives the federal deci- 
sions precedence over all others. 

[a] Attorney-General Cushing, 
discussing the meaning of ‘‘common- 
law” in this connection, said: ‘For 
such of the States as were founded 
in whole or chief part by colonists 
from Great Britain and _ Ireland, 
or their descendants, the law of 
England, as it existed in_ each 
of those States at the time of their 
separation from Great Britain, with 
such modifications as that law had 
undergone by the operation of colo- 
nial adjudication, legislation, or 
usage, became the common law of 
such independent State. Meanwhile, 
in addition to many changes, differ- 
ing among themselves, which the 
common law underwent in each of 
the colonies before it became a State, 
that common law has been yet more 
largely changed by the legislation 
and judicial construction of each of 
the States. Hence, it was not enough 
to enact that the common law should 
intervene to supply, in China, de- 
ficiencies in the law of the United 
States. For the question would be 


There is authority, however, for the view 
that the first answer suggested by Mr. Cushing’ is 
Several tribunals have construed, 
on the whole similarly, this act of congress which 


[§ 29] 


sure to arise: What common law? 
The common law of England at the 
time when the British colonies were 
transmuted into independent republi- 
can States? Or the common law of 
Massachusetts? Or that of New 
York, or Pennsylvania, or Virginia? 
For all these are distinct, and in 
many important respects. diverse 
‘common law.’” 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 
504. See also Remark of Secretary 
bist, [auot 2 Moore Int. lL. Dig. p 

85. See Common Law § 26. 

sé. “This common law, on which 
the constitution is predicated, neces- 
sarily is not a compound of the law, 
as it applied in the several states 
at the adoption of the constitution, 
because the original had undergone 
changes by local usage and adjudica- 
tion, in the process of its adapta- 
tion to colonial conditions. Neces- 
sarily it is that unit of law, which 
prevailed in England—the English 
common law proper. And it was 
that law, as it stood manifested by 
English decisions, ‘at the date of the 
Declaration of Independence,’ be- 
cause till then appeals lay from the 
colonial courts to the King’s bench, 
and from that tribunal to the House 
of Lords, where controlling decisions 
became, down to that period, the au- 
thoritative exposition of the _ law, 
and its conclusive evidence.” Ware 
v. Wanless, 2 Wyo. 144, 152. 

87. “We understand by the ‘com- 
mon law,’ as used in the Act of Con- 
gress, and applied to the arbitra- 
ment of controversies between citi- 
zens of the United States, that gen- 
eral body of law, which, as Judge 
Marshall expresses it, is constituted 
‘by those general principles and 
those general usages which are to 
be found, not in the legislative Acts 
of any particular State, but that gen- 
erally recognized and long estab- 
lished law which forms the substra- 
tum of the laws of every State,’ i.e., 
every State carved out of the Brit- 
ish Colonies. We may look to Ameri- 
can as well as English books, and to 
American as well as English jurists, 
to ascertain what this law is, for 
neither the opinions nor precedents 
of Judges can be said, with strict 
propriety, to be the law—they are 
only evidence of law.’ Forbes. v. 
Seannell, 13 Cal. 242, 285 (construing 
an assignment originally confirmed 
by the American consul at Canton). 

In the United States court for 
China the phrase has been “inter- 


none, and equity not so many, of the difficulties re- 
sulting from the extension of the ‘‘common law’? in 
its restricted sense. ; 

d. The Rule Making Authority—(1) 


preted to mean those principles of 
the common law of England and 
those statutes passed in aid thereof, 
including the law administered in 
the equity, admiralty and ecclesias- 
tical tribunals, which were adapted 
to the situation and circumstances 
of the American colonies at the date 
of the transfer of sovereignty as 
modified, applied and developed gen- 
erally by the decisions of the United 
States courts, and incorporated gen- 
erally into the statutes and consti- 
tutions of the States.” Per Wilfley, 
J., ins. Siw. Biddle; 1 vAm-? Journ: 
Int. L. 793, 796 [rev on another 
point 156 Fed. 759, where the court 
of appeals expressed the opinion 
that “in making the common law ap- 
plicable to offenses committed by 
American citizens in China, and the 
other countries with which we have 
Similar treaties, Congress had refer- 
ence to the common law in force in 
the several American colonies at the 
date of the separation from the 
mother country, and this included 
not only the ancient common law, 
the lex non scripta, but also stat- 
utes which had theretofore been 
passed amendatory of or in aid of the 
common law’’]. But, as was observed 
by one who had experienced in a 
practical way the difficulties of whicn 
he spoke. “Just think what this 
means. It means that where the 
statutes of the United States are 
deficient or not suitable the Court 
must ascertain the common or un- 
written law in force in the colonies 
prior to the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, and if successful, attempt to 
apply it to modern conditions in 
China, The Judges of the Court of 
Appeals must have felt some amaze- 
ment at the situation.” 1 Stirling 
Fessenden in Far HBastern American 
Bar Association Publication p 23. 

ss.. Act of June 22, 1860 (12 U.S. 
Stora ty lic 73) eo 179) 8.145) 

89. “The English common law in 
enlarged sense, aS embracing law 
and equity became by the principle 
of colonization, the fundamental jur- 
isprudence of the American colo- 
nies.’”’ Ware v. Wanless, 2 Wyo. 144, 
152. 

90. See Equity §§ 3-6. 

91. Sce Equity §§ 5-6. 

9oF US. \CONStN aL) goals mcneebied. 
Jud. Code (1911) § 23 el 3; § 256 cl 3 


F. Cas. No. 


4, 
93. The Chusan, 5 
DAT, « Aeostony, 455. 
94. See Admiralty § 17. 
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Commissioner and Minister. The act of 1848 finally 


provided: ‘‘If defects still remain to be supphed, 
and neither the common law nor the statutes of the 
United States furnish appropriate and suitable reme- 
dies, the commissioner shall, by decrees and regula- 
tions which shall have the force of law, supply 
such defects and deficiencies.’’ °° Attorney-General 
Cushing saw in this the remedy for the difficulties 
already noticed in applying the ‘‘common law.’’ %° 
The first to exercise this extensive and important 
function was Commissioner Davis.°’ As early as 
1850 he framed a set of rules, and the difficulties 
under which he labored are apparent from his de- 
seription.°’ Indeed under such conditions it is re- 
markable that any results whatever were attained. 
The task thus begun by Commissioner Davis was, 
however, soon undertaken by another.°® When a 
minister was appointed he continued to exercise this 
legislative power, and rather extensive court regu- 
lations,! repealing prior ones, were put in force by 
Minister Burlingame in 1864, while both Ministers 
Angell? in 1881 and Denby® in 1897 made addi- 

95. Act of Aug. 11, 1848 (9 U. S. 


St. at L. 276.c 150 §§ 4, 5). 


further provided: “That, in order to | implied trusts.’ 
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tions. But at best they were far from complete or 
even satisfactory as to the ground covered.* 

[§ 30] (2) Judge of the United States Court. 
The act establishing the United States court for 
China confirms and continues in force the old con- 
sular court rules with all their defects,® and it has. 
even been held that they prevail over acts of con- 
gress relating to the same subject. But that pro- 
vision likewise offers a remedy for such defects 
(which, as Judge Thayer suggests,’ congress thus 
appears to recognize), by authorizing the judge of 
the United States court ‘‘to modify and supplement 
said rules.’’® This necessarily includes the author- 
ity to displace old rules with new so that in course 
of time the latter may entirely supersede the for- 
mer. But this rule making function of the United 
States court derives not alone from the statutes; it 
is inherent in all courts,® at least those of record. 

[§ 31] B. To Whom Applicable—l. General 
Rule. The jurisdiction which arises from extrater- 
ritoriality extends in the main only to the nationals 
ef the country enjoying the privilege.t° It cannot, 


the force of circumstances and situ-| ment said rules of procedure.” Act 
The act | ation of the parties, which latter are|of June 30, 1906 (34 U. S. St. at L. 
It will thus be seen | 814 c 3934 § 5) 

organize and carry into effect the|that the Commissioner and Consuls 


“The tariff of fees of said officers 


system of jurisprudence demanded 
by said treaty, the commissioner, 
with the advice of the several con- 
suls for the five ports named in said 
treaty, or so many of them as can 
be conveniently assembled, shall pre- 
scribe the forms of all process which 
shall be issued by any of said _ con- 
suls; the mode of executing and the 
time of returning the same; the man- 
ner in which trials shall be conduct- 
ed, and how the records thereof shall 
be kept; the form of oaths for Chris- 
tian witnesses, and the mode of 
examining all other witnesses; the 
costs which shall be allowed to the 
prevailing party, and the fees which 
shall be paid for judicial services to 
defray necessary expenses; the man- 
ner in which all officers and agents 
to execute process, and to carry this 
act into effect, shall be appointed 
and compensated; the form of bail 
bonds, and the security which shall 
be required of the party who appeals 
from the decision of a consul; and 
generally, without further enumera- 
tion, to make all such decrees.” 

96. “This power of supplemen- 
tary decree or regulation,” he said, 
“serves to provide for many cases 
of criminality, which neither federal 
statutes nor the common 280 poe 
cover.” 7 Op. Atty.-Gen 

97. Jones U. S. Cons. Bate *1906) 
p 51. 

98. “In draughting these regula- 
tions and forms,’”’ he says, “I had to 
encounter great embarrassment, con- 
sequent on my limited knowledge of 
law and forms. ...I was left solely 
to my own resources. Nor was I 
able to find in all China, Hongkong, 
Macao or the Philippines, either an 
American lawyer, or an American 
law book, with the exception of the 
Statutes at Large and Kent’s Com- 
mentaries.” Senate Ex. Doc. (31st 
Cong. 1st Sess.) Doc. 72. 

99. “On the second of October, 
1854, Robert M.. McLane, being the 
United States Commissioner to 
China, with the advice of the United 
States Consul, issued a decree dis- 
tributing the judicial power, by 
which jurisdiction was vested in the 
Consular Court over equity matters, 
trusts, ete. After enumerating the 
heads of jurisdiction, this regulation 
proceeds: ‘As to trusts, equity will 
superintend and protect the creation 
of trusts,.- whether vesting in the 
Trustee real or personal estate, and 
take jurisdiction of trusts, whether 
resulting from an express deed or 


constitute a judiciary for the gov- 
ernment of the citizens of the United 
States in China, and as such, and 
when so acting, are governed by the 
law of nations, the laws of the United 
States, the common law, and the de- 
erees and regulations of the Commis- 
sioner, until the latter are modified 
or annulled by Congress.” Forbes v. 
Scannell, 13 Cal. 242, 281. And At- 
torney-General Cushing seems to 
have been quite within the truth 
when he wrote, the following year: 
“In certain respects, therefore, the 
commissioner legislates for citizens 
of the United States in China; it 
being required, meanwhile, that such 
‘regulations, orders, and decrees’ as 
he may make in the premises, shall 
be transmitted ‘to the President, to 
be laid before Congress for its re- 
vision. ”’ 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 505. 

1. They are reprinted in Hinckley 
Am. Cons. Jur, Orient pp 226-235. 

2. Hinckley Am. Cons. Jur. Orient 
pp 235, 236. 

8. Hinckley Am. Cons, Jur. Orient 
p 236. This regulation provided for 
the service of warrants in other dis- 
tricts than that of the consul who 
issued it. In expressing his ap- 
proval Secretary of State Olney said: 
“The power of the minister to make 
such decrees and regulations is lim- 
ited to furnishing ‘sufficient and ap- 
propriate remedies.’ The regulation 
proposed clearly relates to the fur- 
nishing of a remedy which is now 
lacking, and it would seem that the 
authority of the minister to supply 
this defect is ample. The form of 
the regulation as suggested by you 
seems well adapted to meet the pur- 
pose, and your proposal is approved.” 
U. S. For. ‘Rel. (1897) p 82: 

4 “The Court has not overlooked 
the fact that many of these regula- 
tions are gravely defective. It may 
well be that Congress so regarded 


them as it has given to the judge of | 


the Court authority to modify and 
supplement such rules of proced- 
ure.’ U. S. v. Engelbracht, (U. S. 
Ct. for’ China’ No. 33) 2 Am. Journ. 
Int. .L. 735, 745. 

5. “The procedure of the said 
court shall be in accordance, so far 
as practicable, with the existing pro- 
cedure prescribed for consular courts 
in China in accordance with the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States: 
Provided, however, That the Judge 
of the said United States Court for 
China shall have authority from 
time to time to modify and supple- 


of the court shall be the same as 
the tariff already fixed for the con- 
sular courts in China, subject to 
amendment from time to time by or- 
der of the President, and all fees 
taxed and received shaJl be paid into 
the Treasury of the United States.’’ 
Act of June 30, 1906 (34 U. S. St. 
at L. 816 c 3934 § 9). 

6. U. S. v., Engelbracht, (U. S, 
Ct. for China No. 33) 3 Am. Journ. 
Int, fs." 735," (45 “Cpery Thayer. Jae 
Everett v. Swayne, (U. S. Ct. ‘for 
China March 5, 1919) 8 Mill. Rev. °75. 

7. 2U., Sat vs pngelpracht, vo aun. 
Journ... Int, Ta) W4 5. 

8. A communicationgto the min- 
ister from the department of state in 
1917 announces 
ment is clearly of the opinion that 
section 5 of the act of June 30, 1906, 
should be construed as effecting a 
transfer of the authority to modify 
and supplement existing rules of 
procedure from the Minister to the 
United States Court for China.” 

9. See Courts § 276; Bartholomew 
v. Carter, 3 M. & G. 124, 42 ECL 73, 
133 Reprint 1083. 

“T hold, therefore, that Rule XV 
of the Regulations of 1864, while 
not to be regarded as having the 
authority or the fixedness of a stat- 
ute, is to be viewed as a rule of 
court expressing a principle open to 
modification by the court that is- 
sued it. It stands in the same posi- 
tion as do the equity rules adopted 
by the Supreme Court of the United 
States and courts of the several 
States, not as a statutory mandate, 
to remain in force until expressly 
repealed or modified, but as a prin- 
ciple and regulation of practice 
which it is open to the court to ex- 
pend or vary as the purposes of 
justice may require.” Secretary Bay- 
ard to Minister Denby, April 27, 
1887, 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 621. 

10. ‘In extra-territorial legislation 
therefore, as distinct from legisla- 
tion applicable to British shins, the 
term ‘any person’ contracts. its 
meaning, and relates only to any 
ge subject.” 2 Piggott Nat. p 


‘Under the system of extraterri- 
toriality the exemption of the alien 
from the operation of the local 
law is not complete, since he is as 
a rule dependent upon that law for 
the redress of injuries, civil or crimi- 
nal, received at the hands of natives 
of the country. For such injuries. 
the native must, aS a rule, be pro- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“that the Depart- — 


Se ee ee ee 


ee eee ee eee | 


Se 


§§ 31-33] 


as a rule, be exercised over those of another al- 


legiance.1! 


[§ 32] 


ers. 


rule. 


[§ 33] (2) Divorce. 


ceeded against in the courts of his 
sovereign. The jurisdiction of the 
ministers and consuls usually is 
limited to proceeds against persons 
of their own nationality. In this 
sense nationality operates as a limi- 
tation upon the jurisdiction; and in 
the same way the nationality of the 
plaintiff, or even of a witness, may, 
in certain contingencies, raise an 
obstacle to the effective exercise or 
jurisdiction.” 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 
p 600 ; 

“The jurisprudence of the subject 
is that in all cases, civil or criminal, 
the forum is that of the defendant: 
with somewhat curicus result, that 
a man’s duties are governed by 
his own law, but his wrongs, 
whether civil or criminal, are re- 
dressed by the law of the wrongdo- 
er. Each Treaty Power has in charge 
the enforcement only of the duties 
of its own subjects in accordance 
with its own laws, and so each 
Power undertakes duties of protec- 
tion with regard to the subjects of 
all other Treaty Powers. A French- 
man, for example, in China is, strict- 
ly speaking, protected as occasions 
may arise, by all the other nations 
who have Courts in the country 
which derive their mandate from 
the Emperor of China. The only 
redress which an injured person can 
obtain depends on the nationality 
and laws of the wrongdoer.”  Pig- 
gott Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 183. 

ll. “Parliament has no right to 
legislate in respect of foreigners who 
are beyond the limits of the Empire.” 
QeePiseott ,Natan De lA0, ik USSell Ve. 
Cambefort, 23 Q. B. D.'526. 

In McLeod vy. Atty.-Gen. for New 
South Wales, [1891] A. C. 455, 459, 
the judicial committee of the privy 
council construed an act of the 
eolonial legislature providing that 
“whosoever being married” con- 
tracts a second marriage ‘‘whereso- 
ever ... [it] takes place” is guilty 
of an offense. It was held that the 
legislature had no power to pass an 
act of such extensive application be- 
cause “it appears to their Lordships 
that the effect of giving the wider 
interpretation to this statute nec- 
essary to sustain this indictment 
would be to comprehend a great 
deal more than Her Majesty’s sub- 
jects; more than any persons who 
may be within the jurisdiction of 
the Colony by any means ‘whatso- 
ever; and that, therefore, if that 
construction were given to the stat- 
ute, it would follow as a necessary 
result that the statute was ultra 
vires of the Colonial Legislature to 
pass.” 4 

“Phe United States consul at Ka- 
nagawa having fined for contempt 
a British subject who, as a witness, 
refused to answer certain questions, 
the British consul, to whom appli- 
cation was made for the enforce- 
ment of the penalty, refused to re- 
quire either the payment of the fine 
or to impose the alternative of im- 
priscnment for nonpayment. It was 
intimated that if the power to pun- 
ish the refractory witness did not 
belong either to the American or to 
the British consul, it would remain 
with the authorities of Japan. 


2. Exceptions—a. Actions in Rem—(1) 
Generally. There are, however, some cases in which 
the exercise of such jurisdiction may affect foreign- 
Such are actions in rem which ‘‘are maintain- 
able where the court has no jurisdiction over the 
parties but only over the subject matter.’’ 12 
admiralty cause has been held to be within this 


It is settled by a prepon- 
derance of authority '* that a simple action for di- 
vorce, without alimony or other personal relief, is a 
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An 


Seward to Consul 
1866, 2 Moore Int. 


Asst. Secretary 
Fisher, April 16, 
L. Dig. p 604. 


12. Bishop Marr. and Div. (6th 
ed) § 147. 
13. “It is not necessary to de- 


clare that the Consular Court pos- 
sessed full Admiralty jurisdiction; 
it is sufficient to express our con- 
currence with the Consular Judge 
that, with respect to proceedings in 
rem, the causes of action occurring 
within given limits, and the usage 
of so treating cognate causes, such 
as Bottomry cases, justify him in 
the course he has pursued on the 
present occasion, and, therefore, we 
must uphold the jurisdiction.” Papa- 
yanni v. Russian Steam Nav., etc., 
Coney Moore PCs Ne S161 e187, Lo 
Reprint 862. 

14. Niboyet v. Niboyet, 4 P. D. 1, 
12. See also Divorce § 

15. See Divorce § 24. 

16. See Divorce §§ 86 et seq, 834. 

17. Strader v. Graham, 10 How. 
Wee) 82, 138 L. ed. 337 (per Taney, 

) 


‘18. Tolen v. Tolen, 2 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 407, 21 AmD 742. See Divorce 
§ 36 et seq. 


19. Von Bar Priv. Int. L. (2d ed) 

386. 

“What are we to say, however, to 
the case where one spouse only ob- 


tains naturalisation in a foreign 
country, and has himself divorced 
there? If, as is the case in France, 


the law does not provide that the 
naturalisation of the husband affects 
the wife ipso jure, such cases will 
occur not infrequently. Laurent 
(5 Le droit civil international (Brus- 
sels and Paris, 1880-1882) § 147) 
thinks that such a conflict, suppos- 
ing that the personal law of the 
other spouse does not allow divorce 
on the same conditions, is, from the 
point of view of positive law, in- 
soluble. He thinks, however, that 
the State to which the one spouse 
has gone over, must give him or her 
a divorce with all its consequences, 
and as a matter of fact judgments 
to this effect have been pronounced 
both by the courts of first instance 
and by the Appeal Court at Brus- 
sels.” Decisions of May 12 and 
DeECuo le LO Us Du OULISD iG. Deore. 

20. Richards v. Richards, U. S. Ct. 
for China No. 424 May 1, 1915. 

Defendant was a Chinese woman 
and the court, per Lobingier, J., ob- 
served that “‘the marriage of the cle- 
fendant, even though of alien birth, 
would normally change her citizen- 
ship to that of her husband (U. 8. 
Rev. Stats., Sec. 1994; Kelly v. Owen, 
Ve NVictllee CW See Opel Oieclua ped 28.035 
Moore, International Law Dig., il, 
458 et seq. Such is also now the 
law of Japan. American Bar Asso- 
Glation | Journals 111; 228%), «which 
would likewise give jurisdiction of 
the person. The difficulty in the 
case arises from the fact that the 
defendant is not of a class ‘who 
might herself be lawfully natural- 
ized’ in any other way (U. S. Rev. 
Spats secs, 2692. OvCay ddl,” note 
19. See, however, Hinckley Ameri- 
can Consular Jurisdiction in the 
Orient, 79. 80, where it is observed 
(note) ‘Marriage of a Chinese 


proceeding in rem. 
riage, local to the domicil.’’ 1° Hence the prevailing 
rule gives jurisdiction of such a proceeding to the 
forum of plaintiff’s residence. The residence or citi- 
zenship of defendant is considered immaterial, for 
the purpose of the proceeding is to fix the status 
of the one who invokes the court’s jurisdiction.!¢ 
Every state has an undoubted right to determine the 
status, or domestic and social condition, of the per- 
sons domiciled within its territory.17 
doctrine not alone of the American courts '® but of 
authorities on private international law as well.?® 
Hence it has been held ?° that in such an action by 


‘Chinese, 
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“‘The res is the status of mar- 


This is the 


woman to a German was declared 
in an agreement in 1888 between 
the governments of the two coun- 
tries to make the Chinese woman 
Subject to German jurisdiction. Not- 
withstanding the statutory inhibi- 
tion against the naturalization of 
it was stated by Secre- 
tary of State Bayard that the agree- 
ment between Germany -.and China 
would probably “assist in determin- 
ing’ the “status, in  ‘China;!) o£ 7 the 
Chinese wife of an American citizen, 
assuming the marriage to be con- 
sensual and monagmous;” For. Rel. 
1888, pt 1 p 349; see also p 319, 347, 
683’). The question is whether this 
fact affects, the jurisdiction not 
merely of the defendant’s person 
(which her voluntary appearance 
waives) but, (since a defendant in 
this Court must ordinarily be an 
American citizen) of the subject 
matter? If this were an action in 
personam where pecuniary or other 
relief were sought directly against 
the defendant, a different question 
would be presented. But the Ameri- 
can government has reserved to it- 
self jurisdiction of ‘all questions in 
regard to rights, whether of prop- 
erty or person, arising between citi- 
zens of the United States in China’ 
(Treaty of 1844, Art XXV; Malloy 
Treaties I, 203,) and has’ endowed 
its Court ‘with all the judicial au- 
thority necessary to execute the pro- 
visions of such treaties respectively, 
in regard to civil rights, whether of 
property or persons.’ (Act of Con- 
gress of June 22, 1860, 12-U.-S. Stats. 
at. Large, Sec.) 3, 7p... 735. Us Sic Rev. 
Stats. Sec. 4085).”? After referring to 
the authorities above reviewed the 


court continued: “Under the fore- 
going doctrine, jurisdiction of de- 
fendant’s person .is not essential 


since it is affected indirectly if at 
all,-by the relief sought and granted, 
the main purpose of the action be- 
ing the determination of plaintiff’s 
status. That of defendant is left 
to be fixed by the law and courts of 
defendant’s domicil. Accordingly, 
most American tribunals regularly 
take jurisdiction where the service 
of process upon the defendant is 
constructive only, and effected by 
publication (14 Cye p 588 notes 97, 
98). In this case, however, the de- 
fendant was not only served with a 
summons within this Court’s terri- 
torial jurisdiction, but has volun- 
tarily appeared and submitted her- 
self thereto. That alone, has been 
considered sufficient to confer juris- 
diction upon a court of such a char- 
acter of this. (Papayanni v. Rus- 
sian Steam Nav., etc., Co., 2 Moore 
Pe CoN Seek Olin oe PRL C862) cunt 
There being no question of fact in 
the case, and the Court’s jurisdic- 
tion being thus established, we must 
find that the plaintiff is entitled to 
a decree of divorce a vinculo.... 
If the defendant were clearly an 
American citizen we should apply 
the statute (Act of Cong. of Mch. 
SelOOd pow UL PeSelp Sta Usina.b seueuae, 
e 886) which prohibits remarriage by 
the guilty spouse. But as it is we 
shall not attempt to impose that re- 
striction nor to require costs from 
her.” 
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an American citizen an American extraterritorial 
court has jurisdiction, although defendant is for- 
eign born *! and incapable of naturalization.?? The 
British extraterritorial courts have no jurisdiction 


to grant divoree,?? and a question such as the fore-" 


going could not arise therein. 

[§ 34] b. Cross Demands. English doctrine. 
If a party, properly sued in an extraterritorial trib- 
unal by an alien, pleads a cross demand which is 
considered and adjudicated by the court, it thereby 
exercises jurisdiction over the alien and the pro- 
priety of so doing has given such courts no little 
difficulty. The British doctrine on this question has 
changed from time to time. Formerly a cross de- 
mand against a foreign plaintiff was allowed only 
by leave of court which would not be granted ‘‘un- 
less it was shown that the claim arose out of the 
matter in dispute, that there was reasonable ground 
for it, and that it was not made for vexation or 
delay.’’ 24 Moreover the foreign plaintiff’s consent 
was necessary in the form of a submission to the 
jurisdiction.2® Then a case ?® arose where a cross 
demand was sought against a subject of the country 
which had granted the extraterritorial privilege, and 
this, it was held by the judicial committee of the 
privy council, could not be permitted, because the 
Japanese government had not surrendered the right 
of adjudicating claims against its own subjects,?7 
and because the logical result of the doctrine would 
be to compel the determination in Japanese courts 
of claims against Britons.28 Finally in the China 
and Corea Order in Council of 1904 it was expressly 
provided that ‘‘a cross-action or counterclaim shall 
not be brought in the court against a plaintiff, being 
a foreigner.’’ 7° 

American doctrine. In the American law of plead- 
ing a distinction is made between a counterclaim and 
a set-off, the latter being ‘‘allowed in actions 
founded upon contract and only of obligations 
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springing from contract.’’ °° A counterclaim, on the 
other hand, may arise out of any claim, even a torti- 
ous one, provided it is ‘‘econnected with the subject 
of the action,’’*! and of course where it exceeds the 
original demand judgment is regularly rendered in 
defendant’s favor for the excess.*? The American 
rule for actions in an extraterritorial court is that 
‘‘so far as set-off is a defense (1. e., to ‘the extent 
of the claim asserted’ by an alien plaintiff) it may 
be pleaded.’’?** And any such claim may be re- 
duced to the extent of another elaim established 
against-him by defendant so far at least as the lat- 
ter is founded on contract.*+ This appears to be an 
equitable rule, fair to both parties, and subject 
neither so strongly to the objection in the English 
case last cited nor to the claim that extraterritorial- 
ity operates unfairly against those for whose benefit 
it is designed.*® 

[§ 35] c. Claims against Foreigners Accepting 
Jurisdiction. British rule. The orders in council 
have provided from time to time °° for the trial in 
British courts of actions against foreigners consent- 
ing thereto. Thus in the China order of 1860 the 
British consul *? of the district where defendant 
might be found was empowered ‘‘to hear and deter- 
mine any suit of a civil nature arising within any 
part of the dominions of the Emperor of China, 
instituted by a British subject against a subject 
of the Emperor of China, or against a subject or 
citizen of a foreign state in amity with Her Majesty, 
provided that the defendant in such suit shall con- 
sent to submit to his jurisdiction, and give sufficient 
security that he will abide by the decision of the 
Consul, and will pay such expenses as the Consul 
shall adjudge.’’°8 Five years later an order was 
promulgated which made no provision for actions 


against foreign defendants and the sanction there- 


for was treated as ‘‘abrogated.’’ $® But in 1881 the 
practice was restored, although with certain restric- 


21. Richards v. Richards, U. S.}| ‘there is nothing to take away this); pressed will not interpose any ob- 


Ct. for China No. 424 May 1, 1915. natural right. 


It is indeed expressly | stacle to the 
22. Richards vy. Richards, U. S.| recognised by the treaties.’” Lord 
Ct. for China No. 424 May 1, 1915.| Herschell, C., as 


respondents using 
every means of defence to the appel- 
paraphrased by|lants’ claim. If they can shew that 


23. “The Supreme Court shall, as| Piggott Ixterr. (new ed 1907) p 185.| the Chishima was alone to blame, 


far as circumstances admit, have for 28. 


“Tf the respondents’ contention;}or that the Ravenna was not to 


and within China and Corea, with | be well founded, it must apply equally | blame, they will succeed in defeat- 


respect to British subjects, all such| where a British subject brings an| ing it. 


jurisdiction in matrimonial 


If it should appear that both 


causes | action in a Japanese or Chinese Court] vessels were to blame a question of 
except the jurisdiction relative to|in respect of a claim against a Jap-| some difficulty may arise. 
dissolution or nullity or jactitation|anese or Chinese subject. 


It is clear 
The Jap-| that the plaintiffs, according to the 


of marriage, as for the time being ]|anese or Chinese Court would be en-}law administered in the Admiralty 
belongs to the High Court in Eng-| titled to allow a counter-claim to be} Court, could recover in that case no 


land.” 


China and Corea Or. in Counc.| made against a British subject, and| more than one-half of the damage 


(1904) § 101. to require security to be given to/they have sustained. It is further 
24. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) | satisfy the counter-claim, whatever| clear that if there were a cross-suit 


pp 179, 180. 

25. Papayanni v. Russian Steam 
Nav., ete, Co., 2 Moore P. C. N. S: 
161, 15 Reprint 862. 

26. Imperial Japanese Gov. v. 
Peninsular, etc., Co., [1895] A. C. 644 
(which was an action originally 
brought in the British consular court 
at Yokohama for damages to a war 
ship resulting from a collision with 
one of defendant’s vessels. Hach 
party alleged that the other alone 
was at fault and defendant asked 
leave to file a counterclaim which 
was refused by the consular court, 
allowed by the supreme court on 
appeal but finally denied by the ju- 
dicial committee). 


27. “‘The argument overlooks the} 


limited scope of the jurisdiction 
which the Consular Courts are au- 
thorised to exercise:’ that is to say, 
that they had exclusive cognizance 
only of complaints brought against 
British subjects, but that on the 
other hand, the territorial Courts 
alone were competent to deal with 
claims against a Japanese subject: 


its amount and however much in ex- 
cess of the claim, and to stay pro- 
ceedings in the action until the se- 
curity was given. The effect would 
be to deny the British subject any 
redress in the local Court except 
upon the terms of his submitting to 
its arbitrament a dispute which un- 
der the treaty was reserved exclu- 
sively for the determination of the 
British Consular Court.’ Imperial 
Japanese Gov. v. Peninsular, etce., 
Co., “Lise b PASC. 6445-6565 

ALY alee lls ile (ene 

30. Bliss Code Pl. (8d ed) § 370. 
See also Set-Off and Counterclaim 
[34 Cyc 658, 704]. 

Sl. Bliss Code Plt, (3d ‘ed) § 872. 
See also Set-Off and Counterclaim 
[34 C¥e.659) 7061. 

32. See Set-Off and Counterclaim 
[34 Cye 760]. 

33. 11 Op. Atty.-Gen. pp 474, 478 
(Speed). 

[a]. So in the English case: 
“While their Lordships are of opinion 
that the counterclaim ought not to 
be allowed, the views they have ex- 


upon which the Court was competent 
to adjudicate the damage sustained 
by both vessels would be ascertained, 
and each would bear half of the total 
loss.” Imperial Japanese Gov. v. 
Peninsular, ete. Steam Nav. Co., 
[1895] A. C. 644, 659. 

34. King Ping Kee v. American 


619 May 10, 1918, j 
35. , Tyan Leg. Obls. Arising from 
See Treaty Rel, (1917) pp 53) 


36. “There have been many fluc- 
tuations in the provisiuns: with the 
issue of almost every successive Or- 
der in Council a change has been in- 
troduced: facts which of themselves 
are sufficient to show how very diffi- 
cult in theory the subject really is.” 
Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) pp 
UTS LEC 

37. The British Supreme Court in 
China had not then: been established. 

ae Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
p 5 

ay Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
Dp ; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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tions.*° 


American rule. 


40. “First, that the foreigner 
should obtain and file in Court ‘the 
consent in writing of the competent 
authority of his own nation to his 
submitting’ to the jurisdiction; sec- 
ondly, that he did submit; thirdly, 
that he should give security, is re- 
quired by the Court, ‘to pay fees, 
damages, costs and expenses, and 
abide by and! perform the decision 
to be given either by the Court or 
on appeal.’” Piggott Exterr. (new 
ed 1907) pp 179, 1838, 184. 

41. “The foreigner was required, 
first, to file his consent to the juris- 
diction of the Court; secondly, if 
required by the Court, to obtain and 
file a certificate in writing from a 
competent authority of his own Govy- 
ernment to the effect that no objec- 
tion was made by that Government 
to his submitting in the particular 
cause or matter to the jurisdiction; 
thirdly, to give security, if required 
by the Court.” Piggott Exterr. (new 
ed 1907) p 180. 

42. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 151 (1). 

[a] Consent of foreign govern- 
ment.—It is however ‘provided that 
the foreigner, if so required by the 
Court, first obtains and files in the 
Court the consent in writing of the 
competent authority on behalf of 
his own nation to his submitting, and 
does submit, to the jurisdiction of 
the Court, and, if required by the 
Court, gives security to the satis- 
faction of the Court, and to such 
reasonable amount as the Court 
thinks fit, by deposit or otherwise, 
to pay fees,.damages, costs, and ex- 
penses, and abide by and perform 
such decision as shall be given by 
the Court or on appeal. With 
some diffidence I submit that the 
consent or submission of the for- 
eigner by itself is insufficient 
to give the Court a stable jurisdic- 
tion, but that the consent of the 
foreign Government is a sine qua 
non. Further, I am disposed to think 
that both are requisite, and that the 
consent of the Government would 
not of itself be sufficient.., 
I have assumed that vis 4a vis the 
oriental State, the right to exercise 
such jurisdiction in the absence of 
any provision in the treaty, has been 
duly acquired by sufferance: for it is 
contrary to the law of nations, for 
one nation to deliberately exercise 
jurisdiction or power of any sort in 
another country, whether eastern or 
western, unless it has acquired the 
right to do so by lawful means. 
There is one practical considera- 
tion in connexion with this matter 
which must not be overlooked. To 
allow a foreign Court to exercise 
jurisdiction over a foreigner by his 
own consent alone, is to invite col- 
lusion: for the friendly creditor may 
step in to the frustration of the 
rights of the defendant’s creditors of 
his own nationality.” Piggott HEx- 
terr. (new ed 1907) pp 183, 184. 

43. 11 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 474. After 
quoting from Art VI of the Amer- 
ican-Japanese Treaty of 1858, as fol- 
lows: “Americans committing of- 
fences against Japanese shall be 
tried in American consular courts, 


A special order of 1886 continued the 
practice but slightly modified the restrictions.41 And 
the order of 1904, still in force, provides that when 
‘fa British subject desires to institute or take in the 
Court an action against a foreigner, the Court shall 
entertain the same, and shall hear and determine it, 
according to the ordinary course of the Court.’’ 42 

On the other hand federal Attor- 
ney-General Speed answered in the negative an in- 
quiry as to whether an American consular court in 
Japan could ‘‘render judgment against a person of 
foreign birth not a citizen of the United States.’’ 4 
But American extraterritorial tribunals are consid- 
ered as having jurisdiction within their districts over 


In all this, 
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all persons, 


sels.44 


[S: 37] =e; 


and, when guilty, shall be punished 
according to the American law. Jap- 
anese committing offences against 


Americans shall be tried by the 
Japanese authorities, and punished 
according to Japanese law. The 


consular courts shall be open to Jap- 
anese creditors, to enable them. to 
recover their just claims against 
American citizens; and the Japanese 
courts shall, in like manner, be open 
to American citizens, for the recov- 
ery of their just claims against Jap- 
anese,’—the attorney-general  con- 
tinued: “I do not think, however, 
it can be fairly inferred, from this 
article of the treaty, that it was 
within the contemplation of the par- 
ties that the Government of the 
United States should confer upon 
American consular courts in Japan 
jurisdiction over the subjects or cit- 
izens of other countries resident in 
Japan. Turning from the treaty to 
the statute entitled ‘An act to carry 
into effect provisions of the treaties 
between the United States, China, 
Japan, Siam, Persia, and other coun- 
tries, giving certain judicial powers 
to ministers and consuls, or other 
functionaries of the United States 
in those countries, and for other pur- 
poses,’ approved June 22, 1860. (12 
Stats., 72,) we find, by the 1st sec- 
tion of the act, that, in addition to 
other powers and duties imposed up- 
on ministers and consuls, they shall 
be invested with the judicial power 
described in the statute, which shall 
appertain to the office of minister and 
consul, and be a part of the duties 
belonging thereto, wherein the same 
is allowed by treaty. The 3d section 
says, that the jurisdiction of the con- 
sular courts shall embrace all con- 
troversies between citizens of the 
United States and others provided 
for by such treaties respectively; and 
the 4th section declares, that the 
laws of the United States, so far as 
is necessary to execute such treaties 
respectively, shall extend to all cit- 
izens of the United States in the said 
countries, and over all others, to the 
extent that the terms of the said 
treaties respectively justify or re- 
quire, so far as such laws are suit- 
able to carry the said treaties into 
effect. These provisions of the stat- 
ute, in my opinion, extend to the laws 
of the United States over citizens of 
the United States resident in Japan, 
and fully invest the consular courts 
of Japan with authority to hear and 
determine all matters of controversy 
arising between citizens of the 
United States. Under the 
with Japan, the Government of the 


United States had the authority to 
give such jurisdiction to consular 
courts. I do not think that either 


the treaty or the statute confers ex- 
press jurisdiction upon consular 
courts, either to exercise criminal or 
civil jurisdiction over persons in 
Japan who are not citizens of the 
United States or subjects of the 
Japanese empire’’). 

44. Department of State Circular 
June 1, 1881. 

“A Japanese subject, regularly 
shipped and serving on board a 
United States vessel of war, is jus- 


foreigners 
shipped and enrolled upon American merchant ves- 


[§ 36] d. Protégés. 
extraterritorial countries for various powers to take 
under their protection subjects of another power.*® 
Whether the latter thereby become subject to the 
courts of the former is a question which appears to 
be vet unsettled as regards the United States.4¢ But 
in Switzerland such jurisdiction is conceded.‘7 
Foreign Seamen. 
nationality seamen are subject to the same jurisdic- 
tion as the ship on which they serve.*® 
is merely a corollary of the doctrine that a ship is 


treaty, 


[25C.J.] 317 


included, who are duly 


It is the practice in some 


Regardless of their 


This indeed 


ticeable before the United States 
Courts in Japan for all offenses 
against law committed by him within 
the Empire while so serving, and he 
should be held to answer before the 
United States consul within whose 
district the offense was committed 
(In re Ikada Tomekichi, U. S. Minis- 
ter, August 14, 1882).”’ Scidmore 
U.S: Cons. Ct. Dig. (1832) —pi22: 


45. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. § 287. 
46. “A native of Comoro, domi- 
ciled in Zanzibar, died there in the 


service of a citizen of the United 
States, who complained that the vice- 
consul of the United States at Zan- 
zibar refused to take jurisdiction of 
the decedent’s estate. The Depart- 
ment of State said that if decedent 
had been a citizen of the United 
States, domiciled at Zanzibar, it 
would be ‘disposed to maintain on the 
general principles of the law of na- 
tions, that the consul had jurisdic- 
tion;’ but that the fact that decedent 
was in the employ of an American 
citizen ‘did not confer on him such an 
American status as will subject his 
estate to extraterritorial jurisdic- 
tion.’ It would, however, be the duty 
of the vice-consul to protect, so far 
as he could, any interest the citizen 
in question might have in decedent’s 
estate as a creditor, if that interest 
should 3e in jeopardy by reason -of 
the imperfection of the local proc- 
esses of administration.” Asst. Sec- 
retary Rives to Mr. Ropes, Apr. 28, 
1888, 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 600. 

“The statutes of the United States 
contemplate the cases of American 
citizens only; and the authority and 
provision for the punishment of an 
alien under an indirect privilege of 
extraterritoriality is open to grave 
question. This aspect of the case 
may, however, be left for considera- 
tion should the emergency arise.” 
Asst. Secretary Adee to Vice Consul 
General Grant, Oct. 22, 1890, 2 Moore 
Int. Digs poo. 

47. “The Swiss minister of for- 
eign affairs, in a note of January 28, 
1891, referring to the subject of ju- 
risdiction over Swiss’ citizens in 
criminal matters in Turkey, stated 
that, as the relations of Switzerland 
with the Sublime Porte were not 
regulated by the régime of the ca- 
pitulations, Switzerland had no repre- 
sentative in the Ottoman Hmpire, so 
that Swiss citizens there were en- 
tirely at liberty ‘to choose the power 
under whose protection they may 
wish to place themselves. Conse- 
quently, we admit, without reserve, 
that protected Switzers in Turkey are 
subject to the consular jurisdiction, 
both civil and criminal, of the state 
which protects them.’” Minister 
Washburn to Secretary Blaine, Jan. 
31, 1891, 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 755. 

48. U. S.—Ross v. McIntyre, 140 
Un Sn 4535, 472). tie SCE 89%, 30 las ear 
581 (“The national character of the 
petitioner, for all the purposes of the - 
consular jurisdiction, was determin- 
able by his enlistment as one of the 
crew of the American ship Bullion. 
By such enlistment he became an 
American seaman—one of an Ameri- 
ean crew on board of an American 
vessel—and as such entitled to the 
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part of the national territory.*® 


[§ 38] 


grants the privilege. 


protection and benefits of all the laws 
passed by Congress on behalf of 
American seamen, and subject to all 
their obligations and liabilities. Al- 
though his relations to the British 
government are not so changed that, 
after the expiration of his enlistment 
on board of the American ship, that 
government may not enforce his ob- 
ligation of allegiance, and he on the 
other hand may not be entitled to 
invoke its protection as a British 
subject, that relation was changed 
during his service of seaman on 
board of the American ship under his 
enlistment. . .. The question has 
been treated more as a political one 
for diplomatic adjustment, than as a 
legal one to be determined by the ju- 
dicial tribunals, and has been the 
subject of correspondence between 
our government and that of Great 
Britain”); U. S. v. Sharp, 27 F. Cas. 
INO.) 16:264, Pet.’ C. C) 118,121 (“The 
men received on board at Bordeaux 
by the master, upon the application 
of the American Consul, were as 
much seamen on the vessel, and be- 
longing to her, as those who had 
signed the shipping articles’); 8 Op. 
Atty.-Gen. p 74 (“It is wholly imma- 
terial by our law whether they were 
citizens of the United States or not’). 
“T note that Lord Derby has 
informed Her Majesty’s representa- 
tives in China, Japan, and Siam that 
the British authorities in those coun- 
tries should abstain from interfer- 
ence with British subjects serving on 
foreign vessels of war; dnd ...Ihave 
the honor to inform you that similar 
instructions will be issued to repre- 
sentatives of the United States in 
China, Japan and Siam, that the au- 
thorities of the United States in those 
countries should abstain from inter- 
ference with American citizens in 
like manner serving on foreign ves- 
sels of war.” Secretary Fish to Brit- 
ish Minister Thornton, Oct. 7, 1875, 
2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 605. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Anderson, L. Ri 1 
c. Cc. 161, 8 ERC 1 (“The expression 
‘British seaman’ may mean one who, 
whatever his nationality, is serving 


on board a British ship’); Reg. v. 
Lopez, Dears. & B. 525 [quot Hall 
For. Jur. British Crown (Oxford 


1894) 241] (“For jurisdictional pur- 
poses it is immaterial whether a for- 
eigner is on board a British vessel 
voluntarily or without his consent. 
He is in either case equally amen- 
able to the British courts if he com- 
mits a crime, except perhaps if, not 
being in lawful custody, he does an 
act which would otherwise be crimi- 
nal with the object of effecting his 
escape’). 

France.—“To the same effect, un- 
doubtedly, is the French law, which 
assumes, as ours does, that the ship 
is a part of the territory of her 
country, and provides specially for 
the punishment of crimes committed 
on board (Ord. de 1681, liv. 11, tit. 
dart. 224. Valin Comment., ‘tom: /¥;, 
p. 449; Decret du 24 Mars, see De 
Clereqa, Formul. tom. ii, p. 348). 
Ortolan states the doctrine, as fol- 
lows: ‘As to ships of commerce, we 
know that when they are in the ter- 
ritorial waters of a foreign state, 
they are not exempt from the local 
police and jurisdiction, except as to 
_ facts happening on board which do 
not concern the tranquility of the 
port, or persons foreign to the crew.’ 
. . + (Diplomatie de la Mer, tom. i, 
p. 335). The rule of law, as thus 
laid down by Ortolan, seems to have 
been drawn from a decision of the 


And such jurisdic- 
tion may be exercised by an extraterritorial tribunal 
into whose district the ship may come.*° 

C. Where Applicable—1l. 
Laws with extraterritorial application operate of 
course in the territory of the sovereignty which 
The ‘‘territory,’’ however, is | jurisdiction.5? 
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not resticted to 


§ 39] 
In General. 


Council of State in the time of the 
Emperor Napoleon I., to the point 
that the local authority will not in- 
termeddle with acts, 
committed on board a foreign ship 
in such circumstances (Ortolan, tom. 
i, p. 450 annexe, ii). Nay, the French 
laws do not hesitate to prescribe that 
when crimes are committed on board 
a French vessel in a foreign port, 
by one of the crew against another 
of the same crew, the French Consyl 
is to resist the application of the lo- 
cal authority to the case (Ord. du 
29 Oct wilde, tit. vill, warlaeeey De 
Clereqqw Horm. tom. ii) p.) 65). “This 
doctrine has become so firmly fixed 
in France, that the text writers as- 
sume it as a rule of international law 
(See M. M. de Clercqq et de Vallet, 
Guide Pratique, tom. i, p. 366). In- 
deed, the recent legislation of France 
confers on her consuls unmistakeable 
jurisdiction in these matters. (Decret 
du 24 Mars, 1852; see De Clercqq, 
Formulaire, tom. ii, p. 348).’ 8 Op. 
Atty.-Gen. pp 74, 77, 78. 

Spain.—‘‘In 1889 the captain of the 
ship Sea Swallow, flying the English 
flag, was killed on board his vessel in 
Chinese waters by a member of the 
crew, a native of the Philippine 
Islands and a Spanish subject. The 
victim was an American. The culprit 
was arrested and taken before an 
English examining magistrate, the 
Spanish consul being present at the 
examination, and was bound over to 
appear before the British court at 
Shanghai to answer a charge of man- 
slaughter. The court found an in- 
dictment and a jury was convened, 
when the Spanish consul claimed the 
sole right to hear the case. The trial 
was postponed till the question could 
be submitted to Sir John Walsham, 
British minister at Peking, and Count 
Llorente, Spanish chargé d’affaires. 
The case became the subject of an 
informal consultation between Sir 
John and Mr. Denby, the American 
minister at Peking. They agreed 
that, had the case arisen between 
England and the United States, it 
was settled that the consuls of the 
two countries could be considered as 
having jurisdiction of persons duly 
shipped and enrolled on the merchant 
vessels of their respective nations; 
but that, in the case of other coun- 
tries, between which no such agree- 
ment existed, an actual legal basis 
for the claim of British jurisdiction 
in the pending case might not be 
found to exist. It seems that the 
British minister’s law officers after- 
wards advised him that the extrater- 
ritorial jurisdiction allowed by China 
to foreign powers did not extend to 
the flag but must be determined by 
the nationality of the defendant, in 
all cases where the crime was al- 
leged to have been committed while 
the ship was in Chinese waters. As 
there was no convention, tacit or 
otherwise, between Spain and Eng- 
land on the subject, Sir John surren- 
‘dered the accused to the Spanish con- 
sul for trial.’ 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 
pp 610, 611. But see Riquelme Dere- 
echo Internacional pp 243, 245 (where 
the general rule of international law 
[presumably applicable to Spain] is 
stated as in the text) 

See also Admiralty § 40 et seq; 
Criminal Law § 221; Federal Courts. 

[a] General rule of international 
law.—‘“‘If the ship, on board of which 
the crime has been committed, ar- 
rives then at a port, the jurisdic- 
tional right of the territory, to which 
the ship belongs over the accused, 


even crimes, " 


[§§ 97-39. 


the land of the country, but ‘‘in- 


cludes its ports and navigable waters as well.’’ >1 

2. Leased Territory. Certain portions 
of China have been leased to various European gov- 
ernments, the lessor retaining the sovereignty and 
the lessees acquiring the administration, contro] or 
As the latter were in all cases en- 


does not on that account cease. So 
that, if one of these were a foreigner, 
subject to the state to which the 
port, at which the ship stops, be- 
longs, even in that case it is the 
right of the captain to detain him 
on board, that he may be judged by 
the tribunals of the ship’s country. 
And if this passenger should get on 
shore, and should institute before the 
tribunals of his country proceedings 
against the captain, the local author- 
ity will be incompetent to judge the 
foreign captain, because the fact in 
question occurred in a foreign coun- 
try, that is, on board a foreign mer- 
chantman on the high sea, and be- 
cause, by embarking in that ship, the 
party is presumed to have submitted 
himself to the laws of the foreign 
territory of which the ship consti- 
tutes a part.” 1 Riquelme Derecho 
Internacional pp 243, 245. 

49. See infra § 42. 

50. U.S.—Ross v. McIntyre,140 U.S. 
453, 11 SCt 897, 35° L. ‘eds 581; U.S: 
Voxkoizore. UU. Sat Ct ator. China 
Oct. 3, 1914; Department of State 
Circular June i, 1881. “A Japanese 
Subject, regularly shipped and serv- 
ing on board a United States vessel 
of war, is justiceable before the 
United States Courts in Japan for all 
offenses against law committed by 
him within the Empire while so serv- 
ing, and he should be held to answer 
before the United States Consul 
within whose district the offense was 
committed. (In re Ikada Tomekichi, 
U. S. Minister, August 14, 1882).” 
Soldmore U.S. Cons: Cty Diet Ciss2) 
p ‘ 

Eng.—‘‘It is to be remembered that, 
except to the extent of the compe- 
tence of Naval Courts, misdemeanour 
and crimes committed by foreigners 
on board British ships can only be 
tried by those British Courts which 
sit in British territory, or in protec- 
torates where jurisdiction over for- 
eigners has been asSumed. In Orien- 
tal states where Great Britain has 
extra-territoria) jurisdiction, and in 
protectorates of the earlier type, no 
power of trying foreign subjects ex- 
ists.’ Hall For. Jur. British Crown 
(Oxford 1894) p 241. “The question 
whether the Consular Courts can be 
invested with any extra-territorial 
jurisdiction arises here in a special 
form, as the Courts in Corea are 
given jurisdiction over offences on 


board ship committed within 100 
miles from the coast of China.” Pig- 
gott Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 65. But 


the Rules of H. B.—M’s Courts in 
China provide (§ 179) fur the exercise 
of jurisdiction under the Merchant 
Shipping Act. 

51. Ross v. Meclrtyre- 140) WS: 
453, 472, 11 SCt 897, 35 Led. 581 
(“We do not adopt the limitation 
stated by counsel to the jurisdiction 
of the consular tribunal, that it ex- 
tends only to offenses committed on 
land. Neither the Treaty nor the Re- 
vised Statutes to carry them into 
effect contain any such limitation. 
The latter speak of offenses commit- 
ted in the country of Japan—mean- 
ing within the territorial jurisdiction 
of that country’’). 

52. [a] Kiaochow leased to Ger- 
many for ninety-nine years, Nov. 14, 
1897 (2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 639), and 
later seized by Japan which is now 
under pledge to return it to China. 

[b] Port Arthur and Talienwan 
leased to Russia for twenty-five 
years with provision for extension by 
mutual agreement, 1898 (2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. p 639), also seized by Japan. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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joying, and hence recognizing, extraterritorial rights, 
it would seem on principle that their new privileges 
were subject to such rights and were no greater 
One of the lessees, 
however, announced that foreign consuls in the 
leased region would have only the powers accorded 
And such appeared to 
be the desire of the other governments as expressed 
by their diplomatic representatives at Peking.5® 
The American government submitted to this view 
and its consuls were ‘‘instructed that they have 
no authority to exercise extraterritorial consular ju- 
risdiction or to perform ordinary nonjudicial con- 
sular acts within the leased territory under their 


than the lessor had exercised.®? 


them in its own territory.®4 


[c] Weihaiwei leased to Britain 
July 1, 1898 “for so long period as 
Port Arthur shall remain in the oc- 
cupation of Russia.” Convention of 
1898, 1 Treaties Between China and 
open States (Shanghai 1908) p 

53. “As it is expressly stipulated 
in the leases that China ‘retains sov- 
ereignty’ over the territory leased, 
it could doubtless be asserted that 
such territory is still Chinese terri- 
tory and that the provisions of our 
treaties with China granting consular 
jurisdiction are still applicable 
therein.’”’ Van Dyne, Asst. Sol. U. S. 
For. Rel. (1900) p 387. 

[a] The Russian lease expressly 
provided that “any Chinese charged 
with a criminal offense shall be 
handed ‘over to the nearest Chinese 
official to be dealt with.’ 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. p 640. 

54. Russia, Jan. 30, 1903. 

5Sie. Mooney Intel. Dig. pe 639 
(Japanese minister dissented). 

56. Secretary Hay to Minister 
Conger, Febr. 3, 1900, U. S. For. Rel. 
(1900) p 386; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 
p 640. 

57. U.S. v. Rodgers, 150 U. S. 249, 
14--SCt. 109, 37, L. ed.1071;, Reg. v. 
Carr, 10 Q. B. D. 76; Reg. v. Ander- 
Sonu Rede. (Crl64,28 DRC. 15 Res. 
v. Keyn, 2 Ex. D. 63, 5 ERC 946; Rex 
vi wAdlen.. 1 Moody--.C. /C.; 4945. Res. 
v. Jemot, 1 Russell Cr. (4th ed) 153. 

58. Also to those without national 
character. U.S. v. Holmes, 5 Wheat. 
CURES a 4125) bi. Wed. 1225 U.S. Ne 


Pirates, 5 Wheat. (U. S.) 184, 5. L. 
ed. 64. But not of-course to foreign 
ships. U. S. v. Kessler, 26 F. Cas. 


No. 15,528, Baldw. 15. 4 
“Of offences committed on the high 
seas on board of foreign vessels (not 
being a piratical vessel), but belong- 
ing to persons under the “acknowl- 
edged government of a foreign coun- 
this court has no jurisdiction 
Curso Se 12. 


court in U. S. v. Palmer, 3 
WG cSa) e610; F 3 
Eainiooin 5 Wheat. (U. S.) 144, 5 
Dased, 55, and UU. Sv. Holmes, /5 
Wheat. (U. iS.) 412; 5 Led. 122; 
applied, it is trae, to another class of 
cases, but in its scope embracing the 
present. We lay no stress on the 
that the deceased was a for- 

Our judgment would be the 
if he had been an American 
citizen.” U. S. v. Davis, 25 F. Cas. 
No. 14,932, 2 Sumn. 482, 485 (per 
ae of nationality of the 
ship is of course an essential step in 
the prosecution of an offense com- 
mitted thereon. See Criminal Law 
521.9. 

: 6. Reg. v. Anderson, L. R. 1:C. C. 
5 ERC 1. : 
16 och consequences of the floating 
island theory have not been worked 
out with sufficient completeness to 
warrant its acceptance without fur- 
ther examination. Not only would 
the common law apply on board, but 
also all statutes automatically. Yet 
this is certain, that if the ship goes 
above bridge, she would suddenly 
Jose her national character, pass 
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tionals.®§ 


[§ 41] 


within the sole jurisdiction of the 
foreign country, and the common law 
and the statutes cease to apply, save 
in so far as discipline on board is 
concerned. Again, even though ships 
are said to be territory, civil process 
cannot be served on board: for the 
civil principle corresponding to the 
county limit of criminal jurisdiction, 
is that the King’s writ does not run 
beyond the sea. Neither can extra- 
dition warrants be executed on board. 
It seems more than probable that the 
rule as to the civil writ, as to the 
county limit of criminal jurisdiction, 
and as to the territoriality of Acts 
of Parliament, are all variations or 
applications of the same _ principle, 
which is expressed more generally as 
the territoriality of the sovereignty. 
Out of the jurisdiction of the Courts, 
but within the normal jurisdiction 
of Parliament is an anomaly: but one 
which must exist if ships are terri- 
tory: for both the civil and the crimi- 
nal rule of jurisdiction are inelastic. 
But it is very doubtful whether the 
floating island theory has ever been 
advanced except in respect of the ap- 
plication of the criminal, or quasi- 
criminal, law. Cockburn C. J. gave it 
very qualified approval in Rex v. 
Keyn, 2 Bx. D. 161, 5 ERC 946 limit- 
ing himself to the words ‘it has been 
likened.’ And in the same case, Lind- 
ley J. treated it as merely a meta- 
phorical expression, giving reasons 
why it was not true strictly, and ex- 
plaining the application of the com- 
mon law on koard ship by the very 
simple reason, that ‘otherwise the 
persons on board would be subject 
to no law at all.’” 4% Piggott Nat. pp 
Orel 

60:5 Regs ‘Va Fopez.4 Wwe Cox mn: 
431. See also Admiralty § 32; Crimi- 
nal Law § 216 et seq. 

“Tt is natural to consider the ves- 
sels of a nation as parts of its ter- 
ritory, though at sea, as the State 
retains its jurisdiction over them; 
and, according to the commonly re- 
ceived custom, this jurisdiction is 
preserved over the vessels even: in 
parts of the sea subject to a foreign 
dominion.’ Secretary Webster’ to 
Lord Ashburton (1842), 6 Webster 
Works p 306 [quot with appr U. S. 
v. Rodgers, 150 U. S. 249, 264, 14 SCt 
109, 37 L. ed. 1071]. Compare Mar- 
shall v. Murgatroyd, L. R. 6 Q. B. 
31 


“Since the oceans are the common 
highways of nations, public and pri- 
vate vessels upon them, outside of 
the limits of any country, are deemed 
to be floating parts of the territory 
of the several countries to which 
they respectively belong; and a crime 
committed on one of them is punish- 
able by its particular government, as 
within the complete territorial juris- 
diction.” 1 Bishop New Cr. L. § 117. 
But in Reg. v. Keyn, 2 Ex. D. 63, 
5 ERC 946, Lindley, J., observed that 
a certain contention “renders it nec- 
essary to investigate the doctrine 
that a merchant ship is part of the 
territory of the country whose flag 
she bears. It is obvious that she is 
not so in point of fact; and it is easy 
to shew that the doctrine holds good 
to a very limited extent indeed. 


[25 C.J.] 319 


present Chinese exequaturs.’’ 5¢ 
[§ 40] 3. Ships—a. 
ritorial jurisdiction extends also, independently of 
treaties, to ships®? ot the nation and of its na- 
Indeed, for jurisdictional purposes a ship 
has been termed ‘‘a floating island’’ 5® constituting 
part of the national territory.®° 
b. On the High Seas.*t 
law,’’ says Piggott,®? ‘‘is extended extraterritorially 
to subjects on the high seas, and, even beyond, to a 
more or less degree by all nations.’’? In English law 
this is known as ‘‘the jurisdiction of the admiral.’’ & 
It arises independently of statute,° although it has 
at times received statutory recognition.®® 


General Rule. Extrater- 


“‘The eriminal 


In the 


First it is admitted that a foreign 
merchant’s ship, which enters the 
ports, harbours, or rivers of England, 
becomes subject to English law, her 
so-called territoriality does not in 
that case exclude the operation of 
English law: Cunningham’s Case, 
Bell C. C. 72. Secondly, it is con- 
ceded that, even in time of peace, 
the territoriality of a foreign mer- 
chant ship, within three miles of the 
coast of any State, does not exempt 
that ship or its crew from the oper- 
ation of those laws of that State 
which relate to its revenue or fish- 
eries. Thirdly, in time of war the 
so-called territoriality of a ship of 
one of the belligerents does not sub- 
ject it to invasion or capture within 
three miles of a neutral coast. 
Fourthly, in time of war so-called 
territoriality of a neutral merchant 
ship does not exempt it from inva- 
sion in search of contraband of war. 
Fifthly, in time of war this country 
has invariably denied that the terri-. 
toriality of a neutral merchant ship 
protected enemy’s goods on board; 
and although England has agreed 
with some nations that in future free 
ships shall make free goods (unless 
contraband of war), England reso- 
lutely maintains the oid doctrine 
against all other nations. Ine sae 
these cases the territoriality of the 
Ship becomes an unmeaning phrase, 
and care must be taken not to be 
misled by it, and not to allow the 
general assertion that a ship is part 
of the territory whose flag she bears 
to pass unchallenged, and to be made 
the basis of a legal argument. When, 
indeed, a ship is out at sea in waters 


which are not the territorial waters’ 


of any State, it is right that those 
on board her should be subject to 
the laws of the country whose flag 
she bears; for otherwise they would 
be subject to no law at ail. To. this 
extent a ship may be said to be part 
of the territory of the country of her 
flag: see Man. Law of Nations, pp. 
117-255; but so to speak ‘of her is 
to employ a metaphor, and this must 
never be lost sight of.” 


61. Significance ef the term “high 
seas” see Admiralty § 32 et seq; 
Criminal Law § 216 et seq. 

62. Extr. (1910) p 10. See also 
Admiralty § 32; Criminal Law § 216 
et ‘seq. 

63. 2 Piggott Nat. (new ed 1907) 


p 124 et seq. 

647, Restiv. Anderson, Wick. 1 Ce: 
161, 8 ERC 1. 

65. “It shall be lawful for Her 
Majesty the Queen in Council to 
make any law that may seem meet for 
the government of Her Majesty’s 
subjects being in any vessel at a 
distance of not more than one hun- 
dred miles from the coast of China or 
of Japan, as fully and effectually as 
any such law might be made by Her 
Majesty in Council for the govern- 
ment of Her Majesty’s subjects being 
in China or in Japan.” Foreign Ju- 
risdiction Act § 14. Commenting on 
this in connection with the surren- 
der of extra-territoriality in Japan, 
Sir Francis Piggott observes: ‘Viewed 
simply as high-sea legislation, the 
yrovisions of the section do not in- 
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United States this admiralty jurisdiction devolves 
upon the federal courts,°® and certain offenses, when 
“committed on the high seas,’’ are the special sub- 
Nor is the jurisdic- 
tion confined to crimes; it extends as well to civil 
matters,®® like maritime torts,®® and contracts.”° 


jects of federal legislation.®* 


fringe, except so far as the terri- 
torial waters are concerned, the sov- 
ereign rights of the country whose 
Shores are specially referred to. The 
jurisdiction created by it is limited 
to British subjects’ being in any ves- 
sel within the specified area of sea: 
and there is no doubt that Parlia- 
ment can legislate for subjects in 
such circumstances, and, therefore, 
can delegate the power of legislat- 
ing to the King in Council. Nor can 
there be any doubt that, were it 
thought expedient, similar legisla- 
tion could be adopted, in the same 
conditions, in respect. of a like or 
greater distance from the coasts of 
France or Spain, without any dero- 
gation from the sovereign rights of 
those countries. Diplomatic cour- 
tesy would probably require some ex- 
planation to be given to the Govern- 
ments of those countries with re- 
gard to the reference to them in the 
Statute: but beyord this they would 
have nothing to say in the matter, 
for they have no general jurisdic- 
tion over the high sea beyond terri- 
torial waters.’ Exterr. (new ed 
1907) pp 64, 65. 

66. “The judicial power shall ex- 
tend . to all cases of admiralty 
and maritime er aaa Us es: 
Const. art 3 § 2 

“It has been determined in some 
of the ancient admiralty criminal de- 
cisions, that if persons, who were 
British subjects, and belonged to 
British vessels, committed acts of 
piracy in any bays, harbors, creeks 
and ports while out of the realm of 


England, they might be indicted in 
the English admiralty court, and 
punished for such offences. This 


jaw, laid down by the ancient Eng- 
lish authorities, does not appear to 
have been overruled. A modern case, 
in effect, adopts and confirms it. ‘If 
the robkery be committed in creeks, 
harbors, ports, &c., in foreign coun- 
tries, the court of admiralty indis- 
putably has jurisdiction of it, and 
such offence is consequently piracy.’ 
Rex v. Gillott, Feb’y 28th, 1812, MS. 
case. The same acceptation of the 
meaning of ‘admiralty and maritime 
jurisdiction’ would naturally apply to 
the terms when used in the constitu- 
tion or-:laws of the United States.” 
U. S. v. Roberts, 27 E.. Cas. No. 16,1738, 
2 NYLegObs 99, 102. See also Ad- 
miralty § 32; Criminal Law § 216 et 
seq 

67. Fed. Pen. Code cc 11, 12. 

68. U.S. v. Wilson, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,7381, 3 Blatchf. 435. See also Ad- 
miralty §§ 16-128. 


69. Thomas v. Lane, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,902, 2 Sumn. 1 (per Story, 
J.). See also Admiralty §§ 118-127. 


70. De lLovio v. Boit, 7 EF. Cas. 
No. 3,776, 2 Gall. 398 (per Story, J.). 
See also Admiralty §§ 66-91 

fle, ALBIS StS yaa OS Sha nig Rodgers, 150 
eS 249) 26a Te SCt LOI Bn Ie ed: 
1071 (where the offense was commit- 
ted on an American ship “in the De- 
troit River, out of the jurisdiction of 
any particular State, and within the 
territorial limits of the Dominion of 
Canada’’); U. S. v. Bennett, 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,574, 3 Hughes 466 (where the 
offense was committed on a vessel 
navigating the river Garronne, as in 
the Enzlish case cited below, al- 
though apparently farther up); U. S. 
Vv. xGordons 2p BH Cas. INO. Las230) 5 
Biatchia Us. dine. Ss; vealRhoberts, 2:7 
IM WORSE ING MOE et AN NAEe SOs SS) 
102, the court, in upholding a ver- 
dict of guilty under an indictment for 
inciting a revolt, said: “Without the 
aid of English authority, there would 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 
[§ 42] c 


seem to be no reasonable ground to 
doubt the rightful power and compe- 
tency of the government of the 
United States to punish its own citi- 
zens for offences committed on board 
American vessels on tidewaters in 
any part of the world. Congress, in 
the act of 1825, intended to exercise 
that power in respect to the classes 
of offences there specified. The ves- 
sel, in the present case, lay in an 
enclosed dock in the port of Havre, 
where she rode at full tide. The tide 
ebbed and flowed there. This fact is 
found by the verdict. It was a part 
of the sea. It does not appear that 
the prisoners have been tried, con- 
victed or acquitted of this offence in 


the iMrench tribunals’) in! OS... 
Beyer, sl Hed? 35," the’ “court Sin- 
structed the jury as follows: “If you 


believe from the evidence that the 
assault was committed as charged, 
and that it was committed on an 
American vessel at the point desig- 
nated by the witnesses who testified 
upon that subject, to-wit, nine miles 
from the shore in the roads of the 
river La Plata, this court would have 
jurisdiction to confer upon you the 
power to find your verdict upon the 
matters in issue in the indictment.” 
An indictment charging the commis- 
sion of an offense ‘on the high seas 
in the outer road off the port of St. 
Domingo” is supported by proof of 
commission in the inner road and in 
port U. "Se Var Stevens: (20 BS (Cas; 
No, 16,394, 4 Wash. C. C. 547. The 
converse of the proposition was rec- 
ognized by Mr. Justice Story in U. S. 
Ve Davis), 26 Is Wasi INo! 14,9325 62 
Sunn. 482, where one who shot from 
an American ship another on a for- 
eign schooner, lying in a foreign har- 
bor, was held subject to the juris- 
diction of the government to which 
the owners of the schooner owed alle- 
giance and not to that of the Ameri- 
ean government, There was a 
question whether either vessel was 
on the high seas. U.S. v. Jackson, 
26 F.. Cas. No. 15,457, 2 NYLegObs 3 
may be considered as overruled by 
We tSh we) Rodeers, T5 0 Uaioe 
SCt 109, 37 EL. ed. 1071 while UU. S. 
Vv. Wiltberger, 5 Wheat. (WU. S.)° 76, 
5 L. ed. 87 is rendered largely obso- 
lete by an amendment of the statute 
which it applied. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Anderson, L. R. 1 
CoC 61s 160 8 RO Te Rex varAlileny 
Th Moody CLI Ce 494 [cit with appr 
Ross v. McIntyre, 140 U. S. 453, 476, 
LIS Cw So) 3d Mala ede asia (where 
the jurisdiction of the English cen- 
tral criminal court was upheld over 
an American citizen who had been 
found guilty of murder on a British 
ship “in the river Garonne, within 
the boundaries of the French em- 
pire, on her way up to Bordeaux, 
which city is by the course of the 
river about ninety miles from the 
open sea. The vessel had proceeded 
about half way up the river, and was 
at the time of the offence about 300 
yards from the nearest shore; the 
river at that place being about half 
a mile wide. The tide flows up to 
the place and beyond it. No evi- 
dence was given whether the place 
was or was not within the limits of 
the port of Bordeaux.” Blackburn, 
J., said: “‘There seems to be no doubt 
that at a place where the tide flows, 
and below all bridges, the Admiralty 
assumes to have jurisdiction at com- 
mon law. I pass by the law as laid 
down in Hale’s Pleas of the Crown, 
for it seems to me that the modern 
case of Reg. v. Jemot [Old Bailey, 
Heb. (285) Wsil2) Mi Scum EC uses 


On Other Waters. 
jurisdiction over ships continues even after they 
have left the ‘‘high seas’? and are in the tidal 
waters of another country,”-although its courts, un- 
less exempted by treaty, have concurrent jurisdiction 
in such a case."? 


[$§ 41-42 


Extraterritorial 


Crimes, 4th ed. 153; and Archbold Cr. 
Pl. 16th ed p 395] and Reg. v. Allen [1 
Moody C. C. 494] are the most closely 
in point. Those were both cases of 
crimes committed on board British 
ships at a time when they were lying, 
not in the open sea, but at some 
distance up a Chinese river. Each of 
these cases was held to be within the 
Admiralty jurisdiction, and conse- 
quently within that of the Central 
Criminal Court.” 

France.—-“With regard to merchant 
vessels of foreign countries, the 
xrench nation do not assert their po- 
lice law against the crews of those 
vessels, unless the aid of the French 
authority be invoked by those on 
board, or unless the offence com- 
mitted leads to some disturbance in 
their ports. The law of France is 
very clear on this point. Among the 
instances mentioned are two cases of 
American vessels, one being in the 
port of Antwerp, and the other in 
the port of Marseilles, where, offences 
being committed on board, the 
Americans claimed the exclusive ju- 
risdiction over their vessels; though 
being in foreign ports, they were 
vessels belonging to America.” Reg. 
v. Anderson, L. R. Ce C.164; WSe; 
8 ERC 1 [cit 2 Ortolan Diplomatie 
de la Mer (4th ed) ec 13 pp 269-271] 
(per Bovil, C.,J.).. Compare judg- 
ment of Cour de Cassation, Dalloz 


(Juris. Gen. 1859) pp 88, 89 [eit 
Reg. v. Keyn, 2 Hx. D. 63, 82, 5 ERC 
946]. 

72. U. S.—‘‘It is true that the 


jurisdiction of a nation over a vessel 
belonging to it, while lying in the 
port of another, is not necessarily 
wholly exclusive. We do not so con- 
sider or so assert it. For any unlaw- 
ful acts done by her while thus lying 
in port, and for all contracts entered 
into while there, by her master or 
Owners, She and they must, doubt- 
less, be answerable to the laws of 
the place. Nor, if her master or 
crew. while on board in such port, 
break the peace of the community by 
the commission Of crimes, can ex- 
emption be claimed for them.” Sec- 
retary Webster to Lord Ashburton 
(1842), 6 Webster Works p 307 [quot 
U. Sov. Rodgers, 150) UnssSt 24on 265: 
14 SCt 109, 37 L. ed. 1071]. See also 
Male v. Common Jail, 120 U. S. 1, 30 
L. ed. 565: U.-S.) v. Diekleman, 92 WU. 
S. 520, 23 L. ed. 742; The Exchange 
v. McFaddon, 7 Cranch 116, 3 L. ed. 
Feat U. S. v. Diaz, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 
186. 

Eng.—‘‘*The only consequence of 
the ship being within the ambit of 
French territory, is that, (the vessel 
not being an armed vessel) there 
might have been concurrent jurisdic- 
tion, had the French law claimed it.” 
Per Byles, J., in Reg. v. Anderson, 
PORT Cx Com Giessen RC a). maser 
also Cunringham’s Case, Bell C. Cc. 
12. 

France.—The consular convention 
of 1853, between the United States 
and France, provided (art VIII) “the 
respective Consuls-General, Consuis, 
Vice-Consuls or Consular Agents, 
shall have exclusive charge of the 
internal order of the merchant-ves- 
sels of their nation, and shall alone 
take ‘cognizance of differences which 
may arise, either at sea or in port, 
between the captain, officers and 
crew, without exception, particularly 
in reference to the adjustment of 
wages and the execution of contracts. 
The local authorities shall not, on 
any pretext, interfere in these dif- 
ferences, but shall lend forcible aid 
to the Consuls, when they may ask 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


| _, i ee 


§§ 43-45] 


. [§ 43] d. Exercise of Jurisdiction. 
act of congress passed as early as the second year 


of the federal government ‘‘the 


fenses committed upon the high seas or elsewhere, 
out of the jurisdiction of any particular State or 
district, shall be in the district where the offender 
is found, or into which he is first brought.’’ 7 
American consuls in all countries are required to in- 
vestigate charges of crime on American vessels en- 
tering their districts, and to send accused home for 
But this duty is 


trial if the evidence justifies.74 
ministerial rather than judicial.75 


territorial courts, however, have jurisdiction over 
offenses committed on the ‘‘high geas,’’? and such 


jurisdiction is cumulative to that 


it, to arrest and imprison all persons 
composing the crew whom they may 
deem it necessary to confine. Those 
persons shali be arrested at the sole 
request of the Consuls, addressed in 
writing to the local authority, and 
supported by an official extract from 
the register of the ship or the list 
of the crew, and shall be held, dur- 
ing the whole time of their stay in 
the port, at the disposal of the Con- 
suls. Their release shall be granted 
at the mere request of the Consuls 
made in writing. The expenses of 
the arrest and detention of those per- 
sons shall be paid by the Consuls.” 
1 Malloy Treaties p 531. Commenting 
on this in his opinion re the “Ata- 
lanta,” Attorney-General Cushing an- 
swered the question. “What is ‘in- 
ternal’ in this context? Plainly, it 
seems to me, everything which does 
not' appertain, either by the law of 
nations or the municipal law, to the 
local jurisdiction. If the acts of dis- 
order, if the ‘differences’ be matters 
of locat jurisdiction, then, as ques- 
tions, they are, jurisdiction external 
to the ship. Apply the test to this 
or any other case of the same prin- 
ciple, and it recenciles all contro- 
versy. Where there is in what oc- 
curs on board the ship no infringe- 
ment of the laws of France or of 
the United States, then the local au- 
thority has no concern in the matter, 
save in the terms of the article to 
support the consul in maintaining 
the authority and executing the laws 
of his own government.’ 8 Op. Atty.- 
Forsyth Cas. Const. L. 


73. U.S. Rev. St. § 730; Fed. Jud. 
Code § 41. See U. S. v. Carr, 25 F. 


Cas. No. 14,730, 3 Sawy. 302. 


74, U.S. Cons. Reg. §§ 354, 355. 

75. “We may omit from the in- 
quiry the case of consuls in China 
and Turkey, who, by statute, exer- 
cise judicial authority respecting the 
acts of Americans in those countries. 
(Act of August 11, 1848.) ... These 
particulars of the duty of consuls are 
not expressly defined by statute. But 
they belong to the very function of 
consuls by the law of nations, and 
by the general practice of Christen- 
dom. (De Clercq et De Vallat, Guide 
Pratique, pp. 356, 366.) And, in thus 
detaining criminals, the consul does 
not usurp any judicial authority. He 
has no judicial authority. His acts 
are ministerial only, such as any 
ministerial officer may lawfully per- 
form, and which he performs, of 
course, as the only ministerial. offi- 
eer of competent authority at hand 
invested with general power as such. 
8 Op. Atty.-Gen. pp 381, 386. 

76. Ross v. McIntyre, 140 U._S. 
458,470, 116 SCt 897, 35 I ed, 581 
(where the objection “that the of- 
fence with which the petitioner was 
charged, having been committed on 
board of a vessel of the United States 
in Japanese waters, was not triable 
before the consular court” the su- 
preme court said: ‘The argument 
presented in support of the first of 
these positions is briefly this. Con- 


[25 Cc. J.—21] 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


Under an 
sion is outside 


trial of all of- | sits.77 


Tribunals—a. 
Extraterritorial 


dinary consular 


[§ 45] 


American extra- 
tive officers.®° 
general, consuls, 
of courts in the 


gress has provided for the punish- 
ment-of murder committed upon the 
high seas, or any arm or bay of the 
sea within the admiralty and mari- 
time jurisdiction of the United 
States, and out of the jurisdiction 
of any particular State; and has pro- 
vided that the trial of all offenses 
committed upon the high seas, out 
of the jurisdiction of any particular 
State, shall be in the district where 
the offender is found or into which he 
is first brought. . .. Therefore it is 
contended that, although the _ ship 
Bullion was at the time lying in 
those waters, the offense for which 
the appellant was tried and convicted 
was committed on the high seas and 
within the jurisdiction of the domes- 
tice tribunals of the United States, 
and is not punishable elsewhere. In 
support of this position it is as- 
sumed that. the jurisdiction of the 
consular court is limited to offenses 
committed on land, within the ter- 
ritory of Japan, to the exclusion of 
offenses committed on waters within 
that territory. There is, as it seems 
to us, an obvious answer to this 
argument. The jurisdiction to try 
offenses committed on the high seas 
in the district where the offender 
may be found, or into which he may 
be first brought, is not exclusive of 
the jurisdiction of the consular 
tribunal to try a similar offense when 
committed in a port of a foreign 
country in which that tribunal is 
established, and the offender is not 
taken to the United States. There is 
no law of Congress compelling the 
master of a vessel to carry or trans- 
port him to any home port when he 
can be turned over to a consular 
court having jurisdiction of similar 
offenses committed in the foreign 
country. 7 Opinions Attys.-Gen. 722. 
The provisions conferring jurisdic- 
tion in capital cases upon the consuls 
in Japan, when the offense is com- 
mitted in that country, are embodied 
in the Revised Statutes, with the 
provisions as to the jurisdiction of 
domestic tribunals over such offenses 
committed on the high seas; and 
those Statutes were reénacted to- 
gether, and, as reénacted, went into 
operation at the same time. To both 
effect must be given in proper cases, 
where they are applicable”). 

WT We S. Venicdlgore, dU.LS.-Ct. for 
China (Oct. 3, 1914) (where a de- 
murrer was overruled to an informa- 
tion charging the accused, a deputy 
marshal, with allowing the escape of 
a prisoner, sentenced by such court, 
from an American war transport in 
the harbor of Nagasaki. Lobingier, 
J., said: “The truth is that the crim- 
inal jurisdiction of this court is dual; 
i. e. over offenses committed in 
China (by which is meant, however, 
more than its precise territorial lim- 
its) and offenses committed else- 
where. The former is derived en- 
tirely from the treaties with China 
by which the iatter’s jurisdiction has 
been surrendered. Jurisdiction over 
offenses of the second class is derived 
not from the treaties but from the 


[§ 44] D. Enforcement — 1. 
Consular Courts—(1) 


[25 Cmded area 


United States,7* even where the place of commis- 


the territory wherein the court 


Extraterritorial 
Generally. 


jurisdiction is most frequently 


exercised by consuls who, in addition to their or- 


duties, are, in certain countries, 


vested with judicial powers.7§ 

(2) British. In China the British con- 
sular tribunals are termed ‘‘provincial courts’? 7? 
and are courts of record with seal and administra- 
They may be held by acting consuls 


or vice consuls as well as by com- 


Act of Congress which-has unlimited 
power to confer upon this court juris- 
diction over outside offenses; for this 
can in no way affect the sovereign 
rights of China nor enlarge the ju- 
risdiction surrendered by the treaties. 
And this court’s power to take cog- 
nizance of crimes committed outside 
of Chinese territory may arise not 
only from the Acts of Congress 
passed since the establishment of the 
court but by pertinent acts previ- 
ously passed which, according to a 
well settled doctrine, came into force 
as to this court upon its organi- 
zation’), 

_ 78. [a] In general.—‘“Historically, 
it is undoubtedly true, as shown by 
numerous authorities quoted by Mr. 
Warden in his treatise on ‘The Origin 
and Nature of Consular Establish- 
ments,’ that the consul was origin- 
ally an officer of large judicial as 
well as commercial powers, exercis- 
ing entire municipal authority over 
his countrymen in the country to 
which he was accredited. But the 
changed circumstances of Burope, 
and the prevalence of civil order in 
the several Christian States, have 
had the effect of greatly modifying 
the powers of the consular office.” 
Dainese-v. Hale, 91 U. Sk 13) 15,723 
L. ed. 190. 

[b] Britain.—‘The common form 
usually known by the name of the 
Consular Court is well understood. 
It is a Court constituted on the lines 
of Courts in England, presided over 
by the Consul, who is invested with 
judicial powers as distinct from his 
consular duties, or by a _ specially 
appointed Judge. The number of 
these Courts varies according to the 
size of the country and of the Brit- 
ish community residing in it. In 
China there are Provincial Courts 
held by the Consuls of the respec- 
tive districts, and also a Supreme 
Court with an original and appellate 
jurisdiction, in Shanghai presided 
over by a Judge, formerly styled the 
Chief Justice. In these Courts civil 
and criminal proceedings against 
British sukjects are instituted. In 
other countries their constitution is 


varied.” Piggott Exterr. (new ed 
1907) p 165. 
[ec] United States.—“To carry into 


full effect the provisions of the 
treaties of the United States with 
China, Japan, Siam, Egypt, and 
Madagascar, respectively, the minis- 
ter and the consuls of the United 
States, duly appointed to reside in 
each of those countries, shall in ad- 
dition to other powers and duties im- 
posed upon them, respectively, by the 
provisions of such treaties, respec- 
tively, be invested with the judicial 
authority herein described, which 
shall appertain to the office of min- 
ister and consul, and be a part of the 
duties belonging thereto, wherein, 
and so far as, the same is allowed 
by treaty.” Rev. St. § 4083 et seq. 

79. China and Corea Ord. Counce. 
(1904) § 19. 

80. China and Corea Ord. Coune. 
(1904) §§ 19, 20 
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missioned consular officers.®+ 
Jurisdiction. 


jurisdiction, civil and criminal, 


vested in the supreme court,®? although the latter has 
coneurrent jurisdiction with all of them,’* and in 
the Shanghai consular district it entirely replaces 
the provincial court.s4 A cause commenced in a pro- 
vincial court, but appearing to be outside its juris- 
diction, must be reported to the supreme court which 
may order it transferred and try it.%° 

The British extraterritorial courts 
take jurisdiction of cases involving the title to land, 
but assume to follow the law of the country.*® 
Jurisdiction. 
jurisdiction of American consular courts was once 


Title to land. 


[§ 46] (3) American—(a) 


extensive and important." 
Probate and administration.*®® 


81. China and Corea Ord. Counce. 
(1904) § 19 (2). 

82. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(£904) 78522. 

83. China and Corea Ord, Counc. 
(1904) § 23. 

84. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 21. But under § 24 of the 


same the registrar (clerk) holds pre- 
liminary examinations, tries cases, 
criminal and civil, which may be as- 
signed to him, and exercises the func- 
tions of a provincial court. 

85. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 25. 

86. “The law applicable to land in 
China owned by His Majesty’s sub- 
jects has been so long a moot point 
and the interests involved are so 
large that I think I ought, now that 
the question has been raised by this 
suit, to state my opinion of the ef- 
fect of the Judgment of the Privy 
Council in the above case—Secretary 
ot State for “Poreign “Affairs: “'v. 
Charlesworth [1901] A. C. 373. That 
case seems by analogy to establish 
two propositions, that Chinese law 
ought to be applied by His Majesty’s 
Courts in China to the incidents of 
land in China, and that His Majesty’s 
judges in China ovght to take ju- 
dicial notice-of Chinese law. In re- 
gard to the first, uhe greater part of 
Chinese written law would be void 
and inoperative in an Hnglish Court 
as inconsistent with the policy of 
English law—Dicey, pp. 29 and 32; 
In re Fitzgerald, [1903] 1 Ch. 9338, 
941. Further Chinese land law con- 
sists almost entirely of local cus- 
tom: a great deal of English law has 
been uniformly followed for half a 
centurv by His Majesty’s subjects 
in China, and has thus acquired the 
force of Chinese law, e. g.; testamen- 
tary disposition of land in China ac- 
cording to the English form, and 
English forms ‘of conveyancing. 
Where there is no custom, the duty 
of the Chinese judge is to decide ac- 
eording to good conscience. The 
British Court would, I conceive, in 
such cases draw on the civil law as 
developed by modern continental 
codes and text-writers, including our 
own law of personal property, which 


comes in some respects from the 
same source, Cf. Maine’s Ancient 
Law, page 283. If a land law so 


derived is thought too uncertain to 
support the large foreign commercial 
interests now centered in Shanghai 
and Tientsin, legislation alone can 
supply the remedy. Rights of limi- 
tation and servitudes might be gov- 
erned by Land Regulation approved 
by the Treaty Powers, and succes- 
sion ab intestato by Order-in-Coun- 
cil.’ MacDonald v. Anderson, (H. B. 
M. Sup. Ct. Jan. 16, 1904) 72 North 
‘China Herald 247. 

87. “Cases of great importance in- 
volving larze amounts of property 
and, in some instances, the death pen- 
alty have been adjudicated in the 
consular courts. The importance of 


The provincial courts retain all 


Its most frequent 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


not exclusively 
Divorce.°? 


courts in Japan. 


Lunacy.° 
The 


cery.’’ °° 
Title to land. 


some of these cases in China and 
Japan led to the amendment of the 
powers of the courts in 1870.” Jones 
U. S. Cons, Serv. p 55. 

[a] Acting consul.—‘‘There is no 
such office Known to our law as an 
acting consul and there is, of course, 
no authority whatever for the exer- 
cise by such person of any consular 
position as pointed out in your dis- 
patch. {ection 4130 of the Revised 
Statutes expressly limits the exer- 
cise of judicial functions conferred 
upon consuls by section 4083 to ‘per- 
sons invested with, and exercising the 
functions of consul-general, vice-con- 
sul-general, consul, or vice-consul.’ ” 
Acting Secretary Adee to Mr. Denby, 
March 22, 1894, U. S. For. Rel. (1894) 
p 140; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 622. 

[b] Vice consul.— ‘Consul’  in- 
cludes vice consuls who may also 
preside over such a court in the ab- 
sence of the consul. 7 Op. Atty.- 
Gen. p 511, 

{c] Abolition of office and merger 
of jurisdiction.—Where the judicial 
functions of the consul general for 
a particular district have been trans- 
ferred to a “vice consul general” 
and that office is afterward abol- 
ished, the jurisdiction lapses and is 
merged in that of another court 
which, but for the existence of such 
judicial functions, has exclusive cog- 
nizance of causes arising in such dis- 
CHICts Shanghai Stores v. Hadley, 
(U.-S, Ct. tor China No. «731 ‘Febri 
15, 1919) 7 Mill. Rev. 406. 

88. Administration generally see 
Executors and Administrators 23 


Cc. J. p 984, 

Probate generally see Wills [40 
Cye 951]. 

89. Act of June 22, 1860 (12 U.S. 


Starat La lay to Clio wera. oO) 

“The practice is found to be of 
great service in facilitating the con- 
sul in his efforts to preserve the ef- 
fects of the deceased, ard has also 
the advantage of securing an au- 
thentie record of the instrument 
which is more or less subject to loss 
in the course of transmission to the 
home of the testator in the United 
States.’’ Secretary Evarts to Mr. 
Woodward, March 15, 1879, 2 Moore 
Imes hy Diss 625: 

“WMspecially in the probate of wills 
and administration of estates they 
are the only courts to which a con- 
siderable section of Americans in 
China have occasion to resort.” Lo- 
bingier Am. Ct. in China (1919) p 4. 

90> Int ire pRObDeLt, WUn on Cu mLoOr 
China May 15, 1907; In re Allen, U. S. 
Ct; Stor?) ChinarsAus 116, 1907: 
Consul General’s Report, (U. S. Ct. 
for China Jan. 29, 1913) 8 Mill. Rev. 
229; In re Fitch, No. 736; Yao Sui- 
Dong v. American Food Mfg. Co., 
(U. S. Ct. for China No. 740 March 
8, 1919) 8 Mill. Rev. 110. In Mather 
v. Cunningham, 105 Me. 326, 74 A 
809, 29 LRANS 761, 18 AnnCas 692, 
the court upheld the probate proceed- 
ings by the consul general at Shang- 


quently granted divorces.%* 
court regulations for China contain various pro- 
visions regarding procedure in divorce causes,°* and 
the effect of divorce decrees.®® 
viding certain grounds for divorcee was promulgated 
by Minister De Long in 1870 for American consular 


In re: 


idle i bas" 


[§§ 45-46 


exercise was in probate and administration causes.®® 
And while it has at times been questioned it has 
received both judicial °° and diplomatic ®* approval. 
The consular courts also not infre- 


Indeed, the consular 


A regulation °® pro- 


But the authority to impose it was 


questioned by the secretary of state.°” 

The department of state has ruled 
‘‘that the powers of the consular courts over luna- 
tics, are analogous to those of courts of chan- 


‘‘Questions involving the title to 


hai, relative to the will of a citizen 
of Maine whom it found to have 
been domiciled in China. 

91. “Mr. Leishman, min. to Tur- 
key, to Mr. Hay, Sec. of State, No. 
593, Oct. 6, 1903, enclosing copy of a 
note of Tewfik Pasha, Turkish minis- 
ter of foreign affairs of Oct. 5, 1903, 
stating that the council of ministers 
had decided that it belonged to the 
jurisdiction of the United States con-’ 
sulate to determine who was the 
wife of Leon Manoukian, a deceased 
American citizen. A question of in- 
heritance was involved. (74 MS. 
Desp. from Turkey). 2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. p 626. 

92. Divorce generally see Divorce 
TOO eels 

93: °3 “Moore. Ant. dL. "Diss “py 459s 
69 North China Herald pp 1138, 1194. 

“As to consular jurisdiction in di- 
vorce cases, see Mr. Comanos, acting 
consul-general at Cairo, to Mr. Fre- 
linghuysen, Secretary of State, Sep- 
tember 10, 18&4. This dispatch en- 
closed a copy of an order issued by 
Mr. S. Wolf, consul-general, Febru- 
ary 27, 1882, entertaining an action 
of Habil Naggiar for divorce a vin- 
culo matrimonii from his wife.” 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 626. 

94. Cons. Ct. Reg. (China) arts 
48-53 (providing inter alia that “each 
party may testify, for alimony and 
court expenses, for attachment of de- 
fendant’s property and for custody 
of minor children’ as justice and 
the children’s good may require). 

95. ‘Divorce releases both parties, 
and they shall not be remarried to 


each other.” Cons. Ct. Reg. (China) 
art 52. 
96. Scidmore U. S. Ct. in Japan 


(Tokio 1887) pp 99, 100. 
age 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. pp 618, 

“Up to the present, owing doubtless 
to the point never having arisen in 
Court, the matter remains unsettled.” 
Scidmore U. S. Ct. in Japan (Tokio 
1887) pp 99, 100. 

98. Lunatics generally see Insane 
Persons [22 Cyc 1104]. 

99. Secretary Bayard to Minister 
Denby, Jan. 10, 1888, 2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. p 626. It was further observed: 
“Those powers extend to the custody 
of the persons and estates of luna- 
tics. A court of chancery may ap- 
point a committee of the person and 
a committee of the estate, and may 
give directions touching the estate 
of lunatics. A court of chancery 
may appoint a committee of the per- 
son and a committee of the estate, 
and may give directions touching the 
expenditure of the funds belonging 
to the lunatic for the support and 
maintenance of himself and those de- 
pendent upon him. With the care of 
pauper lunatics, courts of chancery 
of course can have nothing to do. 
That is a matter to be governed by 
such regulations as each particular 
community may see fit to make for 
the relief of their poor.” 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


| one, a x ‘ 
: 
~ o sl 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


§§ 46-49] 


land are not within the jurisdiction of the consul.’?2 

Criminal jurisdiction. The criminal jurisdiction 
of the consul over offenses committed within his dis- 
trict * was extensive, including capital cases,‘ in 
which, however, the concurrence of ‘‘associates’’ 
and the commissioner’s or minister’s approval was 
required.® 

L§ 47] (b) Limitations. Nevertheless, ‘‘the 
consular court is a court of limited jurisdiction’? in 
the sense that ‘‘all the jurisdictional facts must be 
alleged.’’?® And where independent courts are es- 
tablished with appellate or supervisory jurisdiction 
over them, the consular courts naturally lose much 
of their importance.’ In the important consular 
district of Shanghai the consul general was divested 
of all jurisdiction and his judicial authority trans- 
ferred to a ‘‘vice-consul-general,’’?8 which position 
was afterward abolished,® with the result, it has been 
held, that such jurisdiction lapsed and merged in 
that of the United States court.1° A later enact- 
ment? purported to declare ‘‘judicial authority 
. . . vested in a vice-consul,’’ but whether this 
‘was effective to undo such merger and recall such 
lapsed jurisdiction’? was not decided.1? In any 
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over matters within the cognizance of the consular 
court had once actually vested it could be taken 
away only by an express prohibition, merely con- 
ferring similar jurisdiction upon another court did 
not make it exclusive.3 

[§ 48] b. Independent Courts—(1) H. B. M. 
Supreme Court. Extraterritorial tribunals, indepen- 
dent of their consulates, have been established in 
some countries. A ‘‘supreme court for China and 
Japan’’ 14 was. instituted by Great Britain in 1865 
and, since the surrender of extraterritoriality in the 
latter country, has continued as a supreme court for 
China.**> It is composed of a judge, ‘‘formerly 
styled the Chief Justice,® and as many assistant 
judges . . . as may from time to time be re- 
quired,’’ 17 Kvery judge is required to be ‘‘at the 
time of his appointment, a member of the bar of 
England, Scotland or Ireland, of not less than seven 
years standing.’’ 18 The term of office is ‘‘during 
the pleasure of his majesty,’’1® and in case of va- 
canecy or incapacity the secretary of state appoints 
an acting judge.?° 

[§ 49] (2) The United States Court for China 
—(a) In General. This was established by the act 


event since jurisdiction of the United States court 


1. Asst. Secretary Hunter to Con- 
sul Foster, Sept. 8, 1874, 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. p 627 (adding “it is 
thought, however, that in the case of 
a right of possession as between 
landlord and tenant, if such a rela- 
tion exists there, or when two per- 
sons are claiming possession ad- 
versely to each other of the same 
land under a contract or agreement, 
the consul might exercise jurisdic- 
tion’’). 

2. See also Ambassadors and Con- 
suls § 43. 

3. U. S. Rev. St..§ 4084. 

“Criminal jurisdiction of United 
States consular courts being ex- 
pressly restricted by section 4084, 
Revised Statutes, to offences com- 
mitted by citizens of the United 
States in the countries in which the 
consuls vested with judicial powers 
are appointed to reside, the consu- 
lar court of the United States at 
Tangier kad no jurisdiction of an 
offence committed in the United 
States by a naturalized citizen who 
afterwards escaped and went to 
Morocco.” Acting Secretary Adee to 
Consul Matthews, 2 Moore Int. L. 
Dig. pp 630, 631. 

4 isInvre: Stupp, 2a 9h Casi No: 
13,562, 11 Blatechf. 124, contains the 
following sccount of the early exer- 
eise of this branch of jurisdiction: 
“Tt appears, by the diplomatic cor- 
respondence of the United States, 
that one David Williams was tried 
and convicted in the consular court 
at Shanghai, for piracy and murder, 
in robbing and killing three Chinese. 
The United States minister to China, 
on the 23d of November, 1863, issued 
a warrant for his execution. On the 
1st of March, 1864, a few hours be- 
fore the time fixed for his execution, 
he committed suicide. One James 
White was tried and convicted in the 
consular court at Shanghai, on the 
23a of November, 1863, of the murder 
of Samuel Webster. A warrant was 
issued for his execution, but he broke 
jail and escaped, owing to the in- 
sufficient means provided for taking 
care of prisoners. A third, and more 
remarkable, case was that of John D. 
Buckley, who, on the 22d of May, 
1863, murdered, at Shanghai, John 
McKennon, a citizen of the United 
States, and the master of an Ameri- 
can merchant ship. ... He was tried 
at Shanghai for the murder, on the 
1st of February, 1864, Lefore the 
American consul general, and four 
associates, and was convicted and 
sentenced to be hung. The United 
States minister in China, on the 11th 


of March, 1864, issued a warrant for 
his execution, and he was hung at 
Shanghai, on the 1st of April, 1864. 
The proceedings in Buckley’s case 
were approved by the _ president 
(Diplomatic Correspondence of 1864, 
part 3, pages 392 to 419, 440, 474, 
478, 479).” 

So MACHOL Aus AT e848 CS Ulaes: 
Statoil, 278e-cml 50s 015); Act of 
June) 22, 1860) (12), US (Si St.c:at,L: 
CIO MOLES § aby, 

6. The Spark v. Lee Choi Chum, 
22 EF. Cas. No. 13,206, 1 Sawy. 7138. 

7. American consular courts in 
China retain jurisdiction “in civil 
cases where the sum or value of the 
property involved in the controversy 
does not exceed five hundred dollars 
United States money and in criminal 
cases where the punishment for the 
offense charged can not exceed by 
law one hundred dollars fine or sixty 
days’ imprisonment or both, and shall 
have power to arrest, examine and 
discharge accused persons or com- 
mit them to the said court.” Act of 
June 30, 1906 (34 U. S. St. at L..814 ¢ 
3934 § 2). 

8. ,-Act of (Mareh 2, 1909 (35.U..S. 
St. at L. 679 c 255). 


9. “The offices of vice consul gen- 
eral, deputy consul general, and 
deputy consul are abolished.” Act 


Of HDebr: 15/1915 "C8. USS. St. att. 
806 ¢ 23 § 5). 

10. ‘Whatever the reason the con- 
clusion seems irresistible that by 
abolishing the ‘office of vice-consul- 
general’ Congress eliminated the only 
functionary who was then authorized 
to hold the consular court for the 
district of Shanghai and that its ju- 
risdiction thereby lapsed. And, since 
the jurisdiction of this court had 
previously, been concurrent there- 
with and, in said consular district, 
‘exclusive’ but for said court, its 
jurisdiction was necessarily merged 
in that of this court.” In re Fitch, 
Gn Sw iCt: fors@hina: March18419:9)) 
No. 736; Yao Sui-Dong v. American 
Hood Mfg. Co., (U. S.. Ct. for China 
March 8, 1919) No. 740. 

11. Act of March 4, 1915 (88 U.S. 
Stiat- Ty 12380 145-)< 

Tos sina row RUtCh own Uno. © Clon LOr 
China March 8, 1919) No. 736; Yao 
Sui-Dong v. American Food Mfg. Co., 
(U. S. Ct. for China March 8, 1919) 
No. 740. 

18. Gould v. Hayes, 19 Ala. 438; 
Dement v. Boggess, 13 Ala. 140; 
Koons vy. Dyer, Morr. (Iowa) 93; 
Com. v. Hudson, 11 Gray (Mass.) 64 
(Shaw, C. J.); State v. St. Louis 
County Ct., 38 Mo. 402. At most 


of congress of June 30, 1906.74 


The court is pre- 


therefore the act of March 4, 1915, 
gave concurrent jurisdiction with the 
United States court over certain 
matters. 

ae Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 


15. Its full title, however, is “His 
Britannic Majesty’s Supreme Court 
for China and Corea.’’ Ord. Counc. 
(1904) ST tL): 

16. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
p 165. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 7 (6). 


17. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 7 (2). 

18. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
CLO OS) Sie Cae 

19. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 15. 

26. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1904) § 8. 


21. 34 St. at L. 814 ¢ 3934. 

[a] Fhe history of the court has 
been traced as follows: “As Ameri- 
can interests in the Far Hast gradu- 
ally expanded it became. apparent 
that the important and far reaching 
judicial power which the nation had 
acquired there should be exercised, 
or at least supervised, by those 
trained especially, for that purpose. 
Our Ministers and Consuls doubtless 
made the best of a difficult situa- 
tion but they were laymen (Commis- 
sioner Davis, writing in 1850, said: 
‘Those who have to administer the 
law are destitute of all legal require- 
ments,’ Senate Ex. Doc. 72, 1st Sess. 
sist Cong. Sept. 9,:1850. Inspector 
Peirce, reporting in 1904, wrote: ‘At 
the present time none of our Con- 
suls in China are trained lawyers.’ 
Jones, the Consular Service of the 
United States (1906), 52) as a rule 
and it was not to be expected that 
they should find themselves at home 
in the technical field of law. In 
1881 Secretary Blaine, in an opinion 
which was transmitted to Congress 
by President Arthur, recommended 
that ‘men of legal training should be 
enosen for certain judicial offices in- 
dependent of the consular system and 
the establishment of a separate sys- 
tem of courts, at least in China, with 
an appellate court at Shanghai.’ 
Bills embodying these recommenda- 
tions were introduced into Congress 
in 1882 and 1884 but were not acted 
upon. Nevertheless the advocates of 
a better system continued their ef- 
forts. Consular Inspector Peirce, in 
his report for 1904 urged the estab- 
lishment of a United States Court. 
In March, 1906, Congressman Edwin 
Denby, son of a former Minister to 
China, introduced his bill. It passed 
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sided over by one judge with a staff consisting of a 
district attorney, marshal, and clerk, all of whom 
are appointed by the president.?? 

[§ 50] (b) Jurisdiction—aa. Territorial. Ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction of this United States court ex- 
tends to, and its process runs throughout, all Chi- 
nese territory.”® 

[§ 51] bb. Personal. The test of jurisdiction 
over the person in all these territorial courts is the 
nationality of defendant. Anyone may be a plain- 
tiff, but there must be a defendant subject to Amer- 
ican authority in order to confer jurisdiction.** 

[§ 52] cc. Topical (Of the Subject Matter)— 
(aa)  Original—aaa. Concurrent. By its organic 
act the United States court for China is given ‘‘ex- 
elusive jurisdiction in all cases and judicial pro- 
ceedings whereof jurisdiction may now be exercised 
by United States consuls and ministers by law and 
by virtue of treaties between the United States and 
China, except in so far as the said jurisdiction is 
qualified by section two of this Act.’’°> The latter 
provides that the consuls-retain ‘‘the same jurisdic- 
tion as they now possess,’’?6 up to the limits al- 
ready deseribed for the consular courts. But the 
jurisdiction of the consular courts when such or- 
ganic act became operative was not exclusive; it was 
original and concurrent with that of the commis- 
sioner and the minister.?7 As the successor of the 
two latter by the grant above mentioned the United 


the lower House under his guidance, | ized at any place in China having an!:tion under the Act of 1848. 
consulate. The 


received the support of Senators | American 


Lodge and Spooner in the Upper|Act also conferred 
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[§§ 49-55 


States court acquired jurisdiction concurrent with 
that of the consular courts within their limits. 

[§ 53] bbb. Exclusive. Exclusive original juris- 
diction of the subject matter is exercised by the 
United States court in all cases arising within its 
territory and not cognizable by the consular courts, 
that is, in all civil cases where the amount involved 
exceeds five hundred dollars, and in all criminal 
cases where the penalty prescribed exceeds ‘‘one 
hundred dollars fine or sixty days’ imprisonment, or 
both.’’?8 It sometimes happens, especially in ad- 
ministration matters, that a cause is commenced in 
a consular court under the belief that it involves 
less than five hundred dollars, and is afterward 
found to involve more;”® in that event it is trans- 
ferred to the United States court, and the prior 
proceedings are treated as having been conducted 
under its authority.®° 

[§ 54] (bb) Appellate. All judgments of the 
consular courts are’ subject to review by the United 
States court for China on appeal, while from the 
latter, which is considered as located in the ninth 
judicial circuit, appeals lie to the court of appeals 
sitting at San Francisco.*+ 

[§ 55] (cc) Supervisory. Besides its ordinary 
appellate cognizance the United States court also 
exercises a supervisory or administrative jurisdic- 
tion ®? in all probate and administration causes 
whether appealed or not. The relation between the 
As a 


Organic | matter of policy he naturally would 
jurisdiction in| not have appointed both a Commis- 


Chamber and became a law on June] Korea but, while this provision has| sioner and a Minister but the law 


30, 1906. 


Elsewhere Mr. Denby has |never been repealed, the jurisdiction} certainly gave him the option to ap- 


said of the conception and purpose|has not been exercised in recent| point either. Nor would the juris- 
. 


of his measure: ‘I thought of our | years. 


United States Judge as much in the 24. See supra § 31. 
light of an ancillary, unofficial am- 25: 34 U. S. St. at L. 814 ec 3934] pend its exercise. 


bassador of the United States, as of | § 


diction be lost by the failure so 
to appoint. That would merely sus- 
And without the 
express abolition of the Commis- 


a Judge of a court for the trial of 26. 34 -U. S. St. at L. 814 c¢ 3934 


cases in which Americans were con- 
cerned. I had hoped at that time, 
judging of conditions as I had known 
them before, that this high judicial 
officer, the highest American official 
in the land next only to the Minis- 
ter, unhampered by diplomatic re- 
strictions and with an eye single to 
the best interests of the Chinese Hm- 
pire and of the United States, might, 
having placed himself on terms of 
friendship and confidence with the 
chief officials of the Empire, exer- 
cise in an entirely’ unofficial way a 
considerable influence in matters af- 
fecting foreign relations. The Court’s 
sittings were to be at the points in- 
dicated—four great vice-regal seats 
and I hoped that perhaps some 
good might be accomplished through 
the influence of the Court in an en- 
tirely unofficial and friendly way, 
relying upon the Judge himself to 
exercise tact and discretion and to 
use whatever influence he might ac- 
quire in the best manner.’ (Far 
Hastern Am. Bar. Assoc. Publ. I, 14, 
15). While nominally established by 
the act of June 30, 1906, the court 
was not actually opened for business 
until early in 1907. Of the more than 
seven hundred causes which have 
come before it since then, there have 
been many of unusual importance 
either in the legal questions arising 
or in the amounts involved.” Lobin- 
gier Am. Ct. in China (1919) pp 4, 5. 

oo) 34°. 0S, St..at Lp 816) ci 3934 
§ 6. 
There is also a commissioner ap- 
pointed under special acts of con- 
gress. 

23. Sessions of the court are held 
almost continuously at Shanghai and 
one regular term is held each year 
at Tientsin in the north, Hankow in 
central China, and Canton in _ the 
south. Special sessions are author- 


27 sean Lreeiolceh. win iS. aun nLor 
China March 8, 1919) No. %36; Yao 
Sui-Dong v. American Food Mfg. Co., 
(U. S. Ct. for China March 8, 1919) 
No. 740 (where the court says: ‘The 
Act of 1860 did not purport to abol- 
ish the office of commissioner nor to 
take away his original jurisdiction 
‘to hear and decide all cases.’ It 
seems rather to have been cumula- 
tive, applying to additional countries, 
conferring jurisdiction upon another 
‘functionary’ (the Minister) but leav- 
ing in foree existing provisions for 
such need as might arise. Hence it 
did not even mention the Act of 1848 
and repealed (Act of 1860) sec. 32 
. . . only ‘inconsistent provisions.’ 
But there was nothing ‘inconsistent’ 
between these two acts. The first 
as we have seen conferred jurisdic- 
tion in China (and perhaps Turkey) 
upon ‘the Commissioner and the Con- 
suls.’ The second conferred jurisdic- 
tion in other countries as well as 
China upon ‘the Minister and the 
Consuls,’ In the other countries the 
Minister alone might share such ju- 
risdiction with the Ccnsuls but in 
China there was nothing to prevent 
the Commissioner also from sharing 
it with them. That it was the inten- 
tion to make this possible seems ap- 
parent from the fact that our treaty 
of 1858 with China confirmed juris- 
diction in the ‘Consul or other public 
functionary’ (Art. x: Malloy, 
Treaties, I, 215) while the purpose 
of the Act of 1860, as announced in 
its title, was ‘to carry into effect... 
the treaties giving certain ju- 
dicial powers to Ministers and Con- 
suls or other functionaries of the 
United States.’ It was, therefore, 
still in order for the President, if he 
chose, to appoint a Commissioner, for 
China, who would exercise jurisdic- 


sioner’s office his potential jurisdic- 
tion remained and so long as it 
remained, the jurisdiction of the con- 
suls could not be exclusive’). 

ae 34 U. S. St. at L. 814 ¢ 3934 
29. In re Jaeger, (April 26, 1918 
No. 613) 4 Mill. Rev. 374 (the grant 
of jurisdiction in “all civil cases” 
of the prescribed amount is an ex- 
tensive one and includes proceedings 
of every recognized class without 
limit as to the maximum amount or 
character ‘of relief sought. Thus 
while the United States court for 
China is a part of the federal ju- 
dicial system, corresponding in grade 
mainly to the district courts, it has 
cognizance of certain causes [such 
as probate, divorce, guardianship and 
adoption] which, in America, are en- 
tertained only by the state courts). 

30. In re Jaeger, (April 26, 1918 
No. 613) 4 Mill. Rev. 374. 

31. Formerly appeals lay to the 
minister in cases involving two thou- 
sand five hundred dollars or less; 
if more the appeal lay to the federal 
circuit court in California. See The 
Ping On v. Blethen, 11 Fed. 607, 610, 
7 Sawy. 482 (where the court says: 
“The whole statute upon the subject 
of the consular and ministerial courts 
of China and Japan must be con- 
strued together, and, if possible, so 
that there shall be no conflict be- 
tween its various piovisions. A com- 
plete and harmonious system for the 
exercise of appellate jurisdiction 
from those courts has been provided, 
and sections 4092 and 4093 prescribe 
the jurisdiction’’). 

382. Thus it is provided that the 
consular judge “shall pay no claims 
against the estate without the writ- 
ten approval of the judge of said 
[United States] court, nor shall he 
make sale of any of the assets of 
said estate without first reporting the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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two is, therefore, something more than that usually 
existing between appellate and nisi prius courts. 
What congress apparently intended by this, particu- 
larly as regards probate and administration matters, 
was the creation of an office resembling the ‘‘ Chief 
Judicial Superintendent’’ of the up-to-date law 
reformers.** Thus, to Dr. Denby’s conception of an 
must be added that of 
Dean Wigmore’s ‘‘ judicial superintendent’? #4 if we 
would comprehend the purposes which underlay the 
creation of the United States court for China. 
International Mixed Courts. 
in advance in the evolution of the machinery for ad- 
ministering extraterritorial jurisdiction is marked 
by the creation of international mixed courts.®® 
Egypt. Such tribunals were established in Egypt 
nearly a half century ago *® and the experiment has 


*“unofficial ambassador’’ 


[§ 56] c. 


same to said judge and obtaining a 
written approval of said sale,’ etc. 
ACtVTOL, June’ 30>) 1906) "84 UR“ Se ‘St: 
at L. 814 c 3934 § 2). The latter is 
also empowered, “to require at any 
time reports from consuls or vice- 
consuls in respect of all their acts 
and doings relating to the estate of 
any such deceased person.’ 34 U.S. 
St. at L. 814 c 3934 § 2. The statute 
further provides: ‘That the proced- 
ure of the said court shall be in ac- 
cordance, so far as practicable, with 
the existing procedure prescribed for 
consular courts in China in accord- 
ance with the Revised Statutes of 
the United States: Provided, however, 
That the judge of the said United 
States Court for China shall have au- 
thority from time to time to modify 
and supplement said rules of pro- 
cedureé.’? (34 U. S. St. at’: -816) ¢ 
39348 5. 

83. Indeed Mr. Cushing seems to 
have had this idea in mind when he 
wrote, a half century earlier: “I 
think it is the theory of the statute, 
and a good one, to give to the com- 
missioner, in ordinary judicial mat- 
ters, at common law, only a regula- 
tive, appellate, and superintending 
authority.’ 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 507. 

John H. Wigmore, the leader of ad- 
vanced legal thought in America, ex- 
presses (11 Ill. L. Rev. p 49) this con- 
ception as follows: “What we preach 
is a Chief Judicial Superintendent, 
who shall have the power and the 
duty to inquire into each and every 
sort of botch-product of our justice- 
system, and to take measures to im- 
prove it against the recurrence of 
such failures. When the _ people 
bring themselves to permitting and 
demanding such an innovation, they 
will be in a fair way of getting sub- 
stantial improvements in their jus- 
tice,—but not before then.” 

34. “Further reflection is remov- 
ing some of the initial prejudice 
avainst Dr. Wigmore’s ‘Judicial Su- 
perintendent.’” 22 Law Notes p 103 
(September 1918). : 

35. “Where the foreign commu- 
nity has attained to considerable di- 
mensions, the mixed Courts of differ- 
ent nationalities may be found to be 
merged, by consent of the Govern- 
ments interested, into one permanent 
tribunal, of which the bench is com- 
posed of both native and foreign 
Judges. 
may not be represented on the bench 
of Judges according to the terms of 


the mutual agreement.” Piggott 
Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 167. 
36. “The establishment of the 


mixed courts was the result of an 
international commission which met 
in Cairo in 1869. (Letter of Judge 
SP) Tuck, Jan. *21;,° 1898; accom- 
panying the dispatch of Mr. Harri- 
son, agent, &c., at Cairo, No. 16, Jan. 
27, 1898, 29 MS. Desp. from Egypt).” 
2 Moore, Int. L. Dig. p 725. 

“In 1876, as the result of negotia- 
tions between the Ottoman and 
Egyptian Governments and the vari- 


Each nationality may or. 
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China. 


A step 


Law applied. 


[$ 57] 


ous Christian powers having repre- 
sentatives at Cairo, certain courts 
were created in Egypt for the trial 
of mixed civil causes arising be- 
tween persons of different foreign 
nationalities and suits of foreigners 
against natives, the Egyptian Gov- 
ernment and members of the Khe- 
Gival family. These mixed tribunals 
in civil matters, within their exclu- 
Sive jurisdiction, superseded the con- 
sular courts. A mixed tribunal con- 
sists of five judges, three of whom 
are foreigners and two natives. * The 
foreign judges are appointed by the 
Khedive on the recommendation of 
the great powers, each of which is 
represented by from one to three 
judges. There are several tribunals 
of original jurisdiction (first in- 
stance) and a court of appeals at 
Alexandria. The United States is 
represented in the court of appeals 
at Alexandria, court of first instance 
at Cairo, and court of first instance 
at Alexandria.’’ 2 Moore Int. L. 
Dig. p 723. - 

S7. “The excellence of their ad- 


ministration has: been deservedly 
praised. . . . Questions of personai 
status, matrimonial causes and in- 


heritance belong as formerly to the 
consular courts, yet jurisdiction in 
these matters has tended to widen 
because the excellent administration 
of the tribunals has led to the sub- 
mission to them of whatever could 
be claimed to be within their power.” 
Hinckley Am. Cons. Jur. Orient p 15. 

88. See 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 725 
(where the author says: “Complaint 
was made that the courts had as- 
sumed jurisdiction where? the par- 
ties were natives, on the ground that 
some foreign interest was at stake, 
as in the case of an Egyptian com- 
pany or corporation in which foreign- 
ers were interested, and that they 
had also held that a native might 
select a foreigner as his agent to 
bring an action against another na- 
tive. It seems that the courts had 
consistently held themselves compe- 
tent where a ‘mixed interest’ was 
involved, or where the rights of. one 


-not an Egyptian would be affected 


by the decision, and that the custom 
of a native choosing a foreign agent 
to bring his suit had arisen out of 
the preference shown for the mixed 
tribunals. For discussions of these 
and other auestions brought before 
the international commission of 1898, 
see the following MS. dispatches of 
Mr. Harrison, agent and consul-gen- 
eral at Cairo: No. 14, Jan. 5, 1898; No. 
16, Jan. 27. 1898, enclosing letters 
of Judges Keiley and Tuck; No. 25, 
Feb. 11, 1898; No. 38, March 24, 1898; 
No. 41, April 23, 1898; No. 44, April 
29, 1898, supra’’). 

39. See Press Despatches April 
DOWOS 

40. Lobingier The International 
Mixed Court of Shanghai—A Key to 
Judicial Reform in China, Am. Bar 
Assoc, Journ. April 1919. 
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been much commended,*? although complaint on the 
part of the Egyptian government has not been 
entirely lacking.*8 
recently been renewed.*9 , 
The international mixed court of Shang- 
hai, China, is even older, but has not always been 
so fortunate in securing commendation. It appears, 
however, to have great possibilities, if reformed, in 
the way of improving China’s judicial system.*? 
At present ** it is composed of five Chinese magis- 
trates, six assessors 
Britain, Italy, and Japan), and ten special assessors 
who sit in eases involving other nationals.*? 


The tenure of these courts has 


(vice consuls of America, 


These courts, however, are not 


strictly extraterritorial, for both those of Egypt 4% 
and China ** apply the law of the country. 
2. Mode cf Trial—a. 


In General. Asa 


lows: ‘‘At Shanghai, according to the 
custom in time of peace, foreigners 
who are subjects of a power having 
no treaty with China, and who there- 
fore do not enjoy the privileges of 
extraterritoriality, are, when arrested 
for crime, tried by the ‘mixed court,’ 
that is, by a Chinese magistrate sit- 
ting with a foreign ‘assessor. On 
the French concession this assessor 
is always a French consular officer. 
On the Anglo-American settlement 
an Itnglish assessor sits with the 
Chinese official on Mondays, Wednes-~ 
days, and Fridays; an American as- 
sessor on Tuesdays and Thursdays, 
and a German assessor on Saturdays. 
Before this tribunal are also brought 
all Chinese charged with crimes or 
misdemeanors in the settlement, and 
sentence is rendered by the Chinese 
and foreign officials acting together.” 
zw Moore’ Int. Et Dip 652. 

42. Lobingier The International 
Mixed Court of Shanghai—A Key to 
Judicial Reform in China, Am. Bar 
Assoc. Journ. April 1919. 

43. “The Mixed Courts of Egypt, 
(which, it should be noted, do not 
oust the jurisdiction of the Consular 
Courts in ordinary criminal mat- 
ters), are constructed on this prin- 
ciple. They administer the native 
law, thus introducing the third form 
of exterritorial Court.” Piggott 
BExterr. (new ed 1907)’ p 167. 

“A similar commission met in 1884, 
and upon its recommendation amend- 
ments were made to the articles of 
the mixed codes, relating to mort- 
gages, bills of exchange, promissory 
notes, and the seizure and sale of 
real estate to pay judgments on 
mortgages. ... Letter of Judge S. 
P. Tuck, Jan. 21, 1898, accompanying 
the dispatch of Mr. Harrison, agent, 


&¢., at’ Cairo, Noo"16; Jane 2.759 1898) 
29 MS. Desp. from Egypt.” 2 Moore 
nt Ee eDissp 25. 


44. The mixed court of Shanghai 
applies the “provisional Criminal 
Code of China’ (enforced since 1912) 
and such of the other Chinese law 
as is accessible. Unfortunately much 
of it exists now if at all, only in the 
form of custom. “In the practice of 
the ‘mixed court’ at Shanghai, where 
foreign assessors sit with native 
magistrates, extreme severity of piun- 
ishment, though it should be dis- 
countenanced, ‘may, unhappily, form 
part of the rerular administration of 
justice in punishment of crime ac- 
cording to the Chinese laws;’ but, 
with respect to the use of torture to 
extract testimony, ‘the case is vastly 
different. Such methods should not 
be recognized or sanctioned by any 
civilized power; and, if they are 
practiced, no proper means should 
be spared to check the abuse, through 
the influence of the foreign as- 
sessors, who can not be expected 
to lend themselves knowingly to the 
procedure.’” Acting Secretary Hay 
to Minister Angell, Aug. 16, 1880, U. 
S. For. Rel. (1880) p 292; 2 Moore 


41, A former description is as fol- | Int. L. Dig. p 653. 
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rule trials in extraterritorial courts may take place 
before the presiding judge alone.*#® Provision is 
usually made, however, for assistance. 

[§ 58] b. Assessors. From an early period the 
French consular judges were provided with asses- 
seurs 4® who participated in findings of both law 
and fact.47 The scheme was borrowed by the Brit- 
ish for their extraterritorial courts both appellate 4% 
and risi prius,*® which may summon assessors. The 
first American statute °° relative to extraterritorial 
courts provided the assessor system under the name 
of ‘‘associates.’’ They were obligatory in capital >? 
and in civil cases involving ‘‘legal perplexities’’ or 
more than five hundred dollars.5?. In ordinary crim- 
inal cases the calling of assessors was practically 
discretionary, they being prescribed only when, in 
the consul’s opinion, their ‘‘assistance would be use- 
ful’’ or ‘‘a severer punishment’’ than those specified 
would be required.°? The system was continued in 
the corresponding provisions of later statute °* ren- 
dered necessary by the negotiation of extraterri- 
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torial treaties with other countries.°> Where the 
associates concurred with the consul °° and, if a civil 
case, the amount involved was less than twenty- 
five hundred dollars,°? there was no appeal. But 
aside from those, conditions an appeal lay after 
1870 to the federal circuit court for the district of 
California.®® Still later legislation °° effected the 
abolition of obligatory ‘‘associates’’ and they are 
now seldom summoned. In establishing the United 
States court for China it was expressly declared 
that the provisions for summoning associates ‘‘ have 
no application.’’ °° 

[§ 59] c. Juries. None of the statutes relating 
to American extraterritorial courts provide for jury 
trials,*! and the validity of procedure without a 
jury has nevertheless been upheld by the federal 
supreme court even in a capital case.°? In the Brit- 
ish supreme court for China provision is made for a 
jury of five in ordinary cases, and of twelve in 
capital cases.® 


IV. EFFECT 


[$ 60] A. On Domicile—1. Meaning. ‘‘There 
is no universally-agreed definition of the word domi- 
cil,’’ said Dr. Lushington, in a ease ** decided nearly 
three quarters of a century ago, ‘‘no agreed 
enumeration of the ingredients which constitute 
domicile. . Indeed, [ think there are no less 

45. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 


(1904) § 28; U. S. Rev. St. §§ 4106, 
4107; 34 U.S. St. at L. 816 ¢ 3934 § 5. 


limited to cases 


former, appeals to the minister are) marriage, 


not less than $500 and not exceeding | provision for jury trials. 


than fourteen or fifteen different definitions of this 
word.’’ 

[§ 61] 2. Extraterritorial Domicile °°—a. Eng- 
lish Doctrine. ‘‘There is no authority that I am 
aware of in English law,’’ said Mr. Justice Chitty,®* 
‘‘that an individual can become domiciled as a mem- 


and -by~ Mr } Branch, .of 


involving amounts} North Carolina, to the absence of a 


Both those 


Ba ie. 


46. Ord. 1681 (providing for two 
deputies and four notables, prom- 
inent merchants. The total number 
was reduced to four by an edict of 
1722). 

47. 1 De Clercq end De Vallat, 
Guide pratique 528, 563; 2 Feraud- 
Giraud Jur. Francaise pp 270, 390. 

48. China and Corea Ord. Counc. 
(1994) § 28 (a). 

49, China and Corea Ord. Counc, 
(1904) § 28 (b). 

50. Act of Aug. 11, 1848 (9 U.S. 
St. at L. 277, 278 ¢ 150 §§ 10, 11, 15). 
See as to this: Act In re Stupp, 23 
F Cas. No. 13,564, 11 Blatchf. 124; 
2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 613. 

Slat Act oh Aug.) 11,1843 .(9- U.S. 
St! at L. 277, 278 © 150 §$ 10, 15) 
(vequiring ‘not less than four” and 
a unanimous verdict followed by the 
commissioner’s approval, in order to 
convict). It was such a tribunal in 
1864 which tried Buckley who was 
later executed at Shanghai. In re 
Stupp, 23 F. Cas. No.. 18,562, 11 
Blatchf. 124. 

52. Act of Aug. 11, 1848 (9 U. S. 
Stratis, 276 nero 0ns: ih). 

Bara Aet fof Aus. Li, 1848 iC9,.U Ss: 
Sey ab dui? (iG) aL 5,0) 38110). 

54 Act of June 22,°1860 (12 U. S. 
Sty veo but ude ove Li9, 88. 40, o1 1 lop. 

boy) SNe res Stuppy, .23)) He Casi iNo-; 
13,562, 11 Blatehf. 124.. Compare 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 6138. 

56. Act of June 22, 1860 (12 -U..S. 
Sirpate leider ioe) utOy SS*li0, uh La). 

57. The Ping-On v. Blethen, 11 
Fed. 607, 7 Sawy. 482. 

5S) Acti of duly. ihe isi 0 vC16. Diss 
St. at L. 183 ¢ 194) as construed in 
The Ping-On v. Blethen, 11 Fed. 607, 
610,.7 Sawy. 482 (where the court 
said: “The whole statute upon the 
subject of the consular and minister- 
jal courts of China and Japan must 
be construed together, and, if pos- 
sible, so that there shall be no con- 
flict between its various provisions. 
A complete and harmonious system 
for the exercise of appellate jurisdic- 
tion from those courts has been ,:ro- 
vided, and sections 4092 and 4093 
prescribe the jurisdiction. By the 


$2,500. 
diction is given to the United States 
circuit court for the district of Cali- 
fornia in ‘any final judgment in the 
consular court wherein the amount 
of the judgment, exclusive of costs, 
exceeds $2,500,’ ete. The special of- 
fice and purpose of those two sec- 
tions is to prescribe the jurisdiction. 
Section 4107 only prescribes, to a 
certain extent, the conditions and li- 
mitations under which the jurisdic- 
tion provided for by the previous sec- 
tions shall be exercised. Its provi- 
sions must be construed in subordin- 
ation to the system and provisions 
of the sections specially defining the 
jurisdiction. So construing section 
4107, we have no doubt that appeals 
to the minister are allowed by its 
provisions: under the circumstances 
therein indicated, only in the class 
of cases Over which appellate juris- 
diction is given to that officer by 
section 4092, and that in any case 
wherein the judgment exceeds $2,500, 
etc., an appeal lies to the circuit 
court for the district of California’). 

59. Act of June 30, 1906 (34 U. S. 
St. at L. 814 c 3934 § 2) (reducing 
consular jurisdiction to limits within 
which the calling of assessors was 
always discretionary). 

60. Act of June 30, 1906 (34 U.S. 
St? at, Dy 816)e.3934.8 5). 

61. The original draft of the act 
of 1860 “contained a section provid- 
ing for trial by jury in China and 
Japan, Mr. Hilyer (Solicitor of the 
Treasury) doubted the expediency of 
this provision, expressing the opinion 
that trial by jury in China and 
Japan would constitute a violation of 
the treaties with those countries, 
which required the trial of citizens 
of the United States charged with 
crime to be held by the consul or 
some other public functionary of the 
United States. The suggestion of 
Mr. Hilyer was adopted by the De- 
partment of State, and the bill as 
thus amended was passed by the 
Senate. In the House of Representa- 
tives objection was made by Mr. 
Phelps to the section in regard to 


By the latter, appellate juris-| gentlemen, however, afterward. with- 


drew their objections and the bill 
was passed in the precise form in 
which it was adopted by the Senate. 
(Mr. Seward, See. of State, to Mr. 
Seward, consul-general at Shanghai, 
June 11, 1864, 37 MS. Desp. to con- 
Be 292. yy 2 Moore Inty Li, Digi 


62. Ross v. MeIntyre, 140 U. S. 
453,11 (SCt 897. 85s due eds wool. 

63. Rules of Court § 27. 

64. Maltass v. Maltass, 1 Rob. 
Eccl. 67, 74. See Domicile 19 GC. J. 
p 390. 

65. This is the phrase used by 
Judge Wilfley in Allen’s Will, Am. 
Journ Int... 2, But in Mather v. 
Cunningham, 105 Me. 326, 74 A 809, 
29 LRANS 761, 18 AnnCas 692, which 
adopted the doctrine of the ease last 
cited, the” court’ observed: “We 
wish to say, however, that we do not 
agree with Judge Wilfley in employ- 
ing the name ‘extraterritorial domi- 
cile.” It appears to be inconsistent 
with the fundamental idea of domi- 
cile, which, as we have endeavored 
to show, is a relation between an in- 
dividual and a particular locality or 
country. The fact that the law gov- 
erning the particular locality is ex- 
traterritorial does not make the 
domicile extraterritorial, since it is 
immaterial upon the question of 
domicile froni what source the law 
is proclaimed, as before shown.” So 
Mr. Huberich in his article on 
“Domicile of Privileged Foreigners” 
(24 Law Quart. Rev. pp 440, 447) ex- 
presses the opinion that “the choice 
of the words ‘extraterritorial domi- 
cile’ is unfortunate in that it is like- 
ly to convey the idea of exemption 
from the laws of the territorial sov- 
ereign.” But the phrase thus crit- 
icised did not originate with Judge 
Wilfley; for Mr. Justice Chitty in his 
opinion in In re Tootal 238 Ch. D. 
532, 539 speaks of “a domicil which 
may not improperly be termed extra- 
territorial.” Sir Francis Piggott, a 
recognized authority, also uses ithe 
phrase. Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 249. 

G6a,7 Inviren Lootalie23s Chi Dis bez, 


> For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotazions, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 61-63] 
ber of a community which is not the community pos- 
sessing the supreme or sovereign territorial power.’’ 
Commercial domicile. Mr. Justice Chitty, discus- 
sing extraterritorial jurisdictions or ‘‘factories’’ in 
the principal case ®" first above cited, concedes that 
“*there may be commercial domicil there in times of 
war with reference to the law of capture; but,’’ he 
adds, ‘‘that 1s altogether a different matter.’’ What 
is meant by the ‘‘commercial domicil’’ here referred 
to? Mr. Bigelow defines it as follows: ‘‘Commer- 
cial or trade domicil is a term used to designate the 
residence which in time of war determines whether 
a person’s property embarked in trade is to be re- 
garded as of a belligerent or neutral character.’’ 8 
Consequences of this doctrine. It would seem, 
therefore, that this ‘‘commercial domicil’’ is little 
more than the place where one trades. It certainly 
does not affect one’s political or civil status, and the 
rights of one possessing ‘‘commercial domicil’’ are 
determined by the treaties between his own govern- 
ment and that of the country wherein he trades. In 
China, for example, the first treaty with Great 
Britain provided ‘‘that British subjects with their 
families and establishments, shall be allowed to re- 
side, for the purpose of carrying on their mercantile 
pursuits, without molestation or restraint,’’ at the 
five treaty ports.®° So the latest treaty between the 
538. See also Conflict of Laws § 24. 
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a civil domicil in one country, and, 
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United States and China provides for such privileges 
at all the open ports.7° But what is the civil or 
political domicile of one who lives and trades in an 
extraterritorial jurisdiction? Of the several classes 
of domicile enumerated by Mr. Justice Story the 
first (domicile of origin) once fixed continues under 
the English law until a new domicile is estab- 
lished.*4_ And even where he acquires a new domi- _ 
eile of choice, if he abandons it the domicile of 
origin revives.*? It follows that the domicile of a 
British subject residing in an extraterritorial juris- 
diction is the domicile of his origin, that is, the place 
of his birth.7* Under Spanish law, however, the 
domicile of one enjoying the rights of extraterri- 
toriality, such as a diplomat, is the last which he had 
in Spanish territory.’4 

[§ 62] b. American Doctrine. There has been 
some attempt to import the English rule into Amer- 
ican law.?® Early in the year following publication 
of the work last cited a case7® was decided by the 
United States court for China. The testator in that 
case was born in the United States, but instead of 
applying the law of ‘‘the state or territory in which ° 
he had his home,’’ that is, his birth place, the court 
applied the ‘‘common law’’ which, it held, had been 
extended to China by acts of congress.*7 

[§ 63] B. On Domestic Relations—1. Marriage 


sult as the English domicil. But the 


Another case often cited in this con- 
nection is the Indian Chief, 3 C. Rob, 
12, 22, but the person whose status 
was there defined never resided in 
an extraterritorial jurisdiction, and, 
as was observed by Spear, J., in 
Mather v. Cunningham, 105 Me. 326, 
343; (V4 A 86, 29-4 LRANS 761) 18 
AnnCas 692, the question there con- 
sidered: “did not in any sense involve 
the capacity of either party to ac- 
quire a residence in a foreign coun- 
try.” Moreover Sir W. Scott in de- 
livering judgment in that case used 
the language (pp 28, 29) which ap- 
pears hardly consistent with the doc- 
trine of In re Tootal. Mr. Huberich, 
in his article on “Domicile of Priv- 
ileged Foreigners” (24 Law Quart. 
p 440) observes: ‘‘The English view, 
it is submitted, is based on erroneous 
conceptions of domicile and_ exter- 
ritoriality.. It is supported by_ the 
authority of a single case, has been 
vigorously attacked, and may yet be 
repudiated by Courts not bound by 
the precedent.” 

67. In re Tootal, 23 Ch. D. 532. 

68. Notes to Story Confl. L. (8th 
ed) p 41. 

Mr. Dicey in his work on the Con- 
flict of Laws (Moore ed) pp 7387, 740 
distinguishes as follows between civil 
and commercial domicile: “A civil 
domocil is such a permanent resi- 
dence in a country as makes that 
country a person’s home, and renders 
it, therefore, reasonable that his 
civil rights should in many instances 
be determined by the laws thereof. 
A commercial domicil, on the other 
hand, is such a residence in a coun- 
try for the purpose of trading there 
as makes a person’s trade or busi- 
ness contribute to or form part of 
the resources of such country, and 
renders it, therefore, reasonable that 
his hostile, friendly, or neutral char- 
acter should be determined by ref- 
erence to the character of such coun- 
try. When a person’s civil domicil 
is. in question, the matter to be de- 
termined is whether he has or has 
not so settled in a given country as 
to have made it his home. When a 
verson’s commercial domicil is in 
question, the matter to be determined 
is whether he is or is not residing 
in a given country with the inten- 
tion of continuing to trade there.’ 
“Prom the distinctions between a civil 
and a commercial domicil, the conclu- 
sion fcllows that a person may have 


at the same time a commercial domi- 
cil or residence in another. Thus, 
suppose that D’s domicil of origin 


is English, and that he goes to 
France and setS up in trade there 
without any purpose of making 


Ifrance his permanent home, but with 
the distinct intention of returning to 
England within ten years. He clear- 
ly retains his English domicil of 
origin; and the outbreak of a war 
between France and England does not 
of itself affect D’s civil domicil. If 
D continues to reside and trade in 
France after the outbreak of hostil- 
ities, though without any change of 
intention as to the time of his stay 
in France, he will acquire a French 
commercial domicil. In other words, 
he will have a civil domicil in Eng- 
land and a commercial domicil in 
France.” See also Conflict of Laws 


69. Treaty of Nanking (1842) art 
II; 1 Treaties Between China and 
Foreign States (Shanghai 1908) p 
160. See also Conflict of Laws § 24. 

70. Treaty of 1903 art III; 1 Trea- 
ties Between. China and Foreign 
States (Shanghai 1908) p 538; 1 Mal- 
loy Treaties p 268. See also article 
by L. N. Richards on “The Rights 
of Foreigners to Reside and Hold 


Hangin China”? 15. Harv. Li, Reve 
p 191. 

71. Munro v. Munro, 7 Cl. & F. 
842, 7 Reprint 1288. 

72. Abd-ul-Messih vy. Farra, 13 


App. Cas. 438 (where Lord Watson 
says: “The testator, at the time of 
his death, had his domicil in the 
dominions of the Porte. If he did 
gain a domicil in India (of which 
there is no satisfactory proof), he 
ceased to retain it when he left that 
country for Jeddah without the in- 
tention of returning. His domicil of 
origin then revived and continued to 
adhere to him until the acquisition 
of a new domicil’). 

73. In this connection Sir Francis 
Piggott in his work on Exterritorial- 
ity (p 225) raises an interesting and 
in fact startling question regarding 
such extraterritorials. ‘If,’’ he says, 
“the British community in the Treaty 
Port were purely English, and if 


English law without any modifica- 
tions were administered by the 
Courts, the point -would have little 


importance, for the exterritorial 
domicil, if it existed, would produce 
in all cases precisely the Same re- 


importance of the question is real- 
ised directly. we come to consider 
its application to every part of the 
Empire, as the following case will 
show. A person with a domicil of 
origin in Mauritius resides perma- 
nently and with a complete animus 
manendi in Shanghai; does he re- 
tain, and do his children succeed to, 
his Mauritian domicil? It is not 
necessary even to go so far afield 
as a colony where the French Civil 
Code is in force. Do people domi- 
ciled in Scotland carry with them for 
all time into the British settlement 
in an oriental country, the law of, 
for example, legitimation by subse- 
quent marriage? This would seem 
to be the natural corollary from Mr. 
Justice Chitty’s decision.” 

74. Spanish Civ. Code art 40. 

75. Hinckley, Am. Cons. Jur. Ori- 
ent (1906) p 92 (To this he cites 
only the English cases above re- 
viewed stating that “the question 
does not appear to have been adju- 
dicated by the courts in the United 
States”). 

76. In re Robert No. 10 (1907). 

77. In re Robert No. 10 (1907) 
[foll in disposing of the Winn’s Wst., 
by Thayer, Ji, Jan. 29, 1913]. Again 
in Aug. 16, 1907 Judge Wilfley, who 
rendered the first of the decisions 
just mentioned, had the question be- 
fore him in Allen’s Will wherein an 
elaborate opinion was delivered. 
After reciting the birth of the testa- 
tor in Georgia, his forty-seven years 
of residence in China etc., the court 
said: ‘“‘These facts present for con- 
sideration’ one of the most complex 
and important subjects connected 
with the operation of the law of extra- 
territoriality. Succinetly stated, the 
legal question here involved is, can 
an American citizen acquire what 
may be termed an extraterritorial 
domicil in China? Can he have a 
domicil out of the United States in 
which he is nevertheless governed 
by the laws of the United States, 
or must he retain that of the state 
where he was domiciled before set- 
tling in China?’ The English au- 
thorities above reviewed are then 
discussed and disapproved and the 
opinion closes with the following 
conclusions: “First: That there is 
nothing in the theory or practical 
operation of the law of extraterri- 
toriality inconsistent with or repug- 
nant to the application of the Amer- 


- 
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—a. What Law Governs. 


regard to mixed marriages,’’ 


the defendant.’’ ® 


The general doctrine is 
that questions relating to marriage are determined 
according to lex loci celebrationis.7$. 
territorial countries this doctrine does not obtain,”® 
or rather it obtains only in the sense that the lex 
loci is the extended law of the foreign resident.®° 
Where both parties are of the same nationality, 
therefore, the question is comparatively simple for 
the law of their sovereign nation controls. 
however, 
Piggott observes ‘‘the question is more complicated, 
because, as we have already seen, no regular rule 
of conduct can be laid down, the law governing any 
case which arises depending on the nationality of 
A suggested solution in such 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 
Gen? 


But in extra- 
to lex loci.’* 


“With 
Sir Francis 


cases 1s compliance with the laws of both nationali- 


ican law of domicil to American 
citizens residing in countries with 
which the United States has trea- 
ties of extraterritoriality. Second: 
That Dr. Young J. Allen, having lived 
in China for a period of forty-seven 
years and having expressed his in- 
tention to live here permanently, 
thereby acquired an extraterritorial 
domicil in China; consequently this 
Court in the administration of his es- 
tate will be guided by the law which 
Congress has extended to Americans 
in China, which is the common law.” 
“The result of the case is correct. 
But the reasons supporting it are 
not very clearly stated; there is a 
tendency to confuse the question as 
to the amount of evidence necessary 
to overcome the presumption against 
the acquisition of a domicile in China 
with the question of the legal pos- 
sibility of acquiring such a domicile 
under any circumstances.’ Huberich 
Domicile Priv. For., 24 Law Quart. 
Rev. p. 447. 
ham, 105 Me. 826, 332, 74 A 809, 29 
LRANS 761, 18 AnnCas 692, the ques- 
tion came before the supreme court 
of Maine in a case involving the es- 
tate of Henry R. Cunningham who 
was born in Maine but died in China 
after long residence there. The ap- 
pellees contended ‘‘that he had never 
acquired a domocile in Shanghai; that 
his domicile continued, during all the 
years of his absence, to be in Waldo 
county; that his will was not exe- 
cuted in accordance with the laws of 
Maine, having but two witnesses; 
and that his estate should be admin- 
istered here as intestate property.” 
The court rejected this contention 
and held that ‘‘the decedent, at the 
time of his deceased, had abandoned 


his -domicile of origin in Waldo 
county, Me., and had acquired a 
domicile of choice in Shanghai, 
China.” See also Conflict cf Laws 
§ 24. 

78. See Conflict of Laws § 43; 


Marriage [26 Cyc 825]. Compare 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. pp 531, 532. 

79. “You have repeatedly enunci- 
ated the general doctrine to be that 
the lex loci governs questions in- 
volving the validity of marriage. 
You have, however, in your memo- 
randum attached to your dispatch to 
me, No. 343, of August 18, 1888, li- 
mited this principle to the laws of 
those countries which recognize 
monogamous'9 marriages, and not 
polygamous marriages. It is appar- 
ent, therefore, that the lex loci in 
China can not have any controlling 
effect, because polygamous marriages 
are recognized as valid here. The 
doctrine of ex-territoriality under 
which, except as to real estate, the 
laws of each nationality accompany 
its citizens or subjects in China, 
also tends to do away with the ef- 
fect of the local law marriage laws, 
as far as foreigners are concerned. 
For reasons, therefore, more influen- 
tial in China than in Europe, it is 
proper to substitute for a marriage 


In Mather v. Cunning- | 


governed by a ‘lex loci,’ a form of 
marriage recognized as binding in 
the United States.” Minister Denby 
to Secretary Bayard, Oct. 19, 1888, U. 
S. For. Rel. (1889) p 75; 2 Moore 
Int. U. Dig. p_ 49%: 

“You are entirely correct in saying 
that it is the position of this De- 
partment that the rule of the ubiquity 
of the lex loci celebrations is in mar- 
riage applies only to countries in 
which marriages are by law mon- 
ogamous.” Secretary Bayard in re- 
ply to Minister Denby, Dec. 5, 1888, 
U. S. For. Rel. (1889) p 82; 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. p 499. 

sO. “The law both as to marriage 
and divorce in an oriental country 
has been considered irrespective of 
the question how it may be affected 
by the existence of foreign jurisdic- 
tion. The principle of recognition, 
where the law sanctions it, has been 
said to be based on the fulfilment of 
the requirements of the lex loci. But 
among an exterritorial community 
what is the lex loci? Is it the na- 
tional law, or the English law in- 
troduced by the Order in Council? 
Here, again, we must go back to first 
principles. When it is said that a 
certain act must conform to the law 
of the place where it is done, it 
means the law of the place applica- 
ble to the actor. Now in an oriental 
country the law of the place as it 
affects British subjects between 
themselves is the law of England. 
As we have already seen, the conse- 
quence of this is that as between 
themselves British subjects must 
conform their conduct to English 
law. Therefore, with regard to two 
domiciled British subjects residing 
in an oriental country, the lex loct 
to which the ceremonies of their 
marriage must conform is the law of 
England, and a marriage according 
to the native customs would be in- 


valid.” Piggott Pxterr. (new ed 
1907) p 253 
81. Exterr. (new ed 1907) p 2538. 
82. “Mr. J. B. Thompson is a mis- 


sionary of the American board, lo- 
cated in Shensi, He is a subject of 
Great Britain, born in Newfoundland. 
He made a contract of marriage with 
Miss Vetter, who is a citizen of the 
United States, having her home in 
the State of Missouri. She is a mis- 
sionary of the ‘same society. Some 
weeks ago Mr. Thompson arrived 
here from Shensi. Miss Vetter also 
arrived a few days ago from the 
United States. The parties desire 


to return to their station before 
the winter sets in. They are anxious 
for an immediate marriage. ... Mr. 
Thompson consulted me. I repre- 


sented to him that for the tranquillity 
and safety of the lady the marriage 
should take place at the British lega- 
tion. Under the statutes of Great 
Britain a marriage solemnized at a 
legation of that country is valid 
everywhere in the Queen’s dominions. 

. I advised him to apply to Sir 
John Walsham for permission to be 


[§§ 63-64 


“4 


[§ 64] b. Capacity. In this phase of the sub- 
ject lex domicilii ordinarily obtains as an exception 
But us the two laws are usually iden- 
tical as regards extraterritorials the result is prae- 
tically the same. 
pacity enacted by congress for the District of Co- 
lumbia appear to be extended by the legislative dec- 
laration that ‘‘marriages in presence of any consular 
officer of the United States. in a foreign country, 
between persons 
marry ®* if residing in the District of Columbia, 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes, and shall 
have the same effect as if solemnized within the 
United States.’’ % 


Provisions as to matrimonial ¢a- 


who would be authorized to 


married at the British legation. Sir 
John promptly replied verbally that 
he would direct the marriage to be 
solemnized at the British chapel if 
I, aS minister of the United: States, 
would certify that the mixed mar- 
riage which it is proposed to celc- 
brate at the British legation, will, 
of itself and without any preliminary 
or other ceremony be recognized as 
iegal and binding in the United 
States. In an interview with Sir 


John, in which the whole-matter was_ 


discussed, I showed him your cir- 
cular, CNo. 726995" Fie R. 1887, (Dan idsene 
This satisfied him that I had no au- 
thority to issue such a certificate. 
But I suggested to him that if his 
Government insisted on a certificate 
from me and my Government ordered 
me not to issue such a certificate, 
the marriage was evidently blocked 
and prevented, and we should pursue 
our investigations further, in the 
hope that we could find a solution 
of the difficulty. I proposed to him 
that the parties should first be mar- 
ried before the American consul, and 
afterwards at his legation, if that 
were. possible. After further con- 
sideration an agreement was arrived 
at. ... If the American consul shall 
perform the marriage ceremony be- 
tween those persons I shall certain- 
ly ‘recognize’ the validity of the 
marriage. The marriage at the Eng- 
lish legation will follow, and I am 
entirely certain that the double mar- 
riage will be firm and effectual in 
the United States and Great Britain, 
and I believe 
world. This understanding between 
Sir John Walsham and myself makes 
this marriage possible, and does not, 
in my opinion, in any wise controvert 
the principies enunciated in the cir- 
cular cited.” Minister Denby to Sec- 
retary, Bayard)Oct.. 195) 1888= Wiese 
For. Rel. (1889) p 75; 2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. pp 495, 496. 

' “The question of form of mar- 
riage is to be separated from that 
of capacity to marry, as to which the 
prevalent view is that the lex domi- 
cilii prevails.” Secretary Bayard to 
Minister Denby, Dec. 5, 1888, U. S. 


For. Rel. (1889) 82; 2 Moore Int. 
L. Dig. p 500. See also Conflict of 
Laws § 58. 


84. Persons “authorized to marry” 
in the District of Columbia see Act 
of PMarch.3,. 20900 «C21! MOIS. Stratis 
1391, 1892 ¢ 854 §§ 1283, 1284, 1285, 
1292); Act of June 380, 1902 (32 Us. 
St. at L. 643 c:1329). 

85... UieS.) Rev. uSt.. 8) 40825. OPhis 
provision seems to have caused the 
state department, and especially Sec- 
retary Bayard, considerable perplex- 
ity. On May 16, 1885, he wrote to 
Attorney-General Garland: “This 
statute is now held in this Depart- 
ment to be unconstitutional, except 
so far as concerns the District of 
Columbia and the Territories.” 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 525. On August 
16 of the same year: he wrote to 
Minister Winchester: “In the opin- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


everywhere in all the . 


- to Congressman Ketcham: 


(eer 


§§ 65-67] 


[§ 65] ¢. Celebration 8°—(1) By Whom. Con- 
suls, under the laws of some countries, and formerly 
under American practice,8’ might solemnize mar- 
riages. American consuls are now ‘‘forbidden to 
solemnize marriages in any ease,’’ 88 although such 
a consul ‘‘may be an official witness of the cere- 
mony,’’ ®® and is then required to give the parties, 
and forward to the state department, a certificate of 
the marriage specifying their names, ages, birth 
places, and residences.®® But it has long been recog- 
nized that in extraterritorial countries ‘‘the right to 
perform marriage is incidental to the judicial of- 
fice,’?® and this right on the part of judicial 
officers, other than consuls, exercising their fune- 
tions under extraterritoriality, is not of course af- 
fected by the prohibition above noticed. Moreover 
the legislation extended by congress to extraterri- 
torial countries expressly provides for the solemniza- 
tion of marriage by judges.°? 

[§ 66] (2) Form. Laws of most European na, 
tions, extended to extraterritorial countries, require 
the publication of banns for a specified period be- 
fore marriage,®* but no such requirement is con- 
tained in the American law as extended,®* and the 
ion of the Secretary the act of Con- 
gress to which you refer does not 
affect marriage of persons domiciled 
in the particular States of the 
Unicn. Hach of these States is su- 
preme in its legislation as to all 
matters relating to the conditions 
of marriage, as well as of divorce, 
within its limits.” 2 Moore Int. L. 


Dig. p 523. On July 2, 1888 he wrote 
“Whether 


fined in the 


me Ne 
89. 


Cons. Reg. 


91. 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


thority to perform this rite 
sufficiently well established and de- 
jurisprudence of the 
United States to justify action upon 


U. S. Cons. Reg. (1896) § 41%. 
90:, UPS siRev. | \St-—§ 
(1896) §§ 418, 
latter requiring also certification of 
the consul’s presence). 
7 Op. Atty.-Gen. 
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tendency is to ignore all such requirements.®® 

‘““Common law’’ marriages. Moreover, as there 
appears to be no American statute having extra- 
territorial force which declares void a ‘‘consensual’’ 
or ‘‘common law’’ marriage,®® it seems that such a 
marriage between Americans in an extraterritorial 
country should be upheld.®? 

[§ 67] 2. Divorce. The dissolution, like the 
formation, of a marriage of extraterritorials is gov- 
erned of course by the law of their sovereignty. 
The British supreme court in China is expressly de- 
nied jurisdiction relative to dissolution or nullity 
or jactitation of marriage,®® and there seems to be 
no method by which British extraterritorials may 
obtain divorces‘ except in the home country. On 
the other hand the American consular courts in 
China not infrequently granted divorces prior to the 
establishment of the United States court,! and in 
framing regulations for the former as early as 1864 
Minister Burlingame included a number of sections 
on divoree.2 The United States court for China, as 
the successor largely of the consular courts, con- 
tinues to exercise this jurisdiction,® and has granted 
numerous divorcees on the ground of infidelity speci- 
$54 § 1290. 

96. See Marriage [26 Cyc 837]. 

97. Travers v. Reinhardt, 205 
U. S. 423, 27 SCt 563, 51 L. ed. 865 
(aff 25 App. (D. C.) 567]; Murphy v. 
Ramsey, 114 U. S. 42, 5 SCt 47, 29 
4082; U, S.|/L. ed. 47; Miles v. U. S., 103 U.' S. 
419 (the | 304, 26 L. ed. 481; Meister v. Moore, 
96 U. S. 76, 24 L. ed. 826; Blackburn 


v. Crawford, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 175, 18 
L, ed. 186; Hallett v. Collins, 10 How. 


is not 


joy ABP LOG, tet 


a marriage solemnized abroad inthe]|Cons. Reg. (1888) § 386. (U. S.) 174, 13 L. ed. 376; Patterson 
presence of a consular officer of the 92. Act.of March 3, 1901 (31 U. S.|v. Gaines, 6 How. (U. S.) 550, 12 L. 
United States is validated, so far as|St. at L. 1392 c 854 § 1288) (author- | ed.'553; Mathewson v. Phcenix Iron 
concerns this country, under the act|Izing the celebration of marriages |Fdy., 20 Fed. 281. 

of Congress of June 22, 1860, by |“by any justice of the peace, or by 88. Divorce generally see Divorce 
the fact of the presence of the con-/any judge or justice of any court/]19 C. J. pl. 


sul, depends upon whether the par-|of record’’); 


Act of June 6, 1900 (31 $9. 


China and Corea Ord. Counc. 


_ ties are domiciled in the District of 


Columbia, or _in one of the_ Terri- 
tories of the United States. If they 
are domiciled in one of the States 
of the Union the question, so far as 
concerns such State, would depend 
upon its local law.’? 2 Moore Int. L. 
Dig. p 524. These views were after- 
ward embodied into the ‘Instruc- 
tions to Diplomatic Officers of the 
United States (1897) secs. 181, 183.” 
But even Attorney-General Cushing, 
whose opinion had long previously 
been sought and obtained on this 
question, recognized that, “as to 
places under the absolute legislative 
jurisdiction of the United States” 
marriage was “a Federal question.” 
7 Op. Atty.-Gen. (1854) p18. So Sec- 
retary Fish declared, in writing to 
Minister Logan (Aug. 19, 1874) that 
“Congress alone has competent au- 
thority to legislate in regard to their 
marriage in foreign countries so far 
as such legislation may be compati- 
ble with the local laws.” 2 Moore 
Int. L. Dig. p 509, And as to all 
Americans in extraterritorial coun- 
tries the statute in questions seems 
to be not only constitutional but ex- 
clusively, in force. 


86. See generally Marriage [26 
Cyc 856]. 

87. Secretary Marcy to Attorney- 
General Cushing (Nov. 3, 1854), 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. pp 516, 517; 7 Op. 
Atty -Genii p. 18s ti. (S. Cons:. Reg. 
Geo art 2783; “Us SJ “Cons. 7 Res. 


(1888) art 386; Stowell Cons. Cas. 
(1854) pp 497, 507; Loring v. Thorn- 
dike, 5 Allen (Mass.) 257 (1862). 
88. U.S. Cons. Reg. (1896) § 417 
(stating as a reason for the prohibi- 
tion that “a consular officer of the 
United States has no power to cele- 


»brate marriages in a Christian coun- 


try between citizens of the United 
States unless specifically authorized 
by the laws of the country to do so. 
In non-Christian countries his au- 


U.S. St. at L. 494 c 786 § 8) (confers 
the same authority upon “any ju- 
dicial officer’? including commission- 
ers). 

93. ‘Under the British statutes a 
delay of thirty days’ residence in 
China is necessary. Banns are also 
to be published twenty-one days be- 
fore the marriage can be solemnized 
by a consul. Some officials contend 
that the time may run concurrently. 
My opinion is that the thirty days 
must expire before publication of the 
banns.” Minister Denby to Secretary 
Bayard, Oct. 19, 1888, U. S. For. Rel. 
(1885) p 75; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 
495, 

[a] France.—‘“‘Publication of bans 
on two Sundays, and at least during 
eleven days at the mayoralty of that 
conmune, and if one of the two par- 
ties has not there the residence re- 
quired, publication also at the mayor- 
alty cf his previous residence.” 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 533. 

94. For example see form of cer- 
tificate (3) of American marriages in 
France. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 538. 

95. Secretary Marcy to Attorney- 
General Cushing, Nov. 8, 1854, 2 
Moore Int. L. Dig. p 517. 

[a] “Compliance in China with 
bare legal forms, as required by State 
laws, is clearly impossible. Licenses 
ean not be procured; banns can not 
be published. There is little diffi- 
culty in holding that the penalties 
imposed for failure to comply with 
these statutory requisites do not af- 
fect the validity of marriages in 
China.” Minister Denby to Secretary 
Bayard, Oct. 19, 1888, U. S. For. Rel. 
(1889) p 75; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 
497. Since the above was written, 
however, conditions have somewhat 
improved and there seems to be no 
reason why licenses may not be is- 
sued by the clerk of the principal 
American court in China in accord- 
ance with 31 U. S. St. at L. 1392 ¢ 


§ 101. 


1. 3 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 459; 69 


| North China Herald pp 1138, 1194. 


2. Cons. Ct. Reg. for China (1864) 
§§ 46-52; reprinted in Hinckley Am. 
Cons. Jur. Orient p1 230, (Compare 
supra § 46 notes 93-97. 

3. Cavanagh v. Worden (June 13, 
1914), 5 Mill. Rev. p 162 (the court 
saying: “The fact that such jurisdic- 
tion was exercised over so long a 
period, and that the marital status 
and even legitimacy of Americans yet 
living may depend thereon, must give 
us pause in questioning that juris- 
diction now. It might have been up- 
held uncer the general grant of 
equity, powers » (12) UsS:. St. at E. 
137; C179, $4. Cf. the act, of June 
30, 1906, creating this court, 34 U. S. 
St. at L. 814 ce 3934, § 4) for authority 
is not wanting for the doctrine that 
such a grant includes divorce. (It is 
therefore not surprising that this 
court should have uniformly re- 
garded actions of divorce as ‘cases in 
equity.’ Sharon y. Sharon, 67 Cal. 
£85, 7) Be 4565) 635,98 2 7098 “Divorce 
eauses belong to Chancery jurisdic- 
tion.’ In re Christensen, 17% Utah 412, 
53 P1003, 70 AmSR 794, 41 LRA 504). 
It is true that a different rule pre- 
vails in New York (Griffin v. Griffin, 
47 N. Y. 134) but this seems incon- 
sistent with the reasoning of Chan- 
cellor Kent in the earlier case of 
Wightman v. Wightman, 4 Johns. 
Ch. (N. Y.) 3438. In an earlier deci- 
sion of this court (McDermid v. Mc- 
Dermid, March 18, 1907) such relief 
was denied mainly on the ground 
that ‘the Minister has not issued 
regulations prescribing grounds on 
which divoree or judicial separation 
shall be granted.’ But the subse- 
quent announcement of the Court of 
Appeals (Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 
759, 84 CCA 415) that Congressional 
legislation, tho enacted originally for 
another locality, is to be applied here 
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fied ¢ in one of the special acts of congress. A later 
act requires, on the part of plaintiff, two years’ 
residence within the jurisdiction before instituting 


the suit,> and only the innocent 
marry.® 
[§ 68] 3. Adoption.’ 


of adoption follows that of marriage.® 
lish law does not recognize adoption ® ‘‘it is impos- 
sible so long as the adopter retains his English domi- 
American law !! in force in extraterritorial 
countries 12 provides for adoption and contains no 
Hence it is held 
that, where the other requirements of the law are 
met, an American may adopt an alien child.1® 

Corporations.1*' 
Company Law is treated as in force in extraterri- 
torial countries,!® and natives of the latter may or- 
ganize under such law a British corporation,!® with 
registry in England or in Hongkong.1* 
corporations organized under the laws of various 
states are doing business in China and other extra- 
territorial countries, and American legislation ex- 
tended to the latter provides a method of incorpora- 
But a federal incorporation 
act giving such concerns a common domicile and 


eil 9710 


restriction to American citizens. 


[§ 69] CG. On 


tion on the ground.1§ 


placing them under uniform and 


when the subject is not otherwise 
provided for, supplies that defect’’). 

4.) ‘Act of March 3,;-1901 «(31 U.S: 
St. at L. 1345 c 854 § 966). An 
earlier act (June 6, 1900 [31 U. S. 
St. at L. 408 c 786 § 467]) provides 
other grounds, 

5. Act of March 2, 1903 €32 U.S. 
St. at L. 944 ¢ 977). 


6. Act of March 3, 1901 (31 U.S. 
Steat Wis 1345, C854) §" 966). © The 
Consular Court Regulations, it will 


be seen (Supra § 46 note 95) provide 
(51) that the parties “shall not be 
remarried to each other.” 

7. Adoption generally see Adop- 
tioneey Gl ip 13867! 

8. “The process of adoption has 
been compared to marriage which it 
much resembles. And marriage in 
an  extra-territorial country like 
China is not subject to Jex loci as 
regards either form or capacity.” 
Lobingier, J.) in In re U.S. Ct. for 
China, 4 Mill. Rev. 491. 

9. 17 Halsbury L. Eng. p 111. 

10. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
p 254 (where it is added: “It is pos- 
sible when he has acquired a domicil 
in a country whose laws allow it. 
But in oriental countries the domicil 
of British subjects is never national, 
and no question of adoption can 
therefore arise. Further, by English 
law the wife’s nationality and domi- 
cil follow her husband’s. An adop- 
tion by her, though valid by the 
native law, would probably not be 
recognised in England, even though 
by the native law the woman did not 


lose her nationality by her mar- 
riage’’). 
Lit wAct’ of: Fune: 6,7 1900) C1: Us"s: 


St. at L. 496 c 786 §§ 21-31); Act of 
March 8, 1901 (31 U. S. St. at L. 1252 
ce 854 § 395). The earlier act is much 
the more elaborate, and as the later 


one contains little, if anything, in- 
consistent with the former it may 
be regarded as fully in force. It 


provides for adoption without the 
parents’ consent if either of them is 
imprisoned for three years, insane, 
unfit, or has deserted and neglected 
the child for a year; and for adop- 
tion by consent upon petition and 
hearing provided the court is satis- 
fied “of the identity and relations 
of the persons, and that the peti- 
tioner is of Sufficient ability and in 
all respects a proper person to bring 
up the child.... That it is fit and 
proper that such adoption should take 


The extraterritorial law 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY 


spouse may re- 


vision is much needed.1® 

[§ 70] D. On Extradition.?° 
jurisdiction is generally regarded as including the 
right of a power enjoying it to claim its nationals, 


[§§ 67-70 


Extraterritorial 


when charged with crime, from the country subject 


As the Eng- 


The English 


murder. 


American 


euted.?® 


ship.26 
effective super- 
effect.” 
12ceein; re. Alford ssa s.n: Claas 


China No. 415; In re Heal, U. S. Ct. 
for China No. 439; In re Wu, (U.S. 
Ct. for China No. 653) 4 Mill. Rev. 
491, 

13. “If any foreigner, including a 
Chinese, desires to submit to the 
American law governing that subject 
there would seem to be nothing to 
prevent him from doing so or an 
American Court from awarding to 
competent Americans the status of 
adopting parents of such an appli- 
cant.” In rer Wu, GU. (Sai Cts for 
China) 4 Mill. Rev. 492. 

14. Corporation generally see Cor- 
porations?! 4 COS py 1. 

15. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
pp 267, 268. 

16. “Foreigners may be members 
of English companies. There seems 
indeed no reason. why a company 
registered in England may not be 
composed entirely of foreigners. A 
company formed in an oriental coun- 
try, such as China, and registered 
in England may therefore presumably 
be composed entirely of foreigners 
or natives. Such a company may 
also, it is presumed, be registered in 
Hong Kong; and having its princi- 
pal place of business in Hong Kong, 
though carrying on its business in 
China, it may, under s. of the Mer- 
chant Shipping Act, 1894, be the 
owner of a British ship.” Piggott 
Exterr. (new ed 1907) pp 267, 268. 

17. Piggott Exterr. (new ed 1907) 
pp 267, 268. 

18. Act of March 2, 1903 (32 U. S. 
Stivat’ hi. 944 e978). "Phis) act’ was 
construed in U. S. v. McRae, (U. S. 
Ct. for China), 1 Mill. Rev. 7 (where 
it is observed: ‘‘No defect or short- 
coming has been pointed out in this 
statute, as compared with the most 
advanced corporation laws and if 
Congress could, after long effort, be 
persuaded to enact another law, es- 
pecially for this jurisdiction, it is 
not apparent wherein it would excel 
the present one. We are, therefore, 
of the opinion that the Act of March 
2, 1903 is quite as ‘necessary’ and 
‘suitable’ as the other ‘laws of the 
United States’ which have been held 
by this and other courts to have 
been extended here by the general 
act above quoted. For there can be 
no half way adoption of that doc- 
trine; it includes all such laws or 
none. It cannot logically be restrict- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same fitle, page and note number. 


to such jurisdiction.?!_ This right has been exercised 
by the United States upon several occasions. 
members of the crew of a Confederate steamer in 
search of coal were arrested in Tangier, Morocco, 
in 1862 by the American consul, placed in irons, 
and later transported to a military prison in the 
United States.2? Again in 1864 the American consul 
at Nagasaki, Japan, asked permission of the French 
consul to arrest an American fugitive on a French 
vessel from Shanghai where he was charged with 
Such permission was refused,?* but ar- 
rangements were made by the American minister to 
arrest the fugitive upon discharge from French cus- 
tody when he surrendered,?+ and was returned to 
Shanghai where he was tried, convicted, and exe- 
In 1866 one Surratt, charged with com- 
plicity in the assassination of President Lincoln, 
was arrested by the American consul at Alexandria, 
Egypt, and transported home on an American war- 
In 1880 the American consul general at 
Yokohama issued a warrant for the arrest of one 


Two 


ed to any particular class of acts. 
It is just as applicable to civil laws 
as to criminal; just as necessary in 
respect to corporations as to pro- 
cedure’). 


19. See Watkins Federal Incor- 
poration, 17 Mich. L. Rev. pp 64, 145 
et seq. 


20. Extradition generally see Ex- 
tradition ante p 252. 

21. U. S.—Lawrence 15 Albany L. 
Jour. p 230; 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 
633; 1 Moore Extr. § 89. 

_France.—Billot Traité de l’extra- 
dition (Paris 1874) pp 6, 7. The 
French minister’s refusal to surren- 
der Buckley in Japan was on another 
ground. 


See In re Stupp, 23 F. Cas. i 
No. 13,562, 11 Blatchf. 124. 
Japan.—In Mankeiro’s Case, (1918) 
the Japanese government, at the re- 


quest of the Portuguese, granted ex- 
tradition of a citizen of the latter 
charged with fraud in Shanghai and 
returned there for trial by the Portu- 
guese authorities in the exercise of 
their extraterritorial jurisdiction. 

22. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 633; 
Diplomatic Corr. (1862) p 873. 

_ 28. “The French consul arrested 
Buckley and put him in the French 
prison, at Nagasaki, and the vessel 
went to France without him. The 
French consul laid the case before 
the French minister in Japan. He 
declined to surrender Buckley to the 
American minister in Japan, on the 
ground, that, under the extradition 
treaty between the United States and 
France, the surrender of the fugitive 
must be made by the French govern- 
ment at home, on the demand of the 
American government; but he offered 
to send Buckley to France, to await 
a demand there.” Blatchford, J., in 
In re Stupp, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,562 

11 Bilatchf. 124, 148. 

24. “In his report of the case, the 
United States minister in Japan said , 
that Buckley gave himself up prob- 
ably because he knew that he would 


L 
be arrested anyhow.” 1 Moore Extr. : 
p , 

25. “It might have been necessary, 


if he had not voluntarily surrendered . 
himself, to demand his extradition by . 
France, on the ground that the of- | 
fence was committed within the ju- : 
risdiction of the United States.” In ; 
re Stupp, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,562, 11 
124, 161. | 

| 


Blatchf. 
26. “‘No hint of objection,’ said 
Mr. Hale, ‘to the arrest, detention, 


: 
‘ 


§ 70] 


Cheers, a deserter from an American merchant ves- 
sel, who had fled to a British warship and had there 
been arrested as a British deserter and subject,?7 
and in 1885, the Japanese government voluntarily 
surrendered one Pratt, charged with crime in Cali- 
fornia.?® In 1897 the secretary of state approved 2° 
a regulation, framed by the American minister to 
China, providing that an ‘‘acecused shall be arrested 
by the United States marshal of the district in which 
he may be found and shall be transported to the 
consular district in which the case against him is 
pending, for trial before the consular court there- 
of.’’°° And in 1918 the United States district 
court for Hawaii, on application of the United 
States district attorney for China, issued a bench 
warrant for the removal from the first named dis- 
trict, for trial before the United States court for 
China, of one charged before the latter.*t It will 
thus be seen that for nearly sixty years American 
authorities have proceeded upon the principle that 
extradition is ‘‘an incident’’ of extraterritoriality.? 
There have, indeed, been some acts which are cited 


* EXTRA TERRITORIUM JUS DICENTI NON 
PARETUR IMPUNE.? 

EXTRAVAGANTE. In the old Spanish law, a 
clerk who was not assigned to any particular town 
or tribunal.? 

EXTRAVAGANTES. In Spanish ecclesiastical 
law, the pontifical constitutions posterior to those 

of Pope Clement. 

EXTRA VIRES. Beyond powers.* 


or delivery of Surratt was at any 37. 
time made here, although I was care- 
ful to proceed in such manner as to} p 49, 
prevent on the one hand any pretence 38. 


EXTRATERRITORIALITY—EXTREMIS PROBATIS, ETC. 


2 Moore Int. L. Dig. 
284; Jones U. S. Cons. Serv. 
And see supra § 6 note 67. 3. 
No other reason is advanced. 
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as inconsistent with this principle; but it is believed 
that a careful analysis of each will disclose facts 
which will cause such apparent inconsistency to dis- 
appear.** In 1875 the American government de- 
clined to extradite, under a treaty not including that 
crime,** a British subject charged with embezzle- 
ment in Japan and who had fled to California.®® 
About the same time an extradition treaty was nego- 
tiated with the Ottoman Empire,?* but it must be 
remembered that its government persistently re- 
fused to recognize American extraterritorial rights,37 
and the securing of such a treaty might have seemed 
necessary on practical grounds.*® In 1886, about 
eight years before the agreement to surrender extra- 
territoriality, and evidently as a step preliminary 
thereto, the United States negotiated an extradition 
treaty with Japan.*® But in view of the repeated 
assertion 4° of the right of extradition from Japan- 
ese territory, a treaty entered into at such a time 
could hardly be considered an acknowledgment that 
no such right existed. 


EXTREMA POTIUS PATI QUAM TURPIA 
FACERE.® 
EXTREME.® The best or worst; greatest; high- 


est; most urgent; most violent.? Also, not in a 
striet superlative ’sense, excessive ;® far ‘advanced ; ee 
grievous ;!° immoderate;'! in a very high degree; ia 
very far advanced.1* 


EXTREMIS PROBATIS PRASUMUNTUR 
MEDIA.'4 
§§ 2838, | 24, 26. 
(1906) 2. Escriche Diccionario. 


Escriche Diccionario (they in- 
cluded some twenty epistles, decre- 


that the Egyptian government was 
taken unawares, and on the other 
hand to avoid any embarrassment 
in my proceedings from unexpected 
objections.’’’ Consul Hale in Diplo- 
matic Corr. (1867-1868) Pt 2 pp 82, 
275-277. 

27. The British consul refused to 
surrender him but ‘‘the case was di- 
rected to be brought to the attention 
of the British government.” 2 Moore 
Int; L. Dig. p 634. 

28. 1 Moore, Extr. § 93. 

29. U.S. For. Rel. (1897) pp 80- 


82. 

30. CE ASS, Am. Conss e.Jure 
Orient p 236 

SPS CO eeetsh ‘vy. Powell, No. 703 (the 


Hawaiian district court based its 
order on U. S. Rev. St. § 1014 pro- 
viding that “where any offender or 
witness is committed in any district 
other than that where the offense is 
to be tried, it shall be the duty of 
the judge of the district where such 
offender or witness is imprisoned, 
seasonably to issue, and of the mar- 
shal to execute, a warrant for his 
removal to the district where the 
trial is to be had’’). 

32. 1 Moore FExtr. § 89. 

33. 2 Moore Int. L. Dig. p 633; 1 
Moore Extr. § 108. 

84. Treaty with Great Britain, 
Aug. 9, 1842 (8 U. S. St. at L. 576 
art Xx): 1 Malloy Treaties p 655. 

85. U. S: For. Rel. (1875). -p 821. 
The refusal was entirely justifiable 
under the terms of the treaty but the 
remark vf the acting secretary of 
state that the offense was “not com- 


mitted within the jurisdiction of 
Great Britain’ was a mere obiter 
dictum. 

36. Treaty of Ottoman Empire 


Aue! 11,1874 C9’ U.S. St.iat 1.916); 
2 Malloy Treaties p 1341. 


Moore observes that “there does not 
appear to have been any special oc- 
casion for the negotiation of the 
treaty.” 1 Extr. § 92. 

89. Treaty of Japan April 29, 
18864 C4:7U-aS. Sth nats La £015) ok 
Malloy Treaties p 1025. 

40. See supra notes 29-33. 

1 A maxim meaning “One who 
exercises jurisdiction out of his ter- 
ritory cannot be obeyed with im- 
punity.” Bouvier L. D. [cit Broom 
Leg. Max. pp 100, 101; Story Confl. 
Ee (8 253942 : 

{a] This has been referred to. (1) 
as “an old and_ well-established’”’ 
(Ree. v. Keyn,\.2 Ex; D. 63, 160, 5 
ERC 946), (2) “general” (Cookney v. 
Anderson, 9 Jur. N. S. 736), (3) and 
“known” maxim (Barkman v. Hop- 
kins, 11 Ark. 157, 163; Wilson v. St. 
Louis, ,etc., R. Co., 108 Mo. 588, 598, 
18 SW 286, 32 AmSR 624). 

[b] “The maxim in regard to 
process issued to enforce judgments 
in external jurisdictions.” Elizabeth- 
town Sav. Inst. v. Gerber, 34 N. J. 
Eq. 130, 133. 

{c] Applied or explained in: 
Barkman v. Hopkins, 11 Ark. 157, 
163; Wilson v. St. Louis, etc., R. Co., 
108 Mo. 588, 598, 18 SW 286, 32 
AmSR 624; Ex p. Marmaduke, 91 
Mo. 228, 258, 4 SW 91, 60 AmR 250; 
Elizabethtown Sav. Inst. v. Gerber, 
34 N. J. Eq. 130, 133; Hoyt v. Thomp- 
son, 5 N. Y. 8320, 340; Reg. v. Keyn, 
2 Ex. D. 68, 160, 5 ERC 946; Jack- 
Som var Monod Gero. Co Paw d i, . 4a7s 
1 Reprint 1031; In re Mansergh, 1 
B. & S. 400, 411, 101 ECL 400, 121 
Reprint 764; Marshalsea’s Case, 10 
Coke 68b, 77a, 77 Reprint 1027; Reg. 
Vale was. 7 5COX. Cir 027 7: RES. tive 
Serva, 5 Den. C. C. 104, 149; Cook- 
ney v. Anderson, 9 Jur. N. S. 736; 
! Yelverton v. Yelverton, 6 Jur. N. S. 


tals, and constitutions of Pope John 


XXII, distributed among fourteen 
titles but without division into 
books; and later ones of the same 


class which were so divided). 

4.\, Black: li, D.<,. See also. Ultra 
Vires [39 Cye 664]. 

5. A maxim meaning “Extremi- 
ties are rather to be suffered than 
to do disgraceful, infamous or scan- 
dalous things.” Adams Gloss. [cit 
Lofft p 213]. 

6. Extreme: 

Cruelty see Divorce § 80; Homicide 
[21 Cye 697]. 

Hazard see Marine Insurance [26 
Cyc 665]; Towage [38 Cyc 581]. 
7. Webster Int. D. 

[a] The term “utmost” conveys a 
stronger and more significant mean- 
ing than the word ‘extreme.’ Wast 
Tennessee, etc.,;, R. Co. v., Miller; 95 
Ga. 738, 22 SE 660, 661. 


8. In re Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 
P 294, 298. 

9. In re Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 
P 294, 298, 

10. In re Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 
P 294, 298. 

11. Webster Int. D. 

[a] The opposite of “moderate.” 
FEY IRE TK Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 P 


12. In re Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 
P 294, 298. 

13. In re Nelson, 132 Cal. 182, 64 
P 294, 298. 

[a] “xtreme technicality,” is a 
term which has no fixed and definite 
meaning. Vincendeau vy. Peo., 219 Ill. 
474, 76 NE 675, 678. 

14. A maxim meaning “Extremes 
being proved, those things which fall 
within or between them are _ pre- 
sumed.” Trayner Leg. Max. 

[a] Applied in: McCarthy v. 
Whalen, 19 Hun (N. Y.) 503, 506. 


* By WILLIAM MorTIMER CROWTHER (Extra ’ 


Territorium Jus Dicenti Non 


Paretur Impune—F actor of Five 


inclusive except the Spanish words and phrases). 
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EXTREMITY. The furthest point.1® 
EXTRINSIC. Being outside of or external to the 


nature of an object or case.1® 


EX TURPI CAUSA NON ORITUR ACTIO.17 
EX TURPI CONTRACTU NON ORITUR 


ACTIO.1® 
EX UNO DISCES OMNES.’® 


EX VI TERMINI. From, or by the force of the 


term.?° 


EYE-SPLICE. In shipping, a 


circle formed by splicing the end of a rope into 


itself.22 


EYEWITNESS. One who saw the act, fact, or 


136, 154, 28 A 980; Roney v. Craw- | 


15. Roberts v. (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 165 SW 473, 
[a] The “extremities of the body” 
are four in number, and “either” is 
one indifferently, any one of them; 
hence the permanent paralysis of a 
hand resulting from a cut on the 
arm brings plaintiff suing on the 
policy within the term ‘permanent 
paralysis of either extremities” as 
expressed in the constitution of an 
association. Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Firemen, etc. v. Aday, 97 Ark. 
425, 429, 184 SW 928, 34 LRANS 126. 

16. Standard D. 

[a] “Extrinsic evidence” is evi- 
dence rot legitimately before the tri- 
bunal in which the determination of 
a cause is made. Baldwin v. Buffalo, 
385 N. Y. 375, 382. See generally Hvi- 
dence §§ 89-156. 

{[b] “Extrinsic or collateral fraud” 
is “actual fraud, such that there is 
on the part of the person charge- 
able with it the malus animus, the 
mala mens putting itself in motion 
and acting in order to take an undue 
advantage of some other person for 
the purpose of actually and know- 
ingly defrauding him.” Flood v. 
Templeton, 152 Cal. 148, 155, 92 P 
78, 13 LRANS* 579 [quot i Sev. 
Throckmorton, SR. SoG li eebems: 
ed. 93]. To same effect Garrett Bib- 
lical Inst. v. Minard, 82 Kan. 338, 
108 P 80, 81. See generally Fraud 
E20RCy eeu: b 

17. A maxim meaning “No action 
arises out of an immoral considera- 
tion.” It is intimately related to the 
maxim, In Agquali Jure Melior Est 
Conditioni Possidentis. Broom Leg. 
bear Bouvier L. D. [cit Selw. N. P. 


p 63]. 

[a] “This and other kindred 
maxims of the Roman law have been 
adopted by all civilized nations, 
whether governed by that system of 
laws or by the common law of Eng- 
Jjand.” Consumers Cordage Co. v. 
Connolly, 31 Can. S. C. 244, 298. 

{b] This has been referred to as: 
(1) “The familiar maxim.’ Ss. 
Bank v. Owens, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 527, 
539, 7 L. ed. 508; Robinson v. Robin- 
son, 17 Oh. St. 480, 484. (2) “The old 
law maxim.’ De Groot v. Van Duzer, 
20 Wend. (N. Y.) 390, 404. (38) ‘‘The 
common law maxim.” Harris v. Run- 
nels; 12 How! (U.'S:) 29, 83, 13° iL. 
ed. 901; Church v. Muir, 33 N. J. L. 
318, 320. (4) “A very ancient and 
very important maxim of the com- 
mon law.” State v. Buttles. 3 Oh. 
St. 309, 319. (5) “A rule both in law 
and equity.’ Gray v. Hook, 4 N. Y. 
449, 455;  Weckerly v. Lutheran 
Conegr., 3 Rawle (Pa.) 172, 175, 

{c] Applied or explained in: Col- 
lins v. The Steamer Florida, 101 U. 
S37. 43 m250be “eda S985" Harriss va 
Runnels, 12 How. (U. S.) 79, 83, 13 
L. ed. 901; U. S. Bank v. Owens, 2 Pet. 
(U. S.) 527, 539, 7 L. ed. 508; Kansas 
Sav. Bank v. National Bank of Com- 


Hart, 
6. 


merce, 38 Fed. 800, 803; Keel v. Lar- ; 


S 296, 3 AmMSR 
19 Ark. 346, 
16 Cal. 


kin, 83 Ala. 142, 146, 3 
702; Horn v. Foster, 
357; Allstead v. Laumeister, 


A. 59, 116 P 296, 297; Greenberg v. 
Bvening Post Assoc., 91 Conn. 371, 
99 A 1037; Barnes v. Starr, 64 Conn. 


EXTREMITY—FABRIC 


transaction to which he testifies;?2 a person who 
testifies to what he has seen.?* 


F. A letter which often stands for something 


abbreviated.?+ 


Also a letter wherewith felons, ete., 
are branded and marked with a hot iron, on their 


being admitted to the benefit of clergy.”® 
FABEADORES. In the ancient Spanish law of 


Zaragoza a sort of nominating committee to deter- 


mine who should enter the lists for offige.?® 


sort of eye or 


ford, 135 Ga. 1, 68 SE 701, 702; Sew- 
ell v.- Norris, 128 Ga. 824, 58 SE 637, 


1639, 18 LRANS 1118; Perry v. U. S. 


School Furniture Co., 232 Ill. 101, 
83 NE 444, 448; National Surety Co. 
v. Kansas City Hydraulic Press Brick 
Co.;°13 Kan. 196, 84 7 10345 10395 
Lester v. Howard Bank, 33 Md. 558, 
562, 3 AmR 211; Mann v. United 
Motor Boston Co., 226 Mass. 495, 116 
NE 239; Nickerson v. Wheeler, 118 
Mass. 295, 299; Phelps v. Decker, 10 
Mass. 267, 276; Quirk v. Thomas, 6 
Mich. 76, 109; State v. How, 1 Mich. 
512; Comstock v. Draper, 1 Mich. 
481}.753' sAmD* 78; Brooks vs Hui; a 
Mich. 118; State Bank v. Niles, 
1 Dougl. (Mich.) 401, 41 AmD 575; 


‘Deadwood First Nat. Bank v. Rocke- 


(Mo.) 93 SW_761, 771; Wool- 
80 Mo. A. 421, 427; 
A. 163, 170; 


feller, 
folk v. Duncan, 
Wirt v. Schuman, 67 Mo. 
Lewis v. Walker, 61 Mo. A. 550, 554; 
Hatch v. Hanson, 46 Mo. A. 323, 330; 
Duke v. Harper, 2 Mo. A. 1, 10; Hope 
v. Linden Park Blood Horse Assoc., 
58 Niet. Eien O2s, 631,934 —A  1070)..55 
AmSR 614; Union Locomotive, etc., 
Coy vetoriew RR. Co. SosNeeo de alae 2405, 
247. Church’ v.. Muir} 33 Nes .2318, 
320; Wooden v. Shotwell, 24 N. J. L. 
789, 791; Brittin v. Freeman, 17 N. 
J. L. 191, 205; Pennington v. Todd, 
STINGS Teg UGK 5695 167 182 Baas B29 24 
AmSR 419, 11 LRA 589; Watson v. 
Murray, 23 N. J. Bq. 257, 261; Mar- 
latt v. Warwick, 19 N. J. Eq. 439, 


454; Wetmore v. Porter, 92 N. Y. 76, 
85; Hull v. Ruggles, 56 N. Y. 424; 
Gray v. Hook, 4 N. Y. 449, 455; Vin- 


cent v. Moriarty, 31 App. Div. 484, 
494, 52 NYS 519; Pepper v. Haight, 
20 Barb. 429, 438; Havemeyer _v. 
Havemeyer, 43 N. Y. Super. 506, 514; 
Hartford, etc., R. Co. v. New York, 
ete., R.'Co,, 26 N. Y. Super. 411, 416; 


Rudderow v. Huntington, 5 N. Y. 
Super. 252, 256; Dressel v. Hanser, 
101 Mise. 574, 168 NYS 542; Irving 


v. Britton, 8 Misc. 
Bundy v. Newton, 19 NYS 734, 737; 
Steinfeld v. Levy, 16 AbbPrNS (N. 
Y.) 26, 27; Nellis v. Clark, 4 Hill (N. 
Y.) 424, 486; De Groot v. Van Duzer, 
20 Wend. (N. Y.) 390, 404; Kahn v. 
Walton, 46 Oh. St. 195, 212, 20 NB 
203; Harper v. Crain, 36 Oh. St. 338, 
343, 38 AmD 589; Hooker v. De Palos, 
28 Oh. St. 251, 261; Allen v. Xenia 
First Nat. Bank, 23 Oh. St. 97, 103; 
Robinson v. Robinson, 17 Oh. St. 480, 
484; Rogers v. Tucker, 7 Oh. St. 417, 
430; State v. Buttles, 3 Oh. St. 309, 
319; Goudy v. Gebhart, 1 Oh. St. 262, 
266; Standard Distilling, ete., Co. v. 
Block, 17 OhS&CP 601, 615; Weckerly 
v. Lutheran Cong., 3 Rawle (Pa.) 
172, 175; Deacon v. Harris, 8 Wkly 
NC (Pa.) 408, 405; Williams v. Ken- 
drick, 105 Va. 791, 54 SE 865, 868; 
Pearce v. Brooks, L. R. 1 Exch, 213, 
218; Aubert v. Maze, 2 B. & P. 371, 
373, 126 Reprint 1833; Holman v. 
Johnson, 1 Cowp. 341, 3438, 98 Reprint 
1120; Lapointe v. Messier, 49 Can. 
S:' C.. 271; ‘Consumers: Cordagé.Col vi 
Connolly, 81 ‘Gans Se CC; e244 12985 
Walsh v. Trebilcock, 23 Can. S. C 


201, 28 NYS 529; 


695; Club v. Johnson, 18 B. C. 367; 
Cameron v. Domville, 17 N. B. 647, 
655. 


FABRIC. As used in a custom revenue act, a 
term which includes elastic cords and braids manu- 
factured of silk and india rubber.?7 
construction the term is applied to a union of drawn 


In conerete 


1s. A maxim meaning “No action 
arises on an immoral contract.” Bou- 
Vier 4D: (eit. Dis-< pp 22;54,teae as 
2 Kent Comm. p 466; 1 Story Contr. 
§ 592]. 

[a] Applied or explained in: 
Stewart v. Wright, 147 Fed. 321, 345, 
77 CCA 499 [certiorari den 203 U. S. 
590, 27 SCt 777, 51 L. ed. 330]; Stan- 
dard Lumber Co. v. Butler Ice Co., 
146° ~Med359,> 362, - 76 -<CCA%+ 639," 17 
LRANS 467; Farley v. St. Paul, ete., 
R. Co., 14. Wed. 114, 4 MeCrary 138; 
Maivne™yv. Daley, e933 Cal 6640.29 
256; Daley v. Russ, 86 Cal. 114, 24 P 
867; Pendleton v. Cline, 85 Cal, 142, 
24 P 659; White v. Merrill, 82 Cal. 
14, 22 P 1129; Myers v. McDonald, 68 
Calo1$2, 8 P 309; Cox v. McLaughlin, 
£2 Cal. 590; MeNeil v. Barney, 51 Cal. 
603; Tomlinson v. Monroe, 41 Cal. 94; 
Ellis v. Crawford, 39 Cal. 523; Fol- 
gar v. Buckelew, 2 Cal. 313; Kendall 
v. Vallejo, 1 Cal. 371; Finn v. Dona- 
hue, 35. Conte *21:6; *22:72)  Treateuve 
Jones, 28 Conn. 334, 337; Roney v. 
Crawford, 135 Ga,.1, 68 SH 70f: 
Ainsworth v. Miller, 20 Kan. 220; 
Howe v. Griffin, 126 Ky. 373, 103 SW 


714, 716, 128 AmSR 296; Price v. 
Polluek, 3%. Ni da. 443 Bissell tye 
Michigan Southern, ete, R. Co., 22 


N. Y. 258, 272; Matter of Britton, 8 
Mise. 201, 28 NYS 529; Bundy v. 
Newton, 19 NYS 734; Place v. Hay- 


ward, 27 NYSt 710, 7714; Steinfeld v. 
Levy, 16 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 926, pug 
Trimble v. Doty, 16 Oh. St. 118, 129: 
Raguet iv. Roll, 7 Oh. 76,5 7a. Stan= 
dard Distilling, ete., Co. v. Block, ile ¢ 
OhS&CP 601, 615; Deacon v. Harris, 
8 WklyNC (Pa.) 403, 405. 

19. A maxim meaning “From one 
uate you can discern all.” Black 


fa] Applied in: Morton v. Camp- 


bell, 4 N. S. 5, 18. 

20. Burrill L. D. See also Miller 
v. Stewart. 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 680, 704, 
6 L. ed. 189; Hitch v. Patten, 13 Del. 
354, 346, 16 A 558, 2 LRA 724; Sheren 


v. Mendenhall, 23 Minn, 92, ists 
Schenck v. Vail, 24 N, J. Eq. 538, 
542; Strang v. "Adams, 4¢Pa. iDist. 


212, 214; Bloomley Vv. Grinton, bie 
Cc. C. P. 309, 311 (where the term is 
employed). 


or Trapp v. McClellan, 68 App. 
Div. 362, 368, 74 NYS 130 [cit Cen- 
tury D.1. 

[a] “Bowling knot” or “bowline- 
knot” distinguished.—Trapp v. Mc- 
Fees: 68 App. Div. 362, 363, 74 NYS 

2c. Blackie? -D; 

23. National Acc. Soe. v. Raistin, 


101 Ill. A. 192; Lewis v. Brotherhood 
Ace. Co., 194 Mass. 1, 79 NE 802, 805, 
17 LRANS 714. See also Accident In- 
surance § 335; Criminal Law § 2135; 


Spee generally Witnesses [40- Cyc 

24, Anderson i. Di.vas,.= inst. 
“French,” etc.). 

25. SJACcoD pL: 

26. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Blections §§ 90-159. 

27. In re Mills, 49 Fed. 726, 727. 

[a] “Cloth’ compared. — ‘‘The 
word ‘fabric’ is rather a broad one 
in common speech. It is certainly 
as broad, if not broader, than the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


wires made up in rows.?8 

FABRICA. In Spanish law, a word used in sev- 
eral senses. In ecclesiastical law, it: means the 
revenue collected in cathedral, parochial, and other 
churches for repairs and to defray the expenses of 
worship.*® Also-applied to the board or body ad- 
ministering such revenues and to the act of apply- 
ing them to their proper use.2° But in its most 
common signification it means factory.*4 

_Fabrica tobacos. In Spanish speaking communi- 
ties, words of common use in the tobacco trade ap- 
plied to all known manufactured products of the 
plant.*? 

FABRICATE. In criminal law, a word which has 
been said to import a criminal intention—a mens 
rea, a wrongful act, an act done with a mens rea, 
fraud or falsehood, a false or fraudulent concoc- 
tion, knowing it to be wrong and contrary to stat- 
mce:s3 

FACCION DE TESTAMENTO. The capacity to 
make a will (activa) or to receive under a will 
(pasiva) 34 

FACE. Presence; view; sight;*> the outward 
appearance or aspect of a thing.8® In commercial 
law, the words of a written paper in their apparent 
or obvious meaning,** as, face of a note, bill, bond, 
check, draft, judgment, record, or contract;?8 that 
which is shown by the mere language employed, 
without any explanation, modification, or addition 
from extrinsic facts or evidence;*® the principal 


word ‘cloth.’ ” 
726, 727. See also Converse v. U. S., 
113 Fed. 817 (where cotton cloth is} 305]. 
included within the meaning of the 41. 


In re Mills, 49 Fed. 40. 


. FABRIC—FACE VALUE 


Black L. D. 
Tanner, 117 Wis. 
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sum which it expresses to be due or payable, with- 
out any additions in the way of interest or costs;*° 
the sum less interest which appears to be due by 
an instrument or record.*! 


Phrases: ‘‘Face of book,’’42 ‘‘face of judg- 
ment,’’*3 ‘‘face of record,’’4* ‘‘face of the 
work,’ 77>. “‘ face sto, face,’ #8. f*in face *0t can 


enemy,’’ 47 ‘fon its face,’’48 ‘‘upon the face and 
in the body of the policy;’’4® also ‘‘faced or 
shewn surface.’’ °° 

FACE AU FLEUVE, FACE, FRENTE AL RIO, 
FRENTE. Literally. ‘‘Front to the river,’’ or 
‘‘front.’’ ®t In French and Spanish conveyances, 
both public and private, the words exclusively desig- 
nate estates bounded by a river, which in the 
country are otherwise called riparious, bound to the 
repair of the road, its ditches, bridges, and levees, 
and to supply ground for either or the whole of 
these when that which they cover is carried away 
by the water.®? 

FACENDA (Facendera). In old Spanish law, 
personal labor and public works.®* 

FACERIA. In the Spanish law of Navarra, the 
partnership or community of pasture among neigh- 
boring towns.°4 

FACE VALUE. The value of a thing is its gen- 
eral power of purchasing—the command which its 
possession gives over purchasable commodities in 
general. Hence face value is the value expressed on 
the face of a writing in the commodity in which it 


[quot Olson y.| the signing of the protocol between 


544, 548, 94 NW]|the United States and Spain, and 


while a state of peace actually exist- 


Anderson L. D. [quot Olson v.| ed, and nothing remained to be done 
term). See generally Customs Duties/ Tanner, 117 Wis. 544, 548, 94 NW 


to conclude peace except the settle- 


§§ 38, 39. 

28. Soule v. Northern Constr. Co., 
33 Cal. A. 300, 1655 P24; 22. 

29. Escriche Diccionario. 

30. Escriche Diccionario. 

831. Escriche Diccionario. This 
has afforded a subject of legislation 
for a long period and as early as 
1873 the cortes enacted a factory 
law which, inter alia, was particu- 
larly advanced in its provisions re- 
garding child labor, wholly forbid- 
ding the employment of children un- 
der ten, limiting to five hours daily 
the labor of boys under thirteen or 
girls under fourteen, to eight hours 
that of boys under fifteen or girls 
under seventeen, and _ prohibiting 
those under the last named ages 
from working at night in establish- 
ments utilizing steam or hydraulic 
power. Provision is also made for 
medical assistance of laborers; but 
Escriche, while noting the merits of 
the law on paper, laments its non- 
observance in _ practice. Bscriche 
Diccionario Suplemento. 

32. The Solis Cigar Co. v. Pozo, 
16 Colo. 3&8, 393, 26 P 556, 25 AmSR 
279. 

33. Aberdare Local Bd. of Health 
v. Hammett, L. R. 10 Q. B. 162, 165, 
166. 

[a] Fabricated evidence is ‘“evi- 
dence manufactured or arranged 
after the fact, and either wholly faise 
or else warped and discolored by ar- 
tifice and contrivance with a deceit- 
ful intent.” Black L. D. See also 
Criminal Law § 1025; Evidence § 52; 
and generally Forgery [19 Cyc 1367]. 

34. Escriche Diccionario. See Wills 
LA0.Cye. 99t1. 

35. Webster Int. D. 

36. Bouvier L. D. 

37. Bouvier L. D. [quot Olson _y. 
Tanner, 117 Wis. 544, 548, 94 NW 
305]. 

38. Bouvier L. D. [quot Olson _v. 
Tanner, 117 Wis. 544, 548, 94 NW 
305]. 

23, Black L. D. [quot In re Stone- 
man, 146 NYS 172, 175; Olson v. Tan- 
ner, 117 Wis. 544, 548, 94 NW 305]. 


305]. 

42. Pensacola, etc.,, SS. Co.-sv. 
Brooks, 14 Ala. A. 364, 70 S 968, 970 
(where the term is distinguished 
from ‘“cover’). 

43. Abbott L. D.; Bouvier L. D. 
[both quot Olson v. Tanner, 117 Wis. 
544, 548, 94 NW 305] (“the sum 
for which the judgment was _ ren- 
dered, excluding the interest accrued 
thereon’’). To same effect Osgood v. 
Bringolf, 32 Iowa 265, 270. 

44. State v. Haines, 51 La. Ann. 
731, 7385, 25 S 372,.44 LRA 837. See 
also Spence v. State, 7 Ga. A. 825, 
68 SE 448, 444; Marriner v. John L. 
Roper Co., 112 N. C. 164, 166, 16 SE 
906; Evans v. Tillman, 38 S. C. 238, 
17 SE 49; San Bernardo Townsite 
Ce. v. Hocker, (Tex. Civ. A.) 176 SW 
644; Ffinch v. Comb, [1894] P. 191, 
203 (all construing the term). 

{a] In matters pertaining to mo- 
tions in arrest of judgment the term 
does not mean merely the face of 
the indictment, but embraces the rec- 
ord as made up to that point. State 
VenHaines: \51 la. Ann. %31,.735, ¢25 
S372, 373,44 LRA. 837. 

45. Grant v. Moulton; 79 Vt. 122, 
139, 64 A 453 (meaning “all the cut 
and dressed surface that showed, 
whether horizontal or perpendicu- 
lar’); St. Martin v. Thrasher, 40 Vt. 
460, 466 (including the horizontal 
surfaces called the ‘tread,’ and the 
perpendicular surfaces called the 
“drop,” of steps made by the regu- 
lar shortening of the courses of the 
masonry of the walls sloping up- 
ward from the base, and also the 
coping hcrizontal stones of the struc- 
ture). 

46. State v. McO’Blenis, 24 Mo. 
402, 414, €9 AmD 435; State v. Hef- 
fernan, 24 S. D.1,.123 NW. 87,89; 
140 AmSR 764, 25 LRANS 868; John- 
ston v. State, 2 Yerg. (Tenn.) 58, 59; 
Miller v. State, 25 Wis. 384, 387. 
See also Constitutional Law § 449; 
Criminal Law §§ 2112-2122. 

47. In re Cadwallader, 127 Fed. 
881, 883. 

[a] A soldier who deserted after 


ment of the details of the treaty, is 
within the act of April 11, 1890 (26 
U.S. St. at, 54. ©1718), eprovidine 
that no person shall be court-mar- 
tialed for desertion in time of peace, 
and not ‘in the face of an enemy,” 
committed more than two years be- 
fore his arraignment therefor, such 
limitation not to begin until the end 
of his term of enlistment. In re 
Cadwallader, 127 Fed. 881, 883. 

48. Driscoll v. Morris, 2 Tex. Civ. 
A. 608, 607, 21 SW 629 (includes only 
words in the body of the document, 
and hence a_writ does not show “on 
its face’ matter which only appears 
in a bill of costs attached to it, in 
the shape of items of charge). 

[a] “Woid on its face.”—Applied 
to mineral lands, the term means 
that the patent is seen to be ir- 
valid, either when read in the light 
of existing law, or by reason of 
what the court must take judicial 
notice of. Poire v. Wells, 6 Colo. 
406, 410 (as, for instance, the land 
is reserved by statute from sale or 
otherwise appropriated, or that the 
patent is for an unauthorized 
amount, or is executed by officers 
who are not intrusted by law with 
the power to issue grants of por- 
tions of the public dor:iain). See 
also Void [40 Cye 214]. 

49. Southern Mut. Ins. Co. v. 
Turnley, 100 Ga. 296, 300, 27 SH 975 
(as used in Code [1882] § 3392, re- 
quiring that a copy of “what ap- 
pears upon the face and in the body 
of the policy’ should be attached 
to the complaint, the term does not 
mean anything less than if applied 
to contracts other than insurance 
policies, aud covers all that precedes 
the maker’s signature). 

OOD PnNek, Va, James, 4. Ont laos 
1 OntWR 520, 6 CanCrCas 159, 162. 

51. Morgan v. Livingston, 6 Mart. 
(haz), 9s 224. 

52. Morgan vy. Livingston, 6 Mart. 
(ia, 19, 224. 

53. Escriche Diccionario. 

£4, Escriche Diccionario. See 
Common Lands §§ 5-10. 
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is payable.®> 


FACILIS EST LAPSUS JUVENTUTIS.*® 

FACILITATE. To make easy or less difficult.®” 

FACILITY. The term is not a technical word, 
but one in common use, and its meaning is to be 
found in the sense attached to it by approved 
It has been defined as: The quality of 
being easily performed;*? the means by which the 
performance of anything is rendered more easy ;°° 
ease in performance ;*! that which promotes the ease 
of any action;** advantage ;** aid;** valuable aid;°° 
assistance ;°° convenience; got help ;é8 also that which 
aids, assists, or makes more easy the acquisition of 


usage.°® 


knowledge.®® 


Facilities. Applied to carriers 


essary for the convenience of passengers and the 
safety and prompt transportation of freight;"° 
everything incident to the general, prompt, 
and impartial performance of the duties to the 
public at large imposed by the state, in the proper 
exercise of its police power, upon transportation or 
As applied to a ferry 


transmission companies." 


55. Marriner v. John L. Roper Co., 

112 N. C. 164, 166, 16 SE 906 [cit Olson 
v. Tanner, 117 Wis. 544, 548, 94 NW 
°305]. See also Supreme Council A. 
I Hi. v. iStorey,’ (Tex. Civ. A.) 75 
Sw 901, 905 (construing the term 
as meaning the amount stated in the 
body of a certificate of insurance). 

{a] As used in an act authoriz- 
ing a sale of bonds at not less than 
par or face value, the term means 
merely the denomination or amount 
printed on their face, without includ- 
ing the accumulated interest. Evans 
v. Tillman, 88 S. C. 238, 243, 17 SE 49. 

[b] As used in a will giving cer- 
tain notes to a legatee, and provid- 
ing that, if any of such notes were 
paid at the time of the testator’s 
decease, his executor would pay to 
the legatee such sum as, with the 
notes then remaining unpaid, on 
their face value, should amount to a 
certain sum of money, the term 
means the amount named on the 
notes. Mowry’s Pet. 16 R. I. 514, 
516, 17 A 553, 554. 

{[c] “Face value of pay envelope.” 
—Com. v. Bethlehem Steel Co., 
Pa. Dist. 88, 91. 

[ec] “Face or par value.”—The 
term as used in a contract of part- 
nership concerning a mortgage 
means and was intended to include 
the amount which is due and col- 
lectable on the mortgage note at the 
time of the election by the members 
of the firm, to use it in part pay- 
ment of their indebtedness to the 
testator under the terms of the con- 


tract. In re Stoneman, 146 NYS 172, 
UT: 
{e] The “face or prima _ facie 


value” of a promissory note at any 
point of time is the principal, with 
the interest then accrued. It does 
not include unearned interest; and 
this is true, even though the unearned 
interest has in form been added to 
the face of the note. Robertson v. 
Moses, 15 N. D. 351, 108 NW 788. 790. 

56. A maxim meaning ‘Youth is 
very liable to err.” Morgan Leg. 
Max. [cit Jenkins Cent. p 47]. 

57. Webster Int. D. 

{a] Actual doing of work.—The 
charter of a corporation, stating that 
it is organized for the purpose of 
facilitating the driving, hauling, and 
assorting of logs upon a river, doe 
not authorize a corporation to drive 
or haul logs, since the latter power 
is’ not implied in the word “facili- 
tate.” Northwestern Impr., etc., Co. 
v. O’Brien, 75 Minn. 335, 77 NW 989, 


990 
State v. 20 Mont, 468, 


Ab, be i 200: 
59. Webster [quot State v. 


Cave, 


D. 


franchise, 


includes 
agencies.** 


was applied to 


everything 
prompt, and safe carriage of passengers, boats in 
good repair, appliances answering the purpose, and 
readiness and willingness to perform the services 
incident to the evant.72 
is not limited to inanimate bodies or things, 
men are often facilities,“? although it ordinarily 
inanimate means 


In Connecticut. 


FACE VALUE—FACSIMILE PROBATE 


incident to the general, 


The meaning of the word 
and 
rather than human 


‘‘Facilities’? is a term which 
certain notes made payable two 


years after the War of 1812, which were issued by 
some of the Connecticut banks.7 


FACINUS QUOS INQUINAT A:QUAT.” 


everything nec- 


FACSIMILE. 
safe, 


Cave, 20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 
60. Century D. [quot State v. 
Cave, 20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 

{a] “Facility for interchange of 
traffic.’”—Louisville, etc. R. Co. v. 
U. S., 227 Fed. 258, 269. 

Webster D. [quot State v. 
, 20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 
Webster D. [quot State v. 
20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200). 
Webster D. [quot State 

20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 3007, 
Rogat [quot State v. Cave, 20 
< 468, 475, 62, P’ 200]. 

Webster D. [quot State v. 
20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 
Rogat [quot State v. Cave, 20 
468, 475, 52 P 200]. 

Century D. [quot State v. 
20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200). 

[a] A telephone is a facility and 
convenience, within Const. art 9 § i8, 
empowering the corporation com- 
mission to require carriers to estab- 
lish and maintain all such public 
service facilities and conveniences 
as may be reasonable and just. At- 
chison, etc., R.-Co. v. State, 23 Ok. 
210, 100 P 11, 14, 21 LRANS 908. 
68. Rogat [quot State v. Cave, 20 
Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 

69. Century D. [quot State v. 
Cave, 20 Mont. 468, 475, 52 P 200]. 


70. Atchison, ete. R. Co. v. State 
Corporation Commn., (Okl.) 170 P 
1156, 1158 [quot Cyc]; Missouri, etc., 


R. Co. v. State, 29 Okl. 
PMT [lauot' Cyelr 

[a] Tustrations of the use of 
the term.—U. . v. Delaware, etc., 
R. Co., 40 Fed. 101, 103 [cit Scofield 
v. Lake Shore, ete., R. Co., 2 Int. 
Com. Commn. 90, 116]; Little Rock, 
etc., R. Co. v. Oppenheimer, 64 Ark. 
271, 274, 438-SW 150, 44 LRA 353; 
Northwestern Impr., ete, Co. v. 
O’Brien, 75 Minn. 335, 340, 77 NW 
989; State v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
29 Nebr. 550, 559, 45 NW 785; St. 
Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Miller, 31 Okl. 
801, 123 P 1047, 1048; Singer Mfg. 
Co. v. London, ete., R. Co., [1894] 1 
Q. B. 833, 887; Winsford Local Bd. 
v. Cheshire Lines Committee, 24 Q. B. 
D. 456, 458; South HMastern R. Co. v. 
Railway Comrs., 6 Q. B. D. 586, 592; 
Southern Eastern R. Co. v. Railway 
Gomrsi,), QB. De21i. 2205) barry Re 
Cov ye /PatieViale* RCo. prsoo et, ‘Che 
128, 139; Hastern Union R.. Co: v. 
Eastern Counties R. Co. 2 E. & B. 
530; 642,°.75 BCL, 530") West Ham 
Corp. v. Great Eastern R. Co., 64 L. 
J. Q. B. 340, 343; Great Western R. 
Co. v. Railway Comrs., 50 L. J. Q. B. 
483, 486. 

{b] “Facilities and accommoda- 
tions.”—State v. Central Vermont R. 
Col SU Viti T463ir TileAr 94 O67 mio.) 


640, 646, 119 


FACIT CESSARE TACITUM.”’ 
FACIT PER ALIUM FACIT PER SE.7* 


An exact copy, preserving all the 


marks of the original.7® 

FACSIMILE PROBATE. In England, where the 
construction of a will may be affected by the ap- 
pearance of the original paper, the court will order 
the probate to pass in facsimile, as it may possibly 


AmSR 1065. 

[c] “Facilities for ete Rah ree ite 
Hite ae pe v. Gyde, L. 2 CRP aie 
75 


Tal “Reasonable facilities.”’”— 
Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Norfolk, 25 
OK). 32535): 107)  P=172),29 BRANS -1595 
Darlaston Local Bd. v. London, etc., 
R: |i Col. “EL894 2) (OF) Biut69.457 *E98= 
Singer Mfg. Co. v. London, ete. R. 
Co., [1894] 1 Q. B. 833, 8837; Wins- 
ford Local Bd. v. Cheshire Lines 
Committee, 24 Q. B. D. 456, 458: 
South Eastern R. Co. v. Railway 
Comrs., 6 Q. B. D. 586, 592; Didcot, 
etc., R. Co. v. Great Western R. Co., 
66 L. J. Q. B. 33, 85; West Ham Corp. 
v. Great Eastern R. Co., 64 L. J. Q. 
B. 340, 344; Great Western R. Co. 
Vv. Railways Comrss,'50\*6. J. “Qa Be 
483, 486; Monetary Advance Co. v. 
Cater,::4 ‘DIES Re 464 

{e] “Facilities for shipping 
cattle.’—St. Mary’s, ete., Co. v. West 
Zorra Tp., 2 OntwN 455. 

{f] “Pacilities for transporta- 
tion.”—St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. Mil- 
ler, 31" OK ¥ S015. 133) APO area eee 
Minds v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 228 
Pare lover cA 909. 

71. Chicago, ete, R. Co. v. State, 
23 Okl. 94, 104, 99 P 901 [quot Mis- 
sourl, ete; R. Co. v. States 29 Ok] 
640, 119 P 117, 119]. See also’ Car- 
riers § 54 et seq; Railroads [33 Cyc 


638, 640, 654]; Shipping [36 Cye 
3591; ‘elegraphs and Telephones [37 
Cye 1650). 

72. Com. v. Sturtevant, 182 Pa. 


323, 338, 37 A 916. 
{19 Cyc 509]. 

73. State v. Cave, 20 Mont. 468, 
475, 52 P 200 (“Without a crew to. 
man his vessel, the master of a 
ship would not have the necessary 
facilities”). 

74. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
v. Smith, 185 Ala. 607, 64 S 337, 338. 

75. Springfield Bank y. Merrick, 
14 Mass. 322, 325. 

76. A maxim meaning “Guilt 
makes equal those whom it stains.” 
Wharton L. Lex. 

77. A maxim meaning “He acts 
who ceases to be silent. ” Mesa Mar- 
ket Co. v. Crosby, 174 Fed. 96, 105, 
S8NCC AN ILOs 

78. A maxim meaning “That which 
is done through’ another is done by 


See also Ferries 


etc... Coz 


one’s. self.” Samuels v. Evening 
Mail Assoc., 9 Hun (N. Y.) 288, 292; 
Bishop v. Baxter, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 


176, 177; Delafield v. Parish, 1 Redf. 
Surr. (N. WS) 1493 Come vahrein= 
berg, 3 Pa. Dist. 361, 362; Grant’s 
License, 2 Montg. Co. (Pa. ) tp Win (8 
See generally Agency 2 C. J. p 404. 

79. Black L. D. See also Signa- 
tures [36 Cyc 449 note 11]. 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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FACSIMILE PROBATE—FACT 


help to show the meaning of the testator.®° 


FACT.®! The term is derived 


facere, ‘‘to make to do,’’*®? and has a variety of 
Thus it may signify either a state 
of things, that is, an existence, or a motion, that is, 
an event;§* an act;®> action;®® an act or action 
which is the subject of testimony;8? a circum- 
stance ;** a deed;*® a thing done;%° a thing done or 
said;° an effect produced or achieved;*? an inci- 
dent ;°* an event or incident;®* an occurrence or 


meanings.®% 


80. 4 Black LL. 2D. 
81. Fact: 

Accessory before or after see Crimi- 
nal Law §§ 125-147. 

Attorney in see Agency § 53; Attor- 
ney and Client § 2. 

Burden of proof see Evidence §§ 13- 


Conclusion of see Evidence §§ 588- 
31 


Conflicting presumptions to see HEvi- 
dence § 88. 

Effect of failure to disclose see Ac- 
cident Insurance 61; Contracts 
§ 281; Deeds § 147; Fire Insurance 


[19 Cye 679]; Life Insurance [25 
Cyc? Ties arine Insurance [26 
Cyc 617]; Mutual Benefit Insur- 
ance [29 Cyc 86]; Sales [35 Cyc 
75]; Vendor and Purchaser [39 
Cye 1275). Puy te 

Evidence of generally see Evidence 
D2) (Coeds ake ar. 


_False pretenses by see False Pre- 


tenses Fraud [20 
iCxyemisls : 

Findings of see References [34 Cyc 
839s) Lrial (38 .Cyer1907,.1923 1: 

Judicial notice of see Bvidence 
§§ 1807-2008. 

Mistake of see Mistake [27 Cyc 809]. 

Pleading see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 303]; Pleading [31 
Cye> 471. 

Presumptions of see Evidence §§ 25— 


[19 Cye, 384]; 


88. 

g2. Century D. 

83. 1 Bentham Jud. Ev. p 48. 

[a] “There are two kinds of facts 
—‘evidentiary facts and inferential 
facts.’’”’ Woodfill v. Patton, 76 Ind. 


575, 579, 40 AmR 269 [cit Locke v. 


Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 66 Ind. 353, 
362]. 
84. 1 Bentham Jud. Ev. p 48; Barr 


v. Chicago, etc., wOo5) 0 FInd: A. 
433, 37 NE 814, 815. 

85. Webster D. [quot Boyle v. 
State, 105 Ind. 469, 494, 5 NE 203, 


55 AmR 218]; German-American Ins. 
Go, v.. Huntley,. 62) OK 39, \161. P 
815, 818; Drake v. Cockroft, 4 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 34, 37. 

86. Lackey v. Vanderbilt, 10 How 
PrviGNe WY.) 955,01 61. 

87. Barr v. Chicago, etc.,’ R. Co., 
10 Ind. A. 433, 37 NE 814, 815. 

{a] Illustration.—‘“‘The condition 
or state of mind at a given time is 
a fact. If any emotion is felt, as 
joy, grief, or anger, the feeling is 
an fact, If the operations of the 
mind produce an effect, as knowl- 
edge, skill, intention, this effect on 
the mind is a fact. When the men- 
tal processes lead up to and pro- 
duce a desire or intention to do a 
certain thing, such state of mind is 
a fact. Willfulness is a desire or in- 
tention to produce a certain result; 
hence willfulness is a fact.” Barr v. 
Chicago, etc. R. Co., 10 Ind. A. 433, 
37 NE 814, 815. : 

[b] “Law” distinguished.—As dis- 
tinguished from the law, a fact may 
be taken as that out of which the 
point of law arises; that which is 
asserted to be or not to be, and is 
to be presumed or proved to be or 
not to be, for the purpose of apply- 
ing or refusing to apply a rule of 
law. Hulings v. Hulings Lumber 
Co., 38 W. Va. 351, 371, 18 SE 620 
[cit Cooley Torts (2d ed) pp 800, 
801; 2 Thompson Tr. §§ 1662, 1705]. 

88. Bouvier L. D.; Webster D.; 
Worcester D. [all quot Boyle _ v. 
State, 105 Ind. 469, 494, 5 NE 203, 
55 AmR 218]; Clare v. Peo., 9 Colo. 


from the Latin 


eri 2° 
Phrases: 


122, 124, 10 PB 799 [cit Bouvier L. D.] 
(‘Instances sometimes arise when it 
would puzzle a professional philol- 
ogist to tell which of the two words 
would more accurately characterize 
a given ‘action’ or ‘thing done’’’); 
German-American Ins. Co. vy. Hunt- 
ley, 62 Okl. 39, 161 P 815, 818. 

“Circumstance” compared see Cir- 
cumstances 11 C. J. p 768 note 22. 

89. Lackley v. Vanderbilt, 10 How 
ee nEN Gh oN) Ob tel Oks 

90. Bouvier L. D. [quot Boyle v. 
State, 105 Ind. 469, 494, 5 NE 
203, 55 AmR 218]; Walker D. [quot 
Lackey v. Vanderbilt, 10 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 155, 161]; German-American Ins. 
a6 v. Huntley, 62 Okl. 39, 161 P 815, 

91.- “Barr, v. pChicago,. ete. R.wiCo., 
10 Ind. A. 433, 37 NE 814, 815. 

92. Webster D. [quot Gates Vv. 
Haw, 150 Ind. 370, 372, 50 NE 299]. 

93. Webster D.; Worcester D. 
[both quot Boyle v. State, 105 Ind. 
469, 494, 5 NE 203, 55 AmR 218]. 

94 Drake v. Cockroft, 4 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 34, 37. 

95. Webster’ D. [quot Boyle v. 
State, 105 Ind. 469, 494, 5 NE 203, 
55 AmR 218]; Woodfill v. Patton, 76 
Ind. 575, 579, 40 AmR 269 (where 
the term is distinguished from “evi- 
dence’’). 

96. Huber v. Guggenheim, 89 Fed. 
598, 601. 

97. Walker D. [quot Lackey v. 
Vanderbilt, 10 HowPr (N. Y.) 155, 
161 


1. 

{a] “Allegation” compared.—In a 
criminal prosecution, the court in- 
structed that defendant pleaded not 
guilty, which yrlea put in issue every 
material fact involved in the crime 
charged, but, before he could be con- 
victed, the state must establish be- 
yond a reasonable doubt the guilt 
of defendant, and it was held that 
the use of the word “fact,” as equiv- 
alent to “allegafion,” while not ac- 
curate, could not have prejudiced de- 
fendant, for the meaning which was 
intended to be conveyed was reason- 
ably certain. State v. Harris, 97 
Iowa 407, 409, 66 NW 728, 729. 

98. Lackey v. Vanderbilt, 10 How 
PriiCNvayaneloorl Lol. 

{a] “Truth” distinguished.—A 
in pleading is a circumstance, 
event, or incident, and widely 
ferent from a truth, which is 
legal principle which declares or 
governs the facts and their opera- 
tion and effect, although in com- 
mon parlance the terms “fact’’? and 
“truth” are often used as synony- 
mous. Drake v. Cockroft, 4 E. D. 
SmithreNy yy.) 345037 de AbbPrie203, 
205, 10 HowPr 877. To same effect 


fact 
act, 
dif- 


Tutt v. Port. Royal, etc., R. Co., 28 
SHUCe Bi Lope: : 
99. Whelpley v. Van Epps, 9 Paige 


CNEYO sels oboe on AD: 9400" felt 
State v. Grinstead, 10 Kan. A. 74, 61 
POT le 

[a] “Matter” synonymous. — A 
jurat to an answer stated that de- 
fendant swore that the facts stated 
in the answer were true, and it was 
held that ‘facts,’ as here used, was 
equivalent to “matters,” and was a 
substantial compliance with the rule 
of court requiring that parties state 
that ‘‘matters’” in their pleadings 
were true. Whelpley v. Van Epps, 
9 Paige (N. Y.) 332, 333, 37 AmD 
400. To same effect State v. Grin- 
stead, 10 Kan. A. 74, 61 PR 975, 976; 
State v. Luper, (Or.) 95 P 811, 813. 


the | 
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event;°> something fixed, sunchangeable;°° a reality 
as distinguished from supposition. or opinion; a 
truth as distinguished from fiction or error.®® 
term is sometimes used ag the equivalent of ‘‘mat- 


The 


‘‘Facts constituting a cause of action, 
or a defence,’’1 ‘‘facts detailed,’’? ‘‘facts estab- 
lished by law,’’® ‘‘fact in an insurance policy,’’ * 
‘‘fact in dispute,’’> ‘‘fact material to the risk,’’ ® 
“facts of this case,’’*’ ‘‘fact or matter in issue,’ ® 


1. Lawrence v. Wright, 9 N. Y. 
Super. 673, 674 (physical facts cap- 
able of being established by oral or 
documentary proof, not propositions 
which are true as law). See gener- 
ally Pleading [31 Cyc 100, 215]. 

2. Potter v. Washburn, 13 Vt. 558, 
565, 37 AmD 615 (as referring to the 
facts detailed by counsel in drawing 
up a case, the term should be con- 


strued as synonymous with the 
word ‘“testimony’’). 
3. Peo. v. Mueller, 168 Cal. 521, 


143 P 748, 749, LRA1915B 788. 

[a] The result of an election for 
Or against the sale of intoxicating 
liquors within a city, town, or super- 


visorial district, is not a “fact es- 
tablished by law.” Peo. v. Mueller, 
168 Cal. 521, 143 P 748, 749, LRA 
1915B 788, 

4 Wainer v. Milford Mut. F. Ins. 
Co., 153 Mass. 335, 339, 26 NE 877, 


11 LRA 598. 

5. Knight’s App., 19 Pa. 493, 494 
[quot Manegold v. Foundry Co., 17 
Pa. Dist. 973, 977] (one “alleged by 
one party and denied by the other, 
and by both with some show of rea- 
son’); Hertzog v. Hertzog, 63 Pa. 
Super. 328, 381 (‘one affirmed on 
one side and denied on the other, not 
by way of mere naked allegation, 
without or against the evidence, but 
‘with some show of reason’; ... 
resting in the proofs in the cause’). 
See also infra text and note 8. 

[al] “A mere naked allegation, 
without evidence, or against the evi- 
dence, cannot create a dispute with- 
in the meaning of the law.” Knight’s 
App., 19 Pa. 493, 494 [quot Manegold 
v. Foundry Co., 17 Pa. Dist. 973, 977]. 

6. Farber v. American Auto. Ins. 
Co., 191 Mo. A. 307, 327, 177 SW 675. 

[a] In the law of insurance such 
a fact “is said to be one which, if 
communicated to the underwriter, 
would induce him either to decline 
the insurance altogether or not to 
accept it unless a higher premium 
is paid.” Farber v. American Auto. 
nee Co., 191 Mo. A. 307, 327, 177 Sw 

oO. 

7. Jordan v. Garrison, 6. HowPr 
GNaseY.) 65. 83° Mitzhugh viodruaxet 
Hill (N. Y.) 644. 

[a] The expression “the facts of 
this case” (1) is equivalent to “the 
case,”’ as used in a rule of court re- 
quiring that a party making an 
affidavit of merits to change the 
place of trial shall state that he has 
fairly stated the case to his counsel. 
To state the case, the party must 
necessarily state the facts of the 
case; and, conversely, in stating the 
facts of the case, he necessarily 
states the case. Jordan vy. Garrison, 
6) HowPr “CNa Yo) 6758" 1@2) But att 
has been held that in an affidavit of 
merits filed for the purpose of setting 
aside a default judgment, a recital 
that defendant has stated the “facts 
of his case” is not equivalent to the 
phrase that he has “stated the case;” 
and hence the affidavit is insufficient 
to authorize the setting aside of the 
default. Fitzhugh vy. Truax, 1 Hill 
(N. Y.) 644. (3) See also Odom v. 
State, 172 Ala. 388, 55 S 820 (hold- 
ing the term equivalent to the 
“proved facts of the case’). 

8. Defined as: (1) “A fact or mat- 
ter on which the plaintiff proceeds by 
his action and which the defendant 
controverts in his pleadings.” Lillis 
v. Emigrant Ditch Co., 95 Cal. 553, 
559, 30 P 1108; Garwood v. Garwood, 


336 [25C.3.] 


‘‘facts shown by the recerd,’’® ‘‘knowledge of the 
facts therein stated.’’ 1° 

FACTA SUNT POTENTIORA VERBIS."! 

FACTA TENENT MULTA QUA FIERI PRO- 
HIBENTUR.” 

FACTION. A party in political society, com- 
bined or acting in union, usually applied to a minor- 
ity, but may be applied to a majority;!® a number 
of persons combined for a common purpose usually 
a party within a party;** a party of persons having 
a common end in view, usually such a party seeking 
to bring about changes in any association of which 
they form a part. 

FACTOR. In Spanish law, a commercial agent.1® 

Factor de provisiones, a sort of commissary of- 


FACT—FACTOR OF FIVE 


ficer.in the Spanish army.1? 

FACTORAGE. The compensation paid factors.1® 

FACTORIA. In Spanish law, the office or em- 
ployment of a factor; also the establishment over 
which he presides.19 

FACTORIZING PROCESS. The term is used in 
some states to designate the proceedings known in 
most of the states as garnishment proceedings, and 
generally in the northeastern states as trustee 
process.”° 

FACTOR OF FIVE. By the use of this term Tae 
municipal ordinance *+ is meant that the floor [of 
a store or warehouse] must be five times stronger 
than necessary to carry the ordinary weight it is 
designed to carry.”? 


29 Cal. 514, 521; Glenn v. Savage, 14] cessity of reading the entire evidence] Houser, 122 Wis. 534, 100 NW 964, 


Or. 567, 575, 138 P 442. 
dence, and controverted by the ad-/ 141. 


verse party.’ King v. Chase, 15 N. 10. Nordine v. Knutson, 62 Minn. 
H. 9, 15, 41 AmD 675. (3) ‘‘Those| 264, 64 NW 565 (construing Gen. St. 
facts upon the truth or existence | [1894] § 6236, which enacts that the| division of a 


(2) “Any fact] as preserved in the bill of exceptions. | 974]. 
attempted to be established by evi-| Hess v. Corwin, 109 Mo. A. 22, 84 SW {a] 


Applied to political parties 
the word suggests a division of the 
members thereof, and a separate or- 
ganization of the parts not a mere 
regularly called con- 


of which the right or liability to be| statement of claim for a mechanic’s| vention into two camps, the body of 


ascertained in the proceeding de-| lien shall be verified by someone | the 

having knowledge of the facts, and | divided. 

Higdon, 58 Tex. Civ. A. 83, 86, 128| holding that what the statute aims | 534, 100 NW 964, 974. 
(4) See generally Pleading |at is, by requiring an affidavit of | tions §§ 90-159. 


pends.”’ San Antonio Tract. Co. v. 


SW 732. 
[31 Cyc 670]. 


the truth of the statement of facts 16. 


party not necessarily being 
State v. Houser, 122 Wis. 
See also Elec- 


Escriche Diccionario. See 


{a] “Eact in controversy” distin-| upon which the claim is founded, to] Factors post p 337. 


guished.—Caperton v. 


Schmidt, 26] prevent the encumbering of titles by 17. Escriche 


Diccionario. See 


Cal. 479, 494, 85 AmD 187; McDonald | filing unfounded claims, and a veri-| Army and Navy 5 C. J. p 289. 


v. Bear River, etc., Water, etc., Co., | fication 
15 Cal. 145, 148; Betts v. Starr, 5|the facts therein 
Conn. 550, 554, 13 AmD 94; Potter v.| cient). 
Baker, oe Ny, bie 66,. 267s se ieinicwv. 11. 

Chasey ls Ne Had; 1%,-41) ‘Amb 6755 
Rowns va Nims, '5, IN. 49-259, 262,°20'| vier Ei D 


AmD 578. 12; 4A) maxim meaning “Deeds con-| 33 A 147, 157. 
tain many things which are prohibit-| [20 Cye 978]. 


9. Hess. v. Corwin, 109 Mo. A. 22, 


“that he has knowledge of 18. 


A maxim meaning ‘Facts are | 348]. é 
more powerful than words.” Bou- 19. Escriche Diccionario. 


Bouvier L. D. [quot Winne v. 
stated” is suffi-| Hammond, 387 Ill. 99, 103; State v. 
Thompson, 120 Mo. 12, 25 SW 346, 
See also Factors § 3. 


20. Cross _v: Brown, 19° R. 1. 220, 
See also Garnishment 


23, 84 SW 141. ed to be done.” Wharton L. Lex. 21. New Counc. Ser. Ord. No. 6533 
[a] The phrase in a rule of court {a] Applied in: Warcombe’s Case,| par 11. 
providing that appellant or plain-|12 Coke 124, 125, 77 Reprint 1399. 22. ©’Rourke v. Fulton Bag, etc., 


tiff in error shall furnish copies of 13. Webster D. 


a brief containing a clear and con-| Houser, 122 Wis. 
cise statement of the facts shown by | 974]. 
the record, means an abstract of 14. 
the evidence such as will enable the | Houser, 122 Wis. 
appellate court to gain such a view | 974]. 

of the evidence as to obviate the ne- 15. Century D. 


534, 100 NW 964, 


Standard D. 
534, 100 NW 964, 


Mills, 133 La. 955, 960, 63 S 480 (so 
that, under this ordinance, a ware- 
house floor must be designed to sus- 
tain theoretically a load of five times 
two hundred and fifty, or twelve 
hundred and fifty pounds to the 
square foot). 


[quot State v. 


[quot State v. 


{quot State v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


[25C.J.] 337 


FACTORS 


By Henry H. Sxyuxs * 
[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 340] 


ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITIONS, NATURE, AND DISTINCTIONS [§$ 1-6] p 340 
A. Definitions [§§ 1-3] p 340 
1. Factor [§ 1] p 340 
2. Del Credere Factor [§ 2] p 341 
3. Factorage or Commission [§ 3] p 342 
B. Elements of Relation [§ 4] p 342 
C. Nature of Relation [§ 5] p 342 
D. Distinctions [§ 6] p 343 


IY. REGULATION OF BUSINESS [§§ 7-8] p 344 
A. Licenses; Bonds [§ 7] p 344 
B. Offenses and Penalties [§ 8] p 346 


Wii. CREATION AND TERMINATION OF RELATION [§§ 9-11] p 346 
A. Appointment or Employment [§ 9] p 346 

| B. Duration and Termination [§§ 10-11] p 347 

1. In General [§ 10] p 347 

2. Termination by Operation of Law [§ 11] p 347 


IV. POWERS OF FACTOR [§§ 12-31] p 347 
A. In General [§ 12] p 347 
B. Delegation of Authority [§ 13] p 348 
C. Effect of Usage in General [§ 14] p 349 
D. Particular Powers [§§ 15-30] p 349 
. To Buy and Sell in Own Name [§ 15] p 349 
. To Sell for Cash or on Credit [§ 16] p 350 
. To Transfer Goods for Own Benefit [§ 17] p 350 
. To Pledge Goods [§§ 18-20] p 351 
a. General Rule [§ 18] p 351 
b. Qualifications [§ 19] p 352 
c. Remedies of Principal [§ 20] p 352 
To Barter or Exchange [§ 21] p 353 
To Warrant [§ 22] p 353 
To Insure [§ 23] p 353 
To Reship [§ 34] p 354 
To Collect or Receive Payment [§§ 25-26] p 354 
a. In General [§ 25] p 354 
b. Medium of Payment [§ 26] p 355 
10. To Extend Time of Payment [§ 27] p 355 
11. To Submit to Arbitration [§ 28] p 355 
12. To Compromise Claims [§ 29] p 355 
13. To Rescind Sale [§ 30] p 355 
E. Ratification or Repudiation [§ 31] p 356 
V. RIGHTS AND DUTIES AS BETWEEN FACTOR AND PRINCIPAL [§§ 32-132] p 357 
A. As Affected by Usage in General [§ 32] p 357 
B. Skill and Diligence Required in General [§ 33] p 357 
C. Duty to Be Loyal [§§ 34-35] p 358 
1. In General [§ 34] p 358 
2. Sale to Himself [§ 35] p 358 
D. Duty to Obey Instructions [§§ 36-42] p 359 
1. General Rule [§ 36] p 359 
2. Requisites of Instructions [§ 37] p 360 
3. Qualifications and Exceptions [§§ 38-42] p 360 
a. Inability to Comply with Instructions [§ 38] p 360 


Cc. J. 404, “Architects” 5 C. J. 254, “Auctions and Auctioneers” 6 ou, 820, “Brokers” 
. J. 505, “Building and Construction Contracts” 9 C. J. 688, ete. 


BOD H 


Soo, CORSSTICN 


* Author of “Agency’’ 2 
5. 
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b. In Cases of Emergency [§ 39] p 360 
e. Effect of Advances; Sale for Reimbursement [§§ 40-42] p 360 
(1) In General [§ 40] p 360 
(2) Consignment with Instructions [§ 41] p 361 
(3) Consignment without Instructions [§ 49) p 362 
E. Duty to Inform Principal [§ 43] p 362 
F. Duty as to Care of Goods [§ 44] p 363 
G. Duty as to Insurance [§ 45] p 364 
H. Duty as to Sale [§§ 46-57] p 365 
1. In General [§ 46] p 365 
. As to Time of Sale [§ 47] p 365 
. As to Place of Sale [§ 48] p 366 
. As to Price of Sale [§§ 49-50] p 367 
a. In General [§ 49] p 367 
b. Where Price Is Fixed [§ 50] p 367 
5. As to Sale for Cash or on Credit [§§ 51-54] p 368 
a. In General [§ 51] p 368 
b. Taking Security [§ 52] p 368 
ec. Ascertaining Responsibility of Purchaser [§ 53] p 368 
d. Disclosing Name of Purchaser [§ 54] p 369 
6. Duty as to Collections [§ 55] p 369 
7. Assumption of Debt by Factor [§§ 56-57] p 370 .- 
a. In General [§ 56] p 370 
b. Taking or Negotiating Note in Own Name [§ 57] p 370 
J. Rights and Duties as to Proceeds [§§ 58-64] p 370 
1. In General [§ 58] p 370 
2. Care of Proceeds [§ 59] p 371 
3. Remitting Proceeds [§§ 60-63] p 372 
a. In General [§ 60] p 372 
b. Mode of Remittance [§§ 61-63] p 372 
(1) In General [§ 61] p 372 
(2) By Bill of Exchange [§ 62] p 373 
(3) Liability on Indorsements [§ 63] p 373 
4. Liability for Interest [§ 64] p 373 
Duty to Accept or Meet Draft [§ 65] p 373 
. Duty to Advance Freights [§ 66] p 374 
. Duty to Keep and Render Accounts [§ 67] p 374 
. Duties and Liabilities of Del Credere Factors [§§ 68-70] p 375 
1. In General [§ 68] p 375 
2. Nature of Liability [§ 69] p 375 
3. Extent of Liability [§ 70] p 376 
N. Liability for Conversion Generally [§ 71] p 376 
O. Rights in and Title to Goods [§§ 72-73] p 377 
1. In General [§ 72] p 377 
2. Where Factor Has Made Advances [§ 73] p 378 
P. Compensation and Reimbursement of Factor, and Security Therefor [§§ 74-108] p 379 
1. Compensation [§§ 74-80] p 379 
a. For Serices [§§ 74-77] p 379 
(1) In General [§ 74] p 379 
(2) As Affected by Sufficiency of Services [§ 75] p 379 
(3) Rate or Amount of Compensation [§ 76] p 380 
(4) Subagent and Cumulative Commissions [§ 77] p 381 
b. For Advances and Acceptances; Disbursements [§ 78] p 381 
c. Del Credere Commissions [§ 79] p 381 
d. Forfeiture or Loss of Commissions [§ 80] p 381 
2. Reimbursement and Indemnity [§§ 81-85] p 382 
a. In General [§ 81] p 382 
b. For Advances [§ 82] p 383 
ce. For Interest [§ 83] p 384 
d. For Loss and Damage Sustained [§ 84] p 384. - 
e. Forfeiture or Loss of Right to Reimbursement [§ 85] p 384 
3. Security of Factor [§§ 86-108] p 385 
a. Liability of Goods and of Principal Personally [§§ 86-87] p 385 
(1) In General [§ 86] p 385 
(2) Order of Applying Proceeds or Payments [§ 87] p 386 
b. Lien of Factor [§§ 88-108] p 386 
(1) In General [§ 88] p 386 
(2) Agreement or Instructions [§ 89] p 387 


HB wr 


SOAS 


(3) Character of Lien [§ 90] p 388 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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(4) Subject Matter of Lien [§ 91] p 388 
(5) Indebtedness Secured [§§ 92-94] p 389 
(a) In General [§ 92] p 389 
» (b) Expenses and Advances [§ 93] p 389 
(¢) General Balance of Accounts [§ 94] p 389 
(6) Facts Necessary to Existence of Lien [§§ 95-100] p 390 
(a) Principal’s Ownership or Title [§ 95] p 390 
(b) Possession by Factor [§§ 96-100] p 391 
aa. Necessity of Possession [§ 96] p 391 
bb. Character of Possession [§ 97] p 391 
ce. Sufficiency of Possession [§§ 98-100] p 392 
(aa) In General [§ 98] p 392 
(bb) Goods in Transit [§§ 99-100] p 393 
aaa. In General [§ 99] p 393 
bbb. Consignment under Special Agreement [§ 100] p 393 
(7) Priority of Lien [§§ 101-102] p 394 
(a) In General [§ 101] p 394 
(b) Creditors of Principal [§ 102] p 395 
(8) Waiver or Loss of Lien [§§ 103-106] p 395 
(a) In General [§ 103] p 395 
(b) Contract Inconsistent with Lien [§ 104] p 396 
(ce) Surrender of Possession [§ 105] p 396 
(d) By Misconduct [§ 106] p 397 
| (9) Discharge of Lien [§ 107] p 397 
i (19) Enforcement and Preservation of Lien [§ 108] p 397 
| Q. Damages [§§ 109-112] p 398 
| 1. In General [§ 109] p 398 
2. For Sale at Improper Place [§ 110] p 399 
3. For Sale at Improper Time [§ 111] p 399 
| 4. For Sale below Authorized Price [§ 112] p 399 
R. Actions [§§ 113-132] p 400 , 
1 1. By. Principal against Factor [§§ 113-124] p 400 
a. Form of Remedy [§§ 113-116] p 400 
: (1) In General [§ 113] p 400 
| (2) Case [§ 114] p 400 
| (3) Trover [§ 115] p 400 
| (4) Accounting [§ 116] p 400 
ee b. Defenses and Counterclaims [§ 117] p 401 
| e. Accrual of Action; Demand [§ 118] p 401 
d. Pleading [§ 119] p 401 
e. Issues, Proof, and Variance [§ 120] p 402 
f. Evidence [§§ 121-123] p 403 ; 
(1) Presumption and Burden of Proof [§ 121] p 403 
(2) Admissibility [§ 122] p 403 
(3) Weight and Sufficiency [§ 123] p 404 
g. Trial [§ 124] p 405 
2. By Factor against Principal [§§ 125-132] p 405 
a. In General [§ 125] p 405 
b. Defenses [§ 126] p 405 
c. Pleading [§ 127] p 406 
d. Evidence [§§ 128-130] p 407 
(1) Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§ 128] p 407 
(2) Admissibility [§ 129] p 407 
(3) Weight and Sufficiency [§ 130] p 407 
e. Trial [§ 131] p 408 
f. Judgment [§ 132] p 408 
VI. RIGHTS, DUTIES, AND LIABILITIES OF FACTOR AND PRINCIPAL AS TO THIRD PER- 
SONS [§§ 133-165] p 408 
A. Of Factor [§§ 133-144] p 408 
1. Rights against Third Persons [§§ 133-136] p 408 
a. On Contracts Relating to Goods [§§ 133-134] p 408 
(1) In General [§ 133] p 408 
(2) Defenses [§ 134] p 409 
b. For Torts Relating to Goods [§ 135] p 409 
ce. Right of Principal to Control Action [§ 136] p 410 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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(1) In General [§ 139] p 411 
(2) On Warranty [§ 140] 
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p 411 


d. Liability for Money Paid [§ 141] p 411 


e. Liability in Tort [§§ 142-143] p 411 


(1) In General [§ 142] p 411 
(2) Conversion [§ 143] p 411 


f. Liability on Direction or Promise of Principal as to Application of Proceeds {§ 144] p 412 


B. Of Principal [§§ 145-152] p 413 


1. Rights against Third Persons [§§ 145-151] p 413 


a. On Factor’s Contracts [§§ 145-146] p 413 


(1) In General [§ 145] p 413 


ss 


(2) Defenses Available to Third Person [§ 146] p 414 
b. Rights Arising Out of Title to Property and Proceeds [§§ 147-151] p 415 


(1) In General [§ 147] p 415 


(2) Property Wrongfully Disposed of Generally [§ 148] p 415 
(3) Right to Follow Property and Proceeds {§§ 149-150] p 416 
(a) In General [§ 149] p 416 
(b) Insolvency or Death of Factor [§ 150] p 418 
(4) For Injury to or Loss of Goods [§ 151] p 418 
2. Liability to Third Person [§ 152] p 419 
C. Protection of Third Persons under Factors’ Acts [§§ 153-161] p 419 


. In General [§ 153] p 419 
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In General [§ 158] p 422 


Construction and Operation in General [§ 154] p 420 

[§ 155] p 420 

Goods and Merchandise within Statutes [§ 156] p 421 

Documents of Title within Statutes [§ 157] p 422 

Character and Sufficiency of Factor’s or Agent’s Possession [§§ 158-159] p 422 


b. Possession of Documents of Title [§ 159] p 424 
7. Rights Derived from Person in Whose Name Goods Have Been Shipped [§ an p 424 
8. Persons Protected by Statutes [§ 161] p 425 
D. Actions by or against Principal or Factor [§§ 162-165] p 427 


1. Form of Action [§ 162] p 427 
2. Pleading [§ 163] p 427 

3. Evidence [§ 164] p 427 

4. Trial [§ 165] p 428 


CROSS REFERENCES 


Application by bank of funds of consignor to debt of 
factor see Banks and Banking § 357. 

Assignment for benefit of creditors as conveying con- 
signed goods see Assignments for Benefit of Cred- 
itors § 267. 

Attachment against factor see Attachment §§ 350, 377. 

Commissions of factor making advances aS usury see 
Usury [39 Cyc 980]. 

Custom as affected by knowledge of principal see Cus- 
toms and Usages § 23. 

Custom as affecting factor’s contract with principal see 
Customs and Usages § 51. 

Custom as affecting relation between factor and prin- 
cipal see Customs and Usages § 33. 

Embezzlement by factor see Embezzlement § 33. 

Evidence as to value of consigned goods in action for 
proceeds thereof see Evidence §§ 153, 154. 

Execution against factor see Executions § 100. 


| Garnishment of property or funds held by factor see 


Garnishment [20 Cyc 1018]. 

Guaranty by del credere factor or agent as within stat- 
ute of frauds see Frauds, Statute of [20 Cyc 186]. 

Liability of factor to principal as debt affected by 
ree 8 discharge in bankruptcy see Bankruptcy 

Parol or extrinsic evidence to vary or contradict con- 
tract of employment see Evidence § 14648. 

Requirement of license as regulation of commerce see 
Commerce §§ 145-147. 

Rights of trustee in bankruptcy in property held by 
bankrupt factor see Bankruptcy § 218. 

Sale of goods for recoupment of advances made to in- 
solvent consignor see Assignments for Benefit of 
Creditors § 481. 

Taxation of goods consigned to, or in possession of, 
factor see Taxation [37 Cyc 796]. 


I. DEFINITIONS, NATURE, AND DISTINCTIONS 


[§ 1] A. Definitions—l. Factor. The word 
‘¢factor’’ has a fairly well defined meaning.t A fae- 
tor is an agent who, in pursuance of his usual trade 
or business, and for a compensation commonly called 


1. Hedgepeth v. Hamilton Ware-| Mercantile Co., 


222 SW 27, 


factorage or commission, sells goods or merchandise 
consigned or intrusted to his possession for that 
purpose by or for the owner.? Although a factor 
usually sells only goods intrusted to him for that 


28a belt Me.—Blood v. Palmer, 11 Me. 414, 


house Co.,-104 Tex. 496, 140 SW 1084. | Cyc]. 418, 26 AmD 547. 

2. U. S.—Hopkirk v. Bell, 3 Cranch Conn. — Lawrence vy. Stonington Md.—Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Md. 
454, 458, 2 L. ed. 497; Ommen v. Tal- | Bank, 6 Conn. 521, 527. 272, 274, 59 A 666,-3 AnnCas 643. 
cott, 188 Fed. 401, 408, 112 CCA 239 D. C.—Greene v. U. S.,. 25 App. 549, Miss. Denney Vv. Wheelwright, 60 


[rev 175 Fed. 261]; Butler Bros. Shoe | 5538. 
Co. v. U. S. Rubber Co., 156 Fed. 1, 


Surety Co., 


Iowa.—Smith v. Bloom, 159 Iowa 
20, 84 CCA 167 [certiorari den 212] 592, 141 NW 32; § 


Miss. 733. 
Mo.—State v: Thompson, 120 Mo. 


inclair v. National | 12, aye 25 SW 346. 


U. S. 577, 29 SCt 686, 53 L. ed. 658]; 
In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 471, 474. 

Ala.—Lehman y. Pritchett, 84 Ala. 
512, 513, 4 S 601; Tyson v. Jennings 
Produce Co., 16 Ala. A. 374, 77 S 986, 
987 [certiorari den 201 Ala. 331, 77 
S 993, and cit Cyc]. 

Ark. 22Gb H. Hammond Co. v. Joseph 


1 132 Iowa 549, 555, 107 
NW 184; M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, etc., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 
431, 85 NW 614, 53 LRA 775. 

Ky.—Graham.y. Duckwall, 8 Bush 
12, 8) by Cy. Ona 495: 

La.—Ward vy. Brandt, 11 Mart. 331, 
423, 13 AmD 352. 


N. H.—Bromley v. Elliot; 38 N. H. 
287, 75 AmD 182. 

N. M.—Goesling v. Gross, ete., Co., 
L5UINGCAM. i215 725, 113 P 608. 

N. Y.—Hiegins v. Moore, 34 N. Y. 
4t7;, 418" [rev 197 N.. ¥e> Super w344ar 
Duguid v. Edwards, 50 Barb. 288, 
295; Juadds-v., Arkell, 870N. Y-. Super. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 1-2] 


purpose, under some definitions the agency may also 
include the purchase and sale of such goods.? 
A ‘foreign factor,’’? as understood in marine mat- 
ters, is a person who has charge of the cargo, to 
handle it, dispose of it, and convert it into money 


or exchange it for other property. 


Other terms sometimes used as synonymous with 
or as a general equivalent for ‘‘factor,’’ are ‘‘com- 
mission merchant,’’®> ‘‘consignee,’’® and ‘‘super- 


eargo.’’7 


Joint owner as factor. A person having a joint 
interest in the property to be sold may oceupy in 
relation to the other owners the position of a fac- 


35, 39; Davis v. Reynolds, 48 HowPr 
210, 213 [aff 5 Hun 651, and quot 
Bouvier L. D.]. 

N. C.—Winslow v. Staton, 150 N. 
C. 264, 266, 63 SE 950; Southern Gro- 
cery Co. v. Davis, 132 N.-C..96; 97,43 
SE 591; White v. Boyd, 124 N. C. 177, 
32 SE 495. 

Okl.—People’s Bank v. Frick Co., 
3) Ok 179% -18551°-73 Po949. 

Pa.—Com. v. Shober, 3 Pa. Super. 
554, 556 [quot Bouvier L. D.]; Hall 
WeeWayae ld ia ps Distur20 (ak COM, wavs 
seller: 9), Pa, Co. 253,, 200; Higeins: Vv. 
Grindrod, 16 Phila. 200, 201. 

Tenn.—I. J. Cooper Rubber Co. v. 
Johnson, 133 Tenn. 562, 182 SW 593, 
594, LRA1917A 282; Thompson v. 
Woodruff, 7 Coldw. 401, 405; Spears v. 
Loague, 6 Coldw. 420, 422. ; 

Tex. — Hedgepeth v. Hamilton 
Warehouse Co., 104 Tex. 496, 498, 140 
SW 1084; Milburn Mfg. Co. v. Peak, 
89 Tex. 209, 211, 34.SW 102. : 

Wis.—Briere v. Searles, 126 Wis. 
347, 358, 105 NW 817; Beardsley v. 
Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 98 NW 235, 
23ie 102" “Ams + 901s“ indeenton™ Vv. 
Michels, 66 Wis. 124, 130, 26 NW 748, 
28 NW 408; McGraft v. Rugee, 60 
Wis. 406, 409, 19 NW 530, 50 AmR 
378. 

Wyo.—Koshland v. Weber, 23 Wyo. 
WAlee nes 148) Pe S69, alos, 67. 

Eng.—Ex p. Dixon, 4 Ch. D. 133; 
Adams v. Grane, 1 Cromp. & M. 380, 
149 Reprint 447. 

Ont.—Mitchell v. Sykes, 4 Ont. 501, 
507. 

e [a] Other definitions.— (1) “One 
whose business it is to receive and 
sell goods for a commission.” 2 
Mechem Agency (2d ed) § 2497 [quot 
Fletcher v. Fischer, 93 Or. 265, 277, 
13827) 822)-) (2) One whow. ta. re- 
receives goods and merchandise for 
hire.’ Campbell v. Redwine Bros., 
22 Ga. A. 455, 96 SH 347. (3) An agent 
“to whom property is consigned for 


sale.’ In re Gulick, 186 Fed. 350, 351. 
(4) “An agent who, for a commis- 
sion, sells goods for his principal, 


which the latter has consigned to 
him.” Reinhard Agency § 449 [quot 
Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 
410, 98 NW 235, 287, 102 AmSR 991]. 
(5) “One who receives goods from 
another usually at a distance, with 
authority to sell them in his own 
name, and without disclosure of prin- 
cipal, which he usually does.’ De- 
Jaume v. Agar, McG. (La.) 97, 100. 
(6) “A person to whom goods are 
consigned for sale by a merchant, 
residing abroad, or at a distance from 
the place of sale.” Baring v. Corrie, 
2B. & Ald. 138, 143, 106 Reprint 317. 
(7) “A commercial agent, transact- 
ing the mercantile affairs of other 
men, in consideration of a fixed salary 
or certain commission, and princi- 
pally, though not exclusively, in the 
buying and selling of goods.” Law- 
rence of Stonington Bank, 6 Conn. 
521, 527; State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 
12, 20, 25 SW 346, 348 [cit Anderson 
L. D.J. (8) “An agent for the sale of 
merchandise, and [who] ordinarily, 
has the possession, management and 
control of the property, the subject 
of the agency.” Howland v. Wood- 
ruff, 60 IN. Y. 73, 80. sy 

[b] Statutory definition. — “An 
agent who, in the pursuit of an in- 
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tor.® 
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Common carrier as factor. A common carrier may 
be a factor, as where he transports goods to a dis- 
tant place and undertakes to sell them there; in 
such a case he acts in a dual capacity, the one as a 


carrier in the transportation of the goods, the other 


[§ 2] 


as a factor while engaged in the sale of the goods.® 
2. Del Credere Factor. 
factor or a factor with a del ecredere commission or 


A del credere 


agency is one who in consideration of a higher com- 


dependent calling, is employed by an- 
other to sell property for him, and is 
vested by the latter with the pos- 
session or control of the property, or 
authorized to receive payment there- 
for from the purchaser.” Civ. Code 
§ 2026 [quot Wisp v. Hazard, 66 Cal. 
459, 461, 6 P 91; Fairmont Creamery 
Co. v. Los Angeles Ice, etce.,-Co., 33 
Cal. A. 414, 416, 165 P 553; and cit 
Cass v. Rochester, 174 Cal. 858, 163 
P 212, 213; Lehmann vy. Schmidt, 
(Cal.) 22 P 973, 24 P 120]; Rev. Code 
(1905) § 5582 [quot Turner v. Crump- 
ton, 21 N. D. 294, 130 NW 987, 940, 
AnnCas1913C 1015]. 

[c] Facts held to constitute one 
a factor: (1) For the disposition of 
lumber. Rock-castle Lumber Co. v. 
Surns, 175 Ky. 224, 194) SW 95. (2) 
For the sale and delivery of wine in 
a certain territory. Hall v. French- 
American Wine Co., 149 App. Div. 
609, 184 NYS 158. (3) Where a for- 
eign corporation ships potatoes on 
consignment to a commission broker, 
the latter is a “factor” in that trans- 
action. Tyson v. Jennings Produce 
Co., 16 Ala. A. 374, 77 S 986 [certio- 
rari den 201 Ala. 331, 77 S 993]. -(4) 
A sales agent for cereal manufac- 
turers as to a stock of goods kept jn 
a particular city, from which sales 
are made, is a factor. Fletcher v. 
Hischer; 93 Or. 265, 182 RP 822°) 
Where producers, in forming an as- 
sociation to market their product, 
agreed that each member of the as- 
sociation should maintain control of 
his own crop or sell all or a part of it 
himself, or permit the union to sell 
all or a part of it, and that the as- 
sociation in handling the crop of any 
member should sell the products by 
sample or otherwise at a price satis- 
factory to the member, who should 
receive the net price, the association, 
in selling the crops of its members, 
acted substantially as a factor, al- 
though the agreement further con- 
templated that in handling the crop 
of any member the association should 
take the title thereto. Briere v. 
Taylor, 126 Wis. 347, 105 NW _ 817. 
(6) Where a machine is left with a 
company to display as a model and 
take orders from, and with power to 
sell on certain conditions, as to such 
machine the company is a factor. 
Hamilton Mach. Tool Co. v. Me- 
chanics’ Mach. Co., 179 Ill. A. 145. 

8. Graham v. Duckwall, 8 Bush 
(Key.) 12, (b> Ky. “Op, 4953 (State v. 
Thompson, 120 Mo. 12, 25 SW 346; 
Turner v. Crumpton, 21 N. D. 294, 130 
NW 9387, AnnCasi1913C 1015; Beards- 
ley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 98 NW 
235, 102 AmSR 991; Price v. Wis- 
consin, etc., F. Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267. 

{a] Statute—A factor is “an 
agent who is employed to buy or 
sell property in his own name, and 
who is intrusted by his. principal 
with the possession thereof.” Rev. 
Code (1905) § 5801 [quot Turner v. 
Crumpton, 21 N, D. 294, 300, 130 NW 
937, AnnCasi918C 1015]. 

4 Gilchrist Transp. Co. v. Worth- 
ington, 193 App. Div. 250, 184 NYS 
81. 

[a] Nature of relation.—A for- 
eign factor, as understood in marine 
matters, occupied an entirely differ- 
ent position from insurance agents 


pensation expressly engages to pay to his principal 
the price of all goods sold by himself, if the pur- 
chaser fails so to do.?° 


or brokers. He was a person who 
had charge of the property, the car- 
go, to handle it, dispose of it and 
convert it into money or exchange it 
for other property. In olden times 
he often sailed with the boat. He 
had nothing to do with the manage- 
ment of the boat. His duties only 
commenced when the port of desti- 
nation was reached and the personal 
property was turned over to him by 
the master of the boat. Much has 
been written, in history and fiction, 
in regard to the jealousies which 
existed between factors and masters 
of boats, and many of the disasters 
connected with the attempts to colo- 
nize America grew out of the jeal- 
ousies and conflict of authority be- 
tween factors and masters of the 
boats, especially in the attempts of 


the Ffrencn to found colonies in 
North America. In those days the 
factor represented the owner in a 


distant country and the owner was 
compelled to place his property un- 
der the charge and control of a 
factor and it necessarily followed 
that a person occupying that posi- 
tion occupied a fiduciary relationship 
to the owner of the cargo.’ Gilchrist 
Transp. Co, vy. Worthington, 193 App. 
Div 250, 253,084) NY Sasi: 
Liability of factor for foreign 
aor aan to third person see infra 
138. 
See Aes see Shipping [36 Cyc 


De a Commission Merchant 12 C. 


ls 
6. See Consignee 12 C. J. p 527. 
7. See Shipping [36 Cye 318]. 
8. Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 Johns. 
Chi GN Sis 


9. The Waldo, 28 F. Cas. No. 17,- 
056, 2 Ware 165; Stone v. Waitt, 31 
Me. 409, 52 AmD 621; Emery v. Her- 
sey, 4 Me. 407, 16 AmD 268; Williams 
Vv. Nichols) a3 9Swenadl i GNioy,). 6 58" 
Kemp v. Coughtry, 11 Johns. (N. Y.) 
107; Taylor v. Wells, 3 Watts (Pa.) 
65; Harrington v. McShane, 2 Watts 
(Pa.) 448, 27 AmD 321. 
peli ie 334 generally see Carriers 10 


Cl eae 

10. U. S—wWittkowski v. Harris, 
64 Fed. 712. 

Md.—Sturtevant Co. v. Cumber- 
land R. Co.,, 106° Mad) 87) 68: “Al 35a 
Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 424, 3 
AmR 190. 

Mich.—Wasey v. Whitcomb, 167 
Mich. 58, 182 NW 572. 

Cons Y.—Loeb v. Hellman, 83 N. Y. 

W. Va.—Ruffner v. Hewitt, 7 W. 
Va. 585. 


Eng.—Wickham v. Wickham, 2 Kay 
& J. 478, 69 Reprint 870; Morris v. 
ee 4M. & S. 566, 105 Reprint 


[a] Similar definition. —‘‘A del 
credere factor” is one who sells goods 
on credit, and who “for an additional 
commission, called a ‘del credere 
commission,’ guaranties the solvency 
of the purchaser and his perform- 
ance of the contract.’ Commercial 
Credit Co. v. Girard Nat. Bank, 246 
Pa. 88, 94, 92 A 44, 46 [quot Black 
Li D: 2d ed. 1910, p 347]. To same ef- 
fect Com. v. Thorne, etc., Co., 264 Pa. 
408,107 A 814, 815 [cit Bouvier L. D.]. 

[b] Evidence insufficient to estab- 
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[§ 3] 38. Factorage or Commission. Factorage 
or commission is usually used to indicate the allow- 
ance given to a factor as compensation for his serv- 
ices.11_ A del credere commission correctly speaking 
is the additional compensation given by the principal 
to the factor for his guaranty of payment;!? but 
the term is sometimes also applied to the contract 
itself. 

[§ 4] B. Hlements of Relation. It is not essen- 
tial that the property be consigned directly by the 
principal in order to make the consignee a factor ;1* 
but it is essential that the consignee have the 
actual or constructive possession of the goods or 
merchandise which he is employed to sell,!® it being 
a sufficient possession, however, that the property is 
in his own warerooms,'® or that he holds the in- 
voices and bills of lading representing the goods, so 
that he has the power to acquire and deliver pos- 
session to the purchaser,!? unless he holds such in- 
voice or bill of lading for a special purpose, other 
than that of sale.18 It is also essential that the 
goods are intrusted to the factor to sell;1® that he is 
engaged in the business of selling or of buying and 
selling such goods and merchandise for others ;?° and 
that he is to receive compensation for his services.?? 
A person is not a factor who has no right under a 
special agreement as a factor to sell or dispose of 


lish del credere agency. State v. Mc- 


Avoy, 40 R. I. 487, 101 A 109. delivery, 


factor. 
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relation to the principal, 
is substantially that of a 
Betts v. Southern California 


L§§ 3-5 


property in his charge, and has no control over it 
when in a condition for sale.” 

Form of compensation. Although commissions 
constitute the ordinary method in which the re- 
muneration of factors is provided, the compensation 
may he provided for by allowing the factor to re- 
tain the excess of the proceeds over a specified 
price,?°> or a share of the net profits,?4 or even by 
way of a fixed salary.?® 

Effect of laber on goods. A person to whom prop- 
erty is consigned for sale is none the less a factor 
because he bestows labor upon it before it is ready 
for sale,?° and this is true although the character of 
the property is entirely changed,?? as where milk is 
converted into butter and cheese,?* or where animals. 
are slaughtered and manufactured into meat.?® 

Business in premises leased in principal’s name. 
The fact that the house in which the factor transacts 
business is leased in the name of the principal does 
not preclude his being a factor.®° 

[§ 5] ©. Nature of Relation. The relation of 
principal and factor has long been regarded as bene- 
ficial in the transaction of business,*! and is of a 
fiduciary character,?? the factor being regarded in 
some instances, as where he sells in his own name, as 
a trustee of an express trust.° But it is competent 
for the parties to change by agreement the ordinary 


after the| store and his general business is 
that of broker). 


21. 


Del credere defined Srp see 
Del Credere 18 C. J. p 47 

11. Thompson v. Woodruff, 7 
Coldw. (Tenn.) 401; Bdgerton v. 
Michels, 66 Wis. 124, 26 NW 748, 28 
NW 408. 5 

Commission generally see Commis- 
sion 12 C. J. p 145. 

Right to compensation see 
§§ 74-80. 

12. Duguid y. Edwards, 50 Barb. | 
(N. Y.) 288; Morris v. Cleasby, 4 M. 
& S. 566, 105 Reprint 215. 

13. Redfield v. Davis, 6 Conn. 439, 
442; Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 3 
AmR 190; Loeb v. Hellman, 83 N. Y. 
601; Balderston v. National Rubber 
Co., 18 R. I. 338, 27 A 507, 49 AmSR 
772. 

“A commission del credere is one, 
undef which an agent, in considera- 
tion of an additional premium, en- 


infra 


gages to insure his principal, not 
only of the debtor’s solvency, but 
of the punctual discharge of the 
debt.” Redfield v. Davis, supra. ; 

14. Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 
405, 98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991. 

155) 9U. S.—In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 
471. 

Cal.—Betts v. Southern California 
Fruit Exch., 144 Cal. 402, 77 P 993. 

Conn.—Romeo v. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

Ga.—Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31. SH! 130: 

Ky.—-Robinson v. Corsicana Cot- 
ton Factory, 124 Ky. 435, 99 SW 305, 
30 KyL 580, 102 SW 869, 31 KyL 527, 
8 LRANS 474, 14 AnnCas 802. 

Ok. — People’s Bank vy. Frick Co., 
13 JOK). 1.79; 73 P9949. 

Tex.—Harbert v. Neill, 49 Tex. 143. 

Wis.—Beardsley :v. Schmidt, 120 
Wis. 405, 98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991. 

[a] Delivery of possession after 
sale-—Where the principal, at the 
agent’s request, delivers him goods 
for the purpose of completing a sale 
already effected by the agent at a 
stated price, the agent to receive a 
certain commission on the sale, al- 
though he is not, in the transaction, 
within the technical definition of a 
‘factor,” in that the goods are not 
first placed in his possession for the 
purpose of a sale, but are delivered 
to him for the purpose of completing 
a sale already effected, the agent’s 


Fruit Exch., 144 Cal. 402, 77 P 993. 

Possession as necessary to: 
Implied power to sell see infra § 12. 
Lien see infra § 96. 

16. Robinson y. Corsicana Cotton 
Factory, 124.Ky. 435, 99 SW 305, 30° 
KyL 580, 102 SW 869, 31 KyL 527, 8 
LRANS 474, 14 AnnCas 802. 

17. Green v. U. S., 25 App. €D. C.) 
549; Robinson vy. Corsicana Cotton 
Factory, 124 Ky. 435, 99 SW 305, 30 
KyL 580, 102 SW 869, 31 KyL 527, 8 
LRANS 474, 14 AnnCas 802; Stand- 
ard Sugar Refinery v. Dayton, 70 N. 
Y. 486; Howland v. Woodruff, 60 N. 
Ye. Vist, Halli ve Mayan Lois, Distu207 

[a] Application of rule.-—One who 
by false representations as to the 
terms of the sale of certain goods 
induces the seller to intrust him with 
the invoices and bills of lading, by 
which he obtains the power of mak- 
ing an effectual delivery of the goods, 
which are shipped directly to the 
purchaser, occupies the position of 
a factor. Standard Sugar Refinery v. 
Dayton, 70 N. Y. 486. 

18. Stollenwerck v. Thacher, 115 
Mass. 224. 

[a] Thus an agent who is in- 
trusted with the bill of lading, not 
as representing goods to be sold, but 
with positive and restrictive instruc- 
tions to hold the bill until the con- 
signe2 pays certain charges, and who 
looks not to the goods, but to his 
principal, for payment, does not oc- 
cupy the position of a factor. Stol- 
lenwerck v. Thacher, 115 Mass. 224. 

19. Romeo v. Martucci, 72 Conn, 
504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 47 LRA 
601; Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Md. 272, 
59 A 666, 3 AnnCas 643. 

[a] For delivery.—One to whom 
goods are intrusted merely for de- 
livery to another is not a factor. 
Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Md. 272, 59 A 
666, 8 AnnCas 643. 

20. Perkins v. State, 50 Ala. 154; 
Whitfield v. Brand, 16 M. & W. 282, 
153 Reprint 1195. But see Green v. 
U. S25» App, \(D5.G.), 549) Gholdinge 
that one who receives and takes ac- 
tual possession or possession by bill 
of lading, of farm produce shipped 
to him for the purpose of sale, is a 
factor or commission merchant with- 
in a statute punishing embezzlement 
by factors, ete., although he has no 


In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 471. 

Right to compensation see infra 
§§ 74-80. 

Barber v. Sterling, 68 N. Y. 

23. Bridgeport Organ Co. v. Gul- 
din, 3 Pa. Dist. 649. 

24. Burton v. Goodspeed, 69 Ill. 
237; Winne v. Hammond, 87 Ill. 99. 

25. Winne v. Hammond, 87 Ill. 99; 
State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 12, 25 
SW 346; Couturie y. Roensch, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 134 SW 4138; Evans v. Bul- 
ley, 1 Newfoundl. 330. 

{a] TIllustration—A person em- 
ployed to sell goods at a distance 
from the place of the employer, un- 
der an agreement that he shall re- 
ceive a certain sum yearly and a” 
portion of the profits, and who is re- 
quired to pay the expenses of the 
sale, that is, the store rent, clerk” 
hire, etc., is a factor. Winne v. Ham- 
mond, 37 Ill. 99. 

26. State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 12, 
25 SW 346: Kellogg v.~Costello, 93 
Wis. 232,67 NW 24. 

a7. State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 
12, 25 SW 346. 

28. Elgin First Nat. Bank v. 
Schween, 127 Ill. 578, 20 NE 681, 11 
AmSR 174; State v. Thompson, 120 
Mo. 12,..25 "SW 346. 

29. Shaw v. Ferguson, 78 Ind. 547. 

30. Winne v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99. 

31. Romeo v. Martucci, 72 Conn. 
ae 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 47 LRA 

382. Ryttenbere v. Schefer, 131 
Fed. 313; Deming Co. v. Webb, 76 Mo. 
Aa), 329: Britton vo Merrin, 171), Ney, 
235, 63 NE 954 [aff 57 App. Div. 622, 
67 NYS 1129]; Parmenter v. Ameri-_ 
can Box-Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 47, 
60 NYS 432 [app dism 162 N. Y. 648 
mem, 57 NE 1119 mem]; Goodrich v.. 
Dunbar, 17 Barb. (N. Y¥.) 644; Noble 
Vv. Prescott, 4. B.D. Smith- GN) -y.) 
139; Turner v. Thompson, 2 AbbPr 
(N. Y.) 444; Schudder v. Shiells, 17 
HowPr . 420; Dunaher v. Meyer, ‘L. 
CodeRep 87; Keys Commn: Co. v. 
Beatty, 42 Okl. 721, 142 P 1102, 1104. 

Good faith and fidelity of ‘factor 
see infra §§ 34-35. 

33. National Cordage Co. v. Sims, 
44 Nebr. 148, 62 NW 514; Grinnell 
v. Schmidt, 4 N. Y. Super. 706, 3 Code 
Rep 19, 8 NYLegObs 197; Davis v. 
Reynolds, 48 HowPr (N. Y.) 210; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 5-6] 


legal relations existing between factor and prin- 
cipal;** this must be done by an agreement which 
clearly points to that result,*> otherwise it will be 
presumed that their dealings are governed by the 
rules of law ordinarily applicable to dealings be- 
tween principal and factor.°6 

Agency coupled with interest. If the factor makes 
advances on the goods consigned, with the consent 
of or by the direction of the principal, an agency 
coupled with an interest arises.?7 

Del credere factor. The fact that a factor is act- 
ing under a del credere commission does not affect 
the ordinary relations existing between him and his 
principal; except for the additional security afforded 
the principal, their reciprocal rights, duties, and lia- 
bilities remain the same.°8 

[§ 6] D. Distinctions. In at least some of its 
characteristics the agency of factor is to be distin- 
guished from that of a _broker,®® ‘‘forwarding 
agent,’’ 4° ‘‘warehouseman,’’ *! traveling salesman,*” 
collecting agent,*? clerk or employee;** and from the 
relation of debtor and creditor,*® or joint owner.*® 

Factor and ordinary agent. While in a sense a 
factor or commission merchant is the agent of the 
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consignor,7 he does not conduct an agency or busi- 
ness for the principal at the factor’s place of busi- 
ness at his own risk,*® and the proceeds of the sale 
do not become the exclusive property of the con- 
signor.4® The important difference, however, be- 
tween a factor and an ordinary agent is that the 
agent need not have possession of the property of 
his principal, while the factor must be in posses- 
sion,°? and under some definitions other and greater 
powers are conferred upon a tactor than upon an 
agent.°1 A del credere factor is distinguished from 
other agents in that he guarantees that those per- 
sons to whom he sells shall perform the contracts 
which he makes with them.* 

Factor and bailee. Although a factor is regarded 
as a bailee of the property,°®* he differs from an or- 
dinary bailee mainly in that he is authorized to sell 
in the ordinary course of business.®4 

Consignment for sale or sale.®> It has been held 
that a factor who has made advances has the rights 
of a purchaser,®°® but ordinarily a consignment for 
sale such as will give rise to the relation of prin- 
cipal and factor must be distinguished from a sale.5* 
In a sale title passes to the buyer, while in a con- 


Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 
98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991. 

[a] Not in strict sense.—‘‘It must 
not be understood that a factor is 
a trustee of an express trust in the 
strict sense of the term,” but he is 
such under Rev. St. (1898) § 2607. 
Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 
410, 98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991 [quot 
McGraft v. Rugee, 60 Wis. 406, 19 
NW 530, 50 AmR 378]. 

34. German Bank v. Edwards, 53 
N. Y. 541; Parmenter v. American 
Box-Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 47, 60 
NYS 432 [app dism 162 N. Y. 648 
mem, 57 NE 1119 mem]. 


[a] Special agreement controls.— | 


“The special compact and agreement 
of the parties, so far as it varies 
their relations from that of princi- 
pal and factor, or consignor and con- 
signee, must control in place of the 
ordinary rules of commercial law.” 
German Bank v. Edwards, 53 N. Y. 
541, 544. 

35. Dolan v. Thompson, 126 Mass. 
183. 
36. Dolan v. Thompson, 126 Mass. 
183. 

37. Gordon v. Cobb, 4 Ga. A. 49, 60 
SE 821. But see Smart v. Sandars, 
5 @. B. 895, 918, 57 ECL 895, 136 Re- 
print 1132 [quot Mitchell v. Sykes, 
4 Ont. 501, 509] (where the court, 
in speaking of the effect of advances 
py the factor, said: “This is not an 
authority coupled with an interest; 
but an independent authority, and an 
interest subsequently arising”’). 

Agency coupled with an interest 
generally see Agency §§ 155-156. 

38. Mass.—Cushman y. Snow, 186 
Mass. 1692, 71 NE 529. 

N. Y.—Moore v. Hillabrand, 37 Hun 
491: Converseville Co. v. Chambers- 
burg Woolen Co., 14 Hun 609; Wal- 
lace v. Castle, 14 Hun 106; Ostell v. 
Brough, 24 HowPr 274; Leverick v. 
Meigs, 1 Cow. 645. 

Oh.—Appalachian Bank v. Gatch, 2 
OhS&CP 366, 7 OhNP 307. 

R. I.—State v. McAvoy, 40 R. I. 
437, 101 A 109; Balderston v. Na- 
tional Rubber Co., 18 R. I. 338, 27 A 
507, 49 AmSR 772. 

Eng.—Ex p. White, L. R. 6 Ch. 397; 
Catterall v. Hindle, L. R. 1 C. P. 186 
[rev on other grounds L. R. 2 C. P. 
368, 21 ERC 28]; Campbell v. Has- 
Sell, 1 Stark. 233,.2 ECL 94. 

Duties and liabilities of del credere 
factor generally see infra §§ 68-70. 

39. See Brokers § 11. 

40. Perkins v. State, 50 Ala. 154. 

[a] Illustration.—One who ships 
eotton for a number of persons to a 
firm in another state and receives a 
return commission on _ the 


cotton © 


shipped is merely a shipping or for- 
warding agent and does not carry on 
the business of a factor or commis- 
sion merchant. Perkins vy. State, 50 
Ala. 154. 

Forwarding agents generally see 
Carriers § 27. 

41. White v. Boyd, 124 N. C. 177, 
32 SE 495; Philadelphia Nat. Bank v. 
Pennsylvania Warehousing, etc., Co., 
141 Pa. 517, 21 A 651; Hedgepeth v. 
Hamilton Warehouse Ca., 104 Tex. 
496, 140 SW 1084. ; 

[a] Thus the word “factor,” as 
used in a statute providing that no 
factor shall employ any p>rson other 
than a public weigher to weigh pro- 
duce sold and offered for sale, means 
a person having possession of mer- 
chandise with authority to sell, not 
including a mere ‘“warehouseman,”’ 
and the statute has no application to 
a “warehouseman” weighing produce 
merely for sale or to loan money 
thereon. Hedgepeth v. Hamilton 
Warehouse Co., 104 Tex. 496, 140 SW 
1084 (Rev. St. [1895] art 4314). 

Warehousemen generally see Ware- 
housemen [40 Cyc 400]. 

42. Sage v. Shepard, ete., Lumber 
Co., 4 App. Div. 290, 38 NYS 449 [aff 
158 N. Y. 672, 52 NE 1126]. 

Traveling salesman defined see 
Traveling Salesman [38 Cye 950]. 

43. Hopkirk v. Bell, 3 Cranch (U. 
S.) 454, 2 L. ed. 497; Lawrence v. 
Stonington Bank, 6 Conn, 521. 

[a] Thus (1) an-agent employed 
for the collection of a bill or note is 
not a factor, so as to entitle him to 
a lien on funds collected for a gen- 
eral balance of his accounts with the 
principal. Hopkirk v. Bell, 3 Cranch 
(U. S.) 454, 2 L. ed. 497; Lawrence v. 
Stonington Bank, 6 Conn. 521. (2) 
The term ‘factor,’ as used in a stat- 
ute of limitations, relating to suits 
hereafter brought in the name of any 
person residing beyond the seas or 
out of this country for the recovery 
of any debt due for goods actually 
sold and delivered here by \his fac- 
tor, does not include the agent of a 
foreigner merely appointed for the 
purpose of collecting debts. Hopkirk 
v. Bell, 3 Cranch (U. S.) 454, 2 L. ed. 
497. 

44, Zachrisson v. Ahman, 4 N. Y. 
Super. 68; Evans v. Bulley, 1 New- 
foundl. 330. 

[a] “One of [the] distinctions is 
sometimes said to be, that the factor 
is paid by a commission, and the 
servant by a salary, or wages; but 
this distinction does not hold in 
many cases; for a servant may have 
the same rate of commission as a 
factor, without being clothed with 


the character of a factor; and the 
latter may, unquestionably, accept of 
a fixed salary in lieu of the usual 
commission, and still continue, to all 
intents and purposes, a factor.’ Hvans 
v. Bulley, 1 Newfoundl. 330, 331. 

[b] A general clerk who transacts 
the out-of-door business of a mer- 
chant, negotiating purchases, and pre- 
senting bills of lading for signature 
on shipment by the merchant, is not 
a factor. Zachrisson v. Ahman, 4 N. 
Y. Super. 68. 

45. Deming Co. v. Webb, 76 Mo. 
A. 329; Stieglitz v. O. J. Lewis Mer- 
cantile Co., 76 Mo. A. 275. 

{a] The relation of trustee and 
beneficiary is created between the 
consignor and consignee, and this re- 
lation, once established, cannot be 
changed to that of ordinary debtor 
and creditor, except by the mutual 
consent of the consignor and con- 
signee, or by a compliance with the 
terms of the contract by the con- 
Deming Co. v. Webb, 76 Mo. 


[a] Tllustration.— An agreement 
whereby the owner of a_ factory 
agrees to ship to another the entire 
output of his factory for sale on 
commission creates the relation of 
principal and factor, and does not 
make the factor a joint owner of the 
goods. Elwell v. Coon, (N. J. Ch.) 
46 A 580. 

Joint owner as factor see supra § 1. 

47. I. J. Cooper Rubber Co. v. 
Johnson, 133 Tenn. 562, 182 SW 593, 
LRAI1917A 282. 

48. I. J. Cooper Rubber Co. v. 
Johnscn, 133 Tenn. 562, 182 SW 593, 
LRAI917A 282. 

49. I. J. Cooper Rubber Co. v. 
Johnson, 133 Tenn. 562, 182 SW 593, 
LRAI917A 282. 

50. People’s Bank v. Frick Co., 13 
ORL: 179). 73) P19490 951. 

51. Wisp v. Hazard, 66 Cal. 459, 6 


52. Appalachian Bank v. Gatch, 2 
OhS&CP 366, 7 OHNP 307; Duncan vy. 
Doll. 75 W. Va. 381, 84 SE 792; Ex p. 
White, L. R. 6 Ch. 397. 

Duties and liabilities of del credere 
factor generally see infra §§ 68-70. 

53. See infra § 72 

54. Romeo v. Martucci, 72 Conn. 
Bee 45 Al, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 47 LRA 

55. See generally Sales [35 Cye 


27 et seq, 661]. 
56. Ryttenberg v. Scheffer, 131 


Fed. 313. 
57. U. S.—Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 
131 Fed. 3138. 
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signment to a factor title remains in the principal, 
but the possession passes to the factor,°* and the 
factor is hable, not to pay a price, but to account for 
the proceeds of the goods when sold;°® and if it 
appears that the depositor of the goods reserves a 
right to take them back, the transaction is considered 
a consignment and the consignee a factor.®° But the 
transaction is a sale and not a consignment to a fac- 
tor for sale, if it appears that it is the intention of 
the parties that the title to the goods is to pass to 
the party receiving them, for a price to be paid by 
him, without any reservation by the depositor of the 
right to take back the goods,*t as where the con- 
signee is to sell upon terms fixed by himself, and is 
bound to pay to the consignor a fixed price.®? 
rule that, where a person receives property which he 


[§ 7] A. Licenses;°° Bonds. 


business.°* 
Cal.—Cass v. Rochester, 174 Cal. 

8)8s.0163 2 s2i2. 

‘Iowa.—Norton y. Fisher, 113 Iowa 

595, 85 NW 801. 
Me.—Blood v. Palmer, 11 Me. 414, 

cose. 547. 


. Y.—Pam yv. Vilmar, 54 HowPr 
2Sds 
N. D.—Coverdell v. Erickson, 168 
NW 367. 
Va.—Pocahontas Guano Co. v. 


Smith, 122 Va. 318, 94 SH 769. 

[a] A sale does not take place 
from consignor to consignee until 
the consignee sells the goods, and 
if he merely retains the goods and 
claims a lien for repairs made, he 
is not chargeable as a purchaser. Cass 
v. Rochester, 174 Cal. 358, 163 P 212. 

[b] A statement in the invoice of 
the value of the merchandise shipped 
dces not of itself indicate a _ sale 
rather than a consignment, especially 
where the shipment is the first trans- 
action between the parties and _ the 
shipper is a foreign merchant. Pam 
v. Vilmar, 54 HowPr (N. Y.) 235. 

{c] Conditional sale.—(1) Where 
goods are consigned to a factor, to 
be sold and accounted for by him as 
provided by a written contract, stipu- 
lating that he shall buy at a fixed 
price all goods remaining unsold on 
a certain date, and that the title 
shall not vest in him until the pur- 
chase price shall be paid in full, the 
goods remaining unsold after such 
date are held by him as owner under 
a conditional sale, and not as agent, 
and his mortgagee for value, with- 
out notice, after such date, is entitled 
to such goods as against the con- 
sienor. Norton v. Fisher, 113 Iowa 
595, 85 NW 801.. (2) Conditional sale 
distinguished from consignment for 
sale generally see Sales [35 Cyc 661]. 

{d] Construction by parties.—The 
fact that the parties by their cor- 
respondence after the shipment con- 
strued it as a consignment for sale 
is conclusive. Pam v. Vilmar, 54 
HowPr (N. Y.) 235. 

58. McGaw v. Hanway, 120 Md. 
197, 87 A 666, AnnCas1915A 601. 

59. Cass v. Rochester, 174 Cal. 358, 
1638 P 212; MeGaw v. Hanway, 120 
Md. 197, 87 A 666, AnnCasi1915A 601. 

Duty to account for proceeds gen- 
erally see infra § 58 

60. Il1—W. O. Dean Co. v. Lom- 
bard, 61 Ill. A. 94; Berry v. Allen, 59 
Til. A. 149; Brown v. John Church 
Com bos TilwtAs 6 15: 

Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, etc., Co., 106 Md. 587, 68 A 
351, 14 AnnCas 675; Planters’ Mut. 
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II. REGULATION OF BUSINESS 


Under some stat- 
utes and ordinances a person who wishes to engage 
in the business of factor or commission merchant is 
required to obtain a license for conducting such a 
Thus, under some provisions, it is un- 


Ins. Co. v. Engle, 52 Md. 468. 

N. Y.—Dowler v. Swift, 113 App. 
Div. 260, 98 NYS 983; 
Brand, 9 Hun 654. 

Pa.—Bridgeport Organ Co. v. Gul- 
din, 3 Pa. Dist. 649. 

Tex.—Milburn Mfg. Co. v. Peak, 89 
Tex. 209, 34 SW 102. 

61. Md.—McGaw v. Hanway, 120 
Md. 197, 87 A 666, AnnCas1915A 601. 

N. Y.—Conn v. Chambers, 123 App. 
Div. 298, 107 NYS 976 faff 195 N. Y. 
538 mem, 88 NE 1117 mem]. 


Errico v. 


N. C.—Kellam v. Brown, 112 N. C. 
451, 17 SE 416. 

Pa.—Dorsh v. Lea, 18 Pa. Super. 
447, 


Wis.—Wheeler, etc., Mfg. 
Laus, 62 Wis. 635, 23 NW 17. 

{a] Illustration.—Where a _ retail 
dealer receives goods for which he 
agrees to pay, after they are sold, 
the invoice price at which the seller 
sells the same goods to others, the 
purchaser to retain all he gets for 
the goods over and above the in- 
voice price as his commission, as the 
seller reserves no right to take back 
the goods, and as there is nothing to 
indicate that the purchaser is an 
agent for the sale of the goods, the 
latter cannot be considered as a com- 
mission merchant. Dorsh v. Lea, 18 
Pa. Super. 447. 

62. In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 471; 
Kellam v.. Brown, 112-.N. C. 451, 17 
SE 416; Northern Electrical Mfg. Co. 
v. J. C. Wagner. Co., 108 Wis. 584, 84 
NW 894; Ex p. White, L. R. 6 Ch. 397 
faft,.29: lu.iDe Rep. Nw S, 78; 21 Wkly. 
Rep. 465]. 

63. Taylor v. Fram, 252 Fed. 465, 
164 CCA 3889 [aff 243 Fed. 733]. 

64.5 sin -re, Taft; 133 ‘Wed: 514, 166 
GGA 385° |. Carterville =CoalsaCovervs 
Corey-Durham Coal Co., 186 Ill. A. 
163; National Cordage Co. v. Sims, 44 
Nebr. 148, 62 NW 514. 

65. Ex p. Flannagans, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,855, 2 Hughes 264; In re Cham- 
berlaines, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,574, 12 Nat 
BankrReg 230; Ex p. White, L. R. 6 
Chives on. 

66. bicenses generally see Licenses 
[2b) Cy.e¢ 59387: 

Requirement of license as regula- 
tion of commerce see Commerce 
§§ 145-147. 

67. See statutory provisions and 
ordinances; and Perkins v. State, 50 
Ala. 154; Kansas City v. Grush, 151 
Mo. 128, 52 SW 286; Hdmunds v. 
Hobbie Piano Co., 97 Va. 588, 34 SH 
472; Hoge v. Turner, 96 Va. 624, 32 
SE 291; Neal v. Com., 21 Gratt. (62 
Va.) 511. An@ see cases infra notes 
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is not bound to return in the identical form, but may 
account therefor in money or other property, the 
transaction amounts to a sale, does not apply to a 
consignment to sell made to a factor. 

Del credere agency and sale. 
provides for the sale of goods on commission at 
prices fixed by the consignor and returns at stated 
periods, the consignee guaranteeing payment, the 
relation created is that of agency on a del credere 
commission andxnot that of vendor and purchaser ;%* 
but where the consignee gives an acceptance for the 
value of the goods and agrees to account for the 
whole price, guaranteeing the sales, and is to re- 
ceive a commission, the transaction is a consign- 
ment on sale as distinguished from a consignment 
on a del credere commission.®> 


Where a contract. 


lawful for a commission merchant to engage in 
sellmg farm products without first obtaining a li- 
cense,°* and giving a bond for the faithful perform- 
ance of his contracts,°® executed by a proper surety 


68-85. 
[a] When license unnecessary.— 
Such a statute does not render it 


necessary for one who may gratuit- 
ously assume the duties of a commis- 
sion merchant or who may in.one or 
more instances incidentally discharge 
such duties to obtain a license; it is 
only the person who intends to en- 
gage in the business of a factor or 
commission merchant as a source of 
profit who is subject to the statute. 
Perkins v. State, 50 Ala. 154. 

68. State v. Mohler, 98 Kan. 465, 
158 P 408; Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. 
El. Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 
NW 328; State v. Bowen, 86 Wash. 
23, 149 P 330, AnnCas1917B 625; Fer- 
guson-Hendrix Co. v. Maryland Fi- 
delity; etc., Co., 79 Wash. 528, 140 P 
700. 


69. State v. Mohler, 98 Kan. 465, 
158 P 408; Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. 
El. Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 
NW 328; Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 
175, 154 NYS 131 (construing Agri- 
cultural Law [Cons. L. e 1 § 284]): 
State v. Bowen, 86 Wash. 28, 149 P 
330, AnnCasl1917B_ 625; Ferguson- 
Hendrix Co. v. Maryland Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 79 Wash. 528; 140 P2700. 
A [a] The purpose of such a provi- 
sion is “the protection of dealers in 
farm produce, who were, in the na- 
ture of the business, compelled to 
intrust the sale of their commodi- 
ties to commission merchants located 
at commercial centers.” Atwater 
Farmers’ Co-op. El. Co. v. Enge, 122 


Sagi 316, 142 NW 328. 
Accounting and reporting.— 
Under the statutes (Gen. St. [i913] 


§ 4598 et seq, and prior statutes) 
(1) a formal application to the rail- 
road. and warehouse commissioners 
is required, and, upon the granting 
of a license, the execution of a bond 
by the licensee, conditioned for the 
faithful accounting and paying over 
of proceeds of property consigned to 
the licensee. Atwater Farmers’ Co- 
ov. El. Co. v. Enge, 126 Minn. 485, 148 
NW 465;  Atwater.Farmers’ Co-op. 
El. Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 318, 
142 NW 328; State v. Edwards, 98 
Minn. 225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 
(2) The statute further provides for 
prompt reports, and authorizes the 
warehouse commission, upon proper 
complaint, to investigate and inquire 
into any failure on the part of the 
commission merchant to do so. Its 
report is made prima facie evidence 
of the facts contained therein. At- 
water Farmers’ Co-op. El. Co. v. 
Enge, supra. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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company.’° Such a provision, however, must be clear 
and unambiguous."! The fact that the consignor and 
commission merchant conduct their business pur- 
suant to an agreement between them, and their 
course of dealing under such agreement, does not 
relieve the surety from its lability on such a bond.7? 
Under some statutes an express distinction is made 
as to merchants engaged in selling produce for con- 
sumption, they not being required to obtain a license 
and comply with other regulations, as is required in 
the case of merchants conducting the business of 
receiving and selling produce for resale;7* but a pro- 
vision requiring ‘‘commission merchants and produce 
dealers’’ to obtain a license applies to a produce 
dealer, although he is not engaged in the business 
of commission merchant.74 The failure of a com- 
mission merchant to procure a license does not pre- 
vent him from enforcing a collateral contract against 
one of his defaulting employees,”® 
Constitutionality.“° Statutes requiring merchants 
who sell farm produce upon commission to pay a 
license fee“? or to execute a bond for the faithful 
performance of their contracts,’* have, in some juris- 


70. Ferguson-Hendrix Co. v. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co., 79 Wash. 528, 
140 P 700. 

71. State v. Powles, 90 Wash. 112, 
155: P 774. 

{a]* Vague and defective statute. 
—A statute which imposes a license 


18a) PCOS Vs 


352, 50 LRA 493. 
[a] 
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thority levying the tax). 

Berrien Cir. 
124 Mich. 664, 883 NW 594, 88 AmSR 
Reason for rule.—‘'There is 


no more reason why a commission 
merchant should pay a license fee, 
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dictions, been declared void as an unreasonable dis- 
crimination against a particular class of merchants. 
or as an unjustifiable interference with the right of 
citizens to carry on legitimate business. By the bet- 
ter opinion, however, such statutes constituting mer- 
chants who sell farm produce on commission a dis- 
tinct class for the purpose of licensing or regula- 
tion, have been sustained as based on a reasonable 
classification of merchants with a view to the pro- 
tection of the public against fraud incident to the 
conduct of a distinct class of business.7® Neither by 
this view is such a statute rendered void by reason 
of an exemption of merchants who deal in grain, 
live stock, and dressed meats;%° nor because it is 
made applicable only to merchants in cities of a 
certain size;*! nor because it requires the bond to be 
executed by a surety company and denies the richt 
to deposit money or give personal security instead ;82 
nor because it requires a license fee, where the fee 
is not oppressive.’* 

Action on bond.’* An action on such a bond may 
be brought by a particular official,8> such as the eom- 
missioner of agriculture,®* or by the consignor,*? al- 


proper exercise of the police power 
of the state for the protection of 
health, safety, morals and welfare, 
and the prevention of fraud, ‘and 
hence does not violate any of the 
State or federal constitutional re- 
strictions with respect to interfer- 


Judge, 


and certain regulations upon com- 
mission merchants for the protection 
of those consigning property to them 
2nd which defines “commission mer- 
chant’? as any person, firm, or cor- 
poration whose principal business is 
the sale of farm, dairy, orchard, or 
garden products on account of the 
shipper or consignor, is fatally vague 
and defective, since it does not show 
whether “the principal’ means either 
gross majority in profits or more 
than half of all the receipts, or more 
than any other one kind of receipts 
or the business bringing the most 
customers or transactions, or through 
how long a period the test is to be 
applied, and hence an information for 
conducting a commission merchant 
business without a license, charging 
that defendant’s business was a 
commission business to the extent of 
twenty-five percent was _ properly 
dismissed. State v. Powles, 90 Wash. 
112, 155 P 774 (construing Reming- 
ton & P. Code §§ 7024-7035). 

72. Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. El. 
Co. v. Enge, 126 Minn. 485, 148 NW 
465. 


73. Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 175, 
154 NYS 131. 
74, Kansas City v. Grush, 151 Mo. 


128, 52 SW 286. 

75, Werguson-Hendrix Co. v. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co., 79 Wash. 528, 
140 P 700. 

[a] Beason for rule.—“Any other 
view would protect the burglar in the 
possession of goods taken from the 
store of a commission merchant who 
had not complied with the statute, 
and would justify a fire insurance 
company in refusing to pay for goods 
of a commission merchant destroyed 
by fire, if perchance it discovered he 
was without a license. In short, it 
would make of such a merchant an 
outlaw and his property the prey of 
the unscrupulous and the lawless 
We do not feel disposed to 


man. \ 
stand sponsor for so monstrous a 
doctrine.” Ferguson-Hendrix Co. v. 


Maryland Fidelity, etce., Co., 79 Wash. 
528, 533, 140 P 700. 3 . 

76. See generally Constitutional 
Law 12-C. J. p 653. 

77, Kansas City v. Grush, 151 Mo. 
128, 52 SW 286 (holding such statute 
a violation of Const. art 10 § 3, which 
provides that taxes shall be uniform 
upon the same class of subjects with- 
in the territorial limits of the au- 


and execute a bond to pay his debts 
and to do his business honestly, than 
there is that any other merchant 
should pay a like fee, and file a like 
bond to properly do his business and 
pay his debts. The business requires 
no regulation, any more than any 
other mercantile pursuit. There is 
nothing in it hostile to the comfort, 
health, morals, or even convenience, 
of a community.” Peo. v. Berrien 
Cir. Judge, 124 Mich. 664, 666, 83 
NW 594, 88 AmSR 352, 50 LRA 4938. 

79. lasher v. Peo., 183 Ill. 226, 55 
NE 663, 75 AmSR 108, 47 LRA 802; 
State v. Mohler, 98 Kan. 465, 158 P 
408; State v. Wagener, 77 Minn. 483, 
80 NW 688, 778, 11384, 77 AmSR 681, 
46 LRA 442; State v. Bowen, 86 
Wash, 238, 149 P 330, AnnCas1917B 
625. 
{a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The com- 
mission merchants dealing in the 
kinds of produce named in this act, 
which constitute the small products 
of the farm, are of a different class 
from those who transact business in 
the great markets for the sale of 
grain, live stock and dressed meats. 
is The law which classifies small 
commission merchants engaged in 
the produce commission business 
rests upon a reasonable ground as a 
basis for the classification. Such a 
business may afford great opportu- 
nities for swindling, and be produc- 
tive of great abuses, and the legisla- 
ture may properly enact a law apply- 
ing to cities of such size as in the 
legislative judgment would permit 
the growth and existence of such 
abuses.” 
232, 55 NE 663, 75 AMSR 103, 47 LRA 
802. 

[b]* Police power.—(1) An_ act 
which requires commission merchants 
to make and furnish to the consignor 
of goods intrusted to them for sale 
on commission an accurate and de- 
tailed account of all the pertinent 
facts relating to such sales is a valid 
exercise of the state’s police power, 
and the expense of making such a 
record and account is a proper charge 
upon the business and not confisca- 
tory. State v. Moshler, 98 Kan. 465, 
158 P 408. (2) A statute which re- 
quires factors or merchants whose 
principal business is that of selling 
farm, dairy, orchard, and garden 
products on commission, to procure 
a license and furnish a bond, is a 


Lasher v. Peo., 183 Ill. 226, 


ence with liberty, equality, or rights 
of property. State v. Bowen, 86. 


Aberet 23, 149 P 330, AninCasi917B 
80. Lasher v. Peo., 188 Ill. 226, 


55 NE 663, 75 AmSR 103, 47 LRA 802. 

{a] Arbitrary discrimination. — A 
Statute which requires commission 
merchants in cities of population of 
a certain size to be licensed is not 
unconstitutional as an arbitrary dis- 
crimination, because it excepts from 
its operation dealers of grain, live 
stock, and dressed meats where other 
laws sufficiently provide for the in- 
spection of grain, live stock, and 
dressed meats. Lasher v. Peo., 183 
Ill. 226, 55 NE 668, 75 AmSR 103, 47 
LRA 802. 

81. Lasher v. Peo., 183 Ill. 226, 55 
NE 663, 75 AmSR 103, 47 LRA 802. 

82. State v. Bowen, 86 Wash. 23, 
149 P 330, AnnCasi917B 625; Fergu- 
son-Hendrix Co. vy. Maryland Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co., 79 Wash. 528, 140 P 700. 

83. State v. Bowen, 86 Wash. 23, 
149 P 330, AnnCas1917B 625. 

84. Actions on bonds generally see 
Bonds §§ 137-240. 

85. Huson v. Brown, 90 Mise. 175, 
154 NYS 181. 

86. Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 175, 
154 NYS 131. 

[a]. Reason for rule.—It was con- 
tended, in reliance “upon the rule 
that none but the parties named in 
a sealed instrument may sue there- 
on, that this action is not maintain- 
able by the commissioner of agricul- 
ture, since the bond does not run to 
him as the statute apparently pre- 
scribes. This rule, however, is not 
inflexible. ...In my view this rule 
has no application to the situation 
here presented. The bond in ques- 
tion recites that it was given pur- 
suant to a public statute which ex- 


/pressly authorizes a suit thereon by 


the commissioner of agriculture. He 
is charged with the enforcement of 
the statute under which the bond 
was given, and is simply performing 
a duty required of him by law as 
representative of the people of the 
state of New York.” Huson v. Brown, 
90 Mise. 175, 176, 154 NYS 131. 

87. Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. El. 
vy v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 NW 
328. 

{al Affidavit—A statutory provi- 
sion to the effect that if a licensed 
commission merchant fails to ac- 


a ee 


[§§ 79 


factor makes him guilty of an offense,®* and sub- 


346 [25C.J.] FACTORS 


though the bond runs to the state.88 In such an ac- 


tion the burden is upon defendant, if he relies upon 
such fact, to show that the consignment in question 
was outside of the general business for which the 
commission merchant was licensed,®® as that the con- 
signed produce was sold by him for consumption as 
distinguished from a sale for resale.®° 

Procedure before commission: Although the stat- 
ute requires a complaint to be filed, any formal, writ- 
ten, verified information, charging the default com- 
plained of, whether labeled complaint or otherwise, 
will be sufficient to set in motion inquisitorial pro- 
ceedings before a commission authorized to act;** 
an affidavit will answer the purpose. 

[§ 8] B. Offenses and Penalties.°* Under some 
statutes, which regulate the business of factors, a 
violation of the provisions of the statute by the 


do. 


jects him to a penalty or other punishment there- 
for;®> such as for embezzling the proceeds of a 
sale; or for failing to render a true statement of a 
sale,9?7 irrespective of his intent in failing so to 
A statute which declares a commission mer- 
chant who fails on demand to deliver to the con- 
signor the proceeds of a sale of goods guilty of a 
misdemeanor makes an actual demand for the pro- 
ceeds a necessary prerequisite to a conviction,®® and 
a conviction a necessary prerequisite to a recovery of 
the prescribed penalty.! Statutory regulattons which 
impose a penalty for a failure to comply with the 
regulations is subject to the usual rule of strict 
construction, and a recovery or conviction there- 
under can be had only when the ease is brought 
strictly within their provisions.? 


III. CREATION AND TERMINATION OF RELATION 


[§ 9] A. Appointment or Employment. To con- 
stitute one the factor of another there must be an 
appointment by the principal and an acceptance of 
‘the appointment by the factor * which appointment 
and acceptance may be made by parol,* or may be 


count for any property consigned to 
him for sale, a consignor may file 
with the railroad and warehouse com- 
mission an affidavit setting forth the 
facts and thereafter bring an action 
against the commission merchant’s 
bond, so far as the provision for 
filing the affidavit is concerned is 
merely directory and a failure to file 
it is not fatal to the right of action 
on the bond. Atwater Farmers’ Co- 
op. El. Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 
NW 328. 

88. Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. El. 
Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 NW 
328; Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 175, 
154 NYS 1381. 

89. Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 175, 
154 NYS 1381. 

90. Huson v. Brown, 90 Misc. 175, 
154 NYS 131. 


91. Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. El. 
Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 NW 
328. 

92. Atwater Farmers’ Co-op. El. 
Co. v. Enge, 122 Minn. 316, 142 NW 
328 


93. Penalties generally see Penal- 
ties [30 Cye 1331]. ae 

94. See statutory provisions; and 
Wright v. Peo., 61 Ill. 382. 

95. See statutory provisions; and 
Wright v. Peo., 61 Ill. 382; McMas- 
ters v. Burnett, 92 Ky. 358, 17 SW 
1021. 

{a] Tllustration.—Under a statute 
which provides that commission mer- 
chants storing and selling tobacco 
shall cause to be weighed every hogs- 
head which may be sent to thein for 
storage and sale, and shali take the 
tare weight of each cask in which 
the tobacco has been prized, and after 
each hogshead has been sealed and 
properly recoopered shall again cause 
it to be weighed and shall settle 
with the seller according to the high- 
est weight, after deducting the exact 
tare, a commission merchant who in 
suing his customer for money ad- 
vances upon tobacco gives him credit 
by the lowest weight instead of the 
highest weight does not thereby in- 
cur the penalty denounced by the 
statute for its violation, as he is not 
to be regarded as having “settled” 
with his customer within the mean- 
ing of the statute, where the account 
is changed before judgment so as to 
conform to the statute, although not 
before defendant has by his counter- 
claim sought to enforce the penalty. 
McMasters v. Burnett, 92 Ky. 358, 17 
SW 1021 (Gen. St. [1888] p 1265; St. 
[1894] § 4799). 


-rial, 


implied. 


the consignor.® 
Estoppel. 


96. Com. v. Keller, 9 Pa. Co. 253. 

{a] Hecrses are merchandise with- 
in the meaning of such a statute, and 
the factor who embezzles the pro- 
ceeds of the sale of a horse is sub- 
ject to the prescribed penalty. Com. 
vy. Keller, '9'Pas Co. 253. 

Embezzlement by factor generally 
see Embezzlement § 338. 

97. State v. Edwards, 94 Minn. 
225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 

{a] Im Minnesota L. (1899) ¢ 225 
§ 2, which requires commission mer- 
chants duly licensed to sell grain, 
to render a true statement to the 
consignor within twenty-four hours 
of making a sale, showing the grain 
sold, price received, name and ad- 
dress of purchaser, and the date, 
hour, and minute when sold, with 
vouchers for charges and expenses, 
contemplates an actual purchaser 
other than the consignee, and the 
purchase by him of such grain, after 
the close of business hours, at the 
highest price of the day, is not a 
sale within the act, and a report of 
such sale is not a compliance with 
the provisions of the act; but if he 
makes such purchase and_ subse- 
quently sells it at an advance, such 
sale inures to the benefit of the con- 
signor, and a failure to return to 
him a true statement thereof is a 
violation of the statute. State v. 
Edwards, 94 Minn. 225, 102 NW 697, 
69 LRA 667. 

98. State ~v. Edwards, 94 Minn. 
225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 

[a] Application of rule.—On a trial 
for the failure of a commission mer- 
chant to render a true statement 
to his consignor of a sale of grain, a 
statement in the criminal complaint 
that defendant willfully and unlaw- 
fully made a false report is immate- 
the penalty being imposed for 
failure to render the report, irrespec- 
tive of intent. State v. Edwards, 94 
Minn. 225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 


99. Wright v. Peo., 61 Ill. 382; 
Hope v. Hull, 60 Mo. A. 61. 
{a] Sufficiency of demand.—An 


actual demand should be made in 
such a manner as fully to apprise the 
factor that he will be subject to the 
penalties of the statute if he fails 
to comply, and a conviction cannot 
be had on evidence that when the 
principal went to the factor’s place 
of business the latter said: “I know 
what you have come ‘for, but it is 
impossible for me to pay you any- 
saine now.” Wright v. Peo., 61 Ill. 


If a factor accepts a consignment he must 
accept and comply with the conditions imposed by 


A factor may be held liable as such to 
the owner of goods, although he obtains possession 


_[b] Payment.—It is not a suffi- 
cient defense to a prosecution under 
such statute that the factor by agree- 
ment with his principal was t6 send 
his check for the proceeds, and that 
he did send his check, when it ap- 
peared that there were no funds in 
the bank on which the check was 
drawn to pay it, and that the check 
was promptly presented and not paid. 
Warriner v. Peo., 74 Ill. 346. 

1. Hope v. Hull, 60 Mo. A. 61. 

{a] Illustration.—Under a statute 
which provides that if any factor 
shall convert the proceeds of goods 
consigned for sale, or shall fail to 
pay over the same on demand, he 
shall “on conviction” be punished by 
a fine and shall be liable to the per- 
son injured to double the value of 
the goods; the factor is not liable for 
double the value of the goods until 
he has been convicted under the stat- 
ute. Hope v. Hull, 60 Mo. A. 61 (Rey. 
St. § 3579). 

2. Wright v. Peo., 61 Ill. 382: Mc- 
Masters v. Burnett, 92 Ky. 358, 17 
SW 1021, 13 KyL 617; Holman v. 
Frost, 26 S. C. 290, 2 SE 16. 

Construction of penal statutes gen- 
erally see Statutes [36 Cye 1183]. 

3. N..Y.—Rapp v. Livingston, 14 
Daly 402, 

N. D.—Turner v. Crumpton, 21 N. 
Pere 130 NW 937, AnnCasi1913C 

Utah.—Coates v. Metcalf, 2 
gare 81 P 900. soate 

is.—Northern Electrical Mfg. Co. 
v. J. C. Wagner Co., 108 Wis. A 

NW ea 584, 84 

yo.—Koshland v. Weber, 23 Wyo. 

my es rete Md pts PVLCT: “f 

a eshler v. Beers, 32 Ill. 368, 
AmD 274. ee 

5. Dows v. McCleary, 14 Ill. A. 137. 

{a] IllustrationWhere one sends 
goods to a person whose sole busi- 
ness is to sell that kind, or that and 
other kinds of goods, the presump- 
tion is that the goods were sent to 
be sold, no instructions having been 
given, and he has implied authority 
to sell them. Dows v. McCleary, 14 
TTL. Amis, : 
nae Chaffe v. Heyner, 31 La. Ann. 


[a] Thus. if two lots of goods are 
consigned by a single bill of lading 
for account of two different persons 
the consignee cannot accept the con- 
signment as to one lot and refuse it 
as to the other; if he accepts as to 
one he accepts as to the other. Chaffe 
v. Heyner, 31 La. Ann. 594. 


or later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


of the goods wrongfully;’? but the mere fact that a 
factor has possession of goods does not preclude the 
owner from showing, as against a purchaser, that 
they were not intrusted to the factor for sale.8 

{[§ 10] B. Duration and Termination—1l. In 
General. The factor may be employed for a specified 
length of time.® In the absence of a fixed time for 
the continuance of the employment, as a general 
rule, his authority may be revoked by the principal 
at any time;'° but a revocation will not be implied 
from acts which are not necessarily inconsistent with 
a continuation of the agency.44 The factor also may 
as a general rule renounce the agency at any time,}” 
and may, of course by a default in his obligation 
under the contract, release the principal from con- 
tinuing his agency.!*? But it has been held that the 
principal will not be justified in rescinding an entire 
contract for a small breach thereof.!4 

Effect of advances.'® Although there are decisions 
to the effect that the principal may revoke the au- 
thority of the factor to sell even though the latter 
has made advances upon the goods,!® as a general 
rule the factor’s authority in such a ease is regarded 
as an authority coupled with an interest in the goods, 
and is irrevocable to the extent of his lien for ad- 


IV. POWERS 
[§ 12] A. In General. A factor is a mere 


7. Lubert v. Chauviteau, 3 Cal. 
458, 58 AmD 415; Buckley v. Packard, 
20 Johns..(N. Y.) 421. 

8. Cook v. Beal, 14 N. Y. Super. 497. 

Rights of principal against third 


11. Williams v. 


HE 312. 
fa] 


to deliver to a 


FACTORS 


session See infra § 
73,159 P 824; Brown v. Wiggin, 16 N. 


Tllustrations.—(1) A contract 


2o.Cer aeT 


vances made and exnenses incurred on the goods;17 
nor is his authority to sell in such a case terminated 
by an attachment or garnishment of the goods by 
the principal’s creditors.18 

_Notice of revocation.1® A revocation by the prin- 
cipal becomes effective as to the factor only from 
the time he has received notice of it,2° and as to a 
third person from the time he has notice thereof.2! 
_[§ 11] 2. Termination by Operation of Law. As 
‘in the case of other agencies,?? a factor’s agency may 
be terminated by operation of law,?° such as by the 
death of the factor,?4 in which event his agency does 
not pass to his executors or administrators ;?5 or by 
the death of the principal,?¢ unless the factor has 
made advances or incurred expenses on the goods.?? 
The insolvency of the factor also ordinarily termin- 
ates his authority ;?8 but it has been held that while 
such insolvency is a ground for the revocation of the 
agency by the principal,?® the mere fact that the 
factor is insolvent in the sense that he is unable to 
meet his obligations does not terminate his authority 
if he has made no assignment and no bankruptey 
or insolvency proceedings have been instituted by or 
against him.°®° : 


OF FACTOR 21 
agent, and his powers are governed by the general 


72. 


v. Sandars, 5 C. B. 895, 918, 57 HCL 
Parroptw34 Cale. 


895, 136 Reprint 1132. 
105 


17. Willingham vy. Rushing, 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130, 131. 

18. White Mountain Bank v. West, 
46 Me. 15; Baugh v. Kirkpatrick, 54 


factor a _ certain 


person generally see infra §§ 145-151. 

9. Willingham v. Rushing, 105 Ga. 
72, 31 SE 130; Newburger-Morris Co. 
v. Talcott, 219 N. Y. 505, 114 NE 846 
[mod 172 App. Div. 485, 158 NYS 
785]; Anderson v. Dickinson, 72 Hun 


. 556, 25 NYS 533. 


{a] Illustration—Where a _  fac- 
tor’s contract provides that it shall 
continue from that date for a year 
and thereafter, subject to termina- 
tion at any time on the thirty days’ 
written notice, it is not a contract 
for a year with annual renewals, but 
a signed contract running for a year 
at all events and thereafter continu- 
ine until terminated by notice. New- 
burger-Morris Co. v. Talcott, 219 N. 
Y. 505, 114 NE 846 [mod 172 App. 
Div. 485, 158 NYS 785]. 

10. U. S.—Mathieu v. Goldberg, 
156 Fed. 541; Ryberg v. Snell, 21 F. 
Cas. No. 12,190, 2 Wash. C. C. 403; 
Walter v. Ross, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,122, 
2 Wash. C. C. 283. : 

Ga.—Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SH 130, 131. 

La.—Gragard v. Metropolitan Bank, 
106 La. 298, 30 S 885. 

N. H.—Jones v. Sinclair, 2 N.. H. 
319, 9 AmD 75. 

N. Y.—Scott v. Rogers, 31 N. Y. 
676; Outerbridge v. Campbell, 87 App. 
Div. 597, 84 NYS 587. 

N. C.—Owensboro Wagon Co. v. 
Riggans, 151 N. C. 303, 66 SE 126. 

Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88. 

Pa.—-Roberts v. Andrews, 15 Pa. 
Super. 311. 

[a] Application of rule.—In an ac- 
tion by a factor to recover for com- 
missions, judgment is properly re- 
fused where the affidavit discloses 
simply a case of withdrawal from 
the factor of his power to sell, be- 
fore he had taken any steps to exe- 
cute that power or acquired any in- 
terest in the goods, or been involved 
in any expense or liability, and while 
the goods still remained in posses- 
sion of the principal, since, where a 
contract confers a simple authority 
to sell on commission, such author- 
ity is revocable before any steps 
are taken to carry it into execution. 
Roberts v. Andrews, 15 Pa. Super. 311. 

Right of principal to retake pos- 


amount of goods to sell is not can- 
celed by the principal afterward ne- 
gotiating with the factor to handle 
all its goods and he declining the 
offer. Williams v. Parrott, 31 Cal. 
A. 78, 159 P 824. (2) A delivery of 
goods to a factor who has advanced 
money on them on a contract that 
they should be consigned to him for 
sale is not revoked by the fact that 
the consignor pays the charges of 
forwarding. Brown v. Wiggin, 16 N. 
Hy312. 

12. Barrows v. Cushway, 37 Mich. 
481; Owensboro Wagon Co. v. Rig- 
gan, 151 N. C. 303, 66 SH 126. 

18. Nalle v. Conrad, 30 La. Ann. 
503 (where an agreement by a plant- 
er to consign and pay commissions 
on his entire crop was held not bind- 
ing after the factor’s refusal to fulfill 
the stipulations as to paying certain 
drafts and taxes). 

14. Alden Coal Min. Co. v. C. L. 
Amos Coal Co., 192 App. Div. 371, 182 
NYS_ 819. 

{a] Tlustration.—Where plaintiff 
was to sell coal for defendant: on 
commission, a slight breach of con- 
tract, in failing to pay for a few car- 
loads of coal within the month pre- 
seribed, will not justify defendant in 
rescinding the entire contract, par- 
ticularly where the parties them- 
selves had previously construed the 
contract in accordance with plain- 
tiff’s practice, for a trivial breach 
will not warrant rescission of an en- 
tire contract for a considerable pe- 
riod. Alden Coal Min. Co. v. C. 5 
Amos Goal €o., 192 App.—Div. 371, 
182 NYS 819. 

15. On factor’s right to sell gen- 
erally see infra §§ 40-42. 

16. Smart v. Sandars, 5 C. B. 895, 
57 ECL 895, 136° Reprint 1132; Ra- 
leigh v. Atkinson, 6 M. & W. 670, 151 
Reprint 581; Mitchell v. Sykes, 4 Ont, 
501. 

fa] A consideration for agree- 
ment.—"‘The making of such an ad- 
vance may be a good consideration for 
an agreement that the authority to 
sell shall be no longer irrevocable; 
but such an effect will not... arise 
independently of agreement.” Smart 


Pa. 84, 93 AmD 675. 


aaoes See generally Agency §§ 164— 
20. White v. Century Sav. Bank, 


229 Fed. 975, 144 CCA 257; Jones v. 
Hodgkins, 61 Me. 480. 

21. Jones v. Hodgkins, 61 Me. 480. 

[a] Notice to purchaser.—A sale 
of goods by a factor after the revo- 
cation of his authority will be valid 
if the purchaser had no notice of 
such revocation. Jones v. Hodgkins, 
61 Me. 480. 


22. See Agency §§ 172-194. 
23. Torre v. Thiele, 25 La. Ann. 418. 
[a] Sale by principal.—The sale 


of the goods by the principal re- 
vokes the power of the factor to sell. 
Torre v. Thiele, 25 La. Ann. 418. But 
see M. M. Walker Co. v. Dubuque 
Fruit, ete., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 85 NW 
614, 53 LRA 775 (where a sale by 
tite ea is necessary to enforce his 
ien). 

24 Merrick’s EHst., 8 Watts & S. 
(Pa.) 402; Gage v. Allison, 3 S. C. 
L. 495, 2 AmD 682; Jackson Ins. Co. 
v. Partee. 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 296. 

25. Merrick’s Est., 8 Watts & S. 
(Pa.) 402; Gage v. Allison, 3 S. CG. L. 
495, 2 AmD 682; Jackson.Ins. Co. v. 
Partee, 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 296. 

26. Knapp v. Alvord, 10 Paige (N. 
Y.) 205, 40 AmD 241; Hammonds vy. 
Barclay, 2 Hast 227, 102 Reprint 356. 

27. Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Merry v. Lynch, 
68 Me. 94. 

2s. Terry v. Bamberger, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,837, 44 Conn. 558; Audenried 
v. Betteley, 8 Allen (Mass.) 302; Cot- 
ter.v;, Mason, 30:U; COQ. B. 81. 


[a] Where a del credere factor 
becomes insolvent, his agency is 
thereby terminated. Cushman  v. 


Snow, 186 Mass. 169, 71 NE 529. 

Effect of factor’s insolvency on the 
principal’s right to follow goods or 
proceeds see infra § 150. 

29. James Freeman Brown Co. v. 
Harris; 88S. C5558, 561;2700S S02. 

30. Interstate Nat. Bank v. Clax- 
ton, 97 Tex. 569, 80 SW 604, 104 
AmSR 885, 65 LRA 820. 

S31. Powers of agents generally 
see Agency §§ 198-314. 
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rules which prescribe the powers of an agent,®? the 
extent of his powers depending largely upon the 
contract between himself and his principal,** and the 
instructions given to him by the principal.*4 His 
agency with respect to the particular goods or mer- 
chandise is general,®° unless expressly limited by in- 
structions;*®® and since the object and business of a 
factor is to sell goods consigned to him, in the ab- 
sence of express limitations, he has implied power 
to do so,°* and has also by implication such powers 
as are necessary for the accomplishment of this ob- 
ject,?® and which are not inconsistent with the gen> 
eral power to sell.*®° But in the absence of special 
authority the factor cannot as a general rule bind 
~his principal in the disposition he makes of a con- 
signment except in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness,4° or resort to extraordinary and expensive 
means to raise money for his principal.4t HEmergen- 
cies may arise, however, in which the factor may 
from the necessities of the case be justified in as- 
suming extraordinary powers and his acts fairly done 
under such circumstances bind the principal.*? 
Necessity of possession. Since possession of the 
goods or merchandise is one of* the elements neces- 
sary to constitute one a factor,** a factor has power 


FACTORS 
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[§§ 12-13 


to sell only goods or merchandise which are in his 
possession.*4 But it is not necessary that the factor 
have the actual possession of the goods; if he sells 
them in good faith by assigning the bill of lading 
therefor, the sale is valid as against the princi- 
pall.2e 

Power to buy. A factor employed to sell goods 
has no power to buy goods for his principal, so as to 
render the latter liable to the seller,*® unless he is 
specially authorized to do so.*7 <A factor employed 
by the: general agent of a corporation to sell the 
goods manufactured and to purchase stock has power 
to buy on credit, but not to give the note of the cor- 
poration.4§ 

What law governs. The implied powers of a fac- 
tor are to be determined by the law of the place 
where the sale or contract of disposition is made.*? 

[6 13] B. Delegation of Authority.°° As a fac- 


tor is generally employed on account of his superior 2 


knowledge in the special branch of business in which 
he is engaged as a general rule he cannot, except as. 
to purely ministerial acts,°! delegate his authority to 
another, without the principal’s knowledge and con- 
sent,°? unless he is authorized to do so by usage or 


32. Hames vy. H. .B. Claflin ‘Cos.239' | Svs A762). Romeo ove, Maxtueci, 402 | ve Snell, “21558. Gas) No. 22.190 
Fed. 631, 152 CCA 465; Willingham ]|Conn. £04, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327,] Wash. C. C. 403; Walter v. Ross, 29: 
v. Rushing, 105 Ga. 72, 31 SH 130;|47 LRA 601, Wy Cas. 2No. 19,122.22 \Wash.tG. Coe 
Pocohontas Guano Co. v. Smith, 122 Ga.—Willingham vy. Rushing, 105}; Wright v. Campbell, 4 Burr. 2046, 98 
Va.. 318, 94 SE 769. See generally | Ga. 72, 31 SE 130. Repent 66; Dick v. Lumsden, 1 Peake 


Agency §§ 216-220. 

33. Hassett v. Cooper, 
585, 40 A 841. 

{a] Illustration.—Where an agree- 
ment under which goods are con- 
signed for sale contains these pro- 
visions: That the goods shall con- 
tinue the property of the consignor 
until sale is made, ‘‘approved by 
them;” that the consignee shall no- 
tify the consignor “whenever any 
sale is made, stating the terms there- 
of;” and that the consignee shall 
sell the goods for the account of the 
consignor, and account to him there- 
for, the consignee has the right to 
sell within the approval of the con- 
signor, and in doing so will not be 
guilty of conversion. Hassett v. 
Cooper, 20 R. I. 585, 40 A 841. 

34. Mobile Fruit, etc., Co. v. Pot- 
ter, 78 Minn. 487, 81 NW 392. 

Duty to obey instructions see infra 
§§ 36-42. 

35. M. M. Walker Co. v. Dubuque 
Fruit, etc., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 85 NW 
614, 53 LRA 775. 

36. M. M. Walker Co. v. Dubuque 
Fruit, ete, Co., 113 Iowa 428, 85 NW 
$1453 LRA 775, 

37. In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 471; 
G. H. Hammond Co. v. Joseph Mer- 
eantile Co., (Ark.) 222 SW 27; Dows 
v. McCleary, 14 Ill. A. 1387. 

[a] Zustration.—Where the own- 
er of goods puts them in the custody 
of another whose ordinary business 
it is to sell such goods, he confers 
authority to sell them, there being 
no express limitations upon the au- 
thority of such custodian. Downs v. 
McCleary, 14 Ill. A. 137. 

[b] The presumption of an au- 
thority to sell is inferred from the 
nature of the business of the factor, 
and hence such presumption fails 
where the particular goods will not 
warrant a presumption of his being 
a common agent for the sale thereof. 
G. H. Hammond Co. v. Joseph Mer- 
cantile Co., (Ark.) 222 SW 27. 

38. Grieff v. Cowguill, 2  Disn. 
(Oh.) 58, 18 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 37. 
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39. Laussatt v. Lippincott, 6 Serg. 
& R. (Pa.) 386, 9 AmD 440. 

49. U. S.—Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 


CCA 2438; Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 525, 
39 CCA 638. 
Conn.—Abel v. Chase, 90 Conn. 487, 


Ill.—Potter v. Dennison, 10 Ill. 590. 

Mo.—Benny v. Pegram, 18 Mo. 191, 
59 AmD 298; Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 
120 Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 

N. Y.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 
Heilbronner, 108 N. Y. 439, 15 NE 
701 [rev 52 N. Y. Super. 388]; Has- 
ton wesGlark-3beING Y¥ 2225. 

Pa.—-In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 
A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 

S. C.—Pourie v. Fraser, 2 S. C. L. 
269. 

Tex.— Wootters v. 
Tex. 395, 11 SW 390; Neill v. Billings- 
ley, 49 Tex. 161. 

Va. i 4 Hen. & 
M. (14 Va.) 4382. 

[a] A sale of the business itself, 
including stock in hand, goodwill, 
and merchandise held on consign- 
ment, is not a sale in the ordinary 
course of business. Romeo v. Mar- 
tuceci,, -72'- Conn). 504; 45 Asal, 99; 77 
AmSR 327, 47 LRA 601. 

41. Shaw v. Stone, 1 Cush. (Mass.) 
228. 

42. Hardee v. Hall, 12 Bush (Ky.) 
o27; Monnet» v.. Merz, 127 Noo Yo Lb, 
27 NE 827; Joslin v. Cowee, 52 N. Y. 
90 [rev 60 Barb. 48]; Jervis v. Hoyt, 
2 Hun 637. 

[a]. General average bond.—Where 
goods are shipped to a factor, and on 
account of an accident to the vessel 
carrying the goods it becomes neces- 
sary to execute a general average 
bend, in order to carry out the in- 
structions of the principal in regard 
to the goods, the factor has authority 
to execute the bond. Harden v. Hall, 
12> Bush CK.) P3276 

{b] Taking security.—Where a 
factor is induced by fraud to part 
with the goods to an insolvent pur- 
chaser who has placed the goods in 
such a condition that it is difficult if 
not impossible to follow them, the 
factor may, on discovering the fraud, 
protect his principal by taking se- 
curity for the debt, and the principal 
will be bound by his act. Joslin v. 
Cowee, 52 N. Y. 90 [rev 60 Barb. 48]. 

43. See supra § 4. 

. 44 Wafter v. Ross, 29 F. Cas. No. 
17,122, 2 Wash. C. C. 288; Lehman vy. 
Pritchett, 84 Ala. 512, 4 S 601; Har- 
bert v.. Neill, 49 Tex. 143; Wright v. 
Campbell, 4 Burr. 2046, 98 Reprint 66. 

45. Conard v. Atlantic Ins. Co., 1 


v. Dodge, 


| Pet. (U. S.) 386, 7 L. ed. 189; Ryberg 


Kaufman, 73! 


189. 
Sufficiency of possession: 
Generally see supra § 4. 
ease factors’ acts see infra §§ 158— 
ones Becherer v. Asher, 23 Ont. A. 
47. North 
East Tennessee, ete., R. 
326, 37 SW .225. 
48. Emerson v. Province Hat Mfe. 
Co., 12 Mass. 237, 7 AmD 66. 
49. Frank, v._Jenkins). 222Oh. St. 
597; Harbert v. Neill, 49 Tex. 148. 
Conflict of laws generally see Con- 
flict; Of Laws ohtdyCGs Js parce 
50s See generally Agency §§ 342— 


American Ins. €o. v. 
Co., 97 Tenn. 


51. MecMorris v. Simpson, 21 Wend. 
CNeg YR) NE1'05 

52. U. S.—Warner v. Martin, 11 
. 209, 18 L. ed. 667; Read v. Bert- 
rand, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,601, 4 Wash. 
Cc. C. 514; Terry v. Bamberger, 23 F. 


Cas. No. 13,837, 14 Blatchf. 234, 44 
Conn. 658. 
Ala.—Desha v. Holland, 12 Ala. 


5138, 46 AmD 261. 

Cal—Akron Cereal Co. v. San 
Francisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. A. 
198, 84 P 778. 
ion C.—Costikyan v. Sloan, 33 App. 
Ree ee v. Simpson, 13 Iowa 

La.—Reynolds v. Kirkman, 8 Mart. 
x. - 464; Mark v. Bowers, 4 Mart. 

Mo. —Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527,:97 SW 247. 

Nebr —Burke v. Frye, 44 Nebr. 223, 
62 NW _ 476; Housel y. Thrall, 18 
Nebr. 484, 25 NW 612. 
eae H.—Phelps v. Sinclair, 2 N.. A. 

N. Y.—lLadd v. Arkell, 40 N. Y. 
Super. 150; McMorris v. Simpson, 21 
Wend. 610. 

Oh.—Grieff v. Cowguill, 2 Disn. 58, 
13 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 37. 

Okl.—People’s Bank y. 
13, Okl. 179, 73 P 949. 

Tenn.—Insurance Co. of North 
America v. Hast Tennessee, etc., Co., 
97 Tenn. 326, 37 SW 225; Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank v. Trenholm, 12 Heisk. 
520; Campbell v. Reeves, 3 Head 226. 
Bae AGE Lt v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 
Wash.—Sherwood v. Seattle Fruit, 


Brick Co., 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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eustom.>? 


name.®° 


Effect of delegation.°° If a factor employs a sub- 
agent without authority therefor, the subagent does 
not become the agent of the principal, and there is 
no privity of contract between them;*” nor is the 
principal liable to the subagent for an individual in- 
debtedness due from the factor to him.*§ 
ease the factor is responsible for the acts of the sub- 
agent;°° but if the subagent promises the principal 
to pay the proceeds to him, he is liable to such prin- 
cipal, although he has previously promised the fac- 
Where, however, the em- 
ployment of the subagent is authorized, a privity 
exists between the principal and subagent and the 
latter is accountable directly to the prineipal.®! 

C. Effect of Usage in General.®? Except 
where the principal and factor enter into a special 


tor to account to him.®° 


[§ 14] 


Po Auction Co., 98 Wash. 544, 161 
12) syele 

Wng.—Catlin v. Bell, 4 Campb. 183; 
Cockran v. Irlam, 2 M. & S. 301, 105 
Reprint 393; Solly v. Rathbone, 2 M. 
& S. 298, 105 Reprint 392. 

[a] One engaged in an independ- 
ent business in buying and selling 
merchandise on his own account is 
not, merely from his representation 
of factors in a single transaction, en- 
titled to exercise the authority of the 
factors in respect to the goods which 
are the subject matter of the trans- 
action, nor could their authority be 
delegated to him in view of a statute 
providing that factors shall not have 
power to delegate their authority to 
any person in an independent em- 
ployment. Akron Cereal Co. v. San 
Francisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. A. 
198, 84 PB 778. 

Bon LULa St warner v. Martin, 11 
How.” 209, 113 Lio ed. 667; ‘Terry v. 
Bamberger, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,837, 14 
Blatehf. 244, 44 Conn. 558.. 

Mass.—Darling v. Stanwood, 14 
Allen 504. 

Tenn.—Jackson Ins. 
9 Heisk. 296; Strong v. 
Heisk. 137. 

Tex.—Nugent v. Martin, 1 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 1173. 

Eng.—Trueman v. Loder, 11 A. & 
Eb 89,.259 CL 319, 113° Reprint 
539. 

{a] MZllustration.—If a commission 
merchant is employed to buy goods 
in a distant market, and the custom 
of that market is for commission 
merchants to employ brokers to 
make such purchases, and this cus- 
tom is understood by the principal, 
the commission merchant may prop- 
erly employ a broker of experience 
and good reputation to make the pur- 
chases, and if he does so he will not 
be liable for such broker’s error or 


Com. -ear tee, 
Stewart, 9 


misconduct. Darling v. Stanwood, 14 
Allen (Mass.) 504. 
[b] A sale through clerks or 


other employees in the regular course 
of business can be made, the factor 
being responsible for their acts. Nu- 
Bent. vie. Martin, 1 ‘Tex, -A2 Civ. ‘Cas, 


Seni tree 

Usage or custom generally see 
infra § 14. 

54, Harralson v. Stein, 50 Ala. 347. 

55. Harralson v. Stein, 50 Ala. 347. 
peas: See generally Agency §§ 350- 


Disposition of goods through sub- 
agent as conversion see infra § 71. 

57. Warner v. Martin, 11 How. (U. 
S.) 209, 13 L. ed. 667; People’s Bank 
Wernick \©o., Ws OL jb79,%3 “P9495 
New Zealand, etc., Land Co. v. Wat- 
Bony @. bb. D374 *[rev 5 Q. B.D: 
474]; Solly v. Rathbone, 2 M. & S. 
298, 105 Reprint 392. 


This rule can be invoked, however, only 
when it is sought to bind the principal by the acts of 
the subagent,>* and not when the factor assumes the 
position of principal, and the contract made by the 
subagent is attempted to be enforced in the factor’s 
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In such a 


[§ 15] 


erie Ladd v. Arkell, 40 N. Y. Super. 
oN, 
59. Loomis y. Simpson, 13 Iowa 


532; Reynolds v. Kirkman, 8 Mart. N. 
S. (La.) 464; Mark v. Bowers, 4 
Mart. N.S. ° (ia.). 95% Housel” v: 
Thrall, 18 Nebr. 484, 25 NW 612. 

{a] WVhus, the factor is liable for 
reshipping the goods to his agent in 
another city, with whom the princi- 
pal has told the factor he will have 
no dealings, although the principal 
knows that the goods are so dealt 


with. Housel v. Thrall, 18 Nebr. 

484, 25 NW 612. 

Ror Chickering v. Hosmer, 12 Mass. 
61. Ladd v. Arkell, 40 N. Y. Super. 

150; Jackson Ins. Co. v. Partee, 9 

feisk. (Tenn.) 296. 


62. As affecting agencies generally 
see Customs and Usages § 51. 


63. Foerderer v Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Bank, LOW Jed... "209° 46 CGA "243)- 
Dashler v. Beers, 22 Ill. 868, 83 AmD 


274; Cotton ‘v.. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7; 
Bliss v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 30 AmD 


467. 

Duty to follow instructions gen- 
erally see infra §§ 36-42. 
64 U. S.—Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCA 243; Evans v. Potter, 8 EF. Cas. 
No. 4,569, 2 Gall. 12; Forrestier v. 
Bordman, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 
9 


43. 

Ga.—Hatcher v. Comer, 73 Ga. 418; 
lueffier Co: v. Pearson, 17 .Ga.. A. 57, 
86 SE 256. 

Ill.— Bailey v. Bensley, 87 Ill. 556; 
Phillips v. Moir, 69 Ill. 155: Cleveland 
Grain COmyve Vvants, Vil sly ALS LOe: 
Kelly v. Maguire, 99 Ill: A. 317. 

Ky.—Byrne v. Schwing, 6 B. Mon. 
199; Wallace v. Bradshaw, 6 Dana 

2 


382. 
Me.—Randall v. Kehlor, 60 Me. 37, 
11 AmR 169. 


Mass.—Rwvoosevelt v. Doherty, 129 
Mass. 301, 37 AmR 356; Darling v. 
Stanwood, 14 Allen 504; Upton v. 


Suffolk County Mills, 11 Cush. 586, 
59 AmD 163; Hapgood v. Batcheller, 
4 Metc. 573; West Boylston Mfc. Co. 
v. Searle, 15 Pick. 225; Chesterfield 
Mfg. Co. v. Dehon, 5 Pick. 7, 16 AmD 
867; Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 
5 AmD 22. 

Minn.—Davis v. Kobe, 36 Minn. 214, 
30 NW 662, 1 AmSR 663. : 

Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7. 

Mo.—Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 110. 

Nebr.—Poels v. Brown, 7&8 Nebr. 
783, 111 NW 798; Burke v. Frye, 44 
Nebr. 228, 62 NW 476. : 

N. C.—Symington v. McLin, 18 N. 
G, 291; Golden v. Levy, 4 N. C. 141, 
6 AmD 555. 

Oh.—Frank v. Jenkins, 22 Oh. St. 
597. 

Tex,—Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 


[25C.J3.] 349 


contract, cr the principal gives positive instructions 
to the contrary,®* a factor as a general rule has im- 
plied authority, in selling or otherwise dealing with 
the principal’s goods or merchandise to act in ac- 
cordance with the general usages and customs in that 
line of business, at the place to which they are con- 
signed to him,** even though the principal is in fact 
ignorant of the existence of the usage or eustom,°> 
since he is presumed by law to be acquainted with 
and to assent to the course of dealing which is 
usually practiced at the same market by others in 
the same line of business.°® 
ever, only where the particular usage or custom has 
been generally acquiesced in by the merchants of the 
place,** for the principal is not bound by a custom 
or usage which is not well established unless he has 
knowledge thereof; nor can the factor bind him by 
acting in accordance with a usage or custom which 
is in contravention of an established rule of law,®® 
unless such usage or custom is known to the prin- 
cipal at the time.”° 

D. Particular Powers—1. 


This rule applies, how- 


To Buy and 


563; Neill v. Billingsley, 49 Tex. 161; 
Harbert v. Neill, 49 Tex. 143. 


Va.—McConnico v. Curzen, 2 Call 
(6 Va.) 258, 1 AmD 540. 
Eng.-—Johnston v. Usborne, 11 A. 


& KX. 549, 39 HCL 299, 113 Reprint 524. 

65. Builey v. Benslev, 87 Ill. 556; 
Dwight v. Whitney, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 
179; Goodenow vy. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 
5 AmD 22; Robertson vy. Livingston, 
SeCow. GN )) 4or 


66. Leach v. Beardslee, 22 Conn. 
404; Dwight v. Whitney, 15 Pick. 
(Mass.) 179; Goodenow vy. Tyler, 7 


Mass. ,36, 5 AmD 22. : 

67. Austill v. Crawford, 7 Ala. $35; 
Lyon v. ‘Culbertson; $3) “Ill? 133, 25 
AmR 349; Farmers’, ete., Nat. Bank 
v. Sprague, 52 N. Y. 605; Wootters v. 
Kaufman, 73 Tex. 395, 11 SW 390. 

[a] Application of rule.-—Where it 
is shown that the general custom of 
certain factors in the city of Gal- 
veston was to sell only in the Gal- 
veston market, evidence that in times 
of financial straits some factors 
shipped cotton for sale to foreign 
markets is inadmissible. Wootters v. 
Kaufman, 73 Tex. 395, 11 SW 390. 

[b] SufScient proof of usage.— 
Proof that a particular mode of sell- 
ing cotton in Mobile “was very com- 
mon in the trade,, but that a few 
factors in Mobile would not do so,” 
is not proof of a usage of trade. 


Austill v. Crawford, 7 Ala. 335. 
“ag Neill vy. Billingsley, 49 Tex. 
61. 

[a] Custom of particular house.— 


It is not error to exclude testimony 
as to a private custom in the busi- 
ness of a particular house different 
from the general usage of the trade, 
unless such custom is known to the 
party sought to be affected thereby. 
Neill v. Billingstey, 49 Tex. 161. 


69. Colo.—Liebhardt v. Wilson, 38 

Colo; 1, 388" PP 173, 120 AmSRe 97, 
Ill.—Phillips v. Moir, 69 Ill. 155. 
Blackf. 


Ind.—Rapp v. Grayson, 2 
130. 

N. Y.—Farmers’, etc., Nat. Bank v. 
Svnrague, 52 N. Y. 605; Duguid v. Ed- 
wards, 50 Barb. 288. 

Pa.—Newbold v. Wright, 4 Rawle 
1955 

Tex.—Kaufman v. Edwards, 2 Tex. 
Unrep. Cas. 132. 


70. Earmers’, etc., Nat. Bank v. 
Sprague, 52 N. Y. 695; Duguid v. Ed- 
wards, 50 Barb. (NN. Y.) 288: 

fa] Knowledge of custom.—If the 


principal has actual knowledge of a 
custom among factors in regard to 
the transaction of their business, it 
seems that he will be bound thereby 
even though it differs from the set- 
tled obligations and duties estab- 
lished by law; it must not, how- 
ever, be positively unlawful. Duguid 
v. Edwards, 50 Barb. (N. Y.) 288. 
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Sell in Own Name. 


own name.‘ 


[§ 16] 


pal.” 

71. UU. ‘S-—Slack ve" Pucker,? 28 
Wall. 321, 23 L. ed. 1438. 

237; Wheeler v. Reed, 36 Ill. 81; Peter 
Cooper’ s Glue Factory v. Devoe, etc., 

Iowa.—Smith v. Bloom, 

592, 141 NW 32. 

Co., 155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950; Robin- 
son v. Corsicana Cotton Factory, 124 
102-SW 580, 31.KyL 527, 8 LRANS 
474, 14 AnnCas 802; Graham vy, Duck- 

Me.—Pinkham y. Crocker, 77 Me. 
563, 1 A 827; Elood v. Palmer, 11 Me. 

Md.—Miller v. Lea, 

AmD 417. 
120 Mo: 
12, 25 SW 346. 

N. Y.—Davis v. Reynolds, 48 How 

N. DP.<—Turner v. Crumpton, 21 N. 
DW 29.42 95130 NW 937, AnnCas1913C 

Philippine. per eas vy. Hollman, 2 
Philippine 235. 

Johnson, 133 Tenn. 562, 182 SW 593, 
LRAI91I7A 282; Campbell v. Reeves, 3 

Wis.—Beardsley v. 

Wis. 405, 98 SW 2385, 102 AmSR 991; 
NW 170, 70 AmSR 938; Kellogg v. 
Costello, 93 Wis. 232, 67 NW _ 24; 
NW 748, 28 NW 408, 

Eng.—Ex p. Dixon, 4 Ch. D. 133. 
plied authority of the factor to sell 
in his own name and to maintain an 
the purchase price grows out of the 
fact that the nature of the relations 
and the latter and the purchaser, are 
such that, as between the two tatter, 
of the property. He has, as against 
his principal, in the absence of some 
cial interest therein and the pro- 
ceeds thereof, and the right to con- 
pensation for services rendered in 
respect thereto.” Beardsley Wa 
235, 102, AmSiR) 991. 

72, Peter Cooper’s Glue Factory v. 
ton v. Kiel Cheese, ete, Co. 155 
Ky.) 465, ©5909 SW, 950; Durnéemev. 
937, AnnCas1918C 1015. 

73. Duty as to sales on credit see 

74, Geyer v. Decker, 

(Pa.) 486; Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 253. 
Le 517, 9,AmD 720; Catlin v. Smith, 
24 Nts U8bs A BlisSs va) Arnolds 8 aVit. 


Ill.—Burton v. Goodspeed, 69 Ill. 
Co, 178-1 A. 298. 
159 Iowa 
Ky.—Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, etc., 
Ky. 435, 99 SW 305, 30 KyL 580, 
wall, 8 Bush 12, 5 Ky. Op. 495. 
414, 26 AmD 547. 
35 Md. 396, 6 
Mo.—State v. Thompson, 
Pre Zt Oe iatt 5). Fun. 651): 
1015. 
Tenn.—I. J. Cooper Rubber Co. v. 
Head 226. 
Schmidt, 120 
Delafield v. Smith, 101 Wis. 664, 78 
Bdgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 124, 26 
[al Reason for rule.—‘This im- 
action in his own name to recover 
between the principal and the agent, 
the agent is deemed to be the owner 
stipulation to the contrary, a spe- 
trol the same till he receives his com- 
Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 408, 98 NW 
Devoe, ete., Co., 178 Ill. A. 298; Sut- 
Crumpton, 21 N. D. 294, 130 NW 
infra §§ 51-54. 
1 Yeates 
75, Barksdale v. Brown, 10 S. C. 
252, 30 AmD 467. 


In the absence of usage or 1n- 
structions to the contrary a factor may sell the goods 
intrusted to him for sale, in his own name, as well 
as in the name of his principal; and where the fac- 
tor’s authority includes the making of purchases for 
his principal, he may make such purchases in his 


2. To Sell for Cash or on Credit.7* Even 
though it is the custom of trade to sell on credit,’* 
or to deliver the articles and wait a certain number 
of days for payment,” if a factor is instructed to sell 
for cash, he of course cannot sell on eredit,’® unless 
such instructions have generally been disregarded by 
the course of dealing between him and his princi- 
And according to some decisions, unless the 
factor is instructed to sell on credit,’® he can selb 
for cash only and has no power to sell on eredit,”® 
particularly where the usage of the market where 
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so.88 Authority 
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76. La.—Bonham v. Overton, 6 La. 


Ann. 765. 
Mich.—Sheffield v. Linn, 62 Mich. 
151, 28 NW 761. 


Sa Y.—Douglass v. Leland, 1 Wend. 
Pa,—Geyer v. Decker, 1 Yeates 486. 
S. C.—James v. McCredie, 1 S. C. 

L294, “Am, (60/7; 

Vt.—Catlin v. Smith, 24 Vt. 85; 
Bliss v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 30 AmD 
467. 

Wis.—Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 253. 

77. Smith vy. Jefferson Bank, 147 
Mo. A. 461, 126 SW 810. 

[a] Illustration.—An invoice con- 
taining the words “terms cash on 
delivery of goods” limits the author- 
ity of the consignee, as between him 
and the consignor, to pass title by 
sale or reconsignment, unless the 
course of business pursued by them 
has been in disregard of similar re- 
strictions in invoices of prior ship- 
ments, 
Mo. A. 461, 126 SW 810. 

78. Babcock v. Orbison, 25 Ind. 
75; Furth v. Miller, 67 Mo. A. 241; 
Kauffman vy. Beasley, 54 Tex. 563. 

79. Babcock v. Orbison, 25 Ind. 75; 
Payne v. Potter, 9 Iowa 549; Furth 
v. Miller, 67 Mo. A. 241; Kauffman 
v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 543; Anonymous, 
2 Mod. 100, 86 Reprint 964. 

80. Johnson v. Totten, 3 Cal. 343, 
58 AmD 412; Ewalt v. Harding, 16 
Md. 160; Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 
Tex. 563; Harbert v. Neill, 49 Tex. 143. 

81. U. S.—Marshall v. Williams, 
16 F. Cas. No. 9,136, 2 Biss. 255. 

Ala.—Goldthwaite v. McWhorter, 
5 Stew. & P. 284. 

A ae a v. Goodspeed, 69 Ill. 
Iowa.—Walker Co. v. Dubuque 

Fruit, ete., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 85 NW 

OL4» 53 duevAs 75. 

La.—Hosmer v. Beebe, 2 Mart. N. 

77 Me. 


S. 368. 

Me.—Pinkham v. Crocker, 

563, 1 A 827; Greely v. Bartlett, 1 
Me. 172, 10 AmD 54. 

Mass. Doherty, 129 
Mass. 301, 37 AmR 3856; Gorman y. 
Wheeler, 10 Gray 362; West Boylston 
Mfg. Co: v. Searle, 15 Pick, 225. 

N. H.—Daylight Burner Co. vy. Od- 
lin,. 51) IN. Hi 56, 12 Amik), 45. 
ior Y.—Douglass v. Leland, 1 Wend. 

Okl.—People’s Bank vy. Frick Co., 
132Ok. 179, 73, PB 949: 

Pa.—Laussatt v. Lippincott, 6 Sere. 
& R. 386, 9 AmD 440. 

Wis.—Hdgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 
124, 26 NW 748, 28 NW 408. 

Eng.—Houghton v. Matthews, 3 B. 
& P. 489, 127. Reprint 263; Alsop v. 


Silvester, sl) ACA Ss oa at Oa plies EOI, 
72; Varden yv. Parker, 2 Esp. 710; 
Russel v. Hankey, 6 Reel hoe 


Reprint 409; Scott v. Surman, Willes 
400. 125 Reprint 1235. 

82. Iowa. —Payne Sie LEXO Sy Ny 
Towa 549. 


Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 147) 


[§§ 15-17 4 


the goods are sold authorizes sales for cash only.*° 
But the rule supported by the weight of authority 
is that in the absence of instructions or usage to the 
contrary, the factor has implied authority to sell 
upon a reasonable credit,§1 or upon such credit as is 
usual and customary in the market where the goods 
are sold,§* provided he exercises due care in doing 


to sell on credit may be implied 


from authority to sell to the best advantage.** 

3. To Transfer Goods for Own Benefit.®° 
A factor has*no authority to use goods consigned to 
him for his own personal benefit ;5° and hence at com- 
mon law has no authority to sell or transfer them 
in payment of his own debts, unconnected with his 
advances and charges on them, so as to confer on 
the transferee a good title as against the prin- 
cipal,’? unless the principal allows the factor to so 
manage the goods as to indicate to third persons that 


Kan.—Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 
601, 605, 182 P 202, AnnCas1915A 174 
[cit Cyc]. 

Ky.—De Lazardi v. Hewitt, 7 B. 
Mon. 697; Byrne vy. Schwing, 6 B. 
Mon. 199. 

La.—Fisk v. Offit, 3 Mart. N. S. 
553; Reano v. Mager, 11 Mart. 636. 

Mass.—Hapgood v. Batcheller, 4 


Metc. 573; Dwight v. Whitney, 15 
Pick. 179; Etheridge v. Binney, 9 
Pick. 272; Clark v. Van Northwick, 


1 Pick. 343; Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 
145; Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 
5 AmD 22. 

N. Y.-—Rich vy. Monroe, 14 Barb. 
602; Robertson v. Livingston, 5 Cow. 
473; Van Alen v. Vanderpool, 6 Johns. 
69, 5 AmD 192; McKinstry v. Pears- 
all, 3 Johns: 319, 

Pa.—Geyer v. Decker, 1 Yeates 
486; Percival v. Cooper, 6 Phila. 48. 

S. C.—James v. McCredie, 1 S. C. 
L. 294. 
gant —May v. Mitchell, 5 Humphr. 

Va.—MecConnico vy. Curzen, 2 Call 
358, 1 AmD 540. 

83. See infra §§ 51-54. 

84. ret Disk v.. Emery, 10 (5. Cas; 
No. 5,357, 2 Wash. C. C. 413; Syming- 
ton v. McLin, 18 N. C. 291. 

85. Power to pledge see 
§§ 18-20. 

86. Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 525, 
39 CCA 688; Regier v. Craver, 54 
Nebr. 507, 74 NW 830; Wootters vy. 
Kaufman, 73 Tex. 395, itil SW 390. 

Right in, and title to, goods gen- 
erally see infra §§ 72, 73. 

87. U. S—Warner v. Martin, 11 


infra 


How 209,23" edse66i7: Halsey Wis 
Binds-$o" Fed: 3525, 139) CGA L633. 
Cal.—Herron v. Hughes, 25 Cal. 


555; Seriber v. Masten, 11 Cal. 308. 
Colo.—Liebhardt v. Wilson, 38 
Colo. 1, 88 P 173, 120 AmSR 97. 
Conn.—A bel v. -Chase, 90 "Conn, 
487, 97 A 762; Romeo v. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 
Ill.—McCarthy v. Crawford, 238 Tl. 


38, 86 NE 750, 128 AmSR 95, 29 
LRANS 252; Hamilton Mach. Tool 
179 ~ EN 


. Mechanics’ Mach. Co., 
145. 


Iowa.—Thompson y. Barnum, 49 
Iowa 392. 


Ky.—Pemberton v. Price, etc, 


Piano Co., 144 Ky. 518, 139 Sw 742. 
La— Miller v. Schneider, 19S ia. 
Ann. 300, 92° AmD 535;~Hadwin v. 


Fisk, 1 La. Ann.-74 

Mo.—Benny v. Pegram, 18 Mo. 191, 
59 AmD 298; Benny v. Rhodes,‘18 Ma. 
147, 59 AmD 293. 

Nebr.—Regier v. Craver, 54 Nebr, 
507, 74 NW 830. 

N. H.—Martin v. Moulton, 8 N. H. 
504; Holton v. Smith, 7 N. H. 446. 

N. Y.—Childs v. Waterloo Wagon 
Coy 37 App. Div. 242, 57 NYS 520 [aft 

67. ND MY BILG mem, 60 NE 1108 
nie Stimermann v. Cowing, 7 
Johns, (Chy 275. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


2 


i elaeaal 


-iteville Mfg. Co., 


§§ 17-18] 


he is the owner thereof ;** and this rule applies even 
though the state of accounts between him and his 
principal is in his favor,’ or even though the factor 
has a lien on the goods,®° since he can dispose of the 
goods only in the usual course of business. 
rule also applies to a purchaser without notice from 
one who has acquired possession of property from a 
factor through barter or exchange or in considera- 


tion of a preéxisting debt.°? 


[§ 18] 4. To Pledge Goods °*—a. General Rule. 
It is a well settled rule of the common law that 
without the principal’s consent or authority a factor 


N. C.—Winslow v. Staton, 150 N. 
C. 264, 63 SE 950; Hoffman v. Kra- 
mer, 123 N. C. 566, 31 SE 828. 

Okl.—Peoples Bank v. Frick Co., 
PIPOKI wT 94.73) Pose: 

Va.—Alexander v. Morris, 3 Call 
(7 Va.) 89. 

Wash.—Hilers Music House _v. 
Fairbanks, 89 Wash. 379, 141 P 885. 

Eng.—Kuckein v. Wilson, 4 B. & 


Ald. 448, 6 ECL 553, 106 Reprint 
999. 

N. S.—Macnutt v. Shaffner, 34 N. 
S402; 37 Can. i: J:406: 

Under factor’s acts see infra 

161. 
; 88. McCarthy v. Crawford, 238 Ill. 
885986 NE 750, 128°. AmSR- 95, 29 
LRANS 252; Morris v. Sellers, 46 
Mex, 3912 

89. Benny v. Pegram, 18 Mo. 191, 


59 AmD 298. 

90. Benny v. Pegram, 18 Mo. 191, 
59 AmD 298. 

91. See supra § 12. ‘ 

92. Wilers Music House v. Fair- 
banks, 80 Wash. 379, 141 P 885. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘This is true 
because one who purchases from a 
-factor in consideration of a_pre- 
existing debt, or in part considera- 
tion of a preexisting debt and barter 
or exchange, acquires no title; and 
having no title, can pass none.” Hilers 
Music House v. Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 
379, 383, 141 P 885. 

Power to barter or exchange gen- 
erally see infra § 21. 

93. Rights of pledgee under Fac- 
tors Act see infra §§ 153-161. 

94. U. S—Union Stock-Yards Nat. 
Bank v. Gillespie, 137 U. S. 411, 11 
SCt 118, 34 L. ed. 724; Allen v. St. 
Louis Nat. Bank, 120 U. S. 20, 7 SCt 
460, 30. L. ed. 573; Mechanics, etc., 
Ins, Co. v. Kiger, 103 U.S. 352, 26 
L. ed. 433; Warner v. Martin, 11 How. 
209, 13 L. ed. 667; Interstate Banking, 
etc, Co. v. Brown, 2385 Fed. 32, 
148 CCA 526; Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCA 2438; Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 
525, 39 CCA 638; Van Amringe V. 
Peabody, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,825, 1 Ma- 
son 440; Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,675, 1 Blatchf. 290; Evans v. 
Potter, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,569, 2 Gall 12; 
Terry v. Bamberger, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,837, 44 Conn. 558. 

Ala.—Commercial Bank v. Lee, 99 
Ala. 483, 12 S 572, 19 LRA 705; Com- 
mercial Bank vy. Hurt, 99 Ala. 130, 12 
S 568; 42 AmSR 388, 19 LRA 701; 
Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 56 AmD 
223. 

Cal.—Chase v. Whitmore, 68 Cal. 
545, 9 P 942; Chicago Taylor Printing 
Press Co. v. Lowell, 60 Cal. 454; 
Hayes v. Campbell, 55 Cal. 421, 36 


“AmR 43; Wright v. Solomon, 19 Cal. 


64, 79 AmD 196; Akron Cereal Co. v. 
San Francisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. 
A. 198, 84 P 778. 

Conn.— Romeo v. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

D. C.—Costikyan v. Sloan, 33 App. 
420. 

Ga.—National Exch. Bank v. Gran- 
79. Ga. 22, 3 SE 
411; Macon First Nat. Bank vy. Nel- 
son, 38 Ga. 391, 95 AmD 400. 

Tll.—MecCarthy v. Crawford, 238 Ill. 
38,°86 NE 750, 128 AmSR 95, 29 
LRANS 252; Elgin First Nat. Bank v. 
Schween, 127 Ill. 578, 20 NE 681, 11 
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has no power to pledge his principal’s goods for his 
own individual debts, so as to pass any title to or 
interest in the goods to the pledgee as against the 
principal;** and this rule applies even though a bill 
of lading has been issued to the factor for the 
goods,®® or the factor has a lien for advances, ete.,9® 
or the active member of the firm of factors is also 
a partner of the consignor.°7 


Except to the extent 


that this rule has been modified by the adoption of 


AmSR 174; Potter v. Dennison, 10 
Ill. 590; Trumbull v. Union Trust Co., 
Som Asal oo latte l 3 7oelih wl 46a 27, 
NE 24]; Ludden vy. Buffalo Batting 
Con22 PLLA A5) 

Ky.—Pemberton yy. Price, etc., 
Piano Co., 144 Ky. 518, 139 SW 742; 
Louisville First Nat. Bank v. Boyce, 
78 Ky. 42, 39 AmR 198, 

La.—Frantz v. Winehill, 124 la. 
680, 50 S 650; Holton v. Hubbard, 49 
La. Ann. 75, (22 S338 Wallande, v- 
His Creditors, 42 La. Ann. 705, 7S 
895; Allen v. Steers, 39 La. Ann. 586, 
2 S$ 199; Young v. Scott, 25 La. Ann. 
313; Miller v. Schneider, 19 La. Ann. 
300, 92 AmD 535; Bonniot v. Fuentes, 
10 La. Ann. 70; Hadwin v. Fisk, 1 
La. Ann. 74, 

Mass.—Michigan State Bank v. 
Gardner, 15 Gray 362; Nowell v. 
Pratt, 5 Cush. 111; Hoffman v. Noble, 
6 Mete. 68, 39 AmD 711; Peters v. 
Ballistier, 3 Pick. 495; Jarvis v. Rog- 
ers, 15 Mass. 389; Odiorne v. Maxcy, 
13 Mass. 178; Chickering v. Hosmer, 
Po 183; Kinder v. Shaw, 2 Mass. 


jMliss.—Wesling vy. Noonan, 31 Miss. 


)\Mo.—Wheeler, etc; Mfg. Co. v. 
Givan, 65 Mo. 89; Benny v. Pegram, 
18 Mo. 191, 59 AmD 298; Benny v. 
Rhodes, 18 Mo. 147, 59 AmD 293; 
General Electric Co. v. Commercial 
Electrical Supply Co., (A.) 191 SW 
1106; St. Louis Nat. Bank yv. Ross, 


9 Mo. A. 399; Singer Mfg. Co. v. 
Hudson, 4 Mo. A. 145. 
N. H.—Bailey v. Colby, 34 N. H. 


29, 66 AmD 752; Martin v. Moulton, 
oe H. 504; Holton v. Smith, 7 N. H. 

N. Y.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 
Heilbronner, 108 N. Y. 439, 15 NB 
701; Dorrance v. Dean, 106 N. Y. 203, 
12 NE 433; Howland v. Woodruff, 60 
N. Y. 73; Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. 
Y. Super. 401; Walther v. Wetmore, 
1 E. D. Smith 7; Stevens v. Wilson, 
3 Den. 472; Buckley v. Packard, 20 
Johns. 421; Kennedy v. Strong, 14 
Johns. 128; Urquhart v. McIver, 4 
Johns. 103; Rodriguez v. Heffernan, 
SR Johns: Chis 4 iit 

N. C.—Hoffman v. Kramer, 123 N. 
C. 566, 31 SE 828. 

Or.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank y. Pope, 
L93Or. 535, 26 oP +622. 

Pa.—Newbold v. Wright, 4 Rawle 
195; Laussatt v. Lippincott, 6 Sere. 
& R. 386, 9 AmD 440. 


- S. C.—Bowie. v. Napier, 12 S. C. 
L. 1, 10 AmD 641. 
Tenn.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. 
Trenholm, 12 Heisk. 520; Blair v. 
Childs, 10 Heisk. 199. 
Tex.—Wootters v. Kaufmann, 73 


Tex. 395, 11 SW 390; McCreary v. 
Gaines, 55 Tex. 485, 40 AmR 818; 
Chase-Hackley Piano Co. v. Clymer, 
(Civ. A.) 202 SW 214. 

Va.—Hewes v. Doddridge, 1 Rob. 
(40 Va.) 148; Skinner v. Dodge, 4 
Hen. & M. (14.Va.) 432. 

Wis.—vVictor Sewing Mach. Co. v. 
Heller, 44 Wis. 265. 

Eng.—Ex p. Roy, 7 Ch. D. 70; 
Cole v. North Western Bank, L. R. 
10 CGC. P. 354; Fielding v. Kymer, 2 
B. & B. 639, 6 ECL 309, 129 Reprint 
1112; Queiroz v. Trueman, 3 B. & C. 
342, 10 ECL 161, 107 Reprint 760; 
Blandy v. Allan, 3 C. & P. 447, 14 
ECL 655; Pickering v. Busk, 15 East 
38, 104 Reprint 758; McCombie v. 


the factor’s acts,°® the general rule also applies, al- 
though the pledgee has no notice of the pledgor’s 
character as factor;°® and of course applies where 


Davies, 6 East 538, 102 Reprint 1393, 
7 Hast 5, 103 Reprint 3; Newsom v. 
Thorton, 6 Hast 17, 102 Reprint 1189; 
Boyson vy. Coles, 6 M. & S. 14, 105 
Reprint 1148; Shipley v. Kymer, 1 M. 
& S. 484, 105 Reprint 181; Martini v. 
Coles, 1 M. & S. 140, 105 Reprint 53; 
Gill v. Kymer, 5 Moore C. P. 503; 
Guichard v. Morgan, 4 Moore C. P. 
36, 16 HCL 360; Phillips v. Huth, 
6 M. & W. 572, 151 Reprint 540: 
Paterson v. Tash, Str. 1178, 93 Re- 
print 1110; Daubigny v. Duval, 5 T. 
R. 604, 101 Reprint 338; De Bouchout 
v. Goldsmid, 5 Ves. Jr. 211, 31 Re- 
print 551. 

{a] This rule applies not only to 
a technical factor, that is one whose 
only business it is to sell goods con- 
signed to him for that purpose, but 
also to a factor who at the same time 
does business on his own account. 
Wright v. Solomon, 19 Cal. 64, 79 
AmD 196 [overr Horr v. Barker, 11 
Cal. 393, 70 AmD 791; Glidden vy. Lu- 
cas, 7 Cal. 26; Hutchinson vy. Bours, 
6 Cal. 383 (which decisions limited 
the common-law rule to cases of tech- 
nical factors where the rights of 
third persons were involved) ]. 

[b] Usage.—A local usage cannot 
confer on a factor the power to 
pledge the goods of his principal, In- 
terstate Banking, etc., Co. v. Brown, 
235 Fed. 32, 148 CCA 526; Newbold 
v. Wright, 4 Rawle (Pa.) 195. 

[c] A lien created by the consignor 
previous to the pledge will follow 
the goods into the hands of the inno- 
cent pledgee. Michigan State Bank 
v. Gardner, 15 Gray (Mass.) 362. 

95. Lallande v. His Creditors, 42 
La. Ann. 705, 7 S 895; Newsom v. 
Thorton, 6 East 17, 102 Reprint 1189; 
Guichard v. Morgan, 4 Moore C. P. 
36, 16 ECL 360. 

96. Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 525, 
39 CCA 638; Walther v. Wetmore, 
TSE Ds Srauthy (GN Ye ii 

Qualifications of general rule see 
intra’ $0: 


97. Allen v. St. Louis Nat. Bank, 
120 Ws Si 205" 7 @SCt 24605-3830 a eds 
573. 

[a] Illustration.—The fact that 


the active member of a firm of fact- 
ors is also a partner of consignors 
of goods in working their cotton 
plantations will not validate a pledge 
of the goods by the factors to secure 
a debt due by them, if such partner 
was not held out by the consignors 
as the owner of the property, or as 
authorized by them to dispose of it 
otherwise than as a factor, and was 
not understood by the pledgee to be 
acting in any other capacity. Allen 


v. St. Louis Nat. Bank, 120 U. S. 
20, 7 SCt 460,30 L.- ed. 573. 
98. See infra §§ 153-161. 


99. U. S.—Warner v. Martin, 11 
How 209, 13 L. ed. 667. 

Ala.—Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 
56 AmD 223. 

i D. C.—Costikyan v. Sloan, 33 App. 

20. 

Tll.—McCarthy v. Crawford, 238 
Tll. 38, 86 NE 750, 128 AmSR 95, 29 
LRANS 252; Gray v. Agnew, 95 III. 
315; Berry v. Allen, 59 Ill. A. 149. 

La.—Lallande v. His Craditors, 42 
ia): Ann? 706, TS 895. 

N. Y.—Rodriguez v. 
Johns. Ch. 417. 

Tex.—Chase-Hackley Piano Co. v. 
Clymer, (Civ. A.) 202 SW 214. 
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the pledgee has notice of such character or of the 
principal’s interest in the goods.t The general rule 
does not allow the factor to pledge by the indorse- 
ment and delivery of the bill of lading? or other 
symbol of title* any more than by the delivery of 
the goods themselves. 

Validity against factor. An unauthorized pledge 
is valid as against the factor, since he is estopped 
from setting up his own tortious act,* and this rule 
has also been held to apply to a subsequent pur- 
chaser from the factor.® 

[§ 19] b. Qualifications. The general rule that 
a factor may not pledge goods has been held subject 
to the qualification that a factor may pledge the 
goods to secure money to pay duties or other charges 
justified by the usage of trade,° and also to raise 
money to meet drafts drawn upon the factor by the 
principal before the sale of the goods.’ 

Pledge to extent of lien. Although a factor can- 
not pledge the goods of his principal as his own, 
still he may deliver them to a third person as secur- 


FACTORS 


[$§ 18-20 


ity, with notice and to the extent of his lien, and as 
his agent to keep possession for him in order to pre- 
serve the lien,’ if he retains the power to control the 
sale of them.® It has been held, however, that the 
factor must demand from his principal the amount 
of his charges before he can pledge the goods to that 
extent.?° 

Estoppel. The principal may, by some act other 
than the mere delivery of possession of the goods to 
the factor, estop himself from denying the right of 
the factor to treat the goods as his own, and pledge 
them.1? 

[§ 20] oc. Remedies of Principal. If the factor 
wrongfully pledges his principal’s goods, such as for 
the factor’s own debt, the principal may bring trover 
against the factor and his pledgee or either of them 
at his election.1* The factor is liable for conversion 
in such a ease and the principal may sue him in 
trover therefor,!* without first making a demand 
upon him for redelivery,!* but the factor may in such 
action recoup the amount of his charges and ad- 


Fee 


1. Bonniot v. Fuentes, 10 La. Ann. 
70; Clarke v. Edwards, 44 Miss. 778; 
St. Louis Nat. Bank v. Ross, 9 Mo. 
Ach 399; 

2. Lallande v. His Creditors, 42 
Las Ann. 705, 7S 8953. Newsom .v. 
Thorton, 6 East 17, 102 Reprint 1189; 
Shipley v. Kymer, 1 M. & S. 484, 
105 Reprint 181; Martini v. Coles, 1 
Wis 6&5 S291405) 105 sBeprint 53; 

3s. Allen v. St. Louis Nat. Bank, 
L208 Wp, (Sih 20ST + SCt. 460,301: ed: 
573; Mechanics’, etc., Ins. Co. v. Kiger, 
103 U. S: 352, 26 L. ed. 433; Commer; 
cial Bank v. Lee, 99 Ala. 493, 12 § 
572, 19 LRA 705; Commercial Bank v. 
Hurt, 99 Ala. 130, 12 S 568, 42 AmSR 
38, 19 LRA 701; Holton v. Hubbard, 
49: La, .Ann. (716, $22. S, 338; Acme 
Lumber Co. v. Montgomery, 123 App. 
Div. 620, 107 NYS 1074 [aff 195 N. Y. 
532 mem, 88 NE 1113 mem]. 

[a] Illustration.—A factor cannot, 
through the medium of a warehouse 
receipt, taken out by him in his own 
name, pledge the goods for his own 
debt, so as to defeat the claim of 
the owner, as the statute regulating 
the issue and pledge of warehouse re- 
ceipts was not intended to protect 
pledges by factors for their own 
debts. Holton v. Hubbard, 49 La. 
Ann; 715, 22 S> 338. 

4. Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 56 
AmD 223. 

5. Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 56 
AmD 223. But see Nowell v. Pratt, 
5 Cush. (Mass.) 111 (holding that a 
pledge of the goods by the factor 
does not affect his power to sell them, 
and when he does sell them, but the 
goods are not delivered to the pur- 
chaser, and the pledgee afterward 
resells them, the pledgee is liable to 
the purchaser from the factor for 
the amount of the proceeds received 
by him). 

6. Evans v. Potter, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,569, 2 Gall. 12. 

7. Boyce v. Bank of Commerce, 22 
Fed. 53; Citizens’ State Bank v. Ab- 
bott, 80 Iowa 646, 45 NW 576. But 
see Gill v. Kymer, 5 Moore 503 (hold- 
ing that the mere fact of the prin- 
cipal’s drawing bills on his factor, 
to be provided for out of the pro- 
ceeds of the goods, did not authorize 
the factor to pledge them for the 
purpose of raising money to meet the 
bills). 

{a] Illustration—wWhere cattle are 
shipped to a consignee and the con- 
tract is for their sale on a commis- 
sion for half the profits, after de- 
ducting the cost price, and the con- 
signee pays a draft by the consignor 
for the cost price of the cattle, he 
thereby becomes the owner of the 
cattle, stbject to the right of the 
shipper to have them sold and the 
profits divided, and may therefore 


mortgage the ecattie to the bank 
which advanced the money to meet 
the draft. Citizens’ State Bank v. 
Abbott, 80. Iowa 646, 45 NW 576. 

8. U. S.—Mechanics’, etc., Ins. Co. 
v. Kiger, 103 U. S. 352, 26 L. ed. 433; 
Warner v. Martin, 11 How. 209, 13 
L. ed. 667; Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 
525, 89 CCA 688; Boyce v. Bank of 
Commerce, 22 Fed. 53; Steiger v. 
Third Nat. Bank, 6 Fed. 569, 2 Mc- 
Crary 494. 

Conn.—Terry v. Bamberger, 23 F. 
Cas. No. 138,837, 44 Conn. 558. 

Ill.— Ludden v. Buffalo Batting Co., 
22 Ill. A. 415; Silverman v. Bush, 16 
PLAN 4S Te ' 

La.—Chambers v. Hubbard, 51 La. 
Ann. 887, 25 S 536. 


N. H.—Bailey v. Colby, 34 N. H. 
29, 66 AmD 752. 

N. Y.—Urquhart v. McIver, 4 
Johns. 103. 

Or.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank  v. 
Pope, 19sOre 35,, 26 ee 622. 

Tenn.—Blair v. Childs, 10 Heisk. 


HWng.—McCombie v. Davies, 7 Hast 
5, 103 Reprint 3. 

[a] A factor who holds a ware- 
house receipt may pledge the goods 
covered by the receipt to the extent 
that he is a creditor of the principal. 
Chambers v. Hubbard, 51 La. Ann. 
887, 25 S 536. 

{[b] Pledge in excess of lien.—The 
hypothecation by a factor of the 
goods of his consignor for his indi- 
vidual debt, which is in excess of 
his advances to and charges against 
the consignor, makes him bound to 
account to the consignor for the 
whole amount received on such hy- 
pothecation. Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 


525, 39 CCA 638. 

9. Blair v. Childs, 10: Heisk; 
(Tenn.) 199. And see cases supra 
note 8. 

10. Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. Tren- 
holm, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 520. * 

11. Cal.—Wisp v. Hazard, 66 Cal. 
459, 6 P 91; Amann, y. Lowell, 66 
Cal. 306, 5 P 363; Glidden v. Lucas, 
Veale 26, 

Ill—Gray v. Agnew, 95 Ill. 315. 

La.—Davidson v. Bodley, 27 La. 
Ann, 149. 

Tex.—Chase-Hackley Piano Co. v. 
Clymer, (Civ. A.) 202 SW 214, 

Eng.—Vickers v. Hertz, L. R. 2 
H. L. Se. 118; Boyson v. Coles, 6 M. 
& S. 14, 105 Reprint, 1148. ‘ 

fa] Facts not constituting estop- 
pel.—The invoicing of goods to a 
factor as purchaser, to conceal from 
an association of which the prin- 
cipal was a member the fact that the 
goods were sold on commission, the 
rules of the association forbidding 
such sale, does not estop the prin- 
cipal to claim the goods as against 


the pledgee from the factor, where 
the pledgee has no knowledge of the 
facts and his conduct is in no way 
influenced thereby. Gray v. Agnew, 
95) SEU 315% 

[b] The purchase of property by 
a factor in his own name makes him 
to all the world an apparent owner, 
and so far as the rights of third 
persons are affected his power is un- 
limited and he has the right to sell 
or pledge. Leet v. Wadsworth, 5 
Cal. 404. 

12. Van Amringe v. Peabody, 28 F. 
Cas. No. 16,825, 1 Mason 440; Bott 
v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 56 AmD 223. 

13. U. S.—Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 
525, 89 CCA 638; Kelly v. Smith, 14 
He Cas.) INO. 175675," beBlatehfs, 290; 

Ala.—Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 
56 AmD 223. 

Ill.—Ludden vy. Buffalo Batting Co., 
2aeLlsy AY e458 

N. Y.—Acme Lumber Co. v. Mont- 
gomery, 123 App. Div. 620, 107 NYS 
1074 [af— 195. .Ns Y. 582) mem; 88 NE 
1113 mem]; Kennedy vy. Strong, 14 


Johns, 128. 
Tenn.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank vy. 
2 B. & 


Trenholm, 12 Heisk. 520. 

Eng.—Fielding v. Kymer, 

B. 639, 6 ECL 309, 129 Reprint 1112; 
McCombie- v. Davies, 7 East 5, 103 
Reprint 3; Graham vy. Dyster, 6 M. & 
S. 1, 105 Reprint 1143, 2 Stark. 21, 3 
ECL 299; Daubigny v. Duval, 5 T. R. 
604, 101 Reprint 338. 

[a] Pledge for more than amount 
of lien.—If in making a pledge for 
advances the factor overstates the 
amount of his advances and pledges 
the goods for more than that sum, he 
converts the goods and determines 
his lien so that trover may be 
brought against him. Ludden v. Buf- 
falo Batting Co. 22) TbeAS 45: 

Liability for conversion generally 
see infra § 71. 

Trover and conversion generally 
see Trover and Conversion [38 Cyc 
UIA 

14. Acme Lumber Co. v. Mont- 
gomery, 123 App. Div. 620, 107 NYS 
1074 [aff 195 N. Y. 582 mem, 88 NE 
1118 mem]; Merchants’ Nat. Bank v: 
Trenholm, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 520. 

[a] MTlustration.—Where 
consigned for sale for the consignor’s 
benefit and account, is converted, by 
the hypothecation of a warehouse re- 
ceipt therefor, for the sole benefit 
of the consignee, the consignor can 
sue for the conversien without proyv- 
ing a demand for redelivery and a re- 
fusal thereof. Acme Lumber Co. v. 
Montgomery, 123 App. Div. 620, 107 
NYS 1074, [aff 195 N. Y. 532 mem, 
88 NE 1113 mem]. 

/ Demand as necessary to action 
ogninee factor generally see infra 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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either to the factor or to the pledgee.?% 


§§ 20-22] 


vanees.t> But instead of suing in trover the prin- 
cipal may maintain an action of indebitatus assump- 
sit against the factor for the value of the goods,1® 
or in a settlement of accounts with the factor he is 
entitled to an allowance for any loss or damages 
which result from the unauthorized pledge.1? 
Against pledgee. The principal may also sue the 
pledgee in trover as for a conversion of the goods,18 
and such action may be maintained without a previ- 
ous demand for the goods, if the pledgee had no no- 
tice of the factor’s lien, but the goods are pledged by 
the factor as his own,'® or if the pledgee had sold the 
goods.” But an innocent pledgee is generally held 
to have the right to recoup in such action the amount 
due from the principal to the factor for advances, 
expenses, ete.,** and it has been held that the prin- 
cipal must properly tender this amount before he can 
sue in conversion,?? but that, where the factor 
pledges the goods for more than his lien, trover will 
lie without any tender of his charges and advances 
If the 
pledgee has not disposed of the goods, the principal 
may sue in replevin to recover the goods from him,”4 
without payment of the charges and advances by the 
factor ;*> but if the pledgee executes a replevin bond; 
15. Ludden y. Buffalo Batting Co., 


22 Ill. A. 415; Louisville First Nat. 
Bank v. Boyce, 78 Ky. 42, 39 AmR 


22. 
Fed. 569, 2 


FACTORS 


Macky y. Dillinger, V3 Paeesb: 
Steiger v. Third Nat. Bank, 6 
McCrary 494; 


[25C.J.] 353 
he may recoup from the damages recoverable on the 
bond the amount of charges and advances made by 
the factor.*° If the pledgee has sold the goods, in- 
stead of suing in trover the principal may maintain 
assumpsit against the pledgee for money had and 
received.2* Under some statutes where the factor 
pledges the goods for advancements, the owner of the 
goods may redeem them at any time before sale by 
the pledgee ;?* and if the pledgee is charged with no- 
tice that the factor is not the real owner, he has no 
right to sell the goods except at public sale as pro- 
vided by statute.2° 

[§ 21] 5. To Barter or Exchange.2° Since a 
factor’s power generally is to sell only, in the ab- 
sence of special authority, he has no power to barter 
or exchange his principal’s goods and merchandise 
for other goods or merchandise,*! and if he does so 
he becomes personally liable to account to his prin- 
cipal for their value.*? 

[§ 22] 6. To Warrant.** In the absence of re- 
strictions, a factor has power, in making a sale, to 
give the usual warranty as to the condition and 
quality of the goods,?* where the sale is one which 
according to usage is usually attended with a war- 
ranty.2> But in the absence of usage or instruc- 
§ 73. Beken v. Kingsbury, 113:App. 


Div. 555, 100 NYS 323. 


Daubigny 29. Beken v. Kingsbury, 113 App. 


198; Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 85. 
16. Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 525, 39 
CCA 638; Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. 


INO? 7,675, 1 Blatchf: 290; Iuee. v. 
Shore,'1 Bor& €.94, 8 HCL 41, 107 
Reprint 36. 


Assumpsit generally see Assump- 


sit, Action “of 5 'C. J. p' 1378: 


17. Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. No. 
“600, LrBlatchts 290: 

18. U. S.—Van Amringe v. Pea- 
oo 28 F. Cas. No. 16,825, 1 Mason 
44 


Ala.—Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 
56 AmD 223. 

Tll—Ludden v. Buffalo Batting Co., 
22) Til. A. 415; Silverman v. Bush, 
16 Ill, A. 437. 

Ky.—Louisville First Nat. Bank v. 
Boyce, 78 Ky. 42, 39 AmR 198. 

Mass.—Peters v. Ballistier, 3 Pick. 
495; Kinder v. Shaw, 2 Mass. 398. 

Tenn.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. 
Trenholm, 12 Hcisk. 520. 

Eng.— Ma:tini vy. Coles, 1 M. & S. 
140, 105 Reprint 53; Duclos v. Ry- 
land, 5 Moore C. P. 518 note; Dau- 
bigny v. Duval, 5 T. R. 604, 101 Re- 
print 338. i 

Trover and conversion generally 
see Trover and Conversion [38 Cyc 


1997]. 

19. Silverman v. Bush, 16 Ill. A. 
437. 

20. Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. Tren- 


holm, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 520. 

21. Ludden v. Buffalo Batting Co., 
22 Tll. A. 415; Louisville Nat. Bank 
v. Boyce, 78 Ky. 42, 39 AmR 198; 
Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 85. But 
see Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. 
Super. 401 (holding that the pledgee 
eannot reduce the amount of the 
judgment against him by exhibiting 
the accounts between the principal 
and factor); McCombie v. Davies, 7 
Bast 5, 103 Reprint 3 (holding that, 
where the goods are pledged by the 
factor as his own, the pledgee cannot 
retain, in trover by the principal, the 
amount of the charges, etc., of the 
factor). ¢ 

[a] Pledgee’s right waived. — 
Where goods have been pledged by a 
factor having a lien thereon for ad- 
vances, and the pledgee refuses to 
deliver possession thereof to the 
principal unless the amount of his 
loan is paid, saying nothing of such 
advances, he waives his right to de- 
tain the goods until the amount of 
the advances by the factor is paid. 


[25 C. J.—23] 


v. Duval, 5 T. R. 604, 101 Reprint 338. 

[a]. Under a Missouri statute if 
a pledge was made for the amount 
of the factor’s advances and charges, 
this amount must first be tendered 
by. the consignor before he can main- 
tain suit for the conversion of the 
goods. Steiger v. Third Nat. Bank, 
6 Fed. 569, 2 McCrary 494 (under the 
act of March 13, 1868, authorizing the 
transfer of a warehouse receipt by 
indorsement and providing that the 
transferee shall be deemed the 
owner of the goods so far as to give 
validity to any pledge, lien, or trans- 
fer made). 

[b] Tender to factor.—The princi- 
pal may recover in trover from the 
pledgee on tendering to the factor 
what is due him, without any tender 
to the pledgee. Daubigny v. Duval, 
5 T. R. 604, 101 Reprint 838 (where 
the court said: “There would be great 
inconvenience in deciding that the 
principal must tender to the pawnee 
what is due to him; for if there be 
a dispute between the factor and the 
pawnee as to the amount of the 
pledge, the principal has no means 
of ascertaining it’’). 

23. Ludden v. Buffalo Batting Co., 
22 Ill. A, 415. 

24. Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 56 
AmD 223; Gray v. Agnew, 95 Ill. 315; 
Silverman v. Bush, 16 Ill. A. 437; 
Lallande v. His Creditors, 42 La. 
Ann. 705, 7 S 895; Macky v. Dillinger, 
73 Pass. 

25. Gray v. Agnew, 95 Ill. 315; 
Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 85. 

26. Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 85. 

Oia mw NO Wella Vi wa katt, > Cush: 
(Mass.) 111; Chickering v. Hosmer, 
12 Mass. 183. 

Assimpsit generally see Assump- 
sit, Action of 5 C. J. p 13878; Money 
Received [27 Cyc 847]. 

28. Beken v. Kingsbury, 113 App. 
Div. 555, 100 NYS 328. 

[a] Tllustration.—Where a factor 
pledges certain hops which are in his 
possession for sale on commission, 
the owner of the hops is entitled to 
redeem the property at any time be- 
fore sale by the pledgee, whether the 
advancements to the factor were 
made as authorized by the Factor 
Law (Heydecker’s Gen. L. p 4792) ¢ 
34 § 8, or whether the pledgee only 
had a lien on the hops for cartage, 
storage, ete., as authorized by the 
Lien Law (UL. [1897] p 533) ¢ 418 


Div. 555, 100 NYS 323. 

{a] Thus, where a factor pledges 
certain hops to secure advancements, 
and the piedgee is charged with no- 
tice that the factor is not the owner, 
the pledgee has no right to sell the 
hops except at public sale as pro- 
vided by the Lien Law (L. [1897] p 
534) c 418 §§ 80-82, and hence a pri- 
vate sale thereof amounts to a con- 
version. Beken vy. Kingsbury, 113 
App. Div. 555, 100 NYS 323. 

30. See generally Agency § 234. 

81. Colo.—Liebhardt v. Wilson, 38 
Colos 17°88 "Pr1 120 AniSRe37; 

Conn.—Abel v: Chase, 91 Conn. 
487, 97 A 762; Romeo vy. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

Ill.—McCarthy v. Crawford, 238 Ill. 
38) ‘S6° NE 750,” 128. AmSR 953-729 
LRANS 252; Potter v. Dennison, 10 
oO 

Towa.—Haas v. Damon, 9 Iowa 589. 

Me.—-Wing v. Neal, 2 A 881. 

Mo.—Wheeler, etce., Mfg. Co. 
Givan, 65 Mo. 89. 

N. H.—Holton v. Smith, 7 N. H. 
446, 

Tex.—Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 
563. 

Wis.—Victor Sewing Mach. Co. v. 
Heller, 44 Wis. 255. 

Eng.—Guerreiro v. Peile, 3 B. & 
Ald. 616, 5 ECL 354, 106 Reprint 786. 


Vv. 


82. Wing v. Neal, (Me.) 2 A 881. 
83. See generally Agency §§ 235- 
238 


34. Schuchardt v. Allens, 1 Wall. 
(U. S.) 359, 17 L. ed. 642; Flash v. 
American Glucose Coe., 38 La. Ann, 4; 
Randall v. Kehlor, 60 Me. 37, 11 AmR 
169; Nelson v. Cowing, 6 Hill (N. Y.) 
336. 

{a] Perishable goods.—A factor 
has implied authority to warrant that 
syrup which he sells. will keep good 
for a certain period of time. Flash 
v. American Glucose Co., 38 La. 
Ann, 4. ‘ 

35. Argersinger v. MacNaughton, 
114 N. Y. 535, 21 NE 1022, 11 AmSR 
687; Pickert v. Marston, 68 Wis. 465, 
32 NW 550, 60 AmR 876. 

[a] Where a warranty is not cus- 
tomarily given unless the character 
or quality of the goods consigned to 
nim is cecmmunicated by the con- 
signors, it is the business of the fac- 
tor to ascertain what they are in that 
respect and put them upon the mar- 
ket only as such; and when he goes 


354 [250.3.] 


tions to that effect, he has no authority to warrant 
that the goods shall remain sound for an indefinite 
period of time,?¢ and under conditions endangering 
their soundness.*? If he makes an unauthorized war- 
ranty he will be personally liable for its breach.** 

[§ 23] 7. To Insure.*® <A factor has the power 
to insure the goods consigned to him,#® and may do 
so in his own name,‘! and insurance effected by him 
enures to the benefit of the principal.*”? But a prom- 
ise by a factor that he will write to his principal to 
get insurance done does not bind the principal to 
insure.*® 

[§ 24] 8. To Reship.*4 As a general rule goods 
consigned to a factor for sale are to be sold in the 
market to which they are shipped and where the fac- 
tor transacts his business, and he has no implied 
authority to reship them to another market for sale 
there.*® A reshipment, however, may be authorized 
by custom or usage,*® or such authority may be 
implied from the circumstances of the particular 
case.*? 

[§ 25] 9. To Collect or Receive Payment *8— 


beyond that he is not, as between 


FACTORS 


46. Wallace v. Bradshaw, 6 Dana 


[§§ 22-25 


a. In General. In the absence of restrictions, a 
factor who sells goods intrusted to his possession 


for that purpose has implied power to receive pay-_ 


ment,‘ and to give a receipt and discharge to the 
purchaser ;5° and a payment to the factor is binding 
on the principal, although the factor misappropriates 


_the funds.®+ But power in the factor to collect does 
not prevent the principal from controlling the col- 


lection,®? or the purchaser from paying to the prin- 
cipal in spite of the objection of the factor,®* espe- 
cially where the principal’s contract with the factor 
provides that payment shall be made to the prin- 
cipal,°* and subject to the right of the factor to be 
protected to the extent of his lien, the principal may 
order payment to be made to himself and not to the 
factor,°> and in such a case a subsequent payment 
to the factor does not relieve the purchaser from lia- 
bility to the principal.®® 

Under del credere commission. In the absence of 
intervention by the principal, a del credere factor 
may collect from purchasers the amount due.®? But 
the fact that a factor has sold goods under a del 


given for goods sold on credit. 


him and his principal, within the au-|(Ky.) 382. — Boylston Mfg. Co. v. Searle, 15 Pick. 
thority presumptively conferred by 47. Vhillips _v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, | (Mass.) 225. 
the latter upon him. Argersinger v.|97 AmD 369; McMorris y. Simpson, 51. Allen y. Pierce, 1 Dane Abr. 
MacNaughton: 114 N. -Y. 535,21 NE |.21 Wend. ¢(N. Y.) 610. (Mass.) 612. 


1022, 11 AmSR 687. 

36. Randall v. Kehlor, 60 Me, 37, 
11 AmR 169. 

37. Randall v. Kehlor, 60 Me. 37, 
11 AmR 169; Upton v. Suffolk County 
ged 11 Cush. (Mass.) 586, 59 AmD 


[a] 


McMorris_ v. 


Question for jury.—It 
question for the jury, under all the 
circumstances of the case to deter- 53. 
mine whether a factor has authority 
to ship goods to another market. 
Simpson, 21 


is a 52. ni otly v. Munson, 7 Mass. 319, 
47. 
Golden v. Levy, 4 N. C, 141, 6 
AmD 555. But see Toland y. Murray, 
18 Johns. (N. Y.) 24 (holding that, 


Wend.|wheie a nonresident consigns goods 


West - 


163. CNY G1 08 

fa] Tllustration.—A factor for the 48. Duty as to collection see infra 
sale of flour has no implied author-|§ 55. 
ity to warrant that the ‘flour will con- 49. U.S.—In re Rabenau, 118 Fed. 


tinue sweet during a sea voyage. Up- 
ton y. Suffolk County Mills, 11 Cush. 
(Mass.) 586, 59 AmD 163. 

38. Argersinger v. MacNaughton, 
114 N. Y. 535, 21 NE 1022, 11 AmSR 
687. 

Duty as to insurance see infra 


40. Shoenfeid. v. Fleisher, 73 Il. 
404; B, F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cumber- 
land, etc., Co., 106 Md. 587, 68 A 
351; 14 AnnCas $75. \ 

41. 4Htna Ins. Co. v. Jackson, 16 
B. Mon. (Ky.) 242; B. F.. Sturtevant 
Co. v. Cumberland, etc., Co., 106 Md. 
587, 68 A 351, 14 AnnCas 675; Waters 
v. Monarch F., etc., Assur. Co., 5 BE. & 
B. 870, 85 ECL 870, 119 Revrint 705. 

Insurable interest of factor in 
goods generally see Fire Insurance 
§ 5; Marine Insurance [26 Cyc 558]. 

42. Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
Mass. 449, 

43. Randolph v. Ware, 3 Cranch 
GIF-S:) 5085-2) Te. "ed 6125 

44, Duty as to place of sale see 
infra § 48. 

45. Ala.—Comer v. Waal 107 Ala. 
300, 19 S 966, 54 AMSR 93 

Ark. —Coyne v. Leslie, 131 Ark. 435, 
199 SW_ 379. 

Cal.—Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 118 
Calu628)\b0 P7712. 

Hu—=Phy* v. .Clark, (35), Til. 377: 

Ky.—Wallace v. Bradshaw, 6 Dana 
382; Fatman v. Brown 1 Ky. Op. 490. 

Me.—Marr v. Barrett, 41 Me. 403. 

Mo.—Phillips v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, 
97 AmD 369. 

Nebr.—Burke v. Frye, 44 Nebr. 2238, 
62 NW 476: Housel v. Thrall, 18 Nebr. 
484,\25 NW 612. 

N. Y—wWeidner vy. Olivit, 108 App. 
Divina? 2,7 965 NY Swe golattal8s. IN. ey. 
611 mem, 81 NE 1178 mem]. 

Oh.—Grieff v. Cowguill. 2 Disn. 58, 
13 Oh. Dee. (Reprint) 37. 
“Tex.—Wootters v. Kaufman, 73 
Tex. 395, 11 SW 390; Wootters v. 
Kauffman, 67 Tex. 488, 3 SW 465; 
Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 563; 
Kaufman v. Edwards, 2 Tex. Unrep. 
Cas. 132. 

Eng.—Catlin v. Bell, 4 Campb. 183. 


122; Van Staphorst v. 
1258; Allen y. Pierce, 1 Dane Abr. 612. 


471; Adams v. Fraser, 82 Fed. 211, 27 | 
CCA 108. 

Kan.—Kane v. Barstow, 42 Kan. 
465, 22 P 588, 16 AmSR 490. 

Ky.—Robinson vy. Corsicana Cotton 
Wactory, 124 Ky. 435, 99.SW. 305, 30 
KyL 580, 102 SW 869, 31 KyL - 527, 
8 LRANS 474,14 AninCas 802; Graham 
Vass Duckwall, 8 Bush 12, 5 Ky. Op. 

Me.—Traub v. Milliken, 57 Me. 68, 
2 AmR i¢. 

Mass.—Clark vy. Murphy, 164 Mass. 
490, 41 NE 674; West Boylston Mfg. 
Co. v. Searle, 15 Pick. 225; Goode- 
now v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 5 AmD 
Pearce, 4 Mass. 


Mo.—Butler v. Dorman, 68 Mo. 298, 
30 AmR 795; Rice vy. Groffmann, 56 
Mo. 434. 

N. Y—Higgins v. Moore, 34 N. Y. 
417; Davis v. Reynolds, 48 HowPr 
210 [aff 5 Hun 651]; Corlies vy. Cum- 
ming, 6 Cow. 181. 

N. C.—Golden y. Levy, 4 N. Cc. 141 
6 AmD 555. 

Pa.—Seiple v. Irwin, 30 Pa. 513. 

Eng.—Baring v. Corrie, 2 B. & Ald. 
137, 106 Reprint 317; Blackburn v. 
Scholes, 2 Campb.: 341; Coates v. 
Lewes, 1 Campb. 444; Drinkwater v. 
Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 98 Reprint 
1070; Pickering v. Busk, 15 East 388, 
104 Reprint 758; Townsend v. Inglis, 
Holt. 278,..3 (HCL, 116: TPhormnton’ v; 
Meux, M. & M. 43, 22 ECL 467; Camp- 
bell v. Hassell, 1 Stark. 233, 2 ECL 


94, ; 

{a] A payment to the factor’s ad- 
ministrator is no payment, as the 
authority of the factor does not 
descend to his administrator. Mer- 
rick’s Est., 8 Watts & S. (Pa.) 402. 

50. Graham vy. Duckwall, 8 Bush 
(Key) 2b Kye On neo be. Snare. Vs 
Milliken, 57 Me. 63, 2 AmR 14; West 
Boylston Mfg. Co. v. Searle, 15 Pick. 
(Mass.) 225; Davis v. Reynolds, 48 
HowPr (N. Y.) 210 [aff 5 erin 651]. 
And see cases supra note 49. 

{al Discharge of note given by 
purchaser.—A factor may receive 
payment for and discharge a note 


li 


) 


for sale on his account, and the fac- 
tor sends them to defendants for 
sale, defendants are bound to account 
to the factor for the proceeds and 
cannot retain them to satisfy a de- 
mand of their own against the non- 
resident). 

54. Duncan v. Doll, 75 W. Va. 381, 


84 SH 792. 
[a] Application of rule.— Where a 
contract, whereby pianos are to be 


delivered by the owner to a consignee 
at a certain price, for the purpose of 
sale by the latter on the installment 
plan, provides for the taking of lease 
contracts from the individual pur- 
chasers, in the name of the con- 
signor, and the turning over of them 
and any rights thereunder to him, 
together with the cash received, and 
further provides that the consignor 
shall receive all first payments and 
secondhand instruments taken in ex- 
change, together with all subsequent 
payments until the agreed consign- 
ment price is fully paid, and contains 
no provision respecting the disposi- 
tion to be made of the lease contracts 
thereafter, the contract entitles the 
consignor to retain the lease con- 
tracts and collect all money due and 
payable by the purchaser; such con- 
tract does not imply that after a 
sum equal to the consignment price 
is paid the consiynee is then to be the 
owner of the lease contract and en- 
titled to collect from the purchaser 
the balance of purchase money. 
Duncan v. Doll, 75 W. Va. 381, 84 SH 


792 
Ky.—Graham y. Duckwall, 8 

Bush 12. 

Me.—Edmond v. Caldwell, 15 Me. 
340; Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 542. 

Mass.—Kelley v. Munson, 7 Mass. 
319, 5 AmD 47; Kinder v.,Shaw, 2 
Mass. 398. 

N. Y.—Duguid v. Edwards, 50 Barb. 
288; Merrill v: Thomas, 7 Daly 393; 
Davis. v. Reynolds, 48 HowPr 210 


[aft 5. Hun) 65:11: 
Pa. — Devereux vy. Philadelphia 
Bank, 1 Phila. 477. 
Eng.—Morris v. Cleasby, 1 M. & S. 
576, 105: Reprint 215. 
56. Kinder v. Shaw, 2 Mass. 39%. 


And see cases supra note 55. 
57. Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


: 


§§ 25-30] 


eredere commission does not deprive the principal 
of his right to collect the proceeds of such goods 
directly from the purchaser,®* and it has been held 
that when the principal appears, the right of the 
agent to receive payment ceases,®® although this rule 
has been limited to the extent that the principal can- 
not deprive the factor of the right to collect and 
sue on such debts in his own name save by relieving 
him of liability on the guaranty.®° 

[§ 26] b. Medium of Payment.*t As a general 
rule a factor has no authority to receive in payment 
anything except lawful money,*? unless there is spe- 
cial authority or a usage of trade otherwise ;°* he can- 
not take in payment depreciated currency,®* or that 
which is worthless and void.*® Nor can payment be 
made by a surrender of the factor’s own check,®¢ 


- unless the principal is not disclosed, and the sale is 


in the name of the factor.® 

Commercial paper. Where a factor sells on credit 
he may take a note in his own name, in payment,®® 
and if he exercises reasonable diligence in ascer- 
taining the financial responsibility of the purchaser, 
or of the maker or indorser of the note he will not 
be personally liable.6® But although there is au- 
thority to receive payment in notes, the principal is 
not obliged to accept notes for goods not sold;7° 
AmD 417. But see Scrimshire_ v. 


Alderton, Stra. 1182, 93 Reprint 1114 
small discount; 
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in the United States which were ac- 
cepted and sold by the factor at a 
and where 
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nor where the factor is to account in satisfactory 
bank notes, is he obliged to accept notes of third 
persons, not shown to be either bank notes or sat- 
isfactory.71 Where it is the practice of factors to 
sell the goods of several principals together, a fac- 
tor in such a case may take the note of the pur- 
chaser for the whole lot.?? 

[§ 27] 10. To Extend Time of Payment. A 
factor has no implied power after a sale of goods 
on credit to extend the time of payment,?? and if 
he does so, without the principal’s consent, he be- 
comes personally lable to his principal for any loss 
resulting therefrom.’ 

[§ 28] 11. To Submit to Arbitration.7> A fac- 
tor has no implied power to submit to arbitration 
claims arising out of sales or purchases made by 
him on behalf of his principal.7® 

[§ 29] 12. To Compromise Claims.77 A factor 
has no implied power to compromise a claim for the 
purchase price of the goods sold,’§ or a claim 
against his principal.’? But a consignee on a joint 
account with the consignor may compromise a claim 
arising upon a sale of the goods consigned so as to 
bind the consignor, if the compromise is reasonable 
and made in good faith.®° 

[§ 30] 13. To Rescind Sale.*1 


Cow. (N. Y.) 181. 
73. Douglass vy. Bernard, Anth. 
N.| P. GN. Y.) 278: Hairston vy: Med= 


A factor who 


it was 


charged the purchaser, 


(where the jury considered that in 
the case of a sale by a del credere 
agent, the purchaser was responsi- 
ble to the agent exclusively, and 
that a payment to the agent dis- 
even though 
the agent was insolvent, and the 
principal had notified the purchaser 
not to pay him, although this finding 
was contrary to the opinion of the 
court). 

[a] Application of rule.—Where a 
del credere agent consigns goods to 
subagents to be sold for him, and be- 


Fa fore the credit given has expired the 


Subagents become insolvent, and the 
del credere agent brings suit against 
the purchaser for the amount due, he 
may recover, and the fact that the 
real owner of the goods might have 
an action for the price against the 
purchasers does not affect such right 
of the del credere agent, where the 
owner has taken no steps indicat- 
ing an intention to collect on his own 
account. Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 
6 AmD 417. ’ 

58. U. S—Thompson v. Perkins, 
23 F. Cas. No. 13,972, 3 Mason 232. 

- Me.—Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 
542. 

Mass.—Swan v. Nesmith, 7 Pick. 
220, 19 AmD 282. 

N. ¥.—Moore v. Hillabrand, 37 Hun 
‘491; Merrill v. Thomas, 7 Daly 393; 
Gindre v. Kean, 7 Misc. 582, 28 NYS 
4, 31 AbbNCas 100. 

Tenn.—Foster v. Smith, 2 Coldw. 
474, 88 AmD 604. : 

59. Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 645; Balderston v. National 
Rubber Co., 18 R. I. 388, 27 A 507, 
49 AmSR 772. ’ 

. 60. Commercial Nat. Bank v. Heil- 
bronner. 108 N. Y. 439, 15 NE 701. 

61. Medium of payment generally 
see Payment [30 Cvc 1187 et seq]. 

62. Thomas v. Thompson, 19 La. 
Ann, 487; Sangston v. Maitland, 11 
Gill & J. (Md.) 286. But see Laus- 
satt v. Lippincott, 6 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 
386, 392, 9 AmD 440 (where the court 
said: “He may receive in payment, 
notes, or any kind of property’). 

63. Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Allen 
(Ma¢s.) 363 (where a factor during 
the Civil War shipped goods to New 
Orleans for sale and sold a portion 
to the military officers of the United 
States for cash and the remainder 


‘was seized by military authority and 


the officers refused to make payment 
except in certificates of indebtedness 


shown that the factor acted in good 
faith and according to the trade 
usage at that time and it appeared 
that to obtain the payment for the 
goods in specie would not have been 
worth the expense). 


64 Dunnell v. Mason, 8 EF. Cas. 
No. 4,179, 1 Story 543; Thomas v. 
Thompson, 19 La. Ann. 487 (Con- 


federate notes). 

{a] Application of rule.—Where 
a factor on a del credere commission 
sells goods for his principal at a 
certain price, and afterward, upon 
the suspension of specie payments in 
the state, receives payment in bank- 
notes of the state banks at a depre- 
ciated value, he must account for the 
full price at the specie cr par value. 
Dunnell v. Mason, § F. Cas. No. 4,179, 
1 Story 543. 

{b] A factor with instructions to 
sell for gold cannot discharge his 
liability to his principal by account- 
ing for the proceeds ii depreciated 


currency althongh the currency is a. 


legal tender. Poindexter v. King, 21 
La. Ann. 697. 

65. Sanyston v. Maitland, 11 Gill 
& J. (Md.) 286. 

66. Underwood v. Nicholls, 17 C. B. 
239, 84 ECL 239, 139 Reprint 1062. 
Traub v. Milliken, 57 Me. 63, 
2 AmR 14. 

68. Ala.—Goldthwaite v. McWhor- 


ter, 5 Stew. & P. 284. 


Conn.—Leach v. Beardslee, 22 
Conn. 404. 

Me.—Greely v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 
10 AmD 54. 


Mass.—Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 
36, 5 AmD 22. 

N. Y.—McKinistry v. Pearsall, 3 
Johns, 319. f 

Okl.—People’s, Bank v. Frick Co., 
TeTOKT 79s bso. 9ode 

69. See infra § 53. 

70. Childs v. Waterloo Wagon Co., 
37 App. Div. 242, 57 NYS 520 [aff 
167 N. Y. 576 mem. 60 NE 1108 mem]. 

71. Childs v. Waterloo Wagon Co., 
87, App, Div. 1242, 25 iarNiY'S) 1520 [aft 


167 N. Y. 576 mem. 60 NE 1108 
mem]. 
72. Hamilton v. Cunningham, 11 


F. Cas. No. 5,978, 2 Brock. 350; Leach 
v. Beardslee, 22 Conn. 404; Hapgood 
v. Batcheller, 4 Metc. (Mass.) 573; 
West Boylston Mfg. Co. v. Searle, 15 


Pick. (Mass.) 225: Chesterfield Mf-e. 
Co. v. Dehon, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 7, 16 
AmD 367; Corlies v. Cumming, 6 


ley, 1 Gratt. (42 Va.) 96. 

74. Richardson vy. Weston, 4 Mart. 
N. S. (la.) 244; Hosmer v. Beebe, 2 
Mart. N. S. (La.) 368; Douglass v. 
Bernard, Anth. N. P. (N. Y.) 278; 
ag v. Medley, 1 Gratt. (42 Va.) 
_ Assumption of debt generally sce 
infra §§ 56, 57. 

75. See generally Agency § 802. 

Arbitration and award generall 
Bh} Arbitration and Award 5 C. J. 


DAE 

76. Ingraham y. Whitmore, 75 Ill. 
24; Carnochan vy. Gould, 17 S. C. L. 
179, 19 AmD 668. But see Curtis v. 
Barclay, 6 Ba& GC. 141011 wc 402% 
108 Reprint 52 (where a reference to 
arbitrators was held not to be an 
improper step in proceedings by the 
factor to recover the goods or their 
proceeds). 

[a] Thus a factor cannot bind his 
principal by submitting to arbitra- 
tion a claim for damages arising 
out of an alleged breach of an im- 
plied warranty of the quality of the 
thing sold. Carnochan v. Gould, 17 
S..Ci: 179,019 ‘AmD “668: 

77. See generally Agency §§ 277, 
298-301. 

78. Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Allen 
(Mass.) 363; Blackman y. Green, 24 
Vt. 17. Bunt see Gorman v. Wheeler, 
10 Gray (Mass.) 362 (holding that a 
factor did not become personally lia- 
bl: for the debt by proving a note 
taken for the purchase price under 
the insolvent laws, where he had 
given the principal reasonable notice 
of the insolvency of the purchaser 
and used reasonable care and skill in 
the matter, although the consignor 
was a nonresident and his claim 
therefore would not have been barred 
by the discharge in insolvency). 

79. Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 151, 
27 NE 827. 

{aj Tlustration.—In an action by 
a foreign principal against a domes- 
tice factor for an accounting. the fac- 
tor was not entitled to a credit for 
a sum paid to thé government in 
compromise of a suit by the govern- 
ment to recover the penalty for an 


undervaluation of the goods con- 
signed. Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 
151. 27 NE 827. 


80. Cunningham vy. Littlefield, .1 
Edw. (N. Y.) 104. 
81. See generally Agency §§ 242, 


243 
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has effected a sale and delivered the goods and 
remitted the proceeds to his principal has no power 
to rescind the contract of sale,§? but he may rescind 
a sale which he is unable to complete. 

[§ 31] HE. Ratification or Repudiation. 
cordance with the docirine of ratification or repu- 
diation as applied to agents generally,®* the princi- 
pal cannot ratify an act which is not done on his 
behalf or in his name;®> but where the factor does 
acts on the principal’s behalf or in his name, with- 
“out proper authority therefor, the principal may 
either repudiate such acts §* or he may ratify them, 
in which ease the rights, duties, and liabilities of all 
persons concerned are as effectively established as 
if the acts ratified had been fully authorized in the 
beginning,§? except that the ratification cannot oper- 
ate to the prejudice of intervening rights of third 


82. Smith v. Rice, 17 S. C. L. 648. 

83. Macaulay y. Palmer, 125 N. Y. 
742, 26 NE 912. 

[a] Inability to complete sale.— 


Where cotton is sold by factors on 
condition that they obtain a permit 
from the military: authorities to re- 
move the cotton, which is never ob- 
tained, and the purchaser paid the 
price, and the factors deposited it 
with a third person in accordance 
with the orders of the principal; on 
failure to secure the permit the fac- 
tors had the right to rescind the 
sale and repay the price to the pur- 
ehaser. Macaulay. v. Palmer, 125 
N. ¥: (42, 26° NE. 912: 


84. See Agency §§ 77-146. 
85. Pemberton y. Price, ete., Piano 
Co., 144 Ky. 518, 139 SW 742. 


86. Faraldo v. Gumbel, 128 La. 
287, 54 S 821; State v. Edwards, 94 
Minn. 225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 

87. U. S—Bradley v. Richardson, 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 343, 


23 Vt. 720. 

Ala.—Bott vy. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 
56 AmD 223. 

D. C.—Costikyan v. Sloan, 33 App. 
420. 

Ky.—Louisville Tobacco Ware- 
house Co. v. Lee, 172 Ky. 171, 189 
SW 16. 

Mo.—Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 


Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 
N. Y.—Rogers v. Kneeland, 10 
Wend. 218 [aff 13 Wend. 114]. 
Oh.—Frank vy. Jenkins, 22 Oh. St. 


597. 

Ss. C—Sims v. Miller, 37 S. C. 402, 
16 SE 155, 34 AmSR 762. 
- fa] Auctioneer’s lien.—(1) Where 
the factor, with the knowledge and 
acquiescence of the principal, deliv- 
ers the goods to an auctioneer for 
sale at public auction, the principal 
will be deemed to have ratified the 
act of the factor in so doing, and 
the goods will be liable to the 
charges of the auctioneer incident to 
such sale, and he will be entitled to 
a lien therefor; and a later shipment 
of goods also delivered by the factor 
to the auctioneer, but against the ex- 
press instructions of their principals, 
will also be liable to such charges 
and subject to such lien, where the 
principal does not notify the auc- 
tioneer of such instructions, but the 
goods are not liable for any charges 
or subject to any lien created by a 
secret agreement between the factor 
and the auctioneer, or for any money 
loaned by the auctioneer to the factor 
personally, in the belief that he is 
owner of the goods. Costikyan v. 
Sloan, 33 App. (D. C.) 420. (2) Right 
of auctioneer to lien generally see 
Auctioneers § 54, 


88. Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 
ss. U. S—Bell v. Cunningham, 3 


Pet. 69, 7 L. ed. 606; Eichel v. Saw- 
yer, 44 Fed. 845. 
Ga.—Wilson v. Frisbie, 57 Ga. 269. 
Ky.— Louisville Tobacco Ware- 
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persons.§§ 


In ac- 


house v. Lee, 172 Ky. 171, 189 SW 
16. 

La.—Howland v. Fosdick, 4 La. 
Ann, 556. 


Mo.—Smith vy. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A; 527, 97 SW 247. 


N. Y.—Rogers v. Kneeland, 10 
Wend. 218. 

Tex.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Peter, .(Civ: VA) 260 (SW ($91. 992 
[quot Cyc]. : 

{a] Illustration. — A  consignor 


who, with full knowledge of the facts 
and uninfluented by concealment or 
fraud on his factor’s part, author- 
izes the latter to sell at his discre- 
tion, thereby ratifies the action of 
the factor in having delayed the sale 
a very long time. Rice v. Brook, 20 
Fed. 611. 

[bj 
—After sale made by a factor by 
sample contrary to instructions, the 
acknowledgment of liability by the 
principal, on the failure of the goods 
to comply with the sample, is 2 ratifi- 
eation of the sale. Rogers v. Knee- 
land, 10 Wend. €N. Y.) 248. 

[ec] Promise to pay advances.— 
A promise by the principal to pay 
the balance of the advances over 
the price obtained for the goods is 
a ratification of the sale in violation 
of an instruction not lo sell. Black- 
mar v. Thomas, 28 N«¥. 6% 

{d] Settling with factor.—Where, 
with knewledge that the factor has 
deviated from his instructions, the 
principal settles with him in full, 
he thereby ratifies the irregularity 
and cannot claim losses which he has 
sustained thereby. Wilson y. Fris- 
bie, 57 Ga. 269. 

90. Russell v. Wetmore, 3 NYLeg 
Obs 318. 


91. Russell vy. Wetmore, 3 NYyLeg 
Obs 3818. 

92. U. S.—Feild v. Farrington, 10 
Wall. 141, 19 L. ed. 923; Hichel v. 


Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845; Dunbar y. Mil- 
ler; “‘% BY Cas: No. 4.130.445 Brock]s5; 
Marshall v. Williams, 16 F. Cas. No. 
95136, 2°-Biss. 255; Norris ww. Cook, 
18 Wy Cas; No. 16,305, tf Gurt. 464; 
Courcier v. Ritter, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,282, 
4 Wash. C. C. 549. 

Ala.—Comer v. Way, 107 Ala. 300, 
19 S 966, 54 AmSR 96. 

Cal.—Kendall vy. Earl, 5 Cal. Unrep. 
Cas: (3b1% 44 P Tod: 

D. C.—Costikyan vy. Sloan, 33 App. 
420. 

Ga.—Byrne v. Doughty, 13 Ga. 46. 

Tll.—Searing v. Butler, 69 Ill. 575; 
McGeoch v. Hooker, 11 Til. A. 649. 

Ky.— Louisville Tobacco Ware- 
house v. Lee, 172 Ky. 171, 182, 189 
Sw 16 [cit Cyc]. 

La.—Kehlor v. Kemble, 26 La. Ann. 
718; Starr v. Zacharie, 18 La. 517; 
Flower v. Downs, 6 La. Ann. 538; 
Ward v. Warfield, 3 La. Ann. 468. 


Mass.—Mann y. Laws, 117 Mass. 
oes 
Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 


7; Meyer v. Morgan, 51 Miss. 21, 24 


Acknowledgment of liability. 


{es ‘ 
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If the factor disobeys his instructions, 
or otherwise exceeds his authority, the principal, as 


well as the other parties concerned become bound 
by, or are entitled to enforee nghts growing ont of, 
the factor’s acts, if the principal with a full knowl- 
edge thereof either expressly or impliedly approves 
it;8° if is not necessary that there should be any 
positive or direct confirmation of the factor’s acts,°° 
and in some cases a presumption of ratification will 
arise from slight cireumstances.*! 
ance with the general rules of ageney the principal 
ratifies the faetor’s unauthorized acts, if he ac- 
quiesces therein, as by failing to disprove them 
within a reasonable time after notice thereof ;°? or if, 
with a knowledge of the facts, he accepts the benefit 
of. advances made by the faetor.®S or receives and 
accepts the proceeds or other benefits of the sale,°* 


Thus in aceord- 


H.— Austin y. Ricker, 61 N. H. 


N. Y¥—Hazard v. Spears, 2 Abb. 
Dee. 353; Jervis v. Hoyt. 2 Hun 637: 
Vianna v. Barclay, 3 Cow. 281. 

Oh. Woodward vy. Suydam, li Oh. 


360. 

Pa—Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 
229; Geyer v. Deckler, 1 Yeates 486; 
Smedley vy. Williams, 1 Pars. Eq. 
Cas. 359. 

Tex—Western Union Tel. Co. ¥. 
Peter, (Civ. A.) 160 SW 9331 [quot 


1 ee v. Thacker, 20 Tex. Civ. 


233, 49 SW 128. 

Wash—MecIntosh vy. Merchant, 40 
Wash. 477, 82 P 753; Allen v. Me- 
| Allister, 39 Wash. 440, 81 P 927. 


Eng.—Prince wv. Clark, 1 B. & @& 
186, § ECL 80, 107 Reprint 70. 
_ ta] Tlustrations.— (1) Where 2 
factor sells the goods in violation 
of an instruction not to sell, a delay 
of nearly three months on the part 
of the principal to object to the sale 
is a ratification of such sale, where 
the principal also receives the pro- 
ceeds of the sale. Meyer v. Morgan, 
51 Miss. 21, 24 AmR 617. (2) Where 
a factor, after being unable to sell 
merchandise at the price asked by his 
principal, turns it over to another 
agent for the purpose of sale and 
informs his principal of what he has 
done, the principal, by failing te 
make any obections for more than 
six months thereafter, ratifies such 
act of his factor. MeIntosh vy. Mer- 
chant, 40 Wash. 477, 82 P 753. (3) 
A ratification of a sale in violation 
of an instruction to sell tor cash is 
made by the receipt by the principal, 
withont abjection, of the accounts of 
sales made on credit. Marshall vy. 
Williams, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,136, 2 Biss. 


Acts not amounting to ratifi- 
cation.—An omission to answer a let- 
ter from the factor acknowledging 
a breach of orders, or the omission 
to state to the factor, in a letter of 
complaint, that he will be held re- 
sponsible, is not per se a ratification 
of his conduct, but the question 
whether under such circumstances & 
ratification ought to be presumed is 
a question of fact for the jury. Cun- 
ningham vy. Bell, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,479, 
5 Mason 161. 

(e] What is a reasonable time 
within which a principal-may dis- 
sent from an unauthorized sale de- 
pends upon the circumstances of 
each particular case. Porter v. Pat- 
terson, 15 Pa. 229. 

Ratification by acquiescence gen- 
erally see Agency §§ 124-131. 

93. Bradley vy. Richardson, 3 FE. 
= No. 1.786, 2 Blatchf. 343, 23 Vt. 
tov. 

94 U. S—Richmond Mfs. Co. v. 
on 20 EF. Cas. No. 11,802, 4 Mason 


Miss.—Meyer vy. Morgan, 51 Miss. 


21, 24 AmR 61T. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 31-33] 


unless it is understood by both parties at the time of | 


the receipt of the proceeds that the right of action 
against the factor is not to be affected; or if he 
draws the balance of an account rendered by the 
factor without objecting thereto,®* or if he sues to 
enforce the contract of sale.°7 Where a ratification 
is made it must be of the whole transaction, the 
principal cannot ratify a part and repudiate the 
other part.%8 5 

Further consignments. Where a factor violates 
his instructions and the principal notifies him that 
he will be held liable therefor, a subsequent consign- 
ment to the factor will not of itself constitute a 
ratification of such violation of instructions. 
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Knowledge of facts. As in other agencies,’ in 
order that the subsequent conduct of the principal 
may constitute a ratification of the factor’s unau- 
thorized acts, it is necessary that the principal 
should have at the time a full knowledge of all the 
material facts,2 and if he ratifies without such 
knowledge, he may after acquiring it, repudiate the 
transaction,? unless he is estopped to do so, as 
against a third person who would be prejudiced 
thereby.* But it is not necessary in this connection 
that the factor should disclose facts of a general 
nature of which he may reasonably presume the 
principal has knowledge.® * 


V. RIGHTS AND DUTIES AS BETWEEN FACTOR AND PRINCIPAL 


[§ 32] A. As Affected by Usage in General. As 
a corollary of the rule that a factor has implied 
power to transact the business of his principal in 
accordance with the general usage and custom of the 
market in which he acts,® his duties and liabilities 
to his principal are also governed by such usages 
or customs, and there is an implied contract on his 
part that the business shall be conducted in accord- 


ance therewith,’ unless he receives positive instruc-° 


tions to the contrary ;* and if in the absence of such 
instructions he acts in good faith in accordance with 


such usages or customs he incurs no liability to his 
principal for any loss that may result therefrom,® 
unless the usage is contrary to the general law.1° 
[§ 33] B. Skill and Diligence Required in Gen- 
eral.tt A factor does not guarantee that he will not 
commit error,!* and is not bound to provide against 
extraordinary risks ;1° but as the presumption is that 
the principal relies upon his sound discretion,!* it is 
his duty to exercise a reasonable degree of care, 
skill, and diligence in his employment, that is the 
same degree of care and diligence which a prudent 


Mo.—Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 

N. Y.—Cobb v. Dows, 10 N. Y. 335. 
Pee ovaward v. Suydam, 11 Oh. 
oof # Reynolds v. Fenton, 2 Phila. 


S. C.—Smith v. Boyce, 23 S..C. L.. 


248, 

Tex.—Robinson y. Cleveland, 
A.) 217 SW 171. 

But see Pugh vy. Porter Bros. Co., 
118 Cal. 628, 50 P 772 (holding that 
where no estoppel is pleaded by the 
factor, nor any issue of fact of that 
character submitted to the jury, the 
mere fact of the receipt by the prin- 
cipal of the accounts and proceeds 
of sales by the factor, does not as 
a matter of law estop the principal 
from recovering damages sustained 
by reason of the factor’s negligence 
in failing to secure the best price). 

[a] Tlustration—Where a factor 
sells cotton contrary to instructions 
for the purpose of increasing the 
margin for his security, and the 
owner accepts the proceeds of sale 
without an ex»ress or tacit under- 
standing that he is accepting such 
amount as a credit upon any dam- 
ages he may have sustained, he will 
be held to have affirmed the sale. 
Robinson v. Cleveland, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
Zl Sie eae f 

Ratification by accepting benefits 
generally see Agency §§ 114-123. 

954. Smith v., Boyce, 23 S.C. Lh. 
248; Robinson v. Cleveland, (Tex. 
Civ Ay ell Sw Liar. 

_ [a] Mlustration.—The acceptance 
of the proceeds does not effect a rati- 
fication if it is the express agreement 
or tacit understanding of the prin- 
cipal and the factor at the time of 
such acceptance that the payment 
leaves the principal’s right of action 
still subsisting and that it is to be 
taken only as an advance pro tanto 
on account of the principal’s dam- 


(Civ. 


ages. Smith v. Boyce, 23 8S. C. L. 
248. 
96. Richmond Mfg. Co. v. Starks, 


20 F. Cas. No. 11,802, 4 ‘Mason 296; 
Woodward v. Suydam, 11 Oh. 360. 

[a] Drawing on the factor for a 
part of the price of an unauthorized 
sale is not of itself a ratification. 


Horaine vy. Cartwright, 15 EF. Cas. 
No. 8,500, 3 Wash. C. C. 151. 

97. Surgat v. Potter, 12 Mart. 
iia.) 365. 


) ; 
[a] Action for price.—An action 


by the owner of goods to recover 
their price and value from his fac- 
tor, who, without proper authority, 
had consigned them to a third per- 
son, is prima facie evidence of a 
ratificatieon of the consignment, and 
estops the principal to deny the au- 
thority of his factor to make the con- 
signment, in an action by _ the 
consignee against the principal to 
recover possession of the goods con- 
signed, of which the principal had in 
the meantime secured possession. 
Frank v. Jenkins, 22 Oh. St. 597. 
Ratification by suit generally see 


Agency §§ 132-134. 

98. Maxon v. Chaddock-Carney 
Sc aa Co., 195 Mich. 249, 161 NW 
854. 

Ratification in part generally see 
Agency §§ 99, 100. 

99. Maggoffin v. Cowan, 11 La. 
Ann, 554, 

1. See Agency §§ 93-98. 

2" UL CS =—Norris v.. .Cook, 18 3k: 
Cas. No. 10,305, 1 Curt. 464; Courcier 
v. Ritter, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,282, 4 Wash. 
Cc. C. 549; Loraine v. Cartwright, 15 
F, Cas. No. 8,500, 3 Wash. C. C. 151. 

Ala.—Bott v. McCoy, 20 Ala. 578, 
56 AmD 223. 

Ga.—Byrne v. Doughty, 13 Ga. 46; 
Hardeman vy. Ford, 12 Ga. 205. 

Mass.—Amory v. Hamilton, 17 
Mass, 1038. : 

Minn.—State v. Edwards, 94 Minn. 
225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667. 

Mo.—Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 

Naty Smith “van Tracy, 36" N.Y. 


1s 

[a] Tlustrations.— (1) Where a 
factor sells below the price limited, 
the fact that the principal draws 
upon him for a part of the proceeds 
does not show a ratification of the 
sale, where the principal has no 
knowledge of the price for which the 
goods were sold. Loraine vy. Cart- 
wright, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,500, 8 Wash. 
CG. CG. 151. (2) A delay on the part 
of the principal to notify the fac- 
tor that his act is unauthorized, 
where the factor does not inform the 
principal of the act until an election 
to approve or disapprove it will be 
attended with no advantage to the 
principal, gives the factor no right 
to construe the silence of the princi- 
pal as a ratification. Amory v. Ham- 
ilton, 17 Mass. 103. (3) The mere re- 
ceipt of the price by the principal is 
not a ratification of the factor’s un- 


authorized warranty ‘of the quality 
of the goods, if the principal has no 
knowledge of such warranty. Smith 
Ve REE 42 ING os 

Mae Sroauhe v. Jefferson Bank, 12 
Mo, A. 527, 97 SW 247. Bohie? 

4. Smith y. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 

5. “Norris, v. Cook, 18 BP. Cas. No, 
10,305, 1 Curt. 464. 

Duty to inform principal generally 
see.infra §. 43. 

6. See supra § 14. 

7. Brink v. Dolsen, 8 Barb. (N. Y.) 


8. Bliss v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 30 
AmD 467. 

Duty to obey instructions see infra 
§§ 36-42. 


9. U. S.—Charlotte Oil, etce., Co. v. 
Hartog, 85 Fed. 150, 29 CCA 56; Dun- 
barsv. eMiller;7 ee. ‘Cass Nor 4,130) 0 
Brock. 85. 

Ga.—Willingham vy. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130. 

Tll.— Bailey v. Bensley, 87 Ill. 556; 
Phillips v. Moir, 69 Ill. 155; Kelley 
v. Maguire, 99 Ill. A. 317; Blandford 
v. Wing Flour Mill Co., 24 Ill. A. 596, 
ae et ants v. Schwing, 6 B. Mon. 

Mass.—Goldsmith v. Manheim, 109 
Mass. 187; Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 
Allen 363; Potter v. Morland, 3 Cush. 
884; Clark v. Van Northwick, 1 Pick. 


343, 
Minn.—Davis v. Kobe, 36 Minn. 
214, 30 NW 662, 1 AmSR 663. 


N. Y.—Farmers’, ete., Nat. Bank v. 
Sprague, 52 N. Y. 605. 

Tex.—Vincent vy. Rather, 31 Tex. 
77, 98 AmD 516. 

[a] Grades of grain.—A factor is 
not responsible to his prineipal by 
reason of the established grade of 
grain being different in the market, 
where he is to sell from the grades 
at other places. Davis v. Kobe, 36 
Minn. 214, 30 NW 662, 1 AmSR 6638. 

10. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce. Co., 197 Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 618]; 
Vanecents ve ikather, vols Tex. Vie OSs: 
AmD 516. 

11. Care, skill, and diligence re- 
quired of agents generally see 
Agency §§ 381-400. 

12. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
Pigeon: LOKO: 


Loc OHNGONL view aia TEIN see okon mma 
Ann, 27, 66 AmD 193. 

14. Wynne, etc., Co. v. Schnabaum, 
78 Ark. 402; 94 SW 
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man would exercise in his own business; and conse- 
quently he is responsible to his principal for such 
losses, and for such only, as are incurred by reason 
of his tailure to exercise such eare, skill, and dili- 
‘gence,?> except where he acts without compensation, 
in which ease it has been held he is liable only for 
gross negligence.1® If he acts in good faith with 
due diligence and skill in discharging his duties, he 
‘ineurs no liability to his principal,'7 such as for 
losses due to errors of judgment,!® or for losses 
from accidental causes which could not be prevented 
-by reasonable skill and diligence on his part.® If 
a factor is employed to sell goods in a foreign mar- 
ket he is not liable to the principal for the negli- 
gence and delay of the carrier, provided he exer- 
cises reasonable skill and ordinary diligence in 
‘selecting the carrier and attending to the shipping 
of the goods.?° 

[§ 34] C. Duty to Be Loyal—l. In General. 
As in the case of other agents,?! it is the duty of a 
factor, in all transactions affecting the subject mat- 
ter of his agency, to act with good faith and loyalty 
for the protection and advancement of the interests 


15. U. S.—Milwaukee Nat. Bank 
v. City Bank, 103 U. S. 668, 26 L. ed. 
417; HWichel v. Sawyer, 44 Ted. 845; 
Rice v. Brook, 20 Fed. 611; Bvans 
v. Potter, 2 F. Cas. No. 4,569, 2 Gall. 


634. 
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Drumm-Flato Commn. Co. y, Union 
Meat Co., 33 Tex. Civ. 


Wyo.—Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 25. 
281, 131 P38, 133 P 1070. 


of his principal,?? and so sedulously is this prin- 


ciple guarded that all the factor’s acts which tend 
to violate this duty are regarded as frauds upon the 


confidence -bestowed upon him,?* although it has 


been said that if no actual fraud is chargeable 
against him, his conduct should receive a liberal and 
favorable construction.** In accordance with this 
principle the factor cannot place himself in any 
position which is antagonistic to his relation as 
agent for his principal,?®> as by acting in the same 
transaction for both his principal and the buyer,?® 
unless it is clearly understood between the parties 
that he may do so.?? 

Making profit out of agency. A factor cannot 
deal with the subject matter of his agency so as to 
make a profit out of it for himself in excess of his 
lawful compensation, and if he does so he may be 
compelled to account to his principal for all the 
benefits or profits so acquired.?® 

[§ 35] 2. Sale to Himself. In accordance with 
the general rule of agency prohibiting an agent au- 
thorized to sell from'purchasing for himself 2° un- 
less the principal, with full knowledge of the facts, 


cases supra note 22. 


A. 587, 77 SW 24. Drummond vy. Wood, 2 Cal. 
GNEAY) ot0, 
Gordon vy. Goodrich, 11 La. 


Ann, 410; Britton y. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 


£§§ 33-35 


22; Burrill v. Phillips, 4 F. Cas. No. 16. McLean v. Rutherford, 8 Mo. 
2,200, 1 Gall. 360; Kingston y. Wil-|109. See also Bailments § 59. 

son, 14 F. Cag. No. 7,823, 4 Wash. Degrees of negligence generally see 
Cc. Cc. 310; Marshall v. Williams, 16 | Negligence [29 Cye 422]. 


FB. Cas. No. 9,136, 2 Biss. 255. 
Ala.—Foster v. Bush, 104 Ala. 662, 
16 S 625 
Ark.—Burke v. Napoleon Hill Cot- 


ton Co., 134 Ark. 580, 202 SW 827; 
Wynne, ete, Co. v. Schnabaum, 78 
Ark. 402, 94 SW 50. 
Cal.—Bambridge v. Crane, (A.) 
SP 9 
Rite ee a a v. Rushing, 105 
381 SEH 130: Brown y. Clay- 
rat 12 Ga. 564. 


Tll.—Foster v. Waller, 75 Ill. 464; 
Weaver v. Pover, 70 Ill. 567; Phillips 
v. Moir, 69 Ill. 155; Deshler v. Beers, 
321M. 368, 88 AmD 274; Kelley v. 
Maguire, 99 Ill. A. 317; Darlington 
vy. Fredenhagen, 18 Ill. A. 273. 

Ind.—Babcock v. Orbison, 25 Ind. 
75. 

Iowa.—Durant vy. Fish, 40 Iowa 
559; Bartle v. Phelps, 39 Iowa 498; 
Howe v. Sutherland, 39 Iowa 484. 


Ky.—Atkinson v. Burton, 4 Bush 
299. 
La.—Johnson y. Martin, 11. La. 


Ann. 27, 66 AmD 193; Smith v. Ward, 
$ La. Ann: 76; Bogert v. Dorsey, 14 
La. 430. 

Me.—Stone v. Waitt, 31 Me. 409, 52 
AmD 621; Greely v. Bartlett, i Me. 
5 eS Ke AmD 54. 

Ma.—Adams v. Capron, 21 Md. 186, 
83 AmD 566; Ewalt v. Harding, 16 
Md. 160. 

Mass.—Savage v. Birckhead, 20 
Pick. 167. 

Mich.—Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 
187 Mich. 676, 154 NW 80. 

Minn.—Roberts v. Cobb, 76 Minn. 
420, 79 NW 540. 

Mo.—Benedict v. Inland Grain Co., 
80 Mo. A. 449; Bernet v. Hockaday, 61 
Mo. A. 627. 

N. Y.—Heineman v. Heard, 50 N.Y. 
27; Jervis v. Hoyt, 2 Hun G35 eo 
Thomps. & C. 199; Linsly v. Carpen- 
teria Ne) Xo Super. 200; Milbank v. 
Dennistoun, 14 N. Y. "Super. 246; 
Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 645; Drum- 
mond v. Wood, 2 Cai. 310. 

N. C.— Spruill v. Davenport, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SH 1022; Govan v. Cush- 
ing, 111) N.C. 458, 16 SE 619. 

S. C—Dickson v. Screven, 23 S. C. 
212: McCants v. Wells, 3 S. C. 569. 

Tex.—Vincent v. Rather, 31 Tex. 
717, 98 AmD 516; Bouldin v. Atlantic 
Rice Mills Co:, (Civ. A.) 86 SW 795; 


17. Chandler vy. Hogle, 58 Ill. 46; 
Bogert v. Dorsey, 14 La. 430; Jervis 
Ver LOVE oe ELUM GN. GY o)anoots Viele 
Alen v. Vanderpool, 6 Johns. (N. Y.) 
69, 5 Amp" 192: 

18. Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 645; Van Alen v. Vanderpool, 


6: Johns, CN. i°Y.) 469;),.5- Am D e192. 
Liotard v. Graves, 3 Cai. (N. Y.) 226; 
Webster y. Richardson, 55 Tex. Civ. 
AS TOO Ol US) ae LAs MOOI: mks 
Mourgue, Cowp. 480, 98 Reprint 
1197. See also infra § 46. 

19. Gunn y. Knoop, 73 Ga. 5610; 


Gillet v. Theal, 16 La. 46; Laimoureau 
v. Fowler, 2 La. 174; Huguenin v. 
Legare, 45 S. C. L. 204. 

[a] Loss by fire-—Where a price 
is agreed upon for certain cotton, 
which is neither weighed nor deliv- 
ered on Saturday, the day of the sale, 
and on the night of Tuesday the cot- 
ton is consumed by fire without any 
other fault or neglect of factor but 
the alleged fault of failing to deliver, 
he is not liable to the consignor for 
the value of the cotton. Lamoureau 
v. Fowler, 2 La. 174. 

20. McCants v. Wells, 4 S. C. 381. 

21. See Agency §§ 353-369. 

22. U. S.—Stirneman vy. Smith, 100 
Fed. 600, 40 CCA 581; Hichel v. Saw- 
yer, 44 Fed. 845; Rice v. Brook, 20 
Fed. 611; Evans v. Potter, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,569, 2 Gall. 12; Burrill v. Phil- 
lips, 4 F. Cas, No. 2,200, 1 Gall. 360. 

Ark.—Burke vy. Napoleon Hill Cot- 
ton Co., 134 Ark, 580, 202 SW 827. 


Ga.—Willingham y. Rushing, 105 
Ga..72, 31 SEH 130. 
Ind.—Babecock v. Orbison, 25 Ind. 


75. 

La.—Lesesne y. Cook, 16 La. 58. 

Md.—Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Md. 383, 71 AmD 600. 

Mo.—Benedict v. Inland Grain Co., 
80 Mo. A. 449, 

N. C.—Govan y. Cushing, 111 N. C. 
458, 16 SE 619. 

Wyo.—Justice vy. Brock, 21 Wyo. 
281, vex P88 boos eu OmOy 

[aj] Utmost good faith.—‘A fac- 
tor is required to act with the utmost 
good faith toward his principal in 
the discharge of his duties.” Govan 
v. Cushing, 111 N. C. 458, 461, 16 
SE 619. 


23. Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Md. 883, 71 AmD 600. And see 


235, 63 NE 954. 

26. Beisley v. Moon, 7 Ill. A. 415. 
Talcott v. Chew, 27 Hed. 273. 

28. U. S.—Hammond vy. Olmstead, 
10 Fed. 223. 

Kan.—Thayer v. Hoffman, 53 Kan. 
723, 37 P 125. 

La.—Poindexter v. King, 21 La. 
Ann, 697; Payne v. Waterson, 16 La. 
Ann. 239; Denson v. Stewart, 15 La. 
Ann. 456; Brander vy. Lum, 11 La. 
Ann. 217. 

Md.—Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Md. 383, 71 AmD 600. 

Minn. —State v. Edwards, 94 Minn, 
225, 102 NW 697, 69 LRA 667 

J.—Vandyke vy. Brown, 8 N. J. 
Eq. ‘657 [rev on other grounds 8 N, J. 
Eq.. 795, 55 AmD 250]. 

N. Y.—Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 63 NE 954 [aff 57 App. Div. 622, 
67 NYS 1129]; Hidden v. Waldo, 55 
N,V Y 4 204 [rev 7 AlbLJ 79]; Guy Vv. 
Oakley, 13 Jonns,. 332. 


BAN C.—Mealor vy. Kimble, 6: Nec 
Va.—Alexander vy. Morris, 3 Call. 
is: Ga 
is. ave vey, v. Gates, 68 Wis. 
1,_.31-N-W 2 5 
[a] miiatiations-c5 Where a 


factor instructed to sell goods which 
are inferior to his own sells instead 
his own at a higher price than he 
could then get for that of his prin- 
cipal, saying that he will let his 
principal have the benefit of the sale, 
and subsequently sells his principal's 
goods at a still higher price, he is 
bound to account for the latter price, 
although he acts in good faith. 
Mealor v. Kimble, 6 N. C..272:)) (2) 
Where the factor sells goods at a 
higher price than that fixed by his 
principal, the whole price obtained 
belongs to the principal. Denson v. 
Stewart, 15 La. Ann. 456 

[b] Buying up debts against prin- 
cipal.—A factor cannot buy up debts 
due by the principal at a discount 
and.claim credit in his” account for 
their nominal value. Alexander vy. 
Morris, 3 Call. (7 Va.) 89. 

{c] Bounty money.—If a factor 
receives bounty money given by the 
government to the importer, the prin- 
cipal will be entitled to it. Scott 
yee Willes 400, 125 Reprint 
1 ; 

Duty of agent to account for profits 
of agency generally see Agency 
§§ 356, 357. 

29. See Agency §§ 358-360. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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consents to the transaction, a factor cannot purchase 
for himself the goods or merchandise which the 
_ principal leaves with him for sale,?° and this rule 
| applies even though the factor purchases at the price 


_ fixed by the principal,** or even though he purchases 


General Rule. Subject to certain qualifications and 
exceptions,**% it is a well-settled general rule that a 
factor is bound faithfully to follow the directions 
and instructions of his principal, and that he will 
be liable to his principal for any loss or injury 


_ to save himself from loss on advances made upon the 
_ goods;*? nor can he sell to a partnership of which 
| Where a factor sells to himself 
_ the sale is prima facie voidable,** and the principal 
may either ratify the sale, and recover from the fac- 
tor, as purchaser,?> or he may repudiate it and 
recover the actual value of the goods.°* If the fac- 
tor, after purchasing the goods himself, resells at 
_ an increased price, the principal may require him to 
account for what he has received on the resale.37 
[§ 36] D. Duty to Obey Instructions 3°—1. 


| he is _a member.?? 


30. Ky.—Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, 
etc., Co., 155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950. 

Md.—Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Ma. 383, 71 AmD 600. 

Mass.—Wadsworth  v. 118 
Mass. 44. 
- Minn,—State v. Edwards, 94 Minn. 
225, 102 NW 697,-69 LRA 667; Tilleny 
a ae 46 Minn. 256, 48 NW 
N. H.—Martin v. Moulton, 8 N. H. 


504. 

Ss. C.—Sims v. Miller, 37 S. C. 402, 
16 SE 155, 34 AmSR 762. 

{a] “he reason for the rule is 
that if a... factor were permitted 
to buy from and sell to himself there 
would be combined in him the in- 
compatible relations 
and seller, and an interest adverse 
to that of his principal would be 
created such as would ordinarily lead 


Gay, 


to a violation of his duty as agent.” |, 


Sutton y. Kiel Cheese, etc., Co., 155 
Ky. 465, 469, 159 SW 950. 

81. Tilleny v. Wolverton, 46 Minn. 
256, 48 NW 908; Porter v. Woodruff, 
36 N. J. Eq. 174. 

32. Sims v. Miller, 37 S. C. 402, 


16 SE 155, 34 AmSR 762. 


33. Martin v. Moulton, 8 N. H. 
504. 
34. Cleveland Grain Co. v. Vant, 


171 Ill. A. 104; Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, 
etc., Co., 155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950; 
Tilleny v. Wolverton, 46 Minn. 256, 
48 NW 908. 

85. Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, etc., 
Co., 155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950; Wads- 
worth v. Gay, 118 Mass. 44; Sims 
v. Miller, 37 S. C. 402, 16 SE 155, 
84 AmSR 762; Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Peter, (Tex. Civ. A.) 160 SW 
991 [quot, Cyc]. 

. Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, etc., Co., 
155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950; Sims v. 
Miller, 37 S. C. 402, 16 SH 155, 34 
AmSR 762. , 

87. Tilleny v. Wolverton, 46 Minn. 
256, 48 NW 908; Martin v. Moulton, 
8 N. H. 504. f 

38. Duty of obedience to instruc- 
tions generally see Agency §§ 370- 


380. 
B84. See infra §§ 38-42. 
3812. U. S.—Feild v. Farrington, 


10 Wall. 141, 19 L. ed. 923; Brown v. 
McGran, 14 Pet. 479, 10 L. ed. 550; 
Bell v. Cunningham, 3 Pet. 69, 7 L. 
ed. 606 [aff 6 F. Cas. No. 3,479, 5 
Mason 1€1]; Hall v. Leigh, 8 Cranch 
50, 3 L. ed. 484; Heffner v. Gwynne- 
Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 
87 CCA 606; Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCA 243; Hichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 
845; Levison v. ‘Balfour, 34 Fed. 382, 
13 Sawy. 223; Chapin v. Siger, 5 
F. Cas. No. 2,600, 4 McLean 378; 
Dunbar v. Miller, 7 F. Cas. No. 4,130, 


1 Brock, 85; Kingston v. Kincaid, 14. 


F. Cas. No. 7,822, 1 Wash. C. C. 454; 


Loraine v. Cartwright, 15 F. Cas 
No. 8,500, 3 Wash. C. 151; Mar- 


shall v. Williams, 16 Cas. No. 9,136, 
PEBISS, «20D. 
Conn.—Weed v. Adams, 37 Conn. 


Beet rratoher v. Comer, 73 Ga. 418; 


Gray v. Bass, 42 Ga. 270; Heinkin 


of purchaser 


v. Barbrey, 40 Ga. 249; Day v. Craw- 
ford, 13 Ga. 508; Hardeman y. Ford, 
12 Ga. 205; Frost v. Powell, 10 Ga. 
A. 95, 72 SE 719. 
Ill.—Larminie v. Carley, 114 Ill. 
196, 29 NE 382; Jones yv. Marks, 40 
Ill, 318; Rollins vy, Duffy, 18 Ill. A. 


398. 
Haan O Wee v. Grayson, 2 Blackf. 
Ky. -— Louisville Tobacco Ware- 


eee Co, v. Lee, 172 Ky. 171, 189 SW 


La.—Copes v. Phelps, 24 La. Ann. 
562; Poindexter v. King, 21 La. Ann. 
Sa Maggoffin vy. Cowan, 11 La. Ann. 
Md.—Curtis v. Gibney, 59 Md. 131. 

Mass.—Maynard v. Pease, 99 Mass. 
555; Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Allen 
363; Dwight v. Whitney, 15 Pick. 179. 

Miss.—Cotton y. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7. 

Mo.—Sigerson v. Pomeroy, 13 Mo. 
626; Switzer v. Connett, 11 Mo. 8§; 
Singer Mfg. Co. v. Hudson, 4 Mo. 
A. 145. é 

N. H.—Frothingham y. Hiverton, 12 
ING GEL 239s 

N. M.—Goesling vy. Gross, 15 N. M. 
Gal, Lbs Ae 60 8s 
N. Y.—Hilton v. Vanderbilt, 82 
N. Y. 591; Scott -v. Rogers, 31 N.Y. 
676, 4 Abb. Dec. 157; Millbank v. Den- 
nistoun, 21 N. Y. 386, 19 HowPr 126; 
Evans v. Root, 7 N. Y. 186, 57 AmJ) 
512; Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N, Y. 78, 51 
AmD 345 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 112]; 
Jervis v. Hoyt, 2 Hun 637; Marfield v. 
Douglass, 3 N. Y. Super. 360 [rev on 
other grounds 3 N. Y. 62, 8 NYLeg 
Obs 110]; Lippmann y. Brown, 43 
Mise. 632, 88 NYS 141; Williams v. 
Littlefield, 12 Wend. 362; Bell v. 
Palmer, 6 Cow. 128; lLeverick v. 
Meigs, 1 Cow. 645; Guy v. Oakley, 13 
Johns. 332; Le Guen v. Gouverneur, 
1 Johns. Cas. 437 note. 

Pa.—Porter v. Patterson, 15 Fa. 


229; Geyer v. Decker, 1 Yeates 486. 
Ss. C.—Barksdale v. Brown, 10 S. C, 
L. 517, 9 AmD 720; Wilkinson v. 


Campbell, 1S. C. L. 169. 

Tenn.—Johnson v. Wade, 2 Baxt. 
480; Hornsby v. Fielding, 10 Heisk. 
367; Strong v. Stewart, 9 Heisk. 137. 

Vt.— Bigelow v. Walker, 24 Vt. 149, 
58 AmD 156; Bliss v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 
252, 30 AmD 467. 

Va.—Pocahontas Guano Co. v. 
Smith, 122 Va. 318, 94 SE 769; George 
Campbell Co. v. Angus, 91 Va. 438, 
22 SE 167; Howatt v. Davis, 5 Munf. 
(19. Va.) 34, 7 AmD 681. ‘ 

Wis.—Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 253. 

Eng.—Stearine Kaarsen Fabrick 
Gonda Co. v. Heintzmann, 17 C. B. 
N. S. 56, 112 ECL 56, 144 Reprint 22. 

“By his acceptance of the goods, 
under such instructions from the 
consignor, the consignee takes them 
subject to such conditions, and may 
not disregard them without subject- 
ing himself to consequent damages 
to the consignor.” Heffner Vv. 
Gwynne-Treadweil Cotton Co., 160 
Fed. 635, 638, 87 CCA 606. _ 

[a] Where joint principals.— 
Where two joint owners of cotton 
consign it to a merchant for sale, 
and inform him that each owned a 


which may result from his failure to do so;?8% and 
this rule applies not only to instructions accompany- 
ing the consignment, but also to subsequent in- 
structions,*° except that where the consignment is 
made under an express agreement, the factor is not 
bound to follow subsequent instructions inconsistent 
with such agreement.*! 
tions are clear the factor is generally bound to fol- 
low them without regard to how unbusinesslike they 
may be;*? and as a general rule no usage or custom 
in a particular market,‘? and no motive connected 


If the principal’s instrue- 


moiety, and give separate instruc- 
tions, each as to his share, one may 
maintain a separate action against 
the consignee for violation of his 
separate instructions. Hall v. Leigh, 
8 Cranch (U. S.) 50, 3 L. ed. 484. 

39. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606; 
Loraine v. Cartwright, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8,500, 3 Wash. C. C. 151; Walker v. 
Smith, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,086, 1 Wash. 
C. C. 152, 4 Dall. 389; Capron . v. 
Adams, 28 Md. 529; Evans v. Root, 


7 N. Y. 186, 57 AmD 512. And see 
cases supra note 3814. 

40. U. S.—Heffner v. Gwynne- 
Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 625, 
87 CCA 606. 


Ill.— Pulsifer v. Shepard, 36 Ill. 513. 

N. M.—Goesling v. Gross, 15 N. M. 
Ly el oes OOS. 

N. Y.—Marfield v. Douglass, 3 N. Y. 
Super. 360; Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. 
128; Guy v. Oakley, 13 Johns. 332 
[rev on other grounds 3 N. Y. 62, 
8 NYLegObs 110]. 

N. C.—Spruill v. Davenport, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022. 

And see cases supra note 38%. 

[a] Before sale-—Where the in- 
structions are not contemporaneous 
with the advancement or consign- 
ment, but are given before the sale, 
and are received, accepted, and ac- 
quiesced in, such instructions are as 
binding upon the factor as if given 
at the time of the advancement or 
consignment. Goesling v. Gross, 15 
N. M. 721, 113 P 608. 

41. Lyles v. Styles, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8.625, 2 Wash. C. C. 224; Ferguson 
v. Porter, 3 Fla. 27; B. I. Sturtevant 
Co. v. Cumberland, 106 Md. 587, 68 A 
351, 14 AnnCas 675; Cunningham v. 
Littlefield, 1 Hdw. (N. Y.) 104. 

[a] Joint consignment. — Where 
goods are consigned, in pursuance 
of a previous understanding, to be 
sold on joint speculation, the con- 
signee is not bound by the directions 
of the consignor as to the terms of 
sale. Cunningham vy. Littlefield, 1 
Edw. (N. Y.) 104 ([foll Lyles -v. 
Styles, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,625, 2 Wash: 
GC. C. 224]. 

42. Citizens’ Eank vy. Rudisill, 4 
Ga. A. 37, 60 SE 818. 

{a] If the factor is without inter- 
est in the subject matter, it is his 
“duty to disregard his own judgment 
and to follow the instructions of his 
principal, no matter how unbusiness- 
like those instructions may have 
been.”? Gordon vy. Cobb, 4 Ga. A. 49, 
52, 60 SE 818. 

43. Ga.—Hatcher v. Comer, 73 Ga. 


18. 

Tll.—Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197 Il. 
457, 64 NE 496. 

N. Y¥.—Douglass v. Leland, 1 Wend. 
490. 

Pa.—Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 
229. 

S. C.—Barksdale v. Brown, 10 S. C. 
L. 517, 9 AmD 72). 

Wis.—Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 253. 

Effect of custom or usage On pow- 
ers and duties generally see supra 
§§ 14, 32. 
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with the eee of the principal, however honestly 
entertained or wisely adopted,‘ will justify a de- 
parture from them; and it has been held that the 
factor is liable even though his departure from his 
instructions occurs through a mistake.*® If, how- 
ever, the factor, with proper care and diligence, 
faithfully and bona fide carries out the instructions 
of his principal, and a loss results, such loss must 
fall on the principal.4® The duty to cbey instruc- 
tions extends to instructions regarding the shipment 
of the goods.4* 

Acts outside scope of employment. The principal 
cannot, by instructions, require the factor to per- 
form acts not within the usual scope of his agency, 
unless the factor undertakes by agreement to do 
so.48 

Gratuitous service. The fact that the factor is 
acting without compensation will not prevent him 
from ineurring liability for a departure from his in- 
structions.*9 

[§ 37] 2. Requisites of Instructions. It is not 
necessary that the instructions be couched in imperi- 
ous or abrupt language;®°° but in order that they 
may be binding upon the factor, so as to render him 
liable for failing to follow them, it is necessary that 
they be expressed in clear and unambiguous lan- 
guage.°! The mere communication of an expecta- 
tion or hope as to the price to be obtained,®” or of a 
wish as to the manner, mode, or terms of the sale,°* 
is ordinarily insufficient to constitute an instruc- 
tion which will be binding upon the factor, unless 
the wish is expressed in such a manner or under 
such circumstances as indicate an intention on the 


44. Courcier v. Ritter, 6 F. Cas. 
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[§§ 36-40 


part of the principal that it shall be followed.*4 
If the instructions are so ambiguous as to be capable 
of several constructions, and the factor acts in good 
faith in following one construction, he is not liable 
because of his failure to follow the construction 
which the principal intended.*® 

[§ 38] 3. Qualifications and Exceptions—a. In- 
ability to Comply with Instructions. Where the fac- 
tor uses reasonable diligence to comply with his in- 
structions and without any fault on his part is 
unable to do so, he is not lable to his principal 
for a failure to carry out the instructions.®® In- 
ability to comply with instructions will not, how- 
ever, justify a departure therefrom,” except to the 
extent that such departure is justified by custom or 
usage,°8 or by the emergencies of the particular 
case.°? 

[§ 39] b. In Case of Emergency. Where by 
some sudden emergency or intervening necessity, or 
other unexpected event, it becomes impossible for 
the factor to comply with the exact terms of his 
instructions, he is not liable if in good faith, he 
departs therefrom,®® although such departure turns 
out to the disadvantage of the principal.®! 

[§ 40] c. Effect of Advances; Sale for Reim- 
bursement ®°°—(1) In General. The mere fact that 
a factor has advanced money on a consignment does 
not authorize him wholly to disregard the princi- 
pal’s instructions as to a sale.®* But as a general 
rule, where a factor makes advances or incurs lia- 
bilities on account of the goods consigned to him, 
and the principal after a reasonable notice and de- 
mand fails to repay the advances or discharge such 


Thompson vy. [b] Merely communicating a be- 


No. 3,282, 4 Wash. C. C. 549; Hatcher 
v. Comer, 713 Ga. 418. 

45. Rundle v. Moore, 3 Johns, Cas. 
(Ne Y:)+ 36. 

[a] A mistake as to, or misappre- 
hension of, the instructions is no 
excuse. Rundle y. Moore, 3 Johns. 
CaseiNe Y36: 

46. Manella v. Barry, 3 Cranch 
(WS SY)415712) 1. ed. 4843) Allen: v. 
Whetstone, 35 La. Ann, 846; Sigerson 
v. Pomeroy, 13 Mo. 620; Loeb v. John- 
son-Salkeld Co., 152 NYS 1046. 

[a] legal investment.—A factor 
who by direction of his principal in- 
vests the latter’s funds is not respon- 
sible to him for the illegality of the 


investment. Allen vy. Whetstone, 35 
La. Ann. 846. 
{b] Where written instructions 


refer the factor to a general agent 
of the principal, the factor may be 
justified in obeying new orders of 
the general agent, although contrary 
to the first written instructions. 
Manella vy. Barry, 3 Cranch (U. S.) 
415, 2°. ed. 484. 

47. U. S—Jolly v. Blanchard, 13 
F. Cas. No. 7,438, 1 Wash. C. C. 252. 


Fla.—Ferguson vy. Porter, 3 Fla. 
PE ie 

Ind.—Rapp v. Grayson, 2 Blackf. 
130 


La.—Ryder v. Thayer, 3 La. Aun. 
49 


N. C.—Bessent vy. Harris, 63 N. C. 


542. 

48. Thompson v. Woodruff, 7 
Coldw. (Tenn.) 401. 

[a] Cotton factors and commis- 


sion merchants of cotton are not 
agents in the extended sense in which 
factors and commission merchants 
are usually understood to be, but 
their agency is limited to cotton; 
and an order on such factors to pur- 
chase gold and remit it to Canada 
for one of their customers, whose 
money they have in their hands aris- 
ing from the sale of cotton, does not 
render them responsible for a failure 
to carry out the instructions unless 


Woodruff, 7 Coldw. (Tenn.) 401. 

49. Walker v. Smith, 29 F. Cas. 
Oke 17,086, 4 Dall. 389, 1 Wash. C. C. 
' 50. Marfield v. Douglass, 3 N. Y. 
Super. 3860 [rev on other grounds 3 
N. Y. 62, 8 NYLesObs 110]. 

[a] It is sufficient if the language 
is such as one courteous man would 
use to another, expressing a decisive 
wish and _ conclusion. Marfield v. 
Douglass, 3 N. Y. Super. 360 [rev on 
other grounds 3 N. Y. 62, 8 NYLeg 


Obs 110]. 

51. U. S—Marsh v. Whitmore, 21 
Wall. 178, 22 L. ed. 482; Courcier v. 
Ritter, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,282, 4 Wash. 


CG. Ca 54950 Tastett iv. Crousillat: .7 
iby’ CasseNion 33828) 2. Wash.sCc. Gvis2: 
De Loraine v. Cartwright, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,500, 8 Wash. GC. C. 151. 

Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, 106 Md. 587, 618, 68 A 351, 


14 AnnCas 675. 
Mass.—Mann vy. Laws, 117 Mass. 
Foster v. Rockwell, 104 Mass. 


2933 
167. 

N. Y.—Evans v. Root, 7 N. Y. 186, 
57 AmD 512; Jervis v. Hoyt, 2 Hun 
637; Marfield v. Douglass, 3 N. Y. 
Super. 360 [rev on other grounds 3 
N. Y. 62, 8 NYLegObs 110]; Russell 
v. Wetmore, 3 NYLegObs 318. 

N. C.—Long v. Pool, 68 N. C. 479; 
Bessent v. Harris, 63 N. C. 542. 

N. D.—Turner y. Crumpton, 21 
N. D. 294, 130 NW 937, AnnCas1913C 
1015. 

Pa.—Geyer v. Decker, 1 Yeates 486. 

52. La Farge v. Kneeland, 7 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 456; Vianna. v. Barclay, 3 
Cow. (N. Y.) 281; Turner v. Crump- 
ton, 21 N. D. 294, 130 NW 937, Ann 
Cas1918C 1015; Harper v. Kean, 11 
Serg. & R. (Pa.) 280. 

[a] The expression of a hope and 
a request that there might be no loss 
on the invoice is insufficient to con- 
stitute instructions limiting the price 
at which the goods are to be sold. 
La Farge v. Kneeland, 7 Cow. (N. Y.) 
456. 


lief that the excellent quality of the 
goods will command a certain price, 
and the statement that such price 
is confidently expected, does not fix 
such price as’ the minimum price. 


Minaya. v. Barelay, 3 Cow. (N. -¥Y.) 
53. Harper y. Kean, 11 Serg. & R. 
(Pa.) 280. 
54. Brown v. McGran, 14 Pet. 


(U. S.) 479, 10 L. ed. 550; Beadles v. 
Hartmus, 7 Baxt. (Tenn.) 476. 

55. -Courcier v; Ritter;.6 &. Cas. 
No. 3,282, 4 Wash. C. C. 549; Bessent 
v. Harris, 63 N.C. 542; Turner vy. 
Crumpton, 21 N. D. 294, 1830 NW 937, 
AnnCas1918C 1015. 


56. U. S.—De Tastett v. Crousil- 
latyi¢«- Wo Gags, No. 13,828, .cus\wacne 
Cr-O-t82; 


Ill—Dunbar v. Gregg, 44 Ill. A. 527. 
a ee ee v. Fish, 40 Iowa 
od. 

N. Y.—Evans v. Root, 7 N. Y. 186, 
57 AmD 6512. 


Rant C.—Hagan v. Paine, 2 N. C. 
wt Pomeroy v. Sigerson, 22 Mo. 
| 58. Hagan y. Paine, 2 N. C, 272. 


59. See infra § 39. 

60. U. S.—Forrestier v. Bordman, 
9 F. Cas. No. 4/945, 1 Story 43: 

Mass.—Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Al- 
len 363. 

N. H.—Frothingham y. Everton, 12 
N. H. 239. 

N. Y.—Joslin v. Cowee, 52 N. Y. 
90 [rev 60 Barb. 48]; Jervis v. Hoyt, 
2 Hun 637; Lippmann vy. Brown, 43 
Misc. 632, 88 NYS 141; Lawler v. 
Keaquick,-1 Johns. Cas. 174; Drum- 
mond v. Wood, 2 Cai. 310. 

Pa.—Dusar v. Perit, 4 Binn. 361. 

61. Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Allen 
(Mass.) 363. 

: ote Enforcement of lien see infra 

63. Spruill v. Davenport, 116 N. Cc. 
34, 20 SE 1022; Bean v. Adams, 1 
Disn. 388, 12 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 688; 
Moody v. Thompson, (Okl.) 166 P 96. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a ae 
Wall. 141, 


§§ 40-41] 


jiabilities,** and the factor has reasonable grounds 
to apprehend a loss by obeying the instructions, 
either because of the insolveney of the principal,®® 
or of the insufficiency in value of the consignment 
to repay the advances,** he has the right to sell in 
the usual course of trade so much of the goods as 
may be necessary to reimburse such advances or 
meet such habilities, although he violates the prin- 
cipal’s instructions in doing so;%7 unless there is an 
express agreement between him and his principal 
which controls or varies this right,’ as where at the 
time of the consignment instructions are given to 
which the factor assents;®® and as in other cases an 
existence of a usage to sell to pay advances will not 
control an express contract between the parties as to 
Thus in the absence of a 
contract to the contrary a factor who has made 
advances is not bound to hold the goods, as in- 
structed, where the principal fails, after a reason- 
able notice, to deposit more margins,’! and where 
in the opinion of the factor, the goods are not suf- 
ficient security for the balance due him;72 even 
though the customer is solvent and the factor holds 
But a factor who has advanced gener- 
ally on the goods in his hands cannot, in the ab- 
sence of special authority, sell a debt existing in 


the sale of the goods.” 


his note.73 


S.—Feild v. Farrington, 10 

Oe Neds e 9 23: se BLOWN Ve 
McGran, 14 Pet. 479, 10 L. ed. 550; 
Fordyce v. Peper, 16 Fed. 516 [rev 
on other grounds 119 U. S. 469, 7 
SOU She moOl Le CGurasb > Chapin cy. 
Siger, 5 F, Cas. No. 2,600, 4 McLean 
378. : 


Ga.—Heard v. Russell, 59 Ga. 25; 
Cummins v. Boston, 25 Ga. 277. 

Ind.—Duffy v. England, 176 Ind. 
575, 96 NE 704, 706 [cit Cyc]; Mooney 
Ve Musser) 45 Ind. 115. 

Mass.—Parker v. Brancker, 22 Pick. 
40 


Minn.—Davis vy. Kobe, 36 Minn. 
214, 30 NW 662, 1 AmSR 6638. 
Mo.—Phillips -v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, 
97 AmD 369; Given v. Lemoine, 35 
Mo. 110; Benny v. Rhodes, 18 Mo. 
147, 59 AmD 293. 
Pa.—Watson v. Beatty, 10 Pa. Cas. 
108, 13) A 521. 
Tenn.—Beadles v. Hartmus, 7 Baxt. 


476. 

Va.—Campbell Co. v. Angus, 91 Va. 
SOIR VAPORS Pa SHAE 

[a] The only way in which the 
principal can defeat the factor’s right 
to sell a sufficient amount of the 
property to discharge the sum due 
the factor for expenses and advances 
is to pay or tender to him such an 
amount as will discharge the indebt- 
edness. ay ene v. Rushing, 105 

‘ , ol SE 130. 
See Cummins vy. Boston, 25 Ga. 
277; Frost v. Powell, 10 Ga. A. 95, 
72 SE 719. 

66. Frost v. Powell, 10 Ga. A. 95, 


ZeSH 719° 
i 6 U. S—Brown vy. McGran, 14 
105 


oa E 
Pet. 479, 10 L. ed. 550. : 

Ga.—Willingham vy. Rushing, 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Cummins v. Bos- 
ton, 25 Ga. 277; Gordon v. Cobb, 4 Ga. 
A. 49, 60 SE 821. 

Ill.—Nelson v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
Ol wA, 180. . 

Towa.—M. M. Walker- Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, etc., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 
85 NW 614,538 LRA 775. 

La.—Dreyfuss vy. Gumble, 123 La. 
344, 48 S 958. 

Md.—Whitney v. Wyman, 24 Md. 
131. 

Mo.—Howard v. Smith, 56 Mo. 314; 
Benny v. Rhodes, 18 Mo. 147, 59 AmD 
293 


N. Y.—Blackmar vy. Thomas, 28 
ING Yi 6.7: é f 

Tenn.—Bell v.. Hannah, 3 Baxt. 47. 

Tex.—Cleveland v. Jamison, (Civ. 
A.) 182 SW 1175. 

[a] Effect of draft on factor.— 
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[§ 41] (2) 


If the price of a consignment is not 
positiveiy restricted, a draft by the 
consignon on the consignee is suffi- 
cient to justify a sale to meet it, al- 
though without the drawing of the 
draft the state of the market might 
demand a delay. Briggs v. Ripley, 
7 Mart. (La.) 57. 

68. U. S.—Brown v. McGran, 14 
Pet. 479, 10 LL. ed. 550; Hichel v. 
Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845; Rice v. Brook, 
20 Fed. 611; Fordyce v. Peper, 16 
Fed. 516, 5 McCrary 221 [rev on other 
SLrOUNndS. TIER is. 24695) i Clim aoN, 
30 L. ed. 435]. 

Ga.— Whigham y. Fountain, 132 Ga. 
277, 63 SE 1115; Heard v. Russell, 59 
Ga. 25; Gray v. Bass, 42 Ga. 270; 
Campbell v. Redwine, 22 Ga. A. 455, 
96 SE 347. 

Ind.—Duffy v. England, 176 Ind. 
575, 96 NE 704. 

Iowa.—Butterfield v. Stephens, 59 
Iowa 596, 13 NW 751. 

Ky.—Fatman y. Brown, 1 Ky. Op. 
490. 

Md.—Capron v. Adams, 28 Md. 529. 
.N. Y.—Marfield v. Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 


62, 8 NYLegObs 110 [rev 3 N. Y. 


Super. 360]. 

Tenn.—Beadles v. Hartmus, 7 Baxt. 
476. 

Tex.—Cleveland v. Jamison, (Civ. 
A) U2. Swi llibs. Porter Ve teath; 
VaVex MAS Civ? iCas, “Sh l24: 

[a] Right to notice affected by 
contract.—Where a consignee ad- 
vanced money under an agreement 
that if the consignor failed to pay 
him a stipulated sum in case of a 
decline in the price of the goods he 
should be at liberty to sell the goods 
“at public or private sale or other- 
wise”; this was more than a mere 
pledge; and the consignor having 
failed to comply with his stipulation 
could not require notice of the time 
and place of sale; but the consignee 
must give notice of the decline in 
price and demand the deposit of the 
margin, but such demand might be 
made of the consignor’s clerk, who 
in fact negotiated the consignment. 
Milliken v. Dehon, 27 N. Y. 364 [rev 
23 N. Y¥. Super. 325]. 

69. See infra § 41. 


70. Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 
229: Porter v. Heath, 2 Tex. A. Civ. 
Cas. § 124. 


71. Meinhard-Feirst-Doyle Co. v. 
De Loach, 19 Ga. ‘A. 323, 91 SE 446; 
Leffler v. Pearson, 17 Ga. A. 57, 86 
SE 256; Cleveland v. Jamison, (Tex. 
Civ Ae)! 182 (SW ALi. " 

72. Leffler v. Pearson, 17 Ga. A. 
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open account arising from the sale of a portion of 
the consignment so as to transfer a good title to the 
claim, especially where the debt has not yet matured 
and where the principal is not in default and has 
not been called upon to repay the advances.’ 
some jurisdictions, a factor, even after he has made 
advances, ‘has no authority to sell the goods in. 
violation of instructions, on the principal’s neglect- 
ing on request to repay the advances.”® 

Refusal to sell. 
the terms ordered by his principal will prejudice 
the factor’s security,® the fact that a factor has 
made advances on goods does not justify him in 
refusing to sell as directed by the principal,’? and if 
he is instructed to sell immediately he may be held 
liable for any loss resulting from his failure to do 


In 


Unless a sale at the time or on 


Consignment with Instructions. 


Where at the time the consignment is made, in- 
structions are given to the factor as to the time, 
manner, or price of the sale, which instructions are 
assented to by the factor, the mere fact that he 
subsequently makes advances or incurs liabilities on 
account of the goods gives him no right to sell for. 
his reimbursement, in violation of such instrue-. 
tions,’® especially where the principal stands ready 


57, 86 SE 256. : 
73. Lefiler v. Pearson, 17 Ga. A; 
57, 86 SE 256. : 
74. Commercial Nat. Bank v. Heil- 
bronner, 108 N.Y.) 439) asa NEw 708 
[rev 52 N. Y. Super. 388]. : 
75. Smart v. Sandars, 5 C. B. 895, 
918, 57 ECL 895, 186 Reprint 1132; De 
Comas y. Prost, 3 Moore P. C. N. S. 
158, 16 Reprint 59; Raleigh v. Atkin- 
son, 6 M. & W. 670, 151 Reprint 581; 
Mitchell v. Sykes, 4 Ont. 501. 


76. U. S.—Hichel vy. Sawyer, 44 
Fed. 845. 
Be CODD aces vy. Adams, 37 Conn. 
8. 


ya ead v. Davis, 40 Mich. 
gnome Blair y. Childs, 10 Heisk. 


Wyo.—Justice vy. Brock, 21 Wyo. 
288," U3 WEP 3850135 ee O 7 Omibeit 
Cyc]. 

[a] TIlustration.—A factor is not 
bound to obey an instruction to sell 
if obedience to such instruction will 
manifestiy impair the factor’s se- 
curity, as for instance, where the 
present prices are insufficient to pay 
the advances and the goods are on 
a rising market. Weed v. Adams, 
37 Conn, 378. 

[b] Forced sale.—A factor who 
has made advances upon the goods is 
not bound to sacrifice the goods at 
a forced sale, especially where the 
principal is insolvent. Eichel vy. 
Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845. 

77. Butterfield v. Stephens, 59 


Iowa 596, 13 NW 751; Howland v. 
Davis, 40 Mich. 545; La Farge v. 
Kneeland, 7 Cow. (N. Y.) 456; Bell 


Vv. Palmer; 6Cow. ‘GN. Yo) 128: 
78. La Farge v. Kneeland, 7 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 456; Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. 


QNESY2) 123; 

.. MeGran, 14- Pet. 
10 L. ed. 550; Heffner 
v. Gynne-Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 
Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606; Loraine v. 
Cartwright, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,500, 3 
Wash. C. C. 151; Sigerson v. Pomeroy, 
13 Mo. 620; Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N. Y. 
78, 51 AmD 345 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 
111]; La Farge v. Kneeland, 7 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 456; Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 128; Beadles v. Hartmus, 7 
Baxt. (Tenn.) 476; Hornsby vy. Field- 
ing, 10 Heisk. (Tenni.) 367; Strong v. 
Stewart, 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 137. 

“If the  consignor, contempora- 
neously with the advancement and 
consignment, gives to the consignee 
direction respecting the holding or 
the time and manner of disposing of 
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and offers to reimburse and discharge such advances 
Where, however, the factor gives 
his principal reasonable notice to repay the ad- 
vances and such repayment is refused, the factor is 
entitled to sell for reimbursement even though the 
sale is in violation of the principal’s instructions,§+ 
and within this exception notice to the principal of 
the amount of advances and a demand for repay- 
ment are essential to the right of the factor to sell.8? 
Thus, where goods are consigned to be sold at a cer- 
tain limited price and the principal fails to indem- 
nify the factor after reasonable notice, the factor 
may, in the exercise of a sound discretion, sell so 
much of the consignment as is necessary for his 
protection at the current price, although that price 
is lower than the price previously fixed by the prin- 


and liabilities.®° 


eipal.83 


[§ 42] 


(3) Consignment without Instructions. 
Although there is some authority to the contrary,®* 
as a general rule where the consignment is made 
without instructions, and the factor makes advances 
or incurs liabilities, either before or at the time of 
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[§ 43] 


ee 
; a 
ib, 


[§§ 41-43 


right to sell in the exercise of a sound discretion 
for his reimbursement at such time and in such 
mode as the usage of trade and general duty re- 
quire, and the consignor has no power by any sub- 
sequent orders to suspend or control this right of 
sale,s> except as to the surplus not necessary to ef- 
fect the reimbursement ;** especially where the con- 
signor is insolyent, and the consignment, constitutes 
the only fund for indemnity.? 
tions, however, this rule is modified to the extent 
that the factor cannot sell in violation of subsequent 
instructions not to sell, without first giving reason- 
able notice to his principal and demanding repay- 
ment of the advances.*® 

E. Duty to Inform Principal.®® It is the 
duty of the factor to inform the principal of all 


In some jurisdic- 


facts or cireumstances, relating to the consignment, 


receiving the consignment, he is clothed with the 


the goods, which are assented to by 
the factor’s acceptance of them, the 
iatter may not disregard the direc- 
tion or condition in selling for his 
reimbursement, although. he has 
made advancements or incurred lia- 
bilities on account of the. geods.” 
Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell Cotton 
Co,, 160 Fed. 635, 639, 87 CCA 606. 

- 80. Brown: v. McGran, 14 Pet. 
(U. S.) 479, 10 L. ed. 550; Heffner 
v. Gwynne-Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 
Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606, 


81. Mass.—Parker v. Brancker, 
22 Pick. 40. 
Mo.—Columbian Nat. Bank  v. 


White, 65 Mo. A. 677. 

“N. H.—Frothingham v. Everton, 
120 No E239, 

N. Y.—Hilton v. Vanderbilt, 82 
NieNG 1591 Blot cv.) Boiceau, :3, N.Y. 
78, 51 AmD 345 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 
112]; Marfield v. Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 
62 [rev 3 N. Y: Super. 360]; Casson 
v. Wield, 52 N. Y. Super. 196. 

' N. C.—S,. Blaisdale Co. v. Lee, 127 
NwnG21365, 37, SH) 509 

[a] Reasonable time for sale.— 
A reasonable time for a sale in the 
due course of business must, how- 
ever, have elapsed, before the factor 
is entitled to sell in violation of in- 
structions, for the purpose of reim- 
bursing himself. Frothingham  v. 
HBverton, 12 N. H. 239. 

[b] If the goods are out of the 
jurisdiction of the court, the fact 
that plaintiff brought an action in 
the forum of defendant’s residence 
for the amount of his advances and 
asked that the goods be sold under 
an order of court does not affect the 
factor’s rights to sell for reimburse- 
ment. S. Blaisdale Co. v. Lee, 127 N. 
C. 365, .37 SE 509. 

82. Iowa.—Hallowell v. Fawcett, 
30 Iowa 491. 

Mass.—Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Al- 
jen 363. 

N. M.—Goesling v. Gross, 15 N. M. 
2 1A3 P6083), 

N. Y.—Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N. Y. 
78, : AmD 3845 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 
112]. 


Pa.—Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 
229. 
83. Parker v. Brancker, 22 Pick. 


(Mass.) 40; Howard v. Smith; 56 
Mo. 314; Phillips v. Scott, 43 Mo. 
86, 97 AmD 369; Columbian Nat. 
Bank v. White, 65 Mo. A. 677; Froth- 
ingham vy. Everton, 12 N. H. 239; 
Blaisdale Co. v.-Lee, 127 N. C. 365, 
37 SE 509. But see George v. Mc- 
Neill, 7 La. 124, 26 AmD 498 (where 
the court said that, although a fac- 
tor is the creditor of his consignor 


a 


and has made his advances, which 
must be covered, this fact will not 
justify of itself a sale below the 
limited price). . 

84. Smart v. Sandars, 5 C. B. 895, 
57 ECL 895, 1386 Reprint 1132; De 
Comas v. Prost, 3 Moore P. C. N. S. 
158, 16 Reprint 59; Raleigh v. Atkin- 
son, 6 M. & W. 670, 151 Reprint 581. 

85. U. S.—Feild v. Farrington, 10 
Wally tai, 9" Es eds 9235 (Brander. vs 
Phillips, 16 Pet. 124,°10"L. ed. 909; 
Browa, v. MeGran, 14 Pet. 479, 10 L. 


ed. 550; Heffner v. Gwynne-Tread- 
well Cotton Co. 160 Fed. 635, 87 
CCA 606; Hichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 
845; Talcott v. Chew, 27 Fed. 273; 
Rice v. Brook, 20 Fed. 611. 
Ill.—Nelson v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Cox, 62) TU VASS A180; 
tpt ga eOney, v. Musser, 45 Ind. 
Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, ete., Co., 112 Iowa 428, 
85 NW 614, 538 LRA 775; Butterfield 
v. Stephens, 59 Iowa 596, 138 NE 751. 
Mda.—Capron v. Adams, 28 Ma. 
529; Whitney v. Wyman, 24 Md. 181. 
Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7. 
Mo.—Howard v. Smith, 56 Mo. 314; 
Ehiltipe v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, 97 AmD 
369, 


Pa.—Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. 359; Gill v. Beattie, 29 
WklyNC 459. 

Tenn.—Beadles_ v. 
Baxt. 476; Bell v. Hannah, 3 Baxt. 
47; Blair v. Childs, 10 Heisk. 199. 

Tex.—Cleveland v. Jamison, (Civ. 
A.) 182 SW 1175. 

Wash.—Lockett v. Baxter, 3 Wash. 
T4350} 19) P02 8. = 

“Where the factor has made ad- 
vancements or incurred liabilities on 
account of the goods, and the con- 
signment is made without any direc- 
tion at the time as to the holding 
of the goods, or the time or manner 
of their disposition or of the pro- 
ceeds, the intendment of law is that 
the factor is vested with authority 
to hold and dispose of the goods in 
the usual, customary method of the 
trade; and to reimburse himself out 
of the proceeds for such advance- 
ments and liabilities, as well as his 
commissions.” Heffner v. Gwynne- 
Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 
639, 87 CCA 606. 

86. Nelson v. Chicago, etc, R. 
Co., 2 Till. A. 180; Whitney v. Wy- 
man, 24 Md. 131; Bell v. Hannah, 3 
Baxt. (Tenn.) 47; Cleveland v. Jami- 
son, (Tex. Civ. A.) 182 SW 1175. 

87. Brown v. McGran, 14: Pet. 
(U. S.) 479, 10 L. ed. 550. 

88. Greenleaf v. Moody, 13 Allen 
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which may make it necessary for the principal to 
take measures for the protection of his interests, 
and the factor will be liable to his principal for 
any loss that may result from his failure to dis- 
charge such duty,®°® or from his negligence in trans- 


(Mass.) 363; Hilton v. Vanderbilt, 
82 N. Y. 591; Milliken v. Dehon, 27 
N. Y. 864 [rev 23 N: Y. Super 325]; 
Marfield v. Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 62, 
NYLegObs 110 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 
360]; Casson v. Field, 52 
Super. 196; Whitman v. Horton, 46 
N. Y. Super. 531; Maxwell v. Audin- 
wood,*15 Hun (N. Y.) 111. 

[a] Instruction not to sell below 
limited price.—Notice to the princi- 
pal is necessary to authorize the 
factor to sell below the price limited 
by the’ principal. Greenleaf v. 
Moody, 13 Allen (Mass.) 363. 

89. See generally Agency § 369. 

Duty to disclose name of pur- 
chaser see infra § 54. : 


90. . S—De. Tastett v. Crousil- 
lat, 67“ BY) Cas: e No, | 3:828;2 wish. 
C. C. 132; Forrestier v. Bordman, 


9 F. Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 43; Ham- 
ilton v. Cunningham, 11 F. Cas. No. 
5,978, 2 Brock. 350. 

Ga.—Beach v. Branch, 57 Ga. 362. 

1ll— Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197 Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 618]. 

Iowa.—Howe vy. Sutherland, 39 
Iowa 484, ‘ 

Ky.—De Lazardi v. Hewitt, 7 B. 
Mon. 697. 

La.—Area v. Milliken, 35 La. Ann. 


1150; Barren vy. Blanchard, 2 Mart. 
N. S. 662. 
Me.—Pinkham y. Crocker, 77 Me. 


563, 1 A 827; Greely v. Bartlett, 1 
Me. 172, 10 AmD 54. 

Mass.—Amory v. Hamilton, 17 
Mass. 103. 

Mo.—Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 110; 
Railey v. Porter, 32 Mo. 471, 82 AmD 
141; Benedict v. Inland Grain Co,. 80 
Mo. A. 449. 

a J.—Park v. Miller, 27 N. J. L. 

N. C.—Spruill v. Davenport, 116 N. 
C. 34, 20 SEH 1022. 

Pa.—Arrott v. Brown, 6 Whart. 9: 
Harvey v. ‘Turner, 4 Rawle 223; 
Moore vy. Thompson, 9 Phila. 164. 

Eng.—Smith v. Lascelles, 2 T. R. 
187, 100 Reprint 101. 

[a] Illustration.—If s factor neg- 
lects to give his principal the neces- 
sary information concerning a sale to 
enable the principal to protect him- 
self when the sale was not consum- 
mated, the factor is liable to account 
to the principal at the price for which 
the sale was made. Western Union 
Cold Storage Co. v. Winona Produce 
yeee ce Ill. 457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. 


A. 618]. 

[b] State of market—A factor 
unauthorized to sell the goods when- 
ever he, in the exercise of a sound 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


Nene * 


§§ 43-44] 


mitting the information.®1 Thus it has been held 
that it is the duty of the factor to notify the prin- 
cipal of the seizure of the goods under attachment 
proceedings against the principal;? or of the non- 
payment of a check or note taken for the purchase 
price of the goods;°* or of the insolvency of the pur- 
chaser;°* or of his inability to effect insurance, 
where it is his duty to insure;® or of his inability 
to sell the goods as instructed.°* But a mere failure 
to notify the principal of a certain fact will not 
render the factor liable where no damages result 
from such failure;*7 nor is the factor liable for fail- 
ing to intorm the principal in regard to matters of 
which the principal has the means of acquiring 
knowledge. ; 

Depreciation of goods. Where the consignment is 
without instructions, and the factor has authority 
to sell in his discretion, he is not required to notify 
the principal of a depreciation in the value of the 
goods. f 

[§ 44] F. Duty as to Care of Goods. It is the 
factor’s duty to care for and protect the goods 
which have been consigned to him, with a reason- 


FACTORS 
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able degree of prudence and diligence,! that is, such 
care as a reasonably prudent man would take of his 
Own property in a similar situation;? and in exer- 
cising such «are he may incur reasonable expenses 
for the benefit of the goods,? and may employ coun- 
sel to defend actions concerning the goods. If he 
exercises such prudence and diligence, he is not 
liable for any loss of, or injury to, the goods while 
in his possession,> as where the loss or injury is 
caused by a vis major,® or act of God.7 Unless in- 
structed to the contrary he may follow the usage ‘or 
custom of trade in his care of the goods,§ provided 
the usage or custom is a reasonable one,® and has 
the quality of certainty,!° and is not inconsistent 
with the law.1! 

Liability for negligence. Where the factor fails 
to exercise reasonable prudence and diligence in car- 
ing for the goods, he is liable for any loss or injury 
that results therefrom.” ; 

Intermingling goods; substitution. The factor 
cannot substitute for the goods consigned other 
goods of the same kind;1* and as a general rule he 
should keep the goods of his principal unmixed. with, 


discretion, should think it advantage- 
ous to do so, should, during the time 
he retains the goods, keep the prin- 
cipal advised of the state of the mar- 


Ket. Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 110. 
91. Bambridge v. Crane, (Cal. A.) 
Theat per ie 


[a] Cablegram.—The question of a 
factor’s negligence in wording a ca- 
blegram relative to the price should 
be determined from the whole mes- 
sage read in the light of the rela- 
tions of the parties and the circum- 
stances surrounding the transaction. 
mambelage v. Crane, (Cal. A.) 182 P 
V7 


92. Moore vy. Thompson, 9 Phila. 
(Pa.) 164. 
93.) -pavkesv-—Miller, 27 .N.. J. t. 


338; Arrott v. Brown, 6 Whart. (Pa.) 
9; Harvey v. Turner, 4 Rawle (Pa.) 
223 


[a] TIllustration.—Where a factor 
sells goods on credit, taking a note 
for the price, notifies the principal 
of the sale, and gives him credit for 
the price in his account; on failure of 
the factor to notify the principal of 
the nonpayment of the note, he him- 
self becomes liable therefor. Harvey 
v. Turner, 4 Rawle (Pa.) 223. 

[b] No inference of notice.—If a 
factor undertakes to collect checks 
given by a purchaser of goods sold 
for his principal, it is not a fair 
legal inference that he gave notice 
of their dishonor to his principal be- 
cause he knew it himself. Park v. 
Miller, 27 N. J. L. 338. 
. 94 See infra § 53. 

95. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
Cas: UNo. 35828, .20wasn. Cl C3325 
Callander v. Oelrichs, 5 Bing. N. Cas. 
58, 35 ECL 41, 132 Reprint 1026._ 

Duty as to insurance see infra 
§ 45. 

96. 


34, 20 SE 1022. But see Dowler v. 
Swift, 113 App. Div. 260, 98 NYS 
983 (holding that, where goods were 
consigned under an agreement that 
the factor should sell the goods if 
possible, and in the event of not be- 
ing able to get full value should cable 
the best price obtainable, it was not 
his duty to give notice of the fact 
that he was unable to obtain any 
offer at all for the goods). 

97. Dwight v. Whitney,,15 Pick. 
(Mass.) 179; Myers v. Brice, 2 Pen- 
nyp. (Pa.) 382. 

[a] Nonnayment.—The mere fail- 
ure to notify the princinal of the 
nonpayment of the purchase price 
will not render the factor liable for 
the debt, where the principal has 
suffered no specific damares by _rea- 
son of such failure. Dwight v. Whit- 
ney, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 179. 


Spruill v. Davenport, 116 N. C. 


98. Koshland v. Weber, 23 Wyo. 
241, 148 P 369, 152 P 167. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a sheep 
grower who consigns his wool to a 
factor for sale is a subscriber to a 
newspaper containing weekly reports 
of the wool market, the failure of the 
factor to keep the sheep grower in- 
formed as to the condition of the 
market does not create a liability. 
Koshland v. Weber, 23 Wyo. 241, 148 
P 13695. 152 P 167. 

99. Adams v. Capron, 21 Md. 186, 
83 AmD 566. 

1. Ky.—Chenowith v. Dickinson, 8 
B. Mon. 156. 

Mich.—Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 
187 Mich. 676, 154 NW 80. 

N. J.—Ives v. Freisinger, 70 N. J. 
L257, 04, A401, 

N. Y.—Colligan v. Scott, 58 N. Y. 
670 [aff 86 N. Y. Super. 574 mem]. 

Tex.—Vincent v. Rather, 31 Tex. 
77, 98 AmD 516. 

ja] Thus, it is his duty to care for 
and recover the goods, where they 
have been damaged in transit. Col- 
ligan v. Scott, 58 N. Y. 670 [aff 36 
N. Y. Super. 574 mem]. 

2. Ives v. Freisinger, 70 N. J. L. 
257, 57 A 401. 

8. Colley v. Merrill, 6 Me. 50. 

Reimbursement for expenditures 
see infra § 81. 

4. Monnett v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 
151, 27 NE 827. 

5. Ala.—Foster v. Bush, 104 Ala. 
662, 16 S 625. : 

D. C.—Whittingham v. Owen, 19 
1A Oper AiT( 

Ill. Weaver v. Poyer, 70 Ill. 567; 
Dunbar v. Gregg, 44 Ill. A. 527. 

Iowa.—Hunter v. Davis, 128 Iowa 
216, 103 NW 373. 

La.—Hill v. White, 11 La. Ann. 170. 

Mich.—Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 
187 Mich. 676, 154 NW_ 80. 

S. C.—Huguenin v. Legare, 45 S. 
Coils 204: 

[a] Illustration.—A factor to sell 
horses is not liable. in the absence 
of negligence on his part, for the 
value of horses which die before they 
are sold. Hunter v. Davis, 128 lowa 
216, 103 NW 373. : 

[b] Inability to store.—A factor is 
not liable for damage to _ cotton 
caused by exposure on the wharf to 
the weather, where he is unable to 
procure immediate warehouse room, 
owing to the destruction by fire of 
the warehouses in the city. Foster 
v. Bush. 104 Ala. 662, 16 S 625. 

[ec] Loss of goods after voidable 
sale.—The factor, in the absence of 
negligence on his part, is not liable 
for the loss of goods destroyed by 
fire, although he has sold the goods, 
but the contract of sale is unenforce- 


able on account of the statute of 
frauds. Huguenin v. Legare, 45 S. 
C. L. 204. 

6. Jones v. Sinclair, 2 iN. H. 319; 
9 AmD 75; Wilkinson v. Williams, 35 
Tex. USiis 

{a] Where goods are wrongfully 
seized by an officer under an execu- 
tion against the factor, the latter is 
not answerable to the owner for. the 
goods so taken, since such taking is 
wrongful; and the owner has a com- 
plete remedy by an action against the 
Officer, ‘Jones’ v. Sinclair, 2. N. HH. 
319; 9-ArnD 75: ; 

oe Dunbar v. 44 Til A, 


527. 

[a] Although he has been guilty 
of delay in selling the goods,’ he is 
not liable for an injury occurring 
through an act of God. Dunbar y. 
Gregg, 44 Ill. A. 527. 

8. Wallace v. Morgan, 23 Ind. 399; 
Davis v. Kobe, 36 Minn. 214, 30 NW 
662, 1 AmSR 663; Vincent v. Rather, 
31 Tex. 77, 98 AmD 516; Kaufman v.' 
Edwards, 2 Tex. Unrep. Cas. 132. 

Effect of usage on powers and du- 
ties generally see Supra §§ 14, 32. 

9. Vincent v. Rather, 31 Tex. 77, 
98 AmD 516. 


Gregg, 


rane Wallace v. Morgan, 23 Ind. 
11. Kaufman v. Edwards, 2 Tex. 


Unrep. Cas. 132. ; 

12. Bartle v. Phelps, 39 Iowa 498; 
Ives v. Freisinger, 70 N. J. L.° 257, 
57 A 401; Knowles v. Savage, 140 N. 
C. 372, 52 SE 930; Vincent v. Rather, 
31 Tex. 77, 98 AmD 516. 

[a] Storage of goods.—Where a 
factor advertises to store goods in a 
fireproof warehouse, he is liable for 
the loss of the goods by fire arising 
from his failure to store them so: 


Vincent v. Rather, 31 Tex. 77, 98 
AmD 516. 
tne Seymour v. Wyckoff, 10 N. Y. 


[a] Reason for rule-——Such a sub- 
stitution, if allowed, would give 
every factor “the right of converting 
the property to his own use, and,:in- 
stead of bailee, to assume the char- 
acter of debtor to the owner for his 
property, without his consent.” Sey-=- 


mour v. Wyckoff, 10 N. Y. °213, 
Zl ke 3 
[b] Effect of instructions.—An 


instruction to a commission mer- 
chant, in regard to goods consigned 
to him for sale. to do with them in 
like manner as if they were his own, 
given in furtherance of former in- 
structions, does not authorize him 
to sell the goods and substitute other 
goods of the same kind in their 
piace: Seymour v. Wyckoff, 10 N. Y. 
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those of himself or of others;!4 and if he inter- 
mingles his prineipal’s goods with his own and con- 
signs the whole cargo to a third person to be sold, 
the factor will be regarded as having received the 
proceeds of sale of his principal’s goods and is lable 
But he may be authorized 
by usage or custom in storing the goods in a mass 
with other goods of the same orade,2° although he 
must keep account of the property of the different 


for the full amount.' 


consignors.1? 


After termination of agency. Where the agency 
has terminated and reasonable notice has been given 
to the principal to take the goods back, the factor is 


liable only for gross negligence.18 
Subagent. 


or indirectly.° 


14. Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S, C. 314; 
Clarke v. Tipping, 9 Beav. 284, 50 
Reprint 352. 

15. Williams v. White, 70 Me. 138. 

16. Bailey v. Bensley, 87 Ill. 556; 
Trumbull v. Union Trust Co., 33 Ill. 
A. 319 [aff 137 Ill. 146, 27 NE 24]; 
Davis v. Kobe, 36 Minn. 214, 30 NW 
662, 1 AmSR 663. 

[a] Illustration.— A_ factor to 
whom wheat is consigned for stor- 
age in an elevator and for sale may, 
in the absence of instructions, stow 
it in a mass with other wheat of 
the same grade; and the fact that 
the grain was of the grade “con- 
demned’”’ makes no exception to the 
rule. Davis v. Kobe, 36 Minn. 214, 
380 NW 662, 1 AmSR 663. 
Trumbull v. Union Trust Co., 


Sopele Acme Omelate Glove Liens! 46. oN 
NE 24). 
{a] If the factor confuses the 


goods of several of his principals 
and thereby obliterates all traces of 
the property, the consignors are en- 
titled to the proceeds of the goods in 
proportion to the values of the re- 
spective shipments. Trumbull _ v. 
Unien)-Trust ‘Co. 33 Til A. 319 [aft 
137 Ill. 146, 27 NE 24]. 


gee Barrows v. Cushway, 37 Mich. 
481. 

19. Akron Cereal Co. v. San Fran- 
cisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. A. 198, 
84 P 778. 

20. Akron Cereal Co. v. San Fran- 
cisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. A. 198, 
84 i Osis 

21. 


See supra § 23. 

22. U. S.—Randolph v. Ware, 3 

Craneh 503, 2 L. ed, 512. 
Ark.—Walsh v. Frank, 19 Ark. 270. 
Ill.—Shoenfeld v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 

404; ‘Schaeffer v. Kirk, 49 Ill. 251. 
La.—Duncan v. Boye, 17 La. Ann. 

eee Patterson v. Leake, 5 La. Ann. 
47. 


Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, 106 Md. 587, 68 A 351, 14 
AnnCas 675. 

N. Y.—Lee v. Adsit, 37 N. Y._ 78, 
4 Transcr. A. 336; De Forest v. Ful- 
tony H, Ins; Co., 1 N.Y. Super. 84; 
Brisban v. Boyd, 4 Paige 17. 

S. C.—Huguenin v. Legare, 45 S. 
Cc. Li. 204, 

[a] A subsequent parol under- 
taking by a factor to “see to” or 
provide for insurance does not ren- 
der him liable for the loss of goods 
by fire where there was no agree- 
ment in the contract as to the fac- 
tor’s agency that the factor should 
keep the goods insured, and where 
there was no showing that the fac- 
tor had been instructed to insure 
or that there was a usage of trade 
or habit of dealing between them 
requiring insurance. Odorless Rub- 


A subagent appointed by a factor 
without authority from the principal may receive 
goods consigned to the factor, as his representative, 
and place them in a warehouse for the owner,!® 
but he has no authority, by virtue of such rela- 
tion, to store them in his own name either directly 


FACTORS 


cipal.?> 


[§ 45] G. Duty as to Insurance. 
factor has power to insure his principal’s goods, 
as a general rule, he is under no obligation to do 
so,2? unless such obligation is imposed upon him by 
a general usage or custom to that effect,2* or by the 
instructions of the principal,** or by an agreement 
or course of dealings between himself and his prin- 


[§§ 44-45 


Although a 


21 


Extent of duty. Where a factor is under an obli- 


gation to insure, such obligation does not import 


that he shall be personally liable as insurer,?® but 
his obligation is fulfilled by his obtaining reasonable 
and proper insurance,?? which is generally presumed 


to mean full insurance,?® unless it is not the custom 


or practice to effect full insurance.?° 
not required to-effect the insurance in the name of 
the principal,®° or to place the policy in his posses- 
sion or control.*+ 
the factor to insure the goods, he is not liable in 
ease he is unable to effect the insurance.*? 


The factor is 


If reasonable diligence is used by 


But the 


factor becomes liable as insurer 1f he does not use 


ber Co. v. North Bennington Boot, 
etc., Co., 18 F. Cas. No. 10,438. 

23. U. S.—Kingston v. Wilson, 14 
BAECasWNOs E8235) 4) Va SDC Cancd.0, 


Wg Bat 2 v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 
4, 

La.—Tonge v. Kennett, 10 La. 
Ann. 800; Patterson v. Leake, 5 La. 


Ann. 547. 

Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, 106 Md. 587, 68 A 351, 14 
AnnCas 675. 

Miss. — Burbridge v. Gumbel, 72 
Miss. 371, 16 S 792. 

Ne Y.==lee! v; Adsit, 37 N. Y. 78, 4 
Transcr. A. 336; Brisban v. Boyd, 4 
Paige 17. 

[a] Effect of contrary instruc- 
tions.— Where: a general usage im- 
poses upon a factor the duty to in- 
sure, and the factor attempts to ex- 
cuse his failure to do so on the 
ground that he was instructed not 
to insure goods consigned until fur- 
ther notice, evidence that after such 
instruction was given, and _ before 
the consignment in question, there 
was a settlement and discontinuance 
of business between the parties is 
admissible to show that the instruc- 


tion did not refer to the goods in 
question. Burbridge v. Gumbel, 72 
Miss. 371, 16 S 792. 


24. U. S.—De Tastett v. Crousil- 
lat, 7 EF. Cas. No, 3,828, 2 Wash. C. 
CrLs2: 

Ill.—Shoenfeld v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 
404; Schaeffer v. Kirk, 49 Ill. 251. 

La.—Gordon ve Wright, 29) Ga, 
Ann. 812; Duncan v. Boye, 17 la. 
AMMee Zioe : 

Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, 106 Md. 587, 68 A 351, 14 
AnnCas 675. 


N. Y.—Lee v. Adsit, 37 N. Y. 78, 
4 Transcr. A. 386; Thorne v. Deas, 


4 Johns. 84; Brisban v. Boyd, 4 
Paige 17. 
Eng.—Callander v. Oelrichs, 5 


Bing. N. Cas. 58, 35 ECL 41, 132 Re- 
print 1026; Smith v. Lascelles, 2 T. 


R. 187, 100 Reprint 101. 

25. U. S.—Morris v. Summerl, 17 
F. Cas. No. 9,837, 2 Wash. Cc. 
203. 


vane ree neentele v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 
Lise v. Milliken, 35 La. Ann. 
Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, 106 Md. 587, 68 A 351, 14 
AnnCas 675. 
Minn.—Milburn Wagon Co. v, 
Evans, 30 Minn. 89, 14 NW 271. 

N. Y.—Lee v. Adsit, ORING NS 
N. D.—Getts v. 
D. 36, 168- NW 268. 
Eng.—Smith v. Lascelles, 2 T. 

187, 100 Reprint 101, 18 ERC 401. 
[a] Tllustration.—If a principal 


Champion, 37 N. 


is led from previous transactions to 
expect that his factor will effect in- 
surance, he has a right to rely on 
his discharging that duty unless he 
receives notice to the contrary. Area 
v. Milliken, 35 La. Ann. 1150; Smith 
Ve Lascelles, 2 TR, 18%, £00 Reprint 
101, 18 ERC 401. 

[b] Duty under contract to in- 
sure.—A contract requiring the fac- 
tor to take out insurance for the 
benefit of the principal and further 
providing that property unsold after 
eight months shall be subject to the 
order of the principal, requires the 
factor to keep the property insured 
for only a reasonable time, not ex- 
ceeding eight months, and therefore 
the factor is not liable for the vaiue 
of such property destroyed without 
his fault, three years after its con- 
signment. Milburn Wagon Co. v. 
Evans, 30 Minn. 89, 14 NW 271. 

[ec] Effect of letter as to insur- 
ance by another.—Where the princi- 
pal writes to a factor who is in the 
habit of insuring against fire with- 
out instructions, that he has _ re- 
quested a third person to insure, the 
factor will not be liable for not in- 
suring against fire, although in fact 
the principal had reference to ma- 
rine insurance only. Tonge v. Ken- 
nett, 10 La. Ann. 800. 

{d] There is no legal objection 
to a contract requiring a factor re- 
ceiving goods to be sold on conimis- 
sion to keep them insured with the 
loss payable to the consignor, to the 
amount of the price. Getts v. Cham- 
pion, 37 N. D. 36, 163 NW 268. 

[e] Notice on invoice. — Where 
the express contract between the 
parties does not require the factor 
to insure the goods, such obligation 
is not imposed upon him by the 
mere fact that upon the invoice sent 
with the goods consigned there is 
printed the words “Stock to be kept 
covered by insurance for the benefit 
of the consignor,” and that the fac- 
tor retains the goods without ob- 
jecting to this notice. B. F. Sturte- 
vant Co. v. Cumberland, etc., Co., 106 
Md. 587, 68 A 351, 14 AnnCas 675. 


26. Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
Mass. 449. 

27. Johnson v. Cainpbell, 120 
Mass. 449. 

23. Dla Vash rench eli Nero or 
Gueot, v. Davis, 52 Barb. (N. Y.) 

29. Beardsley v. Davis, 52 Barb. 
ONS YD 159) 

30. Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
Mass. 449. 

81. Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
atese 449, 


De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
oye “No. 3,828, 2 Wash, CC 132. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 45-47] 


reasonable prudence and diligence to effect the in- 
surance,** or fails to inform his principal of his 
inability to effect it;?4 but it has been held that in 
such cases he is entitled to credit for premiums 
which should have been paid.*® A factor is also 
liable as insurer if he insures in his own name and 
fails to collect the insurance.*® 

Cannot become insurer. Although a factor who is 
instructed to insure may become liable as insurer by 
reason of his negligence in respect to the insur- 
ance,?7 he cannot, without the principal’s consent, 
take the risk upon himself as an insurer,?* at least 
he cannot do so, so as to charge the principal with 
the premium,’ and if he does take upon himself the 
risk of insurance, he becomes bound to indemnify 
his principal not as an insurer, but on the ground 
of having failed to comply with his instructions.*° 

Duty to account for insurance collected. Where 
the factor insures the goods of his principal and col- 
leets the insurance, he is bound to account to the 
principal therefor, although he was under no obliga- 
tion to insure.*1 

[§ 46] H. Duty as to Sale—l. In General. In 
the absence of an agreement or instructions as to 
the time, manner, or terms of sale the factor is at 
liberty to sell at such time, in such manner, and on 
such terms as he may deem proper in the exercise 
of a sound discretion, and will incur no liability, 
where he acts in good faith and without negligence, 


33. U. S—De Tastett v. Crousil- [b] 
lati 7 Ek. Cas." No. °3,828, 2. Wash, :C. 
C1325. Morris; vv... Summer], 917, FF: 
Cas) No. -95837,) 2.-Wash. C.. Ce 203; 
Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. No. 


principal to 
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Goods not in fact damaged.— 
It is no defense to an action by the 
recover from the fac- 
tor insurance money collected by the 
factor that the goods on which the 
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for losses arising from his errors of judgment ;*? and 
in such a case the factor is neither bound to write 
for instructions, nor having written for them to wait 
for a reply.4* He may conduct the sale in his usual 
and customary manner,#* but he of course is bound 
to exercise ordinary diligence as to the manner and 
terms of the sale, and will be liable in case he is 
negligent in this respect.4° The principal, how- 
ever, ordinarily has the right to direct the time, 
manner, and terms of the sale, so long as it does 
not impair the factor’s right to reimbursement out 
of the proceeds for his advances and charges.*? 
_ Condition of goods. In the absence of instruc- 
tions or a custom of trade otherwise the factor 
should, as a general rule, seli the goods in the con- 
dition in which they are consigned to him for sale.*8 

Compliance with revenue laws. In effecting a sale 
a factor should comply with the revenue laws of the 
place of sale, and on his failure to do so he will, as 
a rule, be liable to his principal for the resulting 
damages.*° 

[§ 47] 2. As to Time of Sale. In the absence 
of specific instructions the time of sale is a matter 
within the sound diseretion of the factor,®° espe- 
cially where he has made advances on the goods.5! 
He must, however, sell the goods within a reason- 
able time, and will be held liable for damages re- 
sulting from an unnecessary delay in their sale;5? 
and on the other hand if he exercises his discretion 


[a] Market composed of single 
purchaser.—In order to charge a 
factor with negligence in not sell- 
ing, where the market is composed 
of a single purchaser, it must be 


7,823, 4 Wash. 310. 


Ill—Shoenfeld v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 
404, 

La.—Gordon v. Wright, 29 La. 
Ann. 812. 


N. H.—PHla v. French, 11 N. H. 356. 

Newfoundl.— Evans v. Bulley, 1 
Newfoundl. 3830. 

34. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 3,828, 2 Wash. C. C. 132. 

{a] Liable as insurer.—Where a 
factor is instructed to insure the 
goods, his failure to notify the prin- 
cipal of his inability to effect the 
insurance renders him liable as in- 
surer. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
Cas: No. 3,828, 2 Wash. C. C. 132. 

Duty to inform principal generally 
see supra § 43. 

35. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
CasmNo. 3828.02- Washau€. 2. As2; 
Morris v. Summerl, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,837, 2 Wash. C. C. 203; Shoenfeld 
v. Fleisher, 73 Ill. 404. 


36. Gordon v. Wright, 29 La. Ann. 
812. 
37. See supra text and notes 33, 


38. Keane v. Branden, 12 La. 
Ann. 20. But see Miller v. Tate, 12 
La. Ann. 160 (holding that, where a 
factor effected insurance in several 
different companies at a rate which 
was equal to one eighth of one per 
cent per month, and in the accounts 
rendered of sales charged one fourth 
‘fof one per cent per month, he was 
not to be considered as his princi- 
pal’s agent in his insurances effected 
but as being an insurer himself at 
the rate of one fourth of one per 
cent per month and as having rein- 
sured at the best terms obtainable). 

39. Keane v. Branden, 12 La. Ann. 


20. 
40. Keane v. Branden, 12 La. Ann. 


20. 

41. Fish v. Seeberger, 154 Ill. 
30, 39 NE 982 [aff 47 Ill. A. 580]; 
Stillwell v. Staples, 19 N. Y. 401. 

{a] The amount of the insurance 
plus the interest thereon from the 
time payment is demanded of him 
will be held to be the amount of his 
liability. Fish v. Seeberger, 154 Ill. 
30, 39 NE 982 [aff 47 Ill. A. 580]. 


4 


insurance was collected were not in 
fact damaged. Fish v. Seeberger, 
Chae 30, 39 NE 982 [aff 47 Ill. A. 

{[c] Insurance of goods of sev- 
eral principals.—Where property be- 
longing to several consignors is in- 
sured by the factor, the policy cov- 
ering all the goods, and the insur- 
ance money is paid to the factor ir- 
respective of the ownership of the 
goods; and the total amount of the 
insurance is less than the value of 
the property, one of the consignors 
cannot sue to recover his share of 
the insurance money without mak- 
ing the other consignors parties to 
the action. Gutman v. Rogers, 13 
NYS 576. 

42.. U. S.—Evans v. Potter, 8 F. 
Cas. No. 4,569, 2 Gall. 12. 

Ill—Dows v. McCleary, 14 Ill. A. 
137: 

OM Pore ye Viewae Otter; 
549. 

Ky.—Byrne v. Schwing, 6 B. Mon. 
ete Buford v. Dumesnil, 1 Ky. Op. 
29. 


La.—Lesesne v. Cook, 16 La. 58. 
Md.—Capron v. Adams, 28 Md. 529. 
Mo.—Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 110. 
N. Y.—Hilton v. Vanderbilt, 82 N. 
Y. 591; Marfield v. Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 


9 Iowa 


62, 8 NYLegObs 110 [rev 3 N. Y. 
Super. 360]; Jervis v. Hoyt, 2 Hun 
637; Milbank v. Dennistoun, 14 N. 


Y. Super. 246 [rev on other grounds 
21 N. Y. 386]; Davis v. Reynolds, 48 
HowPr 210 [aff 5 Hun 651]; Liotard 
v. Graves, 3 Cai. 226. 

Pa—Conway v. Lewis, 120 Pa. 
215, 13 A 826, 6 AmSR 700; Geyer v. 
Decker, 1 Yeates 486. 

Wash.—Lockett v. Baxter, 3 Wash. 
T5350) 19) P. 232 

As to time of sale generally see 
infra § 47. 

43. Conway v. Lewis, 120 Pa. 215, 
13 A 826, 6 AmSR 700. 

44. Poels v. Brown, 78 Nebr. 783, 
111 NW 798. 

45. WHichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845; 
Milbank v. Dennistoun, 23 N. Y. 
Super. 382; Spruill v. Davenport, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022. See generally 
supra § 33. 


shown that such purchaser made a 
reasonable offer for the goods, suffi- 
cient to cover the advances of the 


pacer Hichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 
oO. 
46. Heffner v. Gwynee-Treadwell 


Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606; 
German Bank v. Edwards, 53 N. Y. 
541; Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
131 P 38,.133:.P 1070; Clark v. Great 
Western; R. (Co:7 8. WU. Cs CEP AS, 

Duty to obey instructions gen- 
erally see supra §§ 36-42. 

47. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
13 (P1335°4133, P1070. 

Effect of advances generally see 
supra §§ 40-42. 

48. Vandyke v. Brown, 8 N. J. Ea. 
657 [rev on other grounds 8 N. J. 
Eq. 795, 55 AmD 250]. 

49. Wellman v. Nutting, 3 Mass. 
434 (holding that a foreign factor 
would be liable to his principal for 
a seizure of the goods for a breach 
by him of a revenue law in selling 
them, unless he could show special 
instructions to act as he did, or that 
he could not obey his instructions 
by a sale in any other way, and that 
his principal knew it when he con- 
signed the goods). 

50. Ala.—Lehman y. Pritchett, 84 
Ala. 512, 4 S 601. 


La.—Bush v. Walmsley, 6 La. A. 
(Orleans) 368. 
Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 


Ts 
Mo.—Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo.110. 
N. Y.—Milbank v. Dennistoun, 21 
N. Y. 386, 19 HowPr 126. 

N. C.—Spruill v. Davenport, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022. 

Pa.—Conway v. Lewis, 120 Pa. 215, 
13 A 826, 6 AmSR 600. 

51. See supra §§ 40-42. 

52. U. S.—Feild v. Farrington, 10 
Wall. 141, 19 L. ed. 923. 

Ark.—Wynne v. Schnabaum, 78 
Ark. 402, 94 SW 50. 

Ky.—Seibert v. Albritton, 101 Ky. 
241, 40 SW 698, 19 KyL 402; Atkin- 
son v. Burton, 4 Bush. 299; Francis 
v. Castleman, 4 Bibb 282; Buford v. 
Dumesnil, 1 Ky. Op. 29. 

Me.—Selden v. Beale, 3 Me. 178. 

Mass.—Porter v. Blood, 5 Pick. 54. 
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fairly and in good faith, and sells the goods within 
a reasonable time after he receives them, he dis- 
charges his duty, and is rot lable to the principal 
for. damages sustained,°* such as by reason of a 
decline in price,’* or because he could have received 
an advanced price if he had held the goods.%* 
Where the factor’s authority is to sell only to pro- 
tect his lien, and he is not directed by the principal 
to sell, he is not liable for a delay in the sale.®° 

Where the factor ex- 
pressly contracts or receives instructions as to the 
time of sale, he must exercise reasonable diligence 
to comply therewith, and is liable for loss or injury 


Contract or instructions. 


sustained through his failure to 


where he has made advances on the goods, and it 
becomes necessary to sell in order to protect him- 
self against loss,®® although if a sale can be made 
at a price which will more than pay his charges 
he is bound to sell at his principal’s request.°° But 
of course he is not responsible where he uses all rea- 
sonable diligence to effect a sale at the time or- 
When so instructed it is the duty of the 


dered.®° 


Minn.—Roberts v. Cobb, 76 Minn. 
420, 79 NW 540. 

Mo.—Merle v. Hascall, 10 Mo. 406; 
Benedict v. Inland Grain Co., 80 Mo. 
A. 449; Bernet v. Hockaday, 61 Mo. 
A. 627. : 

Nebr.—Prokop v. Gourlay, 65 Nebr. 
504, 91 NW 290. 

Or.—Usborne v. Stephenson, 36 Or. 
o28) 58 P 1103, 78 AmMSR 778, 48 LRA 

{a] Depreciation.—If the factor 
delays a sale for an unreasonable 
length of time, and the goods de- 
preciate in value so that his prin- 
cipal loses, he is liable for such 
loss. Roberts v. Cobb, 76 Minn. 420, 
79 NW 540: 

{b] When bills are drawn upon 
@ consignee against a certain ship- 
ment of goods “he has no right with- 
out orders to hold up the sale of 
the goods after the time of payment 
of the ,bill, but should sell to meet 
the payment of the bills. Potts v. 
WIN aVyas oO HCAS NOs 1.34 D need 
Cranch C. C. 614. 

53. Lehman v. Pritchett, 84 Ala. 
512, 4 S 601; Wynne v. Schnabaum, 
78. Ark. 402, 94 SW, 50; Willis. v. 
Thacker, 20 Tex. Civ. A. 233, 49 SW 
128. 

{a] Loss by fire—A factor is not 
liable for the loss of goods destroyed 
by fire where he was not guilty of 
an unreasonable delay in the sale. 
Lehman y. Pritchett, 84 Ala. 512, 4 
S 601. 

54. Willis v.. Thacker, 20 Tex. 
Civ AniZost 4a 228. ; 

55. Jervis v. Hoyt, 2. Hun (N. Y.) 
637; Ward v. Bledsoe, 32 Tex. 251. 

56. McManus v. Sawyer, 231 Fed. 


231. 
57. U. S.—Courcier v. Ritter, 6 
F. Cas. No. 3,282, 4 Wash. C. C. 549. 
Conn.—Weed v. Adams, 37 Conn. 
378. 
‘ Ga.—Day v. Crawford, 13 Ga. 508; 
Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 73 SE 


1099. 
Ill.—Pulsifer v. Shepard, 36 Ill. 
513. 
La.—Magegoffin v. Cowan, 11 La. 
Ann. 554 


N. Y.—Milbank v. Dennistoun, 21 
N; Y. 386, 19 HowPr 126 [rev 14. N. 
Y. Super. 246]; Evans v. Root, 7 N. 
Y. 186, 57 AmD 512; Marfield_ v. 
Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 62, 8 NYLeeObs 
110 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 360]; Scott 
v. Rogers, 4 Abb. Dec. 157; Bell v. 
Palmer, 6 Cow. 128. ‘ 

N. C.—Spruill v. Davenport, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022; Symington v. 
McLin, 18 N. C. 
4 N. C. 141, 6 AmD 555. 

Oh.—Burnard v, Voss, 8 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 221, 6 CincLBul 339. 


291; Golden v. Levy, | 
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not, by holding 
to use diligence 
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do so,57 except 


Okl.—Moody v. Thompson, 166 P 96. 

Tenn.—Johnson. v. Wade, 2 Baxt. 
480; Strong v. Stewart, 9 Heisk. 137. 

Tex.—Porter v. Heath, 2 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 124. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Where 
goods are delivered to be sold when 
the owner shall direct, the factor is 
liable for his neglect to sell when 
directed. Pulsifer v. Shepard, 36 Ill. 
513. (2) If a factor receives a per- 
emptory order from his principal to 
sell goods consigned to him, he must 
sell at once, or, if a sale cannot be 
made, inform his principal, and await 
instructions, Spruill v. Davis, 116 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022. 

{[b] On specified day.—A factor 
instructed to sell the goods en a 
specified day, and if not sold on that 
day to reship them, will be liable as 
for a conversion of the goods if, on 
the day when he is required to sell, 
he gives a refusal until the fol- 
lowing day and accordingly. effects 
fae sale. Scott’ v. Rogers, 31 N. Y. 

58. John Flannery Co. v. James, 
13 Ga. A. 425, 79 SE 912. But see 
Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 128 
(holding that a factor was liable for 
a failure to comply with an instruc- 
tion accompanying the consignment 
and directing him to sell immediately 
on arrival, although he had made 
advances on the goods). 

{a] Illustration.—Where a cotton 
factor advances large sums on cotton 
shipments, so that his interest in 
the cotton equals or exceeds that of 
the owner, he may exercise his dis- 
cretion as to the time of selling the 
cotton even in disregard of the own- 
er’s instructions, provided he acts 
with due regard both to his own 
interest and that of the owner. John 
Flannery Co. 'v. James, 138 Ga. A. 425, 
79 SE 912. 

Effect of advances generally see 


supra §§ 40-42 

59. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
igsile WW She kepe bey i eae OW d i) 

60. Burnard v. Voss, 8 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 221, 6 CincLBul 339. 

61. Courcier v. Ritter, 6 EF. Cas, 
No. 3,282, 4 Wash. C. C. 549; Evans 
Wa ROOt UNG) Xin SG) iO eA) bilo: 
Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 128; 
Burnard v. Voss, 8 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) -221, 6 CineLBul 339; Strong 
vy. Stewart, 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 137. 

[a] No matter at what loss.—An 
instruction to ‘‘make sale immedi- 
ately on arrival’ requires the agent 
to sell immediately on arrival, no 
matter at,what, loss, if he could sell 
at all, or as soon as he could sell. 
Courcier \ iv. Ritter,. 6 jk, Cas.) No. 
3,282, 4 Wash. CO} Bay 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative halliotations, 
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| factor to use all reasonable diligence to sell imme- 
diately on arrival, or to sell immediately.” 
he contracts or is instructed to hold the goods until 
instructed to sell, he is liable if he sells in the 
absence of instructions ;°3 and on the other hand if 
he advises the sale of goods, and informs the prin- 
cipal of the weak condition of the market, he does | 


Where 


the goods in accordance with the 


directions of the principal, become liable for failure 


merely because he afterward sells 


on a low market.® 

3. As to Place of Sale.% 
sence of special instructions or a usage to the con-' 
trary, it is presumed that the goods are to be sold 
at the place to which they are shipped and where 
the factor has his place of business or maintains an 
agency, and it is his duty to sell them at that place 
or market;®® and since the principal selects the mar- 
ket he assumes the risk of the factor being unable 
by the exercise of ordinary care, skill, and diligence 
to make a sale there.*” 
reships the goods he will be lable for the loss in- 


In the ab- 


If the factor, in such a case, 


62. Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. 
Y.) 128; Spruill v. Davenport, 
N. C. 34, 20 SE 1022 
4 N. C. 141, 6 AmD 555. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a factor 
instructed to sell immediately re- 
fuses the first offer, in expectation 
of a more favorable market, and is 
afterward forced to sell at a lower 
price, he is liable although ‘he acted 
in good faith. Bell v. Palmer, 6 
Cow. (N. Y.) 128. 

[b] A delay of fifteen days does 
not show a breach of an instruction 
to sell immediately, when nothing is 
proved as to the state of the market. 
eoien v. Levy, 4 N. C. 141, 6 AmD 


63. Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 
73 SE 1099; Buford v. Dumesnil, 1 
Ky. Op. 29; Faraldo v. Gumbel, 128 
La. 287, 54 S 821; Porter v. Heath, 2 
Tex, AW Cive) Caste si 124: 

[a] Presumption as to time.— 
Where cotton is sold by factors con- 
trary to an agreement to hold sub- 
ject to instructions of the _ princi- 
pal, in case of doubt, it will be pre- 
sumed that the cotton was to be 
sold during the current season, es- 
pecially where the principal is large- 
ly indebted to the factor. Faraldo 
v. Gumbel, 128 La. 287, 54 S 821. 

64. - Charlotte Oil, etc., Co. v. Har- 
tog, 85 Fed. 150, 29 CCA 56. 

: Se Authority to reship see supra 

66. U. S.—Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCAY 2435 Kingston v. Wilson, 14 iy 
Cas. No. 7,828, 4 Wash. C. GC. 310. 


(N. 
116 
; Golden v. Levy, 


Cal.—Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 
118. Cal. 628,50 PR W72: 
Conn.—Romeo v. Martucci, 72 


Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 
Til.—Phy v. Clark, 35 Ill. 377. 
Me.—Williams v. White, 70 Me. 138. 
Mo.—Phillips v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, 
97 AmD 369. 


Nebr.—Burke v. Frye, 44 Nebr. 
223, 62 NW 476. . 
Oh.—Grieff v. Cowguill, 2 Disn. 


58, 18 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 37. 


Tex.—Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 
Tex. 7b68) 
Wyo.—Justice v. Rrock, 21 Wyo. 


281,131) P38, 133 P1070) 

BEng Catlin v. Bell. 4 Campb. 183. 

67. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
1381 P 38. 133 P 1070. 

[a], Place of agency.—Where the 
factor maintains an agency at the 
time where the principal’s' goods are 
delivered, it cannot be presumed 
that it was intended that the goods 
were to be shipped to the factor’s 
principal place of business. Coyne 
v. Leslie, 131 Ark. 435, 199 SW 379. 


same title, page and note number. 


ee) 
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curred from selling at a less price than he could 
have obtained in the market where he had authority 


‘to sell,®* and unless the principal is advised that a 
‘better price can be obtained at another market to 


which the goods are shipped, his failure to object to 
such shipment will not bar his right to recover dam- 
ages for a failure to sell at the market where the 
factor has his agency.®® If the factor is authorized 
to direct the destination of the goods with a view 
to the best market, he must exercise reasonable skill 
and diligence and make all necessary inquiries to 
take advantage of the best available market.7° 

Effect of advances.7! Where the factor has made 
advancements to his principal upon the goods con- 
signed to him, and the disposal théreof becomes nec- 
essary to protect himself against loss, he may exer- 
cise his discretion as to the place of sale, even 
though contrary to positive instructions,” 

[§ 49] 4. As to Price of Sale—a. In General. 
Where the goods are consigned without any instruc- 
tions as to price, it is the factor’s duty to use rea- 
sonable skill and diligence to sell at the highest price 
obtainable in the market;** it is his duty to sell for 
at least the current market price and if in violation 
of this duty he sells below such price, he is liable 
to his principal for the difference.’** The market 
within the meaning of this rule means such mar- 
ket as is available to the factor,” and not in the 
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market of another city.7® He is not bound to antici- 
pate an extraordinary rise in the price of the article 
which might subsequently oceur,’? and if he exercises 
ordinary care and diligence in making the sale, he 
is not responsible to his principal for any loss,7® 
although he sells for less than the market value,’® 
or fails to secure more than the current market 
price;®° nor is he liable where through a mistake 
of judgment he holds the property for a rise and 
the market weakens.®1 

[§ 50] b. Where Price Is Fixed. Where the 
factor enters into an agreement or guaranty as to 
the price to be received, he is liable if he sells 
below that price, although the price received is the 
market price,’* and although the contract price is 
arrived at through a mistake on the part of the fac- 
tor.8* So where the factor’s instructions limit the 
price at which the goods are to be sold, he is liable 
to the principal in damages if he sells for less than 
the price limited,®* especially where he has made no 
advances.®> But as a general rule a factor is not 
obliged to sell at a price which would be less than 
his lien for advances, commission, and just charges, 
at the request of his principal,®* unless the principal 
pays or tenders such advances and charges.8? The 
mere fact, however, that the invoice of the goods is 
accompanied by a statement of the price does not 
establish such price as the minimum at which the 


68. Betts v. Southern California| Y. 386, 19 HowPr 126 [rev 14 N. Y.|] Co. 16 Ala. 9, 374, 77 S 986 [cer- 


Fruit Exch., 144 Cal. 402, 77 P 993;}Super. 246]. 
Phy v. Clark, 35 Ill. 377; Fatman v. 738. 


Buford v. . Dumesnil, 


Hoar den 201 Ala. 331, 77 S 993]. 


1 Ky. U. S.—Levison v. Balfour, 34 


Brown, 1 Ky. Op. 490; Weidner v.| Op. 29; Lesesne v. Cook, 16 La. 58; Fed. 382, 18 Sawy. 228; Loraine v. 


Olivit, 108 App. Div. 122,.96 NYS 37 
Pate lrssiiN.-y. Lol, Sta NH 11784 

Measure of damages for sale at 
improper place see infra § 110. 

69. Coyne v. Leslie, 131 Ark. 435, 
P99 AS We 3.09. 

70. Kingston v. Wilson, 14 RB. 
tas. No. 7,823, 4 Wash. C. C. 310; 
Coyne v. Leslie, 131 Ark. 435, 199 
SW 379; MacKenzie v. Hodgkin, 126 
Cal. 591, 59 P 36, 77 AmSR 209. 

71. See generally supra §§ 40-42. 

72. Phillips v. Scott, 43 Mo. 86, 
97 AmD 369. 

73. Ark.—Coyne v. Leslie, 131 
Ark. 485, 199 SW 379. : 

T1l.— Craig v.-— Harrison-Switzer 
Milling Co., 103 Ill. A. 486. 

La.—Breaux vy. Crusel, 3’ La. A. 
(Orleans) 173. 

N. Y.—Linsly v. Carpenter, 27 N. 
Y. Super. 200. E 

Tex.—Bouldin v. Atlantic Rice- 
millsy Col, ).cCiv.9 A.) 86) SW_ 795; 
Drumm-Flato Commn. Co. v. Union 


_Meat Co., (Civ. A.) 77 SW_634. 


VA Umi — Davis” “Veen bessemer 
City Cotton Mills, 178 Fed. 784, 102 
CCA 232. 

Ark.—Wynne_v. 
Ark. 402, 94 SW 50. 

Cal.— Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 
118. Cal. 628,50) bP 172- 

Mo.—Merle v. Hascall, 10 Mo. 
406. 

N. Y.—Linsly v. Carpenter, 27 N. 
Y. Super. 200; Milbank v. Dennis-~- 
toun, 23 N. Y. Super. 382. 

N. C.—Govan v. Cushing, 111 N. C. 
458, 16 SE 619. 

Vt.—Bigelow v. Walker, 24 Vt. 
149. 58 AmD 156. 

Wyo.—ZJustice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 
PR stot e i (S8h loos belo. ; 

[a] Proof of one or two sales in 
the same city at better prices than 
those obtained by the factor is not 
sufficient to show that he failed to 
discharge his duty to sell at the 
market price. Wynne y. Schnabaum, 
78 Ark. 402, 94 SW 50. 

75. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
431 P 38, 133 P 1070. 

76. Wynne v. Schnabaum, 78 Ark. 
402, 94 SW 50. 

Place of sale generally see supra 


Schnabaum, 78 


48. : 
: 77. Milbank v. Dennistoun, 21 N. 


Milbank v. Dennistoun, 21 N. Y. 386, 
19 HowPr 126 [rev 14 N. Y. Super. 
246]; Cleveland v. Jamison, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 182 SW 1175; Drumm-F lato 
Commn. Co. v. Union Meat Co., (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 77 SW 634. 

79. Cleveland v. Jamison, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 182 SW 1175; Drumm-F lato 
Commn. Co. v. Union Meat Co., 33 
Tex. Civ. A. 587, 77 SW 634. 

go. Mann vy. Laws, 117 Mass. 293; 
Conway v. Lewis, 120 Pa. 215, 13 A 
826, 6 AmSR 700; Wise-Kottwitz 
Commn. Co. v. Bond, (Tenn. Ch. A.) 
47 SW 174; Ward v. Bledsoe, 32 Tex. 


251. 

81. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
USIP sos) Looe lOO MelceCyeq: 

82. Cal.—Mackenzie v. Hodgkin, 
126 Cal. 591, 59 P 36, 77 AmSR 209; 
Lehmann v. Schmidt, 87 Cal. 15, 25 
12a ike 

Ga.—Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 
Torii 1099, 

Kan.—Meyer-Bridges Co. v. Ameri- 
can Warehouse Co., 94 Kan. 288, 146 
PVseT. 

La.—National Packing Co. IVs 
Davis, ete., Grocery Co., 129 La. 951, 


57S 280. 

Mass.—Dalton  v. Goddard, 104 
Mass. 497. 

N. Y.—Harrison v. Glover, 4 Hun 


121. 
Pa.—Holt’s Est., 4 Del. Co. 363. 
Tenn.—Wise-Kottwitz Commn. Co. 

v. Bond, (Ch. A.) 47 SW 174. 

{a] Application of rule.— Under 
a contract not to sell the goods for 
less than the price at which the 
goods of another firm were sold, the 
price was to be determined by what 
such other firm was willing to ac- 
cept for its goods, and not the price 
it had received on actual sales. Har- 
rison v. Glover, 4 Hun (N. Y.) 
121. 

{b] Contract construed as bind- 
ing the principal to fix the prices at 
which the factor should sell and 
earn a commission. Meyer-Bridges 
Co. v. American Warehouse Co., 94 
Kan. 288, 146 P 361. 

[ec] Consignment with no guar- 
anty as to vrice.—Wise-Kottwitz 
Commn. Co. v. Bond, (Tenn. Ch. A:) 
47 SW_ 174. 

83. Tyson v. 


Jennings Produce 


Cartwright, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,500, 3 
Wash. C. GC.) 151. 

La.—Poindexter v. King, 21 La. 
Ann. 697. i 
agent eatoe v. Laws, 117 Mass. 

Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7. 
Seon ees v. .Connett, 11 Mo. 

N. Y.—Comley v. Dazian, 114 N. 
Y. 161, 21 NE 1385; Blot v. Boiceau, 
3 N. Y. 78, 51 AmD 345 [rev 38 N. Y. 
Super. 112]; Casson v. Field, 52 N. 
Y. Super. 196; Taylor v. Ketchum, 28 
N.Y. Super! 50%, 35° HowPr: 289. 
Loeb v. Johnson-Salkeld Co., 152 NYS 
1046; Vianna v. Barclay, 3 Cow. 281; 
Guy v. Oakley, 13 Johns. 332. 

Pa.—Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 
229; Dusar v. Perit, 4 Binn. 361. 

Tex.—Webster v. Richardson, 55 
Tex. Civ. A. 391, 119 Sw 142: 

[a] Violation of instructions.— 
(1) A factor violates an instruction 
not to sell under a certain price 
where he sells under an agreement, 
without the principal’s consent, that 
the price shall be set off against a 
debt due from the principal. Guy v. 
Oakley, 13 Johns. (N. Y.) 382. (2) 
Where goods of different grades are 
consigned, and the factor is instruct- 
ed to ‘sell the total shipment not 
under eighty-five pounds per ton,” 
he violates his instructions where he 
sells a part of average quality above 
the price limited, but does not sell 
the balance. Levison v. Balfour, 
34 Fed. 332, 13 Sawy. 223. 

{b] “Fair profit.-—A factor in- 
structed not to sell “unless a fair 
profit can be realized,’ is liable in 
damages in case he sells at a loss. 
Porter v. Patterson, 15 Pa. 229. 

85. Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 7- 
But see George v. McNeill, 7 La. 124, 
26 AmD 498 (holding that the ne- 
cessity of advances being covered 
will not of itself justify a sale be- 
low the limited price). 

Effect of advances generally see 
supra §§ 40-42. 

86. Justice v. Rrock, 21 Wyo 281, 
U3tt P38) h3sy iP 1070. 

Effect of advances generally see 
supra §§ 40-42. 

87. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
Po lee Osea i LOW. 
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goods are to be sold;*® and an agreement or instruc- 
tion to sell for the best price obtainable merely re- 
quires that he shall sell at the price which he is able 
to receive by the exercise of reasonable care and 
diligence.®® 

Emergency. Where the goods are of a perish- 
able nature, the factor may sell below the -price 
limited in order to prevent a total loss, if there 
is no opportunity to consult the principal. 

Failure to sell. Where the principal notifies the 
factor not to sell unless the price’ will net him a 
specified amount, he thereby restricts the power of 
the factor’s power to sell, and cannot complain of 
his failure to sell at a less price.®! . 

[§ 51] 5. As to Sale for Cash or on Credit— 
a. In General. If a factor is instructed to sell for 
cash he is of course bound to do so, and a violation 
of such instruction will render him personally liable 
for the payment of the price for which the goods 
are sold.92. A cash sale, within the meaning of such 
an instruction, requires the payment of the price on 
delivery of the goods;°* and the factor is liable to 
the principal if he allows the purchaser to take pos- 
session of the goods without paying,°* although it 
has been held that, where it is the custom to deliver 
the property and wait a few days for the payment 
of the money, such sale may be regarded as a cash 
sale,®> provided such custom is so certain, uniform, 
and notorious that it will be presumed to have been 
understood by the parties.°° Where the factor is 
authorized to sell on ecredit,®7 it is his duty to exer- 


88.. Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 359. See also Mann | 616% 


Vt.—Chapman v. 
Jackson v. Bissonette, 
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cise reasonable care and diligence in doing so, and 
if he does so, he is not liable for losses in regard 
to payment of the purchase price, which occur with- 
out any fault on his part,®* unless by express con- 
tract he renders himself lable for the payment of 
the purchase price,°® as where he sells on a del ere- 
dere commission;! or unless he becomes liable by 
reason of his dealings with his principal or the 
purchaser.? 

[§ 52] b. Taking Security.? It is the duty of 
the factor to take security from the purchaser to 
secure the payment of the purchase price, where he 
is so instructed,* or where it is the usage or custom > 
to take security; and he will be liable for any loss 
which may occur through his failure to do so.° 

[§ 53] c. Ascertaining Responsibility of Pur- 
chaser. Although a factor is not, in the absence of 
an express agreement, a guarantor of the responsi- 
bility of a purchaser to whom he sells,7 and is not 
liable for the entire amount that could have been 
realized had a sale, which failed through his negli- 
gence in this respect, been completed,’ it is his 
duty to use reasonable diligence and care to ascer- 
tain from the usual and available sources of infor- 
mation, the financial standing of a purchaser to 
whom he sells the goods on credit, and if through 
carelessness or a want of proper examination and 
inquiry he gives credit to a purchaser who is in- 
solvent or of doubtful financial standing, he will 
be lable to his principal for any loss resulting from 
the insolvency of the purchaser.® It is also his duty 


Devereux, 32 Vt. 
24 Vt. 


the market, and where by the custom 
of the market a delivery of the 


v. Laws, 117 Mass. 293 (holding that, 
where a manufacturer consigned a 
lot of boots saying that he had in- 
voiced: them at the lowest selling 
prices and would duplicate the ship- 
ment “if prices obtained warrant,” 
but. gave no direction to sell at the 
invoice price, correspondence indicat- 
ed that the goods were sent in order 
to make an experiment upon the mar- 
ket and that the invoice prices were 
for the information and to some ex- 
tent perhaps for the guidance of the 
consignee; but as there was no direc- 
tion to hold the goods if these prices 
could not be obtained, a declaration 
which alleged no misconduct on the 
part of defendant but simply a vio- 
lation of an order not to sell at less 
than the invoice prices could not 
be recovered upon). But see Lo- 
raine v. Cartwright, 15 F. Cas. No. 
$500, of Wiashy G...C.) Lous Cholding 
that, where a factor is instructed not 
to sell less than the “first cost and 
charges,’. and an invoice accom- 
panies the letter pricing the articles 
and stating the amount of the 
charges, such price is the minimuni 
price irrespective of the actual cost 
of the goods). 

g9. Craig v. Harrison-Switzer 
Milling Co., 108 Ill. A, 486; Golden 
v. Levy, 4 N. C. 527, 6 AmD 555. 

90. Frothingham vy. Everton, 12 
N. H. 239; Lippmann v. Brown, 43 
Misc. 632, 88 NYS 141. 

Violation of instructions in case 
of emergency generally see supra 
§ 39. 

91. Koshland v. be 23 Wyo. 
ZARA Ee O0 ye) Loen ey On’. 

2 92. U.. S—Walker v. Smith, 29 F. 
Cas. No. 17,086, 4 Dall. 389, 1 Wash. 
Cr Crab: 

Cal.—Johnson vy. Totten, 3 Cal. 343, 
58 AmD 412. 

La.—Bonham vy. Overton, 6 La. 
Ann. 765; Montgomery v. Wood, 4 
La. Ann. 298. 

Mass.—Dodge v. Tileston, 12 Pick. 
328 

S. C.—Barksdale vy. Brown, 10 S. 
CO} col PP siren) eas De PS 


611; Catlin v. Smith, 24 Vt. 85; Bliss 
v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 30 AmD 467. 

Va.—Howatt Vv. Davis, 5 Munf. (19 
Va.) 334, 7 AmD 681. 

Wis.—Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 253. 

[a] Inconvenience of compliance. 
—In speaking of the inconvenience 
which would result from holding 
that the money must be paid at the 
time the property is delivered, it has 
been said: “With the practical in- 
convenience of the business we have 
nothing to do. Our duty is to hold 
parties to their contracts and to 
the measure of liability which the 
law imposes upon them. But we sup- 
pose if factors should find it imprac- 
ticable or impossible in cash sales in 
the grain trade to have the purchase 
money paid down before a delivery 
of the property, they can refuse to 
receive grain consigned to them to 
be sold for cash.” Hall v. Storrs, 7 


Wis. t 
‘Tll.—Deshler v. Beers, 32 Ill. 


93. 
868, 88 AmD 274. 
N. Y.—Douglass v. Leland, 1 


Wend. 490. 
Sh 


C.—Barksdale v. Brown, 10 S, 
CL. 617, -9. AmD 720; 
Vt.—Chapman v. Devereux, 32 Vt. 


616; Catlin v. Smith, 24 Vt. 85; Bliss 
v. Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 30 AmD 467. 
Wis.—Hall v. Storrs, 7 Wis. 2538. 
[a] Payment by check.—The re- 
ceipts of the purchaser’s check in 
payment is a violation of an instruc- 
tion to sell for cash. Hall v. Storrs, 
7 Wis. 253. 
94, Deshler v. Beers, 32 Ill. 368, 
Van Northwick, 1 


83 AmD 274. 

95. Clark ‘vi 
Pick. (Mass.) 3438; Stewart v. Scud- 
der, 24 N. J. L. 96. But see Bliss v. 
Arnold, 8 Vt. 252, 255, 30 AmD 467 
(where Williams, C. J., said that ‘in 
all sales for cash, the money must 
be paid when the property is de- 
livered. It is wholly inconsistent to 
claim that a sale for cash means a 
sale on a credit for a week or ten 
days’’). 

[a] The instruction is to be con- 
sidered in the light of the usage of 


goods without the payment of the 
price is considered a cash sale, the 
right to demand payment not being 
postponed, such a sale is not a viola- 


tion of an instruction to sell for 
cash. Clark v. Van Northwick, ? 
Pick. (Mass.) 348. 

96. Stewart v. Scudder, 24 N. J. 
OG. 

97. See supra § 16. 

98. U. S.—Hamilton v. Cunning- 


pam, 11 F. Cas. No. 5,978, 2 Brock. 
-}ll—Phillips Vv. Moir “69ne TN 
Ky.—De Lazardi v. Hewitt, 7 B. 
Mon. 697; Byrne v. Schwing, 
Mon. 199. 


Me.—Greely v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 
10 AmD 54. 


aero ya eee v. Parker, 2 Esp. 
92%" Clark vy. Roberts, 26 Mich. 


1. See infra §§ 68-70. 
2. See infra §§ 56, 57. 


3. Power to receive commercial .- 


paper in payment see supra § 26. 
4 SS den v. Campbell, 1 S. C. 
5. Chew v. Keane, 2 La. 120. 

6. Chew v. Keane, 2 La. 120; Wil- 
kinson v. Campbell, 1 S. C. mi 169. 

7. Foster’ v. Waller, 75 Ill. 464: 
Western Union Cold Storage Co. v. 
Winona Produce Co., 84 Ill. A. 678 
[rev on other grounds 197 Ill. 457, 
64 NE 496]. 

8. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co,, 84 Ill. A. 
678 [rev on other grounds LOM 
457, 64 NE 496]. 

9. U. S.—Burrill v. Phillips, -4 F. 
Cas. No. 2,200, 1 Gall. 360; Marshall 
Vv. Williams, 16 F. Cas. No. Qt SGp 
Biss. 255; Forrestier v. Bordman, 9 
BeiCas} No. 4,945, 1 Story 43. 

Ill.—Foster v. Waller, 75 Ill. 464; 
Western Union Cold Storage Co. v. 
Winona Produce Co., 94 Ill. A. 618 
[rev on other grounds 197 SIS 257, 
64 NE 496]. 

Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, ete., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 3 
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to keep the principal advised as to the pecuniary 
ability of the purchaser whenever the interests of 
the principal will be advanced by such knowledge.!® 
If, however, he sells in conformity with the usage 
of trade and uses due diligence to ascertain the sol- 
venecy of the purchaser he is not responsible if the 
purchaser subsequently becomes insolvent.1! To 
charge the factor with negligence in this respect it 
is not necessary that he absolutely know that the 
purchaser is discredited, but it is sufficient if he 
has notice of facts which ought to put a person of 
ordinary prudence on his guard.22_ It has been held 
that even though the factor is instructed to accept 
the offer of a certain person, it does not authorize 
him to sell on credit if he knows that such person 
is irresponsible ;!° and that he will not be responsible 
for a loss due to the depreciation in value of the 
goods before another sale can be effected, if he fails 
to sell to such person;1* nor will he be liable for a 
loss due to a fall in the market if the principal, 
after learning that the sale cannot be carried out 
on account of the irresponsibility of the purchaser, 
fails to take steps to. protect himself.15 

[§ 54] d. Disclosing Name of Purchaser. There 
is no hard and fast rule that the principal shall be 
notified of the name of the purchaser,!® where goods 
85 NW 614, 53 LRA 775; Durant v.|v. Pearsall, 


Fish, 40 Iowa 559. 
Kan.—Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 


Pa.—Geyer v. 
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are sold on credit, and the mere failure of the factor 
to disclose the name of the purchaser will not render 
him lable for the payment of the purchase price.!7 
If, however, such information is necessary or be- 
comes necessary in order to enable the principal to 
act with reference to the sale, the duty at once 
arises, and becomes obligatory on the factor,!® and 
it has been held that in such a ease, a custom or 
usage among factors, not to include the name of 
the purchaser in the statement of sale made to the 
principal, does not relieve him from that duty.?® 

[§ 55] 6. Duty as to Collections.2° Where 
goods have been sold by the factor on credit, it be- 
comes, as a general rule, his duty to use proper dili- 
gence and care in the collection of the purchase 
price, and where he fails to do so he will become 
liable to his principal for damages resulting to the 


latter from such neglect.24_ He should not, however, 


put the principal to the expense of a suit to recover 
the debt unless he has reasonable grounds for be- 
lieving that the action will result in benefit to the 
principal ;?* but if he fails to sue in a case where 
due diligence requires this course of action, he is 
liable for his failure to do so.2? If the factor exer- 
cises due prudence both in making the sale and in 


attempting to collect the money due for the goods, 
S195 the sale to require the principal to 
take steps to protect itself from 
loss, where the name of the pur- 


1 Yeates 


601, 132 P 292, AnnCas1915A 174. 

La.—Bonham v. Overton, 6 La. 
pa 765; Fisk v. Offit, 3 Mart. N. S. 
553. 

Me.—Pinkham vy. Crocker, 77 Me. 
563, 1 A 827; Greely v. Bartlett, 1 
Me. 172, 10 AmD 54. 

Mass.—Hapgood vy. Batcheller, 4 
Metc. 573. 

Nebr.—Housel v. Thrall, 18 Nebr. 
484, 25 NW 612. 

Eng.—Simpson v. Swan, 3 Campb. 


291. 
Bulley, 1 


Newfoundl.—Evans 
Newfoundl. 330. 

[a] A very high degree of vigi- 
lance in learning the pecuniary abil- 
ity of the purchaser has been held 
necessary. To protect himself, in 
case of a loss growing out of the 
insolvency or failure of the _pur- 
chaser to pay for the goods sold, he 
must resort to all available sources 
of information that are accessible, 
and inattention or carelessness in 
this respect will render him liable 
for any loss sustained thereby. Fos- 
ter v. Waller, 75 Ill. 464. 

10. Forrestier v. Bordman, 9 F. 
Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 43; Western 
Union Cold Storage Co. v. Winona 
Produce Co., 197 Ill. 457, 64 NE 496 
{rev 94 Ill. A.. 618]. 

[a] If the purchaser becomes in- 
solvent subsequent to the sale of 
the goods, it is the factor’s duty to 
give notice of that fact to the owner 
within a reasonable time or he will 
be responsible for the damage the 
owner suffers in consequence of not 
receiving the notice. Forrestier v. 
Bordman, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 


43. 

11. Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. 
Dubuque Fruit, ete. Co. 113 Iowa 
428, 85 NW 614, 53 LRA 775. 

Ky.—Byrne v. Schwing, 6 33. Mon. 
199; 

Wa—hisk vy. Offith: 3. Mart. NaS; 
553; Reano v. .Mager, 11 Mart. 
636. q 
Me.—Pinkham v. Crocker, 77 Me. 
563, 1 A 827. 

Mass.—Dwight v. Whitney, 15 
Pick. 179; Etheridge v. Binney, 9 
Pick. 272; Clark v. Van Northwick, 
1 Pick. 343; Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 
145; Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 
5 AmD 22. 

N. ‘Y.—Douglass v. Leland, 1 
Wend. 490; Van Alen v. Vanderpool, 
6 Johns. 69, 5 AmD 192; McKinstry 


[25 C. J.—24] 


Vv. 


hoe Percival v. Cooper, 6 Phila. 
S. C.—James v. McCredie, 1 8. C. 

L. 294,11 AmD 617. 

ey aster es v. Mitchell, 5 Humphr. 
Va.—McConnico v. Curzen, 2 Call 

(6, Va2)n/358, °1) Amp: 540. 


12. Burrill v. Phillips, 4 F. Cas. 
Noe 12,200,912 1Gally 360. 
13. Durant v. Fish, 40 Iowa 559. 


14 Durant v. Fish, 40 Iowa 559. 

15. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 84 Ill. A. 
678 [rev on other grounds 197 Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496]. 

16. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197 Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 618]. 
See Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 12 
Md. 383, 71 AmD 600 (holding that 
it is unreasonable for a principal to 
demand of his factor the names of 
purchasers of goods, the accounts 
of which have been long settled; 
such demand should be made, if at 
all, at the time of such settlements, 
and cannot be made afterward, un- 
less fraud is charged upon the fac- 
tor). 

17. Hamilton v. Cunningham, 11 
EY Case Noy. 1559.7 Sec LOCk: aEsb0e 
Greely v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 10 AmD 
on Elliott v. Walker, 1 Rawle (Pa.) 
126. 

18. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197 Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 618]; 
Western Union Cold Storage Co. v. 
Winona Produce Co., 84 Ill. A. 678; 
Mobile Fruit, etc., Co. v. Potter, 78 
Minn. 487, 81 NW 392; Simpson v. 
Swan, 3 Campb. 291. 

[a] A letter one month after the 
transaction informing the principal 
of the name of the purchaser of the 
principal’s goods is not a compliance 
with the duty seasonably to inform 
the principal of all facts and cir- 
cumstances relating to the sale, to 
enable the principal to take the nec- 
essary steps to protect and secure 
his interest. Western Union Cold- 
Storage Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 
197 Ill. 457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. 
A. 618]. 

[b] Application of rule.—Letters 
from a factor to his principal stat- 
ing that goods sold by the factor for 
the principal had not been removed 
from the storage warehouse or paid 
for does not constitute sufficient no- 
tification of the nonconsummation of 


chaser and its ability to pay for the 
goods is withheld from the principal 
by the factor. Western Union Cold 
Storage Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 
197 Ill. 457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. 
A. 618]. 

19. Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197 Ill. 
457, 64° NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 
618]. 

20. Authority to collect or receive — 
payment see supra §§ 25, 26. 

21. U. S.—Forrestier v. Bordman, 
9 FE. Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 43. 

Ala.—Leach v. Bush, 57 Ala. 145. 

Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, ete., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 
85 NW 614, 53 LRA 775. 

La.—Montgomery v. Wood, 4 La. 
Ann. 298; Kinney. v.. Crane, 17 La. 
417; Skillman v. Leverich, 11 La. 
517; Barron v. Blanchard, 2 Mart. 
N. S. 662; Gilly v. Logan, 2 Mart. N. 
San9Gs 

Me.—Pinkham v. Crocker, 77 Me. 
563, 1 A 827; Folsom v. Mussey, 8 
Me. 400, 23 AmD 522; Greely v. Bart- 
lett, 1 Me. 172, 10 Amb 54. 


aT akan v. Harding, 16 Md. 
Mass.—Gorman v. Wheeler, 10 
Gray 362; Goodenow v. Tyler, 7. 


Mass. 36, 5 AmD 22. 
oy Y.—Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 
Nips C.—Dickson v. Screven, 23 S. C. 

Va.—McConnico v. Curzen, 
(6 Va.) 358, 1 AmD 540. 

Eng.—Varden v. Parker, 
(fal), 

[a] Special instructions not nec- 
essary.—It is not incumbent upon 
the principal to give special instruc- 
tions to the factor as to the course. 
to be pursued in the collection of 
the price. Folsom v. Mussey, 8 Me. 
400, 28 AmD 522. 

[b] Proving the note under the 
Insolvent Law and taking a dividend 
thereon does not render the factor 
liable for the full amount of the 
note, if he uses reasonable care and 
skill, although the principal resides 
in another state, and his claim 
against the purchaser, if not proved, 
will not be barred by the discharge 
in insolvency. Gorman v. Wheeler, 
10 Gray (Mass.) 3862. 


2 Call 
2 Esp. 


22. Forrestier v. Bordman, 9 F. 
Cas. No. 4,945, 1 Story 48. 
23. Leach v. Bush, 57 Ala. 145. 
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he is not responsible to his principal until the 
money is actually received.?4 

[§ 56] 7. Assumption of Debt by Factor >— 
a. In General. Although the factor is not, as a 
general rule, liable for the price of goods sold on 
credit, he may become so, where his dealings with 
the purehaser or principal clearly show an intention 
to assume the purchaser’s debt,2® as where he treats 
the original debt as his own.?? 

Closing accounts. Where the factor, for the pur- 
pose of closing his accounts with the principal, to 
whom he has made advances, pays the balance due 
from him, retaining notes taken for goods sold on 
eredit, he thereby assumes such outstanding debts, 
and the principal is not bound to reimburse him in 
case such debts are not paid.28 But the fact that 
he gives his principal a note for the balance due 
on an outstanding debt for goods sold on credit, 
which note is payable after the outstanding debt 
will fall due, is merely a liquidation of the account, 
and not an assumption of the purchaser’s debt.?° 

[§ 57] b. Taking or Negotiating Note in Own 
Name. The fact that the factor takes a note for the 
purchase price of the goods in his own name does 
not render him personally liable for the debt,®° un- 
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intention on his part to make the debt his own,** 
or unless the sale on credit was unauthorized.*?. But 
it has been held that the taking of a note payable 
to himself and for an amount to cover the debt due 
the principal and a debt due himself operates as an 
appropriation of the debt by the factor, and renders 
him hable therefor to his principal,?* unless such 
action is authorized by usage.24 Where the factor 
sells the goods of several principals to the same pur- 
chaser, the fact that he takes one note payable to 
himself for the purchase price of the whole lot 
does not render him personally liable to each prin- 
cipal for the purchase price of the goods,*> espe- 
cially where his act in doing so is in accordance with 
a general usage of trade.*¢ 

Negotiating note. The factor will be personally 
liable to his principal for the payment of the goods 
where he uses or negotiates for his own use a note 
taken for the purchase price;** but of course this 
rule does not apply where the factor negotiates the 
note for the use of the principal.’§ 

[§ 58] I. Rights and Duties as to Proceeds *°— 
1. In General. Unless there is an agreement, ex- 
press or implied, giving the factor the right to ap- 
propriate the proceeds of a sale to his own use,?? 


less it is taken under circumstances which show an ! and subject to the lien of the factor for commis- 


24 Bird v. Dix, 4 Mart. N. S. 
a") 254, 

5. Del credere factor see infra 
a5. 68-70. 


26. U. S.—Jackson y. Baker, 13 
F. Cas. No. 7,129, 1 Wash. C. C. 394. 

N. Y.—Oakley v. Crenshaw, 4 Cow. 
250; Urquhart v. McIver, 4 Johns. 
103. 

N. C.—Symington v. McLin, 18 N. 
Ci2 oa 

Vt.—Jackson v. Bissonette, 24 Vt. 


611, 

Va.—Deans v. Scriba, 2 Call (6 
Va.) 415. 

{a] Mlustrations.— (1) Where a 


factor sells goods upon terms that 
payment shall be made in either of 
two countries, at the factor’s option, 
the factor makes himself liable in 
the purchaser’s place on his refusal 
at the request of the principal to 
elect to have payment made in the 
country specified by the principal 
and to give the principal authority 
to receive payment there. Urqu- 
hart v. McIver, 4 Johns. (N. Y.) 103. 
(2) A factor’s failure for five years 
to render an account to his princi- 
pal of an outstanding indebtedness 
on his account renders him charye- 
able with the amount of such out- 
standing indebtedness. Deans v. 
Scriba, 2 Call (6 Va.) 415. (3) Where 
a factor takes a note for four months 
and at maturity renews it, retaining 
the first note in his hands, he makes 
the debt his own, although he after- 
ward obtains judgment on the first 
note, and assigns it at the trial to 
his principal. Douglass v. Bernard, 
Anth. N. P. 

[b] aking bond for debt.—A fac- 
tor who takes a bond for a simple 
contract debt due for goods sold, 
and includes therein a debt due to 
himself, makes himself answerable 
to his principal for the amount of 
the goods, as he has deprived the 
principal of his means of pursuing 
the purchaser. Jackson v. Baker, 13 
RY hCasniNnoynwg129;. 1) Wash. Cy iC. 
394, 

{c] Exchanging purchaser’s note. 
—The fact that the factor exchanges 
the purchaser’s note, by taking the 
note of a third person, indorsed by 
the purchaser, which fell due 
earlier, does not render him liable 
for the debt, as this is a mere im- 
proverent of the security. 
v. Cumming, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 181. 

27. Robertson v. Livingston, 


Cow. (N. Y) 4738; Myers v. Entriken, 
6 Watts & S. (Pa.) 44, 40 AmD 538; 
Simpson v. Swan, 3 Campb. 291; Le 
Fevre v. Lioyd, 5 Taunt. 749, 1 ECL 
383, 128 Reprint 886. 

[a]: Intention to assume debt.— 
To throw this burden upon the fac- 
tor a clear intention on his part to 
assume ihe debt should, in all cases, 
be Shown. Robertson v. Livingston, 
5 Cow. (N. Y.) 473. 

28. Oakley v. Crenshaw, 4 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 250; Consequa v. Fanning, 3 
Johns. Ch. (N. Y.) 587 [mod on ether 


reba if, Johnish) foils) vArn TD) 
29. Robertson v. Jivingston, 5 
Cow. (N. Y.) 473. See Hapgood v. 


Batcheller, 4 .Metc. (Mass.) 573 
(holding that a factor, by giving to 
his principal a note for a claim due 
from him and including therein the 
amount of an outstanding debt for 
goods sold on credit, does not as- 
sume such outstanding debt). 

30. Ala. — Goldthwaite Vv. Mc- 
Whorter, 5 Stew. & P. 284 

Conn.—Leach v. Beardslee, 22 
Conn, 404. 

La.—Hosmer v. Beebe, 2 Mart. N. 
S. 368. 

Me.—Greely v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 
10 AmD 54. 

Mass.—Gorman v. Wheeler, 10 
Gray 362; West Boylston Mfg. Co. v. 
Searle, 15 Pick. 225; Amory v. Ham- 
ilton, 17 Mass. 1038; Goodenow v. 
Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 5 AmD 22. 

Pa.—-Brown v. Delk, 132 Pa. 152, 


19 A 31; Porter vy. Zeitinger, 1 
Pennyp. 505. 
Va.—Johnson y. O’Hara, 5 Leigh 


(32 Va.) 456. 

81. Richardson  v. 
Mart. N. S. (la.) 244; 
Hamilton, 17 Mass. 108; Brown v. 
Delk, 132 Pa: 152, 19 A 31. 

[a] Illustrations.— (1) Where a 
factor, with the principal’s consent, 
puts the goods into the hands of a 
broker to sell, and the broker by 
misconduct renders . himself liable, 
and the factor takes the broker’s 
note for the amount of the sales, 
and gives no notice of it to the vrin- 
cipal and has no assent of the latter 
until after the failure of the broker, 
the factor is liable for the debt. 
Amory v. Hamilton, 17 Mass. 108. (2) 
A factor who after a sale extends the 


Weston, 4 
Amory v. 


Corlies }| debtor’s term of credit by taking ar 


note payable at a more distant day 


5'to himself and for more than the 


amount due his principal makes the 
debt his own. Richardson v. Wes- 
ton, 4 Mart. N. S. (La.) 244. 

32. Hemenway v. Fserneuways 5 
Pick. (Mass.) 389. 

33. Symington v. McLin, 18 N. CG 
291; Brown v. Delk, 132 Pa, 152, 19 
A 31; Brown v. Arrott, 6 Watts & S. 
(Pa.) 402. 

34. Leach yv. Beardslee, 22 Conn. 


404. 
35. Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 181. But see Brown v. Delk, 


132 Pa. 152, 19 A 31 (holding that 
a factor taking a note for the pur- 
chase price of goods sold in his own 
name, and including therein the 
price of goods sold for other per- 
sons, is liable to his principal for 
the amount of the debt). 

36. Hamilton v. Cunningham, 11 
F. Cas. No. 5,978, 2 Brock. 250; Hap- 
good v. Batcheller, 4 Mete. (Mass.) 
573; Johnson v. O'Hara, 5 Leigh (32 
Va.) 456. 

{a] Illustration.—Where bills are 
remitted by a merchant to his factor 
to be converted into available funds, 
and the factor mingles the property 
of the merchant with that of others, 
by selling ihe bills on credit and 
taking a joint note covering, sums 
other than that stipulated to ‘be paid 
for the bills, and this is in accord- 
ance with the general usage, the fac- 
tor will not be personally responsible 
for the debt in case of the insolvy- 
ency of the purchaser. Hamilton v. 
Cunningham, 11 F. Cas. No. 5,978, 2 
Brock. 350. 

37. Ky.—Byrne y. Schwing, 6 B. 
Mon. 199. 

Mass.—Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 
36, 5 AmD 22 

Pa.—Brown v. Delk,. 132 Pa. 152, 
19 A 31; Porter vy. Zeitinger, 1 
Pennyp. 505; Myers v. Entriken, 6 
Watts & S. 44, 40 AmD 538. 

Va.—Johnson vy. O’Hara,' 5 Leigh 
(32 Va.) 456. 
ee eee v. Swan, 3 Campb. 

38. Byrne v. Schwing, 6 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 199; realy, v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 
172, 10 AmD 54. 

39. Apalication of proceeds to 
payment of advances see infra §§ 86, 


40. Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 63 NE 954 [aff 57 App. Div. 622 
mem, 67 NYS 1129 mem]; In re 
Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 A 745, 5 
LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 58-59] 


sions, advances, and charges,*! the proceeds of goods 
sold by a factor belong to the principal and the 
factor is liable, and bound to account to him there- 
for,** although the sale as between the principal and 
the purchaser is illegal,** or the principal obtained 
the goods under an illegal contract,*4 and although 
the factor has guaranteed the account.*® 
applies, although the sale by the factor was unau- 
thorized,*® or was in violation of the law;*? nor ean 
he escape liability to the principal by setting up 
outstanding equities between the principal and a 
third person in which he has no concern,‘® unless 
the principal is not the owner and the true owner 
appears.and establishes his right to the proceeds.*® 
A factor cannot apply the profits of one of his cus- 
tomers in offsetting the losses of the others.®° 

If the factor has 
agreed or is instructed to apply or dispose of the 
proceeds in a particular manner, it is his duty so to 


Disposition of proceeds.*4 


41. See infra § 91. 

42. U. S.—U. S. v. Villolonga, 23 
Wall. 35, 23 L. ed. 64; Thompson v. 
Perkins, 23 FEF. Cas. No. 13,972, .3 
Mason 232; In re Larkin, 202 Fed. 
572; Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 Fed. 
313. 


Ga.—Tison v. Howard, 57 Ga. 410. 

Ill.— Deshler v. Beers, 32 Ill. 368, 
83 AinD 274; Obermeyer v. Wiscon- 
Sine Dairy. Karms Co.,;2211 911. A. 
213. 

Ind.—A4tna Powder Co. v. Hilde- 
brand, 137 Ind. 462, 37 NE 136, 45 
AmSR 194; Lindley v. Downing, 2 
Ind. 418. 

a. A:). J., Nelson. Mfg... Co.—v- 
Menge, 142 La. 664, 77 S 494. 

Mass.—Cushman_ Vv. Snow, 186 
Mass, 169,071 (NEY 529; Tucker |v. 
Utley, 168 Mass. 415, 47 NE 198. 

Minn.—Blackorby v. Friend, 134 


“Minn. 1, 158 NW 708, AnnCas1918E 


1199. 
Mo.—Bain v: Clark, 39 Mo. 252. 
IN. Yo_Britton ow. Ferrin, 171) N:. 

Y. 235, 68 NE 954; German Bank v. 

Edwards, 53 N. Y. 541; Converseville 

Co. v. Chambersburg Woolen Co., 14 

Hun 609; Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 

Hun 589; Duguid v. Edwards, 50 

Barb. 288; Depew v. Keyser, 10 N. 

Y. Super. 335; Gindre v. Kean, 7 

Misc. 582, 28 NYS 4, 3t AbbNCas 100. 
Pa.—In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 

A745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308; 

Matter of Merrick, 2 Ashm. 485. 
R. I.—State v. McAvoy, 40 R. I. 

437, 101 A 109. 

Ss. C.—Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 
314. 
Tex.—Copes v. Perkins, 6 Tex. 159. 

Eng.—Burdett v. Willett, 2 Vern. 
Ch. 638, 23 Reprint 1017. 4 

[a] "Title to securities for price. 
—All securities taken by a factor in 
payment of the goods sold, although 
taken in his own name, belong in 
equity to the principal. Thompson 
v. Perkins, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,972, 3 
Mason 232; Goodenow v. Tyler, 1G 
Mass. 36, 5 AmD 22; Kip v. State 
Bank, 10 Johns. (N. Y.) 63; Messier 
v. Amery, 1 Yeates (Pa.) 533, 1 AmD 
316. 

{b] The title to the unpaid pur- 
chase money of goods sold by a del 
credere agent is in the principal, not 
in the factor. Moore v. Hillabrand, 
37 Hun (N. Y.) 491. See Stanwood 
vy. Sage, 22 Cal. 516 (holding that 
money received by the administra- 
tor in payment for goods sold by his 
intestate as a del credere factor 
forms no part of the assets). 

[ec] That the factor has prose- 
cuted a claim to judgment cannot 
give him, as against his principal, 
title to the money recovered if the 
recovery was for the use of the 
principal. Matter of Merrick, 2 
Ashm. (Pa.) 445. 

Duty to keep and render accounts 
see infra § 67. 

43. Baldwin v. 
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This rule 


[§ 59] 


44. Alvord v. Latham, 31 Barb. 
CNY) 94" 

45. State v. McAvoy, 40 R. I. 437, 
LOD VASO 3 

46. Standard Sugar 
Dayton, 70 N. Y¥. 486. 

47. Tate v. Pegues, 28 S. C. 468, 
6 SE 298 [dist McConnell v. Kit- 
chens, 20)°S.: GC. 430, 47 AmR 845 
(which held that, where a merchant 
sold a fertilizer without a tag stat- 
ing the chemical compositions cf the 
fertilizer and the date of analysis 
and took a note for the purchase 
money, an action on the note was 
forbidden by statute)]; Andersons v. 
MOneCrieti cs San sedans 

48. Aubery v. Fiske, 36 N. Y. 47, 
1 Transcr. A. 245, 36 HowPr 279. 

49. Pinson v. Schmalz, 94 Cal. 651, 
30 Peo Baim va lOlark. soe Mon 252c 
Rotan. v. Fletcher, 15 Johns. (N. 
NE 2 OTe 

50.. Baxter v. Allen, 46 Ill. A. 464. 

51. Liability to third person on 
direction or promise of principal as 
ae Ph idee tee 4 of proceeds see infra 
§ 4 


Refinery v. 


Remitting infra 
§§ 60-68. 

52. U. S.—Cunningham v. Bell, 6 
F. Cas. No. 3,479, 5 Mason 161 [aff 
3 Pet. 69, 7 L. ed. 606]; Ernest v. 
eros: 8 E. Cas. No. 4,520, 5 Dill. 
438. 

Ill.—Seckel v. York Nat. Bank, 57 
ay) 


Tl. A 
Goodrich, 11 la. 


proceeds see 


La.—Godon v. 
Ann. 410; Palmer v. Horner, 10 La. 


Ann. 782; White v. Rucker, 9 La. 
Ann. 114; Jones v. Fellows, 3 La. 
Ann. 47. 

Mass.—Nickerson v. Soesman, 98 
Mass. 364. 


N. H.—Parks v. Ingram, 22 N. H. 
283, 55 AmD 158. 

N. Y.—Gutchess v. Daniels, 49 N. 
Y. 605 [rev 58 Barb. 401]; Lowery 
v. Steward, 25 N.Y. 239, 82 AmD 
346 [aff 16 N. Y. Super. 505]. 

Tenn.—Thompson v Woodruff, 7 
Coldw. 401. 

Eng.—Walker v. Birch, 6 T. R. 
258, 101 Reprint 541; Weymouth v. 
Boyer, 1 Ves. Jr. 416, 30 Reprint 
414 


[a] Effect of subsequent guar- 
anty.—If a factor agrees to receive 
consignments, make _ sales thereof, 
collect the proceeds, hold them, 
whether in the shape of money or 
evidence of debts, as proverty of his 
principal, and deliver them up to 
him on demand at the termination 
of the agency, his duty so to deliver 
them up is not affected by his fur- 
ther agreement to guarantee the 
debts if not paid by the debtors 
within a fixed time, although at the 
day of the demand the time has not 
expired. Nickerson v. Soesman, 98 
Mass. 364. 

53. McCausland v. Wheeler Sav. 
Bank, 48 Tl. A. 381; Fisher v. Shen- 


Potter, 46 Vt. 402.!andoah First Nat. Bank, 37 Ill. A. 
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apply or dispose of them,®2 as where a draft is 
drawn in favor of a third person on proceeds of a 
specific consignment, of which draft the factor has 
notice,°* and if he promises or is directed to appro- 
priate them to the payment of a debt due from the 
principal to a third person, he is bound to apply 
them to that purpose and not to any other purpose,®* 
such as to a debt due to himself;®* but if the con- 
signment is made without instructions, the factor 
may apply the proceeds to the payment of a debt 
due him from his principal.*¢ 
an unauthorized disposition of the proceeds, he is 
lable to his principal therefor,5? as where he pays 
them to a third person without authority from his 
principal *§ unless they are so paid through a mis- 
take due to the fault of the principal.5® 

2. Care of Proceeds. 
ceeds remain in his possession the factor must exer- 
cise ordinary prudence and diligence in caring for 


If the factor makes 


While the pro- 


333; Lowery v. Steward, 25 N. Y. 
239, 82 AmD 316 [aff 16 N. Y. Super. 
505]; New Hanover Bank v.- Wil- 
liams,” 79) JN. C. 429: 

{a] Notice—If a factor has no 
notice of the draft drawn on the 
proceeds of a specific consignment, 
he may appropriate the proceeds to 
his own debt, and where goods were 
shipped to a factor and a bill of lad- 
ing were sent to him with a letter 
that the shipper had drawn on the 
factor at thirty days for a. certain 
amount in favor of the cashier of 
the hank, “please protect,” it was 
held that it was properly submitted 
to the jury whether the draft and 
letter constituted an instruction to 
defendant by commercial usage to 
appropriate the proceeds of the goods 
to the payment of the draft. New 
Pech Bank v. Williams, 79 N. C. 
Duty to accept or meet draft gen- 
erally see infra § 65. 

54. Norwood v. Laws, 113 La. 
812, 37 S 764; Farmers, etc, Bank 
v. Franklin, 1 La. Ann. 393; Lowery 
v. Steward, 25 N. Y. 239, 82 AmD 
346 [aff 16 N. Y. Super. 505]; Cohen 
Vie Hart.=20) 5S. Ca inn 3042 

{a] Further shipments. — Where 
the proceeds are to be applied by the 
factor to the payment of a debt due 
by the principal to a third person for 
a certain amount, and the factor 
sells the goods and applies the pro- 
ceeds to the payment of the debt due, 
he is entitled, on further shipments 
on the same account, to apply the 
proceeds to his own benefit, or to 
that of others for whom he is agent, 
on debts due by the consignor. Nor- 
wood v. Laws, 118 La. 812, 37 S 764. 

55. Norwood v. Laws, 1138 La. 
812, 37 S 764; Farmers’, ete., Bank 
v. Franklin, 1 La. Ann. 393; Zacharie 
Vey Rogers, 919% Bavin223 -Conent = vs 
Hart, 20+ S: Cy Lit’ 304. 

56. Norwood v. Laws, 113 La. 
812,378 764; New Hanover Bank v. 
WaAliiamis HY TO INC. B29 ta Copessmve 
Perkins, 6 Tex. 150. 

57. Malone vy. Hill, 68 Ala. 225. 

58. Yon v. Blanchard, 75 Ga. 519; 
Halphen v. Zuberbier, 35 La. Ann. 
1097; Post v. Houston Rice Milling 
Co,;'' (Tex. ‘Civ.’ Av) 80° SW 1025. 

[a] Paying proceeds to wrong 
versons.—A factor is bound to know 
his principal, and if he pays or re- 
mits the proceeds to the wrong per- 
son, through mistake, he will be 
liable to his principal; and where 
two persons of exactly the same 
name consigned goods to a factor, 
and he, in ignorance of the fact that 
there are two consignors, remits the 
proceeds so that the whole amount 
comes into the hands of one of them, 
the factor is liable to the other con- 
signor for the proceeds of his con- 
signment. Yon v. Blanchard, 75 Ga. 
519, 

59. Hays v. Warren, 46 Mo. 189. 


t 


372, [25 C.J.] 


them,®° and will be liable for their loss if it occurs 
through his negligence.*t But in the absence of a 
special agreement to that effect he is not an insurer 
of the safety of the proceeds,®? and will not be liable 
if they are lost or stolen without any negligence on 
his part.® 

Commingling proceeds.** In accordance with the 
rule pertaining to agents generally,® a factor should 
keep his principal’s funds unmixed with his own or 
with the funds of others,®° unless there is a custom, 
to which the principal consents, to mingle the funds 
in a common mass.®7 But if the factor mixes the 
prineipal’s funds with his own or others, or uses 
them indiscriminately with his own funds, the prin- 
cipal may either seek satisfaction out of the whole 
mass with which his own funds have become undis- 
tinguishably commingled,** or he may treat his fac- 
tor as a debtor for the amount thus used or com- 
mingled.®® Where a factor deposits the principal’s 
funds in a bank in his own name without notice to 
the principal and without indicating that they are 
the principal’s funds, he is lable for a loss due to 
the insolvency of the bank,’ or to the depreciation 
of the currency deposited,’! but if he notifies his 
principal that the funds are so deposited and are 
subject to his order at any time, he is not so 
liable.*? 

[§ 60] 3. Remitting Proceeds—a. In General. 
In the absence of a special agreement or instructions 
or usage otherwise, it is not the duty of the factor 
to make remittances of money to his principal, but 
after notifying him of the sale to hold the same 
subject to his instructions,”* and if without author- 


60. Thompson vy. Woodruff, 7]No. 11,273, 
Coldw. (Tenn.) 401. Dolsen, 8 Barb. 
61. Read. v. Bertrand, 20 F. Cas.} v.’ Paris, 
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1 Mason 117; 
(N«<Y.)).33T;. Ferris! S! 
10% Johns. “GN Xeyi 2 28er 
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ity or instructions therefor, he remits the proceeds 
in a particular manner, the remittance is at his 
risk.74 But where either by agreement or previous 
course of dealing, or by usage of trade, the factor 
is bound to forward the money to his principal, it 
is his duty to do so as he receiyes it at the earliest 
opportunity without waiting for a demand, al- 
though it is only a portion of what he expects from 
the sale;*® and no usage to the contrary will either 
justify or excuse his retaining it beyond such time,’? 
unless the sum is*sg small as not to justify the ex- 
pense of forwarding it.7* Nor can he justify a re- 
fusal to pay over the proceeds on the ground that 
they have been seized by virtue of an attachment 
against a third person,” or that they have been paid 
over in pursuance of an order in proceedings sup- 
plementary to execution in an action against such 
third person, of which the principal had no no- 
tice,®° where either the seizure under the attachment 
or the payment under the order was without author- 
ity of law. If a factor fails to remit the proceeds 
in his hands from the sale of a portion of goods sold 
according to the terms of his contract §t he cannot 
hold his principal liable for failure to consign the 
balance, although the factor was obliged to buy at 
an advanced price to fulfill the contract of the pur- 
chaser, and although he should be considered as the 
principal’s agent in making the contract of sale.®? 
[§ 61] b. Mode of Remittance—(1) In Gen- 
eral. If the factor is especially instructed as to the 
mode of remittance, he must follow such instrue- 
tion 8° and exercise reasonable care and diligence in 
doing so.8* But where he has general authority to 


Brink v. 76. Brown v. Arrott, 6 Watts & 
(Pa.) 402. 


77. Brown vy. Arrott, 6 Watts &e 


No. 11,601, 4 Wash. C. C. 514. 

[a] Funds embezzled by clerk.— 
The factor is liable for funds em- 
bezzled by his clerk, to whom he has 
intrusted them. Read v. Bertrand, 
DOVE ICAg INOW 11-601, 42 Wash: C. 
€, 614, 

62. Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 314. 

63. Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 314. 

64. Right of principal to follow 
proceeds in hands of third person 
see infra §§ 149, 150. 

65. See Agency § 407. 

66. Farmers’, etc. Nat. Bank v. 
Sprague, 52 N. Y. 605. 

67. Banning v. Bleakley, 27 La. 
Ann. 257, 21 AmR 554; Vail v. Du- 
nant’? Allen (Mass.) 408, 410, 88 
AmD 695; Farmers’, etc., Nat. Bank 
v. Sprague, 52 N. Y. 605. 

“In the usual and ordinary course 
of business, a factor does not and 
is not required to keep the money 
received upon the sale of goods of 
different consignors in separate and 
distinct parcels, but mingles all in 
a common mass, and with the like 
funds of his own from whatever 
source derived.” Vail v. Durant, 
supra. 

[a] To exonerate the factor from 
liability on the ground of passing 
over to his general account the pro- 
ceeds of property sold and becom- 
ing a debtor to the principal there- 
for, in accordance with a custom to 
that effect, it must be shown that the 
principal knew of such custom and 
assented to it. Banning v. Bleak- 
ley, 27 La. Ann. 257, 21 AmD 554. 

68. Farrell’s Est., 17 Pa. Super. 
240; Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 314. 

69. Vail v. Durant, -7 Allen 
(Mass.) 408, 88 AmD 695; Pinckney 
v. Dunn; 2 S. C. 314. 

70. Cartmell v. Allard, 7 Bush 
(Ky.) 482. 

71. Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 314. 

72. Ansley v. Anderson, 35 Ga. 8. 

73. Pope v. Barrett, 19 EF. Cas. 


Brown v. Arrott, 6 Watts & S. (Fa.) 
402, 

{a] Retention until demand.— 
Where the principal is advised from 
time to time by the factor of the 
sales as they are made, and again 
of the receipt of moneys as they are 
paid thereon and according to the 
understanding that exists between 
them, arising either from a special 
agreement of a previous course of 
dealing between them, or from the 
established usage or custom, the 
principal is to call on the factor and 
receive his money or draw upon him 
for it, the factor may retain it until 
demanded. Brown v. Arrott, 6 Watts 
& S. (Pa.) 402. 

[b] A factor to sell and render a 
reasonable account is not liable for 
not remitting when exchange was 


favorable. Pope v. Barrett, 19 FE. 
Cas. No. 11,273, 1 Mason 117. 
74. La—Johnson v. Martin, 11 


La. Ann. 27, 66 AmD 193. 

Mass.—Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 
145. 

N. Y.—Heubach v. Rother, 9 N. 
Y. Super. 227, 11 LegObs 269; Hal- 
den v. Crafts, 4 E. D. Smith 490; 
Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 645. 

'Tex.—Kerr v. Cotton, 23 Tex. 411. 

Eng.—Lucas vy. Groning, 1 Stark. 
$91, 2 ECL 151, 7 Taunt. 164, 2 ECL 
308, 129 Reprint 66. 

75. SriteOny) Vag Orrin ull 
235, 63 NE 954; Barnard v. Kobbe, 54 
N. Y. 516 [aff 3 Daly 35, 37315 Brown 
v. Arrott, 6 Watts & 5 (Pa.) 402; 
Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 314. 

[a] If the factor retains the pro- 
ceeds without giving nctice to the 
principal, until the currency in 
which they are received becomes 
worthless, he cannot relieve himself 
from liability for the loss by show- 
ing merely that he was not in de- 
fault in an unreasonable detention 
of the money. Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 
S.C. +314: 


S. (Pa.) 402. 
78. Brown vy. Arrott, 6 Watts & 
S. (Pa.) 402. 
79. Barnard v. Kobbe, 54 N. Y. 
OG) Latt <3) Daly y35s sete le 
80. Barnard v. Kobbe, 54 N. Y. 
Stoller, 8 E. Cas. 


DLG: (afl saDaly Soa oods 

81. Ernest v. 

No. 4,520, 5 Dill. 438, 2 McCrary 380. 

gs2. Curtis v. Gibney, 59 Md. 131 
(assuming that the contract of sale 
was made by the factor as agent 
and that the principal dealt with him 
in that capacity alone, the factor 
had no legal right to retain his prin- 
cipal’s money as a “margin” or se- 
curity for the performance of the 
contract on the _ principal's part, 
there being no such stipulation in 
the contract and fio evidence of any 
custom binding the principal to jus- 
tifveskt)e 

83. Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. (N. 
Yu) 6455) Kerr weCotton,. 23° Tex. 4th 

84 Parker v. Harrison, 26 La. 
Ann. 751. 

[a] Remittance hy specie. — (1) 
Where the principal directs specie 
to be sent by a certain carrier and 
the factor sends the package of 
money, addressed to the principal 
as directed, by one of his clerks to 
be put on ‘board the steamer desig- 
nated by the principal, which is then 
at the wharf and about to leave, and 
within a short distance of the steam- 
er the clerk is’ knocked down and 
robbed of his money, the factor has 
not exercised proper vigilance in 
guarding the money and inasmuch 
as the money never has been in 
actual or constructive possession of 
the principal the loss must be borne 
by the factor. Parker v. Harrison, 
26 La. Ann. 751. (2) Where a ship- 
ment of specie is made without a 
bill of lading, letter of advice, or 
other notice, it is not made with 
proper care and the factor is liable 
forloss. Smith v. Ward, 3 La, Ann. 76. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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remit, without any instructions as to the mode there- 
of, he is bound only to exercise reasonable diligence 
and skill as to the mode and in making a remit- 
tance,®* and he will not be liable if he acts with such 
skill and diligence in accordance with the usual 
course of business in such cases.%¢ 

[§ 62] (2) By Bill of Exchange. If he is au- 
thorized to remit by bill of exchange or draft, and 
he exercises reasonable skill and diligence in pur- 
chasing and remitting a bill on a person in good 
credit, he is not responsible if it is protested or dis- 
honored ;§7 and although he need not inquire into the 
credit of the drawee unless there are circumstances 
of suspicion sufficient to put a man of ordinary care 
on his guard,®8 he may be held responsible if he is 
chargeable with negligence as to the standing of the 
drawee with regard to which he is put on inquiry.®® 
He may be held responsible for a bill drawn by a 
bank in which he has deposited the proceeds to his 
own credit,®° or if instead of purchasing a bill, he 
remits one belonging to himself, and it is not 
paid. 

[§ 63] (8) Liability on Indorsements.°2 If the 
factor is instructed to remit by bill of exchange he 
is not obliged to indorse or guarantee the bills re- 
mitted unless the principal can show that custom or 
usage requires an indorsement or guaranty.®?> <A 
general indorsement upon paper transmitted without 
restrictive words has been held to render the factor 
liable to the principal thereon.®°* But his liability 
is of course excluded if he indorses without re- 
course;®> and it has been held that he may prove 


85. Muller v. Bohlens, 17 F. Cas.] (Ky.) 


No. 9,914, 2, Wash. C..C.-378; Heu- 
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ceeds to his own credit he created 
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that his indorsement with the knowledge and assent 
of his principal was made without intent to assume 
lability, but was for the sole purpose of facilitating 
collection ;%° and that he is not liable on his indorse- 
ment if he receives no consideration for guarantee- 
ing paper transmitted and does not undertake to do 
so by express contract.9%7 

[§ 64] 4. Liability for Interest. In the ab- 
sence of any contract or usage to that effect a factor 
is not liable for interest unless he is in some de- 
fault,°® especially where the principal has been 
guilty of laches and unfairness;®® and as a general 
rule if he is ready at the proper time to account for 
and turn over the proceeds, he is not liable for inter- 
est until after a demand is made upon him by the 
principal for the proceeds of sales made. But 
where he fails or refuses to account upon demand, 
or when it is otherwise his duty to do so, he is 
lable for interest from the time when he should 
have accounted and turned over the proceeds.? If 
he makes a tortious sale and is sued for the pro- 
ceeds in assumpsit he is liable for interest from the 
time of receiving the proceeds of the sale.? 

[§ 65] J. Duty to Accept or Meet Draft. In 
accordance with the general rule as applied to 
drawees generally,* although the principal has, at 
the time, funds in the factor’s hands sufficient to 
meet a draft when presented,° a factor is under no 
obligation to aecept or pay a draft drawn upon him 
by his principal,® unless he has, for a valuable con- 
sideration, either expressly or impliedly agreed to do 
so,’ or unless this obligation is imposed upon him 


of the account rendered by the fac- 
tor and subjected himself to a strong 


bach v. Rother, 9 N. Y. Super. 227, 
11 NYLegObs 269. 

86. Ernest v. Stoller, 8 F. Cas. 
Nos (4,520, 5) Dill..-4388;; Chandler v-. 
Hogle, 58 Ill. 46; Goldsmith v. Man- 
heim, 109 Mass. 187; Potter v. Mor- 
land, 3 Cush. (Mass.) 384. 

87. U. S.—Muller v. Bohlens, ‘17 
BS Cas: Nor.9, 904,52. Wash. Cx C.378e 

Ill.—Chandler v. Hogle, 58 Ill. 46. 

Mass.—Potter v. Morland, 3 Cush. 
384. 

N. Y.—Heubach v. Rother, 9,N. Y. 
Super. 227, 11 NYLegObs 269; Lev- 
erick v. Meigs,.1 Cow. 645. 

Pa.—Schenkhouse vy. Gibbs, 4 Dall. 
1365.4 ele ed E83 


Tenn.—Byers v. Harris, 9 Heisk. 
652. 
[a] Where a factor representing 


several principals is instructed to 
remit in good bills of exchange, he 
is discharged on remitting the 
amount due to his several principals 
in one bill drawn by a house in 
good credit upon its agent, and giv- 
ing his principals drafts upon such 
agent for their several amounts, 
Schenkhouse v. Gibbs, 4 Dall. (Pa.) 
136, SL 2ediy (uid. 

88. Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. (N. 
i.) 4645; 659. 

“Where a factor is directed to re- 
mit in bills, if he procures such as 
are drawn by persons of undoubted 
credit at the time, it is a compliance 
with the duty he has to perform. 
The person on whom the bill is 
drawn, rests in the discretion of the 
drawer. The law presumes he has 
effects of the drawer in his hands. 
If the factor has no cause to doubt 
the fdct, he may take the bill con- 
sistently with the duty he owes his 
principal, and will not be liable on 
the ground of negligence, although 
it should afterwards turn out that 
the drawee was not of known re- 


sponsibility.” Leverick v. Meigs, 
supra. 

89. Rourk v. Pegram, 10 La. Ann. 
394; Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. (N. 
Y.) 645. 

90. Cartmell v. Allard, 7 Bush 


a liability therefor of the bank to 
himself and thus placed the money 
beyond the control of his principal). 

91. Akin v. Bedford, 5 Mart. N. 
S. (La.) 502. 

92. Iiability on indorsements 
generally see Bills and Notes §§ 557-— 
564 


Morland, 3 Cush. 
(Mass.) 384. 


94. Mackenzie v. Scott, 6 Bro. P. 
C. 280, 2 Reprint 1081; Goupy v. 
Harden, 7 Taunt. 159, 2 ECL 306, 129 
Reprint 64. 

[a] A del credere factor selling 
goods and taking an accepted bill 
from the purchaser which he ex- 
changes for another bill payable to 
his own order, which he indorses and 
transmits to his principal, is per- 
sonally liable for the amount of the 
bill under his commission del cre- 
dere to satisfy his principal for the 
price of the goods sold. Macken- 
zie v. Scott, 6 Bro. P.,C. 280, 2 Re- 
print 1081. 

95. Goupy v. Harden, 7 Taunt. 
159, 2 ECL 306, 129 Reprint 64. 

Indorsement “without recourse” 
generally see Bills and Notes § 550. 

96. Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 
3 AmR 190; Kidson v. Dilworth, 5 
Price 564, 146 Reprint 695. See gen- 
erally Bills and Notes § 560. 

[a] A prime facie liability may 
be inferred from his indorsement, 
but. he may show as a matter of 
defense that it was not his inten- 
tion that he should be personally 
charged by his indorsement. Lewis 
v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 3 AmR 190. 

97. Sharp v. Emmet, 5 Whart. 
(Pa.), 288, 44 AmD 554; Byers’ v. 
Harris, 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 652. 

98. Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564; 
Ellery v. Cunningham, 1 Metce. 
(Mass.) 112; Wetmore v. Woodhouse, 
10 Tex. 33; McConnico v. Curzen, 2 
Call (6 Va.) 358, 1 AmD 540. 

McLin v. McNamara, 36 N. 


93. Potter v. 


‘Tal If a principal has been negli- 
gent in calling his factor to an ac- 
count and has suppressed statements 


suspicion of bad faith, the court will 
not charge the factor with interest 
on the balance due from him. Mc- 
Lin v. McNamara, 36 N. C. 75. 

1. Pope v. Barrett, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,273, 1 Mason 117; Tyree v. Par- 
ham, 66 Ala. 424 [expl and lim Wil- 
liams v. McConnico, 44 Ala. 627 
(which held that a factor is liable 
for interest, for a balance in his 
hands in favor,of his principal in 
the absence of proof of some con- 
tract or usage of trade to the con- 
trary)]; Ellery v. Cunningham, 1 
Mete. (Mass.) 112; Cheesborough v. 
Hunter, 19S) C.4h. 24003 
Vinge Ala.—Tyree v. Parham, 66 Ala. 

Conn.—Union Hardware Co. v. 
Plume, etec., Mfg. Co., 58 Conn. 219, 
20 A 455. 

Ga.—Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

Mass.—Dodge v. Perkins, 9 Pick. 
368; Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 145; 
Newman v. Homans, Quincy 5. 

N. Y.—Blakely v. Jacobson, 22 N. 
Y. Super. 140; Consequa v. Fanning, 
3 Johns. Ch. 587 [mod on other 
grounds 17 Johns. 511, 8 AmD 442]. 

[a] A del credere factor who has 
become liable to pay the price of the 
goods to his principal through default 
of the purchasers is chargeable with 
interest without demand. Blakely v. 
Jacobson, 22 N. Y. Super. 140. 

8. Ricketson v. Wright, 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,805, 3 Sumn. 335. 

4. See Bills and Notes § 469. 

5. Moss v. Stokeley, 95 Ga. 675, 
22 SE 695. 

6. Schimmelpennich v. Bayard, 1 
Pet. (U. S.) 264, 7 L. ed. 188: Moss 
v. Stokeley. 95 Ga. 675, 22 SE 695; 
Helm v. Meyer, 30 La. Ann. 943. 

[a] Application of rule.—Where 
directions are given to charge the 
bill to the account of the consignor 
the factor is not bound to accept or 
pay the bill in consequence of the 
proceeds of the shipment having been 
received by him. Schimmelpennich 
Vesibayardsal: Pet. .CUzS:) 22645 Ta 
ed. 1388. 

7. U. S.—De Tastett v. Crousil- 
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by a usage of trade. If he expressly agrees to ac- 
cept bills drawn upon hin, he is bound to do so, and 
it is immaterial that he has no funds in his hands,?® 
unless this is made a condition of the agreement to 
accept.1° If the factor has notice that the principal 
has drawn on him in anticipation of the avails of 
the consignment the factor becomes bound by ac- 
cepting the consignment to pay the bill and in case 
of nonpayment is liable to his principal for the re- 
sulting damages.1!_ But where the factor has made 
advances on the goods consigned, he is not bound 
to accept and pay a draft drawn on him by the 
principal, in favor of a third person, until such 
advances are repaid.12 In accepting and paying 
drafts it is the factor’s duty to exercise reasonable 
eare and diligence to determine whether the drafts 
drawn on him are those of his principal, and if he 
has the means within his possession of determining 
the genuineness of the signatures, and he receives 
and discounts forged drafts, he must bear the loss,1% 

[§ 66] K. Duty to Advance Freights. There is 
no unvarying rule of law which makes it the duty 
of the factor to advance from his own pocket moneys 
due for freight upon property consigned to him by 
his principals, and his duty to do so depends solely 
on the agreement or course of dealings between him 
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and his principal.'4 

[§ 67] L. Duty to Keep and Render Accounts.** 
In accordance with his duty to account for pro- 
ceeds 16 it is ordinarily the duty of the factor to 
keep true, regular, and accurate accounts of all his 
transactions and dealings in regard to the goods 
consigned to him for sale,!7 and give the principal 
an opportunity to inspect them,1* and also give him 
a correct copy of the entries in the books including 
all memoranda connected therewith;!® and if the 
factor without any excuse destroys his books, before 
an examination thereof is finished,?° or refuses to 
enter an account of sales,?+ such fact raises an un- 
favorabie presumption against him in respect to the 
amount and value of the goods sold and unaccounted 
for. The factor should be ready to render to his 
principal a full and complete statement of his deal- 
ings and of the state of accounts between them, 
whenever reasonably requested or demanded ;”2 or to 
render such an account within a reasonable time 
after sale without a demand,?* especially where a 
demand is impracticable or highly inconvenient ;?¢ 
and a refusal or failure to render an account for an 
unreasonable time may render him liable in dam- 
ages.25 Although the contract between the parties 


| provides for a settlement of accounts only by the 


Jat, 7 -F. Cas. No. ‘3,828, “4° Wash’ -C: 
Cc. 132; Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. 
Gass Nos 75828, 4 Wash. Ca C..310- 

Ga.—Moss v. Stokeley, 95 Ga. 675, 
22 SE 695. ; 

La.—Helm v. Meyer. 30 La. Ann. 
943; Zacharie v. Rogers, 19 La. 223. 

Md.—Curtis v. Gibney, 59 Mad. 181. 

N. Y.—Uraquhart v. McIver, 4 
Johns. 103. 

8. Schimmelpennich v. Bayard, 1 
Pet. (U. S.) 264, 7 L. ed. 138. 

9. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 3,828, 4 Wash. C.:C. 132. 

10. De Tastett v. Crousillat, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 3,828, 4 Wash. C. C. 132. 

11. McCausland v. Wheeler Sav. 
Bank, 43 Ill. A. 381; Fisher v. Shen- 
andoah First Nat. Bank, 387 Ill. A. 
333; Helm v. Meyer, 30 La. Ann. 943; 
Lowery v. Steward, 25 N. Y. 239, 82 
AmD 346 [aff 16 N. Y. Super. 505]; 
Cowperthwaite v. Sheffield, 3 N. Y. 
243 [aff 3 N. Y. Super. 416]; Urquhart 
v. McIver, 4 Johns. (N. Y.) 103. 

[a] Acceptance of consignment 
with notice of draft.—‘‘There can be 
no doubt of the correctness of the 
general proposition that a consignee 
who accepts a consignment, with the 
advice and notice that the consignor 
had drawn on him for a_ stated 
amount against the goods consigned, 
‘impliedly promises to accept and pay 
the draft, and on refusal may be 
sued as for breach of contract.’ 
Helm v. Meyer, 30 La. Ann. 948, 945. 
h 12. Helm v. Meyer, 30 La. Ann, 

43. 

Reinibursements of advances gen- 
erally see infra § 82. 

13. Howard v. Mississippi Val- 
Ane Bank, 28 La. Ann. 727, 26 AmR 
105. 

14. Cooper v. Hong Kong, etc., 
Banking Corp., 107 N. Y. 282, 14 NE 
Que revel asDaly U83]. 

15. Account stated between factor 
and principal see Accounts and Ac- 
counting § 299. 

g vite: agents generally see Agency 

16. See supra § 58. 

17..U. S—McManus v. Sawyer, 
231 Fed. 231. 

Ga.—Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 
564, 

Md.—Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Md. 383, 71 AmD 600. 
Mass.—Cushman  v. 
Mass. 169. 71 NE 529. 

WN. Y.—Boston Carpet Co. v. Jour- 
neay. 26 N. Y. 384, 2 Transcr. A. 250 


Snow, 186 


{aff 1 Daly 190]; Armour v. Gaffey, 
30 App. Div. 121, 51 NYS 846 [aff 
165 N. Y. 630, 59 NE 1118]. 

Wash.—Sherwood v. Seattle Fruit, 
etc., Auction Co., 983 Wash. 544, 161 
Pati. 

Wis.—Briere v. Taylor, 126 Wis. 
347, 105 NW 817. 

Eng.—Clarke v. Tipping, 9 Beav. 
284, 50 Reprint 352. 

[a] Charging interest on account. 
—Where it is the established course 
of business between a factor and his 
principal to charge interest on the 
account of each to the end of the 
month and then strike a balance, 
which would be carried forward to 
the next month, the fact that there- 
by the factor charged compound in- 
terest does not establish a falsifica- 
tion of his accounts, sinee such in- 
terest is not illegal and may _ be 
agsreed on between the parties. Mc- 
Manus v. Sawyer, 231 Fed. 231. 

18. Armour v. Gaffey, 30 App. 
Div. 121, 51 NYS 846 [aff 165 N. Y. 
630 mem, 59 NE 1118 mem]. 

19. Keighler v. Savage Mfg. Co., 
12 Md. 383, 71 AmD 600. 

20. Armour v. Gaffey, 30 App. 
Div. 121, 51 NYS 846 [aff 165 N. Y. 
630 mem, 59 NE 1118 mem]. 2 

[a] Application of rule.—Where 
a factor destroys his books before 
an examination of them is finished, 
and the examination discloses that 
the factor had reported sales at 
less than the actual price received 
and the factors maintain that they 
were entitled to the amount of short- 
age found as reimbursement for al- 
lowances made to customers and for 
bad debts, the court is justified in 
disregarding the exnlanation and in 
finding a wroneful misappropria- 
tion; and if the factor admits pursu- 
ing the same course as to the balance 
of goods shipped to and sold by him, 
the shortage as to such balance may 
properly be estimated by taking as 
a basis the rate of shortave found 
to exist as to the rest of the goods. 
Armour v. Gaffey, 30 App. Div. 121, 
51 NYS 846 [aff 165 N. Y. 680 mem, 
59 NE 1118 mem]. 

Q1.. Pove v:! Barrett, 19 EF. Cas. 
No. 11,278, 1 Mason 117. 

22, Keighler v. Savage Mf. Co., 
12 Md. 383, 71 AmD 600; Boston Car- 
net Co. v. Journeay, 86 N. Y. 384 
faff 1 Daly 190]; Terwillizer’ v. 
Beals, 6 Lans. (N. Y.) 493; Nugent 
v. Martin, 1 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 1173. 


23. Ala.—Tyree  v. 
Ala. 424, 

Ill. — Obermeyer v. © Wisconsin 
Dairy Farms Co., 211 Ill. A. 213. 
titi s fs v. Damon, 9 Iowa 
589. 

Mass.—Dodge v. Perkins, 9 Pick. 
368; Langley v. Sturtevant, 7 Pick. 
214; Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 145. 
ane H.—Haton v. Welton, 32 N. H. 


N. Y.—Alden Coal Min. Co. v. C. 
L. Amos Coal Co., 192 App. Div. 371, 
182 NYS 819; Lyle v. Murray, 6 
N. Y. Super. 590; Cooley v. Betts, 
24 Wend. 203. 
ae C.—Pinckney v. Dunn, 2 S. C. 

Tex.—Bouldin v. .Atlantic Rice- 
milis Co., (Civ. A.) 86 SW 795. 

{a] After delivery and sale.— 
Where a contract for the sale of 
coal on commission authorized the 
agent to deduct its commissions or 
profits before transmitting the funds 
to the principal, the agent was not 
bound to account for the price of 
coal until after delivery and sale by 
it, particularly ;»where the parties 
had so construed the contract and 
acted for a considerable time. Al- 
den Coal Min. Co. v. C. L. Amos 
oat Co., 192 App. Div. 371, 182 NYS 


Parham, 66 


24, Eaton v. Welton, 32 N. H. 352; 
Fulkerson v. White, 22 Tex. 674. 

{a] Factors abroad must’ render 
an account within a reasonable time. 
and their neglect to do so will be 


considered a breach of their con-_ 


tract. 
352. # 

25. Field v. Moulson, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,770, 2 Wash. C. C. 155; Torey 
v. Bryant, 16 Pick. (Mass.) 528: 
Langley v. Sturtevant, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214; Deans v. Scriba, 2 Call 
(6 Va.) 415. 

[a] Presumption raised by not 
rendering an account.—If a factor 
has rendered no account of sales for 
many years and at the trial of an 
action against him by his consignor 
offers no evidence to prove what 
nart was sold and at what prices, it 
will be presumed that the goods 
were sold at the invoice price. Field 
v. Moulson, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,770, 2 
Wash. G/,'C. 155. 

[b] It is not an unreasonable re- 
fusal to account, when after a per- 
son drew an order directing his fac- 
tor to deposit the proceeds of cer- 


Eaton v. Welton, 32 N. H. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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written approval of the principal, they may subse- 
quently modify such contract and make a yalid set- 
tlement, although it is not made or approved in 
writing.?6 

Effect of account.?7 Accounts current are neces- 
sarily provisional until settled and may be rectified 
for errors or omissions;28 but where a factor’s ac- 
count current shows that on a certain day there was 
a balance in his hands due his principal, all previous 
charges against the principal are extinguished,?® and 
if there is a balance due the factor at the foot of the 
account it must arise from subsequent transac- 
tions.8° Where the accounts are settled or stated, 
they are, as a general rule, conclusive between the 
principal and factor,?! except that they may be 
opened, surcharged, or falsified on the ground of 
omission, fraud, mistake, or undue advantage.%? 
Thus if the factor renders his account in good faith 
and the principal makes no objection to it, the prin- 
cipal’s assent to it as correct is presumed;** and 
unless objection is made within a reasonable time 
his principal will be bound by the accounting ren- 
dered.** The account rendered may be conclusive 
against the factor himself in the matter of his 
charges for commissions,*®> or as to the place of 
payment of the balance due on the account;** but if 
it is challenged by the principal it is then open for 


tain lumber to the credit of another, 
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correction by the factor.’? 

[§ 68] M. Duties and Liabilities of Del Cre- 
dere Factors—1l. In General. The obligation under 
a del credere commission arises only under an ex- 
press contract and is not implied by law,°8 and also 
arises only where the sale is made upon eredit.®? 
A factor who agrees to indorse or guarantee all 
notes taken from customers is not bound to indorse 
a note taken for goods sold by a general agent of his 
principal against the factor’s protest and after his 
statement that he would not indorse the note.*° 

[§ 69] 2. Nature of Liability. In England, a 
del eredere agent is considered merely a guarantor 
of the debt due from the purchaser of goods sold 
by him, and, in order to ‘fix liability on him, the 
principal must have first made an effort to collect 
from the purchaser,!! and this rule has been fol- 
lowed by some eases in the United States;42 under 
this rule the principal cannot sue the factor until 
the debtor has refused or neglected to pay.4? But 


‘the weight of authority is to the effect that the 


contract of a del credere agent is considered to be 
an absolute engagement to pay debts arising out 
of sales made by him when they become due, his lia- 
bility being that of a surety for the payment of such 
debts,** and the fact that the principal renews a 
note which the factor has taken for the goods does 


he next day demanded an account of 
the proceeds from his factor, who 
replied that he had nothing to do 
with the demandant and_ referred 


him to the other person. Torrey v. 
Bryant, 16 Pick. (Mass.) 528. 
26. Dowagiac Mfg. Co. v. Hellek- 


son, 13 .N. D> 257,100 NW. 717. 

27. Operation and effect of ac- 
count stated generally see Accounts 
and Accounting §§ 329-334. 

28. Fordyce v. Peper, 16 Fed. 516 
{rev on other grounds 119 U. S. 
469, 7 SCt 287, 30 L. ed. 435]; Dun- 
Darveve ppullands: 760 Dar Anh. 805 
Bloodworth v. Jacobs, 2 La. Ann. 
24; Wood Mower, etc., Co. v. Thayer, 
50 Hun 516, 3 NYS 465; Vantries v. 
Richey, 8 Watts & S. (Pa.) 87. 

{a] Failure to enter transactions 
promptly.—No credit will be given 
to the books of a factor who has 
transmitted false accounts of the 
sales, and does not enter the sales 
upon his books until months after 
they are made. Fordyce v. Peper, 16 
Fed. 516 [rev on other grounds 119 
U. S. 469, 7 SCt 287, 30 L. ed. 435]. 

29. Walter v. Richardson, 45 S. C. 
L. 466. 


L. ‘ 

81. Gore. -v. .Campbell, 4, 1}, A. 
661; Bruen v. Hone, 2 Barb. (N. Y.) 
586; Vantries v. Richey, 8 Watts & 
S. (Pa.) 87; Walter v. Richardson, 
45S. C. L. 466. .> 

32. Everingham v. Halsey, 108 
Iowa 709, 78 NW 220; Dunbar v. 
Bullard, 2 La. Ann. 810; Bloodworth 
v. Jacobs, 2 La. Ann. 24; Bruen v. 
Hone, 2 Barb. <N. Y.) 586; Gay v. 
Osborne, 102 Wis. 641, 78 NW 1079. 

{a] Ilustration—Where a factor 
employed to sell goods on commis- 
sion for a stated period pretends at 
the end thereof to exhibit an ac- 
count for all unsold goods, thereby 
showing a considerable shortage in 
his accounts representing apparently 
property sold and the proceeds con- 
verted by him to his own use, and 
then gave a note and mortgage to 
the principal for a part of the short- 
age; and the principal thereafter 


Walter v. Richardson, 45 S. C. 


. discovered other unsold goods in the 


possession or under the control of the 
factor of less value than the bal- 
ance of the shortage in excess of 
the amount represented by the note 
and mortgage and subsequently en- 
forced the mortgage, but- did no 
other act in ratification of the set- 


tlement; it was held that the prin- 
cipal might rescind the settlement 
as to the goods discovered and re- 
claim them. Gay v. Osborne, 102 
Wis. 641, 78 NW 1079. ; 
_ Opening, surcharging, and falsify- 
ing accounts stated generally see 
Accounts and Accounting §§ 372-376. 


33. Ledoux vy. Porche, 12 Rob. 
(La.) 543. ‘ 
34. Jowa.—Everingham vy. Halsey, 


108 Iowa 709, 78 NW 220. 

La.—Rion vy. Gilly, 6 Mart. 417, 12 
AmD 483. 

Mass.—Cushman _ v. 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529. 

Bose H.—Austin y. Ricker, 61 N. H. 

(lp 

Pa.—Bevan v. Cullen, 7 Pa. 281; 
Vantries v. Richey, 8 Watts & S. 87. 

{a] By accepting a general ac- 
count of all transactions, including 
the commission of the factor, in 
Which are expressed what accounts 
have been and what remain to be 
collected, the principal discharges 
the factor and the agency from that 
moment is at an end and the prin- 
cipal cannot call for payment of any 
item which he complains that the 
factor neglected to collect. Rion v. 
Gilly, 6 Mart. (La.) 417, 12 AmD 483. 

Account stated between factor and 
principal generally see Accounts and 
Accounting § 299. 

85. Randolph Fruit Co. v. Gal- 
breath, 34 Cal. A. 28, 166 P 859; Wood 
Mower, etc., Co. v. Thayer, 50 Hun 
516, 3 NYS 465. 


Snow, 


86. Jellison v. Lafonta, 19 Pick. 
(Mass.) 244. 
{a] Tllustration—If a New Or- 


leans factor adjusts his account in 
Boston, and promises to pay the bal- 
ance as soon as he can _ nevotiate 
exchange on New Orleans, he thereby 
waives any privilege of paying it in 
New Orleans. Jellison v. Lafonta, 
19 Pick. (Mass.) 244. 

87. Wood Mower, etc., Co. 
Thayer, 50 Hun 516, 8 NYS 465. 

88. Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 Fed. 
712; Cushman v. Snow, 186 Mass. 169, 
HAN oe D2 Oc Conpett)) ve Moote, "7 
Newfoundl. 276. But see Renkin v. 
HOLS yay Oslin ©. ec) thr, 
rate of commission charged by an 
agent was held to be proof that he 
was acting under a del credere com- 
mission), 

[a] Failure to disclose name of 
customer.—“It cannot be inferred 
from the meagre statement of the 
custom of the firm not to disclose 


156 (where the, 


the names of customers to their prin- 
cipals that they thus rendered them- 
selves liable for the purchase price 
of all goods sold through their 
agency, for if they undertook to 
guarantee the sales and solvency of 
purchasers it Should have appeared 
in the contract.” Cushman y. Snow, 
186 Mass. 169, 173, 71 NE 529. 

Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 Fed. 
Kingston y. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,823, 4 Wash. C. C. 310; Heu- 
bach v. Rother, 9 N. Y. Super, 224, 
11 NYLegObs 269. 

40. Springfield Fertilizer Co. v. 
ae nr 16 Ind. A. 403, 45 NE 

41. Hornby v. Lacy, 6 M. & S. 166, 
105 Reprint 1205; Morris v. Cleasby, 


4M. & S. 566, 105 Reprint 943; Peeie 
v. Northeote, 7 Taunt. 478, 2 ECL 
456, 129 Reprint 


192; Gabriel v. 
Churchill? 3002s Leek. 90: 

{a] Overruled cases.—The cases 
cited above overrule the earlier Eng- 
lish cases of Bize v. Dickason, 1 T. 
R. 285,99 Reprint 1097;. Grove’ v. 
Dubois, 1 T. R. 112, 99 Reprint 1002 
(all of which held that such an agent 
was responsible as a surety imme- 
diately upon a default in payment by 
the purchaser, without any necessity 
for an effort to collect from the pur- 
chaser). 

42. Thompson v. Perkins, 23 F. 
Cas. No. 13,972, 3 Mason 232; Com. v. 
Thorne, ete., Co., 264 Pa. 408, 107 A 
814; Commercial Credit Co. v. Girard 
Nat. Bank, 246 Pa. 88, 92 A 44, 46 
{quot Black L. D.]. See In re Taft, 
133 Wed. 511, 514, 66 CCA 385 (where 
the court in sneaking of one who 
sells upon a del credere commission 
said: “He is at last nothing but a 
euarantor’); Gould vy. Lee, 55 Pa. 
99, 109 (where the court in speaking 
of a guaranty of sales of leather 
said: “It is not a covenant of guar- 
anty, but a fixing of the rate of com- 
mission for selling and guaranteeing 
in the ordinary course of the com- 
mission business. In commercial 
transactions the house that receives 
and sells any commodity for another 
party guarantees the price, less the 


agreed commissions, but gives no 
security to make this guaranty 
good”). 

43. Com. v. Thorne, etc., Co., 264 
Pa. 408, 107 A_ 814. 

44. U. S.—Wittkowski v. Harris, 
64 Fed. 712; Bradley v. Richardson, 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 343, 


23 Vt. 720. 


876 [25 C.J] 


not release the factor from liability.*® 
rule the liability of a del credere factor accrues 
when and only when the term of credit given on the 
sales has expired, and the purchase money is due,*® 
and is complete when the debt becomes due without 
any demand being made upon the principal debtor.*7 
However, the liability of the factor does not pre- 
clude his principal from resorting to the purchaser 
to obtain payment, at any time before the debt is 


paid.48 


[§ 70] 3. Extent of Liability. 
factor is bound to see that his principal is paid in 
full 4° for all goods sold by him,°° unless for some 
good reason the sale is rescinded or the goods cannot 
If he guarantees a sale at a fixed 
profit, he is hable for that profit irrespective of the 
But his lability does 
not extend so far as to bind him to litigate disputes 
between the buyer and seller;>* nor is he bound, if 
the goods consigned are not in accordance with the 
contract, to insist on the buyer’s accepting the goods 


be delivered.®! 


market value of the goods.®? 


FACTORS 


Under this | position.>4 


On remittance. 
under a del credere agency extends only to the 
collection of the proceeds and not to the remittance 
thereof,°> and hence, if the factor exercises due care 
in selecting a drawee in good eredit, the guaranty 
does not extend to a bill of exchange which he re- 
mits to his principal in the usual course of busi- 
ness or under an express authority to remit,°® unless 


[§§ 69-TL- 


It has been held that a guaranty 


by agreement of the parties the factor is authorized 


A del eredere 


for the purpose of putting his principal in a better 


Cal.—Tustin Fruit Assoc. v. Earle 
PruituCoy +6: Cal.tiUnrep., Casi Si, 
63°P 693 

Md.—Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 
3 AmR 190. 

Mass.—Swan vy. Nesmith, 7 Pick. 
220, 19 AmD 282. 

N. Y.—Sherwood v. Stone, 14 N. Y. 
267; Cartwright v. Greene, 47 Barb. 
9; ‘Blakely Vv. Jacobson, 22 .N.,_Y. 
Super. 140; Gindre v. Kean, 7 Misc. 
582, 28 NYS 4, 31 AbbNCas 100; Milli- 
ken v.: Byerly, 6 HowPr 214; Wolff 


v. Koppel, 2 Den. 368, 43 AmD 751 
{aff 5 Hill 458]; Leverick vy. Meigs, 
1 Cow. 645. 


R. I.—Balderston v. National Rub- 
ber? Co., 18 oR. -T. 338, 27 A 507, 49 
AmSR 772. 

{a] In California under Civ. Code 
§ 2029, providing that ‘a factor who 
charges his principal with a guar- 
anty commission upon a sale, thereby 
assurnes absolutely to pay the price 
when it falls due, as if it were a 
debt of his own,” and § 2794, provid- 
ing that the obligation of a factor 
who undertakes, for a commission, to 
sell merchandise and guaranty the 
sale is original, and need not be in 
writing. a factor selling under a 
guaranty of sales becomes liable ab- 
solutely for the price. Tustin Fruit 
Assoc. v. Earl Fruit Co., 6 Cal. Unrep. 
Casi si oane 693: 

[b] ‘That the factor at times re- 
mitted for goods sold by him before 
the price became due from the pur- 
chaser does not show such a course 
of dealing between him and his prin- 
cipal as will alter the original rela- 
tion and render the agent primarily 
liable for goods sold by him, where 
the principal instructs him to make 
no more remittances before ma- 
turity. Gindre v. Kean, 7 Misc. .582, 
28 NYS -4, 31 AbbNCas 100. 

[ec] Well considered case review- 
ing the cases on this subject. Lewis 
v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 3 AmR 190. 

45. Buelterman y. Meyer, 132 Mo. 
474, 34 SW 67. 

46. U. S.—Bradley v. Richardson, 
8 EF. Cas. No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 348, 


QV. 20: 

Md.—Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 
3 AmR 190. 

Mass.—Upham v. Lefavour, 11 
Metc. 174. 


N. Y.—Sherwood v. Stone, 14 N. Y. 
267; Wallace v. Castle, 14 Hun 106; 
Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 645. 

R. I.—Balderston v. National Rub- 
hero, Vs Me ees) aap DU 49) 
AmSR 772. 

47. Cartwright v. Greene, 47 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 9; Milliken v. Byerly, 6 How 
EOGNi Syn)! 2s 

48. Cushman v. Snow, 186 Mass. 


169, 71 NE 529; Gindre v. Kean, 7 
Misc. 582, 28 NYS 4, 31 AbbNCas 100; 
Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. (N._ Y.) 
645, 664; Balderston v. National Rub- 
ber Co., eR etS38) 27 Ay 50778 49 
AmSR 1772. 

“When the principal appears, the 
right of the factor to receive pay- 
ment ceases. This shows that the 
effect of the commission is not to 
extinguish the relation between prin- 
cipal and factor, but applies solely to 
a guaranty that the purchaser shall 
pay. It is not a contingent liability, 
I admit, so as to require legal meas- 
ures to be exhausted against the pur- 
chaser, before the factor is bound, 
but an engagement to pay on the day 
the purchase money becomes due. 
Although the factor is absolutely lia- 
ble, he is not bound to pay, until the 
money becomes due from the pur- 
chaser. It may, therefore, be more 
correctly laid down, that the factor 
under a commission, becomes a 
debtor to his principal, with the limi- 
tations I have stated.” Leverick v. 
Meigs, supra. 

49. Dunnell v. Mason, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,179, 1 Story 548. 

[a] Receipt of depreciated cur- 
rency.—Where a consignee with a 
del credere commission sells goods 
for his principal at a certain price, 
and afterward, upon a suspension of 
specie payments in the state, receives 
payment in banknotes of a depre- 
ciated value, he is net entitled to 
deduct the amount of the deprecia- 
tion from the debt, but must account 
to his principal for the full price at 
specie or par value. Dunnell v. Ma- 


Soni) 8 4k CashMNo, .45k795) le Story: 
543. 
{b] Receipt of worthless bill of 


exchange.—The guaranty of a _ del 
eredere factor extends to a bill of 
exchange which is given by the pur- 
chaser of goods instead of money, 
and if such bill is dishonored the 
factor is liable for the amount of the 
debt. Muller v. Bohlens, 17 F. Cas. 
No... 9;914, 2 Wash. C. C, 378. 

50. Heubach vy. Rother, 9 N. Y. 
Super. 227, 255, 11. NYLegObs 269. 

“Tt has never been imagined, that 
a del credere agent may, in his dis- 
eretion, guaranty: or not the sales 
which he effects, and whenever, from 
any cause, he is unwilling to assume 
the risk, by relinquishing his com- 
missions, cast it upon his correspon- 
dent. The object of the foreign mer- 
chant, in requiring a guaranty, as a 
general rule, would be wholly frus- 
trated by vesting in his agent this 
unlimited discretion—a _ discretion, 
which, in a large majority of cases, 
would be certainly abused, and, in 


to charge a commission for the guaranty of bills of 
exchange remitted, and in such ease his omission to 
charge the commission does not avsolve him from 
his liability as guarantor of the remittance,®* 
on the other hand it has been held that the factor is 
bound not only for the collection of the money, but 
also for its safe transmission to the principal,®® un- 
less the remittance is made under special instruc- 
tions from the principal, which are observed with 
proper caution and diligence.®? 

[§ 71] N. Liability for Conversion Generally.®° 


But 


all, would be a direct temptation to 
negligence, dishonesty, and fraud. 
No man of common prudence would 
think of vesting it in an agent, and 
no agent of common sense venture to 
claim it; and so great is the improb- 
ability, that, in any given case, such 
was the under standing of the parties, 
that, in our judgment, it could only 
be overcome by uncontradicted evi- 
dence of an express agreement.” 
Heubach vy. Rother, supra. 

51. Talcott v. Canton Mills Co., 30 
NYS 421, 31 AbbNCas 97; Couturier 
Vij) Plastie,y 5 JH, s5oiCasheGiicse Lo wares 
print 1065, 6 ERG 204 

[a] Tllustration.— A commission 
merchant who receives goods to be 
sold on a del credere commission is 
not liable to pay his principal* for 
goods sold by him and reported to 
be sold, where he was induced to 
make the sale by false representa- 
tions as to the solvency of the buyer, 
and has recovered the goods after the 
buyer has failed. Talcott v. Canton 
eat Co., 30 NYS 421, 31 AbbNCas 


{b] Goods previously sold to an- 
other.—A del credere factor is not re- 
sponsible to his principal for the 
contract price on a sale made by 
him, where, without the knowledge 
of the parties, the goods have pre- 
viously been sold to another, person. 
Couturier vy. Hastie, 5 H. L. Cas. 673, 
10 Reprint 1065, 6 ERC 204. 


52. Pugh v. Porter Bros, ‘Coy alas 
Calsn 628, (50 ;PaAiti2. 
a Gabriel v. ‘Churchill, 30105 Li: 


54. Albion Phosphate Min. Co. v. 
Wyllie, 77 Fed. 541, 23 CCA 276. 

55. Muller v. Bohlens, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,914, 2 Wash. C, C. 378; Heubach 
v. Rother, 9 N. Y. Super. 227. 11 NY 
LegObs 269; Leverick v. Meigs, 1 
Cow. (N. Y.) 645. 

56. Muller v: Bohlens, 17 F. Cas. 
No: 9,914. 2: Wash. C...Cla7Se Cart- 
wright v. Greene, 47 Barb. (N. Y.) 
9; Heubach v. Rother, 9 N. Y. Super. 
227; Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. (N. Y.) 
645; Sharp v. Emmet, 5 Whart. (Pa.) 
288, 34 AmD 554. 

57. Heubach v. Rother, $9 N. Y. 
Super. 227, 11 NYLegObs 269. 

58. Lewis v. Brehme, 33 Md. 412, 
3 AmR 190; McKenzie v. Scott, 6 Bro. 
P._C, 280, 2 Reprint 1081. 

59. Lewis v. Brehme, 33. Md. 412, 
3 AmR 190. 

60. Cross references: 

Conversion by factor as cause for 

arrest see Arrest § 105. 

Conversion by unauthorized pledge 

see supra § 20. 

Conversion generally see Trover and 

Conversion [88 Cyc 1997]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 71-72] 


As in the case of other agents ®! 4 factor is liable 
for a conversion of his principal’s funds or prop- 
erty, where without a legal excuse he refuses 
to account for and deliver them on a_ proper 
demand therefor,®? as where he refuses to return 
unsold goods to the principal on demand,** or where, 
if he has a lien on the goods for advances and 
charges, he refuses to return them upon a proper 
tender and demand by the principal.** The factor 
is also guilty of conversion where he otherwise deals 
with the goods or proceeds in subversion of, or in a 
manner inconsistent with, the principal’s rights 
therein,®> as where he violates the contract or the 
instructions of the principal as to the sale of.the 
goods,®* but not. where the contract or instructions 
are ambiguous and he follows the construction put 
thereon by the parties themselves.*7 He is not, 
however, lable for conversion, where his acts are 
not in subversion of or inconsistent with the prin- 
¢ipal’s ownership,®* as where he sells after the revo- 
cation of his agency but before notice of such revo- 
cation.®©® Nor is he liable for conversion by a mere 
failure to account, or by a mere sale of the goods 
by the carrier by which he ships them to an agent.”! 


FACTORS 


[25C.J.] 377 
A mere inténtion on the part of the factor to appro- 
priate the proceeds of the goods to his own use does 
not amount to a conversion of the goods.” 

Failure to pay over money. Where the factor is 
not bound to pay over the identical money received 
by him as factor, his failure to pay it over to the 
principal on demand is not a conversion.7? 

Through subagent. If the factor disposes of the 
goods through a third person to whom he has dele- 
gated his authority, without the sanction of ‘tis 
principal or the usage of trade, it constitutes a con- 
version by the factor,’4 and also by the subagent by 
reason of his sale of the goods;*> but the principal 
may affirm the sale through the subagent and hold 
the factor liable for the value of the goods."6 

A del credere factor is not liable for conversion 
of the goods because he fails to collect for them; the 
principal’s remedy is by suit on the guaranty.77 

[§ 72] 0. Rights in and Title to Goods **—1. 
In General. As a general rule, although the factor 
has possession of the goods consigned, and is a del 
credere factor,’® until the goods are sold by him to a 
bona fide purchascr the general title to or property 
in the goods remains in the principal,®® and he has 


61. See Agency §§ 379, 412. 

62. Coleman v. Pearce, 26 Minn. 
123, 1 NW 846. And see cases infra 
notes 63, 64. 

63. Anker v. Smith, 87 NYS 479; 
Passow v. Kirkwood Distillery Co., 
54 Wash. 196, 103 P 34. 

[a] Sufficiency cf demand and re- 
fusal.— Where a factor sold part of 
the goods consigned to him, and while 
in possession of the remainder, and 
with a right to sell them, 
principal for commissions, a demand 
for such goods, contained in a letter 
delivered to him, the contents of 
which he did not know until the per- 
son delivering it had departed, and 
when the goods, with the knowledge 
of the principal, were three thousand 
miles away, did not render the factor 
guilty of conversion of the unsold 
goods. Parmentier v. American Box 
Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 47, 60 NYS 
432 [app dism 162 N. Y. 648 mem, 
57 NE 1119 mem]. . 

64. Mathieu v. Goldberg, 156 Fed. 
541; Lehmann v. Schmidt, 3 Cal. 
Unrep, Cas: 187, 22:PR 973, 24 P 120; 
Wagenblast v. McKean, 2 Grant (Pa.) 
393. 

{a] Tllustration.—A factor was 
not legally justified in refusing to 
return goods consigned to him, on 
demand of the consignor, because of 
advances made by him thereon which 
had not been repaid, where the con- 
signor offered to pay such advances 
on receipt of an itemized statement 
of the same, which the factor did 
not furnish. Mathieu v. Goldberg, 
156 Fed. 541. 

Right to lien see infra §§ 88-94. 

65. Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 
73 SE 1099; M. M. Walker Co. v. 
Dubuque Fruit, ete., Co., 106 Iowa 
245, 76 NW 673; Webster v. Bear, 
141 Mo. A. 531, 125 SW 815; Arkansas 
City Bank v. Cassidy, 71 Mo. A. 186; 


Gay v. Osborne, 102 Wis. 641, 78 
Nw 1079. 
[a] MDlustration.—Where a factor 


expressly contracts to hold the goods 
until instructed by his principal to 
sell, he is guilty of a conversion if 
he sells the goods without such in- 
structions. Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 
7135, 73 SE 1099. 

'[b] Manual control or appYropria- 
tion not necessary.—In order to con- 
stitute conversion by a factor, it is 
not necessary that he should exer- 
cise complete manual control of the 
property, if he intermeddles with it 
and exercises dominion over it; nor 
is it necessary that he should ap- 
propriate to his own use the proceeds 
of the sale of the property. Arkansas 
City Bank vy. Cassidy, 71 Mo. A. 186. 


sued his’ 


66. Marr vy. Barrett, 41 Me. 403; 
Coleman vy. Pearce, 26 Minn. 123, 1 
NW 846; Scott v. Rogers, 31 N. Y. 
676, 4 Abb. Dec. 157; Comley v. 
Dazian, 53 N. Y. Super. 516 [aff 114 
INGA Var Lolo gia Numesor ae aCarrollr-vs 
Sharp, 67 Misc. 254, 122 NYS 694; 
ae v. Epperson, (Tenn.) 1 SW 
[a] Ilustrations.—<A factor is lia- 
ble for conversion by disobeying his 
principal’s instructions: (1) In mak- 
ing a sale without first submitting 
the price to his principal for ap- 
proval. Comley v. Dazian, 53 -N. Y. 
Super. 516 [aff 114 N. Y. 161, 21 NE 
135]. (2) In shipping goods to an- 
other place contrary to instructions 
and there selling them. Marr y. Bar- 
rett, 41 Me. 403. 

Disobedience of instructions as con- 
version by agent generally <cee 
Agency § 379. 

67. Hassett v. Cooper, 20 R. I. 585, 
20 A 841. 

68. Bailey v. Bensley, 87 Ill. 556; 
Nonantum Worsted Co. v. Webb, 124 
Pa, 125, 16 A 632, 

{a] TDlustrations. — (1) Where 
goods consigned are found to be bad, 
and the factor asks for more margin, 
or that his advances be repaid and 
the goods taken away, the mere state- 
ment of account sent by the factor 
in which the principal is credited 
with the goods at a certain valua- 
tion is not sufficient evidence of their 
conversion. Ncnantum Worsted Co. 
v. Webb, 124 Pa. 125, 16 A 632. (2) 
Placing grain in a warehouse and 
taking a receipt therefor, whereby 
the property in the grain is parted 
with by its loss of identity, does not 
amount to a conversion. although the 
factor becomes thereby a debtor in- 
stead of a bailee. Bailey v. Bensley, 
87 Ill. 556. (3) Intermingling goods 
generally see supra § 44. 


69. Jones v. Hodgkins, 61 Me. 480. 

70. Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 187 
Mich. 676, 154 NW 80. 

71. Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 187 
Mich. 676, 154 NW 80. 

72. Herron v. Hughes, 25 Cal. 555. 

73. Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 2438, 62 NE 954; Greentree v. 
Rosenstock, 61 N. Y. 588 [aff 34 N. Y. 
Super. 505]; Vandelle v. Rohan, 36 
Mise. 239, 73 NYS 285; Wright v. 


Duffie, 23 Misc. 339, 51 NYS 255; Wil- 
bur v. Allen, 5 NYS 746. 

74. Campbell v. Reeves, 3 Head 
(Tenn.) 226. But see Bromley v. 
Coxwell, 2 B. & P. 438, 126 Reprint 
1372 (where, under the circum- 
stances, leaving the goods with an 
agent to be disposed of was held not 
to be a conversion). 


75. Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. Tren- 
holm, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 520; Solly v. 
Sone ree 2M. & S. 298, 105 Reprint 


76. Campbell v. Reeves, 3 Head 
(Tenn.) 226. 
77. Standard Fertilizer Co. v. Van 


Valkenburgh, 21 Misc. 559, 47 NYS 703. 

78. Rights in and title to proceeds 
see supra § 58. 

79. In re Taft, 133 Fed. 511, 66 
CCA 385; Cushman v. ‘Snow, 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529; Commercial 
Nat. Bank v. Heilbronner, 108 N. Y. 
439, 15 NE 701; Sherwood v. Stone, 
14 N. Y. 267; Cameron v. Crouse, 11 
App. Div. 391, 42 NYS 58; Moore v. 
Hillabrand, 37 Hun (N. Y.) 491. 

[a] Where a del credere factor 
becomes indebted to his principal for 
goods consigned to him, the title to 
the property does not pass to the 
factor. Cushman y. Snow, 186 Mass. 
169, 71 NE 529. 

80. U. S—Taylor v. Fram, 252 
Fed. 465, 164 CCA 389 [aff 243 Fed. 
733]; In re Larkin, 202 Fed. 572; 
Ryttenberg v. Scheffer, 131 Fed. 313. 

Conn.—Romeo vy. Martucci, 72 
Conni504, 450 Av e997 Amie sere 
47 LRA 601. 

Ky.—Federal Chemical Co. NG 
Green, 97 SW 803, 30 Kyl 223. 

a brome a v. Heyner, 31 La. Ann. 

Mo.—McDonald - Crowley - Farmer 
Commn. Co. v. Boggs, 78 Mo. A. 28. 

N. Y.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 
Heilbronner, 108 Ys PASO el Om eNES 
701; Beebe v. Mead, 33 N. Y. 587; 
Westervelt v. Phelps, 54 App. Div. 
244 66-NYS 517 Lafi 71 Ne) Ys, 225 
63 NE 952]; Parmenter vy. American 
Box Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 47, 60 
NYS 4382 fapp dism 162 N. Y. 648 
mem, 57 NE 1119 mem]; Cameron v. 
Crouse, 11 App. Div. 391, 42 NYS 58. 

N. D.—Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 
N. D. 579, 168 NW 367. 

Va.—Arbuckle v. Gates, 95 Va. 802, 
30 SE 496. 

Eng.—Zinck v. Walker, W. Bl, 1154, 
96 Reprint 681. 

Ont.—Bush v. Fry, 15 Ont. 122; 
Clark v. Great Western R. Co., 8 U. C. 
CAP eon: 

[al Under contract. — Where a 
contract for the shipment of goods 
on consignment provides that title 
shall remain in the shipper until the 
goods soid have been settled for by 
the consignee, who is required to re- 
port unsold goods at a specified time, 
the consignee’s failure to report such 
unsold goods within such time does 
not operate to vest the title thereto 
in him. Federal Chemical Co. v. 
Green, 97 SW 803, 30 KyL 223. 


378 [25 C:J.] 


the right to direct and control their sale or disposi- 
tion;®+ and unless there is a special contract in re- 
gard to returning the goods,®? the principal may 
repossess himself of the goods at any time before 
sale on payment of his indebtedness to the factor ;°% 
and his title is not defeated by any disposition of 


the goods by the factor which is 


agency established by the contract.** 
is estopped to deny the principal’s title,*> unless he 
has yielded to a paramount title asserted by a third 
party without his connivance;8* nor are the goods 


liable for the factor’s debts.27 The 


is regarded as a bailee of the property,°® and except 
as between himself and his principal he is to be 
treated for most purposes as owner of the goods 


consigned to him.®® 


[§ 73] 2. Where Factor Has Made Advances. 
The mere fact that the factor has made advances 
to the principal on the goods does not change the 
title thereto,®° but to the extent that he has a lien 
on the goods for advances, charges, ete.,®t he has a 


81. See supra § 46. 

82. Maine v. Oien, 47 Minn. 89, 49 
NW 523. 

[a] Illustration. — Where goods 
are consigned to a factor, under a 
contract specifying a certain number 
of days as a period for making sales, 
and that all goods not returned at 
the expiration of that period, with 
express charges prepaid, shall be 
treated as sold to the factor, a sub- 
stantial compliance with the contract 
is all that is necessary, and the fac- 
tor is entitled to a reasonable time 
after the lapse of such period in 
which to return the goods. Maine v. 
Oien, 47 Minn. 89, 49 NW 523. 

82. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cottons Co.,, 1607; Meds; 635). 87.) CCA 
606; Mathieu v. Goldberg, 156 Fed. 
541, 543 [cit Cyc]; Gragard v. Metro- 
politan Bank, 106 La. 298, 30 S 885; 
McGaw v. Hanway, 120 Md. 197, 202, 
87 A 666, AnnCas1915A4 601; Pam 
v. Vilmar, 54 HowPr (N. Y.) 285. 
But see Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 859 (holding that if 
the principal has received advances 
on a consignment he cannot at his 
mere pleasure withdraw the sale of 
his goods from the factor on the re- 
payment of advances and interest; 
the factor has an interest in making 
the sales and earning his commis- 
sions which in general forms the 
effective consideration. of his ad- 
vances and it does not rest in the 
power of the principal to deprive him 
of his advantage without showing 
some substantial reason for so do- 
ing). 

“One of the fundamental rights of 
a party, who has put goods in pos- 
session of a factor for sale, is the 
right to have the goods returned to 
him, if demanded before sale, sub- 
ject to the repayment to the ‘factor 
of advances made uvon the goods, 
interest on same, and necessary ex- 


penses.” McGaw v. Hanway, supra. 
84. See infra § 148, 
85. Jones v. Louisville Tobacco 


Warehouse Co., 135 Kv. 824, 121 SW 
633, 123 SW 307; Blackorby v. Friend, 
ete., Co., 134 Minn. 1, 158 NW 708, 
AnnCasi918E 1199; Barnard v. 
Kobbe, 54 N. Y. 516. [aff 3 Daly 35, 
373]; Marvin v. Ellwood, 11 Paige 
(N. Y.) 365; Kennedy v. Strong, 14 
DouNns wCNIOY: eles. 

86. Blackorbv v. Friend, etc., Co., 
134 Minn. 1, 158 NW 708, 709, Ann 
Cas1918H 1199: Floyd v. Bovard, 6 
Watts & S.'\(Pa.) 75. 

87. Corzine v. Brents, 123 Ill. A. 
613; Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 N. D. 
579, 168 NW 367; Arbuckle v. Gates, 
95 Va. 802, 30 SE 496. 

Attachment against factor see At- 
tachment §§ 350, 377. 

Execution against factor see Exe- | 
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not within the 
The factor 


factor, however, 


thereof.% 


Necessity and sufficiency of possession.®? 
general rule the factor, although he has made ad- 
vances on the goods, acquires no right of property 
whatever in them until the delivery thereof or of 
the bill of lading therefor,®* although the prineipal 
is indebted to the factor for advances upon previous 


cutions § 100. 

8. U. S.—Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 
131 Hed. 313. 

Conn.—Romeo vy. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

Me.— Blood v. Palmer, 11 Me. 414, 
26 AmD 547. 

Minn.—Blackorby v. Friend, ete., 
Co., 134 Minn. 1, 158 NW 708, 709, 
AnnCas1918E 1199. 

Mo.—Stieglitz v. O. J. Lewis Mer- 
caniler Co., 76 Mo. A. 275. 

N. Y.—Seymour v. Wyckoff, 10 
ING: ee 

N. D.—Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 
N. D. 579, 168 NW 367. 

[a] His rights are those of a 
bailee and his possession constitutes 
an exception to the rule that a nec- 
essary element of the contract of 
bailment is that the bailee is under 
obligation to restore the _ specific 
things deposited; for, although the 
factor in performing his duties to 
his principal may and usually does 
pay over the price for which he has 
sold the goods in his keeping instead 
of returning the goods themselves, 
the transaction is not one of sale to 
the factor. Blood v. Palmer, 11 Me. 
414, 26 AmD 547, 

Bailments (peuereny, see Bailments 
6.C.. 5. p 1080 

89. Haille v. Smith, 1 B. & P. 563, 
126 Reprint 1066;: Clark v. Great 
WiesterntR. Co. 28 sl) Cy Creo aoa. 

Rights as against third persons 
genorally see infra §§ 133-135. 

$0. Lehmon vy. Warren, 53 Ala. 
535; Mauldin v. Armistead, 14 Ala. 
702; Commercial Nat. Bank v. Heil- 
bronner, 108 N. Y. 439, 15 NE 701; 
Cameron vy. Crouse, 11 App. Div. 391, 
42 NYS 58; Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 
N. D.-579, 168 NW. 367. 

[a] Expectation of payment out 
of proceeds.—A mere confidence or 
expectation entertained by a factor 
that a bill accepted by him will be 
paid out of the proceeds of a particu- 
lar crop of cotton will not take from 
the drawer of the bill the right to 
make an adverse disposition of the 
crop, at least in a court of law. 
Mauldin v. rae, i Ala. 702. 

91. See infra §§ 8 
Ge teh = Arilalonga, 23 
. ed. 64; ‘Walters v. 
Roce re Cas. No. 17,122, 2 Wash. 


Ky.—Sutton v. Kiel Cheese, etce., 
Co., 155 Ky. 465, 159 SW 950; Graham 
y, ,Duckwall, 8 Bush 12, 5 Ky. Op. 
495. 

Me.—Sewall v. Nichols, 34 Me. 582. 

Ni Ys—-Zink av... Peos si Nel We) al 4s 
33 AmR 589, 6 AbbNCas 413 [rev 
16 Hun 396]; Dows vy. Greene, 16 
Barb. 72. - 

Wis.—Edgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 


[§§ 72-73 


special property or interest in the goods, and the 
principal’s right, title, and power of disposition of 
the goods is subject to such lien.®? 
applies as against a person claiming to have pur- 
chased the goods from the principal,®* and although 
the person for whom the factor has advanced money 
upon the property may have acted fraudulently in 
obtaining the shipping bills without having paid for 
the property, yet if the advances were made by the 
factor in good faith and without any knowledge of 
the fraud, the shipper will lose his right of reclaim- 
ing the property and his title will be divested as 
against the factor,°® who to the extent of his ad- 
vances will be considered as a bona fide purchaser 


This rule also 


As a 


124, 26 NW 748, 28 NW 408. 

And see cases infra note 93. 

93. U. S.—Wright v. Ellwood 
Ivins Tube Co., 128 Fed. 462; Walter 
Va ROSS; 1329) i Cases INOMer Glee 
Wash. C. C. 283; The Packet, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,655, 3 Mason 334. 

Ga.— Willingham vy. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130. 

N. Y.—Winne v. McDonald, 39 N. Y. 
233, 6 Transcr. A. 207; Beebe v-. 
Mead, 33, N. Y. 587; Sherwood v. 
Stone. 14 N. Y. 267; Parmenter iv. 
American Box Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 
47, 60 NYS 432 [app dism 162 N. Y. 
648 mem, 57 NH 1119 mem]; Cameron 
v. Crouse, 11 App. Div. 391, 42 NYS 
58; Dows v. Greene, 16 Barb. 123 
Porter v. Schendel, 25 Misc. 479; 55 
NYS 602. 

N. D.—Turner v. Crumpton, 21 
ne 294, 130 NW 937, AnnCas1913C 

Wis.—Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 
Wis. 405, 98 NW 235. 102 AmSR 991. 

Ont.—Clark v. Great Western R. 
Cot) SF UCC. Bigot 

fa] Special agreement. — Where, 
by a contract between them, a com- 
mission firm were to act as selling 
agents for a tube company, and were 
to make advances for the purchase 
of steel, and further advances on 
such of the finished product as was 
sold through their agency, settling 
the final balance in cash, a provision 
of such contract that the steel so pur- 
chased should remain the property of 
the commissiun firm, in whatever state 
of manufacture it might be, until the 
tubing made therefrom was delivered 
to them, is valid as between the par- 
ties, and is enforceable against a. 
receiver appointed for the company 
in proceedings to wind up its busi- 
ness. Wright v. Ellwood Ivins Tube 
Co., 128 Fed. 462. 

Barb. 


94. Dows v. 
ivhes of factor as against third 


Greene, 16 
CNG Way giz: 
peenens generally see infra §§ 133- 


95. Dows v. Greene, 16 Barb. 
(NE Wee rh, 
96. Dows v. Greene, 16 Barb. 
(Nise Ys) 0:26 


97. To existence of lien see infra 
§§ 96-100. 

To power to sell see supra § 12. 

98. Brown v. Wiggin, 16 N. H. 
812; Rochester Bank v. Jones, 4 N. Y. 
497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 489]; 
Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly (N. Y.) 136; 
Clark v. Great Western R. Co., & 
Une CaP aot. 

{a] “If bills are accepted upon 
the credit of a particular _consign- 
ment... there is a Specific pledge 
of the property, and a transfer of 
it to the factor takes place by the 
delivery or indorsement to him of the 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 73-5] 


consignments, to an amount greater than the value 
of the goods.°® But, if in pursuance of an agree- 


ment goods are shipped to a factor in satisfaction of. 


antecedent advances and are thus set apart and spe- 
cifically appropriated for this varticular purpose, the 
title to the goods vests in the factor upon the receiv- 
ing thereof by the carrier,! although the principal re- 
tains the bill of lading or takes it in his own 
name,” but it must appear that the delivery to the 
carrier was made with the intent to transfer the 
property.® 

Reservation of title. Where a factor makes ad- 
vances to his principal for the purchase of goods, 
he may stipulate by parol that the title shall be in 
him as security for the money advanced.4 

[§ 74] P. Compensation and Reimbursement of 
Factor, and Security Therefor—l. Compensation— 
a. For Services—(1) In General. A factor’s right 
to compensation, which usually takes the form of 
commissions upon the goods sold,® rests only upon 
a contract, express or implied,® unless it exists by 
virtue of statute.7 Such contract may be implied from 
a custom among factors to charge a certain commis- 
sion,® or from the general course of dealing between 
the parties;® and where a factor performs services, 


. without an express contract therefor, the law, as a 


general rule, will imply a promise on the part of 
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the principal to pay for such services,!® even though 
the factor is not engaged in the regular business of 
factor.* In accordance with this rule a person who 
acquires possession of the goods and sells them 
without the consent of the owner is not entitled to 
compensation ;'* nor is a factor entitled to eommis- 
sions for an unauthorized sale,!° unless the principal 
ratifies it. 

Payment. The factor’s compensation is generally 
payable and estimated in money, and not-in the 
goods of his principal;!> and where a factor takes 
from the purchaser a separate note to himself for 
the amount of his commission, and discounts it and 
appropriates the proceeds, it amounts to a payment 
of his commissions as between himself and _ his 
principal,'¢ 

[§ 75] (2) As Affected by Sufficiency of Serv- 
ices.17 Ordinarily a factor is entitled to his com- 


missions when, and only when, his services under . 


the contract are complete,® such as when he sells 
and delivers the goods,!® and not where he merely 
procures an order therefor;*° and it has been held 
that he will lose the commissions to which he would 
have been entitled in case of a sale, where the goods 
are destroyed or injured so as to prevent a sale.?4 
But although he may not be entitled to the full 
amount contracted for, so long as he acts in good 


bill of lading, so that it is con- 
structively in his possession, and he 
has a lien upon it for his indemnity, 
the moment it is shipped or con- 
signed to him.’ Heard v. Brewer, 4 
Daly (N. Y.) 136, 137. 

99. Rochester Bank v. Jones, 4 
Note 497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 
4 A 

1. Bailey v. Hudson River R. Co., 

49 N. Y. 70; Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 
(N. Y.) 1386; Holbrook v. Wight, 24 
Wend. (N. Y.) 169, 35 AmD 607; 
Straus v. Wessel, 30 Oh. St. 211. 
. 2. Bailey v. Hudson River R. Co., 
49 N. Y. 70; Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 
(N. Y.)°186; Straus v. Wessel, 30 Oh. 
Stas 

{a] “In the absence of a bill of 
lading, the intention to vest the prop- 
erty in the goods in the consignee 
upon the shipment, so as to give him 
the constructive possession, subject 
only to the equitable right of stop- 
page in transit, may be inferred from 
other documents, such as receipts or 
orders, or by the correspondence 
which has taken place between the 
parties.’ Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 
GN. YY) 186,03: ' 

8. Bailey v. Hudson River R. Co., 


49 N. Y. 70; Vertue v. Jewell, 4 
Campb. 31. See also Sales [35 Cye 
316]. 


4 Grange Warehouse Assoc. V. 
Owen, 86 Tenn. 355, 7 SW 457. 

5. See supra § 3. ° 

6 U.S.—Boise v. Talcott, 264 Fed. 
61; Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 Fed. 712. 

Ark.—Allen-West Commn. Co. v 
Hudgins, 74 Ark. 468, 86 SW 289. 

Ill.—Gore v. Campbell, 4 Ill. A. 
661. 

N. Y.—Rapp v. Livingston, 14 Daly 
402, 13 NYSt 74. 

Pa.—McKean vy. Wagenblast, 2 
Grant 462. : 

Tex.—Taylor v. Rose, 30 Tex. Civ. 
A. 471, 70 SW 1022. 

W. Va.—Dunecan v. Doll, 75 W. Va. 
381, 84 SE 792. 

[a] Evidence of contract. — (1) 
The receipt without objection of 
periodical reports of sales on which 
commissions are charged is evidence 
of an agreement to pay commissions. 
Gore v. Campbell, 4 Ill. A. 661.. (2) 
The mere fact that a principal fails 
to object, when notified by the factor 
that he will be charged commissions 
on goods not shipped, although a cir- 
cumstance tending to prove an agree- 
ment to pay the commission will not 
as a matter raise a presumption of 


such agreement; nor does the fact 
that he afterward promises to pay 
his account obligate him to pay the 
commission also, where there is a 
dispute as to his liability for the 
commission, Allen-West Commn. Co. 
v. Hudgins, 74 Ark. 468, 86 SW 289. 

[b] Offer of commission rejected. 
—Where a factor is offered a com- 
mission to sell goods and a ware- 
house order for the goods is sent 
him, and he rejects the offer but 
procures the goods by means of the 
order and sells them, and the princi- 
pal accepts payment, the _ rejected 
offer is not thereby revived and the 
factor is not entitled to the commis- 
sion stipulated in the offer. Rapp v. 


Livingston, 14 Daly 402, 13 NYSt 
74, 

7. See statutory provisions; and 
eases infra this note. 

[a] A tobacco warehouse com- 


pany (1) under some statutes may 
charge commissions for the sale of 
tobacco. Orr y. Louisville Tobacco 
Warehouse Co., 99 SW 225, 30 Kyl 
457; Pannell v. Louisville Tobacco 
Warehouse Co., 113 Ky. 630, 68 SW 
662, 82 SW 1141, 23 KyL 2425, (2) 
Warehouseman’s charges, expenses, 
and advances generally see Ware- 
housemen [40 Cyc 450]. 

8. Brown v. Harrison, 17 Ala. 774. 

9. Thompson v. Matthews, 56 
Miss. 368. 

10. Turnbull v. Pomeroy, 140 
Mass. 117, 3 NE 15; Trotter v. Curtis, 
194 Johns. »@N.2¥..) 160; 40, Am : 2115 
Masterson v. Masterson, 121 Pa. 605, 
15 A 652; Mills v. Johnston, 23 Tex. 

11. Masterson vy. Masterson, 121 
15 A 652. 

12. McKean v.  Wagenblast, 2 
Grant (Pa.) -462. 

13. Miller v. Price, (Cal.) 39 P 
781. 

{a] An unauthorized sale which 
the owner rescinds gives no claim 
for commission. Miller v. Price, 4 
Cal Unrepy "Gass 5933" 39 P v7si. 

14. Lubert vy. Chauviteau, 3 Cal. 
458, 58 AmD 415. 

15. McCune v. Erfort, 43 Mo. 134 
(the factor had no right to take his 
pay for transportation out of the 
gold dust of his principal which he 
has in his possession as a factor). 

16. Indianapolis Rolling Mill Co. 
v. Addy, 5 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 588, 
6 AmLRec 764, 3 CincLBul 298. 

17. See generally Agency §§ 435- 
442. 


| When del credere commission 
earned see infra § 79. 

18. Ga.—Kelly v. Butler, ete., Co., 
12 Ga. A.0794,,789SE 471. 
is Loe Motor Co. v. Fry, 203 Ill. 

Ky.—Bramblett vy. Feltman, 35 SW 
633, 18 KyL 457. 

N. Y.—Hall v. French-American 
Wine Co., 149 App. Div. 609, 134 NYS 
158; Hockanum Co. v. Lincoln, 16 
Daly) 325, aa -NYS-'79. 

Pa.—Masterson vy. Masterson, 121 
Paie0o eto) A652: 

Wash.—West Coast Mfrs. Agency 
v. Oregon Condensed Milk Co., 54 
Wash, 247, 103 P 4. 

[a] Commissions not earned.— 
Where goods are consigned under an 
agreement with the consignor to pay 
commissions within a specified time 
after receipt of bills, and the factor 
agrees to keep an account of all sales 
and to remit all accounts upon the 
respective days of their maturity, re- 
mittances to be made daily if the 
Ree reach one thousand aollars; 
the factor is not entitled to com- 
Naess on proceeds not remitted. 


Hockanum Co. v. Lincoln, 16 Daly 
S 2D ete Sino. 
19. Kelly v. Butler, ete. ,Co., 12 


Ga. A. 794, 78 SW 471; Hall v. French- 
American Wine Co., 149 App. Div. 
609, 1384 NYS 158. 

[a] Obligation to deliver.—Where 
a factor makes a sale, obligating 
himself to make delivery, the con- 
tract is completely executed as be- 
tween the factor and his principal, 
and the factor is entitied to his com- 
mission. Kelly v. Butler, ete., Co., 
12 Ga. A. 794, 78 SI 471. 

20. Hall v. French-American Wine 
Co., 149 App. Div. 609, 134 NYS 
158. 
fa] Tllustration.—A sale of per- 


sonal property is a transmutation of . 


property from one man to another 
in consideration of some price or 
recompense in value, and So one hav- 
ing an agency to sell wine, which he 
was expected to deliver, is not en- 
titled to a commission on the mere 
procuring of orders, the title of the 
wine not passing until an actual de- 
livery, an “order” being only an exec- 
utory agreement which cannot even 
be deemed a “sale” for the purpose 
of determining the number of sales 
made by the agent in a given time. 
Hall v. French-American Wine Co., 
149. App. Div. 609. 134 -NYS-158: 
21. Corlies v. Estes, 31 Vt. 653. 
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faith and exercises reasonable skill and diligence, 
the principal is liable to him for proper commis- 
sions;?2 and he is entitled to preportionate com- 
pensation where he has performed important servy- 
ices, but is prevented from completing them with- 
out any fault on his part,?* or where the contract 
of sale procured by him is rescinded with his con- 
Where complete performance is 
prevented by the principal’s withdrawing the goods, 
without a substantial reason therefor, the factor 
who has made advances on the goods may be en- 
titled to the full amount he would have earned by 
complete performance ;?> but if the withdrawal from 
the factor is made before he takes any steps to exe- 
. cute the power or acquires any interest in the goods 
or incurs any expense or liability in reference there- 
to, he is not entitled to commissions.?° 

As a general rule a faetor 


sent and advice.*4 


On what transactions. 


22. Brown vy. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564; 
Thompson v. Packwood, 2 La. Ann. 


624; Gorman v. McGowan, 44 Or. 
597, 76 P 769; Smedley v. Williams, 
1 Pars. Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 359. 

23. Albion Phosphate Min., etc., 
Co. v. Wyllie, 77 Fed. 541, 238 CCA 
276; Horst v. Lovdal, 113 App. Div. 
FG OSA INES “OOGs 

24. Albion Phosphate Min., etc., 
Co. v. Wyllie, 77 Fed. 541, 23 CCA 
276. 

25. Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
HaiCas: (Pa.)) 359. 

26. Roberts v. Andrews, 15 Pa. 
Super. 311. 

27. Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 
Ala, 382. 

Iowa. — Sanderson Vv. Tinkham 
Smoke Consumer Co., 83 Iowa 446, 
49 NW 1034. 


La.—Miller v. Tate, 12 La. Ann. 
160; Lyons vy. Lallande, 9 La. Ann. 
601; Taylor v. Wooten,'19 La. 518. 

Mass.—Ware v. Hayward Rubber 
Co., 3 Allen 84. 

N. Y.—Stevenson v. Maxwell, 2 
Sandf. Sci 273 [rev on other grounds 
2 N. Y. 408]. 

Vt.—Corlies v. Hstes, 31 Vt. 653. 

[a] Sales eon trial—A factor is 
not entitled to commissions on sales 
on trial. Sanderson v. Tinkham 
Smoke Consumer Co., 83 Iowa 446, 49 
NW 1034. 

{[b] On bounty paid. —A contract 
by which the factor is to receive a 
certain per cent commission on the 
sale of his principal’s crop does not 
justify the factor in charging com- 
missions on the amount of bounty 
paid by the government to the 
Panter of the crop, since the bounty 
does not represent sales made. Ro- 
mero v. Newman, 50 La. Ann. 80, 23 


S 493. 

28. Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 
Ala. 332. 

Ky.—Aultman, ete., Co. v. Joplin, 
8 KyL 62. 


La.—Lyons vy. Lallande, 9 La. Ann. 
601; Harrod v. Constant, 5 Mart. 575. 

N. Y.—Strauss v. Erstein, 190 App. 
Div. 693, 180 NYS 347. 

Vt.—Corlies v. Hstes, 31 Vt. 653. 

fa] MT lustrations.—(1) In the ab- 
sence of an agreement between the 
parties, the mere fact of advances 
by the factor on which the usual 
commissions and interest have been 
charged does not authorize a charge 
for commissions on portions of the 
principal’s crops shipped to other 
factors. Lyons v. Lallande, 
Ann, 601. (2) Where a _ principal 
contracts to consign certain goods to 
a factor for sale on a certain com- 
mission, but fails to consign a por- 
tion of the goods, which he himself 
sells, the factor is not entitled to 
commissions on the goods sold by 


the principal. Corlies v. Hstes, 31 
Vt 653. 
29. Ford Motor Co. v. Cranford 


ATLCOn Co, Chex iCivemra) 
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principal.*? 


[§ 76] 


tract.%* 


108; Taylor v. (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 70 SW 1022. 

{al MIllustrations.—(1) Where a 
factor appointed for a limited time 
is empowered to sell only such auto- 
mobiles as might be consigned to him 
during the life cf the contract, he 
earns no commission on the sale of 
machines ordered from the principal 
a few days before the contract ex- 
pires, so that they cannot arrive in 
time to be sold before the expira- 
tion of the contract. Ford Motor Co. 
vy. Cranford Auto Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 
206, SW 108. 44@2)) A® factor is “not 
entitled to commissions on jsubse- 
quent sales by the principal after 
the relation has ended to a person 
to whom the factor made the orig- 
inal sale. Taylor v. Johnston, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 70 SW 1022. 


Johnston, 


30. Taylor v. Wooten, 19 La. 518; 
Harrod v. Constant, 5 Mart. (La.) 
575. 

31. Moore v. Lawrence, i6 Fed. 


87; Foster v. Goddard, 9 F. Cas. No. 
4,970, 1 Cliff. 158; Haven vy. Hudson, 
12 La. Ann. 660; Thornhill v. Picard, 
24 La. Ann, 159; Chaffe v. Hughes, 
57 Miss. 256; Matthews v. Coe, 70 
N. “YY. 2893°26 ‘AmR= 583: Brices ay. 
Boyd, 65 Barb. 197 [aff 56 N. Y. 2891; 
Strauss v. Erstein, 190 App. Div. 693, 
180 NYS 347; Hadden vy. Dimick, 31 
HowePr (N., Y.)) 196 “frev on’ other 
grounds 48 N. Y. 661 mem, 13 Abb 
PrNS 135]. 

{a] MTlustrations.—(1) Where a 
commission merchant makes ad- 
vances to a planter, under an agree- 
ment that the latter is to ship his 
entire crop to the merchant, and the 
planter ships a pcertion of his crop 
to other merchants, the merchant 
who made the advances may recover 
from the planter the usual commis- 
sions which he would be entitled to 
charge on that part of the crop 
which was shipped to other mer- 
chants. Thornhill v. Picard, 24 La. 
Ann. 159. (2) A contract by a prin- 
cipal that all his shipments of cotton 
to a certain place during the season 
shall be made to the factor, and that 
such shipments shall amount to at 
least two hundred bales, is not ful- 
filled by the shipment of two hun- 
dred bales to the factor, and the 
factor is entitled to recover full com- 
missions upon all other shipments 
of cotton made by the principal to 
that place during the season. Moore 
v. Lawrence, 16 Fed. 87. 

[ob] Breach of collateral proxnise. 
—Where it is agreed between a fac- 
tor and principal that the latter shall 
for a certain period, unless the agree- 
ment is dissolved by the factor on a 
prescribed notice, consign exclusively 
to the factor all the goods of the 
principal’s manufacture, to be sold 
by the factor at a certain commis- 
sion, and the factor sues for his 
commission on certain goods which 


206 SWiwere sold by the principal without 


[§§ 75-76 


is entitled to commissions as such only on the 
amount of goods actually sold;?? and only on sales 
made by the factor himself, and not on those made 
by the principal or other agents,?8 especially after 
his agency has expired,?® although he has made ad- 
vances on the faith of the property,®° unless his 
contract, either expressly or impliedly provides that 
he shall be paid commissions on sales made by the 
principal or his other agents.3! 
cause of a sale on eredit, the factor will or will not 
be entitled to commissions on such sales according to 
the usage of commerce.®? 
commission on the payment of his own debt to his 


If a loss oceurs be- 


A factor is not entitled to 


(3) Rate or Amount of Compensation. 
The rate or amount of compensation to which a fac- 
tor is entitled is generally determined by the con- 


having been consigned to the factor 
pursuant to such agreement, it is no 
defense to such action that the factor 
promised to be the principal’s surety 
on the principal’s contract of sale, 
since the factor has a right to re- 
cede from such promise, and it can 
have no effect on the agreement sued 
on. Hadden y. Dimick, 31 HowPr 196 
[rev on other grounds 48 N. Y. 661 
mem, 13 AbbPrNS 135]. 

32. Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 145, 
152 (where Parker, C. J., said: ‘Was 
it right for the defendants [factors] 
to charge commissions on this sale, 
the fruits of which:were lost? This 
must depend upon the usage among 
merchants. If such commissions are 
not usually charged, it was improper 
for the defendants to charge them, 
and the balance represented by them 
was not the true balance. If, on the 
other hand, it is considered proper 
among merchants, and is usual to 
charge a commission in such cases, 
the account is right in that par- 
ticular’’). 
fat Pavret v. Perot, 2 Yeates (Pa.) 


[a] Usage will not sanction such 
a charge, as it is unreasonable. 
thee v. Perot, 2. Yeates (Pa.) 

5 

34. Ill—Gore v. Campbell, 4 Ill. 
INA IG 

La.—Romero v. Newman, 50 La. 
Ann. 80, 23 S 498. 

N. Y.—Newburger-Morris Co. v. 
Talcott, 219 N. Y¥. 505, 114 NE 846 


[mod 172 App. Div.. 485, 158 NYS 
785]; Wertheimer y. Talcott, 118 App. 
Div. 840, 1093 NYS 692. 

N. C.—-Southern Grocery Co. 
Davis, 132 N. C. 96, 48 SE 591. 
Soe Tee v. Dunn, 2 Watts & S. 

W. Va.—Dunean v. Doll, 75 W. Va. 
881, 84 SE 792. 

{a] Construction of contract.— 
(1) Where under the terms of the 
contract, the factor is entitled to a 
certain commission on sales and a 
certain smaller commission on unsold 
goods which are transferred to third 
persons at the request of the pr inci- 
pal, and the goods in possession of 
the factor are injured by fire, and the 
principal expresses a desire that the 
loss be adjusted by turning over the 
goods to the insurer, and the net 
cash value before the fire be paid by 
the insurer, which was done, the fac- 
tor is entitled oniy to the smaller 
commission on the amount collected 
from the insurance company. Wer- 
theimer v, Talcott, 118 App. Div. 840, 
103 NYS 692. QQ) An agreement to 
sell and to account for the goods at 
invoice prices is not a_ stipulation 
that none of the goods shall be sold 
at less, but a provision that all 
proceeds above the total of invoices 
shall be the seller’s commission or 
profit. Southern Grocery Co. v. 
Davis, 132 N.C, 96, 43 SE 591. 


Vv. 


——$_—<—__. 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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Customary or reasonable rate or amount. In the 
absence of an express agreement fixing the rate or 
amount of compensation, the factor is entitled to the 
amount usually charged for such services,?° provided 
it is Just and reasonable.** If there does not appear 
to be a customary rate, he is entitled to a fair and 
reasonable compensation taking into consideration 
all the facts and cireumstances of the particular 
case ;*7 and this may be the rule of compensation, 
although the rate was fixed by a previous contract, 
if it is no longer operative.?® In the absence of a 
special agreement to that effect, a factor is not en- 
titled, as a matter of law, to the same commission 
on contracts negotiated by him as a broker, as he 
received for his services as factor.®?: 

[§ 77]. (4) Subagent and Cumulative Commis- 
sions. In the absence of special authority a factor 
cannot deliver the goods to another factor to be sold 
and charge for both his own and the other factor’s 
commission.*° 

[§ 78] b. For Advances and Acceptances; Dis- 
bursements.*: In addition to commissions for sery- 
ices rendered a factor is generally entitled to com- 
missions for funds advanced, drafts accepted, or 
notes indorsed for the principal’s benefit in the 
course of the business,*? especially where his con- 
tract so provides;*? and although such commissions 
are in excess of the legal rate of interest, they are 
not usurious unless they are so excessive as to show 
usurious intent.4* But he is not entitled to commis- 
sions on disbursements of the principal’s money,*® 
or for the balance against the principal in their 
mutual accounts.*® 


[§ 79] c. Del Credere Commissions. One who 
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sells upon a del credere commission is supposed to 
recelve an additional consideration for the risk in- 
curred by guaranteeiny the purchaser.47 This addi- 
tional consideration or commission is earned when 
the contract of guaranty is entered into,*® and that 
time, with reference to any particular sale, is imme- 
diately upon the sale being effected;49 and not when 
the account is collected.®° But such a commission’ 
may be demanded only where the factor is bound by 
his agreement to make the guaranty, and not where 
he makes it voluntarily;°! and also, only where the 
sale is made on credit and not where it is for cash.5? 
The fact that the factor becomes insolvent before 
the credit given on the sale has expired does not 
affect his right to his full commission, for although 
his insolvency may lessen the value of the guaranty, 
it does not alter the legal status of the parties.5% 

Where principal fails to carry out contract. 
Where a del credere factor procures a contract of 
sale for his principal, and, upon the principal being 
unable to furnish the full amount of goods, makes 
up the deficiency by procuring goods from other eus- 
tomers, and carries out the contract with profit to 
the principal, he is entitled to commissions on the 
whole amount of goods contracted for;°* but if in 
such case the factor procures a release of the con- 
tract, which the principal is unable to fulfill, he is 
entitled only to a proportionate share of his commis- 
sions.®® 

[§ 80] d. Forfeiture or Loss of Commissions.°* 
As a general rule the factor forfeits his right to 
commissions, where he is guilty of fraud, miscon- 
duct, or gross negligence in the conduct of his 
agency,°’ unless the principal waives the tort or 


35. Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 
332; Brown vy. Harrison, 17 Ala. 774; 
Wasey v. Whitcomb, 167 Mich. 58, 132 


NW 572; Masterson v. Masterson, 
121 Pa. 605, 15 A 652. 
86. Brown v. Harrison, 17 Ala. 


774; Spear v. Newell [cit Burton v. 
SNe Suite pel O dyno Otis 

[a] Evidence of reasonableness.— 
Proof of a custom among factors 
to charge a certain commission is evi- 
dence of the reasonableness of such 


charges. Brown vy. Harrison, 17 Ala. 
774. 
37. Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 


Ala. 332. 

Ill.— Kennedy v. Gibbs, 15 Ill. 

INGYee_ Briges vv. .boyd, ) 56) WN 
289 [aff 65 Barb. 197]. 

Tex.—Mills v. Johnston, 
308. 

Eng.—Marshall v. Parsons, 9 C. & 
P. 656, 38 ECL 382. 

[a] Caring for goods.—In the ab- 
sence of a contract or usage fixing 
it factors are entitled te what their 
services are reasonably worth for re- 
ceiving and caring for a commodity 
delivered to them for sale and not 
sold where the owner rescinds the 
contract and demands the return of 
the goods. Briggs v. Boyd, 56 N. Y. 
289 [aff 65 Barb. 197]. 

88. Goddard v. Foster, 17 Wall. 
CUSTS! mbesheo tat wed. aoso: 

39. Meriden Coal Min. Co. v. Van 
de Water, 191 Fed. 805, 112 CCA 


Sloe 

[a] Mlustration.—A selling agent 
employed by a coal company to sell 
and make deliveries of coal on its 
arrival at tidewater, who is paid a 
commission therefor, is not as a mat- 
ter of law, and in the absence of 
further contract, entitled to the same 
commission on contracts negotiated 
by him as broker with a purchaser 
for coal to be delivered by the com- 
its mines. Meriden Coal 
191 Fed. 


406. 
NG 


Qe DexX. 


Eq. 795]; Gravenhorst v. Texas Co., 
185 App. Div. 511, 1738 NYS 285; Sher- 
wood v. Seattle Fruit, ete, Auction 
Co., 93 Wash. 544, 161 P 371; Vashon 
Fruit Union v. Godwin, 87 Wash. 384, 
a lisys bt are 

Delegation of authority generally 
see supra § 13. 

41. Reimbursement for advances 
see infra § 82. 

42. Ala.—Swilley v. Lyon, 18 Ala. 
552; Brown v. Harrison, 17 Ala. 774. 

Conn.—De Forest vy. Strong, 8 Conn. 
Bills. 

Ill.—Kennedy vy. Gibbs, 15 Ill. 406. 


Iowa.—Ash y. Scott, 76 Iowa 27, 
39 NW 924. 
La.—Kahn v. Becnel, 108 La. 296, 


32 S 444; Byrne v. Grayson, 15 La. 
Ann. 457; Patterson vy. Leake, 5 La. 
Ann, 547. 

N. Y.—Matthews v. Coe, 70 N. Y. 
239, 26 AmR 583; Smith v. Marvin, 27 
INo Ye) Ol aeSeyIMmours vee Manvinis 1 
Barb. 80; Ketchum y. Barber, 4 Hill 
224 [aff 7 Hill 444]; Suydam v. West- 
fall, 4 Hill 211 [rev on other grounds 
OVEDent = 205s Erotter wv. Curtis, ) 19 
Johns. 160, 10 AmD 211; Suydam v. 
Bartle, 10 Paige 94. 

Ss. C.—Smetz v. Kennedy, 22 S. C. 


iL. 218. 


Tex.—Mills vy. Johnston, 23 Tex. 
308. ; 

Vt—Corlies' v. Hstes, 31 9Vt. 653. 

Eng.—Floyer v. Edwards, 1 Cowp. 
112, 98 Reprint 995. 

[a] For accepting and paying 
draft.—Where a factor has accepted 
a draft drawn by the principal and 
charged a commission for so doing, 
and on failure of the principal to fur- 
nish funds to meet the draft the 
factor is bound to advance his own 
funds therefor, he may charge an ad- 


ditional commission on such _ ad- 
vances. Mills v. Johnston, 23 Tex. 
308. 


48. De Hertel v. Supple, 13 Grant 
Ch. (U. GC.) 648, 14 Grant Ch. 421. 

44. See Usury [39 Cye 980]. 

45. Lee v. Byrne, 75 Ala. 132. 

46. Walters v. McGirt, 42 S.C. L. 


287; Mills v. Johnston, 23 Tex. 308. 

[a] Thus where the principal is 
indebted to his factor on a general 
balance, carried forward from one 
year to anotker for advances on 
which commissions have been 
charged, the factor cannot treat such 
balance as a new advance and charge 
an additional commission thereon. 
Mills v. Johnston, 23 Tex. 308. 


47. (In «re Daft,’ 133s Red s117266 
COA 385: 
48. Springville Mfg. Co.\ v. Lin- 


coln, 16 Daly 318, 11 NYS 75; Solly 
vi) Weiss, 8° Taunt. 371, 4) ECL 189; 
129 Reprint 426. 

49. Springville Mfg. Co. vy. Lin- 
coln, "16" Daly 318, tig NYS)75. 


50. Springville Mfg. Co. v. Lin- 
coln, 16 Daly 318, 11 NYS 75. 

51. Colton v. Dunham, 2 Paige 
(NITY) 267. 


52. Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 Fed. 

712; Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,828, 4 Wash. C. C, 310; Loeb v. 
Hellma'n, 83 N. Y. 601. 
'[a] Cash paid on credit sales.— 
The charge of a del credere commis- 
sion is inadmissible where, although 
the goods are sold on credit, ready 
money is paid by the purchaser in 
consideration of a reduction of a cer- 
tain percentage from the amount due. 
Kingston y. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. No. 
7,823, 4 Wash. C. C. 310. 

53. Springville Mfg. Co. v. 
coln, 16 Daly 318, 11 NYS * 75: 

54. Albion Phosphate Min., 
Co. v. Wyllie, 77 Fed. 541, 23 


276. 
Albion Phosphate Min.,. 


55. 
Con. Wyllie (iy read i5 423 


Lin- 


etc., 
CCA 


etc., 
CCA 
See generally Agency §§ 428— 

57. Ui S.—Talceott v. Chew, 27 
Fed. 278; Norman y. Peper, 24 Fed. 
403; Fordyce v. Peper, 16 Fed. 516, 
5 McCrary 221 [rev for want of ju- 
risdiction 119. U; S. 469, -7 SCt 287, 
sOmbamedards5i] 

Ga.—Brown vy. Ga. 
564. 
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breach of contract.5® Thus he generally forfeits his 
commission where he violates his contract or the 
principal’s instructions in regard to the sale;°° 
where he renders a false account with a fraudulent 
intent,°° or fails to keep and render proper ac- 
counts;®1 or where he accepts a commission from 
the buyer without the knowledge and approval of 
But a breach of duty in one trans- 
action does not deprive him of his right to com- 
missions in another transaction, where his agree- 
ment provides for the keeping of a separate account 
of each transaction;®* nor does he lose his right to 
commissions because of clerical errors or mistakes 
which do not result in loss or damage to the prin- 
eipal,°* and which are honestly made. 

Guaranty as to amount of sales. 
guarantees to his principal that he shall realize a 
certain amount from the sales, he will not be al- 
lowed commission where such allowance would bring 


his prineipal.® 


Iowa.—Vennum  v. 
Iowa 326. 

Ky.—Bramblett vy. Feltman, 35 SW 
633, 37 SW 489, 18 KyL 457. 

Ma. —Adams y. Capron, 21 Md. 186, 
83 AmD 566. 
et .—Dodge yv. Tileston, 12 Pick. 

Mo.—Brack vy. Hart Commn. Co., 
57 Mo. A. 605. 

N. Y.—Boston Carpet Co. v. Jour- 
neay, 36 N. Y. 384, 2 Transcr. A. 250 
Laff 1 Daly 190]; Gravenhorst v. 
Mexasy Co. 01385 App. Dive ‘bits 173 
NYS 285. 

Va.—George Campbell Co. v. An- 
gus, 91 Va. 488, 22 SE 167. 

Eng.—White v. Chapman, 1 Stark. 
TS y ao Cla oil. 

[a] Misconduct.—Where a factor 
misconducts himself in the business 
of his agency so that by reason of 
his misconduc*, negligence, or fraud 
his services have not been of any 
benefit to his principal, or have not 
proved as beneficial as they other- 
wise would have been, he forfeits 
his right. to compensation. Boston 
Carpet Co. v. Journeay, 1 Daly 
CN. Y.) 190. 

{b] Noncompliance with contract. 
—A factor may, by his failure to 
comply with the terms of the con- 
tract which entitle him to commis- 
Sions on_ sales, although made 
through other factors, forfeit his 
right to such commissions; and he 
does so where he fails to comply 
with his agreement to advance the 
money necessary to pay for the goods 
purchased by his principal, and the 
latter is forced to borrow money 
from other factors to whom he ships 
the goods for sale. Bramblett v. 
Feltman, 35 SW 633, 37 SW 489, 18 
KyL 457. 

{e] Failure to remit.—(1) Where 
a factor fails to remit in accordance 
with the terms of the contract, he 
may be entitled to commissions only 
upon the amounts actually remitted. 
Hockanum y. Lincoln, 16 Daly 325, 
11 NYS 79. (2) Where goods are 
sent to a factor to be sold, the pro- 
ceeds to be remitted “from time to 
time,” and the proceeds are received 
by him, but he neglects to remit at 
once to his principal, and in the 
meantime he becomes insolvent, the 
failure of the factor to remit is not 
equivalent to embezzlement, so as to 
deprive him of his right to commis- 
sions. Springville Mfg. Co. v. Lin- 
eoln,.16 Daly 318, 11 NYS 75. 

58. Ricketson v. Wright, 20 F. 
Cas. No. 11,805, 3 Sumn. 335. 

{a} MTlustration.—Where the con- 
signee of a cargo to be sold on com- 
mission sells them on legal process 
to apply on a debt due him from the 
former owner of the ship, the con- 
signor by bringing assumpsit for the 
proceeds waives the tort, and the 
consignee is entitled to the custom- 
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' agency and for 


If the factor 
age, labor, 
under a duty 


ary commissions but is chargeable 
with interest from the time he re- 
ceived the proceeds. MRicketson v. 
Wright, 20 EF. Cas. No. 11,805, 3 
Suman, 335. 

59. Ball v. Clark, 28 Fed. 179; Zurn 
v. Noedel, 113 Pa. 336, 6 A 63. But 
see Union Hardware Co. v. Plume, 
ete., Mfg. Co., 58 Conn. 219, 20 A 455 
(holding that where the factor sold 
goods below the price limited, the 
principal could recover the difference 
between the price received and the 
price limited, but that the factor 
would be entitled to a deduction for 
commissions). 

60. Obermeyer v. Wisconsin Dairy 
Farms.G@o., 211° Ill. A. 213; Brack vy. 
Hart Commission Co., 57 Mo. A. 605. 

61. Fish v. Seeberger, 154 lll. 30, 
39 NE 982 [aff 47 Ill. A. 580]; Bran- 
nan y. Strauss, 75 Ill. 234; Boston 
Carpet ©o, vy. Journeay, 1”. Daly 
(N. Y.) 199; White v. Lincoln, 8 Ves. 
JP, 1363, 32 Reprint 393. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a factor 
conceals from his principal the fact 
that he has collected insurance 
money on goods consigned Which 
were damaged by fire, and with in- 
tent to defraud his principal refuses 
to render an account of the moneys 
received, forfeits all right to com- 


missions. Fish v. Seeberger, 154 
D1 30; 39) IND a3 Lapras AY 
580]. 


[b] Brinaporoneiation of proceeds. 
—Where a factor appropriates to his 
own use the proceeds of the goods 
sold, and fails to render an account 
to his principal, he will forfeit his 
right to compensation. Brannan v. 
Strauss, 75 Ill. 234. 

[c] Recovery of commissions paid 
on false account.—Where the factor 
properly enters the sales in his ac- 
count books, the fact that he mis- 
represents to his principal, in the 
account rendered to him, the amount 
of the sales, will not entitle the 
principal to recover commissions 
paid. Boston Carpet Co. v. Jour- 
neay, 1 Daly 190 [aff 36 N. Y. 384]. 

62. Talcott v. Chew, 27 Fed. 273. 

[a] Tllustration.—Ordinarily a 
factor who takes commissions from 
his principal, who employs him to 
sell, would violate his contract 
should be also take commissions from 
the person to whom he sells; but, 
when it is clearly understood by all 
the parties that one who is paid 
commissions to sell cotton is also to 
charge commissions from the buyer, 
the transaction is not illegal, and 
this is especially true where he ad- 
vances all the money to conduct the 
business himself, and looks to the 
sales for his reimbursement. Tal- 
cott v. Chew, 27 Fed. 273. 

68. Gravenhorst v. Texas Co., 185 
App. Div. 511, 1738 NYS 285. 

64. Gravenhorst v Texas Co., 185 


[§§ 80-81 


the amount received by the. principal below the 
amount guaranteed by the factor.%¢ 

[§ 81] 2. Reimbursement and Indemnity—a. 
A factor, like any other agent,®" is en- 
titled to be reimbursed by his principal for all 
necessary charges, expenses, disbursements, and ad- 
vancements made and accruing in the course of the 


the principal’s benefit,6® provided 


such expenditures and advancements are within the 
scope of his contract, express or implied, with his 
principal,®® and are made in good faith, and with- 
out negligence, and are necessary to protect and 
promote the interest of the principal in the subject 
matter of the agency.’° 
for expenses extends to payments actually made on 
account of the goods for freight,"! storage,’ dray- 
weighing,“ 


The right to reimbursement 


which he is 
and eustoms du- 


insurance, 
to procure,‘* 


App. Div. 511, 173 NYS 285. 

65. Everingham v. Halsey, 108 
Iowa 709, 78 NW 220. 

66. Lehmann y. Schmidt, 87 Cal. 
15, 25 P 161; Dalton v. Goddard, 104 
Mass. 497; Holt’s Bst., 4 Del. Co. 
(Pa.) 363. 

67. See Agency §§ 458-468. 

68. Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 
Ala. 332. 

Ga.—Howard v. Behn, 27 Ga. 174; 
Byrne v. Doughty, 13 Ga. 46; Browu 
v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564; Meinhard- 
Feirst-Doyle Co. v. De Loach, 19 'Ga. 
A. 323, 91 SE 446. 

Tll.—Perin v. Parker, 126 Ill. 201, 
18 NE 747, 9 AmSR 571, 2 LRA 336; 
Kerrey v. Maguire, 99 Ill. A. 317. 


La.—Buchanon vy. Switzer, 14 La. 
Ann. 495; Brander v. Lum, 11 La, 
Ann. 217. 


Me.—Folsom v. Mussey, 8 Me. 400, 
23 AmD 522. 

Mass.—Carter v. 
Metc. 491. 

N. Y.—Wertheimer v. Talcott, 118 
App. Div. 840, 103 NYS 692; Botany 
Worsted Works v. Wendt, 22 Misc. 
156, 48 NYS 1024. 

ia] Application of rule—In an 
action to recover the difference be- 
tween the prices at which factors 
were instructed to sell and the lower 
prices at which they did sell, where 
it appears that the factors acted 
in good faith and under a mistake 
as to their instructions, they are en- 
titled, on an accounting for the goods 
so sold at the prices tixed by the 
instructions, to an allowance for any 
charges and advances existing in 
their favor. Charley v. Watson, 23 
NYWklyDig 189. 

69. | Hart =v.) Otis; 41 Til AG 437i 
Meyer-Bridges Co. v. American 
Warehouse Co., 94 Kan. 288, 146 P 


Cunningham, 7 


861; Newburger-Morris Co. v. Tal- 
Cott, ~219) News Yn vo05s 145 ENS 46 
[mod 172 App. Div. 485, 158 NYS 


785]. And see cases supra note 68. 

70. Byrne v. Doughty, 13 Ga. 46. 
And see cases supra note 68, 

71. Everingham vy. Halsey, 108 
Iowa 709, 78 NW 220; Gihon v. Stan- 
ton, 9 N. Y. 476; Paul v. Birch, 2 Atk. 
621, 26 Reprint 771. 

72. Mobile, ete, R. Co. v. Whit- 
ney, 39 Ala. 468; Brander v. Lum, 11 
La. Ann. 217; Higgins v. Grindrod, 
16 Phila. (Pa.) 200; Sims v. Miller, 
37S. C. 402. 16 SE 155, 34 AmSR 762. 
ae Brander v. Lum, 11 La. Ann. 

74. Peyton v. Heinekin, AEB be AUIS 
appendix ci, 20 L. ed. 679; Wer- 
theimer v. Talcott, 118 App. Div. 
840, 103 NYS 692. But see Gilly v. 
Berlin, 12.La. Ann. 723 (holding that 
a commission merchant cannot 
charge a planter for insurance un- 
less he was instructed to’insure, or 
a subsequent ratification by the lat- 
ter is shown). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ties,”> as well as to other necessary and usual ex- 
penses incidental to the marketing of the goods,7¢ 
protecting the principal’s title or interest,’? or to 
the general conduct of the agency.78 But it has been 
held that where his contract specifies the expenses 
which shall ke borne by the principal, the factor is 
not entitled to reimbursement for other expenditures 
made by him;’® nor is he entitled to reimbursement 
for expenditures which are in excess of his author- 
ity,®° or in violation of his instructions.81 
not entitled to reimbursement for services rendered 
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He is 


or expenses incurred in protecting his own inter- 


[a] Reimbursement for premiums. 
—A factor cannot charge insurance 
premiums on insurance in conform- 
ity with the custom of the place, 
unless the custom was intended for 
the security of the owner of the 
goods. Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 7,823, 4 Wash. C. C. 310. 

[b] Expenses of insurance ad- 
juster.—Hxpenses incurred by a 
factor in employing a firm of in- 
surance adjusters to protect his in- 
te:ests and those of the principal 
are properly allowed to the factor, 
although it appears that other ad- 
justers would have done the work 
more cheaply, in the absence of any 
showing of negligence or bad faith 
on the part of the factor. Wertheimer 


v. Taleott, 118 App. Div. 840, 1038 

NYS 692. 

lps as to insurance see supra 
75. Drake v. Hudson, 7 Harr. & 

J. (Md.) 399; Higgins v. Grindrod, 


16 Phila. (Pa.) 200. 

[a] Duty paid after accounts set- 
tled.— Where goods are shipped to 
a consignee in a foreign country, 
and he pays the then customary du- 
ties, makes up his accounts accord- 
ingly, and transmits them to the 
consignor, and the intendant of the 
foreign country by an order dated 
prior to the arrival of the goods but 
not made public until some time 
after directed vessels entering the 
port to pay an additional duty, and 
the consignee was compelled to do 
so after the settlement of his ac- 
counts, he was entitled to recover 
the same from his consignor. Drake 
v. Hudson, 7 Harr. & J. (Md.) 399. 

76. Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564; 
Talcott v. Smith, 142 Mass. 542, 8 
NE 413. : 

{a] Expenses for fitting goods for 
market.—A factor may recover from 
his principal the necessary expenses 
incurred in fitting the goods for 
market, where they have been dam- 
aged while in transit to him. Brown 
v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

77, Newburger-Morris Co. v. Tal- 
cott, 219 N. Y. 505, 114 NE 846 [mod 
172. App. Div. -485; (1582 NYS i785); 
Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 151, 27 NE 
827; Smith v. Equitable Trust Co., 
215 Pa. 413, 64 A 591; Curtis v. Bar- 
clay, 5 B. & C. 141, 11 ECL 402, 
108 Reprint 52. 

[a] A factor may employ counsel 
to defend actions concerning the 
goods consigned, and is entitled to 
be reimbursed for expenses so in- 
curred. Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 
151, 27 NE 827%. 

[b] Cost of action against wrong- 
doer.—Where a factor is forced to 
bring an action against a wrongdoer 
who withholds the possession of the 
goods, he is entitled to set off the 
expenses of such action when sued 
by the principal for the balance of 
the proceeds. Curtis v. Barclay, 5 
B. & C. 141, 11 ECL 402, 108 Reprint 
52. 

7g. Carter v. Cunningham, 7 Metc. 
(Mass.) 491. sign 

{a] Cost of remittance.—If it is 
prudent and according to the usual 
course of mercantile dealings to re- 
mit in specie, and specie is above 
par, the cost of obtaining specie 
with freight and insurance is charge- 


able to the principal; if it is pru- 
dent and usual to remit in exchange 
for the same reason the premium 
on exchange is chargeable to the 
principal. Carter v. Cunningham, 7 
Metec. (Mass.) 491. 


year: Waterman v. Bowler, 19 NYS 
iE 
80. Gilly v."' Berlin, 12° La.” Ann: 


723; Monnet v. Merz, 61 N. Y. Super. 
120, 18 NYS 780 [aff 188 N. Y. 673 
mem, 34 NE 515 mem]. 

81. Fidelity -Ins., etc. Safe-De- 
posit Co. v. Roanoke Iron Co., 91 
Fed. 19. 

82. Smith v. Equitable Trust Co., 
215 Pa. 413, 64 A 591. 

83. Newburger-Morris Co. v. Tal- 
cott, 219 N. Y. 505, 114 NE 846 [mod 
172 App. Div. 485, 158 NYS 785]. 

{a]  Illustration.—Where a fact- 
or’s contract provides that he shall 
have a lien not only for advances, 
but also for his expenses and com- 
missions and reasonable counsel 
fees, and for all liabilities which may 
be made or incurred by him in con- 
nection with the business, or by 
reason of an act done or omitted by 
his principal, he is entitled to a 
reimbursement for expenses incurred 
in employing counsel and detectives 
when informed that the principal is 
secretly removing merchandise to 
escape his lien. Newburger-Morris 
Co. v. Talcott, 219 N. Y. 505, 114 NE 
eee [mod 172 App. Div. 485, 158 NYS 
785]. 

84. Commissions for advances and 
acceptances see supra § 78. 


85. See infra § 86. 

86. U. S.—kKufeke v. Kehlor, 19 
Fed. 198; Bainbridge v. Wilcocks, 
22a Cas Noy . J55iede Bald we 365 


Bradley v. Richardson, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,786, 2 Blatechf. 343; Burrill v. Phil- 
lips, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,200, 1 Gall. 360; 
Peisch v. Dickson, 19 F. Cas. No. 
10,911, 1 Mason 9. 

Ala.—Mobile, ete., R. Co. v. Whit- 
ney, 389 Ala. 468; Martin v. Pope, 
6 Ala. 532, 41 AmD 66. 

Ga.—Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

Ill.—Perin v. Parker, 126 Ill. 201, 
18 NE 747, 9 AmSR 571, 2 LRA 336; 
Blandford v. Wing Flour Mill Co., 
24: Tile A. 596; 

La.—Sevin v. Caillouet, 30 La. 
Ann. 528; Turpin v. Reynolds, 14 La. 
473. 

Me.—Greely v. Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 
10 AmD 54. 

Md.—Adams v. Capron, 21 Md. 196, 
83 AmD 566. 


Mass.—Dolan v. Thompson, 126 
Mass. 183; Upham v. Lefavour, 11 
Mete. 174; Carter v. Cunningham, 
7 Metc. 491; Barrow v. West, 23 
Pick. 270; Parker v. Brancker, 22 
Pick. 40; Beckwith v. Sibley, 11 
Pick. 482. 

Mo.—Given yv. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 


110; Bull v. Sigerson, 24 Mo. 53. 

N. H.—Frothingham v. Everton, 12 
N.. H. 239. 

N. Y.—Gihon v. Stanton, 9 N. Y. 
476; Marfield v. Goodhue, 3 N. Y. 
62; Rice v. Isham, 4 Abb. Dec.- 37, 
1 Keyes 44; Whitman v. Horton, 46 
N. Y. Super. 531 [aff.94 N.Y. 644]; 
Lippmann v. Brown, 43 Misc. 632, 88 
NYS 141; Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 
181. 

Pa.—Newbold v. Wright, 4 Rawle 
195. 
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ests,®? unless he is entitled thereto under the pro- 
visions of his contract.®? 

[§ 82] b. For Advances.§+ 
tor to his principal are generally made not only on 
the faith of the goods consigned, but also on the 
personal credit of the principal,’> and hence as a 
general rule the principal is personally bound to re- 
imburse the factor for such advances,** although the 
goods are destroyed.*? 
made by the factor’s 
cipal’s drafts drawn on him§&’ or indorsed by 


Advances by a fac- 


This rule applies to advances 
payment of the _ prin- 


R. I.—Balderston v. National Rub- 
ber .Co.,. 18 R.- 1.338, 27 Aw 507," 49 
AmSR 1772. 
ppanrommey rt v. Stewart, 9 Heisk. 
Hibs rn ceees tou Vv. “Burrill, (20 (Vite 

Va.—-George Campbell Co. v. An- 
gus, 91 Va. 438, 22. SH 167%. 

Eng.—Graham v. Ackroyd, 10 Hare 
192, 44 EngCh 186, 68 Reprint 894. 

Ont.—Cowie v. Apps, 22 U. C. C. 
P. 589; Stewart v. Lowe, 24 U. C. Q. 
B. 434; Craig v. Corcoran, 23 U. C. Q. 
B. 441; Gooderham vy. Marlatt, 14 U. 
Cr QaiB.g228- 

[a] Draft of third person.—Where 
the owner of goods consigned them 
for sale to a factor, and advances 
on the consignment were made by C 
to the consignor on an undertaking 
of the latter to refund any excess of 
the advances over the net sales of 
the consignments, and the advances 
were made by draft of C upon 
the factor and were paid by the 
latter on C’s agreement to refund 
the amounts of any overdraft, and 
the net sales were insufficient to 
cover the drafts, the factor, if he 
performed his duty with care and 
skill, was entitled to be reimbursed 
to the amount of the advances, either 
against the consignor or C. 'Adams 
v. Capron, 21 Md. 186, 88 AmD 566. 

{[b] Payment of purchaser’s note. 
—Where a principal draws on his 
factor before the sale of the goods, 
and the factor, to meet the draft, 
sells the goods on credit, to a mer- 
chant in good standing and takes the 
note of the purchaser, payable to 
himself, which note he indorses and 
sells, and the maker becomes insol- 
vent, and the factor pays the note, 
he can recover the money in an ac- 
tion against the principal. Greely v. 
Bartlett, 1 Me. 172, 10 AmD 54. 

[c] Advances after suit com- 
menced.—A factor made advances on 
goods, before he had received the 
proceeds of any sales’ thereof, 
brought an action against the prin- 
cipal, and attached his property, to 
secure the amount advanced, and 
afterward made further advances on 
the same goods, according to the 
original consignment, the factor may 
apply the proceeds of the goods, as 
they were received, toward the dis- 
charge of the sums advanced after 
the action was commenced. Upham 
v. Lefavour, 11 Metc. (Mass.) 174. 

[d] Advance to several principals. 
—Where a general advance is made 
by a -factor on a general deposit of 
goods owned by various persons, it 
must be borne ratably by all. New- 
bold v. Wright, 4 Rawle (Pa.) 195. 

87. Kufeke v. Kehlor, 19 Fed. 198. 

88. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606; 
Bainbridge v. Wilcocks, 2 F. Cas. 
No, 755, Baldw. 536; Howard v. Behn, 
27 Ga. 174; Hidden v. Waldo, 55 N. 
Y. 294; Rice v. Isham, 4 Abb. Dec. 
(N. Y.) 87, 1 Keyes 44; Overstreet v. 
Hancock, (Tex. Civ. A.) 177 SW 217, 
219 [cit Cyc]; Groos v. Brewster, 34 
Tex. Civ., A. 140, 78 SW 359. 

fa] Evidence of payment of drafts. 
—Where it is the usual course of 
business for a factor to accept bills 
drawn by his principal and return 
them to him, to be used for raising 


384 [25C.J.] 


him;8? and to money paid in the principal’s behalf ;°° 
and also applies to advances outside the contract if 
the principal procures and has the benefit of them.*! 

Realizing advances by bill on purchaser. Where 
the factor realizes the amount of his advances by 
bills drawn against the purchaser of the goods, he 
cannot recover for such advances without showing 
that such bills were dishonored and that he has paid 
them or is liable thereon.®? 

[§ 83] ¢. For Interest. As a general rule a 
factor is entitled to interest on advances made by 
him,°? or on a balance due him on an account 
stated ;°4 but not upon his own charges and commis- 
sions.°> If a factor by breach of the contract of 
agency causes loss to the principal, he forfeits his 
right to interest on his advaneces.°® But it has been 
held that a del credere factor is not entitled to inter- 
est for advances, since he is by his contract bound 
for the payment of the price of the goods.°? 

[§ 84] d. For Loss and Damage Sustained. In 


FACTORS 
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accordance with the rule applicable to agents gen- 
erally,°® the principal is bound to indemnify the 
factor against the consequences of all legal and 
proper acts done by him in the execution of his 
agency or in pursuance of the authority conferred 
upon him.®® But he is not entitled to indemnity for 
losses incurred through his breach of his contract,? 
or in an unauthorized transaction,” unless the trans- 
action is ratified by the principal. Where a factor 
becomes a guarantor to the purchaser, he may re- 
cover from his principal only the amount which he 
pays on the guaranty, and not the amount for which 
he has become liable but has not paid.* 

[§ 85] e. Forfeiture or Loss of Right to Reim- 
bursement.2 The factor may, by his negligence, 
fraud, or misconduct in his ageney whereby the prin- 
cipal sustains a loss, forfeit his right to be reim- 
bursed for expenditures and advances,® or forfeit 
his right to indemnity for a loss.7 A settlement in 
full between a factor who has sold goods on eredit 


money as he pleases, the factor’s 
possession of such bills, bearing, the 
blank indorsement of the principal, 
is sufficient prima facie evidence of 
ownership to enable the factor to 
recover from his principal the money 
paid thereon at maturity. Rice v. 
Isham, 4 Abb. Dec. (N. Y.) 37, 1 
Keyes 44. 

nie Carson v. Alexander, 34 Miss. 

90. Shaw v. Knox, 12 La. Ann. 41. 

[a] Payment of principal’s debts. 
—Payments made by a factor of 
debts due by his principal are con- 
sidered aS money advanced by the 
factor, and, without a subrogation to 
the rights of the creditor, the factor 
eannot claim any privilege arising 
from the nature of the debts thus 
paid. Shaw v. Knox, 12 La. Ann. 41. 

91. Bradley v. Richardson, 3 F. 
Cas: No. 1,786, 2 Blatehf. 3438, 23 
Vt. 720: 

Si Sigerson v. Pomeroy, 13 Mo. 
620. ; 

93. U. S.—Wittkowski v. Harris, 
64 Fed. 712; Bainbridge v. Wilcocks, 
2°: Cas."No. 755, Baldw. 536. 

Ga.—Howard v. Behn, 27 Ga. 174. 

Ill. Perin v. Parker, 126 Ill. 201, 
18 NE 747, 9 AmSR 571, 2 LRA 336. 

Ky.—Boughner v. Brooks, 13 Ky. 


Op. 950. 
La.—Sentell v. Kennedy, 29 la. 
Ann. 679 


Ss. C.—wWalters v. McGirt, 42 S. C. 
L. 287; Smetz v. Kennedy, 22 S. C. L. 
218; Cheesborough v. Hunter, 19 S. 
Cc. L. 400; Sollee v. Meugy, 17 S. C. 
L. 620. 

Tex.—Mills v. Johnston, 23 Tex. 
308; Couturie v. Roensch, (Civ. A.) 
134 SW 413; Willis v. Thacker, 20 
Tex. Civ. A. 233, 49 Sw’128. 

But see De Hertel v. Supple, 13 
Grant Ch. (U. Ci) 648, 14 Grant Ch. 
421 (holding that the factor was not 
entitled to interest on advances in 
addition to the stipulated commission 
for such advances). 

fa] Advance as loan  distin- 
guished from one by special agree- 
ment.—Advances by a factor to his 
principal as a loan, to be repaid out 
of the proceeds of the consigned 
goods, and to be accounted for in the 
future dealings between the parties, 
entitle the factor to interest until 
payment is received from the sale 
of the goods; but advances which 
are made at the time when the goods 
are loaded for shipment, and which 
constitute the payment of an agreed 
percentage of the guaranteed cost 
price of manufacture which, by 
agreement, becomes due to the prin- 
cipal upon the loading of the goods, 
entitle the factor to no _ interest 
thereon. Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 
Fed. 712. 

[b] Discount of principal’s paper. 


—Although a factor is entitled to 
a discount when notes given him by 
his principal are really discounted, 
yet if they remain in the hands of 
the merchant and he advances the 
money he is not entitled to such dis- 
count. Kahn y. Becnel, 108 La. 296, 
82 S 444. 

94. Bainbridge v. Wilcocks, 2 F. 
Cas. No. 755, Baldw. 536; Smetz v. 
Kennedy, 22 S.C. L. 218. 

95. Kennedy v. Gibbs, 15 Ill. 406. 

96. Willis v. Thacker, 20 Tex. 
CivatAS 2333 4959S W 1233) Porter (vs 
Heath, 2 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 124. 

Forfeiture or loss of right to re- 
imbursement generally see infra 


§ 85. 

ote Wittkowski v. Harris, 64 Fed. 
(ilies 

98. See Agency § 458. 

99. Conn.—Stocking  v. 
Conn. 519. 

Ga.—Beach v. Branch, 57 Ga. 362. 

Ill.— Searing v. Butler, 69 Ill. 575; 
Blandford v. Wing Flour Mill Co., 24 
Til. “A. 596. 

Me.—Randall v. Kehlor, 60 Me. 387, 
11 AmR 169. 

Mo.—Bull v. Sigerson, 24 Mo. 53. 

N. Y.—Wood Mower, etc., Co. v. 
Thayer, 50 Hun 516, 3 NYS 465; 
Rogers v. Kneeland, 10 Wend. 218; 
Hill v. Packard. 5 Wend. 375. 

ABs C.—Blakely v. Frazier, 11 S. C. 
122. 

Tenn.—Strong v. Stewart, 9 Heisk. 
137. 

Tex.—Groos v. Brewster, (Civ. A.) 
78 SW 359. 

Eng.—Johnston vy. Usborne, 11 A. 
& E. 549, 39 ECL 164, 113 Reprint 
524; Child v. Morley, 8 T. R. 610, 101 
Reprint 1574. 

[a] MTllustrations.— (1) When a 
factor to whom cotton is consigned, 
after it has been sold and the ac- 
count between him and the consign- 
ors settled by draft, is compelled to 
refund to the purchaser on: account 
of the false packing of some of the 
cotton, he can recover therefor from 
the consignors, if reclamation is 
made according to the custom of the 
business and within such reasonable 
time as would enable defendants to 
reclaim from the parties from whom 
they purchased. Beach vy. Branch, 
57 Ga. 362. (2) Where under a 
local custom allowing the purchaser 
of flour to rescind the sale and re- 
turn the flour within ten days, if it 
should prove unsound, a factor who 
after such return sells the flour as 
unsound at its full value without 
laches on his part may recover from 
his principal the actual loss sus- 
tained thereby. Randall v. Kehlor, 
60 Me. 37, 11 AmR 169. (3) Where 
a factor is directed to sell oats as 
of a certain quality at a _ certain 
price, and he does so in his own 
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name, such a sale being sanctioned 
by custom, he may recover from his 
principal the amount he is compelled 
to pay to the purchaser by reason of 
the oats being of an inferior quality. 
Johnston v. Usborne, 11 A. & EH. 549, 
39 ECL 299, 113 Reprint 524. 

[b] Accrual of right of action.— 
(1) The right of action does not ac- 
crue to the factor until the loss for 
which he demands indemnification 
has been sustained, and where a fac- 
tor through whom cotton had been 
Shipped for sale paid the amount of 
a reclamation made upon him by the 
seller for a balance due on the sales 
of the cotton shipped through him, 
on account of overdrafts by his prin- 
cipal, the statute of limitations be- 
gan to run in favor of his principal 
from the day of payment by the fac- 
tor, and not from the sale of such 
‘cotton. Blakely v. Frazier, 11 S. C. 
122. (2) Where the principal failed 
to ship goods as agreed, to be sold 
on commission by the factor, who 
sold on report, the factor cannot re- 
cover from the principal damages 
for which he might be liable to the 
person to whom he sold, before pay- 
ment of said damages, voluntarily 
or involuntarily. Otter Creek Lum- 
ber Co. v. McElwee, 37 Ill. A. 285. 

[c] Subagent; instructions. — 
Where a factor who undertakes to 
ship and sel. cotton in another mar- 
ket by an agent of his selection sells 
it for a sum less than his advances 
and charges, and seeks to recover 
the deficit from the principal, he 
must show that he promptly and 
faithfully imparted to such agent 
the identical instructions imposed 
upon him. Strong v. Stewart, 9 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 137. 

1. Long v. Hunter, 58 S. C. 152, 
36 SE 579; Porter v. Heath, 2 Tex. 
A. Civ. Cas, § 125. 

2. Rogers v. Kneeland, 10 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 218; Johnston vy. Usborne, 
1 Jur. 943 [rev on other points 11 
aay E. 549, 39 ECL 299, 113 Reprint 

8. Rogers v. Kneeland, 10 Wend. 
Ye. A 8 

. Birge-Forbes Co. v. Heye, 212 
Med. 112,) 1288 CGAs 628. zs 

5. Waiver or loss of factor’s lien 
see infra §§ 103-106. 

6. U. S.—Foerderer vy. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCA 248. 
geen a eene v. ‘Hickey, 2 La. Ann. 

Mass.—Dodge v. Tileston, 12 Pick. 
328; Deland v. Amesbury Woolen, 
ete., Mfg. Go., 7 Pick. 244. 

N. H.—Frothingham v. Everton, 
12 IN. FHE.239). 

N. Y.—Maxwell v. Audinwood, 15 
Hun 111; Bell v. Palmer, 6 Cow. 128. 

7. Hardeman vy. Ford, 12 Ga. 205; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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and his principal in the absence of fraud or mis- 
take bars any claim thereafter for advances. But 
a sale in violation of his instructions does not en- 
tirely defeat his right to recover a balance due for 
advances;° nor is his right to reimbursement for ad- 
vances waived by his agreeing to wait longer for re- 
imbursement, on the principal’s promise that he 
shall lose nothing thereby.?° 

[§ 86] 3. Security of Factor 14—a. Liability 
of Goods and of Principal Personally—(1) In Gen- 
eral. <A factor in the absence of a special agree- 
ment to the contrary has the personal security of his 
principal as well as a lien on the goods for his 
charges and advances ;'? and although in some juris- 
dictions the factor is required to proceed against 
the goods for his reimbursement before resorting to 
the principal,!* in any event if the goods are sold 
and the proceeds are insufficient to pay the expendi- 
tures and advances by the factor, he may recover 
the difference from his principal.!4 

Rule holding principal primarily liable. In some 
jurisdictions the principal is primarily liable to his 
factor for all advances, without requiring the factor 


to resort in the first instance to the goods consigned,. 


and the factor may, after the lapse of a reasonable 


Maxwell vy. Audinwood, 15 Hun (N. 
nya) treads : [b] 
[a] Resale, in violation of in-|goods are sold 


FACTORS 


OGis ye 4 lem: eeAmee4 Salts 
Factor must elect.— Where|P 524]. 
by a factor after 22. 
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time,’ and in the absence of any agreement to the 
contrary, recover the advances from his principal 
even before the goods are sold,!® and this rule ap- 
plies to a del credere factor.17 The factor may, of 
course, by agreement, waive his recourse against the 
principal personally and limit his remedy for the 
recovery of his advances to the goods consigned,1® 
or he may renounce his lien on the goods without 
affecting his remedy against the principal person- 
ally.19 

Rule requiring resort to goods. In other jurisdic- 
tions where the contract is an ordinary one between 
the principal and the factor, there is no implied 
agreement that advances, made under a belief by 
the factor that he is fully protected by the goods 
consigned to him, shall be repaid by the principal 
before the goods are sold,?° as the factor’s lien does 
not create the relation of debtor and creditor be- 
tween the principal and the factor, unless for any 
balance which might remain unpaid out of the pro- 
ceeds of the sale by the factor,2! and the factor 
must first resort to tne goods consigned or their pro- 
ceeds before he can enforce his claim against the 
principal personally,?? and this rule is not altered 
by a provision for the payment of interest and al- 


[writ of error dism 53 Colo. 333, 125 


Colo. — Nisbet v. Siegel-Cam- 


structions, of goods which the fac- 
tor has been compelled to take back 
as not being equal to the sample, 
without at once notifying the con- 
Signor and demanding repayment, 
forfeits the factor’s right to recover 
the loss on the resale at a price be- 
low that named in the instructions. 
Maxwell v. Audinwood, 15 Hun (N. 
Bea) tals 

8. Consequa v. Fanning, 3 Johns. 
@i-ENe Ye) OS Pmod-on-; other 
grounds 17 Johns. 511, 8 AmD 442]; 
Jackson v. Bissonette, 24 Vt. 611. 

9. Frothingham v. Everton, 12 N. 
H. 239. 

1O.qeblaisdale. Co. Av. uee, 127) N: 
Cas 65, noun EZ b0 OF 

11. Lien of factor generally see 
infra §§ 88-108. 

12> Burrill y. Phillips, 4°. ‘Cas: 
Now 2,200, -1 “Gall. “360; Peisch :v. 
DWickson,.19) Cas, No. L0;91d, 1 
Mason 9; Rockcastle Lumber Co. v. 
Burns, 175 Ky. 224, 194 SW 95 [cit 
Cyc]; Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 181; Graham v. Ackroyd, 10 
Hare 192, 44 EngCh 186, 68 Reprint 
894. And see cases infra note 14. 

Right to reimbursement for ad- 
vances generally see supra § 82. 

13. See infra text and notes 20-— 
22. 

14. Ga.—Patterson v. Whaley, 7 
Ga. A. 306, 66 SE 804; Stone v. Gar- 
rett, 2'Ga. A. 373, 58 SE 524. 

Tll—Hart v. Otis, 41 Ill. A. 431; 
‘Blandford v. Wing Flour Mill Co., 
24 Til. A. 596. 

Ind.—Duffy v. England, 176 Ind. 
575, 96 NE 704. 

Mass.—Parker  v. 
Pick. 40. 

Mo.—Given v. Lemoine, 35 Mo. 110. 

N. H.—Frothingham vy. Everton, 
12 ING WEL 2/39" 

ING. We-—Gihonsv.u stanton, 9) Nav. 
476. 

Pa.—In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 
A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 

Tenn.,—Strong v. Stewart, 9 Heisk. 
UeYE 
Tex.—Groos v. Brewster, 34 Tex. 
Civ. A. 140, 78 SW 359. 

Va.—George Campbell Co. v. An- 
gus, 91 Va. 438, 22 SE 167. : 

[a] An implied promise arises 
upon a request on a consignee to 
make an advance on goods and binds 
the promisor to make good any de- 
ficiency if the goods are insufficient 
to pay for the advance. Hart v. 
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Brancker, 22 


making advances thereon, and he has 
received the proceeds from the sale, 
he cannot, while retaining the fund, 
sue the consignor for the advances. 
Mertens v. Nottebohms, 4 Gratt. (45 
Va.) 163. 

rent Dolan v. Thompson, 126 Mass. 

16. U. S—Bradley v. Richardson, 
Sk, Casa NO. dt 86, 92) lateht,, 343) 
23, Vite, 20. 

Ala.—Mobile, ete., R. Co. v. Whit- 
ney, 39 Ala. 468. 

Mass.—Dolan vy. Thompson, 126 
Mass. 183; Upham y. Lefavour, 11 
Mete. 174; Barrow v. West, 23 Pick. 
270; Beckwith v. Sibley, 11 Pick. 482. 

Va.—Mertens v. Nottebohms, 4 
Gratt. (45 Va.) 163. 

Eng.—Graham v. Ackroyd, 10 Hare 
192, 44 EngCh 186, 68 Reprint 894. 

Ont.—Cowie v. Apps, 22 U. C. C. 
P. 589; Stewart v. Lowe, 24 U. C. Q. 
B. 434. 

[a] Sale of goods on credit.— 
Where the goods are sold on credit, 
the factor may, before the purchase 
price falls due, sue his principal to 
recover the advances. Bradley v. 
Richardson, -3 0 Cass) Nov 2157865" 22 
Blatchf. 343, 23 Vt. 720; Beckwith v. 
Sibley, 11 Pick. (Mass.) 482. 

17. Dolan v. Thompson, 126 Mass. 
33s. Upham'! sv. Wetavyour, | li IVetc: 
(Mass.) 174. 

18; Peisch v. Dickson, 19 EH. Cas: 
Now 105911, 1 Mason 9. 

{a} MTlustration.—Where a factor 
agrees that for advances made ‘he 
will hold for reimbursement on the 
amount and net proceeds of the sales 
of said goods, which are only con- 
sidered answerable for said amount 
advanced,” it is a waiver of any per- 
sonal claim against the principal. 
Peisch v. Dickson, 19 F. Cas. No. 
LOOMIS 1 Masony 19% 

{[b] Burden of proving waiver.— 
As such a waiver is in derogation of 
the general law, the burden of prov- 
ing it lies upon the principal. Bur- 
rill v. Phillips, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,200, 
1 Gall. 360. 

19. Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 41 
AmD 66. ; 

Waiver of lien generally see infra 
§§ 103-106. 

20. In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 
63 A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 
308. 

21. Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion Live 
Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 P 110 


pion Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 
123, P 110.[writ of error dism 53 
Colo. 333, 125 P 524]. : 
AY soe mares v. Fancher, 44 Md. ‘A 
Miss.—Denney v. Wheelwright, 60 
Miss, 733. 

N. H.—Frothingham vy. Everton, 12 
IN tel Baw 

N. Y.—Newburger-Morris Co. v. 
Talcott, 219 N. Y. 505, 114 NE 846 
[mod 172 App. Div. 485, 158 NYS 
785]; Hidden v. Waldo, 55 N. Y. 294; 
Gihon v. Stanton, 9 N. Y. 476; Hoy 
v. Reade, 31 N. Y. Super.. 626; Mat- 
tram’) Vil Millis;>4°°N..-Y..) Supers 189% 
Wilmerding v. Hart, Lalor 305; Cor- 
lies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 181. 

Pa.—In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 
Lees 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 
308. 

R. I.—Balderston v. National Rub- 
ber Cow 18 “RIS 3838,6285 As i507, 949 
AmSR 772. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“An ad- 
vance is something which precedes; 
and of course there is something to 
follow. As applied to the payment 
of money, the term implies that the 
parties look forward to a time when 
the money will be due to the re- 
ecipient. A debtor who voluntarily 
pays his debt before it is due is said 
to advance it. Can he recover it 
back. An advance by a factor is a 
transaction somewhat similar. It is 
a prepayment; a mere anticipation 
of the avails of the goods consigned; 
and no more creates a debt in the 
first instance, than an advancement 
of a father to, his son, in anticipa- 
tion of his expected inheritance, cre- 
ates a debt.” Gihon v. Stanton, 9 
N. Y. 476, 488. 

[b] The implied obligation of the 
consignor is to pay whatever sum, if 
any, is found due-on advances made 
to it after its goods have been sold 
by the factor and an account stated 
between them fixing the measure of 
the liability. In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 
258, 638 A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 Ann 
Cas 308. 

[ec] The. factor undertakes to look 
primarily to the goods consigned to 
him for the moneys not loaned but 
advanced on anticipated sales, and 
the liability of the principal is lim- 
ited to the difference between the 
amount advanced and the proceeds 
of the sale of his goods sold by his 
consignee. In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 
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lowing the principal to fix the price of the goods.’* 
Under this rule until the factor has performed the 
whole of his contract by selling the goods and ac- 
counting to his principal there is no default by the 
latter and therefore no liability to the former,** and 
in case the consignor becomes insolvent and makes 
an assignment for the benefit of creditors, the fac- 
tor cannot prove his entire claim for advances 
against the estate of the principal, but must first 
credit the proceeds of the goods consigned.?> Since 
all that the factor ean require of his principal is 
indemnity, that is the amount actually paid by him 
in excess of the proceeds of the consignment, if the 
holder of bills drawn on the factor receives from 
him the goods, although of a less value than the 
amount of the bills, as payment in full, the prin- 
cipal is entitled to the benefit of the transaction 
and the factor cannot charge him the difference be- 
tween the amount of the bills and the value of the 
goods,?® 

- Liability of assignee. A transfer by the principal 
of his interest in the goods does not render the 
transferee personally liable for the factor’s ad- 
vances and commissions, in the absence of an agree- 
ment by the transferee to that effect;?7 and such 
agreement cannot be inferred from the fact that ac- 
counts are rendered hy the factor to the trans- 
feree, and received by the latter without objection, 
charging the transferee with advances and inter- 
est.26 
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[§ 87] (2) Order of Applying Proceeds or Pay- 
ments. In the absence of a different application, 
credits are applied to debts in the order of time in 
which they accrue;?? but unless the principal directs 
the application of the proceeds,®° the factor has a 
right to direct the application of them to which- 
ever, of his demands he prefers.*t| But he cannot, 
in order to provide for the payment of debts not yet 
due, apply proceeds already in his hands to such 
debts, instead of to debts already due.22. Where a. 
factor without any new consideration assents to his 
principal’s demand that if he sells the goods on 
which advances have been made the proceeds shall 
be applied on certain notes held by the factor 
against the principal and not on the principal’s open 
account, such assent is subject to the implied con- 
dition that the principal will keep up the required 
margins and continue solvent,** and if the principal 
becomes bankrupt, the factor, after notice, is en- 
titled to sell the goods for the best market price 
and credit the proceeds against the open account 
and commission before applying any part thereof to 
the notes.*4 

[§ 88] b. Lien of Factor **—(1) In General. 
It is a well-settled rule of the common law that a 
factor has a general len upon the goods consigned 
to him while in his possession for all commissions, 
advances, and expenditures properly ineurred in 
the course of the relation of principal and factor,*¢ 
and this right of the factor is recognized in equity 


258, 63 A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 Ann 26. Hidden v. Waldo, 55 N. Y. 294.; due and some of which had not ma- 
Cas 308. 27. Oxley v. King, 1 Hun (N. Y.)|tured, and thereafter funds of his 
{d] Holder of absolute obliga-|115, 3 Thomps. & C. 759; Heinze v.| principal came into his hands by 


tion distinguished.—‘‘The holder of 
an absolute obligation for indebted- 
ness, even if secured by collaterals, | 108. 
stands. on a very different footing. 28. 
He may call.for his money at once,|NYS 12. 
for the primary obligation of the 29. 
debtor is to pay the whole amount | Sledge, 62 Ala. 
due, without regard to securities he 30. 
may have given his creditor for its 
payment. The amount of his lia- 
bility is what he owes, and until 


Buckingham, 17 NYS 12; Watson v. 
Beatty, (Pa.) 13 A 521, 10 Pa. Cas. 


Heinze v. Buckingham, 17 


Alabama Gold L. Ins. Co. v. 
566. 


Farmers’ etc., Bank v. Frank- 
lin, 1 La. Ann. 393; Stewart v. Coch- 
ran, 8 S. C. Ea. 380. 

Disposition of proceeds generally 


reason of the sale of goods belong- 
ing to him as the principal’s factor, 
such funds should be applied first 
in payment of the drafts which were 
due, they being the oldest claims; 
and the factor had no right to apply 
them to drafts not yet matured in 
order to keep alive the debt on 
which suit was brought. Parks v. 
Ingram, 22 N. H. 283, 55 AmD 158. 

33. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 


that is paid it is the basis of the 
creditor’s claim wherever presented 
or pressed. It is for this reason that 
a creditor of an assigned estate may 
present against it the whole amount 
of his debt unpaid at the time of 
the assignment, without regard to 
any collateral security he may have 
in his hands. So a factor may pre- 
sent the whole amount of his un- 
paid claim, but as it cannot be more 
than the difference between the ad- 
vances and the amount realized, or 
that he ought to realize from _ the 
assets in his hands, and to which he 
must primarily look for payment, he 
cannot present it for more.” In re 
Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 261, 63 A 745, 
5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 

[e] Del credere factor.—Under an 
agreement by which a factor was to 
sell under a del credere commission, 
and which also bound him to make 
advances to. a certain per cent on 
the goods consigned him, he cannot 
resort to the consignor for such ad- 
vances before exhausting the prop- 
erty in his hands, although the 
agreement provides that he_ shall 
have interest on his advances. Bal- 
derston v. National Rubber Co., 18 
R. I. 338, 27.A 507, 49 AmSD 772. 

23. Balderston v. National Rub- 


ber) Col, 18 R. 1. 838, 27 A e507, 49 
AmSR 1772. 
24. In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 


A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 

25. Matter of Atwood, 3 App. Div. 
578, 38 NYS 338; In re Murphy, 214 
Pa. 258, 63 A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 
~AnnCas 308; Balderston v. National 
Rubber Co., 18 R. I. 338, 27 A 507, 
49 AmSR 772. 


see supra § 58 


31. Ala.—Alabama Gold L. Ins. 
Co. v. Sledge, 62 Ala. 566. 
La.—Chaffe v. Mackenzie, 43 la. 


Ann, 1062, 10 S 369. 

Mass.—Upham sy. 
Metc. 174. 

S. C.—Stewart v. Cochran, 8 S. C. 
Eq. 380. 

Tex.—Kempner v. Patrick, 43 Tex. 
Civ. A. 216, 95 SW 51. 

[a] Thus (1) where a _ factor 
makes advances and sues to recover 
them before a sale of the goods, and 
subsequently makes further ad- 
vances he may apply the proceeds of 
the goods to the payment of the lat- 
ter advances. Upham vy. Lefavour, 
11 Metc. (Mass.) 174. (2) Where a 
person owes another a debt evidenced 
by notes, and another debt on open 
account on cotton shipped, and the 
debtor ships. cotton, and immediately 
draws against it to the full amount, 
and sometimes in excess of it, he 
cannot require that the proceeds of 
the sale of the cotton be imputed to 
the extinguishment of the notes, par- 
ticularly when he knows from an 
account stated to him, to which he 
makes no objection, and from the 
course of dealing with the creditor, 
that the proceeds of the sale of the 
cotton have been imputed to the 
cotton account. Chaffe y. Macken- 
zie, 43 La. Ann. 1062, 10 S 369. 

32. Brander v.. Phillips, 16 Pet. 
(CU. S.) 121, 10 Li. ede 9093 Parks v. 
Ingram, 22 N. H. 2838, 55.AmD 153. 

[a] Order of payment of several 
drafts.— Where a factor brought suit 
on drafts accepted by him in favor 
of his principal, some of which were 


Lefavour, 11 


Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606. 
34. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606. 
35. Liens generally see Liens [25 


Cyc 655] 

36. U. S—Brander y. Phillips, 16 
Pet. 121, 10 L. ed. 909; The Frances, 
8 Cranch 418, 3 L. ed. 609; Hames v. 
H. B. Claflin Co., 239 Fed. 631. 152 
CCA 465; Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 
Fed. 312; New York Fourth Nat. 
Bank v. American Mills Co., 29 Fed. 
611 [aff 137 U. S. 234, 11 SCt 52,'34 
L. ed. 655]; Bradley v. Richardson, 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 3438, 
23 Vt. 720; Peisch v. Dickson, 19 
F. Cas. No. 10,911, 1 Mason 9; Matt- 
hews v. Menedger, 16 F. Cas. No. 
9,289, 2 McLean 145; Marks v. Bar- 
ker, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,096,.1 Wash. C. 
GuhT8s 

Ala.—Comer v. Way, 107 Ala. 300,- 
19 S 966, 54 AmSR 93; Barnett v. 
Warren, 82 Ala. 557, 2 S 457; Schiffer 
Vv. Feagin, 51 Ala. 3835; Sawyer v. 
Lorillard, 48 Ala. 332; Martin v. 
Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 41 AmD 66. 

Ark, — Maloney v. Jones-Wise 
hess Co., 117 Ark. 180, 174 SW 

Cal.—Cass v. 174 Cal. 
358, 163 P 212. 

Colo.—Nisbet v. _ Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, 125 BP 5247, 

Ga.—Whigham v. Fountain, 132 
Ga. 277, 63 SE 1115; Willingham v. 
Rushing, 105 Ga. 72, 81 SE 130; 
Daniel v. Swift, 54 Ga. 113; Brown 
v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

Iil—Warren v. Columbus First 
Nat. Bank, 149 Ill. 9, 38 NE 122, 25 


Rochester, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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as well as in courts of law,?7 and in some jurisdic- 
tions is in effect declared by statute.38 
termeddler, however, who sells property without any 
authority from the owner acquires no lien there- 


on.°9 


A del credere factor has a lien upon goods con- 
signed to him, or the proceeds of such goods, for 
the amount of his commissions and any advances 
which he has made to his principal.? 

Lien for purchase money. Under some statutes a 
factor, as the seller of goods, has a lien thereon 
against the purchaser for the purchase money.*4 
(2) Agreement or Instructions.*? 


[§ 89] 


LRA 746; Baton v. Truesdail, 52 Ill. 
307; Winne v. Hammond, 87 Ill. 99; 
Ermeling v. Gibson Canning Co., 105 
Ill. A. 196; Hunter v. Mathewson, 27 
Ti. AS 192. 

Ind.—Shaw v. 78 Ind. 
547. 

Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, etc., Co., 106 Iowa 245, 
76 NW 678. 

Ky.—Rockeastle Lumber Co. v. 
Burns, -0752 Ky. 224," 194 (SiW, 9557 99 
{cit Cyc]; Cook v. Brannin, 87 Ky. 
101, 7 SW 877; Bard v. Stewart, 3 T. 
B. Mon. 72. 

La.—Howe v. Whited, 21 La. Ann. 


Ferguson, 


495; Maxen v. Landrum, 21 La. Ann. 
366; Cutters v. Baker, 2 La. Ann. 
572 


Me.—Gragg v. Brown, 44 Me. 157; 


Sewall v. Nichols, 34 Me. 582; Mc- 
Kenzie v. Nevius, 22 Me. 138, 38 
AmD 291. 

Mad.—Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Md. 


272, 59 A 666, 3 AnnCas 643; Miller 
v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 AmD_ 417; 
Hodgson v. Payson, 3 Harr. & J. 339, 
5 AmD 439. 

Mass.—Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
Mass. 449; Vail v. Durant, 7 Allen 
408, 88 AmD 695; Beckwith v. Sib- 
ley, 11 Pick. 482; Stevens v. Robins, 
12 Mass. 180. 


Minn.—Haebler v. lLuttgen, 61 
Minn. 315, 63 NW 720. 
Mo.—State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 


12, 25 SW 346; Lewis v. Mason, 94 
Mo. 551, 5 SW 911, 8 SW 735; Benny 
v. Rhodes, 18 Mo. 147, 59 AmD 293. 

N. H.—Parks v. Ingram, 22 N. H. 
283, 55 AmD. 153. 

N. J.—Elwell v. Coon, (Ch.) 46 A 

580. 
N. Y.—Cooper v. Hong Kong, etc., 
Banking Corp., 107 N. Y. 282, 14 NE 
277 [rev 13 Daly_183]; Nagle v. Mc- 
Feeters, 97 N.Y. 196; Hidden v. 
Waldo, 55 N. Y. 294; Rochester Bank 
v. Jones, 4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 
{rev 4 Den. 489]; Duguid v. Hd- 
wards, 50 Barb. 288; Sheldon v. Ra- 
veret, 49 Barb. 203; Heard v. Brewer, 
4 Daly 136; Davis v. Reynolds, 48 
HowPr 210 [aff 5 Hun 651]; Knapp 
v. Alvord, 10 Paige 205, 40 AmD ‘241; 
Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 Johns. Ch. 
431. 

N. C.—Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
154 N. Cc. 1, 69 SE 743, 31 LRANS 
450, 152 N. C. 648, 68 SE 142. 

Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88. 

Pa.—Harrison v. Mora, 150 Pa. 481, 
24 A 705; Watson v. Beatty, 22 
WklyNC 169. 

Meine O wren v. Iglanor, 4 Coldw. 
alisys 

Wis.—Edgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 
124, 26 NW 748, 28 NW 408; Chap- 
pell v. Cady, 10 Wis. 111. 

Eng.—Houghton v. Matthews, 3 B. 
& P. 485, 127 Reprint 263; Foxcroft 
vy. Devonshire, 2° Burr. 931,97 .Re- 
print 638; Hammonds v. Barclay, 2 
Past 227, 102 Reprint 356; Pultney 
v. Keymer, 3 Esp. 182; In re Pevy’s 
Patent Felted Fabric Co. 45 L. J. 
Ch. 318; Scrimshire v. Alderton, 2 
Str. 1182, 93 Reprint 1114. 

Que.—Gourdeau v. Cassils, 15 Que. 


i. 258. 
Newfoundl.—Evans v. Bulley, 1 
Newfoundl. 330. ; 
[a] Reasons for rule.—(1) “This 
general lien given to factors has 


been established upon its manifest 
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A mere in- 


that effect.*é 


Al- 


tendency to aid the interests of trade 
and commerce, and to promote con- 
fidence and a liberal spirit on the 
part of factors in respect to ad- 
vances to their principals.’ Martin 
v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 537, 41 AmD 66; 
Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion Live Stock 
Cone 2 Colo. wAs, 49457123 SP st. 11'S 
[writ of error to review dism 53 
Colo. 333, 125 P 524 and quot Story 
Agency §§ 376, 378]. (2) “The lien 
which the law gives to the factor 
upon the goods of his principal in 
his possession is founded entirely 
upon the consideration of the duties 
and liabilities to which he [is] thus 
exposed.”’ Evans vy. Bulley, 1 New- 
foundl. 330. 

37. Bard v. Stewart, 3 T. B. Mon. 
Cyn) Te 

38. See statutory provisions; and 
Willingham v. Rushing, 105 Ga. 72, 
75, 31 SE 130 (where the court said: 
“The factor had a lien at common 
law for advances and expenses, and 
the code provision is a simple recog- 
nition of the common-law lien of 
the factor’); Cutters v. Baker, 2 La. 
Ann. 572 (holding that instructions 
to apply the proceeds of a consign- 
ment to a bill give the factor who 
pays it before selling the property a 
privilege for his reimbursement, un- 
der La. Civ. Code art 3214); Rosen- 
baum v. Hayes, 10 N. D. 311, 86 NW 
973 (Rev. Code § 4836). 

39. People’s Bank v. Frick Co., 13 
OKRA oF is ee 049} 

{a] Intermeddler.—An  intermed- 
dler who sells the perscnal property 
of another on credit and takes notes 
for the purchase price in his own 
name, and also a mortgage on the 
property securing such notes, ac- 
quires no lien on the property, and 
can confer none by assignment of 
the notes and mortgage to one who 
has notice of the facts. People’s 
Bank. v. Frick Co;; 13 Ok1.-179,° 73 P 
949. 

40. U. S.—New York City Fourth 
Nat. Bank v. American Mills Co., 29 
Fed. 611, 30 Fed. 420 [aff 137 U. S. 
234,001, SCt. 52, 347. ed. 655: 

Me.—Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 542. 


Md.—Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 
6 AmD 417. 
N. Y=—Holbrook Vv. Wight,; 24 


Wend. 169, 35 AmD 607. 

R. I.—Balderston v. National Rub- 
DerwCo pols wie hs se Size A 0 Te a9 
AmSR 772. 

Eng.—Graham v. Ackroyd, 10 Hare 
192, 44 EngCh 186, 68 Reprint 894. 

[a] Extent of lien.—The lien of 
a del credere factor is not greater 
than that possessed by any other 
factor; that is, it extends no fur- 
ther than is necessary for his pro- 
tection and security for the charges 
and advances which may have been 
made by him. Merrill v. Thomas, 7 
Daly ~(N.. Y,) 393; Francklyn) v. 
Sprague, 10 Hun (N. Y.) 589. 

41. See statutory provisions; and 
Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala. 19. 

[a] In Alabama.—In Mobile a 
factor who sells cotton for cash has 
a lien (under Rev. Code §§ 1164, 


1167) for the payment of the pur- 


chase money, which continues for 
fifteen days from the time he gives 
a “final order’ for delivery to the 
purchaser and is superior to the title 
of a subpurchaser who buys it be- 


[25C}s 387 


though the compensation, advances, or expenses for 
which a lien is claimed must be earned or incurred 
under a contract express or implied, with the prin- 
cipal,** the factor’s right to a lien for such claims 
is implied or inferred by law from the relation of 
the parties, and arises independently of any express 
agreement therefor ;#4. it is deemed to exist in all 
cases until the contrary is clearly established,*® and 
although the contract between the factor and his 
principal is in writing and contains no agreement to 
The factor, however, cannot claim a 
lien where such claim would be inconsistent with the 
agreement between him and his principal,*” or where 


fore the expiration of the fifteen 
days. Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala. 19. 

42. Consignment under special 
agreement as giving possession see 
infra § 100. 

43. Pallen vy. Bogy, 78 Mo. A. 88. 

[a] Application of rule.—It is in- 
cumbent on defendants-in replevin, 
claiming a factor’s lien on property 
possession of which they obtained 
by trespass, to prove that the work 
and labor were done and the care 
bestowed on the property, under a 
contract, express orimplied, with the 


owner, that he should render com- 
pensation therefor. Pallen v. Bogy, 
78 Mo. A. 88. 


44. U: S.—Plattner Impl. Co. v. 
International Harvester Co. of Amer- 
ica, 133 Fed. 376, 66 CCA 4388; De 
Wolf v. Howland, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,852, 
2 Paine 356. j 

Ala.—Martin_y. Pope, 6 Ala, 532, 
41 AmD 66. 

Me.—Gragg v. Brown, 44 Me. 157. 

Minn.—Haebler v. lLuttgen, 61 
Minn. 315, 63 NW 720. 

vi oat ae v. McFeeters, 97 N. 

N. C.—Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
154, N.C. 1,.69 SE 743, 31 LRANS 
450, 152 N. C. 648, 68 SE 142. 

Tex.—Couturie v. Roensch, (Civ. 
A.) 134 SW 413. 

Eng.—Walker v. Birch, 6 T. R. 
258, 101 Reprint 541. 

[a] An agreement to accept bills 
drawn upon him by the consignor 
for the amount of the goods on hand 


gives the factor a lien on the goods 
to the amount of acceptances out- 


standing. Nagle v. McFeeters, 97 
IN Yee. 6 5 
45. Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 41 


AmD 66; Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
300, £25 P5247. 


46. Haebler v. Luttgen, 61 Minn. 
315, 63 «NW 720. 
47. Ala.—Schiffer v. Feagin, 51 


Ala. 335... 

Ill.— Darlington v. Chamberlain, 20 
Til. A. 443 [aff 120 Ill. 585, 12 NE 78]. 

La.—Gordon v. Goodrich, 11 La. 
Ann. 410; Goodhue v. McClarty, 3 
La. Ann, 447. 

NSE aes) v. Rogers, 15 Mass. 

Minn.—Haebler_ v. 61 
Minn. 315, 63 NW 720. 
, Mo.—Archer v. McMechan, 21 Mo. 
on 

Nebr.—Moline, etc., Co. v. Walter 
A. Wood Mowing, etc., Mach. Co., 49 
Nebr. 869, 69 NW 405. 


Luttgen, 


Pa.—Harrison v. Mora, 150 Pa. 
481, 24 A 705. 
Tenn.—Owen v. Iglanor, 4 Coldw. 


AU535 

Eng.—Brandao v. Barnett, 3 C. B. 
519, 54 HCL 519, 186 Reprint 207, 12 
Cl. & F, 787, 8 Reprint 1622, 3 HRC 
592; Bock v. Gorrissen, 2 De G. F. 
& J. 434, 68 EngCh 329, 45 Reprint 
689, 16 ERC 113; Muir vy. Fleming, 
D. & R.N. PB. 29, 16° HCL 420;- Frith 
Vv. HWorbes, 324 led Ch 10s. Burn vi 
Brown, 2 Stark. 272, 3 ECL 406; Wal- 
ker v. Birch, 6 T. R. 258, 101 Reprint 
541; Cowell v. Simpson, 16 Ves. Jr.* 
275, 38 Reprint 989. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Under an 
agreement by which the principal 
reserves ihe right to order the re- 
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expenditures or advances are made upon the princi- 
pal’s personal credit exclusively.*® 
factor receives and assents to specific instructions as 


to the application of the proceeds 


can claim a lien on such proceeds only in ease there 
is a surplus after applying them as instructed.*® 

(3) Character of Lien. 
rule a factor’s lien is a personal privilege, which he 
may avail himself of or not, as he pléases,°° and as 
no question can arise upon it except as between 
principal and the factor, it can be asserted by 
factor alone and cannot be transferred;*+ if he 
fuses to assert it, no one can assert it for him.°? 
cannot be set up as against the principal by an at- 
tachment or execution creditor of the factor.°? The 
factor’s executor or administrator, however, suc- 


[§ 90] 


ceeds to his right of len,®** as does 


shipment of the goods at pleasure 
and both parties reserve the right 
to draw at sight on each other for 
any balance, the factor is not en- 
titled to a lien on the goods. Moline, 
etc., Co. v. Walter A. Wood Mow- 
ing, etc., Mach. Co., 49 Nebr. 869, 69 
NW 405. (2). Where the factor prom- 
ises to pay the proceeds of goods to 
the principal when sold, he has no 
lien on them, if not sold, for the 
balance of his general account aris- 
ing upon other articles. Walker v. 
Birch, 6 T. R. 258, 101 Reprint 541. 

[b] Agreement not inconsistent. 
—A factor may have a lien for past 
advances on goods shipped to him 
with directions to deliver to a third 
party on payment of the price to the 
factor, as there is nothing in such a 
circumstance inconsistent with a 
lien on the goods, or indicating an 
intention to limit the lien to the 
price. Harrison v. Mora, 150 Pa. 481, 
24 A 705. 

48. Wilmerding v. Hart, Lalor (N. 
Y.) 305. 

49. Darlington v. Chamberlain, 20 
Tl A. 4438 [aff 120 Ill. 585, 12 NE 
78]; Frith v. Forbes, 32 L. J. Ch. 10. 
But see Reynolds v. Davis, 7 N. Y. 
Super. 267 (where goods were 
shipped to a factor with instruc- 
tions to remit the proceeds to a cer- 
tain person, and the factor received 
the goods without notice that such 
person had made advances upon the 
goods; and it was held that the fac- 
tor had his usual lien as against 
such person for his general balance 
of accounts). 

Disposition of proceeds generally 
see supra § 58. 

50. Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 N. 
D. 579, 168 NW 367, 369. 

Waiver of lien see infra §§ 103- 


106. 
51. Iowa.—M. M. Walker Co. v. 
Dubuque Fruit, etc., Co., 106 Iowa 
245, 76 NW 673. 

Me.—Ames v. Palmer, 42 Me. 197, 
66 AmD 271. 

Mass.—Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 
dee 4? AmD 303. 


. H.—Jones v. Sinclair, 2: N. H. 
819, 9 AmD 75. 
N. D.—Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 


N. D. 579, 168 NW 367. 

W. Va.—Barnes Safe, etc., Co. v. 
Bloch Bros. Tobacco Co., 38 W. Va. 
Ze 18 SE 482,45 AmSR 846, 22 LRA 

Eng.—McCombie v. Davies, 7 Hast 
5, 103 Reprint 3; Siebel v. Spring- 
field, 9 L. T. Rep. N. S. 324; Dau- 
bigny v. Duval, 5 T. R. 604, 101 Re- 
print 838. 

But see Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 
525, 89 CCA 688 (where the court 
said: “The factor may transfer his 
lien on the goods existing by virtue 
of the advances made by him to the 
consigror, and also for proper 
charges due to him on the same; 
‘but this must be done under certain 
conditions and limitations, with ex- 
press notice of the lien to the party 
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So where the [§ 91] 
of the goods, he 
the principal.®® 
As a general 


the 


proceeds as is 


also his assignee 


to whom the goods are delivered. 
and with the right on the part of 
the factor to retake them into his 
custody at any time he may desire 


to do so, or when he may be in- 
structed to sell them’’). 

52. Coverdell v. Erickson, 38 N. 
D. 579, 168 NW 367. And see cases 
supra note 61. 

53. Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 


(Mass.) 738, 19 AmD 3038. 

Attachment or execution against 
property in hands of factor generally 
see Attachment §§ 350, 377; Execu- 
tion § 0. 

54, \Gace -v. Allison, 37S: Co i: 
495, 2 AmD 682. : 

106 Fed. 828; 

44 Conn. 558, 


55. In re Meyer. 
Terry v. Bamberger, 

208 Ee CAS. INO. Vers odnr CAnieron, Vo 
Crouse, 11 App. Div. 391, 42 NYS 58; 


Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 Hun (N. 
Vic rp Soe COOk, ve Kellys, 22) Ni ee 
Superwrs)ss mCabotcy Hist, wua me aiias 
(Pa.) 437. 
56. Necessity and sufficiency of 
see infra §§ 96-100. 


possession 

57. U. S.—Foerderer v. Trades- 
men’s Nat. Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCAS 243°" Jolly, Wee bla Chard ll oie. 
Cas. No. 7,438, 1 Wash. C. C. 252. 

Ala.—Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 
41 AmD 66. 

Colo.—Nisket v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
330, 125 RP b24]. ; 

Ga..—Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

La.—Bowker vy. Connolly, 17 La. 
Ann. 12. 

Me.—Sewall v. Nichols, 34 Me. 582. 

N. Y.—Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 
Johns. Ch.. 431. 

See also supra § 88. 

[a] Shares in a ship and cargo 
or their proceeds, where several own- 
ers constitute one of their number 
their agent to receive and sell the 
cargo and distribute the proceeds, 
are subject to the lien of such agent 
as factor for a general balance of 
account. Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 
Johns. Ch. (NéeY.) 431. 

58. Myer v. Jacobs, 1 Daly (N. 

Ys) Foes ; 
{a] Principal’s note.——Where a 
commission merchant advances 
money to his principal on his in- 
dorsement of a note, and charges the 
note in his general account, the mere 
charging of the note to the principal 
does not entitle the latter to its pos- 
session, and the factor may retain it 
until he is paid the balance of his 
general account. Myer v. Jacobs, 1 
Daly (N. Y.) 32. 

59. U. S.—U. S. v. Villalonga, 23 
Wall. 35, 28 L. ed. 64; Brander v. 
Phillips, 16 Pet. 121, 10 L. ed. 909; 
Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 Fed. 313; 
Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. Bank, 
107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243; McCobb 
v. Lindsay, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,704, 2 
Cranch C. C. 215; Bradley v. Rich- 
ardson, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf, 
343, 23 Vt. 720. 

Ala.—Comer v. Way, 107 Ala. 300, 


[§§ 89-91 


‘for the benefit of creditors.°® 

(4) Subject Matter of Lien.*° 
tor’s lien is available against the goods in his pos- 
session,®*? and against other property which comes 
into his hands in the course of his dealings with 
If the goods have been sold, it ex- 
tends to the proceeds thereof in his hands;*° or, if 
sold upon credit, 
the price,°° and if in such ,a case the purchaser, 
with knowledge of the factor’s lien,. pays over the 
proceeds to the principal, he renders himself liable 
to the factor for the amount of his lien.*? 
however, extends only to so much of the goods or 


A fae- 


to the debt or securities taken for 


The lien, 


necessary to secure the claim.*? 


Where the goods of different shippers are covered by 
the same bill of lading, the factor has no right to 
hold the goods of one shipper for charges on the 


19 S 966, 54 AmSR 93; Schiffer v. 
Feagin, 51 Ala. 335; Sawyer v. Loril- 
lard, 48 Ala. 332; Martin v. Pope, 6 
Ala. 532, 41 AmD 66. 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, 125 BP 524]. 

Ga.— Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Brown v. Clayton, 
12 Ga. 564. 

Ill—Warren v. Columbus First 
Nat. Bank, 149 Ill. 9, 38 NE 122, 25 
LRA 746. 

RS oer cr meh v. Ferguson, 78 Ind. 
Hise Sk cow oe v. Whited, 21 La. Ann. 
Mass.—Vail v. 


Durant, 7 Allen 


408, 88 AmD 695. 
N. Y.—Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 63 NE 954, 956 [aff 57 App. Div. 


622, 67 NYS 1129]; Commercial Nat. 
Bank v. Heilbronner, 108 N. Y. 439, 
15 NE 701 [rev 52 N. Y. Super. 388]; 
gaia v. Kimberly, 3 Johns. Ch. 

S. C.—Frost v. Weathersbee, 23 S. 
C354. 

Eng.—In re Pavy’s Patent Felted 
Habric Co; 1 Ch. D), 6317) Hudson=ve 
Granger, 6 B..& Ald. 27. 7) DCLA 2% 
106 Reprint 1103; Houghton v. Mat- 
thews, 3 B.& P. 485, 127 Reprint 263: 
Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 
98 Reprint 1070; Hammonds y. Bar- 
clay, 2 East 227, 102 Reprint 356. 

60. U. S.—Brander v. Phillips, 16 
Pet. 121, 10 L. ed. 909: 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live ‘Stock Co. 21" Colo. Ae 494s 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333: eee 524]. 

a.—Brown v. 12 Fs 
564. a 

Ky.—Bard v. Stewart, 3 T. B. Mon. 
72; Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 456, 19 
KyL 1777. 
rears jmeatrag (ate v. Sibley, 11 Pick. 


Clayton, 


N. Y.—Commercial Nat. Bank v. 
Heilpronnes, LO Sie IN Ves. (4:3 Onan] 5m ING EE 


Eng.—Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 
Cowp. 251, 98 Reprint 1070. 

{a] Bonus in hands of purchaser. 
—Where, after the delivery of a 
small part of a large quantity of 
iron sold by factors, the buyers 
were, by a settlement with the prin- 
cipal, released from their contract, 
as to the remainder of the iron, by 
their agreement to pay a certain 
bonus, the factors, although never 
in possession of the undelivered iron, 
are entitled, as against an assignee 
of the principal, to a lien for their 
commissions on this bonus in the 
hands of the purchaser. Lafferty v. 
Hall, 44 SW 426, 19 KyL 1777. 

61. Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 
Cowp. 251, 98 Reprint 1070. 

' 62. Jolly v. Blanchard, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,438, 1 Wash. C. C. 252; Willine- 
ham v. Rushing, 105 Ga. 72, 31 SE 
ae Sewall v. Nichols, 34 Me. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 
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goods of the other.°? Where the goods have been 
destroyed, it has been held that the factor’s lien 
extends to the proceeds of an insurance policy taken 


out upon them.*4 


[§ 92] 


eral. 


63. Hale sv. Barrett, 26 Ill. 195, 
39 AmD 367. 

64. Johnson v. Campbell, 120 
Mass. 449; Man v. Shiffner, 2 East 
523, 102 Reprint 469. 

65. U. S.—wWolf v. Smythe, 30 F. 
Cas; No. 17,928, 7. Biss. 365. 

Ala.—Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 
41 AmD 66. _ 

Ga.—Brown v. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 

Ill—Winne y. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99. 

Pa.—Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
Hq. Cas. 359. 

66. See infra § 93. 

67. U. S.—Heffner v. Gwynne- 
Treadwell Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 
87 CCA 606; Matthews v. Menedger, 
16 F. Cas. No. 9,289, 2 McLean 145; 
Nesmith v. Dyeing, etc, Co., 18 F. 
Cas. No:1105124; 71 ‘Gurt., 130: : 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333,125 P 524]. 

Tll.— Eaton v. Truesdail, 52 Ill. 307. 

Ky.—Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 426, 
Oe Key Delain ee 

La.—Lambeth v. Turnbull, 5 Rob. 
264, 39 AmD 536; Powell v. Aiken, 18 
La. 321; Turpin v. Reynolds, 14 La. 
473. 

Md.—Hodgson v. Payson, 3 Harr. 
& J. 339, 5 AmD 439. 

Mass.-—Vail v. Durant, 7 Allen 408, 
83 AmD 695; Stevens y. Robins, 12 
Mass. 180. 

Mo.—State v. Thompson, 120 Mo. 
12. 

N, H.—Parks v. Ingram, 22 N. H. 
283, 55 AmD 153. 

N. Y.—Nagle v. Mc Feeters, 97 N. 
Y. 196: Hidden v. Waldo, 55 N. Y. 
294; Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 Johns. 
Ch. 431; Knapp v. Alvord, 10 Paige 
205, 40 AmD 241. 

Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88. 

Eng:—Drinkwater v. Goodwin, al 
Cowp. 251, 98. Reprint 1070; Ham- 
monds v. Barclay, 2 Hast 227, 102 
Reprint 356; Pultney v. Keymer, 3 
Esp. 182; In re Pavy’s Patent Felted 
Fabric Co:, 45 L. J. Ch. 318. 

“The lien may .. . extend to all 
sums for which a factor has become 
liable, as a surety or otherwise, for 
his principal, wherever the surety- 
ship has resulted from the nature 
of the agency, or it has been under- 
taken upon the footing of such a 
lien.” Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion Live 
Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 509, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, 125 P 524 and quot Story Agency 
§§ 376. 3771; Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 
426, 428, 19 KyL 1777 [quot Story 
Agency § 307]. 

[a] Commission for indorsement. 
—The fact that the factor has re- 
ceived a commission for indorsing 
the bills of his principal does not 


‘ defeat his right to a lien to indem- 


nify him against liability on such 
indorsement. Hodgson v. Payson, 3 
Harr. & J. (Md.) 339, 5 AmD 439. 
[b] Unpaid notes given by the 
factor and negotiated by the con- 
signor give the right of retention of 
possession of the goods. Cameron v. 
Crouse, 11 App. Div. 301, 42 NYS 58. 
68. In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 63 


(5) Indebtedness Secured—(a) In Gen- 
A factor’s len secures his commissions or 
other compensation,®> his expenses and advances,*¢ 
and liabilities incurred by him for his principal, as 
where he accepts drafts drawn by the principal or 
indorses notes for his accommodation.*? 
been held that in the absence of a special agree- 
ment, the factor’s lien on the goods does not extend 
to an indebtedness which he can eall upon the prin- 
cipal to pay on demand or at a specified time;** and 
it has also been held not to extend to a claim for 
damages arising from the principal’s refusal to re- 
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But it has | made by him.’§ 


[§ 94] 


A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 308. 

69. Beakley v. Rainier, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 78 SW 702,.703 (where the court 
said: “As we understand the law, a 
factor’s lien does not extend beyond 
the amount owing him by his prin- 
cipal for commissions or funds ad- 
vanced by the factor’’). 

[a] Factors who make divers 
purchases for their principal have 
no lien on goods thus purchased for 
damages arising from the principal’s 
refusal to receive other goods pur- 
chased by them, which on such re- 
fusal their own vendor had retained 
and resold, leaving a claim for dam- 
ages against them. Beakley v. Rain- 
ier, (Tex, Civ. A.) .78 SW 702, 703. 

70. U. S.—Plattner Impl. Co. v. 
International Harvester Co. of Amer- 
ica, 1383 Fed. 376, 66 CCA 4388;. De 
Wolf v. Howland, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,852, 
2 Paine 356; Villialonga v. U. S., 8 
Ct. «Gl A452. 

Ala.—Barnett v. Warren, 82 Ala, 
557, 2 S 457; Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 
Ala. 332; Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 532, 
41 AmD 66. 

Colo.—Nisbet— v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
3335 125.2 524] 

Ga,—Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Heard v. Russell, 
59 Ga. 25; Campbell v. Redwine, 22 
Ga. A. 455, 96 SE 347. ; 


Ind.—Duffy v. England, 176 Ind. 
545-1964 NEN 704. 
La.—Bowker v. Connolly, 17 La. 


Ann. 12. 

Me.—Gragg v. Brown, 44 Me. 157. 

N. Y.—Bows v. Greene, 32 Barb. 
490 [aff 24 N. Y. 638]. : 

N. C.—Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
TDZ INGO. 1 Goa SE, ue tocol elu reAN ss 
450, 152, N. C. 643, 68 SH 142. 

Oh.—Landois v. Gooch, 1 Disn. 176, 
12 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 559. 

Pa.—In re Murphy, 214 Pa. 258, 
63 A 745, 5 LRANS 1147, 6 AnnCas 
308; Smedley v. Williams, 1 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. 359; Higgins v. Grindrod, 
16 Phila. 200. 

S. C.—Frost v. Weathersbee, 23 S. 
Cr 54: 

Tenn.—Owen v. Iglanor, 4 Coldw. 


Tex.—Kempner v. Patrick, 43 Tex. 
Civ. A. 216, 95.SW 51. 

[a] Advances on promised con- 
signments.—Although an advance on 
a promised consignment is not an 
advance on a consignment, still it is 
to be treated as an advance in the 
course of the relation of factor and 
principal, and a lien therefor at- 
taches as soon as possession is ac- 
quired under the antecedent promise 
and is effective where adverse rights 
are not acquired in the meantime. 
Campbell v. Penn, 7 La. Ann. 371. 

Right to reimbursement for ad- 
vances see supra § 82.. 

71. Tison v. Howard, 57 Ga. 410; 
Smith v. McCall, 14 La. 7. 

72. Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 
332; Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion Live 
Stock,Go.,721 Colo. Ay 494,123 P 110 
[writ of error dism 53 Colo. 333. 125 
P 524]; Whigham y. Fourtain, 132 


(c) General Balance of Accounts. 
general rule the lien of the factor covers not only 
the expenditures and liabilities incurred in regard 
to the particular consignment, but also the general 
balance of accounts in his favor growing out of sim- 
ilar dealings between him and his principal.7® On 
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ceive goods purchased by the factor.®° 

(b) Expenses and Advances. 
tor’s lien secures his advances made on the faith of 
the consignment,’° unless they are made without the 
principal’s authority ;*! and also secures all expenses 
incurred or disbursements made to preserve and pro- 


The fae- 


2 


tect the property,’? including payments for customs 
duties,“* freight,** insurance,’® salvage,*® storage in 
the factor’s warehouse,’? and interest on advances 


Asa 


Ga. 277, 68 SE 1115; Brown v. Clay- 
ton, 12 Ga. 564; Campbell v. - Red- 
wine, 22 Ga. A. 455, 96 SH 347. _1 

73. Higgins v. Grindrod, 16 Phila. 
(Ba.), 200; 

74. Buchanan v. Switzer, 14 La. 
Ann. 495; Paul v. Birch, 2° Atk. 621, 
26 Reprint 771. 

75. Wolf, v. Smythe; 30. Fk. Cas. 

14 La. 


No. 17,928, 7 Biss. 365, 

76. Buchanan v. Suitzer, 

Ann. 495 (holding that salvage paid 
on the reshipment of goods after 
shipwreck are proper charges under 
Civ. Code art 3214, as amended by 
the statute of 1841). 

77. Higgins v. Grindrod, 16 Phila. 
(Pa.) 200. 

78. Heins v. Peine, 29 N. Y. Super. 
420; Rhodes vy. Selsey, 2 Beav. 359, 
17 EneCh 359, 48 Reprint 1220. 

Right to reimbursement for inter- 
est see supra § 83. 

9. U. S.—The Frances, 8 Cranch 
418, 3 L. ed. 609; McCobb v. Lindsay, 
£5. H. Cas; INo...8,704,./2 sGranch, C.C: 
199; Matthews v. Menedger, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,289, 2 McLean 145, 

Ala.—Baker v. American Agricul- 
tural Chemical Co.,., 201) Ala, 323, 277 
S 866; Comer v. Way, 107 Ala. 300, 
19 S 966, 54 AmSR 93; Schiffer, v. 
Feagin, 51 Ala. 335; Martin v. Pope, 
6 Ala. 532, 41 AmD 66. 

Colo.—Nisbet vy. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, L250 P 524]. ; 

Ga.—Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130. ; “ 

Ill.—Warren v. Columbus First 
Nat. Bank, 149 Ill. 9, 38 NE 122, 25 
LRA 746; Strahorn v. Union Stock 
Yard, etc., Co., 43 Ill. 424, 92 AmD 
142; Winne v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99; 
Hunter v. Mathewson, 27 Ill. A. 192; 
Darlington v. Chamberlain, 20 Tll. A. 
443 [aff 120 Ill. 585, 12 NE 78]. 

Ind.—Johnson vy. Clark, 20 Ind. A. 
247, 50 NE 762. a 

Ky.—Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 426, 
Oy Tay Le , 

La.—Phillips v. Feliciana Cotton 
Oil Co., 48 La. Ann. 404, 19 S 258; 
Cator v.. Merrill, 16 ua, Ann? 137: 
Cutters v. Baker, 2 La. Ann. 572; 
Patterson v. McGahey, 8 Mart. 486, 
13 AmD 298. But before the act of 
1841 there was no lien for a gen- 
eral balance under Civ. Code art 3214. 
Gray v. Bledsoe, 13 La. 489; Collins 
v. Austin, 3 La. 301. 2 

Md.—Hodgson v. Payson, 3 Harr. 
& Jnudeo, OF AMD) 439) 

Mass.—Baker vy. Fuller, 21 Pick. 
318; Jarvis v. Rogers, 15 Mass. 
389. 

Mo.—Parker y. Thompson, 120 Mo. 
12, 25 SW 346; Archer v. McMechan, 
21 Mo. 48. . 

Nebr.—Moline, ete., Co. v. Walter 
A. Wood Mowing, ete., Mach. Co., 49 
Nebr. 869, 69 NW 405. 

N. Y.—Whitman y. Horton, 46 N. 
Wie super.. os. Patt 94) Neo Yn, 04 Sie 
Chapman v. Kert, 10 N. Y. Super. 
224; Myer v. Jacobs, 1°Daly 32; 
Brooks vy. Bryce, 21 Wend. 14; Brow- 
nell v. Curtis, 10 Paige 210; Knapp 
vy. Alvord, 10 Paige 205, 40 AmD 241; 
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the other hand the factor cannot claim a lien for 
expenses and advances in respect to a particular 
consignment where the general balance of accounts: 
is in favor of the principal, as the expenditures or 
advances will be presumed to have been made in 
liquidation of the indebtedness of the factor.®° 
can he claim a lien for a general balance in opposi- 
tion to the terms of a special contract under which 
the goods are received;*! nor can there be a lien for 
a general balance where the relation of principal and 
factor does not exist,8? as where there was but a 
single transaction between the parties.®* 
principal’s death the factor’s lien for a general bal- 
ance then accrued does not attach to property com- 
ing into the factor’s possession thereafter by order 


Bradford vy. Kimberly, 3 Johns, Ch. 
N. D.—Rosenbaum vy. Hayes, 5 N. 

D..476, 67 NW 951. 
Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88; 

Grieff v. Cowguill, 2 Disn. 58, 13 Oh. 


Dec. (Reprint) 37. 

Pa.— Wagenblast v. McKean, 2 
Grant 3898. 

Tex.—Couturie v. Roensch, (Civ. 
A.) 184 SW 413. 

Wis.—McGraft v. Rugee, 60 Wis. 


406, 19 NW 530, 50 AmR 378; Chap- 
pel v. Cady, 10 Wis. 111. 
Eng.—Kruger v. Wilcox, Ambl. 252, 

27 Reprint 168, Dick, 269, 21 Reprint 

74: Pa eB Ken. 32, 96 Reprint S053; 

Hudson v. Granger, 5 B. & Ald. 27, q 

ECL 27, 106 Reprint 1103; Godin v. 

London Assur. Co., 1 Burr. 489, 97 

Reprint 419, W. Bl. 103, 96 Reprint 

58; Dixon, v. Stansfeld, 10 Cc. B. 398, 

70 ECL 398, 138 Reprint 160; Drink- 

water v. Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 98 

Reprint 1070; Lickbarrow v. Mason, 

6 Bast 23 note a, 102 Reprint 1192; 

Foxcraft v. Wood, 4 Russ. 487, 4 Eng 

Ch. 487, 38 Reprint 888; Chapman Vv. 

Derby, 2 Vern. Ch. 117, 23 Reprint 

684. 

[a] Qlustration—Where a prin- 
cipal, in consideration of further ad- 
vances by his factor, agrees to ship 
to him goods enough to balance his 
account for such advances and a 
large indebtedness already existing 
and any indebtedness that might 
subsequently accrue, the lien of the 
factor upon the goods received is not 
limited to his advances on each ship- 
ment, but is available for the satis- 
faction of the general balance due 


him. Chapman y. Kent,-10 N. Y. 
Super. 224. 
{b] Purchasing factor.— A _ pur- 


chasing factor as well as a factor 
for sale has a lien upon goods in his 
hands for his general balance of ac- 
count. Brooks v. Bryce, 21 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 14 [rev on other grounds 26 
Wend. 367]. 

{c] Existence of general agency 
not necessary.—In order that the 
factor may have a lien for a gen- 
eral balance of accounts, it is not 
necessary that the factor should 
have been the general agent of the 
principal; such an indebtedness and 
the right.to a lien therefor may 
arise.when the factor has acted for 
his principal in two transactions, 
just as effectually as where he has 
acted in a longer course of dealings. 
Bryce v. Brooks, 26 Wend. (N. Y.) 
367. 

[d] Joint owner as factor.—Where 
several joint owners of a cargo ap- 
point one of the part owners their 
agent to receive and sell the cargo 
and distribute the proceeds, he is 
entitled to compensation as a factor 
and may retain the goods as secur- 
ity, not only for his advances in re- 
gard to the particular property, but 
also for his general balance of ac- 
counts. Bradford v. Kimberly, 3 
JOnnSs Che WNeaYn) 401. 

80. Fnoch v. Wehrkamp, 16 N. Y. 
Super. 398; McGraft v. Rugee, 60 
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Nor 


[§ 95] 


After the | principal is the 


Wis. 406, 19 NW 530, 50 AmR 378. 
[a] In Louisiana it has been held 
that a consignee having mutual ac- 
counts with the consignor could 
claim no lien without. showing a bal- 
ance in his favor, and so, without 
such showing he could claim no 
privilege for expenses on property 
consigned, where there was between 
him and the consignor an unliqui- 
dated account. Russell v. Gale, 4 


La. 182; Russell v. Buckles, 2 La. 
417. : 
81. Feagin, 51 


Seige aa ne v. 
Ga.—Branch v. Du Bose, 55 Ga. 21. 


La.—Goodhue v. McClarty, 3 La. 
Ann. 447. 
Mo.—Davenport Nat. Bank  v. 


Homeyer, 45 Mo. 145, 10 AmD 363. 

Eng.—Frith v. Forbes, 4 De G. F. 
& J. 409, 65 EngCh 317, 45 Reprint 
1242; Walker v. Birch, 6 T: R. 258, 
101 Reprint 541. 

{a] Instructions as to proceeds.— 
Accepting a consignment with in- 
structions as to payment of the pro- 
ceeds defeats the factor’s lien for 
a general balance under la. Civ. 


|Code art 3214, as amended by the 


act of 1841, Goodhill v. McClarty, 
3 La. Ann. 447.: 

[b] Written notice of intention 
to draw on the factor, given by the 
consignor when the goods. are 
shipped, does not impair the factor’s 
lien, as against an attaching cred- 
itor of the consignor to secure him- 
self for any balance due him. Bud- 
decke v. Spence, 23 La. Ann. 367. 

[c] Joint ownership of goods 
consigned by one of the owners to 
a factor who has knowledge thereof, 
with instructions to put to the other 
owner’s credit his fourth part when 
sold, precludes any lien on such part 
for a balance against the consignor. 
Branch v. Du Bose, 55 Ga. ; 

{d] Where goods are consigned 
for a special purpose, the question 
whether the factor has or has nota 
lien for a general balance due him 
on his account depends upon the fact 
whether he did or did not receive 
notice of this special purpose. Ar- 
cher v. McMechan, 21 Mo. 43. 

Waiver or loss of lien by incon- 
sistent agreement generally sce infra 
§ 104. 

82. McKean v. Wagenblast, 2 
Grant (Pa.) 462; Dixon v. Stansfeld, 
Pe B. 398, 70 ECL 398, 188 Reprint 

83. De Wolf v. Howland, 7 F. Cas. 
No. 3,852, 2 Paine 356. 


then Wylly v. King, Ga. Dec. Pt. 
18 

85. Ala.—Martin v. Pope, 6 Ala. 
532, 41 AmD 66. 

Md,—Barry v. Boninger, 46 Md. 


59. 
Mass.—Sturgis v. Slacum, 18 Pick. 
36; Jarvis v. Rogers, 15 Mass. 399. 
N. Y.—Dodge v. Wilbur, 10 N. Y. 
579 [aff 7 N. Y. Super. 3971; Thacher 
v. Hannahs, 27 N. Y. Super. 407. 
pg renn—Owen v. Iglanor, 4 Coldw. 
Eng.—Ex p. Ockenden, 1 Atk. 235, 


Lien—(a) Principal’s Ownership or Title. 
general rule a factor’s len can exist only where fe 


[§§ 54-95 


of the principal’s representative.%4 

Indebtedness incurred outside of agency. A fac- 
tor’s len for a general balance of accounts extends, 
however, only to debts incurred between the parties 
in their relation as principal and factor, and does 
not cover a debt due from the principal to the factor 
but not connected with the purposes of their rela~ 
tion as principal and factor.®® 
(6) Facts Necessary to Existence of 


As a 


lawful owner of the goods,** and 


hence if a factor receives goods from a person who 
has no title thereto he cannot assert his lien as 
against the true and legal owner;%’ and this is espe- 


26 Reprint 151; Ex p. Deeze, 1 Atk. 
228, 26 Reprint 146; Houghton v. 
Matthews, 3B. & P. 435, 127 Reprint 
263; Green v. Farmer, 4 Burr. 2214, 
98 Reprint 154, 

[a] Goods scold to principal.—The 
factor’s lien for a general balance 
does not embrace the price of goods 
sold by the factor to the principal, 
not connected with the general pur- 
poses of the agency. Thacher v. 
Hannahs, 27 N. Y. Super. 407. 

{[b] Debt contracted before con- 
signment.—Where the possession or 
the factor comes to him subsequent- 
ly to his debt, and could have had 
no influence in making the debt, his 
claim of lien must be subordinate 
to the true state of the ownership, 
whether known or not known to him, 
Barry v. Boninger, 46 Md. 59. 


ic Ala.—Booker v. Jones, 55 Ala. 
Cal.—D. O. Mills, ete., Nat. Bank 
“4 eeuten 73 Cal. 430, 11 P 693,715 
en ee v. Howard, 57 Ga. 
Tll.— Darlington v. Chamberlain, 


120 Ill. 585, 12 NE 78. 
Pe me wet! v. Smith, 6 La. Ann. 

N. Y.—Winne v. McDonald, 39 N. 
Y. 233, 6 Transcr. A. 207; Buckley 
v. Pass: 20 Johns. 421. 

Ss. C.—Slater v. Gaillard, 6 S. C. 
L. 248. 

Eng.—Hammonds v. Barclay, 2 
Hast 227, 102 Reprint 356. 

87. U. S—Moore v. Hill, 38 Fed. 
330; Ryberg v. Snell, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,190, 2 Wash. C. C. 403. 

‘Ala.—Barnett v. Warren, 82 Ala. 
Bay 2 8 457; Booker v. Jones, 55 Ala. 


: 55 Ga. 


oO ere neh 
Ill.— Hale v. Barrett, 26 Ill. 195, 79 

AmD 367; Byers v. Johnson County 

Sav. Bank, 64 Ill. A. 168. 

on —Bell v. Powell, 23 La. Ann. 

Md.—Barry v. Boninger, 46 Md. 59. 
Feo agape v. McMechan, 21 Mo. 

Tex.—Kempner v. Thompson, 45 
Tex. Civ. A. 267, 100 SW 351. 

[a] Illustrations.—(1) Where a 
factor receives property from a 
lessee who has the lawful posses- 
sion and the right to ship it, and is 
notified of the lessor’s paramount 
right to be paid his rent out of the 
proceeds of sale, although he may 
retain the ordinary commissions for 
making sales, and charges actually 
paid on account of the transporta- 
tion and sale, he cannot assert as 
against the lessor, a lien for ad- 
vances made in good faith to the 
lessee before notice of the lessor’s 
title. Booker v. Jones, 55 Ala. 266. 
(2) A factor who receives cotton on 
consignment from a guardian as the 
property of his ward cannot ap- 
propriate the proceeds thereof to the 
payment of a debt or obligation due 
him by the guardian. Norton’s Sucece., 
24 La. Ann, 218. 


v. Du Bose, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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cially true where the factor has knowledge that his 
consignor is not the owner, or has not a good title 
to the goods.** If the principal, after shipping the 
goods, parts with the title before the factor gets 
But the principa\’s 
fraud in obtaining title does not affect a factor who 
has no notice thereof, and in such ease the lien at- 
taches as if the title were unquestioned. 

Owner estopped. The true owner may be estopped 
by his conduct to deny the right of the factor as 
against a third person to a lien for advances made 


possession no lien arises.89 


on goods received by him.®*! 


Statutes for protection of factors. 
dictions statutes have been passed for the protection 
of factors in good faith making advances upon goods 
to third persons to whom the true owner has in- 
trusted the possession of the goods.” 

(b) Possession by Factor *°—aa. Neces- 


[§ 96] 


88. Grove v. Brien, 8 How. 
S.) 429, 12 L: ed. 1142; D. O. Mills, 
etc., Nat. Bank v. Porter,’73 Cal. 430, 
1 693 alba 53° Darling tons ‘v. 
Chamberlin, 120 Ill. 585, 12 NE 78; 
Weymouth v. Boyer. 1 Ves. Jr. 416, 
30 Reprint 414. 

89. Grove v. Brien, 8 How. (U. 
S.) 429, 12 L. ed. 1142; Ryberg v. 
Snell, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,190, 2 Wash. 
403; Baker v. American Agricultural 
Chemical Co., 201 Ala. 328, 77 S 866, 
868 [cit Cyc]; Booker v. Jones, 55 


Ala. 266; Swilley v. Lyon, 18 Ala. 
552; Mauldin v. Armistead, 14 Ala, 
2027 Ruhl vi. Corner,” 63, Ma. i179) 


90. Hoffman v. Noble, 6 Mete. 
(Mass.) 68, 39 AmD 711; Williams v. 
Tilt, 36 N. Y. 319; Bates v. Cunning- 
ham, 12 Hun (N. Y.) 21; Dows v. 
Greene, CN. “YY. = '490™ Eaft 
24 N. Y. 638]. 

{a] MDlustration.—If one obtains 
goods by fraudulent representations, 
and consigns them to a third party 
for sale, and he advances money 
thereon before the first seller inter- 
poses, the consignee will hold the 
goods against the first seller. Hoff- 
man v. Noble, 6 Metc. (Mass.) 68, 39 
AmD 711. 

91. Byers v. Johnson County Sav. 
Bank, 64 Ill. A. 168; Fowler v. Par- 
sons, 143 Mass. 401, 9 NE 799. 

[a] Tllustration. — Where goods 
are consigned, through a mistake of 
the true owner or his agent, in the 
name of a third person, and the fac- 
tor made advances thereon to such 
person, he has a lien upon the goods 
for such advances. Byers v. John- 
son County Sav. Bank, 64 Ill. A. 168. 

92. See statutory provisions; and 
Kinsey v. Leggett, 71 N. Y. 387; 
Howland v. Woodruff, 60 N. Y. 73; 
Mechanics’, etc., Bank v. Farmers’, 
etc., Nat. Bank, 60 N. Y. 40. 

Persons protected under Factors’ 
Acts generally see infra § 161. 

93. Necessity of possession to 
give priority see infra § 101. 

Possession as carer act to power 
to sell see Supra - 

94. Boise v. Talcott, 212 Fed. 268; 
Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 154 N. 
Cc. 1, 69 SE 743, 31 LRANS 450, 152 
N. C. 6438, 68 SE 142; People’s Bank 
v. Frick Co., 13 Okl. 179, 73 P 949. 
And see cases infra note 95. 

95. U. S.—The Frances, 8 Cranch 
418, 3 L. ed. 609; Boise v. Talcott, 
212 Fed. 268; Ommen y. Talcott, 188 
Hed. 1401, 112 "CCA. 239" [rey 175: Wed: 
261]; Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 Fed. 
313; Matthews v. Menedger, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,289, 2: McLean 145; Ry- 
berg v. Snell, 20 F. Cas. No. 12,190, 
2 Wash. C. C. 403; Walter v. Ross, 
IO Ws Cas Now Lilo. 2.7 Wasn.cG.'Cr 
283. ’ 

Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 
332: Swilley v. Lyon, 18 Ala. 552; 
Desha v. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 41 AmD 
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Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 


CU ea LLo 


FACTORS 


session.2® 


In some juris- 


{writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, 125 P 524). 

Ga.—Willingham v. Rushing, 105 
Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Kollock v. Jack- 
son, 5 Ga. 153. 

lll—Warren v. Columbus First 
Nat. Bank, 149 Ill. 9, 38 NE 122, 25 
LRA 746 [rev 50 Ill. A. 193]; Stra- 
horn vy. Union Stock Yard, ete., Co., 
43 Ill. 424, 92 AmD 142. 

Iowa.—Hodges vy. Kimball, 49 Iowa 
577, 31 AmR 158. 

Ky.—Cook v. Brannin, 87 Ky. 101, 
7 SW. 877; Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 
426, 19 KyL 1777. 


La.—Hamilton v. Campbell, 9 La. 
Ann. 531. 
Md.—Rowland vy. Dolby, 100 Md. 


272, 59 A 666, 3 AnnCas 643; Ruhl 
v. Corner, 63 Md. 179. 

Mass.—Farnum v. Boutelle, 13 
Metc. 159; Baker v. Fuller, 21 Pick. 
318; Hall v. Jackson, 20 Pick. 194; 
Sumner v. Hamlet, 12 Pick. 76; Holly 
Tey ue setore 8 Pick. 73, 19 AmD 

Mo.—Lewis v. Mason, 94 Mo. 551, 5 
SW 911, 8 SW 785; Bruce v. An- 
drews, 36 Mo. 598; Valle v. Cerre, 36 
Mo. 575, 88 AmD 161; Archer vy. Mc- 
Mechan, 21 Mo. 43; Pallen v. Bogy, 
78 Mo. A. 88. 

Nebr.—Moline, etc., Co. v. Walter 
A. Wood Mowing, etc., Mach. Co., 


49 Nebr. 869, 69 NW 405. 
N. H.—Brown v. Wiggins, 16 N. 
H.y312 


Ma pe J.—Elwell v. Coon, (Ch.) 46 A 

N. Y.—Marine Bank vy. Wright, 48 
NOY. Le wWainter vei / Coit 7 Noy 2 288; 
57 AmD 522; Rochester Bank v. 
Jones, 4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290. 

N. D.—Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 5 N. 
D. 476, 67 NW 951. 

Okl.—People’s Bank vy. Frick Co., 
POLAR asee94 9% 

heer eat be v. Davidson, 5 Binn. 
392. 

Tenn.—Oliver v. Moore, 12 Heisk. 


482; Woodruff v. Nashville, ete, R. 
Co., 2 Head 87. 

Tex.—Frost v. Deutsch, (Sup.) 13 
SW 981. 


Vt.—Elliot v. Bradley, 23 Vt. 217. 

Eng.—Mitchel v. Ede, 11 A. & E. 
888, 39 ECL 469, 113 Reprint 651; 
Kruger v. Wilcox, Ambl. 252, 27 Re- 
print 168; Sargent v. Morris, 3 B. & 
Ald. 277, 5 ECL 166, 106 Reprint 
665; Dixon v. Stansfeld, 10 C. B. 
398, 70 ECL 398, 138 Reprint 160; 
McCombie v. Davies, 7 East 5, 103 
Reprint. 3; Sweet v. Pym, 1 East 4, 
102 Reprint 2, 16 ERC 142; Patten 
v. Thompson, 5 M. & S. 350, 105 Re- 
print 1079; Bruce v. Wait, 3 M. & W. 
15, 150 Reprint 10386; Nichols v. 
Clent, 3 Price 547, 146 Reprint 348; 
Hutton v. Bragg, 7 Taunt. 14, 2 ECL 
239, 129 Reprint 6; Daubigny v. Du- 
val, 5 T. R. 604, 101 Reprint 338; 
Kinloch =v. Craig, +32 TE. RIO119,. "100 
Reprint 487,.3 T. R.' 783, 100° Re- 


‘Ark.—Byers v. Danley, 27 Afk. 77.; print 858; Hallett v. Bousfield, 18 


Ves. Jr. 187, 34 Reprint 288. 
{a] Tllustration.—A contract be- 


[25C.J.] 391 


sity of Possession. The lien of a factor belongs to 
the class known as possessory liens; and it is a 
well-settled rule that the factor must have either the 
actual or the constructive possession of the goods, 
or their proceeds, in order that his lien may attach 
thereto ;°° the mere acceptance by the factor of bills 
drawn against the goods consigned gives him no 
lien, in the absence of actual or constructive pos- 
Necessarily a lien cannot be aequired 
before the goods come into his possession,” or after 
his possession has ceased.°8 

[§ 97] bb. Character of Possession. The pos- 
session of the factor, in order to entitle him to a lien 
on the funds or property, must have been acquired 
lawfully, and in good faith;®® and must have been 
acquired by him in his capacity as factor,! and al- 
though the possession of the factor is generally re- 
garded as the possession of the principal, for the 


tween a corporation and its factor 
whereby the corporation appoints 
the factor its general selling agent 
and agrees to consign all its prod- 
ucts to him does not give the fac- 
tor a lien for advanees on money 
due to the corporation for goods 
sold and delivered by the corpora- 
tion directly to the purchasers. 
Warren v. Columbus First Nat. 
Bank, 149 Ill. 9 [rev 50 Ill. A. 193}. 

[b] A change of destination while 
in transit bars a lien by the first’ 
consignee for any general balance 
against the consignor if he does not, 
obtain possession before the carrier 
has received notice of the, change, 
Strahorn v. Union Stock Yards, ete., 
Co., 43 Ill. 424, 92 AmD 142. 

96. Lewis v. Galena, etc, R. Co., 

40 Ill. 281; Dodge v. Wilbur, 10 N. 
VaCh79u fates? NicY.fSupers397 1; 
- 97. Hamilton v. Campbell, 9 La, 
Ann. 531; Bruce v. Andrews, 36 Mo. 
593‘ Winter ‘wi Coit,eTNn YAe288s 67 
AmD 522; Oliver v. Moore, 12 Heisk.. 
(Tenn.) 482. 

98. Ermeling v. 
Coys 1057 LI eAL L962 

{a] Advances after parting with 
possession.—A factor cannot acquire 
a lien upon goods or other proceeds 
by making advances after the pos- 
session of the goods has passed to 
a purchaser. Ermeling v. Gibson, 
Canning Co., 105 Ill. A. 196. 

Waiver or loss of lien by surren-, 
der of possession see infra § 105. 

99. Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Cam- 
pion Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494,. 
123 P 110 [writ of error dism 53 
Colo. 333, 125 P 524}. 

N. Y.—Nagle v. McFeeters, 97 N. 
Y. 196; Rochester Bank v. Jones, 4 
N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 


489]. 
N. D.—Rosenbaum vy. Hayes, 10 
Okl.—People’s Bank v. Frick Co., 


Gibson Canning 


N. D. 311, 86 NW 973. 


L32OKMeT 79% 3:73) BP) 9497 
Pa.—McKean v. Wagenblast, 2 
Grant 462. 


Eng.—Kinloch v. Craig, 3: T. R. 
119, 100 Reprint 487. F 

[a] Possession without consent. 
—A factor is not entitled to a lien 
where he acquires possession of the 
goods without the consent of the 
principal. McKean v. Wagenblast, 2 
Grant (Pa.) 462. 

[b] Possession taken on Sunday. 
—The fact that the factor takes pos- 
session of the goods on Sunday does 
not render such possession unlawftl 
so as to defeat his lien. Rosenbaum 
v. Hayes, 10 N. D. 311, 86 NW 973. 

1. Dixon v. Stansfeld, 10 C. B. 
398, 70 ECL 398, 138 Reprint 160, - 

[a] Possession as agent for, prin- 
cipal. aA factor has no lien on goods 
which are delivered to him as agent 
of and for the use of his principal, 
as such a delivery is considered a 
delivery to the principal, and the 
possession is considered to be in the 
principal. Gurney v.- Sharp, 4 Taunt. 
242, 128 Reprint 322. 
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purpose of sustaining his lien the factor’s posses- 
sion is his own and not that of the principal.’ 

Conditions of consignment. Where a consignment 
to a factor is made subject to certain conditions, 
such as that he accept a draft drawn on him by the 

rincipal, the factor will acquire no lien until he 

as complied with such conditions.’ 

Goods received after death of principal. 
goods are consigned to a factor by a principal who 
dies while they are in transitu, and after his death 
the goods are delivered to the factor by order of the 
principal’s administrator, the factor’s lien for ad- 
vances made on the consignment during the prin- 
But where the principal 
dies before the goods are in transitu to the factor, 
the fact that the goods subsequently come into his 
hands by order of the personal representative does 
not entitle the factor to a lien thereon for a gen- 
eral balance of accounts due to him and incurred 
in the lifetime of the principal;® nor has he a lien 
for advances made in the principal’s lifetime upon 


eipal’s life will attach.+ 


2. Couturie v. Roensch, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 134 SW 413. 

3. ‘Winter vi! Coit, 7 N. Y. 288, 57 
AmD 522; Rochester Bank vy. Jones, 
4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD, 290. 

4 Hammonds vy. Barclay, 2 Hast 
227, 102 Reprint 356. 

5. Wylly v. King, Ga. Dec. Pt. II 
7 (dist Hammonds v. Barclay, 2 Wast 
227, 102 Reprint 356, as being a de- 
cision upon the ground of a particu- 
Tar lien, and not involving the fac- 
tor’s right to a general lien for a 
balance of accounts]; Allen v. 
Nettles, 39 La. Ann. 788, 2 S 602; 
Farnum y. Boutelle, 13 Metce. (Mass.) 
169. 

6. Swilley v. Lyon, 18 Ala. 552, 
559; Cook v. Brannin, 87 Ky. 101, 
SW 877,-9 KyL 955. 

“Tf the principal die in posses- 
sion. .of the goods, and they after- 
wards come to the possession of his 
administrator, the title is changed, 
and a factor, who may receive them 
from the administrator, cannot be 
permitted to hold them for advances 
made to the deceased in his life- 
time, without the assent of the ad- 
ministrator. To allow this might 
often lead to an entire change of the 
order of the payment of the debts.” 
Swilley v. Lyon, supra. 

[a]. Under a_ statute providing 
that the estate of an insolvent, after 
satisfying certain expenses and prior 
liens, shall be distributed pro rata 
among all his creditors, where an 
administrator of an insolvent ships 
to certain commission merchants to- 
bacco purchased with money ad- 
vanced by them under an agreement 


between them and deceased that 
such tobacco should be shipped to 
and sold by them, and that they 


should retain their advancements and 
commission and have a lien for the 
fame on such tobacco, such ship- 
ment does not perfect the lien of 
the commission merchants, and the 
proceeds of the sale of such tobacco 
should be distributed pro rata among 
all the creditors of deceased. Cook 
v. Brannin, 87 Ky. 101, 7 SW 877, 9 
KyL 955 (construing Gen. St. c 39 
art 2) § 933)’. 

7. Winne v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99. 

8. Oliver v. Moore, 12 Heisk. 
Tenn.) 482; Woodruff v. Nashville, 
etc., R. Co., 2 Head (Tenn.) 87; Clark 
v. Great Western R. Co., 8 U. C. C. 
P. 191. See Walter v. Ross, 29 F. 
@as. “Nos 1412252) Wash. Cy. Cy 283 
[quot Ruhe v. Corner, 63 Md. 179, 
185] (where the court said: “For the 
perfection of his right, he must ac- 
quire and retain an actual posses- 
sion . . . constructive possession 
will not’ do’). 

{a] Lien for general balance.—A 
factor has no lien for a general bal- 
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Where 


agent.?° 


to place it under 
consigned to him 


ance on goods consigned .to him un- 
less they come into his actual pos- 
session, and if, in consideration of 
goods being consigned to him, he ac- 
cepts bills drawn by the consignor, 
and pays part of the freight after 
the goods arrive, and becomes in- 
solvent before the bills are due and 
before the goods get into his actual 
possession, the consignor may stop 
them in transitu. Kinloch v. Craig, 
3 T. R. 119, 100 Reprint 487. 

9. Ala.—Desha v. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 
41 AmD 76. 

Ga.—Kollock v. Jackson, 5 Ga. 1538. 

Ky.-—Rockeastle Lumber Co. v. 
Burns, 175 Ky. 224, 194 SW 95 [eit 
Cyc]; Lafferty v. Hall, 44 SW 426, 
TOW Gy dua nies 


La.—Hamilton v. Campbell, 9 La. 
Ann, 531. 
oe Y.—Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 


Ss. C.—James Freeman Brown Co. 
v. Harris, 88 S. C. 558, 70 SE 802. 

[a]. “The general rule is, that the 
right of lien, which is in the nature 
of a pledge, attaches only to prop- 
erty which has come into the actual 
possession of the bailee, factor or 
other person, who claims the bene- 
fit of it; but this, like all general 
rules, is subject to qualifications, 
for a right of lien may attach to a 
thing which is incapable of posses- 
sion, or where the possession is 
simply constructive, the actual pos- 
session being in another.” Heard v. 
Brower, 4. Daly (N: Y.)v136, 13,7. 

[b] Goods in principal’s ware- 
house.—Goods consigned to a factor 
by the principal but kept in the 
principal’s warehouse subject to the 
factor’s order is constructively de- 
livered, and the factor has a lien on 
the goods for his money advanced 
on them. James Freeman Brown Co. 
v. Harris, 88 S. C. 558, 70 SE 802. 


10. U. S.—Nesmith v. -Dyeing, 
ete, (Coy, Ls" BY Cas. ONow 1002459 
Curt. 130. 


Ga.—Burrus v. Kyle, 56 Ga. 24. 
-La.—Ganseford vy. Dutillet, 1 Mart. 
N. S. 284. 

Te v. Hamlet, 12 Pick. 

N. Y.—Urquhart v. McIver, 4 
Johns. 103. 

Oh.—Grieff v. Cowguill, 24 Disn. 
58, 13 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 37. 

Ge hime v. Davidson, 5 Binn. 
392. 

Tenn.—Oliver v. Moore, 12 Heisk. 
482; Woodruff v. Nashville, ete., R. 
Co., 2 Head 87. 

Eng.—McCombie v. Davies, 7 East 
5, 103 Reprint, 3. 

[a] MTlustration. — Where the 
goods are delivered to the agents 
of factors and placed upon their 
drays to be transferred to their ware- 


Sufficiency dependent on circumtances. 
constitutes sufficient constructive possession by the 
factor to support his len depends largely upon the 
kind and nature of the property, the situation of the 
parties, and other circumstances peculiar to each 
case,!1 but in general the factor’s possession is suf- 
ficient if the property is so appropriated to him as 


[§§ 97-98 


the faith of the future consignment of the identical 
goods which subsequently reach his hands from the 
personal representative.® 

Sufficiency of Possession—(aa) In 
General. Actual possession by the factor is suf- 
ficient to support his lien,’ and it has been held, 
in some cases, that actual possession is required ;°® 
but as a general rule it is not necessary that the 
factor have actual possession of the goods or pro- 
ceeds, it being sufficient if he has constructive pos- 
session,? as where he has possession through his 


What 


his control,!? or if, where the goods 
are bulky in character, he exercises 


houses, their lien for advances at- 
taches. Burrus e: Kyle, 56 Ga. 24. 

il. Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
154 N. C. 1, 69 SE 743, 31 LRANS 
450, 152 N. C. 643, 68 SE 142; Rosen- 
baum v. Hayes, 10 N. D. 315: 323, 86 
NW 973. 

“No rule has been, or, in the na- 
ture of things, can be, formulated, 
which will universally determine 
what particular facts will constitute 
a change of possession such as the 
law requires. Necessarily, each case 
must turn upon its own facts.’’ Ros- 
enbaum v. Hayes, supra. 

[a] Consent of owner’s president. 
—Where a factor is entitled to pos- 
session of material on which he has 
made advances, the fact that the 
owner’s president who is’ present 
when the factor takes possession 
does not affirmatively consent there- 
to is not material. Garrison v. Ver- 
mont Mills, 154 N. C. 1, $9 SE 743, 
31 LRANS 450, 152 N. C. 6438, 68 SE 


142. 
12... UU: a sy erenbers v. Schefer, 
131 Fed. 31 
Ga. eo dllock v. Jackson, 5 Ga. 153. 
La.—Hamilton v. Campbell, 9 La. 
Ann. 531; Hyde v. Smith, 12 La. 144. 
ae: Y.—Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 


N. D.—Rosenbaum vy. Hayes, 10 N. 
D. 311, 86 NW 973. 

[a] “The question generally is, 
whether there was an appropriation 
or pledge of the specific property to 
the tactor at the time of shipment, 
in consideration of the advances 
made or agreed to be made; for 
though a factor may make advances 
or accept bills upon advices from his 
principal that he has and will con- 
sign to him a cargo to cover the 
liabilities the factor has assumed, 
and the principal, instead of doing 
so, sends the bill of lading to an- 
other person as consignee, who de- 
livers it to the factor to act for him 
in the business, by means of which 
the factor gets possession of the 
eargo, the latter has no lien upon 
it for the liabilities he has _ in- 
curred, but holds it as the agent of 
the consignee from whom he re- 
ceived the bill of lading.” Heard v. 
Brewer, 4 Daly (N. Y.} 136. 138. 

[bl Possession a8 in case of sale. 

cannot be claimed that 
Ay jusee of possession necessary 
to sustain a factor’s lien must be of 
a more open and decisive character 
than is required in a sale of per- 
sonal property, and it would seem 
that a transfer of possession which 
would be good as against attaching 
ereditors of a vendor would be suffi- 
cient to sustain a factor’s_ lien.” 
Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 10 N. D. 311, 
323, 836 NW 978, 977. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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dominion over them after they have reached their 
It has been held that the factor’s 
possession is sufficient where the shipper’s receipt or 
bill of lading is indorsed and delivered to him;14 
and that the assignment of the bill of lading as col- 
lateral security conveys title to the goods, and gives 
’ the factor a security for his advances independent 
of his lien as factor.1° His possession is not suf- 
ficient where the sole purpose for which goods are 
delivered to him is to have them delivered to the 
purchaser ;1® or where the goods are merely marked 


destination.?3 


and invoiced to him.17 


[§ 99] (bb) Goods in Transit—aaa. In General. 
Goods consigned to a factor for sale without any 
special agreement between the factor and the prin- 
cipal in regard thereto are, while in transit, subject 
to the directions of the principal, 
before he acquires the actual possession of the 
goods, has not such a constructive possession there- 
of as will entitle him to a hen thereon for his gen- 
eral balance of accounts,!® unless he is entitled to a 
lien, in such a case, by virtue of a statutory pro- 
This rule applies, although the bill of 


vision.?9 


[c] Delivery to a warehouseman 
subject to the factor’s control gives 
the factor a lien. Kollock v. Jack- 
son, 5 Ga. 153. 

[d] ®ransfer on the books of a 
cotton press by a usage in New Or- 
leans prevents delivery to any but 
the transferee, and where cotton is 
so transferred, it is a symbolical de- 
livery, so that. a commission mer- 
chant to whom it has been trans- 
ferred can enforce his privilege 
against it for advances. Hamilton 
v. Campbell, 9 La. Ann. 531. 

[e] Where a factor is a joint 
occupant with his principal of cer- 
tain premises, goods there found 
consigned to the factor and accounts 
for sales thereof are in his posses- 
sion and subject to his lien, and 
those purchased of the principal and 
accounts for sales thereof are free 
of the lien, although all accounts 
are made payable to the factor by 
directions on the invoice sent to pur- 
chasers, and the factor has made 
advances on all the goods. Rytten- 
berg v. Schefer, 131 Fed. 313. 

13. Rice v. Austin, 17 Mass. 197. 

{a] Illustration.—Where a cargo 
of lumber is consigned to a factor, 
and on arrival of the ship at the 
destination of the factor who has 
possession of the bill of lading he 
indorses his orders upon it and di- 
rects the shipmaster to deliver the 
property, the factor takes possession 
of the property so that his lien is 
superior to that of a subsequent at- 
taching creditor of the principal. 
Rice v. Austin, 17 Mass. 197. : 

14. Ark.—Maloney v. Jones-Wise 
Commn. Co., 117 Ark. 180, 174 SW 
239. 

N. Y.—Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 
136. 

S. C.—James Freeman Brown Co. 
v. Harris, 88 S. C. 558, 70 SE 802. 

Vt.—Davis v. Bradley, 28 Vt. 118, 
65 AmD 226. , 

Eng.—Haille v. Smith, 1 B. & P. 
563, 126 Reprint 1066. 

But see Saunders v. Bartlett, 12 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 316 (where a factor 
to whom cotton had been consigned 
by his debtor to be sold, and the pro- 
ceeds applied on the debt, received 
the bill of lading, but the cotton was 
intercepted by an attachment, and 
it was held that possession of the 
bill of lading was not possession of 


the cotton, so as to confer any 
lien). ; 
[al “It is the intention of the 


consignor at the time of shipment 
which governs, and_this usually ap- 
pears by his sending the bill of lad- 
ing to the consignee who has_ in- 
curred or agreed to assume liabili- 
ties in respect to the particular ship- 
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the factor.?° 


Advances on particular consignment. 
though there is authority to the contrary,21 where 
advances are made by the factor on the faith of a 
particular consignment, he may acquire a lien on the 
goods while in transit, to the extent of such ad- 
vances, although the consignment is made without 
any special agreement between the principal and the 


[250.J.] 393 


lading is taken in the name of the factor, provided 
the delivery to the carrier is not made with the in- 
tention of passing a special property in the goods to 


But, al- 


factor;?? but the consignment must be made to him 


[§ 100] bbb. 


and the factor, 


ment, and when he has done this, the 
possession of the goods passes con- 
structively to the consignee, and his 
lien attaches.” Heard v. Brewer, 4 
Daly (N. Y.) 136, 138. 

15. Gibson v. Stevens, 8 How. (U. 
S884, evli2odusvedwaltl23s eDildent ve 
Minor, 45 Vt. 196. 

16. Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Mad. 
2712, 59-A, 666,.-8-AnnCas 648. 

17. Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
152 N. C. 643, 68 SE 142, 154 N. C. 1, 
69 SE 7438, 31 LRANS 450. 

18. U. S.—The Frances, 8 Cranch 
335, 418, 3 L. ed. 609; Ryberg v. 
ene gi: Cas. No. 12,190, 2 Wash. 


€ 

Ala.—Desha v. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 
41 AmD 76. 

Cal.— D. O. Mills, ete., Nat. Bank 
ke Porter, 73 Cal. 480, 11 P 693, 15 P 


1ll.—Strahorn v. Union Stock Yard, 
ete., Co., 43 Ill, 424, 92 AmD 142; 
eae v. Galena, ete, R. Co., 40 Ill. 
Ilowa.—Hodges v. Kimball, 49 Iowa 
577,' 31 AmR 158. 


ay eee Vow Corner, (a63i, Ma: 
91 Mass—Baker v. Fuller, 21 Pick. 
Miss.—Bonner v. Marsh, 18 Miss. 
376, 48 AmD 754. 
N. H.—Brown v. Wiggin, 16 N. H. 


312. 
N. Y.—Marine Bank v. Wright, 48 
Ns ots Winter! vi. ‘Coit “‘TINiny..288; 
57 AmD 522; Rochester Bank v. 
Jones, 4 IN: .Y.. 49%, -55. AmD. 290; 
Beebe v. Mead, 33 N. Y. 587. 
Tenn.—Woodruff v. Nashville, etc., 
R. Co., 2 Head 87. 
23) Nite 


Vt.—Elliot v. 
217. 

Eng.—Bruce v. Wait, 3 M. & W. 
15, 150 Reprint 10386; Nichols. v. 
Clent, 3 Price 547, 146 Reprint 348; 
KinloehieyanCralcw gal, Eve nikon 00 
Reprint 487. \ 

[a] Illustration.— A factor’ to 
whom goods are consigned for sale, 
but who has made no specific ad- 
vances thereon, does not acquire a 
lien on the goods for a general bal- 
ance due him from the consignor if, 
prior to the shipment, the consign- 
or has sold the goods, and the. fac- 
tor, prior to receiving possession 
thereof, is notified of the sale by a 
letter of advice and an indorsement 
on the bill of lading. D. O. Mills, 
etc., Nat. Bank v. Porter, 73 Cal. 430, 
Oey oy > oS 

19. See statutory provisions; and 
Ouachita Nat. Bank v. Weiss, 49 La. 


Bradley, 


ATT En Dios Mec aS” 8D, (te 
[a] In Louisiana, by force of 
statute, when goods. are consigned 


to a factor, the factor’s lien or privi- 


in terms and he must make advances or acceptances 
upon ‘the faith of it.28 


Consignment under Special Agree- 


ment. Where the consignment to the factor is made 
in pursuance of an agreement between the principal 
and the factor, and in pursuance of which the fae- 
tor has made advances to the principal on the faith 
of the consignment, the delivery to the earrier of 
the goods consigned to the factor, and with the in- 
tent to comply with the agreement, gives to the fae- 
tor a lien upon the goods from the time of such de- 


lege attaches from the time when 
the bill of lading is placed in the 
mail or in the hands of the carrier. 
Ouachita Nat. Bank v. Weiss, 49 La. 


Ann, 578, 21 S 857; Funkhouser v. 
Dutcher, 14 La. Ann. 494. 
20. Rosenbaum vy. Hayes, 5 N. D. 


476, 67 NW 951. 

[a] A delivery of property to a 
carrier by the owner, to be shipped 
to another point not the place of 
business of the factor, and the taking 
by the owner from the carrier of a 
bill of lading in the name of such 
factor and forwarding it to him are 
not conclusive on the question of 
the intent of the owner to deliver 
possession to the factor, so as to 
entitle the latter to a lien on the 
property, where there are other facts 
in the case tending to Show that it 
was not the purpose of the owner 
to surrender possession,,to the fac- 
tor, but that the object of shipping 
in the name of the factor was to 
obtain the benefit of a through rate. 
Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 5 N. D. 476, 67 
NW 951. 

21. Oliver v. Moore, 12 MHeisk. 
(Tenn.) 482; Woodruff v. Nashville, 
etc., R. Co., 2 Head (Tenn.) 87, : 

22. U. S.—Burritt v. Rench, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 2,201, 4 McLean 325. 

La.—Lambeth v. Turnbull, 5 Rob. 
264, 30 AmD 5386. 

Md.—Hall v. Hinks, 21 Md. 406. 

Mo.—Valle v. Cerre, 36 Mo: 575, 
88 AmD 161. 

N. Y.+Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly 
136; Holbrook v. Wight, 24 Wend. 
169, 35 AmD 607. 

N. D.—Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 5 N. 
D. 476,-67 NW 951. 

Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88 


Vt.—Davis v. Bradley, 28 Vt. 118, 


65 AmD 226. 


Eng.—Bryans v. Nix, 4 M. & W: 


775, 150 Reprint 1634. 
{a] TDlustration.—A factor mak- 
ing advances on goods shipped on 


the faith of a bill of lading has a 
permanent lien for reimbursement, 
and may maintain an action against 
the carrier for the loss of the goods, 
notwithstanding a compromise be- 
tween the carrier and the owner. 
Burritt v. Rench, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,201, 
4 McLean 325. 

[b] Although the advance is not 
simultaneous with the possession, 
the privilege, if made on the prom- 
ise of a consignment, attaches as 
soon as possession is acquired, il 
pursuance of the antecedent~promise, 
and is effective where adverse rights 
are not in the meantime acquired. 
Gampbell: v.s°*Penn, 17 ) dua.” Amn. 
371. 

23. Davis v. Bradley, 28 Vt. 118, 
65 AmD 226. 


a 
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livery;24 and it has been held that, in such a case, 
simply notifying the factor of the consignment is 
sufficient, as between him and the principal, al- 
though the principal retains the bill of lading.2® A 
mere agreement to ship the goods, however, without 
‘an actual shipment, will not give the factor a lien 
thereon.?® 

Equitable lien. It has been held that an equitable 
lien may arise for advances without possession 
where the advances are made on an agreement to 
consign, although the goods are not shipped to the 
factor;?7 but on the other hand it has been held 
that, although the parties attempt in good faith to 
ereate a lien by agreement, which fails because pos- 
session of the property remains in the principal, an 
equitable lien will not arise.?® 

[§-101] (7) Priority of Lien—(a) In General. 
A factor’s lien for advances is superior to the equi- 
table claims of third persons to the goods, of which 
claims the factor had no notice at the time the lien 
was acquired.?® So after the lien has attached, it is 
superior to the claim of the principal’s vendor, who 
has not received the price of his goods;*° to the 
claim of a subsequent purchaser or assignee from 
the principal,?' especially where the purchaser or 
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assignee has notice of the factor’s lien, at the time 
of the sale or assignment ;*? to the claim of the fac- 
tor’s vendee to whom the goods have not been 
delivered ;*° to the claim of a subsequent bona fide 
holder of the bill of lading;** to the claim of a per- 
son who has made advances to the principal and to 
whom the factor is instructed to transmit the pro- 
ceeds, but of whose advancements the factor has no 
notice;*> to the claim of one who makes advances 
‘without receiving the bill of lading;3* and, under 
some statutes, to the claim of a purchaser, within 
a limited time, from the person to whom the factor 
had sold.27 Under some statutes the factor is re- 
garded as a privileged creditor whose lien is supe- 
| rior to all privileges except those for wages and 
rents ;#8 and this privilege or preference is not af- 
fected by a respite granted to the consignor by a 
majority of his creditors.*® 

Second factor. A factor’s lien is superior to the 
claim of a second factor, with notice, to whom a 
part of the goods are consigned in violation of the 
original contract;*° but the second factor has pri- 
ority, where the property or collateral security is 
transferred to him by the first factor.*! 

Factor’s lien inferior. It is well settled that the 


24. U. S.—Nesmith v. Dyeing,,;N. H. 318; Bryans y. Nix, 4 M. &,factor’s lien. Terry v. Bamberger, 23 
etc.;, Co; 18. F. Cas. No. 10,124, 1) W. 775, 150: Reprint 1634. F. Cas. No. 13,837, 44 Conn. 558. 
Curt, 130. 27. Triest v. Noval, 32 Misc. 386, 32. Byrd v. sohnson, 38 Ga. 113. 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion|/66 NYS 717; James Freeman Brown | And see cases supra note 31. 

Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123|Co. v. Harris, 88 S. C. 558, 70 SE 33. Harrison v. Mora, 150 Pa. 481, 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. | 802. 24 A 705. 
333, 125 P 524]. 28. Rettenbere v. Schefer, 131 34. Wolf v. Smythe, 30 F. Cas. 

Ga.—Hardeman v. De Vaughn, 49]|]Fed. 313. No. 17,928, 7 Biss. 365; Man v. Shiff- 
Ga. 596; Elliott v. Cox, 48 Ga. 39; 29. Ark. —May v. McGaughey, 60]|ner, 2 East 523, 102 Reprint 469. 
Wade v. Hamilton, 30 Ga. 450. Ark. 357, 30 SW 417. 35. Hollins v. Hubbard, 165 N. Y¥. 

Md.—Ruhl v. Corner, 63 Md. 179. Ga.—Clark v. Dobbins, 5&2 Ga. 656; | 534, 59 NE 317 [aff 38 App. Div. 629, 


Miss.—Bonner v. Marsh, 18 Miss. 
376, 48 AmD 754. 

Mo.—Valle. v. Cerre, 86 Mo. 575, 
88 AmD 161. 

N. Y.—Bailey v. Hudson River R. 


€o., 49 N. Y.'70; Heard v. Brewer, 
4 Daly 136; Grosvenor v. Phillips, 
2 Hill 147; Holbrook v. Wight, 24 


Wend. 169, 35 AmD 607. 
N. D.—Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 5 N. 
BD. 476, 67 NW 951. 
on Straus v. Wessel, 30 Oh. St. 
Vt.— Davis v. Bradley, 28 Vt. 118, 
65 AmD 226. 
‘Eng.—Stevens vy. Biller, 25 Ch. D. 
31; Anderson v. Clark, 2 Bing. 20, 
Bryan 


9° ECL 463, 130 Reprint 211; 
4M. & W. 775, 150 Reprint 


[a], Intent of delivery.—The de- 
livery to the carrier must be made 
with the intent to comply with the 
agreement and with the intent to 
pass a special property to the factor. 


Rosenbaum .v. Hayes, 5 N. D. 476, 
67. NW 951. 
'{b] “Lien for general balance.—As 


to the question whether a factor can 
claim a lien for a general balance 
where the consignment is made to 
him under a special agreement, and 
the goods are attached in transitu 
by. creditors of the principal, it has 
béen said: “Whether or not the given 
consignment is to be considered as 
made to cover a general balance of 
account, will depend upon the spe- 
cial arrangements, agreement, and 
understanding of the frarties; but 
where such an arrangement exists, 
and the consignment is made in pur- 
suance of it, and there is nothing 
else in the case which is inconsistent 
with the hypothesis, the case would 
be governed by the same principle, 
and a delivery to the carrier will he 
considered as constructive delivery to 


the consignee.” Valle v. Cerre, 36 
Mo. 575, 588, 88 AmD 161. 
25. Hodges v. Kimball, 49 Iowa 


577, 31 AmR 158. 
26. Desha v. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 41 
AmD 76; Caldwell v. Wentworth, 16 


Hardeman v. De Vaughn, 49 Ga. 596. 
Md.—Hall v. Hinks, 21 Md. 406. 
Miss._-Hernandez v. Aaron, 73 

Miss. 434, 16 S 910. 

Mo.—Archer v. McMechan, 21 Mo. 
43. 

N. Y.—Williams v. Tilt, 36 N. Y. 
319; Dows v. Greene, 16 Barb. 72 [aff 
24 N. Y. 688]. 

[a] andlord’s lien.—Where cot- 
ton upon which there is a landlord’s 
lien, of which the factor has no 
notice, is snipped by the tenant with 
the consent of the landlord, the fac- 
tor has a lien thereon for advances 
superior to that of the landlord. 
May v. McGaughey, 60 Ark. 357, 30 
SW 417. 

30. Levering v. Clark, 22 La, Ann. 
376; Laughlin v. Ganahl, 11 Rob. 
(La.) 140; Rawis v. Deshler, 4 Abb. 
Deer) ONe, 1X. )e, 12,43 “iseyes© (5725513 
Transcr. A. 91. ‘But see Patten Vv. 
Thompson, 5 M. & S. 350, 105 Reprint 
1079 (holding that an unpaid vendor 
may stop in transitu goods sent by 
the purchaser to his factor, both be- 
ing insolvent, although the bill of 
lading is in the hands of the factor 
and there is a running account be- 
tween him and the purchaser). 

31. U. S—New York Fourth Nat. 
Bank v. American Mills Co., 137 U. S. 
234, 11 SCt 52, 34 L. ed. 655; De Wolf 
Vv. Howland, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,852, 2 
Paine 356; Terry v. Bamberger, 23 
F. Cas. No. 18,837, 44 Conn. 558. 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21 Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 53 Colo. 
333, 125 P 524]. 

Ga.—Daniel v. Swift, 54 Ga. 113; 

Byrd v. Johnson, 38 Ga. 113. 

T1l.—Eaton v. Truesdail, 52 111.307; 
Nelson v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
TVA. sey 

Ky.—Bard v. Stewart, 3 T. B. Mon. 


Ge 
Y.—Dows v. Greene, 16 Barb. 
72 Natt 24° Nev Ye, 6384 
Oh.—Jordan v. James, 5 Oh. 88. 
fa] An assignee in insolvency of 
the principal, like a purchaser from 
the principal, takes subject to the 


56 NYS 711]; Reynolds v. Davis, 12 
N. Y. Super. 611, 2 AbbPr 1638. 


36. St. Louis Exch. Bank v. Rice, 
107 Mass. 37, 9 AmR 1. 
[a] Dlustration—One who has 


made advances to a consignor by 
cashing a draft drawn by the con- 
signor upon the factor, stated to be 
drawn against the consignment, but 
who did not, at the time of cashing 
the draft, receive the bill of lading 
for the consignment, is not in a po- 
sition to dispute the right of a factor 
after the receipt of the goods to ap- 
ply the proceeds to the settlement of 
the accounts between himself and the 
consignor; and this although the fac- 
tor had premised the consignor that 
he would accept the draft drawn 
against the consignment, and this 
promise had been communicated to 
the person cashing the draft. St. 
Louis Exch. Bank v. Rice, 107 Mass. 
37, 9 AmR 1, 

s7. Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala.:19. 

[a] In Alabama.—Under Rev. Code 
(1837) §§ 1164, 1167, a lien for the 
purchase price of cotton was pro- 
vided for factors in the city of Mo- 
bile, selling cotton in accordance with 
a custom of that market by which, on 
sales considered as cash sales, the 
purchaser or his agent was allowed 
a reasonable: time to examine, re- 
weigh, or resample cotton before 
paying for it, and such a lien was 
paramount to the rights of one who 
bought from such purchaser or his 
agent within fifteen days from the 
delivery of the cotton to the latter. 
Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala 


38. Ott v. His Creditors, 127 La. 
827, 54 S§ 44. 
39. Ott v. His Creditors, 127 La. 


2 827, 54 S 44. 


40. Triest v. Noval, 32 Misc. 386, 
66 NYS 717. 


sae Wane, v. Resweber, 105 La. 
[a] Transfer of security.—(1) A 


factor to whom a principal has de- 
livered notes, to secure him for ad- 
vances, subordinates his own rights 
under the notes and mortgage in 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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factor’s lien is subordinate either to an outstanding 
legal title or to a paramount equity of which the 
factor has notice before his lien attaches by virtue 
Thus it has been held tiat a 
factor cannot claim a lien upon the goods as against 
a person who has made advances upon the bill of 
lading and to whom has been transferred the bill,* 
or duplicate bill, of lading.4# It is also inferior to 
the claim of the government for taxes due from the 


of his possession.?? 


principal upon the goods.4® 
[§ 102], 


favor of a. second factor making ad- 
vances to the same principal, by 
transferring to him the -notes, with 
the maker’s consent, to be held as 
collateral security until the latter’s 
advances are satisfied, at which time 
they are to be returned to the first 
holder. Walmsley v. Resweber, 105 
La. 522, 30 S 5. (2) The notes un- 
der such an arrangement pass with 
their mortgage to the second factor, 
and his mortgage rights are unaf- 
fected by the fact that the transfer 
of the notes is made after their ma- 
turity and that the accounts between 
the first factor and the common 
debtor are subsequently settled and 
paid. Walmsley v. Resweber, supra. 

42. U. S.—Cordell v. Hall, 34 Fed. 
866 [aff 142 U. S. 116, 12 SCt -154, 
35 L. ed. 956]. 

Ala.—Baker vy. ‘American Agricul- 
tural Chemical Co., 201 Ala. 328, 77 
S 866; Barnett v. Warren, 82 Ala. 
557, 2 S 457. 

Ga.—Branch v. Du Bose, 55 Ga. 
21. 

Ill.— Darlington y. Chamberlin, 120 
Ill. 585, 12 NE 78; Haton v. Trues- 
dail, 52 Ill. 307. 

La.—Phillips v. Feliciana Cotton 
Oil Co., 48 La. Ann. 404, 19 S 258. 

N. Y.—Brown v. Combs, 63 N. Y. 
598. 

Tex.—Frost v. Deutsch, 13 SW 
981. 

Eng.—Weymouth vy. Boyer, 1 Ves. 
Jr. 416, 30 Reprint 414. 

{a] Ilustration.—Where a person 
who has made advances on growing 
erops consigns them, in his own 
name, to factors with instructions to 
sell for his account, he is entitled to 
the avails to the extent of his ad- 
vances, and the factors cannot hold 
them as against him under a prior 
agreement, under which the grower 
had agreed to forward the crops to 
them and to allow them to deduct 
from the proceeds the advances made 
by them. Brown v. Combs, 63 N. Y. 


98. 

P 43. U.S.—Means vy. Randall Bank, 
VAGT OU Su 6200 138 Set 186.736" ed: 
1107; Lee v. Bowen, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8,183, 5 Biss. 154; Ryberg v. Snell, 
21 F. Cas. No. 12,189, 2 Wash. C. C. 
294. 

Til.—Seckel v. York Nat. Bank, 57 
Tll. A. 579; Fisher v. Shenandoah 
First Nat. Bank, 37 Ill. A, 333. ‘ 

Mass.—Allen v. Williams, 12 Pick. 
297. : 

Mo.—Davenport Nat. Bank v. Ho- 
meyer, 45 Mo. 145, 100 AmD 363. 

N. Y.—Cincinnati First Nat. Bank 
v. Kelly, 57 N. Y. 34; Rochester Bank 
v. Jones, 4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290. 

Pa.—Holmes v. German Security 
Bank, 87 Pa. 525. 

[a] Application of rule—Where a 
consignor, indebted to a consignee, 
agrees to give him a prior security 
upon property to be shipped, the 
eonsignee has a good lien as against 
the consignor, but not as against a 
bona fide pledgee of the bill of lad- 
ing for value under a pledge made 
prior to the delivery of the property. 
Chicago Mar. Bank v. Wright, 48 
N. Y. 1 [aff 46 Barb. 45]. 

44. Batavia First Nat. Bank v. 


(b) Creditors of Principal. 
cipal cannot by drawing on the factor in favor of 
another creditor prefer the latter’s claim;#® and 
where the factor’s lien has properly attached, it is 
superior to the claim of a creditor of the principal, 
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[§ 103] (8) 
General. 
The prin- 


Kige, 109 Ni. Y. 120, 16 NE 317, 4 
AmSR 481. 

{a] Dlustration. — A _ principal 
drew against his consignment on the 
factor, with whom his account was 
overdrawn, and transferred the prop- 


erty by assignment of the ‘dupli- 


cate” bill of lading to the bank which 
discounted the drafts, and the fac- 
tor refused-to accept the draft, but 
afterward received the property from 
the carrier on the “original” bill of 
lading; it was held that the factor 
had no right to apply the property 
or its proceeds in discharge of the 
principal’s liability to him arising 
from other transactions, and that the 
bank had acquired title to the con- 
signment to the extent of the draft 
discounted on security thereof. Ba- 
tavia First Nat. Bank v. Ege, 109 
N. Y. 120, 16 NE 317, 4 AmSR 431. 

{b] In Louisiana where a shipper 
has shipped goods to his factor in 
the usual course of business, and has 
sent forward with the shipment or 
by mail one of the bills of lading 
consigning the goods to him, the 
shipper cannot destroy the lien and 
privilege that the factor and con- 
signee will have for advances upon 
the goods under Civ. Code art 3214, 
by transferring other bills of lad- 
ing to secure other debts. Funk- 
houser v. Dutcher, 14 La. Ann, 494. 

45. Atty.-Gen. v. Trueman, 11 M. 
& W. 694, 152 Reprint 983; Atty.-Gen. 
v. Walmsley, 12 M. & W. 179, 152 
Reprint 1160. 

46. Johnson v. Clark, 20 Ind. A. 
247, 50 NE 762. 

47. U. S.—New York Fourth Nat. 
Bank vy. American Mills Co., 29 Fed. 
611) [athe 13790. S237 Pail SCt b2,..34 
L. ed. 655]; Nesmith v. Dyeing, etc., 
Co,) 18 9H. 1 Cas, “No, 10:124,7 1 Curt. 
130. 

Colo.—Nisbet v. Siegel-Campion 
Live Stock Co., 21.Colo. A. 494, 123 
P 110 [writ of error dism 58 Colo. 
B33nu1 2b Pt 6244) 

Ga.—Burrus v. Kyle, 56 Ga. 24; 
Printup v. Johnson, 19 Ga. 73. 

Jll.—Peters v. Elliott, 78 Ill. 321; 
Eaton yv. Truesdail, 52 Ill. 307; Winne 
v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99. 

La.—Maxen v. Landrum, 21 La. 
Ann. 366; Lambeth v:. Turnbull, 5 
Rob. 264, 39 AmD 536; Park v. Por- 
ter, 2 Rob. 342; Hundley v. Spencer, 
1 Rob. 209; Skillman y. Bethany, 2 
Mart. N. S. 104; McNeill v. Glass, 
1 Mart. N. S. 261; Canfield v. Mc- 
Laughlin, 9 Mart. 303; Kirkman v. 
Hamilton, 9 Mart. 297. 


‘Me.White Mountain Bank sv. 
West, 46 Me. 15; Sewall v. Nichols, 
34 Me. 5&2. 


Mo.—Lewis v. Mason, 94 Mo. 551, 
5 SW 911, 8 SW 735. 

N. Y.—Brownell v. Carnley. 10 
N. Y. Super. 9; Grosvenor v. Phillips, 


2 Hilde Laz. 
N. C.—Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 


154 N. C. 1, 69 SE 743, 31 LRANS 
450 [mod 152 N. C. 6438, 68 SE 
142]. 


Pa.—Harrison v. Mora, 150 Pa. 481, 
24 A 705; Baugh v. Kirkpatrick, 54 
Pa. 84, 93 AmD 675; Stevenson v. 
Pemberten, 1 Dall. 3, 1 L. ed. 11. 

[a] Where a factor is advised of 
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who subsequently levies an attachment or execution 
on the goods;#7 but the factor must have acquired 
possession of the goods or bill of lading before the 
creditor levied his attachment or execution, other- 
wise his hen will not be entitled to priority.48 Un- 
der some statutes a factor cannot claim a lien for a - 
general balance of account against the owner, over 
an attaching creditor.*® 


Waiver or Loss of Lien—(a) In 


Where the lien of the factor has once 
attached it cannot, as a general rule, be defeated or 
affected by the principal or a third person without 
the consent of the factor.°° It may be waived only 
by express terms or necessary implication;>! and is 
not waived, in the absence of fraud, by holding out 


successive shipments, for each of 
which a draft is drawn on him, the 
balance of the first shipment in his 
hands will secure the second draft 
in preference to an attaching credi- 
tor. Price v. Bradford, 4 La. 35. 

{b] Recording lien.—In Louisiana 
the lien must be recorded as re- 
quired for all mortgage and _ privi- 
leges by Const. § 123 and Rev. St. 
§ 3039; otherwise it has no priority 
Over a creditor seizing by judgment 
before such record. Loeb v. Blum, 
25 La. Ann. 232. 

Priorities between attachments and 
other liens or claims generally see 
Attachments §§ 547-589; Executions 
§§ 3855-368. _ 

48. Desha vy. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 41 
AmD 76; Hodges vy. Kimball, 49 Lowa, 
577, 31 AmR 158; Delop v. Windsor, 
26 La. Ann. 185; Magoun v. Davis, 8, 
La, Ann. 315; Wilson v. Smith, 12 La. 
875; Hyde v. Smith, 12 La. 144; Lee 
v. Davis, 3 La. 561; Woolsey v. Cenas, 
Mart. (La.) 26; Baker v. Fuller, 21 
Pick. (Mass.) 318. : 
_ [a]. Execution takes priority when 
it is in the sheriff’s hands before the 
bill of lading is in the factor’s hands; 
eens v. Pope, 6 Ala. 690, 41 AmD, 


6. 

{b] Merely placing grain on board 
the cars consigned to a commission 
merchant under an agreement that he 
is to sell it and apply the proceeds to 
repay advances previously made does, 
not give to the consignee priority, 
over a creditor levying an attach- 
ment before the shipping receipts are 
forwarded. Hodges v., Kimball, 49 
Iowa 577, 31 AmR 158, ¢ 

{c] In Louisiana, (1) although 
Civ. Code § 38247 gives a privilege 
to the factor superior to the attach- 
ing creditors of the principal for 
any balance due to him, provided he 
has obtained possession or received a 
bill of lading, the language of the 
article plainly implies that until the 
goods have actually reached the pos- 
session of the factor they are sub- 
ject to attachment by the creditors 
of the principal, provided actual pos- 
session of them can be obtained; but 
when the goods are so seized the 
seizure is subject to the rights of 
the factor to establish his right té 
the proceeds contradictorily with the 
attaching creditors. Chaffraix  v. 
Harper, 26 La. Ann. 22. (2) A draft 
on a commission merchant for a sum 
“as an advance on my crop of cot- 
ton,” without advice of actual or 
intended shipment at any particular 
period, is not such a letter of ad- 
vice as, under Civ. Code art 3214, 
gives the accepter a privilege over 
a creditor who attaches before the 
cotton comes into his hands. Bald- 
win v. Bracy, 1 La. 359. 

49. Gray v. Bledsoe, 13 La. 489 
(construing Code art 3214). 

50. Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 689, 87 CCA 
606; Meany v. Head, 16 F..Cas. No. 
9,379, 1 Mason 319; Bard v. Stewart, 
3 T. B. Mon. (Ky.) 72; Bowker v. 
Connolly, 17 La. Ann. 12; Grieff v. 
Coweguill, 2 Disn. (Oh.) 58. 

51. U. S.—De Wolf v. Howland, 7 
F. Cas. No. 3,852, 2 Paine 256. 
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the principal as owner,®? or by a failing to assert the 
lien when there is no duty to do so;>% nor is it 
affected by the death of the principal.5+ But the 
factor may himself waive or lose the hen by any act 
or claim on his part which is inconsistent with its 
’ continuance,®> as where, when a demand is made 
upon him by his principal for the goods, he refuses 
to deliver possession and assigns other reasons than 


his right to a len upon the goods as the ground for - 


his refusal;5® or where he wrongfully sells the 
goods;®7 and if he makes such sale without collect- 
ing the price equity will not give him a lien as 
against general creditors on other property pur- 
chased by him for the principal. Where the factor 
assents to a conveyance of the goods by his prin- 
cipal, without claiming his lien for a general bal- 
ance, he is estopped to assert such hen as against 
the purchaser;°® but he is not estopped to claim 
a lien for advances made upon the consignment, by 
his mere failure to inform the purchaser from the 
principal that such advances had been made, at the 
time when the purchaser deposited the receipts for 
the goods with him and directed that they should 
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[§§ 103-105 


after proceedings to enforce it are begun and the 
rights of the parties are fixed does not destroy it, 
for it is merged in the suit.* 

[§ 104] (b) Contract Inconsistent with Lien. 
For the same reason that a factor acquires no lien 
where he receives the goods under’ an agreement 
inconsistent with the existence of a lien in his 
favor °? he waives his lien where he enters into a 
contract, express or implied, with his principal in- 
consistent with the. continued existence of the 
lien,®* as where he extends the time of payment 
beyond the period when the lien would naturally 
terminate,** or accepts other security for the debt 
with an intention to rely upon it exclusively, or 
agrees to look to the personal responsibility of the 
principal.®6 : 

[§ 105] (c) Surrender of Possession. As the 
existence of the len is dependent upon the posses- 
sion of the factor,®’ he waives his lien by voluntarily 
parting with the possession of the property whereby 
he loses control of it;®’ and the lien is not revived 
by his accidentally regaining possession of the prop- 
erty ;°° but if thereafter the property is again placed 
in the hands of the factor as such, his lien will again 


be sold on his account.®® An assignment of the lien 
Mich.—Stebbins vy. 


Walker, 46 
Mich. 5, 8 NW 521. 
Mo.—Parker vy. Thompson, 120 Mo. 


12, 25 SW 346. 

N. Y.—Hollins v. Hubbard, 165 
N. Y. 534, 59 NE 317 [aff 38 App. 
Div. 629, 56 NYS 711]; Mutuai Re- 
demption Bank vy. Sturgis, 22 N. Y. 
Super. 660. 

N. D.—Rosenbaum vy. 
INSUD. 46155799 N Wi 987 

[a] Acts not amounting to waiver. 
—(1) A factor having a lien on the 
goods of his principal beyond their 
value does not lose his -lien when 
the goods are attached by a creditor 
of the principal by certifying in good 
faith that he holds no goods for the 
benefit of the principal. Mutual Re- 
demption Bank v. Sturgis, 22 N. Y. 
Super. 666. (2) In an action to en- 
force a factor’s lien an amendment 
of the complaint asserting plaintiff's 
ownership of the goods, which is of- 
fered but afterward withdrawn by 
plaintiff and disallowed by the court, 
is not a waiver of the lien. Rosen- 
baum v. Hayes, 8 N. D. 461, 79 NW 987. 

{b] Drawing on the principal for 
advances is not to be considered, even 
after the acceptance of the bill, as a 
waiver by a factor of his lien. De 
Wolf v. Howland, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,852, 
2 Paine 356. 

52. Seymour v. Hoadley, 9 Conn. 
418. 

53. Hollins v. Hubbard, 165 N. Y. 
534, 59 NE 317 [aff 38 App..Div. 629, 
56 NYS 711]. 

54. Martin v. Curd, 1 Bush (Ky.) 
327; Allen v. Nettles, 39 La. Ann. 788, 
2 S 602; Knapp v. Alvord, 10 Paige 
(N. Y.) 205, 40 AmD 241. 

[a] The factor may hold the 
goods after the death of the princi- 
pal, as against the representative of 
the principal until his claim is paid. 
Martin v. Curd, 1 Bush (Ky.) 327. 

55. Lehmann vy. Schmidt, 87 Cal. 
Thay) Day dee anal : 

56. Lehmann v. Schmidt, 87 Cal. 
15, 25 P 161; Winter v. Coit, 7. N. Y. 
288, 57 AmD 522; Holbrook v. Wight, 
24 Wend. (N. Y.) 169, 35 AmD 607; 
McPherson v. Neuffer, 45 S. C. L. 267. 

57. Hillman v. New York State 
Steel Co., 231 Fed. 936, 146 CCA 132; 
Ermeling v. Gibson Canning Co., 105 
Tll, A. 196; Walker v. Dubuque Fruit, 
Co., 113 Iowa 428, 87 NW 614, 
LRA 775; Walker v. Dubuque 
Fruit, etc., Co., 106 Iowa 245, 76 NW 
673; Houghton v. Matthews, 3 B. & 
P. 485, 127 Reprint 263. 

58. Hillman v. New York State 
Steel Co., 231 Fed. 936, 146 CCA 132. 


Hayes, 8 


[a] MIllustration.—Where the fac- 
tors of a steel company, who have a 
lien for their advances on the ore 
mined by the company, sell some of 
the ore to another company, from 
which they also buy a diiferent kind 
of ore, on behalf of the steel com- 
pany, so that, when receivers are ap- 
pointed for the steei company, the 
other company sets off its claim for 
ore sold by it against its liability 
for the ore purchased, equity will not 
give the: factors a lien on the ore 
purchased as against general credi- 
tors, since their only contractual lien 
is on the ore mined, and if they lose 
that lien by the sale and purchase, 
it is their own act. Hillman v. New 
York State Steel Co., 231 Fed. 936, 


146. CCA 132. 
eo Stevens v. Robbins, 12 Mass. 
180. 
60. Daniel v. Swift, 54 Ga. 113. 
61. Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 10 N. D. 


310, 86 NW 973. 

62. See supra § 89. 

63. Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 
332; Bryce v. Brooks, 26 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 867; Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 10 
A ) JoLd i860 NWer 9733 Cowell? iv. 
Simpson, 16 Ves. Jr. 275, 33 Reprint 
989. 

[a] Tllustration.—A factor loses 
his lien where he enters into a spe- 
cial contract for a particular mode of 
payment. Cowell v. Simpson, 16 Ves. 
Jr. 275, 38 Reprint: 989. 

64. Rosenbaum vy. Hayes, 10 N. D. 
311, 86 NW 9738. 

65. Darlington: v. Chamberlain, 20 
Ill. A. 443; Bryce v. Brooks, 26 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 867; Rosenbaum v. Hayes, 
10 N. D. 311, 86 NW 973. 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) The taking 
of a judgment note by a factor for 
advances on previous consignments, 
without relying on his right to re- 
tain the amount of such advances out 
of the proceeds of goods subse- 
quently shipped to him, is a waiver 
of his lien on such proceeds for such 
advances. Darlington y. Chamber- 
lain, 20 Ill. A. 4438 [aff 120 Ill. 585, 
12 NI 78]. (2) Where a purchasing 
factor has transmitted two distinct 
orders for goods, and on the arrival 
of the first parcel delivers an invoice 
of the same to his principal and ac- 
cepts his draft for the amount 
thereof, payable at a future day, he 
thereby waives his lien, which other- 
wise would exist on the first parcel, 
for the price paid or responsibility 
assumed on account of the second 
parcel. Bryce & Rennie v. Brooks, 
26 Wend. (N. Y.) 367. 


66. Rosenbaum y. Hayes, 10 N. D. 


311, 86 NW 973. 
67. See supra § 96. 
68. . S—Matthews v. Menedger, 


16 F. Cas, No. 9,289, 2 McLean 145. 
Ala.—Sawyer vy. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 


332. 

Ga.—Willingham. v. Rushing, 105 
Gant, ed SHad 30. 

fll.—Ermeling v. Gipson Canning 
Com lose Mi 7 ANE 6. 

lowa.—_M. M. Walker Co. v. Du- 
buque Fruit, ete., Co., 106 Iowa 245, 
76 NW 673. 

Ky.—Bard v. Stewart, 3 T.B. Mon.72. 

Md.—Rowland v. Dolby, 100 Ma. 
272, 59 A 666, 3 AnnCas 643. 

Mass.—Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 
73, 19 AmD 3083. 

Mo.—Archer vy. McMechan, 21 Mo. 
43; Pallen v. Bogy, 78 Mo. A. 88. 

N. Y.—Sharp v. Whipple, 14 N. Y. 
Super. 557. 

N. C.—Garrison v. Vermont Mills, 
154 PNiGC. el 69" SH i433 fmod ais 
N. C. 643, 68 SE 142]. 

N. D.—Coverdell yv. Erickson, 39 
N. D. 579, 168 NW 367, 369; Rosen- 
baum v. Hayes, 8 N. D. 461, 79 NW 987. 

W. Va.—Barnes Safe, ete., Co. v. 
Bloch Bros. Tobacco Co., 38 W. Va. 
158, 18 SE 482, 45 AmSR 846, 22 
LRANS 850. 

Eng.—Kruger v. Wilcox, Ambl) 252, 
27 Reprint 168, Dick. 269, 21 Reprint 
272, 1 Ld. Ken. 32, 96 Reprint 905; 
Bligh v. Davies, 28 Beav. 211, 54 Re- 
print 346; Houghton vy. Matthews, 3 
B. & P. 485, 127.Reprint 263; Fox- 
croft’ v. Devonshire, 2 Burr. 936, 97 
Reprint 638; Lickbarrow v. Mason, 
6 East 27 note a, 102 Reprint 1192: 
Walken oven Birches 65 (i. sb) Joo dO 
Reprint 541. 

{a] Mllustration.—Where the fac- 
tor places the goods in a warehouse 
and delivers the receipt to his prin- 
cipal, he has no lien. Rowland v. 
Dolby, 100 Md. 272, 59 A 666, 3 Ann 
Cas 643. 

{[b] Shipping the goods on the 
principal’s account and at his risk is 
a waiver of-the factor’s lien. Sweet 
v. Pym, 1 Hast 4, 102 Reprint 2. 


[c] Knowingly permitting the 
Owner to take the property in his 
possession for séveral weeks and 


treat it as his own and in his own 
interest and largely denude it of 
value and ship a portion of it in his 
own name raises a conclusive pre- 
sumption that the factor’s lien was 
lost. Rosenbaum y. Hayes, 8 N. D. 
461, 79 NW 987. 


69. Hale v. Barrett, 26 Ill. 195, 79 
iAmD 367. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 105-108] 


attach." He does not lose his lien, however, where 
he is wrongfully deprived of possession of the prop- 
erty,“ or where he delivers possession of it under 
a special agreement whereby he retains control of 
it.72 Where the goods are sold and the factor sur- 
renders possession to the purchaser, he loses his 
hen directly upon the goods, but it still attaches to 
the proceeds in his hands or the securities taken 
therefor.“? 

[§ 106] (d) By Misconduct. A factor may lose 
his lien by his fraud, negligence, or misconduct in 
the transaction of his principal’s business,’* as 
where he wrongfully pledges the goods,’® or suffers 
them to be attached,’® or wrongfully fails or refuses 
to render an account.” 

[§ 107] (9) Discharge of Lien. The payment 78 
or tender ’® by the principal to the factor of the 
amount of his charges for adyances, ete., will dis- 
charge the factor’s lien. 

[§ 108] (10) Enforcement and Preservation of 
Lien. As a general rule the factor may enforce his 
lien by retaining the property, proceeds, or securi- 
ties until the charges, commissions, ete., for which 
his len exists are paid;*° and if the goods are sold, 
he may apply the proceeds to the payment of his 
claims.*! If the principal or his assignee demands 
the property, he must first satisfy the factor’s lien 
thereon for advances, disbursements, ete.,8? and this 


70. Rosenbaum y. Hayes, 8 N. D. | factor, 
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rule applies to creditors of the principal.8? By way 
of preserving his lien, the factor may sue to regain 
possession of the property when he has been wrong- 
fully deprived thereof,’ or to recover its value;®® 
or under some statutes, in case of the death of the 
principal, may file an affidavit as required by stat- 
ute.8¢ Where the factor stipulates that the title to 
the goods shall be in him as security for the money 
advanced, he may maintain replevin against the 
principal, his representative or creditors, for such 
of the goods as ean be identified.§7 

Sale. As a general rule if the principal fails to 
satisfy the lien within a reasonable time or upon a 
reasonable demand, the factor may sell, in the usual 
course of trade, enough of the property to satisfy 
his lien,®* unless there is a special contract limiting 
his powers ;®® and the fact that the factor has been 
garnished does not deprive him of his right of selling 
to reimburse himself for advances, since the ereditor 
is by the process only subrogated to the rights of the 
debtor.°° Where the principal transfers the goods 
to a third person subject to the factor’s lien, and 
the factor sells the goods for his advances but the 
proceeds are insufficient to reimburse him, such third 
person is not liable for the deficit where he has done 
nothing which amounts to an assumption of the prin- 
cipal’s debt.®4 


Suit to enforce. A factor may bring a suit in 


of goods; Unrep. Cas, 187, 22 P 973, 24 P 120) 


461, 79 NW 987. 

71. Winne v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99; 
Holbrook v. Wight, 24 Wend. (N. Y.) 
169, 35 AmD 607. 

72. Matthews v. Menedger, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,289, 2 McLean 145; Ganse- 
ford v. Dutillet, 1 Mart. N. S. (la.) 
284; Grieff v. Coweguill, 2 Disn. 58, 
13 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 37. 

[a] A mere deposit in the hands 
of a third person does not extin- 
guish the lien. Ganseford v. Dutillet, 
1 Mart. N. S. (ha.) 284. 

73. Houghton v. Matthews, 3 B. & 
RP. 494, 127 Reprint 263. See also 
generally supra § $1. 

U. S.—Foerderer v. Trades- 
Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 
CCA 243. 


Ill.—Larminie v. Carley, 114 Ill. 
196, 29 NE 382; Jones v. Marks, 40 
Tl. 313. 


men’s Nat. 


La.—Lambeth v. Turnbull, 5 Rob. 
264, 39 AmD 5386. f 
Miss.—Cotton v. Hiller, 52 Miss. 


Teo 
N. Y.—Terwilliger v. Beals, 6 Lans. 


403. : 

[a] Violation of instructions.— 
Where a factor employed to purchase 
grain in his own name for future de- 
livery closes out the deal contrary 
to the instructions of his principal, 
and although the principal has ad- 
vanced the required margins, he loses 
his lien on moneys in his hands. 
Jones v. Marks, 40 Ill. 313; Larminie 
WieGarley. did serie 196, 929s NE 


75. Ludden y. Buffalo Batting Co., 
22 Tll. A. 415: M. M. Walker Co. v. 
Dubuque Fruit, ete, Co., 106 Iowa 
245, 76 NW 673; Holly v. Huggeford, 
8 Pick. (Mass.) 73, 19 AmD 303; 
Jarvis v. Rogers, 15 Mass. 389; Mc- 
Combie v. Davies, 7 East 5, 103 Re- 
print 3. 

76. M. M. Walker Co. v. Dubuque 
Fruit, etc., Co., 106 Iowa 245, 76 NW 
673; Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 
(Mass.) 738, 19 AmD 303. 

77, Lehmann v. Schmidt, 87 Cal. 
15, 25 P 161; Terwilliger v. Beals, 
6 Lans. (N. Y.) 403. : 

78. Woodruff v. Nashville, etc., R. 
Co., 2 Head (Tenn.) 87. 

79, Wichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845; 
Miller v. Price, 4 Cal. Unrep. Cas. 
983, 39 P 781; Cook v. Kelly, 22 N. Y. 
Super. 358. : 

{a] ender to assignee.—Where a 


consigned to him, on which he has a 
lien for charges, makes a valid gen- 
eral assignment for the benefit of his 
erecitors, and delivers such goods 
to his assignee, and they are subse- 
quently seized by the sheriff under 
process against the factor, the as- 
signee is the proper person to whom 
the owner of the gcods should tender 
the charges, in order to acquire a 
right to their possession. Cook v. 
Kelly, 22 N. Y. Super. 358. 

80. U. S.—Jolly v. Blanchard, 13 
F. Cas. No. 7,438, 1 Wash. C. C. 252; 
Meany v. Head, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,379, 
1 Mason 319. 

Ala.—Sawyer v. Lorillard, 48 Ala. 


332: 

La.—Bowker vy. Connolly, 17 La. 
Ann, 12. 

N. Y¥.—Wood v. Orser, 25 N. Y. 
348: “Gihon’: vy IStantony 79 “N.Y. 
476. 


Wis.—Edgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 
124, 26 NW 748, 28 NW 408. 

{a] Sufficient to cover claim.— 
He can retain only sufficient of the 
goods to cover the amount of his 
claim, and must ship the balance in 
accordance with his’ instructions. 
Jolly v. Blanchard, 13 F. Cas. No. 
(438 boWashs Cae. 252, 

81. Shaw v. Ferguson, 78 Ind. 547; 
Sheldon v. Raveret, 49 Barb. (N. Y.) 
203; Frost v. Weathersbee, 23 S. C. 
354; Copes v. Perkins, 6 Tex. 150. 

{a] Application to different debts. 
—Where a principal is indebted to 
his factor by judgment, and also by 
mortgage, for distinct debts, the fac- 
tor is entitled to retain the proceeds 
of the crops in his hands, without 
making any application, until it can 
be ascertained, by a sale of the mort- 
gaged property, whether it will be 
sufficient to pay the mortgage debt; 
and, if it is not, he may then appiy 
the proceeds of the crops to the un- 
paid balance of the mortgage debt, 
and the residue to the judgment, and 
the right of the factor to make such 
application is not affected by an in- 
termediate assignment by the princi- 
pal of his whole estate for the benefit 
of his creditors. Stewart v. Cochran, 
8hS)) CY Bq? 380: 

Application of proceeds to debt due 
factor generally see supra § 58. 

Proceeds as subject to lien gener- 
ally see supra § 91. 

82. Lehmann y. Schmidt, 8 Cal. 


Si Calnelome2 bi Prevod. 

83. Lambeth vy. Turnbull, 5 Rob. 
(La.) 264, 39 AmD 5386; Baugh v. 
ea 54° Pa. 84, 93 AmD 


[a] Illustrations.—(1) A factor’s 
acceptance of a draft on the faith of 
a consignment is an advance on it, 
giving the same privilege under Civ. 
Code art 3214, as an advance in 
money, and ordinary creditors can- 
not take the property from him 
without paying such advance. Lam- 
beth v. Turnbull, 5 Rob. (La.) 264, 
39 AmD 536; Powell v. Aiken, 18 La. 
321; Turpin vy. Reynolds, 14 La. 473. 
(2) A creditor of the consignor can- 
not, by foreign attachment, arrest @ 
sale of the goods by the factor with- 
out first tendering him the amouht of 
his advances. Baugh v. Kirkpatrick, 
54 Pa. 84, 93 AmD 675. 

84. Sewall v. Nichols, 34 Me. 582; 
Lewis v. Mason, 94 Mo. 551, 5 SW 
911, 8 SW 735; Valle v. Cerre, 36 Mo. 
575, 88 AmD 161. 

Adams vy. Bissell, 28 Barb. 
(ONG N45) (Bx85 

86.: See statutory provisions. 

[a] Affidavit after qualification of 
representative.—A factor, in order to 
preserve a lien held by him under 
Code § 1977, the principal having 
died, and also his priority in the dis- 
tribution, may make the affidavit re- 
quired by law for its enforcement, 
within twelve months after the quali- 
fication of the representative of the 


estate, provided there is no levy 
thereon until after the twelve- 
months’ period of exemption from 


suit allowed executors and adminis- 


trators. Moring v. Flanders, 49 Ga. 
594. 
87. Grange Warehouse Assoc. v. 


Owen, 86 Tenn. 355, 7 SW 457. 

88. Whigham v. Fountain, 132 Ga. 
277, 68 SE 1115; Willingham v. Rush- 
ing, 105 Ga. 72, 31 SE 130; Campbell 
vy. Redwine, 22 Ga. A. 455, 96 SH 347; 
M. M. Walker Co. v. Dubuque Fruit, 


etce., Co., 113 Iowa 428, 85 NW 614, 
53 LRA 775; Gihon v. Stanton, 9 
Ne SY? M4768 


Sale for reimbursement generally 
see supra §§ 40-42. 

89. See supra § 40. 

90. White Mountain Bank v. West, 
46 Me. 15. 

91. Watson v. Beatty, 10 Pa. Cas. 
LOS) LS" AN o24 
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equity to enforce his lien for a general balance upon 
the goods, and will be entitled in such a suit to a 
deficiency decree in case the proceeds of the goods 
are insufficient to satisfy his claim;%? and it has been 
held that, where he has a lien upon notes in his 
hands belonging to his principal, he can satisfy his 
lien only by some proceeding recognized by law to 
foreclose his interest and extinguish the title of his 


principal.®? 


[§ 109] 


a factor has violated his instructions or been guilty 
of other acts which render him lable for damages 
to his principal, the latter is entitled to recover the 
actual damages, that is, such damages as will com- 
pensate him for the loss or injury he has sus- 
tained,®® as a natural and proximate result of the 
factor’s acts,°® and the rule of damages is the same 
whether the cause of action is for a breach of con- 
The principal can- 
not recover speculative damages;°* and if no loss or 
injury has been sustained no damages can be re- 
covered,®? or at least only nominal damages.1 Where 


tract or for a violation of duty.°? 


92. New York Fourth Nat. Bank 
v. American Mills Co. 29 Fed. 611, 30 
Fed. 420 [aff 137 U. S.:' 234, 11, SCt 
52, 34 L. ed. 655]; Whitman v. Hor- 
ton, 46 N. Y. Super. 531 [aff 94 N. Y. 
644]. 

[a] Bill of sale by principal.—A 
factor under a del credere commis- 
sion has a lien for all commissions 
and advances to his principai, and 
if these exceed the value of the 
goods, a bill of sale to him by the 
insolvent principal, although perhaps 
technically illegal, will be sustained 
as a foreclosure of the lien. New 
York City Fourth Nat. Bank v. 
American Mills Co., 29 Fed. 611, 30 
Fed. 420 [aff 137 U. S. 234, 11 SCt 
52, 34 L. ed. 655]. } 

93. People’s Bank v. Frick Co., 13 
OK 179; 73.,.P, 949. 

94. Damages generally see Dam- 
ages 1C. J. p 699. i 

95. U. S.—Hamilton v. Cunning- 
ham, 11 F. Cas. No. 5,978, 2 Brock. 
350; Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,823, 4 Wash. C. C. 310; Walker 
v. Smith, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,086, 1 
Wash. C. C. 152, 4 Dall. 389. 

Til:i—Western Union Cold Storage 
Co. v. Winona Produce Co., 197. Ill. 
457, 64 NE 496 [rev 94 Ill. A. 618]. 

Iowa.—Howe v. Sutherland, 39 
Iowa 484. 

La.—Copes v. Phelps, 24 La. Ann. 


562. 

N. H.—Frothingham y. Everton, 12 

POS be Pash) 

Nw J.—Ives v. Freisinger, 70 N. J. 
Ti 25) bi A401, ; 

N. Y.—Carroll v. Sharp, 67 Misc. 
254, 122 NYS 694; Sinnette v. Hod- 
dick, 10 Misc. 586, 31 NYS 453. 

N. C.—Kerr Grain, ete., Co. v. Ma- 
rion Cash Feed Co., 179 N. C. 654, 
103 SE 375. 

Pa.—Brown y. Arrott, 6 Watts & 
S. 402. 

[a] Thus (1) the principal can 
recover from his factor damages for 
the latter’s failure to accept a draft 
drawn upon him where the principal 
has paid, or is liable to pay, the 
draft. Kingston v. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. 
INOS e, 14s Wash. ©. mCi 310 tee) 
For a violation of an instruction to 
sell for cash, the factor is liable 
for the actual loss sustained by the 
principal through the failure of the 
purchaser to pay. Walker ‘v. Smith, 
99 BF. Cas. No.-17,086, 1 Wash. C. C. 
152, 4° Dall. 389. 

[b] Value of goods.—(1) Where, 
as a result of the factor’s violation 
of instructions, the principal’s goods 
are lost, the factor is liable for the 
value of the goods. Copes v. Phelps, 
24 La. Ann, 562. (2) Where a con- 
signment is lost through the factor’s 


Q. Damages °4—1. In General. Where 


FACTORS 


the conversion.® 


negligence, the measure of damages 
in the absence of proof of a partial 
loss is the entire value of the goods 
or the proceeds of the sale. Brown y. 
Arrott, 6 Watts & S. (Pa.) 402. 

[ec] Damaged goods returned.— 
Where a factor returns goods dam- 
aged through his negligence, the 
principal may recover the difference 
between tl.e value of the articles as 
returned and their value undamaged; 
and their value as returned is de- 
termined by the amount they would 
bring at a fair sale in the usual 
course of trade. Ives v. Freisinger 
WOW IN Sie) Te pl2'5s7 5135 7 AS 4 Oe 

Compensatory damages generally 
see Damages §§ 68-230. 

96. Lehman vy. Pritchett, 84 Ala 
512, 4 S 601; Gordon v. Cobb, 4 Ga. 
A. 49, 60 SE 821. 

97. Carroll v. Sharp, 67 Misc. 254, 
122 NYS 694. 

98. Pope v. Barrett, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,273, 1 Mason 117. 

[a] Thus in an action by a prin- 
cipal against his factor for breach 
of his duty to render a reasonable 
account on demand, the principal can- 
not recover damages for loss of 
profits which would have accrued to 
him if the proceeds of the sale had 
been. punctually remitted. Pope v. 
Barrett, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,273, 1 Ma- 
son 117. 

Speculative damages generally see 
Damages §§ 86-91. 

99. Gordon v. Cobb, 4 Ga. A. 49, 
60 SE 821; Ryder v. Thayer, 3 La. 
Ann, 149; Osburn y. Delafield, 75 Hun 
246, 27 NYS 10; Loeb v. Johnson- 
Salkeld Co., 152 NYS 1046; Faucette 
y, Luudden, 117_N. C..170, 23 SH 173. 

{a] Tlustration.—Where a factor, 
instructed to sell the goods for suffi- 
cient to pay his advances and com- 
missions, sells below such amount 
and draws on the principal for the 
balance, the principal, without hav- 
ing paid the draft, cannot recover 
the difference between the price lim- 
ited and the price received by the 
factor, as in such case the principal 
has received no loss by reason of the 
violation of his instructions. Osburn 
v. Delafield, 75 Hun 246, 27 NYS 10. 

1. Frothingham vy. Everton, 12 
N. H, 239; Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N.Y. 
78, 51 AmD 3845. 


Nominal damages generally see 
Damages §§ 58-67. 
2. Lubert’ v. Chauviteau, 8 Cal. 


458, 58 AmD 415; 
63 Md, 179. 
{a] Thus, where the factor sells 


Ruhl vy. Corner, 


the goods without authority, and the 


principal waives the tort and sues 
the factor for the preceeds of the 
goods, he can recover only the net 


[§§ 108-109 


the principal waives the tort and sues in assumpsit 
for the proceeds of goods sold, he ean recover only 
the proceeds of the sale,? and damages for not re- 
mitting at a proper time cannot be recovered.® 

For conversion.* 
conversion of the goods, by some authorities the 
measure of damages is held to be tne value of the 
goods at the time of the conversion,® and by other 
authorities the highest price of the goods up to the 
time of bringing the action,® or to the time of trial.7 
But the manifest hardship of these rules in cases 
where the commencement of the action or the trial 
has been greatly delayed and the market price of 
the goods has fluetuated widely. has compelled the 
adoption of a different rule, and the better rule in 
most cases 1s to measure the damages by the high- 
est price of the goods within a reasonable time after 


If the factor’s acts amount to a 


Where it was the intention of the 


parties to sell the property at a definite time, or 
price, that intention should be considered in deter- 
mining the time within which to limit the inquiry 
as to the market price of the property converted.? 


proceeds received after deducting 
necessary charges and commissions, 
if no charge is made of fraud, non- 
performance, or negligence, and 
therefore evidence of the value of 
the goods sold is inadmissible. Lu- 
bert v. Chauviteau, 3 Cal. 458, 58 
AmD 415. 

3. Pope v. Barrett, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,273, 1 Mason 117. 

4. Damages for conversion gener- 
ally see Trover and Conversion [38 
Cyc 2088 et seq]. 

5. Halsey v. Bird, 99 Fed. 525, 39 
CCA 638; Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,675, 1 Blatchf. 290; Winters v- 
January, Litt. Sel. Cas. (Ky.) 18; 
Benner v. Strong, 14 Johns. (N. Y.) 


6. Nelson vy. Morgan, 2 Mart. 
(La.) 256, 5 AmD {%29; Dalby v. 
Stearns, 132 Mass. 230; Blot vy. Boi- 
ceau, 3 N. Y. 78, 51 AmD 345, 

7 Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 
73 SE 1099; Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N. Y. 
78, 51 AmD 345. 

[a] Rule not upheld.—‘“‘An_ un- 
qualified rule, giving a plaintiff in 
all cases of conversion the benefit 
of the highest price to the time of 
trial, I am persuaded cannot be up- 
held upon any sound principle of 
reason or justice.’ Matthews v. Coe, 
49 N. Y. 57, 62 [rev 56 Barb. 430]. 

8. Galigher vy. Jones,, 129. U.-S. 
193, 9 SCt 335, 32 L. ed. 658; Maynard 
v. Pease, 99 Mass. 555; Monnet v. 
Merz; 127 sna GY. sdb, 27 INiMinee es wie 
Whelan vy. Lynch, 60 N. Y. 469, 19 
AmR 202 [aff 65 Barb. 326]; Scott 
v. Rogers, 31 N. Y..676, 4 Abb. Dec. 
157; Suydam vy. Jenkins, 5 N. Y- 
Super. 614; Wilson vy. Matthews, 24 
Barb. (N. Y.) 295; Clark v. Miller, 
4 Wend. (N. Y.) 628. 

{aj Time of market price.—Where 
a factor fails to sell the goods when 
instructed to do so, the measure of 
damages is the market value of the 
goods at the time when the instruc- 
tions were given, or within a reason- 
able time for the sale thereafter, and 
not the highest market value be- 
tween the time of the instructions 
and the commencement of: the action. 
Whelan v. Lynch, 60-N. Y. 469, 19 
AmR 202. 

9.) Scott-v. Rogers, SisiNiY. 676, 
4 Abb. Dec. 157. | 

[a] Where price  fixed.—Where 
it was the intent of the principal and 
the agreement between the parties to 
have the property sold when it, 
reached a certain price, it would have 
been difficult if not impossible to 
have preserved the property until the. 
time when the price was fixed, an 
allowance in damages of a _ price 
greater than that agreed upon is. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


-. §§ 110-112] 


[§ 110] 2. For Sale at Improper Place.° If a 
factor reships the goods, without instructions from 
his principal, to another place to be sold there, he 
is liable for the actual loss to the principal, that is, 
the difference between the market value at the place 
where the goods should have been sold, and the price 
for which they were sold; and in estimating this 
difference, the highest value which the goods could 
have been sold for at the original market within a 
reasonable time after the conversion should be 
taken.127 Where, however, the goods net as much 
at the place where they are sold as they would have 
netted if sold at the proper place, the principal can 
recover no damages.1? Where a factor who has 
made advances on the goods is ordered to ship them 
to a place other than his residence for sale, but in 
the exercise of due diligence he is unable to ship 
to the place designated and ships to another place 
where the goods are sold, the measure of damages is, 
not the difference between the price obtainable at 
the place designated and the place of sale, but the 

' difference between the price which might have been 
obtained at his residence and the price at the place 
of sale.1* Where in disobedience of instructions the 
factor sells his principal’s goods and when subse- 
quently directed to ship to another place does not 
inform his principal of the sale but buys other goods 
and ships them to the place designated, he is liable 
for the difference in price for which the goods were 
sold at the place designated and the price obtained 
for the original consignment.1® 

[§ 111] 3. For Sale at Improper Time.1® Where 
the factor fails to sell the goods within the time 
his duty requires him to do so, he will be lable to 


erroneous. Matthews v. Coe, 49 N. Y. 
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60 S 376; Faraldo vy. Gumbel, 128 La. 
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his principal for a loss ineurred through a decline 
in the market price,17 and also for injury to the 
goods by reason of their being left in storage;1* and 
where he sells in violation of his duty not to sell, he 
will be liable for any advance in price which could 
have been obtained from an increase in the market 
price,'® at the time a sale was authorized,”° or if no 
time is designated, within a reasonable time after 
the breach of duty,2! less any expenses and loss 
due to keeping the property over,?? or due to its 
inferior quality.2* But a failure to sell does not 
make him liable for a subsequent loss by fire, if such 
failure is not the proximate cause of the loss.24 

[§ 112] 4. For Sale below Authorized Price.?® 
Although there are decisions to the effect that, where 
the factor sells for less than the price fixed by his 
principal, he is regarded as. a purchaser at such 
fixed price, and is responsible to the principal there- 
for,?° notwithstanding it may be above the market 
price,?* the rule supported by the weight of author- 
ity limits the factor’s liability to the actual dam- 
ages sustained by the principal, that is, the differ- 
ence between the price obtained and the market 
value of the goods, taking into consideration any 
inerease in price within a reasonable time after the 
sale by the factor,?® or up to the date of the trial,?° 
or to when action is commenced,*® not to exceed the 
limit fixed by the principal;? and if the market 
price ever since the sale has been less than the price 
obtained, no damages are recoverable.?? 

No market value. Where goods having no market 
value are sold by a factor at a price below that 
fixed by his principal, he is liable to the principal 
for the price fixed.** 


26. Union Hardware Co. v. Plume, 


57 [rev 56 Barb. 430]. 287, 54 S 821; Scott v. Rogers, 31] etc., Mfg. Co., 58 Conn. 219, 20 A 455; 
10. Duty as to place of sale gen-|N. Y. 676. Switzer v. Connett, 11 Mo. 88; Smart 
erally see supra § 48. ; [a] Sale before notification. |v. Sandars, 5 C. B. 895, 57 ECL 895, 


11. Ala.—Comer vy. Way, 107 Ala. 
300, 19 S 966, 54 AmSR 93. 


Where one ships cotton to a com- 
mission merchant, with instructions 


136 Reprint 1132. 
27. Switzer v. Connett, 11 Mo. 88. 


Ill.—Phy v. Clark, 35 Ill. 377. 

Ky.—Wallace v. Bradshaw, 6 Dana 
382. 
' N. Y.—Weidner v. Olivit, 108 App. 
Div. 122, 96 INYS. ‘3? [aff 188 "N.» Y. 
Cll Sie NETS]. 

Oh.—Grieff v. Cowguill, 2 Disn. 58. 

12. Scott v. Rogers, 31 N. Y. 676; 
Wilson vy. Mathews, 24 Barb. (N. Y.) 
295. 


Ryder v. Thayer, 3 La. Ann. 
63 —N:. C. 


{a] Reason for rule—Where the 
factor has made advances on_ the 
goods this is the proper rule of dam- 
ages, because under such circum- 
stances it is the duty of the factor 
in the, absence of other instructions 
to retain the goods at his place of 
residence, and in case the principal 
fails within a reasonable time after 
request to repay the advances the 
factor may sell it at his place of 
residence. Bessent v. Harris, 63 N.C. 


542. 
Austill v. Crawford, 7 Ala. 335. 
16. Duty as to time of sale gen- 
erally see supra § 47. ; 
17, U. S.—Courcier v. Ritter, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 3,282, 4 Wash. C. C. 549. 
Ga.—Day v. Crawford, 13 Ga. 508. 
Tll.—Cothran vy. Hllis, 107 Ill. 413; 
Pulsifer v. Shepard, 36 Ill. 513. 
La.—Magegoffin v. Cowan, 11 La. 


Ann. 554. ) 
Mich.—Howland v. Davis, 40 Mich. 
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N. Y.—Whelan v. Lynch, 60 N. Y. 
469, 19 AmR 202. 

Tenn.—Johnson v. Wade, 2 Baxt. 
480. 

18. Pulsifer v. Shepard, 36 Ill. 513. 

19. Gray v. Bass, 42 Ga. 270; Wood 
v. Jones, 10 Ga, A. 735, 73 SE 1099; 
' Lanigan yv. Henderson, 188 Ill. A. 
569; Lougarre v. Haas, 131 La. 871, 


13. 


Bessent v. Harris, 


not to sell until notified, and the mer- 


chant sells without such notification, , 


the shipper will be entitled to the 
highest price for which the cotton 
sold on the day on which he ordered 


it sold. Lougarre v. Haas, 131 La. 
871, 60 S 376. 
[b] Average price during season. 


—Where cotton is sold contrary to 
an agreement to hold subject to in- 
structions, in case of doubt, it will 
be presumed that it was to be sold 
during the current season, and the 
average advance in market price be- 
tween the date of sale and the end 
of the season will be taken as the 
measure of damages, where the fac- 
tor makes the sale in good faith. 
Faraldo v. Gumbel, 128 La. 287, 54 
S 821. 

20. Fordyce vy. Peper, 16 Fed. 516, 
5 McCrary 221 [rev on other grounds 
119 ..U. S.. 469, °7 SCt 287,300 Li 'ed. 
435]; Gray v. Bass, 42 Ga. 270. 

21. Scott v. Rogers, 31 N. Y. 676. 
Lanigan v. Henderson, 188 Ill. 


23. Earl Fruit Co. v. Curtis, 116 
Cal. 632, 48 P 793. 

[a] ZIllustraticn.—Where, in an 
action to recover damages for breach 
of a contract, whereby defendant 
agreed to ship all her fruit to plain- 
tiff for sale on commission, defendant 
seeks by way of counterclaim to re- 
cover damages for plaintiffs’ failure 
to receive and sel] the fruit, the fact 
that plaintiffs inspected the fruit be- 
fore entering into the contract does 
not preclude them from showing, for 
the purpose of reducing the damages, 
that the fruit was of inferior quality. 
Earl Fruit Co. v. Curtis, 116 Cal. 632, 
48 P 793. 

24, Lehman vy. Pritchett, 84 Ala. 
512, 4 S 601. 

25. Duty as to price of sale gen- 
erally see supra §§ 49, 50. 


28. U. S.—Short v. Skipworth, 22 
F. Cas. No. 12,809, 1. Brock. 103. 

Ala.—Ainsworth y. Partillo, 13 Ala. 
460; Austill v. Crawford, 7 Ala. 335. 

Cal.——Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 118 
Cal. 628, 50 P 772: 

Oa VW. —Duftyy2 18241 ZA. 

La.,—Lesesne v. Cook, 16 La. 58; 
Nelson v. Morgan, 2 Mart. 256, 5 
AmD 729. 

Mass.—Dalby v. Stearns, 132 Mass. 
230; Maynard vy. Pease, 99 Mass. 555. 

N. H.—Frothingham y. Everton, 12 
Ne peerage 

N. Y.—BIot v. Boiceau, 3 N. Y. 78, 
51 AmD 345 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 111]; 
Hinde v. Smith, 6 Lans. 464; Wilson 
v. Matthews, 24 Barb. 295; Taylor 
v. Ketchum, 28 N. Y. Super. 507, 35 
HowPr 289. 

Tex.—-Porter v. Heath, 2 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas® §'1243 

29. Goesling v. Gross, ete., Co., 
(N. M.) 113 P 608; Blot v. Boiceau, 
3 N. Y. 78, 51 AmD 345 [rev 3 N. ¥. 
Super. 111]. 

30. George vy. McNeill, 7 La, 124, 
26 AmD 498. 

{a] Dlustration.—Where a factor 
sells below the limited price and this 
is the highest market price obtain- 
able at any time between the sale 
and suit brought, the price at which 
the goods are actually sold is all the 
principal can recover, especially 
where the sale appears to have been 
for the benefit of the principal, inas- 
much as the commodity subsequently 
sold for very much less than the 
price obtained by the factor. George 
v. McNeill, 7 La. 124, 26 AmD 498. 


31. Goesling v. Gross, (N. M.) 118 
P 608. 
32. Loeb v. Johnson-Salkeld Co., 


152 NYS 1046. 
83. Blot v. Boiceau, 3 N. Y. 78, 51 
AmD 345 [rev 3 N. ¥. Super. 111]. 
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Guaranteed price. Where the factor expressly 
guarantees a fixed price upon the sale of goods, the 
measure of damages in case of a sale below such 
price is the difference between the price guaranteed 
and the price at which the goods are sold and ac- 
counted for.*4 
[§ 113] R.. Actions **—1. By Principal Reaiiat 
Factor—a. Form of Remedy—(1) In General. 
Where the Paes seeks to recover of his factor 
the proceeds of the sale of goods consigned to him, 
the proper form of action at common law i is assump- 
‘sit for money had and received ;*° but in order that 
such an action may be maintained, there must have 
been an actual sale of the goods, as such action will 
not lie as long as the goods remain unsold.37 Where 
there has been a breach or omission of duty on the 
part of the factor, the principal may maintain as- 
sumpsit against him on his implied contract to per- 
form his duty,** or assumpsit on an account stated, 
where the amount due is ascertained.*® 
Goods sold and delivered. As a general rule, an 
action for goods sold and delivered will not lie 
against the factor,*° except where the factor uses 
the goods as his own or sells them to himself ;+! 


FACTORS 


and this is true; although the factor has made an 
unauthorized sale of the goods,” or has been guilty 
of a delay in the sale.*? 

Injunction. The principal may have an injunction 
and a receiver against his factor in case of miscon- 
duct or insolvency, whereby the property is endan- 
gered, although the consignment is to sell on a del 
eredere coimmission.*4 

[§ 114] (2) Case.4° Where the factor has vio- 
lated his instructions or been guilty of other breach 
of duty, the principal may maintain an action on the 
case against him for damages,** or he may waive the 
tort and sue in assumpsit.4? 

[§ 115] (3) Troyer.48 Where the factor has 
been guilty of acts amounting to a conversion of the 
goods, the principal may maintain an acticn of 
trover against him,*® as where the factor wrong- 
fully pledges the goods.®® But it has been held that 
trover will not lie against the factor for a sale 
below the price limited by the principal.®+ 


[§ 116] (4) Accounting.®? There is such a 


. trust relationship between the principal and factor 


as will enable the principal to sue in equity for an 
accounting ;°* but this form of action may be main- 


[a] Works of art or antiquity.— ‘evidence of a sale or of failure to [a] Tllustration. — Where goods 
Where works of art oz antiquity |deliver the goods upon  request.|are left with a factor for sale, and 
which have no fixed market value} Stahl y. Ansley, 7 Ill. 32. he has long neglected to render any 
are consigned to be sold at a fixed 38. Conn. —- Wetmore vy. Wood-/account, make any remittance, or 
price, the factor will, in case of aj|bridge, Kirby 164. give information of his proceed- 


sale below such price, be liable to 


Ill.— Darlington y. Fredenhagen, 18 


ings, although by common diligence 


the principal for such price. Blot v.| Ill. A. 273. he might have sold them, he is not 
POlCeAU, “SINE bYey is, DieeAM D340 Ind.—Lindley v. Downing, 2 Ind. |chargeable 9n a count for goods sold 
Hinde v. Smith, 6 Lans. (N. Y.) 464. | 418. and delivered alone, but should be 
34 Pugh v. Porter Bros, Co., 118 Mass. — Newman Vv. Homans, | declared against as a factor, for the 
@al 628, 50- P7772. Quincy 5. proceeds of sale. Selden vy. Bealé, 3 
35. Form of action by principal N. H.—Young v. Woodward, 44 | Me. 178. 
against agent generally see Agency |N. H. 250. 44. Micklethwaite vy. Rhodes, 4 
§§ 577-585. N. Y.—Le Guen y. Gouverneur, 1 | Sandf. Ch. (N. Y.) 434. 
86. Cal—Stanwood v. Sage, 22]Johns. Cas, 436, 1 AmD 121. Injunction generally see Injunc- 
Cal. 516; Johnson y. Totten, 3 Cal. Tenn. —Campbell v. Reeves, 3 Head | tions [22 Cye 724]. 
343, 58 AmD 412. 226. Receiver generally see Receivers 
Ill.—Taylor vy. Turner, 87 Ill. 296; [a] Special assumpsit.—Under the | [34 Cyc 
Jones v. Marks, 40 Ill. 313. rule that where the promise or agree- 45. Case generally see Case, Ac- 


Ind.—English v. Devarro, 5 Blackf. 
588. 

Mass.—Tucker v. Utley, 168 Mass. 
415, 47 NE 198; Wadsworth v. Gay, 
118 Mass. 44. 

N. H.—Eaton v. Welton, 32 N. H. 
352. 


Pa.—Schee v. Hassineer, 2 Binn. 
325. 

W. Va.—Duncean y. Doll, 75 W. Va. 
381, 84 SE 792. 

[a] Where the factor sells on 
credit without authority, the princi- 
pal may maintain an action for the 
money had and received, since the 
sale must be taken in reference to 
the rights of principal,- as having 
been for cash. Johnson y. Totten, 3 
Cal. 348, 58 AmD 412. 

{b] Money received by an admin- 
istrator for goods sold by his intes- 
tate as a factor on a del credere com- 
mission is not a part of the assets 
and may be recovered in an action 


for money had and received. Stan- 
wood v. Sage, 22 Cal. 516. 
Money ‘received generally see 


Money Received [27 Cyc %47]. 

387. Read v. Bertrand, 20 F. Cas. 
INO 21/601, 4 Wash. iC, Clb 1430Stahil 
v. Ansley, 7 Ill. 32; Grover y. Clark, 
Wright (Oh.) 351; Elbourn vy. Up- 
john, 1C. & P. 572, "12 ECL 326. 

[a] Exchange of gcods.— Where a 
factor has exchanged the goods con- 
signed to him for others, with the 
principal’s consent, assumpsit for 
money had and received will not lie 
unless the goods so received in ex- 
change have been sold. Grover v. 
Clark, Wright (Oh.) 351. 

[b] Where all but two portions 
of a consignment are sold and the 
proceeds paid to the principal, an 
action in assumpsit for goods sold 
and delivered or for money had and 
received will not lie if there is no 


ment is not for the payment of 
money but for the doing of some 
other matter or thing the remedy is 
by special assumpsit, the declaration 
in assumpsit against the tactor for 
negligence for breach of duty must 
be special, Darlington v. Freden- 
hagen, 18 Ill. A. 278. 

Assumpsit generally see Assump- 
Sit, A ction sof 5 uC. Jp 1308s 

39. Mitchell v. Allen, 38 Conn. 188. 

Account stated generally see Ac- 
counts and Accounting §§ 249-406. 

40. Ind.—Lindley vy. Downing, 2 
Ind. 418. 

Me.—Selden v. Beale, 3 Me. 178. 

Mass.—Hull v. Richardson, 4 Gray 
598; Brown v. Holbrook, 4 Gray 102; 
Ayres v. Sleeper, 7 Metc. 45. 

Oh.Grover v. Clark, Wright 351. 


Eng.—Holland v. Hopkins, 2 B. & 
P. 248, 126 Reprint 1260. 

Ont.—Dodds v. Durand, 5 U. C. 
Q. B. 628. 

[a] Illustration. — A count for 


goods sold and delivered is not sup- 
ported by proof that the goods were 
consigned to defendant for sale and 
that he sold them and unreasonably 
refused or neglected to account for 
the proceeds after demand made. 
Ayres v. Sleeper, 7 Metc. (Mass.) 45. 

Action for goods sold and delivered 
generally see Sales [35 Cyc 534]. 

41. Wadsworth v. Gay, 118 Mass. 
44, 

fa] Sale by factor to himself,— 
Where goods are consigned to a fac- 
tor for sale, the consignur may, at 
his election, ratify or repudiate a sale 
of the goods by the factor to him- 
self, and may maintain an action 
for goods sold and delivered against 
him as purchaser. Wadsworth vy, 
Gay, 118 Mass. 44. 

42. Lindley v. Downing, 2 Ind. 418. 

43. Selden v. Beale, 3 Me. 178. 


tion, on wad iCierdo pOegls 

46. Lindley v. Downing, 2 Ind. 
418; Frothingham y. Everton, 12 
N. H. 239; Guy v. Oakley, 13 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 332; Dufresne v. Hutchinson, 
3 Taunt. 117, 128 Reprint 48. 

47. Lindley v. Downing, 2 Ind. 418. 

Assumpsit against factor generally 
see supra § 113. 

48. Trover generally see Trover 
and Conversion [38 Cyc 1997] 

49. U. S.—Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. 
Cas. No: 7,676, 1 Blateht. 296. 

‘Ga.—Wood v. Jones, 10 Ga. A. 735, 
73 SE 1099 

2, -Tnd. 


gear ER e v. Downing, 
Me.—Marr v. Barrett, 41 Me. 403. 


N. J.—Binsse v. Ohl, 51 N. J. L. 
47, 16 A 305. 
Tenn.—Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. 


Trenholm, 12 Heisk. 520; Campbell v. 
Reeves, 3 Head 226; Galbreath y. Ep- 
person, 1 SW 157. 

Wash.—Passow v. Kirkwood Dis- 
tillery Co., 54 Wash. 196, 103 P 34. 

50. See supra § 20. 

51. Dufresne y. Hutchinson, 3 
Taunt. 117, 128 Reprint 48. 

52. Action of book account or 
book debt against factor see Ac- 
counts and Accounting § 222. 

53. Cal.—lLubert v. Chauviteau, 3 


Cal. 458, 58 AmD 415. 
Mass. — Newman V. Homans, 
pees! 5. 


Y.—Ludlow v. Simond, 2 Cai. 
Cas. 1,2 AmD. 291. 


N. C.—Mclin  v. McNamara, 22 
ING (Ove Siae 

Oh.—Roots v. Nye, 2 Handy 229, 
12 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 417 


Hng.—Foley v. Hill, 2 H.-L. Cas. 
28, 9 Reprtnt 1002. 

Accounting in equity generally see 
Accounts and Accounting §§ 56— 
141. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 116-119] 


tained only where there are a series of transactions, 
and not where there is but a single transaction.®4 
It has also been held that the common-law action of 
account render may be maintained.*® 
[§ 117] b. Defenses and Counterclaims. In an 
action for the proceeds received by the factor, he 
may set up as a defense the principal’s want of title 
to the goods consigned;®* and where the factor 
informs his principal that there is a balance due 
him for goods sold, and the principal draws for it 
and hig bill is protested, the factor may show in 
defense to the principal’s suit for the balance that 
he was mistaken as to there being a balance due, and 
that he had sold the goods on eredit and had not 
_yet been paid for them.5? Where a factor is sued 
at law by his principal for a breach of trust whereby 
he has substituted himself in place of the purchaser, 
he may set up fraud or any other matter of defense 
which the purchaser,could have set up if the suit 
had been against him.®® But it is no defense to a 
suit for an accounting against a factor that there 
is pending against him a suit by the government to 
recover as a penalty the value of part of the goods 
consigned to him because they had been undervalued 
by the principal in fraud of the revenue law.*? 
Counterclaim.®° In an action for the proceeds the 
factor may counterclaim for expenses incurred by 
him in respect to the goods consigned,®+ or for dam- 
ages sustained by reason of the principal’s default.® 
But a factor who refuses on demand to surrender 
the proceeds of a sale cannot in an action of con- 
. version defeat a recovery by purchasing a claim of 
a third person against the principal and interposing 
it as a counterclaim, because the principal’s action 
is in tort,®* and because defendant by such purchase 
assumes a position incompatible with his duty as an 
agent and in direct conflict with his principal’s in- 
terest.&* ‘ 

[§ 118] ec. Accrual of Action; Demand.® Al- 


FACTORS 


[25 C.g.{ 401 


though a factor is bound to render an account with- 
in a reasonable time after sale without being called 
upon by his principal to do so,®* as he is generally 
under no duty to remit the proceeds until instructed 
thereto,®’ it is a well-settled general rule that unless _ 
he fails to remit pursuant to instructions, an action 
cannot be maintained against him by the principal 
for the proceeds of the sale until a demand therefor 
has been made.*® But an action for the proceeds 
may be maintained without a previous demand, 
where there is an agreement or instruction to remit 
within a fixed time, which the factor fails to do;%® 
where the usage or course of dealings between the 
parties impose upon the factor the duty to remit;7° 
where the factor unreasonably neglects to render his 
account;*! where an account has been rendered in 
which the balance is subject to the order of the 
principal,?? unless there is an understanding that 
the principal shall draw for the balance;7* or where 
the factor has been guilty of conversion.7* Some 
courts have made the rule giving the principal a 
right of action without a previous demand, where a 
factor has not rendered an account within a reason- 
able time, especially applicable where the factor is 
acting for a foreign principal; but other courts 
have refused to make any distinction between for- 
eign and domestic factors as regards the necessity 
for a demand before action.”¢ 

Action for goods. If goods are in the hands of 
the factor and unsold, a demand and a refusal must 
be made before the owner can maintain an action for 
them.** But where the factor exchanges property 
intrusted to him for sale, for other property, the 
principal may maintain an action for the value of 
the property without a demand for its return or for 
an accounting.*® 

[§ 119] d. Pleading. The usual rules of plead- 
ing govern in an action by a principal against his 
factor, in regard to the declaration or complaint,’® 


54. Taylor v. Turner, 87 Ill. 296;|penses of handling, insuring and Eng.—Topham We Braddick, 1 
McLin v. McNamara, 22 N. C. 82. storing the goods while in his| Taunt. 571, 127 Reprint 956. 

55. Wetmore v. Woodbridge, Kir-|charge.’ Botany Worsted Works v. [a] A demand made after the date 
by (Conn.) 164. Wendt, 22 Mise. 156, 48 NYS 1024.| but before the service of the writ 

56. Floyd v. Bouvard, 6 Watts & Reimbursement generally see supra |against the factor is properly made 
SalGPas)i 75: §§ 81-85. when no cost for the writ is de- 

Estoppel to deny pYrincipal’s title 62. Carterville Coal Co. v. Covey-|manded. Hall v. Peck, 10 Vt. 474. 


see supra § 72. 

57. Sneed v. Kelly, 3 Dana (Ky.) 
538. 

ds. Le Guen y. Gouverneur, 1 
Johns, Cas, GN. Y:) 436, 1) AmD W271. 

59. Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 151, 
27 NE 827. 

[a] Reason for rule.—This is so 
because no recovery could be had 
against the factor in such suit un- 
less actual intent on his part to de- 
fraud the government should be 
shown, in which case he would have 
had no claim against the principal 
for reimbursement or contribution, 
under the usual rule that there is 
no contribution between tort-feasors. 
Monnet v. Merz, 127 N. Y. 151, 27 
NE 827. 


60. Counterclaim generally see 
Set-Off and Counterclaim [34 Cyc 
618]. 

61. McCroskey v. Mabry, 45 Ga. 


327; Brown vy. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564; 
Carterville Coal Co. v. Covey-Durham 
Coal Co., 186 Ill. A. 163; Vandelle v. 
Rohan, 36 Misc. 239, 73 NYS _ 285; 
Botany Worsted Works v. Wendt, 22 
Mise. 156, 48 NYS 1024. 

{a] Defendant may set up as a 
counterclaim “return commissions” 
on goods taken away by plaintiff be- 
fore sale where there is a custom of 


ailowing return commissions, as 
plaintiff knew, the phrase ‘return 
commissions” meaning “that on 


goods taken away by a consignor be- 
fore sale the consignee receives the 
equitable allowance to cover the ex- 


[25 Cc. J.—26] 


Durham Coal Co., 186 Ill. A. 163. 

63. Britton v. Ferrin, 171° N._Y. 
235, 62 NE 954 [aff 57 App. Div. 622, 
67 NYS 1129]. 

64...) Britton’ “vi Ferrin, 171. N.Y. 
235, 62 NE 954 [aff 57 App. Div. 622, 
67 NYS 1129]. ea 

65. Limitation of action see Limi- 
tation of Actions [25 Cyc 1088]. 

66. See supra § 67. 

67. See supra § 60. 

68. Ala.—Tyree v. Parham, 66 Ala. 
424. 

Ark.—Martin v. Webb, 5 Ark. 72, 
39 AmD 363. 

Cal.—Kane v. Cook, 8 Cal. 449. 

Ind.—Judah v. Dyott, 8 Blackf. 
324, 25 AmD 112. 

Iowa.—Haas v. Damon, 9 Iowa 589. 

Mass.—Jellison v. lLafonta, 19 
Pick. 244. 

Mo.—Cockrill v. Kirkpatrick, 9 Mo. 
697; Burton vy. Collin, 3 Mo. 315. 

N..H.—Burns v. Pillsbury, 17 N. H. 
66. 

N. Y.—Middleton v. Twombly, 125 
N. Y. 520, 26 NE 621; Baird v. Walker, 
12 Barb. 298, CodeRepNS 329, 2 Edm. 
Sel: Cass 1268; Brink +v. Dolsen, 8 
Barb. 337; Heubach v. Rother, 9 N. Y. 
Super. 227, 11 NYLegObs 269; Halden 
v. Crafts, 4 E. D. Smith 490, 2 AbbPr 
301; Hays v. Stone, 7 Hill 128 [aff 
8 Den. 575]; Cooley v. Betts, 24 
Wend. 203; Leverick v. Meigs, 1 Cow. 
645; Ferris v. Paris, 10 Johns. 285. 

Tex.—Fulkerson v. White, 22 Tex. 


674. 
vVt.—Hall v. Peck, 10 Vt. 474. 


69. Kane v. Cook, 8 Cal. 449; 
Haebler v. Luttgen, 2 App. Div. 390, 
37 NYS 794 [aff 158 N. Y. 693 mem, 
53 NE 1125 mem]. 

[a] Instructions to remit.—Where 
such instructions are given to the 
factor when the goods are consigned, 
the right of action on the part of the 
principal accrues on his knowledge of 
the sale and of the receipt of the 
proceeds by the factor, without the 


necessity for a demand. Kane vy. 
Cook, 8 Cal. 449. 
70. Middleton vy. Twombly, 125 


N. Y. 520, 26 NE 621; Brink v. Dol- 
sen, 8) BarbdiveNe Yo) 483%¢ 

71. Langley v. Sturtevant, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214; Eaton v. Welton, 32 
NP. 3523 Burns vie Pillsbury, ly 
N. H. 66; Brink v. Dolsen, 8 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 337; Fulkerson v. White, 22 
Tex. 674. 

72. Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 145. 

73. Clark v. Moody, 17 Mass. 145. 

74. ,Fulkerson v. White, 22 Tex. 674. 

75. Langley v. Sturtevant, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214; Clark v. Moody, 17 


Mass. 145. 

76." Halden’yv. Crafts, 94 “Ha D: 
Smith (N.*Y.).-490)"'2: “AbbPr 301: 
Lillie v. Hoyt, 5 Hill (N. Y.) 395, 40 
AmD 360; Cooley v. Betts, 24 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 203; Ferris v. Paris, 10 Johns. 
CNIWS): 285: 

77. Martin v. Webb, 5 Ark. 72, 39 
AmD 263. 

78. Haas v. Damon, 9 Iowa 589. 

79, See generally Pleading [31 
Cyc 92 et seq]. 
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and in regard to amendments.®° In accordance with 
such rules the declaration or complaint must be suf- 
ficient to state a cause of action.®! If one count in 
the declaration is good, although all the other counts 
are bad, it is sufficient.82 The complaint need not 
anticipate defenses;8* and a declaration which is 
eurable by amendment cannot be objected to after 
verdict.84 Where the purchaser refused to accept 
the goods upen their arrival and the factor resold 
for a less amount but refused to tell his principal the 
name of the original purchaser, thus depriving him 
of resort against such purchaser, it need not be al- 
leged in an action for the difference between the two 
prices that the original purchaser was financially 
responsible.8® When goods are received to be sold 
at certain prices or returned on demand and they 
are sold and the money received, no special demand 
need be alleged in an action for the money;** but it 
is otherwise if the action is for a failure to return 
the goods.87 Where the action by the principal is 
for the negligence or other breach of duty on the 
part of the factor, the declaration or complaint 
should allege facts which show such negligence or 
breach of duty,’* and should also aver the facts from 
which the duty to act springs,®® although it is not 
necessary to set out the particular acts of diligence 
which should have been employed in the perform- 
ance of that duty.°° Where an agent for the sale of 
goods under the terms of his agreement consigns 
them to a factor for sale, the owner may sue the 


80. Swan v. Nesmith, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 220, 19 AmD 282. See gen- 


erally Pleading [31 Cyc 359 et seq]. | session, 
[a] MIllustration—Where the prin- | consignment. 
cipal, in an action against a factor 
to recover the amount of sales un- 82. 
der a commission del credere, de- 83. Tiardy v. 


clared in indebitatus assumpsit on 


FACTORS 


plaintiff’s orders, without asserting 
any claim of title or right of pos- 
save that derived from the 
Millang vy. 
125 App. Div. 589, 110 NYS 56. 

Lee vy. Strickland, 62 Md. 158. 
Kansas Mfg. Co., 
(Tex.) .18 SW 157. 


[§§ 119-120 


factor for any unfaithfulness on his part, in the 
name of the agent for the owner’s benefit, or he may 
sue in his own name.®+ 

Plea or answer, and set-off. The usual rules of 
pleading also apply to a plea or answer.®? If the 
factor defends on the ground that the goods of 
plaintiff were destroyed without defendant’s fault, 
an allegation that he had used proper diligence to 
sell the goods and had failed is necessary.°*? Where 
the complaint alleges a debt on a contract, the fae- 
tor may plead a counterclaim for expenses incurred 
on the consignment;°* and in an action for goods 
sold and delivered by a factor to himself disburse- 
ments made by him for storage prior to the sale 
must be pleaded affirmatively in set-off, and cannot 
be deducted from the price under a general denial.°® 

Rejoinder. It has been held that in an action of 
assumpsit brought by the principal against the fae- 
tor for money in his hands, where the factor sets up 
in reduction of the principal’s demand an account 
for expenses incurred by him, the principal cannot 
set up in rejoinder the negligence of the factor, but 
must bring his action for damages.°® 

[§ 120] e. Issues, Proof, and Variance. In ac- 
cordance with the rules which govern the issues, 
proof, and variance in actions generally,®” only such 
questions should be submitted to the jury as are 
properly put in issue by the pleadings;** the proof 
must be confined to the issues,®®? and, although a 


ja] Sufficient allegations.—If the 
gravamen of the action is the alleged 
negligence of defendant, it is suffi- 
cient if the complaint aver facts out 
of which the duty to act springs and 
that defendant negligently failed to 
do and to perform; it is not necessary 
to define the quo modo or the particu- 


Donohoe, 


a balance of accounts, for money had 
and received, and on an insimul com- 
putassent, and amended by declar- 
ing against defendant as a simple 
factor, and likewise as a factor un- 
der a commission del credere, all the 
counts were for the same cause of 
action, and the amendment was 
therefore allowable. Swan v. Ne- 
smith, 7 Pick. (Mass.) 220, 19 AmD 


282. 
81. Fawcett v. Edmund Peycke 
Coh)(Cak 1A.) 3187 BP 3935. Prokop) v. 


Gourlay, 65 Nebr. 504, 91 NW 290; 
Koehler v. Wilson, 144 App. Div. 473, 
129 NYS 532; Millang v. Donohoe, 125 
App. Div. 589, 110 NYS 56; Knudsten 
v. Phillips, 128 NYS 83. 

[a] Declaration or complaint held 
sufficient.—In a fruit grower’s action 
against a commission merchant for 
an accounting for defendant’s collec- 
tion of claims against railroad and 
transportation companies for dam- 
ages to plaintiff's shipments. Faw- 
cett v. Edmund Peycke Co., (Cal. A.) 
TSC we S39) 

{[b] Declaration or complaint held 
insufficient: (1) In an action for con- 
version. Prokop v. Gourlay, 65 Nebr. 
504, 91 NW 290. (2) In an action for 
an accounting. Koehler vy. Wilson, 
144 App. Div. 473, 129 NYS 532. (3) 
In an action on a factor’s agreement 
to advance a certain amount on goods 
to be shipped, a complaint alleging 
that the advancement remained un- 
paid, except a certain sum, and de- 
manding judgment for the balance, 
with interest, but failing to plead 
special damages, is demurrable, as 
failing to state a cause of action. 
*nudsten v. Phillips, 128 NYS 83. 

[ec] Asserting title or right.— 
Where plaintiff consigned certain 
boxwood to a factor for sale, he can- 
not recover the price of any part of 
the consignment, which was neither 
sold by the factor nor withheld by 

‘him, but which he held subject to 


84. Moss v. Stokeley, 95 Ga, 675, 
22 SE 692. 

85. Mobile Trust, etc., Co. v. Pot- 
ter, 78 Minn. 487, 81 NW 392. 

86. Wyman v. Fowler, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 18,114, 3 McLean 467. 

87. Wyman v. Fowler, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 18,114, 3 McLean 467. 

88 Lueach v.. Bush, 57 Ala, 145; 
Beavers v. Hardie, 48 Ala. 95; Mann 
v. Laws, i117 Mass. 293; Young v. 
Woodward, 44 N. H. 250; Wolfe v. 
Luyster,.1.N. Y. Super. 161; 

[a] Allegations held sufficient.— 
A complaint which sets forth that 
defendants as factors received from 
plaintiff certain described goods for 
sale for a reward, under instructions 
not to sell them for less than a speci- 
fied price, which they promised to 
observe, but that they did afterward 
sell such goods for less than that 
amount, to wit, the sum of dol- 
lars, ete., is in case, and sufficiently 
states a breach of duty. Beavers, v. 
Hardie, 48 Ala. 95. 

[b] Allegations held insufficient. 
—A declaration alleging that defend- 
ant received plaintiff’s goods for sale, 
and agreed to render, as the amount 
brought by such goods, five hundred 
dollars, and assigning as a breach of 
the agreement a neglect to render an 
account or pay the sum of five hun- 
dred dollars is bad for want of an 
averment of the sale of the goods. 
Wolfe v. Luyster, 1 N. Y. Super. 146. 

[c]) In declaring in assumpsit 
upon. a consignment of goods for the 
purpose of sale, there should be a 
special count, which should set out 
the promise and undertaking of de- 
fendant, the consideration upon 
which it was founded, the breach of 
that contract by defendant, or his 
neglect or carelessness, and the loss 
caused to plaintiff thereby. Young 
v. Woodward, 44 N, H. 250. 

89. Leach v. Bush, 57 Ala. 145. 

90. Leach v. Bush, 57 Ala. 145. 


lar acts of diligence defendant should 
have employed. Leach v. Bush, 57 
Ala. 145, 

91. Langdon v. Burrill, 21 Vt. 466. 

92. See generally Pleading [31 Cyc 
126 et seq]. 

93. Francis v. Castleman, 4 Bibb 


(Ky.) 282. 
94. Vandelle v. Rohan, 36 Misc. 
239, 73 NYS 285. See generally 


Pleading [31 Cye 221 et seq]. 
Rive Wadsworth v. Gay, 118 Mass. 


96. Brown vy. Clayton, 12 Ga. 564. 


97. See generally Pleading [31 
Cyc 670 et seq]. ; 
98. Prokop v. Gourlay, 65 Nebr. 
504, 91 NW 290. 
_ la] Ilustration.—Where in an ac- 
tion to recover for conversion of 


property consigned to defendant for 
sale there is no allegation that a 
reasonable time has expired for mak- 
ing such sale, it is error to submit 
the question of conversion to _ the 
jury. Prokop v. Gourlay, 65 Nebr. 
504, 91 NW 290. 

99. Winters v. January, Litt. Sel. 
Cas. (Ky.) 12; Mobile Trust, ete., Co. 
v. Potter, 78 Minn. 487, 81 NW 392; 
Merle y. Hiascall, 10 Mo. 406; Woot- 
a v. Kaufman, 73 Tex. 395, 11 SW 

[a] Tllustration.—An action for 
not selling for the best price is not 
supported by evidence of a reduced 
price by reason of a delay in selling. 
Merle v. Hascall, 10 Mo. 406. 

[b] Evidence held admissible.— 
Evidence that plaintiff had author- 
ized the factors to use and dispose 
of the goods as their own is admis- 
sible under allegations in an answer 
that plaintiff sent goods to the fac- 
‘tors to sell or otherwise dispose of 
as they might think proper for their 
interest and in the usual course of 
business and according to the cus- 
tom of the trade, and that the factors 
held themselves out as the owners 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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material variance will be fatal, an immaterial yari- 
ance will be disregarded.? In an action for the pro- 
ceeds of a sale of certain goods, where there is a 
counterclaim for advances made upon those and 
other goods, and the court finds that the total pro- 
ceeds exceed the advances by a sum less than that 
claimed in the complaint, the mere form in which 
the issues are presented will not preclude a recovery 
of such sum. 

[§ 121] f. Evidence—(1) Presumptions and 
Burden of Proof. The usual rules in regard to pre- 
sumptions* and burden of proof® in civil actions 
generally apply in an action by a principal against 
his factor. In accordance with such rules the bur- 
den is upon the principal to establish the facts which 
he alleges as a cause of action,® and upon the factor 
to establish the facts which he relies upon as ground 
of affirmative defense.’ In an action against a fac- 
tor for the proceeds of goods sold, the burden is 
generally upon plaintiff to show that there has been 
a sale of the goods,® unless the lapse of time, with- 
out an accounting, together with other circumstances 
raises a presumption that the factor has sold the 
goods and received the proceeds so as to authorize 
an action against him for money had and received ;? 
but this presumption may be overcome by evidence 
that he has received no returns from the goods.!° 


of the goods with plaintiff's con-|8 Barb. (N. Y.) 337. 
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[25C.J.] 403 


Negligence or misconduct. In the absence of 
proof it will not be presumed that the factor has 
been guilty of negligence or other breach of duty, 
and hence there is no burden upon him of proving 
that he exercised due diligence in the performance 
of his duties;!? but on the other hand where the 
principal relies upon negligence or other breach of 
duty on the part of the factor as a ground for re- 
covery, the burden is upon him to establish that 
fact.13 Where, however, a prima facie case of neg- 
ligence of the factor is established, the burden is on 
him to show facts relieving him from liability,}* and 
this rule applies where the factor by his own tes- 
timony shows that in case of a sale upon credit 
there was no inquiry or investigation as to the re- 
sponsibility of the purchaser.15 Where, in an ac- 
tion against a factor for conversion, he does not al- 
lege as a defense that he had sold the property which 
is unaccounted for, it will be presumed that he did 
not sell it, but concealed it with a view to appro- 
priating it to his own use.1¢ 

[§ 122] (2) Admissibility. The general rules 
of evidence governing the competency, relevancy, 
and materiality of evidence in civil actions 17 control 
the admissibility of the evidence in an action by a 
principal against his factor.18 In an action for a 
negligent sale shortly before a sudden rise in the 


But see Elbourn|be proved by the principal. Cleve- 


& P. 572, 12 HCL |land Grain Co. v. Vant, 171 Ill. A. 


sent. Wootters v. Kaufman, 73 Tex.|v. Upjohn, 1 C. 

395, 11 SW 390. 326 (holding that a sale will not be 
1. Ayres v. Sleeper, 7 Metc.| presumed even twelve months after 

(Mass.) 45. : the delivery of the goods). 


[a] A count for goods sold and 
delivered is not supported by proof 
that the goods were consigned to de- 
fendant for sale and that he sold 
them and unreasonably refused or 
neglected to account for the proceeds 
after demand. Ayres v. Sleeper, 7 
Mete. (Mass.) 45. 

2. Howland v. Davis, 40 Mich. 545; 
Horst v. Lovdal, 113 App. Div. 277, 
98 NYS 996. 

[a] TWlustration.—Where a decla- 

ration for damages for delay in sell- 
ing goods averred that the direction 
for an immediate sale was given at 
the time and place of shipment, 
while the evidence showed a subse- 
quent direction, the variance was im- 
material. Howland v. Davis, 40 Mich. 
545. 
. 8. Anderson v. Fetzer, 75 Wis. 562, 
44 NW 838 (where plaintiff sued for 
the proceeds of cedar posts sold him 
by defendants on commission, and 
defendants pleaded a counterclaim 
for money paid and advanced plaintiff 
on ties and posts indiscriminately, 
and where the court found that the 
amount so paid and advanced was 
less than the proceeds of ties and 
posts received by defendants from 
plaintiff, and where it was held that 
the mere form of the issues did not 
prevent plaintiff from recovering the 
balance due him on account of both 
ties and posts). 

4. See Evidence §§ 25-88. 

5. See Evidence §§ 13-24. 

6. Gordon y. Cobb, 4 Ga. A. 49, 60 
SE 821; Holden yv. Maxfield, 94 Minn. 
27, 101 NW 955; Brink v. Dolsen, 8 


a Bard. AGNe., Y¥<)) 33it- 


[a] Ownership.—Where the ques- 
tion of ownership is in issue, the 
burden of proof is on plaintiff to 
show that the goods were shipped 
by him or some one in his behalf. 
Holden v. Maxfield, 94 Minn. 27, 101 
NW 955. j 

7. Holden v. Maxfield, 94 Minn. 
27, 101 NW 955; Sherwood v. Seattle 
Fruit, etc., Co., 93 Wash. 544, 161 P 
Salk 

8. Brink v. Dolsen, 8 Barb. (N. Y.) 
337; Elbourn v. Upjohn, 1 C. & P. 
572, 12 ECu 326. 

9. Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 187 
Mich. 676, 154 NW 80; Haton v. Wel- 
ten, 32 N. H. 352; Brink v. Dolsen, 


{a] Foreign factor. — After the 
lapse of a reasonable time from the 
receipt of goods by a factor abroad, 
and a:neglect on his part to account 
for them in any way, the fair pre- 
sumption is that the gcods have been 
sold and an action for money had 
and received will lie. Haton v. Wel- 
ton, 32 N. H. 352. 

10. Hutchins v. Vinkemulder, 187 
Mich. 676, 154 NW 80. 

11. Gaither v. Myrick, 9 Md. 118, 
66 AmD 316. See Winters v. Janu- 
ary, Litt. Sel. Cas. (Ky.) 13 (where 
the factor in answer to a bill against 
him stated that he sold the property 
consigned to him according to the 
instructions of the consignor’s agent, 
but he omitted to file the instruc- 
tions, although he prayed that they 
might be taken as a part of the ad- 
vances, and the court heid that it 


ought to be presumed that the in-} 
structions were not observed by the 


Cushing, 111 N. C. 
458, 16 SE 619. 

{a] The mere fact that one sells 
products as a factor does not impose 
upon him the burden of proving due 
diligence in the sale. Govan v. Cush- 
ing)? Via) N, @74585°16 SHi619: 

13. U. S.—Hichel v. Sawyer, 44 
Fed. 845. 

Cal.—Bambridge v. Crane, (A.) 182 
PHiTs. 

Ga.—Gordon v. Cobb, 4 Ga. A. 49, 
60 SE 821. 

Ill.—Cleveland Grain Co. v. Vant, 
AP TAY 104. 

Kan.—Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 
601, 132 P 202, AnnCas1915A 174. 

N. Y.—Milbank v. Dennistoun, 21 
N. Y. 386. 

Va.—McConnico v. Curzen, 2 Call 
(6 Va.) 358, 1 AmD 540. 

[a] Application of rule.—If the 
market for the goods consigned is 
composed of a single buyer, a factor 
who has made advances on the goods 
cannot be charged with negligence 
for not gelling unless it is shown 
that this buyer made a reasonable 
offer for the goods, sufficient to cover 
the advances thereon, and that the 
factor refused it. Hichel v. Sawyer, 
44 Fed. 845. 

{b] A violation of instructions on 
the part of the factor ordinarily must 


ae: Milbank vy. Dennistoun, 21 N. Y. 


[c] The appointment of an agent 
of known ability to collect the price 
of goods sold on credit is prima facie 
evidence of due diligence, and the 
principal must afterward prove neg- 
ligence on the part of the factor in 
order to hold him liable for a loss. 
McConnico vy. Curzen, 2 Call (6 Va.) 
358, 1 AmD 540. 

14. Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 601, 
132 P 202, AnnCas1915A 174; Ives v. 
Freisinger, 70 N. J. L. 257, 57 A 401. 

[a] Where goods consigned are 
returned damaged, the burden is on 
the consignee to show that the in- 
jury is such as might occur even 
with ordinary care. Ives v. Freis- 
Inger, 70" Nivw.7°0.425 73 607 AT 401: 

15. Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 601, 
132 P 202, AnnCas1915A 174. 

16. Anker v. Smith, 87 NYS 479. 

17. See Evidence §§ 89-162. 

18. U. S.—Stirneman vy. Smith, 100 
Fed. 600, 40 CCA 581. 

Cal.—Estrella Vineyard Co.\v. But- 
ler,..1265 Cal 232. 5%. P 1980: 

Ill.— Mabley v. Irwin, 16 Ill. A. 362. 

Ind. T.—Martin v. Stratton-White 
Cort Lina 8948 GS Wie 833. 

Miss.—Burbridge v. Gumbel, 72 
Miss. 371, 16 S 792. 
at Y.—Brown v.' Combs, '63 N. Y. 
o . 


[a] Evidence held admissible.— 
(1) In an action for the proceeds of 
produce sold and not accounted for, 
evidence that several weeks after de- 
fendant claimed to have disposed of 
all the apples received from plaintiffs 
a large quantity were seen in his cel- 
lar, which not only corresponded in 
species with those shipped by the 
consignors, but were packed in bar- 
rels on which their initials were 
stamped, and that they were then 
worth a price named per barrel, was 
properly admitted, as tending to 
show that defendant had a consider- 
able quantity of the apples in his 
possession some weeks after he 
claimed to have sold them all and to 
have accounted for the proceeds, and 
that the fruit was even then in good 
condition, and worth as much as was 
claimed by plaintiffs. Stirneman v. 
Smith, 100 Fed. 600, 40 CCA 581. (2) 
Where in an action to recover money 
due from a sale of raisins there is 
evidence that the agreement between 
plaintiff and defendants called for 
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market price, evidence is inadmissible as to the orig- 
inal cost of the article }® or as to an expression by 
defendant to plaintiff, after the sale in question, of 
hopes to do better with another cargo which plaintiff 
had consigned at about the same time, together with 
evidence of the times and prices at which the second 
cargo is sold;?° and proof of the holding of other 
consignments by other persons for a better market 
is not relevant in regard to the propriety of the sale 
in controversy.2! Proof of the market value at the 
place of sale under the contract is proper for the 
purpose of showing that the factor obtained the 
best price,2? but evidence of its value at the place 
of shipment is inadmissible.2? ‘‘Prices current’’ 
sent by a factor to his principal showing the price 
of goods in the factor’s market on a certain date 
are admissible against him on an issue between him- 
self and the principal as to the market price at that 
time.24 In an action against a factor for fraudu- 
lently selling goods on eredit to an insolvent per- 
son, evidence of the pecuniary circumstances of the 
buyer of the goods and of his acts and conduct in 
respect to the goods after the purchase is admissible 
in connection with other evidence showing fraud in 
the sale, although it might be inadmissible if stand- 
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ing alone.2> In an action against a factor to recover 
the proceeds of a sale under an agreement for a del 
credere commission, evidence which has a definite 
bearing upon the terms and conditions of the agency 
and the transactions thereunder is admissible.” Evi- 
dence of a long delay in selling in a constantly fall- 
ing market is admissible on the question of good 
faith and reasonable diligence of the factor.2* In an 
action for damages for selling below the invoice 
price defendant.may show in reduction of damages 
that the goods at the time of sale and down to the 
time of trial were worth no more than the price at 
which they were sold;?8 and where the principal 
seeks by way of counterclaim to recover damages 
for the factor’s breach of contract to ship and sell 
goods on his account, the fact that plaintiff inspected 
the goods before entering into the contract does not 
preclude him from showing for the purpose of re- 
ducing damages that the goods were of inferior 
quality.?° 

[§ 123] (8) Weight and Sufficiency. The rules 
which govern the weight and sufficiency of the evi- 
dence in other civil actions °° apply in an action by a 
principal against his factor, such as in an action to 


raisins of a good quality, and there 
is evidence tending to show that the 
raisins were sold in the F market, 
and were to be delivered at F, evi- 
dence of the quality of the raisins 
and of the market value at F is ad- 
missible. Estrella Vineyard Co. v. 
Butler, 6125 9Cal.232,57° P* 980. (3) 
Where the declaration is on the com- 
mon counts and contains’ special 
counts alleging the employment of 
defendants aS commission men by 
plaintiff, the placing of money in 
their hands, etc., and plaintiff’s coun- 
sel begins his case by inquiring of 
pvlaintiff as a witness if he has at any 
time placed money in the hands of 
defendants, and what of that money 
has been accounted for by them, it 
is error for the court upon general 
objection by defendants to exclude 
these inquiries, since the ruling pre- 
vents plaintiff from developing his 
cease. Mabley v. Irwin, 16 Ill. A. 
362. (4) In an action for the value 
of goods destroyed by fire, where the 
factor defends on the ground that 
he was instructed not to insure con- 
signments until further notice, evi- 
dence as to the settlement and dis- 
continuance of business between the 
parties after the instruction and be- 
fore the consignment in question is 
admissible. Burbridge v. Gumbel, 72 
Miss. 311, 16 S 792. 

[b] Evidence held inadmissible.— 
Where a consignor who had made 
advances to a crop raiser brings an 
action against the factor for the 
proceeds of a crop shipped by him in 
his ‘own name with instructions ac- 
companying the bill of lading to sell 
for his account, a prior agreement 
between the factor and the raiser of 
the crop as to forwarding the crop 
and making advances thereon is in- 


admissible. Brown vy. Combs, 63 
Ni WSO 98.— 

19. Milbank v. Dennistoun, 14 
N. Y. Super. 246 [rev on other 
grounds 21 N. Y. 386]. 

20. Milbank v. Dennistoun, 14 
N. Y. Super. 246 [rev on other 
grounds 21 N. Y. 386]. 

21. Milbank v. Dennistoun, 14 
N. Y. Super. 246 [rev on other 


erounds 21 IN. Y. 386]: 


22. Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 118 
Cal. 628,50) Pe 772. 
[a] Errors in rejecting or admit- 


ting evidence not cured.—Errors in 
rejecting evidence of the value at 
the place of sale and admitting evi- 
dence of its value at the place of 
shipment are not cured by evidence 


offered by the factor of the value of 
the goods at the latter place, as he 
is entitled to show that the market 
value at the place of sale was differ- 
ent from what the witnesses stated 
it to be at the place of shipment. 
Pugh. -v.hPorter Bros.) Coi, 1185 Cal: 
628, 50 P W712. 


23. Pugh v. Porter Bros. Co., 118 
Cal. 628, 50 P 772. 

24. Weidner vy. Olivit, 108 App. 
Dive 12296 NYS "37 “fatit L383) “IN. GYe 
611, 81 NE 1178]. : 

25. Castle v. -Bullard, 23 How. 


(U. S.) 172, 16 L. ed. 424; Brown v. 
Funck, 89 Kan. 601, 132 P 202, Ann 
Cas1915A 174. 

26. Carterville Coal Co. v. Covey- 
Durham Coal Co., i86 Ill. A. 163; 
aS v. Chapman, 3 Lans. (N.Y.) 

fa] Tllustration.—A circular which 
defendant had given plaintiffs when 
soliciting from them their business 
and ‘which set forth particulars of 
defendant’s business, and a form of 
bill of invoice and a stencil plate for 
marking goods with defendant’s firm 
name which were given to plaintiffs 
at the same time were admissible .be- 
cause they had an important bearing 
on the terms and conditions upon 
which the goods were sent and the 
character in which defendant pur- 
posed to act and did act in the trans- 
action. Whitaker v. Chapman, 3 
ans: “GNJCYo 155. 

{b] On a counterclaim by a del 
credere factor (1) for damages by 
reason of the principal’s default, if 
such default is proved, evidence is 
admissible of what direct expendi- 
tures the factor had been obliged to 
make or loss to stand in filling any 
of the orders on which it had made 
itself liable, or in paying damages 
for a default therein; of the amount 
of commissions which the factor had 
not received but would have received 
if the principal had not defaulted; 
and of any further direct pecuniary 
damage to the factor by reason of 
the loss of, business or of business 
standing through such default. Car- 
terville Coal Co. v. Covey-Durham 
Coal Coy 186. ME As 911635798) Con= 
jectural. remote, or speculative dam- 
ages cannot be recovered; but if the 
factor offers to prove damages that 
are the direct and natural result 
of the -breach and are not prob- 
lematical, he should be allowed to 
try to do it, whatever difficulty it 
may be reasonably foreseen he will 
have in completing it. Carterville 


Coal Co. v. Covey-Durham Coal Co., 
supra. 

27. Benedict v. Inland Grain Co., 
80 Mo. A. 449. 

28.) Blot) v. Boiceau;, 3° Ni Y. “We; 
51 AmD 345 [rev 3 N. Y. Super. 111]. 

29. Earl Fruit Co.-.v. Curtis, 116 
Cal. 632, 636, 48 P 798. 

30. See Evidence §§ 1730-1806. 
Cal.— Bambridge v. Crane, 
CAS) E182 Ps 79: 

Md.—B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, etc., Co., 106 Md. 587, 68 A 
351, 14 AnnCas 675. 

Minn.—Hoven v. Charles L. Haas 
Commn. Co., 120 Minn. 509, 140 NW 
110; Mobile Trust, ete, Co. v. Pot- 
ter, 78 Minn. 487, 81 NW 392. 

N. Y.—Burr_ v. Koster, 144 App. 
Div. 31, 128 NYS 794; Acme Lum- 


| ber Co. v. Montgomery, 123 App. Div. 


6205°° 107. SINY SY O74 Ss [area rob ene 
Y. 532 mem, 88 NE 1113 mem]; 
Weidner v. Olivit, 108 App. Div. 122, 
terete 37 [aff 188 N. Y. 611, 81 NE 

S. D.—Walker v. McCaull, 13 S. 
D. 512, 8&8 NW 578. 

Wyo.—Koshland vy. Weber, 23 Wyo. 
241, 148 P 369, 152 P 167. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient.—(1) 
To show negligence on the part of 
the factor in handling wheat and in 
failing to have it promptly rein- 
spected. Walker v. McCaull, 13 S. D. 
512, 83 NW 578. (2) To show that 
no instructions as to price were 
given, and that the sale was made 
at the best price obtainable on the 
market. Hoven vy. Charles L. Haas 
Commn. Co., 120 Minn. 509, 140 NW 
110. (3) To show that plaintiff had 
not authorized the shipment of his 
goods to another market after their 
receipt by the factor. Weidner vy. 
Olivit, 108 App. Div. 122, 96 NYS 37 
[aff 188 N. Y. 611, 81 NE 1178]. (4) 
In an action to recover for certain 
machinery consigned to defendants 
and destroyed by fire, to show that 
defendants were del credere agents 
of plaintiff for the sale of the ma- 
chinery. B. F. Sturtevant Co. v. Cum- 
berland, ete., Co., 106 Md. 587, 68 A 
351, 14 AnnCas 675. (5) In an action 
to recover the proceeds of a carload 
of grain shipped to defendant by 
plaintiff for sale, to show plaintiff 
to be the owner of the grain. Holden 
v. Maxfield, 94 Minn. 27, 101 NW 955. 

{[b] Evidence held insufficient.— 
(1). To show negligence in communi- 
cating the price to the principal. 
Bambridge v. Crane, (Cal. A.) 182 
P 779. (2) To sustain a finding that 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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recover the value of property consigned,?? or to 
recover damages caused by a wrongful delay in sell- 
ing,** or on a counterclaim by the principal in an 
action by the factor.34 

[§ 124] g. Trial. The rules which govern in 
other civil actions apply in an action against a fae- 
tor in regard to the instructions to the jury,?5 and 
in regard to questions of law and fact.3° Thus it is 
ordinarily a question for the jury whether or not 
the factor followed his instructions,?7 or whether he 
exercised reasonable care, skill, and diligence in the 
matter,** as in caring for the goods,®° or in effecting 
a sale,?? whether he committed a breach of con- 
tract in neglecting to insure the goods consigned to 
him,*t or whether he had waived his lien on the 
goods for advances.*2 Where, however, the instruc- 
tions to the factor are in writing, their construction 
is generally a question for the court,‘* unless a par- 
ticular instruction is capable of two interpretations, 
in which ease the question should be submitted to 
the jury to determine in what sense the instruction 
was understood by the factor.** 

[§ 125] 2. By-Factor against Principal—a. In 
General. In addition to a suit to enforce his lien 
for commissions, advances, and charges,*® and al- 
though in some jurisdictions the factor must look 
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first to the goods for his reimbursement for ad- 
vances made, and cannot charge the principal per- 
sonally without having first shown the fund to be 
insufficient,*® a factor may in a proper case, espe- 
cially where the goods are insufficient to satisfy his 
lien, maintain an action against the principal per- 
sonally for the amount due him,‘? and may file a 
bill against the principal for an accounting.*® But 
he cannot maintain an action for his advances with- 
out accounting for or showing what has become of 
the principal’s goods or funds intrusted to his eare.4® 
Where goods have been consigned to be sold at a 
limited price, a factor may after a seasonable time, 
if the price cannot be obtained, call for payment 
of his advances or further security and sue for the 
amount due.®° 

[§ 126] b. Defenses. In an action by a factor 
for his advances and disbursements, the principal 
may show, in bar of or in reduction of the claim of 
the factor, want of diligence or neglect on the part 
of the factor.5t4 In an action for commissions on 
sales made by the principal in violation of an agree- 
ment that the factor should be sole agent of the 
principal’s goods, a breach of a subsequent promise 
of the factor to be the principal’s surety upon a con- 
tract obtained by the principal for a sale of goods 


a tactor receiving wool for sale did 
not exercise proper care in making 
a sale. Koshland v. Weber, 23 Wyo. 
241, 148 P 369, 152 P 167. 

s2. smith v. Fogs, 9 Kyl 55; 
Holden v. Maxfield, 94 Minn. 27, 101 
NW 955; Lucas v. Hardin, 175 N. C. 
718, 95 SH 904. 

[a] Prima facie case.—Where de- 
sendant admits that he received the 
proyverty of plaintiff receiver’s com- 
pany cn consignment, and evidence 
is offered to prove that he refused 
after demand to account therefor, 
plaintiff makes out a prima facie 
ease for the value of the property 
and a motion to nonsuit is properly 
denied. Lucas v. Hardin, 175 N. C. 
718, 95 SE 904. ; 

33. Howland v. Davis, 40 Mich. 
545. 

[a] Evidence of price obtainable. 
—In an action against a factor for 
damages caused by a wrongful delay 
in selling goods shipped to him, evi- 
dence showing the value of the goods 
at the date of shipment at a subse- 
quent sale at the same price 1s 
enough, in the absence of any coun- 
ter proofs, to show that the price 
could have been obtained in the in- 
terval. Howland v. Davis, 40 Mich. 
545. 

34. Louisville Tobacco Warehouse 
Colne Wee, 172 Ky. Wii 189 Sw, 16: 

[a] Evidence held insufficient: To 
support a verdict for defendant on 
his counterclaim in a tobacco ware- 
house company’s action for a_ bal- 
ance due it from defendant, with a 
counterclaim for damages for a fail- 
ure or refusal to sell the tobacco at 
such times as he ordered it sold. 
louisville Tobacco Warehouse Co. v. 
hee, 172 Ky. 171, 189 SW 16. 

a5. “Arki—=Coyne *'v.’ Leslie, 131 
Ark. 435, 199 SW 379. ; 

Cal.—Ah Tong v. Earle Fruit Co., 
Heo -Cane679, 459 Pris 

J1l.—Hunter v. Mathewson, 27 Ill. 
A. 192. : 

Mo.—Black River Lumber Co. v. 
Warner, 93 Mo. 374, 6 SW 210. 

S)ic=Sims vz Miller, 37 S.C: 402; 
16 SE 155, 34 AmSR 762. 

Tex.—Robinson v. Cleveland, (Civ. 
As) 217. SW -171. 

See generally Trial [88 Cyc 1594 
et seq]. , 

[a] Tlustration.—In an action for 
the proceeds of goods sold by a fac- 
ter who claims a lien for advances, 
an instruction that the question for 
the jury to try was whether the 
factor was a bona fide. purchaser of 


the goods to the extent of his claim 
against the consignor was erroneous, 
as defendant’s position was that of 
a factor enforcing his lien and not 
of a purchaser, and it is error to 
charge them that, if the jury found 
that when the goods were sold by 
defendant the consignor urged that 
a draft he had drawn on defendant 
to deliver to plaintiffs be paid and 
protested against defendant deduct- 
ing his advances, then there was no 
defense. Hunter v. Mathewson, 27 
Ill. “A, 192. 

36. Fla.—Bibb v. United Grocery 
Co., 73 Fla. 589, 74 S880. 

Iil.—Hunter v. Mathewson, 27 Ill. 
Ane O22 

Mass.—Porter v. Blood, 5 Pick. 54. 

Mich.—Clintsman v. Alfred J. 
Brown Seed Co., 127 Mich. 280, 86 
NW 797. 

Mo.—Pomeroy v. Sigerson, 22 Mo. 
etgeis 

N. Y.—McMorris v. 
Wend. 610. 

See generally Trial [88 Cye 1511 
et seq]. d 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) In an ac- 
tion of assumpsit to recover a bal- 
ance due on a consignment of pro- 
duce, the question whether a com- 
mission merchant verbally guaran- 
teed a minimum price for a quantity 


Simpson, 21 


of fruit consigned to him, or merely 


expressed an opinion as to the 
amount it would bring, is on con- 
flicting evidence one for the jury. 
Clintsman v. Alfred J. Brown Seed 
Co., 127 Mich. 280, 86 NW 797: (2) 
In an action for the proceeds of 
goods sold by a factor who claimed 
a lien for advances, where the issue 
is whether a certain transaction be- 
tween the consignor and plaintiffs, 
who were third persons, constituted 
a sale, the question is for the jury. 
Hunter v. athewson, 27 Ill. A. 192. 

{b]' Submission to jury. —,Where 
in replevin against a factor to re- 
cover a stock of goods, under the 
evidence, defendant’s only interest 
therein, if any, is a special interest, 
as to which the testimony is con- 
flicting, such interest is properly 
submitted to the jury. Bibb v. 
ets Grocery Co., 73 Fla. 589, 74 

87. Fagin v. Conoly, 25 Mo. 94, 
69 AmD 450; Sigerson v. Pomeroy, 
13 Mo. 620; Milbank v. Dennistoun, 
21 N. Y. 386, 19 HowPr 126 [rev 14 
N. Y. Super. 246]. 

[a] Subagents.—Where there has 
been a deviation from the orders of 


ihe principal, attended by loss, and 
the deviation is the act of agents 
to. whom the goods were sent, it is 
forthe jury to determine whether 
they-were agents of the principal or 
of the commission merchants. Pome- 
roy v. Sigerson, 22 Mo. 177. 

[b] Where the evidence is not 
contradictory it is error to submit 
to the jury whether there was a 
breach of instructions. Milbank v. 
Dennistoun, 21 N. Y. 386, 19 HowPr 
126 [rev 14 N. Y. Super. 246]. 

38. FHichel v. Sawyer, 44 Fed. 845; 
Heinemann v. Heard, 50 N. Y. 27, 62 
N. Y. 448. But see Hwalt v. Hard- 
ing, “16 — Md= 1160" “(holding Pthat 
whether due diligence has been ob- 
served is a question to be decided 
by the court on facts to be found 
by the jury). 

s9. Ives v. Freisinger, 70 N. J. L. 
257, 57 A 401, 

40. Burnard v. Voss, 8 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 221, 6 CincLBul 339; Us- 
borne v. Stephenson, 36 Or. 328, 58 
P 1103, 78 AmSR 778, 48 LRA 432. 

41. Huguenin.v. Legare, 45 S. C. 
L. 204. 

42. Buckley v. Handy, 2 Miles 
(Pa.) 449. 

43. Scanlan v. Hodges, 52 Fed. 
354, 3 CCA-113; Symington v. McLin, 
PSN, UCh 20.15 

44. Evans v. Root, 7 N. Y. 186, 
57 AmD 512. 

45. See supra § 108. 

46. See supra § 86. 5 

47. Bradley v. Richardson, 3 F. 
Casi) No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 343; (23 
Vt. 720; Mobile, ete, R. Co. v. Whit- 
ney, 39 Ala. 468. 

[a] Assumpsit.—For the storage 
of goods, although still in his pos- 
session, the factor may maintain an 
action of debt or indebitatus assump- 
sit against the owner. Mobile, etc., 
R. Co. v. Whitney, 39 Ala. 468. 

[b] Advances on account beyond 
the amount agreed upon between the 
parties constitute a present legal 
debt giving a present legal right of 
action. Bradley v. Richardson, 3 F. 
ore No. 1,786, 2 Blatchf. 343, 23 Vt. 
720. 

48. Ludlow v. Simond, 2 Cai. Cas. 
CNKIYS) ee Atrio D297. 

49. Mertens v. Nottebohms, 4 
Gratt. (45 Va.) 163. 

50. Upham v. Lefavour, 11 Metce. 
(Mass.) 174; Frothingham y. Ever- 
CO rN Ele eos 

Ble urn wee ie Olips) 4 por eas. 
No. 2,200, 1 Gall. 360; Brown v. Clay- 
ton, 12 Ga. 564; Deland v. Amesbury 
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is no defense, since the factor had the right to re- 
cede from the promise and since the promise could 
have no effect upon the contract between the prin- 
cipal and the factor. After the factor has ren- 
dered his monthly statements for a long period of 
time, which statements have been admitted to be 
correct, it is too late to plead usury in defense of an 
action for a balance due the factor.5? 

Res judicata. In accordance with the general doc- 
trine of res judicata,’ a judgment in a prior suit 
between the principal and factor may be set up in a 
subsequent action by the factor against the prin- 
cipal, in which the same fact or question is liti- 
gated.®> 

Recoupment or set-off. Where the factor sues for 
commissions, advances, ete., the principal may re- 


coup or set off whatever damages he has sustained’ 


by reason of a breach of duty on the part of the 
factor,°® as by reason of his failure to sell accord- 
ing to instructions;°* or he may recover such dam- 
ages by an adjustment of his claim in a settlement 
of accounts without being driven to a eross action.°® 
But where in the particular case the relation be- 
tween the parties is that of debtor and creditor, the 
principal cannot set up a counterclaim after a de- 
mand made for the proceeds, on the ground of con- 
version, in an action by the factor to recover his 
commissions.®® 

[§ 127] ¢. Pleading.©° The general rules of 
pleading apply to a factor’s declaration or com- 
plaint, in an action against his principal, for his 
compensation or reimbursement,* and also as to the 


Pick. 56. 
7,675, 


Woolen, ete., 
(Mass.) 244. 
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issues, proof, and variance.** A complaint for com- 
missions on a sale of goods should allege what 
amount, if any, was realized by defendant from the 
sale;** and should also allege a consideration for 
the factor’s contract on which the suit is brought;** 
and an averment that defendant promised to pay 
plaintiff reasonable commissions should be followed 
by a statement of the reasonable value of such com- 
missions.*° Where, under the particular practice, 
a statement of claim is filed, it should be sufficiently 
specific to enabie the principal to plead understand- 
ingly and with fuli knowledge of every claim that 
can be made or question which ean be raised under 
it at the trial;®* and in an action to recover a bal- 
ance of advances made by the factor, the state- 
ment of the claim should set out the account be- 
tween the parties showing the sales made by plain- 
tiff and the prices received.**? Where a factor who 
has made advanees sells the goods to reimburse him- 
self, without special instructions, he may sue for 
the amount of deficiency arising upon such sale 
without any averment of a certain balance due, of 
an express promise to pay it, and of a breach of 
such promise.®§ ; 

Plea or answer. The general rules relating to 
pleas or answers apply,®® and in accordance there- 
with matters of affirmative defense must be spe- 
cially pleaded.7° Where the factor sues to recover 
the balance of an account, principally for advanées, 
a plea which sets up a violation of an agreement to 
sell the goods at a certain price whereby defendant 
was damaged to a greater amount than the sum 


Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. No.|371, 4 ECL 189, 129 Reprint 426. 
290; Hatcher v. 62. 


Wood v. Belden, 54 N. Y. 658; 


[a] Releasing purchaser.—Where | Comer, 73 Ga. 418; Wood v. Jones, 10 | Mixer v. Williams, 17 Vt. 457. See 
a factor takes a note in his own]Ga. A. 735, 73 SE 1099; Dodge v.|generally Pleading [381 Cyc 670 et 


name from a purchaser who subse-| Tileston, 12 
quently fails and makes an assign-|Frothingham y. 
ment by an indenture which con-| 239. 

tains a release of all debts due the 
creditors who execute the 


Pick. 
Everton, 12 N. H. [a] 


(Mass.) 328; | seq]. 
Evidence inadmissible under 
pleading.—Where in an action for 


Set-off generally see Recoupment,}the balance of an account for goods 
same, | Set-Off, and Counterclaim [34 Cyc]sold, and for commission on a sale 


among whom is the factor, the prin- 
cipal may in an action by the fac- 
tor for advances avail himself of the 
factor’s release of the purchaser. 
Deland v. Amesbury Woolen, etc., 
Mfg. Co., 7 Pick. (Mass.) 244. 

52. Hadden v. Dimick; 31 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 196 [rev on other grounds 13 
AbbPr 135]. 

53. Woodward v. Jewell, 25 Fed. 
689. 
54. See Judgments [23 Cyc 1215 
et seq]. 

55. McCroskey v. Mabry, 45 Ga. 
327; White v. Savage, 94 Me. 138, 47 
A 138. 

[a] TIllustrations.—(1) Where the 
principal recovers a judgment 
against the factor upon an account 
for merchandise sold, and also on a 
count for money had and received, 
such judgment is a bar to a subse- 
quent action by the factor against 
the principal instituted on the theory 
that such judgment was a breach of 
the contract by which the merchan- 
dise was consigned to the factor to 
sell and for which breach he prays 
damages. White v. Savage, 94 Me. 
138, 47 A 1388. (2) Where a factor 
is sued in another state for the price 
of goods consigned to and sold by 
him, and he pleads that he has fully 
accounted with his consignor and 
paid him, which suit is detérmined 
against him and judgment rendered 
in favor of. the consignor, the factor 
is estopped. from afterward suing 
the consignor for expenses incurred 
in preparing the goods for sale and 
for freight paid by him:on the goods, 
and advances made upon them, and 
commissions, where such former 
judgment is pleaded against him. 
McCroskey v. Mabry, 45 Ga. 327. 
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57. Hatcher v. Comer, 73 Ga. 418; 
Frost v. Powell, 10 -Ga. A. 95, 72 
SE 719; Dodge v. Tileston, 12 Pick. 
(Mass.) 3828; Moody v. Thompson, 
COkl) 166) B96. 

58. Kelly v. Smith, 14 F. Cas. No. 
7, 675, 1 Blatchf. 290. 

59. Parmenter v. American Box 
Mach. Co., 44 App. Div. 47, 60 NYS 
432 [app dism 162 N. Y. 648 mem, 57 
NE 1119 mem]. 

60. See generally Pleading [31 


Alp 

61. Siriger Mfg. Co. v. Wood, 1 
Tex. Al Civ. Cas. Sy Lite Sollyvav. 
Weiss, 8 Taunt 371, 4 HCL 189, 129 
Reprint 426. See generally Plead- 
ing [31 Cye 92 et seq]. 

[a] Petition held sufficient. — A 
petition for commissions on_ sales 
and leases of machines is sufficient 
which alleges the contract of agency 
and its performance by plaintiff, the 
making and forwarding of reports, 
etc., the amount of commissions due, 
and defendant’s refusal to pay, al- 
though it does not allege the 
amounts for which the machines 
were sold or leased, and the time 
when the prices were payable and 
when collected, but notifies defend- 
ant to produce the reports on the 
trial which would show these facts 
specifically. Singer Mfg. Co. v. Wood, 
Tumexvs Av iGiveA@ass. Shel ticis 

{b] Declaration sufficient after 
verdict.—A declaration that defend- 
ant is indebted to plaintiff for com» 
missions due for his having eguar- 
anteed the payment of the price of 
goods sold by him as factor of de- 
fendant to third persons and at de- 
fendant’s request is sufficient after 
verdict. Solly v. Weiss, 8 Taunt. 


by plaintiff of a carriage for defend- 
ant, at his request, the answer is a 
general denial, evidence that the car- 
riage was sold by plaintiff without 
authority and against defendant’s or- 
ders is inadmissible, since the evi- 
dence amounts to an offer to prove 
a conversion of the carriage by plain- 
tiff, not raised by the pleadings. 
Wood v. Belden, 54 N: Y. 658. 

63. Poland v. Hollander, 62 Misc. 
523, 115 NYS 1042. See Singer Mfgz. 
Cove ve Wood, |1. Tex. {A. Civ. (Cas. 
§ 1177 (where the petition notified 
defendant to produce reports which 
would show the amount realized). 

{a] Complaint held insufficient.— 
A complaint ror commissions on the 
sale of goods, alleging that the 
goods were Shipped to and sold by 
plaintiff, and that the said amount 
has been duly demanded,” is insuffi- 
cient in failing to allege that any 
amount was realized by defendant 
from the sales. Poland v. Hollander, 
62 Misc. 523, 115 NYS 1042. 

64. Poland v. Hollander, 62 Misc. 
523, 115 NYS 1042. 

65. Rice v. Montgomer 20) 
Cas. No, Ligh tobias. ween 

I ark vy. Standard Spinnin 
Co., Tee ods 860. ¥ ad 

67. ark v. Standard Spinnin 
Co., 1385 Fed. 860. * i 

68. Blackmar v. Thomas, 28 N. Y. 


69. See Pleading [31 Cye 126 et 


70. Stewart v. Lowe, 24 U. C. Q. 
B. 434. 

_{a] Tllustration.—Where in an ac- 
tion for advances defendant relies 
upon wrongs in the factor’s dealings, 
such defense should be pleaded. 


Stewart v. Lowe, 24 U. C. Q. B. 434. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 127-130] 


sued for is insufficient if it does not state at what 
time the agreement was made."! 

[§ 128] d. Evidence?*—(1) Presumptions and 
Burden of Proof. The usual rules of evidence ap- 
ply as to the presumptions * and burden of proof 7* 
in an action by a factor against his principal, the 
burden being on plaintiff to prove matters in issue 
which are essential to his cause of action,’ and on 
defendant to prove matters of defense affirmed by 
him,’® unless the subject matter of the defense is 
peculiarly within the knowledge of plaintiff.77 Thus 
in action for a balance due, where defendant denies 
the indebtedness and further alleges that by plain- 
tiff’s negligence and want of diligence the property 
was sold for less than its market value, the burden 
of proving the price for which the property was sold 
is on plaintiff as being peculiarly within his knowl- 
edge,’® but the burden of proving plaintiff’s negli- 
gence and want of diligence is on defendant,’ un- 
less the circumstances in the case raise a presump- 
tion of negligence.®® 

[§ 129] (2) Admissibility. The general rules 
of evidence governing the competency, relevancy, 
and materiality of evidence in civil actions *! control 
the admissibility of evidence in an action by a factor 
against his principal.®? In an action to recover ad- 
vances, where the principal counterclaims, setting 
up a loss which he claims was occasioned by the fac- 
tor’s negligence in failing to sell, evidence of the 
market price in other localities is inadmissible, 
where there is no claim that the factor’s failure to 


Defenses generally see supra § 126. 77. Govan vy. 
71. Grimes v.. Reese, 30 Ga. 330. | 458, 16 SE 619. 
72. See generally Evidence 22 C. 78. Govan v. 
C2 ey Sei 5 458, 16 SE 619. 
73. Parl eruit Co. v.- Thurston 79. Govan v. 
Cold Storage, etc., Co., 60 Minn. 351,| 458, 16 SE 619. 
62 NW 439. See also generally Evi- 80. Govan v. 


dence §§ 25-88. 458, 16 SE 619. 
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sell was the result of fraud, for if the factor had 
transferred the goods to another market he would 
have been liable for any depreciation in the price.’? 

Custom or usage. Evidence may be given to show 
the customs of merchants so far as they concern 
the transactions between the parties and the ques- 
tions at issue between them,’* provided the custom 
is so general, long established, and notorious that 
the party against whom it is to operate must be 
presumed te have knowledge of it,8> and is not in 
contravention of a settled rule of law.%¢ 

Receipts. Where the defense to an action for ad- 
vances is that the transaction was a sale and not a 
consignment, receipts signed by the bookkeeper of 
defendant, who was his ‘‘business man’’ and to 
whom the advances were paid, the receipts being to 
the effect that money had been received from plain- 
tiff for advances from consignments, are admissible 
without proof of express authority of the book- 
keeper to sign receipts in this form,§’ and it is not 
competent for defendant to prove by the bookkeeper 
that he executed the receipts in this form without 
authority.8* Freight bills and receipts are secondary 
evidence and not admissible without preliminary 
testimony identifying them or showing their admis- 
sibility.®° 

[§ 130] (8) Weight and Sufficiency. The usual 
rules as to the weight and sufficiency of the evidence 
in civil actions °° apply to the evidence in an action 
by a factor against his principal.® 


Cushing, 111 N. C.| tiff has given evidence by his agent, 
who contracted with defendant, that 

Cushing, 111 N. C.| the contract was one of consignment 
; on advances, a question by defend- 
Cushing, 111 N. C.| ant whose theory of the case is that 
the transaction was a sale whether 

Cushing, 111 N. C.| the witness had not said to plaintiff 


that he had orders for goods of the 


74, Pallen v. Bogy, 78 Mo. A. 88. 81. 
See also generally Evidence §§ 13-24. 


75. Byrne v. Grayson, 15 La. Ann. 
457; Blakely v. Frazier, 11 S. C. 122. 

{a] Correctness of items of ac- 
count.—(1) In an action by a factor 
on an account current for a part of 
which balance in favor of the factor 
a promissory .note had been given 
by defendant, an answer containing 
a general denial and a special aver- 
ment that at the time defendant 
signed the promissory note he had 
not examined the accounts of plain- 
tiff against him imposes upon plain- 
tiff the burden of proof as to the 
correctness of the items of the ac- 
count under consideration. Byrne v. 
Grayson, 15 La. Ann. 457. (2) Where 
a factor voluntarily pays the amount 
of a reclamation made upon him for 
overdrafts on those who sold the 
goods and sues to recover’ the 
amount from his principal, he must 
make proof of the state of the ac- 
count in order to show that the 
money advanced by plaintiffs was 
paid for the advantage of defend- 


ants. Blakely v. Frazier; 11 S. C. 
122. 
[>] Where a _ factor claims a 


privilege under Code art 38214, for 
advanccs, he must show affirmative- 
ly that the property was at his 
disposal or that he had received a 
bill of lading or letter of advice 
previous to seizure by a creditor of 
his consignor. Hyde v. Smith, 12 
La. 144. 
76. Govan v. Cushing, 111-N. C. 
458, 16 SE 619. 
[a] Negligence of factor.—Where 


in an action to recover for over- 


drafts defendant raises the issue 
that the gcods had been sold for 
less than their value through the 
negligence and mismanagement of 
plaintiff, the burden of proof is upon 
defendant. Govan v. Cushing, 111 
N.-C. 458, 16 SBE 619. 


See Evidence §§ 89-162. 

82. Coe v. Nash, 28 Mich. 259; 
Myers v. Brice, 2 Pennyp. (Pa.) 382; 
Beakley v. Rainier, (Tex. Civ. A.) 78 
SW 702; Mason v. Bradley, 74 Wis. 
189, 42 NW 229. 

[a] Evidence held inadmissible.— 
(1) An account of sales rendered not 
in accordance with the contract be- 
tween the principal and factor. Coe 
v. Nash, 28 Mich. 259. (2) Where, 
in an action by .a factor against 
his principal, the factor claims to 
have been authorized to purchase 
goods without restriction as to the 
price to be.paid, evidence of the prin- 
cipal’s declarations that he had made 
such a contract with a third person 
is inadmissible, since the fact that 
the principal had made a particular 
contract with a third person does 
not tend to show that he made a 
similar. contract with the factor. 
Beakley v. Rainier, (Tex. Civ. A.) 78 
SW 702. ¢3) In an action for ad- 
vances over and above what the con- 
signment realized, evidence of a 
proposition made by plaintiff to a 
third person to purchase her goods 
at a certain sum has no bearing on 
the question as to what he had sold 
defendant’s goods for. Mason v. 
Bradley, 74 Wis. 189, 42 NW 229. 

[b] Best and secondary evidence. 
—(1) Where in an action by a factor 
for advances the defense is that the 
transaction was a sale, and defend- 
ant offers in evidence the books of 
original entry showing the charges 
of the goods of plaintiff at the time 
of the transaction, the books may 
properly be rejected on the ground 
that they are not the best evidence 
defendant can testify as to the na- 
ture of the transaction. Myers v. 
Brice, 2 Pennyp. (Pa.) 382. (2) Ac- 
count books as best and secondary 
evidence generally see Evidence 
§ 1240. E 

[c] Immateriality.—Where plain- 


kind at certain prices and that the 
prices were guaranteed is properly 
rejected as not being proper or ma- 
terial on cross-examination. Myers 
v. Brice, 2 Pennyp. (Pa.) 382. 

83. Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 281, 
FOIE TSS Loom ee clOnoe 

84. Brown v. Harrison, 17 Ala. 
774; Holmes v. Gayle, 4° Ala. 517; 
eee on v. Packwood, 2 La. Ann. 

85. Earl Fruit Co. v. Thurston 
Cold-Storage, etc., Co., 60 Minn. 351, 
62 NW 439. 

86. Indianapolis Rolling Mill Co. 
v. Addy, 5 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 588, 6 
AmLRec 764, 3 CinecLBul 293. 


87. Myers v. Brice, 2 Pennyp. 
(Pa.) 382. 
88. Myers v. -Brice,. 2) Pennyp. 
(Pa.) 382. 


89. Moody v. Thompson, (Okl.) 
P96: 


90. See Evidence §§ 1730-1806. 

91. Ga.—Meinhard-Ferst-Doyle (Co. 
Ve “De. wWoach 19 Gat Arl323.) 91Sh) 
446; John Flannery Co. v. James, 13 
Ga. A. 425, 79 SE 912. 


UG ae v. Campbell, 4 Ill. A. 
Kan.—Brown v. Funck, 89 Kan. 


601, 1382 P 202, AnnCas1915A 174. 

Ky.—Swift v. Northcott, 149 Ky. 
127, 147 SW 887. 

La.—Hogan v. Mississippi Valley 
Bank, 28 La. Ann. 550. 

N. Y.—Ract v. Duviard-Dime, 4 
INGYIS: aL 57 

Or.—Gorman v. McGowan, 44 Or. 
DOM LGO wes Oe 

Tex.—Webster v. Richardson, 55 
Tex. Civ. A. 391, 119 SW 142. 

Utah.—Coates v. Metcalf, 29 Utah 
209, 81 P 900. 

Wash.—Sherwood vy. Seattle Fruit, 
ete. Co,; 938 (Wash 544, 161) PB 3ide 

Ont.—Craig v. Corcoran, 28 U. C. 
Q. B. 441. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient: (1) 
To justify a finding that plaintiff 
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[§ 131] e. Trial.°?~ Questions 


structions to the jury,®* and to questions of law and 
fact,°* are governed by the rules which pertain 
Thus the instructions 
must not be misleading,®® and must be applicable to 


thereto in other civil actions. 


the evidence.°* An instruction is 


authorizes the jury in a suit for advances over and 
above the realization of consignments to find for 
plaintiff on a certain hypothesis without regard to 
whether plaintiff exercised due care and diligence.®’ 


Where the parties disagree as to 


VI. RIGHTS, DUTIES, AND LIABILITIES 


[§ 133] 
Persons—a. 
In General.” 


erty in the goods consigned to him 


was entitled to no commissions on 
goods shipped directly to him. Ract 
vy. Duviard-Dime, 51 Hun 639, 4 NYS 
156. (2) To establish the claim of 
the factor that a commission was 
to be allowed. Gore v. Campbell, 4 
Ill. A. 661. (3) To show ‘that the 
factor was guilty of neglect of his 
duty to the principal through a vio- 
lation of his instructions. John 
Flannery Co. v. James, 13 Ga. A. 425, 


79 SE 912. (4) To show that’ the 
factor did not use due diligence in 
making the sale. Brown y. Funck, 


89 Kan. 601, 132 P 202, AnnCas1915A. 
174. 

[b] Evidence held insufficient: To 
support a verdict for defendant on 
a counterclaim because of the _ fac- 
tor’s failure to sell promptly. Swift 
v. Northcott, 149 Ky. 127, 147 SW 
887. 

[c] Proof as to real consignor.— 
In an action to recover for advances, 
proof that the cashier of a _ bank, 
guaranteeing advancements to be 
made by a factor to a shipper of 
goods, stipulated that all remit- 
tances should be made through the 
wuarantor’s bank was not sufficient 
to prove that the shipper was an 
agent of the bank, and that the lat- 
ter was the real consignor. Hogan 
v. Mississippi Valley Bank, 28 La. 
Ann. 550. 

See generally Trial [38 Cyc 
Moody v. Thompson, (OKl.) 
166 P 96. See generally Trial [38 
Cyc 1594 et seq]. 


94. U. S.—Meriden Coal Min. Co. 
v. Van de Water, 191 Fed. 805, 112 
CCA 319. 


Ark.—Burke v. Napoleon Hill Cot- 
ton Co., 134 Ark. 580, 202 SW 827. 

Ga.—Interstate Chemical Corp. 
ViorSladei, 20) ¢Ga. “Ann ot76. Soe s 
422. 

Mo.—Pomeroy vy. Sigerson, 22 Mo. 
177. 

NEY: Alden Coal) Ming «Col uv.nG: 
EL. Amos) Coal,.Co., 192: App. Div. 374, 
182 NYS 819; Dowler v. Swift, 113 
App. Div. 260, 98 NYS 983. 

Ne IGS) Bilaisdalen Coy svaniueen ian 
Ng ale Goya (SE) 09% 

Or.—Ushorne v. Stephenson, 36 Or. 
328, 58 P 1108, 78 AmSR 778, 48 
LRA 432. 

Wvyo.—Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 
Zoi ole ba oo, oS ew On0s 


See generally Trial [38 Cye 1511 
et seq]. 

[a] Evidence held to present 
question for jury: (1) Whether 


plaintiff exercised ordinary care to 
protect and preserve goods consigned 
to it. Burke v. Napoleon Hill Cot- 
ton Co., 1384 Ark. 580, 202 SW 827. 
(2) Whether the factor was negli- 
gent in not selling more promptly. 
Usborne v. Stephenson, 36 Or. 328, 
58 P 1103, 78 AmSR 778, 48 LRA 432. 


A. Of Factor—l. Rights against Third 
On Contracts Relating to Goods—(1) 
As a general rule, since a factor has 
from the nature of his employment a special prop- 


FACTORS 


relating to in- 


erroneous which 
[§ 132] 
ments generally 


the terms of a 


PERSONS 


by his principal, 


(3) Whether the factor was negli- 
gent in not inspecting the goods. 
Dowler v. Swift, 113 App. Div. 260, 
98 NYS 983. (4) Whether the prin- 
cipal had given the factor positive 
instructions not to sell the goods for 
less than a specific price, in waiting 
for which the goods spoiled. Burke 
vy. Napoleon Hill Cotton Co., 134 Ark. 
580, 202 SW 827. (5) Whether plain- 
tiff was entitled to commissions on 
goods sold through him regardless 
of whether the goods were delivered. 
Interstate Chemical Corp. v. Slade, 
20 Ga, A. 776, 93 SE 422. 

[b] Evidence of long delay in 
selling, with a constantly falling 
market, is properly submitted to the 
jury on the question of the factor’s 
good faith and reasonable diligence. 
Benedict v. Inland Grain Co., 80 Mo. 
A. 449; Justice v. Brock, 21 Wyo. 
Zoi Loko oo, nLoo oe LOO. 

[c] Usury. — Whether commis- 
sions contracted for were a mere 
cover for usury under the contract 
is a question for the jury. Cockle v. 
Flack, 93 U. S. 344, 23 L. ed. 949. 

95. Mason v. Bradley, 74 Wis. 189, 
42 NW 229. 

{a] Instruction held miisleading.— 
Where an action to recover an over- 
payment made by plaintiff to defend- 
ants on goods sold-by him for them 
on commission, defendants counter- 
claimed for labor performed upon 
such goods, and the court charged 
the jury that defendants were not 
entitled to any pay for such serv- 
ices, unless they were performed 
pursuant to an agreement by plain- 
tiff to pay them therefor, and de- 
fendants had not claimed that there 


was any such agreement, such 
charge was misleading. Mason v. 
Exadleys CE AS. ee S.9 nee 42) aw NIV 
229, 

96. Moody v. Thompson, (Okl.) 
166M Eanoio. 


97. Adams v. Capron, 21 Md. 186, 
83 AmD 566. 

98. Sherwood v. Seattle Fruit, 
etc., Co., 98 Wash. 544, 161 P 3871. 

99. See generally Judgments [23 
Cye 623]. See also Holstead v. Som- 
mer, 48 Que. Super. 383 (holding 
that in an action by a factor claim- 
ing a fixed sum as commission, and 
demanding, moreover, that his prin- 
cipal be condemned to render him an 
ceeount for certain sales made by 
him and upon which he is entitled 
to a commission, the court may, if 
plaintiff has already examined de- 
fendant and his books during the 
trial, determine the amount due to 
the agent for his commission, with- 
out any rendition of account from 
the principal). 

1. Berkowitz v. Mitenthal, 30 
Misc. 772, 62 NYS 484; Beakley v. 
Rainier, \Tex. Civ. A.) 78 SW 702. 

[a] Illustration.—Where plaintiff, 
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special contract for the sale of goods on commis- 
sion, the fact that the court does not find the con- 
tract exactly as claimed by either party but adopts 
the testimony of each in part does not amount to a 
finding that there was no meeting of the minds upon 
any definite contract.°® 

f. Judgment. The law relating to judg- 


applies.°® A judgment for plain- 


tiff cannot be given for a greater amount than that 
to which he shows he is entitled. 


OF FACTOR AND PRINCIPAL AS TO THIRD 


he may maintain an action in his own name against 
a third person either for the breach or enforcement 
of a contract made by him relating to the goods;* 
or for the recovery of the purchase price of goods 
sold by him,* especially where there is an express 


by his summons and unverified bill 
of particulars, claims a certain sum 
for wages and commissions, but tes- 
tifies that he was to receive com- 
missions only on such goods as were 
shipped, and that he cannot tell 
whether all the items in his.bill were 
shipped or not, and that his sales 
are less than the sum claimed in 
his bill, it is. reversible error to ren- 
der judgment for the whole amount 
claimed. Berkowitz v. Mitenthal, 30 

isc. 772, 62 NYS 484: 

2. Right of factor to sue carrier 
for loss of goods see Carriers § 523. 
_.& Hearshy v. Hichox, 12 Ark. 
125; Groover v. Warfield, 50 Ga. 
644; Smith v. Bloom, 159 Iowa 592, 
141 NW .32, 34 [cit Cyc]; Allen. v. 
Steers, 39 La. Ann. 586, 2 S 199. 

[a] Contract of purchase.-—A 
factor may, in his own name, recover 
all the damages resulting from a 
breach of contract by the buyer from 
him, although he may be bound to 
pay the same when recovered to his 


consignor, the measure of damages 


being the difference between the con-. 


tract price for the goods and the 
value thereof on the day of the 
aes Groover v. Warfield, 50 Ga. 

[b] Contract of storage.—A factor 
who makes a contract for storage of 
goods received by him for sale may 
maintain a suit for its breach. Al- 
ion v. Steers, 39 La. Ann. 586, 2 S 
S.—McCobb v. Lindsay, 15 
Now” 8,704, 2. ,Cranch. Cs @& 


oh! —Hearshy v. Hichox, 12 Ark. 


Colo.—Plummer Mercantile Co. v. 
Henderson, 87 Colo. 93, 86 P 108. 
Saag ETE CeNGR v. Warfield, 50 Ga. 

Iowa.—Smith v. Bloom, 159 Iowa 
592, 141 NW 32, 34 [cit Cyc]. 
ie Lear co v. Duckwall, 8 Bush 


Md.—uU. S. Telegraph Co. v. Gil- 
dersleve, 29 Md. 232, 96 AmD 519. 

Mass.—Huntington v. Knox, 7 
Cush. 371; Isley v. Merriam, 7 Cush. 
242, 54 AmD 721; Van Staphorst v. 
Pearce, 4 Mass, 258. 

N. Y.—lLadd v. Arkell, 37 N. Y. 
Super. 35; Grinnell v. Schmidt, 4 N. 
Y. Super. 706, 3 CodeRep. 19; Tolana 
v. Murray, 18 Johns. 24; Murray v. 
Toland, 3 Johns. Ch. 569. 

N. C.—Whitehead v. Potter, 26 
IN (Choo bite ; 


Wis.—Progress Blue Ribbon Farms ; 


v. Chicago Horse Sales Co., 153 Wis. 
249, 140 NW _ 11382; Beardsley v. 
Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 98 NW 235, 
102 AmSR 991; Kellogg v. Costello, 
93 Wis. 232, 67 NW. 24; Edgerton 
v. Michels, 66 Wis. 124, 26 NW 748, 
28 NW 408. 

Eng.—Sadler v. Leigh, 4 Campb. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. | 


§§ 133-135] 


promise fo pay him;° and may control such litiga- 
tion where there is nothing to indicate that such 
control 1s contrary to the wishes of the principal. 
He may maintain such action whether the name of 
the principal is disclosed or not;? and although he 
has accounted to his principal in full for the pur- 


‘ chase price,* as in such a case he may maintain the 


suit for his own use.® But he cannot sue upon a 
contract which the principal and purchaser have re- 
seinded.t° A factor who sells goods in his own name 
is regarded as trustee of an express trust,!? within 
the meaning of statutory provisions that a trustee 
of an express trust may sue in his own name on the 
contract without joining with him a person for whose 
benefit the action is prosecuted.!2 A factor’s guar- 
anty under a del credere commission gives him the 
right, but not the exclusive right, to sue for and 
recover the proceeds of the sales in his own name. 

Substitution of goods. Where a factor makes a 
contract of sale for the benefit of his principal of 
goods to arrive within a certain period, the factor 
may, as against one who discounts drafts drawn on 
the goods consigned and to whom the bills of lading 
are delivered, substitute other goods of the same 
eharacter in fulfillment of the contract.!4 

[§ 184] (2) Defenses. Defendant in an action 
by the factor may interpose any defense which 
would have been admissible if the action had been 
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instituted by the principal,!5 and in addition such 
defenses as would be good against the factor only;*6 
except that defenses which would have been good 
against the principal cannot be interposed to the 
extent of defeating a recovery by the factor to the 
amount of his lien.17 A purchaser from a factor 
who sells in his own name cannot set off a claim 
against the principal which is not yet payable;18 
nor is it a defense to an action by the factor for the 
price of goods sold that the sale was made by the 
factor’s agent without authority from the principal, 
as such objection ean be raised only by the prin- 
cipal.19 

[§ 185] b. For Torts Relating to Goods. As 
against a wrongdoer, a factor may maintain an ac- 
tion in his own name for torts relating to the goods 
in his possession, and may recover damages to the 
full amount of the injuries to the goods,?° as where 
the goods are wrongfully taken or withheld from his 
possession ;*+ but where the action is against one 
claiming through the principal, the factor can re: 
cover only the value of his special property in the 
goods.2*. A factor who is compelled to pay an illegal 
exaction to a government officer for permission to 
ship goods in his possession may maintain a suit to 
recover the amount of the exaction in a case where 
the owner might do so.?% 

Under the Abandoned and Captured Property 


195; Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 
251, 98 Reprint 1070. 

But see Ermeling v. Gibson Can- 
ning Co., 105 Ill. A. 196 (holding that 
if the factor sells in his own name 
and advances the price to the owner, 
he loses his lien and becomes mere- 
ly an assignee of a chose in action, 
and if the principal is known, must 
bring suit in the principal’s name 
for the purchase price). 

{a] Illustration.—Where the own- 
er of goods stored with a factor 
authorizes him to sell to defendant 
for cash, and the factor delivers a 
portion of the goods on time, and 
on defendant’s failure to pay the 
factor sells all of the goods and pays 
the owner, he is entitled to recover 
from defendant for the goods sold 
to him on time. Plummer Mercan- 
tile Co. v. Henderson, 37 Colo. 93, 
86 P 108. 

5. Van 
Mass. 258. " 

6. Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 
405, 98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991. 

Right of principal to control ac- 
tion see infra § 136. 

7, Ilsley v. Merriam, 7 Cush. 
(Mass.) 242, 54 AmD 721; Beardsley 
v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 98 NW 235, 
102 AmSR 991. 

8. Smith v. Bloom, 159 Iowa 592, 
141 NW 32; Progress Blue Ribbon 
Farms v. Chicago Horse Sales Co., 
153 Wis. 249, 140 NW 1132. 

9. Progress Blue Ribbon Farms v. 
Chicago Horse Sales Co., 153 Wis. 
249, 140 NW 11382. 

10. Robinson v. Talbot, 121 Mass. 
513) 

[a] TIllustration.—Where goods 
were consigned to a factor who made 
advances upon them to the consignor 
and afterward sold them under a 
warranty that they were of a certain 
quality; but the goods did not_cor- 
respond with the warranty, and the 
purchaser gave notice thereof to the 
consignor, and with his consent re- 
scinded the sale but gave no notice 
to the factor, the factor could not 
maintain an action against the pur- 
chaser for the price of the goods; if 
the above transaction between the 
purchaser and the consignor oper- 
ated to deprive the factor of his lien, 
by reason of the transfer of the pos- 
session of the goods to the consign- 
or, instead of to himself, he could 
mot for that reason treat the sale 


Staphorst v. Pearce, 4 


as completed and sue for the price, 
but if entitled to any remedy, it 
must be in some other form of ac- 
tion. Robinson v. Talbot, 121 Mass. 
Dlg 

11. See supra § 5. 

12. Wolfe v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
97 Mo. 473, 11 SW 49, 10 AmSR 331, 
3 LRA 539; Ladd v. Arkell, 37 N.Y. 
Super. 35; Grinnell v. Schmidt, 4 N. 
Y. Super. 706, 3 CodeRep 19, 8 NYLeg 
Obs 197; Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 
Wis. 405, 98 NW 335, 102 AmSR 991. 

13. Sherwood v. Stone, 14 N. Y. 
267. ‘But see Bramble v. Spiller, 21 
L. T. Rep..N. S. 672 (holding that 
where a del credere agent sells for 
a disclosed principal,*he cannot sue 
the purchaser on the contract of 
sale in his own name). 

14. Hong Kong, ete, Banking 
Corp. v. Cooper, 114 N. Y. 388, 21 NB 


15. Grice v. Kenrick, L. R. 5 Q. B. 
344; Gibson v. Winter, 5 B. & Ad. 
96, 27 ECL ’50, 110 Reprint 728; 
Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 
98 Reprint 1070; Atkyns v. Amber, 2 
Esp. 4938; Bauerman v. Radenius, 7 
T. R. 663, 101 Reprint 1186. 

Defenses to action by agent gen- 
erally see Agency §§ 507, 508. 

16. Gibson v. Winter, 5 B. & Ad. 
96, 27. ECL 50, 110 Reprint 728. 

17. Drinkwater v. Goodwin, 1 
Cowp. 251, 98 Reprint 1070. 

18. McCobb v. Lindsay, 15 F. Cas. 
INOW ES 04nec meranchie@. (C222 bs 

19. Harralson v. Stein, 50 Ala. 


347. 

20. U. S.—Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 
131 Fed. 313. 

Ala.—Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala. 19. 

Cal.—Roberts v. Burr, 135 Cal. 156, 
67 P 46. 

Tll.— Winne v. Hammond, 37 Ill. 99; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Schenk, 64 I11. 
A. 24, 

Ky.—Robinson v. Webb, 11 Bush 
464, 

La.—Fowler v. Cooper, 3 La. 215. 

Me.—Smith v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
114 Me. 474, 96 A 778; Boston, etc., 


R. Co. v. Warrior Mower Co., 76 
Me. 251. 

Md.—Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 
AmD 417. 


N. Y.—Fitzhugh v. Wiman, 9 N. 
Wer poo eenaddy va eArkelliy 3 SNe ys 
Super. 35, 40 N. Y. Super. 150; Porter 
vy. Schendel, 25 Misc. 779, 55 NYS 
602; Talcott v. Canton Mills Co., 30 


NYS 421, 31 AbbNCas 99; Gorum v. 


Carey, 1 AbbPr 285; Grosvenor v. 
Phillips; -2 Hill 14'7;)) Holbrook’ vé 
Wash 24 Wend. 169, 35 AmD 


Tex.—Nacogdoches Compress Co. 
Ve, Hayter. KCiv. Ak)y 5188.05 Wi oUGs 
Houston, ete., Co. v. Stewart, 1 
Tex. TA. Cives Cas... § 1246, 

Eng.—Bryans v. Nix, 4 M. & W. 
775, 150 Reprint 1634. 

[a] MTIllustration.—A factor, who 
has possession of goods for sale, and, 
by special agreement, is guarantor 
of the purchase money on sales made 
by him and is entitled to a lien 
on the goods for expenditures he is 
bound to incur, and for his com- 
mission, and for an indebtedness of 
the owners on open account in re- 
spect to the goods, has a_ special 
property in the goods, coupled with 
their possession, sufficient to sup- 
port a right of action for injuries 
thereto. Porter v. Schendel, 25 Misc. 
Uh Oe eb dS NYS 26.02: 

21. Roberts v. Burr, 135 Cal. 156, 
ae P 46. And see cases supra note 

[a] Application of rule.—A find-> 
ing that plaintiff was the special 
owner and entitled to the possession 
of.the attached goods; that defend- 
ant wrongfully took them from 
plaintiff’s possession; that the goods 
were delivered to plaintiff’s prin- 
cipal for a valuable consideration, 
and not with an intent to defraud 
the seller’s creditors; that the prop: 
erty was deposited with plaintiff 
for sale on commission, which pos- 
session he held at the time of the 
Seizure; and that the value of the 
goods was three thousand dollars, 
was sufficient to Support a judgment 
for plaintiff in an action for goods 
attached as the property of a third 
person, without a finding of gen- 
eral ownership in plaintiff, the taking 
and carrying away having been ad- 
mitted by defendant. Roberts v. 
Burr 135 Cally 156, 67 iP 146, 

22. Heard v. Brewer, 4 Daly (N. 

We) 3:6; 
[a] Against creditor.—A factor 
having a lien for his advances can, 
in an action against a creditor of his 
principal who has taken the goods 
under attachment, recover only the 
value of his special property. Heard 
Vaesrew er. 4..d0a137 GIN, 2Yensealoon 

23. Hamilton v. Dillin, 11 F. Cas. 
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Act,?* which gives the owner of any such property a 
right, after it has been sold by the government, to 
recover the proceeds of it, a factor is not such an 
owner as to entitle him to maintain an action of 
trover for the value of the property beyond the ex- 
tent of his lien.?® 

Against municipality. Under a statute which sub- 
jects a city to the payment of damages, occasioned 
by the destruction of buildings to prevent the 
spreading of a conflagration, to owners or persons 
having an estate or interest in the buildings de- 
stroyed,?* a factor who has goods in such a build- 


ing and has a lien upon such goods may claim dam- 


- (N. Y.) 139 [aff 25 Wend. 


’ 


‘suit 


ages to the amount of his lien,?? but is not entitled 
to claim the value of the goods for the benefit of the 
owner.”® 

[§ 136] 
tion.?° 
of goods or injuries to them is, as a general rule, 
subject to the right of the principal to control the 
litigation or to sue in his own name;*° except that 
the principal cannot intervene or sue in such a man- 
ner as to defeat the factor’s lien.*+ 

Foreign principal. It has been held that, where a 
factor makes a contract relating to the goods of a 
principal residing in a foreign country, the presump- 
tion arises that exclusive credit was given to the 
factor and that an action on the contract can be sus- 
tained by the factor alone,** and not by the principal 
except through and by the factor.** But on the 
other hand it has been held that there is no such 
absolute presumption and that the principal, whether 
foreign or domestic, may sue to recover the price of 


c. Right of Principal to Control Ac- 


FACTORS 


The right of the factor to sue for the price | 


price of goods sold by his factor, un- 


- [§§ 135-138 


| goods sold by his factor,34 unless it is S inae affirma- 
tively to appear that exclusive credit was given to 
the factor by proof other than the mere fact that 
the principal resided in another state or country ;%° 
and if the purchaser of a consignment becomes in- 
solvent, the nonresident consignor is not affected by 
the discharge of the insolvent but can sue to recover - 
the price for which the goods were sold.*° 

[§ 137] 2. Liability to Third Person *’—a. In 
General. A factor, like other agents,*% is personally 
liable on a contract which he enters into in his own 
name without disclosing his principal,®® even though 
he is known to be a factor;#° and he cannot avoid 
such Hability by settling with his principal, without 
the third person’s consent.44 But where he dis- 
closes the fact of his agency, and the name of the 
person for whom he is acting, he is not personally 
liable if he makes the contract in such form as to be 
binding upon his principal,*? unless it appears that 
he also intended to bind himself personally.*? 

[§ 138] b. Factor for Foreign Principal. It 
has been held by some early decisions that by the 
usage of trade a factor acting for a merchant resi- 
dent in a foreign country is personally liable for 
contracts made by him for his principal, notwith- 
standing he fully discloses at the time the charac- 
ter in which he acts.** This rule has been held not 
applicable to the case of a principal domiciled in 
another state of the Union as the interests of trade 
do not require it.4° But by the more modern de- 
cisions, where a written contract is made and ex- 
pressed to be with the foreign principal and not 
with the factor, the latter is not liable, although the 


41. Johnson v. McCampbell, 6 


aye 5,979 [aff 21 Wall. 73, 22 L.’'ed. 
24. See United States [39 Cye 


al 
U. S. v. Villalonga, 23 Wall. 
a O56) 35, 23 L. ed. 6 

26. See Municipal 
[28 Cyc 770]. 

27. New York v. Stone, 20 Wend. 
(N. Y.)/ 139 [aff 25 Wend. 157]. 

28. New York v. Stone, 20 qe 

29. Right of principal to control 
or supersede agent’s action generally 
see Agency § 601. 

30. Walter v. Ross, 29 F. Cas. No. 
17,122; 2. “Wash. 'C. C. 283; Smith? vi 
Bloom, 159 Iowa 592, 141 NW _ 32, 34 
[cit Cyc]; Jackson Ins. Co. v. Partee, 
9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 296; Beardsley v. 
Schmidt, 120 Wis. 405, 98 NW 235, 
102 AmSR 991. 

31. Beardsley v. Schmidt, 120 Wis. 
405, 98 NW 235, 102 AmSR 991; 
Houghton v. Matthews, 3 B. & P. 
485, 127 Reprint 263; Drinkwater. v. 
Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 98 Reprint 


1070. 
on re Merrick, 5 Watts & S. 
In re Merrick, 5 Watts & S. 


Corporations 


The foreign factor may begin 
in his own name or in his 
Meyer v. Littell, 


10 


[a] 


principal’s name. 
OP ae Ts 
34 Barry 
(Mass.) 398. 
“It has been sometimes said that 
when a sale is made by a factor 
for a foreign principal the latter 
cannot sue for the price. This sup- 
posed exception has been put on the 
ground that in such case the pre- 
sumption at law is that exclusive 
credit was given to the agent, and 
therefore the principal cannot be 
treated in any manner whatever as 
a party to the contract. But the 
later and better opinion is that there 
is no such absolute presumption, and 
that a principal, whether foreign or 
domestic, may sue to recover the 


v. Page, Gray 


less it is made affirmatively to ap- 
pear that exclusive credit was given 
to the agent by proof other than the 
mere fact that the principal resided 
in another state or country.’ Barry 
vy. Page, 10 Gray (Mass.) 398. 


35, Barry -v. .Page, 10 /)° Gray 
(Mass.) 398. 
36. Ilsley v. Merriam, 7 Cush. 


(Mass.) 242, 54 AmD 721. 
87. Liability for freight see Car- 
riers §§ 700, 701; Shipping [36 Cyc 


309]. 

38. See Agency §§ 491-494. 
39. Wheeler v. Reed, 36 Ill. 81; 
Turner v. Crumpton, 21 N. D. 294, 
130 -NW 937, AnnCas1913C 1015; 
Stevens v. Pincoffs, 9 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 479, 14 CincLBul 110. 

{a] The well-settled rule of 
agency that if an agent does not dis- 
close his agency and name his prin- 
cipal he binds himself and becomes 
subject to all liabilities, express and 
implied, created by the contract, in 
the same manner as if he were the 
principal in interest, applies equally 
to sales by factors in their own 
names. Wheeler v. Reed, 386 Ill. 


81. 

[b] A factor who buys goods for 
his principal in his own name is per- 
sonally liable for the price. Turner 
v. Crumpton, 21 N. D. 294, 130 NW 
937, AnnCas1913C 1015. 

(c] A factor for distillers undis- 
closed as principals who contracts 
to sell and deliver on board freight 
ears by a transfer of bill of lading 
barreled spirits in bond for export 
and does so deliver them undertakes 
by implication that the _ barrels 
should be fit and properly filled for 
such transportation and is. liable 
for leakage caused by the breach of 
his undertaking, although the leak- 
age was due to latent defects in the 
wood of which the barrels were 
made. Stevens v. Pincoffs,:9 Oh. 

(Reprint) 479, 14 CincLBul 
110. 


40. Wheeler v. Reed, 36 Ill. 81. 


Baxt. (Tenn.) 294. 

{a] Tllustration.—A factor, by 
settling with his principal, cannot 
avoid a previously admitted liability 
to a third person for expenses in- 
curred in forwarding goods, without 
the consent of the third person. 


Johnson v. McCampbell, 6 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 294. 

42. Kirkpatrick v. Stainer, 22 
Wend. (N. Y.) 244. 

43. Kirkpatrick v. Stainer, 22 
Wend: (N. Y.) 244. 


44, Rogers v. March, 33 Me. 106; 
McKenzie v. Nevius, 22 Me. 138, 38 
AmD 291; Kirkpatrick v. Stainer, 22 
Wend. (N. Y.) 244 

[a] The reason for this rule ac- 
cording to Justice Story is founded 
on “the presumption, that the party 
dealing with the agent intends to 
trust one who is known to him, and 
resides in the same country, and 
subject to the same law as himself, 
rather than one, who if known, can- 
not from his residence in a foreign 
country, be made amenable to those 
laws, and whose liability may be af- 
fected by local institutions, and local 
exemptions, which may put at hazard 
both his rights and his remedies.” 
Story Agency § 290 [quot Rogers v. 
March, 33 Me. 106, 112]. 

{b] The ordinary presumption in 
such cases ‘“‘not only is that credit is 
given to the agents, but that it is 
exclusively given to them, to the ex- 
oneration of their, employers. Still, 
however, this presumption is liable 
to be rebutted by proofs that credit 
was given to both principal and 
agent or to the principal only.” Story 
Agency §§ 265, 268 [quot Kirkpat- 
vice v. Stainer, 22 Wend. (N. Y.) 244, 

]. 

Liability of agent of Zonelgn. Raia 
cipal generally see Agency § 4 

45. Vawter v. Baker, 23 ind: 63; 
New Castle Mfg. Co. v. Red River 
R. Co., 1 Rob. (La.) 145, 36 AmD 
686; Kirkpatrick y. Stainer, 22 Wend. 
(N.Y...) 254: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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contract is signed by him for ana on account of the 
foreign principal.*¢ 

[§ 139] ¢. Liability to Purchaser—(1) In 
General. Where a factor sells the goods avowedly 
as factor for a disclosed principal and acts within 
his authority, he incurs no personal liability to the 
purchaser.*’ But where the factor sells the goods in 
his own name, without disclosing his principal, he 
incurs all liabilities, express or implied, created by 
the contract of sale, in the same manner as if he 
were the principal in interest;*® and the same rule 
applies where the factor’ discloses the fact of his 
agency but does not disclose the name of his prin- 
cipal.4® Thus if a factor sells in his own name a 
consignment of goods which were stolen, he is liable 
to the purchaser to whom he sells, if the goods are 
subsequently recovered by the true owner, for the 
return of the purchase money and the expenses in- 
curred in defending his title.®° 

[§ 140] (2) On Warranty. Where a factor 
warrants the goods, without any authority therefor 
from his principal,®1 or where he gives a warranty 
without designating that he is acting as agent or 
disclosing the name of his principal,®? he may be 
held personally liable on the warranty, although he 
settles with his principal before notice of any breach 
of warranty,°* and although, before the property is 
delivered, the principal informs the purchaser that 
the property is sold on his account,>* and the mere 
fact that the purchaser knew the name of the real 
owner of the goods does not preclude his right of 
holding the factor liable, where the purchaser in- 
tended to give credit to the factor.®*> The fact that 


-the factor was dealing with the property of a third 
person does not.affect the right of the purchaser to. 


retain the goods and seek his remedy founded upon a 
breach of warranty instead of returning the goods.®® 

[§ 141] d. Liability for Money Paid.®? Where 
a factor receives money for his principal, to which 
the latter is not entitled, he is liable to the party 


46. Maury v. Ranger, 38 La. Ann. 55. 
485, 489, 58 AmR 197. See also 
Agency § 490. 

47. Mida vy. Geissmann, 


A. 403. 
De LUA 56. 
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Sprague v. 
Fed. 386; Thompson y. Irwin, 42 Mo. 


Argersinger v. MacNaughton, 
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paying it,5® unless before it is claimed he actually 
pays it over to the principal, or does something 
equivalent thereto.5® A mere entry on the factor’s 
books to the credit of the principal is no answer to 
the claim of the true owner if the factor has not 
parted with anything of value.® 

[§ 142] e. Liability in Tort®—(1) In Gen- 
eral. Ordinarily a factor must rely upon his prin- 
cipal’s honesty or financial responsibility to protect 
him in dealing with goods placed in his hands by the 
principal,®* for no matter what innocence and good 
faith may characterize the factor’s acts, he is liable 
in tort to the true owner or lienor against whom 
the principal’s act of placing the chattels with the 
factor is a tort. This liability, however, is limited 
to eases in which there are defects in the princi- 
pal’s right of possession when he turns the. chattels 
over to the factor ;°* if. the principal has in fact a 
good title and right of possession when he delivers 
the chattels to the factor to sell, the factor’s pos- 
session is lawful, and his authority to sell continues 
until he has notice of revocation.®® Thus, where 
goods not belonging to his principal comes into the 
hands of a factor, the true owner thereof may re- 
quire an accounting of the factor, although the true 
owner was previously unknown to the factor;°® and 
if the factor sells the goods, he is liable to the true 
owner in an action for money had and received,®? 
and cannot apply such proceeds to a debt due him 
by the principal.®* But where the factor is not bene- 
fited by the tort, and he pays over the proceeds of 
the sale without notice of the rights of the real 
owner, he cannot be held liable in an action on con- 
tracts 

[§ 143] (2) Conversion.*° <A factor is liable to 
the true owner for conversion, where he asserts 
dominion over the personal property of such owner 
against his will,71 as where he receives property - 
from his principal, to which the principal has no 
right or title, and sells it and pays over the pro- 


commission, the proceeds can be re- 
covered from the merchant, less the 
expenses incurred, even though the 
merchant showed that the cotton was 


Rosenbaum, 38 


207. 

Liability of agent on authorized 
contract for disclosed principal gen- 
erally see Agency §§ 486-490. 

48. U. S.—Sprague v. Rosenbaum, 
38 Fed. 386. 

La.—Weld v. Shaw, 2 La. Ann. 
559. 

Mass.—Hastings v. 
Pick. 214, 13 AmD 420. | 

Mo.—Thompson v. Irwin, 
A. 403. 

N. Y.—Argersinger v. MacNaugh- 
ton, 114° N. Y. 535, 21 NE 1022, 11 
AmSR 687; McCullough v. Thompson, 
40 N. Y. Super. 449; Mills v. Hunt, 20 
Wend. 431; Waring v. Mason, 18 
Wend. 425. 

Liability of agent on authorized 
contract for undisclosed principal 
generally see Agency §§ 491-494. 

49. Weld v. Shaw, 2 La. Ann. 559; 
Argersoinger v. MacNaughton, 114 
N. Y. 535, 21 NE’ 1022, 11 AmSR 
687; Dale v. Humphrey, E. B. & E. 
1004, 96 ECL 1004, 120 Reprint 783. 

50. Thompson v. Irwin, 42 Mo. A. 
403; Edgerton v. Michels, 66 Wis. 
124, 26 NW 748, 28 NW 408. 

_51. _Argersinger v. MacNaughton, 
114 N. Y. 535, 21 NE 1022, 11 AmSR 
687. 

52. Hastings v. Lovering, 2 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214, 13 AmD 420; Argersin- 
ger v. MacNaughton, 114 N. Y. 535, 
21 NE 1022, 11 AmSR 687. j 

53. Hastings v. Lovering, 2 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214, 18 AmD 420. é 

54 Hastings v. Lovering, 2 Pick. 
(Mass.) 214, 13 AmD 420. 


Lovering, 2 
42 Mo. 


a N. Y. 535, 21 NE 1022, 11 AmSR 
Right to return goods upon breach 
of a warranty or to sue upon the 


breach see generaliy Sales [35 Cyc 
434 et seq]. 

8 fe See generally Agency §§ 495-— 
497. 

58. Weld v. Shaw, 2 La. Ann. 
559. 

59. Weld v. Shaw, 2 La. Ann. 
559. 

60. Weld v. Shaw, 2 La. Ann. 
559 


61. See generally Agency §§ 498- 


62. White v. Century Sav. Bank, 
229 Fed. 975, 144 CCA 257; Arkansas 
City Bank v. Cassidy, 71 Mo. A. 186, 
199. : 

It is factors’ “business to know the 
character of the persons with whom 
and for whom they deal, and to see 
to it that their principals are able 
to protect them if their action in 
reference to property bought or 
sold amounts to a conversion.” Ar- 
kansas City Bank v. Cassidy, supra. 

63. White v. Century Sav. Bank, 
229 Fed. 975, 144 CCA 257; White v. 
Boyd, 124 N. C. 177, 32 SE 495. 

64, White v. Century Sav. Bank, 
229 Wed. 975, 144 CCA 257. 

65. White v. Century Sav. Bank, 
229 Fed. 975, 144 CCA 257. ‘ft ‘ 

nn. 


66. Newton’s Succ. 24 La. 
218; Bullitt v. Walker, 12 La. Ann. 
276. 


[a] Where a tutor ships cotton 
belonging to a minor to be sold on 


shipped in the individual name of the 
tutor, and that the tutor was in- 
debted, to him on his own account in 
an amount akove the proceeds of the 


ELL: Norton’s Succe., 24 La. Ann. 
18. 

67. Tucker v. Utley, 168 Mass. 
415, 47 NE 198; Cobb v. Dows, 10 


N. Y. 335 [rev 9 Barb. 230]. 

68. Byers v. Johnson County Sav. 
Bank, 64 fll. A. 168; Norton’s Succ., 
24 La. Ann. 218; Dolliff v. Robbins, 
eeeriaie: 498, 86 NW 772, 85 AmSR 
66. 

69. Greer v. Newland, 70 Kan. 315, 
78 P 835, 109 AmSR 424, 70 LRA 554, 


ie Kan, 310) -7% PP’ 98,7109 Amish 
“{a] Tustration—Where a com- 
mission merchant receives mort- 


gaged cattle for sale without the 
knowledge or consent of the mort- 
gagee and in violation of the terms 
of the mortgage, and pays the pro- 
ceeds, less his commission, to the 
consignor, without notice of the 
mortgage, he does not derive such a 
benefit from the transaction as to 
authorize the mortgagee to waive 
the tort and recover on an implied 
contract. Greer v. Newland, 70 Kan. 
315, 78 P 835, 109 AmSR 424, 70 
LRA 554, 70 Kan. 310, 77 P 98, 109 
AmSR 424. 

70. liability to principal for con- 
version see supra § 71. 

71. Arkansas City Bank v. Cas- 
sidy, 71 Mo. A. 186; J. F. Fargason 
Co. v. Ball, 128 Tenn. 137, 159 SW 
221, 50 LRANS 51. 
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ceeds to the principal or refuses to deliver the prop- 
erty or its proceeds to the true owner,’? especially 
where the principal had stolen or otherwise ob- 
tained the goods through fraud or forgery.™? It is 
no defense to the factor that he acted in good faith 
throughout the entire transaction and without 
knowledge or notice that such third person was the 
real owner of the property;"* or that he acted for 
another or under authority from another who him- 
self had no authority;7° or that a common carrier 
was guilty of negligence in permitting the property 
to be diverted from its true destination by means of 
a forged waybill and placed in the possession of the 
factor through a forged bill of lading;*® nor is it 
any defense that he did not have the custody of the 
goods at the time the suit was instituted but had 
previously in good faith without notice of the title 
of the true owner sold them in due course of trade.”* 
But it has been held that, where the factor receives 
goods for sale in good faith, and pays over the pro- 
ceeds to his principal, who purports to be the true 
owner, before he has notice of the true owner’s 
rights, and has neither the goods nor the proceeds 
in his possession when demand is made by the true 
owner, he cannot be said to have knowingly asserted 
any claim to the property or its proceeds against the 
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sion.78 The factor is not liable for conversion where 
he has been misled through the act of the owner,’® 
or of his agent,8° or where he obtains possession and 
sells the goods with the consent of the owner.*? 

Factor with notice. Of course if the factor has no- 
tice of the true ownership either before he has sold 
the goods or before he has paid over the proceeds, 
he will become liable to the true owner for the value 
of the goods or for the amount of the proceeds re- 
ceived.? So a factor with actual or constructive 
notice of a lien of a third person upon his princi- 
pal’s goods is liable to the owner of the lien for the 
loss thereof occurring through a sale made by the 
factor and his subsequent action,§* although he has 
turned over the proceeds to his principal.*4 

[§ 144] f. Liability on Direction or Promise of 
Principal as to Application of Proceeds.*®° In ac- 
cordance with the doctrine of equitable assignments 
generally,®® a factor is not lable to a third person 
for paying over the proceeds of the goods to: his 
principal by reason of the mere fact that he has been 
directed by his principal to pay the proceeds to such 
third person,’? or has notice of a promise by the 
principal to do so in payment of a debt due such 
third person,®* unless by an agreement with his prin- 
cipal,®® or by the other circumstances of the trans- 


owner and consequently is not guilty of conver- ; action there is an appropriation of the proceeds to 


Conversion generally see Trover 
and Conversion [38 Cye 1997]. 


72. U. S.Moore v. Hill, 38 Fed. 
330: 
Ga.—Flannery v. Harley, 117 Ga. 


483, 43 SE 765. 2 
Minn.—Johnson.v. Martin, 87 Minn. 
370, 92 NW 221, 94 AmSR 706, 59 
LRA 733; Dolliff v. Robbins, 83 Minn, 
498, 86 NW 772, 85 AmSR 466. 
Oh.—Miller v. Laws, 4 CincLBul 
123, 7 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 602, 7 Am 
LRec 606, 6 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 736. 
Tenn.—Hughes v. Abston, 105 
Tenn. 70, 58 SW 296. 
Tex.—Alamo Live Stock Commn. 


Co. v. Heimer, (Civ. A.) 192 SW 
591. 

{a] Tllustration.—A factor into 
whose hands cotton passes, which 


has been sold for cash, but has not 
been paid for, is chargeable with the 
conversion of it although he dis- 
poses of it at the instance of the 
buyer and it is sold in due course 
of trade, and in entire good faith 
and without notice of retention of 
title by the seller. Flannery v. 
Harley, 117 Ga. 483, 43 SE 765. 

73. Moore v. Hill, 38 Fed. 330; 
Rogers v. Huie, 1 Cal. 429, 54 AmD 
300; Johnson v. Martin, 87 Minn. 
370, 92 NW 221, 94 AmSR 706, 59 
LRA 733; Miller v. Laws, 6 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 736, 7 AmLRec 606. 

fa] Necessity for prosecution of 
felon.—To entitle the true owner to 
recover from the factor, it is not 
necessary that there should have 
been a prior conviction of the felon. 


Rogers v. Huie, 1 Cal. 429, 54 AmD 
300. 

74, U. S.—Moore v. Hill, 38 Fed. 
330 


Ga.—Flannery v. Harley, 117 Ga. 
483, 43 SE 765. 

Mass.—Tucker v. Utley, 168 Mass. 
415, 47 NE 198. 

Minn.—Johnson v. Martin, 87 Minn. 
370, 92 NW 221, 94 AmSR 753, 59 
LRA 733. 

Tenn.—J. F. Fargason Co. v. Ball, 
128 Tenn. 137, 159 SW 221, 50 LRANS 
5s 
Tex.—Alamo Live Stock Commn. 
Co. v. Heimer, (Civ. A.) 192 SW 591. 

75. Arkansas City Bank vy. Cas- 
sidy, 71 Mo. A. 186. 


76. Johnson v. Martin, 87 Minn. 
370, 92 NW 221, 94 AmSR 706, 59 
LRA 733. 

77. Flannery v. Harley, 117 Ga. 


483, 48 SE 765; Miller v. Wilson, 98 
Ga. 567, 25 SE 578, 58 AmSR 319. 

78. Abernathy v. Wheeler, 92 Ky. 
320, 17 SW 858, 13 KyL 713; Fields 
v. Blane, 37> SW 850, 18 KyL 675; 
J. F. Fargason Co. v. Ball, 128 Tenn. 
137, 159 SW 221, 50 LRANS 51; Roach 
v. Turk, 9. Heisk. (Tenn.) 17108, 24 
AmR 3860 [overr Taylor v. Pope, 5 
Coldw. (Tenn.) 413]. 

{a] & public warehouseman (1) 
who receives and sells goods and 
accounts for the proceeds to the con- 
signors without notice that the 
goods belong to another cannot be 
held liable. Fields v. Blane, 37 SW 
850, 18 KyL 675. (2) But where 
goods jointly owned were consigned 
by one of the owners and sold and 
the proceeds credited to the con- 
signor, the other joint owner might 
recover his proportion from _ the 
warehouseman, if the iatter had no- 
tice of the joint ownership. Phelps 
v. Barkley, 40 SW 384, 19 Kyl 346 
[dist Fields v. Blane, supra]. 

79. Duncan v. Blood, 5 La. Ann. 
11; Kempner v. Thompson, 45 Tex. 
Civ. A. 267, 100 SW 351, 

{a] Illustration.—If a third per- 
son invests the principal with the in- 
dicia of ownership of his goods, so 
as to enable him to impose upon the 
factor, and induce the latter to be- 
lieve that the principal is the owner 
with authority to pledge the same 
to secure advances, the factor will 
be protected in so far as he acts to 
his detriment upon the faith of such 
apparent ownership. Kempner v. 
Thompson, 45 Tex. Civ. A. 267, 100 
SW 351. 

80. Bullitt v. Walker, 12 La. Ann. 


276; Hays v. Warren, 46 Mo. 189. 
81. Taylor v. Turner, 87 Ill. 296. 
[a] Illustration. — Where _ grain, 

with the consent of both the 


seller and buyer, is consigned to, and 
goes into the hands of a commission 
merchant for sale in the market, tro- 
ver will not lie against the com- 
mission merchant for selling it by 
the original seller of the grain who 
holds railroad receipts for the grain, 
or by sone who succeeds to his rights. 
Taylor v. Turner, 87 Ill. 296. 

82. Ledoux v. Cooper, 2 La. Ann. 
586; Ledoux v. Anderson, 2 La. Ann. 


558; Post v. Houston Rice Milling 
reed 30m Lex. Clyee Avr.642 7080 ISiVs 
33. Merchants’, etc., Bank  v. 


Meyer, 56 Ark. 499, 20 SW 406; White 
v. Boyd, 124 N. C. 177, 32 SH 495; 
Peeples v. Werner, 51 S. C. 401, 298 
SE 2; Hughes v. Abston, 105 Tenn. 
70, 58 SW 296. 

{a] Illustration.—Where a factor 
sells cotton for the planter, knowing 
that the planter is lessee of the plan- 
tation on which the cotton was grown 


and having reason to believe that he- 


was without funds sufficient to grow 
the crops, he has constructive notice 
of the landlord’s lien for rent and 
is liable to the landlord as for con- 
version of the cotton; and where the 
cotton was subject to a mortgage 
which was recorded, the factor is 
liable to the mortgagee for damages 
which he may sustain by the factor’s 
action in depositing the proceeds of 
the cotton in bank to the e¢redit of 
the principal. Merchants’, ete., Bank 
v.- Meyer, 56 Ark. 499, 20 SW 406. 

[b] Where a keeper of a tobacco 
salesroom receives a consignment of 
tohacco for sale at public auction, 
and delivers it to the buyer, collect- 
ing the price and paying it to the 
consignor, receiving a commission 
on the sale, if the tobacco was sub- 
ject to a crop lien and a mortgage, 
the salesroom keeper is liable to the 
mortgagee and landlord for conver- 
sion! White v4. Boyd, 1249N. 1G dae 
82 SE .495. 

84. Hughes vy. Ashton, 105 Tenn. 
70, 58 SW 396. 

85. Disposition of proceeds gen- 
erally see supra § 58. 

86. See Assignments §§ 78-88. 

87. Walton v. Tims, 7 Ala. 470. 

[a] Mere direction to factor no 
assignment.-—Although a father di- 
rects the proceeds of certain bales 
of cotton to be applied by his factor 
in payment of a specific debt of his 
son, he is still warranted in counter- 
manding the direction at any time 
before the factor has thus appropri- 
ated the money or entered into an 
agreement with the creditor who is. 
the object of the remittance to hold 
it for his use. Walton v. Tims, 7 


Ala. ‘ 
88. Pearce v. Roberts, 27 Mo. 179. 
89. Moore v. Clapp, 36 La. Ann. 
690; De Wolf v. Gardner, 12 Cush. 


ee 19, 59 AmD, 165. 
a 
in third person’s favor.—(1) Where 
a factor agrees with a planter that 
he will pay to a third party a stated 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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such third person sufficient to transfer the control 
over them to him.®® Thus, where a bill of exchange 
is drawn against a consignment an indorser cannot 
claim that the factor is bound to accept or apply the 
proceeds of the consignment to the payment of the 
bill, unless a letter of advice accompanying the con- 
signment expressly directs a specific application of 
the proceeds of the consignment to the payment of 
the bill;®! and even though a specific appropriation 
has been made, an indorser who had no notice of it 
and who did not negotiate and indorse the bill on 
the faith that the proceeds would be applied to its 
payment has no other rights than those of an or- 
dinary indorser.®? But where a factor receives goods 
consigned to him with notice at the time he receives 
them that the owner has given to a third person, 
for money advanced, the right to the funds which 
may arise from the sale of the goods, the factor 
cannot divert the funds from the third person with- 
out liability to him;°* he cannot receive the funds 
as if to carry out the will of the consignor and re- 
spect the rights of the third person, and subse- 
quently apply the proceeds of the sale to the pay- 
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ment of an account due the factor by the econ- 
signor.®* Thus, where the principal assigns a bill 
of lading to a third person who discounts a draft 
drawn on a particular consignment, and the factor 
has notice thereof he cannot apply the proceeds of 
the consignment to other purposes, for the title to 
the consignment and the proceeds thereof belong to 
such third person to the extent of the draft dis- 
counted on the security thereof.°> But if a bank 
discounts a draft and obtains no property in the 
consignment by the assignment of the bill of lading 
or by the attachment thereof to the draft or by other 
means, it cannot enforce the promise of the factor 
made to the consignor to accept the draft and to 
pay it, but the factor may apply the proceeds of the 
ecu to the debt of the principal to him- 
Selince 


[§ 145] B. Of Principal®’—1. Rights against 
Third Persons—a. On Factor’s Contracts—(1) In 
General. As in other agencies °8 the principal as a 


general rule may sue upon, and enforce rights aris- 
ing out of, contracts entered into by the factor in his 
behalf,®® unless the contract is an express one under 


his commissions on it, he 


amount upon the receipt from the 
planter of a designated number of 
hogsheads of sugar, and the planter 
ships a portion of the sugar, the 
factor is liable to such third person 
on the stipulation in his favor, to the 
extent of the proceeds of the ship- 
ment; but where a portion of the 
crop is held by the manufacturers 
of the sugar under a pledge, which 
the factor is compelled to pay to 
get the sugar, and it is also subject 
to the privilege of the laborers, and 
the sugar is shipped to the factor 
by the manufacturers, and its entire 
proceeds are absorbed by these pre- 
ferred claims, the factor getting only 
is not 
bound to pay the amount of such 
proceeds to the third person under 
the aforesaid stipulation. Moore v. 
Clapp, 36 La. Ann. 690. (2) Where 
notice of an intended consignment 
was given to the factor and that 
the warehouse receipt for the goods 
was attached to a draft drawn on 
him and discounted by a bank and he 
assented to the conditions of the 
consignment, he became the agent of 
the bank to receive, hold, sell, and 
account for the goods or their pro- 
ceeds. De Wolf v. Gardner, 12 
Cush. (Mass.) 19, 59 AmD 165. 

90. Port Gibson Bank vy. Burke, 
4 Rob. (La.) 440; Hong Kong, etc., 
Banking Corp. v. Cooper, 114 N. Y. 
388, 21 NE 994; Peeples v. Werner, 
FI SG 2018 929 3S R2: : 

{a] Control of contract made with 
purchaser of goods “to arrive.’’— 
Where a factor in his own name 
makes a sale for the benefit of his 
principal of goods “to arrive” within 
a certain time, and the principal 
assigns the bills of lading for goods 
actually shipped to a bank discount- 
ing drafts drawn against the goods, 
and the bank has no knowledge of 
the contract of sale made by the 
factor, the bank has control of the 
consignment thenceforth, but it has 
no control over or rights in the con- 
tract made by the factor, and the 
factor may, aS against the bank, up- 
on the failure of his principal, treat 
the contract as his own, and sub- 
stitute other goods of the same kind 
and apply the profits of the trans- 
action to the debt owed him by his 
insolvent principal. Hong Kong, etc., 
Banking Corp. v. Cooper, 114 N. Y. 
388, 21 NE 994. 

91. Cowperthwaite v. Sheffield, 3 
N. Y. 243 [aff 3 N. Y. Super. 416]. 

[a] Illustration.—Where the con- 
signor drew bills on the consignment 
and advised the consignee thereof, 
but the letter contained no specific 
application of the proceeds of the 


consignment, and the bills contained 
nothing on their faces indicative of 
their having been drawn on the spe- 
cific fund but were in the ordinary 
form of negotiable bills of exchange, 
and the bills were presented before 
the goods arrived and were refused 
acceptance, and subsequently after 
selling the goods the factor paid the 
proceeds to the consignors, the hold- 
ers of the bills had no claim on such 
proceeds. Cowperthwaite v. Sheffield, 
3 N. Y. 243 [aff 3 N. Y. Super. 416]. 

Duty to accept or meet draft gen- 
erally see supra § 65. 

92. Cowperthwaite v. Sheffield, 3 
N. Y. 243 [aff 3 N. Y. Super. 416]. 

93. Cordell v. Hall, 34 Fed. 866 
fafe( 142 (Ue sS41165012 SCt) 154) 35 Se 
ed. 956]; Rochester Bank v. Jones, 4 
N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 
489]; Evans-Snider-Buell Co. v. 
Amarillo First Nat. Bank, 15 Tex. 
Civ. A. 168, 39) SWi.213. 

fa] Tllustrations.—(1) Where the 
goods were purchased with money ob- 
tained from a third person, the con- 
signor agreeing that the third person 
should be reimbursed out of the pro- 
ceeds when the goods were sold by the 
factors and the factors know of the 
agreement, the latter cannot apply 
any part of the proceeds to the debt 
of the principal until the debt due 
to the third person is paid. Cordell 
v. Hall, 34 Fed. 866 [aff 142 U. S. 
126, 912) SCt 1545-35 Li. ed: 956J. . (2) 
A factor, although the consignor is 
indebted to him for advances on 
previous consignments, having notice 
that a subsequent consignment has 
been drawn against and that the 
draft has been discounted by a bank, 
to which the carrier’s receipt has 
been delivered as security for the 
acceptance of the draft acquires by 
the consignment no right to the 
goods except on condition of accept- 
ing the draft, and where he refuses 
to accept the draft he becomes a 
wrongdoer by taking and converting 
the goods. Rochester Bank v. Jones, 
4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 
489]. (3) Where the factor discounts 
a draft drawn against the shipment 
by the principal in favor of a third 
person for the purchase price of the 
goods, and accepts the _ transfer 
thereof in connection with the way- 
bills, which recite that the consign- 
ment is for the third person’s ac- 
count, the goods are pledged to such 
third person, at least to the extent 
of their net proceeds. Evans-Snider- 
Buell Co. v. Amarillo First Nat. 
Bank, 15 Tex. Civ. A. 163, 39 SW 213. 

[b] Notice, whether actual or con- 
structive, of an agreement between 
the principal and a third person that 


the third person should be reimbursed 
for advances by a draft drawn on 
the consignment to the factor is 
sufficient to make the factor liable 
to the third person for payment of 
the draft when so drawn. Cordell v. 
Hall, 34 Fed. 866 [aff 142 U. S. 116, 
12 SCt..164, .35' L. ed. 956]. 

94. Citizens’ Bank v. Adams, 84 
Fed. 268 [rev on the facts 84 Fed. 
270]; Port Gibson Bank v. Burke, 
4 Rob. (La.) 440; Rochester Bank 
v. Jones, 4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 
[rev 4 Den. 489]; Evans-Snider- 
Buell v. Amarillo First Nat. Bank, 
15 Tex. Civ. A. 163, 39 SW 213. 

_ [a] Tlustration—A bank advanc- 
ing money to stockmen for the pur- 
chase of stock, with the understand- 
ing that according to the previous 
|course of business the stock would 
be shipped to commission merchants, 
sold, and the proceeds placed to the 
credit of the bank for its reimburse- 
ment, gives the bank a right to such 
proceeds as against the commission 
merchants, who are aware of the 
understanding’ and previous course 
of business, and they cannot appro- 
priate such proceeds to the payment 
of a debt due them from the ship- 


pers. Citizens’, Bank v. Adams, 84 
a 268 [rev on the facts 84 Fed. 
95. Cairo First Nat. Bank v. 


Crocker, 111 Mass. 163; Hong Kong, 
ete., Banking Corp. v. Cooper, 114 
N. Y. 388, 21 NE 994; Batavia First 
Nat. Bank v. Ege, 109 N. Y. 120, 16 
NE 317,74 AmSR 431; Rochester Bank 
v. Jones, 4 N. Y. 497, 55 AmD 290 
[rev 4 Den. 489]; Holmes v. German 
Security Bank, 87 Pa. 525. 

[a] Application of rule.—Where 
notice of an intended consignment 
is given a factor, and that the con- 
signment has been drawn against 
and the draft discounted by a bank, 
to which the carrier’s receipt has 
been delivered, under an agreement 
that the bank may hold it as se- 
curity for the acceptance of the 
draft, the factor, upon refusing to 
accept the draft and subsequently re- 
ceiving the flour and converting it 
to his own use, is liable to the bank 
in trover for the flour, although the 
consignor is indebted to the factor 
for advances on previous consign- 
ments. Rochester Bank v. Jones, 4 
peop 497, 55 AmD 290 [rev 4 Den. 

96. St. Louis Exch. Bank v. Rice, 
107 Mass. 37, 9 AmR 1. 

97. Right of foreign principal to 
sue See supra § 136. 

98. See Agency §§ 553-555. 

99. Ark.—Hearshy v. Hichox, 12 
Ark; 125; 
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seal with the factor, in which case he alone ean sue.? 
Thus, where the factor sells the goods for his prin- 
cipal, the contract is between the purchaser and the 
principal,? and subject to the right of the factor to 
be protected to the extent of his lien; the princi- 
pal, as a general rule, may sue to recover the pur- 
chase price of the goods sold,* although the sale was 
made by the factor in his own name without dis- 
closing the principal,® and this rule applies to a sale 
by a del credere factor.6 Where the factor orders 
the purchaser to ship produce in part payment to a 
third person for sale, the principal, after notice, 
may recover the proceeds of the produce from the 
third person as against creditors of the factor.’ 
Where, however, a consignee is at liberty, under his 
contract with the consignor, to sell at any price and 
receive payment at any time he likes, and is bound 
if he sells to pay the consignor a fixed price, their 
relation is not that of principal and factor, and the 
consignor cannot sue the purchaser for the price.® 

Note taken by factor. If, when a factor makes a 
sale, he takes a note in his own name for the price, 
the principal is entitled to sue for the price ® except 
where such security is regarded as constituting pay- 
ment.1° 

Where goods of several sold together. The prin- 
cipal may himself recover the purchase price of 
goods sold on eredit although the goods of several 
principals are sold at the same time to one pur- 
chaser, provided the price for which the goods of 
each principal were sold can be ascertained.4! But 
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it has been held that, where goods of the principal 
and goods of the factor are sold together for a 
gross sum, the principal cannot sever his claim from 
the factor’s, and sue in his own name, and thus sub- 
ject the purchaser to a separate suit for the value 
of the goods belonging to him.}? 

[§ 146] (2) Defenses Available to Third Per- 
son.13 Where a factor makes a sale in his own 
name, without disclosing his principal, to a pur- 
chaser who has no notice, either actual or construc- 
tive, that the factor is selling as an agent, the pur- 
chaser, if an action is brought-against him by the 
principal to recover the purchase price, may avail 
himself of every defense to which he would be en- 
titled if the action were brought by the factor;1* 
and although there are decisions to the contrary 
it is generally held that if the purchaser dealt in 
good faith with the factor as owner, he may set off 
any debt or claim he may have against the factor 
in answer to the demand of the principal,’® and he 
may set off a claim against the factor which, al- 
though not due and payable at the time of the sale, 
becomes payable before the principal’s action is in- 
stituted.17 Where, however, the purchaser knows or 
has reason to believe at the time of the sale that 
the factor is selling the goods as agent, although he 
does not know or have the means of knowing who 
is the principal, he has no right to set off, in an 
action by the principal for the price of the geods, 
a debt or claim which he holds against the factor.18 
But the mere fact that the factor is in the commis- 


Tll.—Burton v. Goodspeed, 69 Ill. 


237. 
es e.—Edmond vy. Caldwell, 15 Me. 
Mass.—Wadsworth _ v. Gay, 118 


Mass. 44; Barry v. Page, 10 Gray 
398; Chickering v. Hosmer, 12 Mass. 
183. 

N. Y.—Merrill v. Thomas, 7 Daly 
393. 

N. C.—Golden v. Levy, 4 N. C. 141, 
6 AmD 555, 

Eng.—Houghton v. Matthews, 3 
B. & P. 485, 127 Reprint 263. 

1. Hearshy v. Hichox, 12 Ark. 
125; Huntington v. Knox, 7 Cush. 
(Mass.) 371. 

2. Edmond vy. Caldwell, 15 Me. 
340; Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 542; 
Kelley v. Munson, 7 Mass. 319, 5 
AmD 47. 

3. Barry v. Page, 10 Gray (Mass.) 
398; Merrill v. Thomas, 7 Daly (N. 
Y.) 393; Girard v. Taggart, 5 Serg. 
& R. (Pa.) 19, 9 AmD 327; Drink- 
water v. Goodwin, 1 Cowp. 251, 98 
Reprint 1070. 

4. Me.—Edmond v. Caldwell, 15 
Me. 340; Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 
542. 

Mass.—Cushman v. Snow, 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529. 

N. Y.—German Bank v. Edwards, 
53 NI 541. 

W. Va.—Duncan vy. Doll, 75 W. Va. 
331, 84 SE 792. 

Eng.—Bramwell v. Spiller, 21 L. 
Ty Repl UN.) S: 672. 

Collection of payment by principal 
generally see supra § 25. 

5. Ill.—Burton v. Goodspeed, 69 
Til, ©2387. 

Ind.—Brooks v. Doxey, 72 Ind. 327. 

Md.—Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 
AmD 417. 

Mass.—Cushman v. Snow, 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529; Roosevelt v. 
Doherty, 129 Mass. 301, 37 AmR 356; 
Barry v. Page, 10 Gray 398; Hunt- 
ington v. Knox, 7 Cush. 371; Ilsley 
v. Merriam, 7 Cush. 242, 54 AmD 
721; Kelley v. Munson, 7 Mass. 319, 
5 AmD 47; Kinder v. Shaw, 2 Mass. 
398; Allen v. Pierce, 1 Dane Abr. 612. 
peo Y.—Hogan v. Shorb, 24 Wend. 


Pa.—Parker v. Donaldson, 2 Watts 
& S. 9; Girard v. Taggart, 5 Serg. & 
Re 19, 9: AmD 327. 

Tenn.—Foster v. Smith, 2 Coldw. 
474, 88 AmD 604. 

6. Titcomb v. Seaver, 4 Me. 542; 
Cushman y. Snow, 186 Mass. 169, 71 
NE 529; Moore v. Hillabrand, 37 Hun 
(N. Y.) 491, 16 AbbNCas 477; Mer- 
rill v. Thomas, 7 Daly (N. Y.) 393. 

7, Merrill v. Norfolk Bank, 19 
Pick. (Mass.) 32; Kelley v. Munson, 
7 Mass. 319, 5 AmD 47. 

8. Northern Electrical Mfg. Co. 
v. J. C. Wagner Co., 108 Wis. 584, 
84 NW 894. 

9. Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. (N. 
Ye) Si } 

10. Roosevelt v. Doherty, 129 
Mass. 301, 37 AmR 356; West Boyl- 
ston Mfg. Co. v. Searle, 15 Pick. 
(Mass.) 225. 

Payment by bills or notes gen- 
any see Payment [30 Cyc 1194 et 
seq]. 

11. Corlies v. Cumming, 6 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 181; Jackson Ins. Co. v. Par- 
tee, 9 Heisk. (Tenn.) 296. 

12. Roosevelt v. Doherty, 129 
Mass. 301, 37 AmR 356. 

13. See generally Agency § 554, 
560-562. 

14. Ala.—Gardner v. Allen, 6 Ala. 
187, 41 AmD 465. 

Fla.—Edwards v. Baldwin Piano 
Co., 83 S 915. 

Ga.—Ruan v. Gunn, 77 Ga. 53. 

La.—Bullitt v. Walker, 12 La. Ann. 


276. 
Md.—Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 
AmD 417. 


Mass.—Cushman v. Snow, 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529; Roosevelt v. 
Doherty, 129 Mass. 301, 37 AmR 356; 
Locke v. Lewis, 124 Mass. 1, 26 AmR 
631; Barry v. Page, 10 Gray 398; 
Huntington v. Knox, 7 Cush. 371; 
Kelley v. Munson, 7 Mass. 319, 5 
AmD 47. 

N. Y.—Bliss'v. Bliss, 20 N. Y. 
Super. 339; Taintor v. Prendergast, 
3 Hill 72, 38 AmD 618. 

Pa.—In re Merrick, 5 Watts & S. 
9; Parker v. Donaldson, 2 Watts. & 
S. 9; Girard v. Taggart, 5 Sere. & 
R. 19, 9 AmD 327. 


Eng.—Sims v. Bond, 5 B. & Ad. 
389, 27 ECL 168, 110 Reprint 834; 
Hudson v. Granger, 5 B. & Ald. 27, 
7 ECL 27, 106 Reprint 1103; Carr v. 
Hinchliff, 4 B. & C. 547, 10 ECL 697, 
107 Reprint 1164; Houghton v. Matt- 
hews, 3 B. & P. 485, 127 Reprint 263; 
Fish v. Kempton, 7 C. B. 687, 62 ECL 
687, 137 Reprint 272; Isberg v. Bow- 
den, 8 Exch. 852, 155 Reprint 1599. 

Can.—Bowmanville Mach. Co. v. 
Dempster, 2 Can. S. C. 21 [dism app 
TIN: JSS 28a 

15. Dortic v. Jeffers, 44 S. C. L. 
83; Godfrey, v. Forrest, .1.S., CG: Li 
300; Atkinson vy. Teasdale, 1 S. C. 
ory a 3 

6. Ala.—Gardner v. Allen, la. 
eS 41 AmD es Se 

e.—Traub v. Milliken, 5 : 
Pie i n, 57 Me. 63, 

Mo.—Greene v. Chickering, 10 Mo. 
109; Crocker v. Irons, 3 Mo. A. 486. 
ay Y,.—Hvogan vy. Shorb, 24 Wend. 

08. 


Pa.—Hall v. Fay, 15 Pa. Dist. 207. 

Tex.—Hudgins Produce Co. v. 
Beggs, (Civ. A.) 185 SW 339, 340 
[cit Cye]. 

Eng.—Borries v. Imperial Otto- 
man Bank, L. R. 9 .C. P. 38; Ex p. 
Dixon, 4 Ch. D. 133; George v. Clag- 
gett,-7 T. R. 359, 101 Reprint 1019; 
Rabone v. William, 7 T. R. 360 note, 
101 Reprint 1020. 

_{a]_| Illustration. — Where a for- 
eign factor sells merchandise in his 
Own name, without disclosing his 
principal, and receives in part pay- 
ment therefor his own check and 
the balance in money, the principal 
cannot recover the price for the 
goods thus sold, if the purchaser 
has no knowledge of the factor’s rep- 
resentative’s character. Traub vy. 
LS 57 Me. 68, 2 AmR 14, 

1 ogan v. Shorb, 24 Wend. 5 
Y.) 458. ih 

18. Merrick v. Bernard, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,464, 1 Wash. C. C. 479; Miller 
v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 AmD 417; Bliss 
v. Bliss, 20 N. Y. Super. 339; Judson 
v. Stilwell, 26 HowPr (N. Y.) 513; 
Hogan v. Shorb, 24 Wend. (N. Y.) 
458; Browne v. Robinson, 2 Cai. Cas. 
(N. Y.) 341; Baring v. Corrie, 2 B. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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sion business is not notice to the purchaser that he 
is selling the goods as factor, where he is in the 
habit of selling goods of his own as well as those 
of his principal,!® and if the purchaser knows 
at the time of the sale that the factor is in the 
habit of selling sometimes as factor and sometimes 
as principal, and he purchases with a view of cov- 
ering his own debt and availing himself of a set- 
off, he is bound to inquire in what character the 
factor is acting in the particular sale.2° 

Factor’s lien. Since the factor’s lien is a per- 


, sonal privilege,? it cannot be set up by any other 


person in defense to an action by the principal.?? 
[§ 147] b. Rights Arising: Out of Title to 
Property and Proceeds ?*—(1) In General. The 
title to goods consigned to a factor for sale and to 
the proceeds of goods sold is in the principal, until 
sold or transferred to a bona fide purchaser. Upon 
a sale by the factor conformably to his authority 
the principal is divested of his title in the goods 
and the title passes to the purchaser,?° and the mere 
fact that the factor intends to appropriate the pro- 
ceeds of the sale to his own use does not prevent 
the purchaser from acquiring a good title.2¢ A 
bona fide sale by a factor of the goods of his prin- 
cipal for a valuable consideration by assigning over 
the bill of lading is valid as against the principal if 
the factor has the bill of lading in his possession,?? 
and this is true, although the goods had not at the 
time of the transfer of the bill of lading come into 
the factor’s hands.?® But if the authority of a fac- 
tor to sell has not yet been exercised the owner 
may countermand the consignment and sell the 


& Ald. 187, 106 Reprint 317; Moore 
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ment for his debts as against any 
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goods in transitu, and the purchaser’s title will be 
valid.?® If, however, the factor sells and delivers 
the property before notice of the revocation of his 
authority, the purchaser who has bought bona fide 
acquires a good title as against a prior purchaser 
from the consignor without delivery.2° Under some 
statutes where there is a delivery of cotton by a 
commission merchant ‘‘on cash sale,’’ the title of 
the principal remains undivested until. payment in 
full of the purchase price, and may be asserted by 
him even as against a bona fide purchaser from the 
factor’s purchaser.*! 

Rights of creditors. The principal’s property in 
the hands of his factor is subject to attachment for 
debts of the principal;?2 but in the absence of stat- 
ute or estoppel against the principal, it is not sub- 
ject to attachment or execution for debts of the 
factor,** and the principal’s right to stop the goods 
in transitu is superior to their claims on the goods,** 
unless he has parted with his property in the goods.5 
The fact that on attachment factors of defendant 
certify that they have no goods belonging to him, 
does not affect the rights of other creditors who 
before the certificate was given had acquired an 
equitable right to have any such goods applied to 
pay acceptances of defendant held by them, even 
though the factor is deemed to have lost his lien by 
making the certificate.®® 

[§ 148] (2) Property Wrongfully Disposed of 
Generally.*’ As a general rule a person who deals 
with a factor is bound to take notice of the gen- 
eral extent of his powers,?% and an unauthorized or 
wrongful sale or other disposition of the property 


upon notice.” Winslow v. Staton, 


v. Clementson, 2 Campb. 22; Semenza 

Ve prinsley,. 18 (Cy. BION Ss. 46 114 

ECL 467, 144 Reprint 526; Maanss 

v. Henderson, 1 East 335, 102 Re- 

print 130. 

19. Bliss v. Bliss, 20 N. Y. Super. 
339; Hogan v. Shorb, 24 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 458; Moore yv. Clementson, 2 
Campb. 22. 

20. Miller v. Lea, 35 Md. 396, 6 
AmD 417. 

21. See supra § 90. . 

22. Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 
(Mass.) 73, 19 AmD 303; Jones v. 
Sinclair; 2° N. He 319, 9 AmD 75. 

23. -Cross references: : 
Exemption of goods in factor’s hands 

from distress for rent see Land- 

lord and Tenant [24 Cye 1303]. 
Right of bank to apply funds of con- 

signor to debt of factor see Banks 

and Banking § 357. 

Rights of factor’s trustee in bank- 
ruptey see Bankruptcy § 218. 
24. See supra §§ 58-73. 

25. Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243; 
Herron v. Hughes, 25 Cal. 555; Bab- 
son vs Salisbury, - (Cals *A.). 189 P 
702; Edwards v. Baldwin Piano Co., 
(Fla.) 83 S 915; Britton v. Ferrin, 
eT Nes Ye. 2855263 INH 954. 

26. Herron v. Hughes, 25 Cal. 555. 

27. Walter v. Ross, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,122, 2 Wash. C. C. 283. 

28. Ryberg v. Snell, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,190, 2 Wash. C. C. 4038. 

29. Ryberg v. Snell, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,190, 2 Wash. C. C. 403 

Principal’s power to control sale 
generally see supra §§ 46-72. 

Seller’s right of stoppage in tran- 
situ rat aa see Sales [85 Cyc 493 
et seq]. 

30. Jones v. Hodgkins, 61 Me. 480. 


31. Flannery v. Harley, 117 Ga. 
483, 43 SE 765. 
82. Goodhue v. McClarty, 3 La. 


Ann. 56; Westervelt v. Phelps, 54 
App. Div. 244, 66 NYS 517 [aff 171 
N. Y. 212, 63 NE 962]. 

[a] Application of rule.— Goods 
of the principal debtor in the hands 
of his factor are liable to attach- 


claim or interest of third persons in 
or to the goods or their proceeds, 
unless some constructive possession 
or lien has been acquired by such 
third persons, or some facts have oc- 
curred which create an obligation on 
the part of the factor to hold them 
for such third persons, or which di- 
vest the debtor’s control over them. 
Goodhue v. McClarty, 3 La. Ann. 56. 

33. Edwards v. Baldwin Piano 
Co., (Fla.) 83 S$ 915. See generally 
Agency § 570; Attachment §§ 350, 
377; Executions § 100. 

34. Ga.—Landauer v. Cochran, 54 
Ga. 538. 

La.—Hepp v. Glover, 15 La. 461, 
35 AmD 206, 

Mass.—Naylor v. Dennie, 8 Pick. 
198, 19 AmD 319, 

Mo.—Schwabcher v. Kane, 13 Mo. 
A. 126. 

Nev.—Fenkhausen v. Fellows, 20 
Nev. 312, 21 P 886, 4 LRA 732. 

{a] Knowledge of insolvency.—It 
has been held that the principal can- 
not reclaim the goods by the right 
of stoppage in transitu, as against 
an attachment by the factor’s cred- 
itors, where he knew of the factor’s 
insolvency at the time he shipped 
the goods to the factor. Fenkhausen 
v. Fellows, 20 Nev. 312, 21 P 886, 4 
LRA 732. 

35. Lane v. Jackson, 5 Mass. 157. 
'36. Mutual Redemption Bank v. 
Sturgis, 22 N. Y. Super. 660. 

37. Effect of factors’ acts see 
infra §§ 153-161. 

38. Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243; 
Winslow v. Staton, 150 N. C. 264, 63 
SE 950; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Peter, (Tex. Civ. A.) 160 SW 991; 
Kaufman v. Edwards, 2 Tex. Unrep. 
Cas. 132. 

{a] Reason for rule. — Factors 
“hold themselves out to the business 
world as such, and those who deal 
with them 4re fixed with knowledge 
of their calling and know that they 
act as the agents of others, and 
whatever is out of the ‘usual course 
of trade’ must put their customers 


150 N. C. 264, 266, 63 SE 950. 

[b] “It was at first held in Eng- 
land, before Lord Mansfield’s time, 
that those who dealt with recog- 
nized factors were not put upon no- 
tice by the character of their call- 
ing, for we find in a note to the case 
of Radbone v. Williams, 7 T. R. 360 
note, 101 Reprint 1020, that great 
judge quoted as saying: ‘Where a 
factor, dealing for a principal, but 
concealing the principal, delivers 
goods in his own name, the person 
(eiapete at ite with him has the right 
to consider him, to all intents and 
purposes, as the _ principal; and 
though the real principal may ap- 
pear and bring an action upon that 
contract against the purchaser of 
the goods, yet the purchaser may set 
off any claim he may have against 
the factor in answer to the demand 
of the principal. This has been well 
settled.’ To same effect is George 
v..Clagett,” 7. T. R. 3597-101 Reprint 
1019. Afterwards a distinction seems 
to have been made by some of the 
English judges between those who 
are known to deal exclusively as 
factors and those who, in addition, 
do business on their own account. 
We find that in the case of Baring 
v. Corrie, 2 B. & Ald. 137, 106 Re- 
print, 317,. Jt is “said: Buta) mere 
general knowledge that the person 
selling the goods is a factor, if he 
also carries on business on his own 
account, will not be sufficient to 
charge the vendee with notice. He 
must know or have good reason to 
believe that the vendor is acting as 
the agent of some other person in 
that particular transaction.’ By 
later English decisions, as well as 
in some of the highest courts of this 
country, it seems to be the prevail- 
ing opinion that he who deals with 
one who acts exclusively as a gen- 
eral factor and holds himself out as 
such is put upon notice as to the 
agency by the character of the call- 
ing. Guerreiro v. Peile, 3 B. & Ald. 
616, 5-ECL 354, 106 Reprint 786; 
Warner v. Martin, 11 How. (U. S.} 
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will pass no title and create no rights in the person 
dealing with the factor, as against the principal,*® 
even to the extent of the factor’s lien,*® especially 
where the person dealing with the factor knows or 
has information sufficient to charge him with notice 
that the factor is exceeding his authority,*! or is 
selling for a wrongful purpose.42 Thus in the ab- 
sence of ratification or estoppel the principal’s title 
does not pass, where the factor delivers the goods 
in payment of his own antecedent debt,** or pledges 
them for his own debt,44 or where the sale is not 
according to the usages of the trade.*® Ignorance 
of the purchaser that the person selling is a mere 
factor and has the goods under consignment will not 
protect him if the sale is itself unauthorized; “5 but 
it will protect him against any charge of complicity 
in a wrongful disposition by the factor of a part of 
the proceeds of an authorized sale.47 The principal, 
however, will become bound by an unauthorized or 
wrongful sale or other disposition of the property, 
where, with knowledge of the facts, he ratifies it ;*8 
or he may become bound, as against a bona fide pur- 
chaser for value and without notice, actual or con- 
structive, on the ground of estoppel, where he has 
clothed the factor with the apparent ownership or 
authority to dispose of the property,*® although the 
209,138 Iu. ed. 667.” Winslow -‘v. 
Staton, 150 N. C. 264, 266, 63 SE 950. 

{c] knowledge of custom. — A 
purchaser through a factor is 
chargeable with knowledge of the 
custom of factors to follow the in- 
structions of their customers and tu 


be bound thereby. Western Union 
MeleCowve beter, (Tex. 1CivseA>) 7 160 


206, 41 .NE 728. 
[b] Notice, not 


the time acquires 


ed. 667. 
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mer v. Drovers’ Nat. Bank, 157 Ill. 


insolvency.—A purchaser who does 
not know of the factor’s agency but 
does know him to be 


v. Martin, 11 How. 
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factor exceeds private instructions or limitations 
upon his powers, of which the person dealing with 
him is not required to take notice.°° It has been 
held, in this connection, that the possessidn of the 
goods by the factor is sufficient to warrant the in- 
ference that he has full power to contract in rela- 
tion to its sale,®>! and that a purchaser need not 
inquire as to the ownership of the goods.5? But on 
the other hand it has been held that where an in- 
nocent purchaser or pledgee deals with a factor in 
reliance upon the indicia of title afforded by his pos- 
session of the goods, supposing him to be the actual 
owner, he acquires no title to the property where 
the transfer is unauthorized by the express or im- 
plied terms of the principal’s instructions.5? 

[§ 149] (38) Right te Follow Property and Pro- 
ceeds—(a) In General. As in other agencies,°** 
the factor holds the goods of his principal and 
their proceeds when sold in the character of a trus- 
tee,°> and in the absence of statutes which furnish 
protection to persons dealing with factors,®® if the 
factor wrongfully disposes of the goods or proceeds, 
the principal may follow and recover them wherever 
he can trace them as distinct from those of the 
factor, into whosesoever hands they may ecme,*? ex- 


eral see supra § 31. 
49. Conn.—Abel v. 
Conn. 487, 97 A 762. 
Ill—McCarthy v. Crawford, 238 
Ill. 38, 86 NE 750, 128 AmSR 95, 29 
LRANS 252; Potter v. Dennison, 10 
Ili. 590. 
Minn.—Norris v. Boston Music Co., 


Chase, 90 


of agency, but of 


insolvent at 
no title. Warner 
(U..S.) 209, 13. L. 


SW 991. 

Knowledge or notice of extent of 
agent’s authority generally see 
Agency §§ 203-207. 

CLE. Mee 
men’s Nat. Bank, 
CCA 243. 

Cal.—Scriber ee Cails 

303. 
Conn.—Abel v. Chase, 90 Conn. 
487, 97 A 762; Romeo v. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

Ill.— Hamilten Mach. Tool Co. 
Mechanics’ Mach. Co., 179 Ill. A. ts. 

Mo.—General Hlectric Co. v. Com- 
mercial Electrical Supply Co., (A.) 
191 SW 1106; Singer Mfg. Co. v. 
Hudson, 4 Mo. A. 145. 

Nebr.—Regier v. Craver, 54 Nebr. 
507, 74 NW 830. 

N. J.—Cumberland Trust Go. v. B. 


v. Trades- 
Fed. 219, 46 


S.—Foerderer 
107 


v. Masten, 


Sie yanrs etc, COs, Son NewJe, BC lit 

96 A 44 [mod 83 N. J. Eq. 479, 91 

A cote: 

Ks Y.—Haston v. Clark, 35 N. Y. 
BT 


N. C.—Hoffman v. Kramer, 123 N. 
C. 566, 31 SE 828. 

Pa._-Canadian Bank of Commerce 
v. Baum, 187 Pa. 48, 40 A 975. 


Tex.—Kauffman v. Beasley. 54 
Tex. 563; Kaufman vy. Edwards, 2 
Tex. Unrep. Cas. 132 

Wash.—Hilers Music House vy. 


Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 879, 141 P 885. 
Eng.—Guerreiro v. Peile, 3 B. & 
Ald. 616, 5 ECL 354, 106 Reprint 786. 


40. Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. | 39 


Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243. 

41. Warner v. Martin, 11 How. 
(U. S.) 209, 13 L. ed. 667; Clemmer 
v. Drovers’ Nat. Bank, 157 Ill. 206, 
41 NE 728; Singer Mfg. Co. v. Hud- 
son, 4 Mo. A. 145, 

[a] Application of rule.—A bank 
cannot apply in payment of its de- 
mands against a factor ‘moneys de- 
posited with it by him which it 
knows, or from the course of dealing 
with him is bound to know, are the 
proceeds of sales of stock consigned 
to him for sale, although it does not 
know who the principals are. Clem- 


Easton v. Clark, 35 N. Y.° 225. 
[a] Illustration. — A purchaser 
from a factor with knowledge of the 
agency and that the agent is selling 
to raise money for his own purposes 
and to apply it to his own uses ac- 
quires no title as against the prin- 
cipal.) Haston wi, Clark,.35 INS. Yn. 220. 

43. See supra § 17. 

44. See supra § 18. 

45. Halsey v. Bird, 99 ed. 525, 
39 CCA 638; Romeo v. Martucci, i 
Conn. 504, 45 A I, 99, 72,AmSR 327 
47 LRA 601; Winslow v. Staton, 150 
N. C. 264, 63 SH 950; Neill v. Billings- 
ley, 49 Tex. 161. 


* [a] Zllustration.—A bona fide con- 
signment of goods by a principal to 
his factors, to be sold by them in 
their name at retail, on commission, 
in the ordinary course of their busi- 
ness as retail merchants, does not 
give them such indicia of title as to 
enable them to defeat the title of the 
principal by a sale of such goods 
to an innocent purchaser for value, 
who buys their entire business and 
stock on the day the consignment is 
received. Romeo v. Martucci, 72 
Conn. 504, 45 A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 
47 LRA 601. 

Sale in ordinary course of busi- 
ness generally see supra § 12. 

4G. Abel v. Chase, 90 Conn. 487, 
97 A 762; Hoffman v. Kramer, 123 
N. C. 566, 31 SE 828; Hilers Music 
House v. Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 379, 
141 P 885. And see cases supra note 


47. Abel v. Chase, 
A 762. 
[a] Application of rule—A _ pur- 
chaser without knowledge that the 
factor has goods on consignment 
from plaintiff for sale is not liable 
in damages for conversion merely 
because the factor directs him to use 
a part of the price to satisfy a debt 
to the estate of which the purchaser 
is administrator. Abel v. Chase, 90 
Conn. 487, 97 A 762. 

90 Conn. 487, 


90 Conn. 487, 
97 


97 A 


48. Abel v. Chase, 
Ratification or repudiation in gen- 


129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 

1917B 615 [quot Cyc]. 

Mo.—Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 147 
Mo. A. 461, 126 SW 810. 

Y.—Automobile, ete,,, -COjNe 

Motor Finance Co., 79 Misc. 37, 138 

NYS 1016. 

Bett be eae ae Vv. 46 Tex. 
Vt.—Gibbs v. Linsley, 13 Vt. 208. 
Wash.—WDilers Music House _ vy. 

Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 879, 389, 141 P 

885 [quot Cyc]. 
Effect of factors’ 

§§ 153-161. 

50. Automobile, etc., 
Finance Co., 79 Mise. 87, 138 NYS 
1016; Gibbs v. Linsley, 13 Vt. 208. 

Sle Hallv. Hay,.15.iPa Disk cone 
See Dias v. Chickering, 64 Md. 348, 
1 A 709, 54 AmR 770 (holding that 
where a member of a firm selling 
pianos on commission took one to 
his home and after keeping it a few 
months sold it to an innocent pur- 
chaser for cash, the seller being at 
the time financially embarrassed, the 
sale was legal, and upon replevin by 
the consignor the purchaser was en- 
titled to “the piano). 

52. Hall jv. Kay,i+52Pay Dist) 207: 

53. Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243; 
Romeo vy. Martucci, 12 Conn. 504, 45 
A 1, 99, 77 AmSR 327, 47 LRA 601; 
Cook v. Beal, 14 N. Y. Super. 497. 

54. See Agency § 567. 

55. Veil v. Mitchel, 28 EF. Cas. 
No. 16,908, 4 Wash. C. C. 105; Na- 
tional Cordage Co. v. Sims, 44 ‘Nebr. 
148, 62 NW 514. 

Fiduciary character of factor’s re- 
lation generally see supra § 5. 

56. Norris v. Reston Music Co., 
129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 
1917B 615 [quot.Cyc]; Eilers Music 
House v. Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 379, 
389, 141 P 885 [quot Cyc, 

Protection of third persons under 
factors’ acts see infra §§ 153-161. 

57. U. S.—Union Stock-Yards Nat. 
Bank v. Gillespie, 137 U. S. 411, 11 
SQtumll 8, 5 GA wide eds 724s inl Siena 
Schliep, 127 Ped. 103, 62 CCA 108; 
Thompson v. Perkins, 23 F. Cas. No. 


Sellars, 


acts see infra 


Co. v. Motor 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“a 


ad 


' 


| uae 


§ 149] 


cept a bona fide purchaser for value.5s He is en- 
titled to recover the specific goods themselves if they 
ean be had,>® and if the goods themselves cannot be 
recovered he may recover their proceeds ii they 
Thus, in the absence of ratifica- 
tion or estoppel, the principal may follow and re- 
claim the property or its proceeds from a person 
to whom the factor has bartered the property in a 
manner not authorized by the principal and not 
within the ordinary modes of transacting business ;* 
or from a person to whom the factor has turned 
over the property or its proceeds in payment of an 
antecedent debt due by the factor.®? 
contract between the principal and factor creates 


ean be traced.® 


13,972, 3 Mason 232; Veil v. Mitchel, 
28 F. Cas. No. 16,908, 4 Wash. CG. C. 

Ky.—Fahnestock v. Bailey, 3 Metce. 
48, 77 AmD 161, 


La.—Bloodworth v. Jacobs, 2 La. 
wen 24; Stetson v. Gurney, 17 La. 
162. 


Mass.—Merrill v. Norfolk Bank, 19 
Pick. .32; Chesterfield Mfg. Co. v. 
Dehon, 5 Pick. 7, 16 AmD 367. 

Minn.—Norris v. Boston Music Co., 
129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 
1917B 615 [quot Cyc]. 

Nebr.—Regier v. Craver, 54 Nebr. 


507 C4. NW. 8805) ‘Cady .v.. South 
Omaha Nat. Bank, 46 Nebr. 756, 65 
NW 906. 

N. H.—Martin v. Moulton, 8 N. H. 
504. 


N. Y.—Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 683 NE 954; Baker v. New York 


Nat.’ Exch. Bank; 100 N.Y. 31, 2 
NE. 452, 53 AmR 150; Seymour v. 
Wyckoff, 10, N. Y.- 213; Duguid -v. 
Edwards, 50 Barb. 288. 


Okl.—C. M. Keys Commn. Co. v. 
Beatty, 42 Okl.°721, 142 P 1102. 

Wash.—HEilers Music House  v. 
Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 379, 389, 141 P 
885 [quot Cyc]. 

Bng.—Taylor v. Plumer, 3 M. & 
S. 562, 105 Reprint 721. 


{a] MTlustration.—One who takes 
from a factor, in payment of his 
debts, moneys which he knows 


equitably belongs to the factor’s con- 
signor and principal must account 
to the principal for such moneys, 
Union Stock-Yards Nat. Bank v. Gil- 
lespies i130 Ws S:411) 21 SCt) 11857 34 
L. ed. 724. 

[b] Entry by factor to defraud 
government.— Where a _ consignee 
pledges his principal’s property to 
defendant, and makes a fraudulent 
entry with false invoices at the cus- 
tom house, by which the govern- 
ment is defrauded, the consignor, 
who has no participation in these 
acts, may recover the property. Bon- 
niot v. Fuentes, 10 La. Ann. 70. 

{c] Identity not lost.— Where 
pork packed in barrels is consigned 
to a factor for sale, it does not lose 
its identity as the particular prop- 
erty of the consignor by heing 
stowed in a warehouse with a large 
quantity of pork of the same quality 
and brand, and the factor will not 
be entitled to dispose of it as his 
own and apply the ownership of his 
principal to other pork of the same 
quality. Seymour v. Wyckoff, 10 N. 
Ws) 2132 

58. C. M. Keys Commn. 
Beatty, 42 Okl. 721, 142 P 1102. 
see cases supra note 57. 

59. Hourquebie v. Girard, 12 F. 
@asirNo: -6,732,,. 2. .Wash.'C.+CF 1212; 
Norris v. Boston Music Co., 129 
Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 
1917B 615 [quot Cyc]; Alexander v. 
Morris, 3 Call (6 Va.) 89; Hilers 


Comva 
And 


‘Music House v. Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 


379, 389, 141 P 885 [quot Cyc]. 


60; tk 'S.5—Bills? iv. “Schliep, 127 
Fed. 103, 62 CCA 103; Hourquebie 
v. Girard, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,732, 2 


Wash. C. C. 212. ; 
La.—Taylor v. De Goicouria, 20 
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goods sold for a 
self.4 


a correspondent 


Where the 


La. Ann. 30; 
ha. 162. 
Mass.—Chesterfield Mfg. Co. v. De- 
NOD sO. PACK. Viel OLA) sO ls 
Minn.—Norris v. Boston Music Co., 
129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 


LII7TB, 615. 

Mo.—Richardson v. St. Louis Nat. 
Bank, 10 Mo. A. 246. 

Nebr.—Cady v. uth Omaha Nat. 
Bank, 46 Nebr. 756, 65 NW 906. 

N. C.—Cone v. United Fruit Grow- 


ers’ Assoc., 171 N. C. 530, 88 SE 860. 
Okl.—C. M. Keys Commn. Co. v. 


Stetson v. Gurney, 17 


Beatty, 42 Okl. 721, 142. P 1102. 
5 i anos ale Est., 17 Pa. Super. 
40. 

Va.—Alexander v. Morris, 3 Call 
(6 Va.) 89. 


Wash.—Hilers Music House _ v. 
Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 379, 389, 141 P 
885 [quot Cyc]. 


Ont.—Cotter vy. Mason, 30 U. C. 
QS atl Sik. . 
[a] Illustrations. — (1) Where 


factors received goods for sale from 
a forwarder for the shippers, and 
were thereafter notified that certain 
carloads of the shipments belonged 
lo defendant’s assignors, and were 
directed to report sales of such cars 
to them direct, after which the for- 
warder became bankrupt, the ship- 
pers of such cars were entitled to 
recover the proceeds of the sale 
thereof from the factors, notwith- 
standing the latter mingled the funds 
received from the various shipments, 
since, after notice of the forward- 
ers’ want of title in the particular 
cars, it would be presumed in equity 
that the factors would satisfy their 
claims out of the other shipments 
in their~ hands before resorting to 
the cars in question, or they would 
be deemed to have held the entire 
proceeds not necessary to satisfy 
their claims for the use of the con- 
signors of the cargoes in question. 
Bills v. Schliep, -127 Fed. 1038, 62 
CCA 103. (2) The principal can fol- 
low the sales of his property by a 
factor after they are deposited in 
a bank to the individual account of 
the factor, and the bank cannot, as 
against him, apply such funds to the 
extinguishment of an overdraft of 
such factor existing at the time of 
the deposit, whether it knew or did 
not know of the trust character of 
the funds. Cady v. South Omaha 
Nat. Bank, 46 Nebr. 756, 65 NW 906. 
See generally Banks and Banking 


61. Colo.—Liebhardt v. Wilson, 38 
Colo. 1, 88 P 173, 120 AmSR 97. 
Ill.—Potter v. Dennison, 10 Ill. 590. 
Minn.—wNorris v. Boston Music Co., 
129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 
1917B 615 [quot Cyc]. 
Wash.—HBilers Music House v. 
Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 379, 389, 141 P 
885 [quot Cyc]. 
Eng.—Guerreiro v. Peile, 3 B. & 
Ald. 616, 5 BCL 354, 106 Reprint 786. 
62. Colo.—Liebhardt, v. Wilson, 38 
Colo. 1, 88 P 173, 120 AmSR 97. 
Minn.—Norris v. Boston Music Co., 
129 Minn. 198, 204, 151 NW 971, LRA 
1917B 615 [quot Cyc]. 
Mo.—General Electric Co. v. Com- 


an express trust, 
contract, in respect to goods as to which the tfust 
feature has been abandoned.® 

Against subagent. It has been held that the doe- 
trine of following trust funds is not applicable in 
favor of a principal against the subagent of his 
factor, where the subagent claims the proceeds of 
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the principal cannot rely upon such 


balance due from the factor to him- 


But on the other hand it has been held that 


and agent who, under contract with 


the consignee and for a consideration moving from 
the consignee, discounts bills drawn by the shipper 
on the consignee, cannot, as against the shipper, 
claim the surplus of the proceeds remaining after 


|mercial Electrical Supply Co., (A.) 
191 SW 1106. 
ie H.—Holton v. Smith, 7 N. H. 


N. Y.—Childs v. Waterloo Wagon 
Co., 37 App. Div. 242, 57 NYS 520 
Laff 167 N. Y. 576 mem, 60 NH 1108 
mem]; Long v. Bussell, 45 N. Y. 
Super. 434 [aff 83 N. Y. 606]. 

Wash.—Biler Music House Vv. 
Fairbanks, 80 Wash. 879, 389, 141 P 
885 [quot Cyc]. 

Eng.—-Ex p. Pauli, 3 Deac. 169. ‘ 

Transfer by factor in payment of 
debt generally see supra § 17. 

63. Southern States Phosphate, 
etc., Co. v. Barrett, 130 Ga. 749, 61 
SE 731. 

{a] Illustration.— Where a con- 
tract of sale of fertilizer provided 
that all fertilizer shipped under the 
contract was to be held by the pur- 
chaser in trust as the property of 
the seller until it was sold by the 
purchaser to others and settled for 
in cash or its note was given, and 
that when any fertilizer shipped un- 
der the contract was sold by the 
purchaser, the proceeds of the sale, 
whether money, checks, or other evi- 
dence of indebtedness, were to be 
received and held in trust for the 
seller; the contract did not cover 
shipments of fertilizer not to the 
purchaser but direct to those to 
whom the purchaser had sold it, 
and the trust feature of the contract 
as to Such shipments was abandoned 
and the notes or accounts held by 
the purchaser against its customers 
because of such shipments were not 
impressed with a trust in favor of 
the seller. Southern States Phos- 
phate, ete, Co. v. Barrett, 130 Ga. 
749, 61 SE 731. 

64. New Zealand, etc., Land Co. 
v. Watson, 7 Q. B. D. 374 [rev sub 
nom. New Zealand, etc., Land Co. v. 
Ruston, 5 Q. B. D. 474]. 

[a] Tllustration. — Commission 
merchants employed by plaintiffs 
were in the habit of employing de- 
fendants as brokers for the sale of 


the produce consigned. Plaintiffs 
were aware that the commission 
merchants effected their sales 


through subagents, and. defendants 
knew that their own immediate prin- 
cipals were agents for others, and 
not acting for themselves. Plaintiffs 
claimed the right to follow the pro- 
ceeds of certain goods consigned to 
the commission merchants into the 
hands of defendants, while defendants 
claimed the right to retain the pro- 
ceeds on account of a balance due 
on their account with the commis- 
sion merchants. The court of ap- 
peal held that there was no privity 
of contract between plaintiffs and 
defendants, and that, there being no 
fiduciary relation between them, 
plaintiffs were not entitled to fol- 
low the proceeds of their property 
in defendant’s hands; that whatever 
right plaintiffs might have had as 
owners to claim the goods before 
they were sold by defendants, they 
had no right after such sale to the 
proceeds without giving credit for 
the sum due to defendants by the 


418 


deducting all the advances made on the goods.® 

[§ 150] (b) Insolvency or Death of Factor. 
Where a factor becomes insolvent, all that he can 
transfer to his assignee is his lien on the goods for 
advances or commissions.** His receiver or assig- 
nee merely succeeds to his rights, and is under the 
same obligation to restore to the consignor the pro- 
ceeds of his goods, which are distinguishable, as the 
factor himself was;®7 the goods remaining in the 
factor’s hands and the proceeds of such as have been 
sold are, with the exception of the value of the fac- 
tor’s lien, the property of the consignor and sub- 
ject to his order, and if the consignor can trace 
them he may follow and reclaim them from the fac- 
tor or the factor’s receiver, trustee in bankruptcy, 


[25 0. J.] 


or assignee for the benefit of his creditors;®* and. 


this rule applies, although the factor is acting under 
a del credere commission,®® except that if the factor 
fails after having made advances in the form of 
notes or acceptances, his assignee is entitled to re- 
tain amounts arising from the sale of goods until the 
notes or acceptances are surrendered or destroyed.’? 
But if the funds received by the facter have been 
used by him or are incapable of identification, the 
principal only shares in the distribution of the tac- 
tor’s estate as any other creditor.71 So if the as- 


commission merchants. New Zea- 
land, ete. Land Co. v. Watson, 7 
Q. B. D. 374 [rev sub nom. New Zea- 
land, etc., Land Co. v. Ruston, 5 Q. 
B. D. 474]. 

65. Dodge v. Wilbur, 10 N. Y. 579 
Laff 7 N. Y. Super. 397]. 

66. Terry v. Bamberger, 23 F. 
Cas. No. 13,887, 14 Blatchf. 234, 44 
Conn, 558; Cotter v. Mason, 30 U. C. 


Pa.—Messier 
Dall. 


Mace v. Cadell, 
print 1060; 


field v. Brand, 16 


FACTORS 


etc., Co. v. Clute, 7 Misc. 123, 27 NYS 
342; Kip v. State Bank, 10 Johns. 638. 
v. Amery, 
533, 1 AmD 316; Price v. Ralston, 2 
60, 1 L. ed. 289, 1 AmD 260. 

Eng en re Hallett, Toi ChetD: 696s 
1 Cowp. 232, 98 Re- 
Hollingworth v. Tooke, 
2. Bis 501, 126 Reprint 670; Whit- 
M. & W. 282, 153 


[§§ 149-151 


signee, without notice of the principal’s claim, 
makes a bona fide sale of the goods and distributes 
the proceeds, he is not responsible to the principal 
therefor.7? 

Death of factor. In case of the death of the fac- 
tor no title to the property unsold or the debts due 
for property sold on credit passes to his personal 
representative as against the principal.’* 

[§ 151] (4) For Injury to or Loss of Goods. 
Although the factor has accepted and paid drafts 
drawn on him by the principal to an amount equal 
to or exceeding the value of the goods,‘ the prin- 
cipal may, as a general rule, sue in his own name for 
torts of third persons, which cause an injury to or 
loss of his goods,’® such as for conversion, as where 
a third person with full knowledge of the principal’s 
title and the factor’s relation to the goods pur- 
chases them from the factor in payment of his pri- 
vate debt.7® The principal may maintain an action 
against a sheriff or other officer for wrongfully tak- 
ing the goods from the possession of the factor,’* 
or for taking the proceeds of the sale of the goods 
upon an attachment against the factor.7? But the 
recovery of a judgment by the factor for injury to 
goods in his possession and on which he has a lien is 
a bar to an action for such injury by the prin- 


assignment for benefit of creditors 
generally see Assignments’ for 
Benefit of Creditors § 267. 
Rights of trustee in bankruptey in 
‘property held by a bankrupt as 
bailee, agent, or trustee generally 
see Bankruptcy § 218. 

69. Thompson v. Perkins, 23 F. 
Cas. No. 13,972, 3 Mason 232; Cush- 
man v. Snow, 186 Mass. 169, 71 NE 


1 Yeates 


Q. B. 181. Reprint 1195; Godfrey v. Furzo, 3 P.| 529; Converseville Co. v. Chambers- 
67. Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 Hun] Wms. 185, 24 Reprint 1022; Scott v. burg Woolen Co., 14 Hun (N._Y.) 
CNY.) aes In re Merrick, 5 Watts|Surman, Willes 400, 125 Reprint |609; Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 Hun 
& S. (Pa.) 9; Cotter v. Mason, 30 U.|1232; Zinck v. Walker, 2 W. Bl. 1154,| (N. Y.) 589; Merrill v. Thomas, 7 
CeO Bu 181 96 Reprint 681. Daly (N. Y.) 393; Gindre v. Kean, 7 
[a] Award to principal against Ont.—Cotter v. Mason, 30 U. C.| Misc. 582, 28 NYS 4, 31 AbbNCas 100. 
estate.—Where a factor is insolvent |Q. B. 181. 70. Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 Hun 
a court of equity will ordinarily [a] A note taken by a factor in| (N. Y.) 589. 
compel the payment of a debt due|his own name for a debt due his 71. Hourquebie v. Girard, 12 FE. 
for goods sold by the factor to be] principal belongs to the principal in) Cas. No. 6,732, 2 Wash. C. C, 212; 


made to the principal; but the court 
would probably not compel payment 
to be made tothe principal if he 
has sued the factor for the value of 
the goods and obtained an award of 
arbitrators for his claim and prose- 
cuted .him to bankruptcy for the debt 
and has himself become assignee of 
the bankrupt. In re Merrick, 5 Watts 
& S. (Pa.) 19 [rev 2 Ashm. 485]. 

€8. U. S.—In re Taft, 133 Fed. 
511, 66 CCA 385; London, etc., Bank 
v. Parke, etc., Machinery Co., 64 
Fed. 637; Thompson v. Perkins, 23 
F. Cas. No. 13,972, 3 Mason 232; Veil 
v. Mitchel, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,908, 4 
Wash. C. C. 105; Hourquebie v. Gir- 
ard, 12 F’. Cas. No. 6,732, 2 Wash. C. 
Cs pee 

y.—Fahnestock v. Bailey, 3 Metc. 
48, ae AmD 161. 

La. —Ward v. Brandt, 11 Mart. 331, 
13 AmD 352. 

Mass.—Cushman v. Snow, 186 
Mass. 169, 71 NE 529; Audenried v. 
Betteley, 8 Allen 302; Merrill v. Nor- 
folk Bank, 19 Pick. 32; Kelly v. Bow- 
man, 12 Pick. 383; Beckwith v. Sib- 
ley, 11 Pick. 482; Chesterfield Mfg. 
Co. v. Dehon, 5 Pick. 7, 16 AmD 367; 
Dénston vy. Perkins, 2 Pick. 86; 
Goodenow v. Tyler, 7 Mass. 36, 5 
AmD 22. 

N. J.—Cumberland Trust Co. v. 
B. F. Ayars, etc., Co., 85 N. J. Eq. 
177, 96 A 44 [mod 83 N. J. Eq. 479, 
915A 813]. 

N. Y.—Converseville Co. v. Cham- 
bershburg WooJen Co., 14 Hun 609; 
Francklyn v. Sprague, 10 Hun 589; 
Duguid v. Edwards, 50 Barb. 288; 
Rabel v. Griffin, 12 Daly 241; Merrill 
v. Thomas, 7 Daly 393; Bertha Zinc, 


the event of the factor’s bankruptcy. 
Messier v. Amery, 1 Yeates (Pa.) 
533, 1 AmD 316. 

{b] If the factor takes one note 
for the goods of several consignors 
and afterward assigns a note in 
trust for his creditors, each con- 
signor may recover his proportion 
of the proceeds from the assignee if 
it can be distinguished. Chester- 
field Mfg: Co. v. Dehon, 5 Pick. 
(Mass.) 7, 16 AmD 367; yin ete Vv. 
Perkins, 2 Pick. (Mass.) 8 

[c] A usage of factors to mix 
goods from different consignors in 
making sale does not prevent any 
one of the consignors from recover- 
ing his share of the proceeds of such 
a sale after the assignment of the 


factor. Chesterfield Mfg. Co. v. De- 
hon, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 7, 16 AmD 367. 
[ad] As against receiver of fac- 


tor.—Under a statute providing that, 
in the event of failure of the con- 
signee, the consignor has a right to 
claim goods remaining unsold in the 
hands of the consignee, and also a 
privilege on the price of such as 
have been sold if it has not been 
paid by the purchaser, or passed in- 
to an account current between him 
and the consignee, an admission by 
the receiver of the consignee that 
goods on hand belong to the con- 
signor carries with it the admission 
that the goods sold also belong to 
the consignor and as a consequence 
that their price belongs to him up 
to the amount of his share therein. 
S. J. Nelson Mfg. Co. v. Menge, 142 
La. 664, 77 S 494. 
Cross references: 
Property of third person passing by 


In re Coan, ete., Carriage Mfg. Co., 
12 NatBankrReg 203; Ward  v. 
Brandt, 11 Mart. (La.) 331, 13 AmD 
352; Scott v. Surman, Willes 400, 
125 Reprint 1235. 

72. Fahnestock v. Bailey, 3 Mete. 
(Ky.) 48, 77 AmD 161, 

73. Veil v. Mitchel, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,908, 4 Wash. C. C. 105; Fahnestock 
v. Bailey, 3 Mete. (Ky.) 48, 77 AmD 
161; Charieston v. Duncan, 5 §S. C. 
L. 386; Jackson Ins, Co. v. Partee, 9 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 296. 

Property held in fiduciary capacity 
as assets of decedent’s estate gen- 
erally see Executors and Adminis- 
trators § 359. 


74 Hill v. Georgia, ete, R. Co., 
43S. C. 461, 21 SE 337. 
75. Holly v. Hugegeford, 8 Pick. 


(Mass.) 73, 19 AmD 303; Wright v. 
Cabot, 47 Nowy Super. 229 [aff 89 
N. Y. 570]; Hill v. Georgia, ete., R. 
Cos, 143.6 Sh Cot 461-021 eS gene Kyle 
Vv. Laurens R. Co. 44 8. C. . 382, 70 
AmD 231. 

{a] Thus the principal may main- 
tain trespass against the officer who 
attaches tne goods while in the fac- 
tor’s hands for a debt of the factor. 
Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. (Mass.) 
73, 19 AmD 303. 

76. Herron v. Hughes, 25 Cal. 555. 

77. Holly v. Huggeford, 8 Pick. 
(Mass.) 73, 19 AmD 308; Norris v. 
Boston Music Co., 129 Minn. 198, 204, 
151 NW 971, LRA1917B 615; Jones 
v. Sinclair, 2 N. H. 319, 9 AmD 175; 
Hilers Music House v. Fairbanks, 80 
Wash. 379, 389, 141 P 885 [quot 
Cyc]. 

78. Moore v. Hillabrand, 37 Hun 
491, 16 AbbNCas (N. Y.) 477. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


_factor.83 


ns ep ee Ne, 


§§ 151-153] | 


cipal.7° 


[§ 152] 2. Liability to Third Persons. 
cordance with the general principles of the law of 
agency ®° the principal is bound by and is liable for 
the acts of the factor which are within the scope of 
the agency, or are subsequently ratified by the 
principal ;** except that the principal is not liable on 
a contract made by the factor where the person 
dealing with the factor gives exclusive credit to the 
Where a third person makes advances to 
an owner of goods, and receives from him a bill of 
sale of such goods under an agreement that if a 
draft drawn to reimburse such person for his ad- 
vances is not duly paid, he may consign the goods to 
a factor for sale, and the draft not being’ paid the 
goods are consigned to the factor named and are 
sold for less than the amount due for advances, 
such third person’s right of recovery against the 
owner does not depend upon whether or not the 


79. Porter v. Schendel, 25 Misc. 
779, 55 NYS 602. 

80. See Agency §§ 513-552. 

81. Higgins v. McCrea, 116 U. S. 
67L, CGeSCtV557, 29 Li: ‘ed? 7645) Hart 
v. Page Mfg. Co., 187 App. Div. 296, 
175 NYS 502. 

[a] Application of rule. — Where 
defendant’s agents borrowed money 
from. plaintiff's assignor for the 
benefit of defendant, by misrepre- 
senting that they were in business 
for themselves and that they owned 
the property, which was in fact de- 
fendant’s property, and of which 
they had possession as_factors, de- 
fendants are liable to plaintiff’s as- 
signor for money so borrowed. Hart 
v. Page Mfg. Co., 187 App. Div. 296, 
175 NYS 502. 

82. Cobb v.. Dows, 10 N. Y. 335. 
See generally supra § 31. 

83. McCullough v. Thompson, 45 
N. Y. Super. 449. 

Exclusive credit to agent generally 
see Agency § 518. 

' 84 Langdon v. Burrill, 21 Vt. 466. 

85. Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Bank, 107 Fed. 219, 46 CCA 243; Cole 
v. North Western Bank, L. R. 10 C. 
P. 354, 362. And see generally supra 
§ 148; Agency §§ 230-568. 

“At common law, a person in pos- 
session of goods could not confer on 
another, either by sale or by pledge, 
any better title to the goods than 
he himself had. To this general rule 
there was an exception of sales in 
market overt, and an apparent ex- 
ception where the person in posses- 
sion had a title defeasible on account 
of fraud. But the general rule was 
that, to make either a sale or a 
pledge valid against the owner of 
the goods sold or pledged, it must 
be shown that the seller or pledger 
had authority from the owner to 
sell or pledge, as the case might be. 
If the owner of the goods had so 
acted as to clothe the seller or 
pledger with apparent authority to 
sell or pledge, he was at common 
law precluded, as against those who 
were induced bona fide to act on the 
faith of that apparent authority, 
from denying that he had given such 
an authority, and the result as to 
them was the same as if he had 
really given it. But there was no 
such preclusion as against those who 
had notice that the real authority 
was limited. And the possession of 
bills of lading or other documents 
of title to goods did not at common 
law confer on the holder of them 
any greater power than the posses- 
sion of the goods themselves. The 
transfer of a bill of lading for goods 
in transitu had ‘the same effect in 
defeating the unpaid vendor’s right 
to stop in transitu that an actual de- 
livery of the goods themselves un- 
der the same circumstances would 
have had. But the transfer of the 
document of title by means of which 


FACTORS 


[25C.5.] 419 


owner has a remedy against the factor for any un- 


In ac- 
[§ 153] 


actual possession of the goods could 
be obtained, had no greater effect at 
common law than the transfer of the 
actual possession.’ Cole v. North 
Western Bank, supra. 

86. See statutory provisions. 

87. Act 4 Geo. IV ce 83. 

eg. St. 6 Geo. IV c 94; 5 & 6 Vict. 
c 39; 40 & 41 Vict. c 39; and finally 
the entire preceding legislation was 
amended and consolidated by 52 & 
53 Vict. c 45, entitled the Factors 
Act (1889). 

[a] In England the _ different 
amendments just enumerated were 
necessary because the courts refused 
to relax the rules of the common 
law any further than they were ab- 
solutely required to do by a very 
narrow and literal construction of 
the statutes in question. Russell 
Factors p 140 [quot Price v. Wis- 
consin M. & F. Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267, 
279]. 

[b] Provisions of different Eng- 
lish statutes.—(1) Statute 6 Geo. IV 
ec 94, Section 1 provides in effect 
that the person in whose name goods 
are shipped is to be deemed the true 
owner thereof so far as to entitle 
the consignee to a lien thereon in 
respect to advances made by him to 
such person, if the consignee has 
not notice by the bill of lading or 
otherwise that such person is not 
the actual and bona fide owner, and 
such person is to be taken to have 
been intrusted with the goods for 
the purpose of consignment or sale, 
unless the contrary is made to ap- 
pear. Section 2 provides that a per- 
son in possession of a bill of lading 
or of any of the warrants, certifi- 
cates, or orders mentioned in the act 
is to be deemed the true owner of 
the goods described therein so far 
as to give validity to any contract 
or agreement made by him for the 
sale or pledge of the goods in favor 
of a buyer or pledgee without notice 
that such person is not the actual 
and bona fide owner. Section 3 
limits the rights of a person taking 
goods from an agent in pledge for a 
preéxisting debt to the amount of 
the agent’s interest in the goods. 
Section 4 provides that any one who 
acts in the usual course of business 
in gocd faith and without notice of 
an actual limitation on the agent’s 
authority may contract for the pur- 
chase of goods with any agent in- 
trusted with the goods or to whom 
they have been consigned, and may 
receive and pay for them to the 
agent. Section 5 provides that a 
person may accept goods in pledge 
from a factor or agent, although he 
has knowledge that the pledgor is 
a factor or agent, but in such case 
he shall acquire. only the interests 
possessed by the pledgor. i 
North Western Bank, L. R. 10 C. P. 
ahr S00 SY C2)" Sth ibe &- 6° Vact.) crs9, 
extends the provisions of 6 Geo. IV 


faithfulness on his part.’* 

C. Protection of Third Persons under 
- Factors’ Acts—1l. In General. 
ships imposed upon innocent third persons by the 
common-law rule that a factor or agent, whether in 
possession of the goods themselves or of a docu- 
ment ot title thereto, cannot pass a good title to a 
third person by a sale or pledge, unless authority so 
to do is conferred upon him by the true owner,® 
remedial statutes, known as Factors’ Acts, have been 
enacted in many jurisdictions for the protection of 
such third persons.®® 
passed in England in the year 1823,87 and has been 
followed in that country by several enlarging and 
amendatory acts.®® 
act of 4 Geo. IV., ¢ 83, a statute was passed in New 
York 8° which, with a few modifications, was a re- 
production of the English act,®° and, as amended, 


Owing to the hard- 


The first of these acts was 


Soon after the passage of the 


ce 94, by enacting, in § 1, that “any 
agent” intrusted with the possession 
of goods or of the documents of title 
to goods, may pledge the same, thus 
taking away the limitations estab- 
lished by 6 Geo. IV c 94 § 2, which 
protected only those ,who_ took 
pledges from agents without notice 
that such agents were not the own- 
ers. By § 2 a pledgee may exchange 
the securities held by him in pledge 
and receive others in lieu thereof 
from the factor, and the pled :ee’s 
rights in respect to the substituted 
securities will be the same as if the 
consideration therefor had been a 
bona fide present advance of money. 
This section changes the law as de- 
clared in Taylor v. Kymer, 3 B. & 
Ad. 320, 23 ECL 145, 110 Reprint 120, 
and Bonzi v. Stewart, 4 M. & G. 295, 
43 BCL 158, 134 Reprint 121 (both 
of which held that such a substitu- 
tion of securities without an advance 
of money was not protected by the 
Statute of 6 Geo. IV c 94). (3) By 
§ 3 it is declared that the statute 
is to be construed to protect only 
bona fide transactions without notice 
that the agent pledging is acting 
without authority or mala fida 
against the owner. By § 4 the term 
“document of title’ is defined, and it 
is declared that an agent in posses- 
sion of the goods or documents of 
title is to be taken ‘to have been 
intrusted with the possession of the 
goods represented by such document 
of title’ and “such agent shall be 
deemed to be possessed of such goods 
or documents, whether the same 
shall be in his actual custody or 
shall be held by any other person 
subject to his control or for him 
or on his behalf.” The latter clauses, 
defining what is meant by a per- 
son intrusted with the possession of 
goods or documents of title, were 
rendered necessary by the _ inter- 
pretation given in the cases of Phil- 
lips v. Huth, 6 M. & W. 572, 151 Re- 
print 540, and Hatfield v. Phillips, 
12 Cl. & F. 343, 8 Reprint 1440, 14 M. 
& W. 665, 153 Reprint 642 [aff 9 M. 
& W. 647, 152 Reprint 273], to the 
phrase “persons intrusted with” 
documents of title found in the stat- 
ute 6 Geo. IV. c 94. ‘ 

[c] Well considered case review- 
ing English and New York statutes. 
Price v. Wisconsin M. & F. Ins. Co., 
43 Wis. 267 (per Ryan, C. J.). 

89, Act 1330 ¢ 179. 


90. Toledo First Nat. Bank v. 
Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283. 
[a] New York Factors’ Acts.— 


Sess. L. (1830) c 179 § 3 (2 Birds-eye 
Rev. St. (1896) p 1239), provides that 
“every factor or other agent, en- 
trusted with the possession of any 
bill of lading, custom-house permit, 
or warehousekeepers’ receipt for the 
delivery of any such merchandise, 
and every such factor or agent not 
having the documentary evidence of 
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now appears as part of the Personal Property 


Law.*! Similar statutes are now 
other states 92 and in Canada.°? 


not within the aet.®® 


Purpose and effect. The purpose of this remedial 
legislation is to protect third persons who in good 
faith deal with factors or, agents, who have been 
intrusted by the owners with the possession of the 
goods or with the documentary evidence of title 
thereto;°° and although the statutes do not all use 
the same terms, the general effect is to make pos- 
session conclusive evidence that the factor or agent 
in possession as the apparent owner is the real 
owner, so far as is necessary to protect a bona fide 
purchaser or pledgee and give him a good title as 
against the real owner;°’ it is the act of the owner 
in conferring upon his factor the apparent owner- 
ship and the right of disposal, together with the fact 
that an innocent third person has dealt with the lat- 
ter in reliance thereon, that estops the former from 
following his property. 98 The protection afforded by * 
such statutes is not restricted by the existence, in a 


title, who shall be entiusted with the 
possession of any merchandize for 
the purpose of sale, or as a security 
for any advances to be made or ob- 
tained thereon, shall be deemed to be 
the true owner thereof, so far as to 
give validity to any contract made by 
such agent with any other person, for 
the sale or disposition of the whole 
or any part of such merchandize, for 
any money advanced, or negotiable 
instrument or other obligation in 
writing given by such other person 
upon the faith thereof.” Section 4 
provides that “every person who 
shall hereafter accept or take any 
such merchandize in deposit from 
any such agent, aS a security for 
any antecedent debt or demand, shall 
not acquire thereby, or enforce any 
right Or interest in or to such mer- 
chandize or document, other than 
was possessed or might have been 
enforced by such agent at the time 
of such deposit.” Section 5 provides 
that “nothing contained in the two 
last preceding sections of this act, 
shall be construed to prevent the 
true owrer of any merchandize so 
deposited, from demanding or receiv- 
ing the same, upon repayment of 
the money advanced, or on restora- 
tion of the security given, on the 
deposit of such merchandize, and 
upon satisfying such lien as may 
exist thereon in favor of the agent 
who may have deposited the same; 
nor from recovering any balance 
which may remain in the hands of 
the person with whom such merchan- 
dize shall have been deposited, as 
the produce of the sale thereof, 
after satisfying the amount justly 
due to such person by reason of 
such deposit.” This act with the ex- 
ception of the repeal of three of the 
less important sections (L. [1897] 
ce 418, repealing §§ 1 and 2; L. [1886] 
ce 598, repealing § 7), constitutes in 
its original form a part of the statu- 
tory law of the state of New .York 
(2 Birdseye Rev. St. [8d ed 1901] 
uz 1).. At the present time the Fac- 
Act is § 43 of the Personal 
Property Law. 

{b] eading case.—Stevens v. 
Wilson, 6 Hill (N. Y.) 512, has been 
referred to as being the leading case 
upon the construction of the N. Y. 
Factors’ Act (1830) ¢c 179. Allen v. 
St. Louis7Nat Bank, 120 Us. 20, 7 
SCt 460, 30 L. ed. 573. 


In so far as these 
statutes have not changed the law, or in eases to 
which the statutes do not apply, the common-law 
rule of course prevails,°* as where the factor or 
agent attempts to pledge or transfer goods of his 
principal by the transfer of any document of title 
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particular trade, 
to be found in 

[§ 154] 
eral. 


SAD uietia 
a8 


[§§ 153-155 


of a custom not to allow merean- 


‘tile agents to pledge goods.°? 

2. Construction and Operation in Gen- 
It has been held that the factors’ acts, being 
in derogation of the common law, should be strictly 
construed;! but on the other hand it has been held 
that since these statutes enact the common-law rule 
that, where one of two innocent persons must suffer 


loss from the act of a third person, such loss must 


acts.4 


5 a0 N. Y. Personal Property Law 

92. See statutory provisions. 

[a] In Massachusetts.—(1) Acts 
(1845) c¢ 198, providing that, every 
factor, etc., intrusted with the pos- 
session of any merchandise, etc., 
shall be deemed the true owner 
thereof, so far as to give validity 
to any bona fide contract made by 
such factor for the sale of the whole 
or any part of such merchandise, 
did not protect a pledge cf such fac- 
tor. Michigan State Bank v. Gard- 
ner, 15 Gray (Mass.)* 362.. (2) The 
subsequent act of 1849, c 216 § 3, ex- 
tended the protection of the act to 
pledges by such factors or agents. 
Michigan State Bank v. 
supra, 

{[b] In Texas no such legislation 
has been adopted. Chase-Hackley 
Piano Co. v. Clymer, (Civ. A.) 202 
Sw 214. 

93. See statutory provisions; and 
City Bank v. Barrow, 5 App. Cas, 
664 (construing the “factors’ clauses” 
in the Canadian Code). 

94. Toledo First Nat. Bank v. 
Shaw, 61 N. Y. 288; Dows v. Green, 
24 N. Y. 688 [aff 32 Barb. 490]; Bo- 
nito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. Super. 401. 

95. Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N.'Y. 
Super. 401. 

96. Kinston Cotton Mills v. Kuhne, 
129 “App. Div. 250), 13" NYS) 779: 

[a] The purpose of the statute 
“is to make certain and apply to 
commercial transactions the com- 
mon-law rule that where one of two 
innocent persons must suffer loss 
from the act of a third person, such 
law shall be borne by him who has 
placed the third person in the posi- 
tion which enabled him to do the 
act causing the loss.” Kinston Cot- 
ton Mills v. Kuhne, 129 App. Div. 
2505 200s, tLe INY So 779! 

Persons protected by statute see 
infra § 161. 

97. Allen v. St. Louis Nat. Bank, 
120. Un Se. 205 ie SCt 7460," 30m ie weds 
5733 Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. 
Banks owt. 9 Wedea elo. 40 CCAR 24 Si 
Blydenstein v. New York Security, 
CLC? UnCOn nO GeO Oo mil on © CG Acunliag 
Brooks v. Hanover Nat. Bank, 26 
Tred. 301; Wisp v. Hazard, 66 Cal. 
459, 6 P 91; Fairmont Creamery Co. 
v. Los Angeles Ice, ete., Co., 33 Cal. 
A. 414,.165 P 553; Freudenheim v. 
Gutter, 201 N. Y. 94,. 94 NE 640; 


Gardner, | 


be borne by him who has placed the third person 
in the position which enables him to do the act caus- 
ing the loss, they must be liberally construed.? 
Extraterritorial effect. 
territorial effect, 
by factors or agents within the jurisdiction wherein 
they are enacted.® 
' Retrospective effect. 
retrospective effect but apply solely to transactions 
by factors or agents after the enactment of such 


_ Such acts have no extra- 
but apply only to the transactions 


The factors’ acts have no 


[§ 155] 3. Factors or Agents within Statutes. 
In order that an unauthorized disposition of goods 
by a person other than the owner may be brought 
within the effect of the factors’ acts, it is neces- 
sary that the relation of principal and agent or fae- 
tor exist between such person and the owner of the 
geoods;® and if this relation in fact exists, the stat- 


Gass v. Astoria Veneer Mills, 134 
App. Div. 184, 118 NYS 982; Shen- 
field v. Bradley, 174 NYS 619; Hey- 
man v. Flewker, 13 C. B. N. S. 519, 
106 ECL 519, 143 Reprint 205. 

98. Howland v. Woodruff, 60 N. Y.73. 

99. Oppenheimer vy. Attenborough, 
[L90%S Tre BS 5 h0: 

1. Interstate Banking, etc., Co. v. 
Brown, 235 Fed... 32, -148 CCA “526: 
Foerderer v. Tradesmen’s Nat. Bank, 
LOT ‘Med. 219; 46. CGA 7243.) Vietor 
care Mach. Co. v. Heller, 44 Wis. 
200. 

{a] In Tennessee the Uniform 
Warehousing Act, giving factors the 
right effectively to pledge the-~con- 
signor’s interest, which did not for- 
inerly belong to them, will be strictly 
construed. Interstate Banking, etce., 
Co. v. Brown, 235 Fed. 32, 148 CCA 526. 

2. Kinston Cotton Mills v. Kuhne, 
129 Apply Div. 9250, 5113 (NYS 7790 

8. Costikyan “v.. Sloan, 33) App: 
(D. C.) 420; Walther v. Wetmore, 1 
E. D. Smith GNEREYS) Ee 

[a] Ilustrations.—(1) The Fac- 
tors’ Act of New York (L. (1830) 
c 179) has no application to a pledge 
in London, England, by a factor there, 
although the delivery of the goods 
in pursuance of the contract in Lon- 
don may have been consummated by 
agents of the parties in New York. 
Walther v. Wetmore, 1 E. D. Smith 
CONS ee (2) But such act ap- 
plies to a disposition in New York by 
a consignee there of goods shipped 
from another state. Bates v. Cun- 
hineham, Ale) Eun” CN oys)anaut: 

[b] In the District of Columbia 
the factor’s act of a state has no 
Operation upon the rights of a 
pledgee there of goods shipped there 
from that state for sale, the rights 
of the pledgee and principal being 
determinable by the local law. Costi- 
kyan v. Sloan, 33 App. 420. 

4. Michigan State Bank v. Gard- 
ner, 15 Gray (Mass.) 3862; Biggs v. 
Evans, [1894] 1 @. B. 88; Ross vy. 
IWS eG anol a comes OS, senliane 

5. George v.' Louisville Fourth 
Nat. Bank, 41 Fed. 257; Stollenwerck 
v. Thacher, 115. Mass. 224; Farmers’, 
ete., Nat. Bank v. Atkinson, 74 N. 
Y.- 587; Toledo First Nat. Bank v. 
Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283; Mechanics’, etc., 
Bank v. Farmers’, etc., Nat. Bank, 60 
N. Y. 40; Yennie v. McNamee, 45 
N. Y. 614; Van Casteel v. Booker, 2 
Exch. 691, 154 Reprint 668. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ute operates although the parties call their relation 
The term ‘‘agent or factor’’ 
as used in the statutes is to be taken in a restricted 


by a different name.® 


sense, and applies only to an agent 


in mereantile transactions;* and under some pro- 
visions only to a factor or agent who has possession 
of the goods for the purpose of sale or pledge,’ al- 
though it is not necessary that his ordinary busi- 
ness should be that of agent to sell goods for others 
on commission, for an agent may come within the 


[a] Relation held not to exist.— 
(1) Where the owner of goods trans- 
mits the bill of lading to his agent 
with power simply to receive and 
forward the property, and the agent 
issues and sends a new bill of lading 
to one not the consignee named in 
the original bill of lading, the per- 
son so receiving such new bill of 
lading does not become the factor 
or agent of the owner within the 
meaning of the statute, and there- 
fore the title of the owner is not, 
affected by any contract made by the 
former with regard to the goods rep- 
resented by the bill of lading. ‘To- 
ledo First Nat. Bank v. Shaw, 61 N. 
Y. 283. (2) Where an agent is in- 
trusted with a bonded warehouse re- 
ceipt for whiskey, to enable him to 
borrow money on it to pay the in- 
ternal-revenue tax, but instead of 
borrowing the money on the re- 
ceipt the agent advances the money 
and afterward secures the whiskey, 
which he subsequently stores in a 
private warehouse and pledges the 
warehouse receipt, the agent, after 
advancing the money, holds the bond- 
ed warehouse receipt as a creditor 
of the owner, and not as an “agent 
or factor’ within the meaning of 
the statute, and therefore the pledge 
is not protected by the _ statute. 
George v. Louisville Fourth Nat. 
Bank, 41 Fed. 257. 

Elements of relation see supra § 4. 

6. New York Security, etc., Co. 
v. Lipman, 157 N. Y. 551, 52 NE 595 
[aff 91 Hun 554, 36 NYS 355]. 

[a] "Trustee.—One who is intrusted 
with the lawful evidence of the title 
to merchandise, to enable him to sell 
it and remit the proceeds, becomes 
an agent within the Factors’ Act; al- 
though in a secret agreement be- 
tween himself and his principal he 
is designated as a trustee. New 
York Security, ete. Co. v. Lipman, 
157 N. Y. 551, 52 NE 595 [aff 91 Hun 
554, 36 NYS 355]. 

7. Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 
AmR 332; Inglis v. Robertson, [1898] 
A. C. 616; City Bank v. Barrow, 5 
App. Cas. 664; Hastings v. Pearson, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 62; Johnson v. Credit 
Lyonnais, 2 C. P. D. 224 [aff 3 C. P. D. 
32]; Cole v. North Western Bank, 
Tea Oey P47 0 patted Eval Oi Crp ke 
354]; Monk v. Whittenbury, 2 B. & 
Ad oe48 45 22). bOl 9205,0.h09 Reprint 
1222; Lamb v. Attenborough, 1 B. 
& S. 831, 101 ECL 831, 121 Reprint 
922; Heyman v. Flewker, 13 C. B. N. 
S. 519, 106 ECL 519, 143 Reprint 
205; Wood v. Rowcliffe, 6 Hare 183, 
31 EngCh 183, 67 Reprint 1132; Tre- 
moille v. Christie, 69 L. T. Rep. N. 
S. 338; Lewis v. Ramsdale, 55 L. T. 
Rep. N. S. 179; Hellings v. Russell, 
33 L. T. Rep. N. S. 380; Bush v. Fry, 
15) Ont.9122. f 

[a] “Ordinary course of business 
of a mercantile agent” in the Fac- 
tors Act (1889 § 2 subs 1) means act- 
ing as a mercantile agent in the way 
in which such an agent would act if 
the particular transaction were one 
duly authorised by his principal. Op- 
penheimer v. Attenborough, [1908] 
1K 2B 221: 

8. See infra § 158. 

9. Heyman v. Flewker, 13 C. B. 
N. S. 519, 106 ECL 519. 

[a] TMlustration—A person whose 
ordinary business is that of an agent 
for procuring business for two in- 
surarce offices and with whom pic- 
tures are deposited with instruc- 
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action.® 


or factor acting | the manager of 


[§ 156] 


tions by the depositor to sell them 
for a certain commission is an agent 
“intrusted with’ the possession of 
goods’? within the meaning of the 
Factors Act 5 & 6 Vict. c 39, and con- 
sequently the depositor is bound by 
a contract of pledge bona fide made 
with the agent. Heyman v. Flewker, 
ie CyB Nes 7oL9) 106 MCL. 5195 143 
Reprint 205. 

10. Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 


AmR 332; Zachrisson v. Ahman, 4 
N. Y. Super. 68; Lamb v. Attenbor- 
Osh LP BatGESyeSeab, 10d Heil, 837, 


121 Reprint 922; Heyman y. Flewker, 
et CBS Nea Sib 910.6. CLV o19; Las 
Reprint 205. 

[a] DTllustration.—A general clerk 
of a merchant who keeps his ac- 
counts, negotiates charter parties 
and purchases, but iS empowered to 
do so only when under the super- 
vision of and in consultation with 
another who is empowered by letter 
of attorney to manage all financial 
transactions, execute contracts, etc., 
and effect charter parties for such 
merchant, is not a factor intrusted 
with the possession of documents of 
title. Zachrisson v. Ahman, 4 N. Y. 
Super. 68. 

11. Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 
AmR 332; Heyman v. Flewker, 13 
Ch Bat NS.) 619,106 -HCL:, 519-143 
Reprint 205; Wood v. Rowcliffe, 6 
ae 183, 31 EngCh 183, 67 Reprint 
1132: 

[a] Illustration.—A person. in- 
trusted to keep in her own house 
furniture belonging to another is 
not the ‘‘fagent” of the owner within 
the meaning of the act. Wood v. 
Rowcliffe, 6 Hare 183, 31 EngCh 183, 
67 Reprint 1132. 

12. Inglis v. Robertson, [1898] A. 
Cc. 616. 

[a] A warehouse keeper who has 
goods deposited with him as such 
is not “an agent intrusted with the 
possession” of them, within the stat- 
ute, although he is also a broker, 
and is usually employed to sell the 
goods, but always upon specific in- 
structions for that purpose received 
from the principal. Cole v. North 
Western Bank, L. Boy A OD es Betsy: 
fafiyie ok. 9 Ciaes (400K 

13. Florence Sewing Mach. Co. v. 
Warford, 31 N. Y. Super. 433. 

{a] Tllustration.—One employed at 
a salary aS business manager of a 
warehouse, where the business is 
carried on and sales are made under 
the name of the employer, is not a 
factor within the meaning of the 
Factors’ Act, since the goods so sold 
are in law in the possession of the 
principal at the time of the’ sale. 


Florence Sewing Mach. Co. v. War- 
ford, 31 N. Y. Super. 433. 
14. Monk v. Whittenbury, 2 B. 


& Ad. 484, 22 ECL 205, 109 Reprint 
1222 (holding that a wharfinger 
without any authority to sell is not 
within 6 Geo. IV c 94 § 4, even though 
he sometimes transacted business as 
a factor with some persons). 

15. Jenkyns v. Usborne, 7 M. & 
G. 678, 49 HCL 678, 135 Reprint 2738. 

16. Johnson v. Credit Lyonnais 
Co., 3 C. P. D. 32 (where the vendor 
of merchandise lying in bond in a 
customhouse was allowed by the pur- 
chaser to retain the dock warrants 
and the merchandise was allowed to 
remain entered in the books of the 
dock company in the name of the 
vendcr). 

[a] A purchaser in possession of 
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statute although he acts merely in an isolated trans- 
The statute does not apply to a mere serv- 
ant or clerk,!° a caretaker,!! a warehouse keeper,!? 


a store carried on in the owner’s 


name,'* a wharfinger,!+ a purchaser in possession, 
a seller who retains the documents of title,1° or one 
who. has possession of the goods for carriage,’ or 
otherwise as an independent contracting party.18 

4. Goods and Merchandise within Stat- 
utes. The word ‘‘goods’’ or ‘‘merchandise’’ as used 


the documents of title to goods sold 
1s not an ‘agent’ of the vendor so 
that a sale by the former will de- 
feat the latter’s lien for the pur- 
chase price. Jenkyns v. Usborne, 7 
M. & G. 678, 49 ECL 678, 135 Reprint 
273; McHwan v. Smith, 2 Five @ags 
3809, 9 Reprint 1109. 

17. Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 
AmR 332; Heyman vy. Flewker, 13 C. 
B. N.S. 519, 106 ECL! 519; 143" Re- 
print 205, 

18. Md.—Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 
305, 42 AmR 3382. 

Mass.—Stollenwerck ‘vy. 
115 Mass. 224. 

N. Y.—Sage v. Shephard, ete., Lum- 
ber. Co., 4 App. Div. 290, 29 NYS 449 
{aff 158 N. Y. 672 mem, 50 NE 1126 
mem]. 

Eng.—City Bank v. Barrow, 5 App. 
Cas. 664; Johnson v. Credit Lyon- 
has Co. 3. Gy .. D. 32; Heyman v. 
Flewker, 13 C. B. N.S. 519, 106 ECL 
519, 143 Reprint 205. 

Ont.—Bush v. Fry, 15 Ont. 122. 

[a] Mflustrations.—(i1) A person 
to whom a diamond ring is given for 
the purpose of obtaining a watch 
for it, or, failing in that, to get an 
offer for it, that person being a deal- 
er in jewelry but having no regular 
place of business, is not an agent 
within the act and the mere posses- 
sion of the ring does not give him 
power to dispose of it as though he 
was owner, and the purchaser to 
whom he sells it can be held liable 
for conversion to the true owner. 
Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 AmR 
332. (2) One employed as a jewel- 
er to sell jewelry at retail on com- 
mission is not a ‘mercantile agent’ 
within the meaning of the Factors’ 
Act of 1889%(52 & b3s Viet. @ 4578 2 
subs 1), providing that, where a 
mercantile agent is, with the consent 
of the owner, in possession of goods 
or documents of title to goods, any 
sale or pledge, ete., made by him, 
etc., Shall be valid. Hastings Ltd. v. 
Pearson, bi 893i! Os Bis 622s) ee 
person to whom hides are sent to be 
tanned at an agreed price, such per- 
son undertaking to procure freight 
for the leather from Canada to Eng- 
lana, is not a person intrusted with 
the goods, within the meaning of the 
factors clauses of the Canada code, 
so as to bind his principal by a 
pledge of the goods even if a sale 
by him would have been good under 
the clauses of the code. City Bank 
v. Barrow, 5 App. Cas. 664. (4) A 
music teacher who induces a manu- 
facturer to ship to him a piano that 
he may sell it to a customer which 
he represents himself as having and 
who pawns the piano under an as- 
sumed name is not an agent within 
the meaning of the Factors’ Act. 
Bush v. Fry, 15 Ont. 122 (construing 
Rey. St. (1887) c 122 §§ 2, 4, 5). 

[b] Cotton broker.—The statute 
dees not apply to a cotton broker 
whose commission is a fixed sum per 
bale from a firm of buyers, each 
parity paying his own expenses on 
receiving from them a bill of lad- 
ing with draft attached with in- 
structions not to deliver the bill un- 
til the draft is paid by the pur- 
chaser to whom the invoice has been 
sent. Stollenwerck v. Thacher, 115 
Mass. 224, 

{e] A traveling salesman who 
has power to solicit and accept or- 
ders and agree on prices for the 
goods, and to direct shipment of the 


Thacher, 
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in the statutes generally include all commodities of 
commerce,!? but are intended to apply only to such 
It seems that a copyright is not 
‘‘merchandise’’ within the meaning of this statute.?+ 

[§ 157] 5. Documents of Title within Statutes. 
What constitutes documents of title within the mean- 
ing of the statute depends primarily upon the lan- 
guage of the particular statute ,?? and to render valid 
a contract made on the faith of the document of 
title the terms of the document must be consistent 
with the supposition that the factor owns the 
A factor or agent may be regarded as the 
owner, within the meaning of the statute, where he 
is intrusted with the possession of a bill of lad- 
ing,?4 drawn or indorsed to his name;*° a custom- 
house permit;?® a warehouse keeper’s receipt of a 
private warehouse, for the delivery of the goods or 
merchandise,27 but not a receipt of the keeper of a 
bonded warehouse.28 The term ‘‘document of title,’’ 


commodities.?° 


goods,” 


goods, and also to buy goods from 
other dealers to fill such orders, is 
not a factor, within the statute, pro- 
viding that every factor or other 
agent intrusted with the possession 
of any bill of lading, or, not having 
documentary evidence, who shall be 
intrusted with any merchandise for 
the purpose of sale, shall be deemed 
the owner, as to the purchaser who 
buys it in good faith, where he 
had procured, by fraud, bills of 
lading in his employer’s name, but 
did not show them to the buyer. 


Sage v. Shepard, ete., Lumber Co., 
4 App. Div. 290, 32 NYS 449 Laff | 
158 N. Y. 672 mem, 52 NE 1126 
mem]. 

19. Biggs v. Evans, [1894] 1 Q. 


B. 88; Heyman v. Flewker, 13 C. B. 
an S. 519, 106 ECL 519, 143 Reprint 
205. 

[a] An opal table top intrusted 
to an agent who was a dealer in 
jewels and gems and who as a known 
part of his business sold jewels and 
gems for other persons in his own 
name was, so far as regards the 
character of the article, included in 
the term “‘goods” within the meaning 
of the Factors’ Act. Biggs v. Evans, 
[1894]. 1°Q. B. 88 

20. Freeman v, 


Je shixch. 175. 

[a] Stock certificates are not 
“soods’ within the meaning of the 
‘Factors’ Act. Freeman v. Apple- 
Vand oan eC wel Co. 

21. Stodart v. Mutual Film Corp., 
249 Fed. 507, 511 (where the court 
expressed a doubt as to “whether the 
New York Factors’ Act... could 
possibly cover the sale of an incor- 
poreal right like copyright, under 
the phrase ‘merchandise’ ’’). 

22. See statutory provisions. 

23. Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. 
Super. 401. 

24. Fairmont Creamery Co. v. 
Los Angeles Ice, ete., Co., (Cal. A.) 
190 P 194; Toledo First Nat. Bank 
Vaershnawie OLOUNE FY. 2830" DOwWSs) ov. 
24° N. Y. 638° [aff 32 Barb. 


Toledo First Nat. Bank v. 
61 N. Y. 283; Manufacturers’, 
Bank vy. Farmers’, etc., Nat. 
Bank, 2 Thomps. & C. 395 [rev'on 
other grounds 60 N. Y. 40]. 


Appleyard, 32 L. 


26. Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. 
Super. 401. 

{a] The term “customhouse per- 
mit” does not include the ‘‘permit” 


for the landing of goods on which 
the duties are not paid, to the end 
that they may be stored in a bonded 
warehouse; but the only custom- 
house permit known to the law at 
the time of the passage of the stat- 
ute was that which was granted to 
the consignee when the goods men- 
tioned in his invoice and bill of lad- 
ing had been duly entered at the cus- 
tomhouse and the duties thereon had 
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sufficient, if he 


been paid or secured to be_ paid. 
Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. Super. 
401, 

27. George v. Louisville Fourth 
Nat. Bank, 41 Fed. 257; Toledo First 
Nat. Bank v. Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283; 
Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 N. Y. 
521; Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. 
Super. 401; Price v. Wisconsin M. & 
F. Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267. 

[a] The term “warehouse-keeper’s 
receipt’? means the receipt of a keep- 
er of a private warehouse in which 
the person named in the receipt has 
deposited yoods for safe-keeping 
which by its terms binds the ware- 
house keeper upon the surrender of 
the receipt to deliver the goods to 
the bearer of it or to the holder 
of it if duly indorsed to him; it does 
not include the receipt of a keeper 
of a government bonded warehouse. 
Bonite v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. Super. 
401. 

28 George v. Louisville Fourth 
Nat. Bank, 41 Fed. 257; Bonito v. 
Mosquera, 15 N. Y¥. Super. 401; Price 
v. Wisconsin M. & F. Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 
267. 

{a] Thus a receipt for whiskey 
stored in a.bonded warehouse is not 
a “document of title’ within the 
meaning of the Kentucky Act of 
May 5, 1880, providing for the pro- 
tection of persons dealing with 
agents intrusted with the ‘‘docu- 
ments of title’ to property, and fur- 
ther providing that the term ‘‘docu- 
ments of title’ shall include custom- 
house permits, warehouse receipts, 
ete. The court said that it could not 
be presumed that the legislature of 
Kentucky undertook to regulate the 
duties ard obligations of a bonded 
warehouse of the United States, cre- 
ated and established for the protec- 
tion and security of its own rev- 
enues and in which free whiskey 
could not remain without the penalty 
of forfeiture; and further said that 
the act manifestly referred to ware- 
houses and warehouse receipts and 
to principals and factors over whom 
the state of Kentucky possessed au- 
thority and could exercise lawful ju- 
risdiction. George are Louisville 
Fourth Nat. Bank, 41 Fed. 257. 

29. Western Transp. Co. v. Bar- 
ber, 56 N. Y. 544 (holding that a 
weigher’s return of grain received 
was not such a receipt aS was con- 
pee by the Factor’s Act [1858] 
c 326). 

80. Soltau v. Gerdau, 119 
380,.23 NE 864, 16 AmSR 843; Jen- 
kyns v. Usborne, 7 M. & G. 678, 49 
ECL 678, 135 Reprint 273. But see 
Vickers! v. Hertz,’ l2R. 27H B.Sc, 
113 (holding that under 5 & 6 Vict 
e 39 § 4, providing that any “order 
for the delivery of goods, or any 
other document used in the ordinary 
course of business as proof of the 
possession or control of goods... 


N. Y.f 
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however, does not include a weigher’s return,”® a de- 
livery order,®° a receipt for the payment of money,** 
or a wharfinger’s certificate.” 

[ 6. Character and Sufficiency of Fac- 
tor’s or Agent’s Possession—a. In General. Where 
the possession of goods or merchandise as distin- 
guished from the possession of documentary evi- 
dence of title is relied on to bring the case within 
the statute providing for the protection of persons 
dealing with a factor or agent: intrusted with the 
possession of goods or merchandise, the possession 
must be actual as distinguished from constructive.®* 
But it has been held that the factor’s possession is 


has such control of or dominion 


over the merchandise as to enable him rightfully to 
take possession of it without the aid of any new 
authority or document furnished by the owner.*4 
Goods in a warehouse subject to be withdrawn at 
pleasure by a factor on discharging the len of the 


shall be deemed and taken to be a 
document of title,’ an order for the 
delivery of a _ specific quantity of 
goods was within the terms of the 
act, aithough no specific goods to 
which the order was applicable were 
mentioned). 

[a] A delivery order is not equiva- 
lent to a bill of lading within the 
meaning of 6 Geo. IV c 94 § 2. Jen- 
kyns v. Usborne, 7 M. & G. 678, 49 
ECL 678, 135 Reprint 273. 4 

31. ‘Kemp “v. Palk;-/%- App. ‘Cas: 
573, 23 ERC 399. 

32. Gunn v. Bolckow, L. R. 10 
Ch. 491. 

la] Thus a wharfinger’s certificate 
that goods are lying ready for ship- 
ment is not a document of title 
within the act, and no custom of 
trade can give to such a certificate 
the effect of a warrant, or docu- 
ment of title as against the vendor. 


ee Vv. Bolckow} Shae Ra aoeteh: 
33. Howland v. Woodruff, 60 N. Y. 


73, 16 AbbFrNS 411; Sage v. Shepard. 
ete., Lumber Co., 4 App. Div. 290, 39 
NYS 449 [aff 158 N. Y. 672 mem, 52 
NE 1126 mem]; Bonito v. Mosquera, 
15 N. Y. Super. 401; Cook v. Beal, 
14 N. Y. Super. 497. 

[a] Applications of rule. — (1) 
Where a factor obtains an advance 
while the goods are still in the car- 
rier’s possession, persons making the 
advances obtain no title as against 
the consignor. Howland vy. Woodruff, 
60 No Yot73) 26 TA bpDPrNS 3 twice) 
Imported goods shipped to a factor 
are not, while in a United States 
bonded warehouse, in the “possession 
of” the factor. Bonito v. Mosquera, 
15 N. Y. Super. 401. 

23) SNe LE 


34. Pegram v. Carson, 
Super. 505. 

The word “possession” in the Fac- 
tors’ Act means “such control of or 
dominion over mechandise as to en- 
able a factor rightfully to take pos- 
session of it without the aid of any 
new authority or document furnished 
by the owners, as in contradistine- 
tion to a right derived from docu- 
mentary evidence furnished by own- 
ers, or obtained by factors by means 


of their right of possession of the 
goods.” Pegram vy. Carson, 23 N. 
Y. Super. 505. (holding that, where 


factors to whom merchandise is con- 
Signed by the owner, for sale, with 
bills of lading making it deliverable 
to them, receive the merchandise and 
store it, according to the usage of 
business, with a _ storekeeper em- 
ployed by themselves, taking his re- 
ceipts in their own name, both the 
virtual control of the factors over 
the merchandise and the documentary 
evidence of such control, title, or 
right of possession held by them with 
the owner’s assent are such as to 
enable them to make a valid pledge 
of the merchandise). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


+§ 158] 


government for duties may be regarded as in his 
possession so as to support a pledge thereof made by 
him independent of the provisions of the act in 


regard to documentary evidences 


provision that ‘‘nothing contained in this act shall 
authorize a common carrier, warehousekeeper or 
other person to whom merchandise or other property 
may be committed for transportation or storage 
only, to sell or hypothecate the same’’ comprehends 
a factor intrusted with the possession for transpor- 


tation or storage only.36 


Consent of owner; without fraud. But whatever 
the character of the possession, whether of the goods 
or of the documents of title, it is essential that it 
should be acquired with the consent of the owner,%? 
and that such consent is obtained without fraud.%8 
Possession acquired through negligence on the part 
of the owner is not sufficient; negligence is not con- 


sent.?9 


Possession for purpose of sale or as security. In 
some jurisdictions where the possession of the goods 


35. Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 
N. Y. 521; Oakland Mfg. Co. v. F. C. 
Thee Co., 162 App. Div. 543, 147 NYS 

36. Cook v. Beale, 14 N. Y. Super. 
497, 505 (construing L. [1830] § 6, 
and where the court said: ‘‘We are 
unable to see that there are any 
grounds whatever for limiting the 
application of the words, ‘or other 
person,’ &c., to any particular class 
of persons; to those, for example, 
whose ordinary business is the trans- 
portation or storage of goods en- 
trusted to their charge... It seems 
to us plain, that it is the special 
purpose for which merchandise or 
other property is committed, and not 
the special character or business of 
the person to whom it is committed, 
that takes from him the authority to 
sell that he might otherwise be held 
to possess. We are therefore con- 
vinced that no court of justice has 
the right to say that the words, ‘or 
other person,’ &c., are not just as 
applicable to commission merchants 
and factors, to whom goods are en- 
trusted for transportation or storage 
only, as to any other class or de- 
scription of persons whatever’’). 

ii Neey. 


N. 


ogO% 


Super. 433; ; 
N. Y. Super. 401; Inglis v. Robertson, 
[1898] A. C. 616; Cahn v. Pockett’s 
Bristol Channel Steam Packet Co., 
Ltd., [1899] 1 Q. B. 6438; Hatfield v. 
Phillips, 12 Cl. & F. 343, 8 Reprint 
1440, 14 M. & W. 665, 153 Reprint 642 
{aff 9 M. & W. 647, 152 Reprint 
273]; Vaughan v. Moffat, 38 L. J. Ch. 
144, 

[a] Acceptance of) draft imma- 
terial —Where a bill of lading ac- 
companied by a draft for acceptance 
is sent to the buyer, the fact that the 
buyer does not accept the draft does 
not prevent his possession of the bill 
of lading from being with the con- 
sent of the seller, so as to bring 
the transaction within the English 
Sale of Goods Act of 1893. Cahn v. 
Pockett’s Bristol Channel Steam 
Packet Co., [1899] 1 Q. B. 643. 

38. H. A. Prentice Co. v. Page, 164 
Mass. 276, 41 NE 279; Soltau v. Ger- 
dau, 119 .N. Y. 380, 23 NE 864, 16 
AmSR 843 [aff 48 Hun 537, 1 NYS 
163]; Hentz v. Miller, 94 N. Y. 64; 
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Kinsey v. Leggett, 71 N. Y. 387; Sage 
v. Shephard, etc., Lumber Co., 4 App. 
Div. 290, 39 NYS 449 [aff 158 N. Y. 
672 mem, 52,NE 1126 mem]; Collins 
v. Ralli, 20 Hun 256 [aff 85 N. Y. 
637 mem]; Bates v. Cunningham, 12 
Hun (N.Y) 215 "Frankenstein ‘v: 
Thomas, 4 Daly (N. Y.) 256; Soltau 


v. Loewenthal, 1 NYS 168; Oppen- 
heimer v. Frazer, [1907] 2 K. B. 50 
Rena POOF MLO Ker Bib 19 mab utesee 


Baines vy. Swainson, 4 B. & S. 270, 280, 
116 ECL 270, 122 Reprint 460 (where 
a factor, by falsely representing to 
a manufacturer of cloths that he 
had procured an order for a quantity 
of the cloths from A, induced the 
manufacturer to ship cloths to the 
factor, and the factor thereupon 
warehoused the goods in his own 
warehouse and sold them to B ata 
price less than that at which he rep- 
resented to the manufacturer that he 
had secured an order from A. It was 
held that as B bought the goods bona 
fide and without notice, he was pro- 
tected by the Factors’ Acts 6 Geo. 
EVer94,and' 57%& 6 Victie 39. In’ de- 
livering judgment, Wightman, J., re- 
ferred to Phillips v. Huth, 6 M. & 
W. 572, 151 Reprint 540, and recog- 
nized the distinction between in- 
trusting the goods and merely en- 
abling a person to become possessed 
of them, but said: “Here the goods 
were actually in the possession of 
Emsley the agent, being in his ware- 
house, and therefore, according to 
the authority of that case, he was in- 
trusted with them.’ Blackburn, J., 
was of opinion that the agent, being 
in possession of the goods, was, ac- 
cording to 5 & 6 Vict. c 39 § 4, to be 
presumed to have been intrusted with 
them by the owner, unless the con- 
trary was shown, and that was a 
question for the jury). 

[a] Where the owner’s consent is 
obtained by fraud (1) and under such 
circumstances as would amount to 
larceny, the agent’s possession is not 
such as is contemplated by the act. 
H. A. Prentice Co. v. Page, 164 Mass. 
276; Schmidt v. Simpson, 204 N. Y. 
434, 97 NE 966, AnnCas1913C 1288 
[rev 139 App. Div. 509, 124 NYS 241], 
Soltau v. Gerdau, 119 N. Y. 380, 23 
NE 864, 16 AmSR 8438; Florence Sew- 
ing Mach. Co. v. Warford, 31_N. Y. 
Super. 433; Oppenheimer v. Frazer, 
[1907] 2 K. B. 50 [rev [1907] 1 K. B. 
519]. (2) Where a factor procures 
goods to be intrusted to him for de- 
livery to a third person by means 
of forged conditional contracts of 
sale, the goods are not intrusted to 
him for sale within the statute. H. 
A. Prentice Co. v. Page, 164 Mass. 
276, 41 NE 279. 

39. Toledo First’ Nat. Bank v. 
Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283; Sage v, Shepard, 
etc., Lumber Co., 4 App. Div. 290, 39 
NYS 449 [aff 158 N. Y. 672 mem, 52 
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is relied on to bring the transaction within the 
statute, not only must the factor be intrusted with 
the possession of the goods but he must be intrusted 
with their possession for the purpose of sale or as 
security for any advances to be made or obtained 
Although a factor obtains a customer 
for goods before they are consigned to him, he re- 
ceives the goods for the purpose of making a trans- 
fer within the meaning of a provision that one who 
allows another to assume the apparent ownership 
of property for the purpose of making any trans- 
fer of it cannot set up his own title to defeat a 
transfer of the property made by such other to one 
who receives the property in good faith in the or- 
dinary course of business and for value.‘ 

Parting with possession or control. 
agent, by pledging goods in his possession for an 
amount which does not exhaust their value, does 
not thereby part with his control over the goods so 
as to preclude him from making a further pledge for 
the balance of their value which shall be valid as 


A factor or 


NE 1126 mem]; Hazard vy. Fiske, 18 
Hun 277 [aff 83 N. Y. 287]. 

{a] Thus negligence on the part 
of the cwner in not observing the ~ 
arrival of the goods and looking after 
them upon their arrival cannot affect 
his rights as against a third person 
making advances to a person in pos- 
session of.the goods without examin- 
ing the documentary evidence accom- 
panying the shipment of the goods, 
Toledo First Nat. Bank y. Shaw, 61 
Ne... (280. 

40. Akron Cereal Co. v. San Fran- 
cisco First Nat. Bank,.3 Cal. A. 198, 
84 P 778; Boston Supply Co. v. Rubin, 
214 Mass. 217, 101 NE 133; H. A. 
Prentice Co. v. Page, 164 Mass. 276, 
41 NE 279; Thacker v. Moors, 134 
Mass. 156; Stollenwerck v. Thacher, 
115 Mass. 224; Nickerson v. Darrow, 
5 Allen (Mags.) 419; Soltau v. Ger- 
dau, 119 N. Y. 380, 23 NE 864, 16 
AmSR 843; Cook v. Beal, 14 N, 4 
Super. 497; Frankinstein v. Thomas, 
4 Daly (N. Y.) 256; Marsellus v. 
Simpson, 143 App. Div. 383, 128 NYS 
587; Schwab v. Oatman, 56 Misc. 393, 
106 NYS 741 [aff 129 App. Div. 274, 
118 NYS 910 (rev without opinion, 
198 N. Y. 545 mem, 92 NE 1101 
mem)]; Biggs v. Evans, [1894] 1 Q. 
B. 88; Monk v. Whittenbury, 2 B. & 
Ad. 484, 22 ECL 205, 109 Reprint 
1222; Cole v. North Western Bank, L. 
Re9.. Co Pana Ose [atl MG Leer LOO ree: 
354]; Fuentes v. Montis, L. R. 4 C. P. 
93" fafi) Le RE siChiP 2687. 

{a] IMustrations. — (1) A ware- 
houseman who is also a broker with 
authority only to receive offers for 
merchandise stored with plaintiff and 
report it to his principal “is not a 
factor or other agent intrusted with 
merchandise for the purpose of sale’ 
within Mass. Gen. St. c 54 § 2, or “a 
person entrusted with merchandise 
and having authority to sell or con- 
sign the same” within § 3. Thacher 
v. Moors, 134 Mass. 156.° (2) Where 
the goods are intrusted to an agent 
for storage, such agent is not within 
the act. Moors v. Kidder, 34 Hun 
534 [aff 106 N. Y. 32, 12 NE 818]; 
Cook v. Beal, 14 N. Y. Super, 497. 
(3) The Factors Act (Rev. L. c 68) 
does not give a pledgee in good faith, 
who receives the property from an 
agent having no general authority 
to sell, but only to deliver the prop- 
erty to particular customers, any 
rights as against the owner. Boston 
Supply Co. v. Rubin, 214 Mass. 217, 
101 NE 133. 

{b] Question’ for jury.—Whether 
one is intrusted with the possession 
of merchandise to sell within the 
statute is generally a question for 
the jury. Marsellus v. Simpson, 143 
App. Div. 383, 128 NYS 587. 

41. Fairmont Creamery Co. v. Los 
Angeles Ice, etc., Co., 33 Cal. A. 414, 
165 P 558. 
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against the principal.4?, But where the agent or fae- 
tor has accomphshed the purpose for which the 
goods or documents were intrusted to him, and parts 


with the possession in doing so, he is not intrusted - 


with possession within the meaning of the statutes, 
if he afterward regains possession ;** and he ceases 
to be intrusted with possession, after the principal 
has demanded their return and revoked his author- 
ity,4* unless the person who claims the protection of 
the statute had no notice that the authority had been 
determined.*® 

[§ 159] b. Possession of Documents of Title.*® 
Under some statutes it is not necessary that the 
principal should have intrusted the factor with the 
identical document of title on the faith of which 
he procures a lien; but intrusting him with the pri- 
mary document is equivalent to intrusting him with 
all others which in ordinary usage of trade grow 
out of it;47 and if the factor has possession of all 
the documents evidencing title which would or- 
dinarily be in the hands of the true owner, the 
purchaser or pledgee is not bound to inquire further 
as to the true ownership.*® The English courts 
construed 6 Geo. IV ¢ 94, to mean that the identical 
document must have been intrusted by the owner 
to the factor;*® but immediately upon these decisions 
parliament passed an act for the purpose of pre- 
venting their force, so that, whether the document in 
question was derived immediately from the owner 
of the goods or obtained by reason of the factor hav- 
ing been intrusted with other documents, the factor 
was deemed to have been intrusted with the deriva- 
tive document,®® and a similar provision is found in 
some of the statutes in this country.°? 

42, Portalis v. Tetley, L. R. 5 Eq.| the property 
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visions of the statute that a factor intrusted with 
the possession of the document of title shall be 


deemed the true owner thereof so far as to give. 


validity to his contracts made with third persons 
for money advanced or written obligations given by 
them ‘‘on the faith thereof’’ refer merely to such 
evidences of title as that alone on the faith of which 
such advances are made.®? 

[§ 160] 7. Rights Derived from Person in 
Whose Name Goods Have Been Shipped. Under 
one of the provisions of the original New York Fac- 
tors’ Act,®? which is now embraced in the New York 
Lien Law,°* every person in whose name merchan- 
dise shall be shipped shall be deemed to be the true 
owner thereof so far as to entitle the consignee to a 
lien thereon for money advanced or negotiable se- 
curity given by such consignee to or. for the ‘use of 
the person in whose name the shipments shall have 
been made or for any money or negotiable security 
received by the persons in whose name such ship- 
ments shall have been made to one for the use of 
such consignee. It is necessary in order to bring a 
shipment within such provision that the goods have 
been shipped in the name of another with the con- 
sent of the owner.®> It does not apply where such 
shipment has been made without his consent,®* as 
where goods have been wrongfully taken,>’ or where 
the property has been intrusted to an agent to ship 
in the owner’s name and the agent ships it in his 
own name and obtains advances thereon.®8 But it 
does apply where the shipment is made by one who 
holds under a conditional sale the conditions of 
which have not been performed.®® It has been held 
that the provision does not apply to or inelude one 
title, or with the possession and os- 


140. 

[a] Dustration.— Where cotton 
was consigned for sale by A to B, 
and, B pledged the goods to C, a 
broker, depositing with him the bill 
of lading, and authorizing him to 
receive and sell the cotton, and sub- 
sequen‘ly made a further pledge to 
D for the balance of the net pro- 
ceeds of the cotton, by an order in 
writing communicated to and as- 
sented to by C, the pledge to D was 
valid as against A. Portalis v. Tet- 
ley, L. R. 5 Hq. 140. 

43. George v. Louisville Fourth 
Nat. Bank, 41 Fed. 257. 

[a] @hus, where an agent in- 
trusted with documents of title for 
the purpose of negotiating a loan 
for his principal negotiates the loan 
by pledge of the documents, and 
afterward repays the loan and 
thereby regains possession of the 
decuments, he is not intrusted with 
them again within the statute. 
George v. Louisville Fourth Nat. 
Bank, 41 Fed. 257. 

Ie) det, AS 


44. Fuentes v. 
Cae 9i3:; 

45. See Factors Act of 1889 (St. 
52 & 53 Viet. L. R. 26 St. 187). 

46. What is a document of title 
see supra § 157. 

47. Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 
Ney. 2. 

[a] @hus one who makes ad- 
vances upon the faith of a documen- 
tary evidence of title furnished by a 
warehouse keeper’s receipt of im- 
ported goods procured by a factor 
by his being intrusted with an in- 
voice of the ‘goods is protected, al- 
though the invoice showed that the 
goods belonged to the shipper. Cart- 
wright v. Wilmerding, 24 N. Y. 521. 

48. Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 
INS Yin 15.210 

fa] MNlustration.—A vledgee who 
acts upon the faith of documents 
which, aecording to the course of 
business, are sufficient to transfer 


Montis, 


subject to duties, and which contain 
nothing to indicate any title out of 
the pledgor, is not bound to inspect 
the warehousing entry which is re- 
tained at the customhouse, and, in 
the course of business, would not be 
in possession of the owner of goods 
which he had himself imported. 
Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 N.Y. 521. 

49. Lamb y. Attenborough, 1 B. 
& S. 831, 101 ECL 831, 121 Reprint 
92.2; Hatfield v. Phillips, £2 41s (So 5k. 
343, 8 Reprint 1440, 14 M. & W. 665, 
153 Reprint 642; Phillips v. Huth, 6 
M. & W. 572, 151 Feprint 540; Close 
v. Holmes, 2 M. & Rob. 22 

[a] Under the English» decisions 
based on 6 Geo. IV ec 94 the identical 
documents of title on which the ad- 
vance was secured by the factor must 
have been intrusted to the factor by 
bis principal; this principle was first 
stated and applied in a case where 
a factor intrusted with the bill of 
lading was thereby enabied to secure 
dock warrants which were custom- 
arily issued to the holders of the bill 
of lading, and it was held that the 
factor was not “intrusted with” the 
dock warrants, within the meaning 
of § 2 of the act. Phillips v. Huth, 
6 M. & W. 573, 151 Reprint 540. 

50. St. 5 & 6 Vict. ce 39 § 4. 


51. See statutory provisions; and 
George v. Louisville Fourth Nat. 
Bank, 41 Fed. 257. 

Soe eesramurvc \CavSOMls. cio Nene 


Super. 505. 

{aj “On the faith thereof.”’—In 
construing Factors’ Act [1830] e 179 
§ 3, it has been said that “In strict 
grammatical construction, the words 
‘on the faith thereof’ may refer to 
‘merchandize’ as the last antecedent. 
But in point of good sense, as well 
as sound morals, the reference is to 
the words ‘shall be deemed to be the 
true owner thereof.’ The obvious 
meaning!is, that the factor or other 
agent who has been entrusted with 
eertain documentary evidence of 


tensible ownership of the property, 
shall be deemed the true owner, so 
far as may be necessary to protect 
those who have dealt with him ‘upon 
the faith thereof;’ that is, upon the 
faith, induced by ‘the usual indicia of 
title, that he was the true owner of 
the property.” Stevens y. Wilson, 6 
Hill CN. Y.) 512, 514, 

53. Laws of 1830 ¢ 179 §§ 1, 3: 2 
Rev. St. 6th ed 1168. 

54. Law of 1909 c 38 § 182. 

55. Kinsey v. Leggett, 71 N. Y. 
3887; Toledo First Nat. Bank yv. Shaw, 
61 N. Y¥. 283; Covell yv. Hill, 6 N.Y. 
374 [rev 4 Den. 3823]; Sage v. Shep- 
ard, ete., Lumber Co., 4 App. Div. 
290, 39 NYS 449 [aff 158 N. Y. 672 
mem, 52 NE 1126 mem]; Hazard v. 
Hiskey 18 hun,.277 \patt 83 Nay. 28h: 
Saltus v. Everett, 20 Wend. (N. Y.) 
267, 832 AmD 541. 

[a] The New York Factors’ 
CeRev. wists [othe edie ip. 76) only 
applies when the shipment is made 
with the consent of the real owner 
in the name of another; it is the 
consent of the owner in intrusting 
his goods to, and allowing a bill of 
lading in the name of, arother, thus 
conferring ostensible ownership and 
a right ‘of control in the person 
named, which shields parties entirely 
innocent, who, on the faith of the 
evidence furnished, to which the 
owner has consented, and of which 
he has knowledge, have made ad- 
vances on the property shipped. 
Kinsey v. Leggett, 71 N. ¥. 387. 

56. Collins v. Raili, 20 Hun 256 
ation Sov Ne ae soo mem]; Hazard v. 
Fiske, 18 Hun 277 [aff 83 N. Y. 287]. 


Act 


Possession without . consent see 
supra § 158. 
57. Kinsey v. Leggett, 71 N. Y. 


387; Miller v. Laws, 6 Oh, Dec. (Re- 
print) 736, 7 AmLRec 66. 

58. Covill v. Hill, 4 Den. (N. Y.) 
323) [ati 6 No ¥. 3741- 

59. Bates v. Cunningham, 12 Hun 
CNG) e 2A: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, sama title, page and ncte number. 


13) 


a 


§§ 160-161] 


who discounts a draft drawn by the consignor on the 
consignee but not accepted, since the act is designed 
only to protect factors, agents, and consignees ap- 
pearing to be such on the bill of lading and who are 
induced by the bill to pay money or incur liabili- 


ties.®° 


[§ 161] 8. Persons Protected by Statutes. 
a general rule the Factors’ Act protects one who, in 
good faith, and in ignorance of any defect of title, 
purchases goods or merchandise or makes advances 
thereon, and upon the faith of the apparent owner- 
ship thereof by a factor or agent, who has been in- 
trusted by the owner with the possession of the 
goods or merchandise or with the documents o£ title 
thereto,®! provided the purchaser or pledgee is in- 
duced so to act on the faith of the ownership being 
in the factor or agent;®? he is not entitled to the 
protection of the statute if the factor or agent had 
neither possession nor documentary evidence of title 


60. Manufacturers’, ete., Bank v. 
Farmers’, ete., Nat. Bank, 2 Thomps, 
& C. 395 [rev on other grounds 60 
INE 40] 

61. Cal.—Wisp vy. Hazard, 66 Cal. 
459, 6 P 91; Fairmont Creamery Co. 
v. Los Angeles Ice, etc., Co., (A.) 190 
P 194; Fairmont Creamery Co. v. 
Los Angeles Ice, etc., Co., 33 Cal. A. 
414, 165 P 553. 

_N. Y.—Freudenheim v. Gutter, 201 
N. Y. 94, 94 NE 640; New York Se- 
curity, ete., Co. v. Lipman, 157 N. Y. 
551, 52 NE 595 [aff 91 Hun 554, 36 
NYS 355]; Howland v. Woodruff, 60 
N. Y. 78, 16 AbbPrNS 411; Winne 
v. McDonald, 39 N. Y. 233, 6 Transcr. 
A. 207; Cartwright v. Wilmerding, 24 
Nowy, ool OaklandiMts. Co. avacbwC, 
Linde Co., 162 App. Div. 543, 147 NYS 
1045; Pegram vy. Carson, 23 N. Y. 
Super. 505; Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 
N. Y. Super. 401. 

Oh.—Cleveland v. Shoeman, 40 Oh. 
St! 176. : 

Pa.—Henry vy. Philadelphia Ware- 
house Co., 81 Pa. 76. 

Wis.—Price v. Wisconsin M. & F. 
Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267. 

Eng.—Ex p. North Western Bank, 


L. R. 15 Eq. 69; Sheppard v. Union 
Bank, 7 H. & N. 661, 158 Reprint 
653. 

[a] In New York under the Fac- 


tors’ Act § 3, a principal who con- 
signs goods to an agent for sale 
and for the purpose of obtaining ad- 
vances thereon is not, as against a 
warehouseman with whom the goods 
are stored and with whose president 
the agent without authority pledges 
the warehouse receipts, entitled to 
possession of the goods. Oakland 
Mfg. Co. v. F. C. Linde Co., 162 App. 
Div. 543, 147 NYS 1045. | 

[b] Evamination of bill of lading. 
—A person may be a pledgee in good 
faith of a factor having apparent 
ownership under a bill of lading, so 
as to make the pledge under the 
statute good against the real owner 
without having examined the bill of 
lading which in fact gave the fac- 
tor apparent ownership. Fairmont 
Creamery Co. v. Los Angeles Ice, ete., 
Co., 33 Cal. A.- 414, 165 P 553. 

62. Toledo First Nat. Bank _ v. 
Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283; Bonito v. Mos- 
quera, 15 N. Y. Super. 401. 

[a] Paith must be induced.—A 
contract with a factor, to be valid 
under the Factors’ Act, must not onlv 
be founded on che faith of his own- 
ership of the goods to which the 
contract relates, but such faith must 
be induced and justified by the docu- 
mentary evidence of title specified 
in the act, or, in the absence of such 
evidence, by the factor’s actual pos- 
session of the property. Bonito v. 
Mosquera, 15 N. Y. Super. 401. 

63. Elliott v. Bidwell, 51 N. LY. 
644 mem; Moors v. Kidder, 34 Hun 
(N. Y.) 534 [aff 106 N. Y. 32, 12 NE 
818]. 


[a] Thus where a shipper of flour 


FACTORS 


to the goods.*? 
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It is expressly provided by some 


statutes that the protection of the statutes shall 
extend only to bona fide purchasers and pledgees;** 
and even in the absence of such a provision the 
protection of the statutes will not be extended to a 


person who receives the goods from or makes ad- 


As 
constructive, of 


shipped the same to his own account, 
eare ofa third person, and before the 
flour reached the point of destination, 
the third person gave a creditor an 
order for a specified number of bar- 
rels, and by virtue of the order, the 
creditor took the flour, and refused 
to deliver it to the shipper on pay- 
ment; as the third person had no 
title or apparent right to sell, and 
could give the creditor no title, the 
latter was not protected by the Fac- 
tors’ Act. Elliott v. Bidwell, - 51 
N. Y. 644. 

Character and sufficiency of fac- 
tor’s or agent’s possession see supra 
§§ 158, 159. 

64. See statutory provisions. 

65. U. S.—Allen y. St. Louis Nat. 
Bank, 120 U. S. 20, 7 SCt 460, 30 L. 
ed. 573; Bills v. Sechliep, 127 Fed. 
103, 62 CCA 108. 

Cal.— Akron Cereal Co. v. San 
Francisco First Nat. Bank, 3 Cal. 
ALOIS) USA Ee Pies: , 

Md.—Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 
42 AmR 332. - 

Mass.—Goodwin v. Massachusetts 
Wehié& P-“Co.5 1152-=Massai1 89). 25. IN 
100. 


N. Y.—Farmers’, etc., Nat. Bank v. 
Atkinson, 74 N. Y. 587 [aff 43 N. Y. 
Super. 546]; Toledo First Nat. Bank 


v. Shaw, 61 N. Y. 283; Cartwright 
v. Wilmerding, 24 N. Y. 521; Covell 
Wa EL eG NAY.) 00.4) MEOOrS! Vv.) KaAd- 


der, 34 Hun 534 [aff 106 N. Y. 32, 
12 NE 818]; Florence Sewing Mach. 
Co. v. Warford, 31 N. Y. Super. 433; 
Pegram v. Carson, 23 N. Y. Super. 
505; Wilson v. Nason, 17 N. Y. Super. 
155; Bonito v. Mosquera, 15 N. Y. 
Super. 401; Zachrisson v. Ahman, 4 
N. Y. Super. 68; Walther v. Wetmore, 
1 E. D. Smith 7; Canales v. Earle, 
168 NYS 726; Stevens v. Wilson,,. 3 
Den. 472 [aff 6 Hill 512]. 
Oh.—Cleveland v. Shoeman, 40 Oh. 
St. 176. y 

Pa.—Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 

Wis.—Price v. Wisconsin M. & F. 
Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267. 

Eng.—Mildred v. Maspons, .8 App. 


Cas. 874; Phillips v. Huth, 6 M. & 
W. 572, 151 Reprint 540. ; 
fa] Ownership shown by bill of 


lading.—A purchase, although in 
good faith, from an agent who sells 
his principal’s property as his own, 
without authority, does not confer 
title upon the purchaser against such 
principal if the bill, of lading under 
which the agent held the property 
showed that it did not belong to him, 
as the bill of lading is constructive 
notice of the true ownership. Wil- 
son v. Nason, 17 N. Y. Super. 155. 

{b] Joint purchasers. — Where 
there is bad faith on the part of one 
joint purchaser, the fact that the 
other joint purchaser acts in good 
faith does not bring him within the 
protection of the act. Oppenheimer 
Vena zere. DLO0mt- 2 is. 200) fre, 
ELS O70 ty Key Bayo 19); 


vances to an agent or factor with notice, actual or 


the true ownership and want of ° 


authority on the part of the agent or factor;®> or 
where its protection would secure to a wrongdoer 
the fruits of a fraud, as where the goods or docu- 
ments of title thereto were obtained from the owner 
by the factor or agent through fraud.% 
jurisdictions a person dealing with the factor is not 
deprived of the protection of the statute because of 
the fact that he knows the factor to be only an 
agent, if he acts bona fide and without notice that 
the factor is acting mala fide and beyond his author- 
ity ;°* but in other jurisdictions mere notice that the 


In some 


Lc] Where a person simply holds 
goods in storage for a bailee, who has 
mere possession, and is not a factor 
or agent of the owner, and did not 
have any bill’of lading, customhouse 
permit, or warehouseman’s receipt, 
he cannot claim protection under the 
Factors’ Act for advances made to 
the bailee. Schwab v. Oatman, 129 
App. Div. 274, 118 NYS 910 [aff 56 
Misc. 393, 106 NYS 741, and rev with- 
out opinion 198 N. Y. 545 mem, 92 
NE 1101 mem]. 

66. H. A. Prentice Co. v. Page, 
164 Mass. 276, 41 NE 279; Soltau v. 
Gerdau, 119 N., Y. 380, 238 NE 864; 
16 AmSR 843 [aff 48 Hun 537, 1 NYS 
163]; Dorrance v. Dean, 106 N. Y. 
203, 12 NE 433. 

Character or sufficiency of factor’s 
or agent's possession generally see 
supra §$ 158. ‘ : 

67. Price v. Wisconsin M. & F. 
Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267; Navulshaw v. 
Brownrigs, 2 De G. M. & G. 441, $1 
EngCh 345, 42 Reprint 948; Sheppard 
v. Union Bank, 7 i. & N. 661, 158 
Reprint 635; Gobind Chunder Sein v. 
Administrator-Gen., 9 Moore Indian 
App. 140, 19 Reprint 695. 

[a] In Wisconsin, under L. (1863) 
e 91, a factor intrusted with power 
to purchase and retain a negotiable 
warehouse receipt had power to 
pledge, as well as to sell, it to any- 
one dealing with him in good faith; 
and notice that he holds as factor is 
not notice of any limitation of his 
power; but a sale or pledge to one 
who knows that it is in violation of 
the principal’s instructions does not 
bind the latter. Price v. Wisconsin 
M. & F. Ins. Co., 43 Wis. 267. 

{b] The English statute (1) 5 & 
6 Vict. e 39 § 3, provides: “That this 
Act, and every Matter, and Thing 
herein contained, shall be deemed and 
construed to give Validity to such 
Contracts and Agreements only, and 
to protect only such Loans, Ad- 
vances, and Exchanges, as shall be 
made bona fide, and without Notice 
that the Agent making such Con- 
tracts or Agreements as aforesaid 
has not Authority: to make the same, 
or is acting mala fide in respect 
thereof against the Owner of such 
Goods and Merchandize.” (2) Prior 
to this statute the law in this re- 
spect was otherwise under 6 Geo. 
IV_c 94 §§ 2, 5. Pletcher v. Heath, 
(ab. SyC. folie te WO, 233°. 108) Re= 
print 815 (which enforced the pro- 
visions of the earlier statute). (3) 
To deprive a pledgee of the protec- 
tion of 5 & 6 Vict. c 39, he must be 
fixed with knowledge that the agent 
is so acting without authority, an@ 
no mere suspicion will amount to 
notice; nor will the knowledge that 
the agent has power to sell the goods 
constitute notice that he has not 
power to pledge them. Navulshaw v. 
Brownrigg, 2 De G. M. & G. 441, 51 
EngCh 345, 13 EngL&Eq 261, 42 Re- 
print 943. (4) To prove such notice ° 
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factor or agent holds the goods as such has been 
held sufficient to take the case out of the protection 
of the acts.®8: But a mere suspicion that the factor 
or agent is not the owner of the goods is not suf- 
ficient to put a person dealing with him on inquiry, 
and charge him with whatever knowledge such in- 


quiry would have elicited.®® 
Purchaser for value. 


it is sufficient to show that the cir- 
cumstances attending the transaction 
were such that a reasonable man and 
a man of business applying his un- 
derstanding to them would certainly 
infer that the agent had not author- 


ity to make the pledge, or that he 
was acting mala fide in respect 
thereof against his pores Doug- 
las v. Ewing, 6 Ir. C. L. 395. 

68. Stevens v. Weloe 62 Hilt 
(N. Y.) 512. And see cases supra 
note 65. But see Pegram v. Carson, 


23 N. Y. Super. 505 (holding that 
inasmuch as the factor has by the 
statute both the power of sale and 
of pledge and that a contract can be 
invalidated only by the nonexistence 
of both of these powers, since either 
is sufficient, it must be shown, to 
disprove reliance on the factor’s pos- 
session as evidence of proper author- 
ity, that the purchaser had knowledge 
of such entire want of statutory au- 
thority on the part of the factor or 
of circumstances sufficient to put him 
upon inquiry and naturally leading to 
its discovery. The mere knowledge 
of the factor’s employment in a par- 
ticular case is not enough to put the 
purchaser or pledgee on inquiry as 
to the exact nature of the tactor’s 
authority). 

69. Kirston Cotton Mills v. Kuhne, 
129 "App: Div. 250; 113 NYS ' 779; Na- 
vulshaw v. Brownrigg, 2 De G. M. 
& G. 441, 51 EngCh 345, 13 EngL& 
Eg 261, 42 Reprint 943. 

fa] Application of rule—In an 
action by the seller of goods against 
bankers who had made advances to 
factors to whom plaintiff had con- 
signed its goods by bills of lading 
made out to such factors to recover 
the proceeds of the goods, an _ in- 
struction that, if defendants had a 
“suspicion” that the factors were not 
the owners of the goods, it was their 
duty to make inquiry of plaintiff and 
that defendants were bound by what- 
ever knowledge such inquiry would 
have elicited, deprived defendants of 
the benefit of Factors’ Act (L. [1830] 
p 203 c 179) § 3, providing that every 
factor intrusted with any bill of lad- 
ing shall be deemed to be the true 
owner thereof, since the essence of a 
“suspicion” implies the absence of 
known facts. Kinston Cotton Mills 
v. Kuhne, 129 App. Div. 250, 113 NYS 
OD. 

70. Blydenstein v. New York Se- 
curity, ete, Co., 67 Fed. 469, 15 CCA 
14; New York Security, ete. Co. v. 
Mipman, 157 VN oY. bbE tb 2) NB boo 
[aff 91 Hun’ 554, 36 NYS 355]; Jen- 
nings v. Merrill, 20 Wend. (N. Y.) 
9; Wylde v. Legge, 84 lL. T. Rep. 
N. S. 121. 

{a] In England (1) the consider- 
ation necessary for the validity of a 
sale, pledge, or other disposition of 
goods may be any valuable consider- 
ation; but where the goods are 
pledged by the factor, the pledgee 
acquires no right or interest in the 
goods so pledged in excess of the 
value of whatever is transferred in 
exchange. Factors’ Act of 1889 (52 
& 53 Vict, "ec 45))" Ee Re 26St. 186; 


To enable a person to claim 
the protection of the Factors’ Acts, it is generally 
necessary that a valuable consideration should be 
given for the purchase or pledge;’° and it has been 
held that a person is not within the protection of the 
statutes, where he receives the goods or document 
of title in payment of or as security for an ante- 
cedent debt of the factor or agent,’ except to the 


FACTORS ? 


{§ 161 


extent defined in the statute;’* nor is a person pro- 
tected where he receives the ‘goods through a barter 
by the factor for his own use.*? 
sale by a factor intrusted with goods for the pur- 
pose of sale is valid, although no money or obliga- 
tion is given at the time of the contract, if an obliga- 


But a contract of 


tion is sufficiently entered into on the faith of the 


business.75 


(2) But under 6 Geo. IV c 94 § 8, 
the deposit or pledge of a document 
of title must have been for money 
or a negotiable instrument, and war- 
rant given on the faith of the docu- 
ments of title set out in the statute 
was not a negotiable instrument 
within the meaning of the act. Tay- 
lor v. Kymer, 3 B. & Ad. 320, 23 ECL 
145, 110 Reprint 120. 

[b] Pledge for future indorse- 
ments.—The Factors’ Act (L. [1830] 
ec 179), providing that a factor or 
other agent intrusted with the pos- 
session of merchandise, etc., shall be 
deemed the true owner so far as io 
give validity to any contract made 
by such person for the sale or, dis- 
position of such merchandise, or “any 
money advanced or negotiable se- 
curity or other obligation in writing 
given by such other person, upon the 
faith thereof,’ protects a pledge by 
such a factor or agent’ given as se- 
curity for future indorsements. Jen- 
nings v. Merrill, 20 Wend. (N. Y.) 9. 

WU, S.—Warner v. Martin, 11 
How. 209, 13 L. ed. 867; Blydenstein 
v. New York Security, ete. Co., 67 
Fed. 469, 15 CCA 14; Brooks vy. Han- 
over Nat. Bank, 26 Fed. 301, 

Cal.—Fairmont Creamery Co. v. 
Los Angeles Ice, ete., Co., 33 Cal. A. 
414, 165 P 553. 

25 La. Ann. 


La. —Young v. Scott, 
ibe} 

N. Y.—New York Security, etce., Co. 
v. Lipman, 91 Hun 554, 36 NYS 355 
[aff 157 N. Y. 551, 52 NE 595]; Moors 
v. Kidder, 34 Hun 534 [aff 106 N. Y. 
32, 12 NE 818]. 

Pa.—Macky v. Dillinger, 73 Pa. 85. 

Eng.—Kaltenbach vy. Lewis, 10 App. 
Cas. 617 [rev on other grounds 24 
Ch. D. 54]; Macnee v. Gorst, L. R. 
4 Eq. 315; Bonzi v. Stewart, 4 M. & 
G. 295, 43 ECL 158, 134 Reprint 121; 
Taylor v. Truman, M. & M. 453, 22 
ECL 563; Learoyd v. Robinson, 12 M. 
& W. 745, 152 Reprint 1399. But see 
Thackrah v. Fergusson, 25 Wkly. 
Rep. 307 (holding that under 6 Geo. 
IV c 94 § 4, it was not necessary that 
money should actually pass in order 
that a purchaser might be protected; 
the section applied equally to a case 
where the goods were transferred in 
consideration of an antecedent debt). 


a ayers re Coleman, 26 U. €. Q. B 
55 
[a] Pledges held not for antece- 


dent debts.—(1) Kaltenbach vy. Lewis, 
10 App. Cas. 617; Jewan v. Whit- 
worth, L. R. 2 Eq. 692. (2) Where 
a factor makes an agreement with a 
warehouse owner that negotiable re- 
ceipts shall be made out without bale 
marks, so that other goods equal in 
kind and quality. may be substituted 
for those in storage, the substitution 
of other goods than those receipted 
for subsequent to the pledge of the 
receipts does not operate as a pledge 
for an antecedent debt, and in such 
a case the release of the older bales 
of goods constitutes a valuable con- 
sideration for subjecting the new 
bale as deposited to the same lien. 
Blydenstein v. New York Security, 
ete; "COM GiMWvede7469,, | T5 CAMA 


contract at any time while it remains unrescinded.’# 

Transaction in ordinary course of business. Un- 
der some statutes it is necessary in order to entitle 
one who deals with the factor or agent to the pro- 
tection of the Factors’ Act that the sale or pledge, 
in which he claims protection, be transacted by such 
factor or agent in the usual and ordinary course of 


New York Security, ete, Co. v. Lip- 
man, -91 Hun, 554,.36 NYS 1355" [aft 
157 N. Y- 551,.52 NE 595]. 

7a. See N. Y. L. (1880) c 179 § 4 
(2 Birdseye Rev. St. [3d ed 1901]) 
(which provides that the pledgee for 
antecedent debt shall not acquire or 
enforce any right or interest in or to 
the merchandise or documents 
pledged other than was possessed or 
might have been enforced by the 
agent at the time of the pledge); 
Factors’ Act of 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. 
c 45) § 4 (to the same effect). 


73. Victor Sewing Mach. Co... v. 
Heller, 44 Wis. 265. 

74. Jennings v. Merrill, 20 Wend. 
GN 4X 29. 

75. Levi v. Booth, 58 Md. 305, 42 


AmR 332; Inglis v. Robertson, [1898] 
A. C. 616; Janesich vy. Attenborough, 
102 L. T. Rep. N. S. 605; Wadding- 
ton Ww. Neale; 96° LL. Ti Bep. a Ne US: 
786;. De Gorter v. Attenborough, 21 
fd ie see 

{a] Transactions not in ordinary 
course of business.—(1) Where plain- 
tiffs consigned goods toan agent to be 
sold for cash or on the hire system, 
and the agent sent the goods to auc- 
tioneers to be sold at auction, and 
secured an advance upon them, the 
transaction was not a sale or pledge 
“in the ordinary course of business.’ 
Waddington v. Neale, 96 L. T. Rep. 
N. S.-786. (2) Where a broker who 
is intrusted with diamonds for sale 
asks a friend to pledge them, and the 
friend pledges them with defendants, 
it is not the ordinary course of busi- 
ness for a broker to ask a friend to 
pledge goods for him, and therefore 
defendants are not protected. De 
Gorter v. Attenborough, 21 T. L. R. 
19. (3) A purchaser of an opal table 
top from a factor to whom it has 
been intrusted by the owner upon 
the conditions that it should not be 
sold at any price without the latter's 
authority, and that a check received 
in payment should be handed to the 
latter intact. was not protected by 
6 Geo. IV c 94 § 4, providing that 
a purchaser from a factor in the or- 
dinary course of business shall ac- 
quire a good title, where such 
purchaser paid the arice by satisfy- 
ing a judgment against the factor 
by giving the judgment creditor a 
diamond and paying the balance of 
the judgment, and by paying to the 
factor the remainder of the purchase 
price, since the table top was not 
intrusted for sale to the factor, and 
the sale was not in, the ordinary 
course of business: Biggs v. Evans, 
(US 94} @. BH 183. 

[b] Circumstances to be consid- 
ered.—In considering whether a par- 
ticular transaction is within the or- 
dinary course of the mercantile 
agent’s business, the actual disposi- 
tion of the goods, and not the cir- 
cumstances attending such disposi- 
tion, is to be looked at. The sur- 
rounding circumstances, as, for ex- 
ample, a pledge at an unusual rate 
of interest, may, however, be evi- 
dence from which to infer that the 
pledgee had notice that the pledgor 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


; 


§§ 161-164} 


A pawnbroker who advances money in good faith 
to a factor or agent in possession of goods for sale, 
not knowing that the goods are not owned by such 
factor or agent, is entitled to protection under the 
Factors’ Act,’® unless the goods had been stolen by 


the person pawning them.77 
{§ 162] 


or Factor—l. Form of Action. 


from his possession.*4 


D. Actions by or against Principal 78 
Where the prin- 
cipal’s property is wrongfully sold or pledged, the 
principal may sue the purchaser in assumpsit for 
the purchase price,’® or he may sue him in trover 
for the value of the property ;8° or he may maintain 
replevin to recover the property.®! 
with the rule that a factor may in his own name 
sue a wrongdoer for torts relating to the goods in 
his possession,®* a factor who has a special interest 
in the goods may in his own name sue a third person 
in trover for a conversion of the goods,®* or in re- 
plevin for, their recovery when wrongfully taken 
A factor is also liable in 


FACTORS 


ceeds,®® 


In accordance 


terms.®9 
[§ 164] 


trover to the real owner of goods where he sells 


had no authority to make the pledge. 
deoerce vy. Attenborough, 102 L. T. 

76. 
434, 
[rey 1389 App. Div. 
241]; Freudenheim vy. Gutter, 201 
N. Y. 94, 94 NE 640; Thompson v. 
Goldstone, 171 App. Div. 666, 157 NYS 
621; Marsellus v. Simpson, 143 App. 
Div. 383, 128 NYS 587; Weiner. v. 
Harris, [1910] 1 K. B. 285, 18 AnnCas 
87; Oppenheimer v. Attenborough, 
(1918] 1 K. B. 221; Oppenheimer v. 
Attenborough, [1907] 1 K. B. 510; 
Janesich v. Attenborough, 102,L. T. 
Rep. N. S. 605. But see Hastings, 
Ltd. v. Pearson, [1893] 1 Q. B. 62 
(holding that where a person intrust- 
ed with goods for the purpose of sale 
only pledges them with a pawn- 
broker, he is not a mercantile agent 
“acting in the ordinary course of 
business of a mercantile agent,” 
within the meaning of Factors’ Act 
(1889) § 2 and the pawnbroker is not 
protected by that section from an 
action by the owner to recover the 
value of the goods). 

{a] In New York under the Fac- 
tors’ Act (L. [1830] c 179) § 6, pawn- 
brokers are entitled to the protec- 
tion of the act, the phrase “with 
every other person” in section 3 by 
necessary implication making the 
act of general application except as 
expressly stated. Freudenheim v. 


Schmidt v. Simpson, 204 N. Y. 
97 NE 966, AnnCas1913C 1288 
509, 124 NYS 


Gutter, 201 N. Y. 94, 94 NE 640. 


Pawnbrokers generally see Pawn- 
brokers [30 Cye 1163]. 

77. Schmidt v. Simpson, 204 N. Y. 
434, 97 NE 966, AnnCas19138C 1288 
[rev 139 App. Div. 509, 124 NYS 241]. 

78. Remedies of principal on un- 
authorized pledge see supra § 20. 

. Hamilton Mach. Tool Co. v. 
Mechanics’ Mach. Co., 179 Tl. A. 145. 

Assumpsit generally see Assump- 
sit, Action of 5 C. J. p 1378. v 

g0. Peters v. Ballistier, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 495; Kinder v. Shaw, 2 Mass. 
398. 


Trover generally see Trover and 
Conversion [38 Cyc 1997]. 
Cleveland v. Shoeman, 40 Oh. 


; 6. 

[a] Party defendant.—A national 
pank that makes a loan on the se- 
curity of a warehouse receipt is a 
proper party defendant to a suit in 
replevin by the consignor and owner 
against the warehouse keeper to 
whom the goods have been commit- 
ted by the consignee for storage. 
Cleveland v. Shoeman, 40 Oh. St. 176. 

Replevin generally see Replevin 
[34 Cye 1342]. 

82. See supra § 135. 

83. Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 
Fed. 313; Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala. 19; 
Mechanics’, ete., Bank v. Farmers’, 
ete., Nat. Bank, 60 N. Y. 40; Ladd 
v. Arkell, 37 N. Y. Super. 35; Gorum 


v. Carey, 1 AbbPr (N. Y.) 285. 

[a] Statutory lienWhere a fac- 
tor has a statutory lien for the pur- 
chase price of goods, he may main- 
tain an action of trover for their con- 
version by a subpurchaser who re- 
fuses to deliver them on demand. 
Beyer v. Bush, 50 Ala. 19. 

Trover generally see Trover and 
Conversion [38 Cye 1997]. 

84 Ryttenberg v. Schefer, 131 
Fed. 313; Nesmith v. Dyeing, etc., 
Co.,” 18) Bs Cas. NOs” 10,124.91, Curt. 
130; Sewall v. Nichols, 
Williams v. Bugg, 5 
mem; Holbrook v. Wight, 24 Wend. 
CN. Y.) 169, 35 AmD 607. 

Replevin generally see Replevin 
[34 Cye 1342]. 

85. Alamo Live Stock Commn. Co. 
Near gel (Tex. Civ. A.) 192 SW 
oO 


Liability in conversion to real 
Owner generally see supra § 143. 

86. American Trust, ete., Bank v. 
ae net ee 29 App. Div. 170, 51 NYS 


87. Pleading in action involving 
Yelation of pYincipal and agent gen- 
erally see Agency §§ 609-646. 

88. See Pleading [31 Cyc 1]. 

[a] Petition held sufficient.—In 
the absence of special Gemurrer, an 
allegation that plaintiff is a ware- 
houseman engaged in the business of 
buying or selling cotton for its cus- 
tomers, and in view of other allega- 
tions, the sale of cotton will be held 
as being charged to have been by 
plaintiff as a commission merchant, 
so as to bring the case within Civ. 
Code (1910) § 4126, which provides 
that, where cotton is sold by a com- 
mission merchant for cash, the title 
does aot pass until the cotton is 
actually paid for; and as thus con- 
strued the petition sets for a cause 
of action for conversion of the cot- 


ton. Exchange Bank v. Horne-An- 
drews Commn. Co., 145 Ga. 870, 90 
SE 55. 

89. Farnum vy. Farrell, 2 Phila. 
(Pa.) 368. 

90. See generally Evidence 22 C. J. 
p 1 et seq. 

91. Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 
Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247; Beken  v. 
Kingsbury, 113 App. Div. 555, 100 


NYS 323; Farrell’s Est., 17 Pa. Super. 
240; Kauffman v. Beasley, 54 Tex. 
563. See generally Evidence §§ 13- 
2 


4, 

[a] Authority of factor.—Where 
the owner of goods brings in ques- 
tion the transaction by which a third 
person obtains the goods from the 
factor, the burden of proving the 
factor’s authority to transfer the 
goods in the manner questioned is 
upon the transferee. Kauffman v. 
Beasley, 54 Tex. 563. 

[b] Ratification.—The burden of 
proving an implied ratification by a 


3. Evidence.°° 
evidence control in an action between a principal 
or factor and a third person, in regard to the burden 
of proof,®! and presumptions,®? and with respect to 
the admissibility of evidence,®* and its weight and 
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the goods and fails or refuses to turn over pro- 
An action against a factor to recover the 
proceeds of a consignment, brought by a third per- 
son claiming as owner of the goods, is a legal, and 
not an equitable, 

[§ 163] 2. Pleading.’7 
pleading apply in an action by the principal or fac- 
tor against a third person, or by a third person 
against the principal or factor.®§ 
claims to have paid a balance due his principal by 
notes of the principal, in a bill by the principal’s 
assignee against the factor for an account, the latter 
must answer particularly interrogatories as to how 
he came into possession of the notes and upon what 


action.’ 


The general rules of 


Where a factor 


The general rules of 


principal of the unauthorized act of 
one purporting to act as his factor, 
together with the act of the principal 
relied on to establish ratification, 
with knowledge of the material facts, 
is on the person who seeks to bind 


the principal. Smith v. Jefferson 
Bank, 120 Mo. A. 527, 97 SW 247. 
{c] Burden of  identification.— 


Where consigned goods have been 
sold, and the consignee has collected 
the money and mingled it witn his 
own, the burden of identification is 
on the consignor as against the fac- 
tor’s assignee. Farrell’s Est. 17 
Pa. Super. 240. 

Burden of proof as to principals or 
aoe generally see Agency §§ 662— 
86. 


92. Powell v. Brunner, 86 Ga. 531, 
12 SE 744. See generally Evidence 
§§ 25-88. 


[a] TDlustration.—Where the prin- 
cipal claims goods seized for his fac- 
tor’s debt and it is in evidence that 
some of the consignments of which 
the goods in question formed a part 
had been sold by the factor and that 
part of the consignment had been 
paid for by the factor, the presump- 
tion is that the factor had paid only 
to the extent of the goods he had 
sold. Powell v. Brunner, 86 Ga. 531, 
12 SE 744. 

Fresumptions as to principals or 
Beene generally see Agency §§ 647— 
Powell v. Brunner, 86 Ga. 531, 

See generally Evidence 
§§ 89-162. 


{a] Evidence held admissible.—In 
an action by a factor for insurance 
money covering goods consigned to 
him which he had insured without 
express direction from his principal, 
evidence that it was the usage of 
the trade to effect insurance on con- 
signments without express instruc- 
tions from the principal 1s admissi- 
ble to show the factor’s right to 
effect the insurance. De Forest v. 
Hulton es, Inss Co.) EaliiiGNn, ws) 845 

{b] Evidence held inadmissible.— 
(1) Where, in an action by a princi- 
pal, consigning goods to a factor 
with power to sell or reconsign, for a 
conversion of the goods, based on 
the action of a third person in re- 
econsigning the goods and transfer- 
ring the draft drawn for the ,pur- 
chase price and the bill of lading 
to a bank, which took possession of 
the goods, sold them and retained the 
proceeds, it was admitted that the 
principal rejected the third person’s 
action after he learned it was in- 
solvent, and that its draft, trans- 
mitted to him for the purchase price 
of the goods, would not be paid, let- 
ters which passed between the prin- 
cipal and third persons containing 
statements that the transaction was 
without the knowledge of the factor 
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FACTORS—FACTURA 


[§§, 164-165 


/ 


sufficieney.°* It has been held that there is a pre- | evidence as to the condition of the account between 


sumption that a factor has contracted in his own 
and not in his principal’s name;°® but this may be 
overcome even in the absence of direct evidence by 
evidence of the relations between the parties prior 
and subsequent to the transaction in question;°® and 
evidence which shows that the contracting principals 
were in direct relation with each other both before 
and after the transaction in question, and that they 
have corresponded directly concerning it, will over- 
come the presumption.®* In an action by a shipper 
against a railroad for damages to the goods shipped, 


* FACTORY. 

FACTORY PRICES. The prices at which goods 
may be bought at factories as distinguished from 
the prices of those bought in the market, after they 
have passed into the hands of third parties or shop- 
‘keepers.? 

FACTUM. Literally ‘‘A fact.’’* ‘‘Fact,’’ as 
distinguished from ‘‘law.’’* In old English law, a 
deed; a thing done in writing;® a conveyance or 
other written instrument, under seal, formerly 
otherwise termed ‘‘charta,’’ and by the civilians ‘‘lit- 
erarum obligatio.’’7 In testamentary law, the exe- 


were not admissible to show that the 


plaintiff and the ‘factor to whom the goods were 
consigned is irrelevant, since the factor is not the 
owner of the goods, although he may have advanced 
money equal to or even exceeding their value. 

[§ 165] 4. Trial. 
ern the trials in civil actions in general ®® apply in 
an action by or against a principal or factor, such 
as in regard to questions of law and fact,! produc- 
tion of proof,’ instructions,? and upon questions as 
to verdict and findings.* 


cution or due execution of a will.’ 
FACTUM A JUDICE QUOD AD EJUS OFFI- 
CIUM NON SPECTAT, NON RATUM EST.2 
FACTUM CUIQUE SUUM, NON ADVERSARIO, 
NOCERE DEBET.?° 
FACTUM INFECTUM FIERI NEQUIT."! 
FACTUM NEGANTIS NULLA PROBATIO.?2 
FACTUM NON DICITUR QUOD NON PER- 
SEVERAT.?2 
FACTUM UNIUS ALTERI 
DEBET."* 
FACTURA. 


NOCERI NON 


In Spanish commercial law, the 


Burrill L. D. [cit Bracton fol 


The general rules which goy-' 


principal did no ratify what the third 
person had done, but repudiated its 
Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 Mo. A. 
527, 97 SW 247. (2) Where goods in 
the hands of the factor have been 
seized for his debts, a telegram from 
the factor to his principal informing 
him that he, the factor, had failed 
and that the sheriff was moving 
“your goods” is not admissible, upon 
a claim by the principal, to show title 
in the principal; but since it shows 
that it was sent after levy was made 
it must be considered as a mere dec- 
laration on the factor’s part recog- 
nizing title in claimant principal 
after the factor had virtually lost 
possession of the property and after 
the matter in controversy between 
plaintiff and claimant had arisen, but 
the error in admitting the telegram 
in evidence is not sufficient to reverse 
the judgment where evidence of title 
in claimant is shown to be ample 
and uncontradicted. Powell v. Brun- 
ner, 86 Ga. 531, 12 SE 744. 

Admissibility in action by oF 
against principal or agent generally 
see Agency §§ 687—725. 

94. Seymour v. Hoadley, 9 Conn. 


418; Beken vy. Kingsbury, 113 App. 


Div. 555, 100 NYS 323; Rosenbaum 
v. Hayes, 10 N.. D. 311, 86 NW 973. 
See generally Evidence §§ 1730— 
1806. - 
[a] Evidence of fraud.—In trover 
by the factor for goods taken from 
his possession by the creditors of 
his consignor upon which goods he 
had made his advances, the fact that 
plaintiff held out the goods to the 
world as his own and kept them in a 
store in a foreign jurisdiction was 
not conclusive evidence of fraud. 
Seymour y. Hoadlev, 9 Conn, 418. 
Weicht and sufficiency of evidence 
in action by or against principal or 
agent generally see Agency §§ 726, 
727 


95. Pastells v. Hollman, 2 Philip- 
pine 235. 

98. Pastells v. Hollman, 2 Philip- 
pine 235. 

97. Pastells v. Hollman, 2 Philip- 
pine 235. 

98. Hill v. Georgia, ete., R. Co., 43 
Se Cael 2d SH se. 

99. See Trial [38 Cyc 1238]. 

1. Seymour vy. Hoadley, 9 Conn. 
418; Dale v. Pierson-Brewen Commn. 
Co., .160 Mo. A. 314, 142 SW 745; 


Smith v. Jefferson Bank, 120 Mo. A. ' 3 


527, 97 SW 247; Schmidt v. Simpson, 
204 _N. Y. 434, 97 NE 966, AnnCas 
1918C 1288 [rev 139 App. Div. 509, 
1244 NYS 241]. See generally Trial 
[388 Cye 1511 et seq]. 

[a] Whether the possession of the 
factor was fraudulent is ordinarily 
a question for the jury. Seymour v. 
Hoadley, 9 Conn. 418. 

Questions of law and fact in action 
by or against principal or agent gen- 
etally see Agency §§ 729-736. 

2. Evans v. Truman, 2 B. & Ad. 
886, 22 ECL 3871, 109 Reprint 1370. 
See generally Trial [38 Cyc 1326]. 

[a] Proof of contract for sale or 
pledge.—Under the Factors’ Act (6 
Geo. IV c 94 § 2) which gives valid- 
ity to any contract or agreement for 
the sale or pledge of gouds made by 
an agent intrusted with the posses- 
sion thereof, a person who relies on 
such a contract is bound to produce 
it if it is proved to be in writing. 
Evans v. Truman, 2B & Ad. 886, 22 
ECL 271, 109 Reprint 1371. 

8. Hoffman vy. Kramer, 123 N. C. 
566, 31 SE 828. See generally Trial 
[388 Cyc 1594 et seq]. 

fa] Instruction held erroneous.— 
An instruction that a principal can- 
not recover for an alleged conversion 
of merchandise by his factor’s trans- 
feree, if the transfer was for a ‘‘valu- 
able consideration,’’ and without no- 
tice that the transferror held them 
as agent, is misleading, in view of 
a preceding instruction that an; an- 
tecedent debt was a ‘valuable con- 
sideration” for an indorsement of 
the principal’s notes by the fac- 
tor to such transferror. Hoffman 
Vi Kramer, 123i9N.. C. 5660930 Si 
828. 

Instructions in action by or against 
principal or agent generally see 
Agency § 737. 

4. Boston Supply Co. v. Rubin, 214 
Mass. 217, 101 NE 133. See gener- 
ally Trial [88 Cye 1868 et seq]. 


1. See Manufacturers [26 Cye 
530]. See also Extraterritoriality 
§ 15 


2. Whipple v. Levett, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,518. 2 Mason 89. 90. 

[a] “Wholesale factory prices” 
import the actual wholesale market 
prices at the factory. Avery v. Stew- 
art, 2. Conn: 69, 82, % Amb 240! 
ae Burrill L. D. [cit Bracton fol 


[a] “Animus et factum.’? — The 
words ‘“factum,” as used in the 
phrase ‘‘animus et factum,” referring 
to change of domicile, is the trans- 
fer of the bodily presence. Pickering 
v. Winch, 48 Or. 500, 87 P 763, 767, 
9 LRANS 1159. 

5. Burrill L. D. [cit 2 Blackstone 
Comm. p 295; Coke Litt. pp. 5b, 
171b]. 

6. Burrill L. D. [cit 2 Blackstone 
oe p 295; Coke Litt. pp. 85b, 
ari . 

7. Burrill L. D. [cit 2 Blackstone 
Comm. p 295; Coke Litt. pp. 85b, 
171b]. 

8: © Burrill? Tt oD: 

[a] “The factum of an instru- 
ment means, not barely the signing 
of it, and the formal publication or 
delivery, but proof in the language 
of the condidit, ‘that he+well knew 
and understood the contents thereof,’ 
‘and did give, will, dispose, and do 
in all things as in the said will is 
contained.’” Zacharias v. Collis, 3 
Phillim. 176, 179. To same effect 
Weatherhead v. Baskerville, 11 How. 
COL S88 28h 25'S iis. i, ved aizaiy: 

9s. A maxim meaning “An act of 
a judge which does not pertain to 
his office is of no force,” Bouvier L. 
D. [cit Broom Leg. Max. p +93 
note]. 

[a] Applied in: Marshalsea’s 
Cae 10 Coke 68b, 76a, 77 Reprint 

10. A maxim meaning “A man’s 
actions should injure himself, not his 
adversary.” Bouvier L. D. [cit Dig. 
pp 50; LT; 1b ba? 

1, A maxim’ meaning “What is 
done cannot be undone.” Bouvier L. 
D. [cit Broom Leg. Max. p 93 
note]. 

fa] Applied in: Minds v. Keyes 
189 Mich. 629, 155 NW 4938, ak 

12. A maxim meaning “No proof 
is incumbent on him who denies a 
fact.” Bouvier L. D. 

13. A maxim meaning “That is 
not said to be done which does not 
last.” Bouvier L. D. [cit Sheppard 
Touchst. (Preston ed) p 391). 

[a] Applied in: Goodall’s Case, 5 
Coke 95a, 96a, 77 Reprint 202. 

14. A maxim meaning ‘The deed 
of one should not hurt another.” 
Res Li, Lex. = fcit Cokes Witt 
p . 


* By WiLLiAM MorTIMER CrowTHER (Factory-Falsehood inclusive except 


the Spanish words and phrases). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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FACTURA—FAIL 


itemized statement or account which a factor ren- 
ders his principal.15 

_FACULTAD. In Spanish law, power, permis- 
sion, as a royal license; also a group of the doctors 
or masters of a university, as the facultad de medi- 
eina,'6 


FACULTAS PROBATIONUM NON EST AN- 
GUSTANDA."" 
FACULTIES. The term includes any mode of 


bodily or mental behavior regarded as implying a 
natural endowment or acquired power.1® Also, in 
England, an archbishop’s court.?® 

FACULTY. In American colleges, the body of 
instructors.2° In ecclesiastical affairs, properly 
speaking, a license issued by the ordinary through 
his consistorial court, to effect certain alterations 
of a grave character in a parish church.2_ In 
Scotch law, a power founded on consent, as distin- 
guished from a power founded on property.22 | 

Faculty tax. One not levied on the person, with- 
out relation to his abilities to pay, but designed to 
operate on the proceeds of lucrative professions.?% 
The amount of the tax is fixed with reference to 
the amount of the profits.** 
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prior right of purchase whenever the fief is offered 
for sale.25 

FAIL.’ To leave unperformed;?7 to become de- 
ficient or lacking;?§ to omit;2® to make an unavail- 
ing effort to sueceed;*° to ‘‘negleet,’’ 1 ag distin- 
guished from ‘‘refuse,’’ which latter involves an act 
of the will, while the former may be an act of in- 
evitable necessity,*? although the word is sometimes 
used in the sense of refuse.3 In commercial law, 
to become unable to pay one’s notes or other obliga- 
tions.°4 

Phrases: ‘‘Hail by any inevitable accident,’’ °° 
‘fail . . . from any cause except negligence,’ 34 
‘*fail in said appeal,’’ °7 ‘‘fail in the perpetration 
of an act,’’®* ‘‘fail or refuse,’’ ®° ‘fail, refuse and 
neglect to comply with the provisions,’’ #° ‘‘fail to 
account,’’ 41 ‘‘fail to elect,’’ 42 ‘‘fail to prose- 
cute,’’ #3 ‘‘fail to sue,’’ 44 ‘‘failed and definitely 
and specifically refused,’’45 ‘‘failed and neg- 
lected,’’ 4° ‘‘failed to obtain relief,’’ 47 ‘‘fails to ap- 
pear,’’ 48 ‘‘fails to establish a right which is liti- 
gated and determined after his death,’’ #9 ‘fails to 
land and take delivery thereof,’’5° ‘‘wilfully 
fail;’’°+ also ‘‘failing circumstances,’’ 52 ‘‘failing | 


FADIGA. In Spanish feudal law, the lord’s 

15. Escriche — Diccionario. See | Co. v. Irvin, 27 Ind. A. 62, 59 NE 327,|der an account or statement of the 
Factors § 67. % 329. funds, and an itemized account, if 
i 16. Escriche Diccionario (acts of 33. Taylor v. Mason, 9 Wheat. (U.|required, in order that it may be 


pure facultad will not Support pre- 
scription). 


17. A maxim meaning ‘The fac- 
ility of proofs is not to be nar- 
rowed.” Wharton lL... Lex. {cit 4 
Coke Inst. p 279]. 

18. Standard D. ; 

{a] “Senses compared.”—Kamin- 
ski v. Chicago City R. Co., 181 Ill. 
AST 065 009% : 

19. See Court of Faculties 15 C. 
J. p 688. 

20. Cyclopedic L. D. 

[a] “Any faculty, profession, oc- 
cupation, trade. or employment.”— 
Charleston v. Lee, 6 S. C. L. 57, 
59: : 

{b] “Faculty of physic.”—The 


medical faculty of a university as 
distinguished from other faculties. 
Regents’ Univ. of Maryland v. Wil- 
ams, Gill & J. (Mda.) 365, 392, 31 
AmD 72. 

21. Boyd v. Phillpotts, L. R. 4 A. 
& E. 297; 342. 

22. Burrill L. D. 
Eq. p 265): 


[cit 2 Kames 


23. State v. Gazlay, 5 Oh. 14, 15. 
[a] Salaries of public officers. 
A tax on any faculty, profession, 
trade, occupation, or employment 


does not include the salaries of pub- 
lic officers. Charleston v. Lee, 6 S. 


(Ove M Baas 
24, State v. Gazlay, 5 Oh. 14, 15. 
25. *«Escriche Diccionario. 


See also Failure post p 430. 

27. -Bouvier L. D. [quot Rillito 
Canal Co. v. Schmidt, 11 Ariz. 49, 89 
P 523, 525; Widemann Co. v. Digges, 
D1 Gale Ad O22) O40 lok, Pe s82il. 


28. Bouvier L. D. [quot Rillito 
Canal Co. v. Schmidt, 11 Ariz. 49, 89 
523, 525]. BY 
DER eid lL, D. [quot Rillito 


Canal Co. v. Schmidt, 11 Ariz. 49, 89 
P 523, 525; Widemann Co. v. Digges, 
DimGale Aere42) 345, 131 Pe s8s82 1c 
30.. Pennsylvania Co. v. Good, 56 
TnderAm noes 10S MIN 67 2,0004. ony oy 
31. Bouvier L. D. [quot Rillito 
Canal Co. v. Schmidt, 11 Ariz. 49, 89 
P 523, 525; Widemann Co. v. Digges, 
OlwGaly Al 34213457 131) P8821; Nor 


ton v. Lewis, 34 Cal. A. 621, 168 P 
388. 
32. Taylor v. Mason, 9 Wheat. (U. 


S.) 325; 344, 6 L. ed. 101; Bouvier L, 
D. ' 


fa] “Refuse” distinguished.— 
Failing to pay a debt when due, and 
refusing to pay it when due and 
when demanded, do not mean the 
same thing. Rushville Co-op. Tel. 


S.) 325, 344, 6 L. ed. 101; Louisville, 
Gt hs Cow ve Mason, 14° Alas (Ac "3 53) 
58 S 9638, 965; Persons v. Hight, 4 
Ga. 474, 497; F. R. Patch Mfg. Co. 
v. Protection Lodge No. 215, I. A. M., 
77 Mt. 294, 60 A 74, 88, 

34. Mayer v. Hermann, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 9,344, 10 Blatchf. 256. 

[a] “Inability” distinguished.— 
The word 
of a promissory note which states 
that “the indorser shall be liable if 
the maker fail,’ was construed not 
to be used aS synonymous with “in- 
ability,’ but in that sense in which 
mercantile men generally understood 
it, aS conveying an idea of insol- 
vency or a want of resources to meet 
engagements. | Davis v. Campbell, 3 
Stew. (Ala.) 319, 321. 

{b] Life insurance company.—In 
a provision of an insurance certifi- 
cate requiring the division of a 
safety fund if at any time the in- 
surance company should “fail” by 
reason of insufficient membership or 
should neglect to pay the maximum 
indemnity provided for by _ the 
terms of any certificate, the word 
“fail’ did not mean a default in any 
obligation assumed by the insurance 
company, but referred to _ insuffi- 
ciency of the mortuary fund “by rea- 
son of insufficient membership” to 
pay the certificate claims against the 
company. Dresser v. Hartford lL. 
Ins. Co., 80 Conn. 681, 70 A 39, 49. 

85. Jervis v. Tomkinson, 1 H. & 
N. 195, 207, 156 Reprint 1173. 


36. Pennsylvania Co. v.. Good, 56 
Ind. 2Ave deg, A038) NER 672, 16003. 

87. Cobb” Vv... Morrison, 197 Ala, 
bbO) 73 )S 425143, 

38. Com. v. McDonald, 5 Cush. 
(Mass.) 365, 366 (attempted lar- 
ceny). 

39. Stallings v. Thomas, 55 Ark. 


326, 18 SW 184; 
4 Ga. 474, 497. 

[a] Fails or refuses to execute a 
deed of trust, implies delinquency, as 
well as nonaction. Stallings iv. 
Thomas, 55 Ark. 326, 328, 18 SW 184. 

40. -Chesapeake, ete. R. Co. v. 
Com., 119 Ky. 519, 84 SW 566, 568, 
Oya TG: 

41. State v. Dunn, 134 N. C. 663, 
46 SE 949, 950 (the term as used 
in Code § 1017,’ punishing the treas- 
urer of enumerated institutions for 
his failure to account, does not refer 
to any failure to pay on demand 
what is in the hands of the fiduciary, 
but only requires that he shall ren- 


Persons v. Hight, 


“fail,” in the indorsement- 


known what disposition he has made 
of the funds intrusted to him). 

42. McCullers v. Wake County, 158 
N.. .C. 75, 73° SH (816, 818, AnnCas 
1913D 507. 

43. Martin v. Fales, 18 Me. 23, 28, 
36 AmD 693. 

McNamara vy. Slavens, 76 Mo. 
329, 331; Shepard v. St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co., 3 Mo. A: 550, 553. 

45. Matteson v. U. S., etc, Land 
Co., 103 Minn. 407, 115 NW 195, 197. 

46. Kiblinger Co. v. Sauk Bank, 
131 Wis. 595, 111 NW 709. 

47. Reg. v. Bedminster Union, 1 
@- Ba D250332 506: 

[a] Assessment to poor rate.— 
Where a person objected to his as- 
sessment to the poor rate, and the 
assessment committee, considering 
that his case would be governed by a 
case then pending in a_ superior 
court, adjourned its decision until 
that case was decided, he was held 
not to have “failed to obtain relief,” 
within the meaning of an act giving 
an appeal in case of such failure 


only. Reg. v. Bedminster Union, 7. 
(AR MBH SB Pty SKN 
48. Covart v. Haskins, 39 Kan. 


571, 574, 18 P 522; Stilwell v. Rowe, 
83 Misc. 297, 145 NYS 1095, 1098. 

[a] “Default” synonymous. — 
Covart v. Haskins, 39 Kan. 571, 574, 
18 P 522, 523. To same effect Stil- 
well v. Rowe, 83 Misc. 297, 145 NYS 
1095, 1098. 

49. Muenster v. Tremont Nat. 
Bank, 92 Tex. 422, 425,49 SW 362. 

[a] Claimant of property in exe- 
cution.—The term’ as used in Rev. 
St. (1895) art 5307, declaring that, 
where a Claimant of property levied 
on fails to establish his right there- 
to, judgment shall be rendered 
against him and his sureties for the 
value of the property, does not prop- 
erly describe the default of a claim- 
ant who is dead at the time of the 
trial and for that reason failed to 
appear. Muenster v. Tremont Nat. 
Bank, 92° Tex. 4227 49 SW 362, 363. 

50. Miedbrodt v. Fitzsimon, L. R. 
(eden KO SOS esse 

Slee MOUS Vee wOlG,. asa On save 
Mason, 4 Ala. A. 353, 58 S 9638, 965 
(“an intentional neglect’’). 

52. Dodge v. Mastin, 17 Fed. 660, 
663, 5 McCrary 404; Millard’s App., 
62 Conn. 184, 185, 25 A 658; Blood- 
good v. Beecher, 35 Conn. 469, 484; 
Utley v. Smith, 24 Conn. 290, 310, 
63 AmD 168; Martin v. Bigelow, 36 
Misc. 298, 738 NYS 443; Brown Vv. 
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conditions,’’ 53 ‘‘failing him,’’ 54 ‘‘failing the male 
issue,’’ 55 ‘failing to comply,’’ 5° ‘‘failing to erase 
the name of any fictitious, deceased, or disqualified 
person,’’ 57 ‘failing to ring up all the fares col- 


lected.’’ 58 


FAILURE.®® When used in connection with any 
enterprise, in its ordinary and obvious sense, aban- 


donment or defeat;°° ‘‘a cessation 


supply;’’® ‘‘a partial or total deficiency in ac- 
tion, etc.;’’ © the result of action which predicates 
earnest effort, and not mere inaction and refusal 
The term is sometimes used in the sense 
of nonperformance of a duty, that is, as the equiva- 


to do.® 


lent of ‘‘neglect,’’ ®* and ‘‘covers 


and unintentional non-performance.’’ ® 
or may not & be employed as synonymous with ‘‘re- 
fusal.’’? As applied to a merchant or mercantile 
concern, an inability to pay his or their debts, from 
insolvency ;** the situation of a debtor who finds 
himself in the impossibility of paying his debts;®® 
a suspension of payment or an enforced suspension 


State, 71 Tex. Cr. 353,:162 SW 38339, | 
346. 

{a] Applied to a bank.—Dodge v. 
Mastin, 17 Fed. 660, 668, 5 McCrary 
404. 

[b] Applied to an individual. 
Millard’s App., 62 Conn. 184, 185, 25 


A 658; Bloodgood v. Beecher, 35 
Conn. 469, 483; Utley v. Smith, 24 
Conn. 290, 310, 68 AmD. 163. 


53. State v. Burlingame, 146 Mo. 
207, 214, 48 SW 72. 

54. In re Wilson, &8 T. L. R. 264, 
265. 

55. Murray v. Addenbrooke, 4 
Russ. 407, 4 EngCh 407, 38 Reprint 
859. 

56. Taylor v. Mason, 9 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 325, 344, 6 L. ed. 101 (distin- 
guishing “refusing to comply’’). 

57. Collier v. Carter, 100 Md. 381, 
60 A 104, 105. 

58. Pittsburg, ete, Pass. R. Co. 
v. McCurdy, 114 Pa, 554, 557, 8 A 
230, 60 AmR 368. 

[a] Dishonesty not implied. — A 
statement that a conductor of a rail- 
way company had been discharged 
for “failing to ring up all the fares 
collected’? does not necessarily imply 
the fraud or dishonesty of the con- 
ductor. It does not import the com- 
mission of any crime. A failure to 
perform the duty required of ring- 
ing up the fares might result from 
mere neglect, or inefficiency, or from 
motives of dishonesty. Pittsburg, 
ete., Pass. Ri Co, v.. MeCurdy, 114 
Pa. 554, 557, 8 A 230, 231, 60 AmR 
363. 

59. See generally Assignments for 
Benefit of Creditors 5 C. J. p 1028; 
Bankruptcy 7 C. J. p 1; Insolvency 
[22 Cyc 1249]. 

or White v. Pettijohn, 23 N. C. 
62, 55. 

“There may be checks—or disap- 
pointments—there may be auguries 
of ill omen—but so long as the enter- 
prise is prosecuted and its results 
are unascertained, there is no fail- 
ure.” White v. Pettijohn, ; 

61,.:9an “Jacinto, Oil) (Cocniv, SEC, 
Worth Light, etc, Co. 41 Tex. Civ. 
A. 293,..93 SW. 173,.176. 

62. San Jacinto Oil Co. .v. Ft. 
Worth Light, etc., Co., 41 Tex. Civ. 
A. 293, 938 SW 1738, 176. 

63. Skidmore v. Hurst, 113 Ky. 
694, 68 SW 841, 842, 24 KyL 536; 
o’Connor v. Tyrrell, 53 N. J. Eq. 15, 
19, 30 A 1061. 

64. State v. Butler, 81 Minn. 103, 
106, 838 NW 483 [cit State v. Scott 
County, 42 Minn. 284, 44 NW 64]. 

[a] “Want” synonymous,—<An in- 
struction in an action for personal 
injuries that, if plaintiff was in- 
jured on a certain day, “it then be- 
became her duty to use all reason- 
able care,and precautian to minimize 


"For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative A 


FAIL—FAIR 


of business.7° 


As used in a statute relative to me- 
chanics’ liens, the term may imply an unsuccessful 
attempt to name or designate the true owner, lessee, 
general assignee, or person in possession of the 


premises against whose interest a lien is claimed.”+ 


Phrases: 


or deficiency of | ment,’’ “4 


both intentional 


It may °° | FATR.® 


the damages that might result, and, 
if » . . she failed to do this, then 
you cannot return a verdict for such 
damages that resulted by her want 
to exercise such care and precau- 
tion,’ was not so inaptly phrased 
as to be unintelligible to the jury not- 
withstanding that the word ‘want” 
was ill chosen, it being synonymous 
with ‘failure,’ so that it was error 
to refuse the charge, if otherwise 
correct and applicable, on the ground 
that it was meaningless and mis- 
leading. Tiggerman v. Butte, 44 
Mont. 138, 143, 119 P 477. 

65. Standard Oil Co. v. U. S., 164 
Fed. 376, 391, 90 CCA 364 [certiorari 
den 212 U..S. 579, 29 SCt.689, 53 L. 
ed. 659]. 

66. Brought v. Cherokee Nation, 
4 Ind. T. 462, 69 SW 937, 940; Skid- 
more v. Hurst, 113 Ky. 694, 68 SW 
841, 842, 24 KyL. 536. 

67. Cape Elizabeth v. Boyd, 86 
Me. 317. 29 A 1062. 

68. Bovee v. Ewart, 14 S. C. Eq. 


[a] “Insolvency” compared.— 
Seixas v. Citizens’ Bank, 38 La. Ann. 
424, 441; State v. Lewis, 42 La. Ann. 
847, 8 S 602, 604; Terry v. Calnam, 
13 S.C. 220, 226 (‘Failure means a 
failure to meet its current obliga- 
tions at maturity. Insolvency looks 
to the liability to pay; failure, to 
the fact of payment”). 

69. Civ. Code (1900) art 3556 subs 
11 [quot State v. Lewis, 42 La. Ann. 
847, 849, 8 S 602; Seixas v.. Citizens’ 
Bank, 38 La. Ann. 424, 441; Kennedy 
v. New Orleans Sav. Inst., 86 La. 
Anny 1,). 8; ‘uea v.. Bringier,- 19 Ta: 
Ann. 19'7,. 198]. f 

70. American Credit Indemn. Co. 
v. Carrollton Furniture Mfg. Co., 95 
Meds 11,9 10'S, 36, CCANG Tu. 

[a]. The nature of the failure 
means the kind or distinguishing 
characteristic of the suspension, 
whether voluntary or enforced. Amer- 
ican Credit Indemn. Co. v. Carrollton 
Furniture Mfg. Co., 95 Fed. 111, 115, 
36 CCA 671. 

71. De Klyn v. Gould, 31 NYCiv 
Proc 223, 224. See De Klyn v. Gould, 
165 N. Y. 282, 284, 59 NE 95, 96, 80 
AmSR 719 (“it does not mean that 
the lienor may name the lessee as 
the true person against whose /in- 
terest he claims a lien, and then 
afterwards proceed against the less- 
or against whose interest he did not 
intend to file notice of a claim’’), 

72. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Fol- 
and, (Ind. A.) 88. NE 787s 789; 
Shantz v. Shriner, 167 Mo. A. 635, 
150 SW 727, 729; Mekos v. Fricke, 
159 Mo; Avn63h5-139 CSiWarlen w del sare 
Chealey v. Purdy, 54 Mont. 489, 171 
P 926; E. B. Ryan Co. v. Russell, 
52 Mont. 596, 161 P 307; Logan v. 


SM aTTe 5 Ot PLOOL ae oa 
act,’?’?78 ‘failure to agree on matters of pay- 
“failure 
elect,’’ 7° ‘‘failure to make delivery,’’77 ‘‘failure 
to make the money on an execution,’’ 7® ‘‘failure to 
prosecute,’’ 7® ‘‘failure to qualify,’’ °° ‘‘failure to 
show jurisdiction,’’ *1 ‘‘failure to work on publie 
roads,’’ ®? and ‘‘failure, neglect, or default.’’ *3 
FAILURE OF ISSUE.* 

[§ 1] 
derived from feriw, meaning holidays, and is de- 
fined as a public mart or place of buying or sell- 
ing;°° a greater species of market;*’ distinguished 
from an ordinary market in former times,’* and 
even at the present time as existing or recurring 
at intervals of time.*® 


‘failure to 


to deliver,” > ‘‘failure to 


A. As a Noun. ‘The: term is 


Billings, ete., R. Co. 40 Mont. 467, 
107 P 415, 416; Forsell v. Pittsburgh, 
etc., Copper Co., 38 Mont. 403, 100 P 
218, 221; Nelson v. Dowgiallo, 73 Or. 
342, 143 P 924, 1199. 

73. Matter of Coudert, 153 App. 
aoe 196, 138 NYS. 296, 297 (execu- 
or). 

74 Clark v. Mt. Gilead Baptist 
Church, 156 NYS 305. 

75. McKerall yv. Atlantic Coast 
Line R. Co., 76 S. C. 338, 56 SE 965 
(by carrier). 

76. State v. Cahill, 131 Iowa 155, 
105 NW 691, 692. 

77. Georgia, etc. R: Co. v. Blish 
Milling: Co.° 241 Ut S.o1905 s86) SCt 
541, 60 L. ed. 948; Chicago, ete. R. 
Co. v. McElreath, (Okl.) 169 P 628, 
630, LRA1918C 425. 

78. Andrews v. Keep, 38 Ala. 315, 
317 (as meaning “a failure to execute 


process’). 
ee Peo. v. Elkins, 40 Cal. 642, 


[a] “What is meant in a bond 
taken . .. by ‘prosecution of the 
suit’—and by ‘failure’ therein— is be- 
yond doubt. They mean, on. the one 
hand, a successful prosecution unto 
final judgment—and on the other, 
a voluntary abandonment of the suit, 
or a final judgment against the 
plaintiff.” White v. Pettijohn, 23 N. 
Cubans 5 Be 

80. State v. Boyd, 31 Nebr. 682, 
Tees, $8, NO. 739, 51 NW 602. 

5 avis v. Waycross, 16 Ga. A. 
239, ees 81. is 7 

82. Jones vy. State, 7 Ala. A. 180, 
See met 307. 

Ke be “Pailure, neglect, or de- 
fault.’-—Lewis v. Siranson 4 TT. ora 
Na eae at 

4. ee. Mistates) 21. Go Jz 906; 
Wills [40 Cye 1941]. P 

85,° See also Agriculture §§ 10-21; 
Theaters and Shows [38 Cyc 252]. 

86. Collins v. Cooper, 17 Cox C. 
Cc. Oe note 

87. Ollins v. Cooper, 17 Cox C. 
C. 647, 650. et % 

[a] “Every fair is a market, but 
every market is not a’ fair.’? Col- 
lins v. Cooper, 17 Cox C. C. 647, 650. 

88. 1 Blackstone Comm. p 274. 

89. Collins v. Cooper,:17 Cox C. 
C. 647, 650 [quot Viner Abr.]. 

[a]. Place of ammsement. — AlI- 
though the chief idea in the word 
is that of buying and selling, it in- 
cludes the idea of a place of amuse- 
ments naturally sought by a large 
concourse of people attendant at a 
fair. Collins v. Cooper, 17 Cox C. C. 
647, 654 (where Bruce, J., said: “In 
modern times the commercial im- 
portance of fairs has greatly di- 
minished, and the amusements which 
accompany the holding of fairs often 
excite much more attention than 


nnotations, same title, page and note number, 


[§ 2] B. As an Adjective. 


honest ;°° upright.” 


Phrases: 


the buying and _ selling. But it 
seems to me that this circum- 
stance does not alter the mean- 
ing of the word fair... I cannot 
find any authority for the use of 
the word fair as applied to a 
wake, or a show, or an exhibition. 
A cattle fair still means a fair where 
cattle are sold, a fancy fair where 
fancy articles are sold. There are 
many occasions where shows and ex- 
hibitions are gathered together—for 
instance, at horse-race meetings, at 
boat races, at great football matches, 
and other outdoor meetings; yet I 
think such gatherings cannot prop- 
erly be spoken of as fairs. It is 
said that there are such things as 
pleasure fairs. I am not sure that 
there is any such phrase in common 
use. But if there is it can, I think, 
only mean a fair at which toys, trin- 
kets, and such like articles are sold. 
The fair mentioned in the old song 
to which the young man went to 
buy blue ribbon for his sweetheart 
may have been a pleasure fair, but 
it was a fair ‘at which blue ribbon 
was sold, and I suppose other like 
commodities’). 

{[b] Bxhibition of industrial prod- 
ucts.—At the present time the term 
is very generally used to designate 
an exposition where the industrial 
products of a people are exhibited 
as a display of the success, work- 
manship, and art of the exhibitors, 
and to obtain such premiums as may 
be paid by the owners of the fair as 
a reward of excellence. State v. 
Long, 48 Oh. St. 509, 510, 28 NE 1038. 


90. Wood v. Strother, 76 Cal. 545, 
546, 18 P 766, 9 AmSR 249. 
91. Bryan v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 


63 Iowa 464, 466, 19 NW 295; Hirsh- 
field v. Davis, 43 Tex. 155, 161. 

92. Bryan v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
63 Iowa 464, 466, 19 NW 295. 

93. Myers v. Fultz, 124 Iowa 437, 
100 NW 351; 352; Dunlop v. Thomas, 
28 Wash. 521, 68 P 909. 

94. Webster D. [quot Hirshfield v. 
Davis, 437 DPex.155,° V6l 1.0: / 

95. Webster D. [quot Hirshfield v. 
Davis, supra]; Jones v. Angell, 95 
Ind. 376, 382. 

96. Bryan vy. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
63 Iowa 464. 466, 19 NW 295; Hirsh- 
field v. Davis, 43 Tex. 155, 161. 

97. Bryan v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
63 Iowa 464, 466, 19 NW 295. 

98. Smith vy. Kimble, 38 S. D. 511, 
162 NW 162. 

99. De St. Aubin v. Field, 27 Colo. 
414, 422, 62 P 199. 

1. De St. Aubin v. Field, 27 Colo. 
41-4,4422, 62. P 199. 

2. See Copyright 
Property § 305. 

3. Re Strathcona, etc., Land Syn- 
dicate, (Alta.) 15 WestLR 254, 255; 
Re Marshall, 20 Ont. L. 116, 118, 14 
OntWR 1199. 

4. -Langan v. Francklyn, 20 NYS 
404, 412, 29 AbbNCas 102 (stock of 
consolidated corporation). 


and Literary 


5. In re West, [1892] 2 Q. B. 102. 

6. National Waterworks Co. v. 
Kansas City, 62 Fed. 8538, 864, 10 
CCA 653, 27 LRA 827. 

7. National Waterworks Co. v. 
Kansas City, 62 Fed. 853, 864, 10 


CCA 653, 27 LRA 827. 


8. MacDonald v. Sun Printing, 
ete., Assoc., 45 Misc. 441, 92 NYS 
37, 40; Sickels v. Kling, 31 Misc. 287, 


j In common usage, 
the word conveys some idea of justice or equity ;°° 
impartial ;°! free from suspicion of bias;°? honest or 
free from suspicion;** equitable;°* reasonable ;% 
As applied to evidence, the 
word is synonymous with ‘‘clear.” 98 
the weather, free from clouds;°® not obscure. 

‘“‘Fair abridgement,’’? ‘‘fair actual 
value,’’* ‘‘fair aggregate value,’’* ‘‘fair agree- 
ment,’’> ‘‘fair and equitable,’’® ‘‘fair and equi- 
table value,’’* ‘‘fair and honest ecriticism,’’ § ‘‘fair 
and honorable dealings,’’® ‘‘fair and impartial 


FAIR 


As applied to 


on its 


64 NYS 252; Ullrich v. New York 
Press Co., 23 Misc. 168, 50 NYS 788; 
Baum v. Clause, 5 Hill (N. Y.) 196. 
See also Libel and Slander [25 Cyc 
401, 472]. 

9. Cannon y. Hunt, 116 Ga. 452, 
42 SE 734, 735. 

10. State v. Burns, 181 Iowa 1098, 
165 NW 346, 347. 

11. Howey v. New England Nav. 
Co., 83 Conn. 278, 76 A 469, 471; 
Matter of Roberts, 8 Daly (N. Y.) 95, 
97; Johnson v. Johnson, 38 Tex. Civ. 
A. 385, 85 SW 1023, 1025. 

Matter of Roberts, 8 Daly (N. 
Way ob 7 

Berglund v. American Multi- 
graph Sales Co., 135 Minn. 67, 160 
NW _ 191, 192; In re Stuart, [1893] 2 
Q. B. 201, 204; White v. Feast, L. 
Re 7*Q. B.1353,/859s Ree ver Davy; 217 
Ont. A. 508; Reg. v. McDonald, 12 
Ont. 381; Reg. v. Malcolm, 2 Ont. 


511. 

14. National Waterworks Co. v. 
Kansas City, 62 Fed. 853, 10 CCA 
653, 27 LRA 827; Bennett v. Clark 
County, 201 Ill. A. 222; Galena Water 
Co. v. Galena, 74 Kan. 644, 87 P 735, 
737; Bristol v. Bristol, etc., Water 
Works, 23 R. I. 274, 49 A 974. 

15. Reg. v. Davy, 27 Ont. A. 508, 4 
CanCrCas 28. 

16. Beggs v. Paine, 15 N. D. 436, 
109 NW 322, 329. 

17. Wright v. Morris, 15 Ark, 444, 
449; Jones v. Clarke, 2 H. & N. 725, 
W275 Lots Reprint. 29 9. 5 

[a] Allowance for weather condi- 
tions.—A contract with the overseer 
of a plantation to make a fair aver- 
age crop means that the crop should 
be a fair average one, making due 
allowance for the season and un- 
foreseen events beyond the control 
of a prudent, faithful overseer, and 
not that the crop shall be an aver- 
age one at all events. Wright v. 
Morris, 15 Ark. 444, 449. 

18. Jones v. Whitworth, 94 Tenn. 
602, 606, 30 SW 736 (‘‘such a price 
as honest and impartial men would 
naturally and reasonably place upon 
any given piece of property, in view 
of its useful capabilities and the end 
to be accomplished by its sale and 
purchase’’). 

19. National Bank of Commerce 
v. New Bedford, 175 Mass. 257, 56 
NE 288 [cit Bradley v. Hooker, 175 
Mass. 142, 55 NE 848] (‘the highest 
price that a normal person, not un- 


der peculiar compulsion, will pay at- 


a given time to get it’); Ankeny v. 
Blakely, 44 Or. 78, 74 P 485, 489 
(“true cash value for the purpose 
of taxation’); Southern R. Co. yv. 
Memphis, 126 Tenn. 267, 148 SW 662, 
669, 41 LRANS 828, AnnCas1913H 
153 (“market value’’). To same 
effect Birmingham F. Ins. Co. v. Pul- 


ver, 126 Ill. 329, 337, 18 NE 804, 9 
AmSR 598. 
20. Rex v. Lacy, 5 B. & C. 702, 


708, 11 ECL 645, 108 Reprint 261. 


21. See Likel and Slander [25 Cyc 
401, 472]. 

22. Ratliff v. Davis, 38 Miss. 107, 
111, 112, 

23. Rude v. Levy, 43 Colo. 482, 
96° P 560, 561, 127 AmSR 1238, ‘24 


LRANS 91; Myers v. Fultz, 124 Iowa 

437, 100 NW 351, 352; Dunlop v. 

Thomas, 28 Wash. 521, 68 P 909. 
[a] “Adequate” consideration dis- 


| tinguished.—Myers v. Fultz, 124 Iowa 
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trial,’’ 1° ‘‘fair and just,” 41 ‘‘fair and just pro- 
ceedings,’’ 12 ‘‘fair and reasonable,’’ 1° ‘‘fair and 
reasonable price,’’1* ‘‘fair and reasonable sup- 
position of right,’’ 15 ‘‘fair assessment,’’ 1° ‘‘fair 
average,’’?7 ‘‘fair cash valuation,’’18 ‘‘fair eash 
value,’’ 19 ‘‘fair clear annual rent,” 2° ‘‘fair com- 
ment,’’ *! ‘‘fair compensation,’’ 22 ‘‘fair considera- 
tion,’’?3 ‘‘fair criticism,’’ 4 ‘fair doubt as to inven- 
tion, anticipation, construction or infringement,’’?® 
‘‘fair hearing,’’** ‘‘fair market value,’’27 ‘‘fair 
face,’’28 
and skill,’’?® ‘‘fair preponderance of evidence,’’?° 


‘‘fair or ordinary knowledge 


437, 100 NW _ 351, 352; Dunlop v. 
Thomas, 28 Wash. 521, 68 P 909. 


24 See Libel and Slander [25 
Cyc 401, 472]. 
25. Vacuum Cleaner Co. v. Wal- 


dorf-Astoria Hotel Co., 198 Fed. 865, 
867 (does not refer only to the ef- 
fect produced on the judicial mind 
by the direct evidence submitted on 
the motion, but is wide enough to 
cover a belief that other reachable 
testimony exists which by reason- 
able effort the party may adduce). 

26.' Ex p. Keisuki Sata, 215 Fed. 
173; Ex p. Petkos, 212 Fed. 275. 

27. In re Marine Iron Works, 159 
Fed. 758, 754; Walker v. Peo., 192 
Ill. 106, 110, 61 NE 489 [cit Peoria 
Gaslight, ete., Co. v. Peoria Termi- 
nal R. Co., 146 Ill, 372, 34 NE 550, 
21 LRA 373]; Maguire v. Pan-Ameri- 
can Amusement Co., 211 Mass. 22, 
97 NE 142, 144; Metropolitan St. R. 
Co. v. Walsh, 197 Mo. 392, 94 SW 
860, 961; John Moodie Dry Goods 
Co. v. Gilruth, 35 S. D. 567, 153 NW 
383; American States Security Co. v. 
Milwaukee Northern R. Co., 139 Wis. 
199, 120 NW 844, 876; Re National 
Trust Co., 29 Ont. L. 462, 15 DomLR 
320; Re Marshall, 20 Ont. L. 116, 14 
OntWR 1199. 

[a] In replevin.—The “fair mar- 
ket value’ of replevied goods, which 
plaintiff is entitled to recover in an 
action on a replevin bond, is the 
highest pricé which a normal pur- 
chaser not under peculiar compul- 
sion will pay to secure the goods. 


Maguire v. Pan-American Amuse- 
Ly view Co., 211 Mass. 22, 97 NE 142, 

{b] The “fair market value” of 
a corporation’s assets, for the pur- 
pose of determining its solvency 
when it committed an alleged act 


of bankruptcy, was the value which 
the corporation might have realized 
on them for itself. In re Marine 
Iron_Works, 159 Fed. 753, 754. 

[c] “Fair market value” of land 
is the price which it would bring 
when offered for sale by one who is 
willing, but not obliged, to sell, and 
bought by one. willing, but not 
obliged, to buy, and is not the price 
which property would bring at forced 
sale, but what it would bring in the 
hands of a prudent seller, with liber- 
ty to fix the time and conditions of 
selling. Metropolitan St. R. Co. v. 
Walsh, 197 Mo. 392, 94 SW 860, 961. 

28. Bryan v. Ker, 222: U.+S., 107, 
113, 32 SCt 26, 56 L. ed. 114; Doug- 


lass v. Stahl, 71 Ark, 236, 72 SW 
568, 570; Trammel v. Russellville, 
34 Ark. 105, 36 AmR 1; Brown v. 


Hadwin, 182 Mich. 491, 148 NW 693, 
LRA1915B 505; Savacool v. Bough- 


ton, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 170, 21 AmD 
181. L 

29. Jones v. Angell, 95 Ind. 376, 
382. 

30. De St. Aubin v. Field, 27 Colo. 


414, 62 P 199, 201; Verdi v. Donahue, 
91 Conn. 448, 99 A 1041; New Haven 
City Bank’s App., 54 Conn. 269, 274, 
7 A 548; Hammond, etce., Electric 
R. Co. v. Antonia, 41 Ind. A. 335, 83 
NE 766, 769; Bryan v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 68 Iowa 464, 466, 19 NW 
295; Neely v. Detroit Sugar Co., 138 
Mich. 469, 101 NW 664, 666; Strand 
v. Chicago, ete., R. Co.,°67 Mich. 380, 
34 NW 712; State v. Grear, 29 Minn. 
221, 225, 13 NW 140; Link v. Camp- 
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‘‘fair price,’’ *1 ‘‘fair report of the trial,’’ 2? ‘‘fair 


sale, 28h. Paar tira ries ve Sera ie 
valuation,?? Boers hare ’value,?? mG 
fair.’?.38 


FAIR GROUNDS. Ground on 
being held.®® 
FAIRLY.*° 


bell, 72 Nebr. 307, 100 NW 409, 410, 


104 NW 939; Clark v.. Thornburg, 
66 Nebr. 717, 92 -NW_ 1056,- 1058, 
Altschuler v. Coburn, 38 Nebr. 881, 


57 NW 836; Devencenzi v. Cassinelli, 
28 Név.: 222, °81' P :4t;,° 423° Hynes. v. 
Metropolitan St. R. Co., 31 Misc. 825, 
64 NYS 3882; McMahon v. Rhode 
island Co. 32 sR le237,) (3s AN Lor, 
1014, -AnnCasi912 Dp. 12235 jlantr ye >v. 
Lowrie, (Tex. Civ. A.) 58 SW . 837, 
838; Parker v. Fairbanks Morse Mfg. 
Co., 130 Wis. 525, 110 NW 409, 411; 
Button v. Metcalf, 80 Wis. 1938, 194, 
49 NW 809. 

81. Van Doren v. Robinson, 16 N. 
J. Eq. 256, 260 ‘(where an agreement 
is that land sold shall be reconveyed 
for a “fair price,’ the terms are not 
so uncertain as not to be enforced, 
and the court will direct the valua- 
tion to be made by.a master, and will 
enforce the execution of the contract). 
Milissich v. Lloyds, 13 Cox C. 


83. Lalor v. McCarthy, 24 Minn. 
417, 419 (as the term is used in 
speaking, of a mortgage sale, “a sale 
conducted with fairness as respects 
the rights and interests of the par- 
ties affected by it’). 

See generally Criminal Law 
; Trial [38 Cyc 1818]. 

Defined as: (1) “A _ trial 
is such in contemplation of 
law, viz., that which the law secures 
to, the’ party.” St. Paul, ete. R. Co. 
v. Gardner, 19 Minn. 132, 18 AmR 
334. (2) A trial “before an impar- 
tial jury where the jurors are entire- 
ly indifferent between the parties.” 
Omaha, ete., R. Co. v. Cook, 37 Nebr. 


435, 445, 55 NW 943 [eit Curry v. 
State, 4 Nebr. 545]. (3) “A legal 
trial, or one conducted in all ma- 


terial things in substantial conform- 
ity to law.” Peo. v. Wolf, 183 N. Y. 
464, 76 NE 592, 595; Flynn v. State, 
10. Oly Cr.'.41, 133 P 1138. 

[b] A “fair trial” for a criminal 
offense consists, not alone in an ob- 
servance of the naked forms of law, 
but in a recognition and just applica- 
tion of its principles. State v. Pryor, 
67 Wash. 216, 121 P 56, 58. 

35. Simms v. Stanton, 75 Fed. 6, 
10. See also Copyright and Literary 
Property § 305. 

36. See cases infra this note. 

{aJ] As applied to property gen- 
erally, it means: (1) “The present 
market value.” In re Hines, 144 
Fed. 142, 143; Duncan v. Landis, 106 
Fed. 839, 858, 45 CCA 666; Martin 
v. Bigelow, 36 Misc. 298, 301, 73 NYS 
443. To same effect Cumberland v. 
Bowes, 15 ©. B, 348, 355, 80 HCL 
348, 189 Reprint 458. (2) “Such sum 
as the property will reasonably sell 
for to a purchaser desiring to buy, 
‘the owner wishing to sell.” Plymouth 
Cordare Co. v. Smith, 18 Okl. 249, 
90 P 418, 419, 11 AnnCas. 445. - (3) 
“Such a price as a capable and dili- 
gent business man could presently 
obtain from the property after con- 
ferring with those accustomed to 
buy such property.” Stern v. Paper, 
183 Fed. 228, 231. (4) “Present mar- 
ket value.” Swartz v. Frank, 183 
Mo. 438, 82 SW 60, 62 [quot Duncan 
v. Landis, 106 Fed. 839, 45 CCA 666]; 
Arnold v. Knapp, 75 W.. Va. 804, 
84 SE 895, 900. (5) “The amount 
the property would bring at a sale 
on execution shown to have been in 
all respects fair and reasonable.” 
Grandison v. National Bank of Com- 
merce, 231 Fed. 800, 804, 145 CCA 
620. (6) “The fair cash value of 
the fair market value of the property 


and 


The adverb of fair meaning equi- 


FAIR—FAIRLY 


‘¢fair 
‘ ‘legal and 


use, 0 85 


tably;41 reasonably ;42 measurably ;#? honestly.*# 
Phrases: ‘‘Fairly and equitably,’’ *? ‘‘fairly and 
impartially,’’ 4° ‘‘fairly, beneficially, and equitably 


divided,’’ 4” ‘fairly compensate him,’’ 48 ‘‘fairly 


which a fair is 


divided,’’ #° ‘‘fairly equal monthly quantities,’’ °° 


‘fairly estimated,’’51 ‘‘fairly made,’’5? ‘‘fairly 


as between one who wants to pur- 
chase and one who wants to sell the 
property.” Grandison v. National 
Bank of Commerce, supra. (7) “The 
value which a debtor might realize 
thereon if permitted to continue in 
business.” Arnold v. Knapp, 75 W. 
Va. 804, 84 SE 895, 900. 

{[b] When applied to merchandise, 
implements, and other personal prop- 
erty, it means “the sum that could 
have been fairly realized from the 
sale 2.27) in bulky or /in pancels,7 an 
the usual and ordinary way of sell- 
ing such classes of property for cash 
in the market.’ Plymouth Cordage 
Cor v.ceSmith, 8? Okl.1249,> 9074 P 
418, 421, 11 AnnCas 445. 

[c] When applied to notes and ac- 
counts, it means “the net sum that 
may be with reasonable diligence 
realized from the collection thereof 
within a reasonable time, and not the 
amounts as shown by the face, unless 
their face value is the ‘fair value.’ ”’ 
Plymouth Cordage Co. v. Smith, 18 
Okl. 249, 90 P 418, 419, 11 AnnCas 
445, 

37. Humbird Lumber Co. v. Thomp- 


son, 11 Ida. 614, 83 P 941, 945; Hunt- 


ington v. Attrill, 118 N. Y. 365, 381, 
23 NE 544. 

88. Wood v. Strother, 76 Cal. 545, 
546, 18 P 766, 9 AmSR 249. 

39. State v. Reynolds, 77 Conn. 
131; (133% 58. A755 “the term is 
equivalent to the> words “exhibition 
or fair’). 

40. See also Fair ante p 430. 

41. Warnock v. Thomas, 48 Ala. 
463, 465 [cit Webster D.; Worcester 
ID AIG Satcher v. Satcher, Ate Avila’ 
26, 39, 91 AmD 498. 

Tal “Truly” distinguished.—“The 
word ‘truly’ has been substituted in 
the oath for ‘fairly.’ The words are 
not synonymous. They have widely 
different shades of meaning, and con- 
vey entirely distinct ideas. Every 
day’s experience teaches us that 
language may be truly, yet most un- 
fairly repeated. The answer of the 
witness may be truly written down, 
yet it may convey a meaning quite 
different from that which the witness 
intended to convey, and did convey 
to the person that heard him speak. 
On the other hand, language may be 
fairly reported, yet not in accordance 
with strict truth.” Lawrence’ v. 
Finch, vo Nid? Ha.) 234,239 ea Dén 
Vv. Thompson, AGRIN Ie erage 

[b] “Clearly’’ Aisteh waisted) cin: 
cinnati Tract. Co. v. Johnson, 32 Oh. 
Cin ACt L594; 2595s 

42. Cincinnati Tract. Co. v. John- 
Son, 32))Oh, Cir.) Ct. 594, (595: 
Cincinnati Tract. Co. v. John- 
son, 32 Or. Cir.) Ct) 594, 595. 

: v. Phoenix Assur. Co., 
426, 430, 14 NED 525. 

45. Hutton v. West Orange Tp., 
SONG J). (45397 4553 

[a] As “just proportion.”—‘‘Fair- 
ly and equitably,” as used in a re- 
port of commissioners for laying out 
an avenue which: followed the lan- 
reuage of the statute, which stated 
that they proceeded “to assess the 
expense of making the improvement 
fairly and equitably on the owners 
of any land and real estate on the 
line of the avenue which in the opin- 
ion of the board would be benefited 
by the improvement,” indicate a leg- 
islative intent that the burden which 
ment, consistently with established 
legislative principles, be imposed on 
the frontage, should be so distributed 
that each should bear his just pro- 
portion of the whole according to, 


.| appears 


merchantable quality,’’** ‘‘fairly purport to state 


and not in excess of, the benefits 
received. Hutton v. West Orange 
Tp..389) Nu SL 453; 455.- 

46. Den v. Thompson, 16 N. J. L. 
74; Lawrence v. Finch, 17 N. J. 
Eq: 234, 
Satcher v. Satcher, 41 Ala. 26, 
49, 91 AmD 498. 

[a] “Equally divided” synony- 
mous.—‘“It is conceivable,/that a con- 
struction might be placed upon the 
words ‘fairly, beneficially, and equi- 
tably divided,’ which would render 
them diverse in effect from the words 
‘equitably divided.’ They are, how- 
ever, susceptible or a construction, 
which would make each of the three 
adverbs so nearly the synonym of 
the others, that, if there be a distine- 
tion at all, it is too nice for prac- 
tical application, and not likely to 
be observed by those unaccustomed 
to refinements in defining words.” 
Satcher v. Satcher, 41 Ala. 26, 40, 91 
AmD 498. 

48. Knoxville v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co., 83 ele 636, 644, 50 NW 61, 32 
AmSR 3 

fa] ie heoaabis and necessary” 
damages.—An instruction, in an ac- 
tion for personal injuries sustained 
by plaintiff while a passenger on de- 
fendant railroad, that the jury should 
allow plaintiff such damages as 
would “fairly compensate” him for 
his injuries, should be construed to 
mean such damages as are reason- 
able and necessary, so that it was 
not error for the court to fail to 
limit the damages to such as were 
reasonable and necessary. “The jury 
would surely understand that unrea- 
sonable and unnecessary outlays were 
not to be the foundation on which 
to allow fair compensation, and, 
therefore, such outlays should be ex- 
cluded from the consideration.” 
Knoxville v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 83 
Lone 636, 644, 50 NW 61, 32 AmSR 


Vee Waenbelk v. Thomas, 48 Ala. 
50. Coletta Wax Products Co. 


v. Indian Refining Co., 


184 A Div. 
250, 170 NYS 820, 821. ees 


51. Hardy v. Fothergill, 13 App. 
Cas. 351, 362; In re Mercantile Mut. 
ees Ins. Assoc., 25 ~Ch, Dy (415; 

52. Hirshfield v. Davis, 43 Tex. 


155, 11613: James v. Nease, Tex. Civ. 
A.) 69 Sw 110. : 

[a] Price and manner of making: 
sale——(1) In a statute providing for 
the confirmation of the sale of lands 
by an administrator when the sale 
“to have been fairly made 
and in conformity to law,” the term 
‘fairly made” refers to and includes 
the fairness’ and adequacy of the 
price, as well as the absence of 
fraud and unfairness in manner of 
making the sale. The sale has not 
been fairly made if it appears that 
the land has been sold for an unfair 
or inadequate price. If it appears 
that the price at which the land was 
sold was inequitable or unreason- 
able, the sale, within the meaning 
of the law, has not been “fairly 
made,” and should not be confirmed. 
Hirshfield v. Davis, 43 Tex. 155, 160. 
(2) If land .old under an administra- 
tor’s sale was sold for an unfair or 
inadequate price, the sale was not 
“fairly. made.” James v. Nease, 
(Tex Civ. As) 69S Will t0s Sian 

58. Warner vy. Arctic Ice Co., 74 
"Me. 475, 476. c 

[a] ‘Mediocrity implied.— Warner 
y. Arctic Ice Co.,.74 Me. 475, 476. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


the evidence or its effect,’’ 54 


sented,’’ 5° ‘‘fairly valued,’’ 5° ‘‘fairly workable,’? 57 
‘‘fairly wrought,’’°8 and ‘‘ought fairly to be ex- 


eused for the breach of trust.’? 59 
FAIRNESS. 


FAIRWAY.* 


FAIT ACCOMPLI. An act done.* 

Confidence; credit; reliance;** a firm 
conviction of the truth of what is declared by an- 
other by way of testimony without other evidence ;* 
also purpose; intent; sincerity; state of knowledge 


FAITH.*® 


or design.*® 


Peo. v. Coulter, 145 Cal. 66, 


54, 

USn Pe SAS sH3- 

Dos) Ringe: jv. Pheenix) pAssur, <iCo., 
145 Mass. 426, 430, 14 NE 525. 

56. Hardy v. Fothergill, 13 App. 
Case }364, 3623 

57. Jones v. Shears, 7-C. & P. 346, 
382 HCL 649. 

{a] An agreement to work a coal 
mine so long as it was ‘fairly work- 
able’ did not oblige the obligee to 
go on working so long as there was 
any coal to be found, although he 
might be working at a loss. Jones 
Oi Shears, 7 C. & P. 346, 32 HCL 

OF 

58. PGritiths ve Risbys iy He & ON: 
237, 241, 156 Reprint 1191 (in mining, 
a term applied ‘to coal which can 
be fairly and properly gotten, ac- 
cording to mining usage, without ex- 
traordinary difficulty or expense’’). 

59. Perrins v. Bellamy, [1898] 2 
Chey 521 oa: 

60. Morgan v. Hazlehurst Lodge, 
53 Miss. 665, 683. 

{al “EBairness and good faith... 
are used as the antithesis of mala 
fides.” Morgan v. Hazelhurst Lodge, 
53 Miss. 665, 683. 

[b] “fhe fairness of a contract, 
like its other qualities, must be 
judged of at the time it is entered 
into, or at least when the contract 
becomes absolute, and not by sub- 
sequent events.” Heyward vy. Brad- 
Leys go Meda 32/556 8331," 1027 CCA 
509. 

61. See Collision § 212. 

62. Welch v. Mann, 193 Mo. 304, 
92 SW 98, 101 (where the term is 
employed in the construction of a 
contract ‘‘fait accompli’’). 

63. “Abiding faith” see 1 C. J. p 
SOE 

64. Black L. D. 

[a] hus an act may be said to be 
done on the faith of certain repre- 
sentations; ‘belief; credence; trust. 
Black. -Dy = 

65. Daniel v. Modern Woodmen of 
America, 53 Tex. Civ. A. 570, 118 SW 
7g a ee Be : 

[a] Presumptions.—‘‘The basic 
principle upon which presumptions 
are built is philosophically related 
to the doctrine of faith. Now faith, 
says Paul, is the substance of things 
hoped for, the evidence of things 
not seen. [Heb. ii: 1, g. v.] ‘Presump- 
tion,’ says Matthews (1 Mat. Presm. 
Ev. 1) ‘is a principle of law, by 
which, for the furtherance and sup- 
port of right, facts not established 
by positive evidence are inferred 
from circumstances.’ That is, where 
the thing itself is unseen and un- 
known, in a close sense, it may yet 
be deemed seen and known in the 
light of the knowledge of mankind 
based on frequent occurrence, and 
found from experience to be gener- 
ally accordant with truth.” Rodan 
v. St. Louis Transit Co., 207 Mo. 392, 
409, 405 SW 1061. 

662 —bilgck VE... 

fa] “fhe faith of a transaction 
involves the motive with which it 
is entered into.’”’ Thornton v. Bled- 
soe. 46 Ala. 73, 76. i 

67. Chicago, etc.,.R. Co. v. Wig- 
gins Werry Co., 119 U. S. 615, 622, 7 
SCC 5S8, 30. Lr ede 519; (Himbry Vv. 
Palmer, 10g UiaS. 3, 9) 2)SCt 25,127 
L. ed. 346; Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 


[25 C. J.—28] 


[ That fair dealing which usually 
characterizes business transactions.°? 


FAIRLY—FAITHFULLY 


“(fairly repre- 


word.?° 


Phrases: 


[25C.J.] 433 


Phrases: ‘‘Faith and eredit,’’ %7 ‘‘good faith,’’ ° 
and ‘‘on the true faith of a Christian.’’ % 

FAITHFUL. Observant of compacts, treaties, 
contracts, vows, or other engagements; true to one’s 


FAITHFULLY.": As respects temporal affairs, 
diligently ;** without unnecessary delay.7? 
‘*Faithfully aceount,’’7* ‘faithfully 
discharge,’’7> ‘faithfully execute,’’ 7 ‘faithfully, 
fairly, and impartially,’’ 7 ‘‘faithfully, firmly, and 
impartially, execute and perform,’’7® ‘‘faithfully 
in reference to the whole of that which is in the 


| record,’’7® ‘faithfully perform,’’ °° ‘*faithfully 


U. S. 714, 729, 24 L. ed. 565; Thomp- 
son v. Whitman, 18 Wall. (U. S.) 
457,465, .21°L. ed. 897; Board of 
Public Works v. Columbia College, 17 
Wall. (U. S.)* 521, 529, 21 L. ed. 687; 
Caperton v. Ballard, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 
238, 241, 20 LL. ed. 885; Green v. 
Van Buskirk, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 139, 145, 
19 L)'ed.).109;, Christmas v. Russell, 
OWL CU ES)5 2905 6 298), 1S lated. 
475; McElmoyle v. Cohen, 13 Pet. 
CUMS) sl2y325.010 Ried? 73) Wis= 


gins) Ferry €©o. vy.) Chicago, ete; R. 
Cones Med.) 3815-384, 5 MeCrary. 
609 note; Com. v. Green, 17 Mass. 
51D, 245, See also Judgments [23 


Cye 1545, 1546]. 

68. Canal Bank vy. Hudson, 111 U. 
Sa (66) 814" SCtr303 (28... edt 354: 
Swiit tv. Smith, 102 UE "S. 440445. 
26 Li. ed. 193; Collins v.-Gilbert, 94 
UNS. 753-754, 24 Tu.-ed.. 170: Dresser 
VareMissourivetce "hus Constr. ©or. 93 
Oe OS eb. 20 ened. V8 lor 
kiss v. National Shoe, ete., Bank, 21 
Wall. CU. (S:)) 354,359; 22-1. edi 645; 
Fowler v. Brantly, 14 Pet. (U. S.) 
318, 321, 10 L. ed. 473; Green v. Bid- 
dle, 8 Wheat. (U..S:) 1, 79, 5 L. ed. 
547; Jenkins v. Eldredge, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,266, 3 Story 181, 288; Mobile L. 
ln Sher CO sve Ouran dalienmerels Alley menos 
221; Gentry v. Cowan, 66 Ga. 720, 
722; McLaughlin v. Barnum, 31 Md. 
425, 454; Farmington Bank y. Ellis, 
30 Minn. 270, 272, 15 NW 243; Jewett 
Vii ean Cre en Obits © len GIN even 16D. 
67, 11 AmD 401; Dorn v. Dunham, ?4 
Tex. 366, 378; Sartain v. Hamilton, 
12 Tex. 219, 222, 62 AmD 524; Wells 
yo Smith, -2) Utah 9395 52° Brooks v: 
Hamlyn, 63 J. PB. 215: 

69. Miller v. Salomons, 21 L. J. 
Exch. 161, 170. 

70. Century D. 

[a] “Faithful performance” of 
duty or trust.—(1) By a constable. 
Archer v. Noble, 3 Me. 418, 420. (2) 
By a sheriff. Harris v. Hanson, 11 
Me. 241, 245; Carmack v. Com., 5 Bin. 
(Pa.) 184, 189. (3) An official bond 
stipulating “for the faithful perform- 
ance’ of the duties of an officer did 
not in legal effect differ from one 
stipulating that the incumbent “shall 
well and truly, faithfully, firmly, and 
impartially execute and perform the 
duties of his said office during his 
continuance therein.” ~The court 
said: “A bond stipulating ‘for the 
faithful performance’ of an officer, 
Coes not, in leval effect, however much 
it may in words, differ from one 
stinulating that the incumbent will 
‘well and truly, faithfully, firmly, and 
impartially execute and _ perform’ 
such office. The words ‘well,’ ‘truly,’ 
‘firmliv.’ and ‘impartially’ are simply 
redundant; they are comprised in 
their legal signification in the word 
faithfully. It is an error to suppose 
that the agreement to perform the 
duties of the office faithfully, means 
merely that the incumbent will not 
wilfully do any wrong act. It has a 
stretch beyond this, and is broken by 
a neglect or by carelessness in dis- 
charge of the cfficial duty, as well as 
by an intentional misfeasance.” Ho- 
boken v. Evans, 31 N. J. L. 342, 343. 
(4) The term should be construed to 
mean the use of reasonable and com- 
petent skill and ordinary diligence in 
the performance of his office, and is 


It includes a faithful execution of 
the duties. of the office, embracing 
competent skill and due diligence. 
The receiving of moneys for which 
he has net accounted, if not justified 
or excused, amounts to a forfeiture 
of the bond. American Bank v. 
Adams, 12 Pick. (Mass.) 308, 306. 
See also Kalbfus v. Siddons, 42 App. 


(D. C.) 310; Fellows v. Gilman, 4 
Wend. (N. Y.) 414, 416; Hensley v. 
Anderson County School Dist. No. 


87, 91 Kan.) 56,5154 4P 8253 v(alincon- 
struing the term). ‘ 

[b] “Faithful discharge” of office. 
—In a statute requiring the register 
of a court of chancery to give bond 
for the faithful discharge of his 
office, by the term “faithful dis- 
charge’ must be understood a stipu- 
lation that he shall correctly, with 
exactness, and according to law, per- 
form his official duties, and if he does 
an act, under color of his office and 
as an officer, so inaccurately and im- 
perfectly as to occasion a loss to a 
party to the proceeding, such as to 
issue an injunction to restrain the 
collection of a fieri facias without 
an authority therefor, in consequence 
whereof opportunity to collect the 
judgment was lost, there’ is’ a 
breach of the condition of the bond. 
Geer Vo Wiley, V 145 Adatn 72s 

[ec] “Impartial” distinguished. — 
An oath requiring the “faithful per- 
formance of their duties” by persons 
required by statute to take an oath 
to perform their duties impartially 
and according to the best of their 
judgment does not express the same 
meaning as the requirement of the 
statute, and therefore is ‘insufficient. 
In re Nicetown Lane, 11 Phila. 377. 
See’ also In re Cambria St... 75 "Pa: 
357, 360 (the word “faithfully” can- 
not be substituted for the word “im- 
partially” in a road viewer’s oath, 
which by statute is required to be 
that the road viewer will impartially 
discharse his duties). H 

71. See also F7ith ante this page; 
Faithful ante this pare. 

nhs Den v. Thompson, 16 N. J. L. 
72, ; 
73. Den ov. Thompsont 16 Need. Le 


{a] The words “well.” “truly,” 
“firmly,” and “impartially” are com- 
prised in their legal signification in 
the word “faithfully.” Hoboken v. 
Evans, 31 N. J. Li 342, 343: 


74. State v. Colman, 73 Mo. 684, 
685. 
75. Governor v. Wiley, 14 Ala. 


172, 180; Bigelow v. Bridge, 8 Mass. 
BUS. 

76. Allegany County v. Van Cam- 
pen, 3 Wend, (N. Y.) 48, 52. 

77. Brennan Mfg. Co. v. Adams, 


TEN wend 16 le Ose Ae Gomer i yenvE 
Thompson, 16. N. Je L. 72, 78; Law- 
rence v. Finch, 17 N. J. Eq. 234, 
239. 

78. Hoboken v. Evans, 31 N. J. L. 
342; 343. 

79, Kansas ‘City, ete, Rz "Cosy. 
Whittington, (Tex. Civ. A.) 153 SW 
689, 690. 


80. U.S. Bank v. Magill, 2 F. Cas. 
No. 929, 1 Paine 661, 664; American 
Bank v. Adams, 12 Pick. (Mass.) 303, 
306; Elizabeth State Bank vy. Chet- 


not\limited to acting honestly only.' wood, 7 N. J. L. 32, 33. 


434 [25C.J.] 


serve,’’ 81 ‘‘faithfully to discharge,’’ ®? ‘‘faithfully 
to execute,’’®? and ‘‘well and faithfully perform 


his duties as first teller.’’ 54 
FAITHLESSNESS IN THE 
DOCUMENTS.* 


FAKE. As a noun, a swindle;®* a trick.8’7 As a 


verb, to steal or filch.*% 


FALCIDIA. In Spanish law, the fourth part of 
the inheritance, which is guaranteed to the heir free 
of legacies which must be reduced if they exceed 


three fourths.*® 
FALCIDIAN PORTION. 


were absorbed by the legacies.®° 


FALDAS. The base or slope of the mountains 


but not the foothills.®! 


FALL. As a noun, That which falls or has 
fallen; something in the state of falling or having 
fallen; descent from a higher to a lower level.®? It 
is a word much used in common speech to indicate 
that lands become the property or estate of a par- 
ticular person upon the occurrence of a particular 
And when applied to the seasons of the 
the season when the leaves fall from the 


event. 
year, 


81. Blunt v. Melcher, 2 Mass. 228, 


State v. Chadwick, 10 Or. 465, 
468; In re Cambria St., 75 Pa. 357, 
0 


83. Den v. Thompson, 16 N. J. L. 


72, 73. 

[a] “Impartially execute” com- 
pared.—In construing a statute pro- 
viding that the commissioners to 
take depositions in a foreign state 
must be Sworn or affirmed faithfully, 
fairly, and impartially to execute the 
commission, it was held that an oath 
faithfully to execute, etc., omitting 
the other terms, was_ insufficient. 
The court said: “They do not swear 
that they will execute the commis- 
sion either fairly or impartially, as 
the statute enacts; but leaving out 
both those requirements, they Swear 
to do it faithfully. Now the court 
has a power which it often exercises 
of dispensing with form; not how- 
ever with the substance of a statute; 
and yet ‘fairly and impartially’ are 
a part of the substance of the oath. 
They mean something more than is 
meant by the word faithfully, or they 
would not have been used in the 
statute. If they mean only the same 
thine “as \-faithfully,. then :,it , is 
granted, that by the rule of legal con- 
struction, they become useless words, 
and may be stricken out of the stat- 
ute.... An agent may be very faith- 
ful, yet very partial, to his em- 
ployer.” Den vy. Thompson, 16 N. J 
1D VOPR SY 

84. Union Bank vy. Clossey, 11 
Johns. (N. Y.) 182, 183; Union Bank 
wie Clossey, 10 Johns. CN. Y-) 271, 
273. 

[a] “Honesty” not implied.—In a 
bond of ‘a bank teller, the. condition 
that he should “well and faithfully 
perform his duties’ applies to his 
honesty, and not to his ability in his 
trust. A mere mistake in overpay- 
ment of a check can never be alleged 
as a breach of trust, for the mistake 
may happen to a teller of the purest 
morals and the best capacity for 
business. 
Johns. (N. Y.) 182, 183; Union Bank 
v. Clossey, 10 Johns. (N. Y.) 271, 


See Records [34 Cyc 615]. 

Century D. [quot Midland Pub. 
Implement Trade Journal 

1089 Mowe Ay 2238, 83> Sw. .298) 


Century D. [quot Midland Pub. 
Co. v. Implement Trade Journal Co., 


In the law of wills, 
that which was the fourth which the law formerly 
authorized the testamentary heir to retain from the 
suecession in case more, than three fourths of it 


Union Bank v. Clossey, 11 ! 


FAITHFULLY—FALLING THROUGH 


trees;°* a period of the year which begins on the 
first of September.®® Also a mechanical device used 


in connection with a painter’s staging to raise and 


CUSTODY OF 


lower it, consisting of four ropes inserted in pul- 


leys, which ropes are attached to a ladder and run 


from it to the building, where they are connected 


with a sling by a block and tackle. 


As a.verb. To descend from a higher to a lower 
place or position through loss or lack of support; 
to come down by tumbling or-loss of balance; to 
be assigned ;°° to merge; to be transmitted.°° 
term sometimes implies the happening by chance of 
an undesigned and involuntary event through ex- 
ternal, violent, and accidental means.? 

FALLAR. In Spanish law, to decide a cause.” 

FALL FOUL. 
one, and is defined as to rush on with haste, rough 


The 


The phrase is not an uncommon 


force, and unreasonable violence;* to run against;4 


108 Mo. A, 223, 83 SW 298, 300]. 
generally False Pretenses post. 

88. Century D. [quot Midland Pub. 
Co. v. Implement Trade Journal Co., 
108 Mo. A, 223, 83 SW 298, 300]. 

89. Escriche Diccionario (doubt 
has been expressed whether the doc- 
trine is still in force, but the prevail- 
ing opinion seems to sustain it). 


See 


90. La. Civ. Code (1900) art 1616. 

91. Moore vy. Wilkinson, 13 Cal. 
478, 6. 

92; Century D. 

[a] Applied to a watercourse.— 


Where a logging company was au- 
thorized to build a dam, at a desig- 
nated place and to improve the falls 
below its dam, the court, in constru- 
ing this power, said: “The word 
‘falls’ [in a company’s. charter] 
though plural in form, usnaliy means 
only one locality, and when the des- 
ignation is of falls below a dam, it 
usually means the falls immediately 
below. Dams are usually built upon 
or near falls.’”’ Davis v. Mattawam- 
keag Log Driving Co., 82 Me. 346, 
850, 19 A 828. 

93. McCullough vy. Gilmore, 11° Pa. 
370, 372. 

{a] “The land falls to him upon 
the death of his mother.”—McCul- 
lough v. Gilmore, 11 Pa. 370, 373. 

[b] “Fall into the possession of 
my brother.’”—McCullough vy. Gil- 
more, 11 Pa. 370-373. 


{c] “Fall into the residue.’’—In re 
Ballance, 42 Ch. D. 62, 65; In re 
Rhoades, 29 Ch. D. 142, 143; In-re 
Barker, 15 Ch. D. 685, 636; Craw- 
shaw vy. Crawshaw, 14 Ch. D. 817, 
820; Johnson v. Webster, 4 De G. 


M. & G. 474, 4838, 538 EngCh 371, 43 
Reprint 592; Humble v. Shore, 7 
Hare 247, 248, 27 EngCh 247, 68 Re- 
print 101; Lightfoot v. Burstall, 1 
Hem, & M. 546, 549, 71 Reprint 239; 
Tn iire- Savage, - 60) Tap ah Chir 03d, 
133. 

94. Webster D. [quot Aultman v. 
Clifford, 55 Minn. 159, 161, 56 NW 
598, 43 AmSR 478]. 

95. Abel v. Alexander, 45 Ind. 5238, 
528, 15 AmR 270; State v. Haddock, 
9 N. C. 461, 462. 

[a] “Fall term.”—State v. Had- 
dock, 9 N. C. 461, 462. 

{[b] To be delivered “this fall.”— 
(1) A contract of sale of fruit trees 
to be delivered this fall means that the 
trees are to be delivered within the 
fall season suited to transplanting 
such trees and usually adopted by 
nurserymen and the parties planting 


as the ship fell foul of her consort.® 

FALLIDO. In Spanish law, a merchant who sus- 
pends business on account of inability, caused by 
misfortune, to pay his debts; distinguished from a 
bankrupt whose similar inability is caused by his 
own fraud or misconduct.® 

FALLING THROUGH. A term not susceptible 
of a precise definition, but broad enough to com- 


such trees in the particular latitude. 
Weltner v. Riggs, 3 W. Va. 445, 450. 
(2) An agreement to extend the time 
of payment of a promissory note 
“until the fall” of 1871, means “until 
the commencement of the fall season, 
or the ist of September, of that 
year.” Abel v. Alexander, 45 Ind. 
523, 526, 15 AmR 270. (3) Where a 
contract provided for a. certain fall 
payment, the time of payment might 
mean during the months of Septem- 
ber, October, or November, but 
whether September, or the middle of 
October, or the last day in Novem- 
ber, there was no way of determin- 
ing, and hence the provision was un- 
certain and ambiguous. Aultman, 
ete., Co. v. Clifford, 55 Minn. 159, 161, 
56 NW_593, 43 AmSR 478. 

96. Bort v. Quadt, 8 Cal. A. 290, 
96 P 815, 816. 

97. Century D. 

[a] “If a building... [shall] fall, 
except as the result of fire.”—Clay- 
Lurgh v. Agricultural Ins. Co., 155 
Cal. 708, 709, 102 P 812, 18 AnnCas 
579; Fireman’s Fund Ins. Co. v. Con- 
gregation Rodeph Sholom, 80 Ili. 558; 
Huck v. Globe Ins. Co., 127 Mass. 306, 
309, 34 AmR 373 (the term as used 
in a fire Insurance policy means the 
insurance shall continue only while 
the building remains standing as a 
building, and shall cease when the 
building has fallen and become a 
ruin. Hence when substantially all 
the floors and the roof of a building 
used as a storehouse fall, leaving 
nothing standing but the outer walls, 
and perhaps a staircase or an eleva- 
tor, the building must be deemed to 
have fallen). To same effect Breuner 
v. Liverpool, jete:,, Ins. (Co. 51 Cal: 
101, 107, 21 AmR 703. 

98. English L. D. 

99. English L. D. 

1. Richards v. Travelers’ Ins. Cc, 
ype 287, 100 NW 428, 429, 67 
Escriche Diccionario, 
3. Harper v. Delp, 3 Ind. 225, 231. 
Harper v. Delp, 3 Ind. 225, 231. 

5 Webster D. [auot Harper v. 
Delp, 3 Ind. 225, 231]. See also Col- 
lision § 1. 

{a] “Dr. Johnson gives the fol- 
lowing example.—tIn his sallies, their 
men might fall foul of each other.” 
Harper v. Delp, 3 Ind. 225, 231. 

6. Escriche Diccionario. See As- 
signments for Benefit of Creditors 
§§ 17-19; Bankruptcy § 3; Insolvency - 
[22 Cye 1260]. 


‘For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations; same title, page and note number. 
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prehend the failure of a contract of sale through 
the refusal of the buyers to pay the price.’ 
FALLO. In Spanish law, the final judgment in a 


cause.® 


FALLOPIAN TUBE. An essential part of the 
female reproductive system consisting of a narrow 
conduit, some four inches in length, that extends 
on each side of a woman’s body from the base of 
the womb to the ovary upon that side.® 

FALSA DEMONSTRATIONE LEGATUM NON 


PERIMYI.*° 


TAM.” 


.7 Hopkinson vy. Leeds, 
Gear Ds 12. 

8. Escriche Diccionario. See Judg- 
ments [23 Cyc 665]. 

S. Smith v. Board of Examiners 
of Feeble-Minded, 85 N. J. L. 46, 88 
A 963, 965 (one of the organs con- 
cerned in childbearing). 

10. A maxim meaning “A legacy 
is not destroyed by an incorrect de- 
scription.” Bouvier L. D. [cit Broom 
Leg. Max. p 645]. | 4 

[a] Applied in: Roman Catholic 
Orphan Asylum v. Emmons, 3 Bradf. 
Surr. (N. Y.) 144, 149; West v. Law- 
days tiv. Ls \Cas.-375, 1383, 11 Re- 
print 1378; Smith v. Bonnisteel, 13 
Grant Ch, (U. C.) 29, 33. 

11. A maxim meaning “A false 
description does not render a deed 
or: other writing inoperative.” State 
Sav. Bank v. Stewart, 93 Va. 447, 452, 


9 Phila. 


25 SE 543; Broom Leg. Max. p_490 
[quot Barton v. Babcock, 28 Wis. 
4925 1974 (“‘Falsa demonstratio,’ 


says a learned writer, ‘may be de- 
fined to be an erroneous description 
of a person or thing in a written 
instrument’’’). ; 

ja] “@his rule of construction is 
said to be derived from the civil 
jaw.” State Sav. Bank v. Stewart, 
93 Va. 447, 452, 25 SE 543. 

[b] “Every application of the 
maxim, implies that- a mistake has 
occurred in the use of language. 
Criss v. English, 26 Md. 553, 569. 

[c]. It has been called (1) The 
familiar’ (Hubermann vy. Evans, 46 
Nebr. 784, 65 NW 1045; McFatridge 
v. Griffin, 27 N. S. 421, 431); (2) 
“well-known” (Rogers v. Rogers, 78 
Ga. 688, 691, 3 SE 451; Le Cain v. 
Hosterman, 8 N. S. 418, 419, 429 [cit 
Broom Leg. Max. p 4901); (3) 
“maxim of law” (Howard v. Ameri- 
can Peace Soc., 49 Me. 288, 293 [cit 
Thomas v. Thomas, 6 T. R. 671, 101 


Reprint 764]); (4) “the well-settled 
rule” (State v. Orange, 32 ING as 
49, 53); (5) “founded in common 


sense as well as law” (Watervliet 
Turnp. Co. v. McKean, 6 Hill (Nie Ye) 
616, 619). 

[da] Applied or explained in: In 
re King, 3 Fed. 839, 840; Cleaveland 
v. Smith, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,874, 2 Story 
279, 291; Cloughessey V. Waterbury, 
51 Conn. 420, 421, 50 AmR 38; Fair- 
field v. Lawson, 50 Conn. 501, 509, 47 
AmR 669; Durham _v. Averill, 45 
Conn. 61, 72, 29 AmR 642; Scofield 
vy. Lockwood, 35 Conn, 425, 429; Dike- 
man v. Taylor, 24 Conn. 219, 229) 
Shackelford v. Orris, 129 Ga. 791, 59 
SE 772, 774; Oliver v. Henderson, 121 
Ga. 836, 49 SE 748, 104 AmSR ES'Di 
Rogers v. Rogers, 78 Ga. 688, 691, 3 
SE 451; Wood v. State, 48 Ga. 192, 
297, 15 AmR 664; Warner v. Mar- 
shall, 166 Ind. 88, 75 NE 582, 589; 
Pate v. Bushong, 161 Ind. 538, 546, 69 
NE 291, 100 AmSR 287, 68 LRA 593; 
Hatcher v. Dunn, 102 Iowa 411, 415, 
71 NW 343, 36 LRA 689; American 
Cent. Ins. Co. v. McLanathan, 11 
Kan. 553; Andrews v. Pearson, 68 
Me. 19, 21; Milliken v. Bailey, 61 
Me. 316, 322; Howard v. American 
Peace Soc., 49 Me. 288, 293; State v. 
Bartlett, 47 Me. 388, 392; Criss v. 
English, 26 Md. 553, 569; American 


FALLING THROUGH—FALSE 


NEM." 


FALSA  ORTHOGRAPHIA 
GRAMMATICA NON VITIAT CONCESSIO- 
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SIVE FALSA 


FALSARIO. In Spanish law, one who commits 


the truth.14 
FALSA 
MINUIT.*® 


109, 113; Sargent v. Adams, 3 Gray 
(Mass.) 72, 78, 63 AmD 718; Minot v. 
Boston Asylum, ete., for Indigent 
Boys, 7 Metc. (Mass.) 416, 418; John- 
stone v. Scott, 11 Mich. 232, 240; An- 
derson v. Baughman, 7 Mich. 69, 74 
AmD 699; Mitchner v. Holmes, 117 Mo. 
185, 208, 22 SW 1070; Adler v. Kansas 
City, etc., R. Co., 92 Mo. 242, 249,4 SW 


917; Bambrick y. King, 59 Mo. A. 
284, 287; Hubermann y. Evans, 46 
Nebr. 784, 65 NW 1045; Peaslee v. 


Rounds, 77 N. H. 544, 546, 94 A 263; 
Somersworth Sav. Bank v. Roberts, 
88 N. H. 22, 28; Winkley v. Kaime, 32 
N.:.H. 268, 275 [cit 1 Greenleaf Ev. 
S301; 2 Hall vo Halls \27.N. Eh. (2155 
Bellows v. Copp, 20 N. H. 492, 503; 
Booby v. Davis, 20 N. H. 140, 146, 51 
AmD 210; Dempsey v. Newark, 53 
N. J. L. 4, 14, 20 A 886, 10 LRA 700; 
Evens v. Griscom, 42 N. J. L.. 579, 
582, 36 AmR 542; Wills v. McKinney, 
41.N. J. L.: 120,127; Parker v. Eliza- 
beth, 39 N. J. L. 689, 692 [cit Curtis 
v. Brown County, 22 Wis. 167]; 
Newark v. State, 34 N. J. L. 523, 529; 
Freeman v. Headley, 33 N. J. L. 523, 
541-8 Mullerwvo\Carr, (33° Na Ji Ll, 
159; State v. Orange, 32.N. J. L. 49, 
53; German Pioneer Verein v. Meyer, 
70 N. J. Eq. 192, 68 A 835, 8386; Kan- 
ouse v. Slockbower, 48 N. J. Eq. 
42, 45, 21 A 197; Conover v. War- 
dell, 22 N. J. Eq. 492, 503; Conover v. 
Wardell, 20 N. J. Eq. 266, 272; Linds- 
ley v. Williams, 20 Jee Osos 
95 [eit Shrewsbury v. Boylston, 
te Picks a@Mass-) viral 050s 1 Bryce, Vs 
horiards phe VinNsia Co. ODyUNis Xia 2 40; 
245, 14 AmR 249; Wilson y. Coulter, 
29 “App. Div... 85, 92, 51 NYS. 804; 
Brewster v. Balch, 4h N. Y. Super. 
63, 69 [cit Burr v. Broadway Ins. Co., 
16 N. Y. 267]; Peo. v. Lord, 9 App. 
Div. 458, 461, 41 NYS 343 [cit Water- 
vliet Turnp. Co. v. McKean, 6 Hill 
(N. Y.) 616, 619]; Jackson v. Marsh, 6 
Cow (N= Y.) 2815" 284; Got) v..uPope, 
83 N. C. 128, 126 [cit 1 Greenleaf Ev. 
§ 301]; Merrick v. Merrick, 37 Oh. 
St. 126, 41 AmR 493; Poland v. Con- 
nolly, 16 Oh. St. 64, 66; Banning v. 
Banning, 12 Oh. St. 437, 452; Ash- 
worth v. Carleton, 12 Oh. St. 381, 
385; Moreland v. Brady, 8 Or. 303, 
313, 34 AmR 581; Philadelphia v. 
Howe, 6 Pa. Co. 354, 356; Merrill v. 
Macomber, 37 R. I. 458, 461, 93 A 642; 
State Sav. Bank v. Stewart, 93 Va. 
447, 452, 25 543 [cit Hunter v. 
Hume, 88 Va. 24, 28, 13 SE 305; Pres- 
ton v. Heiskell, 32 Gratt. (73 Va.) 
48, 59, 60; Roy v. Rowzie, 25 Gratt. 
(66 Va.) 599, 605; Wootton v. Redd, 
12 Gratt. (53 Va.) 196, 209; Broom 
Leg. Max. 629; 1 Greenleaf Ev. 
§ 301; 2 Minor Inst. (4th ed) 10638; 2 
Taylor Ev. § 1218]; Roy v. Rowzie, 
25 Gratt. (66 Va.) 599, 605; Wiscon- 
sin River Impr. Co. v. Pier, 137 Wis. 
325, 118 NW 857, 860, 21 LRANS 
538; Jackson v. Rankins, 67 Wis. 285, 
289, 30 NW 301; Jones v. Workman, 
65 Wis. 269, 270, 27 NW 158; Sher- 
wood v. Sherwood, 45 Wis. 357, 364, 
30 AmR 757; Cork v. Bacon, 45 Wis. 
192, 196, 30 AmR 712; Paine v. Ben- 
ton, 32 Wis. 491, 496; Barton v. Bab- 
cock, 28 Wis. 192, 197; Hopkins v. 
Holt, 9 Wis. 228, 231; Doe v. Hub- 
bard, 15 Q. B. 227, 244, 69 ECL 227, 


Bible Soc. v. Pratt, 9 Allen (Mass.) ,117 Reprint 445; Robinson y. Bristol, 


the crime of falsehood, that is, one who adulterates, 
corrupts, falsifies, or alters an object or perverts 


SIMULATA NON VERITATEM 
FALSE. The term has two distinct a well 


, recognized meanings. 
FALSA DEMONSTRATIO NON NOCET.11 
FALSA GRAMMATICA NON VITIAT CHAR- 


It signifies: (1) Intention- 


ally or knowingly or negligently untrue; and (2) 
untrue by mistake, accident, or honestly after the 
exercise of reasonable care.1¢ 


The true meaning 


11°C. B. 208, 231, 73 BCL (208) 138 
Reprint 451; Barton v. Dawes, 10 C. 
B. 261, 264, 70 ECL 261, 138 Reprint 
106; Spooner V. Payne, oA Om Bmeauee 
330, 56 ECL 328, 136 Reprint 533: 
Hall_v. Fisher, 1 Coll. 47, 53, 28. 
EngCh 47, 63 Reprint 315; Foster v. 
Mentor.) Assur; Gon1o Even: 48, 
77 ECL 48, 118 Reprint 1058: Hewer 
v. Cox, 3 HB. & E. 428, 436, 107 ECL 
428, 121 Reprint 503; West v. Law- 
day, 11H. L. Cas. 375, 385, 11 Reprint 
1378; Slingsby v. Grainger, 7 H. L. 
Cas. 273, 282, 286, 11 Reprint 109; 
In re Whatman, 10 Jur. N. sg. 1242; 
Doe iv. Carpenter, 20 Ts J. (Qa.B: 70, 
71, 1 EngL&Eq 307; Llewellyn v. Jer- 
sey, 11 M. & W. 183, 152 Reprint 767; 
Thomas v, Thomas, 6 T. R. 671, 676, 
101 Reprint 764; Guardian Assur. 
Co. v. Connely, 20 Can. S. C. 208, 2113 
Bigaouette v. North Shore R. Co., 17 
Can. S. C. 368, 371; Beaudet v. North 
Shore, Ro Co}, 15" Cans SO 44 53% 
Guardian Assur. Co. v. Connely, 12 
CanLTOccNotes 152, 153: Chute v. 
Adney, 39 N. B. 113; McFatridge v. 
Griffin, 27 N. S. 421, 481; Le Cain v. 
Hosterman, 8 N. S. 413, 419, 429 [cit 
Broom Leg. Max. p 490]; Re Finu- 
Cane, ,etc,, *Min.. Cos vitd-322 Ont. Ma, 
128, he OntWN 194, 196; Brantford 
Electric, ete., Co. v. Brantford Starch 
Works, 3 Ont. L. 118. 119: Re Sher- 
lock, 28 Ont. 638, 639: McBean v. 
Kinnear, 23 Ont. 318, 317; Pearson v. 
Mulholland, 17 Ont. 502, 511; Hickey 
v. Stover, 11 Ont. 106, 113; Smith v. 
Bonnisteel, 13 Grant Ch. (U. C.) 29, 
33; Rowsell v. Hayden, 2 Grant Ch. 
(U. C.) 557, 563; Nolan v. Fox, 15 
U. C. C: P. 565, 574; Jamieson v. Mc- 
Collum, 18 U. C. Q. B. 445, 448; Upper 
Canada Bank v. Boulton, 7 U. C. Q. B. 
235, 242; In. re Carvill, 6 Sask. L. 146. 

12. A maxim meaning “False or 
bad grammar does not vitiate a 
deed.” Trayner Leg. Max. 

13. maxim meaning “False 
spelling or false grammar does not 
vitiate a grant.” Bouvier L. D. [cit 
Sheppard Touchst. p 55]. 

[a] Applied in: Shrewsbury’s 
Case, 9 Coke 46a, 48a. 

14. Escriche Diccionario. 

15. A maxim meaning “The truth 
is not impaired by any false or simu- 
lated statement.” Hern&ndez y. Fer- 
nandez, 17 Porto Rico 103. 107. 

16. U. S. v. Ninety-Nine Dia- 
monds, 139 Fed. 961, 966, 72 CCA 9, 
2 LRANS 185 [certiorari den 201 
U. S. 645, 26 SCt 760, 50 L. ed. 903). 
To same effect Doyle v. First Nat. 
Bank of Baltimore, 231 Fed. 649, 653, 
145 CCA 5385; Franklin v. Monning 
Dry Goods Co., 217 Fed. 929, 932, 133 
CCA 601; In re Gilpin, 160 Fed. 171, 
183 [mod on other grounds 165 Fed. 
607, 91 CCA 445, 20 LRANS 1023]; 
Abbott L. D. [quot Ratterman v. In- 
galls, 48 Oh. St. 468, 483, 28 NE 168]. 

[a] When used with reference to 
the testimony of a witness, it ordi- 
narily means something more than 
that the testimony is untrue, and im- 
plies that it is intentionally untrue, 
but the word is also sometimes used 
in the sense of mistakenly or er- 
roneously. State y. Henderson, 72 
Minn. 74, 75, 74 NW 1014. 

{b] A mere pretense set up in bad 
faith and without color of fact. 
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of the term must, as in other instances, often be 


determined by the context.17 


Involving evil intent or turpitude. 
important uses in jurisprudence,'* and even in its 
popular application,!® the word implies something | 
more than a mere untruth; it is an untruth coupled 
with a lying intent,?° that which is not true, coupled 
with a lying intent ;22 or an intent to deceive or to 
perpetrate some treachery or fraud,2? including not 
only the element of error, but also of intentional 
wrong;?5 something designedly untrue, 
implying an intention to perpetrate some treachery 
24 gontrived or caleulated to deceive and 
injure ;”° ’ deceitful ;2° fraudulent.?" 


or fraud; 


Farnsworth v.® Halstead, 18 NYCiv 
Proc 227, 228 [cit Hadden v. New 
York Silk Mfg. '\Co., 1 Daly (N. Y-) 
388]; Kiefer v. Thomass, 6 AbbPrNS 
(N.Y) 42. 

[ec] “Mistake” distinguished. 
“Phe word false is not the equivalent 
of ‘mistake.’” Peo. v. Sprague, 53 
Cain 491h4 04 cit beo, 
66 Cal. 184, US5, 02 P15, LESoq: 

17, Williams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 27, 
31). 108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; Foot v. Attna L. Ins. 
COMO NG NE Die Duis Uatterman: Vv. 
Ingalls, 48 Oh. St. 468, 485, 28 NE 
168. See also Anderson vy. Fitzger- 
ald, 4 H. L. Cas. 484, 512, 10 Reprint 
551 [quot Mason vy. Canada Agricul- 
tural Mute Assur. Assoc., 18 U. C. 
G. P. 19, 26] (When I use the word 
‘false’ in a sense connected with 
fraud, what do I mean? I mean not 
only that which is untrue, but I mein 
that which is malicious, wilful, 
which is criminal, which is false in 
an odious sense, and to the man’s 
knowledge. And therefore the con- 
struction which, after a great deal 
of consideration, I should put upon 
this part of the clause certainly is, 
that it refers.to a wilful fraud, a 
wilful misstatement’’). , 

18.. Williams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 27, 
31, 108 P 2438, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]: Ratterman vy. Ingalls, 
48 Oh. St. 468, 484, 28 NE 168. 

19. Williams Vie Meme. Ns Aniz, oat, 
81,,108 P 248, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; Mason v. Canada Agri- 
cultural Mut. Assur. Assoc., 18 U. C. 
CaP eno 24. 

20. Williams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 27, 
31, 108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1033 
[quot (Onidoul|R Wood v. State, 48 Ga. 
192, 297, 15 AmR 664. 

[al Guilty intent implied.—Gilpin 
v. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 165 Fed. 
607, 611, 91 CCA 445, 20 LRANS 
02st ol ove Lwenty Boxes! "of 
Cheese, 163 Fed. 369, 371; Hamlin v. 
Radford Grocery Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 
VEZ 3S WV LaNG, 1, 

[b] Evil intent may be presumed 
from the natural consequences of an 


act. In re Josephson, 229 Fed. 272 
274. 
21. Doyle v. Baltimore First Nat. 


Bank, 231 Fed. 649, 653, 145 CCA 535; 
Franklin v. Monning Dry Goods Co., 
217 Fed. 929, 932, 133 CCA 601; Wood 
vo State, 48-Ga. 192, 297, 15 AmR 


664. 

2 Williams Vv.) Terr, 13 Ariz. 27, 
81; 108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; State v. Smith, 62 Vt. 
201, 211, 22 A 604; Mason v. Canada 
Agricultural Mut. Assur. Assoc., 18 
WER CE Os TO 22% 

23. ee te Dunn, 102 Towa 411, 
71 NW 343, 344, 36 LRA 689. 

24. Black LL. D. [quot State v. 
Meonaray vs Or. 451, 144 P1113, 11s; 
681]; Hatcher Vv. Dunn, 102 Towa 411, 


416, val NW 343, 36 LRA 689. 

25. Black tif SD, [quot State v. 
Meonard feVvOr, 45157144. P13, Tas, 
681]. 

26. Black L. D. [quot State v. 
pears, HEY (Oey AlSite Ge ney abihey Sealalteys 
81]. 

27.) Mootew, -Autnay ins. Co,.) 61 
INE SGN CH oO 


v.' Righetti, |‘ 


FALSE 


In the more 


true ;3° 


falsity.°° 


‘“false 


deceitful, | ‘‘false 


, 17 48 
ing, 


[a] “Fraudulent” 
The word “false” is sometimes used 
in the sense of “fraudulent,” and 
sometimes in the sense of “untrue.” 
Hoot v. Alitna’ I. Ins, Co’, 61 N: Y. 

OM DN Ojume Orcas (2) The adjectives 
etaise” and “fraudulent” may express 
differ ent qualities of the noun 
‘proof,’ and therefore plaintiff’s alle- 
gation that defendant’s proof of com- 
pliance with a preémption act was 
talse and fraudulent is not well con- 
troverted by a literal denial thereof 


compared.—(1) 


iin his answer, since he has not de- 


nied that the proof was “false or 
fraudulent,” but only that it was 
“false and fraudulent.” Miller v. 
Tobin, 18 Fed. 609, 614, 9 Sawy. 401. 

28. eee v. Terr., Jes, Aw eivay PALE 
31,.108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]. 

2S. U.S. v. Nashville, ete., R. Co., 
249 Fed. 678, 681, 161 CCA 583. 

30. Williams v. Mesa gtee alee VAN AT. 
St, LOSI 243, 2A ONT, LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; Ratterman vy, Ingalls, 48 
Oh. St. 468, 484, 28 NE 168. 

31. Hatcher v. Dunh, 102 Iowa 
ee 416, 71 NW 343, 36 LRA 689. 

25 ee Me Nashville, etG.,. . ‘CG.; 
249 Fed. 678, 681, 161 CCA 588; Eliot 
Nat. Bank v. Gur 218 Fed. 600, 603, 
1384 CCA 358. 


837 (Black=—. =D: j[quet State ev. 
Leonard, 738 Or. 451,144, P 113, 113, 
681]; Williams v. Terr.,-13 Ariz. 27, 


31, 108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; Walker v. Hawley, 56 
Conn. 559, 567, 16 A 674; Hatcher v. 
Dunn, 102 Iowa 411, 416, 71 NW 343, 
36 LRA 689; Gerardo v.-Brush, 120 
Mich. 405, 409, 79 NW 646; Foot v. 
fotna, ins, Co; GPN. YT 577. 

34. Hatcher’ v. Dunn, 102 Iowa 
411, 416, 71 NW 3438, 36 LRA 689. 

85. State v. Young, 46 N. H. 266, 
270, 88 AmD* 212; Rohr: v. State, 60 
Sfpeadia Ay BUG p DUM ANS" 

86. State v. Young, 46 N. H. 266, 
270, 88 AmD 212; Rohr v. State, 60 
INE e relay TON OMIO MO On PAU MON ior 

87. In-re Gilpin, 160 Fed. 171, 183 
{mod on other grounds 165 Fed. 607, 
91 CCA 445, 20 LRANS 1028]. 

[a] “To say of a man that he rea- 
sons from false premises, or draws 
false conclusions from correct prem- 
ises, is not libelous. In such cases 
the word ‘false’ means no more than 
that the premises were not true, or 
that the conclusion was erroneous.” 
Walker v. Hawley, 56 Conn. 559, 566, 
16 A 674. 


38. Black LL. D. [quot State v. 
Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 144 P 118, 118, 
68L igh. UstS war Nasi ville® “etey, TEs 
249 Fed. 678, 681, 161 CCA 588; Mc- 


Gowan v. Larsen, 66 Fed. 910, 914, 14 
CCA 178; Williams wv. Terr;,.13 Ariz. 
27, 31, 108 P 243, 244, 27 LRANS 1032 
[quot Cyc]; Walker v. Hawley, 56 
Conn. 559, 567, 16 A 674; Gerardo v. 
Brush, 120 Mich. 405, 409, 79 NW 
646:), Hoot vy. Altna \ En inst to... 61 
IN MEGS SEU, 

[a] “Untrue” distinguished.—An- 
derson v. Fitzgerald, 4 H. L. Cas. 
484, 506, 10 Reprint 551 [cit Mason 
v. Canada Agricultural Mut. Assur. 
MNSSOC. Sy UEC Cr Ps OZ 

89. Peo. v. Wong Fook Sam, 146 
Cal. 114, 79 P 848. 


Not involving evil intent or turpitude. 
however, as often used, does not necessarily involve 
turpitude of mind,?* nor intentionally or fraudulently 
false,*? meaning simply the opposite of correct, or 
inaccurate ;*+ 
faulty ;°* fictitious;*° not genuine;** not true;?7 un- 
true;°* false in fact, as distinguished from legal 


~ 


The term, 


incorrect; erroneous ;*° 


Phrases: ‘‘False account,’’ 4° ‘‘false affidavit,’’ #4 
alarm by the 
and - fraudulent,’’ * 
‘‘false arrest,’’ *° 
of claims,’’ 4° ‘‘false bank note,’’ 47 ‘‘false brand- 
“*false 


fire-alarm telegraph,’’ 42 
‘‘false answer,’’ #4 
‘‘false auditing and paying 


charge,’?*® ‘‘false claim,/s8? 


40. Putnam v. Osgood, 51 N. H. 
192, 207 [cit Bouvier L. D.] (in the 
more common and ordinary meaning, 
“an account which is morally false, 
—known to be untrue’). See also 
Libel and Slander [25 Cyc 343]. 

41. - Williams v. Terr.; 13 Ariz. ae 
108 P 248, 244, 27 LRANS LOS 22 cUs 
v. Ingraham, 49 Hed. 155, 156. 
also Perjury [30 Cyc 1395]. 

42. Koppersmith y. State, 51 Ala. 
6, 7 (as used in the act of Febr. 25, 
1871, providing for the punishment 
of any person giving or causing to 
be given a false alarm by the fire 
alarm telegraph in the city of Mobile, 
knowing it to be such, the term does 
not mean a false alarm of fire, and 
it is not necessary that the bells 
should have been rung in the regu- 
lar manner which would have indi- 
cated the place of the fire, nor that 
the firemen should have been de- 
ceived by the false alarm and induced 
by it to turn out with their engine, . 
but includes any alarm caused by an 
intermeddling with the wires). 

43. Miller v. Tobin, 18 Fed. 609, 
614, 9 Sawy. 401. 

44. Howe v. Elwell, 57 App. Div. 
357, 358, 67 NYS 1108; Robert Gere 
Bank v. Inman, 51 Hun 97, 5 NYS 
457, 458; Ex p. Flannagan, 2 CanCr 
Cas 513; Reg. v. McGregor, 2 CanCr 
Cas 410. See Farnsworth vy. Hal- 
stead, 10 NYS 7638, 764, 18 NYCivProec 
227 (an answer “which is false in the 
sense of being a mere pretense set 
up in bad faith and without color of 
fact’); Livingston vy. Finkle, 8 How 
Pr’ (N. Y.) 485, 486 (an answer which 
denies the complaint, but does not 
assert anything). See also ‘False 
plea’ infra text and note 79. 

[a] Synonymous with “sham an- 
swer,.”’—Robert Gere Bank y. Inman, © 
51 Hun 97, 5 NYS 457, 458.. See 
Pleading [31 Cye 613, 623, 625]. 


See 


ey See Faise Imprisonment post 
p 439. 
Bash Peo. v. Gresser, 124 NYS 581, 


47. S. v. Howell, 11 Wall. 
(Que 3)” 432, 436, 20 L. ed. 195 [quot 
WES aw Owens, 3t- Wed. Tt 9 115y 
(“a forged paper in the similitude of 
a banknote, or which on its face ap- 
pears to be such a note’). See also 
ros ee a § 2; Forgery [19 Cyc 

48. Terry v. Swift, 21 Ga. A. 431, 
94 SE 658, 659; Hatcher v. Dunn, 102 


Iowa 411, 416, 71 NW 348, 36 LRA 
689. See Animals §§ 99-124. 

49. See Divorce §§ 93-96, 163; 
Libel and Slander [25 Cye 269]; Ma- 
licious Prosecution [26 Cye 8]. 

50. U.S. v. Shapleigh, 54 Fed. 126, 
128, 4 CCA 287; Walker v. Hawley, 


56 Conn. bdo, 567, 16 A 674» Brunaugh 
v. State, 173 Ind. 483, 90. NE 1019, 
1025. See Bridgeman v. U. S., 140 
Fed. 577, 594, 72 CCA 145 (includes 
a Statement or a claim which is not 
true; but a mere mistake, made 
through error or inadvertence, is 
within the definition of a false claim 
as used in the law, if it was believed 
by the agent to be true); Brunaugh 
v. State, 173 Ind. 483, 496, 90 NE 
1019 1025. Teit U. Siiv: Shapleigh, 54 
Fed. 126, 4 CCA 237] (includes a 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a4 sp oe 
H “ 


‘‘false coin,’ ‘‘false conclusion,’’5? ‘false con- 
‘false 
“‘false document,’’>> ‘‘false entry,’’5* ‘‘false evi- 
dence of debt,’’*’ ‘‘false, forged, antedated or coun- 
terfeit certificate of citizenship,’’®* ‘‘false, forged, 
or counterfeited notes or bonds,’’®® ‘‘false imprison- 
ment,’’®° ‘‘false in any material representation,’’® 
‘*false in one part of his testimony,’’6? ‘‘false in- 
strument,’’ °° ‘‘false invoice or fraudulent prac- 
‘(false 


struction in grammar,’’>? 


tice,’’°* ‘‘false measures,’’ % 


claim presented for more work per- 
formed or supplies furnished than 


was actually performed or _ fur- 
nished). \ 

51. See Counterfeiting § 3. 

52. Walker v. Hawley, 56 Conn. 
559, 567, 16 A 674. 

53. Walker v. Hawley, 56 Conn. 


Doo oot 16 A674: 

54. U. S. v. Howell, 11 Wall. (U. 
S.) 482, 4386, 20 L. ed. 195 (“False 
stones which purport to be diamonds, 
or false similitude of diamonds’). 

S60, Wilhame ys Peéerre3- Arin 27; 
32, 108 P 248, 27 LRANS 1032 [quot 
Cyc] (“a document purporting to be 
made by a person who did not make 
the same, or a document purporting 
to be made by some person who did 
not in fact exist’). See also Can. Cr. 
Code § 421 [quot Re Murphy, 2 Can 
CrCas 578, 579]. 

56.2, U.S.) Ve. Potter, 956 “Meds ‘83, 
94. See also Banks and Banking 
§$ 696-704. 

[a] Defined as: (1) An entry made 
in a book by an officer of a bank, 
that is intentionally and knowingly 
false when made, and made with in- 
tent to deceive the officers of the 
pank or defraud the association. 
U. S. v. Wilson, 176 Fed. 806, 808. 
(2) An entry which is either totally 
fictitious, or fictitious to some extent. 
Newport Slipway Dry Dock, ete., Co. 
v. Paynter, 34 Ch. D. 88, 91. To same 
mettects Cochran v-> U.—Ss 1577U.-S: 
OGD LO as OuLOLs, Toor ined. M04, 
Dorsey v. aS LOL Med. 746," 748, 
AA CCAD6D2: (UL Sa Ve ueelers, Sua ed. 
984, 985; Dow v. U. S., 84 Fed. 904, 
909... 127 "COA 140; Ur’ S.2'v., Allis, -%3 
Fed. 165, 170; U. S. v. Allen, 47 Fed. 
696, 697; U. S. v. Crecilius, 34 Fed. 
30, 31. (3) An untrue or incorrect 
entry (U. S. v. Graves, 53 Fed. 634, 
644), (4) in contradistinction to “cor- 
rect” (U.S. v. Potter, 56 Fed. 83, 94). 

{[b] A simple mistake by an officer 
in making an entry in one of the 
company’s books, growing out of a 
‘clerical error, is not a false entry. 
U. S. v. Wilson, 176 Fed. 806, 808. 

57. State v. Hayes, 37 S. D. 530, 
159 NW 108, 110. 

58, -Dolan v2 U.. S.,-133 Fed. 440, 
450, 69 CCA 274 (not limited to one 
which is forged, but includes one 
which:is false in its recital of facts). 
See Aliens § 170 et seq. 

59. U. S. v. Howell, 11 Wall. (U. 
S.) 432, 436, 20 L. ed. 19. See also 
Counterfeiting 15 C. J. p 355; Forgery 
{19 Cye 1367]. ’ 

60. See False Imprisonment post 


439. 5 
S 61. Huntington v. Attrill, 118 
N. Y. 365, 23 NE 544, 545; Torbett 
vy. Eaton, 49 Hun 209, 1 NYS 614, 

6. 
peeas Peo. v. Luchetti, 119 Cal. 501, 
507, 51 P 707. See also Falsus in 
Uno Falsus in Omnibus post. 

63. State v. Willson, 28 Minn. 52, 
54, 9 NW 28 (“according to the or- 
dinary and proper meaning of the 
word ‘false’... as applied to a note 
or other instrument in writing ... 
one that is counterfeit, or not genuine, 
—an instrument by which some one 
has attempted to imitate another's 
personal act, and, by means of such 
imitation, to cheat and defraud, and 
not the doing of something in the 
name of another, which does not pro- 
fess to be the other’s personal act, 
but that of the doer thereof, who 
claims by the act itself to be au- 
‘thorized to obligate the individual 


FALSE 


diamonds,’’>+ 


oath,’? 66 


for whom he assumes to act”). 

64. U.S. v. Cargo of Sugar, 25 F. 
Cas. No. 14,722, 3 Sawy. 46. 

65. Mason y. Canada Agricultural 
Mute cAssur Assocs) 18>UL, CY# Gy BP: 


USF PAA) 

Gerardo v. Brush, 120 Mich. 
409, 79 NW 646. See Perjury 
[30 Cye 1395]. 

[a] Of bankrupt.—“Where it ap- 
pears that a bankrupt has concealed 
assets which have not been listed in 
his schedules, he will be deemed to 
have taken a false oath when he 
swore to the truth of the schedules. 
5 . But if a false oath was due to 
a mistake in fact, or the honest ad- 
vice of counsel, to whom the bank- 
rupt had disclosed all the facts rela- 
tive to the items omitted from his 
schedules, and which form the basis 
of the objections, a discharge will 
not be refused.” In re Stafford, 226 
Weds 127, £330 

67. Pierce v. Peo., 81 Ill. 98, 101. 
See also Williams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 
27, 108 R 243, 27 LRANS 1032 (in- 
cluding a willfully untrue written 
order directing q bank to pay money 
on demand). 


68. U. S. v. Wood, 127 Fed. 171, 
173. See Perjury [30 Cye 13895]. 

69. State v. Hayes, 37 S. D. 530, 
159 NW 108, 109. 

70. Graham v. McReynolds, 90 
Tenn. 673, 18 SW 272, 273 (terms 
equivalent to “inducement,” ‘“prom- 
ise,” “artifice,” or ‘“deception’’). 

71...U. S. v. Cargo of Sugar, 25, F. 


Cas. No. 14,722, 3 Sawy. 46. 

72. Eliot Nat. Bank v. Gill, 218 
Fed. 600, 603, 134 CCA 358. 

73. Terry v. Swift, 21 Ga. A. 431, 
94 SE 658, 659.. See also Adultera- 
tion 2-C. J; p As Hood .[19..Cy.c 10841. 

74. London County Council v. 
Payne, [1904] 1 K. B. 194. 

75. Lane v. Rendall, [1899] 2 Q. 
B. 673, 676. See also False Pre- 
tenses § 25; Weights and Measures 
[40 Cye 886]. 

76. Miller v. Moore, &8 Ga. 684, 
10 SE 360, 20 AmSR 329, 6 LRA 374. 

[a] Car loads of corn were “false 
packed” where upon the surface the 
corn was sound and came up to the 
description of the seller, but beneath, 
‘beginning at a depth of some two 
feet, the corn was musty and blue- 
eyed. Miller v. Moore, 83 Ga. 684, 
10 SE 360, 20 AmSR 329, 6 LRA 374. 

77, State v. Pierson, 101 Wash. 
318/172 BP 236, 238. 

78. See False 
this volume. 

79. See “False answer” supra text 
and note 44; Pleading [31 Cyc 618, 
623, 625]. 

[a] Sham plea.—(1) The term has 
the same meaning as the word 
“sham” when used in reference to 
pleadings. Peo. v. McCumber, 18 
N. Y. 315, 321, 72 AmD 515. (2) 
Neither term necessarily includes 


Personation post 


lthe idea of an artificial construction 


of the plea, or doubt as to the legal 
character of the defense upon its 
face. Peo. v. McCumber, supra. (3) 
The defense may be entirely clear 
in form, but nevertheless sham, for 
the sole reason that it is false. Peo. 
v. McCumber, supra. ; 

[b] Illustration.—A false plea is 
one that sets up new matter in avoid- 
ance of the action which defendant 
fails in supporting, or one which sub- 
jects a plaintiff to an expense addi- 
tional to what otherwise would be 
necessary to show his right of re- 
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‘‘false or bogus checks,’’6? ‘‘false or fraudulent af- 
fidavit,’’®* ‘‘false or fraudulent bond or other evi- 
dence of debt,’’® ‘‘false or fraudulent persua- 
sion,’’° ‘‘false or fraudulent practice or appli- 
ance,’’™ ‘‘false or fraudulent return,’’’? ‘‘false or 
incorrect analysis,’’'* ‘‘false or unjust,’’? ‘false or 
unjust weights,’’?7> ‘‘false packed,’’** ‘‘false pa- 
pers,’’ 7 ‘‘false personation,’’78 ‘‘false plea,’?’ 79 
‘‘false premises,’’*° ‘‘false pretense,’’§1 ‘false 
rate,’’ ®? ‘‘false representation,’’ 8? ‘‘falze repre- 


covery. The plea of the general is- 
sue cannot be considered a false plea, 
and, where the pleas of ‘non assump- 
sit” and “non assumpsit infra’ are 
pleaded by administrators, they are 
not false pleas. Pierson v. Evans, 
LaWendMGENavs). 30" 32, 

80. Walker v. Hawley, 56 Conn. 
559, 16 A 674, 675. : 

81. See False Pretenses § 10. 


; See also Mason y. Canada Agricul- 


tural Mut. Assur. Assoc., 18 U. C. 
C. P.19, 22: [cit Bouvier Li. D.; Tom- 
lin L. D.] (where it is said: “We. do 
not speak of ‘untrue pretences,’ when 
we wish to designate an offence of 
that character; but we Say ‘false pre- 
tences’ ’’), 

82. Herminghausen v. Adams Ex- 
press Co., 167 Iowa 230, 149 NW 234, 


83. Columbian Ins. Co. vy. Law- 
rence,.-2) Pet. (U.. S:),.25,.49, 7 i. ved. 
335; Gleason vy. O’Mara, 180 Fed. 417, 
418, 103 CCA 563; Dotson v. Kirk, 
180 Fed. 14, 24, 103 CCA 368; In re 
Kyte, 174 Fed. 867, 871; Freeman v. 
Evans, 159 Fed. 26, 32, 86 CCA 216; 
Union Pac. R. Co. v. Barnes, 64 Fed. 
80, 83, 12 CCA 48; The Normannia, 
62 Fed. 469, 472; Sebastian County 
Bank v. Gann, 121 Ark. 115, 180 SW 
754, 755; Newark First Nat. Bank v. 
People’s Nat. Bank, 97 Ark. 15, 132 
SW 1008, 1009; Hanger v. Evins, 38 
Ark. 334, 343; Russ Lumber, ete., Co. 
v. Muscupiabe Land, etc., Co., 120 
Cal. 521, 52 P 995, 998, 65 AmSR 186; 
Bowman v. Provident Realty Inv. Co., 
40 Cal. A. 115, 180 P 18; Sallies v. 
Johnson, 85 Conn. 77, 81 A 974, 976, 
AnnCasl1916A 386; Day v. Mutual 
BenwslsInsipCo., .8 Ds Cand leo eee 
AmR 565; Griffin v. Griffin, 130 Ga. 
527, 61 SEH 16, 16 LRANS 937, 14 
AnnCas 866; Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 
449, 69 SE 576; Burwash v. Ballou, 
230 Ill. 34, 82 NE 355, 356, 15 LRANS 
409; Murphy v. Murphy, 189 Ill. 360, 
59 NE 796, 797; Burwash v. Ballou, 
132 Ill. A. 71; Krieger v. Krieger, 
120 Ill. A. 634, 637; Hartman vy. In- 
ternational Bldg., etc., Assoc. 28 
Ind. A. 65, 62 NE 64, 65; Mittauch 
v. Walsh, 186 Iowa 225, 113 NW 818, 
819; Gaar v. Halverson, 128 Iowa 603, 
105 NW 108; Schneider v. Schneider, 
125 Iowa 1, 98 NW 159, 163; Weise 
v. Grove, 123 Iowa 585, 99 NW 191, 
192; Else v. Freeman, 72 Kan. 666, 
83 P 409; Speed v. Hollingsworth, 54 
Kan. 436, 38 P 496, 498; Barrett v. 
Lewiston, ete., R. Co, 110 Me. 24, 
85 A 306, 308; McDonald v. Trafton, 
15 Me. 225, 227; Vincent v. Corbett, 
94 Miss. 46, 47 S 641, 642, 21 LRANS 


85; Weik v. Williamson Gunning 
Adv. Co., 109 Mo. A. 6, 84 SW 144, 
148; Dormitzer v. Greve, 3 Mo. A. 


593; Horn vy. Abbott. 100 Nebr. 403, 
160 NW 104; Newark Trust Co. v. 
Lackawanna Inv. Co., 88 N. J. Eq. 
541, 103 A 168; Inderlied v. Honey- 
well, 88 App. Div. 144, 84 NYS 333, 
334; Scarsdale Pub. Co. v. Carter, 
63 Mise. 271, 116 NYS 731, 735; Al- 
ston v. Mechanics’ Mut. Ins. Co., 4 
Hill (N.. Y.) 329,334; Attna EH. Ins. 
Co. v. Tyler, 16 Wend. (N. Y.) 385, 
30 AmD 90; Lunn y. Shermer, 93 N. C. 
164, 168; Merchantgy’, etc., Mut. Ins. 
Co. v. Washington Mut. Ins. Co., 1 
Cine. Super. (Oh.) 408, 419; Schoell- 
hamer v. Rometsch, 26 Or. 394, 38 P 
344, 345; Collins v. Chipman, 41 Tex. 
Civ. A. 563, 95 SW 666, 670; Rowell 
v. Ricker, 79) Vt. 552, 66-A 569, 570; 
Van Horn v. O’Connor, 42 Wash. 
513, 85 P 260, 261; Tolley v. Poteet, 
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sentation of a material fact,’’ §* ‘‘false return,’’ *° 
“‘false statement,’’ 8° ‘false swearing,’’ 87 ‘false 
telegram,’’ §§ ‘false token or writing,’’ 8° ‘false 
weights;’’91 and 


“knowing it to be false,’’ % “knowingly false,’’ °° 


trade description,’’ °° ‘‘false 


62 W. Va. 231, 57 SE 811, 819, See 
also Contracts §§ 279-309; Deceit 18 
Cc. J. p 25; False pretenses §8§ 11,38; 
Fraud [20 Cyc 1]; Sales [35 Cye 1]; 
Vendor and Purchaser [39 Cyc 1129]. 

84. Foot v. 4%tna L. Ins. Co., 61 
ING ele Maene 

85. Bouvier L. D. [quot McLain y. 
Jenkins, 170 Mo. 16, 24, 70: SW 152] 
(“a return made by the sheriff or 
other ministerial officer to a writ in 
which is stated a fact contrary to the 
truth and injurious to one of the par- 
ties, or to some one having an in- 
terest in it’). To same effect Na- 
tional Bank of Commerce v. Allen, 
223 Bed. 472, 478, 1389 CCA 20; Lan- 
der v. Mercantile Nat. Bank, 118 Fed. 
T8508, nds CCA 5233 Raker * 7. 
Bucher, 100 Cal. 219, 34 P 654, 849; 
Ohio Farmers’ Ins. Co. v. Hard, 59 
Oh. St. 248, 255, 52 NE 635; Ratter- 
man v. Ingalls, 48 Oh. St. 468, 485, 
28 NE 168 (‘The section includes as 
well those who ‘shall evade making 
a return’ as those who ‘make a false 
return, and the maxim noscitur a 
sociis is invoked. True, it is urged 
that the word ‘evade’ here is synony- 
mous with ‘omit,’ and hence gives 
eolor to. the opposite construction. 
This, we think, is wholly inadmissi- 
ble, for the word, comparing the defi- 
nitions of lexicographers, scarcely 
admits of any meaning, when applied 
to the act of a person, which does 
not involve a perverse or sinister ele- 
ment’). See also Census §§ 6, 7; 
Process [82 Cyc 514]; Sheriffs ‘and 
Constables [35 Cyc 1728]; Taxation 
[37 Cyc. 995]. 

[a] “‘False return’ was simply 
the specific name... for one of the 
numerous class of actions on the 
case. It was not an action in rem 
for the purpose of canceling or set- 
ting aside thé return in order to 
pave the way for another action for 
damages, but was itself an action for 
damages founded upon the official 
misconduct of the sheriff.” Raker 
v. Bucher, 100 Cal. 214, 219, 34 P 


FALSE—FALSEHOOD 


FALSEDAD. 
truth.% 


654, 849. 

tbr “A ‘false return,’ within the 
meaning of ... [a statute relative 
to taxation], must be one in which 
there appears, if not a design to mis- 
lead or to deceive, at least culpable 
negligence on the part of the tax- 
payer.” Lander v. 'Mercantile Nat. 
Bank, 118 Fed. 785, 787, 55 CCA 523 
[cit Ratterman y. Ingalls, 48 Oh. St. 
468, 28 NE 168]. 

86. Doyle v. Baltimore First Nat. 
Bank, 231 Fed. 649, 653, 145 CCA 535; 
International Harvester Co. of 
America v. Carlson, 217 Fed. 736, 133 
CCA 430; McGowan v. Larsen, 66 Fed. 
910, 14 CCA 178; Torbett v. Eaton, 49 
Hun 209, 1 NYS 614 [aff 113 N. Y. 
623 mem, 20 NH 876 mem]; Van In- 
gen v. Whitman, 62 N. Y. 513. 

“A statement, recklessly made 
without knowledge of its truth, but 
which is really false.’ Trimble v. 
Reid, 97 Ky. 718, 720, 31 SW 861. 

“A statement not known to be true 
by the person making it.” U.S. v. 
Bradford, 148 Fed. 413, 424. 

[a] Knowledge of falsity. — A 
“false statement” in making an en- 
try of imported goods, means more 
than incorrect or erroneous, and im- 
plies statements knowingly or neg- 
ligently untrue. U.S. v. Ninety-Nine 
Diamonds, 139 Fed. 961, 966, 72 CCA 
9, 2 LRANS 185. 

{[b] “False statement ... annuls 
the policy.”—Dowdy.v. General Ani- 
mals’ Ins. Co., 33 Ont. Li. 258, 261, 8 
OntWN 61, 21 DomLR 492. 

87. Franklin Ins. Co. v. Culver, 6 
Ind. 137, 139; Marion v. Great Re- 
public Ins. Co., 35 Mo. 148,.151; Maher 
v. Hibernia Ins. Co., 67 N. Y. 288, 292; 
Ratterman v. Ingalls, 48 Oh. St. 468, 
484, 28 NE 168; Hamilton County Ins. 
Co. v. Cappellar, 38 Oh. St. 560, 574; 
Franklin F. Ins. Co. v. Updegraff, 43 
Pa. 350, 359; Derry v. Peek, 14 App. 
Cas. 337; Anderson vy. Fitzgerald, 4 
H. L. Cas. 483, 511, 10 Reprint 551; 
Mason y. Canada Agricultural Mut. 
Assur CAssoe) 18SUs tC C.2B) 1922: 


‘‘ontrue or fraudulent.’’ 4 


In Spanish law, the perversion of 


FALSEHOOD. In its common meaning a willful 
act or declaration contrary to truth.®® 


See generally Perjury [30 Cye 1395]. 

[a] In connection with insurance 
policies the term has been construed 
in Franklin Ins. Co. v. Culver, 6 Ind. 


ear 139. See also Fire Insurance 
88. See Telegraphs and _  Tele- 
phones [87 Cyc 1696]. 
89. Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 


ONE Pee eae Sirk. 
tenses § 43. 

90. False Pretenses § 25; Trade- 
Marks, Trade-Names, and Unfair 
Competition [38 Cye 700, 852]. 

_ “A trade description which is false 
in a material respect as regards 
goods to which it is applied.” St. 56 
& 51 Vict. (1891) ¢ 28 § 4) subs 1 
fauct Kirshenboim y. Salmon, [1898] 

QO. B L952 6a To same effect 
Bistine v...Toler; 148 Gox C. €..199; 
Hooper vy. Balfour, 62 L. T. Rep. N. Ss. 
646, 648. 

[a]. The use of the term “quad- 
ruple plate” in an advertisement of 
tea sets is an application of a false 
trade description, where the sets can- 
not properly be described in such a 
manner.+~ Reg. v.\°T. Maton Co, &31 
Ont. 276. 

91. Mason v. Canada Agricultural 
Mut. “Assur. Assocje) 1S 2. C.iC.w Pp: 
19, 22. See also Weights and Meas- 
ures [40 Cyc 886]. 

92.7 Huntine ton Vv. 1, A Gertie ©. bene 
N. Y. 365, 376, 23 NE 544; Torbett v. 
Haton, 49 Hun 209, 213, 1 NYS 614. 

93. State v. Brown, 110 La. 591, 
594, 34 S 698. 

94. Clapp v. Massachusetts Ben. 
Assoc., 146 Mass. 519, 530, 16 NE 
433; Foot v. Attna L. Ins. Co., 61 
INGE BY toile OF Oe 

95. Escriche Diccionario. See De- 
ceit 18 C.J. p 25; False ante p 435. 

96. Putnam v. Osgood, 51 N. H. 
192, 207 [cit Bouvier L. D.]. See also 
False anté p 435. 

[a] As a badge of fraud.—Neece 
v. Neece, 104 Va. 348, 51 SE 739, 740. 
mee eee Badges of Fraud 6 C. J. 
p 3 


See False Pre- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


By CuHarues L. Cone AnD Douguas Rogsrnson Gray 
[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 442] 
ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS [(§ 1-4] p 443 
A. Definition [§ 1] p 443 
B. Distinguished from Other Torts [§§ 2-4] p 443 
1. Im General [§ 2] p 443 
2. Malicious Prosecution [§ 3] p 444 
3. Abuse of Process [§ 4] p 447 


II. NATURE AND ELEMENTS [§{§ 5-67] p 448 
A. In General [§ 5] p 448 
B. Motive and Intent [S$ 6-7] p 448 
1. Motive or Malice [§ 6] p 448 
2. Intent [§ 7] p 451 
C. Imprisonment, Detention, or Restraint [§§ 8-67] p 451 
1. Necessity [§ 8] p 451 
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Abduction see Abduction 1 C. J. p 2&1. Kidnapping see Kidnapping [24 Cyc 796]. 
Arrest see Arrest 5 C. J. p 379. 
Contracts executed under duress of imprisonment see 


Malicious prosecution see Malicious a [26 Cye 


iN 
Contracts § 313. Threats of false imprisonment see Threats [38 Cyc 291]. 
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[250.5] 443 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS 


[§ 1] A. Definition. False imprisonment con- 
sists in the unlawful restraint against his will of 
an individual’s personal liberty or freedom of loco- 
motion.’ The gist of false imprisonment is unlawful 


1. U. S—ZJohnson y. Tompkins, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571, 600. 
Cal.—Peo. v. .Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 
256, 14 P 796.! 
Pe aeo v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473, 

Ind.—Efroymson vy. Smith, 29 Ind, 
A. 451, 63 NE 328, 329. 

Kan.—Whitman v. Atchison, etc, 
Re CO: oo eane 50) Sb be tt 6) ego 4s 
34 LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722. 

Ky.—Foor v. Coombs, 15 Kyl 
$45. 

La.—Crossett v. Campbell, 122 La. 
659, 664, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 
20 LRANS 967. 

Me.—Crowell v. 10 Me. 
S21 S29. ; 

Mo.—Milton v. Missouri Dairy Co., 
188 Mo. A. 278, 286, 175 SW 105. 

N. H.—Pike v. Hanson, 9 N. H. 
491, 493. 

N. Y.—Lansing v. Case, 4 NYLeg 
Obs 221. 

N.C. Riley v. “Stone, ° 174 iN. C. 
588, 601, 94 SE 434. 

. S| D:—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 271, 117 SW 463; Har- 
kins v. State, 6 Tex. A. 452, 455. 

Eng.—Warner v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. 
N. S. 180, 187, 93 ECL 180, 140 Re- 
print 1052. 

Que.—Cole v. Cooke, 12 Que. K. B. 
519, 529, 8 CanCrCas 300. 

Sask.—Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 Sask. 
L. 454, 9 WestLR 28. 

[a] Other definitions.—(1) ‘The 
unlawful and total restraint of the 
liberty of the person.” 19 Cyc 319 
[quot Crossett v. Campbell, 122 La. 
659, 664, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 
20 LRANS 967; Riley v. Stone, 174 
N. C. 588, 601, 94 SE 434, and cit 
Waters v. National Woolen Mills, 142 
Gan iss, 136. 82 SH b355 Westberry, 
vy. Clanton, 136 Ga. 795, 72 SE 238]. 
To same effect Johnson v. Tompkins, 
13. HW. > Gas. "No. \ 7416, ) Bald win5715 
McIntosh v. Bullard, 95 Ark. 227, 129 
Siw 585+) Davis: Va Pacific Tel.) etci, 
CO Uo Call 812) 51 P16 4,< bt. 
698; McCaffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 
437, 56 A 382; Butler v. Tattnall 
Bank, 140 Ga. 579, 79 SE 456; Thorpe 
v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359; Michael v. 
Bacon, 5 Ga. A. 331, 63 SE 228; Lud- 
wig v. Bllis)-22' Ida, 475,126 P 769; 
Brewster v. Peo., 183 Ill. 143, 55 NE 
640; Eberling v. State, 136 Ind. 117, 
35 NE 1023; Whitman vy. Atchison, 
etc., R. Co., 85 Kan. 150, 116 P 234, 
34 LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D-: 722; 
Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 197 
SW 68; Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165; Slifer v. 
Vorath, 52° Mont. 129, 155) P1113; 
Gillingham v. Ohio River R. Co., 35 
W. Va. 588, 14 SE 243, 29 AmSR 827, 


Gleason, 


Pd 4 RAY 7085. Birdy. Jones, af. Q,0B. 


742, 53 ECL 742, 115 Reprint 668. 
(2) “The placing of a person against 
his will in a position where he can- 
not exercise it in going where he 
may lawfully go, and detaining him 
at the will of another without law- 
ful authority.’? Robinson vy. Greene, 
148 Ala. 434, 440, 43 S 797. (3) “A 
wrongful interference with the per- 
sonal liberty of an individual... 
without any sufficient legal cause 
therefor.” Garnier v. Squires, 62 
Kan. 321, 324, 62 P 1005; Comer v. 
Knowles, 17 Kan. 436, 440. To same 
effect Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860; Petit v. Colmery, 20. Del. 
266, 55 A 344; Marks v. Sullivan, 
9 Utah 12, 33 P 224. (4) “The un- 
Jawful restraint of a man’s liberty 
by imprisonment or by words and 
an array of force.” Tomlin v. Hil- 


detention.? 
[§ 2] 
In General. 
Kidnapping. 


dreth, 65 N. J. Li. 438, 446, 47 A 649 


[quot New York, etc., R. Co. v. Wal-- 


dron, 116 Md. 441, 448, 82 A 709, 
39 LRANS 502]. To same effect 
Bernheimer vy. Becker, 102 Md. 250, 
62 A 526, 111 AmSR 356, 3 LRANS 
221. (5) “The unlawful restraint of 
one person by another.” Carroll vy. 
Parry, 48 App. (D. C.) 453, 457. (6) 
“The unlawful restraint of a person 
contrary to his will, either with or 
without process of law. ... Two 
things are requisite, detention of 
the person and the unlawfulness of 
such detention.” Thorp.v. Carvalho, 
WAP Mise75b4 5.75585 136. N YS 91.1 4 LO 
Same effect Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 
502, 22 KyL 5; Miller v. Ashcraft, 98 
Ky. 314, 32 SW 1085, 17 KyL 894; 
Limbeck vy. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 665, 
39 NYS 95; Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366. (7) ‘Detention and 
restraint of liberty.” Burns vy. Er- 
ben, 24 N. Y. Super. 555, 558, 26 
HowPr 273 [aff 40 N. Y. 463]. To 
same effect Brinkman vy. Droles- 
baugh, 97 Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, 
LRA1918F 1132; Bonesteel v. Bone- 
steel, 28 Wis. 245, 30 Wis. 511. (8) 
“A pure, naked, unlawful detention, 
unaffected by any question of mo- 
tive or purpose.” Johnson v. Mc- 
Daniel, 5 OhS&CP 717, 718. To same 
effect Rich v. MeInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 
15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

[b] Statutory definitions. — (1) 
“False imprisonment consists in the 
unlawful detention of the person of 
another, for any length of time, 
whereby he is deprived of his per- 
sonal liberty.”” Code § 4447 [quot 
Waters v. National Woolen Mills, 142 
Ga. 133, 136, 82 SE 535]. (2) “False 
imprisonment is the unlawful viola- 
tion of the personal liberty of an- 


other.” Pen. Code § 236 [quot Neves 
Manucosta,; Oy CalwwAnss1 11 eit. 8 9 ack 
860]; Ida. Code § 6721; Pen. Code 


§ 420 [quot Kroeger v. Passmore, 
36) (Mont. )504,... 508, 93% Boy 805, 
14 LRANS 988]; Rev. Code § 8324 
[quot Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 
155 P 1118]. (3) “False imprison- 
ment is the willful detention of an- 
other against his consent, and where 
it is not expressly authorized by 
law, whether such detention be ef- 
fected by an assault, by actual vio- 
lence to the person, by threats, or 
by any other means which restrains 
the party so detained from removing 
from one place to another, as he may 
see proper.’ Pen. Code (1895) art 
618 [quot’ Giroux v. State, 40 Tex. 
97, 102; Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. SAS 22:69; 01 LieSiWa 463.1); 

{e] Text writers’ definitions.— 
(1) “False imprisonment is a trespass 
committed by one man against the 
person of another by unlawfully ar- 
resting him and detaining him with- 
out any legal authority.” Addison 
Torts p 552 § 798 [quot Davis v. Pa- 
Cifie: Del -etes tCo,n eve Cal. : 32,320, 
57 P 764, 59 P 698; Snead v. Bon- 
HOW, LEC .MN aie. O20, wo 2zS.1 0,9 SEN) 899): 
Johnston v. Bruckheimer, 133 App. 
Div. 649, 118 NYS 189; Pease v. Frei- 
wald, 39 Misc. 549, 8 NYS 402; Tracy 
v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. Ct. 579; Taylor 
vy. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 24 A 656; 
Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 64 Wis. 
816, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 616]. (2) 
“Any intentional detention of the 
person of another not authorized by 
law. It is any illegal imprisonment 
without any process whatever, or 
under color of process wholly illegal, 
without regard to the question 
whether any crime has been commit- 
ted, or a debt due.’ Bouvier L. D. 
[quot McCaskey v. Garrett, 91 Mo. 


B. Distinguished from Other Torts—1. 
False imprisonment is a distinct tort.* 


False imprisonment differs from 


As obs, ooute (3) “False imprison- 
ment is a wrong akin to the wrong 
of assault and battery, and consists 
in imposing by force or threats an 
unlawful restraint upon a man’s 
freedom of locomotion.” Cooley 
Torts p 196 [quot New York, etc., 
R. Co. v. Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 448, 
82 A 709, 39 LRANS 502; Gilling- 
ham yv. Ohio River R. Co., 35 W. Va. 
588, 595, 14 SH 243, 29 AmSR 827, 
14 LRA 798]. (4) “Any unlawful 
physical restraint: by one of an- 
other’s liberty, whether in prison or 
elsewhere.” Bishop Non-Contr. § 206 
{quot Gillingham v. Ohio River R. 
Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 595, 14 SH 243, 
29 AmSR 827,14 LRA 798]. (5) 
“Every confinement of the person is 
an imprisonment, whether it be in 
a common prison, or in a private 
house, or in the stocks, or even by 
forcibly. detaining one in the public 
streets.” 2 Blackstone Comm. bk 
3 p 127 [quot Waters v. National 
eee Mills, 142 Ga. 133, 135, 82 SE 

2. Ala.—Central of Georgia R. Co. 
Vip Carlock i72S. 261. : 

Colo.—Baker v. Barton, 1 Colo. A. 
183, 28 P 88. 

Del.—Marshall v. Cleaver, 20 Del. 
450, 56 A 380. 

Ga.—Waters v. Walkover Shoe 
Shop, 142 Ga. 137, 82 SE 537; Gordon 
Mie Hogan, 114 Ga. 354, 40 SE 

Ill.— Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 486. 


Me.—Stevens vy. Manson, 87 Me. 
436, 32 A 1002. 
Md.—New York, ete, R. Co. v. 


Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
383, 35 A 1089. 

Mo.—Furlong v. German-American 
Press Assoc., 189 SW 385. 

Mont.—Stephens v. Conley, 48 
Monk, 352, 138 P 189, AnnCas1915D 

Nebr.—Johnson v. Bouton, 35 Nebr. 
898, 538 NW 995. 

N. Y.—Schultz v. Greenwood Cem- 
etery,— 19,02, New Varied 1640/83... Nien des 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253. 
aanle C.—State v. Lunsford, 81 N. C. 

Pa.—Neall v. Hart, 115 Pa. 347, 
8 A 628, 2 AmSR 559; McCarthy v. 
De, ‘Armit, 99. Pa. 63. Mihalyik, ve 
Klein, 22 Pa. Super: 193. 

R. I.—Hobbs v. Ray, 18 R. I. 84, 
25 A 694, 

S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 
Sie Cea 80S moe 

Tex.—Houston, ete, R. Co. v. 
Roberson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 822. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 6738. 

3. Comer Vv. Knowles; 17 
436, 441. 

“The wrong constituting false im- 
prisonment differs essentially from 


Kan. 


the wrongs constituting malicious 
prosecution, malicious arrest, as- 
sault, and assault - and - battery, 
though all of these wrongs may 


sometimes be united in one compre- 
hensive and aggregated wrong. It 
also differs from libel and slander, 
and indeed from every other wrong 
for which an action is given. ‘There- 
fore a rule of law found to be ap- 
plicable to some other class of cases 
may not have any application what- 
ever to an action of false imprison- 
ment. AS we have before stated, 
malice and willfulness are not essen- 
tial elements of false imprisonment; 
and in this the action of false im- 
prisonment differs from that of libel, 
slander, malicious prosecution, and 
perhaps from some others.” Comer 
v. Knowles, supra. 
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kidnapping * in that the latter is false imprisonment 
aggravated by removal of the imprisoned person to 


‘some other place.° 


Assault and battery. False imprisonment differs 
from assault and battery © in that while every false 
imprisonment includes at least a technical assault,’ 
the element of battery is not essential and, if pres- 
ent, merely serves to increase the damages.® 
False imprisonment - differs 
from libel and slander ® in that these must include 
the element of malice which is not necessary in 
false imprisonment,’® but it is like slander in that 
good faith will mitigate damages in both.1! 

A trespass as to defendant’s personal 


Libel and slander. 


Trespass. 

4 See generally Kidnapping [24 
Cyc 796]. 

5, Eberling v. State, 136 Ind. 117, 


119,35 NE 1023; Furlong v. German- 
American Press Assoc., (Mo.) 189 
SW 385; Click v. State, 3 Tex. 282. 
“Kidnaping and false imprison- 
ment, two offenses against the in- 
dividual, of which ordinarily the lat- 


ter is included in the former, are 
punishable by the common law... . 
Kidraping is a false imprisonment 
aggravated by conveying the im- 


prisoned person to some other place.” 
1 Bishop Cr. L. § 553 [quot Bberling 
v. State, supra]. 
6. See generally Assault and Bat- 
tery 5 C. J. p 608. 
7, See infra § 10. 
8. Beardsley v. 


Soper, 184 App. 


Div.. 399, 171 NYS 1043. 

9. See generally Libel and Slan- 
der [25 Cyc 225]. 

10. Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
436. 


Malice as element of false im- 
prisonment see infra.§ 6. 
Wolferman, 


ll. Dunlevy  v. 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 

12. Friedenthal v. Goodloe, 202 
Ala. 611, 81 S 553. 

{a], Illustration.—A complaint, in 


an action for damages, alleging that 
plaintiff while at a railroad depot 
was deprived of his suit. of clothes 
by defendant accompanied by police 
officers in a rude, oppressive, and in- 
sulting manner, states a cause of ac- 
tion for trespass to goods and not 
for false imprisonment. Friedenthal 
v. Goodloe, 202 Ala, 611, 81S 5538. 

13. Judgment upon one cause of 
action as bar to action upon the 
other see Judgments. 

Pendency of action for false im- 
prisonment as bar to malicious 
prosecution see Abatement and Re- 
vival § 80 n 29 [a]. 

14, See the following cases: 

Ark.—Beebe v. De Baun, 8 Ark. 
510. 

Ky.—Steinbergen v. Miller, 96 SW 
1101, 29 KyL 1132; Mitchell v. Ripy, 
S27 Ky. 5165 6 Ky 655. 


La.—Weil v. Israel, 42 La. Ann. 
955,.8 S 826; Ryder v. Adams, 5 
Wa. 7318: 


Mich.—Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 
300, 79 NW 481. 

N. Y.—Sheldon v. Carpenter, 4 
INDY. Do, oo Amb 301; slioomis v. 
Render, 41 Hun 268; Wilson v. King, 
39 N. Y. Super. 384; Perry v. Sutley, 
18 NYS 633. 

Oh.—Page v. Miller, 18 Oh, Cir. Ct. 
663, 6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 676. 

Pa.—Neall v. Hari, 115 Pa. 347, 
8 A 628, 2 AmSR 559. 

S. C—Garvin v. Blocker, 4 S. C. 
L. 157 [discussed with relation to 
confusion of actions McConnell v. 
Kennedy, 29 S. C. 180, 7 SE 76]. 

Eng.—Moore vy. Guardner, 16 M. & 
W.. 595, 1538 Reprint 1327. 

Que.—Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. Wal- 
ler, 1 DomLR 47, 19 CanCrCas 190. 

[a] Illustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff was arrested on a warrant 
which on its face failed to charge 
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imprisonment.” 


tal.15 


authority.'® 


a crime, it was held in a subsequent 
suit for false imprisonment against 
defendant complainant to defendant 
justice, who issued the warrant, that 
evidence of probable cause was ad- 
missible not only in mitigation of 
damages but also as “justification 
for the prosecution.” Neall v. Hart, 
115) Pa. 347, 8 A 628, 2 AmSR 559. 
(2) Where plaintiff was arrested and 
imprisoned under a warrant falsely 
charging him with larceny and sued 
complainant, it was held in revers- 
ing a judgment for defendant as 
against the evidence that there was 
clearly malice and lack of probable 
cause for the prosecution and there- 
fore plaintiff should have recovered 
for the “false imprisonment.” Pare 
v. Miller, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 663, 6 Oh. 
Cir. Dec. 676. (3) Defendant made 
an affidavit in due form accusing 
plaintiff without probable cause, of 
forgery and thereby caused plain- 
tiff’s arrest and detention. The 
court, in affirming judgment for 
plaintiff and holding that legal mal- 
ice was implied, called the action 
one for malicious prosecution and 
false imprisonment. Weil v. Israel, 
42 La. Ann. 955, 8 S 826. (4) Where 
plaintiff, a railroad news azent, was 
wrongfully accused of theft by a 
passenger, and at the instigation of 
defendant railroad’s conductor, ar- 
rested and imprisoned on such 
charge, the court in affirming a judg- 
ment for plaintiff treated the case as 
one for “malicious arrest and prose- 
cution,” discussing the distinction 
between the English and French law 
as respects malicious prosecution, 
but apparently making no distinction 
between false imprisonment and ma- 
liciouS prosecution. Canadian Pac. 
R. Co. v. Waller, (Que.) 1 DomLR 
47, 19 CanCrCas 190. 

{b] Confused terminology. — (1) 
Where plaintiff alleged that defend- 


cant maliciously started a suit for 


replevin against plaintiff. to secure 
plaintiff’s arrest and that plaintiff 
was imprisoned under a ecapias is- 
sued therein, the court treated the 
action as one for malicious prosecu- 
tion but the official report called the 
action “trespass on the case for false 
imprisonment.’ Beebe v. De Baun, 8 
Ark, 5610. (2) Where plaintiff was 
imprisoned, under due process, to en- 
force costs and after plaintiff had 
paid costs defendant unjustifiably 
refused to give the order for his re- 
lease and thereby caused his pro- 
longed detention, the action for dam- 
ages was in case and plaintiff being 
unable to prove actual malice, judg- 
ment was for defendant. Moore v. 
Guardner, 16 M. & W. 595, 153 Re- 
print 1327. 

15. U. S.—Raphaer v. Leader, 203 
Fed. 184. 

Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 135 Ky. 
63, 121 SW 961, 21 AnnCas 456, 457 
[eit Cye]: 

Mo.—Rosendale v. Market Square 
Dry Goods Co., (A.) 213 SW 169. 

Pa.—DeLong v. Lehigh Valley 
Transit Co., 59 Pa. Super. 363; Bur- 


[9§ 23 


property, although involving some element of per- 
sonal restraint, will not therefore constitute a false 


[§ 3] 2. Malicious Prosecution.ts Although not 
always observed,}* the distinction between malicious. 
prosecution and false imprisonment is fundamen- 
Put, briefly, the essential difference between 
a wrongful detention for which malicious prosecu- 
tion will lie, and one for which false imprisonment 
will lie, is that in the former the detention is ma- 
licious but under the due forms of law, whereas 
in the latter the detention is without color of legal 
In malicious prosecution plaintiff must 
allege and prove malice and want of probable cause 


ford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 137. 

Vt.—Roberts v. Danforth, 92 Vt. 
88, 102 A 335. 

“They are made up of different ele- 
ments, ‘enforced by different forms 
of action, are governed by different 
rules of pleading, evidence, and dam- 
ages, and are subject to different de- 
fenses.’” 19 Cye 321 [quot Snyder v. 


Thompson,: 134 Iowa 725, 729}, LE 
NW 239; Johnston v. Bruckheimer, 
133 App. Div. 649, 651, 118 NYS 189; 
Torpey v. Bilmeyer, 18 Pa. ‘Dist. 
1082]. 

[a] False imprisonment distin- 


guished from malicious arrest.—In 
holding that a complaint alleging ar- 
rest ard detention under a ma- 
liciously sued out writ of execution 
stated a case of malicious prosecu- 
tion and not of false imprisonment, 
the court said: ‘“[It] is essentially 
a declaration for malicious prosecu- 
tion, thoush where, as here, an ar- 
rest follows the malicious prosecu- 
tion, the tort is commonly called ma- 
licious arrest. The distinction is 
mainly one of phraseology and is im- 
material here.’ Roberts v. Danforth, 
92 Vt. 88,102 A 335. See generally 
Malicious Prosecution [26 Cye 1]. 

16. U.S.—Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 
Fed. 250 [motion for new trial den 
16 Fed. 93]. 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 
111, 89 P 860. 


Ind.—Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
9 AmR, 735" Turpin! ve. Remy, 23 
Blackf. 210. 

Md.—Turner v. Walker, 3 Gill & 
de 37 7,222) Amp t 329; 

Mo.—Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165; McCaskey 
v. Garrett, 91 Mo. -A.) 354. 

Nebr.—Hackler v. Miller, 79 Nebr. 
206, 112 NW 8038. 

N. Y.—EBrown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 
253; Cunningham v. East River 
Electric Light Co., 60 N. Y. Super. 
282, 17 NYS 872; Warren v. Dennett, 
17 Misc. 86, 39 NYS 830; Broadway, 


etc., Co. v. American Soe. ete, 15 
AbbPrNS 51. 

S. C.—Barfield v. Coker, 73 S. C. 
181, 53 SE 170; McConnell v. Ken- 


nedy, 29 S. C. 180, 7 SE 76. 
A Pain aco v. Graham, 9 Lea 

Tex.—Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr, 
408, 103 SW 899. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 673. 

Wis.—Murphy v. Martin, 58 Wis. 
276, 16 NW 603. 

[a] Other distinctions —(1) “An 
action for false imprisonment is for 
the defendant’s having done that 
which; upon stating of it, is mani- 
festly illegal; while a malicious 
prosecution is for a _ prosecution 
which, upon the stating of it, is 
manifestly legal.” Johnson v. Grid- 
wood, 7 Misc. 651, 652, 28 NYS 151 
[aff 148 N. Y. 660 mem, 39 NE 21 
mem]. To same effect Neil v. Thorn, 
88 N. Y. 270 [rev 17 Hun 144]; Hobbs: 
v. Ray, 18 R. I. 84, 25 A 694; John- 
stone v. Sutton, 1 T. R. 544, 99 Re- 
print 1243, 1 ERC 765, per Lord 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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and the termination of the proceeding favorably to 
plaintiff,17 whereas in false imprisonment the alle- 
gation of want of probable cause is not essential,18 
and the burden is on defendant to prove probable 
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cause as a defense or in mitigation.” Malice is ma- 


Mansfield. (2) “The. difference... . 
is this: The wrongdoer in making 
the unlawful arrest, or causing it to 
be done, takes the law in his own 
hands and acts without a warrant 
from a court or magistrate, while 
the man who instigates a malicious 
prosecution puts the machinery of 
the eriminal law into operation, caus- 
ing a warrant to issue and the arrest 
under the warrant.’ Pandjiris v. 
Hartman, 196 Mo. 539, 545, 94 SW 
270. (3) “In an action for malicious 
prosecution it must appear that he 
[complainant] was actuated by mal- 
ice, without probable cause; and in 
an action for false imprisonment it 
must appear that he was guilty of 
some improper conduct, connecting 
him with the unlawful arrest. In 
either case, if he have probable cause 
to believe a crime has been com- 
mitted ; he is not responsible.’ 
Teal v. Fissel, 28 Fed. 351. 

{b] Diustrations.—(1) A _ state 
policeman’s assault upon a railroad 
passenger who had not paid his fare 
and the taking of him into custody 
for evading his fare, having been un- 
warranted by law, constituted false 
imprisonment, or some wrong: other 
than malicious prosecution. Squires 
v. Southern Pac. Co., (Cal. A.) 183 
P 695. (2) Where plaintiff was ar- 
rested on a warrant, fair on its face 
but voidable for failure to comply 
with certain treaty stipulations, and 
sued defendant consul general, com- 
plainant, in malicious prosecution, 
and the latter demurred on _ the 
ground that the proceedings being 
irregular the action should have 
been in false imprisonment instead 
of malicious prosecution, the court 
Overruled the demurrer. Castro v. 
De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 250 [motion for 
new trial den 16 Fed. 93]. 

17. See Malicious Prosecution [26 


Cye- 81 

18. Ala.—Sanders v. Davis, 153 
Ala. 375, 44 S 979. 

Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 


621, 123 P 1115, AnnCasi913D 459. 
Ky.—Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 

121 Ky. 8638, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 

12 AnnCas 33. 


Oh.—Sachs v. Skeen, 15 OhS&CP 
612. ; 

N. B.—Kingston v. Wallace, 25 
IN. BB. 573. 

But see Hazard v. Harding, 63 


HowPr (N. Y.) 326, 327 (“The action 
is neither for malicious prosecution 
or false imprisonment, in both of 
which an averment of want of prob- 
able cause would be necessary’’). 

Necessity of averring probable 
cause see infra § 127. 

19. Canal Zone.—Kourany v. Hal- 
man, 2 Canale Zone 284. 

TIowa.—Snyder v. Thompson, 134 
Iowa 725, 112 NW 239. 

N. Y.—De Silva v. New York Cent. 
2 Co., 182 App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 
924. 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
68; Frey v. Barr, 28 Pa. Dist. 570; 
Mikelberge v. Philadelphia Rapid 
Transit Co., 16 Pa. Dist. 906, 34 Pa. 


Co. 425; Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. 
Co. 137 (dictum). ‘ 
Eng.—Hicks v. Faulkner, 8 Q. B. 


D167 [atl 46°J. PB. 4207. Sits 
fa] Mlustration.—Where plaintiff 
was arrested without warrant on a 
charge of intoxication, in a subse- 
guent suit for false imprisonment, 
it was held in setting aside a verdict 
for defendant peace officer that an 
instruction that plaintiff must prove 
he was not intoxicated was error 
because in false imprisonment the 
burden of proving probable cause or 
justification is on the defendant, al- 
though in malicious prosecution such 


an instruction would have been cor- 
rect because there the burden is on 
plaintiff. Snyder v. Thompson, 134 
Iowa 725, 112 NW 239. 

[b] Application of rule—Where 
plaintiff was wrongfully arrested 
without warrant by defendant rail- 


road’s special officers for alleged 
mis@emeanor and in a subsequent 
suit for damages the trial court 


charged the jury that plaintiff must 
prove lack of probable cause for the 
arrest in order to recover, it was 
held on appeal that the action was 
not for malicious prosecution but for 
false imprisonment and _ therefore 
the charge was reversible error. De 
Silva v. New York Cent. R. Co., 182 
App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 924. 


Burden of proof generally see 
infra § 146. 
Burden of proof in malicious 


prosecution see Malicious Prosecu- 
tion [26 Cye 83 et seq]. 
Probable cause: 
As bearing on amount of damages 
see infra § 176. 
As bearing on motives or malice see 
infra § 154. 
As justification for arrest see infra 
* §§ 36-39. 
20. Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. 


A. 111, 89 P 860. 

La.—Wells v. Johnston, 52 La. 
Ann, 713, 27 S 185. But see O’Mal- 
ley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 906, 43 S 
545 (in malicious prosecution “the 
prosecution for damages may be 
maintained although the party 
who obtained the imprisonment acted 
without malice and upon reasonable 
and probable cause; while in the lat- 
ter, to wit, false imprisonment, an 
action cannot be maintained if it be 
shown that the party by whom the 


complaint was prosecuted acted in 
good faith and with probable 
cause’’). 

Mo.—Monson vy, Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 
ORs 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
INS? Ye 5 902 

Okl.—Hostettler v. Carter, 175 P 
244, 


Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 

Sask.—Baker v. Tedford, 2 Sask. 
L. 307. 

“In order to make a case of false 
imprisonment, malice and want of 
probable cause are not necessary in- 
egredients. ... These are necessary in 
law for malicious prosecution, but 
not .. .. for false imprisonment.” 
Monson vy. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 97, 102 
[quot Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463]. 

[a] Legal advice as defense.— 
Where plaintiff was arrested under 
a void warrant and on suing for 
damages in two counts respectively 
for malicious prosecution and false 
imyvrisonment was wrongly com- 
pelled by the trial court to elect and 
choose to proeeed for malicious 
prosecution, it was held on appeal 
that (1) compelling election was 
wrong, (2) the arrest being under 
void warrant, the action should have 
been for false imprisonment, (3) 
while legal advice in negativing 
malice would be a good defense in 
malicious prosecution, since there 
malice is a necessary element, it was 
no defense in false imprisonment be- 
cause in the latter malice is not a 
necessary element. Kourany v. Hal- 
man, 2 Canal Zone 284. 

o1. UW. S.—Davis v.—Johnson, 101 
Fed. 952, 42 CCA 111. , 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 


89 P 860. 
D. C.—Auerbach v. Freeman, 43 
App. 176. - 


Ga.—Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359, 


-plies alone to suits for 
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terial only on the issue of damages;?° and the ter- 
mination of the proceeding is not material.* If 
the imprisonment is under legal authority it may 
be malicious but it cannot be false.?? 


This is true 


370. 
Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 


260, 262 [aff 22 Pa. Dist. 576, and 
cit Cyc]. 

Tex.—Taylor v. Hearn, 63 . Tex. 
Civ. A. 333, 133 Swe 30d. 

N. S.—McKenzie v. Jackson, 31 
N. S. 70. 

“The rule... requiring that the 


prosecution should be ended before 
the civil suit was maintainable, ap- 
malicious 
prosecution and not to suits for tres- 
pass Lin false imprisonment ].”’ 
Thorpe v. Wray, supra. To same 
effect Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860. 


[a] Reason for rule.—‘A previ- 
ous judicial proceeding not being 
an essential element of the injury, 


obviously the rule applicable to ma- 
licious prosecution, that the termina- 
tion of the proceeding is a condition 
precedent to the institution of an 
action for the injury, does not apply 
to a false imprisoument.” Lentz v. 
Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 260, 262. 

_ [bh] Necessity of judicial proceed- 
ing.—“Unless the arrest is followed 
by some sort of a judicial proceeding 
there can be no malicious prosecu- 
tion, and the plaintiff must seek his 
remedy in an action for false im- 
prisonment.” Barry v. Third Ave. R. 
it 61 App. Div. 385, 386, 64 NYS 


[ec] Unlawful detention without 
prosecution.—Where plaintiff was ar- 
rested without a warrant or other 
legal justification and threatened 
with prosecution but was. never 
prosecuted, it was held that the ac- 
tion should have been for false im- 
prisonment and that malicious prose- 
cution would not lie because there 
had been no ‘‘prosecution” at all. 
res ae oat v. Freeman, 43 App. (D. C.) 

0 ~ 

{[d] Allegation of termination.— 
Where plaintiff alleged issuance of 
a warrant by one defendant at the 
instigation of another, his arrest and 
imprisonment thereunder by a third 
defendant, and that the whole trans- 
action was malicious and without 
probable cause and done to coerce 
plaintiff into settling a civil suit, 
but omitted an allegation of the ter- 
mination of the prosecution, it was 
held that this omission made the 
count one for false imprisonment 
and not for malicious prosecution. 


Davis v. Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 42 
CCAR: R 
22. Cal.—Squires v. Southern Pac. 


Coy,* (GAS) VU83 P6955 

Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 
63, 65, 

N. 
298. 

Or.—Lane v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 413, 
L60OMR i424 1630 2975s 

Vt.—Roberts v. Danforth, 92 Vt. 
88, 102 A 335. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 678. 

But see Stoddard v. Bird, Kirby 
(Conn.) 65 (where it was held that 
if one made use of legal authority 
to secure the issuance of process and 
arrest of a person with design to ex- 
tort money and without any cause of 
action to justify the issuance of the 


135 Ky. 
121 SW 961, 21 AnnCas 456. 
Y.— Brown vy. Crowl, 5 Wend. 


process, he was liable in false im- 
prisonment for a detention there- 
under). 


“An action for false imprisonment 
may be maintained where the im- 
prisonment is without legal author- 
ity. But, where there is a valid or 
apparently valid power to arrest, the 
remedy is by an action for malicious 
prosecution.’ Roberts v. Thomas, 
supra [quot Lane v. Ball, supra]. 

{a] In accord with this view see 
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where legal authority is shown by valid process,?* | even if irregular *4 or voidable.?> Void process will 


Carl v. Ayers, 538 N. Y. 14 (where 
in an action for “malicious prosecu- 
tion in charging plaintiff with steal- 
ing” a nonsuit was held improperly 
granted against plaintiff on evidence 
that defendant caused plaintiff’s ar- 
rest without warrant or probable 
cause on a false criminal charge). 

[b] Suit for excessive amount.— 
A declaration alleging bringing of 
suit for an excessive amount result- 
ing in plaintiff's being sent to jail 
for inability to procure bail was 
held to state a case for malicious 
prosecution, and not for false im- 
prisonment or abuse of process. 
Roberts v. Danforth, 92 Vt. 88, 102 
A 335. 

[ec] Where plaintiff was commit- 
ted for contempt and brought an ac- 
tion for damages, it was held that 
commitment for contempt, being a 
judicial act, could not form the basis 
of false imprisonment, but if ma- 
licious might be the basis of an 
action for malicious prosecution. 
Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 W. Va. 116, 
23 SE 6738. 

{d] The same detention as false 
imprisonment and malicious prose- 
cution.—Where at defendant’s ma- 
licious instigation, plaintiff was 
wrongfully arrested by a peace offi- 
cer without a warrant, taken to the 
station house and there detained 
after defendant had _ signed the 
charge sheet, and subsequently dis- 
charged by a magistrate, it was held 
the detention prior to appearance be- 
fore the magistrate was false im- 
prisonment but after the magistrate 
exercised his legal authority in de- 
taining plaintiff for investigation of 
the charges it ceased to be false im- 
prisonment but became malicious 
prosecution. Austin v. Dowling, L. 
R. 5 C. P. 534. To same effect Lock 
v. Ashton, 12 Q. B. 871, 64 ECL 871, 
116 Reprint 1097. 

Unlawfulness as element of defini- 
tion see supra § l. 

What constitutes unlawfulness see 
infra §§ 15-67. 

23. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 
334; Whitten v. Bennett, 86 Fed. 405, 
30 CCA 140 [aff 77 Fed. 271]; Cas- 
tro v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 250. 

Ala.—Davis v. Sanders, 133 Ala. 
275, 82 S 499; Rich v. McInerny, 103 
Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

Ark.—Campbell v. Hyde, 92 Ark. 
128, 122 SW 99. 

Cal.—Stuffs v. Abercrombie, 183 P 
458; Frost v. Witter, 132 Cal. 421, 
64 P 705, 84 AmSR 53; Donati v. 
Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 45, 97 P 1128. 

T1l.—Conkling v. Whitmore, 132 Ill. 
A. 574; Mexico Cent. R. Co. v.,Gehr, 
66 Ill. A. 178. 

Ind.—Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Col- 
ter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 9 AmR 
735; Seeger v. Pfeifer, 35 Ind. 13. 

Ky.—Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 502, 


22 KyL 5. 

Mass.—Black v. Buckingham, 174 
Mass. 102, 54 NE 494; Morrow v. 
Wheeler, ete., Mfg. Co., 165 Mass. 


349, 43 NE 105. 

Mo.—Rosendale v. Market Square 
Dry Goods Co., (A.) 213 SW 169; 
Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 Mo. A. 
46, 79 SW 1165. 

Mont.—Grorud y. Lossl, 48 Mont. 
274, 186 P 1069. 

Nebr.—Hackler v. Miller, 79 Nebr. 
206, 112 NW 308. 

N. Y.—wNebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 
Daly 232, 61 HowPr 353; Ring v. 
Mitchell, 45 Misc. 493, 92 NYS 749; 
Warren v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 
NYS 830; Burns v. Eben, 24 N. Y. 
Super. 555, 26 HowPr 273 [aff 40 
N. Y. 463]. 
meg C.—Allen v. Greenlee, 13 N. C. 

Pa.—Frey v. Barr, 28 Pa. Dist. 570; 
Moss yv. Judge, 16 Pa. Dist. 1021, 34 


Pa. Co. 433. 

R. I.—Calderone v. 
Rai Dy 578) Poe A S27 8, 

S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 
Si Cea 8057) SHS. 

Vt.—Roberts v. Danforth, 92 Vt. 
88, 102 A 335. 

Wis.—Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 
64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 
616. 

Eng.—Elsee v. Smith, 2 Chit. 304, 
18 ECL 648. 
aenG B.—Thompson v. Mott, 32 N. B. 

“Balse imprisonment ,. . is the 
unlawful arrest or detention of a 
person without warrant, or by an 
illegal warrant, or a warrant ille- 
gally executed. If the imprisonment 
is under legal process, but the ac- 
tion has been commenced and car- 
ried on maliciously and without 
probable cause, it is malicious prose- 
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cution.” Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. 
AS 4597) iP. “LAS To; vsamesnet- 
fect Western Union Tel. Co. v 


Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 334; 
Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 
663, 49 AmSR 32; Frost v. Witter, 
132 Cal. 421, 64 P 705, 84 AmSR 
53 [quot Stubbs v. Abercrombie, (A.) 
183 P 458]; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 
Gehr, 66 Ill. A. 173 [quot Conkling v. 
Whitmore, 132 Ill. A. 574]; Grorud 
v. Lossl, 48 Mont. 274, 1386 P 1069; 
Warren v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39° 
NYS 830; Gelzenleuchter v. Nie- 
meyer, 64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 54 
AmR. 616. 

[a] Tllustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff sued in false imprisonment 
and malicious prosecution -for a 
wrongful arrest under warrant and 
the malicious prosecution count was 
dropped before verdict because the 
prosecution was still pending on ap- 
peal, it was held in reversing a judg- 
ment for plaintiff in false imprison- 
ment that the latter would not lie 
because the arrest’ was under valid 
process. Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 
Daly: CN. Yi.)i2'32; 161. HowPr 353. 
(2) Where a peace officer arrests a 
person without process and _ takes 
him before a magistrate, before 
whom he files a written complaint 
against the prisoner, describing no 
offense against the law, and after 
the hearing the person is set at lib- 
erty, an action for malicious prose- 
cution does not lie, but the party has 
immediate cause of action for false 
imprisonment. Hackler v. Miller, 
79 Nebr. 206, 112 NW 306. 

[b] Arrest under mesne process. 
—(1) Where one maliciously causes 
another to be duly arrested on mesne 
process issued by a court having 
jurisdiction, the cause of action 
thereupon arising is for malicious 
prosecution, not false arrest. Black 
v. Buckingham, 174 Mass. 102, 54 NE 
494. (2) A complaint alleging that 
defendant maliciously sued out a 
body execution against plaintiff for 
nearly a hundred times the amount 
of any claim defendant had probable 
cause to supose he had against 
plaintiff, and that plaintiff was 
wrongfully imprisoned thereunder, 
was held on demurrer to state a 
cause of action for malicious prose- 
cution, not for false imprisonment. 
Roberts v. Danforth, 92 Vt. 88, 102 
A 335. 

[ec] Arrest on warrant.—Where 
arrest is made without warrant and 
immediate discharge follows, the ac- 
tion is for false arrest; where arrest 
is on a warrant, regularly sworn out, 
and is followed by prosecution, the 
action is for malicious prosecution. 
Moss v. Judge, 16 Pa. Dist. 1021, 34 
Par Cosee3s: 

{d] Arrest of wrong party under 
valid process. — Where defendant 
caused pldintiff’s arrest under a 
capias and the petition stated thai 


plaintiff was not the person named 
in the capias, the court held that the 
petition stated an action for false 
imprisonment, and not one for ma- 
licigus prosecution. Reynolds v. 
Price, 56 SW 502, 22 KyL 5. 

[e] Applications of rule to plead- 
ing.—(1) Where in a suit for dam- 
ages plaintiff amended a count, for 
malicious prosecution, in her com- 
plaint by striking out an allegation 
that she was arrested on a warrant, 
and substituting an allegation that 
she was arrested and held without a 
warrant, she thereby changed the 
action from malicious prosecution to 
false imprisonment and rendered in- 
structions given by the trial court 
based on the theory of malicious 
prosecution inapplicable and reversi- 
ble error. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 334. 
(2) A complaint alleging illegal ar- 
rest, detention, and restraint of lib- 
erty states an action for false im- 
prisonment, not- malicious prosecu- 
tion, which lies for arrest under 
process of law. Burns v. Erben, 2 
N. Y. Super. 555, 26 HowPr 273 [aff 
40 N. Y. 463]. (3) Where a count 
in a complaint alleged merely that 
defendant caused plaintiff to be ar- 
rested under a charge made verbally 
to a policeman it was held, because 
of the omission of an allegation of 
arrest. under due process, not to al- 
lege a legal arrest, and therefore to 
state an action for false imprison- 
ment, and not for malicious prose- 
cution. Sanders v. Davis, 153 Ala, 
375, 44 S 979. 

Valid process as justification see 
infra §$ 41-43. 

24 Haskins vy. Ralston, 69 Mich. 
63, 37 NW 45, 13 AmSR 376. 

[a] Irregular warrant. — Where 
plaintiff's declaration charged de- 
fendant with having maliciously, and 
without probable cause, instigated 
plaintiff's arrest on a charge of 
forgery of which plaintiff was ac- 
quitted, and where on appeal it was 
argued by plaintiff that the action 
was for false imprisonment because 
the warrant was void for failure to 
include the statutory averment of 
intent to defraud, it was held that 
the omission of such ayerment ren- 
dered the warrant merely irregular, 
not void, and that therefore the ac- 
tion was for malicious prosecution 
and plaintiff could not recover in 
false imprisonment. Haskins v. Ral- 
ston, 69 Mich. 63) 37 ; NW =45,_18 
AmSR 376. 

Irregular process 
see intra §§ 44-51. 

25. U. S.—Castro v. De Uriarte, 
12 Fed. 250 [motion for new trial 
den 16 Fed. 93]. ; 

Mass.—Cassier v. Fales, 139 Mass. 
461, 1 NE 922. 

R. I.—lLisabelle v. Hubert, 23 R. I. 
456, 50 A 837. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v., Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 673. 

Hae S.—Campbell v. McKay, 38 N.S. 

But see Berry v. Hamill, i2 Sere. 
& R. (Pa.) 210 (where plaintiff was 
arrested and imprisoned on a capias 
ad satisfaciendum which was held 
voidable because plaintiff had prop- 
erty sufficient to satisfy the debt 
for which the writ issued, and it was 
held in a subsequent suit against 
the creditor causing the issuance of 
the said capias that the proper ac- 
tion was trespass for false imprison- 
ment, not case for malicious prose- 
cution). 

[a] Detention under writ void- 
able for lack of return.—Where 
plaintiff was arrested on a writ fair 
on its face and issued by a court of 
competent jurisdiction but the writ 
was never returned, it was held in a 
subsequent suit against the party 


as justification 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


cee) aes 


§§ 3-4] 


not constitute legal authority within this rule.?¢ 
Historically the distinction grew out of the early 
cases distinguishing between trespass and the ac- 
tion on the case 2? which later authorities have fol- 
lowed,** trespass being the common-law remedy for 
false imprisonment and case the remedy for ma- 


licious prosecution.?° 
[§ 4] 3. Abuse of Process. 


who caused the writ to issue that he 
was not liable in false imprisonment, 


but the proper remedy was malicious 


prosecution. Lisabelle v. Hubert, 23 
Re 1..456,.'50' Ay 837. 

{b] Arrest under erroneous con- 
tempt process.—Where plaintiff was 
arrested for contempt of court un- 
der an attachment erroneously is- 
sued by the court at the instance of 
defendant complainant, it was held 
in a‘subsequent suit for damages 
that false imprisonment would not 
lie because the arrest was under 
process fair on its face, but plaintiff 
might recover in malicious prosecu- 


tion if he could present adequate 
evidence of malice. Tavenner v. 
set hd 41 W. Va. 116, 23 SH 

[c] Woidable for infancy of 
plaintiff.—Plaintiif, an infant, was 


arrested by defendant officer under 
a writ fair on its face and despite 
plaintiff's repeated oral claims of 
his infancy privilege from arrest. 
In a subsequent suit for false im- 
prisonment the court, in rendering 
judgment for defendant, stated that 
the writ being not void but merely 
voidable for infancy, the arrest was 
lawful in form and therefore the 
proper remedy, if any, was malicious 
prosecution and not false imprison- 
ment. Cassier v. Fales, 139 Mass. 
461, 1 NE 922. 

[d] Voidable for iuterest.—An 
arrest and imprisonment under a 
warrant voidable because of the in- 
terest of the issuing commissioner 
was held nevertheless lawful, and 
therefore not false imprisonment, al- 
though if malicious, it could be the 
foundation of an action for mali- 
cious prosecution. Campbell v. Mc- 
Kay, 38 N. S. 333. 

Voidable process as justification 
infra § 44. \ 

26. Kourany v. Halman, 2 Canal 
Zone 284; American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; McCaskey v. 
Garrett, 91 Mo. A. 354; Ackroyd v. 
Ackroyd, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 388; Bar- 
hydt v. Valk, 12 Wend. (N. Y.) 145, 
27 AmD 124. See also Platt v. Niles, 
1 Edm. Sel. Cas. (N. Y.) 230 (where 
it was held that arrest and detention 
under a void process constitute false 
imprisonment, not malicious prosecu- 
tion, and where Morris v. Scott, 21 
Wend. (N. Y.) 281, 34 AmD 236 is 
distinguished on the ground that 
there malice and falsehood were the 
gist of the offense, the detention be- 
ing merely incidental, whereas in 
Platt v. Niles there was no malice, 
and unlawful detention was the gist 
of the offense). But see Morris v. 
Scott, 21 Wend. (N. Y.) 281, 34 AmD 
236 (where case for malicious prose- 
cution was allowed for an arrest un- 
der void process). 

[a] Detention under void war- 
rant.—Where defendant complainant 
caused plaintiff’s arrest and deten- 
tion under a warrant in the issu- 
ance of which defendant actively 
participated and which was illegal 
because not fulfilling certain statu- 
tory requirements, it was held in 
reversing a judgment for plaintiff in 
malicious prosecution that the war- 
rant under which plaintiff was ar- 


ens A distinetion is 
ordinarily recognized by the courts between an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment and one for abuse of 
process,®° although there are decisions and dicta 
which either refuse to recognize such a distinction or 
ignore it.51 The remedy for malicious abuse of reg- 
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ular process is an action on the case; for the exe- 
cution of irregular process, the remedy is by action 
of trespass against the party.*? 
lies for the wrongful use of process duly issued,?* 
whereas false imprisonment lies for a detention 
without due process.?* 


Abuse of process 


It follows that a warrant 


valid on its face may be a defense in false im- 


onment.38 


rested being void, the proper remedy 
was false imprisonment, and not ma- 
licious prosecution. McCaskey  v. 
Garrett, 91 Mo. A. 354. 

[b] Void attachment. — Where 
plaintiff was arrested on an attach- 
ment issued in violation of a stay of 
proceedings, it was heli that the ar- 
rest being under void process, the 
proper action was false imprison- 
ment, and not malicious prosecution. 
Ny v. Ackroyd, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 

Void process as justification see 
infra §§ 44-51. 

27. Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 421; Lock v. Ashton, 12 Q. B. 
871, 64 ECL 871, 116 Reprint 1097; 
Elsee v. Smith, 2 Chit. 304, 18 ECL 
648; Chivers v. Savage, 5 BE. & B. 
697, 85 ECL 697, 119 Reprint 641; 
Morgan v. Hughes, 2 T. R. 225, 100 
Reprint 123. 

Form. of action see infra § 116. 


28. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
Lae tah 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 
334, 

Ala.—Rich y. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

5 Ill—Lowry v. Hately, 30 Ill. A. 

9%. 

Ind.—Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
9 AmR 735. 


N. Y.—Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 
Daly 232, 61 HowPr 353. 

R. I.—Calderone v. Kiernan, 23 
Rol 678; 51. A 215, 

29. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 


334; Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 
250 [motion for new trial den 16 
Fed. 93]. 


Ala.—Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

Canal Zone.—Kourany v. Halman, 
2 Canal Zone 284, 

Ind.—Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind, 285, 
9 AmR 735. 

N. Y.—Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 
Daly 232, 61 HowPr 353. 

R. I.—Calderone v. Kiernan, 23 
R. I. 578, 51 A 215. 

Eng.—Elsee v. Smith, 2 Chit. 304, 
18 ECL 648. 

{a] For. example. — (1) “Where 
the immediate act of imprisonment 
proceeds from the defendant, the ac- 
tion must be trespass, and trespass 
only; but where the act of imprison- 
ment by one person is in consequence 
of information from another, there 
an action upon the case is the proper 
remedy.” Morgan v. Hughes, 2 T. R. 
225, 231, 100 Reprint 123. To the 
same effect Farnam v. Feeley, 56 
N. Y. 451. (2) “If a party acts him- 
self in apprehending another, he may 
be liable in trespass; but if he 
falsely and maliciously, and without 
any probable cause, puts the law in 
motion, that is properly the subject 
of an action on the case.” Elsee v. 
Smith, 2 Chit. 304, 308, 18 ECL 648. 
(3) “No person who acts upon a 
regular writ or warrant can be lia- 
ble for the action of trespass [in 
false imprisonment], however ma- 
licious his conduct; but case for 
malicious motive and want of prob- 
able cause for the proceeding [ma- 
licious prosecution] is the only 
sustainable form of action.” 1 
Chitty Pl. p 214 [quot Calderone v. 


prisonment *° but cannot be a defense to an action 
for abuse of process.°® 
in conflict as to whether malice is an essential ele- 
ment of abuse of process *" they are in harmony on 
the point that malice is unessential in false impris- 
A further difference should be noted in 


While the authorities are 


Kiernan; 23 Ra 1. 5 783ebL VAT 
(4) “An action for a malicious prose- 
cution can only be supported for the 
malicious prosecution of some legal 
proceeding, before some judicial offi- 
eer or tribunal. If the proceedings 


complained of are extra-judicial, the 


remedy is trespass, and not an.ac- 
tion on the case for a malicious 
prosecution.’ Colter v. Lower, 35 
Ind. 285, 287, 9 AmR 735. 


(b] Jurisdiction or want of ju- 
visdiction of judge.—Trespass in 
false imprisonment lies against a | 


judge who without jurisdiction is- 
sued a warrant under which plain- 
tiff was arrested, but an action on 
the case for malicious prosecution 
would be the proper remedy had the 
judge had jurisdiction. Poulk v. Slo- 
cum, 3 Blackf. (Ind.) 421. 

_[c] Special damage.— The dis- 
tinction between false imprisonment 
and malicious prosecution has been. 
stated to be that the latter implies 
special damage, whereas the former 
does not. Bourden vy. Alloway, 11 
Mod. 181, 88 Reprint 975 (dictum). 

Form of action see infra § 116. 


30. Hazard v. Harding, 63 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 3826; Jackson v. AmeriGan 
Tel., rete.) 'Co.,/139) NVC) S47 ol iS 


1015, 70 LRA 738; Lane v. Ball, 83 
Or. 404, 160 P 144, 163 P 975; Berry 


As Hamill, 12 Serg. & R. (Pa) 
31. Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 
250 [motion for new trial den 16 


Fed. 93]; Wood v. Graves, 144 Mass. 
365, 11 NE 567, 59 AmR 95 (dictum); 
Hackett v. King, 6 Allen (Mass.) 58 
(dictum); Fellows v. Goodman, 49 
Mo. 62; Clark vy. Tilton, 74 N. H. 330, 
68 A 335. 

{a] Arrest on sham proceedings. 
—Where defendant procured plain- 
tiff’'s * arrest and detention under 
criminal process used as a sham to 
further private plans, it was held 
that the sham proceedings were ille- 
gal and no defense. The court held 
defendants liable in false imprison- 
ment and abuse of process, drawing 


no distinction between the two. Fel- 
lows v. Gcodman, 49 Mo. 62. 
[b] For example.—(1) It has 


been stated that exceptions are not 
sustainable to instructions because 
of confusion of false imprisonment 
and abuse of process. Wood vy. 
Graves, 144 Mass. 365, 11 NE 567, 
59 AmR 95. (2) It has been stated 
that arrest under a legal warrant 
for the purpose of extortion was 
false imprisonment. Hackett v. King, 
6 Allen (Mass.) 58. (3) A plaintiff 
rightfully arrested under a _ valid 
warrant and wrongfully compelled 
to pay money to secure his release 
has been held entitled to maintain 


false imprisonment. Clark v. Til- 
ton, 74 N. H. 330. 68 A 335. 
32. Berry v. Hamill, 12 Serg. & 


Ri (Pa.) 210. 
33. Abuse of process see Process 
{32 Cyc 541]. 


34. See infra § 15. 
835. See infra § 41. 2 
36. Abuse of process see Process 


[382 Cye 543]. 

37. Abuse of process see Process 
[32 Cyc 541-542]. 

38. See infra § 6. 
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that the action for abuse of process accrues and 
the statute of limitations runs from the date of 
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the misuse of the process,°® while the action for false 


[§ 5] 


lar individuals. 


injury to the person.** 


A. In General. The right violated by this 
tort belongs historically to rights in rem—ayvyailable 
against. the community at large, as distinguished 
from rights in personam—available against particu-, 
Although the cause of action it- 
self is a property right, 42 the gist of the tort is an 
The theory of the law 


II. NATURE AND ELEMENTS 


[§ 6] 
Malice. 


is that one interferes with another’s liberty of lo- 


39. Abuse of process see Process 
[382 Cyc 544]. 

40. Lane v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 160 
BP 144, 163 P 975. 

Time to sue and limitations see 
infra §§ 117-120. 

41. Crossett v. Campbell, 
659, 666, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 20 


IGrUAINS 796.7 eiquoth Cy.cinrsRileyvosve 
Stone, 174 N. C. 588, 601, 94 SH 434 
(quot Cyc]. 
42. Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
1S T09 5 AN 699: reat 
{a] Mlustration.—Where plaintiff 


minors were arrested by defendant 
police officers and at the solicitation 
of their parents signed a release 
upon which they were freed from 
custody,. in a subsequent suit for 
false imprisonment it was held on 
appeal that the release was admis- 
sible to show the termination of the 
imprisonment but could not be used 
a waiver of the action because said 
action was a property right and 
therefore could be released neither by 


minors nor their guardians. Ther- 
riault v. Breton, 114 Me. 1387, 95 A 
699. 

43. Bennett v. Sweet, 171 Mass. 


600, 51 NE 183. 

[a] Verdict not subject to cred- 
itors’ claims.—Defendant had _ ob- 
tained a verdict for false imprison- 
ment which had not yet been entered 
as a judgment, and plaintiff sought 
to reach such verdict in equity. The 
court held that: First, verdicts for 
personal injuries could not be 
reached before entry of judgment; 
second, false imprisonment is a per- 
sonal injury; third, therefore the 
verdict here could not be taken by 
plaintiff creditor. Bennett v. Sweet, 
i71 Mass. 600, 51 NE 183. 

44. State v. Evans, 83 Mo. &. 301; 
Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 588, 601, 
94 SEH 434 [quot Cyc]; Landrum v. 
Wells; 7, Tex: Civ. VA. 625,26 ‘SW 
1001. See Crossett v. Campbell, 122 
La. 659, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 3862, 20 
LRANS 967 [quot Cyc]. 

{a] Origin of the right infringed. 
—Under the Bill of Rights, declar- 
ing that no citizen shall be deprived 
of life, liberty, or property except by 
due course of law, and that every- 
thing in the Bill of Rights is ex- 
cepted out of the general powers of 
government, a police officer, who de- 
prives a citizen of his liberty in any 
way except by due course of law, 
is amenable in an action for false 
imprisonment. Gold v. Campbell, 
54 Tex. Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463. 


45. Burden of proof see infra 
§ 146. 
46. Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. 


A. 269, 117 SW 463. 

Burden of proof of legality see 
infra § 146. 

47. Necessity of proving malice 
and want of probable cause if al- 
leged see infra § 146 


48. See infra §§ 153, 179. 
49. See cases infra this note. 
[a] Attorneys. — (1) Where de- 


fendant attorney examined a wit- 
ness subpcenaed to bring tax bills 
to court and on the witness’ re- 


122 La. 


fusal to answer questions drew, at 
the court’s request, the papers un- 
der which plaintiff witness was im+ 
prisoned, it was held in a_ subse- 
quent suit for false imprisoument 
that defendant attorney was exempt- 
ed from liability not only by protec- 
tion of legal authority as expressed 
in the irregular but valid warrant 
of commitment, but also by reason 
ef defendant's goud faith, probable 
cause, and lack of malice. The court, 
in speaking of the latter ground for 
decision, admitted the general rule 
that malice is immaterial, but dis- 
tinguished the case of attorneys 
whose profession requires freedom 
from fear of possible suit for its 
proper exercise. Shull v. Boyd, 251 
Mo. 452, 158 SW 3138. (2) Liability 
of attorney for arrest of which he 
is not legal cause see infra § 94. 
[b] Judicial officers.—(1) Where 
a justice was sued in false imprison- 
ment for an arrest and detention 


under an illegal warrant issued by j; 


him, it was held that an instruction 
that plaintiff need not prove malice 
was reversible error, as the liability 
of the justice would depend upon 
whether or not he acted with malice. 
Neale v. Minifie, 17 F. Cas. No. 10,070, 
21 Cranehwe@y Cy 16. (2) “Ineia Suit 
against the issuing magistrate for 
plaintiif’s detention under a writ il- 
legal for failure to comply with con- 
stitutional requirements, actual mal- 
ice in defendant was necessary to 
Support a recovery. Kessler v. Hoff- 
man, 9 Pa. Dist. 365. (3) Motive as 
affecting exemption of judicial offi- 
cer see infra § 100. 

[c] Executive officers.—(1) Where 
at the order of the president, de- 
fendant, a United States ministerial 
officer, ‘signed an executive warrant 
issued by the president under mar- 
tial law and directing the arrest of 
plaintiff on suspicion of being impli- 
cated in the assassination of Lin- 
coln, it was held in ‘a subsequent 
suit for false imprisonment that de- 
fendant was not liable because the 
order was valid on its face but that 
if defendant had been malicious and 
conspired with the president to op- 
press plaintiff, both defendant and 
the president would have been liable 
for the resultant false imprison- 
ment. Lamar. viaDana,)) 14 .Bis Cas; 
No. 8,006, 18 Int. Rey. Rec. 163 [mo- 
tion to remand to state court den 
14 F. Cas. No. 8,005, 10 Blatchf. 34]. 
(2) False imprisonment under mar- 
tial law see infra § 28. (3) General 
liability of executives see infra 
S95! (4) Justification by command 
of superior see infra § 96. 

{d] Motive determining legality 
of azrest without warrant.—(1) 
Plaintiff went to a bank and through 
error of defendant bank clerk drew 
more money than he was entitled 
to. Theresfter plaintiff learned of 
the error but refused to refund the 
excess paid him. This constituted 
larceny under code provisions of Wis- 
consin. Defendant and a police ofii- 
cer arrested and imprisoned nlain- 
tiff without warrant and with the 


imprisonment accrues 
the termination of the imprisonment.*? 


[§§ 4-6 


and the statute runs from 


comotion at his peril ¢* and, to escape liability, must 
justify the interference by ‘proof 45 of its legality.*® 

B. Motive and Intent +’—l. 
The motive of defendant is always ma- 
terial on the issue of exemplary damages,** but 
with some exceptions *® is immaterial on the issue 
of justification.®° 


Motive or 


A lawful imprisonment does not 


sole purpose of compelling a refund 
of the excess money. In a subse- 
aqnent suit for false imprisoninent 
the court stated, in ordering a new 
trial on other grounds, that the pur- 
pose of defendants in detaining plain- 
tiff at the bank would determine 
whether or not they had committed 
false imprisonment. Had defendants 
detained plaintiff as a reasonably 
suspected criminal with the purpose 
of securing enforcement of the crimi- 
nal law, they would not have com- 
mitted false imprisonment. But 
since they detained plaintiff with 
the purpose of securing enforcement 
of private rights, such imprison- 
ment was false and unlawful. Ber- 
geron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 377, 82 NW 
291, 80 AmSR 33: (2) Arrest with- 
out warrant on private authority 
generally see infra §§ 32, 33. (3) Ar- 
rest without warrant on public au- 
thority generally see infra §§ 30, 31. 

[e] In Georgia, under a code pro- 
vision that imprisonment under a 
void warrant would not give rise to 
an action against a party concerned 
in the issuance or execution thereof 
if he acted in good faith, it was held 
in a suit for detention under a void 
warrant that the issuing justice and 
his clerk and also the complaining 
bank were protected from liability 
by their good faith. Butler v. Tatt- 
nall Bank, 140 Ga. 579, 79 SE 456. 
To same effect Page v. Citizens’ 
Banking Co., 111 Ga. 73, 36 SE 418, 
78 AmSR 144, 51 LRA 463. 

50. Ala.—Oates v. Bullock, 136 
Ala. 537, 33 S 835, 96 AmSR 38; Rich 
v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 
49 AmSR 32; Sugg v. Pool, 2 Stew. 
& P. 196. 

Ark.—Chrisman v. Carney, 33 Ark. 
316; Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605. 

Cal. —Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 


621, 123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 759; 
Neves We Costas hi CalarAc iit 489 P 
Piven v. Connor, 70 Ill. A. 


Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430; Boaz v. Tate, 43 
Ind. 60; Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 


9 AmR 735; Taylor v. Moffatt, 2 
Blackf. 305. 
Iowa.—Snyder v. Thompson, 134 


Iowa 725, 112 NW 239; Holmes v. 
Blyler, 80 Iowa 365, 45 NW. 756. 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005; Comer v. Knowles, 17 
Kan. 436. 


Ky.—Cincinnati, ete, R. Co. v. 
Cundiff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, 
AnnCas1916C 513; Southern R. Co. 


v. Shirley, 121 Ky. 863,°90 SW 597, 
28 KyL 860, 12 AnnCas 33; Glazar v. 
Hubbard, 102 Ky. 68, 42 SW 1114, 19 
KyL 1025, 80 AmSR 340, 39 LRA 210. 

La.—Wells Vv. Johnston, 62 Ta. 
Ann. 713, 27 S 185; Sperier v. Ott, 6 
La. A. (Orleans) 327. 

Mass,.—Geary v. Stevenson, 169 
Mass. 23, 47 NE 508; Mullen vy. 
50 Mich. 


Brown, 138 Mass. 114. 

Mich.—Hill Var Lay lor: 
549, 15 NW 899; Livingston v. Bur- 
roughs, 33 Mich: Byala 

Mo.—Boeger v. Langenberg, 97 Mo. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 
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become unlawful because of malicious motives ;1 
nor does an unlawful detention become lawn! 


390, 11 SW 223, 10 AmSR 322; Hill 
v. S. S. Kresge Co., 202 Mo. A. 385, 
217 SW 997; Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 
106 Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165; Monson 
v. Rouse, 86 Mo. PAR OLE 

Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont. 504, 93 P 805, 807, 14 LRANS 
988 [eit Cyc]. 

Nebr.—Johnson v. Bouton, 35 
Nebr. 898, 53 NW 995; Painter v. 
Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 
roy H.—Gibbs v. Randlett, 58 N. H. 


N. J.—Booth v. Kurrus, 55 N. J. L. 
370, ae A 1018. 

N. Y.—Snead v. Bonnoil, 166 N. Y. 
325, 59 NE 899 [aff 49 App. Div. 
330, 63 NYS 553]; Marks v. Town- 
send, 97 UIN. “Ys .590;) Voltz’ v:: Black- 
mar, 64 N. Y. -440; Johnston v. 
Bruckheimer, 133 App. Div. 649, 118 
INIYSDULS 9s Tacys ve i Starks." 67, Apps 
‘Div. 422, 73 NYS 225; Hewlett v. 
Newburger, 66 Hun 230, 20 NYS 913 
[rev on other grounds 141 N. Y. 538, 
36 NE 593]; Cunningham vy. East 
River Blectric Light Co., 69 N. Y. 
Super. 282, 17 NYS 372; Reisler v. 
Interborough Rapid Transit Co., 79 
Mise. 91, °139 NYS 335; Fuller v. 
Redding, 16 Mise. 634, 39 NYS 109 
{rev on other grounds 13 App. Div. 
61, 483 NYS 94]; Limbeck v. Gerry, 
15 Mise. 663, 39 NYS 95; Moore v. 
Devoy, 37 HowPr 18. But see Loomis 
v. Render, 41 Hun 268 (where in a 
suit against defendant complainant 
for causing plaintiff’s arrest under 
a valid criminal warrant, the fact 
that defendant acted in bad faith 
and with the purpose of collecting 
private debts was held to give plain- 
tiff a right to recover). 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
132 N. C. 368, 43 SE 923. 

Oh.—Diehl v.-Friester, 37 Oh. St. 
473; Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 
1132; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 
144; Johnson’ v. McDaniel, 5 OhS& 


CEU. 
R. I.—Hobbs v. Ray, 18 R. I. 84, 
29 


25 A 694. 

S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 2 
SS) C1807 7 SH.76) “Buti see) Garvin 
“Nee blocker, (4S#0C? mh. 15%) Gwhere 
plaintiff was arrested on a “war- 
rant” which had lapsed by defend- 
ant peace officer acting at the insti- 
gation of defendant justice who had 
originally issued the warrant, it was 
held in refusing defendant’s applica- 
tion for a new trial that the actual 
malice of defendants justified a judg- 
ment against them in false imprison- 
ment). 

Tenn.—Herzog v. Graham, 9 Lea 
alas 

Tex.—Formwalt v. Hylton, 66 Tex. 
288,-1 SW 376; Karner v. Stump, 12 
Tex. iva BAe. 460, 34 SW 656; New- 
burn v. Durham, 10 Tex. Giv. A. 
655, 32 SW 112. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 

Eng.—Chivers v. Savage, 5 E. & 
B. 697, 85 ECL 697, 119 Reprint 641; 
Brandt vieraddock, 2% Lind: Bxch, 
314. 

Que.—Cole v. Cooke, 12 Que. K. B. 
519, 8 CanCrCas 300. 

“The right invaded by false im- 
prisonment is of such a character 
that the liability of the wrongdoer 
does not depend primarily upon his 
mental attitude. All of the authori- 
ties declare that neither malice nor 
ordinarily want of probable cause is 
an essential element of the right of 


action.’ Johnston v. Bruckheimer, 
133 App. Div. 649, 651,-118 NYS 189 
[quot Cyc]. 


“In such an action [false imprison- 
ment] it does not seem to us that the 
motive with which the prosecution is 
instituted constitutes any element 
of the cause of action.” McConnell 


[25 C. J.—29] 
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because 


va Kennedy, 29 S. C. 180, 192, 7 SE 


“Any unlawful detention of a citi- 
zen, by either an officer of the law or 
a private person, constitutes false 
imprisonment, no matter what may 
have been the motive or purpose of 
the party so detaining the other.” 
Newburr v. Durham, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 
655, 32 SW 112, 113. 

{a] Tlustration—wWhere plaintiff 
establishes an illegal detention, an 
action for false imprisonment will 
lie irrespective of defendant’s mo- 
tives. Johnston vy. Bruckheimer, 133 
APD. Div. 649, 118 NYS 189. 

Ark.—Campbell v. Hyde, 92 
eee 128, 122 SW 99. 

Cay —Miller v. Turner, (A.) 194 P 
66; Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 45, 
97 SP Te 8 
ike. C.—Carroll v. Parry, 48 App. 

Ida.—Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 P 769; Barton v. Rogers, 21 Ida. 
609, 123 P 478, 40 LRANS 681, Ann 
Cas1913E 192. 

Ill.—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281. * 

Kan.—Atchison, etc., R. Co 
76 Kan. T4576; 90) 22 "800, 


Hinsdell, 
162, LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981 [eit 
Cyc]. 

Ky.—Bennett v. Lewis, 66 SW 523, 
23 KyL 2037 


La.— Wells saa Bae mia: 


Ann: 713, 27 S) 2 


eee 


Me.—Crowell ey * Gleason, 10 Me. 
325. 

Mich.—Johnson v. Maxon, 23 Mich. 
129. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo, Ac 197, 130) (SWre6 8h; © Hill) av. 
S. S. Kresge Co., 202 Mo. A. 385, 


217 SW 997; Bierwith v. Pieronnet, 
65 Mo. A. 431. 

Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont. 504, 938 P 805, 807, 14 LRANS 
988 [quot Cye]. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Yu 590; Landt' vy. Hilts, 19—Barb: 
283; Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E. D. Smith 
445; Warren v. Dennett, 13 Misc. 329, 
384 NYS 462; Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 
10 Daly 232, 61 HowPr 353; Brown v. 


Crowl, 5 Wend. 298; Reynolds v. 
Corp; 3) Caik. 267: 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Traction 
Co., 182 N. C. 368, 43 SE 923. 

Oh.—Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 
144, ; 

Pa.—Hindman y. Hutchinson, 30 


PittsbLegJNS 422. 
S. D.—Just v. Martin Bros. Co., 

We SSE . 470, 159 NW 44. 
Tenn. —MeQueen v. Heck, 1 Coldw. 


212: 

W. Va rinney v. Zingale, 82 W. 
Va. 422, 95 SE 1046. 

Wis.—Murphy v. Martin, 58 Wis. 
276, 16 NW 608. 

Eng.—Allen v. Flood, [1898] A. C. 
1, 17 ERC 285 (per Lord Watson); 
Bradford v. Pickles, [1895] A. C. 
587. 
“Tf the arrest was lawful the mo- 
tive for it was immaterial.” Atchi- 
son, ete., R. Co. v. Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 
74, 76, 30 P 800, 12 LRANS 94, 13 
AnnCas 981 [cit Cyc]. 

“The true question, in such a case 
is, were the acts complained of 
legal? If they were, they are none 
the less so, because the party insti- 
tuting the legal proceeding was actu- 
ated by motives of revenge or 
malignity.” Per Wright, J., in Tay- 
lor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 144, 146. 

[a] Bad faith—(1) ‘Bad faith is 
not an essential element of false im- 
prisonment.” Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 
622: 631, 175 SW 910. (2)-In an 
action against the instigator of an 
arrest an instruction regarding his 
“bad faith’ was properly refused be- 
cause “bad faith” is not an element 
of the tort. Davern v. Drew, 153 


actuated by a laudable purpose,°? 
founded in good faith,®? or in ignorance of the 


[25C.J5.] 449 


or 


App. Div. 844, 
214 N. Y. 681 mem, 
mem]. 

52. McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 S.C. 
180, 192, 7 SE 76. 

“Tf a prosecution’ is commenced 
against a party and he is arrested 
without lawful authority, the per- 
son who procures such arrest, no 
matter how pure or laudable may 
have been the motives of the’ prose- 
cutor in instituting the prosecution, 
he may be liable to an action for 
false imprisonment, because he 
caused a citizen to be restrained of 
his liberty without lawful process, 
and his motive has nothing to do 
with the case, except, perhaps, as an 
element to be considered in measur- 
ing the damages. So, on the other 
hand, if a prosecution is commenced, 
according to the strictest forms of 
law against a party, through malice 
and without probable cause, under 
which he is arrested and imprisoned, 
he cannot maintain an action for 
false imprisonment, though he may 
maintain an action for malicious 
prosecution.” McConnell v. Kennedy, 


138 NYS. 1017 [aff 
108 NE 1092 


supra. 
53. Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 
Cal. 621, 128 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 


759. 

Ga.—Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

Ida.—Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 P 769; Barton v. Rogers, 21 Ida. 
609, 123 P 478, 40 LRANS 681, Ann 
Cas19138E 192. 

Ind.—Low v. Evans, 16 Ind. 486. 

Ilowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 
Iowa 372, 94 NW 922, 923. 

Kan.—Bell v. Day, 9 Kan. A. 111, 
57 P 1054. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 6738. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 88; Gallon v. House of 
Good Shepherd, 158 Mich. 361, 122 
NW 631, 133 AmSR 387, 24 LRANS 
286; Linnen v. Banfield, 114 Mich. 
938, 72 NW 1; Livingston v. Bur- 
roughs, 33 Mich. 511. 

Mo.—Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 
175 SW 910 [overr Fellows v. Good- 
man, 49 Mo. 62]; Dunlevy v. Wolfer- 
man, 106 Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 

Nebr.—Painter v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 

N. Y.—Davern v. Drew, 153 App. 
Divs 844.2 138 (NY¥S i107) fati, 214 
N. Y. 681 mem, 108 NE 1092 mem]; 
Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. Co., 71 App. 
Div. 199, 75 NYS 679; Jones v. Pick- 
ard, 101 Mise, 117, 166 NYS %21; 

Oh.—Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
One St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918m 
1132. 

Tex.—Formwalt v. Hylton, 66 Tex. 


288, 1 SW 3876; Landrum vy. Wells, 
iePexieCivaveAy 625,-<26):S Wee 10018 
Vt.—Mazzolini v. Gifford, 90 Vt! 


352, 98 A 904; Aldrich v. Weeks, 62 
Vt. 89, 19 A 115. i 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etce., 
R. Co.,° 78 oW. Va. 345,.°88 SH .1036; 
Ruffner v. Williams, 3 W. Va. 243. 

Eng.—Sinclair v. Broughton, 
L. T. Rep. N. S. 170. 

“In false imprisonment, the good 
faith of the defendant is material 
only on the question of punitive 


47 


damages.’ Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 
Cale) 6215 A23eP 1115, AnnCasio13p 
759. 

[a] Tlustration.—“‘If a mayor, 


conceiving the idea that his town is 
entitled to a tract of land in the 
possession of a citizen, forcibly 
ejects the latter without legal proc- 
ess, or if he directs the marshal to 
take such measures, he acts at his 
peril, notwithstanding his entire 
good faith and honest belief that he 
is strictly within the limits of his 
authority.” Young v. Gormley, 120 
Iowa 372, 376, 94 NW 922. 

{[b] Application of rule.—dAn alle- 


450 [25 0.d.] 


law.54 


Actual malice is not an essential element of the 
Some authorities 


tort,>> although legal malice is.®* 


gation that the execution upon which 
the action for false imprisonment is 
based was issued by defendant in 
the ordinary course of business con- 
Stitutes no defense. Jones v. Pick- 
ard, 101 Misc. 117, 166 NYS 721. 

54 Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 
155 NW ‘0899; Bast vi Brooklyn 
Heights R. Co., 115 App. Div. 683, 
101 NYS 364; Mazzolini v. Gifford, 90 
Vt. 352, 98 A 904. 

{a] Tllustration.— In an _ action 
against a railroad company for an 
arrest by its servant, evidence that 
he believed that the act of plaintiff 
in getting on a moving train was a 
misdemeanor for which he could ar- 
rest plaintiff was inadmissible. Fast 
v. Brooklyn Heights R. Co., 115 App. 
Div. 683, 101 NYS 364. 

[b] Arrest under honest mistake 
of law.—wWhere defendant officer, 
without a warrant, arrested plaintiff 
for doing work on Sunday under the 
mistaken belief that he was justified 
in arresting him to prevent further 
infringement of the Sunday laws, 
his laudable purpose and honest mis- 
take as to the legal justification for 
his act was no defense. Mazzolini 
v. Gifford, 90 Vt. 352, 98 A 904. 

55. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 558 [rev on 
other grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541]. 
Ala.—Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 

537, 38 S 835, 96 AmSR 38; Rich v. 
MecInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 

49 AmSR 382. 

Ark.—Chrisman vy. Carney, 33 Ark. 
316; Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605 
{expl Beebe v. De Baun, 8 Ark. 510 
(which apparently holds that malice 
is essential) ]. 

Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, 97 P 1128; Miller v. Fano, 134 
Gal 103,.66, Pit83. 

Canal Zone.—Kourany v. Halman, 
2 Canal Zone 284 

D. C.—Carroll v. 48 App. 
453. 

Ga.—Westberry v. Clanton, 136 Ga. 
795, 72 SE 2388. 

Ida.— Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 P 769, 771 [quot Cyc]. 

Ill.— Shanley v. Wells, 71 Ill. 78; 
Wood v. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 128; Markey 
v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212; Hight v. Nay- 
lor, 86 Ill. A. 508; Pinkerton v. Mar- 
tin, 82 Ill. A. 589; Siegel, etc, Co. 
via Connor 70> TIA) 116.. Lafee 17. 
Ill. 572, 49 NE 728]. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Carey v. 
Sheets, 60 Ind. 17; Boaz v. Tate, 43 
Ind. 60; Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
9 AmR 1735; Taylor v. Moffatt, 2 
Blackf. 305. 

. Iowa.—Holmes vy. Blyler, 80 Iowa 
365, 45 NW 756. 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005; Comer v. Knowles, 

17 Kan. 436; Arkansas City Bank v. 
McDowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 52 P 56. 

Ky.—Scott v. Com., 98 SW 668, 29 
KyL 571; Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 
502, 22 KyL 5. But see Lenz v. South 
Covington, ete., R. Co., 72 SW 1132, 24 

Kyl 1827; Dierig v. South Coving- 
ton, éte., R. Co., 72 SW 355, 24 KyL 
1825 (both holding that where a com- 
plaint averred the unlawful arrest 
and imprisonment of plaintiff for al- 
leged nonpayment of fare, by a po- 
lice officer at the instigation of 
defendant railroad company’s ageni, 
it was bad on demurrer for failure 
to aver malice and want of probable 
cause); Chelf v. Austin, 4 Ky. Op. 
171 (where plaintiff “invited the ar- 
rest and courted the imprisonment” 
and defendants acted without malice 
and in an attempt to execute what 
they considered their duty, a di- 
rected verdict for defendants was 
sustained). 
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[§ 6 


express this by saying that the tort itself implies 


La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 48 S 545; Wells v. Johnston, 52 


La. Ann. 718, 27 S 185; Wentz v. 
Bernhardt, 37 La. Ann. 636. 
Mass.—Hackett v. King, 6 Allen 


58. 

Mich.—Maliniemi v. Gronlund, 92 
Mich. 222, 57 NW 627, 31 AmSR 576; 
epee Ege v. Burroughs, 33 Mich, 

te 

Mo.—Frampton vy. Bieber, 204 SW 
728; Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 
197 SW 68; Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 
622, 175 SW 910; Shull v. Boyd, 251 
Mo. 452, 158 SW 313; Boeger v. Lan- 
genberg, 97 Mo. 390, 11 SW 223, 10 
AmSR 322; Leve v. Putting, (A.) 196 
SW 1060; Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 
150 Mo. A. 197, 180 SW 681; Dunlevy 
v. Wolferman, 106 Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 
1165; Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 468. 

Mont.—Grorud y. Lossl, 48 Mont. 
274, 1386 P 1069. 

Nebr.—Johnson v. Bouton, 35 Nebr. 
898, 538 NW 995. 
oe H.—Gibbs v. Randlett, 58 N. H. 
O07. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Davern v. Drew, 153 App. 
Div. 844, 188 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 
681 mem, 108 NE 1092 mem]; Parke 
v. Fellman, 145 App. Div. 836, 130 
NYS 3861; Hewitt v. Newberger, 66 
Hun 230, 20 NYS 913 [rev on other 
grounds 14] N. Y. 538, 36 NE 593]; 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Von Latham vy. Libby, 38 Barb. 339; 
Cunningham v. East River Electric 
hight \Co,eGOn Na yw Supers 282, Ue 
NYS 372; Ackroyd v. Ackroyd, 3 
Daly 38; Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E. D. 
Smith 445; Reisler v. Interborough 
Rapid Transit Co., 79 Misc. 91, 139 
NYS 335; Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 89 NYS 95; Castro v. Uriarte, 2 
NYCivProc 210; Moore v. Devoy, 37 
HowPr 18. 

Soe ING Ce 


N. C.—WNeal v. 
287. 

Oh.—Diehl v. Friester, 37 Oh. St. 
473; Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 
1132; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 144. 

Pa.—Moss v. Judge, 16 Pa. Dist. 
1021, 34 Pa. Co. 483; Mikelberg v. 
Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co., 16 
Pa. Dist. 906, 34 Pa. Co. 425. But 
see Kessler v. Hoffman, 9 Pa. Dist. 
365 (where in a suit for false im- 
prisonment against the issuing mag- 
istrate for plaintiff's detention un- 
der a writ illegal for failure to 
comply with constitutional require- 
ments, it was held that actual malice 
in defendant was necessary to sup- 
port a recovery). 

R. I.—Hobbs v. Ray, 18 R. I. 84, 
25 A 694. 

S. C.—McConnell vy. Kennedy, 29 
S)Cy 180367 SH 762 ; 

Tenn.—Herzog v. Graham, 9 Lea 
152; McQueen v. Heck, 1 Coldw. 212. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Karner v. 
ere 12 Tex. Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 

Va.—Sands v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384, 
101 SE 569. 

W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SH 94: 

Eng.—Chivers v. Savage, 5 E. & 
B. 697, 85 ECL 697, 119 Reprint 
641; Brandt v. Craddock, 27 L. J. 
Exch. 314, ' 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 8 WestLR 532. 

N. B—Melanson vy. 
ING Bi539: 

Que.—Cole v. Cooke, 12 Que. K. B. 
519, 8 CanCrCas 300. , 

“All of the authorities declare that 
neither malice nor ordinarily want 
of probable cause is an _ essential 
element of the right of action.” 
Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 481, 126 


Joyner, 


Lavigne, 37 


malice.*? Since lack of actual malice is itself no jus- 
tification,5* it follows that neither legal advice °° 


P 769 [quot Cyc]. 

“ven malicious motives and the 
absence of probable cause do not 
give a party arrested an action for 
false imprisonment. They may ag~ 
gravate his damage, but have noth- 
ing whatever to do with the cause of 
action.” Marks v. ‘Townsend, 97 
N. ¥. 590, 597. To same effect Rich 
v. MclInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 
49 AmSR 32; Johnson v. Bouton, 35 
Nebr. 898, 53 NW 995; Cole v. Cooke, 
12 Que. K. B. 519, 8 CanCrCas 300. 

{a] Lawful arrest procured by 
malicious conduct.—Where defend- 
ant first procured plaintiff’s arrest 
on a warrant charging plaintiff with 
breaking the peace and then later, 
after plaintiff had been fined and dis- 
charged, went to another court and 
maliciously concealing the first ar- 
rest and fine, 
arrest a second time-on a warrant 
containing the same charge, it was 
held in a subsequent suit for false 
imprisonment that the arrest being 
under a valid warrant was lawful 
and defendant’s intentional conceal- 
ment of a material fact, that is, the 
first arrest, did not render the sec- 
ond arrest and detention unlawful 
and therefore false imprisonment 
would not lie against defendant. 
Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 45, 97 
P 1128. 

56. See cases infra § 57. 

57. Pinkerton vy. Martin, 82 Ill. A. 
589; Beardsley v. Soper, 184 App. 
Div. 399, 171 NYS 1043; Brown -:v. 
Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 253; Jones 
v. Pickard, 101 Misc. 117, 166 NYS 
721; McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
oe French v. White, 4 W. Va. 170, 

“In case of deliberate arrest and 
imprisonment of a person without 
color or authority or excuse, the law 
would necessarily imply malice on 


the part of the wrongdoer. ... The 
presumption of malice... [is] in- 
capable of being rebutted.’”” French 


v. White, supra. 

[a] Arrest on capias ad satisfa- 
ciendum.—Malice is of the gist of the 
action for false imprisonment within 
the meaning of a statute authorizing 
arrest upon capias ad satisfaciendum, 
Amborn v. Smyser, 182 Ill. A. 208. 

[b] Malice is a conclusive. pre- 
sumption against one engaged in an 
attempt to’ subvert a government. 
French v. White, 4 W. Va. 170. 

58. See Supra note 55. 

59. Caual Zone.—Kourany v. Hal- 
man, 2 Canal Zone 284. 

Ga.—Philadelphia Fire Assoc. v. 
Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 420. 

Kan.—Clark v. Baldwin, 25 Kan. 
120; Arkansas City Bank v. .Mc- 
Dowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 52 P 56. 

La.—Mortimer v. Thomas, 23 La. 
Ann. 165. ; 

Mich.—Wachsmuth vy. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 
21 LRA 278; Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 
347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603; Jos- 
selyvn v. McAllister, 22 Mich. 300. 

Oh.—Page v. Miller, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
663, 6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 676. 

W. Va.—Ogg v. Murdock, 25 W. 


Va. 139. 

Wis.—Frazier v. 76 Wis. 
562, 45 NW 411. 

Que.—Calogery v. Spencer, 47 Que: 
Super. 12. . 

[a] Legal advice nwt justification 
hut mitigation.—(1) Where plaintiff 
was arrested under a writ issued 
upon defendant’s affidavit, which 
showed on its face lack of probable 
cause for the arrest, defendant havy- 
ing acted on legal advice was no 
justification, but might be shown in 
mitigation of damages. Mortimer v. 
Thomas, 23 La. Ann. 165. (2) A 
complainant causing an illegal arrest 
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procured ~ plaintiff's: 


nor probable cause,®° in so far as they merely nega- 
tive actual malice, can justify an unlawful deten- 


tion.®1 


[§ 7] 2. Intent. 


is not freed from liability by proof 
that he acted on attorney’s advice, 
but if he stated all the facts to the 
attorney the latter’s advice may he 
shown in mitigation of damages. 
ei aad v. Spencer, 47 Que. Super. 

60. U. S.—Polonsky y, Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 558 [rev on 
other grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541]; Whitten v. Bennett, 86 Fed. 
405, 30 CCA 140. i 

Ala.—Rich v. McInerny, 103. Ala. 
345, 15 S 668, 49 AmSR 32. y 

Ark.—Chrisman v. Carney, 33 Ark. 
316; Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605. 

Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 
621, 123 P 1115, AnnCasi1913D 759. 

Canal Zone.—kKourany y. Halman, 
2 Canal Zone 284. 

Ga.—Westbury v. Clanton, 136 Ga. 
795, 72 SH 2388. 

Ill.— Wood v. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 128; 
Markey. .v..-Griffin, 109 Till. A. 212; 
Hight v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 508; Pink- 
erton v. Martin, 82 Ill. A. 589; Sie- 
gel v. Connor, 70 Ill. A. 116 [aff 171 
Ill. 572, 49 NE 728]; Little v. Mun- 
son, 54 Ill. A. 437. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Carey v. 
Sheets, 60 Ind. 17; Boaz v. Tate, 43 
Ind. 60." 

Ky.—Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 
121 Ky. 863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 
12 AnnCas 33; Reynolds v. Price, 
56 SW 502, 22 Kyl 5: 

La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 914, 438 S 545 [cit Cyc]; Wentz 
v.. Bernhardt, 37 La. Ann. 636; Phil- 
lips v- Bonham, 16 La. Ann. 387. 

Mo.—Hanser vy. Bieber, 271 Mo. 
326, 197 SW 68; Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 
Mo. 622, 175 SW 910; Shull v. Boyd, 
251 Mo. 452, 158 SW 313; Thompson 
v. Buchholz, 107 Mo. 121, 81 SW 490; 
Boeger v. Langenberg, 97 Mo. 390, 
11 SW 223, 10 AmSR 322; Leve v. 
Putting, (A.) 196 SW 1060; Weh- 
meyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 
130 SW 681; Dougherty v. Snyder, 
97 Mo. A. 495, 71 SW 463. 

Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont. 504, 93 P 805, 807, 14 LRANS 
988 [quot Cyc] (dictum). 

Nebr.—Johnson _ vy. Bouton, 35 
Nebr. 898, 53 NW 995; Painter v. 
Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Hewitt v. Newburger, 66 
Hun 230, 20 NYS 913 [rev on other 
grounds 141 N. Y. 538, 36 NE 593]; 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E. D. Smith 445; 
Jones v. Pickard, 101 Misc. 117, 166 


NYS 721. 
Nie Ge Neal ve eJOyMer, Soa.N.. C. 
287. 


Oh.—Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 
1132; Sachs v. Skeen, 15 OhS&CP 612. 

Okl.—Hostettler v. Carter, 175 P 
244. 

Pa.—Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. 
Super. 193; Frederick v. Minehart, 
34 LegInt 305. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 

Wash.—Hamilton y. Pacific Drug 
Co., 78 Wash. 689, 139 P 642. 

W. Va.—Johnson v. Norfolk, etc., 
RY Co;,. 82 W.Va... 692, 97 SH 189, 6 
ALR 1469; Williamson vy. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SE 94. 

Eng.—Chivers v. Savage, 5 HE. & B. 
697, 85 BCL 697, 119 Reprint 641; 
Brandt vy. Craddock, 27 L. J. Exch. 
314. 

Can.—Pon Yin v. Edmonton, 24 
CanCrCas 327, 31 WestLR 402, 8 
WestWkly 809. ‘ ' 

“In an action for false imprison- 


Although there need be no 
intent to arrest,°* there must be an actual or legal 
intent to restrain plaintiff.°* Where the restraint is 
accidental,“*.or incidental to plaintiff’s welfare,®> or 


_fendant’s 
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to a contest for the possession of a chattel,®* it has 
been held not to constitute false imprisonment. 


[§ 8] C. Imprisonment, Detention, or Restraint 


—l. Necessity. 


taf 


ment, the gist of the action is an 
unlawful detention. Malice in the 
defendant will be inferred, so far at 
least as to sustain the action, and 
the only bearing of evidence to show 
or disprove actual malice is upon 
the question of damages. So, also, 
probable cause, or reasonable 
srounds of suspicion against the 
party arrested, afford no justifica- 
tion for an arrest or imprisonment 
which is without authority of law. 
There are some cases in which the 
existence of reasonable grounds of 
Suspicion is spoken of as a defense 
in actions for false imprisonment; but 

- . it will be found that these cases 
turn upon the authority given to 
magistrates in particular instances 
to arrest upon suspicion merely, to 
prevent or punish crimes, and in 
which, therefore a reasonable sus- 
picion is a sufficient authority and 
justification for an arrest; or else 
they are cases in which the actual 
commission of a felony was first 
proved, and the case turned upon the 


ground for suspecting the person 
arrested.” Brown vy. Chadsey, 39 
Barb. CGN Ye)! 1253,) 262; 


61. Legal advice: 
As bearing on: 
Damages see infra § 176. 
Distinetion between false impris- 
onment and malicious prosecu- 
tion see supra § 3. 

Probable cause: 

As bearing on: 

Damages see infra § 176. 

Distinction \between false impris- 
onment and malicious prosecu- 
tion see supra § 3. 

62. Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005. 

63. Whitman vy. Atchison, ete. R. 
CO. (Son Kwan. 50) F168 TP 23434 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D ; 
Johnson v. Norfolk, ete., R.- Co., 82 
W. Va. 692, 97 SE 189, 6 ALR 1469. 
But see Krom vy. Schoonmaker, 3 
Barb. (N. Y.) 647 (where defendant 
justice of the peace was insane and 
issued a void warrant under which 
plaintiff was confined, the defense 
pleaded lunacy, but the court held 
that while a lunatic can have no 
guilty intent yet intent is not essen- 
tial to commission of the tort and 
therefore an insane person is liable 
for the injury caused). 

64. Wood v. Cummings, 197 Mass. 
80, 83 NE 318. 

{a] Illustration.—Where defend- 
ant locks the outside door while 
plaintiff is within a building, not to 
detain plaintiff, but as a means of 
protection against interference from 
outside, and has it opened at once 
on demand of plaintiff, and plaintiff 
sustains no injury, defendant will 
not be liable for false imprisonment. 
Wood v. Cummings, 197 Mass. 80, 83 
NE 318. ; 

65. Ollet v. Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 
20s aw oO DOr Ac Lome 

{a] Caring for injured person.— 
Where a boy, who had been injured 
while attempting to climb upon de- 
freight train, was first 
taken to a private house, then trans- 
ferred a distance of one or two 
miles by the crew of the train to the 
residence of the company’s physi- 
cian, and thereafter carried to a hos- 
pital against his protests, it was 
held that he could not maintain an 
action for false imprisonment 
against defendant. Ollet v. Pittsburg, 
etem Rs Co. 201 Pa. 361, 50 A 10171. 

66. Friedenthal v. Goodloe, 202 
Ala. 611, 81 S 553; McClure v. State, 
26 "Tex. A’, 102, 9 SW. :3538. 


It is essential to a cause of action 


for false imprisonment that there shall have been 
some detention or restraint of the person of plain- 
Visiting a police station with an officer to 


67. U. S.—Hershey v. O’Neill, 36 
Fed. 168. 

Ala.—Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
70 S 7384; Robinson y. Greene, 148 
Ala. 434, 43 S 797. 

D. C.—Marrone  v. 
Jockey Club, 35 App. 82. 

Ill—Wanzer v. Bright, 52 Ill. 35. 

Ind.—Harness vy. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875; Cleveland v. Emer- 
Son,” 51 “Indl AL 8395 299 NE PGs 
Efroymson v. Smith, 29 Ind. A. 451, 
63 NE 328. 
emis v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 

La.—Cressett v. Campbell, 122 La. 
659, 666, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 
20 LRANS 967 [quot Cyc]; Wells v. 
Johnston, 52 La. Ann. 713, 27 S 185; 
Rigney v. Monette, 47 La. Ann. 648, 
ARS OS) apa ‘ 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 88; Moore v. Thompson, 
92 Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000; Hill v. 
Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 15 NW 899. 

Mo.—Furlong v. German-American 
Press Assoc., 189 SW 385; Shull v. 
Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 158 SW 313; 
Ahern v. Collins, 39 Mo. 145; Weh- 
meyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 
130 SW 681; Cramer v. Harmon, 126 
Mo. A. 54, 103 SW 1086. 

N. Y.—Hopner v. McGowan, 116 
N. Y. 405, 22 NE 558; Heleston v. 
Scheibel, 113 App. Div. 798, 99 NYS 
969; Searls v. Viets, 2 Thomps. & C. 
224; Norton v. Union R.-Co., 58 Misc. 
188, 109 NYS 73; Limbeck v. Gerry, 
15 Mise. 663, 39 NYS 95; Lansing 
v. Case, 4 NYLegObs 221; Woodward 
v. Washburn, 3 Den. 369. 

N. C.—Powell v. Champion Fiber 
COs Los Ney Ca 2 Oo SED. hoo. 

R. I.—Calderone v. Kierfian, 23 
Ey De Oey Odea ail Bs 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144.NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, 
AnnCas1916B 115. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Harkins v. 
State, 6 Tex. A. 452. 

Eng.—Bird v. Jones, 7 Q. B. 742, 
53 ECL 742, 115 Reprint 668; Bris- 
tow v. Haywood, 4 Campb. 213, 1 
Stark 48, 2 ECL 29; Wright v. Wil- 
son, 1 Ld. Raym. 739, 91 Reprint 

N. S.—Walker v. Sydney, 36 N. S. 


48. 
Ont.—Thorpe v. Oliver, 20 U. C. 
Q. B. 264. 

“There must be a constraint of 
liberty, and if a way of escape is 
left open which is available without 
peril of life or limb’it is no impris- 
onment.” Furlong v. German-Ameri- 
can Press Assoc., (Mo.) 189 SW 385. 

“Where there is no restraint and 
where the individual of his own free 
choice and volition remains where he 
is, though at liberty to depart if he 
pleases, he is not imprisoned at all.” 
Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 3838, 409, 35 
A 1089. 

[a] TDllustrations. — (1) Merely 
giving plaintiff in charge to a peace 
officer who never actually takes the 
person of the plaintiff into custody 


Washington 


will rot support an action. Simpson 
Ve Bae spe 431.09" (2) WY Loretouck: 
a person on the shoulder illegally 


suspected of theft and request his 
return to a store, which request is 
complied with, does not constitute an 
arrest. Hershey v. O’Neill, 36 Fed. 
168. (8) An ejection does not con- 
stitute an imprisonment when it may 
be checked by the compliance with 
a reasonable condition such as the 
payment of an admission fee. Cros- 
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make a statement,®* or mere threats of arrest un- 
accompanied by any restraint, will not support an 


action for false imprisonment.®® 
[§ 9] 2. Sufficiency—a. 


sett v. Campbell, 122 La. 659, 48 S 
141, 129 AmSR 362, 20 LRANS 967. 
(4) Where an officer merely informed 
a person of his business, without 
either taking him into custody or in 
any way depriving him of his lib- 
erty, it is insufficient to support an 
action for false imprisonment. Hill 
v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 15 NW 899. 
(5) In deciding where an attorney 
had been committed for contempt 
that no action for false imprison- 
ment lay, the cour: said: ‘At least 
Mr. Shull was his own jailer j 
speaking in figure, he had in his 
pocket the key to his own cell. He 
could release himself instantly by 
testifying.” Shull v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 
452, 478, 158 SW 3132 (6) Plaintiff, 
arrested for breach of peace, was, at 
the direction of defendant, asststant 
clerk of court, detained for a few 
minutes in a room set apart for pris- 
oners until the complaint could be 
made out and he could be arraigned 
before the magistrate, who then re- 
leased him on bail. Inasmuch as the 
arrest was justified, the opportunity 
to be heard and obtain discharge on 
bail not delayed or postponed, nor 
any legal right denied or abridged, 
whether detention was in the court 
room or prisoners’ room is net ma- 
terial and furnishes no grounds for 
action in false imprisonment. Hop- 
ner v. McGowan, 116 N. Y. 405, 22 
WE 558. (7) The refusal of an offi- 
cer to take his prisoner to various 
places in an effort to secure bail 
is not such an interference with 
prisoner’s right of freedom of loco- 
motion as is actionable. Calderone 
v. Kiernan, 23 R. I. 578,>51-A 215, 
(8) Where a constable holding a 
warrant for taxes due defendant 
town called at plaintiff's house, ex- 
plained his business, and arranged 
for the plaintiff to go to the tax 
office to see about payment of his 
taxes, there has been no unlawful 
arrest. Walker v. Sydney, 36 N. S. 
48. (9) Where a person was refused 
permission to proceed on a bridge 
and, refusing to go back, although he 
was permitted to do so, remained on 
the bridge for half an hour, it was 
held to be no imprisonment. Bird 
Ve. Jcones,,1.-@: Bs. (742) 53 Cin’ 742; 
115 Reprint 668. 

[b] Exclusion of ticket holder 
from race track not actionable.— 
Theaters, race tracks, circuses, pri- 
vate parks, and places of amuse- 
ment and entertainment, in the ab- 
sence of some statutory regulation 
or restriction as to the manner in 
which such private enterprises shall 
be conducted, are entirely under the 
control of the provrietor or manager, 
and he may exclude or admit whom- 
soever he chooses, without having to 
justify his choice. Marrone vy. Wash- 
ington Jockey Club, 35 App. (D. C.) 
82. ; 

{c] Threats held not to constitute 
imprisonment.—Guest owing a hotel 
bill was confronted with the man- 
ager and an officer armed with a 
warrant and was told he would have 
to pay or go to jail. At the request 
of guest, plaintiff, a member of his 
party, was called in, and she was in- 
formed that the whole-party would 
be arrested if their bills were not 
paid or security given. ‘This was 
held not to constitute imprisonment 
of plaintiff, as she was not touched, 


In General. 
prisonment, detention, or restraint upon which an 
action for false imprisonment may be based may 
have been effectuated by the employment of actual 
force,’° by threats,’! or by the causing of plaintiff 
to submit to reasonably apprehended force,*? or 
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duct chargeable 


[§§ 8-9 


to apparent legal authority.7? Any intentional con- 


to defendant, that results in the 


placing of a person in a position where he cannot 


The im- 


of plaintiff.7® 


of locomotion ;*° 


there was no warrant as yet for her 
arrest, and no evidence that she 
might not have left the room at any 
time had she tried to do so. The 
threats indicated only an intention 
to imprison at a future time. Knowl- 
ton v. Ross, 114 Me. 18, 95 A 281. 

68. Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95. 

{a] Application of rule.—‘When 
a felony has been committed the 
police are charged with the duty 
of investigating it...and for that 
purpose may request the attendance 
at the police station for the purpose 
of examination of all persons whom 
they have reason to believe have any 
knowledge of the offense or the 
means whereby it was committed. 
. . . A person so requested to at- 
tend, and who has not been, and is 
not, charged by the police with any 
participation in the crime, cannot be 
said to have been arrested.” Lim- 
beck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 6638, 669, 39 
NYS 95. 


69. Knowlton v. Ross, 114 Me. 18, 
95 Aw 2S 
[a] Tlustration—A hotel guest 


was told by the manager and an 
officer that she and her daughters 
would be locked up if their bill was 
not paid. There was no warrant as 
yet for her arrest, and although the 
doors of the room were closed, there 
was no evidence that she might not 
have left at any time had she tried. 
These facts were held insufficient to 
constitute false imprisonment. Knowl- 
ton v. Ross, 114 Me. 18, 95 A 281. 


70. See infra § 10. 

71. See infra § 11. 

_72. See infra § 11. 

73. See infra. § 12. 

74, Ala.—Robinson v. Greene, 148 
Ala. 434, 43 S 797. 


Kan.—Whitman vy. Atchison, etc., 
Rn iCO, SO sca Deel DO lsh Gus seo toe 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722. 

Mich.—Moore v. Thompson, 92 
Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000. 

N. Y.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 6638 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 430, 51 LRA 317]. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Quevengeo, 2 
Philippine 412. 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 32, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, 
AnnCas1916B 115. 

Eng.—Withers v. Henley, Cro. Jac. 
379, 79 Reprint 324. 

“It is the placing: of a person 
against his will in a position where 
he cannot exercise it in going where 
he may lawfully go, and detaining 
him at the will of another without 
lawful authority.” Robinson Wa 
Greene, 148 Ala. 434, 440, 43 S 797. 

“It was a total deprivation of lib- 
erty with reference to the purpose 
for which she lawfully wished to 
employ her liberty, and was an ac- 


tual restraint of the person.” Cul- 
len v. Dickinson, supra. 
[a] Tlustrations. — (1) Where 


plaintiff went to defendant’s planta- 
tion under a presumed contract to 
herd and drive some cattle, but after 
reaching the plantation was detained 
under guard for more than two years 
and caused to work and labor for a 
certain time without pay, and there 
was ample evidence that the deten-. 
tion was against the will of plaintiff, 
it was unlawful, and plaintiff was 
entitled to recover. Robinson  v. 
Greene, 148 Ala. 434, 438 S 797. (2) 


exercise his will in going where he may lawfully 
go, may constitute false imprisonment.’* 
essential that there shall have been an actual arrest 
It is sufficient if he is restrained un- 
lawfully in any manner of his right of freedom 


It is not 


and the shadowing of a person so 


Plaintiff, accused of having stolen, 
being told that an officer was at 
hand to arrest her, started toward 
the door when her accuser closed 
the door and placed his hand on the 
knob. When plaintiff refused to per- 
mit her house to be searched she was 
taken away in a conveyance and the 
search waS made. Plaintiff testified 
that she felt that she was a pris- 
oner, and under these circumstances 
a finding that there had been an im- 
prisonment was held justified. Moore 
v. Thompson,' 92 Mich. 498, 52 NW 
1000. (3) When a policeman stopped 
plaintiff on the street when defend- 
ant terminal association’s train 
caller called out, ‘Stop that woman!” 
plaintiff was arrested by the officer 
within the law of false arrest and 
imprisonment. Harris v. Terminal 
R. Assoc., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 686. 

Intent see supra § 7. 

75. Kan.—Whitman v. Atchison, 
CtC a, Con USd7 Samia 10 le epee ne 
P 234, 24 LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 
722 [eit Cyc]; Garnier v. Squires, 62 
Kan. 321, 62° P1005. 

N. H.—Pike vy. Hanson, 9 N. H. 491. 
Oeste v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 

Tex.—Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Rob- 
erson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 822. 

Que.—Mayer v. Vaughan, 11 Que. 
Q. B. 340. \ 

“Actual detention without arrest, 
but to compel forcibly the return of 
lost money, was considered false 
imprisonment.” Whitman v. Atchi- 
son, ete., —R. Co. 185 Kans 15077116 oe 
ae 34 LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 

[a] Tllustration. — Where plain- 
tiff was falsely detained against his 
consent by defendant officer em- 
ployed by the defendant railroad 
company, he did not have to be under 
legal arrest to make the officer liable 
for false imprisonment. Houston, 
ete., R. Co. v. Roberson, (Texe ‘Civ. 
A.) 138 SW 822. 

76. U.S.—Fotheringham v. Adams 
Express Co., 36 Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474; 
Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,416, Baldw. 571. 


ee ama Ve. Naylor SG ia LieaeA. 
Mich.—Moore v. Thompson, 92 
Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000. 


N. Y.—Talcott v. National Exhibi- 
Hake Co., 144 App. Div. 337, 128 NYS 

Tex.—Harkins v. State, 6 Tex. A. 
452; Woods v. State, 3 Tex. A. 204; 
Herring ‘Vv. (State; "3 “Tex. “Ax 108; 


Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 
58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 
Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 28 


Wis. 245. 

Eng.—Warner v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. 
oak 180, 98 ECL 180, 140 Reprint 

Sask.—Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 Sask. 
L. 454, 9 WestLR 28. 

“Imprisonment is any restraint of 
the personal liberty of another; any 
prevention of his movements from 
place to place, or his free action ac- 
cording to his own pleasure and will; 
a man is imprisoned when he is un- 
der the control of another in these 
respects, or either of them, against 
his own will. It is false imprison- 
ment when this is done without law- 


ful authority.” Johnson v. Tomp- 
kins, 13 F. Cas. No. 17,416, Baldw. 
57.15 2600: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


he : 


§§ 9-10] 


as to show that, if necessary, force will be used 


to detain him,’’ or using improper 


person into the jurisdiction,’’ may constitute false 
Where plaintiff is detained for a 
refusal to comply with a condition, 
had no right to impose, defendant is liable.79 
detention must have been against the will of the 
I A mere voluntarily remaining 
in custody upon the part of plaintiff is not suffi- 


imprisonment. 


person detained.®° 


cient,®1 as, for example, where he 


the payment of a small license fee,’? nor is a vol- 


[a] Illustrations.—(1) Where a 
person went inside the inclosure of 
a ball ground to purchase a ticket 
for a game, and, finding there were 
none left, attempted to leave, but 
the crowd, which was very large, 
pushed in through the usual exits, 
and special policemen of the ball 
company prevented plaintiff from go- 
ing out through such exits, and de- 
tained him there for some hours, a 
temporary 
tiff’s legal right of egress could be 
justified. as a proper police measure 
to suppress disorder and danger; but 
defendant owed plaintiff the active 
duty to point out other means of 
egress, and was guilty of falsely im- 
prisoning him in failing to do so. 
Talcott v. National Exhibition Co., 
144 App. Div. 337, 128 NYS 1059. (2) 
Plaintiff was arrested on a writ of 
ne exeat, which was void for. want 
of a proper affidavit, and threatened 
with imprisonment. Plaintiff was 
compelled to promise and procure 
friends to vouch for him, that he 
would not . abscond. Subsequently 
the writ was set aside. Plaintiff 
could recover for the interference 
with his person and restraint of his 
liberty, although he was not actually 
imprisoned and did not furnish the 
bond required by the writ. Bone- 
steel v. Bonesteel, 28 Wis. 245. (3) 
Accusing plaintiff of larceny, tell- 
ing her an officer was at hand to 
arrest her, taking her in a bus to her 
home, and examining her trunk, is 
sufficient to constitute unlawful re- 
straint, although she was not other- 
wise restrained. Moore v. Thomp- 
son, 92 Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000. 

{b] Jail limits constitutes re- 
straint.—One who is arrested under 
a void execution, and who gives a 
bond for jail limits and is thereby 
released from the custody of the 
sheriff, continues under restraint, 
and the representative of the de- 
ceased execution creditor, who re- 
sisted the efforts to vacate the exe- 
eution, may not in an action for 
false imprisonment insist that there 
was no restraint after the giving of 
the bond. Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. 
“Div. 362, 126 NYS 520. 

{c] Detention on yacht.—A plain- 
tiff, suing for false imprisonment 
based on her wrongful detention by 
defendant on a yacht, must show 
physical restraint, which is done by 
showing that defendant refused to 
furnish a boat to enable her to land. 
Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 Me. 77, 85 
A 399, AnnCas1914B 1202. 

{d] Locking bank door at usual 
hour.—Where plaintiff remained in 
a bank a few minutes after the 
usual time for closing, and defend- 
ant locked the street door on the in- 
side and put the key in his pocket, 
stating that the door would be un- 
locked when they went to tea, al- 
though it might by chance be opened 
before, ard where it was urged that 


as defendant shut the door of the] 


benk at the usual.time and in the 
usual manner plaintiff's detention 
was his own fault, defendant was 
held liable, the court observing that 
the facts plainly showed that the 
conduct of defendant was _ highly 
reprehensible, admitting no just 
ground of excuse, and clearly indi- 
cating that there must have existed 


interference with, plain- | 
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means to decoy a 


which defendant 
The 


[§ 10] 


submits to avoid 


jother motives between the parties, 
| Which prompted defendant’s vexa- 
1 tious conduct. Woodward vy. Wash- 
| burn, 8 Den. (N. Y.) 369. 

77. Fotheringham vy, Adams Ex- 
press Co., 36 Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474; 
Whitman v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
185 Kan. 150, 116 P 234, 34 LRANS 
$1029, AnnCas1912D 722. 

780, pV anZerL pV erleht,, O24 | bill teoo)s 
Ahern v. Collins, 39 Mo. 145. 

79... Beaver v. Cohen, 162 NYS 160. 
| [a] MTlustration.—Plaintiffs, who 
were errand boys, brought certain 
articles to defendant’s place of busi- 
ness, which defendant refused to ac- 
cept. Defendant demanded that the 
boys take the articles back but the 
boys retused. Therefore defendant 
prevented the departure of the boys 
for several hours by locking the 
door of the premises. It was held 
that the imposition of a condition 
that defendant had no right to make, 
the refusal of which by plaintiffs 
caused their detention, rendered de- 
fendant liable. Beaver v. Cohen, 162 
NYS 160. 

80. U. S.—Hershey v. O’Neill, 
Fed. 168. 

Ala.—Central of Georgia R. Co. v. 
Carlock, 72 S 261. 

Ill.—Johnson v. Von Kettler, 66 Ill. 
63; Greathouse v. Summerfield, 25 
Til, A. 296. 

Iowa.—Kirby v. Harker, 143 Iowa 
478,,121 NW 1071. 
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Kan.—Whitman y. Atchison, etc., 
Re COs PA LOO. dL On le uta oe 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722; 
Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 436. 


La.—Crossett v. Campbell, 122 La. 
659, 666, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 
20 LRANS 967 [quot Cyc]. 

Me.—Knowlton v. Ross, 114 Me. 
18, 95 A .281. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
85 A 1089. 

Mass.—Sullivan v. Old Colony R. 


Conias =Mass.2 149. e18 INE 2678ho 
LRA 5138. 

Mich.—Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 
549, 15 NW 899. 

N. H.—Pike v. Hanson, 9 N. H. 
491. 

N. Y.—Beaver v. Cohen, 162 NYS 


160; Woodward v. Washburn, 3 Den. 
369. 

N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 
588, 601. 94 SE 434 [quot Cyc]; Mar- 
tin v. Houck, 141 N. C. 317, 54 SH 
291, 7 LRANS 576. 

Vt.—Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 

Eng.—Berry v. Adamson, 6 B. & C. 
528, 13 HCL 242, 108 Reprint 546, 
2C. & P. 503, 12 ECL 700. 

“If one consents to be restrained 
of his liberty, restraint accordingly 
is not false imprisonment, for the 
consent doth afford sufficient author- 


ity.” Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 
81. TIowa—Kirby v. Harker, 143 
Towa 478, 121 NW _ 1071. 


La.—Crossett v. Campbell, 122 La. 
659, 48 S 141, 129 AmSR 362, 20 
LRANS 967 [quot Cyc]. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 

Mass.—Sullivan v. Old Colony R. 


Go., 148 Mass. 119, 18 NE 678, 1 
LRA 513. 

N. C.—State v. Lunsford, 81 N. C. 
528. 

Tex —Kress v. De Mont, (Civ. A.) 
224 SW 520. 

[a] Mllustrations.—(1) Where the 
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untary yielding to misrepresentations and threats 
inducing plaintiff to go to another place and re- 
main in concealment for a time.*? 
an incompetent, 
will of his legal guardians.*# 

By statute in some jurisdictions any restraint put 
upon the actions of another is prima facie unlawful 
and constitutes a false imprisonment.®® 
b. Actual Physical Force. Actual physi- 
eal force constituting an unlawful detention is 
sufficient,°® but the employment of such force is not 


In the case of 
the detention must be against the 


victim of a_ practical joke was 
induced voluntarily to accompany 
the defendants and upon the discov- 
ery of the deception he was permit- 
ted to depart, defendants were 
held not liable, since there was no 
involuntary detention. State v. Luns- 
ford, 81 N. C. 528. (2) A passenger, 
who was intoxicated and disorderly, 
was removed from passenger coach 
to baggage car, in which he was car- 
ried to his destination. Neither 
while he was being removed nor 
after he was placed*in the baggage 
car did he protest or demand to be 


released. Held no imprisonment. 
Sullivan v. Old Colony R. Co., 148 
Mass. 119, 18 NE 678) 2 LRA ‘513. 


(3) The fact that defendant’s em- 
ployee commanded plaintiff, who was 
suspected of shoplitting, to return to 
defendant’s store, and laid one hand 
on plaintiff's arm, whereupon plain- 
tiff returned without objection or 
resistance, does not show “false im- 
prisonment” as defined in Pen. Code 
(1911) arts 10389-1041, which require 
detention by violence, threat, or 
other means which restrains the 
party detained from removing from 
one place to another as he may see 
proper. Kress v. De Mont, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 224 SW 520. 

Waiver of cause of action by con- 
sent to detenjion see infra § 107. 


g2. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 
Fed. 570. : 
83. Payson v. Macomber, 3 Allen 


(Mass.) 69. 

84. Barker v. Washburn, 200 N. Y. 
280, 938 NE 958, 140 AmSR 640, 34 
LRANS 159. 

[a] MNllustration.—It is not error 
for the court to charge the jury that 
the question is not so much whether 
the incompetent was seized and de- 
tained against his will by defendant 
with physical force, as whether he 
was seized and detained by physical 
force against the will of his com- 
mittee, and that if there is proof 
that defendant used force to take 
him physically away from his com- 
mittee and against the will of sugeh 
committee, and detained him against 
the will of such committee, there 
might be justification for a finding 
of false imprisoment. Barker wv. 
Washburn, 200 N. Y. 280, 93 NE 958, 
140 AmSR 640, 34 LRANS 159. 

85. See statutory provisions; and 
Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. A. 269, 
117 SW 463. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 
252, 14 P 796; Squires v. Southern , 
Pac, (Co.7 (CAD EU83 re 695: 

Ga.—Franklin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 
860, 45 SE 698. 

Tll—McNay v. Stratton, 9 Ill. A. 
215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30] 


Ind.—Hildebrand v. McCrum, 101 
Ind. 61. 

Ky.—Miller v. Ashcraft, 98 Ky. 
314, 32 SW 1085, 17 KyL 894. 

N. Y.—Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 


App. Div. 798, 99 NYS 969; Beaver 
v. Cohen, 162 NYS 160. 
N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N: C. 
588, 601, 94 SE 4384 [quot Cyc]. 
Tex.—Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 
112, 17 SW 772. 


W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., 
R. Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036. 
[a] Illustration.—An action lies 


where a claimant of uninclosed pub- 
lic lands, who refused to remove 
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essential,’? it being sufficient that a physical re- 
straint be imposed,** without a battery or actual 
physical contact with the person of plaintiff,®® nor 
need there be any injury to the individual’s per- 


son.°° While false imprisonment 


at least a technical assault 9! an accompanying bat- 
tery is only incidental ®? and there is of course no 
other by show of authority or force) 


himself therefrom on the demand of 
another claimant, was assaulted, 
bound, and forcibly removed from 
the property and neighborhood. Peo. 
v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 14 P 796. 

[bob] Wounding with revolver may 
be sufficient. McNay v. Stratton, 9 
Ill. A. 215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30]. 

87. U.S.—Fotheringham v. Adams 
Express Co., 36 Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474; 
Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Del.—Murphy v. 1 Del. 
143. 

Ill.— Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Coolahan v, Field, 159 Ill. A. 466; 
Greathouse v. Summerfield, 25 Ill. 
A. 296. 

Ind.—Colter ve Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
9 AmR 735. 

Iowa.—Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005; Comer yv. Knowles, 
17 Kan. 436. 

Mich.—Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 
15 NW 899; Brushaber v. Stegemann, 
22 Mich. 266. 

Mo.—Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 
326, 197 SW 68; Ahern v. Collins, 39 


Countiss, 


Mo. 145. 

_N. H.—Pike v. Hanson, 9 N. H. 
491. 

N. Y.—Searls v. Viets, 2 Thomp. 


& C. 224; Bissell v. Gold, 1 Wend. 
Bets 19 AmD 480. 
Cetahey v. Stone, 174- Nw.c, 


588, “601, 94 SE 434 [quot Cyc]; State 
Vv. Lunsfora, STEN Or e528. 

Pa.—McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 473, 
65 A 934, 116 AmSR 782, 10 LRANS 
3038. 

Tenn.—Smith v. State, 7 Humphr. 
43. 

State, 8 Tex. A. 
365; Maner v. State, 8 Texs A. 361; 
Herring Va wtate, on Dex, Anmetloss 

Wis.—Gunderson v. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 173, 104 NW 149; Marshall v. 
Heller, 55 Wis. 392, 13 NW 236. 

Eng.—Bird v. Jones, 7 Q. B. 742, 
63 ECL 742, 115 Reprint 668; Grain- 
ger v. Hill, 4 Bing. N. Cas. 212, 33 
ECL 675, 132 Reprint 769; Horner 
v. Battyn, Buller N. P. 61; Wood v. 
Lane, 6 C. & P._774, 25 ECL 683; 
Williams v. Jones, Cas. t. Hardw. 
298, 95 Reprint 193, Str. 1049, 93 
Reprint 1025; Pocock v. Moore, R. & 
M. 321, 21 ECL 760. 

See Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 502, 
22 KyL 5 (dictum). 

“Actual seizure or the laying on 
of hands is not necessary to consti- 
tute an unlawful detention.” Han- 
ser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 385,:197 
SW 68. 

ss. Ark.—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 44 AmD 250. 

Me.—Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 
Me. 77, 85 A 399, AnnCas1914B 1202. 

N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 


588, 601, 94 SE 434 [quot Cyc]. 
Pa.—Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98. 
S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 


27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Casi916B 115. 

Wis.—Gunderson v. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 173, 104 NW 149. 

89. Murphy v. Countiss, 1 Del. 
148; Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Johnson v. Norfolk, ete., R. Co., 82 
W. Va. 692, 97 SE 189, 6 ALR 1469; 
Pon Yin v. Edmonton, 24 CanCrCas 
327, 330, 31 WestLR 402, 8 West 
Wkly 809. 

“Actual contact is not necessary to 
constitute imprisonment, any re- 
straint put upon the freedom of an- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[§ 11] - 


always includes 
be used if plai 


is sufficient to constitute imprison- 
ment, so, if a person is restrained, 
even without the presence of a con-» 
stable, trom leaving a room or going 
out of a house that is an infringe- 
ment of his personal liberty and will 
constitute imprisonment.” Pon Yin 
v. Edmonton, supra. 

[a] No violence is necessary.— 
Johnson v. Norfolk, ete.,.R. Co., 82 
W. Va. 692, 97 SE 189, 6 ALR 1469. 

90. Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
436. 

91. U. S.—Johnson v. Tompkins, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Mass.—Martin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 
549, 62 NE 977. 
on H.—State v. Rollins, 8 N. H. 
550. 

N. Y.—Beardsley v. Soper, 184 App. 
Div. 399, 171 NYS 1043. 

N. G—State v. Reavis, 113 N. C. 
677, 18 SE 388; State v. Lunsford, 
81 N. C. 528. 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 31, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, 
AnnCas1916B 115. 

Tenn.—-Bloomer vy. State, 3 Sneed 
66; Smith v. State, 7 Humphr. 43. 

Tex.—Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 
408, 1083 SW 899. 

Eng.—Rawlings v. Till, 3 M. & W. 
28, 150 Reprint 1042. 

But see State v. Edge, 32 S.-C. L. 
91, 93 (where the court, in a prose- 
cution for assault and battery, said: 
“At most, the momentary restraint 
on the liberty of the prosecutor 
would be only a false imprisonment, 
which it is now settled may be com- 
mitted without an agsault’’). 

“Such restraint can be accom- 
plished only by some act or conduct 
equivalent to assault, actual or con- 


structive.” Cullen v. Dickinson, 
Supra, 
[a] Detaining another against his 


will is an assault. Bloomer v. State, 
3 Sneed (Tenn.) 66; Smith v. State, 
7 Humphr. (Tenn.) 43. 

{[b] Walse imprisonment “is deemed 
an assault in law, though no assault 
in fact is made.” Johnson v. Tomp- 


Bene) 13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 
-92.. Long v. Rogers, 17 Ala. 540; 


Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 
468; Williams v. Garrett, 12 HowPr 
(N? WY .)5 4563 State” v. Reavise ibe 
N. C. 677, 18 SE 388; State v. Luns- 
ford, 81 N.C. 528; Coward v. Bad- 
deley, 4 H. & N. 478, 157 Reprint 927; 
Rawlings v. Till, 3 M. & W. 28, 150 
Reprint 1042. 

93. State v. Lunsford, 81 N. C. 
528; Emmett v..Lyne, 1B. & P. N. R. 
255, 127 Reprint 459; Rawlings v. 
Till, 3 M. & W. 28, 150 Reprint 1042. 
But see Weber v. Doust, 84 Wash. 
330, 146 P 623 (‘Halse imprisonment 
implies a battery or an unlawful 
force, although the restraint may be 
no more than an overcoming of the 
will’). 

Physical contact as element of 
battery see Assault and Battery § 8. 

Unnecessary violence in making 
arrest see infra § 63. 

94. D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. 


v. Young, 86 App. 390 
Ind.—Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 
Ind. A. 339, 99 NE 796. 
Kan.—Whitman v. Atchison, etc., 
R. Con 854 Kan. 4150; di6i ye 2234, 34 
LRANS- 1029, AnnCas1912D~- 722; 
Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 436. 
Mich.—Moore v. Thompson, 92 
Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000. 
Mo.—Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 


[§§ 10-11 


battery Wenn the prisoner is not touched.®* 


Apprehension of Force; Threats. 


The scabrakite constituting a false imprisonment may 
arise out of words, acts, gestures or the like,®** which. 
induce a reasonable apprehension that force will 


ntiff does not submit,®® and it is 


sufficient if they operate upon the will of the 


Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 
N. H.—Pike v. Hanson, 
491. 


9 N.: H. 


N. J.—Hebrew v. Pulis, 73 N. J. 
Ba” 6210 164 JAM 21s 118 AmSRe 116; 
7 LRANS 580. 

N. Y.—Limbeck vy. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95. 

N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 
588, 601, 94 SHE 434 [quot Cyc]. 


Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463. 
Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 


58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 

Eng.—Grainger v. Hill, 4 Bing N. 
Gas: 212; 33 “HCL? 675, (132 {Reprint 
769; Buller N. P. p 62b. 

“False imprisonment is necessarily 
a wrongful interference with the 
personal liberty of an individual. 
The wrong may be committed by 
words alone, or by acts alone, or by 
both, and by merely operating on the 
will of the individual, or by per- 
sonal violence, or by both. It is not 
necessary that the individual be con- 
fined within a prison, or within 
walls; or that he be assaulted, or 
even touched. ... Nor is it neces- 
sary that the wrongful act be com- 
mitted with malice, or ill-will, or 
even with the slightest wrongful in- 
tention. Nor is it necessary that the 
act be under color of any legal or 
judicial proceeding. All that is nec- 
essary is, that the individual be re- 
strained of his liberty without any 
sufficient legal cause therefor, and 
by words or acts which he fears to 
disregard.” Whitman v. Atchison, 
CLG te LOO: SO ean FOO Aon ebor ee 
aes 384 LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 

“In ordinary practice, words are 
sufficient to constitute an imprison- 
ment, if they impose a restraint upon 
the person, and the party is accord- 
ingly restrained; for he is not 
obliged to incur the risk of personal 
violence and insult by resisting un- 
til actual violence be used.” Martin 
Vs Houck, 141 NiCr 31 Ges2s. 04. ts 
291, 7 LRANS 576. 

95. U. S.— Johnson vy. Tompkins, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Colo.—Kettelhut v. Edwards, 65 
Colo. 506, 177 P 961. 

D. C.—Tinited Cigar Stores Co. v. 
Young, 36 App. 390 

Tll.—Cox v. Rhodes Ave. Hospital, 
198 Ill. A. 82; Greathouse v. Sum- 
merfield, 25 Ill. A. 296. 

Ind.—Hildebrand v. McCrum, 101 


Ind. 61. 

Kan.—Whitman y. Atchison, etc., 
Rim ©0450. anette meee eee 
LRANS 1029," AnnCasi912D— 722: 


Doyle v. Boyle, 19 Kan. 168; Comer 
v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 436. 
98 Ky. 


Ky.—Miller v. Ashcraft, 
314, 32 SW 1085, 17 KyL 894. 
Mass.—Bennett v. Sweet, 171 Mass. 


600, 51 NE 183. 
Mich.—Moore vy. ‘Thompson, 92 
Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000; Brushaber 


v. Stegemann, 22 Mich. 266. 

Mo.—Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165; Ahern v. Col- 
lins, 39 Mo. 145. 

N. H.—Pike v. Hanson, 9 N. H. 491. 

N. J.—Hebrew v. Pulis, 73 N. J. 
Li 6205564. A P21 18 Ama ih Ge 
7 LRANS 580. 

N. Y.—Searls v. Viets, 2 Thomp. 
& C. 224; Limbeck vy. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95. 

Or.—Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 
363, 67 P 98: 
fae tree oe v. State, 7 Humphr. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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person threatened and result in a reasonable fear 
of personal difficulty or personal injuries,°® as, for 
example, in a case where an officér going to exe- 


cute his process has plaintiff in 


plaintiff submitting allows the officer to take him 
without resistance before a magistrate.%7 
where plaintiff submits and accompanies an officer 
who makes an arrest under void process.% 
person threatened need not await an application of 
actual force,®® nor make any effort to escape. 
voluntary display of force intended to deprive plain- 


tiff of his liberty, even without 


Tex.—McClure v. State, 
A. 102; 9 SW 3538; Jones v. State, 
8 Tex. A. 365; Maner v. State, 8 
Tex. A. 361; Woods vy. State, 3 Tex. 
ones Herring: v.. State, 3° Tex. A, 

Wis.—Gunderson vy. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 173, 104 NW 149; Marshall v. 
Heller2565; Wise 392,413, NW, - 236; 


26 Tex. 


Bonesteel vy. Bonesteel, 28 Wis. 245, 


30 Wis. 511, 

Eng.—Horner y. Battyn, Buller 
N. ©. 61; Williams v. Jones, Cas. t. 
Hardw. 298, 95 Reprint 193, Str. 
1049, 93 Reprint 1025; Pocock v. 
Moore, R. & M. 321, 21 ECL 760. 


N. B.—Hopper v. Clark, 40 N. B. 
568, 10 EastLR 305. 
Ont.—Thorpe v. Oliver, 20 U. C. 


Q. B. 264. 
“It is sufficient, if there was rea- 
sonable ground to apprehend that 
compulsory measures would be used, 
if plaintiff did not yield.” Whitman 
v. Atchison, ete. R. Co. 85 Kan. 
150, 158, 116 P 234, 34 LRANS 1029, 
AnnCas1912D 722 [quot Cyc]. 

“This constraint may be caused 
by threats as well as by actual force, 
and the threats may be by conduct 
or by words. If the words or con- 
duct are such as to induce a rea- 
sonable apprehension of force, and 
the means of coercion are at hand, 
a person may be as effectually re- 
strained and deprived of liberty as 
by prison bars.” United Cigar Stores 
CosEvadVounsy36nApp:) CDILE.): 390; 
409. 

[a] MTllustration.—Where a_ city 
detective without a warrant went to 
plaintiff and told her that he 
could put her in'jail but would make 
it easy for her and take her to an 
attorney’s office and meet the ac- 
cuser,:and the accuser upon seeing 
her declared she was not the right 
woman, and she was released, there 
was an arrest and false imprison- 
ment. Kettelhut v. Edwards, 65 
Colo:: 506, 177 P- 961. 

{b] Detention may be by actual 
violence, threats, or “otherwise.”— 
Charge to jury that “any deprivation 
of the liberty of the plaintiff by the 
defendant whether it was by 
actual violence, threats or otherwise, 
constitutes an arrest,” was com- 
mented upon by the court on appeal 
which criticized the use of the word 
“otherwise” as too indefinite, but 
stated that it. could not have con- 
fused cr misled the jury. Miller v. 
Asheraft, 98 Ky. 314, 318, 32 SW 
1085, 17 KyL 894. . 

{c] Imprisonment without as- 
sault.—Where constable with a war- 
rant to search plaintiff’s home, 


tiff to pay over money, it was held 
to be imprisonment, although no 
physical force or assault took place. 


Sawyer v. Ryan, 13- Metc. “(Mass.) | 
144. : 
[d] Charge held misleading which 


defined false imprisonment as unlaw- 
ful restraint “by words and an ar- 
ray of force.’’ Marshall v. Heller, 55 
Wis. 392, 13 NW 236. ; 
96. U. S.—Johnson v. Tompkins, 
13¢F. Cas. No: 7,416, Baldw. 571. 
Ala.—Robinson v. Greene, 148 Ala. 


ASA ao Sie 79d: 
Colo.—Kettelhut v. Edwards, 


by | 
fear and threats tried to force plain- | 
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his power, and | of plaintiff.* 


[§ 12] 


So too, 
The 
A 


actually laying 


Colo; 506,117 7 oP 2961, 

Ill.— Greathouse v. Summerfield, 25 
Tl, A. 296: 

Kan.—Whitman v. Atchison, etc., 
RpiCow 85, Kans 150; 116; P 234 34 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722; Gar- 
nier v. Squires, 62 Kan, 321, 62. P 
1005. : J 

Mich.—Brushaber v. Stegemann, 22 
Mich, 266. 


Mo.—Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. ~ 
eh H.-—Pike v. Hanson, 9 N. H. 

N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 
588, 601, 94 SE 4384 [quot Cyc]. 
sere ie oe vy. State, 7 Humphr. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 4638; Jones v. 
State, 8) /Pext/rA. 513653. Herring . Vv. 
State, 3 Tex. A. 108. 


W. Va.—Johnson vy. Norfolk, etc., 
Be CO 82) We) Wade 692, 91 oH 189, 
6 ALR 1469. 

N. S.—Walker v. Sydney, 36 N. S. 


“Apprehension or fear by which a 
person is restrained of his liberty, 
may consist in his fear of some in- 
jury either to his person, reputa- 
tion or ‘property.” Robinson _ v. 
Greene, 148 Ala. 434, 440, 43 S 797. 

[a] Intention.—‘“In all cases in 
which there is no manual touching 
or seizure, nor any resistance, the 
intentions of the parties to the 
transaction are very important. 
There must have been intent on the 
part of one of them to arrest the 
other, and intent on the part of such 
other to submit, under the belief and 
impression, that submission was nec- 
essary.” Johnson vy. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 82 W. Va. 692, 697, 97 SE 189, 6 
ALR 1469. 

[b] Compelling one to unlock a 
safe at the point of a revolver, to 
ascertain if. money lost had been 
appropriated by the owner of the 
safe, is sufficient illegal restraint 
to support an action for false im- 


prisonment. Garnier v. Squires, 62 
Kan. 321, 62 P 1005. 
97. Searls v. Viets, 2 Thomps. & 


C...(N. Y.) 224. 

98. Greathouse v. Summerfield, 25 
Ill.A. 296. 

99. U. S—Johnson vy. Tompkins, 
13, F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Ill.—Greathouse v. Summerfield, 25 
MLA. 296; 

Mich.—Brushaber vy. Stegemann, 22 
Mich. 266. 


Mo.—Furlong v. German-American 


Press Assoc., 189 SW 385. 

N. H.—Pike vy. Hanson, 9 N. H. 
491. 

Tex.—Herring v. State, 3 Tex. A. 
108. 

Wis.—Marshall v. Heller, 55 Wis. 


392, 13 NW 236. 

[a] For example, where plaintiff 
was in store of defendant, sur- 
rounded by persons who were em- 
ployed by defendant to detect crime, 
substantially accused of being a 
thief, and with the statement made 
tOrs! DEI. 2 O¥on1, A widl=shave~.to:>? be 
searched,” this was held to be an 
exercise of such dominion over her 
that the. jury might very properly 
find therefrom that restraint was ex- 
ercised, and that the subsequent pro- 
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hands on plaintiff, has been held sufficient,? but there 
is no legal wrong unless the detention was involun- 
tary, in the sense of being contrary to the will 


d. Submission to Apparent Legal Au- 
thority. A detention sufficient to support an action 
for false imprisonment may arise from plaintiff’s 
submission to apparent legal authority,* as, for 
example, accompanying an officer who has exhibited. 
a warrant,? or who demands submission to his au- 
thority,® although the submission is induced by 


ceedings were simply carrying out 
the threat that they would search 
her. Under such circumstances, 
plaintiff was not required to offer 
physical resistance. Stevens v. 
O’Neill, 51 App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 


663 [aff 169 N. Y. 375, 62 NE 424]. 

1. Moore v. Thompson, 92 Mich. 
498, 52 NW _ 1000, 

2. Cook v. Hastings, 150 Mich. 
289, 114 NW 71, 14 LRANS 1123, 
13 AnnCas 194. 

3. See supra § 9. 

4. Conn,—Langdon y. Chittington, 
2 Root 133. 
yr ecaaeia v. Buzines, 3 Del. 

Ind.—Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 
Ind. A. 339, 99 NE 796. 


Me.—Strout v. Gootch, 8 Me. 126. 

Mass.—Caffrey v. Drugan, 144 
Mass. 294,,11 NE 96; Carleton v. 
Akron Sewer Pipe Co., 129 Mass. 40: 

Mo.—Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 
175 SW 910; Hanser vy. Bieber, 271 
Mo. 326, 197 SW 68. 

N. Y.—Limbeck y. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95; Lansing vy. Case, 
4 NYLegObs 221; Bissell v. Gold, 1 
Wend. 210, 19 AmD 480. 

N. C.—Haskins v. Young, 19 N. C. 
527, 31 AmD 426; Mead v. Young, 19 
ING Gy toils 

eT al v. Reese, 14 Pa. Dist. 
658, ’ 

Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 
58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. y 

Eng.—Peters v. Stanway, 6 C. & P. 
737, 25 HCL 664; Chinn vy. Morris, 
2C. & P. 361, 12 ECL 617; Russen 
Wie Laeas, LC, & BP. 1535212 HCH 98: 


77 Vt. 61, 


Genner v. Sparkes, 1 Salk. 79, 91 
Reprint 74. 
Que.—Lapierre v. Gagnon, 11 


Montr. Leg. N. 32, 8 RevLleg 727. 

Sask.—Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 Sask. 
L. 454, 9 WestLR 28. 

{a] Mlustration.—Plaintiff, a boy 
of fourteen, was charged by a sher- 
iff with larceny of a watch, which he 
denied. Sheriff told plaintiff to get 
his hat and go with him. Sheriff 
took plaintiff about the city and 
while passing the county jail said, 
if plaintiff did not tell where the 
watch was, he would have to lock 
him up in the jail. Plaintiff again 
denied knowledge of the theft of the 
watch and after some time was told 
to go home by the sheriff, who ad- 
monished him not to leave his house 
until the sheriff “came after him.” 
It was held actionable since plaintiff 
did not acquiesce in his arrest but 
submitted to apparent legal author- 
ity. Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 
64 NE 875. 


5. Grainger v. Hill, 4 Bing. N. 
She 212, 33 ECL 675, 132 Reprint 


6. Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ind. 
AI339;" 99e INE 796s Harris. vi vbrere 
minal: R. Assoc., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 


686; Singleton v. Kansas City Base 
Ball, etc., Co.,: 172-2 Mo.- A. 299, 157 
Sw 964; Johnson v. Norfolk, etc., 
Ri, uCoee 82 Wen Wa. 69252 97—-SH ots9, 
6 ALR 1469; Chinn v. Morris, 2 C. 
& Pyosel; 12 HCI 661%5" Bridgett Ww 
Coyney, 1 M. & R. 211, 17 ECL 661; 
Pocock v. Moore, R. & M. 321, 21 
ECL 760. 

{a] Tilustration.—To constitute 


an arrest, it is not necessary . to 
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fraudulent representations.” 


insufficient to support the action.$ 


of plaintiff must not amount to voluntary consent 
An arrest, made on process, void 
on its face, but on the validity of which plaintiff 
relied and submitted, is actionable,?® but one whe 
submits to an arrest with knowledge that the ar- 
resting officer is acting without proper authority 
waives his rights by his own conduct. 
held a legal duty not to resist an arresting officer,2? 
and to accompany him without requiring the officer 


to the detention.® 


handcuff the person arrested or take 
him forcibly, and it is an arrest if, 
under a manifestation of authority, 
an officer commands the person to 
go with him, and takes him to the 
place where persons arrested are 
usually taken, if the one arrested 
goes in submission to such author- 


ity, and not voluntarily. Singleton 
v. Kansas City Base Ball, ete., Co., 
1¥2 Mo. A. 299, 157 SW 964. 

¥. Whitman v. Atchison, etc. R. 
Go., 86 Kan.- 150, 116 P 234, 34 
LRANS 1029, AnnCasl1912D 722; 
Woed v. Lane, 6 C. & P. 774, 25 
ECL 683. 

{aj WDlustration—Where an at- 


torney’s clerk accompanied a credi- 
tor to his debtor and pretended that 
he was a sheriff's officer, and in con- 
sequence the debtor went away with 
them, not willingly but supposing 
they had power to compel him, it 
was held a sufficient arrest to main- 
@ain trespass for false imprisonment. 


Wood v. Lane, 6 C. & P. 774, 25 ECL 
683. 

8 Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 
15 NW 899; Foulke v. New York 
Cons. R. Co., 180 App. Div. 848, 168 
NYS 72 [aff 828 N. Y. 269, 127 NE| 
237]; Berry v. Adamson, 6 B. & C. 
628, 18 ECL 242, 108 Reprint 446, 


2 C. P. 508, 12 ECL 700; Arrowsmith | 
Le Mesurier, 2 B. & P. N. R. 211, 
127 Reprint 605. 
[a] Voluntarily accompanying offi- 


cer.— Where a passenger finds a pack- | t 


age in a car and refuses to deliver 
it to conductor, but voluntarily 
agrees to accompany policeman to 
station house and leave matter to 
the captain, he is precluded from 
recovering for an arrest, 
standing the fact that he was then 
held to bail by the captain for ap-| 
pearance in court. Foulke v. New 
York Cons. R. Co., 180 App. Div. 848, 
168 NYS 72 [aff 228 N. ¥. 269, 127 NE 
237). 


Summerfield, 25 


S—Cottam v. Oregon City. 
570: Hershey v. O'Neill, 36 

168; Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 
F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Ark.—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 43, 
54 AmD 250. 

Tll— Greathouse v. 

WM. A. 296. 

Iowa.—Kirby v. Harker, 143 Iowa 
478, 121 NW 1071. 

Ma.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383. 
35 A 1089. 

Mass.—Joyee v. Parkhurst, 150! 
Mass. 243, 22 NE 899; Sullivan v. Old 
Colony R. Co., 148 Mass. 119. 18 NE 
78, 1 LRA 513; Payson v. Macom- 
ber, 3 Allen 69. 

Mich. — Shinglemeyer v. Wright, 
123 Mich. 230, 82 NW 887, 50 LRA 
129; Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 
1k NW 899. 

Miss. 63 
Miss. 335. 

N. Y.—Searls v. Viets, 2 Thomps. 
& .C. 224. 

N. C—State v. Lunsford. $1 N. C. 
5283 Haskins v. Young, 19 N. C. 527, 
31 AmD 426; Mead v. Young, 19 
ING Co) 822. 
Tex.—Houston, ete, R. Co. vy. Rob- 
erson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 822. 


However, merely ac- 
_companying an officer who has not taken the plain- 
tiff into either actual or constructive custody is 


notwith- | 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


to resort to actual] violence to effect the arrest.*% 

[§ 13] e. Place. Confinement withm any cer- 
tain designated limits may constitute imprison- 
ment,1* as for example, in a penal institution, an 
insane asylum,’® a private house,17 in any kind of 
a room,** including plaintiff’s own house and room,’9 
an attorney’s office?” a store,?+ a corn, crib,?? a 
field,?* an inclosure within railway gates,”* or on a 
public street. 

[§ 14] f. Time. A ease of false imprisonment 
is made out whenever the person complaining is 
actually restrained without legal authority for an 
appreciable time, however short,?* as for example, a 


Vt—Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437; Vt—tTaylor v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 
Wood vy. Kinsman, 5 Vt. 583 24 A 656. 

Eng.—Berry v. Adamson, 6 B. & Eng-—RBird-v. Jones, 7 Q. B. 742, 
C. 528, 13 ECL 242, 108 Reprint 546,| 53 ECL 742, 115 Reprint 668; Warner 
2 C. P. 503, 12 ECL 700; Arrowsmith] v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. N. S. 180, 93 
v. Le Mesurier, 2 B. & P. N. R.| ECL 180, 140 Reprint 1052;-3 Black- 
211, 127 Reprint 605; Herring v./| stone Comm. p 127. 

Boyle, 1 C. M. & R. 377, 149 Reprint| “Every confinement of the person 
1126, 6 C. & P. 496, 25 ECL 543. lis an imprisonment, whether it‘ be a 

{a] Detention must be against | common prison or in a private house. 
consent. — If plaintiff voluntarily | or in the stocks, or even by forcibly 
went on a trip with the defendant | detaining one in the public streets.” 
officer employed by the defendant | Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 43, 47, 54 
railroad company, there was no false | AmD 250. 
imprisonment, since false imprison-| Detention in improper =e after 
ment is based on detention of an-j| lawful arrest see infra_§ 63. 
other against his consent, and with- 15.. Weser v. Welty, 18 Ind. A. 


The submission 


It has been 


out express authority of law./|664, 47 NE 639; St. Louis v. Karr, 

Houston, ete. R. Co. v. Roberson,|85 Mo. A. 608; Scott v. Flowers, 60 

(Tex. Civ. A.) 138 SW’ 3822. Nebr. 675, 34 NW 81; Cobbett v. 
10. Buzzell v. Emerton, 161 Mass.| Gray, 4 Exch. 7239, 154 Reprint 

| 176, 36 NE 796; Worden v. Davis, 195 | 14098. 

IN. ¥. 391, 88 NE 745, 22 LRANS 16. Oakes v. Oakes, 55 App. Div. 

11196 [rev 123 App. Div. 193, 103|576, 67 NYS 427 [aff 167 N. ¥. 625 


NYS_ 2211]. mem, 60 NE 1117 mem]; Hindman v. 


[a] ITlustration—Where a _ per-| Hutchinson, 30 PittsbLegJNS (Pa.) 
| Son, constructively arrested on void | £22. 
| Warrant, and placed under technical 17. Pee v. McCrum, 101 
restraint, appears before the magis- | Ind. 


| trate with counsel, and at his re- 18. Sera Vv. Shaw, 56 Me. 427, 
quest the proceedings are adjourned|96 AmD 475; Williams v. Powell, 
to the next day, and he is permitted | 101 Mass. 467, 3 AmR 396; Williams 
;to depart on his own recognizance, | Cas. t. Hardw. 298, 95 
with directions to appear the next} Str. 1049, 

day, and subsequently the proceed-| 1025. 

ings are continued until they result _19- Sorenson v. Dundas, 50 Wis. 
in his conviction before the magis-| 335, 7 NW 259; Warner v. Riddiford, 
trate, and on appeal such conyiction|4 C. B. N. S. 180, 93 ECL 1480, 140 
is reversed and he instilutes an aec-| Reprint 1052. 

tion of false imprisonment against {a] IWustration.—‘‘Restraint 
the persons responsible for issuing | upon his 

| the warrant, defendants cannot | 

| shield themselves behind the propo- | room and go up-stairs in his own 
sition that because the warrant is-} house.” Warner v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. 
sued by the magistrate was void for|N. S. 189, 187, 93 ECL 180, 140 Re- 
want of jurisdiction the proceedings} print 1052 

| were absolutely void and plaintiff 20. Texas, etc., 
‘should have disregarded, rather than| 29 Tex. Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 831. 

| have defended himself against them. 21. Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
Worden v. Davis, 195 N. Y. 391, 83/345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32; Vrchotka 
NE 745, 22 LRANS 1196 [rev 123] v. Rothschild, 100 Ill. A. 268; Tim- 
App. Div. 193, 108 NYS 221]. othy v. Simpson, 1 C. M. & R. 757, 


$3 Reprint 


put 
[plaintiffs] person by re- 
fusing him permission to leave the 


R. Co. v. Parker, 


11. See infra § 107. 149 Reprint 1285, 6 C. & P. 499, 25 
12. Markey vy. Sloat, 41 N. B.| ECL 544; Cohen v. Huskisson, 2 M. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. & W. 477, 150 Reprint 845. 

{a] Dlustration—Inm an action 22. McNay v. Stratton, 9 Tll. A. 
against a town treasurer and a con-/| 215. 
| Stable, where defendants set up that 23. Peo. v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 
plaintiff. if imprisoned. was not im-|14 P 796. 
prisoned against his own free will, 24 Lynch v. Metropolitan El. R. 
the fact that plaintiff when arrested|Co., 90 N. Y. 77, 43 AmR 141. 
} by the constable did not resist but 25. Ark Floyd vy. State, 12 Ark. 
went willingly to gaol under the| 43, 54 AmD 250. 


| arrest does not prove or tend to | - Til—Hight v. Naylor, 86 Til. A. 
| Prove defendants’ plea, it being a| 508. ; 

) legal duty not to resist the oe ae Ind.—Torbert vy. Lynch, 67. Ind. 
}Officer. Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B.| 474. 

| 234, 6 DomLR 827. 11 EastLR 295. Mo.—Dunlevy vy. Wolferinan, 106 


Resistance of officer see Obstruct-| Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 
jing Justice [29 Cye 1327]. |__Eng.—Bird v. Jones, 7 Q. B. 1742, 
}_ 13. Josselyn v. McAllister, 25/53 ae 742, 115. Reprint 668. 
| Mich. 45. / a] Tlustration—Where a _ per- 
| 1& Ark—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. Fess who had been fined for a viola- 
| 43, 54 AmD 250. | tion of a municipal ordinance was 
Cal—Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal 103, | wrongfully compelled to pay the fine 
66 P 183. | by manual labor on the streets. a re- 
lll—Hawk v. Ridgway. 33 Ill. 473. | covery for faise imprisonment could 
oe ——Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan.| be had. Torbert v. Lynch, 67 Ind. 
} 474. 
Tenn.—Smith v. State, 7 Humphr.| 26. Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414. 
43. 70 S 734, 736 [cit Cye]; Johnson v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 14-16] 


few minutes,?? or a few hours,?* or a night.29 An 
actual arrest is sufficient even when followed by 
The length of time 
of the constraint primarily affects the extent of 


plaintiff’s immediate release.*° 


recovery.*! 
[§ 15] 3. Unlawfulness of Restraint—a. 
General. 


An action for false imprisonment 


Norfolk, etc., R. Co., 82 W. Va. 692, 
97 SE 189, 6 ALR 1469. 
“A momentary detention, if wrong- 


ful, gives a complete cause of ac- 
tion.” Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
418, 70 S 734. 

27. Callahan v. Searles, 78 Hun 
238, 28 NYS 904; Smith v. State, 7 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 48. is 

28. Ind.—Efroymson v. Smith, 29 


Ind: A.1451, 63, NB 328. 
Me.—Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 Me. 427, 

96 AmD 475. 

Mass.—Martin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 
549, 62 N# 977. 

N. J.—Jackson v. Miller, 84 N. J. 
PSI S 00 et o.0, 

Fans Y.—Beaver v. Cohen, 162 NYS 
0. / 
Pa.—Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 359, 

36 A 3827, 67 AmSR 607; Greer v. 

Reese, 14 Pa. Dist. 658. 

29. Miller v. Ashcraft, 98 Ky. 314, 
32 SW 1085, 17 KyL 894; Pastor 
v. Regan, 9 Misc. 547, 30 NYS 657. 

- 30. Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 

286, 64 NI 875. 

31. See infra §§ 169, 171. 

32. See supra § 9. 

33. U. S.—Van v. Pacific Coast 
Co., 120 Fed. 699; Ma-ka-ta-wah-qua- 
twa v. Rebok, 111 Fed. 12; Teal v. 
Wissel, 28 Fed. 351. 

Ala.—Central of Georgia R. Co. v. 


Canliock #196)" Ala.) G09, 12 fo... acdc 
King Vv. Gray, 189 Ala. 686, 
66 S 643; Gray v. Strickland, 163 


Ala. 344, 50 S 152; Rich v. McInerny, 
103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
Lain) oT eed enalea fa byes ; 

Colo.—Baker v. Barton, 1 Colo. A. 
183, 28° Piss. 

Del.—McCaffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 
437, 56 A 382; Petit v. Colmery, 20 
Del. 266, 55 A 344, 

Ga.—Waters v. National Woolen 
Mills, 142 Ga. 138, 82 SE 535; West- 
berry v. Clanton, 136 Ga. 795, 72 SE 
238. 

Ill—Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 486. 

Iowa.—Kirby v. Harker, 143 Iowa 
478, 121 NW 1071; Snyder v. Thomp- 
son, 134 Iowa 725, 112 NW 239. 

Kan.—Hanson v. Sward, 92 Kan. 1, 
140 P 100; Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. 
Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 
LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981; Garnier 
v. Squires, 62 Kan. 321, 62 P 1005. 

Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 135 Ky. 
63, 121 SW 961, 21 AnnCas 456; 
Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 121 Ky. 
863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 12 Ann 


Cas 33; Bennett v. Lewis, 66 SW 
5238, 23 Kyl 2087. - 
La.—Gammage v. Mahaffey, 110 


La. 1008, 35 S 266; Wells v. John- 


ston, 52 La. Ann. 713, 27 S 185. 

\ Me.—Crowell v. Gleason, 10 Me. 
325. 

Mda.— New York; -étc., Ri. Cox ‘v- 


Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
SSC ODA LOSoe. an. 
Mass.—Smith v. Peabody, 106 
Mass. 262; Allen v. Shed, 10 Cush. 
375; Spoor v. Spooner, 12 Metc. 281. 
Mich.—McCullough v. Greenfield, 
133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 62 LRA 
906, 1 AnnCas 924; Barker v. An- 
derson, 81 Mich. 508, 45 NW 1108. 


i Detention or restraint to support an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment must not only have 
been involuntary *? but must have been illegal.2? A 
detention which is legal will not constitute a false 
imprisonment notwithstanding it may have been 
unjust,** and conversely an illegal detention of a 
guilty person may amount to false imprisonment.®® 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[§ 16] b. 
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a removal of the prisoner from one place of de- 
tention to another under authority of law.*® 

Persons Privileged from Arrest.** 
Ordinarily exemptions from arrest are construed to 


create a personal privilege, and when so construed 


In 


will not lie for 


Mo.—Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 


326, 197 SW 68; Ahern v. Collins, 
39 Mo. 145; Harris v. Terminal R. 
Assoc,, (A.) 218 SW 686; Weh- 
meyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 
130 SW 681. 

Mont.—Stephens v. Conley, 48 


Mont. 352, 138 P 189, AnnCas1915D 
958; Grorud v. Lossl, 48 Mont. 274, 
136 P 1069. 

N. Y.—Foulke v. New York Cons. 
Re CON weno er Nae he COO bet miNiEs ees 
Schultz v. Greenwood Cemetery, 190 
N. Y. 276, 83 NE 41; Burns v. Erben, 
40 N. Y. 463; Giorgio v. Batterman, 
14 App? Div. 139, 118 NYS, 823; 
Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 41, 76 
NYS 425; Cunningham v. Hast River 
Electric Light Co., 60 N. Y. Super. 
282, 17 NYS 3872; Reisler v. Inter- 
borough Rapid Transit Co., 79 Misc. 
91, 139 NYS 3355 Limbeck .v. Gerry, 
15 Misc. 663, 39 NYS 95; Warren v. 
Dennett, 138 Misc. 329, 34 NYS 462; 
Lewis v. Penfield, 39 HowPr 490; 
Warne v. Constant, 4 Johns. 32. 

Oh.—Diehl v. Friester, 37 Oh. St. 
473; Wheeler v. Gavin, 5 Oh. Cir. 
Ct? 246,78 Oh. Cit! Decweleo; Buren 
vy. Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 519. : 

Or.—Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
63; Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260; Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 
193; Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 


13% 
R. I.—Hobbs v. 13! Rel 84, 
29 


25 A 694. 

S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 

S. C. 180, 7 SE 76; Moses v. Dubois, 
BESS OB AIBE WAIN « 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

Tex.—Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Rob- 
erson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 822. 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 658, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912D 1366. 

W. Va.—Finney v. Zingale, 72 W. 
Va. 422, 95 SE 1046; Williamson v. 
Glen Alum Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 
78 SE 94. 

Wis.—King v. Johnston, 81 Wis. 
578, 51 NW,1011; Murphy v. Martin, 
58 Wis. 276, 16 NW 603. 

Eng.—Robinson v. Balmain New 
Ferry Co., Ltd., [1910] A. C. 295. 

Sask.—Washburn v. Robertson, 8 
DomLR 183. 

Detention under valid process see 
infra § 41. , 

34. Polonsky v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 184 Fed. 558 [rev on other 
grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 541]; 


Ray, 


Finney v. Zingale, 82 W. Va. 422, 
95 SE 1046. 
[a] Lawful arrest of innocent 


person.— ‘That the arrest of one who 
is innocent must be unlawful is nat- 
urally an attractive statement; but, 
if the forms of law be observed, such 
statement is not necessarily true. 
An arrest and consequent imprison- 
ment may be unjust and mistaken, 
but, if it be lawful (i. e., in compli- 
ance with the technical requirements 
of statute or common law as the 
case may be), then no trespassing 
was committed.” Polonsky v. Penn- 


it is the general rule that an action for false im- 
prisonment does not Jie for the arrest of a person 
so exempted,** either against the party instigating 
the arrest,°® or the officer making the arrest.1° 
harmony with the general rule that maliee or bad 
motives are not material considerations in this form 
of action as distinguished from an action for ma- 
licious prosecution, it is usually held that, where 
the arrest is made pursuant to valid process of ar- 


In 


sylvania R. Co., 184 Fed. 558 [rev 


on other grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 
CCA 541]. 

35. Conkling v. Whitmore, 132 
Fir AS p14, 


Necessity of successful termina- 
tion of action in favor of plaintiff 
see supra § 3. 

36. Blake v. Burke, 42 Md. 45. 

37. Persons privileged trom ar- 
rest see Arrest §8§ 7, 124-153. 

38. See cases infra this note, 

{a] Bankrupt or insolvent.—Wil- 
marth v. Burt, 7 Metc. (Mass.) 257; 
Brown v. Crowl, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 298; 
Wood v. Kinsman, 5 Vt. 588; Tarlton 
v. Fisher, 2 Dougl. 671, 99 Reprint 
426; Ewart v. Jones, 14 M. & W. 774, 
153 Reprint 688; Yearsley v. Heane, 
14 M. & W. 322, 153 Reprint 499. 

{b] Infant.—Cassier v. Fales, 139 
Mass. 461, 1 NE 922; McGaw v. Fish, 
38 N. B. 354. 

{[c] Married woman—Winchester 
v. Everett, 80 Me. 535, 15 A 596, 6 
AmSR 228, 1 LRA 425 (the process 
describing her as a single woman); 
Kimball v. Molony, 3 N. H. 376; Ren- 
pet V..) W.000S3 01" Us” tO. ss. 

{d] Resident citizen by statute— 
McHugh vy. Pundt, 17 S. Cc. L. 441; 
Wright v. Hazen, 24 Vt. 143 (the 
process describing him as a non- 
resident). 

{e] Second arrest for same of- 
fense or debt.—Donati v. Rizhetti, 
9 Cal. A. 45, 97 P 1128; Nebenzahl 
v. Townsend, 10 Daly (N. Y.) 232, 
61 HowPr 353; Reynolds v. Corp, 
3 Cai. (N. Y.) 267; Pickard v. Bilts, 
Wright (Oh.) 344; Nason v. Sewall, 
Brayais CV¥is) £49: : 

_ (fl Suitor attending in or return- 
ing from court.—Cameron vy. Lizht- 
a 2 Wm. BI. 1190, 96 Reprint 


{g] Witness attending court.— 
Moore v. Chapman, 3 Hen. & M. (13 
Va.) 260. 

{h] Witness returning from court. 
—Smith v. Jones, 76 Me. 138, 49 
AmR 598; Carle v. Delesdernier, 13 
Me. 363, 29 AmD 508; Magnay v. 
Burt, 5 Q. B. 381, 48 ECL 381, 114 
Reprint 1293; Cameron y. Lightfoot, 
2 W. Bil. 1190, 96 Reprint 701. 

39. Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 
Cali A *45,.'97 P1108" : 

Me.—Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 1 LRA 
425; Smith v. Jones, 76 Me. 138, 49 


AmR 598. 
meg H.—Kimball v. Molony, 3 N. H. 
N. Y.—Brown v. Crowl, 5 Wend. 


298; Reynolds v. Corp, 3 Cai. 267. 

Vt.—Wood v. Kinsman, 5 Vt. 588 
(poor debtor’s privilege). 

Va.—Moore v. Chapman, 3 Hen. & 
M. (13 Va.) 260. 

Eng.—Ewart v. Jones, 14 M. & W. 
774, 153 Reprint 688; Yearsley v. 
Beane, 14 M. & W. 322, 153 Reprint 
499; Cameron v. Lightfoot, 2 W. BL 
1190, 96 Reprint 701. 

Ont.—Rennett v. Woods, 11 U. €, 
Ores. 29) 


40. Carle vy. Delesdernier, 13 Me, 
363, 29 AmD 508; Wilmarth v. Burt, 
7 Metc. (Mass.) 257. 
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rest, knowledge that the arrested party is privi- 


leged does not impose liability.*4 
Waiver. 


recovery in a future aetion for 


ment based on an arrest in violation of the exemp- 


tion.#2 
Invalid process. 
rested under invalid process, the 


apply as in cases where no question of privilege is 


raised.43 


Remedy for arrest in violation of privilege. 
remedy of one arrested in violation of his privilege 
is by summary motion for his discharge,‘* or by 
habeas corpus;*° and a right of action for arresting 


Failure of the arrested party to claim 
exemption constitutes a waiver, so as to prevent 


Where a privileged person is ar- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[8§ 16-17 


be granted by statute.*é 


Statutes taking away right to arrest. Where stat- 


arrest have been 
false imprison- 


utes affecting the individual’s right to freedom from 


construed, not as granting a per- 


sonal privilege from arrest to the individual, but 
as absolutely taking away the right to arrest, an 


arrest in violation of the statute is illegal, and 


same principles 
[§ 17] 


out Legal Proceedings. 
imprisonment who in a ease of real necessity and 
emergency restrains a person believed to be insane 
and whose being at large endangers the safety of 
himself or others,°° although defendant may be 


The 


or causing the arrest of a privileged person may 


41. See cases infra this note. 

{a] Party procuring process.— 
(1) That defendant knew he was a 
returning witness is not material; a 
witness’s privilege is not a right 
of absolute freedom from arrest, but 
is a privilege of the court, or the 
parties to the suit, rather than of 
the witness; it may be waived, and 
parties causing arrest cannot know 
whether witness will claim his privi- 
lege, or 1f claimed, that he is really 
entitled to it, or is not at court in 
good faith, or is loitering on his way. 
Smith v. Jones, 76 Me. 138, 49 AmR 
598. (2) The execution on which 
the woman was arrested described 
her as a “single woman.” Personal 
service of the writ had been made 
on her, and she appeared by counsel, 
and, making no suggestion that she 
was other than as described in the 
writ, suffered the action, after sev- 
eral continuances, to go to judg- 
ment on default, and suggested her 
coverture only after she was ar- 
rested and taken to the place where 
thé jail was situated. It was held 
that defendant was not liable, al- 
though after the woman’s arrest he 
learned of her coverture and refused 
to direct her discharge, and this on 
the principle that the writ was 
neither irregular nor void and there- 
fore afforded complete protection to 
the person for whom and at whose 
instance it was issued, as well as 
to all others concerned. Winchester 
v. Everett, 80 Me. 535, 15 A 596, 6 
AmSR 228, 1 LRA 425. (3) Notice 
of the privilege at time of arrest is 
not material, as it does not make 
the writ an illegal process. Cassier 
Vv. ‘Fales, 139 Mass. 461, 1 NE 922. 

{[b] Officer executing process.— 
Sheriff’s knowledge of claim of privi- 
lege is immaterial; he should not be 
required to determine whether the 
privilege claimed is founded in truth. 
Magnay v. Burt, 5 Q. B. 381, 48 HCL 
381, 114 Reprint 1298. 

, 42. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Attorney. — Where the ar- 

rested party did not plead his privi- 
lege aS an attorney, he waived it. 
Crossley v. Shaw, 2 W. Bl. 1085, 96 
Reprint 64). / 
_{b] Bankrupt or insolvent dis- 
charge.—Failure to claim privilege 
of bankruptcy is a waiver. Wilmarth 
v. Rurt, 7 Metec. (Mass.) 257; Wood 
v. Kinsman, 5 Vt. 588. 

{[c] Females.—Female privileged 
from arrest on account of sex in 
contract actions should plead facts 
showing her privilege. O’Boyle v. 
Brown, Wright (Oh.) 465. 

{d] Infants.—Process issued on a 
judgment on a claim against an in- 
fant is protection, where infant did 
not set up defense of infancy in the 
action. McGaw v. Fish, 38 N. B. 
354. 

43. Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
Ho0,. Lb 7A. 596,069 AMS Rs 228 is Trea 
425; Cassier v. Fales, 139 Mass. 461, 
1 NE 922; Marks vy. Townsend, 97 


Nu Xe 590. 
44. Smith v. Jones, 76 Me. 138, 

49 AmR 598. A 
{a] A witness prior to arrest, if 


the facts warrant it, may apply for 
a writ of protection in advance of 
starting for court. Smith v. Jones, 
76 Me. 138, 49 AmR 598. 


45. Smith v. Jones, 76 Me. 138, 49 
AmR 598. 
Habeas corpus generally see 


Habeas Corpus [21 Cye 279]. 

46. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Statute 
authorizing action against ‘officer or 
person making arrest’? of witness 
construed not to include party or 
attorney instigating issuance of 
process; and further held, that there 
was no proof that defendants sug- 


gested arrest while witness was 
privileged; that there was no lia- 
bility on officer unless witness 


claimed exemption, and that witness 
lost privilege by loitering at his at- 
torney’s office on business not con- 
nected with duties as _ witness. 
Kreiser v. Scofield, 10 Misc. 350, 31 
NYS 23. ¢2)5" In, an action. ony a 
statute forbidding the arrest of a 
suitor attending in court or while 
going to or returning from court, it 
was held that a party who procured 
a capias to be issued and delivered 
to a constable with a general direc- 
tion to arrest. was not liable for ar- 
rest in violation of the statute when 
he did not know or have good reason 
to know that defendant in the capias 
was at the time a suitor and so 
privileged from arrest. Sewell v. 
Lane, 1 Ind. 293, Smith 167. 

47. Green v. Morse, 5 Me. 291; Sul- 
livan v. Jones, 2 Gray (Mass.) 570; 
Deyo v. Van Valkenburgh, 5 Hili 
(N. Y.) 242; Bracket v. Eastman, 
T7Le Wendy. GN, VeY.) 21 382. Love yF vs 
Humphrey, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 204. 

[a] Statute discharging debts was 
held to create more than a mere 
personal privilege, and to extinguish 
the debt itself, so that a party issu- 
ing a body execution upon such ex- 
tinguished debt, was liable, al- 
though if the execution were regu- 
lar on its face it would protect the 
sheriff. Deyo v. Van Valkenburgh, 
5 Hill (N. Y.) 242. 

[b] Resident debtors.—Where the 
statute provided that no _ person 
other than a nonresident should be 
arrested in a contract suit, an ar- 
rest to hold to bail of -a person not 
shown to be a nonresident, renders 
the party procuring the arrest lia- 


ble. Bracket v. Eastman, 17 Wend. 
Gi, Yaoes2. 
48. Percival v. Jones, 2 Johns. 


Cas: CN Yids49: 
[a] Debtor having family.—Where 


statute provided that no person hav- } 


ing a family and not being a free- 
holder should be arrested for certain 
debts, and the justice of the peace 
on his own initiative issued proc- 
ess upon a judgment which had been 


passing 


an action lies against the party procuring it,*” the 
judicial official issuing it,** or the officer serving it.4® 
c. Insane Persons—(1) Detention with- 


One is not liable for false 


obtained before him, and caused the 
arrest of a man having a family and 
not being a freeholder for such a 
debt, the justice was liable. Per- 
cival v. Jones, 2 Johns. Cas. (N. Y.) 
49. See Wright v. Hazen, 24 Vt. 143. 

49. Love v. Humphrey, 9 Wend. 
CNE EY.) 204% 

{a] Second arrest.— Where the 
statute provided that prisoners may 
not be arrested a second time while 
through other counties, a 
sheriff making a second arrest, with 
knowledge of the first arrest, is lia- 
ble, as the statute being intended 
to prevent a conflict between process 
from different courts in effect takes 
away jurisdiction over the prisoner 
from officials through whose county 
he is being transported. Love v. 
Humphrey, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 204. But 
see Deyo v. Van Valkenburgh, 5 Hill 
(N. Y.) 242 (holding that if execu- 
tion were regular on its face it 
would protect sheriff, although not a 
protection to the party issuing it). 

50. Conn.—Porter v. Ritch, 70 
Conn, 235, 39 A 169, 39. LRA 353. 

Minn.—Witte v. Haben, 131 Minn. 
71, 154 NW 662, LRA1916C 228, Ann 
Casl9lTD: 534. 

N. H.—Keleher v. Putnam, 60 N. H. 
30, 49 AmR 3804; Colby v. Jackson, 
12 N. H. 526. 

N. Y¥.—Emmerich v. Thorley, 35 
App. Div. 452, 54 NYS 791. 
ie eo hee v. Richie, Brightly 

Eng.—Brookshaw v. Hopkins, Lofft. 
240, 98 Reprint 630; Sinclair v. 
Broughton, 47 L. T. Rep. N. S. 170. 

Ont.—Dobbyn v. Decow, 25 U. CG. 
Cree ass 

Austr.—Mcl.aughlin vy. Fosbery, 1 
Austr. C.-L. R. 546. 

[a] Necessity must be real.— 
“There is no justification for inter- 
ference or restraint unless it is de- 
manded by a real necessity for the 
care and safety of an individual dan- 
gerous to himself or for the protec- 
tion of others, to whom he is or may 
be dangerous. Whoever, merely as a 
private person, applies such restraint 
must act upon facts and not upon 
suspicion or belief. He may have to 
take the responsibility of his errors 
of judgment. But where the facts 
show the danger and necessity no 
actionable trespass has been commit- 
ted, and such has always been the 
law in England and in this country.” 
Emmerich v. Thorley, 35 An». Div. 
452, 455, 54 NYS 791. 

[b] The finding of an inquest 
that a party is insane is prima facie 
evidence of probable cause for the 
arrest; but it would be otherwise if 
the finding was obtained by fraud. 
ncimay v. Richie, Brightly (Pa.) 
_ [ce] Officers assisting committee 
in his common-law right to change 
place of residence of one adjudged 
insane are entitled to protection from 
liability if they honestly believe that 
the committee is merely calling for 


For later cases, developments anj changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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responsible in case of error in judgment.*? 
insane person who is committing a breach of the 
peace may be arrested without process under the 
same circumstances as one who is sane,>? such cases 
being governed by the same principles which apply 
to cases of arrest on probable cause without pro- 
cess ;°° and similarly an arrest is authorized where 
there is a reasonable apprehension that injury may 
Insane persons who are not 
dangerous or committing a breach of the peace can- 
not lawfully be restrained without legal proceed- 
ings;°° and the general rule is that one who con- 
fines as insane a person actually sane is liable.5® 
Commitment of one to an insane asylum without 
certificate of physicians as required by statute im- 
poses a liability for false imprisonment.57 

A physician is justified in putting reasonable re- 
straint upon a dangerous lunatic, if he is in such 
condition that he might be of injury: to anyone, 
and continuing the restraint until the danger is 
It has been held that a physician, who 


be inflicted by him.®4 


over,°8 


their assistance in the exercise of 
his legal authority. The principle is 
analogous to that which protects 
persons called on to assist an officer 
of police in the execution of a war- 
rant. McLaughlin v. Fosbery, 1 
Austr. C. L. R. 546. 

[ad] Escaping from asylum, — 
Where one confined in an asylum 
until sanity is restored, after recov- 
ering his sanity escapes, his recap- 
ture is not illegal, irrespective of 
whether or not sanity had _ inter- 
vened. Dobbyn v. Decow, 25 U. C. 
CoeP ls: 

Arrest of insane person generally 
see Arrest § 6. 

51. Porter v. Ritch, 70 Conn. 235, 
257, 39 A 169, 39 LRA 353; Emmerich 
Nayar ee: 35 App. Div. 452, 54 NYS 
w94) 

“But a private person can act only 
in an emergency, and then only at his 
peril: the peril of being unable to 
prove the existence of the emergency 


which is his justification.” Porter 
v. Ritch, supra. 

52. Paetz v. Dain, Wils. (Ind.) 
148; Lott v. Sweet, 33 Mich. 308. 

53. Paetz v. Dain, Wils. (Ind.) 
148. 

54. Cahill v. Michaelis, 170 Fed. 


66, 95 CCA 342, 

55. Maxwell v. Maxwell, (Iowa) 
177 NW 541; Witte v. Haben, 131 
Minn. 71, 74, 154-NW 662, LRA1916U 
228, AnnCas1917D 534; Keleher v. 
Putnam, 60 N. H. 30, 49 AmR 304; 
Weener v. Risch, 114 Wis. 270, 90 
NW 168. 

“But, as indicated, under our stat- 
utes and, we believe, under the com- 
mon law, the rule is that in an action 
against.an officer for false arrest 


-and imprisonment the officer cannot 


justify upon the ground that _ he 
made the arrest upon reliable infor- 
mation that the person arrested was 
insane, that he fully believed this to 
be a fact, and as a reasonably pru- 
dent officer was justified in so be- 
lieving. If he without a warrant 
arrests a person on the ground and 
belief that such person is insane, 
proof of insanity is the only defense 
in a suit for unlawful imprisonment, 
where there is no claim that any dis- 
turbance or impending danger neces- 
sitated the arrest.” Per Holt, J., in 
Witte v. Haben, supra. 

[a] Imprisonment of harmless 
lunatic.—An action for false impris- 
onment was brought by _ plaintiff 
against a constable and the keeper 
of an insane asylum. Plaintiff had 
been arrested without warrant at a 
camp meeting while addressing a 
crowd. The court held that the 
mere fact that a man is insane does 
not authorize his arrest and confine- 
ment without a warrant, if he is not 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


An 
that the alleged 
incur liability.® 


detention. 


him.®# 


[§ 18] 


dangerous to himself and others, and 
that plaintiff was entitled to recover, 
Lok v. Dean, 108 Mass. 116, 11 AmR 

[b] Bona fide belief that person 
is a dangerous lunatic.—Where party 
detained was not in fact a danger- 
ous lunatic, it was held: “There is 
no law which authorises the police 
or a magistrate in the exercise of 
police duties, or an officer in com- 
mand of a,cantonment, in conse- 
quence of a bona fide belief that a 
person is dangerous by reason of ac- 
tual lunacy, to put him in confine- 
ment in order that he may be visited 
and examined by medical officers, 
and to keep him in confinement un- 
til such officers can feel themselves 
justified in reporting whether the 
person is a dangerous lunatic or not; 
a fortiori, this cannot be done in the 
case of a bona fide belief of danger 
from impending lunacy.” Sinclair v. 
Broughton, 47 L. T. Rep. N. S. 170, 
172. See also Com. v. Kirkbride, 2 
Brewst..(Pa.) 419, 421, 7 Phila. 8 (in 
which the court said: ‘‘No man can be 
deprived of his liberty without the 
judgment of his peers, and... it 
matters not to the law whether the 
alleged cause of detention is insanity 
or crime. Unless there is danger 
to the public or to the patient or 
to his estate, he should not be in 
duress pending the investigation, nor 
indeed after its conclusion, though: 
adverse to him’). But see Hinchman 
v. Richie, Brightly (Pa.) 1438, 164 
(where, in charging the jury, the 
court asked whether the confinement 
was to restore the alleged insane 
person to health or was for a mer- 
cenary purpose, and said: “If it was 
for his benefit, as his friends hon- 
estly believed, and they had reason- 
able cause for that belief, that he 
was partially insane, and you are 
satisfied of that insanity, this action 
will not lie. ... On the other hand, 
if he was placed there... in order 
to obtain a deed of trust of his 
property for his wife and children, 
the plaintiff will be entitled to your 
verdict,’”? and further instructed the 
jury that if the parties causing the 
detention acted under circumstances 
such as would have induced a man 
of ordinary intelligence to believe 
the alleged insane person to be in- 
sane, and requiring medical atten- 
tion, such alleged insane person can- 
not recover). . 

56. Fletcher v. Fletcher, 1 E. & 
BE. 420, 102 ECL 420, 120 Reprint 
967. 

[a] Liahility of superintendent of 
state asylum receiving patient who 
has been placed there by friends 
without legal proceedings is dis- 
cussed in Van Deusen v. Newcomer, 
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signs a certificate of insanity in the honest belief 


insane person is insane, does not 
But he may be liable if he causes 


a detention acting only on information from rela- 
tives which does not disclose some immediate dan- 
ger of injury being done;°° the proper course is to 
apply to the proper authority to have the party 
taken up so that he may be examined.*! 
Necessity of instituting proceedings for further 
Tt is the duty of one who has tempo- 
rarily restrained an alleged insane person of his 
liberty to institute proper legal proceedings at once 
to authorize further detention;®* and failure to do 
so renders him hable as a trespasser ab initio.® 
Interference with custody. The committee of an 
incompetent can maintain an action for an unlawful 
taking of the ward from his custody or the cus- 
tody of those with whom he temporarily has placed 


(2) Detention Pursuant to Legal Pro- 
ceedings. Where the commitment or detention of a 


40 Mich. 90 (Justice Cooley’s Opinion 
is illuminating. The supreme court 
ordered a new trial for errors com- 
paratively unimportant. The “main 
questions’ were considered but not 
decided, the bench being equally di- 
vided. Cooley, J., and Campbell, 
Cc. J., held that the superintendent 
of an insane asylum is liable for his 
detention of a sane person therein, 
even though he acted in good faith. 
Marston and Graves, J. J., held that he 
is not. Cooley, J.. and Campbell, C. J., 
held that in doubtful cases an ad- 
judication of insanity is a prerequi- 
site to confinement by any one. The 
other two justices held not). See 
also Hinchman vy. Richie, Brightly 
(Fa.) 143 (where the court in- 
structed the jury that the officers of 
an institution receiving a patient 
with the usual certificate ought not; 
to subject them to liability, unless 
they had knowledge that the alleged 
insane person was sent there for an 
improper purpose, or after he was 
there, corruptly joined in keeping him 
there for an improper purpose). 

[b] Liability of private asylum. 
—Where plaintiff, a sane woman, 
voluntarily entered a private insane 
asylum believing it merely a sani- 
tarium and defendant, the head of 
such asylum, kept her there against 
her will, the fact that he thought 
her on the border of insanity and 
acted in good faith in detaining her 
is no defense where defendant failed 
to advise her family of her alleged 
“hysteria,” and the jury found plain- 
tiff entirely rational during deten- 
tion. Cook v. Highland Hospital, 168 
250, 84 SE 352, LRA1915D 
611, AnnCas1917C 158. 


57. Erey v. Barr, 28 Pa. Dist. 570. 
oan Scott v. Wakem, 3 F. & FE. 

59. Hinchman y. Richie, Brightly 
(Pa.) 148. 

60. Anderdon vy. Burrows, 4 Cc. & 


P, 210, 19 ECK 480. 

61. Anderdon v.-Burrows, 4 C. & 
P. 210,,19 ECL 480. 

62. Keleher v. Putnam, 60 N. H. 
30, 49 AmR 3804; Colby v. Jackson, 
12 N. H. 526; Emmerich v. Thorley, 
35 App. Div. 452, 54 NYS 791; Mul- 
berry v. Fuellhart, 203 Pa. 573, 53 
A 504. 

[a] Waiver of prompt trial—One 
arrested for resisting an officer, and 
confined two days while his sanity 
was being investigated, and who 
then requested to be discharged and 
not prosecuted, waived his right to 
prompt trial. Mulberry v. Fuellhart, 
PASE AGAD Los ODOR As 04s 

63. Colby v. Jackson, 12 N. H. 526. 

64. Barker v. Washburn, 200 N, Y. 
280, 98 NE 958, 140 AmSR 640, 34 
LRANS 159. 
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person as insane is pursuant to a prescribed legal 
proceeding,®® valid process therein is a defense to 
an action for false imprisonment,°* however ma- 
licious may have been the conduct of the party who 
procured it;°? but void process is not a protection.%$ 
One who merely gives information to a proper ju- 
dicial officer is protected by the process issuing 
thereon,®® unless the proceeding was instituted in 
bad faith.7° Statutory enactments may authorize 
the detention of an alleged insane person without 
application to a court; and in that event, those 
acting pursuant to the terms of the statute are not 
liable to an action for false imprisonment.7? It has 
been held by English courts that orders issued pur- 
suant to statute by the committee of a lunatic au- 
thorizing the keeper of an asylum to detain the 
alleged lunatie protect the keeper,’* but not the com- 
mittee,"* or person instigating the proceedings.” 
Where statutory provisions authorize commitment 
on physician’s certificates without further judicial 
proceedings, all who unite in procuring a commit- 
ment on false certificates are liable.”* Physicians 
maliciously making false certificates of insanity 
under which a person is confined in an asylum 
have been held liable to an action for false im- 
prisonment,’7 and where, without making proper ex- 
amination or inquiries such as the circumstances of 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


+ [§§) Leeee 
the ease requires they sign a certificate pursuant to 
which one is imprisoned as a lunatic, they are liable, 
although they acted bona fide and without any 
malice or improper motive."® 

Participation in the detention of an alleged insane 
person may, if it develops that the process was 
erroneously issued, impose liability on the party pro- 
curing its issuance ’® and those assisting in the de- 
tention.®° ae 

[§ 19] (8) \ Conduct of Person Detaining Al- 
leged Insane Person. In detaining the alleged in- 
sane person that amount of force may be used as 1s 
reasonably necessary.®? 

[§ 20] d. Delinquent Children. It has been 
held that, when acting in good faith, police officers, 
representing the police power of the state, may 
detain without process a child alleged to be a de- 
linquent, pending an investigation of its delin- 
quency,*? and that this is so, although they did not 
comply with procedure outlined in the Juvenile De- 
linquent Act.®? P 

[§ 21] e. Prevention of Bodily Harm Justi- 
fying Restraint. Those acting to prevent bodily 
harm are justified in imposing such restraint as an 
ordinarily prudent man would deem necessary and 
reasonable under the cireumstances;** but such re- 
straint should not be continued after the danger has 


65. See Insane Persons [22 Cyc] without malice. Springer v. Steiner, 77. Bacon y. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 
1158]. 91 Or. 100, 178 P 592. See also|24 S 968; Hurlehy v. Martine, 10 
66. Porter v. Ritch, 70 Conn. 235,| Niven v. Boland, 177 Mass. 11, 58|/NYS 92 [app dism 128 N. Y. 657 


39 A 169, 39 LRA 353; Dobbyn v. 


NE 282, 52 LRA 786 (certificate that 


mem, 29 NE 148 mem]. 


IDECOW,. cos CO. O- wl wtl os person detained was a dipsomaniac). 78. Hall v. Semple, 3 F. & F. 387. 
[a] Persons instigating proceed- {b] Mere making of certificate 79. Williams Vv. Williams, 4 
ings not liable-—Where commitment | does not impose liability —The mak-|Thomps. & C. (N. Y.) 251. 
of irsane person was made on theling of a certificate of lunacy by a [a] Merely handing warrant to 
certificate of two physicians, ap-| physician, in the absence of any | Officer is not sufficient to impose lia- 
proved by a judge of a court of rec-| other act, is not actionable, although |} bility, the warrant being presumably 
ord, the party who, having proper|the certificate is false. Force v.|regular. Williams v. Williams, 4 
cause, instituted proceedings to com-| Probasco, 43 Tela sooo. PHOMpPS.2&° C."GN War ood. 


init a person as insane is not liable 
for the detention of the alleged luna- 
tic under the order approving the 
certificate, two physicians having 
certified to the insanity and the 
court having acquired jurisdiction, 
even though the certificate itself is 
insufficient. Emmerich v. Thorley, 
35 App. Div. 452, 54 NYS 791. 

[b] Sanitarium not liable.—Zuck- 
erman v. Sanitarium Co., 92 Or. 90, 
179 P 911. 

{[c] Setting aside order of com- 
mitment.—Where the _ petition to 
supersede the lunatic’s committee 
was made on the ground that the 
alleged lunatic was restored to rea- 
son, it was held that, the proceedings 
under which lunatic had been con- 
fined having been thereby affirmed, 
he could not recover in an action 
for false imprisonment. Johnston v.4 


Given, 14 WklyNC (Pa.) 326. 

67. Dobbyn v..Decow, 25 U. C. 
Ce bP 13. 

68. Washer v. Slater, 67 App. Div. 


385, 73 NYS 425. 

[a] Petition made by person not 
authorized by statute to institute 
proceedings, and stating that party 
committed was “devilish’ rather 
than insane is not sufficient te con- 
fer jurisdiction, and the order of 
commitment is void. Washer v. 
Slater, 67 App. Div. 385, 73 NYS 425. 

69. Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463; Williams v. Wil- 
liams,4 Thomps. & C. (N. Y.) 251, 

{a] Physician’s certificates. — A 
physician who upon order of the 
court examines an alleged lunatic 
as to her mental condition and 
makes a certificate that she is in- 
sane, which certificate is presented 
to the court as evidence upon which 
the adjudication of insanity is made, 
was not liable in an action for neg- 
ligently causing her to be impris- 
oned if he acts in good faith and 


{c] Physician not participating 
in. proceedings.—A physician who, al- 
though believing plaintiff insane did 
nothing more than attempt to pur- 
suade her to give up treatment with 
a spiritual healer, recommended an 
operation, urged plaintiff to go home 
with him and his wife, and visited 
her while in jail, prior to being sent 
to an asylum, but never suggested 
that she be sent to an asylum, and 
did not participate in proceedings 
pursuant to which. she was sent 
there, is not liable in an action for 
false imprisonment. Springer Vo 
Steiner, 91 Or. 100, 178 P 592. 

70. Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463. : 

{a] Whe discontinuance of the 
proceeding does not necessarily show 
bad faith on the part of the person 
instituting it. Dougherty v. Snyder, 
97 Mo. A. 495, 71 SW 463. 

71. See Insane Persons [22 Cyc 


ie 

72. Davis v. Merrill, 47 N. H. 208. 

[a] Town selectmen, acting at re- 
quest of plaintiff’s wife under statu- 
tory authority and without using 
undue force, held not liable in false 
imprisonment for committing insane 
plaintiff to the state asylum. Davis 
v. Merrill, 47 N. H. 208. 

73. Fletcher v. Fletcher, 1 BE. & BE. 
420, 102 HCL 420, 120 Reprint 967; 
Norris v. Seed, 3 Exch. 782, 154 Re- 
print 1061. 

fa] Escaping from asylum.—One 
having legal authority to detain an 
alleged lunatic may retake him after 
escape without incurring liability. 
Norris v. Seed, 3 Exch. 782, 154 Re- 
print 1061. 

74. Mclaughlin vy, 
AUStr. Celine 0 462 

75. Wletcher v. Fletcher, 1 BE. & E. 
420, 102 BCL 420, 120 Reprint 967. 

76. Bacon y. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 
24 S 968. 


Fosbery, 1 


60. Williams Vv. Williams, 4 
Thomps. & C. (N. Y.) 251. 

fa] One who hired his team to a 
constable and drove the latter and 
the alleged lunatic to an asylum 
without in any way aiding in the ar- 
rest or participating otherwise than 
by driving the team was held not 
liable. Williams v. Williams, 4 
Thomps. & C. (N. Y.) 251. 

81. McLaughlin v. Fosbery, 1 
Austr. ‘€; To RS 546; 

{a] In removing an insane person 
from one place to another, persons 
assisting the committee may use that 
amount of force which they reason- 
ably believe necessary to effect a 
safe removal. McLaughlin v. Fos- 
bery, 1 Austr. C. L. R. 546. 

{b] The selection of police offi- 
cers to carry out the directions of a 
committee of a lunatic in removing 
him from one place to another im- 
ports a direction to use only such 
force as is reasonably necessary. 
McLaughlin v. Fosbery, 1 Austr. C. 
eR 2b 467 

82. Weber v. Doust, 84 Wash. 330, 
146 P 628, 81 Wash. 668, 148 P 148. 

[a] Reason for the rule.—“The 
theory of these cases and as all 
cases which appreciate and meet the 
full intendment of the law must be, 
is that the state stands in parens 
patriz to the child, and that its offi- 
cers, for the state has no other way 
of acting, shall not be held to a 
criminal accountability or to answer 
in damages souriding in tort for a 
mistake of judgment in the adminis- 
tration of the law.” Per Chadwick, 
J., in Weber v. Doust, 81 Wash. 668, 
143° P 148. 

83. Weber v. Doust, 84 Wash. 330, 
146 P 623, 81 Wash. 668, 143 P 148. 

84. Arcade Co. v. Boxwell, 41 App. 


(D. C.) 213; Pley* yv. Lavette, (167 
Ill. A. 494; McNay v. Stratton, 9 
TUT ART oiibe 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 21-28] ; 


passed. PEN 

[§ 22] f. Authority Arising from Relationship 
of Parties—(1) In General. The relationship ex- 
isting between the parties may be such as ‘to au- 
thorize a restraint which is reasonable under the 
eircumstances.®® 

[§ 23] (2) Parent and Child. Parents may 
doubtless justify the reasonable restraint and pun- 
ishment of their minor children.’7 

[§ 24] (3) Guardian and Ward. A duly ap- 
pointed guardian of the person of the ward cannot 
be held liable in‘an action for false imprisonment 
merely because he takes charge of his ward’s per- 
son. 

_[§ 25] (4) School Authorities. School authori- 
ties are justified, as a means of enforcing discipline, 
in imposing reasonable detention on pupils.*® The 
child’s parents may not maintain an action for false 
imprisonment for the detention of their child 
against their desires, where it does not appear that 
the detention was against the child’s will or that 
he was aware of his parent’s desires.°° 

[§ 26] (5) Custodians of Institutions. Cus- 
todians of institutions are justified in imposing a 


reasonable restraint on inmates for the purpose of. 


enforcing discipline.®t Overseers of the poor, act- 
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dren committed to their charge in such institutions 
as seem best, and neither such children nor their 
relatives can later recover in false imprisonment 
for the children’s confinement.°? 

[§ 27] (6) Maritime Authority. Those in com- 
mand of ships do not incur lability for confining 
a member of the crew, when necessary to entorce 
discipline on board,®* or to protect property.®* The 
restraint should be founded on reasonable grounds,°®® 
and should not be continued for an improper length 
of time.°® Where a foreign consul has no authority 
to take cognizance of the offenses of seamen in for- 
eign ports or sentence them to prison, his order 
directing imprisonment cannot.relieve the master 
from his responsibility.°* Shipmasters may, in a 
proper case, after exhausting pacific measures, place 
passengers under arrest,°* but the power being a 
very serious one, should be personally exercised or 
at least the master should give his personal diree- 
tion to what is being done.% 

[§ 28] g. Military and Naval Authority. Mili- 
tary law governs the arrest of persons subject to 
such law, for offenses within the cognizance of 
the military authority.t The civil courts do not in- 
terfere with acts of military authorities within the 
scope of their jurisdiction,’ although the injured 
person may obtain redress against the wrongdoer in 


ing under statutory .authority, may confine chil- 
85. McNay v. Stratton, 


9 Ill A. 
215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30]. ; 

86. Peck v. Atchison, ete, R. Co., 
(Tex. ‘Civ, Al.) 291 .SiW. 323. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a _ pas- 
senger conductor was’in charge of a 
train partially filled with school chil- 
dren in charge of a government In- 
dian agent, being transported at 
night, he was authorized in impos- 
ing such restraint as was necessary 
to assure their protection. The jury 
having found that such care justified 
the conductor in locking the children 
in the car, it was held on appeal that 
such issue was properly submitted 
to the jury and that their finding 
justified judgment for defendant 
in a suit against the railroad f 
false imprisonment. Peck v. Atch 
Sony wetes Re Cox, o(Dex: Civie fAs)=0l 
SW 323. 

87. Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703, 9 S 885, 13 LRA 682. 

{a] Infant may not maintain ac- 
tion against parent for being placed 
in insane asylum so long as parent 
is under obligation to care for and 
eontrol child, and child is under 
reciprocal obligation to obey. Hew- 
lett v. George, 68 Miss. 703, 9 S 885, 
13 LRA 682. 

Right of parent to custody and 


’ control of child see Parent and Child 


{29 Cyc 1584]. 

86. Townsend v. Kendall, 4 Minn. 
412, 77 AmD 534. See Guardian and 
Ward [21 Cyc 62-65]. 

[a] Foreign guardian.—A eguard- 
jan appointed in Ohio who followed 
his ward into Minnesota and there 
retook him and carried him back to 
Ohio is not liable in an action for 
false imprisonment. Townsend _ v. 
Kendall, 4 Minn. 412, 77 AmD 584. 

89. Fertich v. Michener, 111 Ind. 
472) ANE) 605,760" Amr 709: 

[a] Reason for rule.—“The de- 
tention or keeping in of pupils for a 
short time after the rest of the class 
have been dismissed, or the school 
has closed, as a penalty for some 
misconduct, shortcoming or mere 
omission, has been very generally 
adopted by the schools, especially 
those of the lower grade, and it 
is now one of the recognized methods 
of enforcing discipline and promot- 
ing progress of the pupils in_ the 
common schools of the State. It is 
a mild and non-aggressive method 
of imposing a penalty, and inflicts 


no disgrace upon the pupil. The ad- 
ditional time thus spent in studying 
his lessons presumably inures to the 
benefit of the pupil. However mis- 
taken a teacher may be as to the 
justice or propriety of imposing such 
a penalty at any particular time, 
it has none of the elements of false 
imprisonment about it, unless im- 


posed from wanton, wilful or ma- 
licious motives.” Fertich v. Miche- 
ner, 111 Ind. 472, 611, 11 NE 605, 


14 NE 68, 60 AmR 709. 

Control and discipline of pupils 
generally see Schools and School Dis- 
tricts [35 Cyc 1134]. 

90. Herring v.- Boyle, 1 C. M. & 
R. 377, 149 Reprint 1126, 6 C. & P. 
496, 25 ECL 543. 

91. Cunningham yv. Shea, 111 App. 
Div. 624, 97 NYS 884. 

[a] Tllustration.— Employees of 
county poorhouse are not guilty of 
false imprisonment in placing an in- 
mate in a room designated for the 
confinement of refractory inmates, 
because of his having violated the 
rules, nor for the continuance of 
such detention after the custodian 
had been notified and directed its 
continuance. Cunningham v. Shea, 
111 App. Div. 624, 97 NYS 884. 

92. Smith v. Peabody, 106 Mass. 
262. 

93. Gardner v. Bibbins, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 5,222, 1 Blatchf. & H. 356; Lane 
v. Powell, 1 Edm. Sel. Cas. (N. Y.) 
256. See Shipping [86 Cyc 1238, 124]. 

94. Leith v. Trott, 16 N. S. 120. 

[a] Theft on shipboard.—Where 
the master of a ship, at anchor in a 
harbor, had reasonable grounds to 
suspect that a seaman had stolen 
goods, and confined him apart from 
the other members of the crew until 
a searcH could be made, it was held 
that the master was not liable. 
Leith v. Trott, 16 N. S. 120. 

95. Gardner v. Bibbins, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 5,222, 1 Blatchf. & H. 356; Jay 
v, Almy, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,236, 1 Wood. 
& M. 262. ; 

[a] Honest but unfounded belief 
in necessity.—The fact that the cap- 
tain honestly but unjustifiably be- 
lieved a seaman to be dangerous or 
that the imprisonment was at. the 
request of the crew is no justifica- 
tion. Jay. v. Alniy, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,236, 1 Wood. & M. 262. 

96. Gardner v. Bibbins, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 5,222, 1 Blatchf. & H. 356; Brown 


v. Howard, 14 Johns. (N. Y.) 119. 
97. The William Harris, 2 Ware 
CORES 
98. Ragland v. Norfolk, | etc., 
Steamboat Co., 163 Fed. 376 [mod on 
are ee 169 Fed. 286, 94 CCA 


[a] Unjustified arrest. — Where, 
after a dispute between a watchman 
and a passenger as to arising from 
a seat so that sleeping mattresses 
could be laid on the floor, the watch- 
man seized the passenger by the col- 
lar, dragged him down the saloon 
stairs, and confined him in the 
freight room for a short period, the 
arrest was held unjustified, and-~lia- 
bility was imposed. Ragland. vy. Nor- 
folk, ete., Steamboat Co., 163. Fed. 
376 [mod on other grounds 169 Fed. 
286, 94 CCA 562]. i 

99. Ragland v. Norfolk, etc., 
Steamboat Co., 163 Fed. 376 [mod 
on other grounds 169 Fed. 286]. 

1. Merriman v. Bryant, 14 Conn. 
200; Tyler v. Pomeroy, 8 Allen 
(Mass.) 480; Boutwell v. Thompson, 
Brayt. (Vt.) 119;) Cole: v Cooke} 12 
Quek. 4B519,7)8 .\CanGrGas3003 

[a] An officer enlisting a minor 
and commanding him in the army is 
not liable, althoug there was no 
written consent of the parents. Bout- 
well v. Thompson, Brayt. (Vt.) 119. 

[b] Wolunteer not yet subject to 
military law.—An action can be 
maintained .against a municipal offi- 
cer for seizing and taking to camp 
a person who has signed a paper to 
serve as a volunteer for three years 
from the date of being mustered into 
the service of the United States. 
Tee v. Pomeroy, 8 Allen (Mass.) 
480. 

{c] Militia not on duty. — A 
militia officer is justified in causing 
the arrest of subordinates, for mili- 
tary offenses, only when such sub- 
ordinates are on duty and subject to 
military discipline. Cole v. Cooke, 
12) Que. K-2B.) 51:9, 8) CanCrCas’ 300. 

Military law see Army and Navy 
§ 2 et seq. 

2. Dinsman v. Wilkes, 12 How. (U. 
Si) 3905) 13 hed. ©1036. Hickey? v~ 
Huse, 56 Me. 493; Tyler v. Pomeroy, 
8 Allen (Mass.) 480; Sutton v. John- 
stone, 1 T. R. 498, 99 Reprint 1215, 1 
ERC 765. 

[a] Arrest of deserters.—Duly 
appointed provost marshals and as- 
sistants appointed by them may, 
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the civil courts for malicious exercise of lawful au- 
thority,’ or for acts in excess of authority, although 
done in good faith.* Liability in damages may be 
incurred for cruel treatment even if the detention 
was lawful. It seems that the arrest of a civilian 
whose conduct tended to create a breach of disci- 
pline among the soldiers may be justified.® 

Martial law justifies arrests deemed necessary or 
advisable by the military authorities.’ 

Local disturbances. Some courts, in analogy ‘to 
cases governed by martial law, have maintained 
that where the local disturbance is so great that the 
militia have been called out to restore order, the 
civil authorities become subordinate to the military, 
which may take such action as the circumstances 
require.s An arrested party may be detained until 
the disturbance is suppressed before being deliy- 
ered: to the civil authorities. It has been main- 
tained, however, that the right of the militia to ar- 
rest, when duly called out to suppress local dis- 
turbances, is the same as that of peace officers.!° 

Arrest in other cases. The arrest of persons not 


without warrant, arrest 


subject to military law, and so long |vate individual 
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[§§ 28-29 


subject to military or martial law can be justified 
in the same principles as apply to other cases.1* 
Where the offense amounts to a felony, reasonable 
grounds to suspect that the arrested party is guilty 
justifies the arrest even where it develops that he 
was in fact innocent.12 Reasonable grounds to sus- 
pect the guilt of the arrested party may, even in 
cases where it does not justify, mitigate damages,'* 
and so may language provoking the arrest.1* It 
has been held that a military, subordinate is not 
liable in false imprisonment for acts done in obedi- 
ence to the orders of his commander,!® except where 
the order is palpably illegal.16 An order of a su- 


-perior officer, although not justifying an inferior 


officer in making the arrest, may mitigate the dam- 
ages.17 As in arrests by civil authority the deten- 
tion should not be accompanied with unnecessary 
harshness.?® 

[§ 29] h. Detention or Restraint without Process 
—(1) In General. A detention without process 
and without a view to public prosecution for an 
offense is ordinarily illegal.19 The right which in 


offenders | the state might inflict against a pri-| Y.) 490 (arrest of alleged deserter). 


as they keep within the federal statu- 
tory authority will not be liable in 
false imprisonment. Hickey v. Huse, 
56 Me. 493. 

3. Dinsman v. Wilkes, 12 How. 
(U. S.) 890, 18 L. ed. 1036; Tyler v: 
Pomeroy, 8 Allen (Mass.) 480; Wil- 
son v. Mackenzie, 7 Hill (N. Y.) 95, 
42 AmD 51. 

4 Dinsman v. Wilkes, 12 How. 
(U."S.) 390, 13 L. ‘ed: 10363. Tyler: v. 
Pomeroy, 8 Allen (Mass.) 480; Han- 
naford tvs Hunn, \2 CC. & Pi 148,12 
ECL 499; Warden v. Bailey, 4 Taunt. 
67, 128 Reprint 253. 

5. Dinsman v. Wilkes, 12 How. 
(U. S.) 390, 18 L. ed. 1036. 

6 Oglesby v. State, 39 Tex. 53. 

7. Johnson v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 92 
AmD 159; Clow v. Wright, Brayt. 
EWVit.) G18? 

[a] Commanding officer’s right to 
arrest.—“If a commanding officer 
finds within his lines a_ person, 
whether citizen or alien, giving aid 
or information to the enemy, he can 
arrest and detain him so long as may 
be necessary for the security or suc- 
cess of his army.” Per Lawrence, J., 
in Johnson v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 154, 
92 AmD 159. 

{b] Soldier’s right to arrest bel- 
ligerent.—‘ Any soldier has the right, 
in time of war, to arrest a belligerent 
engaged in acts of hostility toward 
the government, and lodge him in the 
nearest military prison, and to use 
such force aS may be necessary for 
that purpose—even unto death. This 
is the law of'war, to which the de- 
fendants appeal for their justifica- 
tion.” Per Lawrence, J., in Johnson 
v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 151, 92 AmD 159. 

8. Moyer v. Peabody, 212 U. S. 78, 
290 SOts 2365753 2 bie ed. 40s. Ini one 
Moyer, 435 Colo,, 159,85 -Pwb90,  LL7 
AmSR 189, 12 LRANS 979. 

9. Moyer v. Peabody, 212 U. S. 78, 
29NSCE) 285,153 Li Jed.. .410% » Ini yre 
NEON er; 3) COlO. L595 9850 2 904 Balt 
AmSR 189, 12 LRANS 979. 

10. Franks v. Smith, 142 Ky. 232, 
134 SW 484, LRA1915A 1141, AnnCas 
1912D 319 (holding that any military 
order, whether it be given by the 
governor of the state or an officer of 
the militia or a civil officer of a city 
or county, that attempts to invest 
either officer or private with author- 
ity in excess of that which may be 
exercised by peace officers of the 
state is unreasonable and unlawful; 
and if it is obeyed, the officer or 
private giving obedience subjects 
himself to such punishment and lia- 
bility as the penal and civil laws of 


transgression of the law or the rights 
of the citizen). 

11. U. S.—Milligan v. Hovey, 17 
F. Cas. No. 9,605, 3 Biss 13. 

Ill.—Johnson v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 
92 AmD 159. 

Ind.—Griffin v. Wilcox, 21 Ind. 370. 

Ky.—Franks v. Smith, 142 Ky. 232, 
134 SW 484, LRA1915A 1141, AnnCas 
1912D -319. 

N. Y.—Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. 
490; Jones v. Seward, 40 Barb. 563; 
Smith v. Shaw, 12 Johns. 257. 

Wis.—Druecker v. Salomon, 21 
Wis. 621, 94 AmD 571. 

Bene oe et v. Royle, 1 Campb. 
187. 

{a] Arrest and trial of civilian 
by military avthority.—Members of 
military ccinmissions and officers of 
the army are liable for the detention 
of persons not subject to military 
law in states where the civil courts 
are not disturbed by war, even 
though the detention was ratified by 
the executive department of the gov- 
ernment. Milligan v. Hovey, 17 F. 
Caisj Nos 956057 13 Biss, 4138; 

{[b] -Sale of liquor to soldier at a 
place not subject to martial law, and 
when there was no statute prohibit- 
ing such sales, does not justify ar- 
rest by subordinate officer, although 
made pursuant to order of chief pro- 
vost marshal of the district forbid- 
ding such sales. Griffin v. Wilcox, 21 
Ind. 370. 

[ec] Statute unconstitutional._—An 
act of congress providing that any 
order of the president or under his 
authority shall be a defense to an ac- 
tion for an arrest made by virtue 
thereof is unconstitutional. Johnson 
v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 92: AmD 159. 
But see Teagarden v. Graham, 31 Ind. 
422 (holding that state would not 
anticipate action by the supreme 
court of the United States). 

{d] Authority derived from the 
Confederate government does not 
justify an arrest. Whitemore vy. 
Allen, 33 Tex. 355; Caperton ‘vy. Mar- 
tin, 4 W. Va. 138, 6 AmR 270; Bay- 
less v. Hstes, 1 Heisk. (Tenn.) 78; 
Carskadon v. Williams, 7 W. Va. 1. 

{e] Officer making arrest must be 
authorized.—An order of the war de- 
partment regarding arrest of desert- 
ers and specifying persons who are 
authorized to make such arrests 
should be strictly construed; author- 
ity to a sheriff does not authorize 
deputy sheriff to make the arrest. 
Trask v. Payne, 43 Barb. (N. Y.) 569. 

12. Teagarden v. Graham, 31 Ind. 
422; Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. (N. 


guilty of similar 13. Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. S. 266, 
25 L. ed. 124. 
14. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. 


Cas. No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 233. 
15. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. 
Cas, No. 8,673; 1 Abb. 212, Deady 233. 
16. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,673, 1. Abb. 212, Deady 233. 
pede Carpenter v. Parker, 23 Iowa 

18. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 233. 

19. Jll—McNay v. Stratton, 9 Ill. 
A. 215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30]. 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005. 

Md.—New York, etc., R. Co. v. Wal- 
Garon, 216 SMa. 14415) 68 2ie A BOOR S39 
LRANS 502. 

N. Y.—Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 
Barb. 99; Holley v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 
20 AmD 702; Woodward v. Wash- 
burn, 3 Den. 369. 

Utah.—Salisbury  v. 
Utah. 552, 172 P 315. 
»Wis.—Bergeron y. Peyton, 106 Wis. 
377, 82 NW 291, 80 AmSR 33; Grace 
v. Dempsey, 75 Wis. 313, 43 NW 1127. 

Sask.—Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 Sask. 
L. 454, 9 WestLR 28. 

See also Hall v. Booth, 3 N. & M. 
316, 28 ECL 607 (where arrest was 
made for the purpose of compelling 
Suspected party to accompany de- 
fendant to place where goods are 
pawned). 

{a] Application of the rule.—(1) 
Refusal to open door of bank, which 
had been locked while plaintiff was 
in bank on business. Woodward v. 
Washburn, 3 Den. .(N.) Ye) 369:. (2) 
Detaining plaintiff at point of pistol 
until he confessed to making deroga- 
tory remarks. McNay v. Stratton, 9 
Til, A. 215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30]. (3) 
Seizure of plaintiff by crowd of men, 
and taking him to defendant’s house, 
to compel a confession. Grace v. 
Dempsey, 75 Wis. 313, 43 NW 1127. 
(4) Arresting and detaining persons 
not accused of any crime merely as 
incidental aid in the apprehension of 
a criminal. Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 
Sask. L. 454, 9 WestLR 28 

[b] Detention to forcibly compel 
payment of money, and not to prose- 
cute for an offense, rendered defend- 
ant liable. Garnier v. Squires, 62 
Kan. 321, 62 P 1005; Salisbury v. 
Poulson, 51 Utah 552, 172 P 315. 

{c] Arrest to abduct from state. 
—The.arrest by a private individual 
without warrant for the purpose of 
forcibly abducting the arrested per- 
son from the state, followed imme- 
diately by such abduction, is illegal. 
Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 Barb. (N. 


Poulson, 51 
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-§§ 29-30] 


certain instances exists °° to arrest without warrant 
on a criminal charge does not extend to civil cases.24 

[§ 30] (2) Arrests by Peace Officers—(a) For 
Felony. <A peace officer is not at common law and 
under statutes declaratory of the common-law prin- 
‘ciples controlling arrest 2? liable in an action for 
false imprisonment for an arrest upon a charge of 
felony, although no felony has in fact been com- 
mitted if he has reasonable grounds to suspect that 
such an offense has been committed and that the 
party arrested is guilty.2 The fact that the officer’s 
justification does not depend on whether a felony 
has been actually committed is a distinguishing fea- 
ture between his liability and that of a private in- 
dividual.** Peace officers have no right to arrest sim- 
ply by virtue of their office; their justification must 
depend upon the fact that the arrest was made un- 
der circumstances warranted by law or upon the 
issuance of valid process.?® An officer to justify be- 


Y.) 99. See also Botts v. Williams, 
17 B. Mon. (Ky.) 687 (arrest for 
delivery to another state for trial). 

{ad] Arrest of witness.—The stat- 
utory provisions of Maryland giving 
magistrates power to commit a wit- 
ness does not authorize the conductor 
of a train to cause the detention even 
temporarily of a person as a witness 
to testify against one accused of 
disorderly conduct on a train. New 
Work, €tG., “ite COs. Ve Waldron. £16 
Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 LRANS 502. 

20. See Arrest §§ 23-55. 

aie Park v.y Taylor, 118 Wed. 34; 
55 CCA 56. 

22. When authorized to arrest 
without warrant see Arrest §§ 28-387. 

23. Ark.—Chrisman v. Carney, 33 
Ark. 316. 

Cal.—Redgate v. Southern Pac. Co., 
2A Gale Aveol3, 141s Pots Gisske 
v. Sanders, 9 Cal. A. 138, 98 P 48. 

Conn.—Price v. Tehan, 84 Conn. 
164, 79 A 68, 34 LRANS 1182, Ann 
Cas1912B 11838. 

Ill.—Dodds v. Board, 43 Ill. 95; 
Bryan v. Bates, 15 Ill. 87. 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875; Scircle v. Neeves, 47 


Ind. 289. 
Iowa.—Leighton v. Getchell, 169 
CUCL COV 


NW 649. 

Kan.—Atchison, 

Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 
LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981; Garnier 
v. Squires, 62 Kan. 321, 62 P 1005. 

Ky.—Klotz v. Cook, 184 Ky. 735, 
212 SW 917; Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 
521, 209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642; Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Dennington, 172 Ky. 
326, 189 SW 217; Waddle v. Wilson, 
164 Ky. 228, 175 SW 382; Jones v. 
Van Bever, 164 Ky. 80, 174 SW 795, 
LRA1915E 172; Franks v. Smith, 142 
Ky. 232, 134 SW 484, AnnCas1912D 
319; Johnson vy. Collins, 89 SW 253, 
28 KyL 375. 

La.—Dunson v. Baker, 144 La. 167, 
80 S 238; O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 
La. 906, 43 S 545; Lyons v. Carroll, 
LOT Ta. "471, 631-8 760: 

Me.—Kittredge v. Frothingham, 
114 Me. 537, 96 A 1063; Therriault v. 
Breton, 114 Me. 137, 95 A 699. 

Md.—Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
383, 35 A 1089. 

Mass.—Rohan v. Sawin, 5 Cush. 
281. 

Mich.—Schnider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 534; Friesenhan 
v. Maines, 137 Mich. 10, 100 NW 172; 
Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 
999, 35 AmSR 603; Firestone v. Rice, 
71 Mich. 377, 38 NW _ 885, 15 AmSR 
266; Malcolmson v. Scott, 56 Mich. 
459, 23 NW 166; Quinn v. Heisel, 40 
Mich. 576. 

Minn.—Nelson v. Halvorsen, 117 
Minn. 255, 185 NW 818, AnnCas1913D 
104. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681; Taaffe v. 
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duct.?® 


Slevin, 11 Mo. A. 507. 
7 By dead ees v. McGregor, 32 N. J. 

N. Y.-—Fulton v. Staats, 41 N. Y. 
498; Burns v. Erben, 40 N. Y. 463; 
Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. 490; Wil- 
son vy. King, 39 N. Y. Super. 384; 
Willis v. Warren, 1 Hilt. 590, 17 How 
Pr 100; Holley v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 
20 AmD 702. 

N. C.—Neal v. Joyner, 89 N. C. 287; 
Brockway v. Crawford, 48 N. C. 433, 
67 AmD 250. 

Oh.—Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 579; Billington v. Hoverman, 18 
Ohy CinGets637%, (Oh. Cir. Dee.u358: 

Pa.—McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 4738, 
65 A 934, 116 AmSR 782, 10 LRANS 
303; McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
63;, Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 8; Lentz v. Raum, 21 Pa. Dist. 
PTC; 

R. I.—Wade v. Chaffee, 8 R. I, 224, 
5 AmR 572, 574 note. 

Tenn.—Pesterfield v. Vickers, 3 
Coldw. 205. 

Vt.—In re Powers, 25 Vt. 261. : 

Wash.—White v. Jansen, 81 Wash. 
435, 142 P 1140. 

W. Va.—Allen v. Lopinsky, 81 W. 
Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 

Eng.—Beckwith vy. Philby, 6 B. & 
C. 635, 18 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585; 
Davis v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 15 HCL 
618, 130 Reprint 1098; Hedges v. 
Chapman, 2 Bing. 523, 9 ECL 688, 
130 Reprint 408; Hobbs v. Brans- 
comb, 3 Campb. 420; Allen v. Wright, 
8 C. & P. 522, 34 ECL 870; Samuel v. 
Payne, 1 Dougl. 359, 99 Reprint 230; 
Hogg v. Ward, 3 H. & N. 417, 157 Re- 
print 533; Hall v. Booth, 3 N. & M. 
316, 28 ECL 607. 

Can.—Lalonde v. Lachine, 18 Rev 

Johnston, 10 


deJur 360. 

Sask.—Anderson v. 

Sask. L. 352, 38 DomLR 563, 29 Can 
CrCas 24,' [1917] 3 WestWkly 353; 
Plested v. McLeod, 3 Sask. L. 374,.15 
WestLR 533. 

‘From the earliest dawn of the 
common law a constable could arrest 
without warrant when he had reason- 
able grounds to suspect that a fel- 
ony had been. committed.” Kirk v. 
Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 405, 35 A 1089. 

[a] Test of felony.—The test as 
to whether the offense is such that 
arrest may be made without warrant 
on suspicion, or only on view, is to 
be determined by the statutes of the 
state where the arrest occurs. Bright 
vy. Patton, 16 D. C. 534, 60 AmR 396. 

Reasonable grounds to suspect see 
infra §§ 36-39. 

24. U. S.—Pritchett v. 
182 Fed. 480, 104 CCA 624. 

Mass.—Rohan .v. Sawin, 
281. 

N. Y.—Burns v. Erben, 


463. 
N. C.—Brockway v. Crawford, 48 
N. C. 433, 67 AmD 250. 
Eng.—Beckwith v. Philby, 6 B. & 


Sullivan, 
5 Cush. 
4.0nnJNie oY. 


Felony committed in officer’s presence. 
officer may of course arrest without warrant for 
a felony committed in his presence,2” or when he 
has reasonable grounds to suppose that the arrested 
party 1s about to commit a felony.?8 

Danger of escape. 
provisions it is usually held that to justify an ar- 
rest without warrant it is not necessary there should 
be danger of the escape of the accused,?? although 
some courts seem to have maintained a contrary 
rule,*° but danger that a felon will flee from justice 
or will obliterate the evidences of his crime are 
reasons for prompt action in his arrest.31 

Statutory provisions may modify the right to ar- 
rest without warrant for felony,*? and, where such 
is the case, the officer is lable unless the arrest is 
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° 


cause of his official character must show the fact of 
holding office at the time of the questioned con- 


A peace 


In the absence of statutory 


C. -635, 18 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585; 


Allen. v. (Wright; 8 C; & P./ 522, 34 
ECL 870. 

25. Shugart v. Cruise, 260 Fed. 
36; Moore v. Devoy, 37 HowPr 


GCNinYe ELS: 
§ ore to what is a felony see Arrest 

26. Union Depot, ete., Co. v. Smith, 
16 Colo. 361, 27 P 329. See also Pool- 
er v. Reed, 73 Me. 129. 

[a] Sufficiency of appointment.— 
Where the person making the arrest 
had been appointed marshal by the 
mayor, confirmed by council, and 
sworn in, the fact that no formal 
commission was issued, and that he 
did not subscribe to a written oath 
of office did not affect his title to the 
office. Morrison v. Pence, 82 Kan. 
420, 108 P 831. 

Who are peace officers see Arrest 
§§ 24-27. 

27. Snead v. Bonnoil, 166 N. Y. 
325, 59 NE 899; Giroux v. State, 40 
Tex. 97; Patterson, v. Scott,. 38..U. (C3 
Q. B. 642. 

When crime is committed in pres- 
ence of person making arrest see 
infra § 40. 

28. Newman v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 54 Hun 38385, 7 NYS 560; Beck- 
with v. Philby, 6 B. & C. (Eng.) 635, 
13 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585; Law- 
rence v. Hedger, 3 Taunt. 14, 128 Re- 
print 6. 

Reasonable grounds of suspicion 
see infra $$ 36-39. 


29.) Rohan’ =v.) Sawin, 53n.Cush, 
(Mass.) 281. 

eae Burk v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 
31. Rohan v. Sawin, 5 Cush. 


(Mass.) 281; McCarthy v. De Armit, 
99), Pa, 63. 

32. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

[a] In Iowa Code (1897) § 5196 


justifies arrest by officer without 
warrant under following circum- 
stances: First, for a public offense 


committed or attempted in his pres- 
ence; second, where a public offense 
has been in fact committed and he 
has reasonable ground for believing 
that the person to be arrested has 
committed it. Leighton v. Getchell, 
169 NW 649. 

{b] In New York (1) under stat- 
utory provisions a peace officer may 
arrest without warrant only when a 
felony has in fact been committed and 
he has reasonable grounds for believ- 
ing the person to be arrested to have 
committed it. Stearns v. Titus, 193 
N. Y. 272, 85 NH 1077; Hawkins v. 
Kuhne, 153 App. Div. 216, 137 NYS 
1090 [aff 208 N. Y. 555 mem, 101 NE 
1104 mem]; MacDonnell v. McCon- 
ville, 148 App. Div. 49, 1382 NYS 1085 
[aff 210 N.Y. 529, 103 NE 1126]; 
Gold wi Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 
NYS 1069; Greene vy. Fankhauser, 137 
App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004; Grin- 
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authorized by the statute.2? It is not a defense that 
the officer supposed he had process whereas in fact 


he had none.*4 


[§ 31] 


nell v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 454, 88 
NYS 781. (2) But if a felony has 
been committed, reasonable cause for 
believing the arrested party to be 
guilty justifies the arrest, although 
such person may, in fact. be inno- 
cent. Tyson v. Joseph H. Batuland 
ee 186 N. Y. 397, 79 NE 3, 9 LRANS 

[c] In North Carolina (1) statu- 
tory enactments provide that an offi- 
cer may arrest without warrant for 
a felony if he knows or has reason- 
able grounds to believe that a felony 
has been committed, and that a par- 
ticular person is guilty and will es- 
cape if not arrested. Martin: v. 
Bouck, U4 Ne iC. 317,954. SMe 200, 7 
LRANS 576; Neal v. Joyner, 89 N. C. 
287. (2) The fact that the accused 
was at home apparently unconscious 
that he was being pursued or that he 
was even suspected of having com- 
mitted a crime is not sufficient evi- 
dence that there was a reasonable 
apprehension that he would escape, 
or that he was attempting to escape. 
Martin v. Houck, 141 N. C. 317, 64 SH 
291, 7 LRANS 576. 

[d] In Ohio when a felony has 
been committed any person may ar- 
rest another who he believes or has 
reasonable grounds to. believe is 
guilty of the offense. Raitz v. Green, 
13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 455; Burch v. Frank- 
jin, 7 OhS&CP 519. ; 

33. See cases supra note 32. 

[a] In Texas a peace officer may 
arrest without warrant for felony if 
the accused has committed a felony 
and there is no time to procure a 
warrant, and the offender is about to 
escape. Giroux v. State, 40 Tex. 97; 
Newburn v. Durham, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 
655,32 SW 112. See Karner v. Stump, 
12 Tex. Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 656 (where 
both officer and party directing ar- 
rest are held liable, as the evidence 
failed to show that felony had been 
committed,.or that the accused was 
about to escape, and where there was 
an utter lack of evidence to justify 
the officer’s action). 

34 Hall v. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 70. 

35. Ind.—Pow v. Beckner, 3 Ind. 
475. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172; Cur- 
ran v. Taylor, 92 Ky. 537, 18 SW 232, 
13 KyL 750; Richardson v. Lawhon, 
4 KyL 998. 


La.—Pearson v. Great Southern 
Lumber Co., 134 La. 117, 63 S 759, 
LRAI916F 1247. 

Mich.—Schnider v. Montross, 158 


Mich. 268, 122 NW 534; Mumford v. 
Starmont, 339 Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 
69 LRA 350; Tillman v. Beard, 121 
Mich. 475, 80 NW 248; 46 LRA 215; 
Davis v. Burgess, 54 Mich. 514. 20 


NW 540, 52 AmR 828; Quinn v. 
Heisel, 40 Mich. 576. 
Mo.—Taaffe v. Slevin, 11 Mo. A. 


507; Taaffe v. Kyne, 9 Mo. A. 15. 

N. Y.—Lewis v. Kahn, 15 Daly 326, 
5 NYS 661. 

N. C.—Furr v. Moss, 52 N. C. 525. 

Pa.—Perry v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
41 Pa. Super. 591. 

R. I.—Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 
584, 68 A 471. 

S. C—Loggins v. Southern R. Co., 
64 S. C. 321, 42 SE 1638. 
Tenn.—Pesterfield v. Vickers, 3 
Coldw. 205. 

Tex.—Giroux v. State, 40 Tex. 97. 


(b) For Misdemeanors. 
is not liable to an action for false imprisonment for 
the arrest by him without warrant of one who is 
committing a breach of the peace in his presence.*® 
He must be allowed a reasonable time and fit oppor- 
tunity to make the arrest,?® but he may not- arrest 
for a breach of the peace which has subsided prior 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


to the arrest.3? 


A peace officer 


Eng.—Spilsbury v. Micklethwaite, 1 
Taunt 146, 127 Reprint 788. 

[a] Disturbance of election by 
loud noise justifies the officer pre- 
siding over the: election in ordering 
the arrest of the offender. Spilsbury 
v. Micklethwaite, 1 Taunt 146, 127 
Reprint 788. 

{[b] Illustrations of breaches of 
the peace.—Disorderly, noisy, .and 
violent conduct in the street in the 
presence of a crowd. Lewis v. Kahn, 
15 Daly 326, 5 NYS 661. 

{c] Ejection of policeman from 
street car.—A conductor may not be 
lawfully arrested without warrant 
for ejecting a policeman for refusing 
to pay fare, although by city ordi- 
nance the police officer was entitled 
to free transportation. Ervin v. 
Burke, 83 N. J. L. 28, 838 A 772. 

{d] Forcible entry.—Although the 
arrested party may have had the 
right by contract to pass through 
the rooms of an adjoining lodger, 
she did not have the right to break 
the lock of the door to do so, and as 
this offense constituted a breach of 
the peace and was committed in the 
presence of the officer, the arrest was 
justified. Taaffe v. Kyne, 9 Mo. A. 15. 

{e] Officer provoking breach of 
peace.—The right of a policeman to 
arrest without warrant for a breach 
of the peace committed in his pres- 
ence has no rational application to a 
case where the policeman himself 
provoked the breach and was in the 
wrong, and the man arrested was in 
the right. ‘Ervin v. Burke, 83 UNi J; 
h. 28,783 A 772. 

{f] Lawful act.—Where the ar- 
rested party was a workman attempt- 
ing to fulfill a contract by taking 
down a bridge preparatory to the 
erection of a new one, but the town, 
although recognizing the contract as 
valid, was disputing as to the man- 
ner of doing the work, and on his 
failure to desist caused the town 
marshal to arrest him, it was held 
that the contract could not be re- 
garded as an absolute nullity, nor 
the workman executing it as engaged 
in a breach of the peace, or in the 
violation of any law of the state, or 
by-law of the town so as to subject 
him to arrest without warrant, and 
the town marshal was liable. Moore 
v. Durgin; 68 Me. 148. 

What are breaches of the peace see 
Breach of the Peace §§ 2-6. 

What is presence see infra § 40. 


36. Taylor v. Strong, 3 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 384. 
37. Ind.—Pow v. Beckner, 3 Ind. 
75. 

La.—Smith v. Dulion, 118 La. 882, 
37 S 864. 

Mich.—Quinn v. Heisel, 40 Mich. 
576. 

N. Y.—Winn v. Hobson, 54 N. Y. 
Super. 330. 


Eng.—Wheeler v. Whiting, 9 C. & 
P. 262, 38 HCL 162. 

[a] Affray.—‘‘To justify a con- 
stable in apprehending without pro- 
cess for an affray, the affray must 
take place in his view and be still 
continuing. After it is over he has 
no more power to arrest the offend- 
ers than any other person.’ Per 
Smith, J., in Pow v. Beckner, 3 Ind. 
475, 478. 

3s. Ala.—Hayes v. 
Ala. 183. 


Mitchell, 80 


[§§ 30-31 


A peace officer is also justified in 


arresting to prevent a breach of the peace;** or 
where there is reasonable apprehension of a renewal 
thereof.2® He may also arrest a person who resists 
the proper enforcement of the law. 


40 | 


Statutory provisions in many jurisdictions author- 
ize arrests by officers for misdemeanors and other 
violations of law, i t 
breaches of the peace, usually, when committed in 
the officer’s presence,*! the elements of justification 


although not amounting to 


Conn.—Knot v. Gay, 1 Root 66. 

Ind.—Wiltsie v. Holt, 95 Ind. 469. 

Mich.--Quinn v. Heisel, 40 Mich. 
576. 

N. Y.—Ryan vy. Hudson, 1 NYCity 
CtSuppl 12. 

39. Quinn v. Heisel, 40 Mich. 576, 
578. ; 

“We are of opinion that a threat 
or other indication of a breach of 
the peace will not justify an officer 
in making an arrest, unless the facts 
are such as would warrant the officer 
in believing an arrest necessary to 
prevent an immediate execution 
thereof, as where a threat is made 
coupled with some overt act in at- 
tempted execution thereof.’ Quinn 
v. Heisel, Supra. 

40. Ill.—Main v. McCarty, 15 Ill. 
441. ; 

Me.—Faloon v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 
30, 92 A 932. 

Mass.—Leddy v. 108 
Mass. 237. 

Mo.—Bierwith v. Pieronnet, 65 Mo. 
A. 4381. c 

N. C.—Braddy v. Hodges, 99 N. C. 
StI 5 SED aS 

Oh.—Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
Ctaioa9: 

Okl.—Barnes v. Davis, 30 Okl. 511, 
120, Pi 215. 

Pa.—Mulberry v. Fuellhart, 203 Pa. 
57i38;. be AL 504) 4 

S. D.—Dunn v. Griffin, 38 S. D. 569, 
162 NW 3:66; Richardson v. Dybe- 
dahl, 17 S. D. 629, 98 NW 164. 

Tex.—Mosley v. State, 23 Tex. A. 
409, 4 SW 907. 

[a] Resisting arrest.—To consti- 
tute the offense of resistance of an 
officer the resistance must be know- 
insly and willfully done. If a per- 
son arrested under such a charge 
knew the arresting parties were offi- 
cers he was guilty and his arrest 
legal; but if he did not know their 
character he was not guilty and his 
arrest was illegal. Tracy v. Coffey, 
28 Oh. Cir: Ct. 519; 

[b] Besisting search under war- 
rant.—Where an officer holding a 
search warrant arrested without 
warrant one who obstructed him in 
making the-search, it was held that 
if the search warrant was valid the 
arrested party had no right to inter- 
fere, but if the warrant was not 
valid such person was not guilty of 
obstruction, and the officer was lia- 
ble. Faloon v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 
30, 92 A 932° 

Resisting an officer see Obstruct- 
ing Justice [29 Cye 1331]. 

41. U. S.—HBrie R. Co. v. Reig- 
herd, 166 Fed. 247, 92 CCA 590, 20 
LRANS 295, 16 AnnCas 459. 

Ala.——Gambill v. Cargo,’151 Ala. 


421, 48 S 866. 
Azusa; 38 Cal. A. 


Cal.—Shorr v. 
ROSS eels ean onto 

Conn.—Price v. Tehan, 84 Conn. 
164, 79 A 68, 34 LRANS 1182, Ann 
Cas1912B 1183. 

D. C.—Bright v. Patton, 16 D. C. 
534, 60 AmR 396; U. S. v. Cross, 8 
IDR RO, A). 

Tll.—Newton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 103; 
Main v. McCarty, 15 Ill. 441; Bryan 
v. Bates, 15 Ill. 87; Hermanson v. 
Shaffer, 184 Ill. A. 273; 'Wood v. Ol- 
son, 117 Ill. A. 128; Markey v. Griffin, 
109 Til. A. 212; Wice v. Chicago, etce., 
R. Co.) 93 Til. A. 266 [rev 193) Mis 3s5a; 
61 NE 1084, 56 LRA 268, the appel- 


Crossman, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 31] 


being that the statutory provision authorizing the 


arrest is valid,*? that the offense 


late court holding the ordinance in- 
valid]. mm 

Ind.—Veneman y. Jones, 118 Ind. 
41, 20 NE 644, 10 AmSR 100; Doer- 
ing v. State, 49 Ind. 56, 19 AmR 669. 

lowa.—Hutchinson v. Sangster, 4 
Greene 340. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 423. 

Ky.—Waddle v. Wilson, 164 Ky. 
228, 231, 175 SW 382 [cit Cyc]; Jones 
v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 80, 174 SW 
795, LRA19151 172; Curran v. Tay- 
pr, $2 Ky. 587, 18 SW 232, 13 Kyl 

Me.—Moore v. Durgin, 68 Me. 148. 

Mass.—Ford v. Breen, 173 Mass. 
52, 538 NE 136; Fitzgerald v. Lewis, 
164 Mass. 495, 41 NE 687. 


Mich.—Durham  v. Feeney, 195 
Mich. 318, 162 NW 79. 
Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 


Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681; Bierwith v. 
Pieronnet, 65 Mo. A. 431; Taaffe v. 
Slevin,-11 Mo. A. 507. 

N. Y.—Stearns v. Titus, 193 N. Y. 
272, 85 NE 1077; Schultz v. Green- 
wood Cemetery, 190 N. Y. 276, 83 NE 
41; Chapman v. Selover, 172 App. 
Div. 858, 159 NYS 632; Condron v. 
Carr, 156 App. Div. 658, 141 NYS 721 
(statutory); MacDonnell v. McCon- 
Ville, 148 App. Div. 49, 132 NYS 1085 
fatiy 2L0-INe Ya; 529; 103 NE L126]; 
Gold v. Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 
NYS 1069; Adams v. Schwartz, 137 
App. Div. 230, 122 NYS 41; Meyer v. 
Clark, 41 N. Y. Super. 107; Beardsley 
v. Soper, 184 App. Div. 399, 171 NYS 
1043; Lauffer v. Downes, 181 App. 
Div. 327, 167 NYS 738 [aff 228 N. Y. 
549 mem, 126 NE 913 mem]; Smith 
v. Botens, 13 NYS 222; Willis v. War- 
ren, 1 Hilt. 590, 17 HowPr 100. 

N. C.—Brewer v. Wynne, 163 N. C. 
SLIT No Sa ozo, Ann@asl S15 B*iwai9;: 
Breddy: v. Hodges, 99 N. C. 319, 5 SE 


Oh.—Williams ‘v. Morris, 32 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 4538; Billington v. Hoverman, 
MwOnh-/Gir.WCt. 6345.4, Oh, Cir, Dec. 
aoe Burch v. Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 
519. 

Okl.—Holmes v. Le Fors, 36 Okl. 
G29;7 129 PFT 8. s 

Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260; Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 8; Lentz v. Raum, 21 Pa. Dist. 
1116; Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 
137; Flinn v. Graham, 8 Pittsb. 195. 

R. I.—Douglass v. Barber, 18 R. 1. 
459, 28 A 805; Wade v. Chaffee, 8 R. 
I. 224, 5 AmR 572. 

Tenn.—Pesterfield v. Vickers, 3 
Coldw. 205; Eanes v. State, 6 
Humphr. 53, 44 AmD 289. 

Tex.—Joske v. Irvine, 91 Tex. 574, 
44 SW 1059; Gold v. Campbell, 54 
Tex. Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Texas, 
etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 29 Tex. Civ. A. 
264, 68 SW 831; Beville v. State, 16 
Tex. A. 70. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 80 W. Va. 317, 92 SEy.430; Clai- 
borne v. Chesapeake, ete., R. Co., 46 
W. Va. 368, 33 SE 262. ; 

Wis.—Dreblow v. Albert, 155 Wis. 
189, 144 NW 254; Schoette v. Drake, 
139 Wis. 18, 120 NW 393; Stittgen v. 
Rundle, 99 Wis. 78, 74 NW 536; Lamb 
v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 70 NW 72; Bar- 
ling v. West, 29 Wis. 307, 9 AmR 576. 

Eng.—Bowditch v. Balchin, 5 Exch. 
878, 155 Reprint 165; Griffin v. Cole- 
man, 4 H. & N. 265, 157 Reprint 840. 

N. B.—McdAllister v. Johnson, 40 
INGE LBe NI 

Que.—Walker v. Montreal, 4 Montr. 
Leg. N. 215. 

Arrest generally see Arrest § 131. 

42, No. Y.—Chapman_ v. Selover, 
172 App. Div. 858, 159 NYS 632. 

N. C.—State v. Hunter, 106 N. C. 
796, 11 SE 366, 8 LRA 529. 

Oh.—Billington v. Hoverman, 18 
Oh. Cir. Ct. 637, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 358. 

Tenn.—Pesterfield v. Vickers, 3 


Coldw. 205. ‘ 
°Wis._-Gunderson ‘vy. Struebing, 125 


[25 C. J.—30] 


i ie 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


falls within the 


Wis. 173, 104 NW 149; Barling v. 
West, 29 Wis. 307, 9 AmR 576. 

[a] Unconstitutional statute.—An 
officer duly making an arrest pur- 
suant to a statute later declared un- 
constitutional is protected. Williams 
Ve Morris; 82 \Ohnw Cir. Ct 453: 

[b] Officer must determine va- 
lidity at his peril.—The officer must 
determine at his peril whether the 
statute under which he purports to 
act is valid, and, if invalid, he is 
liable, although he acted in good 
faith. State v. Hunter, 106 N. C. 
796, 11 SE 366, 8 LRA 529. 

[c] Motor vehicle ordinance un- 
lawfully authorizing arrest.—-An or- 
dinance of a village board of trustees 
declaring a‘violation of a motor ve- 
hicle crdinance to be a misdemeanor, 
and there being no other statutory 
provision authorizing an arrest for 
its violation, an officer arresting one 
for an infraction thereof is liable. 
Chapman v. Selover, 172 App. Div. 
858, 159 NYS 632. 

43. Conn.+Price v. Tehan, 84 
Conn. 164, 79 A 68, 34 LRANS 1182, 
AnnCas1912B 1183. 

Ill. Shanley v. Wells, 71 Ill. 78; 
Markey v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212. 

Mass.—Phillips v. Fadden, 125 
Mass. 198. 

Bae H.—Danovan v. Jones, 36 N. H. 


N. Y.—Stearns v. Titus, 193 N. Y. 
272, 85 NE 1077; Johnson v. May, 189 
App. Div. 196, 178 NYS 742. 

N. C.—State v. Hunter, 106 N. C. 
796, 11 SE 366, 8 LRA 529. 

Pa.—Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 8 (where, although the ar- 
rested party’s acts did not in fact 
constitute an offense under the stat- 
ute, an arrest by a peace officer on 
view was justified because, acting 
under attorney’s advice and a court 
decision in a similar case, he was 
held to have reasonable grounds to 
believe that the offense had been 
committed). 

Wis.—Dreblow v. Albert, 155 Wis. 
189, 144 NW 254. 

N. B.—Hopper v. Clark, 40 N. B. 
568, 10 EastLR 305; McAllister v. 
Johnson, 40 N. B. 73. 

Sask.—Plested v. McLeod, 3 Sask. 
L. 374, 15 WestLR 533. 

{a] Public offense not committed. 
—Where statute authorizes arrest 
without warrant for public offense, 
an arrest without warrant because 
accused refused to give her name and 
address is illegal, such refusal not 
being a public offense. Leighton v. 
Getchell, (Iowa) 169 NW 649. 

{b] Annoying passengers.—Under 
a statute, which authorizes a rail- 
road conductor to arrest persons an- 
noying other passengers, a conductor 
is not justified in arresting one who 
uses abusive language to such con- 
ductor, since the annoyance to the 
conductor is not necessarily annoy- 
ance to the passenger. McAllister v. 
Johnson, 40 N. B. 73. 

{c] Loitering on street.—Where 
an ordinance provided that persons 
assembled and refusing to disperse 
when commanded by a peace officer 
shall be guilty of an offense, the or- 
dinance necessarily presumed a com- 
mand to disperse and a reasonable 
opportunity to do so; and a peace 
officer, although acting in good faith, 
who arrests one whom he has ordered 
to move on, but before furnishing a 
reasonable opportunity to do so, is 
liable for false arrest, because no 
offense under the ordinance had been 
committed at the time of the arrest. 
Price v. Tehan, 84 Conn. 164, 79 A 
68, 34 LRANS 1182, AnnCas1912B 
11838. 

[d] Game laws.—Where game 
wardens arrested an alleged offender 
on the ground that he was violating 
game laws by shooting in the night- 
time, justification depended on 
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terms of the statute,‘? that it was being committed 
in the officer’s presence,‘ and that the party ar- 


whether it was in fact in the night- 
time. Lamb vy. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72. 

{e] Intoxicating liquors.—Posses- 
sion of intoxicating liquors being a 
misdemeanor, an officer who finds one 
in possession thereof is justified in 
arresting without warrant. Holmes 
v. Le Fors, 36 Okl. 729, 129 P 718. 

{f] Violation of ordinance which 
is not a misdemeanor.—Where it does 
not appear that the violation of an 
ordinance is either a felony or a 
misdemeanor, or that the: punish- 
ment for its violation is other than 
a fine, a peace officer is not justified 
by a regulation of the police board 
authorizing detention at a_ station 
house of persons accused of felony 
or misdemeanor. Schmeider vy. Mc- 
Lane, 4 Abb. Dec. (N. Y.) 154, 3 
Keyes 568, 3 Transcr. A. 266 [aff 36 
Barb. 495]. : 

(g] Effect of conviction.—In a 
action against a constable who had 
arrested plaintiff without a warrant 
for a breach of a city by-law, it was 
held that plaintiff by reason of a 
conviction for such breach was 
estopped from denying that he had 
been found committing the offense, 
but that the constable was not justi- 
fied in arresting without a warrant 
for commission of such an offense in 
his presence. Plested v. McLeod, 3 
Sask. L. 374, 15 WestLR 533. 

[h] In Michigan (1) an officer 
may arrest without warrant only for 
felony or breach of peace. Cook v. 
Hastings, 150 Mich. 289, 114 NW 71, 
14 LRANS 1128, 18 AnnCas 194; Till- 
man v. Beard, 121 Mich. 475, 80 NW 
248, 46 LRA 215. (2) The arrest of 
one without warrant for selling meat 
in violation of an ordinance with- 
out license is illegal, and the officer 
is liable. Schnider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 534. See Quinn v. 
Heisel, 40 Mich. 576 (where the court 
states that it is not prepared to say 
that a municipal ordinance could 
authorize arrests without process in 
cases not justified by common-law 
principles). But see Burroughs v. 
Eastman, 101 Mich. 419, 59 NW 817, 
45 AmSR 419, 24 LRA 859 (holding 
that a city ordinance granting right 
to arrest for violation of the city 
ordinances was constitutional, and 
protected officer). (3) The arrest of 
a motorman operating a street car 
cannot be justified on the ground that 
the condition of the railway was a 
public nuisance and that it was the 
duty of defendant officers by reason 
of the action of the city council de- 
claring it to be a nuisance to abate 
the danger by preventing the oper- 
ation of cars. Mumford v. Star- 
mont, 139 Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 69 
LRA 350. 
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44, Ala.—Gambill v. 
Ala. 421, 48 S 866. 

D. C.—Barth v. Heider, 6 D.C. 312. 

Il1].—Newton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 103; 
Markey v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212. 

N. Y.—De Silva v. New York Cent. 
Ri Co,, 182 “App. Div. (497, 269" NYS 
924; Gold v. Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 
124 NYS 1069. 

Tenn.—Pesterfield v. 
Coldw. 205. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., 
R: Co. 80 W.Va. oi 92 SE 430! 

Eng.— Griffin v. Coleman, 4 H. & N. 
265, 157 Reprint 840. 

Que.—Desjardins v. Montreal, 14 
RevLegNS 117, 4 HastLR 329. 

{a] Being drunk in a public place 
prior to the arrest does not justify 
an officer in following plaintiff to 
private premises and there arresting , 
him without a warrant. Lauffer v. 
Downes, 181 App. Div. 327, 167 NYS 
738 [aff 228 N. Y. 549 mem, 126 NE 
913 mem]. 

{b] Pursuing offender.—A peace 
officer may, without warrant, arrest 
any person found in the act of com- 


Cargo, 


Vickers, 3 
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rested was guilty.*® 


tion.*® 


the offense.*? 


arrest.?® 


of justice for want of an officer. to 


mitting a misdemeanor. If, however, 
the officer was absent when such 
offense was committed and all the 
information the officer had of the 
alleged offense was statements of by- 
standers who witnessed it he has no 
authority in law to pursue and ar- 
rest the persons charged with the 
misdemeanor without first obtaining 
a legal warrant therefor. Burch v. 
Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 519. 

{c] In Kentucky it has been held 
that, although peace officers have no 
right to arrest for misdemeanor ex- 
cept when committed in their pres- 
ence, justification can be made out 
under statutory provisions by proof 
that they had reasonable grounds to 
believe and did believe that an of- 
tense was being committed in their 
presence, aithough it turned out that 
the accused were not guilty of any 
offense. Weaver v. McGovern, 122 
Ky. 1, £0 SW 984, 28 KyL 883. 

45. Cal—Shorr v. Azusa, 38 Cal: 
A. 709, 177 PB 613; Miller v. Turner, 
(A.) 194 P 66. 

Mass.—Phillips v. Fadden, 125 
Mass. 198. ; 

Mich.—Durham | v. 
Mich. 318, 162 NW 79. 

N. Y.—De Silva v. New York Cent. 
R. Co., 182 App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 
924; Lauffer v. Downes, 181 App. Div. 
327, 167 NYS 7388 [aff 228 N. Y. 549 
mem, 126 NE 913 mem]; Gold v. 
Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 NYS 
1069; Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
Div. 798, 99 NYS 969. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463. 

W. Va.—Gillingham v. Ohio River 
R. Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 14 SE 243, 29 
AmSR 827, 14 LRA 798. 

{a] Intoxication.—(1) An _ officer 
who arrests one for intoxication is 
liable, if the person arrested is not 
in fact intoxicated, even though he 
acted in gocd faith and upon reason- 
able grounds of belief. Phillips v. 
Fadden, 125 Mass. 198. (2) Buteit 
has been held that, although the or- 
dinary rule of law is that, to justify 
an arrest without warrant, the 
party arrested for a misdemeanor 
must be guilty of the offense, yet un- 
der statutory provisions providing 
that arrests may be made for drunk- 
enness or disorderly conduct at any 
time without warrant, an officer may 
justify an arrest without warrant 
for drunkerness if he acted in good 
faith and upon reasonable grounds, 
although the accused was not in faet 
‘drunk. Easton v. Com., 82 SW 996, 
26 KyL 960. 

[b] Streetwalkers.—(1) A confes- 
sion by a woman that she is engaged 
in soliciting for prostitution, which 
is a violation of an ordinance, when 
asked to explain her peculiar con- 
duct, will justify her arrest by an 


Feeney, 195 


Neither actual belief in the 
guilt of the arrested party nor reasonable grounds 
to suspect him to be guilty constitutes a justifica- 
It seems, however, that the arrest need not 
be made at the very moment of the commission of 
Nevertheless, if the officer witnessing 
an offense justifying arrest without warrant departs 
he cannot make the arrest without warrant upon 
his return after an interval of time,*® and the short- 
ness of the interval does not affect the right to 
Where statutes enlarge the right to arrest 
to include, for instance, violations of law not com- 
mitted in the officer’s presence, he must, to justify, 
show reasonable grounds to believe that the arrest- 
ed party was guilty,°° and where there is a right to 
arrest for an offense not committed in the officer’s 
presence if the offender is attempting to escape 
or for other reasons there is likely to be a failure 
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[§ 32] (3) 


issue a warrant, 


officer without a warrant. Durham 
v. Feeney, 195 Mich. 318, 162 NW 79. 
(2) Although there is a duty on the 
part of police officers to protect the 
city from vagrants, nightwalkers, 
gamblers, ete., exercising their voca- 
tion largely at night, and although 
no rule can be laid down covering 
all circumstances on which a person 
may be arrested on suspicion, police 
officers may not arrest a person 
simply because she emerged from a 
disreputable place, where there is no 
further evidence that she was a 
prostitute, or intended to play a pros- 
titute’s vocation. Klien v. Pollard, 
149 Mich. 200, 112 NW 717, 119 AmSR 
670, 10 LRANS 1008. See also Pin- 
kerton v. Verberg, 78 Mich. 5738, 44 
NW 579, 18 AmSR 473,. 7 LRA 507. 

[ec] Suspicious circumstances.—A 
statutery provision and _ ordinance 
authorizing arrest without warrant 
of persons found in suspicious places 
nor under suspicious circumstances. 
do not authorize the arrest of a mer- 
chant in his own store for refusing 
to return money paid him for goods 
sold and for exchanging American 
money into Mexican, as the merchant 
was not found in a suspicious place 
nor under suspicious circumstances. 
Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. A. 269, 
117 SW 4638. See also Joske v. Irvine, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 43 SW 278 (where the 
court held that an ordinance grant- 
ing the right to a police officer to ar- 
rest suspicious persons was invalid 
under the state constitution, statutes, 
or city charter). 

46. Shanley v. Wells, 71 Ill. 78; 
Wood v. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 128; Mar- 
key v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212; Mason 
v. Lothrop, 7 Gray (Mass.) 354; 
Gold v. Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 


NYS 1069; Mulinos v. Walkof, 95 
Misc., 16555159 NYS 16.” Buty see 
State v. McNinch, 90 N. CGC.» 695, 


699 (an indictment for assault in 
which the court said: “In making 
an arrest upon personal observation 
and without warrant, the officer will 
be excused when no offense has been 
perpetrated, if the circumstances are 
such as reasonably warrant the be- 
lief that it was (Neal v. Joyner, 89 
N. C. 287), and the jury must judge 


of the reasonableness of the 
grounds upon which the _ officer 
acted’). ; 


47. Main v. McCarty, 15 Ill. 441; 
Stevens v. Gilbert, 120 NYS 114; 
Loggins v. Southern R. Co., 64 S. Cc. 
321, 42 SE 168. 

{a] Offense continuing.—One who 
after being ejected from a railroad 
car because of disorderly conduct 
threw rocks at the train, and then re- 
entered the car, was held to be still 
engaged in a violation of law justify- 
ing arrest by conductor. Woggins v. 
Southern R. Co., 64 S. C. 321, 42 SE 
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such facts must be shown to justify the arrest.°? 
Where statutory enactments authorize arrests upon 
suspicion for offenses other than felonies, the arrest 
is not justified without proof of reasonable grounds 
of suspicion, and where a statutory provision re- 
quires reasonable proof of the commission of the 
offense to authorize an arrest therefor, mere rea- 
sonable grounds of suspicion are not sufficient.°* 
Under federal statutes providing that state officers 
may issue process for apprehension of offenders 
against federal laws, an arrest without process for 
a misdemeanor under federal laws is illegal.>* 


Arrests by Private Persons—(a) 


For Felony. An action for false imprisonment will 
not le for an arrest without warrant by a private 
person for a felony committed in the past where 
the offense had actually been committed and de- 
fendant had reasonable grounds for suspecting that 
the arrested party was guilty.®° 


It has been sug- 


1638. 
48. Meyer v. Clark, 41 N. Y. Super. 


49. Meyer v. Clark, 41 N. Y. Super. 


50. Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 
197 SW 68; Leve v. Putting, (Mo. A.) 
196 SW 1060; Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 
150 Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681; Stearns 
Vo -Ditus,) 193 INS ven 272, 85> NE PORT. 

As to reasonable grounds of sus- 
picion see infra §§ 36-39. 

51. Franklin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 


860, 45 SE 698. 

52. Ford v. Oceanic’? SS) Co., 3 
Hawaii Fed. 239; Hopper v. Clark, 
40 N. B. 568, 10 EastLR 305. 

What constitutes reasonable 


gromnce of suspicion see infra §§ 36— 


53. Kennedy v. \Favor, 14 Gray 
(Mass.) 200; Mason vy. Lothrop, 7 
Gray (Mass.) 354. 

54. McMichael vy. Culliton, (N. J. 
Sup.) 104 A 433. 

55. U. S.—Johnson vy. Tompkins, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 
eae SE ee v. Carney, 33 Ark. 
ie aes v. Smith, 2 Root 

D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. v. 
Young, 36 App. 390; Benham v. Ver- 
nen, 16 D.-Cr18; 

POE te eae tt ets v. Graham, 31 Ind. 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P 1005. 

La.—Dunson y. Baker, 144 La. 167, 
&0 S 238; Janes v. Wilson, 119 La. 
4915 44. 8 275=. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 673. 

Mich.—Maliniemi v. Gronlund, 92% 
Mich. 222, 52 NW 627, 31 AmSR 576. 

Minn.—Nelson vy. Halvorson, 117 
eee 255, 135 NW 818, AnnCas1913D 
ie eerie a v. McGregor, 32 N. J. 

N. Y.—Thorne v. Turck, 94 N. Y. 
90, 46 AmR 126; Farnam v. Feeley, 
56 N. Y. 451; Burns v. Erben, 40 N. 
Y. 463; Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. 
490; Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 Barb. 
99; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Be v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 20 AmD 

N. C.—Brockway v. Crawford, 48 
N. C. 433, 67 AmD 250. 

Mra ase vy. Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 

Or.—Lander v. Miles, 3 Or. 35. 

Pa.—MecCarthy v. De A spit, 39BPa. 


63. 

W. Va.—Allen’v. Lopinsky, 81 W. 
Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 

Wis.—Bergeron v. Peyton, 196 Wis. 
377, 82 NW 291, 80 AmSR 33. 

Eng.—Beckwith v. Philby, 6 B. & 
C. 635, 18 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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gested by some courts that it must be shown that 
the person arrested was actually guilty of the 
felony.®® If no felony has actually been committed, 
reasonable suspicion only mitigates damages,57 and 
the fact that the party making the arrest believed 
in good faith an offense to be a felony, whereas 
in fact it was a misdemeanor not authorizing arrest 
without warrant, does not justify the arrest.58 
Statutory provisions may modify an individual’s 
power to arrest,°° as for instance, by giving him 
the right to arrest upon reasonable grounds for be- 
heving the arrested party had committed a felony,®° 
or, on the other hand, by confining the right to 
arrest to offenses actually committed by the person 


arrested.®1 


Felonies attempted or committed in presence. A 
private person does not incur liability for an arrest 
made or brought about by him when a felony has 

_actually been committed or attempted in his pres- 


Warner v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. N. S. 
180, 93 ECL 180, 140 Reprint 1052; 
Allen v. Wright, 8 C. & P.' 522, 34 
ECL 870; Hall v. Booth, 3 N. & M. 
316, 28 ECL 607. 

et een v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 


Ont.—Lyden v. McGee, 16 Ont. 105. 
[a] Distinction between arrest by 
individuals and officers.—An import- 
ant distinction is recognized between 
an arrest made by or at the instance 
of a private person, and one made 
by magistrates and other police or 
public officers where the defense is 
probable cause forarrest. If an inno- 
cent person is arrested by a private 
individual, such arrest is justified if 
a felony was in fact committed, and 
there were reasonable grounds to 
suspect the person arrested; but if 
no felony was committed by any one, 
such arrest is illegal. An _ Officer, 
however, is justified if he acts upon 
information which he has reason to 
rely on, although it may later de- 
velop that no felony was actually 
committed. Hawley v. Butler, 54 
Barb. (N. Y.) 490. 1 

{b] Officer acting without juris- 
diction is treated as individual.—A 
public officer making an arrest at a 
place beyond his jurisdiction is to 
be treated as a private individual 
making arrest without warrant. 
Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 Barb. 
(CN. Y:) 99. See Arrest § 41. 

[ec]. Prosecuting attorney acting 
in line of his duty is a quasi judicial 
officer, but as the statutory provi- 
sions of Michigan define his powers to 
be to prosecute and defend suits by 
or against the state or county, he is 
not entitled to the immunity of a 
quasi judicial officer in instigating 
an arrest without warrant and with- 
out probable cause. Schneider v. 
Shepherd, 192 Mich. 82, 158 NW 182, 
LRA1916F 399. 

Duty to investigate 
§ 387. 

Reasonable grounds of suspicion 
see infra § 36. 

56. See Rohan v. Sawin, 5 Cush. 
(Mass.) 281 (dictum); Pandjiris v. 


see infra 


Hartman, 196 Mo. 539, 94 SW 270 
(dictum). 
[a] Arrest of suspected thief 


caught by another person.—Where a 
salesman detects a thief in the act 
of pilfering, and calls the floorwalk- 
er, who places the thief under ar- 
rest, the facts would constitute an 
arrest for an offense committed in 
the presence of the arresting person 
and the suspected thief being in fact 
innocent, defendant is liable. Knowles 
v. Bullene, 71 Mo. A. 341. 

57. Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571; John- 
ston v. Bruckheimer, 133 App. Div. 
649, 118 NYS 189. See infra § 176. 

[al Possession of stolen goods,— 
It appeared that defendant’s tools 
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ence.® 


[§ 33] 


Fugitives from justice. 
liable, it seems, for arresting another without war- 
rant for a felony committed in another state, unless 
he can justify by showing that he proceeded ac- 
cording to the statutory provisions.® 
(b) For Misdemeanors. 
out warrant by a private individual for a breach of 
the peace committed in his presence is justified’** 
but reasonable grounds for’ belief in the arrested 
party’s guilt do not constitute a justification,®’ nor 
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ence,** or to prevent the commission of a felony.®* 
Under some statutes a private individual may arrest 
only for a crime committed or attempted in his pres- 


A private individual is’ 


An arrest with- 


is the mental attitude of the party causing the ar- 


had been stolen from its premises, 
and that plaintiff was arrested, with- 
out a warrant, while in the act of 
carrying away a box of tools. There 
was no evidence that the tools in the 
box had been stolen, and the uncon- 
troverted evidence showed that the 
tools stolen had been recovered and 
were in possession of defendant’s 
agents before the arrest was made. 
It was held that the arrest and im- 
prisonment were illegal. Southwest- 
ern Portland Cement Co. v. Reitzer, 
(Tex, Civ. *A.) 135.SW 237. 

{b] Arrest for shoplifting.—<A1- 
though a statute authorizes an ar- 
rest by an individual without war- 
rant where the offense is a felony or 
is an offense against the public peace 
committed in his view, or to prevent 
an intrusion on the lawful posses- 
sion of property, it seems that one 
is not authorized to arrest without 
warrant a person suspected of having 
stolen a pin worth only ten cents on 
either of the grounds mentioned, of- 
fense not being a felony, nor an of- 
fense against the public peace, and 
the arrest not being made to pre- 
vent an intrusion in the lawful pos- 
session of property, as the article 
alleged to have been stolen was not 
in the possession of the owner at the 
time of the arrest; this is particu- 
larly true where the arrested party 
denies the theft and, before being 
taken away to be searched, offers to 
establish his innocence by turning 
his pockets out. Kress v. Lawrence, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 162 SW 448. 

58. Begley v. Com., 60 SW 847, 22 
KyL 1546. 

59. See statutory provisions. 

[a] In North Carolina statutory 
enactments provide that a private 
person may arrest without warrant 
for felony committed in his presence 
if he knows or has_ reasonable 
grounds to believe the suspected 
party to be guilty. Martin v. Houck. 


141 N. C. 817, 54 SH 291, 7 LRANS 
576. ‘ 
[b] In Texas no person other than 


an officer can make an arrest unless 
a felony or breach of the peace is 
committed within his presence or 
within his view. Gilbert v. State, 78 
Tex. Cr. 441, 181 SW 200. 

60. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Den- 
nineton, 172 Ky. 326, 189 SW 217; 
Miles v. Brown, 148 Ky. 537, 136 SW. 
1001; Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 121 
Ky. 863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 12 
AnnCas 33; Begley v. Com., 60 SW 
847, 22 KyL 1546. 

61. See statutory provisions; and 
Gold v. Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 
NYS 1069; Johnston v. Bruckheimer, 
133 App. Div. 649, 118 NYS 189. 

62, See Arrest § 39. 

63. See Arrest § 40. 

64. Enright v. Gibson, 219 Ill. 550, 
TRRENDO 669 — Lott 19 ih. VA sates 
Dédds v. Board, 43 Ill. 95; Hight 


rest important.°* After the breach of the peace has 
ceased a person is not justified in arresting the one 
who committed it,*° unless there is a well-founded 


v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 508; Siegel v.. 
Connor, 70 TH. A. 116 [aff 171 Ill. 
572, 49 NE 728]; Sundmacher v. 


Block, 39 Ill. A. 553; Gilbert v. State, 
18 Tex.) Crs 441,181 5S'wi 200; 

65. Botts v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 687. 

66. lLa.—Boutte v. Emmer, 43 La. 
Arn. 980, 9 S921, 15 LRA 63. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 673. 

Mo.—Holder v. St. Louis, ete., R. 
Co., 155 Mo. A. 664, 185 SW 507; 
Taaffe v. Slevin, 11 Mo. A. 507. 

N. Y.—Beckett v. Lawrence, 7 Abb 
ven 403; Phillips v. Trull, 11 Johns. 

S. C.—Loggins v. Southern R. Co., 
G47SSICN321,, 42°SE) 1163: 

Tex.—James v. San Antonio, etc., 
notes 53 Tex. Civ. A. 603, 116 SW 

Eng.—Price v. Seeley, 10 Cl. & F. 
28, 8 Reprint 651; Grant v. Moser, 5 
Mae G. 123, 44 ECL 74, 134 Reprint 

[a] Facts sufficient to constitute 
breach of peace.—(1) Causing suffi- 
cient public alarm and excitement. 
Webster v. Watts, 11 Q. B. 311, 63 


ECL 311, 116 Reprint 492. (2) Using 
abusive words toward defendant, 
whereby mob was caused to as- 


semble in front of defendant’s Shop. 
Cohen v. Huskisson, 2 M. & W. 477, 
150 Reprint 845. (3) Forcibly at- 
tempting to break into defendant’s 
public house, whereby a mob was as- 
sembled. Ingle v. Bell, 1 M. & W. 
616, 150 Reprint 539. (4) Interfering: 
with persons justifiably arresting an- 
other. Dunn v. Giffin, 38 S. D. 569, 
162 NW 366. 

Right to arrest generally see Ar- 
rest § 42. 

67. Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co... 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 673; Harris v. St. Louis Ter- 
minal R. Assoc., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 686. 

68. Reisler v. Interborough Rapid 
Transit Co., 79 Misc. 91, 189 NYS 335. 

69%. Winn v. Hobson, 54 N. Y. 
Super.) 330; 7 Phillipe iv. “Srallh oid 
Johns. (N. Y.) 486; Baynes v. Brew- 


ster, 2 Q. B. 375, 42 HCL 720, 114 
Reprint 149 (holding that, where 
plaintiff, after persistently rapping 


at defendant’s door and abusing him, 
ran away on being advised that a 
peace officer was coming, plaintiff 
was not justified in pursuing and ar- 
resting him). 

[a] Intervention of short period. 
—Where a breach of the peace was 
committed in the presence of a pri- 
vate person, the fact that a few 
minutes elapsed between the time 
of the offense and the time when the 
officer whom such person directed to 
make the arrest appeared does not 
affect the rights of such _ person, 
James, v. San Antonio, etc., R. Co., 53 
Tex. Civ. A. 608, 116 SW 642. 


/ 
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apprehension that it will be renewed.’7° A private 
person does not incur liability for arresting one 
where there is reasonable ground for supposing that 
he is about to commit a breach of the peace.” 
‘private person may also arrest one who interferes 
with him while he is lawfully making an arrest.’? 
Arrests without warrant by private individuals for 
misdemeanors and other violations of law, not 
amounting to breaches of the peace, usually only 
when committed in the presence of the arresting 
party, may be justified under statutory enactments.’% 


70. Baltimore, ete., R.-Co. v. Cain, 
81 Md. 87, 31 A 801, 28 LRA 688; 
Price v. Seeley, 10 Cl. & F. 28, 8 Re- 
print 651; Grant v. Moser, 5 M. & 
G. 123, 44 ECL 74, 134 Reprint 507; 
Timothy v. Simpson, 1 C. M. & R. 
757, 149 Reprint 1285 (where it is said: 
“Tt is clear, therefore, that any per- 
son present may arrest the affrayer 
at the moment of the affray, and de- 
tain him till his passion has cooled, 
and his desire to break the peace 
has ceased, and then déliver him to 
@ peace officer. And, if that be so, 
what reason can there be why he may 
not arrest an affrayer after the act- 
ual violence is over, but whilst he 
shows a disposition to renew it, by 
persisting in remaining on the spot 
where he has committed it? Both 
cases fall within the same _prin- 
ciple, which is that, for the sake of 
the preservation of the peace, any in- 
dividual who sees it broken may re- 
strain the liberty of him whom he 
sees breaking it, so long as his con- 
duct shows that the public peace is 
likely to be endangered by his acts. 
In truth, whilst those are assembled 
together who have committed acts of 
violence, and the danger of their re- 
newal continues, the affray itself 
may be said to continue; and during 
the affray the constable may not 
merely on his own view, but on the in- 
formation and complaint of another, 
arrest the offender; and, of course, 
the person so complaining is justi- 
fied in giving the charge to the con- 
stable’). 

[a] Arrest of disorderly passen- 
ger.—A conductor is justified in turn- 
ing over to a policeman at the next 
station a disorderly passenger who 
continued his disorderly conduct 
after the conductor had urged him 
to cease, and where there was dan- 
ger of renewal of such conduct. Bal- 
timore, etc., R. Co. v. Cain, 81 Md. 
87, 31 A 801, 28 LRA 688. 

71, Timothy v. Simpson, 1 C. M. 
& R. 757, 149 Reprint 1285. 

72. Dunn v. Griffin, 38 S. D. 569, 
162 NW 366. 

73. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ala.—Du Pont de Nemours Pow- 
der Co. v. Hyde, 201 Ala. 207, 77 S 


pion 

Ill.—Sundacher v. Block, 39 fll. A. 
553. 

La.—Pearson v. Great Southern 
Humber (Co:) 1340 La. 1168. |S uwog, 


BRAI9I16F 1247. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer vy. Mulvihill, 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681. 

N. J.—Stricker v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co 60)N.. dls. 230) 37 Al R76. 

N. Y.—Johnson v. May, 189 Appe 
Div. 196, 178 NYS 742; De Silva v. 
New York Cent. R. Co., 182 App. Div. 
497, 169 NYS 924; Hendrix v. Man- 
hattan Beach Dev. Co., 181 App. Div. 
111, 168 NYS 316; Gold v. Armer, 
140 App. Div. 78, 124 NYS 1069; 
Giorgio v. Batterman, 134 App. Div. 
139, 118 NYS 828; Gearity v. Stras- 
bourger, 133 App. Div. 701, 118 NYS 
257; East v. Brooklyn Heights R. 
Co., 115 App. Div. 683, 101 NYS 3864; 
Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 41, 76 


150 


NYS 425; Reisler v. Interborough 
Rapid we transite Cong, MISC. Ol, 139 
Scharsmith v. Knapp, 164 


NYS 335; 
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NYS 578; Coogan vy. McArdle, 1 NY 
CityCt 231. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., 
Teton SO mW OVele to dniee Sees CAS Oly 
Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 61 
W. Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 LRANS 993. 

Eng.—Norwood v. Pitt, 5 H. & N. 
801, 157 Reprint 1401; Griffith v. Tay- 
lor 2.C2P Dy 194. 

[a] No distinction between peace 
Officer and individuals.—‘‘To justify 
either of them in arresting or aiding 
in the arrest of a person, without 
warrant, for a misdemeanor, it must 
appear that the crime has actually 
been committed or attempted in his 
presence by the person arrested. 
When sued for arrest they must not 
only show that a misdemeanor has 
been committed but must prove that 
the person arrested committed it.” 
Per Sewell, J., in Gold v. Armer, 140 
App. Div. 73, 75, 124 NYS 1069. 

[b] Violation of ordinance.— 
Where statute authorizes arrests 
without warrant for breaches of pub- 
lic peace, a depot master may not 
arrest without warrant one selling 
tickets, in his presence, contrary to 
an ordinance. Missouri, ete., R. Co. 
v. Warner, 19 Tex. Civ. A. 463, 49 
SW 254. 

[cl Forcible entry on land of an- 
other.—As making forcible entry on 
lands of another tends to provoke a 
breach of the peace, the owner who 
directs officer to make arrests for 
such offense is not Hable. Coogan v. 
McArdle, 1 NYCityCt 231. But. see 
Norwood v. Pitt, 5 H. & N. 801, 157 
Reprint 1401 (where the court said 
that it was not necessary to establish 
that the offense of malicious injury 
to property had in fact been com- 
mitted, if there was reasonable 
grounds to believe that it had been). 

[d] Probable cause.—It has been 
held that probable cause to believe 
that the statutory offense was being 
committed justifies the arrest, al: 
though it was not in fact being com- 
mitted. Southern R. Co.. v. Gres- 
ham, 114 Ga. 183, 39 SE 883. 

[e] In Kentucky, under statutory 
provisions, a private person can only 
arrest upon reasonable grounds for 
believing the accused to have com- 
mitted a felony, and hence an ar- 
rest for an offense which is only a 
misdemeanor is illegal; and it makes 
no difference that the arresting party 
believed the offense to be a felony. 
ey, v. Com., 60 SW 847, 22 KyL 


74, Mass.—Hull v. Boston, etce., R. 
Co., 210 Mass. 159, 96 NE 58, 36 
LRANS 406, AnnCas1912C 1147. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 


Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681. 

N. Y.—Parke v. Fellman, 145 App. 
Div. 836, 180 NYS’ 361; Gearity v. 
Strasbourger, 133 App. Div. 701, 118 
NYS 257; Johnston v.. Bruckheimer, 
133 App. Div. 649, 118 NYS 189; Ball 
v. Horrigan, 19 NYS 913. 

Utah.—Salisbury v. Poulson, 51 
Uitah 6527472) P35. 

Eng.—F lewster v. Royle, 1 Campb. 
187; Grant v. Moser, 5 M. & G. 128, 
44 HCL 74, 1384 Reprint 507. 

75. De Silva v. New York Cent. R. 


Co., 182 App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 924; 
Gold v. Armer, 140 App. Div. 73, 124 


’ 
. 
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But it is not justifiable.to arzest one who is not 
engaged in a breach of the peace or other misde- 
meanor,’* although the person making the arrest 
had probable cause to believe in the guilt of the 
arrested party.” f 
arrest of one who is merely committing a civil 
trespass on another’s lands,’® unless statutory pro- 
visions make such trespass a misdemeanor,’* or jus- 
tifiably repelling one who is attempting to commit 
or trespass on. the arrested party’s lands,’® or dis- 
regarding the regulations of a carrier *® or restau- 


Thus liability is incurred for the 


NYS 1069; Gearity v. Strasbourger, 
133 App. Div. T01, 118 NYS 257. 
. 76. Du Pont de Nemours Pow- 
der Co. v. Hyde, 201 Ala. 207, 77S 
733; McMorris vy. Howell, 89 App. 
Div. 272, 85 NYS 1018; Williamson v. 
Glen Alum Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 
78 SE 94; Parrington v. Moore, 2 
Exch. 228, 154 Reprint 473; Jordan 
Vv. Gibbon,. 82h.) 7. Rep. aNiss. 391: 
[a] Ejection of  trespassers.— 
Plaintiff, a large stockholder of a 
wrecking company, who was also su- 
perintendent of the company’s sal- 
vage barge, was removed from his 
position by the directors, and a new 
man was appointed to his place. When 
the vice president went to the barge 
to place the new man in charge, he 
demanded that the former ' superin- 
tendent leave, which he refused to 
do, although offering no violence in 
any way. An officer was called, 
plaintiff was arrested at the direc- 
tion of the vice president, who then 
made a charge against him of dis- 
orderly conduct; but the charge was 
dismissed by the sergeant. In suit 
for damages based on the arrest, it 
was held that plaintiff was a tres- 
passer, and while defendants were 
justified in removing him from the 
barge, the arrest was illegal and for 
such arrest recovery was allowable. 
Midford v. Kann, 32 App. Div. 228, 


52 NYS 995. 
[b] Innkeeper’s right to eject 
guest.—An innkeeper may eject a 


guest, although he is not making 
sufficient disturbance to amount to 
a breach of the peace, and if he re- 
sists and assaults him, may give him 
in charge of a peace officer provided 
that officer saw the offense; or 
if the guest is making sufficient 
noise and disturbance to disquiet the 
neighborhood and amount to a breach 
of the peace the landiord may eject 
him or direct the peace officer .to 
arrest him if the offense was com- 
mitted ‘in. view of that officer. 
Howell v.. Jackson, 6 C. & P. 723, 25 
ECL 657. 

77. Johnson v. May, 189 App. 
Div. 196, 178 NYS 742; Adams v. 
eobvarts 137 App. Div. 230, 122 NYS 

[a] Tlustration—If plaintiff and 
her companions had trespassed upon 
defendant’s land, erected a _ tent 
thereon, and refused to move at de- 
fendant’s request, defendant was 
justified in arresting her under stat- 
ute making an intrusion on real es- 
tate a misdemeanor. Johnson _ y. 
May, 189 App. Div. 196, 178 NYS 742, 


78. Nay v. Dickinson, 182 Mich. 
684, 148 NW 755. 
79. Hull v. Boston, ete.-R. Co., 


210 Mass. 159, 96 NE-58, 36 LRANS 
406, AnnCas1912C 1147; Corbett vy. 
Twenty-Third St. R. Co., 42 Hun (N. 
Y.) 587, 

[a] Tllustration. — A passenger 
who refuses to obey a rule of the 
carrier excluding dogs from passen- 
ger coaches while carrying them for 
hire in baggage cars does not evade 
the payment of fare within Rev. L. 
ec 108 § 18, empowering railroad police 
officers to arrest a passenger refus- 
ing to pay fare, and the arrest of the 
passenger for evading fare is illegal 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. - 
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rant proprietor,®° or refuses to pay a fare which the 
carrier is entitled to demand,*! or an innkeeper’s 
bill,** or, not being intoxicated, is merely attempting 
to board a train for which he has a ticket,®? or 
circumstances 
amounting to a breach of the peace.*4 

rt § 34] (4) Individual Directing Arrest. An in- 
dividual who directs or requests a peace officer to 


interrupts a -meeting under 


and renders the railroad liable in 
false imprisonment. Hull v. Boston, 
R. Co., 210 Mass. 159, 96 NE 
36 LRANS 406, AnnCas1912C 


80. Dupre v. Childs, 52 App. Div. 
306, 65 NYS 179 [aff 169 N. Y. 585, 
62 NE 1095]. 

[a] Failure to observe rule in a 
restaurant, requiring every patron to 
Stop at cashier’s desk on way out, 
is not justification for arrest of 
patron -who owes nothing and is 
ignorant of the rule. Dupre v. Childs, 
52 App. Div. 306, 65 NYS 179 [aff 169 
N. Y. 585 mem, 62 NE 1095 mem]. 

81. Standish v. Narragansett SS. 
Cope trie Massseroia,) ebm “Am Re wo 6% 
Lynch v. Metropolitan El. R. Co., 90 
INeY. i, 40. -Amin 1415 15° N Ye Wikly. 
Dig 317; Comisky v. Norfolk, ete, 
R. Co., 79 W. Va. 148, 90 SE 385, LRA 
1917D 220; Chilton v. London, etce., 
ge 16 M. & W. 212, 153 Reprint 

[a} Refusal to pay fare.—Al- 
though a railroad may make reason- 
able regulations for the conduct of 
its business, it is liable for orderiny 
the arrest of a passenger who, claim- 
ing he had purchased but lost. his 
ticket, refused to pay his fare at his 
destination. Lynch v. Metropolitan 
Pole Com 90e Na Veer 43 ATOR L41, 
15 NYWklyDig 317. 

{b] Short detention for investiga- 
tion.— Where the custom on a boat 
was to collect the passage tickets as 
the passengers disembarked, and a 
passenger attempted to land with- 
out a ticket, alleging that he had 
lost it, it was held that the carrier 
had a right to detain him for a rea- 
sonable time for the purpose of mak- 
ing inquiries into the circumstances 
of the case. Standish v. Narragan- 
sett SS. Co., 111 Mass. 512, 15 AmR 
66. 

[ec] Necessity of proving fraudu- 
lent intention.—To justify arrest for 
riding on train with fraudulent in- 
tent to avoid paying fare, the fraudu- 
lent intention must be established. 
Mallery v. Erie R. Co., 86 N. J. L. 
210,092 A 371. 

82. Galizian v. Henry, 71 W. Va. 
292, 76 SE 440; Sunbolf v. Alford, 3 
M. & W. 248, 150 Reprint 1135. 

83. Davis v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826. 

84, Williams yv. Glenister, 2 B. & 
c. 699, 9 ECL 304, 107 Reprint 543; 
Wooding v. Oxley, 9 C. & P. 1, 38 
ECL 13. 

[a] Disturbance in church.—(1) 
Reading a notice in church at a time 
when no vart of the service was 
actually being performed is not a 
malicious disturbance and does not 
authorize an arrest, although it may 
authorize ejecting the person. Wil- 
liams v. Glenister, 2 B. & C. 699, 9 
ECL 304, 107 Reprint 5438. (2) The 
rights and liabilities of vestrymen 
are essentially similar to those of 
private persons arresting without 
warrant for breach of the _ peace. 
Beckett v. Lawrence, 7 AbbPrNS (N. 
Y.) 403. 

85. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541; Knickerbocker Steamboat Co. v. 
Cusack, 172 Fed. 358, 97 CCA 56, 19 
AnnCas 968; Park v. Taylor, 118 Fed. 


34, 55 CCA ‘56. 

Ala.—Clifton v. Grayson, 2 Stew. 
412. 

Ark.—Chrisman v. Carney, 33 Ark. 
316. 


Cal.—Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal. 103, 
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have been.%¢ 
not 


liable, although 


66 P 188. 

Colo.—Grimes vy. Greenblatt, 47 
Colo. 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608; 
Harris v. McReynolds, 10 Colo. A. 
532, 51 P 1016. 

Conn.—Knot v. Gay, 1 Root 66. 

D. C.—Bright v. Patton, 16 D. C. 
534, 60 AmR 396; Benham y. Vernon, 
Ge DAE CHeLse 

Ga.—Gordon v. Hogan, 114 Ga. 354, 
40 SE 229; Holliday v. Coleman, 12 
Ga. A. 779, 78 SE 482. 

Tll_— Enright ‘'v. Gibson, 219 Ill. 
550, 76 NE 689 [aff 119 Ill. A. 411]; 
Dodds v. Board, 43 Ill. 95; Pearce v. 
Needham, 37 Ill. A. 90. 

Ind.—Veneman vy. Jones, 118 Ind. 
41, 20 NE 644, 10 AmSR 100. 

La.—Ledebant v. Maestri, 134 La. 
366, 64 S 142; Sperier v. Ott, 6 La. A. 
(Orleans) 327. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 678. 

Mass.—Krulevitz v. Eastern R. Co., 
143 Mass. 228, 9 NE 613. 

Mich.—Maliniemi v. Gronlund, 92 
Mich. 222, 52 NW 627, 31 AmSR 576; 
Ross v. Leggett, 61 Mich. 445, 28 NW 
695, 1 AmSR 608. 

Minn.—Smith v. Munch, 65 Minn. 
256, 68 NW 19. 

Mo.—Pandjiris v. Hartman, 196 
Mo. 539, 94.SW 270; Harris v. St. 
Louis Terminal R. Assoc., (A.) 218 
SW 686; Davis v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co.} 192 "Mo. A. 419, 182 .SW 826; 
Hoider v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co., 155 
Mo. A. 664, 185 SW 507; Wehmeyer 
v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 
681; Thompson v. Bucholz, 107 M6. 
A. 121, 81 SW 490; Taaffe v. Slevin, 
11 Mo. A. 507. 

a at eet v. McGregor, 32 N. J. 

N. Y.—Carson v. Dessau, 142 N. Y. 
445, 87 NE 4938; Thorne v. Turck, 94 
N. Y. 90, 46 AmR 126 [aff 10 Daly 
827]; Farnam v. Feeley, 56 N. Y. 
451; Burns v. Erben, 40 N. Y. 463; 
Davern v. Drew, 153 App. Div. 844, 
138 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 681 mem, 
108 NE 1092 mem]; Parke v. Fell- 
man, 145 App. Div. 836, 130 NYS. 361; 
Adams v. Schwartz, 137 App. Div. 
230, 122 NYS 41; Greene v. Fank- 
hauser, 137 App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 
1004; Grinnell v. Weston, 95 App. 
Div. 454, 88 NYS 781, 15 NYAnnCas 
193; Thompson vy. Wisk, 50 App. Div. 
71, 683 NYS 352; Savage v. McMillan, 
37 App. Div.) 103, 550NYS! 1055; Ball 
v. Horrigan, 19 NYS 913; Monjo v. 
Monjo, 53 Hun 145, 6 NYS 132; 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Winn v. Hobson, 54 N. Y. Super. 330; 
Limbeck vy. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 39 
NYS 95. 

N. C.—Neal v. Joyner, 89 N. C. 287. 

Ohi— Page “W. Miller, 913 (Oh. Cir. 
Ct) 663). 6 ‘Oh.-Cirs Dec. 676. 

Pa.—Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 
36 A 327, 67 AmSR .607; Sloan v. 
Schomaker, 136 Pa. 382, 20 A 525. 

R. I.—MeGarrahan v. Lavers, 15 R. 
TMS O QS NAL boa. 

Ss. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. 

D. 27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, 
AnnCasi1916B 115. 
, Tex.—Joske v. Irvine, 91 Tex. 574, 
44 Sw 1059; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. 
GivavA. 1333)" 1383) Swi'301;. James -v. 
San Antonio, ete., R. Co., 53 Tex. Civ. 
AL 603, 116 SW 642; Texas, ete, R. 
Co. v. Parker, 29 Tex. A. 264, 68 SW 
831; Karner v. Stump, 12 Tex. Civ. 
A. 460, 34 SW 656. 

W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Con (26 Wa Varnes oy fo oon O45 
Galizian v. Henry, 71 W. Va. 292, 293, 
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make an arrest which turns out to be illegal will 
be lable in the same manner as if he had made 
the arrest himself,®® however pure his motives may 
Conversely a private individual is ex- 
onerated who procures an officer to make an ar- 
rest which he might lawfully have made himself.’*- 
The person directing an unlawful arrest may be 


the officer acting is exonerated.%§ 


76 SE 440 [cit Cyc]; Claiborne v. 
Chesapeake, etce., R. Co., 46 W. Va. 
363, 33 SE 262; Gillingham v. Ohio 
River R. Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 14 SE 
2438, 29 AmSR 827, 14 LRA 798. 

Eng.—Hedges v. Chapman, 2 Bing. 
523, 9 ECL 688, 130 Reprint 408; 
Rose v. Wilson, 1 Bing. 353, 8 ECL 
544, 130 Reprint 142; Wheeler v. 
Whiting, 9 C. & P. 262, 38 ECL 162; 
Allen v. Wright, 8'C. & P. 522, 34 
ECL 870; Hopkins v. Crowe, 7 C. & 
P. 373, 32 ECL 662; Cohen v. Hus- 
kisson, 2 M. & W. 477, 150 Reprint 
845; Stonehouse v. Elliott, 6 T. R. 
315, 101 Reprint 571. 
oun C.—Robitaille v. Mason, 9 B. C. 

Ont.—Patterson v. Scott, 38 U. C. 
Q. B. 642. i 

86. Chrisman v. Carney, 33 Ark. 
316; Holliday v. Coleman, 12 Ga. A. 
779, 78 SE 482; Johnston vy. Bruck- 
reg 133 App. Div. 649, 118 NYS 

87. Adams v. Schwartz, 137 App. 
Div. 230, 122 NYS 41; James v. San 
Antonio, (ete Ru. Coy soda L ex, Ol vaAr 
603, 116 SW 642. 

[a] Police officer not present.— 
Where a misdemeanor was committed 
in the presence of a private person, 
and a police officer came up a few 
minutes later and made the arrest at 
the direction of the private person, 
such person is entitled to the same 
protection as if he had personally 
made the arrest. James v. San An- 
tonio, etc., R. Cm, 53 Tex. Civ. A. 603, 
116 SW 642. 

{b] Directing arrest without des- 
ignating crime.——Where a plaintiff 
without authority from owner or 
lessee of certain premises posted ad- 
vertisements on the wall thereof and 
to do so was a statutory crime, the 
person who procured the arrest of 
such plaintiff is not liable, because 
the crime was not properly desig- 
nated. Adams v. Schwartz, 137 App. 
Div. 230, 122 NYS 41. 

88. Dodds v. Board, 43 Ill. 95; 
Carson v. Dessau, 142 N. Y. 445, 37 
NE 493; Farnam v. Feeley, 56 N. Y. 
451; Davern v. Drew, 153 App. Div. 
844, 138 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 681 
mem, 108 NE 1092 mem]; Grinnell 
v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 454, 88 NYS 
781; Allen v. Lopinsky, 81 W. Va. 
13, 94 SE 369; Samuel v. Payne, 1 
Dougl. 359, 99 Reprint 230; Stone- 
house v. Elliott, 6.T. R. 315, 101 Re- 
print 571. But see Greene v. Fank- 
hauser, 137 App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 
1004 (where it is said that a person 
who procures an arrest to be made 
by a police officer is entitled to any 
defense that was available to the 
officer). Thompson v, Fisk, 50 App. 
Diy. 71," 125 63 NYS) 352) WCwhere 
it is said: “In this cause there 
was no question made but that a 
felony had in fact been committed. 
Nor was any suggestion made but 
that the policeman was a peace offi- 
cer. If then, the officer had reason- 
able cause for believing that the 
plaintiff committed the felony, an ar- 
rest by him without a warrant was 
lawful, and even if the defendants 
procured the officer to make the ar- 
rest, still if the arrest and deten- 
tion by the officer were lawful, then 
the defendants would not be liable 
therefor, as for an unlawful arrest 
and imprisonment. So that the real 
question was whether the officer, at 
the time he made the arrest, had rea- 
sonable cause for believing the plain- 
{iff had committed the felony”). 
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But a contrary doctrine has been maintained by 
some courts that if the arrest is made by an officer 
under circumstances rendering legal an arrest by 
him, the person who instigated it cannot be held 
liable, although such person’s conduct would have 
‘been unlawful had he made the arrest.®® 
that the officer acted wrongfully in making the ar- 
rest does not absolve the person who instigated the 
What is a direction or request sufficient 
to impose liability within the meaning of this rule 
depends on the facts of each case,°! and may be 
inferred from circumstances as well as established 


arrest.9° 


89. Van v. Pacific Coast Co., 120 
Fed. 699. ; 

90. Warren w 
86, 39 NYS 830. 

91. See cases infra this note. 

{a] Circumstances held sufficient. 
—(1) Presence at the arrest, accom- 
panying the accused to the station 
and preferring the charge. Sperier 
v. Ott, 6 La. ‘A. (Orleans) 327. (2) 
Faking officer to plaintiff's house and 
staying by while the officer made 
the arrest. Warner v. Riddiford, 4 
.C. BN. (S. 180,593) HCL 130,140 .Re= 
print 1052. (8) Pointing out sus- 
pected party and beckoning him to 
come to the officer. Maliniemi v. 
Gronlund, 92 Mich. 222, 52 NW 627, 
31 AmSR 576. (4) Stating to officer 
before arrest “go ahead with the 
case; I will make complaint in the 
morning.” Karner v. Stump, 12 Tex. 
Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 656. (5) The su- 
perintendent of a protective associa- 
tion instigating the arrest, saying 
he would produce a man to identify 
the accused, appearing at the police 
station accusing him of being the man 
wanted and sending telegrams con- 
cerning the matter. Davern v. Drew, 
153 App. Div. 844, 138 NYS 1017 [aff 
214 N. Y. 681 mem, 108 NE 1092 
mem]. 

{b] Circumstances held insuffi- 
cient.—(1) Merely. urging police offi- 
cers to search for goods alleged to 
have been stolen. Miller v. Fano, 134 
Cal. 103, 66 P 1838; Joske v. Irvine, 
91 Tex. 574, 44 SW 1059. (2) Re- 
questing arrest but suggesting ne- 
cessity of warrant and taking no fur- 
ther part in the arrest. Allen v. 
Lopinsky, 81 W. Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 
(3) Merely requesting and not order- 
ing a policeman to arrest another. 
U. S. v. Burgueta, 10 Philippine 188. 
(4) Orders to exclude all persons un- 

‘der eighteen years of age from a 
dance hall do not authorize the ar- 
rest of one under that age seeking 
admission, so as to impose liability 
on the person giving such orders. 
Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 27, 144 
NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, AnnCas 
1916B 115. 

{c] Instructions to take charge 
same as giving into custody.—Teil- 
ing a policeman to take charge of 
plaintiff is the same as telling the 
policeman to take him into custody 
and is sufficient to support an action 
for false imprisonment against de- 
fendant. Wheeler v. Whiting, 9 C. 
& P. 262, 38 ECL 162. 

92. Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 Colo. 
495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608; Har- 
ris v. St. Louis Terminal R. Assoc., 
(Mo. A.) 218 SW 686. 

{a] Personally ordering arrest is 
not necessary.—It is not absolutely 
necessary to show that defendant 
gave personal orders or directions to 
the police touching the arrest in 
order to establish a prima facie case 
against defendant. If it, is shown 
that defendant made a_ charge 
against plaintiff, and the surround- 
ing circumstances and the conduct 
and acts of defendant raise a fair 
and reasonable presumption that a 
wrongful act was ordered or directed 
to be done by defendant, there is 


Dennett, 17 Misc. 


N 
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The fact | arrest where it 


son. 


[§ 35] (5) 


even though the 


enough to call upon him to answer 
the charge and rebut the presump- 
tion. Limbeck v,. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 
672, 39: NYS 95. 

{b] Ratification—While the jury 
would not be permitted to infer rati- 
fication from mere silence, it is well 
established that the act of one caus- 
ing the arrest of a person without 
probable cause may be ratified by 
another; and the act is ratified and 
adopted when such other, with full 
knowledge of the circumstances of 
the arrest, makes a criminal com- 
plaint against, or assists in prose- 
cuting, the person. so _ arrested. 
Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 Colo. 435, 
107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608. 

93. Clifton v. Grayson, 2 Stew. 
(Ala.) 412; Davern v. Drew, 153 App. 
Div. 844, 188 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 
681 mem, 108 NE 1092 mem]. 

s4. Lyons v. Carroll, 51 La. Ann. 
1542, 26 S 416; Lewis v. Kahn, 15 
Daly 326, 5 NYS 661; Yoder v. Yoder, 
239° (Pas 12,786 As (523) Dusan, BV 
Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 159 Pa. 248, 
28 A 182, 186, 39 AmSR 672; Perry 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 
591; Decker v. Lackawanna, etce., R. 
Co., 39 Pa. Super. 225; Allen v. Lop- 
insky, 81 W. Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 

{a] Tllustration.— Where defend- 
ant lawfully orders a peace officer to 
rémove plaintiff, an employee, from 
his premises, and the officer without 
direction from defendant, imprisoned 
plaintiff, defendant is not liable. 
Yoder v. Yoder, 239 Pa. 12,°86 A 523. 
To same effect Perry v. Tennsylvania 
R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 591; Decker. v. 
Lackawanna, etc. R. Co. 39 Pa. 
Super. 225. 

95. Bierwith vy. Pieronnet, 65 Mo. 
A. 431; Taaffe v. Slevin, 11 Mo, A. 
507; Lewis v. Penfield, 39 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 490; U. S. v. Burgueta, 10 Phil- 
ippine 188. 

[a] Breach of peace—As officer 
may arrest for breach of peace com- 
mitted in his presence, no liability 
attaches where defendant directs offi- 
cer to arrest for offense so com- 
mitted. Derecourt v. Corbishley, 5 
BH. & B. 188, 85 ECL 188, 32 EngL& 
Eq 186, 119 Reprint 451. 

96. Ala.—Rich v. McInerny, 103 
Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 382, 

Cal.—Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal. 103, 
GGaee eb siae 

D. C—wWaters v. Anthony, 20 App. 
124; Prigg v. Lansburgh, 5 App. 30; 
Benham v. Vernon, 16 D. C. 18. 

Ill.— Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Gehr, 
66 TWAS B78. 

Ind.—Veneman vy. Jones, 118 Ind. 
41, 20 NE 644, 10 AmSR 100. 

Kan.—Lemmon vy. King, 95 Kan. 
524, 148 P 750, LRA1915EH 882, Ann 
Cas1917E 401. ; 

La.—Heitcamp v. Willis, 139 la. 
745, 72 S 216; Scheurrman v. Vac- 
caro, 118 La. 67, 42 S 648; Sundmaker 
v. Gaudet, 113 La. 887,.37 S 865; 
Lyons v. Carroll, 51 La. Ann. 1542, 
26 S, 416; Sperier v. Ott, 6 La. A. 
(Orleans) 327. 

Mass.—Zingfein v. W. T. Grant 
Co., 128 NE 24. 

*Mich.—Poupard v. Dumas, 105 
Mich. 326, 68 NW 301; Shinglemeyer 
v. Wright, 124 Mich. 230, 82 NW 887, 


rest was made pursuant to his direction or reques 
No liability can attach to a person directing an 


t,94 


is the officer’s duty to make the 


arrest, regardless of the direction from such per- 


Individuals Giving Information. 


One who merely gives information regarding an of- 
fense justifying arrest does not ineur liability,°* 


party giving the information acted 


50 LRA 129. 

Mo.—Lark v. Bande, 4 Mo. A. 186. 

Nebr.—Baker vy. Coon, 102 Nebr. 
243, 166 NW ‘555. 

N. Y.—Farnam vy. Feeley, 56 N. Y- 
451; Grinnell v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 
454, 88 NYS 781; Brown v. Chadsey, 
39 Barb. 253; Burns v. Erben, 24 N. 
Y. Super. 555, 26 HowPr 273 [aff 40 
N. Y. 463]; Limbeck ,v. Gerry, 15 
Misc. 663, 39 NYS 95; Crumeill v. 
Hill, 2 NYCityCt 236. 

N. C.—Ownes v. Wilmington, etc., 
126) -N. eC: 239) 35. SHs-259, 7 
AmSR 642. 

Oh.—Parker vy. Roddy, 34 Oh. Cir. 
Ctg89. 

Wis.—Gunderson v. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 173, 104. NW 149. 

Eng.—Hopkins v. Crowe, 4 A. & E. 
774, 31 ECL 341, 111 Reprint 974; 
Barber v. Rollinson, 1 Cromp. & M. 
330, 149 Reprint 426; Gosden v. El- 
phick, 4 Exch. 445, 154 Reprint 1287; 
Grinham v. Willey, 4 H. & N. 496, 157 
Reprint 934; Danby v. Beardsley, 43 
Ti T., Rep. Ne S. 603. 

Ont.—Patterson vy. Scott, 38 U. C. 
Q. B. 642. 

[a] Asking that law be enforced, 
but not assuming to declare the pre- 
cise procedure, does not impose lia- 
bility where the formality of pro- 
curing a warrant was not observed 
by the police officer. Lemmon wv. 
King, 95 Kan. 524, 148 P 750, LRA 
1915E 882, AnnCasi917E 401. 

{b] Expression of opinion that 
there is ground for arrest, but with- 
out making charge or requesting ar- 
rest does not impose liability. Burns 
v. Erben, 24 N.. Y. Super. 555,-26 
HowPr 273 [aff 40 N.. Y. 463]. 

{c] Giving mere advice or infor- 
mation to the officer who makes an 
arrest is not sufficient. Thus a party 
is not liable to an action for false 
imprisonment who, seeing a man in 
custody of a constable for a sup- 
posed offense, points out another as 
the real criminal, and does not di- 
rect the constable to take the party 
into custody. Gosden v. Elphick, 4 
Exch. 445, 154 Reprint 1287. 

[ad] Incorrect information.—If the 
information which induces the officer 
to make the arrest turns out untrue, 
that does not make the informer a 
trespasser. Benham y. Vernon, 16 
DimGuel se 

{e] Identifying one suspected of 
crime does not render the person so 
identifying liable. Miller vy. Fano, 
134 Cal. 108, 107, 66 P 183 (where 
it is said: “It is the duty of every 
citizen, when called upon, to give all 
information in his possession to the 
proper officers of the law as to per- 
sons connected with crimes”); Far- 
nam v. Feeley, 56 N. Y. 451. 

{f] Railroad not liable for iden- 
tification of passenger by conductor, 
where its servants took no part in 
such arrest. Ownes v. Wilmington, 
OU Gi, sRee Cons D2 Gie NaC. Ome oe Se 
259, 78 AmSR 642. 

{g] Signing charge sheet.—Send- 
ing for policeman, advising him of 
felony, and after he had made in- 
quiries himself and arrested plain- 
tiff, accompanying him to the police 
station and signing the charge sheet, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, psge and note number, 


oe 


by direct proof.°? It is not essential that the party — 
directing the arrest be present at the time of the 
It should appear, however, that the ar- 


§§ 35-38] 


maliciously or without probable cause.% 

Participating. An individual incurs hability for 
an arrest without process, if going beyond merely 
giving information he participates in making an 
arrest which turns out to have been unlawful.?8 

[§ 36] (6) Reasonable Grounds of Suspicion °° 
—(a) In General. Reasonable and probable grounds 
for suspicion of the guilt of a person arrested 
which may under the circumstances already con- 
sidered* constitute a justification for his arrest 
without a warrant, and constitute a defense in an 
action for false imprisonment, is ordinarily regard- 
ed by the courts as equivalent to reasonable and 
probable cause for a belief in his guilt,? although 
by other authorities a distinction has been drawn 
between suspicion of guilt and belief in guilt, and 
it has been held that the facts constituting prob- 
able cause for suspicion may not. be sufficient to 
induce a belief in guilt. To the contrary it has 
been said that a lack of honest belief in the charge 
may be evidence of lack of reasonable grounds of 
suspicion. Actual belief, without reasonable 
grounds therefor, is not a sufficient justification,® 
nor 1s mere suspicion without reasonable grounds 
therefor.6 Whether such grounds exist must be 
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judged by circumstances existing at the time of the 
arrest,” and do not depend on the actual guilt or 
innocence of the party arrested. The arrest must 
be made on the volition of the party making it 
because of reasonable grounds of suspicion possessed 
by him and not because of the command or direec- 
tion of another;® but this does not mean that an 
officer’s information creating the reasonable grounds 
of suspicion may not be derived from others,° in- 
cluding the person directing or requesting the ar- 
meses 

Statutory provisions. Where, under statutory 
provisions, the actual guilt of the arrested party - 
must be shown, reasonable grounds of suspicion are 
not a justification.22 : 

[§ 37] (b) Duty to Investigate. It is the duty 
of the person making an arrest to take precautions 
against arresting an innocent person and this re- 
quires the making of such investigations as the ceir- 
cumstances permit.1% 

[§ 38] (c) What Constitutes Reasonable 
Grounds of Suspicion. It is obvious that what con- 
stitutes reasonable grounds of suspicion must de- 
pend upon the facts and circumstances of the par- 
ticular case.4 Those facts and circumstances 


does not impose liability. Grinham 
Van Walleys) 4) Hie& No 4965 .5° dur, IN: 
S. 444, 28 L. J. Exch. 242, 7 Wkly. 
Rep. 4638, 157 Reprint 934. But see 
Harris v. Dignum, 29 L. J.. Exch. 23 

(where it is held that a prima facie 
case of imprisonment will be estab- 
lished against a defendant by show- 
ing that plaintiff was taken into 
custody by a policeman and that de- 
fendant came down to the station 
house and signed a charge sheet ac- 
cusing plaintiff of having committed 
a felony). 

97. Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32; Hoagland 
v. Forest Park Highlands Amuse- 
ment Co., 170 Mo. 335, 70 SW 878, 94 
AmSR 740; Burns v. Erben, 24 N. 
Y. Super. 555, 26 HowPr 273 [aff 40 
N. Y. 468]. 

-98. Benham v. Vernon, 16 D. C. 
18; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 253; Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
6638, 39 NYS 95; Hough v. Marchant, 
M. & M. 510, 22 ECL 574. 

[a] Advising accused to go with 
officer does not constitute such par- 
ticipation as to make the one giving 
the advice liable, but being present, 
aiding, and encouraging the officer 
to make the arrest would constitute 
participation. Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 
Misc. 663, 39 NYS 95. 

[b] Present, but unseen.—Where 
an arrangement is made between the 


arresting party and others, whereby 


the latter shall be near by, then even, 
if they are unseen and not actually 
present at the time of the arrest, 
the arrangement having been carried 
out, the arrest becomes the act of all 
the parties; but the arrangement for 
cooperation with the arresting party 
must be established. Benham v. Ver- 
mons 16D C718. 

99. As mitigation of damages see 
infra § 176. 

Reasonable or probable grounds of 
suspicion justifying arrest generally 
see Arrest §§ 46-48. 

1. See supra §§ 29-35. 

2, Ala.—Sanders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 
875, 44 S 979. 

D. C.—Carroll v. Parry, 48 App. 
4538, 459. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 


Nebr. 


406, 35 A 1089. 


Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. Y.—Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95. 

“It may be broadly stated that 
what amounts to probable cause in 
cases of malicious ,brosecutions will 


» Mich.—Filer v. 


amount to such reasonable grounds 
for suspicion of felony as will justify 
and require an officer to make an ar- 
rest.” Kirk v. Garrett, supra [quot 
Carroll v. Parry, supra]. ‘ 

[a] “Probable cause... iS a rea- 
sonable ground of suspicion, sup- 
ported by circumstances sufficiently 
strong in themselves to warrant a 
cautious man in believing that the 
accused was. guilty.” Johns v. 
Marsh, 52 Md. 328, 335 [quot Diers 
v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 121, 128, 64 NW 
(22250, Amie 598). 

3. McCarthy v. DeArmit, 99 Pa. 63. 

4. Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man, 53. 

5. Gee v. Patterson, 63 Me. 49; 
Mitchell v. Wall, 111 Mass. 492; 
Winebiddle v. Porterfield, 9 Pa. 137. 

6. D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. 
v. Young, 36 App. 390. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1I915E 172. 

La.—Scheurrmann vy. Vaccaro, 118 
La. 67, 42 S 648. 

Minn.—Nelson v. Halvorson, 117 
Minn. 255, 135 NW 818, AnnCas1913D 
104. 

Pa.—Burk v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 303. 

Tex._—Karner v. Stump, 12 Tex. 
Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 656. 

Vt.—Clow v. Wright, Brayt. 118. 

Eng.—Davis v. Russell, 5 Bing. 
354, 15 HCL 618, 130 Reprint 1098; 
Mure v. Kaye, 4 Taunt. 34, 128 Re- 
print 239. 

Ont.—Patterson v. Scott, 38 U. C. 
Q. B. 642. 

7, Wanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 
197 SW 68; Sippell v. Salmowitz, 58 
Mise. 48, 110 NYS 17; Grohmann v. 
Kirsehman, 168 Pa. 189, 32 A _ 32; 
McCarthy v. DeArmit, 99 Pa. 63. 

g. Ala.—Sanders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 
875, 44 S 979. ; 

Ga.—Johnson y. State, 30 Ga. 426. 
Smith, 96 Mich. 
347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603. 

N, Y.—Johnson v. May, 189 App. 
Div. 196, 178 NYS 742; Sippell v. Sal- 
mowitz, 58 Misc. 48,110 NYS17; Hol- 
ley v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 20 AmD 702, 

Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260. ; 

Tenn.—Eanes v. State, 6 Humphr. 
53, 44 AmD 289. : 

9. Polonsky v. Pennsylvania. R. 
Co., 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 541; San- 
ders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 375, 44 S 
979: Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 
15S 668, 49 AmSR 32; Ford _v. 
Oceanic SS. Co., 3 Hawaii Fed. 239. 

10. Rich v. MeclInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 668, 49 AmSR 32; Edger v. 
Burke, 96 Md. 715, 64 A 986; Kirk v. 


Garrett, 84 Md. 388, 35 A 1089. 

[a] Officer’s own knowledge.—‘“‘It 
is wholly immaterial whether the 
suspicion arises out of information 
imparted to the constable by some 
one else, or whether it is founded 
on the _ officer’s own knowledge.” 
Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 405, 35 A 
1089 [quot Edger vy. Burke, 96 Md. 
715, 724, 54 A 986]. 

1l.. Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

12. See statutory provisions; and 
Pandjiris v. Hartman, 196 Mo. 539, 
94 SW 270. 

13. Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal. 103, 
66 P 183; Schneider v. Shepherd, 192 
Mich. 82,° 158 NW 182, LRA1916F ' 
399; Filer v. Smith, 102 Mich. 98, 60 
NW 297; Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 
347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603; Som- 
erville v. Richards, 37 Mich. 299; 
Stanton v. Hart, 27 Mich. 539; Han- 
ser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 197 SW 
68; Rosendale v. Market Square Dry 
Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 169; Hol- 
ley v. Mix, 3 Wend. (N. Y.) 350, 20 
AmD 702. 

[a] Mllustrationn—Where a clerk 
accused a man passing the store of 
having previously “short-changed” 
her, and the accused offered to es- 
tablish his honesty by friends near- 
by, the manager in failing to make 
further investigation of the facts 
acted without probable cause in 
ordering an arrest. Rosendale v. 
Market Square Dry Goods Co., (Mo. 
A.) 213 SW 169. 

14. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Reasonable grounds held to 
exist.—Van v. Pacific Coast Co., 120 
Fed. 699; United Cigar Stores Co. vy. 


Young; 36) App. = (DC!) 390" = Teaq 
fardeny v.  Granamennol lng. 40. 
Wichita, ete. R. Co. v. Quinn, 57 


Kan. 737, 48 P 132; Grau v. Forge, 
183 Ky. 521, 209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642; 
Dunson v. Baker, 144 La. 167, 80 S 
238; O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 48 S 545; Lyons v. Carroll, 107 
La. 471, 31 S 760; Larson v. Feeney, 
196 Mich. 1, 162 NW 275, LRA1917D 
694; Firestone v. Rice, 71 Mich. 377, 
38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266; Nelson v. 
Halvorson, 117 Minn. 255, 135 NW 
818, AnnCasi1913D 104; Diers v. Mal- 
lon, 46 Nebr. 121, 64. NW 722, 50 
AmSR 598; Tyson v. Joseph H. Baul- 
ALC Ov uls OF INR evi S 9154 (Go UN EE open) 
LRANS 267; Swart v. Rickard, 148 
N. Y. 264, 42 NE 665 [rev 74 Hun 
339, 26 NYS 408]; Farnam v. Feeley, 
56 N. Y. 451; Hawley v. Butler, 54 
Barb. (N. Y.) 490; Olmstead v. Dolen, 


° 
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‘should be such as would justify a careful and pru- 
dent person, acting cireumspectly, in his belief.1® 
Information obtained by the party makirg the ar- 
rest from the appearance, conduct, or statements of 


2 Silv. Sup. 561,.6 NYS 1380; Perry v. 
Sutley, 18 NYS 633; McCarthy v. 
DeArmit, 99 Pa. 63; Burford v. Rich- 
ards, 58 .Pa. Super... 8; . Hailes ‘v. 
Marks, 7 H. & N. 56,,158 Reprint 
391; Jones v. Howell, 29 L. J. Exch. 
i9; Wetstein v. Charlebois, 46 Que. 
Super. 515; Mignault v. Grand Trunk 
R. Co., 40 Que. Super. 475, 13 CanR 
Cas 52, 10 EastLR 475; Hubbard v. 
Montreal, 28 Que. Super. 221; Mayer 
v. Vaughan, 20 Que. Super. 549; An- 
derson v. Johnson, 10'\Sask. L. 352, 38 
DomLR 563, 29 CanCrCas 24, [1917] 
3 WestWkly 353. 

[b] Reasonable grounds held not 
to exist.—Park v. Taylor, 118 Fed. 34, 
55 CCA 56; United Cigar Stores Co. 
v. Young, 36 App. (D. C.) 390; New- 
ton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 103; Allen v. 
Leonard, 28 Iowa 529; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Owens, 164 Ky. 557, 
175 SW 1039; Janes v. Wilson, 119 
La. 491, 44 S 275; Wells v. Johnston, 
52isha, Ann: 7138; 27° S 1853" Gondy v. 


Driscoll, 175 Mass. 426, 56 NE 598; 
Wheeler v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 249, 
55 NW 843; Hhrhardt v. Wells, 134 
Minn. 58, 158 NW 721; Hanser v. 


Bieber, 271 Mo. 326, 197 SW 68; Leve 
vy. Putting, (Mo. A.) 196 SW 1060; 
State v. Hunter, 106 N. C. 796, 11 
SE 366, 8 LRA 529; Neal v. Joyner, 
89 N. C. 287; Grohmann v. Kirsch- 
man, 108 Pa. 189, 32 A 32; Sinclair 
v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 538; Hillis v. 
Power, 20 N. B. 40. 

15. Tyson v. Joseph H. Bauland 
Co., 186 N. Y. 397, 79 NE 3, 9 LRANS 
267; Allen v. Wright, 8 C. & P. 522, 
34 ECL 870.. But see McCarthy v. 
DeArmit, 99 Pa. 63° (where it is said 
that the fact that the party causing 
the arrest had been so injured by 
the offense that he could not draw 
his conclusion with the same im- 
partiality as a disinterested person 
is an element to be taken into con- 
sideration). . 

[a] Reasonable doubt. — Reason- 
able ground for believing that the 
accused committed the offense does 
not mean that it is incumbent upon 
the arresting party to show, as it 
would be upon the people on a crimi- 
nal prosecution, by evidence which 
satisfied the jury beyond a reason- 


able doubt, that the accused was 
‘ epuilty. Greene v. Fankhauser, 137 
App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004. 
16. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. See cases infra this note. 
[a] A confession .(1) will ordi- 


narily furnish probable cause for 
making an arrest (Sperier v. Ott, 6 
La. A. (Orleans) 327; Schultz v. 
Greenwood Cemetery, 190 N. Y. 276, 
83 NE 41), (2) but circumstances 
such as the age of the prisoner or 
inducements leading to the confes- 
sion may discredit the good faith of 
the officer making the arrest (Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co. v. Dennington, 172 
Ky. 326, 189 SW 217; Sippell v. Sal- 
mowitz, 58 Mise. 48, 110 NYS 17). 
[b] Personal resemblance.—It is 
doubtful whether mere personal re- 
semblance between plaintiff and the 
person who had committed the fel- 
ony can afford reasonable ground of 
suspicion, justifying an arrest with- 
out a warrant. But at all events 
the plea will fail unless either de- 
fendant himself saw the felony com- 
mitted, or unless the person who saw 
it and cn whose information he acted 
spoke positively as to the identity. 
Rayner v. German, 1 F. & F. 700. 
{[c] Actions on being accused.— 
Where police officers had no reason- 
able grounds to suspect plaintiff 
other than her appearance and man- 
ner when accused, the court said: 
“Tf those were sufficient grounds for 
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an arrest, nobody would be safe; for 
the most innocent are often most 
confused when subjected to an atro- 
cious charge.” Somerville v. Rich- 
ards, 37 Mich. 299, 304. 

[ad] An officer may act on appear- 
ances, and if the apparent facts were 
such that a discreet and prudent per- 
son would have been led to the be- 
lief that the suspected person was 
guilty ofa felony, then he is justi- 
fied in making an arrest, although it 
turns out later that he was really 
innocent. Thompson y. Fisk, 50 App. 
Div. 71, 68 NYS 352. See also Beck- 
with v,. Philby, 6 B..& C. 635, 138 
ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585. 

[e] General conduct of suspected 
party. — Falsehoods, contradictions, 
and general conduct of a suspected 
person may be considered by an offi- 


cer in deciding whether there is 
probable cause for arrest. Hawley 
v. Butler, 54 Barb. (N. Y.) 490. To 


the same effect Johnson v. Collins, 89 
SW 253, 28 Kyl 375. 

[f{] Suspicious appearance.—Off- 
cer justified in arresting one who 
was wearing false mustache and 
whiskers and carrying box contain- 
ing oily rags and wax tapers. New- 
man y., New _York,. ‘ete;,) R; Co:,54 
Hun 335, 7 NYS 560. 

[g] Refusal to amswer Officer’s 
questions.—Where crimes had _ re- 
cently been committed in the vicin- 
ity, a police officer is justified in 
taking to the police station for fur- 
ther examination one who refuses to 
answer proper questions to establish 


his identity. Gisske v. Sanders, 9 
Cal Ay 13598) P43: 
[h] Disorderly and dangerous 


passenger.—A conductor is justified 
in arresting or causing arrest with- 
out warrant of a disorderly passen- 
ger apparently under influence of 
liquor, having in his possession a 
bottle of whiskey, and a big knife 
which he opened as if ready to use. 
Claiborne v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 
46 W. Va. 363, 33 SE 262: 

{i] Riding on steps of car.—The 
act of plaintiff in riding upon the 
steps under the circumstances was 
sufficient to give the officers of the 
company probable cause for believ- 
ing that he was stealing a_ ride. 
Summers v. Southern R. Co., 118 Ga. 


174, 175, 45 SH! 27. 
{j]_ Possession of stolen goods.— 
(1) Held not to afford probable 


grounds for suspicion. Lange v. Illi- 
nols!, Cent. Ra Co; 107 hay 6Siarol=sS 
1003; Hogg v. Ward, 3 H. & N. 417, 
157 Reprint 533. (2) Held to afford 
probable grounds for suspicion. 
Sperier v.. Ott, 6 La. A. (Orleans) 
Hae Wilson v. King, 39 N. Y. Super. 
384. 

17. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me, 537, 96) A 1068s) Biler “v.Smith) 
96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 
603; State v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 301. 

“He would not be justified in 
knowingly seeking and acting upon 
information, .either of law or fact, 
given him by unreliable or disrepu- 
table parties. We can but say that 
the information should be of such 
character, and be obtained from 
such sources, that business men gen- 
erally, of ordinary care, prudence and 
discretion, would act upon it under 
Similar circumstances, believing it 
to be reliable.” Per Marston, J., in 
Livingston v. Burroughs, 33 Mich. 
511, 513. 

[a] Information held sufficient.— 
(1) Information and directions to 
raid an alleged disorderly house 
given by prosecuting attorney. Dur- 
ham v. Feeney, 195 Mich. 318, 162 
NW 79. (2) Information from mem- 
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the arrested party may be sufficient,1* and so may 
sufficient information, from a source on which the 
party making the arrest has a right to rely,*’ un- 
less there are other circumstances showing that the 


ber of association to suppress dis- 
orderly houses. Chatfield v. Comer- 
ford, 4 F. & F. 1008. (3) Informa- 
tion from person who had _ been 
robbed giving names of those he sus- 
pected and wished prosecuted, and 
subsequent statement that plaintiff 
was one of those suspected. lyons 
v. Carroll, 107 La. 471, 31 S 760. (4) 
Accusation of theft by injured party. 
Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 137, 95 
A 699; Hobbs v. Branscomb, 3 Campb. 
420. (5) Charge of theft by injured 
party and finding the property at 
the premises of the accused justifies 
the officer; but the party instigating 
the arrest may not be justified where 
it does not appear that he had rea- 
sonable grounds to believe that the 
property had been stolen. Hedges v. 
Chapman, 2 Bing. 523, 9 ECL 688, 130 
Reprint 408. (6) Uncorroborated 
statement of accused’s accomplice. 
Redgate v. Southern Pac. Co., 24 Cal. 
A. 578, 141 P 1191. (7) Identifica- 
tion by party wronged. Edger v. 
Burke, 96 Md. 715, 54 A 986. (8) 
Information from a number of per- 
scons, some influential and some low- 
ly, together with a sworn written 
statement of an itinerant newspaper 
man of a plot to take police inspec- 
tor’s life. O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 
La. 906, 48 S 545. (9) Police officer 
finding from reputable person who 
had witnessed a shooting that the 
arrested party had told falsehood in 
reference to accident. Johnson v. 
Collins, 89 SW 2538, 28 KyL 375. (10) 
Resemblance to photograph. Ander- 
son v. Johnston, 10 Sask. L. 352, 38 
DomLR 563, 29 CanCrCas 24, [1917] 
3 WestWkly 353. (11) Acting hen- 
estly and prudently upon photograph 
or description, or both, and making 
such inquiry and examination as the 
circumstances permitted. Filer v. 
Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 
AmSR 603. (12) Anonymous letter 
with other circumstances of suspi- 
cion. . Davis v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 
15 ECL 618, 130 Reprint 1098. (13) 
Proclamation of the governor of the 
state published in a newspaper offer- 
ing a reward for the apprehension of 
one accused of a felony when the 
publication is authorized by law. 
State v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 301. (14) 
Telephone message from another offi- 
cer. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1063. 

{b] Information held instfficient. 
—(1)° Reports of vice investigators. 
Schneider v. Shepherd, 192 Mich. 82, 
158 NW 182, LRA1916F 399. (2) Ad- 
vice of a police officer. Barth v. 
Heider, 6 D. C. 312. (3) Acting -on 
suspicion that man answers descrip- 
tion in a _ telegram. Maliniemi v. 
Gronlund, 92 Mich. 222, 52 NW 627, 
31 AmSR 576. (4) Resemblance to 
photograph, where other means of 
identification are within easy reach. 
Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 
999, 35 AmSR 6038. (5) Mere hearsay 
and presumptions which would not 
ke sufficient to justify holding ac- 
cused for examination. Malcolmson 
v. Scott, 56 Mich. 459, 28 NW 166. 
(6) Letter written by unknown per- 
son in another city. Malcolmson v. 
Scott, 56 Mich. 459,28 NW 166. (7) 
Anonymous letter. without other evi- 
dence of guilt. Coyle v. Richardson, 
2 Montr. Leg. N. 60. (8) Newspaper 
publication over signature of private 
person. State v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 
301. (9) Unverified rumor. Somer- 
ville v. Richards, 37 Mich. 299. (10) 
Information from a stranger. Slifer 
v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 135 P 1118. 
(11) Charge of theft made by travel- 
ing showman contradicted by ap- 
parently true account of arrested 


pa al ees 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


: | a . _ ‘ 


§§ 38-41] 


information should not be acted upon,!8 or unless 
his own negligence has created the situation giving 
him reasonable grounds of suspicion.!® Accusation 
of a fellow employee by an employee guilty of theft 
may constitute reasonable ground for suspicion.?° 
Effect of Subsequent Proceedings 
as Evidence of Reasonable Grounds of Suspicion. 
The disposition made of accused after his arrest 
may have a bearing in determining whether or not 
reasonable grounds for suspicion existed justifying 
his arrest,?" such as his acquittal after trial or ex- 
amination *? or perhaps his release on habeas cor- 
Some eases hold that it is not even prima 
facie evidence of want of reasonable grounds of 
suspicion, that he is discharged or acquitted,?* or 
In any event the out- 
come of such subsequent proceedings is not regard- 
ed as conclusively establishing the lack of probable 
It is prima facie evidence that reasonable 
grounds of suspicion existed at the time of the ar- 
magistrate after 


[§ 39] (d) 


pus.?8 
that the jury disagrees.?5 


cause.7® 


rest, that accused was held by the 


party. Hogg v. Ward, 3 H. & N. 417, 
157 Reprint 533. (12) Merely charging 
a person with making a disturbance 
without giving any information 
which the officer may weigh and 
reach a reasonable suspicion of guilt. 
Ford v. Oceanic SS. Co., 3 Hawaii 
Fed. 239. (18) Statement made under 
military compulsion known to he 
false. Huggins v. Toler, 1 Bush (Ky.) 
192. (14) Telegram from a private 
person. Janes v. Wilson, 119 La. 
491, 44 S 275. (15) Cablegram from 
the governor of Porto Rico request- 
ing plaintiff’s arrest pending extra- 
dition prcceedings, which cablegram 
had, as the officer knew, been already 
presented to and refused by the mag- 
istrate as insufficient information on 
which to detain plaintiff, does not 
justify a second arrest, although the 
district attorney told the officer to 
rearrest plaintiff. Hawkins v. Kuhne, 
153 App. Div. 216, 1837 NYS 1090 [aff 
208 N. Y. 555 mem, 101 NE 1104 


492; Hogg v. Ward, 3 H. & N. 417, 
157 Reprint 533. : 

19. Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. Co., 
71 App. Div. 199, 75 NYS 679. 


20. Carroll v. Parry, 48 App. (D. 
€.) 453. , 
21. Wells v. Johnston, 52 La. Ann. 


713, 27 S 185; Rosendale v. Market 
Square Dry Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 
SW 169; Rosenkranz v. Hass, 1 Misc. 
220,20 NYS 880; Grohmann v. Kirsch- 
man, 168 Pa. 189, 32 A 32; Mikelberg 
v. Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co., 16 
Pa. Dist. 906, 34 Pa. Co. 425. 

“His discharge is some evidence 
of. want of probable cause, not suffi- 
ecient in itself, of course, but in con- 
nection with other circumstances 
may be enough to go to the jury.” 
Rosendale v. Market Square Dry 
Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 169, 172. 


22. Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98. 

23. Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 Me. 
717, 385 A 399, AnnCasi1914B 1202; 
Losaw v. Smith, 109 App. Div. 754, 
96 NYS 191. 

24. Sperier v. Ott, 6 La. A. (Or- 


Jeans) 327. 


25. Burbanks v. Lepovsky, 134 
Mich. 384, 96 NW 456. 

26. See Atchison, ete. R. Co. v. 
Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 


LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981 (holding 
bad faith not conclusively estab- 
lished); Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 
Me. -77, 85 A 399, AnnCasi914B 1202 
(holding that a discharge on habeas 
corpus is not such a judicial deter- 
mination of the matter as will bind 
defendant in a subsequent action for 
false imprisonment); Losaw v. Smith, 
109 App. Div. 754, 96 NYS 191 (hold- 
ing that the discharge of plaintiff 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


due means.?? 


appealed from 
grounds.*? 
[$*40i O1C#) 


party, it is not 


roezie ds 


legally sufficient 


on habeas corpus proceedings is not 
res adjudicata and leaves the wrong- 
fulness of the arrest and detention 
to be determined in the false im- 
prisonment action). 

27. Schultz v. Greenwood Ceme- 
tery, 190 N. Y. 276, 83 NE 41. 

28. Steppuhn v. Chicago Great 
Western R. Co., 199 Mo. A. 571, 204 
SW 579. 

[a] Prima facie evidence over- 
come.— Indictment as prima facie 
evidence of probable cause overcome 
by evidence that it was obtained by 
false and fraudulent testimony of 
defendant’s agents, some of whom 
did not believe defendant guilty. 
Steppuhn y. Chicago Great Western 
R. Co., 199 Mo. A. 571, 204 SW 579. 

29. Grohmann v. Kirschman, 168 
Pa. 189,:32 A 32% Perry v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 591. 

30. Grohmann y. Kirschman, 168 
Pa, 189, 32 A 32. 

31. Waddle v. Wilson, 164 Ky. 228, 
175 SW 882; Louisville R. Co. v. 
Hutti, 141 Ky. 511, 133 SW 200, 33 
LRANS 867; Johnson v. Scott, 134 
Ky..736,°121. SW 695. See Perry v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 
591, 607 (a case, where the arrest 
was made by peace officers because 
of an offense committed in their 
presence, and which holds that an 
unreversed conviction gives rise to 
a presumption at least that there 
was probable cause for the arrest, 
but in which it is said: ‘We find in 
Pennsylvania no case which holds 
that a judgment of guilty, by a 
court having jurisdiction of the of- 
fense and the person of the defend- 
ant, unreversed and  unappealed 
from, is not conclusive evidence of 
probable cause for the prosecution, 
where there is no evidence whatever 
that the conviction was procured by 
false or fraudulent testimony or 
other unlawful means’’). 

32. See Arrest § 45. 

33. Piedmont Hotel Co. v. 
derson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 
see cases infra this note. 

[a] “In the presence of” in a 
statute means in the sight of, or 
that the act be done in such man- 
ner that the officer can detect it by 
sight or hearing. But it is not suffi- 
cient that the officer be within sight 
or hearing; he must also be able to 
detect it by sight or hearing as the 
act of the accused. Brown v. Wallis, 
100 Tex. 546, 101 SW 1070, 12 LRANS 
1019. 

[b] “Upon view” in a statute 
means such view as -:shows legal 
cause for an arrest, and reasonable 
ground to believe the accused guilty 
of a criminal offense. O’Connor v. 
Bucklin, 59 N. H. 589. ’ 

{c] Hearing.—(1) Blowing a horn 


Hen- 
And 


or official having jurisdiction to issue it.34 


[25C.J3.] 473 


examination for trial by a higher court,?7 or was 
indicted by the grand jury,” or was finally convicted 
of the charge for which the arrest was made,?® but 
such prima facie evidence may be rebutted by proof 
that the conviction was obtained by corrupt or un- 
Some decisions have gone to the ex- 
tent of stating that conviction unreversed and not 


is conclusive evidence of such 


Presence.*? To justify an arrest 


without warrant on: the ground that it was com- 
mitted in the presence or view of the arresting 


necessary that such party see the 


offense committed, if by any of his senses he has 
personal knowledge of its commission.?? 

Detention or Restraint under Process 
—(1) Valid Process—(a) General Rule. It is a com- 
plete defense to an action for false imprisonment 
that the arrest or detention was by virtue of process, 


in form, and duly issued by a court 
The fact 


| within the hearing of an officer is 
an act committed in his presence, al- 
though he did not see it. Lentz v. 
Raum, 21 Pa. Dist. 1116. (2) Officers 
hearing from without a disturbance 
and disorderly conduct going on 
within a house may enter and arrest 
without warrant. Hawkins v. iut- 
ton, 95 Wis. 492, 70 NW 4838, 60 
AmSR 181. (3) Officers detailed to 
preserve order at a polling place, 
| hearing from without a great noise 
and disorder and cry for help from 
such polling place, may enter and 
arrest without warrant those within, 
as the offense was committed in 
their presence. Weaver v. McGov- 
ory 122 Ky. 1, 90 SW 984, 28 KyL 

{d] Arrest immediately after 
commission of offense.—If the offi- 
cer hears shooting or other noises, 
and runs immediately to the place 
and finds the offender with evi- 
dence of the alleged crime on him, 
or finds the offender running away as 
if in apparent flight ‘for the crime. 
and in Similar cases, the offense is 
considered as having been committed 
in the officer’s presence or immediate 
knowledge. Piedmont Hotel Co. v. 
Henderson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 

34. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541; Ma-ka-to-wak-qua-twa v. Re- 
bok, 111 Fed. 12; Registerer Vv. Lee 
Sum, 94 Fed. 343, 36 CCA 285; Whit- 
ten v. Bennett, 86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 
140; Whitten v. Bennett, 77 Fed. 271 
[aff 86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140]; Car- 
man v. Emerson, 71 Fed. 264, 18 CCA 
38; Barnes v.. Viall, 6 Fed. 661; Dev- 
lin v. Gibbs, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,842, 4 
Cranch C. C. 626. 

Ala.—Nolen v. Jones, 200 Ala. 577, 
76 S 935; Ahlrichs v. Rollo, 200 Ala. 
271. 76 S 387; Ferguson v. Starkey, 
192 Ala. 471, 68 S 348; Pell City Mfg. 
Co. v. Swearingen, 156 Ala. 397, 47 
S 272; Leib v. Shelby Iron Co., 91 
Ala. 626, 12 S 67; Rhodes v. King, 52 
Ala. 272. 

Ark.—Campbell v. Hyde, 92 Ark. 
128, 122 SW 99; Chrisman v. Carney, 
33 Ark. 316; Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 54 AmD 250. 

Cal.—Pankewicz v. Jess, 27 Cal. A. 
S40 49 ee Coos 

Colo.—Baker v. Barton, 1 Colo. A. 
18357 28 2P 83. ; . 

Conn.—Watson v. Watson, 9 Conn. 
140, 23 AmD 324; Luddington v. 
Peck, 2 Conn. 700. 

D. C.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 
Dir 400: 

Ga.—Gordon v. West, 129 Ga. 532, 
50 SE! 232, 13: LRANS. 549; Page v. 
Citizens’ Banking Co., 111 Ga. 73, 36 
SE 418, 78 AmSR 144, 51 LRA 463; 
Joiner v. Ocean Steamship Co., 8€ 
Ga. 238, 12 S 361; Riley v.. Johnston, 
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that the party arrested was subsequently dis- 
charged,®® or that the debt for which civil process 
issued had in fact been paid does not prevent such 
process from being a complete protection;*® nor 
does the fact that the party procuring it did so 
from malicious,37 or other improper motives,®> or 
obtained it by misrepresentations,®® or nondisclo- 
If the detention is under valid 
process, the person wrongfully detained must seek 


sure of facts.*° 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


action.*? 


not prevent it 


his remedy in some other form of action;*! the | ‘ 


13 Ga. 260; Michael v. Bacon, 5 Ga. 
A. 331, 63 SE 228. 

Tll.—Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. 105, 88 
NE 281; Bassett v. Bratton, 86 Ill. 
152; Krebs v. Thomas, 12 Ill. A. 266. 

Ind —Boaz vit Date, (43) vind. 60; 
Seegar v. Preifer, 35 Ind. 13; Davis 
v. Bush, 4 Blackf. 330;--Hawkins v. 
Johnson, 3 Blackf. 46. 

Kan.—Wichita,  -ete., _R. Co. v. 
Quinn, 57 Kan. 737, 48 P 132. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172; Ross 
v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 174 SW _ 36, 
LRA1915D 621; Madden v. Meehan, 
153 Ky. 648, 156 SW 116; Johnson v. 
Scott, 134, Ky. 736, 121 SW _ 695; 
Steinbergen v. Miller, 96 SW 1101, 29 
Kyl 1132. 

La.—Lange v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
107 La. 687, 31 S 1003. 

Me.—Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 1 LRA 
425. 3 

Mass.—Morrow v. Wheeler, etc., 
Mfg. Co., 165 Mass. 349, 43 NE 105; 


Mullen v. Brown, 138 Mass. 114; 
Coupal v. Ward, 104 Mass. 289. 
Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 


197, 170 NW 88; Schnider v. Mon- 
tross, 158 Mich. 263, 122 NW . 534; 
Tryon v. Pingree, 112 Mich. 338, 70 
NW 905, 67 AmSR 398, 37 LRA 222; 
Schultz v. Huebner, 108 Mich. 274, 
66 NW 57; Paulus v. Grobben, 104 
Mich. 42, 62 NW 160; Filer v. Smith, 
96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 
603; Johnson v. Morton, 94 Mich. 1, 
53 NW 816; Love v. Wood, 55 Mich. 
451, 21 NW 887; Johnson v. Maxon, 
23 Mich. 129. 

Mo.—Finley v. St. Louis Refriger- 
ator,mete.; Co; 799 (Mow'559,5,13) SW 
87; Taaffe v. Slevin, 11 Mo. A. 507. 

N. Y.—Sherman v. Grinnell, 159 
N.’ Y.' 50, 53 NE 674; Farrelly v. 
Hubbard, 148 N. Y. 592, 43 NE 65; 
Fischer v. Langbein, 103 N. Y. 84, 
8 NE 251 [aff 13 AbbNCas 10, 65 
HowPr 382 (aff 10 AbbNCas 128, 62 
HowPr 238)]; Marks v. Townsend, 
97 N.Y. 590; Arteaga v. Conner, 88 
N. Y. 403, 2 NYCivProc 152, 14 NY 
WklyDig 278 [aff 47 N. Y. Super. 
494]; Hallock v. Dominy, 69 N. Y. 
238; Rutherford v. Holmes, 66 N. Y. 
368; Mott v. Union Bank, 388 N. Y. 
18, 4 Transcr. A. 291, 4 AbbPrNS 
270, 35 HowPr 332; Noble v. Halli- 
day, 1 N. Y. 330; Fuller v. Redding, 
13 App. Div. 61, 43 NYS 96; Miller 
v. Adams, 7 Lans. 131 [aff 52 N. Y. 
409]; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; 
Simpson v. Hornbeck, 3 Lans. 53; 
Vredenburgh v. Hendricks, 17 Barb. 
179; Cunningham v. East River 
Electric Light Co., 60 N. Y. Super. 
282, 17 NYS 3:72; Stanton v. Schell, 
5 N. Y. Super. 323; Nebensahl v. 
Townsend, 10 Daly 232, 61 HowPr 
353; Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E, D. Smith 
445; Johnson v. Girdwood, 7 Misc. 
651, 28 NYS 151 [aff 143'°N. Y. 660 
mem, 39 NE 21 mem]; Sperry v. 
Hellman, 13 NYS 899; Nowak v. 
Waller, 110 NYS 199 [aff 182° N.vyY. 
590 mem, 30 NE &68 mem]; Lewis 
v. Penfield, 39 HowPr 490; Dresser 
v. Van Pelt, 13 N. Y¥. Super. 687, 15 
HowPr 19. And see Brown v. Feeter, 
7 Wend. 301. 

Oh.—Diehl v: Friester, 37: Oh. St. 
473; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 144, 

Or.—Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 


‘R. I—Lisabelle v. Hubert, 23 R. I. 
456, 50 A 837; Hobbs v. Ray, 18 R. I. 
84, 25 A 694. 


S. C.—Bafrfield v. Coker, 73 S. C. 
181, 53 SE 170; McConnell v. Ken- 
nedy, 29 S. C. 180, 7 SE 76. 

Tenn.—Herzog v. Graham, 9 Lea 


152. 

Tex.—Canfield v. Gresham, 82 Tex. 
10, 17 SW 390. 

Utah.—Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 
12, 33 P 224, ' 

Vt.—Kent v. Miles, 68 Vt. 48, 33 
A 768; Aldrich v. Weeks, 62 Vt. 89, 
19 A 115; Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 
30 AmD 487. 

W. Va.—Finney v. Zingale, 82 W. 
Va. 422, 95 SE 1046, LRA1918F 1130; 
Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 W. Va. 116, 
23 SE 673. 

Wis.—King v. Johnston, 81 Wis. 
578, 51 NW 1011; Murphy v. Martin, 
58 Wis. 276, 16 NW 603. 

Eng.—Brown v. Chapman, 6 C. B 
365, 60 ECL 365, 1386 Reprint 1292. 

N. B.—McDonough v. Telegraph 
Pub. Co., 39 N. B. 515. 

N. S.—Johnston v.. Robertson, 42 
N. S. 84; Orwitz v. McKay, 31 N. S. 
243. 4 

Ont.—Robinson vy. Morris, 19 Ont. 
L. 6338, 14. OntWR 1001; Anderson v. 
Wilson, 25 Ont. 91. 

35. Madden v. Meehan, 153 Ky, 
648, 156 SW 116; Bamberger v. Kahn, 
43 Hun (N. Y.) 411; Finney v. Zin- 
gale, 82 W. Va. 422,95 SH 1046, LRA 

prosecution” 


1918F 1130. 
“Malicious distin- 
guished see supra § 3. 
36. McDonough v. Telegraph Pub. 
SoUN. BaIbLS: 
Watson, 9 


37. Conn.—Watson Vv. 
Conn. 140, 283 AmD 324. 

Ill.—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 88 
NE 281. 


Mich.—Johnson v. Maxon, 23 Mich. 


Co., 127 App. Div. 278, 111 NYS 202; 
Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E. D. Smith 445. 

R. I—Hobbs v. Ray, 18 R. I. 84, 
25 A 694. 

Utah.—Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 
12,33 P 224. 

Vt.—Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 
AmD 487. 

[a] Action for malicious prosecu- 
tion is the proper remedy if process 
issued by a competent judicial offi- 
cer is obtained maliciously and 
without probable cause. Smith v. 
Clark, 37 Utah 116, 106: P 658, 26 
LRANS 9538, AnnCasi1912B 1366. 

Malice as element of cause of ac- 
tion generally see supra § 6. 

38. Michael v. Bacon, 5 Ga. A. 331, 
63 SEH 228; Tryon v. Pingree, 112 
Mich. 338, 70 NW 905, 67 AmSR: 398, 
37 LRA 222 (alleged motive to aid 
a newspaper reporter, rather than 
make bona fide official investigation). 

39. Whitten v. Bennett, 86 Fed. 
405, 30 CCA 140; Coupal v. Ward, 
106 Mass. 289; Thompson v. Mott, 
82 NG Bii8503 

40. Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, 97 P 1128; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 
Utah 12, 33 P.224: 

[a] Prior arrest.—Although com- 


plainant intentionally failed to dis-. 


close that the accused had been ar- 
rested before for the same offense, 
that fact would only tend to estab- 


action for false imprisonment.** 


[§ 41 


want of probable cause for belief in the guilt of 
the accused not being material in this form of 
If the issuance of process is merely a 
sham to cover extortion or for some purpose other 
than a legal prosecution for an offense justifying 
arrest, some decisions hold that it is not a protec- 
tion, whereas others hold that such a purpose does 


from being a shield against an 
Such process is 


lish malicious motives and bad faith, 
which have nothing to do with an 
action for false imprisonment, ex- 
cept to aggravate the damages. 
ene v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 45, 97 P 

41. Ala.—Sheppard v. Furniss, 19 
Ala. 760. 

Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, 97 P 1128. 

Mo.—Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463. 

N. Y.—Johnson v. Girdwood, 7 
Misc. 651, 28 NYS 151 [aff 143 N. Ye 
660 mem, 39 NE 21 mem]. 

Vt.—Nason v. Sewall, Brayt. 119. 
REG oe cg hr v. Wilson, 25 Ont. 

Necessity that restraint be illegal 
generally see supra § 15. 

42. Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Smith v. Bell, ete., Fay. Co., 127 
App. Div. 278, 111 NYS 202; Sleight 
v. Ogle, 4 E. D. Smith (N. Y.) 445; 
Sands v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384, 101 SE 


569. 
“Malicious prosecution’ distin- 
guished see supra § 3. ; 
43. Conn. — Stoddard v. Bird; 
Kirby 65. 


Ill.—Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 76 
AmD 786. 
nf pet We Ss v. Goodman, 49 Mo. 

N. Y.—Holley v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 
20 AmD 702. 

Pa.—Delany v. Lindsay, 46 Pa. 
Super. 26 (where it is said that, al- 
though a person is arrested on a 
legal warrant, if one of the objects 
of the prosecution is to enforce the 
settlement of a civil claim, such ar- 
roe ee false imprisonment). 

n see Thompson y. Mott, 32 
N. B. 350. 
_ fa] Arrest to gain time for in- 
junction proceedings. — An arrest 
caused by defendant, although under 
legal process first procured, may con- 
stitute a false imprisonment where 
it is evident that the proceedings 
were instituted for the purpose of 
interrunting operations for the re- 
moval of a certain building, until an 
injunction could be procured. Fel- 
ee rete i 49 Mo. 62. 

cConnell v. Kennedy, 29 S.C, 
180, 7 SE 76. ®, ae 
_ [a] In Massachusetts.— (1) An 
instruction that ‘if the plaintiff was 
arrested under a legal warrant and 
by a proper officer, yet if one of the 
objects of the arrest was thereby to 
extort money or property from him 
or to enforce the settlement’ of a 
civil claim, such arrest would be a 
false imprisonment by all who di- 
rectly or indirectly procured the same 
or participated therein” was ap- 
proved (Hackett v. King, 6 Allen 
58); (2) but it is said that, although 
the object of an arrest and imprison- 
ment was to enforce the payment of 
a debt, an action for false imprison- 
ment cannot be maintained if the 
warrant was a- lawful one, an action 
for malicious prosecution being the 
proper remedy (Mullen vy. Brown, 138 
Mass. 114); (3) and it was held 


| that, where plaintiff, a nonresident, 


was fraudulently induced to enter 
the state and there arrested on proc- 
ess for nonpayment of debt and 
compelled to pay seven hundred dol- 


lars to obtain his release, in a sub- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 41-42] 


a protection only while it is in force,4® and for an 
arrest thereunder within the jurisdiction of the 


court issuing it.4¢ Although the 


valid process, improper conduct attending the ar- 
rest or detention may impose liability.47 
Form and Requisites.18 
in order to afford protection against an action for 
false imprisonment within this rule must be valid, 
although it may be informal or erroneous.?? 
validity of the process is not destroyed by defects 
which only amount to irregularities.°° 
sence of statutory prescription as to form, process 
good at common law is sufficient.54 


_ [9 42] (b) 


sequent suit for false imprisonment 
and return of the seven hundred dol- 
lars, false imprisonment would not 
lie because the arrest was under 
process, but that the allegation for 
false imprisonment would be con- 
sidered as merely explanatory of the 
duress and plaintiff could recover un- 
der the latter count (Sweet v. Kim- 
ball, 166 Mass. 332, 44 NE 2438, 55 
AmSR 406). 

Stoyel v. Lawrence, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,517, Brunn. Col. Cas. 311, 3 
Day (Conn.) 1; Adams v. Freeman, 9 
Johns. (N. Y.) 117. 

fa] Arrest after return day of 
process.—(1) An officer who makes 
an arrest after the return day of the 
execution is not protected thereby 
(Stoyel v. Lawrence, 23 F. Cas. No. 
12 o17,  Brunn, Col, Cas. 3li,- 38 bDay 
(Conn.) 1); (2) but party suing out 
process is not responsible for act of 
sheriff in serving it after return day 
where he did not direct the sheriff 
to commit the trespass (Adams v. 
Freeman, 9 Johns. (N. Y.) 117). 

46. Coker v. State, 14 Ga. A. 606, 
81 SE 818; St. John v. Talbot, 132 
La. 86, 60 S 1028; MacDonnell v. Mc- 
Conville, 148 App. Div. 49, 132 NYS 
1085 [aff 210 N. Y. 529, 103 NE 1126]. 

{a] Arrest in New York under 
Pennsylvania warrant.—Where_ de- 
fendant, a New York peace officer, 
arrested and imprisoned plaintiff in 
New York under a _ Pennsylvania 
warrant addressed to a Pennsylvania 
officer and charging a misdemeanor, 
such warrant was no defense in a 
subsequent action for false imprison- 
ment. MacDonnell v. McConville, 
148 App. Div. 49, 132 NYS 1085 [aff 
210° N.Y. 529, 103 NE 1126): 

[b] Arrest on warrant addressed 
to sheriff to any county.—The arrest 
by a sheriff outside of his county 
will not constitute a false imprison- 
ment for which the party procuring 
the arrest can be made liable, where 
it is made by virtue of a bench war- 
rant addressed to the sheriff of any 
county in the state. Knight v. In- 
ternational, etc., R. Co., 61 Fed. 87, 
OeCCAN 376: 

47. See infra §§ 52-66. 

48. Form and sufficiency of: 
Execution against the person 
Executions §§ 1137-1141. | 
Process or warrant for criminal ar- 

rest see Criminal Law §§ 526-550. 
Warrant for civil arrest see Arrest 

§§ 200-2038. 

49. Goodwine v. Stephens, 63 Ind. 
112; Danovan v. Jones, 36 N. H. 246; 
Thompson v. Mott, 32 N. B. 350. 

[a] Order from one executive offi- 
cer to another.—Papers which con- 
stituted mere authority given by the 
sheriff to his assistants to arrest a 
party are not process, and could pro- 
tect no one who acted upon them. 
Arteaga v. Connor, 88 N. Y. 403, 2 
NYCivProc 155, 14 NYWklyDig 278. 

{b] A mere verbal authority for 
arrest (1) ordinarily affords the per- 
son obeying it no protection. Odell 
vy. Schroeder, 58 Ill. 353. (2) But 
statute authorizing arrest on verbal 
order of justice of peace will pro- 
tect officer making arrest on such 
order. Forrist v. Leavitt, 52 N..H. 
481. ‘ 


see 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


arrest is under | rest should run 


Process 
not prohibit.*4 


The 
In the ab- 
Where, how- 


{c] Process which runs in the 
name of a dead person affords no 
protection. Webber v. Kenny, 1 A. K. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 345 (a capias ad satis- 
faciendum). 

50. Ark.—Douglass v. Stahl, 71 
Ark. 236, 72 SW 568. 


Ind.——Johnston v. Vanamringe, 5 


Blackf,. 311. 

Me.—Elsemore vy. Longfellow, 76 
Me. 128. 

N. Y.—Dresser v. Van Pelt, 13 


N. Y. Super. 687, 15 HowPr 19. 
Pa.—Hecker v. Jarret, 3 Binn. 404. 
[a] Illustrations.—(1) Execution 

in form substantially as required by 

statute is not void, but irregular. 

Hecker v. Jarret, 3 Binn. (Pa.) 404. 

(2) The addition of merely surplus 

words, even if erroneous, does not 

give a right of action to a person 
arrested under the process. Dresser 

v. Van Pelt, 13 N. Y. Super. 687, 15 

HowPr 19. (8) Irregularities which 

are amendable do not vitiate proc- 

ess, the officer being justified in sup- 
posing that amendable defects will 
be amended. Wlsemore v. Longfel- 
low, 76 Me. 128. (4) Where the orig- 
inal affidavit for extradition was not 
attached to the papers presented to 
the governor ‘asked to grant the ex- 
tradition, but an authenticated copy 
was. attached, it was_ sufficient. 

Johnston v. Vanamringe, 5 Blackf. 

(Ind.) 311. (5) Where a duly ap- 

pointed United States commissioner, 

being properly designated in the 
body of the warrant, in signing the 
same improper:y designates himself 
as “Commissioner of the Circuit 

Court of the United States .. 8 

whereas that office had been abol- 

ished and the office of United States 
commissioner substituted, such ir- 
regularity does not render the war- 

rant invalid. Douglass v. Stahl, 71 

Ark. 236, 72 SW 568. 

51. Russell v. Hubbard, 6 Barb. 
GCNEEY) 46542 

52. Sheldon v. Hill, 33 Mich. 171; 
Russell v. Hubbard, 6 Barb. (N. Y.) 
654; \Carratti ve Morley, 1 Q. B. 18, 
41 ECL 417, 113 Reprint 1036. 

53. Webster v. Farley, 6 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 163; Poulk v. Slocum, 3 
Blackf. (Ind.) 421; Cooper v. Adams, 
2 Blackf: (Ind.) 294. See also Hick- 
man v. Griffin, 6 Mo. 37, 34 AmD 
124 (where question was raised but 
not decided). 

Criminal process 
Criminal Law § 526. 

54. Dickenson v. Rogers, 19 Johns. 
(N.. Y¥.). 278. 

55. Vinton v. Weaver, 41 Me. 430; 
Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 15 NW 
899. 

fa] Warrant of commitment.—By 
the common law a warrant of com- 
mitment for an offense must show 
upon its face the cause of commit- 
ment, and the nature of the offense 
charged, so far at least as to show 
that. the same was within the juris- 
diction of the committing officer. 
Bradstreet v. Furgeson, 23 Wend. 
ONG? Ya) 4638: 


generally see 


[b] Recital of the filing of the 
complaint on which warrant is 
founded is presumptive evidence of 


such filing. Bradstreet v. Furgeson, 
23 Wend. (N. Y.) 638. 
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ever, a statute applies, process must conform to its 
essential requirements.°? 


Ordinarily process of ar- 
in the name of the state or sov- 


ereignty whose judicial officer issues it;>* but process 
in the name of the magistrate issuing it has been 
sustained as valid, where statutory provisions did 
Further it should ordinarily show 
jurisdiction of the magistrate or judicial officer 
issuing it,°> and should contain a command to the 
person to whom it is directed to make the arrest.®* 
As a general rule the process must correctly name 
the party to be arrested,’ or sufficiently identify 


Le] _ The place where offense was 
committed should be stated, where 
the court has jurisdiction only to 


try offenses arising within the 
county. Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 Abb 


Pr (N. Y.) 468. To same effect Price 
v. Graham, 48 N. C. 545. 

Criminal process generally 
Criminal Law § 537. 

56. Buzzell v. Emerton, 161 Mass. 
176, 36 NE 796; ‘Abbott v. Booth, 52 
Barb. (N. Y.) 546; Russell v. Hub- 
bard, 6 Barb. (N. Y.) 654; Holmes v. 
Le Fors, 36 Okl. 729, 129 P 718. 

{a] A writ containing no capias 
is void.—Buzzell v. Emerton, 161 
Mass. 176, 36 NE 796. 

[b] Without direction to arrest a 
warrant is a mere recital of a con- 
viction; the direction must be in 
writing, mere delivery to a proper 
officer without written direction is 
insufficient. Russell v. Hubbard, 6 
Barbs GN. oY) 664. 

{c] Direction to constable or 
other person.—Where warrant was 
directed to officer both as constable 
and as indifferent person, he had 
right to serve it, even if he had not 
qualified as constable, by filing bond. 
Dehm v. Hinman, 56 Conn. 320, 15 A 
741. 1 LRA 3374, 

[ad] Direction to constable of the 
county, rather than to constable of 
a particular parish therein does not 
constitute such a substantial devia- 
tion from the prescribed form as to 
render the process void, where the 
constables, although appointed for a 
particular county, have power to act 
in any part of the county. Marks 
v. Newcombe, 22 N. B. 419. 

{e] Directing individual to serve 
warrant.—At common law and in the 
absence of statutory provisions pro- 
hibiting it, a justice of the peace 
may direct his warrant to any pri- 
vate individual by name, although he 
is not a known officer, and neither 
he nor such individual is liable to 
an action for false imprisonment on 
the ground that the justice had no 
authority to direct the warrant to a 
private individual. Kelsey v. Parme- 
lee, 15 Conn. 260. To same effect 
Flack v. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 187. 

{f] Direction to . constable, but 
service by individual.—Where a ju- 
dicial officer issued a writ directed 
to a constable, but handed it to a 
private person who served it, such 
person, not having authority under 
it to make the arrest, is not pro- 
tected by it; neither are those who 
assist him at his request, nor is the 
justice who commits the arrested 
party, as he never acquired lawful 
jurisdiction over the accused. Die- 
trichs v. Shaw, 43 Ind, 175. ; 

{g] DBirectiov altered after issu- 
ance.—A warrant is rendered illegal 
if the name of the person selécted by 
the magistrate is erased without his 
consent and another name _ substi- 
tuted. Wells v. Jackson, 3 Munf. (17 
Va.) 458. 

Criminal process 
Criminal Law § 529. 

57. Colo.—Harris v. McReynolds, 
10NColos A. 532, 51° RP L016: 

Gae—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SEH 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 Ann 
Cas 31. 


see 


generally see 
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him by description.®§ 


Me.—Hdarwood vy. Siphers, 70 Me. 
464. 

N. Y.—Griswold v. Sedgwick, 6 
Cow. 456. 


N. C.—Haskins v. Young, 19 N. C. 
527, 31 AmD 426; Mead v. Young, 19 
INGE CS 521: 

Okl.—Holmes v. Le Fors, 36 Okl. 
LP IASON Sia boys 

Tex.—Newburn v. Durham, 10 Tex. 
Giv.w A. 655,325 SW al12. 

Va.—Wells v. Jackson, 3 Munf. (17 
Va.) 458. 

Eng.—Walley v. McConnell, 13 
Q. B. 903, 66 ECL 903, 116 Reprint 
1508; Money v. Leach, 3 Burr. 1742, 
97 Reprint 1075, W. Bl. 555, 96 Re- 
print 320; Winch v. Cocken, 2 C. M. 
& R. 196, 150 Reprint 85; Shadgett 
v. Clipson, 8 Hast 328, 103 Reprint 
368; Huckle v. Money, 2 Wils. C. P. 
205, 95 Reprint 768. 

But see Bailey v.’ Wiggins, 5 Del. 
462, 60 AmD 650 (where a warrant 
left the space for the name blank, 
and was filled in after arrest and was 
held a protection to the magistrate 
and officer executing it). 

“Process for the arrest of a person 
must so describe him that the offi- 
cer may know, and that the party 
whose liberty is threatened may 
know, whether he is bound to sub- 


mit.” Cooter v. Bronson, 67 Barb. 
CN. Y.) 444, 445. é 

{a] Provision in ‘the United 
States constitution. — The fourth 


amendment of the United States con- 
stitution provides that “no warrants 
shall issue, but upon probable cause, 
supported by oath or affirmation, and 
particularly describing the place to 
be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized.’”’ See West v. 
Gabell, 153>Us'S., 78, 87,14 SCt. 752, 
38 L. ed. 643. 

[b] General warrant to go out 
and arrest anyone whom officer finds 
violating the law is void. Holmes 
v. Le Fors, 36 Okl, 729, 129 P 718. 

{c] Warrant directing arrest of 
publishers of a certain newspaper 
without naming the particular per- 
sons is a general warrant, and is 
illegal. Huckle v. Money, 2 Wils. 
C. P. 205, 95 Reprint 768. 

{d] A warrant directing the as- 
sociates of persons named to be ar- 
rested without mentioning the names 
of such associates is illegal and void 
as to them. Wells v. Jackson, 3 
Munf. (17 Va.) 458. 

fe] Warrant directing persons 
suspected of having stolen certain 
property to be arrested is illegal. 
Grumon ¥v. Raymond, 1 Conn. 40, 6 
AmD 200. 


[ft] Warrant directed against per- 
sons described by surnames, resi- 
dences, and occupations, without 


stating christian names see Wells 
v. Jackson, 3. Munf. (17. Va.) 458 
(where validity is questioned but 
point not decided). 

{¢] Warrant omitting christian 
name, and with nothing else to iden- 
tify party intended, is void. FPrell v. 
McDonald, 7, Kan. 426, 12 AmR 428. 

[h]}] Initials. — A warrant suffi- 
ciently describes the accused within 
the meaning of the fourth amend- 
ment to the United States constitu- 
tion, where the initial of his given 
name is’in the warrant instead of his 
full given name; this is especially so 
where a man is commonly designated 
by such initial, answers to that 
name, and makes a practice of writ- 
ing his name that way in ordinary 
business transactions. ‘Cox v. Dur- 
ham, 128 Fed. 870, 63 CCA 338. 

{i] Warrant directing John Doe 
and Richard Doe to be arrested does 


It has been held that unless 
statutory provisions render it unnecessary, the war- 
rant should contain a statement that a complaint 
or oath has been filed,°® but other decisions hold 
that process is not void in its face because of the 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


trary appears.°? 


not justify arrest of Daniel W. 
Lowell, in absence of statute author- 
izing warrants under fictitious 
names. Gurnsey v. Lowell, 9 Wend. 
GN) aro Lior. 

{i] Warrant for John Boe, “the 
person carrying off the cannon,” did 
uot justify arrest of Levi Mead, al- 
though taken in the act of carrying 
off the cannon. Mead vy. Haws, 7 
Cow. (UN. Y.) 332. 

{k] Warrant for “a person whose 
name is unknown but whose person 
is well known, of Vassalboro,.in the 
county of Kennebec” held not to 
justify arrest. Harwood v. Siphers, 
70 Me. 464, 466. 

[1] Alteration of warrant after 
issuance.—The subsequent alteration 
of the warrant cannot convert an un- 
lawful arrest into a lawful one. 
Harris v. McReynolds,,10 Colo. A. 
532, 51 P 1016. See also Holley v. 
Mix, 3 Wend. (N. Y.) 350, 354, 20 
AmD 702 (where in the case of a 
warrant issued against John Doe, 
but altered by the magistrate who 
issued it after the accused had been 
brought before him and his correct 
name ascertained, it is said: ‘‘The 
warrant against John Doe did not 
authorize the arrest of any person 
other than John Doe. It was altered 
by inserting the name of the present 
plaintiff, and then it was a justifica- 
tion for all subsequent regular acts 
of all concerned in its execution’’). 
But see Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 462, 
60 AmD 650 (where a warrant was 
held to be valid, although it was 
issued with a blank space for the 
name of the accused, and was filled 
up after the arrest). 

Criminal process generally 
Criminal Law §§ 539-541. 


see 


58. Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 
484, 54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 
AnnCas 381. 
oral Na ha v. Siphers, 70 Me. 
san Y.—Warner v. Perry, 14 Hun 


Okl.—Holmes v. Le, Fors, 36 Okl. 
W29,, L29VPois. : 

Eng.—-Finch v. Cocken, 2 C. M. & 
R. 197, 150 Reprint 85. 

[a] Insufficient description. — A 
warrant describing the accused as 
“a, person whose name is unknown 
but whose person is well known, of 
Vassalboro, in the county of Ken- 
nebec” is too defective in substance 
to protect the officer serving’ it. 
Harwood vy. Siphers, 70 Me. 464. 

[b] Arrest of person identified by 
description.—_If the person arrested 
is identified in the warrant by de- 
scription and not by name, the officer 
using due care in applying the de- 
scription to the person, and in good 
faith arresting a person answering 
the description is not a trespasser in 
making the arrest; he may become 
so by holding person after receiv- 
ing information that such person is 
not the one intended to be arrested. 
Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 54 SE 
1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 31. 

[c] Use of word alias without de- 
scription,—Although fictitious names 
may probably be used, yet descrip- 
tion should be added, and use of 
word “alias” without description is 
mere surplusage. Scheer v. Keown, 
29 Wis. 586. 

59. Caudle v. Seymour, 1 Q. B. 
889, 41 ECL 825, 113 Reprint 1372. 

60. Lattin v. Smith, 1 Ill. 361; 
Kingston v. Wallace, 25 N. B. 573. 

61. Ala.—Rhodes v. King, 52 Ala. 
272; Campbell v. Johnson, 5 Ala. A, 
518, 59 S 708. 

Conn.—Clyma v. Kennedy, 64 Conn. 


[§ 42 


want of such a recital, it being presumed that the 
magistrate acted in conformity to law until the con-— 


The process should also recite the 


substance of the charge or reason for commitment ;** 
although there is authority to the effect that at com- 


310, 29 A 539, 42 AmSR 194. 
Ga.—Michael v. Bacon, 5 Ga. 
331, 63 SE 228. 
Ill.— Flack v. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 187. 
Ind.—Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Blackf- 
421; Hiday v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 48. 
Me.—Gurney v. Tufts, 37 Me. 130, 
58 AmD 777. i 
Mich.—ULarson v. Collins, 195 Mich. 
492, 162 NW 86; Haskins v. Ral- 
ston, 69 Mich. 63, 57 NW 45, i3 


Y.—Hewitt v. Newburger, 141 
538, 36 NE 593; Smith v. War- 
den, 4 Hun 787; Lewis v. Rose, 6 
Lans. 206; Pratt v. Bogardus, 49 
Barb. 89; Payne v. Barnes, 5 Barb. 465; 
Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 AbbPr 468; 


A. 


| AmMSR 376. 


N. 
INE NG 


Bradstreet v. Furgeson, 23 Wend. 
638; Stewart v. Hawley, 21 Wend. 
552. 


Pa.—Kramer v. Lott, 50 Pa. 495, 
88 AmD 556; Baird v. Householder, 
32 Pa. 168; Williams v. Jones, 6 
Phila. 541. 


S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 
S.C. 2807 0 -SHii6: 
Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 


116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366. 

W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SE 94. 

Wis.—Lueck v. Heisler, 87 Wis. 
644, 58 NW 1101; Frazier v. Turner, 
76 Wis. 562, 45 NW 411. 

Eng.—Green v. Elgie, 5 Q. B. 99, 
48 ECL 99, 114 Reprint 1186 (holding 
that warrant to arrest for contempt 
merely referring to ,an order which 
contained no adjudication of con- 
tempt is void on its face). 

[a] Sufficient recital—It is not 
necessary for a commitment to set 
forth the facts constituting the’ of- 
fense particularly, as in an indict- 
ment or other criminal accusation to 
which the accused is to plead and 
upon which he is to be tried; a reci- 
tal clearly designating the offense of 
which the arrested party was ac- 
cused as being the offense declared 
by the statute is sufficient, although 
it did not set forth every ingredient 
of the statutory offense. Collins v. 
Brackett, 34 Minn. 339, 25 NW 708. 

[b] Offense unknown to law.—A 
warrant commanding arrest for an 
offense unknown to law is void on 
its: faces. Smith) ve (Clark, 37) Utak 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 13866. To same. effect 
Crumpton v. Newman, 12 Ala. 199, 
46 AmD 251; Kramer v. Lott, 50 Pa. 
495, 88 Amb 556; Baird v. House- 


holder, 32 Pa. 168; Gelzenleuchter v. 
Neimeyer, 64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 
54 AmR 616. 

{c) Time and place, when and 


where crime was committed not be- 
ing stated in the warrant as re- 
quired by statutory provisions, and 
the warrant not being supported by 
oath, such warrant is void. Thorpe 
v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

[d] Value of stolen property.— 
(1) A warrant of arrest for larceny 
is void where both complaint and 


warrant fail to state that the article 


stolen had any value, the degree of 
punishment depending on the value. 
Frazier v. Turner, 76 Wis. 562, 45. 
NW 411. (2) A warrant failing to 
state the value of the goods stolen 
is valid, because it comes within the 
common-law definition of larceny, to 
wit, the felonious taking and carrying 
away of personal property of com- 
plainant, although it may be insuffi- 
cient as a charge of grand larceny. 
Payne v. Barnes, 5 Barb. (N. Y.) 465. 
fe] Commitment for failure to 
give recognizance.—A mittimus in 
the usual form under the state prac- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


é 


§§ 42-43] 


mon law the recital in a warrant of the substance of ; 
the charge was not essential,°? while it was in a 
The warrant is sufficient 
in this respect if it designates the offense either by 
name only or by words from which it may be in- 
ferred.°* Process of arrest usually contains a com- 
mand to make a return of the warrant and the offi- 


process of commitment.** 


cer’s doings thereunder.*® The 


doubtless be dated,°® and statutes ordinarily re- 
quire that a warrant of arrest should be signed by 
the court of officer issuing it;*? warrants not prop- 
erly signed have been held void.®® 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


requires it.72 
[§ 43]  (c) 


process should 


It seems that 


at common law a seal was not necessary to the va- 


tice, complying substantially with 
the statute and setting forth the 
offense, the plea, and the order that 
accused give recognizance, is not 
fatally defective merely for failure 
to show that the commitment was 
for failure to give the recognizance. 
ee eee v. Barber, 18 R. I. 459, 28 


Criminal process generally see 
Criminal Law §§ 542-546. 
62. Smith v. Warden, 4 Hun 


(N. Y.) 787; Payne v. Barnes, 5 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 465; Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 
AbbPr (N. Y.) 468. 

63. Hicay v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf: 
(Ind.) 48. But see Stewart v. Haw- 
ley, 21 Wend. (N. Y.) 552 (where it 
is said that a common-law recital 
of offense in, the warrant was not 
essential, and that in the mittimus, 
where it was required, the omission 


, did not render the mittimus void). 


64. Ala.—Adams v. Coe, 123 Ala. 
664, 26 S 652; Crosby v. Hawthorn, 
25 Ala..221. : 

Ill. Gay v. DeWerff, 17 Ill. A. 417. 
by ope an eibeeg v. McNamara, 49 Ind. 
- Mich.—Haskins v. Ralston, 69 
Mich. 63, 57 NW 45, 13 AmSR 376. 

N. Y.—Lewis v. Rose, 6 Lans. 206; 


Pratt iv. Bogardus, /49--Barb.. 389; 
Payne v. Barnes, 5 Barb. 465. 
“In preliminary proceedings of 


this nature, which are usually had 
before justices of the peace, techni- 
cai accuracy cannot, be expected, and 
is not required. It is sufficient, if, 
giving to the language employed its 
ordinary signification, the court may 
gather from it, that an _ offense 
against the criminal law has been 
committed or attempted.” Per Chil- 
ton, C. J., in Crosby v. Hawthorn, 25 
Ala, 221. 

{a] Dlustration.—A warrant re- 
citing that the accused was guilty 
of “the offense of breaking into the 
store house of .. .” isnot invalid on 
its face by the absence of an alle- 
gation of intent to steal. Adams v. 
Coe, 123 Ala. 664, 26 S 652. 

[b] Warrent void on face.—-A 
warrant attempting to charge the 
obtaining of goods on false pre- 
tenses, which shows that complain- 
ant knew at the time of the falsity 
of the pretense, is bad on its face. 
Lueck v. Heisler, 87 Wis. 644, 58 NW 
1101. 

65. Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. 
(Mass.) 438, 50 AmD 744; Messman 


v. Ihlenfeldt, 89 Wis. 585, 62 NW 
522. 
[a] Return before another jus- 


tice.— Where a statute provides that 
a warrant may be returnable before 
the justice issuing it, or some other 
justice of the same county, a war- 
rant containing such a direction is 
valid. Messman v. Ihlenfeldt, 89 
Wis. 585, 62 NW 522. 5 é 

[b] Returnable before justice not 
having jurisdiction.—A justice of the 
peace who issued a warrant return- 
able before himself for an offense 
committed in another town and not 
triable before him was held_ liable. 
Wills v. Whittier, 45 Me. 544; Stetson 
vy. Packer, 7 Cush. (Mass.) 562; Mc- 
Carg v. Burr, 106 App. Div. 275, 94 
NYS 675 [aff 186 N. Y. 467, 79 NE 


715]. j 

[c] Time of return.—A magis- 
trate who issued a warrant on Sat- 
urday directing that the accused be 
committed for examination until 
Monday, and not directing him to be 
brought up forthwith as required by 
statute, was held liable. Pratt ’v. 
Hill, 16 Barb. (N. Y.) 303. 

{d] Place of return.—Where a 
warrant was in all respects regular 
except that it was made returnable 
before the proper court but at a 
place where the court could not 
legally sit, the words descriptive of 
the place for the return were re- 
garded as mere surplusage, not in- 
validating the warrant. Pell City 
Mfg. Co. v. Swearingen, 156 Ala. 397, 
47 S 272, ] 

Liability for failure to make re- 
turn see infra § 64. 

66. Ahlrichs v. Rollo, 200 Ala. 
Di LOL SS) outs 

[a] Clerical error in date.—Where 
a@ warrant dated April 2, refers to 
a complaint under oath, which com- 
plaint was verified May 2, there is 
sufficient evidence that the com- 
plaint preceded the issuance of the 
warrant, the prior dating being evi- 
dently a clerical error. Donahoe v. 
Shed, 8 Metc. (Mass.) 326. 

Criminal process generally 
Criminal Law § 546. 

67. See statutory provisions. 

68. Reach v. Quinn, 159 Ala. 340, 
48 S 540; Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 
537, 33 S 835, 96 AmSR 38; Whitman 
v. Branstrom, 202 Mich. 457, 168 NW 
432; Davis v. Sanders, 40 S. C. 507, 
19 SE 138; Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 28 
Wis. 245. See also Abbott v. Booth, 
51 Barb. (N. Y.) 546 (stating statu- 
tory requirements). 

{a] Inadvertent neglect to sign 
warrant.—A warrant which a justice 
inadvertently neglected to sign or 
date was not a protection to the offi- 
cers who served it, although the 
name of the justice appeared in the 
body and was indorsed on the back 
thereof. Davis v. Sanders, 40 S. C. 
507, 19 SE 138. 

[b] Signature without official ti- 
tle.—Where. a justice of the peace 
signed his name but did not affix any 
official character or initials of officer, 
and his official position nowhere ap- 
peared in the warrant, such war- 
rant was held to be void. Reach v. 
Quinn, 159 Ala. 340, 48 S 540. 

[c] Signature by judge, and not 
by court.—A writ issued pursuant to 
a statute was held void because it 
was signed by a judge, and not by 
the court as the statute required. 
Whitman v. Branstrom, 202 Mich. 
457, 168 NW 432. 

{d] Signature by the clerk of 
court has been held _ sufficient. 
O’Brien v. Cleveland, 4 Oh. Dec. (Re- 
print) 189, 1 ClevLRep 100. 


‘see 


Criminal process generally see 
Criminal Law § 547. 

69. Millett v. Baker, 42 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 215 (reviewing many au- 
thorities). 

Criminal process generally see 
Criminal Law § 548. 

70. Welch v. Scott, 27 N. C. 72. 

71. See statutory provisions; and 
Millett v. Baker, 42 Barb. (N. Y.) 
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lidity of a warrant, even in criminal cases,® al- 
though there is contrary authority.’? But in par- 
ticular instances a statute may require that the 
warrant be under seal,’ and, by the weight of au- 
thority, it is not now essential unless a statute 


Persons Protected. The defense 


that the arrest or detention was pursuant to valid 
process is available to the party procuring its 
issuance,’® the judicial officer issuing it,7* even 
if he acts maliciously,”® and also to the offi- 
cer to whom it is addressed,** and those who assist 


215; Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 28 Wis. 


245 

72. Millett v. Baker, 42 Barb. 
CN AVY. )0 215: 

73. U. S.—Whitten v. Bennett, 86. 


Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140. 
_ Ala.—Pell City Mfg. Co. v. Swear- 
ingen, 156 Ala. 397, 47 S 272. 
Ark.—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 43, 
44 AmD 250. 
Cal.—Stubbs v. Abercrombie, (A.) 
183 P 458. 
Ga.—Gordon v. West, 129 Ga. 532, 
59 SE 232, 138. LRANS 549. 
Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 135 Ky. 


63, 121 SW 961, 21 AnnCas 456. 
Sy at ae v. Ward, 106 Mass. 


Mich.—Tryon v. Pingree, 112 Mich. 
338, 70 NW 905, 67 AmSR 398, 37 
LRA 222. 

Mo.—McCaskey v. Garrett, 91 Mo. 
A. 354, 

N. J.—Grove v. Van Dyyn, 44 N. J. 
L. 654, 48 AmR 412. 

N. Y.—Greene v. Fankhauser, 137 
App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004; Kraus- 
kopf v. Tallman, 38 App. Div. 273, 56 
NYS 967 [aff 170 N. Y. 561 mem, 62 
NE 1096 mem]. 

Pa.—Herr v. Lollar, 110 A 742; Mc- 
Elhattan v. Kane, 7 Pa. Co. 313. 

S. C.—Barfield v. Coker, 73 S. C. 
181, 58 SE 170. 

N. B.—McDonough vy. Telegraph 
Bub .Cony 39) Nw: old. 

N. S.—Sam Chak v. Campbell, 44 
N. S. 25; Orwitz v. McKay, 31 N. S. 
ane McKenzie v. Jackson, 31 N. 8. 


alg nt aes v. Wilson, 25 Ont. 

74. Stubbs. v. Abercrombie, (Cal. 
A.) 183 P 458; Gardner v. Couch, 137 
Mich. 358, 100 NW 6738, 101 NW 802, 
109 AmSR 684; Robertson v. Hale, 
68 N. H. 538, 44 A 695; Marks v. 
Townsend, 97 N. Y. 590. 

75. Gordon v. Nye County Fifth 
Judicial Dist. Ct... s6eNev. 1, 13st 
134, 44 LRANS 1078. 

76. U. S.—Erskine v. Hohnback, 
14 Wall. 613, 20 L. ed. 745; Palmer 
v. Allen, 7 Cranch 550, 3 L. ed. 436; 
Whittan v. Bennett, 77 Fed. 271 [aff 


86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140]; Barnes 
v. Viall, 6 Hed. 661. 
Ala.—Ferguson v. Starkey, 192 


Ala. 471, 68 S 348; Emerson v. Lowe 
Mfg. Co., 159 Ala. 350, 49 S 69. 
Ark.—Trammell v. Russellville, 34 
Ark. 105, 86 AmR 1; Floyd v. State, 
12 Ark. 43, 44 AmD 250. 
(A.) 


Cal.—Stubbs v. Abercrombie, 
183 P 458. 
PP eee kee ic v. Crofut, 30 Conn. 

Ga.—Joiner v. Ocean SS. Co., 86 
Ga. 238, 12 SE 361. 

Ill.—Resler v. Peats, 86 Ill. 275; 
Davis v. Wilson, 65 Ill. 525. 

Ind.—Goodwine v. Stephens, 63 
Ind, 112. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172; Mad- 
den v. Meehan, 153 Ky. 648, 156 SW 
116; Johnson v. Collins, 89 SW_ 2538, 
28 KyL 375; Clay v. Caperton, 1 T. B. 
Mon. 10, 15 AmD 77. 

Me.—Nowell v. Tripp, 61 Me. 426, 
14 AmR 572; Chase vy. Fish, 16 Me. 
UB As 

102 


Mass.—Bergin v. Hayward, 


- 
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him.'? But possession of a valid warrant does not jus- 
tify one not therein authorized to make the arrest.’® 
An officer who justifies his acts by virtue of his office 
must be an officer de jure.*? When it is sought 
to impose liability on a party because of alleged 
defects in the form of the process, defects which 
are of such a nature that the process is regarded 
merely as irregular and not as void do not prevent 
the process from being a protection to the party 
procuring it,®° the judicial officer issuing it,81 and 
the officer executing it.82 But where the defects 
are such that the process is regarded as void. on 
its face, it may or may not be a protection depend- 
ing on the character of the party sued and the 
circumstances under which he acted.®* 
Participation in execution. Parties who procure 
legal process are not accountable for an unlawful 
manner of executing it by the officer,®* or because 
without participation therein by them the execution 
of the process is intrusted to an unauthorized per- 
son,*> but may render themselves joint trespassers 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[$§ 43-44 


by participating in, assisting, commanding, or ad- 
vising improper conduct.’ If, however, the person 
executing the process is the agent of the party in- 
stigating the arrest, such party may be liable for 
the unlawful acts of his agent.$? 

[§ 44] (2) Void, Erroneous, or Irregular 
Process *S—(a) Definitions and Distinctions. While 
the courts ordinarily distinguish between void and 
voidable process in determining liability for false 
imprisonment ®° there is, however, some apparent 
confusion in the decisions as to the use of the 
terms.°° Void process has been defined to be such 
as the court has no power to award, or has not 
acquired jurisdiction to issue in the particular ease, 
or which does not in some material respect comply 
in form with the legal requisites of such process, 
or which loses its vitality in consequence of non- 
compliance with a condition subsequent, obedience 
to which is rendered essential.®+ It is not neces- 
sary to set aside void process before starting suit 
for false imprisonment.°? 


Mass. 414; Wilmarth v. Burt, 7 Mete. 
257; Sturbridge v. Winslow, 21 Pick. 
83 


Mich.—Tryon v. Pingree, 112 Mich. 
338, 70 NW 905, 67 AmSR 398, 37 
LRA 222. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681. 

N. H.—Keniston y. Little, 30 N. H. 
318, 64 AmD 297. 

N. Y.—Marx v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Welsh v. Cochran, 63 N. Y. 181, 
20 AmR 519; Hill v. Haynes, 54 N. Y. 
153; Landt v. Hilts, 19 Barb. 283; 
Kreiser v. Schofield, 10 Mise. 350, 31 
NYS 23; Deyo v. Van Valkenburg, 5 
Hill 242; Savacool v. Boughton, 5 
Wend. 170, 21 AmD 181. 

Pa.—Herr v. Lollar, 110 A 742; Al- 
lison v. Rheam, 3 Serg. & R. 139, 
8 AmD 644. 2 
we v. Nelson, 2 Utah 

4. ¥ 

Eng.—Tarlton v. Fisher, 2 Dougl. 
671, 99 Reprint 426; Belk v. Broad- 
bent, 3 T. R. 183, 100 Reprint 522. 
And see Henderson v. Preston, 21 
@. 3B; D. 362 \Laff 59° TE. TT. Rep. N.vS: 
334] (a governor of a prison pro- 
tected by a warrant regular on its 
face). 

77. Dehm v. Heiman, 56 Conn. 320, 
15 A 741,°1 LRA’ 374; Maguire -v. 
Hughes, 13 La. Ann. 281; Henry v. 
Lowell, 16 Barb. (N. Y.) 268; Hooker 
v. Smith, 19 Vt. 151, 47 AmD 679. 

[a] Wrong person arrested.—Fvi- 
dence that some of defendants had 
been summoned by the constable to 
assist in executing the process has 
been held inadmissible, where the 
process was a warrant to arrest A, 
and it was executed by arresting B. 
Barnette v. Hicks, 6 Tex. 352. 
Contra McMahan v. Green, 34 Vt. 69, 
80 AmD 665 (holding that persons 
called on to assist were protected, 
although the officer was arresting a 
person with a different name). 

78. American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430; Wells v. Jack- 
son, 3 Munf. (17 Va.) 458. 

79. Pooler v. Reed, 73 Me. 129. 

go. Shull v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 
158 SW 313; Jones v. Foster, 43 -App. 
Div. 33, 59 NYS 738; Dresser v. Van 
Pelt, 13 N. Y. Super. 687, 15 HowPr 
19; Crawford v. Satchwell, Str. 1218, 
93 Reprint 1141. 

81. Cooper v. Adams, 2 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 294; Jones v. Foster, 43 App. 
Dives O38 pOSHeN YS 038. 

82. U. S.—O’Halloran v. McGuirk, 
167. Fed. 493, 938 CCA 129. 

Ind.—Goodwine v. Stephens, 63 Ind. 
112; Johnston v. Vanamringe, 5 
Blackf. 311; Cooper v. Adams, 2 
Blackf. 294. 

Me.—Elsemore v. Longfellow, 76 


Me. 128. 

Mass.—Trull vy. Howland, 10 Cush. 
109, 57 AmD 82; Smith v. Bowker, 
1 Mass. 76. 

Mich.—Brown v. Hadwin, 182 Mich. 
491, 148 NW 6938. 

43 App. 


N. Y.—Jones v. Foster, 
Div. 33, 59 NYS 738. 

Pa.—Hecker v. Jarret, 3 Binn. 404. 

83. As to liability of: 
Complainants see infra §§ 45-47. 
Executive officers see infra § 49. 
Judicial officers see infra §§ 98-106. 
Plaintiffs in civil suits see infra § 46. 

84. Ind.—kKreger v. Osborn, 7 
Blacktf. 74. 

N. Y.—Gearon v. Savings Bank, 50 
N. Y. Super. 264, 6 NYCivProc 207; 
Hunter v. Burtis, 10 Wend. 358. 

-Or.—Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 

S. C.—Stone v. Chambers, 32 S. C. 
Lbs alae. 

Vt.—MeMullin v. Birwin, 69 Vt. 338, 
388 A 62. 

aa B.—Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 


[a] Sunday arrest.— Where, al- 
though an officer made an arrest on 
Sunday, it did not appear that it was 
made by the direction or with the 
Knowledge of the parties obtaining 
the process, such parties cannot be 
held responsible for the manner in 
which the officer executed the proc- 
ess. Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 

[b] Arrest after return day.—The 
party obtaining civil process is not 
responsible for the wrongful act of 
the officer in changing the date of 
the return day, and executing it after 
its lawful return day; this is so, 
although the party proceeded with 
the suit after knowledge of the offi- 
cer’s wrongful act. McMullin v. 
Erwin, 69 Vt. 338, 38 A 62. 

85. McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 S.C. 
180, 7 SE 76. : 

Who may execute process: 

Civil arrest see Arrest § 218. 
seiinal arrest see Arrest §§ 310- 

86. I1l.—Pinkerton v. Gilbert, 22 
Til. AS 668. ‘ 

Ind.—Kreger v. Osborn, 7 Blackf. 


74. 

Moma att v. Jungren, 8 Kan. 

ails 

Mich.—Linnen v. Banfield, 114 
Mich. 93, 72 NW 1. 

he H.—Gibbs v. Randlett, 58 N. H. 
407. 

N. Y.—Adams v. Freeman, 9 Johns. 
bili A 

Oh.—Drinkwater v. Jones, 13 Oh. 
Cir. Ct 489° 

S. C.—Stone v. Chambers, 32 S. C. 
Tet 1 


Ont.—Jones v. Grace, 17 Ont. 681. 

[a] Adopting the act of the con- 
stable in arresting the accused, by 
appearing before the judge and op- 
posing his discharge, may make the. 
judicial officer who issued the war- 
rant liable if the arrest was illegal, 
whereas merely issuing the warrant 
might not. McGilvery v. Gault, 19 
NOB S217, 

{[b] Arrest after return day.—A 
party procuring process is not liable 
for the act of the sheriff in-arrest- 
ing the debtor after the return day 
of the process unless it affirmatively 
appears that the sheriff acted un- 
der his orders when he committed 
the trespass. Adams v. Freeman, 9 
Johns. (N. Y.) 117. 

[ec] Directing officer to refuse 
proper bail.—Where defendant was 
present when bail was offered, and 
directed him to refuse it, he was held 
pe aie Gibbs v. Randlett, 58 N. H. 
407. 

{d] Pointing out wrong person.— 
A complainant who went with con- 
stable and pointed out the wrong 
person as the one to be arrested is 


hable. Drinkwater v. Jones, 13 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 489. 
87. Stone v. Chambers, 32 °S. C. 


L. 117; Fanjoy v. Portland, 29 N. B. 24. 
{a] Mlustration.—Where defend- 


ant sued out a writ in debt against . 


plaintiff and had it executed by a 
special deputy, it was held that’ de- 
fendant was liable in trespass for 
false imprisonment if the deputy 
was not appointed by the sheriff but 
acted as defendant’s agent. Stone v. 
Chambers, 32 S.-C. Ly 117. 

88. Liability of judicial officer in 
Wrion process void on face see infra 
8 . 

89. Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Cisse 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 

90. Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Sed A 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 

91. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 221, 
29 CCA 670; Fischer v. Langbein, 103 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Brinkman ‘v. 
Drolesbaugh, 97 Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 
451, LRA1I918F 1132: 

92. Fischer v. laugbein, 103 N. Y. 
84, 8 NE 251; Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Worden v. Davis, 123 App. 
Div. 193, 108 NYS 221; Bergman v. 
Noble, 45 Hun (N. Y.) 138; Hall v. 
Munger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 100; Stanton 
v. Schell, 5 N. Y. Super. 323; Searll 
v. McCracken, 16 HowPr (N. Y.) 262; 
Griswold v. Sedgwick, § Cow. (N. Y.) 
456; ._Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548; Parsons v. Lloyd, W. Bl. 
845, 96 Reprint 498, 3 Wils. CG P. 
341, 95 Reprint 1089. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 44-45] 


Erroneous process. 


before it. 


set aside.% 
Irregular process. 


the court is responsible.” 
protection until set aside.%8 


93. Johnson v. Morton, 94 Mich. 
1, 68 NW 816; Fischer v. Langbein, 
103 N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Coleman v. 
Brown, 126 App. Div. 44, 110 NYS 
701; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 
100; Simpson v. Hornbeck, 3 Lans. 
ne Y.) 53; Orwitz v. McKay, 31 N.S. 

$94 U. S.—Bryan v. Congdon, 86 
Fed. 221, 29 CCA 670. 

Me.—Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
Be 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228,.1- LRA 


N. Y.—Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; 
Simpson vy. Hombeck, 3 Lans. 53. | 

S. C.—McHugh vy. Pundt, 17 S. C. 
L. 441. 

Eng.—Philips v. Biron, Str. 509, 93 
Reprint 667; Parsons y. Lloyd, W. 
Bl. 845, 96 Reprint 498, 3 Wils. C. P. 
341, 95 Reprint 1089. 

N. S.—Orwitz v. MeKay, 31 N. S. 


243. 

95. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 
221, 29 CCA _ 670; Winchester v. 
Everett, 80 Me. 535, 15 A 596, 6 


AmSR 228, 1 LRA 425; Fischer v. 
Langbein, 103 N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251. 

[a] Irregularity is the want of 
adherence to some prescribed rule 
or mode of proceeding; and it con- 
sists either in omitting to do some- 
thing that is necessary for the due 
and orderly conducting of a suit, or 
in doing it in an unseasonable time 
or improrer manner. Hall v. Mun- 
ger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 100. 

96. Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 
100; Simpson v. Hornbeck, 3 Lans. 
(N. Y.) 53; Allison v. Rheam, 3 Serge. 
& R. (Pa.) 139, 8 AmD 644;. Williams 
v. Smith, 14 CGC. BN. S. 596, 108 ECL 
596, 143 Reprint 579. 

97. Simpson v. Hornbeck, 3 Lans. 
(N. Y.) 53; Philips v. Biron, Str. 509, 
93 Reprint 667; Orwitz v. McKay, 31 
N. S. 243 ° 

98. Me.—Winchester v. Everett, 
80 Me. 535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 1 
LRA 425. 

N. Y.—Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 
100; Deyo v. Van Valkenburgh, 5 Hill 
242; Chapman v. Dyett, 11 Wend. 31, 
25 AmD 598; Reynolds v. Corp, 3 Cai. 
267. 

Oh.—Pickard v. Bills, Wright 344. 

Or.—Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 


Va.—Moore v. Chapman, 3 Hen. & 


M. (13 Va.) 260 

Eng.—Prentice v. Harrison, 4 Q. B. 
852, 45 ECL 852, 114 Reprint 1118; 
Blanchenay Ye Burt~4 2 Qi HB: 707, 
45 ECL 707, 114 Reprint a Cod- 
rington v. Lloyd, 8 A. & E. 449, 3D 
ECL 676, 112 Reprint 909. 

99. Fischer v. Langbein, 103 N. Y. 
84, 8 NE 251; Marks v. Townsend, 
97 N. Y. 590; Miller v. Adams, 7 
Lans. 131 [aff 52 N. Y. 409]; Simp- 


Erroneous process usually 
signifies process issued because of the mistake or 
error of the court in a proceeding properly brought 
It is a protection for acts done under 
it while it was in force, even after it has -been 


Irregular process has been 
broadly defined to be such as the court has general 
jurisdiction to issue but which is unauthorized in 
the particular case by reason of the existence or 
nonexistence of some fact or circumstance render- 
ing it improper in the given case.°° 
also been used in a narrower sense to mean process 
in obtaining which the party has proceeded without 
taking the steps required by law.° 
sense the distinction from erroneous process lies in 
the fact that in the case of an arrest under irregu- 
lar process the party is responsible for irregularity, 
and in the ease of an arrest under erroneous process 
Iiregular process is a 

And before the ar- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


The term has 
[§ 45] 


In the latter | Cases. 


son v. Hornbeck, 3 Lans. (N. Y.) 
53; Searll v. McCracken, 16 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 4262; Deyo v. Van Valken- 
burgh, 5 Hill (N. Y.) 242; Reynolds 
v. Corp, 3 Cai. (N.. Y.) 267; Prentice 
v. Harrison, 4 Q. B. 852, 45 ECL 852, 
114 Reprint 1118. 

{a] The reason for the rule is 
that the judgment of the court can- 
not be impeached eollaterally. 
Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 

[b] Process should be vacated for 
irregularity.—The arrested party 
must show that the process was va- 
cated for irregularity and not for 
error. Prentice v. Harrison, 4 Q. B. 
852, 45 ECL 852, 114 Reprint 1118. 

1. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 

2. U.-S.—Bryan v. Congdon, 86 
Fed. 221, 29 CCA 670. 


Me. —Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 1 LRA 

N. Y,—Fischer v. Langbein, 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Hall v. Munger, 
3 Lans. 53; Chapman v. Dyett, 11 
Wend. 31, 25 AmD 598. 

3 Serge. & 

R. 139, 8 AmD 644 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 

Eng.—Codrington vy. Lloyd, 8 A. & 
BE. 449, 35 ECL 676, 112 Reprint oe 
596, 108 ECL 596, 143 Reprint 579; 
Philips v. Biron, Str. 509, 938 Reprint 

N. S.—Orwitz v- McKay, 31 N. S. 
2438. s 
100. 

4, Riddell v. Pakeman, 2 C. M. & 


425. 
103 
5 Lans. 100; Simpson v. Hornbeck, 
Pa.—Allison v. Rheam, 
16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 
Williams v. Smith, 14 C. B. N 
667. 
3. Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 
R. 30, 150 ner iDs 138 


5. U. S—Bohri v. Barnett, 144 
Fed. 389, "75 CCA 327; Teal v. Fis- 
sel, 28 Fed. 30L. 


Ark.—McIntosh vy. Bullard, 95 Ark. 
227, 129 SW 85. 


Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, Oe 1128. 

Hawaii.—Gomez v. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539. 


Tll.— Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Gehr, 
66 Ill. A. 173. 
Ind.—Goodwine' v. Stephens, 63 
Ind. 112; Carey v. Sheets, 60 Ind. wa 
Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 
61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas +8 
Mass.—Lanegford v. Boston, ete., R. 
Co., 144 Mass. 431, 11 NE 697. 
Mich.—Love v. Halladay, 139 Mich. 
575, 102 NW 1027: Doty v. Hurd, 124 
Mich. 671, 83 NW 632; Linnen v. 
Banfield, 114 Mich. 93, 72 NW 1; 
Schultz v. Huebner, 108 Mich. 274, 66 
NW 57; Barker v. Anderson, 81 Mich. 
508, 45 NW 1108; Thurston v. Wright, 
77 Mich.” 96, 43 NW 860; Love v. 
Wood, 55 Mich. 451, 21 NW 887; Hill 
v. Taylor, 50 Mich, 549, 15 NW 899; 
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rested party can sue for false imprisonment it is 
usually necessary to have the irregular process va- 
cated by the ecourt,9® although in cases where the 
process is issued as a matter of course or minis- 
terially, it seems that it may not be necessary to 
have it set aside. 
tection to the party who procured it, even for acts 
done under it while in force,? although it protects 
the officer serving it.* 
setting process aside for irregularity make it a 
part of its terms that the arrested party shall 
bring no action.* 

(b) Liability of Parties—aa. 
ants in Criminal and Civil Cases—(aa) Criminal 
The general rule is that one who merely 
makes a complaint or lays facts before a judicial 
officer in a matter over which the officer has gen- 
eral jurisdiction is not liable for an arrest or 
detention under process issued by the officer, 
though its issuance was erroneous in the particular 
case, in the absence of any further action upon 


When set aside it is not a pro- 


The court may, however, in 


Complain- 


al- 


Wheaton v. Beecher, 49 Mich. 348, 


13 NW 769; Murphy v. Walters, 34 
Mich. 180. 

Minn.—Gifford v. Wiggins, 50 
Minn. 401, 52 NW 904, 18 LRA 356. 


Mo.—Beeger v. Langenberg, 97 Mo. 
390, .11:.SW 223, 10 AmSR . 322; 
Brueckner vy. Frederick, 109 Mo. A. 
614, 83 SW 7755 McCaskey v. Gar- 
rett, 91 Mo. A. 354. 

N. J.—Kendel v. Guterl, 84 N. J. 
L. 533, 87 A 84; Grove v. Van Duyn, 
44 N. J. L. 654, 43 AmR 412. 

N. Y.—Smith v. Bell, ete, Fdy. 
Co., 127 App. Div. 278, 111 NYS 202; 
Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 App. Div. 
313, 91 NYS 960; Whitney v. Hanse, 
36 App. Div. 420, 55, NYS.'375;. Von 
Latham vy. Libby, 38 Barb. 339; Sip- 
pell v. Salmowitz, 58 Misc. 48, 110 
NMS ALT ? 

AE oma vasa v. Kane, 7 Pa. Co. 
vo Oe 

S. C.—Whaley v. Lawton, 62 S. C. 
91, ax SE 128, 56 LRA 649. 

S. D.—Smith v. Jones, 16 S. D. 337, 
92 NW 1084. 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 


‘Cas1912B 1366; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 


Utah 12, 33 P 224, 
W. Va.—Finney v. Zingale, 82 W. 
Va. 422, 95 SE 1046, LRA1918F 1130. 
Wis.—Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 
64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 


616. 

Eng.—Cooper v. Harding, 7 Q. B. 
928, 538 ECL 928, 115 Reprint 737; 
Brown v. Chapman, 6 C. B. 365, 60 
ECL 365, 136 Reprint 1292; West v. 
Smallwood, 3M. & W. 418, 150 Re- 
print 1208. 

N. B.—Kingston v. Wallace, 25 
N. B. 573; Brown v. Moore, 15 N. B. 
407; Craig’ v. Giberson, 7 N. B. 207- 

N. S.—Johnston v. Robertson, 42 
N. S. 84; McKenzie v. . Jackson, 
CNR SE 70. 

Ont.—Anderson. v. Wilson, 25 Ont. 
91; McKinley v. Munsie,. 15 U. Cy 
Cy Pe. 230. Smithave Hvans,y 13st Ussc: 
Cres 60: 

“Where a magistrate has a general 
jurisdiction over the subject matter, 
and a party comes before him and 
prefers a complaint, upon which .the 
magistrate makes a mistake in think- 
ing it a case within his authority, 
and grants a warrant which is not 
justifiable in point of law, the party 
complaining is not liable as a tres- 
passer, but the only remedy against 
him is by an action upon the case, 
if he has acted maliciously.” Per 
Lord. Abinger, C. B., in West v. 
Smallwood, 3 M. & W. 418, 420, 150 
Reprint 1208. 

[a] Reason for the rule—*This 
exemption is founded on public pol- 
icy ... that persons may be induced 
freely to resort to the courts and 
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his part constituting a participation in the arrest 
or detention.® »He is protected because he has set 
a judicial officer in motion,’ and what that officer 
does, acting on his own responsibility, is not to 
Complainant is not 
to be held liable if the proceedings taken by the 
judicial officer contain defects or omissions;® or if 
the magistrate unlawfully directs arrest without 
The rule is otherwise, 
complainant secures the issuance of process by a 
judicial officer who is entirely without jurisdiction. 
For instance, where the class of persons by whom 
complaint may be made is restricted by statutory 
provisions, the complaint of one who is not a mem- 
ber of such restricted class does not confer juris- 
diction on the magistrate and the warrant does 


be charged to complainant.® 


warrant.!° 


judicial officers for the enforcement 
of their rights and the remedy for 
their grievances without the risk of 
undue punishment for their own 
ignorance of the law, or for the 
errors of courts and judicial offi- 
cers.” Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 500, 71 SW. 463. To same 
effect Winchester v. Everett, 80 Me. 
535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 1 LRA 


425; Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 


1912B 1366. 

{[b] A witness who draws an in- 
formation on advice of counsel on 
which a justice draws a warrant, and 
takes no other part, is not respon- 
sible. Teal v. Fissel, 28 Fed. 351. 

{e] Stating facts to county attor- 
ney.—Where a complainant merely 
stated the facts to the county prose- 
euting attorney, who advised that 
the accused was liable to arrest and 
thereupon drew and had complainant 
sign the complaint and presented it 
to the justice, he is not liable. Mur- 
phy v. Walters, 34 Mich. 180. 

{d] The rule of regular official 
action will be applied to magistrates’ 
courts. Love v. Wood, 55 Mich. 451, 
21 NW 887. 

[e] In Georgia, under the con- 
struction of the statute regulating 
liability for false imprisonment, it 
was held that if the warrant was 
defective in form and void for want 
of jurisdiction, the party procuring 
ir was liable if he acted in bad faith. 
Thorne v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

6. Effect of participation 
infra text and note 27. 

7. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Gehr, 
66 Ill. A. 173; Bryan v. Stewart, 123 
N. Cy 92, 131 SH 286. 

8. Gomez v. Whitney, 21 Hawaii 
539; Kendel v. Guterl, 84 N. J. 
538, 87 A 84; Andrews v. Marris, 1 
Orb) oe 4h) HCiw 2005 Misia Reprint 
1030") Smith ov. Evans; 18° UC. Claes 
50 


60. 

fa] Tlustration.—‘‘Defendant, de- 
siring to have plaintiff, a trespasser, 
ejected from his premises, applied to 
the police and was directed to a mag- 
istrate, to whom he stated the cir- 
cumstances and that he wished the 
intruder: ejected. The magistrate 
drew and had defendant sign and 
Swear to a complaint charging plain- 
tiff generally with violating ... [the 
statute relating to disorderly per- 
sons] but stating no facts. Warrant 
was issued on this complaint and 
plaintiff arrested. Held, that defend- 
ant was not under the circumstances 
liable in trespass for false imprison- 
ment.’”’ Kendell v. Guterl, 84 N. J. L. 
533, 87 A 84. 

9, Steinbergen v. Miller, 96 SW 
1101, 29 Kyl 1132; Brueckner v. 
Frederick, 109 Mo. A. 614, 83 SW 
775; Payne v. Barnes, 5 Barb. (N. Y.) 
465; Sleight v. Ogle, 4 E. D. Smith 
CIN avin) BAO. 

[a] Failure to mention the date 
of the offense does not render the 


see 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


however, where 


warrant void. Roberts v. Brown, 43 
Tex. Civ. A. 206, 94 SW 388. 

[b] Failure to reduce complaint 
to writing, even if it was the duty of 
the justice to do so, does not render 
complainant liable. Sleight v. Ogle, 
4B. D. Smith (N. Y.) 445. 

{c] Defect in justice’s docket.— 
While a justice’s docket or record 
should show the grounds on which a 
warrant was issued, a complainant 
cannot be held responsible for such 
an omission of the justice pertain- 
ing to his own duty. Brueckner v. 
Frederick, 109 Mo. A. 614,’ 83 SW 
TBS 

{d] Causing minor to execute 
warrant.—McConnell vy. Kennedy, 29 
SiC. 1805 7 SEG: 

10. Poupard v. Dumas, 105 Mich. 

160 Mich. 


326, 68 NW 301. 

11. Bates v. Kitchel, 
402, 125 NW 684; Forbes v. Hicks, 
27 Nebr. 111, 42 NW 898; Painter 
v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122; Lovick v. At- 


lantic Coast Line R. Co., 129 N. C. 
427, 40 SE 191. 

12, sAllen “ver Grays e119 Conte :9 5; 
Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 58 A 
790, 107 AmSR 745. f 

13. Ind.—Goodwine v. Stephens, 
63 Ind. 112. . 

Mich.—Doty v. Hurd, 124 Mich. 


671, 88 NW 682. 

N. J.—Kendel’v. Guterl, 84 N. J. 
L. 5338, 87 A 84 [dist Badewitz v. 
West Jersey, etce., R. Co. 75 N. J. 
L, 268, 67 A 1067 and aff 77 N. J. 
L. 800, 73 A 1117, on the ground 
that in that case the element of a 
fair disclosure of the facts was ab- 
sent]. But see Badewitz v. West 
Jersey, ete., R. Co., 75 N. J. L. 268, 67 
AP LOGAN Patines) INO. da. SSO OWN teneA: 
1117, and dist Kendel vy. Guterl, 84 N. 
Joe Lah D338, 8, A847, 

N. Y.—Nowak v. Waller, 10 NYS 
199 [aff 182 N. Y. 590 mem, 30 NE 
868 mem]; Lewis v. Rose, 6 Lans. 
206; Campbell v. Ewalt, 7 HowPr 
399. But see Wilson v. Robinson, 6 
HowPr 110 (where other jurisdic- 
tional facts did not appear). 

Pa.—MecNlhattan v. Kane, 7 Pa. 
Co. 318. But see Mihalyik vy. Klein, 
22 Pa. Super. 193 (trespass for ma- 
licious prosecution), 

S. C—Whaley v. Lawton, 62 S. C. 
91, 40 SEH 128, 56 LRA 649. 


S. D.—Smith v. Jones, 16 S, D. 
337, 92 NW 1084. 
Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 


116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366; Marks v. Sullivan, 
9° Utah 12) 33) 224: 

{a] Tllustration.—Where defend- 
ant truly stated the facts to a jus- 
tice, and asked, not for plaintiff’s 
arrest. but for an ejectment, and 
swore, not to facts, but to a conclu- 
sion of law, under the justice’s in- 
struction, he was not liable for the 
false imprisonment of plaintiff upon 
his being arrested for violating a 
statute, which he had not in fact vio- 
lated. Kendel v. Guterl, 84 N. J. 
L. 533, 87 A 84. 
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not protect the party obtaining it.1? 

Facts not constituting an offense. 
the weight of authority complainant is protected 
where he does nothing more than lay the facts 
before the magistrate, although the facts are insuf- 
ficient to show that the offense charged, or, indeed, 
any offense, has been committed.'® 
larly is this true where the facts presented by 
complainant present in a slight degree a question 
calling for a judicial determination as to whether 
a crime has been committed by the party charged, 
and as the attack upon sufficiency of the com- 
plaint or information is not made directly, but in 
a collateral proceeding great latitude of construc- 
tion in sustaining the charge is indulged in.1® 
der this rule complainant may be protected, al- 


According to 


More particu- 


Un- 


14. Ga.—Michael v. Bacon, 5 Ga. 
A. 331, 63 SE 228. 

Ill.—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281. 

Kan.—Wagestaff v. Schippel, 27 
Kan. 450. 

Mich.—Schultz v. Huebner, 108 
Mich. 274, 66 NW 57. 

Nebr.—Miller v. Wood, 23 Nebr. 


200, 36 NW 483. 
N. Y.—Swart v. Rickard, 148 N. Y. 
264, 42 NE 665; Smith v. Bell, ete., 


Kdy. + Co5 0127 App. !Div.F i278) eat 
NYS 202; Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 
App. Div. 313, 91 NYS 960; Jones 
v. Foster, 43 App. Div. 33, 59 NYS 


738; Krauskopf v. Tallman, 38 App. 
Div. “273, 56 NYS 967) fiafiat7OMINaey. 
561 mem, 62 NE 1096 mem]; Brunner 
v. Downs, 17 NYS 633; Gardner vy. 
Bain, 5 Lans. 256; Pratt v. Bogtrdus, 
49 Barb. 89; Von Latham vy. Libby, 
38 Barb. 339. 


S. C.—McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 
S. Gy 180;°% SE 76; 
D.—Smith v. Jones, 16 S. D. 


Ss 
337, 92 NW 1084. 
Gn ree v. Wilson, 25 Ont. 


[a] Magistrate may draw infer- 
ence.—In deciding whether facts pre- 
sented to him are sufficient to justify 
the issuance of a warrant of arrest, 
a magistrate may draw from such 
facts the same inferences which a 
jury upon a trial would be permitted 
to make; and although his conclu- 
sions may be erroneous, he acts 
within his jurisdiction, and his issu- 
ing of the warrant is a protection 
to any person acting on it. Kraus- 
kopf v. Tallman, 38 App. Div. 273, 
56 NYS 967 [aff 170 N. Y. 561 mem, 
62 NE 1096 mem]. 

15. Kain.—Wagstaff v. 
27 Kan. 450. 

Nebr.—Miller v. Woods, 23 Nebr. 
200, 36 NW 483. 

N. J.—Grove v. Van Duyn, 44 N. J. 
L. 654, 43 AmR 412. 

N. Y.—Swart v. Rickard, 148 N. Y. 
264, 42 NE 665; Smith v. Bell, etc., 
Fdy. Co., 127 App, Div. 278, 111 NE 
202; Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 App. 
Div. 313, 91 NYS 960. 

S. C.—-McConnell y.*Kennedy, 29 
SenGs AlS0- TT SERWe2 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Failure to 
state the time and place of the al- 
leged offense in a complaint is not 
fatal to the warrant when the valid- 
ity of the latter is attacked in the 
action for false imprisonment; nor 
does the omission of the word “un- 
lawfulness” in stating an assault and 
battery. Miller v. Woods, 23 Nebr. 
200, 36 NW 483. (2) Complaint un- 
der statute making it a misdemeanor 
to intrude upon land was: sufficient 
to give jurisdiction, although it only 
charged that arrested party in- 
truded into a house and did not state 
complainant was the owner thereof. 
Von Latham v. Libby, 38 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 339. (3) Complaint charg- 
ing offense of unlawfully cutting 
trees on lands of another in the 


Schippel, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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though it is apparent that the offense is barred by 
the statute of limitations,!¢ and although the of- 
fense is not alleged to have been committed within 
the jurisdiction,’ or although he knew that the 
facts stated did not constitute an offense for which 
In some jurisdictions, 
however, if the offense charged is no offense at all, 
the process does not constitute a justification.9 A 
case does not fall within this rule, where giving 
the language employed in the affidavit its. ordinary 
signification the court may gather from it that 
an offense has been committed or attempted.2° 
A party who does no 
more than present a complaint to a competent ju- 
dicial officer is not liable, although that officer issues 
a warrant void on its face and an arrest is made 
thereunder,?1 but he has been held liable where 
his own fault combined with that of the magistrate 
contributed to the issuance of a void warrant.22 
Arrest under invalid ordinance or statute. If the 
judicial officer has jurisdiction over the subject 


an arrest was authorized.18 


Warrant void on its face. 


words of the statute was sufficient, 
although not alleging upon what 
land the trees were standing or to 
whom they belonged. Wagstaff v. 
Schippel, 27 Kan. 450. (4) Complaint 
alleging that offender unlawfully 
carried off cornstalks sufficiently 
sets forth offense under statute mak- 
ing ‘it .a crime to carry off hay, 
corn, wheat, ete., although the mis- 
conduct described in the complaint 
is not the. misconduct described in 
the statute. Grove v. Van Duyn, 44 
N. J. L. 654, 43 AmR 412. (5) Infor- 
mation stating that burglary had 
been committed and accused were 
prowling around premises was held 
sufficient. Swart v. Rickard, 148 
N. Y. 264, 42 NE 665. (6) Substan- 
tial statement of the offense is suffi- 
cient, although the specific offense 
is not mentioned by name. McCon- 
pe v..Kennedy, 29 S. C. 180, 7 SE 
16. Smith v. Jones, 16 S. D. 3387, 
92 NW 1084. : 


17. Whitney v. Hanse, 36 App. 
Div. 420, 55 NYS 375. 
18, Boothiv. Kurrus, 55. N. J. JE. 


370, 26 A 1013. 

19, Ala.— Gorman-Gammill Seed, 
ete., Supply Co. v. Morton, 203 Ala. 
530, 84 S 766; Duckworth v. John- 
ston, 7 Ala. 578. 

Ill.—Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 

Miss.—Alabama, etc, R. Co. v. 
Kuhn, 78 Miss. 114, 28 S 797. 


Oh.—Truesdell v. Combs, 33 Oh. 
St. 186. 
Tex.—Coffin v. Varila, 8 Tex. Civ. 


A. 417, 27 SW 956. 
W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SEH 94. 
Wis.—Baldwin v. Hamilton, 3 Wis. 


747. 

20. Rhodes v. King, 52 Ala. 272; 
Campbell v. Johnson, 5 Ala. A. 518, 
59 S 708. 

21. Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 537, 
33 S 835, 96 AmSR 38; Smith v. 
Clark, 37 Utah 116, 124, 106 P 653, 
26 LRANS 953, AnnCasi912B 1366 
[cit Cyc]; Maddox v. Murphy, 27 
N. B. 268. 


[a] Warrant not reciting offense 


known to law.—Although the war- 
rant is void on its face because it 
recites an offense unknown to the 
law, complainant is not liable if he 
does no more than file the complaint. 
Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 106 P 
635, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas1912B 
1366. 

[b] In Georgia, under statutory 
provisions, a party suing out a void 
warrant in bad faith is_ liable. 
Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

22. Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 537, 
33 S 835, 96 AmSR 388. 


[25 C. J.—81] 
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valid.?3 


[a] Tlustration. 
presented a complaint to which was 
attached a warrant to a justice of 
the peace, who after reading the 
complaint handed the papers back 
to complainant; complainant by mis- 
take signed the warrant, and the jus- 
tice thereupon signed the complaint. 
In a suit by the arrested party it 
was held that the warrant was void 
on its face, and that the liability of 
complainant depended on whether 
his act combined with the fault of 
the justice caused the illegal arrest. 
Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 537, 33 S 
835, 96 AmSR 38. 

23. U. S-—Bohri v. Barnett, 144 
Fed. 389, 75 CCA 327. 

Ark.—Trammell v. Russelville, 34 
Ark. 105, 36 AmR 1. 

Colo.—Forman v. Central, 57 Colo. 
535,'143 P 573. 

Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me./322, 
aaa 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 

18. 

Mich.—Tillman v. Beard, 121 Mich. 
475, 80 NW 248, 46 LRA 215. 

Minn.—Gifford  v. Wiggins, 50 
Minn. 401, 52 NW 904, 18 LRA 3856. 

Mo.—St. Louis v. Karr, 85 Mo. A. 
668. 

N. Y.—Hallock v. Dominy, 69 N. Y. 


238; Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 App. 
IDivolon oe eNUoS) 90.05 
Oh.+-Wheeler v. Gavin, 5 Oh. Cir. 


Ct. 246, 3) Oba Cir.) Deer 123. 

24, Barker v. Stetson, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 58, 66 AmD 457; Williams v. 
Morris? 14 Oh] Cir, Ct. Nes. 353: 

25. Scott v. Flowers, 60 Nebr. 675, 
84 NW 81. But see Scott v. Flowers, 
61 Nebr. 620, 85 NW 857 (where it 
is said that a verdict for false im- 
prisonment based on commitment un- 
der an alleged unconstitutional stat- 
ute will be reversed on a rehearing 
wherein it is decided that the stat- 
ute is constitutional). 

26. Participation in execution see 
infra § 47. 

27. U. S.—Knickerbocker Steam- 
boat Co. v. Cusack, 172 Fed. 358, 97 
CCA 56, 19 AnnCas 968. 

Cal.—Redgate v. Southern, Pac, 


COMMC A Oa a Acm Dios, pla late Oi 
Ill.—Develing v. Sheldon, 83 Ill. 
3990, 


Mo.—Boeger v. lLangenberg, 97 
Mo. 390, 11 SW 228, 10 AmSR 322; 
Brueckner v. Frederick, 109 Mo. A. 
614, 88 SW 775; McCaskey v. Gar- 


rett, 91 Mo. A. 354. 
N. Y.—Hewitt v. Newburger, 141 
N. Y. 538, 36 NE 593 [rev 66 Hun 


239, 20 NYS 913]; Loomis v. Ren- 
der, 41 Hun 268; Comfort v. Fulton, 
39 Barb. 56, 13 AbbPr 276; Steele 
v. Rauchfuss, 93 Misc. 332, 157 NYS 
103. 


— Complainant | 


[25C.5.] 481 


matter of violations of municipal ordinances, com- 
plainant is not liable, even if it develops that the 
arrest was in fact wrongful because the ordinance 
for the violation of which he was arrested was in- 
Exemption from liability has also been al- 
lowed where the statute under which the judicial 
officer acted was unconstitutional,’ but the con- 
trary ruling has also been made.?® 

Participation.”® 
in having an illegal warrant issued may be liable 
for false imprisonment thereunder,?’? as where he 
procures his issuance upon a false statement that 
the prosecuting attorney desired its issuance,?® and 
liability was imposed where he forged the justice’s 
name to a writ and thus caused a detention.® 
though the arrested party may have been origi- 
nally arrested without the knowledge or consent of 
the party instigating it, nevertheless, if the deten- 
tion is illegal and continues by the direction or 
with the advice.or assistance of the party insti- 
gating it, liability is imposed.*° 


A complainant who participates 


Hven: 


Eng.—Rafael v. Verelst, W. Bl. 
983, 1055, 96 Reprint 621. 

[a] Participation in issuance may 
be shown by: (1) Assisting in writ- 
ing out warrant for magistrate’s sig- 
nature. Boeger v. Langenberg, 97 
Mo. 390, 11 SW 223, 10 AmSR 322. 
(2) Advising the officers that there 
was sufficient evidence to hold ac- 
cused, by preparing the complaint 
and causing warrant to issue, and by 
subsequently taking charge of the 
examination. Redgate v. Southern 
Pace: Coun 24) Cale Ay 573, 2415 Pro es 

[b] Participation in issuance is 
not shown by: (1) Testifying as a 
witness. Gifford v. Wiggins, 50 
Minn. 401, 52 NW 904, 18 LRA 356. 
(2) Urgency of attorney before 
court. Cooper v. Harding, 7 : 
928, ~b3' “HCE. 928), 116) Reprint V3: 
Kingston v. Wallace, 25 N. B. 573. 
(3) Drawing information on advice 
of counsel on which justice drew 
warrant, and taking no other part. 
Teal v. Fussell, 28 Med, 351, (4) 
Going to a magistrate’s office, writ- 
ing part of an execution which is 
completed by the magistrate, and de- 
livering the execution to the consta- 
ble. Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 
263. (5) Merely taking the neces- 
sary formal steps in accordance with 
the procedure of the court to set its 
officers in motion. Johnston v. Rob- 
ertson, 42 N. S. 84. (6) Being orig- 
inal complainant, witness at trial, 
and employing counsel to conduct 
trial in behalf of people. Peckham 
v..TLomlinson, 6° Barbs CN: Y:)> 2532 
- [ce] Original wrongful arrest, fol- 
lowed by complaint.—Where com- 
plainant unjustly and unlawfully 
directed the arrest of the accused by 
a peace officer, then appeared before 
the magistrate and charged him with 
creating the disturbance, when in 
fact he was merely defending him- 
self, it was held that such conduct 
was a continuation of the original 
wrong and complainant could be held 
liable. Knickerbocker Steamboat Co. 
v. Cusack, 172 Fed. 358, 97 CCA 56, 
19 AnnCas 968. 

{d] Procuring ,arrest through in- 
fluence.—Where the arrest, although 
ordered by an independent sovereign 
prince, was procured by defendant 
because such prince was under the 
influence and in awe of defendant, 
defendant may be held liable. Rafael 
v. Verelst, W. Bl. 9838, 1055, 96 Re- 
print 579, 621. 

28. McCaskey v. Garrett, 91 Mo. 
A. 354. 

29. Moulton v. Burbanks, 1 Root 
(Conn.) 264. 

30. Monson v. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 
97. 
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[§ 46] (bb) Civil Cases in General. 
the courts have not been free from contrariety in 
their application, the underlying principles govern- 
ing the liability of a complainant who secures an 
arrest or detention upon civil process are by the 
weight of authority established as follows: (1) 
Where the writ or process under which plaintiff is 
detained is void, it furnishes no justification to the 
party securing it and he is liable in an action 
for false imprisonment without regard to whether 
or not the process has been set aside before the 
(2) Where the writ or process 
is irregular but is not absolutely void, an action 
will not lie until it is set aside but when it is 
set aside it ceases to be a protection for acts done 


action is brought.*? 


under it while it was in foree.®? 


process is regularly issued in a ease in which the 
court had jurisdiction, it constitutes a justifica- 
tion to the party securing its issuance for that 
which is done under it, although it was erroneously 
To afford protection 


issued and may be set aside.®? 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Although 


for a wrongful 


(3) Where the 


erroneous.?° 


mitted with or without malice.*° I i 
justify the acts of a party done under it while 
it is in force, if it is merely erronecus,** or if the 
party arrested was privileged from arrest.®* 
Decision as to jurisdicticn. Dit 
broadly stated. that the decision of the judicial offi- 
cer as to the sufficiency of the showing made to 
him upon which he issued his process will constitute 
a protection to complainant,®° the determination of 
a judicial officer that he has jurisdiction will not 
confer jurisdiction upon him when in fact he has 
no jurisdiction and process issued by him under 
such circumstances cannot be regarded as merely 
A complaint or affidavit is sufficient 
to confer jurisdiction when the proof presented, al- 
though slight and inconclusive, has a legal ten- 
dency to make out a proper case in all its parts 


I wae 
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a judicial, and not a ministerial act;** and if the 
act throughout is the act of the party and there 
is no judicial determination, the party is liable 


detention,?> whether it was com- 
A judgment will 


While it is sometimes 


to complainant the process must be the result of | for issuing process,‘ and is sufficient if it contains 


31. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed, 221, 
29 CCA 670; Fischer v. Langbein, 103 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; In re Bradner, 
ee ay Y. 171. See cases infra notes 


32. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 
221, 29 CCA 670; Fischer v. Lang- 
bein, 103 N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251. See 
eases infra notes 46-58. 

Ashi: Cal.—Dusy v. Helm, 59 Cal. 

Ill. Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281 [aff 140 Ill. A. 530]; 


Bassett v. Bratton, 86 Ill. 152; Out- 
law v. Davis, 27 Ill. 467. 

Mich,—Johnson v. Morton, 94 Mich. 
1, 53 NW 816. 

Mo.—Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463. 

N. Y.—Fischer v. Langbein, 103 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Marks v. Town- 
send, 97 N. Y. 590; Noble v. Halli- 
Gaye wl) News> S00, PbeV nly Bard. tecAs 
Coleman v. Brown, 126 App. Div. 
44,110 NYS 701; Bamberger v. Kahn, 
43 Hun 411; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 
100; andt) v. .Hilts, .19.) Barb. 283; 
Stanton v. Schell, 5 N. Y. Super. 328; 
Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 Daly 232, 
61 HowPr 353; Lewis v. Penfield, 39 
HowPr 490; Corwin v. Freeland, 6 
HowPr 241 [rev on other grounds 6 
ee 560]; Brown v. Crowl, 5 Wend. 

S. C—McHugh v. Pundt, 17 S. C. 
L. 441. 

Eeng.—Cooper v. Harding, 7 Q. B. 
928, 53. ECL 928, 115 Reprint 737; 
Carratt v. Morley, 1 Q. B. 18, 41 
ECL 417, 113 Reprint 1036; Williams 


Veo mith, ay l4 Cs a ibon Nese bo Gm, 208 
ECL 596, 143 Reprint 579. 
N. S.—Orwitz v. McKay, 31 N, S. 


243, 

[a] Reason for the rule.—Having 
presented the case to the judicial 
officer, there is a judicial determina- 
tion for which plaintiffs in the action 
should not be held responsible. Cole- 
man v. Brown, 126 App. Div. 44, 110 
NYS 701. 

[b] Quashing of order of arrest 
by appellate court is not an adjudi- 
cation that the proceedings are abso- 
lutely void so as to afford no pro- 
tection to the person who procured 
its issuance. Johnson vy. Morton, 94 
Mich. 1. 53 NW 816. 

{c] In Louisiana, where a credi- 
tor caused the arrest of his debtor 
on the ground that he was about to 
depart from the state without leav- 
ing sufficient property to satisfy his 
demand, it was held that the stat- 
ute under which the arrest was made 
did not give the right to arrest ex- 
cept coupled with the obligation to 
respond in damages in case it should 


| 258; 


be determined that the arrest was 
improper; and further that the ex- 
istence of the debt gave the right to 
arrest, so that if no debt existed the 
arrest was illegal; and the judgment 
in the case was the test of the ex- 
istence of the debt. Rogay v. Juil- 
liard, 25 La, Ann. 305. See- also 
Roos v. Goldman, 86 La. Ann. 132 
(where it is said that the setting 
aside of a civil writ by the court 
which issued it is res adjudicata as 
to the wrongfulness of its issuance 
and the liability of complainant for 
actual damages). 

34. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 221, 
29 CCA 670; Rogers v. Milliner, 6 
Wend: (N. Y.) 597, 22 AmD 546; 
Bree v. Stewart, 123 N. C. 92, 31 SEH 
286. 

[a] Court clerk without judicial 
powers.—A court clerk in issuing a 
wiit of attachment does not under 
statutory provisions in Kansas per- 
form a judicial act, and if the writ 
is subsequently vacated, the party 
is not protected on the principle that 
the act of issuing the writ was ju- 
dicial. Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 
221,;°29' CEA’ 670. 

[b}] Clerk of court having judicial 
powers.—Where the judge and clerk 
have, pursuant to statutory provi- 
sions, concurrent power to issye or- 
der of arrest, the process protects 
the party procuring it. Bryan v. 
Stewart, 123 N. C. 92, 31 SE 286. 

85. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661; 
Foor v. Coombs, 15 KyL 845; Rogers 
v. Milliner, 6 Wend. (N. Y.) 597, 22 
AmD 546. ; 

36. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 

37. Hallock vy. Dominy, 69 N. Y. 
Simpson v. ‘Hornbeck, 3 Lans, 
(N. Y.) 538; Moore v. Chapman, 3 
Hen. & M. (13 Va.) 260; Philips v. 
Biron, Str. 509, 93 Reprint 667. 

33. Ewart v. Jones, 14 M. & W. 
774, 153 Reprint 688; Yearsley v. 
Heane, 14 M. & W. 322, 153 Reprint 
499. See also supra § 16. 

[a] Arrest upon judgment regu- 
larly obtained does not impose lia- 
bility, although party arrested had 
been declared bankrupt or insolvent. 
Fwart v. Jones, 14 M. & W.: 774, 153 
Reprint 688. 

39. Dusy v. Helm, 59 Cal. 188; 
Feld v.:Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 88 NE 


281. 
40. U. S—Bryan v. Congdon, 86 
Fed. 221, 29 CCA 670. 
Cal.—Fkumoto ‘v. Marsh, 130 Cal. 
66, 62 P 308, 509, 80 AmSR 73. 
Mass.—Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 
22, 83 NE 8. 
Mich.—Paulus v. Grobben, 104 
Mich. 42, 62 NW 160; Wachsmuth v. 


; ment, the rule is, nevertheless, 


Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 
56 NW 9, 21 LRA 278. 

Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 28 
Wis. 245. ‘ 

Iuing.—Smith y. Bouchier, Str. 993, 
93 Reprint 989. 

“Wheie the courts have, in a case 
akin to this, held that no action for 
damages for arrest and false im- 
priso.ment will lie, it was predicated 
of the fact that the arrest was 
made under legal process, issued by 
some court or officer of the law in- 
vested with judicial power in the 
first instance to pass upon and de- 
cide whether or not the jurisdic- 
tional facts are presented in the ap- 
plication to warrant the issuance of 
the writ. And even where such offi- 
cer sanctions the writ, if the essen- 
tial or substantive facts coxstitutive 
of jurisdiction are wholly wanting in 
the preliminary affidavit or state- 
that 
the process is void, and it affords 
no protection to him who promotes 
the proceeding. Miller v. Munson, 34 
Wis. 579, 17 AmR 461; Mudadrock v. 
Kcillins, 65 Wis. 622, 28 NW 66; Loder 
v. Phelps, 13 Wend. 46; Bowman v. 
Russ, 6 Cow. 234; Hauss v. Kohlar, 
25 Kan. 640. But where some requi- 
site jurisdictional fact is stated, but 
imperfectly in form, or wanting in 
completeness or definiteness, and the 
like, which, however, prior to the 
issuance of the warrant, has received 
the approval of a judicial officer, the 
process will protect the prosecutor 
against an action for false arrest, 
althourh the same may subsequently 
be held to have been erroneous.” 
Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 221, 223, 
29VCCA VETO. 

41. Bassett v. Bratton, 86 Ill. 152; 
Gillett v. Thiebold, 9 Kan. 427; John- 
son. v. Morton, 94 Mich. 1, 53 NW 
816; Johnson v. Maxon, 23 Mich. 
129; Coleman v. Brown, 126 App. Div. 
44, 110 NYS 701; Hall v. Munger, 
5 Lans, (N. Y.) 100; Landt v. Hilts, 
19 "Barbs" (Ne Y.)aeost 

{a] Complaixts held sufficient to 
confer jurisdiction—(1) Where writ 
of ne exeat may be granted si strong 
presumption of fraud, and the affi- 
davit showed that arrested party had 
sold some of his property, moved it 
out of the state, and intended to take 
the rest and move to another state, 
and had converted certain property 
into cash to place it beyond reach of 
a pending attachment, the facts raise 
a presumption of fraud sufficient to 
give jurisdiction to issue writ. Bas- 
sett v. Bratton, 86 Ill. 152. (2) Facts 
justifying inference of fraudulent 
intent to remove property Without 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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terms substantially equivalent to those of the stat- 
ute,*? and although formalities in the execution 
of the complaint or preliminary proceedings have 
But when there is a 
total defect of evidence as to any essential point 


not been complied with.4s 


the complaint is not sufficient to 


tion,#* and where statutes require satisfactory evi- 
dence to be submitted to the judge before he is 
authorized to issue process, the process, to protect 
the party, should be founded on a complaint con- 
taining some legal evidence to sustain the cause 


for the arrest.*5 


Prior proceedings irregular or erroneous. 
the general rule that it is incumbent upon private 
persons, voluntarily causing the enforcement of a 
writ to find a record that will support the process.*® 
Thus a party has been held liable for an arrest 
pursuant to process procured by him without first 


paying debts are suflicient to sustain 
jurisdiction, although the intent is not 
shown by positive proot. Johnson v. 
Maxon, 23 Mich. 129. (3) Allega- 
tions on information and belief have 
been held sufficient under statutory 
provisions regarding examination of 
third parties for debt due judgment 
debtor. Miller v. Adams, 52 N. Y. 
409. (4) A like rule has been applied 
in a proceeding by the receiver of 
an insolvent corporation. Noble v. 
Halliday,.1 N. Y. 330. 

[b] Evidence tending to support 
elaim.—-The jurisdiction of the ju- 
dicial officer does not depend on his 
deciding correctly in respect to the 
kind or weight of the evidence laid 
before him, when the allegations 
were properly made, and the testi- 
mony offered tends to sustain them. 
Stanton v. Schell, 5 N. Y. Super. 323. 

42. Norman v. Manciette, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,300, 1 Sawy. 484; Miller 
v. Adams, 52 N. Y. 409 [aff 7 Lans. 


132]. 
43, Outlaw v. Davis, 27 Ill. 467. 
[a] Written affidavit not essen- 


tial_—Where statutory provisions do 
not require a written affidavit as the 
foundation of a charge, an oath 
without a written affidavit is suffi- 
cient. Outlaw v. Davis, 27 Ill. 467. 

44. Cal.—Fkumoto v. Marsh, 130 
Cal. 66, 63 P 303, 509, 80 AmSR 73; 
Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 892 


860, 865. 

I1l.— Von Kettler v. Johnson, 57 Ill. 
109. 

Kan.—Hauss v.,Kohlar, 25 Kan. 
640. 

Mich.—Paulus v. Grobben, 104 
Mich. 42, 62 NW 160; Wachsmuth 


vy. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 
426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 278; Stensrud 
v. Delamater, 56 Mich. 144, 22 NW 
272. 

N. Y.—Fischer v. Langbein, 103 N. 
Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Hall v. Munger, 5 
Lans. 100; Loder v. Phelps, 13 Wend. 
46; Curry v. Pringle, 11 Johns. 444. 

Oh.—Spice v. Steinruck, 14 Oh. St. 


213. 

Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 30 
Wis. 511. 

[a] Where an affidavit for an 


order for arrest does not state any 
one of the grounds required by stat- 
ute to be stated, all proceedings 
afterward had under it are void, and 
such affidavit furnishes no justifica- 
tion for an arrest. Hauss v. Kohlar, 
25 Kan. 640. 

[b] Complaints held insufficient 
to confer jurisdiction.—(1) Where 
statute authorized imprisonment of 
administrator on proof that he had 
property of the estate which he re- 
‘€used to apply to debts, and where 
there is no proof of the amount of 
property or debts, the court does not 
have jurisdiction to issue process to 
arrest administrator, and_ process 
does not protect the party. Von Ket- 
tler v. Johnson. 47 Ill, 109. (2) Affi- 
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confer jurisdic- 
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making the affidavit required by statute to au- 
thorize its issuance in such a ease,*? or unless, as 
required by law, he duly files such affidavit with 
the magistrate,#8 or where he issues a process of 
arrest to which he is not entitled because an ap- 
peal was pending,*® or in violation of a stay of 
proceedings,°° or because it is issued after the lawful 
time limit,5+ or because, although the record jus- 
tifies its issuance, he is a mere stranger to the 
ease without authority to issue it,>* or where 
process is procured in the name of a dead man,°? 


or where the pendency of an action is a condition 


te as 


davit to procure arrest for unjustly 
refusing to apply property to pay- 
ment of judgment, or fraudulently 
concealing property, does not state 
facts sufficient to give jurisdiction, 
where it does not show that claim is 
in judgment or that the party arrest- 
ed had fraudulently concealed prop- 
erty, although it states that he had 
sold some of his property, and de- 
clared he was about to go to Can- 
ada. Paulus v. Grobben, 104 Mich. 
42, 62 NW 160. (3) Where, under 
statutory provisions, an order of ar- 
rest is only justified where it ap- 
pears to the judge that a sufficient 
cause of action exists, and where the 
affidavit contained no positive alle- 
gation of fraudulent intent, such afli- 
davit is insufficient to confer juris- 
diction to issue the order of arrest. 
Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 89 P 
860, 865. (4) Where decisions of 
highest court require affidavit con- 
cerning fraudulent concealment of 
property to state that facts are with- 
in affiant’s own knowledge, an affi- 
davit which is insufficient under this 
rule is insufficient to found a war- 
rant of arrest upon. Stensrud v. 
Delamater, 56 Mich. 144, 22 NW 272. 

45. Outlaw v. Davis, 27 Ill. 467; 
Strozzi v. Wines, 24 Nev. 389, 55 P 
828, 57 P 832; Fischer v. Langbein, 
103 N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Vredenburgh 
vieHendricks;) 179 Barb.) GNe Ye) eo Lt93 
Curry v. Pringle, 11 Johns. (N. Y.) 
444; Shaw v. McKenzie, 6 Can. S. C. 
181. 

46. U. S.—Bryan v. Congdon, 86 
Fed. 221, 29 CCA 670; Barnes v. Viall, 
6 Fed, 661. 

La.—Barthe v. 42 La. 
Ann, 131, 7 S 80. 

Mass.—Lane v. Holman, 145 Mass. 
221, 13 NE 602. 

Mo.—Burnett v. Prince, 272 Mo. 68, 
197 SW 241; Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 
622, 175 SW 910. 

N. Y.—Losaw v. Smith, 109 App. 
Div. 754, 96 NYS 191; Sullivan v. 
Newman, 17 NYS 424; Ackroyd v. 
Ackroyd, 3 Daly 38. 


Larquié, 


Oh.—Diehl v. Friester, 87 Oh. St. 
473. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 


Eng.—Andrews v. Marris, 1 Q. B. 
8, 41 ECL 409, 113 Reprint 1030; 
Collett v. Foster, 2 H. & N. 356, 157 
Reprint 147; Bryant v. Clutton, 1 M.& 
WwW. 408, 150 Reprint 493; Barker v. 
Braham, 3 Wils. C. P. 368, 95 Reprint 
1104. 

fa] Tllustration.—Under Mo. Rev. 
St. (1909) §§ 6367, 6392, 6393, 6404, 
providing for taking of devositions 
and empowering certain officials to 
compel attendance by attachment, if 
they fail to answer a subpeena, de- 
fendant desiring to take the testi- 
mony of plaintiff, served a written 
notice, as required by the statute, 
specifying a date already past for 
taking the deposition. On plaintiff's 


precedent to the legal right to issue an order of 
arrest, and he procures such an order made when 
no action is pending.>4 
posed where the arrested party was induced by 
fraud to come within the jurisdiction in which 
process was served,°° and where a creditor obtains 


Liability has also been im- 


failure to appear, defendant procured 
the justice to issue an attachment to 
compel her appearance, the other de- 
fendaut, his attorney, personaliy di- 
recting se:vice by the constable for 
restraint of plaintiff under the at- 
tachment. Both defendants were 
liable, since the notice for a day 
past was void, and it being incum- 
bent upon parties voluntarily caus- 
ing the enforcement of a writ to 
justify the process of record. Tiede 
v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 175 SW 910. 

[b] Imprisonment of one not 
party to suit for violation of injunc- 
tlon.— Where a person not a party 
to a suit in which an injunction is- 
sued was wrongfully imprisoned for 
a violation of the injunction, he had 
a right of action against those at 
whose instance and for whose benefit 
the order of imprisonment was made 
and obtained. Barthe v. Larquié, 42 
La. Ann. 131, 7S 80: 

[c] Complainant causing arrest 
under voidable process —Where a 
debtor was not given the full notice 
required by statute and on his fail- 
ing to appear a writ was issued for 
his arrest, such writ was voidable 
and no protection to complainant in 
an action by the debtor against him 
for false imprisonment made pursu- 
ant to such writ. Lane v. Holman, 
145 Mass. 221, 13 NE 602. : 

[ad] Effect of judgment standing 
as security.—Although statutory pro- 
visions authorize an order of arrest 
only before judgment, the fact that 
a judgment is obtained by default 
and ordered to stand as security for 
the debt does not prevent the issu- 
ance of a valid order of arrest, and 
the party procuring it is protected. 
Mott v. Union Bank, 38 N. Y. 18, 4 
Transcr. A. 291, 4 AbbPrNS 270, 35 
HowPr 332 [aff 21 N. Y. Super. 591]. 

47. Cody v. Adams, 7 Gray (Mass.) 
59; Ackroyd v. Ackroyd, 8 Daly (N. 


WIS; 
48. Whitcomb v. Cook, 39 Vt. 585. 
49. Winslow v. Hathaway, 1 Pick. 


(Mass.) 211. 


50. Ackroyd v. Ackroyd, 3 Daly 
(NPY Ne 38: 
51. Porrett v. Lauer, 184 Mich. 


497, 151 NW 619. 

[a] Process after time limit— 
Where statute requires that a body 
execution must be obtained within 
ninety days of the return day of 2 
preperty execution, one issued after 
the ninety day limit is prima facie 
irrerular, invalid, and a nullity, and 
rarty issuing it may be held liable. 
Porrett v. Lauer, 184 Mich. 497, 151 
NW 619. 


52, Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 . 
AmD 487. 4 ; 

53. Webber v. Kenny, 1 A. K. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 345. 

54, Oeg v. Murdock, 25 W. Va. 1338. 

55. Wanzer v. Bright, 52 Ill. 35; 


Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 22, 883 NB 
8. 
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process of arrest purely to extort payment of a 
debt from his debtor, lability has been imposed, 
such proceeding being an abuse of legal process 
on the part of the creditor.5® Where the record jus- 
tifies the issuance of process of arrest the party 
is protected,>? although the process itself contains 
irregularities.°® 

Clear absence of jurisdiction. In the clear ab- 
sence of all jurisdiction the party procuring process 
is liable,®® as, for instance, where the court being 
in vacation was without authority to issue process,®° 
or lost jurisdiction of the case by an unauthorized 
adjournment thereof,*t or the process was issued 
by a judge, whereas the statute required it to be 
issued by the court,®? or the order of arrest was 
wholly unauthorized because of its conditional char- 
acter;°* and a party suing out process which is void 
because of an excessive period intervening between 
its issuance and return has been held lable.°* A 


party has been held liable where he causes an ar- . 


rest for a debt in a case where a statutory enact- 
ment provides that none shall be arrested for such 
a debt,®> or brings about an arrest in the first in- 
stance where a statute provides that such arrest is 
lawful when the debtor has property to satisfy the 
debt,°* or causes an arrest for contempt for failure 
to submit to examination where the judgment is 
only for costs and a statute provides that no person 
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shall be liable to arrest for nonpayment of costs,°* 
or brings about the arrest of a female where statu- 
tory provisions prohibit the arrest of females,®* or 
brings about the arrest of one as an absconding 
debtor where no statute authorizes an arrest on that 
eround.®® But where the judicial officer issues 
process on his own initiative, without the direction 
of the party, the party cannot be held responsible,’® 
and the question whether the party did order, di- 
rect, or instigate the detention should, if the facts 
are disputed, be left to the jury.74 If, however,'a 
party ratifies and adopts acts of the judicial officer 
done in the clear absence of jurisdiction he becomes 
liable as if he had ordered them in the first in- 
stance.’ 

Effect of malice or want of probable cause. If 
the ease is such that the party obtaining process 
would not otherwise be liable, the fact that he pro- 
cured it with malicious motives or in the absence 
of probable cause does not impose liability in this 
form of action,’* nor is it important that he did not 
disclose all the material facts.7* On the other hand, 
although the party yrocuring process may have 
acted in good faith and without any wrong motive, 
if the process is wholly void, it forms no protec- 
tion,’® although it may be considered on the ques- 
tion of malice to avoid exemplary damages." 

[§ 47] (cc) Participation. A party obtaining 


56. Dunsmore vy. Pratt, 116 Me. 22, 
99 A 717; Lockhart v. Bear, 117 N. C. 
298, 23 SE 484; Sneeden v. Harris, 109 
N. C. 349, 13 SE 920, 14 LRA 389. 

[a] Good faith—Statutes author- 
izing arrest of debtors, being a dras- 
tic remedy for. the collection of debt, 
the oath required of creditors, their 
agents and attorneys must be not 
‘only practically perfect in form, but 
it must be based on good faith and a 
belief derived from such facts as 
would justify a man of ordinary pru- 
dence and common sense in believing 
the truth of the statements sworn to. 


Dunsmore v. Pratt, 116 Me. 22, 99 A 
717. 
57. Wilkins v. Hall, 13S. C. L. 205. 
58. Devlin v. Gibbs, 7 F. Cas. No. 


3,842, 4 Craneh C. GC. 626. 

59. Scoggin v. Taylor, 13 Ark. 380; 
Strozzi v: Wines, 24 Nev. 389, 55 P 
828, 57 P 832; Lansing v. Case, 4 NY 
LegObs 221; Irwin v. Lawson, 40 N. 
S. 279. - 

[a] Officer without jurisdiction.— 
(1) A party who obtains a warrant 
from a supreme court commissioner 
who has no authority to issue it is 
liable. Lansing v. Case, 4 NYLegObs 
Zod. (2) There being no law au- 
thorizing a master in chancery to is- 
sue a writ of ne exeat, parties suing 
out such writ cannot justify under 
it. Scoggin v. Taylor, 13 Ark. 380. 

{[b] Court without jurisdiction.— 
(1) Where a justice of the peace has 
no jurisdiction over an action for 
forcible entry and detainer, process 
of arrest ordered by him in such ac- 


tion is void and does not protect the] 


party procuring it. .Strozzi v. Wines, 
24 Nev. 389, 55 P 828, 57 P 832. (2) 
Magistrate’s decision as to validity 
of a capias is not conclusive in a 
subsequent action for false imprison- 
ment. Irwin v. Lawson, 40 N. S. 279. 
But see Sherman v. Grinnell, 159 N. 
Y. 50, 53 NE 674 (holding that deci- 
sions as to regularity by court having 
jurisdiction upon motions to set aside 
were binding.on plaintiff). 

[ec]. In Georgia, where the statute 
governing false imprisonment pro- 
vides that party bona fide suing out 
process is not liable, although the 
warrant is defective in form or void 
for want of jurisdiction, the party 
procuring and directing the execution 


of process is not liable, if he acted 
in good faith, even if the process is 
invalid for lack of jurisdiction. But- 
ler v. Tattnall Bank, 140 Ga. 579, 79 


SE 456. 

60. Taylor v. Moffatt, 2 Blackf. 
(ind.) 305. 

61. Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 353, 
92 NW 1105. 

62. Whitman v. Branstrom, 
Mich. 457, 168 NW 432. 

63. Chichester v. Gordon, 25 U. C. 
Q. B. 527. aa 


64. Parsons v. Lloyd, W. Bl. 
96 Reprint 498, 3 Wils. C. P. 341, 95 


Reprint 1089. 

65. Green v. Morse, 5 Me. 291; 
Sullivan v. Jones, 2 Gray (Mass.) 
570; Bracket v. Eastman, 17 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 382; Brooks v. Hodgkinson, 
4H. & N, 712, 157 Reprint 1021. But 
see McHugh v. Pundt, 17 8. C. L. 441 
(where plaintiff, a resident, was ar- 
rested on process erroneously de- 
scribing him as a transient and fora 
debt_less than the amount for which 
a resident could be arrested, but 
equaling the amount for which a 
transient could be arrested, trespass 
in false imprisonment would not lie 
against complainant because the pro- 
cess, although voidable, was regu- 
lar on its face). 

66. Bergman v. Noble, 45 Hun 133, 
10 (NySt 27, 12 NYCivProc 9256; 19 
AbbNCas 62; Allison v. Rheam, 3 
Sere. & R. (Pa.) 139, 8 AmD 644; 
Fanjoy v. Portland, 29 N. B. 24. But 
see Chapman v. Dyett, 11 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 31, 25 AmD 598 (where in a case 
in which a body execution was is- 
sued prior to a property execution, 
the body execution was voidable and 
when set aside ceased to be a justi- 
fication to the parties guilty of the 
irregularity). 
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67. Hawkins v. Paterson, 23 U. C. 
(Ayes. BIEN : 
68. Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 


621, 123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 759. 

69. Hamilton v. Pacific Drug Co., 
78 Wash. 689, 139 P 642. 

70. Bissell v. Gold, 1 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 210519) AmD 480) Taylor: v. 
Trask, 7 Cow. (N. Y.) 249; Percival v. 
Jones, 2 Johns. Cas. (N. Y.) 49; Fen- 
elon v. Butts, 49 Wis. 342, 5 NW 784. 

71. Eenelon v. Butts, 49 Wis. 342, 
784, 


72. Stuart v. Chapman, 104 Me. 17, 
70 A 1069. 

{a] Ratification of illegal statute. 
—Where an execution debtor has 
been illegally committed to jail, ana 
the execution creditor, while having 
nothing to do with the arrest and 
commitment, sends to the jailer 
money for the support of the execu- 
tion debtor while in jail, and prom- 
ises to send more money, if neces- 
sary, it is a ratification of the un- 
lawful acts. of the disclosure com- 
missioner, and makes the creditor 
liable in an action for false impris- 


onment. Stuart v. Chapman, 104 Me. 
Veal 0: eA, LOGS: 
73. Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 


175 SW 910; Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590, 597; Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 
509, 80 AmD 487. 

“HKiven malicious motives and ab- 
sence of probable cause do not give 
a party arrested an action for false 
imprisonment. They may aggravate 
his damage, but have nothing what- 
ever to do with the cause of action.” 
Marks v. Townsend, supra. 

[a] In Georgia, the general ruie 
that a person who procures an arrest 
under void process is liable without 
regard to the question of good or bad 
faith is changed by the code which 
makes good faith the test in such a 
case. Berger v. Saul, 113 Ga. 869, 39 
SE 326. 

Malice as element of cause of ac- 
tion generally see supra § 6. 

74. Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Williams vy. Smith, 14 C. B. N. 
S. 596, 108 ECL 596, 143 Reprint 579. 
But see Coleman y. Brown, 126 App. 
Div. 44, 110 NYS 701 (where it was 
held that a judicial determination to 
issue process protected the parties 
instigating the arrest, unless it was 
shown that they failed to disclose 
all of the material facts known to 
them or that some of such facts pre- 
sented to the judge were to their 
knowledge untrue). 

75. Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 
621, 123 P 1115, AnnCasi1918D 759; 
Wachsmuth vy. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 
96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 278) 
Johnson v. Maxon, 23 Mich. 129. 

76. Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. 
Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 
278. See infra § 153. 


For later cases. developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ae 


§§ 47-48] 


process incurs no liability unless he does something 
more than make a complaint before a judicial officer 
having jurisdiction over the general subject matter 
and person of the offender, by interfering and in- 
stigating the officer to enforce the process,”? nor is 
he liable for the acts of the officer in excess of 
his lawful authority, even if the arrest was under 
invalid process."* If he does interfere and instigate 
the officer he is liable, where the process, although 
regular on its face and apparently good, is unau- 
thorized,*® or was issued by a tribunal having no 
jurisdiction,®° or acting beyond the scope of its 
power.*+ But a prosecutor of the pleas acting in his 
public eapacity in delivering process to an officer 
and directing its service has been exempted from 
A complainant may also be held liable 
if he takes part in bringing about a detention under 


liability.82 


process void on its face.*% 


What constitutes participation depends upon the 


77. Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 
aM 61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 

Mich.—Murphy v. Walters, 34 
Mich. 180. 


N. Y.—Lewis v. Rose, 6 Lans. 206; 
Peckham vy. Tomlinson, 6 Barb. 253. 

N. B.—Carter v. Purrington, 7 N. 
B. 226. 

N. S.—Johnston vy. Robertson, 42 
N. S. 84 


Ont.—Stephens v. Stephens, 24 U. 
C. C. P. 424; McKinley v. Munsie, 15 
Way Cres 4280: 

See also generally cases supra § 45 
note 5. 

78. Baker v. Secor, 51 Hun 643, 
4 NYS 303. , 

{a] Improper place of confine- 
ment.—The party procuring process 
of arrest in a civil case where such 
process was authorized is not liable 
for the illegal acts of the sheriff in 
confining plaintiff, while in custody 
under a body execution, among crimi- 
nals and convicts. Baker v. Secor, 51 
Hun 643, 4 NYS 303. 

79. Mass.—Emery v. Hapgood, 7 
Gray 55, 66 AmD 459. 

N. Y.—Loomis v. Render, 41 Hun 
268; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans.100. But 
see Krauskopf v. Tallman, 38 App. 
Div. 273, 56 NYS 967 [aff 170 N. Y. 
561 mem, 62 NE 1096 mem] (where in 
a case in which, although the com- 
plaint and warrant were held suffi- 
cient to confer jurisdiction, the ac- 
cused was discharged at the hearing 
on the ground that the offense had 
not been committed by him, it was 
held that, as the magistrate had 
jurisdiction to issue the process and 
the process itself was sufficient in 
form, the party procuring it was not 
liable even if he had taken such a 
part in the arrest as would institute 
him a trespasser had the warrant 


Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366. 

N. B.—Carter v. Purrington, 7 N. 
B.. 226. 

N. S.—Johnston v. Robertson, . 42 
N.S. 84. 

Ont.—Anderson v..Wilson, 25 Ont. 
91. 

“The rule is, that if a stranger 
voluntarily takes upon himself to di- 
rect or aid in the service of a bad 
warrant, or interrjoses and sets the 
officer to do execution, he must take 
eare to find a record that will sup- 
port the process, or he cannot set up 
and maintain a justification.” Per 
Bigelow, J., in Emery v. Hapgood, 7 
Gray (Mass.) 55, 58, 66 AmD 459. 

80. Emery v. Hapgood, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 55, 66 AmD 459. 

81. Emery v. Hapgood, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 55, 66 AmD 459. 

g2. Hann v. Lloyd, 50 N. J. L. 1, 


11 A 346. ; 
Ala.—Woodall v. MeMillan, 38 


“been void). 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


of the arrest.5 
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facts and circumstances of each case.S4 
indispensable that the party be present at the time 


bb. Clerical Officers. 
or judicial officer has jurisdiction to order process 
to issue, the clerk of court cannot be held liable if 
he issues process in conformity with such order.®® 
But he may be responsible if he issues process in a 
case where the statute forbids its issuance,’ or as- 
sumes judicial power to issue process in a case where 
he does not possess such power.*® 
though he acts in apparent compliance with a judi- 
cial determination permitting it, if such determina- 
tion was unauthorized by the statute.8® Where proc- 
ess is issued as a matter of course by the clerk upon 
the application of a party, he is not-liable where 
there is nothing on the records to show that its is- 
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It is not 


Where the court 


This is so, al- 


suance is unlawful,®® but may be liable if he issues 


Ala. 622; Crumpton vy. Newman, 12 
Ala. 199, 46 AmD 251. 

N. Y.—Hewitt v. Newburger, 141 
ING ic bo Sa 86, NED Ooses Millers wv. 
Adams, 7 Lans. 131 [aff 52 N. Y. 409]; 
Griswold v. Sedgwick, 6 Cow. 456. 

Oh.—Dougherty v. Gilbert, Tapp. 6. 

Tex.—Coffin v. Varila, 8 Tex. Civ. 
A. 417, 27 SW 956. 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366. 

W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SE 94. 

Wis.—Frazier v. Turner, 76 Wis. 
562, 45- NW 411; Gelzenleuchter v. 
Niemeyer, 64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 
54 AmR 616. 

BEng.—Green v. Elgie, 5 Q. B. 99, 
48 HCL 99, 114 Reprint 1186. 

[a] Warrant not reciting a crimi- 
nal offense.—The act charged in a 
warrant not being a criminal offense, 
those who actively cause an arrest 
thereunder are liable for false im- 
prisonment. Willamson vy. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78 SE 94. 

[b] Conduct subsequent to arrest. 
—Although the mere delivery of a 
warrant to the officer may not show 
participation, if, after arrest, an at- 
torney improperly delays giving in- 
formation as to costs whereby the 
prisoner could purge himself of his 
contempt, such conduct may show a 
motive beyond the mere wish to dis- 
charge the attorney’s professional 
duty, and render him liable. Green 
v. Hlgie, 5 Q. B. 99, 48 ECL 99, 114 
Reprint 1186. 

84. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Participation in service 
shown (1) by pointing out the party 
to be arrested to the officer who has 
the warrant (Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 
Gehr, 66 Ill. A. 173; Drinkwater v. 
Jones, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 489; Coffin v. 
WVarilayes) Bex 1. Civ. Al 412i 'S W. 
956); (2) by handing the officer a 
warrant requesting the arrest of de- 
fendant at a stated place, offering to 
provide a vehicle, in connection with 
other circumstances (Hewitt v. New- 
burger, 141 N. Y. 538, 36 NE 593 [rev 
66 Hun 230, 20 NYS 913]); (3) by 
drawing complaint, filling up war- 
rant, receiving it from justice, hand- 
ing it to constable, and ordering him 
to make arrest at any cost (Loomis 
v. Render, 41 Hun (N. Y.) 268); (4) 
by delivery of warrant void on its 
face to an officer and directing arrest 
under it (Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359; 
Cody v. Adams, 7 Gray (Mass.) 59; 
Hallock v. Dominy, 7 Hun (N. Y.) 
52 [rev on other grounds 69 N. Y. 
238]; Whitcomb v. Cook, 39 Vt. 585); 
(5) notwithstanding the approval of 
the prosecuting attorney (Frazier v. 
Turner, 76 Wis. 562, 45 NW 411). 

[b] Participation in service not 
shown (1) by delivery of warrant to 
constable without asking or direct- 
ing that the arrest be made or be- 


it contrary to law upon facts within his knowledge.” 


ing present at the time of the arrest 
(Love v. Wood, 55 Mich. 451, 21 NW 
887); (2) by merely delivering a war- 
rant believed to be valid to an offi- 
cer to execute (Lewis v. Rose, 6 Lans. 


(N. Y.) 206); (3) or by going with 
constable to bring back horse and 
wagon, being present when arrest 


was made, but taking no part other 
than to extricate constable from un- 
der horse’s feet when he was mak- 
ing the arrest (Maddox vy. Murphy, 
20 N. Bw 268). ; 

[c] A question for the jury is 


created (1) by delivering process 
‘and giving instructions to. officer 
(Halle vi sMuneer, (> Lansia GNe 


100), (2) and by accompanying offi- 
cer and pointing out accused (West 
v. Smallwood, 3 M. & W. 418, 150 
Reprint 1208). 

[dad] Arrest at complainant’s house. 
—The fact that defendant who had 
laid facts before a judge resulting in 
plaintiff's arrest was present when 
the arrest was made is of less 
significance than would otherwise 
attach to it, where the arrest was 
made at defendant’s house. Love v. 
Halladay, 139 Mich. 575, 102 NW 1027. 

[e] Ratification. — Person whose 
only participation in an arrest was 
the filing of a complaint was held 
not to have ratified an illegal con- 
viction or detention merely by reply- 
ing in the affirmative at the time of 
sentence to a question of the court 
as to whether he wished the sentence 
executed. This amounted only to re- 
iterating the original complaint. Rush 
v. Buckley, 100 Me. 322, 61 A 774, 70 
LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 318. 

85. Clifton v. Grayson, 2 Stew. 
(Ala.) 412. 

86. Butler v. Tattnall Bank, 140 
Ga. 579, 79 SE 456. See also. Per- 
cival v. Jones, 2 Johns. Cas. (N. Y.) 
49 (justice acting ministerially or as 
clerk). 

87. Andrews v. Marris, 1 Q. B. 38, 
41 ECL 409, 113 Reprint 1030. 

[a] Tllustration.—Where the judg- 
ment was that the debtor pay an 
installment every month, or execu- 
tion to issue, but the statute pro- 
vided that, where the court ordered 
a judgment to be paid by install- 
ments, it must on default take fur- 
ther judicial proceedings before exe- 
cution could issue, a court clerk 
who, without further judicial pro- 
ceedings, issued execution on a de- 
fault in the payment of an install- 
ment was held liable. Andrews v. 
Marris, 1 Q. B. 3, 41 ECL 409, 113 
Reprint 1030. 

88. Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ind. 
A. 339, 99 NE 796. 


89. Andrews v. Marris, 1 Q. B. 3, 
41 ECL 409, 113 Reprint 1030. 

90. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 

91. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 


See also Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 502, 


30 AmD 487 (dictum). 
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{aa) Process Reguiar on Face. 
on its face issued by a judicial 


[25 C. J.] 


general jurisdiction of the subject matter and of 
the person is a protection to the officer executing 
The doctrine applies to courts of limited as 


1.2% 


92. U. S—wWeigel v. Brown, .194 
Fed. 652, 115 CCA 442; Reisterer v. 
Lee Sum, 94 Fed. 348, 36 CCA 285; 
Bryan v. Congdon, 86 Fed. 221, 29 
CCA 670; Hofschulte v. Doe, 78 Fed. 
436; Whitten v. Bennett, 77 Fed. 271 
{aff 86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140]; Car- 
man v. Wmerson, 71 Fed. 264, 18 CCA 
38; Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661; Dev- 
lin v. Gibbs, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,842, 4 
Granch, iC: (Gs 6265" U."S) v2, Harris; 
26 EF. Cas. No. 15,313. 

Ala.—Ferguson vy. Starkey, 192 
Ala. 471, 68 S 348; Tennessee Coal, 
ete., R.» Co. v. Butler, 187) Ala. 54, 
65 S 804; Leib v. Shelby Iron Co., 
97 Ala. 626, 12 S 67; Williams v. 
Ivey, 37 Ala. 244. 

Ark.—MclIntosh v. Bullard, 95 Ark. 
227, 129 SW 85, 88 [cit Cyc]; Camp- 
bell v. Hyde, 92 Ark. 128, 122 SW 
99; Douglass v. Stahl, 71 Ark. 236, 
72 SW 568; Trammell. v. Russellville, 
84 Ark. 105, 86 AmR 1; Chrisman v. 
Carney, 33 Ark. 316. 

Cai.—Kalish v. White, 36 Cal. A. 
604, 178 P 494; Pankewicz v. Jess, 
27 Cal. A. 340, 149 P 997. 

Conn.—Gilbert v. Rider, Kirby 180. 

Hawaii.—Gomez v. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539. 

- Ida.—Peterson v. Merritt, 25 Ida. 
324, 137 P 526. 

Ill.—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281; Ressler v. Peats, 86 Ill’ 
27 peaslomer Vv. “Peo, w2> Li TOn TG 
AmD 786; Tuttle v. Wilson, 24 Ill. 
553; Tefft v. Ashbaugh, 13 Ill. 602; 
McDonald v. Wilkie, 13 [ll. 22, 54 
Ame 42o. sWattiny Ves orbs. 1th: 
861; Flack v. Ankeny, 1 fll. 187; 
Morrell v. Martin, 17 Ill. A. 336. 

Ind.—Goodwine v. Stephens, 63 
Ind. 112; Jeffries v. McNamara, 49 
Ind. 142; Johnston v. Vanamringe, 5 
Blackf. 311; Davis v. Bush, 4 Blackf. 
330; Poulk v. Slocum, 8 Blackf. 421; 
Cooper v. Adams, 2 Blackf. 294. 

Iowa.—McGrew v. Holmes, 145 
Towa 540, 124 NW 195; Chambers v. 
Oehler, 107 Iowa 155, 77 NW 853. 

Ky.—Johnson v. Scott, 134 Ky. 736, 
740, 121 SW 695; Rowe v. Reneer, 
99 SW 250, 30 KyL 545. 

La.—Brainard v. Head, 15 La. Ann. 
489; Driggs v. Morgan, 10 Rob. 119; 
Went v. Morgan, 3 La. 311. ” 

Me.—Faloon v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 
30, 92 A 932; Rush v. Buckley, 100 
Me. 322, 61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 
AnnCas 318; Jacques v. Park, 96 Me. 
268, 52 A 763; Winchester v. Everett, 
80 Me. 535, 15 A 596, 6 AmSR 228, 
Teak 425; Snow v. Weeks, 75 Me. 
105. ° : 

Mass.—Tellefsen v. Fee, 168 Mass. 
188, 46 NE 562, 60 AmSR 379, 45 
LRA 481; Laneford v. Boston, etc., 
R. Co., 144 Mass. 431, 11 NE 697; 
Cassier v. Fales, 1389 Mass. 461, 1 
NE 922; O’Shaughnessy v. Baxter, 
121 Mass. —15; Underwood v. Robin- 
son, 106 Mass. 296; Hubbard v. Gar- 
field, 102 Mass. 72; Chase v. Ingalls, 
97 Mass. &24; Clarke v. May, 2 Gray 
410, 61 AmD 470; Twitchell v. 
Shaw, 19 Cush. 46. 57 AmD 8&0; Dona- 
hue v. Shed, 8 Metc. 326; Wilmarth 
Ve burt, a. Meteo ° 2577s Sandford vw 
Nichols, 13 Mass. 286, 7 AmD 151; 
Nichols v. Thomas, 4 Mass. 232. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 83; Whitman y. Bran- 
strom, 202 Mich. 457, 168 NW 432; 
Brown v. Hadwin, 182 Mich. 491, 148 
NW 693, LRA1915B 595; Schnider v. 
Montross, 158 Mich. 263, 122 NW 534; 
Schultz v. Huebner, 108 Mich. 274, 
66 NW 57; Johnson v. Morton, 94 
Mich. 1, 53 NW 816; Brooks v. Man- 
gan, 86 Mich. 576, 49 NW 633, 24 


Executive or Ministerial Officers— 
Process not void 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


tribunal having | the court.®? 


the proceedings 


AmSR 137; Wheaton v. Beecher, 49 
Mich. 348, 13 NW 769; Johnson v. 
Maxon, 23° Mich.) 229; (Ortmann: V, 
Greenman, 4 Mich. 291. 
Minn.—Colliis ‘v. Brackett, 34 
Minn, 339, 25 NW 708. 
Mo.—Burnett v. Prince, 272 Mo. 


68, 197 SW 241; Wehmeyer v. Mulvi- 
Hhill,sL50, Moy As 1975) 130 SW,,.681; 
St. Louis v. Karr, 85 Mo. .A. 608; 
Merchant vy. Rethwell, 66 Mo. A. 3241. 

Nebr.—Kelsey v. Klaubunde, 54 
Nebr. 760, 74 NW 1099; Atwood v. 
Atwater, 43 Nebr. 147, 61 NW 574; 
Miller v. Woods, 23 Nebr. 200, 36 
NW 483. : 

N. J.—Stricker v. Pennsylvania’ R. 
Coli GOMNMISL. 230337 SANT aden= 
nings v. Thompson, 54 N. J. L. 55, 
22 A 1008; Hann v. Lloyd, 50 N. J. 
L. 1, 11 A 346; Mangold v. Thorpe, 
Sol UIN eda ela Sa, 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Hallock v. Domiay, 69 
N. Y. 238; Mott v. Union Bank, 38 
Ni OYe LS Pattie 1 Nv Super jeoo its 
Smith v. Warden, 4 Hun 787; Hall 
v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; Henry v. 
Lowell, 16 Barb. 268; Stanton v. 
Schell, 5 N. Y. Super. 323; Nowak 
v. Waller, 10 NYS 199 [aff 132 N. Y. 
590, 30 NE 868]; Stewart v. Hawley, 
21 Wend. 552; Savacool v. Bough- 
ton, 5 Wend. 170, 21 AmD 181; Smith 


v. Shaw, 12 Johns. 257; Warner vV. 
Shed, 10 Johns. 138. 
N. C.—Bryan v. Stewart, 123 N. C. 


92, 31 SE 286. 

Oh.—Brinkman y. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Ohe Streiy 109. Nb e516 Ad on. 8 By 
11325. Taylor “v. Alexander,?—6- Oh: 
144; Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. Cir. 
Cty Ni iS. soamoceOUy (Cit. Cimaos. 

Pa.—Barnett v. Reed, 51 Pa. 190, 
88 AmD 574; Allison v. Rheam, 3 
Serge. & R. 139, 8 AmD 644; Hecker 
v. Jarrett, 3 Binn. 404. 

R. I.—Calderone v. 23 
ROT Oss ip LeeA wea on 

S. C.—Whaley v. Lawton, 62 S. C. 
91, 40 SH 128, 56 LRA 649; Bragg 
vy. Thompson, 19 S. C. 572. 

Tex.— Canfield v. Gresham, 82 Tex. 
10, 17 SW 390; Regan v. Jessup, 
34 Tex. Civ. A. 74, 77 SW 972; Gaines 
v. Newbrough, 12 Tex. Civ. A. 466, 
34 SW 1048. 

Utah.—Richardson y. Capwell, 176 
P 205; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 12, 
tae 224; Clinton v. Nelson, 2 Utah 

Vt.—-Meserve v. Folsom, 62 Vt. 504, 


Kiernan, 


20 A 926; Barrett v. Crane, 16 Vt. 
246; Churchill v. Churchill, 12 Vt. 
661; Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 
AmD 487. 


Wis.—Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 
353, 92 NW 1105; Lueck y. Heisler, 
87 Wis. 644, 58 NW 1101. 

Eng.—Andrews v. Marris, 1 Q. B. 
8, 41 HCL 409, 113 Reprint 1030; 
Marshalsea Case, 10 Coke 68b, 77 Re- 
pring, L027; Tarlton: t va eiisher, a2 
Doug). 671, 99 Renrint 426; Prige v. 
Adams, 2 Salk. 674, 91 Reprint 573; 
Hill v. Bateman, Str. 710, 93 Reprint 
800; Barker v. Braham, W. Bl. 866, 
96 Reprint 510, 3 Wils. C. P. 368, 
95 Reprint 1104; Parsons v. Lloyd, 
W. Bl. 845, 96 Reprint 498, 3 Wils. 
C. P. 341, 95 Reprint 1089. 

N. B.—Carter y. Purrington, 7% 
ING eos 

Ont.-—Fergusson v. Adams, 5 U. C. 
Q. B. 194. 

[a] Process is said to’ be regular 
on its face when it proceeds from a 
court, officer, or body having author- 
ity of law to issue process of that 
nature, and which is legal in form, 
and contains nothing to notify or 
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well as general jurisdiction, if the subject matter 
of the suit appears to be within the jurisdiction of 
The officer is not.required to look be- 
yond the warrant to the validity and regularity of 


on which it is founded,®* nor to 


exercise his judgment touching its validity in point 


fairly apprise any one that it is 
issued without authority. Panke- 
wiez v. Jess, 27 Cal. A, 340; 149 P 
DOs 

{b] Process need not be in all 
respects rezgular.—By the established 
doctrine that process fair on its face 
protects from liability the officer exe- 
cuting it is not meant that it shall 
in all respects be regular, but that 
it shall appear to have been law- 
fully issued, and such as the officer 
might lawfully serve. Hofschulte v. 
Doe, 78 Fed. 436; Douglass v. Stahl, 
71 Ark. 236, 72 SW 568. 

[c] Reasons for rule—(1) The 
officer is protected, if the process is 
regular on its face, because he has 
no means of ascertaining whether 
the court or officer issuing it had ju- 
risdiction, or whether the proceed- 
ings to obtain it were in conformity 
to law, and because he would be lia- 
ble to the party in whose favor it 
issued in damages for neglecting or 
refusing to execute it. Hall v. Mun- 
ger, 5b sans. (GN: <Y.)/ 9100." (2)! -@he 
speedy administration of justice re- 
quires that the mandates of all 
courts, and other tribunals and per- 
sons possessing judicial powers, 
should be executed promptly and 
without hesitation by those to whom 
they are directed. To secure this, 
it is necessary that the law should 


throw its protecting mantle around 


those executing such mandates, and 
hold them harmless, so long as they 
do only what they are commanded 
to do, without requiring them te de- 
termine whether it is rightly and 
properly commanded or not. Peter- 


Bo v. Merritt, 25 Ida. 324, 137 P 
526. 
{d] In Georgia, under statutory 


provision, the warrant protects the 
officer even if defective in form. 
Butler v. Tattnall Bank, 140 Ga. 579, 
79 SEH 456; Williams v. Sewell, 121 
Ga. 665, 49 SE 732; Joiner v. Ocean 
SS. Co., 86 Ga. 288, 12 SE 361. 

93. Bohri v. Barnett, 144 Fed. 
389, 75 CCA 327; Peterson v. Merritt, 
25 Ida. 824, 137 P 526; Jennings v. 
Thompson, 54 N. J. L. 55, 22 A-1008; 
Savacool v. Boughton, 5 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 170, 21 AmD 81. 

94. U. S.—Hofschulte v. Doe, 78 
Fed. 436; Whitten v. Bennett, 77 Fed. 
271 [aff 86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140], 

Ala.—Ferguson vy. Starkey, 192 
Ala. 471, 68 S 348. 

Ida.—Peterson vy. Merritt, 25 Ida. 
324, 1387 P 526, 

Tll—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281;-Ressler v. Peats, 86 Ill, 


275; Tuttle v. Wilson, 24 Ill. 553; 
Flack v. Ankeny, i Ill. 187, 
Ind.— Davis v. Bush, 4 Blackf, 


330; Cooper v. Adams, 2 Blackf. 294. 
Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 322, 
61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 318: 


Nowell v. Tripp, 61 Me. 426, 14 
AmR 572. 

Mass.—Langford v. Boston, ete., 
R. Co., 144 Mass. 481, 11 NE 697; 


Underwood y. Robinson, 106 Mass. 
296; Hubbard v. Garfield, 192 Mass. 
72; Chase v. Ingalls, 97 Mass. .524. 

Mich.—Thomas %. Rosecrantz, 193 
Mich. 357, 159 NW 514; Brown v. 
Hadwin, 182 Mich. 491, 148 NW 693, 
LRA1915B 5095; Johnson v. Morton, 
94 Mich. 1, 58 NW 816; Wheaton v. 
Beecher, 49 Mich. 348, 183 NW 769. 

Mo.—Bnrnett v. Prince, 272 Mo, 
68, 197 SW 241; Merchant v. Both- 
well, 60 Mo. A. 341. 

N. J.—Jennings v. Thompson, 54 
N. J. L. 55, 22 A 1008; Mangold v. 
Thorpe, 33 N. J. L. 134. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


~Williams v. Morris, 
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of law.®> His exemption from liability is unaffected 
by his actual knowledge of any invalidity or irregu- 
larity in such antecedent proceedings,®® or by the 
fact that the process may have been obtained fraud- 
ulently,®” or that his feelings toward the party ar- 
rested were malicious;9® nor is he affected by the 
fact that the judicial officer issuing it committed an 
error in doing so,9° or by notice of facts which 
might render the arrest improper. 
the process was subsequently set aside does not 
nullify its protection to the officer.? 
cial officer issuing the process has jurisdiction over 
the subject of violations of municipal ordinances, 
he is not liable, even if it turns out that the or- 


N. Y.—Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 
100; Nowak v. Waller, 10 NYS 199 
{aff 132 N. Y. 590 mem, 30 NE 868 
ot Warner v. Shed, 10 Johns. 

Oh.—Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 
1132; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 144; 
14 Qh. Cir: Ct: 
NEES .i8533132 10h. Cir? Cti 453; 

Utah.—Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 
12, 33 P 224. 

Vt.—Barrett v. Crane, 16 Vt. 246; 


Pierson v, Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 AmD 
487. 
[a] Error in the copy of a mitti- 


mus furnished does not render him 
liable unless he had reason to be- 
lieve it to be erroneous. Martin v. 
Collins, 165 Mass. 256, 43 NE 91. 
[b] Error of grand jury.—An offi- 
cer acting under process regular in 
form, based on a proper indictment 
of record, is_not liable because the 
grand jury made a mistake in finding 
the indictment. Whitten v. Bennett, 
of Fed. 271 [aff 86 Fed. 405, 30 CCA 
40]. 
[c] Magistrate acting as plain- 
tiff’s attorney.—Where the affidavit 
upon which the writ issued was 
sworn to before the same person as 
magistrate who filled out the writ 
as attorney for plaintiff therein, and 
the officer executing, by reason of 
his private knowledge of the magis- 
trate’s handwriting and relation to 
one of the parties to the action, had 
knowledge of the circumstances, it 
was held that this did not deprive 
the officer of the conclusive protec- 
tion which the law attributes to a 
process regular on its face and is- 


sued by a court of competent juris-, 


diction. Underwood vy. Robinson, 106 
Mass. 296. 
[d] Omission of statements as to 


legal prerequisites—A capias ad 
satisfaciendum issued upon a judg- 
ment is not void on its face, although 
it does not recite that the oath re- 
quired by law to be made was made 
before it issued. Lattin v. Smith, 1 
Tll. 361. 

[e] Offense committed beyond ju- 
risdiction—Where the jurisdiction 
is limited to causes of action, aris- 
ing in a particular limited territory, 
the court may award process, and 
the officers may execute it, unless it 
appears on the face of the proceed- 
ings that the cause of action arose 
out of the jurisdiction; the officers 
are not bound to inquire where the 
‘cause of action arose. Poulk vy. Slo- 
cum, 3 Blackf. (Ind.) 421. 

{f] Warrants issued by inferior 
magistrates must show on their face 
legal authority for their issuance, as 
it cannot be presumed. Jacques v. 
Parks, 86 Me. 268, 52 A 763. 


95. Gomez v. Whitney, 21 Hawaii 
539. 
96. ‘Underwood v.- Robinson, 106 


Mass. 296; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 
UA BBY 2 924, 

97, Peterson v. Merritt, 25 Ida. 
324, 187 P 526; Cassier v. Fales, 139 
Mass. 461, 1 NE 922; Oxford v. Berry, 
204 Mich. 197, 170 ‘NW 83; Johnson 
v. Maxon, 23 Mich. 129; St. Louis 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


him.® 


The fact that 


[§ 50] (bb) 


If the judi- 


v. Aya 85 Mo. A. 608. 
8. Regan N Jessup, 34 Tex. Civ. 

A. 4, 77 SW. 972. 

$99. Ala.—Duckworth v. 
7 Ala. 578. 

Ark.—Trammell v. avin ok ours 34 
Ark. '105, 36: AmR 1. 

Ida.—Peterson v. Merritt, 25 Ida. 
324, 187 P 526, 

Iowa.—McGrew v. Holmes, 145 
Iowa 540, 124 NW 195; Chambers v. 
Oehler, 107 Iowa 155, 77 NW 853. 
yy uecpe talndre v. Head, 15 La. Ann. 
Sigel oR ac v. Thomas, 4 Mass. 


Mich.—Brooks v. Mangan, 86 Mich. 
576, 49 NW 633, 24 AmSR 187. 
N. Y.—Stewart v. Hawley, 21 
Wend. 552 
6 Oh. 


Oh. —Taylor v. Alexander, 
Utah.—Richardson v. Capwell, 176 


Johnston, 


144, 
P2065 

[a] Although irregular and void- 
able, it is nevertheless a protection. 
Nichols v. Thomas, 4 Mass. 232. 

{b] Magistrate exceeding juris- 
diction.— Where a marshal acted in 
good faith under a warrant regular 
on its face and not showing want 
of jurisdiction in the justice issuing 
it, the marshal is not liable because 
the justice exceeded his jurisdiction. 
opens v. Capwell, (Utah) 176 


1. Cassier v. Fales, 139 Mass. 461, 
1 NE 922; O’Shaughnessy v. Baxter, 
121 Mass. 515; Wilmarth v. Burt, 7 
Mete. (Mass.) 257; Marks v. Sulli- 
van, 9 Utah 12, 33 P 224; Tarlton v. 
Fisher, 2 Dougl. 671, 99 Reprint 426. 

[a] Arrest of infant.—The arrest 
of one known to be an infant for 
debt will not render the officer liable 
in false imprisonment. Cassier v. 
Fales, 139 Mass. 461, 1 NE 922. 

[b] Arrest of bankrupt after dis- 
charge.—The arrest of a bankrupt 
on a warrant valid on its face will 
not render the officer executing it lia- 
ble in false imprisonment althotgh 
he has knowledge of the facts of 
the discharge. Wilmarth v. Burt, 7 
Metc. (Mass.) 257. 

{[c] Gmission of statement as to 
character of offense charged.—W here 
a@ warrant of arrest did not state the 
character of the offense, that fact 
would not render it void so as to 
make the officer executing it liable 
in damages for false imprisonment. 
Mangold v. Thorpe. 33 N. J. L. 134. 

2. Schultz v. Huebner, 108 Mich. 
274, 66 NW 57; Brinkman v. Droles- 
baugh, 97 Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, 
LRA1918F 1132; Barker Vv. Braham, 
WwW. Bil. 866, 96 Reprint 510, 3 Wils. 
CP. 368, 95 Reprint 1104; Parsons 
v. Lloyd, W. Bl. 845, 96 Reprint 498, 
3 Wils. C. P. 341, 95 Reprint 1089. 

[a] Discharge on habeas corpus 
immaterial.—A person arrested and 
imvrisoned for the violation of a void 
ordinance of a municipal corporation 
may be discharged therefrom on 
habeas corpus, but it does not fol- 
low that the officer executing the 
process of the court regular on its 
face is liable in a civil action for 
damages. Hofschulte v. Doe, 78 Fed. 


dinance is invalid.? 
having been issued irregularly by a party is not a 
protection to him, is nevertheless a protection to. 
the officer executing it, and to those who assist 
If, however, the officer is a party to the 
issuance and service of process which is merely a 
sham to cover extortion or some purpose other than 
the prosecution of the alleged offender for an of- 
fense justifying arrest, he is lable.® 
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Process, which because of its 


Process Regular, but Court With- 


out Jurisdiction. In cases where, although the proc- 
ess appears regular on its face, the judicial tribunal 
has in fact no jurisdiction, the general rule is that 
the officer is not protected by the process;’ other 


3. Bohri v. Barnett, 144 Fed. 389, 
75 CCA 3827; Hofschulte v. Doe, 78 
Fed. 436; Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 
322, 61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 
318; Pen ae v. Bothwell, 60 Mo. 


A. 341 

[a] " Ordinance not duly published. 
—The officer is bound to know 
whether the court has general ju- 
risdiction over the offense set forth 
in the process, but not bound to in- 
quire whether ordinance has been 
duly published. Rush v. Buckley, 
100 Me. 322, 61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 
4 AnnCas 318. 

4 Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. (N. Y.) 
100; Chapman y. Dyett, 11 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 31, 25 AmD 598; Pierson v. 
Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 AmD 487. 

63 Ind. 


5. Goodwine v. Stephens, 
112; Pierson vy. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 30 
6. Slomer iv. Peo.,..25 Tl) 70} 76 
L. 420 
7. U. S.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 
103 U. S. 168, 26 L. ed. 377. 
Ala. 578. 
Ark.—Thompson vy. Whipple, 54 
Conn.—Burlingham v. Wylee, 2 
Root 152. 

Ind.—Poulk v. Slocum, 8 Blackf. 
421; Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ina. 
Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915B 172; 

SW 3836, 24 KyL 18382. 
Mass.—Nichols v. Thomas, 4 Mass. 


AmD 487. 
AmD 786; State v. Greenwood, 8 S. C. 
Ala.—Duckworth  v. Johnston, 7 
Ark. 203, 15 SW 604. 
Ill.—Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 
A. 339, 99 NE 796. 
Stephens v. Wilson,’ 115 Hoye wits 72 
232. 


N. H.—Batchelder v. Currier, 45 
N. H. 460 


N. Y.—Smith vy. Shaw, 12 Johns. 
rit Contra Peo. v. Warren, 5 Hill 


40h Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 

Tex.—Canfield v. Gresham, 82 Tex. 
10, 17 SW 390. 

Vt.— Barrett v. Crane, 16 Vt. 246. 

Eng.—Marshalsea Case, 10 Coke 
€8b, 77 Reprint 1027; Watson v. Bo- 
dell, 14 M. & W. 57, 153 Reprint 
888; Shergold v. Holloway, Str. 1002, 
93 Reprint 995; Hill v. Bateman, Str. 
710, 93 Rezrint 800. 

Can.—McSorley v. St. John, 6 Can. 
Sr ewe os Le 

[a] The reason for the rule has 
been stated by many authorities to 
be that the officer is bound or will 
be presumed to know. the jurisdic- 
tion of the tribunal issuing the proc- 
ess. fy Hull iv. Blaisdell. 22 Lil e332 
Smith v. Shaw, 12 Johns. (N. Y.) 
257; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 144; 
Canfield v. Gresham, 82 Tex. 10, 17 
SW 390; Marshalsea Case, 10 Coke 
68b, 77 Revrint 1027; Watson v. Bo- 
dell, 14 M. & W. 57, 153 Reprint 
388; Shergold v. Holloway, Str. 1002, 
93 Reprint 995. 

[b1 Presiding’ officer of meeting 
having no jurisdiction.—Where the 
mayor of a city ordered a member of 
the city council to be ejected from 
a meeting, and it was held that he 
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decisions modify this rule by holding the officer 
liable if he enforces process after notice of facts 


legally sufficient to establish lack 
Likewise an officer has been held 


made the arrest under process issued pursuant to 


an unconstitutional statute.® 


was without any authority to make 
such an order, the officer executing 
it was held liable. Thompson v. 
Whipple, 34 Ark. 203, 15 SW 604. 

[c] Sergeant at arms.—No gen- 
eral power to punish for contempt, 
other than is found in the constitu- 
tion, being vested in the house of 
representatives, its order directing 
the punishment for contempt of one 
not a member did not protect the 
sergeant at arms. Kilbourn  v. 
Thompson, 103. U.S. 168, 26 L. ed. 
377. 

{d] Warrant issued by notary 
public being void, because a notary 
public does not have judicial pow- 
ers, does not protect officer. Howell 
v. Wysor, 74 W. Va, 589, 82 SE 503, 
AnnCas1916C 519. 

[e] Warrant issued by court 
clerk without authority—Where a 
warrant to enforce a town ordinance 
is issued by a court clerk pursuant 
to statute which had been repealed 
by implication, the warrant was un- 
lawful and did not protect the officer. 
Cleveland v. Emerson, *51 Ind, A. 339, 
' 99 NE 796. 

{f{] Wegal tax assessments.—(1) 
If the person taxed, or the subject 
matter of taxation is not within the 
authority of the officers who make 
the assessment such assessment be- 
ing coram non judice, the warrant 
is void and does not protect the offi- 
cers. Thurston v. Martin, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 14,018, 5 Mason (U. S.) 497. (2) 
Where the assessment against plain- 
tiff was void because he was not the 
owner of the land assessed, a col- 
lecting officer who holds a warrant 
for plaintiff which, although good on 
its face, is founded upon such void 
assessment, is guilty of trespass in 
arresting plaintiff. McSorley v. St. 
Jonnw 6y@an.w SC. 1531.99 ¢3) And 
where a tax warrant issued by a 
schoo] district is invalid because the 
town has not been legally districted, 
it furnishes no protection. Bassett 
v. Porter, 10 Cush. (Mass.) 418. 

{g] In Georgia, under statutory 
provisions, it is necessary to estab- 
lish both that the process was void, 
and that it was issued in bad faith. 
Berger v. Saul, 113 Ga. 869, 39 SE 
326; McDonald v. Lane, 80 Ga. 497, 
5 SE 628. To same effect Butler v. 
Tattnall Bank, 140 Ga. 579, 79 SH 
456; Williams v. Sewell, 121 Ga. 665, 
49 SE 732. 

8 Tefft v. Ashbaugh, 13 Ill. 602; 
McDonald v. Wilkie, 13 Ill. 22, 54 
AmD 4243; Tellefsen v. Fee, 168 Mass. 


188, 46 NE 562, 60 AmSR 879, 45 
LRA 481 
[a] Illustration. — A _ constable 


who arrested the captain of a Nor- 
wegian vessel lying within the ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction of the munici- 
pal court of Boston, on a writ in 
proper form sued out of such court 
by one of the crew of such vessel 
to recover wages, was liable for ille- 
gal arrest, where he was informed 
before the arrest that the captain 
and vessel were Norwegian, and that 
the claim would be adjusted at the 
consulate of Sweden and Norway, in 
accordance with treaty provisions 
giving exclusive jurisdiction of such 
questions to the consul. Tellefsen v. 
Fee, 168 Mass. 188, 195, 46 NE 562, 
60 AmSR 379, 45 LRA 481 (In this 
case the court said: ‘Several cases 
have been called to our attention jn 
which there are dicta to the effect 
that an officer is not bound to look 
beyond his precept, even if he has 
knowledge that the court has no ju- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


of jurisdiction.® 
liable where he 
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[§ 51] (cc) Process Void on Face. The officer 
is not protected where the process is void on its 
face,° as where it does not disclose an offense 
known to the law,'! or does not show the authority 
of the magistrate to issue it,!* or discloses an offense 


over which the court has no jurisdiction,1* or shows 


risdiction; 
these cases shows that the facts 
known to the officer did not affect 
the jurisdiction of the court, but re- 
lated to irregularities in the prior 
proceedings or to matters merely of 
defence to the action’). 

9. Sumner y. Beeler, 50 Ind. 341, 
19 AmR 718. 

10: Ua S West “vi. Cabell, rel53: 
UP.) Su 78; Ta MSOti 752,38 a. “eds 645; 
Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 371, 164 
CCA 295; Weigel v. Brown, 194 Fed. 
652, 115 CCA 442, 

Ala.—Crumpton v. Newman,, 12 
Ala. 199, 46 AmD 251; Duckworth v. 
Johnston, 7 Ala. 578. ; 

Cal.—Pankewicz v. Jess, 27 Cal. 
A. 340, 342, 149 PP 99%. [eit Cyel- 

Conn.—Hall v. Howd, 10 Conn. 514, 
27 AmD 696; Grumon v. Raymond, 1 
Conn. 40, 6 AmD 200; Wooster v. 
Parsons, Kirby 110. 

Ga.—Johnston v. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

Tll.— Gorton v. Frizzell, 20 Ill. 291; 
Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 

Ind.—Wasson v. Canfield, 6 Blackf. 
406; Poulk vy. Slocum, 3 Blackf. 421; 
Hiday v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 48. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 428. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172. 

Me.—Faloon v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 
30, 92 A 982; Rush v. Buckley, 100 
Me. 322, 61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 
AnnCas 3818; Jacques v. Parks, 96 
Me. 268, 52 A 7638; Stilphem v. Ul- 
mer, 88 Me. 211, 33 A 980; Elsemore 
v. Longfellow, 76 Me. 128; Pooler v. 
Reed, 75 Me. 488; Harwood v. 
Siphers, 70 Me. 464; Wills v. Whit- 
tier, 45 Me. 544; Vinton v. Weaver, 
41 Me. 430; Gurney v. Tufts, 37 Me. 
130, 58 AmD 777. 

Mass.—Tellefsen v. Fee, 168 Mass. 
188, 46 NE 562, 60 AmSR 379, 45 
LRA 481; Buzzell v. Emerton, 161 
Mass. 176, 36 NE 796; Pearce v. At- 
wood, 13 Mass. 324; Rex v. Gay, 1 
Quincy 91. 

Mich.—Whitman vy. Branstrom, 202 
Mich. 457, 168 NW 4382; Larson v. 
Collins, 195 Mich. 492, 162 NW 86; 
Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 
96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 278; 
Sheldon v. Hill, 338 Mich. 171. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681; Ray v. Dodd, 
132 Mo. A. 444, 112 SW 2; Brueck- 
ner v. Frederick, 109 Mo. A. 614, 
83 SW 775. 

Nebr.—Hackler v. Miller, 79 Nebr. 
206, 112 NW 303; Forbes v. Hicks, 
27 Nebr. 111, 42 NW 898. 

N. H.—Batchelder v. Currier, 45 
N. H. 460. 

N. Y.—Arteaga v. Connor, 88 N. Y. 
408, 2 NYCivProc 152, 14 NYWkly 
Dig 278 [aff 47 N. Y. Super. 494]; 
Hall.v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; Abbott 
v. Booth, 61 Barb. 546; Russell ‘v. 
Hubbard, 6 Barb. 654; Murphy v. 
Kron, 8 NYSt 230, 20 AbbNCas 259; 
Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 AbbPr 468; 
Williams v. Garrett, 12 HowPr 456; 
Savacool v. Boughton, 5 Wend. 170, 
21 AmD 181; Griswild v. Sedgwick, 6 
eves 456; Smith v. Shaw, 12 Johns. 

N. C.—Bryan v. Stewart, 123 N. C. 
92, 31 SE 286. 


emer v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 
Tenn.—McLendon  v. State, 92 


Tenn. 520, 22 SW 200, 21 LRA 738. 
Tex.—Sneed v. McFatridge, 43 Tex. 
Civ.) A 092, OS Wines 
Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366. & 


but an examination of Vt.—Hazen v. Creller, 83 Vt. 460, 


76 A 145; Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 
61, 58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 


W. Va.—Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. 
vee 589, 82 SE 503, AnnCasi916C 
519. 

Wis.—Heller v. Clarke, 121 Wis. 


71, 98 NW 952; Lueck v. Heisler, 87 
Wis. 644, 58 NW 1101; Frazier v. 
Turner, 76 Wis. 562, 45 NW 411; 
Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 64 Wis. 


316, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 616. 
Eng.—Carratt v. Morley, 1 Q. B. 
18, 41 ECL 417, 113 Reprint 1036; 


Marshalsea Case, 10 Coke 68b, 77 Re- 
print 1027; Clark v. Woods, 2 Exch. 
395, 154 Reprint 545; Hoye v. Bush, 
1M. & G. 775, 39 ECL 1020, 133 Re- 
print 545; Shergold v. Holloway, Str. 
1002, 93 Reprint 995; Smith v. Bou- 
chier, Str. 993, 93 Reprint 989; Hill 
v. Bateman, Str. 710, 93 Reprint 


800. 
N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 


(234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295. 


Ont.—Gaul v. Ellice Tp. Corp., 3 
Ont. L. 438. 

[a] Reason for rule—(1) The 
officer is chargeable with knowledge 
of its defects. Reichman y. Harris, 
252 Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295; Faloon 
v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 30, 92 A 932. 
(2) An officer is bound to know the 
law; and when the warrant on the 
face of it appears to be illegal, and 
he executes it, he is liable to the per- 
Son arrested. Grumon y. Raymond, 
1 Conn. 40, 6 AmD 200. 

[b] Warrant issued on Sunday, 
where statute does not authorize is- 
suance on Sunday for that particular 
offense, is not a protection to the 
officer executing it. Pearce v. At- 
wood, 13 Mass. 324. 

_(c] Warrant showing no jurisdic- 
tion of person of offender, because he 
did not live in county where offense 
was committed, does not protect offi- 
cer executing it. Pearce v. Atwood, 
13 Mass. 324. 

[ad] Warrant returnable before 
court not having jurisdiction to try 
the offense does not protect officer. 


Patoholde: ve ‘Currier? 45.7 N. ee 
[e]| Written process essential._—A 


plea justifying an arrest pursuant to 
an order of judges of election is 
fatally defective in not averring that 
such order was a written order, and 
also in not stating the length of 
time of commitment. Davis v. Wil- 
son, 65 Ill. 525. 

[f] Invalidity difficult to deter- 
mine.—Where it is difficult for offi- 
cer to determine whether the war- 
rant is defective on its face, he can- 
not be held liable; he is not obliged 
to look behind the warrant; and the 
fact that a court had held it invalid 
in a direct proceeding, is not conclu- 
Sive against it as a protection in an 
action for false imprisonment. 
Wheaton v. Beecher, 49 Mich. 348, 
13 NW 769. 

11. Crumpton v. Newman, 12 Ala. 
199, 46 AmD 251; Duckworth v. 
Johnston, 7 Ala. 578; Larson v. Col- 
lins, 195 Mich. 492, 162 NW 86. But 
see Smith v. Warden, 4.Hun 1787 
(where, although the warrant of ar- 
rest did not recite a legal offense, 
it showed a case. within the jurisdic- 
tion of the justice on which he had 
exercised his judicial functions in 
issuing his mandate). 

12. Faloon v. O’Connell, 113 Me. 
30% 92 ARtO32. 

13. Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. 
ie 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 
278. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and ncte number. 
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that the crime attempted to be charged was not, in 
fact, committed, or where the proceedings show 
that they were instituted by one without legal au- 
thority to do so,’® or that the right to arrest there- 
under had expired through lapse of time.1® The 
officer may refuse to execute process which is in 
fact void, although valid on its face, and no action 
will lie against him for such refusal, and a fortiori, 
may refuse to act under process substantially ir- 
regular on its face.1§ 

[§ 52] j. Circumstances Attending and Follow- 
ing Arrest Affecting Legality—(1) In General. 
Circumstances attending or following a detention 
lawful in its inception may render it unlawful so 
as to impose liability for false imprisonment,!® and 
conversely an unlawful detention may be converted 
into a lawful one so that liability for a false im- 
prisonment exists only as to the period until the 
detention becomes lawful.?° 

[§ 53] (2) Compliance with Conditions or Di- 
rections in Process Generally. One who fails to 
comply with the conditions or directions contained 
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in the process may be held liable.?? 

[§ 54] (8) Exhibition of Warrant or Statement 
of Authority.22. It has been held that no liability 
is incurred by a regular officer, having a warrant in 
his possession, because of his failure to exhibit it 
on demand;?* on the other hand one. who is not-a 
regular officer may incur liability by failure so to 
exhibit his warrant.?4 In eases of arrest without 
process, failure to make known his authority and 
intention at the time of the arrest has been held 
an additional reason for imposing liability on the 
arresting party,?° and if he fails to make known his 
official position he occupies no better position than 
a private person arresting another without war- 
rant.?6 

[§ 55] (4) Time of Arrest.27 An arrest, 
whether pursuant to or without process, made at a 
time when it is not authorized, is not justified,?8 
and needless night arrests, or arrests made on the 
eve of Sunday, when the ordinary resources of im- 
mediate deliverance are not at hand, have been held 
to be without decent support.°° 


14. Lueck v. Heisler, 87 Wis. 644, 
58 NW 1101. ; 

[a] Warrant negativing crime.— 
A warrant of arrest for obtaining 
goods on false pretenses which states 
that the relator well knew the falsity 
of such pretenses is bad upon its 
face, and the officer serving it is lia- 
ble for false imprisonment. Lueck 
v. Heisler, 87 Wis. 644, 58 NW 
1 


15. Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 
58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 

[a] For example, where officers 
of societies for the prevention of 
cruelty to animals are, by statute, 
authorized to make complaints, pro- 
ceedings showing that the complaint 
was made by an agent Of such so- 
eiety are void on their face and af- 
ford no protection. Goodell v. Tower, 
Witten 0 lg Dour AsE(G.O.0 shOT Am SE 


745. 

16. Stoyel v. Lawrence, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,517, Brunn. Col. Cas. 311, 3 
Day (Conn.) 1. q 

[al A body execution delivered to 
a sheriff after the return day men- 
tioned thereon did not protect  offi- 
cer acting under it. Stoyel v. Law- 
rence, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,517, Brunn. 
Cols Casi. 315-34, Day. (Conn), 1. 

17. Tuttle v. Wilson, 24 Ill. 553; 
Lattin v.- Smith, 1 Ill, 361; New- 
burg v. Munshower, 29 Oh. St. 617, 
23 AmR 769. 

[al Refusing to discharge a 
debtor on a defective order does not 
subject sheriff to liability, although 
had he made the discharge he would 
have been protected by the _ order. 
Hayes v. Bowe, 12 Daly (N. Y.) 198, 
65 HowPr 347. 


18. Hayes v. Bowe, 12 Daly 
(N. Y.) 193, 65 HowPr 347. 

19. Ind.—Torbert v. Lynch, 67 
Ind. 474. 


Mass.—Bath v. Metcalf, 145 Mass. 
274, 14 NE 1338, 1 AmSR 455. 


IN, ei —Clark- va Tilton, 4° Nis Ho: 
330, 68 A 335. 
R: I.—Page v. Staples, 13. R.' I. 


306. 

Va.—Sands v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384, 
101 SE 569. = 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) Prisoner 
illegally compelled to work out fine. 
Torbert v. Lynch, 67 Ind. 474. (2) 
If an arrest is made for a just cause, 
upon a warrant regular upon its 
face, issued from a court of compe- 
tent jurisdiction, and the imprison- 
ment consequent thereon is made use 
of to extort money or compel the 
payment of a debt from the prisoner, 
the imprisonment is a duress, which 
renders every act done under it void- 
able and makes those directing or 
participating in the improper use of 
the process liable in false imprison- 


ment as trespassers ab initio. Clark 
Vee Dilton, 2745 NesH.) 330, 68 AN 335. 
(3) In view of Code (1904) § 3958, 
requiring that an officer shall pre- 
sent the person arrested or return 
the warrant, unless such person is 
let to bail, one arrested under a 
valid warrant may recover for false 
imprisonment, where he was unlaw- 
fully detained, after offering bail, 
and subjected to humiliation and ex- 
posure, in order that defendant 
might interrogate him concerning a 
crime, and was discharged without a 
hearing before a magistrate. Sands 
v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384, 101 SE 569. 
(4) Apart from the necessity of 
bringing him before a magistrate, 
where a person had been arrested 
without warrant on suspicion of 
having committed a felony, but was 
found to be an innocent person, it 
was held to have been false impris- 
onment for an officer to escort such 
person from the jail to the railroad 
station for the purpose of sending 
him out of the town and remain 
with him there until the starting of 


the. train. Bath v. Metcalf, 145 
Magee 274, 14 NE 133, 1 AmSR 
455. 

[b] Sheriff taking prisoner into 


another county loses the right to de- 
tain him as his authority is confined 
to the county of his appointment; 
the only exceptions are that he may 
take a prisoner through other coun- 
ties in answer to a writ of habeas 
corpus or may retake upon fresh pur- 
suit a prisoner who has escaped from 
his custody into another, county. Page 
v. Staples, 13 R. I. 306. 

{[c] Tender of fare after refusal 
and arrest.—Where a passenger was 
rightfully arrested at the instance 
of the conductor for refusal to pay 
his fare, a charge that a subsequent 
tender of the fare, after the passen- 
ger’s arrest, was sufficient to make 
the railroad company liable for false 
imprisonment, was error. Crotois v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 81 N. J. L. 640, 
81 A 107. 

20. Harris v. McReynolds, 10 Colo. 
A. 532, 51 P 1016; McCullough v. 
Greenfield, 133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 
62 LRA 906, 1 AnnCas 924. 

21. See cases infra this note. 

fa] Writ commanding levy prior 
to arrest.—(1) Where the writ au- 
thorized arrest only in case the offi- 
cer was unable to find property suffi- 
cient to satisfy the judgment, an 
officer who arrested plaintiff after 
abundance of property was displayed 
to him was liable. Pinkerton v. Gil- 
bert, 22 Ill. A. 568. To same effect 
Blakely v. Weaver, 46 Hun 174, 10 
NYSt 793. (2) If a debtor states that 
he has no property wherewith to 


satisfy an execution, the constable 
is justified in arresting him without 
searching for goods and chattels. 
Marks v. Newcombe, 22 N. B. 419. (3) 
It is his duty to make a reasonable 
effort to find goods before arresting 
the debtor, and he is liable if he 
does not do so. MecGilvery v. Gault, 
19 N. B. 217; Hunter v. Maddox, rz 
N. B. 162. (4) Where a tax collector 
was authorized to arrest with war- 
rant for nonpayment of taxes only 
after reasonable search showed no 
attachable property, the refusal of 
plaintiff to exhibit property on de- 
mand rendered search unnecessary. 
Hence the collector was justified in 
proceeding without search and was 
not liable in a subsequent suit for 
false imprisonment based .on plain- 
tiff’s arrest for nonpayment of taxes. 
Pe v. Atwood, 188 Mass. 506, 74 NE 
ae 

22. On civil arrest generally see 
Arrest § 213. 

Qn criminal arrest generally see 
Arrest §§ 16-18. 

23. Arnold v. Steeves, 10 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 514, 516 (“A regular officer 
is not bound to exhibit his authority 
or process when he arrests a defend- 
ant; a special deputy is. But if it 
were his duty to exhibit it when de- 
manded, his refusal would not con- 
stitute him a trespasser, if he could 
Show that he had a regular legal 
process in his possession, which au- 
thorized the arrest’). 

24. Frost v. Thomas, 24 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 418; Hodge v. Piedmont, etc., 
ne = 109 S. C. 62,°95 SE 138 [quot 

25. Franklin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 
860, 45 SE 698. 

26. Franklin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 
860, 45 SE 698. 

27. Generally see Arrest § 56. 

28. Murphy v. Kron, 8 NYSt 230, 
20 AbbNCas 259. 

[a] Night arrest.— Under statu- 
tory provisions an arrest for mis- 
demeanor cannot be made at night 
even with a warrant, unless by direc- 
tion of the magistrate indorsed on 
it. MacDonnell v. McConville, 148 
App. Div. 49, 182 NYS 1085 [aff 210 
N. Y. 529 mem, 103 NE 1126 mem]. 
To same effect Murphy v. Kron, 20 
AbbNCas (N. Y.) 259. But see Davis 
v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 15 ECL. 618, 
130 Reprint 1098 (where the court 
held that when an officer is called 
on to arrest for felony at night, he 
may go into the house where the ac- 
eused is and apprehend him; he is 
not obliged to watch the house all 
night, and he might be responsible 
if the accused escaped). 

29. Malcolmson v. Scott, 56 Mich. 
459, 23 NW 166. 
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[§ 56] (5) Place of Arrest.*° In general, an 
arrest is illegal and lability is incurred if made 
beyond the jurisdiction of the court issuing the 
process,*+ or of the officer making the arrest,®? or 
of the state where the offense was committed.*? 
The weight of authority 
favors the rule that an arrest without warrant of a 
person suspected of having committed a felony in 
another jurisdiction is not justified.** 
(6) Person Arrested °°—(a) 
in Process. The arrest of the person intended under 
process which states his name incorrectly will con- 
stitute a false imprisonment,°° although there is 
some authority to the contrary,’7 unless the name 
contained in the process is one by which he is cus- 
tomarily known;?8 or the person induces his own | makes an 


Fugitives from justice. 


[§ 57] 


Hee Generally see Arrest §§ 57, 58, 
31. Krug v. Ward, 77 Ill. 603. 
32. Martin v. Houck, 141 N. C. 317, 

54 SE 291, 7 LRANS 576. 


33. See cases infra note 34. 
34. Ky.—Botts v. Williams, 17 B. 
Mon. 687. 


La.—Dunson vy. Baker, 144 La. 167, 
80 S 238. 

Mich.—Malcolmson v. Scott, 56 
Mich. 459, 23 NW 166. 

N. B.—Ellis v. Power, 20.N. B. 40. 

Austr.—Brown v. Lizars, 2 Austr. 
(Qe ety Moe Gs 

But see Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 
Barb. (N. Y.) 99, 191 (where it is 
said: “But. it would seem that, as.a 
general rule, the felony which will 
justify an arrest by a private in- 
dividual, under the circumstances 
above stated, must be an offense that 
may be tried by the courts of the 
state in which the arrest is made; 
if it be committed in a foreign state 
and be triable there only, it will not 
justify such arrest. There may be 
a single exception to this rule, in the 
ease of an arrest of a person charged 
with the commission of a felony ina 
foreign state or country, for the pur- 
pose of detaining him to await a req- 
uisition upon the governor, of the 
state in which the arrest is made, 
for his extradition, when such arrest 
is necessary to prevent his escape’). 

[a] Extradition. — A sheriff is 
liable in damages who arrests with- 
out warrant a citizen of the state, on 
a claim that he has committed a 
erime in another state and has fled 
from justice, as the act of congress 
relative to the extradition of such 
persons requires such arrests to be 
made on warrant, and the accused 
given a hearing on arrest. Wells v. 
Johnston, 52 La. Ann, 713, 27 S 185. 

35. Generally see Arrest §§ 21, 22. 

36. U. S—wWest v. Cabell, 153 U. 
S. 78, 14 SCt 752, 38 L. ed, 643. 


Cal.—Kalish v. White, 36 Cal. A. 
604, 173 P 494, 
Colo.—Harris v. McReynolds, 10 


Colo. A. 532, 51 P 1016. 

Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022; 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31; Johnston vy. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

Ky.—Jones vy. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915H 172. 

N. H.—Melvin v. Fisher, 8 N. H. 
406. 

N. Y.—Miller v. Foley, 28 Barb. 
639; Gurnsey v. Lovell, 9 Wend. 319; 
Scott v. Ely, 4 Wend. 555; Mead v. 
Haws, 7 Cow. 332; Griswold v. Sedg- 
wick, 6 Cow. 456. 

Wis.—Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 
64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 
616;. Scheer v. Keown, 29 Wis. 586. 

Bng.—Scandover Vv. Warne, 2 
Campb. 270; Finch v. Cocken, 2 C. 
M. & R. 197, 150 Reprint 85; Shad- 
gett v. Clipsen, 8 East 328, 103 Re- 
print 368; Hoye v. Bush, 1 M. & G. 
775, 39 ECL 1020, '133 Reprint 545; 
Wilks v. Lorek,, 2 ‘Taunt. 399,) 127 
Reprint 1133. 
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Named in 
son whose 
eannot be 


Ont.—Campbell v. McDonell, 
CUI@ Bes 43. 

[a] For example.—(1) Warrant 
to arrest “James” does not  jus- 
tify arrest of “V. M.” or “Vandy” 
who was never known as “James,” 
although he was the person in mind 
when the warrant was issued. West 
v. Cabell, 153 U. S. 78, 14 SCt 752, 38 
L. ed. 648. (2) Arrest of Milton Mc- 
Reynolds under  process_ directed 
against M. Reynolds is illegal ar- 
rest, although he was the party in- 
tended to be arrested. Harris v. Mc- 
Reynolds, 10 Colo. A. 532, 51 P 1016. 
(3) Arrest of “C. C.” is not justified 
by warrant demanding arrest of “M. 


27 U. 


Cc.” Cooter v. Bronson, 67 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 444, (4) Arrest of “John R.” 
under warrant, reciting complaint 


against ‘John R.,”’ but directing the 
arrest of “William,” is not a justifi- 
cation. Miller v. Foley, 28 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 68). (5) Process directed against 
Samuel S. does not justify arrest of 
Daniel S., although the party intend- 
ed was arrested. Griswold v. Sedg- 
wick, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 456. (6) Where 
the real debtor was named Ignatius 
Kelly, whereas Michael Kelly was 
served, suffered judgment to go by 
default, and was arrested under proc- 
ess directed to Michael Kelly. Kelly 
Maver keer) 3 H. & C. 1,159 Reprint 

[b] Immaterial mistake in name.— 
Process against J. I. Cox, late of 
Boulder County, was served on James 
T. Cox, of Boulder County, who was 
the man intended to be arrested; it 
was held that the warrant was suffi- 
cient to satisfy the United States 
constitution providing that warrants 
shall particularly describe the party 
to be arrested, because the initial of 
the given name is sufficient, and, as 
the law does not recognize a middle 
name, a mistake in the initial of that 
name is not material. Cox v. Dur- 
ham, 128 Fed. 870, 63 CCA 338. 

[ec] Person whcse name was un- 
known.—Where a person was taken 
into custody under a warrant direct- 
ing the arrest of “a person whose 
name is unknown, but whose per- 
son is well known, of Vassalboro, in 
the county of Kennebec,” it was held 
that the officer arresting was liable 
in false imprisonment, no protection 
being afforded by such a writ. Har- 
wood v. Siphers, 70 Me. 464. 

{[d] Person arrested not named.— 
On an execution against “the presi- 
dent, directors, and company” of a 
corporation, the officer arrested and 
committed one of the _ proprietors, 
and it was held that he incurred lia- 
bility therefor, because plaintiff was 
not named nor described in his pre- 
cept, the corporate name not being 
the description or. designation of any 
natural person whatever. Nichols v. 
Thomas, 4 Mass. 232. 

Protection of persons assisting offi- 
cer see infra § 97. 

87. Allen v. Leonard, 28 Iowa 529. 

38. Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 


arrest by his conduct or statements.®? 
quent alteration of process, without the consent of 
‘the officer issuing it to correspond to the party’s 
true name, does not render it a protection.*° Stat- 
utes may, however, authorize the use of a fictitious 
name where the real name of the party to be ar- 
rested is unknown,*! and statutes which authorize 
amendment of proceedings to conform to the ar- 
rested party’s true name operate to justify an ar- 
rest under process containing a misnomer, if the 
proccedings are duly amended.*? 

(b) Wrong Person #°—aa, 
Process. 
name is not the one stated in the process 
justified,#4 although the arresting party 
honest mistake in believing that he is 
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The subse- 


Person Not 
The arrest of an innocent per- 


484, 54 SH 1022, 7 LRANS 26%, 8 Ann 

Cas 21; Johnston v. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 
Mass.—O’Shaughnessy v. Baxter, 

121 Mass. 515. 

yey H.—Melvin v. Fisher, 8 N. H. 

N. Y.—Gurnsey v. Lovell, 9 Wend. 
319; Griswoid v. Sedgwick, 1 Wend. 
126; Mead v. Haws, 7 Cow. 332. 
Eng.—Carridge v. Lautour, 7 L. J. 
BVO Sanco. 

Ont.—Campbell v. McDonell, 27 U. 
C.2Qy BA38 43% 

[a] Burden is on officer to show 
that person. arrested was as well 
known by one name as the other. 
Johnston v. Riley, 13 Ga. 97. 

[b] Wlustration.—The fact that a 
man named Campbell entered his 
name in a hotel register as R. B. 
Bowman, his business being conduct- 
ed under name of R. B. Bowman & 
Co., but where he was known by the 
hotel keeper and the barkeeper as 
Campbell, is not sufficient to show 
that he was known under name of R. 
B. Bowman, Campbell vy. McDonell, 
ae UC Oo Binots: 

See infra § 109. 

40. Harris v. McReynolds, 
Colo. A. 532, 51 P 1016. 2 

[a] A warrant describing plain- 
tiff by the wrong christian name and 
altered by the executing officer to 
correspond with plaintiff's true name 
was void and no defense to such offi- 
cer. Newburn y. Durham, 10 Tex. 
Civ, A. 655,' 8325SW 112: 

41. See statutory provisions; and 
O’Halloran v. McGuirk, 167 Fed. 493, 
93 CCA 129; Williams vy. Tidball, 2 
Ariz. 50, 8. P3651. 

{a] Statute allowing the use of 
fictitious names.—Omission of middle 
initials of plaintiff's name from com- 
plaint in jurisdictions -in which such 
omission constitutes a misnomer is 
permissible under statute allowing 
use of fictitious names. O’Halloran vy. 
areca, 167 Fed, 493,°:93 CCA 

[b] Retroactive effect—A statute, 
providing that if accused’s name was 
unknown he might be described by 
a fictitious name, does not apply 
where enacted after the arrest. 
SANTA v. Lovell, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 


10 


42. See statutory provisions; and 
Heenan v. Stein, 72 Wis. 196, 39 NW 
oilers £ 

43. Generally see Arrests § 22. 

44, Ga.—Mitchell v. Malone, 
Ga. 301. 

Iowa.—Holmes v. Blyler, 
365, 45 NW 750. 

Ky.—Jones v.. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172. 
Pama sa agers v. Thomas, 4 Mass. 

N. Y.—Cooter v. Bronson, 67 Barb. 
444; Gearon v. Savings Bank, 50 N. Y. 
Suner. 264, 6 NYCivProc 207. 

Tex.—Ryburn v. Moore, 72 Tex. 85, 
10 SW 3938; Formwalt v. Hylton, 66 
Tex. 288, 1 SW 376; Hays v. Creary, 
60 Tex. 445; Barnette v. Hicks, 6 Tex. 


TT 


80 Iowa 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 58-61] 


arresting the right person;*® but evidence of good 
faith is admissible in mitigation of damages.*® It 
has been held, however, that where the description 
of the man wanted furnishes the officer with reason- 
able grounds to believe that the person arrested is 
the guilty party, he is protected in making the ar- 


rest and holding him for identification,*’ although - 


the party arrested is in fact innocent 4% and is not 
named in the process.t? Where the words or acts 
of the party arrested induced the arrest he cannot 
complain,®°° but he should not be detained after 
it is ascertained that he is not the richt party.®! 

[§ 59] bb. Identity of Name. If the person to 
be arrested is identified by name only, the arresting 
party must exercise due diligence in determining 
whether he bears the name of the person intended.®” 
Some courts have held that the arrest of a person 
bearing the same name as the person intended can 
be justified by showing an honest belief that the 
arrested party was the one intended.®? In such 
ease liability may nevertheless attach where a rea- 
sonable investigation would have established the 
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fact that he was not the person intended,** or where 
the detention is prolonged after ascertaining that 
he is not the right person.5> Other courts have, how- 
ever, maintained that the arresting party acts at his 
peril, and cannot justify the arrest of the wrong 
person.®® Refusal to release where investigation 
would have established innocence imposes liability.*7 

[§ 60] ce. Identity of Description. A person 
making an arrest on description furnished him 
by another ean justify by showing that he made 
such investigation as the circumstances permitted,®§ 
had reasonable grounds to suspect that the party 
arrested was the one intended,®® and acted honestly 
and prudently in applying the description to him.®% 

[§ 61] (7) Duty to Take before Magistrate.*t 
One making an arrest may be lable in an action 
for false imprisonment where he fails to take the 
person arrested before the officer designated in the 
warrant,° or, if the arrest is made without warrant, 
to the nearest committing magistrate,®* or other 
officer designated by law.°* Failure to perform this 
duty may impose liability on the arresting party as 


352; Landrum y. Wells, 7’ Tex. Civ. 
A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

Eng.—Walley v. McConnell, 13 Q. 
B. 903, 66 ECL 9038, 116 Reprint 1508; 
Aaron v. Alexander, 3 Campb. 35; 
Shadgett v. Clipson, 8 East 328, 103 
Reprint 368. 

45. Holmes v. Blyler, 80 Iowa 365, 
45 NW 756. 

46. Landrum v. Wells, 7 Tex. Civ. 
A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

47. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1063. 

[a] Reason for rule— “Were it 
otherwise persons who commit fel- 
onies and escape from the place 
where the crime was committed, 
could keep moving from town to 
town, and an officer would have no 
right to arrest and hold them for 
the proper person to come and iden- 
tify them as the felons.” Kittredge 
v. Frothingham, 114 Me. 537, 544, 96 
A 1063. 

5 one ests by description 

48. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 5387, 96 A 1068. 

49. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1063. 

50. See infra § 109. 

51. Dunston v. Paterson, 2 C. B. 
N. S. 495, 89 ECL 495, 140 Reprint 
509. d 

52. Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31. ' 

58. Douglass v. Stahl, 71 Ark. 236, 
72 SW 568; Kalish v. White, 36 Cal. 
A. 604, 173 P 494; Blocker v. Clark, 
126 Ga. 484, 54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 
268, 8 AnnCas 31. 

[a] Rule discussed.— ‘We, are 
aware of the importance of the ques- 
tion involved as to the responsibility 
of an officer executing a warrant 
where there are two or more per- 
sons bearing the name stated in the 
warrant. If it should be held that 
the officer is protected when he acts 
in good faith, although the wrongs 
person may be arrested, cases will 
arise where a person who is innocent 
will be devrived of his liberty, and 
will have no redress for the wrong. 
On the other hand, if it is held that 
the officer acts at his peril, the ad- 
ministration of the law throurh the 
execution of warrants is imreded, and 
criminals may escane on account of 
the timidity or caution of the offi- 
cers. We are aware that the rule 
that the officer in such cases acts at 
his peril h2s been Jaid down by courts 
of respectable standing; but we think 
that the rule of good faith is move 
consonant with our system as indi- 
cated by the provisions of the code, 
which declares that if the imprison- 
met is by virtue of a warrant, neither 


see infra 


the party bona fide suing it out nor 
the officer executing the same is 
guilty of false imprisonment, though 
the warrant be defective in form, 
and void for want of jurisdiction.” 
Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga, 484, 489, 
a Ski 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 


54, Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484. 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, § AnnCas 
31; Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 112, 
17 SW 772. 

55. Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
of SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 

56. Sugg v. Pool, 2 Stew. & P. 
(Ala.) 196; Clark v. Winn, 19 Tex. 
Civ. A. 228, 46 SW 915. 

57. Kalish v. White, 36 Cal. A. 
604, 173 P 494, 

58. Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 
55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603; White v. 
Jansen, 81 Wash. 4385, 142 P 1140. 
See supra § 387. 

59. White v. Jansen; 81 Wash. 435, 
142 P 1140. See supra § 38. 

60. Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31; Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1068; Filer v. Smith, 
apa ttiee 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 


[a] Liability of officer arresting 
by description.—An officer in whose 
hands a warrant is placed is charged 
with a duty of examining it to as- 
certain the person identified by the 
warrant. If the person is identified 
by description, and not by name, he 
must exercise due diligence in ap- 
plying the description in the warrant 
to the person arrested. If he in good 
faith arrests a person anSwering the 
description in the warrant, he is 1ot 
a trespasser in making the arrest, 
but may become one if he holds the 
person arrested after he receives in- 
formation that such person was not 
the person intended to be arrested. 
Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga, 484, 54 
SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 31. 

61. Generally see Arrest §§ 71, 


219. 

62. Ky.—Satterly v. Thornton, 188 
Ky. 553, 222 SW 1088. 

Mass.—Stetson v. Packer, 7 Cush. 
562. 

N. H.—Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 


330, 68 A 335. 
Walker, 62° Pa. 


Pa.—Huber  v. 
Surer. 299. 

Vt.—Wrirht v. Temnleton, 89 Vt. 
358, 67 A 817, 130 AmSR 990; Kener- 
son v. Bacon, 41 Vt. 573. 

63. Ala.—Hayes v. Mitchell, 80 
Ala. 183. 

Cal.—Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 295, 
143 P 322. 

Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 


Iowa.—Stewart v. Feeley, 118 lowa 
524, 92 NW 670. 

Kky.—Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 
121 Ky. 863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860 
12 AnnCas 33; Johnson v. Collins, of 
KyL 375, 89 SW 253. 

Me.—Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137, 95 A 699. 

Md.—Twilley v. Perkins, 77 Md. 
aus 26 A’286, 39 AmSR 408, 19 LRA 

N. J.—Jackson v. Miller, 84 N. J. 
L. 189, 86 A 50. ’ 

N. Y.—Green v. Kennedy, 48 N. Y. 
653 mem; Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 
41, 76 NYS 425. 

Oh.—Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 
5¢0, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 LRA 
193; Billington v. Hoverman, 18 Oh. 
Cine Ct 6376 

R. I.—Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 
584, 68 A 471. 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 393. 

[a] Most accessible maristrate, 
although not the nearest.—Where the 
county seat, although sixteen miles 
from the place of arrest, was more 
accessible considering the means of ~ 
transportation than the magistrate 
of the adjoining district four or five 
miles from the railroad, the officer 
did not abuse his discretion in carry- 
ing prisoner on the cars to the couity 
seat. Wiggins v. Norton, 83 Ga. 148, 
9 SE 607. ; 

64. Papineau v. Bacon, 110 Mass. 
319; Francisco v. State, 24 N. J. L. 
30; Tobin .v. | Bell,.73 App. «Div. -41, 
76 NYS 425; Virginia R., ete., Co. v. 
O’Flaherty, 118 Va. 749, 88 SE 312, 
AnnCas1918D 471. 

{a] Reason for rule.—“If the rule 
were otherwise it might result in 
compounding offenses of this kind, 
and if the person is arraigned and 
discharged, that establishes his inno- 
cence, axd if held, it makes effective 
the justification of the conduct of 
the person making the arrest and 
shows probable cause unmistakably.” 
Per Spring, J., in Tobin v. Bell, 73 
App. Div. 41, 46, 76 NYS 425. 

{b] Carrying outside of county 
of arrest may impose liability. Fran- 
cisco v. State, 24 N. J. L. 30; Green 
v. Rumsey, 2 Wend. (N. Y.) 611. 

[ec] Removal to another district. 
—Where there is excitement in the 
district in which the arrest is made, 
and danver of a riot at the commit- 
ment trial, and the magistrate is con- 
sulted about carrying the prisoner 
to another district, and assents, it is 
within the discretion of the officer to 
earry the prisoner into another dis- 
trict. Wiggins v. Norton, 88 Ga. 148, 
9 SE 607. 

{[d] Magistrate not having juris 
diction to investigate——One arrested 
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a trespasser ab initio,®® even if the arrest is made 
Some decisions have held 
that, in the case of an arrest without process, the 
arresting party should at once release him if satis- 
fied of his innocence,® or if the charge is dropped,*® 
unless the prisoner demands that he be brought be- 
fore the magistrate;®® but other decisions have 
maintained that such release is not justified.” 


in entire good faith.® 


must be brought before a magistrate 
at first reasonable opportunity and 
obtain his instructions as to future 
procedure, although the magistrate 
may not have jurisdiction to investi- 
gate the crime charged. Davis v. 
Carroll, 172 App. Div. 729, 159 NYS 
568. 

65. Mass.—Brock vy. Stimson, 108 
Mass. 520, 11 AmR 390. 
yi Ne J.—Francisco v. State, 24 N. J. 

N. Y.—Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 
41, 76 NYS 425; Snead v. Bonnoil, 49 
App. Div. 330, 68 NYS 553 [aff 166 
N. Y. 325, 59 NE 899]; Paster v. Re- 
gan, 9 Misc. 547, 30 NYS 657. 

Oh.—Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 
500, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 
LRA 193. 

Vt.— Wright v. Templeton, 80 Vt. 
358, 67 A 817, 130 AmSR 990. 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 393. 

iad Phillips v. Fadden, 125 Mass. 
198. 

67. Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 
Ind. 286, 64 NE 875. 

Me.—Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137, 95 A 699. 

Minn.—Nelson v. Halvorson, 117 
Mint. 255,-1385 NW 818, AnnCas1913D 
104. . 

Oh.—Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 579. 

Que.—Mayer v. Vaughan, 11 Que. 
Q. B. 340. 

[a] Holding for investigation.— 
In a ease of arrest for felony on rea- 
sonable grounds of suspicion the offi- 
cer may detain the accused for a rea- 
sonable time to obtain a warrant to 
investigate, and if his suspicions 
vanish may discharge the accused 
without incurring liability. Ther- 
ARM Vv... Breton, 114 -Mer 137, 95> A 
699. 

{ [b] Power of prosecuting attor- 
ney.—Where it is the duty of the 
state’s attorney to prosecute for of- 
fenses, he has power to discharge 
one from arrest if in his judgment 
the administration of justice requires 
it. Kent v. Miles, 68 Vt. 48, 33 A 768. 

68. Atchison, etec., R. Co. v. Hins- 
dell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 LRANS 
94, 13. FAmnCas “OSr: Mayer =v. 
Vaughan, 11 Que. K. B. 340 [dism 
app 20 Que. Super. 549]. 

[a] Discussion of rule.—“Suppose 
the case of a constable having made 
a mistake in his instructions and 
arrested the wrong man: It: seems 
absurd to suppose that the charge 
may not be dropped and the person 
released. Such would be the proce- 
dure, it appears to me, if the evidence 
expected to be secured proves to be 
wanting, as in the case of the sup- 
posed pickpocket or counterfeiter, or 
of the accused letter-carrier. Of 
course, if the person thus arrested 
will not accept his release, and de- 
mands to be taken before a magis- 
trate, his wish should be respected, 
but in the absence of any such de- 
mand the simple act of a constable 
in thus releasing a person against 
whom he finds no evidence of guilt 
would not of itself suffice, in my 
opinion, as the basis of a claim for 
damages.” Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. 
Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 80, 90 P 800, 
12 LRANS 94, 18 AnnCas 981. 

69. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Hins- 
dell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 LRANS 
SE 3 ANNO AS | OS iy eVialy.c Lames 
Vaughan, 11 Que. K. B. 340 [dism 
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ehosen.7 


app 20 Que. Super. 549]. 

70. lIowa.—Stewart v. Feeley, 118 
Iowa 524, 92 NW 670. 

Kan.—Atchison, ete. R.. Co. v. 
Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 
LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981. 

Mass.—Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 
476, 100 NE 558, AnnCasi914A 716; 
Phillips v. Fadden, 125 Mass. 198; 
Brock v. Stimson, 108 Mass. 520, 11 
AmR 390; Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. 
438, 50 AmD 744. 

N. Y.—Pastor v. Regan, 9 Misc. 
547, 30 NYS 657. 

R. I.—Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 
584, 68 A 471. | 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“This rule 
originated in Massachusetts by 
treating the abandonment of a crimi- 
nal prosecution between the arrest 
of .the defendant and his presenta- 
tion before a magistrate as analogous 
to the failure of an officer who has 
seized property in a civil proceeding 
to make due return of his writ, and 
applying the doctrine that acts other- 
wise unlawful cannot be justified by 
legal process the requirements of 
which have not been fully complied 
with.” Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Hins- 
dell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 LRANS 
94, 13 AnnCas 981. 

[b] Officer need not make formal 
complaint under oath if, he con- 
cludes that his suspicions were un- 
founded; he does his duty by bring- 
ing his prisoner before the proper 
magistrate and making full state- 
ment of facts; he is not responsible 
for the action of the magistrate. 
Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 476, 100 NE 
558, AnnCasi914A 716. 

71. Custody and disposition of 
prisoner generally see Arrest §§ 71, 
219, 

Duty to accompany prisoner to se- 
cure bail see infra § 65. 

72. Morris v. Wise, 2 BF. & F. 51. 

73. Gilbert v. Rider, Kirby (Conn.) 
a8) Huber v. Walker, 62 Pa. Super. 

[a] Failure to take direct route. 
—Failure to take a route whereby 
defendant, the constable, and accused 
might have arrived at the magis- 
trate’s office about one and one-half 
hours sooner was not an unreason- 
able detention, where it did not ap- 
pear that defendant knew of the 
quicker route orthat the one adopted 
was longer or more oppressive to 
plaintiff, nor is taking accused to the 
prosecutor’s officer for about an 
hour before starting, nor stopping at 
two or three places for drinks, the 
accused not making any objection. 
Huber v. Walker, 62 Pa. Super. 299. 

{[b] Apprehension of rescue.—The 
officer is not always bound to take 
the most direct road to prison; he 
may apprehend a rescue, and it is at 
his discretion what route to take, so 
that he does not go a great way 
round about, in order to harass and 
oppress the debtor. Here the de- 
viation was small, if any, and rea- 
sonably accounted for. Gilbert v. 
Rider, Kirby (Conn.) 180. 

74. U. S—vVon Arx v. Shafer, 241 
he 649, 154 CCA 407, LRA1917F 

Cal.—Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 295, 
143 P 322. 

Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31; Wiggins v. Norton, 838 Ga. 148, 
9 SE 607; Potter v. Swidle, 77 Ga. 
419, 3 SE 94; Manning v. Mitchell, 73 


[§§ 61-62 


Delay and Prolonged Detention."* 
Liability is imposed unless the arresting party takes 
his prisoner before the proper officer by the -or- 
dinary direct route,’? although an officer may be 
permitted to exercise some discretion in the route 
Further he must bring his prisoner be- 
fore the proper officer without a detention longer 
than is reasonably necessary."* 


Orders from a 


Ga. 660; Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 
69 Ga. 251; Lavina v. State, 63 Ga. 
513; Harris v. Atlanta, 62 Ga. 290; 
Johnson vy. Americus, 46 Ga. 80; 
Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Henderson, 9 
Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 

Ill.— Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill, 473; 
Hermanson vy. Shaffer, 184 Ill. A. 
273; Wood v. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 128; 
Markey v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212; 
Pinkerton v. Sydnor, 87 Ill. A. 76. 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875; Wiltse v. Holt, 95 
Ind. 469; Torbert v. Lynch, 67 Ind. 
474; Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Low v. 
Evans, 16 Ind. 486; Weser v. Welty; 
18 Ind. A. 664, 47 NE 639. 

Iowa.—Arneson v. Thorstad, 72 
Iowa 145; 33 NW 607. 

Kan.—Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 
Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 
LRANS 94, 13 AnnCas 981; Garnier 
v. Squires, 62—~Kan. 321, 62 P 1005; 
Mayberry v. Kelly, 1 Kan. 116. 

La.—Wells v. Johnston, 52 La. 
Ann. 713, 27 S 185. 

Me.—Burke v. Bell, 36 Me. 317. 

Md.—Brish v. Carter, 98 Md. 445, 
57 A 210; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 

Mass.—Papineau v. Bacon, 110 
Mass. 319; Williams v. Powell, 101 
Mass. 467, 3 AmR 396; Tubbs v: 
Tukey, 3 Cush. 438, 50 AmD 744. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 83; Linnen v. Banfield, 
114 Mich. 93, 72 NW 1. : 

Minn.—Judson_ v. 
Minn. 431; 
Minn. 385. 

Miss.—Anderson vy. Beck, 64 Miss. 
113, 8 S 167; St. Louis v. Karr, 85 
Mo. A. 608. 5 

Nebr.—Schreiner +v. Hutter, 177 
NW 826; Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64-NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 
ai H.—Colby v. Jackson, 12 N.-H. 

N. J.—Jackson v. Miller, 86 N. J. 
L. 189, 86 A 50; Venable v. Huddy, 
Ul No J. dat -351,0 12) SA PO Statetve 
Kruise, 32. N. J. L. 313. 

N. Y.—Sands v. Graves, 48 N. Y. 
653 mem; Hendrix v. Manhattan 
Beach._Dev. Co., 181 App. Div. 111, 
168 NYS 316; Davis v. Carroll, 172 
App. Div. 729, 159 NYS 568; Tobin 
v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 41, 76 NYS 425; 
Snead v. Bonnoil, 49 App. Div. 330, 
63 NYS 553 [aff 166 N. Y. 325, 59 NB 
899]; Green v. Kennedy, 46 Barb. 16 
[aff 48 N. Y. 653 mem]; Pastor vy. 
Regan, 9 Misc. 547, 80 NYS 657; 
Arnold v. Steeves, 10 Wend. 514. 

N. C.—Martin v. Houck, 141 N. C. 
317, 54 SE 291, 7 LRANS 576. 

Oh.—-Leser v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 
500, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 52 
LRA 193; Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. 
Cir. Ctl Ne S= i353),-32/ On Ci Ceri5er 
Raitz v. Green, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 455, 7 
Oh. Cir. Dec, 238. 

Pa.—Mulberry v. Fuellhart, 203 
Pa. 573, 53 A 504; Burk v. Howley; 
179 Pa. 539, 36 A 327; 67 AmSR 607; 
Huber v. Walker, 62 Pa. Suner. 299; 
Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. Super. 98. 

R. I.—Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 
584, 68 A 471. 

Tex.—Pratt v. Brown. 80 Tex. 608, 
16 SW 443; Newby v. Gunn, 74 Tex. 
455, 12 SW 67; Karner v. Stump, 12 
Tex. Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 656; Sheehan 
v. Holcomb, 1 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 462. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 673. 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis: 
18, 120 NW 393. 


Reardon, 16 
Cochran v: Toher, 14 


iy, 
ae 


§ 62] 


superior do not excuse the arresting party from 
fulfilling this duty, nor does delivery of the 
prisoner into the custody of another person;7® all 
those who take part in so detaining a person an 
unreasonable length of time are liable.77 
been held that failure to take before a proper 
judicial officer without unnecessary delay imposes 
hability as a trespasser ab initio;7® but other courts 


have stated that liability is not 


passer ab initio, unless the original arrest was made 
with the intent of being used for a subsequent 
wrong,’? and that liability only commences from 
the moment the detention is unreasonably pro- 


Eng.—Davis v. Capper, 10 B. & C. 
28, 21 ECL 22, 109 Reprint 362; 
Wright v. Court, 4.B. & C. 596, 10 
ECL 718, 107 Reprint 1182; Allen v. 
Wrieht, | SiC & Pits 2.23034 Oleg) 8 70R 
Harvey v. Mayne, Ir. R. 6 C. Li. 417; 
galt v. Booth, 3 N. & M. 316, 28 ECL 

N. B.—Ellis v. Power, 20 N. B. 40. 

N. S.—Sam Chak v. Campbell, 44 
N.S. 25. 

[a] Necessity of effort to arraign. 
—To show that the detention of the 
accused in prison over night was nec- 
essary, the officer Should have made 
a reasonable effort to induce the 
magistrate to issue a warrant and fix 
bail on the date of the arrest. Mar- 
key v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212. 

{[b] Ordinance providing for com- 
mitment, not to exceed forty-eight 
hours, of persons found fmtoxicated, 
which does not provide for carry- 
ing offender before magistrate as 
soon as convenient, is invalid, being 
opposed to the general laws of the 
state. Burke v. Bell, 36 Me. 317. 

[c] Statute limiting time of de- 
tention.—(1) Where a statute directs 
that no prisoner shall be detained 
longer than a certain number of days 
before delivery for trial, liability is 
incurred for a detention beyond that 
period. Washer v. Iler, 29 Oh. Cir. 
Ctr o19" [athe 75 Oh. (St. 633,80" NE 
1134]. (2) That the arresting party 
had no sufficient means before ex- 
piration of time limited by statute 
to deliver prisoner to civil authori- 
ties for trial does not excuse him. 
Barclay v. Goodale, 2 F. Cas. No. 972. 

{d] Detention to await officers 
from another county.—Where stat- 
ute provides that officer arresting for 
offense committed in another county 
must carry offender to such county, 
he cannot legally detain the accused 
in jail until information of the ar- 
rest has been communicated to an 
officer of the county in which the 
offense is alleged to have been com- 
mitted, and until the latter can reach 
the place of detention and there re- 
ceive the prisoner from the officer 
who made the arrest. Lamb vy. Dil- 
lard, 94 Ga. 206, 21 SE 463. 

75, Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 
500, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 LRA 
193. See infra § 96. 

76. Davis v. Carroll, 172 App. Div. 
729, 159 NYS 568; Leger v. Warren, 
62 Oh. St. 500, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 
TOS) Dd pA 193. 

[a] A person taking over the cus- 
tody of a prisoner from the arresting 
‘party is also under duty to take him 
promptly before magistrate. Leger 
-v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 500, 57 NE 
506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 LRA 193. 


77. Burk v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 
303. 
78. Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hender- 


‘son, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51; Hendrix 
vy. Manhattan Beach Dev. Co., 181 
App. Div. 111, 168 NYS 316; Snead 
v. Bonnoil, 49 App. Div. 330, 68 NYS 
553 [aff 166 N. Y. 325, 59 NE 899]. 

79. Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 197, 
170 NW 83; Friesenhan v. Maines, 
137 Mich. 10, 100 NW 172. 

g0. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Hins- 
dell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 LRANS 
94, 18 AnnCas 981. 
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longed.®° 


It has | tion is liable.’2 


that of a tres- 


81. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089; Hendrix v. Manhattan 
Beach. Dey.'\'Co.,;,.181, App: Dive 111, 
168 NYS 316. 

82. Scavage v. Tateham, Cro. Eliz. 
829, 78 Reprint 1056. 

83. Blocker v.. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31; Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 197, 
170 NW 83. See also cases infra 
this note. 

[a] Reasonable periods. — (1) 
From sundown until ten o’clock of 


the next morning has been held rea-, 


sonable as a matter of law. John- 
son v. Americus, 46 Ga. 80. (2) Late 
hour at night until following morn- 
ing. Hermanson v. Shaffer, 184 Ill. 
AX 52-73 (3) Sunday until Tuesday, 
where magistrate was not obliged to 
hold examination on Sunday, and 
Sheriff requested prosecuting attor- 
ney to have warrant issued on Mon- 
day and was entitled to rely on his 
promise to do so. Diers v. Mallon, 
46 Nebr. 121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

[b] Unreasonable periods. — (1) 
One hour unreasonable when detained 
in a public place without a warrant 
by a game warden. Jackson v. Mil- 
ler, 84 N. J. L. 189, 86 A 50. (2) An 
hour and a quarter. Keefe v. Hart, 
213 Mass. 476, 100 NIE 558, AnnCas 
19144 716. (3) Two hours unreason- 
able before turning suspected shop- 
lifter over toe the authorities, an 
office of a justice being within rea- 
sonable reach. Butler v. Stockdale, 
19 Pa. Super. 98. (4) From 5.30 P. M. 
until morning in a metropolitan city. 
Schmeider v. McLane, 36 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 495 [aff 4 Abb. Dec. 154, 3 Keyes 
568, 8 Transcr. A. 266]. (5) From 
five or six o’clock in the evening, the 
municipal court being open, until 
about nine or ten the next morning. 
Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 18, 120 
NW _ 398. (6) One o’clock in the 
afternoon until ten o’clock the next 
day. Von Arx v. Shafer, 241 Fed. 
649; 154 CCA 407, LRAI917F 427. 
(7) One day. Pratt v. Brown, 80 
Tex. 608, 16 SW 443. (8) About 
thirty-six hours. Wood v. Olson, 117 
Tll. A. 128. (9) Forty hours. Rob- 
erts v. Brown, 43 Tex. Civ. A. 206, 
94 SW 3888. (10) Two days. Burke 
v. Bell, 36 Me. 317; Linnen v. Ban- 
field, 114 Mich. 98, 72 NW 1. (11) 
Four days. Pinkerton v. Sydnor, 87 
Ill. A. 76; Hawley v. Butler, 48 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 101; Jones v. Com., 1 Rob. 
(40 Va.) 748. (12) Five days. Bar- 
clay v. Goodale, 2 F. Cas. No. 972; 
Cochran vy. Toher, 14 Minn. 385; Leger 
v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 500, 57 NE 506, 


78 AmSR 738, 51 LRA 193. (13) 
Seven days. Mayberry v. Kelly, 1 
Kan. 116. (14) Hight days. Green 


v. Kennedy, 46 Barb. 16 [aff 48 N. Y. 
653 mem]; Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 
539, 36 A 327, 67 AmSR 607. (15) 
Several days. Anderson v. Beck, 64 
Miss. 113, 8 S 167. (16) Two hours 
before turning accused over to po- 
lice, followed by detention over night 
in police station, cannot be said as 
a matter of law not to be unneces- 
sary delay. Hendrix v. Manhattan 
Beach Dev.. Co., 181 App. Div. 111, 
168 NYS 316. 

Question of law or fact see infra 
§ 158. 
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It has been held that liability attaches 
regardless of whether or not the arrested party 
was guilty of any crime.®+ 
a person longer than a reasonable time for examina- 


A magistrate detaining 


What constitutes reasonable delay. What is a 
reasonable time depends upon the facts of each 
case.** Prolonged detention must, however, be con- 
sidered with regard, among other things, to such 
matters as judicial accessibility,8* and facilities,8> 
the unavoidable duties of the officer making the 
arrest,®* the intervention of Sunday,‘ or a holiday,’ 
the intoxication,®® or mental condition of the person 


84, Ala.—Hayes v. Mitchell, 69 
Ala. 452. 


Ga.—Wiggins v. Norton, 83 Ga. 148, 
9 SE 607. 

Ind.—Weser v. Welty, 18 Ind. A. 
664, 37 NE 639. 

Iowa.—Hutchinson y. Sangster, 4 
Greene 340. 

Md.—Brish v. Carter, 98 Md. 445, 
57 A 2102 

Mass.—Shaw v. Reed, 16 Mass. 450. 

N. J.—Venable v. Huddy, 77 N. J. 
L. 351, 72 -A 10. 

116 


N. Y.—Hopner v. 
N. Y. 405, 22 NE 558. 

Vt.—Kent.v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 
A 194, 68 Vt. 48, 33 A 768. 

{a] Arrest at night.—The duty to 

take the offender forthwith before 
the justice did not require the mar- 
shal to take his prisoner before the 
justice of the peace at so late an 
hour as eleven o’clock at night, and 
especially as the prisoner was so in- 
toxicated as not to be conscious, of 
what was passing. Scircle v. Neeves, 
47 Ind. 289. 
. 85. Brish v. Carter, 98 Md, 445, 
57 A 210; Venable v. Huddy, 77 N. 
J. L. 351, 72 A 10; Hopner vy. Me- 
Gowan, 54 N. Y. Super. 98 [aff 116 
N. Y. 405, -22.-NE 558]. 

[a] Detention pending completion 
of another trial—Detention in an 
adjoining room until the committing 
judicial officer had completed trial 
of another cause is not actionable. 
Hopner v. McGowan, 54 N. Y. Super. 
98 [aff 116 N. Y. 405,:22- NE 558]. 

86. Raitz v. Green, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
455, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 238. -- 

[a] Officer summoned out of town, 
—Where an officer having duly made 
an arrest was called away to sup- 
press riot ‘in another locality, but 
before leaving made arrangements 
to have the accused prosecuted, it is 
a question for jury whether he is 
guilty of unreasonable delay. Raitz 
ven Green, d3yOhy Cir, .Ctir455,7 (Oh: 
Cir. Dec. 238. 


McGowan, 


batt Ky.—Pepper v. Mayes, 81 Ky. 
3. 

Mass.—Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. 
438, 50 AmD 744. 

Mich.—Linnen v. Banfield; 114 
Mich. 93, 72 NW 1. 

Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 


121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. H.—wNason v. Fowler, 70 N. H. 
291, 47 A. 263. 

Oh.—Raitz v. Green; 13 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 455, 7 Oh;:, Cir.. Dec.. 238. 

{a] Detention of a drunken per- 
son from twelve o’clock Saturday 
night until Monday morning is justi- 
fiable. Pepper v. Mayes, 81 Ky. 673. 

gs. Linnen v. Banfield, 114 Mich. 
93, 72 NW 1. 

fa] Statute authorizing complaint 
on Sunday or holiday.—Where the 
statute authorizes a justice to enter- 
tain complaint for felony on Sunday 
or holidays, it cannot be said as 
matter of law that detaining a per- 
son without warrant over Sunday 
and holiday is a reasonable delay. 
Linnen v. Banfield, 114 Mich. 93, 72 


NW 1. 
89. Ill—Markey v. Griffin, 109 
PegAs 21.2: 


Ind.—Wiltse v. Holt, 95 Ind. 469; 
Scircle v. Neeves, 47 Ind. 289. 
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tion. 


lowa.—Arneson vy. ‘Thorstad, 
Iowa 145, 33 NW 607. 

Ky.—Pepper v. Mayes, 81 Ky. 673. 

Mass.—Brock v. Stimson, 108 Mass. 
520, 11 AmR 390. 

Tex.—Pratt v.. Brown, 80 Tex. 608, 
16 SW 443. 

{a] Eor example.— (1) Intoxica- 
tion justified detention three hours 
until regular charge could be made. 
Wiltse v. Holt, 95 Ind. 469. (2) In- 
toxication and inability to find mag- 
istrate justified detention for two 
hours before arraignment. Hutchin- 
son v. Sangster, 4 Greene (Iowa) 340. 
(3) A -persoa crazed with drink 
brought before a justice of the peace 
on Saturday night, and committed 
over Sunday in default of bail, is 
not false!ty imprisoned. Pepper v. 
Mayes, 81 Ky. 673. (4) Intoxication 
does not necessarily deprive prisoner 
of the right to have bail fixed speed- 
ily. Markey v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 212. 

90. Muiberry v. Fuellhart, 203 Pa. 
573, 53 A 504. 

[a] Examination into sanity he- 
fore arraignment.—Where a _ sheriff 
having lawfully arrested plaintiff 
co..fined him a short time to enable 
doctors to report on his sanity, in- 
stead of bringing him immediately 
before the magistrate, and then on 
plaintiff’s consent to his discharge re- 
leased him, the failure to prosecute 
does not convert a lawful arrest and 
detention into an unlawful one, so 
as to make the sheriff a trespasser 
ab initio. Mulberry v. Fuellhart, 203 
Pa. 573, 53 A 504. 


91. Cargill v. State, 8 Tex. A. 431. 
392. U. S—vVon Arx v. Shafer, 241 
Fed. 649, 154 CCA 407, LRA1917F 
427. 

Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 

Ind.—Harness vy. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 8765. 


Mass.—Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 
476, 100 NE 558, AnnCasi914A 716. 

Oh.—Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 
500, 57 NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 
LRA 193. 

Eng.—Wright v. Court, 4 B. & C. 
596, 10 ECL 718, 107 Reprint 1182. 

93. Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 
112, 17 SW 772; Anderson v. John- 
ston, 10 Sask. L. 352, 38 DomLR 563, 
29 CanCrCas 24, [1917] 3 WestWkly 
353. 

{a] Tlustration.—Where plaintiff 
was rightly arrested on reasonable 
suspicion of being a party wanted 
for felony in a neighboring city but 
owing to delay in securing a photo- 
graph, the photography being done 
y the police, to forward to the other 
city and to the delay of the latter 
police authorities in advising the ar- 
resting authorities of the error in 
identification, plaintiff was detained 
two days longer than would other- 
wise have been the case, it was held 
in a subsequent suit for false im- 
prisonment that the police were re- 
sponsible for delays ocevrrine- in 
photography undertaken by them- 
selves, and also for delay of the 
neighboring nolice in advisine them 
of the identification error and that 
therefore defendant peace officers 
were liable in false imprisonment for 
the prolonged detention. Anderson v. 
Johnston, 10 Sask. L. 352, 28 Dom 


LR 563, 29 CanCrCas 24, [1917] 3 
WestWkly 352. 
{b] ‘Taking to another place.— 


Mere unavoidable delay in taking bail . 
has been held not to impose liability.%+ 

Delay for purpose of investigation or identifica- 
Delay in bringing the person arrested before 
the magistrate or other proper officer cannot be 
justified by the fact that the delay was necessary in 
order to investigate the case and procure evidence 
against the accused;°? but a detention for a reason- 
able time to identify the prisoner is justified.®* 
72!The arresting party is not justified 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


or indignities.®® 


in taking the prisoner to a certain 
place for identification. Ean, Sivas 
Booth, 3 N. & M. 316, 28 ECL 607. 

94. Arrest generally see Arrest 
§§ 59-67, 215, 216. 

95. Conn.—Dehm v. Heinman, 56 
Conn. 320, 15 tA) %4i> 1 0DRAS 374; 
Pease v. Burt, 3 Day 485. 

Ill.-—Shanley v. Wells, 71 Ill. 78. 

Ky.—Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642. 

N. C.—Riley v. Stone, 174 N. C. 
588, 94 SH 434 [quot Cyc]; Furr v. 
Moss, 52-N: C. 525. 

king.—Harvey v. Mayne, Ir. R. 6 
CHa 
J NB Meanisten v. Johnson, 40 N. 

{a} Insulting language used by 
accused toward officer does not fur- 
nish legitimate grounds for his 
striking accused. Grau v. Forge, 183 
Ky. 521, 209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642. 

{b] Breaking open outer docr of 
dwelling house to make arrest is un- 
justifiable and renders the parties 
trespassers ab initio. Kirby v. Den- 
by, 7o .L. (J. Bxchis 162. 

{c] Breaking open inner doors.— 
An Officer is not justified in forcibly 
breaking an outer door of plaintiff’s 
dwelling in order to arrest him on 
civil process, but may open an inner 
door used in common by two fami- 
lies. Stedman v. Crane, 11 Metc. 
(Mass.) 295. 

96. Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 9 iGa. A. 672, 72 SH 51; 
Brown v. Secor, 4 NYS 303; Wil- 
liarns v. Morris, 14 Oh. Cir. Ct. N. S. 
353, 32 Oh. Cir. Ct. +453. See also 
cases infra this note. 

{a] Drunkenness of. officer at 
time of arrest may be reparded as 
an aggravation to an illegal arrest. 
Hall v. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 70. 

[b] BExposure.—Any cruel or un- 
necessary exposure of plaintiff to 
cold, or deprivation of suitable cloth- 
ing or covering, while he is in the 
carriage with, and in custody of, the 
officer, would be unlawful. Petit v. 
Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 55 A 344. 

{c] Handcuffing or binding.—(1) 
A person may be bound if there is 
reasonable apprehension of rescue or 
escape. Wright v. Court, 4 B. & C. 
596, 10 ECL 718, 107 Reprint 1182. 
(2) Threats made by a person under 
arrest justify an officer in putting 
him in irons. Cochran v. Toher, 14 
Minn. 385, (3) A conductor may 
handcuff a passenger for the protec- 
tion of other passengers. McAllis- 
ter v. Johnson, 40 N. B. 73. (4) It is 
not necessary to justify handcuffing 
a prisoner arrested for felony that 
he should be a notorious character, 
or that he should be unruly and at- 
tempt to escape. Edger v. Burke, 96 
Md. 715, 54 A. 986; Firestone v. Rice, 
71 Mich. 377, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 
266. (5) Handcuffing is justified after 
several violent acts of resistance, 
and attempts to escape, especially 
where it waS upon a recanture after 
one escape. Henry v.. Lowell, 16 
Barb. (N. Y.) 268. (6) Damages for 
an illegal arrest are not increased by 
handcuffing where the officer has ar- 
rested two prisoners, strangers to 
him, and it is long after dark, and 
he has a considerable distance to go 
with them. McCullough v. Green- 
field, 133 Mich. 468, 95 NW 5382, 62 
LRA 906, 1 AnnCas 924. 
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[§ 63] (9) Unnecessary Force, Hardship, Cruel- 
ty, or Indignity.** 
incurred by one who uses an undue amount of force 
in an arrest and detention,®® or who subjccts his 
prisoner to unnecessary hardships, cruel treatment, 


Liability in damages may be 


That amount of force will, how- 


ever, be justified which does not exceed proper and 
rational bounds,®? which must be judged by the ¢ir- 
cumstances attending the arrest and detention.®® 


[ad] Patrol wagon, — Damages 
should not be increased because the 
officer conveys the prisoner to the 
station house in a patrol wagon; he 
is not obliged to hire a carriage or 
pay fare on a railroad. Schultz v. 
Greenwood Cemetery, 190 N. Y. 276, 
83 NE 41. 

[e] Photographing, measuring, 
and taking fingerprints before con- 
viction is an unjustifiable assault. 
Hawkins v. Kuhne, 153 App. Div. 
2167 1387 - NYS. 1090  [aff.;.208 “Nu oY¥s 
555 mem, 101 NE 1104 mem]. 

{[f] Searching prisoner. — Where 
one is 1easonably suspected of hav- 
ing committed larceny, an officer is 
justified in searching him on suspi- 
cion of having stolen property on his 
person. Mayer v. Vaughan, 11 Que. 
Ste 340 [{dism app 20 Que. Super. 

{[g] Searching prisoner for fire- 

arms is in the cfficer’s sound discre- 
tion and right, when conducted in a 
reasonable manner. Forman v. Cen- 
tral, 57..Colo.. 685, 143° °RP 573: To 
same effect O’Connor v. Bucklin, 59 
N. H. 589 (where searching prisoner 
Bed) taking away money was justi- 
ied). 
{h] Unsanitary condition of jail. 
—(1) The keeper of a prison may be 
liable for damages due to failure to 
supply food or keep prison warm or 
Sanitary, although imprisonment it- 
self is lawful. Richardson v. Cap- 
well, (Utah) 176 P 205. (2): The 
officers making the arrest are not 
liable for condition of jail. Boaz v. 
Tate, 43 Ind. 60. (3) The fact that 
the jail Was a small, cheap, wooden 
affair does not call for damages 
against the city; nor does the fact 
that it was simply supplied with a 
stove and fuel to be kept up by the 
inmates if they so desired; nor are 
the allegations that there was dan- 
ger of fire therefrom sufficient to 
justify a claim for damages, it not 
appearing that it was more subject 
to such danger than any other part 
of the city. Forman v. Central, 57 
Colo. 535, 148-P..573. 

Imprisonment as means of extor- 
tion see supra § 46. 

§ (yep to admit to bail see infra 
97. Fulton v. Staats, 41 N. Y. 498; 
Henry v. Lowell, 16 Barb. (N. Y.) 268. 

98. See cases infra this note. 

{a] Consent to arrest, if sincere, 
requires a smaller degree of force 
than under other circumstances. Ful- 
ton v. Staats, 41° N. Y. 498. 

{b] Firing a gun upon a person 
in order to secure his arrest is justi- 
fiable only when it is necessary, and 
not justifiable when the arrest can 
be secured by less dangerous means. 
Lander v. Miles, 3 Or. 35. 

[ec] Resisting or attempting to 
escape.—One lawfully arresting an- 
other who resists or attempts to es- 
cane may use necessary force to ac- 
complish the arrest, although it may 
amount to assaulting the prisoner. 
Connelly _v. American Bonding, etc., 
oat 113 Ky. 903, 69 SW 959, 24 KyL 


{d] Threats bear on the question 
of the vropriety of the force used by 
the officer. Cochran v. Toher, 14 
Minn. 385; Fulton v. Staats, 41 N. 
Y. 498. 

_ [e] Violence of a mob committed 
in parts adjacent, although out of 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, - 
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§§ 63-65] 


Damages in such cases ordinarily arise rather from 
a liability for assault and batter 


imprisonment.®? 
Improper place of detention. 


jurisdiction. 


regard.® 


[§ 64] 


view of plaintiff in his home, if they 
appeared to be connected with the 
same purpose as actuated those 
about the house, was held to be ad- 
missible to show the danger and diffi- 
culty of executing a warrant by 
force against plaintiff in his own 
house, and thus to justify the 
amount of force used in the lawful 
execution of the warrant. Burdett 
v. SCCMMA Rs 14 Bast 163, 104 Reprint 


563. 

99. Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW 369, 3 ALR. 642; Scott v. 
Com., 93 SW 668, 29 KyL 571. 

Assault and battery in exercise of 
authority or duty see Assault and 
Battery §§ 36-40. 

1. Me.—Kittredge v. Frothingham, 
114 Me. 537, 96 A 10638. 

Oh.—Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. 
Cir. Cten. 'S.1353,232-Oh._ Cir, Ct... 4535 
Washer vy. Iler, 29 Oh. Cir. Ct. 319 
{aff 75 Oh. St. 638, 80 NE 1134]. 

Vt.—Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 

W. Va.—Allen v. Lopinsky, 81 W. 
Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 

Wis.—Grab v. Lucas, 156 Wis. 504, 
146 NW 504. 

Eng.—Scavage v. Tateham, 
Eliz. 829, 78 Reprint 1056. 

“Officers having persons under ar- 
rest in their custody may lawfully 
place them for safe-keeping in any 
proper and suitable place such as a 
city or county jail, otherwise they 
could not be safely kept. While the 
primary function of a jail is a place 
of detention for persons committed 
thereto under sentence of a court, 
they are also the proper and usual 
places where persons under arrest or 
awaiting trial are kept till they ap- 
pear in court and the charge against 
them is disposed of.’ Per Vinje, J., 
in Grab v. Lucas, 156 Wis. 504, 507, 
146 NW 504. 

[a] Room adjoining court.—Con- 
finement in room adjoining court, 
until case is reached, is proner. Hon- 
ner v. McGowan, 116 N. Y. 405, 22 NE 
558 [aff 54 N. Y. Super. 98]. ; 

{b}] County jail—(1) County jail 
is a proper place (Kent v. Miles, 68 
Vt, 48, 33,-A 768), (2). but—is) not 
necessarily the only proper place to 
confine prisoners before trial, and, 
although the penitentiary is pri- 
marily for convicts, there is no ex- 
press prohibition of its temporary 
use as a recentacle for nrisoners held 
for trial (Clinton y. Nelson, 2 Utah 
284) 


Cro. 


4). 

[c] A jail in another county.— 
(1) An improner place, where the 
statute provides that the _ prisoner 
must be confined in a jail in the 
county where the arrest is made. 
Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 62 A 
11, 4 LRANS 451. (2) And this is 


y than for false 


Liability may also 
be incurred unless the arrested party is confined 
in a proper place,’ and confinement in an improper .- 
place imposes liability as a trespasser ab initio.? 
The arresting party may adopt such usual measures 
as may be necessary for the safe-keeping of the 
prisoner,’ and, it seems, must have a reasonable dis- 
cretion as to where the place shall be within his 
Where a statute fixes the proper 
place of detention, all those concerned in a de- 
tention at an improper place are equally liable.5 
The person instigating the arrest is not, however, 
responsible for the illegal act of the officer in this 


(10) Necessity of Return of Process.” 
Process in order to justify an arrest should be regu- 
larly returned with a showing of substantial com- 
pliance with all its directions. There is no dis- 
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tinction between arrests under criminal or civil 
process in this respect.? 
the process is not a protection to the officer exccut- 
ing it,?° although the officer’s failure in this regard 
will not prevent the process from being a pro- 
tection to the party procuring it,! or to the officer’s 
aids and servants.!? 

Amendment of return. The officer’s return may 
not be amended after the jurisdiction of the court 
has lapsed,'* but it seems that it may be while the 
proceeding is still before the court.14 

[§ 65] (11) Refusal to Accept or Procure Bail. 
A failure to discharge on tender of proper bail 
renders the officer whose duty it is to do so liable;15 
but mere unavoidable delay in taking bail does not, 
it seems, constitute false imprisonment.1é 


Unless properly returned 


Where 


the party instigating the arrest directs or causes 


so even where the warrant directs 
commitment in another county. Clay- 
ton v. Scott, 45 Vt. 386. 

{d] City prison.—Confinement in 
the city prison: without written or- 
der of the mayor, rather than in the 
county jail, is contrary to statute 
and illegal. Washer v. Iler, 29 Oh. 
City Cl. B19 [ath 75 Oh! St. 038, 80) 
NE 1134]. 

{e] Civil process of arrest.—‘“It 
follows that’ for the illegal act of 
the sheriff in confining plaintiff, 
while in custody under an executive 
against the person, among convicts 
and criminals, the defendant was not 
aia a Brown vy. Secor, 4 NYS 

2. Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 

3. Wiltse v. Holt, 95 Ind. 469. 

4. Clinton v. Nelson, 2 Utah 284 
(holding that, although the county 
jail is ordinarily the proper place to 
confine prisoners awaiting trial, no 
liability was incurred by the U. S. 
marshal because of placing the pris- 
oner in a building adjoining the peni- 
tentiary which was under control 
of the marshal). 

5. Washer v. Iler, 29 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
319 [aff 75 Oh. St. 638, 80 NE 1134]. 
6 Baker v. Secor, 4 NYS 303. 

7. Return of process generally 
see Arrest §§ 20, 207-209. 

8. Ill.—Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 
76 AmD 786. 

Ind.—Davis v. Bush, 4 Blackf. 330. 

N. H.—Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 
330, 68 A 335. 

Vt.—Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451; Kent v. 
Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 A 194; Wright 
v. Marvin, 59 Vt. 437, 9 A 601. 

Eng.—Rowland v. Veale, Cowp. 18, 
$8 Reprint 944. 

[a] Return merely stating serv- 
ice and reading is not sufficient to 
enable the officer to justify under 
the writ for making the arrest. Gib- 
son v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 62’ A 11, 
4 LRANS 451. 

[b] Return should show on its 
face facts justifying officer.—If the 
officer attempts to justify under an 
execution process and the return 
fails to mention an arrest, it will be 
held that the process was not retu- 
larly returned and therefore officer 
eonnot justify the arrest thereunder. 
Munroe v, Merrill, 6 Grav (Mass.) 236. 

fc] Additional averments may be 
eonsidered as surplusage. Hyde v. 
Malley, 121 Mass. 388. i 

[d] Conclusiveness.—Officer’s re- 
turn on warrant is evidence which 
be cannot contradict. Batchelder v. 
Currier, 45 N. H. 469. But see Rich- 
mond vy. Willis, 13 Gray (Mass.) 182 
(holding that notwithstanding a re- 
turn setting forth the arrest of plain- 


the officer to refuse proper bail, he also is liable.7 
In the absence of statutory provisions no ob-igation 
rests on the party making an arrest to conduet the 
accused in search of bail.18 


A party, having given 


tiff as an officer of a corporation, the 
sheriff could show that plaintiff was 
legally liable to arrest as a_ stock- 
holder). 

9.) Dubbs tv. + Dukey,..0s) a Oushs 
(Mass.) 438, 50 AmD 744; Wright v. 
Templeton, 80 Vt. 358, 67 A 817, 130 
AmSR 990. 

10. Ill—Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 
76 AmD 786. 

Mass.—Munroe v. Merrill, 6 Gray 
236; Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. 438, 
50 AmD 744. 

N. H.—Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 
330, 68 A 335; Poor v. Taggart, 37 
N. H. 544, 

Vt.—Wright v. Templeton, 80 Vt. 
358, 67 A 817, 130 AmSR 990; Gib- 
son v. Holmes,’ 78 Vt. 110, -62 “A 11, 
4 LRANS 451; Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 
582, 27 A 194; Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 
Vt. 487. 

Eng.—Rowland v. Veale, Cowp. 18, 
98 Reprint 944. 

[a] Reason for rule—aA return is 
essential to the safety of the citizen 
and to prevent process of the law 
from being used for oppression. 
Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. (Mass.) 438, 
50 AmD 744. 

[b] Omission of command to 
make return of warrant does not ex- 
cuse officer from making a return. 
Tubbs v. Tukey, 3 Cush. (Mass.) 438, 
50 AmD 744. 

11. lLisabelle v. Hubert, 23 R. I. 
456, 50 A 837; Gibson v. Holmes, 78 
Vt. 110, 62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 

12. Dehm vy. Hinman, 56 Conn. 
320, 15 A 741, 1 LRA 374; Ellis v. 
Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 

[a] The reason for the distinc- 
tion between the officer and his aids 
is that the aids have no means of 
forcing the officer to make return, 
and it would be unjust to hold them 
liable for his default. Ellis v. Cleve- 
land, 54 Vt. 4387. 

13. Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 


14. Munroe v. Merrill, 6 Gray 
(Mass.) 2386. 
15. Manning v. Mitchell, 73 Ga. 


660; Gibbs v. Randlett, 58 N. H. 407: 
Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 500. 57 
NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51° LRA 193; 
Grohmann v. Kirschman, 168 Pa. 
189, 32 A 32. See also Churchill v. 
Churchill, 12 Vt. 661 (where it is said 
that the refusal to take bail would 
not render the sheriff a trespasser; it | 
would have been a nonfeasance, not 
a malfeasance, rendering the officer a 
trespasser ab initio and nothing but 
case could be sustained). 

16. Cargill v, State, 8 Tex. A. 431. 

17. Gibbs v. Randlett. 58 N. H. 407. 

18. Ahlrichs v. Rollo, 200 Ala. 
271, 76 S 37; Calderone v. Kiernan, 23 
R. I. 578, 51 A 215; Page v. Staples, 
Poet, ds O00; 
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proper bail, has the absolute right to be at large,. 


and the officer who rearrests him in disregard of 
his rights is lable.19 

[§ 66] (12) Detention after Acquittal or Ex- 
piration of Term. One who unlawfully detains a 
prisoner after his acquittal 2° or the expiration of 
his sentence or term of commitment *1 may be lable 
for false imprisonment. But it has been held that 
the party who instigated the arrest cannot be heid 
liable for neglecting to give instructions for the 
arrested party’s discharge when for any reason he 
becomes entitled to it,?? the duty of procuring his 
discharge under such circumstances devolving on the 
arrested party himself.?* 

[§ 67] k. Arrest on One Ground, Justification 
on Another. If an arrest without process is made 
on one ground, upon which it subsequently develops 
it cannot be sustained, the arrest cannot later be 
justified on the theory that another ground existed 
at the time of the arrest,?* and a person who has 
wrongfully arrested a party without process, or on 
void process, cannot detain him on valid process 
until he has restored such party to his liberty.?® 
When, however, an arrest without process has been 
made on more than one ground and is justified on 
one ground, this is a_ sufficient justification.?® 
Similarly, where detention is under two writs, one 
legal and the other illegal, the fact that one is illegal 
does not affect the character of the imprisonment, 
and the arrested party sustains no damage,’ and 
this is so, although the officer declares that he made 


19. Arteaga_v. Conner, 88 N. Y. 


403, 2 NYCivProc 152, 14 NYWkKly |mum term, 
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has earned a reprieve from the maxi- 
is not false 
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the arrest under the illegal process.28 <A _ police 
officer having made an illegal arrest without warrant 
cannot subsequently justify on the ground that a 
legal warrant was outstanding, if he acted without 
having had it or even without knowledge of its 
existence.2® It has been held that where a war- 
rant which proves invalid has been issued, the 
arresting party may justify by showing that the 
facts authorized an arrest without warrant,®° and, 
where the evidence justifies it, the question whether 
the arrest was made pursuant to an invalid process 
or on sufficient grounds apart fom the process 
should be submitted to the jury.*!. But the author- 
ities are at variance upon this point, some decisions 
maintaining that the party making the arrest can- 
not apprehend a person under a warrant, and if it 
subsequently develops that the arrest cannot be sus- 
tained on that ground, justify on the theory that the 
arrest was proper without a warrant,®? especially 
if the other ground for arrest was not known to the 
arresting party at the time he made it.°* Where 
it appears that the officer was acting by virtue of 
a warrant, and no claim is made to the contrary 
in the pleadings or evidence, the fact that the ar- 
rest might have been justified without warrant is 
immaterial.2* It has been held that an arrest by 
a deputy or inferior officer may be justified by 
showing that valid process existed in the hands of 
the superior officer, although the process was not 
in the deputy’s possession when he made the ar- 
rest,?> or although he held another process which 


ground that accused had committed 


imprison- |the felony of stabbing a man and 


Dig 278 [aff 47 N. Y. Super. 494]. 


20. Mee v. Cruikshank, 20 Cox 
Co Cy 210. 
{a] Making note of characteris- 


tics.—W ere a person acquitted of 
a criminal charge, and directed to 
be discharged, was detained by the 
prison warders in the cells below the 
court while they questioned him and 
took a note of particulars regarding 
his personal and physical character- 
istics, and various other matters, 
such detention was unlawful, and the 
gaoler was liable in damages in re- 
spect of same. Mee v. Cruikshank, 
A0eCox’C.aC, 21.0; 

21. Mass.—Coffin v. 
Gray 159. 

Ans $Meccaae Louis v. Karr, 85 Mo. A. 

N. Y.—Davis v. Bowe, 118 N. Y. 
55, 23 NE 166 [aff 54 N. Y. Super. 520). 

Eng.—Nigotti v. Colvill, 4 C. P, D. 
233; Withers v. Henley, Cro. Jac. 379, 
79 Reprint 324. 
pega. recett v. Lilley, 14 Ont. A. 

{a] Illustration. — A superintend- 
ent of a workhouse who detains a 
prisoner for a longer period than au- 
thorized by the city charter and by 
the writ of commitment, is liable 
for false imprisonment, although the 
detention was under an ordinance at- 
tempting to confer on such superin- 
tendent, under the guise of disci- 
pline, power to confine the prisoner 
beyond the maximum period pre- 
scribed by the charter, since the or- 
dinance is’ invalid, and he took on 
himself the risk of its validity. St. 
Louis v. Karr, 85 Mo. A. 608. 

[b] An attorney’s order to dis- 
charge from custody a person sub- 
ject to imprisonment under civil 
process is presumptively lawful, and 
the sheriff who rearrests such per- 
son in disregard thereof is liable. 
Davis v. Bowe, 118 N. Y. 55; 23 NE 
166. 

[c] Detention of a convict, by a 
warden, beyond the minimum of his 
sentence, where by good conduct he 


Gardner, 1 


ment where the warden has detained 
him because the prison board has 
failed to order his release as pre- 
scribed by statute. Stephens v. Con- 


ley, 48 Mont. 352, 138 P i189, Ann 
Cas1915D 958. 

22. Norman v. Manciette, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,300, 1 Sawy. 

23. Norman v. Manciette, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,300, 1 Sawy. 484; Mar- 


tin v. Collins, 165 Mass. 256, 43 NE 
91. 

[a] Detention by jailer under er- 
ror in mittimus.—The keeper of a 
workhouse who detains a prisoner 
committed two months beyond his 
term of imprisonment by reason of 
an error in the attested copy of the 
mittimus is not liable in an action 
for damages for false imprisonment 
in the absence of bad faith or neg- 
ligence on his part in failing to as- 
certain whether the attested copy 
was a correct copy of the original 
mittimus. Martin v. Collins, 165 
Mags. 256, 43 NE 91. 

24. Malcolmson v. Scott, 56 Mich. 
459, 28 NW 166; Snead v. Bonnoil, 
166 N. Y. 325, 59 NE 899 [aff 49 App. 
Div. 330, €8 NYS 553]; MacDonnell 
v. McConville, 148 App. Div. 49, 132 
NYS 1085 [aff 210 N. Y. 529 mem, 
103 NE 1126 mem]; Comisky v. Nor- 
folk, ete; RR. Coin 292 Wi, UVa lS, 90 
SE 385, LRA1917D 220. 

[a] Illustration. — Where the of- 
fense, if any, was committed in an- 
other state, an arrest made for one 
purpose cannot be justified by an- 
other, and the arresting officer’s be- 
lief that the prisoner has also vio- 
lated the laws of state where the 
arrest is made will not excuse the 
arrest unless it is proposed to prose- 
cute him therein. Malcolmson v. 
Scott, 56 Mich. 459, 28 NW 166. 

25. Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 
Barb. 99 aff 50 N. Y. 669 mem]; 
Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. Ct. 579. 

26. Waddle v. Wilson, 164 Ky. 
228, 175 SW 382. 

[a] Felony and misdemeanor.— 
Where officer made arrest on the 


also on the ground that he was 
drunk, then, although accused did 
not in fact commit the crime of stab- 
bing, if he was convicted of being 
drunk in the presence of the officer, 
the officer was justified in arresting 
on that ground. Waddle vy. Wilson, 
164 Ky. 228, 175 SW 382. 


ger Doherty v. Munson, 127 Mass. 
495, 
{a] MTlustration.—It is not a false 


imprisonment that a person is con- 
victed of two distinct offenses, and 
is committed under two warrants, 
one legal and the other illegal, and 
held in custody under both warrants 
during the whole time of his impris- 


onment. Doherty v. Munson, 127 
Mass. 495. 
28. Meeds v. Carver, 30 N. C.-298; 


State=-verkir by, 24) Ne Cr. 201% 

29. Gordon v. Hogan, 114 Ga. 354, 
40 SE 229; McCullough v. Greenfield, 
133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 62 LRA 
906, 1 AnnCas 924, 

30. Nelson vy. Halvorson, 117 Minn. 
255, 185 NW 818, AnnCasi913D 104; 
Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. S. 129. 
gent Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. S. 


32. Elwell v. Reynolds, 6 Kan. A. 
545, 51 P 578; Murphy v. Kron, 8 NY 
St 230, 20 AbbNCas 259; McCatherin 
v. Jamer, 41 N. B. 367, 9 DomLR 874, 
11 BastLR 527. 

{a] Application of rule to judicial 
officer.— Where a justice issued a 
warrant to arrest peddlers, which 
warrant was void because not found- 
ed on an oath, and the officers made 
the arrest thereunder. the fact that 
the officer might have arrested ac- 
cused without warrant for peddling 
is not a defense to the justice. Mc- 
Catherin v. Jamer, 41 N. B. 367, 9 
DomLR 874, 11 EastLR 527. 

33. MacDonnell v. McConville, 148 
App. Div. 49, 1382 NYS 1085 [aff 210 
N. Y. 529 mem, 103 NE 1126 mem]. 

34. Holmes v. Blyler, 80 Iowa 
365, 45 NW 756. 

35. Cabell v. Arnold, 86 Tex. 102, 
23 SW 645, 22 LRA 87. 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


§§ 67-69] 


proved to be invalid,* and did not know of the 
existence of the valid writ in his superior’s hands 37 


Ill. PERSONS 


[§ 68] A. In General. Since a consideration of 
whether or not a given restraint or detention was 
an illegal act upon the part of defendant must of 
necessity involve a consideration of the relations 
of the various parties to the act, it follows that 
many, questions as to what persons are liable in 
an action for false imprisonment have already been 
In order that a defendant be held 
hable for a false imprisonment, he must have per- 
sonally participated therein either by direct act or 
by indirect procurement,*! in other words he must 
have been the legal cause of the wrongful deten- 


considered.*° 


tion.*2 


36. Meeds v. Carver, 30 N. C. 298. 
37. Meeds v. Carver, 30 N. C. 298. 
38. Meeds v. Carver, 30 N. C. 298. 
39. Liability of municipal corpo- 
ration see Municipal Corporations. 
Liability of sureties of officer: 
Generally see Officers [29 Cyc 1456]. 
Sheriff or constable see Sheriffs and 
Constables [35 Cye 1941]. 
40. Liability of: 
Complainant: 
Under invalid process see supra 
§§ 45-47. 
Under valid process see supra § 43. 
Custodian of institution see supra 


§ 26. 

Guardian on restraint of ward see 
supra § 24. 

Individual directing arrest see supra 
§ 34. 

Individual giving information see 
supra § 


Master of vessel see supra § 27. 
Parent for restraint of child see 
supra § 23. 
Peace officer: 
Arresting without 
supra §§ 30-32. 
Gas process see supra §§ 438, 49- 


warrant see 


Person detaining insane person see 
supra §§ 17-19. 
Private person: 
Arresting without 
supra/iss 32, 33° 
aden process see supra §§ 43, 45- 


warrant see 


School authority for control of pupils 

see supra § 25. 

a Ark.—Casey v. Casey, 218 SW 
678. 

Tll.— Roth v. Smith, 41 Ill. 314, 319. 

N. Y.—Schultz v. Greenwood Ceme- 
tery, 190 N. Y¥, 276, 83 NE 41. 

Pa.—Herr v. Lollar, 110 A 742. 

Tex.—Boyton v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 
118; Cherry v. Preston, (Civ. A.) 221 
Sw 1100. 

“Tf defendant counseled, advised or 
procured the arrest and imprison- 
ment, although not an active partici- 
pant in the act, he was neverthe- 
less responsible for its consequences. 
If, however, he neither advised, coun- 
seled, aided nor assisted in the ar- 
rest, he should not be held liable.” 
Roth v. Smith, supra. 

[aj] Tllustrations.—(1) Where a 
bank with which a check was de- 
posited for collection forwarded it 
to a correspondent bank, which re- 
turned it with a notation that the 
drawee had no funds, without having 
presented it for collection, whereupon 
the payee instituted criminal pro- 
ceedings against the drawee,: the 
banks were not liable in an action 
fer false imprisonment of plaintiff 
by the payee, they not having per- 
sonally participated in the imprison- 
ment. Cherry v. Preston, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 221 SW 1100. (2) One who made 
an affidavit without knowing the pur- 
pose for which it was procured and 
who did not intend it to be used for 
the purpose of arresting plaintiff il- 
legally, or who supposed it was in- 
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and expressly declared that he made the arrest un- 
der the invalid process.38 


RESPONSIBLE *° 


B. Joint Commission—l. In General. 
All those who directly participate in, or legally 
cause, an unlawful detention are joint tort-feasors ;43 
and if proceedings are taken against one, that one 
cannot relieve himself from responsibility by show- 
ing that another participated in the illegal act,** or 
complain that another tort-feasor was not sued.** 
Plaintiff has the right to make as many or as few 
of the alleged tort-feasors defendants as he chooses ;#¢ 
and a verdict may be had against all or any,‘ but 
it should appear that the alleged wrongdoer was the 
legal cause of the detention.*§ 


Where the arrested 


party suffers a single detention by the independent 


tended to be used to procure legal 
process for plaintiff’s arrest, did not 
incur any liability. Roth v. Smith, 
41 Ill. 314. (3) Where a purchaser 
of bank stock engaged the prose- 
cuting attorney as attorney to com- 
pel transfer of such stock on the 
books, such purchaser is not liable 
for false imprisonment, where, after 
the transfer had been completed, the 
prosecuting attorney in his official 
capacity began criminal prosecutions 
against the officials of the bank 
against the advice of his client. 
Casey v. Casey, (Ark.) 218 SW 678. 

42. Cal.—kKalish v. White, 36 Cal. 
A. 604, 173 P 494. 

Ga.—Gordon v. Hogan, 114 Ga. 354, 
40 SE 229, 

Ill—Roth v. Smith, 41 Ill. 314; 
Pinkerton v. Gilbert, 22 Ill. A. 568. 

La.—Scheurrmann v. Vaccaro, 118 
La. 67, 42 S 648; Rogay v. Juil- 
liard, 25 La. Ann. 305. 

Mass.—Zinkfein v. W. T. Grant Co., 
128 NE 24. 

Mich. —Shinglemeyer v. Wright, 
124 Mich. 230, 82 NW 887, 50 LRA 
129; Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 15 
NW 899. 

Mo.—Boeger v. Langenberg, 97 Mo. 
390, 11 SW 223, 10 AmSR 322; Har- 
ris v. St. Louis Terminal R. Assoc., 
(A.) 218 SW 686, 

N. Y.—Thorne v. Turck, 94 N. Y. 
90, 46 AmR:126 [aff 10 Daly 327]; 
Farnam v. Feeley, 56 N. Y. 451; 
Murray v. Friensberg, 15 NYS 450; 
Briggs) vu Berls,, 2) NYCityCt = L171 
(where warrant to arrest keeper of 
disorderly house and all ‘improper 
persons found on the premises” was 
criticized, but complainant held» not 
liable for unauthorized arrest by po- 
lice under this warrant). 

N. C.—Lovick v. Atlantic Coast 
ine R-Co., 129 N.C. 427;°40°SH 191, 

Oh.—Page v. Miller, 13 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 663, 6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 676. 

Pa.—Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 
36 A 327, 67 AmSR 607. 

Tex.—Cherry v. Preston, (Civ. A.) 
221 SW 1100. 

Ont.—Sparks v. Joseph, 7 U. C. C. 
125 “GE 

[a] Application of rule.—Where a 
person, in laying an information be- 
fore a police magistrate, gave an in- 
correct version of the statement 
made to him by defendant and caused 
plaintiff's arrest, an action therefor 
could not be maintained against de- 
fendant. Sparks v. Joseph, 7 U. C. 
CyPG9: 

43.. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 558 [rev on 
other grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541]. 

Ga.—Holliday v. Coleman, 12 Ga. 
A. 779, 78 SE 482. 


Ill._—Pinkerton v. Gilbert, 22 Ill. 
A. 568. 

Ind.—American Express Co. Vv. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430. 

Minn.—Ehrhardt v. Wells, 134 


Minn. 58, 158 NW 721. hy 
N. Y.—Schultz v. U. S. Fidelity, 


ete, Co.,, 200 N. Ye" 230) 794. NE GOL 
[aff 134 App. Div. 260, 118 NYS 977]. 
A Pree oad v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 

{a] Jail keeper is liable for keep- 
ing a prisoner eight days, without 
any information made or warrant is- 
sued or hearing held, merely because 
a police officer brought him there. 
Burk v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 308. 

Joint and several liability for tort 
see Torts [38 Cyc 483]. 

44. Mass.—Moore v. Fitchburg R. 
Corp., 4 Gray 465, 64 AmD 83. 

Mich.—Burroughs v. Eastman, 101 
Mich. 419, 59 NW 817, 45 AmSR 419, 
24 LRA 859, 

Miss.—lIllinois Cent. R. Co. v. King, 
69 Miss. 852, 13 S 824. 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co,. 
132° N. °C.) 368; 43° SH 923,) 1337 Nowe: 
418, 45 SE 826. 

Or.—Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 
363, 67 P 98. 

Pa.—Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 
36 A 327, 67 AmSR 607; Burford v. 
Richards, 58 Pa. Super. 15. 

{a] Joint agent.—The fact that a 
station agent was acting for another ~ 
railroad company, as well as for de- 
fendant company, does not prevent a 
recovery against defendant; it merely 
shows that two might have been sued 
instead of one. Illinois Cent. R. Co. 
v. King, 69 Miss. 852, 13 S 824. 

45. Scott v. Flowers, 60 Nebr. 675, 
84 NW 81; Schultz v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete:, ‘Co, 201 IN. Y. 230; 94 NE 601. 

46. Colo.Grimes v. Greenblatt, 
angen 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430. 

Me.—AllNison v. Hobbs, 96 Me. 26, 
BI A® 245: 

Or.—Lane v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 160 
Pee OS SEO tor 

Wis.—Zeller v. Martin, 84 Wis. 4, 
54 NW. 330. 

47. Moore vy. Fitchburg R. Corp., 
4 Gray (Mass.) 465, 64 AmD 83; Bur- 
roughs v. Eastman, 101 Mich. 419, 59 
NW 817, 45 AmSR 419, 24 LRA 859; 
Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 67 
12 Ghee 

fa] For example, (1) where an 
officer who made an illegal arrest 
and a superintendent of police on 
whose orders he made it were jointly 
sued for false imprisonment, a ver- 
dict against the superintendent, but 
not against the officer, was sustained. 
Burroughs v. Eastman, 101 Mich. 419, 
59 NW 817, 45 AmSR 419; 24 LRA 
859. (2) A corporation and its agent 
may .be joined as defendants and 
recovery may be had against one and 
not against the other. Moore v. 
Fitchburg R. Corp., 4 Gray (Mass.) 
465, 64 AmD 838; Bingham v. Lip- 
man, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 98. 

4s. Ala.—Rhodes v. MeWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69. 

Cal.—Sauires v. Southern Pac. Co., 
CAM a S372 695: 

Ill.—_Develing v. Sheldon, 83 Ill. 
390. 
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but contemporaneous wrongful acts of two or more 
persons, such persons are regarded as joint tort- 


feasors.*9 


Conspiracy. It is not necessary to show that a 
conspiracy existed between the wrongdoers,°® as 
recovery in the action may be had against any one 
of them; although proof of conspiracy may aggra- 


vate damages.®? 


[§ 70] 2. Personal Participation. One who per- 
sonally participates with another or others in the 
commission of the wrong is liable as a joint tort- 
feasor,®* and this is so, although he did not know 
that the detention was illegal in its inception.®* 


Iowa.—Bisgaard v. Duvall, 169 
Iowa 711, 151 NW 1051. 

La.—Sundmaker v. Gaudet, 113 
La. 887, 37 S 865. 

Mich.—Shinglemeyer v. Wright, 


ode Mich. 230, 82 NW 887, 50 LRA 
129. 

Minn.—Hawkins  v. 57 
Minn. 323, 59 NW 309. 

N. H.—Small v.: Benfield, 66 N. H. 
206, 20 A 284. 

N. J.—Force v. Probasco, 43 N. J. 
L. 539. 

N. Y.—Zwickert v. Brooklyn 
Heights R. Co., 127 App. Div. 304, 
111 NYS 480; Noad v. Canadian Pac. 
R. Co., 56 App. Div. 33, 34, 67 NYS 
265; Stevens v. Gilbert, 120 NYS 114. 

Okl.—Barnes v. Davis, 30 Okl. 511, 
120 P 275. 

Tex.—Boynton \v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 
118. 
“Before one can be subjected to 
damages for false imprisonment, 
proof must be presented from which 
a jury can find that the arrest was 
caused by the one from whom the 
damages are sought, or that such 
person had something to do, or was 
connected in some way with the im- 


Manston, 


prisonment.” Noad v. Canadian Pac. 
R. Co., supra. ‘ : 
[a] Attendance at meeting of citi- 


zens at which it was resolved to ar- 
rest a party suspected of crime is 
not sufficient to justify a finding that 
a@ person so present was connected 
with the arrest. Hawkins v. Man- 
ston, 57 Minn. 323, 59 NW 309. 

{[b] Committee members.—A mem- 
ber of a committee appointed by 
certain citizens of a town to defeat 
the vote in favor of a subscription 
by the town to railroad stock who 
neither advised nor assisted in the ar- 
rest of plaintiff by other members 
of the committee, cannot be held 
liable, although the other members 
acted in fulfillment of their supposed 
hae Develing v. Sheldon, 83 Ill. 
390. 

{c] False certificate not legal 
cause of arrest.—A complaint which 
alleged that physicians signed a 
false certificate of insanity does not 
state a cause of action, where it does 
not allege how the false certificate 
aided in or procured the arrest, or 
that it was given with intent to en- 
able someone else to procure the 
arrest, and used by complicity with 
defendants for that purpose. Force 
v. Probasco, 43 N. J. L. 539. 

[dad] Order not effective at time 
of arrest.—Where the pastor of a 
church ordered police officers to ar- 
rest persons pointed out to them as 
disturbing a church meeting, his or- 
der did not authorize the officers 
later in the day to arrest a person 
who was pointed out to: them as 
having disturbed the meeting’ but 
who was not then arrested. Stevens 
v. Gilbert, 120 NYS 114. 

Liability of: 
sawp bie he directing arrest see supra 
- 3 34. : 
Individuals giving information see 

supra § 35. 

49. Allison v. Hobbs, 96 Me. 26, 51 
A 245; Stone v. Dickinson, 5 Allen 
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enterprise.°® 


[§§ 69-70 


Both in civil and criminal eases each is liable for 
the acts of the others done in pursuance of the 
mutual understanding or in furtherance of the com- 
mon plan,®> at least until the termination of the 
It has been held that where different 
parties participate at different times in an unlawful 
detention, plaintiff is not obliged to divide the tres- 


pass into parts and sue each for a part;°* that it is 


(Mass.); 29, 81 AmD 727. 

[a] Independent parties directing 
single act of trespass.—Where sev- 
eral creditors, although acting sep- 
arately and independently, sued out 
writs of arrest against a common 
cebtor, and such writS were all 
served simultaneously by the same 
officer acting for all the creditors, 
and the imprisonment was enforced 
by. the jailer on all: the writs con- 
temporaneously, the detention is a 
Single act of trespass similar to one 
committed by a common agent act- 
ing for several and distinct princi- 
pals, and the creditors are jointly 
and severally liable for such single 
trespass. Stone v. Dickinson, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 29, 81 AmD 727 

[b] Arrest under two warrants.— 
In an action against a tax assessor 
for an illegal arrest, it was held that 
no reduction should be made in the 
damages recoverable against him be- 
cause of the fact that the arrest was 
also based on another warrant from 
a second assessment board. Defend- 
ant’s tort was in no way increased by 
the independent and concurrent tort 


of the second assessor. Allison v. 
Hobbs, 96 Me. 26, 51 A 245, 
£0. U. S.—Davis v. Johnson, 101 


Fed. 952, 42 CCA 111. 

Nebr.—Johnson vy. Bouton, 35 Nebr. 
898, 538 NW 995. 

N. Y.—Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 
App. Div. 798, 99 NYS 969; Oakes v. 
Oakes, 55 App. Div. 576, 67 NYS 427 
[aff 167 N. Y. 625 mem, 60 NE 1117 
mem]. 

Pa.—Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 15. 
re D.—-Culver v. Burnside, 179 NW 

51. Davis v. Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 
42 CCA 111. 

52. Davis v. Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 
42 CCA 111. 

53. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 
541 [rev 184 Fed. 558]; Davis v. 
Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 42 CCA 111; 
Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Colo.—Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 
Colo. 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608. 

Conn.—Clyma v. Kennedy, 64 Conn, 
310, 29 A 539, 42 AmSR 194. 

D. C.—Bright v. Patton, 16 D. C. 
534, 60 AmR 396. 

Mich.—Cook v. Hastings, 150 Mich. 
289, 114 NW 71, 14 LRANS 1123, 13 
AnnCas 194. : 
deanery Pon 81 Mo. 

N. Y.—Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 
App. Div. 798, 99 NYS 969; Brown v. 
Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253. 

Eng.—Boyce v. Douglas, 1 Campb. 
60; Griffin v. Coleman, 4 H. & N. 265, 
157 Reprint 840. 
ee C.—Robitaille v. Mason, 9 B. C. 

[a] UWniting in bond.—The vice 
president and manager of a corpora- 
tion to which plaintiff was indebted, 
who united in the bond given by the 
corporation to procure plaintiff’s ar- 
rest as an absconding debtor, is liable 
for plaintiff's false imprisonment. 
Hayes v. Hutchinson, 81 Wash. 394, 


v. Johnson, 


not necessary that all the defendants should have 
been present at the commencement of the deten- 
tion;°* and that by afterward joining in the unlaw- 
ful detention those not present at the beginning 
become trespassers ab initio.59 


On the other hand, 


142 P 865. 

[b] All officers-in patrol wagon 
liable.—Cook v. Hastings, 150 Mich. 
289, 114 NW 71, 14 LRANS 1123, 13 
AnnCas 194. 

Arrests with process: 

Participation see supra § 47. 
Persons assisting officers see supra 


§ 97. 

Arrests without process: 
Participation see supra §§ 32, 83. 
Persons assisting officers see infra 


Sr Oils 
54 Cook v. Hastings, 150 Mich. 
289, 114 NW 71, 14 LRANS 1123, - 


13 AnnCas 194; Burk v. Howley, 179 
Pa. 539,36.) A: 7327,.,67. AmSR 607; 
Aaron v. Alexander, 3 Campb. 35; 
Griffin v. Coleman, 4 H. & N. 265, 157 
Reprint 840. 

[a] Jailer’s liability—-Where a 
constable unlawfully arrested ac- 
cused, and other constables know- 
ing nothing of the facts imprisoned 
and detained him, the latter are 
licble. Griffin v. Coleman, 4 H. & N. 
265, 157 Reprint 840. 

{b] Detention to procure confes- 
sion.—Even if an arrest is without 
knowledge or consent of defendant, 
yet if defendant is a party to con- 
tinuing plaintiff in prison without in- 
formation or warrant, in the hope of 
getting a confession, he is a party 
to the illegal imprisonment. Burk v. 


Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 36 A 327, 67 
AmSR 607. 
55. Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tey. 


112, 17 SW 772; Ruffner v. Willianss, 
3 W. Va. 243. 

[a] Reason for rule——As the ac- 
tion for false imprisonment does not 
consist in a distinct and ‘single act, 
but in a continuous violation of per- 
sonal liberty, every continuation 
thereof constitutes a new trespass; 
and hence one who is present during 
a part of the time of the illegal de- 
tention and gives aid and comfort, 
counsel, directions, and encourage- 
ment to others is liable. Ruffner v. 
Williams, 3 W. Va. 243. 

[b] Mlustration.—Defendant, not 
present when arrest was made, joined 
the arresting party later, and rode to 
the place of detention with the pris- 
oners, violently abusing and threat- 
ening them, telling the guards what 
they should do with them, and offer- 
ing to shoot them on the spot if the 
guard would hand hima gun. Jt was 
held that this participation made 
him liable for a continuous deten- 
tion. Ruffner v. Williams, 3 W. Va. 


243. 

56. Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 
112,. VTS wie 72. ; 

57. Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
Div. 798, 99 NYS 949. 

58, Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
aN ies a es 969. 

. HWeleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 

Div. 798, 99 NYS 969. sb 

[a] Acts of successive police offi- 
cers.—A complaint alleging that a 
police officer illegally arrested ac- 
cused, that the sergeant in charge at 
the station house locked him up, that 
the captain in command of the police 
force was informed of the facts of 
the arrest but refused to discharge 


. For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


eT a 


§§ 70-72] 


it has been held that where it is sought to hold de- 
fendants jointly, no recovery can be had until they 
Those who, although present, 
did not participate in the illegal detention cannot 


jointly participate.%° 


be held responsible.® 
ire ec 


illegal.6# 


accused and detained him all night, 
and that another sergeant of police 
took accused the next morning, aud 
after abusing him remanded him toa 
cell, is not subject to demurrer as 
improperly uniting separate torts by 
different defendants. Esleston _ v. 
Sami 113 App. Div. 798, 99 NYS 

60. Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Mar- 
tin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 549, 62 NIE 
977; Bath v. Metcalf, 145 Mass. 274, 
14 NE 133, 1 AmSR 455. 

fa] MTllustration. — Accused was 
arrested early in the morning and 
taken to the station house; the chief 
of police knew of the arrest at 6 
A. M. It was held respecting joint 
liability that an instruction, that if 
the accused sought to hold the officer 
arresting her and the chief of police 
liable she could not recover anything 
whatever against the chief of police 
until he participated therein after 
his arrival at the station house, was 
correct. Martin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 
649, 62 NE 977. 

[b] Independent acts of successive 
officers.—A ‘police officer having ar- 
rested a man treated him oppres- 
sively and then delivered him to the 
jailer who put him in a filthy cell. 
It was held that the jailer was not 
liable for the oppressive treatment 
hy the police officer, and the officer 
was not liable for the subsequent 


treatment by the jailer. Boaz v. 
Tate, 43 Inds 62. 
61. Iowa.—Klemm v. Adair, 179 


Nw 51. 

La.—Parker v. McGlin, 52 La. Ann. 
1514, 27 S 946. 

Mo.—Cooper v. Johnson, 81 Mo. 
483, 489. 

Wis.—Grab v. Lucas, 156 Wis. 504, 
146 NW 504. 

N. B.—Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 
263. 
“That one was present and wit- 
nessed the trespass, but neither by 
word, sign nor act, nor in any other 
manner, signified his approval of it 
does not render him liable. He is not 
by his mere silence to be held as 
countenancing the act.’ Cooper v. 
Johnson, supra. 

[a] Accidental companion. — One 
who was only an accidental com- 
panion of the person making the ar- 
rest and did not actively participate 
therein cannot be held responsible. 
Parker v. McGlin, 52 La. Ann. 1514, 
27 S 946. 

{b] Driver of vehicle. — Being 
present with a constable for the pur- 
pose of driving his horse does not 
render one liable for what the con- 
stable does so long as_ such driver 
remains passive and does not di- 
rect or assist in the arrest; and he 
does not become a participator by 
extricating the constable from dan- 
ger at the time of the arrest, if not 


Instigating and Directing Others.*? 
One who is the legal cause of an unlawful arrest 
or detention, because he commands or instigates an- 
other to do the wrong, is responsible,®* and this is 
so, although he does not know that the arrest was 
Parties instigating the arrest or deten- 
tion may also be liable for acts done by others in 
pursuance of an illegal object or enterprise in which 
they have all engaged,® although the immediate 
actors are unknown to them or have no other ¢on- 
nection with them than by the unlawful acts com- 
mitted, intended to effectuate the or:ginal object.®* 
Liability has been imposed in the same action, not 
only on the officer or person actually making the 
arrest, but also on the party instigating it,®’ the judi- 
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attorney,"? 


done for the purpose of assisting in 
ape rae Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. 

[c] Mere presence in court of per- 
sons causing ‘arrest and of officer 
who made the arrest under warrant 
properly issued does not render them 
liable for wrong of justice in requir- 
ing illegal bond. Grab v. Lucas, 156 
Wis. 504, 146 NW 504. 

62. Arrest without process: 
ees directing arrest see supra 
renee giving information see supra 

Arrests with process: 
HEXxemption of judicial 

infra §§ 98-106. 
Liability of clerks of court see infra 

§ 105. 

Liability of complainants: 

In civil cases see supra § 45. 

In criminal cases see supra § 46. 

63. U. S—Jobnson v. Tompkins, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Conn.—Allen v. Ruland, 79 Conn. 
405, 65 A 138, 118 AmSR 146, 8 Ann 
Cas 344; Stoddard v. Bird, Kirby 65. 

D. C.—Bright v. Patton, 16 D. C. 
534, 60 AmR 396. 

Ga.—Page v. Citizens’ Banking Co., 
111 Ga. 78, 36 SE 418, 78 AmSR 144, 
51 LRA 4638; Holliday v. Coleman, 12 
Ga. A. 779, 78 SE 482. 


officers see 


Ida.—Harkness v. Hyde, 31 Ida. 
784, 176 P 885. 

1l1l.—Develing v. Sheldon, 83 Ill. 
390; Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. A. 530 


[aff 240 Ill. 105, 88 NE 281]. 
Kan.—Zimmerman v. Knox, 34 Kan. 
245, 8 P 104. 


Mass.—Hackett v. King, 6 Allen 
58; Moore v. Fitchburg R. Corp., 4 
Gray 465, 64 AmD 83. 

Miss.—Bacon v. Bacon, 76 Miss. 


458, 24 S 968. 

Mo.—Shull v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 
158 SW 3138; Fellows v. Goodman, 49 
Mo. 62; Hutchinson vy. Sunshine Oil 
Co., (A.) 218 SW 951; Monson. v. 
Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 97; Taaffe v. Slevin, 
11 Mo. A. 507. 

N. Y.—Fischer v. Langbein, 103 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251; Grinnell v. Wes- 
ton, 95 App. Div. 454, 88 NYS 781; 
Green v. Kennedy, 46 Barb. 16 [aff 
48 N. Y. 653 mém]. 

Pa,—Moss v. Judge, 16 Pa. Dist. 
1021, 34 Pa. Co. 433. 

[a] Attorney’s liability —(1) An 
attorney who causes void or irregu- 
lar process to be issued in an action, 
which occasions loss or injury to a 
party against whom it is enforced, 
is liable for the damages thereby oc- 
easioned. Fischer v. Langbein, 103 
N. Y. 84, 8 NE 251. (2) Liability of 
attorney as agent see infra § 94. 

64. Allen v. Ruland, 79 Conn. 405, 
yiioe 138, 118 AmSR 146, 8 AnnCas 
344. 

65. Johnson v. Tompkins, 13. F. 
Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 
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cial officer ordering it, or. upon both such party 
and judicial officer.%® 
posed upon the judicial officer ordering the deten- 
tion and upon the party instigating it’? or his 
Liability has also been imposed upon 
one or more of several parties sucd, as where the 
officer making the arrest and the judicial officer 
ordering it were held liable and the party instigating 
it was excused,’* or the magistrate and party were 
held responsible and the officers actually making 
the arrest were excused,’* or the partics instituting 
proceedings have been held liable, and the judicial 
officer issuing process excused,’* or the party insti- 
gating the detention and the officers actually de- 
taining accused were hcld liable, while another of- 
ficer was exonerated, there being no evidence con- 
necting the latter with the arrest or imprisonment."5 

[§ 72] 4. Ratification. 
an illegal arrest aids or encourages a continued 
detention becomes liable;7® and this is so, although 


Liability has also been im- 


One who subsequent to 


6c. Johnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. 
Cas. No. %,416, Baldw. 571. 

67. Ala.—Duckworth v. Johnston, 
7 Ala. 578. 

D. C.—Bright v. Patton, 16 D.C. 
534, 60 AmR 396. 

Ga.—Page v. Citizens’ Banking Co., 
111 Ga. 73, 36 SE 418, 783 AmSR 
144, 51 LRA 463. 

Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 Iowa 
372, 94 NW 922. 

N. Y.—Grinnell v. Weston, 95 App. 
Div. 454, 88 NYS 781; Brown v. Chad- 
sey, 39 Barb. 253; Dodge v. Alger, 53 
N. Y. Super. 107; Holley v. Mix, 3 
Wend. 350, 20 AmD 702. 

Pa.—McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 473, 
8B A 934, 116 AmSR 782, 10 LRANS 
303. 

68. Ark.—Thompson v. Whipple, 
54 Ark. 203, 15 SW 604. 

Conn.—Grumon v. Raymond, 1 
Conn. 40, 6 AmD 200; Burlingham v. 
Wylee, 2 Root 152. 

Ill.—Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 
Pee Say v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 423. 

Kky.—Stephens v. Wilson, 115 Ky. 
27, 72 SW 3386, 24 KyL 18382. 

Me.—Jacques v. Parks, 96 Me. 268, 
52 A 763. 

N. Y.—Winn v. Hobson, 54 N. Y. 
Super. 330. 

Wis.—Zeller v. Martin, 84 Wis. 4, 
54 NW 330. 

69. Allen v. Gray, 11 Conn. 95; 
Harkness. v. Hyde, 31 Ida. 784, 176 
P 885; Mayberry v. Kelly, 1 Kan. 116; 
Johnson v. Bouton, 35 Nebr. 898, 53 
NW 995. 

70. Comfort v. Fulton, 39 Barb. 
(N.. Y.) 56, 18 AbbPr 276; Truesdale 
v. Combs, 33 Oh. St. 186. 

71. Sullivan v. Jones, 
(Mass.) 570. 

{a] An attorney who conspired 
with a justice to issue an illegal 
body execution held jointly respon- 
sible with such justice. Sullivan v. 
Jones, 2 Gray (Mass.) 570. 

72. Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. A. 530 
[aff 240 Ill. 105, 88 NE 28? . 

73. Davern v. Drew, 153 app. Div. 
844, 188 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 681 
mem, 108 NE 1092 mem]. 

74. Hayes v. Hutchinson, 81 
Wash. 394, 142 P 865. 

75. Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 
36 A 327, 67 AmSR 607. 

76. Grimes v. Greenblatt. 47 Colo. 
495.0 £07) eR) Lid, 319. .AnnCasi7 6088 
Sperior v. Ott, 6 La. A. (Orleans) 
327; Cooper v. Johnson, 81 Mo. 483. 

{a] Making complaint and prose~ 
cuting.—While mere silence may be 
insufficient from which to infer rati- 
fication of the act of wrongfully ar- 
resting or causing the arrest of one 
person by another, such act is rati- 
fied and adopted by such other when 
with full Knowledge of the circum- 


2 Gray 
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the injured party may have been arrested without 
such other person’s knowledge or consent, if the 
illegal restraint continues with the direction, advice, 


and assistance of such party. 


[§ 73] 
Extent of Liability in General. 


the principal.®? 


stances of the arrest he makes a 
criminal complaint or assists in 
prosecuting the person so arrested. 
Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 Colo. 495, 
107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608. 

77. Monson v. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 
97; Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
Div. 798, 99 NYS 969; Callahan v. 
Searles, 78 Hun 238, 29 NYS 904. 

{a] Instruction to detain after 
wrongful arrest.—Although it did not 
appear that plaintiff had been il- 
legally arrested by a distinct order 
of defendant, it was held that the act 
of the officer was ratified so as 
to render defendant liable when the 
latter instructed the officer after the 
arrest to detain plaintiff a few mo- 
ments for further investigation. Cal- 
lahan v. Searles, 78 Hun 238, 29 NYS 
904. 

78. Liability of municipal corpo- 
ration see Municipal Corporations. 

Liability of state see States. 


79. See generally cases’. infra 
§§ 74-92. 
80. Ala.—Alabama Fuel, etc., Co. 


v. Rice, 187 Ala. 458, 65 S 402. 

Cal.—Squires v. Southern Pac. R. 
Co., (A.) 183 P_ 695. ; 

Ill.— Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 486. 

Mich.—Travis v. Standard L., etc., 
ane: Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 

N. Y.—Penny v. New York Cent., 
etc., R. Co., 34 App. Div. 10, 538 NYS 
10438. 

Eng.—Roe v. Birkenhead, ete. R. 
Co., 7 Exch. 36, 155 Reprint 845; 
Symm'v. Fraser, 3 BF. & F859. 

{a] Nurses as servants of physi- 
cian.—It may be a question for the 
jury whether the physician placed 
the patient under charge of attend- 
ants or whether he found her so 
placed and merely in the discharge 
of duty gave such advice and direc- 
tion as he deemed for the benefit of 
the patient, and not such orders as 
made the attendants his servants or 
agents. Symm v. Fraser, 3 Ff. & F. 


859. 
81. U. S—Southern Pae. Co, v. 
Hamilton, 54 Wed. 468; Hershey v. 


O’Neill, 36 Fed. 168. 
Cal.—-Squires v. Scuthern Pac. R. 
Co., (A.) 183 P 695. 


Here C.—Waters v. Anthony, 20 App. 
Mass.—Zinkfein Ve 9 Ws, Dy Grant 
Co., 128 NE 24. 
Mo.—Harris v. St. Louis Terminal 


R. Assoc., (A.) 218 SW 686. 
Pa.—Decker v. Lackawanna, etc, 
HAC Ore 3): ba. Sumner, 225, 


Tex.—Meyer v. Monnig Dry Goods 
Co., (Civ. A.) 189 SW 80; Presiey v. 
Ht.) viorth; ete, KR. Co. (Civ. A.) )145 


SW 669; Texas Midland R. Co. v. 
Dean, 798, Texeol7, 85> SWlA1135, 70 
LRA 943 [rev (Civ. A.) 82 SW 
524], 

Wash.—Cunningham v._ Seattle 


Electric R., etc., Co., 3 Wash. 471, 28 
P 745, 


{a] Assisting officer—Where em- 


C. Principal and Agent 78—1. Liability 
of Principal—a. In General—(1) Existence and 
The principal is 
liable for an unlawful arrest or detention made or 
eaused by his servant or agent acting within the 
scope of his express or implied authority.”® 
injured person must establish that the relationship 
existed,®° that the servant or agent actually caused 
or participated in the illegal restraint,5* and that 
he acted within the scope of his authority either 
implied or express, or that the act was ratified by 
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relation to the 


[§§ 72-75 


[§ 74] (2). Scope of Authority. Authority of 
an agent to detain another may be implied from his 


principal, the nature of his em- 


ployment, and the mode in which he is permitted 


The [§ 75] (3). 


ployees participated in an arrest 
solely at an officer’s request and not 
because of any duty owing to the 
employer, the employer is not liable. 
Presley v. Et. Worth, etc. R. Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 145 SW 669. 

{b] Mere presence of employees 
does not render employer liable. 
Zinkfein v. W. T. Grant Co., (Mass.) 
128 NE 24. 

[c] Employee under control of po- 
lice.—(1) Where an employee par- 
ticipated in a wrongful arrest and 
imprisonment of a suspected thief 
but was acting at the time under 
the direction and control of a police 
officer, it was held that the employer 
could not be made liable. Geary v. 
Stevenson, 169 Mass. 238, 47 NE 508. 
(2) Merchant is not liable where his 
clerk pointed out plaintiff, as the one 
who had stolen a locket from the 
store, to a policeman who directed 
the clerk to catch plaintiff, and plain- 
tiff was caught and arrested with- 
out warrant, regardless of whether 
the arrest was lawful, since the clerk 
was acting wholly under the direc- 
tion of the officer. Meyer v. Monnig 
Dry Goods Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 189 
SW 80. 

{d] Mere pointing out by conduc- 
tor to special police officer of a pas- 
senger alleged to have ridden with- 
out payment of fare, with statement 
to see if he could get the fare out 
of him, does not render the carrier 
liable for an unlawful arrest by the 
police officer, where the conductor 
did not direct or advise the arrest. 
Squires v. Southern Pac. Co., (Cal. 
AS): US3y Pii695e 

[e] Bjection, but not arrest, or- 
dered.—-Where a_ discharged em- 
ployee, after being removed from 
a car by peace officer, ran back into 
the car and was thereupon followed, 
brought out, and arrested by the 
peace officer for disorderly conduct, 
the railroad company having only au- 
thorized his removal from the car 
could not be liable for the false im- 
prisonment. Decker v. Lackawanna, 
etc., R. Co., 39 Pa. Super. 225. 

82. Ark.—Dickinson v. Muse, 204 
SW 609. 

Fla.—Wright v. Georgia Southern, 
ete: ARCO 6G. BPlawol0; 63 25.. 909; 
LRA1916E 1134. 

Ill.— Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 1. 

Md.—Baltimore, ete., Turnp. Road 
v. Green, 86 Md. 161, 37 A 642; Cen- 
tral R. Co. v. Brewer, 78 Md. 394, 28 
A 615, 27 LRA 68. 

Dilworth, 55 Pa. 


Pa.—Kiley v. 
Super. 329. 

S. C.—Stephenson v. Baldwin Cot- 
ton Mills, 103 SE 710. 

[a] Doorman. — A_ servant  in- 
structed to admit in a church only 
such persons as have tickets cannot, 
by directing police officers to arrest 
one who seeks to enter without a 
ticket, make his master liable for a 
false arrest made pursuant thereto, 
as he would not be acting within the 


to act or conduct the business.** 
ity given the agent to detain another is express, the 
principal is of course responsible if the detention 
is wrongful,’4 and express directions to do certain 
acts may imply authority to arrest and detain.®° 


Where the author- 


Effect of Breach of Instructions, 


Negligence, Malicious Conduct, Etc., by Employee. 
If the arrest or detention can be said to be within 
the implied or express authority of the agent, the 
principal is liable, although the arrest was wrongful 
and not specifically directed,** or although the agent 


scope of his employment, Barabasz 
v. Kabat, 86 Md. 23, 37 A 720. 

83. Robinson v. Greene, 148 Ala. 
434, 43 S 797; Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. 
Ae 

{a] Express authority for par- 
ticular arrest not necessary.—lIt is 
not necessary to the principal’s lia- 
bility that the agent’s authority 
shall be expressly conferred, or that 
the particular act complained of 
should have been authorized. Rob- 
inson v. Greene, 148 Ala. 434, 43 S 
(UE. 

Scope of authority or course of 
employment generally see Agency 
§ 533 et seq; Master and Servant [26 
Cyc 1525-1543]. F 
Ei ae Gambill v. Cargo, (Ala.) 43 S 
66. 

{a] Directions to arrest.—Where 
the evidence showed that an officer 
had given his deputy authority to 
arrest for violation of an ordinance, 
the officer is liable, although the par- 
ticular arrest was wrongful. Gam- 
bill v. Cargo, (Ala.) 43 S 866. 

85. Grayson v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 100 Mo. A. 60, 71 SW 730; Lynch 
v. Metropolitan El. R. Co., 90 N. Y. 
77, 48 AmR 141, 15 NYWklyDig 317; 
Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 
SW 528. 

[a] Directions to a gatekeeper of 
an elevated railroad company not to 
let passengers pass out until they 
had paid their fares or showed a 
ticket are sufficient to warrant the 
jury in finding that the company ex- 
pected the gatekeeper to detain a 
passenger who did not pay his fare 
or show a ticket, and the company 
is liable. Luynch v. Metropolitan El. 
R.Co..:90 N.“Y?7, 43 AmB 141, 15 
NYWklyDig 317. 

[b] “Call a policeman” means to 
make arrest.—Where the company 
rules instruct the conductors to 
“call a policeman” in case of trouble, 
this was held to be authority te 
cause an arrest of a passenger then 
on the car and as fixing liability for 
such an arrest without legal cause. 
Grayson v. St. Louis Transit Co., 100 
Mo. A. 60, 71 SW 730. 

{c] Directions to settle dispute 
or stop it given in reference to a 
quarrel about seats at a show to one 
employed to preserve order at show 
grounds warrant finding that arrest 
was made because of instructions. 
Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 
SW 528. 

{d] Printed instructions to agents 
urging the utmost diligence in their 
work will not make a company lia- 
ble for the unlawful arrest of one 
suspected by the agent of stealing 
goods from the company’s care. 
Haters v. Anthony, 20 App. (D. C.) 

86. Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 1; 
Pinkerton v. Sydnor, 87 Ill. A. 76; 
Pinkerton v. Martin, 82 Tll. A. 589; 
Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 100 Ind. 
138; Wheeler, etc., Mfg. Co. v. Boyce, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 75-77] 


in making it exceeded his actual authority,’ violated 
his instructions,*® or was guilty of negligence,®® or of 


willful or malicious conduct.2° 


[§ 76] 


of a wrongful arrest. 


36 Kkan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 571; 
ai v. Kabat, 86 Md. 23, 37 A 


‘{[a] Wrongful acts of employees 
after arrest.—Proprietor of detec- 
tive agency ordering an unlawful ar- 
rest. and detention in his own office 
is liable for indignities and outrages 
committed by his employees upon 
the arrested party during the deten- 
tion, although he did not specifically 
order them. Pinkerton vy. Martin, 82 
ETUICAS O89. 

87. Smith v. Munch, 65 Minn. 256, 
68 NW 19; Hichengreen v. Louisville, 
etc., R. Co., 96 Tenn. 229, 34 SW 219, 
54 AmSR 833, 31 LRA’ 702; Rucker 
v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 SW 528. 

88. U. S.—Harris v. Louisville, 


'tec., R. Co., 35 Fed. 116. 


Ind.—Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 
100 Ind. 138. 

Ky.—Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Owens, 164 Ky. 557, 175 SW 1039. 

Minn.—Smith v. Munch, 65 Minn. 
256, 68 NW 19. 

Mo.—Knowles v. Bullene, 71 Mo. 
PAS S41. 

N. Y.—kKastner v. Long Island R. 
Co., 76 App. Div. 323, 78° NYS. 469; 
Tyson v. Joseph H. Bauland Co., 68 
App. Div. 310, 74 NYS 59. 

Or.—Scribor v. Oregon-Washington 


aah elten Ee COnwr WO Ore el Gs 14 OM 
Tenn.—Hichengreen v. Louisville, 
ete., R. Co., 96 Tenn. 229, 34 SW 


219, 54 AmSR 833, 31 LRA 702. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
2805 192) (SW. 'd28" Gulf, -ete;, R. Co. 
v. Conder, 23 Tex. Civ. A. 488, 58 
SW 58. 

{a] Regulations respecting trans- 
fer tickets.—A reasonable regulation 
cannot protect a carrier against the 
mistakes of its own agents which re- 
sult in an invasion of a passenger’s 
rights; otherwise all that would be 
necessary for a carrier to do would 
be to regulate a given subject, and 
then shield itself behind such regu- 
jation when called to account for an 
infringement of the rights of its pas- 
sengers. Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. Co.,. 
TAwApp: pDiv. £99, C5 INV Selo. 

{b] Instructions to submit mat- 
ter to attorney.—Where a railroad 
detective employed to protect prop- 
erty of, and prosecute crimes against, 
the railroad, caused an arrest in dis- 
regard of instructions to submit his 
investigations to the local attorney 
before arresting, the railroad is 
nevertheless liable, especially where 
it appeared that in case of emergency 
the detective might arrest without 
waiting for instructions.. Hichen- 
green v. Louisville, ete. R. Co., 96 
Tenn. 229, 34 SW 219, 54 AmSR 833, 
31 LRA 702. 

g9. Ark.—Little Rock, ete., Co. v. 
Dobbins, 78 Ark. 553, 95 SW 788. 

Cal.—Trabing v. California Nav., 
CEG COnn cle Cal wats 14 aioe G44. 

Ind.—Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 
100 Ind. 138; Evansville, ete:, R. Co. 
vad McKee, 99 Ind. 519, 50 AmR 
102. 

Kam=—Atchisonys 6tC...ia  COnnV. 
Henry, 55 Kan. 715, 41 P 952, 29 LRA 
465. 

Minn.—Smith v. Munch, 65 Minn. 
256, 68 NW 19. 

N. M.—Childers v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 20 N. M. 366, 149 P 307. 

N. Y.—Dupre v. Childs, 52 App. 
Div. 306, 65 NYS 179 [aff 169 N. Y. 
585 mem, 62- NE 1095 mem]. 

N. C:—Jackson v. American Tel., 


ete, «Co. 139) N,C..347, 51, SH 1018.4 


70 LRA 738. 


(4) Ratification. The principal may be- 
come liable if he or his duly authorized agent rati- 
fies the act of his agent in the making or causing 
But to establish a ratifica- 
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tion by an agent it must appear that the act of 
ratification by such agent was within the scope of his 


authority, express or implied.®? 


[§ 77] 


W. Va.—Gillingham vy. Ohio River 
R. Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 14 SE 243, 29 
AmSR 827, 14 LRA 798. 

90. Efroymson v. Smith, 29 Ind. 
A. 451, 63 NE 328; Evansville, etc., 
Re Conve wiekee.” 99 wind: 519% 950 
American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Hynes v. Jun- 
gren, 8 Kan. 264; Carter v. Howe 
Mach. Co., 51 Md. 290, 34 AmR 311; 
Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 
Be. Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 

91. Ala.—Alabama Fuel, etc., Co. 
v. ‘Rice, 187 Ala. 458, 65 S 402. 

Ill.— Pinkerton v. Sydnor, 87 Ill. 
A. 76. 

Me.—Stuart v. Andrews, 104 Me. 
17, 70 A 1069. 

Md.—Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. En- 
nalls, 108 Md. 75, 69 A 638, 16 
LRANS 1100. 

Mich.—Wachsmuth vy. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 
LRA 278. 

Minn.—Ehrhardt v. Wells, 134 
Minn. 58, 158 NW 721. 

Mo.—Gibson v. Ducker, 170 Mo. A. 
135, 155 SW 462. 

N. Y.—Simmon v. Bloomingdale, 
39 Misc. 847, 81 NYS 499. 

R. I.—Rice v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 
47, 94 A 736, LRA1916E 356. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
280, 192 SW 528; Houston, etc., R. 
se Vv. Roberson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 

Wis.—Rigby v. Herzfeld-Phillipson 
Co., 160 Wis. 228, 151 NW _ 260. 

Eng.—Moon v. Towers, 8 C. B. 
N. S. 611, 98 ECL 611, 141 Reprint 
1306; Rowe v. London Pianoforte Co., 
LISCox CAC. s, 

[a] Tacit participation.—Where a 
special officer after receiving direc- 
tions from the employer to stop a 
dispute makes an arrest in the pres- 
ence of the employer, who sees the 
officer mistreating plaintiff and does 
not restrain him, such facts consti- 
tute proof of tacit participation ren- 
dering defendant liable. Rucker v. 
Barker “108m Dex: 7280" 192 Sw 
528. 

[b] Taking legal proceedings to 
enforce arrest.—Where, after a writ 
of arrest had been vacated, the prin- 
cipal applied for a mandamus direct- 
ing the court to set aside the order 
quashing the writ and paid the ex- 
penses of the mandamus proceedings, 
it was held that ratification may be 
presumed from such acts of recogni- 
tion and acquiescence. Wachsmuth 
v. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 
426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 278. To same 
effect Ehrhardt v. Wells, 134 Minn. 
58, 158 NW 721. 

[c] Attorney’s appearance before 
magistrate is not sufficient to estab- 
lish ratification, as there can be no 
ratification unless the original act 
was in some sense done on behalf of 
the principal, and the mere fact that 
the attorney appeared, without evi- 
dence that he knew of the circum- 
stances of the imprisonment, is not 
sufficient. Walker v. South Hastern 
Be Cone Lap Reon ©. 16 34040. 

{d] Paying prisoner’s board.—Al- 
though defendant was not shown to 
have ordered the arrest, he ratified 
the act by sending to the jailer 
money to pay for the support of 
plaintiff in jail, and thereby made 
himself as liable for the arrest and 
unlawful detention as if he had or- 
dered them in the first instance. 
Stuart v. Chapman, 104 Me. 17, 70 A 
1069. 


[e] Investigation of charge.— 


(5) ‘Principal Exonerated, if Agent Ex- 
onerated. The principal when sued because of an 
alleged wrongful detention by his agent may prove 
in justification that the agent could not have been 


Where superintendent of store before 
whom an alleged shoplifter was 
brought merely requested her to 
wait a minute, telephoned the store 
detective, asked him to investigate, 
and stood by without taking any 
further part, although the detective 
after an investigation of a few min- 
utes apologized to the alleged shop- 
lifter and said a mistake had been 
made, the_proprietor of the store is 
not liable on the ground that the ar- 
rest had been ratified. Rigby v. 
Herzfeld-Phillipson Co., 160 Wis. 228, 
151 NW 260. 

{f] Testifying at hearing.—(1) 
The fact that the president, superin- 
tendent, and driver of defendant tes- 
tified at the hearing on the charge 
of passing counterfeit money af- 
fords no legally suffictent evidence of 
ratification. Central R. Co. v. Brewer, 
78 Md. 394, 28 A 615, 27 LRA 638. (2) 
Where prisoner had been arrested by 
police officer for alleged larceny from 
defendant company, the giving of 
evidence at the hearing by the de- 
fendant’s managing director in effect 
charging prisoner with the larceny 
does not amount to a ratification by 
defendant of the arrest. Rowe v. 
pepsen Pianoforte Co., 138 Cox C. C. 
211. 

{g] Refusal to interfere.—The 
son of a theater proprietor acting as 
treasurer of his father’s business, 
caused an unlawful arrest of an- 
other employee without his father’s 
knowledge and then told his father 
who said that as the son had begun 
it he would not have anything more 
to do with him in the case, it was 
held that this did not constitute a 
ratification so as to make the father 


liable. Moon v. Towers, 8 C. B. N. S. 
ees 9385 HCL 661i ll Sareprine 
vo . 


92. Lezinsky v. Metropolitan St. 
RY Cov, 8s Hed= 43,0, 731m OC Am oas 
Alabama Fuel, etc., Co. v. Rice, 187 
Ala. 458, 65 S 402; Central R. Co. 
v. Brewer, 78 Md. 394, 28 A 615, 
27 LRA 63. 

[a] Officers without authority to 
arrest.—If corporate officers were 
without authority to cause an arrest 
their testimony before the court in 
support of the arrest is not sufficient 
to establish ratification. Central R. 
Co. v. Brewer, 78 Md. 394, 28 A 615, 
27 LRA 68. 

[b] Illustration.—The action of a 
clerk in the claims department of a 
street railway company, in endeavor- 
ing to convince a magistrate that a 
conductor was right in causing the 
arrest of a passenger after ejecting 
him from the car for refusal to pay 
fare, is not a ratification of the con- 
ductor’s unauthorized action, where 
the clerk was merely directed by his 
superior to go to the police court, 
“and see what the matter was.” 
Lezinsky v. Metropolitan St. R. Co., 
88 Fed. 437, 31 CCA 573. 

{c] General manager of mercan- 
tile business who ratified the act of 
a salesman in causing an unlawful 
arrest on a charge of theft renders 


the principal liable. Simmons v. 
Bloomingdale, 39 Misc. 847, 81 NYS 
499. 


[d] Assistant general manager.— 
Authority to ratify an unlawful ar- 
rest may well be inferred from the 
fact that the agent alleged to have 
so ratified was the assistant general 
manager exclusively in charge of its 
local business and _ property. Ala- 
bama Fuel, ete., Co. v. Rice, 187 Ala. 
458, 65 S 402. 
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liable,®? or has been released.°* Liability may, how- 
ever, be imposed if it is established that the prin- 


cipal was the legal cause of the 
pendent of the acts of the agent.® 


[§ 78] b. Employers and Employees Protecting 
Property.°°> The principal has been held responsible 
in numerous eases on the ground that the agent 
acted within the scope of his authority where the 
arrest or detention is made or caused by an agent 
who is intrusted with the care and custody of the 


93. Horgan v. Boston El. R. Co., 
208 Mass. 2.7, 94 NE 386; Vest:v. 
S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 165; 
Pratt v. brown, 8) Tex. 608, 16 SW 
443. 

{a] Reason for the rule.—The lia- 
bility of the principal depends on 
the doctrine of respondeat superior. 
Vest v. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 
165. 

94. Horgan v. Boston El. R. Co., 
208 Mass. 287, 94, NE 386. 

[a] Mllustration.—Where a party 
arrested for intoxication by special 
officer and employee of defendant 
voluntarily signed a release, pursu- 
ant to statutory provisions, such 
party waives any claim for damages 
against defendant. Horgan v. Bos- 
ton El. R. Co., 208 Mass. 287, 94 NE 
386. 

95. Vest v. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 
213 SW 165. x 

96. Carriers and their employees 
see infra §§ 82-89. 

Questions for jury see infra § 157. 

97. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 
334 


Ala.—Birmingham Ledger Co. v. 
Buchanan, 10 Ala. A. 527, 65 S 667. 


Ark.—Weigel v. McCloskey, 113 
Ark. 1, 166 SW 944, AnnCas1916C 
503. 


D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. v. 
Young, 36 App. 390. 

Ill.—Vrchotka v. Rothschild, 100 
Ill. A. 268; Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A, 1. 

Ind.—Ayres v. Harmon, 56 Ind. A. 
436, 104 NE 315; American Express 
Co. v. Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Efroym- 
Aas v. Smith, 29 Ind. A. 451, 63 NE 

Kan.—Wheeler, etc., Mfg. Co. v. 
De 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 
671. 

La.—Pearson. v. Great Southern 
Lumber Co., 1384, La. 117, 63. S,.759, 
LRAI916F 1247. 

Mich.—Wachsmuth vy. 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 
9, 21 LRA 278. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681; Knowles v. 
Bullene, 71 Mo. A. 341. 

N. Y.—Gearity v. Strasbourger, i33 
App. Div..701, 118 NYS 257; Fogarty 
v. Wanamaker, 60 App. Div. 4338, 69 
NYS 883; Dupre v. Childs, 52 App. 
Div. 306, 65 NYS 179 [aff 169 N. Y. 
585 mem, 62 NIE 1095 mem]; Clark 
v. Starin, 47 Hun 345; Warren v. 
Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 NYS 830; 
Mallach v. Ridley, 9 NYS 922, 24 
AbbNCas 172. 

N. C.—Jackson v. American Tel., 
ete, Co., 139 N. C. 347, 51 SEH 1015, 
70 LRA 738. 

Sey are cettley Vi (Carter dionme 

Or.—Scibor v. Oregon-Washington 
Re ete COn OO, bN6s 40D P 629% 

Pa.—Markley v. Snow, 207 Pa. 447, 
56 A 199, 64 LRA 685. 

R. I.—Staples v. Schmid, 18 R. I. 
224 8260A 193, 19° RA 824: 

fa] President of mercantile cor- 
poration acts within the scope of 
his authority in causing the arrest 
of a customer in a controversy aris- 
ing out of a sale of goods, and an 
endeavor to collect payment. Weh- 
meyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 
139 SW 681. 

[b] Cashier of bank has authority 


Merchants’ 


detention, inde- 


to institute suit for alleged libel re- 
garding the bank’s financial condi- 
tion and renders the bank liable for 
an unlawful arrest incident to such 


suits. Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 
21 LRA 278. 

{c] Floorwalkers in store act 


within the scope of their authority 
in causing arrest of persons sus- 
pected of shoplifting. Field v. Kane, 
99 Ill. A. 1. To same effect Vrchotka 


Vi wuRothsehild, 5100 2711) SAL viEZ6Sk 
Knowles v. Bullene, 71 Mo. A. 341; 
Mallach v. Ridley, 9 NYS 922, 923, 


24 AbbNCas 172 (where in compar- 
ing the responsibilities of a store 
keeper to customers and those of a 
carrier to passengers the court says: 
“In like manner, the store-keeper in- 
vites the public to enter the prem- 
ises, and to subject themselves to 
the custody and control of his subor- 
dinates, and by parity of reasoning 
he should be held responsible for 
the brutalities of such subordinates, 
even where they are not committed 
within the strict line of his employ- 
ment. There seems to be no distinc- 
tion in principle between the cases’’). 

[d] Floorwalker and watchman 
in store has implied authority to 
arrest one suspected Of shoplifting. 
Efroymson vy. Smith, 29 Ind. A. 451, 
63 NE 328, 

[e] General manager of mercan- 
tile store acts within scope of his 
authority in causing arrest of a cus- 
tomer on charge of having passed 
forged checks upon the store. Hos- 
tettler v. Carter, (Okl.) 175 P 244. 

{f] General manager of telegraph 
Office acts within scope of his au- 
thority in causing arrest of one for 
attempting to obtain money by false 
pretenses. Western Union Tel. Co. 
Sei PE ROMRDRCR: 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 

[¢] General. superintendent of 
chain stores company with authority 
to see that the stores were properly 
stocked and conducted, and to em- 
ploy and discharge clerks when. act- 
ing in connection with local manager 
is within the scope of his authority, 
and renders the company liable in 
causing the illegal arrest of a clerk 
on a charge of larceny from the 
store safe. United Cigars Stores Co. 
ve. Young, 36 App, GD: C.) 390. 

{h] Manager of amusement park 
directing and assisting in an unjusti- 
fied arrest of a ticket taker on 
charge of larceny acts within scope 
of his authority and renders princi- 


pal liable. Clark v. Starin, 47 Hun 
CNe Yio aos 
[i] Manager of delivery depart- 


ment.—Whether the manager of the 
delivery department of a mercantile 
store having about three hundred 
persons subject to his orders and 
whose duty it was to see that all 
packages were delivered to purchas- 
ers, to trace lost merchandise, and 
look after department generally had 
implied authority to cause arrest of 
employee on charge of larceny, or 
whether he was only to recover lost 
property and do nothing further, was 
held to be a question for the jury. 
Holloway v. Kent, 67 Misc. 440, 122 
NYS 684. 

{j] Salesman in a mercantile 
store may act within the scope of 
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principal’s business, and property, and the arrest 
or detention arises out of his efforts to protect the 
business or protect or recover the property of the 
principal,” or to protect the employer’s servants.°* 
This is so even if it is necessary to follow the al- 
leged wrongdoer off the premises of the employer.” 
The principal is exonerated, in many instances, 
where the agent is not such a one as is intrusted 
with the care and custody of the principal’s busi- 
ness and property, or where, although intrusted 


his authority in causing arrest. 
Gearity v. Strasbourger, 133 App. 
Div. 701, 118 NYS 257. But see Mali 
v. Lord, 39 N. Y. 381, 7 Transcr, A. 
174, 106 AmD 448 (where superin- 
tendent of mercantile store sum- 
moned a policeman, and caused a 
customer to be detained and searched 
ky a clerk, the proprietor was exon- 
erated on the ground that the super- 
intendent was not acting within the 
scope of his authority). 

{k] Salesman in small store left 
in charge thereof acts within scope 
of his authority in causing arrest 
of alleged shoplifter. -Staples v. 
Schmid, 18 R. I. 224, 26 A 1938, 19 
LRA 824. 

{1] Superintendent of restaurant 
has authority to cause arrest of one 
whom he believes to have left the 
restaurant without paying his bill. 
Dupre v. Childs, 52 App. Div. 306, 65 
NYS 179 [aff 169 N. Y. 585 mem, 62 
NYS 1095 mem]. To same effect 
Warren v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 
NYS 8380. 

[m] Warden of convict laborers. 
— Lessee of county prisoners is lia- 
ble for failure of warden, appointed 
by him with approval of county 
court, to whom he had delegated au- 
tnority to guard prisoners while at 
work, to release a vrisoner when his 
pardon was presented, Weigel v. 
McCloskey, 113 Ark. 1, 166 SW 944, 
AnnCasi1916C 508. 

[n] Watchman acts within scope 
of his employment in causing arrest 
of persons suspected of having de- 
stroyed his principal’s' property. 
Pearson v. Great Southern Lumber 
Co., 134 La. 117, 683 S 759, LRA1916F 
1247 (for malicious mischief). 

93. Ford, v.,. Oceanic “SS. ),€o.,..8 
Hawaii Fed. 239; Smith v. Munch, 
65 Minn. 256, 68 NW 19. 

[a] Superintendent. — A general 
superintendent having charge of the 
premises, business, and employees 
while performing their work, has im- 
plied authority to protect the prem- 
ises and property from trespassers 
and to protect employees while at 
work from intruders. Smith v. 
Munch, 65 Minn. 256, 68 NW 19. 

99. Ayres v. Harmon, 56 Ind. A, 
436, 104 NE 315; Dupre v. Childs, 
52 App. Div. 306, 65 NYS 179 [aff 
169 N. Y. 585 mem, 62 NE 1095 mem]. 

1. Cal.—Con¢off v. Hippodrome 
phaator Co.,. 180, Cally 626.9) 132> 


de Se a ee v. Gilbert, 22 Ill. A. 

La.—Vara v. R. M. Quigley Constr. 
Co., 114 La. 261, 38 S 162. 

Md.—Bernheimer v. Becker, 102 
Md. 250, 62 A 526, 111 AmSR 356, 3 
LRANS 221; Baltimore, ete, Turnp. 
Road _v. Green, 86 Md. 161, 37 A 
642; National Bank of Commerce v. 
Baker, 77 Md. 462, 26 A 867. 

N. C.—Powell v. Champion Fiber 
Co., 150 N. C. 12, 68 SE 159 (dictum). 

Wis.—Rigby v. Herzfeld-Phillipson 
Co., 160 Wis. 228, 151 NW 260. 

[a] Accountant of defendant com- 
pany, having also the duty to col- 
lect and pay bills, and purchase and 
sell supplies, has no implied author- 
ity to cause the arrest of a laborer 
who abandoned his work in viola- 
tion of his contract, although he 
owed the company a small sum of 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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with the business or property, the offense against the 
business has been committed or the property has 
already been taken from his custody, so that an 
arrest or criminal proceeding. cannot be said to be 
necessary for its preservation, but, 
is merely to punish the offender or vindicate justice ;? 


nor is the principal liable where 


aside from his employment and makes an arrest 


for his own purposes and ends.® 


ordinarily exonerated when the agent’s act in caus- 
ing the detention is not the protection of property 
belonging to or in the custody of his principal.* 

Employers and Detectives. 
that one is employed under the appellation ‘‘detec- 
tive’’ does not necessarily import that he has author- 
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money. Vara v. R. M. Quigley 
Constr. Co,,, 114 Lal 261, 266, 38° °S 
162 (where it is said: ‘Assuming 


that the servant had authority to 
collect the amounts... such employ- 
ment did not contemplate the col- 
lection of such claims by civil or 
eriminal proceedings. It is only 
such agents of a corporation as are 
intrusted with the general manage- 
ment of the business that have the 
implied power to institute and prose- 
cute civil and criminal actions in its 
behalf’’). 

{b] Cashier of bank who gave 
check to a runner for collection and 
sent policeman with him for his pro- 
tection, but who gave no express di- 
rections for the arrest, does not ren- 
der the bank liable for an unlawful 
arrest by the policeman. National 
Bank of Commerce vy. Baker, 77 Md. 
462, 26 A 867. 

{ec] Collector does not have im- 
plied authority to cause arrest for 
nonpayment of amounts due his prin- 
cipal. Vara v. R. M. Quigley Constr. 
Co., 114 La. 261, 38 S 162. To same 
effect Powell v. Champion Fiber Co., 
T502,N, .C.. 125- 63) (SE 159" 

[d] Gatekeeper of toll company.— 
A turnpike company is not liable 
for false arrest of an individual on 
a charge of defrauding such com- 
pany of tolls, preferred by a gate- 
keeper, because such act was not 
within the scope of his employment 
and it appeared that such gatekeeper 
was not expressly authorized to 
cause the arrest, and that the com- 
pany had not adopted or ratified such 
act. Baltimore, etce., Turnp., Road 
y. Green, 86 Md. 161, 37 A 642. 

[e] Stockboy in store, employed 
to move and mark goods, to whom no 
duty was committed to protect the 
goods, make sales, or address pur- 
chasers does not act within the scope 
of his authority in following a sus- 
pected shoplifter out of the store and 
causing her arrest, and the principal 
is not liable. Rigby v. Herzfeld- 
ae bk Co., 160 Wis. 228, 151 NW 

0. 
{f] Superintendent having gen- 
eral oversight of operatives of mills, 
with duty of employing and dis- 
charging them, and when exovressly 
directed to do so of buying and sell- 
ing goods, but having nothing to do 
with the fiscal concerns of the com- 
pany, the collection or payment of 
money or the enforcement of de- 
mands of the company, has no im- 
plied authority to employ a detective 
to institute a replevin suit and cause 
arrest of plaintiff. Pinkerton v. Gil- 
bert, 22 Ill. A. 568. 

{g] Theater usher, although hav- 
ing implied authority to seat pa- 
trons, prevent disorderly conduct, 
and perhaps to eject a disorderly per- 
son, has no implied authority to 
cause an arrest of a patron for a 
eriminal offense committed in the 
theater. Concoff Vv. Hippodrome 
Theater Co., 180 Cal. 626, 182 P 273. 

2. Md.—Carter v. Howe, Mach. 
Co., 51 Md. 290, 34 AmR 311. 

Mich.—Travis v. Standard L., etc., 
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on the contrary, 


the agent steps 
detective under 
The principal is 


The fact 


Ins. Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 140. 
Miss.—Russell v. Palatine Ins. Co., 
mo Miss. 290, 68 S 644, 51 LRANS 


N. C.—Minter v. Southern Express 
Co., 153 N. C. 507, 69 S 497; Daniel 
v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 136 
N. C. 517, 622, 48 S 816, 67 LRA 
455, 1 AnnCas 718. 

Pa.—Markley v. Snow, 207 Pa. 447, 
56 A 999, 64 LRA 685; Rossman v. 
American Express Co., 70 Pa. Super. 
one Kiley v. Dilworth, 55 Pa. Super. 


Eng.—Abrahams v. Deakin, [1891] 
LMOyr Biv 516: 

“A servant entrusted with ~° his 
master’s goods may do what is nec- 
essary to preserve and protect them, 
because his: authority to do so is 
clearly implied by the nature of the 
service, but when the property has 
been taken from his custody or 
stolen and the crime has already 
been committed, it cannot be said 
that a criminal prosecution is nec- 
essary for its preservation or pro- 
tection. This may lead to the pun- 
ishment of the thief or the tres- 
passer, but it certainly will not re- 
store the property or tend in any 
degree to preserve or protect it.” 
Per Walker, J., in Daniel v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R, Co., supra. 

{a] Manager of a barroom who, 
after a foreign coin has been ten- 
dered by a customer in payment for 
refreshments and refused, and a good 
coin presented and accepted by the 
barkeeper, follows the customer into 
the street and causes his arrest on 
the charge of attempting to pass 
spurious coin is not acting within 
the scope of his authority as the 
principal’s property is in no danger, 
but he is merely acting to vindicate 
the law, and the principal is not lia- 
ble. Abrahams vy. Deakin, [1891] 1 
Q. B. 516. 

[b] State agent of insurance com- 
pany does not act within the scope 
of his authority in instituting crimi- 
nal proceedings for obtaining money 
under false pretenses. Travis. v. 
Standard L., etc., Ins. Co., 86 Mich. 
288, 49 NW 140. © 

[c] Superintendent of mining firm 
does not act within the scope of his 
authority in causing arrest three 
months afterward of person sus- 
pected of setting fire to firm’s build- 
ing. Markley v. Snow, 207 Pa. 447, 
452, 56 A 999, 64 LRA 685 (where 
it is said: “Generally the duty of 
superintendence does not carry with 
it the duty to arrest or prosecute. 
The inference of authority to do 
either does not arise from the mere 
fact of the agency. The authority 
may be implied when the arrest is 
made by the agent in the absence 
of the principal for the protection 
of property that is in danger, and in 
some cases it has been inferred when 
the arrest was to recover the prop- 
erty back, or where the crime was 
at the time being perpetrated. But 
where the act is done for the punish- 
ment of the supposed criminal, or 
for the vindication of the law, it is 


ity to make an arrest or cause a detention.® 
mere employment of a detective to ascertain and re- 
port facts about an offense concerning the employer’s 
business or property does not render the employer 
liable for an arrest made by the detective for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether the person arrested 
was implicated therein.® 
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But the employment of a 
such limited authority is’ totally 


different from a case wherein the agent is charged 
with the duty of preserving the property of the 
principal and in an attempt to do so causes the 
arrest of a third party on a charge of interfering 
or making away with the principal’s property.” It 
must therefore be shown that the detective in mak- 
ing the arrest acted within the scope of his author- 


not the act of the principal and does 
not subject him to liability’’). 

3. Cobb v. Simon, 124 Wis. 467, 
102 NW 891, 119 Wis. 597, 97 NW 
276, 100 AmSR 909. 

{a] A floorwalker in defendant’s 
store for the purpose of extorting 
money from the accused, and know- 
ing that she had not stolen anything, 
falsely accused her of having stolen 
goods, and by a trick made it appear 
as if she had done so, it was held that 
his acts were outside the scape of his 
employment, and defendant was not 
liable therefor. Cobb v. Simoa, 124 
Wis. 467, 102 NW 891. 

4 Lubliner v. Tiffany, 54 App. 
Div. 326, 66 NYS 659. 

[a] Customer’s property. — The 
defendant company, a jewelry store, 
was in the habit of offering rewards 
for property lost by its customers; 
the superintendent of the company 
took part in instituting legal pro- 
ceedings for its recovery. It was 
held that, although the superinten- 
dent may have been authorized to 
cause an arrest for the recovery of 
the company’s property, it was no 
part of his duty to the company to 
protect a customer’s property, and 
the offer of a reward for the return 
of customer’s property did not au- 
thorize him to take legal steps for 
its recovery or for the punishment 
of the offender. Lubliner v. Tiffany, 
54 App. Div. 326, 66 NYS 659. 

5. Grand Rapids, ete, R. Co. v. 
King, 41 Ind. A. 701, 88 NE 778: 
Penny v. New York Cent., ete, R. 
re 384 App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 

{a] Detectives to investigate.— 
It is quite well known that the term 
“detective” is applied to persons in 
the employ of individuals or cor- 
porations whose authority is limited 
to the collection of evidence and the 
performance .of other acts having 
sole reference to. civil litigation. 
Some are employed in the surveil- 
lance of employees suspected of bad 
habits and practices which would un- 
fit them for retention in places of 
trust and confidence. There exists a 
wide scope of persons called detec- 
tives which scarcely has connection 
with crimes or criminals, and in 
which no arrest of persons is au- 
thorized or contemplated. Penny v. 
New York Cent., ete., R. Co., 34 App. 
Div. 10, 53 NYS 1043. 

6. Milton v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
ae Mo. 46, 91 SW 949, 4 LRANS 
282. 

7. Milton v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
193 Mo. 46, 91 SW 949, 4 LRANS 
282; Johnston v. Chicago, etc. R- 
Co., 180 Wis. 492, 110 NW 424. 

[a] Regular watchman instructed 
to investigate and report.—A watch- 
man of a railroad who was instructed 
only to investigate and report con- 
cerning boys having thrown sticks 
at a train acts within the scope of 
his authority in arresting a sus- 
pected boy because the arrest was 
made as a means of obtaining the de- 
sired information. Miller v. Lavelle, 
130 Wis. 500, 110 NW 421. 


504 [25C.J.] 


ity ;° if that be shown it is immaterial what the exact 
In general per- 
sons employed for the purpose of protecting the 
property of and ferreting out and prosecuting par- 
ties guilty of offenses against the principal are 
held to act within the scope of their authority 
when they arrest or cause the arrest or detention 
of persons alleged to be offenders against their 
Where the arrest is not made for an 
offense having any connection with the preservation 
of the employer’s business or property, it does 
not fall within the detective’s implied authority, 
so as to render the employer lable." 

[§ 80]: d. Employers and Special Policemen. A 
person nominated and paid by a private individual 
or corporation, but commissioned by public author- 


mode of execution thereof was.° 


prineipal.?° 
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paying him.1¢ 


officer he must 
authorized.17 


ity, pursuant to statutory provisions to serve as a 


8. Kastner v. Long Island R. Co., 
76 App. Div. 323, 78 NYS 469; Penny 
v. New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 34 
App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 1048; Missouri, 
etc., R. Co. v. Thompson, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 183 SW 8. 

[a] Prevent and report thefts.— 
A detective or special agent em- 
ployed by a railroad to prevent and 
report thefts, have the guilty par- 
ties arrested, and to report irregu- 
larities on the part of railroad em- 
ployees acts within the scope of his 
authority in arresting one whom he 
suspects of having stolen clothes 
from the locker of another employee. 
Missouri, ete., R. Co. v. Thompson, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 183 SW-8. 

[b] Watch for thieves and lock 
up.—Instructions to special officer 
for a railroad to watch people steal- 
ing coal and lock them up cannot be 
said as matter of law to limit the 
officer’s authority to the railroad 
premises, or if they do it would sim- 
ply be a case of a servant acting 
within the general scope of his au- 
thority but disregarding particular 
instructions, and the master would 
be liable. Kastner v. Long Island R. 
Co., 76 App. Div. 323, 78 NYS 469. 

[ec] Special agent without au- 
thority to arrest.—A special secret 
service agent whose duty it was to 
look after criminal matters and 
things stolen and inquire into lar- 
ceny and investigate facts about any 
trouble around the station and report 
to the civil authorities, but without 
power to arrest, acts beyond the 
scope of his authority in arresting 
one intending to become a passenger 
sat a station who was wrongfully at- 
tacked by another employee who 
accused: the passenger of having 
stolen his coat. St. Louis, ete, R. 
Co. va. Wyatt, 84 Ark; 193, 105 Siw 
72. 

9. Duggan v. Baltimore, etc, R. 
Co, 159 Pa. 248, 2/8) -A.1182; (18677 39 
AmSR 672. 

10. U. S.—Harris v. 
GlC5 rk. CO.5) SOM ECeO.) LL Gy 

Ind.—Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 
100 Ind. 138; Evansville, ete., R. Co. 
v. McKee, 99 Ind. 519, 50 AmR 102; 
American Express Co. v. Patterson, 
73 Ind. 430; Ayres v. Harmon, 56 
Ind, A. 4386, 104 NE 315; Grand 
Rapids, ete., R. Co. v. King, 41 Ind. 
A. 701, 83 NE 778. 

Iowa.—Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. , 

Mo.—Singleton v. Kansas City 
Base Ball, etc., Co., 172 Mo. A. 299, 
157 SW 964. 

N. Y.—Penny v. New York Cent., 
ete., R. Co., 34 App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 
10438. 

Or.—Scibor v. Oregon-Washington 
Ra ete Cone 0 Or. 116) 140 P1629: 

Tenn.—BHichengreen v. Louisville, 
etce., R. Co., 96 Tenn. 229, 34 SW 
219, 54 AmSR 833, 31 LRA 702. 

{a] Slight proof may be sufficient, 


Louisville, 


depending in large measure upon the 
business prosecuted by the employer 
from which the jury might find the 
act to be within the scope of em- 
ployment. Where the business re- 
quires the arrest of criminals and 
the employment of the detective is in 
connection therewith, or if there is 


expectation that he may be required |* 


to make arrests in the discharge of 
duties intrusted to him, liability may 
attach. But it is essential that suffi- 
cient evidence of such conditions be 
given to warrant the inference. 
Penny v. New York Cent., ete., R. Co., 
34 App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 1048. 

[b] Express company. detective.— 
An express company has authority 
from the nature of its business to 
cause the arrest of one who has 
stolen or embezzled its property, and 
hence may employ an agent for that 
purpose, and accordingly is liable if 
in prosecuting such employment he 
arrests an innocent party. Ameri- 
on Express Co. v. Patterson, 738 Ind. 

{c] Railroad detective (1) arrest; 
ing an innocent person on a charge 
of attempting to pass counterfeit 
coin acts within the scope of his 
authority so as to make the railroad 
company responsible. Eichengreen v. 
Louisville, ete., R. Co., 96 Tenn. 229, 
34 SW 219, 54 AmSR 833, 31 LRA 
702. (2) One employed to hunt up 
any person guilty of obstructing the 
track acts within the scope of his 
authority in arresting a person on 
that charge, and if the arrest is 
wrongful the employer is _ liable. 
Evansville, ete. R. Co. v. McKee, 
99 Ind. 519, 50 AmR 102. 

{[d] Store detective whose duty 
was to guard and protect goods from 
theft was in the line of her duty in 
following the supposed thief carry- 
ing away her employer’s property 
and procuring her arrest away from 
appellant’s place of business. Ayres 
Vv. Sete 56 Ind. A. 486, 104 NE 
pry, 

LL OleMuOUls; .etCo mk COmVeS tm: 
106 ARE: 109, 152 SW 985, 44 LRANS 
156. 

[a] Arrest of murder suspect.— 
A special officer of a railroad havy- 
ing authority to make arrests if any- 
thing went wrong with the line, by 
which was meant breaking into box 
ears or committing other crimes 
against the railroad, does not have 
authority to arrest on the charge of 
murder, even if the alleged murderer 
placed the body on the tracks to de- 
rail the train or conceal his crime, 
after the train had in fact passed 
the spot without accident, as such 
arrest was made for a_ purpose 
wholly disconnected with the preser- 
vation of the railroad property, was 
not in furtherance of its business or 
for its benefit, and hence was entirely 
beyond the scope of his employment. 
St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. Sims, 106 
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special peace officer, sometimes acts in making ar- 
rests as a servant of the party nominating and 
paying him, and sometimes in a public capacity as 
a servant of the state.?? 
is paid by the one who nominated him does not make 
him the mere servant of the one who pays him, nor 
affect his status as that of a police officer;1* nor 
does the fact that he may be divested of his powers 
by the one nominating him,4® or may be more 
diligent in making arrests for offenses committed 
on the premises or against the property of the party 
If the employer seeks to exonerate 
himself on the ground: that the arrest was made 
by such a person when acting as a special police 


The fact that his salary 


show that such person was duly 


Such a special officer in making ar- 


ane 109, 152 SW 985, 44 LRANS 
1156. 
12. D. C.—wWells v. 


Washington 
Market Co., 19 D. C. 385. 

Iowa.—Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. 

Ky.—Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Owens, 164 Ky. 557, 175 SW 1039. 

Md.—Tolchester Beach Impr. Co. v. 
Scharnagl, 105 Md. 199, 65 A 916. 

R. I.—Rice v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 
47, 94 A 736, LRA1916E 356. 

W. Va.—McKain v. Baltimore, etc., 
Re COs65) Waa ael2ooe OF op lupe cena 
AmSR 964, 23 LRANS 289, 17 Ann 
Cas 634. 

But see Redgate v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 24 Cal. A. 573, 141 P 1191 (where, 
in a case of an arrest by a special 
policeman appointed pursuant to 
statutory provisions but paid by the 
defendant company, it was said that 
defendant’s liability did not arise 
from the relation of master and ser- 
vant, as the officer derived all his 
power to arrest from the appoint- 
ment by the civil authorities, and 
that the rule of respondeat superior 
had no application where there was 
no evidence that the company was 
instrumental in causing the arrest; 
but it was also said that if the offi- 
ver acted in a dual capacity and pur- 
suant to instructions from defend- 
ant, liability might be incurred). 

Carriers’ liability generally for 
acts of special police officers see 
Carriers § 1329. 

13. U. S.—Hershey v. O’Neill, 36 
Fed. 168. 

Cal.— Redgate v. Southern Pac. Co., 
247 Cal cA. 573.) tate 1194 

Ga.—Bright v. Georgia Cent. R. 
Co., 12 Ga. A. 364,.77 SE 372. 

N. J.—Tucker v. Erie R. Co., 69 
ING. lip tee 1 Ooty 4 eens Bites 

W. Va.—McKain vy. Baltimore, etc., 
RCo pO buW. Va. 2995.04 Om PSieier 
aoe 964, 28 LRANS 289, 17.AnnCas 

14. Redgate v. Southern Pac. Co., 
24 Cale An Of oad 4 © lel Ot. 

15. Tucker v. Erie R. Co., 69 N. J. 
Bel OOS ACS OT. 

16. Wells v. Washington Market 
Core Lon eGreasoe 

17. Union Depot, etc, R. Co. v. 
Smith, 16 Colo. 361, 27 P 329; Cin- 
cinnatiy etc = Ra Co.* va Cundiff, 166 
Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, AnnCas1916C 
513; Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Warner, 
19 Tex. Civ. A. 463, 49 SW 254; Nor- 
folk, ete., R. Co. ve-"Galliher, 89 Va. 
639, 16 SE 935. 

fal Appointment by official with- 
out authority.—The mayor of a city 
not being autharized to appoint special 
policemen for a railroad, the mere 
fact of his being sworn as a special 
policeman at the request of the com- 
pany gave him no authority in that 
capacity. Norfolk, ete, R. Co. v. 
Galliher, 89 Va. 639, 16 SE 935. 

[b] Necessity of taking oath.— 
Where statutory provisions require 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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rests acts prima facie as a public official.18 
rule has been stated to be that to hold the em- 
ployer liable it must be shown that the arrest was 
instigated by the employer and was made by the 
special officer as agent of the employer and not sole- 
ly on his volition as a peace officer.1® 
been said that the employer is liable only for an 
arrest made in defending or preserving his property, 
and not for one made in vindication of justice or 
for an injury not done to the employer.”° 
has been held that the principal is not liable where 
the officer arrests another on a charge of assault,?4 
disorderly conduet,?? carrying concealed weapons,?? 
picketing,**+ or larceny committed on employer’s 
premises, 7° especially where the property stolen did 
It has been said that 


not belong to the employer.?® 


that special policemen before enter- 
ing on their duties shall take an 
oath, such an officer if a party to the 
Suit could not justify on the ground 
that he had taken the oath, and un- 
der facts of the case, the employer 
could not justify without the same 
proof. Missouri, etec., R. Co. v. War- 
ner, 19 Tex. Civ. A. 4638, 49 SW 254. 

. S—Hershey v. O’Neill, 36 


Co., 12 Ga. A. 364, 77 SH 372. 

Md.—Tolchester Beach Impr. Co. 
v. Steinmeier, 72 Md. 313, 20 A 188, 
8 LRA 846. 

Pa.—Finfrock v. Northern Cent. R. 
Co., 58 Pa. Super. 52. 

W. Va.—McKain v. Baltirnore, etc., 
R. Co., 65 W. Va. 2338, 64 SH 18, 131 
AmSR 964, 23 LRANS 289, 17 Ann 
Cas 634. 

{a] In Massachusetts it has been 
held that the corporation cannot es- 
cape liability because its employees 
acted as special police officers, since 
the statutory provisions pursuant to 
which they were appointed provided 
that the corporation should be liable 
for their official misconduct to the 
same extent as for their torts when 
acting as its employees. Horgan v. 
Boston El. R. Co., 208 Mass. 287, 94 
NE 386. 

19. Tucker v. Erie R. Co., 69 N. J. 
L. 19, 54 A 557; O’Donnell v. Canada 
Fdy. Co., 4 OntWR 402 [aff 5 OntWR 


[a] ZIllustration.— Where special 
police officers arrested alleged thieves 
on the ground that they had stolen 
brass journals from freight cars 
which were standing on the com- 
pany’s tracks at that. point, it was 
held that the company was not lia- 
ble as there was no proof that the 
arrest was instigated by the com- 
pany. Tucker v. Erie R. Co., 69 N. J. 
L. 19, 54 A 557. 

[b] In England, .where a special 
police officer arrested a man after a 
scuffle had ceased and while he was 
walking away, it was held that the 
company was not liable, because the 
officer acted beyond the scope of his 
authority, and not in behalf of the 
company or for its benefit. Walker 
v. South Eastern R. Co., L. R. 5 C. P. 
640. 

20. Tolchester Beach Impr. Co. v. 
Steinmeier, 72 Md. 313, 20 A 188, 
8 LRA 846; McKain v. Baltimore, 
etc., R. Co., 65 W. Va. 233, 64 SE 
18, 131 AmSR 964, 23 LRANS 289, 
17 AnnCas 634; Thomas vy. Canadian 
Pac. R. Co., 14 Ont. L. 55, 8 AnnCas 
324. ‘ 

[a] Past offense.—Where a watch- 
man employed by a railroad who was 
also a special police officer arrested 
a man on a charge of larceny from 
a freight car, the arrest being made 
at a spot about one-half mile distant 
from the railroad premises and some 
time after the offense had been com- 
mitted, it was held that the railroad 
was not liable; the court was of the 
opinion that had the arrest been 
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The 


It has also 


Thus it- 


is immaterial.®° 


made on the railroad property in an 
endeavor to prevent the larceny, the 
railroad would have been liable, on 
the ground that the arrest would 
then have been made as agent of the 
company to protect its property, but 
as the arrest was made subsequent 
to the offense and on a public street 
away from the railroad premises, the 
company was not liable because the 
arrest was made in a blic capacity 
to vindicate the law. Thomas v. 
Canadian Pac. R. Co., 14 Ont. L. 55, 
8 AnnCas 4324, 

21. Bright v. Georgia Cent. R. Co., 
12 Ga. A. 364, 77 SE 372; Tolchester 
Beach Impr. Co. v. Steinmeier, 72 Md. 
313, 20 A 188, 8 LRA 846; Walker 
Ve South “Mastern sR) '@o., 0 Ra 5 
Gaye: '640. 

22. McKain v. Baltimore, ete., R: 
Co., 65 W. Va. 2383, 64 SE 18, 131 
AmSR 964, 23 LRANS 289, 17 Ann 
Cas 634. 

[a] Application of rule.——A _ spe- 
cial policeman was employed by a 
railroad company and duly commis- 
Sioned with powers of constable. A 
person who rudely jostled a woman 
who was in the company’s station 
was arrested by the officer on a 
charge of disorderly conduct, and it 
was held that the arrest was not 
made for any act respecting the rail- 
way company or its rights or prop- 
erty, and the company cannot be 
held liable, notwithstanding the ar- 
rested person had purchased a ticket 
and was rightfully in the station 
awaiting a train. McKain v. Balti- 
more, etc., R. Co., 65 W. Va. 233, 64 
SE 18, 131 AmSR 964, 23 LRANS 289, 
17 AnnCas 634. 

23. Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 
Stumpo, 112 Md. 571, 77 A 266. 

24. O’Donnell v. Canada Fdy. Co., 
4 OntWR 402 [aff 5 OntWR 215]. 

25. Ill.—Hardy v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Conse Si LAS 278. 

N. H.—Cordner vy. Boston, ete., R. 
COS TZUN. es 403) 0, CAN 234 

N. J.—Tucker v. Erie R. Co., 69 
Nt et Waele 545 VAR SIT: 

N. Y.—Samuel v. Wanamaker, 107 
App. Div. "433, “95> NYS: 270: 

Ont.—Thomas v. Canadian Pac, R. 
Co., 14 Ont. L. 55, 8 AnnCas 324. 

26. Wells v. Washington Market 
Comte Ds 'Cr3855 Tyson ive Joseph 
H. Bauland Co., 186 N. Y. 397, 79 NE 
3, 9 LRANS 267; Dennison v. Cana- 
dian | Pacey UR: Cos 736) INV B= 250: 

{a] Pickpocket.—Agent employed 
to collect rents and keep order at a 
market place and who is also a spe- 
cial police officer does not act as 
agent for the proprietor of the mar- 
ket place in arresting an alleged 
pickpocket, and such proprietor is 
not responsible for the wrongful ar- 
rest. Wells v. Washington Market 
Congl 9s: Cy 885% 

27. Philadelphia, etc. R. Co. v. 
Stumpo, 112 Md. 571, 77 A 266. 


28. Samuel v. Wanamaker, 107 
App. Div. 433, 95 NYS 270. 
29. Philadelphia. etc, R. Co. v. 


Stumpo, 112 Md. 571, 77 A 266; Tol- 


.181 AmSR 964, 
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if such an officer makes an arrest on the premises 
of his employer or in protecting his property the 
employer will be required to assume the burden of 
showing that it was not within the scope of his 
authority,?” whereas the fact that the arrest was 
not made on the premises of the employer has been 
mentioned as an element indicating that he was 
not acting as agent for his employer,?® especially 
where his duties were, by the authority appointing 
him, confined to the employer’s premises;?? on the 
other hand, however, it has been held that the fact 
that the arrest was made on the employer’s premises 


If it is shown that the special police 


officer in making the arrest was acting in the course 
of duties toward the one paying his salary, liabil- 
ity has been imposed, although the arrest was not 


Beach Impr. Co. v. Stein- 
meier, 72 Md. 313, 20 A 188, 8 LRA 
846; Thomas y. Canadian Pac. R. 
Co., 14 Ont. L. 55, 8 AnnCas 324. 

30. McKain v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
Coin 765iW. Vans 233) 164 iSiky ese galsal 
AmSR 964, 283 LRANS 289, 17 Ann 
Cas 634. 

31. Iowa.—Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. 
R. Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW. 912. 

Ky.—Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Owens, 164 Ky. 557, 175 SW 1039. 

N. H.—La Chance v. Berlin St. R. 
Coyne l09) VA iZ0: 

N. J.—Taylor v. New York, etc., R. 
Cos 780. SNe Leh 282, 00S Ae LO Opmos 
LRANS 122. 

N. M.—Childers v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 20 N. M. 366, 149 P 307. 

N. Y.—Parke v. Fellman, 145 App. 
Div., 836," 130 NYS °361;) Dyson Vv. 
Joseph H. Bauland Co., 68 App. Div. 
310, 74 NYS 59. 

Pa.—Finfrock v. Northern Cent. R. 
Co., 58 Pa. Super. 52. 

S. C.—Stephenson v. Baldwin Cot- 
ton Mills, 103 SE 710. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
280, 192 SW 528; Perkins Bros. Co. 
v. Anderson, (Civ. A.) 155 SW 556; 
Southwestern Portland Cement Co. v. 
Reitzer, (Civ. A.) 1385 SW 237; Mis- 
souri, etc,, R. Co. v. Warner, 19 Tex. 
Civ. A. 463, 49 SW 254. 

W. Va.—McKain v. Baltimore, etc., 
RA ConMGs: “Ws Wa. 12/3/3e64 SHP Ss; 
23 LRANS 289, 17 


chester 


AnnCas 634. 

‘Eng.—Lambert v. Great Eastern 
ReCos, 909 TS 2 kee e TAG. 

{a] Arrest in civil suit.—Where 
a special railroad policeman assisted 
a constable in arresting one under a 
judgment in favor of the railroad in 
a civil suit, the railroad was held 
liable; the duties of railroad police- 
men are confined to arrests under the 
criminal law, and if they act within 
the scope of their authority in mak- 
ing a civil arrest their commissions 
as police officers cannot shield the 
railroad. Taylor v. New York, etc., 
Ry Co, 80 INe eh 2825 1S aeAR OOF 
39 LRANS 122. 

[b] Disorderly conduct.—Where a 
special police officer of defendant 
railroad company employed to pre- 
serve order on a Station platform, 
and in the course of his regular 
duty to arrest disorderly persons and 
disturbers of the peace, wrongfully 
arrested plaintiff, on the charge of 
disorderly conduct, he was acting 
within the line of his duty, and de- 
fendant was liable. Parke v. Fell- 
man, 145 App. Div. 836, 130 NYS 361. 

[c] LGarceny.—Where a special po- 
lice officer on duty at defendant’s 
store arrested one alleged to have 
stolen money from a customer, it 
was held, in’ granting a new trial, 
that it cannot be said as a matter 
of law that the act was not done in 
the course of his employment to pro- 
tect customers against thieving from 
others in the store. Tyson v. Joseph 
H. Bauland Co., 68 App. Div. 310, 74 
NYS 59, 
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made on the employer’s premises.°? An important 
consideration is that the arrest was made to pro- 
tect the employer’s property,** or to enforce its 
Of course if the unlawful arrest is 
instigated, procured, or participated in by another 
employee of the principal acting within the scope 
of his authority, liability therefor is imposed be- 
cause of the action of such other employee.*® 
has been held that even if the unlawful arrest by a 
special officer was instigated by the principal’s em- 
ployees so as to render the principal liable, the 
principal would not be liable for a subsequent wan- 
tori and malicious assault on the prisoner by the 
officer, such assault not having been instigated or 
assented to by the principal’s employees.*® Nor is 
the employer liable when an employee who is also a 
special policeman is summoned to the assistance 
of a regular policeman who is making the arrest.*? 

Express authority. Liability may also be im- 
posed where the act of the special police officer in 
making the arrest falls within the terms of express 


regulations.*# 


authority given to him.*® 
[S81 jy ere. 


32. Perkins Bros. Co. v. Anderson, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 155 SW 556. 

{a] MNlustration—Where a peace 
officer was hired as a detective to 
watch in a store and to arrest shop- 
lifters, the proprietors may be liable 
for his acts in arresting persons sus- 
pected of theft, although the arrest 
was in fact made on the street. Per- 
kins Bros. Co. v. Anderson, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 155 SW 556. 

33. Baltimore, etc, R. Co. v. En- 
Malis... 108) Mast, 169) A. 4638; 1.26 
LRANS 1100. 

[a] Larceny from employer's 

property.—A railroad is liable for 
the act of a police officer, appointed 
by the state for the preservation of 
peace and good order on the prem- 
ises of the railroad, but whose salary 
was paid by the railroad, in arrest- 
ing a man on the railroad’s premises, 
on the ground that he was stealing, 
especially where the act of arrest 
was approved and ratified by the 
general superintendent of the rail- 
road. Baltimore, etc, R. Ce. v. En- 
nalls, 108 Md. 75, 69 A 6388, 16 
LRANS 1100. 
84 Foster v. Grand Rapids R. 
Co., 140 Mich. 689, 104 NW 380; Rice 
v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 47, 94 A 736, 
LRA1916¥# 356. 

[a] Ejecting for nonpayment of 
fare.—A special police officer on de- 
fendant’s street car who _ assists 
conductor in ejecting passenger for 
nonpayment of fare is acting as 


agent for defendant, rendering it 
liable. Foster v. Grand Rapids 
Pap Co., 140 Mich. 689, 104 NW 


{[b] Breach of rules of amuse- 
ment park.—Where a special police 
officer, employed by defendant to pre- 
serve order at his amusement park, 
arrested plaintiff for dancing and 
singing thereat, such conduct not 
amountiug to a criminal offense, but 
being contrary to the regulations of 
the park, defendant was held liable; 
the court said: “In so far as such 
servants of the defendant [special 
police officers]. made an arrest for 
the commission of a crime they were 
acting as police constables, but when 
they were patrolling his grounds and 
his buildings restraining the boister- 
ousness or the rudeness of his pa- 
trons and regulating good order 
among them such employees were 
acting as his agents and not as 


Employers and Regular Policemen 
. Acting Specially. A regular policeman, piarlopes 
on private property to arrest offenders and protect 
life and property, but receiving instructions from 
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by him.*° 
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and reporting to the police authorities, is not re- 
garded as being in the employ of the owner of the 
property on which he is stationed, although such 
owner may pay a part of his salary;*® and the 
owner is not ordinarily responsible for arrests made 
However, by responding to the invita- 
tion of the owner, or his authorized agent to aid 
It | in enforcing private regulations, the officer becomes 
a special agent for that purpose and for his con- 
duct, within the scope of the authority conferred, 
the owner is responsible.*! 
enforcing such private regulations, the party whom 
he is dealing with commits an offense justifying 
arrest, the officer in arresting him is presumed to 
have acted in his public capacity.*? 

[§ 82] f. Carriers and Their Employees *#—(1) 
Arrest of Passengers—(a) By Employees in Charge 
of Transportation. 
and passenger exists, many decisions impose a 
stringent rule of liability for tortious acts of the 
carrier’s employees in charge of the duty to safely 


‘But if, while he is 


Where the relation of earrier 


transport the passenger, and hold that a passenger 


police officers.” Rice v. Harrington, 
Scant I. 47, 49, 94 A 736, LRA1916E 
356. 

35. Wells v. Washington Market 
Co., 19 D. C. 385; Samuel v. Wana- 
maker, 107 App. Div. 433, 95 NYS 
270; Finfrock v. Northern Cent. R. 
Co., 58 Pa. Super. 52; Norfolk, etc., 
Ri UCon ives eerdue, 117. Vae tLe 83 
Sb 1058. 

{a] Baggageman also special po- 
liceman.—A railroad company is lia- 
ble if its employee, a baggagenian in 
charge of the depot who is also a 
special policeman, assisted a regular 
police officer in making an unlawful 
arrest at the depet, although lia- 
bility would not have bcen imposed 
had he merely not resisted the offi- 
cer, or inquired into his authority 
to make the arrest, or had he been 
summoned by the officer to assist. 
Texas Midland R. Co. v. Dean, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 82 SW 524. 

86. Finfrock v. Northern Cent. R. 
Co., 58 Pa. Super. 52. 

37. Buman v. Michigan Cent. R. 
Co., 168 Mich. 651, 134 NW 972, Ann 
Cas1918D 107. 

38. Kastner v. Long Island R. 
Co., 76 App. Div. 323, 78 NYS 469; 
Scibor v. Oregon-Washington R., etc., 
Co., (70. Or.) 116, 140 P.629;. Rucker 
v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 SW 


528; Southwestern Portland Cement 
Go. vi» Reitzer, “(Dex. «Civ. A.) 2135 
SW 237. 


fa] Directions to arrest.—Where 
a special officer was also employed as 
watchman by the defendant com- 
pany and was directed to arrest any- 
one who claimed a certain box of 
tools alleged to have been stolen, it 
was held that the officer, in arrest- 
ing a man who did claim the box, 
was acting in his capacity as watch- 
man for defendant, and rendered de- 
fendant liable. Southwestern Port- 
land Cement Co. v. Reitzer, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 135 SW 237. 

{[b] Directions to stop dispute.— 
Where a special policeman employed 
by defendant to preserve order on 
show grounds was directed by de- 
fendant to stop or settle a dispute 
as to plaintiff's right to occupy a 
seat, and in doing so arrested plain- 
tiff, it was held that the directions 
warranted the finding that the officer 
made the arrest because thereof, and 
in his capacity as defendant’s em- 
ployee. Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 


is entitled to protection against such employee’s act 
in causing an unlawful detention without reference 
to whether such act was connected with the per- 
formance of a duty within the scope of his employ- 


280, 192 SW 528. ’ 

{c] Tustration—Where a spe- 
cial officer’s duties were to watch 
for people stealing coal and if he 
caught any to lock them up, it can- 
not be held as a matter of law that 
these instructions limited his action 
to the premises of the company, and 
that he was to refrain from arrest- 
ing them simply because they suc- 
ceeded in getting off the land of the 
company before he could apprehend 


them. Kastner v. Long Island R. 
res 16 App. Div. 9.323, 78 NYS 
39. Chicago; etc, R. Co.) ve, dNel= 


son, 87 Ark. 524, 113 SW 44. 

40. Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. Nel- 
son, 87 Ark. 524, 113 SW 44. 

{a] MTlustration.—Passengers hav- 
ing repeatedly insisted on passing 
through depot gates on an invalid 
ticket, the gateman called a police- 
man to take charge of them; it was 
held that the carrier was not liable 
as it was not responsible for the 
arrest by a regular police officer, and 
its gateman had no authority to or- 
der an arrest. Chicago, etc, R. Co. 
Ya Nelson, 87 Ark. 524 113 SW 


41. Jardine v. Cornell, 50 N. J. L. 
485, 14 A 590. 

42. Jardine v. Cornell, 50 N. J. L. 
485, 14 A 590. 

{a] TWustration—A passenger on 
a railroad train having wrongfully 
refused to pay his fare, the conduc- 
tor summoned police officers at a sta- 
tion to eject him; the passenger 
forcibly resisted and thereupon the 
officers removed him from the train 
and took him to the police station; 
it was held that the act of removing 
him from the train to the police sta- 
tion was a .continuous one, and that 
although in ejecting him they acted 
as snecial agents of the carrier, in 
arresting him for forcible resistance 
amounting to a breach of the peace, 
they will be presumed to have acted 
in their public capacity. Jardine v. 
Oe 50s IND De Lil 4S ees dias As 

43. Arrests by: 

Detectives and watchmen employed 
by carrier see supra § 79. 

Special policemen employed by car- 
rier see supra § 80. : 
Carrier’s liability for wrongs of 

its employees see Carriers § 1323 et 

seq. 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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44. Ark.—St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. 
Tukey, 119 Ark. 28, 175 SW 403, LRA 
19158 320; Moore v. Louisiana, etc., 
R. Co., 99 Ark, 233, 1387 SW 826, 34 
LRANS 299. 

Fla.—Wright v. Georgia Southern, 
CECH hts UCOn), CGI Bla DLO EOS) 99095 
LRAI916E 1134. 

-Ga.—Bright v. Georgia Cent. R. 
Co., 12 Ga. A. 364, 77 SE dir . 

Kan.—Atchison, etce., Co 
“ene” 55 Kan. 715, 41 P ofS, 29 LRA 

La.—Schmidt v. New Orleans R. 
Co., 116 La. 311, 40 S 714, 7 LRANS 162. 

Md.—New York, etc., R. Co. v. 
Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502. 

Mo.—Grayson v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 100 Mo. A. 60, 71 SW 780. 

N. J.—Elliott v. Philadelphia, etc., 
Berry: Co., 83 Ni J. Li.625, 83 A 899. 

N. Y.— McLeod v. New York, etc., 
Ri Coy,-t2 App.’ Divs), 116, 76 NYS 
347; Baumstein v. New York City 
R. Co., 56 Misc. 498, 107 NYS 23. 

Tex.—Texas Midland R. Co. v. 
Dean, 98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 70 
LRA 943 [rev (Civ. “A.) 82 SW 524]; 
Gulf, ete, R. Co. v. Conder, 23 Tex. 
Civ. A. 488, 58 SW 58; St. Louis 
Southwestern Ree Co.! sv. t*hvanklin,; 
(Civ. A.) 44 SW 701. c 

“A carrier of passengers is an in- 
surer of the safety of the passenger 
against wilful assaults by, and in- 
tentional ill treatment from, its ser- 
vants and agents in charge of the 
train, as the auditor was... ad- 
mitted, to be. It is so responsible 
for such conduct upon the part of 
any servant, whether in charge of 
the train or not, the performance of 
whose duties relate to the comfort or 
safety of the passengers and furnish 
opportunity or require him to come 
contact with them.” 
Moore vy. Louisiana, ete., R. Co., 99 
Ark. 233, 137 SW 826, 34 LRANS 299. 

[a] Absolute liability against un- 
lawful arrest by carrier’s agents is 
imposed by the contract to transport 
the passenger safely, as distin- 
guished from the obligation to pro- 
tect him as far as practicable from 
violence committed by strangers and 
copassengers. McLeod v. New York, 
ete., R. Co., 72 App. Div. 116, 76 NYS 
347. 

45. Ark.—Mayfield v. St. Louis, 
ete., R. Co., 97, Ark. 24, 133 SW 168, 
32 LRANS 525. 

Kan.—Whitman v. Atchison, etc., 
R. Co., 85 Kan. 150, 116 P 234, 34 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722; 
Atchison, ete. R. Co. v. Henry, 55 
Kan. 715, 41 P 952, 29 LRA 465. 

La.—Schmidt v. New Orleans R. 
Co., 116 La. 311, 40 S 714, 7 LRANS 162. 

Md.—Tolchester Beach Impr. Co. 
vy. Scharnagl, 105 Md. 199, 65 A 916; 
Baltimore, ete, R. Co. v. Cain, 81 
Mad. 87, 31 A 801, 28 LRA. 688. 

N. Y.—Corbett v. Twenty-Third 
StiRe Cone42) stun 5875 Hamel tv. 
Brooklyn, ete. Ferry Co., 1 _ Silv. 
Sup. 584, 6 NYS 102 [aff.125 N. Y. 
707 mem, 26 NE 753]; Shea v. 
Manhattan R. Co., 7 NYS 497 [aff 
8 NYS 332]. 

. Okl.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 
Pa.—Finfrock v. Northern Cent. 


R. Co., 58 Pa. Super. 52; Mikelbers | 


Other eases have not stated that the liabil- 
ity of the carrier for a wrongful arrest by its em- 
pioyees is absolute, irrespective of the scope of his 
authority, but have gone no further than saying 
that it 1s well settled that when one in charge of 
a train or other transportation facilities, while en- 
gaged in protecting the business, property, or pas- 
sengers in his care, causes the detention of a pas- 
senger, the carrier is responsible.*® 
it has been held that he acts within the scope of 
his employment in causing the unlawful detention 
of a passenger on his train for participating in an 


| liable, 
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fare ;>1 


For instance 


v. Philadelphia Rapid Transit Co., 
16 Pa. Dist. 906, 34 Pa. Co. 425. 

Tex.—Texas Midland R. Co. v. 
Dean Wie Dexa SLT, Shas Wi LUSON. 10 
LRA 943 [rev (Civ. A.) 82 SW 524]. 

W. Va.—Johnson v. Norfolk, etce., 
R. Co.,.82 W. Va. 692, 97 SE 189, 6 
ALR 1469; Gillingham v. Ohio River 
R. Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 14 SE 243, 29 
AmSR 827, 14 LRA 798. 

{a] Auditor of train, having gen- 
eral authority to collect fares, acts 
within the scope of his authority in 
wrongfully causing the arrest of a 
passenger for refusal to pay fare ex- 
cept by a nontransferable ticket 
issued to another, and the carrier is 
liable. . Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 

{b] Baggageman on duty at sta- 
tion acts within scope of his author- 
ity in causing arrest, on charge of 
trespassing, of one in fact lawfully 
at station. Finfrock v. Northern 
Cent. "RY Co, 58° Pai-Super.)'62: 

{c] A conductor who causes a 
passenger to be arrested as an al- 
leged pickpocket renders the carrier 
the arrested party being in 
fact innocent. Schmidt v. New Or- 
leans R. Co., 116 La. 311, 40 S 714, 
7 LRANS 162. 

{d] The baggage master was one 
of the employees selected by the 
earrier to render service to passen- 
gers about the station; in the station 
the passenger is as much entitled to 
protection as when aboard a convey- 
ance, and employees put there to be 
brought into contact with passengers 
are within the same principle as ap- 
plies to employees upon trains and 
vessels... Texas Midland R. Co. v. 
Dean, 98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 70 
LRA 943 [rev (Civ. A.) 82 SW 524]. 

Le] Conductor of street railway 
has implied authority to, police his 
car, and to make an arrest, and when 
so acting the company is responsible; 
but he has no implied authority to 
prosecute a case after the arrest is 
made. Mikelberg v. Philadelphia 
Rapid Transit Co., 16 Pa. Dist. 906, 
84 Pa tComagbrei: 

{f] Station agent. — A railroad 
company is liable for the unlawful 
arrest of a passenger, directed by its 
station agent to effect the wrongful 
detention of the passenger’s baggage 
on the ground that it contained 
liquor. Johnson v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 82 W. Va. 692, 97 SH 189, 6 ALR 
1469. 

Carrier’s right to arrest or detain 
passenger see Carriers § 1198. 

46. Berry v. Carolina, etc., Co., 155 
N. C. 287, 71 SE 322. 

47. Boden v. St. Louis Transit Co., 
108 Mo. A. 696, 84 SW 181; Dwyer 
v. St. Louis Transit Co., 108 Mo. 
AL 528s LSNV: o0sm Grayson Vi. Sts 
Louis ‘Transit Co., 100 Mo. A. 60, 
71 SW 730; Rown v. Christopher, etc., 
Ri’ Go., (34) Hun s(NCY.) 4715 Shea’ ¥. 
Manhattan R. Co. 7 NYS 497 [aff 
8 NYS 332]. 

4s. St. ‘Louis, ete, R. Co. v.)Tu- 
key, 119 Ark. 28, 175 SW 403, LRA 
1915BE 320; Davis v. Chicago, ete., R. 
Co:, 192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826; 
Gillingham vy. Ohio River R. Co., 35 
W. Va. 588, 14 SE 248,. 29 AmSR 
PAT a We ud hae a ee 

fa] Brakeman causing unlawful 
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affray,*® or on the ground of disorderly conduct on 
the car or premises,*? or intoxication,*® or for non- 
payment of fare,*® or for attempting to ride on an 
alleged invalid transfer ticket,®° or because he ten- 
ders a supposed counterfeit coin in payment of 
but there are decisions holding that the 
act of causing the arrest of a passenger on the 
charge of passing counterfeit money in payment 
of fare is beyond the scope of the implied aut ior- 
ity of the carrier’s employees, so that the ecar- 
rier is not responsible.®? 
and arrest of a passenger are frequently regarded 


The assault, ejection, 


arrest of a passenger on a train on 
the charge of intoxication renders 
carrier liable. St. Louis, ete., R. Co. 
v. Tukey, 119 Ark. 28, 175 SW 403, 
LRAI915E 320. 

{b] Station agent procuring the 
arrest of a prospective passenger on 
the ground that he was intoxicated, 
when he in fact was not, renders 
the carrier liable. Davis v. Chicago, 
etes) RR.) Co.f2 1925 (Mos Aw ©4119; 2182 
SW 826. 

49. Cal—Elser v. Southern Pac. 
Co. °% Cal. "Ac1493, 94 P8b2: 

Ill.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Gwin, 
125 Ill. A. 456. 

Mass.—Moore v. Fitchburg R. 
Corp., 4 Gray 465, 64 AmD 83. 


Mo.—Dwyer v. St. Louis Transit 


Co., 108 Mo. A. 152, 88 SW 303; Gray- 
son v. St. Louis Transit Co., 100 Mo. 
A. 60, 71 SW 730. 

Okl.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 

Pa.—Mikelberg v. Philadelphia 
Rapid Transit Co., 16 Pa. Dist. 906, 
34 Pa. Co. \425: 

W. Va.—Comisky v. Norfolk, etc., 
Re Con 079 Wee Vaw 148590) SH e385; 
LRAi917D 220. 

Eing.—Moore v. Metropolitan R. 
Co., L. R. 8 Q. B. 36. But see Poul- 
ton v. London, ete, R. Co. L. R. 
2 Q. B. 534 (where it was held that 
an action could not be maintained 
against the carrier where a passen- 
ser who had paid his fare was ar- 
rested for refusing to pay the 
charges for transporting a _ horse 
which such passenger was carrying 
home from a county fair, and which 
the carrier had advertised to trans- 
port free. The reason given for this 
decision was that even if such 
charges were due, the carrier itself 
could not have arrested the passen- 
ser, but could have only retained the 
horse to secure payment, and that, 
therefore, no liability was incurred 
when the agent of the carrier acted 
in a manner in which the carrier it- 
self was not authorized to act). But 
see Roe v. Birkenhead, etc., R. Co., 
7 Exch, 36, 155 Reprint 845 (holding 
that, where extra fare was demanded 
of a passenger by one who came to 
take tickets and on his refusal to 
pay, he was taken to the superinten- 
dent, who directed his arrest, the 
evidence did not show that the act 
was one which the carrier had legal 
authority to perform, and therefore 
the arrested party ws bound to 
show authority from the carrier to 
make the arrest). 

50. Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 99 SW 495; 
Boden v. St. Louis Transit Co., 108 
Mo. A. 696, 84 SW 181; Jacobs v. 
Third Ave. R. Co., 71 App. Div. 199, 
7 NYS 679: 

{al Road officer of a street rail- 
way, being a superior officer to a 
conductor in the management of a 
ear, acts within the scope of his au- 
thority in causing arrest of passen- 
ger who insisted on riding on alleged 
invalid transfer. Carmody v. St. 
Louis Transit Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 
99 SW 495. 

51. “West Chicago St.. R. Go.) v. 
Luleich, 85 Ill. A. 648; Galveston, 
ete., R. Co. v. Donahoe, 56 Tex. 162. 

52. Lafitte v. New Orleans, etc., 
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as a series of acts constituting one continued tort,>* 
but there are decisions holding that after ejecting 
a passenger the subsequent act of causing his arrest 
is beyond the scope of the employee’s authority.°* 
If, however, the agent is acting entirely beyond the 
scope of his authority and purely to effect a purpose 
in which the carrier has no interest, his act does 
not impose liability on the ecarrier.®® 

(b) Employees Not in Charge of Trans- 
In the case of employees not intrusted 
by the carrier with duties with respect to the execu- 
tion of the contract of transportation or who do not 
have the duty of protecting the passenger, the rule 
of strict liability is relaxed; and the carrier is not 
liable unless the detention is caused by the em- 
ployee while acting within the scope of his em- 
In such ease if the employee acts to - 


[§ 83] 
portation. 


ployment.®® 


RemeO.n 4a lan Ann 347 8) S705 <2 
LRA 337; Central R. Co. v. Brewer, 
78 Md. 394, 28 A 615, 27 LRA 63. 

{a] Superintendent of street rail- 
way does not act within scope of his 
author‘ty in causing arrest of a per- 
son who had previously deposited 
counterfeit coin in payment of fare, 
although he may have authority to 
manage the carrier’s affairs in run- 
ning its cars, and.protecting its prop- 
erty; such authority does not sug- 
gest that he was empowered to 
invoke the criminal law in behalf 
of his company unless he had ex- 
press precedent authority. Central 
R. Co. v. Brewer, 78 Md. 394, 28 A 
615, 27 LRA 63. : 

[b] In England it has been held 
(1) that, where a conductor caused 
arrest for giving counterfeit money 
in payment of fare, the company was 
not liable as there was nothing to 
show any authority from the ‘com- 
pany to arrest passengers for pass- 
ing counterfeit coin, and the arrest 
could not be said to have been caused 
to, recover any property of the com- 
pany. To admit that causing the 
arrest to make an example out of the 
arrested ‘party and so indirectly to 
protect the company’s property af- 
forded any evidence of implied au- 
thority to cause arrest would be to 
go beyond the principle laid down. 
Knight v. Metropolitan Tramways 
COMUSE Ls. SL Reps IN: oS 22% 12) 
The Tramways Act of 1870 authoriz- 
ing arrest for attempting to avoid 
payment of fare does not authorize 
arrest on charge of passing counter- 
feit money and an arrest on the lat- 
ter ground is beyond the scope of a 
conductor’s employment, and carrier 
cannot be held responsible. Charles- 
ton v. London Tramways Co., 4 T. 
L. R. 629. Contra Furlong v. South 
pondon Tramways Co., 1 Cab. & E. 

53. Little Rock, ete, Co. v. Dob- 
bins, 78 Ark. 553, 95 SW 788: Dwyer 
v. St. Louis Transit Co., 108 Mo. 
A. 152, 88 SW 303; Grayson v. St. 
Louis Transit Co., 100 Mo. A. 60, 71 
SW 730; Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. 
Co., 71 App. Div. 199, 75 NYS 679; 
Rown v. Christopher, ete., R. Co., 34 
Hun (N. Y.) 471; Berry v. Carolina, 
ores R. Co. 155° N. Cs 287, 71 SE 

54. Lezinsky v. Metropolitan St. 
R. Co., 88 Fed. 437, 31 CCA 573; Dick- 
inson v.‘Muse, (Ark.) 204 SW 609; 
Mitte rock, Tract. “etc... ‘Com va 
Walker, 65 Ark. 144, 45 SW 57, 40 
LRA 473. See also infra § 86. 

55. Mayfield v. St. Louis, ete. R. 
Co.,°797 Ark. 24, 133° SW 168, 32 
LRANS 525; Patterson v. Maysville, 
etc., R. Co., 78 SW 870, 25 Kyl 1750; 
Ware v. Barataria, etc., Canal Co., 
15.Gan 169335 cAmD 189, 

{a] Starting prosecution for crime, 
—Although the cecarrier’s conductor 
started a prosecution for rape by fil- 
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ing an affidavit, and the party ac- 
cused was arrested by police officers 
while on the conductor’s train, the 
carrier is not liable, as starting the 
prosecution was beyond the scope of 
the conductor’s employment, and the 
conductor need not interfere with an 
arrest by police officers on his train. 
Patterson v. Maysville, ete., R. Co., 
78 SW 870, 25 KyL 1750. 

[b] Aiding in apprehending an 
eloping couple.—To aid a friend in 
apprehending his eloping daughter, a 
station agent at one station tele- 
graphed to a station agent at an- 
other station to arrest the couple for 
larceny from the ecarrier’s safe, and 
thus caused an arrest. It was held 
that the carrier was not liable as the 
station agent in sending the tele- 
gram was acting solely for the bene- 
fit of his friend and had stepped 
aside from the carrier’s business and 
was acting solely for his own pur- 


poses. Mayfield v. St. Louis, etc., R. 
Com SGPpArk, 2624.5 13s S Wat 6s aioe 
LRANS 525. 

56. Dickinson v. Muse, (Ark.) 204 


SW 609; Mulligan v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 129 N. Y. 506, 29 NE 952, 26 
Wee 539, 14 LRA 791 [rev 14 NYS 
oO . 

[a] Ticket agent does not have 
implied authority to cause arrest of 
persons seeking passage upon its 
trains, and carrier is not responsi- 
ble for arrest caused by him. Dick- 
inson v. Muse, (Ark.) 204 SW 609. 

57. Palmeri v. Manhattan’ R. Co., 
133 N. Y. 261, 30 NE 1001, 28 AmSR 
632, 16 LRA 136. 

[a] Ticket agent of elevated rail- 
road acts within the scope of his 
authority in following a passenger, 
accusing him of having given a 
counterfeit coin in payment of his 
fare, and detaining him. Palmeri v. 
Manhattan R. Co., 133 N. Y. 261, 30 
NE 1001, 28 AmSR 632, 16 LRA 136. 

58. Ark.—Mayfield v. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co., 97 Ark. 24, 133 SW 168, 
32 LRANS 525. 

R. 


Mo.—Sacks v. St. Louis, 
Co., 192 SW 418. 

N. Y.—Mulligan v. New York, ete., 
Re Co-, 129 INS We 506,529) NB 29523 
26 AmSR 539, 14 LRA 791. 

N. C.—Daniel v. Atlantic Coast 
Hine «Re (Coy. WS6h NG bite 48 eS 
816, 67 LRA 455, 1 AnnCas 718. 

Eng.—Allen v. London, ete., R. Co., 
PROG as 665: 

[a] Railroad ticket agent: (1) Is 
not acting in line of his duty but to 
vindicate justice, where after being 
advised by police to look out ter cer- 
tain men passing counterfeit bills, 


etc., 


‘he suspects certain men presenting 


a bill which he supposed to be coun- 
terfeit in payment of their fare and, 
after giving proper change, notifies 
the police and causes their arrest. 
Mulligan vy. New York, ete., R. Co., 
129 N.. Y¥: 506, 29 NE 952, 26 AmSR 
539, 14 LRA 791. (2) Does not act 
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protect the business or property of the carrier, the 
detention is within the scope of his employment and 
the carrier is liable,®>? whereas if the offense is 
past and the arrest merely to vindicate justice, the 
employee is not acting within the scope of his em- 
ployment and the carrier is not liable.®§ 
ment to be considered is whether the carrier had any 
interest, in the matter.5° 

(c) By Strangers or Police Officers. 
carrier may be liable for an illegal arrest of a pas- 
senger made by others which its agents in the exer- 
cise of due diligence under the circumstances could 
have prevented,®° but no obligation rests on the 
carrier or upon its servants in charge of the trans- 
portation facilities to prevent an arrest by an of- 
ficer duly empowered to make such arrest.®+ Liabil- 
ity has, however, been-imposed where the carrier’s 


An ele- 


A 


within the scope of his authority in 
causing the arrest of a man who had 
passed a supposed counterfeit bill in 
payment of his fare, after the busi- 
ness had been fully accomplished. 
Sacks v. St. Louis, etce., R. Co., (Mo.) 
192 SW 418. (3) Is not acting within 
the scope of his authority in causing 
the arrest of a man whom he sus- 
pected of having attempted to rob the 
money till under his charge after 
the attempt had ceased. Allen v. 
London, etc., R. Co., L; RY 62 Q- 2B: 
65, 69 (in this case, the court, with- 
out deciding, stated that it would be 
inclined to think that a man in 
charge of a money till would be act- 
ing within the scope of his authority 
if he caused the arrest of a person 
attempting to rob it and he could not 
prevent the theft except by arresting 
him or if he had reason to believe 
that money had actually been stolen, 
and he could get it back by arresting 
the suspect. The court said: ‘‘There 
is a marked distinction between an 
act done for the purpose of protect- 
ing the property by preventing: a 
felony or of recovering it back, and 
an act done for the purpose of nun- 
ishing the offender for that which 
has already been done. There is no 
implied authority in a person having 
the custody of property to take such 
steps as he thinks fit to punish a per- 
son who he supposes has done some- 
thing with reference to the property 
which he has not done. The act of 
punishing the offender is not any- 
thing done 
property, it is done merely for the 
purpose of vindicating justice”). 

59. Hyatt v. New York Cent., etc., 
Bee 162 App. Div. 367, 147 NYS 

[a] Tllustration. — Where ticket 
agent at one station telegraphed 
towerman at another to arrest a pas- 
senger because ‘the had taken $20 
from him” without proof that either 
ticket agent or towerman had au- 
thority to cause arrest, or that the 
money stolen was owned by the car- 
rier, the complaint should have 
been dismissed. Hyatt v. New York 
Cent., etc., R. Co., 162 App. Div. 367, 
147 NYS 810. 

60. Mayfield v. St. Louis R. Co., 
97 Ark. 24, 138 SW 168, 32 LRANS 


525; McLeod v. New York, ete. R. 
Co., 72 App. Div. 116, 76 NYS 347; 
Duggan v. Baltimore, ete, R. Co., 


10° Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 AmSR 

{a] Presence. without effort to 
protect a passenger who was being 
illegally arrested renders the carrier 
liable. Duggan y. Baltimore, etc., R. 
Co., 159 Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 
AmSR 672. : 

61. Ark.—Mayfield v. St. Louis R. 
Coy. Off -Ark.= 24, (133 §SWeelestecz 
LRANS 525. 

eter Se Ry COs 


Ga.—Brunswick, 
Ponder, 117 Ga. 168) 43 5SH 430597 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


with reference to the - 
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employee acting within the scope of his employ- 
ment assists an officer in making an arrest in an 


unlawful manner.®? 


[§ 85] (2) 


ble.&4 


[§ 86] (3) Arrest of Persons Not Having Status 
as Passengers. Although the relationship of car- 
rier and passenger is not established, the carrier 
_ is responsible where it is established that a wrong- 


AmSR .152)''60. LRA 71383 Bright v. 
Georgia Cent. R. Co., 12 Ga. A. 364, 
USE, 372. 

Ky.—Patterson vy. Maysville, 
R. Co., 78 SW 870, 25 Kyl 1750. 

N. C.—Owens v. Wilmington, ete., 
RCO 26 eNe Co 139; 85 SE (2595.78 
AmSR 642. 

Pa.—Duggan v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
Co. (159) Pa, 248,28 “Al 1825 186," 39 
AmSR 672. 

Tex.—Texas Midland R. Co v. 
Dean, 98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 70 
LRA 943. 

62. Norfolk, etc., R. Co. v. Perdue, 
wives Va. 111,33 SH 1058. 

[a] Warrant not produced.—The 
carrier is liable where the conduc- 
tor on a train assisted an officer 
whose official position was unknown 
to the passenger and who unlawfully 
failed to exhibit his warrant on de- 
mand. Hodge v. Piedmont, etc., R. 
Go., 109. S..C., 62,,95-SE 138. 

63. Decker v. Lackawanna, etc., R. 


etc., 


Co:., 39 Pa. Super. 225; Texas; etc., 
em COMmay. Ole. e20s Dex, Give WA, 
264, 68 SW 881. 

[a] Station master wrongfully 


causing the arrest of two men who, 
after completing trip, entered a box 
car to avoid rain and fell asleep, on 
the ground that they were vagrants, 
acts within the scope of his author- 
ity, and renders the carrier liable. 
Texas, etec., R. Co. v. Parker, 29 Tex. 
Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 831. 

64. U. S.—Lezinsky v. Metropoli- 
tan ota. Co, 88 Bed. 437, 31 CCA 
573. 
it ee v. Muse, 204 SW 
Fla.—Wright v. Georgia Southern, 
ete... Co. 66 Bla. 50; 63 S909, 
LRA1916E 1134. 

N. Y.—McKay v. Hudson River 
Line, 56 App. Div. 201, 67 NYS 651; 
Corwin v. Long Island R. Co., 2 NY 


CityCt 106. 

Wash. — Cunningham v. Seattle 
Electric R., etc., Co., 3 Wash. 471, 
28 P 7465. 


[a] Conductor’s acts after eject- 
ment.—(1) A conductor is not acting 
within the scope of his employment 
if, after ejecting a passenger, he 
causes his arrest on the station plat- 
form after the passenger had given 
up all hope of getting on the car, 
because what the conductor then does 
is not sufficiently connected with the 
ejection to hold that the procure- 


ment of the arrest was a _ part 
thereof. Dickinson v. Muse, (Ark.) 
204 SW 609. (2) Conductor of a 


street railway is acting beyond the 
scope of his authority in leaving his 
ear, following a former passenger 
whom he had ejected for failure to 
pay fare and causing his arrest on a 
charge of disorderly conduct. Lezin- 
sky v. Metropolitan St. R. Co., 88 
Fed. 437, 31 CCA 573. To same ef- 
fect Wright v. Georgia Southern, 
ete., R. Co., 66 Fla. 510, 63 S 909, 
LRA1916B 1134. (3) Where a pas- 
senger was ejected from a street car 
for disorderly conduct and as he 
was put off the conductor told a po- 
lice officer standing there that the 


Arrest after Status as Passenger 
Has Ceased. Although the relation of carrier and 
passenger has terminated, the carrier is responsible 
for a detention caused by an employee while acting 
within the scope of his authority.*? But if the act 
of causing the detention is beyond the scope of the 
employee’s authority, the carrier is not responsi- 
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ful arrest was caused by an employee while acting 
within the scope of his authority,®° and the cases 


frequently apply as a test; the general rule that if 


[§ 87] 


passenger had been disorderly and 
the police officer thereupon arrested 
him, it was held that even if it could 
be said that the conductor procured 
the arrest, it was not within the 
scope of his employment to do so, 
and the carrier was not liable. Cun- 
ningham vy. Seattle Electric R., etc. 
Co., 3 Wash. 471, 28 P 745. 

{[b] Passenger had left boat and 
was out on street when accosted by 
the purser of boat and forced to re- 
turm to waiting room to prove that 
the satchel she carried belonged to 
her. It was held that “the relation 
of carrier and passenger had ceased 
to exist, and the boat company was 
not liable for the purser’s act. Mc- 
Kay v. Hudson River Line, 56 App. 
Div. 201, 67 NYS 651. 

[c] A gateman causing arrest of 
passenger after he had _ passed 
through gates without depositing his 
ticket was acting beyond the scope 
of his authority, as the relation be- 
tween carrier and passenger had ter- 
minated, and the carrier is not 
liable without proof of express au- 
thority. Corwin v. Long Island R. 
Co., 2 NYCityCt 106. 

65. Ollet v. Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 
201) Pawel, o0 Anolis Kansas City, 
CLC. we Lu OO Vee Val Shs CO Lex 2 Clive 
A.) 148 SW 347; Johnston v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 130 Wis. 492, 110 NW 424. 

{a] General agent of a railroad, 
having authority to look after the 
safety and protection of passenger 
cars and investigate damage to them 
and who was in the habit of inves- 
tigating, either by himself or 
through subordinates, acts within 
the scope of his authority, in caus- 
ing an investigation and arrest to be 
made through a watchman whom he 
instructed to investigate and report 
in reference to boys throwing sticks 
at passenger cars. Johnston v. Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co., 130 Wis. 492, 110 
NW 424. 

[b] Conductor arresting trespas- 
ser.—Where a boy was stealing a 
ride on a train and the conductor 
caused him to be locked up in a 
water closet and carried beyond his 
home, it was the conductor’s duty to 
put the boy off in a proper manner, 
but the act of locking him up was 
wrongful and unnecessary force and 
was within the scope of the conduc- 
tor’s authority, and the carrier was 
liable. Kansas City, etc., R.‘Co. v. 
Walsh, (Tex. Civ. A.) 148 SW 347. 

{c] Train crew.—A boy having 
been injured while endeavoring to 
climb upon a freight train was taken 
in charge by the crew of the train 
and carried to the residence of the 
company’s physician and later trans- 
ferred to a hospital. It was held 
that these acts of the employees. of 
the carrier were not within the scope 
of their employment, which was 
that of a crew of a freight train, 
and that the carrier could not be 
held liable. Ollet v. Pittsburg, ete., 
R. Co., 201 Pa. 361, 50 A 1011. 

[d] First officer represents the 
steamship company in causing the 
arrest of a sailor on shipboard for 


*held 


the detention is caused to protect the business or 
property of the carrier the act is within the scope 
of the employee’s authority and the carrier is 
hable,°* whereas if the arrest is caused for a past 
offense or to vindicate justice the act is not within 
the scope of the employee’s authority, and the car- 
rier is not responsible.*? 

(4) Express Authority. If the carrier’s 
express instructions to its employees are such that 
they can be interpreted to authorize them to cause 
arrests, it is of course responsible for arrests fall- 
ing within the authority conferred.®® 


alleged disorderly conduct, where the 
evidence raises a strong presump- 
tion that he was in charge of the 
ship at the time, and it does not ap- 
pear that the master was present at 
any “part of “such.” times Hord Pave 
Oceanic SS. Co., 3 Hawaii Fed. 239. 

66. Childers v. Southern Pac. Co., 
20 N. M. 366;,,149 BP 307; Finfrock v2 
Northern Cent. R. Co., 58 Pa. Super. 
52; Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Besser, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 200 SW 268; Johnston v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 130 Wis. 492, 
110 NW 424. 

{a] Baggageman causing arrest 
of one lawfully at the station on the 
charge of trespassing acted within 
the scope of his authority implied 
from his employment to guard the 
carrier’s property at the station from 
trespassers, and thé carrier may be 
liable. Finfrock v. Northern 
Cents" R. Co; 58 Pa. Super: 52; 

[b] Conductor, who believing that 
boys were about to stone the car, 
stopped his train and caused their 
arrest, acted within the scope of his 
employment, and the carrier is liable. 
Gull vetcr Jk: Comav. | besser mm Chex. 
Civ. A.) 200 SW 263. 

67. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Sims, 
106 Ark. 109, 152 SW 985, 44 LRANS 
1156; Porter v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
41 Iowa 358; Edwards v. London, etc., 
Ra. Coa Reo Cs Py 4455 

[a] Conductor arresting murder 
suspect..—A conductor has no implied 
authority to cause arrest of one 
whom he suspects of having com- 
mitted a murder and placed the body 
on the track, after the train had 
passed over the body and all danger 
of derailment had passed. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co. v. Sims, 106 Ark. 109, 152 
SW 985, 44 LRANS 1156. 

[b] Train hands in arresting and 
detaining a person suspected of 
placing obstructions upon the track 
do not act within the scope of their 
authority and do not render the car- 
rier liable, the arrest being made 
after the train had passed safely 
over the obstructions. Porter v. 
Chicago, vetcs “Ry "Co." 41) Towar3b8s 

[ec] A foreman porter who, in the 
absence of the station master is in 
charge of a station, causes arrest 
of one of the company’s servants, 
whom he suspects to be stealing the 
company’s property, is not acting in 
the ordinary course of carrier’s busi- 
ness, nor for its benefit, but for the 
benefit of public justice and the car- 
rier is not responsible. Edwards v. 
London, ete; R. Coy, DR: 5 (C.-P. 445: 

68. Whitman y. Atchison, etc., R. 
Com sso Kant 160; etiit 6 eRe 2345.38 
LRANE 1029, AnnCasi912D 722; Gal- 
veston, etc.,. R. Co. v. Donahoe, 5¢ 
Tex. 162. 

[a] Instructions regarding acci- 
dents.—Carrier is liable for the act 
of its conductor when its instruc- 
tions are that he shall have injured 
person fill out a blank, and he falsely 
represents to an injured person that 
the law requires him to remain and 
sign a statement. Whitman v. Atchi- 
son, ete, “R: Co.) 86 Kan. 160-1t¢ 
234, 34 LRANS 1029. 
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[§ 88] (5) Ratification.°° 


impose liability.’° 
[§ 89] (6) 
Also Special Police Officers. 


by the state.” 
[§ 90] g. Partners.*? 


69. Ratification generally see 
Supra § 76. 

70. Lezinsky v. Metropolitan St. 
R. Co., 88 Fed. 437, 31 CCA 573; 


Eastern Counties R. Co. v. Broom, 
6 Exch. 314, 155 Reprint 562; Knight 
v. North Metropolitan Tramways Co., 
Spa Dee REDS UNG Os, 2 als 

[a] Essentials of ratification.—In 
order that there may be a valid 
ratification there must be both a 
knowledge of the fact to be ratified 


and an intention to ratify it. Hd- 
wards v. London, etc., R. Co. L. R. 
SUC. W445. 


[b] Agent’s appearance. — Lezin- 
sky v. Metropolitan St. R. Co., 88 
Fed. 437, 31 CCA 573. 

{c] Attorney’s appearance. — An 
act originally intended to be done 
for the use or for the benefit of the 


principal may be subsequently rati-, 


fied by it, but the mere appearance 
of the company’s attorney in sup- 
port of the charge for which the 
arrest was made is not evidence of 
ratification where it is not shown 
that the fact that the company’s em- 
ployee caused the arrest on the 
charge was known to the company 
or its attorney. Eastern Counties R. 
Co. v. Broom, 6 Exch. 314, 155 Re- 
print 562. 

{dj Correspondence from the sec- 
retary of the carrier relative to a 
compromise of an alleged wrongful 
arrest held not to lead to the infer- 
ence that the arrest by the carrier’s 
agent was to be.binding on it, and 
not to imply a ratification. Roe v. 
Birkenhead, etc., R. Co., 7 Exch. 36, 
155 Reprint 845. 

{e] Inspector’s presence.—Where 
a railroad conductor caused arrest 
of passenger, the presence of com- 
pany’s inspector at police court 
without taking part in proceeding 
does not constitute a ratification by 
him of the proceedings, but even if 
it does there is no evidence that his 
presence was by authority of any 
one having authority to ratify the 
prosecution. Knight v. North Metro- 
politan Tramways Co., 78 L. T. Rep. 


N. S. 227, 
71. Horgan v. Boston El. R. Co., 
208 Mass. 287, 94 NE 386; Illinois 


Cent. R. Co. v. King, 69 Miss. 852, 13 
S 824; Spain v. Oregon-Washington 
Ree CtCy CO. 18 (Or. 355, 153) i720; 
AnnCasi917E 1104; Gillingham v. 
Ohio) River |R. Co., 35, W: Va. 688, 
Aes 243, 29 AmSR 827, 14 LRA 

{a] Depot agent arresting man 
who entered ladies’ toilet acted as 
agent for carrier rather than in dis- 
charge of duty under statute provid- 
ing that station agents shall be con- 
servators of the peace, and accord- 
ingly the carrier is liable. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. King, 69 Miss. 852, 13 
S 824, 

[b] Intoxication.—Defendant rail- 
road, whose conductor arrested plain- 


Ratification of an 
employee’s act in causing an unlawful arrest will 


Arrests by Employees Who Are 
Where statutory pro- 
visions provide that conductors in charge of trains 
or others in charge of transportation facilities shall 
have all the powers of peace officers or conservators 
of the peace, nevertheless if the arrest is made or 
caused within the scope of their authority as em- 
ployees of the carrier, liability is imposed.” 
the carrier is not responsible if tlie arrest or deten- 
tion is not made to protect the company’s property, 
business, or passengers, but to fulfill a duty imposed 


The liability of a part- 
nership or of the partners therein for an illegal ar- 


rest or detention made or caused by one of the 
partners depends on the doctrine of principal and 


agent;74 and the general rule is that, although a 


One of 


ness? 


But 


willful tort of one partner is not to be imputed to 
the firm,’® nevertheless liability may be imposed if 
the tort is within the scope of the partnership busi- 


several partners does not, merely 


because of the partnership relation, have authority 
to direct or make an unlawful arrest so as to bind 
the firm,?7 or other partners,’* who are not con- 
nected with the detention,’® or shown to have re- 
ceived any benefit therefrom,®° or to have afterward 
ratified it.8t But if all the partners join in making 
or causing an unlawful arrest or detention they 


may all be held responsible;8* and the partnership | 


tiff on the pretext that he was drunk 
on the train, could not escape lia- 
bility on ground that in so doing the 
conductor ceased to be its servant, 
under statutory provisions making 
intoxication on train a crime, and 
granting to conductors on trains the 
powers of a sheriff. Spain v. Oregon- 
Washington R., ete., Co., 78 Or. 355, 
153 P 470, AnnCas1917B 1104. Bur 
see infra note 72. 

Carrier’s liability for acts of em- 
ployees who are also police officers 
see Carriers § 1329. 

72. St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Hud- 
son, 95 Ark. 506, 1830 SW 534; Cord- 
Nery Va boston, CtCse Re, COvy ies ING ete 
413, 57 A 234; Houston v. Minneapo- 


lishirétes = RCO, 25) ON. Ds 400, L ee 
NW 994, 46 LRANS 589, AnnCas 
19L5C.529, 

[a] Drinking on train. — (1) 


Where shortly after reaching a sta- 
tion a conductor, who was by state 
law invested, with powers of police 
officer, arrested former passengers 
on charge of drinking intoxicating 
liquor on a train in violation of stat- 
utory provisions, the conductor was 
held to be acting for the state and 
not for the carrier, so that the car- 
rier was not liable. Houston v. Min- 
neapolis, ete., R. Co., 25 N. D. 469, 141 
NW 994, 46 LRANS 589, AnnCas 
1915C 529. (2) Under statutory pro- 
visions authorizing conductors to act 
as peace officers for the purpose of 
arresting persons found to be intoxi- 
cated on trains, the carrier is not 
liable for an arrest when the person 
arrested was sober, if the conduc- 
tor, exercising ordinary care, hon- 
estly believed that the party arrested 
was drunk. St. Louis, ete, R. Co. 
v. Hudson, 95 Ark. 506, 130 SW 534. 

[b] Garceny.—Where a _ conduc- 
tor, who was also a special officer 
for the carrier, suspected a person 
of having stolen some money which 
he was turning in to the carrier, but 
the loss of which fell upon him, and 
later in the day while off duty ar- 
rested such person, it was held that 
the carrier was not liable. Cordner 
Vv.’ Boston, etc:, ‘R. Co., 72 N. BM. 413; 
oT A 234. 

73. Liability of partnership or 
partners for wrongful acts of part- 
ners generally see Partnership [30 
Cye 5623]. 

74. Martin v. Simkins, 116 Ga. 254, 
42 SE 483; Rosenkrans v. Barker, 115 
Ill. 331, 3 NE 93, 56 AmR 169. 

75. Rosenkrans vy. Barker, 115 Ill. 
331, 3 NE 93, 56 AmR 169. 

76. Martin v. Simkins, 116 Ga. 254, 
42 SE 483. 

77. Bernheimer v. Becker, 102 Md. 
250, 62 A526, “111; AmSR 356, 3 
LRANS 221; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
383, 409, 35 A 1089. 

“One of several partners cannot 
drag the firm or his copartners into 
a trespass by giving authority for 
the doing of an unlawful act in the 


may also be held responsible.%? 
[§ 91] h. Private Corporations and Their Em- 


name of the firm of which he is a 
member; for one partner has no 
power to bind the partnership to the 
commission ef a wrongful act with- 
out the previous consent or subse- 
quent concurrence of all the part- 
ners.” Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
409, 35 A 1089. 

[a] Arrest for shoplifting. — 
Where it does not appear that the 
firm conferred express authority on 
its employee to make the arrest, and 
where one of the partners was not 
present at, and did not subsequently 
ratify, an illegal arrest in which the 
other partner participated; and where 
the state courts have decided that 
an employee of an ordinary busi- 
ness does not have implied authority 
to cause an arrest of an alleged shop- 
lifter, and a partner of an ordinary 
mercantile business does not have 
implied authority to bind his ¢co- 
partner under such circumstances, 
the partner who participated does 
not thereby impose liability on the 
firm or the other partners by so do- 
ing. Bernheimer v. Becker, 102 Md. 
250, 62 A 526, 111: AmSR’ 356, 3 
LRANS 221. 

{b] In Georgia a statute provid- 
ing that partners are not responsi- 
ble for torts committed by the other 
partners exempts the partnership 
also from liability. Martin v. Sim- 
kins, 116 Ga. 254, 42 SE 483. 

78. Rosenkrans v. Barker, 115 Ill. 
331, 3 NE 93, 56 AmR 169; Kirk vy. 
Garrett, 84 Md, 383, 35 A 1089. 

79. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 

[a] Application of rule—-Where 
in a suit for false imprisonment 
against two partners, the evidence 
wholly failed to connect the senior 
partner with the imprisonment, such 
senior partner, not being liable from 
the mere partnership relation, the 
case should have been dismissed as 


to him. Kirk -v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 
80. Rosenkrans vy. Barker, 115 Tl. 


331, 3 NE 93, 56 AmR 169. 

81. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089. 

82. Page v. Citizens’ Banking Co., 
111 Ga. 73, 36 SE 418, 78 AmSR 144, 
51 LRA 463; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Mad. 
383, 35 A 1089 (stating that liabil- 
ity arises not because they are part- 
ners but because of their personal 
misconduct). 

83. Page v. Citizens’ Banking Co., 
111 Ga. 73, 36 SH 418, 78 AmSR 144, 
51 LRA 468. ie 

{a} Mlustration.—Goods belonging 
to plaintiff had been levied on by the 
sheriff in the interest of the defend- 
ant banking copartnership and plain- 
tiff was placed under arrest charged 
with having stolen and secreted the 
goods. An action against the part- 
nership as such was held to be main- 
tainable on the ground that all the 
members of the partnership author- 


—— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 91-92] 


ployees.** An action for false imprisonment may — 
be maintained against a private corporation for an 
illegal arrest made or caused by its employees in 
the same manner as against a natural person.*® The 
action has also been permitted against a charitable 
corporation.*® Liability is incurred by the corpora- 
tion if the wrongful arrest was made or caused by 
its employee acting within the general scope of his 
employment even if the injury was willfully and 
maliciously inflicted,’? or although the particular 
act was not previously authorized,®* or subsequently 
ratified.8° It is not necessary that the agent’s au- 
thority be under seal.°® The doctrine of ultra vires 
according to the generally accepted rule has no 
application to torts committed by corporations,®! and 
liability is incurred, although the act is beyond the 
object of the corporation’s creation;°? but, on the 
other hand, certain English and Canadian cases in- 
dicate that if the arrest is made by an employee 
for a cause for which the company has no power 
to arrest, the company can give its employee no 
power and cannot be held liable for an arrest for 
such a cause.°% 

[§ 92] i. Client and Attorney.°* The relation 


ized the arrest. Page v. Citizens’ 
Banking Co., 111 Ga. 73, 36 SH 418, 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


though the courts have power to 
commit certain offenders to it. 


[25 Gals} out: 


between client and attorney is that of principal and 
agent, and the client is accordingly bound by the 
acts of his attorney within the scope of his author- 
ity.°° Liability is of course imposed where the 
client instigates, advises, or directs the attorney to 
cause an unlawful detention.°® Where, howeyer, the 
arrest is not made with the direct authority of the 
client, some cases have been decided on the theory 
that the scope of the attorney’s authority is ‘very 
broad and that he is invested with a liberal dis- 
cretion and most ample power in everything per- 
taining to the matter in his hands;®? these cases 
indicate that the act of the attorney in arresting 
or causing the arrest of the party against whom 
the client has a claim is within the seope of the 
attorney’s authority and if wrongful renders the 
cent responsible.°* Other cases, however, proceed 
on a narrower view of the scope of the attorney’s 
authority, and hold that, where a client merely gives 
a claim to his attorney, the arrest of the debtor 
is not within the scope of his authority and the 
client is not responsible for a wrongful detention 
caused by him.®® But after a judgment has been 
obtained the great weight of authority is that the 


§§ 143, 146, 183. 


The 96. Monson v. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 


78 AmSR 144, 51 LRA 463. 

84. Liability of private corpora- 
tions for torts of their employees 
generally see Corporations §§ 2829-— 

ile 


85. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Thompson, 144 fed. 578, 75 CCA 
334; Lezinsky v. Metropolitan St. R. 
Co., 8&8 Fed. 437, 31 CCA 5738. 

Ala.—Owsley v. Montgomery, 
R. Co:, 37 Ala: 560: 

Cal.—Concoff v. Hippodrome Thea- 
ter Co.,'180-Cal.'626, 182) P-273: 

D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. v. 
Young, 36 App. 390; Wells v. Wash- 
ington Market Co., 19 D. C. 385. 

Ind.—Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 


etc., 


100 Ind. 138, 

Kan.—Wheeler, etc. Mfg. Co. v. 
Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 
AmR 571. 


Ky.—Louisville, etc, R. Co. 
Owens, 164 Ky. 557, 175 SW 1039. 

La.—Ware v. Barataria, etc., Canal 
Co., 15 La. 169, 35 AmD 189. 

Md.—Carter v. Howe Mach, Co., 51 
Md. 290, 34 AmR 811. 

Mass.—Moore v. Fitchburg R. 
Corp., 4 Gray 465, 64 AmD 83. 

Mich.—Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 
LRA 278. 

Mo.—Woodward v. St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co., 85 Mo. 142; Wehmeyer v. 
Mulvihill, 150 Mo, A. 197, 130 SW 
#81. 


Oh.—Nichols v. Lake Shore, etce., 
R. Co; 4 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 306, 
1 ClevLRep 268. 

“Tt is a well-established principle 
of jurisprudence, that corporations 
may be held liable for torts involv- 
ing a wrong ‘intention such as false 
imprisonment, and exemplary dam- 
ages may be recovered against them 
for the wrongful acts of their ser- 
vants and agents done in the course 
of their employment, in all cases and 
to the same extent that natural per- 
sons committing like wrongs would 
be held liable. In such cases the 
malice and fraud of the authorized 
agents are imputable to the corpora- 
tions for which they acted.” Wheeler, 
etce., Mfg. Co. v. Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 
352, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 571. 

86. Gallon v. House of Good Shep- 
herd, 158 Mich. 361, 122 NW 6381, 133 
AmSR 387, 24 LRANS 286. 

[a] Suit by reformatory inmate. 
—A corporation organized under a 
statute providing for the formation 
ot charitable corporations and whose 
avowed object is charitable does not 
become a governmental agency al- 


Vv. 


duty not to imprison one in such an 
institution without lawful authority 
is not one which may be delegated 
to agents so as to relieve the prin- 
cipal from responsibility. Neither is 
it excused from liability on the 
ground that a trust fund will be di- 
verted if used to indemnify the in- 
jured person. Gallon v. House of 
Good Shepherd, 158 Mich. 861, 122 
Nat 631, 1833 AmSR 387, 24 LRANS 

6. 

Liability of: 

Charitable corporations for torts see 

Charities §§ 106, 107. 
Reformatories for torts to inmates 

see Reformatories [34 Cyc 1008]. 

87. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 334; 
Pennsylvania Co. v. Weddle, 100 Ind. 
138; American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 4380; Carter v. Howe 
Mach. Co., 51 Md. 290, 34 AmR 311. 

Liability of corporation for will- 
ful, malicious, or criminal acts gen- 
erally see Corporations § 2832. 

gs. American Express Co, v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430; Wheeler, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Boyce, 86 Kan. 3850, 13 
P 609, 59 AmR 571. 

89. American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430; Wheeler, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v.-Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 FP 
609, 59 AmR 571. 

90. Goff v. Great: Northern R. Co., 
3 BE. & E. 672, 107 ECL 672, 121 Re- 
print 594; Hastern Counties R. Co. v. 
Broom, 6 Exch. 314, 155 Reprint 562. 

91. Liability for ultra vires torts 
see Corporations § 2831. 

92. Hussey v. Norfolk Southern R. 
Co., 98 N. C. 34, 3 SE 923, 2 AmSR 
312, 

93. Poulton v. London, etc. R. 
Co., L. R. 2 Q. B. 534 (where in hold- 
ing that the company was not liable 
for false imprisonment under the or- 
der of the station master who caused 
plaintiff's arrest for not paying the 
fare of his horse, it was said that 
the act of parliament authorized the 
arrest of a person for not paying his 
own fare, but not for not paying the 
fare of his horse, and as the com- 
pany had no authority to arrest for 
such a cause it could give its em- 
ployee no authority to do so); Goff v. 
Great Northern R. Co, 38 HE. & E. 
672, 107 ECL 672, 121 Reprint 594; 
Eastern Counties R. Co. v, Broom, 6 
Wxch. 314, 155 Reprint 562; Lyden v. 
McGee, 16 Ont. 105. 

94. Attorney’s liability see infra 
§ 94. 

95. See Attorney and 


outs 

{a] Lawyer at direction of clients 
procured an illegal warrant of ar- 
rest, and caused the imprisonment 
of a debtor to extort payment. The 
clients were held liable. Monson v. 
Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 97. 

97. Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. ° See also 
cases in following ‘note. 

98. Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451; Collett v. 
Foster, 2 H. & N. 356, 157. Reprint 
qeu Wilson v. Brecker, 11 U. C. C. P. 

[a] Assignor of debt giving an 
assignmeut with power of attorney 
to assignee to enforce payment is 
bound by the act of attorney em- 
ployed by assignee in’ causing an 
unlawful detention. Wilson Vv. 
Brecker; 1151U./ Cs ©. P5268. 

[b] Wrongful place of confine- 
ment ordered by attorney.—An at- 
torney’s action in directing an officer, 
who arrests the debtor, to commit 
the debtor to a jail in another county 
than that in which the arrest is 
made, in violation of statutory pro- 
visions, is chargeable to the client, 
and makes the client a trespasser ab 
initio with the officer who makes the 
arrest. Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 

{[c] Wrong party arrested.—W here 
attorneys are employed to. bring 
suit against A, and in the prosecu- 
tion of that suit. by mistake, cause 
B to be wrongfully arrested, such 
act is beyond the scope of their au- 
thority which is only to sue A, 
Gearon v. Savings Bank, 50 N. Y. 
Super. 264, 6 NYCivProc 207. 

99. Philadelphia Fire Assoc. v. 
Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 420; West 
v. A. P. Messick Grocery Co., 138 
N. C. 166, 50 SE 565; Moore v. Cohen, 
128 N. C. 345, 38 SE 919. 

{a] Application of rule.—A client 
who employs an attorney to attach 
plaintiff’s goods to collect a debt is 
not liable to false imprisonment for 
the attorney’s unauthorized and un- 
ratified action in securing a body 


execution. West v. A. P. Messick 
Grocery Co., 138 N. C. 166, 50 SB 
565. 


[b] Attorney’s direction to stop 
witness.— Where the attorney for de- 
fendant company was conducting an 
investigation on its behalf before the 
erand jury, his statement that he 
wanted a witness who was about to 
leave town before the grand jury, 


Clientand his direction to stop him, even 


512 [25 C.J.] 


method of enforcing it is within the scope of the 
attorney’s authority, and the client is accordingty 
responsible for an unlawful detention caused by tim 
in enforcing it, although the client did not know of 
the issuance of the process of arrest.? 

The client may be held responsible 
also where the arrest having been made for his 
benefit, he recognizes and ratifies the act of his 


Ratification. 


attorney in causing it.® 


[§ 93] 2. Liability of Agent +—a. 
An agent who makes or causes an illegal arrest is 
not excused from liability because he acts pursuant 


if such directions authorized an ar- 
rest, were beyond the scope of the 
attorney’s authority, and therefore 
did not render defendant com- 
pany liable. Philadelphia Fire Assoc. 
v. Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 420. 

1. Shattuck v. Bill)142 Mass, 56, 
7 NE 39; Sleight v. Leavenworth, 12 
INS YY. Super. 122; Guilleaume.:.v. 
Rowe, 63 HowPr (N. Y.) 175 [aff 94 
N. Y. 268, 46 AmR 141];. Brooks v. 
Hodgkinson, 4 H. & N. 712, 157 Re- 
print 1021; Collett v. Foster, 2 H. & 
N. 356, 157 Reprint 147; Barker v. 
Braham, W. Bl. 866, 96 Reprint 510, 
3 Wils. C. P. 368, 95 Reprint 1104; 
Hawkins v. Paterson, 23 U. C. Q. B. 
197. But see Harding v. Evans, 140 
App. Div. 92, 124 NYS 897 (where 
an attorney having appeared for de- 
fendant in a justices’ court and ob- 
tained judgment upon which only a 
property execution could lawfully be 
issued, illegally caused the issuance 
of a body execution, it was held that 
defendant should be permitted to 
prove that the arrest was not in 
fact authorized by him). 


{a] MTllustration.—An attorney em- 
ployed to press claim against a 
debtor obtained a judgment, and 


after execution thereon has been re- 
turned unsatisfied, the attorney with- 
out further authority caused arrest 
of debtor. The client was held lia- 
ble. Guilleaume v. Rowe, 94 N. Y. 
268, 46 AmR 141. 

[b] Clerk of attorney.—The act 
of the attorney’s managing clerk in 
causing a wrongful arrest is to be 
treated as the act of the attorney. 
Shattuck v. Bill, 142 Mass. 56, 7 NE 
Boe 

2° Sleizht. —v. 


12 
N. Y. Super. 122. 

3. Ky.—Webber v. Kenny, 1 A. K. 
Marsh. 345. 

Mass.—Shattuck v. Bill, 142 Mass. 
56, 7 NE 39. 

4 Mo.—Monson v. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 
The 

N. Y.—Harding v. Evans, 140 App. 
Div. 92), 124 NYS 897; Ackroyd. v. 
Ackroyd, 3 Daly 38. 

Wis.—Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 
344, 10 NW 501. 

[a] Appearing by counsel and re- 
sisting the motion to vacate is prima 
facie a sufficient ratification of the 
arrest, especially where the client is 
not offered aS a witness upon the 
trial and does not attempt to testify 
as to any want of authority. Ack- 
royd v. Ackroyd, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 38. 

{b] Appearing on habeas corpus 
proceedings by the same attorney 
who caused the arrest is prima facie 
a ratification of the arrest, but 
where it does not appear that the 
client knew that the habeas corpus 
proceeding was being opposed, the 
client is not concluded, but should 
be given an opportunity to establish 
that the arrest was not authorized 
by him. Harding v. Evans, 140 App. 
Div. 92, 124 NYS 897. 

{e] Client’s attendance at hear- 
ings in opposition to his debtor’s 
proceedings to take .poor debtor’s 
oath has a tendency to show that the 
arrest, although without authority 
from him, was initiated by his au- 


Leavenworth, 


FALSE 'MPRISONMENT 


[§ 94] 


[§§ 92-94 


to authority derived from his principal. 
b. Attorneys.® 
such that liability generally would be imposed be- 
cause of procuring, directing, or participating in 
an unlawful arrest or detention,’ the attorney who 
procures, directs, or participates therein is liable * 
and his honesty of purpose does not protect him.® 
There is only slight authority for the proposition 


If the cireumstanees are 


that an attorney who in issuing process acts in good 


In General. | faith and with 


be wrongful.?° 


thority almost as directly as if he had 
expressly assented thereto. Shat- 
tuck v. Bill, 142 Mass. 56, 7 NE 39. 

4 Personal liability of agent for 
tort generally see Agency § 498 et 
seq. 

Personal liability of servants for 
torts see Master and Servant [26 Cyc 
1543]. 

5. Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 Mich. 
300; Hayes v. Hutchinson, 81 Wash. 
394, 142 P 865. : 

[a] Corporate officers who insti- 
tuted proceedings for arrest on be- 
half of their corporation have been 
held liable. Hayes v. Hutchinson, 81 
Wash. 394, 142 P 865. ; 

{b] Instructions from employer. 
—Where the agent who caused the 
arrest received his instructions from 
the company employing him, the 
court said: ‘“‘We are unable to see 
any legitimate bearing the instruc- 
tions received by Josselyn from the 
company that employed him could 
have on any of the issues in the 
case.” Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 
Mich. 300, 306. 

6. Liability of attorney to third 
persons in tort generally see Attor- 
ney and Client § 114. 

7. Gomplainant’s liability on: 
Directing arrest without process 

supra § 34. 

Participating in arrest: 
With process see supra § 47. 
Without process see supra §§ 
BER 
Procuring civil process of arrest 

supra § 46 
Procuring criminal process of arrest 

see Supra § 45. 
ain Ky.—Revill v. Pettit, 3 Mete. 

pass outlive v. Jones, 2 Gray 


Mo.—Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 


see 


32, 


see 


175 SW 910; Monson vy. Rouse, 86 
Mow Ann ot. 
N. Y.—MecMorris v. Howell, 89 


App. Div. 272, 85 NYS 1018; Sleight 
v. Leavenworth, 12 N. Y. Super. 122; 
Fischer v. Langbein, 10 AbbNCas 
128, 62 HowPr 238 [aff 13 AbbNCas 
10) (aff 103° Ne Y. 84, (8) NE 251) 9: 
Deyo v. Van Valkenburgh, 5 Hill 242, 

Vt.—Tenney v. Smith, 63 Vt. 520, 
22 A 659. 

Eng.—Green v. Elgie, 5 Q. B. 99, 
48 HCL 99, 114 Reprint 1186; Cod- 
rington v. Lloyd, 8 A. & E. 449, 36 
ECL 676, 112 Reprint 909; Bates v. 
Pilling, 6 B. & C. 38, 13 ECL 30, 108 
Reprint 367; Crozer v. Pilling, 4B. & 
C. 26, 10 ECL 467, 107 Reprint 969; 
Whalley v. Pepper, 7'C. & P. 506, 32 
HCL 731; Brooks vy. Hodgkinson, 4 
H. & N. 712, 157 Reprint 1021; Barker 
v. Braham, W. Bl. 866, 96 Reprint 
are SV LIS CL OOS MEO OmEeDrint 

N. B.—Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 


soe! Thompson v. Hatch, 4 N. B. 
425. 
N. S.—Johnston vy. Robertson, 42 


IN S53 184: 
Ont.—Hawkins yv. Paterson, 23 U. C. 
Qs Bator 


[a] Attorney liable as principal._— 
As there are no accessories in tres- 
pass the attorney must be liable if 
at all as a principal, and one may 


the honest purpose of protecting 


his client is not liable if the arrest turns out to 


He ineurs no liability where the 


be a trespasser by commanding or 
procuring the act to be done, al- 
though an attorney is not chargeable 
for bringing a groundless action 
where he only pursues his instruc- 
tions and does not know the true 
merits, nevertheless if in the conduct 
of a case, he does an injury by suing 
out a void process, an action will lie 
against him. Barker v. Braham, W. 
Bl. 866, 96 Reprint 510, 3 Wils. C. P. 
368, 95 Reprint 1104. . 

[b] There is stronger reason to 
hold the attorney than the client, 
since the client cannot be expected 
to know whether the process is regu- 
lar in point of law or not. Codring- 
ton v. Lloyd, 8 A. & E. 449, 35 ECL 
676, 112 Reprint 909. 

[c] Attorney advising magistrate 
to issue process which turns out to 
be invalid is liable for the illegal ar- 
rest made thereunder. Thompson v. 
Hatch, 4 N. B. 425. 

[d] Although an attorney may be 
protected if he merely acts as an offi- 
cer in handing over papers to be 
afterward acted upon, with no more 
concurrence than that of a postman 
who conveys a letter, on the same 
principle which protects an officer 
executing his known duty to giving 
effect to the judgments of competent 
courts, nevertheless, where he delib- 
erately directs the execution of a 
bad warrant, he incurs liability. 
Green v. Elgie, 5 Q. B. 99, 48 ECL 
99, 114 Reprint 1186. 

{e] Preparing return to habeas 
corpus for sheriff.—In an action 
against an attorney for false im- 
prisonment, evidence that he pre- 
pared the sheriff’s return to the writ 
of habeas corpus by which plaintiff 
secured his release from jail is not 
admissible, it appearing that the re- 
turn was in the form required by 
the statute, and there being no evi- 
dence of malice on the part of the 


attorney. Shull v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 
158 SW 313. 
9. Revill v. Pettit, 3-Metce. (Ky.) 


314; Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 175 
SW 910. 

[a] Good motives immaterial.— 
The privileges of an attorney do not 
protect him from the consequences 
of procuring or advising. the commis- 
sion of a wrongful act, however cor- 
rect his intentions and motives may 
have been. Revill v. Pettit, 3 Metce. 
(Ky.) 314. 

10. Shull v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 
158 SW 313. 

{a] Illustration.—In a case in 
which it did not appear that it was 
decided that the issuance of a war- 
rant of commitment for contempt 
was beyond the jurisdiction of the 
court issuing it, it was held that an 
attorney who in good faithand atthe 
court’s request: drew the warrant, 
which was afterward set aside on 
habeas corpus, was not liable. Shull 
v. Boyd, 251 Mo. 452, 158 SW 313 
(where the court said: “That some- 
thing is due to the office and function 
of an attorney moving in the usual 
professional orbit, so long as those 
functions are performed in good faith 
and have the honest purpose of pro- 
tecting the interests of his client”) 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same titie, page ana note number, 
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arrest or detention is lawful," as for instance, 
where he issues valid process and delivers it to 
the officer for service,!* although it is subsequently 
altered without his direction or advice,!? or where 
the process procured by him is merely erroneous 
é Although an arrest was under an 
irregular and void warrant an attorney who after 
the arrest appeared to prosecute the cause was ex- 
onerated, where he had not officially interfered in 
An attorney who goes no 
further than advising that the case is one justify- 
ing arrest, but who does not participate therein is 
not liable if the arrest turns out to have been un- 


and not void.'4 


directing the arrest.15 


lawful.1¢ 


[§ 95] D. Superior Executive Officer and His 
Inferior or Deputy—1. Liability of Superior.17 
superior executive officer is responsible for a wrong- 
ful arrest or detention made or caused by his in- 
ferior or deputy when the latter is acting officially. - 


11. See cases infra notes 12-14. 

Necessity that detention be iilegal 
gencrally see supra § 15. 

12. McMullin v. Erwin, 69 Vt. 338, 
38 A 62. 

13. McMullin v. Erwin, 69 Vt. 338, 
38 A 62. 

14. Roth v. Shupp, 94 Md. 55, 50 
A 430; Ward v. Cozzens, 3 Mich. 252. 

15. Hunter y: Burtis, 10 Wend. 
(CN. Y.) 358. See also McMullin v. 
Erwin, 69 Vt. 338, 38 A 62 (where 
the attorney proceeded with the case 
after knowledge that the process 
under which the arrest had _ been 
made had been subsequently altered 
without his consent). 
ee Benham vy. Vernon, 16 D, C. 

an at- 


[a] TDustration.—Where 
torney advised his client that an ar- 
rest for alleged larceny could law- 
fully be made, and they both went 
to the police station and told a police 
officer that a larceny had been com- 
mitted and the circumstances from 
which they believed that a certain 
person had committed it, and where 
they all then went to obtain a war- 
rant, but owing to the fact that it 
was late were unable to do so, and 
the police officer fearing the sus- 
pected man would escape arrested 
him without warrant, the attorney 
and his client being near by but not 
participating in the arrest, it was 
held that the attorney was not lia- 
ble, on the ground that he had 
merely advised that the circum- 
stances justified the arrest. Ben- 
ham v. Vernon, 16 D. C. 18. 

17. Liability of sheriff for acts of 
deputy see Sheriffs and Constables 
[35 Cyc 1618-1624]. 

18s. U. S.—Reichman Harris, 
252 Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295. 

Ala.—Hereford v. Brentz, 192 Ala, 
465, 68 S 350; King v. Gray, 189 Ala. 
686, 66 S 643. 

Ind.—Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60. 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRAI915E 172; 
Shields v. Pflanz, 101 Ky. 407, 41 SW 
267, 19 KyL 648. 

Me.— Kittredge v. Frothingham, 
114 Me. 537, 96 A 1063; Jacques v. 


Vv. 


. Parks, 96 Me. 268, 52 A 763. 


- 


Tex.—King v. Brown, 100 Tex. 109, 
94 SW 328. , 

“Where the act of the deputy is an 
official act and causes an injury, the 
sheriff is answerable; and this is 
true where the act is done in execu- 
tion of the deputy’s office, even 
though he may be mistaken as to 
the lawfulness of the act, for other- 
wise no action could ever be main- 
tained against a sheriff for the mis- 
conduct of his deputy.” Reichman 
v. Harris, 252 Fed. 371, 384, 164 CCA 


295. 
Where 


[a] a 


Tllustrations.—(1) 
£25 C. J.—33] 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


a statute.}9 


A 
ized by law is 


deputy sheriff maliciously and un- 
necessarily placed handcuffs upon a 
prisoner for the purpose of degrad- 
ing him and not for the purpose of 
properly executing the writ, it was 
held that the acts were done under 
color of his office and in the dis- 
charge of an official act and the sher- 
iff was liable. Shields v. Pflanz, 101 
Ky. 407, 41 SW 267, 19 Kyl 648. (2) 
Where a deputy sheriff while search- 
ing parties who had been guilty of a 
breach of the peace shoots a man 
whom he supposed was taking part 
in the disorder, but who was in fact 
innocent, the act is done in his offi- 
cial capacity and the sheriff is liable. 
King v. Brown, 100 Tex. 109, 112, 94 
SW 328 (where the court, in dispos- 
ing of the contention that because 
the man was in fact innocent there 
had been no offense committed by 
him justifying arrest, and hence the 
deputy’s act was personal and not 
official, said: “The character of the 
act, whether official or not, does not 
depend upon its lawfulness, but upon 
the fact that the person who per- 
formed it is in fact an officer and 
purports to act in his official ca- 
pacity and does act by virtue of 
authority conferred by law’’). See 
Brown vy. Wallis, 100 Tex. 546, 101 
SW 1070, 12 LRANS 1019 (infra note 
24 illustrating act not done in official 
capacity). 

[b] Malicious act of deputy as a 
consideration in the liability of sher- 
iff for act of his deputy is mentioned 
in Hays v. Creary, 60 Tex. 445, 446, 
where it is said: “Whatever doubt 
may exist as to whether the sheriff 
is or is not liable for malicious acts 


| of his deputies done in the course of 


official duty, as there was no malice 
shown in this case, that question 
need not be determined.” 

19. Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172. : 

[a] The above test is disputed in 
the dissenting opinion in Jones Vv. 
Van Bever, 164 Ky. 80, 98, 174 SW 
795, LRA1915E 172, wherein it is 
said: “My contention is that the bond 
of any of these officers [such as sher- 
iff, policeman, constable, or town 
marshal] is liable for any wrongful 
or unlawful act committed by the 
officer while acting and assuming to 
act in his official capacity and within 
the scope of his official powers, al- 
though he may not have a valid 
process or the authority of a statute 
directing him to do the thing com- 
plained of. ... In using the words 
‘in his official capacity’ I mean when 
an officer assuming to act as an Offi- 
cer and not as an individual, under- 
takes as an officer and not as an 
individual to do some thing within 
the scope of his official powers” and 
cases are cited to show that the 


his official act.*4 
of whether or not the inferior was acting oificially, 
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It has been said that the test as to whether the in- 
ferior officer is acting by virtue of his office is 
whether he is armed with a valid writ, or has 
authority to make the arrest without a writ, under 
There can be no doubt of the superior’s 
liability for the acts of his inferior where the in- 
ferior, acting under process, abuses the same,?° as 
for instance, where a deputy, armed with a writ, 
arrests the wrong man by mistake;?! and it has 
been held that a sheriff is hable for the act of his 
deputy in arresting a man under a void warrant.* 
But the superior officer is not responsible for a 
wrongful arrest or detention made or caused by his 
inferior or deputy when not acting in his official 
capacity or by virtue of his office.?* 
made without warrant -and in a manner not author- 


Thus an arrest 


the deputy’s individual and not 
Without discussing the question 


broader test contended for is sup- 
ported by the weight of authority. 

20. Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174° SW 795, LRA1915H 172; 
Smart v. Hutton, 8 A. & BH. 568, 35 
HCL 734, 112 Reprint 954. See also 
Sanderson v. Baker, 3 Wils. C. P. 
317, 95 Reprint 1072 (where Justice 
Nares says: “I have for a long time 
thought, that trespass and imprison- 
ment well lie against the sheriff, for 
trespass and false imprisonment 
committed by his bailiff in the exe- 
cution of process’’). 

[a] Wrongful arrest under execu- 
tion against property made by 
deputy sheriff renders the sheriff lia- 
ble. Smart v. Hutton, 8 A. & E. 568, 
35 ECL 734, 112 Reprint 954. 

21. Miles v. Wright, (Ariz.) 194 P 
88; Hays v. Creary, 60 Tex. 445. 

22. Elwell v. Reynolds, 6 Kan. A. 
545, 51 P 578. But see Jones v. Van 
Béver, 164 Ky. 80, 174 SW 795, LRA 
1915E 172 (where it is said by way 
of dictum that a deputy acting under 
a void writ is not acting by virtue 
of his cffice). 

23. Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRAI1915H 172. 

{a] Rule stated.—When a deputy 
sheriff, although he assumes to act 
as such, commits a wrong under cir- 
cumstances where the law does not 
impose a duty on him to act at all, 
the wrong is not a violation of any 
official duty, and is not embraced 
within the sponsorship of his princi- 
pal. Jones v.. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915B 172. 

24. Gambill v. Fuqua, 148 Ala. 
448, 42 S 7385; Jones v. Van Bever, 
164 Ky. 80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915B 
172; Brown v. Wallis, 100 Tex. 546, 
101 SW 1070, 12 LRANS 1019; Mad- 
dox v. Hudgeons, 31 Tex. Civ. A. 291, 
72 SW 414. But see Miles v. Wright, 
(Ariz.) 194 P 88 (holding that there 
being no rules or regulations of a 
sheriff’s office attempting to limit a 
deputy’s authority to make arrests 
without warrant, but it being the 
custom or habit of deputies to act 
without warrant on a telephone mes- 
sage from another sheriff to make an 
arrest, the law would, if necessary 
to hold the sheriff responsible for 
such an act of his deputy, infer 
knowledge of the sheriff that this 
would be done). 

[a] Tilustrations.—(1) Where a 
deputy sheriff shot plaintiff while 
trying to arrest him without a war- 
rant, when plaintiff had committed 
no misdemeanor in the presence of 
the deputy and was not guilty of a 
felony, it was held that the sheriff 
was not liable as there was no evi- 
dence that the deputy was acting in 
his official capacity at the time of 
the arrest, having no warrant and 
there being no proof of any purpose 
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the superior has been held responsible for a wrong- 
ful arrest made or caused by his inferior,?> as for 
instance, a prison superintendent or gaoler for 
the illegal detention by wardens of a prisoner after 
he was entitled to his discharge,?° or a military 


governor for an illegal detention 


secretary who assumed command of soldiers to 
The relation of a superior 
to, and his liability for the acts of, his inferior 


search for a fugitive.?* 


are analogous to the relations of 


official bond to the officer bonded.?* 
thority or directions given by the superior to the 
inferior officer may of course impose lability upon 


the superior.?° 


[§ 96] 2. Liability of Inferior or Deputy.*° The 
inferior officer is personally liable for any mis- 
conduct of which he may be guilty.*!. An order from 
a superior to make an illegal arrest or cause an 
illegal detention does not ordinarily protect the 
inferior,?? and this is so where the illegality of the 


order arises from the fact that it 


on his part to enforce the law 
against offenders who had violated 
it in his presence. Brown v. Wallis, 
100 Tex. 546, 101 SW 1070, 12 LRANS 
1019. (2) Where a deputy sheriff 
caused the arrest and imprisonment 
of an innocent person on charge of 
burglary without warrant or rea- 
sonable grounds of suspicion, it was 
held that the sheriff was not respon- 
sible as the statute only makes him 
liable for the official acts of his 
deputy thus drawing a distinction 
between official acts and acts done 
colore officii and therefore excluding 
responsibility for mere usurpation of 
authority by the deputies. Maddox 
v. Hudgeons, 31 Tex. Civ. A. 291, 72 
SW 414. (3) Where an unlawful ar- 
rest was made by the deputy of de- 
fendant, a city license inspector of 
milk, it was held that no authority 
to make arrests without warrant 
could be implied from the fact that 
the person making the arrest was the 
deputy of defendant, and, as the act 
was beyond the scope of his author- 
ity, defendant was not liable. Gam- 
bill v. Fuqua, 148 Ala. 448, 42. S 735. 
25. See cases infra notes 26, 27. 
26. Mee v. Cruikshank, 20 Cox C. 
210. 


{a] Prison governor and wardens. 
=—Where a prisoner discharged by 
court, instead of being released at 
once, was detained by his wardens 
until a record was made of his age, 
parentage, etc., the prison governor 
was held liable for the illegal deten- 
tion, although he was not present 
in court and the illegal detention was 
not by his authority or direction, and 
although he had no power to either 
appoint or dismiss the wardens, the 
liability arising from the staius of 
governor and warden rather than as 
principal and agent. Mee v. Cruik- 
Shank): 200Cox iCi (Ci0210; 

27. Glynn v. Houston, 2 M. & G. 
337, 40 ECL 630, 133 Reprint 775. 

28. Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 
371, 164 CCA. 295; Jones v. Van 
Bever, 164 Ky. 80, 174 SW 795, LRA 
1915B 172. 

As to liability on official bonds gen- 
erally see Officers [29 Cyc 1451- 
1470]; Sheriffs and Constables [35 
Cyc 1899-2005]. 

29. Gambill v. Cargo, (Ala.) 43 S 
866; Green v. Kennedy, 46 Barb. 16 
{aff 48 N. Y. 653 mem]. 

{2} Illustration. — Evidence that 
the deputy had been arresting people 
for years with knowledge of defend- 
ant, inspector of licenses, and that 
defendant told him to enforce the 
collection of licenses by making ar- 
rests, clearly shows that defendant 
had given the deputy authority to 
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ferior.*5 


[§ 97] 


by his military 


a surety on the 
Express au- 


an invalid law.*3 
a detention which is not unlawful, no liability is 
ineurred,** although it has been suggested that the 
rule may be different if the power to arrest or de- 
tain cannot be delegated by the superior to, the in- 
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If the order to detain results in 


E. Private Persons Assisting Officer. 
Statutory provisions frequently provide that peace 
officers are authorized to summon private persons 
to assist them in making an arrest.®° 
statutory provisions it is ordinarily held that the 
private person is not to be held liable where he 
obeys such a summons coming from a known peace 


Under such 


officer,?? without regard to whether or not the of- 


is founded upon 


make arrests, and defendant was 


therefore responsible. Gambill  v. 
Cargo, (Ala.) 43 S 866. ~ 
30. Right of action against 


deputy sheriffs in general see Sher- 
iffs and Constables [35 Cyc 1788]. 
31. Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 795, LRA1915E 172. 
Arrest by peace officers: 
Under process void on its face see 
Supra § 51. 
Without process: 
For felony see supra § 30. 
For misdemeanor see supra § 31. 
32. Odell v. Schroeder, 58 Ill. 353; 
Arteaga v. Conner, 88 N. Y. 403, 2 
NYCivProc 152, 14 NYWklyDig 278; 
Leger v. Warren, 62 Oh. St. 500, 57 
NE 506, 78 AmSR 738, 51 LRA 193; 


tae Vv. Graham; (3 -Pittsh., -(Ba.) 
195. 
[a] Sheriff’s written order to 


deputy, not being legal process, but 
being a mere private authority, does 
not protect the deputy where the 
arrest thereunder turns out to be 
illegal. Arteaga v. Conner, 88 N. Y. 
ae 2 NYCivProc 152, 14 NYWklyDig 

[b] Werbal order of justice of 
peace to police officer to take care 
of the arrested party, not being a 
process, does not justify a detention 
nor protect the _ officer., Odell v. 
Schroeder, 58 Ill. 353. 

33. . Griffin v. Wilcox, 21 Ind. 370; 
Swart v. Kimball, 43 Mich, 443, 5 
NW 685. 

[a] Land commissioner’s order to 
deputy to make an arrest being 
founded on an invalid law and thus 
bringing about an illegal arrest does 
not protect deputy. Swart v. Kim- 
ball, 43 Mich. 443, 5 NW 685. 

{[b] Provost marshal’s order to 
his deputy to arrest a civilian for 
selling liquor to a soldier, although 
founded on an act of congress, is not 
a protection to the deputy where the 
law is held unconstitutional. Griffin 
v. Wilcox, 21 Ind. 370. 

34. Cunningham v; Shea, 111 App. 
Div. 624, 97 NYS 884. 

35. Cunningham v. Shea, 111 App. 
Div. 624, 97 NYS 884. 

See Arrest § 69. 

87. Goodwine v. Stephens, 63 Ind. 
112; Firestone v. Rice, 71 Mich. 377, 
380, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266; Pres- 
ley) Va, Et. Worth, etc,,, Ri -Co,,). (lex. 
Civ. A.) 145 SW 669; McMahan v. 
Green, 34 Vt. 69, 80 AmD 665. 

“Therefore the person who re- 
sponds to the call of one whom he 
knows to be an officer is protected 
by the call from being sued for ren- 
dering the requisite assistance. 
officer may not be acting legally, and 
therefore a trespasser; but the per- 


The, 


ficer was acting under a warrant,?® or whether, if 
acting under a warrant, such warrant was valid or 
invalid,?® or whether, if acting without warrant, 
the arrest was legal or illegal.*? 
such statutes, a person who assists one who is in 
fact a peace officer in the service of a warrant, 
which is not void, is not liable,#4 and does not be- 


Irrespective of 


son assisting him, at his request or 
command, and who relies upon his 
official character and call, is pro- 
tected by the law, and must neces- 
sarily be, against suits for trespass 
and false imprisonment, if in his 
acts he confines himself to the order 


and direction of the’ sheriff.””’ Fire- 
stone v. Rice, supra. 
[a] Under a_ statute providing 


that every person required by a 
peace officer to aid him in the execu- 
tion or in the service of process shall 
be fined upon failure to obey, it is 
the duty of a person so summoned 
to obey the call of an officer holding 


a valid warrant. Goodwine Vv. 
Stephens, 63 Ind. 112. 
38. Firestone v. Rice, 71 Mich. 


377, 38 NW 885, 15 
Mahan v. Green, 34 
665. 


AmSR 266; Mc- 
Vt. 69, 80 AmD 


39. Firestone v. Rice, 71 Mich. 
377, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266; Mc- 
Mahan v. Green, 34 Vt. 69, 71, 80 
AmD 665 (in which it is said: ‘When 
the defendant was called upon by the 
sheriff in this case to assist him in 
arresting the plaintiff, he was not at 
liberty to refuse. Nor could he de- 
mand of the sheriff an inspection of 
the warrant under which he was act- 
ing, in order to see by what author- 
ity he was proceeding, and whether 
in his judgment it would be safe to 
assist him’’). 

40.- Firestone v. Rice, %1 Mich. 
377, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266; Pres- 
ley vi Jt.) Wierth,, etc.,.. Ri, Oo., (Tex, 
Civ. A.) 145 SW 669, 671 (in decid- 
ing that persons directed by a peace 
officer to aid in an arrest without 
warrant are not liable therefor even 
if it ultimately appears the arrest 
was net justified, the court said: “We 
cannot believe that sound public pol- 
icy would require that a citizen be 
held guilty of a violation of one of 
our penal laws as is provided in art. 
45, Code of Criminal Procedure, in 
the event of his failure to respond 
to the command of an officer in mak- 
ing an arrest and at the same time 
mulct him in damages for obeying 
said command’). , . 


41, Goodwine.v. Stephens, 63 Ind. 
112; Coyles v.—Hurtin, 10 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 85; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 


Oh. 144; O’Boyle v. Brown, Wright 
(Oh.) 465. ‘ 

[a] Officer need not be personally 
present.—Where a sheriff having a 
warrant to apprehend several persons 
came to the house where they were, 
and being resisted and unable to 
make the arrests, commanded certain 
individuals to guard the house in 
which the persons were assembled 
and prevent their escape while he 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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come so if the arrest, although lawful in the first 
instance, becomes a trespass ab initio by some sub- 
sequent misconduct of the officer.42 There are, how- 
ever, decisions to the effect that if the warrant 
is void, the persons assisting are liable.‘? 
arrest without warrant is made under circumstances 
rendering it lawful, doubtless those summoned to 
aid the officer are equally protected with him;*# and 
it has been said that the person assisting the officer 
would not be liable in any event if he responded in 
good faith to the officer’s summons and kept within 
L But it has been held, 
in apparent conflict with cases heretofore cited,*® 
that if the arrest is unlawful, those whom he sum- 
mons are liable,** and that one who assists a police 
officer cannot justify the arrest, if the police of- 
ficer himself acts without warrant and beyond the 
territorial limits within which he is authorized to 


his orders and directions.*® 


act.48 The principles protecting 


acting at the summons of a known peace officer are 
not to be extended to cases where the party giving 
the summons is not in fact a public officer,*® or 


went to summon a sufficient force to 
enable him to execute the warrant, 


_it was held that the sheriff would, 


during his absence, be deemed con- 
structively present so as to justify 
those individuals in an action for 
false imprisonment. Coyles v. Hur- 
tin, 10 Johns. (N. Y.) 85. 

42. Dehm v. Hinman, 56 Conn. 320, 
LOPeA Vales ae, TRA eo Toe = ELOOKer hv. 
Smith, 19 Vt. 151, 47 AmD 679. See 
Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437 (hold- 
ing that, although failure to return 
the warrant may impose liability on 
the officer, it is otherwise with his 
assistants who have no means to en- 
force the officer to make return). 

[aj] Failure to make return.— 
Where a constable having a valid 
warrant undertook to make an arrest 
and being resisted called upon de- 
fendant to assist, and defendant 
obeyed the summons and_ subse- 
quently the constable released the 
arrested party and failed to make a 
return of the summons, it was held 
that, although the constable’s default 
may have rendered him a trespasser 
ab initio, it does not follow that 
those who are compelled by law to 
assist the officer in the first instance 
should suffer in consequence of his 
subsequent omission over which 
they had no control. Dehn v. Hin- 
man, 56 Conn. 320, 15 A 741, 1 LRA 
374, 

43. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
56, 54 AmD 253; Hiday v. Gilmore, 


3 Blackf. (Ind.) 48; Vinton v. 
Weaver, 41 Me. 430; Batchelder v. 
Currier, 45 N. H. 460. 


‘Whenever a sheriff or constable 
has power to execute process in a 
particular manner, his authority is a 
justification to himself and all who 
come to his aid; but if his authority 
is not sufficient to justify him, 
neither can it justify those who aid 
him. He has no power to command 
others to do an unlawful act; they 
are not bound to obey, neither by 
the common law nor the statute; and 
if they do not obey, it is at their 
peril. They are bound to obey when 
his acts are lawful, otherwise not. 
The only hardship in the case is, 
that they are bound to know the law. 
But that obligation is universal; ig- 
norance is no excuse for anyone.” 
Mitchell v. State, supra. - 

{a] Mittimus void for showing no 
cause of commitment.—Persons who, 
at a constable’s command, assist in 
the execution of a mittimus which 
shows no cause of commitment are 
liable in damages for false imprison- 


ment. Hiday v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 48. 
[b] Officer and assistants acting 


under void warrant.—‘It is insisted 
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he had none.*® 
tinguished from 
private persons 


that a distinction exists between the 
aids and servants of the officer, and 
the officer himself, and that, while it 
is conceded that the latter may be 
liable, the former should be exempted 
from liability. But such seems not 
to be regarded as the law. They 
must both stand or fall together.” 
arate v. Weaver, 41 Me. 430, 

44, Main v. McCarty, 15 Ill. 441. 

Arrests by peace officers without 
warrant: 

For felony see supra § 30. 
For misdemeanor see supra § 31. 

[a] Mlustration.—An officer, being 
resisted in making a lawful arrest 
without warrant, called in other 
watchmen to assist and it was con- 
tended that such watchmen were 
liable because the offense was not 
committed in their presence. It was 
held, however, that, where one who 
is present at the commission of the 
offense or on hue and cry is not able 
to make an arrest, and calls in other 
officers, or the posse, their justifica- 
tion is as broad as his own. Main 
v. McCarty,'15 Ill. 441. 

45. Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642; Edger v. 
Burke, 96 Md. 715, 54 A 986. 

46. See supra note 41 et seq. 

47. Pow v. Beckner, 3 Ind. 475. 

[a] MIlustration.—Where the mar- 
shal was authorized by ordinance to 
arrest without warrant for breaches 
of the peace, etc., and persons sum- 
moned to assist him were subject to 
fine for failure to do so, and the mar- 
shal acted illegally in arresting one 
without warrant for a breach of the 
peace not committed in his presence, 
it was held that those whom he sum- 
mons to assist him were not pro- 
tected. Pow v. Beckner,’ 3 Ind. 475, 
478 (in which it is said: “The latter 
might have required the marshal to 
inform them what authority he had, 
and it must be presumed that they 
knew he had no authority to make 
the arrest, under the circumstances 
of the case, without a warrant’’). 

48. Martin v. Houck, 141 N. C. 
317, 54 SE 291, 7 LRANS 576. 

49. Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, Ann 
Cas1916C 513. 

50. Dietrichs v. Schaw, 43 Ind. 
os 

[a] Tllustration.—A warrant di- 
rected to any constable of the county 
was issued for the arrest of a party 
accused of crime but delivered by the 
justice to a man as special constable; 
statutory provisions, however, re- 
quired that, in order to justify him 
in making the arrest, the warrant 
should have been directed to him by 
name and not to any constable of 


F. Judicial Officers *4+—1. 
As the rule is frequently stated, a judicial officer 
is not liable for acts done in his judicial capacity 
where there is not a clear absence of all jurisdiction 
over the subject matter and person, even though 
such acts constitute an excessive exercise of juris- 
diction or involve a decision that the officer had 
jurisdiction over the particular case where in. fact 
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only assumes to act in that particular case by spe- 
cial appointment,°° or, it seems, where the officer 
is acting under civil process,®*! or where the private 
person assisting does so voluntarily and not be- 
cause of the summons of the officer.5? 
principles to be extended so as to protect a sub- 
ordinate officer acting at the direction of his su- 


Nor: are such 


In General. 


By excess of jurisdiction, as dis- 
the entire absence of jurisdiction, 


is meant that the act, although within the general 
power of the judge, is not authorized with respect 
to the particular case, because the conditions which 
alone authorize the exercise of his general power 


the county; it was held that he was 
a trespasser in making ‘the arrest 
and that those who acted as his as- 
sistants could not justify under his 
authority. Dietrichs v. Schaw, 43 
Ind. 175. 

51. McMahon y. Green, 34 Vt. 69, 
73, 80 AmD 665 (where it is said: 
“In civil cases merely, the sheriff 
having no authority to call for such 
aid, when there is no breach of the 
peace or other criminal offence, the 
persons who interfere and aid the 


officers are said to be liable. Archi- 
bald’s Pr. 853’’). 
52. Hodge v. Piedmont, etc. R. 


Co., 109 S. C. 62, 95 SE 138; Kirbie 
v. State, 5 Tex. A. 60, 62 (in which 
it is said: “We are of opinion that 
when one is a mere volunteer, he is 
held to knowledge of his right to in- 
terfere; and if the protection is to 
be afforded by a warrant in the 
hands of another, and if he inter- 
fered, he did so at his peril’’). 

53. Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642. 

[a] Peace officer assisting at 
summons of another see Main v. Mc- 
Carty, 15 Ill. 441. 

Liability of inferior executive offi- 
cer or deputy see supra § 96. 

54. Civil liability of judges gen- 
erally see Judges [23 Cyc 567]. 

55. U. S.—Weigel *v. Brown, 194 
Fed. 652, 115 CCA 442. 

Ala.—Broom vy. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, AnnCas 
Tew 1155; Heard v. Harris, 68 Ala. 

Ark.—MclIntosh v. Bullard, 95 Ark. 
227, 129 SW 85. 

Colo.—Terry v. Wright, 9 Colo. A. 


14, 475 P. 905. 
Ripley, 77 


Conn.—MecVeigh _ v. 
Conn. 136, 58 A 701. 
Ga.—Calhoun v. Little, 106, Ga. 336, 


ee SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 48 LRA 
630. 

Hawaii.i—Gomez v. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539. 

Iowa.—McGrew v. Holmes, 145 


Iowa 540, 124 NW 195. 

Ky.—Hollon v. Lilly, 100 Ky. 553, 
38 SW 878, 18 KyL 968; Pepper v. 
Mayes, 81 Ky. 673. 


Nebr.—Kelsey v.. Klabunde, 54 


Nebr. 760, 74 NW 1099; Atwood 
Neat were 43 Nebr. 147, 61 NW 


N. J.—Mangold v. Thorpe, 33 N. J. 
L. 134. 


N. Y.—Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 
App. Div. 313, 91 NYS 960. 
ae SP C.—Furr v. Moss, 52 N. C. 

Okl.—Flint v. Lonsdale, 41 Okl. 
448, 139 P 268. 

N. S.—Parker v. Etter, 33 N. S. 


52; Mott v. Milne, 31 N. S. 372. 
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in that particular case are wanting;** but the dis- 
tinction is not always clear in itself, nor is it con- 
sistently treated.57 Several well considered opinions 
have accordingly stated the rule in somewhat dif- 
ferent terms to the effect that a judicial officer 
is not liable when the arrest or detention is in a 
ease belonging to a class over which he has cog- 
nizance, and is by complaint or other proceedings 
put at least colorably under his jurisdiction.®§ 
principle involved is that all judicial officers are 
protected by their official character from liability in 
tort, because of public conduct clearly within the 


56. Broom y. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, Ann 
Cas1914C 1155. . 

57. State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 306, 
26 NE 762; Piper v. Pearson, 2 Gray 
(Mass.) 120, 61 AmD 438; Parker v. 
Btter,. 33 N. S. 52,67 Cwhere the 
court said: “I understand that ‘ex- 
eess of jurisdiction’\does not extend 
to a merely irregular or erroneous 
judgment, but to a case where the 
justice does an act which he had 
no jurisdiction to do, as, for instance, 
(1) Agnew v. Jobson, 13 Cox C. C. 
625, where the act was one not au- 
thorized either by statute or common 
in Barton v. Bricknell, 
13 Q. B. 393, 66 ECL 393, 116 Re- 
print 1313, where the justice ordered 
the party, in default of payment, to 
be set in the stocks; or (8) as in 
Leary v. Patrick, 15 Q. B. 266, 69 
ECL 266, 117 Reprint 459, where 
costs were directed to be _ levied, 
though none had been adjudged by 
the conviction; or (4) as in Prickett 
v. Gratrex, $8 Q. B. 1020, 55 ECL 1020, 
115 Reprint 1158, where the justice 
did what he had no jurisdiction to 
do under any circumstances what- 
ever, namely, commit a party to 
prison for an indefinite time; or (5) 
as in Lawrenson v. Hill, 10 Ir. C. L. 
498, where the plaintiff was sum- 
moned to answer a complaint of a 
civil wrong for which an arrest 
could not be made at all,” and the 
evidence disclosed absolutely noth- 
ing which by an intendment could 
convey a charge of a criminal 
offense). 

58. Broom v. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, AnnCas 
19146 1155; Platz v. Marion, 35 Cal. 
A. 241, 169 P 697; Grove v. Van 
Duyn, 44 N. J. L. 654, 43 AmR 412. 

59. U. S.—Allec v. Reece, 39 Fed. 
341; Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 640. 

Ala.—Broom ¥. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, AnnCas 
1914C 1155; Burgin v. Sullivan, 151 
Ala. 416, 44 S 202; Heard v. Harris, 


68 Ala. 43; Busteed v. Parsons, 54 
Ala. 393, 25 AmR 688. 

Alaska.—Mitchell v. Galen, 1 
Alaska 339. 


Ark.—Casey v. Casey, 218 SW 678; 
McIntosh v. Bullard, 95 Ark. 227, 129 
SW 85; Trammell v. Russellville, 34 
Ark. 105, 36 AmR 1. 

Cal— Going v. Dinwiddie, 86 Cal. 
633, 25 P 129; Turpen v. Booth, 56 
Cal. 65, 38 AmR 48; Downer v. Lent, 
6 Cal. 94, 65 AmD 489. 

Colo.—Terry v. Wright, 9 Colo. A. 
1a 47 P 905; 

Conn.—MevVeigh vy. Ripley, 77 Conn. 
136, 58 “A 701. 

Del.—Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 462, 


60 AmD 650. 
Whitney, 21 


Hawaii—Gomez v, 
Hawaii 539. 

Tll.—Flack vy. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 187. 

Ind.—State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 
306, 26 NE 762; Dietrichs vy. Schaw, 
43 Ind. 175; Cooper v. Adams, 2 
Blackf, 294. 

Iowa.—Foft v. Hamilton, 170 Iowa 
576, 153 NW 146. 


En ag v. Thiebold, 9 Kan. 
Ky.—Clark v. Hampton, 163 Ky. 
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698, 174 SW 490; Dixon v. Cooper, 
109 Ky. 29, 58 SW 437, 22 KyL 539; 
Hollon y. Lilly, 100 Ky. 553, 38 S 
878, 18 KyL 968. : 

Mass.—Pratt v. Gardner, 2 Cush. 
63, 48 AmD 652. 

Mich.—Schultz v. Huebner, 108 
Mich. 274, 66 NW 57; Brooks v. Man- 
gan, 86 Mich. 576, 49 NW 633, 24 
AmSR 137; Van Deusen v. Newcomer, 
40 Mich. 90. 

Minn.—Gifford v. Wiggins, 50 
Minn. 401, 52 NW 904, 18 LRA 356. 

Nebr.—Atwood v. Atwater, 43 
Nebr. 147, 61 NW 574. 

N. J.—Booth v. Kurrus, 55 N. J: 
L. 370, 26 A 1013; Hann v. Lloyd, 
50 N. J. L. 1, 11 A 346; Mangold v. 
Thorpe, 33 N. J. L. 134. 

N. Y.—Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 
N; -Y: 499,90 NE 1129; Swart v. 


Rickard, 148 N. Y. 264, 42 NE 665; 
Austin vs Vrooman,. 2123. Ne  Yoru229; 
Russell, 50 Hun 282, 3 NYS 338; Bo- 
cock v. Cochran, 32 Hun 521; Lange 
12, 29 AmR 80 (app dism 99 U. S. 
68, 25 L. ed. 469)]; Nowak v. Waller, 
NE 868]; Campbell v. Ewalt, 7 HowPr 
399; Stewart v. Hawley, 21 Wend. 
200; Butler v. Potter, 17 Johns. 145; 
Yates v. Lansing, 5 Johns. 282 [aff 
N. C.—Furr v. Moss, 52 N. C. 525. 
Oh.—-Brinkman v. Drolesbaugh, 97 
1132; Wheeler v. Gavin, 5 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. :246, -3 Oh? ‘Cire Dec. 123 
41 Okl. 
448, 452, 139 P 268 [cit Cyc]. 
Utah.— Marks v. Sullivan, 
Vt.—Rudd v. Darling, 64 Vt. 456, 
25 A 479; Pierson v. Gale, 8 Vt. 509, 
64 Vt. 203,. 23 A.585,..15- LRA» 201; 
Va.—Johnston v. Moorman, 80 Va. 
W. Va.—Tavenner vy. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 673. 
Ieng.—Houlden v. Smith, 14 Q. B. 
841, 68 ECL 841, 117 Reprint 323; 
417, 113 Reprint 1036; Taaffe v. 
Downes, 3 Moore P. C. 36, 13 Reprint 
28, 13 Reprint 12. 
N. B.—Sewell v. Olive, 9 N. B. 394; 
; S.—Marter v. Pryor, 16 N. S. 
498. 
Ont.—Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
Que.—Marois v. Bolduc; 7 RevLeg 
148. 

This 
rule of exemption from civil liability 
exists for the benefit of the com- 
ices of judges unharassed by the 
continual questioning of their con- 
litigants. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 
Fed. 570; Broom v. Douglass, 175 
AnnCas1914C 1155; Platz v. Marion, 
35 Cal. A. 241, 169 P 697. (2) It is 


28 NE 477, 14 LRA 138; Ayers v. 
v. Benedict, 8 Hun 362 [aff 73 N. Y. 
10 NYS 199 [aff 132 N. Y. 590, 30 
552; Horton v. Auchmoody, 7 Wend. 
9 Johns. 395]. 

Oh. St. 171, 119 NE 451, LRA1918F 

Okl.—F lint v. Lonsdale, 

12, 33 P 224, a 
30 AmD 487; Banister vy. Wakeman, 
131. 

Wis.—Carter v. Dow, 16 Wis. 298. 
Carratt v. Morley, 1 Q. B. 18, 41 ECL 
15; Calder v. Halket, 3 Moore P. C. 
Stewart v. Hazen, 7 N. B. 254. 

QB ots: 

fa] Reasons for rule.—(1) 
munity, which must have the serv- 
duct and motives by disappointed 
Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
a privilege not primarily designed 
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pale of their authority, although involving demon- 
strable legal error.5® 

[§ 99] 2. Distinction between Judges of Courts 
of General and of Limited Jurisdiction. 
just stated ®° as to exemption of judicial officers 
from liability for their official acts while applied 
without exception to judges of courts of general 
jurisdiction *! have not in all instances been applied 
to judges of inferior courts,®? but the strong trend 
of authority has been to apply ‘the same rules to 
judges of courts of general jurisdiction and to those 
of limited jurisdiction,®*? such as justices of* the 


for the protection of the judge, but 
for the protection of the public, by 
making the judges free, independent, 
and fearless in the discharge of their 
duties. Mitchell v. Galen, 1 Alaska 
339; McIntosh v. Bullard, (Ark.) 219 
SW 85; Terry v. Wright, 9 Colo. A. 
11, 47 P 905; Gomez v. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539; Banister v. Wakeman, 64 
Wii 20S. 2230 A= 585, £O. clakt AaZ0 Leeman) 
Sound public policy demands that 


all judiciai officers should feel free. 


to exercise their duties fearlessly 
and without dread or fear of a dam- 
age suit for false imprisonment for 
any mistake that may be made by 
them in an effort to see that the laws 
of the state and municipality are re- 
spected and obeyed. Such policy de- 
mands that that be the rule, even 
though individuals may suffer loss 
or injury. Richardson v. Capwell, 
(Utah) 176 P 205. (4) The denial 
of it would be fatal to the adminis- 
tration of justice, and produce 
greater evils than any which can re- 
sult from holding the judge exempt 
from being sued as a _ trespasser. 
Any wrong done to the individual by 
an illegal arrest may be speedily re- 
dressed by the writ of habeas cor- 
pus; and for malice or corruption the 
judge may be punished; but how can 
justice be administered if every opin- 
ion or judgment of the magistrate 
may subject him to a civil suit? 
There is no safety but in the rule 
that holds a judge acting in good 
faith irresponsible to the party for 
error in judgment. Bailey v. Wig- 
gins, 5 Del. 462, 60 AmD 650. (5) 
If the law made a magistrate civilly 
responsible if he erroneously issues 
a warrant it is obvious that he 
would resolve all doubts against its 
issuance, and_ in consequence public 
interests would suffer because crimes 
which should be, will not be investi- 
gated or punished. Gardner. v. 
Couch, 137 Mich. 358, 100 NW 673, 
101 NW 802, 109 AmSR 684. 

60. See supra § 98. 

61. U.S.—Lange’s Case, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 18,307, 13 Blatchf. 546. 

Ala.—Blancett v. Winberley, 16 
Ala. A. 402, 78 S 318; Bustead v. 
Parsons, 54 Ala. 398, 25 AmR 688. 

Ark.—MclIntosh y. Bullard, 95 Ark. 


227, 129 SW 8b. 

Lyenlerskiebent v. Wallace, 57 Cal. 
Ga.—Calhoun v. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 

32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 630. 
Hawaii.—Gomez v. Whitney, 21 


Hawaii 539. 
N. Y.—Lange v. Benedict, 73 .N. Y. 


12, 18 AlbLJ 11, 29 AmR 80 [aff 8 


Hun 362]. 

Okl.—Comstock  y. 
Okl. 487, 69 P 955. 

62. Tracy v. Williams, 4 Conn. 
107, 10 AmD 102; Piper v. Pearson, 2 
Gray (Mass.) 120, 61 AmD 438. See 
generally Judges [23 Cyc 569]. 

63. McIntosh vy. Bullard, 95 Ark. 
227, 129 SW 85; Calhoun vy. Little, 
106 Ga. 336, 32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 
43 LRA 630. And see cases infra 
notes 64-66. 

[a] Reason for exemption is the 
same as for courts of general juris- 
diction.—If a judge of an inferior ju- 


Eagleton, 11 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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peace, city magistrates,®> and other officers with 
special judicial functions,®° when acting in a judicial 
However, a distinction may exist in the 
fact that a presumption exists in favor of a court 


eapacity.§? 


of superior jurisdiction that such 
within its jurisdiction, 


is limited.®® 


it may mitigate damages, cannot 


risdiction has the power under au- 
thority of law to hear and pass on 
cases to which the particular offense 
belongs, the same reason should re- 
quire that he should be protected 
from civil liability for an erroneous 
decision which exempts judges of su- 
rerior or general jurisdiction from 
such liability. McIntosh y. Bullard,. 
95 Ark. 227, 129 SW .85. 
[b] Reasons for distinction criti- 
cized.—‘“‘‘After an exhaustive ex- 
amination of the cases which make 
this distinction, we have to say that 
we do not think they are founded 
upon grounds which can be sustained 
by any logical or reasonable argu- 
ment.’ ... ‘But, in reason, if judges 
properly expected to be most learned 
can plead official exemption for their 
blunderings in the law, a fortiori 
those from whom less is to be ex- 
pected and who receive less pay 
should not be compelled to respond 
in damages to their mistakes hon- 
estly made after due carefulness.’ ”’ 
Calhoun vy. Little, 106 Ga. 3386, 340, 
32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 630. 
64. U. S—cCottam v. Oregon City, 
ae 570; Allec v. Reece, 39 Fed. 
Ala.—Broom y. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, Ann 
Casi914C 1155; Heard v. Harris, 68 
Ala. 43; Blancett v. Wimberley, 16 
Ala. A. 402, 78 S 318. 
Ark.—MclIntosh y. Bullard, 95 Ark. 


227, 129 SW 85. 
Cal.—Dusy v. Helm, 59 Cal. 188; 
Platz v. Marion, 35 Cal. A. 241,'169 


& 697. 

Conn.—MeVeigh v. Ripley, 77 Conn. 
336,-58 A TOL. < 

Ga.—Calhoun v. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 
32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 630. 

Hawaii—Gomez vy. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539. 

Tll.—Flack v. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 187; 
Hermanson v. Goodyear, 139 Ill. A. 

Hampton, 163 Ky. 


374. 

Ky.—Clark v. 
698, 174 SW 490; Hollon v. Lilly, 100 
Ky. 553, 88 SW 878, 187 KyL 968; 
Pepper v. Mayes, 81 Ky. 678. 

Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 322, 
61 A 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 
318; Downing v. Herrick, 47 Me. 462. 

Md.—Roth v. Shupp, 94 Md. 55, 50 
A 430. 

N. H.—Burnham v. 
N. H, 247. 

N. J.—Smith v. Hibler, (Sup.) 92 A 


364. 
Hall, 42 N. Y. 67 


N. Y¥.—Gano v. 
[aff 5 Park. Cr. 651]; Baldwin v. 
34%5 3 NYS 


Rice, 147 App. Div. Y 
785; Jones v. Foster, 43 App. Div. 
3o,)09 NYS 738; Sands v. Benedict, 
2 Hun 479, 5 Thomps. & C. 19; Nowak 
v. Waller, 10 NYS 199 [aff 132 N. Y. 
590 mem, 30 NE 868 mem]; Camp- 
bell v. Ewalt, 7 HowPr 399; Weaver 
v. Devendorf, 3 Den. 117. : 

Oh.—Sly v. Robinson, 20 Oh. Cir. 
Gh NU S.2 297. 

Okl.—Flint v. Lonsdale, 41 Okl. 
448, 139 P 268. 

Utah.—Richardson v. Capwell, 176 
P 205; Marks y. Sullivan, 9 Utah 
LZAMSSePS 224. 

Vt.—Banister v. Wakeman, 64 Vt. 
203, 28 A 585, 15 LRA 201; Wright 
v. Hazen, 24 Vt. 148. 

Wis.—Robertson v. Parker, 99 Wis. 


Stevens, 33 


unless the absence of all 
jurisdiction is shown,°$ while such a presumption 
does not arise where the jurisdiction of the court . 
Where there is a clear absence of all 
jurisdiction, the liability is the same as to both 
classes of officers,’° and honesty of purpose, while 
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[§ 100] 3. 


court has acted 


justify a clear 


652, 75 NW 423, 67 AmSR 889. 
Wyo.—Wolcott v. Bachman, 3 Wyo. 
$365,238 P72, 673. 
N. S.—Parker v. 33 N, S. 
Brown, 17 Ont. 


52. 

Ont.—Sinden v. 

706; Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
QBs? "DRhorpe Vv. Olivier: 20, UsiCs 
Q. B. 264. 

[a] De jure officer.—HExemption 
applies when defendant is shown to 
be a justice de jure, not merely de 
facto. Newman v. Tiernan, 37 Barb. 


GHANA) 159). 
65. Iowa—Green v. Talbot, 36 
99 SW 250, 


Etter, 


Iowa 499. 
Ky.—Rowe v. Reneer, 
30 KyL 5465. 


Minn.—Stewart v. Cooley, 23 Minn. 
347, 23 AmR 690. 
N. Y.—Smith v. Bell, ete., Fdy. 


Co., 127 App. Div. 278, 111 NYS 202; 
Brunner v. Downs, 17 NYS 638. 

Vt.—Rudd v. Darling, 64 Vt. 456, 
2De ALE: 

7 baie cas v. Moorman, 80 Va. 

Eng.—Norris v. Seed, 3 Exch. 782, 
154 Reprint 1061. 

66. Gibson v. McDonald, 139 or 
Div. 51, 123 NYS 504; Willis v. Have- 
meyer, 12 N. Y. Super. 447. 

[a] Exemption has been allowed 
to: (1) Commissioners in bankruptcy. 
Doswell v. Impey, 1 B. & C. 1638, 8 
ECL 70, 107 Reprint 61 [overr Mil- 
ler v. Seare, W. Bl. 1141, 96 Reprint 
673]. (2) A county road commis- 
sioner. McMichael v. Blasingame, 
108 Ga, 298, 33 SE 968. (3) Mayors of 
cities acting judicially. State v. 
Wolever, 127 Ind. 306, 26 NE 762; 
McGrew v. Holmes, 145 Iowa 540, 124 
NW 195; Boutte v. Emmer, 43 La. 
Ann. 980, 9 S 921, 15 LRA,63. (4) 
Superintendent of insane asylum. 
Van Deusen v. Newcomer, 40 Mich. 
90. 

67. Foft v. Hamilton, 
576, 153 NW 146. 

68. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 Fed. 
570. : 

69. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 Fed. 
570; Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Blackf. (Ind.) 
421. 

70. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 Fed. 
70 


71. Giacen Vv. Hubbard, 102° Ky. 
68, 42 SW 1114, 19 Kyl 1025, 80 
AmSR 340, 39 LRA 210; Truesdell v. 
Combssi.33y Ohy St. £86, See also 
cases infra § 100. 

72. liability for corrupt or mali- 
cious acts generally see Judges [23 


170 Iowa 


Cye 507]: 

73. U. S.—Cottam v. Oregon City, 
98 Fed. 570; Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 
640. 


Ala.—Broom vy. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, AnnCas 
1914C 1155. 

Ga.—Calhoun v. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 
32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 630. 

Hawaii—Gomez v. Whitney, 21 Ha- 
waii 539. 

Ind.—State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 
306, 26 NE 762. 

Ky.—Dixon v. Cooper, 109 Ky. 29, 
58 SW 487, 22 KyL 539. 

Mass.—Clarke v. May, 2 Gray 410, 
61 AmD .470. 

Mich.—Curnow _ v. 110 
Mich. 10, 67 NW 982. 

N. J.—Mangold v. Thorpe, 33 N. J. 


Kessler, 
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usurpation of authority. 

Effect of Malice or Corruptness.72 
Where the circumstances are such that the judicial 
officer would otherwise be exempt from an action 
for false imprisonment, he is not, according to the 
weight of authority, liable, although he has acted 
maliciously or corruptly.” 
tically no dispute that such is the rule in respect 
to judges of courts of general jurisdiction;’* and 
where the point has been squarely raised, the same 
rule has been, in the majority of cases, applied to 
judges of courts of limited jurisdiction,’® although 


There has been prac- 


L. 134. 


N. Y.—Landt Vv. Hilts; 19 Barb: 


64 Vt. 


+| 283. 


Vt.—Banister v. Wakeman, 
203, 23 -A’ 585,15 LRA 201: 

“Malice, or corruption, in a judge, 
though he keeps strictly within the 
pale of his jurisdiction . is the 
gravest of offenses, which the law 
provides adequate and appropriate 
remedies to punish. Individual 
wrong, suffered from them, is merged 
in the higher wrong to society and 
the State, and must be redressed by 
the remedies the State can pursue 
against the unjust judge.’ Woodruff 
v. Stewart, 63 Ala. 206, 215. 


74. U. S.—Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 
640. See also Bradley v. Fisher, 13 
Wall. 335, 20 L. ed. 646 (explaining 
the qualifying words in Randall v. 
oe qi Wall, 523, 19° Tt. ed: 

Alaska.—Mitchell  v. Galen, 1 
Alaska 339. 


Ga.—Calhoun y. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 


32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 
630. 

Hawaii.— Gomez v. Whitney, 21 
Hawaii 539. 


N. Y.—Miller v. Adams, 7 Lans. 
Le ath Ome mov A OO ihe 
eee Wilcox v. Williamson, 61 Miss. 
75. U. S._—Cottam v. Oregon City, 
ee 570; Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 
Ala.—Broom v. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, Ann 
Cas1914C 1155; Lacey v. Hendricks, 
164 Ala. 280,51 S°157, 137 AmSR 453 
Harly v. Fitzpatrick, 161 Ala. 171, 49 
S 686, 1385 AmSR 123; Woodruff v. 
Stewart, 63 Ala. 206; Blancett_ v. 
Wimberley, 16 Ala. A. "402, 78 S 3818. 
Ga.—Calhoun ‘v. Little, 106 Ga. 
336, 32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 
630. 


Ind.—State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 
306, 26 NE 762. 

Mass.—Pratt v. Gardner, 2 Cush. 
63, 48 AmD 652. 

Mich. —Curnow yy. Kessler, 110 


Mich. 10, 67 NW 982. 

Nev. —Gordon v. Nye County as 
Judicial Dist. Ct.,.-36 Nev. 1, 131 
134, 44 LRANS 1078. 

N. J.—Mangold v. Thorpe, 33 N. J. 
L. 134. 

N. C.—Scott v. Fishblate, 117 N. C. 
265, 23 SE 436, 30 LRA 696. 

[a] In Kentucky the doctrine 
which appears to have been enun- 
ciated in some of the cases (see 
Hollon v. Lilly, 100 Ky. 553, 38 SW 
8, eV, OC OStoyA VALS eV we CO xe EL O 
Bush 201; Revill v. Pettit, 3 Mete. 
314) to the effect that an inferior 
judge may be liable for acts within 
his jurisdiction done from malicious 
or corrupt motives, seems to have 
been overruled by Dixon v. Cooper, 
109 Ky. 29, 58 SW 437, 22 KyL 539. 
And see also Clark v. Hampton, 162 
Ky. 698, 174 SW $490; Pepper v. 
Mayes, 81 Ky. 673. 

{b] In New York (1) it has been 
said that the doctrine that the ju- 
dicial officer is protected whenever 
he has jurisdiction and enough is 
shown to call upon him for a de- 
cision, even though he errs grossly, 
and even intentionally, has long been 
firmly established. Landt v. Hilts, 
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some decisions may be found stating that if an 
inferior judge acts maliciously or corruptly, even 
in a matter in which he otherwise would be exoner- 
If, however, a judicial 
officer has no jurisdiction of the subject matter or 
person he is civilly liable for his malicious and 


ated, he ineurs liability.’6 


corrupt acts.7 
[§ 101] 4. 


19 Barb. 283 (citing cases). (2) In 
an action for false imprisonment 
where a judicial officer had jurisdic- 
tion to impose a punishment pro- 
vided only certain conditions existed 
which did not exist in the case, but 
nevertheless exceeded his jurisdic- 
tion by imposing a punishment, the 
court held that if this was a judicial 
error simply, no civil liability should 
attach, but if it was a malicious act, 
then he would be liable civilly, and 
the complaint was held insufficient 
because it did not allege that the 
act was malicious. Starrett v. Con- 
nolly, 150, App. Div. 859, 1385 NYS 
325. 

{[c] In South Carolina, the early 
case of Garvin v. Blocker, 4 8S. C. L. 
157, in which the liability of a ju- 
dicial officer was rested in part upon 
the fact that he acted maliciously, 
is criticized in this respect in McCon- 
nell v. Kennedy, 29 S. C. 180, 7 SE 
76. 

76. Green v. Talbot, 36 Iowa 499; 
Londegan v. Hammer, 30 Iowa 508; 
Robertson v. Parker, 99 Wis. 652, 75 
NW 423, 67 AmSR 889. 

77, Chambers v. Oehler, 107 Iowa 
155, 77 NW 858; Gardner v. Couch, 
137 Mich. 358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 
802, 109 AmSR 684; Robertson v. 
Parker, 99 Wis. 652, 75 NW 423, 67 
AmSR 889. 

78. Bohri v. Barnett, 144 Fed. 389, 
715 CCA 327; Cottam v. Oregon City, 
98 Fed. 570; McIntosh v. Bullard, 95 
Arioue ie loo. SS \Ven Sos eCalnoun iv. 
uittle, 106 Ga. 336, 32 SE 86, 71 
AmSR 254, 43 LRA 630; Gomez v. 
Whitney, 21 Hawaii 539. 

[a] Illustration of distinction.— 
“Thus, if a probate court, invested 
only with authority over wills and 
the settlement of estates of deceased 
persons, should proceed to try par- 
ties for public offences, jurisdiction 
over the subject of offences being en- 
tirely wanting in the court, and this 
being necessarily known to its judge, 
his commission would afford no pro- 
tection to him in the exercise of the 
usurped authority. But if on the 
other hand a judge of a _ criminal 
court, invested with genera! criminal 
jurisdiction over offences committed 
within a certain district, should hold 
a particular act to be a public of- 
fence, which is not by law made an 
offence, and proceed to the arrest and 
trial of a party charged with such 
act, or should sentence a pariy con- 
victed to a greater punishment than 
that authorized by the law upon its 
proper construction, no personal lia- 
bility to civil action for such acts 
would attach to the judge, although 
those acts would be in excess of his 
jurisdiction, or of the jurisdiction of 
the court held by him, for these are 
particulars for his judicial consider- 
ation, whenever his general jurisdic- 
tion over the subject-matter is in- 
voked.” Per Field, J., in Bradley v. 
Fisher, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 335, 352, 20 
L. ed. 646. 

79, U. S.—Allec v. Reece, 39 Fed. 
341; Tohnson v. Tompkins, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,416, Baldw. 571. 

Ala.— Woodall v. McMillan, 38 Ala. 


622. 

Alaska.—Mitchell  v. Galen, 1 
Alaska 339. 

Ark.—Thompson v. Whipple, 54 


Ark, 203, 15 SW 604; Vanderpool v. 
State, 34 Ark. 174. 


Clear Absence of All Jurisdiction. 
It is stated in a number of decisions that there is 
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a clear distinction between absence of all juris- 
diction as to the subject matter and excess of juris- 
If a judicial officer acts in the clear ab- 
sence of all jurisdiction and authority he incurs 
liability,’® even though his act involves his decision 
made in good faith, that he had such jurisdiction,®° 


and his honesty of purpose is not a defense to the 


action.® 


Cal— De ‘Courcey vi (Cox, 947 Cal 
665, 30 P 95. 

Conn.—Tracy v. Williams, 4 Conn. 
107, 10 AmD 102; Burlingham v. 
Wylee, 2 Root 152. 

Ili.i—Newton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 103; 
Barnes v. Barber, 6 Ill. 401; Hull v. 
Blaisdell, 2 Ill. 332; Wlack v. Ankeny, 
1 Ill. 187; Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 

Ind.—State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 
306, 26 NE 762; Dietrichs v. Schaw, 
acon 175; Davis v. Bush, 4 Blackf. 
330. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 4238, 

Ky.—Clark v. Hampton, 163 Ky. 
698, 174 SW 490; Stephens v. Wilson, 
115 Ky. 27, 72 SW 336, 24 KyL 1832; 
Glazar v. Hubbard, 102 Ky. 68, 42 
SW 1114, 19 KyL 1025, 80 AmSR 340, 
39 LRA 210; Sthreshley v. Fisher, 
Hard. 249. 

La,—Boutte v. Emmer, 43 La. Ann. 
S809 1S) 921) > TRAY 63. 

Me.—Stuart v. Chapman, 104 Me. 
17, 70 A 1069; Grace v. Teague, 81 
Me. 559, 18 A 289; Wills v. Whittier, 
45 Me. 544, 

Mass.—Piper v. Pearson, 2 Gray 
120, 61 AmD 488; Doggett v. Cook, 11 
Cush. 262; Pratt v. Gardner, 2 Cush. 
63, 48 AmD 652; Kendal v. Powers, 
pads 553; Rex v. Gay, 1 Quincy 


Mich.—Stensrud v. Delamater, 56 
Mich. 144, 22 NW 272; Thompson 
v. Ellsworth, 39 Mich. 719; Sheldon 
Ver WELL e338" Mich. e171 @ Pave iv. 
Mitchell, 13: Mich. 63; (86 "Amb “76; 
La Roe v. Roeser, 8 Mich. 537. 

Miss.—State v. McDaniel, 78 Miss. 
1, 27 S 994, 84 AmSR 618, 50 LRA 
ae Wilcox v. Williamson, 61 Miss. 

Mo.—Ray v. Dodd, 132 Mo. A. 444, 
112 SW 2; Brueckner v. Frederick, 
109 Mo. A. 614, 88 SW 775; St. Louis 
v. Karr, 85 Mo. A. 608. 

N. Y.—Worden v. Davis, 195 N. Y. 
391, 88 NE 745, 22 LRANS 1196; Mc- 
Carg/v. Burr, 186 N. WW. 46779 Ni 
715 [aff 106 App. Div. 275, 94 NYS 
675]; Birdsall v. Fuller, 11 Hun 204; 
Miller v. Adams, 7 Lans. 131 [aff 
52 N. Y. 409]; Comfort v. Fulton, 
39 Barb. 56; Pratt v. Hill, 16 Barb. 
303; Burns v. Erben, 24 N. Y. Super. 
555, 26. HowPr 273 [aft 40 7 Ney. 
463]; Maher v. Potter, 112 NYS 102; 
Wilson v. Robinson, 6 HowPr 110; 
Savacool v. Boughton, 5 Wend. 170, 
21 AmD 181; Horton v. Auchmoody, 
7 Wend, 200; Bigelow v. Stearns, 
19 Johns. 39, 10 AmD 189; Butler v. 
Potter, 17 Johns. 145; Smith v. Shaw, 
12 Johns. 257; Percival v. Jones, 2 
Johns. Cas. 49. 

Oh.—Truesdell v. Combs, 33 Oh. 
att 186; Taylor v. Alexander, 6 Oh. 

Pa.—Ross v. Hudson, 6 Pa. Super. 
552, 42 WklyNC 43. 
sane C.—Miller v. Grice, 30 S. CG. L. 

Tenn.—Touhey v. King, 9 Lea 422. 

Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 
58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 

Wis.—Heller v. Clarke, 121 Wis. 
71, 98 NW 952; Holz v. Rediske, 
116 Wis, 353, 92 NW 1105; Robertson 
v. Parker, 99 Wis. 652, 75 NW 428, 
67 AmSR 889; Brosde v. Sanderson, 
86 Wis. 368, 57 NW 49; Carter vy. 
Dow, 16 Wis. 298. : 

‘*EKng.—Carratt v. Morley, 1 Q. B. 
18, 41 BCL 417, 113 Reprint 1036; 
Pease v. Chaytor, 1 B. & S. 658, 101 


Unconstitutional statute. 


Liability has been im- 


ECL 658, i121 Reprint 859; Marshal- 
sea Case, 10 Coke 68b, 77 Reprint 
1027; Crepps v. Durden, Cowp. 640, 
98 Reprint 1283; Cave v. Mountain, 
1M. & G. 257, 39 ECL 747, 133 Re- 
print 330; Groome v. Forrester, 5 M. 
& S. 314, 105 Reprint 1066; Watson 
v. Bodell, 14 M. & W. 57, 153 Reprint 


388; Smith v. Bouchier, Str. 993, 93 
Reprint 989; Hill v. Bateman, Str. 
710, 93 =Reprint 800; Morgan  v. 


Hughes, 2 T. R. 225, 100 Reprint 123. 
Que.—Bissonnette v. Bornais, 16 
L. C. 377; Lacombe v. St. Marie, 3 
RevLeg 449. 
N. B.—McCatherin v. Jamer, 41 
N. B. 867, 9 DomLR 874, 11 EastLR 


527; Melanson v. Lavigne, 37 N. B. 
539; Wetmore v. Harding, 18 N. B. 
3385) Smith «v. “Simmons; 15) Ne Be 
203; Garrison v. Harding, 14 N. B. 
166 


N. S.—Parker vy.. Etter, 33 N. S. 
Ont.—Jones v. Grace, 17 Ont. 681. 
[a] Ejection from city council.— 
The mayor of a city has no inherent 
authority, according to the usages 
of deliberate bodies to order a mem- 
ber to be excluded from a council 
meeting on account of disorderly be- 
havior not amounting to a _ threat- 
ened infliction of personal injuries nor 
stoppage of the progress of business, 
and for the execution of such an or- 
der he will be liable for false im- 
prisonment. Thompson v. Whipple, 
54 Ark. 208, 15 SW 604. But see Can- 
field v. Gresham, 82 Tex. 10, 17 SW 
390 (where it was held that the house 
of representatives having under the 
state constitution the right to punish 
for contempt a person obstructing its 
meetings, and having the undoubted 
right to determine what conduct con- 
stituted such obstruction, no right 
of action accrued against the mem- 
bers for voting for an order to im- 
prison such person for contempt). 

{b] In Georgia (1) the statutory 
provision that a judicial officer is 
not liable for issuing a warrant, al- 
though defective in form or void for 
want of jurisdiction, is limited not 
only to an act done out of court, but 
to one which, although to some ex- 
tent judicial, is largely ministerial 
in its nature, and can have no ap- 
plication to the acts of a judicial 
officer while presiding in court and 
as a court passing upon a question 
involving his jurisdiction. Calhoun 
v. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 32 SE 86, 71 
AmSR 254, 43 LRA 6380. (2) Neither 
the institution nor the prosecution of 
a civil suit in a court which has no 
jurisdiction thereof affords ground 
for the bringing by defendant of an 
action against plaintiff for malicious 
prosecution. Where, however, such a 
suit is brought maliciously and with- 
out probable cause, and defendant 
is in consequence restrained of his 
liberty, he may maintain against 
plaintiff an action for false imprison- 
ment, without regard to whether 
final judgment was entered in the 
unauthorized suit or not. Berger v. 
Saul, 113 Ga. 869, 39 SE 326. 

80. Blancett v. Wimberley, 16 Ala. 
A. 402, 78 S 318; Broom v. Douglass, 
175 Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 
164, AnnCasi1914C 1155. 

81. Cal—De Courcey v. Cox, 94 
Cal. 665, 80 P 95. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 423. 
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posed where the statute under which the officer acted 


was unconstitutional.®2 


Loss of jurisdiction pendente lite. 
eases holding that a judicial officer may be liable 
if he acts after he has lost jurisdiction in the case 


pendente lite.®? 


Disqualification. It has been held that a judicial 
officer who acts as counsel for complainant dis- 
qualifies himself to act as judge, and this may be 
shown to establish want of jurisdiction to issue 


process.°# 


Expiration of term. An officer is liable also if 
he issues process after his term of office has ex- 
pired,®> although he acted in good faith.’° 
Where judicial power is 
by statute confided to a certain number, the ex- 
ercise of such power by a lesser number may impose 
liability,’7 and one issuing process who is not in 
fact invested with power to do so is not protected 
by the rule exempting such officers.*® 


Number entitled to act. 


Ky.—Glazar v. Hubbard, 102 Ky. 
Sete SW. ple tO Key i 1025; 80 
AmSR 340, 39 LRA 210. 

Oh.—Truesdell v. Combs, 33 Oh. St. 
186. 

Wis.—Robertson v. Parker, 99 Wis. 
652, 75 NW 4238, 67 AmSR 889. 

N. B.—Melanson y. Lavigne, 37 
N. B. 539. 

82. Kelly v. Bemis, 4 Gray 
(Mass.) 83, 64 AmD 50. y 

83. Dyer v. Smith, 12 Conn. 384; 
Ray v. Dodd, 132 Mo. A. 444, 112 SW 
2; Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 353, 92 
NW 1105; Robertson v. Parker, 99 
Wis. 652, 75 NW 423, 67 AmSR 889; 
Brosde v. Sandersen, 86 Wis. 368, 
57 NW 49. 

[a] Adjournment: causing loss of 
jurisdiction.—Where a statute pro- 
vides that adjournment may be had 
by consent, a justice of the peace who 
grants an adjournment without such 
consent loses jurisdiction of the 
cause, and thereafter has no power 
to issue a subpoena to compel the 
attendance of a witness or to issue 
an attachment for his appearance. 
Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 353, 92 NW 
1105. 

84, Stensrud v. Delamater, 56 
Mich. 144, 22 NW 272. 

85. Stenson v. Koch, 152 N. Y. 
87, 46 NE 176. 

86. Grace v. Teague, 81 Me. 559, 
18 A 289. 

87. Revill v. Pettit, 3 Metc. (Ky.) 
31459 7 ; 

[a] Commitment by one justice, 
when power to commit is given to 
two justices, is void, and the justice 
lays himself open to action for dam- 
ages. Revill v. Pettit, 3 Metc. (Ky.) 
314. 

88. Stephens v. Wilson, 115 Ky. 
27, 72 SW 336, 24 KyL 1832; Howell 
v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 589, 82 SE 508, 
AnnCasi1916C 519; Elias v. O’Brien, 
4 Newfoundl. 380. 

[a] Justices sitting as commis- 
sioners lack power to arrest.— Where 
defendants, justices.of the peace, 
were sitting as .commissioners ap- 
pointed by the governor to investi- 
gate matters connected with a ship- 
wreck, and caused the arrest and de- 
tention of plaintiff for refusal to 
appear before them as a witness, it 
was held in a subsequent suit for 
false imprisonment that defendants 
being then mere commissioners with- 
out judicial authority were proceed- 
ing wholly without jurisdiction and 
were accordingly liable in false im- 
prisonment. Elias v. O’Brien, 4 
Newfoundl. 380. 

89. Piper v. Pearson, 2 Gray 
(Mass.) 120, 61 AmD_ 438; McCarg 
v. Burr, 186 N. Y. 467, 79 NE 715, 
17 NYAnnCas 96; Heller v. Clarke, 
121 Wis. 71, 98 NW 952; Campbell 


v. Walsh, 40 N. B. 186, 18 CanCrCas 
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An officer has 


also been held liable where he convicts and imprisons 


There are 


one for an offense committed in a locality over which 
he does not have jurisdiction,*® or where he causes 
the arrest of a person beyond his jurisdiction.*° 
Issuance of warrant. 
been held hable where he issues a warrant, unsup- 
ported by oath or affirmation °! in violation of the 
fourth amendment to the United States constitu- 
tion,’? or of the constitutional or statutory provi- 


A judicial officer has also 


sions of the state respecting the issuance of warrants 


of arrest.?3 


requirements in 


304. 

{a] Tllustration—Where, upon a 
complaint charging cruelty to ani- 
mals in the town of Waytield, Ful- 
ton county, a justice of the peace of 
the city of Gloversville issued a war- 
rant of arrest returnable before him- 
self instead of before a justice of 
the town of Wayfield, as required by 
the code section applicable, and de- 
fendant objecting to the legality of 
the warrant and to the jurisdiction 
of the justice to try him is sufse- 
quently detained, tried, and convicted 
over his objection, such magistrate 
is properly held liable in false im- 
prisonment, since in proceeding with 
the trial he did not commit a mere 


error in ruling with respect to ju- 
risdiction, but proceeded wholly 
without jurisdiction. McCarg sv. 


Burr, 186 N.vY. 0467; ‘79 NE (db, 7 
NyAnnCas 96. 

90. Robinson vy. Dow, 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,950, 1 Hayw. & H. 239; Mc- 
Care vs oBurr,. 2386) IN. Ys 14670009) INES 
715, 17 NYAnnCas 96; Reynolds v. 
Orvis; Cow... CN. Y.) 2693) Carratt 
v. Morley, 1 Q. B. 18, 41 ECL 417, 
113 Reprint 1036. 

[a] Illustration.—Under the code 
a justice has no authority to try a 
person for a crime committed in an- 
other town, but can issue a warrant 
directing that such person be brought 
before a magistrate of the town 
where offense was committed. In 
the absence of such magistrate, the 
code provides that the nearest justice 
may try the case. It was held that 
no authority is given a justice. to 
issue a warrant in such cases re- 
turnable before himself; such proc- 
ess is wholly void and justice liable 
for arrest and detention thereunder. 
MeCars Vv. Burr;, 286 N.Y. 467, 79 
NE 715, 17 NYAnnCas 96. 

91. Conn.—Tracy v. Williams, 4 
Conn. 107, 10 AmD 102; Grumon v. 
Raymond, 1 Conn. 40, 6 AmD 200. 

Ili.—Flach v. Harrington, 1 HE. 
213, 12 AmD 170. 


Ind.—Poulk v. Slocum, 38 Blackf. 
421. ‘d 
Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 


426, 12 AmR 423. 

Miss.—State v. McDaniel, 78 Miss. 
1, 27 S 994, 84 AmSR 618, 50 LRA 
118; Wilcox v. Williamson, 61 Miss. 


310. 
N. J.—Shaefer v. Smith, 92 N. J. 


L. 267, 106 A 21. 
N. SEott cit wNwaiC. 


C.—Welch v. 
ite 

Pa.—Kossouf v. Knarr, 206 Pa. 146, 
55 A 854; Greer v. Reese, 14 Pa. Dist. 
658. 

Eng.—Caudle v. Seymour, 1 Q. B. 
889, 41 ECL 825, 113 Reprint 1372; 
Morgan v. Hughes, 2 T. R. 221, 100 
Reprint 123. 

Can.—Lacombe v, St. Marie, 3 Rev 


It is not necessary, however, that the 
charge and oath be reduced to writing,®* unless 
statutory provisions require it;’® and it will be 
presumed in the absence of proof to the contrary 
that the judicial officer complied with statutory 


this respect.°° Where a judicial 


officer issues a warrant on the application of a 
person not authorized by statute to apply for one 
he has been held liable.®7 


Leg 449. 

N. B.—McCatherin v. Jamer, 41 
N. B. 367, 9 DomLR 874, 11 EastLR 
527; Melanson vy. Lavigne, 37 N. B. 
539; Garrison v. Harding, 14 N. B. 
166; Nary v. Owen, 2 N. B. 377. 

Ont.—Friel v. Ferguson, 15 U. C. 
Cy P7534. 

[a] Affidavit for search warrant 
does not authorize the justice in sub- 
sequently issuing a warrant of arrest 
without a further oath. Melanson v. 
Lavigne, 37 N. B. 539. 

{b] Filling blanks in information. 
—Where an information was sworn 
to charging an offense to ‘* Gar- 
rison,’ and the justice subsequently 
filled in the name “William” it was 
held that there never was any sworn 
information against William Garri- 
son, and hence nothing to authorize 
the issuamce of a warrant against 
him by that name. Garrison  v. 
Harding, 14 N. B. 166. 

[c] In Louisiana it has been held 
that the mayor of a town who issued 
a warrant without an affidavit as 
required by statute, bélieving that 
he had authority to do so, should 
not be liable for his honest mistake 
in this respect. Maguire v. Hughes, 
Sea ANN we 2 Sle 

92. Clark v. Hampton, 163 Ky. 
698, 174 SW 490; Brewer v. Wynne, 
163 N.C. 319, 79 SE 629, AnnCas 
1915B 319. 

93. See statutory provisions; and 
Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Blackf. (Ind.) 
421; Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 426, 
12 AmR 423; Kossouf v. Knarr, 206 
Pa, 146, 55 A 854. 

94. Clark v. Hampton, 163 Ky. 
698, 174 SW 490; Kessler v. Hoffman, 
9 Par Disti 7365: 

95. See statutory provisions; and 
Kessler v. Hoffman, 9 Pa. Dist. 365. 
But see Nowak v. Waller, 10 NYS 
199 [aff 132 N. Y. 590, 30 NE 868] 
(where a justice who had jurisdic- 
tion of the subject matter was held 
not liable, although he made a mis- 
take in failing to take an examina- 
tion of complainant and his wit- 
nesses and reduce it to writing as 
required by statute). 

96. Read v. Shipley, 104 SW 1001, 
31 Kyl 1258; Bradstreet v. Furge- 
son, 23 Wend. (N. Y.) 638. 

97. Walsworth v. McCullough, 10 
Johns. (N. Y.) 93; Goodeil v. Tower, 
77 Vt. 61, 58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745; 
Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 589, 82 
SE 503, AnnCas1916C 519. 

[a] MDlustration.—Whe-e a _ stat- 
ute authorized the issuance of a 
warrant only on the complaint of 
one of the overseers of the poor, but 
a justice of the peace issued one on 
complaint not made by such per- 
son, he was held liable. Wallsworth 
Van eMicCillough;,. 10) SohnstasCNesoye) 
93. 


? 
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Miscellaneous illustrations. Liability has been 
imposed when, for example, the officer acts in viola- 
tion of certain conditions prescribed by statute for 
the exercise of his jurisdiction,®® as by failure to 
acquire jurisdiction over the person of the accused, 
in the manner prescribed by statute,®® or by order- 
ing or permitting him to be committed for examina- 
tion on a subsequent day and not forthwith brought 
before him,! or holding him in prison, pending the 
preliminary hearing for a longer time than the 
statute permits,? or for an unreasonable time,® or, 
prior to the arrest of a suspected criminal, issuing 
process detaining one as a witness,* or committing 
one to prison for an indefinite term,® or after the 
tender of proper security on appeal,® or issuing 
process to rearrest one who has been discharged on 
a bond which does not require his personal appear- 
ance to answer the charge, but only secures payment 
of a fine if imposed.?’ He has likewise been held 
liable, where contrary to statute he sentences the 
accused to prison before endeavoring to levy on 
his goods,® but not where the statute gives authority 
to commit prior to such a levy.® The judicial officer 
has been held liable where he imposes a prison 
sentence, when the statute only authorizes a fine,!° 

98. Fkumoto v. Marsh, 130 Cal. 66, 
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or contrary to the ordinance governing the case, 
sentences the offender to immediate imprisonment in. 
default of the payment of a fine,4 or causes his 
arrest for a debt in a case where a statutory enact- 
ment provides that an arrest shall’ not be made 
for such a debt,!2 or issues process against him with- 
in the period when the statute prescribes that no 
process may issue,!* or where it appears that the 
right to arrest is barred by the statute of limita- 
tions, or where he sentences and imprisons the 
accused without a trial and conviction for the of- 
fense,!® or tries him for one offense and sentences 
him for another,’ or imposes a sentence unwar- 
ranted by law.*? 

[§ 102] 5. Particular Case Not Placed within 
Jurisdiction. The general rule is that a judicial 
officer who acts upon a complaint or affidavit ¢on- 
taining allegations having no legal value or color 
of legal value to give him jurisdiction over the of- 
fense incurs liability.18 Some fact or circum- 
stance must appear tending to establish the guilt 
of the accused.1® Complaints upon mere hearsay or 
information and belief have been held insufficient 
to confer jurisdiction;?° but the contrary ruling 
has also been made.24 The general rule has been 
Cal.—Platz v. Marion, 35 Cal. A. 


62 P 3038, 509, 80 AmSR 73. 

{a] Jurisdiction in doubt.—Where 
a justice was in doubt as to his ju- 
risdiction owing to a recent enact- 
ment affecting the criminal jurisdic- 
tion of justices, he was held liable 
for the trial and sentencing of an 
arrested person, which act was in 
fact illegal under the new law. Hel- 
ler v. Clarke, 121 Wis. 71, 98 NW 


952. 

‘99. Dietrichs v. Schaw, 43 Ind. 
175; McCarg v. Burr, 106 App. Div. 
21d, 94 NYS 675 [aft 186° N.Y. 467; 
979. NE 715]; Reynolds v? Orvis, 7 
Cow. (N. Y.) 289; Bigelow v. Stearns, 
19 Johns. (N. Y.) 39, 10 AmD 189; 
Mitchell v. Foster, 12 A. & E. 472, 
40 ECL 238, 113 Reprint 891. 

[a] MTlustration.—The statute re- 
quired the accused to be _ brought 
before the justice; the justice sum- 
moned the accused, and on his fail- 
ure to appear, convicted and im- 
prisoned him; the justice was held 
liable on the ground that a court 
whether of limited jurisdiction or 
not must not undertake to hold cog- 
nizance of a cause without having 
acquired jurisdiction of the person, 
by having him brought before him 
in the manner required by law. 
Bigelow v. Stearns, 19 Johns. 39, 10 
AmD 189. 

1. Von Arx v. Shafer, 241 Fed. 
649, 154 CCA 407, LRAI917F 427; 
Pratt v. Hill, 16) Barbs (CN:7Y.)3803; 

2. » Washer’ v, Tler,-29 Oh. Girs “Ct. 
319 [aff 75 Oh. St. 638, 80 NE 1134]; 
Touhey v. King, 9 Lea (Tenn.) 422. 

Gay Davis) wwe Cappers Os bree TO, 
28, 21 ECL 22, 109 Reprint 362. 

4. Chambers v. Oehler, 107 Iowa 
155, 77 NW 853; Lovick v. Atlantic 
Coast Line Ri Co,, 129 IN. C, 4275740 
SE 191. 

[a] Tllustration.—Under code sec- 
tions: providing that, when it shall 
appear on an examination that an of- 
fense has been committed, and there 
is probable cause for a belief of 
guilt, the magistrate shall bind by 
recognizance all material witnesses 
against the prisoner to appear at the 
next term; that the magistrate may 
require security for the recognizance, 
and that he may commit the witness 
if the security required is not given, 
it was held that, where there had 
been no arrest of one accused of an 
offense, a fortiori there had been no 
examination as required by the code, 
and therefore a commitment of the 


on the part of the magistrate and 
those encouraging and abetting him 
and such commitment could not avail 
as a defense of judicial authority in 
a suit for false imprisonment. Lo- 
vick v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 
129 N. C. 427, 40 SE 191. 
5.,ePrickett— v..\ Gratrex, 3. Q2 7B: 
1020, 55 ECL 1020, 115 Reprint 1158; 


Clark ‘v. “Woods, 2 Exch. 395, 154 
Reprint 545. 

6 Kendall v. Powers, 4 Metc. 
(Mass.) 553; Bates v. Kitchel, 166 


Mich. 695, 132 NW 459; Guenther v. 
Whiteacre, 24 Mich. 504. 
is Morrill v. Thurston, 46 Vt. 
732. 

8. Hill v. Bateman, Str. 710, 93 
Reprint 800. 


9. Moffat v. Barnard, 24 U. C. 
(Ried oy Cy 
10. Stahl v. Roof, 164 N. Y. 162, 


58 NE 13 [rev 25 App. Div. 622 mem, 
49 NYS 1144 mem]. ¢ 
{a] Illustration.—Where a_ stat- 
ute makes certain acts subject to 
criminal prosecution and others to 
a penalty to be enforced by civil 
actions, a general provision authoriz- 
ing any magistrate having criminal 
jurisdiction to issue his warrant for 
the arrest of persons violating the 
provisions of the statute does not 
authorize him to issue his warrant 
for the arrest of a person charged 
with an act for which only a civil 
liability is imposed. Stahl v. Roof, 
164 N. Y. 162, 58 NE 18 [rev 25 App. 
Div. 622 mem, 49 NYS 1144 mem). 


11. Sheldon v. Hill, 33 Mich. 171. 

12. Sullivan v. Jones, 2 Gray 
(Mass.) 570. 

13. Briggs v. Wardwell, 10 Mass. 
356. 

14. Vaughn v. Congdon, 56 Vt. 


111, 48 AmR 758. : 
Glazar v. Hubbard, 102 Ky. 
1114, 19 KyL 1025, 80 

340, 89 LRA 210; Gardner 
v. Couch, 137 Mich. 358, 100 NW 
673, 101 NW 802, 109 AmSR_ 684; 
Webb v. Spears, 15 Ont. Pr. 232. 

16. Rogers v. Jones, 3 B. & CG. 
409, 10 ECL 190, 107 Reprint 785. 
‘ 17. McLellan v. McKinnon, 1 Ont. 
19 


[al Sentence of imprisonment at 
hard labor when unauthorized by 
law imposes liability on the magis- 


ne: McLellan v. McKinnon, 1 Ont. 
219. 

18. Alaska.—Mitchell vy. Galen, 1 
Alaska 339. 


241, 2116 958P S601. 
I1l.—Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 


Ind.—Lair v. Abrams, 5 Blackf. 
1913 

Mich.—Curnow  v. Kessler, 110 
Mich. 10, 67 NW 982; Stensrud v. 


Delamater, 56 Mich. 144, 22 NW 272. 

Nebr.—Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898. 

N. Y.-—McKelvey v. Marsh, 63 App. 
Div. 396, 71 NYS 541, 10 NYAnnCas 
178; Warner v. Perry, 14 Hun 337; 
Comfort v. Fulton, 39 Barb. 56, 13 
AbbPr 276. 

Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 
58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745; Vaughn 
v. Congdon, 56 Vt. 111, 48 AmR 758. 

Wis.—Lueck v. Heisler, 87 Wis. 
644, 58 NW 1101. 

Eng.—Smith v. Bouchier, Str. 993, 
93 Reprint 989. 

N. S.—Mott v. Milne, 31 N..S. 372. 

[a] Complaints held insufficient 
to confer jurisdiction.—(1) Stating 
that party instigating arrest ‘“sus- 
pected” the accused of being about 
to run away, whereas it should have 
been stated that he so “believed.’’ 
Smith v. Bouchier, Str. 993, 93 Re- 
print 989. (2) Showing on its face 
that the siatute of limitations barred 
the issuance of process. Vaughn vy. 
Congdon, 56 Vt. 111, 48 AmR 758. 
(3) Not showing that an act was 
done maliciously where the statutory 
requirement of the offense is that it 
should be done maliciously. Warner 
v. Perry, 14 Hun (N.Y.) 337; Com- 
fort v. Fulton, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 56, 
13 AbbPr 276. 

[b] Evidence additional to com- 
plaint.—Although a complaint en- 
tirely upon information and belief 
is insufficient to give jurisdiction, 
where it appears that the magistrate 
examined witnesses, other than com- 
plainant, under oath, it will be pre- 
sumed that there was positive evi- 
dence justifying the issuance of the 
warrant. Curnow v, Kessler, 110 
Mich. 10, 67 NW 982. 

19. McKelvey y. Marsh, 63 App. 
Div. 396, 71 NYS 541, 10 NYAnnCas 
178; Wilson v. Robinson, 6 HowPr 
GNE Ye enLalo! 

20. McCarg v. Burr, 106 App. Div. 
275, 94 NYS 675 [aff 186 N. Y. 467, 
79 NE 715]; McKelvey v. Marsh, 63 
App. Div. 396, 71 NYS 541, 10 NYAnn 
Cas 178; Comfort v. Fulton, 39 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 56, 18 AbbPr 276. : 

21. Cave v. Mountain, 1 M. & G. 
257, 263, 39 ECL 747, 183 Reprint 330 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotaticns, same title, page and note number, ' 
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applied in some instances to cases where the com- 
plaint clearly sets forth no charge of the commis- 
sion of a crime,?? but in other instances a contrary 


ruling has been made.?8 
[§ 103] 


(where it is said: “That the informa- 
tion does not disclose any legal evi- 
dence of the guilt of the prisoner is 
undoubtedly true; it states nothing 
beyond mere hearsay, upon which 
neither judges or juries could act. 
But, at the utmost, this amounts to 
no more than an error in judgment 
on the part of the magistrate, and 
no case can be found in which a mag- 
istrate, acting within his jurisdiction, 
has been held liable in an action of 
trespass for a mere error in judg- 
ment’). 

22. Cal.—De Courcey v. Cox, 94 
@aily 6655. 30,xP 95; 

Ill.—Moore v. Watts, 1 Ill. 42. 
sa Saeed v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 

N. Y.—Warner, v. Perry, 14 Hun 
337; Comfort v. Fulton, 39 Barb. 56, 
13 AbbPr 276; Burns v. Erben, 24 
N. Y. Super. 555, 26 HowPr 273 [aff 
40 N. Y. 463]; Maher v. Potter, 112 
NYS 102. 


Oh.—Truesdell v. Combs, 33 Oh. 
St. 186. 

Sask.—Baker v. Tedford, 2 Sask. L. 
307. 


“It is well settled that when a 
magistrate, such as a justice of the 
peace, having criminal jurisdiction as 
provided by statute, upon a com- 
plaint or information not alleging 
facts sufficient to constitute a crime 
which he has jurisdiction to try or 
to investigate and hold thereon for 
the action of the grand jury, as- 
sumes jurisdiction of the person 
complained of or informed against, 
and proceeds on such complaint or 
information to deprive such person 
of his liberty for purpose of trial or 
examination, or otherwise, the mag- 
istrate acts entirely without legal 
authority or jurisdiction, and be- 
comes liable to an action of false 
imprisonment on the part of the per- 
son so restrained.” Per Mills, J., 
in Maher v. Potter, supra. 

23. See cases infra § 103. 

Fed. 652, 115 CCA 442; Cottam v. 
Oregon City, 98 Fed. 570; Hofschulte 
v. Doe, 78 Fed. 436; Allec v. Reece, 
39 Fed. 341; Cook v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 
640. 

Ala.—Broom v. Douglass, 175 Ala. 
268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, AnnCas 
19140 ibalissisys Heard v; Harris, 68 Ala. 
43; Busteed v. Parsons, 54 Ala. 393, 
25 AmR 688; Blancett v. Wimberley, 
TG OAIANe Aes 40234 79) 4S O08: 

Ark.—MclIntosh vy. Bullard, 95 Ark, 
227, 129 SW 85. 

Cal.—Platz v. Marion, 35 Cal. A. 
241, 169 P 697. 

Colo.—Terry v. Wright, 9 Colo. A. 
AL aie es 905. 


Conn.—MeVeigh Ven Ripley, 77 
Conn. 136, 58 A 701; Holcomb v. 
Cornish, 8 Conn. 375. 

Del.—Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 
462, 60 AmD 650. 

Ga.—Calhoun v. Little, 106 Ga. 336, 


43 LRA 
Whitney, 21 


Ill.—F lack v. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 187; 
Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. A. 530 [aff 
240 Ill. 105, 88 NE 281]; Herman- 
son v. Goodyear, 1389 Ill. A. 374. 

Iowa.—McGrew v. Holmes, 145 


32 SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 
630. F 

Hawaii.—Gomez  v. 
Hawaii 539. 


6. Erroneous Exercise of Jurisdiction. 
If there is not a elear absence of all jurisdiction, 
and if the complaint, or affidavit or other prelimi- 
ary proceedings confer on him at least colorably 
the right to determine whether or not to act in 
the particular case, a judicial officer is not liable 
for his erroneous decision,?* although his decision 
involves an error of law, 23 or of fact.2° 
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has been applied to cases where the magistrate de- 
cides erroneously that the act committed was a 
erime,*? improperly construes a statute ?® or er- 


roneously decides that an ordinance, for the viola- 


The rule 


Iowa 540, 124 NW 195. 

Ky. —Dixon v. Cooper, 109 Ky. 29, 
58 SW 437, 22 KyL 539; Hollon v. 
Lilly, 100 Ky. 553, 38 Sw 878, 18 
KyL 988 (dictum). 

La.—Gammage v. Mahaffey, 110 


La. 1008,.35 S 266 

pe rte LS v. Herrick, 47 Me. 
Md.—Roth v. Shupp, 94 Md. 55, 

50 A 430. 


Mich.—Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 
358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 802, 109 
AmSR 684; Schultz v. Huebner, 108 


Mich. 274, 66 NW 57; Johnson v. 
Morton, 94 Mich. 1, 53 NW 816. 
Mo.—Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 
175 SW 910. 
Nebr.—Miller v. Woods, 23 Nebr. 
200, 36 NW 483. 


Nev.—Gordon v. Nye County Fifth 
IUAIClAly Wists Ct.,es60 Nev, iielsk 
134, 44 LRANS 1078. 


N. J.—Smith v. Hibler, (Sup.) 92 
A 364; Booth v. Kurrus, 55 N. J. 
Tey SiO Oar Ac LOLS yo GrOVeIpy, "Wan 


Duyn, 44 N. J. L. 654, 43 AmR 412; 
Mangold v. Thorpe, 33 N. J. L. 184. 

N. Y.—Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 
N. Y., 499 90. NB. 1129; Austin. v. 
Vrooman, 128 N. Y. 229, 28 NE 477, 
14 LRA 138; Marks v. Townsend, 
97 N. Y. 590; Lange v. Benedict, 73 
N. Y. 12, 29 AmR 80 [aff 8 Hun 362 
(rev 48 HowPr 465), and app dism 99 
U. S. 68, 25 L. ed. 469]; Hallock v. 
Dominy. 7 69ssN a Veaeco ou aS tarnett oy. 
Connolly, 150 App. Div. 859, 135 NYS 
325 [rev 75 Misc. 230, 134 NYS 8380]; 
Baldwin v. Rice, 147 App. Div. 347, 
131 NYS 785; Brunner v. Downs, 17 
NYS 6338; Harrison v. Clark, 4 Hun 
685; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; 
Gilbert v. Satterlee, 43 Misc. 292, 88 
NYS 871 [aff 101 App. Div. 313, 91 
NYS 960]; Harman yv. Brotherson, 1 


Den. 5387; Stewart v. Hawley, 21 
Wend. 552; Hoose v. Sherrill, 16 
Wend. 33. 


Okl.—F lint v. Lonsdale, 41 OkI. 
448, 139 P 268; Comstock v. Eagle- 
ton, 11 Okl. 487, 69 P 955 [writ of 
error dism 196 U. S.. 99, 25 SCt 210, 
49 L. ed. 402]. 

Pa.—Jones v. Hughes, 5 Serge. & 
R. 298, 9 AmD 364. 

Utah.—Richardson v. Capwell, 176 
P 205; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 Utah 12, 
SouiPe vec. 

Wis.—Robertson v. Parker, 99 Wis. 
652, 75 NW 423, 67 AmSR 889. 

Eng.—Doswell v. Impey, 1 B. & C. 
163, 8 ECL 70, 107 Reprint 61; Dicas 
v. Brougham, 6 C. & P. 249, 25 BCL 


418. 

N. S.—Parker v. -Etter, 33 N.S. 
B2.t Uy 

Ont. Par eee v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
@sas: 


25. oF S.—Lange’s Case, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 18,307, 18 Blatchf. 546. 

Ala.—-Busteed v. Parsons, 54 Ala. 
393, 25 AmR 688. 

Ky.—Williams v. Blincoe, 5 Litt. 
55p Ns oe 


Wiad, 

ING dis BOOM Wa ourrus, 
L. 370, 26 A 1013. 

N. Y.—Lange v. Benedict, 8 Hun 
362 [aff 73 N. Y. 12, 29 AmR 80 (app 
dism-99 U.S. 68, 25 L. ed. 469)]; 
Campbell v. Ewalt, 7 HowPr 399. 

{a] Mlustration.— Although the 
complaint only set forth technically 
a private nuisance, the justice is not 


tion of which the arrest is ordered, 
applies to the alleged offender.°° 

which the judicial officer has general jurisdiction, 
complaints, affidavits, or other preliminary proceed- 
ings have been held sufficient to protect him in act- 
ing thereunder where upon a reasonable construe- 
tion thereof the charge of an offense justifying 
arrest can be gathered,*! or where there is presented 


is valid,?® or 
In eases over 


liable because he construed it to be 
broad enough to include a_ public 
nuisance. Booth v. Kurrus, 55 N. J. 

L. 370, 26 A 1013. 
26. Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 462, 
60 AmD 650; Marks v. Sullivan, 9 
109 Ky. 29, 


Utah 12, 33 P 224. 

27. Dixon v. Cooper, 

58 SW 4387, 22 KyL 539; Lewis v. 
Rose, 6 Lans. (N. Y.) 206; Stewart 
Vv. Hawley; 21 Wend: (CN: Y.): 5523 
Jones v. Hughes, 5 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 
298, 9 AmD 364 

[al] Violation of Sunday laws.— 
Where the accused was arrested for 
breaking the sabbath, and it was 
later held that his offense did not 
constitute breaking the sabbath, it 
was held that, although the justice 
may have misapprehended the true 
import of the statute and concluded 
that the offense fell within the pro- 
hibition when it did not, he is not 
liable. Stewart v. Hawley, 21 Wend. 
CNEL.) (552: 

28. Austin v. Vrooman, 128 N. Y. 
229, 28 NE 477, 14 LRA 138; Kenner 
¥.. Morrison, 12> Hunt CN, °Y >) o204e 
Stewart v. Hawley, 21 Wend. (N. Y.) 
552; Comstock v., Eagleton, 11 Okl. 
487, 69 P 955 [writ of error dism 
196s UW Sa, 99e 25) SCt 2107 49 eiat lede 
402]; ye v. Hutchinson, 81 Wash. 
394, 142 P 865. 

29. U. S.—Bohri v. Barnett, 144 
Fed. 389, 75 CCA 327; Hofschulte v. 
Doe, 78 Fed. 436. 
oe) a v. Stewart, 63 Ala. 

6 

Ark.—Trammell v. Russellville, 34 


Ark. 105, 36 AmR ile, 

Ga 106 Ga. 336, 
a) SE 86, 71 AmSR 254, 43 LRA 
630. 


Iowa.—Henke v. McCord, 55 Iowa 
378, 7 NW 623. 

Me.—Rush v. Buckley, 100 Me. 322, 
he 774, 70 LRA 464, 4 AnnCas 

Mich.—Brooks v. Mangan, 86 Mich. 
576, 49 NW 633, 24 AmSR 137. 

N. Y.—Hallock v. Dominy, 69 N. Y. 
238; Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101 App. 
Div. 313, 91 NYS 960. 

Oh.—Wheeler v. Gavin, 5 Oh. Cir. 
Ctie246,3 RON Cir Decuria st 

Utah.—Richardson v. Capwell, 176 
P 205: 

30. Cottam v. 
Fed. 570.. 

81. Ala.—Broom v. Douglass, 175 
Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
AnnCas1914C 1155; Brown v. State, 
63 Ala. 97; Campbell v. Johnson, 5 
Ala, As -618,/59'-S 708: 

Cal.—Stubbs v. Abercrombie, (A.) 
183 P 458; Platz v. Marion, 35 Cal. 
A. 241, 169 P 697; Fkumoto v. Marsh, 
130 Cal. 66, 62 P 303, 509, 80 AmSR 

Ill.—F eld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 88 
NE 281; Outlaw v. Davis, 27 Ill. 467. 
yep ime v. Thiebold, 9 Kan. 

Mich.—Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 
358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 802, 109 
AmSR 684; Schultz v. Huebner, 108 
Mich. 274, 66 NW 57. 

N. J.—Grove v. Van Duyn, 44 N. J. 
L, 654, 48 AmR 412. 

N. Y.—Gilbert v. Satterlee, 101% 
App. Div. 313, 91 NYS 960 [aff 43 
Mise. 292, 88 NYS 871]; Jones v. 
Foster, 43 App. Div. 33, 59 NYS 738; 


Oregon City, 98 
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even in a slight degree a question on which the 
judicial mind is called to act in determining whether 
a crime has been committed by the person charged.*? 
A judicial officer is not liable if he acts upon a 
complaint which is insufficient in form.** 
take concerning the just weight and importance of 
evidence presented is merely an erroneous decision 
for which the judicial officer is not liable,** nor is 
he liable if he draws stronger inferences from the 
The protection ex- 
tends to erroneous procedure,*® and errors of judg- 
ment resulting in improper detention after arrest,3* 
and to a second arrest upon proof of the insufficiency 
of bail offered after the first arrest.*® 

Exceeding powers. Where jurisdiction has been 
secured, the magistrate is not ordinarily liable, if 
in view of the situation he decides that he possesses 
greater power than he actually possesses.*® For in- 
stance, the magistrate has been exonerated where, 


testimony that it warrants.%® 
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A mis- 
where his duty 


Krauskopf v. Tallman, 38 App. Div.| v. Ewalt, 7 HowPr 399. 


273, 566 NYS 967 [aff 170 N: Y. 561 
mem, 62 NE 1096 mem]; Bocock v. 
Cochran, 32. ‘Hun. 5215. Miller Nv. 
Adams) 7 Bans. 131 faff-52 <Ne \Y. 
409]; Hall v. Munger, 5 Lans. 100; 
Gilbert v. Satterlee, 43 Misc. 292, 88 
NYS 871 [aff 101 App. Div. 313, 91 
NYS 960]; Nowak v. Waller, 10 NYS 
199 [aff 132 N. Y. 590, 30 NE 868]; 
Harman vy. Brotherson, 1 Den. 537. 

Ont.—Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
Q. B. 13. 

See also supra § 102. 

[a] Reason for ruie.—“The judge 
is protected, because he is bound to 
pass judicially upon all applications 
regularly made to him for process, 
which he has the power to issue; and 
it would be unjust to make him lia- 
ble in damages for an error in judg- 
ment when he is acting in good 
faith.’ Hall v. Munger, 5 lLans. 
CNG Y2), 100; 105. 

{b] Illustrations.—(1) Where the 
statutory offense was carrying off 
hay, corn, wheat, etc., and the com- 
plaint alleged that the accused car- 
ried off cornstalks, it was held that, 
although the misconduct described in 
the complaint was not the miscon- 
duct described in the act, neverthe- 
less, as the question of their identity 
was colorably before the magistrate, 
it was his duty to decide, and he 
was not answerable for an erroneous 
application of the law to the case. 
Grove v. Van Duyn, 44 N. J. L. 654, 
43 AmR 412. (2) A complaint was 
held sufficient where it alleged the 
obtaining of money by false pre- 
tenses contrary to law, omitting the 
words “with intent to defraud” 
which by statute was made a part 
of the offense. Crawford v. Beattie, 
SOE ADE COS A Be 


32. Smith v. Bell, etc., Kdy. Co., 
127 App. Div. 278, 111 NYS 202. 

36.) Thorpe: v., Oliver, (20) Ui ©. 
Q. B. 264. 

34. Jchnson v. Morton, 94 Mich, 
1, 53 NW 816. 

35. Marks vy, Sullivan, 9 Utah 12, 
33 P 224. 
f 88. Ill.— Flack v. Ankeny, 1 Ill. 

th 


Ind.—State v. Wolever, 127 Ind. 
306, 26 NE 762. 

Iowa.—Buseman v. Schultz, 154 
Iowa 493, 182 NW 3878. 

' Ky.—Rowe v. Reneer, 99 SW 250, 
$0 KyL 545. 


La.—Gammage v. Mahaffey, 110 
La. 1008, 35 S 266. 
Mich.—Gardner  v. Couch, 137 


Mich. 358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 802, 

109 AmSR 684. 
N. J:—Smith v. Hibler, (Sup.) 92 
197 


A 364. 

N. Y.—Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 
N. Y. 499, 90 NE 1129; Stanton v. 
Schell, 5 N. Y. Super. 323; Campbell 


Vt.—Wright v. Hazen, 24 Vt. 1438. 

[a] Illustration. — Although the 
magistrate erroneously entered on 
his minutes that the judgment was 
for a fine, whereas he could have 
entered a judgment for fine or im- 
prisonment or both, the mere failure 
of the minutes to show what judg- 
ment was really intended does not 
render the magistrate liable in dam- 
ages for an arrest pursuant to the 
judgment which might have been im- 
posed. Gammage vy. Mahaffey, 110 
La. 1008, 35 S 266. 

[b] Wrongful imposition of costs 
does not render the conviction in- 
valid. Rowe v. Reneer, 99 SW 250, 
30 KyL 545. 

37. McGrew v. Holmes, 145 Iowa 
540, 124 ND 195; Kenner v. Morrison, 
12 Hun (N. Y.) 204; Comstock v. 
Eagleton, 11 Okl. 487, 69 P 955 [writ 
of error/dism’ 196 U.S. 99 25) Sct 
210, 49 L. ed. 402]; Touhey v. King, 
9 Lea (Tenn.) 422. 

{a] MZllustration.—Where a judge 
having jurisdiction both of the sub- 
ject matter of a proceeding and 
ot the person of defendant conducts 
the trial in conformity to law and a 
valid judgment is rendered, except 
that that portion which remands de- 
fendant' to jail is in excess of the 
court’s jurisdiction, the judge can- 
not be held liable in a civil action. 
Comstock v. Hagleton, 11 Okl. 487, 
69 P 955 [writ of error dism 196 


ee SOR RCT PANO SE ine eal 
; 38. Carothers v. Scott, Tapp. 
(Oh.) 227. 

39. Butler v. Potter, 17 Johns. 


(N. Y.) 145; Robertson v. Parker, 99 
Wis. 652, 75 NW 4238, 67 AmSR 889. 

[a] Judgment for excessive costs. 
—A justice who gives judgment for 
an amount in excess of that pre- 
scribed by statute and issues execu- 
tion therefor is not liable. The judg- 
ment and execution are voidable only. 
Butler v. Potter, 17 Johns. (N. Y.) 
145. 

40. Ala.—Blancett v. Wimberley, 
16 Ala. A. 402, 78 S 318. 

Iowa.—McGrew v. Holmes, 145 
Iowa 540, 548, 124 NW 195 [cit Cyc]. 
Bie so v. Smith, 27 Mich. 
33. ’ ; 
ee ae: v. McKinney, 63 Miss. 
18%. 

N. M.—Douthitt v. Bailey, 14 N. M. 
530, 99 P 342. 

N. Y.—Austin v. Vrooman, 128 
N. Y. 229, 28 NEE 477, 14 LRA 138; 
Starrett v. Connolly, 150 App. Div. 
859, 1835 NYS 325 [rev 75 Misc. 230, 
134 NYS 830]. 

See also Robertson v. Parker, 99 
Wis. 652, 75 NW 4238, 67 AmSR 889 
(where, however, it was held that a 
complaint alleging that the judicial 


[§§ 103-104 


although he only had authority to conduct pre- 
liminary proceedings prior to trial, he erroneously 
decided that he had jurisdiction to try and con- 
vict ;4° but a contrary ruling has also been made.** 
Conversely, the magistrate has been exonerated 


was to try minor offenses imme- 


diately, and he erroneously decided to hold accused 
for trial by another court.*? 
on the part of the judicial officer for an excessive 
sentence, as the sentence is good only for the lawful 
time and the, party detained would he entitled to a 
release at the end of the legal time.*? 

Conspiracy. But it has been held that if a jus- 
tice, together with others, wrongfully and malicious- 
ly conspired to have one arrested for the purpose 
of harassing him, he may be liable.*# 

[§ 104] 7. Process Void on Its Face.*® A judi- 
cial officer who issues process void on its face is 
liable for an arrest or detention thereunder,*® al- 


There is no liability 


officer’s act of sentencing the accused 
was willful, malicious, and corrupt 
and performed with knowledge that 
he had no authonity to do so, stated 
a cause of action). 

[a] Jurisdiction to decide to pro- 
ceed.—Where the justice has author- 
ity to have accused brought before 
him, and if he offers to give bail, 
then only to bind him over for trial 
by jury after indictment, and ac- 
cused does offer to give bail, never- 
theless, in deciding that he has the 
right to try him, the justice is acting 
judicially and is not liable; the er- 
roneous decision to proceed does not 
render the justice liable, because it 
is not a question of jurisdiction to 
proceed, but of jurisdiction to decide 
whether or not he has that right. 
Austin v. Vrooman, 128 N. Y. 229, 
28 NE 477, 14 LRA 1388. 

41. Patzack v. Von Gerichten, 10 
Mo. A. 424. 

Londegan v. Hammer, 30 Iowa 


Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 
358, 100 NW 6738, 101 NW 802, 109 
AmSR 684. 


44. Read v. Shipley, 104 SW 1001, 
31 KyL 1258. 


43. 


; a Form of process see supra 
46. Ala.—-Broom vy. Douglass, 175 


Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
AnnCas1914C 1155. 

Conn.—Clyma v. Kennedy, 64 Conn. 
310, 29 A 539, 42 AmSR 194; Hall v. 


Howd, 10 Conn. 514, 27 AmD 696; 
Grumon v. Raymond, 1 Conn. 40, 6 
AmD 200. 


Ill.—Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. A. 530 
[aff 240 Ill. 105, 88 NE 281]. 

cut, ee v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf. 
17 Mich—Sheldon v. Hill, 33 Mich. 


N. Y.—Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 Abb 


Pr 468; Williams v. Garrett, 12 
HowPr 456. 
paaeak ome EL Ca v. Jones, 6 Phila. 


Eng.—Prickett v. Gratrex, 8 Q. B. 
1020, 55 ECL 1020, 115 Reprint 1158; 


Wickes v. Clutterbuck, 2 Bing. 483, 
9 ECL 670, 130 Reprint 393. 
Ont.—McDonald v. Stuckey, 31 


We CVO Bore 

[a] The judicial officer has been 
held liable (1) where warrant was 
void on face because it did not name 
the party to be arrested. Grumon 
v. Raymond, 1 Conn. 40, 6 AmD 260. 
(2) Where the warrant was void on 
its face because it did not set forth 
a sufficient’ charge. Williams v. 
Jones, 6 Phila. (Pa.). 54. 

{b] Mittimus not showing cause 
of commitment.—A justice of the 
peace who issues a mittimus not 
showing the cause of commitment is 
liable in damages for false imprison- 


For later cases, developments and ckanges in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 104-106] 


though he acted in good faith,4? and had sufficient 
evidence before him on which to issue a valid 
process.*§ 

[§ 105] 8. Ministerial Acts.4® The rule of ex- 
emption in favor of judicial officers does not apply 
to acts which are not judicial but purely ministerial 
in character.°° For a detention brought about by 
illegalities or irregularities in such duties they are 
liable in damages to the party arrested,®! and this 
is especially so where their acts are done with cor- 
rupt motives.>? Although no distinct line of separa- 
tion can be traced between ministerial and judicial 
action,®? it has been said that the distinction be- 
tween the two is that where the law prescribes and 
defines the duties to be performed with such pre- 
cision and certainty as to leave nothing to the 
exercise of discretion or judgment, the act is minis- 
terial; but where the act to be done involves the 
exercise of discretion or judgment, it is not to be 
deemed merely ministerial,®°* and that as safe a 
criterion as any other to ascertain whether a pri- 
vate suit would or would not lie is to adopt the 
rule which governs in cases in which a mandamus 
would or would not be granted.®> Although the 
magistrate’s act in determining whether a warrant 
of arrest shall issue is judicial, it has been held that 
his act in making the warrant is ministerial,5° and 
he is liable if he issues process void on its face.5? 
So also the act of issuing process of commitment °° 
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or of execution after final judgment has been treated 
as ministerial;>° and it has been said that liability 
would arise if a judicial officer issued a commitment 
which was contrary to the statute,®° or in violation 
of the rule of law that a commitment may never 
authorize a severer punishment than the judgment 
on which it is founded.*t The act of approving 
or refusing te approve an appeal bond has also been 
held to be ministerial,®? and liability has been im- 
posed where detention resulted from wrongfully re- 
fusing to approve such a bond.®? But, on the other 
hand, a judicial officer is not liable for his minis- 
terial act in issuing process authorized by his judg- 
ment ;®* and where his act in issuing process at the 
request of a party is ministerial, he has been ex- 
empted from liability,*° provided he acted in good 
faith,°* without knowledge that the issuance of the 
same was contrary to statutory provisions.®? 

[§ 106] 9. Causing Detention for Contempt.** 
Upon principles similar to those already enumerated 
respecting the exemption of judicial officers from 
liability for their acts which cause the arrest or de- 
tention of another, such an officer is not liable for 
causing a detention for an alleged contempt when 
he has general jurisdiction over contempt, and of 
the person of the offender, and facts arise before 
him giving him power to decide whether the offense 
has been committed,®® irrespective of his motive in 


49 L. ed. 402]. 
65. 


ment. Hiday v. Gilmore, 3 Blackf.] process committing such person un- 

(Ind.) 48. til he paid all costs, without fixing 
Liability for ministerial acts see| them, the justices were held liable. 

infra § 105. Clark v. Woods, 2 Exch. 395, 154 Re- 
47. Grumon y. Raymond, 1 Conn.| print 545. 

40, 6 AmD 200; Blythe v. Tompkins, 61. Weigel v. Brown, 194 Fed. 652, 


2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 468. 

48. Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 AbbPr 
(N. Y.) 468. 

49. Liability of judges as to min- 
isterial acts generally see Judges [23 
Wye TV ULT: 

50. lIowa.—Foft v. Hamilton, 170 
Iowa 576, 153 NW 146. 

N. C.—Brewer v. Wynne, 163 N. C. 
319, 79 SE 629, AnnCas1915B 319. 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
63. 

Vt.—Banister v. Wakeman, 64 Vt. 
203, 23 A 585, 15 LRA 201. 

Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 


26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 
Ont.—Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 


On Bey135 

51. Weigel v. Brown, 194 Fed. 
652, 115 CCA 442; Mayberry v. Kelly, 
ot ian. 116. 

52. Fisher v. Deans, 107 Mass. 
118. 

53. Guenther v. Whiteacre, 24 


Mich. 504. 

54. Rains v. Simpson, 50 Tex. 495, 
32 AmR 609. 

55. Rains v. Simpson, 50 Tex. 495, 
32 AmR 609; Parker v. Etter, 33 N.S. 
52. See also Broom v. Douglass, 175 
Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
AnnCas1914C 1155 (dissenting opin- 
ion). 

“When mandamus lies see Manda- 
mus [26 Cyc 188 et seq]. 

56. Blythe v. Tompkins, 2 AbbPr 
(N. Y.) 468. 

57. See supra § 104. 

58. Danforth v. Classon, 21 Iii. 
A. 572; Fisher v. Deans, 107 Mass. 
118; Banister v. Wakeman, 64 Vt. 
203, 23 A 585, 15 LRA 201. 

59. Sullivan v. Jones, 2 Gray 
(Mass.) 570; Percival v. Jones, 2 
Johnie OAs. (CN. 4s) 449. 

60. Weigel v. Brown, 194 Fed. 652, 
115 C@A 442; Clark v.. Woods, 2 
Exch. 395, 154 Reprint 545. 

{a] MIllustration.—Where the stat- 
ute permitted imprisonment for one 
month for failure to pay taxes, but 
justices of the peace issued process 
pursuant to which a person was ar- 
rested for failure to pay taxes, the 


115 CCA 442; La Roe v. Roeser, 8 
Mich. 537; MclIvor v. McGillivray, 40 
INSUS.. 459° 

[a] Dilustration.—Where a magis- 
trate commits a prisoner to jail un- 
der a conviction not providing for 
hard labor, and, in issuing the war- 
rant of commitment, imposes hard 


labor, and where the person is sub- 


sequently discharged on habeas cor- 
pus, the magistrate is not protected 
on the ground that a magistrate is 
not liable for deciding the case er- 
roneously, because issuing the war- 
rant is a ministerial act and the 
magistrate is liable for:including in 
the warrant the imposition of hard 


labor. McIvor v.-McGillivray, 40 
Nos 209. 
[b] A warrant of commitment not 


supported by judgment of conviction 
is an excess of jurisdiction in per- 
formance of a ministerial rather 
than of a judicial act. La Roe v. 
Roeser, 8 Mich. 537. 

62. Tompkins v. Sands, 8 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 462, 24 AmD 46 (where it 
is said that in approving or refusing 
to approve an appeal bond the jus- 
tice does not act judicially, he does 
indeed exercise discretion, but it is 
the same discretion exercised by any 
ministerial officer who takes bail). 


63. Tompkins v. Sands, 8 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 462, 24 AmD 46. 

64. Downing v. Herrick, 47 Me. 
462; Comstock v. HBagleton, 11 OKI. 


487, 69 P 955 [writ of error dism 
DIG CU Ss Looe Zon SCs honest Ona ed. 
402]. 

{a] Illustration—wWhere, under a 
statute, the probate judge was also 
the clerk of the'’probate court, and 
issued a commitment founded upon 
a judgment of his court made by him 
as judge, which judgment, although 
it exceeded the court’s jurisdiction, 
was made in a proceeding over which 
the court had jurisdiction of subject 
and person, he is not liable for false 
imprisonment resulting from issuing 
the commitment. Comstock v. Hagle- 
ton, 11 Okl. 481, 69 “P 955 Ewrit of 
error dism 196 U. S. 99, 25 SCt 210, 


Rogers v. Mulliner, 6 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 597, 22 AmD 546. 

66. Rogers v. Mulliner, 6 Wend. 
(N._Y.). 597, 22 AmD" 546: 

67. Rogers v. Mulliner, 6 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 597, 22 AmD 546. 

68. Contempt generally 
tempt 13 C. J. pl. 
age U. S.—Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 

Ala.—Harly v. Fitzpatrick, 161 Ala. 
171, 49 S 686, 135 AmSR 123% 
gee ela rok v. Wallace, 57 Cal. 

Colo.—Terry v. Wright, 9 Colo. A. 
Pa ai Oe 0 5s ; 

Conn.—Church v. Pearne, 75 Conn. 
350, 538 A 955. 

La.—Buquet v. Watkins, 1 La. 138t. 

Nebr.—Keiscy v. Klabunde, 54 
Nebr. 760, 74 NW 1099. 

N. H.—Robertson v.*Hale, 68 N. H. 
538, 44 A 695. 

N. Y.—Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 
N. Y. 499, 99 NE 1129 [mod 122 App. 
Div. 889 mem, 106 NYS 1146 mem]; 
Fischer v. Langbein, 103 N. Y. 84, 
8 NE 251; Rutherford v. Holmes, 
66 N. Y. 368 [aff 5 Hun 317]; Bow- 
man v. Seaman, 152 App. Div. 690, 
SE INNES) aie 

Tex.—Taylor v. Goodrich, 25 Tex. 
Civ. A. 109, 40 SW 515; Gaines v. 
Newbrough, 12 Tex. Civ. A. 466, 34 
SW 1048. 

Vt.—Rudd v. Darling, 64 Vt. 456, 
25 A 479. 

W. Va.—Tavenner v. Morehead, 41 
W. Va. 116, 23 SE 673. 

Eng.—Doswell v. Impey, 1 B. & C. 
163, 8 ECL 70, 107 Reprint 61; Wil- 
liams'*v.. Smith, 14°C." B, N-S:2596, 
108 ECL 596, 148 Reprint 579. 

[a] Erroneous decision that ac- 
cused was guilty.—A judicial officer 
is not liable, if while sitting as judge 
and having general jurisdiction over 
contempts, he commits one for con- 
tempt, irrespective of his motive in 
so doing, and although the alleged 
contemptuous acts were not in law 
contempt, and the person charged 
was not guilty of such acts. Taylor 
v. Goodrich, 25 Tex. Civ. A. 109, 40 
Sw 515. 

[b] Erroneous decision that act 
was a contempt.—Having general ju- 
risdiction ovgr contempts, the ju- 
dicial officer is not liable if he 


see Con- 
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causing the detention.’° 


contempt thereof.” 


[6 107] A. In General. 


erroneously decides that the publica- 
tion of a newspaper article reflecting 
on the action of the court was a con- 
tempt. Taylor v. Goodrich, 25 Tex. 
Civ. A. 109, 40 SW 515. 

[c] Failure to pay fees for at- 
tendance.—The failure to tender a 
garnishee his fee is merely a de- 
fense to a proceeding against him for 
contempt, and does not render the 
justice civilly liable, in false im- 
prisonment, for issuing a warrant 
for his arrest for an alleged con- 
tempt in refusing to appear and an- 
swer as garnishee. Kelsey v. Kla- 
bunde, 54 Nebr. 760, 74 NW 1099. 

70. Cooke v. Bangs, 31 Fed. 640; 
Bell v. McKinney, 63 Miss. 187; Scott 
v. Fishblate, 117 N. C. 265, 23 SE 
436, 30 LRA 696; Taylor v. Good- 
rich, 25 Tex. Civ. A. 109, 40 SW 
515. 

71. See cases infra notes 72-74. 

72. Church vy. Pearne, 75 Conn. 
350, 58 A 955; Harkness v. Hyde, 
31 Ida. 784, 176 P 885; Rutherford 
v. Holmes, 66 N. Y. 368 [aff 5 Hun 
3171. 

{al Oath required.— (1) Where 
the statute regulating the right of 
a justice of the peace to punish for 
contempt prescribes that there shall 
be an oath as to the materiality of 
the testimony, and it does not ap- 
pear that such oath was made, the 
justice had no authority to punish 
for contempt, and is liable for his 
act in ordering a detention. Ruther- 
ford v. Holmes, 66 N. Y. 368 [aff 5 
Hun 317]. (2). Although a justice 
of the peace has, under statutory 
provisions, authority to deal with 
contempts committed in his pres- 
ence while holding court without 
preliminary complaint, if he has 
power to punish for acts not com- 
mitted in his presence he must pro- 
ceed in due course of law, that is, 
upon written charges. Church v. 
Pearne, 75 Conn. 350, 355, 53 A 955 
(where it was said: “The absence of 
such charges, preferred on oath or 
affirmation, went to the jurisdiction 
of the court. Assuming that there 
was jurisdiction over the subject- 
matter, and: a right to issue a war- 
rant for the: plaintiff’s arrest, there 
was no jurisdiction of the cause— 
that is, of the proceedings for con- 
tempt, for want of an essential pre- 
requisite, namely, probable cause 
shown by oath or affirmation, before 
the issue of the warrant’’). 

73. Wheeler, ete, Mfg. Co. v. 
Boyce, 36 Kan, 350, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 
571. 

74, Jobnson v. Bouton, 35 Nebr. 
898, 53 NW 995. 

{a] Tlustration.—A county judge 
has-no power to commit for contempt 
one guilty of discbeying an injunc- 


But liability has been im- 
posed where his authority to act depends upon his 
compliance with statutory provisions, and he acts 
in disregard thereof," as for instance, where the 
proceedings must be founded on a preliminary oath, 
and none is made,’? or where notice or hearing is 
required, and no notice of hearing was had.** Where 
the power to punish for contempt is confined to the 
court against which the contempt is committed, a 
judicial officer not acting as judge of that, court 
may incur liability by ordering a detention for a 
Liability has also been im- 


Although a person is 
subject to an illegal restraint that will support an 
action for false imprisonment, he may have waived 
his rights to proseeute such an action or he may as 
a result of his own conduct be precluded from re- 
covering damages for the unlawful detention,*! as 
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be held liable.78 


ages thereof,’® 
IV. WAIVER *° 


tion.®# 


tion allowed by_him while sitting as 
district judge, and is liable in false 
imprisonment to the party detained 
in custody by his order for such 
contempt. The contempt is against 
the district court, not against the 
county judge, decided under code pro- 


visions relating to contempt pro- 
ceedings. Johnson v. Bouton, 35 
Nebr. 898, 53 NW 995. 


75. Newton v.-Locklin, 77 Ill. 103. 

76. Clarke v. May, 2 Gray (Mass.) 
410, 61 AmD 470. 

77. See Contempt § 62 et seq. 

78. Roberts v. Hackney, 109 Ky. 
26. 58 SW 810, 59 SW 328, 22 KyL 
76. 

79. Armstrong v. 
N. BS 525. 

80. Waiver by failure to claim ex- 
emption from arrest see supra § 16. 

81. U. S.—Wheeler vy. Nesbitt, 24 
How. 544, 16 L. ed. 765. 

Mass.-—Keefe v. Hart, 
476, 100 NE 558, 


McCaffrey, 12 


213 Mass. 
AnnCas1914A 716 
(dictum); Bates v. Reynolds, 195 
Mass. 549, 81 NE 260; Caffrey v, 
Drugan, 144 Mass. 294. 11 NE 96; 
Trull v. Howland, 10 Cush. 109, 57 
AmD 82. 


Miss.—Williamson vy. Wilcox, 63 
Miss. 335. 
N. H.—Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 


330, 68 A 335, 337 [cit Cyc]. 

N. Y.—Warren v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 
86, 39 NYS 830. 

R. I.—Crandall v. Gavitt, 20 R. I. 
366, 39 A 191. 

Vt.—Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 

Wash.—Pierce_ v. Mitchell, T7 
Wash. 453, 187 P 1008. 

Wis.—Gunderson v. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 173) 104° NW (149, 

Eng.—Robertson v. Balmain New 
Herrys Coy utd. plod eA Oe r2ob: 
Scott v. Wakem, 3 F. & F.. 328. 

Ont.—Stoness v. Lake, 40 U. C. 
Q: -B. 320. 

{a] MTlustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff was arrested in one county 
and by his own request was com- 
mitted to jail in another county, he 
thereby waived his right to be im- 
prisoned in the county wherein he 
was arrested. Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 
Vt. 437. (2) Plaintiff, having taken 
no steps to have a judgment convict- 
ing him of contempt reviewed but 
having paid his fine and costs after 
remaining a few days in jail, could 
not maintain an action against the 
judge and sheriff for false imprison- 
ment. Pierce v. Mitchell, 77 Wash. 
453, 137 P 1008. (8) If after’ a pa- 
tient has recovered from delirium 
tremens he approves the restraint 
which had been placed on him, it is 
a defense to an action for false im- 
prisonment. Scott v. Wakem, 3 F. 
& F. 328. 

[b] Consenting to restraint.—(1) 


[§§ 106-107 


posed where the magistrate orders the imprison- 
ment of the offender when he has power only to 
fine,”> or where his pewer depends on the pendency 
of the action before him, and he causes an im- 
prisonment after the termination of the action.7® 
As the power to punish for contempt is a judicial 
power,?7 a nonjudicial officer such as the mayor 
of a city who attempts to exercise such power may 


It has been held that if a judicial 


officer commits a person for contempt to an im- 
proper place of detention he will be liable in dam- 


where he voluntarily remains in custody, even under 
a mistaken view of legal conclusions.®? But a waiver 
is not always spelled out of the conduct of a per- 
son who impliedly consents to his arrest or deten- 
A plaintiff, surrendered by his surety on his 
bail, will not be deemed to have consented to his 


Where an officer, in the discharge of 
his duty, in good faith invites one to 
the police station for the purpose of 
interrogating him and investigating 
a charge against him, with a view of 
deciding on future action, and with- 
out any intention of putting him 
under arrest or restraint, and the 
circumstances do not warrant a rea- 
sonable apprehension that force will 
be used in the absence of submission, 
and the person voluntarily accom- 
panies the officer and consents to be 
searched, there is no arrest or false 
imprisonment. Gunderson y. Strue- 
bing, 125 Wis. 173, 104 NW 149. (2) 
Where plaintiff, insisting that the 
offense for which he had been ar- 
rested be inquired into without delay, 
waived the necessity of an affidavit 
and warrant by voluntary appear- 
ance, he was precluded from plead- 
ing failure to procure the affidavit 
and warrant. Williamson v. Wilcox, 
63, Miss. 335, 

{[c] Failure to claim privilege a 
waiver.—Where plaintiff, a duly 
qualified voter, was arrested on war- 
rant and failed to claim his exemp- 
tion from arrest, he was deemed to 
have waived the same and could not 
recover in false imprisonment. Cran- 
dall v. Gavitt, 20 R. I. 366,.39 A 191. 

82. Warne v. Constant, 4 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 32; Moses v. Dubois, 23 S. C. 
L. 209; Kibling v. Clark, 53 Vt. 379. 

83. Ga.—Gordon v. Hogan, 114 Ga. 
354, 40 SIE 229. 

Mich.—Porrett v. Lauer, 184 Mich. 
497, 151 NW 619. 

Mo.—Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 
any SW ore: \ 

ex.—Kress yv. Lawrence, (Civ. A. 
162 SW 448. ( i 
igh tine: eal v. Fraser, 3 FE. -& EF. 


{a] Tlustrations. — (1) Under 
Code Cr. Proc. providing that a per- 
son can detain another without being 
thereafter liable for false imprison- 
ment, for the purpose of “preventing 
or interrupting an intrusion upon the 
lawful possession of property” and 
assuming that the plaintiff’s conduct, 
a boy of twelve years, leading de- 
fendant’s employees to believe he had 
stolen a pin worth ten cents, justified 
his arrest and detention on the 
theory of estoppel, it did not justify 
them in forcibly taking him to the 
office and compelling him to submit 
to a search, where he promptly de- 
nied the theft and offered to turn 
his pockets inside out. Kress v. 
Lawrence, (Tex. Civ. A.) 162 SW 
448. (2) Where physicians continue 
nurses in charge of a person after 
the person has requested that they 
be discharged, the physician may not 
escape liability for the nurses’ acts 
on the ground that the patient by 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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unlawful detention, in the absence of proof that 
the surrender was procured by plaintiff for the pur- 
pose of laying the foundation for an action in false 
imprisonment.s* A plaintiff may, at the beginning 
of a trial, waive his rights as to all but compensa- 


tory damages.®® 


[§ 108] B. Plea of Guilty. The liability for an 
illegal arrest is not waived by plaintiff pleading 
guilty of the offense for which the arrest was 
Where a plea of guilty constitutes an 
admission of facts authorizing an arrest without 
a warrant, it may amount to a bar.’? 

[§ 109] C. Inducing Arrest or Detention. Where 
a person is instrumental in causing or provoking 
his own arrest or detention, no liability attaches,®® 
as where a warrant, alleged to be illegal, was placed 
in the hands.of an officer at the request of the 
person against whom it was issued.®® 
maintain an action for false imprisonment who by 
his own conduct or statements induces his arrest 


made.’ 


calling him in had authorized him 
to do all that was necessary in the 


case. Symm vy. Fraser, 3 F. & F. 
859. 
[b] Remaining in jail no preju- 


dice.—Arrest was made on a void 
warrant and accused could have ob- 
tained his release at any time after 
his arrest by application to court, 
but delayed making such application 
for some time. This did not preju- 
dice his right of action for false ar- 
rest against either complainant or 
his attorney. Porrett v. Lauer, 184 
Mich. 497, 151 NW 619. 

{c] Held no waiver.—Failure of 
plaintiff to point out to defendants 
that notice which they had given her 
to appear before a justice taking 
depositions was void as naming a 
past date is no defense to such de- 
fendants who caused her arrest upon 
her failure to appear. Tiede v. Fuhr, 
264 Mo. 622, 175 SW 910. 

84. Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860. 

85. Holmes v. Blyler, 80 Iowa 365, 
45 NW 756. 

86. McCullough v. Greenfield, 133 
Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 62 LRA 906, 
1 AnnCas 924; Gold v. Campbell, 54 
Tex. Civ. Al. 269, 117 SW 463; Texas, 
etenieRnsuCo. vi (Parker;229 Tex. (Civ. 
A. 264, 68 SW 831. 

[a] Consent to nol. pros. is not a 
waiver. Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. 
Co., 92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 
513, 44 LRA 673. 

[b] Pleading guilty to an offense 
not committed.—Where defendant ar- 
rested plaintiff as a streetwalker, 
without a warrant, the fact that she 
pleaded guilty in a justice’s court to 
the offense of disorderly conduct 
with which she was charged is no 
defense to an action for the illegal 
arrest.. Larson v. Feeney, 196 Mich. 
1, 162 NW 275, LRA1917D 694. 

87. Erie R. Co. v. Reigherd, 166 
Fed. 247, 92 CCA 590, 20 LRANS 
295, 16 AnnCas 459; Holder v. St. 
Louis, etc. R. Co., 155 Mo. A. 664, 
135 SW 507; Williams v. Brooks, 95 
Wash. 410, 163 P 925. 


88. Conn.—Allen v. Gleason, 4 Day 
376. 

Ky.—Chelf vy. Austin, 4 Ky. Op. 
a Ty (i 


Mass.—Williams v. Powell, 101 
Mass. 467, 3 AmR 396. 

N. Y.—Greene v. Fankhauser, 137 
App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004. 

Porto Rico.—Stevens v. Nater, 4 
Porto Rico Fed. 158. 

Ss. C.—Edmundson v. 20 
S.C. L. °410. 

Vt.—Bllis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 

[a] For example, an officer, after 
attaching in a broker’s office, the 
desk and law books of an attorney, 
neglected to remove them during 
nearly five hours of daylight. After 
giving the officer notice to remove 


Frean, 


» he 
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One cannot 


[§ 111] 


the books, the broker locked his office 
door and the officer remained in the 
office with the attached property. In 
an action for false imprisonment by 
the officer, it was held that the 
broker was not liable, since the offi- 
cer in effect caused his own deten- 
tion. Williams vy. Powell, 101 Mass. 
467, 3 AmR 396. , 

[b] Provoking arrest. — Where 
plaintiffs followed defendants, peace 
officers, around the streets for the 
purpose of annoying them and on re- 
fusal to desist from such conduct 
were arrested without warrant and 
imprisoned, it was held in suit for 
false imprisonment that the officers 
were justified and verdict was for 
defendants. Stevens v. Nater, 4 
Porto Rico Fed, 158. 

Edmundson y. Frean, 20 S. C. 


90. Kalish v. White, 36 Cal. A. 
604, 173 P 494; Orwitz v. McKay, 31 
N. S. 243. 

91. Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31; Landrum v. Wells, 7 Tex. Civ. 
A. 625, 26 SW 1001; Dunston v. 
Paterson, 2. C. B. N. S. 495, 89 ECL 
495, 140 Reprint 509. 

[a] Conduct not justifying ar- 
rest.—Where the arrested party pre- 
viously told the sheriff that he was 
the person named in the warrant, but 
later denied it, the previous state- 
ments and conduct would not com- 
pletely justify the sheriff in assum- 
ing that he was the person mentioned 
in the warrant, but such conduct and 
statements may be heard in mitiga- 
tion of damages. Landrum v. Wells, 
7 Tex. Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

92. Jones v. Foster, 43 App. Div. 
33, 59 NYS 738. 

[a] For example, plaintiff had 
been arrested for peddling without 
license in violation of an ordinance. 
While the affidavit was somewhat in- 
formal it sufficiently appraised plain- 
tiff of the charge against him. He 
first pleaded not guilty before the 
committing magistrate, but later, to 
avoid incarceration in default of bail, 
changed his plea to guilty and paid 
his fine. It was held that this waived 
any irregularity or defect in the pre- 
liminary deposition and barred an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment. Jones 
v. Foster, 48 App. Div. 33, 59 NYS 


738. 

93. Church v. Pearne, 75 Conn. 
350, 53 A 955; Buzzell v. Emerton, 
161 Mass. 176, 36 NE 796; Carleton 
v. Akron Sewer Pipe Co., 129 Mass. 
40; Jones v. Foster, 43 App. Div. 33, 
59 NYS 738. 

[a] Appearance under arrest be- 
ing compulsory and not voluntary is 
not a waiver of defects in warrant or 
complaint. Warner v. Perry, 14 Hun 
GNREYS) 337. - 

{b] Furnishing bail after submit- 
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under a process not naming him correctly % or 
which is not intended to describe him.°1 

D. Defects in Process. Where a judicial 
officer possesses jurisdiction both of the crime and 
of the person of plaintiff, any defect or irregularity 
in the warrant or preliminary deposition is waived 
by voluntary appearance and plea,®? but defects re- 
lating to the jurisdiction of the court are not so 
waived,®* nor, it seems, are defects of such a sub- 
stantial nature that they render the process void.°* 
So where an arrest is upon civil process which is 
irregular but not void, such irregularities are waived 
by defendant, where he appears and gives bail with- 
out moving to be discharged.?®> An action for false 
imprisonment cannot be based upon defects in mesne 
process which are due to the failure of the person 
arrested to make timely objection where he has 
had an opportunity to do so in the proceedings prior 
to its issuance.®® 

E. Delay or Failure to Arraign or Bring 


ting to an examination and taking 
the poor debtor’s oath does not con- 
stitute a waiver of the wrongful 
arrest. Carleton vy. Akron Sewer 
Pipe Co., 129 Mass. 40. 

94. Harwood v. Siphers, 70 Me. 
464; Buzzell v. Emerton, 161 Mass. 
176, 36 NE 796; Warner v. Perry, 
14 Hun (N. Y.) 337; Blythe v. Tomp- 
kins, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 468. 

[a] Illustration.—Where a debtor 
was arrested under process defective 
for lack of proper notice of the pro- 
ceedings for nonappearance in which 
plaintiff debtor was arrested, it was 
held in a subsequent suit for false 
imprisonment that debtor’s recogniz- 
ing before a magistrate other than 
the one in charge of the original pro- 
ceedings was not a waiver -of the 
illegality of the arrest and therefore | 
did not prevent plaintiff from recov- 
ery. Lane v. Holman, 145 Mass. 221, 
13 NE 602.. 

[b] Pleading to a warrant di- 
rected to a “person whose name is 
unknown, but whose person is well 
known ... does not waive the 
defect in the warrant that accused 
was not properly designated, such 
defect being one of ‘substance, 
ratrer than of form. Harwood v. 
Siphers, 70 Me. 464. 

{c] Giving bail bond. — Giving 
bail bond after arrest is not a waiver 
of,an illegal arrest made under writ 
containing no capias. Buzzell_ v. 
Emerton, 161 Mass. 176, 36 NE 796. 


95. Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29. P 548, 

$6. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Waiver of . misnomer. — (1) 


Where the right party has been sued 
under an incorrect name, and fails 
to plead the misnomer in abatement, 
his subsequent arrest under process 
continuing the incorrect name is jus- 


tified. Trull v. Howland, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 109, 57 AmD 82; Griswold 
v. Sedgwick, 6 Cow. (N. Y.) 456; 


Crawford v. Satchwell, Str. 1218, 93 
Reprint 1141. (2) But where the 
wrong party was served under an 
incorrect name, notified plaintiff of 
mistake, and did nothing further, it 
was held that his arrest under an 
execution containing such incorrect 
name was false imprisonment, and 
he was not obliged to plead the mis- 
nomer in abatement. Walley v. Mc- 
Connell, 13 Q. B. 908, 66 ECL 903, 116 
Reprint 1508. 

[b] Domicile of person arrested. 
—Plaintiff was sued on a promissory 
note; the place of his domicile was 
wrongly set forth and he failed to 
plead in abatement but let judgment 
go by default. Subsequently he was 
arrested on an execution which like- 
wise misstated the place of his domi- 
cile. In an action against the officer 
for false imprisonment it was held 
that plaintiff had. waived the irregu- 
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before Magistrate. One arrested may excuse a delay 
in arraignment or in bringing him before the magis- 
trate or other proper officer by his own conduct.** 
So one may be precluded from basing an action of 
false*imprisonment upon the fact that he was not 
brought before the proper magistrate or other judi- 
cial officer by his own conduct in securing his 
release °° or his consent to his release without ar- 
raignment,®® although the mere fact that plaintiff 
accepted his discharge without insisting upon being 
brought before the magistrate does not, according 
to all authorities, constitute a waiver. 
under arrest desires to be taken before some magis- 
trate other than the one nearest and most accessible, 
and the officer complies with such request, neither 
he nor one who advises him in so doing can be held 
By statute in some 


SATISFACTION, RELEASE, OR ASSIGN MENT 


settlement ® is a full defense to an action for false 
Since the tort is joint where par- 


liable for false imprisonment.? 
Vi 
[§ 115] 


larity and the execution process be- 
ing regular on its face the officer 
was justified in arresting thereunder. 
Smith v. Bowker, 1 Mass. 76. 

97. U. S.—Wheeler v. Nesbitt, 24 
How. 544, 16 L. ed. 765. 

Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 484, 
54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 AnnCas 
31. 

Ind.—Weser v. Welty, 18 Ind. A. 
664, 47 NE 639. 


Ky.—Klotz v. Cook, 184 Ky. 735, 
212 SW 917. : 

Me.—Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137,95 A699. 

Md.—Twilley v. Perkins, 77 Md. 
252, 26 A 286, 39 AmSR 408, 19 LRA 
632. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 83. 

N. J.—Venable v. Huddy, 77 N. J. 
L. 351, 72 A 10. : 

{a] Illustration. — If an _ officer 
gives an arrested person the alter- 
native of paying a certain sum as a 
penalty or of going to jail instead of 
taking him to a committing magis- 
trate the officer is liable to the ex- 
tent) of the’ custody,.. but ;if the 
arrested person pays the penalty pre- 
scribed rather than stand trial he 
cannot complain. Twilley v. Perkins, 
77 Md. 252, 26 A 286, 39 AmSR 408, 
19 LRA 632. 

[b] Waiver of right to a hearing. 
—Where defendant peace officer law- 
fully arrested plaintiff in Kentucky 
on a charge of receiving stolen goods, 
but failed to take her before a magis- 
trate because she consented to go 
to Ohio with an officer, it was held 
ithat plaintiff had waived the code 
provision entitling her to a hearing 
before a Kentucky magistrate and 
therefore could not recover in false 
imprisonment for prolonged deten- 


tion. Klotz v. Cook, 184 Ky. 735, 212 
SW 917. ; 
{c) Prolonged detention at plain- 


tifi’s request.—Where a person ar- 
rested by a constable voluntarily 
remains in his custody to prevent 
the publicity of an examination, the 
constable is not guilty of false im- 
prisonment for failure to take him 
before a magistrate within a reason- 
able time. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
383. 35 A 1089 (dictum). 

98. Twilley v. Perkins, 77 Md. 252, 
26 A 286, 39 AmSR 408, 19 LRA 632; 
Joyce v. Parkhurst, 150 Mass. 243, 
22 NE 899; Venable v. Huddy, 77 
Nn to En ipole gee ALL Os 

[a] Payment of fine—If after a 
legal arrest the offender is willing 
to, and does, pay to the officer mak- 
ing the arrest the prescribed penalty 
rather than be taken before a jus- 
tice he has no cause of action against 


That the party complaining has been 
paid in full® or that his conduct amounted to a 
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If a person [§ 114] 


imprisonment. 


the officer. Twilley v. Perkins, 77 
Md. 252, 26 A 286, 39 AmSR 408, 19 
LRA 6382. 

[b] Requesting release. — Where 
there had been an arrest legally 
made for disorderly conduct, the offi- 
cer arresting, however, not making a 
charge against the prisoner, but re- 
leasing him in response to his appeal 
that he be permitted “to go home and 
take care of his family,” it was held 
that the circumstances would war- 
rant an understanding that the officer 
was not to be held liable in damages. 
Joyce v. Parkhurst, 150 Mass. 248, 
22 ND 3899. 

99. Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 476, 
100 NE 558, AnnCas1914A 716; Hor- 
gan v. Boston El. R. Co., 208 Mass. 
287, 94 NE 386 (dictum); Bates v. 
Reynolds, 195 Mass. 549, 81 NE 260; 
Joyce v. Parkhurst, 150 Mass. 243, 
22 NE 899; Caffrey v. Drugan, 144 
Mass, 294, 11 NE 96; Phillips v. Fad- 
den, 125 Mass. 198; Clark v. Tilton, 
74 N. H. 330, 68 A 335; Mulberry v. 
Fuellihart, 203 Pa. 573, 43 A 504. 

[a] If taking the prisoner before 
the court is omitted at his request, 
he may be estopped to interpose the 
omission and in such event the officer 
may still use the process to justify 
the arrest. Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 
330, 68: A 335. 

1. Stewart v. Feeley, 
524, 92 NW 670. 

[a] In Rhode Island, in a case 
where the facts did not establish a 
waiver, it was said, by way of dic- 
tum, that the rule permitting accused 
to waive his right to be brought 
before a magistrate had never been 
recognized. Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 
584, 68 A 471. 

2. Richardson v. Dybedahl, 14 
S. D. 126, 84 NW 486. 

3. See statutory provisions; and 
Horgan v. Boston El. R. Co., 208 
Mass. 287, 94 NE 386. 

Tf Ni EL. 330; 


118 Iowa 


4 Clark v. Tilton, 
68 A 335; Poor v. Taggart, 37 N. H. 
544; Gibson v. Holmes, 78 Vt. 110, 
62 A 11, 4 LRANS 451. 

5. Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 Vt. 437. 

6. Hayes v. Mitchell, 69 Ala. 452. 

7 Ky.—Klotz .v. Cook, 184 Ky. 
735, 212 SW 917; Pepper v. Mayes, 
81 Ky. 678. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
35 A 1089 (dictum); Twilley v. Per- 
kins, 77 Md. 252, 26 A 286, 39 AmSR 
408, 19 LRA 632. 

N. Y.—Greene v. Fankhauser, 137 
App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004; Hawley 
v. Butler, 54 Barb. 490; Hess v. Mor- 
gan, 3 Johns. Cas. 84. 

S. D.—Richardson v. Dybedahl, 14 
S. D. 126, 84 NW 486. 

Tex.—Hays v. Creary, 60 Tex. 445. 
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jurisdictions if a party voluntarily asks to be freed 
from an arrest without arraignment, and his dis- 
charge follows, he waives any claim for damages 
which otherwise he might have had against the of- 


F. Return. The arrested party may 
waive the strict fulfillment of the officer’s duty to 
make a proper return.* : 

G. Place of Confinement. The prisoner 
may by voluntary consent waive his right to con- 
finement in a proper place.® 

H. Conduct Prolonging Detention. 
person, rightfully arrested, cannot complain of the 
continuance of a lawful detention occasioned by his 
own neglect,® or his incapacity on account of drunk- 
enness or by his own conduct generally.” 


A 


Ont.—Arscott v. Lilley, 14 Ont. A. 
283. 

[a] For example.— (1) Plaintiff 
arrested as a deserter was about to 
be sent with others to the nearest 
military post, but asked to be al- 
lowed to remain in jail for a few 
days longer in the expectation that 
proof of his innocence would arrive 
by that time. Such proof was ac- 
cordingly obtained, and, in action for 
false imprisonment, it was held that 
there could be no recovery for such 
imprisonment as resulted from his 
own request. Hawley v. Butler, 54 
Barb. (N. Y.) 490. (2) Where plain- 
tiff was being held in jail at one 
place and, instead of being brought 
to the place where the caurt was 
held and where she would have been 
discharged upon the decision of the 
court, elected to remain at the first 
place until the order discharging her 
reached the jailer there, her deten- 
tion between the time of making the 
order discharging her and its arrival 
at the place where she was confined 
does not constitute a false imprison- 
Ae Arscott v. Lilley, 14 Ont. A. 

[b] Suppression of facts by plain- 
tiff bars his right to recover.— 
Judgment was recovered before a 
justice who asked defendant if exe- 
cution should issue, and defendant 
said he did not care how soon, and 
did not state that he was a free- 
holder, and had a family, or claim 
any exemption from imprisonment, 
and the justice thereupon, without 
any directions from plaintiff, who 
was not present, issued an execution 
against the body of defendant on 
which he was imprisoned thirty days, 
and he brought an action against 
the justice for assault and battery 
and false imprisonment. It was held 
that the justice was not liable. Hess 
v. Morgan, 3 Johns. Cas. (N. Y.) 84. 

8. Stone v. Dickinson, 7 Allen 
(Mass.) 26. See Accord and Satis- 
faction 1 C. J. p 520; and generally 
Release [34 Cyc 1039]. 

9. Bates v. Reynolds, 195 Mass. 
549, 81 NE 260; Caffrey v. Drugan, 
144 Mass. 294, 11 NE 96; Phiilips v. 
Fadden, 125 Mass. 198. 

[a] Sufficient evidence by settle- 
ment.—In an action for false impris- 
onment, where there was- evidence 
that the keeping of plaintiff over- 
night at the police station and send- 
ing him home in the morning was at 
his request, and that defendant made 
no complaint against him in court, 
there was sufficient evidence of a set- 
tlement to warrant an instruction as 
to the effect of an understanding be- 
tween the parties that plaintiff 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, pags and note number, 
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ticipated in by more than one,!° a discharge of one 
tort-feasor by plaintiff operates as a release of the 
And so a settlement with one of ‘two or 
more persons alleged or represented to have been 
hable for a false imprisonment is a bar to suit 
This is so irrespective of the 
true legal liability of the party paying the settle- 
Although the party has been discharged 
on condition that he refain from bringing an action 
for trespass, that will not preclude him from bring- 
The fact that plaintiff 


rest.11 


against the others. 


ment.!2 


ing an action on the ease.!® 
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detention.1® 


defense.19 


secured his release by signature of a promise not 


[§ 116] A. Form of Action. The form of action 
under which damages for false imprisonment are 
recoverable at common law, and except where the 
contrary is expressly provided by statute, is tres- 
pass,*1 or trespass to the person vi et armis.?? It 


VI. ACTIONS °° 


trespass on the 


is neither trespass quare clausum fregit for injury 


should be released from arrest and 
should make no claim against defend- 
ant for damages. Bates v. Rey- 
nolds, 195 Mass. 549, 81 NE 260. 

10. See supra § 69. 


Aisne Llorsan vo BostonmHis RiiCo:, 
208 Mass. 287, 94 NE 386. 
12. Brewer v. Casey, 196 Mass. 


384, 82 NE 45. 

{a] MDlustration.—Where plaintiff 
was committed to the house of cor- 
rection on an order made out by 
the clerk of defendant justice’s court 
and, in a suit for false imprisonment 
against the justice issuing the or- 
der, the jury found that plaintiff had 
previously represented to the clerk 
that he would be joined as defendant 
and thus secured a settlement from 
such clerk, such settlement is a bar 
to the action against the justice irre- 
spective of whether the clerk would 
have been liable if sued. Brewer v. 
Casey, 196 Mass. 384, 82 NE 45. | 

13. Macfarlane v. Ellis, 1 F. & F. 
288. 

14. Rice v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 
47, 94 A 736, LRA1916E 356. 
- [a] Illustration. — A _ statement 
signed by a visitor at an amuse- 
ment park, arrested by a police con- 
stable in the proprietor’s employ, 
that he would not sue for false im- 
prisonment was held not to bar his 
action. Rice v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 
47, 94 A 736, LRAI916E 356. 

15. Catlin v. Pond, 6 NYSt 762. 

16. Cook v. Highland Hospital, 
168 N. C. 250, 84 SE 352, LRA1915D 
611, AnnCas1917C 158. 

17. Harris v. Louisville, 
Co., 35 Fed. 116. 

18. Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137, 95 A 699. 2 : 

[a] Release signed by minor.— 
The property rights to an action for 
illegal arrest of a minor are not af- 
fected by a release signed by him 
when given his freedom without a 
trial, which release absolves the 
arresting officer of liability, nor one 
signed by his parent unless such 
parent is a legally appointed guard- 
jan, although such release may be 
used as evidence of consent on the 
minor’s part to a discharge without 


ete., R. 


trial. Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137,095 LAs 699. 
19. Chapman y. Dyett, 11 Wend. 


(N. Y.) 31, 25 AmD 598: 
20. Election between causes of ac- 


tion or counts see Pleading [31 Cyc 
651 et seq]. 4 
Joinder of actions see Actions 


§§ 214, 231, 241. y 

Separate statement of causes of 
action see Pleading [31 Cyc 116]. 

Survival of action see Abatement 
and Revival § 371. 

21. U. S.—Polonsky v. Pennsyl- 
R.-Co., 184 Fed: 558 [rev on 
other grounds 184 Fed. 561, 106 CCA 


541]; Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 
250; Ferguson v. Lambert, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,739; Stanton v. Seymour, 22 
F. Cas. No. 13,298, 5 McLean 267. 

Ala.—Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 6638, 49 AmSR 32; Holly v. 
Carson, 39 Ala. 345; Woodall v. Mc- 
Millan, 88 Ala. 622; Williams v. Ivey, 
37 Ala. 244. 

Conn.—Pease v. Burt, 3 Day 485. 

D. C.—Auerbach y. Freeman, 43 
App. 176. 

Ill.— Blalock v. Randall, 76 Ill. 224. 
‘Ind.—Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
95 AmRe 7355) JDurping v.e Remy, 3 
Blackf. 210. 

Md.—Lewin v. Uzuber, 65 Md. 341, 
4 A 285; Turner v. Walker, 3 Gill & 
J. 377, 22 AmD 329. 

Mass.—Zinkfein v. W. T. Grant Co., 
128 NE 24. 

N. Y.—Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 
253; Doyle v. Russell, 30 Barb. 300; 
Holley v. Mix, 3 Wend. 350, 20 AmD 


702. 

N. -C.—Price v. Graham, 48 N. C. 
545. 

Pa,.—Neall v. Hart, 115 Pa. 347, 


8°‘A 628, 2 AmSR 559; McCarthy v, 
De eArimites ooRePaw 6semekramen: Vv. 
Lott, 50 Pa. 495, 88 AmD 556; Baird 
v. Householder, 32 Pa. 168; Maher v. 
Ashmead, 30 Pa. 344, 72 AmD 692; 
Allison v. Rheam, 3 Serg. & R. 139, 


8 AmD 644; Moss v. Judge, 16 Pa. 
Dist. 1021, 34 Pa, Co..433. 
Tex.—Hubbard v. Lord, 59 Tex. 


384. 

Vt.—Bebee v. Steel, 2 Vt. 314. 

W. Va.—Ruffner v. Williams, 3 W. 
Va. 243. 

Eng.—Magnay v. Burt, 5 Q. B. 381, 
48 ECL 381, 114 Reprint 1293; Mor- 
Sami Ve eu hes, seeker kk. weal 0,0 
Reprint 123; Barker v. Braham, W. 
Bl. 866, 96 Reprint 510, 3 Wils. C. P. 
368, 95 Reprint 1104. 

“An action for ‘false imprison- 
ment’ is in the nature of a trespass, 
and only lies in that form where 
the imprisonment is vi et armis, 
either by force wholly illegal, or 
only colorably legal.’ Ferguson v. 
Lambert, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,739. ° 

22. Johrson v. Tompkins, 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,416, Baldw. 571; Plummer 
v. Dennett, 6 Me. 421, 20 AmD 316; 


Morris v. Scott, 21 Wend. (N. Y.) 
281, 34 AmD 2386; Berry v. Hamill, 
12 Sere. & R.. (Pa.) 210; Moss v. 
Judge, 16 Pa. Dist. 1021, 34 Pa. Co. 
433. 

23. Sawyer v. Ryan, 13 Mete. 
(Mass.) 144. 


[a] Tlustration. — Where plain- 
tiff’s allegation that defendants broke 
and entered his dwelling and impris- 
oned him was held to make out a 
case only of trespass to land and 
not of trespass to the person for 
false imprisonment. Sawyer nid 
Ryan, 13 Metc. (Mass.) 144. 
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to prosecute an action for false imprisonment does 
not constitute a bar,'* nor does the tact that money, 
coerced from plaintiff as a result of his illegal 
arrest, was returned, nor does the fact that plain- 
tiff, on being admitted to an institution, signed an 
agreement that she would abide by the regulations 
of the institution including a power of involuntary 
A release obtained by fraud,!” or from 
an infant,!® or the assignment of a cause of action 
for false imprisonment to a third person, is no 


to property 7° nor, with a few statutory exceptions,?* 


case.2> Although the substantive 


distinctions remain, the form of action is unimpor- 
tant In many jurisdictions which have abolished 
forms of action by code ** or modified them by 


24. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

[a] Case lies for false imprison- 
ment. Moore v. Thompson, 92 Mich. 
498, 52 NW 1000; Parsons v. Harper, 
16 Gratt. (57 Va.) 64. 

25. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 
334; Knight v. International, etc., R. 
Co:,, 61» Fed.) 87,7 9 -CCA 3.7163 Castro 
v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 250; Stanton 
v. Seymour, 22 EF. Cas. No. 13,298, 
5 McLean 267. 

Ala.—Holly v. Carson, 39 Ala. 345. 

Me.—Plummer v. Dennett, 6 Me. 
421, 20 AmD 316; Green v. Morse, 
5 Me. 291. 

Mass.—Cassier v. Fales, 139 Mass. 
461, 1 NE 922 (‘Sin nature of tres- 


pass’’). 
N. Y.—Nebenzahl v. Townsend, 10 
Daly. 232, 61 HowPr 353; Platt v. 


Niles, 1 Edm. Sel. Cas. 230; Barhydt 
v. Valk, 12 Wend. 145, 27 AmD 124. 

N. C.—Price v. Graham, 48 N. C. 
ane Allen v. Greenlee, 13 N. C. 
oO . 

Pa.—Kramer v. Lott, 50 Pa. 495, 
88 AmD 556; Baird v. Householder, 
32 Pa. 168; Maher v. Ashmead, 30 
Pa. 344, 72 AmD 708; Berry v. Ham- 
ill, 12 Serg. & R. 210; Moss v. Judge, 
LG6h PaseDist. noll02 tes 4s ha a Comma ae 
Murson v. Austin, 2 Phila. 116. 

Vt.—Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 
A 194; Bebee v. Steel, 2 Vt. 314. 

Eing.—Withers v. Henley, Cro. Jac. 
379, 79 Reprint 324; Macfarlane v. 
Ellis, 1 F. & F. 288. 

“The boundary between trespass 
vi et armis and trespass on the case, 
is frequently a very narrow one. 
But all the authorities, both ancient 
and modern, agree in this—that if 
the injurious act be the immediate 
result of the force applied by the 
defendant, and the plaintiff be in- 
jured by it, it is the subject of an 
action of trespass vi et armis: Now, 
the grievance here was not the issu- 
ing of an irregular writ, but its exe- 
ecution, and the imprisonment of the 


plaintiffs: it is simply an action of 
false imprisonment. ... If it had 
been ...an abuse, a malicious and 


oppressive abuse of regular process, 
case would have been the proper 
remedy.’ Berry v. Hamill, 12 Serg. 
& R. (Pa.) 210, 212. 
Distinction between false impris- 
onment and: 
Abuse of process see supra § 4. 
Malicious prosecution see supra § 3. 
26. Conn.—Wilcox v. Gladwin, 50 


Conn: alae 
sateen LAORS Vine VWLavy OSummirae 


Ky.—Clay v. Sweet, 1.A. K. Marsh. 
194. 

N. Y.—Johnson vy. Girdwood, 7 
Misc. 651, 28 NYS 151 [aff 143 N. Y. 
660, 39 NE 21]. 
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special practice statutes.?7 In the Philippine Islands 
civil damages for the tort of false imprisonment 
are recoverable in a prosecution for the crime of 


false imprisonment.”® 
[§ 117] 
crual of Action—a. 


garded as divisible.®° 


N. C.—Price v. Graham, 48 N. C. 
545; Allen v. Greenlee, 13 N. C. 370. 

S. D.—Cullen y. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

{a] Error in terminology not 
fatal. Where plaintiff sued a prose- 
cuting attorney for extorting under 
threat a false confession which re- 
sulted in plaintiff's conviction and 
imprisonment, and the complaint 
stated facts sufficient to support an 
action for malicious prosecution but 
was mistakenly characterized as an 
action for ‘‘false arrest and imprison- 
ment,” the court held the error in 
terminology not fatal and overruled 
the demurrer as to the malicious 
prosecution. Johnson v. Girdwood, 7 
Misc, 651, 28 NYS 151 [aff 143 N. Y. 
660, 39 NE 21]. 

27. Osgood v. Blake, 21 N. H. 550; 
Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 193; 
McQueen v. Heck, 1 Coldw. (Tenn.) 
212. 

{a] Plaintiff’s option. — Where 
plaintiff was arrested under a tax 
warrant containing separate and dis- 
tinct assessments, some legal and 
some illegal, and detained until he 
should pay both the legal and the 
illegal taxes, it was held that in so 
far as they covered the illegal taxes 
both the warrant and the imprison- 
ment were illegal, and that plaintiff 
had the option of considering the 
wrongful assessment as the injury 
and declaring in case, or treating the 
unlawful arrest of his person as the 
injury and declaring in trespass, and 
that, although a statute relating to 
actions against public officers pro- 
vided that if sued for misconduct in 
office the form of action should be 
ease, yet here defendant selectmen 
had been guilty not of “misconduct 
in office” but of an illegal act with- 
out the sphere of their office, and 
therefore trespass was the proper 
form of action “if the plaintiff chose 


to adopt it.’ Osgood v. Blake, 21 
NY ety 55 0: 
{b] Distinction between trespass 


and case abolished by statute.— 
McQueen v. Heck, 1 Coldw. (Tenn.) 
212 (Shannon Code Annot. § 4438). 

{c] Action of trespass, form for 
all actions ex delicto. Mihalyik v. 
Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 193. 

28. U. S. v. Heery, 25 Philippine 
600, 609 [cit Cyc]. 


29. Hackler v. Miller, 79 Nebr. 
206, 112 NW 303; Dusenbury v. 
Keiley, 8 Daly 537, 58 HowPr 286 
far 85> SNe Yn cscs. (OL ower 
408]. 

30. Huggins v. Toler, 1 Bush 


(Ky.) 192; Sikes v. Johnson, 16 Mass. 
389; Ruffner v. Williams, 3 W. Va. 
243, 245. 

“Hvery continuation of an illegal 
imprisonment constitutes a new tres- 
pass for which an action may be 


maintained.” Ruffner v. Williams, 
supra. 
{a] YIlustrations.—(1) Where de- 


fendant pleaded judgment in a for- 
mer suit, commenced during the 
pendency of the action in which 
plaintiff was arrested as a bar to re- 
covery for a continuation of the 
Same imprisonment, the court held 
that each continuation was a fresh 
trespass and therefore the first judg- 
ment was not a bar to recovery for 


B. Time to Sue and Limitations—1. Ac- 
In General. The right of action 
for false imprisonment acerues at the beginning of 
the imprisonment but does not become complete 
until the termination thereof,?® the tort being re- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 
[§ 118] ». 


[§§ 116-119. 


Termination of Prior Suit. Al- 


though there is authority to the contrary,*+ it has 
been generally held that the action may lie irre~ 


spective of the termination of the suit or prosecu- 


[§ 119] -c¢. 


tion in which the false imprisonment occurred.*? 
Statutory Notice. 
tions statutory provisions require notice of action 
as a condition precedent to an action ** against a 
publie officer, whether executive,** legislative,*> or 


In some jurisdic- 


judicial,?* or even as against a railroad conductor.*? 


subsequent continuation of the same 
imprisonment. Sikes v. Johnson, 16 
Mass. 389. (2) Under a one year 
statute of limitations, a plaintiff may 
recover for so much of the imprison- 
ment as occurred within one year of 
the time suit was begun. Huggins 
v. ‘Toler, isBush (Ky:)) 192. 

$1. In» re, Kelley, (How. _N._ P. 
(Mich.) 106; Garren vy. Garren, 1 
WklyNC (Pa.) 9. See also Blanchard 
v. Goss, 2 N. H. 491 (where plaintiff 
was arrested and imprisoned under 
a writ voidable for failure to comply 
with certain statutory requirements, 
it was held in a subsequent suit that 
the action’ could not lie before the 
writ was quashed). 

{a] MTllustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff was arrested at the instance 
of defendant and bound over to keep 
the peace until the next court, an 
action before the expiration of such 
term of the court for false imprison- 
ment was brought too soon. Garren 
v. Garren, 1 WklyNC (Pa.) 9. (2) 
The complaining witness in a crimi- 
nal case is not liable to an action 
for false imprisonment at the suit 
of accused during the pendency of 
the prosecution. In re Kelley, How. 


N. P. (Mich.) 106. 

32. Ga.—Berger v. Saul, 113 Ga. 
869, 39 SE 326. 

La.—Wentz v. Bernhardt, 37 La. 


Ann, 636. 

Mich.—Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 
Mich. 300. 

Mo.—McCaskey v. Garrett, 91 Mo. 


A. 354. But see Davis v. Chicago, 
etc, Ri Co7'192) Mo. A. 419,182 
SW 826 (assuming the contrary 
rule). 

N. Y.—Hopner v. McGowan, 116 


N. Y. 405, 22 NE 558 [aff 54 N. Y. 
Super. 98]; In re Bradner, 87 N. Y. 
171; Burns v. Erben, 24 N. Y. Super. 
bb5, 26° .HowPr \ 273). [afi—405 Nw Y. 
463]. But see Warren v. Dennett, 17 
Misc. 86, 39 NYS 830 (where a con- 
trary rule was assumed). 

Or.—Lane v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 160 
P 144, 163 P 975. 

Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260, 262 [aff 22 Pa. Dist. 576, and 
quot Cyc]. 

Ont.—Jones v. Grace, 17 Ont. ae 
aeponata v. Stuckey, 31 Us CoQ: 

“In action for false imprisonment 
the termination of the criminal pro- 
ceeding against the plaintiff had no 
importance, although such fact is es- 
sential in an action. for malicious 
prosecution.’”” Hopner v. McGowan, 
116 N. Y, 405, 410, 22 NE 558. 

[a] Tlustration.—An action for a 
false imprisonment on an illegal civil 
arrest may be maintained before the 
proceedings are terminated by a 
judgment. Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 
Mich. 300. 

[b] Suit. after quashing of writ 
but during action.—Where plaintiff 
was arrested and detained under a 
writ issued in a debt action and the 
writ of arrest was subsequently set 
aside, it was held that an action for 
damages brought after the quashing 
of the writ but before termination 
of the suit for debt was not prema- 


ture. Wentz v. Bernhardt, 37 La. 
Ann. 636. 
{c] Abandonment of prosecution 


was equivalent to a termination of 


record. Davis v. Chicago, etce.,. R. 
Co., 192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826; War- 
Aen v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 NYS 
3 

Termination of suit as bearing on 
distinction between false imprison- 
ment and malicious prosecution see 
supra § 38. 

33. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

[a] Indorsement of notice.—Where 
the statute requires the notice to be 
indorsed on the back with the name 
of the attorney or agent bringing 
suit, together with the place of 
abode, a notice subscribed, ‘Joseph 
Lloyd, attorney for Thomas Kennedy, 
No. 79 So. 5th St.” is insufficient. 
Kennedy v. Shoemaker, 1 Browne 
(Pan 61. 

[b] Description of action.—A no- 
tice that plaintiff was about to sue 
for false imprisonment is insufficient 
under a statute requiring a notice 
clearly and explicitly to state the 
cause of action. But the action 
should be styled “trespass and false 


imprisonment.” Kennedy v. Shoe- 
maker, 1 Browne (Pa.) 61. 
34. Robitaille v. Mason, 9 B. GC. 


499; Gaul v. Ellice Tp. Corp., 3 Ont. 
L. 438; O’Donnell v. Canada Fdy. Co., 
4. OntWR 402 [aff 5 OntWR 215]; 
Lefebvre v. Verdun Corp., 6 Que. Pr. 
437; Milton v. Cote St. Paul, 6 Que. 
Pr. 407. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Officer 
making arrest under void warrant 
held free from liability because of 
plaintiff’s failure to give the statu- 
tory notice of action. Gaul v. Ellice 
Tp.) Corp. 1.3 Ont wa AS Bonen eee ae tar 
action for damages for unlawfully 
entering a man’s house and arresting . 
him without warrant brought against 
a municipality and its constables 
must be preceded by notice of action 


to the latter. Milton v. Cote St. 
Paul, 6 Que. Pr. 407. 
{b] Failure to give statutory no- 


tice held a bar to action of false 
imprisonment against police officer. 
O’Donnell v. Canada Fdy. Co., 4 Ont 
WR 402 [aff 5 OntWR 215]. 

35. Hodges v. McGovern, 230 Pa. 
368, 79 A 6386. 

[a] Action against an alderman. 
—Where plaintiff sued defendant al- 
derman and another in their official 
capacities for false imprisonment and 
later sought to amend the complaint 
so as to include a conspiracy, it was 
held that such an amendment would 
so change the cause of action as to 
deprive defendant of the statutory 
notice allowed him in false impris- 
onment. Since plaintiff had failed 
to give the notice.and this failure 
would have been a valid defense to 
the action before amendment, it was 
held that the . amendment was 
wrongly allowed. Hodges v. McGov- 
ern, 230 Pa. 368,-79 A 636. 

36. Magnussen v. Shortt, 200 Pa. 
257, 49 A 788. 

[a] Under Pennsylvania statute, 
an action for false 
cannot be maintained against a mag- 
istrate in his official capacity unless 
a thirty day notice of purpose of 
bringing suit is given to him. Mag- 
UR en v. Shortt, 200 Pa. 257, 49 A 

37. pes v. Leonard, 20 U. C. 
Q. B. 481 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law seé cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 119-121] 


It has been held that the right to notice is con- 
tingent upon the good faith of the public officer.®§ 
Statutes of Limitation. 
of limitations, if pleaded,®® is a complete bar to 
an action for false imprisonment begun after the 
prescribed period,*® even if the proceedings in which 
the arrest took place are continued within the pre- 
The action for false imprisonment 
is to be regarded as begun at the time of filing the 
original declaration, notwithstanding an amended 
complaint amplifying the charge is later filed,*? or, 


[§ 120] 2. 


seribed time.*1 


under a saving statute, a second 


after dismissal of the first ‘‘otherwise than upon 
The statute begins to run as soon 
as the cause of action is complete, that is, from the 


the merits.’’ 4% 


termination of the imprisonment.** 


utes of limitation are applicable to the facts, the 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


A statute 
ment.*® 
[§ 121] 


action is begun 
another.*? 


Where two stat- 


action is governed by a statute specifically applying 


38. Pa.—Ross v. Hudson, 6 Pa. 
Super. 552, 42 WklyNC 43. 
Eng.—Cook v. Leonard, 6 B. & C. 
351, 13 ECL 165, 108 Reprint 481. 
N. B.—White v. Hamm, 36 N. B. 237. 
N. S.—Mott v. Milne, 31 N.S. 372. 
Que.—Asselin v. Davidson, 23 Que. 
K. B. 274, 16 DomLR 285, 20 RevLeg 


LS. 
of good faith.—(1) 


[a] Cases 
Peace officer. White v. Hamm, 36 


N. Bo :237. . (2) Justice... Mott v. 
Milne, 31 N. S. 372. 
[b] Bad faith—An _ officer who 


knowingly makes an illegal arrest 
cannot set up the failure of plaintiff 
to give the required statutory no- 
tice of action’ Asselin v. Davidson, 
23 Que. K. B. 274, 16 DomLR 285, 
20 RevLeg 1938. 

[c] Honest but unreasonable be- 
lief.—(1) Under the old British rule 
where plaintiff was illegally arrested 
for having a dromedary in town and 
sued the peace officer without giving 
statutory notice, it was held on plea 
of want of notice that none was nec- 
essary ~-because the defendant lacked 
a reasonable belief in his power to 
make the arrest. Cook v. Leonard, 6 
B. & C. 351, 13 ECL 165, 108 Reprint 
481. (2) Under the modern British 
rule it has been said: “The principles 
to be deduced from the older cases 
on this subject seem to be, that the 
defendant would be entitled to no- 
tice, if, acting under the bona fide 
belief that he was within his juris- 
diction, provided such belief was not 
utterly unreasonable. See Cann_v. 
Clapperton, 10 A. & E. 582, 37 ECL 
318, 113 Reprint 22; Smith v. Hop- 
per, 9 Q. B. 1005, 58 ECL 1005, 115 
Reprint 1560, and other cases cited. 
But these have, in my opinion, been 
modified by the more recent de- 
cisions, such as Leete v. Hart, L. R. 
3 C. P. 322, and Chamberlain v. King, 
L. R. 6 Cc. P. 474; and now the test 
is whether or not the defendant bona 
fide believes in the existence of facts, 
which, if they existed, would give 
him jurisdiction.” Mott v. Milne, 31 
N. S. 372, 382. (3) The rule has been 
stated by an American court as fol- 
lows: “A party to be entitled to the 
protection of a notice must bona fide 
and reasonably believe himself au- 
thorized. ... If the defendant acted 
in honest ignorance, or in an honest 
belief that he was acting by reason 
of his office as justice of the peace 
in putting the law in motion, he was 
entitled to notice.” Ross v. Hudson, 
6 Pa. Super. 552, 555, 42 WklyNC 43. 

39, Lamar v. Dana, 14 F. Cas. No. 
8,006, 18 Int. Rev. Rec. 163, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 8,005, 10 Blatchf. 34. 

Necessity of pleading statute of 
limitations generally see Limitation 
of Actions [25 Cyc 1401]. 

40. Hickey v. Huse, 56 Me. 493; 
Dusenbury v. Keiley, 85 N. Y. 383, 61 
HowPr 408 [aff 8.Daly 537, 58 HowPr 
286]; Lauzeau v. Leonard, 20 <UeC, 


[25 C. J.—84] 


Q. B. 481; Lavoie v. Gregorie, 9 D. T. 
B.C. (Que.)) 255. 

41. Dusenbury v. Keiley, 8 Daly 
537, 58 HowPr 286 [aff 85 N. Y. 383, 
61 HowPr 408]. 

42. Duffy v. Scheerger, 91 Nebr. 
511, 186 NW 724. 

43. Salisbury v. Poulson, 51 Utah 
552, 172 P 315. See Huggins v. To- 
ler, 1 Bush (Ky.) 192 (the holding 
of which is stated supra note 30). 

44. Alexander v. Thompson, 195 
Fed. 31, 115 CCA 33; Hackler v. Mil- 
ler,. .79.- Nebr... -206,,.. 112 sNW,. 3033 
Dusenbury v. Keiley, 85 N. Y. 383; 
61 HowPr 408 [aff 8 Daly 5387, 58 
HowPr 286]; Van Ingen v. Snyder, 
24 Hun (N. Y.) 81. But see Lane 
v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 160 P 144, 163 
P 975 (where there is a dictum to 
the effect that, in an action for false 
imprisonment, the time in respect to 
the statute of limitations does not 
begin to run until the prior action, 
pursuant to which the process was 
issued, has finally terminated in 
plaintiff’s favor). 

“The statutory limitation runs, not 
from the time the imprisonment be- 
gins, but from the time it ends.” 
Alexander v. Thompson, 195 Fed. 31, 
838, 115 CCAR33. 

{a] Tllustration.—The cause of 
action is complete when a prisoner 
is released from actual custody, as 
by giving bond, and limitations run 
from that time. Dusenbury v. Keiley, 
85 N. Y. 383, 61 HowPr 408 [aff 
8 Daly 537, 58 HowPr 286]. 

45. Alexander v. Thompson, 195 
Fed. 31, 115 CCA 33; Trask v. Wads- 
worth, 78 Me. 336, 5 A 182; Sibley v. 
Estabrook, 4 Gray (Mass.) 295, 

[a] Illustration. — An action 
against a sheriff for false imprison- 
ment is barred by the statute relat- 
ing to false imprisonment and not by 
the statute relating to actions 
against a _ sheriff. Alexander v. 
Thompson, 195 Fed. 31, 115 CCA 33. 

46. Oakes v. Oakes, 55 App. Div. 
576, 67 NYS 427 [aff 167 N. Y. 625 
mem, 60 NE 1117 mem]; Taylor v. 
Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 24 A 656. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff sued for false imprisonment 
after the expiration of a two year 
statute for false imprisonment and 
sought to bring the case within the 
six year statute, provided for other 
personal injuries, by alleging a con- 
spiracy, it was held that the action 
was governed wholly by the two year 
statute applicable to false imprison- 
ment and was therefore barred. 
Oakes v. Oakes, 55 App. Div. 576, 67 
NYS»}427 [aff 167 N. -Y.. 625 mem, 
60 NE 1117 mem]. (2) A statute 
requiring actions for the recovery of 
taxes paid under protest to be 
brought within one year is not a bar 
to an action for false imprisonment 
based on arrest under a void tax war- 
rant and brought after the lapse of 
the year. Taylor v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 
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to false imprisonment in preference to a statute 
applying generally to a class of persons within 
which defendant is included,*® or one applying to 
another offense connected with the false imprison- 
A statute fixing a particular limitation 
period for actions for false imprisonment may be 
impliedly repealed by a later statute fixing a differ- 
ent period for actions for injuries to the person.4? 
C. Jurisdiction and Venue. 
tion for false imprisonment is not local but transi- 
tory,*® and the courts of one state will entertain 
an action for a false imprisonment occurring in 
The action must be brought in a court 
of competent jurisdiction.®° 
local constitutional and statutory requirements,®* 
the action may generally be brought in the county 
in which it arose®? or in which defendant re- 


The ac- 


In accordance with 


506, 24 A 656. 

47. Tomlin v. Hildreth, 65 N. J. 
L. 488, 47 A 649. 

{a] Tlustration.—The act of 
March 27, 1874, limiting actions of 
trespass for assault, menace, battery, 
wounding, and imprisonment, to suits 
commenced within four years after 
the cause of action accrued, is so far 
repealed by the supplement of March 
24, 1896, to such act which referred 
to “injuries to persons,” as to limit 
the right of action in cases of false 
imprisonment to suits commenced 
within two years after such actions 
accrue and while repeal by implica- 
tion is not favored; where the lan- 
guage of a later act covers the whole 
subject matter of a former statute, 
its repeal by implication follows. - 
Tomlin v. Hildreth, 65 N. J. L. 488, 
47 A 649. : 

48. Henry v. Sargeant, 13 N. H. 
321, 40 AmD 146; Mostyn v. Fabrigas, 
Cowp. 161, 98 Reprint 1021. 

Actions ex delicto generally tran- 
sitory see Venue [40 Cyc 105]. 

_ocal and transitory actions dis- 
tinguished see Courts §§ 37, 41; 
Venue [40 Cyc 17, 18]. 

49. Henry v. Sargeant, 13 N. H. 
321, 40 AmD 146. 

[a] Hlustration.—Where plaintiff 
was arrested and imprisoned in Ver- 
mont under a tax “warrant’’ issued 
by selectmen without authority, and 
sued for damages in New Hampshire, 
the court stated that either case or 
trespass would lie and held that the 
action was in its nature transitory 
and therefore a New Hampshire 
court could take jurisdiction of a 
false imprisonment occurring in Ver- 
mont. Henry v. Sargeant, 13 N. H. 
321, 40 AmD 146. 

Jurisdiction of: 

Actions for tort committed in foreign 

state generally see Courts § 41. 
The parties see Courts §§ 95-99. 
Transitory actions generally’ see 

Courts §§ 38—46. 

What law governs generally see 
Conflict of Laws §8§ 35-38. 

50. Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 
15 NW 899; Rice v. Platt, 3 Den. 
GNe ye); Sih 

[a] Marine court of the city of 
New York lacks jurisdiction of a 
trial for false imprisonment unless 
committed on the high seas or in a 
foreign port. Rice v. Platt, 3 Den. 
GNSS) i Sle 

[b] Superior court of Michigan 
has jurisdiction to try a cause of 
action for false imprisonment. Hill 
v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 549, 15 NW 899. 

Jurisdiction of: 
ike generally see Courts 
Justices of the Peace see Justices of 

the Peace [24 Cyc 448]. 

Particular courts see Courts § 418. 

51. See constitutional and statu- 
tory provisions. 

52. Mitchell v. Ripy, 6 KyL 555; 


§§ 13- 
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sides.53 


be brought in any one of them.** 


{§ 122] D. Parties. 


well as joint.’ 
Tupper v. Morin, 12 NYS 310, 25 
AbbNCas 398. 

{a] Mlustration.—Where a war- 
rant of arrest was issued in Ander- 
son county, directed to the sheriff of 
Marion county, and plaintiff was ar- 
rested and imprisoned in the latter 
county, suit for false imprisonment 
was properly brought in Marion 
county. Mitchell v. Ripy, 82 Ky. 516, 
6 KyL 555. 

{b] Action against public officer. 
—Under a code provision that an 
action against a public officer, for 
an act done by him in virtue of his 
office, must be tried in the county 
where the cause of action or some 
part of it arose, where defendant, 
who was chief of police of Buffalo, 
sent a telegram causing the arrest of 
plaintiff in Toronto, the action for 
false imprisonment must be tried in 
Buffalo. Tupper v. Morin, 12 NYS 
310, 25 AbbNCas 398. 

Venue of transitory actions in gen- 
eral see Venue [40 Cyc 107]. 

53. Ah Fong v. Sternes, 79 Cal. 
30, 21 P 381; Zeller v. Martin, 84 
Wis. 4, 54 NW 330. 

{a] Mllustration.— Where defend- 
ants, county judge and county sher- 
iff, were sued in the county of their 
residence for an alleged unlawful 
imprisonment caused by them in said 
county, it was held that the residence 
and commission of the tort rendered 
said county the proper place for the 
action to be brought. Zeller v. Mar- 
tin, 84 Wis. 4, 54 NW 330. ? 

{b] Residence prevails.—In Cali- 
fornia it is held under code provi- 
sions that in an action for false im- 
prisonment defendant has the right 
to have the case transferred to the 
county of his residence, although the 
cause of action arose in another 
county. Ah Fong v. Sternes, 79 Cal. 
30, 21, P 381. ; 

54. Shugart v. Cruise, 260 Fed. 
36; Ellis v. Baker, 62 App. Div. 542, 
71 NYS 88. 

{a] Zllustrations.—(1) Where de- 
fendant, deputy sheriff of Warren 
county, arrested plaintiff in Saratoga 
county and removed him to and im- 
prisoned him in Warren county, it 
was held on motion to chaiuge the 
venue that since part of the action 
arose in Saratoga county the action 
was properly brought there. Ellis v. 
Baker, 62 App. Div. 542, 71 NYS 88. 
(2) Where plaintiff was, without a 
warrant, wrongfully arrested in one 
county and forcibly taken to a sec- 
ond county and there illegally im- 
prisoned, it was held on appeal from 
a judgment for plaintiff that the 
false imprisonment was one continu- 
ous tort and therefore the circuit 
court of the second county had ju- 
risdiction to try the whole case, and 
judgment could not be set aside for 
lack of jurisdiction. Shugart  v. 
Cruise, 260 Fed. 36. 

Place of trial as between counties 
tna see Venue [40 Cye 39 et 
seq]. 

55. Summers v. Southern R. Co., 
118 Ga. 174, 45 SE 27; Evans v. 
Maysville,’ ete., R. Co., 77 SW 708, 
25 KyL 1258. 

fa] Tfllustration—Where plaintiff 
was unlawfully arrested on a train 
in Mason county, carried under de- 
tention through Greenup county, and 


Where the tort is continuous and parts of 
it occur in two or more counties, the action may 
So under an ex- 
press code provision a common carrier may be sued | 
in any county in which the wrong occurred.®® 
An action for false im- 
prisonment may be brought against two or more 
defendants jointly,®* and plaintiff may elect to pro- 
ceed against them jointly upon a liability several as 
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[§ 123] 


action.*! Facts 


finally imprisoned in Bath county, he 
had the right to elect in which of the 
three counties he would bring the 
action, since the code provides that 
a common carrier may be sued where 
the tort occurred. Evans v. Mays- 
ville, ete., R. Co., 77 SW 708, 25 KyL 
1258. 

[b] Jurisdiction with relation to 
common carrier. — Where plaintiff, 
stealing a ride on a railroad train, 
was arrested lawfully while the train 
was in one county and detained un- 
lawfully after it reached another 
county, it was held that the cause of 
action arose in the latter county 
and under mandatory code provisions 
applying to railroads, only the court 
of the second county had jurisdic- 
tion. Summers v. Southern R. Co., 
118 Ga. 174, 45 SE 27. 

56. Reichman v. Harris, 252 Fed. 
371, 164 CCA 295; American Express 
Co. v. Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Bath v. 
Metcalf, 145 Mass. 274, 14 NE 1338, 1 


AmSR 455; Upchurch v. Wynne, 154 
N. C. 474, 70 SE 949; Andrews v. 
Wynne, 154 N. C. 4738, 70 SE 949; 
Brewer v. Wynne, 154 N. C. 467, 
70 SE 947. 

[a] Joinder of sheriff with depu- 


ties—In an action for false impris- 
onment, brought against a_ sheriff 
and his deputies for an illegal arrest, 
the sheriff was properly joined with 
the deputies as parties defendant, 
because although absent in fact he 
was present in contemplation of law, 
and therefore liable on the same 
basis as the deputies who actually 
made the arrest. Reichman v. Har- 
ris, 252 Wed. 871, 164 CCA 295. 

Joint liability see supra § 69. 

57. Zeller v. Martin, 84 Wis. 4, 54 
NW 330. . 

58. Pleading generally see Plead- 
ing [31 Cye 1]. 

59. Burgess v. Freelove, 2 B. & 
P. 425, 126 Reprint 13864; English v. 
Purser, 6 East 395, 102 Reprint 1338. 

60. Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
70 S 734; Mitchell v. Gambill, 140 
Ala. 545, 37 S 402; Woodall v. Mc- 
Millan, 38 Ala. 622; Shaw v. Jayne, 
2 CodeRep (N. Y.) 69. 

61. U. S.—Bryan v. Congdon, 86 
Fed. 221, 29 CCA 670. 

Ala.—Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala, 414, 
70 S 7384; Tutwiler ‘Coal, etc, Co. 
v. Tuvin, 158 Ala. 657, 48 S 79; San- 
ders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 875, 44 S 979; 
Mitchell v. Gambill, 140 Ala. 545, 37 
S 402; Kelly v. Moore, 51 Ala. 364. 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 
Ti SIP Tse Or 

Del.—Marley v. Duff, 25 Del. 312, 

Walkover Shoe 


80 A 235. 

Ga.—Waters  v. 

Shop, 142 Ga. 137, 82 SE 537; How- 
ard v. Edwards, 89 Ga. 367, 15 SE 
480; Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 

Ind.—Hildebrand v. McCrum, 101 
Ind. 61. 

Kan.—Hanson v. Sward, 92 Kan. 
1, 140 P 100; Peters v. Lindsborg, 
40 Kan. 654, 20 P 490; Mayberry v. 
Kelly, 1 Kan. 116. 

Ky.—Dierig v. South Covington, 
etc., R. Co., 72 SW 355, 24 KyL 1825; 
Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 502, 22 
KyL 5. 

Miss.—Anderson v. Beck, 64 Miss. 


113, 8S) 16% . 
Mo.—Conran v. Fenn, 159 Mo. A. 


plaint, or Petition—a. J 
declaration, complaint, or petition in an action for 
false imprisonment must, in aecordance with com- 
mon-law rules ®® or the requirements of the codes 
and practice acts,°° contain an allegation of the facts 
constituting the essential elements of the cause of 


must be alleged.%? 


[§§ 121-123 


EB. Pleading °*—1. Declaration, Com- 


Sufficiency in General. The 


as distinguished from conclusions 
Further, the allegation should 


664, 140 SW 82; Grayson v. St. Louis 
Baa Co., 100) Mo. Ase 60; TLS We 
730. 

Mont.—Grant v. Williams, 54 Mont. 
426, 171 P 276; Slifer v. Yorath, 52 
Mont. 129, 155 P 1113. 

Nebr.—Painter v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 

Nev.—Dixon v. Reno, 43 Nev. 413, 
187 P 308. 

N. Y.—Johnston v. Bruckheimer, 
1338 App. Div. 649, 118 NYS 189; Fo- 


garty v. Wanamaker, 60 App. Div. 
433, 69 NYS 883. 

N. C.—Upchurech v.- Wynne, 154 
N. C. 474, 70 SE 949; Andrews v. 
Wynne, 154 N. C. 473, 70 SE 949; 
Brewer v. Wynne, 154 N. C. 467, 70 
SE 94%. 

Or.—Bingham y. Lipman, 40 Or. 
363,267 98. 

C.—Barfield v. Coker, 73 S. C. 


Ss. 

181,,53 SE.170. 

S. D.—Just v. Martin Bros. Co., 37 
S. D. 470, 159 NW 44. : 

Tex.—Newby v. Gunn, 74 Tex. 455, 
12 SW 67. 

[a] Allegations held sufficient.— 
Tutwiler Coal, ete., Co. v. Tuvin, 158 
Ala. 657, 48 S 79; Smith v. Roebuck, 
155 Ala. 395, 46 S 455; Kelly v. 
Moore, 51 Ala. 364; Sheppard v. Fur- 
niss, 19 Ala. 760; De Courcey v. Cox, 
94 Cal. 665, 30 P 95; Miller v. Turner, 
(Cal. A.) 194 P 66; Marley v. Duff, 


25 Del. 312, 80 A 235; Hildebrand 
v. McCrum, 101 Ind. 61; Peters v. 
Lindsborg, 40 Kan. 654, 20 P 490; 


Rupright v. Muskegon Cir. Judge, 
207 Mich. 385, 174 NW 138; Anderson 
v. Beck, 64 Miss. 113, 8 S 167; Slifer 
v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 155 P 1113; 
Painter v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122; Hen- 
drix v. Manhattan Beach Dev. Co., 
181: App. Dive 114.7168 2 NYS 316s 
Craven v. Bloomingdale, 54 App. Div. 
266, 66 NYS 525 [rev on other 
grounds 171 N. Y. 439, 64 NE 169]; 
Andrews v. Wynne, 154 N. C. 478, 
70 SE 949; Brewer v. Wynne, 154 
N. C. 467, 70 SE 947; Barfield v. 
Coker, 73'S. C1184," 6357S 1 70seiCul- 
ver v. Burnside, (S. D.) 179 NW 490; 
Raymond v. Corrigan, 37 S. D. 609, 
159 NW 1381; Newby v. Gunn, 74 Tex. 
455, 12 SW 67; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 
Tex.) Civ. A. 1333). 138) Siw, 30dcuCars= 
kadon v. Williams, 7 W. Va. 1. 

[b] Allegations held insufficient. 
—Forman y. Central, 57 Colo. 535, 
143 P 573; Conran v. Fenn, 159 Mo. 
A. 664, 140 ©W 82; Grant v. Williams, 
54 Mont. 426, 171 P 276; McClere v. 
Vielee, 116 App. Div. 731, 102 NYS 
45; Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
Div. 798, 99 NYS 969; ‘Torpey v. Bil- 
meyer, 18 Pa. Dist. 1082. 

Elements of cause of action see 
supra §§ 5-67. 

62. Ala.—Woodall v. McMillan, 38 
Ala, 622. 

Ark.—Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605. 

Cal.—Going v. Dinwiddie, 86 Cal. 
633525 0 129) 

Del.—Marley v. Duff, 25 Del. 312, 
80 A 235. 

Ga.—Weimer ‘v. Savannah Union 
eee Co., 518. (Ga. A. 670 90) ISB 


Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875. See Efroymson v. 
Smith, 29 Ind. A. 451, 68 NE 328 
(the objection is unavailing if raised 
for the first time on appeal). 

Ky.—Jones v. Van Bever, 164 Ky. 
80, 174 SW 1795, LRA1915B 172; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 123-125] 


be concise °* without unnecessarily detailed allega- 
tions of facts and cireumstances.*¢ The mere fact 
that the complaint contains allegations which would 
support an action for malicious prosecution will not 
render it fatally defective as a complaint for false 
lmprisonment where it contains averments of a 
character sufficient to sustain it as such,®* par- 
ticularly where only a general demurrer is inter- 
posed.*° A complaint which substantially follows 
a form prescribed by statute is sufficient.6? It is 
not necessary to allege that the prosecution has 
been terminated or that plaintiff has been acquit- 
ted.°8 After a judgment by default only substantial 
defects in the complaint may be taken advantage 
of.°° Allegations in the answer may cure an omis- 
sion of an averment from the complaint.’° 

Negativing defenses. _ Plaintiff is not bound to 
anticipate and negative all of the facts which may 
constitute a defense to his cause of action,’ and if 
matters in justification of an alleged illegal arrest 
exist they must be affirmatively shown by defend- 
ant,’? and not negatived by plaintiff in his com- 
plaint.7$ 

[§ 124] b. Particular Allegations—(1) Deten- 
tion. A mere allegation of wrongful arrest with- 
out allegation of detention or damage is demurra- 
ble.™* But it has been held that it is not necessary 
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to allege imprisonment, since an illegal arrest is both 
technically and in fact a false imprisonment.7> But 
where the arrest is legal, the complaint should allege 
a wrongful detention.” It is not necessary that 
the declaration specifically allege that the imprison- 
ment was against the will of plaintiff, where from 
the facts alleged it sufficiently appears that such 
was the case,’’ and it has been held that such an 
averment may be supplied by amendment at the 
close of the evidence.’§ 

[§ 125] (2) Causation by Defendant. The dec- 
laration or complaint should aver that the arrest or 
imprisonment was caused or procured by detfend- 
ant.’° In an action against joint defendants it is 
unnecessary to allege that the acts of defendants 
were ‘‘wilful and concerted,’’ ete., since it is not 
necessary to make out a conspiracy to maintain an 
action for false imprisonment.®° An allegation that 
a false imprisonment was committed by defendants 
in person may be supported by evidence that the 
acts were done by their agents.81 As against a 
general demurrer a complaint in an action against 
a corporation is sufficient which shows that the 


‘warrant upon which a false imprisonment is alleged 


was issued by the agent of the corporation and with 
its knowledge and connivance.’? As a carrier is an 
insurer of the safety of its passengets against ill 


Schooler v. Yancey, 133 Ky. 695, 118 
SW 940; Connelly v. American Bond, 
eter Consilis) Ky. "903.7 69) SW 959) 
24 KyL 714; Reynolds v. Price, 56 
SW 502, 22 KyL 5; Clare v. Wroten, 
4 KyL 363. 

Minn.—Nixon v. Reeves, 65 Minn. 
159, 67 NW 989, 33 LRA 506. 

Miss.—Anderson v. Beck, 64 Miss. 
113, 8 S 167. 

Nebr.—Olmsted v. Edson, 71 Nebr. 
17, 98 NW 415. 

N. H.—Noyes v. Edgerly, 71 N. H. 
500, 53 A 311. 

N. Y¥.—McClerg v. Vielee, 116 App. 
Div. 731, 102 NYS 45; Cunningham 
v. East River Electric Light Co., 60 
N. Y. Super. 282, 17 NYS 372; Bonnet 
v. Wanamaker, 34 Misc. 591, 70 NYS 
372; Warren v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 
39 NYS 830; Pease v. Freiwald, 39 
Misc. 549, 80 NYS 402. 

[a] Statements of fact.—(1) An 
averment that defendant unlawfully 
procured plaintiff’s arrest is a state- 
ment of fact and not a conclusion of 
law. Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 502, 
22 KyL 5. (2) An allegation that at 
a certain time and place defendant 
imprisoned plaintiff for two hours 
is not a conclusion of law but a com- 
posite statement of facts. Nixon v. 
Reeves, 65 Minn. 159, 67 NW 989, 33 
LRA 506. (3) Allegations that the 
warrant was void and so appeared on 
its face, that defendant knew, when 
he signed it, that he had no power 
to do so, that it was void and impris- 
onment thereunder was illegal, are 
not mere statements of legal conclu- 
sions, but state sufficient facts, if 
proved, to establish liability. 
Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 N. Y. 499, 
99 NE 1129. 

[b] Conclusion.—(1) An allega- 
tion only that the arrest was illegal 
is a conclusion of law and insuffi- 
cient. Steele v. Rauchfuss, 93 Misc. 
332, 157 NYS 1038. (2) An allegation 
that the acts constituting such im- 
prisonment were done “wrongfully,” 
or “unlawfully,” is of a mere con- 
elusion of law, and tenders no issue, 
where no facts are averred to show 
the acts complained of to be wrong- 
ful or uniawful. Going v. Dinwiddie, 
86 Cal. 633, 25 P 129. (38) In the case 
of an arrest for debt after discharge 
in bankruptcy, allegation of dis- 
charge from all debts including judg- 
ment in controversy has been held a 
conclusion. Bennett v. Lewis, 66 SW 
523, 28 KyL 2037. (4) A petition 


which showed that plaintiff was ar- 
rested under a warrant issued by a 
judge and did not allege that it was 
issued without information or affi- 
davit filed showing the nature of the 
offense, or that the judge had no 
personal knowledge of the commis- 
sion of the offense but simply 
averred that the judge acted with- 
out probable cause, was insufficient 
as being merely a conclusion of law. 
Schooler vy. Yancey, 133 Ky. 695, 118 
SW 940. 

635 hddy vane beach wea LA bbEr 
(N. Y.) 17; Shaw v. Jayne, 4 HowPr 
«CN. Y.) 119, 2° CodeRep 69; Torpey 
v. Bilmeyer, 18 Pa. Dist. 1082. 

[a] Application of rule.—A state- 
ment in which some material allega- 
tions appear by way of recital, some 
by direct averment, others by innu- 
endo or inference, and more under a 
whereas clause and by way of con- 
clusions, does not conform with the 
requirements of the procedure act 
calling for a concise statement of 


facts. Torpey v. Bilmeyer, 18 Pa. 
Dist. 1082. f 
64. Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605, 


607; Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Eddy 
v. Beach, 7 AbbPr (N. Y.) 17; Shaw 
Vindayne, 4; Howelr. GN. =e) 109; 2 
CodeRep 69. 

“In an action for false imprison- 
ment, under the Code pleading, it is 
not necessary to state at length all 
the circumstances and the particular 
instrumentality by which the plain- 
tiff was restrained of his liberty. ... 
A statement of the facts constituting 
the cause of action, in ordinary and 
concise language, without repetition, 
and in such a manner as to enable 
a person of common understanding 
to know what is intended, is suffi- 
cient.” Akin v. Newell, supra. 

[a] Averment by way of aggrava- 
tion.—Averments relative to the cir- 


-cumstances of the arrest and impris- 


onment are only by way of aggrava- 
tion. Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60. 

65. Wells v. Johnston, 52 La. 
Ann. 713, 27 S 185. 

66. Deason v. Gray, 189 Ala. 672, 
66 S 646. 

67. Deason v. Gray, 189 Ala. 672, 
66 S 646. 

68. McDowell v. U. S. Thread Co., 
7 Que. Pr. 325. 

69. Kelly v. Moore, 51 Ala. 364. 

70. Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 P 769; Arkansas City Bank v. 
McDowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 52 P 56. 


See Parker v. Hamilton, 13 Ky. Op. 
295 (holding answer not to allege 
want of jurisdiction curing omission 
of allegation from complaint). 

71. Raymond v. Corrigan, 37 S. D. 
609, 159 NW 1831. 

72. See infra § 134. 

73. Raymond v. Corrigan, 37 S. D. 
609, 159 NW 181. 

74. Pease v. Freiwald, 39 Misc. 
549, 80 NYS 402; Bingham v. Lip- 
man, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 98. 

75. Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
70 S 734. 

76. Forman 
§365143° P5738. 

{a] Tllustration.— An allegation 
that plaintiff was confined in jail 
which was a cheap wooden affair lia- 
ble to catch fire, that he was obliged 
to arise and build a fire during the 
night, that he was deprived of exer- 
cise, and that he was searched, does 
not state facts entitling plaintiff to 
an award of damages. Forman v. 
Central, ‘57, Colo. 535, 143° P 573. 

77. Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 787. 

78. Efroymson v. Smith, 29 Ind. 
A. 451, 63 NE 328. 

79. Reach v. Quinn, 159 Ala. $40, 
48 S 540; American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430; Force v. Pro- 
basco, 43 N. J. L..539; West v. Tylor, 
2 Coldw. (Tenn.) 96. 

[a] Alternative allegations. — A 
declaration alleging that plaintiff ar- 
rested or had caused plaintiff to be 
arrested may be_ sustained. West 
v. Tylor, 2 Coldw. (Tenn.) 96. 

[b] “At the instigation and pro-. 
curement of.’”’—In an action against 
an express company and others to 
recover damages for arrest and im- 
prisonment, an allegation in the com- 
plaint that the injury was caused 
“at the instigation and procurement 
of”? such company, is sufficient on de- 
murrer; and, without a motion to 
make specific, evidence is admissible 
tending to show the truth thereof. 
American Express Co. v. Patterson, 
73 Ind. 4380. 

80. Egleston v. Scheibel, 113 App. 
Div. 798, 99 NYS 969. 

[a] Charge of conspiracy is mat- 
ter of aggravation only. Davis v. 
Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 42 CCA 111. 

81. Vrchotka v. Rothschild, 100 
Til. A. 268. 

82. Stevens v. Little - Cleckler 
@onstr; -Co;, “18 Gas Ay 48355989" -SE: 
597. 


v. Central, 57 Colo. 
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treatment by its servants, it is not necessary to 
allege that its agent in charge of a train was acting 
within the scope of his authority in causing the 
arrest of a passenger.®* 

[§ 126] (3) Exemption from Arrest. A dec- 
Jaration which does not allege a privilege or ex- 
emption from arrest, when the arrest complained of 
was made upon process regular on its face, is not 
sufficient to sustain an action for false imprison- 
ment.8¢ So where a:plea in an action for false 
imprisonment sets up an arrest upon an,execution, 
plaintiff must, if she desires to take advantage of 
a privilege from arrest accorded to all females in 
suits founded upon contract, set up the facts by 


reply.®> 
[§ 127]. (4) Malice and Absence of Probable _ 
Cause. Since the presence of malice and the absence 


of probable cause are not essential features of the 
right of action for false imprisonment ** it is not 
essential that plaintiff aver either the presence of 
malice 8? or the absence of probable cause,®* but 
when unnecessarily averred it has been held that 
he must prove that the detention was malicious *° 
and without probable ecause,®® although by other 
authorities an allegation of want of probable cause 
has been disregarded as surplusage.® An allega- 
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tion of malice while it may form a basis for an 
aggravation of damages does not relate to the cause 
of action.®? Allegations of malice and want of 
probable cause will not of necessity change the 
action into one for malicious prosecution ®* nor 
render the pleading invalid.** Where the gist of 
the action on fair interpretation of the whole plead- 
ing is false imprisonment, an allegation of probable 
cause is immaterial.°® But where the complaint sets 
forth an arrest maliciously and without probable 
cause, imprisonment, and acquittal, and does not 
allege absence of a warrant or irregularity or illegal- 
ity in a warrant, it shows that malicious prosecu- 
tion and not false imprisonment lies.°* On the other 
hand the allegation of absence of probable cause 
does not convert trespass quare clausum fregit into 
false imprisonment.®°*? Under the Banishment Act, 
as administered in the Federated Malay States, 
plaintiff must allege and prove lack of probable 
cause.°® 

[§ 128] (5) Unlawfulness. According to the 
weight of authority, a plaintiff in an action for 
false imprisonment must aver that the detention 
or imprisonment was wrongful or unlawful, or the 
facts and circumstances showing the unlawfulness 
thereof.°® In some jurisdictions, however, it need 


56 SW |store, for which plaintiff’s husband 


paid by check. Before plaintiff or 


[§§ 125-128 


La.—Wentz v. Bernhardt, 37 La. 
Md.—Lewin vy. Uzuber, 65 Md. 341, 


83. Moore v. Louisiana, etc., R.|Cas 33; Reynolds v. Price, 
Co., 99 Ark. 288, 137 SW 826, 34/502, 22 KyL 5. 
LRANS 299. 

g4 Crandall v. Gavitt, 20 R. I.|Ann. 636. 
366; 39 (A) 191; 

85. O’Boyle vy. Brown, Wright |4 A 285. 


(Oh.) 465. 

86. See supra § 6. 

87. Ala.—Rich v. McInerny, 103 
Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. 

Ark.—Chrisman v. Carney, 33 Ark, 
316; Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605. 

Cal.—Ah Fong vy. Sternes, 79 Cal. 
30, 21-P 381; 

-Ind.—Carey v. Sheets, 60 Ind. 17; 
Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Colter v. 
Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 9 AmR 735; See- 
ger v. Pfeifer, 85 Ind. 13; Wasson v. 
Canfield, 6 Blackf. 406; Poulk v. Slo- 
cum, 3 Blackf. 421; Hall v. Rogers, 
2 Blackf. 429; Taylor v. Moffatt, 2 
Blackf. 305; Cleveland v. Hmerson, 
51 Ind. A. 339,99 NE 796. 

Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 135 Ky. 
63, 121 SW 961, 21 AnnCas 456; 
Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 121 Ky. 
865, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 12 Ann 
Cas 33. ' 

La.—Wells_ v. 52 La, 
Ann. 713,°27°S 185. 

Md.—Lewin v. Uzuber, 65 Md. 341, 
4 A 285. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Cunningham v. Hast River Electrio 

' Light Co., 60 N. Y. Super. 282; Ack- 
royd vy. Ackroyd, 3 Daly 38. 

Oh.—Diehl v. Friester, 37 Oh. St. 
473; Burch v. Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 
HVT: ONP15b: 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(7% Vai)r 64: 

Eng.—Brandt v. Craddock, 27 L. J. 
Exch. 314. 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 

gs. Ark.—Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 
605. 

Cal.—Ah Fong v. Sternes, 79 Cal. 
30, 21 P 381. 

Ill—Johnson v. Von Kettler, 84 
Til. 315. 

Ind.—Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 
ind. yAs 3829 99. NE 7962" Carey ‘ve 
Sheets, 60 Ind: 17; Boaz v. Tate, 43 
Ind. 60; Colter v. Lower, 35 Ind. 285, 
9 AmR 735; Seeger v. Pfeifer, 35 Ind. 
1G) 

Ky.—Roberts v. Thomas, 1385 Ky. 
63, "L210 SWee961,4 2h AnnGas “456; 
Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 121 Ky. 
863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 12 Ann 


Johnston, 


N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253; 
Cunningham v. East River Electric 
Light Co., 60 N. Y. Super. 282. But 
see Hazard v. Harding, 63 HowPr 
326 (where there is a dictum to 
the effect that an averment of want 
of probable cause is necessary in 
false imprisonment). 

Oh,—Diehl v. Friester, 37 Oh. St. 
473; Spice v. Steimruck, 10 Oh. St. 
213; Sachs v. Skeen, 15 OhS&CP 612; 
Burch v. Franklin, 7 OhS&CP 619, 
7 OhHNP 155. 

Or.—Lane v. Ball, 83 Or. 404, 160 
P 144, 163 P 975. 

Ven eee v. Graham, 9 Lea 
Reset is EL ae v. Lord; 59 Tex. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64, 

{a] In the old common-law prece- 
dents want of probable cause is al- 
leged. Akin v. Newell, 32 Ark. 605; 
2 Chitty Pl. (16th Am. ed) p 703. 

[b] Striking out words “without 
probable cause” from a petition does 
not render the petition defective. 
Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 502, 22 
KyL 65, 

89. Murphy v. McAdory, 183 Ala. 
209, 212, 62 S 706; Sanders v. Davis, 
153 Ala. 375, 44 S 979; Oates v. Mc- 
Glaun, 145 Ala. 656, 39 S 607; Fuqua 
v. Gambill, 140 Ala. 464, 37 S 235; 
Carroll v. Parry, 48 App. (D. C.) 453; 
Serling v. Olsen, 41 Que. Super. 407, 
3 DomLR 845. 

“While malice is not an essential 
element of false imprisonment, yet, 
when the offense is thus character- 
ized in the complaint, malice ‘must be 
proved or the case fails.” Murphy v. 
McAdory, supra. 

90. Sanders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 375, 
44 S$ 979; Oates v. McGlaun, 145 Ala. 
656, 39 S 607; Fuqua v. Gambill, 140 
Ala. 464, 37 S 235; Rich v. McInerny, 
103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32; 
Carroll SverRanry, 48) 25D eEGD sue) 
453; Billingsley v. Kline Cloak Co., 
196 Mo... A. 534, 196. SW 415, 417 


[quot Cyc]. 


{a] Dlustration. — Plaintiff pur- 
chased some goods in defendant’s 


her husband left the store, defendant 
store proprietors learned the checks 
received in payment of the goods 
purchased by plaintiffs were bogus, 
and plaintiff and her husband were 
taken to jail. Plaintiff was released 
the next morning on surrendering 
the merchandise she had fraudulently 
acquired. In a subsequent action 
for false imprisonment in which 
plaintiff alleged lack of probable 
cause, she cannot recover unless she 
was innocent and defendant was 
without probable cause to believe her 
guilty. Billingsley v:. Kline Cloak 
Co., 196 Mo. A. 534, 196 SW 415. 

91. Enright v. Gibson, 219 Tl. 550, 
76 NE 689 [aff 119 Ill. A. 411]; John- 
son v. Von Kettler, 84 Ill. 315; Hight 
v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 508; Reynolds 
v. Price, 56 SW 502, 22 KyL 5; Ack- 
royd v. Ackroyd, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 38. 

92. Cottam v. Oregon City, 98 Fed. 
570; Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 
15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32; Donati v. 
Righetti, 79. Cal Ay 45,4972 Beige 
Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60. 

93. Davis v. Sanders, 133 Ala. 275, 
32 S$ 499; Raysdale v. Bowles, 16 
Ala, 62; Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 
502, 22 Kyl 5; Mulinos v. Walkof, 
95 Misc. 165, 159 NYS 16: Stage 
Horse Cases, 15 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 
51; Austin v. Dowling, L. R: 5 GC. P. 
534; Brandt vy. Craddock, 27 L. J. 
Exch. 314. 

94, Davis v. Sanders, 133 Ala. 275, 
32 S 499; Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 6638, 49 AmSR 32; Moulton 
v. Burbanks, 1 Root (Conn.) 264; 
Sherman v. Grinnell, 70 Hun 354, 24 
NYS 59; Bonnet v. Wanamaker, 34 
Mise. 591, 70 NYS 372. 

Ase Johnson vy. Von Kettler, 84 Ill. 

96. Haskins v. Ralston, 69 Mich. 
63, 37 NW 45, 13 AmSR 376. 

97. Sawyer v. Ryan, 13 Mete. 
(Mass.) 144. 

98. Yap Hon Chin vy. Jones-Parry, 
230 ex R89. 

99. Cal.—Evans v. Wixom, 38 Cal. 
A. 542, 176 P 873; Donati v. Righetti, 
9 Cal. A. 45, 97 P 1128: Davis” vy. 
Pacifies Tel.) ete, Co,a127 Gale 31.2: 
57 P 1764, 59 P 698. But see Ah 
Fong» v.) Sternes, 79) Cal.430, 21 )P 
381 (in which a statement, obiter 
dictum, is made that such allega- 
tions are not essential). 


a 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 
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not be averred that the act complained of was il- 
legal or wrongful,! nor is it necessary to allege that 
the acts complained of were without competent 
authority.2 Where the facts alleged do not show 
that the acts complained of were unlawful or wrong- 
ful, they are not shown to be so by a mere allega- 
tion that they are wrongful and unlawful.2? An 
allegation that plaintiff’s detention was maliciously 
procured is not sufficient to show that it was unlaw- 
ful. But it has been held that a complaint is 
sufficient which merely states that at a specified 
time and place defendant imprisoned plaintiff with- 
out probable cause. A mere allegation that plain- 
tiff was discharged on the criminal trial for lack 
of sufficient cause to believe him guilty is not a 
sufficient averment to show that imprisonment was 
illegal or without a warrant.® 

[§ 129] (6) Want of Jurisdiction. Where the 
alleged wrongful detention is pursuant to process, 
facts must be stated showing that it is extrajudi- 
cial® or without jurisdiction. It is insufficient to 
allege merely that the court or defendant had no 
jurisdiction.® A complaint which standing by itself 
contains sufficient allegations of facts to establish 
that a warrant upon which defendant was arrested 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[25C.J5.] 533 


was invalid may be so qualified by statements made 
by plaintiff’s counsel in his opening that the cause 
of action must be dismissed.1° However, where a 
complaint sets up two causes of action based on 
two separate warrants and the opening statement 
relates only to one of such causes of action, the com- 
plaint should not he dismissed as to both causes, 
although the facts as to the invalidity of the war- 
rants upon which the causes of action were based 
are alleged in identical terms,’ and plaintiff should 
be permitted to go to trial upon the other cause 
of action.?? 

[§ 130] (7) Invalidity of Process. A petition 
which alleges that the process under which plaintiff 
was arrested was legal and valid cannot set forth 
a cause of action for false imprisonment.!® Nor is 
a cause of action alleged if it asserts that it was 
made under process not appearing to be void.14 An 
allegation that a warrant was issued without prob- 
able cause does not without averments as to the facts 
show that it was illegally issued.t® In an action 
against an officer for false imprisonment, where 
the complaint shows that the imprisonment was 
under process, plaintiff must set out in his complaint 
the fact that the warrant was irregular on its face.!¢ 


Tll.—Watters v. De La Matter, 109 
Till. A. 334. 

Ky.—Bennett v. Lewis, 66 SW 523, 
23 KyL 20387; Westersthorn v. Dun- 
leavy, 9 Ky. Op. 635. 

Mont.—Grant v. Williams, 54 Mont. 
426, 171 P 276. 

Nebr.—Painter v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Cousins v. Swords, 14 App. 
Div. 338, 43 NYS 907 [aff 162 N. Y. 
€25, 57 NE 1107]; Cunningham v. 
East River Electric Light Co., 60 
N. Y. Super. 282, 17 NYS 373; Muli- 
nos v. Walkof, 95 Misc. 165, 159 NYS 
16; Ring v. Mitchell, 45 Misc. 493, 92 
NYS 749; Pease v. Freiwald, 39 Misc. 
549, 80 NYS 402; Dusenbury v. 
Keiley, 8 Daly 537, 58 HowPr 286 
{aff 85 N. Y. 888, 61 HowPr 408]; 
Ackroyd v. Ackroyd, 3 Daly 38; 
Shaw v. Jayne, 4 HowPr 119, 2 Code 
Rep 69; Castro v. Uriarte, 2 NYCiv 
Proc 210. ‘ 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366. 

Wis.—Gelzenleuchter v. Niemeyer, 
64 Wis. 316, 25 NW 442, 54 AmR 
616; Murphy v. Martin, 58 Wis. 276, 
16 NW 603; Sorenson v. Dundas, 50 
Wis. 335, 7 NW 259. 

[a] Illustrations.—(1) ‘All that 
was said on the subject in the com- 
plaint is that plaintiff was arrested, 
and that the arrest was caused by 
defendant, and that upon the trial 
there was no sufficient cause to be- 
lieve him guilty and he was dis- 
charged. But every word of this 
may be true, and yet it may be 
equally true that this arrest, brought 
about by the complaint of defend- 
ant, was made upon a warrant which 
was duly issued. If it was so made, 
there was no false imprisonment, and 
there is no presumption that it was 
not so made. The plaintiff is bound 
to allege in his complaint the facts 
from which it will appear that his 
arrest was illegal.” . Cousins v. 
Swords, 14 App. Div. 338, 341, 43 NYS 
907 [aff 162 N. Y. 625, 57 NE 1107]. 
(2) A false imprisonment complaint, 
alleging that defendant acted as 
town marshal when unlawfully and 
wrongfully arresting plaintiff, but 
failing to state that he acted with- 
out warrant or process, is defective, 
as from the facts stated it must be 
presumed that defendant performed 
an official duty in a regular man- 
ner. Grant vy. Williams, 54 Mont. 
426, 171 P 276. 

[b] Held not to show lawful im- 
prisonment, — An allegation that 


plaintiff was arrested, and was taken 
in charge and kept in custody with- 
out reasonable cause, does not imply 
an arrest under lawful authority. 
Barhleld™ v. ‘Coker, 73'S.) Ciotsle 53 
SH 170. 

[c] Particular words not neces- 


sSary.—It is not necessary for a com- 


plaint to contain “unlawful and 
without authority of law,’ so long 
as this appears from the facts al- 
leged on the face thereof. These 
words are but the conclusions drawn 
from the facts presented. Warren 
v. Dennett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 NYS 830. 

{d] Arrest after discharge under 
Federal Bankruptcy Act.—Where de- 
fendants caused the arrest of one 
who had been discharged under the 
Federal Bankruptey Act, it was held 
that as such discharge did not re- 
lease from certain debts, a complaint 
not stating that the debt for which 
plaintiff was arrested was not among 
the excepted debts did not state a 
cause of action. Bennett vy. Lewis, 
66 SW 523, 23 KyL 2037. 

[e] Where a de facto city officer 
made the arrest complained of, the 
petition must allege that such officer 
was not duly elected and qualified 
and therefore, being without legal 
right, was usurping the office. Rob- 
inson v. Morgan, 100 Ky. 529, 38 SW 
868, 18 Kyl 903. : 

1. Strain v. Irwin, 195, Ala. 414, 
70 S 7384; Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 
Ind. A. 339, 99 NE 796; Harness v. 
Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 875; Carey. 
v. Sheets, 60 Ind. 17; Boaz v. Tate, 
43 Ind. 60; Gallimore v. A¥nmerman, 
39 Jind “3235 Burch &v. Branklin>- +7 
OhS&CP 519, 7 OhNP 155, 

2. Gallimore v. Ammerman, 39 
Ind. 323; Burch v. Franklin, 7 OhS& 
Ce 519) 7 OnNeE 155: 

3. Going v. Dinwiddie, 86 Cal. 633, 
25 P 129; Pease v. Freiwald, 39 Misc. 
549, 80 NYS 402 {aff 38 Misc. 805, 


78 NYS 1130]. - 

4 Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, 97 P 1128; Cunningham v. East 
River Electric Light Co., 60 N. Y. 
Super. 282, 17 NYS 372; Just v. Mar- 
tin Bros. Co., 37 S:. D. 470, 159 NW 
44, 

5. Nixon v. Reeves, 65 Minn. 159, 
67 NW 989, 33 LRA 506. 

6. Cousins v. Swords, 14 App. Div. 
$38, 43 NYS 907 [aff 162 N. Y. 625, 
57 NE 1107]. 

7. King v. Johnston, 81 Wis. 578, 
51 NW 1011. 

[a] Pleading held to show act of 
court.—An allegation, in a complaint 
against a judge for false imprison- 


ment in committing plaintiff for con- 
tempt, that his act in so doing “was 
not that of a court,’ immediately fol- 
lowing, and in the same _ sentence 
with, detailed allegations that de- 
fendant had no jurisdiction of the 
contempt proceeding, will be taken 
as referring to such alleged lack of 
jurisdiction, and not as an averment 
that defendant was not sitting as a 
court. Taylor v. Goodrich, 25 Tex. 
Civ. A. 109, 40 SW 515. 

8. Cal—Going v. Dinwiddie, 86 
Cal? 633, 25, P 129. 

Ga.—McMichael v. Blasingame, 108 
Ga. 298, 33 SE 968. 


Ill—Feld v. Loftis, 240 Ill. 105, 
88 NE 281 [aff 140 Ill. A. 530]. 
Ky.—Clark v. Hampton, 163 Ky. 


698, 174 SW 490; Parker v. Hamilton, 
6 KyL 590; Parker v. Hamilton, 13 
Ky. Op. 295. 

Nebr.—Olmsted y. Edson, 71 Nebr. 
17, 98 NW 415. 

Nev.— Dixon v. Reno, 43 Nev. 413, 
180 EP-8 08. 


Wis.—King v. Johnston, 81 Wis. 
578, 51 NW 1011. 
[a] Illustration, — A petition 


against a county judge to recover 
for false imprisonment, based on a 
commitment for refusing to testify 
at the taking of a deposition, must 
allege facts from which it appears 
that the officer proceeded without ju-— 
risdiction, or that the evidence was 
of such a character as to justify the 
refusal to testify. Olmsted v. Ed- 
son, 71 Nebr. 17, 98 NW 415. 

9. Olmsted v. Edson, 71 Nebr. 17, 
98 NW 415; Dixon v. Reno, 43 Nev. 
413, 187 P 308. 

[a] Allegations held sufficient.— 
Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 N. Y. 499, 
90 NE 1129. 

10. Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 N. Y. 
499, 90 NE 1129. 

11. Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 N. Y. 
499, 90 NE 1129. 

12. Sweeney v. O’Dwyer, 197 N. Y. 
499, 90 NE 1129, 

13. Grist v. White, 14 Ga. A. 147, 
80 SE 519, 520 [cit Cyc]. 

14. Just v. Martin Bros. 
S. D. 470, 159 NW 44. See Ring v. 
Mitchell, 45 Misc. 493, 92 NYS 749 
(holding that a complaint which did 
not state that the process was void 
or irregular but which stated that 
the arrest was duly made did not 
state a cause of action for false im- 
prisonment). 


Co, 3% 


15. Schooler v. Yancey, 133 Ky. 
695, 118 SW 940. 
16. Pankewicz v. Jess, 27 Cal, A. 


340, 149 P 997 [cit Cyc]. 
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[§ 131] (8) Venue. 
venue may be sufficient.27 
[§ 132] (9) Damages. 


loss of time.?° 


special damage.®° 
Exemplary damages. 


the ingredients of malice.*? 


[§ 133] 2. Plea or Answer—a. General Issue or 
At common law and under the codes the 
general rule is that the general issue or general 


Denial. 


17. Galizian v. Henry, 71 W. Va. 
292, 76 SE 440. 

[a] It is sufficient to say the tres- 
pass occurred in a certain building 
in a certain town in the county, 
specifically naming the places. Gali- 
zian v. Henry, 71 W. Va. 292, 76 SE 
440. 

18. Pleading damages see Dam- 
ages §§ 300-321. 

19. Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 
Iowa 372, 94 NW 922. 

Mich.—Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 
Mich. 300; Tefft v. Windsor, 17 Mich. 
486; Page v. Mitchell, 13 Mich. 63, 
86 AmD 75. 

N. Y.—Pease v. Friewald, 39 Misc. 
549, 80 NYS 402. * 


Pa.—Abrahams v. Cooper, 81 Pa. 
232° Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98. 

Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 


58 A 790, 107 AmSR 745. 

General damages see infra § 167 
et seq. 

20. Ala.—Williams v. Hayes, 16 
Ala weAGwocls Win Sno kDs 

Cal.—Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 
29% 143 (P3227 

Ill.— Johnson v. Von Kettler, 84 
Ill. 315; Miles v. Weston, 60 Ill. 361. 

Kan.—Atchison, ete., R. Co. v. Rice, 
$6 Kan, 503, 14 °P)229. 

Mass.—Brown v. Cummings, 7 Al- 
len 507; Rising v. Granger, 1 Mass. 


47. 

Mich.—Swart v. Kimball, 42 Mich. 
443, 5 NW 6385; Fuller v. Bowker, 
11 Mich. 204. 


Minn.—Quinn v. Shortall, 29 Minn. 
106, 12 NW 153. 

Mo.—Milton v. Missouri Dairy Co., 
188 Mo. A. 278, 175 SW 105. 

N. Y.—Molony v. Dows, 15 HowPr 


261; Strang v. Whitehead, 12 Wend. 
64. 
Pa.—Stanfield v. Phillips, 78 Pa. 
73; Hart v. Evans, 8' Pa. 13. 
Tex.—Landrum v. Wells, 7 Tex. 


Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 100%. 

W. Va.—Carskadon vy. Williams, 7 
We Wega 

Eng.—Holtum v. Lotum, 6 C. & P. 
726, 25 ECL 658; Pritchet v. Boevey, 
1 Cromp. & M. 778, 149 Reprint 612; 
Foxall v. Barnett, 2 BE. & B. 928, 75 
ECL 928, 118 Reprint 1014; Pettit v. 
Addington, 1 Peake N. P. 62; Lowden 
v. Goodrick, 1 Peake N. P. 46; West- 
_ wood v. Cowne, 1 Stark, 172, 2 ECL 
73. 
Special damages see infra § 168 
Ala.—Williams v. Hayes, 16 


Ala. CAC 321yet 6s OLS aBoshell) v. 
Cunningham, 200 Ala. 579, 76 S 937. 


An informal allegation of 


Under the rules appli- 
cable to pleading damages generally,!® general dam- 
ages need not be specifically set forth.1° A recovery 
can be had for items of special damages only when 
they are particularly averred,?° as, for example, at- 
torneys’ fees,2! expenses,?? injury to character and 
reputation,?® insufficient or improper food during 
confinement,?* unfit condition of place of confine- 
ment,25 sickness contracted during imprisonment,?® 
loss of employment,?7 interruption of business,?* or 
But, although the pleading may not 
specifically mention the particular item, the lan- 
guage may be broad enough to permit evidence of 


An express averment of 
malice supporting a recovery of exemplary dam- 
ages 31 is not necessary where the facts alleged show 


‘though 
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denial goes merely to the fact of an arrest or im- 
prisonment and defendant’s participation in 1 
defendant is limited to such evidence as directly 
controverts the fact of his committing the acts 
complained of,?4 such as that he did not cause * or 
participate in ** the imprisonment. Under the stat- 
utes and rules of the court in some jurisdictions 
defendant may file a general denial only when he in- 
tends in good faith to controvert all of the allega- 
tions of the complaint, but must otherwise specially 
deny the allegations which he intends to controvert 
admitting the truth of the other allegations.°” 

A notice accompanying the general issue will not 
be dismissed upon the ground that it contains no 
matter of defense not provable under the general 


-33 
t; 


issue and contains immaterial and prejudicial state- 


ments of fact.38 


[§ 134] b. Avoidance or Justification—(1) Ne- 
cessity of Pleading. Matter 


in confession and 


avoidance is not as a general rule admissible under 


Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860. \ 

N. Y.—Strang v. Whitehead, 12 
Wend. 64. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 

Eng.—Pritchet v. Boevey, 1 Cromp. 
& M. 778, 149 Reprint 612. 

[a] Held sufficient. — That plain- 
tiff was compelled ‘by means of said 
false and unlawful imprisonment,” 
to pay two hundred and fifty dol- 
lars tor costs and counsel fees in 
obtaining his discharge. Neves v. 
Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 89 P 860. 

22. McCaffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 
437, 56 A 382; Pritchet v. Boevey, 1 
Cromp. & M. 775, 149 Reprint 612. 

23. Comer, v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
436; Bergeron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 
377, 82 NW 291, 80 AmSR 388. 

24, Miles v. Weston, 60 Ill. 361; 
Hart v. Evans, 8 Pa. 13; Carskadon 
vz Williams,~%oW... Va. i: 

25. Johnson v. Von Kettler, 84 Ill. 
315; Miles v. Weston, 60 Ill. 361. 

26. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Rice, 
36 Kan. 593, 14 P 229; 

27. American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430. 

28. Thompson y. Ellsworth, 39 
eran 719; Fuller v. Bowker, 11 Mich. 

29. Davis v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 
192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826. 


30. Young v. Gornley, 120 Iowa 
372, 94 NW 922; Swart v. Kimball, 
43 Mich. 4438, 5 NW 635; Butler v. 


Stockdale, 19 Pa. Super. 98. 

[a] Tllustrations.— (1) Damages 
for loss of time were permitted, al- 
not specifically alleged in 
pleading under an allegation that 
plaintiff was deprived of his liberty. 
Young v. Gornley, 120 Iowa 372, 
94 NW 922. (2) An averment that 
plaintiff incurred expense in obtain- 
ing his liberation from imprisonment 
is a sufficient allegation of special 
damages to sustain proof of attor- 
ney’s fees. Swart v. Kimball, 43 
Mich. 448, 5 NW 635. (38) Under an 
allegation of damage consisting of 
disgrace, anxiety, pain of body and 
mind, etc., evidence that plaintiff had 
no bed or covering and suffered from 
cold and want of food is admissible. 
Abrahams v. Cooper, 81 Pa. 232. 

31. See infra § 178 et seq. . 

32. Murray v. Werner, 192 Ill. A. 
564; Brushaber v. Stegemann, 22 
Mich. 266; Beardsley v. Soper, 
App. Div. 399, 171 NYS 10438. Com- 
pare Stanton v. Seymour, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 138,298, 5 McLean 267 (stating 
that matter in aggravation might be 


the general issue or general denial but must be 
specially pleaded,®® although it is offered for the 
purpose of showing that defendant was not guilty 


proved without an averment of it in 
the declaration). 

{a] An averment in a declaration 
that an imprisonment of plaintiff was 
effected by means of threats and vio- 
lence is a _ sufficient averment of 
malice to permit proof of it, and to 
justify a recovery for an aggravation 
of damages on that ground. Brusha- 
ber v. Stegemann, 22 Mich. 266. 

33. Brown vy. Chadsey, 39, Barb. 
(Nia Ys). 253- 

34. Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 Ala. 
675, 69 S 69; Ocean SS. Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 69 Ga. 251. 

35. Ala.—Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 
414, 70 S 734. 


Ind.—Crookshank vy. Kellogg, 8 
Blackf. 256. 
Mo.—Pandjiris v. Hartman, 196 


Mo. 539, 94 SW 270. 

N. Y.—Coats v. Darby, 2  N.. Y. 
§17; Herrick v. Manly; 1° Cai. 253. 

W. Va.—wNorfolk City Gas* Co. v. 
Poudre, 74 SH 158. 

Eng.—Hobbs _ v. 
Campb. 420. 

{a} Application of rule—A de- 
fendant, who pleads not guilty to a 
declaration alleging that he wrong- 
fully arrested plaintiff, may intro- 
duce any evidence that he did not 
commit the trespass, although he 
failed to file his grounds of defense 
as required by order of court, since 
Code (1904) § 3249, providing that, 
if a party fail to comply with an 
order requiring the filing of grounds 
of defense, the court may exclude 
evidence of any matter not described 
in the pleading of the party, does 
not deprive a defendant of the right 
to support a plea of not guilty by 
evidence as to any matter, the char- 
acter of which is pointed out by the 
plea, such as the denial of the 
wrongful act charged. Norfolk City 
Gas Co. v. Poudre, (W. Va.) 74 SE 


158. 
Feld v. Loftis, 140 Ill. A. 580; 


« Branscomb, 3 


36. 
Eke v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 
37. Chureh vy. Pearne, 


75> Conn. 
350; 538 “A 955. 


88. McMullin v. Erwin, 69 Vt. 338, 
38 A 62. P 
89... Noyes) v.. Edgerly,-. N.. Ae 


500, 58 A 311; Washburn v. Robert- 


son, (Sask.) 8 DomLR 183, 3 West 
Wkly 209. 
[a] Illustration.—In an action 


against a justice of the peace, in 
order for defendant to take advan- 
tage of 11 and 12 Vict. c 44 (Imp.), 
being “An Act for the Protection 
of Justices of the Peace from Vexa- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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of the trespass.‘° Within this rule may be classed 
any matter of excuse or justification, as, for in- 
stance, a claim of legal authority,*? or lawful proe- 
cess ‘3 or circumstances authorizing an arrest with- 
out a warrant,** such as probable cause 4 or that 
an agent was without authority to commit the act 
com However, under the code in some 
jurisdictions, a general denial alone is regarded as 
the correct and scientific answer to a complaint for 
false imprisonment and raises the whole issue on the 
complaint,** and by statute it has sometimes been 
provided that to prevent vexatious suits against 
justices of the peace, bailiffs, constables, and other 
officers for acts done by them in fulfillment of and 
by virtue of the duties of their office, they may plead 
the general issue and under it give in evidence spe- 
cial matter of defense.48 Where an issue is direct- 
ly tendered by plaintiff, it is held that under a gen- 
eral issue defendant may introduce evidence to dis- 
prove plaintiff’s averments, although it would under 
a different state of the pleadings amount to matter 
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affidavit or warrant under which defendant acted, 
defendants are entitled to introduce a warrant.°? 
Where want of probable cause is alleged, the ex- 
istence of probable cause may be shown.®! Where 
the illegality of an arrest is alleged, its legality 
may be proved.®? 

[§ 185] (2) Sufficiency of Pleading—(a) In 
General. A plea of justification should set forth the 
facts of justification so that plaintiff may be in- 
formed of them and the court may judge as to their 
sufficiency,®? and without duplicity.°4 It must suffi- 
ciently identify the imprisonment justified as the 
imprisonment alleged in the complaint.®®> An affirm- 
ative plea must answer the whole complaint.®* It 
must show as many distinct occasions of justification 
as there are charges of trespass in the counts of the 
declaration.57 When the complaint alleges that 
plaintiff was imprisoned on more than one charge, an 
answer justifying the arrest on only one of the 
charges is bad.®8 A plea which professes to answer 
the whole declaration, but omits to justify the de- 


in justification.*® 


tious Actions,” the defense must be 
pleaded. Washburn’ v. Robertson, 
ato 8 DomLR 183, 3 WestWkly 


40. Coats v: Darby,-2 N: Y.-b1T. 

[a] For example, defendant in an 
action for false imprisonment of a 
person at his direction cannot, under 
the plea of not guilty, show a judg- 
ment and execution in his favor un- 
der: which the arrest and imprison- 
ment took place, although the evi- 
dence is not offered in justification, 
but for the purpose of showing that 
defendant is not guilty of the tres- 
pass. Coatsav. Darby, 2-N. Y.-517. 

41. Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Nicholson v. Kill- 
patrick, 188 Ala. 258, 66 S 8; Gam- 
bill v. Fuqua, 148 Ala. 448, 42 S 735. 

Colo.—Baker y. Barton, 20 Colo. 
506; 139 "P65. 

Del.— Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 462, 
60 AmD 650. 

Ga.—-Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 

Ind.—Carey v. Sheets, 60 Ind. 17; 
Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Gallimore 
v. Ammerman, 39 Ind. 323. 

Iowa.—Snyder v. Thompson, 134 
Iowa 725, 112 NW 239. 

_ Mich—wWhite v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 
249, 55 NW 843. 

Mo.—Pandjiris v. Hartman, 196 
Mo. 539, 94 SW 270; Hoagland v. 
Forest Park Highlands Amusement 
Cos) 170° Mo. -335, “70: “SW. 878) . 94 
AmSR 740; Thompson v. Buchholz, 
107 Mo. A. 121, 81 SW 490. 

N. H.—Noyes v. Edgerly, 71 N. H. 
500, 53 A 311. 

Nea Yic_Coats Va Darby, cuuNes Ye 
517; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 253. 

R. I.— Wade v. Chaffee, 8 R. I. 224, 


5 AmR 572. 
Tex.—Boynton v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 
118. 


Vt.—Allen v. Parkhurst, 10 Vt. 557. 

[a] Reason for rule.—“These are 
positive rules of law, in order to 
prevent surprise on the plaintiff at 
the trial by the defendant then as- 
signing various reasons and causes 
for imprisoning the plaintiff, of 
which he had no notice, and which 
consequently, he could not be pre- 
pared to meet at the trial on a plea 
of not guilty on fair and equal terms 
with respect to the evidence and 
proof of facts.” Ocean SS. Co. v. 
Williams, 69 Ga. 251, 259. 

42. Ala.—Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 
414, 70 S 734. 7 

Del.—Bailey v. Wiggins, 5 Del. 462, 
60 AmD 650. 

Ind.—Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60, 

Md.—Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986. 


So under a general issue or de- 
nial, where-the petition alleges that there was no 


is bad.59 
Mo.—Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 


335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

N. Y.—Wilson v. Manhattan R. 
Co., 2 Misc. 127, 20 NYS 852 [aff 144 
N. Y. 632 mem, 39 NE 495 mem]; 
Corwin v. Freeland, 6 HowPr 241 
[rev on other grounds 6 N. Y. 560]. 

Utah.—Yost vy. Tracy, 13 Utah 431, 
45 P 346. 


en irre ee Varbarknurst.e.) Ol uVit. 
43. Coats v. Darby, 2 N. Y. 517: 


Culver v. Burnside, (S. D.) 179 NW 
490; Allen v. Parkhurst, 10 Vt. 557. 

44. Raymond vy. Corrigan, 37 S. D. 
609, 159 NW 181. 

45. White v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 
249, 55 NW 843; Thompson v. Buch- 
holz, 107 “Mo. A; 121, 81. Swe-490; 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 
D5S= VALLE yay tine; elicmdae Vk. Rep. 
N. S. 264. 

[a] Circumstances inducing belief 
in guilt are not to be considered in 
the absence of a plea. Yardley v. 
Hine, 17 L. T. Rep. N. S, 264. 

46. Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. 
Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 
LRA 278. 

47. Wast v. Brooklyn Heights R. 
Cone don vApp. SDV, 16833) el Olen INAS 
364; Jacobs v. Wanamaker, 77 Misc. 
563, 188 NYS 387; Schultz v. Green- 
wood Cemetery, 46 Misc. 299, 983 NYS 
180. But see Gibson v. McDonald, 
139 App. Div. 51, 123 NYS 504 (hold- 
ing that in an action against a 
coroner for false arrest and impris- 
onment, as the result of an investi- 
gation by him as to the probable 
cause of a decedent’s death, the 
coroner, being an officer of limited 
and restricted jurisdiction, was en- 
titled to plead specifically, both in 
justification and mitigation of dam- 
ages, the facts leading up to the 
issue of the warrant which defend- 
ant claimed it would be necessary to 
prove to establish the validity of the 
warrant and his right to issue it). 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) In an ac- 
tion against a corporation and one 
of its employees for illegal arrest 
and false imprisonment, the alleged 
facts that plaintiff was arrested by 
the individual defendant while en- 
gaged in violation of law, and that 
the individual defendant made the 
arrest as a special police officer, and 
not as the agent of the corporate 
defendant, were provable under the 
general denial, and were not special 
defenses. Schultz v. Greenwood Cem- 
etery, 46 Misc. 299, 983 NYS 180. (2) 
In an action against a defendant 
magistrate, allegations of the answer 
that defendant had jurisdiction of 


tention of plaintiff during some portion of the time, 
A plea justifying the arrest or imprison- 


plaintiff and acted in good faith, 
without malice, and within his statu- 
tory authority, add nothing to the 
scope of the proof defendant can 
offer under his general denial, plain- 
tiff having the burden to disprove 
the facts so alleged. Maher v. Pot- 
ter, 112 “NYS 102. 

48. Ingram v. Butt, 12 F. Cas. 
No. 7,047, 4 Cranch C. C. 701; Isaacs 
Ve Camplinwel isa Cop bet 4ille 

49. Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
es 734; Boynton v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 
leh Boynton v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 

51. Pritchett v. Sullivan, 182 Fed. 
480, 104 CCA 624; McDaniel v. Cain, 
159 Ala. 344, 48 S 52; Russell v. 
Shuster, 8 Watts & S. (Pa.) 308. 

52. Strain v. Irwin, 195 Ala. 414, 
70 S 734; Bassett v. Porter, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 418. 

[a] Prove legality under general 
issue.—In an action for an arrest 
made on'a tax warrant alleged to be 
illegal because the town was _ not 
legally districted, under plea of gen- 
eral issue defendant may show that 
the town was districted according 
to law. Bassett v. Porter, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 418. 

53. Ala.—Smith v. Roebuck, 155 
Ala. 395, 46 S 455, i 

Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 

Md.—Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986. 

Hes Y.—Moore vy. Devoy, 37 HowPr 
pe Nat el gt tS v. Estes, 1 Heisk. 
78. 

[a] Insufficient plea.—In an ac- 
tion of trespass, a plea which at- 
tempts to justify an act under the 
belligerent powers of a Confeder- 
ate state is defective if it fails to 
show that defendant was a soldier. 
That he was “liable to perform mili- 
tary duty” is not sufficient. Bayless 
v. Estes, 1 Heisk. (Tenn.) 78. 

54, Stanton v. Seymour, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 13,298, 5 McLean 267; Jewett 
v. Locke, 6 Gray (Mass.) 233. 

65. Young v. Warder, 94 Ind. 357; 
Scircle v. Neeves, 47 Ind. 289; Galli- 


more v. Ammerman, 38:9 Ind. 323; 
Weser v. Welty, 18 Ind. A. 664, 47 
NE 639. 


56. Mulinos v. Walkof, 95 Misc. 
165, 159 NYS 16. 

57. McCurday v. Driscoll, 1 Cromp. 
& M. 618, 149 Reprint 546. 

58. Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; Davis 
v. Bush, 4 Blackf. (Ind.) 330. 

59. Venable v. Huddy, 77 N. J. L. 
351, 72 A 10; Kent v. Miles, 68 Vt. 
48, 33 A 768; Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 
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ment of plaintiff on the ground that defendant was 
an officer at the time need not answer such mat- 
ters set out in the declaration as would have given 
plaintiff a good cause of action against a private 
person.®°° Where exemplary damages are not claimed, 
allegations that defendant acted upon advice of 
counsel are properly stricken out.*! 

A denial of charges as to the abuse and harsh 
treatment of plaintiff is broad enough to include 
an injury from the defective condition of a cell in 


which plaintiff was confined.®? 
[§ 136] (b) Legal Authority 


pleading justifying by legal authority must set forth 
all facts essential to the validity of process or power 
An allegation that defendant was at 


of a court.® 


582, 27 A 194; Ellis v. Cleveland, 54 
Vt. 437; Bush v. Parker, 1 Bing. N. 


@as. 72, (272 (HCl. 549; 131 | Reprint 
1043. 
{a] Pleas held sufficient. — (1) 


Where it appears from the pleas to a 
declaration in an action for false im- 
prisonment that defendant attempts 
to justify the detention of plaintiff 
“for the said space of time in the 
said declaration mentioned,’ the 
pleas are not objectionable on the 
ground that they fail to answer the 
whole declaration. Kent v. Miles, 
68 Vt. 48, 33 A 768. (2) In trespass 
for false imprisonment, defendant 
filed a plea of justification, alleging 
that he was sheriff of O county, and 
as such received from the O county 
court, then in session, a warrant 
for the arrest of plaintiff on an in- 
dictment for perjury, that he served 
the warrant by arresting defendant 
in W county and took him to the for- 
mer county to have him before the 
county court, as required by such 
warrant; and that, the court not then 
being in session, he detained him fer 
a short space of time, using no more 
force than was necessary, to have 
him appear before such court as 
commanded; “all of which, by the 
record and proceedings thereof now 
in the office of the clerk... « will 
more fully appear.” The declaration 
did not allege that defendant com- 
mitted plaintiff to jail. It was held 
that such plea was a full answer to 
the declaration, although it states 
the time of imprisonment to he 
shorter than it is stated in the decla- 
ration. Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 
587, 27 A 194. é 

60. Yingling v. Hoppe, 9. Gill 
(Md.) 310; Wiltse v. Holt, 95 Ind. 
469. 

[a] YFlustration.—An answer to 
an action for false imprisonment, 
against a marshal or constable, that 
defendant found plaintiff on the 
street, intoxicated and having just 
assaulted a citizen, and that defend- 
ant arrested and detained him until 
he became sober, when a criminal 
charge was regularly made before a 
justice, and plaintiff fined, etc., was 
good on demurrer. Wiltse v. Holt, 95 
Ind. 469. 

61. Texas Midland R. Co. v. Dean, 
(Civ. A.) 82 SW 524 [rev on other 
erounds 98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 
70 LRA 943]. 

Motive as element of cause of ac- 
tion see supra § 6. 

62. Bishop. v.. Lucy, 21. ‘Tex. Civ. 
As 326, 50 SW 1029, 51 SW 854. 

63. Ala.—Smith v. Roebuck, 155 
ila ooom. 4605 8) “4555 cGambill iv. 
Schmuck, 181 Ala. 321, 31 S 604. 

Mi Davisuavien NV 1LSON, 0 65) elilea oo. 
Von Kettler v. Johnson, 57 Ill. 109; 
Fanny v. Montgomery, 1 Ill. 247. 


Ind.—Caldwell v. Kenworthy, 31 
Ind. 238; Davis v. Bush, 4 Blackf. 
330; Poulk v. Slocum, 3 Blackf. 
421. 


Ky.—-Smith v. McGuire, 5 Litt. 
302. 
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[§ 137] 


or Process. A 


[§ 138] 


N. Y.—Moore y. Devoy, 37 HowPr 


18. 

Ont.—Peck y. McDougall, 27 U. C. 
OMB oor ; 

[a] fhe pleading should show: 


(1) The process actually issued. 
Von Kettler v. Johnson, 57 Ill. 109 
(mere recital of order for attachment 


is insufficient). (2) Its command- 
ment. Smith v. McGuire, 5 Litt. 
(Ky.) 302. (8) Its return, if the re- 


turn day is past. Caldwell v. Ken- 
worthy, 31 Ind. 238; Davis v. Bush, 
4 Blackf. (Ind.) 830; Kent v. Miles, 
65 Vt. 582, 27 A 194 (inferential alle- 
gation held sufficient). (4) Sufficient 
reason for failure to return. May v. 
Sly, 5 Blackf. (Ind.) 206. 

[b] As to particular facts not 
necessary.—(1) Completion of serv- 
ice of warrant. Fowler v. Watkins, 
1 N. H. 251. (2) Residence in what 
county. Foster v. Hazen, 12 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 547. (38) Jurisdiction of jus- 
tice to isSue warrant for arrest of 
nonresident. Whitney v. Shufelt, 1 
Den. (N. Y.) 592. (4) Arrest of non- 
resident. Hoose v. Sherrill, 16 Wend. 
(GNEIESY BEX 

[c] The officers of a religious cor- 
poration, such as vestrymen, have 
power to act in the preservation of 
order, and the removal of disturbers 
from the meetings of the church; 
and in an action against such per- 
sons, for false imprisonment, it is 
not irrelevant to allege in the answer 
that they were such officers, and 
acted as such in the transaction 
complained of. Beckett v.. Lawrence, 
7 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 408. 

[d] Pleas held sufficient.—Ander- 
son v. Dunn, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 204, 5 
L. ed. 242 (justification of sergeant 
at arms of house of representatives); 
McDaniel y. Cain, 159 Ala. 344, 48 S 
52 (setting up affidavit and warrant 
of arrest); Kraft v. Porter,.76 Ill. 
A. 328 (commitment for contempt by 
justice of the peace); Willis v. Have- 
meyer, 12 N. Y. Super. 447 (justifica- 
tion of mayor for judicial arrest); 
Wright v. Hazen, 24 Vt. 143. 

[e] Pleas held insufficient.—Peck 
v. Rooks, 22 Ark. 221. 

64. Kraft v. Porter, .76 Ill. A. 
328. 

65, Ala.—Mitchell v. Gambill, 140 
Ala. 545, 37 S 402. 

Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251, 

Ill.—Blalock v. Randall, 76 Ill. 224; 
Von Kettler v. Johnson, 57 Ill... 109; 
Dodds v. Board, 438 Ill. 95. 

Ind.—Boaz v. Tate, 43 Ind. 60; 
Wasson y. Canfield, 6 Blackf. 406. 

Md.—Edger, v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986. 

Mich.—White v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 
249, 55 NW 843. 


N. Y.—Bradner vy. Faulkner, 93 
IN Scuola 

Wis.—Scheer v. Keown, 34 Wis. 
349. 


Eng.—Mathews v. Biddulph, 3 M. 
& Ge 390, 42 HCL 209, 188 Reprint 


[a] Ilustrations.—(1) Such facts 


[§§ 135-138 


the time of the acts charged a justice of the peace 
is a sufficient allegation of his official character.®* 
(c) Arrest without Process. 
justification of an arrest without process must set 
forth all facts and reasons necessary to the defense.® 
A plea justifying arrest on the ground of probable 
cause for suspecting plaintiff to be guilty of the 
offense for which he was imprisoned must state the 
reasons for such suspicion.®® 
committed the act for which he was arrested in 
the presence of a police officer is sufficient, and the 
latter’s power to make the arrest was not affected 
by the fact that defendant advised him to do so.** 

(d) Unreasonable Detention. 
charge of false imprisonment is based upon the 


A plea in 


A plea that plaintiff 


Where a 


as show a continuing breach of the 
peace or a well founded apprehen- 
sion of its renewal should be pleaded. 
Price v. Seeley, 10 Cl. & F. 28, 8 
Reprint 651. (2) Pleading alarm and 
disquiet to the neighborhood is a 
sufficient allegation of conduct justi- 
fying arrest to stop a breach of the 
peace. Wheeler v. Whiting, 9C.& PLP. 
262, 38 ECL 162; Howell v. Jackson, 
6) GC. & Be 74:23,) 25 SE CL 65s) 403) she 
case of arrest for assault and bat- 
tery with intent to commit a felony 
a plea showing an assault is insuffi- 
cient. Stammers y. Yearsley, 10 
Bing, 35, 25 ECL 26, 131 Reprint 818. 
(4) A private person arresting for 
felony must first show the commis- 
sion ‘of the offense and then the cause 
of suspecting the arrested party. 
Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 
263. (5) If the arrest is pursuant 
to information the plea must allege 
that the informant stated the facts 
by which he knew or believed plain- 
tiff to be guilty. Wasson v. Canfield, 
6 Blackf. (Ind.) 406. (6) If the in- 
formant is defendant the answer to 
a complaint alleging arrest with 
malice and without probable cause, 
pleading arrest by an officer for rea- 
sonable cause, is insufficient unless 
it denies that the arrest was made at 
defendant’s request without justi- 
fiable belief of guilt. Rich v. Mc- 
Inerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 
AmSR 382. 

{b] Plea held sufficient.—Consta- 
ble arresting on information that 
plaintiff had committed a _ felony. 
Rogers v. Van Valkenburgh, 20 U. C. 


OPP Bal Se 
66. Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 69 Ga. 251. 


Mich.—Tubbs v. Haessig, 149 Mich. 
185, 112 NW 750. 
N. Y¥.—Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 


253. 
oh MES lls 


R. I.—Wade v. Chaffee, 
224, 5 AmR 572. 
Seimei v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 


Mure v. Kaye, 4 Taunt. 34, 128 Re. 
print 239. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘“It is arule 


of the common law that a plea justi- 
fying the arrest of the plaintiff, 
upon the ground that a crime had 
been committed, and that there was 
reasonable ground to suspect and ac- 
cuse. the plaintiff, must distinctly 
state the reasons for suspecting him. 
The object is to prevent surprise on 
the plaintiff at the trial, by the de- 
fendant then assigning various rea- 
sons and causes’ of imprisoning him, 
of which he had no notice, and which 
consequently he could not be pre- 
pared to meet at the trial on the plea 
of not guilty, on fair and equal terms 
with respect to the evidence and 
proof of facts.” Boynton y. Tidwell, 
LO Re xcmialhS a OF 

67. Gambill v. Cannon, 
570, 51 S 755. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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failure to bring plaintiff promptly before a magis- 
trate after his arrest,®* the facts excusing the delay 
must be specifically alleged in a plea for justifica- 
tion.®® 
_[§ 139] (38) Effect of Plea. A plea in justifica- 
tion in an action for false imprisonment does not 
admit that the imprisonment was wrongful,” but 
simply admits the imprisonment in the manner 
charged in the declaration.”1_ By such plea defend- 
ant becomes entitled to the privileges of one holding 
the affirmative of the issue‘? An unsustained plea 
of justification may be considered by the jury as 
authorizing an additional award of damages.7? An 
answer which denies an allegation of lack of prol- 
able cause for arrest is not bad as failing to present 
an issue, although it admits the arrest was made 
without complaint or warrant, there being no in- 
ference that it was not a proper case for arrest 
without warrant.’4 

[§ 140] (4) Joinder in Plea.?> Where defend- 
ants plead jointly in justification, the plea if bad 
as to one defendant is bad as to all.7° 

[§ 141] ¢. Mitigation of Damages. Defendant 
may properly plead facts in mitigation of damages 
in his answer;"? this is true, although the mitigation 
is only as to a part of the violence committed,’® and 
even if the complaint states facts entitling plaintiff 
to exemplary damages.”® But the plea of general is- 
sue has been held sufficient to admit proof of such 
matters.8° An allegation that there were no dam- 
ages is equivalent to a denial of damages and is not 
properly pleaded in an affirmative defense ** or a 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 
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partial defense.’? An offense independent of the one 
for which the arrest complained of was made, but 
associated with it, may be pleaded not by way of 
justification but by way of mitigation of damages.*? 

Absence of malice. Defendant, although he has 
been guilty of causing the illegal imprisonment of 
plaintiff, may allege and prove in mitigation of 
damages facts tending to show that what he did 
was done without malice.’ But if defendant de- 
nies malice, he must found his denial upon some 
fact which will explain it.85 

[§ 142] 3. Replication or Reply.’¢ A replica- 
tion to a plea of judicial authority to make the ar- 
rest is demurrable if it fails‘ sufficiently to allege 
facts destroying the validity of such authority.87 
A replication to the plea of justification which de- 
nies that the justification claimed by defendant 
covers all the trespasses set forth in the declaration 
is substantially a traverse in the form of a declara- 
tion, and is demurrable.88 Where defendant justi- 
fies under process, a replication that such process 
was set aside should show the ground on which it 
was set aside.8® A replication to a plea setting up 
a warrant as justification, which avers that defend- 
ant retained the warrant until too late to reach the 
place at which the court was being held until 
after its adjournment, is bad unless it sets up 
such facts as would render defendant liable for 
abuse of process under a new assignment.®°° The 
replication may cure a defect in the answer.®! 

[§ 143] 4. Demurrer.°? Objection that a com- 
plaint does not state facts sufficient to constitute a 


166 NYS 721. 


68. See supra §§ 61, 62. 403. 
69. Markey v. Griffin, 109 Ill. A. 78. Foland y. Johnson, 16 AbbPr 
212. CNS YO8235. 


70. Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
51, 

71. Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
251 


72. Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 
[a] May open and conclude argu- 


ment.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga, 251. 

73. Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Gay 251. 
74, McMichael v. Culliton, (N. J. 
Sup.) 104 A 433. 


75. See generally Pleading [31 
Cyc 138]. 
76. Bissell v Gold, _1 Wend. 


[a] Must be verdict on general 
issue.—Although a party having a 
justification will lose his defense by 
joining in his plea with another not 
entitled to justify, yet a verdict can- 
not be sustained against the former 
unless he is proved guilty on the 
general issue. Bissell v. Gold, 1 
Wend. (N. Y.) 210, 19 AmD 480. 

77, Beckett v. Lawrence, 7 AbbPr 
NS (N. Y.) 408; Newburn vy. Dur- 
ham, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 655, 32 SW 112. 

[a] Facts leading up to the issu- 
ance of a warrant tending to show 
its validity and the right to issue it 
may be pleaded in mitigation of dam- 
ages. Gibson v. McDonald, 139 App. 
Div. 51, 123 NYS 504. ; 

[b] Remoteness. — In an action 
against the vestrymen of a religious 
corporation for false imprisonment 
in causing the removal of disturbers 
from meetings of the church, alle- 
gations that plaintiff who was 
charged with the disturbance had for 
some time previously in like man- 
ner disturbed the congregation, had 
asserted her intention to do so, and 
had persisted in her conduct, al- 
though. frequently requested to de- 
sist, are properly stricken out as too 
remote to go in mitigation. Beckett 
v. Lawrence, 7 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 


79. Newburn v. Durham, 10 Tex. 
Civ. A. 655, 32 SW 112. 

80. Richardson v. Huston, 10 S. D. 
484, 74 NW 234; McMullin v. Hrwin, 
69 Vt. 338, 88 A 62; Wood v. Dur- 
ham, 21 Q: B. D. 501; Chinn v. Mor- 
ris, 2-C. & P..361,,-12 BCL: 617; Lin- 
fordity. sc duakeps: tiles 6 IN 2 Oe on 
Reprint 475; Sam Chak v. Campbell, 
45 N. S. 1, 9 HastLR 194. 

81. Jones vy. Pickard, 101 Misc. 
117, 166 NYS 721. 

MacDonnell v. McConville, 148 
Div. 49, 182 NYS 1085 [aff 210 


83. Comisky v. Norfolk, etc. R. 
Co., 79 W. Va. 148, 90 SE 385, LRA 
1917D 220. 

84. Marks v. Townsend, 97 N. Y. 
590; Bradner v. Faulkner, 93 N. Y. 
515 [rev 16 NYWklyDig 240]. 

85. Jarrell v. Young, 105 Md. 280, 
66 A 50, 28 LRANS 367, 12 AnnCas 
1; Noonan v. Luther, 206 N. Y. 105, 
99 NE 78, 41 LRANS 761, AnnCas 
1914A 1038; Bradner v. Faulkner, 93 
N. Y. 515; McKown v. Hunter, 30 
N. Y. 625; Lally v. Emery, 79 Hun 
560, 29 NYS 888 [aff 151 N. Y. 653 
mem, 46 NE 1148 mem]; Jones v. 
Pickard, 101 Misc. 117, 166 NYS 721. 

[a] Belief that process was 
proper.—An answer in which defend- 
ant attempts to set up as a partial 
defense tending to ‘mitigate plain- 
tiff’s damages that “defendant was 
of the opinion that the execution 
mentioned in plaintiff’s complaint, 
and growing out of the judgment re- 
covered by this defendant .. . in 
an action... waS a proper process 
to be issued and delivered to a sher- 
iff in actions of the kind and char- 
acter upon which said execution was 
issued; that it was issued by this 
defendant without any malice and in 
the orderly course of this. defend- 
ant’s business” is insufficient without 
an allegation of facts showing the 
reason for the alleged opinion. 
Jones v. Pickard, 101 Misc. 117, 118, 


86. Replication generally see 
Pleading [31 Cye 241]. 

87. U. S.—uvU.. S. v. McNeily, 72 
Hed, 972;,,19 CGA 318. 
Pe uey a euconter v. Parsons, Kirby 

Kan.—Arkansas City Bank v. Mc- 
Dowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 52 P 56. 

Md.—Yingling v. Hoppe, 9 Gill 310. 
oe H.—Fowler v. Watkins, 1 N. H. 

N. J.—Booth v. Kurrus, 55 N. J. L. 
370, 26 A 1018. 

N. Y.—Willis v. 
N. Y. Super. 447. 

Vt.—Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 
A 194, 

Eng.—Brown v. Jones, 15 M. & W. 
191, 153 Reprint 817. 

[a] Applications of rule.—(1) If 
the answer excuses an admitted ir- 
regularity in process by _ plaintiff’s 
waiver in court, a replication is good 
which sets out that such waiver was 
made under duress. U. S. v. Me- 
Nelly, va! Beds 972, 19% CCA US tS) aap 
A general reply, “De injuria sua pro- 
pria absque tali causa,” is insufficient 
foundation for proof of previous ar- 
rest and discharge under the same 


Havemeyer, 12 


Ry aitant. Fowler v. Watkins, 1 N. H. 
ie 

88. Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 
A 194 


0. 

[a] MTllustration.— Defendants, in 
an action for false imprisonment, 
justified upon a judgment being then 
in full foree. Plaintiff replied that 
the process was set aside by order of 
a judge, which order was afterward 
made a rule of court. This replica- 
tion was held bad “in not shewing 
that the writ of ca. sa. was set aside 
in such a case aS would render the 


parties liable to an action.” Pren- 
tice v. Harrison, 7 Jur. 580. 

90. Kent v. Miles, 65 Vt. 582, 27 
A 194, 

91. Edger v.- Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986. 

92. Demurrer generally see Plead- 


ing [381 Cyc 269]. 
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cause of action should be raised by demurrer.®* Such 
a defect as consists merely of ambiguity or un- 
certainty may be waived by a defendant who fails 
to demur.®* The allegation in a complaint that 
plaintiff was-arrested on a void warrant which was 
issued on insufficient evidence is an allegation of 
fact and therefore admitted by demurrer.°® Where 
defendants are charged to have acted as individuals, 
they cannot by demurrer urge that they were acting 
as peace officers.°° 

[§ 144] 5. Amendment.®’ Under statutory pro- 
visions, defects not affecting the substantive rights 
of the parties ordinarily may be cured by amend- 
ment.°® Under a statute permitting amendments to 
conform to the proof where the variance is not ma- 
terial, an amendment justifying the arrest filed to 
an answer denying the arrest may be allowed pro- 
vided defendant is not misled thereby.°® Where 
the complaint states a cause of action for assault 
and also for false imprisonment, an amendment 
may be allowed in order that the false imprisonment 
may be alleged more clearly as a ground for re- 
covery. 

[§ 145] F. Issues, Proof, and Variance. Under 
the rules applicable to pleading generally? a vari- 
ance between the allegations and proof is not fatal 
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[§§ 143-146 


under statutory provisions unless a party has been 
misled to his prejudice? but a complaint which 
alleges a wrongful and unlawful imprisonment in a 
civil action is not supported by evidence of a lawful 
arrest which afterward became unlawful by reason 
of a refusal to receive bail, and- a declaration 
against one is not supported by proof against an- 
other, there being no charge of conspiracy or that 
the persons are joint tort-feasors.®> Where plaintiff 
pleads malice.as a basis for a recovery of exemplary 
damages, he need not prove the ayerment thereof 
in order to recover actual damages.® In other juris- 
dictions, however, an averment of malice or want of 
probable cause, although unnecessarily made, must 
be proved.” A justification upon two grounds, either 
of which may be sufficient, will support a verdict for 
defendant upon proof of one of such grounds.® 

[§ 146] G. Evidence—l. Presumptions and 
Burden of Proof. Plaintiff must establish affirm- 
atively and sufficiently 9 every essential allegation 
of his complaint.1° Thus the burden rests on plain- 
tiff to prove his arrest and imprisonment 1+ by de- 
fendant.12 So plaintiff has the burden of showing 
facts establishing the liability of defendant for the 
acts of an agent,!2 such as the existence of express 
or implied authority * or that the act was within 


11.- Bauer v. Clay, 8 Kan. (580; 
Loughman v. Long Island R. Co., 83 


93. Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475,;98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 70 LRA 
126 P 769. 943]. 

94. Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 4. Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
126 P 769. 29 P 548. 

95. Steele v. Rauchfuss, 93 Misc. 5. Raphaer v. Leader, 203 Fed. 
332, 157 NYS 103. 184. 

96. Brewer v. Wynne, 154 N. C. 6 Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. 
467, 70 SE 947. A.) 217 SW 997. 

97. Amendments generally sce 7 Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Pleading [31 Cyc 359]. Thompson, 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 

98. Shugart v. Cruise, 260 Fed.| 334; Murphy v. McAdory, 183 Ala. 
36; Williams v. Hayes, 16 Ala. A.| 209, 62 S 706; Fuqua v. Gambill, 140 
321, 77 S 915; Berrer v. Moorhead, 22] Ala. 464, 37 S 235; Carroll v. Parry, 
Nebr. 687, 36 NW 118; Hailes v.|48 App. (D. C.) 453. 
Marks, 7 H. & N. 56, 158 Reprint gs. Atkinson v. Warne, 1 C. M. & 
391 R. 827, 149 Reprint 1315, 6 C..& P. 


[a] Joinder of defendants al- 
lowed on amendment.—Where in a 
suit for false imprisonment plaintiff 
sued defendant revenue officers sepa- 
rately for false imprisonment, and 
later the trial court allowed an 
amendment whereby they were joined 
as codefendants, it was held on ap- 
peal that such amendment was pron- 
erly allowed under the state code 
provisions allowing amendments not 
affecting the substantive rights of 
the parties. Shugart v. Cruise, 260 
Fed. 36. 

99. Griffin v. Russell, 161 Ky. 471, 
170 SW 1192. 

1. Chapman v. Selover, 172 App. 
Div. 858, 159 NYS 632 [rev on other 
ene PRED IN et NG 2 Lie ea IPP INLD 

2. See Pleading [31 Cyc 6701. 

3. Sebring v. Harris, 20 Cal. A. 
BG was Pa ae 

[a] For example, where the an- 
Sswer denied that defendant caused 
plaintiff's arrest upon the charge of 
larceny as alleged or “any other 
charge” proof that plaintiff was ar- 
rested for disturbing the peace was 
not a material variance. Sebring v. 
Harris, 20 Cal. A. 56, 128 P 7. 

{b] Unessential allegations need 
not be proved.—A complaint alleging 
that defendant railroad’s employee 
caused  pDlaintiff’s wrongful arrest 
while she was on defendant’s prem- 
ises is, if established, sufficient to 
warrant plaintiff’s recovery irrespec- 
tive of the proof of other allegations 
as to scope of employment. In such 
a case the railroad is liable, under 
its duty of protecting passengers, 
whether or not such agent acted 
within the scope of his employment. 
Texas Midland R. Co. v. Dean, (Civ. 
A.) 82 SW 524 [rev on other grounds 


687, 25 ECL 640. 


9. Ind.—-Harness v. Steele, 159 
Ind. 286, 64 NE 875. 
Kan.—Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 


Hinsdell, 76 Kan. 74, 90 P 800, 12 
LRANS 94, 18 AnnCas 981. 

La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 43 S 545. 

; Mass.—Mitchell v. Wall, 111 Mass. 

92. 

Mich.—Curry v. Traver-Bird Co., 
167 Mich. 17, 182 NW 463. 

N. Y.—Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. Div. 
41, 76 NYS 425; Gordon v. Upham, 
4 BE. D. Smith 9. 

Vt.—Sparhawk v. Hall, 52 Vt. 624. 

10. Ala.—Sanders v. Davis, 153 
Ala. 375, 44 S 979. 

Ill. Hermanson y. Shaffer, 184 Ill. 
A. 273; Hermanson v. Goodyear, 139 
DI AS aia. 

Ind.—Black v. Marsh, 31 Ind. A. 
53, 67 NE 201. 

Iowa.—Chambers v. Oehler, 107 
Iowa 155, 77 NW 853. 

Mass.—Zinkfein v. W. T. Grant 
Co., 128 NE 24. 

Mich.—Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 
358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 802, 109 


AmSR 684. 
Mo.—Hanser v. Bieber, 271 Mo. 
Grinnell, 159 


326, 197 SW 68. 
N. Y.—Sherman v. 
N. Y. 50, 53 NE 674; Limbeck v. 
Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, °39 (NYS 95% 
Maher v. Potter, 112 NYS 102. 
Or.—Neimitz v. Conrad, 22 Or. 164, 
29 P 548. 
Pa.—Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 


137. 
Wash. — Parker v. Murphy, 47 
11 Que. 


Wash. 558, 92 P 371. 

Que.—Mayer v. Vaughn, 
K. B. 340 [dism app 20 Que. Super. 
549]; Serling v. Olsen, 41 Que. Super. 
407, 3 DomLR 845. 


Appz, Divi’ 6295780 NVS) 21097 sane 
eas ca 6 ‘GC. S&P. 504,, 2o7 HOG 
12. Ark.—St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. 
Sims, 106 Ark. 109, 152 SW 985, 44 
LRANS 1156. 
Cal.—Concoff v. Hippodrome Thea- 


ter? Co.,, 180 (Cale) 62655 1'82-8P Sars. 
Bett Vii (Fano, 134) Cala 037 66n 2 
L . 


Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 Iowa 
372, 94 NW 922. 

La.—Lyons v. Carroll, 51 La. Ann. 
1542, 26 S 416. 

Md.—Carter v. Worcester County, 
94 Md. 621, 51 A 830; National Bank 
of Commerce v. Baker, 77 Md. 462, 
26 A 867. 

Mich.—Wachsmuth vy. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 
21 LRA 278. 

N. H.—La Chance vy. Berlin St. R. 
Co., 109 A 720. 

N. Y.—Noad v. Canadian Pac. R. 
Co., 56 App. Div. 33, 67 NYS 265: 
Carson v. Dessau, 59 N: Y. Super. 79, 
13 NYS 232; Brown v. Demont, 9 
Cow. 262 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
132 N. C. 368, 43 SEH 923, 1383 N: G. 
418, 45 SE 826. : 

Tenn.—HWichengreen vy. Louisville, 
etc., R. Co., 96 Tenn. 229, 34 SW 219, 
54 AmSR 833, 31 LRA 702; Nance v. 
Haney, 1 Heisk. 177. 

W. Va.—McKain y. Baltimore, etc., 
R. Co., 65 W. Va. 233, 64 SE 18, 131 
reel 964, 283 LRANS 289, 17 AnnCas 

Eng.—Jones v. Morrell, 1 C. & K. 
266, 47 ECL 266; Mason v. Barker, 
1 C. & K. 100, 47 BCL 100: Gort v: 
Great Northern R. Co., 3 BE. & EB. 672, 
107 ECL 672, 121 Reprint 594; Roe v. 
Birkenhead, etc., R. Co., 7 Exch. 36; 
155 Reprint 845; Harris v. Dignum, 
29 L, J. Exch. 23; Danby v. Beards- 
ley, 43 L. T. Rep. N. S. 603; Ross v. 
Lascelles, 15 L. T. Rep. N. S. 293. 

13. Goff v. Great Northern R. Co., 
3 EB. & E. 672, 107 BHCh—672, 121 
Reprint 594. 

14. Concoff v. Hippodrome Thea- 
ter Co., 180 Cal. 626,-182 P 273- 
Vrehotka v. Rothschild, 100 Ill. A. 
268; Travis v. Standard L., ete., Ins. 
Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 140; Mc- 
Kain v. Baltimore, ete, R. Co., 65 
W. Va. 233, 64 SE 18, 131 AmSR 964, 
23 LRANS 289, 17 AnnCas 634. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the scope of the agent’s authority.15 The imprison- 
ment having been established, the law presumes that 
it was unlawful,!® and the burden of proving justifi- 
The rule does not, 
however, apply to complainants,18 who are pre- 
sumed to have acted with that good faith and prob- 


cation rests upon defendant.!7 


[a] Tllustration.— Where a_ spe- 
cial officer, duly commissioned with 
powers of constable, arrested a per- 
son at a railroad station for disor- 
derly conduct, he was prima facie 
a public officer, and the arrest must 
be regarded aS an act of a public 
officer rather than the act of a ser- 
vant of the railroad company in the 
absence of evidence of either express 
or implied authority from such com- 
. McKain v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
65 W. Va. 233, 64 SE 18, 131 
rt 964, 23 LRANS 289, 17 AnnCas 

15." St.Louis; etc:, R:/Co, v> Sims, 
106 Ark. 109, 152 SW 985, 44 LRANS 
1156; Travis v. Standard L., etc., Ins. 
Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 140; Penny 
v. New York Cent., etc.,°R. Co., 34 
App. Div. 10, 538 NYS 10438. 

[a] Detective-—There is no such 
settled significance attached to the 
word ‘detective’ when employed by 
a corporation as of necessity im- 
ports authority to arrest criminals; 
evidence of his duties should be 
given to show the scope of his au- 


thority. Penny v. New York Cent., 
etc., R. Co., 34 App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 
1043. 

16. Cal.—Peo. v. McGrew, 77 Cal. 


570, 20 P 92. 

Ind.—Gallimore v. Ammerman, 39 
Ind. 323; Black v. Marsh, 31 Ind. A. 
53, 67 NE 201. 
ih v. Dittrich, 28 La. Ann. 
aaa t PeeWee ty v. Porter, 10 Cush. 
418. 

Mich.—Barker _ v. 
Mich, 508, 45 NW 1108. 

Mo.—Thompson v. Buchholz, 107 
Mo. A. 121, 81 SW 490. 

N. C.—Sigmon v. Shell, 165 N. C. 
582, 585, 81 SE 739. 

: Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 

3 


Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Kirbie v. 
State, 5 Tex. A. 60. 

“Every imprisonment of a man is 
prima facie a trespass, and in an 
action to recover damages therefor, 
if the imprisonment is proved or 
admitted, the burden of justifying it 
is on the defendant.” Bassett v. Por- 
ter, 10 Cush. (Mass.) 418, 420 [quot 
Sigmon v. Shell, supra]. 

[a] A prima facie case of “‘false 
imprisonment” is made out when it 
is shown that plaintiff was inten- 
tionally detained as a prisoner by 
defendant without any warrant 
therefor. Thompson v. Buchholz, 107 
Mo. A. 121, 81 SW 490. 

17. U. S—Shugart v. Cruise, 260 
Fed. 36; U. S. v. MecNeily, 72 Fed. 
972, 19 CCA 318; Hershey v. O’Neill, 
36 Fed. 168. 

Api Ste sluOulsy SEtCr kt. 1 COnm Ve 
Waters, 105 Ark. 619, 152 SW 137; 
St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Hudson, 95 
Ark. 506, 130 SW 534. 

Cal.—Sebring v. Harris, 20 Cal. A. 
56,128 P 7. 

Del.— Marshall v. Cleaver, 20 Del. 
450, 56 A 380; McCoffrey v. Thomas, 
20 Del. 437, 56 A 382. 

Ga.—Waters v. National "Woolen 
Mills, 142 Ga. 133, 82 SE 535; Frank- 
lin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 860, 45 SHE 
698; Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hender- 
gone 9) Gas Al 672; 72 (S151: 

Hawaii.—Ford a Oceanic SS. Co., 
3 Hawaii Fed. 239. 

Tll.—Siegel v. Connor, 70 Ill. A. 
416 [aff 171 Ill. 572, 49 NE 728]; 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Gehr, 66 Ill. 
A. 173. 

Ind—Grand Rapids, ete, R. Co. 
vy. King, 41 Ind. A. 701, 83 NE 778; 
Wasson v. Canfield, 6 Blackf. 406. 


Anderson, 81 
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Iowa.—Hobbs vy. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912; Sny- 
der v. Thompson, 134 Iowa 725, 112 
NW 239; Stewart v. Feeley, 118 Iowa 
524, 92 NW 670. 

Kan.—Zimmerman v. Knox, 34 
Kan. 245, 8 P 104; Mayberry v. Kelly, 
ly Kan. 116: 

Ky.—Miles v. Brown, 143 Ky. 537, 
136 SW 1001. . 

Md.—Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986. 

Mass.—Horgan v. Boston El. R. Co., 
208 Mass. 287, 94 NE 386 (dictum); 
Jackson v. Knowlton, 173 Mass. 94, 
53 NE 134; Geary v. Stevenson, 169 
Mass. 23, 47 NE 508; Kennedy v. 
Favor, 14 Gray 200; Bassett v. Por- 
ter, 10 Cush. 418. 

Mich.—Tubbs v. Haessig, 149 Mich. 
185, 112 NW 750; Barker v. Ander- 
son, 81 Mich. 508, 45 NW 1108 (dic- 
tum). 

Mo.—Thompson v. Buchholz, 107 
Mo. A. 121, 81 SW +490. 

Mont.—Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 
P20 Li ae bs Addss 
~ N. Y.—Schultz v. Greenwood Cem- 
etery, 190 N. Y. 276, 83 NE 41; Snead 
v. Bonnoil, 166 N. Y. 325, 59 NE 899; 
Farnam v. Feeley, 56 N. Y. 451; 
Burns v. Erben, 40 N. Y. 463; Schmei- 
der v. McLane, 4 Abb. Dec. 154, 3 
Keyes 568, 3 Transcr. A. 266 [aff 36 
Barb. 495]; Beardsley v. Soper, 184 
App. Div. 399, 171 NYS 1043; De 
Silva v. New York Cent. R. Co., 182 
App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 924; Rear- 
don iw2n Erie wR. Con e179) Appw Div. 


874, 166 NYS 287; Parke v. Fell- 
man, 145, App.” Div. 836;-130) NYS 
361; Adams v. Schwartz, 137 App. 
Div. 230, 122 NYS 41. 

N. C.—Sigmon v. Shell, 165 N. C. 


582, 585, 81 SE 739 [quot Cyc]. 

Oh.—Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
Ct.579: 

Pa.—McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 473, 
65 A 934, 116 AmSR 782, 10 LRANS 
303; McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
63; Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260; -Krey’ v. Barr; (28 Pax Dist. 570; 
Mikelberg v. Philadelphia Rapid 
Transit Co., 16 Pa. Dist. 906, 34 Pa. 
Co. 425. 

Ss. D.—Raymond v. Corrigan, 37 
S. D. 609, 159 NW 181. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. 
A. 269, 117 SW 468; Missouri, etc., 
Re Co: Wve Warner,.<1:9) Lexis ¢ Civ AS 
463, 49 SW 254. 

Wis.—Bergeron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 
377, 82 NW 291, 80 AmSR 33; Lamb 
v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 70 NW 72. 

Eng.—Broughton v. Jackson, 18 
Q. B. 378, 88 ECL 378, 11 EngL&Eq 
388, 118 Reprint 141; Hicks v. Faulk- 
ner, 8 Q. B. D. 167; Holroyd v. Don- 
caster, 3 Bing. 492, 11 ECL 242, 130 
Reprint 603; Williams v. Crosswell, 
2 OC. & K. 422, 61 BCL 422; Mce- 
Cloughan v. Clayton, Holt N. P. 478, 
3= DOL 19.0" 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532; Markey v. Sloat, 
41 N. B. 234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 Hast 
LR 295. 

Nee Hilisn ven eowergas0 ON.2 Be 
4 


0. 

Sask.—Baker v. Tedford, 2 Sask. L. 
307; Washburn v. Robertson, 8 Dom 
LR 183, 3 WestWkly 209. 

{a] Circumstances authorizing ar- 
rest without warrant.—Waters Vv. 
National Woolen Mills, 142 Ga. 133, 
82 SE 535; Franklin v. Amerson, 118 
Ga. 860, 45 SE 698; Maxwell v. Max- 
well, (Iowa) 177 NW 541; Miles v. 
Brown, 143 Ky. 537, 136 SW _ 1001; 
Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 155 
P 1113; Sigmon v. Shell, 165 N. C. 
582, 81 SE 739; Tracy v. Coffey, 28 
OHA Cir RCE ST9: 


able cause essential to their justification.’ 
the civil law as administered in Quebec,?° and un- 
der the Banishment Act as administered in the Fed- 
erated Malay States,?1 the burden of proof is on 
plaintiff to establish lack of probable cause. 

When the burden shifts. 


[25C.J.] 539 


Under 


If to the bare fact of 


[b] Imprisonment presumed in- 
voluntary.—(1) In an action against 
a town treasurer’ and a constable 
where defendants set up that plain- 
tiff, if imprisoned, was not impris- 
oned against his own free will, the 
onus is upon defendants to prove 
plaintiff’s willingness to go to gaol. 
Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 234, 6 Dom 
LR 827, 11 HastLR 295. (2) In the 
absence of an affirmative statement 
or action to the contrary, the pre- 
sumption is that a person wrong- 
fully arrested and illegally held in 
custody neither’ consented to the 
wrong nor waived the illegality. In 
se Baum, 6l-- Kane ait 25S ees 
958, 

{c] Arrest for nonpayment of tax. 
—In an action against an assessor 
for an imprisonment for nonpayment 
of a school district tax, alleged to be 
illegal for want of legal school dis- 
tricts in the town, if the arrest is 
admitted or proved, the burden is on 
defendant to prove that the entire 
town was legally districted by terri- 
torial limits. Bassett v. Porter, 10 
Cush. (Mass.) 418. ‘ 

18. Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366. 

{a] Example. — The rule that 
every imprisonment of a man is 
prima facie a trespass, and in an 
action to recover therefor, if the 
imprisonment is proved or admitted, 
the burden of justifying it is on de- 
fendant, does not apply to the per- 
son who made the complaint against 
the party imprisoned before the jus- 
tice, who issued the void warrant 
and caused his arrest, where com- 
plainant took no other part in the 
proceedings. -Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366. 

19. Raphaer v. Leader, 203 Fed. 
184; Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 
39 NYS 95; Rosenkranz v. Hass, 1 
Misc. 220, 20 NYS 880. 

[a] Good faith—There is a pre- 
sumption of good faith in favor of a 
complainant and to recover against 
a complainant for imprisonment on a 
charge of theft under a warrant in- 
stigated by him, plaintiff has the bur- 
den of proving complainant’s bad 


faith Raphaer vy. Leader, 203 Fed. 
[b] Probable cause.—In an action 


against a complainant for false im- 
prisonment, the burden of proving 
want of probable cause is upon plain- 
tiff. Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 
39 NYS. 95. 

20. Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. Wal- 
ler, (Que.) 1 DomLR 47, 19 CanCr 
Cas 190. 

[a] Examople.—In Quebec, under 
the civil law, the onus of proving 
that defendant acted without reason- 
able and probable cause in procuring 
the arrest complained of, lies upon 
plaintiff. Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. 
eae 1 DomLR 47, 19 CanCrCas 

21. Yap Hon Chin v. Jones-Parry, 
PAS Vals BUR ise the), ‘ 

{a] Mlustration.—Where plaintiff, 
a British subject, was arrested and 
detained in connection with a raid 
on a native temple where he was 
attending a séance, the burden was, 
by statute, placed upon plaintiff to 
establish lack of probable cause and 
by mere proof of innocence he did 
not establish want of probable cause, 
and therefore judgment must be for 
defendant peace officers in the action 
for false imprisonment. Yap Hon 
Ghint-vii Jones-=Rarry,. 28) “Byala 
89. 


540 [25 C.J.] 


imprisonment there are added other facts indicating 
legal authority, the burden rests upon plaintiff to 
prove the imprisonment nevertheless unlawful.” It 
is immaterial whether plaintiff or defendant intro- 
In either event the burden will 
rest upon plaintiff to rebut the presumption of legal- 
ity arising from an apparently valid warrant ** or 


duces such facts.?° 


22. Cal.—Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. 
Avs 19) Peiy28. 

Ill.—Hermanson y. Shaffer, 184 Ill. 
A. 273. 

Ky.—Connelly v. American Bond, 
etc., Co., 113. Ky. 903, 69 SW 959, 24 


KyL 714. 
Mich.—Barker v. Anderson, 81 
Mich. 508, 45 NW 1108; Love v. 


Wood, 55 Mich. 451, 21 NW 887. 

N. H.—La Chance vy. Berlin St. R. 
Co;, 109 A 720. 

N. Y.—Sherman vy. Grinnell, 159 
N. Y. 50, 53 NE 674; Newman v. 
Tiernan, 37 Barb. 159; Maher v. Pot- 
ter, 112 NYS 102. 

SL Or:, 


Or.—Springer v. 
100, 178 P 592. 

Tex.—Presley v. Ft. Worth, etc., R. 
Co., (Civ. A.) 145 SW 669. 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 
116, 106 P 653, 26 LRANS 9538, Ann 
Cas1912B 1366. 

[a] Action against a justice.—It 
appearing in an action for false im- 
prisonment that an information 
against plaintiff was filed with de- 
fendant, a justice of the peace, on 
which defendant issued a warrant, on 
which plaintiff was brought before 
defendant, plaintiff has the burden 
of proving the imprisonment was un- 
lawful. Buseman v. Schultz, 154 
Iowa 493, 132 NW 378. 

[b] Presumption as to good faith 
of justice —wWhere plaintiff was ar- 
rested under a warrant based on an 
affidavit insufficient to charge any 
crime, if the issuing justice acted 
in good faith he was protected and, 
the law presuming that a justice 
does act in good faith, the burden 
was on plaintiff to allege and prove 
bad faith. Broom vy. Douglass, 175 
Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
AnnCasi914C 1155. 

[c] Arrest on attachment.—W here 


Steiner, 


plaintiff was arrested on an attach-. 


ment and claimed the imprisonment 
false because of lack of proper proof 
for issuance of the attachment, there 
is-a presumption of law that proper 
proof was made and the burden is on 
plaintiff to overcome such presump- 
tion. -Miller v. Adams, 7 Lans. 131 
{aff 52 N. Y. 409). 

[d] Arrest on body execution.— 
(1) Plaintiff was apprehended on an 
order of arrest procured by defend- 
ant on an affidavit indicating plain- 
tiff, a debtor of defendant, was about 
to abscond and after arraignment 
plaintiff was discharged. It was held 
that the burden of showing that the 
judge who issued the order of arrest 
had been imposed on was on plaintiff. 
Coffey ‘v.. Secane, 25° Ont. :'22. (2) 
Where defendant peace officer arrests 
plaintiff on an execution writ, there 
is a presumption that the officer first 
made the prerequisite search for 
property and found none. To recover 
plaintiff must rebut this presump- 
tion. Barhydt v. Valk, 12 Wend. 
CN. Y.) 145, 27 AmD 124, 

fe] Arrest on tax warrant. — 
Plaintiff sued defendant tax collector 
for an arrest and imprisonment in- 
stigated by defendant and the latter 
set up a tax warrant in justification. 
The burden -was then upon plaintiff 
to prove the warrant illegal. Snow 
v. Weeks, 75 Me. 105. 

{f] Plaintiff judicially committed 
for insanity.—In action against ex- 
amining physician for false impris- 
onment by one adjudged insane and 
confined in an asylum, burden was 
upon plaintiff to show, either that 
physician made no examination as to 


_— 
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Damages. 


her condition, or that certificate was 
maliciously false. Springer v. Stein- 
ery SiOrs (10058178 =P 159.2% 

23. Alexander vy. Thompson, 
Meds vs ted 5 COAG soy 

24 Ala.—Broom y. Douglass, 175 
Ala. 268, 57 S 860, 44 LRANS 164, 
AnnCas191i4C 1155. 

Del.—Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 
55 A 344. 

Ga.—Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 
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Ill—Hermanson v. Goodyear, 139 
Til. A. 374. 
Iowa.—Buseman v. Schultz, 154 


Iowa 493, 182 NW 378 [cit Cyc]. 
Ky.—Read vy. Shipley, 104 SW 1001, 
31 KyL 1258. 


Me.—Snow v. Weeks, 75 Me. 105. 

Mich.—Barker v. Anderson, 81 
Mich. 508, 45 NW 1108. 

N. Y.—Miller v. Adams, 52 N. Y. 
409 [aff 7 Lans. 131]; Barhydt v. 
Valk, 12 Wend.-145, 27 AmD 124; 
Scott v. Ely, 4 Wend. 555. 

Tex.—Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 


112, 17 SW 772, a 

Utah.—Richardson v. Capwell, 176 
P 205. 

Ont.—Coffey v. Scane, 25 Ont. 22. 

[a] Evidence of legality imtro- 
duced by plaintifi.—(1) Where plain- 
tiff introduced the warrant under 
which she was arrested, such war- 
rant was prima. facie evidence of 
legality and plaintiff recovered only 
on proof of a variation between her 
true name and the name given in the 
warrant. Scott v. Ely, 4 Wend. (N. Y.) 
555. (2) When plaintiff by his own 
evidence shows that he was detained 
or restrained as the result of judicial 
proceedings and by the issuance and 
execution of a warrant, or other legal 
process, he must, to make out a 
prima facie case of false imprison- 
ment, show something more than 
mere imprisonment. Richardson vy. 
Capwell, (Utah) 176 P 205, 

{b] Presumption that warrant 
was regular.—When a warrant re- 
cites that an examination has been 
had of witnesses, the court will pre- 
sume that sufficient appeared to jus- 
tify the issuance of the warrant, 
although the testimony has not been 
reduced to writing. Brown v. Had- 
win, 182 Mich. 491, 148, NW 693, LRA 
1915B 505. 

{c] Wrong person arrested under 
valid warrant.—Where plaintiff had 
the same name aS a man indicted 
for killing a negro in another county 
and had made some random remarks 
about having killed a negro, there 
was a presumption of fact that he 
was the man wanted. This evidence 
indicated justification for plaintiff’s 
arrest and detention and was rebut- 
ted only by plaintiff's proof that 
detention was continued unreason- 
ably after notice of further facts 
which should have led to an investi- 
gation. Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 
TAZ LT SW 2. 


{d] Search warrant.—If plaintiff 
was arrested under a search war- 
rant, the burden was upon him to 


show that the arrest was made un- 
lawfully. Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 
266, 55 A 344. 

25. U. S.—Brown v. Robertson, 1 
F. Cas. No. 2,027, 1 Hayw. & H. 134. 

Ga.—Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SH 51. 

Kan.—Prell v. McDonald, 7 Kan. 
426, 12 AmR 423. 

N. H.—lLa Chance v. Berlin St. R., 
109 A 720. 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
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apparent compliance with common-law or statutory 

conditions authorizing arrest without warrant.” 
Presumption of good character. 

of evidence to the contrary, the presumption of law 

will be that plaintiff’s character is good.”® 

General damages follow from proof of 

the unlawful imprisonment.?* 


In the absence 


63. 

Porto Rico.—Stevens v. Nater, 4 
Porto Rico Fed. 158. 

Tex.—Presley v. Ft. Worth, etc., 
Ren @o:5, (Civ. cA.)-ek4b VSWinG63) 

Ont.—Robinson v. Morris, 19 Ont. 
L. 633, 14 OntWR 1001. 

[a] When the burden shifts.—(1): 
Where one arrests a person without 
a warrant, he has the burden of 
proving the existence of facts raising 
the exceptions under which arrest 
and imprisonment without a warrant 
are permitted by law, but, if au- 
thority for the arrest is shown, the 
presumption is that it was made le- 
gally and for a lawful purpose, and 
the burden of proof is upon a person 
asserting the contrary. Piedmont Ho- 
tel Co. v. Henderson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 
72 SE 51. (2) A police officer who 
arrests a citizen without undue force, 
and brings him before a magistrate 
within a reasonable time, on proof of 
the foregoing and of conviction, has 
established a prima facie case of jus- 
tification and only evidence of con- 
spiracy can rebut it. Stevens v. 
Nater, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 158. 

[b] Arrest ky de facto officer. 
Where defendant officer would have 
been justified in arresting plaintiff 
only if defendant was an officer de 
jure, preof that defendant was an 
officer de facto raised a presumption 
that he was an officer de jure and 
threw the burden on _ plaintiff to 
prove the contrary. Prell v. Mc- 
Donald, 7 Kan. 426, 12 AmR 423. 

{c] Arrest under special ordi- 
nance.—Where plaintiff, a negro serv- 
ant, was arrested and imprisoned 
under a general ordinance authoriz- 
ing arrest without warrant of all 
negroes found out after 10 P. M. with 
certain exceptions, the arrest was 
presumed lawful and the burden 
was on plaintiff to prove that he 
came within the exceptions. Brown 
v. Robertson, 1... Cas. No. 2,027, 18 
Hayw. & H. 134. 

[ad] Presumption as to existence 
of otdinance authorizing arrest.—In 
an action for wrongful arrest with- 
out warrant of one found in a sus- 
picious place, the burden was upon 
plaintiff to prove that no town ordi- 
nance had been passed under author- 
ity of Code Cr. Proc. (1911) art 261, 
which allowed the arrest of persons 
so found. Presley v. Ft. Worth, ete., 
R. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 145 SW 669. 

fe] Arrest of alleged rioter,— 
Where at the time of riot in a large. 
city, the mayor, after investigation 
in which the only information ob- 
tainable pointed to plaintiff as the 
person who had shot two soldiers, 
causes plaintiff's arrest, the evidence 
showing the good faith of the mayor 
and the existence of probable cause 
need not be very strong to place the 
burden on plaintiff to establish want 


of probable cause and malice. Mc- 
Carthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 63. 
26. Cochran v. Toher, 14 Minn. 


385; Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 112, 
17 SW 72. 

fa] All races presumed of good 
character.—Members of all races are 
entitled to the same presumption of 
good character, so in an action for 
false imprisonment the good char- 
acter and reputation-.of plaintiff, a 
colored person, is admissible so long 
as it is not attacked by defendant 
Claiborne v. Chesapeake, ete., R. Co, 
46) Wa. Via. 363, 33 0S 262% 

27. INEViesivs Costa.ab: Cale sages 
89 P 860; Lemmon vy. King, 95 Kan, 


——- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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[§ 147] 2. Admissibility—a. In General. 
der the rules applicable to civil actions generally,?8 
evidence to be admissible in an action for false im- 
prisonment must be material and relevant to the 
issues presented by the pleadings,2® must comply 
with other general rules such as those as to best 
and secondary evidence,*° as to contradicting official 
records,*! as to matters of opinion.®2 


524, 148 P 750, LRA1915E 882, Ann 
Cas1917E 401. 


28. See Evidence 22 C. J. pl. 
29. Conn.—Gibney v. Lewis, 68 
Conn. 392, 36 A 799. 


lll—McFadden vy. Adams Express 
Coy L8o Wil As 5b 72) 

Tenn.— Witt v. Haun, 1 Heisk. 160. 

Utah.—Salisbury v. Poulson, 51 
Utah 65250172) Pxi3r5. 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72; Grace v. Dempsey, 75 Wis. 
313, 43 NW 1127. 

[a] Evidence held irrelevant.— 
(1) That plaintiff was an alien 
enemy. .Gage v: Reid, 38 Ont. L. 
514, 11 OntWN 3862, 34 DomLR 46. 
(2) Communication between defend- 
ant and plaintiff’s attorneys in* an- 
other case. Marks v. Sullivan, 9 
Utah 12, 33 P 224. (3) Note given 
by defendant to a third person. 
Stewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 51. (4) 
City ordinances where an arrest in 
conformity therewith is not averred. 
Sanders v. Davis, 153 Ala. 375, 44 
S 979. (5) Recovery on an insurance 
policy issued to insured by the per- 
son arrested for arson. Philadelphia 
Fire Assoc. v. Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 
3 SE 420. (6) Evidence not limited 
to ‘the period involved. Bennett v. 
Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 79 NW 481. 
(7) Whether defendant had been 
alone during day. .Golibart v. Sulli- 
van, 30 Ind. A. 428, 66 NE 188. (8) 
Whether, plaintiff had been compli- 
mented by his employer for act caus- 
ing arrest. Mumford v. Starmont, 
139 Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 69 LRA 
350. (9) That defendant had beaten 
other persons. Smith v. Sisters of 
Good Shepherd, 87 SW 1083, 27 KyL 
1107. (10) That judge committing 
witness had had prior drinks of 
whiskey. Hollon v. Lilly, 100 Ky. 
553, 388 SW 878, 18 KyL 968. (11) 
The record of conviction of defend- 
ant, a police officer, of assault and 
battery on plaintiff, where no dam- 
ages are laid by reason of any per- 
sonal injury to plaintiff in the man- 
ner of the arrest. Burford v. Rich- 
ards,. 58 Pa. Super. 8.. (12) Where 
the false imprisonment lies in the 
failure to take plaintiff before the 
proper officer after his arrest, evi- 
dence that plaintiff was at the time 
of his arrest a fugitive from justice 
is immaterial. Lamb v. Dillard, 94 
Ga. 206, 21 SE 4638. (18) Where an 
arrest grew out of an attempt by 
defendant, a police officer, to take 
a trunk from the possession of plain- 
tiff who claimed the right to retain 
it, evidence as to plaintiff's license as 
a boarding house keeper and as _ to 
her right to retain the trunk is im- 
material where defendant was with- 
out legal process. Isaacs v. Flahive, 
14: Misc. 249, 85 NYS 716. (14) 
Where plaintiff was assaulted and 
arrested by reason of his refusal to 
deliver a pocketbook found on de- 
fendant’s premises to defendant’s 
employees, evidence of defendant’s 
system in making a record of lost 
articles, and of its advertising the 
finding of the pocketbook in ques- 
tion. Hoagland v. Forest Park High- 
lands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 335, 
70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. (15) In 
order to prove knowledge upon de- 
fendant’s part of a particular fact, 
a brief submitted by him in the ar- 
gument of another case in _which 
such fact is assumed is inadmissible. 
Wood v. Graves, 144 Mass. 365, 11 
NE 567, 59 AmR 95. (16) Where 
plaintiff was arrested on a warrant 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Un- 


is admissible,?* 


Within these 


issued by a justice of the peace, the 
length of time the justice had occu- 
pied office is immaterial. Oates v. 
McGlaun, 145 Ala. 656, 39 S 607. 

30. See cases infra this note. 

[a] For example—(1) A written 
complaint is the best evidence of the 
charge upon which a warrant issued. 
Tasey v. Starks, 67 App. Div. 422, 73 
NYS 225. (2) Defendant is not en- 
titled to show by parol his proceed- 
ings under process but the return 
is the best evidence thereof. Board- 
man vy. Goldsmith, 48 Vt. 403; Henry 
v. Tilson, 19 Vt. 447. (3) Where 
plaintiff is alleged to have been im- 
prisoned by virtue of a warrant 
which purported to have been issued 
on an affidavit of defendant, the affi- 
davit or an authentic copy thereof is 
the only documentary evidence ad- 
missible to establish that defendant 
was the prosecutor. Hall v. Acklen, 
9) La. “Anny 321:9. (4) In an action 
for false imprisonment based on a 
charge of larceny, evidence that 
after the arrest defendant began a 
civil action for money alleged to 
have been appropriated and gar- 
nished by the chief of police is not 
admissible as not the best evidence 
and as tending to establish an im- 
proper measure of damages. Ber- 
geron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 377, 82 NW 
291, 80 AmSR 383. (5) Plaintiff ap- 
pealed from a conviction, and on fail- 
ure to secure sureties, he was or- 
dered confined by the magistrate. In 
an action against the magistrate, the 
latter was not allowed, in justifica- 
tion of his actions, to supplement his 
records of the proceedings with oral 
evidence intended to show that plain- 
tiff had waived his appeal. It was 
held that such evidence would be 
contrary to the best evidence rule. 


Kendall vy. Powers, 4 Metc. (Mass.) 
553. 
[b] Lost document. —- Where a 


written order for the arrest of mili- 
tary deserters is shown to have been 
lost parol evidence of its contents 
is properly admissible. Teagarden 
v. Graham, 31 Ind. 422. 

[ec] A commitment alone does not 
show that defendant was the prose- 
cutor. The affidavit, recited by it, or 
an examined copy is the only admis- 
sible documentary evidence to prove 
that fact. Hall v. Acklen, 9 La. Ann. 
PAID 

Best and secondary evidence gen- 
erally see Evidence §§ 1219-1379. 

31. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Contradicting record. — (1) 
Evidence as to what took place at a 
magistrate’s office is not inadmissi- 
ble as contradicting the magistrate’s 
docket where the docket is not in 
evidence. Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. 
Twilley, 106 Md. 445, 67 A 265. (2) 
Or where plaintiff was not arrested 
for the offense shown in the docket 
entries. Baltimore, etc, R. Co, v. 
Twilley, 106 Md. 445, 67 A 265. 

Contradiction of official records 
and documents generally see Evi- 
dence §§ 1421-1439. 

g2. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Opinions of witnesses given 
after the arrest as to the resem- 
blance between plaintiff and the pho- 
tograph are not admissible as show- 
ing probable cause for an arrest 
without warrant, where both plaintiff 
and the photograph are in court. 
Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 
999, 35 AmSR 603. 

Expert and opinion evidence gen- 
erally see Evidence §§ 588-831. 


therewith appears.*+ 
evidence as to the facts and circumstances show- 
ing the arrest or detention,*® that it was against the 
will of plaintiff,?* its legality or illegality,?7 the con- 
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limitations evidence of all of the events occurring 
from the time of plaintiff’s arrest until his discharge 


if the connection of defendant 
So it is proper to introduce 


33. Shea v. Manhattan R. Co., 15 
Daly 528, 8 NYS 332. And see cases 
infra this note. 

[a] For example, where it ap- 
pears that the arrest was caused by 
defendant’s employee late in the 
evening, evidence of the prosecution 
of plaintiff by such employee in the 
police court the next morning is 
properly admitted. Shea v. Manhat- 


6 Ri> Cog) 15s :Daly 55285, 78 NYS: 
[b] Evidence of a prior arrest 


which is a part of the same trans- 
action is properly received. Hobbs 
v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 182 Iowa 
316, 165 NW 912. 

[ec] All proceedings before a jus- 
tice on a warrant running to any 
constable and served by a_ special 
constable. American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430. 

34. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Held inadmissible.—(1) Evi- 
dence of injuries received by plain- 
tiff at the hands of the informant 
in an action against a magistrate 
for an arrest under an illegal war- 
rant. Campbell v. Walsh, 40 N. B.-_ 
186, 18 CanCrCas 304. (2) Where the 
fact that plaintiff gave bond is not 
in issue, the bond given by him can- 
not be introduced for the purpose of 
showing that excessive bail was re- 
quired where defendant is not shown 
to have had anything to do with the 
fixing of the amount. Montgomery 
v. Sutton, 58 Iowa 697, 12 NW 719. 
(3) In an action against the superin- 
tendent of an insane asylum for false 
imprisonment, matters occurring 
prior to the time at which plaintiff 
was received in the asylum with 
which defendant is not shown to 
have been connected is not admis- 
sible. Van Deusen v. Newcomer, 40 
Mich. 90. (4) Nor can it be shown 
that she did not receive money sent 
to her where it is not shown that 
defendant received it or was instru- 
mental in depriving plaintiff of it. 
Mops Deusen v. Newcomer, 40 Mich. 

{b] Refusal to accept bail.—The 
fact that the policeman defendant re- 
fused to accept bail for plaintiff after 
his arrest is immaterial where the 
policeman had no authority to ac- 
cept bail. Waddle v. Wilson, 164 Ky. 
228, 175 SW 382. 


35. Krost -v.»De, Lury, 154. N. Yo 
Sunver. 113. 
36. Birmingham Ledger Co. v. 


Buchanan, 10 Ala. A. 527, 65 S 667; 


and see cases infra this note. 


[a] Held admissible.—That plain- 
tiff could have secured a release on 
bail. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete., Co. 
vy. Devaney, 189 Ala. 564, 66 S 523. 

{[b] Held inadmissible.—That de- 
fendant had _ sufficient funds with 
which to pay a small fine and avoid 
imprisonment. Barker v. Anderson, 
81 Mich. 508, 45 NW 1108. 

{c] Religious authority. — Where 
plaintiff was detained by defendant, 
the leader of a religious sect of 
which plaintiff was a member, she is 
entitled to introduce evidence as to 
the character attributed to defend- 
ant by his followers and the control 
over them exercised by him. Whit- 
taker v. Sanford, 110 Me. 77, 85 A 
399, AnnCas1914B 1202. 

37. Williams v. Ivey, 37 Ala. 244, 
And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Held admissible.— (1) Prior 
conduct of plaintiff. Schoette v. 
Drake, 139 Wis. 18, 120 NW 393. 
(2) Customs and rules of carrier, 
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nection of defendant therewith,?§ 


of defendant for the acts of his agents or em- 
ployees,®® the cireumstances surrounding and char- 
acterising the detention,*® its duration,t! and the 
Evidence upon the 
part of plaintiff tending to show a legal arrest or 


manner of its termination.*? 


detention is not relevant.** 


[§ 148] b. Warrant or Other Process; Return. 


Dixon v. New England R. Co., 149 
Mass. 242, 60 NE 581; Tidey v. Erie 
Re COw WO eeINGd nia Liga Dc yeeo die Asari L 
[aff 66 N. J. L. 382, 49 A 427]. (3) 
Defendant is entitled to show _the 
character of an alleged offense jus- 
tifying an arrest without warrant. 
Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. S. 129. 

{[b] Held inadmissible.—(1) Evi- 
dence as to other offenses. Comstock 
v. Maryland Casualty Co., (lowa) 
179 NW 962; Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 
254, 70 NW 72. (2) In a defense of 
an arrest for streetwalking, evidence 
of specific acts on the part of plain- 
tiff is inadmissible. Pinkerton v. 
Verberg, 78 Mich. 573, 44 NW 579, 18 
AmSR 473, 7 LRA 507. (3) Where 
the arrest was without warrant, evi- 
dence of a complaint, information, 
and warrant filed and issued after 
plaintiff's detention is not admissible 
where plaintiff was not in custody 
after the warrant issued. Gold v. 
Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. A. 269, 117 
SW 463. (4) Where an arrest is 
made without a warrant upon a 
charge constituting merely a misde- 
meanor, evidence that a felony had 
in fact been committed is not ad- 
missible where there is no evidence 
that the officer acted upon knowledge 
thereof. MacDonnell v. McConville, 
148 App. Div. 49, 182 NYS 1085 [aff 
910 UN, 6/2529, 1103) NEY 1126]. 9 ©) 
In an action based upon an illegal 
arrest under a warrant, evidence of 
circumstances which would have jus- 
tified an arrest without a warrant 
is inadmissible. Holmes v. Blyler, 80 
Iowa 365, 45 NW 756. (6) Defend- 
ant may show conditions surround- 
ing the arrest without warrant, as 
the proximity of a large number of 
inmates of an almshouse disturbed 
by the noise. Joyce v. Parkhurst, 
150 Mass. 243, 22 NE 899. ; 

[c] Advice of attorneys (1) given 
after an arrest is not admissible as 
tending to justify the arrest. Filer 
v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 
35 AmSR 603. (2) Is not admissi- 
ble for the purpose of justifying a 
detention where it does not appear 
that it was based upon a full dis- 
closure of the facts. Filer v. Smith, 
96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 
603. 

[d] Confinement as insane person. 
-—(1) Where plaintiff was confined 
as insane,. defendant in an action 
against him as superintendent of the 
insane asylum is entitled to show 
upon the question of sanity what the 
plaintiff said and did while confined, 
her appearance and every act and cir- 
cumstance which could possibly aid 
the jury in correctly determining the 
question. Van Deusen v. Newcomer, 
40 Mich. 90. (2) Where the action 
is for the illegal detention of an in- 
sane person, defendant is entitled to 
show his conversation with the doc- 
tor who ordered the arrest of plain- 
tiff immediately prior to such arrest. 
Bisgaard v. Duvall, 169 Iowa 711, 151 
NW 1051. : 

{e] Ordinances. — The ordinance 
upon a charge of violation of which 
plaintiff was arrested is admissible. 
Durham vy. Feeney, 195 Mich. 318, 162 
NW 79. 5 

{f] City charter.—Provisions of 
a city charter with relation to the 
duties of police officers are admis- 
sible where the alleged false impris- 
onment grew out of an arrest by a 
police officer without warrant. Dur- 
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or the lability 
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Where defendant justifies under a commitment, the 
commitment is admissible as proof thereof.4* De- 
fendant who has pleaded justification under an ex- 
ecutive warrant is entitled to introduce in evidence 
a properly certified copy of such warrant.*® 
tiff is entitled to introduce the execution upon which 


Plain- 


he was taken into custody, although it appears to 


ham v. 
NW 79. 
[g] The rules of an institution 
may be admissible in justification of 
an alleged wrongful imprisonment of 
an inmate. Cunningham y. Shea, 111 
App. Div. 624, 97 NYS 884. 
Probable cause see infra § 154. 


Feeney, 195 Mich. 318, 162 


38. Ind.—American Express Co. 
v. Patterson, 73 Ind. 430. 
Mass.—Joye ve, Parkhurst; 50 


e 
Mass. 248, 22 NE 899. 
Mich.—Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 


300, 79 NW 481. 

Nebr.—Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898. 

"N. Y.—Fitzpatrick v. New York, 


etc, R. Co:; 2) Silv. ‘Sup.’ 192;.5 NYS 
685 [aff 125 N. Y. 682 mem, 26 NE 


750 mem]. ; 
Butts, 53 Wis. 


Wis.—Fenelon v. 
344, 10 NW 501. 
PAG B.—Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 
[a] For example.— (1) Evidence 
is admissible for the purpose of 
showing that the imprisonment of: 
plaintiff was for the benefit of de- 
fendant so that his subsequent ap- 
proval thereof would make him lia- 
ble. Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 
10 NW 501. (2) In an action against 
a justice of the peace issuing a void 
warrant, the warrant and complaint 
are admissible for the purpose of 
connecting the justice of the peace 
with the arrest and imprisonment. 
Forbes v. Hicks, 27 Nebr. 111, 42 NW 
898. (3) Evidence that -the arrest 
was in a place under defendant’s con- 
trol is admissible. Fitzpatrick v. 
New York, etce., R. Co., 2 Silv. Sup. 


192, 5IINYS 685 faff 125 N. Y.. 682 
mem, 26 NE 750 mem]. 
{b] Affidavit in supplementary 


proceedings under which arrest was 


made is properly admitted. Fenelon 
ie Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 10 NW 
J . 

{[c] Defendant is entitled to show 


(1) his reason for accompanying the 
officer as disproving his participa- 
tion in the wrongful detention. 
Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 263. (2) 
Acts and conduct of defendant show- 
ing he planned and partigipated in 
the arrest. Maddox v. Murphy, 27 
N. B. 263. (8) That the act of: an 
attorney in causing an arrest on exe- 
cution was unauthorized. Harding v. 


eee: 140 App. Div. 92, 124 NYS 
[a] Joint liability. — Evidence is 


admissible that tends to show that 
one joint defendant was aware that 
wrongful acts would be committed 
by another joint defendant after the 
arrest was made. Hendricks v. Has- 
kins, 114 Mich. 291, 72 NW 152. 

39. Ala.—Alabama Fuel, etc., Co. 
v. Rice, 187 Ala. 458, 65 S 402; Abing- 
don Mills v. Grogan, 167 Ala. 146, 
52 S 596; Robinson y. Greene, 148 
Ala. 434, 43 S 797: 

Ga.—Philadelphia Fire Assoc. v. 
Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 420. 

Md.—Philadelphia, ete., R. Co. v. 
Crawford, 112 Md. 508, 77 A 278. 

N. Y.—Rudolph v. Shoemaker, 153 
NYS 847. 

Tex.—Galveston, ete, R. Co. v. 
Donahoe, 56 Tex. 162; Missouri, etc., 
R. Co. v. Cherry, 44 Tex. Civ. A. 232, 
NT ISIW, Talia. 
pe B.—Ellis v.'Power, 20 N. B. 


[a] For example.—(1) Defendant 
is entitled to show the extent and 


have been issued by defendants as executors.*® 


The 


nature of the authority conferred 
upon his employees who caused 
plaintiff’s arrest. Rudolph v. Shoe- 
maker, 153 NYS 847. (2) And he 
is also entitled to show the particu- 
lar instructions upon the subject of 
causing arrests which he gave his 
employees. Rudolph v. Shoemaker, 
153 NYS 847. 

40. Ala.—Birmingham Ledger Co. 
vec Buchanan; 1:0: Ala.Aj.n527," 65 4S 
667. 

Cal,—Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal. 103, 
66 P 183. 

Iowa.—Hobbs vy. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. 

Ky.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
174 SW 36, LRA1915D 621. 

Md:—New York, etc., R. Coa v. 
Waldron, 116 Md. 441,.82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502. 

Mass.—Kerr v. Atwood, 188 Mass. 
506, 74 NE 917. 

Okl.—Holmes y. 36 Okl. 
299 29) PAG as: 

Or.—Spain v. Oregon-Washington 
Re, etesguCon LS Ore 3555 153) LER aos 
AnnCasl1917E 1104. 

[a] Held inadmissible.—(1) Evi- 
dence as to the employment of ex- 
cessive force in making an arrest is 
not admissible where no damages are 
claimed by reason of any personal 
injury to plaintiff. Burford v. Rich- 
ards, 58 Pa. Super. 8. (2) Evidence 
of harsh treatment of plaintiff while 
in confinement is inadmissible where 
there is no general or special allega- 
tion to that effect in the declaration. 
Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 Ga. 251. 
(3) Evidence that it was the custom 
to search prisoners where such cus- 
tom was not followed is inadmissible. 
Mumford v. Starmont, 139 Mich. 188, 
i02 NW 662, 69 LRA 350. 

41. Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. 
Div. 362, 126 NYS 520 (what was 
done by plaintiff to vacate a body 
execution and the opposition of de- 
fendant’s testator thereto). 

Soe a Ill.—Feld v. Loftis,.140 Ill. A. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430. ; 

Me.—Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
L377 9b A699. 

Mich.—Friesenhan y. 137 
Mich. 10, 100 NW 172. 
pair Secs v. Putting, (A.) 196 SW 

N. Y.—Loughman’ v. Long Island 
R.. Co., 83 App.” Div. 629,81 INXS 
109%; Shea. v. 9 Manhattan RR, 1G@6..57 
AGG 497 [aff 15 Daly 528, 8 NYS 

Tex.—Missouri, ete, R. Co. v.. 
Sage 44. Tex, Civic A. 2325. 97% SWe 


Le Fors, 


Maines, 


W. Va.—Caperton v. Martin, 4 W. 
Va. 138, 6 AmR 270. 

_{a] For example.—Plaintiff is en- 

titled to show that he was discharged 
on habeas corpus and the record in 
such case is admissible. American 
Express Co. v. Patterson, 73 Ind. 
430; Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 Me. 
77, 85 A 399, AnnCas1914B 1202. 

[b] Invalid release, executed by 
minor, is admissible to show @is- 
charge by consent. Therriault v. 
Breton, 114 Me. 137, 95 A 699. 

43. Holly v. Carson, 39 Ala. 345; 
Williams v. Ivey, 37 Ala. 244, 

44, Blake v. Burke, 42 Md. 45. 

45. Regan v. Jessup, 34 Tex. Civ. 
A. 74, 77 SW 972. 

46. Sherman vy. Grinnell, 70 Hun 
354, 24 NYS 59. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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return of an officer upon a warrant issued by a 
grand juror is prima facie evidence of an arrest un- 
der such warrant, as against the grand juror, as 
well as against the officer.47 The officer’s return is 
admissible in his favor to show that he had the 
warrant in his hands at the time of arrest.4® The 
officer’s return is not conclusive.*? 

[§ 149] c. Record of Proceedings upon Which 
Charge Is Based. The record of the original pro- 
ceedings upon which the charge of false imprison- 
ment is based is admissible in evidence in behalf 
of plaintiff®° or of defendant.5! If the cireum- 
stances are such that the record of a subsequent 
prosecution of plaintiff is admissible, the entire 
record should be produced and not merely the in- 
dictment.°? Plaintiff is entitled to introduce the 
complaint made against him after his arrest with- 
out warrant for the purpose of showing the cause 
of the arrest ®* and for its bearing upon the cred- 
ibility of the evidence of defendants.5* 

[§ 150] d. Admissions and Declarations. Evi- 
dence as to the admissions and declarations of 
parties and third persons may be received under 
the rules applicable to civil actions generally.®> For 
example it is proper to introduce admissions of 
defendant as to the fact of imprisonment °® or as 
to his motive.5? But it is not proper to show a 
self-asserting statement made in the absence of 
plaintiff after plaintiff’s release.°® Defendant may 
show conversations with a third person to show 
that the latter did not induce defendant to arrest 
plaintiff for a particular purpose, where plaintiff 
has introduced evidence tending to show that he 


47. Allen v. Gray, 11 Conn. 95. 
48. McCully v. Malcom, 9 Humphr. [b] 
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v. Meyers, 7 U. C. Q. B. 423. 
A justice’s mittimus 
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did.5° 

Admissions by plaintiff may be received to show 
a justification for his arrest without a warrant © as, 
for example, his admission by a plea of guilty.%2 
On the other hand it has been held that, where no 
offense was shown to have been committed which 
justified an arrest, the exclusion of evidence that 
plaintiff had pleaded guilty before a magistrate 
was not reversible error.®? So admissions by plain- 
tiff at the time of his arrest may be admissible as 
a part of the res geste.®* Where the alleged false 
imprisonment grew out of arrest of plaintiff as 
a deserter, evidence as to statements by plaintiff 
showing his intention to enter into the military 
service is inadmissible, the question being whether 
plaintiff had actually become a soldier when de- 
fendants assumed to exercise military authority 
over him.* 
, Statements by attorney or agent. Statements of 
defendant’s attorney as to a threatened imprison- 
ment of plaintiff are admissible,® particularly 
where the attorney and defendant. conspired in pro- 
curing the imprisonment ** and the statements are 
made in the presence of defendant.*? Statements of 
an agent indicating malice made in the absence of 
his principal are not admissible to show motive 
of the principal.®* The declarations of the defend- 
ant’s employee, who participated in the alleged ar- 
rest, made thereafter, are not admissible.6® Dec- 
larations of the agent as to his authority are in- 
admissible unless other evidence has been intro- 
duced from which authority may be inferred.7° 
Where one person puts a varty into custody of an- 


Evidence §§ 166-322. 


is ad- 56. Bailey v. Warner, 118 Fed. 


(Tenn.) 187. 
49. Stone v. Dana, 5 Metc. (Mass.) 
Boardman .v. Goldsmith, 48 Vt. 


Contradiction. — (1) It. is 
prima facie evidence, subject to re- 
buttal. Boardman vy. Goldsmith, 48 
Vt. 403. (2) Return of a search 
warrant showing the finding of stolen 
property is evidence thereof, but 
plaintiff may show that the goods 
described did not correspond to the 
description in the warrant. Stone v. 
Dana, 5 Metc. (Mass.) 98. 

[b] Aider by parol.—aA certificate 
of damages under the warrant must 
contain all facts requisite to justify 
the arrest; it cannot be supplemented 
by parol evidence. Henry v. Tilson, 
19 Vt. 447. 

50. Ala.— Rhodes v. McWilson, 
192 Ala. 675, 69 S 69, 71 [cit Cyc]. 


Ark.—Beebe v. De Baun, 8 Ark. 
510. 

Mo.—Fellows v. Goodman, 49 Mo. 
62 


N. Y.—Shea v. Manhattan R. Co., 
7 NYS 497 [aff 15 Daly 528, 8 NYS 
3 


2). 
Oh.—Billington v. Hoverman, 


18 
On sCirweCt [637,07 eOh. Cir. .Ct. 
358. 
**Pa.—Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98. 
Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 


W. Va.—Williamson v. Glen Alum 
Coal Co., 72 W. Va. 288, 78, SE 94. 
Ont.—Hamilton vy. Broatch, 17 Ont. 


679: Robertson v. Meyers, 7 U. C. 
Q. B. 423. , 
[a] Judgment discharging plain- 


tiff.—In an action for having pro- 
cured an arrest on an irregular ca- 
pias ad satisfaciendum, counsel for 
plaintiff might read “at the trial, 
from the original judgment of the 
court in discharging the plaintiff 
from arrest and setting aside the 
capias ad satisfaciendum, the grounds 
upon which the capias ad satisfacien- 
dum had been set aside. Robertson 


missible but is not evidence of facts 
recited therein. Poor v. Dougharty, 
Quincy (Mass.) 1. 

51. Colo.—Grimes v. Greenblatt, 
47 Colo. 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 
608. 

Ill.—Hermanson y. Shaffer, 184 Ill. 
A 2 Ser eldr cv.8 duofttis; 140) Tile vA: 
FoOst -GavauVer uber avert, et 7 * a Dll eA. 
417. 

Ky.—Steinbergen v. Miller, 96 SW 
11017, 29 KyL 1132. 

Mass.—Piper v. Pearson, 2 Gray 
120, 61 AmD 438. 

Mo.—Holder v. St. Louis, ete, R. 
Co., 155 Mo. A. 664, 135 SW 507. 

N. Y.—Henry v. Lowell, 16 Barb. 
268. 

[a] Defects rendering alleged 
judgment inadmissible.—The alleged 
judgment of a police judge, consist- 
ing chiefly of printed words and 
unfilled blanks, followed by the 
words ~““turned over to federal au- 
thorities” is too indefinite to be con- 
sidered a judgment. Steppuhn v. 
Chicago Great Western R. Co., 199 
Mo. A. 571, 204 SW 579. 


52. McCully v. Malcom, 9 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 187. 

53. Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 393. 

54. Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 


18, 120 NW 393. 

55. See cases infra notes 56-64. 

[a] Entire conversation. — (1) 
Where a part of a conversation be- 
tween plaintiff and defendant is 
brought out on cross-examination, 
plaintiff is entitled on reéxamination 
to have the entire conversation in 
evidence. Glynn v. Houston, 2 M. & 
G. 337, 40 ECL 630, 183 Reprint 775. 
(2) If plaintiff proves what defend- 
ant said on examination before a 
magistrate, defendant may examine 
as to what the magistrate . said. 
Richards v. Turner, C. & M. 414, 
41 ECL 228. 

Admissions see Evidence §§ 323-— 
509. 

Unsworn statements generally see 


395, 55 CCA 329; Gulf, ete., R. Co. v. 
Pees (Texy —Civ.ss Av); se 200M Siva 


57. Bingham vy. Lipman, 40 Or. 
363, 67 P 98. 

58. Golibart v. Sullivan, 
A. 428, 66 NE 188. 

59. Livingston v. Burroughs, 33 
Mich. 511. 

60. Durham v. Feeney, 195 Mich. 
318, 162 NW 79; Friesenhan v. 
Maines, 137 Mich. 10, 100 NW 172; 
Early v. Gebbie, 170 NYS 117. 

61. Hermanson v. Shaffer, 184 Ill. 
A. 273; Spain v. Oregon-Washington 
Ee NOUC: 2 COnn Mist) OLsgSDD eb o | Part Os 
AnnCasi917E 1104. 

62. Larson v. Feeney, 196 .Mich. 
1, 162 NW 275, LRA1917D 694. 

63. Rich v. MecInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32. ; 

[a] For example, statement of 
plaintiff that defendant had accused 
plaintiff of stealing. Rich v. McIn- 
erny 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 


30 Ind. 


64. Tyler v. Pomeroy, 8 Allen 
(Mass.) 480. 

65. Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 
10 NW 501. 

66. Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 
10 NW 501. . 

67. Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 
10 NW 501. 

68. Little vc Richy 55) Tex, Civ. A. 


326, 118 SW 1077. 

[a] Tlustration.—A letter, written 
by a person who was not sued and 
who was not alleged to have been one 
of the alleged conspirators to obtain 
plaintiff’s incarceration, or the agent 
of a sheriff, in the name of such 
sheriff, without the sheriff’s author- 
ity, inclosing a capias for plaintiff 
and directing the sheriff of another 
county to lock up plaintiff was in- 
admissible. Little v. Rich, 55 Tex. 
Civ. A. 326, 118: SW 1077. 


69. Geary v. Stevenson, 169 Mass. 
23, 47 NE 508. 
70. Gambill v. Fuqua, 148 Ala. 


448, 42 S 735. 
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other, what is said and done by the other is evi- 
dence against the person placing the party in 
custody, although not said and done in his pres- 
ence." 

Statements by police officers and detectives. 
Where the agency of police officers for defendant 
is apparent, evidence as to their statements and 
declarations may be admissible"? or they may be 
admissible as part of the res geste.7* Statements 
by detectives to a police judge that they made 
the arrest upon orders of the defendant’s general 
manager are incompetent.’* A conversation be- 
tween plaintiff and the officer immediately before 
her arrest not in the presence of defendant is in- 
admissible where its only effect, if admitted, would 
have been to show that the officer should have been 
joined in the suit with defendant.’® 

[§ 151] e. Guilt or Innocence of Plaintiff; 
Conviction or Acquittal.7° Where not bearing on 
the legality of the arrest, evidence as to the ac- 
quittal of plaintiffs on their trial of the offense for 
which they were arrested is not material.’7 Where 
the arrest is under process which is not void on its 
face, evidence as to the proceedings had before 
the grand jury on the charge preferred by defendant 
against plaintiff is not material.7® Where plaintiff 


77 S 733; 


71. Powell v. Hodgetts, 2 C. & P. 
206, 21 SE 463. 


432, 12 ECL 659. 
72° Bell v:--Day;* 9-Kan.:A.,~111, 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Lamb vy. Dillard, 94 Ga. 
83. Wilson v. Manhattan R. Co., 2 


[§§ 150-152 


is arrested upon a void .warrant, evidence as to 
the truth of the charge made in the warrant is 
immaterial.79 Evidence is not as a rule admissible 
as to the conviction of plaintiff upon a charge other 
than that upon which the false imprisonment is 
based,®° nor is the disposition of the charge upon 
which the arrest is made material where the ac- 
tion is based upon the wrongful conduct of the of- 
ficer after the arrest,81 or his lack of diligence in 
taking plaintiff before a committing magistrate.® 
According to some authorities the judgment in a 
criminal prosecution is admissible in a civil case 
only to establish the fact of the rendition of the 
judgment and is not evidence of the guilt of the 
accused justifying an arrest without warrant.®? In 
some jurisdictions plaintiff is not entitled to show 
the result of his trial after an alleged false im- 
prisonment upon an arrest without warrant.** 

[§ 152] f. Character and Reputation. The char- 
acter of the person seeking damages in false im- 
prisonment is not ordinarily in issue so far as mere 
right to recover is concerned,®> but it may be 
made the subject of controversy and the basis of 
testimony where general reputation for truth and 
veracity is attacked ;°° where the extent of recovery 
of damages involves its consideration;** and where 
tion for false imprisonment on a 


criminal charge, defendant cannot 
cross-examine as to the bad char- 


57 P 1054; Simper v. Carroll, 31 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 386; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. 
GCiviseA. t3305, Lost S Wie (301: 

[a] For example.—Where defend- 
ant prepared and procured a tele- 
gram, directing plaintiffs’ arrest, to 
be sent by a chief of police, a tele- 
gram directed to the chief of police 
by a police officer of another city, 
to whom the original telegram was 
sent: “Ans..by saying that” plaintiffs 
“arrested. Say diamonds are in iron 
safe ... send officer at once. Claim 
diamonds was bought on _ install- 
ment,’ was admissible in evidence, 
being in effect to defendant. Taylor 
v. Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. A. 333, 337, 
133 SW 301. 

[b] A memorandum on the blot- 
ter at a police station made in ac- 
cordance with the duties of the office, 
showing the names and charges, etc., 
when parties are arrested, is not ad- 
missible where it does not appear 
that it was written by either of de- 
fendants. Carroll v. Parry, 43 App. 
(D. C.) 363, AnnCas1916E 971. 

73. Rich v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 
345, 15 S 663, 49 AmSR 32; Jester v. 
Lipman, 40 Or. 408, 67 P 102. 

-f[a] For example.—So where evi- 
dence is offered tending to show that 
police officers were acting for de- 
fendants in pursuance of their de- 
sign to extort money from plaintiff 
by accusing her of the commission 
of a crime, what was said and done 
by her and others while she was at 
the police station in furtherance of 
the unlawful purpose is admissible 
as part of the res geste. Jester v. 
Lipman, 40 Or. 408, 67 P 102. 
. 74 Vest v. S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. 
A.) 213 SW 165. 

75. Burk v. Howley, 179 Pa. 539, 
36 A 327, 67 AmSR 607. 

76. As bearing on probable cause 
see infra § 154. 

77. Fitzgerald v. Lewis, 164 Mass. 
495, 41 NE 687. 

78. Holly v. Carson, 39 Ala. 345. 

79. Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 
589, 82 SE 503, AnnCas1916C 519. 

80. Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 353, 
92 NW 1105. 

81. Hopner v. McGowan, 116 N. Y. 
405, 22 NE 558. 

82. E. I. DuPont de Nemours 
Powder Co. v. Hyde, 201 Ala. 207, 


Mise. 127, 20 NYS 852 [aff 144 N. Y. 
632 mem, 39 NE 495 mem]. See Mc- 
Caffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 437, 56 A 
282 (plaintiff may not prove the re- 
sult of the trial on the charge for 
which he was arrested). 

84. McCaffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 
437, 56 A 382. A 

85. Ala.—Sanders v. Davis, 153 
Ala. 375, 44 S 979; Davis v. Sanders, 
133 Ala. 275, 32 S 499. 

Ark.—WNeal v. Peevey, 39 Ark. 337. 

Ga.—--Philadelphia F. Assoc. vy. 
Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 420. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430. 

Ky.—Revill v. Pettit, 3 Metec. 314. 


Mass.—Geary v. Stevenson, 169 
Mass. 23, 47 NE 508. 
Mich.—Pinkerton v. Verberg, 78 


Mich. 573, 44 NW 579, 18 AmSR 473, 
7 LRA 507. 
BE ach a eh v. Toher, 14 Minn. 

Mo.—Milton v. Missouri Dairy Co., 
188 Mo. A, 278, 175 SW 105. 

Nebr.—Schreiner v. Hutter, 177 
NW 826; Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. Y.—Palmeri vy. Manhattan R. 
Co. Ass N. HY. 261, 30) NE “1001228 
AmSR 632, 16 LRA 136. 

Pa.—Winebiddle vy. Porterfield, 9 
Pa. 137; Russell v. Shuster, 8 Watts 
& S, 308. 

Tex.—Ryburn v. Moore, 72 Tex. 
85, 10 SW 393; Kormwalt v. Hylton, 
66 Tex. 288, 1 SW 376; Missouri, etc., 
Rico. tv. Thompson, (CivsA:) 183 
SW 8. 

W. Va.—Claiborne vy. Chesapeake, 
oie Re COn a0 WiarkVelaooo ison Ou 

Eng.—Downing v. Butcher, 2 M. & 
Rob. 374. 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 

N. B.—Campbell v. Walsh, 40 N. B. 
186, 18 CanCrCas 304. 

[a] Evidence that plaintiff is an 
habitual litigant is immaterial and 
has nothing to do with the issue, it 
will not render a person any less 
worthy of belief and is no indication 
that such litigations were not meri- 
torious. Palmeri v. Manhattan R. 
Co., 133 N. Y.. 261, 30 NE 1001, 28 
AmSR 632, 16 LRA 136. 

[b] Cross-examination.—In an ac- 


acter of plaintiff, nor as to previous 
charges made against him. Down- 
ing v. Butcher, 2 M. & Rob. 374. 

86. See Witnesses [40 Cyc 2594]. 

87. U. S—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 
U.S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430. 

La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 438 S 545. 

195 


Mich.—Durham | vy. 
Mich. 318, 162 NW : 

Mo.—Milton y. Missouri Dairy Co., 
188 Mo. A. 278, 175 SW 105. 

Oh.—Drummond vy. Henderson, 62 
Oh. St. 136, 56 NE 650. 

Tex.—Texas Midland R. v. Dean, 
98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 1188, 70 
LRA 943 [cit Cyc]; Dunn vy. Cole, 2 
TOA. (Civ CAs. § 082i: 


Feeney, 
9 


Wis.—Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 
Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. ~ 

N. B.—McAllister v. Johnson, 40 
NBs 

Sask.—Anderson v. Johnston, 10 


Sask. L. 352, 38 DomLR 563, 29 Can 
CrCas 24, {1917] 3 WestWkly 353. 

But see Neal v. Peevey, 39 Ark. 
337 (where it was held that the 
fact that plaintiff kept a bawdy- 
house and after arrest assaulted one 
of defendants was inadmissible 
mitigation of damages). 

“The general reputation and even 
specific acts of a plaintiff who seeks 
damages for personal injury, as set 
forth in this cause, may be proven 
in mitigation of damages; but they 
must be pertinent in order to be ad- 
missible.” O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 
La. 906, 909, 48 S 545. 

[a] Evidence of good reputation. 
—(1) Where defendant pleads in 
mitigation of damages that he acted 
in good faith in causing the arrest, 
and adduces evidence thereunder 
tending to cast suspicion on plain- 
tiff’'s character, evidence of his gen- 
eral good character and of his repu- 
tation for honesty and integrity is 
admissible to rebut the claim of such 
good faith and belief of his guilt on 
the part of defendants, although not 
admissible in the first instance. 
American Express Co. v. Patterson, 
73 Ind. 480. (2) In an action grow- 
ing out of an arrest on a charge of 
larceny, evidence as to plaintiff’s 
reputation for honesty is properly 


in 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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an attempted justification of the detention or of 
arrest without express legal authority is sought to 
be proved by reasonable grounds for suspicion of 
plaintiff’s guilt.8° The character of complainant up- 
on whose information a warrant was issued is 
inadmissible in an action against the magistrate 


issuing it.8® 


[§ 153] g. Malice, Motive, or Good Faith. Asa 
general rule the motive of defendant in causing 


admitted, the injury to reputation 
being the principal one; and testi- 
mony of reputation being good is‘not 
limited to the time of the trial, but 


may mean that his reputation has 
been good all of his life. Missouri, 
ete., R. Co. v. Thompson, (Tex. Civ. 


A.) 183 SW 8. (3) Plaintiff’s good 
reputation is admissible if he alleges 
an injury thereto, or if defendant 
alleges good faith and adduces evi- 
dence casting suspicion on plaintiff, 
but evidence of plaintiff’s good repu- 
tation in a distant community sev- 
eral years before the arrest is not 
admissible, being too remote. Mil- 
ton v. Missouri Dairy Co., 188 Mo. 
A. 278, 175 SW 105. 

[b] Evidence of bad reputation.— 
In an action based on a charge of 
streetwalking, where plaintiff claims 
damage to her reputation, evidence 
tending to show it was bad at the 
time of the arrest is admissible. 
Durham y. Feeney, 195 Mich. 318, 
162 NW 79. 

[ec] Prior acts of drunkenness 
admissible.—Plaintiff may be cross- 
examined as to his having been ar- 
rested for drunkenness eight years 
previously, in mitigation of damages. 
McAllister v. Johnson, 40 N. B. 73. 

[d] Character evidence admissi- 
ble on issue of mental suffering.— 
(1) In an action for unlawful arrest 
of a woman on a charge imputing 
want of chastity, it was error to 
refuse to permit defendant to ask 
plaintiff if she had not often before 
been arrested on similar charges, 
since evidence of unchaste reputa- 
tion would tend to mitigate damages 
for mental suffering claimed by 
plaintiff. Texas Midland R. Co. v. 
Dean, 98 Tex. 517, 85 SW 1135, 70 
LRA 943 [rev (Civ. A.) 82 SW 524]. 
(2) In an action by a boy against a 
storekeeper who, after accusing him 
of stealing, unlawfully detained, 
slapped him, etc., it was error to 
refuse to permit defendant, on cross- 
examination of plaintiff, to ask him 
if two months afterward he had not 
been found in another store and 
taken to jail by the sheriff, as bear- 
ing on the degree of shame from the 
charge. Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 
Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. 

88. See cases infra this note. 

[a] For example, (1) in a defense 
of justification, defendant, as evi- 
dence of probable cause for arrest, 
may inquire whether plaintiff was 
not a man of notoriously bad char- 
acter. Rodriguez v. Tadmire, 2 Hsp. 
721. (2) Evidence of plaintilf’s pre- 
vious depraved character tends to 
furnish motive for her being will- 
ing to be detained. Smith v. Sis- 
ters of Good Shepherd, 87 SW 1083, 
27 KyL 1107. 

89. Campbell v. Walsh, 40 N. B. 
186, 18 CanCrCas 304. 

90. East v. Brooklyn Heights R. 


Co., 115 App. Div. 683, 101 NYS 
364; Simper v. Carroll, 31 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 386. 


Motive as an element of cause of 
action see supra § 6. 

91, Southern R. Co. v. Peek, 6 Ga. 
A. 43, 64 SE 308; Fisher v. Deans, 
107 Mass. 118; Klein v. Pollard, 149 


Mich. 200, 112 NW 717, 119 AmSR 
670, 10 LRANS 1008; Thurston y. 
Wright, 77 Mich. 96, 43 NW 860; 


Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 193. 
[a] For example, (1) in an action 


[25 C. J.—35] 
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the illegal imprisonment is immaterial,®° except in 
a case where the motive becomes material as an 
element of the illegality of the detention,®! or as 
bearing upon the amount of damages.®? 
as to malice is ordinarily inadmissible,®* malice not 
being an element of the cause of action.°* But evi- 


Evidence 


dence of good faith importing a lack of malice is 


against a justice of the peace, evi- 
dence tending to show that a warrant 
was issued for the purpose of ex- 
torting money from plaintiff is ad- 
missible. Fisher v. Deans, 107 Mass. 
118. (2) Testimony of plaintiff hav- 
ing had difficulty with defendant is 
proper as it bears on the question of 
malice. Thurston v. Wright, 77 Mich. 
96, 43 NW 860. (3) The justice of 
ihe peace before whom plaintiff ap- 
peared and made complaint leading 
to arrest of plaintiff should be al- 
lowed to testify on cross-examina- 
tion what conduct on defendant’s 
part indicated malice in the prose- 
cution of the case. Thurston y. 
Wright, 77 Mich. 96, 48 NW 860. 

[b] Evidence that detectives and 
newspaper advertisements were em- 
ployed by her relatives to locate a 
girl was held admissible as tending 
to show motive in an action against 
a girls’ refuge home which detained 
a mentally unsound girl who had 
entered the institution voluntarily. 
Gallon v. House of Good Shepherd, 
158 Mich. 361, 122 NW 631, 133 AmSR 
387, 24 LRANS 286. 

[ec] As indicating animus and pur- 
pose behind an arrest, evidence is 
admissible of a colloquy in which 
defendant, remonstrating with the 
magistrate, told him he had no right 
to discharge the prisoner, and if he 
would hold him for court, he (de- 
fendant) would get his money. Mi- 
halyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 193. 

92. Ala—Gambill v. Cargo, 151 
Ala. 421, 43 S 866. 

Wik ee v. Canfield, 6 Blackf. 

Mich.—Klein v. Pollard, 149 Mich. 
200, 112 NW:-717, 119 AmSR 670, 10 
LRANS 1008; Hendricks v. Haskins, 
114 Mich. 291, 72 NW 152. 


Minn.— Judson y. Reardon, 16 
Minn. 4381. 
N. J.—Brown v. Thompson, 75 


ING orc less Siz  COeAS waters 
N. Y.—Voltz v. Blackmar, 64 N. Y. 


440; Bast v. Brooklyn Heights R. 
Col LSS PA Dp a Dive OSs, LON YAS 
“364. 

N. C.—Mead v. Young, 19 N. C. 


521. 

Okl.—Holmes v. Le Fors, 386 OkIl. 
29, ZO Pe TLS: 

Or.—Spain v. Oregon-Washington 
Re, ete; *Co., 18 Or. 355,153 P 470; 
AnnCasi917E 1104. 

Vt.—Mazzolini v. Gifford, 90 Vt. 
352, 98 A 904. Y 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, 
R. Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SH 1036. 

ENng.—Edgell v. Francis, 1 M. & G. 
222, 39 ECE 729, 133 Reprint 314. 

[a] Held admissible to show mo- 
tive.—(1) Evidence as to whether 
or not defendant was getting a com- 
mission or fee for collecting license 
tax. Gambill v. Cargo, 151 Ala. 421, 
43 S 866. (2) Im an action for un- 
lawful arrest, where the defense is 
that defendant had possession of 
liquor with intent to violate the pro- 
hibitory law, and the question of 
the officer’s good faith is involved 
on the measure of damages, evidence 
of the surrounding circumstances iS 
competent. Holmes vy. Le Fors, 36 
Okl. 729, 129 P 718. (3) That plain- 
tiff paid defendant money on account 
of the transaction for which the ar- 
rest was made is admissible to prove 
motive. Mead v. Young, 19 Nive: 
521. (4) In an action against a po- 


etc., 


admissible for the purpose of obviating or mitigat- 
ing exemplary damages.®® 


So to establish the ab- 


lice officer based on his arrest 
without a warrant of plaintiff, 
a female, while walking the streets 
after leaving a disreputable saloon 
late at night, instructions given by 
the superior officers with respect to 
the manner of dealing with persons 
found unGer similar circumstances 
are competent to show good faith in 
mitigation of damages. Klein v. Pol- 
lard, 149 Mich. 200, 112 NW 717, 119 
AmSR 670, 10 LRANS 1008. (5) In 
an action against a railroad by one 
claiming to have been arrested by 
the conductor for drunkenness when 
in fact perfectly sober, testimony 
that plaintiff’s companions, who 
drank with him from the same bot- 
tle, were not disturbed, was admis- 
sible as bearing on the good faith 
of the conductor in arresting. Spain 
v. Oregon-Washington R., ete., Co., 78 
Or. 355, 153 P 470, AnnCas1917E 1104. 
(6) Where an officer has made an 
arrest without warrant for a mis- 
demeanor for which such an arrest 
is authorized under the statute, he 
may show on the question of exem- 
plary damages that his intent was 
to prevent further similar violation 
of the law. Mazzolini v. Gifford, 90 
Vt. 352, 98 A 904, 

Motive as essential to award of 
exemplary damages see infra § 179. 

93. Bailey v. Wiggins, 6 Del. 299. 

[a] Thus evidence is not admis- 
Sible against a magistrate if he had 
jurisdiction. Bailey v. Wiggins, 6 
Del. 299. 

94. See supra §§ 3, 6. 

95. Ill—Johnson v. Von Kettler, 
66 Ill. 63; Harris v. Schlink, 200 Ill. 
A. 202, 205 [cit Cyc]. ; 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 74 Ind. 430. 

La.—Sperier v. Ott, 6 Tua. A. (Or- 
leans) 327. 

Md.—Blake v. Burke, 42 Md. 45. 

Mich.—Klein v. Pollard, 149 Mich. 
200422120 NW TL > 119 <AmSiRI670; 
10 LRANS 1008; Josselyn v. McAllis- 
ter, 22 Mich. 300. 

Mo.—Dougherty v. Snyder, 97 Mo. 
A. 495, 71 SW 463. 

N. Y.—Voltz v. Blackmar, 64 N. Y. 
440; Jones v. Pickard, 101 Misc. 117, 
166 NYS 721. 

S..D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

N. S.—Sam Chak v. Campbell, 45 
N.S. 1, 9 EastLR 194. 

[a] For example, (1) defendant 
is entitled to show the acts and con- 
duct of plaintiff leading to his arrest 
as establishing defendant’s good 
faith to be considered in mitigation 
of exemplary damages. Johnson v. 
Von Kettler, 66 Ill. 63;- Sam Chak 
v Campbell, 45 N. S. 1, 9 EastLR 194. 
(2) As bearing on defendant’s good 
faith in filing an information of in- 
sanity plaintiff may be questioned as 
to a threat made by him shortly be- 
fore the filing of the information to 
take defendant’s life. Dougherty v. 
Snyder, 97 Mo. A. 495, 71 SW 463. 
(3) Defendant may show he was act- 
ing in discharge of official duties un- 
der direction of state’s attorney in 
transferring prisoner confined by city 
commitment to county authorities. 
Blake v. Burke, 42 Md. 45. 

{b] Making a milder charge than 
the facts justified is evidence of an 
absence of malice. Sperier vy. Ott, 
6 La. A. (Orleans) 327. 
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sence of malice facts supporting 


lief in the charge may be admitted °° or it may 
be shown that he acted upon legal advice;®? but 
defendant cannot testify to the conclusion that he 
The facts and circumstances 
accompanying the arrest are admissible for the 
purpose of showing malice where malice is properly 
In order that evidence may be admissi- 
ble as bearing upon malice, its conneetion with the 
transaction involved must appear.? 
the question of malice or ill will it is inadmissible 
to show previous statements of defendant, a village 
trustee amounting simply to a direction by him to 
a police officer to enforce a village ordinance.2 Kvi- 
dence is admissible as bearing upon the question 
whether advice of counsel was rendered after full 


acted without malice.®® 


in issue.®? 


disclosure of the facts.® 


The motive of plaintiff in committing the wrong- 
ful act for which he was unlawfully arrested is 


immaterial.* 


96. Woodward v. Ragland, 5 App. 
(D. C.) 220; Rogers v. Toliver, 139 
Ga. 281, 77 SE 28, 45 LRANS 64, 


AnnCasi91i4A 1017, 

[a] Illustrations.—(1) Defendant 
has been allowed to rebut malice 
by showing that his detective had 
never before been accused wrongly of 
theft. Woodward v. Ragland, 5 App. 
(dD... GC.) 220. (2) Plaintiff should 
have been permitted to prove that he 
was not acting maliciously and with- 
out probable cause, as he had in- 
formation that defendant has seduced 
his daughter. Rogers v. Toliver, 139 
Ga. 281, 77 SE 28, 45 LRANS 64, Ann 
Cas1914A 1017. 

97. Block v. Meyers, 33 La. Ann. 
776; Josselyn v. McAllistef, 22 Mich. 
300; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. 
A. 333, 1383 SW 301. 

98. Bell v. Day, 9 Kan. A. 111, 57 
P 1054; Dunn v. Cole, 2 Tex. A. Civ. 
Cas. § 821. 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) Defendant 
cannot testify whether he acted in 
good faith in all of his actions. Bell 
Vi Daye no niwany AS 211 be sie 1054) 
(2) Defendant cannot testify as to 
whether or not he was actuated by 
malicious motives. Dunn v. Cole, 2 
TexiAn Civ. (Cas.. §\.821. 

99. Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 
192 Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Oates v. Mc- 
Glaun, 145 Ala. 656, 39 S 607. 

Ga.—Piedmont Hotel Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 9 Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 

Md.—Blake v. Burke, 42 Md. 45. 

Mass.—Paget v. Cook, 1 Allen 522. 

Mich.—Brushaher v. Stegemann, 22 
Mich. 266. 

Or.—Spain Vv. Oregon-Washing- 
Conte sete. wo. 73) Ors 305,, 153) Pe 
470, AnnCas1917B 1104. 

Tenn.—Girdner v. Taylor, 6 Heisk. 


244, 

{a] For example (1) evidence 
that plaintiff when arrested was 
placed in the fuard house of the 
town, that it was cold and damp, 
that he was sick, was not fed regu- 
larly, and not supplied with bedding 
is admissible. Oates v. McGlaun, 145 
Ala. 656, 39 S 607. (2) The testi- 
mony of plaintiff regarding her sec- 
ond arrest under the same warrant 
at defendant’s instance is admissible 
on question of the good faith on the 
part of defendant below in having 
the arrest made in the first instance. 
Thorne v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. (3) As 
bearing upon the good faith of a 
train conductor in causing the arrest 
of a passenger as intoxicated, evi- 
dence that plaintiff’s companions who 
drank with him from the same bot- 
tle were not disturbed is admissible. 
Spain v. Oregon-Washington R., etc., 
Co., 78 Or. ‘355, 153 P 470, AnnCas 
1917E 1104. 

{b] A void warrant of arrest and 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


defendant’s be- [§ 154] h. 


As bearing on 


cause.!} 


Probable Cause. 
probable cause is not as a rule material in an action 
for false‘imprisonment,® although it may be admis- 
sible as bearing upon the right to exemplary dam- 
ages,® or as bearing upon the question of whether 
or not a detention or arrest was justified.” 
the action is based upon the alleged fraudulent pro- 
curing of the commitment of a person as insane, evi- 
dence as to the statements made by defendant to the 
examining physicians is admissible.§ 
of plaintiff may be admissible to show probable 
cause for his arrest ;° and his acquittal may be shown 
to establish the absence of probable cause.?° 
plaintiff cannot show what the judge charged the 
jury on a criminal trial to show want of probable 
Where an arrest is made without war- 


oS ee 


-[8§ 153-155 


ral 


Evidence as to 


Where 


A conviction 


But 


rant, evidence that plaintiff had been guilty of 


[§ 155] i. 


proceedings under it are admissible 


as tending to prove malice. Woodall 
v. McMillan, 38 Ala. 622. ~ 

1. Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 Ala. 
675, 69 S 69; Montgomery v.. Sut- 


ton, 58 Iowa 697, 12 NW 719; Thur- 
ston v. Wright, 77 Mich. 96, 43 NW 
860; Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 Mich. 
800; Grinnell v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 
454, 88 NYS 781,°15 NY AnnCas 193. 

[a] Defendant cannot disprove 
his malice by showing conduct of 
plaintiff of which he had-no knowl- 
edge or information when he made 
the affidavit on which the arrest was 
based; or facts having no bearing on 
the facts stated ih affidavit; nor mat- 
ters ex post facto. Josselyn v. Mc- 
Allister, 25 Mich. 45. : “ 

[b] Harsh conduct of an officer 
after arrest does not tend to show 
malice in the party who caused the 
arrest, where the latter was in no 
way privy to such conduct. Grinnell 
v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 454, 88 NYS 


781. 
Fuller v. Redding, 13 App. Div. 
61, 43 NYS 96. 

3. Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 
79 NW 481. 

4 Fuller v. Redding, 13 App. Div. 
61, 43 NYS 96; Fuller v. Redding, 16 
Misc. 634, 39 NYS 109 [aff 13 App. 
Div. 61, 48 NYS 96]. 

5. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 

v. Carter, 


(ING AX) Hostettler 

(OkKl.) 175 P 244; George v. Norfolk, 
SUC ogee COnnr Vol) VV tel Valin to Ds Soma 
1036. 

6. Mich. — Livingston 
roughs, 33 Mich. 511. 

Wis omega v. Putting, (A.) 196 SW 

N. Y.—Parke v. Fellman, 145 App. 
Div. 836, 130 NYS 361; Brown v. 
Chadsey, 89 Barb. 253. 

Tex.—Boynton v. Tidwell, 19 Tex. 
118; Newburn v. Durham, 10 Tex. 
Civ.. A+i655, 32. SW. 112. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, ete., R. 
Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036. 

[a] Illustrations.—(1) As tending 
to show want of probable cause for 
arrest, as a factor bearing on puni- 
tive damages for false imprisonment, 
evidence that on the testimony pro- 
duced against plaintiff in police court 
he was promptly discharged is ad- 
missible. Leve v. Putting, (Mo. A.) 
196 SW 1060. (2) Letter of prose- 
cuting attorney admissible as_ it 
tended to show defendant’s motive 
and probable cause and that the 
usual course was taken in the prose- 
cution of the case. Thurston vy. 
Wright, 77 Mich. 96, 43 NW 860. (3) 
Where a Texas sheriff arrested plain- 
tiff in Louisiana, evidence that he 
acted under a Texas warrant was 
admissible in a false imprisonment 
suit against alleged participants, not 


Vv. 


Bur-» 


other offenses similar to that charged may be ad- 
mitted for the purpose of showing probable cause.?” 
Damages. 


Plaintiff is entitled to in- 


to show justification but to establish 
probable cause and thus mitigate 
damages, Boynton v. Tidwell, 19 
Texvb1 35 

[b] A conviction upon a plea of 
guilty in a court without jurisdic- 


tion may be admitted. George v. 
Norfolk, ete., R. Co., 78 W. Va. 3845, 
88 SE 1036. 

7. Scott v. Com., 93 SW 668, 29 


KyL 571; Mason v. Lothrop, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 354; Bennett v. Eddy, 120 
Mich. 300, 79 NW 481; Brown v. 
Chadsey, 39 Barb. (N. Y.) 253; Fitz- 
patrick .v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
2 Silv. Sup..192, 5 NYS .685 [aff 
125 N. Y. 682 mem, 26 NE 750 
mem]. ; 

{a] For example, defendant may 
introduce a warrant obtained the day 
after an arrest was made without a 
warrant. Mason y. Lothrop, 7 Gray 
(Mass.) 354, 

{[b] As disproving probable cause 
(1) evidence that plaintiff’s brother 
who was also arrested was very ill 
at the time is admissible to show 
want of reasonable ground for be- 


lieving plaintiff and his brother 
guilty of the crime charged. Fitz- 
patrick v. New. York;--etc;,, Ru .Cow 


2 Silv. Sup. 192, 5 NYS 685. [aff 125 
N. Y. 682 mem, 26 NE 750 mem]. 
(2) Where plaintiff was arrested on 
a charge of having embezzled the 
funds of a newspaper corporation, 
he is not limited in his evidence upon 
the issue of probable cause to the 
period during which the misappropri- 
ations were alleged to have occurred, 
but may show the history of his 
connection with the company. Ben- 
nett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 79 NW 
481. (3) A threat by defendant that 
policeman should arrest plaintiff 
upon the least cause is admissible 
for the purpose of showing lack of 
probable cause for an arrest without 
warrant. Scott v. Com., 93 SW 668, 
29 Ky 571. 

8. Bacon v. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 
24 S 968; Klauder v. Gabriels, 162 
App. Div. 715, 147 NYS 862. 

[a] In an action against physi- 
cians for falsely certifying to plain- 
tiff’'s insanity, it was competent, as 
showing their good faith, to prove 
conversations between the physicians 
and others, in which the supposed 
condition of lunacy was disclosed to 
them, preparatory to their making 
their certificate. Bacon v. Bacon, 76 
Miss. 458, 24 S 968. 

9. Perry v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
41 Pa. Super. 591. 


10. Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98. 
11. Grohmann v. Kirschman, 168 


Pay l89e 82 uA. 7325 
12. Smith v. Hern, 102 Kan. 373, 
170 P 990. : 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


se ae ee ae 
§§ 155-156] 


,troduce evidence of the extent and amount of dam- 
ages sustained by him ** if within the scope of his 
pleadings,'* and subject to other restrictions gen- 


erally applicable to the proof of 


matters not admissible in justification may be com- 
petent in mitigation of damages.1® 
ages resulting from the wrongful act is admissi- 
ble, although such damage manifests itself after 
Under a statute providing 
that plaintiff shall be limited to nominal damages 
in an action against a justice if it is proved that 


the filing of the suit." 


13. Admissibility of evidence as 
to damages generally see Damages 
§§ 322-841. 

14. See supra § 132. 

Pleading damages generally see 
Damages §§ 300-321. 

15. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Expenses.— The proceedings 
in habeas corpus by which plaintiff 
obtained his discharge are admissi- 
ble in support of his allegation of 
expenses required to secure his re- 
lease. Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
Se ees. G0 

[b] Knowledge subsequently ac- 
quired.—(1) Facts, although not 
known to defendant until after the 
commencement of the action, are ad- 
missible in mitigation of damages. 
Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. S. 266, 25 
L. eds 124; (2) In mitigation of 
damages it may be shown where 
plaintiff was arrested without war- 
rant that a concealed weapon was on 
his person, although the fact did not 
become known until after the arrest. 
O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 906, 
43 S 545. ' 

[c] Mental and physical suffer- 
ing.—(1) Held admissible. Bailey v. 
Warner, 118 Fed. 395, 55 CCA 329; 
Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 174 SW 
36, LRA1915D 621; Illinois Cent. R. 
Co. v. Wilson, 103 SW 364, 31 KyL 
789; Bates v. Kitchel, 166 Mich. 695, 
132 NW 459; Mumford v. Starmont, 
139 Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 69 LRA 


350; Simper v. Carroll, 31 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 386. (2) Held inadmissible.  Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co. v. Wilson, 103 SW 


364, 31 KyL 789 (particular halluci- 
nations suffered). 

{d] Newspaper publications.—(1) 
Held admissible. Filer v. Smith, 96 
Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603. 
(2) Held inadmissible. Butler v. 
Stockdale, 19 Pa. Super. 98. 

fe] Number and _ circumstances 
of family—(1) Held admissible. 
Bailey v. Warner, 118 Fed. 395, 55 
CCA 329; Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 
583, 174 SW. 386, LRA1915D. 621; 
Dodge v. Alger, 53 N. Y¥. Super. 107. 
(2) Held inadmissible. Schreiner v. 
Hutter, (Nebr.) 177 NW _ 826; Holz 
v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 353, 92 NW 1105; 
Bergeron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 377, 82 
NW 291, 80 AmSR 33. 

[f] Specific acts of plaintiff may 
be shown in mitigation of damages 
where pertinent. O’Malley v. Whita- 
ker, 118 La. 906, 43 S 545. 

{g] Hela inadmissible. — That 
plaintiff was unable to get postage 
from his jailer during his detention 
and was thus precluded from mail- 
ing letters to his family. Sloss- 
Sheffield Steel, etc., Co. v. Devaney, 
189 Ala. 564, 66 S 523. 

16. Gray v. Strickland, 163 Ala. 
344, 50 S 152; Stearns v. Onnenheim, 
146 App. Div. 651, 1381 NYS 533; 
Sawyer vil Jarvis, “35. Ne Cs 179; 
George v. Norfolk, ete., R. Co., 78 W. 
Va. 345, 88 SE 1036. 

SL ralee ant of plaintiff see supra 

152. 

Good faith see supra § 153. 

Probable cause see supra § 154, 

17. Hutchinson v. Sunshine Oil 
Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW _ 951. 

18. Labelle v. McMillan, 34 N. B. 
488. : 

19. Weight and sufficiency of evi- 
dence generally see Evidence §§ 1730- 


* 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


damages ;1° and 
[§ 156] 3. 
Proof of dam- 


1806. 
Seki Mitchell v.© Wall, 111 Mass. 


[a] Evidence held sufficient.—(1) 
Generally. Birmingham Ledger Co. 
v. Buchanan, 10 Ala. A, 527, 65 S 
667; Meek v. Smith, 59 Colo. 461, 
149 P 627; Cox v. Rhodes Ave. Hos- 
pital, 198 Ill. A. 82; Harness v. 
Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 875; 
Rauma v. Lamont, 82 Minn. 477, 85 
NW 236; Duffy v. Scheerger, 91 Nebr. 
511, 186 NW %24; Riley v. Stone, 
174 N. C. 588, 94 SE 434; Rucker v. 
Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 SW 6528 
[aff (Civ. A.) 151 SW 871];. Glynn 
v. Houston, 2 M. & G. 337, 40 ECL 
630, 1838 Reprint 775. (2) To estab- 
lish duress or _ restraint. United 
Cigar Stores Co. v. Young, 36 App. 
(D. C.) 390; Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 
486; Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 1; Moore 
v. Thompson, 92 Mich. 498, 52 NW 
1000; Singleton v. Kansas City Base 
Ball}) 6te.jn, Co. 2) a Mo. vA, +299 54.57 
SW 964; Johnson v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 82 W. Va. 692, 97 SH 189, 6 ALR 
1469. (3) To show an arrest without 
warrant. Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. (4) 
To show arrest on warrant. Sutton 
v. Hance, 201 Ill. A. 275. (5) To show 
probable cause. Hasemann y, Solido, 
8 La. A. (Orleans) 84; Wakely v. Hait, 
6 Binn. (Pa.) 316. (6) To show malice. 
Beardsley v. Soper, 184 App. Div. 399, 
171 NYS 1048. (7) To show defend- 
ant’s connection with imprisonment. 
Gibson v. Ducker, 170 Mo. A. 135, 155 
SW 462. (8) To show that acts were 
within scope of agent’s authority. 
Harris v. Terminal R. Assoc., (Mo. 
A.) 218 SW 686; Lovick v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 129 N. C. 427, 40 
SE 191. (9) To show knowledge of 
attorney’s act. Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 
Mo. 622, 175 SW 910. (10) To show 
that agent was acting as special po- 
liceman. La Chance v. Berlin St. R. 
Co., (N. H.) 109 A 720. (11) To show 
good faith in revoking peddler’s li- 
cense. Shorr v. Azusa, 38 Cal, A. 


WOON ATI Pb13. 


[b] Evidence held insufiicient.— 
(1) Generally. Raphaer v. Leader, 
203 Fed. 184; Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. 
A. 486; Coleman v. Tierney, 181 Iowa 
667, 165 NW 41; Bisgaard v. Duvall, 
169 Iowa 711, 151 NW 1051; O’Mal- 
ley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 906, 43 S 
545; Scheurrmann v. Vaccaro, 118 La. 
67, 42 S 648; Tobin v. Bell, 73 App. 
Div. 41, 76 NYS 425. (2) To estab- 
lish duress or restraint. Fenn v. 
Kroger Grocery, etc., Co., (Mo.) 209 
SW 885; Cramer v. Harmon, 126 Mo. 
A. 54, 103 SW 1086. (3) To establish 
fraud or bad faith in instituting in- 
quest of insanity. Bacon v. Bacon, 
76 Miss. 458, 24 S 968; Klauder v. 
Gabriels, 162 App. Div. 715, 147 NYS 
862. (4) To show malice. McGrew 
v. Holmes, 145 Iowa 540, 124 NW 
195. (5) To show want of probable 
cause. Conkling v. Whitmore, 132 Ill. 
A. 574. (6) To establish justification. 
Newhall v. Egan, 28 R. I. 584, 68 A 
471. (7) To show that agent was 
acting within the scope of his 
authority. Vara v. R. M. Quigley 
Constr; Co., -114 ' Lav: 261, 38 S 
162. 

[c] Evidence held for jury.—(1) 
Generally. Miles v. Wright, (Ariz.) 
194 P 88; Curry v. Traver-Bird Co., 
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he was guilty of the offense of which he was con- 
victed, plaintiff is not restricted to that proof of 
his innocence which was offered in the trial before 
the justice which resulted in his conviction,1® 

Sufficiency. As in other civil ac- 
tions !° plaintiff must establish his cause of action 
by a preponderance of the evidence.?° 
stantial as well as direct evidence may be sufficient 
to establish particular facts.?1 
plaintiff is not conclusive of the fact that he was 
illegally arrested.?? 


Circum- 
An acquittal of 


A conviction is conclusive as 


167 Mich. 17, 132 NW 468; Duggan v. 
Baltimore, ete, R. Co. 159 Pat °248, 
28 A 182, 186, 39 AmSR 672; Kress 
v. Lawrence, (Tex. Civ. A.) 162 SW 
448. (2) Fact of detention. Miles 
v. Brown, 143 Ky. 537, 136 SW 1001; 
Singleton v. Kansas City Base Ball, 
ete,, Co., 172 Mo. A. 299) 167 “Siw 
964. (3) Authority of employee. Cox 
v. Rhodes Ave. Hospital, 198 Ill. A. 
82; Coolahan v. Field, 159 Ill. A. 
466; Steppuhn v. Chicago~ Great 
Western R. Co., 199 Mo... A., 5715 204 
SW 579; Sugarman v. Dennett’s ,Sur- 
passing Coffee Co., 148 App. Div. 330, 
132 NYS 1084. (4) Authority of su- 
perintendent. Goff v. Great Northern 
Re Co. 3b. & EH. '672, "Lota: Ota. 
121 Reprint 594. (5) Authority of 
eollector. Curry v. Traver-Bird Co., 
167 Mich. 17, 1832 NW 468. (6) To 
show that defendant’s manager di- 
rected arrest. Rosendale v. Market 
Square Dry Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 
SW 169. (7) Whether or not defend- 
ant’s conductor procured plaintift’s 
unlawful detention. New York, etc., 
R. Co. v. Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 82 
A 709, 29 LRANS 502. (8) Whether 
plaintiff was arrested, and whether 
defendant instigated the arrest. Gun- 
derson v. Struebing, 125 Wis. 173, 
104 NW 149. (9) Liability of owner 
of store for arrest by employees. 
Verchotka v. Rothschild, 100 Ill. A. 
268; Vest v. S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. 
A.) 213 SW 165. (10) Defendant’s 
belief in plaintiff’s guilt. Comstock 
v. Maryland Casualty Co., (lowa) 
179 NW 962; Burbanks v. Lepovsky, 
134 Mich. 884, 96 NW 456. (11) Ab- 
sence of probable cause. Lancaster 
v. Langston, 36 SW 521, 18 KyL 299; 
Krulevitz v. Eastern R. Co., 140 Mass. 
573, 5 NE 500. (12) Malice or cor- 
ruptness in act of justice without ju- 
risdiction. Chambers v. Oehler, 107 | 
lowa 155, 77 NW 853. (13) Insanity 
of plaintiff. Maxwell v. Maxwell, 
(Iowa) 177 NW 541. 

{d] Recitals in a mittimus of a 
prior judgment are sufficient evidence 
of entry of the judgment, although 
the mittimus in fact is dated the 
day after. Van Vleck v. Thomas, 9 
Ind. A. 83, 35 NE 913. 

21. Birmingham Ledger Co. v. Bu- 
chanan, 10 Ala. A. 527, 65 S 667 
(agency and the scope of it); Klemm 
v. Adair, (Iowa) 179 NW 51; Milton 
v. Missouri Dairy Co., 188 Mo. A. 
278, 175 SW 105; Cobb v. Simon, 119 
er 597, 97 NW 276, 100 AmSR 
909% 

[a] Not conclusive inference.—In 
an action against the proprietor of a 
store for false imprisonment, plain- 
tiff’s daughter testified that the floor- 
walker stopped them and asked for 
“the lace,” and then stepped behind 
her mother and apparently took a 
bolt of lace of about twelve yards 
from under her mother’s arm, saying, 
“Were it is,’ and that she had not 
seen anything of the lace before. 
Plaintiff herself did not testify at 
all as to the matter, and the floor- 
walker was dead at the time of trial. 
It was held that an inference that the 
floorwalker produced the lace by a 
trick was not conclusive. Cobb v. 
Simon, 119 Wis. 597, 97 NW 276, 
100 AmSR 909. 

22. Loughman v. Long Island R. 
Co., 81 NYS 1097. 
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to the existence of reasonable grounds for an ar- 
rest,23 and a holding by a magistrate after an ex- 
amination of the facts is prima facie evidence of 
probable cause.24 A discharge on habeas corpus 
upon the ground of the illegality of the arrest is 
conclusive,?> but a discharge because of the unrea- 
sonable length of time for which plaintiff was de- 
tained is not conclusive as to the legality of his orig- 
inal arrest,?® nor is his discharge, because of the 
excessive term of imprisonment imposed, an adju- 
dication that the arrest ordered by the warrant 
of commitment was illegal.27 The effect of an 
indictment as prima facie evidence of prcbablee 
cause for an arrest may be overcome by evidence 
showing that it was obtained by false or fraudulent 
testimony or through improper means,?® or by evl- 
dence that defendant did not believe plaintiff to be 
guilty.2® The recitals in a warrant are not prima 
facie evidence of the facts recited, where the person 
issuing the warrant admits that the recitals are not 
true.*° 

Malice. An inference of malice may arise from 
proof of lack of probable cause.*!' The inference is 
one of fact which may be rebutted.2?. Want of 

23. Waddle v. Wilson, 164 Ky. 228, 


175 SW 382; Griffin v. Russell, 161 
Ky. 471, 170 SW 1192; Louisville R. 
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being no proof of want of reasonable 
and probable cause, it was not open 
to the jury to infer malice from the 


‘[§§ 156-157 


probable cause is evidence of malice but is not 
malice itself, hence it is for the jury to determine, 
upon the evidence, the existence of malice.** But 
where there is no "evidence of malice nor proof of 
want of probable cause, malice may not be inferred 
from other facts.*4 

[§ 157] H. Trial—1. Questions of Law and Fact 
—a. In General. As in other civil actions,®° where 
the trial of an action for a false imprisonment is 
to the jury, it is for the jury to determine con- 
troverted questions of fact,?° while questions of 
law are for the court,?7 and a verdict will not be 
directed for defendant or the case taken from the 
jury,*® where the evidence as to a controverted 
fact, which if determined in plaintiff’s favor would 
entitle him to recover, is conflicting.*® Where 
the uncontroverted facts establish that the arrest 
was illegal and occasioned by defendant, the jury 
are properly directed to find for plaintiff and to 
assess his damages.*#® For example, in the case 
of conflicting evidence it is for the jury to 
determine questions of fact as to the existence 
of a detention,t! the involuntary nature there- 


Cent., etc., R. Co., 34 App. Div. 10, 
53 NYS 10438. 
[bj] Verdict properly directed.— 


Co. v. Hutti, 141 Ky. 511, 133 SW) facts.” Crawford v. Beattie, supra. | Burgin v. Sullivan, 151 Ala. 416, 44 
200, 38 LRANS 867; Perry v. Penn- 35. Province of court and jury|S 202; Arcade Co. v. Boxwell, 41 App. 
sylvania R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 591.| generally see Trial [38 Cye 1511]. (D. C.) 2138; Hermanson v. Shaffer, 

24. Schultz v. Greenwood Ceme- 36. U. S.—Pullman Co. v. Hunt,|184 Ill. A. 273; Klemm v. Adair, 


tery, 190 N. Y. 276, 88 NE 41. 
25. Turgeon v. Bean, 109 Me. 189, 


83 A 557, AnnCas1913E 567. Tuvin, 


166 Fed. 833, 92 CCA 617. 
Ala.—Tutwiler Coal, 
158 Ala. 657, 48 S 79. 


(lowa) 179 NW 51; Kirby v. Harker, 
v. | 143 Iowa 478, 121 NW 1071; Steinber- 
gen v. Miller, 96 SW 1101, 29 KyL 


etc., Co. 


26. Friesenhan v. Maines, 137 Mich. Ida.—Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 1132: Chelf v. Austin, 4 Ky. Op. 
10, 100 NW 172. 126 P7639; 171; Joske v. Irvine, 91 Tex. 574, 
27.. Arscott v. Lilley 14 Ont. <A. Hi. 44 Sw LOS 95 
283. LOS PDA, [c] Issues properly withdrawn.— 
28. Steppuhn v. Chicago Great Iowa.—Chambers vy. Oehler, 107] Brown vy. Hadwin, 182 Mich. 491, 148 
Western R.°Co., 199 Mo. A, 571,| Iowa 155, 77 NW 853. NW 693, LRA1915B 505 (whether of- 
204 SW 579. Mich.—Curry v. Traver-Bird Co., | ficer had warrant); Warren v. Den- 
29. Steppuhn v. Chicago Great|167 Mich. 17, 132 NW 463. nett, 17 Misc. 86, 39 NYS 830 (mali- 
Western R. Co., 199 Mo. A. 571, 204 Mo.—Hutchinson v. Sunshine Oil] cious prosecution). 
SW 579. Co., (A.) 218 SW 951. 40. Alabama, etc., R. Co. v. Kuhn, 
30. Washburn v. Robertson, (Sask.) Mont.—Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont.} 78 Miss. 114, 28 S 797; Penny v. New 


8 DomLR 183, 3 WestWkly 209. 

81. Rosen v. Stein, 54 Hun 179, 
7 NYS 368; Kelly v. Durham Tract. 
Gon 2 EN. Ci3685 43) SH 9238) 133 IN. 
C. 418, 45 SE 826; Johnson v. Cham- 
bers, 32 N. C. 287; McCarthy v. De 
Armit, 99 Pa. 63. 

32. Mitchell v. Wall, 111 Mass. 
462; Johnson v. Norfolk, etc., R. Co., 
82° W. Va. 692, 698, 97 SH 189, 6 
ALR 1469. 

“Where the intention with which 
an act was done depends upon in- 
ferences arising from conduct, it is 
manifestly a question of fact, fall- 
ing within the province of the jury 
for determination, and the intention 
of the parties, as an element or factor 
in an issue of arrest or no arrest, 
constitutes no exception to the rule.” 


Johnson vy. Norfolk, eta, KR. Co., 
supra. 
33. Perry v. Sulier, 92 Mich. 72, 


52 NW 801; Carson v. Edgeworth, 43 
Mich. 241, 5 NW 282; Stevens v. 
O’Neill, 51 App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 
[aff 169 N. Y: 375, 62 NE 424]; Scho- 
field v. Ferrers, 47 Pa. 194, 86 AmD 
§32. 

[a] TIllustration.—Where plaintiff 
was detained in defendant’s store and 
searched on suspicion of having 
stolen a watch, and she thereafter 
sued for false imprisonment, it was 
proper to submit the question of 
malice to the jury, since it might be 
inferred from the grossness of de- 
fendant’s acts. Stevens v. O’Neill, 
51 App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 


169 N. Y. 375, 62 NE 4247. 

34. Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
Qweids, so. 

COG this case there was... no evi- 


dence whatever of malice, and there 


129, a Praits: 

N. H.—Nason vy. Fowler, 70 N. H. 
ZOE ATA 82637 

N. Y.—Zwickert Vv. Brooklyn 
Heights) Re Co., 127 App. Dive 304, 
111 NYS: 480. 

Oh.— Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 579; Raitz ws Green, 132  Oh>. Cir: 
Ct. 455, 7 Oh. Cir, Dec. 288. 

S. D.—Richardson vy. Dybedahl, 14 
S. D. 126, 84 NW 486. 

Wash.—White v. Jansen, 81 Wash. 
435, 142 P 1140. ‘ 

W. Va.—Galizian v. Henry, 71 W. 
Va. 292, 76 SE 440. 
aes Ven LayloreznGs Pe Dp, 
aah B.—Thompson v. Mott, 32 N. B. 

N. S.—Bulmer v. O’Sullivan, 28 N. 
S. 406. 

Ont.—Lyden v. McGee, 16 Ont. 105. 

37. Cox v. Durham, 128 Fed. 870, 
63 CCA 338; Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69; National Bank of 
Commerce v. Baker, 77 Md. 462, 26 
A 867; Texas, etc., R. Co, v. Parker, 
29 Tex. Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 881. 

38. Taking case from jury gener- 
ally see Trial [38 Cyc 1532]. 

39. U. S.—Reichman vy. 
252 Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295. 

Ida.— Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 Peter 

N. J.—Jackson v. Miller, 84 N. J. 
L. 189, 86.A 50. 

N. Y.—McLeod v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 72 App. Div. 116, 76 NYS 347; 
Mallach v. Ridley, 6 NYSt 651. 


Harris, 


Pa.—Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa, 
Super. 98. 
[a] Nonsuit properly directed.— 


Emmerich v. orley, 35 App. Div. 
452, 54 NYS 791; Penny v. New York 


York Cent., etc., R. Co.,:384 App. Div. 
10, 53 NYS 10438; George v. Nor- 
folk, ete., -R. Coz, 80 SWeaViannckimos 
SE 430. 

[a] Illustration.—Code § 1272, 
providing a penalty for getting on or 
off a moving train, especially excepts 
passengers and train employees from 
its operation. Plaintiff, a passenger 
on defendant’s train, stepped from 
the train while it was moving and 
was thereupon arrested, tried, and 
convicted before a justice of the 
peace, on complaint of an employee 
of defendant at the instance of its 
Superintendent, charging him with 
willfully jumping from a moving 
train. He was deprived of his liberty 
about one and one-half hours, and 
the fact of his arrest was published 
in the newspapers On appeal the 
case against him was dismissed. It 
was held that the court properly 
charged the jury to find for plaintiff. 
Alabama, ete, R. Co. v. Kuhn, 78 
Miss. 114, 28 iS ios 

41. Ark.—St. Louis, ‘ete., R. Co. v. 
Hudson, 95 Ark. 506, 130 Sw 534, 

D. C._United Cigar Stores Co. v. 
“Young, 36 App. 390. 

Ill.—Sponsler vy. Williams, 126 Ill. 
Ax 583% 

Ky.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
174 SW 36, LRA1915D 621; Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Wilson, 103 SW 364, 

Thompson, 


31 KyL 789. 

Mich.—Moore vy. 92 
Mich. 498, 52 NW 1000. 
_. Mo Singleton v. Kansas City Base 
Ball, ete, Co., 172 Mo. A. 299, 157 
SW 964. 

Mont. —Kroeger v. Passmore, 386 
Mont. 504, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 988. 

N. Y.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number. 
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of,*? the treatment accorded plaintiff,4* the con- 
nection of defendant with the wrongful act,** the 


Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169. N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]. 
vas C.—Journey v. Sharpe, 49 N. c; 


[a] Detention to discover evidence. 
—The direction of a nonsuit is error 
where a deputy game warden, after 
searching plaintiff to discover evi- 
dence of a violation of the Game Act, 
detained him for over an hour in a 
public place; the question whether 
such a detention was authorized is 
one for a jury. Jackson v. Miller, 84 
IN dey a, el SOF SG) cAMr5.0. 

42. Ark.—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 54 AmD 250. 

Kan.—Whitman vy. Atchison, etc., 
R. Co., 85 Kan. 150, 116 P 234, 34 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722. 

Ky.—Smith v. Sisters of Good 
Shepherd, 87 SW 1083, 27 KyL 1107. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 
SonA 1089) 

Se craiay oa v. Spooner, 12 Metc. 

iM 

Mich.—Gallon v. House of Good 
Shepherd, 158 Mich. 361, 122 NW 631, 
133 AmSR 387, 24 LRANS 286. 

N. J.—Hebrew v. Pulis, 73 N. J. L. 
6215) 64 AL igs 1s sAmSR 716.97 
LRANS 580. ° 

Oh.—Tracy v. Coffey, 28 Oh. Cir. 
CENTS: 

S. D.—Richardson v. Dybedahl, 14 
S. D. 126, 84 NW 486. 

{a] Illustration.—Plaintiff having 
been injured while attempting to 
alight from a train was detained 
twenty minutes by the conductor 
who told him the law required him to 
make a statement. It was held that 
it was for the jury to determine 
whether he was restrained by acts 
and words which he feared to disre- 
gard, to be considered in connection 
with his age, suffering, and helpless 
condition. Whitman vy. Atchison, etc., 
ea COL SoreKkan. 150,011 6) eP S234 134 
LRANS 1029, AnnCasi1912D 722. 

{b] Did plaintiff consent to pro- 
longed detention.—Where in an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment plaintiff 
claimed detention for an unreason- 
able length of time and defendant 
claimed acquiescence by plaintiff in 
the prolonged detention, on conflict- 
ing evidence the question of whether 
plaintiff voluntarily remained in pri- 
vate custody to avoid annoyance of 
public examination was properly sub- 
mitted to the jury. Kirk v. Garrett, 
84 Md. 383, 35 A 1089. 

{c] A girl voluntarily entered a 
reformatory and home, but according 
to her claim was not allowed to leave 
when she desired, although after be- 
ing taken away by relatives she 
signed a statement exonerating the 
institution. In an action for false 
imprisonment all the facts were be- 
fore the jury, including thé manner 
in which the statement was obtained. 
The court was upheld in refusing to 
direct a verdict for defendant, and in 
submitting to the jury the question 
of whether the girl was restrained 
of her liberty against her will. Gallon 
v. House of Good Shepherd, 158 Mich. 
361, 122 NW 631, 183 AmSR 387, 24 
LRANS 286. 

[d] For example: (1) Whether 
plaintiff caused his own detention. 
Spoor v. Spooner, 12 Metc. (Mass.) 
281. (2) Whether plaintiff requested 
the conduct of which he complains. 
Richardson v. Dybedahl, 14 S. D. 126, 
84 NW 486. 

43. Kerr v. Atwood, 188 Mass. 506, 
74 NE. 917; Cochran v. Toher, 14 
Minn. 385; Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. 
Cirt (Ct: N. Ss. 353, 32) Oh, Cir. (CE 
453. 

44, Ala.—Oates v. Bullock, 136 
Ala. 537, 33 S 835, 96 AmSR 38. 

Cal. —Donati v. Righetti, 9 Cal. A. 
45, 97 P 1128. 

T11.—Enright v. Gibson, 219 Ill. 
550, 76 NE 689; Pearce v. Needham, 
STM LIAS #90: 
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Ind.—Black v. Marsh, 31 Ind. A. 
53, 67 NE 201. 

Iowa.—Klemm v. Adair, 179 NW 
51; Leighton v. Getchell, 169 NW 649. 
Neal iw leet v. Spooner, 12 Metc. 

Mich.—Curry v. Traver-Bird Co., 
167 Mich. 17, 132 NW 468. 

Mo.—Milton v. Missouri Dairy Co., 
188 Mo. A. 278, 175 SW 105. 

Nebr.—Van Dorn v. Kimball, 100 
Nebr. 590, 160 NW 958. 

N. H.—La Chance v. Berlin St. R. 
Cor ? ACN 203 

N. Y.—Carson v. Dessau, 142 N. Y. 
445, 37 NE 493; Sullivan v. Newman, 
17 NYS 424. 

Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260 [aff 22 Pa. Dist. 576]; Decker v. 
Lackawanna, etc., R. Co., 39 Pa. Su- 
per. 225. 


Wash.—Cunningham ive Seattle 
Electric R., ete. Co., 3 Wash. 471, 
28. Pia. 


W. Va.—dAllen v. Lopinsky, 81 W. 
Va. 138, 94 SE 369. 

Wis.—Gunderson v. Struebing, 125 
Wis. 1738, 104 NW 149; Fenelon v. 
Butts, 49 Wis. 342, 5 NW 784. 

Eng.—West v. Smallwood, 3 M. & 
W. 418, 150 Reprint 1208. 

Ont.—-Conway Vea sbibly,) 892-4.C, 
Qz sen O LO 

[a] Existence of conspiracy is a 
question for the jury. Hutchinson v. 
Biber a Oil Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 


45. U. S.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
Veer cmpsen 144 Fed. 578, 75 CCA 

Ala.—Gambill v. Fuqua, 
448, 42 S 7385. 

D. C.—United Cigar Stores Co. v. 
Young, 36 App. 390 

Ill.—Coolahan v. “Field, 15 OWT eA 
466; Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 1; Pin- 
kerton v. Sydnor, 87 Ill. A. 76. 

Ind.—Evansville, ete, R. Co. v. 
McKee, 99 Ind. 519, 50 AmR 102. 

Iowa.—Hobbs vy. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912. 

Ky.—Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Wil- 
son, 103 SW 364, 31 KyL 789. 

Mad.—Central R. Co. v. Brewer, 78 
Ma. 394, 28 A 615,'27 LRA 63. 
Peasy ees ae: v. Spooner, 12 Metc. 

Mich.—Travis v Standard di ete, 
Ins. Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 140. 

Mo.—Tiede vy. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 
Lou ae 910. 

Y.—Craven v. Bloomingdale, 171 
N. Ny. 439, 64 NE 169. 

N. C.— Jackson v. American Tel., 
etc., Co., 139 N. C. 347, 51 SE 1015, 
70 LRA 738. 

Okl.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 

Pa.—Dugegan v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
Co., 159 Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 
AmSR 672. 

R. I.—Staples v. Schmid, 18 R. I. 
224, 26 A 193, 19 LRA 824. 

Tex.—Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Besser, 
(Civ. A.) 181 SW 2538; Southwestern 
Portland Cement Co. v. Reitzer, (Civ. 
A.) 185 SW 237. 

{a] For example.—(1) Whether 
there was concert in action between 
defendants. Carson v. Dessau, 142 
N. Y. 445, 37 NE 493. (2) Whether 
agent was acting within the scope of 
his authority or employment. United 
Cigar Stores Co. v. Young, 36 App. 
(D. C.) 390; Coolahan v. Field, 159 
Ill. A. 466; Vrchotka v. Rothschild, 100 
DE A. 268: Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 
i Evansville, ELC) Re COV. McKee, 
99 Ind. 519, 50 AmR 102; Grand 
Rapids. Cteh elt. 1COn ave King, 41 Ind. 
A. 701, 83 NE 778; Craven v. Bloom- 
ingdale, 171 N. Y. 439, 64 NE 169; 
Holloway v. Kent, 67 Misc. 440, 122 
NYS 684; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Radford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. (3) 
Whether in making arrest agent 
acted from personal motives or in the 
prosecution of his duty to the prin- 
cipal. Travis v. Standard L., etc., 
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relationship or authority to bind defendant,*> and 
. the existence of facts relied upon as a justification,*® 


Ins. Co., 86 Mich. 288, 49 NW 140; 
Penny v. New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 
34 App. Div. 10, 53 NYS 10438. (4) 
Authority of attorney. Tiede v. 
Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 175 SW 910; Guil- 
leaume v. Rowe, 94 N. Y. 268, 46 
AmSR 141; Lovick v. Atlantic Coast 
Line—R- Co., 129°N. C. 427, 40 SE 
191; Duggan v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
Co., 159 Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 
AmSR 672; Staples v. Schmid, 18 R. 
I. 224, 26 A 193, 19 LRA 824; Gal- 
veston, etc., R. Co. v. Donahoe, 56 
Tex. 162; Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Besser, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 181 SW 253.5 (6) *Au- 
thority of a collector. National Bank 
of Commerce v. Baker, 77 Md. 462, 
26 A 867. 

[b] Consent of husband to a wife’s 
acts is a question of fact for a jury. 
Golibart v. Sullivan, 30 Ind. A. 428, 
66 NE 188. 

[c] Acts of special officers.—(1) 
It may be proper to submit to the 
jury the question as to whether the 
person making the arrest was acting 
as an employee of the company or 
as a commissioned police officer in 
the exercise of his powers as such 
officer. Hobbs v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
182 Iowa 316, 165 NW 912; Philadel- 
phia, etc; KR. Co. va 7 Stumpo; #112 
Md. 571, 77 A 266; Baltimore, ete., 
R. Co. v. Twilley, 106 Md. 445, 67 
A 265; Tolchester Beach Impr. Co. v. 
Scharnagl, 105 Md. 199, 65 A 916; 
Krulevitz v. Hastern R. Co., 143 Mass. 
228, 9 NE 613; Tyson v. Joséph ‘H. 
Bauland Co., 68 App. Div. 310, 74 
NYS 59; Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
280, 192 SW 528; Perkins Bros. Co. 
v. Anderson, (Tex. Civ. A.) 155 SW 
556; Southwestern Portland, Cement 
Co. v. Reitzer, (Tex. Civ. A.) 135 SW 
237. (2) Or whether he was acting 
within the scope of his duty as such 
employee. Baltimore, ete., R. Co. v. 
Twilley, 106 Md. 445, 67 A 265; Tol- 
chester Beach Impr. Co. v. Scharnag], 
OS) SIVECE OS 9 6 5: WPAN 91 CS RUCK r mis 
Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 SW 528. 
(3) If the deviation from the strict 
course of his employment is slight 
the court may determine as matter 
of law that he is still executing his 
employer’s business, and if the devia- 
tion is marked or unusual, it may de- 
termine, as matter of law, the con- 
trary.. Philadelphia, ete., R. Co. v. 
Stumpo, 112 Md. 571, 77 A 266. 

[d] Where there is no evidence of 
prior authority or subsequent ratifi- 
cation it is error to leave it to the 
jury to say whether or not there was 
authority or ratification. Gambill v. 


ee 148 Ala. 448, 42 S 735. 
U. §.—Reichman v. Harris, 
252° Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295: 
Ala.—Hayes v. Mitchell, 69 Ala. 


452. 

Ark.—St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Hud- 
son, 95 Ark. 506, 130 SW 534. 

a ae v. Atlanta, 62 Ga. 

Ill._—Schwarz v. Poehlmann, 178 
Tll. A. 235; Conkling v. Whitmore, 
132 Ill. A. 574. 

Iowa.—Snyder v. Thompson, 134 
Iowa 725, 112 NW 239. 

Ky.—Klotz v. Cook, 184 Ky. 735, 
212 SW 917. 

Mass.—Robinson v. Van Auken, 190 
Mass. 161, 76 NE 601. 

Mich.—Tubbs v. Haessig, 149 Mich. 
185, 112 NW 750; Livingston v. Bur- 
roughs, 33 Mich. 511. 

Minn.—Cochran v. Toher, 14 Minn. 
385. 

Nebr.—Van Dorn v. Kimball, 100 
Nebr. 590, 160 NW _ 953. 

N. Y.—Snead v. Bonnoil, 166 N. Y. 
325, 59 NE 899 [aff 49 App. Div. 
330, 68 NYS 553]. 

N. C.—Brewer v. Wynne, 163 N. C. 
319, 79 SE 629, AnnCas1915B 319. 

Pa.—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260. 

Tex.—Peck v. Atchison, ete, R. 
Co., (Civ. A.) 91 SW 323. 
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such as the commission of acts by plaintiff constitut- 
ing an offense‘? or the good faith of an officer.*8 
A question of what is the duty of an officer execut- 
ing a warrant is one of law.4® Whether a warrant 
sufficiently describes defendant to protect the officer 
is a question for the court where the facts are un- 


disputed.®° 


[§ 158] b. Reasonableness of Detention. 
reasonableness of a plaintiff’s detention, where there 
is no conflict in the evidence as to length of time 
and the circumstances under which plaintiff was 
Where the facts 
are in dispute it is for the jury, under proper in- 
structions by the court, to determine as to the 


held, is a question for the court.5? 


reasonableness of the detention.®? 
{§ 159] c¢. Probable Cause. 


The question of 
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for the court.®% 


by tied 6 atl ae: 06 A Se 2 
; Bak is 


[§§ 157-159" am 


facet; whether the circumstances alleged are true or 
not is a question of fact for the jury; whether 
they amount to probable cause is a question of law 


So upon conflicting evidence the 


question of whether or not probable cause exists is 
for the jury under proper instructions from the 


court,°+ but it is a question of law to be deter- 


The 


able cause.5? 


mined by the court where all the facts which all of 
the evidence tends to prove do not amount to prob- 
able cause ®° or the facts are uncontroverted.®® 
jury should not be allowed to determine whether if 
all of the facts stated are true they amount to prob- 
The question of whether there is rea- 
sonable cause for suspecting that plaintiff had com- 


The 


mitted a felony or was about to commit one is 


probable cause is a mixed proposition of law and 


Wash.—White v. Jansen, 81 Wash. 
435, 142 P 1140. 

N. B—wWhite v. Hamm, 36 N. B. 
237; Fanjoy v. Portland, 29 N. B. 
24, 


N. S.—Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. S. 


129. 

47. Towa.—Heath v. Hagan, 135 
Iowa 495, 118 NW 342. 
Mich.—Durham vy. Feeney, 195 


Mich. 318, 162 NW 79; Nay v. Dickin- 
soa, 182 Mich. 684, 148 NW 755. 

N. J.—Badewitz v. West Jersey, 
Ctey VR OOn elie, Neiden G8 00Ne Took 
1117 fatl 75 .N.J. 1. 268, 67 <A 1067}. 

N. Y.—Lewis v. Kahn,’ 15 Daly 
326, 5 NYS 661; Reisler v. Interbor- 
ough Rapid Transit Co., 73 Misc. 91, 
139 NYS 335; Smith v. Botens, 13 
NYS 222. 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 398. 

fa] Intent in using abusive lan- 
guage.—What was the intent of 
plaintiff in the use of language 
charged to constitute his misde- 
meanor in unlawfully intimidating a 
public officer in the discharge of his 
duty. ‘Smith v. Botens, 13 NYS 222. 

{b] "Trespasser or licensee.— The 
question whether plaintiff was a tres- 
passer or a licensee at the time of 
the commission of the act for which 
he was arrested should be submitted 
to a jury. Nay v. Dickinson, 182 
Mich. 684, 148 NW 755. 

4s. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Den- 
nington, 172 Ky. 326, 189 SW 217. 

49. Wright v. Templeton, 80 Vt. 
358, 67 A 817, 1830 AmSR 990. 

50. Cox v. Durham, 128 Fed. 870, 
63 CCA 338. 

51. Mass.—Keefe v. Hart, 213 
Mass. 476, 100 NE 558, AnnCas1914A 
716. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 823. 

Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. J.—Venable v. Huddy, 77 N. J. 
TUES S00 2epAc 10, 


Pa.—Huber v. Walker, 62 Pa. Su- 
per. 299. 
52. Ala.—BE. I. Du Pont de Ne- 


mours Powder Co. v. Hyde, 201 Ala. 
207, 77 S 7338. 

Ga.—Harris v. Atlanta, 62 Ga. 290; 
Piedmont Hotel Co, vy. Henderson, 9 
Ga. A. 672, 72 SE 51. 


Tll—Wood vy. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 
128. 
Mass.—Keefe v. Hart, 213 Mass. 


476, 100 NE 558, AnnCasl1914A 716; 
Kerr v. Atwood, 188 Mass. 506, 74 
NE 917. 

Mich.—Oxford v. Berry, 204 Mich. 
197, 170 NW 83. 

Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. Siege ne Drew ELuddye 1 Nak 


GB. 851 02 Y 
Oh.—Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. 
Cin Ct NWisw oosn ccs Ohte Cir. iCt: 


453; Raitz v. Green, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
455, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec: 238. 


Pa.——Mulberry v. Fuellhart, 203 Pa. 
573,' 53 A, 504, 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 398. 

Eng.—Beckwith vy. Philby, 6 B. & 
C. 635, 13 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585. 

53. Colo.—Grimes v. Greenblatt, 
ai ore, 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 

D. C.—Carroli v. Parry, 48 App. 
363, AnnCas1916E 971. 

Ill—Low v. Greenwood, 30 Ill. A. 


184. 

Md.—Brish v. Carter, 98 Md. 445, 
57 A 210; Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 
715, 54 A 986. 

Mich.—Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 
300, 79 NW 781. 

Mo.—Brant v. Higgins, 10 Mo. 728. 
HAR Y.—Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. 

Pa,—Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
260 {aff 22 Pa. Dist.. 576]; Delany 
v. Lindsay, 46 Pa. Super. 26; Greer 
v. Reese, 14 Pa. Dist. 658; Kessler 
v. Hoffman, 9 Pa. Dist. 365. 

Eng.—Lister v. Perryman, L. R. 4 
H. L. 521; Venafra v. Johnston, 10 
Bing, 301, 25 ECL 145, 131 Reprint 
920, 6 C. & P. 50, 25 ECL .316; Davis 
v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 15 ECL 618, 
130 Reprint 1098; Sutton v. John- 
stone, (1. Bro: P. €.. 76, 1° Reprint 427, 
1 T. R. 493, 100 Reprint 1215; Gib- 
bons v. Alison, 3.C. B. 181, 54 ECL 
181, 136 Reprint 73; Watson v. Whit- 
more, 8 Jur. 964; Ingle v. Bell, 1 M. 
& W. 516, 150 Reprint 539. 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 
on S.—Orwitz v. McKay, 31 N. S. 

Ont.—Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
Oe! Bas Ie 

Que.—Perron v. Drouin, 46 Que. 
Super. 336, 16 Que. Pr. 121; Belanger 
v. Larocque, 25 Que. S. C. 403. 

“Tf the facts are in conflict, the 
jury must find the facts, and when 
found, it isa question of law, whether 
they amount to probable cause.” 
Hawley v. Butler, 54 Barb. (N. Y.) 
490, 498. 

54, Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 
192 Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Gambill v. Car- 
go, 151 Ala, 421, 43 S 866; Gambill 
v. Sehmuck, 131 Ala. 321, 31 S 604. 

D. C.—Carroll v. Parry, 43 App. 
363, AnnCas1916E 971. ; 

Ida.—Ludwig v. Ellis, 22 Ida. 475, 
126 P 769. 

Kan.—Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 
Woodson, 79 Kan. 567, 100 P 638, 

Ky.—Schneider v. MeGill, 64 SW 
835, 23 KyL 587. 

Md.—Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986; Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 
3838). 8b PANLLOS 9 
Fee eM cae v. Wall, 111 Mass. 

Mich.—Burbanks vy. Lepovsky, 134 
Mich. 384, 96 NW 456. 
he v. Toher, 14 Minn. 


Mont.—Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annot 


for the jury,°® except when the facts are undis- 


129; 155. P21143- 

Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. Y.—Thompson v. Fisk, 50 App. 
Div. 71, 68 NYS 352; Newman v. New 
York, ete., R. Co., 54 Hun 335, 7 NYS 
560; Robbins v. Robbins, 15 NYS 
215.0 Path. LS8eIN. BY es 5905 T33R NEP dias 
Shea v. Manhattan R. Co., 7 NYS 497 
[aff 8 NYS 332]. 

Pa.—Mikelberg Vv. Philadelphia 
Rapid Transit Co., 16 Pa. Dist. 906, 
34 Pa. Co. 425. 

Wash.—Eberhart v. Murphy, 188 P 
17; White v. Jansen, 81 Wash. 435, 
142 P 1140. 

Eng.—Baynes v. Brewster, 2 Q. B. 
375, 42 ECL 720, 114 Reprint 149; 
Davis v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 15 ECL 
618, 130 Reprint 1098 

55. Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 Colo. 
495). /10% By iri 19 Annas 6082 
United Cigar Stores Co. v. Young, 36 
App; 1¢D.Cs): 390 

56. Ky.—Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 
521, 209 SW 369, 8 ALR 642; Lan- 
Seb ae’ v. McKay, 103 Ky. 616, 45 SW 


Mich.—Schneider vy. Shepherd, 192 
Mich. 82, 158 NW 182, LRA1916& 
399; Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 
79 NW 481; Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 
347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 603; White 
v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 249, 55 NW 
843; Perry v. Sulier, 92 Mich. 72, 
52 NW 801; Huntington v. Gault, 81 
Mich. 144, 45 NW 970. 

Nebr.—Diers v. Mallon, 46 Nebr. 
121, 64 NW 722, 50 AmSR 598. 

N. J.—Mallery v. Erie R. Co., 86 
Ni Pe Ss 104 Dora Sa: 

N. Y.—Neil v. Thorn, 88 N. ¥. 270 
[rev 17 Hun 144]; Savage v. MeMil- 
lan, 37 App. Div. 103, 55 NYS 1055; 
Thorp vy. Carvalho, 14 Misc. 554, 36 
NYS 1. 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
63; Lentz v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
es Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 


57. West v. Baxendale, 9 C. B,’ 141, 
67 CL 141, 187 Reprint 140; Hailes 
v. Marks, 7 H. & N. 56, 158 Reprint 
391; Hill vi. Yates, 8 ‘Taunt: 182; 4 
ECL 100, 129 Reprint 353. 

58. Ky.—Klotz v. Cook, 184 Ky. 
735, 212 SW 917; Grau v. Forge, 183 
Ky. 521, 209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642. 

Mass.—Robinson vy. Van Auken, 190 
Mass. 161, 76 NE 601. 

Mich.—Firestone yv. Rice, 71 Mich. 
377, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266. 

Nebr.—Van Dorn v, Kimball, 100 
Nebr. 590, 160 NW 953. 

N. Y.—Snead v. Bonnoil, 166 N. Y. 
325, 59 NE 899; Grinnell v. Weston, 
95 App. Div. 454, 88 NYS 781, 15 NY 
AnnCas. 193; Thompson v. Fisk, 50 
App. Div. 71, 68 NYS 352; Newman 
v. New York, ete. R. Co., 54 Hun 
335, 7 NYS 560. 

Senne v. Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 
tee Renee v. Murphy, 188 P 


ations, same title, page and ncte number. 
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§§ 159-162] 


puted.®® 


[§ 160] d. Malice and Good Faith. As a gen- 
eral rule, the existence of malice is a question of 
fact for a jury,® as is also the question of whether 


defendant acted in good faith.*t 


[§ 161] e. Damages. The question of the amount 
of damages to be recovered is one particularly for 
‘the jury,®? as is the existence of particular elements 
It is for the jury to say whether the 


_ of damages.® 
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malice, oppression, or wantonness so as to warrant a 


[§ 162] 2. 


recovery in punitive damages.** 
Instructions—a. 
rules applicable generally to civil causes regulate 


In General. The 


instructions to the jury on the trial of an action for 


circumstances of an arrest and imprisonment show 


Eng.—Beckwith vy. Philby, 6 B. & 
C. 635, 138 ECL 287, 108 Reprint 585; 
Davis v. Russell, 5 Bing. 354, 15 
ECL 618, 130 Reprint 1098; Nichol- 
son v. Hardwick, 5 C. & P. 495, 24 
ECL 673. 

59. Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW 369, 3 ALR 642; Schneider 
v. Shepherd, 192 Mich. 82, 158 NW 
182, LRA1916F 399; Filer v. Smith, 
96. Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 
603; White v. McQueen, 96 Mich. 249, 
55 NW 8438; Burns v. Erben, 40 N. Y. 
463 [aff 24 N. Y. Super. 555, 26 HowPr 
273]; Savage v. McMillan, 37 App. 
Dive 1038, 26> UNYs 20555 2 Lentz sev: 
Raum, 59 Pa. Super. 260; Burford v. 
Richards, 58 Pa. Super. 8. 

60. Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Gambill v. Cargo, 
151 Ala. 421, 43° § 866; Fuqua v. 
Gambill, 140 Ala. 464, 37 S 235. 

Ga.—Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

Ill.— Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Pearce v. Needham, 37 Ill. A. 90. 

Kan.—Arkansas City Bank v. Mc- 
Dowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 52 P 56. 

Ky.—Read v. Shipley, 104 Sw 1001, 
31 KyL 1258; Lancaster v. Langston, 
36 SW 521, 18 KyL 299. 

Mich.—Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 
300, 79 NW 781. 

N. Y.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]; Rosen v. Stein, 54 
Hun 179, 7 NYS 368. 

Oh.—State v. Pate, 5 OhS&CP 732, 


7 OhNP 548. 

Pa.—Kessler v. Hoffman, 9 Pa. 
Dist. 365. 

Wash.—Parker v. Murphy, 47 


Wash. 558, 92 P 371. 

61. La Chance v. Berlin St. R. Co., 
(N. H.) 109 A 720; Bamble v. Keyes, 
(S. D.) 178 NW 870; Wedge v. Berke- 
ley, 6 A. & E. 663, 38 ECL 352, 112 
Reprint 256. 

62. U. S.—Weigel v. Brown, 194 
Fed. 652, 115 CCA 442. 

Ala.—Boshell v. Cunningham, 200 
Ala. 579, 76 S 9387; Oates v. McGlaun, 
145 Ala. 656, 39 S 607; Birming- 
ham Ledger Co. v. Buchanan, 10 Ala. 
A. 527, 65 S 667. 

Ill.—-Cox v. Rhodes Ave. Hospital, 
198 Ill. A. 82. 

Ind.—Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ind. 
A. 339, 99 NE 796; Harness v. Steele, 
159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 875. 

Iowa.—Spillett v. Clear Lake Boat- 
ine, etc., Co., 155 NW 822. 

Ky. —Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, AnnCas 
1916C 513; Scott v. Com., 93 SW 668, 
29 KyL 571. 

La.—Laffiitte v. New Orleans, etc., 
R. Co., 43 La. Ann. 34, 8 S 701, 12 
LRA 337. 

Me.—Dunsmore v. Pratt, 116 Me. 
22, 99 A 717; Gittredge v. Frothing- 
ham, 114 Me. 5387, 96 A 1063. 

Mich.—Schnider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 534; umford v. 
Starmont, 139 Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 
69 LRA 350; Friesenhan vy. Maines, 
137 Mich. 10, 100 NW 172. 

Minn, —Kelley v. Great Northern 
R. Co., 142 Minn. 492, 171 NW 276. 


Mo. ~“_punlevy Vi Wolferman, 106 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 
Nebr.—Van Dorn v. Kimball, 100 


Nebr. 590, 160 NW 953. 

N, J.—Ba dewitz v. West Jersey, 
etc., R.Co., 77 N.J.L. 800, 73 A 1117 
[aff 75 N. J. L. 268, 67 A 10671; Weer 
v. Erie R. Co., 71 'N. Aer liby 677, 60 A 
954. 


N. Y.—Craven v. Bloomingdale, 171 
N. Y. 439, 64 NE 169 [rev 54 App. Div. 
266, 66 NYS 525 (aff 30 Misc. 650, 64 
NYS 262)]; Biggs v. Schultz, 5 N. Y. 
56; Savage v. McMillan, 37 App. Div. 
103, 55 NYS 1055; Dodge v. Alger, 53 
N..Y. Super. 107. 

R. I.— Baker v. Tyler, 67 A 430. 

Tex.—Southwestern Portland Ce- 
ment Co. v. Reitzer, (Civ. A.) 135 SW 
237; Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. 
A. 269, 117 SW 463; Pincham v. Dick, 
30 Tex. Civ. A. 230, 70 SW 333. 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 
(57 Va.) 64. 

Wis.—Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 
18, 120 NW 393; Holz v. Rediske, 116 
Wis. 3538, 92 NW 1105. 

Ont.—Lyden v. McGee, 16 Ont. 105. 

{a] Erroneous instruction for sub- 
stantial damages.— An instruction 
that if the jury believed plaintiff had 
been falsely imprisoned they must 
assess substantial and not merely 
nominal damages was error.  Ber- 
geron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 377, 82 NW 
291, 80 AmSR 383. 

63. Ala.—Alabama Fuel, etc., Co. 
v. Rice, 187 Ala. 458, 65 S 402; Rich 
v. McInerny, 103 Ala. 345, 15 S 663, 


49 AmSR 32. 
Com., 93 SW 668, 29 


Ky.—Scott v. 
KyL 571. 

Mo.—Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (A) 
217 SW 997. 

N. Y.—Catlin v. Pond, 5 NE 41. 

Tex.—Pincham v. Dick, 30 Tex. Civ. 
A. 230, 70 SW 333. 

64, Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Gambill v. Cargo, 
151 Ala. 421, 43 'S 866. 

Conn.—Gibney v. Lewis, 68 Conn. 
392, 36° A 799. 

Ill.—Pearce v. Needham, 37 Ill. A. 
90. 

Minn.—Rauma y. Lamont, $82 Minn. 
477, 85 NW 236. 

N. C.—Beam v. Fuller,, 171 N. C. 
770, 88 SE 760. 

65. See generally Trial [38 Cye 
gee et seq]. 

6. D. C.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 
11 o Co 40n 
Ga.—Franklin v. Amerson, 118 Ga. 


860, 45 SE 698; Philadelphia Fire As- 
soc. v. Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 3 SE 
420. 


Ill.—Wood v. Olson, 117 Ill. A. 128. 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875. 

Kan.—Haglund v. Burdick State 
Bank, 100 Kan. 279, 164 P 167; At- 
chison, etc., R. Co. v. Woodson, 79 
Kan. 567, 100 P 633. 

Md.—Roth v. Shupp, 94 Md. 55, 50 
A 430. 

Mass.—Martin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 
549, 62 NE 977. 

Mich.—Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 
358, 100 NW 673, 101 NW 802, 109 
AmSR 684; Hendricks v. Haskins, 114 


Mich. 291, 72 NW 152. 

Mo.—Thompson v. Buchholz, 107 
Mo. A. 121, 81 SW 490. 

N. H.—Clark v. Tilton, 74 N. H. 
330, 68 A 335. 

N. Y.—Greene v. Fankhauser, 1387 


App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004; Murray 
vy. Friensberg, 15 NYS 450. 


Oh.—Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. 
CinweL ONatS woos 62 On. eCir.. Cob, 
453. 


Okl.—Hostettler v. Carter, 175 P 
244; Barnes v. Davis, 30 Okl. 511, 
120° P* 275. 

Pa.—De Long v. Lehigh Valley 
Transit Co., 59 Pa. Super. 363; Perry 


false imprisonment.® 
rules the language employed must substantially and 
clearly formulate the rules of law applicable to the 
issues,°® as raised by the pleadings and the evi- 


16 Gratt.. 


In accordance with these 


SS R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 
9) . 


Tex.—Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 
112, 17 SW 772; Houston, etc., R. Co. 
v. Roberson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 822; 
Parham v. Shockler, (Civ. A.) 73 SW 
839;. Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 29 
Tex. Civs) A. 264, 68 SW 881; Joske 
v. Irvine, (Civ. A.) 43 SW 278. 

Vt.— Tenney v. Smith, 63 Vt. 520, 
22 A 659. 

Va.—Sands v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384, 
101 SE 569; Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72. 

Ieng.—Symm y. Fraser, 3 F. & F. 
859; Hall_v. Semple, 3 F. & F. 387; 
Scott v. Wakem, 3 F. & F. 328. 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 

Ont. —Rogers v. Van Valkenburgh, 
ZOMG HE Ove Bs 2208 

fa] Instructions sustained.—(1) 
Liability of’ an attorney if he di- 
rected or advised the arrest. Phila- 
delphia F. Assoc. v. Fleming, 78 Ga. 
733, 3 SE 420. (2) Liability for act 
of sheriff. Haglund v. Burdick State 
Bank, 100 Kan. 279, 164 P 167. (3) 
Defining malice. Bolton v. Vellines, 
94 Va. 398, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 
(4) Defining probable cause. White 
v. Jansen, 81 Wash. 435, 142 P 1140. 
(5) Malice and probable cause. Sands 
v. Norvell, 126 Va. 384,101 SE 569. (6) 
Joint tort-feasors. Harness v. Steele, 
159 Ind. 286, 64 NIX 875. (7) Deten- 
tion after legal arrest. Sands v. Nor- 
vell, 126 Va. 384, 101 SE 569. (8) 
Arrest for drunkenness. Parham v. 
Shockler, (Tex. Civ. A.} 73 SW 839. 
(9) Justification for arrest without 
warrant. Harris vy. Terminal R. 
Assoc., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 686. (10) 
Implied authority of agent. Carmody 
v. St. Louis Transit Co.,-122 Mo. A. 
338, 99 SW 495. (11) Defining liabil- 
ity of railroad for acts of its em- 
ployee. Philadeiphia, ete., R. Co. v. 
Crawford, 112 Md. 508, 77 A 278. 
(12) Action against justice of the 
peace for an alleged sentence with- 
out trial and excessive sentence. 
Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 358, 100 
NW 673, 101 NW 802, 109 AmSR 
634. (13) Liability of sheriff making 
an arrest in alleged connivance with 
another. Hendricks v. Haskins, 114 
Mich. 291, 72 NW 152. (14) Where 
plaintiff was forcibly ejected from a 
street car, placed in the custody of 
the police, taken through the streets 
to police headquarters, and subse- 
quently discharged after hearing. De 
Long v. Lehigh Valley Transit Co., 
59 Pa. Super. 3638. (15) Effect on the 
civil action for damages of an un- 
reversed conviction on the charge for 
which plaintiff was arrested. Perry 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 41 Pa. Super. 
591. (16) Contrasting the effect of 
good faith and the lack of probable 
cause. Barnes v. Davis, 30 Okl. 511, 
120 P 275. (17) Limiting effect of 
evidence of plaintiff’s reputation. 
Drummond vy. Henderson, 62 Oh. St. 
136, 56 NE 650. (18) Regarding 
character of plaintiff. Wolf v. Perry- 
man, 82 Tex. 112, 17 SW 772. (19) 
Physician’s liability in imposing ré- 
straint on patient suffering from de- 
lirium tremens. Scott v. Wakem, 8 
F. & F. 328. (20) #Physician’s ‘lia- 
bility for issuing lunacy certificate. 
Hall v. Semple, 3 F. & F. 387. (21) 
Physician’s liability for acts of nurses 
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dence.** Instructions must not be 


who placed patient under restraint. 
Symm v. Fraser, 3 F. & F. 859. (22) 
On confinement in insane asylum. 
Frey v. Barr, 28 Pa. Dist. 570. 

[b] Requests properly refused.— 
(1) Generally. Whittaker v. Sanford, 
110 Me. 77, 85 A 399, AnnCas1914B 
1202; Dixon v. New England R. Co., 
179 Mass. 242, 60 NE 581; Vest v. 
S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 
165; Davis v. Chicago, etc, R. Co., 
192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826; Weh- 
meyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 
130 SW 681; Hostettler v. Carter, 
(Okl.) 175 P 244; Kress v. Lawrence, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 162 SW 448; Perkins 
Bros. Co. v. Anderson, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
155 SW 556; Rucker v. Barker, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 151 SW 871; Allen v. Lopin- 
sky, 81 W. Va. 13, 94 SE 369; Clai- 
borne v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 46 
W. Va. 363, 33 SE 262. (2) A request, 
where defendant justice.committed 
plaintiff on a warrant but without a 
hearing, that such commitment was 
on a void warrant. Roth v. Shupp, 
94 Md. 55, 50 A 4380. (3) A request 
to find that “plaintiff was illegally 
imprisoned.”” Roth v. Shupp, 94 Md. 
55, 50 A 430. (4) Where plaintiff, 
suspected of theft, surrounded by de- 
fendant’s employees, was told she 
must be searched, and submitted 
thereto, request that if the jury be- 
lieved she was at liberty to leave 
the store at any moment, as testified 
by certain witnesses, they must find 
for defendant. Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 
App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 
N. Y. 375, 62 NE 424].. (5). Where 
defendant’s agent telephoned to the 
officer that he had ‘‘two hobos,’”’ and 
the agent testified that he had them 
arrested because he thought they 
trespasserg and the officer 
charged them with unlawfully board- 
ing a freight train, it was proper to 
refuse to charge that, if the jury 
found that the agent requested the 
officer to arrest plaintiffs as vagrants, 
and afterward the officer changed the 
charge to that of unlawfully riding 
on a freight car, without the agent’s 
knowledge, and held and imprisoned 
them on such last named charge, 
they will find in favor of defendant. 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 29 Tex. 
Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 831. (6) Where 
plaintiff's requeSts made no discrim- 
ination between the liability of the 
defendants, one being a deputy sheriff 
and the other a private person. 
Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 54 A 
986. (7) Request that the jury 
should fully consider the evidence as 
to good faith without stating the pur- 
pose therefor. Bacon v. Bacon, 76 
-Miss. 458, 24 S 968. (8) Request that 
if officers who arrested plaintiff at de- 
fendant’s direction suspected that 
_plaintiff had committed a felony, de- 
fendant was not liable. Thompson 
v. Buchholz, 107 Mo. A. 121, 81 SW 
490. (9) A requested instruction 
that if a skirt worn by the plaintiff at 
the time of her arrest had been 
stolen, and had afterward come into 
the possession of plaintiff, and she 
was informed before being arrested 
that the skirt had been stolen, and 
she made no offer to return it, she 
was guilty of a felony for which she 
could lawfully be arrested. Jester v. 
Lipman, 40 Or. 408, 67 P 102. (10) 
Requests based on unpleaded de- 
fenses. Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72. (11) Request, in an ac- 
tion for ejection of passenger after 
refusal to pay fare, that if plaintiff 
refused to pay the fare demanded for 
the purpose of being put off the car, 
that he might make the expulsion the 
basis of a suit for damages. Carmody 
v. St. Louis Transit Co., 122 Mo. A. 
338, 99 SW 495. (12) A requested in- 
struction justifying an arrest be- 
cause of a statutory provision au- 
thorizing arrest by private persons 
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misleading ®* or | unsupported by 


must call the attention of the jury 
to all of the facts which must he 
made to appear to constitute a justi- 
fication. Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont. 504, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 988. 

{[c] Erroneous requests properly 
modified.—(1) Generally. Bright v. 
Patton, 16 D. C. 534, 60 AmR 396; 
Burroughs vy. Eastman, 101 Mich. 419, 
59 NW 817, 45 AmSR 419, 24 LRA 
859; Bacon v. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 24 
S 968; Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 
155 P 1113; Gillingham v. Ohio River 
R. Co., 35 W. Va. 588, 14*SH 243, 29 
AmSR 827, 14 LRA 798. (2) Request- 
ed instructions relieving defendant of 
liability, unless he participated in su- 
ing out illegal warrants, should be 
properly modified, so as to charge 
defendant for any later complicity in 
the continued wrongful imprison- 
ment, although not active in the orig- 
inal wrongful arrest. Monson v. 
Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 97. (3) . Where 
physicians falsely certified to plain- 
tiff’'s insanity, a requested charge on 
the issue of malice, that if the evi- 
dence fails to satisfy the jury they 
should find tor defendant on “this al- 
legation in the declaration” was cor- 
rectly modified by the court adding 
that this of itself should not bar re- 
covery for actual damages if plain- 
tiff is entitled to recover them. Bacon 
v. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 24 S 968/ (4) 
An instruction as to the effect of the 
voluntary submission of plaintiff to 
restraint is properly modified to in- 
clude the element of submission to 
the threatened and reasonably appre- 
hended use of force. Bingham v. 
Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 98. 

[dad] Presumption of fact.—It was 
held improper for the court to in- 
struct the jury that the law presumes 
that an officer having custody of a 
person will protect him in his lawful 
rights, since such presumption, if it 
exists, is a matter of fact rather than 


of law. Southwestern Portland Ce- 
ment Co. v. Reitzer, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
135 SW 237. 


67. Ga.—Franklin v. Amerson, 118 
Ga. 860, 45 SE 698; Southern R. Co. 
v. Gresham, i114 Ga. 183, 39 SE 883. 

Ind.—Carey v. Sheets, 60 Ind. 17: 
Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ind. A. 339, 
99 NE 796. 

Iowa.—Stewart v. Feeley, 118 Iowa 
524, 92 NW 670. 

Kan.-—Zimmerman v. Knox, 34 Kan. 
245, 8 P 104. 

Mo.—Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 99 SW 495. 
Hemet ford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 

Tex.—Kress v. Lawrence, (Civ. A.) 


162 SW 448; Houston, ete, R. Co. 
v. Roberson, (Civ. A.) 1388 SW 822. 
Wash.—Hayes v. Hutchinson, 81 


Wash. 394, 142 P 865. 

{a] Instructions as to malice and 
want of probable cause are properly 
given when in issue. Arkansas City 
Bank v. McDowell, 7 Kan. A. 568, 
52 P 56. 

[b] Where declaration alleged con- 
spiracy, but the evidence did not sus- 
tain the allegation, it was proper to 
so instruct the jury. Burford v. 
Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 137. 

[ec] Tllustrations.—(1) Evidence 
that a road officer of a street railroad 
company threatened a passenger with 
a controller handle of the car, and 
that the passenger was forcibly re- 
moved from a seat near the front of 
the car to the back platform, was 
sufficient to justify an instruction as 
to the company’s liability if its serv- 
ants threatened and put plaintiff in 
peril of his life and of great bodily 
harm and compelled him to leave the 
car. Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122° Mo. A. 388; 99 SW 495. (2) 
In an action against a railway com- 
pany, its local commercial agent, and 
an officer employed by the company, 
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the evidence ®® or outside of the 


evidence that while plaintiff agreed 
to take a trip with the officer, when 
the time came for starting, he refused 
to go and was compelled to go, justi- 
fied a charge that the officer in taking 
plaintiff on the trip to various sta- 
tions was falsely imprisoning plain- 
tiff. Houston, ete., R. Co. v. Rober- 
son, (Tex. Civ. A.) 138 SW 822. 

68. Ga.—Blocker v. Clark, 126 Ga. 
484, 54 SE 1022, 7 LRANS 268, 8 Ann 
Cas 31. 

Mich.—Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 
55> NW 999, 35 AmSR 608. 

Mo.-—Vest v. S. S. Kresge Co., (A) 
213 SW 165. 

N. J.—Shaefer v. Smith, 92 N. J. 
L. 267, 106 A 21. 

Utah.—Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366. 

[a] Misleading instruction held er- 
ror.—(1) An instruction is mislead- 
ing which states that if defendant 
had good reason to, and in good faith 
did, believe that plaintiff was guilty 
of adultery, he was warranted in 
making the arrest on such charge and 
holding him therefor, since a prose- 
cution for adultery can be instituted 
only by the husband or wife of one 
of the guilty persons, and an officer, 
whatever his suspicions may be, has 
no right to make such an arrest. Filer 
v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 55 NW 999, 
35 AmSR 603. (2) An instruction 
that all persons issuing, procuring, or 
serving void process under which 
plaintiff was arrested were liable 
was held erroneous on appeal for 
failure to include the qualification 
that a mere complainant was entitled 
to exemption, and therefore was not 
liable on the same ground as the 
others. Smith v. Clark, 37 Utah 116, 
106 P 653, 26 LRANS 953, AnnCas 
1912B 1366.. (3) It was error to 
charge no written complaint neces- 
sary to justify 
rant by a justice of the peace. Shaef- 
er v. Smith,,92 N. J. Le. 267, 106vA 23. 

[b] Held not misleading.—Cooper 
v. Johnson, 81 Mo. 483 (use of word 
“countenanced”). 

[c] Misdirection as to probable 
cause.—Craven v. Bloomingdale, 30 
Mise. 650, 64 NYS 262 [aff 54 App. 
Div. 266, 66 NYS 525 (rev on other 
grounds 171 N. Y. 439, 64 NE 169)]; 
Gibbons v. Alison, 3 C. B. 181, 54 ECL 
181, 1386 Reprint 73; Grant v. Moser, 
ae & G. 123, 44 ECL 74, 134 Reprint 

69. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740; Gam- 
ble v. Keyes, (S. D.) 178 NW 870; 
Southwestern Portland Cement Co. v. 
Reitzer, (Tex. Civ. A.) 135) SW) 23% 

[a] Tllustrations—(1) In an ac- 
tion for an unlawful arrest and as- 
sault, an instruction that the com- 
pany had a right to exercise reason- 
able care to protect the property of 
the true owner, inadvertently mislaid 
or lost on its premises, and that if 
defendant only endeavored to obtain 
from plaintiff the valuables so founda, 
to keep them for the true owner, their 
request was not unreasonable, and 
defendant had the right to eject 
plaintiff on his refusal to comply 
with their requests, using such force 
as was necessary, iS erroneous, as 
not supported by the evidence, since 
the assault was not committed for 
the purpose of ejecting plaintiff 
from the premises, but in an unlaw- 
ful arrest. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. (2) 
Plaintiff was arrested while carrying 
away a box of tools. There was no 
evidence that the tools in the box had 
been stolen, and certain tools that 
had been stolen had been recovered 
and had been in the possession of de- 
fendant’s agents before the arrest 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


issuance of a war-, 
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issues,7° 
been charged in substance.7? 


[§ 163] b. Damages. 


was made, and were retained in de- 
fendant’s possession and not carried 
with plaintiff to the magistrate. 
There was, therefore, no evidence to 
authorize a charge embodying Code 
Cr. Proc. art 364, providing that all 
persons have a right to prevent theft 
by seizing any personal property 
which has been stolen and bring- 
ing it, with the supposed offender, 
before a magistrate. Southwestern 
Portland Cement Co. v. Reitzer, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 135 SW. 237. (3) Where 
there was no evidence that estab- 
lished any injury to plaintiff’s good 
name among her friends and asso- 
ciates by reason of her illegal ar- 
rest, the question of damages result- 
ing from such injury should not be 
submitted to the jury. Gamble v. 
Keyes, (S. D.) 178 NW 870. 

70. Stewart v. Feeley, 118 Iowa 
524, 92 NW 670; Barabasz v. Kabat, 
86 Md. 23, 37 A 720; Stearns v. Op- 
penheim, 146 App. Div. 651, 131 NYS 
Zwickert v. Brooklyn Heights 
R.* Co., 127 App. Div. 204, .111-NYS 


Tllustrations.—(1) Where de- 
fendant, a police officer, pleaded in 
justification that he arrested plain- 
tiff without a warrant under the au- 
thority of a city warrant requiring 
officers to arrest all suspicious char- 
acters wandering about the city or 
who cannot give satisfactory explana- 
tions, an instruction defining ‘‘va- 
grancy” under the general state law 
and the right of officers to arrest 
vagrants is erroneous as outside the 
issues. Stewart v. Feeley, 118 Iowa 
524, 92 NW 670. (2) An instruction 
that if defendant had _ reasonable 
grounds to believe that plaintiff was 
without visible calling by which to 
maintain himself, and defendant 
acted in good faith in making the 
arrest, was outside the issues. Stew- 
art v. Feeley, 118 Iowa 524, 92 NW 
670. (3) Where there is no ques- 
tion as to the illegality of the arrest, 
but the issue is on defendant’s con- 
nection therewith, an _ instruction 
that, if defendant .makes no claim 
that there was any crime committed 
by plaintiff, the simple question is 
whether there was or was not an im- 
prisonment and restraint of plaintiff’s 
person, is erroneous. Zwickert v. 
Brooklyn Heights R. Co., 127 App. 
Div. 304, 111 NYS 480. 

{b] ‘Partly within and partly with- 
out scope of employment.—Where 


plaintiff's wife was wrongfully ar- 


rested by officers at the instigation of 
defendant’s employee acting beyond 
the scope of his employment, an in- 
struction which did not distinguish 
between injuries caused by defend- 
ant’s agent’s act in pushing plaintiff's 
wife from a church door, for which 
defendant would have been liable, and 
those caused by the arrest, for which 
defendant would not have been liable, 
was reversible error. Barabasz v. Ka- 
bat, 86 Md. 23, 37 A 720. 

71. New York, etc., R. Co. v. Wal- 
dron, 116 Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502; Schultz v. Greenwood 
Cemetery, 190 N. Y. 276, 88 NE 41; 
De Silve v. New York Cent. R. Co., 
182)" App.* Divs 497, 2169" NYS. 924; 
Greene v. Fankhauser, 137 App. Div. 
124, 121 NYS 1004. 

[a] Error to refuse requests.—(1) 
Where plaintiff was arrested for re- 
fusing to deliver up defendant’s auto- 


It is error to refuse to charge requests 
which are correct propositions of law,’1 but it is 
not error to refuse to charge what has previously 
The charge must be 
read in the light of the evidence that has been re- 
ceived 7* and construed in its entirety.” 

The court should instruct 
the jury fully on the question of damages according 
to the facts,*> and must not leave the jury to infer 
a right to be governed by their arbitrary discretion 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


ings.78 


mobile which plaintiff's employees 
had taken from the street, and which 
plaintiff was holding for payment 
of a debt owing from defendant, al- 
though plaintiff had no lien thereon, 
and defendant claimed that plaintiff 
was guilty of a felony, it was error 
to refuse a charge that plaintiff had 
no lien upon the car and no right to 
retain possession of it, because de- 
fendant owed him money, although 
plaintiff's attorney at the commence- 
ment of the trial conceded those 
facts, since the jury might have lost 
sight of such concession during the 
trial, and may not have fully under- 
stood that it was binding upon plain- 
tiff, and was a correct rule of law 
under which plaintiff had no right to 
retain the car. Greene v. Fankhauser, 
137 App. Div. 124, 121 NYS 1004. (2) 
Whether or not plaintiff made an ad- 
mission of guilt at time of arrest is 
a question for the jury, and the re- 
fusal of the court to charge the jury 
on this point, when requested, is er- 
ror. Schultz v. Greenwood Cemetery, 
190 N. Y. 276, 88 NE 41. 

[b] Request erroneously refused 
as abstract.—False imprisonment of 
a passenger constitutes ‘personal in- 
jury,’ so that, in an action for im- 
prisonment, a prayer, directing that 
it was the carrier’s duty to use all 
reasonable care to protect plaintiff 
from personal injury and insult, was 
not abstract. New York, etc., R. Co. 
v. Waldron, 116 Md. 441, 82 A 709, 39 
LRANS 502. 

72. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1063;,Bacon v. Bacon, 
76 Miss. 458, 24 S 968. 

73. Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 
363, 67 P 98. 

[aS Reason for rule.—Instructions, 
although too broad when standing 
alone, must be interpreted in view of 
the evidence, and may be correct 
when so interpreted. Bingham v. 
Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 98. 

74, I1l.—Siegel v. Connor, 171 Ill. 
572, 49 NE 728; Coolahan v. Field, 159 
Ill. A. 466. 

Ind.—Harness vy. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875. 

N. Y.—Murray v. Friensberg, 15 

Snoyenbos, 


NYS 450. 

Wis.—Nelson  v. 155 
Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. 

Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 58, 3 WestLR 532. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sitoat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295; 
Maddox v. Murphy, 27 N. B. 263. 

“The whole of the charge has to be 
read together, and although certain 
sentences, if taken alone, might seem 
objectionable, when their meaning is 
properly explained as in this case, I 
do not think they should be held as 
misdirection.” Sinclair v. Ruddell, 
supra. 

75. Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 
64 NE 875; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. 
Give Ages eelod ws Wie COL mda yess V7. 
Hutchinson, 81 Wash. 394, 142 P 865; 
Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 589, 82 
SE 503, AnnCas1914C 519. 

[a] For example (1) an instruc- 
tion defining the measure of damages 
to which separate plaintiffs were en- 
titled should he given. Taylor v. 
Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. A. 338, 133 SW 
301. (2) An instruction which tells 
the jury in what cases punitive dam- 
ages are recoverable, making no 
mention of any other kind of dam- 


in lieu of the facts in proof.7é 
though they state correctly general principles of 
law, have been held erroneous because they were 
too broad when applied to the facts of the case 
they were intended to cover’ and to the plead- 
It is not error to refuse to charge requests 
that are not applicable to the facts of the case, al- 
though the requested instruction as an abstract 
proposition states a correct rule of law.7® A request 
only partly correct is properly modified.®° 
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Instructions, al- 


The in- 


ages, leaves the jury to infer that 
the case they are considering be- 
longs to such class. Claiborne v. 
Chesapeake, etce., R. Co., 46 W. Va. 
363, 33 SE 262. 


[b] Correct charge (1) as to spe- 
cial damage. Joske v. Irvine, (Tex. 
Civese AY) MASS Wi eZT8s (2) As to 


measure of damages. Bolton v. Vel- 
nee 94 Va. 393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 
37. 

76. Girdner v. Taylor, 6 Heisk.. 
(Tenn.) 244; Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. 


Va. 589, 82 SE 503, AnnCasl1916C 
519. 
[a] Held misleading.—That if the 


jury found for plaintiff, the amount 
was entirely for them and might be 
anywhere between the amount sued 
for and one cent. Howell v. Wysor, 
74 W. Va. 589, 82 SE 503, AnnCas 
3916C 519. 

77. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Den-" 
nington, 172 Ky. 326, 189 SW 217. 

[a] Held error.—‘‘The instruction 
on the measure of damages au- 
thorizes a finding of damages for 
both mental and physical suffering, 
It does not appear that plaintiff’s 
arrest was accompanied by unneces- 
sary force, or that, while being de- 
tained, he was subjected to any 
bodily suffering or physical pain. Un- 
der the circumstances, therefore, 
damages for physical suffering were 
not recoverable, and the instruction 
on the measure of damages was erro- 
neous.” Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Den- 


np U2 esKynet 32655 LSI EIS Wi 
[b] Supported by evidence.—(1) 


Where plaintiff testified that he con- 
sidered his detention a disgrace to 
himself and to his wife and children, 
an instruction allowing the jury to 
consider, in computing  plaintiff’s 
damages, his sense of shame, loss 
of social reputation, ete., is support- 
ed by the evidence. Hayes v. Hut- 
chinson, 81 Wash. 394, 142 P 865. (2) 
An instruction that, in assessing 
plaintiff's damages, on finding for 
him the jury might consider any in- 
juries inflicted upon him, the pain’ 
incident thereto, and his humiliation,’ 
was not improper, as assuming facts. 
St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Hudson, 95 
Ark. 506, 130 SW 534. 

{c] Held not prejudicial—In an 
action for false imprisonment the 
giving of an instruction authorizing: 
recovery for bodily pain, if any, suf- 
fered by plaintiff from his imprison- 
ment was not prejudicial, although 
there was no evidence that any vio- 
lence’ was used against plaintiff, 
where the instructions, taken, to- 
gether, clearly stated that the actual 
damages, if any, should be based on 
the extent of physicdl and mental 
pain, if any, suffered by plaintiff. 
Spillett v. Clear Lake Boating, etce., 
Co., (Iowa) 155 NW 822. 

78. Bergeron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 
377, 82 NW 291, 80 AmSR 33. 

[a] Where no special damages 
were alleged, it was error to instruct 
the jury to asses a sum which would 
fairly compensate plaintiff for the in- 
jury, if any, to his reputation. Ber- 
geron v. Peyton, 106 Wis. 377, 82 NW 
291, 80 AmSR 33. 

79. Kittredge v. Frothingham, 114 
Me. 537, 96 A 1068. 

g0. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 35 
A 1089; Pincham v. Dick, 30 Tex, 
Civ. A. 230, 70 SW 333. 
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structions must not be misleading.®! 
on the question of exemplary damages must be sup- 
ported by the pleadings and the evidence.*? 
grounds for the award of punitive damages should 
be stated 8° and the effect of matter in mitigation 
Instructions must not authorize a dou- 


explained.** 


ble punishment for the same wrong. 
for damages sufficiently punitive, to further in- 
struct jury to add a sum as punitive damages is er- 
ror; but, if justified by the evidence, it is proper to 
instruct that if the jury find the compensatory dam- 
ages as ascertained by them not sufficiently punitive 
as to defendant’s wrongful conduct, they may in- 
crease the sum until it becomes punitive.%® 
ease of joinder the judge should submit to the jury 
two issues not only as to the respective causes of 
action but also as to the respective damages there- 


for.86 
[§ 164] 


3. Verdict and Findings.87 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Instructions 


The 


If they call | no standing to 


sistency.?° 


not inconsistent 
tiff 24 

In a 
review of civil 
or writ of error 
imprisonment.°? 
prejudicial error 
Where each 


of several defendants is liable for the same wrong, 


81. Bacon vy. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 
24 S 968; Vest v. S. S. Kresge: Co., 
(Mo. A.) 213 SW 165; Pincham v. 
Dick, 20 Tex. Civ. A. 230, 70 SW 
333; Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 
61 W. Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 LRANS 
993; and cases: infra this note. 

fa] Misleading instructions.—(1) 
Use of term “just cause’ instead of 
“probable cause.” Davis v. Chesa- 
peake, etc., R. Co., 61 W. Va. 246, 56 
SE 400, 9 LRANS 993. (2) A re- 
quested instruction authorizing a re- 
covery of any sum incurred or paid 
by plaintiff for medical attention 
made necessary by the false impri- 
sonment. Pincham vy. Dick, 30 Tex. 
Civ. A. 230, 70 SW. 333. (3) A re- 
quested instruction that the jury 
should fully consider the evidence as 
to good faith was properly refused 
where it did not state the purpose for 
which it was to be ecnsidered, name- 
ly, in mitigation of damages. Bacon 
v. Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 24 S 968. 

{[b] Instructions held not mislead- 
ing.—Stating form of verdict in case 
of finding against both defendants cr 
in favor of one and against the other. 
Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 
875. 

{[c] Held not to sanction punitive 
damages.—An instruction in an ac- 
tion for damages for false imprison- 
ment that, in considering the amount 
of damages awarded, the jury might 
consider plaintiff's mental suffering, 
if any, also her sense of shame and 
humiliation, and wrongful acts, if 
any, committed against her, and 
award such damages as are shown by 
a preponderance of the evidence, did 
not authorize punitive damages. 
Ayres v. Harmon, 56 Ind. A. 436, 104 
NE 315. 

82. Panjiris v. Hartman, 196 Mo. 
539, 94 SW 270; Clissold v. Machell, 
Gm Uce Cr Oi Ena ae 

[a]. Evidence (1) that the arrest 
complained of was made through 
mistake and resulted in only a gen- 
tle and brief detention of plaintiff 
will not warrant a charge on vindic- 
tive damages. Pincham v. Dick, 30 
exsG@iv. Aly 230/70 SW. deo. 7aG2) eA 
instruction that the jury were at lib- 
erty to award exemplary damages 
was justified, where the evidence es- 
tablished that one of defendants had 
used insulting language while exam- 
inging plaintiff as a magistrate. Clis- 
sola v. Machell, 26 U. C. Q. B. 422. 

83. Craven v. Bloomingdale, 171 N. 
Y. 439, 64 NE 169; Lewine v. Inter- 
borough Ravid Transit Co., 61 Misc. 
hits ALS PN WiISueL Ds 

[a] For example, an instruction 
that if plaintiff was falsely impri- 
soned he is entitled to punitive dam- 
ages is erroneous unless qualified by 
statement that the tort must have 


been wanton or malicious. Craven v. 
Bloomingdale, 171 N. Y. 489, 64 NE 
169; Lewine v. Interborough Rapid 
pp atti Co., 61 Mise. 77,/113 NYS 
1 


{b] Instructions sustained.—Bir- 
mingham Ledger Co. v. Buchanan, 10 
Ala. A. 527, 65 S 667; Hutchinson v. 
pitas wes Oil Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 

{e] 
tion in an action for false imprison; 
ment authorizing the jury to award® 
exemplary damages as a warning to 
defendant and all others not to com- 
mit in the future such wrongs was 
erroneous. Schneider v. McGill, 64 
SW 8385, 23 KyL 587. 

{d] Instruction on malice must be 


Eeld erroneous.—An instruc- 


given when punitive damages are 
asked. Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. 
A.) 217 SW 997. 

84 Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 


Mo, A. 197, 130 SW 681; Gamble v. 
Keyes, (S. D.) 178 NW 870; Pincham 
egos 30: Tex. Civ. A. 230, 70 SW 
oo. 

{a] Tllustrations.—(1) Where, in 
an action based on the arrest of 
plaintiff on the charge of false pre- 
tenses, the evidence showed that 
plaintiff was not guilty of any of- 
fense, and there was Slight evidence 
that his conduct was such as to re- 
pel the idea that defendant acted 
with malice or wantonness in causing 
his arrest, the court in submitting 
the issue of punitive damages must 
require the jury to consider plantiff’s 
conduct in mitigation. Wehmayer v. 
Mulvihill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 
681. (2) An instruction that good 
faith in the arrest or honest belief 
in guilt could not be considered as 
lessening actual damages where an 
innocent party has been arrested, a 
concluding clause, stating that an 
honest claim of reasonable or proba- 
ble cause might be considered in mit- 
igation in determining the amount of 
punitive damages, if any, was erro- 
neous and misleading, since it would 
lead the jury to understand that good 
faith and probable cause could only 
be considered in mitigation of puni- 
tive damages; whereas, if good faith 
and probable cause existed, there 
should be no punitive damages. Vest 
Mees S. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 
165. 

85. Claiborne v. Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co., 46 W. Va. 363, 33 SE 262. 

6. Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
133 N. C. 418, 45 SEH 826 (dictum). 
16a] Generally see Trial [38 Cyc 

88. Bath v. Metcalf, 145 Mass. 274, 
14 NE 133, 1 AmMSR 455. 


89. Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 
3863, 67 P 98. 
[a] Rule applied.—Where in an) 


[§§ 163-165 


a verdict may properly be found against each of 
them and against all of them jointly,®* or against 
any or all of defendants.®® 
both of two defendants were liable if either was 
liable, but a verdict was found in favor of one and 
against the other, it was held that the latter had 


And in a ease where 


object on account of the incon- 


An answer to a special interrogatory 
referring only to a portion of the evidence as to 
probable cause is not conclusive as to the entire 
question, and, although favorable to defendant, is 


with a general verdict for plain- 


[§ 165] I. Review. The general rules as to the 


actions in proceedings by appeal 
are applicable to actions for false 
A judgment may be reversed for 
as to the instructions,®* admission 


of evidence,®* submission of issues to the jury,®> or 


action for false imprisonment, the 
complaint charges a conspiracy be- 
tween joint defendants, and the court 
charges that plaintiff cannot recover 
unless a conspiracy is proved, never- 
theless a verdict against one of de- 
fendants, who was the principal, and 
not against the others, who were 
managing agents of the principal, 
does not render the verdict void. 
Bingham y. Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 


Joint liability see supra § 69. 

90. Burroughs v. Eastman, 101 
Mich. 419, 59 NW 817, 45 AmSR 419, 
24 LRA 859. 


ve} 
oo 


91. Eberhart v. Murphy, (Wash.) 
L388. SP este: 
92. Stearns v. Oppenheim, 146 


App. Div. 651, 131 NYS 533; Klauder 
v. Gabriels, 147 NYS 862. See cases 
infra this and following notes. 

[a] Exceptions necessary to re- 
view judge’s charge. Bulmer v. 
O’Sullivan, 28 N. S. 406. 

Review generally see Appeal and 
BEirrors3'Cede pe25b. 

93. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740; Davis 
v. Chesapeake, ete, R. Co. 61 W. 
Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 LRANS 993; 
Claiborne v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 
46 W. Va. 363,'°83 Shi 262. 

Instructions see supra §§ 162, 163. 


94 Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 
Crawford,.112 Md. 508, 77 A 278; 
George v. Norfolk, ete, R. Co. 78 


W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036; Schoette v. 
Drake, 139 Wis. 18, 120 NW 393. 

{a] Tlustrations.—(1) In a suit 
against a railroad for false impris- 
onment, a question put to one of 
defendzant’s witnesses and calling for 
his opinion as to whether or not the 
employee that made the arrest was 
then acting within the scope of his 
employment was wronely admitted, 
and such admission was reversibl- 
error. Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 
Crawford, 112 Md. 508, 77.A 278. (2) 
Where the court excluded evidence 
which had no bearing on justification, 
but was competent and relevant on 
the issue of damages, such exclusion 
was reversible error. George v. Nor- 
folk, ete., R. Co.,78 W. Wa. 345, 88 
SE 1036; Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 
Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. 

Admissibility of evidence see supra 
§§ 147-155. 

95. Grau v. Forge, 183 Ky. 521, 
209 SW_ 369, 3 ALR 642; Curry v. 
Traver-Bird Co., 167 Mich. 17, 132 
NW 468; Rosendale v. Market Square 
Dry Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 189: 
Schoette v. Drake, 139 Wis. 18, 120 
NW 398. 

{a]_ Issue shovld have been sub- 
mitted to jury.—‘Plaintiff must be 
given the benefit of every inference 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


the general conduct cf the trial.°* 
supported by the evidence will be set aside.®” 


judgment will not ordinarily be 


matter resting within the discretion of the trial 
court °* nor for an error not appearing upon the 
face of the record,®® or which has been waived by the 
appellant at the trial,1 or which is not prejudicial 
Where defendant is suc- 


to the party appealing.? 


that a jury can reasonably draw 
from the evidence. ... And the evi- 
dence in plaintiff's favor must be 
taken as true.” So where defendant 
arrested plaintiff on a charge of 
theft, rejecting all his offers to es- 
tablish his honesty and acting en- 
tirely on the word of an employee, 
.the court made a reversible error in 
sustaining a demurrer by defendant. 
Rosendale v. Market Square Dry 
Goods Co., (Mo. A.) 213 SW 169, 172. 

Questions of law and fact see 
supra §§ 157-161. 

§ ee aimee ee of evidence see supra 

96. Hopper v. Clark, 40 N. B. 568, 
10 EastLR 305. 

{a] MNllustration.— Where defend- 
ants sought to justify their act in 
arresting plaintiff, who was the 
manager of a hotel, without a war- 
rant on ground that plaintiff was the 
keeper of a bawdyhouse within the 
meaning of the statute and the jury 
were asked: “Might the plaintiff rea- 
sonably from her observations and 
opportunities of observation of the 
people resorting to the hotel have 
come to the conclusion that a num- 
ber of such persons were of ill- 
repute?” and answered: ‘We don’t 
know,” a new .trial will be granted 
for failure to answer the question 
submitted. Hopper v. Clark, 40 N. B. 
568, 10 EastLR 305. 

97. Page Ww. Miller, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
663, 6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 676; Parham v. 
Shockler, (Tex. Civ. A.) 73 SW 839; 
McKain v. Baltimore, etc. R. Co., 
65 W. Va. 233, 64 SE 18, 131 AmSR 
964, 23 LRANS 289, 17 AnnCas 634. 


[a] Dilustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff was arrested for the pur- 
pose of intimidating him, and the 


evidence showed further that the ar- 
rest was procured wrongfully and 
without probable cause, a verdict for 
the defendant will be set aside as 
against the weight .of evidence. 
Page v. Miller, 13 Oh. Cir. Ct. 663, 
6 Oh. Cir. Dec. 676. (2) In a suit 
for false imprisonment against a 
marshal and his sureties, where the 
complaint alleged that the marshal 
had executed a bond with the given 
defendants as sureties, and the an- 
swer admitted the official status of 
the marshal and pleaded the general 
issue, it was held on appeal that 
judgment against the sureties must 
be set aside for lack of proof that 
they had executed a bond and were 


liable. Farham v. Shockler, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 73 SW 839. 
{b] Must show special officer 


acted for employer.—Evidence that 
arrest was made by special police- 
man in employ of a private company, 
without showing the act was com- 
mitted with authority of his em- 
ployer or in the protection of its 
property or business, will not sus- 
tain a yerdict against such company 
and was rightfully set aside. Mc- 
Kain v. Baltimore, ete, R. Co., 65 
W. Va. 233, 64 SE 18, 
23 LRANS 289, 


{c]. Qualification of rule.—A ver- 
dict will not be set aside as perverse, 
although contrary to the weight of 
the evidence, and to the opinion ex- 
pressed by the trial judge in_ his 
charge, unless the jury have disre- 
garded the ruling of the judge on 
questions of law. McAllister v. 
Johnson, 40 N. B. 73. . 

98. Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 Wis. 
590, 145 NW 179. 


17 AnnCas 


131 AmSR 


‘FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


A verdict un- 
A 
reversed for a 


[a] Example—Although the evi- 
dence would warrant a trial judge 
in reducing the amount of a recov- 
ery or granting a new trial, it is not 
reversible error for him, in the ex- 
ercise of his discretion, not to do 
so. Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 Wis. 
590, 145 NW 179. 

99. Therriault v. Breton, 114 Me. 
137, 95 A 699. 

{a] Dlustration. — When  testi- 
mony claimed to be objectionable 
does not appear in the transcriy °, 
the reviewing court will presume 
that the rulings of the trial court 
were correct and will refuse to pass 
upon objections to such rulings. 
Meenga v. Breton, 114 Me. 1387, 95 


1. Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251; Edger v. Burke, 96 Md. 715, 
54 A 986; Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 
22, 8383 NE 8. See generally Appeal 
and Error § 580. 

[a] Illustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff joins actions for false ar- 
rest and for abuse of process in 
one count of the same complaint, 
and defendant answers instead of de- 
murring, and goes to trial on the 
issues, defendant has waived: his 
rights and on appeal judgment will 
not be reversed for duplicity of 
pleading. Paine v. Kelley,.197 Mass. 
22, 88 NE 8. (2) Where, in an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment, plain- 
tiff is, without objection, allowed to 
show the counsel fees and costs in- 
curred by him by reason of the im- 
prisonment, a judgment for plaintiff 
will not be reversed merely because 
there was no allegation in the com- 
plaint regarding such costs and 
counsel fees. Ocean SS. Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 69 Ga. 251. (38) Although a 
demurrer to a plea of justification, 
which fails to set out the facts, 
should have been sustained by the 
trial court, if instead of standing on 
the demurrer and allowing judgment 
to be entered for defendant, plaintiff 
pleads over and, after issue joined, 
justification is established, the over- 
ruling of the demurrer will not be 
held reversible error on appeal. Wd- 
poe Vv. > Burke, 965) Md... 715, 547° & 

2. Swart v. Kimball, 43 Mich. 443, 
5 NW 635; Monson vy. Rouse, 86 Mo. 
A. 97; Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. 
A. 883, 133-SW 301; Little .v. Rich, 
55- Tex. Civ. A. 326, 118 SW 1077; 
Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 589, 82 
SE 503, AnnCas1914C 519. See Ap- 
peal and Error § 491. 

{a] Admission of evidence.—(1) 
Error cannot be predicated on the 
admission in evidence of a telegram 
where everything contained therein 
was shown by other undisputed evi- 
dence. Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. 
A. 333, 1388 SW 301. (2)-To allow 
proof of the contents of a lost war- 
rant by testimony of witnesses other 
than the legal custodian was held 
not to be reversible error if the fact 
and contents of such paper otherwise 
sufficiently appear from that record. 
Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 589, 82 
SE 503, AnnCasi1916C 519. 

[b] Exclusion of evidence.—The 
exclusion of a letter to prove a fact 
concerning which there is no con- 
troversy is harmless error. Little 
Mo 55 Tex. Civ. A. 326, 118 SW 

3. Geary v. Stevenson, 169 Mass. 
23, 47 NE 508; O7k Island Hotel Co. 
v. Oak Island Grove Co., 165 Mass. 
260, 42 NE 1124; Sullivan v. Lowell, 
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cessful, and plaintiff is not entitled to recover, he 
cannot urge errors in the admission or exclusion of 
evidence going merely to the measure of damages.® 
Instructions which, although erroneous, are not 
prejudicial to the defeated party are not grounds 
for a reversal,* nor are slight inaccuracies not bear- 
ing on the amount of the recovery.® 
fendant is liable, he cannot complain because the 


Where a de- 


etc., St. R. Co., 162 Mass. 536, 39 NB 
185; Poland v. Brownell, 131 Mass. 
138, 41 AmR 215.° 

4 Iil—Siegel v. Connor, 171 Ill. 
572, 49 NE 728. ; 

Nev.—Strozzi v. Wines, 24 Nev. 
389, 55 P 828, 57 P 832. : 

N. Y¥.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]. 

AY tae Be aa tae Nv. (Carter, eo me 

Tex.—Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 
29 Tex. Civ. A. 264,68 SW 831. — at 


Utah.—Salisbury v. Poulson, 
Utah 552,,172 P 315. 
W. Va.—Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., 


R. Co., 61 W. Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 
9 LRANS 993. 
{a] Mllustrations. — (1) ‘Where 


plaintiff was detained in defendant's 
store and searched on suspicion of 
having stolen a watch, in an action 
for false imprisonment a charge that 
false imprisonment was unlawful re- 
straint of the person, with or. with- 
out process of law, was without 
prejudice to defendant, sincé: thére 
was no question of process in the 
case. Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]. (2) An instruc- 


|tion that plaintiff must prove ab- 


sence of probable cause merely 
an additional burden on 
plaintif€ without working injury to 
defendant, hence affords no grounds 
for exception by defendant. Stevens 
v. O’Neill, 51 App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 
663 [aff 169 N. Y. 375, 62 NB 424]. 
(3) Where plaintiff, while asleep, 
was locked in a freight car by an 
employee of defendant, an instrtc- 
tion that the railroad would be lia- 
ble if its servants acted within the 
apparent scope of their authority, in 
detaining plaintiff in the ‘car, whether 
correct or not, was without preju- 
dice. Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 
29 Tex: Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 831. (4) 
If the proof of defendant’s liability 
is so conclusive as to require a di- 
rection of verdict for plaintiff had 
this been asked for, an erroneous in- 
struction in favor of plaintiff did not 
prejudice defendant and is not re- 
versible error. Davis v. Chesaneake, 
CLO ke CO Ol Win aVias 2 £0, a O OME Sirs 
400, 9 LRANS 993. (5) In an action 
for false imprisonment where there 
was no evidence indicating defend- 
ant was guilty of restraining plain- 
tiff by personal violence, an instruc- 
tion correctly defining intentional -re- 
straint and referring to restraint by 
personal violence was error but 
harmless and therefore no ground for 
reversi2l. Salisbury v. Poulson, 51 
Utah 562, 172 P 315. 

{b] Erroneous instruction cured 
by verdict.—(1) Where the evidence 
showed no malice but the court in- 
structed the jury on malice in con- 
nection with punitive damages, it 
was harmless error so to charge, 
where by the amount of the verdict 
it was evident that the jury made 
no award of punitive damaves. Sli- 
fer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 155 YP 
1113. (2) Where the jury. after a 
reneral and unexplained charve by 
the court, found a snecial verdict 
properly determining the cause irre- 
snective of the general lancuage of 
the court it is not reversible error. 
Arneson v. Thorstad, 72 Iowa 145, 33 
NW 607. : 

5. Warner v. Riddiford, 4 C. B. 
N. S. 180, 93 ECL 180, 140 Reprint 
1052. 
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case was submitted to the jury upon a theory which, 
although erroneous, was more favorable than he was 
entitled to.6 Error in instructing the jury that 
plaintiff is entitled to recover the damages, if any, 
that an average man would suffer instead of in- 
structing them that plaintiff is entitled to recover 
the damages which he has suffered is harmless, where 
there is nothing to indicate that plaintiff suffered 
less than the average man.?. Error in submitting 
a question of probable cause to the jury when 
there is no conflict in the evidence will not entitle 
defendant to a reversal unless a finding of probable 
cause if made by the trial court would be supported 
by evidence.’ Error, if any, in permitting the jury 
to consider the presence or absence of malice in 
order to determine whether exemplary damages 


VII. DAMAGES 


[§ 166] A. Nominal Damages. The fact of an 
illegal restraint raises the right to recover at least 
nominal damages.1* To warrant a recovery of more 
than nominal damages plaintiff must show that he 
has sustained actual damages,!* although he is not 
required to allege and prove special damages.’ 

[§ 167] B. Compensatory Damages—l. In Gen- 
eral. A successful plaintiff in an action for false 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[§§ 165-167 


should be allowed, in a case where there was no 
evidence tending to show the presence of malice, 
is harmless, where by the small award made by the 
jury it is evident that exemplary damages are not 
allowed.® The technical distinction between re- 
quired proof in an action for malicious prosecution 
and one for false imprisonment cannot be raised for 
the first time on appeal.1? Where the pleadings do 
not present a cause of action for false imprison- 
ment, plaintiff on appeal from a verdict against 
him in an action for malicious prosecution cannot 
insist that the verdict should have been in his favor 
because of a false imprisonment.1!| The court will 
not reverse a judgment to enable the complaining 
party to recover nominal damages.?? 


AND PENALTIES 


imprisonment is entitled to compensation for the 
injuries shown to have been sustained by him,'?® 
which are the proximate result of defendant’s 
wrongful act +” and its natural and probable con- 
sequence.** So long as the causal connection be- 
tween defendant’s act and plaintiff’s injury con- 
tinues, defendant remains lable, although others 
participate,’® for example, for the neglect of prison 


6. Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 
67 P 98. 

7. Mumford v. Starmont, i39 Mich. 
188, 102 NW 662, 69 LRA 350. 
.. 8. Mallery v. Erie R. Co., 86 N. J. 
92.A, 371. j 

9. Slifer v. Yorath, 52 Mont. 129, 
sibysee abil 

10. De Long v. Lehigh Valley 
Transit R. Co., 59 Pa. Super. 363. 

11. Murphy v. Martin, 58 Wis. 
276, 16 NW 6038. 

12. Cleveland v. Emerson, 51 Ind. 
A. 339, 99 NE 796; Arscott v. Lilley, 
14 Ont. A. 283. 


' 13. Mass.—Doherty v. Munson, 
127 Mass. 495. 

Mo.—Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 


335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. See 
Davis v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 192 Mo. 
A, 419, 182 SW 826 (where direction 
to remit compensatory damages was 
changed to order reducing them to 
one cent). 

No C——Wewis Vv. Clege, 120 -N. €: 
292, 26 SE 772. 

Pa.—Kossouf v. Knarr, 206 Pa. 146, 
55 A 854. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell. 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Roberts v. 
Brown, 43 Tex. Civ. A. 206, 94 SW 
388. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036. 

Alta.—Pon Yin v. Edmonton, 24 
CanCrCas 327, 31 WestLR 402, 8 
WestWkly 809. 

Ont.—Arscott v. Lilley, 14 Ont. A. 
283. 

Que,—Chartrand_ v. 
Montr. Leg. N. 237. 

“At the common law he is entitled 
to pecuniary reparation by way of 
damages, at least nominal, and, as 
much more, if anything, as the jury 
may think him entitled to under the 
evidence.” Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 340, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

fa] In California, under the civil 
code, providing that, when a breach 
of duty has caused no appreciable 
detriment to the party affected, he 
may yet recover nominal damages, 
in a caSe where no actual damage 
was shown to have been sustained, 
and defendants were not guilty of 
malice or oppression, they were not 
liable for exemplary damages, but, 
having incurred a technical liability, 
plaintiff was entitled to recover 
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nominal damages. 
TOO Calaway ou b> 
Smith, 25 Cal, A. 
(where award of nominal damages 
was held proper in action against 
sheriff for technical error in impris- 
onment of person suspected of 
felony). 

Reversal to permit recovery of 
nominal damages see supra § 165. 

14. Lewis v. Clegg, 120 N. C. 292, 
26 SE 772. 

15. Foor v. Coombs, 15 KyL 845; 
Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 Mich. 299; 
Hoagland v. Forest Park Highlands 
Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 335, 70 SW 
878, 94 AmSR 740. 


Maher v. Wilson, } 
418. See Salo v. 
295, 143 eisee 


16. U. S.—Harris v. Louisville, 
6toe RCo, soe ed: 1165 > MeCall™ ve 
McDowell, 15 EF. Cas. No. 8,673, 1 


Abb. 212, Deady 233. 
Cal.—Elser v. Southern Pac. Co., 
I CallvA, 4935/94 P8527 
beat sh et v. Countiss, 1 Del. 
D. C.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 
DEC 40% 
Kan.—Bauer v. Clay, 8 Kan. 580. 
La.—Smith v. Dulion, 113 La. 882, 
37 S 864; Lange v. Illinois Cent. 
R. Co., 107 La. 687, 31 S 1003; Roos 
v. Goldman, 36 La. Ann. 132. 
Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 673. 


Mass.—Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 
22, 88 NE 8. 


Mich.—Page v. Mitchell, 13 Mich. 
63, 86 AmD 75. 
Miss.—Alabama, ete, R. Co. v. 


Kuhn, 78 Miss. 114, 28 S 797. 

Mo.—Pandjiris v. Hartman, 196 
Mo. 539, 94 SW 270; Ahern v. Col- 
lins, 39 Mo. 145. 

N. J.—Cone v. Central R. Co., 62 
Ny dt 2299, 40 A780: 

N. Y.—Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. 
Co... TL App. (Dive 199," To NY S679; 
10 NYAnnCas 462 [rev 34 Mise. 512, 
69 NYS 981 (rev 33 Misc. 802 mem)]; 
Ball v. Horrigan, 19 NYS 913. 

Pa.—Dugegan v. Baltimore, etc. R. 
Co., 159 Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 
AmSR 672. 

S. C.—Harris v. Marco, 16 S. C. 
B75, 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 369, 117 SW 463; Cabell v. 
Arnold, (Civ. A.) 22 SW 62. 


Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 
ane Va.—Oge v. Murdock, 25 W. Va. 

Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 30 
Wis. 511. 

Eng.—Clark v. Newsam, 1 Exch. 
131, 154 Reprint 55. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827,.11 EastLR 295. 

{a] Loss of time not measure.— 
Where one placed in jail but not 
taken in a cell was allowed to visit 
the sheriff’s apartments, but was re- 
strained from leaving the jaii yard, 
he was not limited -to recovery 
merely, for. time.” Jost. weace av. 
Mitchell, 13 Mich. 63, 86 AmD 7. 

Particular elements of damage see 
infra §§ 168-175. 

17. U. S.—Knickerbocker 
boat Co. v. Cusack, 172 Fed. 358, 
97 CCA 56, 19 AnnCas 968. ‘ 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 
111, 89 P 860; Maher v. Wilson, 139 
Cal. 514,) 43 PR 9418: 

Ky.—Johnson v. 89 SW 
253, 28 KyL 375. 

Tex.—Southwestern Portland Ce- 
mene Cu. v. Reitzer, (Civ. A.) 1385 SW 

Eng.—Lock v. Ashton, 12 Q. B. 871, 
64 ECL 871, 116 Reprint 1097. 

Expenses: incurred after release see 


Steam- 


Collins, 


infra. $7173" 
18. U. S—McCall v. McDowell, 15 
ee Cas. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 


Del.—McCaffrey v. Thomas, 20 Del. 
437, 56 A 382. 
sn meee v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 
Kan.—Whitman vy. Atchison, etce., 
Re Cosco Kanto0n LNG Pi 234 eas 
LRANS 1029, AnnCas1912D 722. 
Ky.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
ne SW 36, LRA1915D 621 [cit 
ye]. 

Mich.—Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 
347, 55 NW 999, 85 AmSR 608. 
Geke Y.—Exner v. Exner, 2 AbbNCas 
Tex.—Southwestern Portland Ce- 
ment Co. v. Reitzer, (Civ. A.) 135 
SW 2387. $ 

Vt.—Ellis v. Cleveland, 55 Vt. 358. 
Ben at ee v. Bayliffe, 1 Campb. 
19. Knickerbocker Steamboat Co. 
v. Cusack, 172 Fed. 358, 97 CCA 56, 
19 AnnCas 968; Abrahams vy. Cooper, 
81 Pa.232° 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Na 


’ 


§§ 167-170] 


officials.2° One who has custody of a person through 
his subordinates is responsible for injuries and in- 
dignities suffered in consequence of his neglect and 
omission to provide against the same.21 It has 
been held, however, that a magistrate is not liable 
for suffering occasioned to plaintiff by, the harsh 
regulations of the prison in which he is confined, 
where the magistrate has given no special directions 
as to the confinement.2? The injured person can 
only recover damages growing out of the illegal 
imprisonment.?* So, when an unlawful imprison- 
ment is followed by a lawful one, recovery may be 
had only to the time of the lawful arrest.24 It has 
been held, however, that a person who remains with- 
in the bounds of the prison limits, pursuant to a bond 
given under a void execution, is not entitled to 
recover for the time he thus remains within such 
limits, as he was presumed to know the law.?® De- 
tention by the proper public authorities after an 
examination by them is not a proximate result of 
causing the injured party to be arrested and brought 
before such authorities,2® unless the detention is 
obtained by the instigation or urgency of the person 
causing the original ‘arrest.2? 

[§ 168] 2. Measure and Elements—a, In Gen- 


20, }Erost ‘vy. De Lury, 54 N--Y: 
Super. 113; Abrahams v. Cooper, 81] Co., 
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N. Y.—Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. 
{1 ‘App. Div. 199; 75 NYS: 679, 
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eral. Subject to the rules governing the measure 
and elements of damages in civil actions generally,?* 
plaintiff is entitled to recover for all injuries sus- 
tained resulting naturally and proximately from de- 
fendant’s wrongful act,?® including any special 
pecuniary loss which is a direct result of the false 
imprisonment.°° The wealth of defendant has no 
bearing upon the amount of compensatory dam- 
ages,*1 nor has the poverty of plaintiff}:? although 
there is authority to the effect that it is proper to 
consider the occupation of plaintiff ** and his con- 
dition in life.?4 

[§ 169] b. Restraint. General damages will 
follow as a matter of course upon proof of an illegal 
restraint of the personal liberty of the injured par- 
ty;°> but only the period for which the actual re- 
straint continues is to be considered.2* Some courts 
consider the restraint to continue while the person 
released remains liable to be confined under pro- 
ceedings pending under color of lawful authority.®*7 

[§ 170] c¢. Physical Injury or Suffering. Plain- 
tiff is entitled: to recover for bodily injuries or 
physical suffering which are the result of an un- 
lawful imprisonment °° or for illness caused there- 


Mo.—Ahern v. Collins, 39 Mo. 145. 
Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, (Civ. A.) 


Pa. 232 (discomforts of prison). 

21. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. Cas. 
No: 8,673, 1° Abb.” 212, Deady 233: 

22. Cave v. Mountain, 1 M. & G. 
ZOMG mOo MC Lin 4a aloo. LYeDrInt to00 5 
Stoness v. Lake, 40 U. C. Q. B. 320; 
ae Van Beattie; 39° OU. O--O Bb. 

23. McCullough v. Greenfield, 133 
Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 62 LRA 906, 
ty AnnCas 924; Texas, etc., R.-Co: v. 
Soe ae 29 Tex. Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 
31. 

24. Schnider v. Montross, 158 

Mich. 263, 122 NW 534; McCullough 
v. Greenfield, 133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 
532, 62 LRA 906, 1 AnnCas 924. See 
Mandeville v. Guernsey, 51 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 99 (where the second arrest 
was also held illegal because the 
person arrested was taken from one 
state to another without obtaining 
the necessary requisition from the 
governor). 
“ 25. Allen v. Shed, 10 Cush. (Mass.) 
375 [dist Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. 
Div: 362, 126 NYS 520]; Fuller v. 
Bowker, 11 Mich. 204 [dist Allen v. 
Fromme, 141 App. Div. 362, 126 NYS 
520]. 

26. Newman v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 54 Hun 335, 7 NYS 560. 

27. Newman v. New York, 
Rw Co. .b4 Hun 335, .7. NYS’ 560: 
28. See Damages §§ 105-222. 
29. U.S.—McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. 
Cas. No; 8673, 1 Abb: 212, Deady 

233. 

Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 
621.6123 eR 1115, Annas 913: 1759's 
INeves v~ Costa, “5 ‘Cal. Ay 111, 89. P 
860. 

Del.—Marshall v. Cleaver, 20 Del. 
450, 56 A 380; Petit v. Colmery, 20 
Del. 266, 55 A 344. 

Ga.—Qcean SS. Co. 
€9 Ga. 251. 

1ll.— Price v. Bailey, 66 Ill. 48. 

Ind.—Stewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 
51; Golibart v. Sullivan, 30 Ind. A. 
428, 66 NE 188. 

Kan.—Lemmon v. King, 95 Kan. 
624, 148 P 750, LRA1915B 882, Ann 
Cas1917E 401; Zimmerman y. Knox, 
34 Kan. 245, 8 P 104. 

Ky.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 


etc., 


v. Williams, 


174 SW 36, LRA1915D 621; Johnson 


v. Collins, 89 SW 253, 28 KyL 375. 
Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703, 9 S 885, 13 LRA 682. 
Mo.—State v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 301. 
N. J:—Cone''v. Central R. Co:, 62 
N. J. qT, 99, 40 A 780. 


10 NYAnnCas 462. 


Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 468; Joske v. 
Irvine, (Civ. A.) 43 SW ‘278; New- 


burn v. Durham, 10 Tex. Civ. aN 655, 
32 SW 112. 

Va.—Bolton vy. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

N. B.—Markey V. Sloat, 41 Nas: 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 

Natural,and probable consequences 
generally see Damages § 68 et seq. 

SOS Jaye Veta oan Cas! NO; 
7,236, 1 Woodb. & M. 262; Jacobs v. 
Third Ave. R. Co., 71 App. Div. 199, 
5" NYS 76795) 910)» NYAnnCas= 462% 
Whitehead vy. Stringer, 106 Wash. 
501, 180 P 486, 5 ALR 358; Melanson 
Vs. lhaviene,’ 3%" N. Bo'539; 

[a] Imprisonment of seaman by 
captain of vessel—Where the cap- 
tain of a vessel wrongfully causes 
the imprisonment of a seaman until 
his effects on board are lost or sold, 
he will be liable for their value. Jay 
v. Almy, 13) “h) 'Casi? INo. -7,236;5- 11 
Woodb. & M. 262. 

[b] Loss of property by theft.— 
Where a deputy sheriff arrested a 
person without a warrant and with- 
out: reasonable cause, and, upon his 
attention being called to the fact 
that plaintiff had an automobile on 
the street in a dangerous place, re- 
fused to take care of the automobile, 
or to permit plaintiff to take care of 
it, the refusal of deputy sheriff to 
take care of automobile truck was 
the proximate cause of loss, due to 
theft of parts of the machine by 
third persons, and such officer was 
liable therefor in damages. White- 
head v. Stringer, 106 Wash. 501, 180 
P 486, 5 AUR 358. 


31. McConnell v. Hampton, 12 


Johns, (N. Y.) 2384. 
32. Morse v. Peterson, 208 Ill. A. 
291, 


33. Holmes v. Le Fors, 36 OkI. 
729, 9129) P 718. 

34. Dougherty v. Gilbert, Tapp. 
(Oh.) 88; Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295. 

35. U.S.—yYoung v. Rossi, 30 Fed. 
231. 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860. 


Del.—Murphy v. Countiss, 1 Del. 
148. 
Ky.—Johnson v. Collins, 89 SW 


258, 28 KyL 375. 
Me.—Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 Me. 427, 
96 AmD 475. 


117 SW 463. 
N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 
“The constable’s treatment of 
plaintiff was not only not harsh but, 
on the contrary, he was courteous, 
even deferential. Yet these things, 
when the illegal restraint is shown, 
do not defeat the right of action, 
however much they ought to reduce 
the recoverable damages.” Tiede v. 
Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 632, 175 SW 910. 
{a] Tllegal restraint distinguished 
from other injuries.—‘“For the illegal 
restraint of the plaintiff’s personal 
liberty compensation may be. recov- 
ered, and this is something different 
from either the loss of time or the 
physical injury or: the mental suffer- 
ing caused by the imprisonment; itis 
of the same general character of the 
latter, and the measurement of the 
compensation must necessarily. be 
left entirely to the jury.’ Markey 
v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 234, 254, 6 DomLR 
827, 11 EastLR 295. 
Nominal damages see supra § 166. 
36. Escurix v. Daboval, 13 La. 87; 


Lane v. Holman, 145 Mass. 221, 13 
NE 602; Allen v. Shed, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 375. 


[a] Tlustration.—If a person is 
illegally arrested and released on a 
yoid bond requiring him to remain 
within a specified place, he cannot. 
recover for damages sustained by 
reason of his remaining within the 
prescribed district. Escurix v. Dabo- 
val, 13 La. 87. 

37. Worden v. Davis, 195 N. Y. 
391, 88 NE 745, 22 LRANS 1196. 

Expenses incurred after release 
see infra § 173. 

38.. Del.—Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 
266, 55 A 344, 

D. C.—Kilbourn vy. Thompson, 11 
Dis Caen; 

Ind.—Golibart v. Sullivan, 30 Ind. 
A. 428, 66 NE 188; Stewart v. Mad- 
dox, 63 Ind. 51. 

Kan.—Lemmon v. King, 95 Kan. 
524, 148 P 750, LRA1915E 882, Ann 
Cas1917E 401; Zimmerman v. Knox, 
34. Kan. 245,.58 PP. 104. 

Ky.—Johnson vy. Collins, 89 SW 253, 
28 KyL 3875. 

Me.—-Gammons v. King, 118 Me. 
76, 105 A 816; Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 
Me. 427, 96 AmD 475. 

Md.—Philadelphia, etc. R. Co. v. 
Crawford, 112 Md. 508, 77 A 278. 

Mass.—Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 
22, 83 NE 8, 
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by,®® although the injury to health may ‘be due to 
Recovery may be had for 
physical inconveniences and discomforts,*! as those 
suffered by reason of the condition of his place of 
or ‘his treatment there.* 
physical damage must be shown affirmatively 44 and 
damazscs cannot be recovered for an injury if the 
cause of the i injury is wholly speculative.*® 

Loss of time occa- 
sioned by the unlawful imprisonment is a proper 


mental suffering. 40 


confinement,*? 


[§ 171] d. Loss of Time. 


element of damages.*® 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Actual 


[§§ 170-173 


A person subjected to a false iinpriséhmeut may 
as part of his damages recover for all losses sus- 
tained in his business, or employment, owing to such 
false imprisonment.** 
be the proximate result of the imprisonment,*® and 
must be more than mere speculative damage.®? 

[§ 173] f. Expenses Incurred. Any reasonable 
and necessary expense incurred as a result of the 
unlawful imprisonment may constitute a proper item 
of damages,*! such, for example, as the expense of 


The injury to business must 


procuring a discharge from imprisonment,®? includ- 


[§ 172] e. Losses in Business or Employment.*? 


N. J.—Cone vy. Central R. Co., 62 
N.. J. L. 99, 40 A 780. 

Okl.—Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 

Pa.—Duggan v. DBaltimore, etc., R. 
Co, 159 Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 39 AmSR 
676. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, (Civ. A.) 
151 SW 871;. Gold v. Campbell, 54 
Tex. Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; New- 
burn Vv. “Durham, 10 “Tex. Civs:sA: 
655, 32 SW 112; Coffin v. Varila, 8 
Tex. Civ. A. 417, 27 SW 956. 

Va.— Dolton y. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SW 847, 64 AmSR 737; Parsons 
v. Ilarper, 16 Gratt. (57 Va.) 64. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 

Injuzies to person generally see 
Damages § 181. 

39. Bailey v. Warner, 118 Ied. 
395s 55 CCAS329; Wheeler, ete., Mfg. 
Co. v. Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 
59 AmR 571; Mazzolini v. Gifford, 90 
Vt. 352, 98 A 904, 

Disease and pay siect impairment 
see Damases § 16 


49. Van ey ‘y. Kimball, 100 
Nebr. 590, 160 NW 953. 
41. Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. 


A. 111, 89 P 860. 

Me.—Jacques v. Parks, 96 Me. 268, 
52 A 763. 

M2iss.—Paine v. Kelley, 197 Mass. 
22, 83 NE 8. 

N. Y.—Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. 
Div. .362, 126. NYS 620. 

Pa.—Abrahams y. Cooper, 81 Pa. 
232. 

Tex.—Joske v. Irvine, (Civ. A.) 43 
SW 278. 

_[{a] “Personal” inconvenience. — 
Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 D. C. 401. 

“{b] For example, recovery may 
te" had for (1) an enforced ride in 
wet clothes on a cold afternoon 
without outside wrars for several 
miles. Jacques v. Parls, 96 Me. 268, 
62 A 763. .(2) Suffering from cold, 
the want of a bed to lie upon, and 
ceprivatien of food for many hours. 
Abrahams v. Cooper, 81 Pa. 232. 

Vexnation or inconvonience as elo- 
mort of Camage generally see Datn- 
ages § 160. 

42. Fuqua v. Gambill, 140 Ala. 
464, 37 S 235; San Antonio, etc., R. 
€o.-v.. Griffin, 20 Tex. Civ. Al 91,7748 
SW 542; Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 
344, 10 NW 501. See Kilbourn v. 
Thompson, 11D. Cc. 401 (dictum). 

43. Cal.— Miller v. Fano, 134 Cal. 
103, 66 P 183. 

Ity.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
174 SW 36, LRAI1915D 621, 

Mass.—Itall v. Holl, 3 Allen 5. 


Nebr.—fcott v. Flowers, 60 Nebr. 
675, 84 NW 81. 

Pa.—Abrahams y. Cooper, 81 Pa.’ 
232. \ 


Tex.—Taylor v. Davis, 13 SW 642; 
San Antonio, etc, R. Co. v. Griffin, 
20 Tex. Civ. A. 91, 48 SW 542. 

B. C.—Robitaille v. Mason, 9 B. C. 
499, 

44, Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Den- 
ninston, 172 Ky. 326, 189 SW 217. 

45. See Spain v. Oreson-Washing- 
ton R.; ete .Coset8 vOr. 7355; 2153) ie 
470, AnnCas1917I 1104 (where it ap- 
peared that the bodily injury was 
probably the result of a cause other 


than the imprisonment, and it was 
held improper to submit the question 


“to the jury). 


Se S.—Jay v. Almy, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 1,236, 1 Woodb. & M. 262; Mc- 
Gait ye McDowell, 15 Cas. No. 
8,673, 1 Abb. 212, ‘Deady 2333 

Cal.—Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A, 111, 
89.-P 860 


Del.—Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 


55 A 344 

Ind;—Stewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 

Kan.—Wheeler, ete, Mfg. Co. v. 
Boyee,, 86 Kan. 3850, 13 P 609, 59 
AmR 571; Zimmerman v. Knox, 34 
Kan, 245, 8 P 104. 

Miss.—Ilewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703, 9 S 885, 18 LRA 682. 

Mo.—Davis v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 
192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826. 

N. Y.—Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. 
Co.) W4, App. Div. 199.6 TNS 679; 
10 NYAnnCas 462; Blythe v. Tomp- 
kins, 2 AbbPr 468. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463; Newburn v. 
Apso 10 Tex. Civ. A. 655, 32 SW 
112. 

. Va.—Bolton vy. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 Si 847, 64 AmSR -737;.-Persons 
v. Harker, 16 Gratt. (57 Va.) 64. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 BastLR 295. 

Measure of loss of time and earn- 
ings see Damages § 195. 

47. Qoacure of loss of earnings 
see Damages § 195. 

43. U. S.—Bailey v. Warner, 118 
Tred, 395, 55 CCA 329. 

D. C—Kkilbourn NO 
D. C. 401. 


Thompson, 11 


Ind. anys ewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 
51. See American Express Co. v. 
Patterson, 73 Ind. 430 (where im- 
proper evidence was offered). 

IKkan.—Wheeler, etc, Mfg. Co. v. 
Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 3 P 609, 59 AmR 
571; Zimmerman y. Knox, 34 Kan. 
245, 8 P 104. 

Me.—Gammons vy. King, 118 Me. 76, 
105 A 816. 

Mass.—Conklin v. Consolidated R. 
Co., 196 Mass. 302, 82 NE 23, 18 Ann 
Cas’ 857. 

Mich.—Thompson vy. Ellsworth, 39 
Mich. 719. See Van Deusen v. New- 
comer, 40 Mich. 90 (as to cross- 
examination as to business). 

N. Y.—Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. 
Div. 362, 126 NYS 520. 

Pa.—Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 15. See Mihalyik-. v. Klein, 
22 Pa. Super. 193 (dictum). 

Tex.—Taylor v. Davis, 138 SW 642; 
Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. <A. 
269, 117 SW 463; Newburn: v. Dur- 
ham, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 655, 32 SW 112. 
- Va.—Persons y. Harker, 16 Gratt, 
(57 Va.) 64. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295. 

[a] Tluctratious. — (1) Where 
plaintifé arrested on a void execu- 
tion against the person was placed 
upon the jail limits by giving an un- 
dertaking to the sheriff, the restraint 
did not thereuron terminate and 
plaintiff micht show on question of 
damages that he was prevented from 
attending to business and from mak- 
ing accustomed visits to relatives 


outside the jail limits. Allen v- 
Fromme, 141 App. Div. 362, 126 NYS 
520. (2) Evidence of the extent of 
a physician’s practice admissible on 
the issue of damages. Conklin v. 
Consolidated R. Co., 196 Mass, 302, 
82 NE 23, 13 AnnCas 857. 

[b] Loss of emvloyment.—Taylor 
v. Davis, (Tex.) 13 SW 642. 

[c] Inability to obtain employ- 
ment.—Bailey v. Warner, 118 Fed. 
395, 55 CCA 329. 

[d] ‘Time lost after suit if by the 
arrest he failed to get work he other- 
wise would have obtained has been 
held to be proximate. Thompson v. 
Dllsworth, 39 Mich. 719. 

49. Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. 
A. 269, 117 SW 463; Hoey v. Felton, 
It Cla Bo NG (Ss 7142 Os nC ae Laas 
142 Reprint 749. 

£0. Kilbourn vy. Thompson, 11 D.C. 
401; Bennett v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 
79 NW 481; Hoey v. Felton, 11 C. B. 
ae 142, 103 ECL 142, 142 Reprint 

{a] Tlustrations.—(1) That plain- 
tiff by being detained missed an ap- 
pointment for the purpose of being 
employed has been held to be too 
remote. Hoey v. Felton, 11 GC. B: 
N. S. 142, 103 ECL 142, 142 Reprint 
749. (2) Mere fact that plaintiff was 
out of work is not sufficient proof 
that such nonemployment was caused 
by defendant, it being a time when 
many people were ont of work. Ben- 
neck v. Eddy, 120 Mich. 300, 79 NW 


n SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
eb, 261. 


“In all cases, necessary expenses 
consequent upon the injury done are 
1 legitimate item in the estimate of 
damages.” Ocean SS. Co. v. Wil- 
liams, supra. 

Reasonableness of exnvenditure as 
question of fact see supra § i61. 

52. Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162~ 
Cal. 621,>123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 
(E08 Peo. v. Haydon, 18 Cal. A. 543, 
123’P 1102, 1114 

Del. —Petit Vv. “Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 
55 A 344, 

Ga.—Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 
Ga. 251. 
pp iaceriprewank v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 

Kan. par fae hes 34 
Kan. 245, 8 P 104, 

Mich. es v. WKitchel, 166 Mich. 
695, 132 NW 459; eae v. Kimball, 
43 Mich. 443, 5 NW 63 

Nebr.—lrorbes Vv. fis, 27 Nebr. 
111, 42 NW 898. 

N. Y.—Worden v. Davis, 195 N. Y. 
391, 88 NE 745, 22 LRANS 1196 [rev 
123 App. Div. 193,108 NYS 2217; 
Blythe v. Tompkizs, 2 AbbPr 468; 
Williams vy. Garrett, 12 HowPr 496. 

Pa. —Dusgan v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
Gos, 159) Pay. 248,.28 A182, 39 AmSR 
6725 Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. Super. 

Tenn.—Woodfolk y. Sweeper, 2 
Humphr. 88. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463. 

Vt.— Taylor Vv. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 


24 A 656. 
Vellines, 94 Wa. 


Va 1. NOX, 


Va.—Bolton  v. 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 787; Par- 
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§§ 173-174] 


ing the compensation of’ attorneys,®? payments of 
money made to secure a release,°* or even the ex- 
pense incurred in curing bodily injuries,®> or re- 
gaining health after illness,°* caused by the false 
In some jurisdictions, however, in 
the absence of facts which would warrant the grant- 
ing of exemplary damages the party injured cannot 
recover compensation paid to an attorney employed 
in legal proceedings resulting in a release from the 
illegal arrest.5? Legal expenses incurred by a volun- 
teer for the benefit of the injur¢d party, without 
his express or implied consent, are not a proper 
The period in which ex- 
penses to be recoverable must have been incurred 
is not limited to the period of actual restraint if 


imprisonment, 


element of damage.°§ 


pone v. Harper, 16 Gratt. (57. Va.) 

Eng.—Pritchet v. Boevey, 1 Cromp. 
& M. 778, 149 Reprint 612; Foxall v. 
Barnett, 2 BE. & B. 928, 75 ECL 928, 
118 Reprint 1014; Sandback  v. 
Thomas, 1 Stark. 306, 2 HCL 121. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295; 
Melanson v. Lavigne, 37 N. B. 539; 
Carman v. Dunn, 23 N. B. 335. 

N. S.—Cheng Fun v. Campbell, 44 
N. S. 51. 

53. Ala.—Boshell v. Cunningham, 
2008 Alan 57939 16 1S 1937: 

Cal.—Nelson v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 
621, 123 P 1115, AnnCasi913D 759; 
Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. i11, 89 P 
860. : 

Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703,.9 S 885, 13 LRA 682. - 

N. Y.—Worden v. Davis, 195 N. Y. 
391, 88 NE 745, 22 LRANS 1196. See 
Savage v. McMillan, 37 App. Div. 
103, 55 NYS 1055 (damases for at- 
torney’s fees paid claimed). 

Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSQR 737; Parsons v. 
Harper, 16 Gratt. (57 Va.) 64. 

Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 30 
Wis. 511. 

See Jay v. Almy, 13 F. Cas. No. 
97,236, 1 Woodb. & M. 262 (dictum). 

Necessity of pleading see supra 

132. 

: 54. Taylor v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 
24 A 656. 

[a] Payment of illegal tax to pro- 
cure release.—In an action for dam- 
ages for false imprisonment, plain- 
tiff was entitled as an element of 
damages to recover money paid un- 
der an illegal warrant attached to 
a tax bill to procure his release. 
Taylor v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 24 A 
656. 

[b}] Interest on moncys paid to 
procure release. — “Whether interest 
should be allowed in actions of tort 
is a question of fact for the jury, 
and when allowed it is as a part of 
the damages—not strictly as _ inter- 
est.” Taylor v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 
511, 24 A 656. 

{[c] Statute of limitations affect- 
ing payment.—An action was brought 
for damages for false imprisonment 
under an illegal warrant attached to 
a tax bill. The statute of limitations 
provided that suits to recover money 
paid under protest for taxes should 
be commenced within one year after 
the accrual of the cause of action, 
and this defense was interposed to 
the recovery of the amount so 
claimed. The court held that the 
action was for the wrongful arrest 
and detention, and the money paid 
was recoverable as an element of 
damages, and not as a tax paid un- 
der protest, and did not come within 
the operation of the statute. Taylor 
v. Coolidge, 64 Vt. 506, 24 A 656. 

55. See Nelson v. Kelloge, 162 Cal. 
621, 123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 759 
(dictum). * 

56. Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 D.C. 


401. 
57. Williams v. Morris, 14 Oh. Cir. 
Cte oS. 858, 82 Oh: Cir? Ct. 4035 


5 Paar 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


tiff.2 
[§ 174] 


Sly v. Robinson, 20 
297, 


58. Freisenhan v. 
Mich. 10, 100 NW 172. 

[a] Attcrneys’ fees incurred by 
another than plaintifi.—The trial 
judge properly refused to instruct 
the jury to allow as damages the 
cost of a habeas corpus proceeding 
where there was testimony that the 
plaintiff had no part in bringing that 
suit; that it was brought by his 
father against his wishes. Freisen- 


Maines, 137 


ee v. Maines, 137 Mich. 10, 100 NW 
172. 
59. Bates v. Kitchel, 166 Mich. 


695, 132 NW 459; Worden v. Davis, 
195 N. Y. 391, 88 Ni 745, 22 LRANS 
1196; Allen v. Fromme, 141 App. Div. 
362, 126 NYS 520; Blythe v. Tomp- 
kins, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 468; Foxall v. 
Barnett, 2°. & B. 928, 75 BCL 928, 
118 Reprint 1014; Carman v. Dunn, 
23 N. B. 335. See also cases supra 
this section. 

[a] illustrations. — (1) Where 
plaintiff instituted habeas corpus 
proceedings to procure his discharge 
from an order of commitment after 
he had given a jail limits bond, al- 
though the bond was void because 
the commitment was void, so that 
plaintiff’s continued presence: in the 
county was, legally, voluntary, he 
could recover the expense of the 
habeas corpus proceedings in an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment. Bates 
v.. Kitchel, 166 Mich. 695, 1832 NW 
459. (2) Plaintif—é was placed under 
technical restraint under a warrant 
and appeared before the magistrate. 
He was allowed to depart upon giv- 
ing his own recognisance or upon 
bail with sureties, to appear and an- 
swer in his defense and for the 
purpose of appealing from the juds- 
ment of conviction, until it was sot 
aside on appeal. He was under re- 
ctraint from his arrest to the time 
he was discharged on appeal, the pro- 
ceeding being a continuous one, so 
that he could recover his expendi- 
tures in defending himself for the 
entire period. Worden vy. Davis, 195 
N. Y. 391, 88 NW 745, 22. LRANS 1196 
[rev 123 App. Div. 193, 108 NYS 221]. 
(3) Entitled to recover the exnenses 
in securing a reversal of a formor 


judgment. Carman y. Dunn, 23 N. B. 
355. 
[b] Effect of release on pbail.— 


“The necessity of setting aside the 
inquisition was caused by the oris- 
inal imprisonment, and by that only; 
for had there been no such’ impris- 
onment, the necessity would not have 
existed. The plaintiff, by  beins 
bailed, obtained only an imperfect 
release: to gct an entire release, he 
was under the necessity of getting 
the inquisition set aside. The set- 
ting aside ‘the inquisition was, 
therefore, the legal consequence of 
the first imprisonment.” fFoxall v. 
Barnett, 2 BE. & B. 928, 932, 75 ECL 
928, 118 Reprint 1014. 
Mamage for violation of right of 
liberty see supra § 169. 
Lane v. Holman, 145 Mass. 


60. 
221,13 NE 602 [dist Allen v. Fromme, | 
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the expenses follow as the natural and proximate 
result of the wrong.®® 
other jurisdictions that expenses incurred after the 
actual restraint ceases cannot be recovered.®° 
Fine. A payment in the nature of a fine imposed 
by a judicial officer cannot be recovered as damages 
from the person causing an original arrest.®+ 
Necessity of actual payment 
tions expenses to be recoverable as an element of 
damages must have been actually paid by plain- 
In other jurisdictions it is sufficient that 
plaintiff shall have incurred a liability to pay them.® 
g. Mental Suffering.®+ 
ing endured because of the false imprisonment is 
a proper element of damage,®> as worry caused by 
Oh, Cir, Ct. N. S.)141 App. Div. 862, 126 NYS 520}. See 


But it has been held in 


In some jurisdic- 


Mental suffer- 


liscurix v. Daboval, 13 La. 87 .(not 
entitled to recover damages for'loss 
of time while at liberty pursuant to 
bond given under void execution). 
See also Allen v. Shed, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 875 (to same effect). 

[a] Lapenses wunnecossarily, in- 
curred.—'the expenses incurred by a 
debtor, who has been illegally ar- 
rested, in submitting himself to ex- 
amination for the purpoce of taking 
the oath for the relief of poor debt- 
ors, having previously been dis- 
charged from imprisonment upon en- 
tering into a recognizance to appear 
for such examination, are not ele- 
ments of damage in a subsequent ac- 
tion for the illegal arrest because he 
could have successfully defended an 
action on the recognizance and was 
therefore not bound thereby to ap- 
pear or _incur the expenses he did 
incur. Lane vy. Holman, 145 Mass. 
221, 18 NI 602. 

61. Cheng Fun y. Campbell, 44 
NMaSsbn: 

62. IWecessity that expenses shall 
have boon paid generally see Dam- 
ages §§ 124, 129, 135. 

63. Nelson’ v. Kellogg, 162 Cal. 
621, 628, 123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 
ue Bonesteel y. Bonesteel, 30 “Wis. 
511, 

“The rule ... is that the recov- 
ery may include special damages 
properly pleaded, consisting of a lia~ 
bility incurred, but not paid; for rea- 
sonable and necessary expenses 
caused by the wronsful. act com- 
plained of, such as the fees of an 
attorney employed to. obtain a dis- 
charge from an illegal arrest, physi- 
cian’s bills incurred for a cure ’of 
bodily injuries, and the like.” Nel- 
son y. Kollogg, supra. 

€4. Montel pain and suffering gen- 
erally see Damages § 151 et seq. 

65. Ala. — Sloss-Shefiield Steel, 
ete. Co. v.. Devaney, 7 Ala. A, 457, 
cO S 990; Shannon y. Simms, 146 


Ala. 673, 40 S 574. 
Wilson, 189 Cal. 


Cal.i—Maher vy. 

514, 73 P 418; Sebring v. Harris, 
20 Cal. A. 56, 128 P %; Neves v. 
Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111,~89) P-860. 

Conn.-—Gibney v. Lewis, 68 Conn. 
392, 36 A 799. 

Del.— Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 
55 A 344, 

D. C.—Kilbourn vy. Thompson, 11 
Dc. 401. 

Ind.—Golibart v. Sullivan, 30 Ind. 
A, 428, 66 NE 188; Stewart v.*Mad- 
dox, 63 Ind. 251. 

Jowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 
Towa 372, 94 NW 922; Yount v. Car- 
ney, 91. Iowa 559, 60 NW 114. 

Kan.—Lemmon v. King, -95 Kan. 
524, 148 P 750, LRAI915—@ 882, Ann 
Cas19i7H 401; Zimmerman y. Knox, 
34 Kan. 245, 8 P 104. 

I<y.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
174 SW 36, DRA1915D 621 [cit Cyc]; 
Johnson v. Collins, 89 SW 253, 28 
KyL 3875. See Schneider v.. McGill, 
64 SW 835, 23 KyL 587 (instruction 
criticized because of facts incase). 

Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703, 9 S 885, 18 LRA 682, 


~ 
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enforced absence from family,®® or the indignity,® j 
although there is authority to the effect that the 
person causing the arrest is not responsible for 
any indignity caused by the wrong of the official 
having charge of the place of imprisonment.®* 
Humiliation, disgrace, and injury to the feelings of 
the person unlawfully imprisoned are proper ele- | 
It has been held that 
in order to sustain a recovery for mental suffer- 


ments of mental suffering.®® 


ing. it is not necessary to prove a physical injury.” 
In other jurisdictions it has been held that mental 
suffering alone will not sustain a recovery of dam- 
ages,’! but is an element of damage to be considered 
in connection with a false imprisonment‘? or can 
be the basis of a recovery when connected with a 


physical injury.*® 


If an arrest is justified the person arrested can- 


Mo.—Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (A.) 
217 SW 997. 


Nebr.—Van Dorn vy. Kimball, 100 
Nebr. 590, 160 NW 9538. 
-N. Y.—Rown vy. Christopher, etc., 


R. Co., 34 Hun 471; Dodge v. Alger, 
53 N. Y. Super. 107. 

Oh.—Simper vy. Carroll, 31 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 386. 

Pa.—Duggan v. Baltimore, ete., R. 
Co., 159. Pa. 248, 28 A 182, 186, 39 
AmSR 672; Butler v. Stockdale, 19 
Pa. Super. 98. 

Tex.—Taylor v. Davis, 13 SW 642; 
Gold v, Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. A 
269, 117 SW 463; Joske v. Irvine, 
(Civ. A.) 438 SW 278; Newburn_v. 
Durham, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 655, 32 SW 
112; Coffin. v. Varila, 8 Tex. Civ. A. 
417, 27 SW 956; Landrum v. Wells, 
7 Tex. Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26° SE 847, 64 AmSR 737; Parsons 
v. Harper, 16 Gratt. (57 Va.) 64. 

Wis.—Fenelon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 
344,°10 NW 501. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234,;°6 DomLR 827, 11: HastLR 295; 
Robinson vy. Tapley, 20 N. B. 361. 

[a] Actual damages, — ‘Damages 
for mental pain and suffering, under 
the rule followed in this state, are 
treated as actual, not punitive.” 
Young v. Gormley, 120 Iowa 372, 380, 
94 NW 922. 

66. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., Co. 
Vo Devaney. 7 Ala, A. 457,460. 5,990; 
Lovick v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 
129 N. C. 427, 40 SH 191; Fenelon v. 
Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 10 NW 501. 

[a] Enforced absence from sick 
child.—‘‘The claim for mental suffer- 
ing in consequence of being kept 
away from, and being prevented from 
rendering aid to a sick child would 
seem to be well pleaded, and 
legal evidence in support of the alle- 
gation would, of course, be permissi- 


ble.” Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete., Co. 
v. Devaney, 7 Ala. A. 457, 460, 60 
S 990. 


Worry or apprehension of future 
gs ieee hae generally see Damages 

67. Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 35 
A 1089; Corbett v. Twenty-Third St. 
mR Co.) 42 Hun GN: Y.) 537s iGeorse 
vo Norfolk, ete.,, R.. Co. (80 Wi. Va. 
317, ‘92 SE 430; Markey v. Sloat, 
41 N. B. 234; 6 DomLR 827, 11 Bast 
LR 295. 

Indignity as element generally see 
Damages § 159. 

68. See Baker v. Secor, 4 NYS 303. 

69. U. S.—Roza v. Smith, 65 Fed. 
592; Clark v. American Dock, ete., 
Co., 35 Fed. 478. 

Ala.—Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., Co. 
v. Devaney, 7 Ala. A. 457, 60 S 
990. 

Cal.—Sebring v. Harris, 20 Cal. A. 


56, 128 P 7; Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. 
A. 111, 89 P 860. 
Del.—Marshall v. Cleaver, 20 Del. 


450, 56 A 380; McCaffrey v. Thomas, 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


from,’® also for 


for injury to the 


20 Del. 487, 56 A 382; Petit v. Col-/| 


mery, 20 Del. 266, 55 A 344. 
Ind.—Cleveland vy. Emerson, 51 
Ind. A. 339, 99 NE 796; Harness v. 
Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 875; Stew- 
art v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 51; Golibart 
v. Sullivan, 30 Ind. A. 428, 66 NE 


188 
Iowa.—yYount v. 91 Iowa 
95 Kan. 


559, 60 NW 114. 

Kan.—Lemmon y. King, 

524, 148 P 750, LRA1915H 882, Ann 
Cas1917E 401; Wheeler, ete, Mfg. 
Co. v. Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 
59 AmR 571. 

Ky.—Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 583, 
174 SW 36, LRA1915D 621; Scott v. 
Com., 93 SW 668, 29 Kyl 571. 

Me.—Gammons vy. King, 118 Me. 
76, 105 A 816; Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 
Me. 427, 96 AmD 475. 

Md.—Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 
Crawford, 112 Md. 508, 77 A 278; 
eee v. Garrett, 84 Md. 383, 35 A 

Mich.— Mumford v. Starmont, 139 
Mich. 188, 102 NW 662, 69 LRA 350; 
Gardner v. Couch, 137 Mich. 358, 100 
mh 673, 101 NW .802, 109 AmSR 

Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703; 95S 885,913 LRA, 682% 
aes ee v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 

N. J.—Cone v. Central R. Co., 62 
N.. J. D.. 99),, 40: A 780. 

- N. Y.—Jacobs v. Third Ave. R. 
Co., 71. App, Div.; 199) 75 NYS: 67:9; 
10 NYAnnCas 462; Ball vy. Horrigan, 
19 NYS 913; Corbett v. Twenty-Third 
St. R. Co, 42 Hun 587; Rown vy. 
Christopher, ete., R. Co., 34 Hun 471; 
Ledge v. Alger, 53 N. Y. Super. 

Okl.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 

Or.—Spain v. Oregon-Washington 
Rs. etes, Coy (8) Or, soos Los ane 
AnnCasl917E 1104, 

Pa.—Dugegan v. Baltimore, etc. R. 
Conn LOO Page ZAs eS eA sel Sic aL SG uae 
AmSR 672; Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. 
Super. 193; Butler vy. Stockdale, 19 
Pa. Super. 98. 

Tex.—Taylor v. Davis, 13 SW 642; 
Joke v. Ervine, (Civ. A.) 1435 Siw: 

Wash.—Hayes vy. 81 

53 Wis. 


Carney, 


Hutchinson, 
Wash. 394, 142 P 865. 
Wis.—Fenelon v. 

344, 10 NW 501. 
Iing.—Edgell v. Francis, 1 M: & G. 

222, 39 ECL 729, 133 Reprint 314. 

fea” C.—Robitaille vy. Mason, 9 B. C. 


Butts, 


N. B.—Markey vy. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 

[aj] Damages for injury to feel- 
ings compensatory. —‘‘Damages for 
injury to the feelings are classed 
strictly and unexceptionally with 
compensatory damages, and not sub- 
ject to mitigation any more than any 
other compensatory damages.” Fene- 
lon v. Butts, 53 Wis. 344, 352, 10 NW 


[§§ 174-175 


not recover damages for injury to his feelings.’* 

[§ 175] h. Injury to Reputation.”® 
injured by a false imprisonment may recover dam- 
ages for an injury to his reputation resulting there- 


The person 


injury to his social position.” It 


would seem that damages for injury to reputation 
is limited in some jurisdictions to those cases in 
which such injury results in a pecuniary los 
And it has also been held that in the absence of cir- 
cumstances authorizing the recovery of exemplary 
damages, damages to character and reputation can- 
not be recovered.”® 
tation it is presumed that plaintiff had a good char- . 
acter and reputation.*° 

If an arrest is justified a detention for an unrea- 
sonable time will not justify a recovery of damages 


g.78 


In assessing damages to repu- 


reputation of the arrested person.®* 


501. 

{b] Humiliation experienced after 
release.—‘‘The sense of shame and 
mortification, of wrong and of out- 
rage, for which the plaintiff may 
recover, is not limited to the actual 
time he was under restraint, but in- 
cludes all such sense of Shame, mor- 
tification, wrong, and outrage as it 
can be said the average man under 
like circumstances might have ex- 
pected to experience for time, aris- 
ing from such arrest and detention 
as has been shown.” Mumford v. 
Starmont, 139 Mich. 188, 193, 102 NW 
662, 69 LRA 350. 

[c] Evidence of absence of hu- 
miliation.—In mitigation of damages 
in an action for false imprisonment, 
it is allowable in cross-examination 
to prove that plaintiff had boasted 
that he had gained a great reputation 
from his arrest and imprisonment, 
damages being sought on the score 
of humiliation and disgrace. John- 
ston v. Moorman, 80 Va. 131. 

70. Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. 
ford, 36 OKI. 657, 129 P 834. 

[a] Mental suffering without 
physical— “We know of no case, and 
counsel has not attempted to cite 
any, where, in an action te recover 
damages for false arrest, it was held 
necessary to prove, in addition to 
mental suffering, a physical injury, 
before a recovery would be: author- 
ized.” Chicago, ete, R. Co.-v. Rad= 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 669, 129 P 834. 

71. Peel v. Lewis, 68 Conn. 392, 


68 


Rad- 


Gibney v. 
36. A 799. 

Spain v. Oregon-Washinston 
R:, etc, Coseviss Org Bb5,ebee Paazoe 
AnnCas1917E 1104. 

74. Anderson v. Johnson, 10 Sask. 
L. 352, 88 DomLR 568, 29 CanCrCas 
24, [1917] 3 WestWkly 358. 

75. Mitigation by bad reputation 
see infra § 176. 


Lewis, Conn. 


76. Ind.—Stewart y. Maddox, 63 
Ind. 51. 

Mass.—Smith vy. Hyndman, 10 
Cush. 554, 


Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 
703, 9 S 885, 18 LRA 682. 

N. Y.—Thorp v. Carvalho, 14 Misc. 
554, 36 NYS 1. 

Kng.—Edgell v. Francis, 1 M. & G. 
222, 39 ECL 729, 188 Reprint 314. 

[a] Evidence as to character not 
admitted.—Where plaintiff disclaims 
any damages for injury to his char- 


acter. Smith v. Hyndman, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 554.  ;: 
77. Stewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 51. 
78. Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
436. 
Be Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
Bt Wolf v. Perryman, 82 Tex. 


0. 
112) NESW 7722 

81. Anderson v. Johnston, 10 Sask. 
L. 352, 38 DomLR 563, 29 CanCrCas 
24, [1917] 3 WestWkly 3538. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


\ 
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{§ 176] 3. Mitigation. 


82. Iowa.—Holmes vy. Blyler, 80 
Iowa 365, 45 NW 1756. : 

Kan.—Garnier v. Squires, 62 Kan. 
321, 62 P. 1005; Comer v. Knowles, 
17 Kan. 436. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, Ann 
Casi1916C 513. 


La.—Wentz vy. Bernhardt, 37 La. 
Ann. 636. 
Mich.—Livingston vy. Burroughs, 


33 Mich. 511. 

Nebr.—Painter v. Ives, 4 Nebr. 122. 

N. Y.—Voltz v. Blackmar, 64 N. Y. 
440. 

. Okl.—Hostettler v. Carter, 175 P 
44, 

Tex.—Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 
29 Tex. Civ. A. 264, 68 SW 831; Kar- 
Stump, 12 Tex. Civ. A. 460, 
34 SW 656. Contra Landrum _  v. 
Wells, 7 Tex. Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

Vt.—Tenney v. Smith, 63 Vt. 520, 
22 A 659. 

Wis.—Grace v. Dempsey, 75 Wis. 
313, 43 NW 1127; Fenelon v. Butts, 
53. Wis. 344, 10 NW 501. But see 
Nelson vy. Snoyenbos, 155 Wis. 590, 
145 NW 179 (where certain matter 
in mitigation was said to affect both 
exemplary and compensatory dam- 


ages). 
N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 295. 


But see Hall v. Semple, 3 F. & F. 
337 (holding that estimate of dam- 
ages may depend on the view taken 
of the circumstances whether given 
by way of compensation or by way 
of punishment). : 

[a] Illustrations.— (1) Previous 
arrest and detention within prison 
limits for debt not relevant on ques- 
tion of damages. Markey v. Sloat, 
41 N. B. 234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 East 
LR 295. (2) Lack of justification for 
acts which caused arrest will not 
affect recovery of amount to be re- 
eovered for unjustified imprisonment. 
Voltz v. Blackmar, 64 N. Y. 440. 

[b] Plaintiff’s misconduct irrele- 
vant.—Persons sleeping in a freight 
car were locked in by railroad em- 
ployee who sent for the sheriff, who, 
without a warrant, arrested and con- 
fined them in jail until the next day. 
In an action against the railroad 
company for damages, no punitive 
damages being claimed, a charge to 
the jury not to consider evidence as 
to “whether or not plaintiff right- 
fully or wrongfully entered said box 
ear or whether or not plaintiff had 
been guilty of unlawfully riding 
upon a train’ was_ held proper. 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Parker, 29 Tex. 
Civ. A. 264, 266, 68 SW 831. 

Mitigation of compensatory dam- 
ages generally see Damages § 226. 

83. See infra § 179. ; i 

e4, Ala.—Rogers v. Wilson, Minor 
407, 12 AmD 61. 

Ga.—Rogers v. Toliver, 139 Ga. 
281, 282, 77 SE 28, 45 LRANS 64, 
AnnCas1914A 1017 [cit Cyc]; Mitchell 
v. Malone, 77 Ga. 301. 

Ind.—American Express Co. v. Pat- 
terson, 73 Ind. 430. 


Iowa.—Carpenter v. Parker, 23 
Iowa 450. ‘ 

Ky.—Botts vy. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 
687. 


La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 43 S 545; Escurix v. Daboval, 7 
La. 575. 

Mich.—Linnen v. Banfield, 114 
Mich. 93, 72 NW 1 

Miss.—Vice v. 
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Strictly speaking, mat- 
ter in mitigation such as the absence of malice and 
the existence of probable cause cannot be considered 
in determining the amount to be awarded plaintiff 
as actual damages,*? although it is to be considered 
on the question of exemplary damages;** but with- 
out regard to the distinction between punitive and 
compensatory damages the amount of plaintiff’s re- 
covery is according to many authorities to be de- 


Holley, 88 Miss. 572,! 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


41S 7. 
eso H.—Colby vy. Jackson, 12 N. H. 
De 
N. J.—Reuck y. McGregor, 32 N. J. 
L. 70. 


N. Y.—Bradner vy. Faulkner, 93 


N. Y. 515; Brown vy. Chadsey, 39 
Barb. 253. 
a C.—Sawyer v. Jarvis, 35 N. C. 


Pa.—Kossouf y. Knarr, 206 Pa. 
146, 55 A 854; Grohmann y. Kirsch- 
man, 168 Pa. 189, 32 A 382; Wine- 
biddle v. Porterfield, 9 Pa. 137. 
hea ae cre Vo) tlakman, |b) ava. 

W. Va.—Claiborne v. Chesapeake, 
oie R. Col, 46 W. Va. 363, 33 SH 

Eng.—Howard y. Clarke, 20 Q. B. 
D. 558; Cowles v. Dunbar, 2 C. & P. 
565, 12 ECL 735; Chinn vy. Morris, 
2C. & P: 361, 12 ECL 617; Parring- 
ton v. Moore, 2 Exch. 223, 154 Re- 
araue 473; Symm v. Fraser, 3 F. & F. 


Man.—Sinclair v. Ruddell, 16 Man. 
53, 3 WestLR 532. 

See Kendall v. Powers, 4 Metce. 
(Mass.): 5538 (where lower court ad- 
mitted evidence in mitigation of 
damages which it would not permit 
as a justification, but appellate court 
refrained from passing on the pro- 
priety of the evidence as in miti- 
gation). 

“Tt is sufficient to say that the 
motives of the defendant, probable 
cause and malice, may be shown in 
aggravation or mitigation of dam- 


ages.” Kossouf v. Knarr, 206 Pa. 
146, 149, 55 A 854, 
[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where a 


private person makes an arrest un- 
der circumstances which do not jus- 
tify him, but would justify an offi- 
cer, he should be held to pay reason- 
able and fair damages, according to 
the ‘circumstances, mitigated by the 
reasonable or probable cause that in- 
duced it. Reuck vy. McGregor, 32 
N, Jn des 20. =. (2)» Statements, made 
to the justice by the prosecutor, and 
by which the former was induced to 
issue the warrant, are admissible. 
Neall v. Hart, 115. Pa. 347,.8 A, 628, 
2 AmSR 559. (3) In actions against 
an individual for giving plaintiff into 
custody on a charge of felony, rea- 
sonable and probable cause of sus- 
picion is good evidence in mitiga- 
tion of damages. Cowles v. Dunbar, 
2@. S28. 565; 22 HCL 7353—Chinny v. 
Morris 2) Cs & be 6, b2ie Ck 6675 
Tulley. v. Corrie, 10 Cox. C. C..584; 
Perkins v. Vaughan, 4 M. & G. 988, 
43 HCL 508, 134 Reprint 405. (4) 
Inexperience of an attorney giving 
advice will not justify the arrest, but 
may be shown in mitigation of dam- 
ages. Mortimer vy. Thomas, 23 La. 
Ann. 165. (5) The question whether 
the physicians acted oppressively or 
in the conscientious discharge of 
their duties to prevent injury to the 
patient or others must be consid- 
ered in fixing the damages, where 
physicians are responsible for the 
acts of nurses continued by them in 
charge of a patient against the pa- 
tient’s wishes. Symm vy. Fraser, 3 
F. & F. 859. (6) Orders to arrest 
plaintiff given by the prosecuting at- 
torney to a police officer bear on his 
good faith and affect the question of 
damages. Linnen v. Banfield, 114 
Mich. 93, 72 NW 1. 

85. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 


[25C.J5.] 561 


termined with regard to mitigating cireumstances 
negativing malice and showing reasonable ground 
for the wrong done,’* or showing that the person 
sought to be charged acted in good faith on proper 
but insufficient legal authority,®> or that the person 
seeking recovery was guilty of misconduct,** or that 
he was guilty of the offense for which he was legally 
arrested where the ground of action is detention 
for an unreasonable time,®7 or showing mistake ®8 or 


U. S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124. 


obo cpalitcholl v. Malone, 77 Ga. 


lll.—Roth v. Smith, 54 Ill. 431. 
Iowa.—Carpenter vy. Parker, 23 


Iowa 450. 
Daboval, 7 La. 


La.—Escurix v. 
575. ‘ 

Mich.—Klein v. Pollard, 149 Mich. 
200, 112 NW 717, 119 AmSR 670, 10 


LRANS 1008. 

Va.—Wells v. Jackson, 3 Munf. 
(17 Va.) 458. 

[a] Illustrations. — (1) That a 


writ has been changed so as to make 
it void. Wells v. Jackson, 3 Munf. 
(17 Va.) 458. (2) A decision of the 
Supreme court showing error in a 
judgment quashing writ of habeas 
corpus. Escurix v. Daboval, 7 La. 
575. (3) Defective military author- 
ity. Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. S. 266, 
25 L. ed. 124; Roth v. Smith, 54 Il. 
431; Carpenter vy. Parker, 23 Iowa 
450. (4) As to abatement of dam- 
ages see further Scott v. Flowers, 60 
Nebr. 675, 84 NW 81; Baker v. Secor, 
4 NYS 303. 

86. U. S.—McCall v. McDowell, 15 
ees No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 
SoEe gots v. Williams, 17 B. Mon. 

La.—Pearson vy. Great Southern 
Lumber Co., 134 La.-117, 63 S 759. 

Miss.—Vice v. Holley, 88 Miss. 572, 


EWS (8 
Tex.—Landrum y. Wells, 7 Tex. 
Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 
Wis.—Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 


Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. 

Iing.—Linford v. Lake, 3 H. & N. 
276, 157 Reprint 475. 

N. S.—Sam Chak v. Campbell, 45 
N. S. 1, 9 HastLR 194. ‘ 
See Rogers v. Van Valkenburgh, 2 
U. C. Q. B. 220 (where a court re- 
fused to set aside a verdict in favor 
of defendant, in a case involving the. 
arrest of a person who had perpe- 
trated a fraud from the consequences 
of which he was fleeing, when ar- 
rested by plantiff, at the request of 

the public authorities). 

[a] Dlustration.—Evidence of the 
declarations of plaintiff that he had 
committed a felony or evidence which 
tended to show that defendant in 
making the arrest was prompted by 
honest motives and no ill will to 
plaintiff is admissible. Botts v. Wil- 
liams, 17 B. Mon. (Ky.) 687. 

87. Friesenhan v. Maines, 137 
Mich. 10, 100 NW 172. 


nage U. S.—Barnes vy. Viall, 6 Fed. 
igh Suse v. Pool, 2 Stew. & P. 
6 


ite ikia: watts v. Canfield, 6 Blackf. 

Miss.—Vice v. Holley, 88 Miss. 572, 
DT, 41 Ste 

Mo.—Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 
Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 

Tex.—Formwalt v. Hylton, 66 Tex. 
288, 1 SW 376. 

“In a suit for false imprisonment, 
mistake as to identity of the party 
arrested may be considered in miti- 
gation of damages and on the ques- 


106 


tion of malice.” Vice v. Holley, 
supra. 

{a] For example, (1) that defend- 
ant was illegally arrested and de- 


tained through a mistake of law or 
miscalculation of time which was 
shared by all the parties is a fact 
which goes far in reduction of dam- 
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provocation.®® 


which goes to show plaintiff’s injury is not as great 
as is claimed by him,°° as, for example, proof of 


cating lack of damage to the reputation of the in- 
jured party,®? or proof that the complaining party 
voluntarily remained in prison when by seeking the 
proper remedy he might have obtained his release.” 
A release from actual confinement will operate to 


lessen the damage.** 


ages. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 
(2) That the wrong person was ar- 
rested on the warrant. Wasson v. 
Canfield, 6 Blackf. (Ind.) 406; Form- 
walt v. Hylton, 66 Tex. 258, 1 SW 
376. (3) That the officer honestly 
believed that the person arrested 
was the one named in the warrant. 
Landrum v. Wells, 7 Tex. Civ. A. 
625, 26 SW 1001. (4) That the offi- 


cer supposed he had a capias. Hall 
vy. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 70. 
[b] Besemblance to accused.— 


The arrest of plaintiff having been 
caused by defendants on account of 
his resemblance to a notorious crimi- 
nal and fugitive from justice, it was 
held on demurrer that evidence of 
such resemblance and of the bona 
fides of the error was no justification 
but merely a matter of extenuation. 
Sugg v. Pool, 2 Stew. & P. (Ala.) 


196. 

89. McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 233; 
Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 Me. 427, 96 AmD 
475; Weiler v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
12 PittsbLegINS (Pa.) 347; Thomas 
v. Powell, 7 C. & P. 807, 32 ECL 
883. 

[a] A mere technical trespass by 
floating on a boat on water cover- 

- ing the lands of another is not such 
a provocation as will mitigate dam- 
ages for assault and battery in mak- 
ing an arrest. Lamb v. Stone, 95 
Wis. 254, 70 NW 72. 

s0. George v. Norfolk, etc, R. 
Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036. 


91. Dunn v. Cole, 2 Tev. A. Civ. 
Cas. § 821. 
92. Ala—Wren v. Wardlaw, Minor 


363, 12 AmD 60. 
‘ Tua.—O’ Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 43 S 545, . 

Okl.—Holmes v. Le Fors, 36 OKI. 
729, 129 P7718. 
» Pa.—Winebiddle v. Porterfield, 9 
1 Bes Vea By 

N. B.—McAllister v. Johnson, 40 
Nee Bs 085 

[a] Bad character of plaintiff is 
admissible in chief in mitigation of 
damages, provided that it would not, 
if pleaded, amount to a justification. 
McAllister v. Johnson, 40 N. B. 
73 


93. Barnes v. Viall, 6 Fed. 661. 

94. Neves v. Costa, 5 Cal. A. 111, 
89 P 860. 

[a] Liberty on bail as affecting 


damages.—“That he was able to give 
bail a portion of the time only oper- 
ated: to lessen the amount of dam- 
ages he might have recovered from 
the defendant.” Neves v. Costa, 5 
Cal As Wt 118, 89) P 860. 

95. U. S.—Whitten v. Bennett, 86 
Fed. 405, 30 CCA 140. 

Ala.—Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 
537, 33 S 835, 96 AmSR 8388. 

La.—Sperier v. Ott, 6 La. A. (Or- 
leans) 327. 

Mich—Stensrud v. Delamater, 56 
Mich. 144, 22 NW 272; Brushaber v. 
Stegemann, 22 Mich. 266. 

N. Y.—Marks v. Townsend, 97 
N. Y. 590; Kolzem v. Broadway, etc., 
R. Co., 1 Mise. 148, 20 NYS 700. See 
Murray v. Friensberg, 15 NYS 450 
(that want of probable cause is 
evidence of malice to be taken 
into consideration in fixing dam- 
ages). ; 

C.—Jackson v. American Tel., 


Matter is also properly considered 
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4. Agegravation. As increasing the 
| amount of damages awarded, it has been held that 
| the jury may consider circumstances tending to 

plaintiff’s general bad character ®! or facts indi- | show malice and the absence of probable cause,®® 
|| te circumstances under which the arrest was 

made,®* the conduct of the person making, or re- 

sponsible for, the arrest,? allegations in the plead- 

ing or the manner of conducting the defense of the 

action brought by the injured party to recover 


damages,®* the conditions of the place of his im- 


ete, Co., 189 N. C. 347, 51 SE 1015, 
70 LRA 738. 
pee nT v. Taylor, 6 Heisk. 

4, ; 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. 

See Southern R. Co. v. Shirley, 121 
Ky. 863, 90 SW 597, 28 KyL 860, 12 
AnnCas 33 (dictum, that existence 
of malice may be shown to enhance 
damages); Reynolds v. Price, 56 SW 
502, 22 KyL 5 (dictum); Neall v. 
Hart, 115 Pa. 347, 8 A 628, 2 AmSR 
559 (where the court discussed the 
admissibility of evidence going to 
prove malice in fact, also evidence 
tending to show probable cause, and 
said that malice in such actions 
might be presumed from lack of 
probable cause). 

“Motives may be considered 
measuring the damage but not 
determining the existence of the 
cause of action alleged.” Oates v. 
Bullock, 1386 Ala. 537, 544, 88 S 835, 
96 AmSR 38. 

[a] Illustration.—-Nine hundred 
dollar verdict sustained as moderate 
amount in compensatory and puni- 
tive damages, where telephone com- 
pany caused the arrest and detention 
of a landowner merely for’ the pur- 
pose of preventing his resistance to 
entry upon the land. Jackson v. 
American Tel., etc., Co., 139 N.C. 
347, 51,SE 1015, 70 LRA 788. 

96. U. S.—Davis v. Johnson, 101 
Fed. 952, 42 CCA 111. 

Ala.—Rhodes v. MeWilson, 192 Ala. 
675, 681, 69 S 69. 

Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 Iowa 
372, 94 NW 922. 

Mich.-—McCullough vy. Greenfield, 
133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 582, 62 LRA 
906, 1 AnnCas 924; Stensrud v. Dela- 
mater, 56 Mich. 144, 22 NW 272. 
eid eta v. Goodman, 49. Mo. 
6 


O’Malley, 
70 


in 
in 


Tex.—Hall v. 49° Tex. 
“The circumstances under which 
the arrest and detention of plaintiff 
were accomplished, though not avail- 
able under the pleadings as a justifi- 
cation, were nevertheless admissible 
either in aggravation or in mitiga- 
tion of the damages, as the jury 
might regard them.” Rhodes v. Mc- 
Wilson, supra. 

{a] Mlustrations.— (1) Arresting 
on Saturday night. Stensrud v. Dela- 
mater, 56 Mich. 144, 22 NW 272. (2) 
The drunken condition of the officer 
arresting. Hall v. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 
70. (8) Arrest in the presence of 
plaintiff's family. Young v. Gorm- 
ley, 120 Iowa 372, 94 NW 922. 

{[b] Arrest on sham proceeding's. 
—An arrest under a sham proceed- 
ing, an abuse of the process of 
court, a fictitious charge made un- 
der the forms of law, male fide, is 
a public as well as a private wrong, 
and should be held to aggravate the 
damages. Fellows v. Goodman, 49 
Mo. 62. 

[c] Conspiracy to procure impris- 
onment.—“‘The distinction is now 
well established, that in civil ac- 
tions the conspiracy is not the grava- 
men of the charge, but may be both 
pleaded and proved as aggravating 
the wrong of which the plaintiff com- 
plains, enabling him to _ recover 
against all as joint tortfeasors.’’ 


Van Horn v. Van Horn, 52 N. J. L. 
284, 286, 20 A 485, 10 LRA 184 [quot 
Davis v. Johnson, 101 Fed. 952, 956, 
42 CCA 111]. 

{[d] Warranted conducted in mak- 
ing arrest.—An officer had two pris-~- 
oners who were strangers to him; it 
was long after dark and he had a 
considerable distance to go with 
them. Iixcept that he handcufied 
them together there was nothing in 
his conduct to indicate wantonness 
or malice. It was held that the jury 
should have been instructed that 
there was no wantonness or malice, 
and that they should not find addi- 
tional damages because the prisoners 
were handcuffed. McCullough — v. 
Greenfield, 133 Mich. 463, 95 NW 532, 
62 LRA 906, 1 AnnCas 924. 

97. Harness v. Stcele, 159 Ind. 286, 
64 NE 875; Holz v. Rediske, 116 Wis. 
353, 92 NW 1105; Kalmanovitch v. 
Muller, 18 RevdeJur 159, 1 DomLR 
628. 

[a] Unwarranted insult and an- 
noyance.—“There were unwarranted 
insults offered to appellee on the part 
of appellant; also oppression on his 
part, and a reckless disregard, under 
the circumstances, of appellee’s 
rights as a citizen. Appellee, as the 
evidence discloses, was subjected to 
repeated ‘quizzing,’ and was virtually 
branded by appellant, in the pres- 
ence of others, as a thief; and when 
he, a mere boy, protested his inno- 
cence in regard to the charge, ap- 
pellant called him a liar.” Harness 
vaste et 159 Ind. 286, 299, 64 NE 
75. 

[b] Application of rnle—When it 
is proved that defendant acted under 
an improper motive and with a spirit 
of revenge in causing plaintiff's ar- 
rest, plaintiff suing for false arrest 
in the province of Quebec should be 
awarded an amount. sufficient to 
carry costs on the scale of the su- 
perior court of that province and not 
merely the costs on the scale of the 
circuit court. Kalmanovitch v. Mul- 


iy 18 RevdeJur 159, 1 DomLR 
98. Smith v. Macomber, 28 R. I. 


248, 66 A 570; Warwick v. Foulkes, 
12 M. & W. 507, 152 Reprint 1298. 
See Ocean SS. Co. v. Williams, 69 Ga. 
251 (filing an unsustained plea). 

[a] Unproved plea of justification 
as aggravation of damages.—(1) 
“The judge’s charge upon the effect 
the plea of justification would have, 
if not proved, upon the damages, 
was substantially correct; it only 
went so far as to instruct the jury 
that they might in that event cen- 
sider it as authorizing them to give 
additional damages.” Ocean SS. Co. 
v. Williams, 69 Ga. '2515°°262.°° (2) 
Defendant, in addition to the general 
issue, pleaded a justification, on the 
ground that plaintiff had committed 
a felony,» for which defendant had 
him taken in custody; but at the trial 
his counsel abandoned this latter 
plea, and exonerated plaintiff from 
the imputation contained in it. It 
was held that the putting this plea 
on the record was a persisting in 
the original charge, and proper to 
be taken into consideration by the 
jury in estimating the amount of 
damages. Warwick v. Foulkes, 12 M. 
& W. 507, 152 Reprint 1298. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, pase and note number, 
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prisonment,®® duress applied while imprisoned,’ or |; 1. 
publicity given to his imprisonment by publication 
of accounts thereof in the public newspapers.? But 
a person who is liable for damages for a false 
imprisonment may be entirely blameless of an in- 
dependent wrong committed by another person in 
connection with the arrest, in which case evidence 
of the independent wrong cannot be used to aggra- 
vate the damages for which the person not responsi- 
ble for the independent wrong may be liable.? 

[§ 178] C. Exemplary cr Punitive Damages— 


99. Ala.—Fuqua v. Gambill, 
Ala. 464, 467, 37 S 235. 

Colo.—Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 
Colo. 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 
608. 

Ill.— Kindred v. Stitt, 51 Ill. 401. 

Minn.—Kelley v. Great Northern 


R. Co., 142 Minn. 492, 171 NW 276. 
N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 


“The plaintiff should have been 
allowed to show the condition of the 
prison in which he was placed, as 
to cleanliness or odors.” Fuqua v. 
Gambill, supra. 

7, Harris v. Louisville; ete:,,.R. 
Co., 35 Fed. 116. 

[a] Release of damages obtained 
by duress.—A release of damages for 
false imprisonment obtained while 
the person executing it was still in 
the custody of his captors or under 
their influence is an aggravation of 
damages. Harris v. Louisville, etc., 
ms Co. 35. ed.) 116. 2 

2. Colo.—Grimes v. Greenblatt, 47 
Colo. 495, 107 P 1111, 19 AnnCas 608. 

Mich.—Filer v. Smith, 96 Mich. 347, 
55 NW 999, 35 AmSR 608. 

Miss.—Alabama, etc.;' R. Co. -v. 
Kuhn, 78 Miss. 114, 28 S 797. 

Nebr.—Scott v. Flowers, 60 Nebr. 


675, 84 NW 81. 


Wash.—Duval v. Inland Nav. Co., 
90 Wash. 149, 155 P 768. 

But see Butler v. Stockdale, 19 Pa. 
Super. 98 (holding that newspaper 
articles describing an alleged lar- 
ceny by plaintiff of the goods of de- 
fendant, and comments relating 
thereto, are incompetent and irrele- 
vant as there w2s no evidence con- 
nectine defendant with the publica- 
tion of the articles). 

[a] Publicetion of arrest.—In an 
action for false arrest it is compe- 
tent to show the jury that the ar- 
rest was published in a newspaper, 
although the article itself must be 
excluded, in the absence of showing 
that defendant was resvonsible for 
its publication, if it cannot be read 
without introducing matter that can- 
not be rleaned from the charge and 
proceeding thereon. Duval v. Inland 
Nav. Co., 99 Wash. 149, 155 P 768. 

8. She-herd v. Slaten, 5 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 79. 

4 See Damages § 268 et seq. 

5. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 
U. S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124; Day v. Wood- 
worth, 12 How. 363, 14 L. ed. 181; 
Roza v. Smith, 65 Fed. 592; Clarke 
v. Americen Dock, etc., Co., 35 Fed. 
478; McCall v. McDowell, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,673. 1 Abb. 212, Deady 233. 

Ala.—Hereford v. Brentz, 192 Ala. 
465, 68 S 350; Gambill v. Cargo, 151 
Ala. 421, 43 S 866; Woodall v. Mc- 
Millan, 38 Ala. 622; Birmingham 
Ledger Co. v. Buchanan, 10 Ala. A. 
627, 65 S 667. 

D. C.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 
DO. 40k, 

Ga.—Potter v. Swindle, 77 Ga, 419, 
3 SE 94. 

Tll.— Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Cox v. Rhodes Ave. Hospital, 198 Ill. 
A. 82; Hight v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 
508; Pearce v. Needham, 37, Lie A. 
90 


Kan.—Wheeler, ete. Mfg. Co. v. 
Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 
571; Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan, 436. 

Md.—Kirk v. Garrett, 84 Md. 388, 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


140; 35 A 1089. 


Mass.—Krulevitz v. Eastern R. Co., 
140 Mass. 573, 5 NE 500. 

Mich.—Hendricks v. Haskins, 114 
Mich. 291, 72 NW 152; Ross v. Leg- 
gett, 61 Mich. 445, 28 NW 695, 1 
AmSR 608; Livingston vy. Burroughs, 
33 Mich. 511; Brushaber v. Stege- 
mann, 22 Mich. 266. 

Minn.—Kelley v. Great Northern 
R. Co., 142 Minn.. 492, 171 NW 275. 

.Mo.—Leve v. Putting, (A.) 196 SW 
aon! Monson vy. Rouse, 86 Mo. A. 


N. Y.—Arteaga v. Connor, 88 N. Y. 
403, 2 NYCivProc 152, 14 NYWklyDig 
278; Mann v. Barrows, 14 NYSt 10; 
Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. Div. 364, 
64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y. 375, 62 
NE 424]; Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 
253; Dodge v. Alger, 53 N. Y. Super. 
107; Fuller v. Redding, 16 Misc. 634, 
39 NYS 109 [ff 13 App. Div. 61, 43 
NYS 96]; Lirnbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95; Kolzem v. Broad- 


way, ete., R. Co., 1 Mise. 148, 20 NYS; 


ae Williams v. Garrett, 12 HowPr 

N. C.—Jackson vy. American .Tel., 
ete, Cor, 139) NaC. (3847, b1°SHh 1015, 
70 LRA 738, 

Pa.—Grohmann y. Kirschman, 168 
Pa. 189, 32 A 32; McCarthy v. De 
Armit, 99 Pa. 63; Flinn v. Graham, 
3 Pittsb. 195; Weiler v. Pennsylvania 
R. Co., 12 PittsbLegNS 347. 

Tex.—Hall v. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 70; 


Whitmore -yv., Allen, 33), Tex: 355; 
Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 192 
SW 528; Karner v. Stump, 12 Tex. 


Civ. A. 460, 34 SW 656. 

Vt.—McMullin v. Erwin, 69 Vt. 
338, 38 A 62. 

Va.—Bolton vy. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

W. Va.—Claiborne v. Chesapeake, 
ete; | iy Coy 446 Wi. Via. 368, 33) SE 
262; Gillingham vy. Ohio River R. Co., 
35 W. Va. 588, 14 SE 243, 29 AmSR 
827, 14 LRA 798; Ogg v. Murdock, 25 
W., Va, 139. 

Wis.—Hamlin vy. Spaulding, 27 
Wis. 360. 

Eng.—Huckle v. Money, 2 Wils. 
C. P. 206, 95 Reprint 768. 

Ont.—Clissold v. Machell, 26 U. C. 
OB: 2 


[a] Imprisonment to prevent de- 
fense of property.—Punitive dam- 
ages may be allowed for a wrongful 
arrest made solely in order to put 
plaintiff temporarily out of the way 
so as to prevent his resistance to an 
entry on his land. Jackson v. Ameri- 
con Telstetes Co 2139 NetCs 1347, ba 
SE 1015, 70 LRA 738. 

[b] Unlawful ard malicious acts 
of magistrate—A magistrate who in- 
tentionally inflicts a wrongful im- 
prisonment, with malice, and uses 
unnecessarily harsh language _ to 
wound the feelines of the person, 
may be punished by an award of ex- 
emplary or vindictive damages. Clis- 
sold v. Machell, 26 U. C. Q. B. 422. 

6. Dunson v. Baker, 144 La. 167, 
80 S 238. Contra Parker v. McGlin, 
52 La. Ann. 1514, 27 S 946; Hardy 
v. Stevenson, 29 La. Ann. 172; Mor- 
timer v. Thomas, 23 La. Ann. 165. 
See Damages § 268. 


7. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 
Wi. Sis 266; 2521 “edy 124% “Roza? v. 
Smith, 65 Fed. 592; McCall v. Mc- 


Dowell, 15 F. Cas, No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 


In General. 
award of punitive damages in actions for tort gen- 
erally,* punitive or exemplary damages are properly 
awarded in an action for false imprisonment,® al- 
though they are, of course, denied in those jurisdic- 
tions in which the doctrine of punitive damages 
is not recognized.® 
emplary damages the tort must have been accom- 
panied by circumstances of ageravation,’ and it is 
sometimes stated that it must appear that the un- 
lawful detention was accompanied with actual 
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Under the rules authorizing the 


To authorize an award of ex- 


212, Deady 233. 

Ala.—Rhocdes v. McWilson, 192 Ala. 
675, 69 S 69. 

Cal.—Maher vy. Wilson, 139 Cal. 
5£4,5"°73 > P F483 

Ill.— Wanzer vy. Bright, 52 Ill. 35; 
Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; Pearce 


v. Needham, 87 Ill. A. 90. 
Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 

286, 64 NE 875. , 
Kan.—Wheeler, ete, Mfg. Co. v. 


Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 AmR 
571; Wiley v. Keokuk, 6 Kan. 94. 

La.—Parker v. McGlin, 52 La. Ann. 
1514, 27 S 946. 

Mich.—Schnider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 534; Ross v. Leg- 
cett, 61 Mich. 445, 28 NW -695, 1 
AmSR 608; Livingston v. Burroughs, 
33 Mich. 511; Brushaber v. Stege- 
mann, 22 Mich. 266. 

Minn.—Rauma_ v. Lamont, 82 Minn, 
477, 85 NW 236. 

Mo.—Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 99 SW 495. 

N. Y.—Newman v. New York, etc., 
Ro GCo., 7 54° Ftun’ 335) 7) INS 5605 
Dodge v. Alger, 53 N. Y. Super. 107; 
Limbeck v. Gerry, 15 Misc. 663, 39 
NYS 95; Kozlem v. Broadway, etce., 
Re COs. lL Mise ola 8h 2 On Novag). 
Beardsley v. Soper, 184 App. Div. 399, 
171 NYS 1043; Williams v. -Gar- 
rett, 12 HowPr 456. : 

Okl.—Holmes vy. Le Fors, 36 Okl. 
(CRE SY ey ek 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 
ee Flinn v. Graham, 3. Pittsb. 

Tex.—Whitmore v. Allen, 33 Tex. 
355; Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 280, 
192. SW 528 [aff) (Civ. A.) 151 SW 
871]; Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. 
A. 269, 117 SW 463. 

Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

W. Va.—Ogg v. Murdock, 25 W. 
Va. 139. See Allen v. Lopinsky, 81 
W. Va.'13, 94 SE 369 (holding that 
punitive damacves when recoverable 
in action for false imprisonment can- 
not be allowed in addition to compen- 
satory damages, unless the latter are 
inadequate as punishment of the of- 
fender). 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72; Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 30 
Wis. 511; Hamlin v. Spaulding, 27 
Wis. 360. 

Eng.—Huckle v. Money, 2 Wils. 

120) Nowe: 


Cc. P. 206, 95 Reprint 768. 
See Lewis v. Clegg, 
292, 26 SE 772 (dictum). 
“In agtions of trespass to either 
person or property, exemplary dam- 
ages may be given when the act was 
oppressive, or when the act was com- 
mitted with violence, or rudely, or 
with excessive force, or under cir- 
cumstances of insult or outrage, or 
in known violation of the law.” 
Rhodes v. MecWilson,:' 192 Ala. 675, 

681, 69 S 69. 

[a] Unsuccessful attempt to jus- 
tify imprisonment.—It has been held 
that an unsuccessful attempt to jus- 
tify false jmprisonment by unfound- 
ed accusations of plaintiff’s criminal 
insanity constitutes an a:sravation 
of the original offense justifying in- 
creased punitive damages in an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment. Smith 
v. Macomber, 28 R. I. 248, 66 A 570. 

Effect of absence of aggravating 
circumstances see infra § 179. 
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malice,’ and actual ill will or express malice will 
support an award,® or circumstances from which 
malice may be inferred as a matter of law.1° 


emplary damages have, however, 


8. U. S.—McCall v. McDowell, 15 
F. Cas. No. 8,673, 1 Abb. 212, Deady 
233. 

Ala.—Hereford v. Brentz, 192 Ala. 

S 350. 


465, 68 
Cal.—Maher v. Wilson, 139 Cal. 
: 20 Del. 


514, 73 P 418 

Del.—Marshall v. Cleaver, 
450, 56 A 380; Petit v. Colmery, 20 
Del. 266, 55 A 344; State v. Brown, 
5 “Del. 505. 

Ill.— Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 486; 
meee? v. Needham, 37 Ill. A. 

Ky.—Scott v. Com!, 98 SW 668, 29 
KyL 571 (dictum). 

Md.—Bernheimer vy. Becker, 102 
Md. 250, 62 A 526, 111 AmSR 356, 3 
LRANS 221. 

Mich.—Hendricks v. Haskins, 114 


Mich. 291, 72 NW 152; Firestone v. 
Rice, 71 Mich. 377, 38 NW 885, 15 
AmSR 266. 


Minn.—Kelley v. Great Northern 
eCOs sAL42. eM inne 492; ldo: NIWs 
276. 

Mo.—Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (A.) 
217 SW. 997; Davis v. Chicago, etc., 
COs loci MOnn TA We 419, pels ues Vi 
826; Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 Mo. 
A. 197, 130 SW 681. 

N. Y.—Voltz v. Blackmar, 64 N. 
Y. 440; Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]; Craven v. Blooming- 
dale, 30 Misc. 650, 64 NYS 262 [aff 
54 App. Div. 266, 66 NYS 525 (rev 
on other grounds 171 N. Y. 439, 64 
NE 169)]; Manasha vy. Royal Ben. 
Soc., 21 Misc. 474, 47 NYS 628; Kol- 
zem v. Broadway, etc., R. Co., 1 Misc. 
148, 20 NYS 700; Beardsley v. Soper, 
1USAeeApDpeeDive 3995 1LeN YS 21043); 
Baker v. Secor, 6 NYSt 735. 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
LS2NIN. (Cx 868,. 45 SEL O23, Lod, IN. Cc. 
418, 45 SE 826; Tucker v. Winders, 
TOR NGS Come la, 24 SBS. 

OK1. _-Hostettler v. Carter, 175 'P 
244; Barnes v. Davis, 30 Okl. 511, 
ALPADY 1 4, 2153 

Pa.—McAleer v. Good, 216 Pa. 473, 
65 A 934, 116 AmSR 782, 10 LRANS 


303. 
Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
Vellines, 94 Va. 


280, 192 SW 528. 

Va.—Bolton v. 

393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

W. Va.—George v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 1036; Davis 
v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 61 W. Va. 
246, 56 SE 400, 9 LRANS 993. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) The agents 
of a sewing machine company sought 
to recover from an installment cus- 
tomer a machine which had been paid 
for and belonged absolutely to her. 
Without commencing a civil or crim- 
inal proceeding they procured the ar- 
rest of her husband, kept him in jail 
for ten days with seventeen or eigh- 
teem prisoners who were. either 
charged with, or convicted of, crimes. 
These facts were sufficient to war- 
rant an award of punitive damages. 
Wheeler, etc., Mfg. Co. v. Boyce, 36 
Kan. 350, 13 °P 609, 59 AmSR “571. 
(2) In an attempt to obtain a con- 
fession from a boy, a police officer 
took him into temporary custody and 
subjected him to repeated ‘‘quizzing” 
and virtually branded him in the 
presence of others as a thief, and 
when the boy protested his inno- 
cence, called him a liar. This was 
sufficient to warrant an award of 
exemplary damages. Harness v. 
Steele, 159 Ind. 286, 64 NE 875. (3) 
A sleeping car porter, arrested with- 
out a warrant and taken from de- 
fendant's train at the instance of 
defendant, confined in jail for three 
days, and then released without any 
formal charge of a criminal offense 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Ex- 
been frequently 


being presented to any court or mag- 
istrate, may properly be awarded 
punitive damages. Kelley vy. Great 
Northern R. Co., 142 Minn. 492, 171 
NW 276. 

9 N. Y.—Grinnell v. Weston, 95 
App. Div. 454, 88 NYS 781, 15 NYAnn 
Cas 193; Newman Vv. New York, etc., 
RICOs 54 Hun 3835, 7 NYS 560; Latasa 
v. Aron, 59 Misc. 26, 109 NYS 744; 
Fuller v. Redding, 16 Misc. 634, 39 
NYS 109 [aff 13 App. Div. 61, 48 NYS 
ae Williams v. Garrett, 12 HowPr 

6. 

Or.—Bingham vy. Lipman, 40 Or. 
BOSsn Oka oo 

Pa.—Kossouf v. Knarr, 206 Pa. 146, 
55 A 854; Mihalyik v. Klein, 22 Pa. 
Super. 193. 

Porto Rico.—Stevens v. Nater, 4 
Porto Rico Fed. 158. 

R. I.—Rice v. Harrington, 38 R. I. 
47, 94 A 736, LRA1916E 356. 

S. D—Gamble v. Keyes, 178 NW 
870; Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 


-Cas1916B 115; Richardson v. Huston, 


10 S. D. 484, 74 NW 234. 


Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, (Civ. A.) 
151 SW 871; Gold v. Campbell, 
Aes Texan Ch va am Acme OO same disp tS VE 


epte .—Hamlin v. Spaulding, 27 Wis. 

N. B.—Hopper v. Clark, 40 N. B. 
568, 10 EastLR 305. 

N. S.—Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. 
S. 129. 

10. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 
U. S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124; Fothering- 


ham v. Adams Express Co., 36 Fed. 
262, 1 LRA 474, 

Ala.—Gambill v. Schmuck, 131 Ala. 
321, 31 S 604; Birmingham Ledger 
Co. v. Buchanan, 10 Ala. A. 627, 65 
S 667,671 [cit Cyc]. 

Cal.—Maher v. Wilson, 139 Cal. 
514, 73 P 418. 

Conn.—Gibney v. Lewis, 68 Conn. 
392, 36 “A 799. 

Ga. ——Potter v. Swindle, 77 Ga. 419, 
3 SE 94. 

Ill.— Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 486; 
Hight v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 508; Sie- 
gel v. Connor, 70 Till. Ac 116 [aff 171 
Ill. 572, 49 NE 728]; Pearce v. Need- 
ham, 37 Ill. A. 90. 

Ind.— Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875; Cleveland v. Emerson, 
51 Ind. A. 339, 99 NE 796. 

Kan.—Wheeler, ete., Mfg. Co. v. 


Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13.P 609, 59 
oe 571; Wiley v. Keokuk, 6 Kan. 

Ky.—Schnider v. McGill, 64 SW 
835, 23 KyL 587. 

La.—Lange v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
107 La. 687, 31 S 1008. 

Mich.—Schneider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 5384. 

Mo.—Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 99 SW 495. 

N. Y.—Dodge v. Alger, 53 N. Y. 
Super. 107. 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. 
Co.7 132, N.C. 358,943 SH 1923. See 
Lewis v. Clegg, 120 N. C.. 292, 26 
SE 772 (dictum). 

Pa.—McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 


63; Blinn »-v. Graham, (3) sPittsb: 
195. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Ciyar "As, (269, 117% SW? 463: 

Va.— Bolton v. Vellines, 


94 Va, 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 
W. Va.—Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., 


R. Cos 61 HW. Val 246; 565SE 400; 
9 LRANS 993; Ogg v. Murdock, 25 
W.Va. 139. 


Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72; Hamlin v. Spaulding, 27 
Wis. 360. 

11. Wiley v. Keokuk, 6 Kan. 94. 

12. Wiley v. Keokuk, 6 Kan. 94; 


[§ 178 


awarded when the imprisonment was accompanied 
by circumstances of fraud,!! gross negligence,'* 
recklessness,!* wantonness,'* ‘corrupt 15 or ulterior 1¢ 

motives, bad faith,!7 want of probable cause,!* cir- 


Ross v. Leggett, 61 Mich. 445, 28 
NW 695, 1 AmSR 608; Kelly v. Dur- 
ham Tract. Co., 132 N. C. 368, 43 SH 
9238. See Lewis v. Clegg, 120 N. C. 
292, 26 SE 772 (dictum). 

13. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. 
S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124. 


Cal.—Maher v. Wilson, 139 Cal. 
514, .73 P 418. 

Jll—Wanzer v, Bright, 52 Ill. 35. 
Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 


286, 64 NE 875. 

Kan.— Wheeler, etc., Co. 
Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 356, ts P ‘609, 
59 AmR 571. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, Ann 
Cas1916C 513. 

Mich.—Schnider v. Montross, 158 
Mich. 263, 122 NW 534. 

Mo.—Hutchinson v. Sunshine Oil 
(A.) 218 SW 951; Carmody v. 
St. Louis Transit Co., 122 Mo. A. 
338, 99-SW_ 495. 

W. Va.—Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co., 61-W. Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 
LRANS 993. 

“The case is an aggravated one, 
and the conduct of the plaintiffs in 
error exhibited a wanton and reckless 
disregard of the rights of the de- 
fendant in error. ... And that the 


case... calls for the infliction of 
exemplary or punitive damages.’ 
Wheeler, ete. Mfg. Co. v. Boyce, 
supra. 


14. U. S.—Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. 
S. 266, 25 L. ed. 124; Roza v. Smith, 
65 Fed. 592. 

Ala.—Birmingham Ledger Co. v. 
Puen ae 10° Alas GA.7 52%. 6659S 

Ill.— Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Pearce v. Needham, 37 Ill. A. 90. 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, AnnCas 
L9TECH513% 

La.—Parker v. McGlin, 52 La. Ann. 

v. Montross, 


1514, 27 S 946. 
158 
122 NW 534. 


Mich.—Schnider 
Mich. 263, 

N. C.—Tucker v. Winders, 130 N. 
Coma aL SS Shs: 

Pa. : 
C2 seelinn ve Pittsb. 
195. 

W. Va.—Davis v. Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co., 61 W. Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 
LRANS 993. 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72 

[a] Wanton disregard of plain- 
tiff’s rights. — Where defendant 
caused plaintiff’s arrest by inserting 
his name in a warrant, and at the 
hearing following the arrest stated 
that he had no evidence against 
plaintiff, and asked that his name 
be stricken out of the warrant, and 
no testimony was offered against 
him, in an action against defendant 
for damages, an instruction that, if 
the arrest of plaintiff was in reckless 
or wanton disregard of his rights, 
the jury might award exemplary 
damages in addition to compensatory 
damages was. correct. Tucker v. 
Winders, 130 N. C. 147, 41 SE 8. 

15. Beckwith v. Bean, 98 U. S. 
266, 25 L. ed. 124; MeCall v. McDow- 
ell ben Cas: No. 8.673, 1 ‘Abb. 212, 
Deady 238% 

16. Beckwith v. Bean, 98 UV. S. 
266, .25 L. ed. 124; Dodge v. Alger, 
53, N. ¥.) Super: 1073) Hamiling-v. 
Spaulding, 27 Wis. 360. 

17. Brushhaber v. Stegemann, 22 
Mich. 266; Williams v. Garrett, 12 
HowPr (N.. Wet 56e 

18. Limbeck y.- Gerry, 15 Misc. 
663, 39 NYS 95; Neall v. Hart, 115 
Pa. 347, 8 A 628, 2 AmSR 559. 


Graham, 3 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 178-179] 


cumstances of oppression,!® unnecessary violence,?° 
insult or outrage,?! or willful injury,?? or where 
an arrest is made for the purpose of testing or ob- 
taining a construction of the law,?° or in known 
Malice in law authorizing an 
award of punitive damages may exist without re- 
gard to whether there is or is not a want of prob- 


violation of law.%4 


able cause.?° 
Hatred or ill will not necessary. 


sary that there be actual ill will or vindictiveness 
Thus an improper motive may con- 
stitute malice, even though it is not prompted by 
anger, malevolence, or vindictiveness.?7 
inferred from a wrongful act based upon no reason- 


of purpose.?6 


able ground.?§ 


A lunatic cannot be assessed with punitive dam- 


ages.?° 
Acts punishable as crime. 


19. Ala.—Rhodes v. MeWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69. ; 
Cal.—Maher v. Wilson, 1389 Cal. 514, 


Mon AL Se 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875. 

- Kan.—Wiley v. Keokuk, 6 Kan. 
4, 

Mo.—Carmody v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 122 Mo. A. 338, 99:-SW 495. 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
132 N. C. 368, 48 SE 923. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 117 SW 463. 

W. Va.—Oge v. Murdock, 25 W. 
Va. 139. 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72. c 

20. Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69. 

Cal.—Maher v. Wilson, 139 Cal. 514, 
hone G4 182 

Mo.—Carmody vy. St. Louis Transit 
Conni22) Mon eAes 33855995 SW 495. 

N. Y.—Beardsley v. Soper, 184 App. 
Div. 399, 171 NYS 1043. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
280, 192 SW 528. 

Wis.—Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72. 

[a] Reckless conduct.—A village 
police officer, while attempting to ar- 
rest plaintiff for a misdemeanor, 
without. a warrant, intentionally and 
without just cause struck plaintiff a 
blow on the head likely to produce 
death. This warranted a verdict for 
punitive damages. Beardsley v. So- 
per, 184 App. Div. 399, 171 NYS 1048. 

21. Ala.—Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 
Ala. 675, 69 S 69. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, etce., R. Co. v. Cun- 
diff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, AnnCas 
1916C 513. 

N. Y.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 


‘Div. 364, 64 NYS 663 [aff 169 N. Y 


375, 62 NE 424]. 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
132 N. C. 368, 43 SE 923. See Lewis 
We Glese i120, Ny 8C. 292.) 26" SH 
772 (dictum). 

Tex.—Whitmore y. Allen, 33 Tex. 
355. 

[a] For example where, in an ac- 
tion for false imprisonment, it ap- 
peared that plaintiff, while examin- 
ing watches in defendant’s store, was 
told by the sales girl that a watch 
bad disappeared since they were 
shown plaintiff, and a detective was 
called, who said that plaintiff must 
be searched, and she, being sur- 
rounded by defendant’s employees, 
submitted to a search, it was proper 
to award punitive damages. Stevens 
v. O'Neill, 51 App. Div. 364, 64 NYS 
663 [aff 169 N. Y. 875, 62 NE 424]. 

22. Hawk v. Ridgway, 33 Ill. 473; 
Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. Civ. A. 
269, 117 SW 463; Davis v. Chesapeake, 
etc., R. Co. 61 W. Va. 246, 56 SE 
400, 9 LRANS 993. 

23. Kolzem v. Broadway, etc. R. 
Co., 1 Misc. 148, 20 NYS 700. 

24, Rhodes v. McWilson, 192 Ala. 


Under the general 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


such cases.34 


: Breach of duty to protect. 
1s imposed a duty to afford protection may be liable 
for punitive damages if through a breach of that 


[250.3.] 565 


rules as to the award of punitive damages in cases 
of acts punishable as crimes,®® there will in some 
jurisdictions be no award of exemplary damages in 


A party upon whom 


duty a person entitled to protection is arrested.32 


It is not neces- 
Circumstances. 


It may be 


[§ 179] 2. Absence of Malice and Aggravating 
Exemplary damages are never al- 
lowed where the false imprisonment was brought 
about innocently, in good faith,?? without malice in 
fact or in law,°* by public officers in the belief that 
they are performing their public duties,?> or private 


persons acting in honest mistake with a reasonably 


founded belief in the lawfulness of the act,?¢ 


whether the public interest be involved,7 as in the 


apprehension of 


675, 69 S 69. 
25. Hutchinson vy. Sunshine Oil 
Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 951. 
26. U.S.—Fotheringham vy. Adams 
Express Co., 36:Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474. 
Ala.—Gambill v. Schmuck, 131 Ala. 
321, 31 S 604. 
Pea 9 ie ee v. Needham, 387 Ill. A. 


N. Y.—Stevens v. O’Neill, 51 App. 
Div. 364, 64 NYS 668 [aff 169 N. Y. 
375, 62 NE 424]; Craven v. Blooming- 
dale, 30 Misc. 650, 64 NYS 262 [aff 
54 App. Div. 266, 66 NYS 525 (rev 
on other grounds 171 N. Y. 439, 64 
NE 169)]. 


Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94. Va. 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 
Va.—Ogege v. Murdock, 25 W. 


WwW. 
Va. U39% 

27. Bolton vy. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

28. Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 393, 
26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 787. 

29. Krom y. Schoonmaker, 3 Barb. 
CNY! 64i- . 


30. See Damages § 278. 
ek: Stewart v. Maddox, 63 Ind. 
32. George v. Norfolk, etc., R. Co., 


78 W. Va. 345, 88 SE 10386; Gilling- 
ham v. Ohio River R. Co., 35 W. Va. 
588, 14 SH 2438, 29 AmSR 827, 14 
LRA 798. 

[a] Illegal arrest of passenger by 
a railway agent, ‘who is also a po- 
liceman, may be grounds for punitive 
damages as he is under a high duty 
to protect passengers. George v. 
Norfolk, etc., R. Co., 78 W. Va. 345, 
88 SE 1036. 

33. Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan, 436. 

34. See supra § 178. 

35. U. S.—McCall v. McDowell, 15 
F. Cas. No. 8,673. 1 Abb. 212, Deady 
233. See Milligan v. Hovey, 17 F. 
Cas. No. 9,605, 3 Biss. 
to compensation). 

Ala.—Woodall v. MeMillan, 38 Ala. 


622. ¢ 
Cal.—Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 295, 
143 GPars22. 


Del.—Marshall v. Cleaver, 20 Del. 
450, 56 A 380. 

D. C.—Kilbourn v. Thompson, 11 
Dac. 401. 

Ill.— Roth v. Smith, 54 Ill. 431. 

Ky.—Roberts v. Hackney, 109 Ky. 
265, 58 SW 810, 59 SW 328, 22 KyL 


975; Richardson v. Lawhon, 4 KyL 
998. See Cincinnati, ete. R. Co. v. 
Cundiff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, 


AnnCasi1916C 513 (dictum). 
La.—Lafon v. Dufrocq, 9 La. Ann. 

350. 

Me.—Gross v. Rice, 71 Me. 241. 
Mich.—Firestone v. Rice, 71 Mich. 

877, 38 NW 885, 15 AmSR 266. 


N. Y.—Stearns v. Oppenheim, 146 
App. Div. 651, 131 NYS 5338. 
Okl.—Holmes v. Le Fors, 36 Okl. 


. D.—Richardson v. Huston, 10 
S. D. 484, 74 NW 234. 
Utah.— Yost v. Tracy, 13 Utah 431, 


729, 129'\P 718. 
S) 


13 (entitled: 


supposed wrongdoers,** or merely 


45 P 346. 

N. S.—Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. 
S. 129. 

See Young v. Gormley, 120 Iowa 
372, 94 NW 922 (dictum). 

[a] Ilustrations.—(1) Imprison-+ 
ment during the Civil War of a per- 
son accused of improper activity 
which imprisonment was later held 
by the courts to be a matter not 
within the jurisdiction of the body 
causing it. Milligan v. Hovey, 17 
By Cassa NO. 9,605.) Ss. b1sser Lome Gop 
Arrest under an unconstitutional act. 
Lafon v. Dufrocq, 9 La. Ann. 350. (3) 
Arrest under a void warrant. Wood- 
all _v. McMillan, 88 Ala. 622. 

[b] Giability of officer for hand- 
cuffing prisoner.— Where an imprison- 
ment is not illegal, the officer will 
not be held liable in damages for 
handcuffing the person in custody un- 
less it was done from malice or 
wantonness or indifference to the 
common dictates of humanity. Fire- 
ee v. Rice, 71 Mich. 377, 15 AmSR 

36. See cases infra notes 37-39. 

37. See Hill v. Taylor, 50 Mich. 
549, 15 NW 899 (case decided on 
other grounds); Claiborne v. Chesa- 
peake, etc., R. Co. 46 W. Va. 363, 33 
SE 262 (liability for arrest by con- 
ductor of person likely to annoy or 
injure passengers). 

[a] No malice, no punitive dam- 
ages.—If an arrest by a conductor of 
a railroad train is made without prob- 
able cause and by reason of an hon- 
est mistake, without actual malice 
or a design to injure or oppress, the 
liability of the company is only for 
compensatory damages. Claiborne v. 
Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 46 W. Va. 
363, 338 SE 262. 

38. La.—Lange v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 107 La. 687, 31 S 1003. 

Md.—Bernheimer vy. Becker, :102 
Md. 250, 62 A 526, 111 AmSR 856, 
3 LRANS. 221. 

Mich.—Livingston  v. 
33 Mich. 511. 

Mo.—Vest v. S. S. Kresge Co., (A.) 
213 SW 165; Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 
106 Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165. 

N. Y.—Grinnell v. Weston, 95 App. 
pit. 454, 88 NYS 781, 15 NYAnnCas 

Tex.—Pincham v. Dick, 30 Tex. Civ. 
A. 582, 70 SW 333. 

W. Va.—dAllen v. Lopinsky, 81 W. 
Va. 13, 94 SE 369. 

N. S.—Jordan v. McDonald, 31 N. 
S. 129. 

See Oates v. Bullock, 136 Ala. 537, 
33 S 835, 96 AmSR 88 (person caus- 
ing a warrant to be issued is not 
liable for false imprisonment by 
reason of failure of the justice issu- 
ing the warrant to perform some 
ministerial act of which the person 
sought to be held liable is ignorant, 
the act in this case being failure to 
sign warrant). 

[a] Mistake in identity.—In an 


Burroughs, 


566 [25C.J.] 


private interests.®° 


doer from liability for punitive 
knowingly acts illegally.*° 


[§ 180] 3. Absence of Actual Damage. 
must be some actual damage to sustain an award of 
Thus a judgment on a verdict 
awarding punitive but no actual damages has been 
Nominal compensatory damages will 
support 2 verdict for punitive damages.*# 

[§ 181] 4. Liability of Employer or Principal. 
Under the rules applicable to the recovery of exem- 
plary damages generally,** a master or principal 
may be liable in exemplary damages for a false 
imprisonment occasioned by his servant or agent,*® 
although in some jurisdictions he must be shown 
to have participated in the wrongful act,*® or ex- 
pressly or impliedly authorized or ratified it,*? or 


punitive damages.*? 


held error.*? 


action for false imprisonment, in 
which it appeared that defendant 
procured the arrest of plaintiff be- 
cause he believed him to be another 
person against whom he had_ pre- 
ferred a criminal charge, plaintiff 
was not entitled to exemplary dam- 
ages unless defendant was actuated 
by actual malice, even though his 
conduct in causing plaintiff's arrest 
was not that of a prudent man. Gri2- 
nell v. Weston, 95 App. Div. 454, 88 


NYS 781, 15 NYAnnCas 1938. 
39. N. J.—Bullock v. Delaware, 
te pa Cos, 610 NA J.. B55 5040) A 


650; Cone v., Central R. Co., 62 N. J. 
L. 99, 40 A 780. : 

N. C.—Kelly v. Durham Tract. Co., 
132 N. C. 368, 43 SE 923. 


Pa.—Burford v. Richards, 58 Pa. 
Super. 8. 

W. Va.—Ogg v. Murdock, 25 W. Va. 
139. 

Wis.—Bonesteel v. Bonesteel, 30 
Wis. : 

Eng.—Tulley v. Corrie, 10 Cox 
CeCe 584 


See Wachsmuth v. Merchants’ Nat. 
Bank, 96 Mich. 426, 56 NW 9, 21 LRA 
278 (dictum); Livingston v. Bur- 
_roughs, 33 Mich. 511 (probable cause 
may affect exemplary damages). 

[a] The advice of a person not 
an attorney, but who sometimes ad- 
vised his neighbors for pay, is_not 
admissible as advice of counsel. Liv- 
ingston v. Burroughs, 33 Mich, 511. 

[b] Absence of actual or implied 
malice.—‘‘In cases of false arrest or 
imprisonment the plaintiff... can- 
not recover punitive dama/%es unless 
the arrest or detention is accom- 
panied with gross neglirence, malice, 
insult, oppression or other circum- 
stances of legal agrravation.” Kelly 
v. Durham Tract. Co., 132 N. C. 368, 
375, 43 SE 923, 183 N. C. 418, 45 SE 
826., 

40. Asselin v. Davidson, 32 Que. 
K. B. 274, 20 RevLeg 193, 16 DomLR 


285. 

41. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. See 
Davis v. Chicaro, etc., R. Co. 192 
Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826 (to that 
effect). i 


Necessity for actual damage gen- 
erally see Damages § 270. 

42. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878. 94 AmSR 740. 

43. Davis v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 


192 Mo. A. 419, 182 SW 826. 

44. See Damages §§ 490-292. 

45. Gardner v. Martin, (Miss.) 85 
S 182: Rucker v. Barker, 108 Tex. 
280, 192 SW 528 [aff (Civ. A.) 151 
SW 871]. ) 

[a] Illustration.—The proprietor 


of a show who stood by while a pa- 
tron was being violently ejected and 
arrested without cause by persons in 


The fact that the wrong was 
done with good motives will not protect the wrong- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


damages if he 


[§§ 179-183 


have prior to the act had knowledge of the unfitness 
or incompeteney of the servant or agent.“§ If a 
corporation through its responsible officers partici- 


pates in or directs the unlawful acts the corporation 


There 


[§ 182] 5. 


damages.°* 


his employment was liable for exem- 
plary damages. Rucker v. Barker, 
108 Tex. 280, 192 SW 528 [aff (Civ. 


-A.) 151 SW 871]. 


[b] The receiver of a hotel may be 
liable in his official capacity for the 
willful, wanton, oppressive, or mali- 
cious acts of his employees. Gard- 
ner v. Martin, (Miss.) 85 S 182. 

46. Woodward v. Ragland, 5 App. 
(D. C.) 220; Craven v. Bloomingdale, 
171 N. Y. 439, 64 NE 169 [rev 54 App. 
Div. 266, 66 NYS 525 (aff 30 Misc. 
650, 64 NYS 262)]; Magagnos v. 
Brooklyn Heights R. Co., 128 App. 
Div. 183, 112 NYS 6387; Samieloff v. 
New York, etc.,.R. Co., 122 App. Div. 
770, 107 NYS 774. 

47. Woodward v. Ragland, 5 App. 
(D. C.) 220; Craven v. Bloomingdale, 
171 N, Y. 439, 64 NE 169 [rev 54 App. 
Div. 266, 66 NYS 525 (aff 30 Misc. 
650, 64 NYS 262)]; Samieloff v. New 
York ete. oR; Co, 122A pp.s Divew 110s 
107 NYS 774; Kastner v. Long Island 
Re Co. W6 App: Divin328, 50S eN Ys 
469, 12 NYAnnCas 77; Lewine v. In- 
terborough Rapid Transit Co., 61 


Mise. 77, 1138 NYS 15; Reardon v. 
Erie RR. Co., 179 App. Div. 374, 166 
NYS 287. 


* 48. Kastner v. Lone Island R. Co., 
78 App. Div. 323, 78 NYS 469, 12 NY 
AnnCas 77; Reardon v. Erie R. Co., 
179 App. Div. 374, 166 NYS 287. See 
Woodward v. Ragland, 5 App. (D. C.) 
220 (evidence that employee making 
arrest had not previously done sv 
unless he personally saw a wrong 
committed). 


49. Bingham v. Lipman, 40 Or. 363, 
67. P 98. 
[a] Participation of executive offi- 


cers.—“Where the officers actually 
wielding the whole executive power 
of the corporation participated in 
and directed all that was planned and 
done, their malicious wanton or op- 
pressive intent may be treated as the 
intent of the ecrporation itself for 
which it is liable to answer in ex- 
emplary damavres.”’ Bingham v. 
Lirman, 40 Or. 363, 67 P 98. 

50. See supra § 161. 

£1. Brushhaber v. Steremann, 22 
ee 266; Hall v. O’Malley, 49 Tex. 
ADE 

52. Brown v. Chadsey, 39 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 253. 

58. See infra § 186. 

64... Fotheringham v. Adams Ex- 


press Co., 36 Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474; 
Tucker v. Winders, 130 N. C. 147, 41 
SH .8;,. Harris. v., Marco, 16. S.-C. 
575. 


Financial condition of parties as 
bearing on exemplary damages gen- 
erally see Damages §§ 294-296. 

55. Mitigation of exemplary dam- 
ages generally see Damages § 298. 

56. See supra §§ 178-181. 

57. Ala—Rhodes v. McWilson, 
192 Ala. 675, 69 S 69; Nicholson v. 


[§ 183] 6. Mitigation.®> aif 
which punitive damages may be awarded,°* it is 
proper to admit evidence of mitigating circum- 
stances warranting a reduction of such damages,°* 


will be liable for exemplary damages.*® 

Determination of Amount. 
amount to be awarded as exemplary damages is to 
be fixed by the jury.°° 
cording to the cireumstances of the case,>t and not 
an arbitrary award.°? 
interfere with the award made by the jury.®® 
fendant’s wealth may according to the general rule 
be considered in fixing the amount of punitive 


The 
It must be reasonable ac- 


The court will not ordinarily 
De- 


In those cases in 


Killpatrick, 188 Ala. 258, 66 S 8; 
Woodall v. McMillan, 38 Ala. 622. 
D. -C.—Woodward v. Ragland, 5 


App. 220. 

Ili.—Johnson v. Jones, 44 Ill. 142, 
92 AmD 159. 

Kan.—Comer v. Knowles, 17 Kan. 
436. 

Me.—Prentiss v. Shaw, 56 Me. 427, 
96 AmD 475. 

Mich.—Josselyn v. McAllister, 22 
Mich. 300. 
ser H.—Colby v. Jackson, 12 N. H. 

N. J.—Brown v. Thompson, 75 N. 
J. S832, oO AY tae. 

N. Y.—Brown v. Chadsey, 39 
Barb. 253; Jones v. Pickard, 101 
Misc. 117, 166 NYS 721. See Brad- 
her’ Vv. Faulknersy 93: GN. Bye btS 


(dictum); Bergman v. Noble, 45 Hun 
133, 12 NYCivProc 256, 19 AbbNCas 
62 (proof to rebut evidence tending 
te aggravate damage is proper); 
Mulinos v. Walkof, 95 Misc. 165, 159 
NYS 16 (propriety of pleading prob- 
able cause as affecting damages). 
HEN C.—Sawyer v. Jarvis, 35 N. C. 

Pa.—Russell v. Shuster, 8 Watts 
& S. 308. 

S. D.—Cullen vy. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

Tex.—Taylor v. Hearn, 63 Tex. 
Civ. A. 333, 133 SW 301. See Hays 
v. Creary, 60 Tex. 445 (that evidence 
disproving malice will not defeat ac- 
tion but mitigate damages); Hall v. 
O'Malley, 49 Tex. 70 (as to necessity 
for asking proper instructions for 
jury). 

Vt.—Tenney v. Harvey, 63 Vt. 520, 
22 A 659, 

Va.—Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64, 

See McConnell v. Kennedy, 29 S. 
C. 180, 7 SE 76 (query whether mo- 
tive is material except as an element 
of damage); Lamb vy. Stone, 95 Wis. 
254, 70 NW 72 (where evidence 
offered was not admitted because not 
sufficient to show provocation); 
Asselin v. Davidson, 28 Que. K. B. 
274; 20 RevLeg 193, 16 DomLR 285 
(apparently a case of punitive 
damages where the fact that the 
person arrested was a drunken wife 
beater, and his conduct was the 
direct cause of his arrest, was taken 
into consideration in fixing the 
amount of damages for which a 
police official was liable for know- 
ingly improperly imprisoning him). 

“The circumstances under which 
the arrest and detention of plaintiff 
were accomplished were... 
admissible either in aggravation or 
in mitigation of the damages, as the 
jury might regard them.’ Rhodes 
Me McWilson, 192 Ala. 675, 681, 69 S 


“Tf the person who committed the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Sa 


§§ 188-184] 


absence of actual malice.®® 


provocation,** may also be shown. 


avoidance of punitive damages.*5 


wrong can show, not a full excuse, 
but something which tends in that 
direction, the jury is entitled to con- 
Sider it in determinating whether 
payment of smart money is to be 
imposed.” Jones v. Pickard, 101 
Mise. 117, 119, 166 NYS 721. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) A person 
falsely imprisoned claimed that he 
was in poor health when arrested. 
Evidence that the person causing the 
arrest had made inquiries among 
the neighbors as to plaintiff’s health 
and considered his condition such 
that his health would not be injured 
by imprisonment was held proper in 
reduction of punitive damages. Ten- 
ney v. Smith, 63 Vt. 520,'22 A 659. 
(2) The particular motive. by which 
the party suing out a capias may 
have been prompted may be consid- 
ered. Parsons v. Harper, 16 Gratt. 
(57 Va.) 64. (3) Evidence as to 
plaintiff’s conduct and other circum- 
stances of suspicion were improper- 
ly excluded. Brown v. Chadsey, 39 
Barb. (N. Y.) 253. (4) A surety on 
a bail bond who arrested his prin- 
cipal without complying with for- 
malities required by law may prop- 
erly show the proceeding under 
which the principal was arrested 
and the bail bond. Nicholson v. Kill- 
patrick, 188 Ala. 258, 66 S 8. 

58. Ala.—Oates v. Bullock, 136 
ANA, 8s 33, 5) 800;,096. “AmSR 383 
Boshell v. Cunningham, 200 Ala. 579, 
76 S 937. 

N. Y.—De Silva v. New York Cent. 
Somes 182 App. Div. 497, 169 NYS 
24, 

Okl.—Hostettler v. Carter, 175 P 
244, 

Pa.—Neall v. Hart, 115 Pa. 347, 8 
A 628, 2 AmSR 559. 

S. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
Cas1916B 115. 

See De Courcey v. Cox, 94 Cal. 

665, 30 P 95 (dictum); Holmes v. 
Blyler, 80; Iowa 365, 45 NW _ 756 
(dictum). 
- [a] Geod faith.—Evidence that 
police officers acted under orders of 
a city commissioner in restraining 
plaintiff from attendine dances at a 
public place, admissible to prevent 
or lessen exemplary damages. Cul- 
len v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 27, 144 NW 
656, 50 LRANS 987, AnnCas1916B 
115. ; 

59. La.—wWells. v. Johnston, 52 
La. Ann: 713, 27 S 185. 

N. Y.—Jones v. Pickard, 101 Misc. 
117, 166 NYS 721. 

Pa.—Burford v. Rainey, 42 Pa. Co. 
137. 

Ss. D.—Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 
27, 144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, Ann 
€asi916B 115. ‘ 

Vt.—Tenney v. Smith, 63 Vt. 520, 
22 A 659. 

Alta.—Pon Yin v. Edmonton, 24 
CanCrCas 327, 31 WestLR 402, 8 
WestWkly 809. 

60. Field v. Kane, 99 Ill. A. 1; 
Tiede v. Fuhr, 264 Mo. 622, 175 SW 
910. 


as, for example, defendant’s good faith 5*® or the 
0 Other matters such 
“as personal courtesy shown the injured party,®° that 
the action complained of was taken on advice of 
_ counsel,®? proof of plaintiff’s own misconduct,®2 or 


Effect of secondary liability. Proof that a per- 
son other than the person doing the wrong will be 
compelled to pay the damages assessed is not proper 
as a matter in mitigation of damages.*4 

Mitigation equivalent of avoidance. 
‘‘mitigation’’ is sometimes used as meaning the 


[§ 184] ,D. Joint Tort-Feasors. According to 
one view in the case of joint defendants each is 
liable for all of the damages sustained, and the 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


to pay.°® 


[250.J.] 567 


verdict should be for one amount against all de- 
fendants for such sum as the most guilty ought 
According to this view, however, where 
exemplary damages are claimed they must be as- 
sessed according to the acts of the most innocent 


of defendants,®? and if any defendant is not liable 


The word 


for exemplary damages none should be included 
in the verdict.%® 
exemplary damages he must proceed against the 
party which should be punishcd by the award of 
such damages. 
finding against joint defendants may be in several 


In such ease if plaintiff desires 


According to another view the 


amounts ’° and one or more of defendants may be 


61. Lange v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
107 La. 687, 31 S 1003; Josselyn v. 
McAllister, 22 Mich. 300; Taylor v. 
Hearn, 63 Tex. Civ. A. 333, 133 SW 
301. See Mortimer v. Thomas, 23 
La. Ann. 165 (the circumstance that 
defendant acted under the advice of 
a young and inexperienced lawyer). 

62. Colo.—Meek v. Smith, 59 Colo. 
461, 149 P 627. 

Del.—Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 266, 
55 A 344. 

La.—O’Malley v. Whitaker, 118 La. 
906, 43 S 545. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 6738. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A.’ 197, 212, 130 SW’ 681 [cit 
Cyc]. 

W. Va.—Comiskey v. Norfolk, etc., 
R. Co., 79 W. Va. 148, 90 SH 385, 
LRA1917D 220; Claiborne v. Chesa- 
reake, ete., R. Co., 46 W. Va. 3638, 33 
SE 262. 


Wis.—Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 155 
Wis. 590, 145 NW 179. 
{a] Tilustrations. — (1) Resist- 


ance by plaintiff and any relevant 
circumstances showing a reasonable 
provocation for a resort to force on 
the part of the officer in making the 
arrest. Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 
265, 55 A 344. (2) Carrying con- 
cealed weapon. O’Malley v. Whit- 
aker, 118 La. 906, 48 S 545. (3) Re- 
fusal to sign name on mileage book. 
Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 92 Me. 
399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 44 LRA 


673. (4) Evidence of actual guilt. 
Nelson vy. Snoyenbos, 155 Wis. 590, 
145 NW 179. 


63. Del.—Petit v. Colmery, 20 Del. 
266, 55 A 344. 

Tll.—Harris v. Schlink, 200 Ill. A. 
202. 

Me.—Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 
92 Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 513, 
44 LRA 673. 

Mo.—Wehmeyer v. Mulvihill, 150 
Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681. 

Eng.—Thomas v. Powell, 7 C. & P. 
807, 32 ECL 883. 

See Hardy v. Stevenson, 29 La. 
Ann. 172 (award of exemplary dam- 
ages reduced to amount considered 
adequate as compensation because of 
circumstances of aggravation on the 
part of plaintiff). 

-[a] Provocation as proximate 
cause.—“To show the absence of a 
settled, malicious purpose to injure 
the plaintiff, the defendants in miti- 
gation of damages had the richt to 
prove that they were excited, and 
provoked to do what they did by the 
acts or declarations of the plaintiff, 
occurring so nearly concurrent with 
the acts charged against them that 
that which she did might reasonably 
be presumed to have excited and 
provoked their acts constituting the 
basis of the suit. In suth case the 
concurrent acts become, as it were, 
parts of the res gestae.” Meek v. 
Smith, 59 Colo. 461, 468, 149 P 627. 

64, Russell v. Beyle, 5 La. A. 
(Orleans) 38. 


assessed with exemplary damages, while only com- 
pensatory are allowed as against the rest.71 In any 
event damages cannot be recovered against defend- 


[a] No reduction because sureties 
must pay.—lIt was held to be error 
on question of damages to consider 
the fact that defendant’s sureties 
would have to pay the damages. 
Russell v. Beyle, 5 La. A. (Orleans) 


38. 

65. Roberts v. Hackney, 109 Ky. 
265, 58 SW 810, 59 SW 3828, 22 KyL 
975; Cullen v. Dickinson, 33 S. D. 27, 
144 NW 656, 50 LRANS 987, AnnCas 
1916B 115. 

66. ‘Allison v. Hobbs, 96 Me. 26, 
51 A 245; McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 
Pa. 63; Eliot v. Allen, 1 C. B. 18, 50 
ICL 18, 135 Reprint 441. 

‘pfs McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 


; 68. McCarthy v. De Armit, 99 Pa. 


3. 

[a] No punitive damages recover- 
able.——-The mayor of a large city at 
time of riot caused the arrest of a 
person reasonably suspected of hav- 
ing shot two soldiers, and the arrest 
by the police officers may have been 
accompanied by acts of oppression. 
It was held that, as some of de- 
fendants were not liable for exem- 
plary damages, none should be in- 
cluded in the verdict. McCarthy v. 
De Armit, 99 Pa. 63. 

{b] Bad faith of one not liable.— 
Where the jury decides that one of 
defendants is not liable for false im- 
prisonment, the bad faith of that 
defendant cannot be made the basis 
of exemplary damages against one 
legally responsible, but who acted in 
good faith. Love v. Halladay, 139 
Mich, 575, 102 NW 1027. 

69. Bright v. Patton, 16 D. C. 534, 
60 AmR 396; McCarthy v. De: Arimit, 
99 Pa. 638; Norfolk, ete., (R. Co. v. 
Perdue, 117 Va. 111, 83 SE 1058; 
Lyden v. McGee, 16 Ont. 105. 

70. Clissold v. Machell, 26 U. C. 
Q. B. 422. See Rauma v. Lamont, 82 
Minn. 477, 85 NW 236 (where a ver- 
dict against a constable for four 
hundred and fifty dollars and against 
a private person assisting for three 
hundred and fifty dollars as joint 
tort-feasors was sustained). 

{a] Tllustration. — Where jury 
found servarate damages of eight 
hundred dollars against one defend- 
ant and four hundred dollars against 
the other, it was held that such a 
finding is not ground for a new trial. 
Clissold v. Machell, 26 U.C. Q. B. 422. 

71. Latasa v. Aron, 59 Misc. 26, 
109 NYS 744. 

[a] Rule applied.—Where in an 
action against two there is evidence 
that one of defendants only was ac- 
tuated by actual malice and the jury 
returns a verdict against him in a 
larger amount than that which they 
returned against his codefendant, it 
will be interpreted as a finding that 
the compensatory damages amount 
to the smaller sum and that puni- 
tive damages, making up the larger 
amount, have been assessed against 
defendant guilty of actual malice. 
Latasa v. Aron, 59 Misc. 26, 109 NYS 
744, 
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ants jointly vile growing out of matters occur- 
ring after joint participation begins.”? 

[§ 185] HE. Statutory Penalty. Where a stat- 
ute fixes damages in a given penal sum for false 
imprisonment by a peace officer, proof of actual 
Plaintiff recovers the 
given penal sum, as liquidated damages merely up- 
on proof of the conditions prescribed in the stat- 


damage is unnecessary."? 


ute as warranting a recovery."* 
[§ 186] 


72. Martin v. Golden, 180 Mass. 
549, 62 NE 977 

73. Hier v. Hutchings, 58 Nebr. 
334, 78 NW 688. 

74, Hier v. Hutchings, 58 Nebr. 


334, 78 NW 638. 

75. Excessive or inadequate dam- 
ages generally see Damages § 397 et 
seq. 

76. See supra § 161. 

77. Necessity and form of in- 
struction see supra § 163. 


78. Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 Sask. 
L. 454. 

79. Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 295, 
143 P 322. 

go. Salo v. Smith, 25 Cal. A. 295, 
143 SP V322'5 


Mack Sing v. Smith, 1 
Sask. L. 454. 


81. U. S.—Harris v. Louisville, 
etc., R. Co., 35 Fed. 116; Johnson 
v. Tompkins, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,416, 
Baldw. 571. 

Cal.— Gomez v. Scanlan, 155 Cal. 
628, 102 P 12. 

Colo.—Union Depot, etc., R. Co. v. 


Smith, 16 Colo. 361, 27 P 329. 

Ill—Price v. Bailey, 66 Ill. 
Marsh v. Smith, 49 Ill. 396. 

N. Y.—Pastor v. Regan, 
547, 30 NYS 657. 

Tex.—Gold v. Campbell, 54 Tex. 
Civ. A. 269, 277, 117 SW 463. 

Eng.—Edgell v. Francis, 1 M. & G. 
22239 HCL 729; 133) “Reprint 
314. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 253, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HBastLR 
295. 

N. S.—Bulmer v. 28 
N. S. 406. 

“Where there is no possible way 
of measuring the general damages 
with any certainty, the sound dis- 
cretion of the jury under all the cir- 


48; 
9 Misc. 


O’Sullivan, 


cumstances is the only measure 
practicable.” Gold Vie Campbell, 
supra. 


“In actions of false imprisoninent 
and other injuries to the person, or 
character, although the rule remains 
that only such damages are recov- 
erable as naturally flow from the 
wrongful act, there is no standard 
by which the money value of such 
injuries may be measured and the 
only limit to the damages to be 
awarded is that they must be rea- 
sonable in amount.” Markey  v. 
Sloat, supra. 

Exemplary or punitive damages 
see supra § 182. 

82. See supra §§ 168-175. 

83. U. S.—Clarke v. American 
Dock, etc., Co., 35 Fed. 478. 

Ga.-—Southern R. Co. v. Gresham, 
114 Ga. 183, 39 SE 883. 

Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 
Iowa 372, 94 NW 922. 

La.—Block v. McGuire, 18 La. Ann. 
417. 


Miss.—Hewlett v. George, 68 Miss. 


F. Excessive or Inadequate Damages.7° 
The amount of damages to be awarded is primarily 
to be determined by the jury ‘® under proper in- 
structions from the court‘? or by the court where 
the trial is by the court without a jury.’§ 
‘the court determines the quantum of damages, it 
is vested with the same discretion a jury would 
have had if the case had. been tried before a jury,’® 
and its decision as to the amount of damages to 
be awarded will be interfered with only where a 
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verdict of a jury would be.*° 
of damages a jury is justified in exercising a liberal 
diseretion,®! taking into consideration all the items ~ 
for which damages may properly be awarded.*? Al- 
though many items ot damage sustained by reason 
of a false imprisonment are not capable of being 
measured accurately in money value, they are still 
proper items of compensation, and the jury after 


[§§ 184-186 


In fixing the amount 


considering the facts of each case may properly 


When 


708, 9 S 885, 13 LRA 682. 
: N. Y.—Ball v. Horrigan, 19 NYS 
13. 

Tex.—Taylor v. Davis, 13 SW 642; 
Coffin v. Varila, 8 Tex. Civ. A. 417, 
27 SW 956; Landrum y. Wells, 7 
Tex. Civ. A. 625, 26 SW 1001. 

Vt.—Goodell v. Tower, 77 Vt. 61, 
58 ae 790, 107 AmSR 745. 

B.— Markey Vv. Sloat, 41° IN. 2B: 


agh” 6 DomLR 827, 11 HEastLR 
295. 
{a] Jury’s award stands in ab- 


sence of bias.—‘‘There being no legal 
measure of damages for pain and 
suffering, the amount which a jury 
may'award in an action for personal 
injury is peculiarly within their dis- 
cretion. ... The parties are entitled 
to the judgment of the jury, and it 
is not within the province of a court 
to decide upon the amount of dam- 
ages; and courts will not set ver- 
dicts aside in cases of this character, 
either on the ground that the dam- 
ages are excessive or inadequate, un- 
less it be apparent that the jury 
acted under some bias, prejudice, or 
improper influence, or have made 
some mistake of fact or law.” Coffin 
v. Varila, 8 Tex. Civ. A, 417, 420, 27 
SW 956. 

{b] Estimating damages for men- 
tal suffering.—‘‘It is impossible to 
estimate the mental pain a person 
may suffer by the violation of his 
right of personal liberty. The law 
has left discretion in the Judge to 
assess damages, without calculat- 
ing altogether on the pecuniary loss 
in offences of this kind.’’ Block v. 
McGuire, 18 La. Ann. 417, 418. 

[c] Evidence of specific damages 
for mental suffering inadmissible.— 
Evidence by plaintiff in an action 
for false imprisonment that his dam- 
ages by reason of mental suffering 
were at least fifty dollars per day 
is objectionable, on account of the 
fact that there can in the nature of 
things be no pecuniary estimate put 
upon such element of recovery. Lan- 
drum v. Wells, 7 Tex. Civ. A. 625, 
26 SW 1001. 

84. Ga.—Potter v. Swindle, 77 Ga. 
419, 3 SE 94. 

La.—Wells v. Johnston, 52 La. 
Ann. 713, 27 S 185; Russell v. Beyle, 
5 La. A. (Orleans) 98. 

N. Y.—Henderson v. McReynolds, 
14 NYS 351. 

Tex.—Taylor v. 13 SW 
642. 

Wis.—Weener v. Risch, 114 Wis. 
270, 90 NW 168. 

Ont.—Gage v. Reid, 38 Ont. L. 514, 
11 OntWN 362, 34 DomLR 46; Dob- 
byn v. Decow, 25 U. C. C. P. 18. 

[a] Amounts held adequate.—(1) 
Nominal damages. Kourany v. Hal- 
man, 2 Canal Zone 284; Toomey v. 
Delaware, etc., R. Co., 2 Misc. 82, 21 


Davis, 


award such amount of damages as in their fair judg- 
ment they consider will properly compensate the 
injured person.*? 
of a jury will not be interfered with because of 
its inadequacy except where it is entirely too small 
to compensate for the injury,*+ even though in the 
opinion of the court the jury should have awarded 
heavier damages,*® nor will it be disturbed because 
excessive, unless it appears that the discretion of 
the jury has been abused,°° even though the court 


‘As a general ruie the verdict 


NYS 448 [aff 4 Misc. 392, 24 NYS 
108] (passenger offered wrong side 
of an excursion ticket in payment of 
his fare and was arrested on com- 
plaint of the railroad employee un- 
der statute providing, for. arrest of 
persons evading payment of railroad 
fare, and detained about one-half 
hour); Wegner vy. Risch, 114 Wis. 
270, 90 NW 168 (where a police offi- 
cer arrested plaintiff because he be- 
lieved her insane, and there was an 
absence of violence and of indignity 
other than the orderly transporta- 
tion of plaintiff to a place of safety 
when she was momentarily exposing 
herself to notoriety and disgrace). 
(2) $.06. Henderson v. McReynolds, 
14 NYS 3851 (detained only long 
enough to walk across the street). 
(3) $1. Sam Chak y. Campbell, 45 
Ne Ss 1,. 9, HastiiRi P19 4s si aS266 
Laliberte v. Gingras, 21 Que. Super. 
466. (5) $50. Taylor v. Davis, 
(Tex.) 138 SW 642 (plaintiff testified 
as to the discomforts of prison; that 
he was employed at thirty-five dol- 
lars a month and board; that he 
suffered both ‘bodily and in mind, 
and felt degraded, shamed, and hu- 
miliated at being put in jail;’ that 
the employment that he lost was 
worth two hundred and fifty dollars. 
He did not state that he could not 
have gotten equally good employ- 
ment after he was discharged, nor 
that he had not lost his employment 
before he was arrested). (6) $100. 
Young v. Rossi, 30 Fed. 231 (deten- 
tion On vessel without loss). (7) 
250. Thomas v. Henderson, 125 La. 
292, 51 S 202 (arrest without actual 
restraint made during hotly con- 
tested election, on ground of illegal 
voting). 

b] Amounts held inadequate.— 
(1) $25. Potter v. Swindle, 77 Ga. 
419, 3 SE 94 (traveler mistaken for 
an escaped prisoner, arrested with- 
out a warrant, and detained longer 
than a reasonable time for suing out 
a warrant, then handcuffed, carried 
out of the county, and incarcerated 
for days under no warrant what- 
ever). (2) $250. Russell v. Beyle, 5 
La. A. (Orleans) 98 (drunken officer, 
without cause or warrant, arrested 
plaintiff, had him taken in a patrol 
wagon before the eyes of his friends 
and locked up for two hours). (3) 
1s.. Dobbyn’ v. Detow, 25°. € C..P. 
18 (where jury found that defend- 
ant had acted maliciously and with- 


out any reasonable or probable 
cause). 
85. Potter v. Swindle, 77 Ga. 419, 


3 SE 94; Taylor v. Davis, (Tex.) 13 
SW oa 


etc., Ben Co., 2 
ie em as v. Kellogg, 


Louisville, 


LG2Cals 
123 P 1115, AnnCas1913D 1759; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 186] 


Elser v. Southern Pac. Co., 7 Cal. 
A. 493, 94 P 852. 

Ga.—Thorpe v. Wray, 68 Ga. 359. 

Ill.—Hamlin vy. Martin, 56 Ill. 315; 
Cox v. Rhodes Ave.’ Hospital, 198 
Til. A. 82; Gore v. Field, 184 Ill. A. 
486; Coolahan vy. Field, 159 Ill. A. 
466; Hight v. Naylor, 86 Ill. A. 508; 
Pinkerton v. Martin, 82 Ill. A. 589; 
Siegel v. Connor, 70 Ill. A. 116 [aff 
171 Ill. 572, 49 NE 728]; Fadner vy. 
Filer, 27 Ill. A. 506. 

Ind.—Ayres v. Harmon, 56 Ind. A. 
436, 104 NE 3815. 

Iowa.—Spillett Vis Clear Lake 
Boating, etc., Co., 155 NW 822. 

Ky.—Cincinnati, ete, R. Co. v. 
Cundiff, 166 Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, 
AnnCas1916C 513; Ross v. Kohler, 
163 Ky. 583, 174 SW 36, LRA1915D 
621; Franks v. Smith, 142 Ky. 232, 
134 SW 484, AnnCas1912D 319; Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co. v. Wilson, 103 SW 
304, 31° Kyl 789; Scott v. Com., 93 
SW 668, 29 KyL 571; Schneider v. 


McGill, 64 SW 8385, 238 KyL 587; 
eet v. ‘Kenny, 1° A.‘ K. Marsh. 


Me.—Allison v. Hobbs, 96 Me. 26, 
SdeAN 245. 


Minn.—Kelley v. Great Northern 


sae Co., 142 Minn. 492, 171 NW 
Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
nat 504, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 


N. Y.—Talcott v. National Exhibi- 
ton Co., 144 App. Div. 337, 128 NYS 

Oh.—Simper v. Carroll, 31 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 386. 

Tex.—Rucker v. Barker, (Civ. A.) 
ope Vien Si Log ELOUSLON,.« 1ete, IR? 
co v. Roberson, (Civ. A.) 138 SW 
822. 

Va.—Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737. 

‘Eng. — Gilbert v. Burtenshaw, 
Cowp. 230, 98 Reprint 1059. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR 295. 

N. S.—Sam Chak v. Campbell, 45 
N: S. 1, 9 EastLR 194. 

“The question of damages being 
one for the jury, the court should 
not interfere, unless the damages 
are either so small or so excessive 
as to justify the inference of gross 
mistake or undue bias.” Thorpe v. 
Wray, 68 Ga. 359, 368. 

[a] Amounts held excessive.— 
(1) $175. Drinkwater v. Jones, 13 
Or Cir, Ct: 489527" Oh. -Cir.- Dee. 173 
(where sister of person described in 
a warrant was arrested by mistake, 
there being no unreasonable deten- 
tion or other aggravating circum- 
stances). (2) $400. Robinson  v. 
Clark, 53 Ill. A. 368; Fanjoy v. Port- 
land, 29 N. B. 24 (arrest without 
harshness or discourtesy for non- 
payment of taxes, accompanying 
plaintiff to his home to look for re- 
ceipt and discharging him there on 
payment of tax); Asselin v. David- 
Son. ae | Quen harb. 24, 20 Rey leg, 
193, 16 DomLR 285, 288 (plaintiff 
“a brutal and drunken husband and 
wife-beater, was himself the princi- 
pal cause of all that had occurred”). 
(3) $475. Ogg v. Murdock, 25 W. 
Va. 139 (imprisonment from Friday 
to the succeeding Monday of a per- 
son who had neither property nor 
business). (4) $500. Gore v. Field, 
184 Ill. A. 486 (customer stopped 
when departing from store and asked 
to return to one of the departments 
to prove he did not steal an _over- 
coat); Miller v. Ashcraft, 98 Ky. 
314, 32 SW 1085, 17 KyL 894 (ab- 
sence of circumstances tending to 
humiliate or degrade plaintiff, im- 
prisonment continued only a few 
minutes, the only effect being to 
ruffle his temper and cause loud 
talking and angry altercation be- 
tween plaintiff and defendant acting 


under color of authority as town 
marshal); Moore v. Durgin, 68 Me. 
148; Simper v. Carroll, 31 Ohs Cir: 


Ct. 386 (arrest of a woman without 
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malice and search of her person by 


police officers); Yost v. Tracy, 13 
Utah 43179 459 P7346: —(5)") $5505 
Palmer v. Maine Cent. R. Co., 92 


Me. 399, 42 A 800, 69 AmSR 5138, 44 
LRA 673 (arrest without a warrant 
of a passenger who refused to iden- 
tify himself as the owner of a mile- 
age ticket presented for passage, 
under statute as to fraudulent eva- 
sion of payment of fare; reduced to 
$10). (6) $600. Spillett v. Clear 
Lake Boating, ete., Co., (lowa) 155 
NW 822 (confined in jail about an 
hour in the night. No abusive treat- 
ment). (7) $750. Leonard v. Paw- 
tucket Amusement Co., (R. I.) 94 A 
669 (arrested and imprisoned an 
hour for alleged misconduct at a 
theater). (8) $800. Condron vy. 
Carr,7 156 App? Div. 658,141 NYS 
721 (reduced to $100. A _ technical 
false arrest. The arresting officer 
was not actuated by malice, and 
plaintiff was merely held to bail for 
trial). (9) $1,000. Weigel v. Mc- 
Closkey, 113 Ark. 1, 166 SW 944, 
AnnCas1916C 503 (a prisoner who 
had been pardoned by the governor 
was required to work for about two 
hours and a half thereafter, under a 
misapprehension of the law on the 
part of the warden who had the 
legal custody of plaintiff); McCarty 
v. Fremont, 23 Cal. 196; Philadelphia 
Fire Assoc. v. Fleming, 78 Ga. 733, 
3 SE 420; Fair v. Himmel, 50 Ill. A. 
215; Kress v. Lawrence, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 162 SW 448 (detaining a boy of 
twelve, accusing him of taking a pin, 
«taking him to another floor, and 
searching him). (10) Amount ex- 
ceeding $1,000. Cobb v. Simon, 119 
Wis. 597, 97 NW 276, 100 AmSR 909 
(defendant’s floorwalker accused 
plaintiff of having stolen certain 
lace. She was imprisoned in a room, 
and the floorwalker tore open her 
dress, searching for the lace. There 
were no circumstances of public dis- 
grace or insult or physical violence. 
There was testimony tending to 
show that heart difficulty, weakness, 
and headaches resulted from the oc- 
currence; but plaintiff testified that 
she did her own housework, and 
that she was “not nearly so bad as 
she, awas-_ at aefirst) an) Gl) $5100; 
Whittaker v. Sanford, 110 Me. 77, 8 
A 399, AnnCas1914B 1202 (woman 
restrained from quitting a yacht but 
respectfully treated as a guest in 
endeavor to induce her to remain a 
member of a religious community). 
(12) $1,175. Nelson v. Snoyenbos, 
155 Wis. 590, 148 NW 179 (store- 
keeper, catching thirteen year old 
boy apparently stealing tobacco, de- 
tained him for a considerable time 
and then administered vigorous 
physical chastisement). (13) $1,450. 
Grayson v. St. Louis Transit .Co., 
100 Mo. A. 60, 71 SW 730 (trolley 
conductor, following an altercation 
with plaintiff, used abusive lan- 
guage, pushed him off the car and 
ordered his arrest, then failed to 
press the charge in court). (14) 
$1,500. ange v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 107 La. 687, 31 S 1003 (charged 
with theft, but was never actually 
placed in confinement). (15) $2,000. 
Gomez v. Scanlan, 155 Cal. 528, 120 
P 12 (so great as to show that it 
was rendered under the influence of 
passion or prejudice); Johnson v. 
Von Kettler, 66 Ill. 63; Hamlin v. 
Martin, 56 Ill. 315 (private individ- 
ual made arrest fully believing in 
guilt of person arrested and having 
strong circumstantial grounds for so 
believing); Davern v. Drew, 153 App. 
Div. 844, 138 NYS 1017 [aff 214 N. Y. 
681 mem, 108 NE 1092 mem] (arrest 
and detention for two days, locked 
up, taken before the, magistrate, pho- 
tographed, measured, and _ finger 
prints taken); Brown v. Chadsey, 534) 
Barb. (N. Y.) (253; Rice v. Harring- 
ton, 38 R. I. 47, 94 A 736, LRA1916H 
356 (reduced to $1,000. A visitor at 
an amusement park, arrested for 
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boisterous conduct and wrongfully 
assaulted and detained a short time 
longer than reasonably necessary to 


evict him). (16) $2,500. O’Boyle v. 
Shively, 65 Ill. A. 278 (no pain or 
special humiliation). (17) $2,917. 


Woodward v. Glidden, 33 Minn. 108, 
22 NW 127 (arrest and detention in 
the lockup for three hours, with no 


circumstances of special indignity). 
(18) $3,000. Schreiner v. Hutter, 
(Nebr.) 177 NW 826 (unnecessary 


delay and confining plaintiff in a 
cold jail over night rendering him ill 


and occasioning other  inconven- 
ience); George v. Norfolk, etc., R. 
Cov W. Va. °317, 92 SE. 430 (mo 
malice, aggravating circumstances, 


or substantial pecuniary loss). (19) 
$4,000. Elser v. Southern Pac. Co., 
7 Cal. A. 493, 94 P 852 (passenger, 
unable to identify himself as person 
named in ticket, arrested while re- 
sisting ejection from train, no un- 
due force being used by trainman); 
Cincinnati, ete., R. Co. v. Cundiff, 166 
Ky. 594, 179 SW 615, AnnCas1916C 
513 (detention at police station for 
one hour without physical injury, 
after arrest without excessive force 
or brutal treatment); Schneider v. 
McGill, 64 SW 8385, 23 KyL 587 
(charged with a misdemeanor, kept 
in custody about three hours’ suffer- 
ing no indignity or violence). (20) 
$8,000 reduced to $6,000. Fadner v. 
Filer, 27 Ill. A. 506 (imprisonment 
which lasted only a few hours, ac- 
companied by an assault and, bat- 
tery upon the person of plaintiff); 
Burk v. Howley, 18 Pa. Co. 303 (ser- 
vant girl was held in jail for eight 
days without warrant or informa- 
tion against her. Reduced to three 


thousand); Moore v. Burchfield, 1 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 203. (21) $9,000. 
McConnell v. Hampton, 12 Johns. 
GN YDS 2345022) $216°000 Sevan 


Dorn v. Kimball, 100 Nebr. 590, 160 
NW 958 (reduced to $3,000. Woman 
detained for short time and released 


on her own recognizance). (23) 
$15,000. Gardner v. Martin, (Miss.) 
85 S 182 (remittitur to $5,000 re- 
quired). (24) $20,000. Fotheringe 


ham v. Adams Exp. Co., 36 Fed. 252, 
1 LRA 474. (25) $60,000. Kilbourn 
v. Thompson, 11 D. C. 401. 


[b] Amounts held not excessive. 
—(1) $100. Jacques v. Parks, 96 
Me. 268, 52 A 763 (aggravated ex- 


posure and detention for thirteen 
days); Slifer v. Yorath; 52 Mont. 
129, 155 P 1113 (detention in jail 
over night); Johnson v. Bouton, 35 
Nebr. 898, 53 NW 995 (plaintiff com- 
mitted for contempt, under void 
process, and detained in custody 
eight days, twelve or thirteen hours 
of which were spent in the county 
jail); Lamb v. Stone, 95 Wis. 254, 
70 NW 72 (arrest by warden on 
suspicion of violation of game law, 
disarmament of his gun with some 
force, and detention a short time). 
C2) ee SiA6e Lafontaine v. Fournier, 
48 Que. Super. 113 (wrongfully ar- 
rested on a false charge of perjury 
and imprisoned from August 8rd to 
December 31st; sixty-six dollars for 
actual damages and fifty dollars for 
injury to reputation). (3) $120. De 
Long v. Lehigh Valley Transit Co., 
59 Pa. Super. 363 (forcibly ejected 
from street car, placed under arrest 
by officer, taken through streets to 
police headquarters, and subse- 
quently discharged after hearing). 
(4) $125. Price v. Bailey, 66 Ill. 48 
(detention of two hours). (5) $200. 
Allen v. Jones, 7 LegInt (Pa.) 110 
(for unlawful arrest by police offi- 
cer); Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. Va. 
589, 82 SE 503, AnnCasi916C 519. 
(imprisonment and assault where no 
damages were proved except loss of 
time and humiliation); Ellis. v. 
Power, 20 N. B. 40 (detention of sev- 
eral hours in jail with small child 


and in the meantime obtaining 
money from plaintiff’s wife). (6) 
Sorenson v. Dundas, 50 Wis. 


$225. 
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335, 7 NW 259. (7) $250. 
v. Pratt, 116 Me. 22, 99 A 717 (debtor 
arrested illegally at instance of 
ereditor and locked up over night); 
Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 Mont. 504, 
93 P 805, 14 LRANS 988 (worhan de- 
tained three quarters of an hour in 
real estate office under threat of ar- 
rest to compel her to surrender pos- 
session of a deed; humiliated and 
rendered ill); Rucker v. Barker, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 151 SW 871 (punitive 
damages where there was evidence 
of actual malice on defendant’s 
part); Brosde vy. Sanderson, 86 Wis. 
368, 57 NW 49 (imprisonment for 
two days). (8) $300: Gordon v. Ho- 
gan, 114 Ga. 354, 40 SE 229 (arrest 
without warrant when not guilty of 
a crime); Johnson v. Von Kettler, 
84 Ill. 315 (arrest under color of 
process claimed to be void); Hos- 
tettler v. Carter, (Okl.) 175 P 244 
(in jail for ten hours and newspaper 
account published that he was so 
confined on a criminal charge). (9) 
$337.50. - Hendricks v. Haskins, 114 
Mich. 291, 72 NW 152 (woman with 
a young child taken in the evening 
from her house to a magistrate’s 
court about three and one half miles 
away and-then discharged). (10) 
3400. Morse v. Peterson, 208 Ill. A. 
291 (arrested at night, maltreated 
and incarcerated in a police station 
cell without either complaint or war- 
rant). (11) $450. Miller v. Turner, 
(Cal. A.) 194 P 66 (confinement for 
about five hours in a repulsive and 
filthy jail on a charge of vagrancy); 
Rauma v. Lamont, 82 Minn. 477, 85 
NW 236 (against an officer wrong- 
fully arresting plaintiff with undue 
force and keeping him in jail two 
and one half hours; $350 against a 
person who assisted the officer in 
making the arrest); Ball v. Horri- 
gan, 19 NYS 913 (arrest and deten- 
tion over night of a girl sixteen 
years old, in a police station). (12) 
$500. Roza v. Smith, 65 Fed. 592 
(detention lasting about eighteen 
hours, no physical injuries and no 
actual damage shown); St. Louis, 
etc. R. Co. v. Tukey, 119 Ark. 28, 
175 SW 403, LRA1915E 320 (passen- 
ger arrested at request of brake- 
man, taken from train and detained 
on the outside of the coach for ten 
minutes); Fiori v. Agnew, 33 Cal. 
A. 284, 164 P 899 (woman plaintiff); 
Alabama, etc., R. Co. v. Kuhn, 78 
Miss. 114, 28 S 797 (passenger on 
railway train, arrested for alighting 
while it was in motion, under a stat- 
ute expressly excepting passengers 
from its operation, deprived of his 
liberty for one and a half hours, and 
an account of arrest’ published in 
newspaper); Dunlevy v. Wolferman, 
106 Mo. A. 46, 79 SW 1165 (store- 
keeper suspected a customer had 
stolen goods and _ followed _ bare- 
headed, excitedly accused her, took 
hold of her shoulder, and said that 
she would have to go back to the 
store. A crowd was present and fol- 
lowed); Hamilton v. Pacific Drug 
Co., 78 Wash. 689, 139 P 642 (plain- 
tiff was awakened while asleep in 
his stateroom on a steamer, unlaw- 
fully arrested as an  absconding 
debtor, and placed in jail, where he 
was treated the same as those ac- 


eused of crime). (13) $600. Gee v. 
Patterson, 63 Me. 49 (arrest under 
civil process, despite offers of se- 
curity, and other arbitrary treat- 
ment). (14) $625. Chicago, ete., R. 
Co. v. Radford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 


834 (train auditor procured plain- 
tiff’s arrest for refusing to pay fare, 
except with a nontransferable ticket 
issued to another; the officer hand- 
cuffed plaintiff and took him to the 
station house under. a false charge 
of disorderly conduct). (15) $700. 
Bulmer v. O’Sullivan, 28 N. S. 406 
(attorney improperly and _ forcibly 
removed from the court room and 
locked up in a detention cell). (16) 


Dunsmore | $750. 


‘home to police headquarters in pa-|charge of intoxication, 


| 
' 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Ross v. Kohler, 163 Ky. 588, 
174 SW 36, LRA1915D 621 (seven- 
teen year old girl taken from her 


trol wagon without any justifica- | 
tion). (17) $775. Ryan v. Donrielly, 
71 Jll. 100 (girl of sixteen taken out 
of bed at night, made to dress, and 
taken to police station). (18) $800. 
Scott v. Com., 93 SW 668, 29 KyL 
571 (arrest and assault by officer 
with whom prisoner previously had 
difficulty); Foor v. Coombs, 15 KyL 
845 (arrest of debtor, by creditor 
without legal authority); Judson v. 
Reardon, 16 Minn. 431 (detention for.' 
two and a half hours in a dark and! 
filthy cell); McKelvey v. Marsh, 63 
App. Div. 396, 71 NYS 541, 10 NY 
AnnCas 178 (action against magis- 
trate by an innocent woman arrested 
on an unlawful warrant, on a charge 
of arson, imprisoned seven hours, 
and compelled to remove clothing 
before strange men for the purpose 
of being searched). (19) $850. 
Pinkerton v. Martin, 82 Ill. A. 589 
(when, if the jury believed one half 
of the story told, they would have 
been warranted in giving very much 
larger damages). (20) $900. Davis 
v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 61 W. 
Va. 246, 56 SE 400, 9 LRANS 993 
(arrest on a train by the conductor, 
followed by imprisonment of one 
andy, ap) half idays)e “¢21)4..3903 125. 
Gammons v. King, 118 Me. 76, 105 
A 816 (woman arrested in her house, 
under a capias writ, as’ an abscond- 
ing debtor, and detained for eight 
days). (22) $999. Morton v. San-, 
ders, 178 Ky. 836, 200 SW 24 (man 
aroused from bed in his own home 
with revolver and flashlight and 
taken thinly clad to headquarters 
without any grounds for suspicion). 
(23) $1,000. Wheeler, ete., Mfg. Co. 
v. Boyce, 36 Kan. 350, 13 P 609, 59 
AmR 571 (detention for ten days); 
Franks v. Smith, 142 Ky. 232, 134 
SW 484, AnnCasi1912D 319 (arrest by 
militia at night, detention until 
morning, and surrender to civil au- 
thorities); Illinois Cent. R.» Co. v. 
Wilson, 103 SW 364, 31 KyL 789 (ar- 
rest on train on unjustified charge 


of theft of purse and _ detention 
while being searched); Kelley v. 
Great Northern R. Co., 142 “Minn. 


492, 171 NW 276 (sleening car porter 
arrested without a warrant, taken 
from train and imprisoned in winter 
time in a cold, filthy, vermin in- 
fested jail, resulting in aggravation 
of a disease); Thorp v. Carvalho, 14 
Mise. 554, 36 NYS 1 (locked up one 
and one half hours on a false charge 
of forgery and thereby injured in|! 
reputation); Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Bes- 
ser, (Tex. Civ. A.) 200 SW 263 (boys! 
arrested for stoning trains); Rucker 
Ve .parker; 1( Lex. CivivAD -Lois- Swi 
871 (young man of good habits ar- 
rested in the presence of friends 
while occupying a reserved seat in 
a show tent, and, after being roughly 
handled and wounded in the face, 
driven to jail in the police wagon, 
and locked up with nevroes and 
Mexicans); Bolton v. Vellines, 94 Va. 
393, 26 SE 847, 64 AmSR 737 (cap- 
tain of police, whose term had ex- 
pired, but who, believing his tenure 
of office was extended until his suc- 
cessor qualified, appeared on the 
streets in police uniform, and for 
this was arrested, taken through the 
streets in a prison vaz, and kept in 
prison until released on habeas cor- 
pus); Cobb v. Simon, 119 Wis. 597, 
S67 NW 276, 100 AmSR 909; Fenelon 
v. Butts, 538 Wis. 344, 10 NW 501 
(woman confined in a filthy cell with 
her infant). (24) $1,271. Pinkerton 
v. Sydnor, 87 Ill. A. 76 (chained to 
a. -bed). .(25). $1,6005.. Bacon ~~ v, 
Bacon, 76 Miss. 458, 24 S 968 (sane’ 
woman imprisoned in an insane asy- 
lum for a period of three months). 
(26) $1,520. Davis v. Chicago, ete., 
R. Co., 192 Mo. A. 419, .182 SW 826 


Vw 
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(railroad company wrongfully ex- 
cluded plaintiff from its train and 
secured his arrest under a false 


so that he 
was incarcerated for almost a day). 
(27) $1,600. Sands v. Norvell, 126 


Va. 384, 101 SE 569 (loss of employ- 
ment, humiliation, transportation to 
another town, interrogation as to 


crime, and discharge without hear- 
ing). (28) $1,700. Reno v. Wilson, 
49 Ill. 95 (respectable young man 


confined in crowded, filthy room with 
no bed but sawdust and no food but 
bread and water, taken’ thence 
through public streets to police mag- 
istrate, as a result of charge made 


by defendant without foundation 
and to gratify passion). (29) $2,000. 


Gomez v. Scanlan, 155 Cal. 528, 102 
P 12 (woman arrested, pushed along 
the streets, and detained for three 
or four hours in a street crowded 
with people by an officer who re- 
fused to take her before a justice 
or to take security, the experience 
resulting in an illness); Efroymson 
v. Smith, 29 Ind. A. 451, 63 NE 328. 
(30) $2,300. Latasa v. Aron, 59 Misc. 
26, 109 NYS 744 (punitive damages. 
A verdict against a defendant actu- 
ated by actual malice for $2,500 and 
against a codefendant innnocent of 
actual malice for $200 was valid). 
(31) $2,500. Riffel v. Letts, 31 Cal. A. 
426, 160 P 845 (woman of forty-five 
arrested and imprisoned in a caged 
wagon in the public street and in 
the presence of her neighbors); Pied- 
mont Hotel Co. v. Henderson, 9 Ga. 
A. 672, 72 SE 51 (if attendant cir- 
cumstances authorize it. Dictum 
in concurring opinion); Siegei v. 
Connor,. 70° Tl. AS 116) [aft 17k) i. 
572, 49 NE 728]; Allen v. Fromme, 
141 App. Div. 362, 126 NYS 520 (ar- 
rest under a void execution of a 
young man about to enter a profes- 
sion); Smith v. Macomber, 28 R. I. 
248, 66 A 570 (where plaintiff was 
detained four hours and an unsup- 
ported defense of plaintiff’s insanity, 
when arrested, was made). (32) 
$3,000. Ayres v. Harmon, 56 Ind. A. 
436, 104 NE 315 (injury, resulting 
in loss of health, as well as hu- 
miliation and disgrace); Hutchinson 
v. Sunshine Oil Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 
951 (traveling salesman arrested for 
embezzlement by mistake in iden- 
suffering loss of position); 
Hill v. S. S. Kresge Co., (Mo. A.) 
217 SW 997 (arrest about eight 
o’clock in the evening, conducted 
through streets and on a_ patrol 
wagon, searched, and confinement 
with other prisoners); Monj Vv. 
Monjo, 53 Hun 145, 6 NYS 132 (plain- 
tiff arrested and taken through 
streets in a public manner, and kept 
in prisun cell all night under very 
humiliating circumstances). (33) 
$3,500. Cuthbert v. Galloway, 35 
Fed. 466 (detention from Friday un- 
til Monday). (34) $4,250. Bhrhardt 


v. Wells, 134 Minn. 58, 158 NW 721 
(for arrest and_ imprisonment of 
plaintiff from December 19th to 


January 9th, where the jail sur- 
roundings were vile, and plaintiff 
was physically neglected, and his ar- 
rest was a matter of newspaper no- 
toriety). (35) $4,500. Clarke v. 
American Dock, ete., Co., 35 Fed. 478 
(elderly, respectable woman com- 
mitted to jail with disorderly 
women); Steppuhn vy. Chicago Great 
Western R. Co., 199 Mo. A. 571, 204 
SW 579 (actual and $500 exemplary 
damages; plaintiff was detained 
twenty-four hours in unsanitary 
jail before permitted bail, and suf- 
fered anxiety, pain, and humiliation). 
(36) $5,000. Harris v. Louisville, 
ete., R. Co., 35 Fed. 116; Grace v. 
Dempsey, 75 Wis. 3138, 483 NW 1127; 
Calogery v. Spencer, 47 Que. Super. 
12 (wrongfully arrested for breach 
of warranty and confined over night 
in the police station and compelled 
to return to court once or twice). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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would on the evidence have favored a smaller ver- 
dict,*7 or that-it has acted under a mistake,®* or 


[§ 187] A. Definition and 


erime at common law.®! 


87. U. S.—Harris v. 
ete., R. Co., 35 Fed. 116. 
Ill. Newton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 108. 


Louisville, 


Ky.—Webber v. Kenny, 1 A. K. 
Marsh. 345. 

N. Y.—Pastor v. Regan, 9 Misc. 
547, 30 NYS 657. 

W. Va.—Howell v. Wysor, 74 W. 
Me 589, 82 SE 503, AnnCas1916C 


Eng.—Edgell v. Francis, 1 M. & G. 
222, 39 ECL 729, 183 Reprint 314. 

88. Marshall v. Heller, 55 Wis. 
392, 13 NW 236; Markey v. Sloat, 
4iN,. B. 234, 6 DomLR_ 827, 11 
HastLR 295. 

fa] “A new trial will only be 
granted where the verdict is so 
large as to satisfy the Court that it 
was perverse and the result of gross 
error; or when it can be shown that 
the jury have acted under the influ- 
ence of undue motives or miscon- 
ception.” Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
oe 254, 6 DomLR 827, 11 HastLR 


89, U.S—Fotheringham v. Adams 
Express Co., 36 Fed. 252, 1 LRA 474. 

Cal.— Fiori v. Agnew, 33 Cal. A. 
284, 164 P 899; Gomez v. Scanlan, 
155 Cal. 528, 102 P 12; Riffel v. Letts, 
31 Cal. A, 426, 160 P 845. 

Ill.—Newton v. Locklin, 77 Ill. 
103; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v.° Gehr, 
66 Ill. A. 173. 

Ind.—Harness v. Steele, 159 Ind. 
286, 64 NE 875; Efroymson v. Smith, 
29 Ind. A. 451, 63 NE 328. 


Iowa.—Young v. Gormley, 120 
Iowa 372, 94 NW 922. 
Ky.—Morton v. Sanders, 178 Ky. 


836, 200 SW 24; Ross v. Kohler, 163 
Ky. 583, 174 SW 386; Webber v. 
Kenny, 1 A. K. Marsh. 345; Foor v. 


Minn.—Kelley v. Great. Northern 
R. Co., 142 Minn. 492, 171 NW 276; 


. Smith v. Munch, 65 Minn. 256, 68 
NW 19; Woodward v. Glidden, 33 
Minn. 108, 22 NW 127. 

Miss.—Bacon vy. Bacon, 76 Miss. 


458, 24 S 968. 
Mo.—State v. Evans, 83 Mo. A. 
301. : 

N. Y.—Stearns v. Oppenheim, 146 
App. Div. 651, 131 NYS 533; Fuller 
vy. Redding, 16 Misc. 634, 39 NYS 
109 [rev on other grounds 13 App. 
Div 61;- 48 NYS 96]. \ 

Oh.—Drinkwater v. Jones, 13 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 489, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 173. 

Okl.—Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Rad- 
ford, 36 Okl. 657, 129 P 834. 
'itex.—Gulf; ete., R: Co. v. Besser, 
(Civ. A.) 200 SW 263. 

Utah.— Yost’ v. Tracy, 13 Utah 
431, 45 P 346. 

Wash.—Hamilton v. Pacific Drug 
Co., 78 Wash. 689, 139 P 642. 

W. Va.—Comisky v. Norfolk, etc., 
R. Co., 79 W. Va. 148, 90 SE 385, 
LRA1917D 220; Davis v. Chesapeake, 
etc, R. Co., 61 W. Va. 246, 56 SE 
400, 9 ney 993; Ogg v. Murdock, 
25 W. Va. 139. 

N. B.—Markey v. Sloat, 41 N. B. 
234, 6 DomLR 827, 11 EastLR_295. 

Ont.—Lauzeau v. Leonard, 20 U. C. 
Q. B. 481. 

90. Elser v. Southern Pac. Co., 7 
Cal. A. 493, 94 P 852; Zimmerman v. 
Knox, 34 Kan. 245, 8 P 104; Mazzo- 
lini v. Gifford, 90 Vt. obey oe hy bes 

a] Improper remarks of ‘c¢ 
See rane al v. Gifford, 90 Vt. 352, 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


The gist of 


98 A 904. 

[b] Jury apparently confused by 
instruction.—Zimmerman vy. Knox, 34 
Kan. 245, 8 P 104. 

{c] Award to be in harmony with 
testimony.—‘“‘While the amount of 
damages that may be awarded in a 
case like the present is in the dis- 
cretion of the jury, it must be a 
reasonable and not an unlimited dis- 
cretion, and must be exercised in- 
telligently and in harmony with the 
testimony before them. We think 
that the jury in the present case 
must have been influenced by other 
considerations than the testimony 
before them in arriving at the 
amount of their verdict.” Elser v. 
Southern Pac. Co., 7 Cal. A. 498, 500, 
94 P 852. 

Improper remarks of counsel as 
ground for new trial see New Trial 
pes Cyc T74i- 

91, Ga.—Campbell v. State, 48 Ga. 
353. 

Mass.—Com. v. Blodgett, 12 Mete. 
56 


Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont, 504, 508, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 


988. 
S. C.—State v. Hill, 29 S. Cc. L. 
i Tex. As 


150. 
Rg ae tree: v. State, 

Wis.—Davies v. State, 72 Wis. 54, 
38 NW 722; Smith v. State, 63 Wis. 
453, 23 NW 879. 

“Walse imprisonment is treated as 
a tort, and also aS a crime. The 
definition is the same in either case.”’ 
Kroeger v. Passmore, supra. 

92. See statutory provisions; and: 

Cal.—Peo. v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 
14 P 796; Peo. v. Ebner, 23 Cal. 158. 

Fla.—Ross v. State, 15 Fla. 55. 

Ill. Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 76 
AmD 786. 

Mass.—Com. vy. Nickerson, 5 Allen 
518. 

Mont.—Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 
Mont. 504, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 988. 

Tex.—Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 
408, 103 SW 899. 

Wis.—Davies v. State, 72 Wis. 54, 
38 NW 722; Smith v. State, 63 Wis. 
453, 283 NW 879. 

[a] Statutory definitions. — (1) 
‘Halse imprisonment is the willful 
detention of another against his con- 
sent, and where it is not expressly 
authorized by law, whether such de- 
tention be effected by an assault, by 
actual violence to the person, by 
threats, or by any other means which 
restrains the party so detained from 
removing from one place to another, 
as he may see proper.” Tex. Pen. 
Code art 508 [quot Giroux v. State, 
40 Tex. 97, 103; Herring v. State, 3 
Tex VAY 108; 11075 /@)r “alse im- 
prisonment is an unlawful violation 
of the personal liberty of another, 
and consists in confinement or de- 
tention without sufficient legal au- 


thority.” « Dll Cr:. Code 95. See 
Brewster v. Peo., 183 Ill. 1438, 146, 
55 NE 640; Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 
70, 76 AmD 786. (3) “The unlaw- 
ful violation of the personal lib- 
erty of another.” Pen. Code § 420 
[quot Kroeger v. Passmore, 36 


Mont. 504, 508, 93 P 805, 14 LRANS 
988]. 

aa: Cal.—Peo. v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 
2h214 PR 796. 


es 


| Harkins v. State, 6 Tex. A. 452. 
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under the influence of passion or prejudice,®® or 
other improper influence.°? 


VIli. CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Nature of Offense. 
False imprisonment was indictable as a_ specific 
It is also made a crime 
by statute in many jurisdictions.°? 
the offense is the actual and unlawful restraint or 
detention of one person against his will by an- 
other,®** by actual force or reasonably apprehended 


force,** though actual force is not necessary.®® The 
mere fact that a person considers himself under ar- 
rest is not sufficient,°° although it has been held 
that one who wrongfully orders another to leave a 
certain place, and who is obeyed but not through 
fear of violence, is guilty of false imprisonment.°? 
One who induces another, by fraud, but without any 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Hamilton, 183 App. 
Div. 55, 170 NYS 705; Peo. v. Mc- 
Ardle,-1 Wheel. Cr. 101. 

N. C.—State v. Hunter, 106 N. C. 
796, 11 SE 366, 8 LRA 529; State v. 
Lunsford, 81 N. C. 528. 

Tex.—Meyer v. State, (Cr.) 49 SW 
600; Harkins v. State, 6 Tex. A. 452; 
Woods v. State, 3 Tex. A. 204. 

G AS v. Stapylton, 8 Cox C,_ 

“It is sufficient imprisonment to 
stop a man from going in any direc- 
tion he may see proper; and it is 
not necessary that he be detained in 
any particular spot, so he is pre- 
vented from moving from place to 
place, or in the direction he wishes 
to 20." » Wood" viState, isi Dex tay 
204, 206. 

{a] MIlustrations.—(1) Where de- 
fendant arrested plaintiff on a 
charge of passing upon him a coun- 
terfeit note, and took her into his 
house and detained her there for 
three fourths of an hour, otfering to 
release her if she would pay him for 
the note, he was liable to a prose- 
cution for false imprisonment. Peo. 
v. McArdle, 1 Wheel. Cr. (N. Y.) 101. 
(2) Where defendant and another 
were riding together and aftter 
threats from defendant, the other 
wanted to ride in another direction, 
but was compelled by defendant’s 
display of arms to continue riding 
beside defendant, this was held to 
constitute false imprisonment and 
defendant was guilty of such ft 
(3 
The master’ of an English vessel 
contracted with the Chilian govern- 
ment to convey Chilian subjects from 
Valparaiso to Liverpool, and they 
were put on board under duress, and 
so conveyed against their will. As- 
suming that the master could jus- 
tify what he did within the Chilian 
jurisdiction, yet, after the vessel 
passed out of it, he was guilty of a 
wrong amounting to a false impris- 
onment. Reg. v. Stapylton, 8 Cox 
CeCaiGo? 

94. Meyer v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 49 
aha 600; Herring v. State, 3 Tex. A. 

‘{a] ‘Sufficiency of threats. — (1) 
In a prosécution for false imprison- 
ment by a threat, a charge that the 
threat must have been calculated to 
operate on the person threatened, 
and inspire fear of injury,-and that 
the jury should consider the age, 
sex, condition, disposition, and 
health of the person threatened in 
determining whether the threat was 
sufficient to intimidate and prevent 
him from moving beyond the bounds 


in which he was detained, is cor- 
rect. Meyer v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 49 
Sw 600. (2) Where defendants 


went to plaintiff’s house, called him 
to the gate, and without touching 
him nevertheless detained him by 
threats and a display of firearms, it 
was held that this constituted the 


crime of false imprisonment. Her- 
ring v. State, 3 Tex. A. 108. 

95. Smith v. State, 7 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 43. 

96. McClure v. State, 26 Tex. A. 
102, 9 SW. 353. 

97. Woods v. State, 3 Tex. A. 204. 

fa] MIlustration. — Defendants 


claimed land on which one Kaufman 
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restraint, to go to a certain place does not commit 
the offense.°S An arrest may be legal in its incep- 
tion but subsequently become illegal by a detention 
for an unreasonable length of time.®® 

Grade of offense. Under some statutes, the of- 
fense is either a misdemeanor or a felony as de- 
pendent upon the nonuse or use of violence.? 

Coercion. In some jurisdictions, the statutory of- 
fense of ‘‘coercion’’ is analogous to that of false 
imprisonment.’ 

Under the Philippine penal code false imprison- 
ment, as a crime, may be ‘‘detencion ilegal,’’ which 
is the unlawful locking up or detaining of another, 
or in any manner wrongfully depriving him of his 
liberty, by a private individual,* or as ‘‘detencion 
arbitraria’’ which is the same as ‘‘detencion 
ilegal’’ except that the former is committed by a 
publie officer as distinguished from a private in- 
dividual,* or as ‘‘coaccion’’ which is the unlawful 
and forcible coercion of another’s will with or 
without detention.» A judicial officer who causes 
a detention without justification may be crim- 
inally hable.® 

[§ 188] B. Defenses—l. Legality or Justifica- 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


Application of rule.—Men, ar- 


[§§ 187-188 


tion Generally. The defenses applicable to the 
criminal offense are mutatis mutandis governed by 
substantially the same principles as the tort.". That 
the arrest was justified or the imprisonment lawful 
constitutes a valid defense.6 If the arrest is made 
with process defendant must show it was properly 
issued and legal on its face® and if it is made 
without process he must show the grounds justify- 
ing it.1° One cannot justify an illegal and wrong- 
ful act by showing that the other party was also 
engaged in an unlawful act.t_ Authority to arrest 
and turn in deserters and stragglers affords no jus- 
tification where a man arrested as a straggler, in- 
stead of being immediately turned over to the proper 
authorities, is forcibly and unlawfully detained and 
prevented from returning.’? 

Under Philippine penal code. The Philippine 
statute governing ‘‘detencion ilegal’’ and ‘‘de- 
tencion arbitraria’’ confers on municipal police of- 
ficers practically the same powers possessed by 
police officers in the United States.1* Where the 
facts and circumstances furnish reasonable grounds 
to suspect the guilt of the party arrested, a judi- 
cial or peace officer is not liable for an arrest 14 or 


was plowing. Both sides were [a] 
armed and defendants ordered Kauf- 
man to leave. The latter testified 
that he was in no fear of defend- 
ants but that after an hour’s wran- 
gle he obeyed and left. Defendants 
were guilty of false imprisonment. 
Woods v. State, 3 Tex. A. 204. 


98. State v. Lunsford, 81 N. C. 
528. 
[a] Mlustration. — Where three 


young men, in order to perpetrate a 
practical joke, induced a man nearly 
seventy years old, by promising to 
pay him, to ride behind one of them 
on a horse in the night a quarter of 
a mile in search of a pretended horse 
thief, this fraud did not impress the 
transaction with the character of a 
criminal act. State v. Lunsford, 81 


N. C. 528. 

99. Lavina v. State, 63 Ga. 513. 
See supra § 62. ’ 

1. Wiley v. State, 19 Ariz. 346, 
170 P 869, LRA1918D 373; Ex p. 
Dillon, (Cal. A.) 186 P 170. 

2. Peo. v. Hamilton, 183 App. Div. 
55, 170 NYS 705. 


3. Philippine Pen. Code art 481; 
U. S. v. Herrera, 3 Philippine 515. 

{a] MTlustration.—Where. a _ per- 
son supposed to have been deprived 
of liberty by the accused was per- 
mitted to leave the place of confine- 
ment alone during the time of the 
alleged detention, it was held there 
could be no conviction for the of- 
fense of “detencion ilegal.” U.S. v. 
Herrera, 3 Philippine 515. : 

4. Philippine Pen. Code art 200; 
U. S. v. Batallones, 23 Philippine 


5. Philippine Pen. Code c V arts 
494-498; . S. v. Ventosa, 6 Philip- 
pine 385; U. S. v. Quevengco, 2 Phil- 
ippine 412. 

[a] Illustration—Where defend- 
ant, a plantation owner, compelled 
plaintiff, a woman, to liveasa serv- 
ant at his house against her will 
but left her free to come and. go 
within the limits of the plantation, 
he was not guilty of the crime of 
detention illegal but under a charge 
for such crime was properly con- 
victed of the lesser crime of coac- 


cion. U. S. v. Quevengeo, 2 Philip- 
pine 412. 
[b] Application.—A constabulary 


officer who broke up a lawful social 
gathering at the point of a revolver 
was held guilty of “coaccion.”’ S. 
v. Ventosa, 6 Philippine 385. 

6 U.S. v. Batallones, 23 Philip- 
pine 46. 


rested on suspicion and brought be- 
fore a justice, early in the evening 
produced papers to prove their inno- 
cence. Without trying to verify 
their claims, which he could easily 
have done, he ordered the men de- 
tained until morning when their in- 
nocence was established. The jus- 
tice was held liable under § 200 of 
the Philippine penal code defining 
“detencion arbitraria.” U. S. v. 
Batallones, 23 Philippine 46. 
7. See cases infra notes 8-12. 
Elements of tort see supra §§ 5-67. 
8.. Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 76 
AmD 786; Smith v. State, 7 Humphr. 
Siena) 43; Oglesby v. State, 39 Tex. 
{a] Tllustrations—(1) Where a 
prosecutor has reasonable ground to 
believe that a crime has been com- 
mitted and that the accused has 


committed it, he will be protected 
in making the arrest. Slomer v. 
Peo. 125) el. (705.470 Am DA 7865" C2) 


Where a sergeant on duty in a gar- 
rison adjoining a city arrested a citi- 
zen while he was outside the gar- 
rison for using insulting language, 
as the sergeant was charged by the 
law of the United States with the 
good order of the fort, he was justi- 
fied in going out of the fort to 
remove the citizen, and abate the 
nuisance caused by his abusive lan- 
guage, and was not liable in a prose- 
eution for false imprisonment. 
Oglesby v. State, 39 Tex. 53. 

9. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
54 AmD 253; Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 54 AmD 250; Slomer vy. Peo., 25 
Ill. 70, 76 AmD 786. 

[a] Dlustration.— One who aids 
an officer in an arrest must show 
that the arrest was made under a 
legal and valid process. Mitchell v. 
State, 12 Ark. 50, 54 AmD 253. 

[b] Process improperly procured, 
—Where the officer is shown to have 
been a party to a conspiracy to ob- 
tain criminal process for an im- 
proper purpose, the writ will afford 
him no protection and he must show 
that the warrant was regularly re- 
turned. Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 76 
AmD 786. 

10. Mosley wv. State, 23 ‘Tex. A. 
409, 4 SW 907; Beville v. State, 16 
Tex. A. 70. 

[a] For example, that the person 
arrested was drunk and committing 
a breach of the peace in violation 
of an ordinance. Beville v. State, 
16 Tex. A. 70. 


11... Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 
441, 181 SW 200. 

12. Peo. v. Hamilton, 183 - App. 
Div. 55, 170 NYS 705. 


{a] Where a sailor who over- 
stayed his shore leave was captured 
by members of a detective agency 
and forcibly and unlawfully de- 
tained against his will until a suffi- 
cient time had elapsed to make him 
a deserter and a reward was col- 
lected for his return to the navy, the 
principal of such agency was held 
liable, as he was engaged with the 
captors in a common enterprise of 
making money out of such captures, 
shared in the reward in -this case, 
and apparently was cognizant of and 
sanctioned the detention. Peo. v. 
Hamilton, 183 App. Div. 55, 170 NYS 


705. 
_ 18. U. S._v. Batallones, 23 Phil- 
ippine 46; .U. S. v. Burgueto, 10 
Philippine 188. 

{a] Powers enumerated. — The 


statute provides that they (police 
officers) ‘may pursue and arrest 
without warrant, any person found 
in Suspicious places or under sus- 
picious circumstances, reasonably 
tending to show that such person 
has committed or is about to com- 
mit any crime or breach of the 
peace; may arrest or cause to be 
arrested without warrant, any of- 
fender, when the offense is commit- 
ted in the presence of a peace officer 
or within his view.” U.S. v. Batal- 
lones, 23 Philippine 46, 50. 

[b] Where two men engage in a 
quarrel, a police officer is justified in 
arresting both, as it would be exact- 
ing too much of officers to require 
them to determine the 
wrong of a quarrel before making 


an. .arrest:+ U. (S.. ..™.- Burzueto, 10 
Philippine 188. 

_ 14. U. S._v. Batallones, 23 Phil- 
ippine 46; U. S. v. Figueroa, 23 


Philippine 19. 

{a] Suspicious actions. — Where 
robberies had been committed, and 
two strangers were seen lurking 
near the market place, acting in a 
suspicious manner, and seemingly 
trying to avoid observation, police 
officers were. justified in arresting 
them on suspicion and no liability 
attaches therefor, even though the 
men turn out to be revenue agents 
engaged in line of their duty. U. S. 
Vv. fo eoooee 23 Philippine 46. 
Where men arrested on reasonable 
grounds for suspicion, to prove they 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Papers to prove innocence.— 


i §§ 188-190] 


detention.15 


The fact that the arrested person 
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[§ 190] 


C. Persons Liable. 
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Any person who 


answers the description of a criminal wanted will 
justify an arrest.1° One who requests a peace of- 
ficer to make an arrest is not criminally liable there- 
for where the officer acts on his own initiative and 
judgment.’’ However, municipal police officers who 
make an arrest in violation of their duty are liable,}8 
as is a private person who makes an arrest without 
a warrant for any misdemeanor which would not 
justify a peace officer in so doing.?” 

[§ 189] 2. Good Faith. As a general rule the 
guilt of defendant is determined irrespective of 
the motive with which the imprisonment was com- 
mitted,?° but where there was an imprisonment by 
a private person consequent upon an arrest without 
a warrant under circumstances not justifying such 
a course, it was held that the bona fide belief of 
defendant that a crime had been committed and 
that the prosecutor was the guilty party might 
go in mitigation of the punishment.?: On the other 
hand, in some jurisdictions, absence of good faith 
or probable cause in causing the wrongful deten- 
tion furnishes the criminal intent required for a 
conviction.?? 


are innocent revenue agents in the 
course of their duty, produce docu- 
ments in a language which the po- 


[a] 


Arrested for no crime.—The 
fact that followers of different de- 
nominations began to quarrel over 


causes an unlawful detention or arrest? and all 
persons participating in an unlawful arrest or de- 
tention ** are liable. It is not necessary that de- 
fendant be present at the time of the arrest, pro- 
vided it was done under his procurement.?> How- 
ever, the mere observation of what is going on and 
the fact that defendant did nothing to prevent the 
commission of the offense is not sufficient to im- 
pose liability.2° A person rendering aid to an 
officer in the safe-keeping of a prisoner does so at 
his peril; he is bound to know whether or not the 
officer acts under legal and valid process.27 A 
parent may be liable criminally for false imprison- 
ment of a child.28 An arrest by a police officer 
without a warrant for the violation of an invalid 
raunicipal ordinance renders him criminally liable.?® 
One invested with limited judicial discretion, who 
in causing an arrest, acts clearly without his juris- 
diction, is lable.2° Under the Philippine penal 
code, in order to support a prosecution for ‘‘deten- 
cion ilegal,’’? it must appear that defendant com- 
mitted the wrong in person.*! 


irritated plaintiff and stich threats 
were repeated to defendant who 
thereupon arrested plaintiff, it was 


licemen cannot read, the officers are 
justified in making an arrest and 
taking the men before a magistrate. 
U. S. v. Batallones, 23 Philippine 46. 

{c] Arrest based on complaint.— 
A magistrate who orders the arrest 
and detention of a man against 
whom a charge of larceny has been 
lodged, even though it is later dis- 
_ covered that no crime was commit- 
ted and the charge withdrawn, is not 
criminally liable therefor under the 
Philippine penal code which provides 
that any public officer who arrests 
a person without authority of law 
or by virtue of some regulation of a 
general character except it is for the 
commission of a crime shall be pun- 


ished, etc. U. S. v. Figueroa, 23 
Philippine 19. 

15. U. S. v. Sanchez, 27. Philip- 
pine 442. 

[a] Detention for purpose of 


identification of a person reasonably 
suspected of crime is justified on the 
part of a peace officer until a warrant 
can be obtained, even though it may 
be for several hours. U. S. v. San- 
chez, 27 Philippine 442. 

[b] Officer under orders of chief 
of police, who arrests a man reason- 
ably suspected of crime, detains him 
for several hours for the purpose of 
identifying him as the criminal, no 
warrant having been obtained due 
to absence of the justice of the 


peace, is not liable for the arrest, 
although no crime was actually 
committed. WEIS ce mesaneneZsna Aili 
Philippine 442. 

16. U.S) v., Sanchez,, 27 Philip- 
pine 442. 

[a] Application of rule.—Rob- 


bery had been committed, and from 
the information furnished him, the 
chief of police reasonably suspected 
a certain person, and issued orders 
to his officers to locate and arrest 
this man. An officer arrested a man 
answering the description furnished 
him, and after a detention of some 
hours, to bé identified by the person 
robbed, he was released. The arrest 
and detention was held to be a rea- 
sonable and legal administrative act 
under article 200 of the Philippine 
penal code defining ‘“detencion arbi- 
traria.” U. S.°v. Sanchez, 27 Philip- 


pine 442. ey 
17. U. S. v. Burgueta, 10 Philip- 
10 Philip- 


pine 188. 
1s. U.S. v. Braganza, ] 
.pine 79; U. S. v. Agravante, 10 Phil- 
ippine 46. 


the ownership of the building was 
no justification for the arrest, with- 
out warrant, of a priest who had 
committed no crime but merely en- 
tered a chapel to conduct services 
therein. U.S. v. Braganza, 10 Phil- 
ippine 79. 

[b] Detention by official without 
authority.—A public official or peace 
officer who arrests or detains a per- 
son without warrant or authority 
except by reason of crime is crimi- 
nally liable therefor. U. S. v. Bra- 
ganza, 10 Philippine 79. 

{c] Arrest by constabulary in 
violation of duty.—Where Philippine 
constabulary arrested and impris- 
oned a theater doorkeeper, without 
warrant, for refusing to admit them 
without tickets, and later arrested 
and imprisoned the local chief of po- 
lice for taking the part of such door- 
keeper, they were guilty of arbitrary 
detention as defined by the penal 
code and properly fined and impris- 
oned. U. S. v. Agravante, 10 Phil- 
ippine 46. 

Lore Uns. 
pine 233. 

{a] Tllustration.—Defendant cap- 
tured plaintiff and another alleged 
trespasser on his land, tied them 
with ropes, and lodged them in jail, 
from which they were shortly re- 
leased by a justice. Defendant was 
not a peace officer, and the arrest 
was held to be unwarranted. U. S. 
vy. Fontanilla, 11 Philippine 233. 

20. See supra § 187. 

Staples v. State, 14 Tex. A. 
136. 


22. Begley v. Com., 60 SW 847, 22 
KyL 1546; Giroux v. State, 40 Tex. 
97. 

[a] TIllustration.—A private per- 
son indicted for unlawfully arrest- 
ing another cannot escape punish- 
ment on the ground that he had 
reasonable grounds for believing 
that a certain offense committed by 
the person arrested was a felony, 
and not merely a misdemeanor, as 
ignorance of the law does not ex- 
cuse, and, in any event, he cannot 
be acquitted if he made the Arrest 
merely for the purpose of extorting 
money and not in good faith. Begley 
v. Com., 60 SW 847, 22 KyL 1546. 

[b] Insufficient proof of probable 
cause.—Where plaintiff, a voter, on 
his way home from the polls, was 
overheard muttering threats against 
defendant, a peace officer whose 
tactless enforcement of the law had 


v. Fontanilla, 11 Philip- 


held in a prosecution for false im- 
prisonment that  plaintiff’s grum- 
bling did not constitute serious 
threats of bodily harm to defendant, 
and therefore the latter was not 
justified in arresting plaintiff with- 
out warrant, and was accordingly 
guilty. Giroux v.. State, 40 Tex. 97; 

23. Com. v. White, 101 SW 331, 
30 KyL 1322. 

24. Peo. v. Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 
147° P2796: Slomer, yo eo; 25 elles 
76 AmD 786; Jones v. Com., 1 Rob. 


(40 Va.) 748. 
[a] Illustration. — An officer, 
prosecutor, and all other persons 


concerned may be indicted for con- 
spiracy to procure criminal process 
for an improper purpose. Slomer v. 
Peo., 25 Ill. 70, 76 AmD 786. 

25. Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 43, 54 
AmD 250; Com. v. Nickerson, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 518. 


26. Walker v. State, 25 Tex. A. 
443, 8 SW 647. 

27. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
54 AmD 258. 

2s. EWietcher®) v. Peo..352) Tila ogo 


oe v. Nickerson, 5 Allen (Mass.) 

[a] Mother guilty for child’s ab- 
duction.— Where legal custody of a 
child has been placed ‘in the father 
as against the mother, the seizure of 
such child by the mother or by 
agents acting for her makes her 
guilty of false imprisonment. That 
the child apparently acquiesced is 
immaterial, as his tender age of nine 
years precluded legal consent, and a 
taking against the will of the lawful 


custodian is deemed in-law to be 
forcible and against the will of the 
child. Com. v. Nickerson, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 518. 

99. /—State- iv. -Hunter, (206, Now CG: 
796, 11 SE 366, 8 LRA 529. 

30. Smyth va State, ~bl, Lex, ‘Cr, 


408, 103 SW 899. 

{a] An election judge is liable, 
who without authority, arrests and 
detains a voter, although he is a ju- 
dicial officer and has a judicial dis- 
cretion within prescribed limits 
where it appears he acted clearly 
without his jurisdiction. Smyth v. 
State, 51 Tex. Cr. 408, 103 SW 899. 


31. U.S. v. Cornel, 17 Philippine 
633. 
{a] Illustration.—Where defend- 


ant had ordered two policemen to 
arrest plaintiff and tie him to a post, 
it was held that, while defendant 
might be charged with some other 
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{§ 191] D. Indictment or Information.*? An 
indictment at common law for false imprisonment 
must negative the legality of the detention,?? and 
under statutes it is defective if it fails to allege 
that the detention was without lawful authority,*4 
although it concludes ‘‘contrary to the form of 
the statute, ete.’?’°> The indictment or informa- 
tion should follow the statute in every essential 
particular, such as alleging wrongful intent,®* al- 
though an information charging the offense under 
‘the common law may be sufficient under the stat- 
ute.37 The indictment must show in what county 
the offense charged was committed.38 In some states 
it is necessary that it should allege the mode in 
which the detention was effected,®® as by assault, 
actual violence, threats, or the like, in the lan- 
guage of the statute,t®? but the detention need 
not be further particularized.41| The prosecution is 
confined to the kind of detention alleged, and proof 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT 


[§§ 191-193 


peace indicted for false imprisonment under color 
of legal process is not entitled to the right of 
appearance and ot being heard before the grand 
jury when the indictment is found.*3 

[§ 192] E. Evidence**—1. Burden of Proof. 
The prosecution is required to prove only the de- 
tention *° in the county, as averred in the indictment 
or information,*® since the detention is presumed 
to be unlawful.47 After proof-of the confinement or 
detention, the burden of establishing its lawful- 
ness 48 or its justification #9 is on defendant. A per- 
son causing*an illegal restraint of another is pre- 
sumed, but not conclusively, to have intended the 
ordinary and natural consequences of his own act.5? 

[§ 193] 2. Admissibility. Under the rules ap- 
plicable to criminal prosecution generally °1 the evi- 
dence must be pertinent to the issues.5? Evidence 
of defendant’s good faith and the absence of malice 
is admissible to mitigate the punishment,®? although 


of a detention by assault will not support an allega- 
A justice of the 


tion of detention by threats.*? 


offense, he could not be convicted 
under the code for illegal detention, 
as the detention was not committed 
by him personally. U. S. v. Cornel, 
17 Philippize 633. 

32. Indictments and informations 
generally see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 157]. 

33. Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 
408, 103 SW 899; Smith v. State. 63 
Wis. 453, 23 NW 879; 1 Archbold Cr. 
Pr. & Pl. (8th ed) p 293; 1 Wharton 
Prec. (4th ed) § 240. 

{a] Allegation of assault nega- 
tives lawful authority.—An informa- 
tion which alleges the assault, and 
that it was without lawful author- 
ity, sufficiently negatives an au- 
thority by law to arrest and detain. 
Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 408, 103 
Sw 899. 

34. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
54 AmD 253; Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 54 AmD 250; Waterman v. State, 
13 Fla. 683; Barber v. State, 13 Fla. 
675; U. S. v. Lapoint, Morr. (low2) 
146; Redfield v. State, 24 Tex. 133; 
Herring v. State, 3 Tex. A. 108. __ 

[a] Mlustrations—(1) An indict- 
ment merely charging that defend- 
ant “did forcibly confine and im- 
prison within this State, against his 
will, one G. B.,” alleges no offense 
at common law nor under the laws 
of Florida. The want of lawful au- 
thority is an essential element of 
the offense. Barber v. State, 13 Fla. 
675. (2) In an indictment the alle- 
gation that defendant “was unlaw- 
fully and feloniously imprisoned” 
implies that the act was done with- 
out sufficient legal authority, and is 
good without the latter allegation. 
U. S. v. Lapoint, Morr. (Iowa) 146. 

35. Redfield v. State, 24 Tex. 138. 

36. Ross v. State, 15 Fla. 55. 

[a] MTlustration.—Under the stat- 
ute of Florida the unlawful impris- 
onment must be charged to have 
been committed with the intent to 
cause the person imprisoned to be 
secretly confined or imprisoned in 
the state against his will, or to be 
sent out of the state against his 
will, and that an offense is not well 
charged without alleging this intent. 
Ross v. State, 15 Fla. 55. 

Sufficiency of charge in language 
of statute see Indictments and In- 
formaticns [22 Cyc 333]. 

37. Smyth v. State, 51° Tex.’ Cr. 
408, 103 SW 899; Davies v. State, 
72 Wis. 54, 38 NW 722. 

{a] Information held sufficient.— 
An information which alleges an as- 
sault, sufficiently charges violence 
essential to constitute the offense. 
Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 408, 103 
SW 899. 


| 88. Waterman v. State, 13 Fla. 
$835 Barber v. State, 13 Fla. 675,-: 
681. 


“The offense must be shown to 
have been committed within the ju- 
risdiction of the court before which 
the indictment was found.’ Barber 
v. State, supra. 

39. Maner v. State, 8 Tex. A. 361. 

{a] Limit of rule.—It should al- 
lege the mode in which the detention 
was effected, but need uot further 
particularize it. Maner v. State, 8 
Tex. A. 361. 

40. Maner v. State, 8 Tex. A. 361; 
Harkins v. State, 6 Tex. A. 452; Her- 
ring v. State, 3 Tex. A. 108. 

[a] Dustration.—If threats are 
the mode alleged, it is not neces- 
sary to prove express verbal threats; 
they may consist of acts, gestures, 


or the like. Maner v. State, 8 Tex. 
A, 361. 
41. Maner v. State, 8 Tex. A. 361, 


364. 
“The character of the assault or 


the threat is matter of proof, and 
not pleading.” Maner  v. State, 
supra. 


42. Maner v. State, 8 Tex. A. 361. 
43. Campbell v. State, 48 Ga. 353. 
44. Presumptions and burden of 
proof in criminal prosecutions gen- 
erally see Criminal Law §§ 993-1033. 
45. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
54 AmD 2538; Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
43, 44 AmD 250; Rupright v. Muske- 
gon Cir. Judge, 207 Mich. 385, 174 
NW 138; Kirbie v. State, 5 Tex. A. 


60. 

[a] Facts making prima _ facie 
case.—When plaintiff shows by his 
affidavit in an application to compel 
a county judge to reinstate a writ 
for arrest for false imprisonment, 
which had been vacated, that he was 
arrested on a capias at the instance 
of defendant, that the arrest was 
without probable cause on the part 
of defendant, and the proceeding was 
subsequently voluntarily dismissed, 
he makes a prima facie case of false 
imprisonment. Rupright v. Muske- 
gon Cir. Judge, 207 Mich. 385, 174 
NW 188. 

46. Waterman v. State, 13 Wa. 
683; Barber v. State, 13 Fila. 675; 
Maner v. State, 8 Tex. A. 361. 

47. Com. v. Nickerson, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 518; Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. 
Cr. 441, 181 SW 200; Kirbie v. State, 
5 Tex. A. 60. 

[a] Where agents of mother take 
her child by force from the legal 
custodian, the state does not have 


nally liable, that they knew they 
were violating the custodian’s right 
of custody. Com. v. Nickerson, 5 


inadmissible on the issue of justification.®* 
illegal act of the prosecuting witness has been held 


to show, to make such agents crimi-- 


The 


Allen’ (Mass.) 518. 


48. Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 43, 54 
AmD 250; Peo. v. McGrew, 77 Cal. 
570, 20 P 92; Gilbert v. State, 78 


Tex. Cr. 441, 181 SW 200; Kirbie v. 
State, 5 Tex. A. 60. 

49. Mitchell v. State, 12 Ark. 50, 
54 AmD 253; Slomer v. Peo., 25 Ill. 
10, 76 AmD "786; U... S..0Ve. batale 
lones, 23 Philippine 46. 

£0. Com. v. Nickerson, 5 Allen 
(Mass.) 518. 

[a] Illustration.—The mere fact 
that defendants were employed to 
commit an illegal arrest, they being 
wholly ignorant of an intent on the 
part of their employer, which actu- 
ally existed, to take the arrested 
person out of the state illegally, 
would not in law charge them with» 
such intent. Com. v. Nickerson, 5 
Allen (Mass.) 518. 

51. Admissibility of evidence in 
criminal prosecutions generally see 
Criminal Law §§ 1034-1558. 

52.. State -v. Hill, 29, S) CG. E1505 
Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 441, 181 
SW 200. 

{a] Tlustrations. — (1) Where 
cattle belonging to defendant’s em- 
ployer and cattle belonging to plain- 
tiffs employer were pastured in the 
same inclosure, plaintiff and defend- 
ant had each a right to go into any 
part of the pasture to look after 
the cattle belonging to their respec- 
tive owners, and in an action for 
false imprisonment begun ky an un- 
lawful arrest, the ownership of the 
particular part of the inclosure on 
which the arrest occurred is imma- 
terial since the question of tres- 
passing on the land of another can- 
not be involved. Gilbert v. State, 
718 Tex. Cr, 7441.) 181 Siw 120048 Sey 
On the trial of a prosecution for 
false imprisonment of certain free 
negroes, the record of a recovery, 
in writs of ravishment of a ward, 
establishing their freedom, was held 
admissible to rebut the resumption 
of slavery arising from color, both 
under 7 U. S. St. at L. 397, and the 
general rule of evidence as to pedi- 


pres, etc. State pi erand co OTN ep AL WAG SLT Oesiedl bg 
53, Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 


441, 181 SW 200; Staples v. State, 14 
MBexs VATio Os : 

{a] Ilustration—A person who 
detecting another in the act of injur- 
ing his or his employer’s property 
and arrests him in the heat of the 
moment, without legal authority to 
do so, will be permitted to show the 
circumstances in mitigation of pun- 
ishment. Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. 
Cr. 441, 181 SW 200. 

54. See supra § 189. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 193-196] 


inadmissible to mitigate the penalty.°> In the Phil- 
ippines evidence of civil damages is admissible in 
criminal action based on the same state of facts.5° 
3. Sufficiency. A conviction for false 
imprisonment will be set aside and a new trial 
granted for insufficiency of evidence as in other 


[§ 194] 


criminal cases.5? 
f§ 295] .°F.°  Trial.5s 


* FALSELY. 


The instructions in the 
charge to the jury must substantially and clearly 
formulate the rules of law applicable to the of- 


! The adverb of false, and otherwise 
used in exactly the same sense, that is, erroneously, 
the opposite or truly;? erroneously, untruly, with 


FALSE IMPRISONMENT—FALSELY 


fense.5® 


jected.°° 


[§ 196] 


“falsely 


fasely.’’ 1° 


intent. 
Phrases: ‘‘Falsely brand,’’* ‘‘falsely make,’’* 
55. Gilbert v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 


441, 181 SW 200. 

56. U. S. v. Heery, 25 Philippine 
600 [cit Cyc]. 

[a] Dlustration. — Where in a 
prosecution for the crime of false 
imprisonment the trial judge ex- 
cluded evidence of the damages de- 
fendant ‘had caused the imprisoned 
party, it was held on appeal that 
such exclusion was reversible error 
because false imprisonment is both 
tort and a crime and evidence of 
civil damages may be given in the 
criminal action at the option of the 


injured party.: U. S. v. Heery, 25 
Philippine 600. 
57. Peo. v. Wheeler, 13 Cal. 252, 


14 P 796; McNay v. Stratton, 9 Ill. 
A. 215 [app dism 109 Ill. 30]; Boyd 
v. State, 11 Tex. A. 80. 

{a] Held sufficient. — Peo. v 


_ Wheeler, 73 Cal. 252, 14 P 796; Coker 


v. State, 14 Ga. A. 606, 81 SE 818. 
Weight and sufficiency of evidence 
see Criminal Law §§ 1559-1999. 
58. Trial of criminal prosecutions 
2614. 
59. Ark.—Floyd v. State, 12 Ark. 
Tll—McNay v. Stratton, 9 Ill, A. 
205. 
175 SW 10438; Com. v. White, 101 
SW 331, 30 KyL 1322. 
‘ Tex.—Smyth v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 
408, 103 SW 899. 
(1) Where, on a trial of the presid- 
ing judze of an election, based on 
tion of a voter having in his posses- 
sion while preparing his ballot the 


in criminal prosecutions generally 
generally see Criminal Law §§ 2000-- 
43, 54 AmD 250. 

Ky.—Carroll v. Com., 164 Ky. 599, 
Sema v. State, 7 Humphr. 

[a] Instructions held proper.— 
his ordering the arrest and deten- 
names of the persons he proposed 


to vote for, the defense was that the 


judge was ignorant of the law and 
exceeded his authority, an instruc- 
tion that the word “willful” means 
with evil intent or legal malice, and 
that if accused, without lawful au- 
thority, imprisoned the voter, but a 
reasonable doubt existed whether 
the imprisonment was willfully done, 
accused should be acquitted, prop- 
erly gave accused the benefit of the 
jury’s belief as to whether his act 
was done willfully or not. Smyth 
v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 408, 103 SW 
899. (2) In a criminal prosecution, 
the following instruction was held 
proper. “If the [person alleged to 
have been imprisoned] went will- 
ingly, and would not have been com- 
pelled to go, if he had went will- 
ingly, it is no false imprisonment.” 
Floyd vy. State, 12 Ark. 43, 54 AmD 


250. 
Blodgett, 12 Metc. 


60. Com. v. 


(Mass.) 56. 

61. Meyer v. State, 
SW 600. 

62. Review of criminal prosecu- 


(Tex. Cr.) 49 


tions generally see Criminal Law 
§§ 3258-3778. 

63. U. S. v. Batallones, 23 Phil- 
ippine 46. 

{a] Illustration.—A fine of three 
thousand two hundred and fifty 


pesetos imposed on a justice of the 
peace was held to be excessive and 
reduced to three hundred and 
twenty-five pesetos, where the jus- 
tice was convicted of illegal deten- 
tion in causing to be incarcerated 
for the night two men arrested on 
suspicion, and who offered to prove 
their innocence by paners in their 
possession, but whose claims the 
justice did not try to verify, al- 
though he could easily have done so. 
U. S. v. Batallones, 23 Philippine 46. 

{b] Application of rule.—Where 
two penalties are provided by the 
code, one for greater and one for 
lesser offenses of unlawful deten- 
tion, if the reviewing court thinks 
the trial court should have imposed 
the lesser instead of the greater sen- 
tence, it may rectify the error. 
U. S. v. Fontanilla, 11 Philippine 233. 

1. See also False ante p 435. 

2. U.S. v. Hartman, 65 Fed. 490, 
491. A 
State v. Brady, 100 Iowa 191, 


3. 
204, 69 NW 290, 62 AmSR 560, 36 
LRA 693. 

[a] “Corruptly” synonymous.—An 


indictment that a person ‘willfully, 
knowingly, maliciously, and falsely” 
said, deposed, and swore on oath, is 
equivalent to saying that he cor- 
ruptly swore, for the words used 
necessarily involved ‘‘corruptly.” It 
could not have been willfully, know- 
ingly, maliciously, and falsely, with- 
out being corruptly, done. State v. 
Bixler, 62 Md. 354, 356. 

{b] “Mistakenly” and “untrue” com- 
pared.—(1) “Falsely” means some- 
thing more than ‘‘untrue.”’ It means 
something designedly untrue, deceit- 
ful, and implies an intention to per- 
petrate some treatchery or fraud. 
Hatcher v. Dunn, 102 Iowa 411, 71 
NW 343, 344, 36 LRA 689. (2) ‘“False- 
ly,” as used in an instruction stating 
that it is for the jury to determine 
whether defendant falsely represent- 


‘ed certain facts will be construed to 


mean something more than ‘“mis- 
takenly” or “untruly,” State v. Brady, 
100 Towa 191, 69 NW 290, 294, 62 
AmSR 560, 36 LRA 693. (3) “Falsely,” 
as used in the statutory provision 
that, if the witness has, in the opin- 
ion of the jurors, sworn falsely in 
any material respect, his testimony 
is not to be accepted and acted on 
without great caution, is not the 
equivalent of “mistakenly,” and the 


represented,’’ ® 
pleas,’’7 ‘‘sworn falsely,’’® ‘‘wilfully, falsely, and 
corruptly,’’ ® ‘‘wilfully, knowingly, maliciously, and 


573 


[25 C. J.] 


A request to charge not in accordance 
with this rule should be correctly modified or re- 
It is not prejudicial error to charge all 
the acts mentioned in- the statute by which false 
imprisonment might be committed, instead of limit- 
ing the charge to the acts alleged.*? 

G. Review.®? 
conviction for false imprisonment, if considered ex- 
cessive, may be reduced in the discretion of the 
reviewing court.®* 


A fine imposed after a 


‘‘falsely to maintain 


omission or insertion of the word 
“willfully” before the words “sworn 
falsely” would not change the et- 
fect of the language in a charge. 
Peo. v. Righetti, 66 Cal. 184, 4 P 1185; 
Peo. v. Luchetti, 119 Cal. 501, 51 P 
707, 709. (4) When used with refer- 
ence to the testimony of a witness, 
“falsely” ordinarily means something 
more than that the testimony is un- 
true, and implies that it is inten- 
tionally untrue; but the word is also 
sometimes used in the sense of “mis- 
takenly” or “erroneously,” and hence 
an instruction which fails to state 
the direct significance of the word is 
misleading. State v. Henderson, 72 
Minn. 74, 74 NW 1014, 1015. 
Scienter not implied.—‘“‘False- 
ly,” as used in an indictment for 
having sworn feloniously, willfully, 
falsely, and corruptly in a civil suit, 
is not-an equivalent to ‘‘scienter” on 
the part of defendant. It does not 
show that defendant swore to a fact, 
knowing it to be false. State v. 
Brown, 110 La. 591, 34 S 698, 700. 

4. Hatcher v. Dunn, 102 Iowa 411, 
71 NW 3438, 344, 36 LRA 689, 

5, Ui Ss vy.) Otey,, 31, Keds 768) 69; 
12 Sawy. 416 (“to make something in 
the resemblance or similitude of an- 


other’). To same eifect Peo. v. Ben- 
Git, ple Cal. 274," 2805" 43 P90 1 rb2 
AmSR, 186, 31 LRA 831; Rohr v. 


State, 60 N..J. L. 576, 579, 38 A 673; 
U. S. v. Hartman, 65 Fed. 490, 494. 

[a] To forge.—The expression is 
usually adopted to describe the crime 
of forgery. U.S. v. Staats, 8 How. 
CULPSIP 412: Ei ved 2009 ss UpsSiarve 
Wentworth, 11 Fed. 52; U. S. v. Bar- 
ney, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,524, 5 Blatchf. 
294; U. S. v. Reese, 27 F. Cas. No. 
16,138, 4 Sawy. 629; U. S. v. Moore, 
60 Fed. 738, 739 [cit U. S. v. Cam- 
eron, 3 Dak. 132, 13 NW 561; Com. 
v. Baldwin, 11 Gray (Mass.) 197, 7L 
AmD 703; State v. Willson, 28 Minn. 
52, 9 NW 28; State v. Young, 46 N. 
H. 266, 88 AmD 212; Mann vy. Peo., 
15 Hun (N. Y.) 155]. See generally 
Forgery [19 Cyc 1367]. 

[b] “Falsely making of a note.”— 
State v. Wheeler, 20 Or. 192, 198, 25 
P 394, 23 AmSR 119, 10 LRA 779. 

6. State v. Brady, 100 Iowa 191, 
69 NW 290, 294, 62 AmSR 560, 36 
LRA 693. 

7. State ve: Bacon,.o27% iR. I 2525 
61 A 658, 655 (a statutory phrase 
meaning “not the setting up of a 
false defense but a combination for 
the purpose of perverting or ob- 
structing justice’). 

8. Peo. v. Luchetti, 119 Cal. 501, 
51 P 707, 709; Peo. v. Rigetti, 66 Cal. 
184, 4 P 1185. 

9. State v. Brown, 110 La. 591, 34 
S 698, 700. 

10. State v. Bixler, 62 Md. 354, 

56. 
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Annulment of marriage induced by 
see Marriage [26 Cyc 905]. 


False personation as element of other offense see 


[§ 1] False personation is the offense of falsely 
personating another, or representing one’s self to 
be another person and acting in such assumed char- 


PERSONS LIABLE [§ 7] p 579 


CROSS REFERENCES 


false personation 
Rape 


False Pretenses §§ 13-21; 
[33 Cye 1429]. 
Matters relating to criminal procedure generally see 


AS COMMON-LAW AND STATUTORY OFFENSE [§§ 2-3] p 576 


Forgery [19 Cyc 1374]; 


Criminal Law 16 C. J. p 1 


I. DEFINITION 


acter either with the view of obtaining some prop- 
II. AS COMMON-LAW AND STATUTORY OFFENSE 


[s 2] A. At Common Law. 


species of cheat or fraud at common law accom- 
plished through the false personation of another ? 


or where there is a conspiracy * 


stances affecting the public,* it seems that the mere 
fact of personating another is not an offense at 


22) Burrill ED. 

[a] Other definitions. — (1) The 
offense of falsely representing some 
other person and acting in the char- 
acter thus unlawfully assumed, in 
order to deceive others and thereby 
gain some profit or advantage, or in 
order to enjoy some right or privi- 
lege belonging to the one so person- 
ated or subject him to some expense, 
eharge, or liability. Black L. Dp [eit 
4 Stephens Comm. pp 181, 290]. (2) 
The representing of one’s self to be 
another person, done with intent to 
obtain property belonging to him, or 
accompanied by acts tending to sub- 


ject him to a liability. Abbott 
3, "De 
[b] “fo personate” defined.—(1) 


The term means to pretend to be a 
particular person. Reg. v. Hague, 4 
B & S. 715, 116 HCL 715, 122 Re- 
print 628. (2) To personate another 
is to assume the character of such 
person without lawful authority, and 
in such character to do something 
to his prejudice or to the prejudice 
of another, without his will or con- 
sent. Bouvier L. D. (3) ‘To per- 


common law.® 


[§ 3] 


Apart from the 


or other cireum- 


] sonate another person is to assume 
to be that person.” Peo. v. Maurin, 
77 Cal. 436, 439, 19 P 832. 

2. Common-law cheats see False 
Pretenses §§ 2-7. 

3. Hevey’s Case, 2 East P. C. 1010; 
Rex v. Robinson, 2 Bast P. C. 1010. 
See generally Conspiracy § 28. ’ 

[a] The old English case of Reg. 
v. Mackarty, 2 Ld. Raym. 1179, 92 
Reprint 280, which appears to have 
involved false personation without 
the use of any false token, seems 
to have been decided in favor of the 
crown on the ground of conspiracy 
to defraud, and is not authority for 
the proposition that a mere false im- 
personation in a private transaction 
is indictable. 

4. See Dupee’s 
P. C. 1010 (where on an _ indict- 
ment for falsely personating the 
clerk of a justice of the peace with 
intent to extort money from several 
persons in order to procure their 
discharge from certain misdemean- 
ors, and where there was no con- 
spiracy, the learned author explains 
the decision in favor of the crown 


Case, 2 East 


B. Under Statutes. 
personation is now largely defined by statutes,® 
which declare false personation to be an offense in 
a variety of circumstances, such as to falsely per- 
sonate an officer or a class of officers,’ or a voter 


erty or exercising some right belonging to such per- 
son, or with the view or effect of subjecting such 
person to some legal liability.? 


The offense of false 


as an attempt to pollute the public 
justice). 

& +2.Hast; Pa C..p) 1010. see, Ree 
V., Bent, 2 Ce & i 179, 6 Ch 7s 
Reg. v., Hoge, 25 U.C.'Q., B. 66. (both 


cases of false impersonation of 
voters). 

6. Bre statutory provisions. 

‘Te . S—Lamar v. U. S., 241 U. S. 


103, 36 Sct 535, 60 L. ed. 912; U.S. 
v. Barnow, 239 U. S. 74, 36 Sct ue 
60 L. ‘ed. 155; Brafford, v. U..S., 259 
Hed. 01 taal 7 iC CAT st, ple Save Rush, 
196 Fed. 579; Littell v. U. S., 169 
Fed. 620, 95 GCA 148; U. S. v. York, 
13t Hed. 3233 U.S; Vv. Farnham, 127 
Fed. 478; U. S. v. Brown, 119 Fed. 
482; U. s. v. Ballard, 118 Fed. 757; 
Uz. s. v. Taylor, 108 Fed. 621; U. s. 
v. Bradford, 53 Fed. 542; ia Save 
Curtain, 43 Fed. 433. ‘ 
ane C.—Lamar v. Splain, 42 App. 

Ill— Lansing v. Peo., 57 Ill. 241. 

Ind.—Bader v. State, 176 Ind. 268, 
94 NE 1009. 

Kan.—State v. Rose, 96 Kan. 347, 


150. P° 601. 
Ky.—Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 385, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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at an election,’ or a proprietor of publie stocks,® 
Other statutes make it an 
offense to personate another, and in such assumed 
character receive property intended for the party 
personated with intent to convert it to his own use, 
falsely to personate, in order to obtain wages or 
prize money due a seaman,}?-or a soldier,!* falsely 
to personate another and in such assumed character 
to become bail or surety for any party,!* falsely to 
personate another and in such assumed character 
execute any written’ instrument in the name of an- 
other person with the intent that it shall be used 
as true,'® falsely to personate another, and under 
an assumed name give authority to some person to 
sign such assumed name to anything, which, if 
genuine, would create, increase, diminish, or dis- 


or a lodge member.?° 


FALSE PERSONATION 


charge any pecuniary obligation,!® falsely to per- 
Ill. ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSE 


[§ 4] A. Personation. To constitute the offense 
there must: be an untrue or false personation under 


155 SW 1125; Com. v. Wolfford, 136 
Ky. 239, 124 SW 288.. 
Mass.—Com. vy. Connolly, 97 Mass. 
591; Com. v. Wolcott, 10 Cush. 61. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Cronin, 80 Mich. 646, 
45 NW 479. 
Pa.—Com. v. Ezekiel, 
Philippine.—U. S. v. 
Philippine 500. 
Tenn.—State v. Withers, 


2 Phila. 337. 
Salazars 15 


7 Baxt. 


Tex.—Brown v. State, 75 Tex. Cr. 
322, 170 SW 714; Ex p. Preston, 72 
Me xm Ole ls 1 Ode Wilh Los) UCTS, Ave 
State, 47 Tex. Cr. 494, 84 SW 586; 
Petterson v. State, (Cr.) 58 SW 100. 

[a. The United States statute (1) 
prohibits two offenses, namely: with 
intent to defraud either the United 
States or any person, falsely pre- 
tending to be an officer or employee 
acting under the authority of the 


.government, and taking upon him- 


self to act as such and with intent 
to defraud either the United States 
or any person falsely pretending to 
be an officer or employee thereof, 
and in such pretended character de- 
manding or obtaining from _ the 
United States or any person any 
money or other valuable. U. S. v. 
Barnow, 239 U. S. 74, 36 SCt 19, 60 
Peavedial bbs Wies. Ve ERush; 1965 Med. 
579; Littell v. U. S., 169, Fed. 620, 
95 CCA 148; U. S. v. Farnham, 127 
Fed. 478; U. S. v. Ballard, 118 Fed. 
757; U. S. v. Taylor, 108 Fed. 621. 
To same effect Lamar v. U. S., 241 
Wee S15103, 36 SCt. 535,560" Li eds 912. 
(2) The offense set first forth above 
is the doing of any overt act under 
the conditions set forth therein 
whether such act was legally author- 
ized or not. Lamar v. U. S., supra 
{crit among other cases U. S. v. 
Taylor, 108 Fed. 621, wherein it is 
said that an important element of 
the first offense is the making use 
of the pretended position ‘for the 
purpose of extorting money or prop- 
erty from another in which the im- 
personator acting under the assumed 
authority of the United States, un- 
dertakes to assert the authority of 
the United States and, in so doing, 
to defraud]. (3) That the legislation 
is within the power of congress in 
order to prevent unscrupulous per- 
sons from bringing government offi- 
cials into disrespect see U. S. v. Bar- 
MOO Ua San 04, o6-—-SCt. 19,460 
L. ed. 155. To same effect Littell v. 
U. S., 169 Fed. 620, 95 CCA 148. (4) 
A member of the house of represen- 
tatives is an officer of the United 
States. Lamar v. U. S., supra. (5) 
The offense may be committed, al- 
though the officer pretends to hold 
an office which has no legal or actual 


[25 C. J.—37] 


existence. U. S. v. Barnow, supra. 
(6) The obtaining of a lodging room 
for a month is the obtaining of a 
thing of value. U.S. v. Ballard, 118 
Fed. 757. (7) It is not necessary 
that the fraud be actually consum- 
mated with injury to the person de- 
frauded, as the statute aims not only 
to protect innocent persons from ac- 
tual loss, but also to maintain the 
general good repute of the service. 
U. S. v. Barnow, supra. Contra U. S. 
v. Rush, 196 Fed. 579. To same effect 
Littell v. U. S., 169 Fed. 620, 95 CCA 
148. (8) It was not the intention 
of congress to limit the wrongful 
act to the extortion of money or 
property from another by way of as- 
serting a claim for money or prop- 
erty due the United States which in 
his pretended official capacity it was 
his duty to collect. Littell v. U. S., 
supra; U. S. v. Taylor, 108 Fed. 621. 
(9) There must be an allegation to 
sustain a charge that the person de- 
frauded was deprived of some right 
or property or that he was cheated 
or Overreached. U.S. v. Barnow, 239 
Wes Uae COSC ee Lo GO) aed Lob, 
(10) It must appear that the per- 
sonator had formed an intention to 
defraud the United States or some 
other party, and that to carry out 
his intent he falsely pretended to be 
an employee of the United States to 
an agent of the United States or of 
the other party as the case might be. 
U. S. v. Bradford, 53 Fed. 542. (11) 
To convict, the jury must answer in 
the affirmative: (1) Did defendant 
pretend to be a United States offi- 
cial and to be acting as such? (2) 
Was such pretense false? (3) Did 
he make the pretense to defraud? 
(4) Did he carry out this intent, and 
did he in his pretended character or 
because of it, defraud or attempt to 
defraud the victim? U. S. v. Cur- 
tain, 43 Fed. 433. (12) To justify 
a conviction there must be a con- 
nection which is not too remote and 
uncertain between the false persona- 
tion and the obtaining of the money. 


U. S. v. Farnham, 127 Fed. 478. 
[b] A policeman of a municipal- 
ity is an executive officer of the 


state within the terms of a statute 
punishing those who falsely person- 
ate any judicial or executive officer 
of the state, that term not restricting 
the meaning to officers especially 
enumerated in the constitution as 
constituting the executive depart- 
ment of the state. Ex p. Preston, 72 
TexuOrguiis Los Ss VWiedsb. 

[c] A pilot, although appointed by 
the governor pursuant to statutory 
authority, is not an executive offi- 
‘cer of the state within the terms of 


circumstances covered by the statute.?? 
providing for the punishment of every person who 
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sonate another and in such assumed character ex- 
ecute an instrument for registration,!? falsely to 
personate another with the effect of making the 
one personated liable to any suit or prosecution, 
or to pay any sum of money, or to incur any charge 
or forfeiture, whereby any benefit might accrue to 
the accused or to any other person,!§ falsely to 
personate another and in such assumed character 
to do any act in the course of any suit or prosecu- 
tion whereby any person may be injured or his in- 
terests affected,!® falsely to personate another and 
in such assumed character marry or sustain the mar- 
ried relation toward another,?°? or for a person 
applying to be admitted as a citizen or appearing 
as a witness for such person falsely to personate any 
other than himself.?+ 


A statute 


a statute punishing those who falsely 
personate an executive officer of the 
state. Petterson v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
58 SW 100. 

[d] A fish warden is ‘an ap- 
pointive officer of the common- 
wealth.” In re Fish Wardens, 19 
Pa. Dist. 404. 

8. See Elections § 396 et seq. 

94. Rex vy. Parr, 2 Weach CC, 487. 

10. State v. Holland, 37 Mont. 393, 
96 P 719 (where, however, the stat- 
ute was held to be unconstitutional). 

11. Ark.—Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 
543. 

Fla.—Goodson v. State, 29 Fla. 511, 
10 S 738, 30 AmSR 135; Jones v. 
State, 22 Fla. 532. 

Ind.—Williams y. State, 49 Ind, 

7 


Iowa.—State v. Brown, 25 Iowa 
1 


Ky.—Com. v. Vaughn, 140 Ky. 559, 
131 SW 396; Com. v. Lile, 140 Ky. 
bd8, cho SW 3906 

Vt.—State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59 A 916. 

12, Brown's ‘Case, 2. Mast) Pac, 
1007; Rex v. Potts, R. & R. 262; Rex 
v Tannet, R. & R. 261; Rex v. Cramp, 
pie R. 242; Rex v. Martin, R. & R. 
ag he: ROP Nn ua kes sil, COX, (Onei@s 

145) PCO, aV., KenOx 7 LOA Calais. mow 
P 19; Timberlye’s Case, 2 Sid. 90, 82 
Reprint 1274; Beasly’s Case, 1 Vent. 
301, 86 Reprint 194. 


15. Peo. v. Maurin, 77 Cal. 436, 
LO PeS32e 
[a] Personation of applicant at 


civil service examination see U. S. 
v. Bunting, 82 Fed. 883. 

16. Thompson v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
24 SW 298. . 

17. HWreeman vy. State, 20 Tex. A. 
558; Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 

[a] Similarity to forgery. — The 
offense under such a statute is near 
kin to forgery. Martin v. State, it 
Tex. A. 586. 

1S, SECO. Ave. Din wollte s 0) AC alnue Ac 
US, Loi eP 5233. Peo ave. Mallon, Lot 
App. Div. 4438, 181 NYS 487. 

19. Peo. v. Snyder, 279 Ill. 435, 
117 Ni 119; Edgar v. State, 96 Tenn. 
690, 36 SW 379. 


20. Hodecker v. Strickler, 20 App. 
Div. 245, 46 NYS 808. 

QT Sai Ver VOLK al ol Med aeoa os 

22. U. S.—Brafford v. U. S., 259 


Med 5 all CCAS Wiel Si VeniSsrad= 
ford, 53 Fed. 542; U. S. v. Curtain, 
43 Fed. 433. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Maurin, 77 Cal. 436, 
195 832. : 
Ill.— Lansing v. Peo., 57 Ill. 241. 
Iowa.—State v. Goble, 60 Iowa 447, 
15 NW 272. 
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falsely personates another is intended to cover acts 
done by one person while representing himself to 
be a different person;?* and it does not refer to 
a case where the accused falsely assumes an official 
character,24 or an assumed name;*> and a statute 
punishing the false personation of a certain officer 
or class of officers is not to be applied to the false 
personation of a different officer or class of offi- 
Ordinarily there cannot be a personation 
of a supposititious individual who never existed,’ 
or of an officer where there is no legally appointed 
officer of the character which the accused was assum- 
ing to personate;?* but under a statute punishing 


cers.?° 


Ky.—Com. v. Wolfford, 186 Ky. 239, 
124 SW 288. 

Mass.—Com. v. Wolcott, 10 Cush. 
oe Y.—Hodecker v. Strickler, 20 
App. Div. 245, 46 NYS 808. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Sankey, 3 Q. B. D. 
79 


[a] Tllustration.—A person can- 
not be convicted of falsely assum- 
ing to be a sheriff where it is shown 
that his representation was that he 
was a sheriff of another state, and it 
is not shown that he was not actu- 
ally ‘a sheriff of such other state, 
or that he pretended to be a sher- 
iff of the state where he was acting. 
Com. v. Wolcott, 10 Cush. (Mass.) 


61. 

[b] False personatlon of officer.— 
(1) Where one is in fact a deputy 
sheriff, the mere false representation 
that the money collected was a tax 
does not constitute the offense. Com. 
v. Wolfford, 136 Ky. 2389, 124 SW 
288. (2) Evidence of the persona- 
tion of an officer was held sufficient 
where the accused in serving a writ 
in Chicago falsely stated that he was 
a policeman, but omitted to say, “of 
the City of Chicago.” lansing v. 
Peo., 57 Ill. 241. (3) Evidence that a 
person falsely stated that he was “a 
state constable’ or “the state con- 
stable,” and that he had come to 
search for liquors, and thus obtained 
admission to a house and made the 
search, is sufficient to justify the 
jury in interpreting his language and 
conduct as the false personation of 
“a deputy of the constable of the 
Commonwealth.” Com. vy. Connolly, 
97 Mass. 591. (4) Under indictment 
for false personation of an officer or 
employee of the United States, the 
fact that the personation or repre- 
sentation was made a year before 
prosecutor parted with his money 
was held too remote to found con- 
viction. U.S. v. Farnham, 127 Fed. 
478. 

[ce] Signing another’s name to in- 
strument.—Defendant signed a cer- 
tain doctor’s name to a death certifi- 
eate on being told that he had au- 
thorized it, but did not assume or 
pretend to be the doctor; a conviction 
could not be had under a statute pun- 
ishing any person who “falsely per- 


sonates another, and in such _ as- 
sumed character either verifies, 
publishes, acknowledges, or proves, 


in the name of another person, any 
written instrument with intent that 
the same may be recorded, delivered, 
and used as true.” Peo. v. Maurin, 
TimOd le y4oO, Lon b> soot. 

[d] Holding oneself out as wife. 
—In a suit to restrain a woman from 
holding herself out as complainant’s 
husband’s wife and for damages, it 
was held that living with a man as 
his wife, although not married to 
him, assuming his surname, and, un- 
der such name, executing papers, and 
dealing with tradespeople as_ his 
wife, are not criminal acts within 
Pen. Code § 562, punishing ‘a per- 
son who falsely personates another, 
and in such assumed character mar- 
ries, or pretends to marry, or to sus- 
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dead.°° 


personation.*t 


[§ 6] 


tain the married relation towards 
another,’ where it is not alleged that 
defendant in any manner ‘“person- 
ated” the real wife. Hodecker v: 
Stange tid 20 App. Div. 245, 46 NYS 


{e] Giving the name of the per- 
son personated is not essential, if 
the accused by his false actions in- 
duced the defrauded party to believe 
that he was a certain person, and 
thus obtained money. State v. Go- 
ble, 60 Iowa 447, 15 NW 272. 


ha Peon vy Knox, 119 "Cal 73, 5. 
igtahee 
won Peo. v. Knox, 119 Cal. 73, 51 
bE 
25. State v. Miller, 3 Mo. A. 584; 
State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 56 P 


275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266. 

[a] Assumed name. — Voting un- 
der an assumed name, without being 
entitled thereto does not constitute 


the offense. State v. Miller, 3 Mo. 
A. 584. 

26. State v. Rose, 96 Kan. 347, 
150 P 601. 

[a] Xllustrationm—Under a stat- 


ute punishing one who falsely per- 
sonates a deputy sheriff, one who 
falsely states that he is sheriff and 
threatens to make an arrest in that 
capacity is not guilty, because the 
statute does not cover the offense of 
falsely personating a sheriff. State 
v. Rose, 96 Kan. 347, 150. P 601. 

27. State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 56 
P 275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266; 
Brown’s Case, 2 East P. C. 1007; Rex 
v. Tannet, R. & R. 261; Anonymous, 
Str. 384, 93 Reprint 582, 

{a] TIllustration.— Where a _ sea- 
man falsely represented that he was 
Peter McCann, a person entitled to 
prize money earned by a certain ship, 
and it appeared that, although there 
was a man named Peter McCarn en- 
titled to prize money, there was nv 
one named Peter McCann on the 
prize list of the ship, it was held 
that the accused was not guilty of 
false personation as the personating 
must apply to some person who had 
belonged to the ship. Rex v. Tannet, 
R. & R. 261. To same effect Mc- 
Annelly’s Case, 2, Hast P. C. 1009; 
Brown’s Case, 2 East P. C.>1007. 

{b] Use of fictitious name— 
Where a married man falsely stated 
that his name was Charles Smith, 
and that he was unmarried, and 
promised to marry the party de- 
frauded, and thus obtained money 
from her, it was said that this was 
probably not a false personation be- 
cause the accused did not assume to 
represent a real personage, but only 
made use of a fictitious name, having 
no application to anyone. State v. 
Renick,) #33" ‘Or: “584,/" 56 P25, 72 
AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266. 


wince Dutcher! ev.) Peow wei lle Ae 
29. Lamar v. U. S., 241 U. S. 103, 


36 SCt) 535)" 600 L., edi. 912s" U.S ary: 
Barnow, 239 U. S. 74, 36 SCt 19, 60 
L. ed. 155 [rev 221 Fed. 140]. 

30. Rex v. Cramp, R. & R. 242; 
Rex v. Martin, R. & R. 240. But see 
Whiteley v. Chappell, L. R. 4 Q. B. 
147 (where, under a statute punish- 


[$§ 4-6 


one assuming to be an officer of the government the 
offense may be committed, although the offender as- 
sumes to hold an office which has no legal exist- 
ence.” The offense may be committed, although the 
person whose name and character are assumed is 
It has been held that a mere unwarranted 
exercise of authority by an officer under a mis- 
conception of his powers does not constitute a false 


[§ 5] B. Fraudulent Intent. The intent to de- 
fraud is an esscutial element of the offens 
C. Consummation of Offense. 
which the statute aims to prevent must have been 


e232 


The act 


ing one who falsely personates “any 
person entitled to vote at such elec- 
tion” one who personates a man 
who was dead is not guilty, because 
such man could not be entitled to 
vote at the election). 

{a] Statutory provisions may ex- 
pressly include within their terms 
the false personation of-dead per- 


Sons... Ua. Sox. York, Let emedst 5235 
State v. Shelley, 166 Mo. 616, 66 SW 
430. 

31. State v. Withers, 7 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 16. 

{a] Tllustration.— Where a man 


appointed as a secret detective by 
the mayor served a warrant of ar- 
rest under a misconstruction of his 
powers, but when his authority to 
do so was challenged did not claim 
to have done so otherwise than as a 
detective, he was not guilty, under 
Code § 4819, of personating a sher-- 
iff, constable, or any ministerial offi- 
cer of the state. While he might 
have been liable for the trespass in 
making or attempting the arrest 
without authority of law, yet it can- 
not be said that he falsely assumed 


to be any officer named or intended 
to be included in such _ section. 
hy v. Withers, 7 Baxt. (Tenn.) 

32. U. S—Lamar v. U. S., 240 
U. S. 60, 36 SCt 258, 60 L. ed. 526; 
Braiford'!v., UsiSi,, 259 “Medi bs45 L7 


CCA 7; U. S. v. Rush, 196 Fed. 579; 
U. 8. v. Farnham, 127 Fed. 478; U. S. 
v. Brown, 119 Fed. 482; U. S. v. 
Taylor, 108 Fed. 621; U. S. v. Brad- 
ford, 53 Fed. 542; U. S: v. Curtain, 
43 Fed. 433. 

Cal,—Feo. v. Maurin, 77 Cal. 436; 
19 P 832. 

Fla.—Goodson v. State, 29 Fla. 511, 
10 S 738, 30 AmSR 185; Jones v. 
State, 22 Pla. 532. 

Ill.—Lansing v. Peo., 57 Ill. 241. 

Ky.—Com. y. Vaughn, 140 Ky. 559, 
131 SW 396. 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 75 Tex. Cr. 
322, 170 SW 714; Thompson vy. State, 
(Cr.) 24 SW 298. 

{a] For example, under a statute 
punishing one who by false person- 
ation of another under an assumed 
name authorizes another to sign such 
assumed name to anything which if 
genuine would create or discharge a 
pecuniary obligation, a conviction 
cannot be sustained where defend- 
ant, unable to read or write, ob- 
tained at the post office a _ letter 
written by H to a person of the same 
name as defendant, and when the 
letter was read to him, he was in- 
formed by the reader that it was 
from L, that it contained a draft 
sent by her to pay'a fine due by 
him, that so believing he presented 
the draft, was identified and received 
the money, the bank cashier writing 
defendant’s name across the back of 
the draft after asking defendant if 
he could write and being -told that 
he could not, defendant giving the 
cashier no instructions as to writing 
his name and not knowing that it 
was necessary in order to obtain the 
money. Thompson y. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 24 SW 298. : 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ecommitted.%3 


ance of the false personation.®® 
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[§ 8] 


83. See cases infra notes 35-37. 

34. U.S. v. Barnow, 239 U. S. 74, 
so 5Ct 19, 60 LL. ed. 155. 

[a] Federal criminal code § 32 
construed.—‘‘It is the aim of the sec- 
tion not merely to protect innocent 
persons from actual loss through re- 
liance upon false assumptions of 
Federal authority, but to maintain 
the general good repute and dignity 
of the service itself. It is inconsis- 
tent with this object, as well as 
with the letter of the statute, to 
make the question whether one who 
has parted with his property upon 
the strength of a fraudulent repre- 
sentation of Federal employment, has 
received an adequate quid pro quo 
in value, determinative.” U. S. v. 
Barnow, 239 U. S. 74, 80, 86 SCt 
19, 60 L. ed. 155. 

See cases infra this note. 

. [a] “Endeavor to obtain.’”—Where 
a statute provided for the punish- 
ment of one who by false persona- 
tion endeavored to receive dividends 
from public stocks, it was held, that 
by obtaining and indorsing the war- 
rant for the dividends he had en- 
deavored to obtain them, although he 
had made no application for the pay- 
ment of the dividends. Rex v. Parr, 
2 Leach C. C. 487. 

{b] Filing bail—Under a statute 
punishing one who acknowledged 
bail in the names of persons not 
consenting thereto, it was held that 
the offense was not consummated un- 
less the bail was filed in court. Tim- 
‘berlye’s Case, 2 Sid. 90, 82 Reprint 
1274. See Beasly’s Case, 1 ¥ent. 301, 
86 Reprint 194 (discussing venue of 
a prosecution for false personation 
where bail was filed in one county, 
but personation took place in an- 
other). 

36. Thompson v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
24 SW 298; and see cases infra this 
note. 

[a] Falsely personating officer 
and assuming to act as such.—Such 
a statute does not attempt to punish 
any person for falsely assuming to 
be any of the officers named in the 
section, but for assuming and tak- 
ing upon himself to act as such. Peo, 
v. Cronin, 80 Mich. 646, 45 NW 479. 

[b] Falsely personating parties 
to suits.—(1) The offense of falsely 
personating another in a Suit where- 
by the latter’s interests might be 
affected is complete with the false 
personation of a party in a suit in- 
stituted in a court of competent ju- 
risdiction, and it is not a defense 
that the action was dismissed before 
final judgment on account of the 
fraud therein by the false persona- 
tion, nor that a judgment obtained in 
such proceeding against the person 


Sometimes this is the mere act of 
falsely personating another; but usually the stat- 
ute requires the doing of an overt act in further- 
The principle is 
that the offense must be consummated in accordance 


; All persons present aiding and abetting 
in the false personation are liable as principals °8 


Unless otherwise laid down by the act 
creating the offense, the common-law procedure by 
indictment is impliedly to be followed.‘ 
fundamental rule of criminal pleading that an in- 
dictment must allege all the facts necessary to 
constitute the crime with which defendant 
charged,#? with such particularity that the accused 
is notified with reasonable certainty of the precise 
offense with which he is charged,*#? may be advised 
of what he must answer;** be able to prepare his 
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IV. PERSONS LIABLE 


V. INDICTMENT * 


It is a 


is 


personated would be void and might 
be shown to be so in any collateral 
proceeding, where upon its face such 
judgment would be good. Edgar v. 
State, 96 Tenn. 690, 36 SW 379. (2) 
By appearing and answering in the 
name of a true person charged with 
disorderly conduct, defendants did 
acts which, had they been done by 
the persons charged with disorderly 
conduct, might in some event render 
such persons liable to a charge or 
penalty. Harris v. Mallon, 191 App. 
Div. 448, 181 NYS 487. 

{c] Falsely personating owners of 
stock.—Under the English statutes 
providing a punishment for falsely 
personating the owner of stocks and 
transferring or endeavoring to trans- 
fer them, or receiving or endeavoring 
to receive dividends due thereon, it 
is not necessary to complete the of- 
fense that an actual transfer or re- 
ceipt of dividends should be accom- 


pene. Rex v- Parr; 1 MeacheC.C. 
487. 
87. Jackson v. State, 118 Ga. 125, 


44 SE 833. 

3S.) Rexrv. Potts; Rii& Re 262. 

[a] Woman assisting man. 
Where a woman was present with a 
man who personated another sea- 
man in order to obtain wages, and 
asserted that he was such other sea- 
man, she was held guilty, although 
there was no proof of previous pro- 
curement, and the court below had 
expressed doubt whether a man and 
a woman could, as principals in the 
second degree, jointly personate one 
man.) Rex v.77 PottsR. & Re 262. 
Bae RCS.2 Let ake se Lie CoxeiCanG, 

3. 

40. Indictments and informations 
generally see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 157]. 

41. Rex v. Durocher, 28 Ont. L. 
499, 24 OntWR 140. 

42. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cye 293]. 

43. Peo. v. Snyder, 279 Ill. 435, 117 
NE 119. 

44. Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543; 
Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 


45. Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 
46. Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 
47. Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 5438. 

48. Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543; 


Treadaway v. State, 37 Ark. 443. 
Employing language of statute see 


Indictments and Informations [22 
CY Cr3a0.le 

49) Peo. v. Chin You, 30 Cal. <A. 
18, 157 P 523; Goodson v. State, 29 


Bla.) 517, 10 S -738,'30 AmSR 135; 
Jones v. State, 22 Fla. 532; Peo. v. 
Snyder, 279 Ill. 435, 117 NE 119. See 
also cases infra this note. 

{a] Falsely personating another. 
—An indictment is demurrable for 


with the terms and meaning of the statute. 
cases where the receipt of money or property by 
the impersonator is a part of the offense it seems 
that the person defrauded must have paid the 
money because of the false personation.%7 
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In 


and one who procures the crime to be committed is 
equally guilty with the one committing it.3® 


defense;*° and that the judgment may be a bar 
to any other prosecution for the same offense.*® 
common law it was necessary that the several ele- 
ments of the offense should be alleged and with due 
particularity ;*7 and in indictments upon statutes, 
it has been held that the facts should be given as 
minutely and particularly as would be required by 
common-law rules.*® 
forth affirmatively all the elements constituting the 
statutory offense.*® 


At 


The indictment should set 


An indictment is insufficient 


not stating the name of the officer of 
the law or the constable whom ac- 


cused represented himself to be. 
Peo. ve Knox) P19 a lata 1G PsA, 
{[b] An indictment for falsely 


personating an officer should aver: 
(1) That the accused falsely pre- 
tended to be an officer of that state. 
Com. v. Wolcott, 10 Cush. (Mass.) 
61. (2) That he assumed to act as 
such. Peo. v. Cronin, 80 Mich. 646, 
45 NW 479. (3) That he was with- 
out official authority. Com. v. Wolf- 
ford, 136 Ky. 239, 124 SW 288. (4) 
But an indictment alleging that the 
officers personated were revenue offi- 
eers is sufficiently definite without 
designating the sort of revenue ofli- 
cer meant. U.S. v. Brown, 119 Fed. 
482. (5) Under a statute making it 
an offense to falsely personate an 
officer and assume to act as such, an 
indictment is not defective because 
of failure to describe the circum- 
stances of the offense where it clearly 
charges the illegal acts complained 
of, and the requisite fraudulent in- 
tent, states the date and place of 
commission of acts charged, and 
gives the name and official charac- 
ter of the officer whom accused was 
charged with falsely personating. 
Lamar v. U. S., 241 U. S. 108, 36 SCt 
535, 60 L. ed. 912 [aff 227 Fed. 1019, 
141 CCA 668]. : 

{c] Falsely personating officer 
and demanding or obtaining money. 
—(1) The indictment should charge 
in the conjunctive that defendant 
demanded and obtained. U.S. v. Bal- 
lard, 118 Fed. 757 (where it was held 
that under a statute punishing the 
false personation of an officer or em- 
ployee acting under authority of the 
United States, who in such charac- 
ter should “demand or obtain money 
“5 . or other valuable thing,’’ while 
the indictment should charge in the 
conjunctive that defendant demanded 
and obtained, it is not necessary that 
both the demanding and the obtain- 
ing should be proved). (2) Under 
a statute punishing one who falsely 
assumes or pretends to be an offi- 
cer or employee of the United States 
and in such pretended character ‘“de- 
mands or obtains ...any money... 
or other valuable thing,” an allega- 
tion that the accused did ‘falsely 
and fraudulently obtain’ the money 
and property “by inducing” the per- 
son to part with it “by falsely rep- 
resenting himself to be such officer 
and employee” sufficiently charges 
that the money, etc. was fraudu- 
lently obtained ‘‘in such pretended 
character.” Brailorde Vu Uses. ocOe, 
Med! 1a,: LLC As. 7. 

{d] Falsely personating and re- 
ceiving property.—(1) Under a stat- 
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where it is susceptible of two different construc- 
tions, under neither of which a complete offense is 
It is not necessary to state anything in 
the indictment which it is not necessary to prove.®! 
It seems that it should be alleged that accused was 
not the person personated;5? and that he falsely 
personated the individual named, rather than that 
he did an act in the name of that person.®* 
statutes which are construed to refer only to the 
personation of another particular individual it has 
been held that the indictment is demurrable if it 
does not state the name of the individual person- 


stated.°° 


[§ 9]. As in the case of other offenses, in a prose- 
eution for false personation all allegations of the 


ute providing that whoever falsely 


. personates or represents another, and 


in such assumed character receives 
any property intended to be deliv- 
ered to the party so personated with 
intent to convert it to his own use, 
shall be guilty of larceny, the in- 
dictment should set forth the rela- 
tion between the party personated 
and the party defrauded, or other 
special reason why the party per- 
sonated . could have obtained the 
property from. the party defrauded, 
the knowledge of such relation or 
special reason by the accused, his 
false personation, that the party de- 
frauded believed the accused to be 
in fact the party personated, the 
delivery to him because of such false 
personation of the property intended 
to be delivered to the party per- 
sonated, and that the accused in- 
tended to convert the property. to 
his own use. Jones v. State, 22 Fla. 
532. (2) The property must be de- 
scribed with the same particularity 
and certainty as in an indictment for 
larceny. Treadaway v. State, 37 Ark. 
443; Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 
(3) It is only necessary that the 
property obtained should be so de- 
scribed in the indictment as to in- 
form defendant definitely. of the par- 
ticulars of the offense with which he 
is charged. Com. v. Vaughn, 140 Ky. 
559, 131 SW 396; Com. v. Lile, 140 
Ky. 558, 131 SW 397. To same effect 
Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. (4) 
When the property is described with 
sufficient certainty to identify the 
act, it has been held that an er- 
roneous allegation as to the owner 
thereof is not material. Com. Vv. 
Vaughn, supra. (5) In its descrip- 
tion of the property it has been 
held that the indictment should lay 
the ownership thereof as in the per- 
son who could maintain a civil ac- 
tion of trespass therefor. Jones v. 
State, 22 Mla. 532. (6) The value 
of the property obtained need not be 
alleged unless required by statute. 
Peo. v. Stetson, 4 Barb. (N. Y.) 151. 
(7) The intention of the person de- 
ceived to deliver the property to the 
person whose character was assumed 
must be alleged. Goodson vy. State, 
29 Fla. 511, 10 S 738, 30 AmSR 135; 
Williams v. State, 49 Ind. 367. (8) 
But where under statutory provi- 
sions a false personation is regarded 
as a false pretense, and where the 
indictment is sufficient to justify 
conviction upon evidence showing 
the obtaining of money by false pre- 
tenses, a conviction may be had, al. 
though the property was not intended 
for the person personated. State v. 
Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 59 A 916. (9) 
Descriptions in larceny see Larceny 
{25 Cyc 78]. : 

[e] Falsely personating another 
and executing instrument.—An_ in- 
dictment under a statute for falsely 
personating and executing an instru- 
ment for registration is insufficient, 


1 


\ 


FALSE PERSONATION 


gle count.5” 
Under 


as principal.®§ 
VI. VARIANCE 


where it does not set out the instru- 
ment alleged to have been falsely 
executed or some valid reason for 
not setting it out, contains no suffi- 
cient description of the land, does 
not state positively to whom the land 
was granted, and, although it charges 
that the instrument was acknowl- 
edged before a proper official, does 
not allege that the acknowledgment 
was made for the purpose of having 
it registered, or for what purpose 


the acknowledgment was made, 
or what the purport there was, 
nor, except inferentially, who was 


the grantor or grantee in the instru- 
ment, or negative the idea that the 


accused was authorized by the 
grantor to make the acknowledg- 
ment. Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 


586. 

{f{] Falsely personating another 
in a legal proceeding.—(1) An in- 
dictment under a statute making it a 
felony to falsely personate another 
in any legal proceeding whereby the 
latter’s rights are affected is suffi- 
cient, where it avers the fact of 
the false personation in a suit in a 
court of competent jurisdiction and 
all the facts connected therewith, 
without stating more particularly 
how such person’s rights might be 
affected. Edgar v. State, 96 Tenn. 
690, 36 SW 3879. (2) An indictment 
under a statute making it an offense 
to personate falsely another whereby 
the latter might be rendered liable 
to a suit or prosecution must al- 
lege affirmatively all the things re- 
quired by the statute, where the act 
of personating in itself would not 
show upon its face that an injury or 
benefit would accrue. Peo. vy. Chin 
You,, 30 Cal. A. 18, 157 P 523. 
en} Peowveesnos, SGU Cale oon on 

{a] Tllustration.— Where defend- 
ant was charged with falsely per- 
sonating another, in that he did 
“willfully and unlawfully falsely 
personate another, to wit, an officer 
of the law and a constable, and in 
such assumed character did take 
away one Anita Lunde, a child of 
the age four years,” ete. and fur- 
ther alleged that defendant was not 
at the time an officer of the law or 
constable, it was held that the infor- 
mation was susceptible of but two 
constructions, either of which ren- 
dered it objectionable. “If the plead- 
ing be construed as one charging the 
defendant as falsely representing 
himself to be an officer of the law 
and a constable, then it must fall, 
for the section is not broad enough 
to cover such a state of facts. If 
the remaining construction of the 
pleading be adopted, then it is de- 
murrable in not stating the name of 
the officer of the law or constable 
which defendant represented him- 
self to be.” Peo. v. Knox; 119) Cal. 
UeSnn de pees y leks), 

51. Martin v. State, 1 Tex. A. 586. 


[§§ 8-9 


ated,®>* but it is not necessary to state his where- 
abouts or residence.®® 
that two or more distinet and substantive offenses 
cannot be charged in the same count,°* an_indict- 
ment for false personation is insufficient where it 
undertakes to charge two separate offenses in a sin- 
Where accessories before the fact are 
declared by statutory provisions to be prineipais, 
an indictment may state the circumstances as in an 
indictment against an accessory before the fact; but 
it must contain an allegation charging the accused 


Applying the general rule 


indictment which are descriptive of the offense 
must be proved as alleged,®® and this is so, although 


52: “Reg. v. Hogs, 25) U. C. Q. B. 
53, ~ Regs -v.. Hogzg,) 25 Us CaQy- Bs 
54. Peo. v. Knox, 119 Cal. 73, 51 
55. Freeman v. State, 20 Tex. A. 


56. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 376]. 

57. U.S. v. Taylor, 108 Fed. 621. 

58. Peo. v. Snyder, 279 Ill. 435, 117 
NE 119. 

59. U. S.—Brafford v. U. S., 259 
Bed loll ViE CCA: 

Ark.—Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543. 

Ill— Brennan vy. Peo., 113 Ill. A. 
361. 

Me.—Coffin’s Case, 6 Me. 281. 

Mo.—State v. Nolan, 168 Mo. 446, 
68 SW 346, 90 AmSR 466. 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 75 Tex. Cr. 
322, 100 SW 714; Butts v. State, 47 
Tex. Cr. 494, 84 SW 586. 

[a] Applications of rule. — (1) 
Where defendant was indicted for 
falsely personating one A, and in 
such character unlawfully receiving 
money, and on the trial the evidence 
left it uncertain whether the repre- 
sentation had been that defendant 
was A or that another person who 
was acting in concert with defend- 
ant was A, it was held that, as the 
personation had not been proved as 
laid in the indictment, a conviction 
would not be allowed to stand. Kirt- 
ley v. State, 38 Ark. 548. (2) Where 
defendant was charged in an indict- 
ment in the language of the statute 
of the offense of pretending to be a 
deputy sheriff, and assuming to act 
as such, and the proof offered showed 
that he had made neither preten- 
sion, but did in fact discharge the 
functions of such officer, relying 
upon its sanction or adoption by the 
legal officer, the variance was fatal. 
Coffin’s Case, 6 Me. 281. (3) Where 
an indictment proceeds on the theory 
that the person falsely personated 
was’ living at the time of- the per- 
sonation, conviction cannot be had 
unless it affirmatively appears that 
the person personated was alive at 
such time. State v. Nolan, 168 Mo. 
446, 68 SW 346, 90 AmSR 466; State 
ee Shelley, 166 Mo. 616, 66 SW 

{b] Held no variance.—Where an 
indictment charging that accused, 
falsely representing himself to be an 
officer of the United States, obtained 
money and property from the Lock- 
wood Automobile Company and the 
Owl Auto Company, there was no 
variance between the indictment and 
the proof that showed that the first 
named automobile company was a 
corporation, while the latter was 
merely a trade-name under which an 
individual carried on his business. 
Braftord iv...U.;S., 259) Wed. 5idj6 172 
CCAS: 

Variance generally see Indictments 
and Informations [22 Cyc 450]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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it was not necessary to have made the allegation in | the manner in which it was made.®° 


[§ 10] To warrant a conviction under an indict- 
ment for the offense of false personation it is es- 


sential that every element of the 


VII. EVIDENCE 


offense shall be 


proved,*! and the guilt of the accused must be es- 


[§ 11] As in all criminal cases it is the duty of 
the trial court to instruct the jury distinctly and 
precisely upon the law of the case;®* and, under 


60. Butts v. 
494, 84 SW 586. 

[a] For example.—An indictment 
charging defendant with pretending 
to be sheriff of the county, in that 
he pretended to be J, and acted as 
such officer, is not supported by proof 
that he merely represented himself 
to be sheriff of the county, although 
J was sheriff thereof, and although 
the allegation that he pretended to 
be J was unnecessary. Butts v. 
State, 47 Tex. Cr. 494, 84 SW 586. 

61. U. S.—U. S. v. Farnham, 127 
Fed. 478; U. S. v. Brown, 119 Fed. 
482; U. S. v. Curtain, 43 Fed. 433. 

Ark.—Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543. 


State, 47 Tex. Cr. 


Ind.— Williams v. State, 49 Ind. 
S67. 

Ky.—Com. v. Vaughn, 140 Ky. 559, 
131 SW 396. 


Mo.—State v. Shelley, 166 Mo. 616, 


66 SW 430. 

Tenn.—State v. Withers, 7 Baxt. 
16. 

Tex.—Thompson y. State, (Cr.) 24 
SW 298. 

[a] Personating officer.—HEvidence 
must show that accused did in fact 
falsely personate and assume to act 
as an Officer. State v. Withers, 7 
Baxt. (Tenn.) 16. 

[b] Falsely personating another, 
and obtaining property.—(1) In a 
prosecution for falsely personating 
another and in such assumed charac- 
ter feloniously obtaining another’s 
property, the state must prove that 
the property was intended for an- 
other and accused falsely assumed to 
be that other, and that by the per- 
sonation he fraudulently obtained 
property belonging to another. Com. 
v. Vaughn, 140 Ky. 559, 181 SW 396. 
(2) Evidence which does not show 


VIII. TRIAL “ 


that the person defrauded intended 
to deliver the property to the person 
personated will not support a con- 
viction of guilty. Williams v. State, 
49 Ind. 367. 

[ec] Falsely personating and sign- 
ing another’s name to instrument.— 
Evidence held not to meet any of the 
requirements of the statute. Thomp- 
son v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 24 SW 298. 

62. State v. Shelley, 166 Mo. 616, 
66 SW 430. 

[a] Recent, unexplained posses- 
sion of stolen property.—Presump- 
tion arising from recent and unex- 
plained possession of stolen property, 
in connection with other inculpatory 
circumstances, and failure to produce 
evidence of good character, was suffi- 
cient to establish the guilt of ac- 
cused beyond a reasonable doubt. 
State v. Brown, 25 Iowa 561. 

63. Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543; 
State v. Brown, 25 Iowa 561; State v. 
Shelley, 166 Mo. 616, 66 SW 430. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient.—(1) 
Obtaining money by representing to 
be officer of the United States. 
Brattordiv., Ua Ss i209 Med. bad. 7a 
CCA Ge luittellisv.y tms:,18 69m Hed. 
620,- 95 “CECA--148, (2) Fraudulent 
design. Lansing v. Peo., 57 Ill. 241. 

[b] Evidence held insufficient.— 
Falsely personating another and exe- 
cuting instrument for registration. 
Freeman v. State, 20 Tex. A. 558. 

Degree of proof generally see 
Criminal Law § 1590 et seq. 

64. Trial of criminal prosecutions 
generally see Criminal Law §§ 2000- 
2614. 

65. See cases infra this note. 

{a] Rule applied.—(1) It is error 
to refuse to instruct the jury fol- 
lowing the requirements of the stat- 


tablished by more than a mere presumption,®? as in 
other criminal prosecutions the guilt of the accused 
must be established beyond a reasonable doubt.*? 


proper instructions, it is for the jury to determine 
whether the actions of the accused were such as to 
render him guilty.® 


ute that defendant must have as- 
sumed to be the particular person 
whom accused was charged with hay- 
ing personated, in order to warrant 
a conviction. Peo. v.) Maurin, (7 
Cal. 436, 19 P 832. (2) But a charge 
that, although accused did not state 
that his name was B, he was never- 
theless guilty, if, with intent to 
defraud, his actions induced the de- 
frauded party to believe that he was 
B, is correct. State v. Goble, 60 
Iowa 447, 15 NW 272. 

[b] Blement of criminal intent 
should be charged.—It is not error 
for the court to omit the word “will- 
fully” and not to require the jury to 
find that the act was willfully done, 
where the term is not used in the 
statute defining the offense, and the 
charge as given required the jury 
to find criminal intent and guilty 
knowledge before authorizing a con- 
viction. Brown v. State, 75 Tex. Cr. 
322, 170 SW 714. 

Instructions generally see Criminal 
Law §§ 2353-2496. 

66. Com. v. Connolly, 97 Mass. 591 
(where it was held that defendant 
was properly convicted, as it was 
for the jury to interpret the lan- 
guage and conduct of defendant, and 
to judge whether his statement that 
he was a “state constable” and his 
actions amounted to a pretense that 
he was a “deputy of the constable of 
the commonwealth’’). 

{al Weight of evidence.—Charge 
considered and held not to be subject 
to complaint that it was a charge 
upon the weight of evidence. Brown 
Vv. State, (5 pTex.. Cr. 322; SL 702 Siw, 
714. 

Province of court and jury genex- 
ally see Criminal Law §§ 2272-2352%. 
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ANALYSIS 
I. ORIGIN AND HISTORY [§ 1] p 584 


I. CHEATS [§§ 2-7] p 585 
A. At Common Law [§§ 2-6] p 585 
1. In General [§ 2] p 585 
2. Public Cheats [§ 3] p 586 
3. Private Cheats [§§ 4-6] p 587 
a. In General [§ 4] p 587 
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A. Statutory Provisions Creating [$$ 8-9] p 588 
' 1. In General [§ 8] p 588 
2. Construction of Statutes [§ 9] p 588 3 
B. “False Pretense’ Defined [§ 10] p 589 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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As to Person to Whom Pretense Was Made [§ 77] p 641 
. As to Person Intended to Be Defrauded [§ 78] p 642 
. As to Person from Whom Property Was Obtained [§ 79] p 642 
As to Person Obtaining Property [§ 80] p 642 
As to Ownership of Property Obtained [§ 81] p 642 
9. As to Time When Pretense Was Made [§ 82] p 642 
L. Evidence [§§ 83-92] p 642 
1. Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§ 83] p 642 
2. Admissibility [§§ 84-87] p 643 
a. In General [§ 84] p 643 
b. As to Falsity of Pretense [§ 85] p 647 
ec. As to Knowledge and Intent [§ 86] p 648 
d. As to Reliance on Pretense [§ 87] p 650 
3. Weight and Sufficiency [§§ 88-92] p 650 
a. In General -[§ 88] p 650 
b. As to Pretense and Its Falsity [§ 89] p 651 
| ec. As to Intent to Defraud and Knowledge of Falsity [§ 90] p 652 
| d. As to Reliance on Pretense [§ 91] p 652 
e. As to Obtaining Property and Ownership and Value Thereof [§ 92] p 653 
M. Trial [§§ 93-96] p 653 
1. Question of Law and Fact [§ 93] p 653 
2. Instructions [§§ 94-95] p 654 
a. In General [§ 94] p 654 
b. Elements of Offense [§ 95] p 655 
3. Verdict [§ 96] p 656 
N. Sentence and Punishment [§ 97] p 656 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number. 
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IV. DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER OFFENSES [§§ 98-100] p 657 


A. From Larceny and Robbery [§ 98] p 657 
B. From Forgery [§ 99] p 658 
C. From Embezzlement [§ 100] p 659 


V. ANALOGOUS OFFENSES [§§ 101-103] p 659 
A. In General [§ 101] p 659 
B. Confidence Game [§ 102] p 661 


C. Presenting False Claims to Public Officers [§ 103] p 661 


CROSS REFERENCES 


Appeal, writ of error, and certiorari see Criminal Law 
§§ 3258-3778. 
Civil liability for see Actions § 49; Fraud [20 Cyc 1]. 
Claim for value of property obtained by false pretense 
oe Bankruptcy § 722; Insolvency [28 Cyc 
Conspiracy to defraud see Conspiracy § 28 et seq. 
Criminal law and procedure generally see Criminal Law 
16 C. J. p 1; Indictments and Informations [22 
CyemUp iil: 
Entry by false pretense see Burglary § 15. 
Extradition for see Extradition ante p 254. 
False claim against United States see United States 
[39 Cye 769]. 
False pretense as element of: 
Counterfeiting see Counterfeiting § 18. 
False personation see False Personation § 4. 
Forgery see Forgery [19 Cyc 1374]. 


% 


False pretense as element of:—Continued. 

Fraud see Fraud [20 Cyc 14]. 

Former jeopardy: 

Generally see Criminal Law §§ 359-490. 

Identity of offenses see Criminal Law §§ 443-487. 
Fraud not involving false pretense as crime see Fraud. 
Fraudulent breach of contract of employment see Mas- 

ter and Servant [26 Cyc 1585]. 
Imputation of crime of: 

In writing see Bibel and Slander [25 Cyc 282]. 

Oral see Libel and Slander [25 Cyc 291]. 
Jurisdiction: 

Generally see Criminal Law §§ 162-259. 

Dependent on locality of crime see Criminal Law 

§ 208. 
Limitation of prosecution see Criminal Law §§ 340-358. 
Other offenses, evidence of see Criminal Law § 1162. 
Venue see Criminal Law § 273. 


I. ORIGIN AND HISTORY 


[§ 1] The crime of cheating by certain false pre- 
tenses, such as the fraudulent assumption of a false 
name, the selling of the same thing to two different 
persons, and the use of false measures, was regarded 
as a crime in the Roman law analogous to the 
‘“ferimen falsi.?’?1 While cheating, within certain 
restricted limits, was an indictable offense at com- 
mon law,” no fraud could be the object of a crim- 
inal prosecution, unless it was of a kind which in 
its nature was calculated to defraud numbers, as by 
the use of false weights or measures, false dice and 
the like.? For this reason it was early perceived that 
some statutory provision was necessary in order to 
punish the great variety of frauds which could be 
practiced with impunity under the common law.* 
And a partial provision on the subject was made by 
the statute of 33 Henry VIII c 1.5 As this statute 
extended only to frauds committed by the use of 
some visible sign or token,® the statute of 30 George 
II ¢ 24 was enacted, which provided that all persons 


1. Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 172 5. Peo. 


v. Conger, 


who knowingly and designedly by false pretenses 
should obtain from any person money or goods with 
the intent to cheat or defraud any person of the 
same should be deemed offenders and so reached 
frauds committed by verbal pretenses." It was this 
statute that created the crime now commonly known 
as obtaining goods under false pretenses. Several 
English statutes were thereafter enacted to supply 
defects found therein,? among them the statute of 


'52 George III ¢ 64 § 1, under which the obtaining 


of choses in action as well as other property was 
ineluded.?° In the United States in those jurisdie- 
tions where the common law is in force, the common- 
law crime of cheating prevails, and with the same 
limitations as in England.1!_ In some jurisdictions 
the statute of 33 Henry VIII has been adopted as a 
part of their eommon law,}!? but in others this is 
not the case.t° It has been decided that a federal 
statute making the common law applicable to crim- 
inal offenses includes the statute of 30 George II 


100 Reprint 475. 


N. GC. 925, 90 SE 507; Stephen Hist. 
Cran 222. 

2. Ariz—Williams v. Terr. 13 
Ariz, 27, 108 P 243, 27 LRANS 1032. 

Ill,— Peo. v. Warfield, 261 Ill. 293, 
103 NE 979; Peo. v.. Darr, 179 Ill. A. 
te 136 [aff 262 Ill. 202, 104 NE 
889]. 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Arnstein, 211 N. Y. 
585, 105 NE 814. 

WN. C.—State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 32 

Eng.—Rex v. Wheatly, 2 Burr. 
1125, 97 Reprint 746, W. Bl. 278, 96 
Reprint 151; Reg. v. Closs; 7 Cox 
GC. C. 494; Rex v. Jones, 2 Hast P. C. 
822; Rex v. Edwards, 2 Hast P. C. 
820; Reg. v. Mackarty, 2 Ld. Raym. 
1179, 92 Reprint 280, 3 Ld. Raym. 
325, 92 Reprint 713, 6 Mod. 301, 87 
Reprint 1040; Rex v. Driffield, Say. 
146, 96 Reprint 833; Rex v. Lara, 6 
T. R. 565, 101 Reprint 706; Young v, 
Rex, 3 TR. 98, igo Reprint 475. 

And see infra §§ 2 


8. Peo. v. AES “4 Wheel. Cr. 
(N. Y.) 448. 
4. Peo. v. Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 


95 AmD 125; Peo. v. Haynes, 14 
Wend. (N. Y.) 546, 28 AmD 530; Peo. 
Vv. . Conger). 1s) Wheel.” (Cre~ (GN. “Y..)) 
448, 


1 Wheel. Cr. 
(N. Y.) 448; State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 
321. And see infra § 7. 

6. Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
(N. Y.) 448; Dis. op. State v. Free- 
man, 172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 507. 

7, Cross v! Peters, 1 Me. 376, 10 
AmD 78; Peo. v. Gates, .13 Wend. 
(N. .-Y.) 3113. Peo. vs Johnsen,. 12 
Johns: ENA cYs) 292%" Peo: 'v. Conger; 
1 Wheel. Cr. (N. Y.) 448; Dis. op. 
State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 925, 90 
SE 507; State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 
321; Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Cas. 309, 1 PaLJR 302, 2 PaLJ 241. 

8. U. S.—Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 
759, 84 CCA 415. 

Ariz.—Williams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 
27, 108 P 2438, 27 LRANS 1032. 

Mass.—Com. v. Call, 21 Pick. 
515. 

Taos) J.—State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 

N. Y.—Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 561, 
41 AmR 397; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Misc. 
182, 71 NYS "492: Peo. v. Johnson, 12 
Johns. 292. 

C.—Dis., op. State v. Freeman, 
172 N. GC. 925, 90 SE 507. 


Vt.—State v. Sumner, 10 Vt. 587, 
33 AmD 219. 
Eng.—Young v. Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 


But see State v. Hewett, 31 Me. 396 
(cheating by false pretenses or by 
false tokens is an offense at common 
law 28 well as by Statute). 

9. 24 & 25 Vict. c 96 § 88; 7 & 8 
Geo. IV c 27; 52 Geo. III c 64 § 1. 

10. Dis. op. State vy. Freeman, 172 
N.C, 925; 90 SE 507, 

11. U. S—wU. S. v. Watkins, 28 BF. 
Cas. No. 16,649, 3 Cranch C. C. 441. 
1gM28s—Com. v. Hearsey, 1 Mass. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Babcock, 7 Johns. 
201, 5 AmD 256. 
ioo8 C.—State v. Justice, 13 N. C. 

1 Dall. 


Pa.—Respublica v. Powell, 
475 1 Tr edu sds 

S. C—State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. 
Laat State -v~ Delyon, 1° S,) Ce. Ei: 

Extent of adoption and application 
of the common law in the states see 
cere mon Law §§ 17-19. 

Com, v. Warren, 6 Mass. 72; 
State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 275, 
Mikell Cas. Cr. L. 275. 

13. Com, v. Smith, 1 PaLJR 400, 
38 PaLJ 34; Com. vy. Hutchinson, 3 
Pars. Ka. Cas. 309, 1 PaLJR 302, 2 
PaLJ 241. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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e 24 and such amendments thereto as were enacted 
before the American Revolution.14 
dictions there are statutes modeled on the English 
statutes with minor differences,® and in a number 
of jurisdictions provisions have been added to these 
statutes or additional statutes enacted punishing 


analogous frauds of various kinds.1¢ 


dictions statutes more restricted in their operation 
than-the English ones have been enacted.17 


[§ 2] A. At Common Law—1. In General. The 
erime of cheating was not very clearly defined in 
cheating’’ being 


the early common law, the term 


14. Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 759, 
te CCA 415. And see Common Law 

15. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Cummings, 
337, 46 P 284. 


See statutory provisions; and: 


114 Cal. 
oe v. Rowley, 12 Conn. 
Mass.—Com, v. Drew, 19 Pick. 179; 

Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. 72. 
Mont.—State y. Bratton, 56 Mont. 
DO ENi may, = 


Dos, L386) P. 327. 

N. Y.—Ranney v. Peo., 

413; Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 311; Peo. 
v. Stone, 9 Wend. 182; Peo. v. John- 
son, 12 Johns, 292; Peo. v. Conger, 
1 Wheel. Cr. 448. 

N. C.—Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 
172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 507 [quot Cyc]; 
Strate v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 321. 

Or.—State v. Whiteaker, 64 Or. 297, 
129 P 534; State v. Lurch, 12 Or. 95, 
6 P 405. 

Pa.—Com. v. Burdick, 2 Pa. 163, 
44 AmD 186; Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 
Pars. Eq. Cas. 309, 1 PaLJR 302, 
2 PaLJ 241. 
> Tenn.—Rothschild v. State, 13 Lea 

94. 

[a] Federal statutes.—Under the 
acts of July 7, 1898, March 38, 1899, 
March 8, 1901, and June 80, 1906, ob- 
taining property by false pretense is 
a crime against the United States in 
territory subject to the criminal ju- 
risdiction of the United States and 
in all places over which the United 
States exercises exclusive legislative 
jurisdiction, within the several states, 
having laws providing for the pun- 
ishment of this offense. Biddle v. 
U. S., 156 Fed. 759, 84 CCA 415. 

[b] District of Columbia and 
Maryland.—The statute of Geo. II, by 
the constitution of Maryland, adopted 
in the vear 1776, was carried to the 
state of Maryland, and made as much 
a part of the law as though her as- 
sembly had expressly enacted it, 
when she adopted as the law of 
Maryland all English statutes then 
in force in England or Great Britain, 
which had been introduced, used, and 
practiced by the courts of law or 
equity; and it being an offense in 
Maryland on the 27th day of Febru- 
ary, 1801, when that part of Mary- 
land was ceded to the United States, 
the crime of false pretenses may be 
committed in the District of Colum- 
bia. In re Wolf, 27 Fed. 606. But 
see Jones v. U. S., 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647 (where with 
reference to the statutes of 33 Hen. 
VIII and 30 Geo. II it is said: “It is 
true that those statutes were not ex- 
tended in practice to the state of 
Maryland’’). : 

[c] In the Philippines the offense 
is included in the crime of “estafa.” 

_ §. v. Gorme, 18 Philippine 323; 
U. S. v. Reyes, 1 Philippine 341. See 
mstata 21 ©. J. p 904 sah 

16. See statutory provisions; and 
Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 
925, 90 SE 507 [quot Cyc]; Reg. Vv. 
Dessauer, 21 U. C. Q. B. 231. See also 
infra §§ 101-103. 

L7. 
Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 504; Shaffer 
v. State, 82 Ind. 221; Dis. op. State 
v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 
507 [quot Cyc]. 
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See statutory provisions; and. 


. 


FALSE PRETENSES 


In most juris- 


In other juris- 
tered.?? 
In oth- 


II. CHEATS 


18. 
Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 
925, 90 SE 507 [quot Cyc]. 

[a] Under the Georgia statute the 
offense of cheating and swindling 
consists of some false pretense, de- 
vice, or contrivance fraudulently 
made or enacted by defendant with 
intent to deceive another so success- 
fully accomplished that the other is 
in fact deceived thereby and suffers 


loss. Foster vy. State, 8 Ga. A. 119, 
68 SE 739. 
[b] Under the Texas statute (1) 


swindling is defined to be “the acqui- 
sition of any personal or movable 
property, money, or instrument of 
writing conveying or Securing a valu- 
able right, by means of some false 
or deceitful pretense or device, or 
fraudulent representation, with in- 
tent to appropriate the same to the 
use of the party so acquiring, or of 
destroying or impairing the rights 
of the party justly entitled to the 
same.” Allen v. State, 58 .Tex. Cr. 
494, $26 SW 571. (2) The fraudulent 
conversion of property by a personal 
representative or guardian is swin- 
dling under Pen. Code (1895) art 948. 
Whitehead v. State, 81 Tex. Cr. 278, 
196 SW 851; Anderson v. State, 77 
Teme Cresloli? Swe 85s) LaeMoyne 
v. State; 53 Tex. Cr./221, 141 SW 950; 
Walls v. State, 45 Tex. Cr. 329, 177 
SW 8; Powell v. State, 44.Tex. Cr. 
278, 70 SW 968; Witherspoon v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 37 SW 433; Mathews 
v. State, 10 Tex. A, 279; Bozier v. 
State, 5 Tex. A. 220. 

19. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ark.—Wocdruff v. State, 61 Ark. 
157, 32 SW 102. 

Ind.—State vy. Styner, 154 Ind. 131, 
56 NE 98. ‘ 
Mass.—Com. v. Carver, 224 Mass. 
42, 112 NE 481; Com. v. Quinn, 222 
Mass. 504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Kel- 
ley, 184 Mass. 320, 68 NE 346; Com. 
y. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 67 NE 419. 

Minn.—State v. Smith, 82 Minn. 
342, 85 NW 12; State v. Southall, 77 
Minn, 296, 79 NW 1007. 

Mo.—State v. Jamison, 268 Mo. 185, 
186 SW 972. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Dumar, 106 N. Y. 
502, 18° NE 325; Peo. v. Johnson, 87 
Mise. 89, 150 NYS 331; Peo. v. Arn- 
stein, 78 Mise. 18, 138 NYS 806 [rev 
on other grounds 157 App. Div. 766, 
142 NYS 842]; Peo. v. Eaton, 122 App. 
Div. 706, 107 NYS 849 [aff 192 N. Y. 
542 mem, 84 NE 1116 mem]; Peo. v. 
Putnam, 90 App. Div. 125, 85 NYS 
1056 [aff 179 N. Y. 518 mem, 71 NE 
1135 mem]; Peo. v. Rothstein, 95 App. 
Div, 292) 88 NovsS!) 622: atl 1807 Ney. 
148, 72 NE 999, 1 AnnCas 978]; Peo. 
v. Monroe, 64 App. Div. 130, 71 NYS 
803: Peo. v. Jeffery; 60 Hun 581, 14 
NYS 837. - 7 

N. C.—Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 
172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 507 [quot Cyc]. 

Va.—Dull v. Com., 25 Gratt. (65 
Va.) 965; Anable 'v. Com., 24 Gratt. 
(65 Va.) 563; Leftwich v. Com., 20 
Gratt. (61 Va.) 716. 

W. Va.—State v. Edwards, 51 W. 
Va, 220, 41 SI 429, 5 LRA 465; State 
v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54. 

[a] The crime of larceny by ob- 
taining property by false pretenses 
has been defined as the obtaining of 
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ers this offense has been included under the broader 
offense of swindling.?8 
the statutes have assimilated the offense to the 
crime of lareceny.® 
der such statutes is founded upon false pretenses 
the essential elements of the latter offense are not 
changed,?° nor are the rules of pleading it al- 


And in some jurisdictions 


Where the larceny charged un- 


applied to the defrauding and even to the attempt 
to defraud, by means of any artful device what- 
ever.*” All cheating, however, was not an indictable 


See statutory provisions; and] 


title to property by a false pretense, 
or by procuring the contract by false 
preiense under which one _ party 
passes title to the other party. Com. 
v. Althause, 207 Mass. 32, 148, 93 
NE 202, 31 LRANS 999. 

{b] The same act may constitute 
both crimes under the statutes of 
some states. Peo. v. Frigerio, 197 
Cal. 151, 40 P 107. 

[c] In New York (1) Pen. Code 
§ 528 defines larceny, in part, as fol- 
lows: “A person who, with the in- 
tent to deprive or defraud the true 
owner of his property, or of the use 
and benefit thereof, or to appropriate 
the same to the use of the taker, or 
of any other person, either... takes 
from the possession of the true 
owner, or of any other person; or ob- 
tains from such possession by color 
or aid of fraudulent or false repre- 
sentation or pretense, or of any false 
token or writing... steals such 
property, and is guilty of larceny.’ 
Peo. ve Wheeler, 169 INscY. 487) 494, 
62 NE 572; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Misc. 182, 
71 NYS 492. (2) Larceny as defined 
by this section embraces every act 
which was larceny at common law, 
besides other offenses which were 
formerly indictable as false pretenses 
or embezzlement. The offense of lar- 
ceny at common law is established by 
proof on the part of the prosecution 
showing that defendant obtained pos- 
session of the property by some trick, 
fraudulent device, or artifice, animo 
furandi, with the intention at the 
time of subsequently appropriating 
it to his own use. Peo. v. Miller, 
169 N. Y. 339,62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546 
[rev 64 App. Div. 450, 72 NYS 253]. 

20. State v. Jamison, 268 Mo. 185. 
186 SW 972; Peo. v. Laurence 137 
N.Y: (5175) 33) NB) 547; Trogdontve 
Com., 31 Gratt. (72 Va.) 862; Fay v. 
Com., 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 912. 

21. Reo. vi; Hart, sb, Mise. 282.71 
NYS 492. 

205° “Roy? ve Parris, #Sidi i430 14 
Blackstone Comm. p 157. See also 
State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 275 
(construing act of 1791). 

[a] Instances of cheats are caus- 
ing an illiterate person to execute a 
deed to his prejudice by reading it 
to him incorrectly, suppressing a 
will, levying a fine in another’s name, 
etc. 1 Hawkins P. C. p 187. 

({b] Even a conspiracy was such 
a device. Reg. v. Mackarty, 2 Ld. 
Raym. 1179, 92 Reprint 280, 3 Ld. 
Raym, 825, 92 Reprint 713, 6 Mod. 
301, 87 Reprint 1040. And see Con- 
spiracy § 28 et seq. 

[c] Deceitful practices, involving 
considerations of public trade, which 
defraud another of his known right, 
by means of some artifice or device, 
contrary to the plain rules of com- 
mon honesty, are cheats punishable 
at common law. Von Mumm vy. 
Frash, 56 Fed. 830. 

{d] “Forgery at common law was 
but a common-law cheat, or attempt 
to cheat, set off from the rest and 
called by a separate name because of 
its special heinousness.” 2 Bishop 
Cr. L. § 148 [quot Williams v. Terr., 
13 Ariz. 27, 30, 108 P 248, 27 LRANS 
1032]. And see~- Forgery [19 Cyc 
1367]. 
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offense,2 and to make it so two things were neces- 
sary, first the act must be of such a nature as to 
affect the public,24 and second, it must be of such 


a nature that common prudence 
guarded against it.?5 


defraud.?? 


a person indictable for a cheat.°° 


23. U. S—Von Mumm vy. Frash, 
bot Hed.8 8805" Us Sty vw. :Carico, 259.8. 
Cas. No. 14,723, 2 Cranch C. C. 446. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 
95 AmD 125. f 

Conn.—Yakavicze v. Valentukevi- 
cious, 84 Conn. 350, 80 A 94, AnnCas 
1912C 1264. 

Ga.—Oliver v. State, 6 Ga. A. GOs 
65 SE 843. 

Tll.— Wright v. Peo., 1 Ill. 102. 

Mass.—Com. v. Eastman, 1 Cush. 
189, 48 AmD 596. 

N: Y.—Peo. v. Arnstein, 78 Misc. 
18, 138 NYS. 806 [rev on_ other 
grounds 157 App. Div. 766, 142 NYS 


842]; Peo. v. Babcock, 7 Johns 201, 
5 AmD 256. . 

N. C.—State v. Justice, 13 N. C. 
199, 


Pa.—Com. v. Sankey, 22 Pa. 390, 60 
AmD 91; Hartman vy. Com., 5 Pa. 60. 

S. C.—State v. Middleton, 23:8. C. 
Tr 


275. 
Tenn.—Hill v. State, 1 Yerg. 76, 24 
aD 441. 

g.—Reg. v. Eagleton, 6 Cox C. C. 
558, "s3 EnglL&Eq 545; Rex v. Wilders, 
2 Bast P. C. 819; Rex v. Haynes, 4 
M. & S. 214, 105 Reprint 814; Rex v. 
Channel, 2 ‘Str. 793, 93 Reprint 852. 

“Cheating is not theft; it may be 
the result of overreaching, outwit- 
ting, sharp practices. Cheating is no 
more than swindling. It may em- 
prace civil fraud, for which one is 
amenable to a civil, and not to a 
eriminal, action. Cheating may of- 
fend the laws of morality without 
being legally cheating.’ Yakaviceze 
v. Valentukevicious, 84 Conn. 350, 
354, 80 A 94, AnnCas1912C 1264. 

[al] Tilustrations.—(1) Separating 
the condition from the penalty of 4 
bond. Wright v. Peo., 1 Ill. 102. (2) 
Presenting to another a written in- 
strument which is represented as a 
mere receipt, but which was an ab- 
solute deed conveying land to defend- 
ant for a consideration, the grantor 
having signed without reading or re- 
quiring it to be read. State v. Jus- 
tice, 13 N. C. 199. (3) Fraudulently 
obtaining goods on credit, otherwise 
than by false tokens, and removing 
and secreting them with intent to de- 
fraud creditors, although such acts 
are made penal by the statute to 


abolish imprisonment for debt. 
Hartman vy. Com., 5 Pa. 60. (4) 
Where shopkeeper dealing in cloth 


pretends to sell ten yards and detiv- 
ers only six. Pinkney’s Case, 2 East 
Pp. C. 818. (5) Exposing for sale and 
selling wrought gold under the ster- 
ling alloy as and for gold of the 
true standard weight. Rex v. Bower, 
Comp. 323, 98 Reprint 1110. (6) De- 
livering less of things sold than the 
quantity contracted. for as the due 
quantity. Rex v. Dunnage, 2 Burr. 
1130, 97 Reprint. 749. (7) Borrowing 
money on promise to send a pledge 
and failing to do so. Nehuff’s Case, 


In other cases where a per- 
son was defrauded it was considered to amount only 
to an unfair dealing, and an imposition on a 
ticular individual by which he would not have suf- 
fered but for his own carelessness, and such person 
could look only to his civil remedy for the redress 
of his injury.”° In a prosecution for cheating it was 
necessary to allege and prove an intent to cheat and 
And although the term ‘‘cheating’’ was, 
in the early common law, applied even to an attempt 
to defraud,?® it has been held that it is essential 
to a cheat that some one be actually defrauded.?? 
It has also been held that the obtaining of such 
property only as is the subject of larceny will render 


FALSE PRETENSES 


Classification. 


could not have 
cheats.’? 34 


par- | .cheats.’’ 3? 


use of.38 


Grade of offense and punishment. 
common law is a misdemeanor,** and punishable, as 
in other cases of misdemeanor, by fine, imprison- 
ment, or, further, by infamous corporal pain, in ag- 
gravated cases.34" 

[§ 3] 2. Public Cheats. 
use of any fraudulent device was sufficient to con- 
stitute the crime at common law,®* and it was not 
necessary that a false symbol or token was made 
Comprehended within the class of frauds 
of a public nature are frauds affecting the course of 


bie. 


ae ie 


Common-law cheats have been di- 


vided into two classes: (1) Those directed against 
the government or immediately injuring the inter- 
ests of the public, usually denominated ‘‘publie 
(2) Those employed directly against 
individuals, or what are commonly termed ‘‘private 


A cheat at 


In public cheats the 


justice,’ cheats by officials,?* and those immediately 


1 Salk. 151, 91 Reprint 139. (8) Sell- 
ing unsound horse as and for sound 
one. Rex v. Wheatly, 2 Burr. 1125, 
97 Reprint 746, 1 W. Bl. 273, 96 Re- 
print 151. (9) Obtaining by false 
representations merchant’s books of 
account from the counting house of 
acomerchant..m Es Siiv. ‘Carico; 25) By 
Cas. No. .14,7238, 2 Craneh, C.. GC. 446. 
(10) Unlawfully detaining part of 
wheat delivered to be ground. Rex y. 
Channel, 2 Str. 7938, 98 Reprint 852 
(11) Bailee delivering different and 
inferior substance from that which 
had been delivered to him by the 
bailor. Rex v. Haynes, 4 M. & S. 
214, 105 Reprint 814. (12) Selling 
goods marked as containing a cer- 
tain quantity where the marks did 
not have a semblance of public au- 
thority but are merely private 
tokens. Rex v. Wilders, 2 East P. C. 
819. (13) Putting a brickbat into 
butter. Weierbach v. Trone, 2 Watts 
& S. (Pa.) 408. (14) A willful mis- 
representation of a fact by one of 
the parties to a contract, with in- 
tent to deceive. Josma v. Western 
Steel Car, etc., Co., 249 Ill. 508, 94 NE 
945. (15) Selling a promissory note 
which the seller knew had been paid, 
but represented to the purchaser that 
it was still due according to its face. 
State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 27 

24. Cal.—Peo. v. Garnett, 35 Cal. 
470, 95 AmD 125. 

Del.—State v. Hood, 19 Del. 418. 

lll. Wright v. Peo., 1 Ill. 102. 

Me.—Cross v. Peters, 1 Me. 876, 10 
AmD 78. 

Mass.—Com. v. Prius, 9 Gray 127; 
Com. v. Shedd, 7 Cush. 514; Com. v. 
Eastman, 1 Cush. 189, 48 AmD 596; 
Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. Tee 

N. J.—State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 
L. 328. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Fish, Sheld. 537, 4 
Park. Cr. 206; ‘Peo- v.. Hart, 35) Mise. 
182, 71 NYS 492; Peo. v. Gates, 13 
Wend. 311; Peo. v. Stone; 9 Wend. 
182; Lambert v.. Peo., 9. Cow. 578% 
Peo. v. Babcock, 7 Johns. 201, 5 AmD 
256; Peo. v. Johnson, 12 Johns. 292; 
eee v. Sully, Sheld. 17, 5 Park Cr. 

Pa.—Weierbach v. Trone, 2 Watts 
& S. 408; Com, v. Hickey, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Cas. 317. 

Ss. C.—State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. 
i275. 

BPng.—Rex v. Wheatly, 2 Burr. 
1125, 97 Reprint 746, W. Bl. 273, 96 
Reprint 151; Rex v. Haynes, 4M. & 
S. 214, 105 Reprint 814; Rex v. Chan- 
nel, 2 Str. 793, 93 Reprint 852. 
Dei.—State v. Hood, 19 Del. 
418, 53 A 437. 

1ll.—Wright v. Peo., 1 Tll. 102. 

Ky.—Com. v. Hall, ’9 Ky. ‘Opi 116; 

Me.—Cross v. Peters, 1 Me. 376, 10 
AmD 78. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Miles, 123 App. Div. 
862, 108 NYS 510 [aff 192 N. Y. 541 
mem, 84 NE 1117 mem]; Peo. v. 


Miller, 14 Johns 371. 
Or.—State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 56 
P 275, 72 AmMSR 758, 44 LRA 266. 
Pa.—Weierbach y. Trone, 2 Watts 


& S. 408. 
Hng.—Rex v. Wheatly, 2 Burr. 
1125, 1129, 97 Reprint 746, W. Bl. 


273, 96 Reprint iby 

“The true distinction that ought to 
be attended to in all cases of this 
kind, and which will solve them all, is 
this—that in such impositions or de- 
ceits where common prudence may 
guard persons against the suffering 
from them, the offence is not indict- 
able, but the party is left to his civil 
remedy for the redress of the in- 
jury that has been done him: but 
where false weights and measures 
are used, or false tokens produced, or 
such methods taken to cheat-and de- 
ceive, as people can not, by any or- 
dinary care or prudence be guarded 
against, there it is an offence -in- 
dictable.”’ Rex v. Wheatly, supra. 

26. Josma v. Western Steel Car, 
ete.,., Co, (249. Tl 508,,,94eNe O45 
State v. Middleton, 23 S. ©. L. 275; 
State v. Delyon, 1 (SORT: 353; Rex 
v. Wheatly, 2; Burr. 1125,. 97 Reprint 


746, W. Bl. 273, 96 Reprint 151. And 
see infra § 7. 
27. Peo. v. Warfield, 261 Ill. 293, 


103 NE 979. 


28. See cases supra note 22. 
BiG? Com. v. Steen, 1 Pa. Super. 
24. 

30. Com. v. Woodrun, 4 PaLJR 


207, 7 PaLJ 362. 

S1,., .State. v. Wilson, 9\S..C. Le 1353 
And see infra § 38. 

32..-State v. Wilson, 9 §. C. L. 135. 
And see infra §§ 4-6. 

33. Peo. v. Arnstein, 211 N. Y. 585, 
105 NE 814; Peo. v. Zayas, 168 App. 
949, 158 NYS 1135; Mowrey v. Walsh, 
8 Cow: (N. Y.) 238; Rex v. Airey, 2 
Hast; P. C.. 338. 

84. Rex v. wee 2 Hast P. C. 838; 
1 Hawkins P. C..c-71 § 3. 

85. Rex v. Jones, 2 Hast P. C. 8225 
Treeve’s Case, 2 Bast P. CG. 821. 

36. UU. S. vie Watkins, 28 EB Cas; 
No. 16,649, 3 Cranch C. C. 441. 

37. See cases infra this note. 

[a] INustrations. — (1) Married 
woman pretending to be widow exe- 
euting bail bond. Treeve’s Case, 2 
Hast P. C. 821. (2) Debtor counter- 
feiting discharge from _ creditor. 
Faweett’s Case, 2 East P.-C. 862, 952. 
(3) Procuring order to hold to bail 
upon illegal affidavit. :‘ Omealy  v. 
Newell, 8 Hast 364, 108 Reprint 
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36. U.S. ‘v. Watkins, 28 F. Cas. 


No. 16,649, 3 Cranch C. C. 441; Rex 


Ma Martin, 2, Campb. (2685 Rex Jv 
Cowp. 323, 98 Reprint 1110: 
Rex Vv. Baxter, 5 \Cox '€: ©. 302; Regs 
Vv... Dale, 71? Dears: C.4G. “Sie Rex we 
Brisac, 4 Hast 164, 102 Reprint 792, 
8 ERC 138; Rex v. Commings, 5 Mod. 
179, 87 Reprint 594. 


Bower, 


For later cases, developments ani] changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Pp Rex wv. 


102 Reprint 1235; 


_ (short of felony), 


§§ 3-5] 


FALSE PRETENSES 
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injuring the interests of the government or the pub- | as, when not false, is commonly accepted by the pub- 


lie, although arising in the course of some particular 
transaction or contract with private individuals.®? 

The selling of unwholesome provisions is included 
in this last mentioned class of frauds.*° 


[§ 4] 3. Private Cheats—a. 


private cheat at common law may be defined as the 
defrauding of any person by means of a false sym- 
bol or token, such as would commonly be accepted 
by the public for what it purports to represent.‘ 
It is such a cheat as arises in the course of deal- 
ings with individuals by use of false tokens or sym- 
bols having the semblance of public authenticity and 
calculated to deceive the public at large.*? 

b. False Symbol or Token. 
constitute the crime of cheating at common law in 
the class of cases known as private cheats a false 


[§ 5] 


token or symbol was necessary.** 
token used to defraud must be of 


39. Peo. v. Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 
95 AmD 125; Rex v. Southerton, 6 
East 126, 103 Reprint 1235; Treeve’s 
Case, 2 Hast P. C. 821; Serlested’s 
Case, 1 Latch 202, 82 Reprint 346; 
Jones, 1 Leach C. C. 164; Rex 
v. Dixon, 3 M, & S. 11, 105 Reprint 
516; Rex v. Hanson, Say. 229, 96 Re- 
print 862; 1 Hawkins P. C. c 55 § 4, 
1 Hale p 412, Coke Litt. p 127a. 

[a] Wlustrations.—-(1) Apprentice 
enlisting without master’s consent. 
Rex v. Jones, 1 Leach C. C. 164. (2) 
Pretense of power to discharge sol- 
diers. Serlested’s Case, 1 Latch 202, 
82 Reprint 346. 

40. Rex v. Southerton, 6 East 126, 
Treeve’s Case, 2 
Hast PP, C. 821; Rex v. Dixon, 32M. 
& S. 11, .105-Reprint 516. — 

[a] Tilustrations.—(1) Where de- 


fendant, under a contract with the 


government, delivered to and for 
prisoners of war bread which was 
made and baked in an unwholesome 
and insufficient manner, and _ con- 
tained dirt, filth, and other unwhole- 
some and pernicious matter. Treeve’s 
Case, 2) Hast -P. C2821.) (2) Where 
defendant supplied bread strongly 
impregnated with alum, although the 
alum was put in the bread to make 
it look white, and even though he 
gave directions to his employee so to 
mix it as to render it harmless. Rex 
v. Dixon, 3 M. & S. 11, 105 Reprint 
516. (3) Vending of unwholesome 
wine which was not fit to drink. 
Rex v. Southerton, 6 Hast 126, 102 
Reprint 1234. And see Food [19 Cyc 
1097 et seq]. 

41. Me.—State v. Hewett, 31 Me. 
396. 
~ Mass.—Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. 72; 
Com. v. Hearsey, 1 Mass. 137. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Stone, 9 Wend. 182; 
Peo. v. Miller, 14 Johns. 371; Peo. 
v. Babcock, 7 Johns. 201, 5 AmD 256; 
Allen’s Case, 3 CityHallRec 118. 

ING @=—State lv. ‘Justice, 13) N.C. 
199; State v. Patillo, 11 N. C. 348. 

Or.—State v. Whiteaker, 64 Or. 
297, 129 P 534; State v. Renick, 33 
Or. 584, 56 P 275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 
LRA 266. 

Pa.—Hartman vy. Com., 5 Pa. St. 
60; Respublica v. Powell, 1 Dall. 47, 
ered. 31. 

S. C.—State v. Grooms, 36 S. C. L. 
1587 State: v. Stroll,..30 S.C. Li. 244; 
State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 275; 
State v. Wilson, 9 S. C. L. 135; State 
Vv. Delyon, 1 S. C. L. 353. 

Eng.—Rex v. Wheatly, 2 Burr. 
1125, 97 Reprint 746, W. Bl. 273, 96 
Reprint 151. ‘ 

[a] Other definitions.—(1) ‘“Hraud 
... public in its nature, calculated 
to defraud numbers, to deceive the 
people in general.” 2 East P. C. p 
816. (2) “The fraudulent obtaining 
the property of another by any de- 
eeitful and illegal practice or token 
which affects or 


may affect the public.’ Peo. v. Fish, 


In General. A 


imitated on it.48 


In order to 


The symbol or 
such a character 


Sheld. (N. Y.) 537, 5438, 4 Park. Cr. 
206; State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 


275, 283. To same effect Peo. v. Hart, 
385 Mise. 182, 71 NYS 492; 2 Hast 
PCr sL£s. 3) UA Eraude wrought 


by some false symbol or token, of a 
nature against which common pru- 
dence cannot guard, to the injury of 
one in any pecuniary interest.” 2 
Bishop Cr. L. (8th ed) § 143 [quot 
Blanchard vy. State, 3 Ind. A. 395, 29 
NE 783, 784; State v. Renick, 33 Or. 
584, 586, 56 P 275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 
LRA 266]. To same effect Com. v. 
Hall, 9 Ky. Op. 116. 

42. State v. Stroll, 30 S. C. L. 244; 
Rex v.Wheatly, 2 Burr. 1125, 97 Re- 
print 746, W. Bl. 273, 96 Reprint 151; 
Rex v. Lara, 6 T. R. 565, 101 Reprint 
706, 2 East P. C. pp 8138, 817, 820. 

43. Ky.—Com. v. Hall,9 Ky. Op. 116. 

N. Y.—Ranney v. Peo, 22 N. 
Y. 413; Peo. v. Arnstein, 78 Misc. 
18, 138 NYS 86 [rev on other grounds 
157 App. Div. 766, 142 NYS 842]. 

N. C.—State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 
321. 

Pa.—Hartman v. Com., 5 Pa. 60. 

Ss. C.—State v. Middleton, 23 S.C. 
L. 275 [overr State v. Vaughan, 1 S. 
Cy. £2282); State v.. Wilson, 9 S.C. 
Iz 185, 

Eng.—Reg. v. Eagleton, 6 Cox. C. C. 
559, 338 EngL&Eq 545. 


And see supra § 4. 

[a] Definitions of “token.”—“‘A 
token is a mark or sign; a material 
evidence of a fact. Cheating by ‘false 
tokens’ implies the use of fabricated 
or deceitfully contrived material ob- 
jects to assist the person’s own 
fraud and falsehood in accomplishing 
the cheat.” Black L. D: (2d ed) 


129 P 534. 

[b] Kinds of tokens.—Tokens are 
either public, or general, or privy 
tokens. They are either true or false. 
Jones v. State, 50 Ind. 473 [cit Bou- 
vier L. Elle 

44. See cases infra this note; also 
supra § 4. 

[a] Things held to be false tokens. 
—(1) A false writing, although not 
a forgery. State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 
451, 144 P1138, 681. (2) A false writ- 
ten order for the payment of money. 
Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 504. (3) 
A printed business card purporting 
to be that of a firm, but which is 
not the business card of such firm, 
exhibited by one who claims to act 
for such firm in making contracts, 


when accompanied by false pre- 
tenses. Jones v. State, 50 Ind. 473. 
{b] Things held not to be tokens. 


—(1) A false judgment bond. Com. 
v. Gallagher, 2 PaLJR 297, 4 PaLJ 
58. (2) A false surveyor’s plat. 
State v. Burrows, 33 N. C. 477. (3) 
A private letter. Com. v. Woodrun, 
45PaLJIR. 207, 7-PaLJ.362; -U. S.. v. 
Hale, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,279, 4 Cranch 


lic for what it purports to represent.‘4 
a false trade-mark to defraud the buyer,*® the sell- 
ing of goods by false or counterfeit marks,4® and 
playing with false dice 4” are indictable. 
an indictable cheat at’ common law to sell as an orig- 
inal a copy of a picture with the painter’s name 


The use of 


And it is 


False weights and measures. Such false symbol 
or token by which an indictable cheat or fraud at 
common law was committed included the use of 
‘false weights and measures.*? 

False checks, notes, and bank notes. 
of a check on a bank in which one has no funds 
was not, under the common law, a cheat,®° and this 
| is the rule also as to the passing of a false promis- 
sory note.°+ But since bank notes pass current, the 
passing of a false bank note is a cheat.52 


The drawing 


C. C. 83. (4) A promissory note pay- 
able by an individual represented to 
be a genuine and valuable current 
bank note, unless it resembles such 
bank note. State v. Patillo,11 N.C. 348. 

[c] Confederate money.—Putting 
off a note of the late Confederate 
States of America as lawful money 
upon an ignorant man in the night- 
time constitutes the common-law of- 
fense of cheating. U. S. v. Wilson, 
44 Wed. 751. 

45. Rex v. Edwards, 2 East P. C. 
820; Rex v. Worrel, 2 East P. C. 820. 


46. Rex v. Worrel, 2 East P. C. 
820; Rex v. Edwards, 2 East P, C. - 


820; Rex v. Austin, 25 Ont. L. 69, 
3 OntWN 225, 20 OntWR 390.  °: 

[a] Tllustration.—Where a gold- 
smith was indicted for falsifying 
plate by putting in too much alloy 
and then corrupting one of the as- 
say master’s servants to help him to 
the proper marks, with which he 
stamped his plate, afterward selling 
it to the goldsmiths, he was con- 
vee Fabian’s Case, 84 Reprint 

[b] _ Marks merely indicating the 
quantity or weight of goods, used 
and affixed by the seller, were not 
supposed to be currently accepted 
for what they purported to represent, 
and hence were not ordinarily regard- 
ed as_ tokens, and accordingly the 
use of false marks of that nature 
was not cheating. Rex v. Wilders, 
2) Hast Cj 319. 

47. Respublica v. Teischer, 1 Dall, 
335, 1 u. ed. 163; Peo. v. Gates, 13 
Wend. (N. Y.) 311; 2 Hast P. C. p 820. 

48. Reg. v. Closs, 7 Cox C. C. 494, 

49, D. C.—District of Columbia v. 
Gant, 28 App. 185. 

Ind.—Blanchard v. State, 3 Ind. 
A. 395, 29 NE 7838. 

Mass.—Com. v. Warren, 6 Mags, 72. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Fish, Sheld. 537, 4 
Park. Cr. 206; -Peo. v. Miles, 123 
App. Div. 862, 108 NYS 510 [aff 192 
N. Y. 541 mem, 84 NE 1117 mem]; 
Peo. v: Hart, 35 Misc. -182,.71 NYS 
492; Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 311. 
Bee C.—State v. Perry, 50 N. G. 

Pa.—Respublica v. Powell, 1 Dall, 
AT walt, ied. sos 

Eng.—Rex v. Dunnage, 2 Burr, 
1130, 97 Reprint 749; Rex v. Wheatly, 
2 Burr. 1125, 91 Reprint 746, W. BI. 
273, 96 Reprint 151; Rex v. Lewis, 
Say. 205, 96 Reprint 833; Rex v. Drif- 
field, Say. 146, 96 Reprint 833; Young 
v. Rex, 3 'T. R..98, 100 Reprint 475. 
And see Weights and Measures [40 
Cyc 886 et seq]. 

50. Williams v.°°Terr., 13 Ariz. 
27, 108 P 2438, 27 LRANS 1032; Rex 
v. Lara, 6 T. R. 565, 101 Reprint 706. 

Worthless check as false pretense 
See infra § 42. 

51. State v. Patillo, 11 N. C. 348; 
State v. Middleton, 28 S. C. L. 275; 
2 Haste. C.p: 827. 

52. State v. Patillo, 11 N. C. 348; 
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False impersonation.®? It has been said that if 
one represents himself to be another person, whereby 
he accomplishes a cheat, his visible presence is a 
token which, if false, is a false token. And it has 
been held that pretending to be a merchant is a 
false token.®> It has been held, however, that where 
a married man pretended under a fictitious name, to 
an unmarried woman, that he was single, and by this 
means, together with his promise to marry her, ob- 
tained money from her, he was not a false token.°® 

[§ 6] c¢. Words. Mere words do not under the 
common law amount to a token.5’7 Accordingly, a 
fraud effected by false affirmation or naked Jie was 
not an indictable cheat at common law,®** it being 
at most a mere private injury.®® 

Lie accompanied by apparent token. The same 
rule applies where defendant makes use of an ap- 
parent token, which in reality is upon the very face 
of it of no more credit than his own assertion,°° 
or where the lie is accompanied with or backed by 
an additional false affirmation.®+ 

§ 7] B. Under Statute Henry VIII. In order 
to remedy the defect in the common law which pun- 
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[§§ 5-9 


ished only such frauds of a private nature as were 
effected by a symbol or token calculated to defraud 
the public ®? the statute of 33 Hen. VIII ¢ 1 was 
enacted, making it an indictable offense for any per- 
son falsely and deceitfully to obtain money or goods 
in another man’s name by color or means of coun- 
terfeit letter or false privy token.® 

False token. Under this and similar statutes a 
false token of some kind was still necessary to con- 
stitute cheating,®** and a fraud perpetrated by mere 
false words alone was a civil injury only and not 
indictable.6° What was such symbol or token was 
sometimes difficult to determine, but it was settled 
that it should be something real and visible, such as 
a ring, a key, or a writing, as distinguished from 
mere words.® And inasmuch as the statute related 
to ‘‘privy tokens and counterfeit letters in other 
men’s names’’ it has been held that even a writing 
would not suffice unless it was in the name of an- 
other, and of such a charaeter as to afford more 
credit than the mere assertion of the party defraud- 
ing.§7 


III. OBTAINING PROPERTY BY FALSE PRETENSES 


[§ 8] A. Statutory Provisions Creating—l. In 
General. The crime of obtaining property by false 
pretenses, as has already been stated, was created 
by the statute of 30 George II ¢ 24 § 1, was ex- 
tended in its operation by subsequent English stat- 
utes, and is an offense in the different jurisdictions 


in the United States, under statutory provisions, 
State v. Grooms, 36 S. C. L. 158; 
State v. Stroll, 30 S.C. L. 244; State 
v. Middleton, 23 S. C. L. 275; Mikell 


Cas. Cr. L. p 275; Com. v. Speer, 2 Va. | § 2. 


1002; Rex v.. Munoz, 2 Str. 1127, 93 
Reprint 1078; Rex v. Bryan, 2 
866, 98 Reprint 902, 


based generally upon these English statutes, with 
certain modifications, sometimes enlarging and some- 
times restricting its seope.®8 

[§ 9] 2. Construction of Statutes. Like all 
penal statutes ®® the statutes as to false” pretenses 
and the like are to be strictly construed in favor 
of defendant.7° And although such statutes are 


565, 101 Reprint 706; 2 East P. C. 

Str. | p 826. 
And see supra 67. Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. (N. 
YO e3sits Com.vz Speer, 2 Var Cae 


Cas. (4 Va.) 65. 

53. See False Personation ante p 
576. 

54 2 Bishop Cr. L. (8th ed) § 152 


{quot State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59 A 916]. 
55. Reg. v. Mackarty, 2 Ld. Raym. 


279, 92 Reprint 280, 3 Ld. Raym, 325, 
92 Reprint 713, 6 Mod. 301, 87 Re- 
print 1040; Rex v. Govers, 2 Say. 
206, 96 Reprint 854. 
56. State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 56 
P 275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266. 
S70 SUS. ve Carico,w2b) i. 
Cas. No. 14,723, 2 Cranch C. C. 446. 
Colo._—Wheeler v. Peo., 49 Colo. 
402, 113 P 312, AnnCas1912A 755. 
Mass.—Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. 


311. 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. oa 


N. C.—State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 

Or.—State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 
56 P 275, 72 AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266. 

Ss. C.—State v. Middleton, OU Seues 
L. 275. 

}inzg.—Nehuff’s Case, 1 Salk. 151, 
91 Reprint 139; Rex v. Bryan, Str. 
866, 93 Reprint 902. 

58. Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. 72; 
Com, v. Hearsey, 1 Mass. 137; Peo. 
v. Miller, 14 Johns. (N. Y.) 371; Peo. 
v. Babcock, 7 Johns. (N. Y.) 301, 5 
AmD 256; Pinkney’s Case, 2 East P. 
C. 818; Ree. v. Jones, 2 Ld. Raym. 
1013 92 Reprint 174, 1 Salk. 379, 91 
Reprint 330; Reg. v. Grantham, 11 
Mod. 222, 88 Reprint 1002; Anony- 
mous, 6 Mod. 105, 87 Reprint 863; 
Rex v. Lewis, Say. 205, 96 Reprint 
853; Rex v. Botwright, Say. 147, 96 
Reprint 833; Rex v. Bryan, 2 Str. 
866, 93 Reprint 902. 

Lie as false pretense .sce 

40, 41. 
pote Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass. 72; 
State v. Delyon, 1 S. C. L. 353; Pink- 
ney’s Case, 2 East P. C. 818; Reg. Vv. 
Jones, 2 Ld. Raym. 1013, 92° Reprint 
174, 1 Salk. 379, 91 Reprint 330; Reg. 
y. Grantham, 11 Mod. 222, 88 Reprint 


infra 


60. Rex v. Lara, 6 oe Re 565,- L201 
Reprint 706; 2 East P. p 819. 

61. 2 East Prec. ep 819. 

62. See supra § 5. 

63 MHawkins® PS Osrervdis$ 4-43 
Chittyt-Cr ssp 996" Ae Haste. 
p 826. 


[a] Creation of new offense.—(1) 
According to some of the authorities 
no new offense was created by this 
statute. Rex v. O’Brien, 7 Mod. 378, 
87 Reprint 1303; Rex v. Ward, 2 Ld. 
Raym. 1461, 92 Reprint 451. (2) But 
this position has been denied, 2° Hast 
PoC mpesssa: 

74 Fla. 


64. Fla.—Smith v. State, 
594, 77 S 274. 
N. J.—State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. 


aT 8 28 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Johnson, 12 Johns. 
292; Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 311. 

N. C.—State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 321. 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654. 

fa] In Oregon under Lord L. 
§ 1964, which is a modification of 33 


Hen. VIII c 1, “If the false pre- 
tenses are expressed orally, they 
must be accompanied by a false 


token or writing; if not accompanied 
by a false token or writing, then the 
false pretense, or some note or mem- 
orandum thereof, must be in writing, 
signed by or in the handwriting of 
defendant.” State v. Whiteaker, 64 
Or 297, 302,129) P 534, 

65. Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
77 S 274; Com. v. Warren, 6 Mass, 
12; State v. Delyon; 12. Si Cs L. 3353's 
Reg. v. Jones, 2 Ld. Raym. 1013, 92 
Reprint 174, 1 Salk. 379, 91 Reprint 
330; Reg. v. Grantham, 11 Mod. 222, 
88 Reprint 1002; Rex v. Munoz, 2 Str. 
1127, 93 Reprint 1078; Rex v. Bryan, 
2 Str. 866, 93 Reprint 902. And see 
supra § 2. 

66. Reg. v. Mackarty, 2 Ld. Raym. 
1179, 92 Reprint 280, 3 Ld. Raym. 
325,-92 Reprint 718, 6 Mod. 301, 87 
Reprint 1040; Rex v. Lara, 6 T. R. 


(4 Va.) 65; Rex v. Fowle, 4 C. & P. 
592, 19 BCL 64; Fawcett’s Case, 2 
East P. C. 862; Rex v. Munez, 2 East 
PMCS 827s 

68. See supra § 1 


ae See Statutes [36 Cyc 1183 et 
seq]. 
70. Ala.—Eaton vy. State, 16 Ala. 


A. 405, 78 S 321. 
Ark.—Shelton v. State, 96 Ark. 237, 


131 SW 871. 
Cal.—Peo.. v. Ward, 145 Cal. 736, 
Peo. v. Harben, 5 Cal. A, 


79 P 448; 
29, 91 P 398. 

Colo.—Lace v. Peo., 43 Colo. 199, 
95 P 302; Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 
136, 35 P 188. 

Ga.—Glenn v. State, 123 Ga. 585, 
51 SE 605; Calhoun v. State, 119 Ga. 
312, 46 SE 428; AAS Aa v. State, 1 
Gay Aveis2, 58 SE 284. 

Ind.—Shaffer v. State, 82 Ind. 221. 

Iowa.—State v. Quinn, 47 Iowa 368. 

Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 638. 

La.—State v. Warrell, 130 La. 228, 
57 S 898. 

Mo.—State v. Jamison, 268 Mo. 
185, 186 SW 972; State v. Krouse, 17i 
Mo. A. 424, 156 SW 727. 

N. J.—State v. Crowley, 39 N. J. 


L. 264. 
Vt—State v. Sumner, 10 Vt. 587, 
Brown, 143 Wis. 


33 AmD 219. 
Wis.—State v. 
405, 127 NW 956; Bates v. State, 124 
Wis. 612, 103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 
[a] Construction of particular 
statutes.—Ridgel v. State, 110 Ark. 
606, 162 SW 7738; Peo. v. Frigerio, 107 
Cal. 151, 40 P 107; Morris v. Peo., 4 
Colo. A. 136, 35 P 188; Maxwell ‘v. 
Peo., 158 Ill. 248, 41 NE 995; Peirce 
v. Peo., 81 Ill. 98; Blemer v. State, 76 
Til. 2653 Lucas v. Peo., 75 Ill. A. 662 
Jackson v. Com., 86 Ky. 1,4 SW 685, 
9 KyL 265; Com. Vis Drew, 153 Mass. 
588, 27 NE 593; Com. v. Ashton, 125 
Mass. 384; State v. Smith, 82 Minn. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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very general in their character and very broad in 
their provisions, they are not intended to include 
every case of fraud and disbonesty by which one 
person gets advantage over another. It has been 
said, however, to be the true policy neither to re- 
strain the interpretation of such a statute within 
too narrow limits nor to explain it away to the 
encouragement of fraud.72 And such a statute will 
be so construed as to give it effect rather than to 
render it meaningless.73 

Ejusdem generis.“* Where a statute enumerates 
certain kinds of false pretenses and adds ‘‘or by any 
other false pretenses,’’ the ‘‘other’’ pretenses in- 
tended by the statute are only those of a kindred 
nature to those which are enumerated.?® But this 
rule has no application where the statute does not 
attempt an enumeration of the pretenses that shall 
be held criminal.*® And so, where a statute pun- 
ishing the obtaining of a thing by a false symbol 
or token, or false writing, ete., also contains a gen- 


eral clause against obtaining it by ‘‘any false pre- 


tense,’’ or a clause of equivalent import, the offense 
may be committed in words, without the use of such 
false symbol or token or false writing, ete.?7 
Writing. The word ‘‘writing’’, as used in such a 
statute means some instrument, or at least letter, 
something in writing, purporting to be the act of 
another, or certainly of some person.’® As used in 
such statutes it includes printing, lithographing, or 


342, 85 NW 12; State v. Wilson, 72 ae 
Minn. 522, 75 NW 715; State v. Gray, 
29 Minn. 142, 12 NW 455; Peo. v. 
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other modes of representing words and letters.7 
The term ‘‘false writing’’ will not be construed to 
mean an unwarranted or false use of a genuine 
writing,®° 

Person or corporation. ‘‘Person’’ in the stat- 
utory clause, ‘‘obtained from any person,’’ includes 
banks,*? corporations,®** public officials,s* and coun- 
ties.8* ‘‘Person or corporation’’ includes a board 
of county commissioners,*® 

[§ 10] B. ‘‘False Pretense’’ Defined. A crim- 
inal false pretense may be defined to be the false 
representation of an existing fact, whether by oral 
or written words or conduct, which is calculated to 
deceive, intended to deceive, and does, in fact, de- 
ceive, and by means of which one person obtains 
value from another without compensation.®* 

[§ 11] C. Elements of Offense—1. In General. 
To constitute the crime of obtaining property by 
false pretenses there must be a false representation 
or statement of a past or existing fact, made by 
accused or someone instigated by him, with knowl- 
edge of its falsity, with intent to deceive and de- 
fraud, and which is adapted to deceive the person 
to whom it is made; a reliance on such false rep- 
resentation or statement; an actual defrauding; and 
an obtaining of something of value by accused or 
someone in his behalf, without compensation to the 
person from whom it is obtained.87 


[§ 12] 2. Falsity of Pretense. The pretense 


Robinson v. State, 53 N. J. L.]P 270; Peo. v. Jordan, 66 Cal. 10, 4 
41, 20 A 753; State v. Tomlin, 29 N.|P 773, 56 AmR 73; State v. Luff, 24 
J. tu 133 State: v. "Vanderbilt, 27 N. 


Del. 152, 74 A 1079; State v. Hart- 


Whitney, 146 App. Div. 98, 130 NYS 
AGS: se Peo, Vai Chapman,,.4 Park.) Cre 
(N. Y.) 56; Roberts v. State, 2 Head 
(Tenn.) 501; Gray v. State, 32 Tex. 
Cr. 598, 25 SW 627; Law v. Smith, 
34 Utah 394, 98 P 300; State v. Sum- 
ner, 10 Vt. 587, 383 AmD 219; Martins 
v. State, 17 Wyo. 319, 98 P 709, 22 
LRANS 645; Reg. v. Hudson, Bell C. 
CEG Ire oeCoxn iC.) C7 33055 5 RES. av. 
O’Connor, 15 Cox C. C. 3. 

FI U. Si—U: S.\v. Watkins, 28 
Cas. No. 16,649, 3 Cranch C. C, 441. 

Ark.—McKenzie v. State, 11 Ark. 
594, 

Ill—Josma v. Western Steel Car, 
etc., Co., 249 Ill. 508, 94 NE 945, 

Ind.—Clifford v. State, 56 Ind. 245. 

Mass.—Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 179. 

Mo.—State v. Aikins, 180 SW 848, 
LRA1916C 1101. 

Oki=—DaylorivewLern;, 2-OklaCr. sf, 
99 P 628. 

Pa.—Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. 309, 1 PaLJR 302, 2 PaLJ 


242. 
Tenn.—Wallace v. State, 11 Lea 
542; Moulden v. State, 5 Lea 577; 


Chapman vy. State, 2 Head 36. 
Tex.—Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. 
503, 84 SW 1061, 11 AnnCas 830. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Evans, 9 Cox C. C. 
238. 
{a] Parol executory contracti— 


“Where money, personal property or 
a signature is obtained by false pre- 
tenses a criminal prosecution will 
lie under our statute, but a parol 
executory contract is not within its 
terms. The law has not denounced 
the misrepresentation of a fact in 
ordinary business dealings aS a 
erime. So contracts for the sale of 
personal property or of real estate, 
for the erection of buildings, for the 
hire of personal property or the leas- 
ing of real estate, for the loan of 
money, for insurance, for the em- 
ployment of attorneys, physicians, 
agents or workmen, may be avoided 
for fraudulent misrepresentations by 
which they were procured, but the 
misrepresentations will not consti- 
tute a criminal offense or sustain an 
action for anything more than_ the 
damages suffered.” Per Dunn, J., in 
Josma v. Western Steel Car, etc., 
Co., 249 Ill. 508, 515, 94 NE 945. 


J. L. 328. 

73. State v. Quinn, 47 Iowa 368; 
el v. Mestayer, 144 La. 601, 80 

74. And see Statutes [36 Cyc 1119 
et seq). ? 

75. McKenzie v. State, 11 Ark. 
594; State v. Sumner, 10 Vt. 587, 33 
AmD 219. 

76. State v. Quinn, 47 Iowa 368; 
Higler v. Peo., 44 Mich. 299, 6 NW 
664, 38 AmR 267. 

77. Higler v. Peo., 44 Mich. 299, 
6 NW 664, 38 AmR 267; State v. 
Dixon, 101 N. C. 741, 7 SE 870; State 
v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 321 [crit and expl 
State v. Simpson, 10 N. C. 620]; State 
v. Reiff, 14 Wash. 664, 45 P 318. 


78. Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. (N. 
ag) ae 

79. Jones v. State, 50 Ind. 473. 

80. Shaffer v. State, 82 Ind. 221. 

81. Com. v. Swinney, 1 Va. Cas. 
(3 Va.) 146, 5 AmD 512. 

g2. In re Aldridge, 168 Fed. 93; 
State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 67 A 


154; Norris v. State, 25 Oh. St. 217, 
18 AmR 291. 

83. State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 204, 
74 A 82; State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 316, 
51 A 878. 

84. State v. White, 20 Del. 6, 54 
A 956. 

85. State v. Wilkerson, 98 N. C. 
696, 3 SE 683. 


86,6 State. v.47 Oarlsonie, £(1- Nay Ce 
818, 89 SE 30; Motsinger v. Sink, 
168 N. C. 548, 84 SE 847; State v. 


Whedbee, 152 N. C. 770, 67 SE 60, 27 
LRANS 363; State v. Davis, 150 N. 
C. 851, 64 SE 498; State v. Taylor, 
131 N. C. 711, 42 SE 539; State v. 
Torrence, 127 N. C. 550, 37 SE 268; 
State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 321. ; 
[a] Other definitions.—(1) ‘Such 
a fraudulent representation of an 
existing or past fact, by one who 
knows it not to be true, as is 
adapted to induce the person to whom 
it is made to part with something of 
value.” 2 Bishop Cr. L. (8th ed) 
§ 415 [quot Young v. State, 155 Ala. 
145, 46 S 580; Higgins v. State, 141 
Ack. 6es,5 210 oS VV, S095-—-Owens tv. 
State, 98 Ark, 609, 137 SW. 256; 
Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 137 SW 
253; State v. Vandimark, 35 Ark. 396; 
Peo. v. Wasservogle, 77 Cal. 173, 15 


nett, 23 Del. 204, 74 A 82; State v. 
Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 67 A 154; Jack- 
son v. Peo., 126 Ill. 139, 18 NE 286; 
Taylor v. Com., 94 Ky. 281, 22 SW 
217, 15 KyL 49, 51; State v. Selleck, 
(Mo.) 199 SW 129; State v. De Lay, 
93 Mo. 98, 5 SW 607; State v. Tan- 
ner, 22 N. M. 493, 164 P 821, LRA 
1917E 849; State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869; State v. Hammelsy, 
52 Or. 156, 96 P 865, 132 AmSR 686, 
17 LRANS 244; State v. Pettviel, 99 
Wash. 434, 169 P 977; State v. Knowl- 
ton, 11 Wash. 512, 39 P 966]. (2) 
“A. representation of some fact or 


circumstance, calculated to mislead, 


which is not true.’ Com. v. Drew, 
19 Pick. (Mass.) 179, 184 [quot State 
v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 156, 159, 96 P 
865, 132 AmSR 686, 17 LRANS 244]. 
To same effect State v. Grant, 86 
Iowa 216,53 NW 120. (3) “The rep- 
resentation, with the intent to de- 
fraud, of the existence of some ma- 
terial fact or circumstance calcu- 
lated to mislead which does not exist 
and which the accused knows to be 
false or has no reason to believe is 


true.” State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 522, 170 NW 654. 
[b] Statutory definition—A false 


pretense is defined by Code § 404 as 
“a representation either by words, 
or otherwise, of a matter of fact 
either present or past, which rep- 
resentation is known to the person 
making it to be false, and which is 
made with a fraudulent intent to in- 
duce the person to whom it is made 
to act upon such representation.” 
Rex v. Leverton, 11 Alta. L. 355, 359, 
34 DomLR 514, 28 CanCrCas 61, 
[1917] 2 WestWkly 584. 

{c] “False pretense” and “false 
representation” are synonymous. 
Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 69 SE 
576; State v. Joaquin, 43 Iowa 181. 

87. U. S.—Biddle’v. U._S., 156 
Fed. 759, 84 CCA 415; In re Wolf, 27 
Fed. 606. 

Ala.—Young v. State, 155 Ala. 145, 
46 S 580; Wilkerson v. State, 140 Ala. 
155, 36-S 1004. 

Ark.—Shelton vy. State, 96 Ark. 237, 
131 SW 871; State v. Vandimark, 35 
Ark. 396. 

Gal Peo. vv. Ward, 145. Cal 736, 
79 P 448; Peo. v. Cadot, 138 Cal. 527, 
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must be false.88 


false at the time he made it.®° 


truth. 
making false representations but 


71 P 649; Peo. v. Wasservogle, 77 
Cal. 178, 19 P 270; Peo. v. Jordan, 66 
Cal. 10%, 4 (Pits; 66" AmRi73 3 Peo. -v. 
Evanoff, (A.) 187 P 54; Peo. v. Nee- 
tens, CA.) 184 ‘P27; Peo. v." Rose, 
(A) 183 P+ 874; Peo. -v.. Kahler, 26 
Cal. A. 449, 147 P 228. 

Coio.—Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 
171 P 69; Clarke v. Peo., 53 Colo. 
1252 P1138. 

Del.—State v. Holden, 25 Del. 
79 A 215; State v. Luff, 24 Del. 
74 A 1079; State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 
51 A 878. 

D. C.—Foster v. Goidsoll, 48 App. 
505; Robinson v. U. S., 42: App. 186. 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
OMS Ody. 

Ga.—Drought v. State, 101 Ga. 544, 
28 SE 1013; Berry v. State, 97 Ga. 
202, 23 SE 833; Goddard v. State, 2 
Ga. A. 154, 58 SE 304. 

Ill_—Jaeckson .v. Peo., 126 Til. 139, 
18 NE 286. 

Iowa.—State v. Sherman, 183 Iowa 
42, 166 NW 674; State v. Foxton, 166 
Iowa 181, 147 NW 347, AnnCas1916i 
727, 52 LRANS 919; State v. Clark, 
141 Iowa 297, 119 NW 719; State v. 
Hollingsworth, 132 Iowa 471, 109 NW 
1003; State v. Seligman, 127 Iowa 
415, 103 NW 357; State v. Fooks, 65 
Iowa '196, 452, 21 NW 561, 773; State 
v. Joaquin, 43 Iowa 131. 

Kan.—State v. Clark, 46 Kan. 65, 
26 P 481. 

Ky—Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 3438, 
845,195 SW 802 [cit Cyc]; Taylor 
vi: Com., 94 Ky. 281, 22 SW 217, 15 
Ky, 49,.51; Day v. Com. 110 SW 
417, 33 KyL 560. i 

Mass.—Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 179. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871. 

Mo.—State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 143, 
49 SW 1017; State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 
571, 13 SW 827; State v. De Lay, 93 
Mo. 98, 5 SW 607. 

Mont.—State v. Bratton, 56 Mont. 
563, 186 P 327. 

N. M.—State v. Tanner, 22 N.°M. 
493, 164, P 821, LRAI917E 849. 

N. Y.— Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 339, 
62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546; Watson v. 
Peo., 87 N. Y. 561, 41 AmR 397; Peo. 
v. Shulman, 80 N. Y. 373 note; Peo. 


v. Whitney, 146 App. Div. 98, 1380 
NYS 465; Peo. v.: Livingstone, 47 
AD pe Diya, Loo OL heINNY Ow CO, «Vi 


Hart, 35 Misc. 182)°71 NYS 492; Peo. 
v. Haynes, 14 Wend. 546, 28 AmD 
530; Peo. v.. Haynes, 11 Wend. 557; 
Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Den. 525; Peo. v. 
Thompson, 30 Hun 457,1N. Y. Cr. 501. 

N. C.—State v. McFarland, 105 SH 
179; Dis. op. State v. Freeman, 172 
INC. 925, 90) SH.1507 Tanot. Cyc]; 
State v. Whedbee, 152 N. C. 770, 67 
SE 60, 27 LRANS 363; ‘State v. 
Eason, 86 N. C. 674. 

N. D—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Oh.—Griffith v. State, 93 Oh. St. 
294, 112 NE 1017; Winnett v. State, 
DUO Cin Ct... 515," 10*Oh, | Cinivec. 
245. 

Or.—State v. Keep, 85 Or. 265, 166 
P 936; State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 85 
P 81, 6 LRANS 365. . 

Pa. Com.) iv. Henry, 22) Ba. (253: 
Com. v. Schmunk, 22 Pa. Super. 348; 
Comi.y.5 HoRnovitz, 44. Pave Co: “607, 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Barnes, 3 
Philippine 704. 

Ss. Ci State iv. Haines, \23 SC) 170; 


Tenn.—State v. Cooley, 141 Tenn. 
33. 206 SW 182. 
Tex.—Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. Cr. 


Tf it is not false the crime is not 
committed, even though the accused believed it to be 
And if the repre- 
sentation is true when made, it is not within the 
statute, although it is no longer true when the prop- 
erty is obtained,®® unless accused has in the mean- 
time either expressly or inipliedly reaffirmed its 
Since the crime consists not only in 


FALSE PRETENSES 


obtaining prop- 


617, 56 SW 751. 

Utah.—State v. Howd, 188 P 628. 

Vt-=State. iv. Smith, 2) Tyler \ 272: 

Wash.—State v. Millroy, 103 Wash. 
198, 174 P 10; State v. Knowlton, 11 
Wash. 512, 39 P: 966. 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654; Clawson v. State, 
129 Wis. 650, 109 NW 578, 116 AmSR 
972, 9 AnnCas 966. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Gray, 17 Cox C. C. 


299 -sReeviive Burton, #16)CoxtCa- © 
62; Reg. v. Radcliffe, 12 Cox C. C. 
474°) Regiivi, Keighley,\7'Cox Cs 1G; 


217; Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 Cox C. C. 126. 

[a] Parting with something of 
value.—One of the essentials of this 
offense is that the party defrauded 
must have parted with something of 
value as a result of the false pre- 
tense or representation. Higgins v. 
State, 141 Ark. 633, 217 SW _ 809; 
State v. Martin, (Mo. A.) 151 SW 504. 

88. . SU. S. v. Watkins, 28 F. 
Cas. No. 16,649, 3 Cranch C. C. 441. 

Ala.—Sherard v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
L295, (50 S» tals 

Ark.—Higegins v. State, 141 Ark. 
633, 217 SW 809; Fox v. State, 102 
Ark. 451, 145 SW 228; Shelton v. 
State, 96 Ark. 237, 131 SW 871; State 
v. Asher, 50 Ark. 427, 8 SW 177. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Leavens, 12 Cal. A. 
LTS al 06 UP A1t036 ) j 

Del:—State v. Holden, 25 Del. 429, 
79 A 215; State v. Luff, 24 Del. 152, 
74 A 1079; State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 
204, 74 A 82; State v. Briscoe, 22 
Del. 401, 67 A 154. 
see C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
Oe Si One 

Ga.—Thomas v. State, 126 Ga. 90, 
54 SE 813; Lee v. State, 120 Ga. 194, 
47 SE 545; Fleming v. State, 114 Ga. 
526, 40 SE 705; Drought vy. State, 101 
Ga. 544, 28 SH 1013; Garner v. State, 
100 Ga. 257, 28 SHE 24; Formby v. 
State, 14 Ga. A. 596, 81 SE 799; Webb 
ve State, 12 Gal A, 1519;°7%7 SE .670; 
Morse v. State, 9 Ga. A. 424, 71 SH 
699; Williams v. State, 8 Ga. A. 583, 
T0.\SH 47° “Ricks (ye \Stateh (8) Gata 
449, 69 SH 576; Foster v. State, 8 Ga. 
Aw LL, 68) SH 4739: "Erifiin “vy. ' State, 
3 Ga. A. 476, 60 SE 277; Sessions v. 
State, 3 Ga. A. 13, 59 SE 196. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Crawford, 278 Ill. 134, 
115 NE 901; Peo. v. Bertsche, 265 
Tll, 272, 106 NE 8238, AnnCas1916A 
729; Peo. v. Robinson, 195 Tll. A. 641; 
Peo. v. Manns, 146 Ill. A. 571. 

Ilowa.—State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 
181, 147 NW 347, AnnCas1916B 727, 
52 LRANS 919; State v. Seligman, 
127 Iowa 415, 108 NW 357; State v. 
Joaquin, 43 Iowa 131. 

Kan.—State v. Holmes, 98 Kan. 174, 
157 P 412, LRA1916EH 1104; State v. 
Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 358, 80 P 639, 
84 P 737, 117 AmSR 479; State v, 
Hurley, 58 Kan. 669, 50 P 887. 

Ky.—Edmonds v. Com., 149 Ky. 
242, 147 SW 881; Smith v. Com., 141 
Ky. 534, 1838 SW 228; Com. v. Scrog- 
gin, 60 SW 528, 22 KyL 1338. 

Miss.—Bowler v. State, 41 Miss. 


570, 

N. J.—Cunningham y. State, 61 N. 
DT. GBC YNZOITA Y6O6) Matteo me ONG ds 
L. 67, 38 A 847]; State v. Tomlin, 29 
INO Sos eee. 

N. M.—State v. Tanner, 22 N. M. 
493, 164 P 821, LRA1917E 849. 

N. Y.—Therasson v. Peo., 82 N. Y. 
238, 10 NYWklyDig 511 [rev 20 Hun 
55); Thomas: v. Peo., 34°N. Y. 361; 


[§§ 12-13 


erty thereby, it follows that, although the pretense 
is false when made, yet if it becomes true at the 
time when the prosecutor relies thereon and the 
property is obtained, the crime is not committed.®? 
[§ 13] 3. Nature of Fact Represented—a. 
General. The pretense must be a representation 
as to an existing fact or past event, and not 
as to something to take place in the future.®* 


In 


Babcock v. Peo., 15 Hun 347; Peo. v. 
Johnson, 87 Misc. 89, 150 NYS 331; 
Peo. v. Rouss, 63 Mise, 135,118 NYS 
433; Peo. v. Thompkings, 2 Edm. Set. 
Casi+ 191). 1. Park, ’r" 224; 

N. C.—State v. Whedbee, 152 N. C. 
770, 67 SE 60, 27 LRANS 368; State 
v. Davis, 150 N. C. 851, 64 SE 498; 
State v. Sherrill, 95 N. C. 663. 

Or.—State v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 
156, 96 PP 865,°132 AmSR 686, “17 


LRANS 244. 

Pa.—Com. v. Schmunk, 22 Pa. 
Super. 348; Com. v. Sweet, 4 Pa. 
Dist. 136; In re Fish Wardens, 37 Pa. 
Co. 123; Com. vy. Hinden, 37 Pa. Co. 
47; Com. v. Rosenberg, 1 Pa. Co. 273. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Battistini, 5 
Porto Rico 120. 

Ss. D—State v. Van Ruschen, 30 S. 
D. 127, 160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Melton v. State, 63 Tex. Cr. 
573, 140 SW 781; Price v. State, 49 
Tex. Cr..131, 91 SW ' 571; Lovell v:- 
State, 48 Tex. Cr. 85, 86 SW 758, 13 
AnnCas 561; Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. 
Cr. 617, 56 SW 751; Salter v. State, 
36. Tex. Cr. 501,38: SW 212: 

Vt.—State v. Smith, 2 Tyler 272. 

Wis.—Clawson vy. State, 129 Wis. 
650, 109 NW 578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 
AnnCas 966. 

[a] “The gist of the crime is the 
falsehood of the pretence.” U.S. v. 
Watkins, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,649, 3 
Cranch C. C. 441. To same effect State 
v. Merry, 20 N. D. 337, 127 NW 83. 

{b] If a material part of the pre- 
tense is false it is sufficient to con- 
stitute the offense. Wilkerson v. 
State, 140 Ala. 155, 36 S 1004; Com. 
v. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 67 NE 419; 
Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich. 362, 122 NW 
98; West v. State, 63 Nebr. 257, 88 
NW 503. 

89. U.S.—In re Wolf, 27 Fed. 606. 

Ark.—Fox v. State, 102 Ark. 451, 
145 SW 228; Mitchell v. State, 70 
Ark. 30, 65 SW 935; State v. Asher, 
50 Ark. 427, 8 SW 177. 

Ga.—Garner v. State, 100 Ga. 257, 
28 SE 24; Drought v. State, 101 Ga. 
544, 28 SE 1013. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Reynolds, 71 Mich. 
343, 38 NW 923. 

Pa.—Com. v. Pugh, 1 LancBar 12. 

S. C.——=State v. Haines, 23 S. C. 170. 

Eng.—Rex v. Spencer, 3 CG. & P. 
420, 14 ECL 642. 

90. Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 136, 
35 P 188; Drought v. State, 101 Ga. 
544, 28 SH 1018; State v. Morris, 230 
Mo. 631, 1832 SW 590; Du Pont de 
Nemours Powder Co. v. Schwenger, 


90 Mise. 678, 154- NYS 186. 

91. State v. Wilkinson, 98 N. Cc, 
696, 3 SH 683. 

92. In re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542: 


Peo. v. Wheeler, 169 N. Y. 487, 62 NE 
572 [rev 66 App. Div. 187, 73 NYS 


130]; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 
93. U. S.—Biddle v. U. S., 156 


Fed. 759, 84 CCA 415. 

Ala,—Young vy. State, 155 Ala. 145, 
46 S 580; Wilkerson v. State, 140 
Ala. .155, 36 S 1004; Pearce v. State, 
115 Ala. 115, 22 § 502; Woodbury v. 
State, 69 Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515; Bob- 
bitt v. State, 87 Ala: '91,°°6 S@378; 
Colly v. State, 55 Ala. 85; Addington 
v. State, 16 Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846. 

Ark.—Higgins v. State, 141 Ark. 
633, 217 SW 809; Conner v. State, 137 
Ark, 123, 206 SW_ 747; Lawson v. 
State, 120 Ark. 3387, 179 SW _ 818;' 
Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 137 SW 
253; Shelton v. State, 96 Ark. 237, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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If, however, the representation is of an existing | fact, it is none the less within the statute be- 


131 SW 871; Mitchell v. State, 70 
Ark. 30, 65 SW 935; McKenzie v. 
State, 11 Ark. 594, 


Cal.—Peo. v. Wasservogle, 77 Cal. 
Liko elo) ce2t0ss Peo. ve Jordan; 66 
Cal. 0). 4 PP) 773). 66. Amn 73 Peo, ‘Vv. 
Green, 22 Cal. A. 45, 133 P 334; Peo. 
v. Carpenter, 6 Cal. A. 231, 91 P 809. 

Colo.—Peo. v. Orris, 52 Cole. 244, 
121 P 163, 41 LRANS 170; Morris 
v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 136, 35 P 188. 

Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 

D. C.—Engel v. U. S., 48 App. 466. 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
79 S 707; Bowman v. State, 54 Fla. 


16, 45 S 308; Scarlett v. State, 25 
PPA a1 \, LOL Saat iis 
Ga.—Hdge v. State, 114 Ga. 113, 


39 SE 889; Dickerson v. State, 113 
Ga. 1035, 89 SE 426; Holton v. State, 
1099 Gas 127,34) SH 358; “Miller v: 
State, 99 Ga. 207, 25 SE 169; Thomas 
v. State, 90 Ga. 437, 16 SE 94; Fen- 
nell v. State, 16 Ga. A. 173, 84 SH 
721; Foster v. State, 8 Ga. A. 119, 
68 SE 739; Goddard v. State, 2 Ga. 
A. 154, 58 SE 304. 

Ill.—Austin v. Peo., 63 Ill. A. 308. 

Ind.—State v. Ferris, 171 Ind. 562, 
86 NE 993, 41 LRANS 173; Brown v. 
State, 166 Ind. 85, 76 NE 881, 8 Ann 
Cas 1068; Keller v. State, 51 Ind. 
111; State v. Magee, 11 Ind. 154. 

Iowa.—State v. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1003; State v. Car- 
ter, 112 lowa 15, 83 NW 715;. State v. 
Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 452, 21 NW 561, 
7173; State v. Dowe, 27 Iowa 273, 1 
AmR 271. 

Kan.—State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 377, 
86 P 447, 7 LRANS 278, 10 AnnCas 
904; State v. Crane, 54 Kan. 251, 38 
P 270; State v. Clark, 46 Kan. 65, 26 
P 481; State v. Matthews, 44 Kan. 
596, 25, PB 36, 10 URA. 308; State iv: 
Metsch, 37 Kan. 222, 15 P 251; In re 
Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 

Ky.—Steely v. Com., 171 Ky. 58, 
186 SW 883; Steely v. Com., 170 Ky. 
794, 186 SW 880; McDowell v. Com., 
136, Ky. 8,..123-SW (3133 Martin, v. 
Com., 102 SW 273, 31 Kyl 268; Com. 
v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 22 KyL 1338; 
Com. v. Warren, 94 Ky. 193, 23 SW 
193, 15 Kyl.249* Taylor v. -Com., 94 
Ky. 281; 22) SW: 217, 15.KyL? 49, 61; 
Com. v. Schwartz, 92 Ky. 510, 18 SW 
775, 19 SW 189, 13 KyL 929, 36 AmSR 
609; Glackan v. Com., 3 Metc. 232. 

La.—State v. Colly, 39 La. Ann. 
841, 2 S 496. 

Mass.—Com. v. Riches, 219 Mass. 
433, 107 NE 3871; Com. v. Althause, 
207 Mass. 32, 93 NE 202, 31 LRANS 
999; Com. y. Stevenson, 127 Mass. 
246 Com, vo. orew, U9 Pick 7179: 

Mich.—Peo. v. Segal, 180 Mich. 316, 
146 NW 644; Peo. v. Reynolds, 71 
Mich. 343, 38 NW 923; Higler v. Peo., 
44 Mich. 299, 6 NW 664, 38 AmR 267. 

Miss.—Smith v. State, 55 Miss. 513. 

Mo.—State v. Nord, 230 Mo. 655, 
132 SW 239; State v. Bohle, 182 Mo. 
58,81 SW 179; State v.. Lochr, 93 
Mo. 103, 5 SW 696; State v. De Lay, 
93 Mo. 98, 5 SW 607; Stocking v. 
Howard, 73 Mo. 25; State v. Vorback, 
66 Mo. 168; State v. Evers, 49 Mo. 542; 
State v. Krouse, 171 Mo. A. 424, 156 
SW 727; State v. Tull, 42 Mo. A. 324. 

WNebr.—Mason v. State, 99 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895; Cook v. State, 71 
Nebr. 248, 98 NW _ 810; West v. 
State, 63 Nebr. 257, 88 NW 503. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
34 A 461. 

N. J.—State v. Worman, 88 N. J. 
L. 463, 97 A 31; State v. Barr, (Sup.) 
40 A 772; State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. 
L. 13; State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 
L. 328. : 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rothstein, 180 N. 
Y. 148, 72 NE 999, 1 AnnCas 978; 
Peo. v. Wheeler, 169 N. Y. 487, 62 
NE 572 [rev 66 App. Div. 187, 73 
NYS 130]; Peo. v. Miller. 169 N. Y. 
339, 62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546; Peo. 
vy. Peckens, 153 N. Y. 576, 47 NE 
883; Peo. v. Laurence, 137 N. Y. 517, 
33 NE 547 [rev 66 Hun 574, 21 NYS 
818]; Peo. v. Blanchard, 90 N. Y. 314; 


Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 561, 41 AmR 


397; Thomas wv. Peo., 34 N. Y. 351; 
Ranney v. Peo., 22 N. Y. 413; Peo. 
v. Bretton, 157 App. Div. 341, 142 


NYS 256 [dism app 210 N. Y. 585 
mem, 104. NE 1136 mem]; Peo. v. 
Majorana, 155 App. Div. 431, 140 NYS 
8; Peo. v. Cerrato, 99 Misc. 256, 165 
NYS 694; Peo. v. Reavey, 38 Hun 
418 [aff 104 N. Y. 683 mem]; Scott 
Vo" Peo: 4162 0 Barb,16237sPeo) v. Hart, 
SD ue MISC? SES2 5 0L NV 149257) Peo, 
v. Johnson, 12 Johns. 292; Peo. v. 
Ward, 3 N. Y. Cr. 483; Peo. v. Tomp- 
kins; 2iihdm.Sel-e Cas.2191)\y1- Park. 
Cr. 224; Peo. v. Dalton, 2 Wheel. Cr. 
161; Stuyvesant’s Case, 4 CityHall 
Ree 156; Ring’s Case, 1 CityHallRec 7. 

N. C.—State v. Knott, 124 N. C. 
814, 32 SE 798; State v. Whidbeg, 224 
N. C. 796, 32 SE 318; State v. Mat- 
thews, 121 N. C. 604, 28 SH 469; State 
v. Moore, 111 N. C. 667, 16 SE 384; 
State v. Munday, 78 N. C. 460; State 
v. Phifer, 65 N.C. 321 [exp] State 
ve. Simpson, 10 N. ©. 6201]. 

N.°Di—Spriggs -v. Craig, 36 \N.’ D: 
160, 161 NW 1007. 

Oh.—Griffith v. State, 98 Oh. St. 
294, 112 NE 1017; Redmond y. State, 
385 Oh. St. 81; Dillingham y. State, 
5 Oh. St. 280; Ex p.. Fitzpatrick, 21 
OhMCin HCtyib 19) 11g Oh! Cir wpec: 16953 
Winnett v. State, 18 Oh. Cir. Ct. 516, 
10 Oh. Cir. Dec. 245. 

Okl.—Jones v. State, 9 Okl. Cr. 
621, 132 P 914; Taylor v. Terr., 2 Okl. 
Cri, 99) B 1628. 

Or.—State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 118, 681; State v. Germain, 54 
Oxv395, nl0s se so2i: 

Pa.—Com. v. Moore, 99 Pa. °570; 
Com. v. Burdick, 2 Pa. 164, 44 AmD 
186;) Com. -v.| Hinden,, 19 Pa. Dist. 
718; Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328; 
Com. v. McCrossin, 8 PaLJ 220; Com. 
v. Moore, 3 Cr. L. Mag. 838. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Sierra, 26 
Porto Rico 298; Peo. v. Ramirez, 22 
Porto Rico. 440. 

Tenn.—Rothschild v. State, 13 Lea 
294; Canter v. State, 7 Lea 349; Mc- 
Corkle v. State, 1 Coldw. 333. 

Tex.—State Vv. Levi,.41 Tex. 563; 
Johnson v. State, 41 Tex. 65; Grif- 
fin v. State, 85 Tex.*Cr. 361, 212 SW 
499; Anderson v. State, 77 Tex. Cr. 
31, 177 SW 85; Windham vy. State, 71 
Tex. Cr. 384, 160 SW 72; Campbell 
v. State, 52 Tex. Cr. 208, 106 SW 130; 
Baxter v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 576, 105 
SW 195; Hurst v. State, 39 Tex. Cr. 
196, 45 SW 573; Martin v. State, 36 
Maxcas Ol. sel 2, ODE ISN eo Os mes) UT 
State, 20 Tex. A. 578, 54 AmR 530; 
Allen v. State, 16 Tex. A. 150. 

Wash.—State v. Lynn, 89 Wash. 
A463, Jb4.- 2 798: 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654. 

Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
OM Ean Se 

Eng.—Reg. v. Gordon, 23 Q. B. D. 
$54>"Reg. Vv.) Hazelton, ‘i. Ro 2): °C. 
134; Reg. v. Woodman, 14 Cox C. 
CG. 179; Res. “v. Burrows, 11 Cox) C: 
C. 258; Reg. v. Henshaw, 9 Cox C. 
GQicA72. Res. va Jones, 6-Cox ©. -C- 
467; Reg. v. Oates, 6 Cox C. C. 540; 
Rex v. Codrington, 1 C. & P. 661, 12 
ECR 375; Reg. v. Giles, L. & C. 502; 
Rex v. Bradford, 1 Ld. Raym. 366, 91 
Reprint 1142, 3 Salk. 189, 91 Reprint 
768; Rex v. Douglas, 1 Moody C.C. 462. 

Ont.—Rex v. Gurofsky, 16 OntWN 
19, 31 CanCrCas 59; Kny-Scheerer 
Co. v. Chandler, 2 OntWR 215; Reg. 
Vv. Bertles) 13" U.'C.. C. -Ps 601; Reg: 
v. Gemmell, 26 U. C. Q. B. 312. 

N. S.—Rex v. Nowe, 86 N. S. 531. 

[a] Representations held to be 
of present or past facts.—(1) That 
one was a pension agent and would 
obtain. a pension for prosecutor. 
Pearce v. State, 115 Ala. 115, 22 S 


502. (2) That “[I have] credit with 
a firm.’ Peco. v. Wasservogle, 177 
Cae73) POMP 270. Cs)» Phat ace 


cused had sold a horse although the 
sale was not completed by delivery. 
Thomas v. State, 90 Ga: 437, 16 SE 
94, (4) That one has a contract 


! with certain persons by which they 


were obligated to sell goods in retail 
quantities at wholesale prices to 
members of a certain association of 
which accused professed to be the 
president. Com. v. Scroggins, 60 SW 
528, 22 KyL 1338. (5) Representa- 
tion of accused in buying goods that 
he wished them for the purpose of 
resale in the regular course of his 
kusiness as a retail dealer therein. 
Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 27 NE 
593. (6) That “[{I am] collecting 
money and funds to provide shoes 
énd clothing.” Ex p. Ivitzpatrick, 21 
Oh. Cir. Ct. 519, 11 Oh. Cir. Dec. 695° 
(7) That accused was collecting in- 
formation for a directory to be pub- 
lished by a certain firm, and that by 
paying a certain sum  prosesutor 
would be entitled to certain advan- 
tages, it appearing that the firm 
was in fact getting up a directory 
but that accused was not employed 
by it, although defendant intended 
to publish a directory himself. Reg. 
Vs speedy 15, Cox G:C 24) 7),(8) ethat 
accused had arranged to go into busi- 
ness at S, coupled with promise to 
marry, etc. State v. Hollingsworth, 
132 Iowa .471, 109 NW 1003. (9) 
Certain representations that a the- 
atrical enterprise was a good propo- 
sition, made to induce a third per- 
-Son to purchase an interest therein. 
Com. v. Riches, 219 Mass. 433, 107 


NE 371. (10) That accused could 
change a bill. Reg. v. Gemmell, 26 
Us CQ. Bi8i2. Gt) That onerhas 


title to a named lot of land. Holton 
v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 34 SE 358. (12) 
That accused was an agent of a 
mortgage loan company. Bobbitt v. 
State, 87 Ala.’ 91, 6 S.378. (18) That 
accused was manager of a corpora- 
tion; this, to induce purchases of 
stock therein, accompanied by false 
representations as to value of stock, 
dividends paid, etc. State v. Nord, 
230 Mo. 655, 182 SW 239. (14) State- 
ment by one claiming to be a physi- 
cian, made to a person ignorant of 
diseases, and to the effect that her 
nephew was suffering from a valvu- 
lar disease of the heart, in order to 
procure money from her for alleged 


treatments. Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal. 
A. 749, 114 P 411. (15) That there 
was a certain large firm or corpora-. 
tion and that the prosecutor would 
be enabled to secure a_ situation 
with such firm or company on giying 
information that accused could fur- 
nish. State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 
103 P 521. (16) That accused’ pur- 
chaser had an order from a well- 
known mercantile corporation of 
strong financial standing for a large 
number of garments to be manufac- 
tured from goods obtained. Peo. v. 
Hothstein, 180 N. Y. 148, 72 NE 999, 
1 AnnCas 978 [aff 95 App. Div. 292, 
88 NYS 622]. (17) Statement by 
accused to procure money to ship 
potatoes, that he had three car loads 
of potatoes. Peo. v. Segal, 180 Mich. 
316, 146 NW 644. (18) That a de- 
eree had been obtained where noth- 
ing had been done in the action be- 
yond the issuing of a summons. Peo. 
v. Reavey, 38 Hun 418 [aff 104 N. Y. 
683 mem]. (19) That accused was 
prepared to do a certain thing. Reg. 
v. Gordon, 23 Q. B. D. 354; Rex v. 
Crossley, 2M. & Rob. 17. 

[b] Representations held to be 
of future events.—(1) That accused 
would deliver a check and that check 
would be paid, although at the time 
thereof it was the intention of the 
person so promising to stop payment 
on the check, as was afterward done. 
Péo. v. Orris, 52 Colo. 244, 121 P 
163, 41 LRANS 170. (2) That a per- 
son to whom a check was_ given 
would have no trouble in getting his 
money on presenting the check to the 
bank. Martin v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 
1125, 35 SW 976. (3) That accused 
|! wanted a loan to enable him to take 
a certain public house. Reg. v. 
Woodman, 14 Cox. C. C. 179. (4) 
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cause it relates to a future event.%* 
tion to constitute a false pretense must also be one 
Subject to these general rules 
the nature of the fact represented is generally im- 
Other elements of the offense appearing, 

one who represents himself to be another, or as- 
sumes a. fictitious name,®° or represents that he occu- 
pies an official position,®’ or represents that he has a 
warrant for the arrest of the prosecutor,®® or rep- 
resents that he has performed services that he has 
not performed,®® or makes false statements as to the 


of a material fact.®® 


material. 


That accused was expecting a remit- 
tance in about two weeks, and asked 
the prosecutor to accept the check 
that she expected in payment for her 
board, to which he assented. State 
v. Kingsley, 108 Mo. 135, 18 SW 994. 
(5) That prosecutor’s goods and 
chattels were about to be attached 
unless he would put his property in- 
to accused’s hands. Burrow  v. 
State, 12 Ark. 65. (6) That a per- 
son would at some future time con- 
vey title to certain land in return 
for the present delivery of certain 
notes or other property Windham v. 
State, 71 Tex. Cr. 384, 160 SW 72. 
(7) That the municipal authorities 
would permit gambling games to be 
played in a certain building during 
a race meeting to be held in the 
future=— Biddle v.. U.S: 156. Fed. 
759, 84 CCA 415. (8) That the prose- 
cutor can and will obtain large 
profits in the form of dividends for 
the use of the money deposited with 
accused. Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 
339, 62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546 [rev 
64 App. Div. 450, 72 NYS 253]. (9) 
Estimates of the future income of 
a business. Austin v. Peo., 63 IIl. 
A. 308. (10) That a cow would give 
three gallons of milk per day. Mil- 
lén, Ve. state,.99 jGa. 207. 25 (SE cleo: 
(11) That a certain collecting agency 
‘would pay a certain per cent on ac- 
counts turned over to it which it 
failed to collect. Hurst v. State, 39 
Tex. Cr. 196, 45 SW 573. (12). That 
accused would assign a certain note 
which he had before that time, for 
a valuable consideration, passed to 
the assignee. McKenzie v. State, 11 
Ark. 594. (13) Pretending that the 
money obtained by accused is to be 
used for a certain purpose in the 


future. Com. v. Warren, 94 Ky. 615, 
WBE SW Loss) Lon teva 4 ee Coma Vie 
Moore, 99 Pa. 5670; Reg., v. Lee, 9 


Cox C.G.. 1304. (14) That accused 
intended to marry and wanted the 
money to pay for a wedding suit he 
had purchased. Reg. v. Johnston, 2 
Moody C. C. 254. (15) That ac- 
cused could and would obtain the 
payor’s release from service in a 
foreign army. Peo. v. Majorana, 155 
App. Div. 431, 140 NYS 8. 

[e] Representations as to exist- 
ing facts and past and future events. 
—If several false pretenses are 
made, some of which refer to exist- 
ing facts or past events, while others 
refer solely to future events, it is 
sufficient to sustain a conviction to 
show false representations as to an 
existing fact which induced com- 
plaining witness to part with his 
property. Peo. v. Segal, 180 Mich. 
316, 146 NW 644. 

[a] In Texas under Pen. Code 
(1911) art 13832 the rule that the 
false representation must be as to 
“something present or past has no 
application where the charge is theft 
by false pretense. Gibson v. State, 
85 Tex. Cr. 462, 214 SW 341. 

94, State v. Switzer, 638 Vt. 604, 
22 -A 724, 25 AmSR 789; In re Green- 
ough, 31 Vt. 279; State v. Hathaway, 
168 Wis. 518, 170 NW 654; Young 
v. Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 100 Reprint 475. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Where the 
representation was that a certain in- 
gredient then in a simple state would 
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A representa- 


s 


when combined produce a nonexplo- 
sive burning fluid. In re Greenough, 
31 Vt. 279. (2) Where the pretense 
was that accused had made a bet that 
a certain person would on the next day 
run ten miles in one hour. Young 
v. Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 100 Reprint 475. 
95. Ala.—Addington v. State, 16 
Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846; Wilkerson v. 
State, 140 Ala. 155, 36 S 1004. 
Ill.—Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 


NE 535. 

Ky.—Day v. Com., 110 SW 417, 
83 ReyL 560. j 

Mass.—Com, v. Stevenson, 127 
Mass. 446. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 


339, 62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546 [rev 
64 App. Div. 450, 72 NYS 253]. 

N. C.—State v. Sherrill, 95 N. C. 663. 

Oh.—Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 
468, 88 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197. 

- Pa.—Urban v. Tyszka, 16 Pa. Dist. 
625. 

Wash.—State v. Bingham, 51 Wash. 
616 Oo eT oo. 

[a] Collateral matter. — A false 
statement concerning a_ collateral 
matter, intended to induce a pur- 
chase or the making of a subscrip- 
tion to a charitable or religious 
cause, is not a false pretense within 
the meaning of the statute, as where 
one soliciting a subscription for the 
building of a Roman catholic church 
falsely represents that he is a Roman 
catholic priest. Urban v. Tyszka, 16 
Pa. Dist, 625. 

96. Ill.—Hoge v. First Nat. Bank, 
18 Ili. A. 501. 

Iowa.—State v. Goble, 60 Iowa 447, 
15 NW 272. 

Ky.—Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 385, 
155. SW 1125; Hall v. Com. 9 SW 
409, 10 KyL 468. 

Mass.—Com. v. Drew. 19 Pick. 179; 
Com. v. Wilgus, 4 Pick. 177. 

Or.—State v. Renick, 56 P 275. 

Pa.—Com. v. Springs, 2 LegGaz 93. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Dedicatoria, 4 
Philippine 183. 

Vt.—State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59 A 916. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Bloomfield, C. & M. 
537, 41 ECL 293. 


And see False Personation ante 
» 576. 
: 97. Pearce v. State, 115 Ala. 115, 


Lawson v. State, 120 Ark. 
Sorbo "SW 818; Jackson v. State, 
118 Ga. 125, 44 SE 833; Drake v. 
State, 2 Okl. Cr. 6438, 103 P 878. 

98. Lawson v. State, 1 120 Ark. 337, 
179 SW 818; Perkins v. State, 67 Ind. 
310, 383 AmR 89; Com. v. Henry, 22 
Pay 2635 

99. Ga.—Williams vy. State, 8 Ga. 
A. 588, 70 SE 47. 

Ky.—-Com. v. Barnett, 95 Ky. 302, 
25: SW..109, 16 KyL 619. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Eaton, 122 App. Div. 
706, 107 NYS 849 [aff 192 N. Y. 542 
mem, 84 NE 1116 mem]; Peo. v. 
Reavey, 38 Hun 418 [aff 104 N. Y. 683 
mem] 39 Hun 364. 

N. C.—State v. Dickson, 88 N. C. 648. 

HKng.—Rex. v. Airey, 2 Hast 30, 102 
Reprint 279. 

1. State v. Seligman, 127 Iowa 415, 
103 NW 357; Peo. v. Spiegel, 143 N. Y. 
107, 88 NE 284 [aff 75 Hun 161, 26 
NYS 1041]; Peo. v. Dimick, 107 N. Y. 
13, 14 NE 178; Reg. v. Dent, 1 C. & K. 
249, 47 ECL 249; Reg. v. Powell, 15 


22 S 502 


[§ 13 


validity of a claim for money or of a right upon 
which to predicate such a claim,! or submits false 
proofs of loss of property,’ or a false claim for per- 
sonal injuries,* or misreads a deed to an illiterate 
person,’ or represents that he has telegraphic com- 
munication with a race track and is receiving in- 
formation as to the results oy the races,> or makes 
a false statement as to his age,® or makes false state- 
ments as to the title or ownership of property,” 

or falsely represents that property is unencum- 


ee C. 568; Reg. v. Cooke, 1 F. & 


EF 
2. Saylor v. Com., 149 Ky. 152, 148 


SW st Peot tv. Byrd, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
CNE Ye e245 
[a]  Mllustration.—Where after a 


fire which destroyed accused’s fac- 
tory, he included in his proots of loss 
a machine which had been removed 
before the fire and collected its value 
from the insurance company. Peo. v. 
Byrd, 1 Wheel. Cr. (N. Y.) 242. 

3. Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 
67 NE 419. 

4.-Webster_v. Peo. 92 N. Y. 422. 

5. Griswold v. State, 77 Fla. 505, 


“82 S 44, 


6. Com. v. Ferguson, 135 Ky. 32 
121 SW 967, 24 LRANS 1101, oT “Ann 
Cas 434, 
pe Ala.—Frederick vy. State, 39 § 

Ark.—Ridgel v. State, 110 Ark. 606, 
162 SW 1773; Donohoe vy. State, 59 
Ark 3 U.0 20 ‘SW 226. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 595, 
51 P 960; Peo. v. Hamberg, 84 Cal. 
468, 24 Pp 298. 

Colo.—Miller v. Peo., 22 Colo. 530, 
45 P 408. 

Conn.—State vy. Penley, 27 Conn. 587. 


D. C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 
186; Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 571, 
AnnCas1917D 622. 

Fla.—Morris v. State, 54 Fla. 80, 
45 S 456, 14 AnnCas 285. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 
247, 43 SE 762; Holton y. State, 109 


Ga. 127, 34 SE 358; Williams v. State, 
105 Ga. 606, 31 SE 546. 
Ill—Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535; Thomas vy. Peo., 113 Ill. 538i. 
Ind. —Casily v. State, 32 Ind. 62. ° 
Iowa.—State v. Kealy, 89 Iowa 98, 
56 NW 284; State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 
196, 452, 21 NW 561, 773. 
Ky.—Martin v. Com., 102 SW 273, 
31 KyL 268. 
Me.—State v. Hill, 72 Me. 238. 
Mass.—Com. v. Lee, 149 Mass. 179, 
Brae 299; Com.’ v. Lincoln, 11 Allen 
Mich.—Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 704, 
63 NW 971. 


Mo.—State v. Hubbard, 170 Mo. 
346, 70 SW 883. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Kendall, 25 Wend. 
399, 37 AmD 240. 

Pa.—Com. v. Gockley, 14 Pa. Dist. 


58d. 
Philippine.—U. S. v. Mendezona, 2 
Philippine 3538. 
Tex.—King v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
397, 146 SW 543; Melton v. State, 63 


Tex. Cr. 5738, 140 SW 781; Brown 
v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 433, 88 SW 
811; Lively v. State, (Cr.) 74 SW 


321; Tuttle v. State, (Cr.) 49 SW 82. 
Wash.—State v. Garland, 65 Wash. 

666, 118 P 907. 
Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 

319, 321, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 
Que.—Reg. v. Judah, 8 Montr. Les. 


N. ‘1124; Rex v. Provost, 29 CanCr 
Cas 247. 
[a] Buildings upon land.—A mis- 


representation by a person that cer- 
tain buildings are upon land which 
he owns, by means of which he ob- 
tains a loan of money, is a false pre- 
tense. Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 704, 
63 NW 971; Reg. v. Burgon, 7 Cox 
CrCl 13d" Regwivi4 Buppels 29 Wan ee 
Q. By 281; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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bered,* or upon the sale of a mortgage represents 
that it is a first lien on the mortgaged property,® or 
falsely represents that certain land is open to home- 
stead entry,’® or makes false representations as to 
his business," or business connections,!? renders 
himself criminally liable. A false representation as 


[b] Pretense of title-to land not 
in existence——A false pretense of 
title to land not in existence is 
within the statute, even though there 
1s a warranty in the deed. Com. v. 
Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328. 

[c] A clause of a deed by which 
the borrower of a sum of money 
falsely declares property well and 
truly to be long to him may consti- 
tute a false pretense. Reg. v. Judah, 
8 Montr. Leg. N. 124. 

{d] Ownership of check.—A false 
representation by one person to an- 
other that the former owns a check 
on a bank, of a certain specified 
value, is, other material facts exist- 
ing, a false pretense within our stat- 
ute: \ Casily .v.- State, 32 Ind. 62. 

8. Colo.—Miller sv. Peo., 22 Colo. 
530, 45 P 408. 

Ga.—McGee v. State, 97 Ga. 199, 22 
NHL 895. Burns ive uState, 20) Ga, A: 
77, 92 SE 548. 

Ill.—Keyes v. Peo., 197 Ill. 638, 64 
NE 730. 

Ind.—State v. Pryor, 30 Ind. 350. 

Kan.—State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 
80 P 639, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 479. 


Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 532. 
N. C.—State v. Garris, 98 N. C. 


733, 4 SE 633; State v. Munday, 78 

N. C. 460. ) 
Tex.—La Moyne v. State, 53 Tex. 

Cr. 221, 111 SW 950. 

ae: VeuMieakin, ol Cox CG, 

Ont.—Rex v. Cohen, 33 Ont. L. 340, 
8 OntWN 110, 25 DomLR 510, 24 
CanCrCas 238. 

[a] Mere delivery not a pretense. 
—A mere delivery by a person of 
property represented to be free from 
encumbrances without claiming to be 
the owner of it, whereby money is 
obtained, is not a false pretense. 
Jenkins v. State, 97 Ala. 66, 12 S 110. 

9. Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. (N. Y.) 17, 
5 Park. Cr. 142. 

10. State v. Millroy,’ 103 Wash. 
£93, 074 P 10: 

11. Ala.—Bobbitt v. State, 87 Ala. 
91,6 S 378. 

Iowa.—State v. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1003. 

Kan.—State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 377, 
380, 86 P 447, 7 LRANS 278, 10 Ann 
Cas 904. 

Ky.—Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 
22 Kyl 1338; Taylor v. Com., 94 Ky. 
281, 22) Sw 217, 15 Kyl! 49. : 

Mass.—Com. v. Blood, 141 Mass. 
571, 6 NE 769; Com. v. Stevenson, 
127 Mass. 446. F 

Mich.—Higler v. Peo., 44 Mich. 299, 
6 NW 664, 38 AmR 267. 

Neve Dhomadury. be Oumos IN. ny. 
851; Peo. v. Snyder, 110 App. Div. 
699, 97 NYS 469; Peo. v. Dalton, 2 
Wheel. Cr. 161. 

Pa.—Com. v. Poulson, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Cas. 326. : 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654; So v. Gross, 62 
Wis. 41, 21 NW 4 

Eng.—Reg. v. Crab, 11 Cox C. C. 
85; Reg. v. Hamilton, 10 Jur. 1028; 
Reg. v. Moseley, L. & C. 92. 

Ont.—Rex v. Cohen, 33 Ont. L. 340, 
8 OntWN 110, 25 DomLR 510, 24 Can 
CrCas 238. 

12. Ill.Berkenfeld v. Peo., 92 Ill. 
A. 400 [aff 191 Ill. 272, 61 NE 96]. 

Ky.—Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 


22 Kyl, 1338. 
Mass.—Com. v. MHershell, Thach. 
(or UU 


Miss.—Smith v. State, 55 Miss. 513. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Johnson, 12 Johns. 
292. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Archer, 6 Cox C.C, 515. 

[a] A representation that accused 
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future event, is 


had a partner when in fact the part- 
ner was a man of straw engaged for 
the purpose of gaining fraudulent 
credit constituted a false pretense. 
He v. Hershell, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 

13. Com. v. Norton, 11 Allen 
(Mass.) 266. But see Reg. v. Wooley, 
3 C. & K. 98 (under English statutes). 

[a] MTllustration—A false state- 
ment to the prosecutor that accused 
had on a previous day paid him a 
bank bill and had not received back 
the proper change is not within the 
statute. Com. v. Norton, 11 Allen 
(Mass.), 266. 

14. Com. v. Springer, 8 Pa. Co. 115. 

[a] fllustration.—A false state- 
ment that it is necessary for the 
prosecutor to own certain shares in 
a corporation in order that he may 
participate in a drawing of lots, al- 
though made for the purpose of in- 
ducing the prosecutor to buy the 
shares, is not a false pretense. Com. 
Vem DRA else Sa ceela Ong lion 

15. U.S.—Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 
759, 84 CCA 41b. 

Ala.—Wilkerson v. State, 140 Ala. 
155,36 S 1004; Colly v. State, 55 Ala. 85. 

Ark.—Conner yv. State, 137 Ark. 123, 
206 SW 747; Mitchell v. State, 70 
Ark, 30, 65 SW 935; Burrow v. State, 
12 Ark. 65; McKenzie yv. State, 11 
Ark. 594. 

Cal_— Peo. v. Kahler, 26 Cal. A. 449, 
147 P 228; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. 
A. 781, 798, 142 P 495; Peo. v. Green, 
DOT Cal. WAS VAD alls sueeelss 4s sen me 
Schenone, 19 Cal. A. 280, 125 P 758. 

Colo.— Peo. v. Orris, 52 Colo. 244, 
121 P 1638, 41 LRANS 170. 

D. C.—Engel v. U. S., 48 App. 466. 

Fla.—Morris v. State, 54 Fla. 80, 
45 S 456, 14 AnnCas 285; Scarlett 
Ver Stateneep | Mla Gall sOlms 16OK 

Ga.—Edege v. State, 114 Ga. 113, 39 
SE 889; Dickerson v. State, 113 Ga. 
1035, 39 SE 426; Holton vy. State, 109 
Gan 2 Sf ISH) 8308s) Garling ton a V-« 
State, 97 Ga. 629, 25 SE 398; Ryan 
v. State, 45 Ga. 128; Fennell v. State, 
16 Ga. A. 173, 84 SE 721; Meacham 
v. State, 7 Ga. A. 713, 68 SE 52; 
Oliver v. State, 6 Ga. A. 791, 65 SE 
843; Franklin v. State, 2 Ga. A. 385, 
58 SE 491. 

Ill.—Cowen v. Peo., 14 Ill. 348. 

Ind.—State v. Ferris, 171 Ind. 562, 
86 NE 993, 41 LRANS 173; Brown 
v. State, 166 Ind. 85, 87, 76 NE 881, 
8° AnnCas 1068; Strong v. State, 86 
Ind. 208, 44 AmR 292; Keller v. State, 
51 Ind. 111; State v. Magee, 11 Ind. 154. 

Iowa.—State v. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1008; State v. 
Dowe, 27 Iowa 273, 1 AmR 271. 

Kan.—State v. Crane, 54 Kan. 251% 
38 P 270; In re Eberle, 44 Kan. 472, 
94 P 958; State v. Cowdin, 28 Kan. 
269; In re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 

Ky.—Steely v. Com., ilgal Ky. 58, 
186 SW 883; Com. v. Tidwell, 162 
Ky. 114, 172 Sw 102, Com. v. War- 
ren, 94 Ky. 615, 28 SW 198, 15 KyL 
249; Com. v. Moore, 89 Ky. 542, 12 
Sw 1066, 11 Kyl 971; Glackan Vv. 

m., 3 Metc. 232. 

Pree stats v. Mills, 17 Me. 211. 

Mass.—Com. v. Althause, 207 Mass. 
32, 93 NE 202, 31 LRANS 999; Com. 
vy. Lincoln, 11 Allen 233; Com. v. 
Drew, 19 Pick. 179. 

pcan nye: Vv. 
Miss. 611, 75 . 

Mo.—State v. Young, 195 SW 998; 
State v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; State 
vy. Booth, 186 SW 1019; State v. 
Jamison, 268 Mo, 185, 186 SW 972; 
State v. Young, 266 Mo. 723, 183 SW 
305; State v Krouse, (A.) 156 SW 
727; State v. Morris, 280 Mo. 631, 132 
SW 590; State v. Petty, 119 Mo. 425, 


State, 114 
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to an act done or omitted by the prosecutor him- 
self,'* or of the advisability of the prosecutor’s doing 
an act,’* has been held not to be within the statute. 

[§ 14] b. Simple Promise. 
promise to do something, relating as it does to a 


In general, a mere 


not within the statute,!® however 


24 SW 1010; State v. Cameron, 117 
Mo, 641, 23 SW 767; State v. De Lay, 
93 Mo. 98, 5 SW 607; State v. Evers, 
49 Mo. 542; State v. Allison, (A.) 
186 SW 958; State v. Krouse, 171 Mo: 
eee, aay SW 727. 

4Nebr.—Mason vy. State, 99 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895; Cook v. State, 71 
Nebr. 243, 98 NW 810. 


N. H.—State v. King, 
219, 34 A 461. ot Oe Ege 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 


339, 62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546: Peo. 
v. Blanchard, 90 N. Y. 314; Ranney 
Vv. Peo., 22) NS YerMi3= Peo. vi veret= 
ton, 157 App. Div. 341, 142 NYS 256 
[app dism 210 N. Y. 585 mem, 104 
NE 1136 mem]; Peo. v. Majorana, 
155 App. Div. 431, 140 NYS 8; Peo. 
v. Wicks, 11 App. Div. 539, 42 NYS 
630 [aff 154 N. Y. 766 mem, 49 NE 
1102 mem]; Peo. v. aurence, 66 
Hun 574, 21 NYS 818 [aff 137 N.Y. 
517, 33 NE 547]; Pratt v. Bogardus, 
49 Barb. 89; Peo. v. Cerrato, 99 Misc. 
256, 165 NYS 694; Peo. v. Hart, 35 
Misc. 182, 71 NYS 492; Peo. v. Tomp- 
kins, 2 Edm. Sel. Cas. 191, 1 Park. 
Cr. 224; Lynch v. Dowling, 1 NYCity 
Ct 163; Peo. v. Williams, 4 Hill 9, 
40 AmD 258; Peo. v. Thomas, 3 Hilt 


169; Peo. v. Haynes, 14 Wend. 546, 
28 AmD 530; Peo. v. Haynes, 11 
Wend. 557. 

N. C.—State v. Knott, 124 N. C. 
814, 32 SH 798; State v. Phifer, 65 
ING OR Bale 

N. D.—Spriggs v. Craig, 36 N. D. 
160, 161 NW 1007. 

Oh.—Dillingham vy. State, 5 Oh. 


St. 280; Winnett v. State, 18 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 515, 10°:Oh. Cir. Dec. 245. 

Okl.—Taylor v. Terr., 2 Okl. Cr. 1, 
99 P 628. 

Pa.—Com. vy. Moore, 99 Pa. 570; 
Urban v. Tyszka, 16 Pa. Dist. 625; 
Com, ,v. Shissler, 7 Pa. Dist. 344; 
Com. v. Mullen, 4 Pa. Dist. 656; Com. 
v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 309; 
Com. v. Evans, 28 LegInt 310; Com. 
v. Ferguson, 4 Leg&InsR 147; Com. 
v. Hickey, 3 PaLJ 86; Com. v. Lund- 
berg, 18 Phila. 482. 

22 


Porto Rico.—Peo. 
Porto Rico 440. 

S. C.—State v. Haines, 23 S. C. 170. 

Tenn.—Canter v. State, 7 Lea 349. 

Tex.—Williams v. State, 84 Tex. 
Cr. 626, 209 SW 655; Anderson v. 
State; wit, Texn Cr.) 315 ol eS waco 
McDowell v. Com., (Cr.) 123 SW 
313; Johnson v. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 
347, 1283 SW 143; Hurst v. State, 39 
Tex. ‘Cr. 196, 45° SW 573; Martin’ v. 
State, j36 ‘Lex. (Cry. 125,735 0 Swe 96s 
Blum v. State, 20 Tex. A. 578, 54 
AmR 530; Allen v. State, 16 Tex. A. 
150; Matthews v. State, 10 Tex. A. 279. 

Utah.—State v. Howd, 188 P 628. 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654; State v. Black, 75 
Wis. 490, 44 NW 635. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Burrows, 11 Cox C. 
C. 258, 91 Reprint 1142; Rex v. Brad- 
ford, 1 Ld. Raym. 366, 3 Salk. 189, 
91 Reprint 768; Rex v. Douglass, 1 
Moody C. C. 462; Rex v. Goodhall, 


R. & R. 343. 
Bertless isk Ui. vc: 


Ont.—Reg. Vv. 
Cc: BP. 607; Rex v:. Gurofsky, 16 


OntWN 19, 31 CanCrCas 59. 

[a] Representations held to be 
promises.—(1) Promises and agree- 
ments to transform horse cars so 
that they could be run by electricity 
and to return them, made to induce 
a delivery of the cars. Peo. v. Lau- 
rence, 66 Hun 574, 21 NYS 818 [aff 
TIS? ONE NGI Gea ule (2)! ek 
statement by an agent that his prin- 
cipal would deliver a sewing ma- 
chine to the purchaser of a picture. 
Com. v. Tidwell, 162 Ky. 114, 172 


v. Ramirez, 


Pa a ek, 
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false or fraudulent the promise may be.t® And this 
is the rule although the defrauded party was induced 
by such promise to part with his property.17 It has 
been held where the pretense is consistent only with 
a promise that the offense is not committed, even 
though the promise unintentionally conveyed to the 
mind of the defrauded party the statement of an 
existing fact.18 Under some statutes obtaining prop- 
erty by means of false promises is indictable in cer- 


tain cases.?? 


f§ 15] «¢ 


Sw 102. (3) Promising to give 
prosecutor a check on a certain bank. 
Scarlett v. State, 25 Fla. 717, 6 S 
767. (4) Promise to use note ob- 
tained aS a renewal note. Com. vy. 
Warren, 94 Ky. 615, 23 SW 193, 15 
KyL 249. (5) Where accused false- 
ly represented to A that he had then 
and there in his possession a check 
for the payment of money drawn by 
him in favor of A, from the pro- 
ceeds of which he intended to pay 
certain bills due from A to other 
persons. Com. v. Stevenson, 127 
Mass. 446. (6) Where accused pro- 
cured prosecutor’s indorsement of a 
note on a representation. that he 
would use the note to take up and 
eancel another note of the same 
amount, then about maturing, on 
which prosecutor was liable as in- 
dorser..” Com.-v.. Moore, 99 Par "570: 
Con Thatvadratt jis 00d, in) the 
sense that it will be paid at ma- 


turity. Com. v. Garver, 16 Phila. 
(Pa.) 468. (8) A promise to change 
QepHLS, Regs v. Gemmell, 26. oU. H 


Mere promise to 
marry. Reg. v. Jahnston, 2 Moody 
CONCH 254. (10) On contracting to 
purchase an article of merchandise 
and to pay a certain sum therefor, 
agreeing that, if the price is not 
paid at the time stipulated, labor to 
the value of the price will be per- 
formed. Calhoun v. State, 119 Ga. 
312, 46 SE 428. (11) Promise by 
accused to furnish a bond to secure 
his customers, accompanied by ne- 
gotiations with a surety company for 
a bond. Peo. v. Green, 22 Cal. A. 
45, 133 P 334. (12) A representa- 
tion that one will invest in certain 
property, and failure to do it. Mc- 
Dowell v. Com., 136 Ky. 8, 123 SW 
Bs: (13) Falsely promising to 
bring note to have indorsement made 
thereon. Reg. v. Bertles, 13 U. C. 
Cc. P. 607. (14) That accused would 
hire another. Ranney v. Peo., 22 N. 
Yo" 413. (15) That accused would 
pay out of the proceeds of property 
when it should be sold. Glackan v. 
Com., 3 Metc. (Ky.) 232. (16) That 
accused would go and work out the 
amount loaned. Ryan v. State, 45 
Ga. 128. (17) That accused would 
assign a certain note. McKenzie v. 
State, 11 Ark. 594. (18) The rep- 
resentation by the buyer of cattle 
that he would pay therefor on their 


Que sola) 


arrival, although made without in- 
tention to pay. State v. Howd, 
(Utah), 188 P 628. 


[b] The addition of the words 
“false statement” to the words 
“false pretense,’’ usually appearing, 
does not widen the scope of the stat- 
ute so as to include false statements 


as to the future or promises. State 
v. Tull, 42 Mo. A. 324. 
[c] UWnder the Massachusetts 


statute punishing the obtaining of 
goods with intent to defraud under 
“false color and pretense of carry- 
ing on business and dealing in the 
ordinary course of trade.’ a false 
and fraudulent representation by a 
person purehasing goods that he 
wants them for purposes of resale 
in the regular course of business is 
a statement of fact and not a prom- 
ise or a mere expression of a prom- 
ise. Com. y. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 27 
NE 593; Com. v. Walker, 108 Mass. 


Promise Combined with Representa- 


FALSE PRETENSES 


[§§ 14-15 


tion of Fact. While the crime is not committed by 
a mere false promise without a false statement of 
fact,2° a false statement of facet may become effec- 
tive only by being coupled with a false promise.?+ 
When this is the case the statement of fact and 
the promise may be considered as together constitut- 
ing the false pretense and a conviction may follow, 
or, if the statement of fact and the promise can be 
separated and prosecutor relied in part on the for- 


mer, the promise may be disregarded and accused 


309. 
16. Mason v. State, 99 Nebr. 221, 


155 NW 895; Cook v. State, 71 Nebr. 
248, 98 NW 810; State v. Haines, 23 
SCa 270% 


17. Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 339, 
62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546; Allen v. 
State, 16 Tex. A. 150; Windham v. 
State, 71 Tex. Cr. 384, 160 SW 72; 
Martin v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 125, 35 
SW 976. 

Bed Reg. v. Burrows, 11 Cox C. C. 
19. See statutory provisions. 
[a] Obtaining property 

promise to perform services see 

Edwards v. State, 45 Fla. 22, 

853; Townsend v. State, 124 Ga. 69, 

52 SE 293; Banks v. State, 124 Ga. 

15, 52 SE 74, 2 LRANS 1007; Lamar 

v. State, 120 Ga. 312, 47 SH 958; Cal- 

houn v. State, 119 Ga. 312, 46 SE 

428; State v. Griffin, 154 N. C. 611, 

70 SH 292. 

[kh] In North Carolina the stat- 
ute (Code § 1027) makes it an of- 
fense to obtain ‘‘advances upon rep- 
resentation of the ownership of prop- 
erty and promising to apply the 
same to payment of the debt, and 
failing to do so.” State v. Torrence, 
12d IN. (O55 50, 25538 37 “SH 268, 

20. See supra g 14. 

21. Smith v. State, 116 Ga. 587, 
42 SE 766; Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 
205 84 SE 358; Com. v. Howard, 24 
Paw Dist:, 10753" Com.) v- Sun¢cinger, 
PBS NEY DNS aes (PALES 

22. Ark.—Donohkoe v. State, 59 
Ark, 375, 27 SW 226; State v. Vandi- 
marke 35 Ark.’ 396. 

al.—Peo, v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 

781, 142 P 495. 

ip .—State v. Nichols, 1 Houst. Cr. 
Fla.—Morris y. State, 54 Fla. 80, 

85, 45 S 456, 14 AnnCas 285. 
Ga.—Oliver v. State, 6 Ga. A. 791, 

65 SE 843; Smith v. State, 116 Ga. 

587, 42 SE 766; Holton v. State, 109 

Ga. 127, 34 SE 358; Thomas v. State, 

90 Ga. 487, 16 SE 94; Hansford v. 

State, 7 Ga. A. 196, 66 SE 400. 


Ill.—Peo. v. Weil, 243 Tl. 208, 90 
NE 731, 134 AmSR 357; Chilson v. 
Peo., 224 Ill. 535, 79 NE 934; Jack- 


son v. Peo., 18 Ill. A. 508. 
Iowa.—State vy. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1003; State v. 
Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 84 NW _ 546; 
State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 452, 21 
NW 561, 778; State v. Montgomery, 
56 Iowa 195, 9 NW 120; State v. 
Dowe, 27 Towa 273, 1 AmR 271. 
Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 
377, 86 P 447, 7 LRANS 278, 10 Ann 


Cas 904; State v. Gordon, 56 Kan. 
64, 42 P 346; State v. Cowdin, 28 
Kan, 269. 

I Al KV Os, 


186 SW 883; Com. v. Tidwell, 162 Ky. 
114, 172 SW 102; McDowell v. Com., 
186 Kye 8; 213,.7123 SWioolsseCom.'tvs 
Moore, 89 Ky. 542, 12 SW 1066, 11 
KyL 971. 

Md.—Jules v. State, 85 Md. 305, 36 
AC O27. 

Mass.—Com. vy. Althause, 207 Mass. 
32,1485 93 NEY 202° 31 TRANS 999; 
Set v. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 27 NE 

Mich.—Peo. v. Segal, ‘180 Mich. 316, 
146 NW 644; Peo. v. ,Winslow, 39 
Mich. 505. 


be convicted on the statement of fact.?? 


The mere 


Minn.—State v, Thaden, 43 Minn. 
325, 45 NW 614. 

Mo.—State vy. Booth, 186 SW 1019; 
State v. Vandenburg, 159 Mo. 230, 60 
SW 79; State v. Janson, 80 Mo. 97; 
State v. Vorback, 66 Mo. 168; State 
v. Krouse, 171 Mo. A. 424, 156 SW 


727. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
34 A 461. 

N. Y.—Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 561, 
41 AmR 397 [aff 26 Hun Tels ee eo 
v. New York County Ct. Oyer & T., 
83 N. Y. 486; Peo. v. Bretton, 157 
App. Div. 341, 142 NYS 256 [app “dism 
910 N. Y. 585 mem, 104 NE i136 
mem]; Peo. v. Jefferey, 82 Hun 409, 
See ly 267; Peo. v. Haynes, 11 Wend. 
dol. 

N. D.—State v. Henderson, 176 NW 
126; State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 337, 
127 NW 83, 90. 

Or.—State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 
103 P 521. 

Pa.—Com. v. Wallace, 114 Pa. 
405, 6 A 685, 60 AmR 353; Com. v. 
Howard, 24 Pa. Dist. 1075; Com. v. 
Yunginger, 21 Pa. Dist.-729; Com. v. 
eorer County Prison, 15 WklyNC 

Tex.—Pickens v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 
34, 180 SW 234; Boscow v. State, 33 
Tex. Cr. 390,.26 SW 625; Brown’ v. 
State, (Cr.) 22 SW 22. 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Speed, 15 Cox C. C. 
24; Reg. v. Thompson, 9 Cox C. C. 
222; Reg. v. Jennison, 9 Cox C. C. 
158; Reg. i : 
REF LV LY ail COX C19 ES 139 45 Reg. 
Vit Bates? Ss wCoxeC! teu 2ee's 
Asterley, 7C. & P. 191,.32 BCL 567; 
Rex: -v. {Bancrofti726) “0: Lae. B10: 
pause v. Rex, .3 T. R. 98, 100 Reprint 

N. S.—Rex v. Nowe, 36 N. S. 531. 
A heme ies v. Lee, 33 Us CQ ares 

fa] Rule applied.—(1) One who 
falsely represents himself to be a 
pension agent, and that he will ob- 
tain a pension for prosecutrix, and 
thereby obtains money from’ her, is 
liable to conviction. Pearce v. State, 
115;‘Ala.» 115,22 S 502... .(2)) Where 
money was obtained by the prisoner 
from an unmarried woman on the 
false representation that he was a 
single man, and that he would fur- 
nish a house with the money, and 
would then marry her, the false rep- 
resentation of an existing fact, that 
he was a single man, was sufficient 
to support a conviction for false pre- 
tenses, although the money was ob- 
tained by that representation united 
with the promise to furnish a house 
and then marry. Reg. v. Jennison, 
97° Cox, CaiGWI5 Sin 1G) Wh ere the pre- 
tenses which are false are that ac- 
cused was procuring a loan from one 
R with which to pay -certain notes 
secured by a real estate mortgage, 
which had been executed by him, and 
that he had come to the holder 
thereof for the purpose and with the 
intent to pay the notes, coupled with 
the promise to pay off the notes upon 
the é¢xecution of the release+of the 
mortgage, and the possession of the 
notes and mortgage being given to 
him, the pretenses are within the 
pees State v. Cowdin, 28 Kan. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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coupling of a promise with a false pretense does not 
relieve the false pretense of its false character,2* or 
remove from accused the consequences which the 
law attaches to false representations made with in- 
tent to deceive, and by which one is defrauded.24 Al- 
though the promise is coupled with a statement of 
an existing fact, yet if the property was obtained 


by relying on the promise as the inducement, the 


offense is not committed.?5 

[§ 16] d. Warranty or Contract Combined with 
Representation of Fact. An indictment will not lie 
upon a mere false warranty, nor upon representa- 
tions to be implied from mere promises or contract 
obligations.?® But, although there is a warranty or 
contract on the part of accused, if there are also 
false representations, of fact, an indictment will 
lie, provided the representations, and not the war- 
ranty or contract, induced the act of the other 
party.27" There are, however, earlier cases holding 
that if a warranty is added to the false pretense 
the offense is not committed.?% 

[§ 17] e. Statement of Intention. Some au- 
thorities have held that a state of mind is a fact, 
and that therefore a false statement as to the inten- 


23. State v.. Briggs, 74 Kan. 377, [a] 


86 P 447, 7 LRA 278, 10 AnnCas 904; 
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“ing fact.29 


: Tilustration. — A 
tion by accused that his brother was 
soon to arrive and bring with him 
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tion of the accused is a false pretense as to an exist- 
Other authorities have held that a rep- 
See auegs as to intention is not within the stat- 
ute.® 

[§ 18] f. Statement of Expectation. A false 
statement of an expectation is not a false pretense 
within the statute.*! But where such a statement is 
coupled with a statement of an existing fact, the 
offense may be committed.?2 

[§ 19] g. Statement of Opinion. The state- 
ment of an opinion or judgment, even if false, will 
not sustain an indictment for obtaining property by 
false pretenses.** However, an indictment for the 
offense may be predicated of a representation relat- 
ing partly to matters of fact and partly to matters 
of opinion, where it appears that the loss ensued 
through acting on the representation as to the fact.34 
Where one represents a thing to be true when he 
knows it is not, such a representation falls within 
the statute, because it is a pretense of the fact and 
not a mere opinion.*® 

[§ 20] h. Statement of Desire. A false repre- 
sentation of a desire is not within the statute.%¢ 

[§ 21] i. Statement as to Authority or Power. 
[a] Statements held expressions 


of opinion.—(1) That land is of a 
certain value. State v. Paul, 69 Me. 


representa- 


Com. v. Tidwell, 162 Ky. 114, 172 
SW 102. 

24. Smith vy. State, 116 Ga. 587, 
42 SE 766. 


25. Oliver v. State, 6 Ga. A. 791, 
65 SE 8438; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Misc. 182, 
Wi NYS. 492; Peo: v.' Tompkins, ''2 
rie: CaseeUN.. Yee oie) Bark, 


McKenzie v. State, 11 Ark. 
594; McCrann v. State, (Ind.) 128 NE 
848; State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 483, 
50 NW_ 532. 
27. Ill—Jackson v. Peo., 18 Ill: 
A. 508 [aff 126 Ill. 139, 18 NE 286]. 
Me.—State v. Dorr, 33 Me. 498. 


Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 582. 
Y.—Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 


N. 
561, 41 AmR 397. 
Pda.—Com. v. Alsop, 1, Brewst. 328; 
Com. ‘v. Sebring, 1. Pa... Dist: 163. 
Ont.—Reg. v. Huppel, 21 U. C. Q. B. 


281. 

* Que—Rex v. Provost, 29 CanCr 
Cas 247. 

23. State v. Chunn, 19 Mo. 233; 


Rex v. Pywell, 1 Stark. 402, 2 HCL 
156. See also Rex v. Codrington, 1 
Cc. & P. 661, 12 ECL 375 (remarks 
of Littledale, J., arguendo). 

29. State v. Nichols, Houst. Cr. 
(Del.) 114; State v. Dowe, 27 Iowa 
273, 1 AmR 271; State v. Cowdin, 28 
Kan, 269; Com. v. Walker, 108 Mass. 
309. See also State v. Tanner, 22 
N. M. 493, 164 P 821, LRA1917E 849 
[quot Cyc] (commenting upon con- 
flict of authorities but not deciding 
question); Reg. v. Gordon, 23 Q. B. 
D. 354 (while a mere promise will 
not answer the requirements of the 
statute a statement of intention may 
involve a statement of an _ existing 
fact); Reg. v. Jones, 6 Cox C. C. 467. 

30. Mo.—State v. De Lay, 93 Mo. 
98, 5 SW 607. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Blanchard, 90 N. Y. 
314. 
Oh.—Winnett v. State, 18 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 515, 10 Oh. Cir. Dec. 245. 

Tex.—Johnson vy. State, 41 Tex. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Woodman, 14 Cox 
Cr CAe79, 

31. U. S.—Biddle v. U. S., 156 Fed. 
759, 84 CCA 415. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Green, 22 Cal. A. 45, 
133'°P 334: 

D. C.—Engel v. U. S., 48 App. 466. 

Mo.—State v. Kingsley, 108 Mo. 


135, 18 SW 994. 


CN ered Pa ML arian v. State, 5 Oh. 
2 


St. , ’ 
82. State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 


452, 21 NW 561, 773. 


money for accused, coupled with a 
statement that accused would use 
it to pay a sum advanced by prose- 
cutor. State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 
452, 21 NW 561, 778. 

83. Ala.—Woodbury v. State, 69 
Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515. 

D. C.—Engel v. U. S., 48 App. 466. 

Fla.—Walker v. State, 68 Fla. 278, 
67 S 94, LRA1915C 1161. 

Ga.—Holton vy. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358; Webb v. State, 12 Ga. 
A. 519, 77 SE 670. 

Ill.— Lory v. Peo., 229 Ill. 268, 82 
NE 261. 

Ind.—Shaffer v. State, 82 Ind. 221. 

Iowa.—State ov. Chambers, 179 


Iowa 436, 161 NW 470; State\v. Webb, 
26 Iowa 262. 
69 Me. 215; 
State v. Stanley, 64 Me, 157. 
Mass.—Com, v. Riches, 219 Mass. 
Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 67 NE 419; 
Com. v. Wood, 142 Mass. 459, 8 NE 
Mich.—Peo. v. Henssler, 
49, 11 NW 804; Peo. v. Jacobs, 35 
Minn.—Boasberg vy. asta 
Minn. 445, 127 NW 467. 
Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 352, 
138 SW 491; State v. Bradley, 68 
Nebr.—Mason vy. State, 
221, 155 NW 895; Cook v. State, 71 
N. J.—State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. L. 
35 
576, 47 NE 883 [aff 12 App. Div. 626, 
438 NYS 1160]; Peo. v. Majorana, 155 
Monroe, 64 App. Div. 130, 71 NYS 
803; Scott v. Peo., 62 Barb. 62; Peo. 
694; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Mise. 182, 71 
NYS 492. 
AA INI eC, 


Me.—State v. Paul, 
433, 440, 107 NE 3871, 374; Com. v. 
432. 
48 Mich. 
Mich, 36. 
Walker, 

Miss.—Smith vy. State, 55 Miss. 513. 
Mo. 140. : 

99 Nebr. 
Nebr. 248, 98 NW 810. 

IN... Wi2—Peo. vs Peckens, 153) N.Y. 
App. UDive 1431, 7140) (NYS 28) Peow ve 
vy. Cerrato, 99 Misc. 256, 165 NYS 

N. C.—State v. Daniel, 


828, 19 SE 100; State v. Hefner, 84 
N. C. 751; State v. Young, 76 N. C. 
258. 

Oh.—Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 
468, 83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197; 
Doe v. State, 16 OhS&CP 528. 

Pa.—Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328. 

Tex.—Curtis v. State, (Cr.) 88 SW 
236. : 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
661, 107 P 374. : 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Que.—Reg. v. Durocher, 12 RevLeg 
697. 


215; Reg. v. Durocher, 12 RevLeg 697. 


(2) That a lot is “nicely located.” 
Peo. v. Jacobs, 35 Mich. 36. (8) That 
medicine is ‘too strong.” State v. 


Daniel, 114 N. C. 823, 19 SEH 100. (4) 
That wheat sold was dry weather 
wheat and would stand a drought 
better than other wheat, and that ‘it 
was superior to wheat raised in an- 
other country. Curtis v. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 88 SW 2386. (5) That a certain 
third party was wealthy or worth:a 
certain specified amount. Com. v. 
Stevenson, 127 Mass. 446. (6) That 
it was necessary for the prosecutor 
to be the owner of certain shares 
of stock in a corporation that he 
might participate in a drawing of 
lots.*-.Com...v. Springer, 8 #Pa.5 Co; 
115. (7) That accused could buy 
on credit all the goods he wanted and 
that his busineSs was prosperous and 
increasing. Rothschild v. State, 13 
Lea (Tenn.) 294. (8) That stock will 
have a certain value in the future. 
Lory v. Peo., 229 Ill. 268, 82 NE 261. 

[b] Statements held not expres-. 
sions of apinion.—(1) State v. Cham- 
bers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 NW 470; Com. 
v. Wood, 142 Mass. 459, 8 NE 432. 
(2) That a mortgage is ‘fa good and 
sufficient security.” Peo. vy. Gibbs, 
98 Cal. 661,.33 P 630. (3) That ac- 
cused has title to a named lot of 
land. Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358. (4) That a person is ‘“in- 
solvent and unable to pay.” State v. 
Rom limyei29) Nii dee die Ld ign (>) a Date a 
theatrical enterprise was a good busi- 
ness proposition, that the show was 
booked way ahead and had been run- 
ning right along and had made good. 
Com. v. Riches, 219 Mass. 433, 440, 
107 NE 871, 374. (6) Representations 
made to induce a loan concerning the 
financial ability of the borrower and 
the value of the property conveyed 
as security. State v. Hooker, 99 
Wash. 661, 107 P 374. 

34. Whitaker v. State, 11 Ga. A. 
208, 75 SE 258 [aff 138 Ga. 139, 75 
SE 254]; State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 
145,125) Py 65: 

35. Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358; State v. Stanley, 64 Me. 
157; State v. Sherrill, 95 N.C. 663. 

36. Peo. v. Hart, 35 Misc. (N. Y.) 
182, 71 NYS 492, 15 N. Y. Cr. 483. 

[a] Rule applied.—An indictment 
for larceny by false pretenses, alleg- 
ing that defendant falsely pretended 
that he was desirous of purchasing 
the saloon in question, that he owned 
two houses and lots, but did not 
have money to pay for the saloon, 
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A false pretense of having authority or power to 
do an act is within the statute, and to obtain | 
property by such means is indictable.°7 
sertion that one has the ability to secure a position 
Falsely asserting 
that one is the servant or representative or agent 
of another, implying as it does that he has power to 
act for another, constitutes a false pretense.®® 
A false pretense of pos- 
_Sessing supernatural power made for the purpose of 
obtaining money or goods is in general indictable.*° 
Statement as to Financial Ability or 
False representations as to the financial 
ability or pecuniary condition of the accused,* or of 
a third person,‘ are within the statute in its usual 
form, unless they are merely expressions of opin- 


for another is a false pretense.*® 


Supernatural power. 


[§ 22] j. 
Condition. 


and was desirous of paying partly 
in cash and partly by note, that a 
certain paper presented by him was a 
lien on Such houses and lots, and pre- 
vented their sale until the note was 
paid, and that he thereby induced 
complaining witness to part with his 
saloon for part cash and a worthless 
note, was demurrable as containing 
no false pretenses susceptible of de- 
nial, or proof, except those as to the 
ownership of the houses and lots, 
the indictment showing that such 
_ownership was not the cause which 
induced the complaining witness to 
part with his saloon. Peo. v. Hart, 
35 Misc. 182, 71 NYS 492. 
37. U. S—Littel v. U. S., 169 Fea. 
620, 95 CCA 148. 
Ala.—Pearce v. State, 115 Ala. 115, 
22) S 502. 
rk.—Lawson vy. State, 120 Ark. 
337, 179 SW 818. 

Ga.—Jackson Vv. State, 118 Ga. 125, 


44 SE 833. 
. Md.—Jules vy. State, 85 Md. 305, 
36° A 1027. 

Mass.—Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
548,°83 AmD 712; Com. v. Call, 21 
Pick.) 515. 

Pa.—Com. v. Howard, 24 Pa. Dist. 
1075. 


vt.—State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59 A 916. 

[a] Power to cure disease.—(1) 
Representations by accused that the 
wife of the prosecutor had cancer 
of the stomach, which he could cure 
absolutely by his radio treatment if 
begun immediately, are within the 
statute relating’ to false pretense, 
and to obtain money by such means 
is indictable. Com. v. Howard, 24 
Pa. Dist. 1075. (2) Falsely pretend- 
ing that accused could and would 
cure another of varicocele with four 
treatments while he could not and 
would not cure him as he well knew. 
State v. Allison, (Mo. A.) 186 SW 
958. 

38. Ky.—Com. v. Murphy, 96 Ky. 
28, 27 SW 859, 16 KyL 224. 

Mass.—Com. v. Parker, Thach. Cr. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Winslow, 39 Mich. 
505. 

Mo.—State v. Bayne, 88 Mo. 604. 

Tex.—Pickens v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 
34, 180 SW_ 234. 

But see Ranney v. Peo., 22 N. Y. 
413 (under statute limiting the of- 
fenses to cheats at common law). 

39. Ala.—Bobbitt vy. State, 87 Ala. 
hee tS Biri 

Mo.—State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 AnnCas 
23; State v. Bayne, 88 Mo. 604. 

N. Y.—Thorne y. Turck, 10 Daly 
329 [aff 94 N. Y. 90, 46 AmR 126]; 
Péo. ) ves sonnson, (12) Blohns.) 12925 
Heath’s Case, 1 CityHallRec 116; 
Johnson’s Case, 1 CityHallRee 21. 

N. C.—State v. Dixon, 101 N. C. 


741, 7 SE 870; State v. Phifer, 65 
NIGH 210 

SoM eR ie ae Vv. State, <b Tex, 1A: 
20. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Archer, 6 Cox C. C. 


FALSE PRETENSES 
ion.43, 


A false as- 


515; Reg. v. Burnsides, Bell C. C. 
282 


40. Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 53 Colo. 
113 


214, 125 P 
Del.—State v. Durham, 21 Del, 105, 


58 A 1024. 

Md.—Jules ¥. State, 85 Md. 305, 
36 A 1027. 

Pa.—Com. v. Keeper County Prison, 
15 WklyNC 282. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Giles, L. & C. 502; 
pee v. Lawrence, 36 L. T. Rep. N. &. 

[a] Supernatural power to cure.— 
Accused said in effect to the prosecu- 
tor: “I now have or am possessed of 
extraordinary and supernatural pow- 
ers to cure you. I can and I will cure 
you.” This is a representation as to 
an existing fact and it is not im- 
paired as such by making simulta- 
neously a promise to exercise the 
alleged power in the future to cure 
the person to whom the representa- 
tion is made. Jules vy. State, 85 Md. 
305, 36.A 1027. 

[b] Power to call up or communi- 
cate with spirits of deceased.—Clarke 
v. Peo., 53 Colo. 214, 125° P.143;' State 
v. Durham, 21 Del. 105, 58 A 1024 
(construing Rev. Code 1852 amended 
by Acts [1893] c 182 § 7); Peo. v. 
Gilman, 121 Mich. 187, 80 NW 4, 80 
AmSR 490, 46 LRA 218; Com. v. 
Keeper County Prison, 15 WklyNC 
(Pa.) 282; Reg. v. Lawrence, 36 L. T. 
Rep. N. S. 404. 

Dennis v. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 115, 15 S 707, 708 [elt “Cyc: 

Cal. —-Peo, v. Wieger, 100 Cal. 352, 
34 P 826; Peo. v. Wasservogle, 77 Cal. 
L719 PR 20% 

Coloi—Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 
U6. soe ass. 

Conn.—State v. Penley, 
587. 

Ind.—State v. Ferris, 171 Ind. 562, 
86 NE 993, 41 LRANS 1738; Clifford 
v. State, 56 Ind. 245; Clarke y. State, 
32 Ind. 67; Casily v. State, 32 Ind. 
62; State v. Pryor, 30 Ind. 350. 

Tlowa.—Mulroney Mfg. Co. v. 
Weeks, 185 Iowa 714, 171 NW 36; 
State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 15, 88 NW 
715; State v. Reidel, 26 Iowa 430. 

Ky.—McDowell v. Com., 136 Ky. 
8, 123 SW 313; Com. v._ Schwartz, 
92 Ky. 510, 18 SW 775, 19 SW 189, 
13 KyL 929, 36 AmSR 609. 

Mo.—State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 
178 SW 489; State v. Dennis, 80 Mo. 
589. 

N. H.—State v. Call, 48 N. H. 126. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Haynes, 11 Wend. 
557 [rev on other grounds 14 Wend. 
546, 28 AmD 530]. 

Pa.—Com. vy. Karpowski, 167 Pa. 
225, 31 A 572; Com. v. Wallace, 114 


27 Conn. 


Pa. 405, 6 A ‘685, “CO AmR®, ib) 
Com. V. Burdick, 2 Rav 163, 44 
AmD 186; Com. v. Gockley, 14 Pa. 


Dist. 585; Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. 
Eq. Cas: . 309, .L PaLIR. 1302542 Paws 
241; Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328, 6 
Phila. 871; Com. v. Keeper Phila- 
delphia County Prison, 6 Phila. 78. 

ine I .—Rothschild v. State, 13 Lea 


[§§ 21-22 


The false pretense may be based upon the 
representation of a lack of financial ability, either 
of the person himself,** or of a third person.*® There 
are also statutes 4*® making it an offense to obtain 
any money in whole or in part upon the faith of a 
written statement of the financial condition or re- 
sponsibility of the person so obtaining such money,** 
to make or cause to be made false statements in 
writing with respect to the financial condition or 
means or ability to pay of the person himself or 
any other person, firm, or corporation, in whom he 
is interested*or for whom he is acting;48 to cause or 
procure others to report falsely as to one’s wealth 
or mercantile character;*® to obtain credit by false 
representations as to wealth, or mercantile corre- 
spondence and connections;>° to induce another to 


Tex.—Hubbert v. State, 66 Tex. 
Cr. 370, 147 SW 267. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Howarth, 11 Cox C. 
ee Rex v. Crossley, g Lew aCy Ce 

But see State v. Sumner, 10 Vt. 
587, 33 AmD 219 (under statute). 


[a] Rule applied. — (1) Having 
money in others’ hands. Com. v. 
Hutchinson; 2 Pars. Hq. Cas. 309, 
1 PaLJR 302, 2 PaLJ 241. (2) Hav- 


ing money in bank. Com. vy. Karpow- 
Skim 6ii Pay 225 esd wAw bide (3) 
Having credit with firm that would 
honor accused's. draft. Peo. v. 
Wasservogle, 77 Cal. 173, 19 P 270. 
(4) Obtaining loan from bank by 
false representations as to property 
and debts of accused and his wife. 
State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 179 
SW 489. 

{b] Obtaining further time for 
payment of a debt.—It is not an in- 
dictable offense to obtain further 
time for the payment of an exist- 
ing debt by a false statement that 
the person indebted has money owing 
to him which he expects shortly to 
realize. Com. v. Chambers, 2 Chest. 
Co. (as) .63% 

42. Cal.—Peo. v. Jordan, 66 Cal. 
10, 4 P 773, 56 AmR 73. 


ie eae v. McNamara, 48 Me. 

Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79. 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
661, 170 P 374; State v. Garland, 65 
Wash. 666, 118 P 907. 

43. See supra § 19. 

44. Reg. v. Jones, 3 C. & K. 346. 


45. State v. Tomlin, 29) Nive Tits 
pee. Moore vy. State, (Tex. Cr.) 219 SW 


[a] Dilustration.—Where a person 
falsely fepresented to another that a 
debtor of the latter was insolvent 
and largely indebted, and possessed 
of only small means, whereby he in- 
duced such person to part with a 
claim on such debtor at a sacrifice. 
State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. L. 18. 

46. See statutory provisions. 

47. State v. Fenn, 83 N. J. L. 794, 
85 A 454. 

48. Com. v. Boyd, 181 Ky. 382, ee 
SW 390; Gardner v. Com., 164 Ky. 
196, 175 SW 362; Peo. v. Aronson, 
173 App. Div. 734, 156 NYS 396 [aft 
218 N. Y. 684 mem, 113° NE. 1062 
mem]. 

49. Peo. v. Jordan, 66 Cal. 10, 4 
P 773,.56 AmR 73; Morris v. Peo., 
4 Colo. A. 136, 35 P 188; Haines 
vo Terr; 3. Wyo. 167, 23 —Prs: 

50. Branham Vv. State, 96 Ga. 307, 
22 SE 957; Hathcuck v. State, 88 Ga. 
ORS SE 959; Culver v. State, 86 
Ga. LORS 2 SE 746; Peo. v. Holtz- 
man, 272 Ill. 447, 112 ‘NE 370; Berken- 
field’ v. Peo., 191 Tl 272, 61 NE 96; 
Lueas v. Peo., SS TS ONE "662; Haines 
ve Terr, £3 Wyo. 167; 13. 8. 

[a] “wealth” as used in the stat- 
ute “does not import a great for- 
tune or vast possessions . but its 
real meaning is the possession or 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 22-25] 


become bail, indorser, or security upon any in- 
strument for the payment of money or performance 
of any personal duty by false representations as to 
solvency.®1 
_ [§ 23] k. Puffing Statements.°? Persons sell- 
ing or exchanging property do not commit an of- 
fense merely by making use of ‘‘puffing’’ statements 
or ‘‘seller’s talk.’’ 53 

[§ 24] 1. Statements as to Value. Statements 
as to the value or worth of the thing given in ex- 
change for the property of the prosecutor, although 
false, if falling within the category of ‘‘puffing’’ 
statements or ‘‘seller’s talk,’’ will not sustain an in- 
dictment for false pretense.» And where a state- 
ment of value is given as an opinion merely, it can- 
not be regarded as a foundation for such an in- 
dictment.°> But where one makes a representation 
of value as an existing fact, other elements of the 
offense being present, it is a false pretense.®® 

[§ 25] m. Statement as to Quality, Quantity, 
Nature, or Condition. A false pretense may relate 
to quality, quantity, the nature, or other incidents 
of a thing offered for sale.57 It has been held, how- 
ever, that misrepresentations by the seller as to the 
quality of goods do not constitute the basis of an 
indictment,°® unless they amount to statements of 
specific facts in regard to such goods,®® or unless 
they are as to the identity or species thereof.°° A 
mere misnaming of property offered in exchange, its 
value in nowise depending on its name, is not a false 
pretense.®? 
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Representations as to weight of articles sold. 
Where a person sells an article by weight and falsely 
represents the weight to be greater than it is, and 
thereby obtains payment for a quantity greater than 
that delivered, especially if some token or some 
artifice is used to throw the buyer off his guard, 
he commits the offense.®2 But it has been held that 
no offense is committed where such representations 
are made during the course of the negotiation of the 
sale,®* or in selling an article for a lump sum when 
made for the purpose of inducing the purchaser to 
complete the bargain.® 

Visible or discoverable defects. If the defect in 
quality or condition of the thing sold is visible ‘or 
discoverable by ordinary observation, it has been 
held the ‘representation is not a false pretense. In 
such ease the purchaser is not deceived and the rule 
caveat emptor applies.*° But where visible defects 
are called to the seller’s attention at the time of 
the sale, and he makes a false statement in refer- 
ence to the character or cause of such defects, for 
the purpose of dissipating doubt or suspicion in the 
mind of the purchaser, which statement induces the 
purchase, there is a false pretense.*¢ 
_ Hidden or latent defects. If the defect is not vis- 
ible, or cannot be discovered by ordinary observa- 
tion, and the false representation induces the pur- 
chase, other elements of the offense being present, 
there is a false pretense, and in such ease the rule 
of caveat emptor does not apply.®? 


Representations as to animals. It has been held 


, 
ne 


-compared with others, 


ownership of such means or property 
as would reasonably entitle one to 
expect and receive the credit he seeks 
to obtain.’”’ Branham y. State, 96 Ga. 
307, 309, 22 SE 957. 

51. Christian vy. State, 8 Ga. A. 
B11, 69\SH) 29). 

52. What constitutes such state- 
ments see Auctions and Auctioneers 
S30, Dealer's, Dalk 17 C.J. p. L157; 
Exchange of Property § 14; Execu- 
tors and Administrators § 1602; 
Fraud [20 Cye 53]; Sales [85 Cyc 
590]; Vendor and Purchaser [39 Cyc 
1270]. See also Puffer [32 Cyc 1261]. 

53. Cal.—Peo. v. Morphy, 100 Cal. 
84, 34 P 623. 

D. C.—Engel v. U. S., 40 App. 466. 

Tll.—Jackson v. Peo., 126 Ill. 139, 
18 NE 286. 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Brown, 167 
Mass. 144, 45 NE 1. 

Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 352, 
138 SW 491; State v. Jamison, 268 
Mo. 185, 186 SW 972. 

N. C.—State v. Burke, 108 N. C. 
750, 12 SE 1000; State v.. Hefner, 84 
N. C. 751; State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 
321. 

Tex.—Curtis v. State, (Cr.) 88 SW 
236. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Lee, 9 Cox C. C. 
460; Reg. v. Sherwood, 7 Cox C. C. 
270; Rex v. Reed, 7 C. & P. 848, 32 
ECL 904. 

See also Ross y. Cox, 93 Kan. 338, 

144 P 227 (merely referring to the 
rule), 
{a] TIllustrations.—(1) A prosecu- 
tion for obtaining money under false 
pretenses cannot be maintained by 
reason of representations by a travel- 
ing salesman to a customer as to the 
importance of the house he repre- 
sented and the cheapness of its prices 
where the 
goods sold are as represented, and 
are sold: for a. fair price..— Peo. .v. 
Morphy, 100 Cal. 84, 34 P 623. (2) 
To say “this is an excellent piece of 
cloth,” or “this is the best horse in 
the world,’ or that a horse is “first 
elass,” “all right,” is not indictable, 
as no one is deceived. State v. Hef- 
ner, 84 N. C. 751. 

54. Ill.—Lory v. Peo., 229 Ill. 268, 
82 NE 261. 


Iowa.—State v. Patty, 97 Iowa 373, 
66 NW 727. ; 

N. Y.—Peo. v. King, 15 App. Div. 
84, 44 NYS 287. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. 
Porto Rico 298. 

BEne.—Reg. v. Oates, 6 Cox C. C. 
540; Reg. v. Williamson, 11 Cox C. C. 
328; Rex v. Reed, 7 C. & P. 848, 32 
ECL 904. But see Reg. v. Jessop, 
7 Cox C. C. 399 (where the court re- 
fused to apply the rule to a represen- 
tation that a pound note was a five- 
pound note). 

55. Com. v. Wood, 142 Mass, 459, 
8 NE 432; Peo. v. Jacobs, 35 Mich. 
36; Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 468, 
83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197; Doe v. 
State, 16 OhS&CP 528; Reg. v. Duro- 
cher, 12 RevLeg 697. 

56y Peo. ya Jordan, 66% Calim0,) 4 
P 773, 56 AmR 73; Com. v. Jackson, 
132 Mass. 16; Peo. v. Peckens, 153 
N. Y. 576, 47 NE 883 [aff 12 App. Div. 
626, 43 NYS 1160]; Williams v. 
State, 77 Oh. St. 468, 83 NE 802, 14 
LRANS 1197. 

5% Ureuee veePeo:,. 126) Til 
139, 18 NE 286. 

Ky.—Hafner v. Com., 36 SW 549, 
18 KyL 423. 

Cae sens vy. Stanley, 64 Me. 157. 

N. Y.—Watson v. Peo. 87_N. Y. 
561, 41 AmR Ee 14 NYWklyDig 40 
aff 26 Hun 76]. 

: Oh.—Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 
468, 83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197. 

Ont.—Reg. v. T. Eaton Co., 31 Ont. 
276, 20 CanLTOccNotes 3. 

[a] Tiustrations.—(1) As to qual- 
ity of land. Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 
595, 51 P 960; Williams v. State, ee 
Oh. St. 468, 83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 
TOT w(2)° As to, nature—or material 
or quantity of precious metal com- 
posing a thing scld. Reg. v. Ball, 


Sierra, 26 


1c & M. 240, 41 BCL 140) (3) As 
to fineness of gold sold. Reg. v. 
Rndleverleaka Oa. fS0L. g1C4) eAS tO 


the selling price of goods sold. Com. 


vy. Wood, 142 Mass. 459, 8 NE 432. 
(5) As to location of land. Peo. v. 
Cummings. 123 Cal. 269, 55 P 898. 


{[b] Selling by sample.—A repre- 
sentation that goods sold are like 
the sample shown is in general a 
false pretense. Reg. v. Foster, 2 
Q. B. D. 301; Reg. v. Goss, Bell C. C. 


208. 

58. Reg. v. Levine, 10 Cox C CG 
374; Reg. v. Lee, 8 Cox GC. G. 233; 
pricy VO ea Cox AGes Cues 28 

F, -—Jackson v. Peo., 3 
see Ne 286. Pee 
5 +) Y.——Peo..v. “Peckens, 153 °N= Yn 
576, 47 NE 883 [aff 12 A iv. | 
43 NYS 1160]. ; CE asp 
a ae v. State, 28 Oh. St. 
A nese tt v. Sebring, 1 Pa. Dist. 

Eng:—Reg. v. Ardley, L, R.1 GC G 
301; Reg. v. Suter, 10 Cox CG. @ BUTS 
Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 Cox C. GC. 126; 
ee ne Severe Le CoxBGaGrisse 

nt. tex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 
16 OntWN 314. e : 

60. State v. Mills, 17 Me. 211; Reg. 
v. Foster, 2 Q. B. D. 301; Reg. v. Goss, 
Bell €.-C. 208; Reg. v.' Abbott, 21°C: 
& K. 630, 61 ECL 630; Reg. v. Ball, 
C. & M. 249, 41 ECL 140; Reg. v. 
Jessop, 7 Cox C. C. 399; Reg. v. Dun- 
das=6 Cox €UCs 380: 

61. State v. Dyer, 41 Tex. 520. 

62. Jones v. ‘State, 99 Ga. 46, 25 
SE 617; Reg. v. Rage, Bell C. CG. 214: 
Reg. v. Lee, 9 Cox C. C. 460; Reg. 
v. Kerrigan, 9 Cox C. C. 441; Reg v. 
Sherwood, 7 Cox C. C. 270 [overr Rex 
v. Reed,-7_C. & P. 848, 32) HCL1904]% 
Reg. v. Eagleton, 6 Cox C. C. 559. 


63. Reg. v. Lee, 9 Cox C. GC. 460; 
Regr iw. Sherwood, Wi iCoxiCa Cogn 
nae Wetvecd, (0 Geel 648, scum BOs 
ooo Reg. v. Ridgway, 3 F. & EF. 

65. Rainey v. State, 94 Ga. 599, 
19 SE 892; Odum v. State, 10 Ga. 


A. 27, 72 SE 511; State v. Lambeth, 
80 N. C. 393; State v. Young, 76 N. C. 
258; State v. Delyon, 1 S. C. L. 353. 
She also Caveat Emptor 11 C. J. p 

66. Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Den. (N. Y.) 
525; State v. Wilkerson, 103 N. C. 
337, 9 SE 415. 

67. Tatum v. State, 58 Ga. 408; 
State v: Jones, 70 N. C. 75. 

{a] Tlustration.—Where accused 
sold to the prosecutor four barrels 
of crude turpentine, representing 
that they were all just as good at the 
bottom as they were at the top, etc, 
and when examined the barrels con- 
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indictable to represent falsely that a cow has a 
certain milk yielding capacity,®* or that a horse or 
mule is sound,®® or sound and kind.’? 

[§ 26] 4. Tendency to Deceive. 
‘statutes, as they generally do, provide against ob- 
taining property ‘‘by any false pretense,’’ this is 
broad enough to include every misrepresentation, 
however absurd or irrational, and however easily de- 
But in the construction of such statutes 
the courts have to a greater or less degree narrowed 
their scope by excluding certain kinds of representa- 
Thus it has been held 
that a mere naked lie,?* an improbable lie or absurd 
or irrational assertion,?* or a mere idle tale, or a 


tected. 


tions from their operation. 


tained only a small quantity of tur- 
pentine on the top of each, the rest 
of the contents being chips and dirt, 
accused was guilty of cheating by 
false tokens. State‘ v. Jones, 70 
INE OES 

68. Parks v. State, 94 Ga. 601, 20 
SE 430. 

69. Ga.—Ricks v. State, 15 Ga. A. 
645, 84 SE 86; Caswell v. State, 5 
Ga. A. 483, 63 SE 566. 

Ill.—Jackson v. Peo., 126 Ill. 139, 
18 NE 286. 

Iowa.—State v. Patty, 97 Iowa 373, 
66 NW 727. 

Ky.—Com. v. Watson, 146 Ky. 838, 
142 SW 200, AnnCas1918C 272. 

Me.—State v. Stanley, 64 Me. 157. 

N. C.—State v. Mangum, 116 N. C. 
998, 21 SE 189; State v. Sherrill, 95 


N. C. 6638. Contra State v. Hefner, 
84 N. C. 751; State v. Holmes, 82 
IN Gy 607: 


AS eo aaa v. Horovitz, 44 Pa. Co. 

S. C.—State v. Stone, 95 S. C. 390, 
79 SE 108, 49 LRANS 574. 

70. Com. v. Jackson, 132 Mass. 16; 
Watson v. Peo., 26 Hun 76 {aff 87 
N. Y. 561, 41 AmR 397]; State’ v. 
Burke, 108 N. C. 750, 12 SE 1000. 

71. Com. v. Norton, 11 #£4Allen 
(Mass.) 266; Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 
Neehee 179; State v. Green, 7 Wis. 
76. 

72. Mass.—Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 
179s Com,. wv. Wilgus,.4 Pick. 177. 

Okl.—Taylor v. Terr, 2 Okl. Cr. 1, 


99 P 628. , 
Pa.—Com. v. Henry, 22 Pa. 253; 


Com, v. Barker, 8 Phila. 613. 
ae C.—State v. Wilson, 9 S. Cc. L. 
135. 


Tenn.—State v. De Hart, 6 Baxt. 
222; Chapman v. State, 2 Head 36. 
nalte: State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 


«328. 
74. State v. Penley, 27 Conn. 587; 
State v. Montgomery, 56 Iowa 195, 9 
NW 120. 

ele: Ark.—Burrow v. State, 12 Ark. 

Del. —State v. Hood, 19 Del. 418, 53 
A 4387. 

(nd.—Fonnell v. State, 64 Ind. 498; 
Clifford v. State, 56 Ind. 245; Leobold 
v. State, 33 Ind. 484; State v. Magee, 
11 Ind. 154. 

Ky.—Com. y. Grady, 13 Bush 285, 
26 AmR 192; Com. v. Haughey,. 3 
Mete. 228. See also Hall v. Com., 9 
SW 409, 10 KyL 468 (seemingly rec- 


' ognizing rule). Me 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 
131; Peo.. v.. Stetson, 4 Barb. “151; 
Peo, vi Hart; ).35) Mise,’ 182,71. NYS 
492; Peo. v. Williams, 4 Hill] 9, 40 
AmD 258; Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park. Cr. 
139; Peo. v. Dalton, 2 Wheel. Cr. 161. 
N. C.—State v. Young, 76 N. C. 
258; State v. Simpson, 10 N. C. 620. 
Pa.—Com. v. Mullen, 4 Pa. Dist. 
656; Com. v. Getler, 19 Pa, Co. 248; 
Com. v. Springer, 8 Pa. Co. 115; Com: 
v. Hickey, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 317; Com. 
v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. Kq. Cas. 309, 
ly PaLJR’*302, 2.PaLJ 241; Com. v. 
McCrossin, 2 PaLJR 65.3 PaLJd 219; 
Com. v. Shissler, 9 Phila. 587. 
Tenn.—Delaney v. State, 7 Baxt. 
28; State v. De Hart, 6 Baxt. 222; 
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Where the 


McCorkle v. State, 1 Coldw. 333. 

Wis.—State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 
91 AmD 390. 

[a] BPretense held sufficient to im- 
pose upon person of ordinary pru- 
dence.—Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 
22 KyL 1338; Hall vy. Com., 9 SW 409, 
10 KyL 468; State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 
217, 91 AmD 390. 

76. U. S—dJones v. U. S., 13 F. 
Cas No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C..C. 647. 

Ala.—Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 
23 S 155; Jenkins v. State, 97 Ala. 
66, 12 S 110; Woodbury v. ‘State, 69 
Ala. 242, 44 "AmR 515. 

Ark.—Johnson v. State, 36 Ark. 242. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Skidmore, 123 Cal. 
267, 55 P 984; Peo. v. Cummings, 123 
Cal. 269, 55 P 898; Peo. v. Bryant, 
1197 Cares 95s (54 960; Peo. v. Jor- 
dan, 66 Cal. 10,4 P 773, 56 AmR 73; 
Peo..v. Henninger, 20 Cal. INE ODS 128 
P 352; Peo. v. Smith, 3 Cal. A. 62, 
84 P 449, 

Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 
171 P 69; Miller v. Peo., 
530, 45 P 408. 
pe Oras eae eats v. Penley, 
587. 


64 Colo. 164, 
22 Colo. 


27 Conn. 
D. C.—Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 
571, AnnCas1917D 622. 
Fla,—Boman vy. State, 54 Fla. 16, 


45 S 308. 
Ga.—Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 
30 SE 678; Brown v. State, 6 Ga. 


A. 329, 64 ‘SE 1001. 

Ill.— Keyes v. Peo., 197 Ill. 638, 64 
NE 730; Cowen v. Peo., 14 Ill. 348. 

Ind.—Lefler v. State, 153 Ind. 82, 
54 NE 439, 74 AmSR 300, 45 LRA 
424 [overr ‘State v. Burnett, 119 Ind. 
392, 21 NE 972; Shaffer v. State, 100 
Ind. 365; Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 
504; Miller v. State, (79, Ind: 198s 
State v. Snyder, 66 Ind. 203; Bonnell 
v. State, 64 Ind. 498; Clifford v. 
State, 56 Ind. 245; Jones v. State, 
50 Ind, 473; Leobold v. State, 33 Ind. 
484; State v. Magee, 11 Ind. 154]. 

Idwa.—State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
548, 105 NW 51; State v. Moats, 108 
Iowa 13, 78 NW 701; State v. Fooks, 
65. Iowa 196, 452, 21 NW 561, 773; 
State v. Davis, 56 Iowa 202, 9 NW 
123; State v. Montgomery, 56 Towa 
195, 9 NW 120; State vy. McConkey, 
49 Towa 499. ; 

Kan.—State v. Chance, 82 Kan. 388, 
390, 108 P 789, 27 LRANS 1008, 20 
AnnCas 164. 

Ky.—Com, v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265,':115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 688. 

Me.—State v. Mills, 17 Me. 211. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Summers, 115 Mich. 
537, 73 NW 818; Higler v. Peo., 44 
Mich. 299, 6 NW 664, 38 AmR 267; 
Peo! vy. Pray, 1 Mich. N: P.. 69. 

Minn.,—State vy. Southall, 77 Minn. 
296, 79 NW 1007. 

Miss.—Smith y. State, 55 Miss. 
bis. 

Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79; State v. Keyes, 196 
Mo. 136, 98 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 
7 AnnCas 23; State v. Starr, 244 Mo. 
161, 148 Sw. 862; State v. Williams, 
12 Mo. A. 415. 

N. J.—State v. Haynes, 92 N. J. 
L. 642, 106 A 27; Oxx v. State, 59 
N. J. L. 99, 35 A 646; State v. Van- 
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device so shallow as to be incapable of imposing 
upon any person,’* is not indictable. 
ing to some of the decisions, especially the earlier 
ones, the pretense to be indictable must be such as 
is calenlated to impose upon a person of ordinary 
prudence and caution.”® But this is not now usually 
recognized as the correct rule,’* the view being taken 
that such statutes are designed to protect not only 
the ordinarily wary and prudent but also the ignor- 
ant, credulous, and foolish.”? 
posed by some of the authorities is that, where the 
pretense is not calculated to deceive but is absurd, 
incredible, or irrational,’® or is such that the person 
injured had, at the very time it was made and acted 


And accord- 


The limitation im- 


derbilt, 27 N: J._L. 328. ° But see 
State v. Worman, 88 N. J. L. 463, 466, 
97 A 31 (in which it is said that a 
pretense is sufficient if it is ‘“suffi- 
cient in reason to be the means of 
defrauding a person of ordinary un- 
derstanding”’). 

N. Y.—Watson jv. Peo. 87° N. Y. 
561, 41 AmR 397; Peo. v. Cole, 20 
NYS 505 [aff 137 N. Y. 530, 33 NE 
336]; Peo. v. Genet, 19 Hun 91 [aff 
83_N. Y. 436]; Peo. v. Cole, 20 NYS 
505; Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Den. 525; Peo. 
v. Haynes, 14 Wend. 546, 28 AmD 
530; Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. St a Park. 
Cr. eee 

N. D—State v. Stewart, 9 IN>) ED: 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Oh.—Horton ve. State;85 ‘Oh.St 
13, 96 NE 797, 39 LRANS 423, Ann 
Cas1913B 90; State v. Trisler, 49 Oh. 
St. 583, 31 NE 881; Bartlett v. State, 
28 Oh. St. 669; In re False Pretenses, 
9 OhS&CP 825. 

Pa.—Com. v.' Henry, 22° Pa. 253: 
Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 332; 
Com, _v. Poulson, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 
fat Com. v. Ko une, 69 Pa. Super. 


Tenn.—Bowen vy. State, 9 Baxt. 45, 
40 AmR 71. 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 
433, 88 SW 811; Harrison v. State, 44 
Tex. Cr. 243, 70 SW 421; Buckalew 
V.. State, 11. "Tex." Av. 352° “Harrison 
v. State, 44 Tex. Cr. 243, 70 SW 421; 
Colbert v. State, 1 Tex. ‘A. 314. 

Vt—In re Gr eenough, 31, Vt.1279: 

Wash.—State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 
470, 84 P 24; State v. Knowlton, 11 
Wash, 512, 39 P 966. 

W. Va.—Sudnick vy. Kohn, 81 W. 
Va, 492, 94 SE 962. 

Eng.-—Reg. v. Wickham, 10 A. & E. 
34, 37 ECL 43, 113 Reprint 14; Reg. 
v. Woolley, 3 C. & K. 98; Young v. 
Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 100 Reprint 475. 

“Even persons deprived of ordinary 
discretion, children, or idiots, are en- 
titled to the protection of the laws, 
and a man who is ineffably duil may 
not, for that reason alone, be robbed 
with impunity.” Bartlett v. State, 28 
Oh, St. 669, 670. 

77. Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 Kyl 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 638; State v. Southall, 
Ta ‘Minn, 296, 79 NW. 2007; Oxx vy; 
State, 59-N.. J. L. 99, 35° A. 646;" Peo. 
v. New. York County Ct. Oyer & T., 
83 N. Y. 486; Watson v. Peo., 26 Hun 
(6. [afi 87 N.Y. 2562) 47s AmRV SOT Ts 
Peo. v. Cole, 20 NYS 505. 

“Laws [punishing the obtaining of 
money under false pretenses] are 
made to protect weak-minded and 
ecredulous as well as sagacious per- 
sons. The wise and wary can pro- 
tect themselves.” Oxx-vr"State, 59 
N._J. L. 99,101, 385-4" 646. 

78. Ala.—Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 
116, 23 S 155; Woodbury v. State, 
69 ‘Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515; Addington 
v. State, 16 Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846: 
Clark v. State, 14 Ala. 633, 72 S$ 291, 
gg oonn State v. Penley, 27 Conn. 

Fla.—Walker v. State, 68 Fla. 278, 
67 S 94, LRAI9150 atGd 

Ga.—Fambrough v. State, 113 Ga. 
934, 39 SE 324, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


°14 Ala. A. 633, 
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upon the means at hand of detecting its falsity, it is 
insufficient,” unless some pretense, device, or trick 
is used to prevent his using the means he has.®° 
According to other decisions, if the pretense did in 
fact deceive the person to whom it was made, it is 
sufficient,*1 it being said that practically it is im- 
possible to estimate a false pretense otherwise than 


by its effect.82 
Investigation. 


at the very time.®4 


Kan.—State v. Crane, 54 Kan. 251, 
38. P 270. 

Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 6388. 

Mo.—State v. Booth, 186 SW 1019; 
State v. Aikins, 180 SW 848, LRA 
1916C 1101; State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 
136, 93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 
AnnCas 23; State v. Lawrence, 178 
Mo. 350, 77 SW 497; State v. Hub- 
bard, 170 Mo. 346, 70 SW 883; State 
v. Barbee, 136 Mo. 440, 37 SW 1119; 
mae v. Cameron, 117 Mo, 641, 23 SW 
d 5 

N. J.—State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 
LE Ws28: 


N. Y.i—Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Den. 525. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Oh.—In re False Pretenses, 9 OhS 
&CP 825. 

Pa.—Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. 
Hq: Cas. 309, 1, PalLJdR 302, 2) Pals 
241, 

Tenn.—Chapman v. State, 2 Head 


36. 

Tex.—Peckham v. State, 28 SW 
Bees Buckalew v. State, 11 Tex. A. 
352. 


79. Ala.—Woodbury v. State, 69 
Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515; Clark v. State, 
Ti Ae hol ero Fe 

Fla.—Walker v. State, 68 Fla. 278, 
67 S 94, LRA1915C 1161. 

Kan.—State v. Crane, 54 Kan. 251, 
38 P 270. 

Ky.—Com. v. Grady, 13 Bush 285, 
26 AmR 192. 

Mo.—State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 AnnCas 
23; State v. Lawrence, 178 Mo. 350, 
717 SW 497; State v. Cameron, 117 
Mo. 641, 23 SW 767. 


ING Yic—Peo uv, —Crissie, W4-2Den, 
525. 
Tex.—Buckalew v:. State, 11 Tex. 


A. 352;-Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. Cr. 
617, 56 SW 751. 
80. Peo. v. Skidmore, 123 Cal. 267, 


55 P 984; Thomas v. Peo., 113 Ill. 
531; State v. Wilkerson, 103 N. C. 
337, 9 SE 415. 

Sil. Ark.—Johnson v. State, 36 


Ark. 242 [in effect overr Burrow v. 
State, 12 Ark. 65]. But see Morgan 
vy. State, 42 Ark. 131, 48 AmR 55 (in 
which in commenting upon the rule 
that the pretense must be calculated 
to deceive a person of ordinary pru- 
dence and the other rule under which 
it is only required that the person 
be actually deceived the court Says: 
“Byidently there are shades of dis- 
tinction on this point and neither 
position can be followed to the ex- 
treme limits of its logical conse- 
quences’’). 

Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 164, 
171 P 69; Miller v. Peo., 22 Colo. 530, 
45 P 408. 

Fla.—Bowman v. State, 54 Fla. 16, 
45 S 308. 

Ga—Ryan vy. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 
SE 678; NC UAIDE v. State, 8 Ga. A. 
583, 70 Si is 

Iowa State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 
452, 21 NW 561, 773; State v. Mont- 
gomery, 56 Iowa 195, 9 NW 120. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Bird, 126 Mich. 631, 
ga NW 127, Mikell Cas. Cr. L. 869; 
Wigler v. Peo., 44 Mich. 299, 6 NW 
964, 58 AmR 267. 


It is not necessary that the in- 
jured party should have conducted an investigation 
as to the falsity of the pretense to make it indict- 
able,** no authorities making it his duty to do more 
than avail himself of the means of detection at hand 
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circumstances. 
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Capacity of party defrauded, and surrounding 
With reference to the deceptiveness 
of the pretense, the ability of the person to whom it 
was made to detect its falsity,S®> which is to be de- 
termined from his age, mental condition, and station 
in life,8° is to be considered. So likewise are the 
relations between the accused and the person de- 


frauded,*7 and the circumstances generally under 


[§ 27] 


tense. 


Minn.—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 


‘) 296, 79 NW 1007. 


Miss.—Smith vy. State, 55 Miss. 513. 

N. Y.—Watson v. Peo. 87 N. Y. 
561, 41 AmR 397, 14 NYWklyDig 40 
[aff 26 Hun 76]; Peo. v. New York 
County Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. 436; 
pie v. Sully, Sheld. 17, 5 Park. Cr. 

Ss. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 187, 160 NW 811. 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
§61, 170-P 374; State v. Phelps, 41 
Wash. 470, 84 P 24; State v. Knowl- 
ton, 11 Wash. 512, 39 P 966. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Wickham, 10 A. & FE. 
34, 37 ECL 43, 113 Reprint 14; Reg. 
V. 1 Woolleéy,':3., Gi &, K, (98> Res. -v-. 
Jessop; il ‘Cox. iC 4.339. 

fa] In Kentucky the statute mak- 
ing it an offense to obtain property 


‘by impersonating an officer does not 


require that the one impersonating 
an officer should make such repre- 
sentations as would induce a reason- 
ably prudent person to accept his 
statements as true, and part with his 
money or property under the belief 
that he was an officer, in order to 
establish his guilt. It is sufficient if 
the representations are made with the 
view of procuring money or property, 
and as a result thereof money or 
property is procured by the person 
so representing himself to be an 
officer. Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 385, 
155 SW. 1125. ' 

82. Johnson v. State, 36 Ark. 242; 
State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 296, 79 
NW 1007; Smith v. State, 55 Miss. 
513; Gibson v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 462, 
214 SW 341. : 

83. Ala.—Jenkins v. State, 97 Ala. 
66,42. S010" : 

Cal beo.Gvyomith, «3. .Cala- A 62, 
84 P 449. 

Ga.—Whitaker v. State, 11 Ga. A. 
208, 75 SE 258; Crawford v. State, 4 
Ga. A. 789, 62 SE 501. 

Tll=—Thomas via Peo., 113 TIl. 531. 

Ky.—Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 385, 
155 SW 1125; Com. v. Scroggin, 60 
SW 528, 22 KyL 1338. 

Mass.—Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
103, 49 NE 91; Com. v. Lee, 149 Mass. 
LO eNO ok 

Mo.—State v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 
153 SW 1110; State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 
136, 93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 Ann 
Cas 23. 

N. -D.—State v." Stewart, 9° N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Oh.—In re False Pretenses, 9 OhS& 
CP. 825. 

Ss. D—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
Ss. D. 187, 160 NW _/811. 

Tex.—Lively v. State, (Cr.) 74 SW 
321. 

[a] Examination of records.—(1) 
Conviction may be had for obtain- 
ing money by false repersentation as 
to the title to property (Jenkins v. 
State, 97 Ala. 66, 12 S 110; Miller v. 
Peo., 22 Colo. 530, 45 P 408; Crawford 
WeeeStaten dGa.. 247,)°43 Si 762) 
Brown v. State, 62 Tex. Cr. 592, 138 
Sw 604; Brown v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 
483, 88 SW 811), (2) or for falsely 
pretending that certain property was 
free from all encumbrances (Keyes 
vi Peo o7 Mi 638° 64 NE 9730: 
Contra Com. v. Grady, 13 Bush (Ky.) 
285, 26 AmR 192), although an ex- 


which the representations were made.8$ 
5. Effectiveness—a. 
It is not sufficient that there is a false pre- 
tense; the owner of the property must rely on it; 
the pretense must be an effective cause in inducing 
the owner to part with his property.®® 


Reliance on Pre- 


Therefore, 


amination of the records would have 
disclosed the falsehood. 

84. See cases supra note 79. 

85. Cowen vy. Peo., 14 Ill. 348; Mc- 

Dowell v. Com., 136 Ky. 8, 123 SW 
313; Peo. v. Summers, 115 Mich. 537, 
73 NW 818. 
_[{a] Tlustration.—‘“Should an ar- 
ticle, the essential value of which 
consisted in its color, be offered to 
a person fully possessed of the sense 
of sight, and with every opportunity 
of inspection, with the pretence, that 
it was white, when in fact it was 
black, under such circumstances, the 
false pretence might be very inno- 
cent, because it was not calculated 
to deceive; while the same pretence 
made to a blind person, would be 
calculated to deceive, and might sub- 
ject the party to punishment.” 
Cowen v. Peo., 14 Ill. 348, 350. 

86, Conn.—State v. Penley, 27 
Conn. 587. 

Ga.—Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 
SE 678. 

Ind.—lLefler v. State, 153 Ind. 82, 
ee, 54 NE 439, 74 AmSR 300, 45 LRA 


Sire C:-—State v. Stroll, .30 S; Gy Li. 

Tenn.—Bowen v. State, 9 Baxt. 45, 
40 AmR 71. 

Tex.—Harrison v. State, 44 Tex. 
Cr. 243, 70 SW 421; Colbert v. State, 
1 Tex. A. 314. 

“An inexperienced person, a child, 
or a feeble old man, might be in- 
duced to part with his property by 
false pretenses so flimsy and absurd 
as not to influence a2 man of ordinary 
prudence, and the falsity of which 
would at onee be apparent to a man 
of experience. till, if the represen- 
tations were such as to secure the 
credit of such a person, and deprive 
him of the possession of his property, 
no matter how absurd such repre- 
sentations may appear to a person 
of more exrerience and .of greater 
sagacity, they would be such repre- 
sentations as are contemplated by 
the statute.’ Lefler v. State, supra. 

87. Bowman y. State, 54 Fla. 16, 


45 S 308; Peo. v. Monroe, 64 App. 
IDI UL Ose LENG Y Sus Use 
83. Ga.—Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 


78, 30 SE 678. 

Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84° SW 768, 27) Ky 265," 115) AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 688. 

Mo.—State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369. 7 AnnCas 
23; State v. Starr, 244 Mo. 161, 148 
SW 862; State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79. 

N. Y.—Feo. v. New York County Ct. 


Oyer’ & T.. 83° N.Y. 436. 
Tenn.—Roberts v. State, 2 Head 
501. 
89. U. S.—Brafford v. U. S., 259 


Fed. 511; Jones vo U. Si 013 Fir€as: 
No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647. 
Ala.—Wilkerson v. State, 140 Ala. 
155, 36 S 1004; Meek v. State, 117 
Ala. 116, 23 S 155; O’Connor v.. State, 
30 Ala. 9; Burney v. State, 5 Ala. A. 
316, 59'S 306. 
Ark.—Higgins v. State, 141 Ark. 
633, 217 SW 809; Owens v. State, 98 
Ark 609 13:7" (SW 256s Parkers -v. 
State, 98 Ark. 575, 137 SW 253; Mor- 
gan v. State, 42 Ark. 131, 48 AmR 55; 
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if the owner has knowledge of the truth or does not 
believe the pretense,°® or, although believing it, yet 
parts with the property’on some other inducement,?! 
or investigates it and parts with the property, rely- 
ing entirely on the results of his investigation,®” 
the offense has not been committed. But although 


40! Peo., 82 N. Y. 238 [rev 20 Hun 55]; 


Jamison v. State, 87 Ark. 445, 
AmR 108. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Gibbs, 98 Cal. 661, 33 
P 630; Peo. v. Mauritzen, 84 Cal. 37, 
24 P 112; Peo. v. Jordan, 66 Cal. 10, 
AEP 35 56 AmR 73; Peo. v. Haskins, 
CAE) 194 P 43; Peo. v. Bliss, (A.) 196 
 £1046% FPeo: Vv. Rose, (A.) L830 EF 
874; Peo. v. Green, 22 Cal. A. 45, 133 
P 334; Peo. v. Emmons, 13 Cal. A. 
487, 110 P 151; Peo. v. Leavens, 12 
Gals Av 178, 106 P1103; .Peo..v. Car-= 
penter, 6 Cal. A. 231, 91 P 809. 

Colo;—Stumpfiy v. “Peo. 51 “Colo: 
202, 117 P 134; Wheeler v. Peo., 49 
Colo. 402, 113 P 312, AnnCas1912A 
755; Van Buren v. Peo., 7 Colo. A. 
136, 42 P 599; Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. 
Aa soroo i) 88: 

Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 

D. C.—Foster v. Goldsoll, 48 App. 
505; Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 186. 

Fla.—Green v. State, 76 Fla. 351, 
79 S 712; Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 
244, 79 S 707; Edwards v. State, 45 
ilar 22; 383) (S853 Pendry, v.-State, 
18 Fla. 191; Ladd v. State, 17 Fila. 
215. 

Ga.—Jackson v. State, 118 Ga. 125, 
44 SE 833; Reagan v. State, 112 Ga. 
Some TAS 3805 IRicks we “State, 15 
Ga. A. 645, 84 SE 86; Webb v. State, 
12 Ga. A. 519, 77 SE 670; Odum_v. 
State, 10 Ga. A. 27, 72 SE 511i; Wil- 
liams v. State, 8 Ga. A. 583, 70 SE 
47; Laster v. State, 4 Ga. A. 804, 62 
SE 508. 

Tll.—Peo. v. Gallowich, 283 Ill. 
360, 119 NE 2838; Chicago v. Wester- 


gren, 173 Ill. A. 562; Jackson v. Peo., ; 


18 Ill. A. 508. 

Ind.—McCrann v. 
848; State v. Conner, 110 Ind. 469, 
11 NE 454; Cooke v. State, 83 Ind. 
402; Abbott v. State, 59 Ind. 70; Clif- 
ford, v. State, 56 Ind. 245; State. v. 
Magee, 11 Ind. 154. 

Iowa.—State v. Nine, 105 Iowa 131, 
74 NW 945; State v. Stone, 75 Iowa 
215, 39 NW 275; State v. Dowe, 27 
Iowa 273, 1 AmR 271. 

Kan.—State v. Metsch, 387 Kan. 222, 
15 P 251; In re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 


State, 128 NE 


Ky.—Rand y. Com. 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802. 
Me.—State v. Dorr, 33 Me. 498. 


Mass.—Com. v. Farmer, 218 Mass. 
507, 106 NE 150; Com. v. Althause, 
207 Mass. 32, 93 "NE 202, 31 LRANS 
999; Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 248, 
52 NE 77; Com. v. Davidson, 1 Cush. 
33; Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 179. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 
Mich. 562, 81 NW 565; Peo. v. Mc- 
Allister, 49 Mich. 12, 12 NW 891. 

Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
764, 60 S 774; Smith v. State, 55 
Miss. 513; Bowler v. State, 41 Miss. 
570. 

Mo.—State v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; 
State v. Young, 266 Mo. 723, 183 SW 
305; State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 
178 SW 489; State v. Morris, 230 
Mo. 631, 132 SW 590; State v. Dines, 
206 Mo. 649, 105 SW 722; State v. 
Bohle, 182 Mo. 58, 81 SW 179; State 
v. Cameron, 117 Mo. 641, 23 SW 1767; 
State v. Dennis, 80 Mo. 589; State v. 
Vorback, 66 Mo. 168; State v. Bon- 


nell, 46 Mo. 395. 

Mont.—State v. Moran, 56 Mont. 
94,0 182) P 110. 

Nebr.—Mason v. State, 99 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895. 

IN. <d.——State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. 
Tse lS' 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Shattuck, 194 N. Y. 
424, 87 NE 775; Peo. v. Baker, 96 


N. Y. 340, 2.N. ¥. Cr. 218 [rev 18 NY 
WklyDig 112]; Watson v. Peo., 87 N. 
Wer 6150141 AmR OOS Therasson Vv. 


FALSE PRETENSES 


Peo. v. Whitney, 146 App. Div. 98, 
130 NYS 465; Peo. v. Livingstone, 47 
App. Div. 283, 62) NYS 93 €lark v- 
Peo., 2 Lans. 329; Peo. v. Stetson, 4 
Barb. 151; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Misc. 182, 
71 NYS 492; Peo. v. Bough, 1 NYS 
298 [rev on other grounds 48 Hun 
621 mem]; Peo. v. Tompkins, 2 Edm. 
Sel. Cas. 191, 1 Park; Cr. 224; Lucre’s 
Case, 1 CityHallRec 140. 

N. C.—State v. Salisbury Ice, etc., 
Co. U66, INE 96s %40355. 810" SEL 956,752 


LRANS 219, AnnCas1916C 728; State i 


v. Salisbury Ice, ete., Co., 166 N. C. 
366, 81 SE 737, 52 LRANS 216, Ann 
Cas1916C 456; State v. Whedbee, 152 
N. C. 770, 67 SE 60, 27 LRANS 363; 
State v. Davis, 150 N. C. 851, 64 SE 
498; State v. Moore, 111 N. C. 667, 
16 SE 384. 

Okl.—Jones v. State, 9 Okl. Cr. 621, 
132 P 914; Taylor y. Terr., 2°Okl. Cr. 
oo 628. 

Or.—State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 569, 
So Est, 6 TRANS, 3653 State Vv. 
Bloodsworth, 25 Or. 83, 34 P 1023. 

Pa.—Com. v. Snyder, 23 Pa. Dist. 
661") Com. iv.) Balph, (18) Pa..€o. 1242 
Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328; Com. 
v. Chambers, 2 Chest. Co. 63; Com. 
v. McCrossin, 3 PaLJ 220, 2 PaLJR 
6; Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Cas., 311, 1 °PaLJR 302, 2 Pals 241; 
Com. v. Herman, 15 Phila. 386; Com. 
v. Philadelphia County Prison, 6 
Phila. 78. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. 6 
Philippine 368; U. S. 
Philippine 358. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Battistini, 5 
Porto Rico 120. 

S. D.—-State v. Van Ruschen, 388 S. 
D. 187, 160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Epperson v.:° State, 42 Tex. 
79; McDaniel v. State, 63 Tex. Cr. 
260, 140 SW 232; Brown v. State, 62 
Tex: “Cr. 592; 128 SW 604; Speer v. 
State, 50 Tex. Cr. 273, 97 SW 469; 
Thorpe v. State, 40 Tex. Cr. 346, 50 
SW 388; Curtis v. State, 81 Tex. Cr. 
39, 19 SW 604; Warrington v. State, 
1 Tex, A. 168; Scott v. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 264, 11 SW 320; Hardin v. State, 
25 Tex. A. 74, 7 SW 534; Hightower 
Vv. State, (23 DexivAy 451) 6 Sw. 343% 
Blum v. State, 20 Tex. A. 578, 54 
AmR 530; Mathena v. State, 15 Tex. 
A. 473; Ervin v. State, 11 Tex. A. 
536; Buckalew v. State, 11 Tex. A. 
352; White v. State, 3 Tex. A. 605. 

Va.—Fay v. Com., 28 Gratt. (69 


Wile cal Ss 
Kulbe, 67 Wash. 


Leano, 
v. Mendezona, 2 


Wash.—State v. 
21, 120 P 510; State v. Bingham, 51 
Wash. 616, 99 P 735. 

W. Va.—State v. Pishner, 72 W. 
Va. 603,78 SE 752; State v. Hurst, 
129 Wis. 


LGN ss Niro: 
Wis.—Clawson vy. State, 

650, 109 NW 578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 

pages 966; State v. Green, 7 Wis. 
Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 


Taaie, 8 

Eng.—Reg. v. King, [1897] 1 Q. B. 
214; Regi Vv. Ball WiC wee Meee 40a 
ECL 140; Rex v. Dale, 7 C. & P. 352, 
32 ECL 652; Reg. v. Burton, 16 Cox 
CC. C.s62; Ress Vesonesy, alba Cos Gt 
C. 475; Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 Cox C. C. 
1263 eel oven Chardon we luehin socks 
488; Ree. v. Hazzlewood, 48 J. P. 151. 
eae .—Reg. v. Durocher, 12 RevLeg 

Alta.—In re Staggs, 5 Alta. L. 354, 
8 DomLR 284, 22 WestLR 853, 3 
WestWkly 393. 

[a] Blackmail.—Where one false- 
ly represents himself to be an offi- 
cer, arrests, and threatens to prose- 
cute for a crime unless money is 


[§ 27 


the owner makes some investigation of the represen- 
tations made by accused to ascertain their truth, yet 
if he nevertheless would not have parted with the 
goods but for such representations, believing them 
true, accused is guilty.°* 
tenses cannot escape conviction upon the ground 


One accused of false pre- 


paid to settle the offense, and the 
person arrested being in fear of 
prosecution pays the money, but it 
is not alleged that he believed or re- 
lied on any statement made, the of- 
fense is not cheating and swindling, 
but blackmail. Jackson v. State, 118 
Ga. 125, 44 SE 833. See also Black- 
mail= 8 C. peaEHA: 

90. Ga.—Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 
78, 30 SE 678; Rainey v. State, 94 Ga. 
599, 19 SE 892; Crawford v. State, 
4 Ga. A. 789, 62 SE 501. 

Ill.—Chicago’ v. Westergren, 173 
TIL A25 62: 

Ind.—Hess v. Young, 59 Ind. 379. 

Iowa.—State v. Mullen, 151 Iowa 
392, 181 NW 679, AnnCas1913A 399; 
State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 543, 105 
NW 51. 

Kan.—State v. Crane, 54 Kan. 251, 
38) PL2tO 

Ky.—Com. v. Thompson, 9 Ky. Op. 


932. 

Minn.—State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 
432, 90 NW 1108. 

Mo.—State v. Lawrence, 178 Mo. 
350,77 SW 497, 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Whitney, 146 App. 


Div. 98, 130 NYS 465; Peo. v. Stet- 
son, 4 Barb: 151; Peo. v. Klock, 55 
Misc. 46, 106 NYS 267; Peo. v. Bough, 
1 NYS 298 [rev on other grounds 48 
Hun 621 mem]. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 88 NW 869. 

Or.—State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 85 
P 81, 6 LRANS. 365. 

Pa.—Com. Ve i Herman; 15) *Philas 
386; Com. v. Philadelphia County 
Prison, 6 Phila. 78. 

Tex.—McDaniel v. State, 63 Tex. 
Cr. 260, 140 SW 232; McPearson v. 
State, (Cr.) 79 SW 522; Thorpe v. 
State, 40 Tex. Cr. 346, 50 SW 383; 
Buckalew v. State, 11 Tex. A. 352. 

Wash.—State v. Bingham, 51 
Wash. 616, 99 P 735. 

Eng.—Rex v. Dale, 7 C. & P. 352, 
32 ECL 652; Reg. v. Hensler, 11 
Cox CGC. C. 5703 Regs. Vv.) Mills, 7 ‘Cox’ €9 
eco Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 Cox C. C. 
91. 


Ala.—Woodbury v. State, 69 
Ala, 242, 44 AmR 515. 
i Vv. State,, TO Ark 


30, 65 SW 935. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Bliss, (A.) 190 P 1046; 


bee v. Mauritzen, 84 Cal. 37, 24 P 
Colo.—Stumpff Vo 4P60;57 15h) GColoe 
208; 117 Me 134. 
45 Pla, 22, 
33 's 853. 


Iowa.—State v. Stone, 75 Iowa 215, 
39 NW 275. 

Kan.—State v. Metsch, 37 Kan. 222, 
Bae ded yale 

Mo.—State v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; 
State v. Benson, 110 Mo. 18, 19 SW 
213; State v. Kingsley, 108 Mo. 135, 
18 oa 994, 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340; 
Peo. v. Tore oe 2 Edm. Sel. Cas. 
191, 1 Park. Cr. 224 

40 Tex. Cr. 


346, 50 SW 383. 
Wis.—Baker v. State, 120 Wis. 135, 
cy ea 566; State v. Green, 7 Wis. 
Eng.—Rex v. Dale, 7.C. & P. 352, 
32 ECL 652; Rex v. Codrington, 1 C. 
& PB 661; 12 Hel 375. 

92. Peo..v. Gibbs, 98 Gal. 661, 33 
P 630; Engle v. U. S., 48 App. (D. CGC.) 
466; State v. Knowlton, 11 Wash. 
512, 39 P 966; Reg. v. ‘English, 12 
Cox Cc. G. Il; Rerwv. ees Coxe 
Ce 233; Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 Cox C. C. 

93. Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 Mich. 
562, 81 NW’ 565; Reg. v.-Eneglish, 12: 
Cox G. GC. 171. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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that his victim was given an opportunity to make 
an investigation which would have disclosed the 
fraud, and was told by the former not to rely upon 
his representations, unless it further appears that 
the victim accepted the withdrawal of the represen- 
tations and assumed to act upon his own judg- 
Where the false representation is as to a 
matter of law, it has been held that the person to 
whom it was made must have known that it was 
false and so could not have been induced by it to 
Knowledge of an 
agent of the owner of the falsity of the pretense 
will not be imputed to the owner where accused and 
the agent conspired to defraud by false pretense.°® 
And the same rule applies where accused with the 


ment.°4 


have parted with his property.°® 


94. Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. (D. 
C.) 571, AnnCas1917D 622. 

95. Perkins v. State, 67 Ind. 270, 
33 AmR 89; State v. Jamison, 268 
Mo. 185, 186 SW 972; State v. Law- 
rence, 178 Mo. 350, 77 SW 497; Peo. 
v. Klock, 55 Misc. 46, 106 NYS 267. 
See also Fambrough v. State, 113 
Ga. 934, 39 SEH 324 (misrepresenta- 
tion based on verbal promises, not 
binding under the statute of frauds) ; 
State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 85 P 81, 
6 LRANS 365 (in a_ prosecution 
against a bank cashier for drawing 
and certifying a personal check when 
he did not have the money on de- 
posit, where the person receiving the 
check is a banker, he is presumed to 
know the law relating to that busi- 
ness, and hence could not have de- 
pended on the primary liability of 
the bank as giving validity to the 


Presumption of knowledge of 
law.—(1) The maxim that “Every 
one is presumed to know the law” 
has been assigned as the basis for 
this rule. Peo. v. Klock, 55 Misc. 
46, 146 NYS 267. (2) According to 
other authority “it does not greatly 
matter in so holding whether this 
view is reached upon the theory of 
that fictitional presumption for pro- 
cedural convenience that ignor- 
ance of the law excuses no one, and 
that therefore all men are presumed 
to know the law; or whether it be 
based upon the view that no criminal 
false pretense may be bottomed upon 
a representation wherein the ascer- 
tainment of the truth or falsity of 
the fact averred is as open to him 
to whom the representation is made 
as it is to him who makes it.” State 
v. Jamison, 268 Mo. 185, 195, 186 SW 
972. (3) And according to still other 
authority this maxim is inapplicable. 
Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 SE 678. 

[b] Pretense of authority to com- 
promise crime.—Where the accused 
represented that he had authority to 
compromise a crime, the person de- 
frauded was bound to know the fal- 
sity of such representation and so 
no offense was committed. Perkins 
v. State, 67 Ind. 270, 33 AmR 89; Peo. 
v. Stetson, 4 Barb. (N. Y.) 151. Con- 
tra Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 SE 


678. 
96. Saylor v. Com., 149 Ky. 152, 
148 SW 6; State v. Aikins, (Mo.) 


180 SW 848, LRANS1916C 1101; Reg. 
PeaeOlarikt 24S. Cumhols 

97. Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802; State v. Talley, 77 S. C. 
99, 67 SE 618, 122 AmSR 559, 11 


LRANS 938. 

98. See cases supra note 89. 

99. Conn.—State  v. Church, 43 
Conn. 471. 


Fla.—Morris v. State, 54 Fla. 80, 
45 S 456, 14 AnnCas 285. 

Ga-— Oliver ’)°v.. ‘State; 15. Ga. A. 
452, 83 SE 641; O’Neal v. State, 10 
Ga. A. 474, 73) SE 696. 

Tll.— Watson v. Peo., 27 Ill. A. 493. 

Iowa.—State Ke Seligman, 127 Iowa 
415, 103 NW 357. 

Kan.—State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 377, 
86 P 447, 7 LRANS 278, 10 AnnCas 
904. 


FALSE PRETENSES 


Ky.—Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802; Edmonds vy. Com., 149 
Ky. 242, 147 SW 881. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Johnson, 190 Mich. 
170, 156 NW 449. 

Mo.—State v. Pickett, 174 Mo. 663, 
74 SW 844; State v. Willard, 109 Mo. 
242, 19 SW 189. - 

99 Nebr. 


Nebr.—Mason v. State, 
221, 155 NW 895; Roby v. State, 61 


Nebr. 218, 85 NW 61. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 37 Hun 84; 
Stuyvesant’s Case, 4 CityHallRec 


156; Coilins’ Case, 4 CityHallRec 143. 

N. C.—State v. Moore, 111 N. C. 
667, 16 SE 384. 

Okl.—Jones v. State, 9 Okl. Cr. 
621, 1382 P 914. 

Nsanae yee v. Binkley, 32 Pa. Co. 

Utah.—State v. Howd, 188 P 628. 
Oi Saeed Ve brooks) (1aeh 0a ik 

1. U. S.—Brafford v. U. S., 259 
Fed. 511. 

Ala.—Wilkerson v. State, 140 Ala. 
155, 36 S 1004; Meek v. State, 117 
Ala. 116, 23 S 155; Dorsey v. State, 
111 Ala. 40, 20 S 629; Woodbury v. 
State, 69 Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515. 

Ark.—Owens v. State, 98 Ark. 609, 
137 SW 256; Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 
575, 1837 SW 253; Donohoe v. State, 
59 Ark. 375, 27 SW 226. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Cadot, 138 Cal. 527, 
TA BAG 49siePeo sive Weir, 220 Cale 209; 
52 P 656; Peo. v. Gibbs, 98 Cal. 661, 
33 630s Peo, vi" Rose, GA.) 183: 2 
874; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 781, 
142 P 495; Peo. v. Moxley, 17 Cal. A. 
466, 120 P' 483; Peo. v. Emmons, 13 
Cal. A. 487, 110 P 151; Peo. v. White, 
Ui Car, A909), 9897633. 

Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 164, 


L712 P69: 

Del.—State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 316, 
51 A 878. 

D. C.—Robinson v. U. S 


; . 42 App. 
186; Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 571, 
AnnCas1917D 622. 

Fla.—Griswold v. State, 77 Fla. 
505, 82 S 44; Edwards v. State, 45 
Pla. (227,830S 853. 

Ga.—Braxton v. State, 117 Ga. 703, 
45 SE 64; Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 
127, 34 SE 358; Hathcock v. State, 
88 Ga. 91, 13 SE 959. 

Ill.—Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535; Simmons v. Peo., 187 Ill. 
327, 58 NE 384; Cowen v. Peo., 14 Ill. 
348. 

Ind.—Stifel v. State, 163 Ind. 628, 
72 NE'600; State v. Miller, 1538 Ind. 
229, 54 NE 808; State v. Conner, 110 
Ind. 469, 11 NE 454. 

Iowa.—State v. Dexter, 115 Iowa 
678, 87 NW 417; State v. Carter, 112 
Towa 15, 83 NW 715; State v. Nine, 
105 Iowa 131, 74 NW 945; State v. 
Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 452, 21 NW 561, 
773. 

Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; State v. Hetrick, 84 Kan. 


1157, 118 P 383, 34 LRANS 642; State 


Va Briges.174. Kan 37786, Po 447557 
LRANS 278, 10 AnnCas 904; State v. 
McDonald, 59 Kan. 241, 52 P 453; 
State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 440, 46 
P 777, 57 AmSR 341; State v. Gor- 
don, 56 Kan. 64, 42 P 346; State v. 
Decker, 36 Kan. 717, 14 P 283; State 
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collusion of a public official obtains public funds by 
false pretense.°? 

Pretense after property obtained. For the reason 
that the pretense must be effective cause in inducing 
‘the owner to part with his property,®* there can be 
no conviction based upon a pretense made after the 
property was obtained.°® 

[§ 28] b. Other Inducements Operating. Al- 
though the pretense must be an inducing cause of 
the owner’s parting with his property, it need not be 
the sole inducing cause; it is sufficient if it had a 
material influence in inducing the owner to part with 
his property, although he was also influenced in 
part by other causes, 

[§ 29] c¢. Remoteness of Pretense. 


re 
There are 


v. Cowdin, 28 Kan. 269; In re Snyder, 
1% Kan.) 642. 

Ky.—Bryant v. Com., 104 Ky. 593, 
47 SW 578, 20 KyL 790. 

La.—State v. Seipel, 104 La. 67, 28 
eae State v. Tessier, 32 La. Ann. 

Mass.—Com. v. Farmer, 218 Mass. 
507, 106 NE 150; Com. v. Davidson, 
1 Cush. 33; Com. v. Drew, 19) Pick. 
ee Com. v. Hershell, Thach. Cr. 
( 


Mich.—Peo. v. lLuttermoser, 122 
Mich. 562, 81 NW 565; Peo. v. Hens- 
Sler, 48 Mich. 49, 11 NW 804. 

Minn.—State v. Hulder, 78 Minn. 
524, 81 NW 582. 

Miss.—State v. Mortimer, 82 Miss. 
443, 34 S 214; Smith v. State, 55 
Miss. 513. 

Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79; State v. Dines, 206 
Mo. 649, 105 SW 722; State v. Bohle, 
182 Mo. 58, 81 SW 179; State v. 
Willard, 109 Mo. 242, 19 SW 189. 

Nebr.—West v. State, 63 Nebr. 257, 
88 NW 503; Wax v. State, 43 Nebr. 
18, 61 NW 117. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
384 A 461. 

N. J.—State v. Thacher, 35 N. J. 
L. 445. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. New York County 
Ct., 83 N. Y. 436; Peo. v. Sattlekan, 
120 App. Div. 42, 104 NYS 805; Peo. 
v.. Whiteman, 72 App. Div. 90, 76 
NYS 211; Peo. v. Livingstone, 47 
App. Div. 283, 62 NYS 9; Therasson 
V.)\ Reosh2 0. dun 554 prev son other 
grounds 82 N. Y. 238]; Peo. v. Genet, 


19 Hun 91 [aff 83 N. Y. 436]; Peo. 
v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 131; Scott v. 
Peo., 62 Barb. 62; Peo. v.. Hart, 35 


Misc. 182, 71 NYS 492; Peo. v. Tomp- 


kins, 2 Edm. Sel. Cas. 191, 1 Park. 
Cr. 224; Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 
87; Peo. v. Haynes, 11 Wend. 557 


[rev on other grounds 14 Wend. 546, 
28 AmD 530]; Peo. v. Miller, 2 Park. 


Cra 197) 7 Contras Peo, iv. | Dalton ae? 
Wheel. Cr. 161; Davis’ Case, 4 City 
HaliRec 61. 


N. C.—State v. McFarland, 105 SE 
179; State v. Allred, 84 N. C. 749. 


N. D.—State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 
33%, 8095 LAZAN Wie 8iae 
Oh.—Winnett v. State, 18 Oh. Cir. 


Ct. ol 5:04'0) Ohs- Cir Dees 245. 
Okl.—Smith v. State, 7 Okl. Cr. 136, 
TA 2ie ioe 


Or.—State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 
85 P 81, 6 LRANS 365. 
Pa.—Com,. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. 


Casey 332 8 Comin vs. 
PalbJR6, 3 Pals 219, 

Tenn.—State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 
157, 69 SW 970. 

Tex.—Whitehead v. State, (Cr.) 
196 SW 851, 853 [quot Cyc]; Hunter 
v. State, 46 Tex. Cr. 498, 81 SW 730; 
Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. Cr. 617, 56 
SW 751; Thorpe v. State, 40 Tex. 
Cr. 346, 50 SW 383; Blum v. State, 
20 Tex. A. 578, 54 AmR 530. 


McCrossin, 2 


Utah.—State v. Seymour, 49 Utah 
285,1 £63) P)’789, 
Va.—Trodgon v. Com.,, 31. Gratt. 


(72 Va.) 862; Fay v. Com., 28 Gratt. 
(69 Va.) 912. 

Wash.—State v. Elliott, 68 Wash. 
608, 123 P 1089; State v. Kulbe, 67 
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a number of cases in which it has been held that 
although false pretenses were made and property 
obtained the pretenses were too remote from the ob- 
taining of the property to sustain an indictment,? 
as for instance’ where a contract has been entered 
into by false representations and property. obtained 
It has been said, however, that, 
if a causal relation exists between the contract and 
the false pretense, the fact that the property was 
obtained immediately through the contract to which 
the false pretenses induced the prosecutor to con- 
As a general rule it would 
seem that if the false pretense is the operative cause 
of the transfer of the property, if there is a causal 


under the contract.® 


sent is no defense.* 


Wash. 21, 120 P 510; State v. Knowl- 
ton, 11 Wash. ON, Eo oy EeLoOos 

Wyo.—Haines v. "Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
Ahk ee 

Eng.—Reg. v. Hewegill, Dears. C. 
C3 315; Reg tv. luince,) 12)(Cox. €. 'C. 
451; Reg. v. English, 12 Cox C. C. 
yi Rese. pwWwiest, 8, Cox, Ci C212), 
Reni wake ny, cox iC} C) 394;\Ree. 
v. Bagleton, 6 Cox C. C. 559, 33 
eat 540; Reg. v. Hamilton, 10 
Jur. 1020. 

N. B.—Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 543. 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) Where the 
transaction charged and shown is a 
sale of purported school district or- 
ders, which were invalid and with- 
out value, the mere fact that the 
accused indorsed the warrants, and 
thereby rendered himself liable as a 
guarantor for the amounts stated in 
them, does not necessarily defeat a 
criminal prosecution. If the party 
defrauded parted with his money on 
the faith of the false pretenses, and 
did not rely on the personal respon- 
sibility of accused, a conviction may 
be had. State v. McDonald, 59 Kan. 
241, 52 P 453. (2) Where accused 
falsely represented to his fiancée 
that he had an opportunity to se- 
cure a position, and that, as a condi- 
tion precedent, he was required to 
deposit a sum, which she advanced 
to him on his request, he was guilty 
of obtaining ,money by false pre- 
tenses, although the engagement 
made it possible for him to obtain 
the money from her, and although 
he also represented that, if she would 
make the advance, they could be 
married immediately. Peo, v. Weir, 
120) Cal. 279, 52 P. 656. 

[b] Decisive influence of pretense. 
—The false pretenses sufficient to 
constitute the crime of obtaining 
goods under a false pretense must 
have had, either with or without 
other causes, a decisive influence on 
the mind of the person defrauded, 
so that without the weight of the al- 
leged false pretenses he would not 
have parted with his property. Fay 
v. Com., 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 912. 

2. Ark.—Morgan v. State, 42 Ark. 
131, 48 AmR 55. 

Tll.— Watson v. Peo., 27 Ill. A. 493. 


Ind.—Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 
504. 

Mass.—Com. v. Harkins, 128 Mass. 
TH 


Mo.—State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 148, 
49 SW 1017. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Gardner, 7 Cox C. 
C. 136; Reg. v. Bryan, 2 F. & F. 567. 
Ont.—Reg. v. Brady, 26 U. C. Q. 


Bes. 

[a] Pretenses held not too re- 
mote.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 504, 
111 NE 405; Com. v. Snyder, 23 Pa. 
Dist. 661; Com. v. Sweet, 4 Pa. Dist. 
136, 16 Pa. Co. 198; Reg. v. Button, 
119007) 2" Q@.o By, 597 foverr’ Resyv: 
Hoarner:, L40Cox «Cc. ‘C497 | Ree. we 
Kenrick, 5 Q. B. 49, 48 ECL 48, 114 
Reprint 1166; Reg. v. Abbott, 2 C& 
Ke 6305.61 ECL 630; Reg. v. Adam- 
son, 1 CUS Roo 47 BCL 192; Reg. 
v. Copeland, C. & M. 516, 41 ECL 
282° Reg. Vv. ah ee LZ ICoxs CC: 
68; Reg. v. Burgon, 7 Cox. C. C, 131; 
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[§ 30] 


erty.® 


Reg v. (Dark, 1 Dens GC. Cre 27 6aRes: 
v. Hope, 17 Ont. 463; Reg. v. Ry- 
mal, 17 Ont. 227; Reg. v. Huppel, 21 
U. C. QB. 281. 

8. Reg. v. Gardner, 7 Cox C. C. 
136; Reg. v. Bryan, 2 F. & F. 567. 

[a] In Canada under the Cr. Code 
§ 359 it is an offense to obtain prop- 
erty through the medium of a con- 
tract obtained by false pretense. Reg, 
Vertiarty, 3s1Nie S022. 

4. Peo. v. Martin, 102 Cal. 558, 36 
P''952. 

5, KP eo.) Vv. b-Martin,” 102/-Cal. 558, 
86 P 952, Mikell Cas. Cr. L. p 98; 
por Vv. Lee, 149 Mass. 179, 21 NE 

6. Ala.—Wilkerson v. State, 140 
Ala. 155, 36 S 1004; Foster v. State, 
16 Ala. A. 459, 78 S 722; Clark v. State, 
14 Ala. A. 638, 72 S 291; Shreve v. 
State, 4 Ala. A. 216, 59 S 223. 

Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 164, 
171 P 69. See also Morris v. Peo., 
4 Colo. A. 136, 85 P 188 (discussing 
but not applying rule). 

Mass.—Com., v. Lee, 149 Mass. 179, 


21 NE 299. 
State, 55 Miss. 


ie ea Vv. 

N. C.—State v. Wilkerson, 98 N. 
C. 696, 3 SE 683. 
sen om v. Snyder, 23 Pa. Dist. 


PU weitere desNipn> v. State, 13 Lea 


Tex.—Blum v. State, 20 Tex. A. 
578, 54 AmR 530. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Martin, L. R. 1 C. 


C. 56; Reg. v. Powell, 15 Cox C. C. 
568; Reg. v. Greathead, 14 Cox CC. C. 
108; Reg. v. Welman, 6 Cox C. C. 153; 
Reg. (Vittamilton,. 1) Cox)  Gceu744, 

Ont.—Reg. v. Hope, 17 Ont. 463; 
Reg. y. Rymal, 17 Ont. 227. 

[a] In Georgia under the statute 
against obtaining credit by false rep- 
resentation, where false statements 
are made as a basis of obtaining 
credit, but are not acted on until 
some ‘time after they are made, they 
cannot be the foundation of a prose- 
cution, unless the person making the 
statements expressly reaffirmed their 
truth, or at the time of obtaining 
the credit knew, or had reason to 
believe, that it was extended on the 
faith of such previous statements. 
Broznack v. State, 109 Ga. 514, 35 
SE 123; Treadwell v. State, 99 Ga. 
779, 27 SE 785; Formby v. State, 14 
Ga. A. 596, 81: SE 799. 

7. U. S.—dJones v. U. S., 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647. 

Ala.—Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 
131, 58 S 1001; Dorsey v. State, 111 
Ala. 40, 20 S 629; Woodbury v. State, 
69 Ala. 242, 44 AmR 515; Mack v. 
State, 63 Ala. 138; Colly v. State, 55 
Ala. 85; O’Connor v. State, 30 Ala. 
9; Burney v. State, 5 Ala. A. 316, 59 


S 306. 

Ariz.—Kimball v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 
310, 115. P 70. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Cadot, 138 Cal. 527, 
71 P 649; Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 
266, 67 P 148; Peo. v. Griffith, 122 
Cal. 212, 54 P 725; Peo. v. Wasser- 
vogle, 77 Cal. 173, 19 P2703; Peo. v. 


Jordan, 66 Cal. 10, 4 P 773, 56 AmR 
73; Peo. v. Garnett, 35 Cal, 470, 95 
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relation between the pretense and the transfer which 
directly causes the transfer, the remoteness of the 
pretense is immaterial.® 

d. Continuing Pretense. 
cases have based the criminal liability of the accused 
upon the doctrine of continuing pretenses, under 
which, if the pretense is the inducing cause, it is 
immaterial that there has been a lapse of time 
between the nretooee and the obtaining of the prop- 


A number of 


[§ 31] 6. Intent: Under the common form of 
the statute a specific intent to defraud is essential to 
the commission of the crime.” 
statutes analogous in their nature and purposes to 


And under certain 


AmD 125; Peo. v. Green, 22 Cal. A. 
45, 1383 P 334; Peo. v. Harben, 5 Cal. 
As 529,791 oP 398: 

Colo.—Shemwell y. Peo., 62 Colo. 
L426) Glee 5c 

Del.—State v. Holden, 25 Del. 429, 
79 A 215; State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 
204, 74 A 82; State v. Briscoe, 22 
Del. 401, 67 A 154. 

Hee: C.—-Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
79 S 707; Edwards v. State, 45 Fla. 
22, 33 S 853. 

Ga.—Goddard v. State, 2 Ga. A. 
154, 58 SE 304; Laster v. State, 117 
Ga. 247, 43 SE 762; Treadwell v. 
State, 99 Ga. 779, 27 SE 785; Wood v. 
State, 48 Ga. 192, 15 AmR 664; Form- 
by v. State, 14 Ga. A. 596, 81 SE 799; 
Moore v. State, 11 Ga. A. 813, 76 SE 
368; Isaacs v. State, 7 Ga. A. 799, 68 
SE 338; Ager v. State, 2 Ga. A. 158, 
58 SE 374; Mulkey y. State, 1 Ga. 
A. 521, 58 SH 1022. 

Ind.—-State v. Fields, 118 Ind. 491, 
21 NE 252; Todd v. State, 31 Ind. 514. 

Iowa.—State ov. Chambers, 179 
Iowa 436, 161 NW 470; State v. Coop- 
er, 169 Towa 5741, 151 "NW 835; State 
v. Foxton, 166 ‘Towa 181, 147 NW 
347, 52 LRANS 919, AnnCas1916E 
727; State v. Seligman, 127 Iowa 
415, 103 NW 357. 

Kan.—State'v. Clark, 46 Kan. 65, 
26 P 481; State v. Matthews, 44 Kan. 
596, 25 P 36, 10 LRA 308. 

Ky.—Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802, 804 [quot Cyc]; Com: 
v. Van Tuyl, 1 Mete. 1, 71 AmD 455. 

Md.—Lyman v. State, 109 A 548. 

Mass.—Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 
461, 67 NE 419; Com. v. Dean, 110 
Mass. 64; Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
548, 88 AmD 712; Com. v. Call, 21 
Pick. 515; Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 
179; Com. v..Mooar, Thach. Cr. 410. 

Mich.—Peo. Vv. Rice, 206 Mich. 644, 
173. NW 495; Peo. v.' Wakely, 62 
Mich. 297, 28 NW 871; Peo. v. Win- 
Slow, 39 Mich. 505; Peo. v. Getchell, 
6 Mich. 496. 

Minn.—State v. Bourne, 86 
432, 90 NW 1108. 

Miss.—Pittman v. State, 101 Miss. 
553, 58 S 532; Bowler v. State, 41 
Miss. 570. 

Mo.—State v. Mastin, 277 Mo. 495, 
211 SW 15; State v. Miller, 212 Mc. 
73, 111 SW 18; State v. Fraker, 148 
Mo. 143, 49 Sw 1017; State v. Jack- 
son, 112 Mo. 585, 20 SW 674; State 
Vv. Benson, 110 Mo. 18, 19 SW 2d.3¢ 


Minn. 


State v. Norton, ae Mo. 180; State 
v. Newell, 1 Mo. 24 

Nebr.—Ketchell v. as 36 Nebr. 
324, 54 NW 564. 

N. J.—State v. Worman, 88 N. J. 
L. 463, 97 A 31; State v. Luxton, 65 
Ne ae 605, 48 A 535; Sharp v. State, 
53 Nits cia, 511, 24 A 1026. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340, 
2 N. Y. Cr. 218; Watson v. Peo., 87 
N. Y. 561, 41 AmR 397; Therasson v. 
Peo., 82 N. Yaroes [rev 20 Hun 55]; 
Mayer v. Peo., 80 N. Y. 364; Peo. v. 
Moore, 37 Hun 84; Brown v. Peo., 16 
Hun ; 535; Weyman v. Peo., 4 Hun 
511, 6 Thomps. & C. 696, 2 Cow. Cr. 
236 [aff 62 N. Y. 623 mem]; Scott v. 
Peo., 62 Barb. 62; Peo. v. Martin, 91 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 31] 


the common form of statute, an intent to defraud is 
likewise an essential element;® but under other stat- 
utes such intent is not deemed to be an ingredient 
The intent to defraud need not be 
directed against the legal owner; it is sufficient if it 
is directed against any one in lawful possession of 
the goods, or who parts with property in reliance 
It is not necessary that the intent is to 
accomplish the particular result aimed at; if the 
particular result fails and another thing of value is 
obtained by means of the false representations, it is 


of the erime.® 


thereon. 


Miser tOt ja ib4, ONY Su ocd oh PeOt LV. 
Rouss, 63 Misc. 135, 118 NYS 433; 
Peo. v. Hart, 85 Misc. 182,71 NYS 
492; Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Dem. 525; 
Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 87; Peo. 
v. Johnson, 12 Johns. 292; Peo. v. 
mish Sheld:.537).°4" Park) “Cre 212% 
iPéo. vy. sWard, 34Ni oY. Cr. -483° 

N. C.—State v. Whedbee, 152 N. 
€. 770,967 SE 60, 27 LRANS ‘363: 
State v. Davis, 150 N. C. 851, 64 SE 
498; State v. Oakley, 103 N. C. 408, 
9 SE 575; State v. Garris, 98 N. C. 
733, 4 SE 633; State v. Munday, 78 
Nee 460; State v. Phifer, 65 N. C. 

Oh.—State v. Mutchler, 87 Oh. St. 
268, 101 NE 267. 

Or.—State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 


103) P 621. 
Pa.—Com. v. Schmunk, 22 Pa. 
Super. 348; Com. v. Balph, 18 Pa. 


Co. 242; Com. v. Dennis, 1 Pa. Co. 


278; Com. v. Rosenberg, 1 Pa. Co. 
273; Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Hq. 
Cas. 3382; Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 


328; Com. v. McCrossin, 3 PaLJ 220, 
2 PaLJR 6. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Mendezona, 2 
Philippine 353; U. S. v. Reyes, 1 
Philippine 341. 

S. C.—State v. Hicks, 77 S. C. 289, 
57 SE 842. ] 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 S. 
D. 187, 160 NW 811; Wyman v. Wil- 
marth, 1 S. D. 172, 46 NW 190. 

Tenn.—Rothschild v. State, 13 Lea 
294; McCorkle v. State, 1 Coldw. 333. 

Tex.—Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. Cr. 
617, 56 SW 751;, Williams v. State, 
34 Tex. Cr. 606, 31 SW 649; Rosales 
v. State, 22 Tex. A. 673, 3 SW 3844; 
Blum v. State, 20 Tex. A. 578, 54 
AmR 530. 

Va.—Trogdon v. Com., 31 Gratt. 
(72 Va.) 862; Fay v. Com., 28 Gratt. 
(69 Va.) 912. 

W. Va.—State v. Williams, 68 W. 
Va. 86, 69 SE 474, 32 LRANS 420. 

Wis.—Clawson v. State, 129 Wis. 
650, 109 NW _ 578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 
AnnCas 966; Baker v. State, 120 Wis. 
135, 97 NW 566. 

Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645; Haines 
Vi Terr., 03' IWiy0s 167; 13° P%8. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Hazelton, L. R. 2 
Cl Chips 4: eReeilive Rilham, Lenk. 1. 


.C. C. 261; Rex v. Carpenter, 22 Cox 


CVs, 6185) Rego ve Gray..1T Cox ‘GC, 
Cc. 299; Reg. v. James, 12 Cox C. C. 
17m Res. vewstone, LNBs BY Stl: 
Rex v. Muirhead, 73°93. P. 31; Rex 
v. Wakeling, R. & R. 375; Young v. 
Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 100 Reprint 475. 

Ont.—Crawford v. Beattle, 39 U. C. 
One els, 

Que.—Rex v. Martel, 27 CanCrCas 
316. 
“The false pretenses employed are 
only the means by which the offense 
is perpetrated. The false pretense 
or representation is not of itself 
criminal, and it becomes so only by 
being accompanied with a fraudulent 


intent, which is the substance of 
the crime.” State v. Foxton, 166 
Iowa 181, 196, 147 NW 347%, 52 


LRANS 919, AnnCasi916E 727. 3 

{a] The “intent to defraud” is 
the intent by the use of false means 
to induce another to part with the 
title to his property, and confide it 
to defendant, when he would not 
otherwise do so. Peo. v. Rial, 23 
Cal Ate sc ee Loo men O Ole OOM av. 
O’Brien, 172 Mass. 248, 52 NE 177; 
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sufficient.11 


sary./? 


pretenses,1% 


Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481; Peo. v. 
Oscar, 105 Mich. 704, 68 NW 971; 
Com. v. Schuyler, 1 Pa. Co. 403. 

[b] Intent to deprive prosecutor 
of part of property obtained.—The 
intent need not be to deprive the 
prosecutor of the entire property ob- 
tained; it is sufficient if it is to de- 
prive him of a part comprehended 
within the whole. Reg. v. Leonard, 
2C. & K. 514, 61 BCL 514. 

[c] Effect of word “injure” in 
statutes.—Most of the statutes re- 
quire the intent to be to “injure or 
defraud.” “In these statutes the 
word ‘injure’ implies no more nor 
less than the word “defraud.” Car- 
lisle v. State, 76 Ala. 75. 

8 U. S—wU. S. v. Ehrgott, 182 


Ga.—Wilson v. State, 138 Ga. 489, 
75 SE 619; Latson v. Wells, 136 Ga. 
681, 71 SH 1052; Vance v. State, 128 
Ga. 661, 57 SE 889; Dyas v. State, 
126 Ga. 556, 55 SE 488; Sterling v. 
State, 126 Ga. 92, 54 SE 921; Town- 
send v. State, 124 Ga. 69, 52 SE 293; 
Vinson v. State, 124 Ga. 19, 52 SE 
79; Banks v. State, 124 Ga. 15, 52 
SE 74, 2 LRANS 1007; Lamar v. 
State, 120 Ga. 312, 47 SE 958; Pat- 


.terson v. State, 1 Ga. A. 782, 58 SE 


284. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Ill. 447, 
112 NE 3870 [rev 195 Ill. A. 53]. 

Ind.—Blanchard v. State, 3 Ind. 
A. 395, 29 NE 783. 

Minn.—State v. Johnson, 77 Minn. 
267,.79 NW 968. 

Mo.—State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 
111 SW 18; State v. Gregory, 170 Mo. 
598, 71 SW 170; Armstrong v. Win- 
frey, 61 Mo. 354. 

N. C.—State v. Griffin, 154 N. C. 


611, .70 SH 292. 
Brownlow, GA JseoRs 


Eng.—Rex v. 
240. 

{a] Under the Georgia statute 
(Acts [1903] p 90; Pen. Code [1910] 
§ 715), as to obtaining money or 
property under a contract to per- 
form services, the gist of the offense 
is the fraudulent intent, which 
exists at the time of obtaining such 
money or property, not to perform 
the services contracted for. Wilson 
v. State, 138 Ga. 489, 75 SE 619; 
Lamar v. State, 120 Ga. 312, 47 SH 
958; Garner v. State, 100 Ga. 257, 28 
SE 24; Patterson v. State, 1 Ga. A. 
782, 58 SE 284; Mulkey v. State, 1 
Galy Als5215 1572S) 1022; "Sterling v. 
State, 126 Ga. 92, 54 SE 921. 

{b] Under the Minnesota statute, 
(Gen. St. [1894] § 6711) making 
the obtaining, with intent to defraud, 
the property of another by aid of a 
worthless check, larceny, the gist of 
the offense is the obtaining, with in- 
tent to defraud, the money or prop- 
erty of another by false pretenses, 
that is, by color or aid of a check or 
draft which the accused has no rea- 
son to believe will be paid. State 
v. Johnson, 77 Minn. 267, 79 NW 968. 

[c] In North Carolina to convict 
under Rev. § 3431, for obtaining 
money upon and by color of. any 
promise to begin any work and un- 
lawfully and willfully failing to 
commence or complete the work ac- 
cording to the contract, without law- 
ful excuse, it is necessary to show 
a fraudulent intent on the part of 
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Nor need the intent be to cause ulti- 
mate loss to prosecutor, since prosecutor is de- 
frauded by the mere obtaining of his property by a 
false pretense, although he may suffer an ultimate 
loss, an intent to cause actual loss is not neces- 
In order that the crime may arise, the 
fraudulent intent must exist at the time the fraudu- 
lent representation or pretenses were made or when 
the thing of value was obtained by reason ot such 
The false pretense need not originally 
have been made for the purpose of defrauding; if it 


the promisor; and merely the facts 
of obtaining the advances, the prom- 
ise to do the work, and a breach of 
that promise, are insufficient to sus- 
tain a conviction. State v. Griffin, 
154 N.C. 611, 70.SE. 292; State v. 
Norman, 110 N. C. 484, 14 SE 968. 

9. Ill—Peo. v. Warfield, 261 Ill. 
293, 103 NE 979. 

Miss.—State v. Mitchell, 109 Miss. 
ot CiaS 8b3; 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Webster, 17 Misc. 
AV); 409 NYS. 1135,.7210NE We Cried 40) 

Tex.—McPearson v. State, (Cr.) 79 
SW. 522. 

Vt.—State v. Bacon, 7 Vt. 219. 

[a] Under Mlinois confidence 
game statute the intent to defraud 
is not made an ingredient of the of- 
fense. Peo. v. Warfield, 261 Ill. 293, 
103 NE 979. 

{[b] Under the New York statute 
(Pen. Code § 364a), making it an 
offense to sell articles marked “‘ster- 
ling silver’ which do not contain the © 
required number of parts of silver, 
criminal intent is not an ingredient 
of such offense. Peo. v..Webster, 17 
Mise. 410, 40 NYS 1135, 11 N. Y. Cr. 


340. 

nit Ala.—Mack v. State, 63 Ala. 
138. 

Colo.—Schayer v. Peo., 5 Colo. A. 
WO! Oh Ee 43% 


Ky.—Com. v. Johnson, 167 Ky. 727, 
738, 181 SW 368, LRA1916D 267. 


Md.—Jules v. State, 85 Md. 305, 
36 A 1027. 
Mass.—Com. v. Gall), 21 Bick. bi5: 


Minn.—State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 
4382, 90 NW 1108. 

Mo.—State v. Scott, 48 Mo. 422. 

IN; (G;—Staten vi Ridge; 7125 seNanes 
658, 34 SE 440; State v. Hargrave, 
103 N. C. 328, 9 SE 406. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Parkinson, 41 U. C. 
QuB. 545. 

But see Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645 (con- 
struing Rev. St. [1889] § 5143). 

T1.? Todds v: State, 31. ind yot4as 
Com. v. Hutchison, 114 Mass. 325. 

12. Ala.—Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001. ; 

Cal.—Peo. v. Wieger, 100 Cal. 352, 
34 P 826; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 
TS 1 49e Pe 495. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 4 Ga. A. 
789, 62 SE 501. ; 

Towa.—State v. Neimeier, 66 Iowa 
634, 24 NW 247. 

Ky.—Com. v. Johnson, 167 Ky. 727, 
181 SW 368, LRA1916D 267; Com. v. 
Schwartz, 92 Ky. 510, 18 SW 775, 19 
sw 189, 13 KyL 929, 36 AmSR 609. 

Me.—State v. Hill, 72 Me. 238. 

Mass.—Spaulding v. Knight, 116 
Mass. 148; Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
481. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 
704, 63 NW 971. 

Mo.—State v. Wilson, 143 Mo. 334, 
44 SW 722. 

N. J.—State we Thatcher, 35 N: J. 


Schuyler, 1 Pa. Co. 
403 


Eng.—Reg. v. Neylor, L. R. 1 C. 
Cc. 4; Reg. v. Boulton; 2 C. & K. 917, 
6L DCL S LT: 

13. Colo.—Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 
L6Ap eae. 69) TAs Telit: Cyci: 

Ga.—Patterson v. State, 1 Ga. A. 
782, 58 SE 284; Mulkey v. State, 1 
Ga. A. 521, 57 SE 1022. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moore, 37 Hun 84. 

N. C.—State v. Allred, 84 N. C. 749. 


‘Pa—Com. v. 
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is reiterated for that purpose it is sufficient.1* Since 
the intent provided for by the statutes is the intent 
to defraud another, and not to benefit accused, it is 
no defense that accused did not intend to derive any 
advantage from the obtaining of the property. 

[§ 32] 7. Knowledge of Accused of Falsity of 


Pretense and of Reliance Thereon. 


be no intent to obtain the property by means of the 
false pretense unless accused knows the pretense to 
be untrue, such knowledge on his part is essential 
to the commission of the ecrime.'® 
lieves in the truth of the representation made, al- 


Pa.—Com. v. McCrossin, 2 PaLJR 
6; 3 PaLJ 219: 

Tex.—Popinaux v. State, 12 Tex. 
A. 140. 

Va.—Fay v. Com., 28 Gratt. (69 
Va.) 812. 

[a] In Texas to constitute theft 
under Pen. Code (1895) art 861, pun- 
ishing theft by false pretext, the 
fraudulent intent must exist at the 
time of obtaining the goods and 
the representations must be false, 
while to constitute theft under § 877, 
relating to theft by conversion by 
bailee, the goods must have been 
obtained under contract of bailment, 
and the fraudulent intent must be 
conceived subsequent to obtaining 
legal possession. The fraudulent in- 
tent, in other words, is conceived 
under the last named statute, after 
legally obtaining property. Price v. 
_State, 49 Tex. Cr. 131, 91. SW 571. 

14. Clarke v. Peo., 64 Colo. 164, 
171 P 69; Reg. v. Hamilton, 1 Cox C. 
Cts. 

15. Ind.—Musgrave v. State, 133 
Ind. 297, 32 NE 885. 


Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Metc. 
462. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 


625, 64 NW 488. 

Oh.—State v. Hofman, 2 OhS&CP 
200, 1 OhNP 290. 

Tex.—May v. State, 15 Tex. A. 430 
(by statute). 

16. Ala.—Young v. State, 155 Ala. 
145, 46 S 580. 


Del.—State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 
204, 74 A 82. 

D. C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 
186. 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
79 S 70%. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 


247, 48 SE 762; Waterman v. State, 
114 Ga. 262, 40 SE 262; Holton v. 
State, 109% Ga. 127, 34 SH 358; Mc- 
Lendon v. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SH 
200; Ricks v. State, 15 Ga. A. 645, 
84 SE 86; Formby v. State, 14 Ga. 
A. 596, 81 SE 799; Webb v. State, 12 
Ga. A. 519, 77 SE 670; Hester v. 
State, 8 Ga. A. 380, 69 SE 21; God- 
dard v. State, 2 Ga. A. 154, 58 SB 
304. 

Il].—Peo. v. Robinson, 195 Ill. A. 
641; Peo. v. Manns, 146 Ill. A. 571. 

Ind.—Johnson v. State, 75 Ind. 553; 
State v. Snyder, 66 Ind. 203; State 
vy. Smith, 8 Blackf, 489. 

Towa.—State v. Sherman, 183 Iowa 
42, 166 NW 674; State v. Mullen, 151 
Towa 392, 131 NW 679, AnnCas1913A 
399; State v. Seligman, 127 Iowa 415, 
103 NW 357; State v. Nine, 105 Iowa 
131, 74 NW 945. 

Ky.—Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 348, 
195 SW 802; Day.v. Com., 110 SW 
417, 33 KyL 560. 

Mass.—Com. v. Devlin, 141 Mass. 
423, 6 NE 64. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Fitzgerald, 92 Mich. 
328, 52 NW 726; Peo. v. Behee, 90 
Mich. 356, 51 NW 515. 

Mo.—State v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; 
State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140. 

Nebr.—Mason v. State, $9 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895. 

N. J.—Sharp v. State, 53 N. J. L. 
511, 21 A 1026; State v. Blauvelt, 
SIN 8 ais pe Oe 

N. Y.—Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 
561, 41 AmR 3897; Peo. v. Martin, 91 
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ted.17 


Sinee there can 


[§ 33] 8. 


If accused be- | eral. 


Mise. 107, 154 NYS 324; Peo. v. 
Rouss, 63 Misc. 135, 118 NYS 433; 
Peo. v. Hart; 35 Misc. 182, 71 NYS 
492; Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 448. 

N. C.—State v. MacFarland, 105 SE 
179; Motsinger v. Sink, 168 N. C. 
548, 84 SH 847; State v. Davis, 150 N. 
C. 851, 64 SE 498; State v. Moore, 111 
N. C. 667, 16 SE 384; State v. Alphin, 
84 N. C. 745. 

Pa.—Com. v. Mullen, 4 Pa. Dist. 
656; Com. v. Balph, 18 Pa. Co. 242; 
Com. v. Rosenberg, 1 Pa. Co. 273; 
Com, v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328; Com. v. 
Pugh, 1 LancBarNo. 2, June 12, 1869; 
Com. v. Usner, 7 LancLRev 57; Com. 
v. Lundberg, 18 Phila. 482. 

Porto -Rico.—Peo. v. Battistini, 5 
Porto Rico 120. 

S. C.—State v. Haines, 23 S. C. 170. 
See also State v. Johnson, 20 S. C. 
387 (construing Gen. St. [1882] 
§ 2514 as to selling property covered 
by a lien without giving notice 
thereof to the purchaser). 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 187,.160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Maranda v. State, 44 Tex. 
442; Sherwood v. State, 42 Tex. 498; 
Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. .503, 84 
SW 1061, 11 AnnCas 830; Hunter v. 
State, 46 Tex. Cr. 498, 81 SW 730; 
Blum vy. State, 20 Tex. A. 578, 54 
AmR 530; Mathena v. State, 15 Tex. 
Ae 473; Hirsch’ v. State, 1 Tex. A. 

W. Va.—State v. Berkeley, 41 W. 
Va. 455, 23 SE 608; State v. Hurst, 
DI Wee Vial lb 4. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Bowen, 13 Q. B. 790, 
66 ECL 790, 116 Reprint 1465; Reg. 
v. Hazleton, L. R. 2 C. C. 134; Reg. 
Vv. (Philpottsshi'C. 3112; 847 Ow 
112; Reg. v. Henderson, 1 C. & M. 
328, 41 ECL 183; Reg. v. Keighley, 7 
Cox Caley 2A: 

[a] Actual. knowledge necessary. 
—An instruction that a false pre- 
tense can be established and crimi- 
nal responsibility imputed by rea- 
son, not of knowledge actually pos- 
possed by accused, but that which 
might have been acquired if accused 
had pursued the inquiry incumbent 
upon a man of ordinary business 
prudence, is erroneous. State v. Mc- 
Farland, (N. C.) 105 SE 179. 

{[b] Under the New York statute 
(Pen Code § 264), guilty knowledge 
is not an ingredient of the offense of 
selling articles marked ‘‘Sterling sil- 
ver” which do not contain the legally 
prescribed proportion of silver. Peo. 
v. Webster, 17 Misc. 410, 40 NYS 
HIG 5) dsbe UNE, AY Origa0. 

[c] Under the South Carolina 
statute (Gen. St. [1882] § 2514), pro- 
viding that any person who shall 
willfully and knowingly sell and con- 
vey any real or personal property 
on which any lien or liens exist, 
without first giving notice of such 
lien or liens to the purchaser, shall 
be guilty, etce., one who sells prop- 
erty in ignorance of a_ lien which 
exists thereon is not guilty of a vio- 
lation of such statute. State v. John- 
son, 20 S. C. 387. 

[d] Under the Texas statute a 


‘person is not guilty of any offense in 


selling dirt-packed cotton with in- 
tent to defraud where he did not 
know that it was falsely packed and 
was not in possession of facts charg- 
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though it may be false, the offense is not commit- 
But making a statement recklessly and 
without information justifying a belief in its truth 
is tantamount to an utterance of a statement know- 
ing it to be false.% 
under the statute against ohtaining goods by false 
pretenses, unless accused knows, or has reason to 
believe, that his representations are relied on as the 
ground of eredit.1® 

Obtaining of Property—a. 
In order to constitute the offense the property 
must have been actually obtained,?° either by ac- 


There can be no conviction 


In Gen-. 


ing him with the duty of making an 
investigation. Anderson vy. State, 30 
Tex. A. 69, 18 SW 866. 

State, 30 


Pa eh yee Vv. 
a. . 

Cal.—Peo. v. Griffith, 122 Cal. 212, 
54 P 725. 

Ga.—Webb v. State, 12 Ga. A. 519, 
77 SE 670. 

Mich.—Peo. vy. Bird, 126 Mich. 631, 
86 NW 127. 

Nebr.—-Ketchell v. State, 36 Nebr- 
324, 54 NW 564. 

N. C.—State v. Alphin, 84 N. C. 745. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Hamilton, 1 Cox C. 
C. 244, 

18. Peo. v: Cummings, 123 Cake 
269, 55 P 898; Crawford v. State, + 
Ga. A. 789, 62 SE 501; Rand v. Com., 
176 Ky. 343, 195 SW 802. 

19. Treadwell v. State, 99 Ga. 779, 
27 SE 785; Com. v. Jackson, 132 
Mass. 16; Peo. v. McAllister, 49 
Mich. 12, 12 NW 891. 

[a] Illustration. — A. merchant 
cannot be held criminally liable for 
defrauding one from whom he ob- 
tained goods on credit because of 
the fact that sixty days or more 
before the purchase he made a Sstate- 
ment to-a commercial agency to be 
used in giving him a rating, which 
statement was in some. respects 
false, where it is not shown that he 
reafiirmed the statement to the sell- 
er or knew or had reason to believe 
that the credit was extended to him 
on the faith of the representations 
therein made. Treadwell v. State, 99 
Ga. 779, 27 SE 785. 

20. U. S—Jones v. U. S., 18 FEF. 
Cas. No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647. 

Ala.—Foster v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
458, 78 S 721. 

37 Ark. 


Ark.—Jamison v. State, 
Evanoff, (A.) 187 P 


445, 40 AmR 1038. 

Cal.—Peo. v. 

54; Peo. v. Schwartz, (A.) 185 P 686; 
Peo. v. Mills Sing, (A.) 183 P 865, 

Colo.—Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 
146, 161 P 157; Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. 
A. 136, .35<P" 188) 

Ill.— Watson v. Peo., 27 Ill. A. 493. 

Iowa.—State v. McGinnis, 71 
Iowa 685, 33 NW 3888; State v. An- 
derson, 47 Iowa 142. 

Kan.—State v. Balliet, 63 Kan. 707, 
ae 1005; State v. Lewis, 26 Kan. 

Mass.—Com. vy. Devlin, 141 Mass. 
423, 6 NE 64. 

Mo.—State v. Morris, 230 Mo. 631, 
132 SW 590; State v. Hubbard, 170 
Mo. 346, 70 SW 883; State v. Kelly, 
170 Mo. 151,°70 SW 477; State v. 
Willard, 109 Mo. 242, 19 SW 189. 

Nebr.—Ex p. Parker, 11 Nebr. 309, 
9) INWarss. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Haynes, 11 Wend. 
557 [rev on other grounds 14 Wend. 
546, 28 AmD 5301: Ring’s Case, 1 
CityHallRec 7. 

N. C.—State v. Wilson,-116 N. C. 
979, 21 SE 692. 

Oh.— Griffith v. State, 93 Oh. St. 
294,.112 NE 1017; Tingue v. State, 
90 Oh. St. 368, 108 NE 222, AnnCas 
LILE6CY1156. 

Pa.—Com. v. Smith, Vaux 74. 

Tenn.—Carter v. State, 7 Lea 440, 
Mikell Cas. Cr. L. p 849. 

Tex—Kraft v. State, (Cr.) 217 SW 
1038; Gordon v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
641, 214 SW 980. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 33] 


cused himself or by someone in his behalf,?+ the 


offense being complete when the 


tained, and not until then.22, Except where the usual 
rule is changed by statute,** to constitute such an 
obtaining accused must acquire at least a voidable 
title to the property; that is, the owner must intend 
to invest him with the title, as distinguished from 
the mere custody or possession of the property.*4 
When accused is in possession of the property at the 


time, the intent to invest title in 


Wis.—Clawson vy. State, 129 Wis. 
650, 109 NW 578, 116 AmSR M259 
AnnCas 966; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365, 

Eng.—Reg. v. Hazelton, LOS Mey a OF 
Celst Res wyPolliam,)slay bop dCs, Ce 
261; Rex v. Burdett, 4 B. & Ald. 95, 
6 HCL 404, 106 Reprint 873; Rex v. 


Cosnett, 20 Cox CSO. 6 MRS. cy. 
Steels, 11 Coxni@y Cabs ROZsIN. Gae~ 
FOU O. CoxsGa Ce 260s 


Rex v. But- 

CER eo Dy oon kee O16. : 
N. B.—Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 548. 
[a] Money placed to accused’s 
credit.—If accused by false _ pre- 
tenses procures the proceeds of a 
loan to be placed to his credit on 
the books of a bank subject to check, 


and afterward checks out’ the 
amount, the offense of obtaininy 
money by false pretenses is com- 


plete. Foster v. State, 16 Ala. A. 458, 
78 S 721. 

[b] Obtaining possession of deed 
under false pretenses constitutes an 
obtaining, although possession of 
the property described therein re- 
mained in prosecutor, Golner v. 
Dcave 19, Ohy Cire Ct... Neciss old. 

{c] Obtaining of property from 
wife of owner is sufficient. Reg. v. 
Moseley, L. & C. 92. 

{d] The word “obtain,” in the 
confidence game statute, has the 
same meaning as it has in the false 
pretense statute, and means to get 
hold of, to gain possession of, or to 
acquire, and the offense consists of 
the getting hold of or gaining the 
possession of money or property by 
means of some trick or device or 
swindling operation in which advan- 
tage is taken of the confidence of the 
victim, even though the taking may 
also constitute larceny. Peo. v. Mil- 


Jer, -278 dll. 490, 116 NE 131, LRA 
1917E 797. 

21. See infra § 34. 

22. Ala.—Hendrix v. State, (A.) 
82 S 564. 


Cal.—Peo. v. Griesheimer, 176 Cal. 
44, 167 P 521; Peo. v. Ward, 145 Cal. 
736, 79 P 448; Peo. v. Bryant, 119 
Cal. 595, 51 P 960; Peo. v. Bowman, 
24 Cal. A. 781, 142 P 495. 

Ga.—Lowe v. State, 111 Ga. 650, 


386 SE 856; Oliver v. State, 15 Ga. 
A. 452, 83 SH 641. 

Ky.—Edmonds v. Com., 149 Ky. 
242, 147 SW 881. 


Mass.—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481; 
Com. v. Wilgus, 4 Pick. 177. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Cook, 41 Hun 67; 
Peo. v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 131; Peo. v. 
Haynes, 11 Wend. 557 [rev on other 
grounds 14 Wend. 546, 28 AmD 530]. 

N. D.—State v. Merry, 20 QIN. DD: 
337, 127 NW 83. 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Byrne, 10 Cox C. C. 
369; Rex v. Buttery, 5 D. & R. 616. 

Tal Payment of draft or check.— 
When a draft or check obtained by 
false pretense is paid the offense is 
committed. Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

[b] The disposition of the pronv- 
erty is immaterial, the offense be- 
ing completed when it is obtained. 
Peo. v. Griesheimer, 176 Cal. 44, 167 
P 521; State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 337, 
127 NW 83. 

23. See statutory provisions; and 
Morse v. State, 9 Ga. A. 424, 71 SE 
(construing Pen. Code _ [1910] 
§ 719); Sieck v. State, 96 Nebr. 782, 
148 NW 928 (construing Rev. St! 
[1913] § 8874). 
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property is ob- 


mitted.28 
him will be suf- 


24. Ala.—Hendrix v. State, (A.) 
82 S 564. 
Ark.—Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 


137 SW 258. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Rae, 66 Cal. 423, 6 P 
bo pA OL lo PeOnrve trtlalseae weal 
A. 713, 139 P 661; Peo. v. Schenone, 
PORCal ASS. W254. 58. 

Colo.—Shemwell vy. Peo., 62 Colo. 
£467) L6t RP 157: 

Ind.—Grunson vy. State, 89 Ind. 533, 
46 AmR 178. 

eerie v. Anderson, 47 Iowa 

y.—Com. v. McClain, 153 Ky. 480, 
15E Sw 1152; Miller v. Com., 78 Ky 
15, 39 AmR 194. 

Althause, 207 


999. 
Mo. 


Mass.—Com. Vv. 
Mass. 32, 93 NE 202, 31 LRANS 

Mo.—State v. Anderson, 186 
25, 84 SW 946. 

Mont.—State We 
Mont: 595, 55 PP 539. 


Dickinson, 212 


Nebr.—Sieck v. State, 96 Nebr. 782, 
148 NW 928. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Feinman, 77 Misc. 


408, 187 NYS 933. 

Or. —State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 
103 P 521; Beckwith v. Galice Mines 
coe 50 Or. 542, 93 P 453, 16 LRANS 

Tenn.—Bond v. State, 129 Tenn. 75, 
165 SW 229. 

Tex.—State v. Vickery, 19 Tex. 
326; Braxton v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
632, 99 SW 994; Bink v. State, 50 
Tex. Cr. 445, 98 SW_ 863. 

Wis.—Clawson v. State, 129 Wis. 
650, 109 NW_578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 
AnnCas 966; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 1083 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

N. B.—Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 543. 

N. S.—Rex v. Nowe, 36 N. S. 531. 

And see infra § 98. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Prosecutor 
delivered money, a draft, and a cer- 
tificate of deposit to accused and his 
confederates for the purpose of hav- 
ing them bet on a horse race in what 
appeared to be a real pool room in 
operation, but which had no wire 
connections and received no returns 
from bona fide races, and was al- 
together faked. It was held that as 
the prosecutor, although intending 
to bet his money, in fact never did 
so, it could not be said that he part- 
ed or intended to part with the title 
thereto, and the offense was not com- 
mitted. Peo. v. Rial, 23 Cal. A. 713, 
139 P 661. (2) The possession, by 
persons assuming without authority 
to be a bank, of money left with 
them by depositors, would give them 
such a title as would support a 
prosecution for obtaining money by 
false pretenses, in fraudulently ob- 
taining the money from them. Bond 
v. State, 129 Tenn. 75, 165 SW 229. 

[b] If accused obtains a voidable 
title for a moment only (1) it is 
sufficient. Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 
5438. (2) Thus if the false pretense 
induced a “sale and return,” it is 
within the statute, since the title 
passes in such a sale. Com. v. Se- 
bring, 1 Pa. Dist. 163. 

[ec] Delivery of a bill of sale of per- 
sonalty to accused is sufficient. Shem- 
well v. Peo., 62 Colo. 146, 161 P 157. 

[ad] Delivery of money to accused 
is sufficient. Sieck v. State, 96 Nebr. 
782, 148 NW 928. 

‘fe] Delivery of money in making 
change.— Where prosecutor delivered 
certain money, expecting a return 
of the same amount, with other 
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ficient ;?5 but when he is not already in possession 
thereof he must, in addition to acquiring title, ob- 
tain actual possession of the property, either by him- 
self or by his agent.?¢ 
plete the offense both title to and possession of the 
property must have been obtained.’ 
where property is parted with for only a limited 
time or for a special purpose the offense is not com- 
But obtaining a loan of money is a suf- 
ficient obtaining to constitute the offense, where the 


It follows then that to com- 


Generally 


money, as in making change, there 
is no intent to part with title, and a 
fraudulent inducement so to deliver 
would not warrant a charge that 
participation therein constitutes 
swindling, and not theft. Braxton 
v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 632, 99 SW 994. 
Contra Reg. v. Gemmell, 26 U. C. Q. 
B. 312. 

[f] Obtaining from partner.—(1) 
Where property is obtained from 
prosecutor to be put into a business, 
and prosecutor thereby becomes a 
partner in the business, defendant 
is not guilty, because prosecutor 
does not part with the money, be- 
ing jointly interested in it. Reg. v. 
Watson, )7 Cox JC, C..364.) )¢2), But 
where by the agreement the funds 
do not immediately become parner- 
ship property, and the money is paid 
to accused as his own for an inter- 
est in the firm, and accused only 
gives his personal undertaking to put 
a certain sum out of his own money 
into the business thereafter, as occa- 
sion should require, he is guilty. Com. 
v. Brown, 167 Mass. 144, 45 NE 1. 

25, Com, Vv: Schwartz, 92 Ky. 510, 
18 SW )775,. 19 SW 189, 13° Kyi 929, 
36 AmSR 609; Com. v. Devlin, 141 
Mass. 423; Com. v. Hutchinson, 114 
Mass. 325; Peo. v. Cooke, 6 Park. Cr. 
CNR RYO Ls 


26. Ark.—Jamison v. State, 37 
Ark. 445, 40 AmR 103. 

Kan.—In re Stephenson, 67 Kan. 
556, 73 P 62. 

Miss.—Bracey v. State, 64 Miss. 


26, 8 S165. 

N. Y.—Willis v. Peo., 19 Hun 84; 
Peo. v. New York County Gen. Sess. 
Ct., 13 Hun 395; Lucre’s Case, 1 City 
HallRec 140. 


Pa.—Com. v. Schmunk, 22 Pa. 
Super. 348 [aff 207 Pa. 544, 56 A 
1088, 99 AmSR 801]; Com. v. Zim- 
merman, 24 Pa. Dist. 1050. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Garrett, 6 Cox C. 
CyrZ260% 

[a] Delivery to carrier.—(1) De- 


livery of goods to a common carrier 
in one county, to be carried and 
delivered to the consignee in another, 
is a sufficient delivery to the con- 
signee to consummate the crime of 
obtaining goods under false pre- 
tenses. In re Stephenson, 67 Kan. 
556, 73 P 62. (2) Where a contract 
of sale is void under the statute of 
frauds, however, a delivery of the 
foods to a carrier for conveyance to 
the purchaser is not such a delivery 
to him as will make him liable for 
the price, and consequently he can- 
not_be charged on such delivery with 
obtaining goods by false pretenses. 
Ex p. Parker, 11 Nebr. 309, 9 NW 33. 

[b] Depositing in the mail is 
insufficient to complete the offense. 
Com. v. Zimmerman, 24 Pa. Dist. 
1050. 

27. Mont.—State v. Dickinson, 21 
Mont. 595, 55 P 539. 

Or.—Beckwith v. Galice Mines Co., 
50 Or. 542, 98 P 453, 16 LRANS 723. 

Pa.—Com, v. Dehle, 42 Pa. Super. 
300. 

W Va.—State v. Edwards, 51 W. 
Va. 220, 41 SE 429, 59 LRA 465. 

Wis.—-Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

And see infra § 98 

28. Com. v. McClain, 153 Ky. 480, 
155 SW 1152; State v. Anderson, 186 
Mo. 25, 84 SW 946; Peo. v. Cruger, 
102 N. Y. 510, 7 NE 555, 55 AmR 830 
inevass. Hun 500) 4. N= Ya Creeeoils 
Reg. v. Kilham, Le Re erase 1: 
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lender does not expect the return of the identical 
money lent.?° 

[§ 34] b. By and for Whom Obtained. To con- 
vict of obtaining property by false pretenses it is 
necessary that the property obtained or some part 
thereof should have been obtained by accused or for 
him.°° The property need not be obtained by ac- 
cused himself; it is sufficient if it is obtained by 
another on his account.2! And the property need 
not be obtained by accused for himself, it is suf- 
ficient if, induced by his false representations, it is 
delivered to another, either for the benefit of that 
other or for accused g benefit.2? — 

[§ 35] c. Property Obtained—(1) In General. 
The property included in the first English statute as 
to false pretenses was limited to ‘‘money, goods, 
wares or merchandise.’’** By later statutes chat- 
tels, valuable securities, and choses in action were 
ineluded.34 Many of the American statutes have 
transcribed the enumeration in the first English 
statute.25 Others have added to this enumeration 
other kinds of property, such as valuable securities, 
credit, chattels,or property generally, or have, after 
particularizing certain kinds of property added, 
‘other thing of value,’’ ‘‘other effects,’’ ‘‘other 
property,’’ or similar general words or terms.°° Un- 


der these statutes it may be stated as a general rule ; otherwise.** 
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that the property obtained must be such that the 
deprivation of it may, by possibility at least, be a 
cause of loss to the prosecutor.*7 And it has been 
held that the property alleged to have been ob- 
tained must be such as is the subject of larceny.%® 
Under the term ‘‘property’’ is included promissory 
notes binding on the maker,®® checks,?° drafts,*! and 
generally all commercial paper.*? In some statutes 
the term is used in its broadest sense and includes 
any property other than money.** But as the term is 
ordinarily used in false pretense statutes it does not 
include land,** or the indorsement of credit on a 
note,*®> or patronage,*® or board and lodging,** or 
services rendered.4® In several jurisdictions, how- 
ever, the obtaining of board and lodging in hotels 
or boarding houses by false representations or tricks 
is au indictable offense.*® The term ‘‘valuable se- 
curity’? embraces an order for money,®° a bill of 
exchange,*! a check,>? an indorsement of a check,®% 
a promissory note,>* and a lien note.®> It was held 
that to be a ‘‘valuable seeurity’’ within the mean- 
ing of 7 and 8 Geo. IV e 29 § 53, it must be such 
while in the hands of the prosecutor; it was not 
sufficient that it became of value after delivery to 
aceused.5® But this decision resulted in the enact- 
ment of 24 & 25 Vict. ¢ 96 under which the rule is 
The term ‘‘other valuable thing’’ has 


29. See infra § 98. 16 OntWN 314; Rex v. Cohen, 33 Ont. 41. Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 116 
30. Bracey v. State, 64 Miss. 26,| L. 340, 8 OntWN 110, 25 DomiR 510,|NE 131, LRAI917E 797; Peo. v. 
8 S 165; Willis v. Peo., 19 Hun (N.| 24 CanCrCas 238; Reg. v. Parkinson, | Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 106 NE 823, 
Y.) 84; Reg. vy. Garrett, 6 Cox CC. C.|.41 Us C. Q..B..6465 AnnCasi916A 729; State v. Patty, 
260. [a] In Canada under Cr. Code|97 Iowa 3878, 66 NW 727; State v. 


[§§ 38-35 


31..U. S—Griggs v. U. S., 158 
Fed. 572, 85 CCA 596. 

Ala.—Sandy v. State, 60 Ala. 58;|livered to any other 
Clark v. State, 14 Ala. A. 633, 72 S| himself. 
291. 

Ga.—Foss v. State, 15 Ga. A. 478, 
83 SE 880. fraudulent statements 
nian, pectates v. Davis, 56 Kan. 54, 
42 P 348. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Moran, 43 App. Div. 


155, 59 NYS 312 [aff 161 N. Y. 657, 
57 NE 1120]. 
Mendenhall, 24 


Wash.—State_ v. 
Wash. 12, 63 P 109. 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Ont.—Rex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 
16 OntWN 314; Rex v. Garten, 29 
Ont. L. 56, 4 OntWR 1324, 13 Dom 
LR 642, 22 CanCrCas 21. 

N. W. Terr.—Reg. v. Cadden, 4 
Terr. L. 304. 

32. U.S.—lIn re Aldridge, 168 Fed. 
93. 

Ala.—Frederick v. State, 39 S 915; 
Sandy v. State, 60 Ala. 58; Clark v. 
State 14) Ala. A... 633, -72).S 291. 

Ga.—Foss v. State, 15 Ga. A. 478, 
83 SE 880. 

Ilowa.—State v. Chingren, 105 Iowa 
169, 74 NW 946. 

Ind.—Musgrave v. State, 133 Ind. 
297, 32 NE 885. 

Kan.—State v. Balliet, 63 Kan. 707, 
66 P 1005. 

Mass.—Com. v. Langley, 169 Mass. 
$9,.47 NE 511; Com. v. Harley, 7 
Mete. 462. 

NeW Yin. , re. Dunfees 1219 WIN. oy. 
188, 114 NE 52; Peo. v. Aronson, 173 
App. Div. 734, 156 NYS 396 [aff 218 
N. Y. 684 mem, 113 NE 1062 mem]. 

Oh.—State v. Hofman, 2 OhS&CP 
206, 1 OhNP 290. 

Pa.—Com. v. Duff, 7 Pa. Dist. 370, 
2 Dauph. Co. 21. 

Tex.—Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
273, 97 SW 469; May v. State, 15 Tex. 
A. 4380. 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
661, 170 P 374; State v. Mendenhall, 
24 Wash. 12, 63 P 1109. 

C@an—Kellyav. Rex, 54. Can.) S.C, 
220, 34. DomLR 311, 27. CanCrCas 
282, [1917] 1 WestWkly 46. 

Ont.—Rex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 


§ 359 it is a false pretense for one 
to procure the property to be de- 
person than 
Ree. v.. Harty,.31 N.S) 272; 

{b] Rule applied.—Where the offi- 
cer of a corporation hy false and 
induces cer- 
tain persons to purchase worthless 
stock in the corporation, he is guilty 
of obtaining money under false pre- 
tenses, although the title to the 
money obtained passes to the cor: 
poration, and he receives none of it. 


Com. v. Langley, 169 Mass. 89, 47 
NE 511. 
33. St. 30 Geo. II c 24. 


34 St. 52 Geo. IIIc 6481; 7& 
8 Geo. IV c 29 § 53. And see Peo. 
v. Gates, 18 Wend. (N. Y.) 311; Peo. 


v. Stone, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 182; 3 
ChittyaeCr.) lacp Daaoss 

35. See statutory provisions. 

36. See statutory provisions; and 
Judkins v. State, 123 Ark. 28, 184 
SW 407. 

37. Ark.—Higgins v. State, 141 
Ark. 633, 217 SW 809. 

Towa.—-State v. Kiefer, 172 Iowa 
306, 151 NW 440. 

Mo.—State v. Martin, 167 Mo. A. 
346, 151 SW 504. 

Nebr.—Mason v. State, 99 Nebr. 


221, 155 ‘(NW 895. 

N. J.—Robinson v. State, 53 N. J. 
L. 41, 207A: 753: 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Dimick, 107° N. Y. 
13, 14 NE 178. 

Eng.—Rex v. Yates, 1 Moody C. 
Cb 0. 

And see cases infra note 94. 

88. Hayes v.. Com., 173 Ky. 188, 
ye ee 700; Reg. v. Robinson, 8 Cox 

4 ay ELD. 

39. Peo. v. Skidmore, 123 Cal. 267, 
55 P 984; Feo. v. Reed, 70 Cal. 529, 
Dee 676: Johnson vy. State, 57 Tex. 
Cr. 347, 123 SW 1438; Baker v. State, 
14 Tex. A. 332; State v. Switzer, 63 
Vt. .604, 22 ‘A 724-125) “AmSR 789; 
Clawson v. Sitate, 129 Wis. 650, 109 
NW 578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 AnnCas 
966. 

40. Peo. v. Miller, 278 Tll. 490, 116 
NE 131, LRA1917E 797; Peo. v. Bert- 
sche, 265 Ill. 272, 106 NE 823, Ann 
Cas1916A 729. ; 


Henderson (N. D.) 176 NW 126. 

[a] Although nonnegotiable and 
never accepted a draft is property. 
Se v. Patty, 97 Iowa 373, 66 NW 

42. Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 
116 NE 131, LRA1917BH 797; Peo. v. 
Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 106 NE 823, 
AnnCas1916A 729. 

43. Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 
116 NE 131, LRA1917E 797 (confi- 
dence game statute). 

44. See infra § 37. 

45. State v. Moore, 15 Iowa 412. 

43. Morgan y. State, 42 Ark, 131, 
48 AmR 55. 

47. State v. Black, 75 Wis. 490, 
44 NW 6385. But see State v. Snyder, 
66 Ind. 203; Reg. v. Gardner, 7 Cox 
Cc. C. 136 (in both of which cases 
the prisoner was indicted for obtain- 
ing board, neither counsel nor the 
court raising the question that ob- 
ce board is not within the stat- 
ute). 

43. Saewroe v. Lane, 116 Me. 332, 
101 A 96 


49. ace. Innkeepers [22 Cye 1095]. 

50. Reg. v. Greenhalgh, 6 Cox C. 
LON RAS fe 

51. Reg. v. Bowerman, [1891] 1 
QwBe 1i'2: 

52. ‘Reg. v. Rymal, 17 Ont. 227; 
Rex’ ‘v.. Prentice,’ 7 Alta; Li. 479° 20 
DomLR 1791, 23 CanCrCas 436, 29 


WestLR 665, 7 WestWkly 271. But 
see Rex v. Yates, 1 Moody C. C.. 170 
(if a person by false pretenses ob- 
tains a check on a banker on un- 
stamped paper, payable to D F J, 
and not payable to bearer, it is not 
an obtaining of a valuable security). 
53. Rex v. Hinch, 72° S. ‘BR: 102. 
54. Rex v. Paigle, (Que.) 18 Dom 
LR 586, ~23Can@r@as:. 920! tSeeralso 
Reg. v. Hope, 17 Ont. 463 (where a 
conviction for inducing one to make 
a promissory note with intent to de- 
fraud was sustained). 
55. Rex’ v.» Wagner, 5) Terr.) L. 
ViComiCenG- 


Reg. v. Danger, 
303; Reg. v. Brady, 
13; Reg. -v." Rymal, 17 Onts227: 

ane Reg. v. Gordon, 23 Q. B. D. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 35-36] 


been held to include everything of value.5® Such 
term does not qualify the words ‘‘money, goods or 
property’’ but enlarges the class of personal things 
which it is made penal to obtain.®® It includes a 
promissory note,°° whether the maker is solvent or 
insolvent,°4 a check representing funds in bank,®? 
and the signature of a person to a note whereby he 
becomes a surety, although the- note and the paper 
on which it is written is the property of accused.® 
Likewise it includes the obtaining of lodgings,** and 
professional services, it has been held,® but there is 
authority to the contrary.®* It does not include a 
receipt for a debt,°? or an unenforceable contract.%* 
Under the term ‘‘valuable right’’ a chance in a raf- 
fle is not included.®® Securing the, signature of a 
person to a note which he was subsequently re- 
quired to pay has been held to be the securing of a 
‘‘valuable right.’?’7° Within the term ‘‘other ef- 
fects’? is a promissory note,7! or a bill of ex- 
change."? The term ‘‘money’’ as used in most of 
the statutes does not include promissory notes,’* or 
certificates of deposit,"* or checks,’> or drafts,“® or 
orders to pay money,‘ or extension of time for the 
payment of money,’® or ecredit.7® But under some 
statutes it is an offense to procure credit or exten- 
sion of eredit by false statements.8° Under some 
statutes it is specifically provided that ‘‘money’’ 
shall inelude bank bills or other circulating medium 
current as money.*! It has been held that the term 
“‘money’’ as used in the statutes does not include 
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bank notes,®? but there is authority to the contrary.%* 
Under the term ‘‘thing in action’’ is included the 
certification of a check.84 ‘‘Chattels’’ includes a 
letter °° and a railway ticket,’ but, in analogy to 
larceny, is held not to include animals.8?7 A person 
may be convicted of obtaining the return to himself 
of his own promissory notes from the payee if such 
return is obtained under false pretenses, and it is 
not a ground of defense that the notes were over- 
due when so obtained.88 The lien of a mortgage 
being effective between the parties, it constitutes a 
criminal offense to obtain its release by means of 
false representations, even though the mortgage was 
not properly recorded.’® One who obtains from an- 
other, by false pretense, the surrender and release 
of a written obligation which on its face constitutes 
a valuable right of action, cannot be heard to say 
that it is no offense under the law, because the right 
could be avoided by a plea of usury.*” 

Property not in existence. The property need 
not be in existence at the time the false pretense 
is made, to render accused indictable.®+ 

Actual ownership of the money or goods by the 
person upon whom the fraud is practiced is not es- 
sential. It is sufficient if he had lawful possession 
and dominion of the same.°? 

[§ 36] (2) Written Instruments and Signa- 
tures Thereto. Obtaining the signature of a person 
to a written instrument by false pretenses is gener- 
ally an indictable offense.°? The instrument signed 


58. State v. Thatcher, 35 N. J. L. 78. Com. v. Chambers, 2 Chest.)Car Co. 249 Ill. 508, 94 NH 495; 
445, Co. -(Pa.) 63. Lucas v. Peo., 75 Ill. A. 662. 
59. State v. Gillespie, 80 N. C. 396. 79. Maxey v. State, 85 Ark. 499, Ind.—State v. Styner, 154 Ind. 131, 


See also State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 
925, 90 SE 507 (construing Pell Re- 


visal § 7434b, as to obtaining by 
worthless check). 
60. Colo.—Knepper v. Peo. 63 


Colo: 238965 167 0 C79. 

D. C.—Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 
571, AnnCas1917D 622. 

Mo.—State v. Vandenburg, 159 Mo. 
230, 60 SW 79; State v. Porter, 75 
Mo. 171. a 

N. J.—State v. Thatcher, 35 N. J. 
L. 445. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Hope, 17 Ont. 463. 

[a] A wonnegotiable promissory 
note is a valuable thing. State v. 
Porter, 75 Mo. 171. 

61. Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358. ; 

62. “State v: Holmes, 98 Kan. 174, 
157 P 412, LRA1916E 1104; Tarbox v. 
State. 38 Oh. St. 581; Kelly v. Rex, 
54 Can. S. C. 220, 34 DomLR 311, 27 
CanCrCas 282, [1917] 1 WestWkly 46. 


63, State v. Thatcher, 35 N. J. L. 
445. 
GAs Se Viv ballardsd Lee Medindia 


65. State v. Ball, 114 Miss.’ 505, 


75 S 378, LRAI917E 1046. 


66. Ex p. Wheeler, 7 Okl. Cr. 562, 
124 P 764. 

67. Moore v. Com., 8 Pa. 260. 

68. State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 13 
SW 827. 

69. Rosales v. State, 22 Tex. A. 
673, 3 SW 344. 

70, Johnson vy. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 


847, 123 SW 143. 
71. Peo. v. Stone, 9 Wend. (N. Y.) 


ae State v. Newell, 1 Mo. 248. 

73. Peo. v. Johnson, 190 Mich. 170, 
156 NW 449; State v. Gibson, (N. C.) 
85 SE 7. 


74, Com. v. Howe, 132 Mass. 250. 
75. Hendrix v. State, (Ala. A.) 82 
S 564. 


76. State v. Henderson, (N. D.) 
176 NW 126 (where a sum of money 
belonging to ‘the parties interested 
is deposited in a bank, and defend- 
ant secures it as a method of con- 
venience in the form of a draft, 
money is obtained). 

77, Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
1083 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 


108 SW 1135, 14 AnnCas 509; Jami- 
son v. State, 37 Ark. 445, 40 AmR 


103; Com. v. Usner, 6 LancLRev 
(Pa.) 121; Reg. v. Eagleton, 6 Cox 
CHG? boo eReS Vv EGrosDizer is COx oe 


C. 10; Rex v. Wavell, 1 Moody C. C. 
224, 

80. 
Peo. Vv. Holtzman, 27211. 
NE 370; State v. Mestayer, 144 La. 
601, 80 S 891; Mason v. State, 99 
Nebr. 221, 155 NW 895; Reg. v. Jones, 
[1898] 1 Q. B. 119; Reg. v. Pierce, 
16, COxy Co Coad 3. 

81. See statutory provisions; and 
Baxter v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 576, 105 
SW 195. 

82. U.S. v. Wells, 28 F’. Cas. No. 
666i ete Oranch: «C..C) 4350 Com, 
v. Swinney, 1 Va. Cas. (3 Va.) 150; 
Rex v. Hill, R. & RB. 142. 

83. State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 
91 AmD 390. 

84. Peo. v. Ward, 3 N. Y. Cr. 483. 
Com. v. Springs, 2 LegGaz 


86. Reg. PE LOB es Se 
O17, 161 OL 9 i. 
87. Reg. v. Robinson, Bell C. C. 


34. 
88. Abeles v. Rex, 24 Que. K. B. 
260, 24 CanCrCas 308. 


See statutory provisions; and 
447, 112 


v. Boulton, 


89. Judkins v. State, 123 Ark. 28, 
184 SW 407. 

90. Judlsins v. State, 123 Ark. 28, 
184. SW 407. 

91. Reg: -v.. Martin, E.R, 1 Ce: 
6. 

92. State v. Samaha, 92 N. J. L. 


125, 104 A 305. But see Hendrix v. 
State, (Ala. A.) 82 —S 564 (the in- 
jured party must have had general 
or special title in the property se- 
cured by accused). 


93. Ala.—Bonner v. State, 8 Ala. 
A. 236, 62 S° 337. 
Ark.—Judkins v. State, 123 Ark. 


28, 184 SW 407; Woodruff v. State, 


61 Ark. 157, 32 SW 102; McKenzie 
v. State, 11 Ark. 594. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Cassou, 27 Cal. A. 


23, 148. P 810. 
D. C.—Geist v. U. S., 26 App. 594. 
Ga.—Christian v. State, 8 Ga. A. 
371, .69 SE 29. 


Ill.—Josma v. Western Steel, etc., 


56 NE 98; State v. Magee, 11 Ind, 154. 

Iowa.—State v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 
698, 84 NW 546. 

Kan.—State v. McDonald, 59 Kan. 
241,, 52 P 453, 

Ky.—Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 
22 KyL 1338. ; 

Me.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 
103 A 585. 

Mich.—Crane v. Snow, 111 Mich. 
496, 69 NW 721. 

Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 
138 SW 491; State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 
73, 111 SW 18; State v. Lawrence, 
178 Mo. 350, 77 SW 497. 

Nebr.—Moline v. State, 72 Nebr. 

Pindar, 159 App. 


Ree 100 NW 810. 
242 [aff 210 N. Y. 


. Y.—Peo. v. 
Div. 12, 144 NYS 
191, 104 NE 133]; Peo. v. Stone, 9 
es 182; Péo. v. Chapman, 4 Park. 

i : 

N. C.—State v. Mooney, 173 N. C. 
798, 92 SE 610; State v. Freeman, 172 
N....C.«.925, 90 SH 507: State. v. -Gib- 
SON NGI UN: ACs Ol Sy SOS ce 

Oh.—-Fllars v. State, 25 Oh. St. 385. 

Or.—State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 118, 681. 

Pa.—Com. v. Porreca, 69 Pa. Super. 
Peed Com. v. Ko Hune, 69 Pa. Super. 

S. D:—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 187, 160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Hubbert v. State. 66 Tex. 
Cre3 70). 24%) SS Wis 267 .3 Johnsontcvs 
State, 57 Tex. Cr. 347, 128 SW 143; 
Baker v. State, 14 Tex. A. 332. 

Wash.—State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 
47.05, 84. P24; 

[a] Forgery.—Under some _ stat- 
utes it is an indictable offense to ob- 
tain a signature to any written in- 
strument, the false making of which 
would be punishable as. forgery. 
Com. v. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 165 SW 
971; State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 103 
A 585; Crane v. Snow, 111 Mich. 496, 
69 NW 721; Peo. v. Mott, 34 Mich. 
80; State v. Gibson, 169 N. C. 318, 85 
SE 7; State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 113, 681; Roberts v. State, 2 
Head (Tenn.) 501; Krenn vy. State, 
157 Wis. 439, 147 NW_ 367. 

[b] Conveyance of land—(1) Ob- 
taining a signature to a conveyance 
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must be such as might possibly cause loss or injury 
to the person signing it,°* but it is not essential 
that actual loss or injury is sus stained.®® 
obtaining of a signature is not an offense. It is nec- 
essary that the signature be attached to some writ- 
ten instrument of value,®* and that there be a deliv- 
ery of the instrument,®’ or that the instrument is of 
such a character as exposes the signer to liability 


as soon as it is signed.%8 


[§ 37] 


of' land by false pretenses is an in- 
dictable offense under some statutes. 
Woodruff v. State, 61 Ark. 157, 32 
SW 102; Cooke v. State, 83 Ind. 402; 
State v. Layman, 8 Blackf. (Ind.) 
330; State v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 
84 NW 546; State v. Jamison, 74 
Iowa 613, 38 NW 509; Moline v. 
State, 72 Nebr. 361, 400 NW 810; 
‘Golner v. State, 19 Oh. Cir. Ct. N. S. 
571. (2)_A deed of conveyance is a 
writing within Lord L. § 1964 mak- 
ing it an offense by any false pre- 
tenses to obtain the signature to 
any writing, the false making where- 
of would be punishable as forgery. 
State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 144 P 
TAS 6S) Wei(3)), The offense of obtain- 
ing a signature to a deed by false 
pretense is committed, even though 
a prior unacknowledged deed to the 
same land was givei, and it is com- 
petent to introduce the prior deed 
to show the fraudulent intent which 
animated accused at the inception 
of the transaction. State v. Alex- 
ander, 119 Mo. 447, 24 SW 1060. 

[ec] In Indiana the sale of a note, 
the signature to which is known by 
the seller to have been obtained by 
false pretenses, is an offense under 
Rev. St. (1881) § 2204, although the 
pretenses made were verbal misrep- 
resentations and not of a nature 
which would have made the act of 
obtaining of the signature a crime. 
State v. Adams, 92 Ind. 116. 

[a] Under Maryland statute 
(Code [1888] art 27 § 82) the offense 
referred to is the obtaining of a 
subsisting security by false pretense 
and not merely obtaining the signa- 
ture to an instrument. State v. Bliz- 
zard, 70 Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 AmSR 
363. 

{e] In New York under Pen. Code 
§ 566 (Pen. L. § 932), providing that 
a person who, with intent to defraud, 
obtains, by false pretenses, the sig- 
nature of any person to a written 
instrument, shall be punished as 
therein prescribed, does not require 
that the writing shall answer the 
description of a written instrument 
before the signature is affixed there- 
to, but is satisfied if it becomes a 
written instrument upon the signa- 
ture being appended. Peo. v. Rouss, 
‘63 Mise. 135, 118 NYS 438. 

{f] The Ohio statute making it 
an offense to procure by any false 
pretense a signature of a person to 
a promissory note “as the maker 
thereof” makes the capacity in which 
the signature of a person is procured 
a material ingredient of the offense. 
Ellars v. State, 25 Oh. St. 385. 

{g] In Texas (1) securing the 
signature of a person to a note 
whereby he is subsequently required 
to pay it is the securing of “a val- 
uable right” within Pen. Code (1895) 
art 943, as to swindling. Johnson 
v. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 347, 123 SW 143. 
(2) And securing the indorsement of 
a note by false representations of 
solvency and limited indebtedness is 
swindling within same section. Hub- 


bert v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 370, 147 SW 
267. : 
94, TIowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 


Iowa 618, 38 NW 509. 
Kan.—In re Payson, 23 Kan. 757. 
Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 


(3). Real Property. At common law the 
offense of cheating did not apply to a fraudulent 
transaction whereby the owner of land was deprived 
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of it;°® and statutes as to false pretenses do not 
usually include real property. 
utes which are broad enough to include such prop- 
erty or any interest therein.? 

‘[§ 38] 9. Loss to Prosecutor. 
utes do not in express language require that the per- 
son from whom the property is obtained should be 
defrauded thereby, but only that it is obtained with 


But there are stat- 


While the stat- 


intent to defraud him, nevertheless it is held as a 


483, 50 NW 582. 

N. J.—Robinson v. State, 53 N. J. 
eis 2 Ore AS Sib 3s 

N. Y.—Dord v. Peo., 9 Barb. 671; 
Peo. v. Galloway, 17 Wend. 540; Peo. 
v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 87. 

Oh.—Kennedy v. State, 34 Oh. St. 
310. 

And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Instruments within statute.— 
(1) A promissory note, although it 
is nonnegotiable. State v. Porter, 75 
Mo.olv 1 ica) A dkatt., sbareienvesw. 
S., 30 F. Cas. No. 18,229, 2 Hayw. & 
He Sil 

[b] Instruments not within stat- 
ute—(1) A promissory note of a 
minor. Com. v. Lancaster, Thach. 
Cr. (Mass.) 428. (2) A receipt. 
Moore v. Com:,''8 Pa. 260. (3). The 
contract of a married woman. State 
v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 13 SW 827. 

95. Ind.—State v. Pryor, 30 Ind. 


350. 

Iowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 Iowa 
613, 38 NW 509. 

Ky.—Com. v. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 


165 SW 971. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Crissie, 4 Den. 525; 
Peo. v. Galloway, 17 Wend. 540; Peo. 
v. Gates, 13 Wend. 311; Peo. v. Ge- 
nung, 11 Wend. 18, 25 AmD 594; Peo. 
v. Stone, 9 Wend. 182; Peo. v. Sully, 
Sheld. 17, 5 Park. Cr. 142. 

Or.—State v. Hanscom, 28 Or. 427, 
43 E'Tt67: wy 

Pa.—Com. v. Ko Eune, 69 Pa. 
Super. 176. 

And see infra § 38. 

96. In. re Payson, “23 Kan. 7573 
Fenton v. Peo., 4 Hill (N. Y.) 126. 

97. Iowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 
Iowa 613, 38 NW 509; State v. Clark, 
72 Iowa 30, 33 NW 340; State v. Mc- 
Ginnis, 71 Iowa 685, 33 NW 338. 

Kan.—In re Payson, 23 Kan. 757. 

N. Y.—Fenton v. Peo., 4 Hill 126; 
Peo. v. Chapman, 4 Park. Cr. 56. 


ee aes a 2 v. State, 38 Oh. St. 
9g nek Baker Vey tae, 4 Pex aay 
98. Com. v. Hutchison, 114 Mass. 


325; State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 144 
PPL; 681. 

99. State v. Eno, 131 Iowa 619, 
109 NW 119, 9 AnnCas 856; State v. 
Burrows, 33 N. C. 477; Com. v. Wood- 


run, 7) Paws3s62)14 Pais 207 

1. Cal.—Peo. v. Cummings, 114 
Cal. 437, 46 P 284. 

Ind.—State v. Layman, 8. Blackf. 


330. 

Iowa.—State v. Eno, 131 Iowa 619, 
109 NW 119, 9 AnnCas 856. 
fan C.—State v. Burrows, 33 N: C. 


Pa.—Com. v. Woodrun, 4 PaLJR 
207, 7 PaLJ 362. 
deem .—Luce v. State, (Cr.) 224 SW 
Wash.—State v. Klinkenberg, 76 
Wash. 466, 136 P 692, 49 LRANS 
965, AnnCas1915D 468. 


[a] Reason for rule.—Land ‘be- 
ing “incapable of larcenous aspor- 
tation, it was not regarded as re- 


quiring at the hands of the criminal 
law the same protection as_ per- 
sonalty. Since it could not be car- 
ried away and dissipated like chat- 
tels, although a man might be de- 
prived of his landed estate by means 
of fraudulent practices and devices, 


general rule that the crime is not committed unless 
the prosecutor is in fact defrauded.* 
rule, the crime is not committed if the prosecutor 


Hence, as a 


yet the property was bound to re- 
main stationary and accessible to 
the reach of the law, and he was 
relegated to the civil courts for his 
redress of the wrong.” State v. 
Klinkenberg, 76 Wash. 466, 469, 136 
rete 49 LRANS 965, AnnCas1915D 

2. See statutory provisions; and 
Morse v. State, 9 Ga. A. 424, 71 SB 
699; Moline y. State, 72 Nebr. 361, 100 
NW 810; State v. Toney, 81 Oh. St. 
130, 90 NE 142, 18 AnnCas 395; 
Yoakum v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 254, 150 
SW 910. 

3. Ala.—Frederick v. State, 39 S 
915; Burney vy. State, 5 Ala. A. 316, 
59 s 306. See also Cowles v. State, 
50 Ala. 454 (construing Rev. Codes 
§ 3731 as to fraudulently exhibiting 
false samples). 

Cal.—Peo. v. Cadot, 188 Gal. 527> 71 
P 649; Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 595, 
Sule bE 960: Peo. v. Jordan, 66 Cal. 10, 
4-P T3, 56 AmR 73; Peo. Vv. Carpen- 
ter, 6 Cal. A. Boi" 91 P. 809. 

Colo.—Morris Vv. Peo, 4, Colos, A 
USC ose tes. 

Del. ee v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 


67 Al 
rack C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 

Ga.—Rucker v. State, 114 Ga. 13, 
39 SE 902; Drought v. State, 101 Ga. 
544, 28 SE 10138; Berry v. State, 97 
Ga. 202, 23 SH 833: McGee v. State, 
97 Ga, 199, 22 SE 589; Oliver v. State, 
15 Ga AW A252 935 SE 641; Whitaker 
v. State, 11 Ga, A. 208, 15 SE 258; 
Albert v. State, 11 Ga. HAS 93, 74 SE’ 
714; Morse v. State, 9 Ga. Al 424 
SE 699; Conner v. State, 8 Ga. A. 688, 
70 SE 45; Hay v. State, 7 Ga. A. 407, 
66 SE 984: Goddard v. shies 3 2 Ga. 
A, 154, °58 SE 304. 

Tll.— Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Tll. 447, 
112 NE 370. 

Iowa.—State v. Moore, 15 Iowa 412. 
But see State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470 [commenting and 
expl State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 181, 
147 NW 347, 52 LRANS 919, Ann 
Cas1916E 727; State v. Jamison, 74 
Iowa 613, 38 NW 509] (intimating 
although not deciding that accom- 
plished fraud is not always essen- 
ia 

Kan.—State vy. Palmer, 50 Kan. $18, 
32 Clark, 46 Kan. 65, 


P 29; State y. 
26 P 481; State v. Matthews, 44 Kan. 
596) 26° P36; 10) Ae RAs 30Sraineene 
Cameron, 44 Kan. 64, 24 P 90, 21 
AmSR 262; State v. Lewis, 26 Kan. 
123; In re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 
Mass.—Com. v. Harkins, 128 Mass. 
79; Com. v. Lancaster, Thach. Cr. 428. 
Mich.—-Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871. 
Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79; Wehmeyer v. Mulvi- 
hill, 150 Mo. A. 197, 130 SW 681. 


Nebr.—Masen vy. State, 99 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Cook, 41 Hun 67; 
Peo. v. Martin, 91 Misc. 107, 154 NYS 
324; Peo. v. Rouss, 63 Mise. 135, 
118 NYS 433; Peo. v. Hart, 35 Mise. 
182, 71 NYS 492. 


N. C.—State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 
925, 90 SE 507; State v. Carlson, 171 
N. C. 818, 89 SE 30; Motsinger vv. 
Sink, 168 N. C. 548, 84 SE 847; State 
v. Davis, 150 N. G 851, 64 SE 498; 
State v. Munday, 78 N. C. 460. 


——s 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 38] | 


gets out of the transaction just what he bargained 
Except under a few statutes ® it is not neces- 
sary to constitute an offense that the prosecutor 
has or will necessarily suffer actual pecuniary 
If he has been placed by the fraud of the 
accused in such a position that-he may eventually 
suffer loss,’ or if he does not receive for the money 
or property parted with the thing promised by ac- 
cused, even though he receives something else, re- 
gardless of whether such thing received is of equal 
value, less value, or no value at all,’ it is sufficient. 


for.* 


loss.® 


Oh.—Griffith vy. State, 93 Oh. St. 
294, 112 NE 1017. 

_Pa.—Moore v. Com, 8 Pa. 260; 
Com, v. Rosenberg, 1 Pa. Co. 273. 
Philippine.—U. S. v. Pimentel, 15 
Philippine 416; U. S. v. Mendezona, 
2 Philippine 353. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Battistini, 5 
Porto Rico 120. 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
SDS, 160 INIW. 81d. 

Tex.—Allen y. State, 58 Tex. Cr. 

See also Griffin 


494, 126 SW 571. 

v. State,. 85 Tex. Cr. 361, 212 SW 
499 (construing Vernon Pen. Code 
Ann. [1916] art 690 as to procuring 
payment of an obligation for the 
payment of an insurance premium). 


Wash.—In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 


433, 163 P 930, 933 [quot Cyc]. 


Wyo.—Martins vy. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 321, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

And see supra § 11. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) One who in 
executing a mortgage to obtain credit 
falsely stated that his property was 
unencumbered is not liable to a 
prosecution for cheating and swin- 
dling, where the property was neither 
sold nor appropriated to the extin- 
guishment of the senior mortgage, 
and the property exceeded in value 
the aggregate indebtedness repre- 
sented by both mortgages. McGee 
v.. State, 97 Ga. 199, 22 SE 589. (2) 
Where by means of false pretenses 
defendant obtained from a minor his 
note which, at the time of the prose- 
cution, was not due or paid, the of- 
fense of cheating by false pretenses 
was not complete. Com. v. Lancas- 
ter, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 428. 

{b] Payment of preéxisting debt 
with worthless check.—The payment 
of a preéxisting debt with a worth- 
less check is not an offense, as no 
property is acquired on the one hand, 
or right lost on the other. Allen v. 
State, 58 Tex. Cr. 494, 126 SW 571; 
State v. Pishner, 72 W., Va. 603, 78 
SHe752. Contra sPeo. v. Khan, (Cal: 
A.) 182 P 803. 

{c] In Arizona under Pen. Code 
(1913) § 537 where defendant is 
charged with mingling gold with gold 
bearing ore with intent to defraud, 
the fact that no injury is caused 
is immaterial. Martinez v. State, 20 
Ariz. 29, 176 P 582. 

{d] he Missouri statute (Rev. 
St. § 3569) which provides for the 
punishment of one making a_ deed 
for land which he has_ previously 
conveyed to another, if he fails in 
the second deed to recite or describe 
such former deed, “with intent to de- 
fraud,” does not require that any one 
should have been actually defrauded 
by the second conveyance, an _inten- 
tion to defraud being — sufficient. 
State v. Wilson, 66 Mo. A. 540. 

{e] Under the Texas statute (Pen. 
Code [1895] art 949), as to swindling, 
it is not necessary that any benefit 
acerue to the guilty party or injury 
to the person intended to be _ de- 
frauded. La Moyne v. State, 53 Tex. 
Cre22i, 112 SW, 950 \foverrelLively: 
v. State, (Cr.) 74 SW 321]; Baxter v. 
State, 51 Tex. Cr. 576, 105 SW 195; 
May v. State, 15 Tex. A. 430. 

4, Ark.—Higgins v.. State, 141 
Ark. 633 217 SW 809; State v. Asher, 
50 Ark. 427, 8 SW 177; Morgan v. 
State, 42 Ark. 131, 48 AmR_ 55. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Tufts, 167 Cal. 266, 
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460, 148 SW 79. 


FALSE PRETENSES 


139 P 78. 
enpe C.—Foster vy. Goldsoll, 48 App. 

Kan.—State v. Matthews, 44 Kan. 
596, 25 P_36, 10 LRA 308. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Wheeler, 169 N. Y. 
487, 62 NE 572. 

Wash.—In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
433, 163 P 930, 9383 [quot Cyc]. 

[a] Rule applied—wWhere a mort- 
gagor falsely represented to a second 
mortgagee that a second mortgage 
was a first mortgage, but he was 
urged to make such representation 
by the first mortgagee, the offense 
was not committed; for the first 
mortgagee by his conduct waived his 
prior lien and thus rendered the sec- 
ond mortgage the first mortgage, giv- 
ing to the second mortgagee what 
he bargained for. State v. Asher, 50 
Ark. 427, 8 SW 177. 

5. See statutory provisions; and 
Abrams v. State, 126 Ga. 591, 55 SH 
497; Millinder v. State, 124 Ga. 452, 52 
SE 760; Busby v. State, 120 Ga. 858, 
48 SE 314; Drought vy. State, 101 Ga. 
544, 28 SE 1013; Berry v. State, 97 
Ga. 202, 23 SH 833; McGee v. State, 
97 Ga. 199, 22 SH 589; Mobley v 
State, 13 Ga. A. 728, 79 SE 906; 
Ganey v. State, 10 Ga. A. 777, 74 SE 
286; Hay v. State, 7 Ga. A. 407, 66 
SE 984; Patterson v. State, 1 Ga. A. 
782, 58 SE 284. 

6. Ill—Simmons v. Peo., 187 Ill. 
327, ae NE 384; Peo. v. Bush, 150 Ill. 
A. 48. 

Kan.—State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 
440, 46 P 777, 57 AmSR 341. 


Ky.—Rand vy. Com., 176 Ky. 348, 
195 SW 802. : 

Mass.—Com. y. Wilgus, 4 Pick. 
177. 


Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 


Nebr.—West v. State, 63 Nebr. 257, 


88 NW 503. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Cook, 41 Hun_ 67; 
Peo. v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 131; Peo. 


vy. Sully, Sheld. 17,5 Park. Cr. 142. 
Wash.—State Vv. Cadwell, 105 
Wash. 689, 179 P 87; In re Rudebeck, 


95 Wash. 438, 163 P 930, 933 [quot, 


Cycrs 

oy Ue S:—Baregie.v. U.S.) 30. 
Cas. No. 18,229, 2 Hayw. & H. 357. 

Cal.—Peo, v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 595, 
51 P 960. 

Conn.—State v. Rowley, 12 Conn. 
101. 

Ga.—Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358; French v. State, 4 Ga. 
A. 462, 61 SE 836. 

Iowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 Iowa 
613, 38 NW 509. 

Kan.—State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 
440, 46 P 777, 57 AmSR 341; State v. 
Decker, 36 Kan. 717, 14 P 283. 

Ky.—Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802. 

Mass.—Com. v. Wilgus, 4 Pick. 177. 

Minn,—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 5382. 

Mo.—State v. Dowd, 95 Mo. 163, 
8 SW 7; State v. Porter, 75 Mo. 171. 

IN, “vr— Peo. v.-. Cook, 41° Hun: 67; 
Peo. v. Genung, 11 Wend. 18, 25 AmD 
594. 

Or.—State v. Hanscom, 28 Or. 427, 
ASP A167. 

vt.—State v. Switzer. 63 Vt. 604, 
22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 

Wash.—In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
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Under the rule that actual loss is not necessary, it is 
no defense that the prosecutor has recovered,® or 
may eventually recover 1° for any loss sustained. 
Nor is the accused relieved from criminal liability, 
even though the person defrauded may eventually 
make himself whole in some mode not contemplated 
at the time he parted with the property.11 A prose- 
cutor may be none the less defrauded although the 
property parted with was appropriated by accused 
to the purpose for which it was delivered.!” 

Failure to deliver articles under ban of law. Al- 


433, 163 P 930, 933 [quot Cyc]. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Pierce, 16 Cox C. C. 
213; Rex v. Freeth, R. & R. 94. See 
also Reg. v. Abrahams, 24 L. C. Jur. 
325 (where defendant sold a rail- 
way pass good only to carry a par- 
ticular person and which the pur- 
chaser could not use except by 
committing a fraud on the railway 
company and at the risk of being 
expelled from the train). 

[a] Application of rule. — (1) 
Where accused obtained a nonnego- 
tiable promissory note, it was held 
that, although the note was open to 
any defense the maker might have 
against it in the hands of any holder, 
yet if the maker had died leaving 
the note outstanding it might have 
been impossible to prove the fraud, 
and the estate would suffer. State v. 
Porter, 75 Mo. 171. (2) Where ac- 
cused was indicted for obtaining 
money by the false pretense that the 
maker of a note which he passed 
to prosecutor was a certain person, 
whereas in fact it was a different 
person of the same name, it was held 
that the legal quality of accused’s 
act did not depend on the uncertainty 
of the determination of the question 
whether prosecutor would finally suf- 
fer any financial loss on the note; 
Peo: wv. Cook, 41 Hun GN: -Y.) 675.5 
NV oe Cre laips 

{[b] Signature to draft.—On in- 
dictment for obtaining a signature to 
a draft, it is not necessary to show 
that prosecutor has paid the draft, 
for by the signature prosecutor con- 
tracted an obligation to pay to a 
bona fide holder, and. hence is _ in- 
jured. Bargie v. U. S., 30 F. Cas. No. 
18,229, 2 Hayw. & H. 357; State v. 
Rowley, 12 Conn. 101; State v. Jami- 
son, 74 lowa 613, 38 NW 509; Peo. 
v. Genung, 11 Wend. (N. Y.) 18, 25 
AmD 594; State v. Hanscom, 28 Or. 
427, 43 P 167; State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 
604, 22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 

{e] Promissory note of insolvent. 
—A_ person is defrauded by obtaining 
his promissory note by false pre- 
tenses, ‘although he is insolvent, 
since it créates an obligation against 
him. Holton v. State, 109 Ga. 127, 
34 SE 358; Rex v. Freeth, R. & R. 94. 

{d] Procuring indorsement of ac- 
cused’s own note by false pretenses 
does not constitute the offense while 
the note remains in accused’s hands, 


Peo. v. Cassou, 27 Cal. A. 23, 148 
P 810. 
8. Ga.—Rucker v. State, 114 Ga. 


13, 39 SE 902; Culver v. State, 86 Ga. 
197, 12 SE 746. 

Ind.—Bader y. State, 176 Ind. 268, 
94 NE 1009. 

Iowa.—State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 
181, 147 NW 347, 52 LRANS 919, Ann 
Cas1916E 727. 

Kan.—State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 
440, 46 P 777, 57 AmSR 341; State 
v. Decker, 36 Kan. 717, 14 P 283. 

Me.—State v. Mills, 17 Me. 211. 

Mass.—Com. v. Stone, 4 Metc. 43. 

Oh.—Bartlett vy. State, 28 Oh. St. 
669. 

Wash.—In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
433, 163 P 930, 933 [quot Cyc]. 

9. See infra § 47. 

10. See infra § 47. 

11. Peo. v. Tufts, 167 Cal. 266, 139 
P 78; Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 595, 
51 P 960. 

12. Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 625, 
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though intoxicating liquor is contraband and with- 
out market value, it is a thing of value, and one 
who has by false pretenses induced another to part 
with his money for such liquor is guilty if he fails 
to deliver it or delivers something else in its place.1® 
But where one by reason of false representations 
parts with his money in order to obtain counterfeit 
money, no offense is committed if such counterfeit 
money is not delivered, as it is not a thing of value 
and the possession of it would have been criminal.'4 
It has been said that, 
regardless of the fraudulent means or devices em- 
ployed, where the accused gets only what is due 
him,!® as where he procures the payment of a debt 
due,’® or the possession of property to which he is 
entitled,’” he is not guilty, for the reason that no 


Obtaining what justly due. 


64 NW 488; Reg. v. Byrne, 10 Cox 
Ci. 369. 

{a] MDlustration.— Where accused 
obtained money from prosecutor for 
the establishment of a school, on a 
false representation that a certain 
person had subscribed a_ certain 
amount for the same purpose, the 
fact that accused applied the money 
to the establishment of the school 
was immaterial. Peo. v. Lennox, 106 
Mich, 625, 64 NW 4838. 
. 18. Hicks v. State, 140 Ark. 37, 
215 SW 685. See also Foster v. State, 
8 Ga. A. 119, 68 SE 739 (dictum for 
the purpose of illustration). 

{a] Water for whisky.—One who 
falsely represents that a bottle con- 
tains whisky when in fact it con- 
tains only water is indictable. Hicks 
v. State, 140 Ark. 37, 215 SW 685. 

14. Foster.y. State, 8 Ga. A. 119, 
68 SE. 739; Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 543. 

15. In re Cameron, 44 Kan. 64, 
24 P 90, 21 AmSR 262; Com. v. Mc- 
Duffy, 126 Mass, 467; Com. v. Henry, 
22:-Pa. 253. 

[a] Rule applied.—Accused was 
not guilty of obtaining money by 
false pretenses on proof that he by 
false pretense obtained the consent 
of the city to the’ entry of judgment 
against it in his favor, and received 
a sum of money in satisfaction 
thereof, since the judgment was con- 
clusive evidence between the parties 
that the amount of it was justly due 
to accused, and until reversed the 
city was legally bound to pay it. 
Com. v. Harkins, 128 Mass. 79. 

16. Kan.—In re Cameron, 44 Kan. 
64, 24 P 90, 21 AmSR 262. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Thomas, 3 Hill 169. 

Pa.—Com. v. Thompson, 2 PaLJR 
33, 3 PaLJ 250. 

W. Va.—State v. Williams, 68 W. 
Va. 86, 69 SE 474, 32 LRANS 420; 
State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54. 

Eng.—Rex v. Williams, 7 C. & P. 
354, 32 ECL 653. 

See also Peo. v. Getchell, 6 Mich. 
496 (evidence of such indebtedness 
admissible on question of intent); 
State v. Walton, 114 N. C. 783, 18 SH 
945 (rule adverted to but held inap- 
plicable). 

[a] Rule applied.—Where an offi- 
cer by means of false pretenses col- 
lected the amount of a judgment 
from accused against whom it was 
rendered, he is not indictable, be- 
eause he neither cheated nor de- 
frauded thereby, but only obtained 


payment of an honest debt. Com. v. 
Thompson, 2 PaLJR, 33,3 PaLg 
249. 


17. In re Cameron, 44 Kan. 64, 24 
P 90, 21 AmSR 262. 

18. In re Cameron, 44 Kan. 64, 24 
P 90, 21 AmMSR 262. 

19. Com. v. McDuffy, 126 Mass. 
467; State v. Williams, 68 W. Va. 
86, 69 SE 474, 32 LRANS 420; State 
v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54; Rex v. Wil- 
liams, 7 C.’& P. 354, 32 HCL 653. 

20. Peo. v. Thomas, 3 Hill (N. Y.) 
169; Com. v. Thompson, 2 PaLJR 
33, 3 PaLJ 250. 
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lent intent,!® or 


tion.?4 


21. Ark.—Woodruff v. State, 61 
Ark. 157, 32 SW 102; Pruitt v. State, 
11 SW 822. 

Mass.—Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 
461, 67 NE 419 [crit Com. v. Mc- 
Duffy, 126 Mass. 467]. 

IN. ~-Ya—Peo. ive tSmith, 5, Park. Cr: 
490 [dist Peo. v. Thomas, 3 Hill 169, 
as turning upon the sufficiency of 
the indictment]. ; 

Pa.—Com. v. Leisy, 1 Pa. Co. 50. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Leonard, 2 C. & K. 
514, 61 ECL 514; Rex v. Taylor, 65 
Jee Abie 

Ont.—Reg. v. Parkinson, 41 U. C. 
Q. B. 545 ‘[disappr Rex v. Williams, 
iG &eP2 354, 132- HCL) 65a. 

[a] Tllustration.—A state treas- 
urer, who obtains an order of the 
state board for exchange of state’s 
certificate of indebtedness for cou- 
pons by falsely pretending that the 
bonds from which the coupons were 
clipped had been redeemed, is guilty, 
although he owned the coupons or 
held them for another. Woodruff v. 
State, 61 Ark. 157, 32 SW 102. 

22. State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 316, 51 
A 878; Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A.. 449, 
mptnte vy. Terrill, 87 Kan. 

5. 


23. In re Aldridge, 168 Fed. 93; 
Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 69 SE 
576; State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 432, 
90 NW 1108. 

24 U.S.—In re Aldridge, 168 Fed. 
93 


Ga.—Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 
69 SE 576. 

Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 688. 

Minn,—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 
296, 79 NW 1007. 

Sask.—Rex v. Holderman, 7 Sask. 
L. 279, 19 DomLR 748, 23 CanCrCas 
369, 30 WestLR 82, 7 WestWkly 
729. 

25. State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Stevenson, 
127 Mass. 446; Peo. v. Rothstein, 180 
N. Y. 148, 72 NE 999, 1 AnnCas 
978; Rex v. Buck, 10 Alta. L. 437, 35 
DomLR 55, 27 CanCrCas 427, [1917] 
1 WestWkly 867 [app allowed on 
other grounds 55 Can. S. C. 133, 38 
DomLR 548, 29 CanCrCas 45, [1917] 
3 WestWkly 117]. 

26. State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 
432, 90 NW 1108; State v. Southall, 
77 Minn. 296, 79 NW 1007; Peo. v. 
Whitney, 146 App. Div. 98, 130 NYS 


465; State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 113, 681. 

27. See statutory provisions; and 
Shaffer v. State, 82 Ind. 221; Com. 


v. Quinn, 222 Mass, 504, 111 NE 405; 
Com. v. Parmenter, 121 Mass. 354; 
Peo. v. Gates, 18 Wend. (N. Y.) 311; 
State v. Whiteaker, 64 Or. 297, 129 
P 534. 

_[a] Representations as to finan- 
cial standing and ability to pay.— 
(1) Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 136, 35 
P 188; Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Ill. 447, 
112 NE 370 [rev on other grounds 
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[§§ 38-39 


injury is done,!8 or that there is a want of fraudu- 


for both reasons.?° But there are 


decisions criticising aud greatly limiting, if not, in 
effect, entirely denying this rule.?1 / 

[§ 39] D. Form of Pretense—1. 
A false pretense may consist in any act, word, sym- 
bol, or token calculated and intended to deceive.?? 
It may be made either expressly,?* or by implica- 
Where the pretense consists in words, they 
may be either oral?> or written,?® unless it is pre- 
scribed by statute that they shall be in writing.?? 
And the form of words in which the pretense is 
couched is immaterial; if they are intended to create 
and do create the impression that defendant is mak- 
ing a representation as to a present or past fact, the 
pretense is within the -statute.?8 


In General. 


195 Ill. A. 58]; Berkenfield v. Peo., 
191 Ill. 272, 61 NE 96 [aff 92 Ill. A. 
400]; Lucas v. ‘Peo., 75 Ill. A. 662; 
Com, v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481; State v. 
Fenn, 83 N. J. L. 794, 85 A 454; Peo. 
v.. Aronson, 173 App. Div. 734, 156 
NYS 396 [aff 218 N. Y. 684 mem, 113 
NE i062 mem]; Peo. v. Whitney, 146 
App. Div. 98, 130 NYS 465; Peo. v. 
Levin, 119 App. Div. 233, 104 NYS 
647 [aff 194 N. Y. 554, 87 NE 1124]; 
Peo. v. Rothstein, 42 Mise. 123, 85 
NYS, 1076; Peo. v.. Page, 7 N. Y.- Cr: 
5, 22, NYSt, 27% Haines vy. -Terr)93 
Wyo. 167, 13 P 8. (2) The represen- 
tation of accused on which he ob- 
tained goods for which he was con- 
victed of larceny, that he was a 
member of a firm, one of the mem- 
bers of which was his brother and 
had a good financial standing and 
rating, is of an independent fact, 
not relating solely to financial ability, 
and so not required by Pen. Code 
§ 544, to be in writing. Peo. v. Sny- 
der, 110 App. Div. 699, 97 NYS 469. 
(3) Where accused, convicted of 
grand larceny by false representa- 
tions, was shown to have falsely 
stated that he had an order from a 
well-known mercantile corporation 
for a large number of garments, and 
that he desired to purchase goods 
from which to manufacture them, by 
which he induced their delivery, it 
was a false statement of an exist- 
ing fact, and not a warranty as to his 
financial standing, and was criminal, 
although not in writing and signed 
by the party to be charged thereby, 
as required by Pen. Code § 544. Peo. 
v. Rothstein, 180 N. Y. 148, 72 NE 
999, 1 AnnCas 978 [aff 95 App.: Div. 
292, 88 NYS 622]. (4) A represen- 
tation by accused, charged with ob- 
taining property by false pretenses, 
that he “was the brother of one V. 
V. Harris, a contractor at the city of 
Virginia, and that he and the said 
contractor, as partners, had a con- 
tract with the Oliver Iron Mining 
Company, a corporation at the city 
of Virginia,’ does not relate to de- 
fendant’s “ability to pay,’ within the 
meaning of R. L. (1905) § 5089, pro- 
viding that a purchase of property 
by means of a false pretense is not 
criminal, where the false pretense 
relates to the purchaser’s means or 
ability to pay, unless such pretense 
shall be made in writing and signed 
by the party to be charged. State v. 
Harris, 116 Minn. 401, 133 NW 980. 
(5) Under St. § 1208. if the false rep- 
resentation relates to one’s financial 
ability to pay it must be in writing, 
but if it relates to any independent 
fact it need not be in writing. Com. 
ke Boyd, 181 Ky. 382, 205 SW 

28. U.S.—In re Aldridge, 168 Fed, 
93, 97 [quot Cyc]. 

Colo.—Clarke v, Peo., 53 Colo. 214, 
125: SPs 

D. C.—Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 
571, AnnCas1917D 622. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Keyes, 269 Ill. 173, 109 
NE 684. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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— §§ 40-41] 
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[§ 40] 2. Acts or Conduct. That the false pre- 
tense or representation may be made by act or con- 
duct as well as by word has been frequently stated ;?9 
but according to some of the authorities this is not 
a clear statement of the rule, and it is only when 
some symbol or token is used in connection with mis- 
leading conduct that a false statement in words is 


Ind.—Maley y. State, 31 Ind. 192. 

lowa.—State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 
+ Aes Ny eee Ga3. 

an.—State vy. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 

125 P 65. thes 

Ky.—Com. y. Murphy, 96 Ky. 28, 
27 SW 859, 16 Kyl:224; Glackan v. 
Com., 3 Mete. 232. 
7 eae ag v. Hulbert, 12 Metc. 


Mo.—State v. Dennis, 80 Mo. 589. 

N. Y.—Lesser vy. Peo., 73 N. Y. 78 
{aff 12 Hun 668]; Smith v. Peo., 47 
UNE Yo 08s 
ec V,, Mullen, 4- Pa, "Dist. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Randell, 16 Cox C. C. 
335; Reg. v. Powell, 15 Cox C. C. 568; 
Reg. v. Bull, 13 Cox C. C. 608; Reg. 
Verba visu ld Coxe Ce Co 18 Reey -v. 
Burrows, 11° Cox C. C.- 258; Reg: v. 
Giles, 10 Cox C. C.-44; Reg. v. Smith, 
€ Cox C. C. 314; Reg. v. Coulson, 4 
Coxe. Ci 22%? Rex *va Parker, VC. & 
P. 825, 32 HCL 893. But see Reg. v. 
Partridge, 6 Cox C. C. 182 (where a 
railway company was accustomed to 
advance money to persons sending 
goods over the road on the faith of 
receiving such sums back from the 
consignee on delivery, and defendant 
gave the shipping clerk a box with 
a card on which was written ‘Case 
to B, 10 snillings to pay” and re- 
ceived the ten shillings, and the box 
was sent to B but the address was 
found to be fictitious and the box to 
contain nothing but rubbish, the rep- 
resentation on the card that there 
would be ten shillings to pay did not 
involve the assertion that the box 
was of value); Rex v. Douglas, 1 
Moody C. C. 462 (where an indict- 
ment charged defendant with falsely 
pretending to prosecutor, whose mare 
and gelding had strayed, that W 
would tell him where they were if 
he would give him a sovereign down, 
and prosecutor gave him a sovereign, 
but defendant refused to tell where 
the animals were, the indictment 
should have stated that defendant 
pretended to know where the ani- 
mals were); Reg. v. Lee, 23 U. C. 
Q. B. 340. 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where ac- 
cused asked prosecutor if he would 
like to have a job as night watchman 
on a railroad, saying that he, ac- 
eused, could give it to him, the state- 
ment was equivalent to a representa- 
tion that accused was in the employ 
of the railroad company and that he 
had authority to hire prosecutor. 
om. v. Murphy, 96 Ky. 28, 27 SW 
859, 16 KyL 224. (2) A threat to 
sue prosecutor on a note given by 
him to accused and which accused 
has already sold amounts to a pre- 
tenge that he owns the note and is 
in a position to sue. Reg. v. Lee, 
Z3nO nC. Qi: 7040. 

[b] Exact words of statutes not 
necessary. Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 
588, 27 NE 593. 

29. Colo.—Stumpff  v. 51 
Golo. 202,117 ‘P-134. 

Del.—State v. Holden, 25 Del. 429, 
719 A 215; State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 
401, 67 A 154; State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 
316, 51 A 878. 

Fla.—Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
77 S 274. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 
247, 43 SE 762; Jones vy. State, 97 
Ga. 430, 25 SE 319, 54 AmSR 433; 
Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 69 SEH 
576. 


Peo., 


Ind.—Musgrave v. State, 133 Ind. 
297, 32 NE 885. 
Towa.—State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 


181, 147 NW . 347, 52 LRANS 919, 
AnnCas1916E 727; State v. Grant, 86 
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not essential.2° 


Iowa 216, 53 NW 120; State v. Goble, 
60 Iowa 447, 15 NW 272; State v. 
Joaquin, 43 Iowa 131; State v. Dowe, 
27 Iowa 273, 1 AmR 271. 

Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
1255265: 

Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 638; Com. v. Murphy, 
96 Ky. 28, 27 SW 859, 16 KyL 224; 
Taylor -v. Com.,,'94 Ky. 281, 22 SW 
217, 15 KyL 49. 

Mass.—Com, v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
i 49 NE 91; Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Schultz, 178 NW 89; 
Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 Mich. 562, 
81 NW 565. 

Minn.—State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 
432, 90 NW 1108; State v. Southall, 
77 Minn. 296, 79 NW 1007. ° 

Mo.—State v. Sarony, 95 Mo. 349, 
8 SW 407. 

N. Y.—Peo. v, New York County Ct. 
Over & TF 83PeNa Yn 438680 Peo: Wve 
Fowler, 18 HowPr 493. 

N. C.—State v. Wilkerson, 98 N. C. 
696, 3 SE 683; State vy. Phifer, 65 
INGO oaks 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 883 NW 869. 


Or.—State v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 
156,.96' "PP 865, 132) AmSR 686, °17 
LRANS 244. 

Pa.—Com. v. Wallace, 114 Pa. 405, 


6 A 685, 60 AMR 353; Com. vy. Daniels, 
2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 332; Com. v. Warner, 
1 YorkLegRec 35. 

Tex.—Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
Zt3s) Oo OW 4008 Erunters y= State, 
46 Tex. Cr. 498, 81 SW 730; Brown 
Vv. State, 37 Tex. Cr:- 104,\°38 ° Sw 
1008, 66 AmSR 794; Blum vy. State, 20 
Tex. A. 578, 54°-AmR 530. 


Wis.—Stecher v. State, 168 Wis. 
183, 169 NW 287. 
Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 


nA 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

Eng.—Rex v. Grosvenor, 24 Cox C. 
Cres GSsar ing ce peinceha el (COMO: 
497; Reg. v. Powell, 15 Cox C. C. 568; 
Reg. *v. Bull, 3: Cox GC. °C.608 >" Reg: 
v. Hensler, 11 Cox C. C. 570; Reg. v. 
Hunter, 10 Cox C. C. 642; Reg. vy. 
Giles, 10 Cox C. C. 44; Rex v. Bar- 
MaAndyunte Wo aogier OAs oan LO Pa Sia Ls 
Reg. v. Holloway, 1 Den. C. C. 370; 
Rex v. Murphy, 10 Ir. C. L. 508; Reg. 
v. Butcher, 32> Lb. T.-Rep. N:S, 110. 

Alta.—Rex v. Leverton, 11 Alta. L. 
355, 34 DomLR 514, 28 CanCrCas 61, 
[1917] 2 WestWkly 584. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Lee, 23 U. C. Q. B. 
340; Reg. v. Campbell, 18 U. C. Q. B. 
413. 

BRL avant v. Letang, 2 CanCrCas 
5s 

Sask.—Rex v. Holderman, 7 Sask. 
L. 279, 19 DomLR 748, 23 CanCrCas 
369, 30 WestLR 82, 7 WestWkly 
7 


29. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Presenting 
oneself to the keeper of a post office 
and assuming to be the person men- 
tioned in a money order presented for 
payment, although accused did not 
make any false declaration or as- 
sertion in words in order to obtain 
the money. Rex v. Story, R. & R. 
60. (2) Wearing cap and gown of 
commoner of a university and going 
to a shop for the purpose of fraud 
and obtaining goods by thus appear- 
ing to be a member of the univer- 
sity. In this case accused besides so 
appearing stated that he “belonged to 
Magdalen College.’’ Rex v. Barnard, 
TOPs 784 32; HCE 871... (3) As- 
suming the character of a ‘porter of 
an inn, and delivering a parcel with 
a printed ticket, with writing charg- 
ing carriage and porterage and re- 
ceiving the money charged, it ap- 


eX Oe i emma 


Since promises are not within the 


statute,** if the act of accused implies only a prom- 
ise 1t is not indictable.” 

[§ 41] 3. Nondisclosure of Truth. In general 
mere silence or suppression of the truth, or a mere 
withholding of knowledge upon which another may 
act, is not sufficient to constitute false pretense.*3 


pearing that the parcel was a mock 
parcel and worth nothing. Rex v. 
Douglass, 1 Campb. 212. (4) Where 
a person obtained goods by sending 
half bank notes requesting goods to 
the value of the entire notes to be 
sent to her, and at the time when 
she did so she had not the corre- 
sponding half notes in her custody, 
having previously sent them to other 
persons. Rex v. Murphy, 10 Ir. C. L. 
508. (5) Advertising to give an ex- 
hibition accompanied by such acts as 
renting a hall and at appointed hours 
in a ticket office selling tickets of 
admission, collecting money for them 
until the hour for the exhibition to 
begin, and then absconding. State v. 
Sarony, 95 Mo. 349, 8 SW 407. (6) 
Pointing out a lot to prosecutor as 
the one sold him by accused, when in 
fact it is not, is equivalent to a decla- 
ration that it is such lot. State v. 
McConkey, 49 Iowa 499. (7) Sending 
to prosecutor an order for goods writ- 
ten under a letter head reciting that 
accused is a dealer in grain. Taylor 
v. Com., 94 Ky. 281, 22 SW 2217, 15 
KyL 49. But see Cowan v. State, 41 
Tex. Cr. 617, 56 SW 751. (8) For one 
through whose instrumentality or- 
ders were obtained for more than 
was due to present them for pay- 
ment, knowing the fraud. Peo. v. 
Luttermoser, 122 Mich. 562, 81 NW 
565. (9) The act of selling property 
is a representation of ownership. 
Reg. v. Sampson, 49 J. P. 807. (10) 
Where the purchaser of goods worth 
twenty-five cents delivered to the 
seller, for the purpose of making 
payment and receiving the correct 
change, a gold coin worth twenty dol- 
lars ignorantly supposing that the 
coin was a silver dollar, and the 
seller, perceiving the mistake, re- 
tained the coin, and returned only 
seventy-five cents in change. Jones 
v. State, 97 Ga. 430, 25 SE 319, 54 
AmSR 433. (11) Merely opening and 
keeping an account with a bank un- 
der an assumed name, although part 
of a stratagem to defraud the bank, 
is not a false pretense. Com, v. 
Drew, 9. Pick. (Mass.) 179. 

30. oung v. State, 155 Ala. 145, 
46 S 580; Haton v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
405, 78 S 321. See also Dis. op. Ad- 
dington v. State, 16 Ala. A. 10, 74 S 


846. 
See supra § 14. 

32. Tefft v. Windsor, 17 Mich. 486; 
Reg. v. Jones, [1898] 1 Q. B. 119. 

[a] A person who orders and con- 
sumes a meal without being pos- 
sessed of the means to pay for it 
does not obtain goods by false pre- 
tenses within Larceny Act (1861) 
§ 88, but does incur a debt by fraudu- 
lently obtaining credit so as to con- 
stitute an offense within Debtors’ 
Act (1869) § 13. Reg. v. Jones, [1898] 
ROG Baro: 

33. Colo.—Stumpff v. Peo., 51 Colo. 
202, 117 P 134. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 
247, 43 SE 762; Griffin v. State, 3 
Ga. A. 476, 60 SE 277. But see Ricks 
v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 69 SE 576 
(false representation may be implied 
by way of concealment of part of 
the truth as to a fact, or from total 
and misleading silence). 

Me.—Cross v. Petros, 1 Me. 378, 10 
AmD 78. 

Mass.—Com: v. Eastman, 1 Cush. 
189, 48 AmD 596. : 

Mich.—Tefft v. Windsor, 17 Mich. 


486. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340; 
Peo. v. Moore, 37 Hun 84; Peo. v. 
Johnson, 87 Misc. 89, 150 NYS 331. 


Tenn.—Moulden vy. State, 5 Lea 577. 


612 [25 ¢;3.] 


There must be active, affirmative, false representa- 
Where, however, after learning of the fals- 
ity of a representatton made by him innocently, 
accused obtains property on the strength of that mis- 
nondisclosure 


tions.*4 


representation, his 
amounts to a false pretense.*® 


[§ 42] 


Tex.—Blum yv. State, 20 Tex. A. 
578, 54 AmR 530. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Jones, [1898] 1 Q. B. 
119. 

[a] Illustration.—One is not lia- 
ble to indictment for obtaining 
money on false pretenses because of 
giving an ‘order for wages to become 
due to him and afterward collecting 
them himself, concealing the fact of 
having given the order. Moulden v. 
State, 5 Lea (Tenn.) 577. 

34. Peo. v. Johnson, 87 Misc. 89, 
150. NYS 331. 

85. Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 247, 
43 SE 762. 

86. U. S—In re Robinson, 256 
Fed. 55 [rev on other grounds 266 
Fed, 970]. 

Ala~—BEaton v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
405, 78 S 321; Addington v. State, 
16 Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846. j 

Ariz.—Williams Vj Derr. eid: 2 Ariz, 
27, 108 P 248, 27 LRANS 1032. 

Cal.—Peo, v. Wasservogle, 77 Cal. 
173, 19 P 270; Peo. v. Donaldson, 70 
Gal. 116, 11 Pp 68d FF COL. Freeman, 
29 'Cal. A. 543, 156 P 994, 

Tll.— Barton v. Peo., 135 Ill. 405, 
25 NE 776, 25 AmSR 375, 10 LRA 
202; Peo, v.. Dempsey, 283 Til. 342, 
119 NE 333. 
| Ind.—Maley v. State, 31 Ind. 192. 

Iowa.—Mulroney Mfg. Co. Wh 
Weeks, 185 Iowa 714, 
State v. Foxton, 166 ney: 
NW. 347, 52 LRANS 91 AnnCas 
1916E 197; Taylor v. Wise, 126 NW 
1126. 

Md.—Schaumloeffel vy. State, 102 
Md. 470, 62 A 803. 

' Mass.—Com. vy. Devlin, 141 Mass. 
423, 6 NE 64. 

Minn.—State vy. Johnson, 77 Minn. 
267, 79 NW 968. 

N. M.—State v. Tanner, 22 N. M. 
493, 164 P 821, LRAI9I17E 849, 

N. Y.—Lesser Vise ReOiie hat Nis wee 
78 [aff 12 Hun 668]; Smith v. Peo., 
47 N. Y. 303; Peo. v. Huggins, 110 
App. Div. 613, 97 NYS 187, 20 N. Y. 
Cr. 257; Foote v. Peo., 17 Hun 218; 
Sieling v. Clark, 18 Misc. 464, 41 NYS 
982. Contra Stuyvesant’ $s Case, 4 City 
HallRec 156; Allen’s Case, 3 CityHall 
Rec 118. : 

Oh.—Semler v. State, 27 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 581. 

Pa.—Com. v. Wallace, 114 Pa. 405, 
6 A 685, 60 AMR 358; ‘Com. v. Mul- 
len, 4 Pa. Dist. 656; Com. v. Leisy, 
1 Pa. Co. 50; Com. v. Collins, 8 Phila. 
609. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Rosa, 14 Phil- 
ippine 750; U. S. v. Mendezona, 12 
Philippine 72. 

i Eng.—Reg. v. Hazelton, L. R. 2 
Gc. C. 134; Rex v. Jackson, 3 Campb. 
370; Rex v. Cosnett, 20 Cox C. C. 
6; Rex v. Parker, 7 & P. 825, 


32 ECL 893. 
Ont.—Rex v. Garten, 29 Ont. L. 56, 
4 OntWN 1324, 13 DomLR 642, 22 


CanCrCas 21. 


4. Worthless Checks, Orders, Bank Bills, 
Etc. It has been generally held that giving a worth- 
less check or draft, or a check or draft which the 
aecused has no reason to suppose will be honored, 
is a false pretense,?® without any verbal misrepre- 
sentations as to the same,*? the giving of such check 
or draft being itself a representation, symbol, or 
token that the accused has money or credit with the 
drawee,*® to the amount of its face value.*® 
according to some of the authorities simply giving a 
check on a bank without any representation by the 
drawer that he has funds in the bank upon which 
the cheek is drawn or that the check will be paid 
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of the truth 


But | guilty.44 


[a] A merely colorable deposit in 
the bank on which the check is 
drawn does not relieve the drawer 


from criminal liability. .Reg.  v. 
Hazelton, aa Rio2) Cs Co 134. 
[b] Passing worthless check 


through agent.—A charge of obtain- 
ing goods by false pretenses through 
the giving in payment by his agent 
of a worthless check against the 
principal’s account will lie against 
the principal if it shown that the lat- 
ter deliberately planned that the 
check should not be paid for lack of 
funds at his credit in the bank and 
had resold the goods and applied the 
proceeds to his own use, and this 
whether or not the agent was aware 
of the fraud. Rex v. Garten, 29 Ont. 
L. 56, 4 OntWN 1324, 13 DomLR 642, 


'22 CanCrCas 21. 


[c] Check in fictitious name.— 
If a person draws a check on a bank 
in which he had no account, in a 
fictitious name, in payment for goods 
purchased, this is a tabte pretense. 
Reg. v. Martin, 5 Q. B..D. 34. 

[d] In Georgia a ee who 
with intent to defraud, designedly, 
by color or a forged and counterfeit 
check or draft, made in the name of 
any person, or in a fictitious name, 
obtains money from another, is not 
indictable under Pen. Code (1895) 
§ 670 for obtaining money by the 
use of deceitful means or artful prac- 
tice, aS such fraudulent acts speci- 
fically constitute a felony under Pen. 
Code § 247. Sharp v. State, 7 Ga. 
A. 605, 67 SE 699. 

[e] In Kentucky the mere giving 
of a worthless check, unaccompanied 
by any false statements, is not an 
offense under St. § 1208, denouncing 
the crime of obtaining money and 
property by false pretenses, but the 
offense falls under § 1213a, creating 
a new and distinct offense of worth- 
less check passing to complete which 
no false representations, statement, 
or pretense other than the check it- 


self is necessary. Com. yv. McCall, 
185, Ky. \801,) 217 SW 4109. 
{f] Im Maryland a _ prosecution 


may still be had under 3 Code art 
27 § 122, relating to prosecution for 
false pretenses, where a worthless 
check has been used, notwithstand- 
ing § 123 relating to the passing of 
worthless checks. Lyman vy. State, 
109 A 548. 

37. State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 181, 
147 NW 347, 52 LRANS 919, AnnCas 
1916H 727; State v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 
156, 96 P..865, 132 AmSR (686, 17 
LRANS 244. 

38. Ala.—Haton y. State, 16 Ala. 

98. Cal, 661, 


A. 4055) 78 "S),.321. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Gibbs, 
33 P 630; Peo. v. Wasservogle, 77 
Cal. 173, 19 P 270; Peo. vy. Donald- 
son, 70 Cal. 116, 11 P 681. 
Colo.—Peo. v. Orris, 52 Colo. 244, 
121 P 163, 51 LRANS 170. 


[§$ 41-42 
by the bank upon presentation does not constitute 
a criminal offense.*° 
one who procures another to cash a check payable 
to the former’s order is not criminally liable unless 
he makes some express material representations or 
knows that the check is not good.*! 
ing of a check upon a bank in which there are no 
funds for its payment will not, it has been held, con- 
stitute a criminal offense, when the person giving 
it has reason to believe that it will be honored upon 
*presentation,*? or Has no reason to believe that it 
will not be honored.*? 
less check or draft is accompanied by false repre- 
sentations as to its payment, the accused is of course 
One who presents his own check to a bank 
in which he keeps an account but in which he knows 
he has no funds, and receives the money therefor, 
is not criminally liable, since such act implies only a 
request to pay.*® 


And it has also been held that 


The mere giv- 


Where the giving of a worth- 


A sight draft drawn by accused 


135 Ill. 405, 
25 AmSR 375, 10 LRA 


Ill.—Barton vy. Peo., 
25 NE 776, 
302. 

lowa.—State vy. Foxton, 
181, 147 NW _ 347, 
AnnCasi1916H 727. 

Mass.—Com. y. 
wine 


166 Iowa 
52 LRANS 919, 
Drew, 19 Pick. 
M.—State v. Tanner, 22 N. M. 


493 164 P 821, LRA1917H 849. 
Oh Semler Vi State 274 Oh sins 


GE 
Or.—State v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 
1565296: .P 865,132). AmSR “686.0 ar 
LRANS 244. 
Peg Bos vy. Jackson, 3 Campb. 
913" PCONGY<, HOSE (Cala AD) discus 
40. Williams v. State, 10 Ga. A. 


395, 73 SE 424. See also Maxey Na 
State, 85 Ark. 499, 108 SW 11385, 14 
AnnCas 509 (which actually decides 
that, where an indictment contains 
the specific allegation that the ac- 
cused falsely represented that he 
had funds in the bank, it was neces- 
sary to prove this as alleged, but 
which seems in its reasoning to sup- 
re the text rule). 

[a] Im Texas (1) this is the rule 
announced in several cases. Black- 
well v. State, 41 Tex, Cr. 104, 51 SW 
919, 96 AmSR 778; Brown v. State, 
37 Per: Cr. 104, 38 SW 1008, 66 
AmSR 7$4; Ayers v. State, 37 Tex. 
(@sengmma (A 38 SW 792. (2) But this. rule 
seems changed by Vernon Pen. Code 
art 1422 subd 41. See Dawson v. 

State. (9 sex Cre Dials leo wet Wwensiie 
(3) To be guilty of the offense of 
swindling denounced by this statute 
it is not necessary that the check or 
order given by accused is signed by 
him, and where accused gives a check 
or order signed by another knowing 
that it is valueless, ete., he is guilty 
of the offense. Moore Vv. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 219 SW 1097. 

41. Peo. v. Whiteman, 72 App. Div. 
90, 76 NYS 211. 

42. State y. Foxton, 166 Iowa 181, 
147 NW 3847, 52 LRANS 919, AnnCas 
1916E 727; State vy. Johnson, i 
Minn. 267, 79 NW 968; Williams v. 
State, 34 "Tex, Cr. 606, 31° SW 649; 
Reg. v. Walne, 11 Cox C. GC. 647. 
See also Reg. y. Hazelton, L. R. 2 
Cc. C. 134 (the passing of a check 
is not a representation that the per- 
son passing it has at the time money 
to the amount of its face in the bank 
on which it is drawn, since he may 
have authority from the bank to 


pe ke 
43. Dawson v. State, 79 Tex. Cr. 
371, 185 SW 875. 

44. State v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 571, 
151 NW 835; Taylor v. Wise, (lowa) 
126 NW 1136; State v. Seipel, 104 
La. 67, 28 S 880; Reg. v. Hughes, 
1 FP. & F. 355. 


biter Com. v. Drew, 19 Pick. (Mass.)} 


. For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ey et 


iy = 


§§ 42-43] 


on himself in payment of goods bought amounts only 
to a representation of future ability to pay, although 
it carries with it the implied representation of abil- 
ity to pay, and a seller parting with his goods on 
the strength thereof does not rely on a false rep- 
resentation constituting a false pretense.4® The gen- 
eral rule as to worthless checks or drafts has been 
applied to the presentation of false warrants or or- 
ders, or certain warrants or other. instruments il- 
legally obtained,*” and to the passing of worthless 
bank notes or worthless bank bills,*® and to the pass- 
ing of worthless promissory notes of a third per- 
The passing of Confederate paper money,°° 
accompanied by representations that such money is 
good and lawful money of the United States, is 
within the statute against false pretenses. 
Pustdated check. It is usually held that the fact 
that a worthless check is postdated does not protect 
defendant,°? but there is authority to the contrary.®? 
Where reliance is placed upon a promise not meant 
to be fulfilled and upon a false statement as to inten- 
tion, and not upon a worthless postdated check 


son.?? 


46.)/ "Peo. ve Green, 22 Cal. A. .45,] 
133 P 334. 
47. Kan.—State vy. McDonald, 59 


Kan, 241, 52 P 453. 

Mich.—Peo. v.”* Luttermoser, 122 
Mich. 562, 81 NW 565. 

Minn.—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 
296, 79 NW 1007. 

Or.—State v. Hammelsy, 52 Or. 
156, 96 P 865, 132 AmSR 686, 17 
LRANS 244. ‘ 

Pa.—Com. v. Sweet, 4 Pa. Dist. 136, 
6 yPainGo,t98. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Prince, L. R. 1 C. C. 
150; Rex v. Douglass, 7 C. & P.- 785 
note, 32 ECL 871; Reg. v. Leonard, 2 
@. & Ks'514;-61 HCL 514; ‘Re -Pinter, 
7 Comey Cn 497s Res. vis Eeuncer, 
10 Cox C. C. 642; Mitchell’s Case, 2 
East P. C. 830; Rex v.. Freeth, R. & 
Re 94. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Parkinson, 41 U. C. 


@:>B5455) Reg: wv. ‘Campbelli218 
Wn CH Oi Be sis: 
43. Com. , v.-’ Hulbert, - 12 --Mete. 


(Mass.) 446; Com. v. Stone, 4 Mete. 
(Mass.) 43; Reg. v. Evans, Bell C. C. 
1875) Reg. .v'Philpotts, 1° -C.. &“K. 
11247) HCL 112; Reg. ve Jarman, 
14 Cox CG. C. 48; Reg. v. Dowey, 11 
Cox C. GC. 115 [overr by implication 
Reg. v. Williams, 7 Cox C. C. 351]; 
Reg. v. Smith, 6 Cox C. C. 3143-Rex 
v. Flint, R. & R. 342. 

[a] In California the passing of 
a fictitious bank bill of a bank not 
in existence, with intent to cheat and 
defraud, is prohibited by _ statute. 
Peo. v. Harben, 5 Cal. A. 29, 91 P 


398. D 

49. Reg. v. Davis, 18 U. C. Q. B. 
180 (the passing of the note amounts 
to a representation that it has not, to 
the knowledge of the person passing 
it, been paid either wholly or to 
such an extent as to make it a 
wholly inadequate consideration for 
the property obtained by it). But 
see Rex v. Spencer, 3 C. & P. 420, 
14 ECL 642 (where one of the mak- 
ers of the note is not insolvent). 

50. Pinney v. State, 156 Ind. 167, 
59 NE 383; Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 
817, 84 Said a db ry 265, 115 
AmSR 285, é 
Pinney v. State, 156 Ind. 167, 
59 NE 383. : 

52. Cal.—Peo. v:. Bercovitz, 163 
Cal. 636, 126 P 479, 43 LRANS 667. 

Tll.—Barton vy. Peo., 35 Ill. A. 573 
[aff 135 Ill. 405, 25 NH 776, 25 AmSR 
375, 10 LRA 202]. 

Towa.—State v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 

Neat Ws 


571, 151 NW 835. 
N. Y.— Lesser v. Peo., 73 

78 [aff 12 Hun 668]; Foote v. Peo., 

17 Hun 218. 


Eng.—Rex v. Parker, 7 C. & P. 825, 


32 ECL 893; Reg. v. Hughes, 1B 
F. 355. 
Ader vy. Garten, 29 Ont. L. 
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56, 4 OntWN 1324, 13 DomLR 642, 
22 CanCrCas 21. 

53. Brown y. State, -166 Ind. 85, 
76 NE 881, 8 AnnCas 1068. 

[a] Reason for rule.—Such a 
check amounts to nothing more than 
a promise to have the money at the 
bank for its payments at a future 
date. Brown v. State, 166 Ind. 85, 
76 NE 881, 8 AnnCas 1068. 

3 54. Peo, v. Blanchard, 90.N. Y. 
14. 

55. See Banks and Banking § 391. 

56. See Banks and Banking § 392. 
See statutory provisions; and: 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Pindar, 159 App. 
Div. 12, 144 NYS 242 [aff 210 N. Y. 
191, 104 NE 133]. 

N. C.—State v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 
925, 90 SE 507. 

Okl.—Douglas yv. State, 15 Okl. Cr. 
648,111.79" PB 947. 

Tenn.—State yv. Cooley, 141 Tenn. 
33, 206 SW 182; State v. Crockett, 
3% Tenn.2 679; "LID ASW. '583: 

Tex.—Pruitt v. State, (Cr.) 202 SW 
81; Dawson v. State, 79 Tex. Cr. 371, 
185 SW 875. 

W. Va.—State v. W. 
Va. 603,78 SH 752. 

[a] In Arizona a check given by 
a person upon a bank in which he 
has no funds, and which he has no 
reason to suppose will, be honored, is 
a “bogus check” making it a felony 
to obtain, or attempt to obtain, with 
intent to cheat, any money or prop- 
erty by a false or bogus check. Wil- 
liams v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 27, 108 P 243, 
27 LRANS 1032. 

58. See statutory provisions; and 
Com. v. McCall, 185 Ky. 301,.217 SW 
109;.-State -v. Crockett, 137. Tenn. 
679, 195 SW 583; State v. Pishner, 
72 W. Va. 608, 78 SE. 752. 

59. U. S.—Jones v. U. S., 13 F. 
Gaisl® No:. .7,499, 5 -7Cranch —@)C- 
647. 

Iowa.—State v. Reidel, 26 Iowa 430. 

Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 E65, 

Mass.—Com. v. 127 
Mass. 446. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Clark, 10 Mich. 310. 

N. J.—State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. L. 
13; State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. 
L. 328 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Rice, 128 N. Y. 649, 
29 NE 146 [aff 13 NYS 161]. 

Tex.—Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
273, 97 -SW 469. 

Wash.—State v. Reiff, 14 Wash. 
664, 45 P 318. 

Candas 

100 


Pishner, 72 


Stevenson, 


Eng.—Reg. v. Woolley, 3 
98; Young v. Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 
Reprint 475. 

And see supra §§ 39-40. : 

[a] In New York it is provided 
by statute (Pen. Code § 544) that “a 
purchase of property by means of a 
false pretense is not criminal, where 

\ 
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given by the maker in purchase of goods, the crime 
is not made out.°# 
Statutory provisions. 
are special statutes as to issuing checks or drafts 
on a bank in which the drawer has no funds or insuf- 
ficient funds,®> or as to passing fictitious cheeks or 
drafts.°° And in some jurisdictions there are special 
statutes as to fraudulently obtaining money or prop- 
erty by means of a check, draft, or order,®” some 
of which give the drawer thereof a prescribed time, 
after notice given him, within which to pay it and 
thereby escape committing any offense.®8 
[§ 43] 5, False Token or Writing. To consti-. 
‘ tute the offense under the usual form of the statutes 
there need be no false token or writing used... The 
offense may be committed by mere words or acts.°? 
It is very usual, however, for the statutes to provide 
specifically against obtaining by a false symbol or, 
token or false or counterfeit writing.®° 
crime is committed by means of a false writing, it 
is not necessary that the writing should: be such as, 
if genuine, would be of legal validity.* 


In some jurisdictions there 


Where the 


the false pretense relates to the pur- 
chaser’s means or ability to pay, un- 
less the pretense is made in writing 
and. signed by the party to be 
charged.”” Peo. v. Rothstéin, « 180: 
N. Y. 148, 150, 72 NE 999, 1 AnnCas 
978; Peo. v. Levin, 119 App. Div. 233, 
104 NYS 647. [aff 194 N, Y. 554, 87 
NE 1124]. i 
Necessity for false token or writ- 
ing as evidence see infra §§ 84, 88. 
60. See statutory provisions; and: 
Fla.—Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
77 S 274. ; 
Ga.—Saffold v. State, 11 Ga. A. 329; 
(5 SHe 33s: : : 
Ind.—Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind: 
504; Shaffer v. State, 82, Ind. 221. ° 
Ky.—Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky: 817, 
4 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 115 AmSR, 
85, 68 LRA 688. 
N. J.—State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. ‘L. 
8 


State v. Vanderbilt, 27 N. L. 


de 

N. C.—State v. Jones, 70 N. G..75: 
N. D.—-State v. Stewart, 9: N.: D. 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Or.—State v Leonard, 73 Or. 451; 
144 _P 113, 681; State v. Whiteaker, 
64 Or, 297, 129 P 534. ? 

Pa.—Com. v. Hutchinson, 2 Pars, 
Ba. Cas. 311, 1 PaLJR.302;; 2: Pas 

Wash.—State v. Reiff, 14 Wash: 
664, 45 P 318. 

[a] Tablets or checks made in 
imitation of those used by’ trades- 
men, etce., as evidence of an amount 
due redeemable in the hands of the 
holder, if used fraudulently to obtain 
money or property from another, are 
privy or false tokens within Comp: 
L. (1914). § 3319, relating to false ° 
pretenses. Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 
594,77 S 274. j 

[b] In Georgia (1) to constitute 
the offense of obtaining goods, etc., 
on a false.writing under Pen. Code 
§ 247, it is essential that it be proved 
that the writing alleged to be false 
was made in some other. .person’s 
name, or a fictitious name; and the 
omission so to instruct the jury was 
error. Sessions v. State, 3 Ga. A 
13, 59 SE 196. . (2) The word ‘coun- 
terfeit,’’ as used in this statute, has 
a broader meaning than that which 
appertains to it in common parlance. 
It includes, not only an imitation of a 
genuine original, but any paper 
which purports to be a genuine orig- 
inal. Sessions v. State, 3 Ga. A. 13, 
59 SE 196) 

[ec] Under the 


Oregon statute 
(Lord L. § 1964), the words “false 
token or writing’ include not only 
the counterfeit letter of 33 Hen. VIII 
ec 1, but any false writing that would 
tend to effect a fraud. State v. 
Whiteaker, 64 Or. 297, 129 P 534. 
61. See infra § 99. 
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[§ 44] 


erally by an advertisement.®* 


principal does not act thereon 


through the agent.®* 


tation to the corporation.” 


[§ 45] F. Degree of Offense. Under some stat- 
utes obtaining property by false pretenses and like 
Under other statutes 


offenses are misdemeanors." 


62. Colo.—Roberts v. Peo., 9 Colo. 
458, 138 P 680. 
19 Del. 316, 


Del.—State v. Lynn, 
v. Johnson, 167 Ky. 727, 


51 A 878. 
Ky.—Com. 
181 SW 368, LRA1916D 267. 


Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Mete. 
467; Com. v. Call, 21 Pick. 509, 32 
_AmD 284, 

Mich.—Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Genet, 19 Hun 91 
{aff 83 N. Y. 436]. 

Pa.—Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328. 

Tex.—Perry v. State, 39 Tex. Cr. 
495, 46 SW 816. 

Eng. —Reg. v. Dent, 1 C. & K. 249, 


47 EOL 249: Reg. v. AI AND ai Cox 
CGrC! 3925 Rex y-. “Taylor, 65 J. Pi. 457. 

But see Foster v. Goldsoll, 48 App. 
(D. C.) 505 (construing Code § 842); 
Treadwell v. State, 99 Ga. 779, 27 SE 
785 (construing Code § 4587 as to 
obtaining credit by false report as 
to character, wealth, etc.). 


68. Reg. v. Dent, 1 C.'& K. 249, 
47 ECL 249. 
64. Cal.—Peo. v. Cadot, 138 Cal. 


527, 71 P 649; Peo. v. Green, 22 Cal. 
A. 45, 133 P 334. 

Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Metce. 
462; Com. v. Call, 21 Pick. 515. 

N. J.—State v. Worman, 88 N. J. 
L. 463, 97 A 31. 

N. G.— State vy) ‘Taylor, 131 N.C. 
711, 42 SE 539. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 883 NW 869. 

Eng.—Ree. v. Brown, 2 Cox C, C. 


65. Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Mete. 
N. j._State v. Crowley, 39 N. J. 
L. 264. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. New York Cotnty 
Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. 436. 

N. C.—State v. Hargrave, 102 N. C. 
328, 9 SE 406. 

D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 


N. 
et 83 NW 869. 
S.—Reg. v. Cameron, 23 N. S. 
150. 


Ont.—Rex v. 46 Ont. L. 28, 
16 OntWN 314. 

66. See cases supra note 65. 

67. Jackson v. Peo., 126 Ill. 139, 
18 NE 286; State v. Sarony, 95 Mo. 
349, 8 SW 407; Reg. v. Silverlock, 


King, 


1894 2 Q. B. 766; Reg. v. Cooper, 
Q. 1, ny te Reg. v. Randell, 16 
as Cre C33 

68. Peo. e Wakely, 62 Mich. 297, 
28 NW 871. 

62. Com. v. Mooar, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 410. 


70. Peo. v. Eaton, 122 App. Div. 
706, 107 NYS 849 Tate 192) ONY We 
542, 84 NE 1116]; State v. Turley, 
142 Mo. 403, 44 Sw 267. 

71. Ariz.-—Williams Wa rer, 313 
Ariz. 27, 108 P 243, 27 LRANS 1032. 


Cal.—Ex p. Neustadt, 82 Cal. 278, 
23 P 124. 
Ga.—wWilliams v. State, 8 Ga. A. 


E. To Whom Pretense Made. 
necessary that the false pretense is made directly to 
the person from whom the property is obtained.* 
It is sufficient if it is made in his presence,® or to an 
agent,®* or to a third person,®* and by him com- 
municated to the owner,®® or even to the public gen- 
If the false pretense 
is made to an agent, who has authority to part with 
the property obtained, this is sufficient, although the 


The offense of obtaining goods 
by false pretenses from a mercantile firm may be 
committed by pretenses made to one partner.®® A 
representation to an officer or agent of a corporation 
to obtain money from the corporation is a represen- 


bank without funds there. 
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It is not 


otherwise than 


5838, 70 SE 47; Foster v. State, 8 Ga. 
A. 119, 68 SE 739. 

Md.—-Schaumloeffel v. State, 102 
Md. 470, 62 A 803. * 

N. Y.—Thorne v. Turek, 94 N. Y. 
90, 46 AmR 126 [aff 10 Daly 82715 
Nickelson v. Wilson, 60. N. Y. 362 
EKassett) vz Smith,23) No2Y.! 252: Peo. 
v. Huggins, 110 App. Div. 613, 97 
NYS 187. 

A ORS v. Wilhelm, 32 Pa. Co. 
fee aa Ree. v.?Prince, LirR. it Cue, 

[a] In North Carolina under Pell 
Revisal § 3434b it is a misdemeanor 
for one to draw a check upon a 
State v. 
Freeman, 172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 507. 


_ 72. Ind.—Musgrave v. State, 133 
Ind. 297, 32 NE 885. 

Ky.—Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 385, 
155 SW 1125. 


Mo.—State v. pepe ke) hoe 118 Mo. 
A. 60, 94 SW 740. 
116 N. C. 


N. C. 
979 2921 SH 692; State v. Caldwell, 
112’ N. C. 854, 16 SE 1010; State v. 
Bryan, 112 N. © 848, 16 SE 909. But 


see State v. Crumpler, 90 N. C. 701 


(decided prior to Act [1891] ¢ 205).. 


Okl.—Drake_ v. State, 2 Okl. Cr. 
643, 103 P 878. 

Tenn.—Rafferty v. State, 91 Tenn. 
655, 16 SW 728. 

W. Va.—State v. Grove, 74 W. Va. 
702,'82 SE 1019. 

[a] In Georgia under Pen. Code 
§ 247 any person who designedly by 
color of any counterfeit letter or 
writing made in any person’s name 
or fictitious name obtains from any 
person money or other valuable thing 
with intent to defraud is guilty of a 
felony. Sharp v. State, 7 Ga. A. 605, 
67 SE 699. 

73. Ala—Johnston vy. State, 29 
Ala. 62, 65 AmD 383. 

Kan.—State v. Fulton, 88 Kan. 159, 
127 P 526. 
ed de Raa ad 2 v. State, 41 Miss. 

Mo.—State v. Martin, 226 Mo. 538, 
126 SW 442; State v. Brossler, 139 
Mo. 524, 41 "SW 223. 

Nebr.—Mason vy. State, 99 Nebr. 
221, 155 NW 895. 

Tex.—La Moyne v. State, 53 Tex. 
Cr. 221,. 111. SW 950; Neal v.. State, 
(Cr.) 101 SW 212; Abbott v. State, 
(Cr.) 97 SW 488; Faulk v. State, 38 
Mex Crain t; 41. Siw, 616: 

[a] Value of property charged in 
separate connts.—Upon an informa- 
tion charging distinct offenses in 
separate counts in obtaining property 
by false pretenses, the value of prop- 
erty as alleged in one count cannot 
be added to value of other property 
obtained.as charged in another count 
in order to sustain conviction for a 
higher degree of crime than would 


otherwise be shown. State v. Fulton, 
88 Kan. 159, 127 P 526. 


[§§ 44-46 


they are felonies.72 Under some statutes the degree 
of the offense depends on the character or value 
of the property obtained and the method of obtain- 
ing it.7? But under others it has been expressly de- 
cided that the degree of the offense does not depend 
upon the value of the property obtained.’4 
been held that the value of the property obtained as 
fixing the degree of the offense is to be measured by 
the actual loss suffered by the prosecutor in the 
transaction,’® but according to other authority the 
value of the property acquired is the test.’ 

[§ 46] G. Attempts.’7 
the erime of obtaining property by false pretenses 
or the like is an indictable offense.*® 
tempt consists in: 
false pretense, or the lke; 
act, toward obtaining the property by means of the 
false pretense, or the like; (3) the failure so to 
obtain the property.”® 


It has 


An attempt to commit 


Such an at- 
(1) An intent to obtain by the 
(2) the doing of some 


It is not necessary that the 


Punishment as depending upon 
value of property see infra § 97. 

74. Bowman vy. State, 54 Fla. 16, 
45 S 308; Sims v. State, 54 Fla. 
100, 44 Ss 7387; State v. Grove, 74 
W. Va. 702, 82 SE 1019. 

75. Berry v. State, 97 Ga. 202, 23 
SE 833. 

76. La Moyne y, State, 53 Tex. 
Cr. 221, 111 SW 950 [overr Lively v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 SW 321; Perry v. 
State, 39 Tex. Cr. 495, 46 SW 816; 
Gaskins v. State, (Tex. Cri a38 Sw 
470]. See also Tuttle v. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 49 SW 82 (in a prosecution for 
swindling in an amount exceeding 
fifty dollars by obtaining goods on 
credit, if the goods were worth the 
selling price in the market, it is im- 
material that such price was arrived 
at by adding a certain per cent of the 


original cost). 


77. See generally Criminal Law 
§ 90 et seq. 

78. Cal.—Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 
266, 67 P 148. 

Ill—Graham v. Peo., 181 Ill. 477, 
55 NE 179, 47 LRA 731. 

Mo.—State v. Woodward, 156 Mo. 
143, 56 SW 880; State v. Terry, 109 
Mo. S88; 19 SW 206. 

N.. Y.—Peo. v. Spolasco, 33 Misc. 
22, 67 NYS 1114. 
ee oom v. KoEune, 26 Pa. Dist. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. Villanueva, 1 
Philippine 370. 

Wash.—State y. Riddell, 83 Wash. 
324, 74 P 477. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Francis, L. R. 2 C. Cc. 

Qi sGy Gaia Bes 
Reg. v. Hensler, 


128; Reg. v. Holloway, 
942, 61 ECL 942; 
11 Cox C. C. 570; Reg. v. Franklin, 


45h .. & ORY 94. 
79. Graham v. Peo., 181 Ill. 477, 
55 NE 179, 47 LRA-?731;. State vy. - 


Woodward, 156 Mo. 148, 56 SW 880; 
State v. Fraker, 14&8(Mo. 143, 49 SW 
1017. And see Criminal Law § 92. 
But see State v. Decker, 36 Kan. 717, 
720, 14 P 2838 (“We do not think that 
such failure or such prevention or 
interception constitutes any part of 
the offense’’). 

[a] Mere preparation insufficient. 
—(1) The rule that the act must 
not be merely preparatory, but must 
reach far enough toward the accom- 
plishment of the desired result to 
amount to the commencement of the 


consummation (Criminal Law § 93),>- 


(2) applies to attempts to obtain 
property by false pretense (State v. 
Fraker, 148 Mo. 148, 49 SW 1017). 

[b] Remote acts.—Acts remotely 
leading to the commission of the 
offense of obtaining property by false 
pretense are not to be considered as 
attempts to commit it, but acts im- 
mediately connected with it are. 
v. Robinson, [1915] 2 K. B. 
BRC 587; Reg. v. Button, 119001 2 
OB bo Ts Resy We Hagleton, 6 Cox 
Cc. CG. 559. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 46-47] 


prosecutor should have relied upon the false pre- 
tenses *° and parted with his property. But on 
the contrary, if property is actually obtained in con- 
sequence of the prosecutor’s reliance upon the false 
pretenses, the offense is complete and an indictment 
for an attempt will not lie.8* Where an order or 
warrant has been obtained by fraudulent represen- 
tations, in order to sustain a conviction for an at- 
tempt it must be conceded that such order or war- 
rant was not a legal obligation, for if it was a legal 
one there could be no such thing as an attempt to 
secure it.8° If accused with the requisite intent has 
done some act toward obtaining the property, it is 
none the less an attempt because for some reason 
unknown to him he could not have completed the 
crime,** or because the falsity of his representations 
is discovered before he has an opportunity to pro- 
ceed further in his endeavor to obtain: the prop- 
erty,®® or because the person intended to be de- 
frauded is unable or’ unwilling to part with the 
property sought to be obtained;** but the act done 
toward the accomplishment of the end in view must 
be adapted to secure that end.** A person cannot be 
convicted of an attempt to obtain money by false 
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pretenses, unless he made the false pretense to the 
person from whom the money was intended to be 
obtained, or to his agent; a false pretense made to 
a third person, although intended to be ultimately 
reported to the person from whom the money was 
to be obtained, will not suffice.8® 

Grade of offense. In some jurisdictions an at- 
tempt to commit such offense is a misdemeanor.8? 
In others it is a felony.®° 

[§ 47] H. Defenses—i. In General. On the 
principle that the injury is to the state, accused ¢an- 
not plead that prosecutor has condoned the crime 
and settled with accused,®! unless the statute per- 
mits such a settlement.°* It is no defense that the 
prosecutor has recovered,®? or could recover,®* for 
any loss he has sustained, or that accused has of- 
fered to pay for the property obtained,®® or has paid 
for it,9° or that he has offered to return,®? or has 
returned,°® the property obtained, or that the prose- 
cutor has regained possession thereof,®® or that its 
loss has been made good to him,! or that accused is 
able and willing to repay the money obtained,’ or 
intended at some future time to repay it.2- Where 
one is indicted for presenting a false claim, an 


80. Peo. v. Spolasco, 33 Mise. 22,|though the sale 


67 NYS 1114; State v. Peterson, 109 
Wash. 25, 186 P 264; Reg. v. Bah, 
1C. & M. 249, 41 HCL 140; Reg. v. 
Hensler, 11 Cox C. C.'570. 

[a] MTllustrations.—(1) A _ party 
falsely pretended to a pawnbroker 
that a chain was silver. The pawn- 
broker, without relying on the pris- 
oner’s statement, but upon his own 
examination and test, lent him ten 
shillings on the chain which was 
made of a composition worth about 
a farthing an ounce. It was held 
that while not guilty of the substan- 
tive offense, he committed the offense 
of attempting to obtain money by 
false pretenses. Reg. v. Roebuck, 7 
Cox C. C. 126. (2) Where. accused 
ealled up @ store and fraudulently 
arranged for the delivery of goods to 
herself in the name of a credit cus- 
tomer, she was guilty of an attempt 
to commit larceny by false pre- 
tenses, although the employees of 
the store were not deceived, and 


.made arrangements for the appre- 


hension of accused when the delivery 
should take place, the attempt to 
deceive by the telephone order having 
been as much a part of the offense as 
was the attempted taking of the 
goods on delivery, which failed. 
State v. Peterson, 109 Wash. 25, 186 
P 264. 

81. Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal. A. 
749, 114 P 411; Peo. v. Spolasco, 33 
Mise. 22, 67 NYS 1114; Reg. v. Ball, 
1C.& M. 249, 41 HCL i140. . 

[a] Illustration.—A man went 
into a pawnbroker’s shop in the mid- 
dle of the day and laid down eleven 
thimbles- on the counter, saying: “TI 
want five shillings on them.’ The 
pawnbroker’s assistant asked the 
man if they were silver, and he said 
they were. The assistant tested 
them, and found that they were not 
silver, and in consequence did not 
give any money, but sent for a po- 
liceman and gave the man into cus- 
tody. It was held that this was an 
attempt to commit the offense of ob- 


‘ taining money under false pretenses, 


and by consequence that if the money 
had been obtained the offense would 
have been complete. Reg. v. Ball, 1 
Cc. & M. 249, 41 ECL 140. 

82. Graham v. Peo., 181 Til. 477, 
55 NE 179, 47 LRA 731. $ 

fa] Tllustration.— One who by 
false representations induces another 
to draw money from a bank and with 
it purckase a spurious. gold brick 
cannot be prosecuted under Cr. Code 
§ 98, for an attempt to obtain money 
by a confidence game, since the 
money was actually obtained, al- 


was consummated 
in a different county from the one 
where the representations were made 
and the prosecution brought. Graham 
VAIPSo}, (Sie Tl 477,055 7N Biol 79)) 47, 
ERA’ 731: 


83. State v. Lawrence, 178 Mo. 
350, 77 SW 497. 

84. Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal. A. 
749, 114 P 411; Peo. v. Spolasco, 
33, Mise. 22, 6% NYS 1114, 15 NYCr 
184; Reg. v. Eagleton, 6 Cox C. C. 
559. 
oie Reg. v. Button, [1900] 2 Q. B. 

7 


1 Philip- 

87. Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 266, 
67 P 148; Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal, A. 
749, 114 P 411. 

88. Rex v. Robinson, [1915] 2 K. 
B. 342, °8 BRC 587: 

89. Com. v. KoEune, 26 Pa. Dist. 
546; Symon’s Case, 29 Pa. Co. 606; 
Rest VenGoiy <%-U.- CCS Pi 438. 


86. U. S. v. Villanueva, 


‘pine 370. 


90. Rafferty v. State, 91. Tenn. 
655, 16 SW 728. 
91. Lowe v. State, 111 Ga. 650, 


36 SE 856; Williams v. State, 105 
Ga. 606, 31 SE 546; Com. v. Brown, 
167 Mass. 144, 45 NE 1; U. S. v. 
Leano, 6 Philippine 3868. 

92. See statutory provisions. 

{a] In Pennsylvania (1) the of- 
fense is a misdemeanor, and .under 
the act of March 31, 1860 (Purdon 
Dig. p 3877) § 9, the magistrate or 
the court to which misdemeanors of 
an inferior class have been returned 
may permit the settlement of such 
offenses. Geier v. Shade, 109 Pa. 
180; Com. -v. Carr, 28 Pa. Super. 122. 
(2) Under this statute it is essential 
that complainant shall acknowledge 
satisfaction, for the court to per- 
mit settlement of prosecution. Com. 
v. Carr, 28 Pa. Super. 122. 

93. Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 195 
SW 802; In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
433, 163 P 930 [quot Cyc]. 

924, Cal.—Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 
595, 51-P 960. 

Dak.—tTerr. v. Ely, 6 Dak. 128, 50 
NW 623. 

Ga.—State v. Dozier, Dudl. 155. 

Kan.—State v. McDonald, 59 Kan. 
241, 52 P 453. : 

Mich.—Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 
704, 68 NW 971. 

N.: J.—State v.. Thacher, 35 N, J. 
L. 445, é 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Koller, 116 App. Div. 
17S AO INS pts) fait LS Nery. (672 
mem, 82 NE 1116 mem]. 

Pa.—Com. v. Beard, 48 Pa. Super. 
319. 

Wash.—In re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
433, 163 P 930 [quot Cyc]. 


Iling.—Re Pinter, 17 Cox C. C. 497. 

[a] Rule applied.mThe mere fact 
that accused indorsed false school 
warrants, and thereby rendered him- 
self liable as a guarantor for the 
amounts stated in them, does not 
necessarily defeat a criminal prose- 
eution for obtaining money under. 
false pretenses. State v. McDonald, 
59 Kan. 241, 52 P 453, 

95. Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116; 
23 S 155; Peo. v. Reiss, 114 App. Div. 
431, 99 NYS 1002. 

96. Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 
23 S 155; Donohoe v. State, 59 Ark. 
375, 27 SW 226; Lowe v. State, 111 
Ga. 650, 36 SE 856. 

976m Carlile. via Staten 7h Ala ake 
State v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 571, 151 
NW 835; State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 
SW 875; Peo. v. Reiss, 114 App. Div. 
431, 99 NYS 1002. 


98. Ala.—Hendrix v. State, (A.) 
82 S 564. 

Ark.—Donohoe v. State, 59 Ark. 
375,- 2% SW, 226. 

Ga.—Williams vy. State, 105 Ga. 
606, 31 SE 546. 

Kan.—State v. Holmes, 98 Kan. 


174, 157 P 412, LRAI1916E 1104, 

Wash.—State  v. Cadwell, 105 
Wash. 689, 179 P 87. 

[a] Forced restitution.—That ae- 
cused was forced to make restitu- 
tion after being arrested constitutes 
no bar to a conviction upon an in- 
dictment subsequently ‘returned. Wil- 
liams v. State, 105 Ga. 606, 31 SE 546. 

99. . Peo-zv., Bryant, (119 "Cal. 3595; 
51 P 960; Com. v. Brown, 167 Mass. 
144, 45 NE 1; Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
481; State v. Cooper, 85 Mo. 256. 
“1... U.. S.—Brafford.-v. ,U. S.,° 259 

Cal.—Peo. v. Kawano, 38 Cal. A. 
Chala lirforf on 22 i Bie 

Ga.—O’Neal v. State, 10 Ga. A. 474, 
73 SE 696. 

Ky.—Taylor v. Com., 94 Ky. 281, 
22 SW 217, 15 KyL 49. 

N. Y¥.—Clark v. Peo., 2 Lans. 329. 

2. Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 704, 
63 NW 971; State v: Thatcher, 35 N. 
Jy Enh 5: 

3. Ala.—Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Wieger, 100 Cal. 352, 
34 P 826; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 
781, 142 P 495. 

Iowa.—State’.v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 
571, 151 NW 8385; State v. Neimeier, 
66 Iowa 634, 24 NW 247. 

Ky.—Com. v. Schwartz, 92 Ky. 510, 
18 SW 775, 19 SW 189, 13 KyL 929, 
36 AmSR 609. 

Me.—State v. Hill, 72 Me. 238. 

Mass.—Spaulding v. Knight, 116 
Mass. 148; Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 
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éffer made by him to change or correet: it, after it 
fvas presented, is immaterial as to his guilt. The 
fact that accused was entitled to a part of the money 
ébtained by false pretenses does not excuse him.® 
Nor is it'a defense that accused believed that the 
money he obtained was a fair compensation for in- 
juries he had received by the negligence of prose- 
cutor.6 It is not a defense that the prosecutor has 
signed a paper stating that he did not rely on the 
pretense.?/ One who has made false representations 
in regard to the title of real estate and has induced 
another to exchange property of value therefor by 
reason of such false representations cannot escape 
eriminal liability by having an agent deliver the 
deed instead of delivering it in person.® 

_ [§ 48] 2. Contributory Guilt of Prosecutor. A 
crime being an act directed against the state, the 
state cannot be estopped from prosecuting it by the 
act of ‘any individual, and hence the fact that the 
party defrauded by the false pretense was himself 
guilty of some fraud or wrong in the transaction is 
no defense to the accused, according to most of the 
authorities;? but there are decisions to the con- 
trary.’ 

[§ 49] 3. Contributory Negligence of Prosecu- 
tor. Where the negligence of the prosecutor is in- 
terposed as a defense, it is, where unmixed with 
other considerations, generally held to be imma- 


FALSE PRETENSES 


OA Y 


[§§ 47-51 


terial.11 And while it has been said that where 
there has been very gross carelessness,’? careless- 
ness so gross that the law will impute consent to the 
person parting with his property,’* no guilt will be 
incurred; and that carelessness so gross as to 
amount to fraud estops the prosecutor from main- 
taining a prosecution for violation of the statute of 
false pretenses,'* yet the general rule seems to be 
that a person shas a right to rely upon statements 
made to him, without personally investigating their 
truth or falsehood, and that it does not he in the 
mouth of a wrongdoer to assert that a person ought 
not to have been deceived by a lie, told for the very 
purpose of deceiving him.® 

[§ 50] 4. Motive of Prosecutor—a. In Institut- 
ing Prosecution. The motive of the prosecutor in 
procuring the institution of the prosecution is im- 
material,!®- and consequently it is no defense that 
the prosecutor’s object is to collect a debt or obtain 
restitution,’” although the courts look with grave 
disapproval upon prosecutions which are thus in- 
spired.18 

[§ 51] b. In Parting with Property. The mo- 
tive with which the money or property was parted 
with by its owner is immaterial.1® And it is usually 
held that it is no defense that the object of the 
prosecutor in parfing with his money was charit- 
able and not mercenary,”° the statute not being pure- 


_ Pa.—Com:. v. Schuyler, 1 Pa, Co. 
“A038. 

Tex.—Buntain v. State, 15 Tex. A. 
515. 
‘ Eng.—Reg. v. Naylor, lL. R. 1 C. C. 
4 . 


" Que.— Rex v. Martel, 27 CanCrCas 
316. 
..4; State v. Hartnett, (Del.) 74 A 


82. 
5. Com, v. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 
67. NE 419; Com. vy. Coleman, 60 Pa. 


Super. 512. 

6. Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 
67 NE 419. 

7. Jackson v.. Peo.,. 126° Ili. 139, 
18 “NE 286. 


8. State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 
875. : 

5. U. S.—Bridgeman v. U. S., 140 
Fed, 577, 72 CCA’145. 

Ark.—Hicks v. State, 140 Ark. 37, 
215 SW _ 685. , 

Cal.—Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 266, 
67 P 148; Peo. v. Martin, 102 Cal. 558, 
36 P 952. 

“_ Colo.—In re Cummins, 16 Colo. 451, 
27 'P 887, 25 AmSR 291, 13-LRA 752. 

Ga.—Foster v. State, 8 Ga. A. 119, 
68 SE 739. 

Ill.— Gilmore v. Peo., 87 Ill. A. 128. 

Ind.—Casily v. State, 32 Ind: 62. 

Mass.—Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
248598 NE 777 Com, Vv. Morrill, 8 
Cush. yo OL, 

Mich.—Peo. v. Watson, 75 Mich, 
582, 42 NW 1005; Peo. v. Henssler, 
48 Mich. 49, 11 NW 804. 

Mo.—State v. Martin, 226 Mo. 538, 
126 SW 442. 

N. J.—State v. Worman, 8&8 N. J. 
L. 463, 97 A 31; Cunningham v. State, 
61 N. J. . 67, 38 A847 [aff 61 N. J. 
L. 666, 40 A 696]. 

Oh.—Horton v. State, 85 Oh. St. 
13).96 NE 797. 

Pa.—Com. v. Henry, 22 Pa. 253. 

Tex.—Gibson v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
462, 214 SW 341; Underwood v. State, 
49 Tex, Cr. 285, 91 SW 572; Lovell v. 
State, 48 Tex. Cr. 85, 86 SW 758, 13 
“AnnCas 561. ’ 

Eng.—Reg. v. Hudson, Bell C. C. 
263. 

Ont.—Reg. vi Ewing, 21 U. C. Q. 
B. 523. 

[a] Rule applied—(1) It is not a 
defense to a prosecution for having 
obtained money under the false pre- 
tense that accused had delivered 


whisky, when in fact the bottles de- 
livered contained only colored water, 
that the prosecuting witness parted 
with his money in an endeavor to get 
defendant to violate the law by sell- 
ing liquor. Hicks v. State, 140 Ark. 
37, 215 SW 685. (2) Not a defense 
that accused falsely represented to 
prosecutor that a judgment had been 
obtained against him and by such 
representation induced him to trans- 
fer his property to accused. Peo. vy. 
Martin, 102° Cal: 558; 36°P 952.) (3) 
On a prosecution for procuring money 
by falsely pretending to have com- 
menced a suit for the person furnish- 
ing the money, and to have expend- 
ed the money in its prosecution, it is 
no defense that such person knew 
that the suit which she employed 
accused to prosecute was for a fic-. 
titious claim. Cunningham v. State, 
61 N. J. L. 67, 38 A 847 [aff 61 N. 
J. L. 666, 40 A 696]. 

[b] Usurious loan.—On a _ prose- 
ecution for larceny for obtaining a 
loan by false representations, it is 
no defense that the contract for the 
loan is usurious. Peo. v. Koller, 116 
App. Div. 178, 101 NYS 518 [app 187 
N. Y. 572 mem, 80 NE 1116 mem] 
[dist McCord v. Peo., 46 N. Y. 470]. 

[ec] In New York (1) it is now 
provided by statute (lL. [1907] c 581 
§ 1) that “it shall not be a defense 
to a prosecution for larceny, or for 
an attempt or for conspiracy to com- 
mit the same, or for being accessory 
thereto, that the purpose for which 
the owner was induced by color or 
aid of fraudulent or false represen- 
tation or pretense, or of any false 
token or writing, to part with his 
property or the possession thereof 
was illegal, immoral or unworthy.” 
See Leano v. Leano, 60 Misc. 520, 
113 NYS 1115. (2) Prior to the en- 
actment of this statute the rule was 
otherwise. Peo. v. Tompkins, 186 N. 
Y. 413, 79 NE 326, 12 LRANS 1081; 
McCord v. Peo., 46 N. Y. 470; Peo. v. 
Livingstone, 47 App. Div. 283,62 NYS 
9; Peo. v. Klock, 55 Misc. 46, 106 NYS 
267; Peo. v. Stetson, 4 Barb. 151. 

10. State v. Alexander, 76 Or. 329, 
148 P 11386; State v. Crowley, 41 Wis, 
271,22 AmR 719. 


11. Ala.—Elmore y. State, 138 
Ala. 50, 35 S 25. 
Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 


247, 43 SE 762. 

Ill. Peo. v. Crawford, 278 Ill. 134, 
a NE 901; Thomas vy. Peo., 113 Ill. 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 S. 
D. 187, 160 NW 811. 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
661, 170 P 3874, 

12. State v. Wilkerson, 103 N. C. 
337, 9 SE 415. 

13. -Com.!) vi) “Norton 4d) * Alien 
(Mass.) 266; Smith v. State, 55 Miss. 
513. But see Com. v. Mulrey, 170 
Mass. 103, 49 NE 91 (characterizing 
Com. v. Norton, 11 Allen 266 as a 
rather extreme decision). 

14. Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 
SE 678. 

15. Ryan v. State, 104 Ga. 78, 30 


SE 678. And see supra § 26. 
16. State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
543, 547, 105 NW 51 


“It frequently happens thatthe 
prosecutor is not acting from the 
purest of motives. He may be 
smarting from the wrong done him, 
and have little thought of vindicating 
the majesty of the law. But this is 
not reason in itself for saying that 
the accused is innocent of the charge 
made against him. So that, even 
though the prosecutor in this case 
may have instituted the proceedings 
for the purpose of collecting a debt, 
the defendant may nevertheless have 
been guilty of the offense charged 
against him; and he should not be 
allowed to shield himself behind any 
unworthy motives entertained by the 
prosecuting witness.” State v. Jack- 
son, supra. 

17. State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
543, 105 NW 51; Com. v. Singer, 2 
Del Cox sGPar) ies 2s 

18. Morris v. Peo., 4 Ccslo. A. 136, 
35 P 188; Drought v. State, 101 Ga. 
544, 28 SE 1013; State v. Rivers, 58 
Iowa 102, 12 NW 117, 48: AmR 112; 
Com. v., Hickey, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 317, 
1 PaLJR 436, 3 PaLJ 86. 

19. Peo. v. Haskins, (Cal. A.) 194 
P 43; Griswold v. State, 77 Fla. 505, 
82 S 44. : 

20.° Ind.—State v. Styner, 154 Ind. 


131, 56 NE 98; Strong v. State, 86 > 


Ind. 208, 44 AmR 292. 
Iowa.—State v. Carter, 
15, 88 NW 715. 
Mass.—Com. vy. 
Mass. 486. 


112 Iowa 
Whitcomb, 107 


¥or later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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ly for the protection of persons in commercial deal- 
ings;*+ but there is authority to the contrary.?? 
Neither is it a defense that the prosecutor’s object 
was to entrap accused inte the commission of the 
crime,”? unless the entrapment involves a knowl- 
edge on the part of prosecutor that the pretense was 
false.?4 

[§ 52] I. Persons Liable2—i1. In General. 
Liability to conviction for obtaining property by 
false pretense and kindred offenses depends, as in 
the case of crimes generally, upon whether one has 
sufficient’ capacity mentally and otherwise to com- 
mit it.2° A minor who has arrived at the age of 
criminal responsibility may be convicted,?? although 
he is not civilly liable upon a contract entered into 
in the course of committing the offense.28 A cor- 
poration may be convicted of obtaining property or 
money by means of false pretenses.2® The presi- 
dent of a company is criminally liable for obtaining 
credit by false pretenses, where goods were secured 
on credit by the company upon false representations 
contained in a report made by him for the benefit 
of the company, where he was the largest stock- 
holder in the company and was benefited by the 
eredit obtained and became thereby indebted him- 
self as a stockholder.*° One who has obtained prop- 
erty by false pretenses cannot be relieved from crim- 
inal liability on the ground that he was acting as an 
agent in obtaining possession of such property.*! A 
cropper who is himself to perform services and labor 
in making the crop is within the provisions of a stat- 
ute making it illegal to procure property on a con- 
tract to perform services with intent to defraud.*? 
Where one obtains money by false representations, 
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the fact that he is acting as attorney for the person 
to whom he makes the representations does not re- 
lieve him from criminal responsibility therefor.?3 
Under a statute making it an offense to obtain prop- 
erty with fraudulent intent by means of a bad check, 
one who thus obtains property is criminally liable 
regardless of whether he draws the check on his 
personal account or in some representative capac- 
ity.** A married woman cannot be convicted of 
false pretenses as to the ownership of property, 
when she informs the vendor of the goods at the 
time of the alleged false representations that she is 
a married woman.%5 

[§ 53] 2. Principals and Accessaries. The gen-’ 
eral principles of criminal law relating to principal 
and accessary °° apply to the crime of obtaining 
property by false pretense.87 And so where the 
offense is a misdemeanor, all engaged are princi- 
pals.*® False pretenses made by one of several -in 
pursuance of an agreement between them are 
chargeable to all.*® In a prosecution for larceny by 
false pretenses, it is not necessary that one of the 
accused, who was a party to the scheme to defraud, 
should have actually met with the other persons ac- 
cused.*° The mere fact that one of several persons 
obtaining the property by agreement received no 
share of the property does not make him the less a 
party.* Mere knowledge on the part of one person 
that certain representations made by another are 
false, without aiding and abetting therein, will not 
render such person criminally liable.42 One does not 
commit the crime by merely being present when the 
property is received by another and taking part of 
the property.** Where several persons are jointly 


Bont C.—State v. Matthews, 91 N. C. 
Wash.—State v. Swan, 55 Wash. 

97, 104 P 145, 1838 AmSR 1024, 24 

LRANS 575, 19 AnnCas 1129. 

Wis.—Baker v. State, 120 Wis. 135, 
97 NW 566 [expl State v. Crowley, 
41 “Wiss 271, 22) AmR*719]. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Jones, 3 C. & K. 346; 
Reg. v. Hensler, 11 Cox C. C. 570. 

21. State v. Worman, 88 N. J. L. 
463, 97 A 31. 

22. Peo. v. Clough, 17 Wend. (N. 
Voe351,>3f Amb: 303. 

23. Rex v. Ady, 7 C. & P. 140, 32 
ECL 540; Reg. v. Corey, 22 N. B. 543. 
See also Criminal Law § 57. 

24 Thorpe v. State, 40 Tex. Cr. 
346, 50 SW 383; Reg. v. Mills, 7 Cox 
CCH 2635 i 

25. Parties to offenses generally 
see Criminal Law § 99 et seq. 

26. See Criminal Law § 71 et seq. 

27. Vinson v. State, 124 Ga. 19, 
52 SE 79; Neal v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
101 SW 212. And see Infants [22 
Cyc 622 et seq]. 

28. Vinson v. State, 124 Ga. 19, 
52 SE 79; Peo. v. Kendall, 25 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 399, 87 AmD 240; Lively v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 SW 321. 

29. See Corporations § 3034. 

30. Rex v. Campbell, 18 RevdeJur 
317, 5 DomLR 370. 

31. State v. Chingren, 105 Iowa 
169, 74 NW 946; State v. Mendenhall, 
CAEN ASH etic 165 so L109, 

32. Vinson v. State, 124 Ga. 19, 
52 SH 179. ; 

33. Peo. v. Colmey, 117 App. Div. 
462, 102 NYS 714 [aff 188 N. Y. 573 
mem, 80 NE 1115 mem]; Peo. v. 
Reavey, 39 Hun (N. Y.) 364. 

34. State v. Cooley, 141 Tenn. 33, 
206 SW 182 (construing Pub. Acts 
LOLS Re GEES). i 

35. Com. v. Herman, 15 Phila. 
(Pa.) 386. And see generally Hus- 
band and Wife [21 Cyc 1353 et seq]. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“It is well 
settled that if the prosecutor knows 
when he sells his goods that the 
pretences are false a conviction can- 


not be had, as in such case the pre- 
tences are not the means of getting 
the goods. By a parity of reasoning 
it follows, that where one delivers 
goods to a married woman, he is 
estopped from asserting that they 
have been obtained under color of a 
purchase by false and fraudulent 
pretences, for he knows he has no 
legal means of recovery because of 
the legal disability of the purchaser. 
How can he be said to be deceived by 
the pretence of property, when he 
knows, even if the pretender pos- 
sessed it, it can in no way be made 
available to him?’ Com. v. Herman, 
15 Phila. (Pa.) 386. 

36. See Criminal Law § 100 et seq. 

37. See cases infra notes 38—45. 

38.) Jones'iv. ' Us S. 13) He. Cass uNo. 
7,499, "be Cranch CtG. 645 ARecat vn 
Burton, 13 Cox C. C. 31; Reg. v. Mo- 
land, 2. Moody) /Co Gs 276;"Ree.* v- 
Campbell, 18 U. C. Q. B. 413. 

[a] Principal in second degree.— 
An indictment charging A with ob- 
taining by false pretenses, and al- 
leging that accused unlawfully, 
fraudulently, and knowingly was 
present aiding, abetting, and assist- 
ing A to commit the aforesaid mis- 
demeanor correctly charges accused 
as a principal in the second degree. 
Reza ve Connor, 14 UY GriCyP..529. 

39, EL.eeS==Grizes vids. eel os 
Fed. 572, 85 CCA 596. 

Tll.—Cowen v. Peo. 14 Ill. 348; 
PeowaebDarr Lig tlie A. 130: 

Kan.—State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 
440, 46 P 777, 57 AmSR 341; State 
v. Davis, 56 Kan. 54, 42 P 348. 

Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Metce. 462. 

Mo.—State v. Starr, 244 Mo. 161, 
148 SW 862. But see State v. Fraker, 
148 Mo. 1438, 49 SW 1017 (one whose 
life was insured, and who pretended 
to be drowned, whereby his executor 
was enabled to collect the insurance, 
cannot be convicted under an alle- 
gation that the false pretenses as to 
his death were made by the executor 
through the procurement of defend- 
ant, unless defendant “instigated” 


the executor to make such pretenses, 
which is not shown merely by his 
prior acts in obtaining the policy, 
pretending to drown, and his subse- 
quent disappearance and _ -conceal- 
ment). ine 
an J.—State v. Tomlin, 29 N. J. en 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Putnam, .90>App: 
Div. 125, 85 NYS 1056 [aff 179 N. Y. 
518 mem, 71 NE 1135 mem]; Peo. v. 
Fowler, 18 HowPr 493..+. 

Tex.—Medders v. State, ‘54 Tex.:Cr. 
494, 113 SW 270; Blum v. State, 20 
Tex. A: 578, 54 AmR 530. 

Va.—Dull v. Com., 25 Gratt. (66 
Va.) 965. 

Eng.—Rex vy. Grosvenor, 24 ‘Cox’ 
C. C. 468; Reg. v. Kerrigan, 9 Cox 
C. C.. 441; Young. v. Rex, 3 T. R. 98, 
101 Reprint 475. 

{a] In Louisiana, a party is liable 
under Acts (1840) No. 117 .§ 10, pro- 
viding a penalty for purchasing mer- 
chandise for cash and disposing of it 
without paying the price, although 
not a principal in the purchase, if the 
purchase is shown to be a fraud con- 
trived with another for their mutual 
benefit. Martin v. Chrystal, 4 La. 
Ann. 344. 

Conspiracy to obtain by false pre- 
tense see Conspiracy § 30. 

40. Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 504, 
111 NE 405. 

41. Griggs v. U. S., 158 Fed. 572, 
85 CCA 596; State v. Davis, 56 Kan, 
54, 42 P 348; Medders v. State, 54 Tex. 
Cr. 494, 113 SW. 270.. But see Jones 
Vin pms sacl Bue bent Case Now. 49 9Fm eb 
Cranch C. C. 647 (where the statute 
provides for punishing those only 
who obtained the fruit of the fraud). 

42. Clarke v. State, 32 Ind. 67. 

43. Peo. v. Cline, 44 Mich. 290, 6 
NW 671. But see Reg. v. Cadden, 4 
Terr. L. 304 (a person who does not 
otherwise make a false representa- 
tion himself, but who is present 
himself when it is made, knows it 
to be false, and gets part of the 
money obtained by such false pre- 
tense, is guilty of the offense)...: 
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indicted for obtaining property by false pretenses, 
and it appears that such property was delivered to 
one in the absence of the others, if they all after- 
ward participated in the proceeds, they are equally 
When one commits the crime by means of 
an innocent agent, he alone is guilty.*® 


Mo, 583, 126 SW 406; State v. Martin, ; 


guilty.*4 


44. Jones v. U. S., 18 F. Cas, No. 
7,499, 5 Cranch C, C. 647. 
45. State v. Rosenberg, 162 Mo. 
358, 62.SW 435, 982; Adams v. Peo., 
TON. You173 fait* 3 Den. 190, 45 AmD 
468]; Norris v. State, 25 Oh. St. 217, 
18 AmR 291; Rex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 

28, 16 OntWN 314. 

46. Cross references: 

Generally see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 157]. 

Bills of particulars see Indictments 
and Informations [22 Cyc 3871]. 
Description of offense in warrant see 

Criminal Law § 542 et seq. 
Duplicity in indictment see Indict- 

ments and Informations [22 Cyc 

878 et seq]. 

Election between counts see Indict- 
ments and Informations [22 Cyc 
404 et seq]. 

Election between offenses in same 
count see Indictments and Infor- 
mations [22 Cyc 404]. 

Indictment for conspiracy to cheat 
and defraud generally see Conspir- 
acy § 188 et seq. 

Joinder of offenses see Indictments 
and Informations [22 Cyc 376 et 
seq]. 

Joinder of parties see Indictments 
and Informations [22 Cyc 373 et 
seq]. 

47. Ala.—Tennyson v. State, 97 
ANAL MS belay OOLs 

Ark.—State v. Lester, 94 Ark. 242, 
126 SW 846. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Griesheimer, 176 Cal. 
44, 167 P 521; Peo. v. Mahony, 145 
Cal. 104, 78 P 354; Peo. v. Cadot, 138 
Cal. 527, 71 P 649; Peo. v. Haas, 28 
Cal. A. 182, 151 P 672; Peo. v. White, 
7 Cal..A. .99, 93 P 683; Peo. v.-Har=- 
ben,o5 (Cal. -A./\(297) 91. P 2398: 


Colo.—Lace v. Peo., 43 Colo. 199, 
95 P 302. 

Conn.—State v. Jackson, 39 Conn. 
229. 
ey tees Eel v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 

Ga.—Culuris v. State, 17 Ga. A. 


373, 86 SE 1074; Williams v. State, 
10 Ga. A. 395, 73 SE 424; Williams 
v. State, 8 Ga. A. 583, 70 SE 47; 
Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. A. 509, 61 SHE 


924. 
24 Ha- 


Hawaii.—tTerr. v. Pupuhi, 
waii 565. 
* JTllL—Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Ill. 447, 


112 NE 370; Peo. v. Robinson, 195 
aah ta 641; Peo. v. Manns, 146 Ill. 


Ind.—Stifel v. State, 163 Ind. 628, 
72 NE 600; Cruthers vy. State, 161 
Ind. 139, 67 NE 930; Campbell v. 
State, 154 Ind. 309, 56 NE 665; Asher 
v. State, 88 Ind. 215. 

Iowa.—State v. Mullen, 153 Iowa 
392,181 NW 679, AnnCasi1913A 399; 
State v. Clark, 141 Iowa 297, 119 NW 
719. 

Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 


377, 86 P 447, 7 LRANS 278, 10 Ann 


Cas 904. 
Ky.—Saylor v. Com., 149 Ky. 152, 
148 SW 6; Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 


817, 84 Sweit58, 27 Kyl 2265, 115 
AmSR 285, 68 LRA 638; Glackan yv. 
Com., 3 Metc. 232. 


Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270; 14 AmSR 366. 
Mass.—Com. v. Strain, 10 Metc. 


~ 621. 


Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
7164, 60 S 774; State v. Hubanks, 99 
Miss. 775, 56 S 163; State v. Haney, 
96 Miss. 792, 51 S 913. ; 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Foley, 247. Mo. 607, 153 SW 
1010; State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79; State v. Steele, 226 
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226 Mo. 538, 126 SW 442; State v. 
Wilson, 223 Mo. 156, 122 SW > 701; 
State v. Baker, 206 Mo. 643, 105 SW 


635; State v. Kelly, 170 Mo. 151, 70 
SW 477; State v. Daggs, 106 Mo. 160, 
17 SW 306. 

Mont.—State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 
112,; 92 P 299, 

Nebr.—Moline v. State, 72 Nebr. 


361, 100 NW 810. 

N. H.—State v. Falconer, 59 N. H. 
535. 

N, J.—State v. Riley, 65 N. J. L. 
624, 48 A 536. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 137 App. Div. 
824, 122 NYS 516; Peo. v. Winner, 80 
Hun 130, 30 NYS 54; Peo. v. Hart, 
85 Mise, 518250 71 NYS) 492s .Peo.. Vv. 
Webster, 17 Misc. 410, 40 NYS 1135; 
Feo. v. Chapman, 4 Park, Cr. 56. 

C.—State v. Mooney, 173 N. C. 
798, “92 SE 610; State’v. Carlson, 171 
N. C. 8138, 89 SE 30; State v. Gibson, 
170 N. CG. 697, 86 SE 774. 

N. D.—Spriggs v. Craig, 36 N. D. 
160, 161 NW 1007; State v. Merry, 20 
N. D. 337, 127 NW 83. 

Oh.—State v. Toney, 81 Oh. St. 130, 
90 NE 142, 18 AnnCas 395; Ellars v. 
State, 25 Oh. St. 385. 

Okl.—Fuller v. Terr., 2 Okl. Cr. 
86, 99 P 1098; Taylor v. Terr., 2 Okl. 
Cranes 9 ah. 6288 

Pa.—Com, v. Adley, 1 Pearson 62. 

S. C.—State v. Stone, 95 S. C. 390, 
79 SE 108, 49 LRANS 574; State v. 
Wilson, 9 s Cy 4135; 

S. D._State v. Van Ruschen, 38 S. 
D. 187, 160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Maranda v. State, 44 Tex. 
442; Marshall v. State, 21 Tex. 471; 
Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. 503, 84 
SW 1061, 11 AnnCas 830; Moore v. 
State, 81 Tex. Cr. 606, 197 SW 728; 
Windham vy. State, 71 Tex. Cr. 384, 
160 SW 72; McDaniel v. State, 63 
Tex. Cr. 260, 140 SW 232; Robinson 
v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 358, 1382 SW 354; 
Curtis” v.. State, .(Cr.) 88 SW .236; 
Martin v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 125, 35 
SW 976; White v. State, 3 Tex. A. 
605; Hirsch v. State, 1 Tex. A. 393. 

Vt.—State v. Johnson, 1 D. Chipm. 
129. 

Wash.—State v. King, 49 Wash. 31, 
94 P 663; State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 
470, 84 P 24, 

W. Va.—State v. Wohlmouth, 79 
W. Va. 404, 89 SE 7. 


Wis.—State v. Brown, 143 Wis. 
405, 127 NW 956. 
Wyo.—Martins v. State, 


17 Wyo. 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Martin, 8 A. & E. 
481, 385. ECL 691, 112 Reprint 921; 
Rex v. Mason, 2 T, R. 581, 100 Re- 
print 312. 

N. S.—Reg. v. Harty, 31 N. S. 272. 

[a] Reasons for rule.—This rule 
is required for several reasons: “‘l. 
To enable the court to say that, if 
the facts stated are true, an offense 


has been committed by the defend-. 


ant. 2. To enable the court to Know 
what punishment to impose in case 
of conviction. 3. To enable the court 
to confine the proof to the offense 
charged, so that the defendant may 
not be accused of one offense and 
convicted of another. 4. To give the 
defendant reasonable notice of the 
particular charge he will be called 
upon to answer, and enable him to 
properly prepare his defense. 5. 
To make it appear on the record of 
what particular offense the defend- 
ant was charged, for the purpose of 
review in case of conviction. 6. To 
so identify the offenSe that an ac- 
quittal or conviction may be pleaded 
in bar of a subsequent prosecution 


[§§ 58-54 


J. Indictment or Information **“—1. In 
An indictment or information for obtain- 
ing property by false pretense or false token or for 
a similar offense under special statutes must allege 
with precision and certainty every fact necessary to 
be proved in order to convict accused of the crime,*? 


for the same offense.’ State v. Gib- 
son, 170 N. C. 697, 700, 86.SE 774. To 
same effect Patterson y. State, 1 Ga. 
A. 782, 58 SH 284; State v. Blizzard, 
70 *Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366; 


Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 103 
NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 
[b] Accidental circumstances 


which in conjunction with the false 
pretense influenced the delivery- of 
the property need not be set out in 
the indictment. Steel’s Case, 5 City 
HallRee (N. Y.) 5; Peo. v. Dalton, 2 
WiteelaCr sGN a Yi) aoe 

[c] Certainty required.—(1) ‘The 
certainty required in an indictment 
is such as will enable the accused 
to plead the judgment that may 
be given upon it, in bar of any prose- 
cution for the same offense.” King 
v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 397, 398, 146 SW 
543. (2) An information is suffi- 
cient if the offense charged is set 
forth with a degree of certainty that 
the court may pronounce upon a con- 
viction according to the right of the 
case. Davis v. State, 134 Wis. 632, 
115 NW 150. 

(d] Ambiguity and uncertainty.— 
(1) Indictment which charges that 
pretenses were made to induce prose- 
cutor to become the surety of ac- 
cused on a six-hundred-dollar note, 
but shows that instead of becoming 
a surety prosecutor became a prin- 
cipal and made a note for six hun- 
dred dollars payable to accused, is 
bad for ambiguity and uncertainty. 
State v. Locke, 85 Ind. 419. (2) In- 
dictment for obtaining notes by false 
pretenses, which fails to state 
whether the pretenses were with ref- 
erence to a promise to deliver a deed 
to land or with reference to the land 
conveyed by the deed delivered, and 
which fails to show except in an in- 
ferential way that the deed delivered 
did not cover the land to be con- 
veyed, is vasue, indefinite, and un- 
certain. Windham v. State, 71 Tex. 
Cr. 384, 160 SW 72. (8) Indictment 
under Rev. St. (1889) § 3564, for 
procuring payment by a bank of 
overdrafts to a_ specified amount 
drawn on it by accused, by false rep- 
resentations as to ownership of a 
note, which avers neither the date, 
amount, or date of maturity of the 
note; nor that the maker was, or 


was represented by accused to be, ° 


solvent; nor that the overdrafts were 
authorized by reason of accused’s 
representations; nor the dates, 
amounts, or payees of such over- 
drafts, is bad for uncertainty. State 
v. Barbee, 136 Mo. 440, 37 SW 1119. 

[e] Averments in the alternative. 
—(1) An indictment is not open to 
the objection that an essential aver- 
ment thereof is in the alternative, 
where the alleged alternative por- 
tion of the averment is merely ex- 
planatory, or where it merely am- 
plifies the previous allezation to 
make it more certain. Whitaker v. 
State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SH 258. (2) 
Where an indictment for obtaining 
a signature to a bank check by false 
and fraudulent representations pur- 
ports to give the statements and rep- 
resentations made by accused, it is 
not invalidated by the fact that some 
of such statements and representa- 
tions are in the alternative, and are 
so stated. State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 
15,°2838 NW e715 

[f] Allegation by way of innu- 
endo.—It is proper by way of in- 
nuendo to allege facts and circum- 
stances, part of which may be true, 
which serve aS a basis upon which 
the false pretenses may operate in 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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and these facts must be stated with such particu- | larity as to apprise him of the accusation against 


order to secure the property. State 
v. Henderson, (N. D.) 176 NW 126. 

[g] Unnecessary averments.—(1) 
Purpose for which the party de- 
frauded paid the money to the ac- 
cused is not required to be alleged. 
Peo. v. Hines, 5 Cal. A. 122, 89 P 858. 
(2) Where it is charged in the in- 
dictment that the prisoner obtained 
the property upon the security of his 
promissory note through the false 
and fraudulent representations as to 
his ability to pay it, an averment 
of his neglect to make payment of 
the note is not essential. Clark v. 
Peo., 2 Lans. (N. Y.) 329; Baxter v. 
state, 51 Tex. Cr.576,, 105 SW. 195. 
(3) Where the owner did not rely 
upon defendant’s solvency, but upon 
the representation that he then had 
money in the bank with which to 
pay a draft obtained, it was not nec- 
essary to allege that the draft was 
presented for payment. Nasets v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 32: SW 698. (4) 
Where it is not essential to a con- 
viction that the pretenses are such 
as would probably deceive a person 
of ordinary understanding, an indict- 
ment need not show that complain- 
ant acted as an ordinarily prudent 
business man. Peo. v. Henninger, 20 
Cal. “A:-—79, 128 Pu 362. -(5),. Since 
under Pen. Code (1895) art 949 it is 
not necessary, to constitute the of- 
fense, that any benefit accrue to the 
guilty party or injury to the per- 
son intended to be defrauded, where 
defendant by false representations 
secured a loan from a bank on his 
note therefor, an indictment against 
him for swindling need not allege 
that the note had never been paid. 
Baxter v. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 576, 105 
SW 195. (6) An indictment which 
charges that accused obtained money 
from one bank by falsely repre- 
senting that he had money in an- 
other bank, need not allege that the 
latter was incorporated, since it is 
not the one defrauded. Brown v. 
Statens Chex. ,©r-) 743 4 SW 9863 4 'C7) 
Information, charging that defend- 
ant knowingly falsely pretended cer- 
tain land was.a section open to en- 
try, and witness relying thereon paid 
accused for locating her thereon, 
need not allege that complaining 
witness did locate thereon. Tracy 
v. Peo, 65. Colo. 226, 176 P 280. (8) 
It is not necessary to allege that 
the property parted with by accused 
was of any value. State v. Dorr, 33 
Me. 498. (9) Upon an indictment 
for obtaining an exchange of prop- 
erty by false pretenses, it is not 
necessary that it should be alleged 
that the value of the land conveyed 
to prosecutor in exchange for his 
own land was not equal in value to 
that conveyed by prosecutor to ac- 
cused. State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 
111 SW 18. 

[h] Indictments under special 
tatutes.—(1) An indictment for 
ean in the sale of wool (Ohio Rev. 
St. § 7069-3) must state that the 
wool was washed wool, describe the 
objectionable substance complained 
of contained in the wool, and aver 
that the fleeces were so arranged as 
to be calculated to defraud the pur- 
chaser. Hogue v. State, 23 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 567. (2) An information under 
Acts (1896) No. 94 § 2, for buying 
goods on credit and selling them out 
of the usual course of business with 
intent to cheat the seller need not 
set forth the name of the nerson to 
whom the goods were resold. State 
vy, Artus,.110 La. 441, 34 S 596. (3) 
An indictment for false packing of 
cotton is not vitiated by the use of 
the term ‘“‘sandpacking,” this being 
a term generally understood in Ala- 


bama, and certain. Daniel v. State, 
61 Ala. 4. (4) An indictment under 
Rey. St. § 3569, providing for the 


punishment of one making a deed of 
any lands which he has previously 
conveyed to another without reciting 


the former deed, need not set forth 
the entire description of the land 
conveyed by the second deed, a de- 
scription which identifies the land by 
its lot number being sufficient. State 
v. Wilson, 66 Mo. A. 540. (5) If an 
indictment for making a deed to land 
without reciting an existing mort- 
gage thereon describes the land 
merely as “a certain house and lot 
in” a certain ‘town, county, and state, 
it is fatally defective. State v. Jones, 
68 Mo. 197. (6) An indictment for 
this offense should also contain an 
averment of neglect to give the in- 
formation concerning the encum- 
brance before payment of the con- 
sideration. State v. Bryant, 58 N. H. 
79. (7) In an indictment for con- 
veying land without title, it is not 
essential that a copy of the deed is 
set forth; nor is it necessary, where 
the instrument -purports to convey 
land situated in another state, to 
aver in the indictment in terms that 
the deed was in the form of a proper 
conveyance of land under the laws 
of such state; it is sufficient if it is 
averred in the indictment that the 
conveyance was by deed of general 
warranty. Kerr v. State, 36 Oh. St. 
614. (8) An information charging 
that accused passed a fictitious bill 
in writing on a bank not in exist- 
ence, with intent to cheat and de- 
fraud the complaining witness, and 
alleging that accused had knowledge 
of the character of the bill and of 
the nonexistence of the bank named 
therein at the time he passed such 
bill, sufficiently charged the offense 
defined by Pen. Code § 476, prohibit- 
ing the passage of a bank bill of a 
bank having no existence, with in- 
tent to defraud. Peo. v. Harben, 5 
Cal pA 29.7 Giese S39 8s G9) > Arm ain- 
dictment -charging defendant, under 
Acts (1903) p 90, with fraudulently 
procuring advances other than 
money, on a contract of labor, should 
contain an allegation that accused 
did not return the thing so advanced, 
or pay for it, and an accusation 
charging the procuring of both goods 
and money, alleging a failure to re- 
turn only the money, is valid only 
as to the money eharge, and state- 
ments as to the goods will be treated 
as surplusage. Long v. State, 4 Ga. 
A. 571, 61 SH 1053. (10) Under this 
statute an accusation which fails to 
set forth in substance a _ contract 
definite and certain as to its terms 
and duration is defective. Watson 
v. State, 124 Ga. 454, 52 SEH 751; 
Presley v. State, 124 Ga. 446, 42 SE 
750; Wilson v. State, 124 Ga. 22, 52 
SE 82. (i1) It is not necessary to 
allege that the term of service had 
expired before the indictment was 
preferred. Millinder v. State, 124 
Ga. 452, 52 SH 760. (12) An infor- 
mation alleging that accused with 
intent to defraud prosecutor drew 
and delivered to a third person a 
check on a bank, knowing at -the 
time he had no funds in or credit 
with the bank to meet the check, 
states the offense denounced by Pen. 
Code § 476a, prohibiting the draw- 
ing of checks with intent to defraud. 
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476. (13) An indictment under Ind. 
Rev. St. (1881) § 2204, providing 
that “whoever sells, ... any 


promissory note, . .. knowing the 
signature of the maker thereof to 
have been obtained by any false pre- 
tense,—shall be imprisoned in the 
State prison,” need not charge that 
the false pretenses were of them- 


selves sufficient to constitute a 
crime under the statute. ‘State v. 
Adams, 92 Ind. 116, 118; Cluff v. 
Terr., 5 Ariz, 255, 52 P 350. (14) An 


indictment under Rev. Code § 3731 
which alleges that defendant ‘“fraud- 
ulently exhibited a false sample of 
cotton, by means whereof one W. G. 
was injured,” is sufficient. Cowles 
v. State, 50 Ala. 454, 


[i] Indictments for presenting 
fraudulent claims—(1) An _ indict- 
ment for the presentation of a 
fraudulent claim against a public 
agency or officer should set forth 
the facts constituting the offense 
with the requisite particularity. Peo. 
v. Mahony, 145 Cal. 104, 78 P 354; 
Brunaugh v. State, 173 Ind. 483, 90 
NE 1019. (2) An indictment aver- 
ring} that» a.—-clain?, gis Vitalsenvand 
fraudulent without in any way aver- 
ring wherein it is false and fraudu- 
lent and stating no facts is insuffi- 
cient. De Brul y. State, 80 Oh. St. 
52, 87 NE 8387. (3) Where the stat- 
ute defines the offense in generic 
terms, an indictment charging the 
offense in the language of the stat- 
ute is insufficient. State v. Metsker, 
169 Ind. 555, 88 NE 241. And see 
infra § 55. (4) Where the statute 
makes knowledge that a claim pre- 
sented is false and fraudulent, a 
necessary element of the offense of 
presenting the false claim, knowl- 
edge must be alleged. Peo. v. But- 
ler, 35 Cal. A. 357, 169 P 918; Bader 
v. State, 176 Ind. 268, 94 NE 1009. 
And see infra § 72. (5) Indictments 
held _ sufficient. Peo. v. Haskins, 
(Cal. A.) 194 P 48; Wilson v. State, 
156 Ind. 631, 59 NE 380, 60 NE 1086; 
State v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 143 SW 
1010; State v. Van Gunten, 84 Oh. 
St. 177, 95 NE 662; State v. Voute, 68 
Oh. St. 274, 67 NE 484; Davis v. 
State, 20 Oh. Cir. Ct. 430, 10 Oh. Cir. 
Dec. 738. 

{j] Indictments or informations 
held sufiicient—(1) Ex p. Reggel, 
114° OU.) S2.642, 'b. St, 1148, *29R Led: 
250; Brafford v. U. S., 259 Fed. 511; 
Reed v. U. S., 224 Fed. 378, 149 CCA 
64; Houston y. State, 153 Ala, 61, 
45 S 228, .155 Ala. 675, 45 S 468; 
Frederick v. State, (Ala.) 39 S 915; 
Johnson vy. State, 142 Ala. 1, 37 S 
937; Cowles v. State, 50 Ala. 454; 
Burney v. State, 5 Ala. A. 316, 59 S 
306; Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 131, 
58 S 1001; Silvie v. State, 117 Ark. 
108, 173 SW 857; Owens v. State, 
98 Ark. 609, 1837 SW 256; Parker v. 
State, 98 Ark. 575, 137 SW 253; Peo. 
Ve. Mohr; 157" \Call i732;- 109) Payee 
Peo. v. Russell, 156 Cal. 450, 105 P 
416; Peo. v. Cadot, 138 Cal. 527, 71 
P-649'-- Peo. ov. Middards;, 25; (Cakcn. 
660, 145 P 173; Peo. v. Henninger, 20 
Cal,, Ax79,. 128 P 352; Peo. *v.. Hm- 
mons, 13 Cal. A. 487, 110 P 151; Peo. 
v. Harben, .5 Cal. A. 29;./910 PP 398: 
Peo. v. Hines, 5 Cal. A. 122,°39 P 
858; Tracy v. Peo., 65 Colo. 226, 176 
P 280; Knepper v. Peo., 68 Colo. 396, 
LOT2Pe 1795: Stoltz sve Péo., 59 Colo: 
342, 148 P 865; Davis v. U. S., 37 
App. (D. C.) 126; Griswold v. State, 
77 Fla. 505, 82 S 44; Waterman v. 
State, 114 Ga. 262, 40 SE 262; Gar- 
ner v. State, 100 Ga. 257, 28 SE 24; 
Jones v. State, 99 Ga. 46, 25 SE 617; 
Sturdivant v. State, (Ga. A.) 103 SH 
837; McNulty v. State, 21 Ga. A. 783, 
95 SE 304; Moye v. State, 19 Ga. A. 
440, 91 SE 941; Livingston v. State, 
17 Ga. A. 136, 86 SE 449; Whitaker 
v. State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SE 258 
[cert questions answered 138 Ga. 139, 
75 SH 254]; Kinard v. State, 1 Ga. 
Avr 146;. 58 “SHiv 2633 P60. v2 Brady, 


272 Til. 401, 112 NE 126, AnnCas 
1918C 540; Peo. v. Donaldson, 255 
Tll, 19, 99 NE 62, AnnCasi1913D 90; 
Berkenfield v. Peo., 191 Ill. 272, 61 
NE 96; Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 
60 NE 535; Peo. v. Rosenberg, 200 
Tits Act 13s, pMicKkay sv. ,Peo., 145; «Hy 


A. 277; Pinney v. State, 156 Ind. 167, 
59 NE 883; Strong v. State, 86 Ind. 
208, 44 AmR 292; Maley v. State, 31 
Ind. 192; State v. Mullen, 151 lowa 
392, 181 NW 679, AnnCasi1913A 399; 
State v. Hollingsworth, 132 Iowa 471, 
109 NW 1003; State v. Nine, 105 
Towa 131, 74 NW _. 945; State v. 
Holmes, 98 Kan. 174, 157 P 412, LRA 
1916H 1104; State v. Richmond, 96 
Kan. 600, 152 P 664; State v. Cowdin, 
28 Kan, 269; Steely v. Com., 170 Ky. , 
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794, 186 SW 880; Com. v. Watson, 
146 Ky. 83, 142 SW 200, AnnCas1913C 
272; Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 133 
SW 228; McDowell v, Com., (Ky.) 
123 SW 318; Converse v. Com., 5 Ky. 
Op. 228; State v. Theriot, 139. La. 741, 
72) S 191, LRALSICE 683; State “y. 
Seipel, 104 La. 67, 28 S 880; State 
v. Edwards, 124 Md. 592, 92 A 1037; 
Com. vy. Quinn, 222 Mass. 504, 111 
NE 405; Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
248, 52 NE 77; Com. v. Blanchette, 
157 Mass. 486, 32 NE 658; Com. vy. 
Devlin, 141 Mass. 423, 6 NE 64; Fitz- 
gerald v. Com., 135 Mass. 266; Com. 
v. Nason, 9 Gray (Mass.) 125; Jas- 
nowski v. Judge Detroit Recorder’s 
Ct., 192 Mich. 139, 158 NW 229; Peo. 
v. Johnson, 190 Mich. 170, 156 
449; Peo. v. Stockwell, 135 Mich. 341, 
97 NW 1765; Peo. v. Summers, 115 
Mich. 537, 78 NW 818; State v. Fet- 
terman, 115 Miss. 828, 76 S 673; State 
v. Chick,.(Mo.)..221 SW 10; State v. 
Mastin, 277 Mo. 495, 211 SW 15; State 
v. Booth, (Mo.) 186 SW 1019; State 
v. Young, 266 Mo. 723, 1838 SW 305; 
State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875; 
State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 SW 
607; State v.. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 153 
SW 1010; State v. Lovan, 245 Mo. 
516, 151 SW 141; State v. Martin, 226 
Mo. 538, 126 SW 442; State v. Steele, 
226 Mo. 583, 126 SW 406; State v. 
Wilson, “223 Mo. 156, 122 SW _ 701; 
State v. Lichliter, 95 Mo. 402, 8 SW 
720; State v. Timeus, 160 Mo. "A. 510, 
140 SW... 931; State v. Vandenburg, 
159_Mo. 230, 60 SW 79, 160 Mo. 42, 
60 Sw 1134; West v. State, 63 Nebr. 
257, 88 NW 503; In re Crane, 40 Nev. 
338, 163 P 246; Oxx v. State, 59 N. J. 
ADP 99, 35 A 646; Peo. v. Peckens, 153 
'N. Y. 576, 47 NE 883; Smith v. Peo., 
47 N. Y. 303; Peo. v. Mallon, 166 App. 
Div. 840, 150 NYS 705; Peo. v. Pin- 
dar, 159 App, Div. 12, 144 NYS 242 
[aff 210 N. Y. 191, 104 NE 133]; 
Peo. v. Baker, TZ7, App. Div. 824, 122 
NYS 516; Peo. v. Monroe, 64 App. 
Diva £30, ‘71 NYS 803, 16 N. Y. Cr. 5; 
Peo. v. Moran, 43 App. Div. 155, 59 
NYS 312 [atc 161 Neey..657 mem, (57 
NE 1120 mem]; Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. 
GN. Ye)e IOs.) oearke Cr. 1425“ Reo iv. 
Stone, 9 Wend. CNG) 182: Peo. v. 
Smith, 5 Park. Cr. (N. Y.) 490; State 
v. Freeman, 172 N. C. 925, 90 SE 507; 
State. v. Gibson, 170 N. C. 697, 86 
SE 774;' State v. Marsh, 162 NaC: 
603, 77 SE 839; State v. Mangum, 
T1622 aiConOO8, b1 SE 189; State v. 
Dickson, 88 N. C. 643; State v. Merry, 
0 NE Day iO oily nb aut NW 83; Matter of 
Fitzpatrick, 51 Oh. Cir. Ct. 519, 11 
Oh. ‘Cirs, Dec. :695;, Goldner._v. State, 
19 Oh. Cir. Ct. N. 8. 571; State v. 
Underwood, (Okl. Cr.) 190 P 281; 
Douglas v. State, 15 Okl. Cr. 648, 179 
P 947; Blanck v. State, 14 Okl. Cr. 
339, 169 P 1130; Fuller v. Terr.,; 2 
Ok. Cr. 86, 99 P 1098; Com. v. Cole- 
man, 60 Pa. Super. 512; Com. v. Zim- 
merman, 41 Pa. Super. 246; Com. v. 


Yuneinger, 21 Pai” Dist.. “7295 "Com. 
v. Gockley, 14 Pa. Dist. 535; State v. 
Paul, 41 S. D. 40, 168 NW 739; State 


v.. Van Ruschen, 38 S. D. 187, 160 NW 
SAE State vi Vin Crockert,. ) deur enn. 
679,, 195 SW 5838; Moore v. State, 
Ciexs Cr.) .219" Sw 1097: Crutcher y,. 
State, ‘79 Tex. Cr. 496, 186 SW 327; 
Yoakum ‘v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 254, 150 
SW’ 910; King v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
397, 146 SW 543; McDaniel v. State, 
63 Tex. Cr. 260, 140 SW 232; Speer 
v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 273, 97 SW 469; 
State v. Swan, 31 Utah 336, 88 P12; 
State v. Ricker, 81 Vt. 456, 70 A 1059; 
State v. Millroy, 193 Wash. 193, 174 
P 10; State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 470, 
84 P 24; Stecher v. State, 168 Wis. 
183, 169 NW 287; Krenn v. State, 157 
Wis. 439, 147 NW 367; Reg. v. Jar- 
man, 14'Cox C. C. 111; Reg. v. Gard- 
ners)? Cox: CC. Cril3s65-11; Cox .C, Cyap- 
pendix xi; Reg. v. Richardson, 8 Ont. 
650. (2) Indictment alleging that 
accused, with intent to defraud, 
fraudulently represented to the own- 
er of described goods that he was 
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then, and for two years had been, 
employed by a third party, who told 
him to come to the owner’s ware- 
house and get the goods, for which 
the employer would pay, and that by 
reason of these representations, 
which were false, and which accused 
knew to be false, the owner was in- 
duced to deliver the goods to defend- 
ant. Com. v. Whitney, 3 SW 533, 8 
KyL 776. (3) Indictment alleging 
that accused feloniously represented 
to prosecutor that he had purchased 
a quantity of tobacco from a third 
person, and that the tobacco was 
then his property and in his posses- 
sion, that, relying on the statement 
as true, prosecutor advanced money 
to accused on the tobacco. Smith v. 
Com., 141 Ky. 534, 188 SW 228. (4) 
Indictment alleging that accused, 
with intent to defraud, expressed 
certain boxes which he represented 
to the consignee as containing to- 
bacco suitable for cigars, that the 
representations were false and fraud- 
ulent, and known to be such by ac- 
cus ed, and that the consignee was 
thereby deceived into paying a speci- 
fied sum of money for tobacco stems 
and rubbish. Hafner v. Com., 36 
SW 549, 18 KyL 423. (5) Indictment 
for swindling, charging that accused 
procured certain clothing from prose- 
cutor’s clerk in exchange for a check 
which accused represented would be 
paid on presentation from funds 
which accused falsely claimed to 
have on deposit therein, that the 
check was not good, that accused had 
no right to draw it, etc., and that 
payment was refused. Glover v. 
State, 657 Tex. Cr.’ 208, 122 SW 396. 
(6) Indictment for swindling which 
alleges in general terms that the 
prosecutor was swindled out of a 
check, and which sets forth in de- 
tail the character of the swindle, 
and that accused, by the meaus de- 
scribed, acquired from the prosecu- 
tor the check for a sum of money in 
excess of the amount to which he 
was justly entitled, and which al- 
leges the amount of such excess. 
Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 273, 97 SW 
469. (7) Indictment alleging that 
accused with intent to defraud did 
falsely pretend to C that he owned 
in his own right one hundred and 
twenty acres of land which was 
free from encumbrance and_ that 
there was no lien on it, ete., and by 
means of such false pretense there- 
by obtained, etc., money and other 
personal property from ae party 
named. Feagin v. State, 7 Ala. A. 
101, 61 S 464. (8) Alleging that ac- 
cused, by falsehood and artifice, ob- 
tained from the owner a bill of sale 
of property and the possession there- 
of, whereby the owner was defraud- 
ed and cheated, is sufficient to charge 
accused with being a “common cheat 
and swindler.” Jones v. State, 93 
Ga. 547, 19 SE 250. (9) An infor- 
mation for obtaining money under 
false pretenses is sufficient which 
alleged that accused procured a loan 
by offering to pledge as security cer- 
tain notes which he represented were 
unpaid, that the lender relied on his 
representations, that only part of 
the notes promised were deliv- 
ered, and that some of them had 
been paid, and that accused knew 
his: representations to be _ false, 
and made them with intent to de- 
fraud. State v. Ashe, 44 Kan. 84, 
24 P 72. (10) An indictment for ob- 
taining money by false pretenses 
by selling property encumbered by 
mortgage on a representation that 
it was free from encumbrances is 
not defective because it does not 
show whether the mortgagee is a 
corporation or a partnership. State 
v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 80 P 639, 84 
P 737, 117 AmSR 479. (11) A count 
in an indictment for obtaining money 
by false pretenses, which alleges that 
accused falsely represented that the 
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It must be directly alleged in the indict- | ment or information that the person accused 


city owed a contractor a certain sum 
for teams furnished, and that they 
requested the city to pay such sums, 
which it did, relying on such repre- 
sentation, and which alleges that the 
city did not owe the contractor any 
sum, of which fact accused were 
aware, states the: offense specifically 
enough, and also the mode in which 


it was accomplished. Com. v. Mul- 
rey, 170 Mass. 103, 49 NE 91. (12) 
Indictment alleging that accused 
falsely represented to prosecutor 


that a third person was indebted to 
accused on a note and mortgage, and 
by such representations induced 
prosecutor to become a surety for 
accused. Fox vy. State, 102 Ark. 451, 
145 SW 228. 

[k] Indictments or informations 
held insufiicient.—Peo. v. White, 7 
Cal. A. 99, 98 P 683; Moye v. State, 
19 Ga. A. 440, 91 SE 941; Culuris v. 
State/741T" Gas vA 373; 86 SE 1074; 
Hinshaw v. State, 188 Ind. 147, 122 
NE 418; State v. Hubanks, 102 Miss. 
447, 59 S 8038; State v. Haney, 96 
Miss. 792, 51 S 913; State v. Hurt, 
(Mo.) 183 SW 833; State v. Baker, 
206 Mo. 648, 105 SW 635; State v. 
Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 18 SW 827; Peo. 
v. Winner, 80 Hun 130, 30 NYS 54; 
State v. Lambeth, 80 N. C. 393; 
Spriges v. Craig 36 Ni 4D. 1601 Ot 
NW 1007; Farmer v. State, 85 Tex. 
Cr. 440, 213 SW 669; Tripp v. State, 
72 Tex. Cr. 97, 160 SW 1191; State 
x Wohlmouth,' 79 W. Va. 404, 89 SE 


48. Ark.—Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 
575, 1387 SW 2538. 

Cal.—Peo. v. McKenna, 81 Cal. 158, 
22 P 488. 

Colo.—Lace y. Peo., 43 Colo. 199, 


95. P) 302 

Hawaii. —Terr Vv. Pupuhi, 24 
Hawaii 565. F 

Tll.— Peo. v. Clark, 256 Till. 14, 99 
NE 866, AnnCas1913E 214; Graham 
vi- Peo.,. 181 Tl. 4775-55 NEY 1793, 47 
LRA 781. 

Ind.—Johns v. State, 159 Ind. 413, 
65 NE 287, 59 LRA 789. 

Towa.—State v. Cadwell, 
473, 44 NW 711. 

Ky.—Com. v. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 


165 SW 971. 
Me.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 
State, 102 


103 A 585. 

Md.—Schaumioeffel v. 

Md. 470, 62 A 803; State v. Blizzard, 
70 Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 AmSR 3866. 

Minn.—State v. Henn, 39 Minn. 
464, 40 NW 564. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Woodward, 156 Mo. 143, 56 
SW 880; State v: Fraker, 148 Mo. 
148, 49 SW 1017; State v. Stowe, 132 
Mo. 199, 33 SW 799: State v. Barbee, 
136 Mo. 440, 27 SW 1119; State v. 
Kain, 118 Mo. 5, 23 Sw 763; State v. 
Chapel, 117 Mo. 639, 23 SW 760; 
State v. Terry, 109 Mo. 601, 19 Sw 
206; State v. Cameron, 117 Mo. 371, 
22 W 1024, 

Y-—Peo.!) Vv.“ Pindar. 59u An 
Div. 12, 144 NYS 242 [aff 210 N. NY 
191, 104 NB 133]; Peo. v. Winner, 
80 Hun 130, 30 NYS 54. 

N. C.—State v. Carlson, 171 N. C. 
818, 89 SH 380; State v. Gibson, 170 
N. C. 697, 86 SH 774. 

Oh.—State v. Mutchler, 87 Oh. St. 
268, 101 NE 267; Horton v. State, 85 
Oh. St. 13, 96 NB 797,89 LRANS 
423, AnnCas1913B 90; Coblentz v. 
State, 84 Oh. St. 235, 95 NE 768; De 
aa v. State, 80 Oh. St. 52, 87 NE 

Or.—State v. ‘Hanscom, 28 Or. 427, 
S35P 16% 
mot -—Com. v. Galbraith, 24 LegInt 

Tex.—State v. Dyer, 41 Tex. 520; 
King v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 397, 399, 
146 SW 543. 

“If the offense be charged in ordi- 
nary and concise language in such 2 
manner as \to enable a person of 
common understanding to know 
what is meant and with that degree 
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§ 54] 


committed the acts constituting the offense.t® An 
inferential statement or statement by way of recital 
is not sufficient;°° neither can essential averments 
be supplied by intendment,- argument, or impli- 
eation.°+ It has been held, however, that a specific 
allegation that false representations were made for 
the purpose of obtaining goods is not necessary, if 
such fact is necessarily implied from the language 
used in the indictment,°? and that an indictment for 
obtaining money by false pretense is sufficient, al- 
though it does not state the ownership of the money 
by direct allegation, if facts are alleged which suf- 
ficiently show the ownership.®? It is not enough to 
state a mere conclusion of law, as the indictment 
must contain a specific deseription of the offense.5? 
No allegations as to how the property was obtained 
from the prosecutor, whether as a gift, a loan, or 
otherwise, is necessary.°> Where the meaning is 
clear, such an indictment or information is not 
vitiated by reason of a mistake in grammar, spell- 
ing, punctuation, or the like.®® Nor is it vitiated 
because of omissions *’ or of defects or imperfec- 
tions in matters of form,>® which do not tend to 
prejudice the aceused. Nor will it be rendered bad 
merely because it contains:immaterial and unneces- 
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sary matter, where such matter may be rejected as 
surplusage.°® And if otherwise sufficient, unneces- 
sary repetition and redundancy will not invalidate 
it.°° The fact that some of the statements contained 
in an indictment for false pretenses are inconsistent 
does not render the indictment demurrable.®! If 
representations are made at one and the same time 
and each and all constitute an inducement to the 
main act they may be set out in the indictment, 
although they may not be entirely consistent with 
one another.®? But an indictment is bad if it con- 
tains an averment which is entirely inconsistent with 
the offense charged.** That the offense charged is 
improperly denominated in such an indictment or 
other accusation does not necessarily vitiate it.%4 

Time and place. The indictment must allege the 
place where © and the time when “ the offense was 
committed, 

Waiver.*’ Objections to an information for false 
pretense that its allegations are uncertain are 
waived, unless taken by demurrer before judgment.®* 
Under a statute providing that all objections to an 
indictment as to matters of substance and form, 
which might be raised by a plea in abatement, shall 
be deemed waived, if not so pleaded before the jury 


of certainty that will give the de- 
fendant notice of the particular of- 
fense of which he is charged, it is 
sufficient.” King v. State, supra. 

[a] Indictment meets the rule 
where, on the whole case, in language 
that cannot be misunderstood, the 
accused is advised of the nature of 
the accusation against him. Parker 
v. State, 98 Ark.. 575, 137 SW 253; 
Saylor v. Com., 149 Ky. 152, 148 SW 
6. 

49. Dwyer v. State, 24 Tex. A. 
132, 5 SW 662. 

50. State v. Nine, 105 Iowa 131, 
74 NW 945; Peo. v. Chapman, 4 Park. 
Ora UN Ys) bos Wandham sv. State, 
71 Tex. Cr. 384, 160 SW 72; Robinson 
v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 353, 182 SW 354; 
Hurst -v. State, 39 Tex. Cr. 196, 45 
SW 573; Dwyer v. State, 24 Tex. A. 
132, 5 SW 662. 

[a]. Dlustration.— An averment 
that the notes given in payment of 
the property were ‘assigned and 
transferred” does not charge that 
they were indorsed; and allegations 
that accused falsely represented the 
financial worth of the assignor, and 
thereby obtained credit, thus assum- 
ing the assignor to be an_indorser, 
are immaterial. State v. Nine, 105 
Iowa 131, 74 NW 945. 

51. State v. Kiefer, 172 Iowa 306, 
151 NW 440; State v. Kelly, 170 Mo. 
151, 70 SW 477; State v. Clay, 100 
Mo. 571, 13 SW 827; Taylor v. Terr., 
DUOkIy Cr 1,99 1P 6285 

[a] Zilustration.— An indictment 
alleging that “by reason of the false 
and fraudulent pretenses and repre- 
sentations of defendant’ a certain 
person ‘was induced to sell and de- 
liver to” such defendant certain ar- 
ticles or money, cannot be construed 
to charge that such person “did” de- 
liver such property to defendant. 
State v. Kelly, 170 Mo. 151, 70 SW 
4 


Oe 

52. State v. Bokien, 14 Wash. 403, 
44 P 889. 

53. Griggs v. U. S., 158 Fed. 572, 


85 CCA 596 (construing Alaska Cr. 
Code §§ 45, 49, 50). 

54, State v. Metsker, 169 Ind. 555, 
$3 NE 241; Johns v. State, 159 Ind. 
413, 65 NE 287, 59 LRA 789. 


55. Com. v. White, 24 Pa. Super. 
178. 

56. Bader v. State, 176 Ind. 268, 
947 NON 10095 Com: ‘v.. O’Brien, (172 


Mass. 248, 52 NE 77; Peo. v. Pindar, 
159 App. Div. 12, 144 NYS 242 [aff 
210 N. Y. 191, 104 NE 133]; State v. 
Burke, 108 N. C. 750, 12 SE 1000. 
57. Houston vy. State, 153 Ala. 61, 
45 S 228; Bridge y. Peo, 63 Colo, 


319, 165 P 778; Bowman v. State, 
54 Fla. 16, 45 S 308; State v. Burke, 
108 -N, C. 750, 12 SH 1000. 

58. Peo. v. Weber, 152 Ill. A. 102; 
Peo, v. Rouss, 63 Misc. 135, 118 NYS 
433; State v. Van Ruschen, 38 S. D. 
187, 160 NW 811; Davis v. State, 134 
Wis. 632, 115 NW 150. 


59. U. S.—Griggs v. U. S., .158 
Meqiloi21eso CCA T5965. 
Ala.—Addington v. State, 16 Ala. 


A. 10, 74 S 846. 

Ark.—Fox v. State, 102 Ark. 451, 
145 SW 228; Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 
575, 578, 137 SW 253. 

Iowa.—State v. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW_ 1003. 

Kan.—State v. Holmes, 98 Kan. 
174, 157 P 412, LRA1916E 1104. 

Mass.—Com, v. Stevenson, 127 
Mass. 446; Com. v. Parmenter, 121 
Mass. 354; Com. y. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
548, 88 AmD 712. 

Mo.—State v. Roberts, 201 Mo. 792, 
100 SW 484; State v. Woodward, 156 
Mo. 143, 56 SW 880; State v. Fland- 
ers, 118 Mo. 227, 23 SW 1086. 

Nev.—In re Crane, 40 Nev. 338, 163 
P 246. 

N. Y.—Smith v. Peo., 47 N. Y. 303; 
Peo. v. Sattlekau, 120 App. Div. 42, 
104 NYS 805. 

Pa.—Com. v. 
Super. 246. 

Tex.—McDaniel v. State, 68 Tex. 
Cr. 260, 140 SW 232; Cowan v. State, 
41 Tex, Cr. 617, 56 SW 751. 

[a] Dilustration.— Allegations of 
an indictment that accused, with in- 
tent to defraud, falsely represented 
to prosecutor that a third person 
was indebted to accused on a note 
and mortgage, and by means of such 
representations induced prosecutor to 
become a surety of accused, being 
sufficient of themselves to charge 
false pretenses, other allegations in 
the indictment relative to procuring 
the money from prosecutor and a 
certain bank were properly treated 
as surplusage and did not render the 
indictment duplicitous. Fox v. State, 
102 Ark. 451, 145 SW 228. 5 

[b] Immaterial allegations in bill 
of particulars.——An indictment for 
obtaining money by false pretenses, 
which conforms in its allegations to 
Rev. L. ec 218 §§ 38, 40, and, with a 
bill of particulars filed on motion 
of accused, accurately charges lar- 


Zimmerman, 41 Pa. 


ceny by false pretenses, will not be| 


quashed because the bill of particu- 
lars also contains some immaterial or 
some insufficient allegations. Com. 
vy. Quinn, 222 Mass. 504, 111 NE 405. 

60. Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 
137 SW 253; Peo. v. Carolan, 71 Cal. 


195, 12 P\52; Peo. v. Weber; 152 Ill. 
A. 102; State v. Burke, 108 N. C. 750, 
Hollingsworth, 


12 SE 1000. 

Gl. State viv. 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1003. 

62. State v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 
84 NW _ 546. 

63. Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
(N. Y.) 448, 4 CityHallRec 65. 

[a] Illustration. — An indictment 
for obtaining goods by false pre- 
tenses which avers that defendant 
purchased the goods is insufficient, 
a purchase being inconsistent with 
an obtaining by false pretenses. Peo. 
v. Conger, 1 Wheel. \Cr. (N. Y.) 448, 
4 CityHallRec 65. 

64. Crawford v. State, 4 Ga. A: 
789, 795, 62 Sm 501. ; : 

“The test by which the sufficiency 
of the accusation, as well as the 
particular offense %. ) 4 -<charred, 
against a defendant, is to be deter- 
mined is not the denomination .. . 
the pleader, [applies to the offense] 
but the nature of the criminal act 
alleged, and the fullness with which 
the act is set forth.” ‘Crawford v. 
State, supra. 

65. Connor y. State, 29 Fla. 455, 
10 S 891, 30 AmSR 126; State v. 
Bacon, 7 Vt. 219. 

[a] Insufficient allegation of 
venue.—An information charging the 
crime of obtaining property under 
false pretenses is uncertain as to the 
venue or jurisdictional locality of the 
offense when, having previously 
named two or more places, it simply 
uses the word “there,” in the ex- 
pression “then and there,” in 
charging the obtaining of the prop- 
erty; and it is consequently insuffi- 
cient and should be quashed. Con- 
NOY Wa, State, 29 hla. 455,600 US) Sone 
30 AmSR 126. 

[b] Im Alaska, where the several 
division courts have jurisdiction 
throughout the district, it is unnec- 
essary to allege that the offense was 
committed in the division where the 
indictment was found. Griggs v. U. 
S., 158 Med. 572, 85 CCA 596. 

{c] In Missouri by statute it is 
not necessary to state any venue in 
the body of an indictment, but the 
county named in the margin thereof 
shall be taken to be the venue for 
all the facts stated in the body of 
the same. State v. Beaucleigh, 92 
Mo. 490, 4 SW 666. 

66. State v. Withee, 87 Me. 462, 
32 A 1013. 

67. See generally Indictments and 
Informations [22 Cyc 48? et seq]. 

68. Peo. y. Nesbitt, 102 Cal. 327; 
36 P 654, 
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is sworn, an objection that an indictment for false 
pretenses does not allege that the prosecuting wit- 
ness relied upon the representations, or set out the 
representations with the particularity required by 
law, is waived by not making a timely objection.® 

Like other indictments and infor- 
mations,’° those for false pretense and similar of- 
fenses are subject to timely amendment in certain 


Amendment. 


respects.’ 


[§ 55] 2. Language of Statute.” 
it is sufficient to charge an offense in the language 
or substantially in the ‘language of the statute creat- 
ing it, where the statute sets forth with the requisite 
precision and certainty all the elements of the of- 
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applies.7° 


the statute, the 


[§§ 94-95 


obtaining property by false pretense and the like;** 
and the rule that, where the statute does not de- 
scribe and define the offense, an indictment follow- 
ing the language of the statute is insufficient * also 
More particularity of statement is re- 
quired where some intended element of the crime is 
omitted,’?7 or where, by following the language of 


indictment would not show prima 


facie that any crime had been committed,’ or where 


The rule that 


statute. 


fense,“* applies in prosecutions under statutes for 


69. State v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 571, 
151 NW 885 (construing Acts 33 
Gen. Assem. c 227 § 9). 

70. See generally Indictments and 
Informations [22 Cyc 432 et seq]. 

71. Peo. v. Rippe, 32 Cal. A. 514, 
163 P 506; State v. Kiefer, 172 Iowa 
306, 151 NW 440; State v. Mullen, 
151 Iowa 392, 1381 NW 679, AnnCas 
1913A 399; State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 
180 SW 875; Reg. v. Ford, 7 Montr. 
One Bon4l oe 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where an 
indictment for false pretenses was 
defective because not charging the 
ownership of the note. claimed to 
have been obtained, the prosecutor 
is under the direct provisions of 
Code Suppl. (1907) § 5289, as amend- 
ed by Acts 38d Gen. Assem. c 227, 
entitled to amend. the indictment to 
correct the defect. State v. Kiefer, 
172 Iowa 306, 151 NW 440. (2) Un- 
der Acts 33d Gen. Assem. c 227 § 1 
(7), authorizing trial amendment of 
an indictment to correct errors in 
describing a person or a thing, in a 
trial for false pretenses, an amend- 
ment to show that the property.ob- 
tained was a check set out in full, 
where the indictment charged the 
retention of the money on the check, 
was properly permitted. State v. 
Mullen, 15% Iowa 392, 131 NW 679, 
AnnCas1913A 399. (3) Where infor- 
mation charging one with obtaining 
money by false pretenses by induc- 
ing the signing of a note, but not 
alleging note to have been delivered 


to payee, amendment alleging that 
accused delivered it to payee, to 
bring it within definition of the 


crime under Pen. Code § 532, and of 
personal property § 7 subd 12, was 
permissible, and did not charge a 
different offense, it being founded 
upon the same preliminary examina- 
tion. Peo. v. Rippe, 32 Cal, A. 514, 
P63. ob 1506; (4) An indictment for 
false pretense may be amended by 
substituting the name of a different 
person for the person named in the 
indictment to whom the false repre- 
sentations are alleged to have been 
made. Reg. v. Ford, 7 Montr. Q. B. 
714. (5) Under Rev. St. (1909) 
§ 5061, authorizing amendments, the 
court ‘properly permitted an infor- 
mation charging one with obtaining 
a deed by false pretenses to be 
amended, without verification, to al- 
lege that the property conveyed was 
owned by the grantors at the time 
of the conveyance, State v. Loesch, 
(Mo.) 180 SW 8&75. 

[b] Conformity to proof.—An in- 
formation or indictment for false 
pretense may sometimes be amended 
to conform to the proof. Peo. v. 
Hoffman, 142 Mich. 531, 105 NW 838; 
Rex v. Byers, 71. J; P.. 205; Rega vy. 
Patterson, 2 CanCrCas 339. 

[c] Amendment changing offense 
charged.—An indictment for obtain- 
ing goods by false pretense cannot 
be amended by striking out words 
relating to the description of such 
pretense and substituting “by means 
of fraud.” Rex v. Benson, [1908] 2 
K. B, 270, 


7 se As to confidence game see in- 
ra 3 
73. See Indictments and Informa- 


tions [22 Cyc 335 et séq]. 

74. Ala.—Houston vy. State, 153 
Ala, 61, 45 S 228; Frederick v. State, 
39 S 915; Cowles v. State, 50 Ala. 
454; O’Connor v. State, 30 Ala. 9; 
Foster v. State, 16 Ala. A. 458, 78 S 
721; Dennis v. State, 16 Ala. A. 115, 
75 S 707; Addington v. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 10, 74 S 846; Clark. v. State, 14 
Ala. A. 633, 72 S 291; Feagin v. State, 
7 Ala. A. 101, 61 s’ 464; Gardner v. 
State, 4 Ala. A. 131, 58 S 1001. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Mahony, 145 Cal. 104, 


78 S 354; Peo. v. Frigerio, 107 Cal. 
LS 40 th Beds ev Carolan, ACL 
Cale 195; 712. Pada eo. Ve wadaras, 


25 Cal. A. 660, 145 P 173. 

Colo.—Tracy v. Peo., 65 Colo. 226, 
176 P 280; Knepper v. Peo., 63 Colo. 
396, 167 P 779; Stoltz v. Peo., 59 Colo. 
342, 148 P 865; Lace v. Peo., 43 Colo. 
199,95 P’ 302. 


Ga.—McNulty vy. State, 21 Ga. A. 
783, 95 SE 304. 
Ill.—Peo. VeowbBrady, (2a sil.) 4015 


112 NE 126, AnnCas1918C 540; Peo. 
v. Weil, 243 Tll. 208, 90 NE 731, 134 
AmSR 257; Keyes v. Peo., 197 Ill. 638, 
65 NE 730; Morton v. Peo., 47 Ill. 
468; Peo. v. Cohen, 147 Ill. A. 393; 
Gregg v. Peo., 98 Ill. A. 170. 
Mass.—Com. v. Ashton, 125 Mass. 


384. 
Minn.—State v. Evans, 88 Minn. 
262, 92 NW 976. 


Mo.—State v. Chick, 221 SW 10; 


State v. Crooker, 95 Mo. 389, 8 SW 
422. 

N. J.—State v. Crowley, 39 N. J. 
L. 264. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Higbe, 66 Barb. 131; 


Fenton v. Peo., 4 Hill 126. 
Okl.—Douglas v. State, 15 OKI. Cr. 
648, 179 P 947. 5G 


Porto Rico.—Peo. v. 
Porto Rico 356. 

Utah.—State v. Swan, 31 Utah 336, 
SS besl'2. 


Munoz, 


Vt.—State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 604, 
22 A 24) 25 “AmS R789, 
Wash.—State v. Knowlton, i11 


Wash. 512; 39° P 966. 
epee naes Vi Davis he We Co Qanis 

{a] Explanation of rule.—This 
rule does not mean that it is suffi- 
cient to copy the statute into the 
indictment. Even when a form is 
prescribed in the statute, it will not 
do simply to fill up the blanks; it 
must be so far extended into detail 
as to render the particular instance 
of offendirg certain. State v. Crook- 
er, 95 Mo. 389, 8 SW 422; Reg. v. 
DaAvisn ule. Win Gut Qi SOL 

[b] Indictment under sonndence 
game statute held sufficient.—Peo. 


Weil, 243 Ill. 208, 90 NE 781, 134 
AmSR 357. 

{c] Indictment for use of false 
or. bogus check held sufficient.— 
Douglas v. State, 15 Okl. Cr. 648, 
179 P1947, 

75. See Indictments and Informa- 


tions [22 Cyc 339 et seq]. 
76.. Peo. v. Butler, 35° Cal. A. 357; 
169 P 918; Long v. State, 4 Ga. A. 


the indictment would not sufficiently apprise the ac- 
cused of the charge against him." 
need not charge the offense in the language of the 
It is sufficient if words of similar import 
are used,®° or if the indictment describes the offense 


The indictment 


571, 61 SE 1053; Peo. v. Clark, 256 
Ill, 14, 99 NE 866, AnnCasi913E 214; 
Com. v. White, 24 Pa. Super. 178; 
State v. Swan, 31 Utah 336, 88 P 12. 


yg Ind.—State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 

Hawaii. — Terr. v. Pupuhi, 24 
Hawaii 565. 

N. M.—Terr. v. Hubbell, 13 N. M. 
579, 86 P 747, 18 AnnCas 348, 

Tex. —Maranda v. State, 44 Tex. 


bet Hirsch v. State, 1 Tex. A. 393. 
Pal Vials —State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 


Hae Reg v. Henderson, i C. & 
M. 328, 41 SCL 183. 

[a] Scienter as  essential.—Al- 
though the statute does not con- 
tain the word “knowingly,” it is nec- 
essary to allege that accused knew 
that the pretense was false, when 
scienter is essential to the crime. 
State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54; Reg. 
v. Henderson, 1 C. & M. 328, 4h ECL 
183. Contra Reg. v. Bowen, Isa 
Oe 66 ECL 790, 116 Reprint 

State v. Cameron, 117 Mo. 371, 
22 SW 1024; 
563; Reg. v. Martin, 8 A. & BH. 481, 

79. Cal.—Peo. v. Butler, 35. Cal. 
AS, 30>, L69> Po O18, 


78. 
State v. Levi, 41 Tex. 
35 ECL 691, 112 Reprint 921. 
Conn.—State v. Jackson, 39 Conn. 


229, 
Ill.—Peo. v. Brady, 272 Ill. 401, 
112 NE 126, AnnCasl1918C 540; Gra 


ham vy. Peo.. TSH TN A755 NE Ty QU 
fag hee 731; Morton v. Peo., 47 Tl. 

Ind.—State v. Metsker, 169 Ind. 
555, 88 NE 241; Johns vy. State, 159 
Ind, 413, 65 NE’287, 59 LRA 789. 

N. M.—Terr. v. Hubbell, 13 N. M. 
579, 86 P-747, 18 AnnCas 848. 

[a] Tllustration.—An information 
for bunko- ~Steering charging that ac- 
cused, by “duréss and ‘fraud, ” com- 
pelled another to lose and part with 
a large amount of money on a foot 
race is insufficient in failing to state 
the nature of the fraud and duress, 
although stated in the language of 
the statute defining the crime. Johns 
v. State, 159 Ind. 413, 65 NE 287, 59 
LRA 789. 

80. Ala.—Clark v. State, 14 Ala. 
A. 633, 72 S 291. 

Ark.—Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 
137 SW 253. 

Colo.—Tracy v. Peo., 65 Color 22.6; 
176 P 280; Bridge v. Peo., 63 Colo. 
SLO LOD EATS. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Clark, 256 Til. 14, 99 
NE 866, AnnCasi913E 214. 

Iowa.—State v. Grant, 
216, 53 NW 120. 

Ky.—Com. v.. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 
22 KyL 1338. 

La.—State v. Lewis, 41 La. Ann, 
590, 6 S 536. 

Me.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 


103 A 585 
Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. v.. Drew, 153 
Mass. 588, 27 NE 598. 
Minn.—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 
296, 79 NW 1007. 
Nebr.—Cowan v. State, 22 Nebr. 
519, 85 NW 405. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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with more particularity than the statute.®4 
dictment need not charge a conclusion of law, even 
though the conclusion is part of the statutory defini- 
But the indictment must state 
all the cireumstances which constitute the definition 
of the crime in the statute, so as to bring the accused 
precisely within it,8* and where the indictment fails 
to follow the statute in substance and as to sub- 
And an indictment 
is likewise bad which does not follow but enlarges 


tion of the offense.®? 


stantial requisites it is bad.®+ 


the statute.8® 


N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 


34 A 461 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Mallon, 166 App. 
~ Div. 840, 150 NYS 705. 
N. C.—State v. Sherrill, 95 N. C. 


663. 
Oh.—Tarbox v. State, 38 Oh. St. 581. 
Pa.—Com. v. Coleman, 60 Pa. 
Super. 512; Com. v. Neuman, 18 Pa. 
Dist. 1074; Com. v. Rosenberg, I Pa, 


Cow 273% 

Tex.—Moore v. State, (Cr.) 219 
SW_ 1097. ° 

Wis.—Davis v. State, 134 Wis. $32, 
115 NW 150. 

But see Wright v. U. S., 30 F. Cas. 
No. 18,098, 1 Hayw. & H. 211 (an in- 
dictment under a statute for obtain- 
ing goods by false pretenses is defec- 
tive where it avers “that by reason 


of which false pretense the prisoner 
then and there did unlawfully ob- 


tain’’). 

81. Bargie v. U. S., 30 F. Cas. No. 
M8222 95m 2 May wen & mre 35035 la re 
Crane, 40 Nev. 338, 163 P 246. 

82. Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 528, 
22 KyL 1338; State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 
604, 22 A 274, 25 AmSR 789. 

{a] Mlustration.— An indictment 
under St. § 1208, providing for the 
punishment of any person who shall 
by any false pretense obtain the sig- 
nature of another to a writing “the 
false making whereof would be for- 
gery,’ need not aver that the note 
was one ‘the false making whereof 
would be forgery.’ Com. v. Scrog- 
gin, 60 SW 528, 22 KyL 1338. 

83. Peo. v. Webster, 17 Misc. 410, 
40 NYS 1135 (construing Pen. Code 
§ 364a as to marking article “Ster- 
ling” or “Sterling silver’’). 

84. State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 13 
SW 827; State v. Chunn, 19 Mo. 233; 
State v. Mooney, 173 N. C. 798, 92 SH 
610; State v. Crockett, 137 Tenn. 679, 


195 SW_ 583. 


85. Com. v. Parker, 117 Mass. 112. 
{a] Illustration.—An indictment, 
that accused fraudulently 
obtained property by means of a 
game, device, trick, and “other im- 
plements, instruments, and means, 


-enlarges Gen. St. c 161 § 57, punish- 


ing fraudulently obtaining property 
by tricks, device, cards, ‘or other im- 
plements or instruments,” and a con- 
vietion thereon cannot be sustained 
under the statute. Com. v. Parker, 
117 Mass. 112. 

S6ia Vie S = Ure Sal veeHessit24> U. 
Sands oe lS SCE bidgasile WinvedntoiGnU. 


S. v. Beatty, 60 Fed. 740; U.S. v. 
Watkins, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,649, 3 
Cranch C. C. 441. 


Ala.—Beasley v. State, 59 Ala. 20; 
o’Connor v. State, 30 Ala. 9; Adding- 
ton v. State, 16 Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846. 

Ark.—State v. Vandimark, 35 Ark. 
396: Burrow v. State, 12 Ark. 65; 
McKenzie v. nee e) 594; Mof- 
fatt v. State, 1 rk. ; 

Cal.—Peo. v. McKenna, 81 Cal. 158, 
22 Pa. 488. 

Fla.—Green v. State, 76 Fla. 351, 
79 S 712; Scarlett v. State, 25 Fla. 
717, 6 S 767; Hamilton v. State, 16 

la. 288. 

t CGa.—Oeglesby v. State, 128 Ga. 506, 
51 Sf 505; Jones v. State, 93 Ga. 547, 
19 SH 250; Hathcock v. State, 88 
Ga. 91, 13 SE 959; McLendon v. State, 
16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200; Whitaker 
v. State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SE 258; 
Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. A. 509, 61 SE 
924, 
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The in- 
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[§ 56] 3. Particular Averments—a. As to Pre- 
tense—(1) In General. 
to aver in the indictment that accused obtained the 
property by a false pretense; the pleader must go 
further and not only set out the pretense but set it 
out with such particularity as to enable the court 
to determine whether it is such a pretense as comes 
within the statute, and as to apprise accused of the 
charge against him.®* 
pensed with if it is averred in the indictment that 


It is not sufficient merely 


This requirement will be dis- 


the grand jury are unable to give a more particular 


Hawaii.—Terr. vy. Pupuhi, 24 Ha- 
waii 565. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Weil, 244 Ill. 176, 91 
NE 11253..West.iv.) Peo.,, 187 I)... 189, 
27 NE 34, 34 NE 254; Cowen v. Peo., 


14 Ill. 348. 
Ind.—State v. Metsker, 169 Ind. 
555, 838 NE 241; Clark v. State, 166 


Ind. 288, 77 NE 52; Pinney v. State, 


156 Ind. 167, 59 NE 383; Musgrave 
v. State, 133 Ind. 297, 32 NE 885; 
Shaffer v. State, 82 Ind. 221; John- 


son v. State, 75 Ind. 553; Bonnell v. 
State, 64 Ind. 498; Clifford v. State, 
eDsboes 249; Keller v. State, 51 Ind. 
ab 


Iowa.—State v. Eno, 131 Iowa 619, 
109 NW 119, 9 AnnCas 856; State v. 
Cadwell, 79 Iowa 473, 44 NW 711; 
State v. Joaquin, 43 Iowa 131; U. 
S._v. Ross, Morr. 164. 

Kan.—In re Schurman, 40 Kan. 
533; 20 .P 27%" State ve Palmer), 40 
Kan. 474, 20-P. 270. 

Ky.—Gardner v. Com., 164 Ky. 196, 
175 SW 362; Com. v.:’Scroggin, 60 SW 
528, 22 KyL 1338; Com. v. Moore, 12 
SW 1066, 11 Kyl 971; Glackan v. 
Com., 3 Metc. 232. 

La.—State v. Colly, 39 La. Ann. 

117 Me. 254, 


841, 2 S 496. 

Me.—State v. Kerr, 

103 A 585; State v. Mayberry, 48 Me. 
218; State v. Roberts, 34 Me. 320; 
State v. Ripley, 31 Me. 386. 

Md.—State v. Scribner, 2 Gill & 
J. 246. 

Mass.—Com. v. Walker, 108 Mass. 
309; Com. v. Goddard, 4 Allen 312; 
Com. v. Wallace, 16 Gray 221. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Arnold, 46 Mich. 
268, 9 NW 406. 

Mo.—State v: Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Martin, 226 Mo. 538, 126 
SW 442; State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 
111 SW 18; State v. Roberts, 201 Mo. 
702, 100 SW 484; State v. Pickett, 
174 Mo. 663, 74 SW 844; State v. 
Fraker, 148 Mo. 1438, 49 SW 1017; 
State v. Levy, 119 Mo. 434, 24 SW 
1024; State v. Kain, 118 Mo. 5, 23 
SW 763; State v. Chapel, 117 Mo. 639, 
23 SW 760; State v. Fleming, 117 Mo. 
377, 22 SW 1024 [overr State v. Jack- 
son, 112 Mo. 585, 20 SW 674; State 
v. Morgan, 112 Mo. 202, 20 SW 456]; 
State v. Cameron, 117 Mo. 371, 22 
Sw 1024; State v. Benson, 110 Mo. 
18,19 SW 213; State v. Terry, 109 Mo. 
601,19 SW 206 [overr State v. Sarony, 
95 Mo. 349, 8 SW 407; State v. Por- 


ter, 75 Mo. 171; State v. Connolly, 
73 Mo. 235; State v. Fancher, 71 
Mo. 460; State v. Williams, 12 Mo. 


A. 415]; State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 
13 SW 827; State v. Crooker, 95 Mo. 
389, 8 SW 422; State v. Bonnell, 46 
Mo. 395; State v. Chunn, 19 Mo. 233; 
State v. Newell, 1 Mo. 248; State v. 
McChesney, 16 Mo. A. 259. 

Nebr.— West v. State, 63 Nebr. 
257, 88 NW 503. 

N. H.—State v. Parker, 43 N. H. 83. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Peckens, 153 N. Y. 
576, 47 NE 883; Peo. vy. Dumar, 106 
N. Y. 502, 13 NE 325; Peo. v. Blanch- 
ard, 90 N. Y. 314; Thomas v. Peo., 34 
N. Y. 351; Peo. v. Laurence, 66 Hun 
574, 21 NYS 818 [rev on_ other 
grounds 137 N. Y. 517, 338 NE 547]; 
Clark v. Peo., 2 Lans. 329; Peo. v. 
Arnstein, 78 Misc. 18, 188 NYS 806 
frev on other grounds 157 Anp. Div. 
766, 142 NYS 842]; Peo. v. Hart, 35 
Mise. 182, 71 NYS 492; Peo. v. Gates, 
13 Wend. 311; Peo. v. Haynes, 11 
Wend. 557 [rev on other grounds 14 


Wend. 546]; Peo. v. Stone, 9 Wend. 
182; Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
448, 4 CityHallRec 65; Skiff v. Peo., 
Aare Orage 

N. C.—State v. Whidbee, 124 N. C. 
796, 32 SE 318; State v. Holmes, 82 


N. C. 607; State v. Lambeth, 80 -N. 
C. 393; State v. Boon, 49 N. C. 463. 
Oh.—Horton v. State, 85 Oh. St 


13, 96 NE 797, 39 LRANS 423, Ann 
Cas19138B 90; Dillingham v. State, 5 
Oh. St. 280. 

Pa.—Com. v. Wallace, 114 Pa. 405, 
6 A. 685, 60 AmR 353; Com. v. F'rey, 
50 Pa. 245; Com. v. McKisson, 8 Serg. 
& R. 420, 11 AmD 630; Com, v. Gil- 
lespie, 7 Serge. & R. 469, 10 AmD 475; 
Com. vy. Shoemaker, 15 Pa, Dist. 745; 
Com. v. Shissler, 7 Pa.. Dist. 344; 
Com. v. Bevington, 35 Pa. Co. 454; 
Com. v. Dennis, 1 Pa. Co. 278; Com. 
v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 332; Com. 


v. Bracken, 14 Phila. 342; Com. v. 
Hoover, 6 LancLRev 129; Com. v. 
Usner; 6 LancLRev..121; -Com. v. 


Galbraith, 6 Phila. 281. 
Tenn.—Bowen v. State, 9 Baxt. 45, 
40 AmR 71. 
Tex.—State v. Dyer, 41 Tex. 520; 
Robinson v. State, 60 Tex.» Cr. 353, 
132 SW 354; Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. 
Cr. 617, 56 SW 751; Hurst v. State, 
39 Tex. Cr. 196, 45 SW 573; Mathena 
v. State, 15 Tex. A. 473; Warrington 
Mn state; 2 Tex. Ayek68.0 
Vt.State v. Keach, 40 Vt. 113; 
State v. Johnson, 1 D. Chipm. 129. 
Va.—Leftwich v. Com., 20 Gratt. 
(61 Va.) 716. 
Wis.—Owens v. State, 83 Wis. 496, 
enn 736; State v. Green, 7 Wis. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Hazelton, L. R- 2 C. 
C. 134; Rex v. Plestow, 1 Campb. 494; 
Rex v. Horne, 2 Cowp. 672, 98 Re- 
print 1300; Reg. v. Henshaw, 9 Cox 
C. C, 472; Rex v. Douglas, 1 Moody 
C.. C. 4623 Rex.v. Munoz, 2 Str..1127, 
93 Reprint 1078; Rex v. Mason, 2 T. 
R. 581, 100 Reprint 312. 
Ont.—Reg. v. Patterson, 26 Ont. 
656; Reg. v. Davis, 18 U. C. Q. B. 180. 
[a] False token.—(1) When the 
indictment is for obtaining property 
by use of a false token, the indict- 
ment must set forth the token used. 
Lambert v. Peo.,.9 Cow. (N. Y.) 578; 
State v. Keep, 85 Or. 265, 166 P 936; 
State v. Renick, 33 Or. 584, 56 P 275, 
72 AmSR 758, 44 LRA 266. (2) An 
indictment describing the false 
token used as ‘certain printed or 
lithographed paper” resembling an 
“ordinary twenty dollar bill of the 


United States of America,”  suffi- 
ciently describes such token. Pruitt 
v. State, 75 Fla. 448, 78 S 425. (3) 


In an indictment for cheating by 
false token, namely, a _ counterfeit 
coin, it is not material to aver to 
what currency the coin belongs. State 
v. Boon, 49 N. C. 463. (4) An in- 
dictment is sufficient which charges 
that accused ‘did. . falsely pre- 
tend and represent ... that a cer- 
tain metallic medal and substance 
fa: was a good and current gold 
coin called an eagle,” ete. Com. v. 
Nason, 9 Gray (Mass.) 125. (5) 
Where an indictment recited facts 
which, on their face, showed they 
were capable of defrauding, and it 
was charged that accused by them 
did intentionally and wickedly de- 
fraud prosecutor, it was not neces- 
sary that the indictment should also 
allege that the false token was cap- 
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description of the pretense,’? unless such description 
could have been given by the exercise of ordinary 
diligence.s* It is not necessary to describe the false 
token or pretense with greater particularity than 
the description employed by accused at the time he 
used it, if as so described it appears to be within 
Where the false pretense consists in 
words it is sufficient to set them out as uttered, 
without explaining their meaning.®° It is not neces- 
sary that the very words of the pretense are set out; 


the statute.%® 


it is sufficient to state the effect 


correctly; hence the indictment need not allege 
whether the pretense was spoken or written.®? If 
the pretense is described more minutely than is nec- 
essary, such description is part of the indictment 
and cannot be treated as-surplusage.*” 
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known as ‘‘the 


of the pretense 


‘Trick or game. As a general rule, where obtain- 


able of defrauding. Com. v. Beckett, 
119 Ky. 817, 84 SW 758, 27 KyL 265, 
115 AmSR 285, 68 LRA 6388. (6) An 
indictment for cheating by false pre- 
tenses which sets forth a certificate 
of stock as the false token is suffi- 
cient without setting forth the man- 
ner in which it could be used to de- 
ceive. Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 
(7) Where property is fraudulently 
obtained by the use of a privy false 
token, it is not necessary to allege 
the value of the token, nor to al- 
lege that it had any value. Smith 
v. State, -74 Fla. 594,°77 S 274. 

- [b] Mode of obtaining.—(1) “The 
averment of the pretenses by the in- 
dictment are only to give the de- 
ftendant notice of what may be proved 
against him; the mode of obtaining 
need not be pleaded; and, if any pre- 
tense is*capable of defrauding, that 
is sufficient.”’ Thomas v. Peo., 34 N. 
‘YY. 351 [quot Peo. v. Elite Distribu- 
tine Co., 76 Misc. 577, 580, 1837 NYS 
235, 238]. To same-effect Haines v. 
Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 13 P 8. (2) Under 
‘Pub. St. c 203 § 60, an indictment for 
‘obtaining goods by false pretenses 
need not set out the particulars of 
the contract by which the goods were 
obtained. Com. v: Blanchette, 157 
Mass. 486, 32 NE-658. © 

.. [ce] Allegation as to value.—(1) 
-An indictment for obtaining money 
‘by false preterse by claiming to be 
“the owner of certain cattle, which ac- 
cused offered as security for a loan, 
‘will -not be held bad because it does 
mot allege what accused represented 
‘the value of the cattle to be, nor be- 
cause it does not state they were 
good security for the loan, and un- 
‘encumbered. State v. Hubbard, 170 
Mo. 346, 70 SW 883 [dist State v. 
‘Barbee, 136 Mo. 440, 37 SW 1119]. 
(2) In an indictment for unlawfully 
offering to sell promissory notes the 
signatures to which have been pro- 
cured by false pretenses, it is not 
necessary to allege that the notes 
are of any value, where a copy of 
them is set forth. Umbenhauer v. 
State, 4 Oh. Cir. Ct. 378, 2 Oh. *Cir. 
Dec. 606. : 

[ad] Where false pretense is lar- 
ceny.—(1) Where, as is the case in 
some jurisdictions, obtaining prop- 
erty by false pretense is larceny 
(supra § 1), (2) it has been held 
that it is necessary to set out in the 
indictment the pretenses used (State 
v. Henn, 39 Minn. 464, 40 NW 564; 
Peo. v. Dumar, 106 N. Y. 502, 18 NE 
325; Marshall v. State, 31 Tex. 471; 
Warrington v. State, 1 Tex. A. 168). 
(3) But on the other hand it has 
been decided that, while it is com- 
petent for the pleader, instead of 
counting for larceny in the form of 
an indictment for larceny at common 
law; to charge the specific facts which 
the act declares shall be deemed lar- 
eceny, it is also competent for the 
pleader to have counted as for lar- 
ceny in the form of an indictment 
for larceny at common law. Anable 


v. Com., 24 Gratt. (65 Va.) 563; Left- 
wich v. Com., 20 Gratt. (61 Va.) 716; 
Dowdy v. Com., 9 Gratt. (50 Va.) 
727, 60 AmD 314. 

fe] Bill of particulars.—Where it 
is provided by statute that the par- 
ticular pretenses intended to be re- 
lied on and given in evidence may 
be furnished under a bill of particu- 
lars to which defendant is entitled 
on application, the indictment need 
not state the particular pretenses in- 
tended to be relied on. Schaumloeffel 
v. State, 102 Md. 470, 62 A 803; Jules 
v. State, 85 Md. 305, 36 A 1027; State 
v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 
AmSR 366. And see Indictments and 
Informations [22 Cye 371 et seq]. 

{f] Indictments and informations 
held sufficient.—(1) Brafford v. U. 
S., 259 Fed. 511; Livingston v. State, 
17 Ga. A. 136, 86 SE 449; West v. 
Peo., 137 Ill. 189, 27 NE 34, 34 NE 
254; Skiff v. Peo, 2 Park. Cr--(Ni Y-) 
139; State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 157, 
69 SW 970; State v. Ryan, 34 Wash. 
597, 76 P 90. (2) Charging that the 
accused represented that “he then 
and there wanted to buy goods on 
credit in the fair and usual 
honest course of trade,” ete, and 
that the goods were delivered on 
the faith of that representation, 
without a more specific statement of 
the transaction. State v. Jordan, 34 
La. Ann. 1219. (3) Alleging that ac- 
cused “did falsely pretend,” etc., 
“that he [naming accused] was a 
person of wealth and credit,’ Con- 
ger’s Case, 4 CityHallRec (N. Y.) 
65, 1 Wheel. Cr. 448. 

[g] Indictments and informations 
held insufficient—(1) Charging that 
accused “did unlawfully, knowingly, 
and designedly, by false and fraudu- 
lent representations and _ pretenses, 
defraud” one T of certain property, 
describing it, but which alleges none 
of the facts constituting the fraud. 
Peo. v. McKenna, 81 Cal. 158, 22 P 
488. (2) Charging that accused, 
at a certain time and place, “did, with 
intent,” ete, “to feloniously cheat 
and defraud, unlawfully,” ete, “by 
means and by use of a certain trick 
and deception, and by means and by 
use of certain false and fraudulent 
representations,” ete., but not setting 
forth the trick or device of which 
accused made use. State v. McChes- 
ney, 90 Mo. 120, 128, 1 SW 841. (3) 
Charging that accused obtained prop- 
erty “designedly, and by a false pre- 
tense, and with intent to defraud,” 
ete., but not charging what the pre- 
tense -was. Hamilton v. State, 16 
Fla. 288. (4) Where the charging 
averment is “by means of divers 
false, fraudulent and unlawful pre- 
tenses.” Burrow v. State, 12 .Ark. 


ay, 

{h] Under the Alberta statute it 
is not necessary to set out the false 
pretense. Rex v. Leverton, 11 Alta. 
L. 355, 34 DomLR 514, 28 CanCrCas 
61, [1917] 2 WestWkly 584. 


87. Com. v. Ashton, 125 Mass. 


"389, 8 SW 422. 
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ing property by a trick or game is charged, the 
indictment must set forth with particularity the 
trick or game practiced.®? 
however, this rule has been changed, as to what is 


In some jurisdictions, 


confidence game,’’ ** by statutory 


provisions,®®> under which it is made sufficient to 
charge the obtaining ‘‘by means and by use of the 
confidence game,’’ without setting out the various 
devices and means resorted to in obtaining the 
confidence of the victim.®® 
such statutes have been held constitutional and con- 
sequently it is sufficient to charge the offense in the 
language of the statute,®” but in others such stat- 
utes have been held unconstitutional and an indict- 
ment which does not set forth the details of such 
game is insufficient.?® 


In some jurisdictions 


384; State v. Gray, 29 Minn. 142, 12 
NW 455. 

* 88. State v. Stowe, 132 Mo. 199, 
33 SW 799. 

89. Peo. v. Nesbitt,+-102 Cal. 327, 
36 P 654; Waterman vy. State, 114 
Ga. 262, 40 SE 262; State v. Call, 48 
N. H. 126; Young v.’Rex,-3-f: Ry 98, 
100 Reprint 475. 

90. State v. Call, 48 N. H. 126. 

91. State v. Briggs, 74 Kan. 377, 
86 P 447, T LRANS 278, 10 AnnCas 
904; Com. v.-Mulrey, 170 Mass. 103, 
49 NE 91; Peo. v. Sattlekau, 120 App. 
Div. 42, 104 NYS 805. 

92. Cook v. State, 162 Ala. 90, 93, 

Cowan v. State, 41 Tex. 
Cre 627%, 56 SW. 751. 

93. State v. Pickett, 174 Mo. 663, 
74 SW 844; In re Trick Game, 5 OhS 
&CP 572, 5 OhNP 604. 

94. See infra § 102. 


95. See statutory provisions, 
96. Bridge v. Peo., 63 Colo. 319, 
_ P 778. And see cases infra note 


97. Peo. v. Brady, 272 Ill. 401,112 
NE 126, AnnCas1918C 540; Peo. v. 
Clark, 256 Ill. 14, 99 NE 866, AnnCas 
1913E 214; Peo. v. Weil, 244 Tll. 176, 
91 NE 112; DuBois v. Peo., 200 Til. 
157, 65 NE 658, 93 AmSR 183; Graham 
v.. Peo, 1U8Lecilh: | 477, 54° NE, AT 
LRA 731; Maxwell v. Peo., 158 Til. 
HES 41 NE 995; Morton v. Peo., 47 Ill. 


{a] A bill of particulars need not 
be furnished. DuBois v. Peo., 200 
Ill. 157, 65 NE’ 658, 93 AmSR 183; 

{b] In MSouisiana, Acts (1912) 
I 43 p 651, defining and punish- 
ing the crime of obtaining prop- 
erty by means of false or bogus 
checks, or by any other means com- 
monly called “the confidence: game,” 
requires the indictment to set forth 
the facts of the case and therefore 
does not violate Const. art 10, pro- 
viding that .the accused shall be in- 
formed of the nature and cause of 
the action against htm. State v. 
Theriot, 139 tas /74k5 1251 Seis 
LRAI916¥F 683. 

Charging in language of statute 
generally see supra § 55. 

98. Ex p. Pelinski, (Mo.) 213 SW 
809; State v.. Pickett, 174 Mo. 663, 74 
SW 844; State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 143, 
49 SW 1017; State v. Levy, 119 Mo. 
434, 24 SW 1026; State v. Kain, 118 
Mo. 5, 23 SW 1763; State v. Chapel, 
117 Mo. 639, 23 SW 760;—State v. 
Fleming, 117 Mo. 377. 22 SW 1024 
foverr State v. Jackson, 112 Mo. 585, 
20 SW 674; State v. Morgan, 112 Mo. 
202, 20 SW 456]; State v. Cameron, 
117 Mo. 371,7°22, SW. 1024: 2State ev 
Benson, 110 Mo. 18, 19 SW 213; State 
v. Terry, 109 Mo. 601, 19 SW 206 
foverr State v. Sarony, 95 Mo, 349, 
8 SW 407; State v. Porter, 75 Mo. 
171; State v. Connelly, 73. Mo. 235: 
State v. Fancher, 71 Mo. 460; State v. 
‘Williams, 12 Mo. A. 415 (aff 77 Mo. 
310)]; State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 13 
SW 827; State v. Crooker, 95 Mo. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number: 


§§ 57-59] 


[§ 57] (2) Where Pretense in Writing.°° As 
usually stated the rule is that when the false pre- 
tense is in writing or consists wholly or in part 
in the use of a written instrument, the writing need 
not be set out in haee verba, it being sufficient, as 
in the case of a verbal pretense, to set out the pur- 
port of it, unless some question turns on the form 
or construction of the instrument,? or some legal 
description of it is given in the indictment, the 
accuracy of which it may be material for the court 
to determine.* It has been held, however, that where 
a written instrument is the decisive inducement, the 
real false pretense that caused the owner to- part 
with his property, and constitutes the substantive 
part of the offense, it should be set forth in the in- 
dictment.* Where a written instrument is only a 
step in the transaction, or an incident of the of- 
fense, it need not be set out,® nor is a particular 
description of it necessary.6 An indictment for 
cheating by false pretenses, setting forth a certifi- 
eate of stock as the false token with which the 
fraud was committed, need not set forth in what 
manner the certificate could be used to deceive.? 
Where an indictment for obtaining money by the 
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use of a false writing sets forth the writing in full, 
the fact that it does not charge in detail how the 
fraud is committed does not vitiate it.8 Where an 
information charging the offense of false advertising 
purports to set forth the effect of the advertisement, 
the prosecution is confined to the effect of the ad- 
vertisement as set forth.® 

[§ 58] (3) Where Several Pretenses Employed. 
The indictment need not aver all the pretenses used, 
it being sufficient if it alleges one pretense which 
was an inducing cause of the imposition.2° 

[§ 59] (4) By and to Whom Made, and Who 
Injured. An indictment for obtaining property by 
false pretense must allege specifically that aceused 
made the pretense in question.1! Where two per- 
sons acting in concert obtain property by false pre- 
tenses, the indictment must allege which, if only 
one, made the false pretenses.12 An allegation in an 
indictment against several defendants that defend- 
ants made the false pretenses is a sufficient allega- 
tion that each of them made the false pretenses.13 
The indictment must also state to whom the pre- 
tense was made,'* and who was defrauded thereby,!5 


Iowa.—State vy. Cadwell, 79 Iowa 


473, 44 NW 711. : 

Miss.—State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 
430, 433, 50 S 490 [quot Cyc].° 

N. Y.—Shotwell’s Case, 4 CityHall 
Rec 75. 

Tenn.—State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 
157, 69 SW 970. 


: Wash.—State v. Ryan, 34 Wash. 
597, 76°P. 90. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Coulson, 4 Cox C. C. 


227; Reg. v. Brown, 2 Cox C. C. 348. 

[a] Where not set out in full, the 
instrument must be so described as 
to indicate its nature and contents. 
Reg. v. Wickham, 10 A. & E. 34, 37 
ECL 48, 113 Reprint 14; Rex v. Cart- 
wright, R. & R. 79. 

[b] Im Indiana, under Burns Rev. 
St. (1894) § 1820, providing that in 
an indictment a description of an in- 


. strument by any name or description 


by which it is usually known or by 
the purport. thereof shall be suffi- 
cient, an indictment for making, 
verifying, and presenting to a board 
of commissioners a false and fraudu- 
lent claim against a county is not 
defective because the claim presented 
is not set out. Wilson v. State, 156 
Ind. 631, 59 NE 380, 60 NE 1086. 

2. Bargie v. U. S., 30 F. Cas. No. 
18,229, 2 Hayw. & H. 357; State v. 
Tatum, 96 Miss. 4380, 433, 50 S 490 

uot Cyc]. , 
oS mie Vn (Coulson 4eCoxt C.m0C. 
227; State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 430, 438, 
50 S 490 [auot Cyc]. z 

4 State v. Green, 7 Wis. 676. _. 

[a] Im Texas (1) upon an indict- 
ment for swindling, where a written 
instrument enters into the offense as 
a part or basis thereof, or when its 
proper construction is material, it 
should be set out in hec verba, or 
substantially so with good reason for 
not so pleading it. Lord v. State, 
(Cr.) 220 SW 548; Moore v. State, 81 
Tex. Cr. 606, 197 SW 728; Wilson v. 
State, 80 Tex. Cr. 622, 193 SW 669; 
Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. 503, 84 
Sw 1061, 11 AnnCas 830; Lively v. 
State, (Cr.) 74 SW 321; Salter v. 
State, 36 Tex. Cr. 501, 38 SW 212: 
Scott v. State, 27 Tex. A. 264, 11 SW 
320; Ferguson v. State, 25 ATexie At. 
451, 8 SW 479; Hardin v. State, 25 
Tex. A. 74, 7 SW 534; Wills v. State, 
24 Tex. A. 400, 6 SW 316; Dwyer v. 
State, 24 Tex. A. 132, 5 SW 662; 
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State, 3 Tex. A. 605. (3) In a prose- 
eution for swindling by selling per- 
sonal property on the false represen- 
tation that it is free from encum- 
brance, a mortgage on the property 
is not a false pretense required to 
be set out literally, but is merely 
evidence of the falsity of the pre- 


tense. Moore v. State, 81 Tex. Cr. 
606, 197 SW 728. 

5. Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535 [aff 92 Ill. A. 137]. 

6. State vy. Layman, 8 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 330; State vy. Baker, 57 Kan. 
541, 46—P 947: 

{a] Rule applied. — Where the 


false pretense is that accused repre- 
sented that all the bank bills of a 
certain bank, some of which he gave 
prosecutor in payment of property, 
were good, and the indictment avers 
that the bank was insolvent and all 
its bills were worthless, it is not nec- 
essary to describe the particular bills 
given by accused, where it is not a 
guestion of the identity and genuine- 
ness of particular bills, but of the 
value of the bills of a particular 
bank. State v. Layman, 8 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 330. 

7. Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 

8. Peo. v. Elite Distributing Co., 
[60> Mise: 577,,,13% NYS 235,227 Nw Y. 


Ors 45: 

9. State v. Massey, 95 Wash. 1, 
UGE ME 76 

10. Ala.~—Beasley v. State, 59 Ala. 
20. 

Ark.—State v. Vandimark, 35 Ark. 
396. 

Tll.—Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535; Cowen yv. Peo., 14 Ill. 348. 

Mont.—State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 


1125 92) P 2.99: 
N. Y.—Thomas v. Peo., 34 N.Y. 
351; Peo. v. Peckens, 12 App. Div. 


626, 43 NYS 1160 [aff 153 N. Y. 576, 
47 NE 883]. 
Tenn.—State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 


157, 69 SW 970. 


[a] “If the main inducing cause 
of the imposition is stated in the 
indictment, that is sufficient, al- 


though there may have been other 
minor false pretenses made which 
had their influence, and possibly 
without which these main inducing 
causes might have been inadequate to 
produce the result.” Per Caton, J., 
in Cowen. v. Peo., 14 Ill..348, 350. 


99. See generally Indictments and | Baker v. State, 14 Tex. A. 332; White 11. Current v. Peo., 60 Colo. 362, 
- Informations [22 Cye 354]. v. State, 3 Tex. A. 605. (2) If a writ-|153 P 684; State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 
1., U. S.—Bargie v. U. S., 30,F.|/ten instrument enters into the offense | 254, 103 A 585; Dwyer v. State, 24 
Cas. No. 18,229, 2 Hayw. & H. 357. as matter of inducement, the said|Tex. A. 132, 5 SW 662; Martins v. 
Fla.—Pruitt v. State, 75 Fla. 448,|/instrument should be set out, as in|State, 17 Wyo. 319, 98 P 709, 22 

78 S 425. forgery. Wilson v. State, 80 Tex. Cr.|L.RANS 645. 
Ga.—Ricks vy. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, | 622, 193 SW 669; Dwyer v. State, 24 12. Kirtley v. State, 38 Ark. 543. 
69 SE 576. Tex. A. 182, +5 SW 662; White v. 13. Peo. v. Jefferey, 82 Hun 409, 


31 NYS 267. 

14. Ala.—Woods v. State, 133 Ala. 
162, 31 S 984. 

Colo.—Current v. Peo., 60 Colo. 362, 
153 P 684. 

Ga.—Livingston v. State, 17 Ga. 
A. 136, 86 SE 449; McLendon v. State, 
16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200; O’Neal vy. 
State, 10 Ga. A. 474, 73 SE 696. 

Kan.—In re Schurman, 40 Kan. 533, 
20 2%. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Rice, 206 Mich. 644, 
173 NW 495. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Chissell, 245 Mo. 549, 150 
SW 1066; State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 
143, 49 SW 1017; State v. Samuels, 
144 Mo. 68, 45 SW 1088. 


Sy emer aes ee ok v.. State, LL) Tex... Av 
[al Certainty to a common intent 


is all that is required. Woods v. 
State, 133 Ala. 162, 31 S 984. 

[b] Person named as “president” 
of corporation.—Allegations that a 
representation was made to a named 
person “as president” of a named 
corporation, and that he, ‘as _ presi- 
dent” of the corporation, relied upon 
the representation sufficiently state 
his relation to the corporation and, 
in connection with the other allega- 
tions, sufficiently set forth his au- 
thority to act in its behalf. Living- 
own v. State, 17 Ga. A. 136, 86 SE 

[c] Owner of bank.—Where the 
indictment states that the represen- 
tations were made to a certain per- 
son, and that, he was the owner of 
the money obtained, and the owner of 
the J Co. bank, it sufficiently shows 
that the bank was an_ individual, 
and it is unnecessary to allege that 
the bank is a corporation, or joint 
stock company, or a copartnership. 
epee v. State, 38)Tex. Cr. 77;41, SW; 


15. Ala.—Dorsey v. State, 111 Ala. 


Ariz.—Madison v. State, 189 P 
429, 
Cal.—Peo, v. Russell, 156 Cal. 450, 


105 P 416. 
Ga.—Oliver v. State, 15 Ga. A. 452, 
83 SE 641; O’Neal v. State, 10 Ga. A, 


474, 73 SE 696. 
Tll— DuBois. v. Peo., 200 Wl. 157, 
65 NE 658, 98 AmSR 183; Peo. v. 


Rosenberg, 213 Ill. A. 18. 
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unless his name is unknown,!* in 


fact should be averred as a reason for not setting 
Under certain statutes, however, it is not 
necessary for the indictment to charge an intent to 
defraud any particular person,'® or to state to whom 


it out.” 


the false. pretenses were made.1? 


averment is required, it is sufficient to allege that 
the pretense was made to, or that the person de- 
either private ?° or 
municipal,?! or, where the pretense was by adver- 
If the false pre- 
tenses are not made to the person from whom the 
goods are obtained, the indictment must show the | 
relation between them so that ‘it may appear how 
the pretenses could have caused the injury.?* 
Partnership.24 According to some of the authori- 


frauded was, a corporation, 


tisement, the public generally.?? 


Iowa.—State v. Clark, 141 Iowa 
297, 119 NW 719. € 

Kan.—In re Schurman, 40 Kan. 533, 
Om PIA .. 

La.—State v. Lewis, 41 La. Ann. 
590, 6 S 536.°. 

Mo.—State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 143, 
49 SW 1017; State v. Dowd, 95 Mo. 
163, 8 SW 7; State v. Horn, 93 Mo. 
190, 6 SW 96; State v. McChesney, 
90 Mo. 120, 1 SW 841 [overr State 
v. Myers, 82 Mo. 558, 52 AmR 389]. 

Nebr.—Jacobs v. State, 31 Nebr. 338, 
47 NW 422. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Fish, Sheld. 537, 4 
Park. Cr. 206. 

Tenn. — State v. Woodson, 5 
Humphr. 55. 

Tex.—Burd vy. State, 39 Tex. 509; 
Pilgrim v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 175, 
150 SW 1170; Hunter vy. State, 46 Tex. 
Cr. 498, 31 SW 730. : 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Sowerby, [1894] 2 
Q. B. 173; Rex v. Douglass, 1 Campb. 
212. 

[a] “Divers persons.”—An indict- 
ment for-selling by false weights 
must specify the person to whom 
the sale was made. It is not suffi- 
cient to charge that accused sold to 
“divers persons.” State v. Woodson, 
5 Humphr. (Tenn.) 55. 

{[b] Corporation, partnership, etc., 
defrauded.—(1) If the party de- 
frauded is an individual it is only 
necessary to allege his name, but if 
the party injured is a _ corporation 
that fact must be alleged. Whitaker 
v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 211 SW 787. (2) 
Where the name of the party de- 
frauded is not that of an individual, 
but such as might be applied to a 
corporation, partnership, or joint- 
stock association, it is necessary to 
state whether it is a corporation, 
partnership, or joint-stock associa- 
tion. State v. Horn, 93 Mo. 190, 6 SW 
96; State v. McChesney, 90 Mo. 120, 
1 SW 841; Whitaker v. State, supra; 
Nasets v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 32 SW 
698. See also infra text and notes 
25-28; and generally Indictments and 
Informations [22 Cye 351]. (3) An 
affidavit alleging that accused falsely 
pretended that he was the agent of 
a named company need not allege 
whether the company was a corpora- 
tion or a partnership, as it was not 
the party averred to have been in- 
jured. Houston y. State, 153 Ata. 
61, 45 S 228. (4) Allegations held 
sufficient to meet this requirement 
see Peo. v. Russell, 156 Cal. 450, 
105 P 416; Livingston v. State, 17 
Ga, A. 136, 86 SE 449. 

[cl Property obtained from agent. 
—(i) When goods are obtained from 
agent with authority to sell, the in- 
dictment may allege the agent as 
the person defrauded. Com. v. Blan- 
chette, 157 Mass. 486, 32 NE _ 658. 
(2) So where money belonging jointly 
to A, B, and C is obtained from the 
hand of A as the agent of B and C, 
the indictment properly lays it as 
obtained from A. Reg. v. Dent, 1 C. 
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Where such an 


[§- 60] (5) 


alleged.?° 


& K. 249, 47 ECL 249. (3) Where an 
indictment charges the obtaining of 
property by means of a false pre- 
tense made to an agent or servant, 
it is not necessary to charge that 
such agent or servant was at the 
time acting within:the scope of his 
authority. State v. Edwards, 124 
Md. 592, 92 A 1087. 

[d] Effect of omission.—Omission 
of the averment as to the person 
defrauded will render the indictment 
invalid. Current v. Peo., 60 Colo. 
362, 153 P 684; State v. Horn, 93 
Mo. 190, 6 SW 96; State v. McChes- 
90 Mo. 120, 1 SW_ 841. 

[e] In California, under Pen. Code 
§ 956, providing that when an of- 
fense involves the commission of, or 
attempt to, commit a private injury, 
and is described with sufficient cer- 
tainty to identify the act, an er- 
roneous allegation as to the person 
injured, or intended to be injured, 
is not material, an information 
charging that accused intended to 
cheat and defraud R and C and that 
he obtained money by false pre- 
tenses of C is good, although it does 
not appear that he accomplished his 
purpose as to R, who did not own 
the property acquired. Peo. ve 
Hines, 5 Cal. A. 122, 89-P 858. 

16, State v. Horn, 93 Mo. 190, 6 
SW 96; State vy. McChesney, 9) Mo. 
120, 1 SW 841; Peo. v. Fish, 4 Park. 
Cri GNay7 782065 { 

17. State v. Horn, 93 Mo. 190, 6 
SW 96; State v. McChesney, 90 Mo. 
120, 1 SW 841; Peo. v. Fish, Sheld. 
(CN. Y.)°537,-4 Park. Cr: 206; 

18. Ala.—Bazzell v. State, (A.) 
81 S 183; Mack v. State, 63 Ala. 138. 

Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmMSR 366. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rouss, 63 Misc. 135, 
118 NYS 438. 

N. C.—State v. Ridge, 125 N. C. 
658, 34 SEH 440; State v. Burke, 108 
Ns &@) 750) 512) SE 1000) 

Eng.—Sill v. Reg., 1 E. & B. 553, 
72 ECL 558, 118 Reprint 542. 

19. Rex vy. Leverton, 11 Alta. L. 
355, 34 DomLR 514, 28 CanCrCas 61, 
[1917] 2 WestWkly 584. 

20. Ala.—Bailey v. State, 159 Ala. 
4, 5, 48 S 791, 17 AnnCas 623 [quot 
Cye} 

Tll.—Peo. vy. Goodhart, 248 Ill. 378, 
94 NE 148. 

Minn.—State v. Hulder, 78 Minn. 
524, 81 NW 582. 

Mo.—State v. Turley, 142 Mo. 403, 
44 SW 267. 
armen v. Kauffman, 23 Pa, Dist. 
ee v. State, (Cr.) 43 SW 

[al It is not necessary to state 
the name or names of the person 
or persons connected with the corpo- 
ration to whom the false representa- 
tions were made. Peo. v. Goodhart, 
248 Ill. 373, 94 NE 148; State v. Hul- 
der, 78 Minn. 524, 81 NW 532; State 
v. Turley, 142 Mo. 403, 44 SW 267. 
Contra Pruitt v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 202 
SW 81. 
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ties it is sufficient to allege that the false pretenses 
were made to a partnership by its firm name.”> Ac- 
cording to others, however, where the persons alleged 
to have been defrauded compose a partnership, the 
indictment must contain the names of the individuals 
composing the partnership,?° or a proper excuse for 
the omission.27 And it has been held that. an allega- 
tion in an indictment that false representations were 
made to a firm composed of certain persons, whose 
names are given, is not sufficiently definite, but the 
name of the specific person to whom such represen- 
tations were made is necessary.?® 

Falsity. The indictment must nega- 
tive by special averment the truth of the pretense 
It is not, however, essential that the 
indictment should aver, in express terms, that the 


21. Roberts v. Peo., 9 Colo. 458, 
13 P 630; Ccm. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 


103, 49 NE 91; Peo. v. New York 
Geupey ChrOsrer adacy shy Oo Nee 


[a] Unnecessary to state names 
of officers.—An indictment need not 
state the names of city officers 
through whose hands the false rep- 
resentations had to go for approval 
before reaching the city treasurer, 
from whom the property was ob- 
tained; nor need it allege any repre- 
sentations made to the treasurer. 


Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 103, 49 
NE 91. 

22. Reg. v. Silverlock, [1894] 2 
Q._ B. 766. 

23. Bazzell v. State, (Ala. A.) 81 
S 183; Peo. v. Behee, 90 Mich. 356, 


51 NW 515; Owens v. State, 83 Wis. 
496, 53 NW 7386; Reg. v. Tully, 9 C. 
& P. 227, 38 ECL 142. But see Peo. 
v. Fitzgerald, 92 Mich. 328, 52 NW 
726 (the allegation, in an informa- 
tion for obtaining money for a char- 
ity under false pretenses that the 
person to whom the false represen- 
tations were made was a member of 
the copartnership of which the 
money was fraudulently obtained is 
sufficient to show the agency and au- 
thority to give in charity). 

24. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cye 351]. 

25. State v. Williams, 103 Ind. 235, 
2 NE 585; Stoughton y. State, 2 Oh. 
St. 562. 

26. State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 430, 
50 S 490; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 1083 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

[a] The christian and surnames 
of the individuals composing the 
partnership must be given. State v. 
Tatum, 96 Miss. 430, 50 S 490. 

27. State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 430, 
50 S 490. 

28. McLendon vy. State, 16 Ga. A. 


262, 85 SE 200. 
ei Us S:—USs"v. .Post, e113 ulled. 


Cal.—Peo. vy. Griffith, 122 Cal. 212, 
54 P 725; Peo. vy. Carpenter, 6 Cal. 
A. 281, 91. 809. 
pee tiem en v. State, 16 Fia. 

Ga.—McLendon v. State, 16 Ga. A. 
262, 85 SE 200; Jacobs v. State, 4 
Ga. .A. 509, 61 SE 924. 

197 TIL £633; 


Ill.—Keyes v. Peo., 
64 NE 730; Barton vy. Peo., 185 Ill. 


405, 25 NE 776, 25 AmSR 3875, 10 
fe eae Peo. v. Manns; 146 IIl. 


Ind.—Woodsmali v. State, 179 Ind. 
697, 102 NE 1380; Merrill v. State, 156 
Ind. 99, 59 NE 322; Campbell v. State, 
154 Ind. 309, 56 NE 665; Funk v. 
State, 149 Ind. 338, 49 NE 266; Pat- 
tee v. State, 109 Ind. 545, 10 NE 421; 


State v. Long, 103 Ind. 481, 3 NB 
169; State v. Timmons, 58 Ind. 98; 
Keller v. State, 51 Ind. 111; State 


v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 489. 
Towa.—State v. Loser, 132 Iowa 
419, 104 NW 337; State v. Webb, 26 
Towa 262. 
Kan,—State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


80 P 639, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 479; 
State v. Crane,54 Kan. 251,'38 P 
270; State v. Palmer, 50 Kan. 318, 32 
P 29; State vy. Metsch, 37 Kan. 222, 
ali Meh aay 

Ky.—Com. y. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 
165 SW 971; Com. v. Nunnelly, 124 
SW 313; Com. v. Caldwell, 121 SW 
480; Com. v. Viser, 70 SW 832, 24 
KyL 1161; Com. y. Sanders, 98 Ky. 
12, 32 SW 129, 17 KyL 544; Com, v. 
Still, 83 Ky. 275. 

Me.—State vy. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 
103 A 585. 

Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 
| Mass.—Com. v. Morrill, 8 Cush. 
571; Com. v. Hastman, 1 Cush. 189, 


48 AmD 596. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 
| 625, 64 NW. 488; Peo. v. Fitzgerald, 
| 92 «Mich. 328, 52 NW 726; Peo. v. 


| Behee, 90 Mich. 356, 51 NW 515; Peo. 
| SC aaa 71 Mich. 348, 38 NW 


Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
764, 60 S 774; State v. Mortimer, 82 
| Miss. 4438, 34 S 214; Smith v. State, 
55 Miss. 513. 
| Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
| State v. Roberts, 201 Mo. 702, 100 SW 
| 484; State v. De Lay, 93 Mo. 98, 5 
SW 607; State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140; 
|| State v. Peacock, 31 Mo. 413 


|| Mont.—State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 
| 112, 92 P 299, 
N. J.—State v. Murphy, 68 N. J. 


L. 235, 52 A 279; State v.. Riley, 65 
Nt Jew kn 6248 48 A 1536s" State ov. 
uxton, 65 Na J: 5. 605; 48. Ay 5353 
Cunningham y. State, 61 N. J. L. 666, 
40 A 696. 

N. Y.—Thomas v. Peo., 34 N. Y. 
351; Peo. v. Winner, 80 Hun 130, 30 
NYS 54; Barber v. Peo., 17 Hun 366; 
Peo. v. “Hart,.'35 “Mise.*182,-71 NYS 
492, 15 N. Y. Cr. 483; Peo. v. Gates, 
| 13 Wend. 311; Peo. v. Haynes, 11 
| Wend. 557 [rev on other grounds 14 
Wend. 546, 28 AmD 530]; Peo. v. 
| Stone, 9 Wend. 182; Skiff v. Peo., 2 
Rark, ‘Cr, “139. Peo- .v. Conger, 1 
Wheel. Cr. 448, 4 CityHallRec 65. 

N. C.—State v. Carlson, 171 N. C. 
818, 89 SE 30, 34; State v. Lambeth, 
80 N. C. 393; State v. Pickett, 78 N. C. 
458: State v. Burrows, 33 N. C. 477. 

N. D.—State v. Henderson, 176 NW 
126. 

Oh.—Horton vy. State, 85 Oh. St. 
13, 96 NE 797, 39 LRANS 423, Ann 
Cas1913B 90; State v. Trisler, 49 Oh. 
St. 583, 31 NE 881; Redmond v. State, 
35 Oh. St. 81; Winnett v. State, 18 
Oh. Cir: Ct, 515, 2 Oh. Cir. Dee: 245. 

Pa.—Com. v. Wallace, 114 Pa. 405, 
6 A 685, 60 AmR 353. But see Com. 
v. Rosenberg, 1 Pa. Co. 273 (where 
indictment charged the offense in the 


language of the statute); Com. v. 
Adley, 1 Pearson 62; Com. v. Gal- 
braith, 6 Phila. 281. 

Tenn.—Britt v. State, 9 Humphr. 
31; Jim v. State, 8 Humphr. 603; 
Tyler v. State, 2 Humphr. 37, 36 
AmD 293. 

Tex.—State v. Levi, 41 Tex. 563; 


State v. Dyer, 41 Tex. 520; Moore v. 
Staite, 81 Tex:-Cre 606, 197 SW 728; 
Hubbert v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 370, 
147 SW 267; Fairy v. State, 50 Tex. 
Cr. 396, 97 SW 700. But see Arnold 
v. State, 11 Tex. A. 472 (averments 
of falsity not necessary in an in- 
dictment for swindling since the act 
of March 26, 1881). 

Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 228, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645 
{cit Cyc]. 

Eng.—Hamilton v. Reg. 9 Q. B. 
271, 58 ECL 271, 115° Reprint 1277; 
Rex v. Airey, 2 Hast 30, 102 Reprint 
279; Rex v. Perrott, 2 M. & S. 379, 
105 Reprint 422, 8 ERC 117. 

[a] Negativing truth of pretense 
that accused was out of debt.—Where 
the charge is that accused falsely 
represented himself to be out of debt, 
the indictment should allege specific 
sums owed by him. Barber v. Peo., 
17 Hun (N. Y.) 366. 

[b] Negativing truth of pretense 
that property owned was not encum- 
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bered.—(1) In a prosecution for sell- 
ing encumbered property under a rep- 
resentation that it was clear, an al- 
legation of the information that at 
the time of the sale the property was 
encumbered by a mortgage  suffi- 
ciently charges that the mortgage 
was unpaid. State v. Wilson, 73 
Kani a3 54.9550 0 63 9enS4 2 187, oMlT 
AmSR 479. (2) Where it is charged 
as a part of the false pretenses that 


certain real estate was falsely rep-' 


resented to be free from prior encum- 
brances, the prior encumbrances 
should be set out or described. Mc- 
Lendon y. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 
200; Keller y. State, 51 Ind. 111. (3) 
An indictment for obtaining the sig- 
nature of a person to a note for the 
accommodation of accused by false 
representations that his real estate 
was free from all liens and encum- 
brances must State the nature of the 
alleged lien or encumbrance on the 
land. Peo, vy. Winner, 80 Hun 130, 
30 NYS 54. (4) An accusation under 
Pen. Code (1895) § 668, providing 
that a person who has given a lien 
under Civ. Code (1895) § 2800, giving 
a landlord a lien for supplies fur- 
nished, or any other lien, shall, when 
giving a new lien under that section 
on the same property to another per- 
son, inform such person if interro- 
gated as to the facts, of the amount 
of such prior lien and to whom given, 
and making him guilty of a misde- 
meanor if he shall give false infor- 
mation, must allege such facts as 
show that the prior lien alleged to 
have been given was, in fact, a valid 
subsisting lien on the same property 
on which the subsequent lien was 
given. Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. A. 509, 
61 SE 924. (5) A mechanie’s lien 
attaches as the material is furnished 
or labor performed, although, if a 
notice is not recorded within the 
time specified in the statute, the lien 
is not enforceable; and therefore an 
information for obtaining money un- 
der false pretenses, which shows that 
liens to the amount of six thousand 
dollars existed against certain prop- 
erty at the date of the representa- 
tions that the property was free 
from liens, and that subsequently, 
and within the statutory time, no- 
tices of lien were recorded, suffi- 
ciently avers the falsity of the repre- 
sentations. Peo. v. Moxley, 17 Cal. 
A. 466, 120 P 48. (6) In indictment 
for swindling by selling personal 
property on false representation that 
it was unencumbered, a mortgage 
must be set out with sufficient par- 
ticularity to accurately describe it, 
but not necessarily in full. Moore 
v. State, 81 Tex. Cr. 606, 197 SW 
728. 

[ec] Negativing truth of pretense 
of ownership.— (1) An indictment 
which alleged that accused, by 
falsely pretending to another that he 
owned certain timber and had a sum 
of money in the bank, obtained a 
certain sum and a horse from him, 
but for which false pretenses the 
owner would not have parted with 
his property, was insufficient for not 
negativing accused’s ownership of 
the property which he claimed _ to 
own. Com. v, Caldwell, (Ky.) 121 SwW 
480. (2) That accused was not and 
had never been the owner, etc., ig a 
sufficient denial of the truth of rep- 
resentations as to ownership. Mer- 
rill v. State, 156 Ind. 99, 59 NE 322. 

{d] Negativing pretense as to 
power to do certain thing.—When 
the pretense alleged is that accused 
had power to do a certain thing, the 
indictment must deny possession of 
the power, and the belief of the ac- 
cused in his power and the intent to 
use the power. U. S. v. Post, 113 
Fed, 852. f 

{e] Substantial not merely literal 
truth to be negatived.—An indictment 
for obtaining goods by false pre- 
tenses must negative the substantial 
truth, and not merely the literal 
truth, of the representation as a 
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pretense was ‘‘false.’’ °° Such averments must be | so certain, specific, and distinct 1 as to enable ac- 


means whereby accused obtained the 
credit. Redmond v. State, 35 Oh. St. 


81 
State, 


30. Britt v. 
(Tenn.) 31. 

31. Funk vy. State, 149 Ind. 338, 49 
NE 266; State vy. Bradley, 144 La. 
459, 80 S 657; State v. Murphy, 68 
N. J. L. 235, 52 A 279; Peo. v. Win- 
ner, 80 Hun 130, 30 NYS 54. And 
see cases supra note 29; infra this 
note. 

La] Averments held sufficient.— 
Gym Beckiva) Rogers sbeCalm Aare 3" 
169 BP. 399; Stoltz vy. Peo., "59° Colo: 
342, 148 P 865; Merrill v. State, 156 
Ind, 99, 59 NE 322; State v. Tripp, 
1i3 Iowa 698, 84 NW 546; Com. v. 
Whitney, 3 SW 533, 8 KyL 776; Com. 
v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 329, 47 NE 
1034; Peo. v. Fitzgerald, 92 Mich. 328, 
52 NW 726; State v. Hulder, 78 Minn. 
524, 81 NW 582; Oxx v. State, 59 
N. J. L. 99, 35 A 646; Peo. v. Hlite 
Distributing Co., 76 Misc. 577, 137 
NYS 235, 27 N.Y.Cr. 345; State v. Carl- 
son, 171 N. C. 818, 89 SE 30; State 
v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 409, 83 NW 869; 
Matter of Fitzpatrick, 21 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 519, 11 Oh. Cir. Dee. 695; Com. v. 
Wallace, 114 Pa. 405, 6 A 685, 60 
AmR 353; Com. vy. White, 24 Pa, 
Super. 178; Tyler vy. State, 2 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 37, 86 AmD 293; State v. 
Switser, 63 Vt. 604, 22 A 724, 25 
AmSR 789; State v. Ryan, 34 Wash. - 
597, 76 P 90; Baker v. State, 120 
Wis. 135, 97.NW 566; Rex v. Airey, 
2 East 30, 102 Reprint 279. (2) Indict- 
ment which states that accused sold a 
piano by representing that it was 
secondhand and that he had pur- 
chased it for two hundred and fifty 
dollars, which was less than it was 
worth, and that accused was not in 
fact the owner of the piano and had 
never owned it, is not insufficient in 
failing to specifically deny that ac- 
cused purchased the piano for two 
hundred and fifty dollars, since the 
allegation that he was not and had 
never been the owner was a suffi- 
cient denial thereof. Merrill v. State, 
156 Ind. 99, 59 NE 322. (3) Repre- 
sentation that accused had suffered 
a certain injury is sutticiently nega- 
tived by an averment that he “had 
not at any time received any injury 
whatever.” State v. Hulder, 78 Minn. 
52455 81 wN Wisi 32) (4) Where the 
false pretense alleged is that ac- 
cused represented that six men 
named had agreed to furnish him 
money to pay his debts, it is not 
necessary in negativing the represen= 
tation to allege that no one of the 
Six would furnish the money, for if 
all had not made the agreement the 
pretense was false even if one or all 
of them would furnish the money,, 
since the crime does not depend on 
whether prosecutor would suffer loss. 
State v. Switser, 63 Vt. 604, 22 A 724, 
25 AmSR 789. (5) An indictment 
charging accused with obtaining 
goods by false pretenses, setting out 
such statements and representations 
sufficiently negatives the pretenses 
by the averment that ‘all said state- 
ments and representations were false, 
and known to be false by the ac- 
cused when made.” Com. yv. Whitney, 
3 SW 5338, 534, 8 Kyl 776. (6) An 
indictment for false pretenses, which 
alleges that accused was legally en- 
titled to county warrants of a des- 
ignated value, for services as con- 
stable in small offense cases tried 
before a designated justice of the 
peace, but that he was not entitled 
to receive a county warrant of a 
larger sum designated, which he well 
knew, and that he drew from the 
county a warrant, including costs 
taxed in his favor on false bills of 
costs to a designated amount and 
also legal costs to a designated 
amount, sufficiently avers the false 
character of the pretenses. State v. 
Morgan, 109 Tenn. 157, 69 SW 970. 

{[b] Averments held insufficient.— 
(1) Peo. v. Carpenter, 6 Cal. A. 231, 
91 P 809; Peo. v. Behee, 90 Mich. 


9 Humphr. 
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cused to prepare his defense intelligently.°? 
not sufficient to allege that accused ‘‘falsely’’ rep- 
resented,*? or that ‘‘by such false and fraudulent 
pretense’’ he acquired the property,*+ or that he 
knew that the pretenses were false.** 
which are in the nature of negatives pregnant and 
admit an implication which destroys or renders im- 
material the effect of the pretenses charged are in- 
When necessary to apprise accused of 
the evidence he must meet, the negation of the 
truth of the pretense must allege affirmatively in 
what the falsehood consisted,*7 but in alleging the 
falsity of the pretense it is not necessary that all 


sufficient.*® 


the facts be set forth in detail.*§ 


ment that the pretense was false will be deemed suf- 


356, 51 NW 515; State v. Mortimer, 
82 Miss. 443, 34 S 214; State v. Rob- 
erts, 201 Mo. 702, 100 SW 484; State 
Van Drisler *.49 Oh, sSt.” 583,232 PNB 
881; Redmond v. State, 35 Oh. St. 
81. (2) An indictment which al- 
leges that accused sold a note exe- 
cuted by designated persons, repre- 
senting it was valid and that there 
was no legal defense thereto; that 
the note was null and void; and that 
defendants knew it was subject to a 
legal defense, is defective for failing 
to allege the facts showing the note 
to be void, and the facts constituting 
the legal defense thereto. Com. v. 
Viser, 70 SW 882, 24 KyL 1161. 

32. Funk v. State, 149 Ind. 338, 
49 NE 266; State v. Murphy, 68 N. J. 
L. 235, 52 A 279; State v. Luxton, 65 
N. J. L. 605, 48 A 535;. Peo. v. Win- 
ner, 80 Hun 130, 30 NYS 54. 

33. Cal.—Peo. v. Carpenter, 6 Cal. 
ANZSt, Gee 809: 

Ky.—Com. v. Sanders, 98 Ky. 12, 
32 SW 129, 17 KyL 544. 

’ Mich.—Peo. v. Behee, 90 Mich. 356, 
51 NW 515. 

Mo.—State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140. 

Pa.—Com. vy. Adley, 1 Pearson 62. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Kelleher, 14 Cox C. 
ihdse 4 Rex i-v. -Perott,! 2 Mo S&S. 
379, 105 Reprint 422. 

34. State v. Levi, 41 Tex. 563. 

85. State v. Bradley, 144 La. 459, 
80 S 657; Peo. v. Reynolds, 71 Mich. 
343, 38 NW 9238; State v. Pickett, 78 
N. C. 458; Moore v. State, 81 Tex. 
Cr. 606, 197 SW 728, 729 [cit Cyc]. 
But see Com. v. Scroggin, 60 SW 
528, 22 Kyl 132% (holding that the 
words “then and there well know- 
ing,” ete., to be sufficient as nega- 
tiving the truth of the pretense). 

36.) Peo! (vi) Griffith, 122-Cal® 212, 
54 P 725; State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 
(Ind:) 489; State v. Murphy, 68 N. J. 


235 eo) AN 2798 Cunningham V ve 
StateomeveN ws. 9 666; 40/Ae 696; 
State v. Trisler, 49 Oh. St. 583, 31 


NE 881; Redmond y. State, 35 Oh. St. 
81; Dillingham v. State, 5 Oh. St. 280. 

fa] Rule applied—(1) An indict- 
ment which charged the false pre- 
tense to be that R and six other 
persons owed accused three thousand 
dollars and which in negativing the 
pretense alleged that R and five other 
persons did not owe accused three 
thousand dollars is insufficient. State 
v. Smith, 8 Blackf. (Ind.) 489. (2) 
An averment that accused obtained 
the signature to a note for four hun- 
dred dollars by the pretense that 
he was engaged in an extensive spoke 
manufacturing business is not suffi- 
ciently negatived by an averment 
that he was “not engaged in an ex- 
tensive spoke manufacturing busi- 
ness,” since it only denies that the 
business was extensive, and a man 
might be good for four hundred dol- 


lars without having an extensive 
business. Dillingham v. State, 5 Oh. 
. St. 280. (3) An indictment charg- 


ing accused with falsely represent- 
ing that he was the owner of sev- 
eral parcels of land does not suffi- 
ciently negative the truth thereof by 
an allegation that defendant “was 
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It is 


So negations 
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A general aver- 


not then and there the owner of all 
of said real estate,’ since defendant 
might have been the owner of all 
Save an insignificant parcel of the 
land. State v. Trisler, 49 Oh. St. 
583, 31 NE 881. (4) An indictment 
for obtaining money by false repre- 
sentations, charging that defendant 
represented that he was the owner of 
and in the possession of certain land, 
and, by reason of such ownership 
and possession, had full authority to 
let it, and that, at the time accused 
made such representations, he was 
not the owner of and in the posses- 
sion of such land, and had no author- 
ity to let it, etc., is insufficient, as it 
does not deny that accused owned the 
land in question, nor that he was in 
possession thereof, but avers that he 
was not the owner “and” in posses- 
sion. _Péo. v. Griffith, 122° Cal. 212; 
54 P 725. 

37. Cal.—Peo. v. Carpenter, 6 Cal. 
A231, 3910 $09: 

Tll.—Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535. 

Ind.—Keller v. State, 51 Ind. 111. 

La.—State v. Bradley, 144 La. 459, 
80 S 657. 

Mo.—State vy. Stowe, 132 Mo. 199, 


33 SW 799. 

N. Y.—Peo. vy. Winner, 80 Hun 130, 
30 NYS 54. 
ite C.—State v. Lambeth, 80 N. C. 


Oh.—Du Brul vy. State, 80 Oh. St. 
52, 87 NE 887; State v. Trisler, 49 
Oh. St. 683, 31 NE 881. 

Tex.—Wills v. State, 24 Tex. A. 
400, 6 SW 316. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Wickham, 10 A. & E. 
34, 37 ECL 438, 113 Reprint 14. 

{a] Rule applied.—(1) Indictment 
charged the false pretense as being 
a representation that a promissory 
note delivered by accused was a good 
and valuable security, and negatived 
the representation merely by stating 
that the note “was not a good and 
valuable security for the sum of 
21 pounds or for any other sum.” 
The negation was defective in not 
stating in what respect the note 
was not valuable. Reg. v. Wickham, 
10 A. & EF. 34, 37 ECL 48, 113 Reprint 
14. (2) Indictment fatally defective 
which charged swindling by means of 
an invalid and spurious note which 
defendant represented to be valid 
and genuine, knowing the contrary, 
and which set out the note, appar- 
ently valid on its face, in hee verba, 
but did not allege the facts which 
rendered it worthless. Wills v. State, 
24 Tex, A. 400, 6 SW 316. (3) In- 
dictment is bad which charges ac- 
cused with obtaining property by 
falsely pretending to be the unquali- 
fied owner of certain horses ex- 
changed therefor, when such horses 
were in fact encumbered by. mort- 
gage, but fails to state the parties to 
the mortgage, or its date or amount, 
or the county where recorded, or 
whether possession was delivered to 
the mortgagee and retained by him, 
or whether the mortgage was re- 
corded. State v. Stowe, 132 Mo. 199, 
33 SW 799. (4) Indictmert for oh- 
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ficient after verdict.3? 
Several pretenses. 
alleged, they need not all be negatived; as only one 
need be proved to convict, so only the one relied on 
for conviction need be negatived.?® 
ever, several pretenses are charged, and the truth 
of some of them is not properly negatived, and a 
general verdict of guilty is rendered, the judgment 
will be reversed.*+ 
(6) Effectiveness. The indictment must 
show that the property was obtained by means of 
the false pretense alleged.# 
charge in terms or in substance that the person de- 
frauded relied upon the truth of the false state- 
ment, pretense, or token, and was induced thereby 


Where several pretenses are 


Where, how- 


The indictment should 


taining money by a mortgage on a 
particular lot of cattle which accused 
did not own, by means of false rep- 
resentations as to the ownership 
thereof, is not defective in failing 
to allege that accused had no other 
cattle on which he gave the mort- 
gage, nor that the money loaned was 
not secured by other cattle. Moore 
Vv. Peo.,. 190; Tl. 3347 6O0UNE5 35. 9105) 
An allegation that the false pretense 
was that agcused said a horse which 
he traded to prosecutor “was all 
right,” whereas in truth it was not 
all right, but diseased to such an 
extent as to render it worthless, is 
not a sufficient negativing; the in- 
dictment should allege in what re- 
spects the horse was not all right. 
State v. Lambeth, 80 N. GC. 393. 
Contra Waterman y. State, 114 Ga. 
262, 40 SE 262. 

38. State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 112, 
S2aP 299: 

39, State! v.eLuxton, 60N-) eee 
605, 48 A 535. 

Rae Ind.—State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 
La.—State v. Seipel, 104 La. 67, 
28 S 880. 

Mass.—Com. vy. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
248, 52 NE 77; Com. v. Sessions, 169 
Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034; Com. v. Ste- 
venson, 127 Mass. 446; Com. v: Mor- 
rill,, 82 Cush 7-571. 

N. J.—Cunningham y. State, 61 
N. J. L. 666, 40 A 696. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Peckens, 153 N. Y- 
576, 47 NE 888; Peo. v. New York 
County Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. ‘436; 
Thomas, v. Peo., 34 N. Y. 351; Biel- 
schofsky v. Peo., 3 Hun 40 [aff 5 
Thomps. & C. 277]; Peo. v. Higbie, 
66 Barb. 131; Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 
311; Peo. vy. Haynes, 11 Wend. 557 
[rev on other grounds 14 Wend. 546]; 
Peo. v. Stone, 9 Wend. 182; Skiff v. 
Pe0.92 sPark? Cra. #395 

N. D.—State v. Henderson, 176 NW 


126. 
Tex.—Brown v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
Ree. 9.9. 8 


22 SW 22. 
Eng.—Hamilton v. 
271, 58 ECL 271, 115 Reprint 1277. 
41. Ree. v. Wickham, 10 A. & E. 
345-9374 ECL -43,,-1138 Reprint 14.7" 
42. Ala.—Tennyson v. State, 97 
Ala. 78, 12 S 391; Copeland v. State, 
97 Ala. 30, 12 S 181; Cowles v. State, 
50 Ala. 454. 
Ark.—Roberts v. State, 85 Ark. 435, 
437, 108 SW 842 [quot Cyc]. 


Cal.—Peo. v. Cadot, 188 Cal. 527, 
Ty P6495) "Peo. Via, Haas) 285 Cal.iAc 
182, 151 P 672; Pee-cv: Bliss, :(A\) 


190 P 1046; Peo. y. Kahler, 26 Cal. 
A. 4495 147 P 228: Peo. v: White, 7 
Cal. A. 99, 93 P 683 [quot Cyc]; Peo. 
Va Hines, 65: Cal. A. 1:22. 289 9 P iehee 
See also Dis. op. Peo. v. Griesheimer, 


176 Cal. 44, 167 P 521, 526 [quot 
Cyel. 
ames oie v. Penley, 27 Conn. 


Fla.—Cook v. State, 51 Fla. 36, 40 
S 490; Jones v. State, 22 Fla. 532; 
Pendry v. State, 18 Fla. 191; Ladd 
v. State. 17 Fla. 215. 

Ga.—Jackson v. State, 118 Ga. 125, 
44 SE 833; McLendon y. State, 16 Ga. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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to part with his money or property.4® No particular 
form of words is, however, necessary for this pur- 
Any words that express this idea or from 
which it can be clearly inferred will be sufficient.*® 
An allegation that ‘‘by means of the false pre- 
tense,’’ or ‘‘relying on the false pretense,’’ or the 
like, is sufficient where it is apparent that the deliv- 


pose.*# 


A. 262, 85 SE 200; Jacobs v. State, 
4 Ga. A. 509, 61 SE 924. 

ill.—Peo. vy. Holtzman, 272 Ill. 447, 

112 NH 370. 
- Ind.—State v. Ferris, 171 Ind. 562, 
86 NE 993, 41 LRANS 1738; Clark 
Womotate, 166 Ind. 288, 77 (NE 52: 
State v. Connor, 110 Ind. 469, 11 NE 
454; State v. Williams, 103 Ind. 235, 
2 NE 585; Abbott v. State, 59 Ind. 
70; Clifford *v. State, 56 Ind. 245; 
Jones v. State, 50 Ind. 473; Todd v. 
State, 31 Ind. 514: Johnson y. State, 
11 Ind. 481; State v. Orvis, 13 Ind. 569. 

Iowa.—State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 
15, 88 NW 715; State v. Neimeier, 66 
Iowa 634, 24 NW 247; State v. Dowe, 
27 lowa 2738, 1 AmR 271. 

Kan.—State vy. Metsch, 37 Kan. 
222,15 P 251. 

Ky.—Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228; Bryant v. Com., 104 Ky. 
593, 47 SW 578, 20 KyL 790. 

Meé.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 
oe A 585; State v. Philbrick, 31 Me. 

Mass.—Com. vy. Dunleay, 153 Mass. 
330, 26 NE 870; Com. v. Lee, 149 
Mass. 179, 21 NE 299; Com. v. Howe, 
132 Mass. 250; Com. v. Stevenson, 127 
Mass. 446; Com, v. Parmenter, 121 
Mass. 354; Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
481; Com. v. Dean, 110 Mass. 64; Com. 
v. Hooper, 104 "Mass. 549; Com. v. 
Lincoln, 11 Allen 233; Com. v. Jef- 


_fries, 7 Allen 548, 83 AmD 712; Com. 


v. Goddard, 4 Allen 312; Com. v. Lan- 
nan, 1 Allen 590; Com. v. Strain, 10 
Mete. 521; Com. v. Harley, 7 Metc. 
462. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Brown, 71 Mich. 296, 
38 NW 916; Peo. v. Cline, 44 Mich. 
290, 6 NW 671; Enders v. Peo., 20 
Mich. 233. ‘ 

Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 532; State v. Thaden, 43 


“Minn. 325, 45 NW_ 614 


Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
7164, 60 S 774; State v. Mortimer, 82 
Miss. 443, 34 S 214; Denley v. State, 
£2. S698. 

Mo.—State v. Plotner, 185:‘SW 192; 
State v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 153 SW 
1010; State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 111 
SW 18; State v. Pickett, 174 Mo. 663, 
74 SW 844; State v. Smallwood, 68 
Mo. 192; State v. Vorback, 66 Mo. 
168; State v. Saunders, 63 Mo. 482; 
State v. Evers, 49 Mo. 542; State v. 
Bonnell, 46 Mo. 395. 

Mont.—State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 
112, 92 P 299; Terr. v. Underwood, 
3 Mont. 131, 19 P 398. 

Nebr.—Cowan vy. State, 22 Nebr. 
519, 35 NW 405. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
34 A 461. 

N. M.—State v. Faggard, 25 N. M. 
TOL) PA t48. : 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rice, 128 N. Y. 649, 
29 NE 146; Peo. v. Jefferey, 82 Hun 
409; -31 NYS! 267; Clark v. Peo., 2 
Lans. 329; Peo. v. Higebie, 66 Barb. 
131: Peo. v. Gates, 13 Wend. 311; Peo. 
vy. Herrick, 13 Wend. 87; Peo. v. Con- 
ger, 1. Wheel. Cr. 448, 4 CityHallRec 
65 


Oh.—Norris v. State, 25 Oh. St. 
MILT dks PNG RGU RS PASI 

Okl.—Taylor vy. Terr., 2 Okl. Cr. 1, 
99 P 628. 

Or.—State v. Bloodsworth, 25 Or. 
Bios 1028. $ 

Pa.—Com. v. Binkley, 16 Pa. Dist. 
FAS" 32 Pa, Co. 628, 10 Del. Go: 144, 
23 LanecLRev 352. 

Tenn.—State v. Tate, 6 Humphr. 
424,, 

Tex.—Albertson v. State, 84 Tex. Cr. 
574, 208 SW 923; Johnson vy. State, 
57 Tex. Cr. 347, 123 SW 143; Robin- 
son v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 353, 132 SW 
354; Hunter v. State, 46 Tex. Cr. 
498, 81 SW 730; Hurst v. State, 39 
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Tex. Cr. 196, 45 SW »73; Cummings 
Vil SCALE 10 09 Lex. | Crees o2 e368 IS Ww: 
266; Nasets .v. State, (Cr.) 32 SW 
698; Curtis v. State, 31 Tex. Cr. 39, 
19 SW 604; Hightower v. State, 23 
Tex. A. 451, 5 SW 343; Mathena vy. 
State, 15 Tex. A. 473; Lutton v. State, 
14 Tex. A. 518; White v. State, 3 Tex. 
A. 605. 

eile Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 


Wis.—State y. Green, 7 Wis. 676. 

Wyo.—Haines vy. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
Smee 

Eing.—Reg. y. Kelleher, L. R. 2 Ir. 
Ul Ree ves ClLOSsa UnCox. 6. Cw 494% 
mvc Vv. Reed, 7 C. & Ps 848, 32 HCL 


{a] Indictments held sufficient.— 
Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 23 S 155; 
Addington v. State, 16 Ala. A. 10, 
74 S 846; Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001; Peo. v. Henninger, 
20 Cal. A. 79, 128 P 352; McLendon 
v. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200; 
State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 15, 83 NW 
1195, stater va *Ternill;, 8% Kan. 745, 
125 P 65; Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228; State v. Jordan, 34 La. 
Ann. 1219; Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
103, 49 NE 91; Com. v. Blanchette, 
157 Mass. 486, 32 NE 658; Com. v. 
Howe, 132 Mass. 250; Com. v. Lin- 
coln, 11 Allen (Mass.) 233; Com. v. 
Nason, 9 Gray (Mass.) 125; Peo. v. 
Stockwell, 185 Mich. 341, 97 NW 765; 
Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 Mich. 562, 
81 NW 565; Peo. v. Spiegel, 143 N. Y. 
107, 38 NE 284 [aff 75 Hun 161, 26 
NYS 1041]; Peo. v. Baker, 137 App. 
Div. 824, 122 NYS 516; State v. Mor- 
gan, 109 Tenn. 157, 69 SW 970; Fairy 
Vo Stateyib04 Lex, ;-Crs 396) /97 {SW 
700; May v. State, 17 Tex. A. 213; 
State y. Phelps, 41 Wash. 470, 84 P 
4 


24. 

[b] Indictments held insufficient. 
—Clark v. State, 166 Ind. 288, 77 NE 
52; Stifel v. State, 163 Ind. 628, 72 NE 
600; State v. Saunders, 63 Mo. 482. 

[ec] In Texas (1) under the act of 
1881, prescribing “the requisites of 
indictments in certain cases,” the in- 
dictment in a prosecution for swin- 
dling must allege that accused ob- 
tained the property by means of the 
false representations; an averment 
that the person swindled believed the 
false pretense and by reason thereof 
parted with his.property is not suffi- 
cient. Ervin v. State, 11 Tex. A. 536. 
(2) Nor is this requisite fulfilled by 
averring in the conclusion of the in- 
dictment that the owner was swin- 
dled out of property by means of 
such fraudulent representations, Ep- 
person vy. State, 42 Tex. 79. 

43. Peo. v. Haas, 28 Cal. A. 182, 
151 P 672; Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228; State v. Miller, 47 Or. 
562, 85 P 81, 6 LRANS 365. 


44. Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228. 

45. Smith v. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228. 

46. Ala.—Addington y. State, 16 
Ala. A. 10, 74 S 846. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Canfield, 28 Cal. A. 
792, 154 P 33. 

Ind.—State v. Williams, 103 Ind. 


235, 2 NE 585; Clifford v. State, 56 
Ind. 245. 
Towa.—State v. Neimeier, 66 Iowa 
634, 24 NW 247. 
Kan.—State v. Hinshaw, 92 Kan. 
1007, 1009, 142 P 960 [quot Cyc]. 
v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 


7s eo Wa Beg, 
Mass.—Com. v. Hulbert, 12 Metc. 
446 


Mich.—Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 
Mich. 562, 81 NW 565; Peo. v. Kin- 
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ery of the property was the natural result of the 
pretense alleged.*® 
natural connection between the pretense and the 
delivery of the property, such additional facts as 
are necessary to show the relation must be alleged.47 
While in some jurisdictions it has been usual to 
allege specifically that the prosecutor believed the 


When there appears to be no 


ney, 110 Mich. 97, 67 NW 1089; Peo. 
v. Jacobs, 35 Mich. 36; Enders v. Peo., 
20. Mich. 233. 

Miss.—State vy. Dodenhoff, 88 Miss. 
277, 40 S 641. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875. 

Nebr.—Cowan vy. State, 22 Nebr. 
519, 34 NW 405. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
34 A 461. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rice, 29 NE 146*mem 
{aff 13 NYS 161]; Peo. v. Elite Dis- 
tributing Co., 76 Mise. 577, 137 NYS 
235, 27. N. Y. Cr. 345; Clark v. Peo., 
peng 329; Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park Cr. 


N. C.—State v. Claudius, 164 N. C. 
521, 80 SE 261. 

Wis.—State v. Solomon, 158 Wis. 
146, 147 NW 640, 148 NW 1095, Ann 
Cas1916E 309. 

47. Ala.—Bazzell v. State, (A.) 81 
S 183; Jenkins v. State, 97 Ala. 66, 
12 S 110; Cheshire v. State, 8 Ala. 
A. 253, 62 S 994. 

Ark.—Roberts v. State, 85 Ark. 435, 
437, 108 SW 842 [quot Cyc]. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Bliss, 190 P 1046; Peo. 
Vv. “Neetens, ) CA.) 0184 "Py 2757 Reo. vi 
Kahler;..26 Cal, A. 449, 147 BP 228: 
Peo. ve Whiter 7 Cals Asi99,5 101), 93 
P 683 [quot Cyc]; Peo. v. Canfield, 
28 Cal, A. 792, 795, 154 P 33, [quot 
Cyels Seexsalso {Dis opin) Peow iv. 
Griesheimef, 176. Cal.’ 445,167 P 521, 
526 [quot Cyc]. 

Om aa oorls 


Fla.—Green v. State, 
4197S otl2*Cliftonwy),,State,) 76 ala. 
244, 79 S 707; Pendry v. State, 18 
Fla. 191; Ladd v. State, 17 Fla. 215. 
Ill.—Simmons v. Peo., 187 Ill. 327, 
58 NE 384 [rev 88 Ill. A. 334]. 
Ind.—Stifel v. State, 163 Ind. 628, 
72 NE 600; Campbell v. State, 154 
Ind. 309, 56 NE 665; State v. Miller, 
153 Ind. 229, 54 NE 808; State v. 
Williams, 103 Ind. 235, 2 NE 585; 
Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 504; Cooke 
v. State, 83 Ind. 402; Jones v. State, 
50 Ind. 473; State v. Orvis, 13 Ind. 
569; Johnson y. State, 11 Ind. 481. 
eek aes v. Anderson, 47 Iowa 
Me.—State v. Philbrick, 31 Me. 401. 
Mass.—Com. v. Dunleay, 153 Mass. 
330, 26 NE 870; Com. v. Jeffries, 7 
Allen 548, 83 AmD 712; Com. vy. God- 
dard, 4 Allen 312; Com. v. Lannan, 
race 590; Com, v. Strain, 10 Metc. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Brown, 71 Mich. 296, 
38 NW 916; Peo. v. McAllister, 49 
Mich. 12, 12 NW 891; Enders v. Peo., 
20 Mich. 233. 
Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
Lee oy S 774; Denley v. State, 12 
S 698. 


Mo.=-State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 
13 SW 827; State v. Bonnell, 46 Mo. 
Be) 

Nebr.—Moline v. State, 67 Nebr. 
164, 93 NW 228; Jacobs v. State, 31 
Nebr. 33, 47 NW 422. 

N. J.—Roper yv. State, 58 N. J. Ll. 
420,33) Ay 969, 

N. Y.—Conger’s Case, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
448, 4 CityHallRee 65. 

N. C.—State v. Claudius, 164 N. C. 
521, 80 SE 261; State v. Whedbee, 
152 N. C. 770, 67 SE 60, 27 LRANS 
363; State v. Dickson, 88 N. C. 643; 
State v. Fitzgerald, 18 N. C. 408. 

Oh.—Ré€dmond y. State, 35 Oh. St. 
81. 

Tex.—State v. Baggerly, 21 Tex. 
757; Farmer v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 440, 
213 SW 669; Moore v. State, 81 Tex. 
Cr. 606, 197 SW 728; Robinson v. 
State, 60 Tex. Cr. 353, 132 SW .354; 
Hurst. iv. State; 39 ‘Tex. Cro 7196," 45 
SW 5738; Peckham v. State, (Cr.) 
28 SW 532; Lutton v. State, 14 Tex. 
UNG ay sy 

Wash.—State v. Ryan, 34 Wash. 


630 [25C.J.] 


false representations to be true,*® this is not essen- 
tial under the common form of statute.*® 
ment of prosecutor’s belief, if necessary at all,>° is 
sufficient without alleging that he believed such rep- 
resentations ‘‘to be true.’’ 51 It has been held, how- 
ever, that the indictment should directly and clearly 
allege that the person from whom the money or 


other thing of value was received 


the false pretense or false token.>? 
sary to allege specifically that prosecutor relied on 
the pretense, if the connection between the pretense 
and the obtaining is otherwise sifficiently shown by 
Nor is it necessary to allege spe- 
cifically how the false pretense was calculated to in- 
duce the prosecutor to part with his property,®4 
nor that the false pretense was capable of inducing 
him to part with it,°> nor that, except for the false 
pretense, the prosecutor would not have parted with 
Where an indictment alleges a false state- 


the indictment.®* 


1,56 


597, 76 P 90; State v. Bokien, 14 
Wash. 403, 44 P 889. 

Wis.—State v. Solomon, 158 Wis. 
146, 147 NW 640, 148 NW 1095, Ann 
Cas1916E 309; Owens v. State, 83 
Wis. 496, 58 NW 736. 

Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
13 P 8. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Martin, L. R. 1 C..C. 
56; Reg. v. Fry, 7 Cox C. C. 394; 
Rex v. Reed, 7 C. & P. 848, 82 ECL 
904. Contra Hamilton v. Reg., 9 Q. 
B. 271, 58 ECL 271, 115 Reprint 1277. 

{a] Averments as to sale or ex- 
change.—(1) It is sometimes neces- 
sary under this rule, when the goods 
are obtained under a contract of sale 
or exchange, to aver in terms that 
prosecutor was induced to sell or ex- 
change and did seil or exchange the 


property. State v. Miller, 153 Ind. 
229, 54 NE 808; State v. Williams, 
103 Ind. 235, 2 NE 585; Cooke v. 


State, 83 Ind. 402; Com. v. Strain, 10 
Metce. (Mass.) 521. (2) But when the 
indictment contains other averments 
showing the connection between the 
pretense and the obtaining, this spe- 
cific averment is not essential. State 
v. Jordan, 34 La. Ann. 1219; Com. v. 
O’Brien,’ 172 Mass. 248, 52 NE 77; 
State v. Bokien, 14 Wash. 403, 44 P 
889; Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
13 P 8. Contra State v. Philbrick, 
31 Me. 401. (3) Where the allega- 
tion was that for the purpose of ob- 
taining “credit” certain false repre- 
sentations were made, and that by 
means thereof accused did then and 
there obtain from _ prosecutor “on 
credit certain goods,” etc., the indict- 
ment should have shown whether the 
goods were obtained as a result of 
negotiations for a purchase, loan, or 
exchange. State v. Williams, 103 Ind. 
235, 2 NE 585. (4) An indictment 
for obtaining property by false pre- 
tenses, which alleges that accused, in- 
tending to cheat and defraud A, made 
to him certain false representations 
respecting a horse, which A believed, 


and being deceived thereby was in-. 


duced to purchase and receive of ac- 
cused the horse, and gave and de- 
livered to accused certain property in 
payment therefor, does not  suffi- 
ciently set forth that A purchased 
the horse respecting which the false 
representations were made, or parted 
with his property by reason thereof. 
Com. v. Lannan, 1 Allen (Mass.) 590. 

48. Com. v. Dunleay, 153 Mass. 
330, 26 NE 870; Com. v. Lee, 149 
Mass. 179, 21 NE 299; Com. v. Howe, 
132 Mass. 250; Com, v. Stevenson, 
127 Mass. 446; Com. v. Pamenter, 121 
Mass. 354: Com. v. Dean, 110 Mass. 
64; Com. v. Hooper, 104 Mass. 549; 
Com. v. Lincoln, 11 Allen 233; Com. 
v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 548, 83 AmD 712; 
Com. v. Nason, 9 Gray 125. 

49. State v. Williams, 103 Ind. 
235, 2 NE 585; Com. v. Sessions, 169 
Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034; Com. v. Hul- 
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An aver- 


ficient.57 
was deceived by 
It is not neces- 


fraud.®8 
service.®° 


ment.® 


| bert, 12 Metce. (Mass.) 446. 

| [a] In Georgia an indictment for 
cheating and swindling under Pen. 
Code (1895) § 670 must allege that 
the prosecutor believed or relied on 
the statements made by the accused. 
epee v. State, 118 Ga. 125, 44 SH 


833. 

{b] In Missouri an information 
charging accused with having drawn 
a check upon a bank with intent to 
cheat and defraud, in violation of L. 
(1913) p 222, is fatally defective if 
it fails to allege that the bank upon 
which the check was drawn believed 
the false pretenses made by accused 
to be true. State v. Burton, 213 SW 


424. 

50. Com, v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 
329, 47 NE 1034. : 

51. State v. Balliet, 63 Kan. 707, 
66 P 1005; Com. v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 
329, 47 NE 1034; State v. Vorback, 66 
Mo. 168. 

52. Pruitt v. State, 75 Fla. 448, 78 
S 425; Strickland v. State, 51 Fla. 
129, 40 S 178; Cook v. State, 51 Fla. 
36, 40 S 490. See also Com. v. Dun- 
leay, 153 Mass. 330, 26 NE 870 (in- 
dictment should allege in some form 
distinctly that the prosecutor was 


deceived by the false pretense). 

53. Conn.—State v. Penley, 27 
Conn, 587. 

Iowa.—State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 
15, 88 NW 715; State v. McConkey, 
49 Iowa 499. 


Kan.—State v. Hinshaw, 92 Kan. 
1007, 142 P 960. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Jacobs, 35 Mich. 36. 

Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 532. : 

Miss.—State v. Dodenhoff, 88 Miss. 
277, 40 S 641. 

Mo.—State v. Roberts, 201 Mo. 702, 
100 SW 484. 

N. H.—State v. King, 67 N. H. 219, 
34 A 461. 

N. J.—Oxx v. State, 59 N. J. L 
99, 35 A 646; State v. Vanderbilt, 27 
Ni) Je. 3.28. : 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Sattlekau, 120 App. 
Div. 42, 104 NYS 805; Peo. v. Jefferey, 
82. Hun’ “409, 81, NYS: 2673. Peo.p v. 
Rice, 13 NYS 161 [aff 128 N. Y. 649 
mem, 29 NE 146 mem]; Clark v. 
Peo., 2 Lans. 329. 

Oh.—Norris -v. State, 25 Oh. St. 
217, 18 AmR 291, P 

Or.—State v. Bloodsworth, 25 Or. 
83.9384 P1023: 

Sean ies v. State, 14 Tex. A. 
Wash.—State v. Ryan, 34 Wash. 
59M; F76ae 190: 

Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54. 

54. Thomas v. Peo., 34 N. Y. 351. 

55. Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 
20 es: ted: 

56. Smith vy. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 
133 SW 228 [in effect overr Bryant v. 
Com., 104 Ky. 598, 47 SW 578]. 

57. Whitaker v. State, 11 Ga. A. 
208, 75 SE 258. 


ment, and the statement relates to a number of dif- 
ferent facts, it is not necessary that the indictment 
should allege that loss resulted from each and all 
of these statements which proved untrue, but, if it is 
alleged that any one of the material false state- 
ments resulted in loss, the indictment will be suf- 
The same general rules apply when the 
false pretense used is a token; the indictment must 
show that it was by means of the falseness of the 
token that dccused was able to perpetrate the 
And these rules apply also to indictments 
for obtaining the signature of another by false pre- 
tenses,°® or for obtaining property by a promise of 
An allegation of a false promise as well 
as of a false pretense, as an inducement for parting 
with the property, will not invalidate the indict- 
A defect in the indictment: arising from 
failure to show the connection between the false pre- 
tense and the obtaining is a material one ©? and is 


58. State v. Boon, 49 N. C. 463; 
Reg. v. Closs, 7 Cox C. C. 494. 

{a] Sufficient averment.—It is not 
necessary to allege that the token 
was delivered in exchange for the 
property; an averment that accused 
obtained the property by means of 
the false token is sufficient. State v-. 
Boon, 49 N. C. 463; State v, Ryan, 34 
Wash..)597, 76:.P: 90, 

59. Simmons v. Peo., 187 Ill. 327, 
331, 58 NE 384 [rev on other grounds 
88 Ill. A. 334]; Com. v. Lacey, 158 
Ky. 584, 165 SW 971. 

“The connection between the pre- 
tenses and obtaining the signature 
must appear either by a natural con- 
nection between them or by facts 
properly averred, so that the facts 
will lead to a necessary legal con-. 
clusion of the guilt of the defend- 
ant.” Simmons vy. Peo., supra. 

{a] Unnecessary averments.—In- 
dictment for the fraudulent obtain- 
ing the signature of another to a 
writing is not required to charge that 
the representations that induced the 
signer to execute and deliver the in- 
strument were material, or that he 
suffered, or might thereafter suffer 
any loss or damage on account of the 
signing of such instrument. Com. vy. 
Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 165 SW 971. 

60. Tennyson v. State, 97 Ala. 78, 
12 S 391; Copeland vy. State, 97 Ala. 
30, 12 S 181. 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) An indict- 
ment charging that accused, “with 
intent to injure or defraud, entered 
into a contract in writing with 
{prosecutor], for an act of service, 
and obtained from said [prosecutor] 
twenty-seven and 90-100 dollars, and 
with like intent, and without just 
cause, and without refunding such, 
refused to perform such act or sery- 
ice,” is insufficient, since it fails ta 
charge that by the contract accused 
bound himself to perform the act or 
service, and also because it fails to 
aver that by means of such promise 
accused obtained either money or 
other personal property. Tennyson vy: 
State, 97 Ala. 78, 12 S 391. (2) An in- 
dictment alleging that accused en- 
tered into such a contract “and” ob- 
tained certain property is fatally de- 
fective, in that it fails to allege that 
the property was obtained “by rea- 
son of” accused’s having entered into 
the contract. Copeland v. State, 97 
Ala. 30, 12 S 181. 

61. Peo. v. Sattlekau, 120 App. 
Div. 42, 104 NYS 805; Com. v. Wal- 
lace, 114 Pa. 405, 6 A 685, 60 AmR: 
358; Pickens v. State, 78 Tex. Cr. 
34, 180 SW 234. 

62. Ark.—Roberts v. State, 85 
Ark. 435, 437, 108 SW 842 [quot Cyc]. 

Cal.—Peo. v. White, 7 Cal. A. 99, 
101, 98 P 683 [quot Cyc}. But see 
Peo. v. Neetens, (A.) 184 P' 27 (an 
information failing to make such 
averment is defective but probably. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“§§ 61-64] 


not cured by verdict.® 

[§ 62] b. As to Obtaining—(1) In General. It 
must be alleged in the indictment in terms, or in 
words equivalent thereto, that accused obtained the 
property, since the obtaining is an essential element 


of the crime.** 


[§ 63] 


to him.® 


not fatally so); Peo. v. Griesheimer, 
176 Cal. 44, 167 P 521 (failure to 
show the casual connection between 
the pretense and the surrender of 
property is not a ground for re- 
versal). 

Fla.—Clifton v. State, 76 Fla. 244, 
79 S 707. 
gue coe enders v. Peo., 20 Mich. 
Eng.—Rex v. Reed, 7 C. & P. 848, 
32 ECL 904. 

63. Roberts v. State, 85 Ark. 435, 
108 SW 842 [quot Cyc]; Peo. v. 
White, 7 Cal. A, 99, 93 P 683 [quot 
Cye]; Enders vy. Peo., 20 Mich. 233. 
But see Davis v. State, 134 Wis. 632, 
115 NW 150 (construing St. [1898] 
§ 4669). ° 

64. U. S—ZJones v. U. S., 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647. 

Fla.—Elliott v. State, 77 Fla. 611, 
82 S 139. 

Ga.—McLendon y. State, 16 Ga. A. 
262, 85 SE 200. 
fe Ill.—Peo. v. Holtzman, 195 Ill. A. 


3. 
Ind.—State v. Connor, 110 Ind. 469, 
11 NE 454. 

Kan.—State v. Lewis, 26 Kan. 123. 

Ky.—Bryant v. Com., 104 Ky. 593, 
47 SW 578, 20 KyL 790. 

Me,—State v. Paul, 69 Me. 215. 

Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 

Mass.—Com. y. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
248, 52 NE 77. 

Miss.—State v. Freeman, 103 Miss. 
764, 60 S 774. 

Mo.—State v. Plotner, 185 SW 192; 
State v. Hubbard, 170 Mo. 346, 70 
SW 883; State v. Kelly, 170 Mo. 151, 
70 SW 477; State v. Phelan, 159 Mo. 
122, 60 SW 71; State v. Chapel, 117 
Mo. 639, 23 SW 760; State v. Clay, 
100 Mo. 571, 13 SW 827. 

Nev.—In re Waterman, 29 Nev. 288, 
te 291, 11 LRANS 424, 13 AnnCas 
926. 

N. Y.—wWillis v. Peo., 19 Hun 84; 
Peo. v. New York County Ct. Gen. 
Sess., 13 Hun 395; Skiff. v. Peo. 2 
Park. Cr. 139. 

Oh.—Kennedy v. State, 34 Oh. St. 
310; Matter of Fitzpatrick, 21 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 519, 11 Oh. Cir. Dec. 695. 


Oki. —-Taylor .v. Terr., 2, Oki. Cr. 
1, 99 P 628. 
Tex.—Albertson v. State, 84 Tex. 


Cr. 574, 208 SW 923; Moore v. State, 
Si Tex. Cr. .606,. 197. SW .728;. Price 
VaeEstate,.. 49. tex, .Cr., 131,..91 Sw. 
571; Faulk v. State, 38 Tex. Cr. 77, 
41 SW 616; Cannon y. State, (A.) 15 
Sw_ 117. i 


Wash.—State _ v. 
Wash. 512, 39 P 966. 

W. Va—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 
Wis.—State v. 143 Wis. 


Knowlton,: 


54 


405, 127 NW 956. 
[a] Rule applied.—An indictment 
for obtaining a bill of sale or mort- 


Brown, 


gage of personal property by false 


pretenses must aver that the instru- 
ment was assigned or transferred to 
accused by the owner or that some- 
thing more passed to accused than 
the mere paper on which the instru- 
ment was written. State v. Blizzard, 
70 Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 

[b] “Obtaining,” as used in an 
indictment charging a person with 
obtaining money under false pre- 
tenses, means the same as the word 
“set,” in its sense of “acquire,” that 
is, the word means not so much a 
defrauding or depriving another of 


: (2) Averment of Delivery. 
dictment avers that accused obtained the property, 
it need not allege that the property was delivered 
: An indictment for obtaining a signature 
to an instrument by false pretenses must state that 
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accused,®& 
[§ 64] «. 


Se As to Property Obtained—(1) 
scription—(a) In General. 
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the instrument was delivered to accused, or, what 
1s equivalent, that the signature was obtained by 


De- 
The property alleged 


to have been obtained must be described with such 


If the in- 


his property, as the obtaining of 
some benefit by accused. Peo. v. 
New York County Ct. Gen. Sess., 13 
HunwicNer ¥5)--o95;>, 4003 

[c] “Induced.”.—-(1) An _ indict- 
ment alleging that accused by false 
pretenses ‘induced’ the. prosecutor 
to pay him a certain sum is_ suffi- 
cient, since the word “induced,” in 
its ordinary acceptation means the 
Same as the word “obtained.” State 
v. Brown, 143 Wis. 405, 127 NW 
956. Contra State v. Johnston, 154 
Mo. A. 265, 134 SW 38. (2) An in- 
dictment which alleges that _ the 
prosecuting witness, by such false 
pretenses, “was induced to then and 
there sell and deliver’ the property 
to accused, is bad for failure to al- 
lege that such witness did sell and 
deliver the property. State vy. Phelan, 
159 Mo. 122, 60 SW 71. (3) An in- 
dictment for swindling which alleges, 
in connection with false pretenses, 
that accused ‘‘did thereby then and 
there fraudulently induce the said 
C to exchange his said three hun- 
dred dollars in money for a draft,” 
sufficiently alleges an exchange. 
Faulk v. State, 38 Tex. Cr. 77, 41 SW 
616; Nasets v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 32 
SW 698. 

{d] “Induced to loan and did 
loan.”—The indictment is not suffi- 
cient if it merely charges that the 
person cheated ‘‘was induced by said 
false pretense’ to loan accused the 
money, but it must state that he 
“was induced to loan and did loan.’ 
State v. Hubkard, 170 Mo. 346, 70 SW 
AE Taylor. v. Terr., 2 Okl. Cr. 1, 99 P 


{e] “Paid” or “paid over.”—An al- 
legation that the defrauded party 
“paid,” or ‘paid over,’’ to accused a 
certain sum of money is equivalent 
to an allegation that the person to 
whom the money was paid obtained 
it. Elliott v. State, 77 Fla. 611, 82S 
139; State v. Knowlton, 11 Wash. 512, 
39 P 966. Contra State v. Lewis, 26 
te 123; Kennedy v. State, 34 Oh. St. 

[f] “Received.” — An allegation 
that accused “received” is equiva- 
lent to an averment that he obtained. 
Matter of Fitzpatrick, 21 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
519, 11 Oh. Cir. Dec. 695: - 

{g] “Did then and there part with 
ownership.”—An allegation that the 
parties defrauded “did then and there 
part with their ownership” in a cer- 
tain sum of money “to said defend- 
ants” is not tantamount to an al- 
legation that accused obtained the 
money. Connor vy. State, 29 Fla. 455, 
10 S 891, 30 AmSR 126. 

[h] Where there are several de- 
fendants.—If more than one person 
joined in the pretense and one of 
them actually obtained the property, 
it has been held that the indictment 
should aver that each of them ob- 
tained it. Jones v. U. S., 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,499, 5 Cranch C. C. 647. 4 

[i] In Texas (1) under Pen. Code 
art 790, defining swindling, an indict- 
ment must aver the acquisition of 
the property by accused. Cannon v. 
State, (Tex. A.) 15 SW 117. (2) An 
averment that the property was de- 
livered to accused by the alleged 
swindled person is insufficient. Can- 
non v. State, (Tex. A.) 15 SW 117. 
(3) Under the statute as to larceny 
by false pretenses it is necessary to 
allege an appropriation of the prop- 
erty by accused. Price vy. State, 49 


certainty and particularity as to enable the jury to 
determine whether the property proved to have been 
obtained is the same as that upon which the indict- 
ment was founded, and to enable aceused to make his 
defense intelligently.® 


And it has been held to be 


Tex. Cr. 131, 91 SW 571; Pilgrim v. 
State, 68 Tex. Cr. 175, 150 SW 1170. 
(4) An averment that the property 
was obtained by means of false rep- 
resentations with intent to appropri- 
ate is insufficient. Price v. State, 49 
Tex. Cr. 131, 91 SW 571. 

{j] Allegations as to obtaining 
held sufficient.—State v. Gerhardt, 
248 Mo. 535, 154 SW 722; State v. 
Lovan, 245 Mo. 516, 151 SW 141; 
Peo. v. Reavey, 38 Hun 418 [aff 104 
N. Y. 683 mem]; Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park. 
Cr. (N. Y.) 139; State v. Underwood, 
(Okl. Cr.) 190 P 281. 

65. State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 
138 SW 491; Tarbox v. State, 38 Oh. 
St. 581; Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 
Wy cules 3S 

66. Cal.—Peo. v. Rippe, 32 Cal. A. 
514, 163 P 506. 

Ill. Gregg v. Peo., 98 Ill. A. 170. 

Iowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 Iowa 
613, 38 NW 509; State v. Clark, 72 
Iowa 30, 33 NW 340; State v. Mc- 
Ginnis, 71 Iowa 685, 33 NW 338. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Kinney, 110 Mich. 
97, 67 NW 1089. 

Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 
138 SW 491; State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 
73, 111 SW 18. 

Nebr.—Moline y. State, 67 Nebr. 
164, 93 NW 228. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rouss, 63 Misc. 135, 
118 NYS 433; Fenton v. Peo., 4 Hill 
126; Peo. v. Stone, 9 Wend. 182. 


SF eat v. State, 14 Tex. A. 
Vt.—State v. Switser, 63 Vt. 604, 


22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 
; Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 


Bed ee 

{a] Sufficient to allege execution. 
—In an indictment for obtaining a 
signature to a deed through false pre- 
tenses, an averment that the deed 
was “executed” includes everything 
necessary to its full execution. State 
v. Butler, 47 Minn. 483, 50 NW 532. 

{b] Insufficient to allege signing. 
—It is not sufficient to allege merely 
that prosecutor was induced to sign 
and did sign the instrument. Peo. 
v. Rippe, -32 Cal. A. 514, 163 P 506; 
State v. Clark, 72 Iowa 30, 33 NW 
340; State v. McGinnis, 71 Iowa 685, 
33 NW 338; Baker v. State, 14 Tex. 
A. 332: 

[c] A promissory note, which has 
not passed from the hands of the 
maker, cannot be made the basis of 
a charge of obtaining money by false 
pretenses, and therefore an informa- 
tion for the offense is not sufficient 
without an allegation that the note 
involved in the transaction had been 
delivered and accepted by the payee. 
PO). Vi Cassouy tan, CallecAge 235: LAS 
810 [dist Peo. v. Nesbitt, 102 Cal. 
327, 86 P 654]. 

67. Fla.—Sullivan v. State, 44 Fla. 
155, 32 S 106; Ladd v. State, 17 Fla. 
21 


is3 

Ga.—Oglesby v. State, 123 Ga. 506, 
51 SE 505. 

Ind.—Johnson v. State, 75 Ind. 553; 
Smith v. State, 33 Ind. 159; Markle v. 
State, 3 Ind. 535. 

Towa.—State v. Jackson, 128 lowa 
5438, 105 NW 51. 


Md.—Armacost v. State, 133 Md. 
289, 105 A 147. 
Mass.—Com. v. Howe, 132 Mass. 


250: Com. v. Walker, 108 Mass. 309. 

Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 
138 SW 491; State v. Stowe, 132 Mo. 
199, 33 SW 799; ‘State v. Clay, 100 
Mo.’ 571, 13 SW 827; State v. Crooker, 


632° f25.C23.) 


the rule that the same certainty of description is 
required as is essential in indictments for larceny.*®® 
However, the description is required to be only as 
particular as the nature of the case will admit,®® and 
the property need not be described by its legal 


name.’ 


[§ 65] 
of Deposit. 
of money, according to some of the 


95 Mo. 389, 8 SW 422; State v. Kroe- 
ger, 47 Mo. 530. 

N. J.—State v. Appleby, 63 N. J. 
L. 526, 42 A 847; Hagerman v. State, 
DAMN esse Lin LO4ee23 0A aSOUee State iV. 
Blauvelt, 38 N. J. L. 306. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Parish, 4 Den. 153; 
Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 448, 4 
CityHallRec 65. 

N. C.—State v. Marsh, 162 N. C. 
603, 77 SE 839; State v. Reese, 83 
N. C. 637; State v. Burrows, 33 N.C. 
477. 

Oh.—Redmond vy. State, 35 Oh. St. 
81; Baker v. State, 31 Oh. St. 314. 

Pa.—Com. v. Ettinger, 37 Pa. Co. 


(b) 


611; Com, v. France, 2 Brewst. 568. 

Tex.—Luce v. State, (Cr.) 224 SW 
1095; Rosales v. State, 22 Tex. A. 
673, 3 SW 344. 

Va.—Leftwich v. Com., 20 Gratt. 
(61 Va.) 716. 

Wash.—State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 


470, 84 P 24. 

W. Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 
54. 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 241, 4 AnnCas 365; State 
v. Black, 75 Wis. 490, 44 NW 635; 
State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 91 AmD 
390. 

Eng.—Reg: v. Gardner, 7 Cox C. C. 
136. 
. Ont.—Reg. v. McQuarrie, 22 U. C. 
Q. B. 600. : 

{a] Description held sufficient.— 
(1) Talbert v. U..S., 42 App. (D. C.) 
1; Livingston v. State, 17 Ga. A. 136, 
86 SE 449; State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 
334, 80 P 639, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 
479° Hayes -v. Com., 173 Ky! 188, 
190 SW 700; State v, Hubbard, 170 
Mo. 346, 70 SW 883. (2) An indict- 
ment, which alleges that the property 
obtained consisted of county war- 
rants of a designated value and a 
certain nambered warrant of the 
same value, sufficiently describes the 
property. State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 
157, 69 SW 970. (3) That accused 
obtained by false representations cer- 
tain house molding, inside doors, cor- 
ner blocks, and finishing boards for 
houses, of the value of five hundred 
dollars, contains a sufficient descrip- 
tion of the property without stating 
the number of the articles obtained. 
‘Hagerman v. State, 54 N. J. L. 104, 
23 A 357. (4) Where the false pre- 
tense alleged was pointing out to 
a purchaser valuable property as that 
sold him by accused, and in fact con- 
veying to him other property which 
was valueless, an averment that the 
property pointed out was in the city 
of D, and was lot one, block two, of 
Van’s addition, ,was held to be a 
sufficient description. State v. Mc- 
Conkey, 49 Iowa 499. 


[b] Descriptions held insufficient. 
—That accused obtained: (1) “Cer- 
tain real and personal property.” 


State v. Crooker, 95 Mo. 389, 8 SW 
422; State v. Rochforde, 52 Mo. 199. 
+ (2) “A certain lot of dry goods.” 
Redmond v. State, 35 Oh. St. 81. (3) 
“A larger amount of dry and fancy 
goods of the value of twenty-seven 
dollars.” State v. Appleby, 63 N. J. 
L. 526, 42 A 847. (4) “Goods and 
money of the prosecutor to the value 
of fifty dollars.” State v. Reese, 83 
N. C. 637. (5) “Board of the goods 
and chattels of the prosecutor.” Reg. 
v. McQuarrie, 22 U. C. Q. B. 600. (6) 
“About 180 head of cattle,’? which 
were reasonably worth “apout 
$15,000.” State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
543, 105 NW 51. (7) Groceries, con- 


Money, Bank Notes, and Certificates 
Where the property obtained consists 


FALSE PRETENSES 


authorities, it is 


sisting of meats and other groceriés, 
of the value of one dollar and ten 
cents. Barker v. State, 6 Ga. A. 443, 
65 Sim. 57. (8) “Goods and money” 
of the prosecutor “to the value of 
fifty dollars.” State v. Reese, 83 
N. C. 637. (9) “Merchandise of W. 
of the value of $84.” Com. vy. Ettin- 
Berio geas Co. 20. 
dictment for obtaining goods of a 
merchant by false pretenses it is 
insufficient to set forth a bill of the 
goods with the usual abbreviations 
as in a merchant’s book of account. 
Conger’s Case, 1 Wheel. Cr. 448, 4 
City HallRec JGNa Yo). 65) Ga). In van 
indictment for obtaining money by 
false pretenses that accused’s buggy 
had been injured by a_ defective 
bridge, an indictment alleging that 
accused by such representations ob- 
tained from the county board of com- 
missioners a certain warranty for 
the payment of money of the value 
of five dollars, etc., did not suffi- 


ciently describe the warranty. John- 
son v. State, 75 Ind. 553: 

[c] Describing a mare as a 
“horse” is not misleading. Hale v. 


Com., 151 Ky. 639, 152 SW 773. 

{d] Description in alternative.— 
An indictment for obtaining money 
to the amount of thirty dollars under 
false pretenses, describing it as fol- 


lows: “To wit, thirty dollars in 
United States treasury notes ae 
of the denomination of five dol- 


lars each; thirty dollars in, United 
States silver certificates of the de- 
nomination of ten dollars each 
... thirty dollars, one United States 
gold certificate cf the denomina- 
tion of twenty dollars ... and one 
United States silver certificate of the 
denomination of ten dollars ... 
thirty dollars in... gold coin... 
of the denomination of ten dollars 
each www thirty dollars in.) 4) silver 
coin , .. of the denomination of one 
dollar each;.... thirty dollars in... 
nickel coin ... of the denomination 
of five cents each,” is bad for uncer- 


tainty. Cain v. State, 58 Ark. 43, 22 
SW 954. 
[e] Accused’s description.—(1) An 


information for obtaining money by 
false representations concerning 
property sufhciently describes it, if 
it sets it out exactly as represented 
by accused. Peo. v. Nesbitt, 102 Cal. 
327, 36 P 654. °*(2) Upon a prosecu- 
tion for obtaining a deed by false 
pretenses, where the description of 
the property, although general, is the 
same as that employed by accused in 
his negotiations, it is sufficient. State 
v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875. 

{f] Im Thlinois under the statute 
as to confidence games, words of gen- 
eral description are sufficient. Peo. 
v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 116 NE 131, 
PiEUA LOL BY (Oe COL uve a Brady, ge te 
Tl]. 401, 112 NE 126, AnnCas1918C 


540. 
68. Ark.—Maxey vy. State, 85 Ark. 
499, 108 SW 11385, 14 AnnCas 509. 
Ind.—Smith v. State, 33 Ind. 159; 
Markle v. State, 3 Ind. 535. 
Iowa.—State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
543, 105 NW 51. 
Nev.—In re Waterman, 29 Nev. 288, 
a 291, 11 LRANS 424, 13 AnnCas 


N. J.—State v. Appleby, 63 N. J. 
L. 526, 42 A 847. But see Hagerman 


ae States. 54° Ne Jy isda oon eA 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Conger, 1 Wheel. Cr. 
448, 4 CityHallRec 65. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. | 


(10) In an in-|! 
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sufficient to describe the money as a- certain amount 
of the lawful money of prosecutor without stating 
the denomination of the various pieces, their num- 
ber, or whether they were notes or coin,’! especially 
when aided by an allegation that a more particular 
description is, to the grand jury, unknown.”? 
cording to others, however, a more particular de- 
scription is required,’* unless it is specifically alleged 
that a more particular description is unknown to the 


Ac- 


rico C.—State v. Reese, 83 N. C. 
gob Reamona v. State, 35 Oh. St. 
Va.—Leftwich v. Com., 20 Gratt. 


(61 Va.) 716. 
aha Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 
54. 

Wis.—State v. Black, 75 Wis. 490, 
44 NW 635; State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 
217, 91 AmD 390. 

69. Hagerman v. State, 54 N. J. 
L. 104, 23 A 357; State v. Millroy, 
103 Wash. 193, 174 P 10. 

70. State. v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54 
(a description by its common name 
is suflicient). 

71. U. S—Griggs v. U. S., 158 Fed. 
572, 85 CCA 596. : 

Ala.—Houston y. State, 153 Ala. 
ot 45 S 228; Oliver v. State, 37 Ala. 

Ky.—Hayes v. Com., 173 Ky. 188, 
190 SW 700. 

Mass.—Com. vy. Lincoln, 11 Allen 


233. : 
Miss.—State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 
430, 50 S 490. 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Reavey, 38 Hun 418 
[aff 104 N. Y. 683 mem], 39 Hun 364; 
Peo. vi (Smith: bs Parks Ors )4905 
A N. C.—State v. Reese, 83 N. C. 
37. : 

Tex.—Speer y. State, 50 Tex. €r: 
273, 97 SW 469. 

Wash.—State ov. Knowlton, 11 
Wash. 512, 39 P 966: 
pi Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 
BPS nee Vv." Brown, 2) CoxsGa CG. 
[a] Dollar mark preceding a num- 
ber is. sufficiently descriptive of 
money. Hayes vy. Com., 173 Ky. 188, 
190 SW 700. 

{b] In Mlinois under the statute 
as to confidence gemes, it is suffi- 
cient to allege the obtaining of money 
without any other words of descrip- 
tion. Peo. v. Clark, *256 Ill; 14," 99 
NE 866, AnnCas1913H 214. ‘ 

{c] In Virginia (1) under the act 
of Febr. 28, 1874, an indictment for 
larceny by false pretenses of divers 
notes of the ‘‘national currency of 
the United Statcs” is sufficient. Dull 
v. Com.;°25 Gratt. (66 Va.) 965. (2) 
Prior to this statute such a descrip- 
tion was insufficient. Leftwich v. 
Com., 20 Gratt. (61 Va.) 716. 

7a: Peo: -v, Dimick; s107EN. vee tios 
i¢ NE 178; State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 
ot, 

73. Jamison v. State, 37 Ark. 445, 
40 AmR 103; Treadaway v. State, 37 
Ark. 443;, Sullivan vy. State, 44 Fla. 
155, 32 S 106; Smith vy. State, 33 Ind. 
159. See also Oglesby v. State, 123 
Ga. 506, 51 SE 505 (an accusation 
under Acts [1903] p 90, charging that 
accused fraudulently procured from 
the prosecutor “‘the sum of forty and 
57/100 dollars, or the value thereof,” 
was subject to special demurrer in 
that it did not set out what property 
or other thing of value accused pro- 
cured, and was too vague and in- 
definite to inform accused of the na- 
ture of the offense charged). But 
see Silvie v. State, 117 Ark. 108, 173 
SW 857 (indictment charging that 
defendant did unlawfully, falsely, 
fraudulently, and feloniously obtain 
money from B, fifty-three dollars 
and fifty-four cents, gold, silver, and 
paper money of the value of fifty- 
three dollars and fifty-four cents, is 
a sufficient description of the money). 

[a] lustration.—An indictment 


/ 
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grand jury,’* it being held that the indictment 
should deseribe the money obtained with the same 
particularity and certainty as in an indictment for 
Money being itself a measure of value 
cannot be rendered more definite by an ayerment of 
value, hence an averment that accused obtained a 
certain number of dollars in money is sufficiently 
certain without alleging the value of the money.7® 
Where it is charged that accused obtained a certain 
sum of money indicated by figures preceded by a 
dollar mark, it will be assumed that the money so 
described is money of the United States and not 
money of a foreign country.77 Where one obtained 
a coin, returning part of it in change, he is properly 
charged with obtaining the difference.?® Bank notes 
are not sufficiently described as ‘‘goods,’’7® nor a 


larceny.” 


FALSE PRETENSES 


[§ 66] 


[§ 67] 


longed.%* 


for obtaining “$25 in money, the per-;to procure by any false pretense or 


sonal goods and chattels of,” etc., is 
insufficient. Smith y. State, 33 Ind. 


159. 
74 Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
Sullivan v. State, 44 Fla. 


77 S 274; 
155, 32 S 106. 

75. Maxey v. State, 85 Ark. 499, 
108 SW 1135, 14 AnnCas 509; Cain v. 
State, 58 Ark. 48, 22 SW 954; Jami- 
son v. State, 37 Ark. 445, 40 AmR 
ee Treadaway v. State, 37 Ark. 


bf Ala.—Oliver v. State, 37 Ala. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Millan, 106 Cal. 320, 
391 P«605. 

Miss.—State v. Tatum, 96 Miss. 
430, 50 S 490. 

Mo.—State vy. Vandenburg, 159 Mo. 
230, 60 SW 79. 

._ Tex.—Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 

Wash.—State v. 34 Wash. 
BOT, on 90; 


Wis.—State v. Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 
91 AmD 390. 


273,-97 SW. 469. 


Ryan, 

77. Peo. v. Rogers, 35 Cal. A. 123, 
169 P 399. 

78. Reg. v. Bloomfield, C. & M. 
537, 41 ECL 293.. 

79. Schleisinger vy. State, 11 Oh. 
St. 669. 

80. Com. v. Howe, 132 Mass. 250. 

81. Ark.—Shelton vy. State, 96 Ark. 
237, 1381 SW 871. 


Ill.—Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 
116 NE 131, LRA1917E 797. 

Towa.—State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 
i5, 83 NW 715. 

Me.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 


103 A 585. 
Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 
Mass.—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Peckens, 12 App. 
Div, 626, 43 NYS 1160 [aff 153 N. Y. 
576, 47 NE 883]. 

N. C.—State v. Wilkerson, 98 N. C. 


696, 3 SE 683. 

Wash.—State v. Garland, 65 Wash. 
666, 118 P 907. 

[a] Descriptions held sufficient.— 
(1) An indictment charging that ac- 
cused, by false representations, ob- 
tained the signature of M to a writ- 
ten instrument commonly called a 
“bank check,’ the false making of 
which would be punished as forgery, 
“for the sum of $35.00, and the said 
M did then and there draw and sign 
said bank check, and delivered the 
same to said defendant.’’ State v. 
Carter, 112 Iowa 15, 83 NW 715. (2) 
“A check and order for the payment 
of money” of the value of seven thou- 
sand dollars. Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
481. (3) An indictment for obtain- 
ing a deed by false pretenses, which 
eontains a description of the property 
included in the deed, a statement that 
a person named agreed to purchase 
and pay one thousand nine hundred 
dollars for it, that plaintiff made her 
warranty deed of the premises to 
such person, and that it was de- 
livered to him. Peo. v. Peckens, 153 
N. Y. 576, 47 NE 883. 

{b] In Ohio, under the act of 
Febr. 21, 1873, making it an offense 


pretenses the signature of a person 
to a promissory note “as the maker 
thereof,” the words “as the maker” 
constitute a material part of the de- 
scription of the offense, and must be 
averred in the indictment. Ellars v. 


‘State, 25 Oh. St. 385. 


82. 
498, 

Iowa.—State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 15, 
83 NW 715. ‘ 
Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 

Mo.—State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 
138 SW 491; State v. McNerney, 118 
Mo. A. 60, 94 SW 740. 

Tex.—State v. Baggerly, 21 Tex. 
757; Baker y. State, 14 Tex. A. 382. 

[a] Descriptions held insufficient. 
—(1) Where the instrument was de- 
scribed as “the check otf the said 
John King ... upon the ‘Commercial 
Bank of Cincinnati’ for the sum of 
$34.51.” Bonnell y. State, 64 Ind. 
498. (2) An indictment for obtain- 
ing instruments by false pretenses 
describing them as ‘certain valuable 
securities, to wit: The indorsement 
and signature of ... [prosecutor] to 
two certain promissory notes for the 
payment of three hundred dollars 
each.” State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. (3) An in- 
dictment for swindling charging that 
C ‘did then and there execute and de- 
liver to [accused], their certain 
promissory note in writing for a 
much greater sum of money than 
that justly due [accused] from” C. 
State v. Baggerly, 21 Tex. 757, 759. 

{b] Name of grantee.—An indict- 
ment for obtaining a deed by false 
representations in violation of Rev. 
St. (1889) §,1927 must contain the 
name of the grantee in the deed. 
State v. Marion, 235 Mo. 359, 138 SW 


491. 
Langford v. State, 45 Ala. 26; 


Ind.—Bonnell y. State, 64 Ind. 


83. 

Dcrd v. Peo., 9 Barb. (N. Y.) 671. 

84. Peo. v. Peckens, 153 N. Y. 576, 
47 NE 883. 

85. Del.—State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 
316, 51 A 878. 

Fla.—Smith vy. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
77 S 274; Webb v. State, 69 Fla. 697, 
68 S 948; Strickiand v. State, 51 Fla. 
129, 40 S 178; Cook v. State, 51 Fla. 
36, 40 S 490; Ladd v. State, 17 Fla. 
215. 

Ga.—Oliver v. State, 15 Ga. A. 452, 
83 SE 641; O’Neil v. State, 10 Ga. A. 
474, 73 SE 696. 

Ill.—Du Bois v. Peo., 200 Ill. 157, 
65 NE 658, 93, AmSR 183; Thomson 
v. Peo., 24 Ill. 60, 76 AmD 733. 

Ind.—State v. Miller, 153 Ind. 229, 
54 NE 808; State v. Williams, 103 
Ind. 235, 2 NE 585; Halley v. State, 
43 Ind. 509; Leobold v. State, 33 Ind. 
484; State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 489. 

Iowa.—State v. Kiefer, 172 Iowa 
306, 151 NW 440; State v. Clark, 141 
Iowa 297, 119 NW 719; State v. Jack- 
son, 128 Iowa 543, 105 NW 51. 

Md.—Armacost vy. State, 133 Md. 
289, 105 A 147; State v. Blizzard, 70 
Md. 385, 17 A 270, 14 AmMSR 366. 

Miss.—State v. Hubanks, 99 Miss. 
775, 56 S 163. 
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certificate of deposit as ‘‘money.’? ®° 

(c) Instruments, Signatures, Etc. When 
the thing obtained is a written instrument or a sig- 
nature thereto, it is not necessary in describing the 
instrument to set it out in hee verba,®+ but it must 
be described with such certainty as to identify it 
when produced in evidence,*? so that defendant may 
not subsequently be indicted for the same offense.** 
An indictment for larceny, in obtaining a deed by 
false pretenses, sufficiently sets out the deed when 
it contains a description of the premises, a state- 
ment of the consideration, the names of the grantor 
and grantee, and the value of the deed.*4 

(2) Ownership. 
state correctly to whom the property obtained be- 
And according to some of the authorities 


The indictment must 


Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Clay, 100 Mo. 571, 13 SW 
827; State vy. Myers, 82 Mo. 558, 52 
AmR 3889. 

N. M.—State vy. Faggsard, 25 N. M. 
(COLIC P WIAs a) Derricvy. wHuphellaals 
N. M. 579, 86 P 747, 13 AnnCas 848. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Krummer, 4 Park. 


Cre2rte 
Pa.—Com. v. Graham, 1 Pa. Co. 
41. Tex. 563; 


282, 3 Kulp 289. 

Tex.—State v. Levi, 

State v. Vickery, 19 Tex. 326; Pilgrim 
v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 175, 150 Sw 
1170; Mays v. State, 28 Tex. A. 484, 
13 SW 787. 

Vt.—State vy. Lathrop, 15 Vt. 279. 

W. Va.—State v. Cutlip, 78 W. Va. 
239, 88 SE 829, LRA1916E 783. 

Wis.—Owens vy. State, 83 Wis. 496, 
53 NW 736. 

Wyo.—Martins y. State, 17 Wyo. 
319,198 PP 709, 22° DRANS 645: 
rabies v. Walker, 10 U. C. Q. B. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Although 
money deposited in bank, and mixed 
with its funds, becomes its property, 
where county funds were deposited 
in a bank as required by law, and a 
specific sum was thereafter separated 
and appropriated by the bank for the 
payment of a county warrant by the 
direction of the receiver ot taxes and 
county treasurer, it thereby became, 
and was paid out as, the money of 
such officer, so that in an indictment 
for obtaining by false pretenses 
county funds, on deposit in bank, by 
means of a fraudulent warrant, the 
property in the money was properly 
laid in such receiver of taxes and 
county treasurer. State vy. Lynn, 19 
Del. 316, 51 A 878. (2) Where money 
was obtained from a _ servant of 
prosecutor by false pretenses that it 
was due for carriage, the fact that 
the master reimbursed the servant 
does not make the property obtained 
that of the master, and it is wrongly 
laid in the indictment as the prop- 
erty of the master. Rex v. Douglass, 
iC. & Ps 785 note, 32) HCL StL 13) 
The ownership of a_ special. fund, 
raised by a dog tax, is properly al- 
leged in a county having a _ special 
property in such fund. Com. v. 
Sweet, 4 Pa. Dist. 136, 16 Pa, Co. 
198. 

{[b] Ownership of property repre- 
sented by instrument.—In an indict- 
ment for false pretense in obtaining’ 
a signature to an instrument, under 
a statute that makes it a crime to 
obtain the signature to an _ instru- 
ment, the false making of which 
would be forgery, stating facts that 
show that the instrument was such 
an instrument, it need not allege the 
ownership of the property repre- 
sented by the instrument. State v. 
Jamison, 74 Iowa 613, 38 NW 509. 

{c] Allegations held sufficient.— 
(1) Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 131, 
58 S 1001; Silvie v. State, 117 Ark. 
108, 1738 SW 857. (2) An indictment 
charging that accused, with a design 
to cheat and defraud the Farmers’ 
Bank of one hundred and fifty dollars 
“to the said Farmers’ Bank then and 
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this averment must be made with the same particu- 


larity and certainty as in the case of larceny.®® 
The indictment, it has been held, should specifically 
allege that the ownership of the property is in the 
person alleged to have been deceived or in some 
one for whom such person was acting.§? It is not 
sufficient that it may be gathered by inference from 
the other necessary averments that the ownership 
of the property is in some person named.§§ Ac- 
cording to some of the authorities, however, the 
ownership need not be stated by a direct allegation 
if facts are alleged which show the owncrship 
elearly.8° Names used in indictments with reference 
to the ownership of property will be taken to indi- 
eate persons.°° The ownership may properly be laid 
in a mortgagee,®! or in a person in possession of the 
goods,°2 or in a person with authority to sell 
them.°* Where property is obtained from an agent, 
ownership may be alleged to be in his principal.®* 
And where money belonging to the husband is ob- 
tained from his wife, ownership may be alleged in 
the husband.®®> Where the property obtained be- 
longs to a partnership, it is sufficient to charge the 
ownership of the goods to be in the partnership by 
its firm name.®* An indictment for obtaining money 


FALSE PRETENSES 


[9§ 67-69 


to be in the bank, instead of im the teller, as the 
money belongs to the bank.®? An indictment for ob- 
taining money for a railway company is sufficient, 
although title to the money is alleged in such com- 
pany and not in receivers who are operating such 
railway.°8 

Effect of omitting averment. An averment of 
ownership of the property obtained is one not af- 
fecting the form but the substance of an indict- 
ment,®® and the omission of such an averment ren- 
ders the indictment fatally defective,! unless the in- 
dictment contains a legal excuse for the omission of 
such an averment.? 

Statutory provisions. Under the statutes in some 
jurisdictions it is not necessary to allege owner- 
ship.® ‘ 

[§ 68] (3) Quantity or Number. Where a 
statement of the quantity or number of the articles 
taken would not benefit accused, such statement is 
not essential.4 But where such statement is made 
it should be certain and not in the disjunctive.® 

[§ 69] (4) .Value. The value of the property 
obtained need not be stated in the indictment,® un- 
less, aS In some jurisdictions, value is made an ele- 
ment of the offense, and the punishment therefor 


from the teller of a bank should allege ownership 


there belonging,’ did make the false 
representations stated, and that the 
bank did loan and pay over to ac- 
cused the aforesaid sum of one hun- 
dred and fifty dollars, sufficiently 
charges that the one hundred and 
fifty dollars was the property of the 
Farmers’ Bank. State v. McBrien, 
265 Mo. 594, 178 SW 489. (3) An in- 
dictment for false pretenses alleging 
that the prisoner obtained “from A 
a cheque for the sum of 8 pounds, 
14 shillings, 6 pence, of the moneys 
of B,”’ is a sufficient allegation that 
the check was the property of B, 
for “the money” may be stricken out. 
Reg. v. Godfrey, 7 Cox C. C. 392. 

[da] Allegation held insufficient.— 
An allegation that accused obtained 
goods of B with intent to defraud 
B of them is not a sufficient allega- 
tion that B owned the goods. State 
v. Lathrop, 15 Vt. 279. 

86. State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 
17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366; Mays v. 
State, 28 Tex. A. 484, 13 SW 787; 
State Vv... Lathrop,9 16 Vt. 7279. 

87. Webb v. State, 69 Fla. 697, 68 
S 948; State v. Clark, 141 Iowa 297, 
119 NW 719. } 

88. Moulie v. State, 37 Fla. 321, 
20 S 554; Halley v. State, 43 Ind. 509; 
State v. Lathrop, 15 Vt. 279. 

s9. U. S.—Griggs v. U. S.,-158 Fed. 
572, 85 CCA 596. 

Cal.—Peo. v. 123-Gal. 
267, 65 P 984. 

Kan.—State v. Balliet, 63 Kan. 707, 
66 P 1005. ° 

Nebr.—McClintock v. State, 98 
Nebr. 158, 152 NW 378. i 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Monroe, 64 App. Div. 
130, 71 NYS 808. 

Wash.—State ov. Knowlton, 11 
Wash. 512, 39-P 966. 

Smith v. State, 74 Fla, 594, 77 


Skidmore, 


91, “Barber v. Peo., 17 Hun (N. Y.) 


366. 

92. Ala.—Fields v. State, 121 Ala. 
16, 25 S 726 

Tll.—Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 
127 NE 53. 

Mo.—State vy. Williams, 14 Mo. A. 
591. 


Pa.—Com. v. Springs, 2 LegGaz 93. 
Tenn.—Britt v. State, 9 Humphr, 
1 


Tex.—Pilerim v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 
175, 150 SW 1170; May v. State, 15 
Tex. A. 430. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Dent, 1 C. & K. 249, 
47 ECL 249. 

[a] The nature of the possession 


need not be stated. State vy. Wil- 
liams, 14 Mo. A. 591. 

[b] Rule applied.—(1) The post- 
office department is in possession of 
a registered letter and ownership 
thereof may be laid in the depart- 
ment. Com. vy. Springs, 2 LegGaz 
(Pa.) 93. (2) There is no variance 
where an indictment alleges the own- 
ership in J of the money obtained, 
and the proof shows that the money 
was the property of C, for whom J 
was a clerk intrusted with the safe 
of C, in which the money was kept. 
May v. State, 15 Tex. A. 430. 

83. Com. v. Blanchette, 157 Mass. 
486, 32 NE 658. 

$4. Com. v. Call, 21 Pick. (Mass.) 


95. Reg. v. Moseley, 9 Cox C. CG. 


16. 

96. State y. Williams, 103 Ind. 
235, 2 NE 585. 

[a] In Alabama, under Code 


(1907) § 7147, if the property ob- 
tained was owned by partners, an 
allegation of ownership in any one 
or more of the partners is sufficient. 
Teco v. State, 4 Ala, A. 131, 58 S 
1001. 


97. Jones v. State, 22 Fla. 532. 
98. State y. Small, 272 Mo. 507, 
199 SW 127. 
3 Fie Webb v. State, 69 Fla. 697, 68 
1. Fla—Webb y. State, 69 Fla. 


697, 68 S 943. 

Miss.—State vy. Hubanks, 99 Miss. 
775, 56 S 163. 

N. M.—Terr. v. Hubbell, 13 N. M. 
579, 86 P 747, 18 AnnCas 848, 
ar ee eon v. State, 41 Tex. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Parker, 3 Q. B. 292, 
43 ECL 741, 114 Reprint 519; Reg. 
v. Martin, 8 A. & E, 481, 85 ECL 691, 
112 Reprint 921. 

2. Terr. v. Hubbell, 18 N. M. 579, 
86 P 747, 13 AnnCas 848; State v. 
Lathrop, 15 Vt. 279. 

8. See statutory provisions; 
State ve Taylor, 1310 NinGs Wier 42 
SE 539; State v. Ridge, 125 N. C. 
658, 34 SE 440; State v. Dixon, 101 
N. C, 741, 7 SE 870; State v. Boon, 
49 N. C. 463. 

[a] In Alabama, under Code 
(1907) § 7161, it is not necessary 
that the ownership of the property 
be laid in any specific person. Baz- 
zell v. State, (A.) 81 S 183. 

[b] In Kentucky (1) under Cr. 
Code § 128 an indictment for obtain- 
ing money by false pretenses alleg- 


depends upon the value of such property.’ 


Where 


ing that the fraud was perpetrated 
upon a named person, without ex- 
pressly alleging that he was the 
owner of the money obtained, was 
sufficient. ayes v. Com., 173 Ky. 
188, 190 SW 700. (2) An indictment 
for obtaining money by false pre= 
tenses, which describes the money 
obtained and alleges that it was not 
the property of accused, is suffi- 
cient, although it alleges that the 
money belonged to a married woman 
who is shown to have no separate 
estate. Hennessy v. Com., 88 Ky. 301, 


11 SW 13, 10 KyL 823. 


[c] In England (1) an allegation 
of ownership is rendered unnecessary 
byy 24. & 25) “Viet: -e: 96297088, -2¥2) 
Prior to this statute the rule was 
otherwise. Reg. y. Parker, 2 Q..B. 
292, 43 ECL 292, 114°Reprint 519: 
Reg. v. Kenrick, Dav. & M. 208; Reg, 
v. Martin, 8 A. & E. 481, 35 ECL 691, 
112 Reprint 921; Reg. v. Godfrey, 
TSCox UC! Cir 3927s Ress  wieSNortonsss 
C. & P. 196, 34 HCL 686; Sill v. Reg., 
1 EK. & B. 553, 72 ECL 553, 118 Re- 
print 542, 16 Eng L&Eq 375. (3) In 
an indictment under 8 & 9 Vict. ¢ 109 
§ 17, for winning money at cards by 
traud, unlawful device, and ill-prac- 
tice, it is not necessary to state to 
whom the money belonged. Reg. v. 
Moss;.% Cox GC. Gs 200; 

4 Hagerman y. State, 54 N. J. L. 


'104, 23 A 357. 


Rial Com. v. France, 2 Brewst. (Pa.) 

6. Peo. v. Henninger, 20 Cal. A. 
79, 128 P 352; State v. Appleby, 63 
N. J. L. 526, 42 A 847: Peo. v. Jef- 
ferey, 82 Hun 409, 31 NYS 267; Peo. 
v. Higbie, 66 Barb. (N. Y.) 131; Peo. 
v. Stetson, 4 Barb. (N. Y.) 151; State 
v. Gillespie, 80 N. C. 396. 

7 Ark.—Judkins y. State, 123 Ark. 
28, 184 SW 407. 

Iowa.—State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
5438, 105 NW 51. 

Nebr.—Moline v. State, 72 Nebr. 
361, 100 NW 8i0. 

N. H.—State v. Ladd, 32 N. H. 110. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 131; 
Peo. v. Stetson, 4 Barb: 151 


N. C.—State v. Gillespie, 80 N. Cc. 


396. 

Oh.—Baker v. State, 31 Oh. St. 314. 

Tex.—Luce v. State, (Cr.) 224 SW 
1095; Speer y. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 273, 
97 SW 469. 

Utah.—State v. Seymour, 49 Utah 
285, 163 P 789. 

{a] Curing defect by verdict.— 


-Under a statute prescribing different 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, pageand note number, ~ 


§§ 69-71] 


accused is charged with obtaining several articles, it 
is not necessary to state specifically the value of 


each article.® 


[§ 70] 


to charge an offense. 


punishments where the value of the 
property obtained is under or over a 
certain amount, a verdict finding ac- 
cused guilty as charged in the infor- 


mation does not cure the informa- 
tion’s failure to allege the value 
of the property obtained. State v. 
oe cour AS Witan) S285, 163i as 2 

8. Hagerman y. State, 54 N. J. Il. 
1.04, 23 A 357. 

9. Cal.—Peo. vy. Howard, 135 Cal. 
266, 67 P 148. 


Colo.—Stoltz v. Peo., 59 Colo. 342, 
347, 148 P 865 [quot Cyc]. 

Ky.—Com. v. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 
165 SW 971; Com. v. Ferguson, 135 
Ky. 32, 121 SW 967, 24 LRANS 1101, 
21 AnnCas 434; 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Higbie, 66 Barb. 131. 

N. D.—-State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 337, 
127 NW 83. 

- Utah.—State v. Seymour, 49 Utah 
2853/1163 P7189. 

Wash.—In, re Rudebeck, 95 Wash. 
ae ayilGoy ea oe0. 

[a] In ‘Texas under Pen. Code 
(1895) art 949, providing that it is 


-mnot necessary to constitute the of- 


fense of swindling that any benefit 
accrue to the guilty party or injury 
to the person intended to be defraud- 
ed, an indictment for obtaining money 
from a bank by means of false rep- 
resentations as to a note need not 
allege that such note has not been 
paid. Medders v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 
494, 118 SW 270; Baxter v. State, 51 
Tex. Cr: 576, 105 SW 195. 

- 10. See cases infra this note. 

[a] In Georgia (1) where, in an 
indictment for cheating and swin- 
dling, the averment of facts set out 
for the purpose of showing how 
prosecutor was defrauded by ac- 
cused fails to show that the deceit- 
ful means caused any pecuniary loss 
to prosecutor, the _ indictment 
fatally defective. Busby v. State, 120 
Ga. 858, 48 SE 314. (2) Where an 
indictment for cheating and swin- 
dling alleges only one offense, the 
general allegation therein that prose- 
cutor suffered loss by reason of ac- 
cused’s false representation is suffi- 
cient. Burns v. State, 20 Ga, A. 77, 
92 SE 548, (3) Where an indictment 
alleges a false statement, and the 
statement relates to a number of dif- 
ferent facts, it is not necessary that 
the indictment should allege that loss 
resulted from each and all of these 
statements which proved untrue, but, 
if it is alleged that any one of the 
material false statements resulted 
in loss, the indictment will be_suffi- 
cient. Whitaker v. State, 11 Ga. A. 
208, 75 SE 258. (4) The allegation 
that prosecutor was cheated and de- 
frauded in a named sum sufficiently 
alleges loss. Cheek v. State, 14 Ga. 
A. 536, 81 SE 586. ? 

[b] . In Illinois an information for 
obtaining credit and money by means 
of false representations in violation 
of the Cr. Code § 97 must contain 
an allegation that the party extend- 
ing the credit and loaning the money 
was defrauded of his money or 
goods. Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Iii. 
447, 112 NE 370. 

11. Ala.—Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
‘A. 131, 58 S'1001. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Bliss, (A.) 190 P 1046. 

Colo.—Stoltz y. Peo., 59 Colo. 342, 
347, 148 P 865. 


v4 d. As to Loss to Prosecutor. An indict- 
ment for obtaining property by false pretenses need 
not allege specifically that prosecutor suffered loss 
by reason of the false pretense,? except when, as un- 
der a few statutes, actual loss is an element of the 
offense,° but it must set forth facts sufficient to 
show that he suffered a legal injury as that term is 
understood in the law of false pretense, else it fails 
It should appear in an in- 


is- 


FALSE PRETENSES 


[§ 71] e. 


where the crime 


Ind.—Bonnell vy. State, 64 Ind. 498. 

N. C.—State v. Whedbee, 152 N. C. 
770, 67 SH 60, 27 LRANS 363. 

Tex.—Graves v. State, 31 Tex. Cr. 
65, 19 SW 895. 

“It is unnecessary to either charge 
or prove an actual pecuniary loss or 
damage. One may be actually de- 
frauded without suffering pecuniary 
loss, and is so defrauded, when he 
Surrenders his property and receives 
for it, on account of false representa- 
tions made to him in order to obtain 
such property, something substan- 
tially different than he would have 
received had the representations in 
relation thereto been true. He is then 
legally injured, for he is deprived of 
his property, and that which he ex- 
pected to receive, and of the benefit 
he expected to accrue from such rep- 
resentations. In this respect an in- 
formation is sufficient when it sets 
forth facts which show that the per- 
son whose-property was obtained by 
such false representations suffered a 
legal injury in the above sense.” 
Stoltz v. Peo., supra. 

[a] The crucial test is whether 
the false representation induced the 
prosecutor to incur a liability, or to 
surrender something which overwise 
he would not have done. State v. 
Whedbee, 152 N. C. 770, 67 SE 60, 
27 LRANS 368. 

[b] Allegation held sufficient.— 
An allegation that “by means of the 
false pretense the prosecutor was 
induced to part with his property” 
is a sufficient allegation from which 
to infer injury. West v. State, 63 
Nebr. 257, 88 NW 503. 
sag Ind.—State v. Pryor, 30 Ind. 


Minn.—State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 532. 
N. J.—Robinson vy. State, 53 N. J. 


Di. 408207 ANT5 32 

N. Y.—Dord vy. Peo., 9 Barb. 671; 
Fenton v. Peo:, 4 Hill’126; Peo. v. 
Chapman, 4 Park. Cr. 56 


Tex.—Hubbert v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
370, 147 SW 267. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) An indict- 
ment for obtaining by false pre- 
tenses the signature of a person to a 
deed of real estate must aver that 
prosecutor had some interest in the 
property, or that the deed contained 
covenants rendering him liable to an 
action. Dord vy. Peo., 9 Barb. CN." Y.) 
671. (2) An averment that it was 
a “warranty deed’ shows sufficiently 
that it may prejudice the person 
signing. State v. Butler, 47 Minn. 
483, 50 NW 5382. (8) So in an indict- 
ment for obtaining a signature to a 
promissory note by false pretenses 
it is not necessary to allege that 
prosecutor was injured; it is suffi- 
cient if it appears in the indictment 
that the note on its face was one 
calculated to prejudice him. Peo. v. 
Crissie, 4 Den. (N. Y.) 525. 


13. Long v. State, 4 Ga. A. 571, 
61 SE 1053. 

14. U.' S.——U. S.°vs Post, 113 Hed. 
852. 


Ala.—White v. State, 86 Ala. 69, 5 
S 674; Mack v. State, 63 Ala. 138. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Haas, 28 Cal. A. 182, 
tole 672. 

Fla.—Jones v. State, 22 Fla. 532. 

Ga.—Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. A. 509, 
61 SE 924. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Cohen, 147 Ill. A. 3938. 
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dictment for obtaining a signature to an instrument 
that such instrument is one which might work in- 
jury to the person signing it.2? 
fraudulently procuring advances other than money 
on a contract of labor should contain an allegation 
that aceused did not return the things so advanced 
or pay for them.?* 

As to Intent and Design. When the 
statute makes a certain intent an element of the 
offense, that intent must be averred in the indict- 
ment by a proper affirmative allegation. 


An indictment for 


: Thus, 
is a felony, the intent must be al- 
Ind.—State v. Styner, 154 Ind. 131, 


56 NE 98; Abbott v. State, 59 Ind. 
70; Todd v. State, 31 Ind. 514. 


Iowa.—State v. Daniels, 90 Iowa 
491, 58 NW 891; State v. Grant, 86 
lowa 216, 53 NW 120. 

La.—State vy. Lewis, 41 La. Ann. 
590, 6 S 536. 

Me.—State v. Philbrick, 31 Me. 401. 


Mass.—Ccm, v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481; 
Com. vy. Dean, 110 Mass. 64; Com. 
v. Hooper, 104 Mass. 549; Com. v. 
Lannan, 1 Allen 590; Com. v. Strain, 
ese 521; Com. v. Wilgus, 4 Pick. 


Mich.—Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871; Peo. v. Getchell, 6 
Mich. 496. 

Minn.—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 
296, 79 NW 1007. 

Miss.—Pittman v. State, 101 Miss. 
553, 58 S 532. 

Mo.—State vy. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 
111 SW 18; State v. Baker, 206 Mo. 
643, 105 SW 635; State v. Fraker, 148 
Mo. 143, 49 SW 1017; State v. Kain, 
INS EMOs Si 23> SWS TOS sa States vis 
Chapel, 117 Mo. 639, 23 SW 760; 
State v. Benson, 110 Mo. 18, 19 SW 
213; State v. Smallwood, 68 Mo. 192; 
State v. Scott, 48 Mo. 422. 

Mont.—Terr. v.. Underwood, 8 
Mont. 131, 19-P 398. 


Nebr.—Jacobs v. State, 31 Nebr. 
33, 47 NW 422. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Monroe, 64 App. 


Div. 130, 71 NYS 803; Clark v. Peo., 
Revenge 3829; Scott v. Peo., 62 Barb. 


N. C.—State v. Burke, 108 N. C. 
750, 12 SH 1000. -See also State v. 
Claudius, 164 N. C. 521, 80 SE 261 


(in averring intent to defraud it is 
not necessary that the word ‘fraud- 
ulently” is used in connection with 
the words “designedly, falsely, and 
feloniously’’). 

Oh.—State v. Mutchler, 87 Oh. St. 
268, 101 NE 267; Horton vy. State, 85 


Oh. St. 13, 96 NE 797, 39 LRANS 423, 


AnnCasi913B 90; Coblentz v. State, 
84 Oh. St. 235, 242, 95 NE 768. 

Pa.—Com. v. Adley, 1 Pearson 62; 
Com. v. Shissler, 9 Phila. 587. 

Tex.—Marshall v. State, 31 Tex. 
471; Stringer v. State, 13 Tex. A. 520 
foverr Tomkins v. State, 33 Tex. 
228]; Jones v. State, 8 Tex. A. 648. 

Wash.—State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 
470, 84 P 24, 

Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
Wei e jo 
i v. James, 12 Cox C. C. 

Ont.—Crawford v. Beattie, 39 U. C. 
Q. B. 13: 

But see State v. Bacon, 7 Vt. 219, 
222 (“it is doubtful whether this is 
necessary, under our statute’). 

[a] Phe precise words of the 
statute, as to intent, need not be al- 
leged, as equivalent words are suffi- 
cient. State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 296, 
79 NW _ 1007. 

[b] Indictments held sufficient.— 
(1) Bridgeman vy. U.S.,140 Fed. 577, 
TOViCOCA M4557 Peo. va) Cadot.2138) (Cal: 
527, 71 P 649; State v. Lewis, 41 La. 
Ann. 590, 6 S 536; Peo. v. Wakely, 
62 Mich. 297, 28 NW 871; Com. v. 
Howell) 1394 Massis (2500) eS tatevew. 
Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875; State v. 
Mutchler, 87 Oh. St. 268, 101 NE 267; 
Com, v. Ettinger, 37 Pa. Co. 609. (2) 
Under Cr. Code (1886) §§ 3811, 4383, 
allowing the intent in an indictment 
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leged to have been felonious.1® 
felony.1® 


word ‘‘feloniously’’ is omitted.1? 


ment of intent is unnecessary.*+ 


for attempting to obtain money by 
false pretenses to be alleged in the 
alternative “to injure or defraud,” an 
indictment charging an “intent to 
defraud” alone is sufficient. White 
v. State, 86 Ala. 69, 5 S 674. (3) An 
indictment for obtaining money or 
goods by false pretenses, if charged 
in the words of St. (1842) c 48 § 1, 
providing that ‘‘whvever shall fe- 
loniously obtain the personal goods 
or choses in action, of another, by 
means of any false and fraudulent 
pretence, shall be guilty of felony,” 
need not charge the money or goods 
to have heen obtained with intent to 
steal them, although in another sec- 
tion of the statute it is declared 
that false pretenses includes. all 
cases where the party “intended to 
steal the [goods].” Jim v. State, 8 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 603. (4) An in- 
dictment for false pretenses, which 
alleges that accused falsely repre- 
sented to a county that he was en- 
titled to county warrants, which he 
knew well was false, and made for 
the purpose of deceiving the county, 
and obtaining from it the warrant, 
and that he obtained it under false 
pretenses, sufficiently avers the 
fraudulent intent. State v. Morgan, 
109 Tenn. 157, 69 SW 970. (5) An 
information for swindling which al- 
leges that accused made representa- 
tions with intent to appropriate tu 
his own use a specified sum in ex- 
cess of the sum he was entitled to, 
and which sets forth in detail the 
method by which the swindle was 
consummated, sufficiently alleges 
that accused intended to appropriate 
the amount in excess of that to 
which he was entitled. Speer v. State, 
50 ‘Tex. Cr. -273,-97 SW 469. 

{c] Indictments held insufficient. 
—An indictment that contained no 
allegation of intent to defraud other 
than a concluding statement that the 
jurors “say and present” that ac- 
cused “in the manner aforesaid, de- 
signedly, by a false pretence and with 
intent to defraud,” procured the sig- 
nature. Com. v. Dean, 110 Mass. 64. 

{[d] In Georgia under the statute 
as to cheating and swindling an in- 
tent to defraud is sufficiently alleged 
when the false representations are 
charged as fraudulently made. Sad- 
ler'v. State, 9 Ga. A. 201, 70 SE 969; 
Isaacs v. State, 7 Ga. A. 799, 68 SE 
338; Crawford v. State, 2 Ga. A. 185, 
58 SE 301. 

[e] Under the Porto Rico statute, 
on an information charging the of- 
fense of obtaining property under 
false pretenses, it is not, necessary 
to allege an intent to defraud, since 
the intent and guilty knowledge are 
to be inferred from the. circum- 
stances of the crime and the sound 
mind and discretion of the accused, 
and the malicious and criminal in- 
tent is presumed from the manner 
and deliberation with which an un- 
lawful act is intended or committed 
with the object of injuring another. 
Peo. v. Battistini, 5 Porto Rico 120. 


15. Mo.—State v. Roberts, 201 
Mo. 702, 100 SW 484; State v. Tur- 
ley, 142 Mo. 403, 44 SW 267; State 


v. Feazell, 182 Mo. 176, 33 SW 788. 

: N. Y.—Peo. v. Fish, 4 Park. Cr. 206. 
N. C.—State v. Taylor, 131 N. C. 

711, 42 SE 539; State v. Wilson, 116 

N. C. 979, 21,SE 692; State v. Cald- 


But of course this 
allegation is unnecessary where the crime is not a 
And an indictment which follows the 
language of the statute is sufficient, although the 
Unless the statute 

makes an intent to defraud’a particular person 18 
or to accomplish a particular result +° an element of 
the crime, the intent to defraud the one or to ac- 
complish the other need not be averred.?° 
statutes as to certain analogous offenses an aver- 
Under a statute, 
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in cases where 
Under 


well, 112 N. C. 854, 16 SE 1010; State 
Vv. Bryan, 112 N.C.) 8485) 16 ‘Si_909: 
State v. Skidmore, 109 N. C. 795, 14 
SE 63. 

Tenn.—Johnson-y. State, 6 Humphr. 
ne note; State v. Tate, 6 Humphr. 

Tex.—State v. Small, 31 Tex. 184. 

[a] Averment held sufiicient.—An 
indictment alleging that accused 
with intent to defraud feloniously 
made certain false pretenses is not 
insufficient as failing to allege that 
he feloniously intended to defraud. 
spent v. Turley, 142 Mo. 403, 44 SW 

67. 

[b] Surplusage. — An averment 
that the false pretense was made 
with felonious intent, the crime be- 
ing only a misdemeanor, does not in- 
validate the indictment, being treat- 
ed as surplusage. State v. Eason, 86 
N. C. 674. Contra Rex v. Walker, 6 
CIS PL 655 9255 DCLUCZ4A: 


16. Robinson v. State, 33 Tex. 341. 

17. State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 604, 
22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 

18. State v. Hazen, 104 Iowa 16, 
73 NW. 359; Com. v. Hulbert, 12 
Metc. (Mass.) 446; State v. Ridge, 
125 N. C. 658, 84 SE 440. 

19: Todd vi. State; 3 iIndy 16h4; 
Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 248, 52 
NE 77. 

Ala.—Headley v. State, 106 


20. 

Ala, 109, 17 S 714. 
Ind.—Todad v. State, 31 Ind. 514. 
Md.—State v. Blizzard, 70 Md. 385, 

17 A 270, 14 AmSR 366. 
Miss.—State v. Mitchell, 109 Miss. 

SET Cle S853. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rouss, 63 Miss. 135, 
118 NYS -4338. 

N. C.—State vy. Salisbury Ice, ete., 
Go» 166L-N. Co. 86659 S2eS DATs eib2 
LRANS 216; State v. Claudius, 164 
N. C. 521, 80 SE 261. 

Eng.—Hamilton VieReore ILO. AB! 
271, 58 HCL BIL UG Reprint 1277; 
Sill v. Reg., 1 EB. & B. 558, '72 ECL 
5633, 118 Reprint 542, 16 BngL&Eq 
375. 

21. See cases infra this note. 

[a] In New York an indictment 
under Pen. Code § 3864a for selling 
articles marked “sterling silver” 
which do not contain the required 
parts of silver need not allege a 
criminal intent. Peo. v. Webster, 17 
Mise. 410, 40 NYS 1135. 

[b] In Mississippi under Code 
(1906) § 1168 providing that any one 
selling property on which he knows 
there is a lien, without informing the 
buyer of the lien, shall be guilty of 
obtaining the proceeds under false 
pretenses, an indictment need not al- 
lege a fraudulent or felonious intent, 
as absence of such intent would not 
be a defense. State v. Mitchell, 109 
Miss. 91, 67 S 853. 

22. lIowa.—State v. Grant, 86 Iowa 
216, 53 NW 120. 


Me.—State v. Withee, 87 Me. 462, 
32 Ar1013; 
; Mass.—Com. v. Hooper, 104 Mass. 
49. 


Mo.—State v. Martin, 226 Mo. 538, 
126 SW 442; State v. Pickett, 174 Mo. 
663, 74 SW 844; State v. Wilson, 143 
Mo. 334, 44 SW 722. 

Pa.—Com. v. Adley, 1 Pearson 62. 


at peng ets v. Baggerly, 21 Tex. 
Vt.—State v. Vt. 604, 


Switzer, 63 
22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 


“ 


[§§ 7172 


modeled after 30 Geo. II ¢ 24 § 1, making it an 
element of the offense that the property is ‘‘de- 
signedly’’ obtained, the indictment must allege that 
the property was ‘‘designedly’’ obtained or some 
word equivalent to or broad enough to include the 
‘statutory word must be used.?? 

[§ 72] f. As to Knowledge of Falsity. Except 


the very nature of the pretense 


averred precludes the possibility of his ignorance of 
its falsity,** the indictment must allege that accused 
knew the pretense to be false.*4 


Under statutes as 


Wash.—State v. Phelps, 41 Wash. 
470, 84 P 24. 

But see Rex v. Howarth, 3 Stark. 
26, 8 ECL 579 (holding that it is 
not necessary to allege that accused 
did designediy pretend, etc.). 

[a] Equivalent words sufficient. 
—The word “designedly,’ although 
used in the statute, is not necessary 
in the indictment if words equiva- 
lent are used, State v. Grant, 86 
Iowa 216, 53 NW 120. 

[b] Obtaining signature.—An in- 
dictment for designedly obtaining the 
Signatur2 of another which fails to 
allege that the signature was _ ob- 
tained designedly is. insufficient. 
State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 604, 22 A 724, 
25 AmSR 789. 

[ec] Swindling.—An indictment for 
swindling which charges that C “did 
then and there execute and deliver 
to [accused] their. certain promis- 
sory note in writing for a much 
greater sum of money than was just- 
ly due to [accused] from” C is de- 
fective in omitting the word ‘“de- 
signedly.”’ State v. Baggerly, 21 Tex. 
757, 759. 

{d] Indictments held sufficient.— 
(1) Peo. v. Rosenberg, 200 Ill. A. 13; 
Stateev. Phelps, 41 Wash. 470, 84 P 
24. (2) Where the indictment charged 
that accused conspired ‘for the un- 
lawful, malicious, and felonious pur- 
pose, and with fraudulent and ma- 
licious intent and purpose .,. to 
obtain,” etc. Com. v. Hooper, 104 
Mass. 549. > 

35° Cal. 


23. Cal.—Peo. 
ARs Ty 69 BA Onst 
Ind.—State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 489. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 
625, 64 NW 488; Peo. v. Fitzgerald, 
92 Mich. 328, 52 NW 1726; Peo. -v. 
Behee, 90-Mich. 356,.51 NW 615.5 
Mo.—State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140. 
S. C.—State v. Haines, 23 S. C. 170. 
[a] Illustration.—Where the rep- 
resentation stated in the indictment 
was that accused obtained a sub- 
scription from A by alleging that B 
had subscribed ten dollars, whereas 
B had subscribed only one dollar, 
knowledge of falsity need not be 


v. Butler, 


averred. Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 
625, 64 NW 488. 
24. Cal.—Peo. v. Butler, 35 Cal. 


AQ 357, 169 P<91:8% 
Ga.—Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. A. 509, 


61 SE 924; Carlisle v. State, 2 Ga. 
A. 651, 58 SE 1068. 
Ill.—Peo. vy. Robinson, 195 Ill. A. 


641. 

Ind.—Johnson v. State, 75 Ind. 553; 
State v. Smith, 8 Blackf. 489. 

Kan.—In re Schurman, 40 Kan. 
533, 92,010) 277. 

Ky.—Martin v. Com., 8 Ky. Op. 400. 


Me.—State v. Kerr, 117 Me. 254, 
103 “A. 585. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Lennox, i106 Mich. 


625, 64 NW 488: Peo. v. Fitzgerald, 
92 Mich. 328, 52 NW 726; Peo. v. 
Behee, 90 Mich. 356, 51 NW 515; Peo. 
v. Reynolds, 71 Mich, 343, 38 NW 923. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Roberts, 201 Mo. 702, 100 
SW 484; State v. Janson, 80 Mo. 97; 
State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140. 

N. J.—State v. Blauvelt, 38 N. J. 
194 X03 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Eaton, 122 App. Div. 
706, 107 NYS 849. 

Pa.—Com. v. Adley, 1 Pearson 62. 

S: C.—State v. Haines,,. 23S. C. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. . 


~ §§ 72-74] 


to certain analogous offenses it is not necessary to 
allege guilty knowledge of the accused.?5 

[§ 73] 4. For Attempt. An indictment for at- 
tempting to obtain property by false pretenses must, 
like any indictment,** state the facts constituting 
the offense with sufficient particularity to inform ae- 
cused and the court of the accusation against him.27 
The same allegations are necessary as in an indict- 
ment for the completed offense,?* with the exception 
of the averments as to belief and reliance,2® and com- 
Such an indictment must 
show the means the accused proposed to use to ob- 


pletion of the fraud.®° 


170; State v. Wilson, 7 S. C. L. 135. 

Tex.—Maranda vy. State, 44 Tex. 
442; Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. 503, 
84 SW 1061, 11 AnnCas 830; Mathena 
v. State, 15 Tex. A. 473; Hirsch v. 
meate, vile Nex. Ai, 393. 

Va.—Com. v. Speer, 2 Va. Cas. (4 
Va.) 65. 

W. Va.—State v. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 

Eeng.—Reg. v. Bowen, 13 Q. B. 790, 
66 ECL 790, 116 Reprint 1465; Reg. 
ans Cc. & M. 328, 41 ECL 
[a] Averments held sufficient.— 
Gin Reo vy. Jordan; 66) Cal. 10, 4. °P 
7173, 56 AmR 73; Peo. v. Harben, 5 
Cal. A. 29, 91 P 398; Peo. v. Rosen- 
berg, 200 Ill. A. 13; State v. Janson, 
80 Mo. 97; State v. Sparks, 79 Nebr. 
511,114 NW 598; Peo. v. Eaton, 122 
App. Div. 706, 107 NYS 849. (2) In- 
dictments which allege that accused 
did ‘knowingly, designedly, falsely 
and feloniously pretend,’ etc., or 
similar or equivalent expressions 
sufficiently aver the scienter. Bridge- 
man v. U. S., 140 Fed. 577, 72 CCA 
- 145; McLendon v. State, 16 Ga. A. 
262, 85 SE 200; Bader v. State, (Ind.) 
94 NE 1009; State v. Hazen, 104 Iowa 
16, 73 NW 359; State v. Smallwood, 
68 Mo. 192; State v. Scott, 48 Mo. 
422; State v.. Hurst, 11 W. Va. 54, 
(3) An averment that ‘in truth and 
in fact each and every of the pre- 
tenses and representations so made 
by [accused] as aforesaid was and 
were wholly false and fraudulent 
and untrue, and [accused] then and 
there well knew such was the case,” 
is a sufficient allegation of accused’s 
knowledge of the falsity of the pre- 
tense. Peo. v. Dimick, 107 N.- Y. 
13, 30, 14 NE 178. (4) An informa- 
tion for obtaining money by false 
pretenses, alleging certain statements 
of fact by accused, and then alleg- 
ing as to each of them that it was 
not the fact, followed by the words 
“all of which [she] . then and 
there well knew,” sufficiently alleges 
accused’s knowledge of the falsity of 
her statements. Baker v. State, 120 
Wis. 135, 97 NW 566. (5) An in- 
formation for obtaining goods by 
false pretenses by inducing prose- 
cutor to sell his goods for real es- 
tate, by the use,of a fraudulent ab- 
stract of title, alleging the means of 
the false pretenses, and that accused 
was not the owner of the land and 
had no right to convey it, and that 
the abstract was not a correct state- 
ment of the conveyances of the land, 
all of which accused then and there 
well knew, was not defective for im- 
perfectly alleging knowledge on the 
part of accused. State v. Roberts, 
201 Mo. 702, 100 SW 484. (6) An in- 
dictment averring that accused 
falsely made certain representations 
designedly, and with intent to de- 
fraud, well knowing them to be false, 
is sufficient as against an objection 
that it does not distinctly falsify 
the pretenses alleged, nor allege that 
he made the representations know- 
ing them to be false. State v. Tripp, 
113 Iowa 698, 84 NW 546. (7) An in- 
dictment which charges that accused 
procured the signature to a note by 
false pretenses, and, knowing the 
signature to be so obtained, endeav- 
ored to sell the note, sufficiently 
avers that accused had knowledge of 
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[§ 74] 


General. 


the falsity of the pretense. Umben- 
hauer Vv. sscatey 4 /Ohy Cire Cte 37st 
(8) It is not necessary to specifically 
allege that accused knew the pre- 
tense to be false, if it is alleged that 
he “designedly, feloniously, and with 
intent to defraud” did “falsely pre- 
tend,” as he could not ‘“designedly 
intend to defraud’ by means of the 
false pretense unless he knew that 
it was false. State v. Snyder, 66 
Ind. 203. : 

[b] Averments held insufficient. 
—(1) Reg. v. Philpotts, 1 C. & K. 
112, 47 CL 112. The,scienter is not 
sufficiently alleged by an allegation 
that accused: (2 “Designedly” 
(State v. Bradley, 68 Mo. 140. Con- 
tra State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 604, 22 
A 724, 25 AmSR 789), (3) “unlaw- 
fully and designedly” (State v. Blau- 
velt, 88° N. al. lu: 306.) Contra “Com. v. 
Hulbert, 12 Metc. (Mass.) 446), (4) 
“unlawfully and fraudulently” (Peo. 
Va- Robinson; 195-1 VAL 641)» 
“falsely and fraudulently” (Doxey v. 
State, 47 Tex. Cr. 503, 84 SW 1061, 
11 AnnCas. 830; Reg. v. “Henderson, 
Crece PVE P28 4 Hels iss Contra, 
McLendon v. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 
SE 200; Kinard v. State, 1 Ga. A. 
146, 58 SE 268). 

{c] Indictments held not fatally 
defective.—(1) An information which 
charges accused with having ob- 
tained money under false repre- 
sentations, but which does not di- 
rectly allege his knowledge of their 


falsity, although demurrable, is not 
fatally defective. Peo. v. Millan, 
106) Cals o205) ooL by 605, 9.62) An? An] 


dictment which sets out pretenses, 
negativing their truth, ‘‘all of which 
the defendant then and there well 
knew,’ is not obnoxious, after ver- 
dict, to the objection that the scien- 
ter is not sufficiently averred. State 
vy. Janson, 80 Mo. 97. 

25. See cases infra this note. 

[a] In New York (1) an indict- 
ment under Pen. Code § 364a, for 
selling articles marked sterling sil- 
ver which do not contain the re- 
quired parts of silver, need not al- 
lege guilty knowledge. Peo. vy. Web- 
ster, 17 Misc. 410, 40- NYS 1135. (2) 
An indictment under 1 Rev. St. p 611 
§ 33, ‘to recover damages for using 
false weights, need not aver scienter 
on the part of accused. Bayard vy. 
Smith, 17 Wend. 88. 

[b] In Wexas the statute of March 
26, 1881 dispenses in indictments 
for swindling with averments of the 
falsity of the pretenses and the 
guilty knowledge of the accused. 
Arnold v. State, 11 Tex. A. 472. But 
see Doxey v. State, 47 Tex. Cr. 503, 
505, 84 SW 1061, 11 AnnCas 830 (‘‘au- 
thorities in this State appear to re- 
quire that it be alleged in the in- 
dictment [for swindling] that the 
false pretenses were knowingly 


tions [22 Cyc 295]. 
27. State v. Woodward, 156 Mo. 


148, 56 Sw 880. 


28. State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 112, 
92 P 299. And see cases infra this 
note. 

[al Ownership. — Indictment 


charging attempt to obtain by false 
pretenses promissory note alleged 
to be property of “estate of decedent 
named” 1s defective on demurrer for 
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tain the property,*t must designate the person to 
whom the pretense was made,** and aver that the 
representations were not true.** 
is not insufficient because it fails in express terms 
to allege that accused failed in the perpetration of 
the principal offense, or that he was prevented or 
intercepted in the perpetration of it.%4 

K. Issues, Procf, and Variance—1. 
As in other criminal prosecutions,?> the 
proof must correspond with and support the ma- 
terial averments of an indictment for obtaining 
property by false pretenses or analogous offenses.3¢ 


Such an indictment 


In 


failure to allege ownership in per- 
sonal representative. State v. Cut- 
lip, 78 W. Va. 239, 88 SH 829, LRA. 
1916 783. 


[b] Indictments held sufficient.— 
State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 112, 92 
P 299; State v. Riddell, 33 Wash. 


324, 74 P 477; Reg. v. Jarman, 14 Cox 
Ca Coaiinte 

29. State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 112, 
92 P 299; Peo. v. Spolasco, 33 Misc. 
22, 6% NYS 94114: 

30. State v. Phillips, 36. Mont. 112, 
92 P 299; Peo, v. Spolasco, 33 Misc. 
22, 67 NYS 1114. 

31. In re Schurman, 40 Kan. 533, 
20 P 277; Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
273, 97 SW 469; State v. Riddell, 33 
Wash. eae 74 resis 

32. teg. V. Sowerby, [1894] 2 Q. 
Roars Bia. Ab ] Q 


33. State v. Phillips, 36 Mont. 112, 
92 P 299; State v. Riddell, 33 Wash.u 
324, 74 P 477. 

34. Abate Vv. Decker, 36 Kane 71% 


: See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cye 445 et seq]. 
36. Ala.—Cook v. State, 162 Ala. 
JOR OMS 195 
Ark.—Maxey v. State, 85 Ark. 499, 
108 SW 1135, 14 AnnCas 509. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Emmons, 13 Cal. A. 
487, 110 P 151; Peo. v. Leavens, 12 
Cal. A. 178, 106 P 1103; Peo. v. Lapi- 
que, 10 Cal. A. 669, 103 P 164. 
Colo.—Stumpff v. Peo., 51 Colo. 202, 


Mlivpe Wee Ney S 

Ga.—Fennell v. State, 16 Ga. A. 
173, 84 SE 721; Oliver v. State, 15 
Ga. A. 452, 838 SE 641; O’Neal v. 


State, 10 Ga. A. 474, 73 SE 696; Car- 


Tae V. estate, &2Gal Aa 6bie 5SaSre 
1068. 
Ky.—Gardiner v. Com., 164 Ky. 


196, 175 SW 362. 
fies eas v. Pierce, 130 Mass. 


-4hlo-—State v. Wilson, 66 Mo. A. 
N. C.—State v. Gibson, 169 N. C. 
318, 85 SE 7. 
Or.—State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 


85 P 81, 6 LRANS 365. 
So aL ES v. State, 

Tex.—Farmer v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
440, 2183 SW 669; Robinson v. State, 
63 Tex. Cr.-212,.139 SW 978; Tuttle 
v. State, (Cr.) 49 SW 82. 

[a] Every .averment, affirmative 
or negative, necessary to constitute 
the offense must be established by 
the prosecution. State v. Wilbourne, 
Sl MING, CON 78) 

[b] Rule applied.—(1) An alle- 
gation charging two persons jointly 
with obtaining a loan of money by 
false pretenses is not supported by 
proof of a loan to only one of the 
persons. Com, vy. Pierce, 130 Mass. 
31. (2) Where the indictment al- 
leged that a note obtained was exe- 
cuted to S, and the evidence showed 
that it was to S’s daughter and by 
her assigned to S, the variance was 


11 Lea 


fatal. Wallace v. State, 11 Lea 
(Tenn.) 542, 
[ec] Knowledge of falsity—In a 


prosecution for cheating and swin- 
dling through the making of false 
representations an allegation in the 
indictment that accused knew that 
the representations made by him 
were false is a material allegation 
and must be supported by the proof 
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An allegation not deseriptive of the offense need 
not be proved but may be rejected as surplusage,*” 
but a descriptive allegation, although unnecessarily 
particular, must be proved as laid.** An indictment 
for obtaining money by false pretenses is not sus- 
tained by proof of a different offense.*° 
jurisdictions, however, by statute there may be a 
conviction for an attempt to obtain property by 
false pretensés under an indictment for so obtaining 
In some jurisdictions, while the 
erimes of larceny and obtaining by false pretense 
remain distinct,#1 it is provided by statute that on 
an indictment for obtaining property by false pre- 
tenses the prisoner may be convicted of that of- 
fense, although the proof shows that he obtained the 


the property.*° 
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larceny.*% 


In some 


resentations.**s, 


pretense,*® but 


property by larceny,*? but such a statute does not 


in the case. McLendon v. State, 16 
Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200; Carlisle v. 


State, 2 Ga. A. 651, 58 SE 1068. 
{d] Place where offense com- 
mitted.—(1) Where the information 


in a prosecution for obtaining money 
under false pretenses alleged that 
the crime was committed on North- 
ern Pacific train No. 258, the num- 
ber of the train was immaterial, if 
the train was otherwise identified, 
and hence evidence that accused had 
no jewelry on the train, as he 
claimed to have, waS properly 
ceived, although the number of 
train was not stated. State 
Brown, 62 Wash. 293, 113 P 782. 
Under a statute providing that 
offense of obtaining money under 
false pretenses may be alleged to 
have been committed, and may be 
prosecuted in any county wherein 
the false pretense is made, proof 
that the money was actually received 
in a county other than that alleged 
and in which the trial is had is not 
a variance. Com. v. Sessions, 169 
Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034. 

{e] No variance.—(1) An allega- 
tion that prosecutor was induced to 
deliver goods “as upon a sale upon 
credit” is sufficiently proved by evi- 
dence of a sale of the goods to ac- 
cused on his promissory note, pay- 
able in four months. Com. y. David- 
son, 1 Cush. (Mass:) 38. (2) Where 
an indictment charging that accused, 
falsely representing himself to be 
an officer of the United States, ob- 
tained money and property from the 
Lockwood Automobile Company and 
the Owl Auto Company, there was 
no variance between the indictment 
and the proof that showed that the 
first named automobile company was 
a corporation, while the latter was 
merely a trade name under which 
an individual carried on his _ busi- 
ness. Brafford v. U. S., 259 Fed. 511. 
(3) There is no variance between 
an indictment, alleging that accused 
and his codefendant at a certain 
date obtained property of prosecutor 
by means of the confidence game, 
and evidence of distinet transactions, 
whereby property of prosecutor was 
obtained by use of the confidence 
game. Peo. v. Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 
106 NE 823, AnnCas1916A 729. (4) 
Under an indictment charging com- 
mon-law attempt at grand larceny of 
proceeds of insurance policy from 
the company, all facts relating to 
fraudulent procurement of the pol- 
icy through a conspiracy to which 
accused was a party, although not 
set out in the indictment, are ad- 
missible to show that the presenta- 
tion of the claim and proofs of death, 
the final act in the conspiracy, con- 
stituted an attempt to commit grand 
larceny in the first degree by trick 
and device. Peo. v. Alexander, 183 
App. Div. 868, 171 NYS 881 Tmotion 
to dism den 524 N. Y. Soy male INE 
883, ‘and aff 225. N.Y. 717, 122 NE 
887]. 


{f] variance. — (1) 


Immaterial 


Peo. v. Russel, 156 Cal. 450, 105 P 
416; Tingue v. State, 90 Oh. St. 368, 
108 NE 222, AnnCasl916C 1156. (2) 
In prosecution for obtaining money 
by inducing B to purchase stock 
upon representation that a corpora- 
tion was solvent, variance in date 
of a check involved was immaterial. 
State v. Haines, 92 N. J. L. 642, 106 
A 27. 

[gs] Instructions to acquit.— 
Where there is an entire absence of 
testimony necessary to prove a ma- 
terial averment of the indictment, 
the court should instruct the jury 


to acquit. State v. Miller, 47 Or. 
562, 85 P 81, 6 LRANS 365. 
37. Amos v. State, 123 Ala. 50, 


26 SE 524; Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
103, 49 NE 91. And see cases infra 
this note. 

[a] Bule applied.—(1) A convic- 
tion under an indictment for obtain- 
ing money from a city by making a 
false return of the amount due un- 
der a contract, which denies that 
there was anything due from the 
city, although a _ portion of the 
amount obtained was proved to be 
due, is proper. Com. v. Mulrey, 170 
Mass. 1038, 49 NE 91. (2) Although 
an indictment charges a false mark- 
ing of flour with intent to defraud 
A, and also thereafter a sale to A, 
yet if the false marking with intent 
to defraud is proved, the sale need 
not be. State v. Burge, 7 Iowa 255. 

[b] Ownership.—Under a statute 
providing that an indictment for ob- 
taining goods by false pretenses 
need not allege the ownership of the 
goods, the allegation of ownership 
in an indictment is mere surplusage, 
which need not be proved. State v. 
Ridge, 125 N. C. 658, 34 SE 440. 

[c] Value.— Unless the statute 
makes the value of the property ob- 
tained an element of the crime 
(supra § 69), it is not necessary to 
prove the value, although it is stated 
in the indictment. State v. Holden, 
25 Del. 429, 79 A 215; Com. v. Ses- 
sions, 169 Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034; 
Com. v. Lee, 149 Mass. 179, 21 NE 
£99; Com. v. Morrill, 8 Cush. We 
571; Cunningham v. State, 61. N. 
iD 67, 38 A 847 [aff 61 N. J. L. 668. 
40 A 6961; Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 87. 

88. Schayer v. Peo., 5 Colo. A. 75, 
at P 48. 

39. McQueen v. State, 89 Ala. 91, 
8 S 115;. State v. Gibson, 169 N. C, 
318, 85 SE 7 

40. See statutory provisions and 


Reg. v. Hagleton, 6 Cox C. C. 559; 
Res. aviieGorr, 9b: CoC. bess: 

41. See infra § 98. 

42. See statutory provisions; and 


Reg. v. Henderson, C. & M. 328, 41 
ECL 188; Reg. v. Bulmer, 9 Cox C. 
C. 492; Reg. v. Patterson, 26 Ont. 
656, 2 CanCrCas 339. 6 
aoee Reg. v. Ewing, 21 U. C. Q. B. 


Y. 502, 13 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. - 


authorize a verdict of guilty of larceny on an in- 
dictment for obtaining property by false pretenses, 
even though the evidence establishes the crime of 
Where obtaining property by false pre- 
tenses is by a statute larceny, an indictment charg- 
ing that accused ‘‘unlawfully and feloniously did | 
steal, take and carry away,’’ the property described 4 
is not sustained by proof that accused obtained pos- | 
session of the property by false and fraudulent rep- 
Evidence of the falsity of a pre- 
tense, the truth of which is not negatived in the 
indictment, is not admissible.*® 

[§ 75] 2. As to Pretense. 
respond with and support the averments as to the 


44, State v. Dickinson, 21 Mont. 
595, 55 P 539; Peo. v. Dumar, 106 N. 
NH 325; Peo. v. Sumner, 


folie 


[8§ 74-75 


The proof must cer- 


under the general rule govern- 


33 App. Div. 338, 53 NYS 817 [aff 
161 ONY 652, "57-2 N 1 “1120 weep ue 
see State v. Williams, 68 W. Va. 86, 
69 SE 474, 32 LRANS 420 (under a 
count for simple larceny it is ad- 
missible to prove that the property 
was obtained by false pretense with 
intent to defraud). 

[aj It must be further shown 
that there was no intention ‘on the 
part of the owner of the property 
to pass the title thereto to the party 
making the representations, or that 
he gave it into the possession of said 
party for a special purpose, and to 
be applied to that purpose only, and 
that the party receiving it, instead 
of so applying it, appropriated it to 
his own use. Peo. v. Sumner, 33 App. 
Div. 338, 53 NYS 817 [aff 161 N. Y: 
652, 57 NE 1120]. 

45. State v. Long, 103 Ind. 481, 
3 NE 169; Salter v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 
501, 38 SW 212. 

46. Ala.—Cook v. State, 162 Ala. 
90, 50 S 319; Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 
116, 23 S 155; Copeland v. State, 97 
Ala. 30, 12 S 181; O’Connor v. State, 
30 Ala. 9. 

Ark.—Lawson v. State, 120 Ark. 
337, 179 SW 818; Mitchell v. State, 
70 Ark. 30, 65 SW 9385; Kirtley v. 
State, 38 Ark. 543. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Neetens, (A.) 184 P 
27; Peo. v, Fleshman, 26 Cal. A. 788, 
148 P 805; Peo. v. Lapique, 10 Cal. 
A. 669, 103 P 164. 


Colo.—Stumpff v. Peo., 51 Colo. 
2025 a Fe Poa 
Fla.—Ladd v. State, 17 Fla. 251. 


Ga.—Chapple v. State, 126 Ga. 638, 
55 SE 471; Williams v. State, 124 Ga. 
136, 52 SE 156; Fambrough vy. State, 
113 Ga. 934, 39 SE 324; Garlington 
v. State, 97 Ga. 629, 25 SE 398; Rat- 
teree v. State, 77 Ga. 774; McLendon 
v. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200; 
Williams v. State, 16 Ga. A. 34, 84 
SE 494; Fennell v. State, 16 Ga. A. 
173, 84 SE 721. 
ar cree Vv. Peo; 58)" TiletrAy 

Ind.—Bader v. State, 176 Ind. 268, 
94 NE 1009; State v. Long, 103 Ind. 
481, 3 NE 169; Smith v. State, 33 Ind. 
159; Todd v. State, 31 Ind. 514. 

Iowa.—State v. Moats, 108 Iowa 
Poy Use IN WW Od" 

Kan.—Matter of Eberle, 44 Kan. 
472, /24-P)° 958, 

Ky.—Gardner vy. Com., 164 Ky. 196, 
175 SW 362. 

Mo.—State v. Drum, 217 SW 23. 

Nebr.—Prehm v. State; 22 Nebr. 
673, 36 NW 295. 

N. J.—Harris v. State, 58 Nea ideas 
436, 33 A 844; Sharp v. State, 53 N. 
J. LS 51, 2k AY 1026: 

N. C.—State v. Gibson, 169 N. C. 
318, 85 SE 7: State v. Davis, 150 N. 
C. 851, 64 SE 498; State v. MecWhir- 
ter, 141 Ni C.'809, 53 “SH %34, 

Oh.—Semler v. State, 27 Oh. Cir. 
Ct} 581; 

Or.—State v. Keep, 85 Or. 265, 166 
P9386: 

Pa.—Com. v. Miller, 22 Pa. Dist. 

686; Com. v. George, 42 Pa. Co. 643; 


} ecalliaia 


§ 75] 


Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 332; 
Com. v. Garver, 16 Phila. 468. 
Pea oc v. State, 11 Lea 
Tex.—Dawson v. State, 79 Tex. Cr. 
371, 185 SW 875; Dechard v. State, 
(Cr.) 57 SW 818; Tuttle v. State, 
(Cr.) 49 SW 82; Peckham y. State, 


~(Cr.) 28 SW 532; Moore v. State, 20 


Tex: A. 233. 
Va.—Lewis v. Com., 120 Va. 875, 
91 SE 174. : 
Wis.—State v. Green, 7 Wis. 676. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Butcher, Bell C. C. 
6; Rex v. Plestow, 1 Campb. 494. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) An indict- 
ment for false pretenses which al- 
leged that accused obtained a cer- 
tain writing deposited with the clerk 
as security for the costs in a cer- 
tain case by falsely stating to the 
elerk that the costs in the case “had 
been arranged” is not supported by 
proof that accused either stated that 
such costs ‘“‘had been’ or “would be” 
arranged. Mitchell v. State, 70 Ark. 
30, 65 SW 935. (2) Where an infor- 
mation charged that accused made 
false representations and pretenses 
that a cow which he sold was free 
from all liens and encumbrances, 
proof that accused merely failed to 
disclose that the cow was encum- 
bered is a variance from the infor- 
mation. Stumpff v. Peo., 51 Colo. 202, 
117 P 134. (8) An indictment charg- 
ing that accused represented that 
he had the power to withhold infor- 
mation against the prosecuting wit- 
ness from the federal authorities, and 
that he would so withhold the infor- 
mation on payment of three hundred 
dollars, is at fatal variance with 
evidence showing that accused rep- 
resented himself to be a revenue offi- 
cer and would end the matter on the 
payment of three hundred dollars. 
Lawsen v. State, 120 Ark. 337, 179 
SW 818. (4) An indictment for ob- 
taining money by false pretense by 
falsely representing that accused had 
on deposit a certain sum in a bank, 
and had a right to draw a draft 
thereon, which he presented to the 
bank from which he obtained the 
money, was not sustained by evi- 
dence that accused stated at the time 
that he presented the draft that it 
had been arranged for. Semler v. 


Stace sre One Cirs Oto 8 le 465) An 
accusation charging that accused 
falsely represented that another 
had promised to pay for goods 


sold and delivered to the former is 
not supported by proof showing 
merely that accused falsely repre- 
sented that another had promised to 
become security for the payment of 
the goods. Fambrough v. State, 113 
Ga. 934, 39 SE 324. (6) An infor- 
mation under a statute for obtaining 
goods under false pretenses was not 
sustained where the pretense charged 
was that respondent owned a house 
and lot in a certain locality, and was 
building an addition to the house and 
wished to buy the articles for use in 
the building, while the proofs failed 
to show that the pretense operated 
as a fraud, or that accused had been 
given to understand that the ques- 
tion asked him about his building 
was put for the purpose of learning 
whether it was safe to trust him. 
Peo. v. McAllister, 49 Mich. 12, 12 
NW 891. (7) Where an indictment 
for false pretenses charged that ac- 
cused falsely pretended to prosecu- 
tor that he owned one hundred and 
eighteen acres of land in a stated 
section, township, and range, the 
words particularly describing the 
land were not surplusage; and hence 
proof that accused did not describe 
the land by subdivisions or range, 
although he probably mentioned the 
township, constituted a fatal vari- 
ance. Cook v. State, 162 Ala. 90; 50 
S 319. .(8) If an indictment for at- 
tempting to obtain money under false 


' pretenses charges it to have been at- 


tempted by means of a paper writ- 


FALSE PRETENSES 


ing purporting to be an order for 
money, and the instrument in evi- 
dence is not such an order, the va- 
riance is fatal. Rex v. Cartwright, 
R. & R, 79. (9) In a prosecution for 
Swindling based upon accused’s false 
representations that he was connect- 
ed with a business college in which 
complaining witness desired a 
scholarship, thereby inducing com- 
plaining witness to pay money for 
tuition in a different business col- 
lege owned by accused, evidence 
showing that the deceit was accom- 
plished by accused’s course of con- 
duct, and not by direct statements, 
is inadmissible. Farmer v. State, 85 
Tex. Cr. 440, 2183 SW 669. (10) On 
the trial of an indictment for sell- 
ing a load of hay weighing six hun- 
dred and forty-four pounds upon the 
representation that it weighed one 
thousand two hundred and forty-four 
pounds, it was competent to show, as 
part of the representation, that ac- 
cused exhibited to the purchaser a 
ticket purporting to evidence the 
weight of the hay, although the in- 
dictment did not mention the ticket. 
Jones v. State, 99 Ga. 46, 25 SE 617. 
[b] No variance.—(1) Where the 
indictment charged that accused said 
he was conducting a butchers’ shop, 
and the evidence was that he said 
he must have some cattle to butcher 
that night, there was no variance. 
State v. Neimeier, 66 Iowa 634, 24 
NW 247. (2) On a trial for obtain- 
ing money by falsely pretending that 
a note was valid and secured by a 
mortgage, the fact that in the mar- 
gin of the note were the words, 
“This note is secured by real-estate 
mortgage,’ which were not in the 
copy of, the note set out in the in- 
dictment, was not a variance. Com. 
v. Parmenter, 121 Mass. 354. (3) 
Where the evidence shows that the 
prosecutor was induced to pay the 
money by reason of a demand based 
upon a false and forged obligation of 
a bank to pay for a fictitious adver- 
tisement in the purported directory, 
there is no variance between the 
evidence of the prosecutor and the 
allegations of the information that 
accused, with intent to cheat and 
defraud, presented to the bank a con- 
tract which he represented had been 
made the publishing concern, and 
demanded payment. Peo. v. Flesh- 
man, 26 Cal. A. 788, 148 P 805 {dist 
Peo. v. Lapique, 10 Cal. A. 669, 103 P 
164]. (4) An allegation that accused 
falsely represented that he had “an 
order’? on prosecutor from W for the 
goods is sustained by proof that ac- 
cused had told prosecutor that W 
had told accused to tell prosecutor 
to let accused have the goods, since 
an order may be oral. State v. 
Mikle, 94 N. C. 843. 
Ala.—Frederick v. State, 39 S 
915; Amos v. State, 123 Ala. 50, 26 
S 524. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Russell, 156 Cal. 450, 
105 P 416; Peo. v. Freeman, 29 Cal. 
AMD 4asealb6 7s 99/42 
Ga.—Ricks v. State, 8 Ga. A. 449, 


69 SE 576. 
Tll.—Keyes v. Peo., 197’ Ill. 638, 
64 NE 730; Berkenfield v. Peo., 191 


Ill. 272, 61 NE 96. 


Iowa.—State v. Chingren, 105 
Iowa 169, 74 NW 946. 
Kan.—State v. Wilson, 73 . Kan. 


334, 80 P 639, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 


479. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich. 
362, 122 NW 98. 

N. Y.—Webster v. Peo., 92 N. Y. 


422, 1 N. Y. Cr. 190 [aff 28 Hun 322]; 
Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. 17, 5 Park. Cr. 
142: Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 87. 

Ne Gt =Stateoven Carlson LdseN.s C: 
818, 89 SE 30; State v. Marsh, 162 N. 
C. 603, 77 SE 839. 

N. D.—State v. Henderson, 176 NW 
126. 

Oh.—Tingue v. State, 90 Oh. St. 
368, 108 NE 222, AnnCas1916C 1156. 

Pa.—C@om. v. Karpouski, 3 Pa. 
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ing such cases an immaterial variance is not | fatal.*? Accused cannot be convicted on proof of pre- 


Dist. 772 {aff 167 Pa. 225, 31 A 572). 

Tex.—Glover v. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 
208, 122 SW 396. 

Wash.—State v. Brown, 62 Wash. 
293, 113 P 782; State v. Knowlton, 11 
Wash. 512, 39 P 966. 

Wis.—Davis v. State, 1384 Wis. 632, 
115 NW 150. ; 

Ont.—Reg. v. Patterson, 26 Ont. 
656, 2 CanCrCas 239. 

[a] Variances held immaterial.— 
(1) In a prosecution for obtaining a 
signature to a note, where the indict- 
ment alleged that the pretense was 
that accused had three hundred, and 
it was proved that he said he had- 
one hundred and fifty dollars, there 
is no variance if one hundred and. 
fifty dollars was sufficient to meet 
the note. Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 87. (2) Under an indictment 
charging that accused obtained goods 
under the false pretense that he had 
money in M National Bank of S, 
proof that he said the money was 
in M bank of S is not a material 
variance, where the evidence is that 
the only M bank in S was a na- 
tional one; and under an allegation 
of a false pretense that accused had 
more than three hundred dollars in 
bank proof that he said he had more 
than enough to pay a bill of that 
amount past due to prosecutor is 
not a material variance. Com. v. 
Karpouski, 3 Pa. Dist. 772 [aff 167 
Pa. 225, 31 A 572]. (3) Where inform- 
ant alleged that accused represented 
that bars of metal were gold, in re- 
liance of which prosecutor bought 
them of accused for five thousand 
dollars, whereas they were of no 
value, and the proof showed that 
there was no gold in them but that 
they contained copper worth one 
hundred and twenty dollars, the 
variance was immaterial. State v. 
Knowlton, 11 Wash. 512, 39 P 
966. (4) Where the evidence showed 
that a firm of which accused was 
a member obtained credit of a 
bank by aé fraudulent statement 
in writing made by accused to the 
bank of the financial standing of 
the firm, and that the bank had been 
defrauded thereby, the contention 
that a verdict of guilty of obtaining 
credit by means of false statements 
in writing as to his own credit was 


not supported by the evidence is 
without merit. Berkenfield v. Peo., 
191 Ill. 272, 61 NE 96. (5) Where 


accused was convicted of obtaining 
money by false pretenses, the fact 
that the.information alleged that he 
falsely pretended that he had been 
engaged by one Rev. L, rector of St. 
Mathias’ Episcopal Church, to solicit 
and collect for advertisements for 
a church program, while the proof 
showed that he stated that he had 
been engaged by L, of the Epis- 
ecopal Church, did not constitute a 
fatal variance, especially where it 
appeared that there was only 
one Episcopal Church in the gity, 
and that L was its rector, since 
the discrepancy was merely as to 
immaterial details. Davis v. State, 
134 Wis. 632, 115 NW 150. (6) Where 
an indictment for false representa- 
tions alleged that accused falsely 
stated, as a basis for credit, that he 
had an unencumbered horse and 
buggy, the fact that the proof 
showed that the horse only was 
encumbered, was not a fatal vari- 


ance. Woods v. State, 133 Ala. 162, 
31 S 984. (7) An indictment which 
charged accused with obtaining 


money under false pretenses by sell« 
ing a “horse” to another, while the 
proof showed that the animal was 
ae “mares Hales W. Com, Loisiikcye 
639, 152 SW 773. (8) On a prosecu- 
tion for obtaining money by falsely 
pretending that property mortgaged 
by accused was his own and unen- 
cumbered, it appearing that the prop- 
erty did not belong to defendant, ab- 
sence of evidence that the property 
was unencumbered did not involve a 


640 [25 0.5.] 


tenses not alleged in the indictment.4® Hence if the 
indictment alleges a single representation made of 
a single inseparable fact, and the proof is of a sin- 
gle representation variant from that charged, the 
variance is fatal;*° but where the pretense is charged 
as a single pretense, proof of a double and separable 


representation, one part of which 


stitute this element of the offense and which cor- 
responds with the pretense charged, is no variance.°° 
And where the false pretense alleged in the indict- 
ment operated as a moving cause to induce the 
prosecutor to part with his property, proof of other 
not constitute a fatal 
Where the main pretense is charged, 


concurring causes does 
variance.®4 


material variance. Frederick  v. 
State, (Ala.) 39 S 915. (9) A differ- 
ence between the amount which re- 
spondent claimed to be worth, and 
that stated in the information, is not 
a prejudicial variance when that 
charged was within the statement 
made b.r him. Peo. v. Andre, 157 
Mich. 362, 122 NW 98. (10) An al- 
legation, in an indictment against ac- 
cused, that certain property which 
he desired to sell was free from en- 
cumberances, that a certain mort- 
gage thereon “secured the sum of 
$200,” was sufficiently sustained by 
proof that it secured notes for two 
hundred dollars. Keyes v. Peo., 197 
Ill. 638, 64 NE 730. 

48. State v. Riley, 65 N. J. L. 192, 
46 A 700 [aff 65 N. J. L. 624, 48 A 
536]; Barber v. Peo,, 17 Hun (N. Y.) 


366; He bbe v. Keep, 85 Or. 265, 166 
4B. 93 
tal Rule applied.—When indict- 


ment is based on false pretenses evi- 
dence of false token not alleged can- 
not be considered. State v. Keep, 85 
Or. 265, 166 P 936. 

49. O’Connor y. State; 30 Ala. 9 
(where the pretense charged was 
that accused said that he had in M 
the sum of seven thousand dollars, 
and the proof was that he said he 
had seven dollars less than seven 
thousand dollars in the hands of a 
friend in 

50. Beasley vy. State, 59 Ala. 20; 
Peo. v. Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 106 Ni 
823, AnnCas1916A 729; Reg. v. Lince, 
PV Cox. C; 451% 

[a] Mlustration.—Where the pre- 
tense charged was that accused said 
he had two bales of cotton, and the 
proof was that he said he had two 
bales of cotton in a house at horne 
and one in the field. Beasley v. State, 
59 Ala. 20. 

51. State v. Elliott, 68 Wash. 603, 
123 P 1089. 

52. Peo. v. Donaldson, 36 Cal. A. 

16 Ala. 


G3 LG Pxgs2. 
53. Ala.—Foote v. State, 

A. 136, 75 S 728; Woods v. State, 133 
Ala. 162, 31 S 984; Gardner v. State, 
4 Ala. A. 131, 58 S 1001; Frederick v. 
State, 39 S 915; Beasley v. State, 59 
Ala. 20; Addington v. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 10, 74 S 846. 

61 Ark. 


157, 32 SW 102; Johnson v. State, 36 
Ark. 242; State v. Vandimark, 35 
Ark. 396. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Chrones, 75 P 189; 
Peo. v. Meadows, 22 Cal. A. 311, 134 
P 337; Peo. v. Ward, 5 Cal. A. 36, 89 
P 874; Peo. v. Smith, 3 Cal: A. 62, 
84 P 449. 

Del.—State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 
204, 74 A 82. 

Ga.—Hathcock y. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
TB SHS 9s 

Til.—Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 
116 NE 131, LRA1917E 797; Cowen 
v. Peo., 14 Ill. 348. 

Ind.—Todd v. State, 31 Ind. 414. 

Iowa.—State v. Hollingsworth, 132 
Iowa 471, 109 NW 1003; State v. Dex- 
ter, 115 Iowa 678, 87 NW 417; State 
v. Chingren, 105 Iowa 169, 74 NW 946. 

Kan.—State-v. Hetrick, §4 Kan. 157, 
113 P 388, 34 LRANS 642. 
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result.®? 


alone might con- 


[§ 76] 
be fatal.57 


Ky.—Com. v. Haughey, 3 Mete. 223. 

Me.—State y. Dunlap, 24 Me. 177; 
State v. Mills, 17 Me. 211. 

Mass.—Com. y. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
248, 52 NE 77; Com. v. ‘Ashton, 125 
Mass. 384; Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
481; Com.) v. Morrill; 8 Cush. 5713 
Com. v. Davidson, 1 Cush. 33. 


Mich.—Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 
297, 28 NW 871. 
Mo.—State v. Gerhardt, 248 Mo. 


535, 154 SW 722; State v. Miller, 212 
Mo. 73, 111 SW 18; State v. Keyes, 
196 Mo. 136, 98 SW 801, 6 LRANS 
369, 7 AnnCas 23; State v. Vorback, 
66 Mo. 168. 

N. J.—State v. Haines, 92 N. J. L. 
642, 106 A 27; Cunningham y. State, 
61 N. J. L. 666, 40 A 696; State v. 
Vanderbilt, 27 N. J. L. 328. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Blanchard, 90 N. Y. 
314; Bielschofsky v. Peo., 5 Thomps. 
& C. 277 [aff 3 Hun 40]; Peo. v. Cer- 
rato, 99 Misc. 256, 165 NYS 694; Peo. 
v. Fowler, 18 How Pr 493; Péo. v. 
Haynes, 11 Wend, 557 [rev on other 
grounds 14 Wend. 546, 28 AmD 530]; 
Wiebster va Peo., 1iINo oy, <Crv190 [ate 
92 N.Y. 4221]. 

Pa.—Com,. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Cas. 332; Com. v. Lundberg, 18 Phila. 
482. 

Tenn.—State v. Morgan, 109 Tenn. 
157; “69 “SW = 970s (Britt... *State,> 9 
Humphr, 31. 


Tex.—Baxter v.. State, 51 Tex. Cr. 
576, 105 SW 195. 

Wash.—State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
661, 170 P 374, 

Wis.-—Baker v. State, 120 Wis. 135, 


97 NW 566. 

Eng.—Reg. v. English, 12 Cox C. C. 
171; Regs v. Brown, 2 Cox ©.7C, 348% 
Rexiv.p Adyin WC. ve fee 41405 82 HCL, 
540; Rex v. Hill, R. & R. 142. 

[a] Zllustration.—To sustain an 
indictment against a sheriff for pre- 
senting a fraudulent claim for the 
board of prisoners it is not necessary 
to show that all the items, or any 
particular item, of the bill presented, 
was fraudulent; but evidence of the 
falsity of any one of the items set 
forth in the indictment is sufficient. 
State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 204, 74 A 
82. 

54. Carey v. State, 112 Ga. 226, 37 
SE 405; McClintock vy. State, 98 Nebr. 
158, 152 NW 378; Dechard v. State, 
(Tex. Cr.) 57 SW 8138; Reg. v. Bulmer, 
9'Cox CY Ch0492, 

[a] Tlustration.— Where accused 
was indicted for obtaining property 


under a contract set out in the in- 
dictment, and it appeared that he ob- 
tained property under another con- 
tract. Dechard v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 57 
Sw 813. 

55. Thomas vy. Terr., 11 Ariz. 184, 
89 P 591. 
Ap Ala.—Hendrix y. State, 82 S 

Ark.—Silvie v. State, 117 Ark. 108, 
173 SW 857; Maxey v. State, 85 Ark. 
499, 108 Sw 1135, 14 AnnCas 509. 

Cal.—Peo, v. Cummings, 117 Cal. 
497, 49 P 576; Peo. v. Reed, 70 Cal. 
529, 11 P 676, 

Ga.—Oliver vy. State, 15 Ga. A. 452, 
83 SH 641; O’Neal vy. State, 10 Ga. A. 
1474, 73 SE 696, 
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evidence is admissible of minor pretenses which 
may have exercised some influence in producing the 
There is no variance when several repre- 
sentations are alleged and only one is proved.5? 
However, the allegation as to the pretense which 
was relied upon must be proved as laid, a variance 
in this respect being fatal.°* 
precluded from showing the falsity of any or all of | 
the pretenses alleged.®> 

3. “As to Property Obtained. 
legata and probata as to the property obtained must 
correspond;°® but an immaterial variance will not 
In general it is not necessary to prove 
that the amount of money obtained was precisely 


The prosecution is not 


The al- 


Ill— Peo. v. Dempsey, 283 Ill. 342, 
119 NE 333, LRA1918F 239. 
Towa.—State v. Kote 
306, 151 NW 440. 
Ky.—Hale v. Com., 151 Ky. 639, 152 
SW 773. 


172 Iowa 


Md. ing tasers bee: v. State, 102 
Md. 470, 62 A 803. 
oe .—Com. v. Howe, 132 Mass. 


Mo.—State v. Booth, 186 SW 1019; 
State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 SW 
607; State v. McNerney, 118 Mo. A. 
60, 94 SW 740. 

N. J.—State v. Appleby, 63 N. J. L. 
526, 42 A 847, 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Se ence: 162 App. 
Div. 181, 147 NYS 277. 

N. C.—State. v. Carlson, 1 INC: 
818, 89 SE 30; State v. Gibson, 169 N. 
(84 318, 85 SE 7; State v. McWhirter, 
141 N.C. 809, 53 SE 734. 

Okl.—Foster v. State, 15 Okl. Cr. 
aoe 175 P 944. 

C.—State v. Daniel, 83 S. C. 309, 
65 Son 236. 

Tex.—Kraft v. State, (Cr.) 217 SW 
1038; Lieske v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 276, 
131 SW 1126; Braxton v. State, 50 
Tex. Cr. 632, 99 SW 994; Dechard v. 
State, (Cr.) 57 SW 8138; Rosales v. 
State, 22 Tex. A. 673, 3 SW 344; Mar- 
wilsky v. State, 9 Tex. A. 377 

Va.—Fay v. Com. -, 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 


912. 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 1083 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365; 
orare v. Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 91 AmD 
390. 

Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 


319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) An indict- 
ment for obtaining money must be 
sustained by proof that accused ob- 
tained the kind of money described 
in the indictment, Silvie v. State, 117 
Ark. 108, 173 SW 857; Maxey Vv. State, 
85 Ark. 499, 108 SW 1135, 14 AnnCas 
509; Lieske v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 276, 
131 SW 1126. (2) An indictment al- 
leging that accused procured a cer- 
tain sum in lawful money of the 
United States is supported by the 
proof that accused was paid that sum 
in cash. Hale ve-Com., 151 Ky. 639; 
152 SW 773. (8) Under an indict- 
ment which alleges that accused ob- 
tained current money, proof is suffi- 
ecient which shows that he obtained 
national bank notes as well as United 
States treasury. notes. Baxter v. 
State, 51 Tex. Cr. 576, 105 SW 195. 
(4) And an indictment charging that 
accused, by means of a game and de- 
vice, fraudulently obtained of A “cer- 
tain moneys, to wit, divers promis- 
sory notes, current as money in said 
Commonwealth,” is sustained by 
proof that the notes obtained by ac- 
cused were bank bills. Com. v. Ash- 
ton, 125 Mass, 384. 

57. Ala.—Foote v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
136, 75 S 728; Cheshire v. State, 10 
Ala. A. 139, 64 S 544; Hope v. State, 
5 Ala. A. 123, 59 S 326. 

Ark.—Pruitt v. State, 11 SW 822. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Cal. A. 148, 
LOC We aso ke 

Del.—State v. Holden, 25 Del. 429, 
79 A 215; State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 
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the same as that alleged in the indictment. It is 
sufficient to prove that some definite portion of the 
goods was obtained by means of the alleged false 
pretense.°? Proof of obtaining a less sum of money 
or a smaller quantity of property than that alleged 
If the proof shows that 
accused obtained the property alleged, proof that he 
also obtained other property not alleged is not a 
According to some of the decisions an 
averment of obtaining a certain sum of money is 
sustained by proof of obtaining a check, draft, war- 
rant, order, or the like, which is afterward paid or 
honored ;°? but there is authority to the contrary.* 
It has been held that proof that the amount of a check 
was passed to the eredit of accused by bank and 
drawn upon by him in favor of other parties will 
not sustain an indictment for obtaining money,** and 


is not a fatal variance.®° 


variance.®! 


Fla.—Bowman y. State, 54 Fla. 16, 
45 S 308. f 

Iowa.—State yv. Gibson, 132 Iowa 
53, 106 NW 270. 

Kan.—State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 
SON E: 639, 84 Pris, clit Ams 4795 
State v. Balliet, 63 Kan. 707,66 -P 
oe) State v. Palmer, 40 Kan. 474, 20 

Ky.—Rand y. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802; Hale v. Com., 151 Ky. 
639, 152 SW 773. 

Md.—Schaumloeffel vy. State, 102 
Md. 470, 62 A 803. 

Mass.—Com. v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 
329, 47 NE 1034; Com. vy. Brown, 167 
Mass. 144, 45 NE 1. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Hoffman, 142 Mich. 
531, 105 NW 888. 

Mo.—State v. Chick, 221 SW 10; 
State v. Booth, 186 SW 1019; State v. 
Terry, 109 Mo. 601, 19 SW 206. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Dimick, 107 N. Y. 13, 
14 NE 178; Webster v. Peo., 92 N. Y. 
422, 1 N. Y. Cr. 190 [aff 28 Hun 322]. 

N. C.—State v. Marsh, 162 N. C. 603, 
77 SE 839. 

Oh.—Tarbox vy. State, 38 Oh. St. 
581. 

Or.—State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 
103 P 521. 

Ss. C.—State v. Jackson, 87 S. C. 407, 
69 SE 883. 

Tex.—King v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
397, 146 SW 543; Melton v. State, 63 
Tex. Cr. 573, 140 SW 781. 

Wash.—State v. Mendenhall, 24 
Wash, 12, 63 P 1109. : 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Patterson, 26 Ont. 
656, 2 CanCrCas 239. 

5g. Ala.—Foote v. State, 16 Ala. A. 
136, 75'S 728; Cheshire y. State, 10 
Ala. A. 139, 64 S 544. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Cal. A. 148, 


Oe aac 
Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 
Lie Bowmen v. State, 54 Fla. 16, 
45 S 308. 


Iowa.—State vy. Gibson, 132 Iowa 
53, 106 NW 270. 

Mass.—Com. v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 
429, 47 NE 1034. 

N. J.—Cunningham vy. State, 61 N. 
J. L. 67, 38 A 847 [aff 61 N. J. L. 666, 

96]. 

1B igen ee v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

59. Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 


401, 67 A 154. 
Fla.—Bowman vy. State, 54 Fla. 16, 


45 S 308. 

Ga.—Abrams v. State, 126 Ga. 591, 
55 SE 497; Thomas v. State, 126 Ga. 
90, 54 SE 813; Banks v. State, 124 Ga. 
15, 52 SE 74, 2 LRANS 1007. 

Tll.—Juretich v. Peo., 223 Il. 484, 

E 181. 

Eye itistate vy. Dexter, 115 Iowa 
Sve NW 417- 
Mee AE, vy. Lee, 149 Mass. 179, 
21 NE 299. 

N 


C.-State v. McWhirter, 141 N.° 


. 809, 53 SE 734. ; 
: Wis Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
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103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

60. Ala.—Hope v. State, 5 Ala. A. 
123, 59 S 326. 

Iowa.—State y. Dexter, 115 Iowa 
678, 87 NW 417. 

Mass.—Com. v. Lee, 149 Mass, 179, 
21 NE 299. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Parish, 4 Den. 153. 
oy S.—Reg. v- Cameron, 23 N, 

61. Com. v. Brown, 167 Mass. 144, 
45 NE 1; Peo. v. Parish, 4 Den. (N. 
Be 153; Moore v. State, 20 Tex. A. 

62. Ark.—Hunt vy. State, 72 Ark. 
241, 79 SW 769, 105 AmSR 34, 65 LRA 
71, 2 AnnCas 83. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Leavens, 12 Cal, A. 
178, 106 P 1103. 

Ga.—McCoy v. State, 124 Ga. 218, 
52 SE 434. 

Iowa.—State v. Gibson, 132 Iowa 
538, 106 NW 270. 

Kan.—State vy. Palmer, 40 Kan. 474, 
20. R270: 

Ky.—Rand vy. Com., 176 Ky. 3438, 195 
SW 802. 

Md.—Schaumloeffel v. State, 102 
Md. 470, 62 A 803. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Hoffman, 142 Mich. 
531, 105 NW 888. 

Mo.—State v. Chick, 221 SW 10; 
State v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 153 SH 
1010. 

N: Y¥.—Peo. v.) Dimick; 107 N. Y¥.. 138; 
14 NE 178; Peo. v. Geyer, 132 App. 
Div. 790, 117 NYS 662 [rev on other 
grounds 196 N. Y. 364, 90 NE 48]. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 88 NW 869. 

Or.—State v. Germain, 54 Or. 395, 
HOSEE S215 

S. C.—State v. Jackson, 87 S. C. 407, 
69 SE 883. 

Tex.—King v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
397, 146 SW 548; Robinson y. State, 
63 Tex, Cr. 212, 1389 SW 978. But see 
Lieske v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 276, 131 
SW 1126 (an indictment alleging the 
obtaining of a specified sum of cur- 
rent money of the United States is 
not sustained by a proof of obtain- 
ing a check for that amount). 

Va.—Lewis v. Com., 120 Va. 875, 91 
SE 174... 

[a] Money placed on deposit sub- 
ject to check.—Where an indictment 
for swindling charged that accused 
and B received money from a bank 
by false representations, it was not 
material that the money was not act- 
ually paid over, but was placed to 
the credit of the codefendant and by 
aecused checked out in his codefend- 
ant’s name. Medders v. State, 54 Tex. 
Cr. 494, 118 SW 270. i 

[b] Obtaining money by indorse- 
ment of worthless check.—In a prose- 
cution for larceny, where the indict- 
ment charged that accused stole 
money of the prosecuting witness, it 
is sufficient to support a conviction to 
show that accused, by false repre- 
sentations, induced the prosecuting 
witness to indorse worthless check 
and then cashed it at a bank, it ap- 
pearing that the bank held the prose- 
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that there is a fatal variance where the indictment 
charges accused with obtaining money by false pre- 
tenses and the proof is that he obtained a note, 
or the satisfaction of a debt,®® but that proof that 
a draft, by which accused secured other drafts and 
a deposit credit, 
ance with an indictment alleging that accused ob- 
tained ‘‘current and genuine money.’’ & 

[§ 77] 4. As to Person to Whom Pretense Was 
Made. The proof as to the person to whom the false 
pretense was made must correspond with the allega- 
tion in the indictment.*$ 
be indirectly made there is no variance between an 
allegation that the pretenses were made to a person 
named and proof that they were made to another 
person and by him communicated to the person. 
named,®* or where the representations were made to 


was obtained is not at fatal vari- 


But since pretenses may 


cuting witness on his indorsement. 
Peo. v. Pindar, 159 App. Div. 12, 144 
Nae 242 [aff 210 N. Y. 191, 104 NE 

[c] An attempt to obtain by fraud 
a check on which money could be ob- 
tained may be shown under an in- 
dictment charging an attempt to 


obtain money. State v. Terry, 109 
Mo. 601, 19 SW 206. 
63. Hendrix v. State, (Ala.) 82 S 


564; Peo. v. Cronkrite, 266 Ill. 438, 107 
NE 703; Lory v. Peo., 229 Ill. 268, 82 
NE 261; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 


64. Maxey v. State, 85 Ark. 499, 
108 SW 1135, 14 AnnCas 509. 

65. State v. Gibson, 169 N. C, 318, 
85 SE 7. 

66. State v. Daniel, 83 S. C. 309, 
65 ‘SE 236. 

67. State v. Cary, 128 Minn. 481, 
151*NW 186. 

68. Broznack v. State, 109 Ga. 514, 


35 SE 123; McLendon v. State, 16 Ga. 
A. 262, 85 SE 200; Foss v. State, 15 
Ga. A. 478, 83 SE 880; O’Neal v. State, 
10 Ga. A. 474, 73 SE 696; Pilgrim v. 
State, 68 Tex. Cr. 175, 150 SW 1170. 
[a] Reason for rule.—Accused is 
entitled to know precisely to what 
particular person he is charged with 
making the false representations, in 
order to enable him to properly pre- 
pare his defense, and the proof 
should strictly conform to the alle- 
gations and show that the repre- 
sentations were in fact made to the 
identical person or persons named in 
the accusation. McLendon vy. State, 
16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SE 200. 
_[b]| Bule applied.—(1) An allega- 
tion in an accusation that a given 
representation was made to one mem- 
ber of a firm with a view to procur- 
ing credit is not supported by evi- 
dence showing that such a _ repre- 
sentation was made solely to another 
member of that firm. Broznack v. 
State,’ 109 ‘Ga. 514, 36 SHV123. (2) 
Evidence that the falSe representa- 
tions were made to an agent of a 
firm, and_thus to the firm,’ is inadmis- 
sible under an accusation charging 
that they were made to the firm. Mc- 
edo v. State, 16 Ga. A. 262, 85 SH 


69. Mass.—Com. v. Harley, 7 Metc. 
439'-@om. v. Call? 2 Pick 515s Com: 
v. Mooar, Thach. Cr. 410. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Coombs, 36 App. Div. 
284,55 NYS 276 [aff 158 N. Y. 532, 53 
NE 527]; Peo.» v. Genet, 19 Hun 91 
[aff 83 N. Y. 436]. 

Tex.—Perry v. State, 39 Tex. Cr. 
495, 46 SW 816. 

Fing.—Rex v. Taylor, 65 J. P. 457. 
ion S.—Reg. v. Cameron, 23 N. : 

fa] Tllustrations.—(1) An allega- 
tion that the false pretenses were 
made to X is proved by evidence that 
they were made in a written instru- 
ment which through the instrumen- 
tality of accused was brought to X 
and on which X acted. Peo. v. Genet, 
LOR Eun “918 fafi 483 Ni. 436i) 
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a third person, but in the presence of the prosecutor 
who acted upon them.’° If the allegation is that 
the false pretense was made to several persons, there 
is no variance in proof that it was made to one of 
the persons named.’ 

[§ 78] 5. As to Person Intended to Be De- 
frauded. Since if accused had an intent to defraud, 
it is immaterial against whom the intent was di- 
rected,?2 it need not be proved that the intent was 
to defraud the particular person named in the in- 
dictment,*? 

[§ 79] 6. As to Person from Whom Property 
Was Obtained. The proof must correspond to the 
allegations of the indictment as to the person from 
whom the property was obtained."* However, there 
is no variance where it is alleged that the property 
was obtained from a certain person and the proof 
shows it was delivered to accused by the agent of 
such person or by some third person upon his request 
or order.™® : 

[§ 80] 7. As to Person Obtaining Property. 
Where it is charged that accused obtained certain 


property, proof that it was received by a third per-. 


son will not suffice.”° But the fact that the proof 
shows that accused never obtained the property but 
that it was obtained, if at all, by a company for 
Upon an indictment for obtaining 


FALSE PRETENSES 


the loan of the money, 
ceived from B a pawn ticket purport- 


which accused acted as agent does not constitute a 
fatal variance.” Nor does proof that the property 
was delivered to another at accused’s request, or in 
accordance with his wishes, constitute a material 
variance,"8 

[§ 81] 8. As to Ownership of Property Ob- 
tained. A material variance between the indictment 
and proof as to the ownership of the property ob- 
tained is fatal.7® The allezation of title of the prop- 
erty fraudulently acquived by accused charged with 
swindling must be proved, and a yarlance between 
the allegation and proof is fatal.*° Under an indict- 
ment for obtaining property by means of the con- 
fidence game, it is sufficient to allege that the prop- 
erty obtained was either that of the general owner 
or his agent in possession of it and to prove that 
the confidence game was practiced either on the 
owner or the agent.®+ 
 [§ 82] 9. As to Time When Pretense Was 
Made. The date on which the pretense was made 
being immaterial, a variance as to the date is not 
fatal.®? 

[§ 83] L. Evidence §* —1. 
Burden of Proof. 
crimes,** so in this, the burden of proving every ele- 
ment of the crime is on the state.®> The prosecution 


accused re-|Ala. 9. 
Cal.—Peo. y. Arberry, 13 Cal. A. 


Presumptions and 


[$§ 77-83 


As in the ease of all other 


meney of P by false pretenses the 
proof was that the false representa- 
tion was made to P’s agent who com- 
municated it to P, and thereupon, by 
P’s direction, paid money to accused 
out of P’s funds.' It was held that 
this was not a variance. Com. v. Call, 
21 Pick. (Mass.) 515. 

70. Foss v. State, 15 Ga. A. 478, 83 
SE 880. 

71; Ree. v. Kealey, 5 Cox. C. C, 193. 
But see Pilgrim v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 
175, 150 SW 1170 (ander an indict- 
ment - for swindling which charges 
that accused acquired property from 
several persons named, a charge au- 
thorizing a conviction based on false 
representations, made to only one of 
such persons, is erroneous). 

72. See supra § 31. 

73. Peo. v. Fleshman, 26 Cal, A. 
788, 148 P 805; O’Neal v. State, 10 Ga. 
A. 474, 73 SE 696; State v. Bourne, 86 

- Minn. 432, 90 NW 1108. 

{a] In North Carolina, under Re- 
visal (1905) § 3432, providing that, 
in an indictment for obtaining prop- 
erty by false pretenses, it shall be 
sufficient to alleze that the party did 
the act with the intent to defraud, 
without alleging an intent to defraud 
any particular person, and that it 
shall not be necessary to prove an 
intent to defraud any particular per- 
son, an allegation in an indictment 
as to the persons intended to be de- 
frauded was surpluczage, and a claim 
of variance could nat be predicated 
thereon. State v. Salisbury Ice, etc., 
Go t66!) Ny) Cx \866; 82 SH) 1737; (62 
LRANS 216; State v. Ridge, 125 N. C. 
658, 34 SE 440. X 

74. U. S.—Brafford v. U. S., 259 
Fed. 511. 

Ala.—Elmore v. State, 138 Ala. 50, 
85 S 25; Headley v. State, 106 Ala. 
109, 17, S 714; Bazzell v. State, (A.) 
81S 183; Gardner v. State, 4 Ala, A. 
131, 58 S 1001. 

Ga.—Oliver v. State. 15 Ga. A. 452, 
83 SE 641; O’Neal v. State, 10 Ga. A. 
474, 73 SE 696. 

Iowa.—State vy. Kiefer, 172 Iowa 
306, 151 NW 440. 

Oh.—Baker v. State, 31 Oh. St. 314. 

Tex.—Mathews v. State, 83 Tex. 
102; Whitaker v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
272, 211 SW 787; Pilgrim v. State, 66 
Tex. Cr. 175,' 150 SW 1170. 

fa] No variance.—Where accused 
was charged with having obtained 
money by false pretenses from one 
B, and the evidence showed that on 
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ing to be issued by the “Capital City 
Loan Co.,” in the absence of evidence 
that such company was other than a 
name used by B, or that it was ob- 
tained from any other than B, there 
was no variance. Elmore v. State, 
138 Ala. 50, 35 S 25. 


Fis Ariz.—Madison y. State, 189 P 
Cal.—Peo. v. Leavens, 12 Cal. A. 
178, 106 P 1103. 
Mass.—Com. _ v. Blanchette, 157 
Mass, 486, 32 NE 658. 
Tox.—Tuttle v. State, 41 Tex. Cr. 
96, 51 SW 911. 
Tn~.—Res. v. Moseley, 9 Cox. C. C. 


16; Reg. v. Rouse, 4 Cox..C. C. 7. 

76. State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 
178 SW 489; Willis v. Peo., 19 Hun 
(N. Y.) 84. 

77. State v. Mendenhall, 24 Wash. 
L260) el 109: 

78. State, vy. Balliet, 68 Kan. 707, 
66 P 1005. 


79. Ala,—Headley v. State, 106 
Ala. 109. 17 S 714 (by statute). 
Cal.—Peo. v. Lapique, 10 Cal. A, 


669, 108 P:164, 

Ga.—Oliver v. State, 15 Ga. A. 452, 
83 SE 641; O’Neal v. State, 10 Ga. 
A. 474, 73 SE 696; Caswell v. State, 
(A..) 63.SE 566. 

Tex.—Whitaker v. State, 85 Tex. 
Cry -272,). 211 SW 787. 

Wyo.—Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

{a] In Missouri an indictment un- 
der Rev. St. § 1561, for obtaining 
property by means of a trick and 
fraud, should charge it to belong to 
the true.owner. But a variance in 
this particular upon the trial will 


not, under the statute (Rev. St. 
court shall find it to be material to 
the merits of the case, or prejudicial 
Mo. 558, 52 AmR 889. 

80. Pilgrim v. State, 68 Tex. Cr. 

81. Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 
—_ NE 53. 
108° NE 823, AnnCaci916A 729; Com, 
v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 329, 47 NE 
45 NE 1; Com. v. Coleman, 60 Pa. 
Super. 412. 
§ 947 et seq. 

84. See Criminal Law § 993 et seq. 


§ 1820), be fatal, unless the trial 

to the defense. State v. Myers, 82 
175, 150 SW 1170. 

Peo. v. Bertsche, 265 Tll. 272, 

1034; Com. vy. Brown, 167 Mass. 144, 

83. See generally Criminal Law 

85., Ala.—O’Connor v. State, 30 


749, 114 P 411; Peo. v. Leavens, 12 


Cally, WAL? 173: 106 Peyedoss 
Colo.—Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 
146, 161 P 157. 
Ga.—Wilson v. State, 124 Ga, 22, 


52 SH 82; Glenn vy. State, 123 Ga. 585, 
51 SE 605. 

I1l.—Peo. v. Holtzman, 272 Ill. 447, 
112 NE 370. 

Iowa.—State v. Sherman, 183 Iowa 
42, 166 NW 674 

Ky.—Day Vic Com., 110 SW 417, 33 
KyL 560. 

Md.—Lyman v. State, 109 A 548. 

Mass.—Com. v. Stone, 4 Mete. 43. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Getchell, 6 Mich., 496. 


Ruger nem v. State, 41 Miss. 
Mo.—State v. Chick, 221 SW 10: 


eae v. Dines, 206 Mo. 649, 105 Sw 
yet, C.—State v. Wilbourne, 87 N. C. 
vad. 

Philippine.—U. S. v. 
Philippine 883; U. S. 
Philippine 417. 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 S. 
Di tile 1¢0 NW 811. 

ex.—Kxraft v. State, (Cr.) 217 SW 
1038; Moore v. State, 20 Tex. A. 233. 

Inng.—Rex v. Stoddart, 73 J. P. 348. 

[a] Dellance uy on pretense.—The 
burden is on the prosecution to show 
a reasonable reliance on the truth 
of the pretense and that it induced 
the prosecutor to part with his prop- 
erty. State v. Davis, 150 N. C. 851, 64 
SED 498. 

{b] FPalsity of pretense.—It is in- 
cumbent unon the _ prosecution to 
prove the falsity of the pretense. Gor- 
don v. Com., 146 Ky. 61, 141 SW 1186. 

[el] Knowledge of falsity of pre- 
tence must be proved by state. Ricks 
v. State, 15. Ga. A. 645, 84 SE 86; 


Rivera, 23 
v. De Castro, 18 


Mason v. State, 99 Nebr. 221, 155 NW 


895; Rex v. Dunleavy, 13 Lakes 5G. 

[a] Worthlessness of bank notes. 
(1) Where accused is charged with 
passing a worthless bank note, proof 
that the note was bad ard of. no value 
must be made. Reg. v. Evans, Bell C. 
C.:187; Rex v. Flint, R..& R. 342. (2) 
Where the bank stopped payment -by 
reason of bankruptcy, it is not nec- 
essary to prove the proceedings in 
bankruptcy. It is sufficient to prove 
the time when the bank stopped pay- 
ment, and that cash could not be ob- 
tained for the note on its being pre- 
sented for payment at the place 
where it was made payable. Reg. v. 


ww 
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is not, however, required to prove elements not spe- 
cifically included within the definition of the of: 
; On a prosecution for selling land without 
having title thereto, the state must prove want of 
title in accused to the property conveyed.’? But ina 
prosecution for obtaining property by a false pre- 
tense of ownership of land, it is not necessary for 
the prosecution to prove, as in larceny, title in an- 
other to land which accused falsely represented he 
owned, it being suflicient if the evidence establishes 
that accused had no title himself.88 
tion charges two separate thines, first, that accused 
did not own the land to which he gave deed, and, 
second, that he had no authority from the owner to 
convey it, it is aceused’s duty to present evidence in 


fense.8¢ 


DWowey 14) CoxeC,. Crh 15% 
Smith, 6 Cox C. C. 314. 

[e] In prosecution for swindling 
(1) the state must prove that accused 
in fact collected the. money which the 
information alleges that he collected 
from swindled person. Kraft v. State, 
(Tex. Cr.) 217 SW 1038. (2) In prose- 
cution for swindling by cbtaining 
money on check, proof must be made 
by state not only that at time the 
check was drawn accuscd had not 
sufficient funds in the bank, but that 
he had no good reason to belicve that 
the check would be paid. Pyruitt v. 
State, 83 Tex. Cr. 148, 202 SW 81. 

[f] Under the Confidense Game 
Statute (Hurd Rey. St. [1913] ¢ 38 
§ 97) the state must prove that ac- 
cused made and sizned a false repre- 
sentation in writing to induce the 
party defrauded to sell goods or loan 
money on credit, that the dofrauded 
party relied thereon and was de- 
ceived thereby, that accused was not 
worth the amount represented over 
and above his liabilities, but was in 
fact insolvent, that he knew the rep- 
resentations were false, that he has 
not paid for the goods cold or the 
money loaned, and is unable to do so, 
and that by means of the false rep- 
resentations and the obtaining of the 
credit he defrauded the other party 
of the goods or money. Peo. v. Holtz- 
man, 272 Ill. 447, 112 NE 370. 

{g] Obtaining advances.—(1) Un- 
der Acts (1903) p 90, making it 
illegal for any person to procure 
money or other thinss of value on 
a contract to perform services, with 
intent to defraud, the burden is upon 
the state,to show that loss or dam- 
age was actually sustained by the 
hirer. Where it appears that ad- 
vances were made, and that the per- 
son to whom the advances were made 
performed a certain amount of serv- 
ices but the value of such service is 
not made to appear, the prosecution 
fails to carry this burden of proof. 
Abrams v. State, 126 Ga. 591, 55 SE 
497. (2) When it appeared from the 
evidence that a contract for services 
was made and money and other 
things of value were advanccd to ac- 
cused who went to work under the 
contract, and thereafter as the re- 
sult of a disagreement between the 
einployer and accused as to the char- 
acter cf the work embraced in the 
contract accused left the employer, 
the presumption arising under the 
act that he procured the goods with 
fraudulent intent was overcome, and 
a verdict finding accused guilty was 
unauthorized. Sterling v. State, 126 
Ga. 92, 54 SE 921, Pei 

[h] In New York it is provided 
by statute (Pen. Code § 442) that 
where goods are obtained on a buy- 
er’s financial statement, and where 
on his failure to pay he fails to pro- 
duce his books within a prescribed 
period after notice, such failure shall 
be presumptive evidence that all pre- 
tenses relating to his means or abil- 
ity to pay contained in the statement 
were false at the time of making 
them, and were known to him to be 
so. Peo. v. Mallon, 166 App. Div. 840, 


Reg. v. 


150 NYS 705 [aff 222 N. Y. 456, 119 
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. 


convey.89 


If the informa- 


NE 102]. 

Dogree of proof see infra § 88. 

86. State v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 
440, 46 P 777,557 AmSR 341; State v. 
Pettviel, 99 Wash. 434, 169.P 977; 
mage v. Brown, 62 Wash. 293, 113 P 
[a] TDiustration. — Accused was 
charged with obtaining property by 
false representations and pretenses 
that he had money in a certain bank, 
and that a check thereon which he 
cave was good, and would be paid on 
presentation, whereas it was never 
paid, and when in fact he never had 
any money there, nor any account 
with the bank. It was not necessary 
to a conviction to allege or prove 
that accused was insolvent. State 
v. McCormick, 57 Kan. 440, 46 P 777, 
57 AmSR 341. 

87. State v. Byam, 23 Or. 568, 32 
P 623. 

88. Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 146, 
16 RAP Loi. 


€9. Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 146, 
AGI P1157. 
90. Ala.—Dorsey v. State, 111 Ala. 


40, 20 S 629; Carlisle v. State, 76 
Ala. 75; Mack v. State, 63 Ala. 138. 

Ark.—Woodruff v. State, 61 Ark. 
157, 32 SW 102. 

Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 

Ga.—Bowles v. State, 12 Ga. A. 14, 
76 SE 594; Patterson v. State, 1 Ga. 
A. 782, 58 SE 284. 

N. C.—State v: Garris, 98 N. C. 733, 
4 SE 633. 

91. Ga.—Patterson vy. State, 1 Ga. 
A. 782, 58 SE 284. 

Ind.—State v. Fields, 118 Ind. 491, 
21 NB 252. 

Towa.—State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470, 472 [quot Cyc]. 

Ky.—IEdmonds y. Com., 149 Ky. 242, 


94 Md. 375, 
6 Mich. 
79 Nebr. 


Mich.—Peo. v. 
496. 


Nebr.—State v. Sparks, 


504, 1183 NW 154, 79 Nebr. 511, 114 
NW 598. ‘ 

Pa.—Com. v. Lundberg, 18 Phila. 
482. 


Tex.—Gibson v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
462, 214 SW 341. 

[a] Rule applied.—The mere fact 
that in an exchange of personal prop- 
erty one party so far overreaches the 
other that an action at law would lie 
by the injured party for the differ- 
ence in. value does not necessarily 
show the intent essential te a convic- 
tion for false pvetense. State v. 
Fields, 118 Ind. 491, 21 NE 252. 

92. State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470, 472 [ouot Cyc]; Peo. 
vy. Baker, !96 ‘N: “YY: 840; 2 N.Y. Cr. 
218. Contra Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 87. But see Reg. v. Franklin, 
4 BF. & F, 94 (the ordering of goods 
in the name of another is prima facie 
evidence of intent to defraud). 

93. Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340, 2 
MGr b2h83 
94. Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340, 2 
WiOrD 248% 

95. See infra § 93. 

96. State v. Lvnn, 19 Del. 316, 51 
A 878: State v.. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
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support of his contention that he was authorized to 


Intent. The burden is upon the state to prove a 
fraudulent intent on the part of the accused.®® Such 
intent must be proved specifically,®! and it cannot 
be imphed from the fact that the pretense alleged 
was made,®? and that it was false,®? and that ac- 
cused knew it to be false.®* 
determined by the jury ® upon all the facts and 
circumstances disclosed by the evidence,* and may 
be inferred by them from such facts and ecireum- 
stances,” but it is not an inference of law.°8 

Falsity. It is incumbent upon the 
prove the falsity of the pretense. 

[§ 84] 2. Admissibility’—a. In General. Sub- 


Such intent is to be 


prosecution to 


436, 161 NW 470; Com. v. McDuffy, 
126 Mass. 467; Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y¥ 
340,220 Ne) Yao Crahodis. 

Raa Ala.—Mack y. State, 63 Ala. 
vo. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Leavens, 12 Cal. A. 
178, 106 P ‘1103; Peo. v. Kawano, 38 
Cal. «A. 612, 177 P 174; Peo. ‘vi; Bow- 
man, 24 Cal. A. 781, 142 P 495. 

Del.—State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154. 
att C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 

Nebr.—State v. parks, 79 Nebr. 
504, 113 NW 154, 79. Nebr. 511, 114 
NW 598. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340, 
2 A Mo iGrre2 hs: 


uiC=State -v. Garris, (98,.Ni C. 
733, 4 SH 633. 
Tex——Speeriv;) State, 50 "Texi.Cr- 


273, 97 SW 469; Cowan vy. State, 41 
Tex, Cr, 617; 56° SW. 751. 


Va.—Trogdon v. Com., 31 Gratt. 
(72 Va.) 862. 
£3. Ark.—wWoodruff v. State, 61 


Aik. 157, 32 SW 102. ; 

Del.—State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 316, 
51 A 878. 

Iowa.—State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
435, 161 NW 470. 

W. Y.—Macullar vy. McKinely, 99 
N. Y. 353, 2 NE 9; Peo. v. Baker, 
96 N. Y. 340, 2 N. Y. Cr. 218; Brown 
vy. Peo., 16 Hun 535; Peo. v. Martin, 
91 Misc. 107, 154 NYS 324. 

Iing.—Reg. v. Garrett, 6 Cox C. GC. 
260, 22 EngL&Eq 607. 

But) see’ Com. v..Schuylér,; 1 Pa. 
Co, 403 (a guilty intent is necessarily 
inferred from the voluntary commis- 
sion of the act, the inevitable effect 
of which is to deprive the owner 
of his property and appropriate it 
to accused’s use). 

99. Ala.—Sherard v. State, 16 Ala. 
AON eS AS a2 


Colc.—Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 
PS G6rN Soe LSS. 

Ky.—Day v. Com., 110 SW 417, 33 
KyL 560. 

Nebr.—McClintock v. State, 98 
Nebr. 158, 152 NW _ 378 


Wash.—State v. Lynn, 89 Wash. 
463, 154 B798. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) In a prose- 
cution for obtaining money by false 
pretenses by representing that ac- 
cused had wages coming to him from 
a railroad company to the amount of 
an order given another, who loaned 
accused money on such order, the 
commonwealth was bound to show 
that accused did not have money in 
the hands of the company and that 
the order was not good. Gordon v. 
Com., 146 Ky. 61, 141 SW 1186. (2) 
To sustain a conviction for petit lar- 
eency by means of false pretenses 
by inducing the complaining witness 
to advance twenty-five dollars upon 
the security of two earrings falsely 
represented to be worth four hundred 
dollars, when they were not worth 
even twenty-five dollars, the state 
must prove the value of the earrings 
in order to prove the falsity of the 
representations. Peo. v. Streicher, 
162 App. Div. 181, 147 NYS 277. 

1. Admissibility of evidence of 
other offenses see Criminal Law 
§ 1162. 
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ject to the general rules governing the admissibility 
of evidence i in criminal cases,” on a trial for obtain- 
ing property by false pretense, and analogous of- 
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of the 


fenses, any evidence which tends to prove any ele- 


Competency of witness see Wit- 
nesses [40 Cyc 2192 et seq]. \ 

2. Ala.—Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001; McIntyre v. State, 1 
Ala. A, 200, 55 S 639. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Cal. A. 
148, 106 P 891. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 
106 NE 823, AnnCasl1916A 729. 

Iowa.—State v. Mullen, 151 Iowa 
392, 131 NW 679, AnnCas1913A 399; 
State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 452, 21 
NW 561, 7738; State v. Brown, 25 
Iowa 561. 

Fla. ote v. State, 73 Fla. 858, 
74 S 98 

Mou State Vo. lurt, 1832 SW: 333; 
State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875. 

Or.—State v. Byam, 23 Or. 568, 32 
P 623. 

Wash.—State vy. Brown, 62 Wash. 
293, 1138 P 782. 

Wis. be v. State, 120 Wis. 135, 


97 NW 5 

Iing.—Reg. v. Cooper, 1 Q. B. D. 
19; Reg. v. Gallagher, 13 Cox C. C. 
61. 

Alta.—Rex v. Graham, 8 Alta. L. 


182, 21 DomLR 513, 24 CanCrCas 54, 
31 WestLR 117, 8 WestWkly 460. 

And see Criminal Law § 1034 et 
seq. 

{a] Conversations and transac- 
tions not in accused’s presence.—(1) 
In prosecution for cktaining money 
by confidence game, testimony that 
when police, who had arrested one 
defendant, arrived at the hotel he 
was informed by the proprietor, de- 
fendant not being present, that such 
defendant had a pal, was improper 
evidence to show relationship of de- 
fendants. Peo. v. Dempsey, 283 Ill. 
342, 119 NE 333, LRA1918F 239. (2) 
Evidence of transactions with and 
communications from the husband of 
the accused, not in her presence, the 
tendency of which was to show a 
purpose of himself and the accused 
to apply to their own private ac- 
cumulations the money obtained by 
them from contributions for an_ or- 
phan asylum and not to devote them 
to the care of the orphans, is inad- 
missible. Baker vy. State, 120 Wis. 
135, 97 NW 566. 

[b] Want of connection with ac- 
cused.—Testimory of a witness as 
to the conduct of herself and others 
who were soliciting aid for the 
orphanage of the accused, in the ab- 
sence of and without anything to 
show the accused’s connection there- 
with, is inadmissible. Baker v. State, 
120 Wis. 135, 97 NW _ 566. 

{e] Self-incriminating evidence.— 
Under the principle that accused can- 
not be compelled to give evidence 
against himself, his books which had 
been turned over to receivers in a 
creditors’ suit cannot be used against 
him over his cbjection. Blum _v. 
State, 94 Md. 375, 51 A 26, 56 LRA 
322. 

{d] Expert testimony. — On a 
prosecution for selling and convey- 
ing land without having title thereto, 
the fact that the land is situated 
in another state does not render com- 
petent the testimony of a witness 
as to the result of his examination 
of the records of title in that state, 
where it does not appear that he is 
skilled in- such matters, or that the 
records he examined are the official 
records. State v. Byam, 23 Or. 568, 
32 P 623: 

fe] Matter of common knowledge. 
—In a prosecution for cheating in a 
transaction where land was bartered 
for goods, evidence’ that in such 
transactions it is the custom to mark 
up the price of land was _ properly 
excluded, as it was a fact of common 
knowledge. State v. Chingren, 105 
Yowa 169, 74 NW 946. 


8. Ala.—Amos v. State, 123 Ala. 
50, 26 S 524; McGee v. State, 117 
Ala. 229, 23 S 797; White v. State, 
86 Ala. 69, 5 S 674; Foster v. State, 
16 Ala. A. 459, 78 S 722; Dennis: v. 
State, 16 Ala. A. 115, 75 S 707; Bon- 
ner v.'State, 8 Ala. A. 236, 62 S 337; 
Hope v. State, 5 Ala. A. 123, 59 
326; Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 131, 
58 S 1001. 

.Ark.—Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 575, 
137 SW 258. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Routh, 189 P 436; Peo. 
Va" Rogers, -35\\Cals| AV 123516923995 
Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Cal. A. 148, 106'P 
SO seeP eG. Ven Ward, 0s Cal A. So, 
89 P 874. 

Colo.—Shemwell v. 62 Colo. 
146; 161, PV 157. 

Dak.—Terr. v. Ely, 6 Dak. 128, 50 
NW 623. ; 

D. C.—Partridge v. U. S., 39 App. 
571, AnnCas1917D 622. 

Ga.—Jones v. State, 99 Ga. 46, 25 
SE 617; Mitchell v. State, 17 Ga. A. 
325, 86 SE 737; Whitaker v. State, 
11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SE 258. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 116 
NE 131, LRA1917E 797. 

179 Iowa 


436, 161 NW 470; State v. Moats, 108 
Iowa 13, 78 NW 701; State v. Fooks, 
65 ae L965," 452);0 24h INiW 561s 170-733 


Peo, 


Ky. —Rand Ws ‘Com., 176 Key. 348, 
195 SW 802. 
Md.—Blum v. State, 94 Md. 375, 


51 A 26, 56 LRA 322; Jules v. State, 
85 Md. 305, 36 A 1027. 


Mich.—Peo. v. Willson, 171 NW 
474; Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich. 362, 122 
NW 98. 


Mo.—State v. Hurt, 183 SW 333; 


State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; State 
v. Lovan, \245 Mo. 516, 151 SW 141. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Hudson Valley 


Constr. Co., 165 App. Div. 626, 151 
NYS 314 [aff 217 N. Y. 172, 111 NE 
472]; Peo. v. Bragle, 26 Hun 378, 
10 AbbNCas 300 [aff 88 N. Y. 585, 42 


AmR 269]. 
Ridge, 125 N. C. 


N. C.—State v. 
658, 34 SE 440. 

Or.—State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 1138, 681; State v. Hanscom, 
28 Or. 427, 43-P 167; State v. Bloods- 
se 25 OrwS3e wed! Pel023. 

Ss. —State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
Ss. D. viet 160 NW 811. 

Tex.—Trimble v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
207, 145 SW 929; Robinson yv. State, 
63 Tex. Cr. 212, 139 SW 978; Brown 
v. State, 62 Tex. Cr, 592, 138 SW 
604; Glover v. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 
208, 122 SW 396; McFarland v. State, 
45 Tex. Cr. 248, 75:.SW 788: Salter 
v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 501, 38 SW 212; 
Newberry v. State, (Cr.) 22 SW 1041. 


vt.—State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59 A 91 
Va.—tTr ogdon v. Com., 31 Gratt. (72 


Va.) 862. 

Wash.—State v. Craddick, 61 Wash. 
425, 112 P 491. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Cooper, 1 Q. B. D. 


[al Evidence held admissible.— 
(1) State v. Moats, 108 Iowa 13, 78 


NW 701; State v. Farrier, 114. La. 
579, 38 S 460; Com. v. Hershell, 
Thach, .Cr.>) (Mass): . 7030 Brown. 


State, 37 Tex. Cr. 104, 38 SW 1008, 
66 AmSR 794; State v. Brown, 62 
Wash. 2938, 113 P 782. (2) Evidence 
that one who had sold stock by mis- 
representing the value of the corpo- 
rate property prevented an examina- 
tion into its value, by concealing rec- 
ords and otherwise, when an inquiry 
into the affairs of the corporation 
was begun. Partridge v. U. S., 39 
Appy (Dn (Gyw571, AnnCasi917D "622. 
(3) Where a public officer is unable 
to state what transpired at the time 
of signing an instrument, the signa- 
ture to which was fraudulently pro- 
cured, he may testify as to the rou- 


[§ 84 


ment of the crime is admissible on the part 
prosecution.® 
same limitations, any evidence that legitimately 


Likewise, and with’ the 


tine of his ocffice in such matter. 
Peo. v. New York County Ct. Oyer, & 
T., 83 N. Y. 436. (4) Where it was 
claimed that accused procured a loan 
by false pretenses, on condition that 
she should procure insurance on a 
house, which she pretended to mort- 
gage aS security: evidence that ac- 
cused procured witness to introduce 
her to an insurance agent, saying that 
she wanted to procure insurance on 
a house, that accused was present, 
when the policy was issued, and that 
it was subsequently delivered to 
prosecutor in performance of the con- 
dition. Peo. “v. Osborn, (12 Cal. A. 
148, 106 P 891. (5) In prosecution 
of county engineer for obtaining 
money from county by false pre- 
tenses in misrepresenting salaries 
paid assistants: evidence for things 
other than money furnished assist- 
ants by accused bearing on whether 
his representations were false, on the 
question of intent, and on question 
whether county was defrauded. State 
v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 NW 
470. See also infra § 86. (6) In 
prosecution for obtaining money 
from county by false pretenses on 
engineer’s false certificate of ma- 
terials furnished: facts showing es- 
tablishment of road before alleged 
false pretenses, on changed route 
under which accused claimed right 
to compensation. Rand y. Com., 176 
Ky. 348, 195 SW 802. (7) Ina prose- 
ecution for obtaining prosecutor’s ne- 
gotiable note on false representations 
as to the value of corporate stock 
sold to prosecutor: evidence of the 
relations between accused and the 
prosecutor and the prosecutor's 
daughter. State v. Donaldson, 243 
Mo. 460, 148 SW 79. (8) Where an 
information charging accused with 
obtaining a deed by fraud alleged 
that the property conveyed belonged 
to the prosecuting witnesses: testi- 
mony of such witnesses. that they 
owned the property. State v. Loesch, 
(Mo.) 180 SW 875. _ (9) In a. prose- 
cution for false pretenses under Pen. 
Code § 645: evidence of the prosecut- 
ing witness tending to show that she 
could not read English print or writ- 
ing, and that she believed and relied 
upon accused’s statement that the 
instrument she signed released from 
the mortgage only three of thirty- 
nine lots. State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 187,-160 NW 811. See also infra 
§ 87. (10) In a prosecution for swin- 
dling by means of a worthless check: 
evidence of the bookkeeper of the 
bank on which the check was drawn 
that the check was presented to the 
bank for payment, and payment re- 
fused. Glover y. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 
208, 122 SW 396. (11) In a trial for 
swindling by falsely representing 
that accused had discovered minerals 
in a shaft: testimony concerning in- 
vestigations made after accused was 
paid. Trimble v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
207,145 SW59295)) (2) Sine support 
of a charge that accused falsely pre- 
tended to have extraordinary and su- 
pernatural power to cure: evidence 
that accused told prosecutor to write 
his name and age on a paper with- 
out letting accused see the writing, 
that accused folded the paper, and 
placed it against his forehead, and 
told prosecutor what he had written, 
and then said that prosecutor suf- 
fered from a certain trouble, that he 
[accused] could and would cure him, 
and gave prosecutor a charm to wear, 
which he said was essential to the 
treatment. Jules v. State, 85 Md. 
8057. 386 LA cl02 Tanks) sina strial tor 
obtaining money under false _ pre- 
tenses through accused’s codefend- 
ant’s pretension to occult knowledge 
and vision: two photographs of code- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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tends to disprove any of the elements of the | crime is admissible on the part of accused. False 


fendant in oriental costume with 
“The great’ waiting for a ‘sod- 
buster’ with sufficient shekels to 


make it interesting,’ written on one, 
and ‘“ ‘The great’ at work on a 
sucker,” written on the other. State 
v. Craddick, 61 Wash. 425, 112 P 491. 
(14) In a prosecution for a confi- 
dence game: evidence of all the gifts 
from the victim to the swindler and 
the facts surrounding them, although 
some of them were given more than 
three years before the filing of the 
indictment, in order that the jury 
may understand fully the purpose of 
the gifts and the intentions of the 
swindler, and that all of the victim’s 
property was obtained before the 
swindler abandoned her pretensions. 
Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 116 NE 
131, LRA1917E 797. (15) In a prose- 
cution for obtaining property under 
a false pretense of ownership of 
other property: testimony that in a 
civil suit in which both accused and 
his wife were parties the latter testi- 
fied that she owned said property, be- 
cause accused could have denied it 
if it had been untrue. State v. Dex- 
ter, 115 Iowa 678, 87 NW 417. (16) 
In a prosecution of storekeepers for 
obtaining goods by false pretenses, 
where it appeared that relatives of 
accused were running similar stores: 
testimony is admissible to show that 
quantities of goods bought by ac- 
cused shortly before the appointment 
of receivers, and not paid for, were 
removed from their store to the other 
stores, and sold below cost. Blum v. 
State, 94. Md. 875, 51 A 26, 56 LRA’ 
3822. (17) In prosecution of a prin- 
cipal and an accessory before the 
fact for obtaining money by false 
pretenses on a check presented to 
bank: a rubber stamp bearing name 
of drawee bank outside state from 


which a purported telegram guaran- 
teeing payment of mcney was pre- 
sented by accused to defrauded bank. 
Elliott v. State, 77 Fla. 611, 82 S 139. 
(18) In a prosecution for obtaining 
money from a city by making false 
returns of the amount due under a 
contract: evidence of deposits, made 
at the time by one of the accused, of 
Sums much too large to be accounted 
for by his salary, is admissible in 
connection with other facts tending to 
establish the charge. Com. v. Mul- 
rey, 170 Mass. 103, 49 NE 91. (19) 
Where, on a prosecution for false 
pretenses whereby worthless stock 
was sold to prosecutor, it appeared, 
that accused, at the time of the sale, 
stated that he only had the amount 
of stock which he was selling, and 
that he had inherited it: evidence 
showing that he subsequently had in 
his possession other shares which he 
was carrying around carelessly in 
a satchel. Lawrence v. State, 103 Md. 
17, 63 A 96. (20) Where accused was 
charged with incurring a debt or lia- 
bility for a firm of which he was a 
member, and obtained credit for such 
firm by false pretenses, his examina- 
tion taken in the manner and under 
the conditions prescribed in the As- 
signment Act (1907) c 6, and the 
exhibits referred to in such examina- 
tion are admissible against him on 
the trial of such criminal charge, 
unless he has objected to answer 
upon the ground that his answer 
would tend to criminate him or upon 
any of the other grounds referred 
to in the Alberta Ev. Act (2d Sess. 
11910] ec 3) or the Canada Ev. Act 
Rev. St. c 145). and such examina- 
tion is admissible under the above 
circumstances even if the proceed- 
ings leading up to the examination 
of the accused were irregular. Rex 
v. Graham, 8 Alta. L. 182, 21 DomLR 
513, 24 CanCrCas 54, 31 WestLR 117, 
8 WestWkly 460 [appl Reg. v. Wid- 
don; Ei Rei 2.x iC 81. 

[b] To show scheme to defraud.— 
(1) Evidence that one of the accused, 
in the presence of prosecutor, agreed 
to buy shares of the same stock from 
defendant who sold the stock, as 


showing a scheme of fraud. Law- 
rence v. State, 103 Md. 17, 63 A 96. 
(2) Evidence that the workmen 
shirked their work under orders from 
their bosses, and declarations of the 


workmen, although in connection 
with acts for which accused was not 
directly responsible in connection 


with other evidence. Peo. v. Hudson 
Valley Constr. Co., 165 App. Div. 626, 
1 5INIYS 3S LAs oP ath § 20-7 coNte Ws. le ee add, 
NE 472]. (3) A paper taken from 
accused is admissible to show that 
he had devised a scheme to obtain 
goods whenever and from whomso- 
ever he could, the paper being in his 
own handwriting, and addressed “to 
all whom it may concern,” and con- 
taining the same false statements 
charged in the indictment, although 
it was not used in obtaining the 
goods in the particular case, and is 
dated later. Carnell v. State, 85 Md. 
LS Oa eAre i? 

[c] A postal card received by the 
prosecutor from the person in whose 
hands accused represented that he 
had money, saying that the writer 
owed accused nothing, was admis- 
sible where accused was present 
when the postal card was received 
by the prosecutor, and upon being 
shown the card admitted that he 
had lied. Amos vy. State, 123 Ala. 50, 
26 S 524. 

{d] Telephone conversation.—Evi- 
dence of-a conversation over the 
phone, between complainant and a 
bank to which accused had referred 
him for information as to his finan- 
cial condition, in which complainant 
was informed that accused had made 
a certain statement as to his finances, 
is admissible to show that the fact 
that accused had made such a’ state- 
ment was communicated to com- 
plainant. Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich. 
862, 122 NW 98. 

{e] Corroboration of prosecutor.— 
Evidence of a certain person, to the 
effect that on the day of the procure- 
ment of the money from prosecutor, 
although not in prosecutor’s presence, 
but about the same time, accused rep- 
resented to witness that he was ex- 
pecting a shipment of tools for use 
in development work, and _ solicited 
storage room therefor, and repre- 
sented that he was expecting a draft 
for the same sum that he had men- 
tioned to prosecutor, was admissible 
as tending to corroborate prosecutor’s 
evidence that accused had told him 
that he expected a draft, and as in- 
consistent with defendant’s plea of 
not guilty, which denied, among 
other things, that he made represen- 
tations as to the expectancy of the 
draft and the employment of, men. 
Peo. v. Ward, 5 Cal. A. 36, 89 P 874. 

(f] Res gestz.—State v. Bohle, 
182" Mol58, ‘Sl SW 1793, Peo. vi ‘Col- 
mey, 117 App. Div. 462, 102 NYS 714 
[aff 188 N. Y. 573 mem, 80 NE 1115 
mem]; Britt v. State, 9 Humpbhr. 
(Tenn.) 31; Maddox v, State, 41 Tex. 
2 


05. 

{g] Evidence held inadmissible.— 
(1) Elmore v. State, 118 Ala. 661, 23 
S 669; State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470: State v. Jackson, 
128 Iowa 543. 105 NW 51; State v. 
Dexter, 115 Iowa 678, 87 NW 417; 
Rand v. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 195 SW 
802; Peo. v. Chandler. Sheld. (N. Y.) 
560, 4 Park. Cr. 231; Peo. v. Genung, 
11 Wend. (N. Y.) 18, 25 AmD 594, 
(2) On a trial for cheating and swin- 
dling by making false representa- 
tions as to one’s ownership of prop- 
erty: claim affidavits, bonds, etc., filed 
by third persons to a levy on certain 
property as the property of defend- 
ant. Kinard v. State, 1 Ga. A. 146, 
58 SE 263. (38) In an indictment for 
obtaining money by false pretenses 
by méans of a chattel mortgage of 
eattle represented to be free and clear 
of encumbrances, but which had in 
fact been mortgaged previously: al- 
leged former chattel mortgages not 
identifying the cattle therein de- 
scribed as those described in the 


mortgage set out. State v. Hurt, 
(Mo.) 188 SW 3383. (4) Where the 
false representations were made in 
January and the accused referred the 
defrauded party to another person 
for information as to the ownership 
and character of the property of 
which he represented himself to be 
the owner: evidence of the declara- 
tions of such person made in the fol- 
lowing November that accused did 
not own the said property is not ad- 
missible in evidence. Todd v. State, 
381 Ind..514. (5) In a trial for false 
pretenses in obtaining a check for 
worthless corporate stock: the record 
in a case against the corporation 
wherein a sale of its property was or- 
dered, to show the corporation’s con- 
dition at the time of the offense, 
neither accused nor prosecuting wit- 
ness being a party to that action, 
and the sale having been made more 
than two years after the offense. 
State v. Mullen, 151 Iowa 392, 131 
NW 679, AnnCasi1913A 399. 

{[h] WVWalue.—(1) Whether evidence 
as to the value of the property, in 
respect of which false pretenses are 
made, is material must be decided ac- 
cording to the circumstances of each 
case. Rex v. Newton, 23 Cox C. C. 
609. (2) On the trial of an indictment 
for cheating and swindling in fraudu- 
lently misrepresenting the value 
upon a specified date of shares of 
stock in an alleged corporation, evi- 
dence as to the value of such stock 
both before and after the date of 
the misrepresentation is admissible 
as illustrating the probable value of 
the stock on that date. Whitaker v. 
State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SH 258) (3) 
In the trial of such a case, evidence 
of purchases of shares of stock in 
the alleged corporation by persons 
other than the prosecutor, and of the 
price which such persons paid for the 
stock, is admissible as a_ circum- 
stance tending to illustrate the prob- 
able value of the stock, unless it 
appeared that such other purchases 
were also made as a result of misrep- 
resentations made by defendant. 
Whitaker v. State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 
SE 258. (4) In a trial for obtaining 
money through fraudulent represen- 
tations concerning worthless mining 
stock sold, it was not error to ex- 
clude evidence of the value of land 
which, just before the trial, accused 
had traded to the victim for the stock 
so sold. State v. Craddick, 61 Wash. 
425, 112 P 491. ie 


4. lIowa.—State  v. 
Iowa 554, 114 NW 30. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Willson, 171 NW 474. 
Or.—State v. Lurch, 12 Or. 95, 6 P 


Mason, 


405. 
Ss. C.—State v. Winter, 98 S. C. 
294, 82 SE 419. 


Tex.—Bozier v. State, 5 Tex. A. 220. 

Wash.—State v. Cadwell, 105 Wash. 
689) LORE Sil. 

And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Evidence held admissible.— 
(1) The fact charged being that ac- 
cused had given as security for a 
loan, and thereby obtained money, 
promissory notes of third parties, 
representing that they were genu- 
ine, accused may offer testimony to 
show that the names subscribed to 
such notes had been written by him- 
self, under instructions of the par- 
ties whom he had represented as the 
makers. State _v. Lurch, 12 Or. 95, 
6 P 405. (2) While the disposition 
made of the goods by accused after 
he received them does not affect the 
question of his guilt, yet when the 
charge is that he obtained the goods 
by representing himself as the agent 
of X, and the agency is the issue, 
evidence that he gave the goods to 
the wife of X is material. Bozier v. 
State, 5 Tex. A. 220. (3) In a prose- 
cution for obtaining money by false 
pretenses through selling as clear 
property that was in fact mortgaged, 
accused may show in defense that 
the mortgage relied upon by the 
state, although fair on its face, was 
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tokens, and printed or written instruments, docu- 
ments, and letters® made use of or connected with 
the commission of the offense are admissible. 
indorsement on a check purporting to have been 
written by aceused is not admissible against him 
until it is shown to have been in his handwriting.” 
‘In accordance with the usual rule,§ 
‘declarations of the aceused made before or after 
the commission of the erime, from which, in connec- 


woid by reason of being based in 
part upon a consideration made ille- 
gal by the anti-trust statute. State 
ww. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 80 P 639, 
$4 P 737, 117 AmSR 479. 

- [b] Truth of representations.— 
Accused is entitled to produce any 
testimony which may show that his 
representations were true. Rainforth 
v. Peo., 61 Ill. 365. 

{e] Bvidence held inadmissible.— 
QQ) Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Cal. A. 148, 
106 P S91; State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 
360, 172 SW 607. (2) That accused 
owned real estate, where the state- 
ment on which it is alleged he ob- 
tained the goods was that he had 
money in a certain bank. Carnell 
v. State, 85 Md. 1, 36 A117. (8) That 
the money obtained was disbursed by 
a corporation of which accused was 
treasurer, and that he personally re- 


eeived no benefit from it. Com. v. 
Langley, 169 Mass. 89, 47 NE 611. 


(4) That sometime after transaction 
accused bought property and incurred 
a large indebtedness thereon giving 
a mortgage on stock which may have 
included the property fraudulently 
obtained. Whitehead y. State, 81 Tex. 
Cr. 278, 196 SW 851. () That ac- 
cused was, at the time of the trans- 
action, in good pecuniary credit and 
standing.. State v. Penley, 27 Conn. 
587. (6) On prosecution for obtain- 
ing by false pretenses by mortgaging 
Jand which accused did not own: evi- 
dence that he owned other lands than 
those pretended to be sold. Gardner 
v. State, 4 Ala. A, 131, 58 S 1001. 
(7) In a prosecution for obtaining a 
note by false pretenses: evidence that 
the note was transferred to make 
good money improperly loaned by the 
eounty trasurer to accused, the maker 
of the note having no knowledge of 
aecused’s relations with the _treas- 
urer. Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A, 
781, 142 P 495. (8) At the trial of 
an indictment for obtaining money 
by false pretenses with the view of 
effecting the sale of accused’s inter- 
est in a partnership: the articles of 
copartnership previously entered into 
by him, and the lease of certain 
rooms where the business was car- 
ried on. Com. v. Blood, i141 Mass. 
571, 6 NE 769. (9) Where accuscd 
falsely represented that he owned a 
eertain plantation of a given value: 
evidence offered by him that he really 
owned other property of much less 
value. Culver v. State, 86 Ga. 197, 


12 SBE 746. 
5 State v. Whitaker, 64 Or. 297, 
129 P 534: Newberry v. State, (Tex. 


Cr.)° 22 Sw 1041. 


6. Ala.—Campbell vy. State, 150 
Ala.. 70, 43 S 743. 
}.—Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal. A. 


Ca 
74935334: P 411, 
Dak.—tTerr. v. Ely, 6 Dak. 128, 50 


NW 623. 

Ga.—Sturdivant vy. State, (A.) 103 
SE 837. 

TIowa.—State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 


452, 21 NW 561, 778. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v..Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 SW 
607. 

Tex.—Glover v. State, 57 Tex. Cr. 
208, 122 SW 3896; Brown y. State, 48 
Tex. Cr. 433, 88 SW 811. 

Vt—State v. Marshall, 77 Vt. 262, 
59° A 916. 

{a] Proofs of loss for insurance 
admissible.—Rafferty v. State, 91 
Tenn. 665, 16 SW 728. 

{[b] Advertisements employed. — 


FALSE PRETENSES 


The 
behalf.2° * 


sible. Subject 


statements and 


Jackson v. Peo., 126 Ill. 189, 18 NE 
286; Com. v. Riches, 219 Mass. 440, 


107 NE 3874. 
ay Terr. vy. Alohikea, 24 Hawaii 
vil. 


8. See Criminal Law § 1243 et seq. 
9% U. S—Jones v. U. S., 13 F. Cas, 
7,499, -5; Granch, G.iG, 62%. 
Ala.—Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 
23 S$ 155; Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001. 

Cal.— Peo. v. Howard, 1385 Cal. 266, 
67 P 148; Peo, v. Ward, 5 Cal. A. 36, 
89 P 874. 


Towa.—State v. 
169, 74 NW 946; 


Chingren, 105 Iowa 
; State v. Penny, 70 
Towa 190, 30 NW 561; State v. Fooks, 
65 Iowa 196, 452,21 NW 561, 773; 
State v. Lewis, 45 Iowa 20. 
Kan.—State v. Gordon, 56 Kan. 64. 
Ky.—Rand y. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 195 


SW 802. 

Mass.—Com. v. Blood, 141 Mass. 
571, 6 NE 769; Com. vy. Castles, 9 
Gray 121, 69 AmD 278. : 

N. Y¥.—Peo. v. Shulman, 80 N. Y. 
3873 note; Peo. v. Cohen, 148 App. 


Div. 205, 183 NYS 103; Peo. v. Ward, 
8.N. Yo Cr: 483. 
64 Or. 


Or.—State v. 
29%, 129 P 534. 

Pa.—Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328. 

Tex.—Maddox v. State, 41 Tex. 205; 
McPearson v. State, (Cr.) 79 SW 522. 

Wash.—State vy. Riddell, 33 Wash. 
324, 74 P 477. 

But see Reg. v. Simmonds, 4 Cox 
Cc. C. 277 (on an indictment against 
a defendant for obtaining goods by 
falsely pretending that he was of 
full age, a plea of infancy in an ac- 
tion brought against him for the 
price of the goods is not admissible 
to prove that he was a minor, where 
the putting. in of the plea was not 
brought home to him). 

fa] Involun admissions inad- 
missible.—Campbell y. State, 150 Ala. 
70, 438 S 748. 

[bj] Telegraphic messages in ac- 
ecused’s handwriting. — Telegraphic 
messages, proved to be in the hand- 
writing of accused, and to have been 
received at the telegraph office and 
sent over the wires properly directed 
to the person who was then living 
at the place of their destination, are 
admissible against accused as evi- 
dence of his declarations, and as 
tending to show communications to 
the person to whom they were ad- 
dressed. Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
(Mass.) 548, 83 AmD 712. 

20. Ala.—Garcrer v. State, 4 Ala. 
A. 131, 58 S 1001; Meek vy. State, 117 
Ala. 116, 28 S 155; Carlisle v. State, 
77 Ala. 71; Bonner y. State, 8 Ala. 
A. 286, 62S 337%. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal, A, 
781, 142 P 1496. 

Ga.—Livineston vy. State, 17 Ga. A. 
136. 86 SE 449. 

Kan.—State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 334, 
80 P 639, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 479. 

Tex.—Jones v. State, 8 Tex. A. 648. 

fa] IWystrations.—(1) In a prose- 
cution for obtaining cee ot by false 
pretenses by mortgaging land which 
aecused did not own, evidence as to 
his efforts made after the sale to 
nerfect title was not admissible. 
Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A, 131, 58 S 
1001. (2) Where accused obtained 
a note from G bv false pretenses, the 
fact that thereafter he turned over to 
G certain corporate shares as se- 
curity was not conclusive that he did 
not intend to cheat or defraud G 
when he obtained the note. Peo. v. 


Whiteaker, 


ject,12 secondary evidence is admissible.1% 

thing tending to show the interest, motive, and pur- 

pose of the prosecutor may be shown for the pur- 
s 


or BR} an 
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tion with other evidence, an inference of guilt may 
be drawn, are admissible.® Evidence of acts or dee- 
larations of the aceused following the commission 
of the offense is inadmissible where offered in his 
Self-serving declarations are 


inadmis- 
to the general rules on the sub- 
Every- 


Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 781, 142 P 495. 
(3) Evidence that accused offered to 
pay for the property obtained or to 
settle with the prosecuting witness 
after the consummation of the trans- 
action is inadmissible. Peo. v. Moore, 
(Cal. A.) 191 P 980; State v. Loesch, 
(Mo.) 180 SW _ 875. (4) Evidence 
that accused offered to return the 
property is not admissible. Carlisle 
v. State, 77 Ala. 71. (5) It is proper 
to refuse to permit prosecutor to 
testify on cross-examination as to 
his willingness to accept accused’s 
offer to restare the money obtained. 
Peo. v, Reiss, 114 App. Div. 431, 99 


NYS 1002. 

1l. State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 
172 SW 607: 

{a] Ilustration.—Testimony that 


accused, who transferred land, which 
he did not own, relied on-the opinion 
of an abstractor, who examined the 
title, is inadmissible in a prosecution 
tor obtaining preperty by false pre- 


tenses. State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 
172 SW 607. 
12. Sherman v. Peo. 13 Hun 


(N. Y.) 575. And see Criminal Law 
§ 1202 et seq. 

13. Ga.— Hester v. State, 8 Ga. A. 
380, 69 SE 31; Kinard y. State, 1 Ga. 


A. 146, 58 SE 263. 
113 Iowa 


Iowa.—State v. 
698, 84 NW 546. 

Md.—Blum vy. State, 94 Md. 375, 51 
A 26, 56 LRA 322. 
Jeffries, 7 Allen 


Mass.—Com. vy. 
548, 83 AmD 712. 

Or.—State v. Hanscom, 78 Or. 427, 
43 P 167. 
ae Tae v. Roth, 71 Pa. Super. 


Tex.—Robinson vy. State, 63 Tex. 
Cr. 212, 1389 SW 978; Brown y. State, 
62 Tex. Cr. 592, 1388 SW 604. 

Eng.—Rex.v. Chadwick, 6 C. & P. 
181, 25 ECL 3&8. 

{a] Contents of telegram.—Where 
an indictment sets out the substance 
of the false telegram used to pro- 
cure a fraudulent indorsement which 
defendant retained, secondary evi- 
dence is admissible of the contents of 
the telegram without giving accused 
notice to produce it. State v. Hans- 
com, 28 Or. 427, 43 P 167. 

{b] Contents of lost  letter.— 
When a false pretense is contained 
in a letter which is lost, accused may 
be convicted, if parol evidence is 
given of the contents of the letter. 
Rex v. Chadwick,-6 C. & P. 181, 25 
ECL 3883. 

{c] etter press copies (1) are 
admissible on notice to produce pri- 


Tripp, 


mary evidence directed to opposite 
party. Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
(Mass.) 548, 88 AmD 712. (2) But 


press copies of letters are inadmis- 
sible for the purpose of proving the 
falsity of the pretense, as a standard 
of comparison by which to determine 
whether another paper, the handwrit- 
ing of which is in“ controversy, was 
written by the same person. Noth- 
ing but original signatures can be 
used as a standard of comparison by 
which to prove the génuineness of 
signatures to papers produeed on the 
part of the prosecution. Com. v. 


Bastman, 1 Cush. (Mass.) 189, 48 
AmD 596. 
{d] Record copy of deed.—In a 


prosecution for swindling, where ac- 
cused’s title to land was issued and 
the state served notice upon accused 
to produce his title papers, the rec- 
ord copies of these title papers are 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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pose of affecting his credibility as a witness and 
testing the truth of his testimony. The fact that 
an instrument which apparently embodies the terms 
of the transaction between the parties has been 
executed will not exclude parol evidence of false 
representations that have been made which are not 
And the fact that there is a 
false representation or pretense in writing will not 
prevent the introduction of evidence of a parol false 
Irrevelant matters are of course 


contained therein. 


representation,1® 


admissible in evidence. Brown v. 
State, 62 Tex. Cr. 592, 138 SW 604. 

{e] Certified copy of deed.—Under 
a charze of procuring, by false pre- 
tenses, the signature to a deed blank 
as to the grantee, a certified copy of 
the deed from the records which the 
prosecutor testifies is the deed he 
executed except that the original was 
blank as to the grantee, is admissi- 
ble, notice having been served on ac- 
cused to produce the original. State 
v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 84 NW 546. 

[f] Statements of accused as to 
property included in mortgage.—In a 
prosecution for obtaining property by 
false pretenses by accused as to his 
indebtedness, statements made by 
accused as to what property was 
included in mortgages made by him 
were admissible, and were not subject 
to the objection that they were not 
the best evidence. State v. Jackson, 
128 Iowa 543, 105 NW 51. 

[g] Testimony as to deposit in 
bank.—As a person knows as a fact 
whether he has placed money in a 
bank, he may on a prosecution for 
Swindling, over objection that the 
books of the bank are the best evi- 
dence, testify that he had money in 
a bank on which he gave checks to 
accused. Robinson v. State, 63 Tex. 
Cr. 212, 1389 SW 978. 

[h] Tabulations of original papers. 
—In a prosecution of partners for 
obtaining property by false _ pre- 
tenses, a tabulation of the claims 
proved against the partnership in re- 
ceivership proceedings was properly 
admitted, as tending to establish the 
amount of indebtedness’ existing 
against them thereby indicated, 
where the originals consisted of nu- 
merous papers, which could not be 
conveniently examined in court. 
Blum v. State, 94 Md. 375, 51 A 26, 
aa ee 822. 

i] 
inals.—The production of the books 
of the bank having been waived by 
counsel for accused on the trial, the 
testimony of the bookkeeper of the 
bank, that the name of accused did 
not appear upan the books, and there 
was no credit to that name, was com- 
petent and sufficient to show, if true, 
that there were no funds in the bank 
to pay the check, and that it was 


worthless. -Smith v. Peo. 47 N. Y. 
303. 

14. State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 543, 
105 NW 51. 

15. Reg. v. Adamson, 1 C. & K. 
192, 47 ECL 192. 

16. State v. Claudius, 164 N. C. 
521, 80 SE 261. 

17. Ala.—Elmore v. State, 118 Ala. 
661, 23 S 669;-Meek v. State, 117 
Ala. 116,23 S 155; Bonner yv. State, 
8 Ala.-A. 236, 62 S 337. 


Fla.—BElliott v. State, 77 Fla. 611, 
$2 -S 139:' Ciprian’ v. State, 773 Fla. 
858, 74 S 980. 

Iowa.—State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 
543, 105 NW 51; State v. Cadwell, 
79 Iowa 473, 44 NW 711. 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Langley, 
169 Mass. 89. 47 NE 511; Com. v. Coe, 
115 Mass. 481. : 

Mich.—Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 704, 
63 NW 971. 

Mo.—State. v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; 
State v. Hurt, 183 SW 3338; State v. 
Loesch, 180 SW 875. 

Pa.—Com. v, Coleman, 60 Pa. Super. 
512; Com. v. Snyder, 23 Pa. Dist. 661. 

[a] Tlustrations.— (1) Evidence 


Waiver of production of orig- 


FALSE PRETENSES 


as to certain payments made by ac- 
cused to other persons. Com. v. Ses- 
sions, 169 Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034. (2) 
In prosecution of a principal and an 
accessary befere the fact for obtain- 
ing money by false pretenses, testi- 
mony of a witness as to seeing a 
strange man walking between rail- 
road depot and the garage where the 
accessary had been working. Elliott 
v. State, 77 Fla. 611, 82 S 139. 

18. Ala.—Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 
116, 23 S 155; McIntyre v. State, 1 
Ala, A. 200, 55 S 6389. 


Iowa.—State v. Waterbury, 185 
Iowa 87, 169 NW 697. 
Kan.—State v. Hinshaw, 92 Kan. 


1007, 142 P 960 [reh den 93 Kan. 
170, 143 P 417]. 

N. C.—State v. Marsh, 162 N. C. 
603, 77 SH 839. 
Pa.—Com, y. Hinden, 19 Pa. Dist. 


719. 

S. C.—State v. Toale, 94 S. C. 156, 
77 SE 754. 

. Wash.—State v. Craddick, 61 Wash. 
425,112 P 491. 

[a] Dlustrations.— (1) Evidence 
of the fact that accused had never 
paid for the goods obtained. Meek 
v. State, 117. Ala. 116, 23 S 155. (2) 
On a prosecution for knowingly and 
designedly inducing the sale of a 
horse by falsely representing it was 
sound and gentle: evidence of what 
the value of the horse would have 
been had it been sound. Com. v. Hin- 
den, 19 Pa. Dist. 719. (3) Evidence 
of accused’s solvency. State v. 
Marsh, 162 N. C. 603, 77 SE 839. (4) 
On a charge of obtaining a deed to 
certain lots by falsely representing 
that a mortgage assigned to the 
grantor was the first mortgage on 
the property it covered: evidence that 
it was not the first mortgage, but one 
of equal date with another. State v. 
Toale, 94-S: (C56, 77 SH 754." 15) 
In a prosecution for cheating by false 
pretenses that the makers of a note 
given in exchange for a stock of, 
goods were the sons of a named per- 
son: evidence that the seller of the 
goods was indebted to others, who 
had attempted to enforce their right 
against the goods in accused’s hands. 
State v. Waterbury. 185 Iowa 87, 169 
NW 697. (6) That a person, de- 
frauded by false pretenses that a 
note given as part of the purchase 
price of goods was signed by the 
sons of a named person, has not of- 
fered to return any of the purchase 
money actually received. Stnte v. 
Waterbury, 185 Iowa 87, 169 NW 697. 

19. Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 
67 NE 419. ; 

a] Miustration.—In a prosecution 
of' a passenger for false pretenses 
in obtaining a settlement for injuries, 
questions asked him as to whether 
he was seriously injured in the col- 
lision, and whether he was guilty of 
obtaining money by making false pre- 
tenses as to his injuries. Com. v. 
Burton, 183 Mass. 461, 67 NE 419. 

20. Peo. v. Whalen, 154 Cal. 472, 
98 P 194; Peo. v. Smith, 3 Cal. A. 
62, 84 P 449; Quick v. Com., 36 SW 
77, 17 KyL 938: Com. v. Quinn, 222 
Mass. 504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. God- 
dard, 2 Allen (Mass.) 148; Brown v. 
State, 48 Tex. Cr. 433, 88 SW 811. 

[a] Yllustrations.—(1) In a prose- 
cution for swindling by means of a 
pretended sale of property, induced 
by false representations as to owner- 
ship: testimony of prosecuting wit- 
ness that a certain person told him, 
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excluded,” as are also immaterial matters,!® mere 
opinions or conclusions,!® and hearsay.?° 

Statutory provisions. In some jurisdictions there 
are statutes regulating the admissibility of evidence 
as to false pretenses.?1 

[§ 85] b. As to Palsity of Pretense. Subject to 
the general rules of evidence, any evidence tending 
either by itself or in connection with other evi- 
dence in the case to prove or disprove that the pre- 
tenses made were false is admissible.?? 


Such evi- 


in accused’s absence, that witness 
had acquired no title to the lot by 
his deed. Brown y. State, 48 Tex. 
Cr. 433, 88 SW 811. (2) Testimony 
of a witness as to the contents of a 
leport made on a mining property 
by an expert, and his opinion as to 
the value of the property derived 
from information from other sources, 
without designating the source from 
which it had been derived. Peo. v. 
Smith, 3 Cal. A. 62, 84 P 449. (3) 
On a trial for obtaining money by 
falsely representing that accused was 
agent for a collection company which 
had a branch office at a certain place: 
testimony that the witness was in- 
formed by the police that there was 
no such Office there. Quick v. Com., 
33 SW 77, 17 KyL 938. 

21. See statutory provisions. 

[a] In Oregon (1) it is provided 
by statute (Lord L. § 1541) that ‘no 
evidence can be admitted of a false 
pretense expressed orally and unac- 
companied by a false token or writ- 
ing; but such pretense or some note 
or memorandum thereof, must be in 
writing, and either subscribed by or 
in the handwriting of the defendant.” 
State v. Keep, 85 Or. 265, 166 P 936; 
State v. Hammer, 74 Or. 426, 145 P 
35; State v. Leonard, 78 Or. 451, 144 
P 113, 681; State v. Lurch, 12 Or. 95, 
6 P 405. (2) If the false pretenses 
are expressed orally they must be 
accompanied by a false token or writ- 
ing, and if not :so accompanied the 
false pretense or some note or memo- 
randum thereof must be in writing, 
signed by or in the handwriting of 
accused, the Jatter clause of this stat- 
ute not referring to a false pretense 
expressed orally and accompanied by 
a false token. State v. Leonard, 73 
Ori 4515 °1445°P 113; 688s Staterpove 
Whiteaker, 64 Or. 297, 129 P 534. (3) 
This statute does not require that 
the memorandum contain the whole 
pretense, but that it should accom- 
pany and corroborate the oral evi- 
dence thereof, and hence, where the 
fraudulent representation was in 
writing, parol evidence of the conver- 
sation had between prosecutor and 
accused at the time was admissible 
to corroborate the writing. State v. 
Germain, 54 Or. 395, 103 P 521. 

22. Ala.—Dennis v. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 115, 75 S-707; Gardner v. State, 
4 Alas ASS 131), 258 Silo 0d Amos 
State, 123 Ala. 50, 26 S 524; Bonner 
v. State, 8 Ala. A. 236, 62 S 337; Hope 
v. State, 5 Ala. A. 123, 59 S 326; Mc- 
aaee v. State, 1 Ala. A. 200; 55 S 
639. 

Cal.—Peo, ‘v.) Arberry, 13 'Cal.-A. 
749, 114 P 411;° Peo. ‘v., Osborn, 12 
Cal.’ A. 148, 106) RP 8915. Pegs v. i Ward, 
 OalavAw SGP SoM eels. can 

Colo.—Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 
£4620 161 AP eke 

D. C.—Talbert v. U. S., 42 App. 1. 

Ga.—Mitchell v. State, 17 Ga. A. 
325, 86 SE 737; Sessions v. State, 3 
Ga. A. 13, 59 SH 196. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Strosnider, 264 Ill. 434, 
106 NE 229; Peo. v. Depew, 237 Ill. 
574, 86 NE 1090; Rainforth v. Peo., 
61 Ill. 365. 

Towa.—State v. Fooks, 65 Iowa 196, 
452, 21 NW 561, 773. 

Kan.—State v. Hetrick, 84 Kan. 
157, 113 P 383, 34 LRANS 642. 

Ky.—Quick v. Com., 33 SW 77, 17 
KvL 938. 

Md.—Lawrence v. State, 103 Md. 
7. Ooo OG 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
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dence is admissible as to the falsity of pretenses of 
ownership of property,?* as to the falsity of pre- 
tenses that property is unencumbered,?* and as to 
the falsity of pretenses as to financial condition and 
Evidence of the individual indebtedness 
of the members of a partnership is not admissible 
to prove that representations as to the solvency of 
On a prosecution for 


ability.?® 


the partnership are false.?é 


504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Clancy, 187 
Mass. 191, 72 NE 842; Com. v. Howe, 

132 Mass. 250; Com. vy. Parmenter, 
121 Mass. 354; Com. v. Davidson, 1 
Cush. 33; Com. v. Stone, 4 Mete. 43. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Hoffman, 142 Mich. 
531, 105 NW 838. 

Minn.—State v. Hulder, 
524, 81 NW 532. 

Miss.—Smith y. State, 55 Miss. 513. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; 
State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 SW 
607. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Reiss, 114 App. Div. 
431, 99 NYS 1002; Peo. v. Langley, 
114 App. Div. 427, 100 NYS 123, 20 
N. Y. Cr. 281; Abbott v. Peo., 15 Hun 
437 [aff 75 N. Y. 602 mem]. 

Or.—State v. Hammer, 74 Or. 426, 
145 P 35; State v. Whiteaker, 64 Or. 
297, 129 P 534; State v. Germain, 
54 Or. 395,.103 P 521. 


78 ‘Minn. 


Pa.—Com. v. Lundberg, 18 Phila. 
482. 
Tenn.—Rafferty v. State, 91 Tenn. 


655, 16 SW 728. 

Tex.—Trimble v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 
207, 145 SW 929; Glover v. State, 
57 Tex. Cr. 208, 122 SW 396; Brown 
v. State, 37 Tex. Cr. 104, 38 SW 1008. 


‘ , oa Wash. 
324, 74 P 477. 

Wis.—Laev v. State, 152 Wis. 33, 
139 NW 416; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 
612, 103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365. 

Eng.—Rex vy. Sagar, [1914] 3 K. B. 
1112. 

[a] Tlustration.—Where the false 
pretense charged is that the accused 
pretended that he was carrying on a 
genuine and bona fide business, re- 
ceipts sworn to by the prisoner as 
having been given to him as acknowl- 
edgments of payments for goods pur- 
chased by him other than those the 
subject of the charge, and entries in 
his bank pass books showing pay- 

ments made by him for goods sup- 
plied to him, are admissible as evi- 
dence on his behalf. Rex v. Sagar, 
[1914] 3 K. B. 1112. 

[b] Decrease in volume of busi- 
ness.—On a prosecution for larceny 
by obtaining money by false pre- 
tenses in the sale of a business the 
fact that the volume of business is 
much less at once after the sale than 
it had been represented to be before 
the sale may be considered on the 
question of the falsity of the repre- 
sentations. Com. y. Clancy, 187 Mass. 
191, 72 NE 842. 

[e] -Notarial protests of accused’s 
drafts on a bank are not admissible 
to show that he had no funds there, 
where the false\:pretense is a repre- 
sentation that accused had funds in 
such bank. State v. Reidel, 26 Iowa 
430. 

23. Ala.—Elmore v. State, 138 Ala. 
50, 35 S 25; Bonner y. State, 8 Ala. 
A. 236, 62 S 337; Hope v. State, 5 
Ala. A. 123,59 S 326; Gardner v. State, 
4 Ada, -A; 2131,.538 81001, 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Langley, 114 App. 
Div. 427, 100 NYS 123. 

Or.—State v. Hammer, 74 Or. 426, 
145 P 35. 

Pa.—Com. v. Alsop, 1 Brewst. 328; 
Com. v. Lundberg, 18 Phila. 482. 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 
433. 88 SW 811. 

Wash.—State vy. Riddell, 33 Wash. 
324, 74 P 477. 

- Wis.—Baker v. State, 120 Wis. 135, 
97 NW 566. 

’ [a] Declarations and statements 
of accused.—(1) Ora] declarations of 
accused are admissible to disprove 
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his pretense of ownership. Com. yw. 
Alsop, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 328. (2) In 
a prosecution for obtaining money by 
false pretenses by mortgaging land 
which accused did not own, evidence 
of a statement by accused that no 
patent had issued on the land which 
he had mortgaged to prosecuting wit- 
ness was relevant. Gardner v. State, 
4 Ala. A. 131, 58 S 1001. 

[b] Becord of suit in which prop- 
erty recovered.—Where the pretense 
was the ownership of certain prop- 
erty, the record of a suit between 
prosecutor and accused’s wife in 
which the latter recovered the prop- 
erty is admissible. Com. y. Lund- 
berg, 18 Phila. (Pa.) 482. 

{c] Mortgage given by accused.— 
In a prosecution for obtaining the 
signature to a note by false pre- 
tenses as to ownership of land, a 
mortgage executed by accused is ad- 
missible as showing that he has 
parted with his title to the land. 
Bofiner v. State, 8 Ala. A. 236, 62 S 


ey gore v. State, 5 Ala. A. 123, 59 
S 326. 
{d] Testimony of real owner of 


property is admissible to show that 
accused had no title thereto. State 
v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875; Peo. v. 
Panetey, 114 App. Div. 427, i100 NYS 

24. State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 543, 
105 NW 51; Brown y. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 138 SW 604. 


25. Ala—Dennis vy. State, 16 Ala. 
AG ALES SS - 107: 
S 352, 
34 P 826 


Ga.-—Hathcock vy. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
13. SE’ 959. 

Miss.—Smith.v. State, 55 Miss. 513. 

N. Y.—Smith v. Peo., 47 N. Y. 303; 
Abbott v. Peo., 15 Hun 437 [aff 75 
N. Y. 602 mem]jJ; Hersey v. Benedict, 
15 Hun 282; Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park. Cr. 


139. 

Va.—Trogdon y. Com., 31 Gratt. 
(72 Va.) 862. 

[a] A financial statement made by 


accused is admissible. Dennis v. 
State,) 16° AlajvA. 115, 75° S$ 10T- 

{b] Evidence of promissory notes 
executed after the misrepresentation, 
in renewal of previous debts, is ad- 
missible to show accused’s financial 
condition at the time of the repre- 
sentation. Hathcock vy. State, 88 Ga. 
$1,123 SH 959, 

[ce] Evidence of the nonpayment 
of promissory notes given for the 
property obtained is admissible. 
Skift wv. Peo:,.2 bark. Cr (Nn. ¥.) 13s: 

[d] Judgments recovered against 
accused after the representation are 
admissible to prove his financial con- 
dition at the time of the representa- 
tion. Hersey v. Benedict, 15 Hun 
282. 

{e] Sworn schedules in bank- 
ruptcy.—(1) On a trial for obtaining 
goods by false pretenses, sworn 
schedules in bankruptcy filed there- 
after by accused are admissible in 
evidence to show his financial con- 
dition when obtaining the goods. 
Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 27 NE 
593; Abbott v. Peo., 15 Hun 437 [aff 
75 N. Y. 602 mem]; Trogdon vy. Com., 
31 Gratt. (72 Va.) 862. (2) But the 
schedules and statements filed by his 
partners are not evidence against 
him. Trogdon vy. Com., 31 Gratt. (72 
Va.) 862. 

[f] A deposition voluntarily given 
in an insolvency proceeding is admis- 
sible for this purpose. And a state- 


obtaining money by falsely pretending to be the 
owner.of property, the proceedings and judgment in 
a claim suit interposed in an action against accused 
are properly excluded as res inter alios acta.?7 

As to Knowledge and Intent. As a 
general rule any evidence which has a legitimate ten- 
dency to prove or disprove that accused knew his 
representations to be false is admissible,?® and the 


accused might have objected to an- 
swering on the ground that it would 
eriminate him, but failed to do so. 
Peo. v. Wieger, 100 Cal. 352, 34 P 826. 

{g] In New York testimony given 
by accused on his examination in 
proceedings supplementary to exe- 
cution is inadmissible to prove debts 
due from accused, for the statute 
provides that his answer in such pro- 
ceeding shall not be used as evidence 
against him in any criminal proceed- 


ing or transaction. Barber v. Peo., 
17 Hun 366. 

26. Com. y. Davidson, 1 Cush. 
(Mass.) 33. 

ee Frederick vy. State, (Ala.) 39 S 


28. Cal.—Peo. v. Hamberg, 84 Cal. 
aoe 24 P 298. 
39 App. 


C.—Partridge v. U. S., 
57. “AnnCas1917D 622. 

Til.— Peo. v. Depew, 237 Ill. 574, 86 
NE 1090; Jackson vy. Peo., 126 Til. 139, 
18 NE 286 

Towa.—State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470; State vy. Chingren, 
105 Iowa 169, 74 NW 946. 

Md.—Gambrill v. State, 120 Md. 
203, 87 A 900; Carnell y. State, 85 Md. 
LA SOLA Tit. 

Mass.—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481; 
Com. v. Stone, 4 Meitc. 43. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Hoffman, 142 Mich. 
531, 105 NW 838. 

Mo.—State v. Eudaly, 188 SW 110; 
State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875; State 
v- Donaldson, 243 Mo. 460, 148 SW 
ide 

N. Y.—Peo. v. New York County 
Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. 436;-Peo. v- 
Hudson Valley Constr. Co., 165° App. 
Div. 626, 151 NYS 314 [aff 217 N. Y. 
172, 111 NE 472]; Fowler v. Peo., 
18 HowPr 493. 

F BT v. Lundberg, i8 Phila. 

82. 

Wash.—State vy. Craddick, 61 Wash. 
425, 112 P 491; State v. Riddell, 33 
Wash. 324, 74 P 477. 

[a] Evidence held 


(1) In a prosecution for cheating by 


false pretenses that a note given for 
a stock of goods was signed by the 
sons of a named person: evidence 
that accused had held another note 
against the same signers and had 
turned fit .n on another trade, as 
showing guilty knowledge. State v. 
Waterbury, 185 Iowa 87, 169 NW 697. 
(2) In the prosecution of the presi- 
dent of a distilling company for false 
pretense in using a duplicated dis- 
tillery warehouse receipt in obtaining 
a loan for the company, the issue be- 
ing as to guilty ‘knowledge of the 
duplication: evidence that eight 
months after the duplication accused 
had refused the proposal of a bank 
to lend money provided the receipts 
were certified while not relating to 
the particular transaction, there be- 
ing evidence of other duplication 
about the time of the proposal as 
showing a general guilty knowledge. 
Gambrill vy. State,120 Md. 203, 87 A 
900. 

[b] Declarations and admissions. 
—Accused’s knowledge of the falsity 
of the preterse may be shown by his 
declaration or admissions made be- 
fore or after the offense. Gambrill 
v. State, 120 Md. 203, 87 A $00; Fow- 
ler v. Peo., 18 HowPr (N. Y.) 493. 

{c] Becord in civil action—/(1) 
Where a person falsely pretended 
that he had title to certain property 
which he was giving in exchange, 
the judgment roll in a prior civil 


ment in a deposition is voluntary if | action against accused, in which the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Sy 


+ 


999; Com. v. Burton, 
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same is true of any evidence which tends to prove or 
Evidence of similar 
false representations made by accused to the same 
person for the purpose of obtaining property, or to 
others shortly before or after the representations 
for which accused is on trial, is admissible to prove 
either accused’s knowledge of their falsity or a 


to disprove a guilty intent.?9 


guilty intent or both,?° and this is 


worthlessness of his title was ad- 
judged, is admissible as tending to- 
show that he knew he was selling 
property to which he had no title. 
Peo. v. Hamburg, 84 Cal. 468, 24 P 
298. (2) But if an appeal from the 
judgment was pending at the time of 
the representation, the judgment roll: 
is not admissible. Peo. v. Gibbs, 98 
Cal. 661, 33 P 630. (3) The record 
of a suit between prosecutor and ac- 
cused’s wife in which she claimed 
and recovered certain property is ad- 
missible, in a trial for obtaining 
money under the false pretense that 
accused owned such property, to 
show his knowledge of the falsity. 


re yv. Lundberg, 18 Phila. (Pa.) 
482. 
{d] Evidence of accused’s famil- 


iarity with articles similar to the one 
he is alleged to have misrepresented 
is admissible. Jackson v. Peo., 126 
Ill. 139, 18 NE 286. 

[e] Evidence of the possession 
and negotiation of similar / worthless 
bank notes is admissible where the 
representation is as to the validity of 
such a note. Com. v. Stone, 4 Metce. 
(Mass.) 43. 

29. Ala.—McMullen vy. State, 53 
Ala. 531; Johnson vy. State, 29 Ala. 
62, 65 AmD 383;. State v. Davis, 19 


Ala. 13; Dennis v. State, 16 Ala. 
Ap Looe TOs: 107. 
Ariz.—Erickson v. State, 14 Ariz. 


Zoo Lage To4. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Wasservogle, 17 Cal. 
173, 19 P 270; Peo. v. Khan, (A.) 182 
P 803; Peo. v. Arberry, 13 Cal. A. 
49, 4, PALL. 

Colo.—Van Buren v. Peo., 7 Colo. 

Hartnett, 23 Del. 


ING ABS OE 

Del.—State_ v. 

204, 74 A 82; State v. Briscoe, 22 
Del. 401, 67 A 154. 

DiC =—Partrid set. So439, App: 
571, AnnCas1917D 622. 

Tll.—Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 116 
NE 131, LRA1917E 797; Lane v. Peo., 
142 Til. A. 572. : 

Ind.—Crum vy. State, 148 Ind. 401, 
47 NE 833 [overr Strong v. State, 86 
Ind. 208, 44 AmR 292]; State v. Long, 
103 Ind. 481, 3 NE 169. 

Iowa.—State v. Waterbury, 185 
Towa 87, 169 NW 697; State v. Cham- 
bers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 NW 470, 472; 
State v. Foxton, 166 Iowa 181i, 147 
NW 347, 52 LRANS 919, AnnCas 
1916E 727; State v. Mason, 136 Iowa 
554, 114 NW 30; State v. Seligman, 
127 Iowa 415, 103 NW 357; State v. 
Brady, 100 Iowa 191, 69 NW _ 290, 62 
AmSR 560, 36 LRA 693; State v. 
Jamison, 74 Iowa 613, 38 NW 509; 
State v. Rivers, 58 Iowa 102, 12 NW 
117, 43 AmR 112. 

Ky.—Rand vy. Com., 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802. . 

Md.—Lyman v. State, 109 A 548; 


Gambrill v. State, 120 Md. 203, 87 
A 900; Lawrence v. State, 103 Md. 
ie O35 CAST OO: 


Mass.—Com. v. Carver, 224 Mass. 
42. 112 NE 481; Com. v. Althause, 
207 Mass. 32, 93 NE 202, 31 LRANS 
183 Mass. 461, 
67 NE 419; Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 
588, 27 NE 593; Com. v. McDuffy, 126 
Mass. 467; Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
548, 83 AmD 712; Com. v. Stone, 4 
Mete. 43; Com. v. Call, 21 Pick. 509, 
32 AmD 284, 

Mich.—Peo. v. Willson, 171 NW 
474: Peo. v. Segal, 180 Mich. 316, 146 


NW 644; Peo. v. Andre, 153 Mich. 
£31, 117 NW 55; Peo. v. Hoffman, 
142 Mich. 531, 105 NW 838; Peo. v. 
Getchell, 6 Mich. 496. 


Mo.—State v. Lovan, 245 Mo. 516, 
151 SW 141; State v. Eudaly, 188 
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tions.?2 


so, even though 


SW 110; State v. Loesch, 180 SW 
875; State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 
SW 607; State v. Rosenberg, 162 
Mo. 358, 62 SW 435, 982; State 
ae Lichliter, 95 Mo. 402, 8 SW 
we H.— State. y.. Call, 48 NN. H. 

N. J.—State v. Luxton; 65 N. J. 
L. 605, 48 A 535. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Coombs, 158 N. Y. 


532, 538 NE 527 [aff 36 App. Div. 284, 
55 NYS 276]; Peo. v. Peckens, 153 
N. Y. 576, 47 NE 883; Peo. v. Baker, 
96 Ne Wee8 4052 INV Ye Crs 218 rev 18 
NYWklyDig 112]; Peo. v. Hudson 
Valley Constr. Co., 165 App. Div. 626, 
LORAIN MS S14 [atic 2 t SNe py. 172 1A: 
NE 472]; Peo. v. Cohen, 148 App. 
Div. 205, 133 NYS 1038; Peo. v. Cole, 
20° NYS (505% [aséis137..N.-- Y.. 530, 83 
NE 336]; Peo. v. Cook, 41 Hun 67; 
Hersey v. Benedict, 15 Hun 282; Peo. 
v. Sully, 5 Park. Cr. 142, 1 Sheld. 17; 
Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park. Cr. 139. 


N. C.—State v. Garris, 98 N. C. 
733, 4 SH 633. 

Or.—State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 451, 
144 P 118, 681; State v. Whiteaker, 
64 Or. 297, 129 BP. 634. 

Tenn.—Bond vy. State, 129 Tenn. 
75, 165 SW 229; Long v. State, 1 
Swan 287. 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 


433, 88 SW 811; Lewis v. State, 48 
Tex. Cr. 149, 86 SW 1027; Powell v. 
State, 44 Tex. Cr. 273, 70 SW _ 968; 
Tuttle v. State, (Cr.) 49 SW 82; 
Lutton v. State, 14 Tex. A. 518. 

Va.—Trogdon v. Com., 31 Gratt. 
(72 Va.) 862. 

Wash.—State v. Moore, 84 Wash. 
2638, 146 P 627; State v. Dana, 59 
Wash. 30, 109 P 191; State v. Rid- 
dell, 33 Wash. 324, 74 P 477. 


W. Va.—State v. Williams, 68 W. 
Va. 86, 69 SE 474, 32 LURANS 
420. 


Eng.—Rex v. Parker, 74 J. P. 208; 
Rex jv. Wiseman; 71) Lied.) K. .B. 
128. 

Can.—Kelly v. Rex, 54 Can. S. C. 
220, 34 DomLR 311, 27 CanCrCas 282, 
[1917] 1 WestWkly 46. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Hope, 17 Ont. 463 
Efoll Reg..w. Erancis, tks 2 .Ca-C- 
128]. 


{a] Tlustrations. — (1) 
in order to secure a loan, agreed to 
convey certain property to the prose- 
cuting witness, which was to be re- 
conveyed upon payment of the loan 
with a bonus. A lot was pointed out 
as the one to be conveyed, but it 
was later discovered that the lot 
actually conveyed was several blocks 
away, and of less value. The con- 
veyance was made by a third person, 
in whom it was claimed title stood 
for convenience. Evidence of the 
record of a deed from the third 
person to accused for the same lot 
which antedated by several days the 
deed to the prosecuting witness was 
relevant to show an intent to de- 
fraud. State v. Dana, 59 Wash. 30, 
109 P 191. (2) If, after contracting 
to convey a lot of land to A and ob- 
taining from him part of the price 
by the -false pretense that the lot 
is unencumbered, accused conveys 
the lot to a stranger, that fact may 
be proved as evidence of accused’s 
intention to defraud A by making 
the pretense. State v. Luxton, 65 N. 
J. th) 605,. 48 A.585..—(3),In a prose- 
eution of a passenger for false pre- 
tenses in obtaining a settlement for 
injuries, evidence that he allowed 
others, who saw him while the ne- 
gotiations for the settlement were 
going on, to think that wounds on 
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the transactions differ in detail, if similar in general 
outline,*! and notwithstanding accused has been ac- 
quitted on an indictment for such other representa- 
But evidence that accused had obtained 
property by such other representations is not ad- 
missible to prove intent.** 
ilar representations is shown, it has been held that 
it 1s necessary to show their falsity as well as the 


Where evidence of sim- 


his head were received in the col- 
lision was admissible on the issue 
of fraud. Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 
461, 67 NE 419. (4) On trial for in- 
ducing one to part with his money 
by false representations of accused, 
and by simulation by accused of an- 
other’s handwriting, evidence of per- 
son whose signature was simulated 
that it looked like his was admissible 
to show intent. Com. v. Carver, 224 
Mass. 42, 112 NE 481. (5) In a prose- 
cution for obtaining money from a 
county by false pretenses by charg- 
ing the county with higher salaries 
for accused county engineer’s as- 
sistants than he actually paid them, 
the exclusion of accused’s evidence 
that he made certain expenditures in 
order to enable such assistants to 
do their work efficiently was er- 
roneous, the evidence being material 
on the issue of intent to defraud. 
State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 
NW 470. 

{b] Statements of one charged 
with obtaining a signature by means 
of false pretenses, made after the 
transaction, are admissible. State v. 
Whiteaker, 64 Or. 297, 129 P 534, 

[c] Letters written by the ac- 
cused to a person other than the 
prosecuting witness, tending to show 
the falsity of the subsequent al- 
leged false representations to the 
prosecuting witness, are admissible 
as tending to show the knowledge 
and intent of the accused, especially 
where such letters constitute an ad- 
mission that such subsequent rep- 
resentations were not true. Part- 
ridge v./U.S...09 Appen(D.ACs) Ee biats 
AnnCas1917D 622. 

[d] Payment to accused before 
and after fraud charged.—Proof of 
payments by the person alleged to 
have been defrauded before and after 
the payment of the amount charged 
in the indictment is admissible only 
for the purpose of showing the guilty 
intention. Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 
340, 2 N. Y. Cr. 218 [rev 18 NY Wkly 
Dig 112]. 

[e] In a prosecution for obtain- 
ing money by the confidence game, 
on the question of accused’s good 
faith, evidence of his conversations 
with the prosecuting witness when 
hiring him as a salesman, and of 
his deception in pretending to for- 
ward witness’ cash deposit to ac- 
cused’s company, while he in fact 
kept it himself, and evidence of his 
relation to the company, the extent 
and character of its business, and its 
property and ability to carry out the 
contract with witness, is admissible. 
Peo. v. Depew, 237 Ill. 574, 86 NE 
1090. 

[f] Evidence of the financial abil- 
ity of accused may be admissible. 
Van Buren. v. Peo., 7 Colo. A. 136, 42 
P 599; Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 
27 NE 593; Com. v. Jeffries, 7 Allen 
(Maiss.)— 548, 2583 ,Ambps W123 Peos vi 
Cook, 41 Hun (N. Y.) 67. 

[g] Advice of counsel.—Accused 
may show that in obtaining money 
he acted in good faith, believing that 
he had a right to do so, and that he 
was acting under advice given by 
his attorney after a fair, and full 
statement of all the facts. State v. 


Oppenheimer, 41 Wash. 630, 84 P 
588. 
30. See Criminal Law § 1162. 


Slal ceeOin 7. Rice; 
173 NW 495; State v. Jackson, 112 
Mo. 585, 20 SW 674. 

32. See Criminal Law § 1162, 

Fe ONE NIA TE Oy ae USES TNE TO Cet Yes 
No. 18,098, 1 Hayw. &-H. 211. 


206 Mich. 644, 
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falsity of the representation averred in the indict- 
Evidence of\acts and conduct of the accused 
before the crime is, in general, admissible to show 
And evidence of his acts and con- 
duct at and after the commission of the erime is- 
admissible as bearing upon intent.°° 


ment,.°4 


guilty intent.®® 


himself testify as to his intent.®7 


[§ 87] d. As to Reliance on Pretense. The gen- 
eral rules governing the admissibility of evidence 
apply to evidence offered on the issue of whether 


34. State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 15, 
83 NW 715. 


35. Cal.—Peo. v. Ward, 5 Cal, A. 


36, 89 P 874 

Md.—Lawrence vy. State, 103 Md. 
17%, 63° A’ 96. , 

A tee ee v. Winslow, 39 Mich. 
505. 


Mo.—State v. Sarony, 95 Mo. 349, 
8 sa 407. 
Y.—Peo. v. Shulman, 80 N. Y. 


a78. “note; Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. L%5'D 
Park. Cr. (142. 
be co Fain v. McCrossin, 3 PaLJ 
Va.—Trogdon v. Com., 81 Gratt. 
(72 Va.) 862. 
36. Cal.—Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 
266, 67 P 148; Peo. v. Khan, (A.) 
182 P 803; Peo. v. Ward, 5 Cal, A. 


36, 89 P 874. 

Ga.—Patterson v. State, 1 Ga. A. 
782, 58 SE 284. 

Iowa.—State v. Jamison, 74 Iowa 
613, 38 NW 509; State v. Lewis, 45 
Iowa 20. 

Mass.—Com. v. Farmer, 218 Mass. 
507, 106 NE 150; Com. v. Burton, 183 
Mass. 461, 67 NE 419. 

‘Mo.—State v. Lichliter, 95 Mo. 402, 
ae ALG 720; State v. Dennis, 80 Mo. 

N. H.—State v. Call, 48 N. H. 126. 

N. J.—State v. Luxton, Gora NG a 
LL. 605, 48 A 535. 

N. Y¥.—Peo. v. Baker, 96 N. Y. 340, 
> N. Y. Cr. 218; Peo. v. Shulman, 8v 
INGUS'S aie note. 


-N. D.—State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 
337, 127 NW 83. 
“ Pa—Com. v. McCrossin, 3 PaLJ 


219. 

' Tex.—Brown v. State, 37 Tex. Cr. 
104, 38 SW 1008, 66 AmSR 794; New- 
berry v. State, (Cr.) 22 SW 1041. 

[a] Drawing draft on a bank for 
amount obtained after threat of 
prosecution.—Where a person was 
threatened with prosecution for 
swindling, evidence that he drew a 
draft for the amount which he was 
charged with obtaining on a bank 
with. which he falsely stated that he 
had an account, thus endeavoring to 
postpone investieation into his con- 
duct, is admissible as besxring unon 
his intent. Newberry v. State, (Tex. 
Cri)e22 SW -1'041, 

[b] Retaining money, altering 
coupons, et:.—Where a person was 
employed to necotiate a loan for 
three hundred dollars, and he pro- 
cured the sicvnature to a mortgage 
for four hundred dollars, falsely pre- 
tending that it was for three hun- 
dred dollars, evidence that he re- 
ceived and retained the excess, paid 
the interest on the mortsafe as it 
fell due, and altered the coupons be- 
fore giving them to the mortgasor, 
was admissible. State v. Jamison, 
74 Towa 613, 38 NW 509. 

{c] Evidence cf conversion of the 
property by accused may be admis- 
sible. State v. Lichliter, 95 Mo. 402, 


8 SW 720; Long v. State, 1 Swan 
(Tenn.) 987. : 
{d] Mortgaging property. — (1) 


Bvidence that accused mortzaged the 
property soon after acquiring it is 
admissible. State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 
180 SW 875. (2) Where a person 
obtained goods by representing that 
he had ample means 10 pay all his 
debts, that he owed but little, and 
was not owing any large debt, and 
that his note for two hundred and 


FALSE PRETENSES 


contrary.?° 
Accused may 
eral. 


satisfied beyond 


fifty dollars was good, the_ state 
may, aS bearing upon his intent, 
prove that in three days afterward 
he mortgaged the greater part of his 
eds to another. State v. Call, 
48 N. 126, 

[e] "ine disposition of the goods 
made by the accused as by deposit- 
ing quantities of them in different 
places; retaining the money collected 
on sales, leaving little or nothing 
for creditors; running off with the 
proceeas of the sale of the property 
obtained, is admissible. State v. 
Lichliter, 95 Mo. 402, 8 SW 720; State 
v. Dennis, 80 Mo. 589. 

[f] Welegrams scent by accused 
after the money was obtained, for- 
the purpose of misleading the de- 
frauded party, are admissible to show 
the intent of accused in procuring the 
money. State v. Lewis, 45 Iowa 20. 

37. State v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 
436, 161 NW 470; Com. -v. Burton, 183 
Mass. 461, 67 NI 419; Peo. v. Baker, 


96 N. Y. 840; Babeoek v. Peo., 15 
Hun (N. Y.) 347. 

83. Cal—Peo. v. Moore, (A.) 191 
P 980. 


Colo.—Van Buren vy. Peo., 7 Colo. 
AY 136,*-42°P 599: 

Conn.—State v. Church, 43 Conn. 
471. 


Iowa.—State v. Rivers, 58 Iowa 
102, 12 NW 117, 43 AmR 112. 
Mass.—Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 


461, 67 NE 419; Com. v. Chesley, 107 


Mass, 223. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich, 
862, 122 NW 98. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Herrick, 13 Wend. 


87 

fal Tllustration.—Testimony that 
the complaining witness was in- 
formed over the telephone of the 
substance of a statement of accused’s 
assets, made to a bank to which 
accused referred the witness, was 
admissible to show reliance thereon, 
although incompetent to prove the 
making of the statement. Peo, v. 
Andre, 157 Mich. 362, 122 NW 98. 

{[b] Evidence of similar transac- 
tions between the parties is admis- 
sible to show whether prosecutor was 
deceived or is using the law to en- 
force ‘a debt. State v. Rivers, 58 
Iowa 102, 12 NW 117, 438 AmR 112. 

{c] False pretenses made after 
delivery of the property are not ad- 
missible, as they could not have in- 
fluenced prosecutor in parting with 
the property. State v. Church, 43 
Conn. 471. 

39. Ala.—Hockensmith v. Winton, 
16 Ala: A. 324; 77 S918, 919° [quot 
Cyc]. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Hong Quin Moon, 92 
Cal. 41, 27% AWG. 

Kan.—State v. Hetrick, 84 Kan. 
157, 1183 P 383, 34 LRANS 642; In 
re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 

Mass.—Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 
948, 52 NE 77; Com. v. Drew, 153 
Mass. 588, 27 NE 593; Com. v. Jef- 
fries, 7 Allen 548, 83 AmD 712. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Hoffman, 142 Mich. 
531, 105 NW 838. 

Mont.—St2te ov. Dickinson, 21 
Mont. 595, 55 P 539. 


A ee cane v. Thatcher, 35 N. J. 
L. 5 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. 17, 5 
Park. Cr. 142; Peo. v. Herrick, 13 


Wend. 87; Peo. v. Miller, 2 Park. Cr. 
197. 
Pa.—Com. v. Boyer, 2 Pa. Dist. 843. 


prosecutor relied on the false pretense.®® 
ing to a number of decisions the prosecutor may tes- 
tify that he was induced to part with the property 
by the false pretenses,*® but there is authority to the 


[§ 88] 3. Weight and Sufficiency—a. 
In accordance with the rule as ‘to crimes gen- 
erally,#4 in order to convict one of obtaining prop- 
erty by false pretenses or the like the jury must be 


[$§ 86-88 


Acecord- 


In Gen- 


a reasonable doubt of his’ guilt.4? 


S. D.—State v. yee: Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 157,160 NW 81 
Fes jpns-—Reg. Vv. King, [1897] 1Q. B. 


49. Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. 
(Pa; 3323) Regieves Harty: vst 
N. S. 272. 

41. See Criminal Law § 1590 et 


42. State v. Chick, (Mo.) 221 SW 
10. And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient to 
suctcin conviction.—Brafford v. U. 
Ss 369 Fed. 511; Elmore v. State, 138 
Ala. 50, 35 S 25; Addington v. State, 
16 Aja. A. 10, 74 § 846; Gardner v. 
State, 4 Ala. A. 131, 58 S 1001; Con- 
ner v. State, 137 Ark. 123, 206 SW 
747; Ridcel v. State, 110 "Ark. 606, 
162 SW 778; Owens vy. State, 98 Ark. 
609, 137 SW 256; Parker v. State, 
98 ‘Ark, 575, 137 SW 253; Shelton v. 
State, 96 Ark. 237, 1381 SW 871; Mit- 
chell v. State, 70 Ark. 30, 65 SW 
935; Peo. v. Whalen, 154 Cal. 47, 
98 P 194; Peo. v. Rose, (Cal. A.) 183 
P 874; Peo. v. Rogers, 35 Cal JA; 
123, 169 P 399; Peo. v. Freeman, 29 
Cal. A, 543, 156 P 994; Poo. v. Bow- 
man, 24%\Cal,” Al'731,2142 “P1495 = Pees 
v: Breeker, 20 Cal. A. 205, 127 P 666: 
Peo. v. Osborn, 12 Call: Ay 148)7106 
P 891; Poo. v. Ward, 5 Cal. A. 36, 89 
P 874; Stoltz v. Peo., .59 Colo. 342, 
148 P 865; Clarke v. Peo., 53 Colo. 
214) 125 "P1435 Robinsonev. UW. Si. ee 
App. (D. C.) 186; Griswold v. State, 
77 Fla. 505, 82 S 44; Thomas v. State, 


126°-Ga. .90; 54 SH 813; ‘Lamar: v, 
State, 120 Ga. 312, 47 SH 958; Smith 
v. State, 116 Ga. 587, 42 SH 766; 


Rucker vy. State, 114 Ga. 13, 39 SE 
902; Holton v. State, 109 Ga, 137, 34 
SE 330; Sturdivant vy. State, (Ga. "A.) 
108 SE 837; MeNulty v. State, 21 Ga, 

783, 95 SE 304; Foss v. State, 15 
Ga. A. 478, 83 SH 880; Morse v. State, 
9..Gas Ay "424, 71 SE 699; Isaacs v. 
State, 7 Ga. A. 799, 68 SE 338; Hans- 
ford v. State, 7 Ga. A. 196, 66 SE 
400; Brawner v. State, 5 Ga. A. 498, 
63 SE 514; Cohen v. State, 2 Ga. A. 
689, 59 SE 4; State v. Curtis, 29 Ida. 
(2416 TT Pe 578; State v. Adams, 10 
Ida. 691, 79. P 398; Stete v.- Adams, 
9 Tda. 582, TDs P25 85 Peo. v. Singer, 
288 Til. 113, 123 NW 327 (confidence 
rame); Poo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 490, 
116 NE 131, LRA1917h VOT. MPeoriwe 
Brady, 272 Il. 401, 112 NE 126, Ann 
Cas191fC 540; Peo. v. Bertsche. 265 
Tl. 272, 106 NM 823, AnnCasl916A 
(29° Peo. v. Strosnider, 264 Till. 434, 
106 NE 229; Peo. v. Donaldson, 255 
Tl. 19, 99 NE 62, ee ed 90; 
Peo. v. Weil, 244 Il]. .176, 91 NE 112; 
Juretich v. Peo., 223 Tl. 484, 719 NB 
181; Hughes v. Peo., QA VIVAL, STS 
NE 137; Moore v.-Peo., 190 Til. 331, 
60 NE B35; Van Eyck v. Peo., 178 
Ill. 199, 52 N® 852; Peo. v- Bush, 150 
Tll. A, 48; Brunauch v. State, 173 
Ind. 483, 90 NE 1019; State v. Sher- 
man, 183 Towa 42, 166 NW 674: State 
v. Cooper, 169 Towa 571, 151 NW 835; 
State v. Bell, 146 Iowa 617, 125 NW 
652; State v. Carter, 112 Towa 15, 
83 NW 715; State v. Moats, 108 Towa 
13, 78 NW "701; State v. Bell, (Kan.) 
LISP S373 5 State v. Fulton, 88 Kan. 
159, 127 Pp 526; State v. Terrill, 87 
Kan. 745, 125 P 65; State v. MecDon- 
ald, 59 Kan. 241, 52 P 453; State v. 
Decker, 36 Kan. 717, 14 Pp 283: Steely 
v. Com: 170 Ky. 794, 186 SW 880: 


Com. v. King, 202 Mass. 379, 88 NE 


454; Com. v. O’Brien, 172 Mass. 248, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law aee 


eumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, - 


| 


| 
| 


§§ 88-89] 


And it has been said that the courts hold the prose- 
» eution probably to stricter and more satisfactory 
proof of false pretenses than of crimes more dan- 
gerous to the safety of the person or the property of 
the citizen.4* Extrajudicialadmissions, declarations, 
- or confessions of accused are not of themselves suf- 
ficient to establish the essential elements of the 


52 NE 77; Com. v. Brown, 167 Mass, 
144, 45 NW 1; Peo.'v. Segal, 180 Mich. 
316, 146 NW 644; State v. Friedman, 
(Minn.) 178 NW 895; State v. Craw- 
ford, 95 Minn. 467, 104 NW _ 295; 
State v. Evans, 88 Minn. 262, 92 NW 
976; State v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 
875; State v. Shout, 263 Mo. 360, 172 
SW 607; State v. Gerhardt, 248 Mo. 
535, 154 SW 722; State v. Lovan, 245 
Mo. 516, 151 S\7 141; State v. Nord, 
230 Mo. 655, 132 Sw 239; State v. 
Martin, 226 Mo. 538, 126 SW 442; 
State v. Wilson, 223 Mo. 156, 122 
SW 701; State v. Miller, 212 Mo. 73, 
111 SW 18; State v. Ebdcen, 181 Mo. 
582, 80 SW 942; State v. Rosenbers, 
162 Mo. 358, 62 SW 435, 982; State 
v. Alexander, 119 Mo. 447, 
1060; State v. Moran, 56 Mont. 94, 
182 P 110 (confidence game); Moline 
v. State, 72 Nebr. 361, 100 NW 819; 
State v. Samaha, 92 N. J. L. 125, 104 
A 305; Cunningham v. State, 61 N. 
J. L. 666, 40 A 696; Peo. v. Colmey, 
117 App. Div. 462, 102 NYS 714 [aff 
188 .N; Ys 573. mem,) '80 “NIO°41T5 
mem]; Peo. v. Hudscn Valley Constr. 
Co., 165 App. Div. 626, 151 NYS 314 
{aff 217 N. Y. 172, 111 Nm 472]; Peo. 
v. Pindar, 159 App. Div. 12, 144 NYS 
242 [aff 210 N. Y. 191, 104 N® 133]; 
Peo. v. Sattlekau, 120 App. Div. 42, 
104 NYS 805; Peo. v. Reiss, 114 App. 
Div.r 1431. 992 NYS 10025) Peos<v. 
Snyder, 110 App. Div. 699, 97 NYS 
469; Peo. v. Monroe, 64 App. Div. 130, 
71 NYS 803; State v. Carlson, 171 N. 
C, 818, 89 S® 39; State v. Davis, 150 
N. C. 851, 64 S® 498; State Re Merry, 
2OWING DD: 3305 Lote IN W.-H 83; * State tiv. 
Stewart, 9 N. D. 409, 83 NW 869; 
Ellington v. State, (Okl. 
250; State v. Hammer, 74 Or. 426, 
145 P 35; State v. Leonard, 73 Or. 
451, 144 P 113, 681; Com, v. Sebrinz, 
ay PaMMDist.\ 63.7 Com. vi. Roth, TL 
Pa.-'Super. 71; Com. v. Porreca, 69 
Pa. Super. 596; Com. v. May, 63 Pa. 
Super. 521; State v. Stone, 95 S. C. 
390, 79 SE "108, 49 LRANS 574; State 
v. Van Ruschen, Pts) eH. BY 187, 160 
NW 811; Bond v. State, 128 Tenn. 
75, 165 SW 229; Moore v. State, (Tex, 
Cr.) 219 SW 1097; Arnold v. State, 
Viuvtex. '‘Cr.0576,' 179 SW 11833 King 
v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 397, 146 SW 543; 
Trimbie v. State, 66 Tex. Cr. 2907, 146 
Sw 929; Fairy v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
396, 97 SW 700; S~-eer v. State, 50 
Tex. Cr. 273, 97 SW 469; Jones v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 49 SW 387; State 
v. Millroy, 103 Wash. 193, 174 P 10, 
State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 661, 170 
P 374; State v. Riddell, 33 Wash. 
324, 74 P 477; Stecher v. State, 168 


, 220, 34 DomLR 311, 07 
CanCrCas 282, [1917] 1 WestWkly 
46; Rex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 16 
OntWN 314. 

[b] Evidence held insufficient to 
sustain conviction. — Addinston v. 
State, 16 Ala. A. 685, 77 S 993; Erick- 
son v. State, 14 Ariz. 253, 127 Piss 
Fox v. State, 102 Ark. 451, 145 SW 
228; Peo. v. Lanterman, 9 Cal. A, 
674, 100 P 720; Parmalee v. Peo., 65 
Colo. 584, 180 P 89; Wheeler v. Peo. 
49 Colo. 402, 113 B 312, AnnC21s1912A 
755; Mooneyham Vv. State, 67 Fla. 385, 
65 S 458: Chanple v. State, 126 Ga. 
638, 55 Si 471; Edcee v. State, 114 
Ga. 113, 39 SE 889; Reagan v. State, 
112 Ga. 372, 37 SH 380; Drought v. 
State, 101 Ga. 544, 28 SE 1013; Fen- 
nell v. State, 16 Ga, Al 173; 84 SE 
721; Ricks v. State, 15 Ga. A. 645, 
84 SE 86; Hammond v. State, 15 Ga! 
A. 471, 83 SE 60; Bowles v. State, 
12 Ga. A. 14, 76 Sm 594: Adams v. 
State, 10 Ga. ING 801, 74 SE 95; Ganey 
v. State, 10 Ga. AL ATT, 74 SE 286; 
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offense.*4 


cused made the 


Christian v. State, 8 Ga. A. 871, 69 
SE 29; Sanders v. State, 7 Ga. A. 46, 
65 SE 1071; Mitchell v. State, (Ga. 
A.) 65 SE 935; Carlisle v. State, 2 
Ga. A. 651, 58 SOW 1068; Franklin v. 
State, 2 Ga. A. 385, 58 SH 491; God- 
dard v. State, 2 Ga. A. 154, 58 SH 
304; Kinard v. State, 1 Ga. A. 146, 
58 SM 2638; Peo. v. Ioelling, 284 Ill, 
118, 119 N@® 993; Peo. v. Gallowich, 
283 Ill. 360, 119 NE 283; Peo. v. 
Dempsey, 283 Ill. 342, 119 NE 333, 
LRAI1918E 239; Peo. v.. Holtzman, 
272 Ill. 447, 112 ND 870 [rev 195 Ill. 
A. 53]; Peo, v. Cronkrite, 266 Ill. 
438, 107 Ni TQS ee Corova “Talmage, 
233 Ill. 560, 84 NE 655 
pin, 233 Ill. 452, 84 Ni 679, 17 
LRANS 276; Lory v. Poo., 229 Til. 
268, 82 NE 261; Dorr -v. Peo., 228 Ill. 
216, 81 NE 851; Poo. v. Ness, 200 Ill. 
A. 69;: Peo. v.:Bernharct,-185. Ill..A. 
421; Srerbecl v.’Peo., 139 Ill. A. 93; 
State v. Hurley, 58 Kan. 668, 50 P 
887; State v. Metsch, 37 Kan. 222, 
Steely iv. Com., 171. Ky. 
58, 186 SW 883; Edmonds v. Com., 
149 Ky. 242, 147 SW 881; Day v. 
Com., 110 SW 417, 33 KyL 560; Com. 
v. Wood, .142 Mass. 459, 8 NH 432; 
Peo. v. Wakely, 62 Mich. 297, 28 NW 
871;, Peo. v. Cline, 44 Mich. 299, 6 
NW 671; State v. Cary, 128 Minn. 
481, 151 NW 186; Carter v. Stzxte, 
120 Miss. 294, 82 S 146; State v. Mc- 
Brien, 265 Mo. 694, 178 SW. 439; 
State v. Morris, 230 Mo. 631,-132 SW 
590; State v. Lawrence, 178 Mo. 350, 
77 SW 497; State v. Pickett, 174 Mo. 
663, 74 SW 844; State v. Fraker, 148 
Mo. 148, 49 SW 1017; State v. Brat- 
ton, 56 Mont. 563, 186 P 397; State 
Va-Laylor, 51, Monty 38740 L530Pe2755 
Mason y. State, 99 Nebr. 221, 155 
NW 895; Roby v. State, 61 Nebr. 
218, 85 NW 61; Peo. v. Goldstein, 175 
Anp. Div. 5038, 166 NYS 374; Peo. v. 
Whiteman, 72 App. Div. 90, 76 NYS 
211; Peo. v. Johnson, 87 Misc. 89, 
150 NYS 3381; State v. Davis, 150 N. 
C. 851, 64 SH 498; State v. Lessle- 
young, (N. D.) 172 NW 814; Griffith 
v. State, 93 Oh. St. 294, 112 N® 1017; 
Smith v. State, 7 Okl. 136, 122 P 732; 
PAv lovin, eLerra ar Olle (Cr. ole 995. 
628;.State v. Keen, 85 Or. 265, 166 P 
986; State v. Miller, 47 Or. 562, 85 


P 81; 6 LRANS 365;°U. S: v. Pau-Te 
Chin,’ 15 Philinpine 507; -Kraft v. 
State, ) (Tex: —Cr.)..-217 “Sw. ~1038% 


Warmer v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 440, 213 
SW 669; Griffin v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
361, 212 SW 499; Pruitt v. State, 83 
Tex. Cr. 148, 202 SW 81; Whitehead 
v. State, 81 Tex. Cr. 278, 196 SW 851; 
Dawson vy. State, 79 Tex. Cr. 371. 
185 SW 875; Trimble v. State, 66 
Tex. Cr. 207, 145 SW 929; McDaniel 
v. State, 63 Tex. Cr. 260, 140 SW 
232; Schillines v. State, 60 Tex. Cr. 
899, 181 SW 1075; Nurse v. State, 59 
Tex. Cr, 354, 128 SW 906; Thurman 
v. State, 959Tex: Cri 285, 128 SW 
404; Campbell v. State, 52 Tex. Cr. 
208,-106 SW 130; Fairy -v. State, 
‘50s Text) (Gr-2 896) so SW47005'' Ds 
Young v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 41 SW 
598; Lopez’ v.° State, 37° Téx: -Cr. 
649, 40 SW 972; 
364 sTex: Or) /5015; 2-38 4 Sw 212; 
Blum vv. Sta ter 2077 Tex cAl 5780054 
AmR 530; State v. Howd, (Utah) 
188 P 628; Foy v..Com., 28 Gratt. 
(G9 Va.) 912; State v. Lynn, 89 Wash. 
463, 154 P 798; Clawson v. State, 129 
Wis. 650, 109 NW 578, 116 AmSR 
972, 9 AnnCas ed Rex v. Jakeman, 


24 Cox C. C. 15 8; Reg. v. Harty, 31 
N.S? 272. 
[ce] Evidence held sufficient: To 


show identity of person committing 
crime. State v. Peterson, 109 Wash. 
25, 186 P 264, 8 ALR 652. 


; Peo. -v. Tur-| 


Salter v. State,’ 
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Statutory provisions. In some jurisdictions there 
are statutory provisions as to the proof GES / 
for conviction.*® 

[§ 89] b. As to Pretense and Its Falsity. The 
state must prove beyond a reasonable doubt that ac: 


pretense,*® and that it was false.*! 


43. Morris v. Peo., 4 Colo. A. 136, 
35 P 188. 

44. State v. Johnson, 140 Ala. 658, 
36 S 1044; Peo. v. Ward, 145 Cal. 736, 
79 P 448; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal, 
A. 781, 142 P 495; State v. Renny, 70 
lowa 190, 30 NW 561 [dist State v. 
Lewis, 45 Iowa 20, on the ground 
that there were corroborating cir- 
cumstances]; Smith v. Com., 153 Ky. 
3885, 155 SW 1125. And see Criminal 
Law § 1579. 

45. See statutory provisions..; | 

[a] Particular statutes and con- 
struction.—(1) In several states there 
are statutes providing that accused 
cannot be convicted if the false pre- 
tense was expressed in language un- 
accompanied by a false* token »or 
writing, unless the pretense, or some 
note or memorandum thereof, is in 
writing, subscribed by or in the 
handwriting of accused, or unless 
the pretense is proved by the testi- 
mony of two witnesses, or that of 
one witness and corroborating cir- 
cumstances. WBrickson v. State, 14 
Ariz, 253, 127 P 754; Peo. v. Chrones, 
% Cal. Unrep:, Cas. 183, 76) PY 180% 
Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 266, 67 P 
148; Peo. v. Gibbs, 98 Cal. 661, 33 
P 630; Peo. v. Haskins, (Cal. A.) 194 
P 438; Peo. v. Fleshman, 26 ‘Cal. A. 
7°28, 148 P 805; Taylor v. Terr., 2 Okl. 
Cr. 1, 99 P 628; State v. Van Rus- 
chen, 28 S. D. 187, 160 NW 811: State 
v. Howd, (Utah) 188 P 628: ' (2) The 
testimony of the prosecutor’s wife 
is insufficient corroboration of! the 
prosecutor’s testimony to sustain a 
conviction. Peo. v. Neetens,’ (Cal. 
A.) 184 P 27. (8) The conduct of 
accused in a prosecution for false 
pretenses, at the time a third person 
made a statement in the presence of’ 
accused and prosecutor to the effect 
that accused had made to such::third 
person the same representation 
as was the basis of the prosecution, 
was a corroborating circumstance 
uncer the statute. Peo. v. Smith, 3 
Cal. A. 62, 84 P 449, (4) A promis- 
cory note cannot be-used as a false 
token to meet the requirements of 
the statute. Peo. v. Gibbs, 98 Cal. 
661, 33 P 630. 

43, Ala.—Adcdington v. State, 16 
Ala. FAG +6855 77 S19.93 sx plaotate, 
201 Ala. 331, 77 S 993. 

Ark.—Mitchell v. State, 70 Ark, 
30, 65 SW 9385. 

Cal.—Pco. v. Lanterman, 9 Cal. A. 
674, 100 P 720. 


De!l—State v. Holden, . 25 Del. 
429, 79 A 215; State v. Briscoe; 22 
Del. 401, 67 A "154, 


Ill.—Peo. v. Demnsey, 283 Til. 342, 
119 N@ 333, LRA1918F 239; Dorr v. 
Peo., 228 Ill. 216, 81 NE 851. 

Ind.—Brunaurh v. State, 173 Ind. 


483, 90 ND 1019. 

Mo.—Sitcte v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 
143, 49 SW 1017 

N. Y.—Peo. v. ‘Johnson, 87 Misc. 
89, 150 NYS 331, 
N. C.—State v. Carlson, 171 N. C. 


818, 89 SD 30;-State v. Davis, 150 
N. C. 851, 64 SE 498. 

O1.—Tovlor v. Terr., 2 Okl. Zor 
1, 99 P 628. 


Philippine—U. S. v. Mendezona, 
20 Philirrine 249. 
iki ee Vv. Stoddart, 73 Ti Pp 


47. Ala.—Addircton v. State, 16 
ar A. 685, 77 S 993. 4 
Ark. “parker v. State, 98 Ark, 
575, 137 SW 2538. . 
Cal—Peo. v. Leavens, 12 Cal. A. 


178, 106 P 1103. 


55 Sm 478: Lee v. State, 120 Ga. 194" 
47 SE 545; Hammond v. State, 15 
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It is not necessary that the proof should be direct; 
it is sufficient if the evidence establish such facts as 
tend legitimately to show its falsity;*® and since ac- 
cused is usually in a position to know the truth or 
falsity of the representation, slight evidence of its 
falsity is sufficient for a conviction, in the absence 
of countervailing evidence of its truth.*® 

As to Intent to Defraud and Knowl- 
edge of Falsity. While the fraudulent intent of ac- 
cused must be shown by the state beyond a reason- 
able doubt,®°° it may be and is usually necessarily 
proved by circumstantial evidence.®! Lack of intent 
is not shown by evidence that accused intended to 


[§ 90] ec. 


Ga. A. 471, 83 SE 860; Christian 
Vaso tacte, wes Ga, ALS 71 6m SH 29% 
Carlisle v. State, 2 Ga. A. 651, 58) SE 
1068; Kinard v. State, 1 Ga. "A. 146, 
58 SE 263. 

Ill.—Sperbeck v. Peo. 139 Ill. A. 
96 


Ind.—Keller v. State, 51 Ind. 111. 

Iowa.—State Vv. Sherman, 183 
Towa 42, 166 NW _ 674; State Wie 
Clark, 148% Iowa 297, 119 NW 719; 
State v. Penny, 70 Iowa 190, 30 NW 
561. 

Kan.—State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 
334, 80 P 689, 84 P 737, 117 AmSR 
479; State v. Hurley, 58 Kan. 668, 
50 -P 887. ; 

Ky.—Day v. Com. 110 SW 417, 33 
KyL 560. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Cline, 44 Mich. 290, 
6 NW 671. 

Miss.—Bowler, v. State, 41 Miss. 
570. 

Mo.—State v. Dines, 206 Mo. 649, 
105 SW 722. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Colmey, 117 App. 
Div. 462, 102 NYS 714 [aff 188 N. 
Y. 573 mem, 80 NE 1115 mem]; Bab- 
cock v. Peo., 15 Hun 347. 

N. C.—State v. Carlson, 171 N. C. 
818, 89 SE 30; State v. Davis, 150 
N. C. 851, 64 SE 498; State v. Gar- 


ris, 98 N. C. 733, 4. SE 633. 

Pa.—Com. v. Silverman, 22 Pa. 
Dist. 396. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Ramirez, 22 
‘Porto Rico 440. 

S. C.—State v. Stone, 95 S. C. 390, 
79 SE 108, 49 LRANS 574. 

S. D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
DD LST G.O LON WE yee / 

Tex.—Brown v. State, 29 Tex. 503; 
Hairy cv. State; -50. Dex. “Cri 396," 97 


SW 1700; Satchell v. State, 1 Tex. A. 
438. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Evans, Bell C. C. 
187 Rexel DUN Leavy, 0 Vopdse Es 065 
Rex vy. Flint, R. & R. 342. 

[a] Pretense of having super- 
natural power.—Actual proof of the 
falsity of such a pretensevis not re- 


quired. Bowen v. State, 9 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 45, 40 AmR 71. 
{b] Evidence held sufficient to 


show falsity.—Avant vy. State. 116 
Ark. 588, 173 SW _ 405; Shelton v. 
State, 96 Ark. 237, 131 SW 871; Peo. 
v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 781, 142 Pp 495; 
Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. (D. C.) 
186; Christian v. State, 8 Ga. A. 371, 
69 SE 29; State v.i Loesch, (Mo.) 
180 SW 875; State, v. Shout, 263 
Mo. 360, 172 SW 607; State v. Nord, 
230 Mo. 655, 132 SW 239; Com. v. 
Hinden, 19 Pa. Dist. 719; U. S. v. 
Riveria, 23 Philippine 383; Arnold 
vin State, 77 Tex Cre 576; ROE SW, 
1183; Reg. v. Burnside, Bell C. °C. 
282. 
[ce] 
show falsity.—(1) Mooneyham_v. 
State, 67 Fla. 385, 65 S 458; Swift v. 
State, 126 Ga. 590, 55 SH 478: Flem- 
ing v. State, 114 Ga. 526, 40 SE 705; 
Peo, v. Ness, 200 T1l. N. 69; State 
v. Sherman, 183 Iowa 42, 166 NW 
674; Com. v. Lacey, 158 Ky. 584, 165 
sw 971; Peo. v. Cline, 44 Mich. 290, 
6 NW 671; State v. Taylor, 51 Mont. 
387, ° 153 P 275; Com. v. Silverman, 
22 Pa. Dist. 396; Brown v. State, 29 
Tex, 503; Nurse V.\t state, £59) Tex, 
Cr. 354, 128 SW 906; Thurman vy. 


Evidence held insufficient to | 
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State, 59 Tex. Cr. 285, 128 SW 404; 
5 Alta Le 1354,) 8. DombR 284, 22 
WestLR 853, 3 WestWkly 393. (2) 
without more would be insufficient 
to disprove the truthfulness of a 
unencumbered by mortgage liens, 
since the debt may have been paid 
mortgage be not canceled. State v. 
Clark, 141 Iowa 297, 119 NW fete 
Ala. A. 10, 74 8 

Cal.—Peo. v. Rogers, 

Fla.—Smith v. State, 74 Fla. 594, 
77S 274 
83 SE 880; Hansford v. State, 7 Ga. 
A. 196, 66 SE 400. 

VIE Ba Bie) 

Ill.— Peo. v. Poindexter, 243 Ill. 68, 

lowa.—State v. Bell, 146 Iowa 617, 
125 NW 652. 

125 P 65; State v. Wilson, 73 Kan. 
334,) 60) 2 U6S9N 842 PAi37,. 11 AmSR 

Mich.—Peo. v. Rice, 206 Mich. 644, 
173 NW 495; Peo. v. Shelters, 99 

Miss.—Bowler v. State, 

570. 
196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 AnnCas 

Nebr.—Moline v. State, 
361, 160 NW 810. 

N. 159 App. 
Div. 12, 144 NYS 242 [aff 210 N. Y. 
120 App. Div. 42, 104 NYS 805; Peo. 
v. Levin, 119 App. Div. 233, 104 NYS 
1124 mem]; Peo. v. Reiss, 114 App. 
Div. 431, 99 NYS 1002; Peo. v. Pinck- 
AYE rs BOL. Peo. v. Lewis, 16 NYS 
881 [aff 136 N. Y. 683 mem, 32 NE 

Pa.—Com. v. Snyder, 
661. 

Tex.—Gibson v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 
462, 214 SW 341. 
314, , 

Ont.—Rex v. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 

[a] Proof of negation.—This is 
especially so where. proof. that the 
of a negation. Bowler v. State, 41 
Miss. 570. 
necessary, in a confidence game 
prosecution, to prove the falsity of 
to induce the victim to part with his 
money, in order to establish the cor- 
not necessary to prove such fact by 
direct evidence, and it is sufficient 
warrant the jury in believing such 
representations were false and no at- 


Rex v. Flint, R. & R. 342; Re Staggs, 
An uncanceled record of a mortgage 
representation that the property was 
or barred, and the record of the 
48. 
846. 
3D Bale wAs 
123, 0169 7P 399. 
Ga.—Foss v. State, 15 Ga. A. 478, 
Ida.—State v. Adams, 10 Ida. 591, 
90 NE 261. 
Kan.—State v. Terrill, 87 Kan. 745, 
479. 
Mich. 3338, 58 NW 362. 
41 Miss. 
Mo.—State v. Keyes, 
23. 
72 Nebr. 
Y.—Peo. v. Pindar, 
191, 104 NE 133]; Peo. v. Sattlekau, 
647 [aff 194 N. Y. 554 mem, 87 NE 
ney, 67 ‘Hun 428, 22 NYS 118, 10 N. 
1014 mem]. 4 
23 Pa. Dist. 
Eng.—Reg. v. Smith, 6 Cox C. C. 
16 OntWN 314. 
pretense is false necessitates proof 
[b] Confidence game.—While it is 
the representations which were made 
pus delicti of the crime, yet it is 
if the circumstances proved fully 
tempt is made by accused to explain 


them. Peo. v. Strosnider, 264 Ill. 
434, 106 NE 229; Peo. v. Weil, 244 
Te ALG6 aco aN Bs eh De 


apply the money and in fact applied it to the object 
for which it was given.®? 
the falsity of the pretense must be established be- 
yond any other 
knowledge may be shown by circumstances °* inelud- 
ing the opportunities which accused had to ascer- 
tain the facts.®® 

[§ 91] d. As to Reliance on Pretense. While it 
must be established that the prosecutor relied upon 
the pretense and that it was the effective cause of 
inducing him to part with his property,°® it is not 
necessary that that fact should be established by the 
direct evidence of prosecutor himself ;>7 


'Y. 172, 111 NE 472]; 


[9§ 89-91 


Accused’s knowledge of 


reasonable hypothesis.6 Such 


but it may 


49. Cal.—Peo. v. Keach, 28 Cal. 
A. 194, 151 P 747; Peo. v. Bowman, 
24. Cal. A. 781, 142. P 495. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Weil, 244 Ill. 176, 91 
NE.112.. | 

Mich.—Peo. v. Rice, 206 Mich. 644, 
173 NW 495; Peo. v. Perry, 197 Mich. 
47, 163 NW 478. 

Mo.—State v. Loesch, 180 SW 875. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Tilton, 2 Wheel. Cr. 
251; Collins’ Case, 4 CityHallRec 143. 

Oh.— Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 


468, 8&3 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197. 
ia v. May, 63 Pa. Super. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Burnsides, Bell C. 
C.. 282. 


Ont.—Rex vy. King, 46 Ont. L. 28, 
16 OntWN 314. 
50. Laster v. State, 4 Ga. A. 804, 


62 ed 508. And see cases infra this 
note. 
{a] Evidence held sufficient to 


show fraudulent intent.—State v. 
Hartnett, 23 Del. 204, 74 A 82; Rob- 
inson Ww. -U.S;) 42, App.» (DiACHie 1863 
Bowles v. State, 12 Ga. A. 14, 76 
SE) 594; +Isaacs/-vy. States 1%) Gar vA 
799, 68 ‘SE 338; State v. Cooper, 169 
lowa 571, 151 NW 835; Com. v. Wil- 
gus, 4 Pick. (Mass.) "177; State v. 
Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875; Peo. Vv. 
Hudson Valley Constr. Co., 165 App. 
Div. 626, 151 NYS. 314 [aff 21%-N. 
Peo. v. Snyder, 
110 App. Div. 699, 97 NYS 469, 20 N. 
Y. Cr. 246; State v. Carlson, 171 N. 
C. 818, 89 SE 30; Com. v. Porreca, 69 
Pa. Super. 596; Com. v. KoEune, 69 
Pa. Super. 176; State v. Van Rus- 
chen, 38 S. D: 187, -160. NW 811; 
Speer v. State, 50 Tex. €r. 273,97 
SW 469; State v. Hooker, 99 Wash. 
66L;, BEOY P37 4: 

[b] Evidence held insufficient to 
show fraudulent intent.—Moneyham 
v. State, 69. Fla. 577, 68 S 758; Peo. 
v. Bernhardt, 185 Ill. A. 421; Ead- 
monds v. Com., 149 Ky. 242, 147 SW 
881; State v. Eudaly, (Mo.) 188 SW 
110; State v.. Howd, (Utah) 188 P 
628; Clawson v. State, 129 Wis. 650, 
109 NW 578, 116 AmSR 972, 9 Ann 


Cas 966. 
51. State v. Holden, 25 Del. 429, 
79 A 215; State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 


204, 74 A 82;  State-v. Briscoe, 22 
Del. 401, 67 A 154; Hester v. State, 
8 Ga. A. 380, 69 SH 31; Laster v. 
State, 4 Ga. A. 804, 62. SE 508; State 
v. Loesch, (Mo.) 180 SW 875; Com. 
Vv. KoEune, 69 Pa. Super. 176. And 
see supra § 88. 

52. Peo. v. Lennox, 106 Mich. 625, 
64 NW 488. 

53. Iaster v. State, 4 Ga. A. 804, 
62 SE 508. 
note. 

[a] Evidence held sufficient to 
show knowledge of falsity.—Peo. v. 
Routh, (Cal.). 189% P4863) Beowrsy; 
Fleshman, 26 Cal. A. 788, 148 P 805. 

54. Ricks v. State, 15 Ga. A. 645, 
84 SE 86. 

55. Ricks v. State, 15 Ga. A. 645, 
84 SE 86. 

56. fee supra § 27. 


57. Ala.—Elmore v. State, 138 
Ala.:50, 35 -Si 24. 

Cal.—Peo. v. one Quin Moon, 92 
Cal. 41,.27 P1096 

Mo 206 Mo. 649, 
105 Sw 722. 2 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


And see cases infra this - 


§§ 91-93] 


be inferred from the other facts and circumstances 


established in the casé.58 
[§ 92] e. 


stantial evidence.®® 


of his ownership.®° 


title.®+ 


evidence.®2 


[§ 93] M. Trial °*—1, 


N. J.—State v. Thatcher, 35 N. J. 
L. 445. 

N. Y.—Therasson v. Peo., 82 N. Y. 
238 [r2v 20 Hun 55]; Peo. v. Suydam, 
14 NYS 492. 

58. U. S—Jones v. U. S., 13 F. 
Cas, (NO, 4995 54 Cranch) CoC 640. 

Kan.—In re Snyder, 17 Kan. 542. 

Mass.—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 

Mo.—State v. Dines, 206 Mo. 649, 
105 SW 722. 

N. Y.—Therasson v. Peo., 82 N. Y. 
238, 10 NYWklyDig 511 [rev 20 Hun 


55]; Peo. v.: Herrick, 13 Wend. 87. 
Pa.—Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Gas, 332. 


Eng.—Reg. v. Burton, 16 Cox C.-C. 
62. ; 

And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Evidence held ‘sufficient to 
show reliance.—Elmore v. State, 138 
Ala. 50, 35 S 25; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 
Gal. A. 781, 142 P 495; Clarke v. Peo., 
64 Colo. 164, WTAE’ 69 Peo, tv. Sattle- 
kau, 120 App. Div. 42, 104 NYS 805; 
State v. Van Ruschen, SSIS WO yes 7. 
160 NW 811; Gibson v. State, 85 Tex. 
Cr; 462, 214 SW 341. 

[b] Evidence held insufficient to 
show reliance.—State  v. eae 
(Mo.) 188 SW 110; Smith v. State, 7 
OR Crs 136, 122 P 732; State v. 
Miller, 47 Or. 562, 85 P 81, 6 LRANS 
365; McDaniel v. State, 63 Tex. Cr. 
260, 140 SW 232; State v. Howd, 
(Utah) 188 P 628. 


59, Peo, v. Whalen, 154 Cal. 472, 
98 P 194; Roberts v. Peo., 9 Colo. 
458, 18-F 630; State v. Germain, 54 
OF. 395; “103 P 521. 

60. Bazzell v. State, (Ala. A.) 81 
S 183; Barton v. Peo.. 135 Ill. 405, 
25 NE 776, 25 AmSR 375, 10 LRA 
302; Peo. v. Rosenberg. 200 EDU BAY 
13; Peo. v. Emmel, 992° TIl. 477, 127 
NE 53; State v. Starr, 244 Mo. 161; 
148 SW 862; Britt v. State, 9 
Humphr. Tenn.) pia be 

BL ore v. Hammer, 74 Or. 426, 
145 P35. 

62. State v. Labuwi, (Wis.) 178 
NW 479. bite 

63. See generally Criminal Law 


2000 et seq. 
: 64. See Criminal Law § 2272 et 
seq. 
65. Cal.—Peo. v. Fleshman, 26 
Ind. 


Cal. A. 788, 148 PB 805. 
*Tnd._-State v. Burnett, 119 
121 SW 
257, 


Caldwell, 
480. 
303. 


Nebr.—West v. State, 63 Nebr. 
88 NW 503. 

N. Y.—Smith v. Peo., 47 a xe 

rs Smith v. Peo., 47 Visio lcs 

. State v. Chambers, Ni79 Iowa 

436. 161 NW 470 

68. State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS. 369, 7 AnnCas 


aioe: Ala.—Bonner v. State, 8 Ala. 
A. 236, 62 S 337. 
D: C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 


186. 
Ida.—State v; Curtis, 29 Ida. 724, 


As to Obtaining Property and Owner- 
ship and Value Thereof. The fact of the obtaining 
of the property by accused may be proved by circum- 
In the absence of evidence rais- 
ing any question of ownership, proof that property 
was in possession of prosecutor is sufficient proof 
In a prosecution for securing 
by false pretenses a signature to a deed, oral testi- 
mony by the prosecuting witness that he and the 
other signers of the deed owned the land, which was 
admitted without objection, is sufficient proof of the 
Where the value of the property obtained 
is material, it may be established by circumstantial 


. Questions of Law and 
Fact. As is usual in prosecutions for criminal of- 
fenses,°* questions of law are for the determination 
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of the court.® 
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It is for the court to decide as to 


sufficiency of the indictment,®* and the legal effect of 


undisputed matters.®7 
whether or not representations under all the sur- 
rounding circumstances constitute an offense, the 
manner in which they are made, the means that the 
party to whom the representations were made had 
at hand at the very time of detecting their truth or 
falsity, are legal questions, and must be determined 
by the court.°® On the other hand questions of facet 
are for the determination of the jury.®® 
province of the jury to determine whether or not the 
representations or pretenses as charged were made,” 
whether they were false,“t whether ‘accused knew of 
their falsity,’ whether they were made with intent 


And it has been held that 


It is the 


to defraud,’* whether they were relied on by prose- 


16d P7158. 

Iowa.— State v. Chambers, 179 
Iowa 436, 161 NW 470; State v. Dex- 
ter, 115 Iowa 678, 87 NW 417. 

Ky.—Gordon v. Com., 146 Ky. 61, 
141 SW 1186. 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 


504, 111 NH 405; Com. v. Stone, 4 
Metce. 43. 

" ich. . v. Andre, 157 Mich. 
862, 122) INWie 982 °Peo. vs) Bird, 126 


Mich. 631, 86 NW 127. 

Mo.—State v. Shout, 263 Mo, 360, 
172 SW 607; State v. Donaldson, 243 
Mo. 460, 148 SW 79; State v. Keyes, 
196 Mo. 136, 98 SW 801, 6 LRANS 
369, 7 AnnCas 238. 

Oh.—Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 
468, 83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197, 
arr yes v. Gockley, 14 Pa. Dist. 

Tex.—Wilson v. State, 80 Tex. Cr. 
622, 153 SW 669. 

jury. — (1) 
of a depreci- 


[a] Question for 
Whether the passing 

ated bill is a sufficient representa- 
tion that it is good. Com. v.°Stone, 
4 Metc. (Mass.) 48. (2) On a prose- 
cution for obtaining money by false 
pretenses for the propagation of cer- 
tain religious beliefs: whether accused 
were honest in their religious teach- 
ings.. =Peo.)v. Bird, 126/<Mich. 631, 
86 NW 127. (3) In a prosecution for 
swindling by obtaining money’ on 
false representations that accused 
was deaf and dumb: whether ac- 
cused was in town of prosecuting 
witness’ residence and obtained 
money from him as alleged. Wilson 
vi State, +80) Tex, Cry 62/2; - #93 “Sw 
669. (4) Whether the property was 
delivered and title vested in accused 
before the false pretense was made. 
Peo. v. Donaldson, 70 Cal. 116, 11 P 
681. (5) When the representation 
is in words and there are conversa- 
tions at different times: whether the 
different conversations can be so con- 
nected as to constitute one transac- 


tion. Rothschild v. State, 13 Lea 
(Tenn.) 294. 

70. State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 136, 
93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 AnnCas 
23. 

71. %Ill.—Jackson v. Peo., 18. Ill. 
A. 508. 

Ky.—Rand v. Com.,- 176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802; Gordon v. Com., 146 
Ky. 61, 141 SW 1186. 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. v. Farmer, 
218 Mass. 507, 106 NE 150. 


Mich.—Peo. v. Perry, 197 Mich. 47, 
163 NW 478; Peo. v. Andre, 157 Mich. 
362, 122 NW 98. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Cole, 20, NYS. 505 
[aff 137 N. Y. 530 mem, 33 NE 336]. 

72. D. C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 
App. 186. 

Mass.—Com. v. Farmer, 218 Mass. 
507, 106 NE 150. 

Mich.—Peo. v.. Bird, 126 Mich. 631, 
96 NI 12:7. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Jefferey, 82 Hun 
409, 3k NYS 267. j 


cutor so as to be the inducing cause of the transfer 
of the property.7* 
whether the pretenses or representations were cal- 


And it is usually held that 


Ree Gans v. Mullen, 4 Pa. Dist. 
73. Ala.—Bonner y. State, 8 Ala. 


A. 236;:62 S337. 
Ark.—Woodruff v. State, 
Cal.—FPeo. v. Griffith, 122, Cal. 212; 
DAP apa 8 ee O_Ve Bowman, 24 Cal. 
Del.—_State v. Briscoe, 22 Del. 401, 
67 A 154; State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 316, 
D. C.—Robinson v. U. S., 
186. 
State, 117 Ga. 
247, 43 SE 762. 
Iowa.—State v. Chambers, 179 
Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 
504, 111 NE 405; Com. vy. Farmer, 
NE 150; Com. v. 
Walker, 108 Mass. 309. 
Mo.—State v. Norton, ie Mo. 180; 
. Y.—Peo. v. Baker, 36 'N. Y. 340, 
2p No YY. (Cr; 2218s (Browniwe, Peo 16 
575; Parmelee Ve VPeoyies - Ehuns 623% 
Peo. veCole,20 INYS; 505 pati 137 Ns 
4 Den. 525; Peo. v. ‘Williams, 4 Hill 
9, 40 AmD 258; Peo. v.. Thomas,.'3 
399, 37 AmD 240; Skiff-'v. Peo, 2 
Park.-+ Cr, °139, i 
N 


61 Ark. 
157; 32 SW 102. 
A. 781, 142 P 495. v 
51 A 878. 
42 App. 
Ga.—Crawford v. 
Iowa 436, 161 NW 470. 
222 Mass. 
218 Mass. 507, 106 
State v. Scott, 48 Mo. 42 
N 
Hun 535; Sherman VeiNPeoujels Hun 
Y. 530, 33 NE 336]; Peo.. v. Crissie, 
Hill 169; Peo. v. Kendall, 25 Wend. 
C.—State vy. Marsh, 162 N. c; 


603, 77 SE 839. 
Pa.—Com. vy. Daniels, 2 Pars. HA. 
ay 340; Com. v..McCrossin, 3 Palit 
S. C.—State v. Hicks, TSE EN2895 
ereee 842. 


D.—State v. Van Ruschen, 38 
S. D. 187, 160 NW 811. 
Va.— Trogdon Vv. Com., 31 Gratt; 
GU2; Via S62. 
a cine V./ Cooper, 2; (Q) {BD 
[a]. Invasion of province of jury. 


—The court is not authorized to in- 
vade the province of the jury by 
telling them that if certain facts 
are proved the intent to defraud is 


made out. Robinson v. U. S., 42 
Appa GDA Cpe ser 
74.) oU. (Si—-Grigessave-t Une uSs) Lbs 


Fed. 572, 85 CCA 596. 

‘Ala.— Meek v. State, 117 Ala. 116, 
23 S 155; Clark v. State, 14° Ala...A. 
633, 72 4S. 291. 

Ariz.mBerreyesa v. Terr., 8 Ariz. 
385, 76 P 472. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Weir, 120 Cal. 279, 
52 P 656; Peo. v. Bryant, 119 Cal. 
595, 51 P 960; Peo. v. Donaldson, 70 
Cals VEG; Hlilre 2681 
ee C.—Robinson v. U. S., 42 App. 
' Tll.—Jackson v. Peo., 18 Ill. A. 508. 
Iowa.—State v. Carter, 112 Iowa 


15, 88 NW 715; State v. Moats, 108 
Iowa 13, 78 NW 701. 
Mass.—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 481. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Andre, 1538 Mich. 


531, 117 NW 55; Peo. v. Stockwell, 
135. Mich, 341, 97 NW 765. 
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[$§ 93-94: . 


culated to deceive is for the jury to determine,’> | determined by the court that evidence is ‘admissible 


unless they are in their nature so 


eredible that a conviction would not be sustained,” 
but there are authorities to the contrary. 
materiality and influence of a false representation 
is a question for the jury,’® unless upon the face 
of the indictment the representation appears clearly 
It is for the jury to determine 
what impression the words used by accused were in- 


to be immaterial.’® 


tended to convey, and did convey.*° 


Mo.—State v. Donaldson, 243 Mo. 
460, 148 SW 79. i 

N.NY.-—Peo,, v., Dimick, 107. N., Y. 
13, 14 NE 178; Peo. v. Blanchard, 
90) N.Y. Peo. v. New. York 


Thomas v. Peo., * 
v. Cole, 20 NYS 505 [aff 137 N. Y. 
530, 33 NE 336]; Peo. .v. Rice, 13 
NYS i161 [aff 128 N. Y. 649 mem, 
29 NE 146 mem]; Peo. v._ Sully, 
Sheld. 17, 5 Park. Cr. 142; Peo. v. 
Dalton, 2 Wheel. Cr. 161. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. 

Pa.—Com. v. May, 63 Pa. Suver. 
521; Com. v. Gockley, 14 Pa. Dist. 


535; Com. v. Daniels, 2 Pars. Ka. 
Cas. 332.. 

“Washe-—State v. Knowlton, 11 
Wash. 512, 39 P 966. 
/Eng.—Reg..v. Martin, L. R. 1 Ci 


. 566; Reg. v. Welman, 6 Cox Cr Ge 
T3, Reg.. v. Hamilton, 1 Cox C. Cc. 
244. 
oN. $.-Reg. v. Harty, 81_N. S._272. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Haines, 42 U. C. Q. 
B. 208. ; 

704 Ld. Sauce Velie aes 
Fed. 572, 85 C4 

*Ala.—-Young v. State, 155 Ala. 145, 


158 


46 S 580. 

Conn.—State. v. Penley, 27 Conn. 
87. 
. ia. Bowman v. State, 54 Fla. 16, 
45 S 308. 


Tll.—Cowen v. Peo., 14 Ill. 348. 

Ind.—Shaffer v. State, 100 Ind. 365; 
Wagoner v. State, 90 Ind. 504; Miller 
v. State, 79 Ind. 198. But see State 
v. Burnett, 119 Ind. 392, 21 NW 972 
(if the question arises on the plead- 
ings, as upon a motion to quash, it 
is one of law). 

Pre cette v. Carter, 112 Iowa 
15, 83 NW 715. 

“Ky.—Com. v. Watson, 146 Ky. 83, 
142 SW 200, AnnCas1913C 272; Mc- 
Dowell v. Com., 136 Ky. 8, 153 SW 
313; Com. v. Beckett, 119 Ky. 817, 
84 SW 758, 27 Hep 265, 115 AmSR 
285, 68 LRA 638. ‘ 4 

Mich.—Higler v. Peo. 44 Mich. 
299, 6 NW 664, 38 AmR 267. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Rice, 18 NYS 161 
faff 128 N. Y. 649 mem, 29 NE 146 
mem]; Peo. v. Dimick, 107 N. Y. 18, 
14 NE 178; Watson v. Peo., 87 N. Y. 
561, 41 AmR 397; Peo. v. New York 
County Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. 436; 
Peo. v. Peckens, 12 App. Diy. 626, 
43 NYS 1160 [aff 153 N. Y. 576, 47 
NE 883]; Peo. v. Sully, Sheld. 17, 5 
Park. Cr, 142; Péo. v. Cerrato, 
Misc. 256, 165 NYS 694; Peo. v. Cole, 
20 NYS 505 [aff 187 N. Y. 530 mem, 
33 NE 336]; Peo. v. Cooke, 6 Park. 
Cr. 31; Skiff v. Peo., 2 Park. Cr. 139. 

N. C.—State v. Dickson, 88 N. C. 
643. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N.. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. \ 

Or.—State v. Whiteaker, 64 Or. 
297, 129 “P534. 

Tenn.—Watson y. State, 16 Lea 604; 
Bowen y. State, 9 Baxt. 45, 40 AmR 
71; Roberts v. State, 2 Head 501. 

Vt.—State v. Switzer, 63 Vt. 604, 
22 A 724, 25 AmSR 789. 

76. State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 409, 
83 NW 869. 

77. State v. Starr, 244 Mo. 161, 
148 SW 862; State v. Keyes, 196 Mo. 
136,.93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 369, 7 
AnnCas 23. 


absurd and in- 


The 
[§ 94] 


It having been | 


78. Peo. v. Peckens, 153 N. Y. 576, 
47 NE 888; Peo. v Wicks, 11 App. 
Div.. 539,..42:. NYS. 63¢;. Peo. v. 
Cerrata, 99 Misc. 256, 165 NYS 

79. Peo. v. Peckens, 153 N. Y. 576, 
47 NB 883; Peo. v. Cerrato, 99 Misc. 
256, 165 NYS 694. 158 


80. U. S.—Griggs v. U. S., 
Fed. 572, 85 CCA 596. 
Cal.—Peo. v. Griffith, 122 Cal. 212, 


54.-P) 725. 

Iowa.—State v. Chambers, 179 
Iowa 436, 161 NW 470. 

Mass.—Com. v. Quinn, 222 Mass. 


504, 111 NE 405. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Blanchard, 90 N. 
Vers has 

N. C.—State v. Matthews, 121 N. 
C. 604, 28 SH 469. 

Oh,—Williams v. State, 77 Oh. St. 
468, 83 NE 802, 14 LRANS 1197. 

yo.—Martins yv. State, 17 Wyo. 
319, 322, 98 P 709, 22 LRANS 645. 

Iing.—Reg. y. Cooper,’ 2 Q: B. D. 
510; Reg. v. Copeland, C. & M. 516, 
41 ECL 282; Reg. v. Randell, 16 Cox 
Cc. C. 335; Reg. v. Archer, 6 Cox C, 
G@.-515. 

81. Ala.—Foster v. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 458, 78 S 721 [certiorari den 202 
Ala, 14,79 S 800]. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Rice, 206 Mich. 644, 
173 NW 495; Peo. vy. Perry, 197 Mich. 
!7, 163 NW 478; Peo. v.. Andre, 157 
Mich. 362, 122 NW 98. 

Nebr.—State v. Krasne, 103 Nebr. 
11, 170 NW 494, 

N. J.—State v. Haines, 92 N. J. L. 
642, 106 A 27; State v. Fenn, 83 N. J. 
L. 794, 85 A 854, 

N. C.—State v. Matthews, 121 N. 
pele SE 469. 

ach.—State v. Brown, 62 Wash. 
293, 113 P 782. 
And see generally Criminal Law 


§ 2290 


82. Requests for instructions see 
Criminal Law § 2497 et seq. 

83. See Criminal Law § 2353 et 
seq. 


€4, Colo.—Clarke y. Peo., 64 Colo. 
164, 171 P 69. 

Ky.—Saylor v. Com., 149 Ky. 152, 
148 SW 6. 

Mass.—Com. v. Farmer, 218 Mass. 
507, 106 NE 150. 

Mo.—State v. Wilson, 223 Mo. 156, 
122 SW 701. 

N. J.—State v. Samaha, 92 N. J. 
L. 125, 104 A 305. 

N, C.—State v. Torrence, 127 N. 
G. 2550; | 87. SH i268. ‘ 

Tex.—Melton vy. State, 63 Tex. Cr. 
673, 140 SW 781. 

[a]. Instructions already given.— 
(1) The court may properly refuse 
to give instructions requested by ac- 
cused covering substantially’ the 
same ground as instructions already 
siven. Gardner y. State, 4 Ala, A. 
131, 58 S 1001; Peo. v. Whalen, 154 
Cal. 472, 98 P 194; Ciprian vy. State, 
73 Fla. 858, 74 S 980; Moore vy. Peo., 
190 Till. 331, 60 NE 535; State v. 
Chick, (Mo.) 221 SW 10; Perry v. 
State, 39 Tex. Cr. 495, 46 SW 816. 
(2) Where the question of reliance 
on the false representations is sub- 
mitted to the jury, a requested spe- 
cial instruction that, although the 
jury might believe the representa- 
tions false and fraudulent, accused 
would not be guilty, if the defraud- 
ed_ party did not believe them, and 
did not rely thereon in parting with 
the property, is properly refused. Mc- 


and suificient to go to the jury, the question of its 
weight and sufficiency to establish the facts or issues 
is for the jury.®+ 

2. Instructions *°—a. 
rules governing instructions in eriminal eases gen- 
erally 8 apply in prosecutions for obtaining prop- 
erty by false pretenses and the like.®* 
which are misleading,®® confusing,8® contradic-. 


In General. The 


Instructions 


Sh eatin v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 79 SW 


[b] Instructions favorable to ac- 
cused (1) afford him no ground for 
complaint.. State v. Rosenberg, 162 
Mo. 358, 62 SW 435, 982; Melton v. 
State, 63 Tex. Cr. 573, 140 SW 781. 
(2) An instruction that every per- 
son who shall obtain from any per- 
son any money, etc., by the confi- 
dence game, shall be imprisoned, 
etce., w2s not fatally defective be- 
cause it eliminated the words “or 
attempt to obtain,” as contained in 
the statute, the omission being fav- 
orable to accused. Chilsen vy. Peo., 
224 Ill. 535, 79 NE 934. 

[ec] If the charge taken as a 
whole (1) correctly states the law 
applicable to the case it is not er-, 
roneous, althouszh not happily word- 
ed (State v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 84 
NW 546), (2) or although parts of 
the instructions standing alone are 
incorrect (Addington y. State, 16 Ala. 
A. 10, 74 S 846; Peo. v. Bowman, 24 
Cal. A. 781, 142 P 495; State v. Bell, 
146 Iowa 617, 125 NW 652; State v. 
Worman, 88 N. J. L. 463, 97 A 31; 
State v. Riddell, 33 Wash. 324, 74 
P 477; Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365). (3) An 
instruction, in a prosecution that to 
warrant a conviction the delivery of 
the money to accused must have 
been induced, ‘‘in whole or in part,” 
by one or more of the specific rep- 
resentations alleced, is not, because 
of the insertion of the quoted words, 
objectionable. as capable of mislead- 
ing the jury, where such words are 
supplemented by a general charge 
that the allesed false pretenses need 
not have been the sole inducement, 
and that it is enough if the fraud 
was accomplished by the allezed 
representations in conjunction with 
other inducements and statements, 
and would not have been consum- 
mated but for the representations 
alleged. Partridve v. U. S., 39 App. 
(D. C.) 574, AnnCasi917D 622. 

{d] Instruction rot erroneous, al- 
though abstractly incorrect.—(1) An 
instruction may be incorrect as an 
abstract or general proposition and 
yet not erroneous or injurious when 
considered in connection with the 
particular case and the facts to 
which it relates. Peo. vy. Whalen, 154 
Cal. 472, 98 P 194. (2) In:a prose- 
cution for obtaining money under 
false pretenses, by representing that 
the mine of a corporation in which 
accused sold the prosecuting witness 
stock was a fully developed mine, 
the jury were instructed that “a 
‘fully developed mine’ is a deposit 
of metals or minerals whose under- 
cround works or developments are 
of such an extent or nature as to 
permit of the extraction of the 
metals and minerais therein con- 
tained with profit without further 
waste work.’ The instruction, al- 
though incorrect as a general propo- 
sition, properly defined the meaning 
of the term “fully developed mine’ 
as used by accused in his repre- 
sentations to the prosecutor. Peo. 
v. Whalen, 154 Cal. 472, 474, 98 P 194. 

85. Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 
131, 58 S 1001; Shemwell v. Peo., 62 
Colo. 146, 161 P 157; Peo. v. Craw- 
ford, 278 Ill. 134, 115 NE 901; State 
v. Steele, 226 Mo. 583, 126 SW 406. 

86. McGee v. State, 117 Ala. 229, 


. For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. — 


_ 824, 74 P 477, 


§§ 94-95] 
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tory,** argumentative,** immaterial to the issues,8? 
or which relate to matters as to which there is no 
évidence,®° or which exclude the consideration of 
relevant evidence,®! or which invade the province of 
the jury,®? should not be given. Where all the mat- 
ters on which a prosecution is predicated are ad- 
mitted by all parties to have occurred on a certain 
date, an instruction limiting the jury to what oc- 
curred on that date is not erroneous.®? 
tion proffered for the purpose of preventing an in- 
consistent verdict, where the indictment contains 
charges of false pretenses in one count, and of sep- 
arate and distinct charzes in another, should be 
given.** It is not error for the court to follow in an 
instruction the very language used by accused in 
making the alleged false representations.®® 
struction failing to inform the jury what representa- 
tions accused was charged with making, but refer- 


23 S 797; State v. Steele, 226 Mo. 583, 
126 SW 406. 

8&7. Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 
127 NE 53; State v. Lawrence, 178 
Mo. 350, 77 SW 497. 

G3. Gardner v. State, 4 Ala. A. 
131, 58 S 1001. 

8% Com. y. Burton, 183 Mass. 
461, 67 NE 419. 

90. Moore v. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 
NE 535; Day v. Com., 110 SW 417, 
83 KyL 560; Com, v. Sessions, 169 
Mass. 329, 47 NE 1034; Abbott v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 97 SW 488. 

[a] Rule applied. —(1) Where 
there is no evidence tending to show 
the representations to be true, in- 
structions based upon the supposi- 
tion that they are true are properly 
refused. Com. v. Sessions, 169 Mass. 
829,-47 NE 1034. (2) Where, in a 
prosecution for obtaining money un- 
der a false pretense of owning tim- 
ber in a certain county, the state 
fails to prove that no timber was 
owned in that county, no instruction 
should be given in relation thereto. 


Day v. Com., 110 SW 417, 33 Kyl 
560. \ 
€1, Fields v. State, 121 Ala. 16, 25 


s 726, 

92. Sr ey ae v. State, 16 
Ala. A. 10, 74° 8S 

Cal.—Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 266, 


67_P 148. 

Iowa.—State ‘vy. Carter, 112 Iowa 
15, 88 NW 715. 

Mo.—State v. Steele, 226 Mo. 583, 
126 SW 406. 

Wash.—State v. Riddell, 83 Wash. 


[a] lustration—An instruction 
susceptivle of the construction that 
the court was declaring as a matter 
of fact that the representations were 
false and fraudulent. State v. Steele, 
226 Mo. 583, 126 SW 406. 

[b] A charge is not objectionable 
as withdrawing from the jury the 
question of intent to defraud, where 
the jury was instructed, both in the 
general charge and in a special 
charge given at defendant’s request, 
that an intent to defraud was essen- 
tial to a conviction, although in re- 
iterating the elements of the offense 
in another part of the charce the 
court apparently through inadver- 
tence failed to mention intent to de- 
fraud, and added that if the false 
representation was knowingly made 
with the intent that it should be re- 
lied upon and was relied upon, that 
would make out a case, because that 
was an intent to defraud in law, no 
matter whether defendant thought 
that the other party would ultimately 
get value eee etn 186 Robinson 

Bi sees) 6 p. a @x f 
et Micore “y. Peo., 190 Ill. 331, 60 


9S. 
NE 535. 
: 94. Davis v. U. S., 37 App. (D. 
C.) 126. 
95. pie. v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 
1010. 
Righ Sinte vy. Marion, 235 Mo, 359, 


9 
138 SW 491. 
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An instruc- 


of the offense.t 


An in- 


97. Portwood v. State, 18 Ga. A. 
502, 89 SH 591. 

98. State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 
178- SW 489. 

99. Martin v. State, 36 Tex. Cr. 
125, 35 SW 976. But see Brown v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 43 SW 986 (omis- 


sion to so instruct is not ground 
for reversal where no prejudice is 
shown). 

Admissibilty of evidence of similar 
offenses see Criminal Law § 1162. 

1. Sessions v. State, 3 Ga. A. 13, 
59 SH 196; Jones v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
49 SW 387. 

2. Ala.—Hope v, State, 5 Ala, A. 
123, 59 S 326. . 

Cal.—Peo.'v. Smith, 3 Cal. A. 62, 
84 P 449, 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 
247, 43 SW 762; Portwood v. State, 
18 Ga. A, 502, 89 SH 591; Whitaker 
v. State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SH 258 
[cert questions answered 138 Ga. 
189, 75 SW 254]; Ager v. State, 2 Ga. 
A. 158, 58 SH 374; Mulkey v. State, 1 
Ga. A. 521, 57 SH 1022. 

Ill.— Peo. v.' Frioni, 186 Ill. A. 215; 
Gresg v. Peo., 98 Ill. A. 170. 

Iowa.—State v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 
571, 151 NW 835; State v. Mullen, 
151 Iowa 392, 181 NW. 679, AnnCas 


1913A 399. 

Ky.—Rand v. Com., i176 Ky. 343, 
195 SW 802. 

Miss.—Buford vy. State, 99 Miss. 
770, 56 S 162. 

Mo.—State v. Foley, 247 Mo. 607, 
153 SW 1010; State v. Wilson, 223 
Mo. 156, 122 SW 701; State v. Keyes, 
196 Mo. 136, 93 SW 801, 6 LRANS 
369, 7 AnnCas 23; State v. Jackson, 
112 Mo. 585, 20 SW 674; State v. 
Myers, 82 Mo. 558, 52 AmR 389; State 
v. Norton, 76 Mo. 180. 

N. Y.—Therasson v. Peo., 82 N. Y. 
aoa 10 NYWklyDig 511 [rev 20 Hun 
5 


16 
oh C.—State v. Austin, 79 N. C. 


624. 

Tex.—Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
273, 97 SW 469. . 

{a] Instructions as to intent held 
sufficient.—Peo. v. Routh, (Cal.) 189 
P 486; Peo. v. Freeman, 29 Cal, A. 
548, 156 P 994; Shemwell v. Peo., 62 
Colo. 146, 161 P 157; McNulty v. 
State, 21 Ga. A. 783, 95 SH 304; State 
v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 NW 
470; State-v. Cooper, 169 Iowa 571, 
151 NW 835; Peo. v. Snyder, 110 App. 
Div. 699, 97 NYS 469, 20 N. Y. Cr. 
246; Speer v. State, 50 Tex. Cr, 273, 
97 SW 469. 

[b] Instructions as to intent held 
insufficient.—Ager v. State, 2\Ga. A. 
158, 58 SE 374. 

3. Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 
781, 142 P 495; Smith v. Com., 141 
Ky. 534,133 SW 228. 

4, Ark.—Parker v. State, 98 Ark. 
575, 187 SW 253. ae 


Cal.—Peo. v. Smith, 3 Cal. A. 
84 P 449. 
Colo.—Stoltz v. Peo., 59 Colo. 342, 


148 P 865. : 
Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117 Ga. 
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ring them to the information therefor, is erroneous.®* 
On the trial of one charged with a violation of a 
statute, as to deceiving in regard to the existence of 
a lien, the court is not required to instruct the jury 
as to what is a valid lien.®7 
depends upon the value of the property obtained, 
the court should specifically instruct the jury as to 
the punishment they should assess.%§ 
dence of a similar transaction has been admitted, the 
court must in its charge limit the purpose and ob- 
ject of the evidence to the question of intent.°? 

[§ 95] b. Elements 
should instruct the jury as to every essential element 


Where the punishment 


Where evi- 


of Offense. The court 


Instructions should be given as to 


the necessity for intent,? for the falsity of the pre- 
tense,? for aeeused’s knowledge of the falsity of the 
pretense,* for the reliance by the owner on the pre- 
tense,> and for injury to the prosecutor. Instrue- 


247, 48 SE 762; Formby v. State, 14 

Ga. A. 596, 81 SH 799; Whitaker v. 

State, 11 Ga. A. 208, 75 SE 258. 
Ky.—Smith vy. Com., 141 Ky. 534, 


133 SW. 228. 
Devlin, 141 Mass. 


Mass.—Com, y. 
423, 6 NE 64, 

Miss.—Buford vy. State, 99 Miss, 
770, 56 S 162, 

But see State v. Pettviel, 99 
Wash. 434, 169 P 977 (construing 
Remington Code [1915] § 2601. as to 
larceny by false pretenses). 

[a] Bule applied.—Where, on 2 
trial for false pretenses, the issue 
was whether accused, who represent- 
ed himself to be an agent of an ad- 
justing company, had been previous- 
ly, discharged, and accused relied 
on the fact that he had not been dis- 
charged, but that, if he had been, 
he had not been notified of it, but 
honestly believed that he was an 
agent, and acted in good faith, the 
refusal to charge that if, as agent, 
accused in good faith contracted 
with a third ‘person in accordance 
with the rules of the company, and 
in consideration ‘thereof received 
money, he was not guilty, although 
at the time he was not an agent of 
the company, but was ignorant of 
that fact, was reversible error. Bu- 
ford v. State, 99 Miss. 770, 56 S 162, 

[b] Instruction as to knowledge 
of falsity held sufficient.—Peo. v. 
Smith, 3 Cal. A. 62, 84 P 449, 

5. Ala—Meek v. State, 117 Ala 
116, 28 S 155. 

Ga.—Crawford v. State, 117: Ga. 
247, 43 SH 762; Formby v. State, 14 
Ga. A. 596, 81 SE 799. ee 

Iowa.—State v. Mullen, 151 Iowa 
392, 131 NW 679, AnnCas1913A 399; 
State v. Jackson, 128 Iowa 543, 105 
NW 51; State v. Tripp, 113 Iowa 698, 
84 NW 546. 

Tex.—Whitehead v. State, 81 Tex. 
Cr. 278, 196 SW 8651. 

Wash.—State vy. Kulbe, 67 Wash. 
21, 120 P 510. 

[a] Instruction as to_ reliance 
held sufficient.—State v. Kulbe, 67 
Wash. 21, 120 P 510. 

6. Berry v. State, 97 Ga. 202, 238 
SE 833; Peo. v. Donaldson, 255 Ill. 
19, 99 NE 62, AnnCasi1913D 90; State 
v. Chambers, 179 Iowa 436, 161 NW 
470. See also Hope v. State, 5 Ala. 
A. 123, 59 S 326 (it was error to re- 
fuse instructions, because they in- 
volved the proposition that defend- 
ant could not be convicted in the 
absence of an intent to defraud, the 
word “injure,’’ as-used in Code [1907] 
§ 6920, defining false pretenses, and 
requiring as an element of the of- 
fense an intent “to injure or de- 
fraud,” meaning the same as the 
word “defraud’’). ; 

{a] Loss caused by confidence 
game.—Where, in a prosecution for 
cheating the prosecuting witness by 
use of the confidence game ‘in a sale 
of certain mining stocks, an_ in- 
struction required the jury to believe 
beyond a reasonable doubt, in order 
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tions should be given as to the materiality of the 
pretenses where more than one was used." 

The rules as to verdicts in 
criminal cases generally § apply in prosecutions for 
obtaining property by false pretenses and the like. 
The verdict must respond to the issues submitted to 
the jury,® and must be consistent with the eyvi- 
dence.1° It must contain, -either in itself or by ref- 
erence to the indictment, all the elements of the 
A verdict which convicts of but one of 
several essential elements. of an offense is insuf- 
Mere irregularity or surplusage in a ver- 
dict of conviction is immaterial, if intent to convict 
of the crime charged is unmistakably expressed.1? 


[§ 96] 3. Verdict. 


erime,! 


ficient.12 


to convict, that the prosecuting wit- 
ness had been ‘‘cheated and swindled” 
in the transaction, it sufficiently re- 
quired a finding that the stock sold 
by accused to the prosecuting wit- 
ness was not worth the amount of 
money paid for it. Peo. v. Donald- 
son, 255 Ill. 19, 99 NE 62, AnnCas 
1913D 90. 

7. State v. Nine,. 105 Iowa 131, 
74 NW 945; Peo. v. Jacobs, 35 Mich, 
36; West v. State, 63 Nebr. 257, 88 
NW 503; State v. Seymour, 49 Utah 
285,. 163 P 789. But see Brown v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 43 SW 986 (an.in- 
struction that, in order to convict, 
the jury must believe that accused 
procured money on the faith of his 
representation that he had money in 
a.certain bank, which representation 
cwas: the one charged in the indict- 
ment, excludes the idea that they 
could. convict if he obtained the 
‘money. on any other representation). 
~28. See Criminal Law § 2571 et 
seq. 
3-9. Kimball v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 310, 
115 P 70; Peo. v. Cummings, 117 Cal. 
497, 49 P 576; Peo. v. Small, 1 Cal. 
A. 320, 82 P 87. 


10. Shemwell y. Peo., 62 Colo. 146, 
161:P) 157. 
[a] Rule applied.—A verdict find- 


ing accused guilty “of obtaining 
money by false pretenses as charged 
in. the first count of the information 
herein,” finding the value of the 
“property” so obtained to be five 
thousand dollars, was not inconsist- 
ent with the evidence that accused 
had procured both money and prop- 
erty by his pretenses; whether the 
jury did or did not include the money 
with the property in their finding of 
value of the property did not render 
the verdict inconsistent with the evi- 


dence, because “money” is “prop- 
erty.” Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo, 146, 
Neds Piao’: 

11, Kimball v. Terr., 13 Ariz, 310, 


115 P 70; Peo. v. Cummings, 117 Cal. 
497, 49 P 576; State v. Seymour, 49 
Utah 285, 163 P 789, 791 fquot Cyc]. 
And see cases infra this note. 

[a] Intent.—A verdict of guilty 
of “obtaining property by.false rep- 
resentations as charged in the in- 
dictment” is insufficient to sustain 
a connection for failing to find in- 
tent to defraud, an essential ele- 
ment of the offense. Kimball. v. 
Terr:, 13 Ariz. 310, 115 BP: 70. 

[b] Walue.—(1) Under a statute 
making the punishment of the ac- 
cused depend upon the value of the 
property obtained (See infra § 97), 
(2) the jury must declare in their 
verdict the value of such property 
(Hennig v. State, 102 Nebr. 271, 166 
Nw 617). . (3) But where there is no 
controversy as to the value of such 
property, a verdict finding accused 
guilty as charged in the indictment 
and assessing his punishment is not 
objectionable for failure to state the 
value of the property. State v. 
Bohle, 182 Mo. 58, 81 SW 179. (4) 
Where the information charged that 
accused obtained by false pretenses 
property to the value of one hundred 
and fifty-three dollars in gold coin, 
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void.1!4 


erty obtained.?” 


a verdict finding him guilty as 
charged in the information is a suffi- 
cient compliance with Pen. Code 
§ 678, declaring that in such cases, 
where the offense or its punishment 
is made to depend upon the value of 
property, the value shall be esti- 
mated in United States gold coin. 
Peo. v. Keach, 28 Cal. A, 194, 151 P 
747. (5) A verdict of guilty will 
not be set aside because it fixes 
the value of the money obtained at 
a few dollars more than is estab- 
lished by the evidence, where the 
uncontradicted proofs show that the 
sum procured exceeded the amount 
to obtain which by false pretense is 
made a felony by the statute. Wax 
v. State, 43 Nebr. 18, 61 NW 117. 
(6) Under a statute making it an 
offense to procure by false pretenses 
the signature of a person to a prom- 
issory note it is not necessary that 
the value of the note be found by 
the verdict of the jury, the amount 
of the note and not its value being 
the basis upon which the grade of 
the offense and the punishment are 
to be determined. Ellars v. State, 25 
Oh. St.'.385. 

12. Kimball yv. Terr., 18 Ariz. 310, 
TT PeTOe 

13. Kimball v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 310, 
115° Pi-70;> Peo. va: Hines, -di.Cak; cA. 
122, 89 P 858; Shemwell v. Peo., 62 
Colo, 146, 16L,.P 157; Wallace, -v. 
State, 2 Lea (Tenn.) 29. 

[a] Rule applied—In a prosecu- 
tion for obtaining a signature to an 
indorsement of a draft by false pre- 
tenses wherein the judge withdrew 
from the jury as immaterial the 
proof of the obtaining the money, a 
verdict, “We find the defendant 
guilty of obtaining money under 
false pretense, as charged in the in- 
dictment,” was a substantial find- 
ing of the offense; and the reference 
to the money obtained would .be, if 
necessary, stricken out as surplus- 
age. Wallace v. State, 2 Lea (Tenn.) 


29. 

[b] Value of property obtained.— 
A finding of the value of the prop- 
erty obtained may be disregarded as 
surplusage. Peo. v. Hines, 5 Cal. A. 

22,789 P 858. 

{c] Naming offenses.— The fact 
that the jury undertook to name the 
offense and called it “obtaining 
money by false pretenses” instead of 
“false pretenses,’ is of no conse- 
quence and can be treated as sur- 


plusage. Shemwell v. Peo., 62 Colo. 
T46,5) L6d P57. 
14. Peo. v. Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 


781, 142 P 495; State v. Oakley, 103 
N. C. 408, 9 SE 575. 

[a]. Rule applied.—(1) A _ special 
verdict finding facts, but failing to 
find an intent to defraud or not to 
defraud, is therein defective. State 
v. Oakley, 103 N. C. 408, 9 SE 975. 
(2) Where accused was’ charged 
with obtaining a note from com- 
plainant by false pretenses on which 
accused obtained the proceeds by 
discount, a verdict finding accused 
guilty of obtaining the signature of 
complainant on a certain note by 
false pretenses, but with no inten- 
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A special verdict must always embrace all the facts 
material to the determination of issue of facts raised 
by the pleadings; otherwise it is imperfect and 


[§ 97] N. Sentence and Punishment. The pun- 
ishment for obtaining property by false pretenses 
and the like is regulated by statutes which vary in 
their provisions,’® 
ment is the same as for larceny.1®° And the punish- 
ment sometimés depends upon the value of the prop- 


Under some statutes the punish- 


Where the jury fails to declare ut 


its verdict the value of the property obtained, when 
so required by statute, the court is without juris- 
diction to pronounce sentence, and a judgment based 


tion to defraud complainant of the 
amount, was not a valid, special, 
verdict, not being responsive to the 
charge of “obtaining the note” from 
complainant as distinguished from 
his “signature,” and in that the find- 
ing that he did not intend to deprive 
complainant of the amount was im- 
material, since, if he intended to ob- 
tain the note by false representa- 
tions, the offense was complete, al- 
though he might have intended to 
save complainant harmless from lia- 
bility to repay the money. Peo. 
Bowman, 24 Cal. A. 781, 142 P 49 

15. See statutory provisions; and: 

Cal.—Peo. v. Hamberg, 84 Cal. 468, 
24 P 298; Ex p. Neustadt, 82 Cal. 273, 
23 P 124, 

Ga.—Hathcock y. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
13 SH 959. 

Mass.—Wilde v. Com., 2 Metc. 408. 

Mo.—State v. Beaucleigh, 92 Mo. 
490, 4 SW 666; State v. Williams, 77 
“Mo. 310 [aff 12 Mo. A. 415]; State 
Ve. Pontery 105) ..Mo.. Inds State anv. 
Krouse, 171 Mo. A. 424, 156 SW 727. 

N. C.—State v. Freeman, 172 N. 
C. 925, 90 SE 507; State vy. Crumpler, 
SORN i Caeco de 
_ [al “Simple imprisonment,” with- 
in the meaning of the act of Mareh 
31, 1860 (P. L. p 410) § 111, .pro- 
viding that for the offense of obtain- 
ing money by false pretenses the 
penalty is simple imprisonment, 
means confinement in the county 
jail. Com. v. Francies, 250 Pa. 350, 
95 A 798 [aff 58 Pa. Super. 270]; 
Com. v. Lewis, 29 Pa. Super. 282. 

[b] Punishment held excessive.— 
State v? Cooper, 169 Iowa 571, 151 
NW 835. 

[c] The power to release the pen- 
alty imposed by Acts (1842) ¢ 48, 
for obtaining goods under false pre- 
tenses on the recommendation of the 
jury, where the goods do not ex- 
ceed ten dollars, is vested in the 
circuit judge alone and cannot be 
exercised by the supreme court. 
eee v. State, 2 Head (Tenn.) 


Ve 
5. 


16. See statutory provisions; and 
Peo. v. Wynn, 140 Gal. 661, 74 P 144; 
Peo. V.»Osborn, 12 Cal. (A *148, 106 
P 891; State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 
178 SW 489; State v: Brossler, 139 
Mo. 524, 41 SW 223; State v. Fland- 
ers, 118 Mo, 227, 28 SW 1086;: Dull 
vy. Com., 25 Gratt. (66 Va.) 965. 

[a] In West Virginia (1) under 
Code (1918) c 145 § 23, the punish- 
ment for ordinary larceny is not 
applicable to larceny by false pre- 


tenses. State v. Grove, %4W. Va. 
702, 82 SH 1019._-(@2) | Formerly it 
was otherwise. State v. Hurst, 11 
W. Va 


17. See statutory provisions; and 
State v. McBrien, 265 Mo. 594, 178 
SW 489; State v. McNerney, 118 Mo. 
A. 60, 94 SW 740; Hennig v. State, 
102 Nebr. 271, 166 NW 617; Mason v. 
State, 99 Nebr. 221, 155 NW 895; 
Tuttle v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 49 SW 82; 
State v. Labuwi, (Wis.) 178 NW 479. 
And see supra § 45, 

{a] Value of written instrument. 
—Where the punishment depends 
upon the value of the thing obtained, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and: note number. 
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thereon is erroneous.!8 Besides providing for pun- 
ishment of the offense by fine or imprisonment, un- 
der certain statutes defendant may be sentenced 
also to restore the property so fraudulently ob- 
And under other stat- 


tained if it ean be done.}9 
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utes, where the value of the property obtained is less 
than a specified amount, accused in addition to being 
hable to fine and imprisonment is liable to the party 
injured in the amount of damage sustained.2° 


IV. DISTINGUISHED FROM OTHER OFFENSES. 


[§ 98] A. From Larceny and Robbery.”! 
erime of obtaining money or goods by false pre- 
tenses is closely allied to that of larceny,?? and the 
statutes as to the crime of obtaining money or goods 
by false pretenses and like offenses were designed 
for the fuller protection of personal property and in 
aid of the laws against larceny and theft.?% 
ever, in most jurisdictions the two offenses are dis- 
The distinction between the crimes of ob- 
taining by false pretense and larceny lies in the in- 
tention with which the owner parts with the prop- 


tinet.?4 


the value of an instrument in writ- 
ing under the statute against pro- 
curing a signature to an instrument 
in writing must be taken to be the 
amount of’ the liability expressed 
therein or assumed thereby. Moline 
v. State, 72 Nebr. 361, 100 NW 810. 

18. Hennig v. State, 102 Nebr. 
271, 166 NW 617. _ 

19. See statutory provisions; and 
Martins v. State, 17 Wyo. 319, 98 P 
709, 22 LRANS 645. 

20. See statutory provisions; and 
een v. State, 99 Nebr. 221, 155 NW 

21. Iharceny generally see MLar- 
ceny [25 Cyc 1]. - 

22. State v. Eno, 131 Iowa 619, 
NW 119, 9 AnnCas 856. 

23. State v. Eno, 131 Iowa 619, 
109 NW 119, 9 AnnCas 856. 

Dominick v. State, 40 Ala. 
680, 91 AmD 496; Witherspoon v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 37 SW 433 [overr 
Sims v. State, 21 Tex. A. 649, 1 SW 
465]; Hirshfield v. State, 11 Tex. A. 
207; State v. Reiff, 14 Wash. 664, 45 
P 318; Moyce v. Newington, 4 Q. B. 
D. 32. And see cases infra note 25. 

25. Ark.—Hughen v. State, 11 SW 
693; Haley v. State, 49 Ark. 147, 4 
SW 746. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Delbos, 146 Cal. 734, 
81 P 131; Peo. v. De Graaff, 127 Cal. 
676, 60 P 429; Peo. v. Martin, 102 
Gal, 558, 36 P 952; “Peo. -v. Tomlin- 
Sons 102) Cale 1950 sOaue (0063) 60. Ve 
Rae, 66 Cal. 423, 6 P 1, 56 AmR 102; 
Reo. v. Shwartz, (A) 185° P. 686; 
Peo. v. Mills Sing, (A.) 183 P 865; 
Peo. Vo uRial 523) (Cal. An iid, Le 5P 
661; Peo. v. Ballo, 19 Cal. A. 370, 
125 P 1081; Peo. v. Schenone, 19 Cal. 
A. 280, 125 P 758; Reo. v. Grider, 13 
Gal. “A. 703, 110 P 586; Peo. v. Proc- 
tor ele CalerAs bale (82. © (Sols) o% 

Ga.—Welch v. State, 126 Ga. 495, 
55 SE 183; Foster v. State, 117 Ga. 
39, 43 SE 421; Kerr v. State, 105 Ga. 
655, 31 SE 739; Hecox v. State, 105 
Ga. 625, 31 oe 592; Finkelstein v. 
State, 105 Ga. 617, 31 SE 589; Har- 
ris v. State, 81 Ga. 758, 7 SE 689, 12 
AmSR 355. 


Tll.—Stinson v. Peo., 48 Ill. 397; 
Welsh v. Peo.,.17 Ill. 339. 
Ind.—Roberts v. State, 181, Ind. 


520, 104 NE 970; Towns v. State, 167 
Ind. 315, 78 NE 1012, 119 AmSR 501; 
State v. Styner, 154 Ind. 131, 56 NE 
98; March v. State, 117 Ind. 547, 20 
NE 444. But see Grunson vy. State, 
89 Ind. 533, 46 AmR 178 (making 
the test between false pretense and 
larceny, not the intent of the owner 
to pass title, but whether he in fact 
passed title). 

Iowa.—State v. Loser, 132 Iowa 
419, 104 NW 337; State v. Anderson, 
47 Towa 142. 

Ky.—Miller v. Com., 78 Ky. 15, 
39 AmR 194; Jones v. Com., 2 Kyl 
68, 10 Ky. Op. 954. 

Mass.—Com. v. Burton, 183 Mass. 
461, 67 NE 419; Com. 'v. Barry, 124 
Mass. 325. . 

Minn.—State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 


Lz5 C. J.—42] 


The 


How- 


296, 79 NW 1007. 

Mo.—State v. Kosky, 191 Mo. 1, 90 
SW 454; State v. Mintz, 189 Mo. 268, 
88 SW 12; State v. Copeman, 186 
Mo. 108, 84 SW 942; State v. Ander- 
son, 186 Mo. 25, 84 SW 946; State 
v. Buck, 186 Mo. 15, 84 SW 951, 2 
AnnCas 1007. 


Mont.—State vy. Dickinson, 21 
Mont. 595, 55 P 539. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Miller, 169 N. Y. 
339, 62 NE 418, 88 AmSR 546; Peo. 


v. Dumar, 106 N. Y. 502, 18 NE 325; 
Peo. v. Morse, 99 N. Y. 662, 2 NH 
45; Zink v. Peo., 77 N. Y. 114, 6 Abb 
NCas 418, 33 AmR 589 [rev 16 Hun 
39613) Loomis y. Peo: 67 N, Y. 322, 
23 AmR 123;, Smith v. Peo., 53 N. 
Y. 111, 18 AmR 474; Peo. v. Moss, 
113 App. Div. 329; 99 NYS 138 [aff 
187 N. Y. 410, 80 NH 383, 11 LRANS 
528, 10 AnnCas 309]; Peo. v. Sumner, 
33 App. Div. 338, 53 NYS 817 [aff 161 
N.. Y. 652, 57 NE 1120]; Peo. v. Fein- 
(7 Mise. 408, 137 NYS 933; 
. v. Gottschalk, 66 Hun 64, 20 
INDGSy (ile bartels Ga Nee wy, DO9,) goonaNIo 
339]; Kelly v. Peo., 6 Hun 509; Wey- 
man v. Peo., 4 Hun 511, 6 Thomps. 
& C. 696, 2 Cow.Cr. 236 [aff 62 N. Y. 
623 mem]; Thorne v. Turck, 10 Daly 
327 [aff 94 N. Y. 90, 46 AmR 126]; 
Peo. v. Dean, 12 NYS 749; Ross v. 
Peo., 5 Hill 294; Peo. v. French, 2 
Wheel. Cr. 259. 

a Nie aan ks Vv. State, 26 Oh. St: 


Or.—Beckwith v. Galice Mines Co., 
50 Or. 542, 98 P 453, 16 LRANS 723. 

Pa.—Com. v. Hichelberger, 119 Pa. 
254, 18 A 422, 4 AmSR 642; Lewer 
Vuucom., 115 Sere. & BR. 935) Com. vy. 
Wilhelm, 32 Pa. Co. 609; Com. v. 
Yerkes, 29 LegInt 60; Com. v. Mc- 
Crossin, 3 PaLJ 219. 

S. D.—State v. Paul, 41 °S. D. 40, 
168 NW 789. 

Tenn.—Collins v. State, 15 Lea 68; 
Canter v. State, 7 Lea 349. 

W. Va.—State v. Edwards, 51 W. 
Va. 220, 41 SE 429, 59 LRA 465. 

Wis.—Bates v. State, 124 Wis. 612, 
103 NW 251, 4 AnnCas 365; State v. 
Kube, 20 Wis. 217, 91 AmD 390. 

Wyo.—Haines v. Terr., 3 Wyo. 167, 
137P%8. 

Eng. — Whitehorn ive Davison, 
[19117 1 K.-B. 463; Reg. v. Russett, 
[1892] 2 Q.°B. 312; Reg. v. Kilham, 
Be Ret 261; Reg. v. Prince, L. 
Row CS 0; Reg. v. Solomons, 17 
Cox, C: 93; Reg. v. Radcliffe, 12 
Cox TC Reg. v. Thompson, 
Reg. v. Green, 6 Cox 
CLC. 296; Reg. v. Barnes, 5. Cox C. 
Goris sColeman’s = Case; 
C. 672; Rex v. Fisher, 74 J. PB. 427; 
Rex v. Patch, 1 Leach C. C. 238; Rex 
v. Adams, R. & R. 168. 

N. S.—Rex v. Illsley, 29 CanCr 
Cas 105. 

Que.—Reg. v. Robinson, 9 D. T. B. 
C. 278. And see supra § 33. 

“The principal distinction between 
the tortious taking of the property 
of another by false pretenses, and 
by such active fraud as constitutes 


erty. If the owner in parting with the property in- 
tends to invest the accused with the title as well as 
the possession the latter has committed the crime of 
obtaining the property by false pretense. Butif the 
intention of the owner is to invest the accused with 
the mere possession of the property, and the latter 
with the requisite intent receives it and converts it 
to his own use, it is larceny.?5 

When the property is delivered to the accused by 
another than the owner, the question whether the 
obtaining constitutes larceny or false pretense de- 


larceny, is, that in the former the 
owner voluntarily and intentionally 
parts with the possession and title 
of his property, being induced there- 
to by the false pretenses and de- 
ception of the defendant, while in 
the latter he ignorantly and unin- 
tentionally parts with the posses- 
sion, but not with the title, it be- 
ing essential to the transfer of title 
that the act be accompanied with 
knowledge and intention.” State v. 
Styner, 154 Ind. 131, 134, 56 NE 98. 

“The distinction [between the 
crimes of larceny and of cheating 
by: false pretenses] is this: If the 
false pretenses induce the owner to 
part with his property, intending to 
transfer both title and possession, 
the crime is cheating by false pre- 
tenses. If, on the other hand, one 
by fraud, trick, or false pretense 
induces the owner to part merely 
with the possession of his property, 
there being no intent to pass the 
title, and the party who receives it 
took it with intent fraudulently to 
convert it to his own use, the crime 
is larceny.” State v. Loser, 132 Iowa 
419, 427, 104 NW 337. 

“The character of the crime de- 
pends upon the intention of the 
parties, and that intention deter- 
mines the nature of the offense. In 
the former case, where by fraud, con- 
spiracy or artifice, the possession is 
obtained with a felonious design, 
and the title still remains in the 
owner, larceny is established. While 
in the latter, where title, as well as 
possession, is absolutely parted with, 
the crime is false pretenses.’’ Loomis 
VeePeO5 60 UN Vonage, is2oopcomAgrD 
123 [quot State v. Anglin, (Mo.) 222 
SW 776, 777; State v. Anderson, 186 
Mo. 25, 38, 84 SW 946]. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Where ac- 
cused obtained the money of the 
prosecuting witness by matching 
coins and betting on the result, he 
was guilty of the crime of obtain- 
ing money under false pretenses, and 
not of the crime of grand larceny. 
State v. Anglin, (Mo.) 222 SW 776. 
(2) Where the prosecuting witness 
handed accused, a _ stranger with 
whom he was matching coins and 
betting on the result, his diamond 
ring to hold as a collateral security 
for the payment of a sum consider- 
ably less than the value of the ring, 
which he had lost to accused, and 
where accused, having obtained pos- 
session of the ring, fled with it, he 
was guilty of grand larceny. State 
v. Anglin, (Mo.) 222 SW 776. . 

{[b] Obtaining by trick or device. 
—(1) If the possession of property 
is obtained by trick or device and 
the owner of it intends to part with 
his title when he gives up _ posses- 
sion the offense is obtaining by false 
pretense. Peo. v. Tomlinson, 102 Cal. 
19, 36 P 506; Miller vy. Com., 78 Ky. 
15, 39 AmR 194; Beckwith v. Galice 
Mines Co., 50 Or. 542, 93 P 453, 16 
LRANS 723; State v. Ryan,: 47 Or. 
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pends not only on the intent with which such person 
delivers the property but also on his authority over 
it. If he intends to pass the title and he has au- 
thority to do so, the obtaining with intent to con- 
vert it is the crime of obtaining by false pretense.7® 

Loan of money. If aloan of money is obtained by 
false pretenses, under an agreement for the return 
of the identical money, and the borrower feloniously 
converts it, he is guilty of larceny, as the owner did 
not intend to part with the title to the money lent.?" 
But if the lender did not expect to receive back 
the money lent, but only an equal amount in other 
money, then the conversion would constitute the 
crime of obtaining by false pretense.”® 

The doctrine of asportaticn in larceny has no 
place in the offense of obtaining by false pre- 
tense.?° 

‘‘Robbery’’ distinguished. The crime of robbery 
and the crime of obtaining property under false 
pretenses are distinguishable, in that in the former 
property is obtained from the owner by means of 
force or violence, actual or constructive,®° whereas 
in the latter the owner parts with the title to the 


338, 82 P 703, 1 LRANS 862. (2) 
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‘ 


property voluntarily under false pretenses.** 

[§ 99] B. From Forgery.*? A forgery is nec- 
essarily also a false pretense,®* but the latter, when 
embodied in a writing, does not necessarily involve 
the former.24 There is a marked distinction be- 
tween forgery and obtaining property by a false 
writing.*>. To sustain an indictment for forgery. the 
instrument must be one which, if genuine, would 
create some right or liability or in other words be 
of some legal effeot.2° To sustain an indictment for 
false pretense this is not necessary,®” but the false 
writing need only be adapted to induce another to 
part with his property.®* In respect to intent a dis- 
tinction is made between forgery and the obtaining 
of money by false pretenses, for while in a prose- 
cution for false pretense it is necessary in addition 
to proving the false pretenses to show that they 
were made with an intent to cheat and defraud, 
in a prosecution for forgery the criminal intent to 
defraud goes with the act as an ingredient of and a 
component part of it.3® 

Under the Texas statute forgery and swindling 
may be committed in one transaction.4? If it ap- 


SW 994; Bink v.|commit the former offense are more 
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But where the possession is obtained 
through a trick or device with the 
intent, at the time the party receives 
it, to convert it to his own use, and 
the owner of the property parts with 
the possession and not with the title, 
the offense is larceny. Peo. v. Tom- 
linson, 102 Cal. 19, 36 P. 506; Miller 
v. Com., 78 Ky. 15, 39 AmR 194; Com. 
v. Jenks, 138 Mass. 484; Loomis v. 
Peo., 67 N. Y. 322, 23 AmR 123; Peo. 
Vv. Dean, 12 NYS 749; Beckwith v. 
Galice Mines, Co., 50 Or. 542, 93 P 
453, 16 LRANS 723; State v. Ryan, 
47 Or. 338, 82 P 703, 1 LRANS 862; 
Defrese v. State, 3 Heisk. (Tenn.) 
53, 8 AmR i. (8) Where a person 
gave money to another as a stake- 
holder of a bet, such delivery having 
been brought about by fraud ana 
artifice of the stakeholder who in- 
tended to appropriate the money in 
any event and who did so, the of- 
fense is larceny. State v. Ryan, 
supra. 

{[c] Sham bet.— Where accused 
made a pretended bet, one of them 
putting up the money and the other 
a mere package of waste paper, 
fraudulently marked as an express 
package containing money, and 
placed it in a third person’s hands 
with intent fraudulently to induce a 
party really intending to bet, to 
part with his money, in a manner 
which seemed to him to involve a 
chance of winning something of 
value, when in fact nothing of value 
was staked against his money, they 
were guilty of larceny as title to the 
money did not pass, it being de- 
livered to be disposed of in a par- 
ticular way only for his benefit, by 
staking it against an equal amount 

, of money alleged to be, but which 
was not, in the package. Stinson v. 
Peo. 43 Ill. 397. 

{d] Swindline and theft by false 
pretext distinguished.—‘“The distinc- 
tion between the offense of swin- 
dling and theft by false pretext... 
seems to depend upon whether the 
injured party was induced to part 
or intended to part with both title 
and possession of his property, in 
which event the case is swindling; 
or whether he intended to part only 
with possession, in which event it 
will be theft by false pretext.” Gib- 
son v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 462, 464, 214 
SW 341. To same effect Cline v. 
State, 43 Tex. 494; Williams v. State, 
34 Tex. 558; State v. Vickery, 19 
Tex. 326; White v. State, 11 Tex. 769; 
Gordon v. State, 85 Tex. Cr. 641, 214 
SW 980; Anderson v. State, 77 Tex. 
Cr. 31, 177 SW 85; Braxton v. State, 


State, 50 Tex. Cr. 445, 98 SW 863; 
Price v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 71, 94 
SW 901; Johnson vy. State, 46 Tex. 
Cr. 415, 80 SW 621; Powell v. State, 
44 Tex. Cr. 273, 70 SW 968; Taylor v. 
State) 32 Tex. VCr.8710; 322." SW 448; 
Curtis v. State, 31 Tex. Cr. 39, 19 SW 
604; Frank v. State, 30 Tex. A. 381, 
17 SW 936; Sims-v. State, 28 Tex. A. 
447,,13 SW 658; Morrison v. State, 
17. Tex, Ar 34,/50° AmB 1205 “Mays. 
State, 15 Tex. A. 430; Pitts v. State, 
5 Tex,.A. 122, 

26. Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
103, 49 NE 91; Reg. v. Thompson, 9 
Cox Gyn 2225 Reeve Bssexyein Cox 
Cc. C.. 384; Reg. v. Barnes) 5° Cox C. 
C. 112; Witchell’s Case, 2 Bast P. 
C. 830. 

[a] In North Carolina, under Code 
§ 1025, providing that it is sufficient, 
in an indictment for obtaining goods 
under false pretenses, to allege that 
the accused did the act, “without al- 
leging any ownership of the chattel,” 
the fact that the false representa- 
tions were made to the agent of the 
owner, who had no authority to pass 
title to the property, did not make 
the offense larceny, instead of ob- 
taining goods under false pretenses. 
eae? | Taylor, 1381 N. C. 711, 42 SS 

39. 

27. Porter v. State, 23 Tex. A.-295, 
4 SW 889. 

28. Jll—wWelsh v. Peo., 17 Ill. 339. 
But see Lucas vy. Peo., 75 Ill. A. 662 
(construing Cr. Code § 96). 


Beer v. Ash, 44 Kan. 84, 24 
ig ulass—Com. v. Coe, 115 Mass. 
Mich.—Peo. v. Oscar, 105 Mich. 


704, 638 NW 971. 
N. Y.—Kelly v: Peo., 6 Hun 509. 
Oh.—Tingue v. State, 90 Oh. St. 

368, 108 NE 222, AnnCas1916C 

Kellogg v. State, 26 Oh. St. 


Eng.—Rex v. Crossley, 2 Lew. C. 


G64) 

29. State v. Fraker, 148 Mo. 143, 
49 SW 1017. See also Ridgel v. State, 
110 Ark. 606, 162 SW 773 (one who 
cannot be convicted of larceny be- 
cause he was not present and taking 
part in the asportation of the prop- 
erty may be guilty of obtaining 
money under false pretenses, where 
he has obtained possession’ of the 
property and sold it, receiving the 
money therefor). 

30.: See Robbery [34 Cyé 1799]. 

[a] Distinction discussed. — The 
crime of obtaining property under 
false pretenses is distinguished from 
robbery in that the means used to 


in the nature of tricks or artifices 
to enable accused to obtain posses- 
sion of the property with the own- 
er’s expresS or implied consent, 
rather than by obtaining the prop- 
erty by actual force or by construc- 
tive violence, as by putting the own- 
er in fear or intimidating him. Sim- 
mons v. State, 41. Fla. 316, 25 S 881; 
Williams v. State, (Tex. A.) 55 SW 
500. To same effect Routt vy. State, 
61 Ark. 594, 34 SW 262; Bussey v. 
State, 71 Ga. 100, 51 AmR 256; Hall 
v. Peo., 171 Ill. 540, 49 NE 495; State 


iv. Deal, 64 N. C. 270; Britt v. State, 


7 Humphr. (Tenn.) 45; Rex v. Had- 
wards, 5 C. & P. 518, 24 BCL 685. 
See also Robbery [34 Cye 1799]. 

[b] Putting in fear see Robbery 
[84 Cye 1800]. “The rule is well 
settled that property obtained by 
trick or artifice . [ete.] is not 
taken by ‘putting in fear’ within 
the common law definition of rob- 
bery.”” Simmons vy. State, 41 Fila. 
316% 320, 2548 j88F. 

31. See supra §§ 11-38. 

32. Forgery generally see For- 
gery [19 Cyc 3865]. 

33. Mazin v. Peo., 15 Hun 155 [aff 
75 N. Y. 484, 31 AmR 482). 

$4, Mann v. Feo., 15 Hun 155 [aff 
75 N. Y. 484, 831 AmR 482). 

35. Ill—Hoge v. Chicago First 
Nat. Bank, 18 Ill. A. 501. 

N. Y.—Mann v. Peo., 15 Hun 155 
[aff 75 N. Y. 484, 31 AmR 482]. 

N. D.—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
yet aeeN ky 869. 

a.—Com. v. Sankey, 22 Pa. . 
60 AmD 91. x as 

Tenn.—Tyler v. State, 2 Humphr. 
37, 36 AmD 293; Hill v. State, 1 Yere. 
76, 24 AmD 441. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Inder, 2 C. & K. 635, 
61 ECL 635. 

36. State v. Henn, 39 Minn, 464, 
40 NW 564; State v. Stewart, 9 N. D 


409, 83 NW_ 869; Reg. v. Smith, 
Dears. & B. C. C. 566. See also For- 
gery [19 Cyc 1879]. 

37. State v. Southall, 77 Minn. 


296, 79 NW 1007: State v. Henn, 39 
Minn. 464, 40 NW 564; State v. Stew- 
art, 9 N. D. 409, 83 NW 869. 

38. State v. Bourne, 86 Minn. 432, 
90 NW 1108; State v. Stewart, 9 N. 
D. 409, 883 NW 869; Tyler v. State. 2 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 37, 36 AmD 293; 
Reg. v. Martin, 5 Q. B. D. 34. 

39. Peo. v. Weaver, 81 App. Div. 
567, 81 NYS 519 [rev on other 
grounds 177 N. Y. 484, 69 NE 1094]. 
And see supra § 31; Forgery [19 Cye 
1376 et seq]. 

40. Scott v. State, 40 Tex. Cr. 105, 
48 SW 528. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. - 
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§§ 99-101] 


pears that the offense committed may be either forg- 
ery or swindling, the prosecution should be for forg- 
ery and not for swindling.*! 

[§ 100] ©. From Embezzlement.‘2 To consti- 
tute embezzlement it must appear from the evidence 
that accused obtained possession of the money or 
property claimed to have been embezzled by him by 


FALSE PRETENSES 


[25 C.J.7 - 659 


virtue of his election, appointment, or employ- 
ment,** while to constitute the crime of obtaining 
property by false pretenses it must appear from 
the evidence that accused wrongfully and unlaw- 


fully obtained possession of the property by means 
of false pretenses.*4 


V. ANALOGOUS OFFENSES 45 


[§ 101] A. -In General. As has already been 
stated, statutes have been enacted in many jurisdic- 
tions making eriminal various acts and transactions, 
which are in their nature more or less closely allied 
to the offense of obtaining property by false pre- 
tenses.4® Among such offenses are: Obtaining 
money or other property by means of games, tricks 
or devices;*7 obtaining money or goods upon repre- 
sentations of ownership of personal property, which 
is pledged for the payment of the debt so created 
and otherwise disposing of such property ;#8 obtain- 
ing property on a contract to perform services with 
intent to defraud;*® obtaining property under false 
color of carrying on business;°° obtaining materials 
for one building and using them for another with- 
out the written consent of the seller and with intent 
to defraud him;°! obtaining the transportation of 
goods at less than the legal rate by false representa- 
tions of the contents of the package;>? obtaining 


(Tex. Cr.) ]B. 208. 
[a] 


41. Duncan v. State, 
215 SW 853; Ashmore v. State, 67 
Tex. Cr.. 602, 150 SW 196; Scott v. 
State, 40 Tex. Cr. 105, 48 SW 523; 
Witherspoon v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 37 
SW 433; Hirshfield v. State, 11 Tex. 


Wearing and exhibiting a po- 
lice star as a means of passing off 
as a polite officer is a token or de- 
vice within the meaning of a stat- 
ute defining the crime of swindling, 
“by means of three-card monte, so 


employment by false statements in writing as to 
identity ;°* giving a false character to a servant;54 
fraudulently obtaining credit;5> ‘‘buneo — steer- 
ing;’’ ®° circulating or publishing a false prospectus 
or statement by a promoter or officer of a corpora- 
tion or public company, with intent to deceive or de- 
fraud;>’ making or procuring to be made false re- 
ports or representations as to financial condition or 


mercantile character and the like;®® engaging in 


fraudulent or deceptive practices as to spiritual- 
ism,°° or fortune telling;°° falsely impersonating an- 
other;*! issuing checks or drafts on a bank in which 
the drawer has no funds;° publishing false and mis- 
leading advertisements;°? purchasing goods to be 
paid for on delivery, and disposing of or secreting 
them without having paid therefor ;®* unlawfully and 
knowingly exposing for sale an article of merchan- 
dise the character of which is misrepresented ;*> 
writing or printing, either in whole or in part, any 
act referred to. . Bridges v. State, 
126 Ga. 91, 54 SH 916. (3) Mere fail- 
ure to comply with the obligation is 
not within the statute, but there 
must be a procurement of money or 


other thing of value with the fraudu- 
lent intent not to perform the serv- 


151, 40 P 107. 


A. 207. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Where one 
induces one bank to cash his draft 
on another, by causing a third per- 
son to send a forged telegram , pur- 
porting to be from the former bank 
to, the latter, and stating that the 
former would pay the draft, the 
prosecution should be for uttering a 
forged instrument under such _ stat- 
ute, and not for swindling. Wither- 
spoon v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 37 SW 433. 
(2) Where a person obtained money 
from a bank by the unauthorized 
signing of the name of another to 
a note, it is forgery and indictable 
as such, rather than as swindling. 
Ashmore v. State, 67 Tex. Cr. 502, 
150 SW 196. 

42. Embezzlement generally see 
Embezzlement 20 C. J. p 405. 

43. Davis v. U. S., 37 App. (D. 
C.) 126; Griffith v. State, 93 Oh. St. 
294. 112 NE 1017. 

44. Davis v. U. S., 387 App. (D. 
C.) 126; Griffith v. State, 93 Oh. St. 
294, 112 NE 1017. 

45. Cross references: 

Evidence see supra §§ 83-92. 


Guilty knowledge of accused see 


supra § 82. 

Indictment or information see supra 
§§ 54-73. 

Intent see supra § 31. 

Issues, proof, and variance see supra 
§§ 74-82. 

Obtaining property see supra §§ 33- 
37 


46. See supra § 1. See also 
Fraud: Fraudulent Conveyances [20 


Cyc 835]; United States [39 Cyc 
7691. 
at Cal.—Peo. v. Frigerio, 107 Cal. 


Jowa.—State v. Quinn, 47 Iowa 
368. 

Mass.—Com. v. Ashton, 125 Mass. 
384. 


Minn.—State v. Smith, 82 Minn. 
342, 85 NW 12; State v. Wilson, 72 
Minn. 522, 75 NW 715; State v. Gray, 
29 Minn. 142, 12 NW _ 455. J 

Ss. C.—State v. Middleton, 23 S. C. 
L275; “Mikelil Cas, Cr. L. p 275. 

Eng.—Reg. v. O’Connor, 15 Cox C. 


(C33 
-Ont.—Reg. v. Haines, 42 U. C. Q. 


called, or of any other form or de- 
vice, sleight of hand or other means 
whatever, by use of cards or instru- 
ments of like character, or by any 


other instrument, trick, or device.” 
State v. Wilson, 72 Minn. 522, 5238, 
(5--NIW 715. 


Obtaining property by “confidence 
game” see infra § 102. 

48. State v. Mooney, 173 N. C. 
798, 92 SE 610; State v. Torrence, 
127° N. CS 650;' 37 SH 268. 

49. Dorsey v. State, 111 Ala. 40, 
20 S 629; Copeland v. State, .97 Ala. 
30, 12 S 181; Wilson y. State, 138 Ga. 
489, 75 SE 619; Patterson y. State, 1 
Ga. A. 782, 58 SE 284. 

[a] In Alabama, (1) under the 
statute, to convict, it must be shown 
that accused entered into the con- 
tract with intent to defraud the em- 
ployer, and that he refused to per- 
form the service with intent to in- 
jure or defraud the employer, and 
without just cause, and without re- 
funding the money. Dorsey v. State, 
111 Ala. 40, 20 S 629. (2) Mere fail- 
ure to perform is not a violation of 
the statute. Copeland vy. State, 97 
Ala. 30, 12 S 181. : 

{b] In Georgia (1) Acts (1903) p 
90 creates two new classes of law- 
breakers. In the one class are in- 
cluded those who contract to perform 
services with intent to procure money 
or other thing of value and do not 
intend to perform the service. The 
second class is composed of those 
who, after having made a contract, 
procure money or other thing of 


-value, with fraudulent intent not to 


perform the services contracted to 
be rendered. Patterson v. State, 1 
Ga. A. 782, 58 SE 284. (2) This stat- 
ute 
money or other thing of value is pro- 
eured with fraudulent intent, either 
eontemporaneously or subsequently 
to the contract of service. Where an 
employee agrees to pay an existing 
debt @ue his employer by rendering 
to him future service, and fails to 
perform the service as contracted 
and omits to pay the debt, his fail- 
ure in this regard does not consti- 
tute the offense as defined in the 


relates to transactions where }: 


ices. Wilson v. State, 138 Ga. 489, 
75 SE 619. (4) A conviction is not 
authorized where the evidence merely 
shows that accused, upon a compari- 
son of accounts with the hirer is 
indebted to the latter for an unpaid 
balance of account. Patterson  v. 
State, supra. (5) One is not within 
the statute who contracts to pur- 
chase an article and to pay a certain 
sum therefor, and agrees that if the 
price is not paid at the time stipu- 
lated labor to the value of the price 
will be performed. Calhoun v. State, 
119 Ga. 312, 46 SE 428. 

50. Com. v. Drew, 153 Mass. 588, 
chor 593; Com. v. Walker, 108 Mass, 

51. State v. Gregory, 170 Mo. 598, 
71 SW_ 170. ; 

52. U. S. v. Sterling Salt Co., 200 
Fed. 598, 

53. Morgan Munitions Supply Co. 
v. Studebaker Corp., 100 Misc. 408, 
166 NYS 645 [mod 180 App. Div. 530, 
168 NYS 37]. 

54. Rex vy. Costello, [1910] 1 K. B. 


28. 

{a] Giving such character orally 
is indictable under Characters of 
Servants Act (1792) §§ 2, 3. Rex v. 
Costello, [1910] 1 K. B. 28. 

55. See supra § 385 


Fount See Bunco Steering 9 C. J. p 
57. Rex y. Cohen, 33 Ont. L. 340, 


8 OntWN 110, 25 DomLR 
CanCrCas 238. : 
58. See supra § 22. 
59. Chicago v. Westergren, 173 Ill. 
A. £62; Chicago v. Payne, 160 Ill. A. 


Rex v. Marcott, 2 Ont. L. 105. 
See False Personation [19 Cyc 


510, 24 


62. See supra § 42, 
63. Jasnowski_ v. 
City Recorder’s Ct., 192 Mich. 139, 
158 NW 229; State v. Krasne, 103 
Nebr. 11, 170 NW 494; Peo. v. Ness- 
Jer, 174 NYS 409; State v. Massey, 95 

Wash, 1, 163 P 7. 
64. State v. Rosenberg, 162 Mo. 
358, 62 SW 435, 982. : 
65. Peo. v. Goldstein, 175 App, Div. 
503, 166 NYS 374. 


Judge Detroit 
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letter, telegram, or other instrument with intent to 
fraudulently obtain anything of value;** auditing or 
paying a false or fraudulent claim, by a public 
officer 5’ transmitting or presenting to a federal of- 
ficer, in support of a claim, with intent to defraud 
the United States, documents known to be false, al- 
tered, forged,-or counterfeited;°* presenting false 
claims for insurance;°® knowingly permitting one’s 
name to be carried on a public pay roll and receiving 
salary or pay for services not actually rendered ;"° 
falsifying accounts by clerks or servants with in- 
tent to defraud;‘! falsely marking or branding mer- 
chandise, with intent to defraud;’? fraudulently ex- 
hibiting false samples;7? fraudulently packing or 
baling articles of merchandise, or putting therein 
foreign substances, or substances of a quality in- 
ferior to that with which the package or bale is 
apparently filled;’* selling an adulterated article;7® 
selling food imitations;*® selling misbranded or un- 
branded fertilizer ;** selling stolen agricultural prod- 


66. Peo. v. Hofman, 2 OhS&CP 
206, 1 OhNP 190. 

67. State v. Case, 88 Wash. 664, 
d5op so l.07,0: 

638 (U.S: v. Davis; 231, U. S:-183, 


34 SCt 112, 58 L. ed. 177. See also 
United States [39 Cyc 769]. 

69. Peo. v. Panagoit, 25 Cal. A. 
158, 143 P 70. ; 

70. State v. Farrell, 130 La. 238, 
57 S 898. 

71.. Rex v. Wilson, 6 Sask. L. 348, 


15 DomLR 168, 26 WestLR 148, 5 
WestWkly 620. 
72. State vs 
Rex v. Austin, 25 Ont. L. 
CrCas .0. 
73. McGee v. State, 117 Ala. 229, 


23 S 797; Cowles v. State, 50 Ala. 


454. 
State, 61 Ala. 4; 


74, Daniel v. 5 
Hogue v. State, 23 Oh. Cir. Ct. 567; 
TAS Ce mn 3 0.0.5 


State v. Holman, 

Anderson v. State, 30 Tex. A. 699, 
18 SW 866; Lidtke v. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 500, 11 SW 629; Jones v. State, 
22 Tex. A. 680, 3 SW 478. 

[a] Guilty knowledge.—In order 
to sustain a conviction for false 
racking of cotton, with intent to de- 
fraud, it must appear that defendant 
knew that the cotton was falsely 
packed, or was in possession of 
such facts aS were sufficient to put 
him upon notice or inquiry as 
to that fact, and that he sold cot- 
ton with the intent to defraud. 
Anderson v. State, 30 Tex. A. 699, 
18 SW 866. 4 = 

[b] Sand removed by ginning.— 
Upon the trial of an indictment under 
Pen. Code art 470, for false packing 
by putting sand in a bale of cotton, 
with intent to defraud the purchaser, 
it is no defense that the sand was 
put in before ginning, and that the 
process of ginning removed some, 
but, not. all,, of -it, if the) intent is 
proved. Jones v. State, 22 Tex. A. 
680, 3 SW 478. 

75. See Adulteration § 10 et seq. 


Burge, 7 Iowa 255; 
69, 19 Can 


76. See Food [19 Cye 1091]. 
77. See Agriculture § 41. 
7g. See Agriculture §§ 27-31. 


79. Peo. v. Webster, 17 Misc. 410, 
40 NYS 1135. 

80. Shelton v. State, 96 Ark. 237, 
131 SW 871. 

fa] Distinguished from false pre- 
tenses.—The distinction between the 
offense of obtaining personalty by 
false pretenses and the offense of 
eonveying land to defraud creditors 
or purchasers, under the Arkansas 
statute §§ 1689, 1693, is that the 
gravamen of the former offense is 
the obtaining of money or property 
by any false representation of an 
existing or past fact, concerning 
land or anything else, by one who 
knows the representation to be false 
at the time he makes it, while the 


FALSE PRETENSES 


article contains 


the existence of 


or assurance of 


latter offense may be committed by ! 
a conveyance of land to defraud 
whether there is any false or fraudu- 
lent representation of a present or 
past fact made to the person de- 
frauded or not. Shelton vy. State, 96 
Ark. 237, 181 SW 871. 

81. Mathis v. State, 14 Ga. A. 241, 
80 SE 695; Connor v. State, 8 Ga. A. 
688, 70 SE 45; French v. State, 4 Ga. 
A. 462, 61 SE 836. 

[a]. Consent of lienholder to dis- 
position of property.—Ilf the prop- 
erty is in fact subject to a lien, and 
this is known by the accused, and 
he falsely and fraudulently repre- 
sents that there is no lien, and the 
person to whom the representation 
is made is thereby defrauded, the 
accused is guilty, even though the 
holder of the lien might orally have 
consented for the property to be dis- 
posed of. Mathis v. State, 14 Ga. A. 
241, 80 SE 695. 

82.’ Brown v. State, 6 Ga. A. 329, 
64 SE 1001; Jacobs v. State, 4 Ga. 
A. 509, 61 SE 924, 

83. Peo. v. Cox, 45 Cal. 342; Peo. v. 

Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 95 AmD 125; 
Clement vy. Major, 8 Colo. A. 86, 44 
P 776. 
[a] Requisites for conviction.— (1) 
To convict it must be shown that 
there had been a sale and convey- 
ance of the land, and a second sale 
and conveyance to another party for 
a valuable consideration, and that 
the second sale was made with intent 
to defraud the purchasers by means 
of false pretenses, misrepresenta- 
tions, or suppression of facts. Peo. 
v. Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 95 AmD 125; 
Clement v. Major, 8 Colo. A. 86, 44 
P 776. (2) It must appear that the 
first sale was valid, so that, by rea- 
son of the second sale, the first pur- 
chaser may be deprived of some 
interest he acquired by virtue of the 
conveyance to him. Peo. v. Scott, 
POT Calo A b4, 133) Pe4g6- 


[b] Knowledge of purchaser.— 
Where a second scale is made to par- 
ties at their request after they have 
been fully informed by the grantor 
of the fact of the first sale and its 
tenor, the offense is not committed. 
Peo. vy. Garnett, 35 Cal. 470, 95 AmD 
125. 

[ce] Whe giving of a mortgage 
upon land by a party who has already 
conveyed his title to another by deed 
is not disposing of the land within 
the meaning of the statute, which 
makes it a felony to fraudulently 
sell land after having once sold it. 
Peo. v. Cox, 45 Cal. 342. 

84. Rex v. McDevitt, 22 Ont. L. 
490, 2 OntWN_ 396, 17 OntWR 864, 
17.CanCrCas 331, 

85. State v. Johnson, 20 S. C. 387; 
State v. Hunkins, 90 Wis, 264, 62 NW 
1047, 68 NW 167. 


[§ 101 


ucts;78 selling or offering for sale or having in pos- 
session with intent to sell any article of merchandise 
marked ‘‘sterling’’ or ‘‘sterling silver’’ unless the 


a certain proportion of pure sil- 


ver;’° conveying land to defraud purchasers or cred- 
itors ;®° fraudulently and falsely representing to the 
purchaser of property that it is not subject to a 
lien;*! giving false information as to an existing 
lien, when giying a landlord’s lien, if interrogated as 
to the facts;8? fraudulently selling land twice;*? 
fraudulently selling real property, with knowledge of 


an.unregistered prior sale, mort- 


gage, or encumbrance thereon;** selling property 
without disclosing an encumbrance thereon;®> mak- 
ing a deed or other writing for the conveyance 


property previously conveyed or 


encumbered by the grantor, without reciting there- 
in the former conveyance or encumbrance, with in- 
tent to defraud;*°% or knowingly taking or receiv- 
ing such second deed or writing.®¢ 


[a] Conveyance through innocent 
third person.—A person is guilty who 
conveys land through the medium 
of an innocent person in whom the 
legal-title has been placed and who 
executes the deed under such per- 
son’s direction. State v. Hunkins, 90 


ee 264, 62 NW 1047, 63 NW 
[b] The offense consists in sell- 


ing, without regard to the number of 
liens, and a judgment lien is within 


the statute. State y. Johnson, 20 
Sr Cl .887. 
854%. State v. Rhodes, 77 Kan, 202, 


93 P 610; State v. Clark, 178 Mo. 20, 
76 SW 1007. 

[a] _ Fraudulent intent.—(1) There 
must be a fraudulent intent designed 
to operate to the injury or detriment 
of some person, State v. Clark, 178 
Mo. 20, 76 SW 1007; Armstrong v. 
Winfrey, 61 Mo. 354; Bowers v. 
Walker, 192 Mo. A. 230, 182 SW 116. 
(2) Such intent to defraud may not 
be directed against the grantee, but 
against some third person, to whom 
the grantor and grantee intend the 
latter shall sell the property as 
though unencumbered by the lien of 
which no mention is made. Bowers 
Vv. Walker, 192 Mo. ‘A: 230, 182 SW 
116. (3) In such case both the 
grantor and the grantee would be 
guilty of an offense against the 
statute. Bowers v. Walker, 192 Mo. 
A. 230, 182 SW 116. 

[b] Actual defrauding.—It is not 
necesSary that any one should have 
been actually defrauded by the sec- 
ond conveyance, an intention to de- 
fraud being sufficient. State v. Wil- 
son, 66 Mo. A. 540. 

[c] A real estate mortgage is not 
a “conveyance or assurance,” within 
the meaning of Gen. St, (1901) § 


2092. State vy. Rhodes, 77 K 2 
93 P 610. ae ee 
[ad] Second mortgage executed 


before first mortgage filed.—The ex- 
ecution and delivery of a second 
mortgage upon real estate, when a 
first mortgage has been given there- 
on by the grantor of the second 
mortgage and before the first mort- 
gage has been filed for record, with- 
out mentioning the first mortgage 
therein, with the intent to defraud, 
does not violate the above mentioned 
statute. State v. Rhodes, 77 Kan. 
202, 93 P 610. 

{e]_ Property situated in state.— 
Rev. St. (1899) § 1932, making it a 
crime to give a deed to property 
previously sold or encumbered by the 
grantor therein, without reciting in 
the deed the former conveyance, ap- 
plies only to conveyances of property 
situated in the state. State v. Clark. 
ie Mone 76 Sw 1007. ‘ 

5 ate v. odes, 7 : > 
os Elaiee 7 Kan. 202 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 101-103] 


‘“Estafa.’’ In the Philippines, where one obtains 
property by false pretenses, the offense is known as 


““estafa,’’ 86% 
[§ 102] B. Confidence Game. 


mind of man is suggestive.’’ 88 


victim in the swindler.%® 


_ 86l2. U. S. v. Tan Tok, 15 Philip- 
Bine 938; U. S. v. Aquino, 4 Philippine 

[a] Deceit employed with the in- 
tent to defraud and to cause damage 
to the person defrauded is one of 
the essential ingredients of the crime 
of estafa. U.S. v. Mendezona, 2 Phil- 
ippine 353. 

87. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ariz.—Erickson vy. State, .14 Ariz. 
253, 127 P 754. 

Colo.—Elliott v. Peo., 56 Colo. 236, 
138 P 39; Wheeler v. Peo., 49 Colo. 
402. 113 P 312, AnnCas1912A. 755. 

I1l.—Peo. v. Dempsey, 283 Ill. 342, 
119*’NE 333, LRA1918F 239; Peo. v. 


- Brady, 272 Ill. 401, 112 NE 126, Ann 


Cas1918C 540; Peo. v. Clark, 256 Ill. 
14, 99. NE 866, AnnCasi913I8 214; 
Lory v. Peo., 229 Tll. 268, 82 NE 261; 
Graham v. Peo., 181 Ill. 477, 55 NE 
a}: a LRA 1731; Pierce v. Peo., 81 

La.—State vy. Theriot, 139 La. 741, 
12. SOU, LRATIIGEH 683; 

Mo.—State vy. Wilson, 223 Mo. 156, 
122 SW 701. 

Wis.—State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
. 518, 170 NW 654. 

[a] The Arizona and Missouri stat- 
utes (Pen. Code [1901] § 489, Mo. St. 
Annot. [1906] p 1410) were intended 
to reach the class of offenders known 
as “confidence men,’ who obtained 
through some false representation, 
trick, or deception, the money of 
their victim, whose confidence has 
first been secured through some false 
representation or. deception. They 
provide for a class of false repre- 
sentations not jncluded in other sec- 
tions which deal with the subject of 
ordinary false representations. Erick- 
Son ave) ovate, | L4 Ariz, 253, .L2%P 
754; Kimball v. Terr., 13 Ariz. 310, 
115 P'70; State v. Aikins, (Mo.) 180 
Sw 848, LRA1916C 1101; State v. 
Wilson, 223 Mo. 156, 122 SW 701. 

88. Elliott v. -Peo., 56 Colo. 236, 
138) 2 39;. Powers “v. Peo.,; 53), Colo. 
43, 123 P 642; Peo. v. Crawford, 278 
Tll. 134, 115 NE 901; Hughes v. Peo., 
223 Tll. 417, 79 NE 137; Maxwell v. 
Peo., 158 Ill. 248, 41 NE 995; Morton 
v. Peo., 47 Ill. 468. 

89. Elliott. v. Peo., 56 Colo. 238, 


138 P 89; Powers v. Peo., 53 Colo. 
43, 123 P 642; Wheeler v. Peo., 49 
Colo. 402, 113 P 312, AnnCas1912A 


755; Lace v. Peo., 43 Colo. 199, 95 P 
302: Peo. v. Gallowich, 283 Ill. 360, 
119 NE 283; Peo. v. Warfield, 261 Ill. 
293, 103 NE 979; Peo. v. Weil, 243 
Tll. 208, 90 NE 731, 134 AmSR_ 357; 
Peo. v. Depew, 287 Ill. 574, 86 NE 
1090: Peo. v. Talmage, 233 Ill. 560, 
84 NE 655; Juretich v. Peo., 223 Ill. 
484, 79 NE 181; Du Bois v. Peo., 200 
Tll. 157, 65 NE 658, 93 AmSR 183; 
Maxwell v. Peo., 158 Ill. 248, 41 NE 
995; State v. Theriot, 139 La. 741, 
72 S$ 191, LRA1916F 683. 

90. Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 
127 NE 53; Peo. v. Singer, 288 Ill. 
113, 123 NE 327; Peo. v. Miller, 278 
711. 490, 116 NE 131, LRA1917E 797; 
Peo. v. Crawford, 278 Ill. 134, 115 Nia 
901; Peo. v. Poindexter, 243 Ill. 68, 


may In several] juris- 
dictions there are statutes directed against what is 
known as the ‘‘confidence game,’’ 8? which 
hardly be defined in a manner which will cover all 
eases for the reason that schemes, the purposes of 
which is to swindle others, ‘‘are as various as the 
min Generally speaking 
it 1s any swindling operation by means of which 
advantage is taken of the confidence reposed by the 
Any scheme whereby a 
swindler wins the confidence of his victim and swin- 
dles him out of his money by taking advantage of 
such confidence is a confidence game.®® A swindling 
operation does not, however, constitute a confidence 


FALSE PRETENSES 


game unless the 


[2b.Ces.12 601 


element of confidence becomes a 


part of such swindling.®! Obtaining money or prop- 


erty by false pretenses is not enough to convict of 


can 


[§ 103] 
Officers. 


90 NE 261; Hughes v. Peo., 223 Ill. 
417, 79 NE 137; Du Bois v. Peo., 200 | 
Ill. 157, 65 NE 658, 938 AmSR 183; 
Morton v. Peo., 47 Ill. 468. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) When one 
has acquired another’s’ confidence, 
whether suddenly and by falsehood 
and deceit or by a long course of 
honest business dealings, and makes 
use of such confidence to obtain the 
other’s property with the intention 
of cheating him out of it and for that 
purpose, the person obtaining the 
property may be convicted of obtain- 


ing it by means of the confidence 
game. Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 
127 NE 58. (2) Acts of a woman in 


promising to marry a man with no 
intention of performing, for the sole 
purpose of securing his money and 
property, all of which she did secure 
by such conduct, constitute a confi- 
dence game. Peo. v. Miller, 278 Ill. 
490, 116 NE 131, LRA1917E 797. (3) 
Inducing one to bet on top and bot- 
tom of dice, and procuring money 
from him for that purpose, and get- 
ting possession of his pocketbook for. 
the purpose of betting, even though 
fear is aroused in him for the loss 
of his money, is enough of a confi- 
dence game to sustain a conviction 
and distinguish it from robbery. Van 
Eyck v. Peo., 178 Ill. 199, 52 NE 852. 

91. Peo. v. Rallo, 293 Ill. 304, 127 
NE 715; Peo. v. Santow, 293 Ill. 430, 
127 NE 671; Peo. v. Gallowich, 283 
Ill. 360, 119 NE 283. 

[a] Rule applied. — (1) Where 
money is obtained by threatening a 
person with a revolver, there is no 
violation of the confidence game stat- 
ute. ‘Peo. v. Rallo, 293 Ill. 304, 127 
NE 715. (2) Where defendants sold 
rags to a junk dealer arranging to 
receive three quarters of the price on 
presentation of the bill of lading, de- 
fendants’ misrepresentations as to 
their relationship and also as to the 
nature of the rags was not such as 
to bring them within the statute, the 
transaction being an ordinary busi- 
ness one, and there being nothing to 
show that the purchaser had a 
special confidence in them. Peo. v. 
Santow, 293 Ill. 439, 127 NE _ 671. 

92. Peo. v. Koelling, 284 Ill. 118, 
119 NE 993. 

93. Peo. v. Emmel, 292 Ill. 477, 127 
NE 53; Peo. v. Singer, 288 Ill. 113, 
123 NE 327; Peo. v. Keyes, 269 Ill. 
173, 109 NE 684; Peo. v. Weil, 243 
Tll..208, 90 NE 731, 184 AmSR 357; 
Peo. v. Depew, 237 Ill. 574, 86 NE 
1090; Chilson v. Peo., 224 Ill. 535, 79 
NE 934. 

94. Peo. v. Santow, 293 Ill, 439, 127 
NE 671; Peo. v. Turpin, 233 Ill. 452, 
84 NE 679, 17 LRANS 276. 

95. Wheeler v. Peo., 49 Colo. 402, 
113 P 312, AnnCas1912A 755 [dist 
Powers v. Peo., 53 Colo. 438, 123 P 
6421; State v. Hathaway, 168 Wis. 
518, 170 NW 654. 

[a] Sufficiency of device. — (1) 
The offense is not limited to obtain- 
ing money by means of loaded dice, 


marked cards, or false or bogus 
checks or the like, but includes all 


obtaining it by the confidence game.®? If the trans- 
action is in fact a swindling operation it is im- 
material that the form assumed is that of a lawful 
contract or business transaction.®? 
not apply to transactions between persons. dealing 
with each other on an equal footing.®* Under some 
of these statutes something more than mere words 
must be employed; that is, some false or bogus 
means, token, symbol, or device must have been 
used,®> but under others this is not necessary.®¢ 

C. Presenting False Claims to Public 
In some jurisdictions there are statutes 
making it an offense to present false claims to publie 
officers for allowance or payment.®? And aside from 


Such statutes do 


swindles perpetrated by any device 
which is deceitful and illegitimately 
used to gain the confidence of the 
person thereby defrauded. Elliott v. 
Peo., 56 Colo. 236, 188 P 39. (2) Sell- 
ing a worthless or nonexisting busi- 
ness not by mere words alone but 
by employing in addition the instru- 
mentality of an office furnished in a 
manner which would lead the prose- 
cutor to believe that the representa- 
tions of the accused with respect to 
the business were true. Elliott v. 
Peo., supra. x 

[b] The Wisconsin statute (St. 
[1917] § 4568m) “seems to contem- - 
plate that some visible material 
token or symbol shall be used or 
manipulated in such a manner that 
the confidence of the victim is 
gained, or in such a manner as to in- 
spire confidence in the victim that 
he can beat the manipulator at his 
own game.” State v. Hathaway, 168 
Wis. 518, 521, 170 NW 654. 

96. Peo. v.. Bertsche, 265 Ill. 272, 
106 NE 8238, AnnCasi1916A 729. 

97. See statutory provisions; and: 

U. S.—Bridgeman vy. U. S., 140 Fed. 
Silat a, CCAWWIAS U.SSh VecEull ees 
Hed, 324)5 4.) MeCrary, (2726.0 Un aS steve 
Strobach, 48 Fed. 902, 4 Woods 592. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Howard, 135 Cal. 266, 
Gi, Pi W482 Peo. v.» Carolaniwit JGak 
195, 12 P 52; Peo. v. Lanterman, 9 
Cal.A., 67-45) 1100). 720. 

29 Ida. 724, 


Ida.—State v. Curtis, 
161 P 578; State v. Adams, 10 Ida. 
() DEB SEY 
94 NE 1009; 


Bal 

Ind.—Bader v. State, 

Brunaugh v. State, 173 Ind. 483, 90 
NE 1019; Wilson v. State, 156 Ind. 
631, 59 NE 380, 60 NE 1086. 

Ky.—Sanders v. Com., 176 Ky. 228, 
195 SW 796. 

Minn.—State v. Peebles, 93 Minn. 
311, 101 NW 306. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Miles, 123 App. Div. 
$62, 108 NYS 510 afi. 192° ONG Y. 
541 mem, 84 NE 1117 mem]. 

Oh.—State v. Voute, 68 Oh. St. 274, 
67 NE 484; Hauck vy. State, 45 Oh. 
St. 439, 14 NE 92. 

Utah.—Law v. Smith, 34 Utah 394, 
98 P 300; State v. Swan, 31 Utah 
330, Soe dis 

Wash.—State v. King, 49 Wash. 31, 
94 P 663. 

[a] Presentation through third 
person.—One who knowingly  pre- 
sented, through an innocent person 
or agent, a false claim against a 
city for allowance, would be as guilty 
of the offense of presenting such 
claim as if he presented it in person. 
Brunaugh v, State, 173 Ind. 483, 90 
NE 1019. 

[b] Excessive claim.—The pre- 
sentation of a bill containing items 
which are correct and _ properly 
chargeable, but the prices for which 
are excessive, is not indictable un- 
der a statute making it a felony to 
present a false and fraudulent bill 
for audit, with intent to defraud. 
Peo. v. King, 19 Misc. 98, 43 NYS 
975 faff 15 App. Div. 84, 44 NYS 287]. 

[c] The powers and duties of par- 
ticular officers cannot be called in 
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such special statutes, one who with an intent to de- , 
fraud attempts to obtain or obtains money by pre- 


*FALSI CRIMEN.'* 


FALSIFICACION. In Spanish law, falsification ;? 
the act of counterfeiting, forging, adulterating, or 
corrupting something, such as a document, money, ~ 


or medicine.® 


FALSIFICATION.* 
are wrong. 


liar.’ 
FALSIFY.® 


question in determining whether the 
offense is charged, such powers and 
duties not entering into the statu- 
tory definition of the crime. State v. 
Voute, 68 Oh. St. 274, 67 NE 484. 

{d] In Indiana Burns St. Annot. 
(1908) § 2586 punishing one who, 
knowing it to be false or fraudulent, 
makes out or presents for payment 
any claim for the purpose of procur- 
ing its allowance or pzyment, applies 
to a fraudulent claim arising out of a 
valid contract, as well as where there 
is no basis for the claim. Bader v. 
State, 94 NE 1009. 

fe] In Utah, Comp. L. (1907) 
§ 4083, punishing every person who, 
with intent to defraud presents for 
allowance to any state or county offi- 
cer, ete., authorized to allow or pay 
the same, if genuine, any fraudu- 
lent claim, is violated where the 
claim presented is one which on its 
face purports to be a charge against 
the political division for which the 
officer acts in allowing or paying it. 
The mere fact that the claim is un- 
authorized by law, and that the offi- 
cer cannot legally allow or pay it, 
is not decisive. So long as the claim, 
if valid. is one that could or should 
be allowed or paid, it is within the 
statute, although the claim itself 
may be for a matter which the law 
docs not authorize or even forbid, the 
word “genuine” referring to a real 
claim as distinguished from a coun- 


terfeit. Law v. Smith, 34 Utah 394, 
98 P 300. 
98. Ariz.—Berreyesa v. Terr., 8 


Ariz. 385, 76 P 472. 

Colo.—Roberts v. Peo., 9 Colo. 458, 
18. P 630. 

Del —State v. Hartnett, 23 Del. 
204, 74 A 82; State v. White, 20 Del. 
6, 54 A 956; State v. Lynn, 19 Del. 
SG PAL SVS: 

Mass.—Com. v. Mulrey, 170 Mass. 
108, 49 NE 91. 


Mich.—Peo. v. Luttermoser, 122 
Mich. 562, 81 NW 565. 

N. Y—Peo. v. New York County 
Ct. Oyer & T., 83 N. Y. 436; Peo. v. 


Genet, 19 Hun 91 [aff 83 N. Y. 436]. 

N. D—State v. Stewart, 9 N. D. 
409, 83 NW 869. i 

Pa —Com. v. Sweet, 4 Pa. Dist. 136. 

Cee -—=State v., Talley. T7S°°C.799; 
57 SE 618, 122 AmSR 559, 11 LRANS 
938. 

Tex.—Harrison v. State, 44 Tex. 
Cr. 243, 70 SW 421. 

Wash.—State v. King, 49 Wash. 31, 
94 P 663. f 

Wis —State v. Brown, 143 Wis, 405, 
127 NW 956. 

1. See Criminal Law § 12. 

2. Escriche Diccionario. See Adul- 
teration 2 C. J. p 1; Counterfeiting 
15 C. J. p 355; Forgery [19 Cyc 1367]. 
See also U. S. v. Austero, 14 Philip- 
pine 377, 380 (where offense is de- 
fined as “the counterfeiting or feien- 
ing of a signature, writing, or rubric, 
only when an attempt is made to imi- 


The showing, in an action of 
account, that entries made in the account rendered 


FALSIFIER. One who falsifies or deceives ;° a 


To give a false appearance to any- 
thing;? to reverse or avoid, as a verdict, or judg- 
‘ment;!° to prove a thing to be false. 


FALSE PRETENSES—FALSUS IN UNO, ETC. 


senting a false claim to a public official is indictable 
under the general statutes as to false pretenses.°* 


1 


In equity practice, to show, in accounting before 


serted which is 


a master in chancery, that a charge has been in- 


wrong, that is, either wholly false, 


or in some part erroneous.}” 


In criminal law. To forge or counterfeit;!3 to 


make false by mutilation or addition;'* to tamper 
with, as to falsify a record of document. 


FALSO RETORNO BREVIUM. A writ that lay 


tate the signature, writing, or rubric 
of a person in order to induce an- 
other to accept the document as writ- 
teu, signed, or rubricated by the for- 
mer. ... Where the imitation is such 
that anyone would mistake it for 
the signature, writing, or rubric that 
was imitated, the crime of falsifica- 
tion is committed’); U. S. v. Milla, 
4 Philippine 391 (the fact that one’s 
consent to a contract may be ob- 
tained by mistake, violence, intimi- 
dation, or fraud does not make the 
contract a false contract, and there- 
fore a person who has obtained such 
contract by those means, whatever 
the crime is he may be guilty of, is 
not guilty of the crime of falsifica- 
tion either of a public or of a priv- 
vate document). 

8. Escriche Diccionario (where 
falsificacion is described as a species 
of falsedad). 

{a] Narrower than falsedad, for 
it does not include acts of omission. 
See Falsedadante p 438. 

4. See also Falsify post this page. 

5. Phillips v., Belden, 2 Edw. 
CN Yeh, "23! 

6 Tawney v. Simonson, etc., Co., 
109 Minn. 341, 124 NW 229, 27 
LRANS 1085. 

7. Tawney v. Simonson, etc., Co., 
109 Minn. 341, 124-NW 229, 27 
LRANS 1035. See also Falsify post 
this page. 

8. To falsify: 

Account: 
In general see Accounts and Ac- 
counting § 372. 

Of executor or administrator see 
Executors and Administrators 
§§ 2491-2507. 

Of fruardian see Infants [91 Cyc 
181]; Insane Persons [22 Cyc 
1152]. 

ved eas sec Partnership [30 Cye 


Of trustee see Trusts [39 Cyc 503]. 
Certificate of: 
Acknowledsment see Acknowledg- 
ments: §§ 293-309, 
Citizenship see Aliens §§ 167-174. 


Record: 

Cae see Records [34 Cye 

vag court see Attorney and Client 

Of national bonk see Banks and 
Banking §§ 668, 708. 

Report of corporation see Corpora- 
tions §§ 2024, 2073. 

Writings generally see Alteration of 
Instruments 2 C. J. p 1168; Forgery 
[19 "Cye 1367]. 

9, ° Black 1. .D: 


10. Burrill L. D. [cit 4 Blackstone 
ten p 390; 4 Stephen Comm. p 

11. Bouvier L. D. [cit Coke Litt. 
p 104b]. 

12. ‘Burrill: "La)/ Dy [cite Pulling. 
Merc. Accounts p 162; 1 Story Eq. 
Jur. § 525]. See also Accounts and 


Accounting § 372; Executors and Ad- 


against a sheriff who had execution of process for 
a false return.’ 
FALSO TESTIMONIO. 
crime of testifying falsely in court.1? 
FALSUS IN UNO, FALSUS IN OMNIBUS.1§ 


In. Spanish law, the 


| ministrators §§ 2491-2507, 

i [a] “xalsitying account.”’”—Rehill 
| Vv: McTague, 114 Pa. 82, 95, 7 A 224, 
;60 AmR 3841; Kennedy v. Adickes, 37 
|S. CG. 174, 177, 15 SE 922 (falsifying 
applies to such items of a debit caus- 
ing it to be wholly false or in part 
erroneous. When items are falsified 
and go out of the account, gaps are 
made in it, and, in order to make the 
account a consistent whole, it is nec- 
essary to restate the account accord- 
ing to the new state of facts). 

{b] “urcharge” and “falsify.”— 
Philips v. Belden, 2 Edw. (N. Y.) 1, 
23; Rehill v. McTague, 114 Pa. 82, 
95, 7 A 224, 60 AmR 341; Kennedy 
v. ‘Adickes; 37S." €.- 1743) 177," 15)- SB 


28 Reprint 360. 

13. 2 Burrill Ds . 

14. Webster D. [quot Pou v. Ellis, 
66 Fla. 358, 363, 63 S 7211. 

{a] Falsify a telegraphic mes- 
sage.—The telegraph operator and 
public official who, with intent to 
gain, reduces the number of words 
written in a telegram received by 
him for dispatch, by making altera- 
tions in its wording, when unauthor- 
ized to do so by the sender, and who 
transmits the message by wire in the 
form as amended by him after sup- 
pressing several of the words therein 
contained, commits the crime of fal- 
sification of a telerram. U. S. \v. 
Romero, 17 Philippine 76, 78. 

15. Webster D. [quot Pou v. Ellis, 
66 Fla. 358, 363, 63 S 721]. 

16. ' Wharton L. Lex. 

17. Spain.—Escriche Diccionario. 

Philippines.—Pen. Code art 318. 
It is therefore narrower than the 
Anglo-American crime of perjury 
which includes a false oath made 
outside of court (see Perjury [30 Cye 
1395]) and for thst reason a special 
statute (Act No. 1697 §§ 3, 4) was nec- 
essary in order to render perjury 
an offense in the Philippines (see 
also U. S. v. Temora, 8 Philippine 
19, 20). a 

18. A maxim meaning “False in 
one thing, false in everything.” 
Bouvier L. D. 

[a] A maxim which has been re- 
ferred to as: (1) “A familiar maxim” 
(Atwood v. Welton, 7 Conn. 66, 71); 
(2) “the sound old. maxim” (Peo. v. 
Thacher, 7 Lans. (N. Y.) 274, 289); 
(3) a maxim “of general accentation” 
(Atkins vy. Gladwish, 27 Nebr. 841, 
847, 44 NW 37);°(4) “the maxim of 
the law ... which does not stop at 
nisi prius” (Peo. v. Evans, 40 N. Y. 
1, 5, 6); (5) “an ancient maxim of 
the law of evidence” (Stoffer v. State, 
15 Oh. St. 47, 54, 55, 86 AmD 470); 
(6) ‘fan est-bliched rule of the law 
of evidence’ (Com. vy. Billings, 97 
Mass. 405, 496); (7) a maxim which 
“must still be given some force as a 
legal principle” (Peo. v. Luedwon. 153 
N. Y. 10, 22, 46 NE 1046). (8) “Tt is 
not of universal application.’ Sey-~ 
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922; Pit v. Cholmondeley, 2 Ves. 565, ° 


Svs 


FALTA—FAMILI4 ERCISCUNDZ 
|’ FALTA. In Spanish law, misdemeanor, a petty 


erime.?® 


-FAMA. In the civil law, reputation.2° 
| FAMA EST CONSTANS VIRORUM BONORUM 
DE RE ALIQUA OPINIO."! 
__ FAMA, FIDES, ET OCULUS NON PATIUNTUR 
LUDUM.”2 
FAMA QU SUSPICIONEM INDUCIT, ORIRI 
DEBET APUD BONOS ET GRAVES, NON QUI- 
DEM MALEVOLOS ET MALEDICOS, SED PRO- 
VIDAS ET FIDE DIGNAS PERSONAS, NON SE- 
MEL SED SAPIUS, QUIA CLAMOR MINUIT ET 


mour y. Fellows, 44 N. Y. Super. 
124, 130. 

{b] Applied or explained in: The 
Santissima Trinidad, Wheat. 
(U. S.) 283, 339, 5 Li ed. 454; Shecil 
Ws. U.S., 226 Wed. 184, 141 CCA 182; 
The Helen W. Martin, 180 Fed. 317; 
The Boston, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,673, 1 
Sumn. 328, 356; Grimes v. State, 63 
Ala. 166, 168; Marshall v. Green, 24 
Ark. 410, 420; Peo. v. Plyler, 121 Cal. 
160, 163, 53 P 553 [cit Peo. vy. Soto, 
59 Cal.’ 367]; White v. Disher, 67 
Caley 402, (4403s = 7 P8263" Peo. ve 
Sprague, 53 Cal. 491, 494; 
perone. 30) Calky 151,156; Brandt iv. 
ieroeh, 14) Caili-Ay. 39) 111 P2753 Pratt 
v. Welcome, 6 Cal. A. 475, 92 P 500, 
501; Gorman vy. Fitts, 80 Conn. 531, 
69 A 357, 359; Shupack v. Gordon, 
79 Conn. 298, 64 A 740, 742; Dubuque 
v. Coman, 64 Conn. 475, 479, 30 A 
777; Atwood v. Welton, 7 Conn. 66, 
71; Travers v. Reinhardt, 25 
(D. -C.) 567; Bell v. State, Fs 
701, 63 SE 860, 861; Duncan _v. State, 
97 Ga! 180,°25, SH 182; Central- Rez 
ete., Co. v. Phinazee. 93 Ga. 488, 489, 
21 SE 66; Godair v. Ham Nat. Bank, 


Zep. Wi 572, “80° NE 407; 408, 116 
AmSR 172, 8 AnnCas 447; Chicago, 
Cte. Ro CO,” Wa) Kline; "220° Tle 3334, 


I7 NE 229, 230; Chicago City R. Co. 


v. Allen, 169 Ill. 287, 48 NE 414; 
Brennan v. Peo., 15 Til. 611, 517; 
Walker v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 142 


ll. A. 372, 375; Hughes v. Hughes, 
133 “Ill. A: 654, 664; Lemmon: v. 
Moore, 94 Ind. 40, 45; Callanan v. 
Shaw, 24 Iowa 441, 447; Gannon v. 
Stevens, 13 Kan. 447, 461; Russell 
v. State, 11 Kan. 308, 322; Campbell 
y. State, 3 Kan. 486, 489; Marzette 
v. Cronk, 141 La. 437, 75 S 107; State 
v. Allen, 111 La. 154, 158, 35 S 495; 
Patterson v. Yeaton, 47 Me. 308, 312; 
Parsons v. Huff, 41 Me. 410, 413; 
Lewis v. Hodgdon, 17 Me. 267, 273; 
Ducharme v. Holyoke St. R. Co., 203 
Mass. 384, 89 NE 561, 564; Com. 
vy. Billings, 97 Mass. 405, 406; Jewell 
v. Kelley, 155 Mich. 301, 118 NW 987, 
989; Van Voorhis v. Van Voorhis, 94 
Mich. 60, 77, 53 NW 964; Turner v. 
State, 95! Miss. 879, 50 S 629; Bell 
v. State, 90 Miss. 104, 43 S 84, 85; 
Boykin v. State, 86 Miss. 481, 38 S 
P25 Toss Sandisy etc. ns Conv.) Mc- 
Coy, 85 Miss. 391, 37 S 796; State v. 
Barnes, 274 Mo. 625, 204 SW 267; 
State v. Lingle, 128 Mo. 528, 540, 31 
SW 20; State v. Mounee, 106 Mo. 226, 
228, 17 SW 226; State v. Johnson, 91 
Mo. 439, 442, 3 SW 868; Brown _ Vv. 
Hannibal, ete. R:. Co., 66 Mo. 588, 
598; State v. Brown, 64 Mo. 367, 375; 
State v. Elkins, 63 Mo. 159, 164; Sut- 
ton v. Hayden, 62 Mo. 191, 109; Iron 
Mountain Bank v. Murdock, 62 Mo. 
70; State v. Anderson, 19 Mo. 241, 
246: Meriwether v. Knanp, 120 Mo. 
A. 354, 97 SW 257, 266; Hart v. Hop- 
son, 52 “Mo. A. 177, 192; Biitt v. 
Heinrich, 33 Mo. A. 2438, 245; Titter- 
ington v. State, 75 Nebr. 153, 196 NW 
421, 422: Nielsen v. Cedar County, 5 
Nebr. (Unoff.) 430, 98 NW 1999, 1092; 
Omaha, ete., R. Co. v. Krayenbuhl, 48 
Nebr. 553, 557, 67 NW 447; Stoppert 
vy. Nierle, 45 Nebr. 105, 113, 63 NW 
382: Freiberg v. Treitschke, 36 Nebr. 


880, 889, 55 NW _ 273; Johnson v. 
State, 34 Nebr. 257, 51 NW 835; 
Walker v. Haggerty, 30 Nebr. 120, 


126, 46 NW 221; Sanders v. Quick, 
28 Nebr. 162, 44 NW 88; Atkins v. 
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DEFAMATIO MANIFESTAT.? 


FAME. Report or opinion widely diffused; re- 


FAMILIA. 


illy.’? 25 


Gladwish, 27 Nebr. 841, 847, 44 NW 
37; Kay v. Noll, 20 Nebr. 380, 388, 
30 NW 269; Buffalo County v. Van 
Sickle, 16 Nebr. 363, 368, 20 NW 
261; Gandy v. Pool, 14 Nebr. 98, 101, 
15 NW 228; Case v. Frederick, 13 
Nebr. 423, 14 NW .169; Young v. 
Pritchett, 10 Nebr. 352, 6 NW 414; 
Dell v. Oppenheimer, 9 Nebr. 454, 
457, 4 NW 51; Young v. Hibbs, 5 
Nebr. 433; Hoehne:v. Breitkreitz, 5 
Nebr. 110, 115; Titus v. Ash, 24 N. H. 
319, 323, 331; Seavy v. Dearborn, 19 
N. H. 351, 356; Addis v. Rushmore, 
74 N. J. L. 649, 65 A 1036; Commer- 
cial Bank v. Reckless, 5 N. J. Eq. 
650, 653; Hoeg v. Wright, 174 N. Y. 
36, 43, 66 N@ 579, 68 LRA 163; Peo. 
v. Ledwon, 153 N. Y. 10, 22, 46 
1046;\ Moett v. Peo. 85 N. Y. 373, 
377; Deering v. Metcalf, 74 N. Y. 501, 
503; Pease v. Smith, 61 N.Y. 477, 
483; Peo. v. Evans, 40: N. Y:+1, 5, 6; 
Wilson v. Coulter, 29 App. Div. 85, 
92, 51 NYS 804; Doe v. Doe, 23 Hun 
CNS) alo 2638 Feo. ively ihaeker,! (7 
Lans, 274, 289; Butler v. Truslow, 55 
Barb. (N. Y.) 298, 297; Brett v. Cat- 
lin, 47 Barb. (N. Y.) 404, 406; Sey- 
mour v. Fellows, 44 N. Y. Super. 124, 
130; Henry v. Fowler, 3 Daly (N. Y.) 
199, 201; Jennings v. Kosma2k, 20 
Mise. 300, 304, 45 NYS 802; Peo. v. 
Shea, 16 Misc. 111, 120, 38 NYS 821; 
Peo. v. Ledwon, 15 Misc. 280, 286, 36 
NYS 782; Morgenthau v. Walker, 2 
Mise. 245, 246, 21 NYS: 936; Peo. -v. 
Acritelli, 57 Misc. 574, 110 NYS 430, 
445; Bogert’s Hst., 4 NYCivProe 441, 
444; Peo. v. New York Hospital, 3 
AbbNCas (N. Y.) 229, 263; Koehucke 


rv. Ross, 16 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 345, 350; 
_Bogert v. Hertell, 4 Hill (N. Y.) 492, 


510; Forsyth v. Clark, 3 . Wend. 
(N. Y.) 687, 643; Peo. v. Douglass, 4 
Cow... (CNe wy.) ).26, 037,15 “Amp 332: 
New York Firemen Ins. Co. v. De 
Wolf, 2) Cow. €N. Y.) 156; 68; Péo. |v: 
Petmecky, 2 N. Y. Cr. 450, 465, 468; 
Beekman v. Beekman, 2 Dem. Surr. 
(N. Y.) 685, 641; Conselyea v. Walker, 
2° Dem. Surrs CN. Y.)) 117, 120; State 
v. Williams, 47 N. C. 257, 262, 263, 
265,--266, 267, 273; State’ v. Peace, 
46°N. C. 251, 256; State v. Jim, 12 
N. C. 508, 510; Mead v. McGraw, 19 
Oh. St. 55, 65; Stoffer v. State, 15 Oh. 
St. 47, 54, 55, 86 AmD 470; Hargraves 
v. Miller, 16 Oh. 338; Crow v. Crow, 
7 Or; 634,° 139° P8545 “State sv. 
Meyers, 59 Or. 587, 117 P 818, 821; 
Simpson v. Miller, 57 Or. 61. 119 P 
485, °29 LRANS 680, AnnCas1912D 
1349; Bickel v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
217 Pa. 456, 66 A 756, 758, 118 AmSR 
926; Com. v. Ieradi, 216 Pa. 87, 64 A 
889, 116 AmSR 761; Com. vy. Ohio, 
ete., R. \Co., 1° Grant 329, 349;, Com. 
v. Petroff, 2 Pearson 534, 538; Newell 
Va--White, 29° °R. 843i" Te Al 798; 
Fant v. Miller, 17 Gratt. (Va.) 187, 
209; Taylor. v. Bruce, Gilm. (Va.) 
42, 85; Hudkins v. Crim, 64 W. Va. 
225, 61 SE 166, 170; Miller v. State, 
139 Wis. 57, 119 NW 850, 860; Pum- 
orlo v. Merrill, 125 Wis. 102, 103 NW 
484, 466; Strasser v:. Goldberg, 120 
Wis. 621, 98 NW 554, 555; Schmitt v. 


Milwaukee St. R. Co., 89 Wis. 195, 
198, 61 NW 834; Little v. Superior 
Rapid Transit R. Co., 88 Wis. 402, 


ANT.) 60'S NW ai7053* Tlouchetne ivv. 
Strouse, 49 Wis. 623, 634, 6 NW 360; 
Mack v. State, 48 Wis. 271, 286, 4 
NW 449; Schettler v. Ft. Howard, 
43 Wis. 48, 52; Mercer v. Wright, 


nown; notoriety; celebrity, favorable or unfavor- 
able, but especially the former; reputation.?4 

In the civil law, this term has a 
wider significance than the English word ‘‘fam- 


FAMILIA, ERCISCUNDZ. In Roman law, an 
action for the partition of the aggregate succession 
of a familia, where that devolved upon coheredes;?° 
the imprescriptibility of the action to demand the 
division of a succession known.?7 


It was also 


3 Wis. 645, 647; Davidson v. David- 
son, 1 Deane Hecl. 131, 132; Canada 
Fk. & M. Co. v. Northern Ins. Co., 2 
Ont PALS 135) side 

19. Spain.—Escriche Diccionario. 

Philippines.—Pen. Code art 1. 

See Criminal Law § 7. ? 

20. Iscriche Diccionario. See Rep- 
utation [24 Cye 1623]. 

21. A maxim meaning “Fame is 
the constant opinion of good men 
concerning a thing.” Morgan Leg. 
Max. 

22. A maxim meaning 
plighted faith, 
endure deceit.” 


“Mame, 
and eyesight do not 
Bouvier L. D. 

23. A maxim meaning “Report, 
which induces suspicion, ought to 
arise from good and grave men, not 
indeed from malevolent and mali- 
cious men, but from cautious and 
credible persons, not only once, but 
frequextly; for clamour diminishes, 
and defamation manifests.” Whar- 
ton L. Lex. 

24. Century D. 
Cenyuiic: 
Cye 1622]. 

‘{a] “It has a reference to the 
thing which gives birth to it, it goes 
about of itself without any apparent 
instrumentality. . .. Hearsay refers 
to the receiver of that which is said, 
it is limited therefore to a small 
number of speakers or reporters. 
The fame serves to form or estab- 
lish a character either of a person 
or a thing; it will be good or bad ac- 
cording to circumstances.’ Com. vy. 
Murr, 42 WklyNC (Pa.) 263 [quot 
Crabb Synonyms]. 

25. Escriche Diccionario (among 
the Romans it included not only all 
descendants of the same _ pater- 
familias but all others of the house- 
hold and subject to his power, such 
as clientes [dependents] and slaves. 
The same concept was carried into 
the early Spanish law and the head 
of the household was there called 
“paterfamilias’ [padre de- familias] 


See also Charac- 
J. p 288; Reputation [34 


although he had no children). See 
also Family post p 664. 
Familia anciently signified the 


servants belonging to one master. 
Afterward, together with them, the 
wife and children, or what we from 
this word call a “family,” of which 
the master was called ‘‘pater famil- 
ias,” the mistress “‘‘mater familias.” 
Pringle v. McPherson, 2 S. C.. Ea. 
524, 543. \ 

“Among the Romans, the body of 
household servants” (Ex p. Meason, 
5 Binn. (Pa.) 167, 180), “the whole 
of the slaves in a household” (Race 
iM Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 252, 32 AmR 


Ou 

fa] “Servi” distingunisheda.—‘‘They 
were called ‘familiares,’ and ‘famuli’ 
or ‘famule,’ men or maid servants” 
distinguishing them from the “servi,” 
who were by far the most consider- 
able and were employed in husbandry 
and manufactures. Ex p. Meason, 5 


Binn, (Pa.) 167, 180. 

26. Black L, D. 
» 27. De Castro v. Echarri, 20 Phil- 
ippine 23, 29. 

{a] ‘Where actions of communi 


dividundo and famile erciscunde are 
prosecuted, nothing can be con- 
sidered except division of the 
thing or the common inheritance,” 
Rios» prvi - Rios)---7\.-Porto.. Ricos 684, 
589. 


664 [25C.J.] 


applicable to enforce a contribution toward the 
necessary expenses incurred on the familia.”® 
FAMILIAR. Having an intimate knowledge ;® 
well-known;°° well knowing ;1 well understood ;3? 
well acquainted ;** closely acquainted with or inti- 


mate ;** thoroughly versed.®5 
FAMILUS. A slave.3° 
FAMILY 54 [Sal] 


28. Black L. D. 

29. Century D.; Standard: “Di; 
Webster D. [all quot Turner v. 
ei 146 Iowa 655, 125 NW 662, 

30. Webster D. [quet Turner v. 
eee 146 Iowa 655, 125 NW 662, 


81. -Century D. [qupt Turner v. 
a igen 146 lowa 655, 125 NW 662, 
6 ; 

32. Webster D. [quot Turner v. 
eae 146 Iowa 655, 125 NW 662, 
664]. 

33. Century D.; Standard D. [both 
quot Turner vy. Loomis, 146 Iowa 655, 
125 NW 662, 664]. 

34. Webster D. [quot Turner v. 
Loomis, 146 Iowa 655, 125 NW 662, 
664]. 

35. Standard D. [quot Turner vy. 

ponding 146 Iowa 655, 125 NW 662, 

664]. 

36. Race vy. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 
252,002 AmR 27. 

37. Family: 

As beneficiary see Life Insurance [25 
Cye 886]; Mutual Benefit Insur- 
ance [29 Cye 121]. 

-Compelling support of pauper by see 
Paupers [380 Cye 1122]. 

Construction of term see Deeds 

237; Exemptions § 27; Home- 
steads [21 Cyc 466]; Husband and 

Wife [21 Cyc 1446]; Powers [31 

Cye 1062]; Wills [40 Cyc 1448, 

1454]. f 
Credibility of witness as affected by 

family relationship to party to suit 

see Witnesses [40 Cyc 2657]. 
Descent of property of intestate to 

see Descent and Distribution §§ 25— 

110. 

Devise or bequest to, whether per 
capita or per stirpes see Wills [40 
Cyc 1497]. 

Duty to support see Husband and 
Wife [21 Cyc 1006, 1151]; Parent 
and Child [29 Cye 1605, 1619]. 

Imputation of negligence between 
members of see Husband and Wife 


[29 Cye 543]; Parent and Child [29 
Cyc 552]. ’ 
Injury to, as provocation reducing 


homicide to manslaughter see 

Homicide [21 Cyc 750]. 

Service of process by leaving with 
member of see Process [32 Cyc 
465]. 

Transactions between members of as 
presumption of fraud see Fraudu- 
earl Conveyances [20 Cyc 602, 603, 
607]. 

38. Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 
252, 32 AmR 27; Women’s Catholic 
Order of Foresters v. Heffernan, 206 
Ili. A. 70; Ferbrache v. Grand Lodge 
APO Ves Ollie VOL ALON 268,64 Zues 
Pringle v. McPherson, 2 S. C. Ea. 
524, 543; Wilson v. Cochran, 31 Tex. 
677, 680, 98 AmD 553; Pigg v. Clarke, 
3 Ch. D. 672, 674. See also Familia 
ante p 6638. 

39. Menefee v. Chesley, 98 Iowa 
55, 58, 66 NW 10388; Wentz v. Chi- 
cago, ete, R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 
SW 1166, 1172, AnnCasi916B 317 
[quot Cyc]. 

40. Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 
252, 32 AmR 27; Wentz v. Chicago, 
etc.) Re Co: 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 
1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [auot 
Cyc]; Wilson v. Cochran, 31 Tex. 


A. In General. 
is derived from the Latin word ‘‘familia,’’ °° and 
while it may be said to have a well defined,®® broad, 
and comprehensive meaning in general,‘ it is one 
of great flexibility and is capable of many different 
meanings according to the connection in which it 


is used.*! 


FAMILLE ERCISCUNDA—FAMILY 


It may be of narrow or broad meaning 
as the intention of the parties using the word, or 
as the intention of the law using it, may be made 
to appear;*? but unless the context manifests a 
different intention, the word ‘‘family’’ is usually 
construed in its primary sens 


e4? A family, in its 


collective or aggregate capacity, can have no heirs.** 


The term 


tives, domestics, 
677, 678, 98 AmD 553; Goode v. 
State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 414. 


41. In re Bennett, 134 Cal. 320, 
328, 66 P 3870; Crosgrove v. Cros- 
grove, 69 Conn. 416, 422, 38 A 219; 
St. John v. Dann, 66 Conn. 401, 405, 
34 A 110; Norwegian Old People’s 
Home Soc. v. Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 99, 
52 NE 41 [cit Century D.]; Women’s 
Catholic Order of Foresters v. Hef- 
fernan, 206 Ill. A. 70; Downes v. 
Long, 79: Md. 382; 385, 29 A "827; 
Dodge v. Boston, etc., R. Corp., 154 
Mass. 299, 301, 28 NE 248, 13 LRA 
318; Hosmer v. Welch, 107 Mich. 
470, 475, 65 NW 280, 67 NW 504; 
Carmichael v. Northwestern Mut. 
Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 
NW 871; Wentz v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Peter- 
son v. National Council K. L. S., 189 
Mo. A. 662, 175 SW 284, 285 [cit 
Cyc]; Lister v. Lister, 73 Mo. A. 99, 
104; Dominick v. Sayre, 5 'N. Y: 
Super. 555, 569, 8 NYLegObs 278; 
Rhodes v. Turpin, (Tenn. Ch. A.) 57 
SW 351, 357; White v. White, 30 Vt. 
338, 343;-Burt.v. -Hellyar, L. R. 14 
Iq. 160, 164; Blackwell v. Bull, 1 
Keene 176, 181, 15 EngCh 176, 48 Re- 
print 274; Woods v. Wocds, 1. Myl. 
& C. 401, 408, 13 EngCh. 401, 40 Re- 
print 429; Harkness v. Harkness, 
6 OntWR 122 

[a] Too indefinite to describe par- 
ties.—The word “family” is too in- 
definite to describe a party to a con- 
tract, and hence an allegation that 
defendant let certain premises to 
plaintiff and his family did not de- 
seribe the parties to the contract 
with sufficient certainty. Davis v. 
Smith, 26°R. I. 129, 58 A 6380,) 632, 
106 AmSR 691, 66 LRA 478, 3 Ann 
Cas 832; Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 
411, 414. i 

42. Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Peterson 
v. National Council K. L. S., 189 Mo. 
A. 662, 671, 175 SW 284 [eit pxels 
Ferbrache v. Grand Lodge A. 
UU; W., 81 Mo. A. 268, 271 [quot Lise 


ter v. Lister, 73 Mo. A. 99, 104]; 
Wilkins v. Briggs, 48 Tex snG@ivis Ac 
596, 107 SW 13 

43. Dodge 3 Boston, ete, R. 


Corp., 154 Mass. 299, 301, 28 NE 243, 
13 LRA 318 [quot Rex v. Darlington, 
4°T, R. 797, 800]; Wentz v. Chicago, 
etes | RevGo.,) 259 Mo.4-450)) 68. SW 
1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot 
ee Peterson v. National Council 

OS AS Oe EMO re Ave r6 Oem no cal siels aie 
Sa 284 [cit Cyc]. To same effect 

Walker v. Peters, 139 Mo. A. 681, 
124 SW 35. 

Primary sense see infra § 2. 

44, McCullough v. Gilmore, 11 Pa. 
370, 373. 

45. Anderson LL. D. [quot In re 
Bennett, 134 Cal. 320, 323, 66 P 370]; 
Century D. [quot Wood v. Wood, 63 
Conn. 324, 327, 28 A 520; In re Opava, 
235 Fed. 779, 781; Danielson v. Wil- 
son;) 73 oD AL n28'7, 22998 Cowden’s 
Case, 225 Mass. 66, 67, 113 NF 1036; 
Wood v. Lewis. 189 Mo. A. 553, 167 
SW 666, 669; Hyde v. Honitor, 175 
Mo. A. 583, 158 SW 83, 86; Matter of 
Shedd, 60 Hun 367, 369, 14 NYS 841]; 
Webster D. [quot Cheshire v. Bur- 


[§ 2] B. Primary Signification. 
nary and primary sense the term signifies the ecol- 
lective body of persons living in one house, or under 
one head or manager;** a collective body of per- 
sons, consisting of parents or children, or other rela- 


In its ordi- 


or servants, residing together in 


lington, 31 Conn, 326, 329; Race v. 
Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 252, 32 AmR 
27; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Chisholm, 
79 Ill. 584, 587; Cole v. Bentley, 26 
Ill. A. 260, 262; Emerson v. Leonard, 
96 lowa 311, 313, 65 NW 153, 59 
AmSR 372; Parsons v. Livingston, 11 
Iowa 104, 106, 77 AmD 135; Rollings 
Vv. Evans;-23 S.C... 316,-3138* ‘Garaty 
v. Du Bose, 5 S. C. 493, 600]; Web- 
ster Int. D. [quot Betts v. Mills, 8 
Okl. 351, 356,-58 P 957];-In.re Mc- 
Gowan, 170 Fed. 493, 494; In re Fink- 
lea, 153 Fed. 492, 493; Poor v. Hudson 
Ins. Co., 2 Fed. 432, 437; In re Lamb- 
son, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,029, 2 Hughes 
233; Bones v. State, 117 Ala. 146, 
23 rs 485; Lawson vy. Lawson, 158 Cal. 
446, 111 P 354; In re Gird, 157 Cal. 
534, 108 P 499, 137 AmSR 131; Blythe 
v. Ayres, 96 Cal, 532, 59259310 © S15, 
19 LRA 40; Perkins v. Morgan, 36 
Colo. 360, 85 P 640, 641; Gilman. v. 
Matthews, 20 Colo. A. 170, 77 P 366, 
369; Straight v. McKay, 15 Colo. A. 
60, 60 P 1106; Kelly v. Canon, 6 Colo. 
A. 465, 41 P 8383; Crosgrove, v. Cros- 
grove, 69 Conn. 416, 422, 38 A 219; 


Hart v. Goldsmith, 51 Conn. 479, 480;. 


Hogg v. Lobb, 12 Del. 399, 401, 32 
A 631; Forlaw v. Augusta Naval 
Stores Co., 124 Ga. 261, 52 SE ‘898, 
902; Norwegian Old Peoples’ Home 
Soc. v. Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 96, 52 NE 
41;, Rock v.. Haas, 110 Til. 528, “533s 
Schlesinger v. Keifer, 30 Ill. A. 253; 
Hudson v. King, 23 Ill. A. 118; Fer- 
guson v. Smethers, 70 Ind. 519, 521, 
386 AmR 186; Nye v. Grand Lodge 
AsO. Us. Wie 9dnd.: At 132, 36> NE 
429, 436; In re Bishop, 130 Iowa 250, 
106 NW 637, 638; Fullerton v. Sher- 
rill, 114 Iowa 511, 512, 87 NW. 419; 
Neasham v. McNair, 103 Iowa 695, 
696, 72 NW. 773, 64 AmSR 202, 38 
LRA 847; Menefee v. Chesley, 98 
Iowa 55, 58, 66 NW 10388; Linton v. 
Crosby, 56 Iowa 386, 389, 9 NW 311, 
41 AmR 107; Arnold v. Waltz, 53 


Iowa 706, 707, 6 NW 40, 36 AmR 
248; Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 Iowa 
431, 3 NW 469; Zimmerman vy. 


Franke, 34 Kan. 650, 654, 9 P 747; 
Mullins v. Nordlow, 170 Key 216.95 
185 SW 825; Scott’s Case 1h Me. 
436, 104 A 794; Robbins v.. Bangor 
R., etc. Co. 100 Me, 496, 62 A 136, 
141, 1 LRANS 963; Pearre vy. Smith; 
110 Md. 531, 73 A 141, 142; Cowden’s 


Case, 225 Mass. 66, 113 NE 1036; 
Dodge v. Boston, ete., R. Corp., 154 
Mass. 299, 301, 28 NE 243,.13 LRA 


318; Pearson v. Miller, 71 Miss. 379, 
387, 14 S 731, 42 AmSR 470; Peeler 
v. Peeler, 68 Miss. 141,. 145, 8S 392; 
Wentz v. Chicago, ete., TR Co.) 259 
Mo. 450, 471, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1916B 317 [quot Cye]; Ridenour- 
Baker Grocery Co. v. Monroe, 142 
Mo. 165, 170, 43 SW 633; Kleinberg 
v. Kinealy, (Mo. <A.) 193 Sw 981, 
983; Peterson -v. National Council K, 
L. S., 189 Mo. A. 662, 671, 175 SW 
284 [quot Cyc]; Forbes v. Groves, 134 
Mo. A. 729, 115.SW 451, 452; Colter 
v. Luke, 129 Mo. /A; 702, 108 SW 
608, 609; Birch v. Birch, 112 Mo, A. 
157, 86 Sw 1106, 1108; Jarboe v, Jar- 
boe, 106 Mo. A. 459, 79 SW “1162; 
1168; Dunean v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 
286, 289; Leake v. Lucas, 65 Nebr. 
359, 91 NW 3874, 938 NW 1019, 62 LRA 
190; Dorrington v. Myers, 11 Nebr. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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one house or upon the same premises;*¢ a collective 
body of persons living together in one house or 
within the curtilage;*? a collective body of persons 
who form one household under one head and one 
domestic government ;*% those, who live under the 
‘same roof with the pater familias, who form his 
fireside ;*® all members of the household living un- 
der the authority of the head thereof ;®° a house- 
hold composed of parents or children, or other rela- 
tives, or domestics and servants;>! an entire house- 
hold;>? a household;®* members of the domestic 
cirele;°* any group of persons constituting a dis- 
tinct domestic body;*> the personnel of the home.®¢ 
Also, in a narrower sense, all the persons of the 
same blood living together in the household;57 a 
collection of persons having association by reason 


388, 390, 9 NW 555; Barney v. Leeds, 
51 N. H. 253, 265; Valentine v. Lloyd, 
4 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 371, 378; Regan 
v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483, 485; Cooper 
v. Cooper, 24 Oh. St. 488; Rolator v. 
King, 13 Okl. 37, 73 P 291; Yerkes v. 
Stetson, 211 Pa. 556, 558, 61 A 113; 
Beilstein v. Beilstein, 194 Pa. 152, 
154, 45 A 738, 75 AmSR 692; Bair v. 
Robinson, 108 Pa. 247, 249, 56 AmR 
198; Fant v. Gist, 36 S. C. 576, 15 SEH 
721; Moyer v. Drummond, 32 S. C. 
165, 167, 10 SE 952, 17 AmSR 850, 
7 LRA 747; Wilson v. Cochran, 31 
Tex. 677, 680, 98 AmD 553; Floyd v. 
State, (Dex: Cr.) 68 .SWi 1690, 691; 
Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 415. 
46. Union Trust Co. v. Cox, 55 
OKVA GS Looe P 92.06;5:209;. LRALS17C 


Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 


48. Century D. [quot Danielson v. 
Wilson, 73 Ill. A. 287, 299; Peterson 
v. National Council K. L. S., 189 Mo. 
A. 662, 175 SW 284, 285; Matter of 
Shedd, 60 Hun 367, 369, 14 NYS 841; 
Betts v. Mills, 8 Okl. 351, 356, 58 P 
957; Yerkes v. Stetson, 211 Pa. 556, 
61 A 113, 114]; Wentz v. Chicago, 
ete., R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 4719168 SW 
1166, 1172 [quot Cyc]. 

49. In re Finklea, 153 Fed. 492, 
493; Bones v. State, 117 Ala. 146, 
23 S 485; Perkins v. Morgan, 36 
Colo. 360, 85 P 640, 641; Gilman v. 
Matthews, 20 Colo. A. 170, 77 P 366, 
369; Straight v. McKay, 15 Colo. A. 
60, 60 P 1106; Kelly v. Canon, 6 Colo. 
A. 465, 41 P 833; Hart v. Goldsmith, 
51 Conn. 479, 480; Forlaw v. Augusta 
Naval Stores Co., 124 Ga. 261, 52 SH 
898, 902; Schlesinger v.,Keifer, 30 Ill. 
A. 253; Hudson v. King, 23 Ill. A. 
118, 120; In re Bishop, 130 Iowa 
250, 106 NW 6387, 638; Neasham v. 
McNair, 103 Iowa 695, 72 NW’773, 64 
AmSR 202, 88 LRA 847; Menefee v. 
Chesley, 98 Iowa 55, 66 NW _ 1038; 
Battev v. Barker, 62 Kan. 517, 519, 
64 P 79, 56 LRA, 33; Robbins v. 
Bangor R., etce., Co., 100 Me. 496, 62 
A 136, 141, 1 LRANS 963; Pearre v. 
Smith, 110 Md. 531, 73 A 141; Dodge 
v. Boston, ete, R. Co., 154 Mass. 
299, 301, 28 NE 243,'13 .LRA 318; 
Pearson v. Miller, 71 Miss. 379, 14 S 
731, 42 AmSR 470; Wentz v. Chicago, 
ete. KR.) Co. (259. Mo, 450, 9168, SW 
1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot 
Cyc]; Ridenour-Baker Grocery Co. v. 
Monroe, 142 Mo. 165, 48 SW _ 633; 
Forbes v. Groves, 134 Mo. A. 729, 
115 SW 451, 452; Birch v. Birch, 112 
Mo. A. 157, 86 SW ,.1106, 1108; Dun- 
can v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286; Leake 
v. Lucas, 65 Nebr. 359, 91 NW 374, 
93 NW 1019, 62. LRA 190; Peo. v. 
Sagazei, 27 Misc. 727, 733, 59 NYS 
701; Cooper v. Cooper, 24 Oh. .St. 
488; Bair v. Robinson, 108 Pa. 247, 
56 AmR 198; Mant v. Gist, 36 S. C. 
576, 15 SE 721; Goode v. State, 16 
Tex, A. 411, 414; Rex v. Darlington, 
4 T, R. 797, 800, 100 Reprint 1308 
[quot In re Bennett, 134 Cal. 320, 323, 
66 P 370]. 


50. Bouvier L. D. [auot Nor- 
wegian Old Peoples’ Home Soc. v. 
Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 99, 52 NE 41; 


: FAMILY 


Race v. Oldridge, 90 111..250, 252, 32 
AmR 27; Danielson v. Wilson, 73 Ill. 
A. 287, 299; Floyd v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
68 SW 690, 691]; Century D. [quot 
St. John v. Dann, 66 Conn, 401, 405, 
34 A 110; Wood v. Wood, 63 Conn. 
324, 327, 28 A 520]; Webster Int. D. 
[quot Betts v. Mills, 8 Okl. 351, 356, 
58 P 957]; In re Jessup, 81 Cal. 408, 
424, 21 P 976, 22 P 742, 1028, 6 LRA 
594; Perkins v. Morgan, 36 Colo. 
360, 85 P 640; Cheshire v. Burling- 
ton, 31 Conn. 326, 329; Hogg v. Lobb, 
12 Del. 399, 401, 32 A 631; Mullins 
v. Nordlow, 170 Ky. 169, 185 SW 
825; Galligar v. Payne, 34 La. Ann. 
1057, 1058; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 259 Mo, 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCasi916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Peo. 
v. Sagazei, 27 Misc. 727, 733, 59 NYS 
701; Beilstein v. Beilstein, 194 Pa. 
152, 154, 45 A 73,'75 AmSR 692. 
or Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 

4, 

52. Brett v. Donaghe, 101 Va. 
45 SE 324, 325. 

53. In re Finklea, 153 Fed. 
493; In re Lambson, 14 F. Cas. No. 
8,029, 2 Hughes 233; Bones v. State, 
117 Ala. 146, 23 S 485; In re Jessup, 
81 Cal. 408, 4245 21 P8976,\22 P-742, 
1028, 6 LRA 594; Perkins v. Morgan, 
386 Colo. 360, 85 P 640, 641; Gilman 
v. Matthews, 20 Colo.:A. 170, 77 P 
366, 369; Straight v. McKay, 15 Colo. 
A. 60, 60 P 1106; Kelly v. Canon, 6 
Coloma 465) 4a ee Soon OAL yw Vir 
Wood, 71 Conn. 452, 456, 42 A 263; 
Wood v. Wood, 68 Conn. 324, 328, 28 
A 520; Hart v. Goldsmith, 51 Conn. 
479, 480; Cheshire v. Burlington, 31 
Conn. 326, 329; Hogg v. Lobb, 12 Del. 
399, 401, 32 A 631; Forlaw v. Augusta 
Naval Stores Co, 124 Ga. 261, 52 
SE 898, 902; Peo. v. Tait, 261 Ill. 
197, 103 NE 750, 753; Norwegian 
Old Peoples’ Home Soc. v. Wilson, 
176 Ill. 94, 99, 52 NE 41; Race v. 
Oldridge, 90 Ill. 350, 352, 32 AmR 
27; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Chisholm, 
79 Ill. 584, 587; Schlesinger v. Keifer, 
30 Ill. A. 253; Cole v. Bentley, 26 Ill. 
A. 260, 262; Hudson v. King, 23 Ill. 
A. 118, 120; Nye v. Grand Lodge A. O. 
Le NAGA Dade Aw sess Gy Nie 29; 
436; In re Bishop, 130 Iowa 250, 106 
NW 637, 638; Neasham v. McNair, 
103 Iowa 695, 72 NW 1773, 64 AmSR 
202, 38 LRA 847; Menefee v. Ches- 
ley, 98 Iowa 55, 66 NW 1038; Par- 
sons v. Livingston, 11 Iowa 104, 106, 
77 AmD 135; Zimmerman v. Franke, 
34 Kan. 650, 654, 9 P 747; Robbins v. 
Bangor R., ete. Co., 100 Me. 496, 
62 A 136, 141, 1 LRANS 963; Pearre 
v. Smith, 110 Md. 531, 73 A 141, 142; 
Pearson v. Miller, 71 Miss. 379, 14 
S 731, 42 AmSR 470; Wentz v. Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 
Sw 1166, 1172, AnnCasi1916B 317 
[quot Cyc]; Ridenour-Baker Grocery 
Co. v. Monroe, 142 Mo. 165, 43 SW 
633; Forbes v. Groves, 134 Mo. A, 
729, 115 SW 451, 452; Birch v. Birch, 
112 Mo. A. 157, 86 SW 1106, 1108; 
Dunean v. Frank, 8 Mo. A. 286; Leake 
v. Lucas, 65 Nebr. 359, 91 NW 374, 
93 NW 1019, 62 LRA 190; Cooper v. 
Cooper, 24 Oh. St. 488; Bair v. Rob- 
inson, 108 Pa. 247, 56 AmR 198; Mc- 


[25C.J3.] 665 


of marriage;°8 the group comprising the husband 
and wife and their dependent children;*® the group 
comprising a husband and wife and their dependent 
children, constituting a fundamental unity in the 
organization of society.®° 

The relation existing between persons: constituting 
a family, in the ordinary sense of the term, must 
be of a permanent and domestic character, and 
not that of persons abiding temporarily together 
as strangers.®? In any event a person to be a mem- 
ber of a family must be a member in good faith. 
In legal contemplation, whomsoever it is the natural 
or moral duty of one to support or is dependent 
upon him for support may be considered and treated 
as a member of his. family. 

No definite number of persons is necessary to 


con- 


Cullough v. Gilmore, 11 Pa. 370, 373; 
Fant v. Gist, 36S. C: 576, 15 SH 721s 
Goode y. State, 16 Tex. A. 411. 

54. In re Jessup, 81 Cal. 408, 424, 
ad 5S PLOT6N 22 PLZ O02 Sot Gua bibyAG 
594; Hogg v. Lobb, 12 Del. 399, 401, 
32 A 631; Carmichael v. Northwest- 
ern Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 
496, 16 NW 871; Wentz v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; 
Spencer v. Spencer, 11 Paige (N. Y.) 
159, 160 [quot Amsterdam First Nat. 
Bank v. Miller, 24 App. Div. 551, 554, 
49 NYS 981]; Whelan v. Reilly, 3 
Wi. Va. 597, 610. 

55. Carmichael v. Northwestern 
Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 
16 NW 871; State v. Hays, 105 Minn, 
399, 117 NW 615, 616. 

56. January v. Marler, 274 Mo. 
543, 547, 203 SW 817. 

57. Hogg v. Lobb, 12 Del. 399, 401, 
32 A 631; Wentz v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCasi916B 317 [quot Cye]; Beil- 
stein v. Beilstein, 194 Pa. 152, 154, 45 
A 73, 75 AmSR 692. 

58. Hill v. Moore, 85 Tex. 335, 19 
SW 162, 164. 

59. Floyd County v. Wolfe, 138 
Iowa 749, 117 NW 32, 33. 

60. Webster Int. D. [quot Finn v. 
Eminent Household of Columbia 
see oe 163 Ky. 187, 473 SW 3:49, 

61. ) Rollator ve Mines 3-0 lames 
73 P 291, 292. See also Cole v. Bent- 
ley, 26 Ill. A. 260, 262 (the elements 
of a family consist of certain per- 
sons in certain relation). 

[a] The loss of any member by 
death, or severance by other means 
of these relations, must affect the 
collective body in its composition 
and constitution. Cole v. Bentley, 26 
Ill. A. 260, 262. See also infra text 
and notes 71-73. ; 

62. Kopetovske v. New York Mut. 
L. Ins. Co., 187 Fed. 499, 506, 111 CCA 
265 [cit Cyc]; Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 
Iowa 431, 3 NW 469; Galligar v. 
Payne, 34 La. Ann. 1057, 1058; Wentz 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 
168 SW 1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 
[quot Cyc]; Peterson v. National 
Council K. L. S., 189 Mo. A. 662, 671, 
175 SW 284; Duncan v. Frank, 8 Mo. 
A. 286, 289; Rolator v. King, 13 Okl. 
37,' 39, 73 P 291. ,To same. effect 
Wilson vy. Cochran, 31 Tex. 677, 680, 
98 AmD 5538. : 

“Persons lawfully residing  to- 
gether, but without being related or 
in any wise connected, do not con- 
stitute a family.” Union Trust Co. 


Vv. Cox) 55 Ok. 68, 155° 206, , 209, 
LRA1917C 356. 
63. Whitehead v. Tapp, 69 Mo. 


415; Union Trust Co. Vv. Cox, 55-Okl. 
68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA1917C 356. 
[a] Violation of law.—The per- 
sons who dwell together must not, 
in the fact of so doing, be violators 


of the law of the land. Whitehead 
v. Tapp, 69 Mo. 415. 
64. Bell v. Keach, 80 Ky. 42, 46 


{quot Finn v. Eminent Household of 
Columbia Woodmen, 163 Ky. 187, 173 
Sw 349, 351]. To same effect Law- 
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stitute a family when the term is used in its pri- 
mary sense;®> however, there must be at least two 
persons, for it is obvious that a collection of per- 
sons must consist of more than one person.®® Never- 
theless one person may be deemed a family ®* where 
the statute ®* or other instrument °° in which the 
word is employed intends this to be the meaning of 


the word. 


Existence of children within the group of per- 
sons is not a necessary element of a family.’ 
The proper elements neces- 
sary to constitute a family being present,’! it is 
not essential that the persons actually reside to- 
gether in one house or place,’? except where this 
may: be required by statute** or by the intent or 


Residing together. 


son v. Lawson, 158 Cal. 446, 111 P 
354, 355; Lawson v. Lawson, 15 Cal. 
A. 496, 115 P 461, 462, 464; Smith v. 
Wildman, 37 Conn. 384, 387; Sheehy 
v. Scott, 128 Iowa 551, 104 NW 1139, 
1140, 4 LRANS 365; Fox v. Waterloo 
Nat. Bank, 126 Iowa 481, 102 NW 
424; Seymour v. Cooper, 26 Kan. 539, 
543; Wilson v. Wilson, 101 Ky. 731, 
42 SW 404; Bell v. Keach, 80 Ky. 
42, 46; Ferbrache v. Grand Lodge 
A. O.. U. W., 81 Mo. A. 268, 271; Hof- 
man v. Grand Lodge B. L. F., 73 Mo. 
A. 47; Hamilton v. Fleming, 26 Nebr. 
240, 41 NW _ 1002, 1004; Supreme 
Council C. B. L. v. MeGinness, 59' Oh. 
St. 531, 53 NE 54, 56; Whitehead v. 
Nickelson, 48 Tex. 517, 528; Drought 
v. Stallworth, 45 Tex. Civ. A. 159, 
100 SW 188, 189; Barry v. Hale, 2 
Tex. Civ. A. 668, 21 SW 783, 784. 

{a] Determination of relation.— 
(1) The following general rules de- 
termine when the relation of a fam- 
ily, as contemplated by Aaw, exists: 
First, it is one of social status, not 
of mere contract; second, legal or 
moral obligation on the head to sup- 
port the other members; third, cor- 
responding state of dependence on 
the part of the other members for 
this support. Rolator v. King, 13 
Okl. 37. 73 P 291, 292; Roco v. Green, 
50 Tex. 483, 490; American Nat. Bank 
vi Cruger) 31 Tex, Civ. A; 17, 71. SW 
784, 788. (2) “To constitute one or 
more persons, with another, living 
together in the same house, a ‘fam- 
ily,’ it must appear they are being 
supported by that other _in whole or 
in part, and are dependent on him 
therefor, and, furthe., that he is un- 
der a natural or moral obligation to 
render such support.’ 2 Words & 
Ph. p 462 [quot Carle v. Bamberger, 
(Okl1.) 158 P 599, 600]. (3) The word 
“family” cannot be construed to in- 
clude persons not dependent upon a 
member. Supreme Council C. B. L. 
v. McGinness, 59 Oh. St. 531, 53 NE 
54, 56. 

65. Poor v. Hudson Ins. Co,, 2 
Fed. 432, 437; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172. AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; 
Moyer v. Drummond, 32 S. C. 165, 
sel 10 SE 952, 17 AmSR 850, 7 LRA 

66. In re Opava, 235 Fed. 779, 781; 
Bones v. State, 117 Ala. 146, 147, 23 
S 485; Keiffer v. Barney, 31 Ala. 
192; Lamb’s Mst., 95 Cal. 397, 407, 30 
P 568: Rock v. Haas; 110 Dll. 528, 
533; Deere v. Chapman, 25 Ill. 610, 
612. 79 AmD 350; Miles v. U. S., 7 
Ind. T. 11, 103 SW 598, 599; Fullerton 
v. Sherrill, 114 Iowa 511, 87 NW 419, 
420; Kmerson v. Leonard, 96 Iowa 
311.65 NW 153, 154, 59 AmSR 372; 
Tyson v. Reynolds, 52 Iowa 431, 3 
NW. 469; Weaver v. Chicago First 
Nat. Bank, 76 Kan. 540, 94 P 273, 
277. 123 AmSR 155, 16 LRANS 119; 
Cross v. Benson, 68 Kan. 495, 75 P 
558, 460, 64 LRA 560; Ellinger v. 
Thomas, 64 Kan. 180, 67 P 529, 530; 
Bzattey v. Barker, 62 Kan. 517, 64 P 
79, 56 LRA 338; Zimmerman vy. 
Franke, 34 Kan. 650, 9 P 747, 750; 
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quently used in 


Woodworth v. Comstock. 10 Allen 
(Mass.) 425; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; 
Elliott v. Thomas, 161 Mo. A. 441, 143 
SW 5638, 564; McCanna vy. Anderson, 
6 N. D. 482, 71 NW 769, 770; Union 
Prusts,Covevn, COXn bo OK]. J6Se Dba 
206. 209, LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]; 
Betts v. Mills, 8 Okl. 351, 58 P 957, 
958; Hesnard v. Plunkett, 6 S. D. 73, 
60 NW 159, 161; Bahn y. Starcke, 89 
Tex. 203, 34 SW 108, 105, 59 AmSR 


40. 

67. Coleman v. Bosworth, 180 
Iowa 975, 164 NW 238, 240; Bates 
v. Dewson, 128 Mass. 334; Brooklyn 
Masonic Relief Assoc. v. Hanson, 53 
Hun 149, 6 NYS 161. 

68. Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51; 


‘Coleman v. Bosworth, 180 Iowa 975, 


1€4 NW 238, 240; Bates v. Dewson, 
128 Mass. 3834 [quot In re Newman, 
222 Mass. 563, 111, NDE 359, 362, LRA 
1916C 1145]. 

[a] A deserted wife without chil- 
dren is a “family” within the mean- 
ing of an exemption law. Berry v. 
Hanks, 28-Ill, A. 51. 

69. Brooklyn Masonic Relief Assoc. 
v. Hanson, 53 Hun 149, 6 NYS 161. 

[a] Surviving child.—The term 
“family,” in the charter of a benefit 
association, stating its object to be 
the relief of the distressed, injured, 
sick, or disabled members of the as- 
sociation, and their immediate fami- 
lies, was construed ,to include the 
only child of a member, although his 
wife was divorced for her fault; and 
it was held that the fund should be 
payable to such child, in preference 
to a brother of deceased, even though 
the latter lived with deceased. Nor- 
wegian Old People’s Home Soc v. 
Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 97, 54 NE 41. 

{b] Surviving wife.—In an appli- 
cation for membership in a mutual 
life insurance company, designating 
the applicant’s family as a_ benefi- 
ciary, the word ‘family’ means the 
person who constituted his house- 
hold or family. Where the widow 
is the only surviving member, she 
alone fills the meaning of the term 
“family,’”’ although at the time of the 
application the applicant had a 
daughter who was a member of his 
family. Brooklyn Masonic Relief 
Assoc. v. Hanson, 58 Hun 149, 6 
NYS 161. 

70. Berry v. Hanks, 28 Ill. A. 51; 
Valentine v. Lloyd, 4 AbbPrNS 
(N.. Y.) 371, 378. See also infra § 5. 

71. ‘See supra this section. 

72. State v. Finn, 8 Mo. A. 261, 
264; Young Men’s Mut. L. Assoc. v. 
Harrison, 10 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 786, 
23 CineLBul 360; Putman v. South- 
orn Rae Co., 21 Or. 230, 27 P 1088, 

73. Knights of Columbus v. Rowe, 
70 Conn. 545, 490 A 451, 452; Rock v. 
Haas, 110 T1l. 528, 532: Smith v. Bos- 
ton, etc., R. Relief Assoc., 168 Mass. 
213, 46 NE 6264, 627. 

fa] In defining “domicile.’—The 
word ‘family,’ as used in the sec- 
tion of the code defining “domicile,” 


| cireumstances in connection with which the term is 
employed.** And especially is this true where the 
term is used in its enlarged sense.’° 

C. Restricted Sense. In a more restricted 

sense the term includes only parents and their chil- 

dren,’® whether living together or not;** but the 

term, as commonly understood, is not so limited.’® 

D. Enlarged Sense. 


The word is fre- 
common speech without reference 


to any established household, but merely for the 
purpose of indicating the individuals related, as hus- 
band and wife or parents and children.’® In another 
sense it includes such persons as are descendants 
of a common ancestor,®® all descended from a com- 
mon stock,’ it being said that its strict meaning as 


conveys the idea of the unity of the 
household in which are gathered the 
members of the family as one collec- 
tive body under the management of 
the head thereof, or to which the 
head of the family, although called 
away by the demands of business at 
times, constantly returns or expects 
to return. Forlaw v. Augusta Naval 
reine Co., 124 Ga. 261, 52 SE 898, 

01. 

74. Dodge v. 
154 Mass. 299, 28 
318; Andrews v. Andrews, 
(Tenn.) 234, 243. 


Boston, etc., Corp., 
NE 243, 13 LRA 
7 Heisk. 


75. See infra § 4, 
76. Bouvier L. D. [quot Brooks v. 
Collins, “11-'Bush *(Ky.)> 622, 6267; 


Webster Int. D. [quot Betts v. Mills, 
8 Okl. 351, 356, 58 ‘P 957]; Nye v. 
Grand Lodge A. O. U. W., 9 Ind. A. 
131, 36 NE 429, 436; Floyd County 
v. Wolfe, 138 Iowa 749, 117 NW 32; 
Finn v. Eminent. Household of 
Columbia Woodmen, 163 Ky. 187, 
173 SW 349; Wentz vy. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 289 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172, AnnCas1916B 817 [auot Cyc]; 
Higgins v. Baltimore Safe Deposit, 
etc., Co., 127 Md. 171, 174, 96 A 322. 

77. Higgins v. Baltimore Safe De- 
posit, etc., Co., 127 Md. 171, 174, 96 
Avge 25a ~ 

Necessity of residing together see 
supra § 2; infra § 4. 

78. Wentz v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 
259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Bair v. 
Duis 108 Pa. 247, 249, 56 AmR 

79. Century D. [quot Norwegian 
Old People’s Home Soc. v. Wilson, 
176 Ill. 94, 97, 52 NE 41; Danielson 
v. Wilson, 78 Ill. A. 287, 299; Betts 
v. Mills, 8-Okl. 351, 356, 58 P 957]; 
In re Bennett, 1384 Cal. 320, 323, 66 P 
370; Crosgrove v. Crosgrove, 69 Conn. 
416, 422, 38 A 219; Wentz v. Chicago, 

) dt. 'Co., (259 Mo. '.450; 168) Sw 
1166, 1172, AnnCasi1916B 317 [quot 
Cyc]; Matter of Shedd, 60 Hun 367, 
370, 14 NYS 841; Howard v. Mar- 
shall, 48 Tex. 471, 476. 

80. Bouvier L. D. [quot Brooks vy. 
Collins, 11 Bush (Ky.) 622, 626]; In 
re Lambson, 14 F, Cas. No. 8,029, 2 
Hughes 233; In re Bennett, 134 Cal. 
320, 323, 66 P 370 [cit Dodge v. Bos- 
ton, ete., R. Corp., 154 Mass. 299, 28 
NE 243, 13 LRA 318]; Hoadly v. 
Wood, 71 Conn. 452, 456. 42 A 263: 
Norwegian Old People’s Home Soe. y. 
Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 99, 52 NE 41 [cit 
2 Story Eq. Jur. (18th ed) § 1065b]; 
Nye v. Grand Lodge A. Q. U. W., 9 
Ind. A. 131, 36 NE 429, 436; Dodge 
v. Boston, etc., R. Corp., 154 Mass. 
299, 301, 28 NE 248, 13 LRA’ 318: 
Marsh v. Supreme Council A. L. of 
H., 149. Mass. 512, 51%, 21 NE 1070; 
4 LRA 382 [cit Webster D.; Wor- 
cester D.]; Peeler v. Peeler, 68 Miss. 
141, 145, 8 S 392; Wentz v. Chicazo, 
etc., R. Co.,. 259 ’Mo./ 450; 68 sw 
1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot 
Cyc]; McCullough v. Gilmore, 11 Pa. 
370, 373. 

81. Brett v. Donaghe, 101 Va. 786. 
45 SEH 324, 325. e aes 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


thus used in this connection is ‘‘children,’’ 2 ‘and 
that this is the meaning that should be given it 
unless the context shows the term to have been 
Nevertheless the term 
has been extended to include the issue of the an- 
cestor’s children,** all his descendants,®° the whole 
group of persons thus related by blood,®** and is 
even said to be as broad as the word ‘‘relatives,’’ 
which ineludes relatives by affinity as well as by 
Further, the word ‘‘family’’ has been 
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used in a different sense.83 


blood. 


82. Moredock v. Moredock, 
Fed. 163, 171;.Raynolds v. Hanna, 
55 Fed. 783, 786; In re Simon, 55 
Conon. 239, 11 A 36, 87; Hughes v. 
Pureell, 135 Ga. 174, 68 -SE 1111; 
Coleman v. Grimes, 110 SW 349, 350, 
33 KyL 455; Bangor v. Deer Isle, 1 
Me. 329, 332; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172, AnnCasi916B 317 [quot Cyc]; 
Amsterdam First Nat. Bank v. Mil- 
ler, 24 App. Div. 551, 49 NYS 981, 
982; Dominick v. Sayre, 5 N. Y. 
Super. 555, 569, 8 NYLegObs 278; 
Peo. v.' Sagazei, 27 Mise. 727, 59 
NYS 701, 705; Spencer v. Spencer, 11 
Paige (N. Y.) 159; Chillisquaque v. 
Lewisburg, 2 Pennyp. (Pa.), 487, 490; 
Rollings v. Evans, 23 S. C. 316, 327; 
Bradley v. Rodelsperger, 3 S. C. 226, 
227; Phillips v. Ferguson, 85 Va. 509, 
8 SE 241, 248, 17 AmSR 78, 1 LRA 
837; Whelan v. Reilly, 3 W. Va. 597, 
610; Pigg v. Clarke, 3 Ch. D. 672, 
674; In re Terry, 19 Beav. 580, 52 
Reprint 476; White v. Briggs, 15 Sim. 
17, 30, 38 EngCh 17, 60 Reprint 522; 
In re Parkinson, 1 Sim. 'N. S. 242, 
246, 40 EngCh 242, 61 Reprint 94; 
Barnes v. Patch, 8 Ves. Jr. 604, 607, 
32 Reprint 490; Campbell v. Mooney, 
17 CanLJ 226; McKinnon v. Spence, 
20 Ont. L. 57, 13 OntWR 186, 14 Ont 
WR 1144; Harkness v. Harkness, 9 
Ont. L. 705; Re Wilkie, 7 OntWR 
473; Anderson v. Bell, 29 Grant Ch. 
(UO. C.) 452, 454; Ex p. Allison, 51 
Que. Super. 188, 190. 

83. Peo. v. Feilen, 58, Cal. 218, 
225, 41 AmR 258; Wentz v. Chicago, 
ete, R. Co. 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 
1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot 
Cyc]; Phillips v. Ferguson, 85 Va. 
509, 514, 8 SE 241, 17 AmSR 78, 1 
LRA 837; Gregory v. Smith, 9 Hare 
708, 710, 41 EngCh 708, 68 Reprint 
698 [quot Anderson v. Rell, 29 Grant 
Ch: (U. C.) 452, 454]. 

84. Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1916B 316 [quot Cyc]; Robinson 
v. Waddelow, 8 Sim. 134, 8 EngCh 
134, 59 Reprint 54. 

85. Brown v. Anderson, 88 Ky. 
577, 11 SW 607, 608, 11 KyL 107; 
Taylor v. Watson, 35 Md. 519, 527; 
Marsh v. Supreme Council A. L. H., 
149 Mass. 512, 21 NE 1070, 1072, 4 
LRA 382 [cit Webster D.;. Worces- 
ter D.]; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Den 
vy. D’Hart, 3 N. J. L. 481, 487; Wil- 
liams v. Williams, 20 L. J. Ch. 280, 
283: Williams v. Williams, 1 Sim. 
N. S. 358, 371, 40 EngCh 357, 61 Re- 
print 139. 

86. Century D. [quot Danielson v. 
Wilson,:73 Ill. A. 287, 299; Matter of 
Shedd, 60 Hun 867, 370, 14 NYS 841]; 
In re Jessup, 81 Cal. 408, 424, 21 P 
976, 22 P 742, 1028, 6 LRA 594; Goss 
v. Harris, 117 Ga. 345, 348, 43 SH 
734; Norwegian Old People’s Home 
Soe. v. Wilson, 176 Ill. 94, 99, 52 NE 
41; Carmichael v. Northwestern Mut. 
Ben. Assoc, 51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 
NW 871; Wentz v. Chicago, etc. R. 
Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCasi916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Am- 
sterdam First Nat. Bank v. Miller, 24 
App. Div. 551, 554, 49 NYS 981; Spen- 
cer v. Spencer, 11 Paige (N. Y.) 159, 
160; Supreme Council C. B. L. v. Mc- 
Ginness, 59 Oh. St. 531, 537, 53 NE 
54; Whelan.v. Reilly, 3 W. Va. 597, 
610. 

87. Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
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259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Tepper v. 
Supreme Council R. A., 61 N. J. Eq. 
638, 640, 47 A 460, 88 AmSR 449; 
Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 414. 

88. Hardiman v. Herbert, 11 Tex. 
656, 659. ; 

[a] Lwo single persons. — Under 
the colonization laws, authorizing 
grants of certain quantities of land 
to families, it is held that two single 
men uniting in a petition for a grant 
of land constitute a family, within 
the meaning of the statutes. The 
courts, however, observe that if it 
was an open question, for the first 
time to be determined, they might 
feel no hesitancy in deciding that 
two single men did not constitute a 
family, in the proper acceptation of 
that term, but that what should be 
held to constitute a family, within 
the contemplation of the coloniza- 
tion laws, was a question of judicial 
construction and interpretation, which 
had been submitted to the authori- 
ties appointed and empowered to 
execute those laws, and that as it 
had been settled by contemporaneous 
construction and usage that two 
single men may be regarded as a 
family, within the meaning of those 
laws, that determination will not be 
overthrown by the courts. The origi- 
nal construction of the term was 
doubtless given because it was the 
policy of the law to encourage the 
immigration of single men, as well 
as men with families, and that it 
should be construed and adminis- 
tered so as to accomplish that pur- 
pose. Hardiman vy. Herbert, 11 Tex. 
656, 659. 

89. Carmichael v. Northwestern 
Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 
16 NW 871 (¢‘‘Shakers’’). 

90. McCullough vy. Gilmore, 11 Pa. 
370, 373. 

91. See supra §§ 1-6. 

92. [a] Included. — Lawson  v. 
Lawson, 15 Cal. A. 496, 115 P 461, 
464; Seymour v. Cooper, 26 Kan. 539, 
543; Mullins v.. Nordlow, 170 Ky. 169, 
185 SW 825, 828; Bell v. Keach, 80 
Ky. 42, 46; Carmichael v. North- 
western Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 
494, 496, 16 NW 171; Colter v. Luke, 
129 Mo. A. 702, 108 SW 608, 609; 
Ferbrache v. Grand Lodge A. O. U. 
W., 81 Mo. A. 268, 271; Union Trust 
Co. v. Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, 
LRATSLTE 1 356 /Leit) Cycl]s- ‘Yerkes v. 
Stetson, 211 Pa. 556, 61 A 1138, 114; 
Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 414. 

{[b] Father or mother. — Car- 
michael vy. Northwestern Mut. Ben. 
Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 NW 171. 

{c] Divorced parent living with 
unmarried child.—Union Trust Co. v. 
Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA 
1916C 356 [cit Cyc]. 

{d] Widowed mother. — Barry v. 
Hale, 2 Tex. Civ. A. 668, 21 SW 783, 
784. 

[el] Not included.— Lawson vy. 
Lawson, 158 Cal. 446, 111 P 354, 355. 

93. [a] Included.— Union Trust 
Co. v. Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, 
LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]. 

94. [a] Imcluded.—In re Jessun, 
81 Cal. 408, 424, ‘21 P 976, 22 P 742, 
1028, 6 LRA 594; Peo. v. Feilen, 58 
Cal. 218, 225, 41 AmR 258; Smith v. 
Wildman, 37 Conn. 384, 387; Mullins 
v. Nordlow, 170 Ky. 169, 185 SW 825, 


828; Carmichael v. Northwestern 
Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 
16 NW 871; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., 
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given a construction liberal enough to apply to two 
single persons,®** and also to designate a corps or 
sect,°® or a race or generation.°° 

E. Particular Persons Included. In con- 
formity with, but subject to, the definitions above 
given ®t and depending upon the connection in which 
it is used, the term ‘‘family’’ may or may not in- 
clude: Parents;°? grandparents;°* children ;°* adopt- 
ed children;®° adult children;°* children by former 


R. Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 
1172, AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; 
Colter v. Luke, 129 Mo. A. 702, 108 
SW 608, 609; Amsterdam First Nat. 
Bank v. Miller, 24 App. Div. 551, 554, 
49 NYS 981; Spencer v. Spencer, 11 
Paige (N. Y.) 159, 160; Union Trust 
Co. v. Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, 
LRAI917C 356 [cit Cye]; Yerkes v. 
Stetson, 211 Pa. 556, 61 A 113, 114; 
Goode v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 414; 
Whelan v. Reilly, 3 W. Va. 597, 610. 

{b] Son or daughter.—Carmichael 
v. Northwestern Mut. Ben. Assoc., 
51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 NW 871. 

{c] Child living with widowed 
parent.—Union Trust Co. v. Cox, 55 
OkKl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA1917C 
356 [cit Cyc]. 

{d] Meaning children alone.—The 
admission by a person, or statement, 
that he had a family, does not imply 
or prove that he had a wife living, 
for it may have referred only to his 
children, or to a family of children 
surviving his wife. The word 
“family,” in common discourse, is 
frequently applied to children alone. 
Peo. v. Feilen, 58 Cal. 218, 225, 41 
AmR 258. 

95. [a] MIncluded.—Anderson v. 
Royal League, 130 Minn. 416, 153 
NW 858, 855; Union Trust Co. v. — 
Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA 
1917C 356 [cit Cye]. 

{b] Unmarried woman and her 
adopted child.—Union Trust Co. v. 
Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA 
1917C 356 [eit Cyc]. 

{[c] Widower and his adonted 
child.—Union Trust Co. v. Cox, 55 
Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA1917C 
356 [cit Cyc]. 

[d] Not included.—_In re Lamb- 
son, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,029, 2 Hughes 
233; Lancaster Nat. Bank v. Slavin, 
1 KyL 315; Carmichael v. North- 
western Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 
494, 16 NW 871; Hill v. Franklin, 
54 Miss. 632, 636; Johnson _ vy. 
BE aa 54 Miss. 628, 28 AmR 

96. [a] Not included.—(1) Weber 
Vea short, 055) Ala.) hoi Dalton avs 
Knights of Columbus, 80 Conn. 212, 
67 A510, 511, L25> AmSRE 116, <11 
AnnCas 568; Hoadly: v. Wood, 71 
Conn. 452, 456, 42 A 263; Knights of 
Columbus v. Rowe, 70 Conn. 545, 550, 
40 A 451; Crosgrove v. Crosgrove, 69 
Conn. 416, 422, 38 A 219; Wood v. 
Wood, 63 Conn. 324, 327, 28 A 520; 
Hart v. Goldsmith, 51 Conn. 479, 480; 
Smith v. Wildman, 37 Conn. 384; 
Gillett v. Gillett, 207 Ill. 136, 69 NE 
942, 945; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Chis- 
holm, 79 Ill. 584, 587; Strawn v. 
Strawn, 53 Ill. 263, 274; Blachley v. 
Laba, 63 Iowa 22, 18 NW 658, 659, 
50 AmR 724; Brooks v. Collins, 11 
Bush (Ky.) 622, 626; Phelps’ v. 
Phelps, 143 Mass. 570, 10 NE 452; 
Andrews v. Andrews, 7 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 234; Hoffman v. Neuhaus, 30 
Tex. 633, 636, 98- AmD 492. (2) If 
the children branch out and become 
heads of new establishments, they 
cease to be members of their father’s 
family as the term is used in its 
primary sense. Rex v. Darlington, 
4 T. R. 797, 800 [quot Battey v. Bar- 
ker, 62) Ikan. 517) 519, -64 P79, 66 
LRA 33; Dodge v: Boston, ete. R. 
Corp., 154 Mass. 299, 301, 28 NE 248, 
13 LRA 318]. To same effect Phelps 


v. Phelps, 143 Mass. 570, Sere 10 NE 
452 [cit Bradlee v. Andréws, 1387 
Mass. 50]. 
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marriage;°? illegitimate children;°® married chil- 
dren;®° grandchildren; husband and children de- 
serted by the wife and mother;? wife and cehil- 
Also persons. not re- 
lated by blood,® such as a husband or wife,® a hus- [§ 6] 
band and wife living together without children, 
servants, or any one at all may constitute a fam- 


dren;® brothers ‘or sisters.* 


97. [a] Not included.—Smith v. 
Greeley, 67 N. H. 377, 30 A 4138, 414; 
Hutson v. Jenson, 110 Wis. 26, 85 
NW 689, 693. 

98. [a] Included.—Bell v. Keach, 
80 Ky. 42, 44; Whitehead v. Tapp, 69 
Mo. 415; Union Trust Co. v. Cox, 55 
Okl.. 68, 155 BP 206, 209, LRAL9ILTC 
356 [cit Cyc]; Lane v. Philips, 69 
Tex. 240, 6 SW 610, 5 AmSR 41; 
Rex v. Barthos, (Que.) 17 CanCrCas 
459. 

99. [a] Not included.—Wood v. 
Wood, 63 Conn. 324, 28 A 520, 521; 


Hart v. Goldsmith, 51 Conn. 479; 
Goss v. Harris, 117 Ga. 345, 43 SE 
734, 735; Brokaw v. Ogle, 170 Ill. 


115, 48 NE 394, 397; Tyson v. Reyn- 
olds, 52 Iowa 431, 3 NW 469, 470; 
Whiting v. Whiting, 4 Gray (Mass.) 
236, 241; Roco v. Green, 50 Tex. 483, 
490; Trammell v. Neil, 1 Tex. Unrep. 
Cas: 51, 54. 

1. [a] Included.—Ladiga v. Ro- 
lan G32 How.) (Us ‘S.)4581,) 588.0 116k. 
ed. 387; Townsend v. Townsend, 156 
Mass. 454, 31 NE 632, 633; Wentz v. 
Chicago, ete, R..Co., 259 Mo. 450, 
168 SW 1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 
fquot Cyc]; Union Trust Co. v.,Cox, 
55 Okl. 68,.155 P 206, 209, LRA1917C 
356; Pringie v. McPherson, 2 S. C. 
Eq. 524, 544; Sanderlin v. Sanderlin, 
1 Swan (Tenn.) 441, 443; Rhodes v. 
Turpin, (Tenn. Ch. A.) 57 SW, 361, 
857; Orange First Nat. Bank v. So- 
kolski, 62 Tex. Civ. A. 324, 131 SW 
818, 821; Robinson v. Waddelow, 8 
Sim. 134, 137, 8 BngCh 134, 59 Re- 
print 54; Rex v. Darlington, 4 T. R. 


797, 800, 100 Reprint 1308. 
[b] Not included.—Brett v. Don- 
aghe, 101 Va. 786, 45 SE 324, 325 


(the child of a son who was born 
and always resided in a distant state 
was not a member of the family). 

2. [a] Included. — Union Trust 
Co. v. Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, 
LRALIIWVC 356 [cit Cye]. 

3. [a] Included.—=In re Jessup, 
SiiGaly 408, 424,421) P1976; .22ir (P 
742, 1028, 6 LRA 594; Carmichael 
v. Northwestern Mut. Ben. Assoc., 
51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 NW 871; Wentz 
VaLeChicazo,ovete.,» Ray Coz) -259.. Mo: 
450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, AnnCas 
1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Amsterdam 
First Nat. Bank v. Miller, 24 App. 
Div. 551, 554, 49 NYS 981; Spencer 
v. Spencer, 11 Paige (N. Y.) 159, 160; 
Whelan v. Reilly, 3 W. Va. 597, 610. 

4 [a] Included. — Seymour  v. 
Cooper, 26 Kan, 539, 543; Bell v. 
80 Ky. 42, 46; Hosmer v. 
Welch, 107 Mich. 470, 475, 65 NW 
280, 67 NW 504; Carmichael v. North- 
western Mut. Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich, 
494, 496, 16 NW 871; Union Trust Co. 
Vee Cox, .bo: Ol. 68). 155) BP) 206) .2095 
LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]; Drought v. 
Stallworth, 45 Tex. Civ. A. 159, 100 
SW 188, 189; Barry v. Hale, 2 Tex. 
Civ. A. 668, 21 SW 783, 784. 

[b] Where a husband separated 
from his wife without a divorce, and 
thereafter, until his death, lived 
with his sister, paying no board, and 
was nursed and cared for by her as 
a member of the family, a policy on 
the brother’s life issued in favor of 
the sister by a company organized 
under an act authorizing the insured 
to name the beneficiary, who might 
be one of the family, or an heir, 
was valid, although the wife of de- 
ceased survived him. Hosmer v. 
Welch, 107 Mich. 470, 475, 65 NW 
280, 67 NW 504. 

5. Foresters v. Heffernan, 206 Ill. 
Agee 08 
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‘‘family article, 


6. [a] Included.—Smith v. Wild- 
man, 37 Conn. 384, 387; In re New- 
man, 222 Mass. 563, 111 NE 359, 362, 


LRA1916C 1145; Carmichael Vv. 
Northwestern Mut. Ben. Assoce., 51 
Mich. 494, 496, 16 NW 871; Union 


Trust) Co. tv. Cox, 55) Ol, (68; 555 P. 
206, 209, LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]. 


[b] Persons unlawfully married 
do not constitute a family. Unioa 
Trust.Co.nV. Cox, 55 7 OKI. 16835 Looe 


206, 209, LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]. 
See also Whitehead v. Tapp, 69 Mo. 
415. 

7, Hoadly v. Wood, 71 Conn. 452, 
42 A 263; 264; Miller v. Finegan, 26 
Wla.' 29, 7. S°240,16. LRA (813; ' Race 'v. 
Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 32 AmR 27; 
Kitchell v. Burgwin, 21 Ill. 40, 44; 
Berry... Joanks, 2S lle Ae 51,0553 
O’Neal v, O’Neal, 109 Ky. 113, 58 
SW 529, 530, 22 KyL 616; Bradlee v. 
Andrews, 137 Mass. 50, 52; Bowditch 
v. Andrew, 8 Allen (Mass.) 339, 341; 


Carmichael v. Northwestern Mut. 
Ben. Assoc., 51 Mich. 494, 496, 16 
NW 171; Wentz v. Chicago, etc., R. 


Co., 259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, 
AnnCas1916B 317 [quot Cyc]; Hall 
v. Stephens, 65 Mo. 670, 672, 27 AmR 
302; Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. v. Mc- 
Kinstry, 67 Mo. A. 82, 87; Leake v. 
Lucas, 65 Nebr. 359, 93 NW 1019, 
1020, 62 LRA 190; In re Walley, 11 
Nev. 260, 263; Matter of Shedd, 60 
Hun 367, 369, 14 NYS 841; Brooklyn 
Masonic Relief Assoc. v. Hanson, 53 
Hun 149, 6 NYS 161; Klee v. Klee, 
47 Misc. 101, 983 NYS 588, 590; Peo. 
v. Sagazei, 27 Misc. 727, 733, 59 NYS 
701; Cox v. Stafford, 14. HowPr (N. 
Y.) 519, 521; Regan v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. 
St. 483; Wallace v. MceMicken, 2 Disn, 
564, 13 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 345, 347; 
Rhodes v. Turpin, (Tenn. Ch. A.) 57 
SW 351, 357; Floyd v:‘ State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 68 SW 690,-691; Blackwell v. 
Bull, 1 Keene 177, 181, 15 EngCh 177, 
48 Reprint 274; McLeroth v. Bacon, 5 
Ves. Jr. 159, 167,31. Reprint 523. 

8. Wentz v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 
259 Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, Ann 
Cas1%16B. 317 [quot Cyc]; Pigg v. 
Clark«:, 3. Ch., D. 1672, 674. 

9. [a] Included. — Union Trust 
Co. v. Cox, 55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, 
LRA1917C 356 [cit Cyc]. 


10. [a] Included.—Wentz v. Chi- 
cago, ete., R. Co., 259- Mo. 450, 168 
Sw 1166, 1172, AnnCas1916B 317 


[quot Cyc]; Union Trust Co. v. Cox, 
55 Okl. 68, 155 P 206, 209, LRA1917C 
356; Brett v. Donaghe, 101 Va. 786, 
45 SE 324, 325; Lambe v. Eames, L. 
R.6 .Ch. 597, 599, 25 BRE 471, 

11. [a] Not included. — Bates v. 
Dewson, 128 Mass. 334, 335; Tepper 
v. Supreme Council R. .A., 61 N. J. 
Eq. 638, 47 A 460, 461, 88 AmSR 449; 
Manchester v. Rupert, 6 Vt. 291, 294. 

12. [a] Not included.—Barnet v. 
Norton, 90 Vt. 544, 99 A 238. 

13. [a] Included. — Mullins v. 
Nordlow, 170 Ky. 169,'185 SW 825, 
828; Colter v. Luke, 129 Mo. A. 702, 
108 SW 608, 609; Yerkes v. Stetson, 
241 Pa: 556, 61 A, 113,.114; Goode v. 
State, 16 Tex. A. 511, 414. 

[b] Not included.—Whitehead v. 
Nickelson, 48 Tex. 517, 528. See also 
Galligar v. Payne, 34 La. Ann. 1057, 
1058 (children of deceased servants). 

14. [a] Included.—Poor v. Hud- 
son Ins. Co., 2 Fed. 482, 487; Jones 
Ves Gray, Sas LOA sean Ofmn1.4 Gosno 
Woods 494; Blythe v. Ayres, 96 Cal. 
532,592, 31 P9115, 19-LRA 403 In; re 
Jessup, 81 Cal. 408, 424, 21 P 976, 22 
P 742, 1028, 6 LRA 594; Cheshire vy. 
Burlington, 31 Conn. 326, 329; Hogg 


ily;7 and so too a husband or wife of a blood rela- 
tive; a parent-in-law;° a son-in-law or daughter-in- 
law;!° a stepchild; a stepmother;’? a domestic or 
servant ;!° a lodger or boarder.’* 

Phrases. 
‘¢family allowance,’’1¢ ‘‘family arrangement,’’ 1” 
7718 << family Bible,’’ 19 ‘‘family ex- 


‘‘Family agreement,’’ 1° 


v. Lobb, 12 Del. 399, 401, 32 A 631; 
Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 252, 
30-/Am RR 273 yChicazo,uete:,,  RieaContve 
Chisholm, 79 Ill. 584, 587; Danielson 
v.. Wilson, 73. Il. A.°287,: 299; Cole 
v. Bentley, 26 Ill. A. 260, 262; Fer- 
guson v. Smethers, 70 Ind. 519, 521, 
36 AmR 186; Parsons v. Livingston, 
11 Iowa 104, 106, 77 AmD 135; Zim- 
merman v. Franke, 34 Kan, 650, 654, 
9 P 747; Mullins v. Nordlow, 170 Ky. 
169, 185 SW 825; Block v. Ocean Acc., 
ete.,, Co., 10 La. A. COrleans). 284% 
Oystead v. Shed, 13 Mass. 520, 7 
AmD 172; Pearson y. Miller, 71 Miss. 
379; 38875, 14 US» (731,442 AmSR, 470: 
Wentz v. Chicago, etc. R. Co., 259 
Mo. 450, 168 SW 1166, 1172, AnnCas 
1916 BE 23Li [quot Cyelie Colter save 
Luke, 129 Mo. A. 702, 108 SW _ 608, 
609; Dorrington v. Myers, 11 Nebr. 
388, 389, 9 NW 555; Barney v. Leeds, 
51 N. H. 253, 265; Peo. v. Sagazei, 27 
Mise. 727, 59 NYS 701; Valentine v. 
Lloyd, 4 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 371, 373; 
Regan v. Zeeb, 28 Oh. St. 483, 485; 
Rolator v. King, 13 Okl. 37, 73 P 291; 
Betts. v.. Mills, 8 .OK1. .351, : 356,058 
P 957; Yerkes v. Stetson, 211 Pa. 
556, 61 A 113, 114; Bair v. Robinson, 
108 Pa. 247, 249, 56 AmR 198; Stuart 
v. Stuart, 18 W. Va. 675, 682, 684. 

[b] Wot included.—Weed v. Day- 
ton, 40 Conn. 2938, 296; Strawn v. 
Strawn, 53 Ill. 263, 274; Coffey v. 
Wilson, 65 Iowa 270, 21 NW 602; 
Roco v. Green, 50 Tex. 483, 490; 
Whitehead v. Nickelson, 48 Tex. 517; 
Fowler v. Mosher, 85 Va. 421, 7 SE 
42,5543. 

{c] Stranger or visitor.—Oystead 
v. Shed, 13: Mass. 520, 523, 7 AmD 


172. 

15. Willey v. Hodge, 104 Wis. 81, 
84, 80 NW 75, 76 AmSR. 852 [cit 
Baker v. Pyatt, 108 ind. 61, 9 NB 
112] (‘an agreement made between 
a father and his son or children, or 
between brothers, to dispose of prop- 
erty in a different manner from what 
would otherwise take place’). See 
also State v. Johnston, 214 Mo, 656, 
667, 113 SW 1083, 21 LRANS 171 
(where the term was applied to “a 
family association under~a common 
roof, by a common fireside, in a com- 


mon lodging and at a common 
table’). 

Family agreement: 

In general see Compromise and 


Settlement § 16. ; 

Between heirs and devisees or lega- 

tees see Wills [40 Cyc 2107]. 
Between heirs and distributees see 

Descent and Distribution § 157. 
For partition see Partition [30 Cyc 

aeai Specific Performance [36 Cye 
Reformation of see Reformation of 

Instruments [34 Cyc 926]. 

When fraudulent see Fraudulent 

Conveyances [20 Cyc 5381]. 

16. See Divorce § 494; Executors 
and Administrators § 758; HExemp- 
oan §§ 27-85; Homesteads [21 Cye 

17. See “Family agreement” supra 
text and note 15. 

18. Arthur v. Morgan, 112 U. S. 
495, 500, 5 SCt i241, 28 LL. ed. 825 (a 
statutory phrase which will include 
a carriage, since “it contributes, in 
a large degree, to the health, con- 
venience, comfort and welfare of the 
household or of the family’’). 

19. Rapalje & L. L. D. (“a bible 
containing a written record of the 
births, deaths, and marriages of the 
persons composing a family’). See 
also Evidence §§ 244, 1267. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


penses,’’ 20 ¢ family for which he provides,’’ 21 

2 «family graveyard,’’ 23 ‘‘fam- 
ily history,’’ ** ‘‘family homestead,’’ 25 ‘family ho- 
tel,’? 2° ‘‘family library,’’ 2” ‘‘family mansion,’’ 28 
‘‘family medicines,’’ °° ‘‘family meeting,’’ 2° ‘‘fam- 
ily name,’’ *1 ‘‘family of,’’ 8? ‘‘family pedigree,’’ 38 
‘family physician,’’ *4 ‘‘family pictures,’’ *° ‘‘fam- 
ily relation,’’ °° ‘‘family reputation,’’ 37 ‘‘family 
settlement,’’ 59 
ticket,’’ #° ‘‘family use,’’ 41 ‘‘family way;’’ 42 also 
‘faccording to families,’’ 4% ‘‘ambassador’s fam- 


‘‘family freedom,’’ 


residence,’’°8 ‘‘family 


ily,’?“#% “and family,’ 44 ‘and 


FAMILY—FANATICA MANIA 


‘¢family 


his family,’’ 4 


‘“fany neighborhood or family,’’ 46 ‘‘any one or more 


20. Gilman v. Mathews, 20 Colo. 
A. 170, 77 P 366; Straight v. McKay, 
15 Colo. A. 60, 60 P 1106; Hyman v. 
Harding, 162 Ill. 357, 44 NE 1754; 
Fitzgerald v. McCarty, 55 Iowa 702, 
8 NW 646; Sherman v. King, 51 Iowa 
182, 1 NW 441; Dodd v. St. John, 22 
Or. 250, 29 P 618, 15 LRA 717; Wat- 
kins'-v. ‘Mason, 11 Or. 72; 4 P 5624; 
Jones, ete., Co. v. Nelson, 98 Wash. 
539, 545, 167 P 1130; Strom v. Toklas, 
78 Wash. 223, 138 P 880; Butterworth 
v. Teale, 54 Wash. 14, 104 P 768, 18 


AnnCas 854; Hector v. Hector, 51 
Wash. (434,599 2 °P) 13s.) Russell <v. 
Graumann, 40 Wash. 667, 82 P 998, 


5 AnnCas 830. See also Husband and 
Wife [21 Cye 1215, 1217, 1219, 1231, 
1444, 1446, 1447, 1679]; Parent and 
Child [29 Cyc 1608]. 

21. Cantrell v. Connor, 6 Daly (N. 
Y.) 224, 226. 

22. Peo. v. Smith, 200 Ill. 442, 66 
NE 27, 983 AmSR 206 (the term as 
used in an advertisement by which 
an attorney guarantees “family free- 
dom in a month” can mean nothing 
else than freedom from family ties, 
and is undoubtedly an advertisement 
to aid in procuring divorces). 

23. See Cemeteries 11 C. J. p 49. 

24. See Evidence §§ 97-105. 

Misrepresentation as to see Life 
Insurance [25 Cyc 818]; Mutual 
Benefit Insurance [29 Cyc 90]. 

25. See Homesteads [21 Cyc 466]. 

26. Musgrave v. Sherwood, 54 
HowPr (N. Y.) 338, 357 (a hotel 
which is “not designed for the ac- 
commodation of transient guests or 
casual boarders, but one in which 
rooms and suites are taken by fami- 
lies or individuals for some 
period’). See generally Innkeepers 
[22 Cye 1069]. 


27. See Exemptions § 67. 
© 28. In re Spurway, 10 Ch. D. 230, 
233. 

29. Lewis v. Brannen, 6 Ga. A. 


419, 65 SE 189, 190. See Domestic 
19 C. J. p 388 text and notes 42-50. 

30. Black L. D. (“an institution 
of the laws of Louisiana, being a 
council of the relatives [or, if there 
are no relatives, of the friends] of 
a minor, for the purpose of advising 
as to his affairs and the administra- 
tion of his property’). See Lemoine 
v. Ducote, 45 La. Ann. 857, 861, 12 S 
939. Compare In re Bothick, 44 La. 
Ann. 1037, 1041, 11 S 712 (where the 
term is applied to an advisory jury 
—one, however, differing radically 
from an ordinary jury, in this: That 
it is constituted with direct refer- 
ence to its members having a bias, a 
partiality, and an affection for those 
on whose affairs it is called to de- 
liberate); Elliott vy. Elliott, 31 La. 
Ann. 31, 34 (where the term is em- 
ployed). See atso Guardian and 
Ward [21 Cye 31, 128]; Infants [22 


Cyc 572]; Insane Persons [22 Cyc 
1141). 
31. State v. McGrath, 75 Mo. 424, 


426 (“that portion of the name of 
an individual which is employed by 
him in common with other members 
of his family, and, therefore, fails 
to designate any particular individ-- 
ual’). See also Husband and Wife 
[21 Cyc 1148]; Names [29 Cye 261]. 

32. Smith v. Wildman, 37 Conn. 


384, 3887; Shutesbury v. Oxford, 16 
Mass. 102, 104; Supreme Lodge K. H. 
v. Narin, 60 Mich. 44, 53, 26 NW 826; 
In re Walley, 11 Nev. 260, 263; Goode 
v. State, 16 Tex. A. 411, 414. 

{a] “Families of parishioners.”’— 
In re Sargent, 15 P. D. 168, 170. 

[b] “Family of the owner.’— 
Koehler v. Gray, 102 Kan. 878, 882, 
172 P 25, LRA1918D 1088. 

33. See Evidence § 97. 

84. Price v. Phoenix Mut. L. ns. 
Co., 17 Minn. 493, 497, 10 AmR 166 
(the term is in common use, but has 
not any technical signification). See 
also Physicians and Surgeons [30 
Cye 1539]. 

[a] It has been applied to the 
physician who usually attends and is 
consulted by the members of a 
family in the capacity of a physi- 
cian. Price v. Phoenix Mut. L. Ins. 
Co., 17 Minn. 497, 10 AmR 166; Reid 
v. Piedmont, etc., L. Ins. Co., 58 Mo. 
421, 424. ; 

35. McMicken v. McMicken Univ., 
2 AmLRegNS 489, 490 (the term does 
not include the private gallery of a 
connoisseur, nor costly pictures, the 
subject of which is not connected 
with the family in whose possession 
they are found). See also Exemp- 
tions §§ 64-67. 

365) Curry, v.oCurry, 8° Pa..Cas, 247, 
11 A 198, 199 (that relation sus- 
tained by the members of a family 
toward each other where each in- 
dividual works for the benefit and 
comfort of the whole family and 
without any expectation of receiving 
compensation or pay outside of the 
general comforts of all). To same 
effect Higgs v. Bigelow, 39 S. D. 359, 
164 NW 89, 91 [cit Cyc]. See also 
Guardian and Ward [21 Cyc 1]; Hus- 
band and Wife [21 Cye 1119]; Par- 
ent and Child [29 Cyc 1576]. 

Disqualifying: . 
Grand juror see Grand Juries [20 

Cyc 1302]. 

Judge see Judges [23 Cyc 583]. 
Petit juror see Juries [24 Cyc 273]. 
Witness see Witnesses [40 Cyc 2209]. 

87. See Evidence §§ 97-105. 

38. Mullins v. Nordlow, 170 Ky. 
169, 185 SW 825, 828. 

[a] It is applied to a structure 
irrespective of whether one or more 
families reside therein. Sonn'v. Heil- 
berg, 38 App. Div. 515, 56 NYS 341, 
342 (it will therefore include an 
apartment house). 

39. See “Family agreement” supra 
text and note 15. 

40. See Excursion Ticket 23 C. J. 

276. 

a 41. Spring Valley Water Works v. 
San Francisco, 52 Cal. 111, 120 
(“such as are appropriate to the in- 
dividual needs of-the members of a 
household, and to the needs of the 
household in its collective capacity”). 


42. See Pregnant [31 Cyc 1160]. 
See also Libel and Slander [25 Cye 
aaa, Hooper v. Emery, 14 Me. 375, 
309, 

4444, See Ambassadors and Con- 
suls §§ 25, 


44, Wood v. Wood, 63 Conn. 324, 
328, 28 A 520; Chicago, etc., R. Co. 
vy. Chisholm, 79 Ill. 584, 586; Phelps 
vy. Phelps, 143 Mass. 570, 574, 10 NE 


[25C.J.] 669 


of my own family,’’ 47‘‘decedent’s family,’’ 48‘‘em- 
ployees and their families,’’ #9 ‘‘having a family,’’ °° 
‘‘head of a family,’’ 5+ ‘‘hydra headed family,’’ 52 
‘‘member of family,’’ 5* ‘‘person with a family,’’ 54 
‘‘sister’s family,’’ >> ‘‘support of the family,’’ 56 
‘‘their respective families according to seniority,’’ 5? 
‘‘to distribute amongst certain families,’’5* ‘‘to 
have stated as to ‘his family,’ ’’59 ‘used in the 
family,’’ °° and ‘‘warranted a family to live in said 
house throughout the year.’’ ® 

FANATICA MANIA. A form of insanity, char- 
acterized by a morbid state of religious feeling.®? 


452; Hall v. Stephens, 65 Mo. 670, 
673, 27 AmR 302; Langmaid v. Hurd, 
64 N. H. 526, 5382, 15 A 136; White v. 
White, 30 Vt. 338, 843; Lambe v. 
Hames, L. R. 6 Ch. 597, 599; In re 
Hutchinson, 8 Ch. D. 540, 542; Doe 
v. Wood, 1 B. & Ald. 518, 528, 106 Re- 
print 191. 

45. Bangor v. Deer-Isle, 1 Me. 329, 
332; Bowne y. Witt, 19 Wend. (N. Y.) 
475; Beales v. Crisford, 13 Sim. 592, 
36 EngCh 592, 60 Reprint 230. 

46,7) No@r va, Feo. 39) ) Lie oes 2 ous 
State v. Slater, 22 Mo. 464, 466. 

47. Grant v. Lyman, 4 Russ. 292, 
4 EngCh 292, 38 Reprint 815. 

48. Elsey v. Odd Fellows’ Mut. 
Relief Assoc., 142 Mass. 224, 225, 7 
NE 844. 

49. Wentz v.' Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
259 Mo. 450, 470, 168 SW 1166, Ann 
Cas1916B 317 (an employee’s father 
who resided in Wyoming was not a 
member of the employee’s family, 
when injured on his way to Missouri 
to spend the winter, with the inten- 
tion of returning to Wyoming in the 
spring to work upon another son’s 
farm there). 
Woodworth vy. Comstock, 10 
(Mass.) 425. . 

In re Opava, 235 Fed. 779, 781 
(“the one who controls, supervises, 
and manages the affairs of the house- 
hold’); Floyd County v. Wolfe, 138 
Iowa %49, 751, 117 NW 32 (“a per- 
son acting as head or manager with 
others living with and depending 
upon him and occupying the same 
home’’), To same effect Blair v. 
Fritz, 162 Iowa 716, 144 NW 611, 612; 
In re Murphy, (Mass.) 117 NE 794; 
January v. Marler, 274 Mo. 543, 203 
SW 817; Somers v. Somers, 34 S. D. 


594, 560, 149 NW 558; Somers vy. 
Somers) 33 S. D. 551, 146 NW 716, 


Head of family: 
Husband see Husband and Wife [21 
Cyc 11 4Ava: 
Juror see Juries [24 Cyc 202]. 
Meaning of term: 
Entry on public land see Public 
Lands [32 Cyc 815]. 

Exemption see Exemptions §§ 28— 
35; Homesteads [21 Cyc 466]. 
Weise” as exempt see Exemptions 
52. Ridenour-Baker Grocery Co. v. 
Monee, 142 Mo. 165, 170, 48 SW 


53. See Process [82 Cyc 465]. 

54, Wilson v. Wilson, 101 Ky. 731, 
735, 42 SW 404, 19 KyL 925. 

55. Doe v. Joinville, 3 East 172, . 
176, 102 Reprint -563; Barnes v. 
pateh, 8 Ves. Jr. 604, 605, 32 Reprint 

56. Goss v. Harris, 117. Ga. 345, 
348, 48 SE 734. 


57. Lucas v. Goldsmid, 29 Beav. 
657, 660, 54 Reprint 783. 

58. Liley v. Hey, 1 Hare 580, 23 
EngCh 580, 66 Reprint 1162. 


59. Peo. v. Feilen, 58 Cal. 218, 225, 
41 AmR 258. 
60. Fitzgerald v. McCarty, 55 


Iowa 702, 705, 8 NW 646. 

61. Poor v. Humboldt Ins. Co., 125 
Mass. 274, 275, 28 AmR 228. 

62. Ekin v. McCracken, 11 Phila. 
(Pa.) 5384, 540. See generally In- 
sane Persons [22 Cyc 1104]. 
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FANCIFUL. Arbitrary.® 

FANCY. Adapted to please the fancy or taste; 
ornamental.6* In common parlance the term is ap- 
pled to an article which is out of the ordinary ° 
or it may be something which pleases not so much 
because of the qualities which make it useful as 
because of characteristics which appeal to the taste 
and to the fancy.°® 

Phrases: ‘‘Hancy berries,’’*? ‘‘faney bread,’’ % 
“taney -.corn,??,°""<*faney. “goods 002 0 4 “faney 
matches,’’ 71 ‘‘fancy name,’’ 7? ‘‘faney potatoes,’’ 7 
““fancy soap,’’™* ‘‘faney stationery,’’7> ‘‘fancy 
word.’’ 76 

FANTAIL. A process of floating boats.77 

FARCE. A _ short dramatic entertainment, in 
which ludicrous qualities are greatly exaggerated 
for the purpose of exciting laughter;7§ a short play 
of low comie character.” 


FARCY. A disease of horses in the nature of . 


seabies (itch) or many eruptions of the skin.®° 
FARDA. In old Spanish law, a species of tax 


FANCIFUL—FARM 


paid by foreigners; originally a branch of the reve- 
nues of Granada.*+ 
FARE. A rate of charge for the carriage of pas- 
sengers;*2 a payment that is made when the right 
of carriage is claimed ;%? all sums received or charged 
for the hire, fare, or conveyance of passengers upon 
or along any railway;8* money paid for a voyage 
or passage.*> In common acceptance, when used 
in relation to common carriers, the term relates to 
the passengers, and not to freight. 86 The word 
‘‘gompensation’? - embraces both.8? When a ticket 
is accepted by the conductor, it becomes a fare, but 
not before.’ The word ‘‘fare’’ originally meant 
‘‘journey,’’ and such is still its connotation.*®® 
FARINA. A term applied to the food prepara- 
tion made from that portion of the wheat kernel 
which contains the largest percentage of gluten.®? 
FARM. The word is derived from ‘‘feorme,’’ an 
old Saxon word signifying ‘‘provisions,’’ %? 
‘‘farme’’ or ‘‘ferme,’’ called in Latin ‘‘firma.’’ 
As a noun. A primitive meaning of the term, 


63. Creswill v. Grand Lodge K. 
P., 183 Ga. 837, 844, 67 SE 188, 134 
AmSR 231, 18 AnnCas 453 (the ‘term 
is applied to a trade name when it 
does not by its usual and ordinary 
meaning denote’ the purposes of an 
association, but comes to indicate the 
purpose by application and associa- 

. tion). 

64. Webster Int. D. 

[a] “Fancy” is the antonym of 
“plain,” “common,” “ordinary,” 
“staple,” and to say that a thing is 


fancy necessarily implies that it has: 


a value or characteristics not found 
in the articles of simpler. type. 
United Cigar Stores Co. v. U. S., 
Cust. A. 66, 69. 

65. United Cigar Stores Co. v. U. 
S., 4 Cust."A. 66, 69 (“that is to say, 
one which has some special quality, 
virtue, or value not found in the 
article commonly used and not re- 
quired by the use to which the ordi- 
nary article is commonly put’). 

66. United Cigar Stores Co. v. U. 

Sy) 4) Cust. “Aw -665" 69; 
67. Cape Cod Cranberry Sales Co. 
v. Whitney, 177 Mass. 385, 387, 59 
NE 70 (‘Sin the cranberry trade the 
term does not mean berries of a par- 
ticular variety, or possessing any 
one unusual quality; but generally, 
berries of excellent quality’’). 

68. Com. v. McArthur, 152 Mass. 
522, 523, 25 NE 836 (‘‘sometimes ap- 
plied to bread containing milk, but- 
ter, and sugar’’). 

{a] In England the term is ap- 
plicable to a species of bread or 
roll which is different from the ordi- 
nary household bread, and is made 
of a finer quality of flour than the 


the latter. Aerated Bread Co. v. 
Gregg, L.. R. 8 Q. B. 355, 358. See 
also Reg. v. Wood, L. R. 4 Q. B. 559, 
562; V. V. Bread Co. v. Stubbs, 18 
Cox Cr5C,, 336. 

69. Dennis v. Waterford Packing 
Co., 113 Me. 159, 163, 93 A 58, Ann 


Cas1917D 788 (“corn that is packed 
from tender, creamy corn, and with 
good consistency; ... sweet, tender, 
of extra flavor, not hard nor wet, 
and got when the corn is ‘right in 
the milk,’ as it is called,’ corn of 
the highest grade). 

“It is not the best part of the pack 
in any particular year, [but]... 
the very best part of a good pack,” 
Dennis v. Waterford Packing Co., 
supra. 

fal “Standard” corn compared.— 
Dennis v. Waterford Packing Co., 113 
Me. 159, 163, 93 A 58, 60, AnnCas 
1917D 788. 

70. Barnum v. Merchants’ F. Ins. 
Co., 97 N. Y. 188, 192 (firecrackers 
» and fireworks constitute an ordinary 
and usually a well recognized por- 


tion of the stock of fancy goods in 
Yankee notion stores). 

71. United Cigar Stores Co. v. U. 
S., 4 Cust. A. 66, 68 (‘all matches 
which [require] a specially prepared 
surface to be struck should be [so] 
regarded ...rather than as fric- 
tion or lucifer matches, which might 
be struck anywhere’’). 

72. Hollingsworth v. Atlanta, “79 
Ga. 508, 5 SE 37, 38 (one which may 
be misleading). 

73. Ennis Brown Co. v. Hurst, i 
CaliAy 762,761; 582) P1056 ‘Call the 
finest ones selected’’).. 

[a] Graces of potatoes. — “There 
are three grades, good, or field run, 
choice, and fancy. A good potato or 
field run potato is a potato just as 
it comes from the ground, that is, 
not graded; a choice potato is one 
that is graded, some of the poorer 
ones thrown out, but not graded... 
as close as fancy.’”” Ennis Brown Co. 
Vv.) Hurst, *LCale As 752.) T60L 82 
1056. $ 

74. Downing v. U. S., 1 Cust. A. 
500, 502 (“all toilet soaps are called 
fancy soaps by the trade’’). 

“If the soap had been cast into 
some fantastic form, such.as a fruit 
or flower, or Some other unusual fig- 
ure, it would be called a fancy soap 


wee Caen of its quality.” Downing 
v. “U. L@ust. A. 500; 
[a] Pat shape, wrapping, or 


packing does not determine whether 
the soap was fancy or not. Downing 
Veo iS. Cust. As 500 5n5 02% 

[b] The character of the soap it- 
self alone determines whether it was 
a fancy soap or not, and the name 
is generally given by the trade to 
all real toilet soaps. Downing v. U. 
S., 2°Cust.7A.500;, 502% 

75. 9 Americanized Ene. Britt. 
p 5555 [quot Crook v. Calhoun County 
Comrs... Ct, "144 Ala, 505, 5073 39'S 
383; Oklahoma County v. Blakeney, 
5 “ORD, 70; 71) 48) PP 10% ACthe “term: 
covers a miscellaneous assembly of 
leather and other goods, such as 
pocketbooks, bags, card cases, and 
many kindred articles, which can- 
not be classified) ]. 

76. See Fanciful ante this page; 
Trade-Marks, Trade-Names, and Un- 
fair Competition [38 Cyc 718]. 

77. Des Allemands Lumber Co. v. 
Morgan City Timber Co., 117 La. 1, 
41 S 382, 342 (it differs from the 
ordinary process in that instead of 
pulling at right angles with the 
canal, by means of numerous small 
pockets at short intervals along the 
canal in such way that the territory 
covered from each pocket has the 
shape of a parallelogram, the pull 
boat operates at varying angles from 
one large pocket, and the territory 


coves has the shape of an open 
an). ‘ 

78. Webster D. [quot Juvenile De- 
linquents Reformation Soc. v. Diers, 
60 Barb. (N. Y¥.) 152, 156]. See also 
pape and Shows [38 Cyc. 259 et 
seq]. 

79. Webster D. [quot Juvenile De- 
linquents Reformation Soc. v. Diers, 
60 Barb. (N..-Y.) 152, 156]. 

[a], An impromptu performance. 
-—It is not necessary to its creation 
that it should be written. It may 
be impromptu, and be an interlude, 
the details having been agreed upon, 
and each actor left to his own ca- 
pacity to make it harmonious or 


ludicrous. Society Juvenile Delin- 
quents Reformation Soc. v. Diers, 
60 Barb. (N. Y.) 152, 156, 10 Abb 
PrNS 216. 

80. Wirth v. State, 63 Wis. 51, 
53, 22 NW 860. 

[a] pride es for dps scam v. State, 


63-Wis. 51, 53, 22 NW 86 

81. Escriche Diccreueria 

82. Clark v. Southern R. Co., (Ind. 
A.) 119 NE 639, 542 [cit Cyc]; Chase 
v. New York Cent. R. Co., 26 N. Y. 
523, 526; McNeal Pipe, ete., Co. v. 
Howland, 111 N. C. 615, 624, 16 SW 
857, 20 LRA 743. See also Carriers 
§$§ 1078-1106. 

83. Shelton v. Erie R. Co., 73 N. J. 
L. 558, 66 A 403, 407, 118 AmSR 704, 
9 LRANS 727, 9 AnnCas 883. 

84. Railroad Comrs. v. Portland, 
etc., R. Co., 63 Me. 269, 278, 18 AmR 
208 [quot Scofield v. Lake Shore, etc., 
R. Co., 43 Oh. St. 571, 594, 3 NE 
907, 54 AmR 846 note]. 

85. Bouvier L. D. [quot Clark v. 
Southern R. Co., (Ind. A.) 119 NE 
539, 542 (cit Cyc)]. 

86. De Grauw vy. Long Island 
Hlectric R. Co., 48 App. Div. 502, 508, 
60 NYS 163. 

87. De Grauw v. Long Island 
Electric R. Co., 438 App. Div. 502, 508, 
60 NYS 163. See also Compensation 
127°C. "S!'"p) 231 note’ 48eifad, 

88. Shelton v. Erie R. Co., 73 N. J. 
L. 558, 66 A 403, 407, 118 AmSR 704, 
9 LRANS 727, 9 AnnCas 883 [cit 
Webster Int. D.] (the purchase of a 
ticket by a passenger is not the pay- 
ment of a fare and payment of fares 
is’ made to the conductor alone, 
whether such fare is paid by cash 
or by ticket). 

89. Webster Int. D. [quot Shelton 
v. Erie R. Co., 73 N. J. LL. 558; 66 
A 403, 407, 118 AmSR 704, 9 LRANS 
727, 9 AnnCas 883]. 

90. Union Nat. Bank v. Seeberger, 
30 Fed. 429. 

91. Kendall v. Miller, 47 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 446, 448. 

92. Sheppard Touchst. p 93 [quot 


Black v. Hill, 32 Oh. St. 313, 318]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


in England, at least, was agricultural land let to 
a tenant;°* land not held by the owner, but granted 
out and occupied by another person;®* that which 
is held by a tenant;* a term in lands;°* a lease 
of lands;°* a leasehold interest in lands;°8 land 
taken upon lease under a rent, generally annual, 
payable by the tenant ;°° and at still earlier times the 
word was used as the equivalent of ‘‘rent,’’? which 
meaning was naturally derived from the original 
meaning of the old Saxon word ‘‘feorme,’’ namely, 
provisions, because the rent was paid in provisions 
produced on the land; and from the meaning 
“‘rent’’ it was a natural transition to have the word 
signify the very estate or lands rented.? 
modern times the word has received a more ex- 
tended signification, and now denotes, in this coun- 


, 93 Johnson D. [quot Lane _ v. 
Stanhope, 6 T. R. 345, 348, 101 Re- 
print 587]; Respublica v. Carmalt, 
4 Yeates (Pa.) 416, 417. 


94. Holmes v. Milward, 47 L. J. 
Ch. 522. 
95. 1 Roberts Wills p 396 [quot 


Bell v. Woodward, 46 N. H. 315, 333]. 
' 96. Wrotesley v. Adams, Plowda. 
187, 195, 75 Reprint 287; Lane v. 
Pigphope, 6 T. R. 345, 101 Reprint 

. s 

97. Wrotesley v. Adams, Plowd. 
187, 195, 75 Reprint 287; Lane v. 
Bee Pe, 6 T. R. 345, 101 Reprint 


98. Wrotesley v. Adams, Plowd. 
187, 195, 75 Reprint 287; Lane v. 
Peep Hone, 6 T. R. 345, 101 Reprint 

99. Wrotesley v. Adams, Plowd. 
187, 195, 75 Reprint 287. 

1. Kendall v. Miller, 47 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 446, 448. 

“Fee farm” see post. 

: 2. Kendall v. Miller, 47 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 446, 448. 
3. Kendall v. Miller, 47 HowPr 


EN. Y.) 446, 448 [cit Burrill L. D.]. 

[a] Explanatory definition. — In 
construing the term as used in a 
statute excepting the products of a 
farm from a liquor tax, the court 
said: “The words of the statute to 
be interpreted are ‘the products of 
his own farm.’ Now, a farm, the 
farm, his farm, in the ordinary 
‘sense, implies the land cultivated— 
used in some way—for the purposes 
of production hy the owner thereof, 
or some other person having a tem- 
porary estate or interest therein, and 
land, whether covered by forest or 
not, adjoining or near and made sub- 
servient thereto, and. used in aid 
thereof, for the purposes of produc- 
ing grain—such as wheat, Indian 
corn, rye, barley, cotton, fruits, hay, 
vegetables, and the like, and_per- 
haps live stock, such as cattle, sheep, 
horses, swine, and the like, by trans- 
mutation, directly or indirectly, 
brought about by the cultivation of 
the soil. Burr. Law Dict., Farm.” 
State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 657, 659, 
4 SE 47. 

[b]| Comprehensive meaning. 
Certain words usually employed in 
a lease, as “house,” “farm,” “land,” 
and the like, have, if necessary, a 
very wide meaning, and, where such 
general and comprehensive terms 
are employed, all things usually 
comprehended within the meaning 
thereof will pass, unless the circum- 
stances of the case show very clearly 
that the intention of the parties was 
otherwise. Riddle v. Littlefield, 53 
N. H. 5938, 508, 16 AmR 388. 

{c] Of indefinite meaning.—(1) 
The term, as to extent, is indefinite 
and ambiguous. A grants or de- 
vises a farm situated in a particular 
parish in a particular town. He may 
own divers farms or divers tracts of 
Jand in the same parish. Such a 
grant or devise would not be void 
for uncertainty. It weuld not be 
void merely because from the face 


FARM 


land, cultivated 


tract of land 


In more 
plot or tract of 
mestic or other 


of it it could not be ascertained 
which farm was.intended, or how 
many tracts were intended to be in- 
cluded in the term “farm.” A de- 
vises a farm by the description of 
his home farm. What must be meant 
by “home farm” must in many in- 
Stances be collected from the knowl- 
edge of persons acquainted with the 
devisor’s own understanding of his 
home farm at the time of making 
the devise, and whether a particular 
piece of land was or was not, in the 
mind of the devisor, a part of his 
home, is frequently to be ascertained 
by proof other than that arising 
from the will itself. Doolittle v. 
Blakesley, 4 Day (Conn.) 265, 271, 4 
AmD 218. (2) The word as used in 
a devise of ‘‘the farms which I now 
occupy,” was used in the common 
popular sense. According to Plow- 
den, the technica!) definition of farm 
would only extend to land in the pos- 
session of a tenant, for, says he, 
‘it must not only be a capital mes- 
suage and land attached to it, but it 
must have been let or devised to an- 
other; for, if it has always been re- 
served in the hands of the inheritor 


thereof, it has not the name of a 
farm.’ Jackson v. Sill, 11 Johns. 
(NDZ Y.) 2.201, 215," 6) AmD> 363-2) (3) 


Where a lease describes the property 
as a “farm” or “homestead farm,” 
the description is sufficiently am- 
biguous to render parol evidence ad- 
missible to show just what land was 
meant thereby. Locke v. Rowell, 47 
IN. (H...46,5 51. 

{d]/ As cultivated land. — (1) 
“Any considerable tract, or a num- 
ber of smaller tracts of land, set 
apart for cultivation by a single oc- 
cupant, whether as a tenant or 
owner, and upon which he resides, 
even though disconnected and sepa- 
rated by the lands of adjoining own- 
ers, if used together, would be 
regarded as constituting a_ single 
farm; and, if sufficiently identified, 
the whole would undoubtedly pass 
under the word ‘farm,’ in a testamen- 
tary devise.’ Kendall v. Miller, 47 
HowPr (N. Y.) 446, 448 [cit Jack- 
son v. White, 8 Johns. (N. Y.) 59]. 
(2) Construing the term as_ used 
in Rev. St. ec 138 § 7 subd 4, which 
declares that, where a known farm 
has been partly improved, the por- 
tion of such farm that may have 
been left not cleared or not included, 
according to the usual course and 
custom of the adjoining country, 
shall he deemed to have heen occu- 
pied for the same length of time as 
the part improved or cultivated, it 
was held, that the word “farm” in 
the statute is land held for cultiva- 
tion, and cultivated in. whole or in 
part, of whatever size, shape, or 
boundaries, and whether comprising 
several lots or parts of lots or less 
than one lot. Pepper v. O’Dowd, 39 
Wis. 538, 547. (3) Farm, in the or- 
dinary sense, implies land cultivated, 
used in some way for the purposes 
of production by the owner thereof 
or some other person having a tem- 
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try, both in a popular and legal sense, a considerable 
tract of land, devoted, in part at least, to cultiva- 
tion, with suitable buildings, and under the super- 
vision of a single occupant, regardless of the nature 
or extent of his tenure;* a considerable tract of 


or used in some one of the usually 


rocognized ways of farming;* a tract ef land under 
one control or forming a single property devoted 
to agriculture, stock raising, dairy preduce, or some 
allied industry;> a tract of ground eultivated or 
designed for cultivation by a farmer;® a parcel or 


consisting usually of grass land, 


meadow, pasture, tillage, and woodland, cultivated 
by one man, and usually owned by him in fee;? a 


land devoted to the raising of do- 
animals,’ as, a chicken farm® or a 


porary estate or interest therein, and 
land, whether covered by forest or 
not, adjoining or near, and used in 
aid thereof for the purposes: of pro- 
ducing grain, fruit, hay, vegetables, 
and the like, and perhaps live stock, 
such as cattle, sheep, horses, swine, 
and the like. State v. Kennerly, 98 
N. C. 657, 4 SE 47, 48. 

[e] “state” distinguished. — A. 
testator, after making certain de- 
vises, made a devise to his sons as 
follows: “All the remaining part of 
my homestead farm,’’ and it wag 
held that the word “farm” was not 
as comprehensive as the word ‘“‘es- 
tate,” and the devise did not give the 
sons a fee in the farm, as it might 
have done if testator had used the 
word “estate,” instead of “farm.” 
Terrill v.. Sayre, 3° Nv Jo Ee t83: 

{f{] In connection with an insur-: 
ance policy.—Johnson vy. London 
Guarantee, etc., Co., 115 Mich. 86, 91, 
Be 1115, 69 AmSR 549, 40 LRA 


4. O’Neil v., Pleasant Prairie Mut. 


Hy Ins. (C0. Mk WAS; W621 S380 INWe 
345, 346. 
{a] “Ranch” synonymous. — “In 


common parlance, the words farm 
and ranch are used interchangeably.” 
Porter v. Yakima County, 77 Wash. 
299, 302, 137 P 466. 

[b] Stock and tools excepted.—In 
a contract for the sale of a ‘‘farm,” 
in which.the vendor agreed to de- 
liver a deéd of such farm, including 
the stock and tools belonging thereto, 
for which the purchaser was to pay 
a part in cash and give his note, se- 
cured by a mortgage on the farm, 
for the balance, the term ‘farm” 
cannot be construed to include the 
stock and tools on the farm, so as to 
require a mortgage thereon. Hallett 
v. Taylor, 177 Mass. 6, 58 NE 154. 

5. Standard D. [quot Williams v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 228 Til. 593; 81 
Nf 11338, 1135]. 

6. Worcester D. [quot Williams 
M/Chicazo, etc., RCo, 228401) 19s, 
81 NE) 1133, 11357. 

7. Webster D. [quot Worley v. 
Naylor, 6 Minn. 192, 202]. 

8. Webster Int. D. [quot Porter 
v. Yakima Countyy 77 Wash. 299, 137 
P 466, 467]. 

[a] Sheep raising. — “Where a 
tract of land, whether large or small, 
lying wholly within a single county, 
is used as a unit for the breeding, 
rearing, and feeding of stock, and 
the stock are there kept during the 
larger part of the year... the tract 
is a farm and the stock is ‘connected 
with a farm.’ . . A tract of land 
devoted to the breeding, grazing, 
shearing, and lambing of sheep is a 
farm, as much as a tract that is 
devoted to the growing of grain or 
to diversified farming. [In ‘short, a 
tract may be a farm without the aid 


of a plow.” Porter v. Yakima 
County, 77 Wash. 299, 302, 137 P 
466. 


9. Webster Int. D. [quot Porter v. 
Yakima County, 77 Wash. 299, 137 
P 466, 467]. 
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fox farm;’° a piece of ground devoted by its owner 


to agriculture; 341 all the land of a 


in agricultural pursuits, and used for that purpose ;'2 
a body of land, usually under one ownership, de- 
voted to agriculture, either to the, raising of crops, 
or pasture, or both;1* an indefinite quantity of land, 
some of which is cultivated,1* whether it is large 
or small, isolated, or made up of many parcels,'® 
for a farm may be of any size, of any shape, of 
any boundaries,!® and may include less than one lot, 
or comprise several lots or parts of lots.’ 
term is and has been a collective one, comprehend- 
ing divers things collected together, whereof one is 
a messuage, and the others are the lands, meadows, 


10. Webster Int. D. [quot Porter 
v. Yakima County, 77 Wash. 299, 137 
P 466, 467]. 

11. Webster D. [quot Williams v. 


Chicago, etc., Le COgs TAO OOS 
81 NE 1138, 1135]. 

12. Finley v. Langston, 12 Mo. 
120, 123. 

13. Webster D. [quot Worley ae 
Naylor, .6 Minn. 192, 202]; Peo. v. 
Caldwell, 142 Ill. 434, 441, 32 NE 


691 [quet Williams v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 228 111.593, 81 NE 1133, 1135; 
Porter v. Yakima County, 77 Wash. 
299, 137 BP 466, 467]; Dorsett v. Wat- 


kins, 59 Okl. 198, 158 P 608. 

14. State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47 {eit Burrill L. D.]; 
Com. v. Carmalt, 2 Binn. (Pa.) 235, 
238. 

15. In re Drake, 114 Fed. 229, 231 


(‘For a long time after the words 
began to be used in an agricultural 
sense, they were applied to lands 
held on lease, and ‘demise, lease, and 
to farm let’ are still the operative 
words of a lease, but they are, in 
modern use, applied without respect 
to nature of tenure. Robinson Cru- 
soe says, ‘I farmed upon my own 
jand,’ so it appears that the words 
have been used in their present 
sense for nearly 200 years’’). 
[a] Detached parcels. — (1) In 
many cases farms consist of de- 
tached parcels of land. Farms of 
such a kind are within the meaning 
of an act prohibiting turnpike com- 
panies from taking tolls from any 
persons passing from one part of his 
farm to another along the turnpike 


road. Com. v. Carmalt, 2 Binn. (Pa.) 
235; 238. (2) Where testator de- 
vised a farm, describing it as the 


“T farm,” the word ‘‘farm” included 
a tract of meadow land, which had 
been generally known as a part of 
the farm when the will was exe-~ 
cuted, although it was an outlying 
tract not included in the farm 
proper. Gafney v. Kenison, 64 N. H. 
S545 LO AY 706.) 707. .63)> But) it has 
also been held that, where a man 
owns a farm in one town and a par- 
cel of woodland half a mile from his 
tract, a devise of his farm does not 
earry the woodland. Allen v. Rich- 
ards, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 512, 514. 


16. Pepper v. O’Dowd, 39 Wis. 
538, 547. 

17. Pepper v. O’Dowd, 39 Wis. 
538, 547. 

[a] “Lot” synonymous.—Peo. 
Wiailson,., 113. App) Div.) 1; 798 NYS 
1080; Saunders v. Springsteen, 4 
Wend. (N. Y.) 429, 4381. 

18. Sheppard Touchst. p 93 [quot 


Black v.. Hill, 32: Oh; St. 313, 31875 
‘Bell v. Woodward, 46 N. H. 315, 333 
{cit Cruise Dig. tit Deed c 20 § 41; 
Bouvier L. D.]; In re Bright-Smith, 
32 Ch, Dy 314, 317 [quot sWharton 
L. D.J; Wrotesley v. Adams, 1 
Plowd. 187, 195, 75 Reprint 287. See 
also Aldrich v. Gaskill, 10 Cush. 
(Mass.) 155, 158. 

19. In re Drake, 114 Fed. 229, 231; 
Williams’ Succ., 132 La. 865, 61 S 
852, 854; Goodtitle v. Paul, 2 Burr. 
1089, 1094, 97 Reprint 724. See also 


FARM 


a person engaged 


the tract.!® 


Phrases: : 


The 


Morehead v. France, 153 Ky. 44, 154 
SW 3878 (the term embraced all of 
a testatrix’s lands which consisted 
of the adjoining tracts). 

“It is, perhaps, not essential that 
all the tracts should adjoin each 
other, if they are not provided with 
separate farm buildings, but consti- 
tute practically a single farm. On 
the other hand, the fact that differ- 
ent tracts of land owned by the 
same person are managed together 
as parts of one system, for the rais- 
ing of stock or grain, does not make 
them a single farm.” Peo. v. Scheif- 
ley, 252 Ill. 486, 489, 96 NE 890. 

{a] Not confined to inclosures, as 
used in a statute to prevent the fir- 
ing of ‘‘woods, marshes and prairies.” 
Finley v. Langston, 12 Mo. 120, 123. 

20. Anderson L. D. [cit Price v. 
Nicholas, 19 EF. Cas. No. 11,415, 4 
Hughes 616, 619]. 

21. Peo.’ v. Wilson, 113 App. Div. 
1, 98 NYS 1080, 1081; Saunders v. 
Springsteen, 4 Wend. (N. Y.) 429, 
431; Shenandoah Land, ete. Co. v. 
Hise, 92 Va. 238, 242, 23 SE 3038. 


22. In re Bright-Smith, 31 Ch. D. 
314, 317. 
23. O’Neil v. Pleasant Prairie 


Mut. E. Ins. Co., 71 Wis. 621, 623, 38 
NW 3845; Hadham Rural Dist. Coun- 
cil v. Crallan, [1914] 2 Ch. 138; Wilt- 
shear v. Cottrell, 1 E. & B. 674, 690, 
72 HCL 674, 118 Reprint 589. 

24. Williams v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Cou L82Ti, Alwar 4 27 Park «22s ri? 
693, 81) NB 1133, 1135] (a> erossing 
used in connection with land em- 
ployed for agricultural purposes); 
St. Paul, ete., R. Co. v. Murphy, 19 
Minn. 500 (a crossing from one side 
to the other of a railroad track 
whether by passing over it or un- 


der it). See also Railroads [33 Cyc 
301-304]. 
25. Aldridge v. Matthews, 257 Ill. 


202, 100 NE 536, 537 (the term is 
equivalent in meaning to “drainage 
for agricultural purposes’). See 
also Drains 19 C. J. p 599. 

26. Oglivie v. Grant, 41 N. S. 1, 7. 

27. Tipton v. Pickens, 1 Swan 
(Tenn.) 25, 26. 

{a]. The term will include: (1) A 
stud horse owned by a farmer be- 
cause, although used for breeding, 
he could be used for farming pur- 
poses as well as any other descrip- 
tion of horse beast. Tipton vy. Pick- 
ens, 1 Swan (Tenn.) 25, 26. (2) A 
dray horse notwithstanding his ac- 
tual employment may be urban 
rather than rural in character. 
Kirksey y. Rowe, 114 Ga. 893, 40 SE 
990, 88 AmSR 65. 

28. Shafer v. Parke, 192 Mich. 
577, 581, 159 NW 304 (“any man em- 
ployed to work on a farm, and to 
perform the work ordinarily done 
there’’). 

[a] Duties.—‘“‘The common hired 
man on a farm is required to per- 
form a great variety of work. His 
duties are not confined to plowing, 
planting, and harvesting. Tilling the 
soil and garnering the crops may be 
the principal work of the farm 
laborer but they are by no means 


pastures, woods, 
on or appertaining thereto.*® 
“‘farm’’ includes all 


ings,’’ 2 ‘*fatm crossing, 
tricts,’”* 25: ‘farme«lot,’? 26s(%tarms horse?” 24iiarm 
laborer,’’ 78 ‘‘farm let,’? 2° ‘“farm or lot,’’ ° ‘‘farm 
out,’’°1 ‘*farm overseer,’’ 2 ‘‘farm purposes, 
‘‘farm servants,’’ *4 and ‘‘farm whereon I live; 


aesente 7 
” 


é 


commons, 
Generally the word 
the land which forms part ot 


As a verb. As used in a lease of mineral lands, 
to bring the minerals up to light for purposes of 
commerce, and make them profitable to lessor and 


lessee ;7° to mine.” 
“‘Warm and lands,’’ 2? 


‘“*farm build- 
724 (¢farm drainage dis- 


9)? 33 
9) 35 


his exclusive work. All the multi- 
fariouSs work of operating a farm 
must be done by somebody; and who 
is to do it except the farm laborer? 
It is, of course, necessary to keep 
the farm machinery in repair—the 
reapers, mowers, corn harvesters, 
sulky plows, wagons, harnesses, etc. 
It is just as necessary to Keep the 
farm buildings in repair, and occa- 
sionally to make small additions to 
them. This is a part of the routine 
work of the farm laborer; just as 


much so as milking the cows, clean-' 


ing off fhe horses, building fences, 
putting a new point on a plow, doc- 
toring a sick horse, butchering the 
hogs, greasing the wagons, asSisting 
the threshers, driving the team to 
market and innumerable other famil- 
iar duties.” Coleman vy. Bartholo- 
mew; 175 App: > Div... 122), 4124,) Ber 
NYS 560. 

[b] A foreman performing man- 
ual labor on a farm is a farm la- 


borer. Rowley ve Ellis, 197 Mass. 
391, 83 NE 1103, 1104. 
[c] A woman doing ordinary 


housework and cooking for laborers 
on a farm is not a “farm laborer. 
Lowe v. Abrahamson, 18 N. D. 182, 
119 NW 241, 242, 19 LRANS 1039, 
20 AnnCas 355. 

29,. Steel ve Frick, 56 Pam uil2yalt4 
(“operative terms in leases’’); Bou- 
vier; Li 2D..< [eit “Coke , ditt p) 245g 
(“technical words in a lease creat- 
ing a term for years’). See also 
Demise 18 C. J. p 483; “Farm Out” 
infra text and note 31; and generally 


Landlord and Tenant [24 ~Cye 
1065]. 
{a] The terms are said to be 


equivalent to a contract, a writing 
obligatory, or parol promise, accord- 
ing as it is sealed or not. Magee 
v. Fisher, 8 Ala. 320, 322 (“The terms 
‘indenture’ and ‘covenant,’ though 
usually found in deeds, have not a 
technical meaning. An instrument 
may be indented, whether under seal 
or not, and the practice has in fact 
become obsolete. A covenant is a 
contract, and is a writing obligatory, 
or parol promise, according as it is 
sealed or not. The same remarks 
apply to the terms ‘demise’ and ‘to 
farm let.’ They are generally found 
in leases, but may be expressed by 
other terms, and are therefore not 
technical. Nor does it add “anything 
to the obligation of a contract of 
lease, that it is under seal’’). 
30. Peo. v. Wilson, 118 App. Div. 
1, 98 NYS 1080, 1081. 
R. 


31. State v. Richmond, etc., 


1Co., 72 N. C. 634, 637 (in conveyanc- 


ing, “to lease’). See also “Farm 
Let” supra text and note 29; and 
generally Landlord and Tenant [24 
Cye 1065]. 

32. Flournoy v. Shelton, 43 Ark. 
168, 170; Whitaker v. Smith, 81 N. C. 
340, 342, 31 AmR 508. 

33. In re Gerard, [1893] 3 Ch. 252, 
259, 24 WRC 7%. 

34. In re Gerard, [1893] 3 Ch. 252, 
263, 24 ERC 75. 

35. Willard v. Moulton, 4 Me. 14, 
16; Wheeler v. Randall, 6 Metc. 


Zz 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title 


, page and note number. 


and other things lying 


ia 


also ‘‘ 


stead farm.’’ ®9 


Farm product.*® 


spontaneous growth.‘ 


(Mass.) 529, 533; Aldrick v. Gaskill, 
10 Cush. (Mass.) 155, 157; Kimball v. 


Schoff, 40 N.' H. 190, 195; Jackson 
Ver ile JONNS sa CNEL Vii 20ls. 21; 
6 AmD 363. 

36. Lambert v. Paine, 3 Cranch 


CURES atvlO sone wlodia an lus neds. ON Ue 

Sie alien eh isnem, lt) @ollyr4is 535 
28 EngCh 48, 63 Reprint 315; Doe 
v. Lucan, 9 Hast 448, 460, 103 Re- 
print 644; Portman y. Mill, 3 Jur. 
356, 357; Stone v. Greening, 13 Sim. 
390, 392, 36 HngCh 390, 60 Reprint 
151; Arkell v. Fletcher, 10 Sim. 299, 
16 EngCh 299, 59 Reprint 629; Cul- 
lum v. Ryder, 7 Taunt, 341, 2 BCL 
391, 129 Reprint 137; Lane v. Stan- 


pope, 6 "I. R. 845, 352, 101 Reprint 
38. Doolittle v. Blakesley, 4 Day 


(Conn.) 265, 272, 4 AmD 218; Downes 
v. Long, 79 Md. 382, 383, 29 A 827; 
Wheeler vy. Randall, 6 Metc. (Mass.) 
529, 533. 

39. Abbott v. Pike, 33 Me. 204, 
206; Auburn Cong, Church v. Walker, 
124 Mass. 69, 70; Winn v. Cabot, 
18 Pick. (Mass.) 5538, 555; Gafney 
v. Kenison, 64 N. H. 354, 356, 10 A 
706; Hunt v. Haven, 56 N. H. 87, 99; 
Locke v. Rowell, 47 N. H. 46, 51; 17 
Cyc 688; Bell v. Sawyer, 32 N. H. 
72, 80; Peaslee v. Gee, 19 N. H. 273, 
277; Woodman v. Lane, 7 N. H. 241, 
243; Barnard v. Martin, 5 N. H. 536, 
587; Evens v. Griscom, 42 N. J. L. 
579, 593, 36 AmR 542; Den v. Sayre, 
3 N. J. L. 183; Saunders v. Spring- 
steen, 4 Wend. (N. Y.) 429, 431; Res- 
publica v. Carmalt, 4, Yeates (Pa.) 
416, 417; Whitfield v. Langdale, 1 Ch. 
D. 61, 79; Haines v. Welch, L. R. 4 
Cc. P. 91, 92 note; Goodtitle v. Paul, 
2 Burr. 1089, 1093, 97 Reprint. 724; 
Dormer v. Clarke, Dyer 110a, 110b, 
73 Reprint 242; Beadle’s Case, 3 
Leon. 159, 74 Reprint 604; Goodtitle 
v. Southern, 1 M. & S. 299, 301, 105 
Reprint 112; Newton v. Wilmot, 8 M. 
& W. 711, 151 Reprint 1226; Brown- 
ing v. Beston, 1 Plowd. 131, 132, 75 
Reprint 202; Holdfast v. Pardoe, W. 
Bl. 975, 96 Reprint 575. 

40. See also Crops § 5; Farm ante 
p 670; and generally Agriculture 2 
Cer Sap 985. 

41. Union. Nat. Bank v. German 
Ins. Co.; 71 Fed. 478, 475, 18 CCA 
203; State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 657, 
659, 4 SE 47 [cit Burrill L. D.]. 

42. State v. Kemnnerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47; Philadelphia v. 
Davis, 6 Watts & S. (Pa.) 269, 279. 


43. State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47 [cit Burrill L. 
D.]. 

[a] “*"fhe products of his own 


farm’ are such as are produced by 
him who so owns and cultivates a 


farm.” State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657) 659, 4° SH 17 _ficit Burrill, L. 
Dah. 

Oy Clark v. Gaskarth, 8 Taunt. 


431, 433, 4 ECL 216, 129 Reprint 450. 

[a] “A mill situate on a farm is 
not a product of it—it is not the re- 
sult of the cultivation of the soil— 
it is not essential to it—it is a struc- 


ture enclosing machinery for the 
purposes of manufacture, tran sfor- 
mation, not transmutation, and its 


earnings—the tolls—are not products 
of the owner’s farm, but the prod- 
ucts of the farms of other people, 


£25 C. J.—43] 


all my farms,’’ °° ‘‘all my messuages, farms, 
lands, tenements,’’ *7 ‘‘home farm,’’ ** and ‘‘home- 


A term applicable to an article 
which is produced by the soil, either under cultiva- 
tion,*? or by nature,** by labor or otherwise, and of 
It applies, however, only to 
such products of the land as are subject to the 
process of becoming ripe and of being cut, gathered, 
made, and laid up when ripe,‘* as for instance 
wheat,*> standing crops of corn,*® pineapple plants,47 


FARM—FARMER 


and the like.4§ 


[25C.J.] 673 


indian corn, rye, barley, cotton, fruits, vegetables, 
Under some circumstances the term 


will embrace animals,*? as for instance horses, swine, 


poultry.>* 


FARMER.®° 


for the purpose 


and the clause in question clearly 
does not therefore embrace them. A 
grist mill is no more a part of the 
farm than a cotton mill, a cotton 
gin, a )blacksmith-shop, or other 
structure or machinery erected on it 
for the purposes of manufacture. 
The earnings of such things are not 
of the product of the farm, in the 
sense of the statute.’ State v. Ken- 
nerly, 98 N. C. 657, 659, 4 SH 47. 

45. Union Nat. Bank v. German 
Ins. Co., 71 Fed. 473, 475, 18 CCA 203; 
State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 657, 659, 


4 SE 47 [cit Burrill L. D.]. 

46. West>v. Moore, 8 Hast 339, 
343, 103 Reprint 372. 

47. Long v. State, 42 Fla. 509, 


515,,28 S. 775. 

[a] Growing plant.—The term as 
used in Rev. St. § 2517, as amended 
by Acts (1897) ec 4531, denouncing 
punishment against whoever takes 
and carries away from any farm, 
garden, orchard, ete., any farm prod- 
ucts, fruits, etc., while possibly suffi- 
cient to include the unsevered fruit 
of the pineapple plant, is not suffi- 
cient to include the growing plant, 
that being part of the realty. Long 
Vv. State, 42 Fla. 509, 28 S775, 777; 


48. State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 1659, 4: SE. 47. 

49. State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47; Philadelphia v. 
Davis, 6 Watts & S. (Pa.) 269, 279. 

50. State v. Kennerly, 98 N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47; Philadelphia v. 
Davis, 6 Watts & S. (Pa.) 269, 279. 

51. State v. Kennerly, 98 °N. C. 
657, 659, 4 SE 47. 

52. Philadelphia v. Davis, 6 Watts 
& S.>'\(Pa.)-.269,, 12.79. 

53. State v. Spaugh, 129 N. C. 564, 


40 SE 60, 61. 


54. District of Columbia v. 
Oyster, 15 D. C. 285, 286, 54 AmR 
215. 

55. In re Snyder, 10 Ida. 682, 79 


P 819, 822, 68 LRA 708 (beef from 


slaughtered animals raised and 
slaughtered on the farm is the 
“product of the farm’’);. State v. 


Spaugh, 129 N. C. 564, 568, 40 SE 60 
(a bona fide farmer who _ peddles 
meat, produced from animals raised 
or fattened on his farm, is not 
within the purview of an act requir- 
ing the payment of a tax by persons 
engaged in buying and selling fresh 
meats. The court said: “What this 
law contemplates is that the meat in 
its essential character must be the 
product of the land owned or worked 
by the man who seeks to peddle it’). 
But see Philadelphia v. Davis, 6 
Watts & S. (Pa.) 269, 279 (where 
the court said: ‘“‘The ox is the prod- 
uce of the farm; beef is the produce 
of the slaughter-house and the sham- 
bles. It is manufactured by the pro- 
fessional skill of an artisan, whose 
business is as distinct from that of 
a farmer, as is that of a flax-dresser 
or a wool-comber’”’). 


56. District of Columbia - v. 
Oyster, 15 D. C. 285, 286, 54 AmR 
275, 


[a] The product of the dairy, 
while it does not come directly out 
of the soil, is necessarily connected 
with the soil, and those who are en- 
gaged in the culture of the soil. 
District of Columbia v. Oyster, 15 


sheep,®>° cattle,>! neat cattle,®? live stock,>* and 
And it has even been said to embrace 
meat,®° dairy products,°® manure,®? and cordwood.®§ 


FARMACEUTICO. In Spanish law, pharmacist.®? 


The word has a well recognized 


meaning, and has been defined as a person engaged 
in the business of cultivating land or employing it 


of husbandry;* a man who eulti- 


D. C. 285;°286, 54 AmR 275. 

57. Philadelphia v. Davis, 6 Watts 
& S. (Pa.) 269, 279. 

68. Philadelphia v. Davis, 6 
Watts & S. (Pa.) 269, 279. 

59. Escriche Diccionario. 
DrugsistsyLo Vey Ty pres. 

60. See also Farm ante p 670; and 
generally Agriculture 2 C. J. p 985. 

61. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 
868; Wulbern v. Drake, 120 Fed. 
493, 4935, 56 CCA 643; O’Neil v. Pleas- 
ant Prairie Mut. F. Ins. Co., 71 Wis. 
621, 623, 38 NW 345. 

[a] As chief occupation.—(1) A 
farmer is one who resides on a farm 
with his family, cultivating such 
farm, and mainly deriving his sup- 
port from it, although he is also the 
publisher of a weekly newspaper and 
the proprietor of patent medicines. 
McCue v. Tunstead, 65 Cal. 506, 4 P 
510. (2) In a city ordinance for- 
bidding the sale of fresh meat 
within certain limits except by per- 
sons licensed to sell and “farmers 
selling meat, the produce of their 
farms,’ such exception cannot be 
construed to include a butcher, who 
followed butchering as a _ regular 
business for a livelihood, but owned 
a farm in the neighborhood, which 
he used chiefly for the benefit and 
accommodation of his occupation as 
a butcher. Trustees of Rochester v. 
Pettinger, 17 Wend. (N. Y.) 265, 266. 
(3) The fact that a man carrying an 
insurance policy lived upon his farm, 
and carried it on through others, 
does not make him a “farmer” 
within the meaning of the term as 
used in the policy, where the in- 
sured was at home only from Satur- 
day night to Monday morning and on 
Wednesday night of each week. 
Johnson v. London Guarantee, ete., 
Go. LTS Mieh 219156725 NW Ls tao 
59 AmSR 549, 40 LRA 440. 

[b] Temporary suspension.—(1) 
The term “farmer,” within the mean- 
ing of the Exemption Law, applies 
to one who has been engaged in 
farming, although he does not own 
a farm, and his lease on a farm oper- 
ated by him has expired several 
months before the levy of execution, 
and he has not rented another farm. 
A man may be a farmer, although he 
is not, on the particular day an exe- 
cution may be levied on his property, 
doing any specific thing as a farmer, 
if such is his avocation or business. 
Hickman v. Cruise, 72 Iowa 528, 34 
INIWi « 816,°°317," 2). AmSR: §2562- (2) 
Where a man has for years made 
farming his principal occupation, 
and intends to do so in the near 
future, the mere fact that he may 
not be so engaged, and his team, 
wagon, and harness not be used in 
farming when levied upon, does not 
deprive him of his exemption right 


See 


as a “farmer.” State v. McNeill, 58 
Wash. 2m l0t) BatO28 LO29 Lar 
AmSR 10388. 

[c] ‘Herder’ distinguished. — 


Hooker v. McAllister, 
AO et AO 6 1 

{d] “Planter” compared.—‘‘There 
was a well-marked distinction in 
South Carolina anterior to the war 
between the states between a planter 
and a farmer, but the distinction has 
disappeared with the social and eco- 


12 Wash. 46, 


674 [25C.3.] 


vates a considerable tract of land in some one of 
the usual recognized ways of farming;°? one who 
is devoted to the tillage of ‘the soil;°* a person en- 
gaged in the tillage of the soil;** a tiller of the 
soil;®° one who tills the soil;®* one who resides on 
a farm with his family, cultivating such farm, and 
mainly deriving his support from it;°7 one who 
owns and resides on a farm;® one who directs 
the business of a farm and works at farm labor ;%° 
one who cultivates a farm either as owner or 
lessee;7° an agriculturist;74 a cultivator;’? a hus- 


bandman.*3 
Supervising farmer. 


er’s wite.76 


FARMERLIKE MANNER. A workmanlike man- 


nomic conditions which produced it, 
and for the purposes of this case it 
would be as idle to discuss it as the 
social conditions in Judea described 
by St. Matthew when those bidden to 
the marriage of the king’s son ‘made 
light of it, and went their ways; 
one to his farm, another to his mer- 


BON ag ” In re Drake, 114 Fed. 
9; A 
[e] “fruckman.”—Truckmen who 


raise small fruits, vegetables, and 
the like for barter with the villagers 
or townspeople are not farmers 
within the meaning of the statute 
providing for the incorporation of 
boroughs. In re Tullytown Borough, 
1iPa. Co. 9%. 

62. O’Neil y. Pleasant’ Prairie 
Mut. F. Ins. Co., 71 Wis. 621, 624, 38 
NW 345 (‘‘Whether it is necessary 
that he should till practically I am 
not quite certain; but at least a man 
is not called a ‘farmer,’ and his place 
is not called a ‘farm,’ unless he 
has some considerable tract of land, 
and cultivates it, or uses it in some 
one of the usually recognized ways 
of farming”’’). 


63. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 
868. 
64. Webster D. [quot In re Slade, 


122 Cal. 434, 437, 55 P.158]; Wulbern 
v. Drake, 120 Fed. 493, 495, 56 CCA 


643. 
In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 


[a] “Tiller of the soil” distin- 
guished.—The term ‘farmer’ is not 
synonymous with a “tiller of the 
soil.” To constitute one a farmer 
it is not essential that he in person 
till the scil or that his operations 
should be limited to agricultural 
planting, sowing, and cultivation of 
the soil. Dearborn Bank v. Matney, 
132 Fed. 75, 76. 

66. Century D. [quot In re John- 
149 Fed. 864, 867]. 


67. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, | 
868. 

68. Miller v. Jackson, 34 Pa. 
Super. 31, 39. 

[a] “Laborer” distinguished. — 
Reg. v. Cleworth, 4 B. & S. 927, 
9338, 116 ECL 927, 122 Reprint 
TOs 


69. Foglesong v. Modern Brother- 
hood of America, 121 Mo. A. 548, 97 
Sw 240, 241. 

70. Century D. [quot In re John- 
son, 149 Fed. 864, 867]. 


71. Webster D. [quot In re Slade, 
122 Cal, 434, 437, 55 P 158]3'In re 
Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 867; Wulbern 
v. Drake, 120 Fed. 493, 495, 56 CCA 
643. 

72. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 
867. 

73. Webster D. [quot In re Slade, 


122 Cal. 434, 487, 55 P 158 (‘‘The fol- 
lowers of this ancient and honorable 
occupation may call themselves hor- 
ticulturists, or viticulturists, or gar- 
deners, but they are farmers, and 
their occupation is that of farming 


A person who employs farm 
laborers and does but little work himself.’4 
FARMERESS. A woman who farms;* 


FARMER—FARMING 


FARMING.*° 


modern.®* 
Phrases: 


hood,’’ 8? 
snack? 89 


5 a farm- 


ner;*" as good farmers usually 
FARMERS’ ASSOCIATION” oa 


‘(Farming  buildings,’’ *4 
lands,’’ ®° ‘farming men,’’ 8° ‘‘farming neighbor- 
‘(farming 


do.78 - 


The business of cultivating land, 


or employing it for the purposes of husbandry ;*+ 
the cultivation and fertilization of the soil, as well 
as caring for and harvesting the crops.®? 
purely agricultural sense; its use is comparatively 


In its 


“¢ farming 


on shares,’’® ‘‘farming 


Farming tools and utensils. A term which has 
no well defined legal signification, but is susceptible 
to divers meanings, and is applicable to the various 


implements used in different branches of farming.®® 


as contemplated by the statute’’)]; 

In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 867. 

74. National Acc. Soc. v. Taylor, 
42 Ill. A.» 97, 102, 

[a] “Supervision of a farm in- 
cludes in its care and oversight the 
doing of such incidental things as 
may be required for keeping it in 
order and does not mean absolute 
idleness as far as physical labor is 
concerned.” National Acc. Soc. v. 
Taylor, 42) Til. "AS39757 102: 

75. Century D. [quot In re John- 
son, 149 Fed. 864, 867]. ; 

7G. Century D. [quot In re John- 
son, 149 Fed. 864. 867]. 

77. Aughinbaugh v. Coppenheffer, 
5b Pa. 347, 349. 

78. Aughinbaugh v. Coppenheffer, 
55-Pa. 347, 349. 

79. See ‘Agriculture §§ 4-26. 

80. Farming: 

Expert evidence as to see. Evidence 
§§ 626, 737. 

Farm lands: 

Homestead in see Homesteads [21 

Cye 488]. 

Liability to local assessment see 
Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
1116]. 

Penalty for setting 
Fires. 

Right to crops on see Landlord 
and Tenant [24 Cyc 1467]. 

Right to include in municipality 
see Municipal Corporations [28 
Cye 150]. 

fe of see Taxation [37 Cyc 
i 5 

Farming on shares: 

In general see Landlord and Ten- 
ant [24 Cyc 1764]. 

Creating partnership see Partner- 
ship [30 Cye 375]. 

Lien of person engaged in see Ag- 
riculture § 69. 

Farming tools and implements: 
Exemption see Exemptions § 87. 
Landlord’s lien for rent of see 

Landlord and Tenant [24 Cyc 
1255). 

In the bankruptcy act see Bank- 
ruptcy § 92. 

81. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 
868; Wulbern v. Drake, 120 Fed. 493, 


fire on see 


495, 56 CCA 648; In re Drake, 114 
Fed. 229, 231. ‘ 

[a] “Tillage of the soil” synony- 
mous.—Hart-Parr Co. v. Barkley, 


231. Fed. 913;'915, 146°@CA: ‘109. 

{[b] “Trade” distinguished.—It is 
exceedingly doubtful whether farm- 
ing can be called a “trade” within 
the true meaning of the statute pro- 
viding that, where a minor shall 
serve an apprenticeship in any law- 
ful trade for seven years in a town, 
he: shall thereby gain a settlement 


therein. Leeds v. Freeport, 10 Me. 
856, 359. 
{c] “Well boring” distinguished. 


—The term “farming” does not in- 
clude the development, by artesian 
well boring, of a_ sufficient supply 
of water with which to irrigate land 
absolutely unfit for agricultural pur- 


| 


It has been defined as such utensils or implements 


poses unless artificial irrigation can 
be had. Robinson y. Eberhart, 148 
Cal. 495, 88 P 452, 454. 
82. Corey Vv. Struve, 16) © CaliseAs 
310° LEG O55 poise 
83. In re Johnson, 149 Fed. 864, 


84, Cooke vy. Cholmondeley, 4 
326, 327, 62 Reprint 126. 
State v. Fleming, 158 Mo. 558, 
59 SW 118, 121 (‘‘rural Jand as dis- 
tinguished from that impressed with 
the character of urban’). See Home-~ 
steads [21 Cyc 488]; Taxation [37 
Cyc 780]. 

86. Reynolds v. Whelan, 16 L. J. 
Ch. 434, 435. 

87. Lindsay Irr. Co. v. Mehrtens, 
97 Cal. 676, 680, 32 P 802 (‘a region 
in which there are several tracts 
of farming land with a proximity of 
location, and which can.be regarded 
as a whole with reference to some 
common interests, although they are 
distinct in boundaries, and held in 
individual proprietorship’). 

[a]. The words are somewhat in- 
definite and “the idea sought to be 
conveyed by them is more readily 
conceived than put into accurate 
language.” Lux vy. Haggin, 69 Cal. 
255,' 305, 4 RP 919) 10 PB 6r4. 

[b] “Its extent need not be char- 
acterized by fixed boundaries, nor is 
its existence determined by any defi- 
nite number of proprietors, and while 
a tract of land, though large in ex- 
tent, might, if held in different pro- 
prietorships, constitute a neighbor- 
hood, yet it would not if it were held 
in single ownership.” Lindsay Irr. 


Co. v: Mehrtens, 97 Cal. 676, 680, 
32. P' $02. 
[c] The term “implies more than 


one farm; but it would be difficult 
to say that any certain number is 
essential to constitute such a neigh- 
borhood.” Lux vy. Haggin, 69 Cal. 
255, 305, 4 P 919, 10 P 674. 

[d] The vicinage may be nearer 
or more distant, reference being had 
to the populousness or sparseness of 
population of the surrounding coun- 
try; but the farmers must be so 
near to each other, relatively to the 
Surrounding settlers, as to make 
what in popular parlance is known 
as a “farming neighborhood.” Lux 
Ve VHageiny 69 2iGallw 2b, m o0breran ete 
a TR ae Da Sn fe 2 

88. See Landlord and Tenant [24 
Cye 1464]. 

s9. In re Rvose, 17 Ch. D. 696, 
700; Harvey v. Harvey, 32 Beav. 441, 
444, 55 Reprint 173; Vaizey v. Rey- 
noids, 5° Russ. 12, 5. EngCh 12, 38 
Reprint 931 (the term as used in a 
will giving to testator’s wife all his 
farming stock of every kind and de- 
scription whatsoever, in common and 
popular language, does not include 
crops on the ground). 

90. Lahn v. Carr, 120 La. 797, 802. 
45 S 707 [quot Cyc]; Rugg v. Hale, 
40 Vt. 138, 144. To same effect In 
re Baldwin, TIIGal 1742 78, 1 2 Paraae 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


as are needed or used by the farmer in conducting 
Its meaning is de- 
pendent on circumstances, and may be explained by 
In French jurisprudence the 
word is used as synonymous with ‘‘agricultural in- 
struments,’’ whatever may be their nature.®? 


his own farming operations. 
extrinsic evidence.®? 
FARO.°* 


FARRIER.% 
FARTHER. In addition to.%° 


FARVAND. In maritime language, a term mean- 


ing to travel by water.%7 


FARVANDA. ‘‘Navigation”’ or ‘‘sea,’’ ‘‘ passage 


by sea.’’ 8 


FARYNDON INN. The ancient appellation of 


Serjeants’ Inn, Chancery Lane.°? 
F.’A. S.. An abbreviation used 


Voorhees v. Patterson, 20 Kan. 555, 
556; Hall v. Nelson, 59 N. H. 573; 
Muse v. Darrah, 2 Oh: Dec. (Reprint) 
604, 606, 4 WestLMonth 149; Roy- 
ston v. McCulley, (Tenn. Ch. A.) 59 
SW_ 725, 730, 52 LRA 899; Humphrey 
Beene: 45 Wis. 251, 258, 30 AmR 
91. In re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 
P 44, 45. 
yee Rugg v. Hale, 40 Vt. 138, 


[a] Phe term has been held to 
include: (1) “A wagon.” Elliott v. 
Posten, 57 N. C. 433, 435. (2) Black- 


smith’s tools used in operating the 
farm. Royston v. McCulley, (Tenn. 
Chie A.) eb9.7 SIWaT25;71730), S22. juRA 
899. (3) “A mower.’ Humphrey v. 
Taylor, 45 Wis. 251, 253, 30 AmR 
738. (4) “A .McCormick Advance 
Reaper and Mower.’ Voorhees v. 
Patterson, 20 Kan. 555, 556. (5) A 
threshing machine, clover huller, and 
wagon which is used for the purpose 
of carrying the machines from place 


to place. Muse v. Darrah; 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 604, 606, 4 WestLMonth 
149. (6) A steam engine used in 


connection with a pump for irriga- 
tion, with a thresher, and with ma- 
chinery for cultivating a crop of 
rice, and not shown to have been 
used for any other purpose than the 
cultivation and harvesting of such 
crop. Lahn v. Carr, 120 la. 797, 45 
S 707, 709. (7) A steam thresher for 
harvesting a rice crop. Laporte v. 
Libby, 114 La. 570, 38 S 457, 458. 
(8) But not a horse lawn mower. 
Sullivan v. Ashfield, 227 Mass. 24, 
116 NE 565, 566. (9) Nor a thresh- 
ing machine with which the owner 
threshes his own grain, but which 
he employed during the larger por- 
tion of the threshing season in 
threshing for others for hire. In 
re Baldwin, 71 Cal. 74, 12 P 44, 45. 
(10) See also Exemptions § 87. 

93. Laporte v. Libby, 114 La. 570, 
38 S 457, 458. 

94. See Gaming. 

95. . Farrier: 

Lien see Animals § 57. 
License tax see Licenses [25 Cyc 

618]. 

96. Hopwood v. Hopwood, 7 H. L. 
Cas. 728, 749, 11 Reprint 290. 

97. Gether v. Capper, 18 C. B. 866, 
880, 86 ECL 866, 139 Reprint 1613 
(it is compounded of “fare,” a verb 
signifying ‘to travel,” and “vand,” 
meaning “by water’’). 

98. Gether v. Capper, 18 C. B. 866, 
870, 86 ECL 866. 

99. Black L. D. 

1. McGowin Lumber, etc., Co. v. 
Rk J. & B. KF. Camp Lumber Co., 
192 Ala. 35, 68 S 263, 264. 

[a] “PF. O. Bw” compared.—Mc- 
Gowin Lumber, ete. Co. v. R. J. & 
B. F. Camp Lumber Co., 192 Ala. 
35, 68 S 263, 264. See also F. O. B. 
[19 Cye 1082]; and generally Ab- 
breviations 1 C. J. p 276. 

2. Webster D. [quot South Cov- 
ington, etc., R. Co. v. Beatty, 50 SW 
239, 20 KyL 1845]. y 


[a] “‘Bast’ and ‘loose’ are rela- 


FARMING—FATHER 


cargo alongside 
tackle.+ 


Phrases: 


[250.J3.] 675 


trade implying that the seller is only to place the 


of the vessel, within reach of her 


_ FAST. The meaning usually given to the word 
1s moving rapidly ;? quick in motion;® rapid;* swift.® 
‘‘Wast bill of exceptions,’’® ‘‘fast es- 


tate,’’* ‘‘fast fish,’?’® ‘‘fast mail,’’?® and ‘‘fast 


writ of error’’; 
liver,’’ 14 “‘as fast as that,’’ 12 ‘‘very fast,’’ and 
‘‘fastest passenger train service.’’ 14 


10 also ‘‘as fast as [she] can de- 


FASTEN. To make fast;!*° to attach or unite 


firmly.+6 


FATAL. Causing death;* deadly or mortal.28 


FAT BOILING. 


FATETUR FACINUS QUI JUDICIUM FUGIT.”° 


FATHER.?! 


tive terms and might mean one 
thing in one place and quite another 
thing in another place.” Sandwich 
Enterprise Co. v. Joliet Mfg. Co., 91 
Fed. 254, 255, 38 CCA 491. 

3. Webster D. [quot South Cov- 
ington, etc., R. Co. v. Beatty, 50 SW 
239, 20 KyL 1845]. 

4 Webster D. [quot South Cov- 
ington, etce., R. Co. v. Beatty, 50 SW 
239, 20 Kyl 1845]. 

5. Webster D. [quot South Cov- 
ington, etc., R. Co. v. Beatty, 50 SW 
239, 20 KyL 1845]. 

6. Black L. D. (in Georgia a 
“fast”? bill of exceptions is one which 
may be taken in injunction suits and 
Similar cases at such time and in 
such manner as to bring the case up 
for review with great expedition). 
See Appeal and Error § 27. 

7. Brown Ll. D. ( ‘fa term some- 
times used in wills, meaning real 
property”). See also Lewis v. Smith, 
9 N. Y. 502, 510, 61 AmD 706; Jackson 
v. Merrill, 6 Johns. (N. Y.) 185, 191, 
5 AmD 213 (where the term is em- 
ployed). 

8. Aberdeen Arctic Co. v. Sutter, 
4 Macq. 355, 359 (C“‘[the peculiar] 
. .. mode of fishing has been com- 
monly called ‘drog’ fishing’’). 

[a] By the usage of the whale 
fishery a fish is to be considered as 
a fast fish which is attached by any 
means, such as the entanglement of 
the line around it, etc., to the boat 
of the first striker, although the 
harpoon does not continue in the 
body of the fish. Hogarth v. Jack- 
son, 2 C. & P. 595, 12 ECL 753; Fen- 
nings v. Grenville, 1 Taunt. 241, 243, 
127 Reprint 825. 

9.,| Hicks’ \v.) Union Pac: “Ri. /Co.,; 
76 Nebr. 496, 107 NW 798, 800 (in 
railroad parlance a train which stops 
only at the more important stations 
at long intervals of time and space, 
and which maintains, and presum- 
ably is under contract with the 
United States government to main- 
tain, a great rate of speed). 

10. See Appeal and Error § 27. 

11. Hulthen vy. Stewart, [1903] 
ING KOR Sey, Ee 

“This language is perfectly plain 
and unambiguous. It contemplates 
a delivery by every ordinary means 
at her disposal. That she was to 
run all her cargo winches at one 
and the same time was also, mani- 
festly, within the contemplation of 
the parties, for it is expressly stipu- 
lated that she shall provide sufficient 
steam to so run them all. We are 
therefore of the opinion that she was 
entitled to insist on discharge as 
fast as she could from all of them. 
We do not agree with the district 
judge that by such a construction 
there is read into the contract more 
than its language imports. On the 
contrary, to qualify the provision by 
restricting it to one or two or three 
of her hatches would be to read into 
the charter a clause which’ the par- 
ties did not insert, and which we 
have no reason to suppose they in- 
tended to insert.. In fact the provi- 


in the shipping 


The term employed to designate a 


sions about lighters, and the supply- 


ing of steam for all the winches, 
are persuasive to the conclusion 
that the parties meant precisely 


what they said.” Hine v. Perkins, 
55 Fed. 996, 998, 5 CCA 377. 

12. Peck v. Waters, 104 Mass. 
345, 350 (‘The qualification ‘or as 
fast as that,’ imports an option on 
the part of the defendants. But 
whether it is an option to deliver the 
whole at once, or any quantity not 
less than twenty-five barrels by each 
steamer; or an option to deliver in 
such quantities as the defendants 
should choose, not faster than the 
rate named, cannot be decisively as- 
certained from the report’’). 

13. Indianapolis, éte., R. Co. v. 
Peyton, 76 Ill. 340, 341 (an ordinance 
of a town provided that railroad 
trains should not be run through the 
town at a greater rate of speed than 
eight miles per hour. In an action 
against a railroad company to re- 
cover for the killing of a cow by a 
train of cars, it was proved that the 
train was running ‘very fast.” It 
was held that this substantially 
proved that it was running at a 
greater rate of speed than eight 
miles per hour). 

14. Taffe v. Oregon R. Co., 41 Or. 
64; TL 6) Pxl0U5, (68 Pe iS 2.95 Se roa 
187 (a stipulation for the ‘fastest 
passenger train service” in the writ- 
ten part of a bill of lading, which 
contained a blank space for the place 
of destination, with directions not 
to insert points not on the carrier’s 
line, which blank space was not 
filled, was held simply to be a desig- 
nation as to how the freight should 
be carried, and not to operate to 
render the carrier liable for losses 
on connecting lines). 


15. Webster Int. D. 
[a] The term “fasten and se- 
cure,’ in an instruction as to the 


care required in confining cars on a 
siding to prevent their escape to the 
main track, does not imply that they 
are to be anchored by means of 
chains, but refers to the use of the 
ordinary appliances consisting of 
brakes and blocks. Jones v. Kansas 
City, ete., R. Co., 178 Mo. 628, 77. SW 
890, 897, 101 AmSR 4384. 

16. Webster Int. D. 

17. Boyer v. State, 84 Nebr. 407, 
121 NW 445, 446. i 

18. Boyer v. State, 84 Nebr. 407, 
121 NW 445, 446. 

19. See Nuisances [29 Cyc 1167]. 

20. A maxim meaning ‘‘He who 
flees judgment confesses his guilt.” 
Bouvier L. D. [cit Best Pres. § 248; 
3 Coke Irst. p 14]. 

[a] Applied in: Foster’s Case, 11 
Coke 56a, 60b, 77 Reprint 1222; Fox- 
ley’s Case, 5 Coke 109a, 109b, 77 
Reprint 224. 

21. Father: 

Abandonment of child see Parent and 

Child [29 Cyc 1676]. 

Abduction from mother see Abduc- 

tion § 12. 

Adoption see Adoption of Children 1 

Cee pe Leo te 


676. [25C.3.] 


male parent;?2 a male who has begotten a child;** 
also an adopted father,?4 or a male ancestor more 


remote than a parent.’® 


FATHOM. When used in the measurement of 
land, a word which is to be understood as meaning 
a square fathom, but in its common usage an integral 


part of a unit of land measure.”® 
Lineal fathom. 
feet.?" 
Square fathom. 
taining thirty-six square feet.?® 


FATUUS PRASUMITUR QUI IN PROPRIO 


NOMINE ERRAT.?9 
FAUCES TERRA. Literally 


Adverse possession by child against 
father and vice versa see Adverse 

. Possession §§ 282, 283. 

Carnal knowledge of daughter see 
Incest [22 Cyc 46]. 

Citizenship of, as citizenship of child 
see Citizens § 8 

Competency of, to prove age of 
prosecutrix in rape see Rape [33 
Cye 1473]. 

Conclusiveness on child of judgment 
against see Judgments [238 Cyc 
1264]. 

Conveyance by, to child see Fraudu- 
lent Conveyances [20 Cyc 607]. 
Credibility of as witness see Wit- 

nesses [40 Cyc 2657]. 

Custody of children see Parent and 
Child [29 Cye 1588]. 

Disqualification of father of party to 
suit see Judges [23 Cyc 583]; 
Juries [24 Cyc 273]; Witnesses 
[40 Cye 2210}. 

Divorce of, as affecting custody of 
children see Divorce §§ 783-823. 
Domicile of, as domicile of child see 

Domicile § 25. 

Duty to support see Parent and Child 
[29 Cyc 1606, 1619]; Paupers [30 
Cye 1123]. 

Killing: 

In defense of child as justifiable 

aia see Homicide [21 Cyc 

Person havjng illicit intercourse 

with daughter, as manslaughter 
see Homicide [21 Cyc 753]. 

Negligence, imputable to child see 
Negligence [29 Cyc 552]. 

Preference of, in appointment see 
Executors and Adminstrators § 103; 
Infants [21 Cyc 34]; Guardian and 
Ward [22 Cyc 650]; Insane Per- 
sons [22 Cyc 1140]. : 

Relation between child and, as good 
consideration see Contracts § 166; 
Deeds § 44; Mortgages [27 Cye 
1054]., 

See also Child or Children 11 C, J. 
p 750; Family ante p 664. 

22. Lind v. Burke, 56 Nebr. 785, 
790, 77 NW 444. 

[a] As meaning legal father.— 
The term as used in a complaint 
under a statute giving a right of ac- 
tion to a father, is not to be con- 
strued against the pleader to the 
extent of being held'to have refer- 
ence to a putative, rather than a 
legal, father, but should be presumed 
to refer to a parent within the rules 
of legitimacy. Crook v. Webb, 125 
Ala. 457, 28 S 384, 386. 

[b] As meaning natural father.— 
The word ‘father,’ as used in a 
statute, providing that a father may 
Sue for the injury or death of a 
child, should be construed to mean 
only one’s own natural father, and 
not to include a stepfather. Thorn- 
burg ‘v. American Strawboard Co., 
141 Ind. 448, 40 NE 1062, 1063, 50 
AMSHRs 3347 Citizens’? Sti RaeConwavs 
Cooper, 22 Ind. A. 459,°53 NE 1092, 
1094, 72 AmSR 319. 

{c] “Parent”. distinguished, — 
“Mather’’ is not equivalent to 
“parent” as used in Pen. Code art 
376, providing for the punishment 
of any person selling intoxicating 


A unit of measurement of six 


A unit of land measurement con- 


FATHER—FAULT 


land.’’ 2° 


Headlands or promontories ineasing a 
branch or arm of the sea.*? 

FAULT. ‘The primary lexical meaning of the 
word is defect or failing.?? Hence, in the language 
of the law and in the interpretation of statutes, it 
is held to signify a failure of duty,’ and deemed 
to be the equivalent of ‘‘negligence. 
following, among other, meanings: An error or de- 
feet of judgment or conduct;*> error or mistake ;*° 
any deviation from. prudence, rectitude, or duty;*" 
any shortcoming or neglect of care or performance 
resulting from inattention, incapacity, or perversity ; 


99 34 


It has the 


a wrong tendency, course, or act.*§ 


‘“‘Jaws of the 


liquor to a minor without the writ- 
ten consent of the parent of such 


minor, for the word. “parent” in- 
cludes both parents, father and 
mother. Lantznester v. State, 19 


Tex; A.\°320, 321. 

[d] As including “mother.”—(1) 
The word “father,” as used in § 21 
of the act concerning wills, by vir- 
tue of the provisions of Rev. St. 
(1874) p 833, relative to statutes, in- 
cludes “mother.” Walker v. Hyland, 
TOM INE Jee Lee WOON 56 WAM 268) 22715 on G2.) 
But the term as used in Rev. St. ¢c 
6 art 3 tit 1 § 49, providing that a 
testator’s child born after the mak- 
ing of his will shall receive the 
same portion of his “father’s real 
and personal estate’? as would have 
descended or been distributed to such 
child if the father had died intes- 
tate, cannot be construed so that it 
will apply to the mother, that is, .if 
a married woman executes her will, 
as she is allowed to under the stat- 
ute, and makes no provision for an 
after-born child, the child “will not 
inherit anything from his mother’s 
estate by virtue of this section of 


the statute. Cotheal v. Cotheal, 40 
N. Y. 405, 410. 
23. Lind v. Burke, 56 Nebr. 785, 


790, 77 NW 444, 

24. Lind v. Burke, 56 Nebr. 785, 
790, 77 NW 444. 

25. Lind v. Burke, 56 Nebr. 786, 
790, 77 NW 444 [cit Century D.; 
Webster Int. D.]. To same effect 
Mount v. Tremont Lumber Co., 121 
La. 64, 46 S 108, 126 AmSR 312, 
16 LRANS 199, 15 AnnCas 148; Lan- 
dry v. American Creosote Works, 119 
La. 231, 43 S 1016, 1017, 11 LRANS 
387; Owens v. Munden, 168 N. C. 
266, 84 SE 257, AnnCas1917B 1117. 

26. Nahaolelau v. Kaaahu, 9 Ha- 
waii 600, 601. 

27. Nahaolelau v. Kaaahu, 9 Ha- 
waii 600, 601. 

28. Nahaolelau v. Kaaahu, 9 Ha- 
waii 600, 601. 

29. A maxim meaning “A man is 
presumed to be simple who makes a 
mistake in his own name.” Bouvier 
Jing) ID): 
fal Applied in: Van Alst v. Hun- 


ter, 5 Johns. Ch. (N. Y.) 148, 161. 
30. Black L. D. 
31. The Harriet, 11 EF. Cas. No. 


6,099, 1 Story 250. See also Naviga- 
ble Waters [29 Cyc 285]. 

32. Milliken v. Fenderson, 110 Me. 
306, 86 A 174, 175 [cit Cyc]. 

[a] In a divorce statute (1) pre- 
scribing the grounds for a divorce, 
fault means more than a mere wrong 
in the sense of an error or a devia- 
tion from the rules of propriety, but 
embraces also any defect or blemish 
or impairment of excellence prevent- 
ing the full consummation of the 
marriage relation. Mutter v. Mut- 
ter, 123 Ky. 754, 97 SW 3938, 394, 124 
AmSR 381. (2) Im this connection 
it means a voluntary consenting to 
the separation of the husband and 
wife, or such failure of duty or mis- 
conduct on the part of the wife as 
“materially contributes to the dis- 
ruption of the marital relation.’ 


In coal mining, the term refers to interruptions 


Pratt v. Pratt, 197 Til. A. 530, 531. 
(3) See generally Divorce § 63 et seq. 

83. Milliken v. Fenderson, 110 Me. 
306, 861A 17 Soe Leite Cy.cde 

{a] In separation proceedings.— 
As used in a statute giving a wife 
the right to a bill for support and 
maintenance where the living sepa- 
rate and apart from her husband 
was without her fault, “fault’? means 
a voluntary consenting to the sepa- 
ration, or such failure of duty or 
misconduct on her part as materially 
contrikutes to a disruption of the 
marital relation. Johnson v. John- 
son, 125 Ill. 510, 16 NE 891, 892. 

34. Harding v. Harding, 198 U. S. 
317, 25 SCt 679, 682, 49 L. ed. 1066; 
Hardie? V2 UU? S35) 39NCt. Cle 250, 2b 
Savannah, ete., R. Co. v. Austin, 104 
Ga. 614, 30 SE 770, 771; Decker. v. 
Decker, 279 Ill. 300, 116 NE 688, 
690; Indiana Union Tract. Co. v. 
Long, 176 Ind. 532, 96 NE 604, 607; 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Summers, 
131 Ind. 241, 30 NE 873; Evansville, 
etc. R. Co. v. Weikle, 6 Ind. A. 
340, 38 NE 639; Milliken v. Fen- 
derson, 110 Me.° 306, 86 A 174, 175 
[cit Cyc]; Garland v. Hewes, 101 
Me. 549, 551, 64 A 914, 915 [cit Cyc]; 
Medfield School Dist. v. Boston, etc., 
R. Co., 102 Mass, 552; 553, 3 AmR 
502; Dorr v. Harkness, 49 N. J. L. 
571, 10 A 400, 402, 60 AmR 656; 
Cloutier v. Rex, 13 Can. Exch. 109, 
114. See generally Collision §§ 2- 
10; Negligence [29 Cyc 400]. 

[a] As “want of ordinary care.” 
—The use of the word “fault,” in an 
instruction that want of ordinary 
care was not a contributing cause 
unless there was a proximate con- 
nection between the injury and the 
want of care, “that is, it must ap- 
pear that there was such a relation 
between plaintiff’s fault and the in- 
jury that it was a natural result 
thereof,” is not erroneous, as it evi- 
dently refers to “want of ordinary 
care.” Sorensen v. J. I. Case Thresh- 
ne ee Co., 129 Wis. 366, 109 NW 

Sus. 

35. Century D. [quot Louisville, 
etc. .R. (Co. ov.) Berry,2 i) Ind. A. 442%, 
28 NE 714, 716]. 

Pe Malone v. U. S., 5 Ct. Cl. 486, 

“Error” distinguished see Error 21 
C.J. p_ 822 note’ 3. 

37. Century D. [quot Louisville, 
eten RR: CosivBemryn 2 sind veo 
28 NE 714, 716]. 

38. Century D. [quot Louisville, 
eles) IR: Coisv., Berry, 2b. Ay 4275 
28 NE 714, 716]. 

[a] Mismanagement. — Where a 
mortgage on the revenues of a canal 
company provided that if the com- 
pany should pay the interest on the 
bonds, and provide a sinking fund to 
meet the principal when due, it 
should retain the management of the 
property, and receive the revenues, 
but if it should fail to comply with 
these conditions “from any cause ex- 
cept a deficiency of revenues arising 
from the failure of business without 
fault on the part of the company, 
then the mortgagees should take 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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in the continuity of the coal deposit caused by dis- 
placements in the formation or by a pinching to- 
gether of the overlying and underlying rock strata.®® 

In the condition of an auction sale the word may 
refer to the quantity as well as to the quality of 
the article purchased.*° 

_FAUTOR. In Spanish law, an abettor; one who 
aids another especially in committing a crime, such 
as accomplices and accessaries.*1 

FAVOR. Partiality; bias; affection.43 

FAVORABILIA IN LEGE SUNT FISCUS, DOS, 
VITA, LIBERTAS.‘* 

FAVORABILIORES REI POTIUS QUAM AC- 
TORES HABENTUR.*: 

FAVORABILIORES SUNT EXECUTIONES AL- 
IIS PROCESSIBUS QUIBUSCUNQUE.‘° j 

FAVORABILIORES TAM AUCTORES REI PO- 
TUIS AUCTORES QUAM INTERVENIORES HA- 
BENTOUR.‘? 

i FAVORABLE. Favoring; manifesting partial- 
lity. 

FAVORABLY. Advantageously.* 

FAVOREM VITZ. A rule of criminal law mean- 
ing ‘‘Favor of life.’’ 5° 

FAVORES AMPLIANDI SUNT: ODIA RE- 
STRINGENDA.®*! 

FAZANA. In old Spanish law, judgment, espe- 
cially one which followed or was based upon an- 
other.52 This early form of stare decisis was not 
favored ** and fazafas were even declared void.*4 


possession and receive the revenues,” 
the word “fault” should be construed 


gas at “rates as 
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FE. In Spanish law, faith,> the lack of whick 
was formerly the subject of cognizance on the part 
of-the Inquisition.®¢ 
_ FEALTY. In feudal law, the obligation of fidel- 
ity which the tenant owed to his lord.57 ; 

FEAR.®8 

FEARS OR HOPES. A term which is merely an 
amplification of the word ‘‘motives.’’ 5° 

FEASIBLE. Capable of being done, performed, 
or effected.®° 

FEATHER. A protrusion from the inside of the 
shell of the cylinder of a cloth-printing machine, 
which fits a groove in the mandrel and keeps it from 
slipping as the mandrel revolves.*t 
_FEATHER BED. In domestic use, a single ar- 
ticle composed of a quantity of feathers enclosed in 
a bedtick.®? 

FEATHERBONE. The term has become the name 
of the article produced from the quills of feathers 
and used as a substitute for whalebone.® 

FEATHER RAILS. The term is applied to the 
rails of a short detached movable railway track made 
to fit over and connect with the regular track.%4 

FECHA. In Spanish law, date, which is an essen- 
tial feature of all public documents.* 

FED. The term has a well understood meaning 
when applied to cattle or hogs, and it is to be made 
fit for market by feeding.*6 

FEDERAL. In American law, belonging to the 
general government or union of the states; founded 


in its broader sense as meaning not 

only mismanagement, but also any 

legal default on the part of the com- 
pany in view of its obligations to 
the public to operate it as a public 

work. State v. Brown, 73 Md. 484, 

21 A 374, 376. 

39. Wilson v. Big Joe Block Coal 
Co., 1384 Iowa 594, 112 NW _ 89, 90. 

40. Pettitt v. Mitchell, 4 M. & G. 
819, 838, 43 ECL 423, 134 Reprint 337. 

41. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Criminal Law §§ 99-161. See alse 
Miller v. Knox, 4 Bing. N. Cas. 574, 
605, 83 ECL 865, 132 Reprint 910. 

42. Favor: 

Challenge or disqualification for see 
Grand Juries [20 Cye 1300, 1325]; 
Judges [23 Cyc 582]; Juries [24 
Cye 280, 334]. See also Bias 7 
(Oh fer some Bas 
43. Burrill L. D. 

[a] “In favor of.”—Myer v. De- 
eroix, [1891] A. C. 520, 526; Gillam 
Warbaylor: &. Ri dé) Mqi e581, 5384; 
Manchester, etc., R. Co. v. Denaby 
Golliery Co:, 54>. 3. QQ. B. 103, 111. 
See also Exposito v. Robert, 11 Porto 
Rico 14 (where the term is distin- 
guished from “to the order of’). 

[b] “Verdict of the party you de- 
sire to favor.’’—Pittsburgh, etc., R. 
Co. v. Burton, 139 Ind. 357, 369, 37 
NE 150, 38 NE 594. 

44, A maxim meaning “Things 

favourably considered in law are the 

treasury, dower, life, liberty.”’ Whar- 

ton L. Lex. [cit Jenkins Cent. p 94]. 
45. A maxim meaning “Defenders 

are held to be in a more favourable 


position than pursuers.” Trayner 
Leg. Max. 
[a] Applied in: Hunt v. Rousma- 


nier, 8 Wheat. (U. S.) 174, 195, 5 L. 
ed. 589 (where it is referred to aS a 
“maxim of the civil law’). 

46. A maxim meaning “Hxecu- 
tions are preferred to all other proc- 
esses whatever.’ Wharton L. Lex. 
[eit Coke Litt. p 289]. 

47. A maxim meaning ‘“Accusers 
are held more favorably than inter- 
venors.”’ Peloubet Leg. Max. p 81. 

48. Webster Int. D. ‘ 

[a] Gas rates. — An ordinance 
giving exclusive privileges to a gas 
company, but requiring it to furnish 


é favorable as” fur- 58. See Duress 19 C. J. p 8388; 
nished by a certain gas company in|]Fright [20 Cyc 850]; Threats [38 
another city, should be construed to |Cyc 289]. 


mean prices as low, irrespective of 
any circumstances or _ conditions. 
Decatur Gas-Light Co. v. Decatur, 
120 Ill. 67, 69, 11 NE 406, 408. 


49. Century D. 
[a] “To ‘favourably consider’ 
means, having regard to the sur- 


rounding facts, to grant an applica- 
tion.” Montreal Gas Co. v. Vasey, 
[2900]. A. C. 595, 596, 599. 

50. State v. Schieler, 4 Ida. 120, 
130, 37 P 272; State v. Haton, 191 
Mo. 151, 89 SW 949, 951. 

51. A maxim meaning “Favorable 
inclinations are to be enlarged; ani- 
mosities restrained.’ Bouvier L. D. 
[cit Jenkins Cent. p 186]. - 


52. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Judgments [238 Cyc 623]. 

53. Marina Ensayo historico- 
critico No. 279. See Courts §§ 304- 


359. 

64. Partidas III tit XXII ley XIV. 

55. Escriche Diccionario. 

[a] In its legal sense the word 
is used much as the English ‘faith’; 
buena fé is good faith, mala fé bad 
faith. Dar fé is to certify, as when 
an official makes a certificate of 
some transaction before him. Hacer 
fé (to make faith) is to meet the 
requirements of proof. WHscriche 
Diccionario. See also Bona Vide 8 


This tribunal was abol- 
ished by royal decree in 1820 and 
jurisdiction of such causes restored 
to the diocesan prelates. See Royal 
Order of 1885 [reprinted WHscriche 
Diccionario]. 

57. De Peyster v. Michael, 6 N. Y. 
467, 499, 57 AmD 470. See also 
Loyalty [25 Cyc 1658]. 

[al “Escheat” compared. — “Hs- 
cheat was the reversion of the estate 
on a grant in fee simple upon a 
failure of the heirs of the owner. 
Fealty was annexed to an attendant 
on the reversion. They were insepa- 
rable. These incidents of feudal ten- 
ure belonged to the lord of whom the 
lands were immediately holden; that 
is to say, to him of whom the owner 
for the time being purchased.” De 
Peyster v.' Michael, 6 N. Y. 467, 499, 
57 AmD 470. 


Putting in fear: 

As element of: 
Affray see Affray’ § 15. 
Extortion see Extortion § 8. 
Robbery see Robbery [34 

1800]. : 

Threat see Threats [38 Cyc 290]. 

As justifying self-defense see As- 
sault and Battery §§ 31, 234; 
Homicide [21 Cyc 815]. 

As vitiating consent see Abduction 
§ 8; Kidnapping [24 Cyc 798]; Lar- 
ceny [25 Cyc 40]; Rape [388 Cye 


Cyc 


1428]. 

59. .Peo. v. Glass, 158 Cal. 650, 
112 Pe 28 e202, 

60. Century D. | 

[a] “Feasible raquite.”—The lay-. 


ing out of the most ‘feasible route” 
between two fixed points is not nec- 
essarily equivalent to the laying out 
of the best route for the accommoda- 
tion of public travel between the 
same bounds. In the one case the 
test is arbitrary and unyielding, and 
in the other it is governed by reason- 
able public necessity. Spaulding v. 
Groton, 68 N. H. 77, 79, 44 A 88, 89. 

61. Griggs v. Stone, 51 N. J. L. 
549, 550, 18 A 1094. 7 LRA 48. 

62. State v. Parker, 47 Vt. 19. 

Exemption of see Exemptions § 67. 

68. Warren Featherbone Co. v. 
American Featherbone Co., 141 Fed. 
513, 516, 72 CCA 571. 

64. Burke v. St. Louis Southwest- 


ern R. Co.,, 120 Mo. A: 683, 97 SW 
981. 

65. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Date dCs Jape Lace 

66. Brockway v. Rowley, 66 Ill. 


99, 102. 
67. Federal: 
Constitution see Constitutional Law 
§ 8. 
Court see Federal Courts post p 679. 
Government see United States [39 
Cye 689]. 
Land see Lands [32 
TS OM 
bce see Ambassadors and Consuls 
2 c. J. p 1297; Attorney-General 
6 Cc. J. p 804; Clerks of Courts 11 
. p 845; Customs Duties §§ 63— 
District and Prosecuting At- 
Internal 


Public Cye 


93; 
torneys 18 C. J. p 1294; 
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on or organized under the constitution or laws of 
the United States.®* 


Revenue [22 Cyc 1655]; Pensions Prisoner see Prisons [382 Cyc 317, 
[30 Cye 1369]; Post Office {31 Cye 831, 348]. 

9761; Public Lands [32 Cye 1000]; | Question, ground for: 

United States Commissioners [39 Appeal see Federal Courts post. 
Cye 791]; United States Marshals 
[39 Cyc 803]. post. 


| States.%? 


No. 2,929b, Hempst. 236. 


Jurisdiction see Federal Courts 
Money [27 Cyc 817]. 


Federal money. Lawful money of the United 


Removal of cause see Removal of 
Causes [34 Cye 1240]. 
68. Black L. D. 


69. Cocke v. Kendall, 5 H. Cas. 
See also 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see ¢ 


s 
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FEDERAL COURTS 


By CuHarirs C. Moors * 
Assisted by the Editorial Staff 


[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 687] 


ANALYSIS 


I. JUDICIAL POWER OF THE UNITED STATES [(§§ 1-3] p 687 
A. Extent [§ 1] p 687 
B. Where Vested [§ 2] p 688 
C. Independent of State Judiciary [§ 3] p 689 


II. JURISDICTION AND POWERS GENERALLY [{§ 4-32] p 689 
. Source and General Extent of Jurisdiction [§ 4] p 689 
. Character of Jurisdiction [§ 5] p 691 
State Legislation Affecting Jurisdiction [§ 6] p 691 
. Presumption as to Jurisdiction [§ 7], p 692 
. Jurisdiction Appearing of Record [§ 8] p 693 
Right to Decline Jurisdiction [§ 9] p 693 
. Equity Jurisdiction Generally [§ 10] p 693 
. Jurisdiction to Afford Complete Relief [§ 11] p 693 
Jurisdiction in Probate Matters [§ 12] p 695 
. Ancillary and Incidental Jurisdiction [4 13] p 696 
. Issuance of Prerogative and Other Writs [§ 14] p 699 
. Enforcement of Rights Claimed Under State Law [§ 15] p 701 
M. Territorial Limitations and Districts in Which Actions Must Be Brought [§§ 16-28] p 703 
1. In General [§ 16] p 703 
2. Residence of Parties [§§ 17-22] p 704 
a. In General [§ 17] p 704 
b. Where Coparties Reside in Different States [§§ 18-20] p 707 
(1) General Rule [§ 18] p 707 
(2) Plaintiffs [§ 19] p 707 
(3) Defendants [§ 20] p 707 
ce. Where More than One District in State [§ 21] p 707 
d. Where District Contains More than One Division [§ 22] p 708 
. Actions by or against Corporations [§ 23] p 708 
. Actions by or against Aliens [§ 24] p 710 
. Actions on Bonds of Public Contractors and against Surety Companies [§ 25] p 710 
. Actions on Claims against United States [§ 26] p 711 
. Local or Transitory Actions [§ 27] p 712 
N. Loss or Divestiture of Jurisdiction [§ 28] p 717 


III. JURISDICTION DEPENDENT ON EXISTENCE OF FEDERAL QUESTION [§§ 29-47] p 718 
. In General [§ 29] p 718 

Cases Arising under Constitution of United States [§ 30] p 722 
Cases Arising under Treaties of United States [§ 31] p 726 
Cases Arising under Laws of United States Generally [§ 32] p 726 

. Actions Arising under Revenue Laws [§ 33] p 727 

. Actions Arising under Patent Laws [§ 34] p 727 

Actions Arising under Copyright Laws [§ 35] p 729 

. Actions Relating to Trade-Marks and Trade Names [§ 36] p 729 
Actions Relating to Commerce [§ 37] p 729 

Actions Relating to Watercourses and Water Rights [§ 38] p 730 

. Actions Relating to Navigable Waters [§ 39] p 731 

. Actions for Torts on High Seas [§ 40] p 731 

. Actions Relating to Public Lands [§ 41] p 731 

. Actions Relating to Mines or Mineral Rights [§ 42] p 732 

. Actions by or against Officers or Agents of United States [§ 43] p 732 
. Bankruptcy Cases [§ 44] p 734 5 


* Author of “United States Courts” and “Removal of Causes,” in Encyclopedia of Pleading and Practice, and 
of “Moore on Facts;” sometime associate editor of “Federal Statutes Annotated.” 
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Q. Actions by or against United States Corporations [§ 45] p 735 
R. Actions by or against National Banks or Receivers or Agents Thereof [§ 46] p 735 
S. Actions by or against Receivers Appointed by Federal Courts [§ 47] p 737 


IV. JURISDICTION DEPENDENT ON CITIZENSHIP OR CHARACTER OF PARTIES [§§ 48-95] 
p 739 
A. Cases Affecting Ambassadors, Public Ministers, or Consuls [§ 48] p 739 
B. Controversies to Which United States Is a Party [§ 49] p 740 
C. Controversies to Which State Is a Party [§§ 50-54] Pp “al 
1. Actions between States [§ 50] p 741 
2. Actions by State [§ 51] p 741 
3. Actions against State [§ 52] p 741 
4, Actions against State Officers [§ 53] p 743 
5. Interest of State When Not a Party i 54] p 
. Controversies to Which Indians Are Parties [§ 55] if oe 
. Controversies between Citizens of Same State Claiming Lands under Grants of Different States 
[§ 56] p 745 
. Controversies to Which Alien a Party [§ 57] p 745 
. Controversies to Which Foreign Sovereign or Nation Is a Party [§ 58] } p 746 
. Controversies between Citizens of Different States [§§ 59-76] p 747 
In General [§ 59] p 747 
2. What Constitutes Citizenship [§ 60] p 748 
3. Time as of Which Jurisdiction Determined [§ 61] p 748 
4. Citizenship of Coparties [$$ 62-68] p 749 
a. In General [§ 62] p 749 
b. Alignment of Parties According to Real Interest [§ 63] p 750 
5. Necessary, Indispensable, and Formal Parties.[§ 64] p 752 
6. Actions by or against Parties Acting in Representative or Fiduciary Capacity [§ 65] p 754 
7. Actions by Cestuis Que Trust [§ 66] p 755 
8. Actions by or against Corporations [§ 67] p 755 
9 
10 
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. Actions by or against Unincorporated Associations [§ 68] p 759 
. Actions by or against Partnerships [§ 69] p 759 
11. Actions by or against Citizens of District of Columbia or of Territory [§ 70] p 759 
12. Actions on Assigned Promissory Notes or Other Choses in Action [§ 71] p 760 
13. Actions against Assignees [§ 72] p 764 
14. Intervention [§ 73] p 764 
15. Collusion to Confer Jurisdiction [§ 74] p 765 
16. Change of Citizenship or Residence [§ 75] p 765 
17. Conveyances and Transfers of Subject Matter of Action [§ 76] p 766 
I. Controversies between Citizens of Same State [§ 77] p 766 


V. JURISDICTIONAL AVERMENTS IN RECORD [§§ 78-94] p 767 
A. Necessity of Averments in General [§§ 78-79] p fee 
1. On Direct Attack [§ 78] p 767 
2. On Collateral Attack [§ 79] p 767 
B. Averment of Citizenship [§§ 80-88] p 767 
1. Necessity of Averment [§§ 80-84] p 767 
a. In General [§ 80] p 767 
2 b. Of Plaintiff’s Assignor [§ 81] p 768 
c. Of Guardian or Next Friend [§ 83] p 768 
d. Of Executors, Administrators, Trustees, or Receivers [§ 82] p 768 
e. Of Partnerships and Other Unincornorated Associations [§ 84] p 768 
2. Sufficiency of Averment [§§ 85-88] p 768 
a. In General [§ 85] p 768 
b. As to Individuals [§ 86] p 770 
c. As to Corporations [§ 87] p 771 , 
d. As to Partnerships and Other Unincorporated Associations [§ 88] p 773 
. Averments Showing Jurisdiction in Particular Federal District [§§ 89-90] p O74 
1. Residence of Parties [§ 89] p 774 
2. Local Suits [§ 90] p 774 
. Averment of Alienage [§ 91] p 774 
. Averment of Federal Question [§ 92] p 775 
. Averment of Amount in Dispute [§ 93] p 77 
. Amendment to Cure Omissions or Defects [§ 94] p 779 


VI. JURISDICTIONAL OBJECTIONS [§§ 95-107] p 781 | 
A. In General [§ 95] p 781 
B. For Absence or Insufficiency of Averments [§§ 96-98] p 782 
1. In General [{§ 96] p 782 
2. Reversal on Appeal or Error i 97] Dp. 788 
3. Reversal on Bill of Review [§ 98] p 785 
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C. Where Jurisdictional Averments Are Sufficient on Their Fac 9-10 5) 
1. At Law [§ 99] p 785 H pee pee 
2. In Equity [§ 100] p 787 
3. Where There Are Several Defendants [§ 101] p 787 
4. Trial of Issue [§§ 102-105] p 787 ; 
a. In General [§ 102] p 787 
b. Burden of Proof [§ 103] p 787 
e. Evidence [§ 104] p 789 
d. Decision [§ 105] p 789 
D. Dismissal under Act of 1875; Judicial Code § 87 [§ 106] p 790 
E. Venue in Wrong Federal District [§ 107] p 794 


VII. PROCEDURE AND CONFORMITY TO STATE PRACTICE [§5 108-162] p 797 
A. Practice Conformity Act [§§ 108-118] p 797 ; 
1. In General [§ 108] p 797 
2. Object of Statute [§ 109] p 797 
3. Statute Mandatory and Self-Executing [§ 110] p 797 
4, Extent of Conformity [§§ 111-115] p 799 
a. In General [§ 111] p 799 
b. Matters Covered by Acts of Congress [§ 112] p 800 
e. Construction of Common-Law Remedies [§ 113] p 801 
d. Conflict with Federal Constitution [§ 114] p 801 
e. State Practice Affecting Inherent Power of Courts [§ 115] p 801 
5. Validity and Force of State Statutes [§ 116] p 801 
6. Jurisdiction of Federal Courts [§ 117] p 802 
B. Conformity and Nonconformity in Particular Actions or Proceedings [§§ 118-126] p 802 
1. Hquity and Admiralty Cases [§ 118] p 802 
2. Criminal Cases [§ 119] p 805 ; 
. Bankruptcy Proceedings {§ 120] p 805 
. Actions Relating to Patents and Copyrights [§ 121] p 805 
. Condemnation Proceedings [§ 122] p 806 
. Mandamus Proceedings {§ 123] p 806 
. Cases Removed from State Court to Federal Court [§ 124] p 806 
. Actions to Which United States Is a Party [§ 125] p 806 
. Statutory Proceedings in Federal Courts [§ 126] p 806 
C. Conformity and Nonconformity in Particular Matters [§§ 127-159] p 806 
1. General Rule [§ 127] p 806 
. Form of Action [§ 128] p 806 
. Limitations [§ 129] p 807 
. Equitable Defenses [§ 130] p: 807 
Set-Off or Counterclaim [§ 131] p 807 
. Venue [§ 132] p 808 
. Parties [§ 133] p 808 
. Process or Notice [§§ 134-135] p 809 
a. Process Generally [§ 134] p 809 
b. Order to Absent Defendant under Judicial Code § 57 [§ 135] p 811 
9. Attachment and Garnishment [§ 136] p 813 
10. Appearances [§ 137] p 814 
11. Pleading [§ 138] p 814 
12. Joinder or Severance of Causes of Action [§ 139] p 815 
13. Amendments [§ 140] p 816 ; 
14. Witnesses [§ 141] p 816 
15. Evidence [§ 142] p 817 
16. Depositions [§ 143] p 818 
17. Production of Books and Papers [§ 144] p 819 
18. Juries [§ 145] p 819 
19. Trial [§ 146] p 819 
20. Continuances [§ 147] p 820 
21. Instructions and Findings on Matters of Law [§ 148] p 820 
22. References [§ 149] p 820 
23. Verdict and Findings of Fact [§ 150] p 820 
24. New Trials [§ 151] p 821 
25. Dismissal, Discontinuance, and Nonsuit [§ 152] p 821 
26. Abatement and Revival [§ 153] p 821 
27. Judgment [§ 154] p 821 : 
28. Execution and Other Proceedings after Judgment [§ 155] p 823 
29. Appeal and Error [§ 156] p 824 
30. Costs and Fees {§ 157] p 825 
31. Other Matters [§§ 158-159] p 826 
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a. Matters to Which Conformity Statute Is Applicable [§ 158] p 826 a 
b. Matters to Which Conformity Statute Not Applicable [§ 159] p 826 | 
D. Application of Common-Law Rules [§ 160] p 827 
EK. Distinction between Law and Equity [§ 161] p 827 
F. Rules of Court [§ 162] p 827 


VIII. STATE LAWS AS RULES OF DECISION [§§ 163-190] p 828 
A. General Rules [§§ 163-169] p 828 
1. In Actions at Common Law [§ 163]p 828 
2. In Equity [§ 164] p 829 


3. In Admiralty [§ 165] p 830 
4. In Criminal Cases [§ 166] p 830 
5. Judicial Notice of State Statutes [§ 167] p 830 
6. What Law Governs [§ 168] p 830 
7. Where Federal Question Involved [§ 169] p 831 
B. Decisions of State Courts as Authority [§§ 170-187] p 831 

1. General Rule [§ 170] p 831 
2. Construction of State Constitution and Statutes [§ 171] p 832 
3. Construction of Municipal Ordinances [§ 172] p 839 
4. Rules of Property [§ 173] p 839 i 
5. Tribunal by Which Decision Rendered [§ 174] p 841 : 
6. Actual Decision Necessary [§ 175] p 841 
7. Scope and Nature of Decisions [§ 176] p 841 
8. Inconsistent Decisions [§ 177] p 842 
9. State Decisions Overruled by Federal Supreme Court [§ 178] p 843 

- 10. Rights Accrued Prior to State Decisions [§ 179] p 843 | 
11. Federal Decision Prior to State Decision [§ 180] p 844 | 
12. Equity Cases [§ 181] p 845 
13. Criminal Cases [§ 182] p 845 


. Jurisdictional Matters [§ 183] p 845 
. Questions of International Law [§ 184] p 846 
. Questions of General or Commercial Law [§ 185] p 846 
. Construction of Federal Constitution [§ 186] p 849 

18. Construction of Federal Statutes [§ 187] p 849 
C. Application of State Laws and Decisions to Particular Matters [§§ 188-190] p 849 

1. Limitations and Laches [§ 188] p 849 
2. Other Matters of Substance [§ 189] p 852 
3. Matters of Procedure [§ 190] p 868 


IX. SUPREME COURT [§§ 191-324] p 858 
A. Original Jurisdiction and Exercise Thereof [§§ 191-199] p 858 
1. In General [§ 191] p 858 
2. Actions to Which State is a Party [§ 192] p 858 
3. Actions Affecting Ambassadors, Public Ministers, or Consuls [§ 193] p 860 
4. Issuance of Writs [§§ 194-197] p 860 
a. Prohibition [§ 194] p 860 
b. Mandamus [§ 195] p 860 
e. Habeas Corpus [§ 196] p 861 
d. Other Writs [§ 197] p 861 
5. Amount in Controversy [§ 198] p 861 
6. Procedure in Exercise of Original Jurisdiction [§ 199] p 861 
B. Appellate Jurisdiction and Exercise Thereof [S§ 200-324] p°863 
1. Source and Extent of Appellate Jurisdiction [§§ 200-202] p 863 
a. In General [§ 200] p 863 
b. Pecuniary Limits of Jurisdiction [§ 201] p 864 
ce. Appellate Procedure in General [§ 202] p 864 
2. Certification of Questions [§ 203] p 864 | 
i 


Hee} 
NOOB 


3. Review of Decisions [§§ 204-324] p 867 
a. Of Circuit Court of Appeals [§§ 204-208] p 867 
(1) By Appeal or Writ of Error [§§ 204-205] p 867 
(a) When Permitted [§ 204] p 867 
(b) When Denied [§ 205] p 869 - 
(2) By Certiorari [§§ 206-208] p 871 
(a) In General [§ 206] p 871 
(b) Discretion of Court [§§ 207-208] p 874 | 
aa. In General [§ 207] p 874 
bb. In Patent Cases [§ 208] p 878 
b. Of District Courts [§§ 209-268] p 879 
(1) In General [§ 209] p 879 
(2) Where Jurisdiction in Issue [§§ 210-262] p 880 
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(a) Statutory Provisions [§ 210] p 880 
(b) General Conditions to Appellate Jurisdiction [§§ 211-214] p 882 
aa. Finality of Decision [§ 211] p 882 
bb. Amount in Controversy [§ 212] p 883 
ce. Writ of Error or Appeal [§ 213] p 883 
dd. Time for Appeal or Writ of Error [§ 214] p 883 
(c) Respective Jurisdiction of Supreme Court and Circuit Court of Appeals 
| [§ 215] p 884 
(d) What Is Question of Jurisdiction [§§ 216-241] p 886 
aa. “Jurisdiction” im General [§ 216] p 886 
bb. Required Nature of Question [§§ 217-218] p 886 
(aa) In General [§ 217] p 886 
(bb) Exclusive and Inclusive Test [§ 218] p 888 
ce. Particular Classes of Cases [§§ 219-227] p 889 
(aa) Jurisdiction Coalescing with Merits [§ 219] p 889 
(bb) Admiralty Cases [§ 220] p 889 
(cc) Proceedings in Rem under Food and Drugs Act [§ 221] p 890 
(dd) Cases under Bankruptcy Law [§ 222] p 890 
(ee) Copyright Suits [§ 223] p 891 
| (ff) Suits under Patent Laws [§ 224] p 891 
| (gz) Criminal Cases [§ 225] p 891 
(hh) Suits under Interstate Commerce Act [§ 226] p 891 
(ii) Cases Removed from State Courts [§ 227] p 892 
dd. Particular Issues [§§ 228-241] p 893 
(aa) Venue or Proper District [§ a7 p 893 
(bb) Service of Process*in General [§ 229] p 894 
(cc) Service of Process on Foreign Corporation [§ 230] p 894 
(dd) Service of Process on Individual {§ 231] p 896 
(ee) Validity of Attachment [§ 232] p 896 
(ff) Jurisdictional Amount [§ 233] p 896 
(gg) Diversity of Citizenship or Alienage [§ 234] p 897 
ie (bh) Parties Collusively Made or Joined [§ 235] p 897 
(11) Federal Question in General [§ 236] p 897 
(jj) WhetherSwit against State {§ 237] p 898 
| (kk) Constitutional Question [§ 238] p 898 
| (11) Question Arising under Treaty [{§ 239] p 898 
(mm) Various Reviewable Questions of Jurisdiction [§ 240] p 898 
| (nn) Various Questions Not Directly Reviewable [§ 241] p 899 
| ) Jurisdiction of the Court [§ 242] p 901 
) Judgment or Decree on Mandate of Circuit Court of Appeals [§ 2427/2] 
) 
) 


p 901 
Jurisdiction “In Issue” [§ 243] p 902 
Decision of Jurisdictional Question by District Court [§ 244] p 903 
i) Certificate or Equivalent [§§ 245-250] p 904 
aa. Necessity of Certificate in General [§ 245] p 904 
bb. Time of Granting Certificate [§ 246] p 904 
ec. Amendment of Certificate [§ 247] p 905 
dd. Function of Certificate [§ 248] p .905 
ee. Requisites and Sufficiency of Certificate [§ 249] p 905 
ff. Hquivalent of Certificate [§ 250] p 906 
(j) Record and Proceedings Not in Record [§§ 251-254] p 907 
aa. Record in General [§ 251] p 907 
bb. Record Contradicting Certificate [§ 252] p 907 
ce. Bill of Exceptions [§ 253] p 907 
dd. Opinion of Court Below [§ 254] p 907 
(k) Advancement on Docket [§ 255] p 907 
(1) Determination and Disposition of ce [§§ 256-261] p 907 
aa. In General [§ 256] p 907 
bb. Scope of Review [§§ 257-259] p 908 
(aa) In General [§ 257] p 908 
, (bb) Merits Excluded from Consideration [§ 258] p 908 
(ce) Evidence and Findings [§ 259] p 909 
i ec. Dismissal of Writ of Erron or Appeal [§ 260] p 910 
| dd. Affirmance, Reversal, and Remand [§ 261] p 910 
| (m) Second Appeal [§ 262] p 911 
(3) Where Constitutional Questions Involved [§ 263] p 911 
(4) Where Validity or Construction of Treaties Involved [§ 264] p 915 
(5) Prize Cases [§ 265] p 916 
(6) Criminal Cases [§§ 266-267] p 916 
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(a) Capital Cases [§ 266] p 916 ; 
(b) Under Criminal Appeals Act of 1907 [§ 267] p 916 
(7) Judgments on Claims agamst United States [§ 268] p 918 
ce. Of Courts of Territories and Outlying Possessions [§§ 269-271] Pp 918 
(1) In General [§ 269] p 918 
(2) Hawaii and Porto Rico [§ 270] p 919 
(3) Philippine Islands [§ 271] p 920 
d. Of Court of Claims [§ 272] p 921 
. Of Court of Customs Ligpenth: [§ 27214] p 
. Of Court of Appeals of District of Columbia ae 273-274] p 922 
(1) By Appeal or Writ of Error [§ 273] p 922 
(2) By Certiorari [§ 274] p 924 
. Of Military Tribunals [§ 275] p 924 
. Of State Courts [§§ 276-324] p 924 
(1) Source and Extent of Power [§§ 276-308] p 924 
(a) In General [§ 276] p 924 
(b) General Considerations Governing Right of Review [§§ 277-284] p 926 
aa. Status of Courts Rendering Judgment [§ 277] p 926 
bb. Final Character of Judgment [§ 278] p 927 
ce. Citizenship of Parties and Amount in Dispute [§ 279] p 928 
dd. Nature of Proceeding in State Court [§ 280] p 928 
ee. Substantial Character of Federal Question [§§ 281-282] p 928 
(aa) In General [§ 281] p 928 
(bb) Questions Settled by Supreme Court Decisions [§ 282] p 929 
fF; Materiality and Decision of Federal Question [§ 283] p 929 
ge. Correctness of Decision of State Court [§ 284] p 931 
(c) HEE of Question Involved [§§ 285-307] p 931 
a. In General [§ 285] p 931 
i Denial of Due Process of Law [§ 286] p 934 
ce. Denial of Equal Protection of Laws [§ 287] p 935 
dd. Impairment of Obligation of Contracts [§ 288] p 935 
ee. Questions under Full Faith and Credit Clause of Constitution [§ 289 | 
p 937 
ff. Rights Claimed under Judgments or Proceedings of Federal Court 
[§ 290] p 938 
ge. Constitutional Limitations or Power of Congress [§ 291] p 938 
hh. Right to Remove Case to Federal Court [§ 292] p 939 
li. Questions Relating to Public Lands [§ 293] p 939 
jj. Questions Relating to Mines or Minerals [§ 294] p 940 
kk. Questions Relating to Bankruptcy [§ 295] p 941 
ll. Questions Relating to Patents [§ 296] p 941 
mm. Questions Relating to National Banks [§ 297] p 941 
nn. Questions Relating to Commerce and Naviyable Waters [§ 298] p 941 
00. Questions Relating to Taxation and Assessments [¥ 299] p 942 
pp. Questions Relating to Citizenship [§ 300] p 942 
qq. Questions Relating to Legal Tender [§ 301] p 942 
rr. Questions Arising under State Constitution |§ 302] p 942 
ss. Construction of State Statutes [§ 303] ep 943 
tt. Jurisdiction of State Courts [§ 304] p 
uu. Construction of Common Law [S$ 305] se So 
vv. Questions of Practice or Pleading [§ 306] p 944 
ww. Questions of Evidence [§ 307] p 945 
“(d) Nature of Decision [§ 308] p 945 
(2) Procedure [§§ 309-324] p 946 
(a) Mode of Review [§ 309] p 946 
(b) Persons Entitled to Review [§ 310] p 947 
(c) Raising of Federal Question in State Court [§ 311] p 948 
(d) Parties [§ 312] p 953 
(e) Allowance and Issuance of Certiorari [§ 313] p 953 
(£) Allowance and Issuance of Writ of Error [§§ 314-319] p 953 
aa. In General [§ 314] p 953 
bb. Assignments of Error [§ 315] p 953. 
ec. Time for Issuing Writ [§ 316] p 953 
dd. To What Court Directed [§ 317] p 953 
ee. Security for Costs [§ 318] p 954 
ff. Citation [§ 319] p 954 
(g) Effect of Writ [§ 320] p 954 
(h) Necessity and Sufficiency of Showing of Jurisdiction [§ 321] p 955 
(i) Scope and Extent of Review [§§ 322-323] p 957 
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aa. In General [§ 322] p 957 
bb. Questions of Law and of Fact [§ 323] p 958 
(j) Determination and Disposition of Cause [§ 324] p 960 


X. CIRCUIT COURTS OF APPEALS [§§ 325-340] p 961 
A. Creation of Court [§ 325] p 961 
B. Personnel of Court [§ 326] p 961 
C. Jurisdiction [§§ 327-330] p 961 
1. In General [§ 327] p 961 
2. Cases Involving Questions Directly Reviewable by Supreme Court [§% 328-329] p 963 
a. When Reviewable by Circuit Court of Appeals [§ 328] p 963 
b. When Not Reviewable by Circuit Court of Appeals [§ 329] p 965 
3. Issuance of Writs [§ 330] p 965 
. Decisions Reviewable [§§ 331-333] p 966 
1. Final Character [§ 331] p 966 
2. Interlocutory Orders or Decrees as to Injunctions and Receivers [§ 332] p 967 
3. Order or Judgment Conforming to Mandate [§ 333] p 970 
- Mode of Exercising Jurisdiction [§ 334] p 970 
Time for Seeking Review [§ 335] p 970 
. Procedure [§ 336] p 971 
. Scope of Review [§§ 337-339] p 971 
| 1. In General [§ 337] p 971 
! 2. Where Jury Waived [§ 338] p 971 
: I. Determination and Disposition of Cause [§ 339] p 972 
H] J. Rehearing [§ 340] p 973 


XI. CIRCUIT COURTS [§ 341] p 973 


XII. DISTRICT COURTS [§§ 342-351] p 973 
A. Creation and Constitution [§§ 342-343] p 973 
1. Judicial Districts [§ 342] p 973 
2. Judges [§ 343] p 974 
B. Character of Courts [§ 344] p 974 
| C. Terms and. Sessions [§ 345] p 974 
: D. Rules of Procedure [§ 346] p 974 
K. Jurisdiction [§§ 347-351] p 974 
1. In General [§ 347] p 974 
2. Claims against United States [§ 348] p 975 
3. Equity Jurisdiction [§ 349] p 976 
4. Amount in Controversy [§ 350] p 976 
5. Issuance of Writs [§ 351] p 980 


XIII. COMMERCE COURT [§ 352] p 980 
XIV. COURT OF CUSTOMS APPEALS [§ 35214] p 980 


XV. COURTS OF TERRITORIES AND OUTLYING POSSESSIONS [§§ 353-363] p 980 
. In General [§ 353] p 980 
. Former Territories Now Admitted as States [§ 354] p 981 
. Alaska [§ 355] p 981 
. Canal Zone [§ 356] p 981 
. Hawai [§ 357] p 981 
. Philippine Islands [§ 358] p 982 
. Porto Rico [§§ 359-361] p 983 
1. Territorial Courts [§ 359] p 983 
2. United States District Court [§ 360] p 983 
3. Concurrent and Conflicting Jurisdiction [§ 361] p 984 
H. Effect of Admission of Territory as State [§§ 362-363] p 984 
1. In General [§ 362] p 984 
2. Transfer of Causes [§ 363] p $84 


XVI. UNITED STATES COURT FOR CHINA [§ 364] p 985 
XVII. PROVISIONAL COURTS [§ 365] p 986 


XVIII. COURTS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA [{§§ 366-373] p 986 
A. In General [§ 366] p 986 
B. Courts of Appeals [§§ 367-371] p 986 
1. Review of Decisions [§§ 367-370] p 986 
a. Of Supreme Court [§ 367] p 986 
b. Of Police Court [§ 368] p 987 
c. Of Commissioner of Patents [§ 369] p 987 
d. Of Court of Claims [§ 370] p 987 
2. Issuance of Writs [§ 371] p 987 
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C. Supreme Court [§ 372] p 987 
D. Inferior Courts [§ 373] p 988 
XIX. COURT OF CLAIMS [§{§ 374-429] p 988 
A. History and Purpose [§ 374] p 988 
B. Jurisdiction [§§ 375-386] p 988 
1. In General [§ 375] p 988 
2. Claims against United States [§§ 376-381] p 989 
‘ a. In General [§ 376] p 989 
b. Claims Referred by Congress [§ 377] p 991 
ce. Claims Referred by Executive Departments [§ 378] p 993 
d. Assigned Claims [§ 379] p 994 
e. Claims Growing Out of Treaties [§ 380] p 995 
f. Indian Depredation Claims [§ 381] p 995 
Set-Offs and Counterclaims [§ 382] p 996 
Claims against District of Columbia [§ 383] p 996 
Claims of Disbursing Officers for Relief from Responsibility [§ 384] p 996 
Review of Decisions of Executive Departments [§ 385] p 996 
. Review of Decisions of Prize Courts [§ 386] p 997 
C. Procedure [§§ 387-429] p 997 : 
1. In General [§ 387] p 997 
2.' Conditions Precedent to Suit [§ 388] p 997 
. Limitations [§ 389] p 997 .- 
. Defenses [§ 390] p 998 
. Parties [§ 391] p 998 
. Process and Appearance [§ 392] p 998 
. Pleading [§§ 393-397] p 998 
a. In General [§ 393] p 998 
b. Petition [§ 394] p 999 
c. Demurrer or Plea [§ 395] p 999 
d. Counterclaims and Cross Bills [§ 396] p 999 
e. Amendments [§ 397] p 999 
Issues and Proof [§ 398] p 1000 
Variance [§ 399] p 1000 
Evidence and Taking of Proof [§§ 400-408] p 1000 
. Presumptions [§ 400] p 1000 
. Burden of Proof [§ 401] p 1000 
. Admissibility [§ 402] p 1000 
. Judicial Notice [§ 403] p 1001 
. Depositions. [§ 404] p 1001 
. Affidavits [§ 405] p 1001 
. Examination of Claimant [§ 406] p 1001 
. Power to Call on Departments for Information [§ 407] p 1001 
i. Weight and Sufficiency [§ 408] p 1002 
11. Trial [§ 409] p 1002 
12. References [§ 410] p 1002 
13. Rules of Decision [§ 411] p 1003 
14. Findings or Report [§ 412] p 1003 
15. Judgment and Relief [§§ 413-427] p 1004 
a. In General [§ 413] p-1004 
b. In Case of Appropriation of Land [§ 414] p 1004 
. On Petition to Ascertain Amount Due United States [§ 415] p 1004 
. In Case of Impressment or Capture of Property [§ 416] p 1004 
. On Division of Court [§ 417] p 1004 
. Equitable Relief [§ 418] p 1005 
. On Counterclaim [§ 419] p 1005 
. Interest [§ 420] p 1005 
Dismissal or Discontinuance [§ 421] p 1005 
. Judgment by Default [§ 422] p 1005° 
. Entry of Judgment [§ 423] p 1005 
Finality of Judgment [§ 424] p 1005 
m. Amendment or Correction of Judgment [§ 425] p 1006 
n. Enforcement of Judgment [§. 426] p 1006 
o. Effect of Payment [§ 427] p 1006 
16. New Trial [§§ 428-429] p 1006 
a. On Motion of Claimant [§ 428] p 1006 
b. On Motion of United States [§ 429] p. 1006 
XX. CONCURRENT AND CONFLICTING JURISDICTION [§§ 430-434] p 1007 | 
A. In General [§ 430] p 1007 
B. Appointment of Receiver [§ 431] -p 1008 
C. Proceedings in Aid of Action of Another Court [§ 432) p 1008 
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D. Injunction against Proceedings [§ 433] p 1008 
K. Courts of Admiralty and of Bankruptcy [§ 434] p 1008 


Admiralty: _ 
Courts of see Admiralty §§ 5-15. 


Jurisdiction see Admiralty §§ 16-128. : 
Conflicting and concurrent jurisdiction of state and fed- 
eral courts see Courts §§ 631-654. 
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Courts generally std Courts 15 C. J. p 693; and cross 
references there given. 


Gye 1211]: 


Equity jurisdiction generally see Equity §§ 7-149. 
Removal from state court see Removal of Cause [34 


I. JUDICIAL POWER OF THE UNITED STATES 


{§ 1] A. Extent. Under the constitution! the 
judicial power of the United States? extends to 
all cases? in law and equity,* arising under tke 
constitution,> and laws® of the United States, and 


Le eConst./art Til §§1, 2. 

a, /Constiart LiL-'§ (2: 

[a] By judicial power is meant 
(1) such regular and permanent du- 
ties as belong to courts and judges 
in the ordinary and popular mean- 
ing of the words. Ex p. Pool, 2 Va. 
Cas. (4° Va.) 276. (2) The judicial 
power of the United States embraces 
all controversies of a justiciable na- 
ture arising within the territorial 
limits of the nation, no matter who 
may be the parties thereto, except 
so far as there are limitations ex- 
pressed in the constitution on the 
general grant of judicial power. Kan- 
sas v. Colorado, 206 U. S. 46, 27 SCt 
655; 61 LL. ed. 956.. ¢ 

[b] The entire judicial power of 
the nation granted to the federal 
courts by Const. art III § 1 is not 
limited by § 2. Kansas v. Colorado, 
206 U.S. 46, 27 SCt 655, 51 L. ed. 956. 

{c] This section has been con- 
strued as extending to three classes 
of cases determined respectively: 
First, by the subject matter of the 
action wherein the power is exer- 
cised; second, by the parties thereto; 
and third, by the remedy to be en- 
forced or course of proceedings 
adopted. Home Ins. Co. v. North 
Western Packet Co., 32 Iowa 223, 7 
PATER Nigel 

[ad] No political power.—“By ex- 
tending the judicial power to all 
cases in law and equity, the consti- 
tution has never been understood to 
eonfer on that department any po- 


litical power whatever. To come 
within ‘this description, a question 
must assume a legal form for for- 


ensic litigation and judicial decision. 
There must be parties to come into 
court, who can be reached by its 
process, and bound by its power; 
whose rights admit of ultimate de- 
cision by a tribunal to which they 
are bound to submit.’ In re Pacific 
R. Commn., 32 Fed. 241, 256, 12 
Sawy. 559. 

Political questions not within ju- 
dicial power see Constitutional Law 


§§ 381-385. 
3. Const. art III § 2. 
fa] What is a “case.”—(1) The 


act of July 25, 1882 (2 St. at L. 22), 
authorizing judges and clerks of 
United States courts to issue sub- 
peenas, upon the application of the 
commissioner of pensions, for the 
examination of witnesses concerning 
pension claims, is constitutional, 
such application being a 
which the judicial power 
United States extends. In re Gross, 
78 Fed. 107. (2) A suit by the United 
States to determine the question of 
fraud in obtaining an award against 
Mexico, brought under authority of 
the act of congress of Dec. 28, 1892, 
is a ‘‘ecase”’ within the meaning of 
Const. art III § 2, extending the ju- 
dicial power of the United States, 
or treaties since the proceeding in- 
volves a right which in its nature is 
susceptible of judicial determination, 
and the statute makes the decision 
of the court of claims a final and in- 
disputable basis of action by the 
parties, and not simply_an ancillary 
or advisory decision. La Abra Sil- 


ver Min-,Co: v. United States, 175 
U. S. 423, 20 SCt 168, 44 L. ed. 223 
[aff 32 Ct. Cl. 462]. 

{b] “Cases and controversies.”— 
(1) “By those terms are intended the 
claims or contentions of litigants 
brought before the courts for ad- 
judication by regular proceedings es- 
tablished for the protection or en- 
forcement of rights, or the preven- 
tion; redress, or punishment of 
wrongs. Whenever the claim or con- 
tention of a party takes such a form 
that the judicial power is capable of 
acting upon it, then it has become a 
case or controversy. Thus, in Os- 
born v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 
738, 6 L. ed. 204, this court, speaking 
by Chief Justice Marshall, after 
quoting the third article of the Con- 
stitution declaring the extent of the 
judicial power of the United States, 
said: ‘This clause enables the ju- 
dicial department to receive juris- 
diction to the full extent of the Con- 


stitution, laws and treaties of the 
United States, when any question 
respecting them shall assume such 


a form that the judicial power is 
capable of acting on it. That power 
is capable of acting only when the 
subject is submitted to it by a party 
who asserts his rights in the form 
prescribed by law. It then becomes 
a case, and the Constitution declares 
that the judicial power shall extend 
to all cases arising under the Coh- 
stitution, laws and treaties of the 
United States.’” Smith v. Adams, 
LFOMRUL AS Lou id, Oh OCto 66,r a2) Lat 
ed. 895. To same effect In re Pacific 
R. Commn., 32 Fed. 241, 12 Sawy. 
559s Ayres vies S., 44 Cts Cl, 140. 
(2) “The object of the language un- 
der construction was to establish and 
limit judicial jurisdiction by defining 
the ‘cases’ to which it should ex- 
tend. Cases are the natural bound- 
ary jurisdiction in one of its direc- 
tions. In the other direction the 
character of parties is the boundary. 
That sense of the word ‘case’ should 
then be taken as its intended sense 
that enables it to serve as the bound- 
ary of original jurisdiction where 
that jurisdiction is described by it. 
The constitution, with a nicety of 
expression due to the merited in- 
fluence of the distinguished lawyers 
who assisted in its preparation that 
leaves no doubt as to its intention to 
use the word case in its technical 
sense, employs that term when de- 
fining the limits of jurisdiction by 
the nature of its subject matter, and 
applies the term controversies where 
jurisdiction is intended to depend on 
the character of parties.” State v. 
Davis, 12 S. C. 528, 539 [rev on other 
grounds 107 U. S. 597, 2 SCt 636, 27 
L. ed. 574]. 

4) "Constivart DLLs) 2: 

fa] “Proceedings to perpetuate 
testimony, where litigation is ex- 
pected or apprehended, are within 
the ordinary jurisdiction of courts of 
equity, and come under the designa- 
tion of ‘cases in equity’ in the con- 
stitution.” In re Pacific R. Commn., 
32 Fed. 241, 257 note, 12 Sawy. 559. 

Equitable jurisdiction of federal 
courts see Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 


treaties made under their authority,’ to all cases 
affecting ambassadors and other public ministers 
and consuls;* to all cases of admiralty and mari- 
time jurisdiction;® to controversies '° to which the 


Equity jurisdiction generally see 
Equity §§ 7-149. 


6. Const. art III § 2. See infra 
§ 30. 

6. Const. art III § 2. See infra 
§§ 32-47. 


“The primary duty and obligation 
of federal courts are to construe and 


enforce the federal laws. For this 
purpose they were created.” West 
Virginian -Dract,, 1euc,,. CO. (vem hoe 


Grove Min. Co., 253 Fed. 772, 777. 
iG Const. art III § 2. See infra 


§ 
: “e Const. art III § 2. See infra 
3. CONST ah teeny eLans 2. See Ad-= 


miralty §§ 5-11. 

10g Consts.are Li as 2% 

[a] The term “controversies” (1) 
in Const. art III refers to cases in 


{ which such controversies are brought 


to the attention of the court, and 
not to quarrels, disputes, or contro- 
versies at large. So there could be 
no controversy of which the court 
could take or retain jurisdiction 
without a cause pending. Hence a 
case which has been dismissed by 
order of the court is not a “contro- 
versy,”’ but merely a dispute at large. 
Baltimore, ‘ete., R. Co. v. Larwill, 
83 Oh. St. 108, 98 NE 619, 34 LRANS 
1195. (2) “The use of the word ‘con- 
troversies’ as in contradistinction to 
the word ‘cases,’ and the omission of 
the word ‘all’ in respect of contro- 
versies, left it to Congress to de- 
fine the controversies over which the 
courts it was empowered to ordain 
and establish might exercise juris- 
diction, and the manner in which it 
was to be done.” Stevenson v. Fain, 
196 -U.oS! 165,.4167-o2b  SCt 640 is 
ed. 142, (3) “The term ‘controver- 
sies,’ if distinguishable at all from 
‘cases,’ is so in that it is less com- 
prehensive than the latter, and in- 
cludes only suits of a civil nature.” 
In re Pacific R. Commn., 32 Fed. 241, 
255, 12 Sawy. 559. (4) “A contro- 
versy, in the contemplation of the 
constitution, is but a dispute con- 
cerning rights or wrongs cognizable 
by law, and which may therefore be 
the subject of an action or involved 
therein.” Fisk v. Henarie, 32 Fed. 
417, 423, 138 Sawy. 38 [rev on other 
grounds, 142 U. S: 459, 12 SCt $207, 
85 L. ed. 1080]. 

{[b] Determination of question not 
involved in “case” or “controversy.” 
—Congress could not, as was at- 
tempted by the act of March 1, 1907 
(34 St. at L. 1016 ec 2285), confer jur- 
isdiction upon the court of claims, 
and, by appeal, upon the federal su- 
preme court, of suits against the 
United States to be brought by cer- 
tain named Cherokee Indians, for 
themselves and all others similarly 
situated, to determine the validity 
of acts of congress passed since the 
act of July 1, 1902 (82 St. at L. 716 
e 1375), so far as such acts purport 
to increase or extend the restrictions 
upon alienation, encumbrance, or the 
right to lease the allotments of Jands 
of Cherokee citizens, or to increase 
the number of persons entitled to 
share in the final distribution of the 
Cherokee lands and funds, since this 
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United States is a party;11 to controversies between 
two or more states,!? between citizens of different 
states,!®> and between citizens of the same state 
claiming lands under grants of different states.1* 
The constitution also provides that such judicial 
power shall extend to controversies between a state, 
or the citizens thereof, and foreign states, citizens, 
or subjects,® but this general language has been 
limited by a constitutional amendment to the effect 
that the judicial power of the United States shall 
not be construed to extend to any suit, in law 
or equity, commenced or prosecuted against one 
‘of the United States by citizens of another state, 
or by citizens or subjects of any foreign state.’® 
The fact that original jurisdiction is not vested 
in the federal courts in all cases where rights and 
benefits are claimed under the constitution.of the 
United States does not deprive a citizen of his 
rights, for the state courts are open to him,’* and 
the decision of the state court may be reviewed by 
the federal supreme court.1* : 
_[§ 2] B. Where Vested. As the constitution 
of the United States provides that ‘‘the judicial 
Power of the United States, shall be vested in 
one supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts as 
the Congress may from time to time ordain and 
establish,’’ 19 it was necessarily left to the legis- 
lative power to organize the supreme court, to 
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define its powers consistently with the constitu- 
tion, and to distribute the residue of the judicial 
power between this and the inferior courts, which 
it was bound to ordain and establish, defining their 
respective powers, whether original or appellate, 
and designating by which courts and how such 
powers should be exercised.2° The constitutional 
provision is, however, mandatory, and congress 
could not lawfully refuse to create a supreme court 
and to vest init the whole constitutional jurisdic- 
tion,2! and it was also bound to ereate some in- 
ferior courts in which to vest the jurisdiction which, 
is not vested originally in the supreme court.** 
Only duties strictly judicial can be imposed on 
the courts of the United States;?° and, conversely, 
no part of the judicial power can be conferred on 
an executive officer, or be vested elsewhere than 
in courts, ordained and established by congress.?° 
That is tc say, the judicial power granted by the 
first section of article three of the constitution to 
hear and determine the ten classes of cases enumer- 
ated in the.second section is by the constitution 
confined to the courts enumerated in the first sec- 
tion.2® A state court cannot exercise any part of 
the judicial power of the United States.2°’ But these 
sections do not prohibit congress from vesting judi- 
cial power in other cases in courts or magistrates 
of the states or in executive officers, where the 


is nothing more than an attempt to 
provide for a final judicial determi- 
nation in the supreme court of the 
constitutional validity of congres- 
sional legislation, without a “case 
or ‘‘controversy” to which, under the 
federal constitution, the judicial 
power alone extends. Muskrat v. U. 
CI 919 1. S. 346,31 SCt 250, 55 1 ed. 
246 [rev 44 Ct. Cl. 137, 283]. 


li. Const. art III § 2.° See infra 
§ 49. : 

12. Const. art III §_2. See infra 
§§ 50-54. 3 

13. Const. art III § 2. See infra 
§ 59 et seq. E 

14 Const. art III 2. See infra 
§ 56. 

15. Const. art III § 2. ; 

16. Const. Amendm. XI, See infra 

52. 
: 17. Harrison ‘v. Hadley, 11 F. 


Cas, No. 6,137, 2 Dill 229. 

18. See infra § 276 et seq. 

19. Const. art III § 1. 

{a] his provision is a grant and 
distribution of the judicial power of 
the United States. State v. Nast, 
209 Mo. 708, 108 SW 563. 

{b] The judicial power extends to 
two classes of cases: First, where 
the supreme court has origihal juris- 
diction; second, where it has only 
appellate jurisdiction, and in the lat- 
ter class the federal] jurisdiction is 
dormant until congress has author- 
ized its exercise. U.S. Bank vy, Rob- 
erts, 2 F. Cas. No. 934, 4 Conn. 323. 

{c] Congress alone has the power 
under the constitution to create a 
United States court. Mechanics’, etc., 
Bank v. Union Bank, 25 La. Ann. 387. 

[d] Congress may direct the 
transfer of cases from one federal 
court to another. U.S. v. Haynes, 29 
Fed. 691. 4 

{e] Exclusive or concurrent juris- 
diction may be given by congress of 
actions to enforce any liability in- 
curred, although in obedience to or- 
ders of governmental officers, where 
if damages were recovered defendant 
could demand indemnity from the 
public treasury. Mitchell v. Clark, 
1100. (S) 63837 4 SCt: 1/70, 312, 28% Li. 
ed. 279. 

{f] Matters exclusively committed 
to the judicial department by the 
constitution cannot be withdrawn by 


congress, but it may designate such 
courts as it see fit’ for the determi- 
nation of matters of public right. 
Murray v. Hoboken Land, etce., Co., 
18 How. (U.S. )s 2:'7:25015- Lis eds: 3:72. 
_[g]  Conferring on state courts 
jurisdiction of suits to recover pen- 
alties provided for by the act of 
March 38, 1825, relating to the post- 
office department was in violation of 
Const-actt LIES. soa Davison v. 
Champlin, 7 Conn, 244. 

20. Johnson Steel Street-Rail Co. 
v. Wharton,! 152. W.9S.1252,,14 Set 
608, 38 L. ed. 429; Cary v. Curtis, 3 
Hove GUe S236 Milky lauedss (576> 
Rhode Island v. Massachusetts, 12 
Pet. GU. (SD) s 65719) To. 6d al 233 Chis- 


holm v. Georgia, 2 Dall: (U. S.) 419,: 


1 L. ed. 440; In re Stephens, 4 Gray 
(Mass.) 559. 


21. Martin v. Hunter, 1 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 304, 4 L. ed. 97. 

22. Martin v. Hunter, 1 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 304, 4 L. ed. 97. 

[a] Congress may establish: (1) 
Circuit and district courts in any 
and all the states. Livingston v. 


Story, 9 Pet. (U. S.)_632, 9 L. ed. 255. 
(2) A court to determine claims 
against the United States as to lands 
in the territories. U. S. v. Coe, 155 
UaiSul6; lbs SCtel/6639, Lived saree 

{[b] Where the supreme court has 
original jurisdiction by the constitu- 
tion, congress may confer jurisdic- 
tion on inferior courts. Ames v. 
Kansas, 111 U. S. 449, 4 SCt 437, 28 
Ly ed. 482; Bors; v. Preston, 111 U. 
S. 252, 4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 41% But 
see U. S. Bank v. Roberts, 2 F. Cas. 
No. 934, 4 Conn. 323+ (the provision 
of the constitution giving congress 
power to establish inferior courts 
necessarily confers power to give to 
such inferior courts jurisdiction in 
all cases to which the judicial power 
of the United States extends, and as 
to which original jurisdiction is not 
given to the supreme court by the 
constitution). 

23. Gordon v. U. S., 117 U. S. 697; 
U. S. v. Ferreira, 13: How. (Ui, S.) 40, 
14 L. ed. 42; Hayburn’s Case, 2 Dall. 
(U. 8S.) 409, 1 L. ed. 486; In re Pacific 
R. Comrs., 32 Fed. 241. See also Con- 
stitutional Law §§ 242, 346 et seq. 

{a] The power to compel a wit- 
ness to answer questions before an 


administrative tribunal may be vest- 
ed by congress in the courts. Inter- 
state Commerce Commn. y. Brimson, 
154 U.S. 447, 14 SCt 1125, 38 L. ed. 
pee ea Ui S$. 3; Lbe SCts LOAS oy le 
ed. 3 


24. Beatty'v. U.S., Dev. Ct. C). 231. 

25. Benner y. Porter, 9 How. (U. 
S.). 235, 13 L. ed. 119; American Ins. 
Co. v. 356 Bales of Cotton, 1 Pet. 
(UO. S.) 511, 7 L. ed. 242: Martin v- 
Hunter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 304, 330, 4 
hh. ed. 97. ’ 

[a] Courts of the District of Co- 
lumbia may be vested with the ju- 
dicial power of the United States. 
James vat UseS.s 38 Cty sel 615,37 629) 
{rev on other grounds, this point be- 
ing expressly left undecided 202 U. 
S. 401, 26 SCt 685, 50 L. ed. 1079]. 

[b] “A United States commission- 
er is neither a court nor the judge 
of any court, nor is he vested by law 
with any part of the judicial power 
of the United States, for the judicial 
power is vested in the Supreme Court 
and ‘such inferior courts as the Con- 
gress may from time to time ordain 
and establish,’ and cannot be vested, 
in a commissioner, who is neither 
made a court, nor empowered to hold 
a court in the constitutional sense. 
True, he is an inferior officer of the 
court, appointed by it by authority 
of Congress, with defined and cir- 
cumscribed powers, but no part of 
the judicial power of the United 
States is vested in him, nor can it 
be.” In re Sing Tuck, 126 Fed. 386, 
397 [rev on other grounds 128 Fed. 
592, 68 CCA 199 (rev 194 U. S. 161, 
24 SCt 621, 48 L. ed. 917)]. 

[ec] Clerks of court. — “Congress 
has no authority to confer judicial 
power upon clerks of courts; for 
under the provisions of the constitu- 
tion the judicial power of the United 
States can only be vested in and be 
exercised by courts created and es- 
tablished by law to expound and ad- 
minister the law in application to 
the cases and controversies which 
may come before them in due course 
‘of legal procedure.” North Carolina 
jv. Sullivan, 50 Fed. 5938, 599. 

26. Levin v. U.’S., 128 Fed. 826, 
63 CCA 476. 

264%. See Courts § 633 text and 
‘note 71. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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exercise of such power by them is a necessary or 
appropriate means by which to use the powers 
granted by the constitution to the legislative de- 
partment or to the executive department of the 
government.”” Upon this principle congress may 
establish territorial courts and vest them with 
power to hear and determine controversies arising 
in the territories.2* So congress may grant the 
judicial power to naturalize aliens to state courts.?° 
Of the same nature is the judicial power conferred 
upon the secretary of the interior, the commissioner 
of the general land office, and his subordinate offi- 
cers to hear and determine claims to public lands;*° 
that bestowed upon justices of the peace and other 
magistrates of the states to arrest and commit or 
bail persons charged with a violation of the crim- 
inal laws of the United States;3! that conferred 
upon the state courts to hear and determine suits 
by or against corporations and officers created by 
the federal government ;*? that given to magistrates 
of any county, city, or town to hear, determine, 
and certify the claims of owners of fugitive 
slaves;°3 that bestowed upon justices of the peace 
to arrest, commit to jail, and deliver to the mas- 
ter deserting seamen;** and that granted by acts 
of congress to executive officers of the United 


States, or to courts and magistrates of the states 


in numerous other instances to perform the judi- 
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cial function of hearing and determining questions 
and issues which a proper exercise of the powers 
granted to the various departments of the govern- 
ment require to be thus decided.** Congress may 
establish tribunals with special powers subject to 
the supervision of the head of an executive de- 
partment,°* or may invest inferior federal courts 
with jurisdiction in cases where the decision is 
subject to the approval of an executive officer.®7 
It is otherwise as to the supreme court whose 
jurisdiction is fixed and limited by the constitu- 
tion.** A military tribunal may not exercise judi- 
cial powers in territory in which the federal au- 
thority is unopposed,®® although when a state of in- 
surrection exists, temporary provisional courts may 
be established by the president in the exercise of 
his constitutional authority during war.?° 

[§ 3] ©. Independent of State Judiciary. The 
judiciary system of the United States is entirely 
unconnected with, and independent of, the judi- 
ciary of the several states,*! although remedies pro- 
vided by state statutes may be enforced in the 
federal courts if such courts have jurisdiction other- 
wise,*? and the procedure at law in the federal 
courts conforms to a very large extent to the 
procedure in the states in which the various courts 
sit.48 


II. JURISDICTION AND POWERS GENERALLY 


[§ 4] A. Source and General Extent of Juris- 
diction. All the jurisdiction and powers of the fed- 


eral courts are derived from the constitution and 


27. Robertson v. Baldwin, 165 U. 
Seeeoeenl 7 PSOt 326. 4ie ire eal 715; 
Wise ven COC Lb dy UA S.W16;-losCt 16, 
39 L. ed. 76 (court of private land 
claims); Levin v. U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 
63 CCA 476. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The con- 
gressional power to make such a 
grant, and to vest judicial authority 
in state courts and officers, in such 
eases, exists by virtue of the estab- 
lished rule that the grant of a power 
to accomplish an object~is a grant 
of the authority to select and use the 
appropriate means to attain it.’’ Levin 
v. U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 831, 68 CCA 
476. 

[b] Leading case.—“It must be 
regarded as settled that section 1 of 
article 3 does not exhaust the power 
of Congress to establish courts. The 
leading case upon the _ subject is 
American Ins. Co. v. 356 Bales of 
Gotton). 1) Pet. (U.-S:)) 511.5546, 7 pL: 
Bde 240 Fy Use van Coen 155 US. 00; 
85, 5 SCt 16, 39 Li ed. 76: ' } 

[c] Justices of the peace in the 
District of Columbia are not in- 
ferior courts of the United States 


vested with the federal judicial 
power, although they are judicial 
Officers. Capital Tract. Co. v. Hof, 


TAL Seno SC. 580.6, 438telul wed: 
873. 

28. McAllister v. U. S., 141 U. S. 
174, 11 SCt 949, 35 L. ed. 693; Clinton 
vy. Englebrecht, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 434, 
20 L. ed. 659; Benner v. Porter, 9 
How. (UsvS:), 235) 18 Ll. ved-119; 
American Ins. Co. v. 356 Bales of 
Cotton, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 511, 7 L. ed. 
242; In re Jessie, 259 Fed. 694; Wal- 
lace v. Adams, 143 Fed. 716, 74 CCA 
540 [aff 6 Ind. T. 32, 88 SW 308, and 
aft 204 U.S, 415)°27 SCt 363) 51 LL. 


ed. 547]. 

“These courts, then, are not con- 
stitutional courts, in which the ju- 
dicial power conferred by the con- 
stitution on the general government, 
can be deposited. They are incap- 
able of receiving it. They are legis- 
lative courts, created in virtue of 
the general right of sovereignty 
which exists in the government, or 
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in virtue of that clause which en- 
ables congress to make all needful 
rules and regulations, respecting the 
territory belonging to the United 
States. The jurisdiction with which 
they are invested, is not a part of 
that judicial power which is defined 
in the 38d article of the constitution, 
but is conferred by congress, in the 
execution of those general powers 
which that body possesses over the 
territories of the United States. Al- 
though admiralty jurisdiction can be 
exercised in the states, in those 
courts only which are established in 
pursuance of the third article of the 
constitution; the same _ limitation 
does not extend to the territories. 
In legislating for them, congress 
exercises the combined powers of the 
general, and of a state government.” 
American Ins. Co, v. 356 Bales of 
Cotton; 2 Pet. CUS!) 5845 546, Ti Ln 
ed. 242 [quot McAllister v. U. S., 141 
Se MA ELS 1 Stl BS Cts 949235 vuaced. 
693].: 

Territorial courts generally see 
infra § 353 et seq. 

29. Robertson v. Baldwin, 165 
Us S: 275, 17 SCt 326, 41 i. ed, 715; 
Claffin v. Houseman, 93 U. S. 130, 
23 L. ed. 833; Levin v. U. S., 128 Fed. 


826, 63 CCA 476; In re Conner, 39 
Cal. 98, 2 AmR 427. 

Naturalization generally see Aliens 
§§ 128-174; Citizens § 15. 

30. Levin v. U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 
635 CGA 476: (Us (S.2v. Winona, etc:, 
R. Co., 67 Fed. 948, 15 CCA 96. 

Slit Wéevineve. 0.) Sui W28ieb eds. 826; 
ComeOCCAN 4763 Hx p= Gist,.26 Ala: 
156. 

32. Claflin v. House, 93 U. S. 130, 
23 L. ed. 833; U. S. Bank v. Deveaux, 
BeOranch s Cus Ss.) mol nen lmed.s38 
Levin v. U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 63 CCA 
476. 

83. Prigg v. Pennsylvania, 16 Pet. 
(U. S.) 539, 10 L. ed. 1060; Levin v. 
U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 63 CCA 476. 

34. Robertson v. Bladwin, 165 U. 
SOMO LOO EO cOmeaie une CGak( lo: 
Levin v. U. S., 128 Fed. 826, 63 CCA 
476. 
35. Robertson v. Baldwin, 165 U. 


SB.) Zion Lis Ot 326,14 mila. edianialors 
rere, v. U. S., 128 Ped. 826, 63 CCA 
Interstate commerce 
see Commerce §§ 176-206. 
86. Gordon v. U. S., 117. U.S. 697; 
“renee v. Moncravie, 264 Fed. 
[a] Court of claims. — Congress 
may establish tribunals with special 
powers to examine testimony and 
decide in the first instance on the 
validity and justice of: any claim 
for money against the United 
States, subject to the supervision 
and control of congress, or a head 
of any of the executive depart- 
pace Gordons sy. (UyS5, 17 wees: 

697. 

87. Harrison v. Moncravie, 264 Fed. 
776 (partition of Indian lands sub- 
ject to approval of secretary of the 
interior). 

38. Harrison v. Moncrayie, 264 
Fed. 776; Western Cherokee Indians 
Valls iS.pdee te Cte Giee LarsGrahmodimon 
other grounds 148 U. S. 427, 13 SCt 
650,37 Le; -ed., 509]. 

“The Supreme Court, however, is 
the only court whose jurisdiction is 
thus fixed, and limited by the Con- 
stitution. The other courts of: the 
United States, including the court 
below and this court, are ordained 
and established and their jurisdic- 
tion is fixed by the acts of Congress, 
and, aS was said in the leading case 
(Gordon v. U. S., 117 U. S. 698) by 
Chief Justice Taney, Congress may 
undoubtedly establish tribunals with 
special powers subject to the super- 
vision of the head of an executive 
department.’ Harrison v. Moncravie, 
264 Fed. 776, 782. 

39... Ex p. Milligan, 4 Wall, (U. 
Sp) 230 18 Tes ed... 281: 

Military courts generally see Army 
and Navy §§ 127-214. 

40. The Grapeshot v. Wallerstein, 
9 Wall. (Us, S.),129, 19: Le ed. 65m. 

Provisional courts generally see 
infra.§ 365. 

41. Ferris v. Coover, 11 Cal. 175, 

42. See infra § 15. 

43. See infra §§ 108-162, 


commission 
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acts of congress,** and congress cannot vest these 
courts with jurisdiction beyond that which the 
power ceded to the general government authorizes 
It is no ground for affording a 
remedy in a federal court that there is no remedy 
The supreme court alone pos- 
sesses jurisdiction derived immediately from the 
constitution, and of which the legislative power 
cannot deprive it,*7 although an extension of its 


it to confer.*® 


in other courts.*é 


44, Rice v. Minnesota, etc., R. Co., 
LeBlack CUS) 358, 7 eds) 147; 
Fitch v. Creighton, 24 How. (U. S.) 
159, 16 L. ed. 596; Jecker v. Mont- 
gomery, 13 How. (U: S.) 498, 14 L. 
ed. 240! Louisville, ete. R. Co. v. 
Letson, 2 How. (U. S.) 497, 11 L. ed. 
353; Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 738, 6 L. ed. 204; Shrauger 
v. Phillip Bernard Co., 240 Fed. 131; 
St. Louis Southwestern R. Co. v. 
Samuels, 211 Fed. 588, 128 CCA 188; 
Anderson vy. Bassman, 140 Fed. 10; 


Jacobs v. Mexican Sugar Co., 130 
Fed. 589; Mulqueen v. Schlichter 
Jute Cordage Co., 108 Fed. 931; In 


re Barry, 42 Fed. 113, 34 L. ed. 503 
note [writ of error dism 5 How. 103, 
12 L. ed. 70]; Price v. Abbott, 17 
Fed. 506; U. S. Bank v. Northumber- 
Jand Bank, 2 F. Cas. No. 931, 4 Wash. 
C. C. 108; Livingston v. Jefferson, 15 


F. Cas. No. 8,411, 1 Brock. 203, 4 
Hughes 606; Livingston v. Van In- 
gen, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,420, 1 Paine 


45; Moffat v. Soley, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,688, 2 Paine 103; Scott v. Young 
America, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,549, Newb. 
Adm, 101; Smith v. Jackson, 22 F. 
Cas. No. 13,064, 1 Paine 453; Spanish 
Consul’s Pet., 22 F. Cas. No. 13,202, 
1 Ben. 225; U. S. v. Stevenson, 28 F. 
Cas. No: 16,395, 1 Abb. 495; Van Ant- 
werp v. Hulburd, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,826, 7 Blatchf. 426; Murphy v. 
Pipkin, 191 Ala. 111, 67 S 675; Divine 
v. Unaka Nat. Bank, 125 Tenn. 98, 
140 SW 747, 39 LRANS 586. 

“Unless the jurisdiction of this 
court can be derived from the consti- 
tution and laws of the United States 
alone, it does not exist.” Strettell v. 
Ballou, 9 Fed. 256, 257. 

{a] The constitution and statute 
law should concur to give jurisdic- 
tion to a federal court. U. S. Vv. 
Burlington, ete., Ferry Co., 
331. 

[b] "he criminal jurisdiction (1) 
of the federal courts is only such as 
is expressly conferred on _ them. 
Peters v. U. S., 94 Fed. 127, 36 CCA 
105. (2) In the administration of the 
criminal law, such courts are gov- 
erned by the rules of the common 
law. Howard v. U. S., 75 Fed. 986, 
21 CCA 586, 34 LRA 509. 

[c] An action for wrongful death 
(1) of a servant is within the juris- 
diction of the federal courts only 
where it is between citizens of dif- 
ferent states, or between citizens and 
aliens (Stockwell v. Boston, etc., R. 
Co., 131 Fed. 152), (2) except, where 
the action arises under the Federal 
Employer’s Liability Act (See Death 
$6112). : 

[d] A decision of a military tri- 
pbunal, (1) acting within its rightful 
jurisdiction, is not subject to review 
by the federal courts. Stockwell v. 
Boston, etc, R. Co., 181 Fed. 152. 
(2) Military courts generally see 
Army and Navy §§ 127-214. . 

[e] Consent of the parties will 
not confer jurisdiction of an action 
where none exists by statute and 
the cases have not been removed 
from a state court in the statutory 
manner. Iowa Lillooet Min. Co. v. 
Bliss, 144 Fed. 446; Parkersburg 
First Nat. Bank v. Prager, 91 Fed. 
689, 34 CCA 51. Jurisdiction by con- 
sent generally see Courts §§ 101-104. 
See also infra § 95 

{f] Whether a state court should 
permit an action to be maintained 


21 Fed.’ 
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therein on the principle of comity 
between the states is a question ex- 
clusively for the courts of that state 
to decide, and not a question for a 
United States court. Finney v. Guy, 
189 U.S. 335, 23'SCt 558, 47 L. ed. 
839 [aff 111 Wis. 296, 87 NW 255]. 

45. Venner v. Great Northern R. 
Co., 209 U. S. 24, 28 SCt 328,.52 L. 


ed. 666; U. S. v. Hall, 98 U. S. 343, 
20) bLa04CG, 11S 02s VU Soy VEU aSON, yy/ 
Cranch (UL. Sy) Si2e\ ser tle Cds 200 


Sodgson v. Bowerbank, 5 Cranch (U. 

S.) 308, 3 L. ed. 108; Turner vy. Bank 

of North America, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 

8, 1 L. ed. 718; Yocum v. Parker, 130 

Fed. 770, 66 CCA 80 [aff 134 Fed. 

0D) NOT ROCA cae Ve 

[a] The bringing of all contro- 
versies between citizens of different 
states within the jurisdiction of the 
federal courts, at the option of either 
party, may be provided for by con- 
gress. Gaines v. Fuentes, 92 U. S. 
10, 23 L. ed. 524; Kaufman v. Mc- 
Nutt, 7 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 60, 1 
CincLBul 94. 

. 46. Lozano v. Wehmer, 22 Fed. 
55, 
47. Kansas v. Colorado, 206 U. S. 

46, 27 SCt 655, 51 L. ed. 956; Steven- 

son--v.. Main, 195 UW. S.165,2 25 SCt 

6, 49 L. ed. 142; Cohens v. Virginia, 

6 Wheat. (US Som264" 5. ed, — 2575 

Martin v. Hunter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 

304, 4 L. ed. 97; U. S. v. Hudson, 7 

Cranchy* (ULES) )) 432,13 iat edith, 25935 

Turner v. Bank of North America, 

4 Dall. (U. S.) 8, 1 L. ed. 718; Geiger 

v. Tacoma R., etc., Co., 141 Fed. 169; 

U. S. v. Haynes, 29 Fed. 691. 

48. Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 
(U. S)) 264, 5 L. ed. 257;- Martin v: 
Hunter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 304, 4 L. 
ed. 97. 

49. Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. S. 132, 
26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 963; Petri v. F. 
EH. Creelman Luinber Co., 199 U. S. 
487, 26 SCt 133, 50 L. ed. 281; Thomas 
v. Ohio State Univ., 195 U: S. 207, 
25 SCt 24, 49 L. ed. 160; Stevenson 
Vv, Fain, 195 U.S: 165, 25 °SCt6, -49 
L. ed. 142; Hanford v. Davies, 163 
WS. 273, L6CSCt 2051, 941 ih. eds tors 
Johnson Steel Street-Rail Co. v. 
Wharton, 152 U. S. 252, 14 SCt 608, 
38 L. ed. 429; Bors v. Preston, 111 
U. S.. 252, 4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 419; 
Grace v. American Cent. Ins. Co., 109 
U.S: 278, 3 SCt 207; 27 Ta, .ed.) 9325 
National SS. Co. v. Tugman, 106 U. 
S. 118, 1 SCt 58, 27 L. ed. 87; Rob- 
ertson v. Cease, 97 U. S. 646, 24 
L. ed. 1057; Sheldon vy. Sill, 8 How. 
(U. S.) 441, 12 L. ed. 1147; Cary v. 
Curtis, 3 How. (U. S.) 236, 11 L. ed. 
576; Brown _v. Keene, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 
112, 8 Li ed. 885, U. S..v. Bevans, 3 
Wheat. (U. S.) 386, 4 L. ed. 404; 
U, .S:.. vs Ebudson, *7 (“Crancht(Us. 8.) 
32, 3 L. ed. 259; Turner v. Bank of 
North America, 4..Dall,. CU. S.) 8, 
1 L. ed. 718; Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 
Dall. (U. S.) 419, 1 L. ed. 440; Bar- 
low v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 172 Fed. 
513 [den reh 164 Fed. 765]; U. S. v. 
Standard Oil Co., 152 Hed. 290; Lewis 
Pub. Co. v. Wyman, 152 Fed. 200; 
Francisco v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 149 
Fed, 354, 79 CCA 292, 9 AnnCas 628; 
Ex p. Moran, 144 Fed. 594, 75 CCA 
3965 Oregon" RB.) ete.; -Coxtvs *Shell, 
143 Fed. 1004; Geiger v. Tacoma R., 
ete., Cos" 141 Bed, 169 Un Ss. weelully: 
140 Fed. 899; Anderson v. Bassman, 
140 Fed. 10; Knight v. Lutcher, etc., 
Lumber Co., 136 Fed. 404, 69 CCA 
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appellate jurisdiction has been held to be within 
the power of congress.*® 
have such jurisdiction only as is conferred on them 
by acts of congress,*® and such incidental powers 
as necessarily inhere in a court.°° 
tion of the federal courts, other than the supreme 
court, is subject to the absolute control of con- 
gress,° and may be changed or taken away at the 
pleasure of congress,°? even with respéct to pending 


The other federal courts 


The jurisdic- 


248; U. S. v. Barrett, 135 Fed. 189; 
Clifford v. Williams, 131 Fed. 100; 
Yocum v. Parker, 130 Fed. 770, 66 
CCA 80. [aff 1384 Fed. 205, 67 CCA 
227]; New Haven Pulp, etc., Co... v. 
Downingtown Mfg. Co., 130 Fed. 605; 
U. S. v. Mar Ying Yuen, 123 Fed. 
159; American Wringer Co. v. Ionia, 
76 Fed. 6; U. S. v. Southern Pac. R. 
Co., 49 Fed. 297; In re Barry, 42 Fed. 
113, 136 U. S. 597 note, 34°. ed. 
503 note [app dism 5 How. 108, 12 L. 
ed. 70]; Manley v. Olney, 32 Fed. 708; 
U. S. Bank v. Roberts, 2 F. Cas. No. 
934, 4 Conn. 323; Bobyshall v. Oppen- 
heimer, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,592, 4 Wash. 
C. €.-482: Georgia. v., Atkins, 10 <8: 


Cas: No. 53350; 1 Abb. 22" Harrison 
V., Hadley; (lie B'S Gais, Nos 6.13.72) 
Dill. 229; Livingston v. Van Ingen, 


15 F. Cas. No. 8,420, 1 Paine 45; Mc- 
Closkey v. Cobb, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,702, 
2 Bond 16; In re Metzer, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,511.0. 'S. v. Alberty, 24 EF Cas, 
No. 14,426, Hempst. 444; U. S: v.. 
New Bedford Bridge, 27:F. Cas. No. 
15,867, 1 Woodb. & M. 401; U. S. v. 
Railroad Bridge Co., 27 F. Cas. No. 
16,114, 6 McLean 517; Belknap v. 
Northern R. Co., 25 Vt. 715. 

“The subordinate tribunals of the 
United States can exercise only such 
jurisdiction, civil and criminal, as 
may be authorized by acts of Con- 
gress.’ Kentucky v. Powers, 201 U. 
S. 1, 26 SCt 387, 398, 50 L. ed. 633. 

[a] Custody of insane person.— 
The federal courts have no jurisdic- 
tion to exercise the function of 
parens patrie for the determination 
of the right to the custody of an in- 
Sane person. Hoadley v. Chase, 129 
ane 1005, 64 CCA 319 [aff 126 Fed. 
[b] No jurisdiction of divorce or 
alimony.—Hastings v. Douglass, 249 
Fed. 378. 

50. Risley v. Utica, 168 Fed. 737 
(power to punish for contempt). 

‘ “Apart from the powers that are 
inherent in a judicial tribunal, after 
such nek has been lawfully cre- 
ated, he circuit courts can exercise 
no jurisdiction not conferred upon 
them by legislative enactment.” 
Ladew v. Tennessee Copper Co., 218 
UsiS. 357; 31 SCt 81) 547 he ed) 1069. 

51. U.S. v. Union Pac. R. Co., 
ESS. 5.69,' 125. hed 14 Sen ty aS ana 
Haynes, 29 Fed. 691. 

“It is a proposition which admits 
of no further debate, and needs the 
citation of no authorities at this 
day, that all courts of the United 
States, except the supreme court, be- 
ing the mere creatures of congres- 
sional statute, can exercise no juris- 
diction but such as is given by those 
Statutes; and even the supreme court 
is limited in all except the original 
jurisdiction given it by the consti- 
tution—a very small portion, indeed, 
of the power which it exercises—by 
the will of Congress as expressed in 
its legislation.” Wisconsin vy. Du- 
luth, 2 Dill. (U. S.) 406,409. 

52. Ex p. McCardle, 7 Wall. (U. 
S.) 506, 19 L. ed. 264; Wainwright v. 
ee Re Rs | Cok 253 Fed. 


[a] The dissolution of provisional 
courts established during the Civil 
War and the transfer of the pending 
cases to the proper United States 
court was within the power of con- 
gress. The Grapeshot v. Wallerstein, 
9 Wall. (U. S.) 129, 19 Th. ed. 6515 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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suits.53 


[§ 5] 


53. Ex p. McCardle, 
S.) 506, 19 L. ed. 264. 

[a] Act not applicable to pending 
suit.—The act of April 5, 1910 (36 
St. at L. 291 c 143), amending the 
employer’s liability act (35 St. at L. 
66 c 149 § 6), providing that actions 
may be brought thereunder in the 
eircuit court of the United States in 
the district of the residence of de- 
fendant, or in that in which the 
cause of action arose, or in which 
defendant shall be doing business at 
the time of the commencement of the 
action, has no application to a suit 
brought prior to the amendment, 
which could be brought only in the 
district of defendant’s residence, as 
provided by the act of March 3, 1887 
(24 St. at L. 552 c 373), As corrected 
by the act of Aug. 138, 1888 (25 St. 
at L. 433 ¢c 866), jurisdiction not be- 
ing founded solely on diversity of 
eitizenship. Newell v. Baltimore, 
etc., R. Co., 181 Fed. 698. 

54. Arkansas v. Kansas, etc., Coal 
Co., 183 U. S. 185, 22 SCt 47, 46 L. ed. 
144; Tennessee v. Union, etc., Bank, 
152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 
511; Gerling v. Baltimore, etc, R. 
Cory L5POU. IS) 678) 1451SCt 533,738) Li. 
ed. 311; Shaw v. Quincy Min. Co., 145 
Use 4a L2YSOts 935, 436 Liked. 763); 
Fisk v. Henarie, 142 U. S.-459, 12 SCt 
207, 35 L. ed. 1080; Ex p. Pennsyl- 
vyanialCo!, 137 US. 45111 eSCt 141; 
34 L. ed. 738; Smith v. Lyon, 133 U. 
S815, 210), SCE 73037933 wil ed:—635;, 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Davis, 132 
Fed. 629; Joy v. St. Louis, 122 Fed. 
524 [aff 201 U. S. 332, 26 SCt 478, 
‘j0etr «ed. 776] 

“The recent acts of Congress have 
tended more and more to contract the 
jurisdiction of the courts of the 
United States, which had been en- 
larged by intermediate acts, and to 
restrict it more nearly within the 
limits of the earliest statute.’’ Ger- 
ling v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 151 

673,.687, 14 SCt 533,38. Li ed. 
e350 LB 


55. St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Davis, 
132 Fed. 629, 632; Joy v. St. Louis, 
122 Fed. 524 [aff 201 U. S. 332, 26 
sct 478, 50 L. ed. 776]. 

56. In re Hollins, 229 Fed. 349, 143 
CCA 469; Planten v. Gedney, 224 Fed. 
382, 140 CCA 68 [rev 221 Fed, 281, 
and decree amended 228 Fed. 338]; 
Village Mills Co. v. Houston Oil Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 186 SW 785. See also 
cases infra note 58. 

57. See cases infra note 58. 

58. U. S.—Louisville, etc., R. Co. 
v. Letson, 2 How. 497. 11 L. ed. 353; 
Kempe v. Kennedy, 5 Cranch 173, 
301; ed. 70; New <York.Coal Co, v. 
Sunday Creek Co., 230 Fed. 295; In 
re Hollins, 229 Fed. 349, 143 CCA 469; 
Lewis Pub. Co. v. Wyman, 152 Fed. 
200; In re Belle Fourche First Nat. 
Bank, 152 Fed. 64, 81 CCA 260, 11 
AnnCas 355; U. S. v. Mar Ying Yuen, 
123 Fed. 159; Ex p. Cabrera, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 2,278, 1 Wash. C. C. 232; Max- 
field v. Levy, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,321, 2 
Dall. (Pa.) 381, 4 Dall. (Pa.) 330; 
Spanish Consul’s Pet., 22'F. Cas. No. 
13/202, 1 Ben. 225; U. S. v. Alberty, 
24 F. Cas. No. 14,426, Hempst. 444; 
U. S. v. Ta-wan-ga-ca, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,435, Hempst. 304; Van Ant- 
werpt v. Hulberd, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,- 
826, 7 Blatchf. 426. 

Ind.—Henry v. Carson, 96 Ind. 412. 

Mo.—Reed v. Vaughn, 10 Mo. 447. 

IN) Y.—Peo./v. Bradner, 107 ''N.+¥- 
1, 13 NE 87; Chemung Canal Bank v. 
Judson, 8 N. Y. 254, Seld. 49; Ruck- 
man y. Cowell, 1 N. Y. 505, 7 NYLeg 
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The general policy of the Judiciary Act 
of 1887 and 1888, as has been recognized repeated- 
ly, was to contract the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts,°* and accordingly all doubts as to juris- 
diction must be resolved against it.55 

B. Character of Jurisdiction. 
the United States are of limited,®* but not in- 
ferior,>’ jurisdiction, possessing only such powers 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§ 6] 
tion. 
diminish, or 


Courts of 


Obs 7. 

Porto Rico.—Vallecillo v. Bertran, 
2 Porto Rico Fed. 46. 

‘Tex.—Village Mills Co. v. Houston 
Oil Co., (Civ. A.) 186-SW 785. 

Wis.—In re Booth, 3 Wis. 157. 

{a] The limits of their jurisdic- 
tion must be determined by the 
courts themselves, and of this ques- 
tion the supreme court is the final 
arbiter. Starr v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Coys LOMMed i3 Pati 88_U.Ssib3t,23 
SCt 398, 47 L, ed. 584]. 

59. Toledo, etc., R. Co. v. Peren- 
chio, 205 Fed, 472, 123 CCA 540; Reed 
v. Vaughan, 15 Mo. 137, 55 AmD 133; 
Chemung Canal Bank v. Judson, 8 
N. Y. 254, Seld. 49; Sloane vy. Mar- 
tin, 77 Hun 249, 28 NYS 3382 [aff 145 
N. Y. 524, 40 NE 217, 45 AmSR 630, 
28 LRA 347]; Matson v. Burt, 9 Hun 
(N. Y.) 470; Gardner v. Tyler, 16 
AbbPr (N. Y.) 17, 25 HowPr 219. 

Collateral attack on judgment see 
infra § 79. 

60. Simon v. Southern R. Co., 236 
Un S.5 11 5y 35) SCt 2553-59 eL wed. 492: 
McClellan v. Carland, 217 U. S. 268, 
30 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; Cable v. 
U. S. Life Ins. Co., 191 U. S. 288, 24 
SCt 74, 48 L. ed. 188; Sheffield Fur- 
nace Co. v. Witherow, 149 U. S. 574, 
P30 SCULIS 650370 skaled. W853) (Cates tiv: 
Allen, 149 U. S., 451, 18 SCt 883, 37 
L. ed. 804; Southern Pac, Co. v. Den- 
ton, 146 U. S. 202, 18 SCt 44, 36 L. 
ed. 942; Scott v. Neely, 140 U. S. 106, 
11 SCt 712, 35 L. ed. 358; Whitehead 
v. Shattuck, 138 U. S. 146, 11 SCt 276, 
34 L. ed. 873; Rio Grande R. Co. v. 
Vinet; 132 5S: 478,10) SCt 155, 33 
L. ed. 400; Kirby v. Lake Shore, etc., 
R. Co., 120 U. S. 130,:7 SCt 430, 30 
L. ed. 569; Van Norden v. Morton, 
99 U. S. 378, 25 L. ed. 453; Chicago, 
etc., R. Co. v. Whitton, 13 Wall. (U. 
S270 20 ited. vo%is: Payne® we 
Hook, 7 Wall. (U.:S.) 425, 19 L. ed. 
260; Griffing v. Gibb, 2 Black (U. S.) 
519, 17 L. ed. 353 [rev 11 F. Cas. No. 
5,819, McAll. 212]; Hyde v. Stone, 
20 How. (U. S.) 170, 15 L. ed. 874; 
Tennessee Union Bank vy. Vaiden, 18 
How. (U. S.) 5038, 15 L. ed. 472; Bay- 
ard v. Lombard, 9 How. (U. S.) 530, 
13 L. ed. 245; Keary v. Memphis 
Farmers, ete., Bank, 16 Pet. (U. S.) 
89, 10 L. ed. 897; Suydam vy. Broad- 
nax, 14 Pet: (U. S.). 67,10 L.. ed. 357; 
U. S. v. Howland, 4 Wheat. (U. S.) 
108, 4 L. ed. 526; International Paper 
Co. v. Burrill, 260 Fed. 664; Howe 
Standard Oil Co. v. Howe, 257 Fed. 
481; Williams v. Miller, 249 Fed. 495; 
Roebling’s Sons Co. v. Kinnicutt, 248 
Fed. 596; Davis v. Hayden, 238 Fed. 
734, 151 CCA 584; Union Fish Co. v. 
Erickson, 235 Fed. 385, 148 CCA 647 
[aff 248 U. S. 308, 39 SCt 112, 63 L. 
ed. 261]; Nevada-California Power 
Co. v. Hamilton, 235 Fed. 317; Mem- 
phis St. R. Co. v. Bobo, 232 Fed. 708, 
146 CCA 634 [aff 243 U. S. 299, 37 
SCt 273]; McLaughlin v. St. Louis 
Southwestern R. Co., 232 Fed. 579, 
146 CCA 587 [certiorari den 241 U. 
S. 679, 36 SCt 727, 60 L. ed. 1233]; 
Tauza v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 232 
Fed. 294; Johnson v. Johnson, 225 
Fed, 413; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Weld 
County, 222 Fed. 651, 138 CCA 175; 
Boatmen’s Bank v. Fritzlen, 221 Fed. 
145, 187 CCA 45; Crown v. Orchard 
Co. v. Dennis, 220 Fed. 516 [rev on 
other grounds 229 Fed. 652, 144 CCA 
62]; Tryon v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
213 Fed. 49: Newberry v. Wilkinson, 
199 Fed. 673, 118 CCA 111; Aurora 
Shipping Co. v. Boyce, 191 Fed. 960, 
112 CCA 372 [aff 178 Fed. 587]; Mc- 
Clellan v. Carland, 187 Fed. 915, 110 
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as are either expressly or by necessary implication 
conferred upon them,°® but within their limitations 
as to subject matter they are regarded as courts 
of general jurisdiction.*? 

C. State Legislation Affecting Jurisdic- 
The legislature of a state cannot enlarge, 
alter the 
courts,°° or deprive any citizen of his rights in 


jurisdiction of federal 


CCA 49; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Trapp;) 186 Med>"114" 108" C@AR226: 
Philadelphia Mechanics’ Ins. Co. v. 
C. A. Hoover Distilling Co., 182 Fed. 
590, 205° CGA, 1285 131 SLRANS, (S735 
Spencer v. Watkins, 169 Fed. 379, 94 
CCA; 659: .[certiorari\. den. 215. Ur aS: 
605, 30 SCt 406, 54 L. ed. 346]; 
American Assoc, v. Williams, 166 Fed. 
17, 93 CCA. 1; Louisville;.ete., R. Co! 
v. Alabama R. Commn., 157 Fed. 944; 
Dunlop v. Mercer, 156 Fed. 545, 86 
CCA 435 [app dism 213 U. S. 588, 29 
SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 662]; Butler v. U. 
S. Rubber Co., 156 Fed. 1, 84 CCA 167 
[certiorari den 212 U. S. 577, 29 SCt 
686, 538 L. ed. 658]; Collin County 
Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 155 Fed. 389, 
83 CCA 661 [den reh 142 Fed. 414, 
81 CCA 556]; Venner v. Great North- 
ern R. Co., 153 Fed. 408 [aff 209 U: 
S. 24, 28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666]; 
Morrill v. American Reserve Bond 
Co., 151 Fed. 305; North Carolina 
Min. Co. v. Westfeldt, 151 Fed. 290 
[rev on other grounds 166 Fed. 706, 
92 CCA 378, and app dism 215 U. S. 
586, 30 SCt 404, 54 L. ed. 339]; Brun 
v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 513, 
12 LRANS 154; Defiance. v. McConi- 
gale, 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 425 [cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 585, 28 SCt 254, 
52 L. ed. 352]; Francisco v. Chicago, 
eter) Ri (Co;, 149s Beds 354, 9 y.eeAg 
292, 9 AnnCas 628; Peters v. Equi- 
table L. Assur. Soc., 149 Fed. 290; 
Colorado Eastern R. Co. v. Chicago, 
etc. Cow l4l WMeds.-898. ove 2CoA 
132; Parks Co. v. Decatur, 138 Fed. 
550, 70 CCA 674;. Glucose Refininy 
Co. v. Chicago, 138 Fed. 209; Alice 
E. Min. Co. v. Blanden, 136 Fed. 252; 
Stevens v. Grand Cent. Min. Co., 
133 Fed. 28, 67 CCA 284; Barber As- 
phalt Pav. Co. v. Morris, 132 Fed. 
945, 66 CCA 55, 67 LRA 761; New 
Haven Pulp, ete., Co. v. Downingtown 
Mfg. Co., 130 Fed. 605; Giberson v. 
Cook, 124 Fed. 986; Hall v. Bridge- 
port Trust Co., 123 Fed. 739; Jones 
v. Mutual Fidelity Co., 123 Fed. 506; 
National Surety Co. v. State Bank, 
120 Fed. 593, 56 CCA 657, 61 LRA 
394; U. S. v. Capdevielle, 118 Fed. 
809, 55 CCA 421 [certiorari den 189 
U. S. 510, 23 SCt 850, 47 L. ed. 923]; 
Campbellsville Lumber Co. v. Hub- 
bert, 112 Fed. 718, 50 CCA 435 [aff 
19d 2 Ua Son 10, 248 SCtL 285 (4.8)5 mimes 
101]; Schmidt v. West, 104 Fed. 272; 
Adoue v. Strahan, 97 Fed. 691; Har- 
rison v. Harmers’? I. &) 1D.) Coni'94. 
Fed. 728, 36 CCA 443; Alger v. An- 
derson, 92 Fed. 696; Davidson v. Cal- 
kins, 92 Fed. 230; Hall v. Gambrill, 
92 Fed. 32, 34 CCA 190; Parkersburg 
First Nat. Bank v. Prager, 91 Fed. 
689, 34 CCA 51; Taylor v. Clark, 89 
Fed. 7; Taylor v. Louisville, ete., R. 
Co.; 88 Fed. .350, ,31.CCA 53%; Gon- 
tinental Nat. Bank v. Heilman, 81 
Fed. 36 [aff 86 Fed. 514. 30 CCA 232]; 
Gombert v. Lyon, 80 Fed. 305; Lon. 
don, ete., Bank v. Willamette Steam, 
Mill, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 226; Alderson 
v. Dole, 74 Fed. 29, 20 CCA 280; 
Ray v. Tatum, 72 Fed. 112, 18 CCA 
464; Gordan v. Jackson, 72 Fed. 86; 
England vy. Russell, 71 Fed. 818; Oak- 


ley Vv. Taylor, 64 Fed. 245; 
Morrow Shoe Mfg. Co. v. .New 
England Shoe Co., 60 Fed. 341, 
8- (CCA 652,24. LRA +417; Holt 
v. Bergevin, 60 Fed. 1; Thomas y. 
Nantahala Marble, ete., Co., 58 Fed. 
485, 7 CCA 330; O’Connell v. Reed, 
56 Fed. 531, 5 CCA 586; Byrne v. 
Kansas City, ete, R. Co., 55 Fed. 


44 [mod on other grounds 61 Fed. 
605, 9 CCA 666, 24 LRA 693]; Clapp 
v. Spokane, 53 Fed. 515; Atlanta, ete., 
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such courts as conferred by the constitution of 
the United States and the acts of congress.® 
this rule does not prevent legislation by the states 
subjects concerning which the 
authority of congress has not been exercised,®* and 
a state may create an enlargement of rights and 
remedies, whether equitable or legal, which may 
be enforced in a federal court in the exercise of 


with respect to 


its appropriate jurisdiction.®* 

[§ 7] 
R. Co. v. Western R. Co., 50 Fed. 790, 
1 CCA 676; Elliott v. Shuler, 50 Fed. 
454; O’Donnell v. Atchison, etc. KR. 
Co., 49 Fed. 689; East Tennessee, etc., 
RCo; v. Atlanta, ete., R. Co.; 49 Fed. 
608, 15 LRA 109; Hunton v. Equitable 
L. Assur. Soc., 45 Fed. 661; Bank of 
British North America v. Barling, 44 
Fed. 641; U. S. v. Ingate, 40 Fed. 251; 
Whitehead v. Entwhistle, 27 Fed. 
778; Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. Ham- 
blem, 23 Fed. 225; Hull v. Dills, 19 
Fed. 657; Tice v. Adams County 
School Dist. No. 18, 17 Fed. 283, 5 
McCrary 360; Orendorf v. Budlong, 
12 Fed. 24; Pulliam v. Pulliam, 10 
Fed. 23; Strettell v. Ballou, 9 Fed. 
256, 3 McCrary 46; Matthews v. War- 
ner, 6 Fed. 461 [aff 112 U. S. 600, 5 
SCt 312, 28 L. ed. 851]; Cunningham 
v. Ralls County, 1 Fed. 453, 1 Mc- 
Crary 117; Burt v. Keyes, 4 F. Cas. 
No! 2,212, 1 \Flipp. “61; . Lamson’ Vv. 
Mix, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,034; Leonard 
v. Lycoming F. Ins. Co., 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,258; Main v. Chicago Second 
Nat. Bank, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,976, 6 
Bliss 26; ‘Western Arkansas Nat. 
Bank y. Sebastian County, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 10,040, 5 Dill 414; Oliver v. 
Omaha, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,499, 3 Dill. 
368; Parsons v. Lyman, 18 F. Cas, 
No, 10,780, 5 Blatchf. 170, 32 Conn. 
566; Randolph v. Wilmington, etc., 
Col. 20 Ee Cas Nomi 635411 
Phila. sea 502). UL Seon. Dren-= 
nen, 25 F. Cas. No. 14,992, Hempst. 


320. 

[a] MIlustrations.— (1) The pro- 
vision of Minn. Rev. L. (1905) 
§§ 2888, 2889, 2890, prohibiting un- 
qualified foreign corporations doing 
business in the state from suing in 
its courts, does not affect the power 
of the federal courts to determine 
controversies in bankruptcy proceed- 
ines or other controversies of which 
the constitution and the acts of con- 
gress give them jurisdiction. Dun- 
lop v. Mercer, 156 Fed. 545, 86 CCA 
435 [app dism 212 U. S. 558, 29 SCt 
690, 538 L. ed. 662]. (2) Iowa Code 
§ 2423, prohibiting the maintenance 
of actions for the recovery of in- 
toxicating liquor or its value, with 
certain exceptions, is inapplicable to 
actions in the national courts and 
ineffective to ‘prevent their mainte- 
nance. Philadelphia Mechanics’ Ins. 
Co. vy. C, A. Hoover Distilling Co., 
182 Fed. 590, 105 CCA 128, 21 LRANS 
873. 

[b] Admiralty.—A state has no 
power by legislation to restrict the 
jurisdiction of the federal courts in 
admiralty. Maryland v. Miller, 180 
Fed. 796 [mod on other grounds 194 
Fed. 775, 114 CCA 495]. See Ad- 
miralty § 20. 

Equity jurisdiction see Equity 
SO UG LO ki 

61. U. S.—Chicot County v. Sher- 
wood; 148 U. S. 529, 18 SCt 695, 37 
L. ed. 546; Lincoln County v. Luning, 
133 Usrs. 529) 10 SCt 363533 Li. réas 
766; Smith v. Ft. Scott, ete., R. Co., 
99). So lags, 2) Ju. ed. 43757 bx ope 
Schollenberger, 96 U. S. 369, 24 L. 
ed. 853; The Belfast v. Boon, 7 Wall. 
624, 19 L. ed. 266; Payne v. Hook, 7 
Wall.- 425, 19 L. ed. 260; Hyde v. 
Stone, 20 How. 170, 15 L. ed. 874; 
Watson v. Tarpley, 18 How. 517, 15 
L. ed. 509; Suydam v. Broadnax, 14 
Pet. 67,:10 L. ed. 357; The Orleans 
Ve Phebus, 11 vPet! 175, 9" ede 677s 
Beers y., Haughton, 9 Pet. 329759) L: 


D. Presumption as to Jurisdiction.®4 
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But 


It 


ed. 145;° Hamilton Bank v. Dudley, 
2 Pet. 492, 7 L. ed. 496; Wayman v. 
Southard, 10 Wheat. 1, 6 L. ed. 253; 
UU. .Si uve eters, 6 -Cranch (115... sels 
ed. 53; Lane v. Equitable Trust Co., 
262 Fed. 918; International Paper 
Co. v. Burrill, 260 Fed. 664; U. S. v. 
Phelan, 250 Fed. 927; Manufacturers’ 
Light, ete., Co. v. Ott, 215 Fed. 940; 
McDermott v. Hannon, 203 Fed. 1015; 
Schmulbach vy. Caldwell, 196 Fed, 16, 
115 CCA 650; McClellan v. Carland, 
187 Fed. 915, 110 CCA 49; Mechanics’ 
Ins. Co. v. Hoover Distilling Co., 182 
Med.590, 105 CCA, 123) 31 uRANS 
873; Kansas City Southern R. Co. v. 
Quigley, 181 Fed. 190; Atchison, etc., 
R. Co. v. Love, 174 Fed. 59 [aff 185 


Fed. 321, 107° CCA 403 (certiorari 
den 220 U. S. 618 mem, 31 SCt 721 
mem, 55 L. ed. 612 mem)]; Union 


Pac. R. Co. v. Cunningham, 173 Fed. 
90; Western R. Co. v. Alabama R. 
Commn., 171 Wed. 694; Taylor v. 
Weir, 171 Fed. 636, 96 CCA 4388; St. 
Louis, ete: | Rio Con iiy.* ‘Cross iva 
Fed. 480; Spencer v. Watkins, 169 
Fed. 379, 94 CCA 659 [certiorari den 
215'°U. S:.'605, 30-SCt’ 406, 54 L. ‘ed: 
346]; Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell 
Cotton Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606; 
Platt v.’ Lococg, 158 Fed. 723, 85 
CCA 621, 15 LRANS 558; Louisville, 
ete.,, R. Co. v. Alabama R. Commn., 
157 Fed. 944; Acord v. Western Poca- 
hontas Corp., 156 Fed. 989 [aff 174 
Fed, 1019, 98 CCA 625 (certiorari 
den 215-U. S. 607,'30 SCt 408, 54 L? 
ed. 346)]; Dunlop v. Mercer, 156 Fed. 
545, 86 CCA 4385 fapp dism 212 U. 
S. 588, 29 SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 662]; 
Butler Bros. Shoe Co. v. U. S. Rub- 
ber Co., 156 Fed. 1, 84 CCA 167 [cer- 
tiorari den 212 U. S. 577, 29 SCt 686, 
53 L. ed. 658]; Collin County Nat. 
Bank v. Hughes, 155 Fed. 389, 83 
CCA 661; Collin County Nat. Bank 
v. Hughes, 152 Fed. 414,.81 CCA 556 
[reh den 155 Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661]; 
Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 
518, 12 LRANS 154; Peters v. Equi- 
table Life Assur Soc., 149 Fed. 290; 
Alice BW. Min. Co. v. Blanden, 136 
Fed. 252: Barber -Asphalt. Pavi—Co, 
v. Morris, 132 Red.-945,,66 CCA 5, 
67 LRA 761; National Surety Co. v. 
State Bank, 130 Fed. 598, 56 CCA 657, 
61 LRA 394; Williams v. Crabb, 117 
Fed. 1938, 54 CCA 218, 59 LRA. 425 
{certiorari den 187 U. S. 645 mem, 23 
SCt 845 mem, 47 L. ed. 347]; New 
Orleans Bd. of Liquidation v. U. S., 
108 Fed. 689, 47 CCA 587; Taylor 
v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 88 Fed. 350, 
31 CCA 537; Columbia Wire Co. v. 
Freeman Wire Co., 71 Fed. 302; Bige- 
low v. Nickerson, 70 Fed. 113, 17 
CCA*1, 30 LRA 336; Heaton v. That- 
cher, 59 Fed. 731; Blydenstein v. 
New York Security, etc., Co., 59 Fed. 
U2 fait 6% Medl’400e Woes GGAre any 
Hastings v. The Elexena, 53 Fed. 
359; Semmes v. Whitney, 50 Fed. 
666; Barling v. Bank of British 
North America, 50 Fed. 260, 1 CCA 
510; East Tennessee, etc., R. Co. v. 
Atlanta, ete., R. Co., 49 Fed. 608, 15 
LRA 109; Hoover v. Devoe Mfg. Co., 
14 Fed. 1838; Davis v. James, 2 Fed. 
618, 10 Biss. 51; Pomeroy v. New 
York, etc., R, Co.719' FB. ‘Cast No. 1i,- 
261, 4 Blatchf. 120. 
teary eat v. Townsend, 25 Cal. 
a ray v. Stanbrough, 6 Rob. 
Me.—Hobbs v. Manhattan Ins. Co., 


[§§ 6-7 


has frequently been held that the presumption is 
against the jurisdiction of a federal court in any 
particular case until the existence of jurisdiction 
is made to appear affirmatively;°° but on the other 
hand it is well established that when a judgment 
rendered by a federal court is collaterally attacked 
in a state tribunal, the latter tribunal will presume 
that the federal court had jurisdiction, unless the 
contrary appears on the face of the record.*¢ 
cordingly a state.court will presume that a fed- 


Ac- 


56 Me. 417, 96 AmD 472. 

Porto Rico.—Luce v. Mullenhoff, 2 
Porto Rico Fed. 56. 

“A state is without power to pro- 
hibit or condition the exercise by 
citizens or different states of their 
respective rights to institute and’ de- 
fend their suits in the national courts 
and to invoke the independent judg- 
ment of these courts upon their con- 
troversies in the cases and in the 
manner prescribed by the Constitu- 
tion and laws of the United States 
which are the supreme law of the 
land. The jurisdiction of these courts 
was not granted by, and it cannot 
be revoked, annulled, or impaired by, 
the law or act of any state.’ Phila- 
delphia Mechanics’ Ins. Co. v. C. A. 
Hoover Distilling Co., 182 Fed. 590, 
105 CCA 128, 31 LRANS. 873. 

{a] Rule applies to the legisla- 
ture of Porto Rico.—Porto Rico Bank 
v. Argueso, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 49. 

62. Aurora Shipping Co. v. Boyce, 
LOt Shed. $60 112" COAG S25 

63. Jones v. Mutual Fidelity Co., 
123 Fed. 506; National Surety Co. v. 
State Bank, 120 Fed. 593, 56 CCA 657, 
61 LRA 394. See also infra § 15.. 

64 Rule as to courts generally 
see Courts §§ 146-155. 

65. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
195° U.’ S. 207, (252SCt 24, 49 °T. ved: 
160; King Iron Bridge; ete.;. Co; vi 
Otoe County, 120 U. S. 225, 7 Sct 
552, 30 L. ed. 623; Continental L. Ins. 
Co. “v.- Rhoads}; 119) Us .S 237 2a SEt 
193, 30 LL. ed. 380; Robertson v. 
Cease, 97% U.2S: 646). 2470. ed. 105% 
Boultbee v. International Paper Co.,, 
229 Wed. 951,°144 CCA ‘233; Shade v. 
Northern Pac. R. Co., 206 Fed. 353; 
California Atlantic SS. Co. v. Cen- 
tral Door, etc., Co., 206 Fed. 5, 124 
CCA 139; Newcomb v. Burbank, 181 
Fed. 334, 104 CCA 164; Paper Auto 
Co, v. American Motor Car Sales Co., 
180 Fed. 245; Copely v. Ball, 176 Fed. 
682, 100 CCA 234; Atchison, etc. R. 
Co, v. Phillips, 176 Fed. 6638, 100 CCA 
215; Yeandle v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
L69—-Féd,. 938). 95 CCA T2825 suitah= 
Nevada Co. v. De Lemar, 133 Fed. 
113, 66 CCA 179 [certiorari den 199 
U. S. 605, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed. 330]; 
Joyce v. St. Louis, 122 Fed. 524 [af? 
201 U. S. 332, 26 SCt 276, 50 L. ed. 
276]; Marks v. Marks, 75; Fed. 321: 
Craswell v. Belanger, 56 Fed. 529, 6 
CCA 1; U. S.. v.-€éntral Pac. RCo: 
49 Fed. 304; U. S. v. Southern Pac. R. 
Co., 49 Fed. 297; Freeman v. Butler, 
39 Fed. 1; Hampton v. Truckee Canal 
Co., 19 Fed. 1, 9 Sawy. 381; Gilbert 
Ve, York; 111.-N. ¥.0544, 19) NB 26s 
Higson v. North River Ins. Co., 153 


N. C. 35, 68 SHE) 920; Compania 
Anonyma v. Ponce R., ete. Co., 
Porto Rico Fed. 218. 

[a] Jurisdiction in bankruptcy 


must be shown.—Morse v. Presby, 25 
N. H. 299. 

66. U. S.—Erwin v. Lowry, 7 How. 
172, 12 L. ed. 655; California-Atlantia 
SS. Co. v. Central Door, etec., Co., 206 
Bed, 6,124 "C@Ar 139: 

Ala.—Hundley v. Chadick, 109 Ala. 
575, 19 S 845. 

Mich.—Arnold v. Nye, 23 Mich. 286. 

Minn.—Turrell v. Warren, 25 Minn. 


Nev.—Ex p. Hill, 5 Nev. 154. 

N. Y.—Chemung Canal Bank v. 
Judson, 8 N. Y. 254, Seld. 49; Ruck- 
man v. Cowell, 1 N. Y. 505; Sloane 
v. Martin, 77 Hun 249,’ 28 NYS 332 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


CCA 607, 32 LRANS 1065, 


iP 


§§ 7-11] 


eral court sitting in another state had jurisdie- 


tion.®* 


[§ 8] . 


firmatively appears.®8 


of review for error apparent.71-78 


[§ 9] 


fate 457 UN. YY .) 524,740) SNE 207. 45 
AmSR 630, 28 LRA 347]; Matson v. 
Burt, 9 Hun 470; Griswold v. Sedg- 
wick, 1 Wend. 126. 

67. New. Orleans Ins. 
Co. v. Woverton Co: 
(Tex.) 19 SW 615. 

68. See infra § 79, and supra § 5. 
See also Judgments [23 Cyc 1083]. 

69. See infra § 78. 

70. See infra § 97. 

71-78 See infra § 98. 

79. Rule as to courts generally 
see Courts § 118. ‘ . 

80. McClellan v.-Carland, 217 U. S. 
268, 30 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; Will- 
cox v. Consolidated Gas Co., 212 U.S. 
AD 29 ISCE M92 Vos ae eds 13825) tox ap. 
Young} 209 U. S. 123, 28 SCt 441, 52 
L. ed. 714, 183 LRANS 932, 14 Ann 
Cas 764. 

81. See Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

g2. Oklahoma Operating Co. v. 
Hove, 252. Un Satsed,-40-=SCtie338s 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Greene, 244 
Mease O22, Ct Set ose,-ol iu, ed. 1201, 
AnnCasl1917E 97; Greene v. Louis- 
ville, ete.,  R. -Co., 244° U.S. 499; 37 
SCt 673, 61 L. ed. 1280 [foll Louis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. Greene, supra]; 
Owensboro Water Works Co. Vv. 
Owensboro, 200 U. S. 38, 26 SCt 249, 
50 L. ed. 861; Ward v. Todd, 103 U. 
S. 327, 26 LL. ed. 339; Ober v. Gal- 
lasher, 93 WW; S!/199,> 23) by ed. 829; 
Howard v. Leete, 257 Fed. 918, 169 
CCA 68; Scattergood v. American 
Pipe, etc., Co., 249 Fed. 23, 161 CCA 
83 [certiorari granted 247 U. S. 516 
mem, 38 SCt 583 mem, 62 L. ed. 1244 
mem, and certiorari dism 251 U. S. 
564 mem, 40 SCt 118 mem, 64 L. ed. 
200 mem]; Champion Spark Plug Co. 
vy. Champion Ignition Co., 247 Fed. 
200; Johnson v. Johnson, 225 Fed. 
413; Portland Wood Pipe Co. v. Slick 
Bros. Constr. Co., 222 Fed. 528; Port- 
jland R., etc., Co. v. Portland, 210 Fed. 
667; Ludwigs v. Payson Mfg. Co., 
206 Fed. 60, 124 CCA 194; Washing- 
ton-Oregon Corp. v. Chehalis, 202 Fed. 
591; Robertson v. Conway, 188 Fed. 
BON OL OCAL STC maar. ve obe= 
Peters Land Co., 188 Fed. 10, 110 CCA 
160 [rev 170 Fed. 644]; Onondaga In- 
dian Wigwam Co. vy. Ka-Noo-No In- 
dian Mfg. Co., 182 Fed. 832; McGraw 
v. Mott, 179 Fed. 646, 103 CCA 204; 
Larabee v. Dolley, 175 Fed. 365 [rev 
on other grounds 179 Fed. 461, 102 
and aff 
998-1. S) 1)°33 SCt 409,57 L-ed. 7071; 
Salton Sea Cases, 172 Fed. 792, 97 
CCA 214 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 
603 mem, 30 SCt 405, 54 L. ed. 345]; 
Eddy v. Eddy, 168 Fed. 590, 93 CCA 
586; T. B. Wood’s Sons Co. v. Valley 
Iron Works, 166 Fed. 770; Pourier v. 
McKinzie, 147 Fed. 287; Miller v. 
Rickey, 146 Fed. 574 [aff 152 Fed. 
11, 81 CCA 207, and aff 218 U. S. 258, 
31 SCt 11, 54 L. ed. 1032]; Guardian 


Southern 
Hardware 


Trust Co. v. Kansas City Southern R. 
Co., 146 Fed. 337, 76 CCA 615; Ames 


Realty Co. v. Big Indian Min. Co., 
146 Fed. 166; Howe, etc., Co. v. Hau- 


Jurisdiction Appearing of Record. 
Federal courts are not courts of inferior jurisdie- 
tion in the sense that a judgment or decree may 
be collaterally attacked unless the jurisdiction af- 
But they are courts of spe- 
cial and limited jurisdiction, and the rule is well 
settled that jurisdiction must affirmatively appear 
from the record in order to support a federal judg- 
ment on direct attack,®® and that absence or insuffi- 
ciency of the necessary jurisdictional averments is 
ground for reversal on appeal or error,’® or on bill 


F. Right to Decline Jurisdiction.7”? A 
federal court has no discretion to decline jurisdic- - 
tion where the case presented is one to which 
its powers extend, and the exercise of that power 
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gan, 140 Fed. 182; Lilienthal v. Mc- 
Cormick, 117 Fed. 89, 54 CCA 475; 
Jew Ho v. Williamson, 103 Fed. 10; 
Miles v. New South Bldg., etc., As- 
soc., 99 Fed. 4; Omaha Horse R. Co. 
v. Cable Tramway Co., 32 Fed. 727 
[app dism 140 U. S. 674 mem, 11 SCt 
1018 mem, 385 L. ed. 600 mem]; 
Juando v. Taylor} 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,558, 2 Paine 652; Robinson v. Hook, 
20 EF. Cas. No. 11,956, 4 Mason 139; 
St. Louis v. St. Louis United R. Co., 
263 Mo. 387, 174 SW 78. See also 
Hastings v. Douglass, 249 Fed. 378 
(recognizing rule but holding it in- 
applicable under facts of case). 

{a]_| Mllustration. — A complaint 
charging a continuing trespass, and 
demanding a lump sum as damages, 
states but a single cause of action, 
although the title under which plain- 
tiff claimed was different at different 
periods of the time covered by the 
trespass; and if the adjudication of 
one such title involves a _ federal 
question, the case is one of federal 
cognizance, although no such ques- 
tion is involved in the other title. 
Evans v. Durango Land, ete., Co., 80 
Fed. 433, 25 CCA 581. 

[b] Intervention.—(1) Where suit 
for the foreclosure of a _ railroad 
mortgage was instituted in the fed- 
eral court, and such court had ap- 
pointed a receiver, and the railroad 
had been sold under such proceed- 
ings, the court had jurisdiction of an 
intervention by a creditor having ob- 
tained a judgment in a state court to 
determine priority of such judgment, 
as a lien on the property of the rail- 
road. State Trust Co. v. Kansas City, 
ete., R. Co., 115 Fed. 367. (2) Where, 
after the commencement of a suit to 
wind up the affairs of an insolvent 
corporation in a federal court in the 
district of its domicile, an ancillary 
suit is brought in a federal court of 
another district in which the receiver 
appointed in the original suit is made 
ancillary receiver, and a trustee hold- 
ing assets of the corporation and re- 
siding in such district is ordered by 
the court to turn the same over to 
the ancillary receiver for collection, 
such trustee is entitled to intervene, 
and become a party to such suit, in 
the court which has custody of the 
fund, and have its rights and duties 
with respect to its trust there deter- 
mined and enforced, and cannot be 
compelled to go into another juris- 
diction, where the original suit is 
pending. Miles v. New South Build- 
ing, etc., Assoc., 99 Fed. 4. 

[c] Where federal jurisdiction at- 
taches at law, it attaches for some 


purpose in equity, and vice versa. 
Whelan v. Enterprise Transp. Co., 
1644 Fed. 95. 

{d] Cross bills. — Park v. New 


York, ete., R. Co., 70 Fed. 641; Salem 
First Nat. Bank v. Salem Capital 
Flour-Mills Co., 31 Fed. 580, 12 Sawy. 
485, 496; Vannerson v, Leverett, 31 
Fed. 376; Schenck v. Peay, 21 F. Cas. 
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is properly invoked.®° 

[§ 10] G, Hquity Jurisdiction Generally. 
equitable jurisdiction of the federal courts, 
ferred and preserved by the constitution, is 
cially treated elsewhere in this work.‘ 

[§ 11] H. Jurisdiction to Afford Complete Relief. 
If jurisdiction of the parties has once been right- 
‘fully obtained by a federal court it may be retained 
until complete relief is afforded within the general 
scope of the equities to be enforeed,*? and juris- 
diction will not be ousted by a subsequent change 
in the condition of the parties;*° nor is it exhausted 
by the rendition of a judgment, but continues until 
the judgment is satisfied.S# So, where jurisdiction 
is acquired by reason of diverse citizenship,** all 
the issues in the case may be determined;*® and 
the same is true where jurisdiction is properly in- 
voked because a federal question is involved,** 


The 


con- 
spe- 


No. 12,450, Woolw. 175. 
fe] Foreclosure proceedings. — 
Muller v.. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 24 L. 


-ed. 207; White v. Ewing, 69 Fed. 451, 


16 CCA 296; New York Cent. Trust. 
Co. v. East Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 
30 Fed. 895; Blackburn v. Selma, ete., 
FR. Co.,' 3" EY Case No.) 1,467). 27 Miipps 
525; Randolph v. Wilmington, ete, R. 
Co., 20 F. Cas. No. 11,563; Kennedy 
v. Roundtree, 63 S. C. 395, 41 SH 477 
(the circuit court of the United 
States retains jurisdiction of the 
parties and the subject matter until 
the report of the sale is confirmed). 

Retaining jurisdiction to do com- 
plete equity see Equity §§ 117-129. 

83. U.S. v. Mackey, 214 Fed. 137; 
Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 
513, 12 LRANS 154. 

[a] Change of citizenship. — A 
subsequent change rendering the 
parties citizens of the same state 
does not oust the jurisdiction. New 
York Cent. Trust Co. v. Wabash, etc¢.,, 
R. 'Co;,. 46 Feds 156; (Us S: wo Myers; 
27 F. Cas. No, 15,844, 2 Brock. 516. 

84. Va. v. W. Va., 246 U. S. 565, 
38 SCt 400, 62 L. ed. 883; Tucker v. 
Hubbert, 196 Fed. 849, 117 CCA 365; 
Collin County Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 
152 Fed. 414, 81 CCA 556 [reh den 
155 Fed, 389, 88 CCA 661]5-Pollock 
v. Lawrence County, 19 F. Cas. No. 
£15255. ; 

Ancillary suits see infra § 13. 

85. See infra §§ 59-76. 

86. Louisiana R. Commn. v. Cum- 
berland Tel., ete; Co. 212 U. So 412 
29 SCt 357, 53 L. ed. 577; Owensboro 
Waterworks Co v. Owensboro, 200-U. 
S. 38, 26 SCt 249, 50 L. ed. 361; Chi- 
aa ete., R. Co. v. Oglesby, 198 Fed. 
153. 

[a] Rights limited by local stat- 
ute.-—Where suit against a county 
on its obligations is brought in a 
federal court on the ground of di- 
versity of citizenship, plaintiff ac- 
quires no greater rights than are 
given to him by the local statutes. 
Yost v. Dallas County, 236 U. S. 50, 
35 -SCt 235, 59 L. ed. 460. 

87. Lincoln Gas, etc., Co. v. Lin- 
coln, 250 U. S. 256, 39 SCt 454, 63 L. 
ed. 968; Louisville, ete., Co. v. Greene, 
244.0. S. 522, 37 SCt 683, 61 L. ed. 
1291, AnnCas1917E 97 [mod 230 Fed. 
191]; Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Finn, 
ZO Ue Ser COL som oCe L465) 59" li ede 
379; Ohio River, ete., R. Co. v. Dit- 
tey,- 232 7UEe S. 576) N34 1 SCUr 3727058 
Ls ed. 7373" Louisville) ete, Ru 'Coy ev. 
Garrett, 231 5U. S. 298, 34 SCt 48, 
58)" ved. 6229" [ath aisi¢) Fed 176s 
Michigan Cent. R. Co. v. Vreeland, 
220 MUG Senb Ol sais Gte Lol). bum daayeds 
417, AnnCas1914C 176; Horner v. U. 
Silos U.S 5 10: 12 SC 522) 36 ilu. ed? 
126; Wofford Oil Co. v. Smith, 263 
Fed. 396; Vose v. Roebuck Weather 
Strip, ete., Co., 210 Fed. 687; Portland 
R., ete., Co. v. Portland, 210 Fed. 667; 
Larabee v. Dolley, 175 Fed. 365 [rev 
on other grounds 179 Fed. 461, 102 
CCA 607, 32 LRANS 1065, and aff 228 
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even though the federal question is not decided,*® 
or is determined adversely to complainant,®® pro- 
vided of course the federal question is substantial 
and not merely colorable, or fraudulently set up for 
the mere purpose of endeavoring to give the court 
The supreme court has the same 


jurisdiction.°° 


right, and can, if it deems proper, 
questions only and omit to decide the federal 
. questions, or decide them adversely to the party 
But matters which are 
beyond the scope of the controversy will not be 
determined;®? nor will the court retain a part of 
the suit not properly within the federal jurisdiction, 
unless it is merely incidental to the part within the 
A federal court’s jurisdic- 
-tion being a limited one, it cannot be extended 
by uniting a cause of action of which it has no 
jurisdiction with one of which it has jurisdic- 


claiming their benefit.% 


federal jurisdiction.°* 


WSalasol SOtn 40 Seep lu rea. 0 (iis 
Jew Ho v. Williamson, 103 Fed. 
10 


Jurisdiction dependent on existence 
of federal question see infra §§ 29-— 
47. 


88. Greene v. Louisville, etc. R. 
Co., 244 U. S. 499, 37 SCt 673, 61 L. 
ed. 1280, AnnCas1917E 88; Siler v. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., 2138 U. S. 175, 
29 SCt 451, 53 L. ed. 753; Onondaga 
Indian Wigwam Co. v. Ka-Noo-No 
Indian Mfg. Co., 182 Fed. 832; Risley 
v. Utica, 179 Fed. 875. ; 

89. Lincoln Gas, ete., Co. v. Lin- 
coln, 250 U. S. 256, 89 SCt 454, 63 L. 


ed. 968; Siler v. Louisville, etc. R. 
Cone 23m Ue Saad 755029. SCt. 451, 
53 L. ed. 753; People’s Sav. Bank 
v. Layman, 134 Fed. 635; Michi- 


gan R. Tax Cases, 138 Fed. 223. [aff 


200 Ue iS) .245,) 26,,SCt,/459,'.50) Lu, ‘ed. 
744). 
90. Siler v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 


AS) USS awh. 29) SCt- 451,53, Ta,) ed! 
‘753; Penn. Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. 
Austin, 168 U. S. 685, 18 SCt 2238, 42 
L. ed. 626; Michigan R. Tax Cases, 
138. Fed. 223 [aff 201 U. S. 245, 26 
SCt 459, 50 L. ed. 744]. 

91. Siler v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 
213, U.S. 175, 29' SCt 461,53 Li. ed. 
753; Williamson v. U. S., 207 U. S. 
425, 28 SCt 163, 52 L, ed. 278; Bur- 
ton; v. U: Si; 196° U. ‘S...283,,25, SCt 
243, 49 L. ed. 482; Penn Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. Austin, 168 U. S. 685, 18 SCt 
223, 42 L. ed. 626; Fallbrook Irr. Dist. 
v. Bradley, 164 U. S. 112,:17 SCt 56, 
41 L. ed. 369; Torner v. U. S., 143 U. 
Seb TOF 2 WSCt) 522). 36) Leced....266; 
Michigan R. Tax Cases, 138 Fed. 223 
[aff 201 U.S. 245, 26 SCt 459, 50 L. 
ed. 744]; People’s Sav. Bank v. Lay- 
man, 134 Fed. 635. 

92. Mercantile Trust, ete., Co. v. 
Collins Park, ete. R. Co., 107 Fed. 
762 [app dism 108 Fed. 989, 46 CCA 
686 


{a] Dlustration.—Where jurisdic- 
tion of a bill to enjoin enforcement 
of a city ordinance authorizing a 
street railroad company to condemn 
for its use certain parts of the track 
of another company is taken by the 
circuit court on the ground that the 
claimed violation of a previous grant 
to the latter company involves a fed- 
eral question arising under the con- 
tract clause of the constitution, it 
does not give it jurisdiction to decide 
a question arising on a supplemental 
bill as to the right of condemnation 
by the former company under its 
charter, pursuant to which the city 
pendente lite decided that the streets 
where the tracks were located were 
not wide enough for two companies 
to lay tracks side by side, as the 
matter involved is beyond the-scope 
of the controversy which gave the 
court jurisdiction of the case origi- 
nally. Mercantile Trust, etc., Co. v. 
Collins Park, ete., R. Co., 107 Fed. 
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decide the local 


tion as to such 


762 [app dism 108 Fed. 989, 46 CCA 
686] 


{[b] Suit against administrator.— 
A federal court by entertaining juris- 
diction of a suit against an adminis- 
trator cannot draw to itself power 
to determine all claims against the 


estate. American Baptist Home Mis- 
Sa Soc. v. - Stewart, 192 Fed. 
93. Tullar vy. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 


213 Fed. 280. 

Incidental and ancillary jurisdic- 
tional see infra § 13. 

94. Electric Boat Co. v. Lake Tor- 
pedo Boat Co., 215 Fed. 377; National 
Casket Co. v. New York, etc., Casket 
Co., 185 Fed. 533. 

{al Plaintiff cannot join a claim 
for breach of contractual obligations 
in a suit for infringement of a pat- 
ent. Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. 
Karpen, 238 U. S. 254, 35 SCt 788, 59 
L. ed. 1295. 

95. See infra § 34. 

96. See infra § 36. 

97. Standard Paint Co. v. Trinidad 
Asphalt Mfg. Co., 220 U. S. 446, 31 
SCt 456, 55 L. ed. 5386; Lescher Rope 
Co. v. Broderick, ete., Rope Co., 201. 
U. S. 166, 26 SCt 425, 50 L. ed. 710; 
Elgin Nat. Watch Co. v. Illinois 
Watch Case Co., 179 U. S. 665, 21 SCt 
270, 45 L. ed. 365; Ingersoll v. Doyle, 
247 Fed. 620; Mallinson y. Ryan, 
242 Fed. 951; U. S. Expansion Bolt 
Co. v. H. G. Kroncke Hardware Co., 
234 Fed. 868; Schiebel Toy, etc., Co. 
v. Clark, 217 Fed. 760, 133 CCA 490; 
Johnston v. Brass Goods Mfg. Co., 201 
Fed. 368; Bernstein v. Danwitz, 190 
Fed. 604; Ross v. H. S. Geer Co., 188 
Fed. 731; National Casket Co. v. New 
York,, ete.;, Casket.\Co.,., 1:85. Bed. vb3e8e 
Mecky v. Grabowski, 177 Fed. 591; 
Hutchinson v. Loewry, 163 Fed. 42, 90 
CCA 1 [app dism 217 U. S. 457, 30 
SCt’ 613, 54 LL. ed, 838];/ King vy. In- 
lander, 1383 Fed. 416; Keasby, ete., Co. 
v. Philip Carey Mfg. Co., 113 Fed. 432; 
Burt vy, Ssnilth, a) Medsi6L 7 OCA 
573; Sprige v. Fisher, 22 Fed. 964; 
Battle v. Finlay, 50 Fed. 106. 


ee Bsta Co. v. Burke, 257 Fed. 
99. Mallinson v. Ryan, 242 Fed. 
951; Farmer’s Handy Wagon Co, v. 


Beaver Silo, ete., Co., 236 Fed. 731, 
150 CCA 638; U. S. Expansion Bolt 
Co. v. H. G. Kroncke Hardware Co., 
234 Fed. 868; Electric Boat Co. v. 
Lake Torpedo Boat Co., 215 Fed. 377 
[dist Onondaga Indian Wigwam Co. 
v. Ka-Noo-No Indian Mfg. Co., 182 
Fed. 832; T. B. Woods Sons Co. v. 
Valley Iron Works, 166 Fed. 770]; 
Ludwigs v. Payson Mfg. Co., 206 Fed. 
60, 124 CCA 194; Ross v. H. S. Geer 
Co., 188 Fed. 731; Onondaga Indian 
Wigwam Co. v. Ka-Noo-No Indian 
Mfg. Co., 182 Fed. 832. 

“The court, however, may take ju- 
risdiction where a federal question 
is presented in good faith, and local 


[§ 11 


tion.*t Thus, where the federal question on which 
jurisdiction is grounded is the infringement of a 
patent ° or a registered trade-mark,® the court 
has no jurisdiction of a cause of action for in- 
fringement of a common-law trade-mark, or for 
unfair competition united therewith, unless 
versity of citizenship also exists,°7 and the amount 
necessary to confer jurisdiction is involved,®* or 
unless these latter charges are but features or in- 
cidents of thé transaction complained of as con- 
stituting the infringement of the patent or regis- 
tered trade-mark, and in fact but an aggravation 
of such infringement,’® in which event it is op- 
tional with the court to take or to decline jurisdic- 


di- 


common-law features of the case, 


_if there is no diversity of citizenship,! although 
even in such cases it has been held that the court 
cannot assume jurisdiction of the nonfederal ques- 


or state questions are intertwined 
with the situation disclosed, as in 
Siler v. Louisville, ete, R. Co., 213 
WS. 175, 29 SCt_ 451, 53) GE. ved. 753: 
This is the theory to which Judge 
Ray referred in Onondaga Indian 
Wigwam Co. v. Ka-Noo-No Indian 
Mfg. Co., 182 Fed. 832, and to which 
Judge Baker referred in Ludwigs v. 
Payson Mfg. Co., 206 Fed. 60, 124 
CCA’ 194: Judge Baker states the 
principle as follows: ‘Under such cir- 
cumstances (whether the compact- 
ness for cheapness or manufacture 
and the ornamental form are within 
the protection of the claims or not) 
a federal court of equity, in granting 
relief for the infringement of the 
mechanism, ought not to remit the 
complainant to another forum to 
mete out the damages which neces- 
sarily appear in proving the infringe- 
ment, and which, though in one re- 
spect arising from fraud in trade, 
in a fairer aspect are aggravations 
of the infringement.’’’ Mallinson v. 
Ryan, 242 Fed. 951, 953. 

[a] Reason for rule.— “If acts 
constituting infringement of a trade- 
mark and other acts constituting un- 
fair competition in trade are separate 
and independent acts, even though 
they all relate to the same article of 
manufacture, each set of acts consti- 
tutes a separate and a distinct cause 
of action, of one of which this court 
has jurisdiction and of the other of 
which it has no jurisdiction. In such 
a case this court could not take 
jurisdiction of the acts amounting to 
unfair competition only for the rea- 
son it has jurisdiction of the other 
separate and distinct acts amounting 
to infringement of a _ trade-mark. 
But when the wrongful acts are not 
separate and distinct, but are all done 
together as one whole, or one act, as 
was the case here, then the facts may 
be alleged and proved and the wrong- 
ful acts enjoined. The complainant 
should not be compelled to separate 
the one act into parts and allege and 
prove in the circuit court of the 
United States those parts of the act 
which constitute infringement of the 
trade-mark and allege and prove in 
the state court those parts of the 
same act which amount to unfair 
competition in trade, thus resorting 
to two tribunals to right one wrong, 
the impairment of his business by the. 
diversion of a part thereof by an- 
other. The Circuit Court of the 
United States, having jurisdiction of 
the parties and of the subject-matter 
for the purpose of enjoining the in- 
fringement of the trade-mark, may 
also enjoin all wrongful acts done in 
connection with the infringement 
which augment and aggravate the 
wrong.” Ross v. H. S. Gee Co., 188 
Fed. 731, 733: 
neg Mallinson vy. 242 Fed. 

We 


Ryan, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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_Johns-Manville Co., 
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tion.” 


If the patent or registered trade-mark is 
found invalid,* or not infringed,? the court cannot 
retain jurisdiction and award relief for unfair 
competition between citizens of the same state.® 
[§ 12] I. Jurisdiction in Probate Matters. 
a series of decisions in the supreme court ® it has 
been established that since it does not pertain to 
the general jurisdiction of a court of equity to set 
aside a will or the probate thereof, or to admin- 
ister upon the estates of decedents in rem, mat- 
ters of this character are not within the ordinary 
equity jurisdiction of the federal courts; that as 
the authority to make wills is derived from the 
states, and the requirement of probate is but a 
regulation to make a will effective, matters of 
strict probate are not within the jurisdiction of 


FEDERAL COURTS 


By 


controversy.!+ 


courts of the United States;* that where a state, by 


2. Johnston v. Brass Goods Mfg. 
Co., 201 Fed. 368; Woerheide v. H. W. 
199 Fed. 535; 
Mecky v. Grabowski, 177 Fed. 591; 
Cushman y. Atlantic Fountain Pen 
Co., 164 Fed. 94; King v. Inlander, 
133 Fed. 416. See also Bernstein v. 
Danwitz, 190 Fed. 604 (classifying 
decisions). 

8. Leschen Rope Co. y. Broderick, 
ete., Rope Co., 201 U. S. 166, 26 SCt 
425, 50 L. ed. 710; Elgin Nat. Watch 
Co. v. Illinois Watch Case Co., 179 
U. S. 665, 21 SCt 270, 45 L. ed. 365; 
Scheibel Toy, etc, Co. v. Clark, 217 
Fed. 760, 133 CCA 490; Bernstein v. 
Donwitz, 190 Fed. 604. 

“Whether or not such damages are 
cognizable if two separate and dis- 
tinct matters or transactions are of- 
fered for investigation, or if, one 
matter alone being in evidence, the 
patent fails, we need not consider. 
For here the patent is found to be 
valid and infringed.” Ludwigs v. 
Payson Mfg. Co., 206 Fed. 60, 65, 124 
CCA 194. : 

4 Detroit Showcase Co. v. Kaw- 
neer Mfg. Co., 250 Fed. 234, 162 CCA 
370; U. S. Expansion Bolt Co. v. H. 
G. Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 Fed. 
868 [dist Silver v. Louisville, etc., R. 
Co., 213 U. S. 175, 29 SCt 451, 53 L. 
ed. 753]; Sprigg v. Fisher, 222 Fed. 
964; Bernstein v. Danwitz, 190 Fed. 
604; Burt v. Smith, 71 Fed. 161, 17 
CCA: 573; 

5. See cases supra note 3. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘A federal 
court cannot decide a controversy to 
which the judicial power of the 
United States does not extend merely 
because plaintiff has mistakenly as- 
sumed that some federal right of his 
has been infringed. A plaintiff can- 
not in the federal courts secure re- 
dress for unfair competition by a 
citizen of the same state merely by 
alleging that such defendant has in- 
fringed a registed trade-mark, when 
in point of fact no such infringement 
has taken place, and in that respect 
it is immaterial whether the allega- 
tion was made in good or bad faith.” 
Sprige v. Fisher, 222 Fed. 964, 967. 

G. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; Water- 
man v. Canal-Louisiana Bank, etc., 
Con 2150S) 133,130, SC 10,54 11: 
ed. 80; O’Callaghan y. O’Brien, 199 
Ws S89 255SOts 1275, 50 Meds 101; 
Ellis v. Davis, 109 U. S. 485, 3 SCt 
327, 27 L. ed. 1006; Kierley v. Mc- 
Glynn, 21 Wall. (U. S.) 5038, 22 L. ed. 


599. 


7. Federal equity jurisdiction as 
to probate and administration see 
Equity § 98 text and notes 75-86. 

8. U. S.—Sutton v. English, 246 
U. S. 199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; 
Waterman v. Canal-Louisiana Bank, 
ete.,, Co., 215 U. S. 38, 30 SCt 10, 54 
L. ed. 80; O’Callaghan v. O’Brien, 199 
THESE 89) 125 4SCES727; 60 Fed: LON, 
Byers v. McAuley, 149 U. S. 608, 13 
Sct 906, 37 L. ed. 867; Ellis v. Davis, 
TOS Sw 4855" 8 USCtm3 27) 27 used, 


\ 


1006; Kieley v. McGlynn, 21 Wall. 
508, 22 L. ed. 599; Fouvergne v. 
New Orleans, 18 How. 470, 15 L. ed. 
399; Harrison v. Moncravie, 264 Fed. 
776; Lee v. Minor, 260 Fed. 700; 
Thompson v. Nichols, 254 Fed. 973 
[app dism 251 U. S. 569 mem, 40 SCt 
343 mem, 64 L. ed. 418 mem]; Swann 
v. Austell, 253 Fed. 807 [aff 261 Fed. 
465]; Hastings v. Douglass, 249 Fed. 
378; Santiago v. Roses, 242 Fed. 209, 
155 CCA 49; Puder v. Alger, 242 Fed. 
95; Smith v. Jennings, 238 Fed. 48, 
151 CCA 124; Northrup v. Browne, 
204 Fed. 224, 122° CCA 496; McDer- 
mott v. Hannon, 203 Fed. 1015; Miller 
v. Weston, 199 Fed. 104, 119 CCA 358; 
American Baptist Home Mission Soc. 
v. Stewart, 192 Med. 976; Pulver v. 
Leonard, 176 Fed. 586; Underground 
Hlectric R. Co. v. Owley, 176 Fed. 26, 
99 CCA 500 [aff 169 Fed. 671]; Wat- 
kins v. Haton, 173 Fed. 133 [aff 183 
Fed. 384, 105 CCA 604]; Brun v. 
Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 513, 12 
LRANS 154; Moore vy. Fidelity Trust 
Co. 188 Fed. 1, 70 CCA 663; Thiel 
Detective Service Co, v. McClure, 130 
Fed. 55; Carrau v. O’Calligan, 125 
Fed. 657, 60 CCA 347 [rev 116 Fed. 
934, and aff 199 U. S:)89, 25 SCt 727, 
50 L. ed. 101]; Sawyer v. White, 122 
Fed. 223, 58 CCA 587; Clark v. Guy, 
114 Fed. 783; Wahl v. Franz, 100 
Fed. 680, 40 CCA 638, 49 LRA 62; 
Everhart v. Everhart, 34 Fed. 82; In 
re Frazer, 9 F. Cas. No. 5,068. 
Ill.—Peo. v. Brady, 271 Ill. 100, 110 
NE 864, AnnCasi915C 1093. 
a oa iba ae v. Gaines, 25 La. Ann. 
Mich.—Atty.-Gen. v. Bay City First 
Nat. Bank, 192 Mich. 640, 159 NW 
335; Dickinson v. Seaver, 
624, 7 NW 182. 
Tenn.—Devine v. Unaka Nat. Bank, 
vee Tenn. 98, 140 SW 747, 39 LRANS 


fa] Ex parte and administrative 
jurisdiction.—‘“It is held in the last 
named Case [Ellis v. Davis, 109 U. S. 
485, 3 SCt 327, 27 L, ed. 1006] that 
jurisdiction of wills, and their pro- 
bate as such, is neither included or 
excepted out of the grant of judicial 
power to the courts of the United 
States; so far as it is ex parte and 
merely administrative it is confined, 
and cannot be exercised by them at 
all until in a case at law or in equity 
its exercise becomes necessary to 
settle a controversy of which a court 
of the United States may take cogni- 
zance by reason of the citizenship of 
the parties.” Everhart v. Everhart, 
34 Fed. 82, 85. 

{b] The district court of the 
United States for the district of 
Porto Rico has no jurisdiction of a 
bill which seeks to administer dece- 
dents’ estates which are open in a 
local court and subject to the power 
and authority of such court, because 
such bill also seeks to liquidate a 
community existing between husband 
and'‘wife, to annul for fraud a family 
settlement of the estates, and to set 


44 Mich.” 


[25C.J.] 695 


statute or custom, gives to parties interested the 
right to bring an action or suit inter partes, either 
at law or in equity, to annul a will or to set aside 
the probate, the courts of the United States, where 
diversity of citizenship and a sufficient amount in 
controversy appear, can enforce the same remedy,? 
but that this relates only to independent suits, and 
not to procedure merely incidental or ancillary to 
the probate;!° and further, that questions relating 
to the interests of heirs, devisees, or legatees, or 
trusts affecting such interests, which may be de- 
termined without interfering with probate or as- 
suming general administration, are within the juris- 
diction of the federal courts where diversity of 
citizenship exists and the requisite amount is in 


aside, aS simulated and fraudulent, 
sales made in virtue of the title ap- 
parently vested by such settlement, 
where the relief sought in this re- 
gard is merely ancillary to the 
prayer for the liquidation and settle- 
ment of the estates. Garzot v. Rios 
de Rubio, 209 U. S. 288, 28 SCt 548, 
52 L. ed. 794. ‘ 
9. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; Mc- 
Dermott v. Hannon, 203 Fed. 1015; 
Carrau v. O’Calligan, 125 Fed. 657, 
60 CCA 347 [rev 116 Fed. 934, and 
aff 199 U. S: 89, 25 SCt 727, 50 L. ed. 


101]; Everhart v. Everhart, 34 Fed. 
82. See also Equity § 98 text and 
note 76. 

10. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 88 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664. See 
also Hquity § 98 note 75. 

11. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; Mc- 


Clellan v. Carland, 217 U. S. 268, 30 
SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; Waterman v. 
Canal-Louisiana Bank, etc., Co., 215 
WTS 7 83s 0MSCt) 10; N54 si peda sor 
Hayes v. Pratt, 147 U. S. 557, 13: SCt 
503, 37 L. ed. 279; Colton v. Colton, 
LAT Sw 300.8 1SChel1645)32niinweds 
138; Harrison v. Moncravie, 264 Fed. 
776; Smith v. Jennings, 238 Fed. 48, 
151 CCA 124; Stotesbury v. Huber, 
237 Fed. 413; Fraser v. Colton, 214 
Fed. 556, 131 CCA 102; J. Elwood Lee 
Co. v. Grace Hospital, 206 Fed. 994; 
Schwarz v. Harris, 206 Fed. 936; 
Newberry v. Wilkinson, 199 Fed. 673, 
118 CCA 111 [aff 190 Fed, 62]; Amer- 
ican Baptist Home Mission Soc. v. 
Stewart, 192 Fed. 976; Higgins v. 
Haton, 183 Fed. 388, 105 CCA 608; 
St. Benedict Order v. Steinhauser, 
179 Fed. 137 [aff 234 U. S. 640, 34 
SCt 932, 58 L. ed. 1512, 52 LRANS 
459 (rev 194 Fed. 289, 114 CCA 249)]; 
Pulver v. Leonard, 176 Fed. 586; 
Underground Plectric R. Co. v. Ows- 
ley, 169 Fed. 671 [aff 176 Fed. 26, 
99 CCA 500]; Eddy v. Eddy, 168 Fed. 
590, 938 CCA 586 [certiorari den 214 
U.S. 518; 29 SCt 699)953/L. edt 1065]: 
See also Equity § 98 note 78. 

[a] The federal courts have jur- 
isdiction: (1) To construe a will 
where the execution, validity, and 
probate thereof are recognized. 
Wood v. Paine, 66 Fed. 807; Richard-~ 
son v. Green, 61 Fed. 423, 9 CCA 565; 
Toms v. Owen, 52 Fed. 417. (2) To 
appoint a receiver of the estate of 
a decedent pending probate of the 
will. Underground Electric R. Co. v. 
Owsley, 169 Fed. 671 [aff 176 Fed. 26, 
99 CCA 500]. (3) To enforce a trust 
impressed upon property upon the 
death of the owner for his creditors, 
heirs, and legatees. McClellan vy. 
Carland, 187 Fed. 915, 110 CCA 49. 
(4) To require an executor to ac- 
count. Pullian v, Pulliam, 10 Fed. 
23. (5) To compel an accounting by 
the administratrix, heirs, and sure- 
ties of a deceased guardian, on the 
ground that complainant, a nonresi- 
dent, had heen deprived of his inher- 
itance by the guardian’s fraud. 


696 [25C.J.] 
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J. Ancillary and Incidental Jurisdic- 
Where a federal court has jurisdiction of 
the cause of action and of the parties, it may have 
jurisdiction also of a suit or proceeding which 
is a continuation of, or incidental and ancillary to, 
the former suit, although it might not have juris- 
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action.}3 


diction of the latter one, if it were an original 


Newberry v. Wilkinson, 199 Fed. 673, 
118 CCA 111 [aff 190 Fed. 62]. (6) 
To establish a lien on an interest in 
funds belonging to the estate of a 
decedent in the hands of his admin- 
istrator, subject to any action of the 
proper probate court. Ingersoll v. 
Coram,. 127 Fed. 418. (7) To -enter- 
tain a suit in equity for the allow- 
ance of claims for good cause shown 
after the time limited by the probate 
court. Schurmeier v. Connecticut 
Mut, wins, Co., 137 med. 42,69: CCA 
22. (8) To enjoin an administrator 
from paying over the money or dis- 
tributing the property of the estate 
to others joined with him as parties. 
Davis v. Davis, 89 Fed. 532 (holding, 
however, that a federal court has 
no jurisdiction to ascertain the 
amount of unpaid claims against 
such estate, or whether it is in con- 
dition for final distribution to the 
parties entitled thereto). (9) To de- 
termine the interest of an heir in an 
alleged lapsed legacy and the conse- 
quent increase in the residuary’ es- 
tate, although the bill also asks other 
relief which cannot be granted be- 
cause it would interfere with the 
ordinary settlement of the estate in 
the state probate court. Waterman 
v. Canal-Louisiana Bank, etce.,,; Co., 
215: U. S!-33, 30) SCt 10, 54 L:.ed...80. 

[b] Sale of land for debts.—A de- 
cree of a federal court had been al- 
lowed as the only claim against the 
estate of a deceased person in the 
county court of a state in which ad- 
ministration was pending. The only 
property of that estate consisted of 
certain lands and water rights ap- 
purtenant. The statutes of the state 
imposed the duty upon the admin- 
istratrix to institute a proceeding 
either in the county court or in the 
district court of the state to sell the 
unexempt real property to pay debts. 
She claimed that the real estate was 
exempt, and refused to commence the 
proceeding. It was held that the fed- 
eral court in which the decree was 
rendered had jurisdiction to render a 
decree for the sale of the land not- 
withstanding the pendency of the ad- 
ministration in the county court. 
Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 
513, 12 LRANS 154. p 

[c] Suit to vacate legacy.—A suit 
by heirs at law of a _ testatrix, 
brought after the will has been pro- 
bated and the estate fully adminis- 
tered, except payment of a bequest 
of the residuary estate for charitable 
purposes, against executors and a 
corporation organized to take and 
administer the charity, to have the 
bequest declared void as contrary.to 
the state law, is not a probate pro- 
ceeding, but has all elements of a 
plenary suit, inter partes, and is 
within the jurisdiction of a federal 
court. Spencer v. Watkins, 169 Fed. 
379, 94 CCA 659 [certiorari den 215 
U. S. 605, 30 SCt 406, 54 L. ed. 346]. 

12. Courts generally see Courts 
§§ 108-112. 

13. U. S.—Public Utilities Commn. 
v. Landon, 249 U. S. 236, 39 SCt 268, 
63 L. ed. 577 [rev 234 Fed. 152, 242 
Fed. 658, 245 Fed. 950]; Wabash R. 
Co. v. Adelbert College, 208 U. S. 388, 
28 SCt 182, 52 L. ed. 379; Gunter v. 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 200 U. 
S24 273,9°-26 7 SCt 12525 (508 Ts ede v477% 
Raphael v. Trask, 194 U. S. 272, 24 
SCt 647, 48 L. ed. 973; New Orleans 
v. Hisher, 180 U.S) 185,21 SCt 347, 
45 L. ed. 485; Carey v. Houston, etc., 
OOM 1614 UL Sad SaeliGas Cte os 40 


L. ed. 638; White v. Ewing, 159 U. 
S. 36, 15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67; Covell 
Vs. Heyman, 111 U.)S. 7176, 4 SCt 355, 
28 L. ed. 390; Clarke v. Mathewson, 
12) Pet. CUZ S)l 164.0 9S ‘eda 1 041% 
Benedict v. Setters, 261 Fed. 492; 
Hume v. New York, 255 Fed. 488, 166 
CCA 564; St. Louis-San Francisco R. 
Co. v. McElvain, 253 Fed. 123; Inger- 
soll v. Doyle, 247 Fed. 620; Sherman 
Nat. Bank v. Shubert Theatrical Co., 
238 Fed. 225; Vallery v. Denver, etc., 
R. ‘Co., 236 Fed. 176, 149 CCA 336; 
Lee Line Steamers v. Robinson, 222 
Fed. 417, 146 CCA 411; Kirkland v. 
Knox, 230 Fed. 806, 145 CCA 116; 
Knox v. Alwood, 228 Fed. 753; Fer- 
guson v. Omaha, etc., R. Co., 227 Fed. 
6138, 142 CCA 145; Johnson v. John- 
son, 225 Fed. 413; American Surety 
Co. v. Shultz, 223, Fed. 280, 138 CCA 
522; Hollander v. Heaslip, 222 Fed. 
808, 187 CCA 1; Portland Wood Pipe 
Co. v. Slick Bros, Constr. Co., 222 


Fed. 528; Cushman v. Warren-Scharf. 


Asphalt Pav. Co., 220 Fed. 857,-135 
CCA 289 [certiorari den 238 U. S. 621, 
385 SCt 603, 59 L. ed. 1493]; Libbey 
Glass Co. v. McKie Glass Co., 216 
Fed. 172 [aff 220 Fed. 672, 136 CCA 
314]; Electric Boat Co, v. Lake Tor- 
pedo Boat Co., 215 Fed. 377; St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co. v. Bellamy, 211 Fed:-172 
[mod on other grounds 220 Fed. 876, 
136 CCA 442]; J. Elwood Lee Co. v. 
Grace Hospital, 206 Fed. 994; Chap- 
pell v. Missouri, ete., R. Co., 206 Fed. 
688; Cleveland, ete., R. Co. v. Hirsch, 
204 Fed. 849, 123 CCA 145; Missis- 
sippi Valley Fuel Co. v. Watson Coal 
Co., 202 Fed. 122, 120.CCA- 276; Trust 
Co. of America v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Co., 199 Fed. 593; Tucker v. Hubbert, 
196 Fed. 849, 117 CCA 3865; Robert- 
son v. Conway, 188 Fed. 579, 110 CCA 
377; Preston v. Calloway, 183 Fed. 19, 
105 CCA 3811 [certiorari den 220 U.S. 
610 mem, 31 SCt 714 mem, 55 L. ed. 
608]; McGraw v. Mott, 179 Fed. 646, 
103 CCA 204; Loy v. Alston, 172 Fed. 
90; 96, CECA’ 6783) Hobbs’! Mfze.7Coi-v. 
Gooding, 164 Fed. 91; New Orleans v. 
Howard, 160 Fed. 393, 87 CCA 345; 
Cooper v. Newton, 160 Fed. 190; 
Brown v. Allebach, 156 Fed. 697; Ul- 
man v. Jaeger, 155 Fed. 1011 (cross 
bills); North Carolina Min. Co. v. 
Westfeldt, 151 Fed. 290 [rev on other 
grounds 166 Fed. 706, 92 CCA 378, 
and app dism 215 U. S. 586, 30 SCt 
404, 54 L. ed. 339]; Brun v. Mann, 
151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 518, 12 LRANS 
154; O’Connor v. O’Connor, 146 Fed. 
994; Campbell v. Golden Cycle Min. 
Co., 141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260; Illinois 
L. Ins. Co. v. Newman, 141 Fed. 449; 
South Penn Oil Co. v. Calf Creek Oil, 
etc., Co., 140 Fed. 507; Gunby v. 
Armstrong, 133 Fed. 417, 66 CCA 627; 
Hatcher v. Hendrie, etce.,, Mfg., etc., 
Co., 133 Fed. 267, 68 CCA 19; Davis 
v. Martin, 113 Fed. 6, 51,.CCA 27; 
Louisville Trust Co. v. Stone, 107 
Fed. 305, 46 CCA 299; Everett v. 
Rock Rapids Independent School 
Dist., 102 Fed. 529; Rice v. Durham 
Water Co., 91 Fed. 433; McDonald v. 
Seligman, 81 Fed. 753; New York 
Cent. Trust Co. v. Benedict, 78 Fed. 
198, 24 CCA 56; People’s Sav. Inst. 
v.: Miles, 76 Fed. 252, 22 CCA 152: 
Kuhn v. Morrison, 75 Fed. 81 -[re- 
manding cause 78 Fed, 16, 28 CCA 
619]; Jones v. New York Cent. Trust 
Co., 73 Fed. 568, 19 CCA 569; Chatta- 
nooga Terminal R. Co. v. Felton, 69 
Fed. 273; Compton v. Jesup, 68 Fed. 
263, 15 CCA 397; Rosenbaum y. Coun- 
cil Bluffs Ins. Co., 37 Fed. 724, 3 
LRA 189; Thompson v. McReynolds, 
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The most usual applications of this rule are 
found in proceedings iooking to the enforcement, 
the setting aside, the modification, ete., of a judg- 
ment or decree previously rendered,* the restrain- 
ing of proceedings in other courts pending a de- 


29 Wed. 657; De Vignier v. New Or- 
leans, 16 Fed. 11, 4 Woods 206; At- 
wood v. Portland Co., 10 Fed. 283; 
Howards v. Selden, 5 Fed. 465, 4 
Hughes 300; Deakin v. Lea, 7 F. Cas. 
No. 8,695, 11 Biss. 27; Dunlap v. Stet- 
son, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,164, 4 Mason 349; 
Seymour v,. Phillips, etc., Constr. Co., 
21 F. Cas. No. 12,689, 7 Biss. 460. 

Mass.—Comstock v. Holbrook, 16 
Gray, Iti: 
beak Y.—Bates v. Delavan, 5 Paige 
*Okl.—Darrough v. Claremore First 
Nat. Bank, 56 Okl, 647, 156 P 191. 

R. I.—Kendall v. Winsor, 6 R. I. 
453. 

Tex.—-Samuel v. Houston Oil Co., 
(Civ. A.) 193 SW 246. 

[a] A federal court may have jur- 
isdiction: (1) to enjoin a sale of the 
property. Davis v. Martin, 113 Fed. 
6, 51 CCA 27. (2) To determine the 
right to the proceeds of a judgment 
rendered therein which has been paid 
into court, as between different claim- 
ants who appear and assert their 
claims. Myers v. Luzerne County, 
124 Fed. 436. (38) Of a bill for dis- 
covery. Kendall v. Winsor, 6 R. I. 
453. (4) Of a bill of revivor. Hone 
v. Dillon, 29 Fed. 465. (5) Of a bill 
to set aside the award of an arbitra- 
tor. Hecht v. Youghiogheny, etc., 
Coal Co., 162 Fed. 812. (6) Of a bill 
to obtain the benefit of a depending 
suit by a party who acquired plain- 
tiff’s title by transfer. Miller v. 
Rogers, 29 Fed. 401. (7) Of an ac- 
tion on an attachment bond. Files v. 
Davis, 118 Fed. 465, (8) Of a bill 
to enforce liens on part of a railroad 
as against the lien of a general mort- 
gage. McBee vy. Marietta, ete, R. 
Co., 48 Fed. 2438. U 

{[b] A suit on a bond on appeal in 
a federal court is not an original 
suit, and jurisdiction of the original 
suit gives jurisdiction. American 
Surety Co.-v. Sehultz, 223 Fed. 280, 
138 CCA 522. 3 

[ec] A creditor’s bill, filed in a 
court having both legal and equi- 
table jurisdiction, to obtain satisfac- 
tion of a judgment at law rendered 
in the same court is not, according 
to the uniform rule of the seventh 
circuit, an original action, although 
it may embrace defendants who were. 
not parties to the judgment. Bab- 
cock v. Millard, 2 F. Cas. No. 699. 

{d] The possession by the court 
in which a foreclosure suit is pend- 
ing of the fund applicable to the 
payment of the bonds secured by the 
mortgage under foreclosure is suffi- 
cient to authorize it to entertain the 
petition of the claimants asserting a 
mortgage lien upon such bonds. Cen- 
tral Trust Co. v. Carter, 78 Fed. 225, 
24 CCA 73. 

{e] Decrees for the sale of mort- 
gaged property entered in ancillary 
suits for the foreclosure of the mort- 
gage should conform so far as pos- 
sible to that of the court sf primary 
jurisdiction as to the method of the 
sale of the property. New York 
Cent. Trust Co. v. U. S. Flour Mill- 
ye 112 Med sel. 

J 
cannot be questioned in an equity 
suit filed in aid of a legal action in 
that court by direction of the court. 
Lumley v. Wabash R. Co., 76 Fed. 66, 
22 CCA 60 [rev 71 Fed. 21]. 

14. New Orleans v. Fisher, 180 
U. S. 185, 21 SCt 347, 45 L. ed. 485. 
[mod 91 Fed. 574, 34 CCA 15]; John- 
son v. Christian, 125 U. S. 642, 8 SCt 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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termination in the federal court,5 and various 
actions and proceedings in connection with receiver- 
The rule also applies in respect to coun- 
terclaims 17 or cross bills,!8 and in cases of inter- 
So also, although a federal district 
court, and formerly a federal circuit court, has 
no original jurisdiction in mandamus,?° it has 
jurisdiction to issue a writ of mandamus in aid of 
a jurisdiction previously acquired,2! and the fact 


ships.1® 


vention.?® 


1135, 31 L. ed. 820; Pacific R. Co. v. 
Missouri) PacwR. Co: Olin Us S505, 
4 SCt 583, 28 L. ed. 498; Ross v. Mil- 
ler, 252 Fed. 697, 164 CCA 537; Pres- 
ton v. Calloway, 183 Fed. 19, 105 CCA 
311 [certiorari den 220 U. S. 610 mem, 
31 SCt 714 mem, 55 L. ed..608]; Col- 
lin County Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 155 
Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661 [reh den 152 
Fed. 414, 81 CCA 556]; Collin County 
Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 152 Fed. 414, 
81 CCA 556 [reh den 155 Fed. 389, 
83 CCA 661]; Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 
14555, 80. CCAM 5135512 SERANS 7154; 
O’Connor v. O’Connor, 146 Fed. 994; 
Hatcher v. Hendrie, etc., Mfg., etc., 
Co., 133 Hed. 267, 68 CCA 19; Thiel 
Detective Service Co. v. McClure, 
130 Fed. 55; Jenks v. Brewster, 96 
Fed. 625; Broadis v. Broadis, 86 Fed. 
951; Central Trust Co. v. Grantham, 
83 Fed. 540, 27 CCA 570; McDonald 
v. Seligman, 81 Fed. 753; Wonderly 
v. Lafayette County, 77 Fed. 665 
[aff 92 Fed. 313, 34 CCA 360]; Ral- 
ston v. Sharon, 51 Fed. 702; Dunlap 
v. Stetson, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,164, 4 
Mason 349; O’Brien County v. Brown, 
Hon Me Case NOs 105399 8 Meise 2588 
Penn. v. Klyne, 19 F. Cas. No. 10,936. 
Pet. C. C. 446; Williams v. Byrne, 29 
F. Cas. No. 17,718, Hempst. 472. 

[a] The court may direct the is- 
suance of a fieri facias for the pur- 
pose of enforcing the payment of 
any costs that may be decreed, not- 
withstanding the decree may dis- 
pose of matters other than a money 
demand. Western Pocahontas Corp. 
vy. Acord, 178 Fed. 843. 

[b] , Jurisdiction extends to a 
scire facias to enforce the liability 
for costs of the indorser of a writ. 
Washburn vy. Pullman’s Palace-Car 
Co., 76 Fed. 1005, 21 CCA 598. 

[ce] Greditor’s bill, — A federal 
court rendering a judgment has an- 
cillary jurisdiction of a creditor’s bill 
by the judgment creditor to set aside 
fraudulent conveyances by the judg- 
ment debtor. Hobbs Mfg. Co. v. 
Goodings, 164 Fed. 91. 

[ad] Action in aid of execution.— 
Claflin v. McDermott, 12 Fed. 375, 20 
Blatchf. 522. 

[e] Suit to reach equitable assets 
of a nonresident debtor.—Montgom- 
ery v. McDermott, 103 Fed. 801, 43 
CCA 348. ; 

15. Riverdale Cotton Mills v. Ala- 
bama, ete., Mfg. Co., 198 U. S. 188, 
25 SCt 629, 49 L. ed. 1008 [rev 127 
Bed. 497, 62 CCA, 2951; Pell 'v. Mc- 
Cabe, 256 Fed. 512, 168 CCA 18 [mod 
954 Fed. 356, and aff 250 U. S. 573, 
40 SCt 43, 63 L. ed. 1147]; Sherman 
Nat. Bank v. Shubert Theatrical Co., 
247 Fed. 256, 159 CCA 350 [aff 238 
Fed. 225]; South Penn Oil Co. v. 
Calf Creek Oil, etc. .Co., 140 Fed. 
507; Leigh v. Kewanee Mfg. Co., 127 
Fed. 990; Rochester German Ins. Co. 
v. Schmidt, 126 Fed. 998; Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co. v. Home Ins. 
Co., 113 Fed. 1, 51 CCA 21; New York 
Home Ins. Co. v. Virginia-Carolina 
Chemical Co., 109 Fed. 681; Aldrich 
v. Campbell, 97 Fed. 663, 38 CCA 
347; Widaman y. Hubbard, 88 Fed. 
806; Hill v. Kuhlman, 87 Fed. 498, 
31 CCA 87; Bradshaw v._ Joplin 
Miners’ Bank, 81 Fed. 902, 26 CCA 
673; Cortes Co. v. Thannhauser, 9 
Fed, 226, 20 Blatchf. 59; St. Luke’s 
Hospital v. Barclay, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,241, 3 Blatchf. 259. 

16. Public Utilties Commn. Vv. 
Landon, 249 U. S. 236, 39 SCt 268, 63 
L. ed. 577 [rev 242 Fed. 658, 245 Fed. 
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950]; Westinghouse Electric, etc., Co. 
v. Richmond Light, etce., R. Co., 267 
Fed. 493; Westinghouse Electric, etc., 
Co. v. Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co., 
266 Hed. 411; Hume v. New York, 
255 Fed. 488, 166 CCA 564 [certiorari 
den 249 U. S. 608, 39 SCt. 260, 63 L. 
ed. 797]; Landon y. Public Utilities 
Commn., 234 Fed. 152 [rev on other 
grounds 249 U. S. 236, 39 SCt 268, 
63 L. ed. 577]; Trust Co. of America 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 199 Fed. 593; 
Bluefield SS. Co, v. Steele, 184 Fed. 
584, 106 CCA 206; Cooper v. Newton, 
160 Fed. 190; Brown v. Allebach, 156 
Fed. 697; Gunby v. Armstrong, 133 
Fed. 417, 66 CCA 627; Hampton Roads 
R., etc., Co. v. Newport News, etc., 
R., ete., Co., 181 Fed. 5384 [app dism 
137 Fed. 1019, 70 CCA 680]; Bloom- 
ingdale v. Watson, 128 .Fed. 268, 62 
CCA 600; Conklin v. U. S. Shipbuila- 
ing Co., 123 Fed. 913; Bottom v. Na- 
tional R. Bldg., ete., Assoc., 123 Fed. 
744; Alexander y. Southern Home 
Bldg., etc., Assoc., 120 Fed. 963; Lavis 
v. Consumers’ Brewing Co., 106 Fed. 
435; Connor. v, Alligator Lumber Co., 
98 Bed. 155; Bowman v. Harris, 95 
Fed. 917; Toledo, etc., R. Co. v. Conti- 
nental Trust Co., 95 Fed. 497, 36 CCA 
155 [mod 86 Fed. 929, and certiorari 
den 176 U. S. 219, 20 SCt 383, 44 L. 
ed. 442]; Metropolitan Trust Co. v. 
Columbus, ete, R. Co., 93 Fed. 689; 
Rice v. Durham Water Co., 91 Fed. 
433; Lanning v. Osborne, 79 Fed. 657; 
Mercantile Trust Co. v. Baltimore, 
CLCy MME COnmmo. Sea sOSOe BuShimay.s 
Ogdensburgh, ete, R. Co., 79 Fed. 
131; Peck v. Elliott, 79 Fed. 10, 24 
CCA 425, 38 LRA 616 [rev 72 Fed. 
957]; New York Cent. Trust Co. v. 
Benedict, 78 Fed. 198, 24 CCA 56; 
Keihl v. South Bend, 76 Fed. 921, 22 
CCA 618, 36 LRA 228; Blake v. Pine 
Mountain Iron, etc., Co., 76 Fed. 624, 
22 CCA 430; Carpenter v. Northern 
Pac. R. Co., 75 Fed. 850; Washington 
v. Northern Pac. R. Co., 75 Fed. 333; 
Torrens v. Perez, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 
350; International, ete., R. Co. v. Con- 
cere Inv. Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 201 SW 

[a] Illustration.—The court may 
entertain a mortgage foreclosure suit 
where it has possession of the mort- 
gaged property through its receiver 
appointed in another suit. Conti- 
nental Trust Co. v. Toledo, etc., R. 
Co., 82 Fed. 642 [aff as to this point 
but mod on other grounds 95 Fed. 
497, 86 CCA 155]; Fish v. Ogdens- 
burgh,.etc., R. Co., 79° Fed. 131; Cen- 
tral Trust Co. v. Carter, 78 Fed. 225, 
24 CCA 73. , 

17. .Expansion Bolt Co. v.: H. G. 
Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 Fed. 868; 
Portland Wood Pipe Co. v. Slick Bros. 
Constr. Co., 222 Fed. 528. 

[a] Kowever, in an action for in- 
fringement of a patent, the court is 
without jurisdiction to adjudicate a 
counterclaim for unfair competition 
set up by a defendant who was a 
citizen of the same state as the com- 
plainant. U. S. Expansion Bolt Co. 
v. H. G. Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 
Fed. 868. See also supra § 11. 

[b] Matters not put in litigation 
by bill—Jurisdiction of a_ federal 
court, shown by a bill, neither sup- 
ports nor aids its jurisdiction of a 
counterclaim which does not merely 
concern matters already put in litiga- 
tion by the bill. E 
ing Co. v. Galion Dynamic Motor 
Truck Co., 243 Fed. 405. 

18. Milwaukee, ete, R. Co. v. 


Cleveland HEngineer- ; 
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that such jurisdiction is ancillary merely does not 
preclude its exercise over persons not parties to the 
judgment sought to be enforced.?2 

Ancillary jurisdiction is not dependent on the 
amount in controversy in the ancillary suit or pro- 
ceeding,?® or on a federal question being involved 
therein,** and exists irrespective of the citizenship 
of the parties,2> or presence of any other factor 
which would ordinarily determine federal jurisdic- 


Chamberlain, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 748, 18 
L. ed. 859; Federal Min., etc., Co. v. 
Bunker Hill, etc., Min., etc., Co., 187 
Wed. 474; Ulman v. Jaeger, 155 Fed. 
1011; Craig v. Dorr, 145 Fed. 307, 76 
CECATH59: 

19. Erie County People’s Sav. 
one v. Miles, 76 Fed. 252, 22 CCA 
oa. 

[a] Intervention in merely per- 
sonal action.—The circuit court can- 
not take jurisdiction of an interven- 
tion in a merely personal’ action, in 
which no fund has come into the 
possession of the court, by one who 
is a citizen of the same state as the 
party against whom his complaint 
is directed. Seligman v. Santa Rosa, 
81 Fed. 524, 

20. Labette County v. U. S., 112 
U.S. 217, 5 SCt 108, 28 L. ed. 698. 

[a] fhe leading case.—McIntyre 
v. Wood, 7 Cranch (U. S.) 504, 3 L. 
ed. 420. 

Jurisdiction of circuit court of ap- 
peals in mandamus see infra § 330. 

Original jurisdiction of supreme 
court in mandamus see infra § 195. 

21. Labette County v. U. S., 112 
OES. 217,15 (SCt 108.) 28 Mied: 1698: 
Krippendorf v. Hyde, 110 U. S. 276, 
4 SCt 27, 28 L. ed. 145; Tucker v. 
Hubbert, 196 Fed. 849, 17 CCA 365; 
New Orleans Bd. of Liquidation v. 
Wi Siz; LOS Medi 689Vt4t CCAP b8iie 
Hair v. Burnell, 106 Fed. 280. See 
also infra § 14. 

22. Labette County v. U. S, 112 
U.S. 217, -5 SCt 108, 28 Leds 69385 
Krippendorf v. Hyde, 110 U. S. 276, 
4 SCt 27, 28 L. ed. 145. 

[a] Illustration. — The circuit 
court had jurisdiction to issue man- 
damus against county co:nmissions 
to compel them to levy a tax on prop- 
erty within a township for the pur- 
pose of satisfying a judgment against 
the township, where the law cast 
upon them the duty of providing for 
such satisfaction. Labelle County v. 
U. S., 112 U: S: 217, 5 SCt 208, 28m: 
ed. 698. 

23. Pell v. McCabe, 256 Fed. 512, 
168 CCA 18 [mod 254 Fed. 356, and 
aff 250 U. S. 578, 40 SCt 48, 63 L. ed. 
1147]; St. Louis-San Francisco R. Co. 
v. McBHlvain, 253 Wed. 123; J. Hl- 
wood Lee Co. v. Grace Hospital, 206 
Fed. 994; Brown v. Morgan, 163 Fed. 
395; Cooper v. Newton, 160 Fed. 190; 
Rochester German Ins. Co aay: 
Schmidt, 126 Fed. 998; Files v. Davis, 
118 Fed, 465; Aldrich v. Campbell, 
97 Fed. 668, 38 CCA 347; Bowman 
v. Harris, 95 Hed: 9173) National 
Bank of Commerce v. Allen, 90 Fed. 
545, 38 CCA 169; Hill v. Kuhiman, 
87 Fed. 498, 31 CCA 87; Lanning v. 
Osborne, 79 Fed. 657; Peck v. El- 
liott, 79 Fed. 10, 24 CCA 425, 38 LRA 
616 [rev 72 Fed. 957]; Washburn v. 
Pullman’s Palace-Car Co., 76 Fed. 
1005,> 21 “CCA 598% » ‘Carpenter “v: 
Northern Pac. R. Co., 75 Fed. 850. 

24. Karmers’ Handy Wagon Co. v. 
Beaver Silo, ete., Co., 2386 Fed. 731, 
150 CCA 68; J. Elwood Lee Co. v. 
Grace Hospital, 206 Fed. 994; Loy 
v. Alston, 172 Fed. 90, 96 CCA 578; 
Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 
513, 12 LRANS 154; Campbell v. Gol- 
den Cycle Min. Co., 141 Fed. 610, 73 
CCA 260; Carpenter v. Northern Pace. 
R. Co., 75 Fed. 850. 

25. New Orleans v. Fisher, 180 U. 
S. 185, 21 SCt 347, 45 L. ed. 485; Root 
v. Woolworth, 150 U. S. 401, 14 SCt 
136, 27 L. ed. 1123; Freeman v. Howe, 
24 How. (U. S:) 450,-16 L. ed. 749; 
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tion.26 


Jurisdiction in the first instance is essential to 
the exercise of ancillary jurisdiction.?* 

Ancillary nature of proceeding. Jurisdiction will 
not be entertained of suits or proceedings which 
are not properly ancillary to the original one,** 


Ex p. Tyler, 149 U. S. 164, 18 SCt 785, 
37 Iu. ed. 689; Krippendorf v. Hyde, 
1100. St 276,) 41S Ct. 2'7) 128. di. eds 145 ; 
Reilly v. Golding, 10 Wall. (U. S.) 
56, 19 L. ed. 858; Minnesota Co, v. St. 
Paul Cows  WallaiGus Si). 6097 t74 i: 
ed. 886; Benedict v. Setters, 261 Fed. 
492; Pell v. McCabe, 256 Fed. 512, 
168 CCA 18 [mod 254 Fed. 356, aff 
250 U. S: 573, 40,SCt 43, 638 L. ed. 
1147]; St. Louis-San Francisco R. 
Co. v. McElvain, 253 Fed. 123; Ross 
v. Miller, 252 Fed. 697, 164 CCA 587; 
Brown v. Crawford, 252 Fed. 248; De- 
troit Showcase Co. v. Kawneer Mfg. 
Co., 250 Fed. 234, 162 CCA 370; Sher- 
man Nat. Bank v. Shubert Theatrical 
Co., 247 Fed. 256, 159 CCA 350; Mc- 
Cabe v. New York Guaranty Trust 
Co., 243 Fed. 845, 156 CCA 357; 
Farmers’ Handy Wagon Co. v. Beaver 
Silo, ete., Co., 236 Fed. 731, 150 CCA 
63; J. Elwood Lee Co. v. Grace Hos- 
pital, 206 Fed. 994; Mississippi Valley 
Fuel Co. v. Watson Coal Co., 202 Fea, 
122, 120 CCA 276; Loy v. Alston, 172 
Fed. 90, 96 CCA 578; Hobbs Mfg. Co. 
v. Gooding, 164 Fed. 91; Brown_v. 
Morgan, 163 Fed. 395; Brown v. Alle- 
bach, 156 Fed. 697; Ulman v. Jaeger, 
155 Fed. 1011; Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 
145, 80 CCA 513, 12 LRANS 154; Mil- 
ler v. Rickey, 146 Fed. 574 [aff 152 
Fed. 11, 81 CCA 207, and aff 218 U.S. 
258, 31 SCt 11, 54 L. ed. 1032]; Craig 
v. Dorr, 145 Fed. 307, 76 CCA 559; 
Campbell v. Golden Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260; South Penn 
Oil Co. v. Calf Creek Oil, ete., Co., 
140 Fed. 507; Hampton Roads R., etc., 
Co. v. Newport News, etc., R., etc., 
Co., 131 Fed. 534 [app dism 137 Fed. 
1019, 70 CCA 680]; Bloomingdale v. 
Watson, 128 Fed. 268, 62 CCA 600; 
Leigh v. Kewanee Mfg. Co., 127 Fed. 
990; Rochester German Ins. Co. v. 
Schmidt, 126 Fed. 998; Myers v. Lu- 
zerne County, 124 Fed. 436; Bottom 
v. National R. Bidg., etc., Assoc., 123 
Fed. 744; Files v. Davis, 118 Fed. 
465; Memphis Sav. Bank v. Houchens, 
115 Fed. 96, 52 CCA 176; Davis v. 
Martin, 113 Fed. 6, 51 CCA 27; Vir- 
ginia-Carolina Chemical Co. v. New 
York Home Ins. Co., 113 Fed. 1, 51 
CCA 21; New York Home Ins. Co, v. 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co., 109 
Fed. 681; Everett v. Rock Rapids’ In- 
dependent School Dist., 102 Fed. 529; 
Jenks v. Brewster, 96 Fed. 625; Bow- 
man v. Harris, 95 Fed. 917; Metro- 
politan Trust Co. v. Columbus, etc., 
R. Co., 938 Fed, 689; Widaman v. Hub- 
bard, 88 Fed. 806; Bradshaw v. Joplin 
Miners’ Bank, 81 Fed. 902, 26 CCA 
673; McDonald v. Seligman, 81 Fed. 
753; Fish v. Ogdensburgh, etc. R. 
Co. -%9 ‘Fed: 131; Peck. y., Elliott, | 79 
Fed. 10, 24 CCA 425,38 LRA 616 
[rev 72 Fed. 957]; Wonderly v. La- 
fayette County, 77 Fed. 665 [aff 92 
Fed. 313, 34 CCA 360]; Erie County 
People’s Sav. Inst. v. Miles, 76 Fed. 
252, 22 CCA 152; Carpenter v. North- 
ern Pac. R. Co., 75 Fed. 850; Comp- 
ton v. Jesup, 68 Fed. 263, 15 CCA 
397; Pullman’s Palace-Car Co. v. 
Washburn, 66 Fed. 790 [aff 76 Fed. 
1005 mem, 21 CCA 598 mem]; Central 
Trust Co. v. Bridges, 57 Fed. 753, 6 
CCA 539; Lamb v. Ewing, 54 Fed. 
269, 4 CCA 320; Carey v. Houston, 
ete., R. Co., 52 Fed. 671 [app dism 
150, U. S. 170,14 SCt 68, 37 L. ‘ed. 
1041]; Foster v. Mansfield, ete, R. 
Co., 36 Fed, 627 [aff 146 U.S. 88, 13 
Sct 28, 36 L.: ed. 899]; Miller v. 
Rogers, 29 Fed. 401; Barth v. Make- 
ever, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,069, 4 Biss. 206; 
Stone v. Bishop, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,482, 
4 Cliff. 593; Torrens v. Perez, 2 Porto 
Rico Fed. 350. 
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unless they are otherwise within the original juris- 
diction of the court, but in order that a federal 
court may have jurisdiction of a suit or other pro- 
ceeding as dependent, a dependent cause of action 
is indispensable.?® 
between citizens of the same state, and of which 


“Neither diversity of citizenship 
nor a federal question is indispen- 
sable to jurisdiction of such a suit. 
A bill in equity dependent uponsa 
former action of which the federal 
court had jurisdiction may be main- 
tained in a national court in the ab- 
sence of both these attributes: (1) 
To aid, enjoin, or regulate the orig- 
inal suit; (2) to restrain, avoid, ex- 
plain, or enforce the judgment or de- 
cree therein; (3) or to enforce or 
obtain an adjudication of liens upon 
or claims to property in the custody 
of the court in the original suit.’ 
Loy v. Alston, 172 Fed. 90, 94, 96 
CCAMEES: : 

[al A party may be brought in by 
compulsory process, in such a suit, 
without regard to his citizenship. 
Compton vy, Jesup, 68 Fed. 268, 15 
CCA 397. 

26. Pell v. McCabe, 256 Fed. 512, 
168 CCA 18 [mod 254 Fed. 356, aff 
250. S.. 573; 40 SCE 43, 685 Li. ed. 
1147]. 

27. Supreme Tribe of Ben Hur v. 
Cauble, 264 Fed. 247; U. S. v, Pedarre, 
262 Fed. 839; Primos Chemical Co, v. 
Fulton Steel Corp., 254 Fed. 454; Fer- 
guson v. Omaha, etc. R. Co., 227 
Fed. 518, 142 CCA 145; Henrie v. 
Henderson, 145 Fed. 316, 76 CCA 196; 
Montgomery v. McDermott, 103 Fed. 
801, 48 CCA 348 [aff 99 Fed. 502]. 

28. Pell v. McCabe, 250 U. S. 5738, 
40 SCt 48, 63 L. ed. 1147 [aff 256 Fed. 
512, 168 CCA 18 (mod 254 Fed. 356) 1]; 
Stillman v. Combe, 197 U. S. 436, 25 
SCt 480, 49 L. ed. 822; Supreme Tribe 
of Ben Hur v. Cauble, 264 Fed. 247; 
H. C. Cook Co.; v. Beecher, 172 Fed. 
166 [aff 217 U. S. 497, 30 SCt 601, 54 
L. ed. 855]; King v. Inlander, 133 
Fed. 416; Manning vy. Berdan, 132 
Fed. 382; Raphael v. Trask, 118 Fed. 
777 [aff 194 U. S. 272, 24-SCt 647, 
48 LL. ed. 973]; Central R., etc., Co. 
v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 112 Fed. 81 
[aff 114 Fed. 263, 52 CCA 149]; Mont- 
gomery v. McDermott, 99 Fed. 502 
[app dism 103 Fed. 801, 48 CCA 348]. 

[a] Mlustrations.—(1) A suit to 
restrain private persons from selling 
the stock of a railroad company is 
not ancillary to one to foreclose a 
mortgage on property of such com- 
pany, to which the stockholders are 
not parties. Raphael v. Trask, 118 
Fed. 777. [aff 194 U. S. 272, 24 SCt 
647, 48 L. ed. 973]. (2) The fact 
that a federal court has jurisdiction 
of a suit between citizens of differ- 
ent states for infringement of a 
patent, because charged to have been 
committed within the district where 
defendant has a regular and estab- 
lished place of business, although 
neither party is a citizen or resident 
of the district does not give it inci- 


dental or ancillary jurisdiction of a. 


separable cause of action for unfair 
competition. Woerheide v. H. W. 
Johns-Manville Co., 199 Fed. 535. 
(3) The federal court has no juris- 
diction to appoint a receiver of a do- 
mestie corporation on its petition of 
intervention in a suit in which the 
federal court appoints a receiver of a 
lessee of the property of the corpora- 
tion on the petition of creditors of 
the lessee; nor has the federal court 
jurisdiction to appoint such a re- 
ceiver on the petition of another do- 
mestic corporation which is a cred- 


itor of the corporation. Peo. v. 
Hasbrouck, 57 Mise. 130, 107 NYS 
257. (4) A bill filed on the equity 


side of a federal court to enjoin the 
further prosecution of an action at 
law therein, by defendant in such 
action, who is a nonresident of the 
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So a bill in a federal court 


state, against plaintiff therein and a 
nonresident corporation, which is not 
a party to the law action, is not an- 
cillary in such sense as to give the 
court jurisdiction over the corpora- 
tion defendant by service on its at- 
torneys within the district, but is an 
original suit, which must be brought 
in the district of the residence of 
either plaintiff or defendant. Mann- 
ing v. Berdan, 132 Ted. 382. 

[b] A bill to enjoin a sale of rail- 
road stock, by a firm of bankers act- 
ing on behalf of the stockholders, 
unless a sum Shall first be deposited 
out of the proceeds of sale sufficient 
to satisfy any judgment which may 
be recovered by the complainant in 
a pending suit to foreclose a mort- 
gage on the property of such railroad 
company, to which suit the stock- 
holders are not parties, cannot be 
sustained as ancillary to the bill in 
the foreclosure suit because such 
bankers, upon learning of the fore- 
closure proceedings, required an in- 
demnity fund from the stockholders 
to protect their firm on its guar- 
ranty against any liability on the 
company in that suit. Raphael v. 
Trask, 194 U. S. 272, 24 SCt 647, 48 
L. ed. 978 [aff 118 Fed. 777]. 


yi 
} 
4) 


[ec] Distribution of proceeds of 
Sele cf lands.—Jurisdiction of a bill 
which seeks to reach, and to dis- 
tribute to the persons found entitled 
thereto, the proceeds of a sale of 
lands to the United States cannot be 
entertained by a federal circuit court 
on the theory that the cause is an- 
cillary to an action at law to re- 
cover the lands from the United 
States, as occupied without right, in 
which the rival claimants had united 
in procuring final judgment in favor 
of two of their number, leaving their 
respective interests to be settled by 
arbitration. Stillman v. Combe, 197 
U.S. 436, 25 SCt 480, 49 L. ed. 822. 

[ad] A suit against a street rail- 
road company to collect a paving tax 
assessed against it under its contract 
with the city cannot be removed in- 
to a federal court merely because the 
property of the company is in pos- 
Session of that court in another suit 
for the foreclosure of a mortgage 
thereon. Lincoln y. Lincoln St. R. 
Co., 77 Fed. 658. 

[e] A dependent suit cannot be 
maintained to adjudicate the claims 
of those who were not parties to, or 
in privy with, the original suit, ex- 
cept in the case of those who claim 
an interest in the property in the 
custody of the court, and with this 
exception the claims of those who 
are not parties to the original suit, 
which accrued before its commence- 
ment, may be adjudicated in the 
original suit only to the jurisdiction 
of which diversity of citizenship or 
a federal question is indispensable. 
Campbell v. Golden Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260. 

29. Christmas v. Russell, 14 Wall. 
(U. S.) 69, 20 L. ed.-762% Central 
Trust. Co, -v. ‘Chie#fo, etc; JR: iCo., 
224 Fed. 706, 140 CUA 246; Tullar v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 213 Fed. 280; 
Campbell v. Golden Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, ..73 CCA 260; Angio- 
Florida Phosphate Co. v. McKibben, 
65 Fed. 529, 13 CCA 36; Winter v. 
Swinburne, 8 Fed. 49, 10 Biss. 454. 

[a] A proceeding brought against 
a third person to obtain a personal 
judgment (1) with respect to the 
same transaction involved in the pre- 
vious proceeding, on the ground that 
he participated in the defense of such 
previous action so as to become 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 13-14] 


the court has jurisdiction only by reason of its 
ancillary character, cannot be retained after the 
suit on which it is dependent has been dismissed °° 
or discontinued,?! and where the only ground for 
federal jurisdiction is the diverse citizenship of 
complainant and defendant, jurisdiction of a de- 
pendent controversy between interveners and de- 


fendant, all citizens of the same 


by dismissal of the case as far as involving any 
interest of complainant.?? After the determination 
of the original cause, jurisdiction will not be ex- 
tended to other questions and issues raised by a 


supplemental bill filed after such 
Parties. 


bound on the doctrine of res judicata, 
is not an ancillary proceeding. G., 
ete., Merriam Co. v. Saalfield, 241 
UW. S. 22, 36 SCt 477, 60 L. ed, 868. 
(2) One not a party to a suit in a 
federal court and who for want of 
diverse citizenship cannot be made a 
party cannot be followed in that 
court on the ground of collusion be- 
tween himself and defendant to de- 
feat plaintiff’s. rights. Sowles_ v. 
Plattsburgh First Nat. Bank, 133 
Fed. 846. 

30. Cabaniss v. Reco Min. Co., 116 
Fed. 318, 54 CCA 190. 

31. Venner v. Graves, 255 Fed. 
686, 167 CCA 62. 


g2. Kromer v. Everett Impr, Co., 
110 Fed. 22. 
33. Omaha Horse R. Co. v. Cable 


Tramway Co., 33 Fed. 689. See also 
Georgia Cent, R., etc., Co. v. Farmers’ 
L. & T. Co., 112 Fed. 81 (intervention 
to raise such questions not permissi- 


ble). ‘ 

[a] Supplemental bill against 
stranger.—Where a bill, seeking to 
enjoin a corporation from selling its 
assets on the ground of violation of 
the anti-trust acts, etc., did not make 
the prospective purchaser a party be- 
cause it was a nonresident of the dis- 
trict, after consummation of the 
transaction, a supplemental bill, 
seeking the same relief, did not in- 
voke the ancillary jurisdiction of the 
court, and give it jurisdiction of the 
purchaser. Venner v. Pennsylvania 
Steel Co., 250 Fed. 292. 

34. St. Louis-San Francisco, etc., 
Co. v. McElvain, 253 Fed. 123. 

35. St. Louis-San Francisco R. Co. 
v. McElvain, 253 Fed. 123. 

36. Venner y. Pennsylvania Steel 
., 250 Fed. 292. } ¢ 
37. Venner v. Pennsylvania Steel 
Co., 250 Fed, 292. 

gs. Jud. Code (1911) § 262; Rev. 
St. § 716; Collin County Nat. Bank v. 
Hughes, 155 Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661; 
Collin County Nat. Bank v. Fughes, 
152 Wed. 414,\ 81 CCA 556; U.S. Vv. 
Zarafonitis, 150 Fed. 97, 80 CCA 51, 
10 AnnCas 290; Hollister v. U. S., 
145 Fed. 773, 76 CCA 337; Kirk v. 
U. S., 131 Fed. 331; Pullman’s Palace 
Gar Co. v. Washburn, 66 Fed. 790; 
Ex p. Everts, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,581, 1 
Bond 197. 

[a] Abolition of the writ by the 


state in which a federal court sits, 


does not affect the power of the 
court to issue such writ. Universal 
Transp. Co. v. National Surety Co; 
252 Fed. 293 [aff 256 Fed. 450, 167 
COATS 734. ‘ 

[b] Practice.—‘“‘Clearly, in the 
absence of a rule, a common-law 
writ will proceed in accordance with 
the settled practice at common law. 
Universal Transp. Co. v. National 
Surety Co., 252 Fed. 293, 296 [aff 256 
Fed. 450, 167 CCA 578]. 

39. Jud. Code (1911) 262; Mc- 
Clellan v. Carland, 217°U. S. 268, 30 


The ancillary jurisdiction of a federal 
court may be invoked by a party to the original 
action,** or one who claims under the adjudica- 
tion therein,?> although he was a stranger to the 
original suit,?® and new parties may be brought 
in: without ousting the jurisdiction.27 _ 
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[§ 14] 
Writs. 


state, is ousted 


determination.*? 


SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; In re Massa- 
chusetts, 197 U. S. 482, 25 SCt 512, 
49 L. ed. 845; Fink v. O’Neil, 106 U. 
Sie2t2 A SCt- 325, 274 Li.) eds/19 63: ix 
p. Milwaukee, etc., R. Co., 5 Wall. (U. 
S.) 188, 18 L.- ed. 676; U. S. Bank v. 
Halstead, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 51, 6 L. 
ed. 264; Wayman’ v. Southard, 10 
Wheat. (U. S.) 1, 6 L. ed. 253; West- 
ern Pocahontas Corp. v. Acord, 178 
Fed, 843; Collin County Nat. Bank v. 
Hughes, 155 Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661; 
Barber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. Morris, 
73% “Med. 945," 66MCCA 955) 167 VORA, 
761; In re Christian, 82 Fed. 885; 
Bennett v. Bennett, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,318, 1 Deady 299; Chittenden v. 
Darden, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,688, 2 Woods 
430% Ua Oo. Vv. elumer 27 Bs Cas: No, 
16,056, 3 Cliff. 28. 

[a] Power statutory. “The 
power of the federal courts to issue 
writs is statutory.” Muir v. Chat- 
field, 255 Fed. 24, 25, 166 CCA 352 
[app dism 41 SCt 185, 65 L. ed. 219]. 

[b] Wecessity for accordance 
with usages and principles of law.— 
Kortright v. Cruz de Godines, 1 Porto 
Rico Fed. 172. ; 

40, Wl. Sov blumer, 27) Hy) Cas. 
No. 16,056, 3 Cliff. ft 

41. In re McKenzie, 180 U. S. 536, 
21 SCt (468, 4570L,. ed:! 6573) ‘In’ ‘re 
Claasen, 140 U. S. 200, 11 SCt 735, 
85 L. ed. 409; Goddard v. Ordway, 94 
U. S. 672, 24 L. ed. 2387; Ex p. Mil- 
waukee R. Co., 5 Wall. (U..S.) 188, 
18 L. ed. 676; Hardeman v. Ander- 
som 4) How. GU», S:) 6405) tie, ved, 
1138; New England R. Co. v. Hyde, 
101 Fed. 397, 41 CCA 404. 

Supersedeas ‘generally see Super- 
sedeas [37 Cyc 596]. 

42. Slaughter-House Cases, 10 
Wall. (U. S:) 2738, 19 Li. ed. 915. 

43. U.S. v. Beatty, 232 U. S, 463, 
34 SCt 392, 58 L. ed. 686; McClellan 
v. Carland, 217 U. S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 
54 L. ed. 762; U. S..v. Dickinson, 
213 -U. S. 92, 20 SCt 485, 53 LL. ed. 
711; Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. S. 132, 
26 Sct 584, 50 L. ed. 963; Ex p. 
Chetwood, 165 U. S. 448, 17 SCt 385, 
41 L. ed. 782. 

[a] “®he sole source of general 
authority for the issuance and use 
of the writ of certiorari in the 
United States courts is section 716 
of the Revised Statutes (Comp. St. 
1916, § 1239), which is still law.” U. 
S. v. Rauch, 253 Fed. 814. 

[b] A proceeding for contempt 
may be reached by certiorari. Ex p. 
Chetwood, 165 U. S. 448, 17 SCt 385, 
41 L. ed. 782. 

[ec] Whe proceedings of military 
tribunals are not reviewable by cer- 
tiorari. In re Vidal, 179 U. S. 126, 
21 SCt 48, 45 L. ed. 118; Ex p. Val- 
landicham, 1 Wall. (U. S.) 248, 17 L. 
ed. 589. ? " 
Certiorari generally see Certiorari 

ale 80 
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K. Issuance of Prerogative and Other 
The statute expressly gives to federal 
courts jurisdiction to issue writs of scire facias,** 
and ‘‘all writs not specifically provided for by stat- 
ute, which may be necessary for the exercise of 
their respective jurisdictions, and agreeable to the 
usages and principles of law.’’®9 Accordingly, it is 
within the power of these courts to issue writs 
of error;*° supersedeas,*! although only when nee- 
essary to the exercise of appellate jurisdiction;‘? 
certiorari,*? to ascertain whether an inferior court 
has exceeded its authority,44 but only as an ancil- 
lary process,**® in cases otherwise within the juris- 
diction of the United States courts,4* and not when 
there is a plain and adequate remedy by appeal or 
otherwise,** or to bring up a ease of which the 
higher court has exclusive jurisdiction,*® or which, 
by statute, is subject to review on certiorari;*® 
mandamus,’ although not as an original proceeding, 


eer, aS” Wall CU..5S)) mS). Seale wed: 
332; Ex p. McCardle, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
318, 18 L. ed. 816, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 
506, 19 L. ed. 264; Ex p. Milligan, 4 
Wall i(Uy Spie2)°18 desedie2 sip rn 
re Kaine, 14 How.’ (U. S.) 103, 14 IL. 
ed. 345; In re Metzger, 5 How. (U. 
S.) 176, 12 L. ed. 104; Ex p. Wat- 
kins, 3 Pet. (U..S.) 193, 7 Li. ed. 650, 
T Pet. CU 'S:) 166858 lis ealitis6uninx. 
p. Bollman, 4 Cranch (U. S.) 175, 2 
L. ed. 554; Ex p. Burford, 3 Cranch 
(U. S.) 448, 2 L. ed. 495; ASA 
Hamiltony 13 2 Dall AGU Sse eee 
ed. 490. 

45. American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
Sonville, Metete Rn Con aka SasWe snus ion 
13 SCt 758, 87 L. ed. 486; Luxton v. 
North River Bridge Co., 147 U. Ss. 
83713: SCEV356503i— Le ed: hoe 
S. v. Young, 94 U. S. 258, 24 L. ed. 
153; U. S. v. Adams, 9 Wall. (U. S.) 
661, 19 L. ed. 808; Ex p. Vallandig_ 
ham, i Walls CUASSa) a 2434 Iie 
ed. 589; Ex p. Gordon, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 503, 17 LL. ed. 134; Barton vz 
Petit, 7 Cranch’ (USS: 288) 3) Leeds 
347; Sv.) Circuite Ct. be 6uineds 
61 CCA 815; Travis County v. 
* Iron Bridge, etc., Co., 92 Fed. 
384 CCA 620; Taylor v. Louis- 
yille;) ete, (Ry Co. 88r Wed 1850 iat 
CCA 587; In re Martin, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 9,151, 5 Blatchf. 303; Russell 
V.. ‘Thomas, 21) Fy “Case “No. 412162) 
10 Phila. (Pa.) 239, 31 LegInt (Pa.) 
189% Ex p. Van Orden, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,870, 3 Blatchf. 166. 


46. In re Massachusétts, 197 U. 
S. 482, 25 SCt 512, 49 L. ed. 845. 

47. Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. S. 
132, 26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 963; In 
re Huguley Mfg. Co., 184 U. S. 297, 
22 SCt 455, 46 L. ed. 549; In re 
Tampa Suburban R. Co., 168 U. S. 


583, 18 SCt 177, 42 L. ed, 589; Bx 
p. Chetwood, 165 U. S. 448, 17 Sct 
385, 41 L. ed. 782; American Constr. 
Co. v. Jacksonville, ete, R. Co., 148 
WS. poi als ISCtU T5837. te Lede 4eGr 
Exp. Vallandigham, 1 Wall. (U. S.) 
243, 17 L. ed. 589. 

43. American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
Sonwville. etc.) Rai Con 4sitinase asia. 
13 SCt 758, 37 L. ed. 486. 

49. Review by supreme court on 
certiorari see infra §§ 206-208; 313. 

50. Reagan v. Farmers’ Loan, 
ete. (Co. 1154 0. S420; 14, SOt 062, 
88 L. ed. 1031; Lincoln County v. 
Luning,) 113) Uy S. 529,10, SCt 363, 
33 L. ed. 766; Washington County v. 
U.S. 9 Wall: (CU. S.)* 415, 29 i. ed. 
732; Davenport v. U. S., 9 Wall. (U. 
S.) 409, 19 L. ed. 704; U. S. v. John- 
son County, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 166, 18 
L. ed. 768; Hyde v. Stone, 20 How. 
(U. 8.) 170, 15 L. ed. 874; Tennessee 
Union Bank v. Vaiden, 18 How. (U. 
S.) 503, 15 L. ed. 472; Suydam v. 
Broadnax, 14 Pet.-(U. S\). 67, 40 da. 
ed. 357; U. S. v. Nashville, ete, R. 
Co., 217 Fed. 254; In re Beckwith, 
203 Fed. 45, 121 CCA 381; Edinburg 
Coal Co. v. Humphreys, 184 Fed. 839, 
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but only in aid of the existing jurisdiction in 
cases already pending,®! and when a party has a 
legal right but no other adequate remedy ;*? pro- 
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’ 


CCA 435; West Virginia Northern, v. Dodge County, 105 U.S. 237, 26 L. 


Cp ame be S., 134 Fed. 198, 67 
CCA 220; Barber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. 
Morris, 132 Fed, 945, 66 CCA 55, 
67 LRA (Glee ier: ava Capdevielle, 
118 Fed. 809, 55 CCA 421 [certiorari 
den 189 U.S. 510, 23 SCt. 850, 47 L. 
ed. 923]; New Orleans Bd. of Liqui- 
dation v. U: S., 108 Fed. 689, 47 
CCA 587; Hair vy. Burnell, 106 Fed. 
280; Shepard v. Tulare Irr. Dist., 94 
Fed. 1. 

{a] Jurisdiction not dependent on 
state laws.—The jurisdiction of a 
federal court to award a writ of 
mandamus is not dependent on the 
laws or practice of the state, but is 
derived from the federal statute. 
New Orleans Bd. of Liquidation v. 
U. S., 108 Fed. 689, 47 CCA 587. 

[b] Mandamus may be issued: 
(1) To a state officer. U.S. v. John- 
son County, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 166, 18 
L. ed. 768. (2) Against county com- 
missioners. Knox County v. Aspin- 
eal 24° How? (US S2) 376,.16. L.. ed. 

35. (3) To enforce ‘judgments 
Bunge public corporations. Evans 
v. Pittsburg, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,567, 19 
LegInt (Pa.) 4. '(4) To compel the 
collection of a tax. Aylesworth v. 
Gratiot County, 43 Fed. 350; s 
v. eens County Judges, 32 Fed. 
71 


{c] Mandamus cannot be issued: 
(1) By a circuit court, as an origi- 
nal proceeding, to compel a postmas- 
ter to enter and transmit through 
the mails a publication as second 
and not as third class matter. U. 
S. v. Pearson, 32 Fed, 309, 24 Blatchf. 
453. (2) To a federal district court 
to compel it to set aside its decree 
in admiralty, to grant a rehearing 
or to allow an appeal after the time 
has elapsed in which it should have 
been taken. The Enterprise, 8 F. 
Cas. No. 4,500, 3 Wall. Jr. 58. (3) 
To require the clerk of the district 
court to pay to the receiver a fund 
in the registry of that court belong- 
ing to the execution debtor. In re 
Forsyth, 78 Fed. 296. (4) Nor has a 
federal court any power to issue a 
writ of this nature to compel the 
distribution of money raised from 
taxation for public schools under a 
state statute, there being nothing in 
such distribution and there being no 
contract with complainants which 
the court can enforce by affirmative 
relief. Cremoneok v. Owensboro, 23 
Fea 634. (5) Neither can such 
power be Wextended to compel the 
levy of a tax unauthorized by the 
constitution or laws of a state. U. 
S-iv. Knox, County, Ct.,’ 15 ‘Hed.9 704, 
5 McCrary 76; Graham _v. Parham, 
32 Ark. 676; Vance v. Little Rock, 


{d] Compelling performance of 
purely ministerial act.—Lower v. U. 
S., 91 U. S. 536, 23 L, ed. 420; Litch- 
field v. Richards, 9 Wall. (U. iD) Boy 
19 L. ed, 681; Cox v. U. S., 9 Wall. 
CUES SS) *298, 519" Lied: 579: Gaines 
vy. Thompson, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 347, 
19 L. ed, 62; Ex p. De Groot, 6 Wall. 
(U. S.) 497, 18 L. ed. 887; Mississippi 
v. Johnson, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 475, 18 
L. ed. 437; Brashear v. Mason, 6 
‘How. (U. S:.) 92, 12 L. ed. 357; De- 
eatur v. Paulding, 14 Pet. (U. S.) 
AQT NO Ts. wed. 559,109. Kendal levy. 
Wiese 2 Pets “(UL SS) D248 9 nih ed: 
1181; McIntire v. Wood, 7 Cranch 
(U. S.) 504, 3 L. ed. 420; Marbury 
v. Madison, 1 Cranch (U. S.) 137, 2 
L. ed. 60; Fuller v. Aylesworth, 75 
Fed. 694, 21 CCA 505. 

[e] Gompelling levy of . tax to 
pay judgment.—Chanute v. Trader, 
(OQ WISH 210 sO. SC. 6%) Somes ae: 
345) UL Seo verkKnox County Cry a2 
Ws SesOGy To SCtw lide SONI. ed: 1152: 
Rosenbaum v. Bauer, 120 U. 8S. 450, 
7 SCt. 633, 30 L. ed. 743; Davenport 


ed. 1018; Greene County v. Daniel, 
102 U. Ss. 187, 26 L. ed. 99; Graham 
v. Norton, 15 Wall. 
L. ed. 177; Bath County vy. Amy, 13 
Walls CUOcS.)) 244; “20 Tas ed!) 5395 
Washington County v. U. S., 9 Wall. 
CUS meats 19 ip ed. 732; Daven- 
DORUIV.wUE Ss, 9 Wall. (U. Ss.) 409, 19 
L. ed. 704; Walkley v. Titeon ine 
6 Wall. (U. S.) 481, 18 L. ed. 930; 
Weber v. Lee County, 
S10, USL eae olen tans: 
son County, 6 Wall. (WU. S.) 166, 18 
be éd. 7685- U.S, ve Quincy, 4 Wall. 
Up S;) 535, 18 L. ed. 403; 
County v. Aspinwall, 24 How. (U. 
S.) 376, 16 L. ed. 735 [aff. 2 F,. Cas. 
No. 593]; U.S. v. Capdeville, 118 
Fed. 809, 55 CCA 421 [certiorari den 
ia s. 510, 23 SCt 850, 47 L. ed. 

Mandamus generally see Manda- 
mus [26 Cyc 125]. 

51. Knapp v. Lake Shore, etc., R. 
Con 19%, ULUS7 5386x125 SCta538,q 49 
L. ed. 870; In re Massachusetts, 197 
U. S. 482, 25 SCt 512, 49 L. ed. 845; 
Smith vy. Bourbon County, 127 U. Se 
105, 8 SCt 1048, 32 L. ed. 73; Rosen- 
baum v. Bauer. 120 U.S. 450, Ve tslOis 
633, 30 L. ed. 743° [aff. 28 Fed. 223]; 
Chickaming v. Carpenter, 106 U. S. 
663, 1 SCt 620, 27 L. ed. 307; Daven- 
port v. Dodge County, 105 U. S. 237, 
26 L. ed. 1018; Greene County v. 
102 a0. S591'38 7,726,494, ed, 99; 
Heine v. Madison, ete, Parishes 
Levee Comrs., 19 Wall. (U. S.) 655, 
22 L. ed. 223; Queensbury v. Culver, 
19 -Wall. CU. S.) 83, 22. Ll. ed. 100s 
Graham v. Norton, 15 Wall. (U. S.) 
ADT 24's Tu ed. si@t: Bath” County) Vv. 
Amy, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 244, 20 L. ed. 
5389S (Cox Evet Une Sao eval OCG 1S) 
298, 19 L. ed. 570; U. S. v. Johnson 
County, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 166, 18 L. ed. 
768; Knox County v. Aspinwall, 24 
HOW st CU Sipe. 6 UO pel O yada OGe Troe 
Kendall v. U. S., 12 Pet. (U..S.). 524, 
9 "ed, 1181" MeClung Vv. Silliman, 
6 Wheat. (U. S.) 598, 5 L. ed. 340; 
McIntire v. Wood, 7 Cranch (U. Si 
504, 3 L. ed. 420; ‘Bvans v. Yost, 255 
Fed. 726, 167 CCA 72; Muir v. Chat- 
field, 255 Fed. 24, 166 CCA 352 [app 
dism 41 SCt 185, G5" a. eds 289i. 
State.v. Tacoma. R., etc; Co. 244 
Fed. 989; Standard Computing Scale 
Co. v. Farrell, 242 Fed. 87; U. S. v. 
Nashville, etc... R. Co., 217 Fed. 254; 
Burnham v Fields, 157 Fed. 246; 
Shute v. Patterson, 147 Fed. 509, 78 
CCA 75; Large v. Consolidated Nat. 
Bank, 137 Fed. 168; Barber Asphalt 
Pav. Co, v. Morris, 132 Fed. 945, 66 
CCA 55, 67 LRA 761% Mystic Milling 
Go. ‘v.. Chicago, ete.;|R. Co., 182 Med. 
289; In re Coleman, 131 Fed. 151; 
U.S: > -v. “New. Orleans: ..107 © Wed. 
610, 54 CCA 106; Hair v. Burnell, 
106 Fed. 280; Shepard v. Tulare Irr. 
Dist., 94 Fed. 1; Waite v. Santa Cruz, 
89 Fed; 619;.U. S. v. Judges U. S. 
@t.. of FAppicsh Mea Lii, 29CCA RTS: 
Indiana v. Lake Brie, ete., R. Co., 85 


Fed. 1; In re Forsyth, 78 Fed. 296; 
Fuller v. Aylesworth, 75 Fed. 694, 
21 COAY 505u0 Ui v. Williams, 67 


Fed. 384, 14 CCA 440; Gares v. 
Northwest Nat. Bldg., ete., Assoc., 
55 Fed. 209; Stewart v. Justices, 47 
Fed. 482: U. S. v. Pearson, 32 Fed. 
309; Liebman v. San Francisco, 24 
Fed. 705; Evans v. Pittsburgh, 8 F. 
Cas. No. 4,568, 2 Pittsb. (Pa.) 405; 
Russell v. Thomas, 21. Fx Cas. No 
12.962 210 Phileas (ear), 239. Smith v. 
Jackson, 22 - 2Cas.| Novis 064 ea 
Paine 453; U. S..v. Hutton, 26 E. Cas. 
No;-) 15,483)" 10) “Ben 22685 e0, 4S: 

Union Pac. R. Co., 28 FB. Cas. os 
16,599, 2 Dill. 527; Wheeling v. Bal- 


timore, e200 ae Cash Noe iao On el 
Hughes 90. See also supra, § 13 text 
and note -21. 

fa] Illustrations.—(1) The fed- 


(U. S.) 427, 21 | 
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hibition,®® but only as an ancillary writ in cases 
over which the court has jurisdiction otherwise ;°* 
habeas corpus,°® but only in cases where persons 


eral circuit courts have no jurisdic- 
tion of an original action in man- 
damus to compel the return of a 
franchise tax collected under the 
authority of a state statute, although 
the ,basis of the relief sought is the 
alleged repugnancy of the tax to the 
commerce clause of the federal con- 
stitution. Covington, etc., Bridge Co. 
V.: Hager, 203" Uz Ss. 109, 27- SCE 245 
51 L. ed. 111. (2) An application to 
the district court by a receiver, ap- 
pointed in supplementary proceed- 
ings by a state court, for a writ of 
mandamus to require the clerk of 
the district court to pay to the re- 
ceiver a fund in the registry of that 
court belonging to the execution 
debtor, and arising from the sale 
of a vessel under a libel in rem, is 
an original proceeding, and the court 
has no power to grant such writ. 
In re Forsyth, 78 Fed. 296. 

{[b] The supreme court of the 
United States cannot grant a writ 


of mandamus to compel the judges” 


of a federal circuit court to take 
jurisdiction of an action alleged to 
be pending in that court, where the 
cause was not of such a character 
that a final judgment therein could 
be directly reviewed in the supreme 
court... Ex. p...Glaser,198.U.2S. 171% 
25 SCt. 653, 49 L. ed. 1000. 

{c] Jurisdiction was not enlarged 
in this respect by the act of March 
3, 1875. Rosenbaum v. Bauer, 120: 
Ue S.45 0,87 CSCtx633. 930i Ts. eds 7435 
Rosenbaum v. Board of Suprs., 28 


Fed. 223; American Union Tel. Co. 
v. Bell Tel. Co., 1 Fed. 698, 1 Mc- 
@rarvetioe 


52.) In re) Blake,* 175° U.S. wrs, 
20 SCt 42, 44 L. ed. 94; In re Par- 
sons, 150 U.S. 150, 14.S°-Ct- 50,. 37. 
ed. 1034; American Constr. Co. v. 
Jacksonville, ete. R. Co., 148 U. S. 
372, 13 SCt 758, 37 L. ed. 486; Gaines 
v. Caldwell, 148 U. S. 228, 13 SCt 
611, 37 L. ed. 432; In re Rice, 155 U. 
S:. 396). \15-"SCe M49s Vso yp baked. $198" 
Ex p. Morgan, 114 U, S. 174, 5 SCt 
825, 29 L. ed. 185; Ex p. Whitney, 
13 “Pet. CU.. “S37 404 100 iwreda 2205 
Monmouth Inv. Co. v. Means, 151 
Hed. 159, 80 CCA 527; Cole v. Phila- 
delphia, ete. R. Co., 140 Fed. 944 
[rev on other grounds 149 Fed. 647, 
79 CCA 3389]; Holst v. Savannah 
Blectric Co., 1381 Fed. 931 [rev on 
other grounds 1382 Fed. 901, 65 CCA 
449]; Wiemer v.* Louisville Water 
shia 130 Fed. 251; Texas R. Commn. 

J. Rosenbaum Grain Co., 180 Fed. 
tio, 64 CCA 444; Tllinois Cent. R. Co. 
v. Caffrey, 128 Fed. 770; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v.:<Smith, 128 Fed. 15265: 
CCA 1; Palatka Waterworks v. Pa- 
latka, 127 Fea. 161; U. S. v. Judges 
Us §. Ct. of App., 85 Fed. 177, 29 
GCAS 7:8)" VU misessve ‘Severens, 71 Fed. 
768, 18 CCA 314;-U5.-S: Vv. ‘Swan, 65 
Fed. 647, 13 CCA 77; Evans v. Pitts- 
burg, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,567. See also 
Mandamus [26 Cye 168]. 

[a] Where the proper remedy is 
by appeal, the circuit court of ap- 
peals cannot issue a mandamus. 
Cleaner Co. v. Platt, 196 Fed. 398. 

53. In re Paquet, 114 Fed. 487, 52 
CGA 5239" Int re Bininger, 3 F. Cas. 
No. 1,417, 7 Blatchf. 159. 

Prohibition generally see Prohibi- 
tion [32 Cyc: 596}).— 

54. In re Massachusetts, 197 U. 
SS. 482,...25 “SCt. 5a25" 49 Tew ede 185 = 
Muir v. Chatfield, 355 Fed. 24, 166 
CCA 352 [app dism 41 SCt 185, 65 aby 
ed. 219]; In re Bininger, 3 B. Cas. 
No. 417 -Blateht. 159; 

N55... Us S.) we) ews; 2200 sUseSi ae 
XG IS Ct 2i20) DO eae ed. SAS epee Le: 
Neagle, 185 U. S. 1, 10 SCt 658, 34 
L. ed. 55; Ex p. Milligan, 4 Wall. 
CUA. Se "48 L, ed. 281; In re Kaine, 
14° How. -(U. S.) 108, 14 L. ed. 345; 
Ex -p. Bollman, 4 Cranch (UU. S:) 1%; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 14-15], 


are alleged to be restrained of their liberty in viola- 
tion of the constitution or of some law or treaty of 
the United States, and in cases arising under the law 
of nations ;°° injunction, in cases falling within the 
equity jurisdiction of the court;>? subpona duces 
tecum;°> attachment for witnesses;°® garnishment ;%° 
venire facias;®! audita querela;®? and execution. 
A writ of protection may be issued to protect a 
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[§ 15] 


ministered in 


litigant in the federal court against process of the 


2 L. ed. 554; U. S. v. Lipsett, 156 
Fed. 65; Ex p. Collins, 151 Fed. 358; 
Hx p. Moran, 144 Fed. 594, 75 CCA 
396; Kelly v. Georgia, 68 Fed. 652; 
Mee tL, 45 e Meds: AT saWl sad Vs 
Spink, 19 Fed. 631; In re Brosna- 
han, 18 Fed. 62, 4 McCrary 1; Ex p. 
Cabrera, 4 F, Cas. No. 2,278, 1 
Wash. C. C, 232; Ex p. Des Rochers, 


We Cas... No: 3/824, 1- MeATl.: 20% 
In re Keeler, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,637, 
Hempst. 306; Ex p. Kenyon, 14 F. 


Cas. No. 7,720. 5 Dill. 385; Ex p. Mc- 
Cann, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,679; Seavey 
v. Seymour, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,596, 3 
Clifhie4 39s Ex pe Smith, +225 hk. "Cas: 
No. 12,968, 3 McLean 121; U. S. v. 
Allegheny County Juvenile Ct., 25 
Pay Dist’ "7380. 

fa] Jurisdiction to issue habeas 
corpus exists: (1) In case.of a debtor 
confined in jail under execution 
in a civil action. In re Mineau, 45 
Fed. 188. (2) Where it is alleged 
that a person is restrained of his 
liberty, within the territorial juris- 
diction of the court without due 
process of law. Ex p. Farley, 40 
Fed. 66; In re Laundry License Case, 
22 Fed. 701. (38) Where a person is 
restrained in violation of the laws 
of the United States. U.S. v. Spink, 
19 Fed. 631; Seavey v. Seymour, 21 
By Cas} No. 1125596, 3_ Cliff. 439.5. \¢4) 
Where a person is restrained under 
a statute in conflict with the federal 
laws. In re Brosnahan, 18 Fed. 62, 
4 McCrary 1. (5) Where a person 
is in custody under a valid convic- 
tion and sentence but claims release 
under a pardon. In re Greathouse, 
10 F. Cas. No. 5,741, 2 Abb. 382, 4 
Sawy. 487. (6) Where a person is 
wrongfully arrested by direction of 
a state executive for rendition to 
another state. Ex p. Smith, 22 F. 
Cas, No. 12,968, 3 McLean 121. (7) 
For the production of a prisoner in 
court to testify. In re Thaw, 172 
Fed. 288. (8) The act of congress 
authorizing the writ of habeas cor- 
pus to be issued, ‘for the purpose 
of inquiring into the cause of com- 
mitment,’ applies as well to cases 
of commitment under civil as to 
those under criminal process. Ex 
p. Randolph, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,558, 2 
Brock. 447. 

{[b] No jurisdiction exists: (1) 
Over a prisoner removed from the 
territorial limits of the court  be- 
fore the petition is filed. In re Bick- 
ley, 3, E. Gas. No. 1,387. (2) Of an 
“application by a father for such a 
writ for the purpose of enforcing 
his right to the custody of a child. 
bx pirbarry, 2?How:) Us 8S.) 65,711 
L. ed. 181; Clifford v. Williams, 131 


Fed. 100; In re Barry, 42 Fed. 113, 
136 UU: S..597 note, 34 LL. ed. 503 
note; Ex p. Everts, 8 F. Cas. No. 


4.581, 1 Bond 197. (3) To determine 
the right to the custody of an in- 
sane person. Hoadly v. Chase, 126 
hen 818 [aff 129 Fed. 1005, 64 CCA 

}. 

[c] Restriction as to prisoners in 
jail_—mIn re Mineau, 45 Fed. 188; Ben- 
nett v. Bennett, 3 F. Cas No. 1,318, 
Deady 299; Ex p. Cabrera, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 2,278,-1 Wash. C. C. 232; Seavey 
v. Seymour, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,596, 3 
Cliff. 439; Matter of Carlo, 1 Porto 
Rico Fed. 216. 

{d] Acts done in pursuance of a 
law of the United States.—In re 
Neagle, 135 U. S. 1, 10 SCt 658, 34 
. 55; Kelly v. Georgia, 68 Fed. 
petition of a 


Power on 


Chinese immigrant held in custody 
on board a vessel under directions 
from the customs authorities is not 
taken away by the Chinese Restric- 
tion Ac 1S. Vencnune tsnee, ocd 
Fed. 27 See also Aliens § 122. 

{f] The treaty with Great Britain 
of August 9, 1842, as to the arrest 
and imprisonment of fugitives, and 
the act of Aug. 12, 1848, supple- 
mental thereto, did not affect au- 
thority as to habeas corpus in cases 
or imprisonment thereunder. In re 
Kaine, 14 F. Cas. No. 17,598. 

{g] Jurisdiction of a court to 
try an offender may be inquired into 
by habeas corpus. U. S. v.- Rogers, 


23 Fed. 658. 

Haheas corpus generally see 
Habeas Corpus [21 Cyc 279]. 

56. Matters v. Ryan, 249 U. S. 
875, 89 SCt 315, 63 L. ed: 654; Car- 
fer v. Caldwell, 200 U. S. 293, 26 
SCt2644 b0tth. Med.t 488se Storntin v- 


Massachusetts, 183 U. S. 138, 22 SCt 
72, 46 L. ed. 120; Andrews v. Swartz, 
T5Gs We Syl 272 lids (SCen389; 0399 pled: 
432>In re Burrus, 136 U.S. 586, 10 
SCt 850, 34 L. ed. 1500; Shapley v. 
Cahoon, 255 Fed. 689, 167 CCA 65; 
King v. McLean Asylum Massachu- 
setts Gen. Hospital, 64 Fed. 325, 12 
CCA 139, 26 LRA 784. 

57. See Injunction [22 Cye 724]. 

Equity jurisdiction of federal 
courts see Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

58. American Lithographic Co. v. 
Werckmeister, 221 U. S. 6038, 31 SCt 
676, 55 L. ed. 873; In re Shephard, 3 


Fed. 12, 18 Blatchf. 225. See also 
Witnesses [40 Cyc 2166]. 

59. Ex. p. Pleasants,’ 19 E.~ Cas, 
No. 11,225, 4 Cranch C. C. 314. See 
also Witnesses [40 Cye 2177]. 

60. U. S. v. Swan, 65 Fed. 647, 
PMC CART 7: 

GHISU Se van cAntz, (16a bed) 419) 
Woods 174. 

Gar Avery aver Un Si 2) Walls CU: 


S.) 304, 20 L. ed. 405. See also gen- 
erally Audita Querela 6 C. J. p 849. 

63. U. S. Bank v. Halstead, 10 
Wheat. (U. S.) 51, 6 L. ed. 264; Way- 
man v. Southard, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 
1 GL fed 125350. eSa vv. Arnold, "69 
Fed. 987, 16 CCA 575; Ward v. Cham- 
berlin, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,152. 

Executions generally see Hxecu- 
tionseccuele Ss, soe2sie 

64. Chanler v. Sherman, 162 Fed. 
19, 21, 88 CCA 673, 22 LRANS 992 
(“Such writs have been issued since 
early times to protect witnesses and 
parties coming from one state into 
another to attend a trial from ar- 
rest and detention upon civil process. 
It is true that, if the petitioner were 
retaken as an escaped insane pa- 
tient, it would not be upon civil 
process, nor would it be upon crimi- 
nal process. But whatever the form 
of the process—if any at all were 
necessary—the power exercised to 
retake him would be that of the 
police. With the exercise of the 
police power of a state a court of 
the United States should not lightly 
interfere. But we have no doubt of 
its right to interfere when neces- 
sary for the efficient exercise of its 
own jurisdiction and where the 
threatened act under the _ police 
power must rest for its justification 
upon the validity of the very mat- 
ter which the court is called upon 
to determine. The petitioner was 
given the right under the laws of 
the United States to try his case in 
the.courts of the United States. He 
is not permitted to exercise that 


t 


[25C.J.] 701 


state;®* and it has been held that a federal dis- 
trict court has authority to issue writs of ne exeat.®® 
L. Enforcement of Rights Claimed un- 
der State Law.°° 
jurisdiction on a federal court,®? rights created and 
remedies provided by the statutes of a state, to be 
pursued in its ee may be enforced and ad- 
the 


While a state law cannot confer 


federal courts,®8 either at 


full right and the court in effect 
is not permitted to exercise its full 
jurisdiction, if, while attending the 
trial and perhaps before he can be 
heard, he may be seized and taken 
to an asylum—and so seized for the 
reason that he had been previously 
committed under an order which the 
petitioner in the very case was as- 
serting to be wholly void. Under 
such extraordinary conditions, we 
think the Circuit Court had power 
to grant the protective writ’’). 

65. Lewis v. Shainwald, 48 Fed. 
492. But see Gernon v. Boecaline, 
LOM Cas: No: 5336, » Washi Cu es 
130 (denying that circuit court has 
such power). 

66. Enforcement of laws of an- 
other state or country generally see 
Courts §§ 74-76. 

67. See supra § 6. 

68. Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Humble, 
LSU UES 285 (ened SCh 526. eA neds 
747 [aff 97 Fed: 837, 38) CCA 5027: 
Cowley v. Northern Pac. R. Co., 159 
Un4S. 2569 1 6-S Ct. 1275" 40" Eveds2635 
Reynolds v. Crawfordsville First 
Nat) Bank, 112: U.S. 405) 53Sewmers: 
28 L. ed. 733; Ex p. McNiel, 13 Wall, 
(U. S.) 236, 20 L. ed. 624; Nirdlinger 


v. Stevens, 262 Fed. 591; Adler v. 
Campeche Laguna Corp., 257 Fed. 
789; Wineman v. Reeves, 245 Fed. 


254, 157 CCA 446; Smith v. Douglas 
County, 242 Fed. 894, 155 CCA 482; 
Landon v. Kansas Public Utilities 
Commn., 234 Fed. 152 [rev on other 
grounds 249 U. S. 236, 39 SCt 268, 
63 L. ed. 577]; Jennings v. Smith, 
232 Fed. 921 [rev on other grounds 
238 Fed. 48, 151 CCA 124]; Mudge v. 
McDougal, 222 Fed. 562: St. Bernard 
v. Shane, 220 Fed. 852, 135 CCA 399: 
[rev 201 Fed. 453]; Johnson v. North 
Star’ Lumber Co., 206 Fed. 624, 125 
CCA 118 [aff 196 Fed. 56]; Tucker 
v. Hubbert, 196 Fed. 849, 117 CCA 
365; North Star Lumber Co. v. John- 
son, 196 Fed. 56 [aff 206 Fed. 624, 
125 CCA 118]; In re Monongahela 
Distillery Co., 186 Fed. 220; Hobe- 
Peters) Landy Cotmw.) Parris 170) meds 
644 [rev on other grounds 188 Fed. 
10, 110 CCA_160]; F. W. Cook Brew- 
ing Co. v. Garber, 168 Fed. 942; U. 
S. v. Leslie, 167 Fed. 670; Kraus v. 
Congdon, 161 Fed. 18, 88 CCA 182: 
Platt v. Lecocg, 158 Fed. 723, 85 
CCA 621, 15 LRANS 558 [rev 150 
Hed, $9115, Pacific Mut: 1) Ins) Cova. 
Webb, 157 Fed. 155, 84 CCA 603, 13 
AnnCas 752; Acord v. Western Poca- 
hontas Corp., 156 Fed. 989 [aff 174 
Fed. 1019, 98 CCA 625 (certiorari 
deni y2 05 Us S20 60%,218. 0 “SCte40siia4 
L. ed. 346)]; Dunlop v. Mercer, 156 
Fed. 545, 86 CCA 435; Butler Bros. 
Shoe Co. v. U. S. Rubber Co., 156 
Fed. 1, 84 CCA 167 [certiorari den 
212) Ue «Sch 70 29) SCtv686sy 53h d.) ed. 
658]; Morrill v. American Reserve 
Bond Co., 151 Fed. 305; North Caro- 
lina Min. Co. v. Westfeldt, 151 Fed. 
290 [rev on other grounds 166 Fed. 
706, 92 CCA 378 (certiorari den 214 


9 Sar lGiea One S Crs MOOisyn oo: bela, 
ed 064 erdisme rs 5. ssw S867 730) 
SCt 404, 54 L. ed. 339, and motion 
to'himod sdens 177 Meds 4132,: 4200 
CCAUEES 2) brun-svea Mani, seo: 
Fed. 145, 80 CCA .518, 12 LRANS 
154 Ames! Realty = Co. niva s Bigs 
Indian Min. Co., 146 Fed. 166; Har- 
rison v. Remington Paper Co., 149 


Fed. 385, 72 CCA 405, 3 LRANS 954, 
5 AnnCas 314 [certiorari den 199 U. 


Ser 607 M2EMSCtA747,, 50 We ed sed is 
Jacobs v. Mexican Sugar Co., 130 
Fed. 589; Anthony v. Burrow, 129 


102) 125,00 | 


law,®® in equity,?° or in admiralty,’! as the essen- | tial nature of the new rights and remedies so given 


Fed. 783; Jones v. Mutual Fidelity 
Co., 123 Fed, 506; National Surety 
ce v. Humboldt State Bank, 120 


oO. 

Fed. 593, 56 CCA 657, 61 LRA 394, 
Barrett v. Twin City Power Co., 118 
Fed. 861 [aff 126 Fed. 302, 61 CCA 
288]: Wart v. Wart, 117 Fed. 766; 
Campbellsville Lumber Co. v. Hub- 
bert, 112 Fed. 718, 50 CCA 435 [aff 
19D UNS. 70,24) SCE (28, 48) Lay ted. 
101]; Dis. op. Wahl v. Franz, 100 
Fed. 680, 700; 40 CCA 638, 49 LRA 
62; Randle v. Barnard, 99 Fed. 348 
[aff 110 Fed. 906, 49 CCA 177]; Deck 
v. Whitman, 96 Fed. 873; Stewart v. 
Wisconsin Cent. Co., 89 Fed. 617; 
Dexter v, Edmands, 89 Fed. 467; 
Lilienthal v. Drucklieb, 80 Fed. 562; 
Darragh v. H. Wetter Mfg. Co., 78 
Fed. 7, 23 CCA 609; Boston, etc., R. 
Co. v. Slocum, 77 Fed. 345; Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Ihlenberg, -75 Fed. 
$73, 21 CCA 546, 34° LRA 393; Bu- 
ford v. Holley, 28 Fed. 680; Keith 
v. Rockingham, 2 Fed. 834, 18 
Blatchf. 246; Ex p. Biddle, 3 F. Cas. 
No. 1,391, 2 Mason 472; Wheeler v. 
Bates, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,492, 6 Biss. 
88; Hardin v. Graham, 38 S. D. 57, 
159 NW 895. 

“This court will administer the 
remedies given ‘by local statutes, 
where it can be done without viola- 
tion of the principles it is accus- 
tomed to regard in the exercise of 
its jurisdiction.” Grand Rapids, etc., 
R. Co. v. Sparrow, 36 Fed. 210, 211, 
1 LRA 480. 

fa] A remedy by a summary pro- 
ceeding under a state law by hold- 
ers of bonds issued by levee com- 
missioners against taxpayers may 
be enforced in a federal court by 
citizens of another state. Stansell 
v. Mississippi Levee Bd. Dist. No. 
1, 13 Fed. 846. : 

[b] A state statute of partition 
of lands among tenants in common 
may be administered by a federal 
court. Ex p. Biddle, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,391, 2 Mason 472. ! 

[ec] The right of a married 
woman to sue for personal injuries 
in her own name is not lost by de- 
fendant’s removal of the action into 
a federal court. Texas, ete. R. Vv. 
Humble, 181 U. S. 57, 21.-SCt 526, 
45 L. ed. 747 [aff 97 Fed. 837, 38 
CCA 50.21. ; 

[ad] "The rights given a creditor 
of a corporation against a stock- 
holder therein by the laws of Kan- 
sas are not repugnant to the public 
policy of the United States, or jus- 
tice or good morals, and may be 
enforced in a federal court of an- 
other district, under the rule of 
comity, without regard to the deci- 
sions of the courts of the state. 
Dexter v. Edmands, 89 Fed. 467. 

[el] Same power as state court.— 
In a suit to enjoin the enforcement 
of an order of the railroad commis- 
sioners of South Dakota, where there 
was diversity of citizenship, and de- 
fendants answered and filed a cross 
bill to enforce the order, the circuit 
court on the hearing and the cir- 
cuit court of appeals, on appeal, had 
the same power to determine the 
original question and to do justice 
in the premises as was conferred 
on the state court by the state stat- 
ute regulating commerce. Platt v. 
Lecocq, 158 Fed. 723, 85 CCA 621, 
15 LRANS 558 [rev 150 Fed. 391]. 

{f] Action involving constitu- 
tionality of statute.—Where a fed- 
eral court has jurisdiction of the 
parties and subject matter, it has 
no vower to refuse to exercise such 
jurisdiction merely because plaintiff 
seeks to litigate a right depending 
solely on the validity of a state stat- 
ute as tested by the state constitu- 
tion. EF. W. Cook Brewing Co. v. 
Garber, 168 Fed. 942. 

{g] State laws must be fairly 
administered by federal courts which 
assume jurisdiction. Fuentes v. 
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renee 9 F. Cas, No. 5,145, 1 Woods 
112. 

[h] Condition precedent to relief 
against tax sale.— Where a _ state 
statute requires repayment of taxes 
with interest as a condition prece- 
dent to relief against a sale for 


taxes, such condition will be _ en- 
forced in a tederal court. Hobe- 
Peters’ Land Co. v.) Farr, 170 Fed. 


644 [rev on other grounds 188 Fed. 
LOMALO CCA TEOT. : 

{i]_ Collection of taxes.— While 
the federal courts will, in certain 
cases, compel state agents to set in 
motion existing machinery for the 
collection of taxes, they will not 
themselves create machinery for 
that purpose, nor invest any person 


with power to use the same. O’Brien 
v. Wheelock, 78 Fed. 673. 
69. New York Fourth Nat. Bank 


v. Francklyn, 120 °U. S..747, 7 SCt 
757, 30 L. ed. 825; Dennick v. Cen- 
tral. Comp lO sei. Sealy i? Gerla. ed, 
439; Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. Whit- 
ton, 13° Wail. CU.<S!)i) 2103720 Li. ed. 
571; Kessler v. William Necker, Inc., 
258 Fed. 654; Dotson v. Kirk, 180 
Meds 14, 4/1103) 7 CCAS W368 qs Plattl we 
Lecocq, 158 Fed. 723, 85 CCA 621, 15 
LRANS 558 [rev 150 Fed. 391]; In- 
ternational Nav. Co. v. Lindstrom, 
123 Fed. 475, 60 CCA 649 [certiorari 
den 193 U. S. 669, 24 SCt 852, 48 L, 
ed. 840]; Sioux City First Nat. Bank 
v. Peavey, 69 Fed. 455, 64 Fed. 912; 
Flour City Nat. Bank v. Wechsel- 
berg, 45 Fed. 547; Keith v. Rocking- 
ham, 2 Fed. 834, 18 Blatchf. 246; 
Wheeler v. Bates, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,- 
492, 6 Biss. 88. 

70. Iiawson v. U. S. Mining Co., 
20%" Us) Siy 28) SCtid5, 152 Ted. i65 
[afi ria" Wed ee769351 67 2OCAY 58a 
Smith v. Reeves, 178 U. S. 4386, 20 
Sct 919, 44 L. ed. 1140; Cowley v. 
Northern -Pac)' Re Col; 159-0. S$. 569, 
16 SCt 127, 40 L. ed. 263; Bardon v. 
Land, etc., Impr. Co., 157 U. S. 327. 
15. SCt 650, 89 LL. ed. 719;. ‘Sheffield 
Furnace Co. v. Witherow, 149 U. S 
574, 18° SCt. 936, 37 L. ed. 853; Fish- 
er) v... Shropshire, 247 Us, S..133;, 13 
Sct 201, 37 L. ed. 109; Gormley v. 
Clark, 134° U..S/"338). 10-)S@tr554.033 
L. ed. 909; Reynolds v. Crawfords- 
ville First Nat. Bank, 112 U. S. 405, 
5 SCt 213, 28 L. ed. 733; Holland v. 
Challen, 110 U.S.) 15, 3: SCt'495,. 28 
L. ed. 52; Smith v. Fort Scott, etc., 
Rig Coys 99 A. Sos9 Sto 2o ried ane 
Kieley v. McGlynn, 21 Wall. (U. S.) 
503, 22 L. ed. 599; Fitch v. Creigh- 
ton, 24 How. (U.'S.) 159, 16 L. ed. 
596; Parker v. Overman, 18 How. 
CU. FSH U3) bh La edure Las Claw kee ve 
Smith, 13 Pet. (U. S.) 195, 10 L. ed. 
123; Kessler v. William Necker, Inc., 
258 Fed. 654; U. S. Smelting Co. v. 
Hofkin, 245 Fed, 896; Wineman y. 
Reeves, 245 Fed. 254, 157 CCA 446; 
Williams v. Provident Life, ete., Co., 
242 Wed. 417, 155 CCA 1938; Landon 
v. Kansas Publie Utilities Commn., 


234 Fed. 152 [rev on other grounds 
249 U.S. 236, 39 SCt 268, 68 L. ed. 
577]; Johnson v. Garner, 233 Fed. 
756; Mudge v. McDougal, 222 Fed. 
562; Johnston v. Kramer, 203 Fed. 
733; Baum v. Longwell, 200 Fed. 
450; Fleming v. Laws, 191 Fed. 283, 


112 CCA 27 [rev 177 Fed. 450]; 
New Jersey Land, etc., Co. v. Garde- 
ner Lacy Lumber Co., 190 Fed. 861; 
Ue) Siievic Chicaico, ete: esha Coswalia 
Fed. 271; American Assoc. v. Wil- 
liams, 166 Fed. 17, 93 CCA 1; Kraus 
v. Congdon, 161 Fed. 18, 88 CCA 
182; Platt v. Lecocqg, 158 Fed. 723, 
85 CCA 621, 15 LRANS 558 [rev 150 
Fed. 391]; Jahn v. Champagne Lum- 
ber Co., 157 Fed. 407 ‘[aff 168 Fed. 
510, 93 \CCA) 532); . Pacifie,. Mut: I: 
Ins. Co. v. Webb, 157 Fed. 155, 84 
CCA 6038, 18 AnnCas 752; Acord v. 
Western Pocahontas Corp., 156 Fed. 
989 [aff 174 Fed. 1019, 98 CCA 625 
(certiorari den 215 U. S. 607, 30 
Sct 408, 54 L. ed. 346)]; Butler Bros. 


re 
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Shoe Co. v. U. S. Rubber Co., 156 
Fed. 1, 84 CCA 167 [certiorari den 
OTD A San, OL eos Shete 6.0) Ose Lede 
658]; Morrill v. American Reserve 
Bond Co., 151 #ed. 305; North Caro- 
lina: Min, Co. v. Westfeldt, 151 Fed. 
290 [rev on other grounds 166 Fed. 
706, 92 CCA 378 (certiorari den 214 
U. S. 516. 29 SCt 697, 53 L. ed. -1064, 
dism app 215 U.S. 586. 30 SCt 404, 54 
L. ed. 339, and motion to rnod den 
177_ Fed. 132, 100 CCA 552)]; Brun 
v. Mann, 151 Fed i145, 80 CCA 513, 
12 LRANS 154; Ames Realty Co. v. 
Big Indian Min. Co., 146 Fed. 166; 
New York, etc., R. Co. v. New York, 
145 Fed. 661: Olds v. Curlette, 145 
Fed. 661; Illinois L. Ins. Co. v. New- 
man, 141 fed 449; Craddock v. Ful- 
ton, 140 Fed. 426; Harrison v.. Rem- 
ington Paper Co., 140 Fed. 385, 72 
CCA 405, 3 URANS 954 5 AnnCas 
314 [certiorari den 199 U. S. 607, 
26 SCt 747, 50 L. ed. 331]; Humes v. 
Little. Rock,..138 Fed: .929;. U.-\S. 
Mining Co. v. Lawson. 134 Fed .769, 
67 CCA 587+[aft) 207 UAS-21,728— Set 
15. 52 L. ed. 65]: Willitt v. Baker, 
133 Fed. 937; Jacobs v. Mexican 
Sugar Co., 130 Fed. 589: Anthony v. 
Burrow, 129 Fed. 783; Land Title, 
ete., Co. v. America Asphalt Co., 127 
Fed. 1, 62 CCA 23; U. S. Shipbuilding 
Co. v. Conklin, 126 Fed. 132. 60.CCA 
680; Conklin v. U. S. Shipbuilding 
Co., 123 Fed. 913: Jones v. Mutual 
Fidelity Co., 123 Fed. 506; National 
Surety Co. v. Humboldt State Bank, 
120 Fed. 593, 56 CCA 187. 14 LRANS 
155, 13 AnnCas 421; Barrett v. Twin 
City Power Co.. 118 Fed. 861 [aff 
126 Fed. 302, 61 CCA 288]; Wart v. 
Wart, 117 Fed. 766; Southern Pine 
Co. v. Hall, 105 Fed. 84. 44 CCA 363 
[certiorari den 180. U. S.. 639. 21 
SCt 921, 45 L. ed. 711]; Towa. ete., 
Land Co. v. Temescal Water Co.. 95 
Fed. 320; Davidson y. Calkins, 92 
Fed, 230; Taylor v. Louisville, ete., 
Ri Co., 880 Med: 350; Si kOGA Seas 
Gillis v. Downey, 85 Fed. 483, 29 
CCA 286; Lilienthal v. Drucklieb, 80 
Fed.-562; Harding v. Guice, 8? ed. 
162, 25 CCA 352; Boston, ete., R. Co. 
v. Slocum, 77 Fed. 545; Missouri. 
ete., Trust Co. v. Krumseig, 77 Fed. 
32, 23 CCA 1 [aff 71 Fed. 350, and 
aft 172.5W.'S: 351, °19 “SC 179.843 
L. ed. 474]; Grether v. Wright. 75 
Fed. 742, 23 CCA 498: Lant v. Man- 
ley, 75 Fed. 627, 21 CCA 457: Massa 
chusetts Ben. Life Assoc. v. Lohmil- 
ler, 74 Fed. 23, 20 CCA 274: Meyers 
v. Shields, 61 Fed. 713; Morrow Shoe | 
Mfg. Co. v. New England Shoe Co., 
60. Fed--341, 8 CCA 652, 24 LRA 417- 


Prentice v. Duluth Storage, ete. 
Co., 58 Fed. 437, 7 CCA 293: Sage 


v. Winona, ete, R. Co.. 58 Fed. 297 
7 CCA 237; Leighton v. Young, 5% 
Fed. 439, 3) CCA \176),.18 TRA | 266) 
Southern Pac. R. Co. v. Stanley,’ 49 
Fed. 263; Weidenfelad v. Sugar Run 
R. Co., 48 Fed. 615; Land, ete. Impr. 
Co. v. Bardon, 45 Fed. 706 [aff 157 
U.S. 327, 15 SCt76502139) Ti. -ed. 7194; 
McClaskey v, Barr, 42 Fed. 609: 
Beebe v. Louiswille, ete, R. Co.. 39 
Fed. 481; Fechheimer v. Baum. 37 
Fed, 167; Lanier v. Alison, 31 Fed. 
100; Bernheim v. Birnbaum, 30 Fed. 
885; Jaffrey v. Brown, 29 Fed. 476; 
Sprague Mfg. Co. v. Hoyt, 29 Fed. 
421; Buford v. Holley, 28 Fed. 680; 
Aspen Min., ete. Co. v. Rucker, 28 
Fed. 220; Wells»v. Miner, 25 Fed. 
533; Goldsmith v. Gilliland, 22 Fed. 
865, 10 Sawy. 606; Clapp v. Ditt- 
man, 21 Fed. -15; Lamb v. Farrell, 
21 Fed. 5; Bayerque v. Cohen, 2 F. 
Cas. No. 1,134, McAIl. 113: Central 
Pac. R. Co. v. Dyer, 5 F. Cas. No. 
2,552, 1 Sawy. 641; Goshorn v. Alex- 
ander, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,630, 2 Bond 
158; Lanmon v. Clark, 14 F. Cas. No. 
8,071, 4 McLean 18; Lorman v. 
Clarke, 15 KF. Cas. No. 8,516, 2 Mc- 
Lean 568; Suydam v. Beals, 23 BF. 
Cas. No. 13,653, 4 Mclean 12. 

{a] An enlargement of equitable 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


— §§ 15-16] 


may require,’* provided of course the necessary 
elements of federal jurisdiction exist in the case,7? 
and the constitutional distinction between cases at 


law and in equity is preserved.74 


A penal action based upon a state statute cannot 
be maintained in a federal court.” 

In the absence of any precedent in the state 
court decisions, a federal court must decide for it- 


rights by state statutes may be ad. 
ministered by a federal court. Ex 
p. MeNiel, 18 Wall. (U. S.) 236, 20 
L. ed. 624; Bailes v. Advance-Rum- 
ley Thresher Co., 263 Fed 676; Kess- 
ler v. William Necker, Inc., 258 Fed. 
654; Jennings v. Smith, 232 Fed 
921 [rev on other grounds 238 Fed. 
ASE ASL CCAS 124152 Darragh? vi. 
Wetter Mfg. Co., 78 Fed. 7, 23 CCA 
609 [removed to supreme court on 
appeal 84! Fed. 1016, 28 CCA 680]; 
Lorman v. Clarke, 15 FEF. Cas. No. 
ee 2 McLean 568, See also Equity 
Si Owm hd. 

[b] A suit to quiet title under a 
state statute may be entertained by 
a federal court. Nirdlinger v. Ste- 
vens, 262’ Fed. 591. 

[c] A suit by a stockholder of 
an insolvent corporation for the dis- 
solution of the corporation and the 
winding up of its affairs is within 
the jurisdiction of a federal court 
of equity, where such remedy is 
expressly given the stockholder by 
a state statute. Jacobs v. Mexican 
Sugar Co., 130 Fed. 589. 

[d] Cancellation of instrument.— 
A complainant may maintain a suit 
in equity in a federal court for the 
cancellation of an alleged usurious 
mortgage without averring an offer 
to pay the money borrowed with 
legal interest, where the right to 
such relief is given by the state 
statute. Olds v. Curlette, 145 Fed 
661. 

{e] Creditor’s bill.—A state stat- 
ute, authorizing the filing of a cred- 
itor’s bill upon every judgment for 
the payment of money after an_exe- 
ecution has been returned nulla bona 
whether’ the original cause of ac- 
tion was in contract or tort, gives 
a remedy which will be adminis- 
tered by the tederal courts. Jahn v. 
Champagne Luumber Co., 157 Fed. 
407 [aff 168 Fed. 510, 98 CCA 532]. 

[f] Where a state statute does 
not infringe on the right to a trial 
by jury at common law, in granting 
to litigants in its courts an equitable 
remedy, courts of the United States 
sitting in the state as courts of 
equity may grant the same statutory 
relief as that afforded in the state 
tribunals. Grether v. Wright, 75 
Fed. 742, 23 CCA 498. 

[g] Not essential that procedure 
correspond.—The fact that the equi- 
table procedure provided by a state 
statute for the enforcement of an 
equitable right created thereby does 
not in all respects correspond with 
the forms and modes of procedure 
observed in federal courts, or that 
the enforcement of such new equi- 
table right requires a modification 
of ‘the accustomed procedure, not 
violative of established rules, offers 
no bar to the prosecution of such 
right in equity in the federal courts. 


Jones v. Mutual Fidelity Co., 123 
Fed. 506. 
[h] When reference wproper.— 


Wherever under the state code a 
reference of complicated accounts to 
a referee could be made, a _ suit in 
equity will lie in’ the federal courts 
to enable the chancellor to refer 
such matters to a master in chan- 


eery. McMullen Lumber Co. v. 
Strother, 136 Fed. 295, 69 CCA 433, 
{i] Where legal questions in- 


voived.—A federal court of equity 
is not without jurisdiction of a suit 
expressly authorized by a state stat- 
ute, and in which equity alone can 
afford the entire relief sought be- 
cause of the fact that legal questions 
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[§ 16] 


Venue ‘*—1, 


[25C.J.] 7038 


self a question arising under state law.7® 

M. Territorial Limitations and Districts 
in Which Actions Must Be Brought; Federal 
In General. 
lower federal courts is as a general rule, in the 


The jurisdiction of the 


absence of express authority by act of congress, con- 


are also involved. New Jersey, etc., 
Land, ete., Co. v. Gardner-Lacy Lum- 


ber Co., 178 Fed. 772, 102 CCA 220 
[rev 161 Fed. 768]. 

71. Knapp, etc, Co. v. McCaff- 
LEY, USO, S638, 20eSCt 824044) Ee 


ed. 921; The J. E. Rumbell, 148 U. 
S. 1, 13 SCt 498, 37 L. ed. 345; The 


Lottawanna, 21 Wall. (U. S.) 558, 
580, 22 L. ed. 654; Ex p. MecNiel, 13 
Wall. (UO. S.) 236,020 L. ed) 624: 


Ikessler v. William Necker. Inc., 258 
Fed. 654; Landon v. Kansas Public 
Utilities Commn., 234 Fed. 152 [rev 
on other grounds 249 U. S. 236, 39 
SCt 268, 68 L ed. 577]; McGraw v. 
Mott, 179 Fed. 646, 103 CCA 204; 
Platt v. Lecocq, 158 Fed. 723, 85 
CCA 621. 15 LRANS 558 [rev 150 
Fed. 391]; The Canada, 7: Fed. 730, 
7 Sawy. 184; White v. The Cynthia, 
29 EF. Cas. No, 17,546a. 

[a] The allowance of interest in 
a libel on a contract of marine in- 
surance iS not to be guided by state 
statutes as to the method of ascer- 
taining the proportions of a general 
average loss and as to the allowance 
of interest on contracts. New Zea- 
land Ins. Co. v. Earnmoor SS. Co., 
ern. 368, 24 CCA 644 [aff 73 Fed. 

Death by wrongful act see Ad- 


miralty §§ 126, 127. See generally 
Death § 36 et seq. 

72, Kessler v. William Necker, 
Inc, 258 Fed. 654; Landon v. Public 
Utilities Commn. 234 Fed. 152 [rev 
on other grounds 249 U. S. 236, 39 
SCE Z68 68 LL edi Tay Elatt: tv. 
Liecocg, ,158 Fed. 723,.85 CCA 621, 


15 LRANS 558 [rev 150 Fed. 

See also supra notes 68-71. 

me Anthony v. Burrow, 129 Fed. 
Sh 


391]. 


Jurisdiction dependent on: 


| Amount in controversy see infra 
§§ 198, 350. 
Citizenship, residence. or character 


of parties see infra §§ 48-77. 
Existence of federal question 

infra §§ 29-47 ° 

74. See Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

75. Harkrader v. Wadley. 172 U. 
Sr al 48 a9 AS Ot et 19.43 Bia edn 399s 
United Breweries Co. v. Colby, 170 
Fed. 1008 [app dism 178 Fed. 1005, 
101 CCA 664]; Hamilton v. Jos. 
Schlitz Brewing Co.. 100 Fed 675; 
Stichtenoth v. Central Stock, etce., 
Exch., 99 Fed. 1; Perkins v. Boston, 
ete., R. Co., 90 Fed, 321 [foll Lyman 
v. Boston, etc.. R. Co., 70 Fed. 409]; 
In re Bergen, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,338, 2 
Hughes 5138. ‘ 

fa] An action for treble the 
amount lost at gambling, one half 
thereof to go to the person bringing 
the action, and the other half to the 
county, authorized by state statute 
to be brought against the winner 
by any person in case the _ loser 
fails to sue for -his losses. is for 
a penalty, and cannot be taken juris- 
diction of by a federal court, al- 
though the money lost belonged to 
plaintiff, and had been surrepti- 
tiously taken by the loser. Stich- 
tenoth v. Central Stock, etce., Exch., 
99 Fed. 1. 

[b] Recovery of payments for 
intoxicating liquor.—An action based 
on a state statute providing that 
all payments for intoxicating liquor 
sold in violation of law shall be 
held to have been received in viola- 
tion of law, and upon a valid prom- 
ise to repay them on demand, is one 
for the enforcement of a statutory 
penalty, which will not be enter- 
tained by a court of the United 


see 


‘ed. 


fined or restricted to the territorial limits within 
which they are placed,’® and on the other hand such 


States, and is therefore not remov- 
able. United Breweries Co. v. Bol- 
by, 170 Fed. 1008 [app dism 178 Fed. 


1005; 101 “CCA. 664); Hamilton Sv. 
nite Schlitz Brewing Co., 100 Fed. 
Death by wrongful act see Death 
SS tl 22 
76. Hamilton v. Loeb, 179 Fed. 
728 [aff 186 Fed. 7, 108 CCA 109 
(certiorari den) 223 -U02S: 7205 A382 


SCt 523, 46 L. ed. 629)]. 

Decisions of state courts as au- 
thority in federal courts see infra 
§§ 170-187. 

77. Particular actions or proceed- 
ings: 

Admiralty suit see Admiralty § 144. 

Bankruptcy proceedings see Bank- 
ruptcy § : : 

Proceedings to enforce forfeiture see 
Forfeitures [19 Cye 1359]. 

Suit for infringement of copyright 
see Copyright § 383. 

Suit for infringement of patent see 
Patents [30 Cyc 993]. 

Suit under internal revenue law see 
Internal’Revenue [22 Cyc 1677]. 
78. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Illi- 

nois State Pub. Utilities Commn., 

245. UO, S. 498, 38 SCt 170, 62 L. ed. 

425; Herndon v. Ridgway, 17 How. 

(U. S.) 424, 15 L. ed. 100; Toland v. 

Sprague, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 300, 9 L.. 

1093;° Pine) ‘Hill \Coals{Co; wv. 

Gusicki, 261 Fed. 974; Primos Chemi- 

cal Co. v. Fulton Steel Corp., 254 

Hed. 454; Mitchell v. Dexter, 244 

Fed. 926, 157 CCA 276; Rakauskas v. 

Brie R. Co., 237 Fed. 495; Sewcnulis 

v. Lehigh Valley Coal Co., 233 Fed. 

422, 147 CCA 358; Harasimowicez v. 

Pennsylvania R. Co., 232 Fed. 295; 

Tauza v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 232 

Fed. 294; Childs v. Missouri, ete., R. 

Co.,, 221) Fed: 219,, 136°CCA™’ 629: 1Co- 

lumbia River Packers’ Assoc. v. Mc- 

Gowan, 219 Fed. 365, 134 CCA 461 

(atl) 245% UU. cS S62). .88' (SCiel29 w 62nia 


ed. 158]; Bucyrus Co. v. McArthur, 
219 Fed. 266; Kibbler v. St. Louis, 
etc.,-R. Co., 147 Fed. 879; Evans- 
ville, ete.. Tract. Co. v. Henderson 


Bridge Co., 134 Fed. 973 {aff 141 Fed. 
51, 72 CCA 539]; Mexican Ore Co. v. 
Mexican Guadalupe Min. Co., 47 Fed. 
351; Peo. v. Colorado Cent. R. Co./ 
42 Fed 638; Ex p. Graham, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,657,738) \Wiashy C. Cin456ne4 
Wash, C. C. 211; Hodge v. Hudson 
Riv erny ne, Cophi2a hy iCasa Novs6:559) 
6 Blatchf. 85: U. S. v. Town-Maker, 
28 F. Cas. No. 16,538a, Hempst. 299: 
Wheeler v, McCormick, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,498, 8 Blatchf. 267: Palmer v. 
Thompson, yo20ia App. + EDESE> yaaa 
Barnes v. Valdivieso. 8 Porto Rico 
Fed. 634. , 

[a] Illustration. — On a bill to 
abate a nuisance consisting of a 
bridge across the Mississippi from 
Iowa to Illinois the district court 
for the district of lowa had no power 
to abate the nuisance on the Illinois 
side, the dividing line between the 
states being the middle of the river. 
Mississippi, etc. R. Co. v. Ward, 
2 Black (U. S.) 485, 17 L. ed. 311. 

{b] Concurrent jurisdiction of 
Washington and Oregon courts.— 
Act Febr, 14, 1859 (11 St. at L. 383 
c 83 §§ 1, 2), admitting the state 
of Oregon into the Union, which 
provides that such state shall have 
jurisdiction in civil and criminal 
cases on the Columbia and Snake 
rivers concurrently with states and 
territories of which those rivers shall 
form a boundary in common with 
such state, vests the courts of Wash- 
ington with jurisdiction of cases 


704 [25C.J.] 


jurisdiction is coextensive with the boundaries of 
Accordingly, although 
such a court in the exercise of its equity powers, 
and acting in personam, may control the acts of 
persons over. whom it has acquired jurisdiction, 
outside of its territorial jurisdiction,®®° as for in- 
stance by compelling a conveyance of lands in an- 
other state by a decree in personam against the 
party who holds the title,®’ it has no jurisdiction 
to transfer the title to such lands by a sale and con- 
veyance made through its master or commissioner.*? 

Question of boundary. One who claims title to 


the respective districts.”® 


land under a grant from one state 


arising on the Columbia river where 
it forms the boundary between the 
states, and by the act creating the 
western district of Washington the 
federal courts therein are given jur- 
isdiction over the same _ territory 
concurrently with the courts in Ore- 
gon, and it is immaterial that the 
constitution of Washington makes 
no mention of such jurisdiction be- 
yond its boundaries. Columbia River 


Packers’ Assoc. v. McGowan, 172 
Fed. 991. 
79. Matheson v. U. S., 227 U.S. 


540W 33. SCtz 355,57) Lied 6313 cRri- 
mos Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel 
Corp., 254 Fed. 454; U. S. v. Butler, 
25 EF. Cas. No. 14,700, 1 Hughes 457. 


80. See Equity §§ 130--1383. 

81. Guarantee Trust, etc., Co. v. 
Delta, ete., Co., 104 Fed. 5, 43 CCA 
396 [certiorari den 180 U. S. 636, 21 
SCt 919, 45 L. ed. 710]. 

82. Boyce v. Grundy, 9 Pet. (U. 
Sa.) 275, . Gov weds 11273) > Guarantee 
Trustoaverc., Cov.) Delta; teteuy “Cox, 


104 Hed. 5, 43 CCA 3896 [certiorari 
den 180°U. S. 636, 21 SCt 919, 45 L. 
ed. 710]. 

83. Ferguson v. Babcock Lumber, 
etc., Co., 252 Fed. 705, 707, 164-CCA 
645 [aff 243 Fed. 623, app dism 248 
U.S. 540, 39 SCt 132, 63 L. ed. 411, 
and foll Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
setts 12 bet. (U0 Si) 65%, Sida. fed. 
1233] (“If this were not so, it would 
be impossible for such claimant to 
have his title adjudicated’’). See 
also infra § 56. 

84. Jud. Code § 51. 

{a] Decisions under earlier stat- 
utes.—Chaffee v. Hayward, 20 How. 
GORESD) 2208 15: Ted 804 9 eny rv. 
Fitzpatrick, 15. Pet.’ (U. S.)) 167, 10 
L. ed. 699; Allen v. Blunt, 1 F. Cas. 
No. 215, 1 Blatchf. 480; Barney v. 
Globe Bank, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,031, 5 
Blatehf. 107; Commercial Bank of 
Commerce v. Green, 6 F. Cas. No. 
No. 3,059, 2 Flipp. 181; Maudlin v. 
Carll, 16 F. Cas. No, 9,307, 8 Hughes 
249; Nezro v. Cragin, 17 F. Cas. No. 
10,062. 3 Dill. 474; Piequet v. Swan, 
19 F. Cas. No. 11,134.. 5, Mason 35; 
Richmond v. Dreyfus, 20 F. Cas. No. 
11,799, 1 Sumn, 131; Saddler v. Hud- 
son, 20 F. Cas, Nos 12,206, 2. Curt. 
6; Saddler v. Hudson, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,206, 2 Curt. 6; Sayles. v. North- 
western Ins, Co., 21 F. Cas. No. 12,- 
421, 2. Curt. 21255 US S:. va) Ottman, 
20 Bi vCas. No15,977e) Hughes313; 


Wilson ‘v.0 Graham,:/30 EF. .CasycNe, 
17,804, 4 Wash. GC. C.. 58;) Winter v. 
Ludlow, 430 2Rs) Casi cNo: 17,8913 
Phila. (Pa.) 464. 

85,5 24 St. at. Li +552, 25 -Stiiat De 
433. 

86. 


Jud. Code §§ 49, 51-57. 
Local suits see infra § 27. 

87. .Male v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
240 Leise neo SCtrsbis 760) lieted. 
544: Macon Grocery Co. v. Atlantic 
Coast Line, 215 U. S. 501, 30 SCt 184, 
64 L. ed. 300; Davidson Bros. Marble 
Cony. UlSs 2h3e S210) 439) SCt. 324, 
53 L. ed. 675; In re Keasbey, 160 U. 
S$; 221,) 16 SCt -278, 40. Li ed» 402; 
Galveston, ete. R. Co. v. Gonzales, 
151 U. S. 496, 14 SCt 401, 38 L. ed. 
248; McCormick Harvesting Mach. 
Co. v. Walthers, 134 U. S. 41, 10 SCt 
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state to recover 


state, and have 


as land situated | which*case the 


485, 33 L. ed. 833;-Gutschalls v. Peck, 
261 Hed. | 2125\-Canton, -Nixrst “Nat: 
Bank v. Williams, 260 Fed. 674 [rev 
on other grounds 252 U. S. 504, 40 
SCt 372, 64 L. ed. 690]; Florida R. 
Comrs. v. Burleson, 255 Fed. 604; 
Venner v. Pennsylvania Steel Co., 
250 Fed, 292; Arbetter Filling Mach. 
Co. v. Lewis Blind Stitch Mach. Co., 
230 Fed. 992, 145 CCA 186; Mem- 
phis v. St. Francis Levee Dist., 228 
Fed. 802; New York Mut. L. Ins. Co. 
Veo Painters m2 205 mead a998) Mills Sia Ve 
Gronich, 211 Fed. 548; Grabsky v. 
Belmont Coal Min. Co., 210 Fed. 553; 
Rubber, etc., Trimming Co. v. John 
L. Whiting, ete., Co., 210 Fed. 393; 
Southern Pac. Co. v. Arlington 
Heights Fruit Co., 191 Fed. 101, 111 
CCA 581; Decker v. Southern R. Co., 
189 Fed. 224; Consolidated Rubber 
Tire Co. v. Ferguson, 183 Fed. 756, 
106 CCA 3830; Newell v. Baltimore, 
etce., R. Co., 181 Fed. 698; Friburg v. 
Pullman Co., 176 Fed. 981; Whittaker 
v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 176 Fed. 130, 
Smith ,v. Detroit, etc., R. Co., 175 
Fed. 506; Cound v. Atchison, etc., R. 
Co., 1738 Fed. 527; Macon Grocery Co. 
v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 163 
Fed. 736; Sunderland v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 158 Fed. 877; Jones v. Gould, 
149 Fed. 158, 80 CCA 1 [aff 141 Fed. 
698]; Wolff v. Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 
133 Fed. 601; Weed v. Centre, etc., 
R. Co., 132 Fed. 151; Barnes v. West- 
ern Union Tel. Co., 120 Fed. 550; 
TiS. ve sSiu Pe wshotter Ces. L110" Wea: 
2 fapp disms1.838) UN Se 42 oe 28 Set 
848, 47 L. ed. 678];.Fraser v. Barrie, 
105) Fedi.-787; -Gorham »Mfe..Cos iv. 
Watson, 74 Fed. 418; Donnelly v. U. 
S. Cordage Co., 66 Fed. 613; Camp- 
bell v. Duluth, ete., R. Co., 50 Fed. 
241; U. S. v. Crawford, 47 Fed. 561; 
U. S. Express Co. v. Allen, 39 Fed, 
712; Zambrino v. Galveston, etc., R? 
Co., 38 Fed. 449. 

[a] “Inhabitant.”?” — “There has 
been some diversity of opinion in 
the circuit courts with respect to 
the proper definition of the term ‘in- 
habitant,’ within the meaning of the 
act. It was used in the original 
judiciary act, (1 Stat. 78,) as ex- 
plained by Justice Gray in Shaw v. 
Quincy Min. Co., 145 U. S. 444, 12 
SCt 935, 36 L. ed. 768, ‘to avoid the 
incongruity of speaking of a citi- 
zen of anything less than a state,’ 
when two or more districts were 
embraced in one state. . The 
court, in effect, construes the word 
‘inhabitant’ to be, within the mean- 
ing of the act, Synonymous with 
‘resident.’ In the light of previous 
legislation upon the subject of the 
original jurisdiction of the federal 
courts, and of the connection in 
which the word is used, I think the 
word is here employed in the sense 
of ‘resident.’ It comprehends_lo- 
cality of existence; the dwelling 
place where one maintains his fixed 
and legal settlement; not the casual 
and temporary abiding place required 
by the necessities of present sur- 
rounding circumstances. A mere ‘so- 
journer’ is not an ‘inhabitant’ in 
the sense of the act. The meaning, 
I think, is well expressed by Judge 
Deady in Holmes v. Oregon, etc., 


ese oig 


in that state may sue in a federal court in such 


such land from citizens of another 


state who claim under a grant from the latter 


the title finally adjudicated by the 


court in which action is brought.°? 

[§ 17] 2. Residence of Parties—a. 
Under the present Judicial Code,*+ and the Judi- 
ciary Act of 1887-1888,°° with certain express stat- 
utory exceptions,®** a civil suit can be brought only 
in the district of which defendant is an inhabitant,§7 
unless jurisdiction is founded solely ** on the fact 
that the parties are citizens of different states, in 


In General. 


action may be brought in the dis- 


| R. Co., 5 Fed. 528, 6 Sawy. 276: ‘An 
inhabitant of a place is one who 
ordinarily is personally present 
there; not merely in itinere, but as 
a resident and dweller: therein.’ ”’ 
Bicycle Stepladder Co. v. Gordon, 57 


Fed. 529, 530, 5381. See also infra 
$'§..605 9%. 
[b] A resident of one state tem- 


porarily in another is an inhabitant 
of the former state within the mean- 
ing of the statute. Bicycle Step- 
ladder Co. v. Gordon, 57 Fed. 529 
{foll Shaw v. Quincy Min. Co., 145 
U. S. 444, 12 SCt 935, 36 L. ed. 768, 
and dist U. S. v. Southern Pac. R. 
Co., 49 Fed. 297]. . 

[ec] Incarceration in a_ federal 
penitentiary in a district other than 
that in which the prisoner previous- 
ly resided is not a residence within 
the district where the penitentiary 
is located within the meaning of 
the statute. U. S. v. Gronich, 211 
Fed. 548. 

{d] Suit against commissioner of 
patents.—As the official residence of 
the commissioner of patents is in 
the District of Columbia, _ suits 
against him in his official capacity 
should be commenced in that dis- 
trict. Barrett Co. v. Ewing, 242 Fed. 
5.06, 155) CCAs 282. 

{e] The term “suit” includes ac- 
tions at law as well as suits in 
equity. Elk Garden Co. v. T. W. 
Thayer Co., 179 Fed. 556. 

{f{] The term “civil suit”? does 
not include cases of admiralty and 
maritime jurisdiction, which, ac- 
cordingly, are not limited to the dis- 
trict of defendant’s residence. In 
re Louisville Underwriters, 134 U. 
S.v i488, iLO SCE (587, 9 834 diab eds, OOr- 
Atkins vy. Fiber Disintegrating Co., 
18 Wall.u(@Ue2S.): 292, 21° Tas edu S44: 
Contra New England Ins. Co. v. De- 
troit, ete, Steam Nav. Co., 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,154. 

88. Male v. Atchison, etec., R. Co., 
240 (Wa Si 97. 36>5SCt 351), (60s sedk 
544; Macon Grocery Co. v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R: Coy. 2250\Ui...Si 501, 30 
SCt 184, 54 L. ed. 300 [aff 166 Fea. 
206, 92 CCA 114 (rev 163 Fed. 738)]; 
Florida R. Comrs. v. Burleson, 255 
Fed.* 604; Memphis v. St. Francis 
Levee Dist., 228 Fed. 802; Southern 
Pac. Co. v. Arlington Heights Fruit 
Co., 191 Fed. 101, 111 CCA 581; Whit- 
taker v. Illinois Cent..R. Co., 176 
Fed. 130; Cound .v. Atchison, etce., 
R. Co., 173 Fed. 527; Sunderland v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co.,\158 Fed. -877, 

[a] In suits under the Federal 
Employers’ Liability Act the juris- 
diction does not depend solely upon 
diverse citizenship hecause such 
cases also present a federal ques- 
tion arising upon the act, and there- 
fore such suits cannot be maintained 
over defendant’s. objection in any 
district other than that in which de- 
fendant is an inhabitant. Smith v. 
Detroit, ete: ii. Cos. Us med. “506: 
Cound v. Atchison, ete., R. Co., 173 
Fed. 527. ; j 

[b] A suit by resident shippers 
to restrain interstate carriers from 
putting into effect a proposed aa- 
vanee in freight rates which is 
averred to be an “arbitrary and un« 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


t as 


aki 


trict of the residence of either plaintiff or defend- 
ant,*® but not in any other district,9° unless de- 
‘fendant waives the privilege of being sued only 
The rule applies to 
suits in equity as well as actions at law,®? and to 
eases of exclusively federal jurisdiction as well as 
to cases of concurrent jurisdiction, where the par- 


in the designated districts.% 


lawful exaction,”’ and to be the out» 
come of a conspiracy and combina- 
tion in restraint of interstate trade, 
unlawful both at common law and 
under the federal statutes, is one in 
which the jurisdiction of the federal 
court is not invoked solely upon the 
ground of diversity of citizenship, 
and can therefore not be brought in 
a federal district in which none of 
the defendants reside. Macon Groc- 
ery Co. v. Atlantic Coast Line R. 
€o., 215 U. S. 501, 30 SCt 184,54 Th. 
ed. 300 [aff 166 Fed. 206, 92 CCA 114 
(rev 163 Fed. 738)]. 

89. Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. 
Karpen, 238 U. S. 254, 35 SCt 788, 
59 L. ed. 1295; In re Keasbey, etc., 
Coz 160 W.2S. 2215 16) SCt- 273.401: 
ed. 402; Southern Pac. Co. v. Den- 
ton, 146 U. S. 202, 13 SCt 44, 36 L. 
ed. 942; McCormick Harvesting 
Mach. Co. v. Walthers, 134 U.S. 41, 
10 SCt 485, 33 L. ed: 833; Florida 
R. Comrs. v. Burleson, 255 Fed. 604; 
Tate v. Baugh, 252 Fed. 317; Mc- 
Cullough v. United Grocers’ Corp., 
247 Fed. 880; Camp v. Gress, 244 
Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549 [certiorari 
granted 245 U. S. 655 mem, 38 SCt 
14 mem, 62 L. ed. 533 mem, and mod 
on other grounds 250 U. S. 308, 39 
SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997]; Lehigh Val- 
ley Coal Co. v. Washko, 231 Fed. 42, 
145 CCA 2380; Lindsay, v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 226 Fed. 23, 141 CCA 
131; Childs v. Missouri, etc., R. Co., 
227 “Wed: 219," 136 CCA '6295-Adler 
Goldman Commn. Co. v. Williams, 
211 Fed. 530; Grabsky v. Belmont 
Coal Min. Co., 210 Fed. 553; Reich 
v. Tennessee Copper Co., 209 Fed. 
880; Revett v. Clise. 207 Fed. 673; 
Philadelphia Real Hst. Trust Co. v. 
Washington-Virginia R. Co., 204 Fed. 
678; Marian Coal Co. v. Peale, 204 
Fed. 161, 122 CCA 397 [mod 190 Fed. 
376]; Woerheide v. H. W. Johns- 
Manville Co., 199 Fed. 535; Southern 


Pac. Co. v. Arlington Heights Fruit 


Gos 191. Fed. -101,° 111 CCA 5815 
Decker v. Southern R. Co., 189 Fed. 
224: Hagstoz v. Mutual L. Ins. Co., 
179 Fed. 569; Frieboure v, Pullman 
Co., 176 Fed. 981; Macon Grocery 
Co. v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 
163 Fed. 736; Schultz v. Highland 
Gold Mines Co., 158 Fed. 337; Baxter, 
ete., Constr. Co. v. Hammond Mfg. 
Co., 154 Fed. 992; Danciger v. Wells, 
154 Fed. 379; U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Woodson County, 145 Fed. 
144, 76 CCA 114; Wolff v. Choctaw, 
ete, R. Co., 183 Fed. 601; Weed v. 
entre; etc. AR. Co:,. 132 “Hed 151; 
U. S. v. O’Brien, 120 Fed. 446; Fosha 
v. Western Union Tel, Co., 114 Fed. 
701; Lengel v. American Smelting, 
ete., Co., 110 Fed. 19; Lawrence v. 
Times Printing Co., 90 Fed, 24; Bost- 
wick v. American Finance Co., 43 
Fed. 897; Zambrino v. Galveston, 
ete., R. Co. 38 Fed. 449; Winona 
Bank v. Avery, 34 Fed. 81; Harold 
v. Iron Silver Min. Co., 33 Fed. 529; 


ESty  TOUls, CtC., «Ev. Oo. v. Terre 
Haute, etc, R. Co., 33 Fed. 385; 
Short v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 33 


Fed. 114; Bourke v. Amison, 32 Fed. 
710. 

{a] What constitutes residence.— 
One having his business in a federal 
judicial district; and living therein 
for six months of the vear in his 
own house, served by his own do- 
mestics, leaving during the un- 
healthy season for reasons of health 
only, is a resident of the district, 
and can sue in the courts thereof. 
King v. U. S., 59 Fed. 9. See also 
infra §§ 60, 75. 


[25 C. J.—45] 
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[b] Service on defendant.—(1) The 
privilege of suing in the district of 
plaintiff’s residence can be availed 
of only where defendant may be 
legally found and served in that dis- 
trict. Gutschalk v. Peck, 261 Fed. 
212; Harland v. United Lines Tel, 
Co., 40 Fed. 308, 6 LRA 252, (2) The 
court cannot render a judgment in 
personam without personal service 
of process in the district. Dutton v. 
ayayenens First Nat. Bank, 244 Fed. 

90. Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. 
Karpen, 288 U. S. 254, 35 SCt 788, 
59 L. ed, 1295; Ladew v. Tennessee 
Copper Co., 218 U. S. 357, 37 SCt 81, 
54 L. ed. 1069; Ex p. Wisner, 203 
WS? 4405" 27) SCt-150, “51s ed 264; 
In re Keasbey, etc., Co., 160 U. S. 
221, 16 SCt 278, 40 L. ed. 402; Cen- 
tral Trust Co. v. McGeorge, 151 U. 
S. /1297 14°-SCt_286, 38 Li” ed? 98; 
Shaw v. Quincy Min. Co., 145 U. S. 
444, 12 SCt 935, 36 L. ed. 768; Smith 
v.. Lyon, 1338 U. S. 315, 10 SCt 303, 
23 L. ed. 635; Consolidated Textile 
Corp. v. Dickey, 266 Fed. 587; Fair- 
view Fluorspar, etc., Co. v. Bethle- 
hem Steel Co., 258 Fed. 681; Tate v. 
Baugh, 252 Fed. 317 [aff 264 Fed. 
892]; Budris v. Consolidation Coal 
Co., 251 Fed. 678; Richmond Bank of 
Commerce, etce., Co. v. McArthur, 248 
Fed. 138; Albert v. Bascom, 245 Fed. 


‘149; Dutton v. Waycross First Nat. 


Bank, 244 Fed. 236; Camp v. Gress, 
244 Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549 [certiorari 
granted 245 U. S. 655 mem, 38 SCt 
14 mem, 62 L. ed. 533 mem, and 
mod on other grounds 250 U. S. 308, 
39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997]; Memphis 
v. St. Francis Levee Dist., 228 Fed. 
802; Slater Trust Co. v. Randolph- 
Macon Coal Co., 166 Fed, 170; Jones 
v. Gould, 141 Fed. 698 [aff 149 Fed. 
158, 80 CCA 1]; Wolff v. Choctaw, 
ete., R. Co., 1383 Fed. 601; Weed v. 
Centre; ‘ete.,, “R:° Co.,- 132 Wed. 151; 
Marks v. Marks, 75 Fed. 321; Good- 
year v. Day, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,568, 1 
Blatehf. 565; Kelly v. Harding, 14 
FF, Cas. No. 17,670, 5 Blatchf. 502; 
Kitchen v. Strawbridge, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,854, 4 Wash. C. C. 84; Shute 
v. Davis, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,828, 1 Pet. 
C. C. 481; White v. Fenner, 29 EF. 
Cas. No. 17,547, 1 Mason 520. 

91. Waiver of objection to dis- 
trict of suit see infra § 107. . 

92. Butterworth v. Hill, 114 U. 
Se A285 BSCt P7962 C29 be edhe 19s 
Dutton v. Waycross First Nat. Bank, 
244 Fed. 236. 

93. Macon Grocery Co. v. Atlan- 
tic Coast Line R. Co., 215 U.S: 501, 
30 SCt 184, 54 L. ed. 300; Butter- 
worth v. Hill, 114 U.S, 128,-5 Sct 
796, 29 L. ed. 119; Arbetter Felling 
Mach. Co. v. Lewis Blind Stitch 
Mach. Co., 230 Fed. 992, 145 CCA 
186; Memphis Cotton Oil Co. v. Illi- 
nois”’ Cent. (Ri 1 Co5 164 “hed. 2905 
Fraser v. Barrie, 105 Fed. 787 [dis- 
appr Lederer v. Ferris, ;149 Fed. 
250]; Gorham Mfg. Co. v. Watson, 
74 Fed. 418; Donnelly v. U. S. Cord- 
age Co., 66 Fed. 613 [dist In re Ho- 
horst, 150 U. S. 658, 14 SCt 221, 37 
L, ed. 1211}; Union Switch, etc., Co. 
v. Hall Signal Co., 65 Fed. 625 [dist 
In re Hohorst, 150 U. S. 6538, 14 SCt 
221, 37 L. ed. 1211]; Cramer v. Sing- 
er Mfg. Co., 59 Fed. 74; Bicycle Step- 
ladder Co. v. Gordon, 57 Fed. 529; 
Aadrianece v. McCormick Harvesting 
Mach. Co., 55 Fed. 287; Henning v. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 43 Fed. 131; 
Illingworth v. Atha, 42 Fed. 141; 
McBride v. Grand de Tour Plow Co., 
40 Fed. 162; Filli v. Delaware, etc., 
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ticular venue of the action is not provided for else- 
where than in this provision of the statute,®* al- 
though there is much apparent authority to the con- 
trary in cases arising before the Judicial Code, it 
being held that cases of exclusively federal, jurisdic- 
tion could be brought in any district where defend- 
ant could be found and served with process.° 


R. Coo., 37 Fed. 65; Jessup v., Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co., 36 Fed. 737; Pres- 
ton v. Fire-Extinguisher Mfg. Co., 
36 Fed. 721; Connor y. Vicksburg, 
ete.) Ri Co. 365 Ned .s2:73;) di LRAT 3iis 
Denton y. International Co., 36 Fed. 
1, 13 Sawy. 355; Gormully, ete, Mfg. 
Co. v. Pope Mfg. Co., 34 Fed. 818; 
Halstead v. Manning, 34 Fed. 565; 
Miller-Magee Co. v. Carpenter, 34 
Fed. 433; St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. 
Derre> Haute; ete, | R. Coz, 338) beds 
385; Reinstadler v. Reeves, 33 Fed. 
308; Fales v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 
32 Fed. 673. 

94. In re Keasbey, etce., Co., 160 
U. 8. 221, °16 ‘SCt 273, 40 Li. ed: 402; 
In re Hohorst, 150 U..S. 653, 14 
SCt 221, 37 L. ed. 1211; Thoma v. 
Perri, 205 Fed. 632; Cheatham Elec- 
tric Switching Device Co. v. Transit 


Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 727; Lewis Blind 
Stitch, ete, Co. v. Arbetter Felling 
Mach. Co., 181 Fed. 974; Ware- 


Kramer Tobacco Co. v. American To- 
bacco Co., 178 Fed. 117; Union Pac. 
R. Co. v. Oregon, ete., Lumber Mfrs. 
Assoc. 1659) Hed: S13. 190i CCAM Si 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Pacific Coast 
Lumber Mfrs. Assoc., 165 Fed. 1, 91 
CCA 389; Kalispell Lumber Co. v. 
Great Northern R. Co., 157 Fed. 845; 
U. S. v. Standard Oil Co., 152 Fed. 
290; Lederer v. Ferris, 149 Fed. 250; 
United Shoe Mach. Co. v. Duplessis 
Independent Shoe Mach. Co., 133 
Fed. 930; Bowers v. Atlantic, etc., 
Co., 104 Fed. 887; Spears v. Flynn, 
102 Fed. 6; Lederer v. Rankin,’ 90 
Fed. 449; Westinghouse Air-Brake 
Co. v. Great Northern R. Co. 88 Fed. 
258, 31 CCA 525; Southern Pac. R. 
Co. v. Harl, 82 Fed. 690, 27 CCA 185 
(aff 75 Fed. 6099]; Noonan v. Chester 
Park Athletic Club Co., 75 Fed. 334; 
Van Patten v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 
74 Fed. 981; Consolidated Fastener 
Co. v. Columbian Button, ete. Co., 
73 Fed. 828; National Button Works 
v. Wade, 72 Fed. 298. See also 
Copyright and Literary Property 
§ 383; Patents [30 Cyc 993]. 

[a]. History and construction of 
statute.—(1) ‘‘The eleventh séction of 
the judiciary act of 1789 (Act Sept. 
24, 1789, ce 20, 1 Stat. 78) provided 
that all civil suits should be brought 
in the district in which the defend- 
ant either was an inhabitant or was 
found at the time of serving the 
writ. Under this provision suits 
arising under the copyright laws, 
like all other suits, could be brought 
in any district in which the defend- 
ant could. be personally ' served. 
This rule of service remains un- 
changed until 1887. It was included 
in section 739 of the Revised Stat- 
utes and in section I of the act of 
March 3, 1875 (18 Stat. 470, c 137 
[U. S. Comp. St. 1901, p. 6081), re- 
lating to the jurisdiction of the Cir- 
cuit Courts. That act provided that 
the Circuit Courts of the United 
States should have cognizance con- 
current with the courts of the sev- 
eral states of all suits of a civil na- 
ture, of certain classes, in respect to 
which jurisdiction was conferred by 
the Constitution of the United 
States. This act was amended by 
the act of March 8, 1887 (24 Stat. 
552, el 3730 Uy Ses Comp: “St. 1907; 
p. 508]). That act related to suits 
of substantially the same class as 
those described in the act of 1875, 
but it amended the act of 1875 in 
certain respects, among others, by 
providing that no suit should be 
brought ‘in any other district than 
that whereof he [the defendant] is 


‘ 
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Whether or: not the Judicial Code worked any 
change in this respect has not been decided, but 
none purports to have been made. 
general rule is inapplicable in cases where a differ- 
ent rule is established by statute.°¢ 

Ancillary proceedings may be brought in the dis- 
trict where the original suit was brought, regard- 
less of the citizenship or residence of the parties.*’ 

A suit by the United States is not a controversy 
between citizens of different states and therefore 
must be brought in the district in which defendant 


resides. 


Assigned claims. Under the statute excluding 
jurisdiction of actions on assigned claims unless 
the assignor might have maintained on action in 


an inhabitant,’ and omitting the pro- 
vision, which had existed ever since 
the judiciary act, that the suit could 
be brought in the district in which 
the defendant was found at the time 
of serving the writ. The act of 
1887, however, and the act of 1875, 
of which it is an amendment, only 
relate to suits of which the courts 
of the United States have original 
cognizance concurrent with the 
courts of the several states. It 
therefore did not apply to or repeal 
the existing provisions of the law 
in reference to the_ service of 
process in suits of which the United 
States courts have exclusive juris- 
diction. For instance, it did not 
apply to a suit to recover penalties 
and forfeitures under the customs 
laws (U.S. v. Mooney, 116 U. S. 104, 
6. SCt (304, 29. LL. ed. 550); .or to 
suits arising under the patent or 
copyright laws (In re Hohorst, 150 
U.S. 653, 14 SCt 221, 37-L. ed. 1211; 
In re Keasbey, ete., Co., 
221, 16 SCt 273, 40. L. ed. ; 
Lederer v. Ferris, 149 Fed. 250. (2) 
“Prior to March 8, 1887, the courts 
of the United States had almost un- 
limited jurisdiction, and could hold 
a defendant in any district where 
he chanced to be and was served 
with process. The abuses which 
this condition of affairs permitted 
were many and serious, and it was 
largely to correct them that the act 
of 1887-88 was passed. That act 
has always been regarded as a re~ 
strictive measure. That it limited 
the jurisdiction of the federal courts 
in several important particulars is 
beyond dispute. Shaw v. Quincy 


Min. Co., 145 U. S. 444, 12 SCt 935, 
36 L. ed. ces McCormick Harvest- 
ing Mach.‘Co. v. Walthers, 134 U. 


S. 41, 10 SCt 485, 33 L. ed. 833; Gor- 
ham Mfg. Co. v. Watson, 74 Fed. 
418. The purpose of the act being 
to narrow the federal jurisdiction, it 
may well be inferred that congress 
intended to limit it as to all classes 
of action, infringement suits in- 
cluded, for in no branch were com- 
plaints of injustice and oppression 
more numerous, In this congress 
failed. In the Hohorst Case, [In re 
Hohorst], 150 U. S. 658, 14 SCt 221, 
87 L. ed. 1211, the supreme court de- 
cided, in December, 1893, ‘that the 
provision of the existing statute, 
which prohibits suit to be brought 
against any person “in any other 
district than that whereof he is an 
inhabitant,” is, inapplicable to an 
alien or a foreign corporation sued 
here, and especially to a suit for the 
infringement of a patent right; and 
that, consequently, such a person 
or corporation may be sued by a 
citizen of a state of the Union in 
any district .in which valid service 
can be made. upon the defendant.’ 
The circuit courts quite generally ac- 
cepted this decision as holding, by 
implication that the provision 
quoted from the act of 1887 was 
applicable to all defendants except 
aliens and corporations of foreign 


609 [aff 82 Fed. 690, 
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Of course this 


The courts still declined, 
in numerous instances, to assume 
jurisdiction in infringement suits 
where the defendant was a citizen 
of the United States and was sued 
in a district of which he was not 
an inhabitant. Union Switch, etc., 
Co. v. Hall Signal Co., 65 Fed. 625: 
Donnelly v. U. S. Cordage Co., 60 


countries. 


Fed. 613. Although it was decided 
in Smith v. Sargent Mfg.°Co., 67 
Fed. 801, that -the Hohorst Case 


was applicable to all infringement 
suits, the contrary doctrine was fol- 
lowed thereafter in this’ district in 
at least two unreported cases. Na- 
tional Button Works v. Wade, 72 


Fed. 298. This was the situation 
when, in December, 1895, the case 
of In re Keasbey, etc., Co., 160 U 


S. 221,16 SCt:.278, 40 Lied: 402; 
was decided. Although that case 
arose under the act of March 3, 
1881, and related to the infringe- 
ment of a trade-mark, the court 
took occasion to comment upon and 
restate its decision in the Hohorst 
Case in language so plain that the 
circuit courts were no- longer. in 
doubt as to the scope of the déci- 
sion. The court says (page 230, 160 
U. S., page 275, 16 Sup. Ct. and 
page 405, 40 L. ed.): ‘It was a suit 
for infringement of a patent right, 
exclusive jurisdiction of which had 
been granted to the circuit courts of 
the United States by section 629, cl. 9, 
and section 711, cl. 5, of the Revised 
Statutes, re-enacting earlier acts of 
Congress; and was therefore not af- 
fected by general provisions regu- 
lating the jurisdiction of the courts 
of the United States, concurrent with 
that of the several states.’ The 
circuit courts accepted this state- 
ment as a definitive settlement of 
the vexed question, and thereafter 
it was held that the act of 1887 
did not affect infringement suits 
and that the jurisdiction was as 
broad as it had been before the pass- 
age of that act. Van Patten v. Chi- 
cago, ete. R. Co., 74 Fed. 981, 989; 
Harl -v. Southern Pac. Co., 75 Fed. 
27 CCA 185); 
National Button Works v. Wade, 
supra; Westinghouse Air-Brake Co. 
v. Great Northern R. Co., 84 Fed. 9. 
Accordingly any district where the 
defendant happened to be served, no 
matter how distant from his home 
or the place of infringement, was a 
proper one in which to begin the 
action.” Bowers v. Atlantic, etc., 
Co., 104 Fed. 887, 889. 

95. Jud. Code § 51. 

fa] The argument that the limi- 
tation to the district of the residence 
of either plaintiff or defendant does 
not apply to cases of exclusively 
federal jurisdiction is founded upon 
the language of the act of 1887-1888 
which speaks only of so much of the 
civil jurisdiction of the circuit court 
as is “concurrent with the courts of 
the several states.” See In re Ho- 
horst, 150 U. S. 6538, 14 SCt 221, 37 L. 
ed. 1211. The words quoted are omit- 
ted from the corresponding provi- 


“such’’ federal court on the claim if no assignment. 
had been made,®® it has been held that this not 
only limits the jurisdiction of the court as a fed-. 
eral court,! but that it limits the jurisdiction of 
the particular federal court in which suit may be 
brought, so that an assignee cannot sue in the dis- 
trict of his residence, or any other district, unless 
his assignor could have sued in that district. 2 Other °, 
cases take a contrary view, and hold that, where 
the assignnor “could have sued in a federal court, a 
the assignee is not limited to the district in which 
the assignor could sue, but, as in other cases where 
the requisite diversity of citizenship exists, may 
sue in the district where either he or defendant 
/resides, regardless of the residence of the assignor ;* 


[§ 17 


eyes the present law. Jud. Code 
96. ees First. Nat. Bank v. 


Williams, 252 U. S. 504, 40 SCt 372, 
64 L. ed. 690 [rev 260 Fed. 674, and 
foll U. S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 
222 U. S. 199,.32 SCt 44, 56 L. ed. 
163]; U. S. v. Mooney, ila OR SE 104, 
6 Sct 304, 29 Li. ed. 550; St. Louis, 
CLECs \ga:b. Co. v. Samuels, 211 Fed. \ 
588, 128 CCA 188; U. S. v. New Jer- 
sey Standard Oil Co., 152 Fed. 290; 
Lewis Blind Stitch Co. v. Arbetter 
Felling Mach. Co., 181 Fed. 974; Le- 
derer v. Ferris, 149 Fed. 250. 

[a] District where defendant 
found.—(1) Under former statutes, 
the suit could be brought either in 
the district of which defendant was 
an inhabitant, or in-any district in 
which he was found. Act March 3, 
1875, (18 U. S. St. at L. 470 ¢ 187 §1): 
Judiciary Act, 1789. GSticat) la ake 
Ex p. Des Moines, ete., R. Co., 103 
U. S. 794, 26 L. ed. 461; MeMicken 
v.. Webb, 11 Pet. (U.‘S.) 25, 9 L. ed. 
618; Chaffee v. Hayward, 20 How. 
(U. S.) 208, 15 L. ed. 804; Toland 
v. Sprague, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 300, 9 L. 


ed. 1093. (2) By special act par- 
ticular classes of caseS may be 
brought in the district where de- 


visions. See also Copyright and 
Literary Property § 383; Patents [30 
Cye 993]; and other special titles in 
this work. 

-Provisions as to particular actions 
re proceedings see Jud. Code §§ 40— 


97. See supra § 13. 

98. Davidson Bros. Marble Co. v. 
Uy 85421308. 10-297 SEt Wweakess 
L: ed. 675; U. S. v. Northern Pac. 
R. Co,, 134 Fed. 715, 67 CCA 269; 
U. S. v_ O’Brien, 120 Fed. 446; U. s. 
v. & BP. Shotter Coxs "LID Fed. 1 


[app dism 188 U.S. 742, 23 SCt 848, 
47 L. ed. 678]; U.S. v. Southern Pac. 
R. Co., 49 Fed. 297. 
Jud. Code § 24 (1); Rev. St. 

See infra § 71. 
1. See infra § 71. 
Waterman yv,.Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co., 199 Fed. 667; 
Rubber Tire Co. v. Ferguson, 
Fed. 756, 106 CCA 830. 
hati,,pete:, ms Co. ve Orr, #2165. Wea: 
261 (which apparently states the 
rule of the text, but which approves 
and follows Stimson vy. United Wrap- 
ping Mach. Co., 156 Fed. 298, which 
is directly to the contrary, and dis- 
approves Waterman v. Chesapeake, 
etc., R. Co., supra, which fully ap- \ 
proves the rule). 

3. Ferguson v. Consolidated Rub- 
ber Tire Co., 169 Fed. 888; Stimson 
v. United Wrapping Mach. Co., 156 
Fed. 298 [foll Whitman v. Taubel, 
168 Fed. 1023]; Bolles v. Lehigh Val- 
ley R. Co., ba Fed. 884. See Utah- 
Nevada Co. De Lamar, 133 Fed. 
113, 116,. 66 CCA 179 [certiorari den 
199 U. S. 605, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed. y 
330] (where this requirement as to 
assignors was held to be jurisdic- 
tional. and to have “no relation to 
the clause of the statute relating to 


Consolidated 
183 


fendant is found. See statutory pro- 
1 

. 

| 

| 

See Cincin- 

7 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 17-21] 


(ok ¢ 
F 


and the latter seems to be the better view.! 
question frequently arises in removal cases.® 

[§ 18] b. Where Coparties Reside in Different 
Where jurisdiction 
rests on the ground of diverse citizenship,’ and 
there are several coplaintiffs or codefendants, and 
parties on the same side are citizens of different 
states, the rule is that all the parties on one side 
must be capable of suing, or of being sued, in the 
district where the action is brought,’ unless the 


States °—(1) General Rule. 


objection to the venue is waived.® 
{§ 19] (2) Plaintiffs. 


resides.?° 


[§ 20] Defendants, 


(3) 


the district’ in which suits may be 
brought’); Pepper v. Rogers, 128 
Fed. 987 (to same effect). 

{a] Reason for rule.—The fed- 
eral courts having general jurisdic- 
tion by reason of the required diver- 
Sity of citizenship, the venue pro- 
vision might have been waived, and 
in that sense the assignor might 
have maintained the action in the 
particular court. Ferguson v. Con- 
solidated Rubber Tire Co., 169 Fed. 
888; Bolles v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 
i27 Fed. 884. 

4 [a] Considerations in support 
of text.—(1) Itisa cardinal rule that 
“statutes are to be construed as they 
were intended to be understood when 
they were passed.” Schuyler County 
Vophomaes. OSs We See Li 2te25 ace ed.. 
88. The provision in Jud. Code § 24 
in regard to suits by assignees 
originally appeared in the Judiciary 
Act of 1789 (i St. at L. 78 ¢ 20 § 11). 
The phrase “in such court” is a 
part of the provision in § 11, and 
has been used in all subsequent ju- 
diciary acts dealing with the subject, 
including Jud. Code § 24. That phrase 
in’ Judiciary Act 1789 § 11, above 
cited, meant, as clearly as if it 
had been so expressed, “in a federal 
circuit court,’ the entire section re- 
lating to “original cognizance’ of 
that court; it would be unreason- 
able to extend the phrase “in such 
court” specifically to the court in the 
district in the residence of defend- 
ant, for by the very terms of the 
same section an enactment with that 
end in view was unnecessary, since 
the section required all __ suits, 
whether by assignors or assignees, 
to be brought in the district of the 
residence of defendant. In other 
words, not until the Judiciary Act 
of 1887-1888 (25 St. L. 434 ¢ 1387 § 1) 
permitting suits founded on diverse 
citizenship to be brought in the dis- 
trict of the residence of plaintiff 
could any assignment be made for 
the purpose of enabling an assignee 
to sue in a district in which the as- 
signor was precluded from suing. 
Furthermore, the venue provisions in 
Jud. Code § 51 were in that code for 
the first time given a separate sec- 
tion; in all prior judiciary acts they 
were united with the jurisdictional 
provisions in a single section. In 
making this more scientific arrange- 
ment it is hardly possible to conceive 
that‘the committee framing the Ju- 
dicial Code regarded any part of the 
law relating to venue as still re- 
maining in Jud. Code § 24 in con- 
nection with suits by assignees, and 
made no allusion to it in Jud. Code 
$251) or in’-the -note- thereto. (2). 
“As before stated, this controversy 
was one of federal cognizance as it 
existed between the original parties. 
The statute could hardly have in- 
tended to deny jurisdiction simply 
because the venue is laid in a dif- 
ferent district from the one which 
would have been selected had no as- 


Where coplaintiffs are | 
residents of different states, the action can be 
brought only in the district in which the defendant 


Where several de- 
fendants, although not citizens of the same state, 
are all citizens of states other than that of which. 


‘Signment been made, 


§ 
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This 


rendered.}* 
LS ZAG) =e 


The assignor 
and the defendant* are citizens of 
different states; so are the assignee 
and defendant. The plaintiff, as such 
assignee, could sue the defendant 
in the United States Circuit Courts 
of Pennsylvania. This is conceded, 
but it is said that the plaintiff can- 
not sue in this district because his 
assignor could not do so. This 
contention loses sight of the fact 
that this court might have had juris- 
diction of the suit between the origi- 
nal parties if the defendant had 
consented to be sued here.’ Bolles 
v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 127 Fed. 
884, 885. z 
‘5. See Removal of Causes [34 Cyc 
/ 


6. Codefendants residing in dif- 
ferent districts in same state see in- 
fray sN20s 

7. See infra §§ 59-76. r 

8. Sweeney v. Carter Oil Co., 199 
WSS 2525926 SCt 2565.7 50-bit "ed. 17385 
Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 15 SCt 
24, 39 L. ed. 69; Shaw v. Quincy Min. 
Cosi45 Us Si" 444 12) SSCt =925,-536 
L. ed. 768; Smith v. Lyon, 133 U. S. 
315, 10 SCt 3038, 33 L. ed. 635; Penin- 


sular Iron Co. v. Stone, 121 U. S. 
631;- 7 . SCtP i010). 30° Laced 10205 
Grover, etc., Sewing Mach. Co. v. 


Florence Sewing Mach, Co., 18 Wall. 
Gs 185)" 553; > 29 Le -ed.914; -Sus= 
quehanna, etc., R., etc., Co. v. Blatch- 
ford. pawall Ue {SS 725) 200i ed: 
179; Northern Indiana R. Co. v. 
Michigan Cent. R. Co., 15 How. (U. 
S.) 2338, 14 L. ed. 674; Commercial, 
etc., Bank v. Slocomb, 14 Pet. (U. S.) 
60,-10 L. ed. 354; New Orleans v. 
Winter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 L. ed. 
44; Poorman v. Cleveland, etc., R. 
Co., 255 Fed. 987; Turk v. Illinois 
Cent. RR. Col, 218 Fed: 315, 134 CCA 
111; McAuley v. Moody, 185 Fed. 144; 
Tice v. Hurley, 145 Fed. 391; Jen- 
kins!=ven York» Clift; Impre Col, 210 
Fed. 807; Lengel v. American Smelt- 
ing, ete., Co., 110 Fed. 19; Lancaster 
v. Asheville St. R. Co., 90 Fed. 129; 
Elkhart Nat. Bank v. Northwestern 
Guaranty Loan Co., 87 Fed. 252, 30 
CCA 632; Excelsior Pebble Phosphate 
Co. v. Brown, 74 Fed. 321, 20 CCA 
428; Duchess d’Auxy v. Porter, 41 
Fed. 68; Jackson v. Burlington, etc., 
R. Co., 29 Fed. 474. See also infra 
62 


9. Waiver of objections see infra 
107. 
. 10. . Sweeney v. Carter Oil Co., 199 
UsiSi 252" 26) SCt-55, 10° Li? edz £78; 
McCormick Harvesting Mach. Co. v. 
Walthers, 134 U. S. 41, 10 SCt 485, 33 
L, ed. 833; Smith v. Lyon, 133 U. S. 
315, 10 SCt 303, 33 L. ed. 635; Poor- 
man v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 255 


Fed. 987. See also cases supra § 18 
note 8. 
11. See infra § 62. 


[a] An objection of a defendant 
who is a nonresident of the district 
in which the action is brought “is 
not to the jurisdiction of a federal 
court, but to the jurisdiction over 
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plaintiff is a citizen, the diversity of citizenship 
necessary to confer federal jurisdiction exists;1! and 
the action may be brought in the district of the 
residence of either defendant,!2 and may proceed to 
judgment against defendant or defendants who re- 
side in such district + and such nonresident defend- 
ants as may appear generally.14 
fendants who do not appear are not concluded or 
prejudiced by the judgment rendered,® and if a 
nonresident defendant raises an objection to the 
jurisdiction, based on his nonresidence, the suit 
must be dismissed as to him.?® 

Indispensable parties. Where nonresident defend- 
ants who do not appear are indispensable parties, 
and their rights would necessarily be affected by 
any decree rendered in the suit, no decree can be 


Nonresident. de- 


Where More than One District in 


him of the court of the particular 
district; that is, the objection is to 
the venue. He asserts the personal 
privilege not to be sued in a Gistrict 
other than that of his residence, 
since the action is not brought in 
the district of the plaintiff's resi- 
dence.” Camp v. Gress, 250 U, S. 
308, 311, 39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997 
[mod 244 Fed, 121, 156 CCA 549]. 
See also infra § 107. 

12. Jennings v. Smith, 232 Fed. 
921 [rev on other grounds 238 Fed. 
48, 151 CCA 124]; Rawitzer v. Wyatt, 


40 Fed. 609; Wiggins v. European, 
ete!, R. Co., 29 F.. Cas. ‘No. -17,626, 
1 Hask, 122. k 

13.) Judy iiCodern § 150s cr Camp iive 


Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 39 SCt 478, 63 
L. ed. 997 [aff on this point 244 
Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549]; Waterman v. 
Canal Louisiana Bank, etc., Co., 215 
U. S. 33, 30 SCt 10, 54 Led. 80; 
Dick -v, Foraker,«155, Us :S; "404; Ub 
SCt 124, 39 L. ed. 201; Jones v. An- 
drews, 10 Wall. (U. S.) 327, 19 L. ed. 
935; Vattier v. Hinde, 7 Pet. (U. S.) 
252, 8 L. ed. 675; Brown vy. Crawford, 


252 Fed. 248; Calder v. Rosenthal, 
ete., Co., 250. Fed. 15073 “Camp wv. 
Gress, 244 Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549 


{mod on other grounds 250 U. S. 308, 
39 SCt 478,-63 L. ed. 997]; Broug- 
ham v. Blanton Mfg. Co., 243 Fed. 
508, 156 CCA 201 [rev on other 
grounds 249 U. S. 495, 39 SCt 368, 
63 L, ed. 725]; Ostrander v. Blandin, 
211 Fed. 733; McAuley v. Moody, 
185 Fed. 144; Richmond Cedar Works 
v. Buckner, 181 Fed. 424; Plume, ete., 
Mfg. Co. v. Baldwin, 87 Fed. 785; All- 
nut v. Lancaster, 76 Fed. 131; Smith 
v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 64 Fed. 1; 
Bensinger Self-Adding Cash Regis- 
ter Co. v. National Cash Register 
Co., 42 Fed. 81; Hazard v. Durant, 19 
Fed. 471; Gray v. National SS. Co., 
10) > Cass iNo. (5,726), faffoit5aeu Ss 
116,35) SCE 7L116; 29 wit hs 

14. Jones v. 
CORA9S;), "827, 819.1L ved 935: 

15. Jud. Code § 50; Louisville 
CLCSIAR, , Conkvini  Wetsonencn  ELows i G@es 
S.) 497, 11 L. ed. 353; Cameron v.’ 
McRoberts, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 591, 4 
L. ed. 467. See also Equity § 351. 

16.) Camp tyian Gress 50) aun iS: 
308, 39 SCt 478, 68 L. ed. 977 [rev 
on this point 244 Fed. 121, 156 CCA 
549]; Bensinger Self-Adding Cash 
Register Co. v. National Cash Regis- 
ter Co., 42 Fed. 81. 

17. Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 
58, 15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; Swan 
Land; ete,- Co. win Erank;)> 148) 0 
S. 1603, 13 SCt 691, 93% Ta: ed: s577; 
Gregory: v. Stetson, 133 \U. S. 579, 
10 SCt 422, 33 L. ed. 792; Ribon v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 16 Wall. (U. S.) 
446, 21 L. ed. 367; Jones v. Andrews, 
LO Wall) GU S.)i827, 119. Li ved. 19355 
Barney v. Baltimore, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
280, 18 L. ed. 825; Coiron v. Mil- 
laudon, 19 How. (U. S.) 1138, 15 L. ed. 
575; Shields v. Barrow, 17 How. (U- 
S:) -180,° 15° L. ed. 158;- Russell -v. 
Clark, 7 Cranch (U. S.) 69, 3 L. ed. 
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State. Where a state contains more than one dis- 
trict, every suit not of a local nature, in the dis- 
trict court thereof,!8 against a single defendant who 
is an inhabitant of such state, must be brought in 
the district where he resides,® and the same rule 
applies where there are several defendants all of 
whom reside in the same district.?° 
against two or more defendants residing in different 
districts may be brought in either district.?t 

[§ 22] d. Where District Contains More than 
Where a district contains more than 
one division, every suit not of a local nature against 
a single defendant must be brought in the division 
where he resides, but if there are two or more de- 
fendants residing in different divisions of the dis- 
trict, it may be brought in either division and 
process may be served in the other divisions of the 
Where a resident of the district sues 
a foreign corporation, jurisdiction being based sole- 
ly on diversity of citizenship, this provision of the 
statute does not control,?* but the action is properly 
brought in the division in which plaintiff resides, 
although the corporation is engaged in business in 


One Division. 


district.?? 


271; McAulay v. Moody, 185 Fed. 
144; Collins Mfg. Co. v. Ferguson, 
54 Fed. 721. See also Equity § 351. 

fa] Mlustration.—A _ stockholder 
who is a citizen and resident of 
Pennsylvania cannot maintain a suit 
in a federal court in the district of 
New Jersey against the corporation, 
which is a citizen of New Jersey, 
and its directors and third persons, 
who are citizens and residents of an- 
other state, to set aside or enjoin 
the enforcement of an alleged illegal 
contract made by the directors on 
behalf of the corporation with their 
codefendants, where timely objec- 
tion is made by the nonresident de- 
fendants who in such case are indis- 
pensable parties. Lengel v. Amer- 
ican Smelting, ete. Co., 110 Fed. 
19 


18. Jud. Code § 52. 

Local or transitory actions 
erally seg infra § 27. 

19. Jud. Code § 52; Primos Chem- 
ical Co. v. Fulton Steel Corp., 254 


gen- 


Fed. 454; Lukosewicz v. Philadel- 
phia, ete., “Coal, etc., : Co.) 232% med: 
292; Vitkus v. Clyde SS. Co., 232 
Fed. 288. 

[a] “Inhabitant” and “resides” 
are used to express the same idea, 


that is, domicile. U. S. v. Gronich, 


211 Fed. 548. 


[b] Rule applies to action for 
death brought by alien against cor- 
poration. Colosino v. Pittsburgh, 
etce., R. Co., 210 Fed. 550. 

20. Seidenbach v. Hollowell, 21 
F. Cas. No. 12,635, 5 Dill. 382. 

@1. Jud.*‘Code. § 52;) Petri v. F. 
EH. Creelman Lumber Co., 199 U. S. 


487, 26 SCt 133, 50. L. ed. 281; Bank 
of Commerce etc., Co. v. McArthur, 
248 Fed. 138; Jennings v. Smith, 
242 Fed. 561; Dudley v. Hawkins, 239 
Fed. 386; Doscher vs U. S. Pipe Line 
Co., 185 Hed. 959; John, D. Park, 
etc., Co. v. Bruen, 133 Fed. 806; God- 
dard v. Mailler, 80 Fed. 422; Seiden- 
bach v. Hollowell, 21 F. Cas. No. 
21635, b Dill, 382% 

[a] Joinder for jurisdictional pur- 
poses.— Jurisdiction cannot be vested 
in a court of a district other than 
that in which the real defendant 
resides by joining as defendants 
residents of such district who have 
no interest adverse to  plaintiff’s 
claim and will not be affected by 
the judgment or decree rendered in 
the action. Sackett’s Harbor Bank 


Wie Barry, aici Cas. NOE 12; 2045 al) 
Bond 154. 
22. Jud. Code § 53. 


McCullough v. United Grocers’ 
247 Fed. 880; Kibbler v. St. 


23. 
Corp., 
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in any division 
[§ 23] 


An actior 


that district.?° 


Louis, .ete.,_R, Co., 147 Med... 879. 

24. McCullough v. United Gro- 
cers’ Corp., 247 Fed. 880. Contra 
Kibbler.-v...St.. Louis, etc, RR. Co. 
147 Fed. 879.. 


25. Reich y. Tennessee Copper 
Co., 209 Fed. 880; Kibbler v. St. 
outs, Sete: 4! Rn Co.<Mlat Meds 13:79 


(where the suit failed only because 
defendant could not be found and 
served in that division); *Dinzy v. 
ihinois:.CentioR.. Co4s61).hed.. 49; 
Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. Chatta- 
nooga Constr. Co., 53 Fed. 314. 

26. Male v. Atchison, .etc., R. Co., 
240: Un SS. 97,36. SCt 351,607 L. ed. 
544; Harasimowicz v. Pennsylvania 
R. Co., 232 Fed. 295; Lukosewicz v. 
Philadelphia, etc., Coal, ete., Co., 232 
Fed. 292; Yanuszauckas v. Mallory 
SS. Cos, 232 Fed. 132, 146 CCA 324; 
Adzenoska v. Erie R. Co., 210 Fed. 
571; Grabsky v. Belmont Coal Min. 
Co., 210 Fed. 553; Colosino v. Pitts- 
burzh,) .ete,4 2...» Co:,4:210% Meds. b50% 
Lemon v. Imperial Window Glass 
Co., 199 Fed. 927: Ware-Kramer To- 
bacco Co. v. American Tobacco Co., 
178 Fed. 117; Imperial Colliery Co. 
v. Chesapeake, ete., R. Co., 171 Fed. 
589; Memphis Cotton Oil Co. v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 164 Fed. 290; 
U.S.) v. «Northern, Pacs ResGowr 134 
Fed. 715, 67 CCA 269 [rev 134 Fed. 
715, 67 CCA 269]; Olson v. Buffalo 
Hump Min. Co., 130 Fed. 1017. See 
also infra § 67. 
=273 (Boston; ete; d.~ Co. ve; hurd 
108 Fed. 116, 47 CCA 615, 56 LRA 


193 [certiorari den 184 U. S. 700, 
22 SCt 939, 46 L. ed. 765]; Page v. 
Fall. River; ete., .R.- Co. 341°. Fed. 


257; Culbertson v, Wabash Nav. Co., 
6 F. Cas. No. 3,464, 4 McLean 544; 
Minot v. Philadelphia, ete., R. Co., 
Lf EY. Cas. No. 2 9,645, 22, Abb. 1323,,..7 


Phila. (Pa.) 555 [aff 18 .Wall 206, 
21 L. ed. 888]. See also infra § 67. 
28. McCormick Harvesting Mach. 


Co. v. Walthers, 134 U. S. 41, 10 SCt 
485, 33 L. ed. 833; Boultbee v. Inter- 
national Paper Co., 229 Fed. 951, 144 
CCA 233; Hagstoz v. New York Mut. 
Jo, Ans Co. 2179 | Wed.; 569: Galemiv.. 
Southern Bldg., ete., Assoc., 117 Fed. 
732; Boston, etc., R. Co. v. Hurd, 108 
Fed. 116; .47 CCA 615, 56.LRA 1938 
[certiorari den 184 U. S. 700, 22 SCt 
939, 46 L. ed. 765]; Fairbank v. 
Cincinnati, ete, R. Co., 54 Fed. 420, 
4 CCA 403, 38 LRA 271; Rawley v. 
Southern Pac. R. Co., 33 Fed. 305. 
{a] Where the state of plaintiff’s 
residence has more than one district, 
service on the corporation in the 
district of plaintiff’s residence con- 
fers jurisdiction. Twin Lakes Land, 


another division.?4 
district where plaintiff resides, it may be brought 


[§§ 21-23 
Where suit is brought in the 


of that district; 1t need not be 


brought in the division in which plaintiff resides.?® 
3. Actions by or against Corporations. 
The citizenship and residence of a corporation, for 
the purposes of federal jurisdiction and venue, is” 
in the state where it is incorporated,?® and it is 
liable .to be sued in the proper district of that 
state by a citizen of another state;?? or where fed- 
eral jurisdiction is based solely on diverse citizen- 
ship, a citizen of one state may sue a nonresident 
corperation in the federal court sitting in the state 
and district where plaintiff resides,?® provided of 
course it can be found and served with process in 
A corporation is not a resident, 
citizen, or inhabitant of a state in which it has 
not been incorporated, within the meaning of the 
provision that an action. must be brought in the 
district of which defendant is an inhabitant, or 
when the ground of jurisdiction is diverse citizen- 
ship, in the district of the residence of either 
| plaintiff or defendant,®° although it is engaged in 


etc., Co. v. Dohner, 242 Fed. 399, 155 
CCA: 175. 

[b] An action by an alien against 
a corporation must be brought in 


the proper district of the _ state 
where defendant is incorporated. 
Lukosewicz v. Philadelphia,  etce., 


Coal, etc., Co., 232 Fed. 292. 

fc] A citizen of Mexico cannot 
sue a Connecticut corporation in the 
circuit court for the southern dis-~ 
trict of California, although the cor- 
poration has an officer and a manag- 
ing agent in such district. Denton 
v. Mexico International Co., 36 Fed. 
1, 138 Sawy. 355. 

{d] Action by United States.— 
Jurisdiction of an action by the fed- 
eral government against a corpora- 
tion is not dependent on diverse citi- 
zenship and hence can be brought 
only in the district where defendant 
is incorporated. U.S, v. S. P. Shot- 
ter Co., 110 Fed. 1 [app dism 188 
U. S. 742, 23 SCt 848, 47 L. ed. 678]. 
See also U. S. v. Southern Pac. R. 
Co., 49 Fed. 297 (where Mr. Justice 
Harland held that the provision as 
to cases of diverse citizenship does 
not apply, but that a corporation is 
an inhabitant of any state in which 
it has a usual place of business, on 
which latter point the case is of 
course overruled). 

29. Service of process on cor 
porations see Corporations §§ 4077— 


4101, 4126-4150. ; 

30. In re Keasbey, etc., Co., 160 
Us Sead, 6a SChvi2 13.40 peduan eae 
402; McNeely v. E. I. Du Pont de 


Nemours Powder Co., 263 Fed. 252; 
Burdis v. Consolidated Coal Co., 251 
Fed. 673; Yanuszauckas v. Mallory 
SS. Co., 232 Med. 132, 146 CCA 324: 
Revett v. Clise, 207 Fed. 673; Lemon 
v. Imperial Window Glass Co., 199 
Fed. 927; L. G. McKnight, etc., Co. 
v. Cramer Furniture Co., 189 Fed. 48, 
110 CCA 612; Consolidated Rubber 
Tire Co. v. Ferguson, 183 Fed. 756, 
106 CCA 330; Newell v. Baltimore, 
etec., R. Co., 181 Fed. 698; Imperia}? 
Colliery Co, v. Chesapeake. ete, R. 
Co., 171 Fed. 589; Memphis Cotton 
Oil Co..v. Illinois Cent. R. Co.,, 164 
Fed. 290; U. S. v. ‘(Northern Pac. R. 
Co., 184 Fed. 715, 7 CCA 269; Wolff 
v. Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 133 Fed. 601; 
Weed v. Centre, etc., R. Co., 132 Fed. 
151; Weller v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
113 -Fed.., 502; - Ellsworth /. Trust 
Co. v. Parramore, 108 Fed. 906, 48 
CCA 132; Averill v. Southern R. Co., 
75 Fed. 736; Rust v. United Water- 
works Co., 70 Fed. 129, 17 CCA 16; 
Dinzy, Vv... tHinois. Cent. Rei-€o. or 
Fed. 49; National Typographic Co, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


~~ 


“ae 


§ 23] 


business in such state,? and has appointed an agent | 
on whom it has consented process may be served,°2 
But where the right 
to maintain the suit within a particular federal dis- 
trict does not depend upon the corporation being 
a resident or inhabitant of that district, a corpora- 
_tion may be sued in any district where it can 
be found and served with process, although located 
in a state other than that of its incorporation.*4 
This rule applies where the jurisdiction rests solely 


as required by local statute.3 


upon diverse citizenship, and the 


v. New York Typographic Co., . 44 
Fed. 711; Myers v. Murray, 43 Fed. 
695, 11 LRA 216; Booth v. St. Louis 
Fire-Engine Mfg. Co., 40 Fed. 1; 
iti. Delaware, etc. “RrCo.,, 3 
Fed. 65; Jessup v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 36 Fed. 735; Eaton v. St. Louis 
Shakspear Min., etc., Co., 7 Fed. 139, 
2 McCrary 3862; Myers v. Dorr, 17 
Bee Cas! Nov 9,988" 13> Blatchf. /2:2' 
Pomeroy v. New York, etc., R. Co., 19 
F. Cas. No. 11,261, 4 Blatchf. 120. 
See also infra § 67. 

“The law contemplates that every 
person or corporation shall have but 
one domicil, and in the case of the 
latter, it shall be in that state by 
whose laws it was created, and in 
that district where its general offi- 


ces are located.” Galveston, etc., 
R. Co. v. Gonzales, 1151 U.S. 496, 
HOG ee SC 4 Olas Tia eds cs os 


[a] Railroad corporations (1) are 
under the laws of Georgia inhab- 
itants of all the counties through 
which their roads run. Hast Ten- 
nessee, ete., R. Co. v. Atlanta, etc., 
R. Co., 49 Fed. 608, 15 LRA 109 [foll 


Davis vor Central’ Rar etesy Concert 
Ga. 323]. (2) But, although such 
a law may exist in a state, yet it 


if is also provided by statute that 
the public office which every rail- 
ro3d is required to maintain shall 
be considered its domicile, it must 
be sued by an alien in the district 
where such Office is located. Gal- 


veston, etc., R. Co. v. Gonzales, 151 
ee SAG Ae 2S Ctr 401s Somes ed. 
248. See infra § 24. (3) In the 


absence of any charter provision on 
the subject the principal office and 
domicile of such a corporation for 
the purposes of a suit in the federal 
courts are in the district where its 
stockholders and directors’ meetings 
are held, and the records thereof 
kept, together with the stock certifi- 
cate book and where the principal 
officers have their offices. Texas, 
etc., R. Co. v. Interstate Commerce 
Commun: 1627 U.S. 2197," 16 -SCt 666, 
40 L. ed. 940 [rev 57 Fed. 948, 6 CCA 
653]. 2 ; 

tb] Suit for receivership and to 
enforce stockholders’ liability. — 
Where the jurisdiction depends on 
diverse citizenship, the federal courts 
of the residence of stockholders of 
an insolvent corporation, organized 
under the laws of another state, have 
no jurisdiction of a suit brought by 
a creditor of the corporation for an 
accounting and a receivership, and 
to enforce the individual liability of 
the stockholders, if the corporation 
has not voluntarily appeared in the 
action. In such case the nonresi- 
dent corporation cannot be compelled 
to appear. Elkhart Nat. Bank v. 
Northwestern Guaranty Loan Co., 84 
Fed. .76 [foll Smith v. Lyon, 133 U. 
Sisib. 10 2SCt) 30355383 ved. 635. 
Interior Constr., ete., Co. v. Gibney, 
160 U. S. 217, 16 SCt 272, 40-L. ed. 
401]. ‘ 

31. In re Keasbey, etc., Co. 160 
es 22deeto, SCtre lo, 40) -edue 40izr, 
Galveston, etc, R. Co. v. Gonzales, 
trie Uns 496.5 24 Sets 401, 381 Je: 
ed. 248; In re Hohorst, 150 U. 8S. 
653, 14. SCt 221, 37 L. ed. 1211; South- 
ern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 
13 SCt 44, 36: L. ed. 942; Shaw v. 
Quincy Min. Co., 145 U. S. 444, 12 
Sct 935, 36 L. ed. 768; McCormick 
Harvesting Mach. Co. v. Walthers, 
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sult is brought 


134.U. S. 41, 10) SCt.485, 33 L. ed. 
833; McNeely v. E. I. Du Pont de 
Nemours Powder Co., 263.Fed. 252; 


Vitkus vip Clyde ESS. iGo. azee, Hedas 
288; Yanuszauckas v. Mallory SS. 
Co. Zaza Meda 4132, 1460 COAT 38245 


Revett v. Clise, 207 Fed. 673; Bald- 
Win v. Pacific Power, etc., Co., 199 
Fed. 291; American Stoker Co. v. 
Underfeed Stoker Co., 182 Fed. 642 
[aff 188 Fed. 314, 110 CCA 292]; 
Peale v. Marian Coal Co., 172 Fed. 
639; Tierney v. Helvetia Swiss F. 
Ins. Co., 163 Fed. 82; Wolff v. Choc- 
taw, etc., R. Co., 183 Fed. 601; West- 
inghouse Electric, ete., Co. v. Stan- 
ley Electric Mfg. Co., 116 Fed, 641; 
Freeman v. American Surety Co., 116 
Fed. 548; U. S. v. S. P. Shotter Co., 
110 Fed. 1 [app dism 188 U. S. 742 
8 


mem, 23° SCt mem, 47 L. ed. 
678 mem]; Ellsworth Trust Co. v. 
Parramore, 108 Fed. 906, 48 CCA 


132; Gorham Mfg. Co. v. Watson, 74 
Fed. 418; Rowbotham y. George P. 
Steele Iron Co., 71 Fed. 758; Donnelly 
Ve Ui; 'Cordage “Cot i66) Med.) .623\5 
Cramer v. Singer Mfg. Co., 59 Fed. 
74; National Typewriter Co. v. Pope 
Mfg. Co., 56 Fed. 849; Central Trust 
Co. v. Virginia, ete., Steel, etc., Co., 
55 Fed. 769; Adriance v. McCormick 
Harvesting Mach. Co., 55 Fed. 287; 
St. Houis’R: Co. vi Pacific! R. €o5%52 
Fed. 770; Campbell v. Duluth, etc., 
R. Co., 50 Fed. 241; Bensinger Self- 
Adding Cash Register Co. v. National 
Cash Register Co., 42 Fed. 81; Booth 
v. St. Louis Fire-Engine Mfg. Co., 
40 Fed. 1; Filli v. Delaware, etc., 
R. Co., 87 Fed. 65; Preston v. Fire- 
Hxtinguisher Mfg. Co., 36 Fed. 721; 


Connor v. Vicksburg, ete. R. Co., 
36 Fed. 273, 1 LRA 331; Denton v. 
Mexico International Co., 386 Fed. 


1, 13 Sawy. 355; Gormully, ete., Mfg. 
Co. v. Pope Mfg. Co., 34 Fed. 818; 
Halstead v. Manning, 34 Fed. 565; 
Fales v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 32 Fed. 


673; Pacific R. Co. v. Missouri Pac. 
ReeCo. 282 Hed. 565)" Maton. “vost; 
Louis Shakspear Min., ete, Co., 7 
Fed. 139, 2 McCrary 362; Southern, 


etc., Tel. Co. v. New Orleans, etec., R. 
Co., 22 F. Cas. No. 13,185. See also 
infra § 67. Contra Shainwald v. Da- 
vids, 69 Fed. 704; U. S. v. Southern 
Pac.) RP Cor) 49 Ned 2972 Miller -v. 
Eastern Oregon Gold Min. Co., 45 
Hed, =3/450 [appr dism 159% Us Se 252 
mem, 15 SCt 1039 mem, 40 L. ed. 140 
mem]; Zambrino v. Galveston, etc., 
R. Co., 38 Fed. 449 (where juris- 
diction was maintained over a Texas 
corporation in the western district 
of Texas, although its principal of- 
fice was in the eastern district of 
Texas). 

Southern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 
TAG) USS. 202 13) SCti44—36 Li ed. 
942; Hagstoz v. New York Mut. L. 
Ins. Co., 179 Fed. 569; Ware-Kramer 
Tobacco Co. v., American Tobacco 
Co., 178 Fed. 117; Wolff v. Choctaw, 
etce ik. "Co. ds3i-Med?® 601; ‘Olsonevs 
Buffalo Hump Min. Co., 130 Fed. 
1017; Platt v. Massachusetts Real- 
Est. Co., 103 Fed. 705; Rowbottam 
v. George P. Steele Iron Co., 71 Fed. 


758. And see cases supra note 31; 
and infra § 67. Contra Shainwald vy, 
Davids, 69 Fed. 704; Gilbert v. New 


Zealand Ins. Co., 49 Fed. 884, 15 
TAS ZS WU. sy) Vv. Southern acl. is 
Co., 49 Fed. 297; Consolidated Store- 
Service Co. v. Lamson Cons. Store- 
Service Co., 41 Fed. 833; Riddle v. 


[25 C.5.] 709 


in the district where plaintiff resides;*> where the 
suit is one within the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
federal courts,*® according to some decisions but 
not according to others;** where the suit. is against 
an alien corporation;°° where the suit is to enforce 
a legal or equitable hen upon, or claim to, real or 
personal property within the district where suit is 
brought ;°° where the suit is one of a class in which 
the statute specially provides in what district the 
suit may or must be brought, and it is brought in 
that district ;*° where defendant consents, or waives. 


New York, ete, R. Co., 39 Fed. 290. 

33. See Corporations § 3960. 

34. See cases infra notes 35-41. 

“The question raised must be de- 
termined by the principles of the fed- 
eral decisions, even if such service 
as was had would be upheld as suffi- 
cient in the state courts.’ Barrow 
SS3 Covtve Kane, 1705 UsesSe 200sns 
SCt 526, 42 L. ed. 964. By these 
decisions it is settled that before 
a foreign corporation ‘is subject to 
suit in a state, in general, two things 
must occur: (1) The corporation 
must be doing business in the state; 


‘and (2) process must be served there 


on the agent who represents it in 
busihess there. Peterson vy. Chicago, 
ete ior, 2057U. Sa 364 27 asset. boise 
51 L. ed. 841.” Michigan Aluminum 
Edy. Co. v. Aluminum Castings Co., 
190 Fed. 879, 883. 

{a] The record must show that 
the corporation is engaged in busi_ 
ness in the district in which suit 
is brought. Dobson v. Farben- 
fabriken, 206 Fed. 125. 

Presence in state or district for 
purpose of service of process see 
Corporations §§ 4078-4097. 

35. Washington-Virginia R. Co. 
v. Philadelphia Real Est. Trust Co., 
23814 (SAMl85; Sor SCrssis,.-598 Liwed. 
1262 [aff 204 Fed. 678]; Empire Fuel 
Co. v. Lyons, 257 Fed. 890, 169 CCA 
40 (removal case); Walsh v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 256 Fed. 47; Cody 
Motors Co. v. Warren Motor Car Co., 
196 Fed. 254; Noel Constr, Co. v. 
Smith, 193 Fed. 492; Hagstoz v. New 
York Mut. L. Ins. Co., 179 Fed. 569; 
Kibbler v.- St: Louis, etc., R. Co.,; 
147 Fed. 879; Barnes v. Western 
Union Tel. Co., 120 Fed. 550; Gale 
v. Southern Bldg., etc., Assoc., 117 
Fed. 732 [aff 130 Fed. 1021, 68 CCA 
684]; Dinzy v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
61 Ked. 49; Minford v. Old Do- 
minion SS. Co., 48 Fed. 1; and cases 
Supra note 2&8 See also supra § 17. 

36. See cases supra § 17 text and 
note 94. 

37. See supra. § 17 text and note 
938 - 


Barrow SS. Co. v. Kane, 170 
Jk00 eh38y SCts 7526, 42 je. wed: 
964; In re Hohorst, 150 U. S. 658, 
14 SCt 221, 37 L. ed. 1211; Smithson 
v. Roneo, 231 Fed. 349; Jarowski v. 
Hamburg-American Packet Co., 182 
Fed. 320, 104 CCA 548 [motion to 
vacate den 186 Fed. 332, 108 CCA 
410]; Gilbert v. New Zealand Ins. 
Co., 49 Fed. 884, 15 LRA 125 (de- 
cision correct but placed on ground 
that foreign corporation was an “in- 


habitant’” of district); Miller v. 
Eastern Oregon Gold Min. Co., 45 
Fed. 345. 

Actions by or against aliens see 
infra § 24. 

39. Western Union ‘Tel. Co. v. 


Louisville, etc., R. Co.. 229 Fed. 234; 
Elk Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., 
179 Fed. 556 (ejectment); Eldred v. 
American Palace-Car Co., 105 Fed 
455, 45 CCA 1; Spencer v. Kansas 
City Stock-Yards Co., 56 Fed. 741 
(ejectment); East Tennessee, etc., 
Ri. Gon vivAtlanta, “etch RevCon n4S 
Fed. 608, 15 LRA 109 (railroad re- 
ceivership). See also infra § 27. 

40. Tyler Co. v. Ludlow-Saylor 
Wire Go., 236 U. S. 728, 35: SCt 458, 
59 L. ed. 808 (infringement of pa- 
tent); McKinnon Chain Co. v. Amer-~ 
ican.‘ Chain’ -Col,--259 Fed. 873 


F110 [25 CT.) 


objection to suit in the particular district;*t in all 
of which cases a corporation may be sued in a dis- 
trict other than that of its incorporation provided 
only it can be found and served in such district.*? 
The rules as to when a corporation of one state 
may be found and served with process in another 
state are specially considered elsewhere in this 


work.*% 


- A corporation created by an act of congress can 
be sued in the federal court of the district in 
which it has its principal offices and transacts its 
corporate business,‘ and not elsewhere.*® 

Where a state contains more than one district, 
a. corporation created by that state is deemed a 
resident only of the district in which it keeps its 
principal office and transacts its general corporate 


pusiness, and, therefore, where its 


(infringement of patent); Frey v. 
Cudahy Packing Co., Fed. 209 
(suit for violation of Clayton Anti- 
Trust Act); Michigan Aluminum 
Fdy. Co. v. Aluminum Castings Co., 
190 Fed. 879 (suit under Sherman 
Anti-Trust Act); U. S. v. Sheridan, 
119 Fed. 236 (suit against rarer or 
bond of government contractor uhd 

the act of Aug. 13, 1894); Westing- 
house Mach. Co. v. Press Pub. Co., 
110 3=Fed. 254 (infringement of 
patent); L. E. Waterman Co. Vv. 
Parker’ Pen Co., 100 Fed. 544 (in_ 
fringement of patent), See Jud. 
Scr §§ 40-49; 51-57. See also supra 

a Ly 


41. Lukosewicz  v. 
éte., Coal, etc., Co., 232) Fed. 292; U. 
S. v. American Bell Tel. Co., 29 Fed. 
ip 
- Waiver of objections to venue see 
infra § 107, 

42. See cases supra notes 34-41. 

[a] Under former laws, and until 
changed by the act of 1887-1888, any 
defendant could be sued in any dis- 
trict in which he could be found, 
and under this rule a corporation 
was “found” and could be sued in 
any state and district where it was 
doing business, and had an agent 
upon whom process could: be served. 
New England Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Woodworth, 111 U. S. 1388, 4 SCt 
364, 28 L. ed. 379; Ex p. Schollenber- 
ger, 96 U. S. 369, 24 L. ed. 853; U.S. 
v. Central Pac. R. Co., 49 Fed. 304; 

. S. v. Southern Pac. R. Co., 49 
Fed. 297; Miller v. Hastern Oregon 
Gold Min. Co., 45 Fed. 345; Fother- 
spoon v. Massachusetts Ben. Assoc., 


38 Fed. 625; Gormully, ete, Mfg. 
Co. v. Pope Mfg. Co., 34 Fed. 818; 
Carpenter v. Westinghouse  Air- 
Brake Co., 32 Fed. 434; Hat-Sweat 


Mfg. Co. v. Davis Sewing Mach. Co., 
31 Fed. 294; U. S. v. American Bell 
Tel. Co., 29 Fed. 17; Hunter v. Inter- 
national R. Imp. Co., 26 Fed. 299; 
Elgin Canning Co. v. Atchison, etc., 
R. Co., 24 Fed. 866; Good Hope 
Co. v. Railway Barb Fencing Co., 
22 Fed. 635, 23 Blatchf. 43; Mer- 
chants’ Mfg. Co. v. Grand Trunk R. 
Co., 13 Fed. 358, 21 Blatchf. 109; 
McCoy v. Cincinnati, ete., R. Co., 13 
Fed. 3; Mohr, etc., Co. v. Insurance 
Cos., 12 Fed. 474; Robinson’ v. 
National Stock-Yard Co., 12 Fed. 361, 
20 Blatchf. 513; Blackburn v. Selma, 
Re i60.,.73 (F.4 Casi YNorel 26772 
. 525; Knott v. Southern L, Ins. 
F. Cas. No. 7,894, 2 Woods 
479; Schollenberger v. Forty-Five 
Foreign Ins. Cos., 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,475a, 5 WklyNCas 405; Southern, 
etc., Tel. Co. v. New Orleans, etc., 
R. Co., 92 EY Cas. No. 13,285;: Thorn- 
burgh v. Savage Min. Co. 23 F. Cas, 
INO 339.8654 URS nce Union Pac. R. 
Co., 28 F. Cas, No. 16,600, 3 Dill. 
524; Williams v. Empire Transp. Cor; 
29 F. Cas. No. 17,720, 3 Bann. & A. 
533; Wilson Packing -Co. v. Hunter, 
30 F. Cas. No. 17,852, 4 Bann. & A. 
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[§ 24] 


alien can sue a 


but a suit by a 


fendant.*® 
[i§@25)] 225; 


in the name of 


residence is the | prosecution and 
184, 8 Biss 429; Merchants’ Mfg. 
Co. v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 11 AbbN 
Casi (Ne TY.) 283. 

{b] Earlier cases now overruled 
held that a corporation could noe 
be “found” for jurisdictional pur- 
poses outside of the state which 
ereated it. Zambrino v. Galveston, 
etc., R. Co., 38 Fed. 449 (reviewing 
cases); Day v. Newark India-Rubber 
Cont = Bila Cas. ENoy, 33685, a1 
628; Hume vy. Pittsburgh, 
R. Co., 12, KF. Cas, No. 6,865, 8 
Biss. 34; Myers v. Dorr, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,988, 13 Blatchf. 27; Pomeroy v. 
New York, ete, R. Co. 19..e; Cas: 
No. 11,261, -4 Blatehf. 12 


. 43. >See Corporations as 4077— 4101; 
4126-4150. 
44, In re Dunn, 212 U. S. 3874, 


29 SCt 299, 53 L. ed. 558; Wolff v. 


Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 133 Fed. 601. 
45. Wolff v. Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 
133 Fed. 601. Contra Van Dresser y. 


Oregon R., etc., Co., 48 Fed. 202. 

[a] Reason for rule.—The juris- 
diction in such actions is not based 
solely on diverse citizenship, the ac- 
tion being one arising under the laws 
of the United States, and hence the 
action can be maintained only in the 
district of which defendant is an in- 
habitant, and that is the state and 
district in which its principal place 
of business. is located. Wolff v. 
Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 183 Fed. 601. 
See also infra note 46; and supra 
note 44, 

46. Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. Gon- 
zales, 151 U. S. 496, "14 SCt 401, 38 
L. ed, 248; Primos Chemical Co. Vv. 
Fulton Steel Corp., 254 Fed. 454; 
Kuzma v. Witherbee, 232 Fed. 286; 
Grabsky v. Belmont Coal Min. Co., 
210 Fed. 553; Firestone Tire, etc., Co. 
v. Vehicle Equipment Co., 155 Fed. 
676; Weed v. Centre, ete, R. Co., 
132 Fed. 151; Gormully, ete, Mfg. 
Co. iv. ;Pope + Mfg. Co. 34 Fed. 818. 
Contra Zambrino v. Galveston, etc., 
R. Co., 38 Fed, 449; Locomotive En- 
gine Safety Truck Co. v. Erie R. Co., 


Oe F. Cas. No. 8,452, 10 Blatchf. 
[a] Nonresident domestic cor- 
poration.—The residence of an at- 


torney appointed to accept service 
for a nonresident domestic corpora- 
tion under W. Va. Code § 2318, fixes 
the residence of the corporation for 
the purpose of determining the dis- 
trict of federal jurisdiction in a suit 
against the corporation.. Lemon v. 
Imperial Window Glass Co., 199 Fed. 
927, 932 (“It is therefore my conclu- 
sion that the act of 1887 is in full 
force; that under it these nonresi- 
dent domestic corporations are re- 
quired to fix the place of their resi- 
dence in the state by appointing an 
attorney resident in some one of 
its counties, wherein the power of 
his appointment must be recorded; 
that in case of failure to comply 
with such statute they are liable to 
be sued in the courts of any of the 


[§§ 23-25 


determining factor, it cannot: be sued in another 
‘district of the state, although its operations extend 
into such other district.*® 

4, Actions by or against Aliens.*? 


An 
citizen of the United States only 


in the district in which the defendant resides;4* 
citizen of the United States against 
an alien may be brought in any district wherein 
valid service may Be obte ined upon the alien de- 


‘Actions cn Bonds of Public Con- 
tractors and against Surety Companies.°° 


An action, 
the United States for the benefit 


_of laborers or materialmen brought upon the stat- 
utory bond required of a contractor for the con- 
struction or repair of any public building, or the 


completion of any public work,®1 


counties of the state, or in either 
of the federal districts thereof”). 

47. Capacity of aliens to sue and 
be sued see Aliens §§ 37-45. 

48. Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. Gon- 
zales,.151:/U.:.S.,496,..14. SCt,401,..338 
L. ed. 248; Lukosewicz v. Philadel- 
phia, etc., Coal, ete, Co., 232 Fed. 
2923), Vitkus-vi.-Clyde SS... Go., - 232 
Fed. 288; Kuzma v. Witherbee, 232 
Fed, 286; Yanuszauckas v. Mallory 
SS. Co., 232 Fed. 132, 146 CCA 324; 
Smithson v. Roneo, 231 Fed. 349; 
Lehigh Valley Coal Co. vy. Washko, 
231 Fed. 42, 145, CCA 230; Baker 
v. Pinkham, b11 Fed. 728; Adzenoska 
v. Erie R. Co., 210 Fed. 571; Grab- 
sky v. Belmont Coal Min. Co:, 210 
Fed. 553; Colosino v. Pittsburgh, 
ete., R: Co.) 210) Med. 550s sHall iv; 
Great Northern R. Co., 197 Fed. 488; 
McAulay v. Moody, 185 Fed. 144; 
Miller v. New York Cent., etc, R. 


Co., 147 Fed. 771. 
[a] An alien (1) “is not a citizen 
or an inhabitant of any district 


within the United States” (In re 
Keasbey, etc., Co., 160 U. S, 221, 230, 
16 SCt 273,40 L. ed..402)..and (2) 
‘is assumed not to reside in the 
United States’ (Galveston, ete, R. 
Co. v. Gonzales, 151 U. S. 496, 506, 
14 SCt 401, 38 L. ed. 248). 

49. Barrow SS. Co. v. Kane, 170 
U. S. 100, 18 SCt.526, 42 L. ed. 964; 
Galveston, ete; i7R. Co. v. Gonzales, 
151. U.S. 456, ‘14 SCt 401, 38 L. ed. 
248; In re Hohorst, 150 U. S.. 653, 
14 SCt 221, 37 L. ed. 1211; Baker 
v. Pinkham, 211 Fed. 728; Vestal v. 
Ducktown Sulphur, ete., Co., 2i0 Fed. 
375; Hall v. Great Northern R. Co., 
197 Hed. 488; Ladew v. Tennessee 
Copper Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. 


S. 357,31 SCt. 81,54 LL. ed. 1069 
(aff. 218 .U...S.;369,..31. SCt.) 84, 54 
L. ed. 1073)];. Barlow v. Chicago, 
ete., R. Co., 172 Fed. 518 [den reh 
164 Fed. 765] ; Tierney v. Helvetia 
Swiss F. Ins. Co:, 163 Bed. 82; .Gil- 
bert v. New Zealand Ins. Co., 49 Fed. 


884, 15 LRA 125. 

[a] Contrary view.—Meyer v. Her- 
rera, 41 Fed. 65, 67 (“I am clearly 
of opinion that under the present 
law, where a suit is instituted by a 
citizen of a state against an alien 
defendant, it. must be brought in the 
district of which the defendant is 
an inhabitant, unless, if brought in 
another district, the defendant volun_ 
tarily submits himself to the juris- 
diction of the vourt’’). See alsa 
Cooley v. McArthur, 385 Fed: 872 
(where the court appears to have 
been of the same opinion, but held 
that any objection on the ground 
that action was brought in = the 
wrong district was waived). 

50. See also generally Bonds § 137 
et seq; Principal and Surety [382 Cyc 
1]; United States [39 Cyc 738]. 

51. Act- Aug. 13, 1894 (28 St. at 
L. 278 ec 280), aS amended by Act 
chee VAC LIND VOSS. pole ha eae ee 


“For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 25-26) _ 


must be brought in the district in which such 
contract was to be performed,®? whether instituted 
by the United States or by the creditors them- 
selves.°* But this restriction does not apply to a 
suit by the United States upon the bond for its 
own benefit, in which creditors intervene; such suit 
may be brought in the district where defendants 
reside.°* Prior to the amendment of 1905 so pro- 
viding, as the jurisdiction was not dependent solely 
on diverse citizenship, the action could be maintained 
only in the district of which defendant was an in- 
habitant,°> in accordance with the general rule,5¢ 
except. where defendant was a surety company, in 
which case the action could have been brought in 
the. districts designated in the act with respect to 
surety companies.°’ The state courts had concur- 
rent jurisdiction under the statute as originally 
enacted.°> But since the amendment: the federal 
jurisdiction is exclusive.®® The amendment was not 
retroactive.°° The act in respect to surety com- 
panies provides that any surety company doing 
business under the act may be sued in the district 
where the recognizance, bond, or undertaking was 
made or guaranteed or in the district in which 
the principal office of such company is located.® 
For the purposes of the act the obligation is treated 


52. U.S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 
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where the _ principal 
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as made or guaranteed in the district in which the 
office is located to which it is returnable or in 
which it is filed, or in the district in which the 
principal in such obligation resided when it was 
made or guaranteed.®? If suit is brought in either 
of such districts, it is immaterial that defendant is 
not an inhabitant of the district.°? This act applies 
only to actions upon obligations given under the 
laws of the United States upon which the act. 
authorizes such companies to be accepted as sure- 
ties,°* the general rule applicable to other corpora-. 
tions governing in other cases.®° An action against. 
a surety company as surety upon the bond of a 
public contractor must be brought in the district 
where the contract was to be performed.** It 
was otherwise prior to the amendment of 1905 to 
the act as to public contractors.67 A surety com- 
pany may waive its right to be sued only in the 
designated districts.®® 

[§ 26] 6. Actions on Claims against United 
States.°? By a provision of the Tucker Act,”° ex- 
pressly saved from repeal by the Judicial Code,7 
actions on claims against the United States brought’ 
in the district court’? must be brought in the 
district where plaintiff resides and cannot be main- 
tained in any other district,’* unless the govern- 


office of the “Actions based on bonds provided: 


2224 Ue. S.§ 199, 132 ,SCty 447 156 Li. ed. 
163; U. S. v. Marshall, 225 Fed. 760, 
141 CCA 26 [aff 225 Fed. 687]; Baker 
Contract Co. v. U. S., 204 Fed. 390, 
122 CCA 560; U. S. v. Boomer, 183 
Fed. 726, 106 CCA 164. 

53. U.S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 
222 U. S. 199, 208, 32 SCt 44, 56 L. ed. 
163. 

“We think the restriction respect- 
ing the place of suit was intended 
to apply, and does apply, to all ac- 
tions brought in the name of the 
United States for the purpose only 
of securing an adjudication and en- 
forcement of demands for labor or 
materials, whether instituted by the 
United States or by the creditors 
themselves. The reasons for the re- 
striction are as applicable in the one 
instance as in the other, and it is 
difficult to believe that it was in- 
tended that it should be less potent 
when the United States acts for the 
creditors than when they act for 
themselves. The contention to the 
contrary is rested largely upon the 
supposition that, in instances like 
the present, where the defendants, or 
some of them, are inhabitants of 
another district, there is an insuper- 
able barrier to the maintenance of 
the action in the district wherein the 
contract was to be performed. But 
this supposition is a mistaken one, 
for the provision restricting the place 
of suit operates pro tanto to displace 
the provision upon that subject in 
the General Jurisdictional Act, 25 


Stat. 433, c 866, § 1, and amply 
authorizes the circuit court in the 
district wherein the action is 


required to be brought to obtain 
jurisdiction of the persons of the 
defendants through the service 
upon them of its process In what- 
ever district they may be found. 
U;. So v. Congress, Constr. | Co., 


supra. 
54.8 Un. Sony 225 Fed. 
760, 141 CCA 26 [aff 225 Fed. 


87]. 

3 ree Davidson Bros. Marble Co. v. 
U. S., 213 U. S. 10, 29 SCt 324, 53 
L. ed. 675; U. S. v. O’Brien, 120 Fed. 
446. 

56. See supra § 17. 

57. See infra text and notes 61-— 


Marshall, 


68 

[a] Where the bond and contracts 
were executed prior to the amend- 
atory act of Febr. 24, 1905 (33 St. 
Hib Leer ies. vaction: on, the 
bond may be brought in the district 


surety company executing the bond 
is situated. Title Guaranty, ete, 
Comive UW. Sau 208 Ure Se. THOT asa Set 
614, 57 L. ed. 969. 

58. Ill—American Surety Co. v. 
Unis aailli AS LOG tafe L781: 160: 
53 NE 1038]. 

Pa.—uvU. S. v. Schofield Co., 239 Pa. 
582, 87 A 14, 

Vt-—U.. S. ve, UxuS;), Fidelity, jete., 
Co., 80 Vt. 84, 66 A 809. 

Va.—Burton v. F. Seifert, 108 Va. 
338, 61 SE 933. 

Wash.—wU, S, v. Rundle, 27 Wash. 
T7260 (PA B95, 

59. Matter of People’s Surety Co., 
82 Misc. 518, 144 NYS 131. ; 

Concurrent jurisdiction of state 
and federal courts generally see 
Courts §§ 631-654. 

60. Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. U. 
Sa 2289s Sac56i7s, 89 cS Ct 614.5 by 
L. ed. 969 [aff 191 Fed. 944]; David- 
son Bros. Marble Co. v. U. S., 213 
U. S: 10,-29 SCt 324, 538.1. ed. 675; 
U.-S:))Midelity, 'Corev. \U..S..7209 U.S; 
306, 28 SCt 587, 52 L. ed. 804; Title 
Guaranty, etc., Co. v. U. S., 187 Fed. 
98, 109 CCA 106 [aff 182 Fed. 240, 
and certiorari den 223 U. S. 720, 32 
SCt 523,956. La eday 629.1 Use Si. ve 
Schofield Co., 239 Pa. 582, 87 A 14; 
We S.eveeU.os:, wmidelity,, etch \Co,,>, 60 
Vt. 84, 66 A 809; Burton v. F. Seifert, 
108 Va. 338, 61 SE 933. + 

61. Act Aug. 18, 1894 (28 St. at 
L,,,280).c 282, § 5). 

62. Act Aug. 138, 1894 (28 St. at 
L. 280 c 282 § 5). 

[a] Rule applied.—Where a con- 
tractor’s bond for the construction 
of a dry dock at the navy yard at 
League Island, Pennsylvania, was 
executed in New York, was return- 
able to and filed in Washington, and 
the principal in the bond was a New 
York corporation, while the principal 
office of the surety was in the mid- 
dle district of Pennsylvania, a suit 
on the bond was improperly insti- 
tuted in the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania. U. SS. v. Schofield 
Co: £82). Med. 3240. fiaff., 187 7 Fed: 
98, 109 CCA 106 (certiorari den 223 
De SAM 20;yiozie-S Cty b23,. Do. 1a. ed, 


Whe S82 nie 119 Fed. 


64, Title Guaranty, etc. Co. v. 
Ui Sieicoysee on pool, ode SC GL 4. Vb. 
L. ed. 969; Freeman v. American 
Surety Co., 116 Fed. 548. 

65. Freeman v. American Surety 
Co., 116 Fed. 548, 550. 


Sheridan, 


for in this act of congress would, 
be cases arising under the laws of. 
the United States, and jurisdiction) 
would not depend upon diversity of 
citizenship.” Freeman vy. American 
Surety Co., supra, 

Actions against corporations see 
supra § 23. 

66. Title Guaranty, ete. Co. v. 
Wp 0228 Ue Sanh 6ieesoeSOteei 4noie 
L. ed. 969 (where suit in the district 
where defendant’s principal office 
was located was supported, but 
solely upon the ground that’ the 
amendatory act of Febr. 24, 1905, 
was not retroactive). 

67. See supra text and note 55, 

68. Title Guaranty, etc, Co. v. 
U. S., 187 Fed. 98, 109 CCA 106 [aff 
182 Fed. 240, and certiorari den 223 
U. S. 720, 32 SCt 523, 56 Tuy ed. 629]; 
U. S. v. California Bridge, ete., Co., 
152 Fed. 559. 

Waiver of objections to venue see 
infra § 107. 

69. See also generally United 
States [39 Cyc 773 et seq]. 

70. Act ee ces 3, 1887 (24 St. at 


S287 sone ep Som 
1,35 SCt 459,759 
Ih. sed. 8133) Archbald ivi, UW: iS. 228 
Fed. 270. ; 

72. Jud. Code § 24 (20). 


infra § 3848. 

73.) Us), Ve, ELV OSLex., Zonpn Omeseenly 
35SCt.459,) 59) Tin ed. 813 > Fatt 207 
Hed? 638015) “Archbaitd) vig.» Ss webs: 
Fed, 270; Reid Wrecking Co. v. U. 
S., 202 Fed. 314. 

[a] Action by alien.—It is ques_ 
tionable whether an alien corpora- 
tion can maintain, over objection, a 
suit under the Tucker Act against 
the United States since such suit 
must be brought in the. district 
where plaintiff resides, and an alien, 
corporation does not reside in any 
district. See Thames, etc., Ins. Co. 
Ven UciSutouUegos dos DASCE4906.Do 
L. ed. 821 (where question was pre- 
sented but not decided, because the 
government had waived objection by 
a general appearance); Ribas y 
Hijo Ws Ua Sinl9G US: 8b, 332), 24 SCE 
727, 48 L. ed. 994 (where the gov- 
ernment contended that the statute 
“precludes a suit against the United 
States by any person, natural or 
corporate, residing out of the 
country;” this was left unde- 
cided because in other’ respects 
aS. suit was not within the stat- 
ute). 


See also 


712 [250.J.] 


ment by failure to object, or otherwise, waives 
objection to being sued in the particular district,’4 | 
the objection being one that ‘can be waived.7® 

7. Local or Transitory Actions.“° 
distinction between local and transitory actions 77 
prevails in the federal courts;’* and a local action 
arising in one state cannot be maintained in a fed- 
eral court sitting in another state,’® in the absence 
of express statutory authority.8° Transitory actions 
are governed as to venue by the provision that suit 
shall be brought only in the district where defend- 
ant resides, except in cases of diverse citizenship, 
when it can also be brought in the district where 
plaintiff resides;*! and it is immaterial that the 


[§ 27] 


74, Thames, etc., Mar. Ins. Co. v. 
Wi S36 237 U.S: 9 985 GSCt 496, “59 
Lied Sake. (Si Ver Eevoslet..223,7 Ui. 
S. 1, 35 SCt 459, 59 L. ed. 813 [aff 
217 Fed. 680]; U. S. v. New York, 
ete., ‘SS. Co., 216 Hed. 61, 132° CCA 
305; New York, etc., SS..Co. v. U. 
S., 202 Fed. 311. 

75. Waiver of objections gen- 
erally see infra § 107. 
the See generally Courts §§ 33- 

77. Local and transitory actions 

, See Actions §§ 12, 23; Venue [40 Cyc 
302365 405° 80571935) 1:08.]. 

78. Huntington v. Attrill, 146 U. 
S. 669, 13 SCt 224, 36 L. ed. 1123; 
Primos Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel 
Co., 254 Fed. 454; Potomac Milling, 
LC. CO. Va, baltimore,etc., RR.) Co. 
217 Fed. 665; Kentucky Coal Lands 
Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899; 
Jud. Code §§ 54-57; and cases infra 
this section passim. 

[a] In determining the nature 
of an action as local or transitory 
the state law governs. See infra 

183, 


79. Ellenwood v. Marietta Chair 
COV LOOM LUD) Lome Clik Sou els 
ed. 913 [dist Stone v. U. S., 167 U. 
SiS SCCM Oped eo AL COne Lat | 
(trespass to land); Northern Indiana 
K.Co.. va Michizan. Cent. JR. Coy 15 


TIO Ws uGU,da), oo, lt, sb wneG. 6.04; 
Potomac Milling, ete., Co. v. Balti- 
MOLE Ww elCr Nan Onn ol ee LOG 40 ON, 


Foot v. Edwards, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,908, 
38 Blatchf. 310; Livingston v. Jeffer- 
Son; 05. MunCasie NO... 6.41156 2, brock. 
203 (ejectment). 

[a] “Federal courts of different 
states are undoubtedly foreign 
courts as to each other in as full 
sense as are state courts of different 
jurisdictions. But it has never been 
‘held, that a federal court of one 
district is a foreign court as to an- 
other federal court of the same 
state, and manifestly, this is not so 
when, by statute the process of a 
Circuit Court of one district may 
run in another district of the same 
state.” Horn v. Pere Marquette R. 
Co., 151 Fed. 626, 631. 

80. Caséy v. Adams, 102 U. S. 66, 
26 Ted. 52. 

{a] Congress has power to make 
local actions maintainable in any 
district upon service in any other 
district, because the jurisdiction of 
the United States is as wide as its 
territory, and service anywhere 
within the United States would be 
service within the territorial juris- 
diction of the sovereignty which 
created the court. Kentucky Coal 
Lands Co, v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 
Fed. 899 (holding that such power 
had not been exercised). 

81. Kuzma v. Witherbee, 232 Fed. 
286; Revett v. Clise, 207 Fed. 673; 
Nelson v. Husted, 182 Fed, 921; Elk 


Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., 
Et Fed. 556. See also supra §§ 17- 

fa] Transitory actions within 
rule.—(1) Specific performance of 


contract relating to realty. Texas 
Co. v. Central Fuel Oil Co., 194 Fed. 
1, 114 CCA 21; Nelson v. Husted, 182 


FEDERAL COURTS 


The 


Fed..921; Municipal Inv. Co. v. Gar- 
diner, 62 Fed. 954. (2) Suit for can- 
cellation of a contract for the sale 
of land. Jones v. Byrne, 149 Fed. 
457 [rev on other grounds 159 Fed. 
321,90, °CCA } 1:01 I. (3) Action for 
conversion of timber unlawfully cut 
on plaintiff’s lands. Stone v. U. S., 
167 U. Si 178,.17 SCt 778, 42 LL. ed. 
127 [dist Ellenwood v. Marietta 
Chair Co., 158 U: S. 105, 15 SCt 771, 
39 L. ed. 913]. . (4) Action for de- 
struction of personal property. /Po- 
tomac Milling, ete., Co. v. Baltimore, 
etc., R: Co.,.217 Bed. 665; (5) ,Ac- 
tion for death by wrongful act. Spo- 
kane, ete, R. Co. v. Whitley, 237 
U.S; 487, 35 SCt, 655, 59 ed. 1060; 
Stewart v. Baltimore, ete. R. Co., 
168 U.S. 455, 18 SCt 105, 42 L. ed. 537; 
Lauria v. DuPont de Nemours & Co., 
Inec., 250 Fed. 353; Colosino vy. Pitts- 
burgh, ete., R. Co., 210 Fed. 550; Le- 
man v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 128 Fed. 
191; Boston, ete., R. Co. v. Hurd, 108 
Fed. 116, 47 CCA 615, 56 LRA 193 [cer- 
tiorari.den 184 U. S. 700, 22 SCt 939, 
46 L. ed. 765]. See also Death § 108. 
(6) Bills of discovery and to per_ 
petuate testimony. New York Mut. 
i. Ins!’Cor 'v.. Painter, (220, Red. "998. 
(7) Actions to recover damages for 
a personal tort. Stewart v. Balti- 
timore, ete, R. Co., 168 U. S. 445, 
18 SCt 105, 42 L. ed. 537; Lauria v. 


DuPont de Nemours & Co., Inec., 250 | 


Fed. 353. 

82. Spokane, etc., R. Co. v. Whit- 
ley, W287 eS. 1460s. Sousc lt, Goo; 70 dnt. 
ed. 1060: Stewart v. Baltimore, etc., 
R. Co., 168 U. S. 445, 14 SCt 849, 38 
L. ‘ed. 781; Qauria v. DuPont de 
Nemours & Co., Inc., 250 Fed. 353; 
Cooper v. Jewett, 233, Fed. 618, 147 
CCA 426; Potomac Milling, etc., Co. v. 
Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 217 Fed. 665; 
Lake Shore, etc., R. Co. v. Eder, 174 
Fed. 944, 98 CCA 556. 

83. St. Bernard v. Shane, 220 Fed. 
Sb 2 sb COATS 99% 

84. Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899. 

85. Jud. Code § 51; Act March 3, 
1875 C18 (St. pat 40 erst eA) sas 
amended by Act March 8, 1887 (St. 
at Lin bbe Creators) ana Act! (Angst 
13, 1888 (25 St. at L. 433 c 866 § 1); 
Rev. St. § 739. 

“Such a suit, apart from the terms 
of the Bankruptcy Act, is excepted 
by § 51 of the Code from the gen- 
eral provision that a defendant may 
not be sued in any district other 
than that of which he is an inhab- 


itant.” Collett v. Adams, 249 U. S. 
5a DO. | SOL) SO SOS tn Commie vOG. 
764, 

{al Review of statutory provi- 
sions.—(1) ‘“‘As matters stood under 


the Revised Statutes, jurisdiction 
of cases of diverse citizenship was 
conferred by section 629, and there 
was no reference to the residence of 
either party. The distribution of 
the jurisdiction (that is, the venue 
of the action) was taken up gener- 
ally by section 739, which said that, 
except in the cases provided in the 
preceding section and in the follow- 
ing three sections, suits must be 
brought in the district whereof the 


cause of action arose in another state.®? 
itory right of action is enforceable in the federal 
courts having jurisdiction of the subject matter 
and the parties,-whether given by the common law 
or a state statute other than a penal statute.%% 
federal statutes have never contained any provision, 
of general application, fixing the venue of local ac- 
tions.84 The statute fixing venue with reference to 
the residence of the parties, expressly excepts from 
its operation certain suits of a loca] nature,®®> and 
this has been construed as fixing the venue of such 
local suits in the district where the property con- 
cerned is located,®® particularly in the case of the 
reference to suits to enforce a claim to, or lien on, 


7 [§§ 26-27 


A trans- 


The 


defendant was an inhabitant or was 
found. The preceding section (738) 
refers to suits ‘to enforce any legal 
or equitable . 
erty in the district, and provides 
for service by publication. Section 
740 refers to suits not of a local 
nature, where different defendants 
live in different districts of the same 
state; section 741, to suits of a local 
nature, where the defendant resides 
in another district in the same state; 
and section 742 to suits of a local 
nature, where the ‘land or other sub- 
ject-matter of a fixed character lies 
partly in one district and partly in 
another’—providing that in such 
case suit may be brought in either 
district, and process be executed ‘as 
fully as if the said subject-matter 
were wholly within the district’ in 
which the suit is brought. Con- 
Sidering together these sections 629 
and 738-742, the arrangement is 
clear and logical. Section 629 con- 
ferred jurisdiction. Section 739 (by 
itself and by virtue of the reference 
therein contained to sections 741 and 
742) distributed the cases by one 
method as to local actions and by 
another method as to other actions; 
and sections 738, 740, and 741 pro- 
vided methods of service, where the 
defendant was not found within the 
district. The act of 1875, by section 
1, revised section 629, and in the 
midst of it inserted the substance 
of section 739. By section 8 of this 
act there was a revision and re- 


enactment of section 738. Sections 
740, 741, and 742 were neither re- 
enacted nor expressly repealed. 


Whether they, and especially sec_ 
tion 742, have been repealed by im- 
plication, was a question which the 
Supreme Court suggested but left 
undecided. Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. 
S. 58, 15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; Petri 
v. EF. E. Creelman Lumber Co., 199 
U.S." 487,493, 26'SCt 133; 500i ear 


281; and Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. 
Gonzales, 151 U. S. 496, 499, 14 Sct 
401, 38 L. ed. 248. That there was 


no such repeal, but that the sec- 
tions, or some of them, continued in 
force, was held by Judge Speer, at 
the Circuit (East Tennessee, etce., 
R, Conv. “Atlanta oR. etes=Co., #49 
Fed. 608, 15 LRA 109), by Judge 
Coxe in Goddard v. Mailler, 80 Fed. 
422, and by Judge—later Justice— 
Lurton in Horn v. Pere Marquette 
R. Co., 151 Fed. 626. The reasoning 
of these cases is forceful, and, if 
they are rightly ‘decided, they are 
persuasive that the jurisdiction over 
local actions continued after 1875 
as. before. Section 738,.as above 
stated, was substantially re-enacted 
by section 8 of the act of 1875, and 
by section 5 of the act of 1887, and 
has continuously been the law.” 
Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 
Dev. Co. 9219 red? 45; 48. °13s4OCck 
151. (2) These sections of the Re- 
vised Statutes have been reénacted 
by Jud. Code §§ 54, 55, 57. 

86. Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U.S. 58, 
15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; Kentucky 
Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 


219 Fed. 45, 1833 CCA 151; Bast Ten-’ 


_ For later cases, developments and changes inthe w see cumulative Annotations. same title, page and note number. 


. claim’ against prop-. 
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property within the district, or to remove a cloud | therefrom.8? This theory leaves those local suits 
nessee, etc., Co. v. Atlanta, etc., R.} federal court, for the reason that he 


Co., 49 Fed. 608, 15 LRA 109. 

S77. Louisville, .etc.,\.R. 4, Co. . Vv: 
Western Union Tel. Co., 234 U. S. 
369, 384 SCt 810, 58 L. ed. 1356; 
Citizens’ Sav., ete. Co. v. Illinois 
Cent. Ry. Co.- 205.00. 1S,.. 46, 24. SCt 
425, 51 L. ed. 703; Jellenik v. Huron 
Copper Min. Co., 177 U.S. 1, 20 SCt 
559, 44 L. ed. 647; Dick v. Foraker, 
hbo URS: 4045015. (SCt 41244 39 us ed, 
201; Greeley .v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 
15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; Mellen v. Mo- 
line Malleable Iron Works, 131 U. S. 
352, 9 SCt 781, 33 L. ed. 178; Wa- 
bash R. Co. v. West Side Belt R. 
Co., 235 Fed. 645; Consolidated In- 
terstate Callahan Min. Co. v. Cal- 
lahan Min. Co., 228 Fed. 528; 
Work. Mut., i. Ins, Co, .v.. Painter, 
220 Fed. 998; Nelson v. Husted, 182 
Fed. 921; Ladew v. Tennessee *Cop- 
per Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U.S. 
357, 369, 31 SCt 81, 84, 54 L. ed. 1069, 
1073]; Canton Roll, ete., Co. v. Roll- 
ing Mill Co. of America, 155 Fed. 


821 [mod on other grounds 168 Fed. 


465, 93 CCA 621 (certiorari den 214 
U.S. 513, 29 SCt. 694, 53 L. ed...1062; 
dism 214 U. S. 500, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. 
ed. .1062)]; Spencer v. Kansas City 


Stock-Yards Co., 56 Fed. 741; Car- 
penter v. Talbot, 33 Fed. 5387. See 
also cases infra note 94. Contra 


Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 
Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899 (where some 
of above cases are distinguished). 

“The suit, under this section, is in 
the nature of a proceeding in rem.” 
Wabash R. Co. v. West Side Belt 
Co., 2385 Fed. 645, 647. 

“The primary purpose of the stat- 
ute was to enable federal courts to 
acquire jurisdiction of the persons 
of non-resident parties whose pres- 
ence might be necessary to an ad- 
judication of local actions touching 
the status of property within the 
district, in cases depending for fed- 
eral jurisdiction upon diversity of 
citizenship. By implication it has 


been held to create an exception to | 


the statutory rule, applicable to this 
general class of cases, requiring 
that they be brought in the district 
of the residence of one of the 
parties. Now, when we consider its 
primary purpose and the compre- 
hensive terms in which it is 
couched, I am inclined to think it 
should receive a liberal construc- 
tion, with a view to giving effect 
to the legislativé intent. Otherwise, 
a party having a local cause of ac- 
tion clearly falling within federal 
jurisdiction could not prosecute it 
in a federal court, for the reason 
that he could not bring his adver- 
sary into the only court having jur- 
isdiction of the subject-matter, 
Logically it follows that in consider- 
ing its secondary purpose it must 
have the same construction, It is 
as broad for one purpose as it is 
for the other. In every case where 
it authorizes the constructive serv- 
ice of process it necessarily oper- 
ates to create an exception to. the 
general rule of the venue of actions, 
If, therefore, the issue between the 
plaintiffs and the defendant affects 
real or personal property within this 
district and involves the _ status 
thereof in such a manner that, if 
the defendant could not be found in 
the district, it could be proceeded 
against upon constructive service, 
then the objection to the venue is 
without merit.” Consolidated Inter- 
state Callahan Min. Co. v. Callahan 
Min. Co., 228 Fed. 528, 530. 
[a] Statute—Jud. Code § 57; 
Rey. St. § 7388; Act Marth 3, 1875 
G@SeSt) atli4472) 1c) 137 6 $48) } 
[b] Strict or liberal construction 
of statute.—(f) This statute “should 
receive a liberal construction, with 
a view of giving effect to the legis- 
lative intent. Otherwise, a party 
having a local cause of action 
clearly falling within federal juris- 
diction could not prosecute it in a 


could not bring his adversary into 
the only court having jurisdiction 
of the subject-matter.” Consolidated 
Interstate Callahan Min. Co. v. Cal- 
lahan Min. Co., 228 Fed. 528, 530. 
(2) “Statutes which undertake to 
give to courts jurisdiction over non- 
residents, who do not come within 
the district for purposes either of 
residence or business, should not be 
enlarged by too liberal construc- 
tion.” Non-Magnetic Watch Co. v. 
Horlogere Suisse Assoc., 44 Fed. 6, 
x(n (3) But!it has been held that 
the provisions for substituted serv- 
ice should be strictly construed. 
Batt v. Procter, 45 Fed. 515; Wool- 
ridge v. McKenna, 8 Fed. 650. 

[c] Claim to property.— ‘It is 
clear that this section does not ex- 
tend either to all suits of a local na- 
ture or to all local actions in rem 
or in the nature of proceedings in 
rem, but is definitely limited to suits 
brought for the enforcement of cer- 
tain specific rights. The suits which 
it includes are not described by ref- 
erence to their general character, 
but by reference to their object. It 
contains no general descriptive 
phrase such as ‘suits of a local na- 


ture,’ used in sections 741 and 742, 
Rev. a iSt: wiCUns Sos COMpsaSt.c4 LOL, 
p. 588), in regard to suits brought 


in a state having more than one ju- 
dicial district, or ‘proceedings in 
rem’ or other like phrase; on the 
contrary it definitely enumerates 
the suits to which it relates, namely, 
those brought ‘to enforce any legal 
or equitable lien upon or claim to, 
or to remove any inecumbrance or 
lien or cloud upon, the title to real 
or personal: property.’ In view of 
this specific enumeration of the 
suits to which it relates, and the ab- 
sence of any general phrase extend- 
ing its provisions to any other ac- 
tion, local:or otherwise, its scope 
cannot be extended by any process 
of construction, there being nothing 
in its language upon which such ex- 
tension can be based. ... The words 
‘Clainw @tOved. be bn yDrOperty wyvare. jeVvi= 
dently used in contrast to liens or 
incumbrances upon property and are 
the only words in the section un- 
der which a claim to the direct own- 
ership of property may be included, 
these words relate only to claims 
made to the property in the nature 
of an assertion of ownership or 
proprietary interest, or other direct 
right or claim to the property itself, 
such, for example, as the claim of 
ownership of an undivided interest 
in the property, upon which a suit 
for partition may be based (Greeley 
v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58-74, 15 SCt 24, 
30 L. ed. 69), and do not include 
the assertion of a right which is 
not based upon an interest in 
property itself, but seeks merely to 
enforce a restriction which the law 
imposes upon the owner of the prop- 
erty in reference to its proper use; 
and, therefore, that a bill to abate 
or restrain a nuisance is not a suit 
to enforce a claim to the defend- 


ants’ property within the meaning 
of the statute.’ Ladew v. Tennes- 
see Copper Co., 179 Fed. 245, 250 
[ikee2 ey We RS eb 415098 ole S Ctl SL, 
84, 54.-L. ed. 1069, 1073], 

{d] “Property within the dis- 


trict.’—(1) There is no jurisdiction 
under the statute unless the prop_ 
erty to. be affected is actually with- 
in the district. Chase v. Wetzlar, 
225 U. S..79, 86, 32 SCt 659, 56 L. 
ed. 990; Hudson Nav. Co. v. Murray, 
233 Fed. 466; Pensacola State Bank 
vy. Thornberry, 226 Fed. 611, 141 CCA 
367; Eldred v. American Palace-Car 
Co., 105 Fed. 457, 44 CCA 554. (2) 
“The existence of the property 
within the jurisdiction is essentially 
necessary to the exertion of the 
power of the court to render a bind- 
ing decree. The statute does not 


leave this to implication, since it 


the | 


| district. 


expressly provides that the decree 
to be rendered shall be. limited to 
the property within the jurisdiction 
which; therefore, forms the _ sole 
basis of the power to judicially act. 
The prerequisite and absolute limi- 
tation on power which arises from 
these considerations is aptly illus- 
trated by the rule enunciated in 
Thompson v. Whitman, 18 Wall. 457, 
21 L. ed. 897, and Pennoyer v. Neff, 
95 U. S. 714, 24 L. ed. 565, and the 
numerous cases which have enforced 
the doctrine there laid down. ... 
The meaning of the statute and the 
limited jurisdiction which it con- 
fers is further clearly shown by the 
provision that an adjudication 


‘against an absent defendant or de- 


fendants shall ‘effect only the prop- 
erty which shall have been the sub- 
ject of the suit and under the juris- 
diction of the court therein, within 
such district.’’” Chase v. Wetzlar, 
supra, (3) The constructive pres- 
ence of property of an estate in the 
state where a will is probated will 
not support federal jurisdiction in 
that district against an absent 
executor; the property must be act- 
ually there. Chase v. Wetzlar, 
supra, (4) The burden of proof is 
on plaintiff to’ show the existence of 
property within the _ district, in 
order to support jurisdiction under - 
this provision of the statute. Chase 
v. Wetzlar, supra. (5) Shares of 
stock are “property within the dis- 
trict” where the corporation is lo- 
cated. Jellenik v. Huron Copper- 
Min:.-Co3: 17% Us) S.21, 02058 Ct, 559, 44 
L, ed. 647; Jones v. Gould, 141 Fed. 
698. [aff 149° Fed; _153,. 80 CCA, 1]. 
(6) “Stock certificates such as are 
described in the bill in this case; 
when properly indorsed and deliv- 
ered aS security to a resident 
trustee, with power of sale in case 
of default in the trust agreement, 
are property within the definition 
of section 57 of the Judicial Code, 
conferring jurisdiction upon this 
court. Such stock certificates were 
intended as property, endowed with 
all the characteristics of property, 
and regarded as such by the parties 
and by the business community. I 
agree fully with the reasoning of 
the court in Simpson v. Jersey City 
Contracting Co., 165 N. Y. 1938, 48 
NE 896, 55 LRA 796, and Merritt v. 
American Steel-Barge Co., 79 Fed. 
228, 24 CCA 5380... The case of Chase 
v. Wetzlar, 225 U. S..79, 32 SCt 659, 
56 L. ed. 990, does not announce a 
contrary rule.” Blake v. Foreman 
Bros. Banking Co., 218 Fed. 264, 266. 
(7) A suit to remove a cloud upon 
title to stock in a corporation may 
be maintained in the district of the 
residence of the corporation, because 
the situs of the stock is in that dis- 
trict. Hudson Nav. Co. v. Murray, 
233 Fed. 466. (8) But a suit, by the 
corporation to cancel illegally is- 
sued stock as a cloud on the title 
to property of the corporation can- 
not be maintained in the district 
when the corporation is located 
where none of the property of the 
corporation is located in that dis- 
trict. Hudson Nav. Co. v. Murray, 
233 Fed. 466 [dist Jellenik v. Huron 
Copper-Min. Co., 177 U. S. 1, 20 SCt 
559, 44 L. ed. 647]. (9) It is im- 
material, in a suit to cancel stock 
certificates on the ground that they 
cast a lien or cloud upon the title 
of the corporation to its property, 
whether the certificates themselves 
are within the district, as such il- 
legal certificates are not the prop- 
erty from which it is sought to re- 
move the cloud. Hudson Nav. Co. 
v. Murray, 233 Fed. 466. (10) A pat- 
ent right is not property within the 
Standard Gas Power Co. v. 
Standard Gas Power Co., 224 Fed. 
990 [foll Non-Magnetic Watch Co, 
vy. Association Horlogere Suisse, 44 
Fed. 6]. Contra Burpee v. Guggen- 
heim, 226 Fed. 214. (11) The stat- 
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which do not fall within the express exceptions sub- | ject to the restriction in regard to the residence of 


ute contemplates a lien on tangible 
property, and does not include the 
enforcement of a chose in action. 
Wabash R. Co. v. West Side Belt R. 
Co., 235 Fed. 645; Jones v. Gould, 
149 wed: 2153; (80° CCA LTO 4 12) A. 
cause of action on an insurance pol- 
icy, although the policy was issued 
by a company within the district, 
and the physical policy is there, is 
not property within district within 
the meaning of the statute. Stock- 
bridge v. Phoenix Mut. L. Ins. Co., 
193 Fed. 558. (13) A so-called “news 
franchise’ of a newspaper, arising 
out of a contract with the Asso- 
ciated Press for furnishing its dis- 
patches, although such contract pro- 
vides that the privilege thereby 
granted may be transferred with 
the newspaper on condition that the 
purchaser will enter into a new and 
Similar contract, implies that the 
assent of the Associated Press must 
be obtained to the new contract, and 
is merely a contract, which cannot, 
by any action of the newspaper, be- 
come property or the subject of a 
suit in rem, so as to support the 
jurisdiction of a federal court, un_ 
der Rev. St. § 738. Lawrence v. 
Times Printing Co., 90 Fed. 24. 

[e] “ien.”—“The bill also con- 
tains a prayer that the orator be 
declared the owner of the land sub- 
ject to the claim or the lien of the 
defendants thereon. It cannot be 
contended that this prayer brings 
the case within that part of section 
8, above referred to, which speaks 
of a suit to enforce a lien or claim 
upon real estate, for that section 
never contemplated a suit by a com- 
plainant to establish or enforce a 
lien against himself. The lien to 
be enforced must be a lien in his 
favor. The suit cannot be main- 
tained under section 8 of the act of 
1875. It is not therefore a_ local 
suit, but a transitory one.” Nelson 
v. Husted, 182 Fed. 921, 923. 

[f{1 “One or more” defendants. 
—(1) The statute applies where 
there is only one defendant, and he 
is a nonresident of the district. Dick 
v. Foraker, 155 U. S. 404, 15 SCt 124, 
39 LL. ed. 201; Deck v. Whitman, 
96 Fed. 873; Wheelwright v. St. 
Louis, etce., Canal, etc., Co., 50 Fed. 
709, 711. (2) “This expression, ‘one 
or more of the defendants,’ means 
one defendant, if there is but one, 
or one or more, if there are sev- 
eral; for the necessity of the pro- 
vision springs out of the fact that 
the res upon which the lien is sought 
to be asserted and enforced is lo- 
eated in a district not that of the 
defendant’s domicile. If another de- 
.fendant resided in the district, it 
would still leave an equal necessity 
for the provision as to the nonresi- 
dent defendant. In this class of 
cases, it is the residence of the 
defendant away from the property 
sought to be affected which is the 
reason for conferring the jurisdic- 
tion; for the property must be in 
the district where the court sits, so 
that it can lay its hand upon it to 
enforce the lien.” Wheelwright v. 
S@z Louis; *etc.,; ¢Canal, ete: sCo., 
supra. 

{s] Anterior existence of lien or 
title.—(1) Where jurisdiction of the 
court of a district in which neither 
party resides is asserted because the 
action relates to a lien on, or a 
claim of title to, property in the 
district, the lien or title must be 
one which existed anterior to the 
suit and not merely one caused by 
the institution of the suit, or the ju- 
risdiction cannot be maintained 
against objection. Cates v. Allen, 
PAS) US SAS I nom OC .b28 Son-0 1 Uae Ole a, 
ed.- 804; Scott v. Neely, 140 U. S. 
106, 11 SCt 712, 35 L. ed. 358; Con- 
tinental Trust Co. v. Shunk -Plow 
Co.,: 263 Fed. 873; Bank of Com- 
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merce, ete, Co. v. McArthur, 248 
Fed. 138; -Alybert v. Bascom, 245 
Fed. 149; Wabash R. Co. v. West 
Side R. Co., 285 Fed. 647; Bucyrus 


v. McArthur, 219 Fed. 266; Western, 
ete., Tel. Co. v. Louisville, ete. R. 
Co., 201 Fed. 946; Jones v. Gould, 
141 Fed. 698.faff 149 Fed. 1538, 80 
CCA 1]; Morris v. Graham, 51 Fed. 
58; Dormitzer v. Illinois, etc., R. Co., 
6 Fed. 217. (2) “In my judgment 
this section was only intended to 
reach those suits in equity in which 
it has sought to enforce some pre- 
existing lien or claim, legal or equi- 
table, upon or to some specific prop- 
erty, real or personal, and not gases 
in which it is sought to reach and 
appropriate the general property of 
a defendant to the payment of his 
debts.” Shainwald v. Lewis, 5 Fed. 
510, 516, 6 Sawy. 585 [quot West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Louisville, 


etc., R. Co., 201 Fed, 932, 944]. Con- 
ee Hultberg v. Anderson, 170 Fed. 
th] Attachment of property 


within the district will not confer 
jurisdiction under this statute. 
George v. Tennessee Coal, ete, R. 
Co., 184 Fed. 951; Smith v. Reed, 
210 Fed. 968. 

{i] Removal cases. — (1) This 
statute does not apply to removal 
cases, but only to suits originally 
brought in the federal court. Hud- 
son Nav. Co. v. Murray, 236 Fed. 
419; Woolridge v. McKenna, 8 Fed. 
650. (2) Contra Gillespie v. Poca- 
hontas Coal, etce., Co., 162 Fed. 742 
[rev on other grounds 163 Fed. 992, 
91 CCA 494 (certiorari den 214 U. 
S! 5497°29- SCt 700; 53 “Ted. 1065)]. 
See Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899 
(point “not entirely clear’). 

{j] Cases not within statute.— 
(1) Injunction against nuisance. 
Wetmore v. Tennessee Copper Co., 
218° U, Sec 369, 3tSCt. 84)* 54". "ed; 
1073; Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 
COs Zt SU Se 7357 Poke SOU 81. eos k, 
ed, 1069. (2) Trespass to recover 
damages for wrongful detention of 
land. Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899. (38) 
Ejectment, in so far as it seeks re- 
covery of damages for wrongful de- 


tention. Kentucky Coal Lands Co. 
v. Mineral Dev. Co., supra. (4) Bill 
for specific performance. Munici- 
pal Iny.' Co. v. Gardiner, 62 Fed. 


954; Nelson v. Husted, 182 Fed. 921. 
But see Single v. Scott Paper Mfg. 
Co., 55 Fed. 553 (in determining 
whether a_suit to enforce specific 
performance of a contract to con- 
vey lands is a suit to enforce an 
“equitable claim” to real estate, 
within the meaning of Rev. St. 
§ 738, the court may take into con- 
sideration the relief prescribed by 
the state statutes in favor of parties 
having the right to enforce such 
contracts; and in Ohio, where the 
statutes provide for constructive 
service on nonresidents, and also 
declare that if a judgment ordering 
a conveyance is not complied with 
the judgment itself shall operate 
as a conveyance, such a suit is an 
“equitable claim,” and falls within 
the section. In such a case a fed- 
eral circuit court, in Ohio, may ac- 
quire jurisdiction by constructive 
service, under § 738, and has au- 
thority to enter a judgment pro- 
viding that, if the conveyance there- 
by ordered is not complied with 
within a time named, the judgment 
itself shall operate as. a convey- 
ance). (5) Bill to rescind purchase 
of land on ground of fraud. Camp 
v. Bonsal, 203 Wed. 918, 123 CCA 
207. (6) Creditors’ bills. Shainwald 
v. Lewis, 5 Fed. 510, 6 Sawy. 585. 
But see infra note 94 [a] (29). _(7) 
Bill for dissolution and accounting 
of partnership. Jones v. Gould,. 149 
Ped. 71535) 801 (COAL L (8) Bill by 


; certiorari den 214 U. S. 513, 29 SCt 
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-eontract creditor to set 
aside fraudulent conveyance. Can- 
ton Roll, ete, Co. v. Rolling Mill 
Co., 155 Fed. 382i [mod on other 
grounds 168 Fed, 465, 93 CCA 621, 


simple 


694, 53 L. ed. 1062, app dism 2i¢ 
U. S. 500, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1060]. 
(9) A suit by heirs against trustees 
under a will to recover a residue in 
the hands of defendants. Fayer- 
weather v. Ritch, 89 Fed. 385 [rev 
on other grounds 91 Fed. 721, 34 
CCA 61] (‘no specific real or per- 
sonal property is sought to be af_ 
fected’). (10) An action founded 
on conspiracy, seeking a judgment 
in personam. Revett v. Clise, 207 
Fed. 678. (11) Condemnation pro- 
ceedings under state laws are not 
suits to enforce ‘a legal or equitable 
. .. claim to property’ within the 
meaning of Jud. Code § 57. West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Louisville, ete., 
R. Co., 201 Fed. 932. (12) A suit 
in equity by a lessee against a non- 
resident lessor to enforce alleged 
rights under the terms of the lease 
by requiring defendant to. elect 
either to sell the land to, or. to buy 
the building thereon from, com- 
plainant at an appraised value, or 
to have the court make such elec- 
tion and carry the same into effect 
through a master or trustee ap- 


pointed for the purpose. York 
County Sav. Bank v. Abbot, 139 
Fed. 988 [overr 131 Fed. 980]. (13) 
A suit in a federal court in New 


Jersey by stockholders of a Maine 
corporation against such corpora-~ 
tion and others to set aside a trans- 
fer of patents and property by the 
corporation to a codefendant, and 
to compel a restoration of such prop- 
erty, where the property is not with- 
in the district of New Jersey, and 
the relief sought is general, and 
not in rem, is not one to enforce a 
claim to or lien upon property in 
the district, within the meaning of 
the act of March 1875 § 8, so as to 
authorize service on such corpora- 
tion thereunder as a nonresident de- 
fendant. Eldred v. American Pal- 
ace-Car Co., 105 Fed. 455, 45 CCA 1. 
(14) Where a nonresident defendant, 
in an action begun by attachment 
and the garnishment of money due 
him released such garnishment by 
the giving of a bond as provided by 
statute, died pending the action, 
which could not be revived against 
his executors because of their non- 
residence, a suit in equity by plain- 
tiff against such executors to estab- 
lish his right to enforce the bond 
was not one to enforce a lien on 
property, which could be maintained 
in a federal court in a district of 
which neither plaintiff nor defend- 
ants were inhabitants, against de- 
fendants’ objection. Filer,’ ete., Co. 
v. Rainey, 120 Fed. 718. (15) A bill 
by insurance companies asking for 
an examination of the vital organs 


of insured, which were in the cus- - 


tody of the state court, is not a 
“suit to enforce a lien’? on, or claim 
to, specific property. New York 
Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Painter, 220 Fed. 


998. 

{k] Cases within statute.—(1) 
“Neither is the case taken out of 
the act of 1875 because the com- 
plainant’s claim or right is put as 
conditional, dependent on the elec- 
tion of the respondent, or in any 
manner having an apparent double 
aspect. The statute covers all 
claims, whether absolute or contin- 
gent. Neither is it excluded from 
the operation of the statute because 
it relates to the adjustment of rights 
depending. on a formal written 
agreement, so that in some respects 
they cannot be regarded’ as adver- 
sary. The true underlying proposi- 
tion was fully settled in the way 
we state it in Greeley v. Lowe, 155 
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the parties.8® A view which provides for all cases is 
that the jurisdiction of local suits, although within 
the general grant of jurisdiction, is not distributed 
to particular districts by the general venue clause 
fixing venue with reference to the residence of the 


U.S. 58, 67, 74, 15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 
69. That proceeding was one for 
the partition of real estate between 
tenants in common, where there was 
no dispute as to title, but the only 
thing involved was an adjustment 
- of the admitted respective interests 
of the various tenants in common.” 
York County Sav. Bank y. Abbott, 
131 Fed. 980, 983. (2) Other cases 
within statute see infra note 94 [a]. 

88. Louisville, ete, R. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 
369, 34 SCt 810, 58 L. ed. 
Camp v. Bonsall, 203 Fed. 913, 
CCA 207; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., 201 Fed. 932. 
See also supra note 87. 

“This section ‘does not extend 
either to all suits of a local nature 
or to all local actions in rem, but 
is definitely limited to suits brought 
for the enforcement of certain spe- 
cific rights, and that the words 
‘claim to property’ used in the Act 
‘relate only to claims made to the 
property in the nature of an asser- 
tion of ownership or proprietary in- 
terest, or other direct right or claim 
to the property itself ...and do not 
include the assertion of a right 
which is not based upon an interest 
in the property itself, but seeks 
merely to enforce a restriction which 
the law imposes upon the owner of 
the property in reference to its 
proper use.’ This ease was affirmed 
generally in Ladew_ v. .Tennessee 
Copper Co., 218 U. S. 357, 31 SCt 81, 
54 L. ed. 1069.” Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Louisville, ete, R. Co., 201 
Fed. 932, 944. 

“In distributing the jurisdiction 
conferred in general terms upon the 
District Courts, the code declares, in 
§ 51, that, ‘except .as provided in 
the six succeeding sections, no civil 
suit shall be brought in any dis- 
trict court against any person by 
any original process or proceeding 
in any other district. than that 
whereof he is an inhabitant; but 
where the. jurisdiction is founded 
only on the fact that the action is 
between citizens of different States, 
suit shall be brought only in the dis- 
trict of the residence of either the 
plaintiff or the defendant.’ If this 
section be applicable to suits which 
are local in their nature, as well 
as to such as are transitory (as to 
which see Casey v. Adams, 102 U. S. 
66, 26 L. ed. 52; Greeley v. Lowe, 
155 U. S. 58, 15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; 
Bllenwood v. Marietta Chair Co., 158 
U. S. 105; Kentucky Coal Lands Co. 
v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899, 
915), it is clear that the District 
Court in which the suit was brought 
cannot entertain it, unless one of the 
six succeeding sections provides 
otherwise, or the appellee waives 
its personal privilege of being sued 
only in the district of its or the ap- 
pellant’s residence.” Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 234 U. S. 369, 372, 34 SCt 810, 
58 L. ed. 1356. ‘ 

[a] Injunction against nuisance. 
—A suit to enjoin a nuisance main- 
tained on land in the district where 
suit was brought was held subject 
to the*‘limitation as to suing in the 
district of the residence of the 
parties. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 
Gor e218 Wi Sio3sht. 31; SC 84,,04.,. 
ed. 1069 [dist on ground that 
such suits are transitory and_ not 
local under the applicable local 
law. Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899, 219 
dedi 45,1488 ,CGA+,151).) Compare 
Foot v. Edwards, 9 F. Cas. No. 
4,908, 3 Blatchf. 310 (where plain- 
tiff’s mill in Massachusetts was 
damaged by defendant’s diversion of 
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a stream in Connecticut, and it was 
held that an action for damages was 
local, and properly brought in Con- 
necticut, as plaintiff had an election 
to sue either where the act was dene, 
or the damage suffered). 

89. Casey v. Adams, 102 U. S. 66, 
66 L. ed. 52 (holding that Rev. St. 
§ 5198 authorizing national banks 
to be sued in the district where lo- 
cated does not apply to local actions 
and does not preclude suit upon a 
local cause of action against a na- 
tional bank in a district other than 
that in which it is located); North- 
ern Indiana R. Co. v. Michigan Cent. 
Ri Co;, lo sHows (Us S.)..2809 14, 14% eds 
674; Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
219 Fed. 45, 133 
CCA 151; Kentucky Coal Lands Co. 
v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899; 
Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. Western 
Union; "Fel. (Co; 2218 > Med. 9), 6102 
Elk Garden Co. y. T. W. Thayer Co., 
179 Fed. 556 [dist Central Trust Co. 
v. McGeorge, 151 U. S. 129, 14 SCt 
286, 38 L. ed. 98]; U. S. v. South- 
ern Pac. R, Co., 63 Fed. 481. 

“These authorities make sure that 
under the statutes as they existed 
prior to the act of 1887-88 no suit 
of a local nature was within their 
distributing or venue clauses. There 
is no possible ground for claiming 
that this is not true as to the venue 
or distributing clause of that act.” 
Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 
Dev... Co.,. 191 Fed. 899, 912. 

[a] Reason for rule.—(1) “The 
first section, as. we have seen, pro- 
vided the district in which certain 
of the suits covered, by them should 
be brought. Apparently it prescribes 
where all of them shall be brought. 
But such is not the case. As, for 
instance, it does not prescribe where 
a suit by a citizen of a state against 
an alien shall be brought. In re 
Hohorst, 150 .U.,S.. .653,,14 SCt 221, 
Bi) Lies 6G) ci 241... INOr does, vit, pre- 
scribe where any of the suits covered 
by it which were of a local nature 
shall .be brought. Kentucky Coal 
Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 
Fed. 899.” Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 218 Fed. 91, 
102. (2) “The first sentence of the 
first section of the jurisdictional acts 
of 1887 and 1888 (Acts March 3, 
LSS 151 Camolomecs olatsy, oon ana. ACE 
Aug. 13, 1888, c. 866, 25 Stat. 443 [U. 
S. Comp. St. 1901, p. 508]) confers 
essential jurisdiction on the Circuit 
Courts of the United States in cer- 
tain cases. The middle clause of the 
second section thereof—the venue 
clause—distributes that jurisdiction 
amongst those courts. It does not 
distribute all of it. It leaves a por- 
tion thereof undistributed, such as 
suits against aliens and suits of a 
local nature. I there pointed out 
that the fact that a portion of such 
jurisdiction so conferred was not 
distributed did not deprive the Cir- 
cuit Courts of jurisdiction thereof. 
The sole effect of its not being dis- 
tributed was that it must be treated 


as distributed along reasonable 
lines.” Louisville, etc., Co. v. Bos- 
worth, 209 Fed. 380, 416. (8) ‘The 


section so far as applicable here is 
precisely the same as if it had ex- 
pressly provided that Circuit Courts 
of the United States should have 
original jurisdiction of suits between 
citizens of different states, but no 
such suit; not of a local nature, shall 
be brought elsewhere than in the dis- 
trict of the residence of either the 
plaintiff or defendant. Had the stat- 
ute been so worded, no one would 
ever have thought of raising the 
question as to whether either of 
these two suits could have been 


originally brought here, They are. 


[25C.J3.] 715 


parties and prohibiting suits in any other districts; 
and that such clause has no reference to local ac- 
tions,®® and that therefore, the jurisdiction being 
granted and not specifically distributed, the venue 
is fixed by the fundamental juridical principle that 


between citizens of different states, 
and they are of a. local nature. They 
come within the first branch of the 
section as thus put, and not within 
the second. And why should Con- 
gress have bothered itself with fix- 
ing the venue of suits of a local 
nature? Their very nature itself 
fixes their venue. So it is that Con- 
gress has never undertaken to fix 
the venue of suits of a local nature 
except where the defendant resides 
in a different district of the same 
state from that in which the suit is 
brought, or where the property which 
is the subject-matter of the suit is 
located partly in one district and 
partly in another within the same 
state. This it did by sections 741 
and 742 of the Revised Statutes (U. 
S. Comp. St. 1901, p. 588), re-enacted 
by sections 54 and 55 of the Judicial 
Code; (Act March 357191 1c 234336 
Stat. 1101, 1102). Those statutory 
provisions presuppose the soundness 
of the position I have here taken.” 
Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 
Dev. Co.; 191 Fed. 899, 915. “:€4)2“in 
omitting the clause, ‘or in which he 
shall be found,’ and in providing that 
‘suit shall be brought only in the 
district of the residence of either 
the plaintiff or the defendant,’ Con- 
gress did not intend to forbid juris- 
diction of local actions where neither 
party resides in the district of suit, 
and where the defendant is not found 
in the district. Dick v. Foraker, 155 
U. S. 404, 15 SCt 124, 39 L. ed. 201, 
and Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 15 
SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69. It would there- 
fore be so very anomalous to deny 
jurisdiction of a local suit to the fed- 
eral court of the district where the 
property lies merely because the de- 
fendant is found and served with 
process in the district, that it seems 
proper to regard the amendment of 
1887 as not intended to apply ° to 
local suits. The first dozen lines of 
the first section of the act of 1875 
give the federal courts jurisdiction 
of all controversies of a civil na- 
ture, involving over $2,000, between, 
citizens of different states. The re- 
Strictions as to venue, as set out 
in the amendment of this section by 
the act of 1887, apply to transitory 
actions. But the very fact that the 
eighth section of the act of 1875 is 
expressly saved by the fifth section 
of the act of 1887, seems a sufficient 
reason for concluding that the re- 
strictions as to venue do not' apply 
to local actions. An intent to give 
jurisdiction of a local action where 
the nonresident defendant may be 
merely warned by publication, seems 
to clearly forbid the existence of an 
intent to deny jurisdiction to the 
same court of the same action if 
the defendant is served with process 
within the jurisdiction.” Elk Gar- 
den Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., 179 Fed. 
556, 559. (5) “A brief review of the 
history of corresponding provisions 
in prior acts will show that it has 
never been supposed that the Fed- 
eral courts did not have jurisdiction 
of local actions in which citizens of 
different districts were defendants, 
and, in fact, provision was expressly 
made by law for such contigency.” 
Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 69, 15 
SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69 [quot Kentucky 
Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 
191 Fed, 899, 914]. (6) “The distinc- 
tion between local and transitory ac- 
tions is as old as actions themselves, 
and no one has ever supposed that 
laws which prescribed generally, 
where one should be sued, included 
such suits as were local in their 
character, either by statute or the 
common law, unless it was expressly 
so declared. Local actions are in the 
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local suits must be brought in the district where the } in the same state; they only provide a method of 


property is located.®° This view has been suggested, 

but neither adopted nor rejected, by the supreme 
Certain it is that the statutory provisions ~ 
\referred to in the exceptions to the general venue 
provisions ®? do not of themselves directly create 
jurisdiction or confer venue in a particular district 


court.®+ 


brought in the 
cerned is 


of local suits, except as between different districts 


nature of suits in rem, and are to 
be prosecuted where the thing on 
which they are founded is situated. 
To give the act of Congress the con- 
struction now contended for would 
be in effect to declare that a national 
bank could not be sued at all ina 
local action where the thing about 
which the suit was brought was not 
in the judicial district of the United 
States within which the bank was 


located. Such a result could never 
have been contemplated by Con- 
gress.” Casey v. Adams, 102 U. S. 


66, 67,°26 L. ed. 52 [quot Kentucky 
Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 
219 Bed, 45, 47, 183 /CCA. 151]. 

[b] Rule applied.—(1) Ejectment 
for land in another state. cannot 
be maintained in the district where 
defendant resides and is found for 
service of process. Northern Indiana 
R. Co. v. Michigan Cent. R. Co., 15 
How. (U. S.) 233, 14 L. ed. 674; Liv- 
ingston v. Jefferson, 15 F, Cas. No. 
8,411, 1 Brock. 203. (2) “Are suits 
in ejectment covered by that pro- 
viso or exception? If so, they are 
distributed to the district of either 
the plaintiff or defendant. But that 
cannot be. From ‘inevitable neces- 


sity’ a suit in ejectment cannot be} 


brought anywhere else than in the 
district where the land sought to 
be recovered lies. The suit in eject- 
ment which we have here could not 
have been brought in either the state 
of New York, the state of plaintiff’s 
residence, or in the state of Vir- 
ginia, that of defendant’s residence. 
It could only have been brought in 
this district. It is clear, then, that 
suits in ejectment are not within 
the proviso or exception of the dis- 
tributing clause.’’ Kentucky Coal 
Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 
Fed. 899, 910. (3) An action for 
trespass to land cannot be main- 


‘tained in a district of another state 


resides and is 
Ellenwood v. 


where defendant 
served with process. 
Marietta Chair .Co., 158 U;S. 105, 
15 SCt 771, 39 L. ed. 913; Northern 
Indiana R. Co. v. Michigan Cent. R. 


Co, 15° How.; (U..S.) 2383, 14,1. ed. 
674. 
[c] Admiralty and maritime cases 


have never been deemed within the 
restriction to the district of resi- 
dence of the parties. In re Louis. 


ville Underwriters, 134 U. S. 488, 
10 SCt 587, 33. L. ed. 991, See also 
Admiralty § 144. 

90. In re Louisville, etce., Packet 


Co., 223 Fed. 185, 187; Kentucky Coal 


Land Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 
Fed. 899. 
“This is in accordance. with the 


general principles of jurisprudence. 
According thereto a court has jur- 
isdiction to proceed against a person 
when it has served him with its 
process within its territorial juris- 
diction or against his property when 
it has so seized it, if it has juris- 
diction of the subject-matter.” In 
re Louisville, etc., Packet Co., supra. 

Venue of local actions generally 
see Venue [40 Cyc 40 et seq]. 

ot Mouisville, yJete.a” Re (Coc ey, 
"Western Union Tel. Co., 234 U. S. 
369, 34 SCt, 810) 58 LL. ed. 1356. 

92. Jud. Code §§ 51, 54, 57. 

93. Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 


Mineral Dev. Co., 219 Fed. 45, 133 
€CA 151; Kentucky Coal Land Co. 
v. Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899; 


Elk Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., 
179 Fed. 556; Tug River Coal, etc., 


Co. v. Brigel, 67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 


577; East Tennessee, etc., R. Co. v. 
Atlanta, ete., R. Co., 49 Fed. 608, 15 
LRA 109. 

“Undoubtedly section 8 presup- 


poses that the suits covered by it 
may be brought in the Circuit Court 
of the United States for the district 
in which the property sought to be 
affected is located. But it does no 
more. It does not confer the right 
to bring them there. That right 
exists irrespective of its provisions. 
It exists because the suits covered 
by it are all suits of a local nature. 
The venue of such suits is fixed by 
their character. And from inevitable 
necessity, suits of a Jlocal nature 
such as those covered by section 8 
are can only be brought in the Cir- 
cuit Court of the United States for 
the district where the property 
sought to be affected is located. The 
sole function of section 8, there- 
fore, is, aS already stated, to make 
it so that suits so brought may 
be effective by providing process for 
bringing the defendant before the 
court: and thereby conferring on the 
court jurisdiction to hear and deter- 
mine the suits. So regarded section 
8 cannot be an exception to the dis- 
tributing clause of section 1, as 
stated by Mr. Justice Brown in Gree- 
ley v. Lowe, 155 U.'S. 58, 15 SCt 24, 
39 I. ed. 69, nor should it be con- 
strued together with that clause as 
stated by Mr. Justice Harlan in 
Ladew v. Tennessee Copper Co., 218 
LES Shia LS Ot Olay ote bme diel 0606 
That clause, aS we have seen, hav- 


ing no relation to suits of a local! 


nature, whose venue is fixed by their 
character, it was not necessary to 
treat section 8 as cutting down or 
modifying the effect of that clause 
in order that the Circuit Court of 
the United States for the district 
where the property was located 
might have jurisdiction thereof. Had 
section 8 never been enacted that 
eourt would still have had jurisdic- 
tion of suits of that character; i.e., 
they could rightly have been brought 
therein. The only trouble arising 
from its nonexistence would have 


been in the matter of getting the 
defendant before *the court.’ Ken- 
tucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 


Dev. ‘Cop 191” Meds 899; 919! 

[a] Where jurisdiction does not 
otherwise exist, the mere location 
of land. within a district does~ not 
give a federal court jurisdiction. 
Pooley v. Lucco, 72 Fed. 561, 564 
(The statute “does not purport to 
confer jurisdiction where it would 
not otherwise exist, but simply pre- 
scribes certain procedure in cases 
where jurisdiction does exist; or, 
more specially, where a suit is with- 
in the jurisdiction of the court, and 
the object of the suit is to enforce 
a lien, etc., and some of the defend- 
ants are absent from the district 
within which the suit is brought, 
then the section is applicable, and 
simply provides a mode of service on 
such defendants’’). 

94. Collett v. Adams, 249 U. S. 

63 L. ed. 764; Louis- 


545, 39 SCt 372, 

ville, etc., R. Co. v. Western Union 
Tele Co. 2349 U." Si) 869345 SCt 810, 
58 L. ed. 1356; Chase v. Wetzlar, 225 
UW. Sev79, 32 -SCt659)" 66) aay ed. 1990: 
Schultz v. Diehl, 217 U. S. 594, 380 
SCt 694, 54 L. ed. 896; Citizens’ Sav., 
etc., Co. v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., '205 
Ui S.°46; 27 SCt1425)) 6 ab. 2ed?* 7038; 


obtaining service in cases of which it is assumed 
the court already has general jurisdiction.®* But up- 
on one theory or the other local actions are properly 


district where the property con- 


situated without regard to the residence 
of the. parties,°* and cannot. be brought in any 


Jeltlenik v. Huron Copper Min. Co., 
177 _U. S..1, 20 SCE 559, 441s. ed. 647; 
Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 15 
SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69 [dist Smith v. 
Tpyon, 133° °U.-S:1345, 10 S€t ss03uess 
L. ed. 635]; Rensselaer, ete., R. Co. 
v. Irwin, 252 Fed. 921; Richmond 
Bank of Commerce, etc., Co. v. Mc- 
Arthur, 248 Fed. 138; Hudson Nav. 
Co. v. Murray, 233 Fed. 466; Western 
Union ‘Tel. Co. v. Louisville, etc., 
R.*Co., 229 Fed. 234; Burke v. Moun- 
tain Timber Co., 224 Fed. 591; Ken- 
tucky Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral 
Dev-—Coz~ 219 “Fed. 45,5133? COA asi 
Blake v. Foreman Bros. Banking 
Co., 218 Fed. 264; Childs v. Missouri, 
ete; . Re CO. 224 Sed aon Oe a6 ne ew 
629; Texas Co. v. Central Fuel Oil Co., 
194 Fed. 1, 114 CCA 21; Kentucky 
Coal Lands Co. v. Mineral Dev. Co., 
191 Fed. 899; Elk Garden Co. v. T. 
W. Thayer Co., 179 Fed. 556; Ladew 
v. Tennessee Copper Co., 179 Fed. 
245; Hultberg v. Anderson, 170 Fed. 
657; Jones v. Gould, 149 Fed. 153, 
80 CCA 1 [aff 141 Fed. 698]; De 
Hierapolis v. Lawrence, 99 Fed. 321; 
Merrihew v. Fort, 98 Fed. 899; Cow- 


ell’ v. City Water-Supply Co., 96 
Fed. 769; Grove v. Grove, 93 Fed. 
865; Morrison v. Marker, 93 Fed. 
692; Lancaster v. Asheville St. R. 
Co., 90 Fed. 129; Kuhn y. Morrison, 
75. Fed. 81; Spencer v. Kansas City 


Stock-Yards Co., 56 Fed. 741; Single 


‘v. Scott Paper Mfg. Co., 55 Fed. 553; 


Wheelwright v. St. Louis, ete., 
50 Fed. 709; 


Cox 
Ames v. Holderbaum, 
42 Fed. 224; Stillman v. White 
Rock Mfg. Co., 23 F. Cas. No. 13,446. 
See also cases supra note 87; and 
infra this note. 


[a] Local actions within rule.— 
(1) Partition. Greeley v. Lowe, 155 
U.S. 583 25° SCt (24,539 Fil Fea 669" 


German Sav. etc., Soe. veo: 136 
ae Wi) CGA 1 {certiorari den 200 
Ss. 621, 26 SCt 757, 50 L. ed. 624). 
@) Ejectment. Northern Indiana R. 
Co” vi, Michigan. “Cent. RS“ Cos 
How -CUm SSimazocn tana ( 
Kentucky Coal Lands Co, y. 
eral Dev: Co., 219 Fed. 45, 1383 CCA 
151; Kentucky Coal Lands Co. v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899; Elk 
Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., ht) 
Fed. 556; Spencer v. Kansas "City 
Stockyards Co., 56 Fed. 741. (3) 
Trespass to land. Ellenwood v. Ma: 
rietta, ChairCol-c153" U8. 405) ete 
SCt 771, 39 L. ed. 913; Northern In- 
diana R. Co. v. Michigan Cent. R. 
Co.,, 15) How, COLA S?) 1233514 weak 
674; Potomac Milling, ete, Co. v. 
Baltimore, ete., R. Co., 217 Fed. 665; 
Kentucky Coal Lands Co. vy. Min_ 
eral Dev. Co., 191 Fed. 899; Living- 
ston v. Jefferson, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,411, 
fd eBrock:3)203. 4 Hughes 606. (4) 
Removal of cloud. lWLouisville, etc, 
R. Co. v. Western Union Tel. Co., 234 
U. S. 369, 34 SCt 810, 58 Ly ed. 1356 
(void judgments); Chase v. Wetzlar, 
226° USS. 79, 32: SCE 1659" 56S ii edt 
990; Citizens’ Sav., ete., Co. vy. Tlli- 
nois:“Cent-R.i Col” 205" Us See Grey 
SCt 425, 51 L. ed. 7038;—Jellinik v. 
Huron’ Copper Min. Co., 177 Use 4; 
20 -SCt 559, 44 -li. ed. 647; Dick v. 
Foraker, 155 U. S. 404, 15 SCt 124, 
39 L. ed. 201; Mellen v. Moline Mal- 
leable Iron Works, PST URS Aas 2a) 
SCes(8 ae es sumlas ed. 178; Burpee v. 
Guggenheim, 226 Fed. 214; Nelson 
v. Husted, 182 Fed. 921 (holding case 
not one to remove a cloud); pals 
v. Ahrens, 150 Fed. 644; U. Ss. 
Southern Pac. R. Co., 63 Fed. 481; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


‘A suit to cancel a mortgage. 


§§ 27-28] 


other district,°° with the possible exception of local 
actions not within the express exceptions to the 
general venue provision.°* The statute provides for 
extraterritorial and substituted service upon the 
absent defendant,” but unless such defendant ap- 
pears, the judgment affects only the property with- 
in the district,°* and therefore where a judgment 
or decree in personam is necessarily involved, the 
If defendant per- 
sonally appears a judgment or decree in personam 
Where the suit is of a local 
nature and the land or other subject matter of a 
fixed character hes partly in one district and partly 
in another within the same state, it may be brought 
in the district court of either district and the 
eourt in which it is brought has jurisdiction to 


ease is not within the statute.®? 


may be entered.t 


Costello v. Costello, 14 Fed. 207, 4 
McCrary 543. But compare Hart v. 
Sansom; 7170)" U. S:,.1535 3. SCt™ 58'6, 
28 L. ed. 101 (holding that jurisdic- 
tion of defendant’s person is essen- 
tial to validity of a decree to re- 
move a cloud from title to real es- 
tate); Remer v. McKay, 54 Fed. 432 
{a suit to remove an alleged cloud 
on title to land may be brought in 
a state other than that in which the 
land is situated, since the decree. 
compelling defendant to release the 
cloud operates only in personam). 
(5) Suit to quiet title. Childs v. 
Missouri, ete., R. Co., 221 Fed. 219, 
TSE 1CCAYE629:' 50. |S. wa Southern),Pac: 
R, Co., 63 Fed. 481. Contra Clark v. 
Hammett, 27 Fed. 339 [foll Hart v. 
Sansom, 110 U. S. 151, 3 SCt 586, 28 
EE. ed, 101]. (6) Specific perform- 
ance, where made so by local law, 
but not otherwise. See supra note 
81 [a] (1). (7) Suits for appoint- 
ment of receiver. Primos Chemical 
Co. v. Fulton Steel Co., 254 Fed. 454; 
Consolidated Interstate Callahan 
Min. Co. v. Callahan Min. Co., 228 
Fed. 528; Horn v. Pere Marquette 
R. Co., 151 Fed. 626; Hast Tennessee, 
etc., Co. ve Atlanta, etc, R. Co., 49 
Fed. 608, 15 LRA 109; Texas, etc., 
R. Co. v. Gay, 86 Tex. 571, 26 SW 
599, 25 LRA 52. (8) Enforcement 
of lien. Chase v. Wetzlar, 225 U. 
SI279. 32) SCt 659,56) L.; ed. 990;- In- 
gersoll v. Coram, 211 U. S. 335, 29 
SCE 92, 53 L. ed. 208; Texas Co, v. 
Central Fuel Oil Co., 194 Fed. 1, 114 
CCA 21; Blake v. Foreman Bros. 
Banking Co., 218 Fed. 264 (on stock 
certificates); Kent v. Honsinger, 167 
Fed. 619; Jones v. Byrne, 149 Fed. 
457 [rev on other grounds 159 Fed. 
S70 COA LOL: Miler, etc. ‘Commv. 
Rainey, 120 Fed. 718; Lancaster v. 
Ashville, ete., R. Co., 90 Fed. 129; 
McBee v. Marietta, etc., R. Co. 48 
Fed. 243. (9) Anterior existence of 
lien, See supra note 87 [g]. (10) 
Foreclosure of mortgage. Burk v. 
Mountain Timber Co., 224 Fed. 591 
{aff 238 Fed. 881, 152 CCA 15, Ann 
Cas1918C 93]; Seybert v. Shamokin, 
ete., R. Co., 110 Fed. 810; Merrihew 
v. Fort, 98 Fed. 899; Grove v. Grove, 
93 Fed, 865; Ames v. Holderbaum, 
42 Fed. 341; Atkins v. Wabash, etc., 
R. Co., 29 Fed. 161; Randolph v. 
Wilmington, etc., R. Co., 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,563, 11 Phila. (Pa.) 502. (11) 
Cow- 
ell vy. City Water-Supply Co., 96 Fed. 
769 [rev on other grounds 121 Fed. 
Komp l CCA, 293i (12) Bill toucan= 
cel deed. Evans v. Scribner, 58 Fed. 
303. (13) Bill for cancellation of 
note. Manning Vv. Berdan, 132 
Fed, 382. (14) Bill to remove trustee 
for bondholders, and to_ cancel 
fraudulent bonds. State Nat. 
v. Eureka Springs Syndicate Co., 178 
Fed. 359. (15) \Bill against trustee 
for bondholders to prevent diversion 
of sinking fund held by trustee with- 
in district. Pollitz v. Farmers’ L. 
& T. Co., 39 Fed. 707. (16) Bill by 
receiver to adjust equities in fund 
held by receiver upon which judg- 


Bank } 
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either district.? 


ment held by defendants is a lien 
in the sense that it is entitled to 
participate in the fund. Brown v. 
Pegram, 143 Fed, 701. (17) Injunc- 
tion to restrain interference with 
telegraph company’s right of way 
involving claim of easement in land. 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Louis- 
WAIVE CC, wet. COL, 229 Ned.1 2045 C18) 
Suit by United States to enforce 
rights of Indian tribe to a fishery. 
U. S. v. Winans, 73 Fed. 72. (19) 
An action in rem, U.S. v. One Thou- 
sand Seven Hundred and Fixty-Six 
Shares of Capital Stock, 27 F. Cas. 
Nor 15/9613 16 *Blatchf. 231." (20) A 
libel in rem. Nelson y. The Wil- 
lamette, 53 Fed. 602. (21) Stock- 
holders’ suit to cancel deeds and 
leases, under which property of the 
corporation is held by defendants, 
as a cloud on title. Citizens’ Sav., 
etc., Co. v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 205 
U.S. 46, 27. SCt 425, 51. Li: ed.) 703. 
(22) “‘The provision in § 57 of the 
Judicial Code, respecting suits to re- 
move clouds from title, was intended 
to embrace, and does embrace, suits 
of that nature when founded upon 
the remedial statutes of the several 
States, as well as when resting upon 
established usages and practice in 
equity.” Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 234 U. S. 
369, 376, 34 SCt 810, 58 L. ed. 1356. 
(23) The buyer of county warrants 
issued in lieu of former warrants, 
which acquired an implied trust in 
the former warrants, has a beneficial 
interest in the funds raised by the 
county to pay the warrants, which 
entitles it to bring suit in the dis- 
trict in which the county is situated, 
and serve notice by publication on 
the nonresident defendants, under 
Jud. Code § 57 (Comp. St. § 1039). 
Continental Trust Co. v. Shunk Plow 


Co., 263 EKed. 873. (24) A suit by 
an alien bondholder against the 
trustee, in a mortgage securing a 


corporation’s bonds, to restrain the 
payment of certain funds to the cor- 


poration. Pollitz v. Farmers’ L. & 
2 - Co, 390 Bed’, «0%. (25) Suit by 
trustee in bankruptcy to recover 


property conveyed by bankrupt as 
constituting a preference. Collett v. 
Adams, 249) U.S). 545,39 SCt) 372, 
63 L. ed. 764. (26) Injunction against 
nuisance. Mississippi, ete., R. Co. 
v. Ward, 2 Black (U. S.) 485, 17 L. 
ed. 311; Ladew v. Tennessee Cop- 
per Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. S. 
SONG LOOUN FOL EISOU wol a 84> io4) led: 
1069]. But see supra note 88 [a]. 
(27) A petition to confirm a grant. 
Callender v. U.''S:; 4 BF.) Cas.) No. 
2,321, Hempst. 334. (28) A suit by 
an alien judgment creditor to es- 
tablish the judgment as a lien 
against property of the judgment 
debtor. De Hierapolis v. Lawrence, 
99 Fed. 321. (29) Creditors’ suits to 
reach property within the district. 
Hultberge v. Anderson, 170 Fed. 657; 
Hay v. Alexandria, ete, R. Co., 1f 
F. Cas. No. 6,254, 4 Hughes 331. 

see cases supra note 87 [g]. (30) 
Bill to compel transfer of stock on 


[25C.5.] 717 


hear and determine it as fully as if the subject 
matter were wholly within the district,2 and mesne 
and final process may be issued and executed in 
Where the property is in one dis- 
trict and defendant resides in another districti 
of the same state, a suit of a local nature must 
be brought in the district where the property 
is situated,* and plaintiff may have original and 
final process against defendant directed to the 
marshal of the district where he resides.® 

[§ 28] N. Loss or Divestiture or Jurisdiction.® 
Where the jurisdiction of a federal court has at- 
tached, the right of plaintiff to prosecute his suit 
to a final determination cannot be arrested, de- 
feated, or impaired by any proceeding in a court of 
another or concurrent jurisdiction;’? by the fact 


books of corporation. Jewitt v. 
Bradford Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 45 Fed. 
801. (31) Bill to cancel invalid 
bonds:as a cloud on title of other 
bondholders. Thompson vy. Emmett 
Irr. Dist., 227 Fed. 560, 142 CCA 192. 
We is Pees actions see supra note 


95. Ellenwood y. Marietta Chair 
Coal bs URISFH0b 785 ISCrl Tider Soe. 
ed. 913; Primos Chemical Co. v. Ful- 
ton Steel Corp., 254 Fed. 454; Blk 
Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer Co., 179 
Fed. 556 (ejectment); Ladew v. Ten- 
nessee Copper Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 
218 U. S. 357, 369, 31 SCt 81, ‘84, 54 
L. ed. 1069, 1073]; Callender v. U. 
S., 4 F. Cas. No. 2,321, Hempst. 334; 
Foot v. Edwards, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,908, 
3 Blatchf. 310. 

96. See supra note 88. 

97)" Jud,.> Code “857, wh 

Substituted and extraterritorial 
service see infra § 135. See also gen- 
erally Process [32 Cyc 461]. 

98. Jud. Code § 57; York County 
Sav. Bank v. Abbot, 139 Fed. 988; 
Shainwald v. Lewis, 5 Fed. 510, 6 
Sawy. 585. 

99. York County Sav. Bank v. Ab- 
pet 139 Fed. 988 [overr 1381 Fed. 


1. White v. Ewing, 69 Fed. 451, 
16 CCA 296. 

[a] A special appearance for the 
sole purpose of objecting to the jur- 
isdiction is not an “appearance’’ 
within the meaning of the statute. 
York County Sav. Bank v. Abbot, 
139. Fed. 988; Jones v. Gould, 141 
Hed 698 [aff 149 Fed. 153, 80 CCA 


] . 
2. Jud. Code § 55, reénacting Rev. 


St. § 742; Primos. Chemical Co. vz 
Fulton Steel Corp., 254 Fed. 454; 
Jennings v. Smith, 242 Fed. 561; 


Horn v. Pere Marquette R. Co., 151 
Fed. 626; Memphis Sav. Bank v. 
Houchens, 115 Fed. 96, 52 CCA 176. 

[a] “Property of a fixed char- 
acter.’—(1) A bank deposit is not 
property of a fixed character with- 
in the meaning of the statute. Pri- 
mos Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel 
Corp., 254 Fed. 454. (2) A leasehold 
interest for a term of years, while 
personal property, is not “property 
of a fixed character” so as to confer 
jurisdiction. Primos Chemical Co. 
v. Fulton Steel Corp., supra. 

[b] Cases within rule.—A_ suit 
by a creditor of a railroad company 
to have its property, Situated in dif- 
ferent federal districts of the same 
state, administered for the benefit of 
all creditors by a receiver. Horn v. 
Pere Marquette R. Co., 151 Fed. 626. 


S Jud. Code § 55. See infra § 135. 

4, Jud. Code § 54, reénacting. Rev. 
St. § 741. 

5. Jud. Code § 54. See infra § 135. 

6 See generally Courts §§ 134— 
142. 

7. Adams Exp. Co. v. Adams, 


159 Fed, 62, 86 CCA 252. 

fa] The filing of a suit in a state 
court will not oust a federal court 
of jurisdiction. Sharon v. Terry, 36 
Fed. 337, 13 Sawy. 387, 1 LRA 572; 


718 [250.J3.] 


that after the action is begun defendant does -not 
continue to resist plaintiff’s demands;® by an amend- 
ment to the pleadings, setting forth an entirely new 
cause of action, where grounds of federal jurisdic- 
tion continue to exist;? or by an attempt to litigate 
rights dependent upon the validity of a state stat- 
ute.2° Where a federal court acquires jurisdiction 
because a federal question is presented, such juris- 
diction is not lost because that question is decided 
against complainant, or because the case is decided 
on questions of state law alone;!* although there 
may be a dismissal for lack of jurisdiction where 
the contention relied on as raising a federal ques- 
tion is obviously groundless.1? Jurisdiction which 
has once attached cannot be divested by a subse- 
quent change cf parties, or by a change in the 
citizenship of the parties, where federal jurisdic- 
tion is based on diverse citizenship.© Nor does a 
dismissal as to one of several defendants, who is 
not an indispensable party, necessitate a dismissal 
as to other defendants properly before the court.1® 
But the jurisdiction of a federal court may be de- 
feated by the development, during the litigation, of 
facts not apparent at the outset, which show that 
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the case is not one of which the court can rightfully 
take cognizance;!7 and a suit may be dismissed on 
motion for want of jurisdiction on the death of a 
defendant who is an indispensable party, where such 
fact plainly appears from the pleadings and the 
executors of the decedent cannot be brought in.** 
A federal court, in a suit in equity between citizens 
of different states, based on a judgment at law in 
favor of complainant and against one of defendants, 
is not ousted of its jurisdiction to proceed and de- 
termine issues joined therein between codefendants 
by the fact that such judgment is discharged after 
the commencement of the suit, although it would 
not have had jurisdiction of an original suit between 
such codefendants, because they are citizens of the 
same state.1® The sale of street railroad property 
by receivers has been held to have deprived the 
court of jurisdiction to make any further orders 
for its protection, but to leave it jurisdiction to 
enter and enforce a decree embodying its previous 
decision granting an injunction in favor of the 
receivers.2° A clerical error in docketing an ad- 
miralty cause on a civil docket will not oust the 
jurisdiction of the court sitting in admiralty.?1 


III. JURISDICTION DEPENDENT ON EXISTENCE OF FEDERAL QUESTION ”? 


[§ 29] A. In General. Questions arising under 
the constitution or laws of the United States, or 
treaties made under their authority, shortly termed 
federal questions, by express provision of the con- 
stitution, are within the judicial power vested in 
the supreme court, and such inferior courts as con- 
gress may establish.?*. General jurisdiction on the 
ground of a federal question was first given by 
the Judiciary Act of 1875,?4 if the act of 1801, 
repealed the following year, is disregarded.?> By 
former judiciary acts, original jurisdiction in this 
class of cases was vested in, and distributed be- | 


tween, the former circuit and district courts.2° By 
the present Judicial Code, the jurisdiction previous- 
ly vested in both is now all vested in the district 
court,?? the circuit court being abolished.28 Where 
it appears that some right, title, privilege, or im- 
munity will be defeated by one construction of 
the constitution or a law or treaty of the United 
States, or sustained by the opposite construction,. 
then the case is one arising under the constitution,. 
laws, or treaties of the United States, and the fed- 
eral courts have jurisdiction,?® without regard to- 


Gaylord v. Ft. Wayne, etc. R. Co., 
10 F. Cas. No. 5,284, 6 Biss 286. 

8. Park v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
70 Fed. 641. 

9. Green v. Custard, 28 How. (U. 
S.) 484, 16 L. ed. 471. 

10. F. W. Cook Brewing Co, v. 
Garber, 168 Fed. 942. 

11. Mutual Film Co..v. Indus- 
trial Commn., 215 Fed. 138 [aff 236 
U.-S. 230, 35 SCt 387, 59 Ll. ed. 5527, 
Portland R., etc., Co. v. Portland, 210 
Fed. 667. 

12. Mutual Film Co. v. Industrial 
Commn., 215 Fed. 138 [aff 236 U. S. 
230, 35 SCt 387, 59 L. ed. 552]. 

13. Ramapo Water Co. v. New 
York, 236 U. S. 579, 35 SCt 442, 59 
L. ed. 731; New Orleans Waterworks 
Co. v. Louisiana, 185 U. S. 336, 22 
SCt 691, 46 L. ed. 936. See also infra 
§ 506a. 

Dismissal of appeal where federal 
question not substantial see infra 
§§ 263, 281, 282. : 

14. Peo. v. Ramos, 232 U. S. 627, 
84 SCt 461, 58 L. ed. 763; Harden- 
bergh v. Ray, 151 U. S. 112, 14 SCt 
305, 38 L. ed. 93; Phelps v. Oaks, 117 
DW S)236,..6. SCt_ 714, 29" i, ed, F888. 
See infra §§ 61, 75. 

15. See infra §§ 61, 75. 

16. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 
Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U.S. 357, 
869, 31 SCt. 81, 84, 54 L. ed. 1069, 
1073]. 

17. Barker v. Eastman, 206 Fed. 
865, 124 CCA 525 [aff 192 Fed. 659]. 

18. Lawrence v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 177 Fed. 547 (holding, however, 
that if there is doubt on the ques- 
tion, and it appears that the suit 
may be separable, it should not be 
dismissed, nor should it be dismissed 
where there is a possibility of re- 


vival against the executors until 

after the lapse of a reasonable time). 
19. Ritchie v. Burke, 109 Fed. 16. 
20. Brady v. South Shore Tract. 
. 206 Fed. 336. 

21. Hatch v. The Boston, 3 Fed. 


22. Admiralty and maritime jur- 
isdiction see Admiralty §§ 16-128. 

23. Const. art III §§ 1, 2. ° See 
also supra § 1-3. 

[a] Not self-executing.—The pro- 
vision of the constitution of the 
United States, declaring that the 
judicial power should extend to all 
cases arising under the laws of the 
United States, is not a self-executing 
power, and does not vest the courts 
with jurisdiction without the ac- 
tion of congress for that purpose. 
Roback v. Taylor, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,- 
877, 2 Bond 36. 

24.'' 18 St. at GL. 470°%¢, 137. 

“The earliest act of Congress 
which conferred on the Circuit 
Courts of the United States general 
jurisdiction of suits of a civil na- 
ture, at common law or in: equity, 
‘arising under the Constitution or 


laws of the United States, or 
treaties made or. which shall be 
made under their authority,’ was 


the act of, March 3, 1875, c¢ 137... 18 
Stat. 470.” Tennessee v. Union, etc., 
Bank,~152 U.'S, 454, 459, 14 SCt 654, 
38 L. ed. 511. k 

25." Act. Mebr. 138, 1800 "(2 St. at 
L. 92 c 4 § 11), repealed by Act 
April 29, 1802. \(2°St= at Ta. 156.¢° 31): 

“Under the Constitution Congress 
undoubtedly possesses power to in- 
vest the subordinate Federal courts 
with original jurisdiction of all 
suits at law or in equity arising un- 
der the Constitution, laws or 


treaties of the United States, and, if 
the act of February 138, 1801, c. 4, 
§ 11, 2 Stat. 89, be not noticed be- 
cause of its early repeal, c. 8, Pi 
2 Stat. 132, it is true, as sometimes: 
has been said, that this power was 


broadly exercised for the first time: 


by the act of March 8, 1875, c. 1387, 
so, 18 Stat. 470. By that act Con- 
gress in express terms gave the Cir- 
cuit Courts original 
concurrent with the courts of the 
several States, of all suits of that 
nature, where the value of the mat- 
ter in dispute, exclusive of costs, 
was 
lars, and this jurisdiction remained 
with the Circuit Courts until Jan- 


uary 1, 1912, when they were abol-- 


ished, save as the act of Mareh 3, 
LSS'T; VC Ok coun Gh de et tate Does 


quired that the value of the matter: 


in dispute, exclusive of interest and 
costs, be in excess of two thousand 
dollars. Upon the discontinuance of 
the Circuit Courts this jurisdiction 
was transferred to the District 
Courts by § 24 of the Judicial Code, 
Subject to a restriction that there- 
after the value of the matter in con- 
troversy should exceed three thou- 
sand dollars, exclusive of interest 
and costs.” 
Texas, etc., R. Co., 241 U.S. 295, 305, 
36 SCt 569, 60 L. ed. 1010. 

26. Rev. St. § 629; Act March “3, 
1875. (18 St: 
amended by Act Aug. 18, 1888 (25 
St. at L. 483 e¢ 866). 

27, Jud. Code ..§§ 24,291, 
ae courts see 

28. See infra § 341. 


29. Louisville v. Rice, 247 U. S.. 
201, 38 SCt 429, 62 L. ed. 1071; Mit-- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


jurisdiction,. 


in excess of five hundred dol- 


Bankers Trust Co. v.. 


at ..,.-470 Ve ¥37)s Jas. 


infra §§ 342,. 


it Soom 
-§ 29] 


| 


~36 SCt 711, 60 L. ed. 1161; 


7] 


ehell v. Dakota Cent. Tel. Co., 246 U. 
S. 396, 38 SCt 362, 62 L. ed. 793; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Greene, 244 
U. S. 555, 37 SCt 697, 61 L. ed. 1309; 
Louisville Co. v. Greene, 244 U. S. 
522, 37 SCt 683, 61 L, ed. 1291, Ann 
Cas1917E 97; Greene v. Louisville, 
ete., R. Co., 244 U. S. 499, 37 SCt 673, 
61 L. ed. 1280, AnnCasi1917E 88; Hop- 


kins v. Walker, 244 U. S. 486, 3% 
SCt 711, 61 L. ed. 1270; Lancaster 
v. Kathleen Oil Co., 241 U. §S. 551, 


0 Louis- 
ville, ete., R. Co. v. Western Union 
Tel. Co., 237 U. S. 300, 35-SCt 598, 
bel. ed. 695; Texas, etc.,. R.»Co.; v. 
Marcus, 237 U.S. 215, 85 SCt 578, 
59 L. ed. 924; Texas, etc, R. Co. v. 
Hill, 237 U. S. 208, 35 SCt 575, 59 L. 
ed. 918; Taylor v. Anderson, 234 U. 
S. 74,, 84::SCt 724,58 “lu. “ed: 1218; 
Lovell v. Newman, 227 U. S. 412, 33 
SCtiysies, 00). /ed.; 54.757 ‘Linsley,.v. 
reat, -205, Wi. Sx 20; 27+ SCty 430, Vol 
L. ed. 689; Divine v. Los Angeles, 
202° U.S.» 318, 26 SCt 652, 50 ‘Li. ved. 
1046; Rector v. City Deposit Bank 
Co., 1200.U. SS) 405,26 SCt. 289; 50.1. 
ed. 527; Defiance Water Co. v. De- 
fiance, 191.U. S. 184, 24 SCt 63, 48 
L. ed. 140; Boston, etc., Cons. Cop- 
per, etc., Min. Co. v. Montana Ore 
Purchasing. Co., 188 U. S..,632,% 23 
SCt 434, 47 L. ed. 626; Tennessee 
v. Bank of Commerce, 152 U. S. 454, 
14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 511; Cooke v. 
Avery, 147 U. S. 375, 13 SCt 340, 37 
L. ed. 209; Carson v. Dunham, 121 
U. S. 421, 7 SCt 1030, 30 L. ed. 992; 
Starin v. New York, 115 U. S. 248, 6 
SCt 28, 29 L. ed. 388; New Orleans, 
etc., R. Co. v. Mississippi, 102 U. S. 
135, 26 L. ed. 96; Tennessee v. Davis, 
100 U. S. 257, 25 L. ed. 648; Osborn 
v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 738, 
6 L. ed. 204; Cohens v. Virginia, 6 
Wheat. (U._S.) 264, 5 L. ed. 257; 
Toledo v. Toledo R., ete. Co., 259 
Fed. 450, 170 CCA 426; Hillsdale 
Gaslight Co. v. Hillsdale, 258 Fed. 
485; Everglades Drain. League v. 
Napoleon B. Broward Drain. Dist., 
253 Fed. 246; Iowa Loan, etc., Co. v. 
Fairweather, 252 Fed. 605; Noyes v. 
Parsons, 245 Fed. 689, 158 CCA 91; 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Swift, 242 
Fed. 92; American Surety Co. v. 
Shultz, 223 Fed. 280, 188 CCA 522; 
Missouri v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 216 
Fed. 562; Mutual Film Co. vy. In- 
dustrial Commn., 215 Fed. 138 [aff 
P36" Wi nsengs0) oD VSCL.i38i,, 09> Tied. 
552]; Rail, ete, Coal Co. v. Yaple, 
214 Fed. 273 [aff 236 U. S. 338, 35 
Sct 359, 59 L. ed. 607]; Milkman v. 
Arthe, 213 Fed. 642; Portland R., 
‘etc., Power Co. v. Portland, 210 Fed. 
667; McGoon vy. Northern Pac. R. 
Co., 204 Fed. 998; Cleveland, etc., R. 
Co. v. Hirsch, 204 Fed. 849, 123 CCA 
145; Taylor v. Anderson, 197 Fed. 
383 [aff 234 U. S. 74, 34 SCt 724, 58 
L. ed. 1218]; San Francisco Gas, etc., 
Co, v. San Francisco, 189 Fed. 943; 
Denver v. New York Trust Co., 187 
Fed, 890, 110 CCA 24; Colosurdo v. 
New Jersey: Cent. R. Co:, 180 Fed. 
832 [aff 192 Fed. 901, 113 CCA 379]; 
Risley v. Utica, 179 Fed: 875; At- 
chison, etc., R. Co. v. Love, 174 Fed. 
59 [aff 185 Fed. 321, 107 CCA 4031]; 
Huff v. Union Nat. Bank, 173 Fed. 
333; Central of Georgia R. Co. v. 


Wright, 166 Fed. 153; Brickhouse v. 


Brooks, 165 Fed. 534; Columbia Val- 
ley R. Co. v. Portland, etc. R. Co. 
162 Fed. 603, 89 CCA 361; Wallula 


‘Pac. R. Co. v. Portland, etc., R. Co., 


154 Fed. 902; Anderson v. Bassman, 


140 Fed. 14; Michigan R. Tax Cases, 


Reel wee H A Fang LEY pale 
Tae TGUSCL. 459) p01. ed. pteells 
Ohio Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. San- 
dusky County Comrs., 137 Fed. 947; 
Ex p. Moebus, 137 Fed. 154; Wolff 
v. Choctaw, ete. R. Co., 133 Fed. 
601; Richards v. Rock Rapids, 31 
Fed. 505; Leonard v. Shreveport, 28 


138 Fed. 223 


Fed. 257; Hughes v. Northern Pac. 


R. Co., 18 Fed. 106, 9 Sawy. 313; 
Ellis v. Norton, 16 Fed. 4, 4 Woods 
399; Van Allen y. Atchison, etc., R. 
Co., 3 Fed. 545, 1 McCrary 598; Cal- 
houn v. R. Co, 7 Ga. A. 528, 67 


FEDERAL COURTS 


SE 274; Richman v. 
Gas Co., 114 App. Div. 216, 100 NYS 
81; Orr v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co.,, 
83 Misc. 221, 145 NYS 378. See also 
infra §§ 30-47. 

“Whether a suit is one that arises 
under the Constitution or laws of 
the United States is determined by 
the questions involved. If from 
them it appears that some title, 
right, privilege, or immunity on 
which the recovery depends will be 
defeated by one construction of the 
Constitution or a law of the United 
States, or sustained by the opposite 
construction, then the case is one 
arising under the Constitution or 
laws of the United States. Osborn 
v. U.S. Bank, 9 Wheat, 738, 6 L. 
ed. 204; Starin v. New York, 115 
U. S. 248-257, 6 SCt 28, 29 L. ed. 
388. In Carson v. Dunham, 121 U. 
Seeds tn HOt 1030, 30F Ln peda 992, 
it was ruled that it was necessary 
that the construction either of the 
Constitution or some law or treaty 
should be directly involved in or- 
der to give jurisdiction.” Cooke v. 
Avery, 147 U.S. 375, 384, 18 SCt_340, 
37 L. ed. 209 [quot National Bank 
93] Commerce vy. Wade, 84 Fed. 10, 

“A cease does not arise under the 
laws of the United States simply 
because this court, or any other Fed- 
eral court, has decided in another 
suit the questions of law which are 
involved.’ Leather Manufacturers’ 
Nat. Bank v. Cooper, 120 U. S. 778, 
Oils Maou eC Uist OO) Led. 816. 

[a] A cause of action under the 
laws of the United States arises 
“where an appropriate statement by 
the plaintiff, unaided by any anti- 
cipation or avoidance of defenses, 
discloses that it really and substan- 
tially involves a dispute or con- 
troversy respecting the validity, con- 
struction or effect of an act of Con- 
gress.” Canton First Nat. Bank v. 
Williams, 252 U. S. 504, 512, 40 SCt 


Hoe 64 L. ed. 690 [rev 260 Fed. 
[b] Tllustrative cases as to what 


does or does not constitute a fed- 
eral question. (1) Lovell v. New- 
man, 229,00. S. 412)33 SCt 376, 57 i, 
ed. 577; Ferris’ v. Frohman, 223) U. 
S. 424, 32 SCt 263, 56 L. ed. 492; 
Perry:.Co. xn. Norfolk, 220 -U) \S.°'472, 
31 SCt 465, 55 L. ed. 548; El Paso, 

Oise 


ete., R. Co: v. Gutierrez, 215 
87; 380 =SCt 21, 54° L.).ed. 1065, St. 
Louisha.. Mi. ete, .R. Coniw.,, Taylor, 


210 U. S. 281, 28 SCt 616, 52 UL. ed. 
1061; Mobile, etc., R. Co. v. Missis- 
Sippl,, 210). U.. Si, 187,27 28 .SCt. 650, 
52 L. ed. 1016; Ex p, Young, 209 U. 
S723) 28i1eCt aah 52- Ly ved slats 
LRANS 932, 14 AnnCas 764; Yose- 
mite Gold Min., etc., Co. v. HEmer- 
son, 208 U.S. 25,28 SCt. 196, -52 
L. ed. 374; Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v, Wharton, 207 U. S. 328, 28 SCt 
12s Do dee. ZOO; weCULLty trust, 
ete., Co. v. Lexington, 203 U. S. 323, 
27 SCt’ 87, 51 L. ed. 204; Martin v. 
PACESDULS, . CLC iy ce peCOss, ZUat sues Ss 
284, 27 SCt 100, 51 L. ed. 184; Devine 
v. Los Angeles, 202 U. S. 313, 26 
SCt 652, 50 L. ed. 1046; Joy v St. 
Louis; .2008 U2 (S332, 26 iSCt 478; 
50 L. ed. 776; Keen v. Keen, 201 
U.S, 319, 26 SCt: 494, 50 L. ed. 772; 
Carfer v: Caldwell, 200 U. S. 298, 
26 SCt 264, 50 L. ed. 488; French v. 
Taylor, 199 U. S. 274, 26 SCt 76, 50 
LL. ed. 189; Corkran Oil, ete., Co. v. 
Arnaudet, 199 U. S. 182, 26 SCt 41, 
50 L. ed. 143; Calumet Grain, etc., 
Cow. Chicago, 188°. S.:,431;— 23 
Sct 47%, 47 L. ed. 5382; Cummings v. 
Chicago, 188 U. S. 410, 23 SCt 472, 
47 L. ed. 525; Avery v. Popper, 179 
WS. 805,) 21 SCt 94,45. L)ed.. 203 
[dism writ of error 92 Tex. 337, 48 
Sw 572, £9 SW _ 219, 50 SW 122, 
71 AmSR 849]; Western Union Tel. 
Gouna Ann ALVOry Rin COL, ¢ 1d, wane 
239, 20 SCt 867, 44 L. ed. 1052 [rev 
90 Fed. 379, 33 CCA 113]; La Abra 
Silver: Min] Go: we Us Si, 175>U4)S8. 
423, 20 SCt 168, 44 L. ed. 223 [aff 
82 Ct. Cl. 462]; Williams v. Bruffy, 


Consolidated } 


[25.0.4] (919 


102 U. S, 248, 26 L. ed. 135; West 
Tennessee Bank v. Citizens’ Bank, 13 
Walls Ce 'S.))- 482, 20) Ty edit 5145 
Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 1005; U. 
S. v. Pedarre, 262 Fed. 839; In re 
Military Training Camp, 260 Fed. 
986; Wayne v. Venable, 260 Fed. 64; 
State v. Cox, 257 Fed. 334; Nueces 
Valley Town-Site Co. v. McAdoo, 
257. Fed. 143; Florida R. Comrs, v. 
Burleson, 255 Fed. 604; Iowa Loan, 
ete., Co. v. Fairweather, 252 Fed. 
605; Wagner Electric Mfg. Co. v. 
District Lodge No. 9, 252 Fed. 597; 
Tel.-Postal Tel.-Cable Co. v. Mobile, 
179 Fed. 955; Peo. v. Bleecker St., 
etc., R. Co., 178 Fed. 156; Mecky v. 
Grabowski, 177 Fed. 591; Larabee v. 
Dolley, 175 Fed. 865 [rev on other 
grounds 179 Fed. 461, 102 CCA 607, 
32 LRANS 1065 (aff 228 U. S. 1, 33 
SCt 409, 57 L. ed. 707)]; Owensboro 
v. Cumberland -Tel., ete, Co., 174 
Fed. 739, 99 CCA 1; Brawner v. Ir- 
win, 169 Fed. 964; Christian Moerlein 
Brewing Co. v. Hill, 166 Fed. 140; 
Spring Valley Water Co. v. San 
Francisco, 165 Fed. 667; Lefkowitz 
v. Foster Hose Supporter Co., 161 
Fed. 367; Jewett v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 156 Fed. 160; Perkins v. North- 
ern. Pac. R: Co., 155 Wed! 445: U.S. 
v. Axman, 152 Fed. 816; Des Moines 
City R. Co. v. Des Moines, 151 Fed. 
854 [rev on other grounds 214 U. S. 
19, "29 SCUl Sbey ibe) +i OGtee go Sills 
Ex p. Moebus, 148 Fed. 39; Kinney 
v. Mitchell, 138 Fed. 270; Glucose Re- 
fining Co. v. Chicago, 138 Fed. 209; 
White Swan Mines Co. v. Balliet, 134 
Fed, 1004; People’s Sav. Bank v. Lay- 
man, 134 Fed. 635; Willitt v. Baker, 
133 Fed. 937; St: Louis, ete: R.'Co. 
v. Davis, 1382 Fed. 629; Anthony v. 
Burrow, 129 Fed. 783; Joy v. St. 
Louis, 122 Fed. 524; Files v. Davis, 
118 Fed, 465; In re Delafield, 109 Fed. 


577; Mercantile Trust, etc, Co. v. 
Collins Park, ete., R. Co., .107 Fed. 
762; Anglo-American Provision Co. 


v. Davis Provision Co., 105 Fed. 536; 


Y-ta-tah-wah v. Rebock, 105 Fed. 
257; Peters v. Malin, 104 Fed. 849; 
Harper v. Endert, 103 Fed. 911; 


Southern Bell Tel., etce., Co. v. Rich- 
mond, 103 Fed. 31, 44 CCA 147 [aff 
98 Fed. 671]; Kiernan v. Multnomah 
County, 95 Fed. 849; In re Sievers, 
91 Fed: 366; Leslie v. Brown, 90 Fed. 
171, 32 CCA 556; National Bank of 
Redemption v. Rutledge, 84 Fed. 
400; Central Trust Co. v. Grantham, 
83 Fed. 540, 27 CCA 570; Ceredo First 
Nat. Bank v. Savings Soc., 80 Fed. 
581, 25 CCA 466; Capital City Gas Co. 
v. Des Moines, 72 Fed. 818; Green v. 
Elbert, 63 Fed. 308, 11 CCA 207; 
Green v. Rogers, 56 Fed. 220; Sowles 


v. Witters, 46 Fed. 497; Murdock 
v. Cincinnati, 44 Fed. 726; Ex. p. 
Kinnebrew,- 35 Fed. 52; Winter v. 


Swinburne, 8 Fed. 49, 10 Biss. 454; 
Johnson v. Jumel, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,892, 8 Woods 69; Kelley v. Bell, 
172 Ind. 590, 88 NE 58; In re Fisher, 
128 Iowa 18, 102 NW 797; Jones v. 
Seward, 40 Barb. (N. Y.) 5638; U. S. 


v. Douglass, 113 N. C. 190, 18 SE 
202; Monnett v. Columbus, ete, R. 
Co., 26 Oh. Cir. Ct. 469; Albanell v. 


Cobian, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 82. (2) 
On the sale of shares in a national 
bank, the name of the assignee had 
not been inserted in the blank left 
for that purpose in the transfer book 
of the bank, and in consequence the 
assignors were compelled, in a suit 
brought by a receiver, to contribute, 
as owner of such shares, toward the 
liabilities of the bank. The assignors 
then brought suit in a federal court 
against their assignee to recover the 
money so paid. The action was not 
within the jurisdiction of a federal 
court, as it was not brought to en- 
force any liability existing under 
the national banking act, nor grow- 
ing out of the banking laws, which 
imposes no duty on an assignee of 
shares to register his ownership for 
the protection of his assignor. Les- 
sassier v. Kennedy, 123 U. S. 521, 
8 SCt 244, 31 L. ed. 262. 

[ec] An action against directors 


a 


720 [25C.J.] 


the citizenship of the parties.*° 


of a national bank (1) for damages 
for inducing plaintiff, by false rep- 
resentations contained in the reports 
made by them in accordance with 
the statutes and the regulations of 
the comptroller of the currency, to 
loan money to the bank, which he 
lost through its insolvency, does not 
present a controversy arising under 
the constitution or laws of the 
United States, of which the federal 
courts have jurisdiction, either orig- 
inally or by removal. Bailey v. 
Mosher, 74 Fed. 15. (2) But where 
the liability sought to be enforced 
is based upon violation of the bank- 
ing laws by defendants, and the ac- 
tion is not merely a common-law 
action for deceit, a federal question 
is presented which will support fed- 
eral jurisdiction. Bailey v, Mosher, 
63 Fed. 488, 11 CCA 304. (3) A 
mere assertion of a common-law lia- 
bility on the part of the directors 
of a national bank presents no fed- 
eral question which will support ju- 
risdiction. Herrmann y. Hdwards, 
238 Wa Se. 107,435: SCt,.839, .69 Li. ed, 
1224. 

{d] An action cn a supersedeas 
bond given on writ of error to a 
judgment in a federal court, as au- 
thorized by Rev. St. §§ 1000, 1007, 
is one arising under the laws of 
the United States. American Sure- 
ty Co. v. Shulz, 237 U. S. 159, 35 
St 525,59) Lh. sed, 892. 

[e]. Action on judgment of fed- 
eral court.—‘‘We agree with counsel 
for appellee that Frovident Sav. L. 
Assur.; Soe: v. Ford, 114 U. S. 635, 
641, 5 SCt 1104, 29 L. ed. 261, is 
in point in this aspect of the case. 
There it was ruled that ‘the fact 
that a judgment was recovered in 
a court of the United States does 
not, in a suit upon that judgment, 
raise a question under the laws of 
the United States within the mean- 
ing of the act of March 3, 1875.’” 
Pope v. Louisville, ete. R. Co., 173 
Ue S. 573,.580, 19 SCt 500, 43 L. ed. 
814, 

Existence of federal question as 
ground for removal see Removal of 
Causes [84 Cyc 1240 et seq]. 

30. Hayes v. Port of Seattle, 251 
U. S. 233, 40 SCt 125, 64 L. ed. 243; 
Mitchell v. Dakota Cent. Tel. Co., 
246 U. S. 396, 38 SCt 362, 62 L. ed. 
7193; Greene v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 
244 U. S. 499, 37 SCt 673, 61 Li. ed. 
1280, AnnCas1917E 88; Cuyahoga 
River Power Co. v. Akron, 240 U. S. 
462, 36 SCt 402, 60 L. ed. 743 [rev 
210 Fed. 524]; Jetton v. University 
of the South, 208 U. S. 489, 28 SCt 
375, 52 L. ed. 584; Mercantile Trust, 
ete,’ Co. v., Columbus, 4.203 JU... .S: 
314, 27 SCtv83, 51 L...ed.,.198; Knox- 
ville Water Co. v. Knoxville, 200 U. 
Sane 2 awiaG 1SCt-e 224, (50), due) edi 353: 
Patton v. Brady, 184 U. S. 608, 22 SCt 
493, 46 L. ed. 713; Venner v, Penn- 
sylvania Steel Co., 250 Fed. 292; 
Benedict v. New York, 247 Fed. 758, 
159 CCA 616 [aff 235 Fed. 258, and 
Afi 250mUiaise Bs2t,)389 .SCt. 476) 5.63 
L. ed. 1005]; Supreme Council R. A. 
vy. Hobart, 244 Fed. 385, 157 CCA 11; 
Hays v. Seattle, 226 Fed. 287, 40 
Sct. 125°faff 251.0. S. 233, 40. SCt 
125, 64 L. ed. 248]; Photo-Drama 
Motion Picture Co. v. Social Uplift 
Film Corp., 220 Fed. 448, 187 CCA 
42 [aff 213 Fed. 374]; Milkman v. 
Arthe, 213 Fed. 642; Betts v. Bisher, 
213 Fed. 581, 130 CCA 161; Williams 
v. McCartan, 212 Fed. 345; Rossman 


This jurisdiction 
extends to the determination of all questions ‘in- 
volved in the case, including questions of state 
law,*+ irrespective of the disposition that may be 
made of the federal question,?? or whether it is 
found necessary to decide it at all.?? 
of cases in which a federal question is involved, 
on which jurisdiction in the courts of the United 


FEDERAL COURTS 


of power.*4 
In that class 


v. Garnier, 211 Fed. 401, 128 CCA 
73 [mod 195 Fed. 175]; Wilmington 
City R. Co. v: Taylor, 198 Bed. 1595 
Denver v. New York Trust Co., 187 
Fed. 890, 110 CCA 24 [rev on other 
grounds 229 U. S. 123, 33 SCt 657, 
57 LL. ed. 1101]; Mannington v. 
Hocking Valley R. Co., 183 Fed. 133; 
Colasurdo v. New Jersey Cent. R. 
Co., 180 Fed. 832 [aff 192 Fed. 901, 
118 CCA 379]; Larabee v. Dolley, 
175 Fed. 365 [rev on other grounds 
179 Fed. 461, 102 CCA 607, 32 LRANS 
1065, and aff 219 U. 'S:.121,' 32 SCC 
189, 55 L. ed. 123]; Clark -v. South- 
ern Pac. Co., 175 Fed. 122; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Macon Grocery 
Co., 166 Fed. 206, 92 CCA 114; Mis- 
souri, etec., R. Co. v. Olathe, 156 Fed. 


624; U. S. v. Axman, :152 Fed. 816; 
Des Moines City R. Co. v. Des 
Moines, 151 Fed. 854 [rev on other 


grounds 214 U.°S: 179; 29 SCt 553; 
53 L. ed. 958]; Douglas Park Jockey 
Club v. Grainger, 146 Fed. 414 [rev 
on other grounds 148 Fed. 513, 78 
CCA 199, 8 AnnCas 997]; Ozark-Bell 
Tel. Co. v. Springfield, 140 Fed. 666; 
Wright v. Skinner, 136 Fed. 694; 
People’s Sav. Bank: v. Layman, 134 


Fed. 635; Files v. Davis, 118 Fed. 
465; Simpson v. Union Stock Yards 
Co., 110 Fed. 799; Mercantile Trust, 
étce.,. Co, v. Collins Park, jete., Co., 99 
Fed. 812; San Joaquin, etc, Canal 
Co. v. Stanislaus County, 90 Fed. 
516; Hennessy v. Braunschweiger, 


etc., Co., 89 Fed. 664; U. S. Express 
Co. v. Allen, 39 Fed. 712; Woodfin 
v. Phoebus, 30 Fed. 289; Sawyer v. 
Concordia Parish, 12 Fed. 754, 4 
Woods 273; Fischer v. Neil, 6 Fed. 
89; Teese v. Phelps, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,818, McCall. 17; Albanell v. Co- 
bian, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 82; Alem&n 
v. Escalona, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 509. 

31. Greene v. Louisville, ete. R. 
C05 244" SS.) 4995~ 8s “SCEVCT3;. 61 
L. ed. 1280; Siler v. Louisville, etc., 
RetCo, als. Uap Saad (ose eee Larcod. 
53 L. ed. 753. 

32. See cases infra notes 33, 36. 

Greene v. Louisville, etc. R. 
244 U.. S.) 499, 37) SCt 673, 61 
L. ed. 1280; Siler v. Louisville, etc., 
RA A COnue2 Lo Us BOte ht Ono: paorsoet 
451, 53 Li. ed. 753: 

“The Federal questions, as to the 
invalidity of the state statute be- 
cause, as alleged, it was in violation 
of the Federal Constitution, gave the 
Circuit Court jurisdiction, and, hav- 
ing properly obtained it, that court 
had the right to decide all the 
questions in the case, even though it 
decided the Federal questions ad- 
versely to the party raising them, or 
even if it omitted to decide them 
at all, but decided the case on local 
or state questions only.” Siler v. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., supra. 

84. Nashville, ete., R. Co. v, Tay- 
lor, 86 Fed, 168. 

Federal question: 

As basis of jurisdiction of supreme 
court on appeal see infra § 204. 
As ground for removal see Removal 

of Causes [34 Cyc 1240]. 

35. Cuyahoga River Power Co. v. 
Northern Ohio Tract., ete., Co., 252 
in Sie oS Sen 40  SCty 4045 = 645i ed. 
626; Norton v. Whiteside, 239 U. S. 
144, 36 SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 186; Manila 
Inv. ~Co. v.° Trammell, 239.0...-S. 
31, 86 SCt 12, 60 L. ed. #29; Geneva 
Furniture Mfg. Co. v. Karpen, 238 U. 
S. 254,35 .SCt/ 788, .59 Thi ed... 1295; 
Ramapo Water Co. v. New York, 236 
UW: S. 579; 35 SCt 442,59) Fed. Folk: 


[§ 29 


States depends, the character of the question is 
the same whether the jurisdiction exercised is ap- 
pellate, original, or by removal, the jurisdiction in 
either form depending upon the constitutional grant 
In order to confer jurisdiction on the 
ground that a federal question is involved there 
must be a real and substantial dispute, one not 
merely colorable, and devoid of merit,*° although 


Burr, 234 U. S. 712, 34 SCt_ 


Hull v. 
892, 58 L. ed. 1557; Missouri, etc., 
R. Co. v. West, 232 U.S. 682, 34 SCt 
471, 58 L. ed. 795; Shulthis v. Mc- 


Dougal, 225 U. S. 561, 32. SCt 704, 
56 L. ed. 1205; Siler v. Louisville, 
ete, Roc Co. 213° UssSs 175; -29' USCt 


451, 53 L. ed. 753; Devine v. Los An- 
geles,, 2027; (Sv isis, 26" Sur 652. 50 
L. ed. 1046; Montana Catholic Mis- 
sions v. Missoula County, 200 U. S. 
118, 26 SCt 197, 50 L. ed. 398; O’Cal- 
laghan v. O’Brien, 199 U. S. 89, 25 
SCt 727, 50 L. ed. 101 [aff 125 Fed. 
657, 60 CCA 347, and rev 116 Fed. 
934]; Fayerweather v. Ritch, 195 U. 
Si 226,025 SCE 585749. eadsudess 
Pacific Electric R. Co. v. Los An- 
geles. 194 U. S. 112, 24 SCt 586, 48 


Li ed. 896; Newburyport Water Co. |. 


v. Newburyport, 193 U. S. 561, 24 SCt 
558, 48 L. ed. 795; Underground R. 
Co. v. New York, 193 U. S. 416, 24 
SCt 494, 48 L. ed. 733; Defiance Wa- 
ter Co. v., Defiance,")191 U.S!) 184, 
24 SCt 63, 48 L. ed. 140; Western 
Union Tel. Co. vy. Ann Arbor R. Co., 
178 U.‘S. 239; 20 SCt 867, 44 Th) ed. 
1052; De Lamar’s Nevada Co. v. 
N€sbitt, 177-U. -S: 523; 20 (SCt ‘fats 
44 L. ed. 872; Shoshone Min. Co. v. 
Rutter, 177 U. S. 505, 20 SCt 726, 44 
L. ed. 864; Florida Cent., etc., R. Co. 
Ve peel 16 "Ue 5. joes | 20 See mooge 
44 L. ed. 486; Blackburn v. Portland 
Gold-Min.Co., 175 U.S. 571, 20 SCt 
222, 44 L. ed. 276; McCain v. Des 
Moines, 174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 
43 L. ed. 936 [aff 84 Fed. 726]; St. 
Joseph, etc., Co. v. Steele, 167 U. S. 
659, 17 SCt 925, 42 L. ed. 315; Colo- 
rado Cent. Cons. Min. Co. v. Turck, 
150 "Us S.7 138,94) -SCt 355 874i eae 
1030; Little York Gold Washing, etce., 
Co Vem Keyes, (96) SUsr se 199m po aeiae 
ed. 656; Ohio v. Cox, 257 Fed. 334; 
Columbus R., ete., Co. v. Columbus, 
253 Fed. 499 [aff 249 U. S. 399, 39 
SCt 349, 63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648]; 
Benedict v. New York, 247 Fed. 758, 
159) CCA, 616 [aff “250° Us. Si 321,39 
SCt 476, 63 L. ed. 1005]; Supreme 
Council R. A. v. Hobart, 244 Fed. 
385, 157 CCA 11; Seattle Electric Co. 
v. Seattle. etc., Co., 185 Fed. 365, 
107 CCA 421; American Nat. Bank 
v. Tappan, 174 Fed. 431 [aff 217 U. 
S. 600, 30 SCt 697, 54 L. ed. 897]; 
Dowell v. Griswold, 7 F. Cas. No. 
4,041, 5 Sawy. 39. 

[a] A case which in fact depends 
upon questions of local or general 
law cannot be brought within the 
jurisdiction of a federal court, as 
one arising under the constitution 
or laws of the United States by a 
reference thereto. Risley v. Utica, 
179 Fed. 875; Riverside, etc. R. Co. 
v. Riverside, 118 Fed. 736; St. Paul, 
etc., Ri Co. vy. St., Paul: ete RR.) Coe 
68ihed £2, o153CCA 167. 

“When a suit does not really and: 
substantially involve a dispute or 
controversy as to the effect or con- 
struction of the Constitution or laws 
of the United States, upon the de- 
termination of which the result de- 
pends, it is not a suit arising under 
the Constitution or laws. And it 
must appear on the record, by a 
statement in legal and logical form, 
such as is required in good pleading, 
that the suit is one which does 
really and substantially involve a 
dispute or controversy as to a right 
which depends on the construction of 
the Constitution or some law or 
treaty of the United States, before 


‘ Jurisdiction can be maintained on 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. . 


§ 29] 


not necessarily one that can be, or ultimately is, 
maintained,®® as to the effect or construction of a 
provision either of the constitution or of some law 
or treaty of the United States, upon the deter- 
mination of which the right of recovery depends ;37 
and it is not sufficient that a federal question may 
arise, but it must have actually arisen.*® 
where the very nature of the controversy is fed- 


this ground.’ Western Union Tel. 
Co; vs Ann Arbor’ R. 'Co., 1T89US S: 
239, 243, 20 SCt 867, 44 L. ed. 
1052. : 

36. Greene v. Louisville, ete. R. 
Con 244) U.S. 499) 37 SCt 6735 61 
L. ed. 1280; Ohio Tax Cases, 232 U. 
So) o06.058654 347 SCt 372.) 68. Ti. ted. 
737; Michigan Cent. R. Co. v. Vree- 


dand, 22/7.) Ui. S:. 595° 63, 33 eSCt «1192, 
57 L. ed. 417; Siler v. Louisville, 
erchie RCo. b213..U8.S) 175,229) SCt 


451, 53 L. ed. 753. 
supra note 29. 

[a] A substantial controversy re- 
specting rights under the federal 
constitution, presented by the aver- 
ments of the bill, is sufficient to 
support the jurisdiction of the fed- 
eral court, irrespective of the ac- 
tual sufficiency of the facts alleged 
to justify the relief sought, or of 
the facts as they may subsequently 
turn out. Pacific Electric R. Co. 
v. Los Angeles, 194 U. S. 112, 24 
SCt 586, 48 L. ed. 896 [aff 118 Fed. 
746]. 

[b] Reasonable foundation for 
claim sufficient.—If it appears that 
in any aspect which the case may as- 
sume the right to relief may depend 
upon the construction of a_provi- 
sion of the constitution or laws 
the United States, and that such 
claim is not merely colorable, but 
rests upon a reasonable foundation, 
the court has jurisdiction of the 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Da- 


See also cases 


cause. 
vis, 132 Fed. 629. 
[ec] Bona fide claim sufficient.— 


It is not essential to the jurisdic- 
tion of a federal court of a _ suit 
based on an alleged impairment of a 
contract by a state that there should 
be a valid contract, or that the im- 
pairment complained of should in 
fact be effected, but it is sufficient, 
for jurisdictional purposes, if plain- 
tiff claims the existence of such con- 
tract, and its impairment, in good 
faith. Pacific Electric Co. v. Los An- 


geles, 118 Fed. 746 [aff 194 U. Ss. 
112, 24 SCt 586, 48 L. ed. 896]; River- 
side, etc, R. Co. v. Riverside, 118 


Fed. 736; Michigan Tel. Co. v. Char- 
lotte, 93 Fed. 11. 

Appellate jurisdiction of supreme 
court see infra § 200 et seq. 

37. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561,32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205; 
Dawson v. Columbia Ave. Sav. Fund, 
ete., Co., 197 U. S. 178, 25 SCt 420, 
49 L. ed. 713; McCain v. Des Moines, 
174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed. 
936 [aff 84 Fed. 726]; New Orleans 
vy. Benjamin, 153 U.S. 411, 14 SCt 
905, 38 L. ed. 764; Supreme Council 
R. A. v. Hobart, 244 Fed. 385,157 CCA 
11; Hare v. Birkenfield, 181 Fed. 825, 
104 CCA 335; Kroschel v. Munkers, 
179 Fed. 961; Earnhart v. Switzler, 
179 Fed. 832, 105 CCA 260; Larabee 
v. Dolley, 175 Fed. 365 [rev on other 
grounds 179 Fed. 461, 102 CCA 607, 
32 LRANS 1065, and aff 219 U.S. 
121, 31 SCt 189, 55 L. ed. 123]; Chris- 


tian Moerlein Brewing Co. v. Hill, ! 


166 Fed. 140; Rountree v.. Adams Ex- 
press Co., 165 Fed. 152, 91 CCA 186; 
McGilvra v. Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 
CCA 398 [rev on other grounds 215 
wT. Ss. 70, 30 SCt 27, 54 L. ed. 95]; 
Orr v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co., 83 
Misc. 221, 145 NYS 378; Chicago, 
etc., R. Co. v. Clements, 53 Tex. Civ. 
A. 148, 115 SW 664. 

‘whether the remedy sought from 
the District Court is obtainable or 
not must depend upon the result of 
the constitutional question raised 
as to the validity of said provi- 


[25 C. J.—46] 


of | 
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the court.®® 


But 


sions.” Supreme Council 
et pea 244 Fed. 385, 388, 157 CCA 


[a] The construction of a state 
law does not present a federal ques- 
tion. Knop v. Monongahela River 
Cons; Coaly ete; /Co:acid Ws S485; 
29 SCt 188, 53 L. ed. 294; Kiernan v. 
Multnomah County, 95 Fed. 849. 

[b] The division of a state into 
congressional districts does not in- 
volve a federal question. Anthony 
v. Burrow, 129 Fed. 783. 

38. Florida Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
Bell, 176 U. S. 321, 20 SCt 399, 44 L. 
ed. 486 [rev 87 Fed. 369, 31 CCA 9]; 
Louisville v. Cumberland Tel., etc., 
Co.,, 155. Med. 725,,84 CCA 151, 12 
AnnCas 500; Farson y. Chicago, 138 
Fed. 184; Cooke v. State Nat. Bank, 
52 N. Y. 96, 11 AmR 667 [aff 1 Lans. 


| 494]; Jaffe v. Fernandez, 4 Porto 
Rico Fed. 454. 
[a] Decision dependent on con- 


struction.—The mere fact that it 
may become necessary to construe 
the constitution or laws of the 
United States in the progress of the 
trial of the case does not give the 
federal courts jurisdiction, unless 
the decision must depend upon such 
construction. Parnhart v..Switzler, 
179: Fed. 832, 105 CCA 260; Wise v. 
Nixon, 78 Fed. 203 

[b] A mere protest against the 
payment of a license tax on, the 
ground that the law seeking to im- 
pose it is unconstitutional will not 
give a federal court jurisdiction to 
try and determine the constitution- 
ality of the law. Corbus v. Alaska 
Treadwell Gold-Min. Co., 99 Fed. 334 
faff: 187 U: S. 455, 23° SCt:157, 47 L. 
ed. 256]. 

39. Ohio v. Hildebrant, 241 U. S. 
565, 36 SCt 708, 60 L. ed. 1177; Swaf- 
ford v. Templeton, 185 U. S. 487, 
493, 22 SCt 783, 46 L. ed. 1005 [rev 
108 Fed. 309] (“the court erred in 
dismissing the action for want of 
jurisdiction, since the right which it 
was claimed had been unlawfully in- 
vaded was one in the very nature 
of things arising under the Consti- 
tution and laws of the United 
States, and that this inhered in the 


very substance of the claim, It is 
obvious from an inspection of the 
certificate that the court, in dis- 


missing for want of jurisdiction, 
was controlled by what 
to be the want of merit in the aver- 
ments which were made in the com- 
plaint as to the violation of the 
Federal right. But as the very na- 
ture of the controversy was Federal, 
and, therefore, jurisdiction existed, 
whilst the opinion of the court as 
to the want of merit in the cause 
of action might have furnished 
ground for dismissing for that rea- 
son, it afforded no sufficient ground 
for deciding that the action was not 
one arising under the Constitution 
and laws of the United States. 
True, it has been repeatedly held 
that, on error from a state court to 
this court, where the Federal ques- 
tion asserted to be contained in the 
record is manifestly lacking all 
color of merit, the writ of error 
should be dismissed. New Orleans 
Waterworks Co. v. Louisiana, 185 
i. (Si. 336,422 SCts69ol, 46 Ls ed: 936, 
and authorities cited. This doctrine, 
however, relates to questions aris- 
ing on writs of error from_ state 
courts where, aside from the Federal 
status of the parties to the action 
or the inherent nature of the Fed- 
eral right which is sought to be 


it deemed. 
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eral, the case cannot be dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction, because the cause of action asserted 
in the complaint does not appear meritorious to 


The fact that a law of the United States is in- 
cidentally involved in an action is not sufficient to 
give a federal court jurisdiction.*° 

A claim of violation of a state constitution does 


R. A. v.]} vindicated, jurisdiction is to be de-- 


termined by ascertaining whether 
the record raises a bona fide Federal 
question, In that class of cases 
not only this court may, but it is 
its duty to, determine whether in 
truth and in fact a real Federal 
question arises on the record. And 
it is true, also, as observed in New 
Orleans Waterworks Co. v. Louisi- 
ana, supra, that a _ similar. prin- 
ciple is applied in analogous cases 
originally brought in a court of the 


United States. McCain v. Des 
Moines, 174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 
43 lL. ed. 936; St. Joseph, ete., R. 


Co. Vv... Steele, 167 U.:S. 658, 17> SCt 
925, 42 L. ed. 315. But the doctrine 
referred to has no application to a 
ease brought in a Federal court 
where the very subject-matter of the 
controversy is Federal, however 
much wanting in merit may be the 
averments which it is claimed es- 
tablish the violation of the Federal 
right. The distinction between the 
cases referred to and the one at bar 
is that which must necessarily exist 
between controversies concerning 
rights which are created by the Con- 
stitution or laws of the United 
States, and which consequently are 
in their essence Federal and con- 
troversies concerning rights not 
conferred by the Constitution or 
laws of the United States, the con- 
tention respecting which may or 
may not involve a Federal question 
depending upon what is the real is- 
sue to be decided or the substantial- 
ity of the averments as to the exist- 
ence of the rights which it is claimed 
are Federal in character. The dis- 
tinction finds apt illustration in the 
decisions of this court holding that 
suits brought by or against corpo- 
rations chartered by acts of Congress 
are caseS per se of Federal cogni- 
zance. Osborne Waa Ua sete banks 29 
Wheat (U:..'S.)i< 7383 6eelu, med. 52045 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Cody, 166 U. S. 
606, ~LiniSCti03 741) In cedil US oa meert 
may not be doubted that if an ac- 
tion be brought in a Circuit Court 
of the United States by such a cor- 
poration, there would be jurisdic- 
tion tc entertain it, although the 
averments set out to establish the 
wrong complained of or the defence 
interposed were unsubstantial in 
character. The distinction is also 
well illustrated by the case of Hunt- 
ington v. Laidley, 176 U. S. 668, 20 
SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 630, where, find- 
ing that jurisdiction obtained in a 
Circuit Court, this court held that it 
was error to dismiss the action for 
want of jurisdiction because it was 
deemed that the record established 
that the cause of action asserted was 
not well founded. It follows that 
the court below erred in dismissing 
the action for want of jurisdiction. 
Of course, in reaching this conclu- 
sion we must not be understood as 
expressing any opinion as to the 
sufficiency of the declaration’). 

“We are of opinion that there was 
jurisdiction in the District Court to 
entertain the bill as it presented 
questions arising under the Four- 
teenth Amendment to the Federal 
Constitution not so wholly lacking 
in merit as to afford no basis of ju- 
risdiction.”’ Columbus R., etc., Co. v. 
Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 406, 39 SCt 
349, 351, 638 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648 
[aff 253 Fed. 499]. 

Jurisdiction coalescing with mer- 
its see infra § 219. 


40. Carl Laemmle Music Co. v. 


722 [25 C.J.] 


not bring a case within the jurisdiction of the 
federal courts where no claim is made of impair- 
ment of rights granted or secured by the federal 


constitution or laws.*! 


When a question has been decided by the su- 
‘preme court of the United States it ceases to be 
a ‘‘federal question’’ in such sense as to give the 
federal courts jurisdiction of a subsequent action 

- in which it again arises,#* or to support an appeal 


to the supreme court.** 


The fact that an action is based on a judgment 
of a federal court does not of itself raise a federal 


question so as to give jurisdiction 


Stern, 219 Fed, 534, 135 CCA 284. 
41. Gillette v. Denver, 21 Fed. 822; 
Bertonneau vy. City School Directors, 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,361, 3 Woods 17T. 
42. Norton v. Whiteside, 239 U. 
we 44 $9362 SCE OTH 60 LL. © ed 186; 
Hannis Distilling Co. v. Baltimore, 
216 U. S. 285, 30 SCt 326, 54 L. ed. 
482; McGilvra v. Ross, 215 U: S. 70, 
30° S@t. 27, -54 LL. .ed.95; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Ann Arbor R. Co., 
178 U. S.- 239, 20 SCt 867, 44°L. ed. 
1052; Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. Nolan, 


240 Fed. 754; Missouri v. Chicago, 
ete., R. Co., 216 Fed. 562; McGilvra 
v. Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398 


[rev on other grounds 215 U. S. 70, 
30 SCt 27, 54 L. ed. 95]; Myrtle v. 
Nevada, ete., Co., 137 Fed. 193; Pea- 
body Gold Min. Co. v. Gold Hill Min. 
Co., 97 Fed. 657; California Oil, etc., 


Co. v. Miller, 96 Fed. 12; Montana 
Ore-Purchasing Cs. v. Boston, etc., 
Cons. Copper, etc., Co., 85 Fed. 867, 


29 CCA 462; Austin v. Gagan, 39 Fed. 
626, 5 LRA 476; Kansas v. Bradley, 
26 Fed. 289; Orr v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
Co., 83 Misc. 221, 145 NYS 378. 

[a] Where a state statute has 
been sustained by the United States 
supreme court, a subsequent suit un- 
der such statute does not involve a 
federal question so as to confer fed- 
eral jurisdiction on the theory that 
such suit necessarily includes a claim 
that the statute does not violate the 
federal constitution. Missouri v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 216 Fed. 562. 

43. See infra § 282. 

44. U.S. v. Pedarre, 262 Fed. 839. 

45. Constitutional law generally 
see Constitutional Law 12 C. J. p 653. 

46. See supra § 29. 

47. See supra § 29. 

48. Mitchell v. Dakota Cent. Tel. 
Co., 246 U. S. 396, 38 SCt 362, 62 L. 
ed. 793; Caldwell v. Sioux Falls 
Stock Yards Co., 242 U. S. 559, 37 
SCt 224, 61 L. ed. 493; Ex p. Young, 
209 U. S. 123, 28 SCt 441, 52 L. ed. 
714, 18 LRANS 932, 14 AnnCas 764; 
Devine v. Los Angeles, 202 U. S. 
313, 26 SCt 652, 50 L. ed. 1046; Fil- 
hiol v. Torney, 194 U. S. 356, 24 SCt 
698, 48 L. ed. 1014 [aff 119 Fed. 974]; 
Pacific Electric R. Co. v. Los An- 
geles, 194 U. S. 112, 24 SCt 586, 48 
L. ed. 896 [aff 118 Med. 746]; Under- 
ground R. Co. v. New York, 193 U. 
S. 416, 24 SCt 494, 48 L. ed. 733 [aff 
116 Fed. 952]; Arbuckle v. Black- 
burn, 191 U. S. 405, 24 SCt 148, 48 
L. ed. 239; Swafford: v. Templeton, 
485 U.S. 487, 22 SCt 783, 46 L.. ed. 
1005 [aff 108 Fed. 309]; Filhiol v. 
Maurice, 185 U. S. 108, 22 SCt 560, 
46 L. ed. 827; McCain v. Des Moines, 
174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed. 
936 [aff 84 Fed. 726]; Toledo v. To- 
ledo R., etc., Co., 259 Fed. 450, 170 
CCA 426; Halsey v. Merrick, 228 Fed. 
805 [rev on other grounds 242 U. S. 
568, 37 SCt 227, 61 L. ed. 498]; Rail, 
ete., Coal Co. v. Yaple, 214 Fed. 273 
[aff 236 U. S. 338, 35 SCt 359, 59 L. ed. 
607]; Williams v. McCartan, 212 Fed. 
345: Jersey City v. Central R. Co., 
212 Fed. 76, 128 CCA 532 [afr 199 
Fed. 237]; Portland R., etc., COIL. « 
Portland, 210 Fed. 667; McGilvra v. 
Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398 [aff 
161 Fed. 398, and rev 
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eral court.** 


[§§ 29-30 


[§ 30] B. Cases Arising under Constitution of 
United States.‘ 


Under the constitution and the 


judiciary acts, as a suit arising under the consti- 


tution,*® except 


where the question is unsubstan- 


tial, and merely colorable,** the federal courts have 
jurisdiction where one party claims, by virtue of 
some provision of the constitution ef the United 
States, some, right or privilege of which he will 


be deprived unless his claim is sustained,*® as 


to another fed- - 


grounds 215 U. S. 70, 30 SCt 27, 54 
L. ed. 95]; Des Moines City R. Co. 
v. Des Moines, 151 Fed. 854 [rev on 
other grounds 214 U. S. 179, 29 SCt 
553, 53 L. ed. 958]; Knight v. Shel- 
ton, 134 Fed. 423; Manigault v. Ward, 
123 Fed. 707 [aff 199 U.S. 473, 26 SCt 


1,127, 50 L. ed. 274]; Laslie v. Brown, 


90 Fed. 171, 32 CCA 556; Pittsburg 
Third Nat. Bank v. Mylin, 76 Fed. 
385; Dakota Nat. Bank v. Swenson, 
48 Fed. 626; Sioux Falls Nat. Bank 
v. Swenson, 48 F'ed. 621; Stanley v. 
Albany County, 6 Fed. 561, 19 
Blatchf. 147; Louisiana State Lot- 
tery» Co. v.. Fitspatrick, 15 EF. <Cas, 
No. 8,541, 3 Woods 222. 

“The ruie is firmly established that 
a suit does not so arise unless it really 
and substantially involves a dispute 
on controversy as to the effect or 
construction of the Constitution, 
upon the determination of which the 
result depends, and which appears on 
the record by a statement in legal 
and logical form such as is required 
in good pleading.” Arbuckle — v. 
Blackburn, 191 U. S. 405, 413, 24 SCt 
148, 48 L. ed. 239. 

{a] Only federal questions con- 
sidered.—In a suit in a federal court 
by a nonresident of a state to en- 
join the enforcement:of an ordinance, 
adopted in a local option district of 
such state, prohibiting the sale of 
liquors therein except for certain 
purposes, the only questions which 
can be considered are those affecting 
the rights of complainant under the 
constitution and laws of the United 
States. In. questions relating to the 
validity and effect of the law, or the 
regularity of the election, complain- 
ant has no legal interest, except as 
they may affect such rights. Busch 
v. Webb, 122 Fed. 655 [app dism 194 
U. S. 640, 24 SCt 857, 48 L. ed. 1162]. 

{b] Denial of trial by jury in 
state courts presents no federal ques- 
tion, since the Seventh Amendment 
relates only to trial in courts of the 
United States. Chappell Chemical, 
ete., Co. v. Sulphur Mines Co., 85 
Md. 684, 36 A 712 [aff 172 U. S. 474, 
19 SCt 268, 43 L. ed. 520]. 

Appellate jurisdiction of supreme 
court see infra § 200 et seq. 

49. Cuyahoga River Power Co. v. 
Akron, 240 U. S. 462, 36 SCt 402, 60 
L. ed. 743 [rev 210 Fed. 524]; Ram- 
apo Water Co. v. New York, 236 U. 


Si495793735 (SCE e4e 2b ered psa: 
McCormick v. Oklahoma City, 236 U. 
S. 657, 35°SCt 455, 59. Te ed. TTI; 
Cross Lake Shooting, ete. Club v. 


Louisiana, 224 U. S. 632, 32 SCt 577, 
56 L. ed. 924; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. 
Indiana R. Commn., 221 U. S. 400, 
31 SCt 537, 55 L. ed. 786; Northern 
Pac. R. Co. v. Minnesota, 208 U. S. 
583, 28 SCt 341, 52 L. ed. 630; New- 
buryport Water Co. v. Newburyvort, 
193 Ui. S3"561, '24ySCt) 6533248) d. ced. 
795; Vicksburgh Water Co. v. Vicks- 
burg, 185 U. S. 65, 22 SCt 585, 46 
L. ed. 808, 202 U. S. 453, 26 SCt 660, 
50 Li: ed. 1102, 6 AnnCas 253; St. 
Paul Gaslight Co. v. St. Paul, 181 U. 
S. 142> 21 -SCt 575;> 454 L. -eds 48s: 
Walla Walla v. Walla Walla Water 
Co., 211 2D. Soaks 190SCHwiy s3ados ed. 


where it is claimed that the obligation of a contract 
is impaired by a state law;*® that a party has been 


154 U. S. 362, 14 SCt 1047, 38 L. ed. 
1014; Hamilton Gaslight Co. v. Ham- 
ilton, 146 U. S. 258, 13 SCt 90, 36 I. 
ed. 963; Hays v. Seattle, 226 Fed. 
287 [aff 251 U. S. 233, 40 SCt 125, 64 
L. ed. 243]; Portland Ri, etc., Co. v. 
Portland, 210 Fed. 667; Washington- 
Oregon Corp. v. Chehalis, 202 Fed. 
591; Denver v. Mercantile Trust Co., 
201 Fed. 790, 120 CCA 100; Portland 
R., ete., Co. v. Portland, 201 Fed. 119; 
San Francisco vy. United R. Co., 190 
Fed. 507, 111 CCA 339 [certiorari 
den 225 U.S. 710, 32 SCt 840, 56 L. 
ed. 1268]; Denver v. New York Trust 
Co., 187 Fed. 890, 110 CCA 24 [rev 
on other grounds 229 U. S. 123, 33 
SCt 657, 57 L. ed. 1101]; Atchison, 
etc., R. Co. v. Shawnee, 183 Fed. 85, 
105 CCA 377; Larabee v. Dolley, 175 
Fed. 365 [rev on other grounds 179 
Fed. 461, 102 CCA _ 607, 
1065,. and. aff:,219 U.S: 2241;, 31, SGt 
189, 55 L. ed. 123]; Chicago, ete, R. 
Co. v. Swanger, 157 Fed. 783 [aff 218 
U. S. 135, 30 SCt 633, 54 L. ed. 970); 
University of the South v. Jetton, 
155 Fed. 182 [rev on other grounds 
208 U. S. 489, 28 SCt 375, 52 L. ed. 
584]; Green v. Oemler, 151 Fed. 936; 
Mohl v. Lamar Canal Co., 128 Fed. 
776; Pacific Electric Co. v. Los An- 
geles, 118 Fed. 746 [aff 194 U. S. 112, 
24 SCt 586, 48 L. ed. 896]; Riverside, 
ete, R. Co. v. Riverside, 118 Fed. 
736; American Waterworks, ete., Co. 
v. Home Water Co., 115 Fed. 171 
[app dism 194 U. S. 639, 24 SCt 855, 
48 L. ed. 1162]; Michigan Tel. Co. v. 
Charlotte, 93 Fed. 11; Citizens’ St. 


R. Co. v..Gity R. Co. 56 Feds 746; 
Citizens’ St. R. Co. v. Memphis, 53 
Fed. 715; Saginaw Gas-Light Co. v. 
Saginaw, 28 Fed. 529; Leonard v. 
Shreveport, 28 Fed. 257; Levy v. 
Shreveport, 28 Fed. 209: Sawyer v. 
Concordia Parish, 12 Fed. 754, 4 


Woods 2738; Louisiana State Lottery 
Co. v. Fitspatrick, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8,541, 3 Woods 222. 

{a] Questions considered in deter- 
mining jurisdiction Where jurisdic- 
tion of a federal court is predicated 
on the ground that the obligation of 
a contract has been impaired by a 
state, the questions to be considered 
are (1) the existence or not of the 
contract, (2) the obligation arising 
under it, and (3) whether there has 
been state legislation impairing the 
contract obligation. American Tel., 
ete., Co. v. New Decatur, 176 Fed. 133. 

{[b] A bill alleging contract ex- 
emption from taxation, and that 
the state is attempting to im- 
pair or destroy it, raises a question 
of which the federal-courts have jur- 
isdiction. Jetton vy. University of 
the South, 208 U. S. 489, 28 SCt 375, 
52 L. ed. 584; Illinois Gent. R. Co. v. 
Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 45 
L. ed. 410; Whitman College v. Berry- 
man, 156 Fed. 112 [rev on other 
grounds 222 U. S. 334, 32 SCt 147, 
56 L. ed. 225]; University of the 
South v. Jetton, 155 Fed. 182 [rev 
on other grounds 208 U. S. 489, 28 
SCt 375, 52 L. ed. 584]; Union, etc., 
Bank v. Memphis, 111 Fed. 561, 49 
CCA 455 [rev on other grounds 189 
U.S. Th, 23. SCt 604, 47. TL. ed. 712]. 


on other 1341; Reagan v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., | See also Constitutional Law § 668. 


For later cases; developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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denied the equal protection of the laws;°° or has 
heen, or is about to be, deprived of life, liberty, or 
property by a state without due process of law;>1 


or denied the civil rights which 
to him by the constitution.52 


the constitution.®* 


[ec] Construction of law by state 
court.—Where a state constitutional 
provision does not indicate on its 
face that it was to be applied to an- 
tecedent contracts, and the state su- 


preme court has held that it could) 


not be so applied, a federal court has 
no juriSiction. Shreveport v. Cole, 
129 U. S. 36,9 SCt 210, 32 L. ed. 589. 
See also infra § 171. 

{d] A petition that alleges .the 
repeal of laws which were constitu- 
ent and material parts of the obliga- 
tion of the contract of certain bonds 
at the time of their issue presents a 
case within the jurisdiction of a fed- 
eral court. Dorian v. Shreveport, 20 
Fed. 401. 

{e] The existence and impair- 
ment (1) of a contract are deter- 
mined by the federal court for itseif. 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Golds- 
boro, 232 . S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 58 
L. ed. 721; Northern Pac. R. Co, v. 
Minnesota, 208 U. S. 5838, 28 SCt 41, 
52 lL. ed. 630; St. Paul Gaslight Co. 
v. St. Paul, 181 U. S. 142, 21 SCt 575, 
45 L. ed. 788; Houston, etc., R. Co. v. 
Texas, 177 U. S. 66, 20 SCt 545, 44 L. 
ed. 673; Seattle, etc, R. Co. v. Se- 
attle, 190 Fed. 75. (2). *It is part 
of the duty of the Federal courts, 
under the impairment of the obliga- 
tion of contract clause in the Consti- 
tution, to decide whether there be a 
valid contract and what its construc- 
tion is, and whether, as construed, 
there is any subsequent legislation, 
by municipality or by the state leg- 
islature, which impairs its obliga- 
tion.” Mercantile Trust, etc., Co. v. 
Columbus, 203 U. S. 311, 320, 27 SCt 
S37 bd Le ed.198: 

[f] Res judicata.—A decision that 
this question was res judicata as 
against the state does not oust the 
jurisdiction, on the theory 
that it makes the case turn on a 
question not federal. Kentucky Bank 
v. Stone, 88 Fed. 383 [aff 174 U.S. 
799, 19 SCt 881, 43 L. ed. 1187]. 

[g] Denial by state court of right 
claimed to be impaired.—A decision 
of the state court denying that the 
contract in question confers the right 
which -is claimed to have been de- 
stroyed or impaired precludes a fed- 
eral court from taking jurisdiction 
on this ground. Missouri, etc., In- 
terurban R. Co. v. Olathe, 222 U.S. 
187, 32 SCt 47, 56 L. ed. 156. 

{h] “A legislative act by an in- 
strumentality of the state, exercising 
delegated authority is of the 
same force as if made by the legis- 
lature, and so is a law of the State 
within the meaning of the contract 
elause of the Constitution.” Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co. v. Indiana R. 
Commn., 221 U. S. 400, 403, 31 SCt 
537, 55 L. ed. 786. 

Impairment of obligation of con- 
tract see Constitutional Law §§ 593— 
Wil « 

Municipal ordinances see infra text 
and notes 62-69. ’ 

50. Raymond v. Chicago Edison 
Co, 207-0. S.%42,°28 SCt'14>'52 Li ‘ed: 
90; Raymond vy. Chicago Union Tract. 
Coo E20 neon Sa 208 28 SCE 7,°52> Le ed: 
78, 12 AnnCas 757; Michigan R. Co. 
v. Lansing, 260 Fed. 322; Supreme 
Council R. A. v. Hobart, 244 Fed. 
285; Williams v. McCartan, 212 Fed. 
345; Jersey City v. Central R. Co., 


The provision that 
full faith and credit shall be given in each state 
to the public acts, records, and judicial proceed- 
ings of every other state °* has nothing to do with 
the conduct of individuals or corporations, and to 
invoke the rule does not make a case arising under 
But a suit for’ relief against 
a state law claimed to operate as such denial is 


FEDERAL COURTS 


are guaranteed Where a case 


ground that the 


so declare,°® and 


212 Fed. 76, 128 CCA 532; Portland 


R., ete., Co. v. Portland, 210 Fed. 
667; Consolidated Gas Co. v. New 
York, 157 Fed. 849 [rev on other 


grounds 212,U. 8.19, 29 SCt 192, 53 
Ibeted,, 1382, 1.5) Ann@as1034)%) San 
Joaquin, etc., Canal, etc., Co. v. Stan- 
islaus County, 90 Fed. 516; Daven- 
port v. Cloverport, 72 Fed. 689. See 
also cases infra notes 70-80. 

[a] Railroad rates. — Whether or 
not a railroad company is deprived 
of the equal protection of the laws, 
by a state statute providing for the 
establishment of rates of transporta- 
tion, because the penalties fixed for 
violation of the statute are so enor- 
mous as to compel obedience to the 
law in preference to risking the pen- 
alties in testing it, although such 
obedience might, in the end, result in 
confiscation of the railroad property, 
is a federal question. Ex p. Young, 
209 U;, Siel23, 28: SCt 441, 52 L. ed. 
714, 183 LRANS 932, 14 AnnCas 764. 
See also Constitutional Law § 909. 

[b] Denial of right to vote at a 
national election, for noncompliance 
with state law, presents a federal 
question. Swafford v. Templeton, 185 
U. S. 487, 22 SCt 783, 46 L. ed. 1005 
[rev 108 Fed. 309]; Brickhouse v. 
Brooks, 165 Fed. 534; Knight v. Shel- 
ton, 1384 Feds 423. 

Denial of equal protection of the 
pty see Constitutional Law §§ 874— 
55. 

51. Columbus R., etc., Co. v. Co- 
lumbus, 249 U. S, 399; 39 SCt_ 349, 
63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648 [aff 253 
Fed. 499]; Cuyahoga River Power 
Co. v. Akron, 240 U. S. 462, 36 SCt 
402, 60 L. ed. 743 [rev 210 Fed. 524]; 
Phoenix R. Co..v. Geary, 239 U. S. 
277, 36 SCt 45, 60 L. ed. 287; Louis- 
ville, etce., R. Co. v. Garrett, 231 U. 
S. (298; 34 SCt°> 48 58 L. ed. 229; 
Raymond v. Chicago Edison Co., 207 
WLS, 4277 28 ISSt 14, b 26 red) 690: 
Raymond v. Chicago Union Tract. 
Con n20T2 US! 220) 28 SSCteeyr bore 
ed. 78, 12 AnnCas 757; Gundling v. 
Chicago, 177° U. S. 183, 20 SCt 633, 
44 L. ed. 725; Hanford v. Davies, 163 
US) 2733 16 ISCt 105i) 9419 Tes ea. 1575 
Doherty v. Toledo R., etc., Co. 254 


Fed. 597; Ashland BPlectric Power, 
ete.,, Co. v. Ashland, 217 Fed. 158; 
Wilmington City R. Co. v. Taylor, 


198 Fed. 159; Louisville, ete., R. Co. 
v. Siler, 186 Fed. 176 [aff 231 U. S: 
298, 34 SCt 48, 58 L. ed. 229]; Ris- 
ley v. Utica, 173 Fed. 502; Chicago 
City R. Co. v. Chicago, 142 Fed. 844; 
Michigan R. Tax Cases, 138 Fed. 223 
[aff 201 U. S. 245, 26 SCt 459, 50 L. 
ed. 744]; American Waterworks, etc., 
Co. v. Home Water Co., 115 Fed. 171 
[app dism 194 U. S. 689 mem, 24 SCt 
855 mem, 48 L. ed. 1162 mem]; South- 
ern R. Co. v. North Carolina Corp. 
Commn., 97 Fed. 513; Iron Mountain 
R. Co. v. Memphis, 96 Fed. 113, 37 
CCA 410; San Joaquin, etc., Canal, 
ete., Co. v. Stanislaus County, 90 Fed. 
516; McCain v. Des Moines, 84 Fed. 
726 [aff 174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 43 
L. ed. 936]; Crystal Springs Land, 
ete., Co. v. Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148; 
Newman v. Ledesma, 7 Porto Rico 


Fed. 426. See also infra text and 
notes 70-80, 1 5 
fa] A federal court has jurisdic- 


tion of: (1) A writ of habeas corpus 
alleging the arrest and imprisonment 


[25 C.J.) 723 


within the federal jurisdiction;®® and a claim of 
such denial properly presented will support the 
appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court.®® 


is properly pending in the state 


courts, which can proceed to an adjudication in the 
regular and orderly administration of justice, a fed- 
eral court cannot be called on to interpose on the 


decision of the state courts might 


be such as to render their final action uneconstitu- 
tional,®? as the presumption is that if there is any 
repugnancy to the constitution the state courts will 


if they fall into error the decision 


of the petitioner without authority 
under the state laws. Davis v. Burke, 
179 -U. S: 399, 21 SCt 210,,45 LL. ed. 
249; Kroschel v. Munkers, 179 Fed. 
961; In re Monroe, 46 Fed. 52. (2) A 
bill for an injunction against owners 
of trespassing cattle, where it is al- 
leged that the injury was committed 
by defendants under an unconstitu- 
tional state act by which complainant 
was deprived of the use of his prop- 
erty without due process of law. 
Smith v. Bivens, 56 Fed. 352. (3) 
An action to enjoin the erection of a 
dam on a navigable river as a taking 
of the property of an adjoining land- 
Owner without due process of law. 
Manigault v. Ward, 123 Fed. 707 [aff 


Pte S!) 473,26" SCu.127) 50s lined 
[b] Mere violation of state law 


by a municipality does not amount 
to action without due process of law 
so as to confer federal jurisdiction, 
unless it is claimed that the act also 
violates some right secured by the 
federal constitution. Owensboro 
Water Works v. Owensboro, 200 U. 
S. 38, 26 SCt 249, 50 L. ed. 361. 

{c] Erroneous decisions of state 
courts on questions of state law 
raise no question of due process of 
law which will support federal juris- 
diction. Gillen v. Philadelphia Bd. 
of Public Education, 250 Fed. 649; 
Ex p. Young, 50 Fed. 526. 

{d] A suit to obtain a construc- 
tion of a state law, which complain- 
ant alleges is being misinterpreted 
and misapplied in violation of his 
constitutional rights, does not in- 
volve a federal question. Kiernan v. 
Multnomah County, 95 Fed. 849. 

Due process in taxation cases see 


Taxation [37 Cyc 727]. 


Rate regulation as affected by due 
process requirement see Constitu- 
tional Law § 1090 and cross refer- 
ences there given. 

Violation of due process clause see 
Constitutional Law §§ 956-1099. 

52. Holt v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 176 
U.S. 683.20 SCt 272, 44) Li edsts 
[aff 80 Fed. 1, 25 CCA 301]. 

[a] The “civil rights” protected 
by section 1 of the fourteenth amend- 
ment to the constitution, and to re- 
dress deprivation of which the fed- 
eral courts are given jurisdiction, 
are only such rights as are derived 
from the constitution or some stat- 
ute of the United States. Simpson 
v. Geary, 204 Fed. 507. 

[b] Assault by white man upon 
negro.—Federal courts have no jur- 
isdiction of a suit for damages by 
a citizen of African descent against 
an Anglo-Saxon of the same state for 
unlawful assault under color of 
executive authority. Brawner v. Ir- 
vin, 169 Fed. 964 [foll Hodges v. U. 
S., 203 U. S. 1, 27 SCt 6, 51. L. ed. 651]. 

Personal, civil, and political rights 
see Constitutional Law §§ 444-484. 

537 UE iSesConst) art. 1ve 

54. Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties Co., 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 
L. ed. 870. 

55. Anglo-American 
v. Davis Provision Co., 105 Fed. 536. 

56. See infra § 263. 

57. Defiance Water Co. v. Defi- 
ance. 191 U. S. 184, 24 SCt 68, 48 L. 
ed. 140. 

58. Defiance Water Co, v. Defi- 


Provision Co. 


t 
: 


724 [25C.J.] 


can be reviewed by the supreme court of the United 


States.°° 
Injury dependent on action of 


party is not entitled to resort to the federal courts 
where his constitutional rights would be infringed 
only if, on action being brought by him in the state 
courts, their decision on a certain point should be 


adverse to him.° 


Concurrent remedy in state courts. 
not be denied the right to resort to the federal 
courts for the protection of his rights under the 
federal constitution because a remedy might also 
be sought and obtained in the state courts.®+ 

A municipal ordinance, not passed under supposed 


ance, 191 U. S. 184, 24 SCt 63, 48 L. 
ed. 140; Supreme Council R. A. v. 
Hobart, 244 Fed. 385, 157 CCA 11. 

59. Defiance Water Co. v. Defi- 
ance, 191 U. S. 184, 24 SCt 63, 48 L. 
ed. 140. See also infra § 276. 

60. Supreme Council R. A. v. Ho- 
bart, 244 Fed. 385, 157 CCA 11; Gun- 
dall v. Manhattan R. Co., 205 Fed. 
ae 413 [aff 211 Fed. 326, 127 CCA 

75]. 


Parties cannot “leave their nat- 
ural forum and hang jurisdiction in 
this court upon the proposition that 
the state courts are sure to go con- 
stitutionally wrong.” Gundall  v. 
Manhattan R. Co., supra. 

{a] MTlustration.— The court of 
appeals of New York having for a 
long period sustained actions by 
property owners for injuries sus- 
tained by the construction of an ele- 
vated railroad in the street in front 
of their premises, and held that the 
right of action for such damages 
could not be tolled by prescriptive 
title, initiated by, or resting on, an 
original entry on such easements in 
subordination to the abutting owner, 
and having afterward overturned 
such rule, and held that persons be- 
fore whose premises such railroads 
had been in operation for more than 
twenty years without having sued 
were deprived by prescription of any 
right to recover for fee depreciation 
and rental loss, an allegation that 
such latter holding constituted an 
unconstitutional deprivation of the 
landowner’s property rights was in- 
sufficient to confer jurisdiction on 
a federal district court of such a 
case arising between citizens of the 
same state, on the theory that the 


case was one arising under the con-j; 


stitution of the United States, since 
it could not be said that the state 
courts would again follow the later 
decisions in case plaintiff’s suit was 
presented to them. Gundall v. Man- 
hattan R. Co., 205 Fed. 410. 

61. Prentis v. Atlantic Coast Line 
Co.,°211 U. S: 210, 29 SCt 67,'53-E, ed. 
150; Smyth v. Ames, 169 U. S. 466, 
18 SCt 418, 42 L. ed. 819; Raich v. 
Truax, 219 Fed. 273, 285 [aff 239 U. 
S: 33;' 36 - SCt ‘7, 60 Ls ed. 131, and 
foll Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 264, 5 L. ed. 257]; Manufacturers’ 
Light, ‘ete.,*Co. v, Ott,’ 215° Ped: 940: 

“Tt cannot be gainsaid that this 
complainant had the right of elec- 
tion of a forum in which to have his 
rights adjudicated. Having elected 
to bring his cause before this tri- 
bunal, it is the duty of this court to 
hear the application and determine 
the issues involved.” Raich v. Truax, 
supra. 

Concurrent jurisdiction of state 
and federal courts see Courts §§ 634-— 
636. 

62. Cleveland v. Cleveland Elec- 
tric Re Copies UH S..5 17) 24 SCtai56; 
48 L. ed. 1102; Hamilton Gaslight, 
ete., Co. v. Hamilton, 146 U. S. 258, 
13 SCt 90, 36 L. ed. 968; New Orleans 
Water-Works Co. v. Louisiana Sugar 
Refining Co., 125 U.S; 18,.8 SCt 741, 
31 L. ed. 607; Lehigh Water Co. v. 
Easton, 121 U. S. 388, 7 SCt 916, 30 


FEDERAL COURTS 


as 


[§ 30 


legislative authority, cannot be regarded as a law 


of the state within the meaning of the constitu- 


state court. A. 


A party ecan- 


L. ed. 1059; Murray v. Charleston, 96 
U. S. 432, 24 L. ed. 760; Williams 
v. Bruffy, 96 U. S: 176, 24 L. ed. 716; 
San’ Francisco v. United R. Co., 190 
Fed. 507, 111 CCA 339 [certiorari den 
225 U.S. 710, 82 SCt 840, 56 L.. ed. 
1268]; Louisville v. Cumberland Tel., 
ete., Co.,-165>' Fed.) 725, 84 C@A> 151, 
12 AnnCas 500. 

[a] An ordinance merely viola- 
tive of a state statute restricting the 
power of the municipality raises no 
federal question. San Francisco v. 
United R, Co., 190 Fed. 507, 111 CCA 
339 [certiorari den 225 U. S. 710, 32 
SCt 840, 56 L. ed. 1268]. 

‘ 63. Hamilton Gaslight, etc., Co. v. 
Hamilton City, 146 U. S. 258, 13 SCt 
90, 36 L. ed:.963. 

64. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. 
Goldsboro, 232 U. S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 
58 L. ed. 721; Northern Pac. R. Co. 
v. Minnesota, 208 U. S. 583, 28 SCt 
341, 52 L. ed. 630; Mercantile Trust, 
ete., Co. v. Columbus,: 203 U.S. 311, 
27 SCt 83, 51 L, ed. 198; -Vicksburg 
v. Vicksburg Waterworks Co., 202 
U. S.' 453, 26 SCt 660, 50 L. ed. 1102; 
Knoxville Water Co. v. Knoxville, 
200° U.S. .22;,.26 SCt 224;*50.1. ed. 
353; Cleveland v. Cleveland Electric 
Re Con 94 EONS: 538, 24 SCt 764, 48 
L. ed. 1109 [aff 94 Fed. 385]; Cleve- 
land v. Cleveland City R. Co., 194 U. 
S. 517, 24 SCt 756, 48 L. ed. 1102 [aff 
94 Fed. 385]; Davis, etc:, Mfg. Co. v. 
Los Angeles, 189 U. S. 207, 23 SCt 
498, 47 L. ed. 778; Vicksburg Water- 
works Co. v. Vicksburg, 185 U. S. 65, 
22 SCt 585; 46 L. ed. 808; St. Paul 
Gaslight Co.) vi St. Paul, 1182 9U..7S; 
142,21 SCt 575, 45 L. ed. 788; Walla 
Walla v. Walla Walla Water Co., 172 
U. S..1, 19 SCt 77, 43 L. ed. 341. [aff 
60 Fed. 957]; Hamilton Gaslight, etc., 
Co. v. Hamilton City, 146 U. S. 258, 
13 SCt 90, 36 L. ed. 963; New Orleans 
Water-Works v. Louisiana Sugar Re- 
fining? ‘Co. 125 USE 18) (8) SCte (i> 
381 L. ed. 607; Washington-Oregon 
Corp. v. Chehalis, 202 Fed. 591; Den- 
ver v. New York Mercantile Trust 
Co., 201 Fed. 790, 120 CCA 100 [mod 
161 Fed. 769]; Portland R. Light, 
ete., Co. v. Portland, 201 Fed. 119; 
Kansas City Gas Co. v. Kansas City, 
198 Fed. 500; San Francisco v. United 
Ri 'Co.j~ 90. Meds 50%, ° 111; CGAY 339 
[certiorari den 225 U. S. 710, 32 SCt 
840, 56 L. ed. 1268]; Seattle R., etc., 
Co. v. Seattle, 190 Fed. 75; Atchison, 
ete., R. Co. v. Shawnee, 183 Fed. 85, 
105 CCA 377; Nelson v. Murfrees- 
boro, 179 Fed. 905; Missouri, ete., R. 
Co. v. Olathe, 156 Fed. 624; Louis- 
ville v. Cumberland Tel., ete., Co., 
155 Fed. 725, 84 CCA 151, 12 AnnCas 
500; Des Moines City R. Co. v. Des 
Moines, 151 Fed. 854 [rev on other 
grounds 214 U.S. 179, 29 SCt 553, 
53 L. ed. 958]; Riverside, ete., R. Co. 
v. Riverside, 118 Fed. 736; Anoka 
Waterworks, ete., Co. v. Anoka, 109 
Fed. 580; Los Angeles City Water 
Co. v. Los Angeles, 103 Fed. 711; 
Iron Mountain R. Co. v. Memphis, 
96 Fed. 118, 37 CCA 410; Michigan 
Melii Cousv. iCharlothe, 7 937) Meda, 
Mercantile Trust, ete, Co. v. Col- 
lins Park, etc., R. Co., 99 Fed. 812. 

[a] Establishment of municipal 


tional prohibition against state laws impairing the 
obligation of contracts.®? 
enforcement of such an otdinance would not; there- 
fore, be one arising under the constitution of the 
United States.°? 
sumed to be authorized by a law of the state, it is 
itself a law of the state, and the question whether 
such an ordinance impairs the obligation of a con- 
tract is one arising under the constitution so as 
to support federal jurisdiction,°* provided the or- 
dinance is legislative in character.® 
which merely declares the position assumed by the 


A suit to prevent the 


But where the ordinance is as- 


An. ordinance 


waterworks.—A case, arising under 
the constitution of the United States, 
is made by a bill filed by a water 
‘company to restrain the municipal 
construction of a waterworks sys- 
tem on the ground that it haf a con- 
tract with the municipality giving 
it exclusive privileges, the obliga- 
tions of which, it Mmsists, would be 
impaired by the establishment of 
municipal waterworks under the au- 
thority of subsequent legislation. 
Knoxville Water Co. v. Knoxville, 
200. U. S. 22,726 SCt 224,50). LL. ed: 
eotes See aiso Constitutional Law 

{b] Ordinance fixing rates.—A 
federal court has jurisdiction of a 
suit by a water company to enjoin 
the enforcement of a municipal ordi- 
nance fixing rates of charge for 
water, on the ground that it im- 
pairs the obligation of a contract be- 
tween the city and the company, al- 
though the contract, as set out in the 
bili, expired by its terms prior to 
the passage of the ordinance, where 
it is alleged to be still in force. Los 
Angeles City Water Co. v. Los An- 
geles, 103 Fed. 711. See also Con- 
stitutional Law § 6382. 

[c] A suit to restrain the pass- 
age of a municipal ordinance repeal- 
ing a prior ordinance granting a 
franchise which had been accepted is 
one involving the question of the im- 
pairment of the obligation of a con- 
tract in violation of the constitu- 
tional rights and is within the jur- 
isdiction of a federal court, regard- 
less of the citizenship of the parties. 
Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Olathe, 156 
Fed, 624. 

Appellate jurisdiction of supreme 
court see infra § 200 et seq. 


65. Des Moines v. Des Moines City ~ 


R. Co.; 314 U.S. 179, 29-SCt oe cs 
L. ed. 958; Northern Paes Rezo. 
Minnesota, 208 U. S. 583, 28 SCt 341, 
52 L. ed. 630 (resolution requiring 
railroad to make designated improve- 
ments held legislative); St. Paul 
Gaslight: Co. vo St./ Paul; 481) Ws) /Se 
142, 21 SCt 575, 45 L. ed. 788; New 
Orleans Water-Works v. Louisiana 
Swear Cow 1257. + Sd8s, 8asece T4I5 
31 L. ed. 607; Atchison, ete., R. Co. 
v. Shawnee, 183 Fed. 85, 105 CCA 
377 (resolution held legislative in 
character); Iron Mountain R. Co. v. 
Memphis, 96 Fed. 113, 837 CCA 410. 
[a] What constitutes a state law. 
—A resolution of a city council, 
passed with all the forms required 
for the passage of ordinances, ad- 
judging that there had been a breach 
by a railroad company of a contract 
by which the city granted to it an 
easement and. franchise in a street, 
and declaring a forfeiture of the 
rights granted, and a resumption of 
possession of the street by the city, 
although conditioned upon a failure 
of the company to comply with cer- 
tain requirements within a specified 
time, which time has elapsed, and the 
condition has not been complied with, 
is a law of the state, within the 
meaning of Const. art 1 § 10, against 
the impairment by a state of the obli- 
gation of contracts. Iron Mountain 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 30]. 


municipality in a pending controversy,®* or which 
merely denies the liability of the municipality to do 
or to refrain from doing particular acts is not legis- 
lative in character, and will not support federal 
jurisdiction on a claim that it impairs the obligation 
of a contract.°?, Whether or not an ordinance is 
within the powers conferred on a municipality is a 
question of state law, and not a federal question.®® 
An ordinance in violation of the due process and 
equal protection clauses of the fourteenth amend- 
ment presents a question arising under the consti- 


tution.®? 


Cases arising under the fourteenth amendment, 
involving the deprivation of rights without due 
process of law, or a denial of equal protection of 
the laws, by state or municipal officers, are within 
the jurisdiction of the federal courts, regardless of 
whether the state has authorized the wrongful 
acts,"° or has forbidden it by constitutional or 


R, Co. v. Memphis, 96 Fed. 113, 37 
CCA 410. 

[b] Adoption by city council of 
report of committee.—Under the 
settled doctrine that the courts can 
only deal with the question of the 
constitutionality of a legislative act 
after it has been passed, and are 
without jurisdiction to interfere with 
proposed or pending legislation, 
either state or municipal, the action 
of a city council in adopting the re- 
port of a committee finding that 
the franchise of a street railway 
company will expire at a certain 
time, contrary to the contention of 
the company, and recommending that 
the council take measures to dispos- 
sess the company at the expiration 
of such time unless there is a pre- 
vious renewal, does not give a fed- 
eral court jurisdiction of a suit to 
determine the controversy between 
the company and the city in respect 
to the term of the grant, on the 
ground that it presents a constitu- 
tional question as to the impairment 
of the contract rights of the com- 
Blkins v. Chicago, 119 Fed. 


[ec] Licenses.— “The permission 
granted by the city council to the 
defendant company, though put in 
the form of an ordinance, was in ef- 
fect but a license, and not a by-law 
of the city, still less a law of the 
State. If that license was within 
the authority vested in the city coun- 
cil by the law of Louisiana, it was 
valid; if it transcended that author- 
ity, it was illegal and void. But the 
question whether it was lawful or 
unlawful depended wholly on the law 
‘of the State, and not at all on any 
provision of the Constitution or laws 
of the United States.” New Orleans 
Water-Works Co. v. Louisiana Sugar 
Refining Co., 125 U. S. 18, 32, 8 SCt 
TADS “Tied? 607. ' : 

66. Des Moines v. Des Moines City 
R. Co., 214 U. S. 179, on SCt oe be 
L. ed. 958 [dist Atchison, etc., ; 
Co. v. Shawnee, 183 Fed. 85, 105 CCA 
By ri 

67, Mercantile Trust, etc., Com iw: 
Columbus, 203 U. S. 311, 27 Sct. 83, 
51 L. ed. 198 (holding case at bar 
not of that character); Dawson _v. 
Columbia Ave. Sav. Fund, etc., Go., 
197 US. 178, 25 SCt 420, 49 L. ed. 
713; Cleveland v. Cleveland City R. 
@or 94), U.S 51%, 24 Sct 756, 48 
L. ed. 1102; St. Paul Gaslight Corrie 
St. Paul, 181 U. S. 142, 21 SCts 575, 
45 LL. ed. 788; American Tel., etc., 
Co. v. Decatur, 176 Fed. 133 (re- 
viewing cases). But see Riverside, 
etc.. R. Co. v. Riverside, 118 Fed. 
736 (which seems contra in effect). 

Impairment and preach distin- 
guished see Constitutional Law § 632 


s 48-52. 
text and notes Line R. Co. v. 


68. Atlantic Coast E 
Goldsboro, 232 U. S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 
58 LL. ed. 721; Savannah v. Holst, 


132 Fed. 901, 65 CCA 449. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


under the 


69. Risley v. Utica, 173 Fed. 502; 
Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Cleveland, 
94 Med. 385 ‘[aff''194" Uy 'S. 617, 24 
SCt 756, 48 L. ed. 1102]. . See also 
infra notes 70-80. 

70. Cuyahoga-River Power Co. y. 
Akron, 240 U. S. 462, 36 SCt 402, 60 
L. ed. 743; Home Tel., etc., Co. v. Los 
Angeles, 227 Us S278. 38 SCt 3127157 
L. ed. 510 [dist Memphis v. Cumber- 
land Tel. Co.,.218:U. S. 624, 31°SCt 
115, 54 L. ed. 1185]; Raymond v. 
Chicago Union Tract. Co., 207 U. S. 
20, 28 SCt 7, 52 L. ed. 78, 12 AnnCas 
757; Central R. Co. v. Jersey City, 199 
Fed. 237 [aff 212 Fed. 76, 128 CCA 
532]; Seattle Electric Co. v. Seattle, 
ete’, Coy, 185. Med. 365, 107 CCA<421; 
Portland R., etc., Co. v. Portland, 
181 Fed. 632 [app dism 218 U. S. 686, 
81 SCt 220, 54 L. ed. 1209]; River- 


side, etc., R. Co. v. Riverside, 118 
Fed. 736; Iron Mountain R. Co. v. 
Memphis, 96 Fed. 113, 37 CCA 410. 


See also cases supra notes 50, 51. 

[a] “The theory of the Amend- 
ment is that where an officer or 
other representative of a State in 
the exercise of the authority with 
which he is clothed misuses the 
power possessed to do a wrong for- 
bidden by the Amendment, inquiry 
concerning whether the State has 
authorized the wrong is irrelevant 
and the Federal judicial power is 
competent to afford redress for. the 
wrong by dealing with the officer 
and the result of his exertion of 
power.” Home Tel., etc., Co. v. Los 
Angeles, 227 U.S.” 278, .287; 33 SCt 
312, 57 Tuy ed. 510. 

[b] Contract clause compared.— 
“While the guarantees of the Four- 
teenth Amendment cover subjects 
not included in the contract clause, 
since the former embraces every 
manifestation of state power and the 
latter is concerned only with legis- 
lative power when exerted so as to 
impair contracts, yet the fundamen- 
tal assertion of Federal power made 
by each Amendment is the same when 
the different subjects to which each 
is applicable are put out of view.” 
Home Tel., ete., Co. v. Los Angeles, 
OIE Wai Sere Ss 200, Ses CLe ol 2,0 tli. 
ed. 510. . : 

Due process of law see Constitu- 
tional Law §§ 956-1099. 

Equal protection of the laws see 
Constitutional Law §§ 874-955. 

71, Greene v. Louisville, ete. R. 
Co., 244 U. S. 499, 37 SCt 673, 61 L. 
ed. 1280; Home Tel., etc., Co. v. Los 
Angeles, 227 U. S. 278, 38 SCt 312, 
57 L. ed. 510; Siler v. Louisville, etc., 
R. Co.,; 213 U. S. 175, 29 SCt 451, 53 
L. ed. 753 [dist Barney v. New York, 
198 U. S. 430, 24 SCt 502, 48 L. ed. 
737]; Raymond vy. Chicago Union 
Tract. Co., 207 U. S. 20, 28 SCt 7, 
52 L. ed. 78, 12 AnnCas 757; Michi- 
gan Cent. R. Co. v. Powers, 201 U. S. 
245, 26 SCt 459, 50 L. ed. 744; San 
Francisco Gas, ete., Co. v. San Fran- 
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legislative provisions,’! because the unlawful act is 
the act of the state whether done by legislative, 
executive, or judicial officers.” 
holding that, where such action is without authority 
of, or contrary to state law, no question arises 
constitution,** 
and must be deemed to be overruled so far as 
they refer to the fourteenth amendment.’ 
officer, however, must claim to act under authority 
conferred upon him by the statute, and be guilty 
of an abuse of power, if the legislative act is not 
itself subject to constitutional objection.7 
federal courts ‘may assume jurisdiction without 
waiting until the state courts have upheld the acts 
as authorized by the state law.” Only state action 
is within the jurisdiction of the federal courts, 
under this amendment.’7 
are not ineluded.’® 
discriminating statute in a discriminating manner 


The numerous cases 


are no longer law 


The 


The 


Merely private wrongs 
The enforcement of a non- 


cisco, 189 Fed. 943; Des Moines City 
Co. v. Des Moines, 151 Fed. 854 


[rev on other grounds 214 U. S. 179, 
29-SCt 555, 53 LL. ed: 958]. 
72. Home Tel., ete, Co. v. Los 


Angeles 227 "Ur "S. 218s 3 wer rote: 
57 L. ed. 510 [lim, if not overr Bar- 
ney Vv. New, York) 9193" W'S: 64300) 24 
SCt 502, 48 L. ed. 737]; Raymond vy. 
Chicago Union Tract. Co., 207 U. S. 
20,28) SCt 7, 52). 'edv.78) 12) Annas 


757; Owensboro Water Works Co. 
v. Owensboro, 200 U. S. 38, 26 SCt 
249, 50 L. ed. 3861; San Francisco 


Gas, etc., Co. v. San Francisco, 189 
Fed. 943; Moyer v. Peabody, 148 Fed. 
870 [aff 212 U. S. 78, 29 SCt 235, 53 
L. ed. 410]. 

73. Seattle Electric Co. v. Seattle 
R.,. ete., Co., 185 Fed: 365, 107-CCA 
421; Savannah y. Holst, 132 Fed. 901, 
65 CCA 449; St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. 
Davis, 132 Fed. 629 (reviewing cases); 
Huntington v. New York, 118 Fed. 
683 [aff 193 U. S. 441, 24 SCt 505, 
48 L. ed. 741]; Manhattan R. Co, v. 
New York, 18 Fed. 195. 

74. See cases supra notes 70-72. 

75. Moyer v. Peabody, 148 Fed. 
870 [aff 212 U. S. 78, 29 SCt 235, 53 
L. ed. 410] (action of state military 
authorities). 

76, Home Tel,, etc., Co. v. Los An- 
geles, 227) U.S. 278, 33 SCti 3127 57 
L. ed. 510. Contra Spencer v. Baby- 
lon R. Co., 250 Fed. 24, 162 CCA 196; 
Seattle Electric Co. v. Seattle, ete., 
Co., 185 Fed. 365, 107 CCA 421 [dis- 
appr per Hanford, J., in San Fran- 
cisco v. United R. Co., 190 Fed. 507, 
111 CCA 24 (certiorari den 225 U.S. 
710, 32 SCt 840, 56 L. ed. 1268)]. 

77. Cuyahoga River Power Co. v. 
Akron, 240 U. S. 462, 36 SCt 402, 60 
L. ed. 743; St. Anthony Roman Cath- 
olic Church v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
237-1. Si2o25; 35> SC 729569 ine edt 
1119; Home Tel., ete., Co. v. Los An. 
geles; 227 UW. S. 278, 383 SCt 312, )57 
203 U. 
Se aL S21 SOte6, (bl eiced? V6osBar= 
ney v. New York, 193 U. S. 480, 24 
Sct 502, 48 L. ed. 737; Marten v. 
Holbrook, 157 Fed. 716; Louisville 
v. Cumberland Tel., etc., Co., 155 Fed. 
725, 84 CCA 151, 12 AnnCas 500; Iron 
Mountain R. Co. v. Memphis, 96 Fed. 
Heal BG KOLOUN UO 

[a] Municipal taxation 
action within this rule. 
Utica, 173 Fed. 502. 

78. Marten v. Holbrook, 157 Fed. 
716; Kiernan v. Multnomah County, 
95 Fed, 849. 

“Tt prohibits state legislation in 
violation of these rights. It does not 
refer to any action by private in- 
dividuals (Ex p Virginia, 100 U. S. 
ZUSht paoulukedso6ls, Us ase Vererulnes 
shank, 92 U. S. 542, 23 L. ed: 588; 
Civil Rights Cases, 109 U. S. 3, 3 SCt 
18, 27 L. ed. 885), otherwise every 
invasion of the rights of one per- 
son by another would be cognizable 
in the federal courts under this 


is state 
Risley v. 
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may violate this amendment,” and thus present 
a federal question arising under the constitution.®° 

A mere breach of contract by a municipal cor- 
poration or by a publie board or officer presents 
no‘constitutional question so as to support federal 


jurisdiction.*+ 
Fifth amendment. 


[§ 81] ¢. 
United States. 


amendment.” Kiernan v. Multnomah 
County, supra. 

“The inhibitions of those enact- 
ments are against the state, its offi- 
cers or agents, and not against the 
acts of merely private individuals 
acting as such. The invasion of the 
individual rights of one citizen by 
the unofficial and unsanctioned acts 
of another individual is left to the 
redress of the state or local tri- 
bunals whose jurisdiction is in no 
way intended to be affected by those 
provisions.” Marten y. Holbrook, 157 
Fed. 716, 717. : 

[a] Rule applied.—A suit to en- 
join a threatened taking of com- 
plainant’s property, which it is al- 
leged will be without any authority 
of law, does not involve a_ federal 
question. Kiernan v. Multnomah 
County, 95 Fed. 849. 

79. See Constitutional Law § 878. 

80. Greene v. Louisville, etc. R. 
Co.; 244.U. S. 499, 87 SCt 673, 61,.L. 
ed. 1280; Coulter v. Louisville, etc., 
R. Co., 196 U. S. 599, 25 SCt 342, 49 
L. ed. 615 [rev 131 Fed. 282]; Rea- 
gan v. Farmers L. & T. Co., 154 U.S. 
S620" 14 SC 01047,. 38/2. leds 1014; 
Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356, 6 
SCt 1064, 30 L. ed. 220; Neal v. Del- 
aware, 103: U. S. 370, 26 L. ed. 567; 
Ex p. Virginia, 100 U. S. 313, 25 L. 
ed. 667 [expl Home Tel., etc., Co. v. 
Los Angeles, 227 U. S. 278, 33 SCt 
312, 57 L. ed. 510]; Central R. Co. Vv. 
Jersey City, 199 Fed. 237; Louisville 
Trust Co. v. Stone, 107 Fed. 305, 46 
CCA 299. ; 

81. Manila Inv. Co. v. Trammell, 
239 U.S. 31, 36 SCt 12, 60 L. ed. 129; 
McCormick v. Oklahoma City, 236 U. 


SINGS ISCUT4bb,) bon du ced.e TUL; 
Shawnee Sewerage, etc., Co. Vv. 
Stearns, 220 U. S, 462, 471, 31 SCt 


452, 55 L. ed. 544; Dawson v. Colum- 
bia Ave. Sav.-Fund, 197 U. S. 178, 
25 SCt 420, 49 L. ed. 713 [dist Vicks- 
burg Waterworks Co. v. Vicksburg, 
185° Wa S21 165.9)22eSCtw585,. 467 Ly. ed: 
808]; Hamilton Gas Light Co. v. 
Hamilton City, 146 U. S. 258, 13 SCt 
90, 36 L. ed. 963; San Francisco v. 
United R. Co., 190 Fed. 507, 111 CCA 
839 [certiorari den 225 U. S. 710, 32 
Sct 840, 56 L. ed. 1268]. Contra 
Riverside, ete. R. Co. v. Riverside, 
118 Fed. 736. : . 

“The breach of a_ contract. is 
neither a confiscation of property 
nor a taking of property without 
due process of law.” Shawnee 
Sewerage, etc., Co. v. Stearns, supra 
[quot McCormick v. Oklahoma City, 
236 4U.. Se 16p1, 660,1'35. SCt 4557 59 
L; ed. 47711. : 

g2. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Davis, 
132 Fed. 629. 

Ssh Use Seaviveld, L2k) WeaSanbi., 
8 SCt 1000, 32 L. ed. 62; Verden v. 
Coleman, 1 Black (U. S.) 472, 17 L. 
ed. 161; New Orleans v. De Armas, 
Su Pet!) HUES atocaieo mle Caan 09% 
Smith v. Maryland, 6 Cranch (U. 8S.) 


A federal court is not given 
jurisdiction of a suit to enjoin officers of a state 
from a contemplated act by an allegation that 
such act will be in violation of the fifth constitu- 
tional amendment, such amendment being a limita- 
tion only upon the powers of congress.®? 

Cases Arising under Treaties of 
Where a controversy involves the 
construction or effect of a treaty of the United 
States, the federal courts have jurisdiction.** 
come within this rule, some right, title, privilege, or 
immunity dependent on the treaty must be so set 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§ 32] 


Under this rule 


To 


286, 8 L. ed. 225; Owings v. Nor- 
wood, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 344, 3 L. ed. 
120; Bodemuller v. U. S., 39 Fed. 437. 
See also supra § 29. 

84. Filhiol v. Maurice, 185 U. S&S. 
108, 22 SCt 560, 46 L. ed. 827; Crystai 
Springs Land, etc., Co. v. Los An- 
geles, 177. U. S. 169,.29 SCt 573, 44 
L. ed. 720 [aff 82 Fed. 114]; Muse v. 
Arlington Hotel Co., 168 U. S. 430, 
18 SCt 109, 42 L. ed. 531; Borgmeyer 
v. Idler, 159 U. S. 408, 16 SCt 34, 40 
L. ed. 199; Crystal Springs Land, 
etc., Co, v. Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148. 

85. Canton First Nat. Bank v. 
Williams, 252 U. S. 504, 40 SCt 372, 
64 L. ed. 690; Wellsville Oil Co. v. 
Miller, 243 U. S: 6, 87 SCt 362, 61 
L. ed, 559; American Surety Co. v. 
Schultz; 5237 ; Us S) 7259, 735 SCt 525, 
59 L. ed. 892; Frenzer v. Wallace, 201 
U. S. 244, 26 SCt 498, 50 L. ed, 742 
[aff 135 Fed. 286, 68 CCA 40]; Fren- 
zer v. Wallace, 201 U. S. 230, 26 SCt 
495, 50 L. ed. 788 [aff 135 Fed. 286, 
68 CCA 40]; Parsons v. District of 
Columbia, 170 U. S. 45, 18 SCt 521, 
42 L. ed. 943; New Orleans, ete., R. 
Co. v. Mississippi, 102 U. S. 135, 26 
L. ed. 96; West Virginia Tract., etc., 
Co. v. Elm_ Grove Min. Co., 253 Fed. 
772; American Surety Co. v. Shultz, 
223 Fed. 280, 188 CCA 522; Cleve- 
land, etc., R. Co. v. Hirsch, 204 Fed. 
849, 123 CCA. 145;. Mullin v, U.. S., 
109 Fed. 817, 48 CCA 677 [writ of 
error dism 22 SCt 941 mem, 46 L. ed. 
1266 mem]; Ellis v. Norton, 16 Fed. 
4, 4 Woods 399; Equitable Surety 
Co. v. Illinois Surety Co., 108 S. C. 
364, 94 SE 882. 

[a] A supersedeas bond in.a fed- 
eral court is an indemnity given pur- 
suant to federal law, and an action 
thereon is within the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts. American Surety 
CO, we, SHUILZ, 237 WO. LS. 19s. Sb) Set 
525, 59 L. ed. 892: American Surety 
sak v. Shultz, 223 Fed. 280, 138 CCA 

[b] An action to enforce a right, 
the existence of which depends upon 
an act of congress, necessarily in- 
volves the construction and applica- 
tion of the federal statute, and is 
within the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts, McGoon v. Northern Pac. 
R. Co., 204 Fed. 998; Calhoun v. Cen- 
tral of Georgia R. Co., 7 Ga. A. 528, 
67 SE 274. 

[c] Liability for cutting down 
telegraph poles and wires. — The 
question whether a railroad company 
which cuts down poles and wires be- 
longing to a telegraph company in- 
terfering with the road’s construc- 
tion and operation, such telegraph 
company having duly filed a written 
acceptance of the restrictions and 
obligations required by the act of 
congress of July 24, 1866, with the 
postmaster general, is liable there- 
for, is a federal question involving 
the construction of such act. West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Franklin Constr. 


up or claimed as to require the court to pass. 
on the question of validity or construction in dis- 
posing of the right asserted.** 

D. Cases Arising under Laws of United 
States Generally. Cases arising under the laws of 
the United States are within the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts and include all such as grow 
out of or involve the legislation of congress.$> 


extends to a case arising under the Civil Rights. 
Act;8° a suit based on an alleged violation of the 
Anti-Trust Law;°? a controversy growing out of 
the exercise of rights by a railroad company in 
the construction and operation of its road in and 
through a territory of the United States where all 
such rights are derived from an act of congress;§* 
a suit for a penalty or forfeiture incurred under any 
law of the United States °° a suit to enforce the 


a 
ry 
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jurisdiction of the federal courts. 


Co., 70 N. Hi. 37, 47-A 616. 

{d] Title to Indian lands.—State 
courts were not given jurisdiction 
of controversies necessarily involv- 
ing a determination of the title, and, 
incidentally, of the right to the pos- 
session, of Indian allotments while 
they were held in trust by the United 
States by the provision of the act. 
of Aug. 15, 1894 (28 St. at L. 286 ¢ 
290), delegating to the federal circuit 
courts the power to determine such 
questions, since the purpose of that. 
act to continue the exclusive federal 
eontrol over disputes concerning al- 
iotments which, prior to that act, 
could only have been decided by the 
secretary of the interior, is mani- 
fested by its provision that a judg- 
ment or decree in any such contro- 
versy shall be certified by the court. 
to the secretary of the interior, and 
by the provision of the act of Febr. 
6, 1901 (31 St. at L. 760 e 217), that 
in such suits ‘the parties thereto 
shall be the claimant as plaintiff and 
the United States as party defend- 
ant.” McKay v. Kalyton, 204 U. §S. 
458, 27 SCt 346, 51 LL. ed. 566 [rev 
45) Or.c 116.74 Bi 491,178) 43324: 

{e] An action by a tribal Indian. 
(1) against the agent of his tribe 
for causing plaintiff’s arrest upon a 
false charge of violating the laws 
of the United States and for fraudu- 
lently securing his conviction, the is- 
sue being whether: plaintiff was in 
fact guilty of the offense charged, 
is one arising under the laws and 
treaties of the United States, of 
which a federal court has jurisdic- 
tion. Ma-ka-ta-wah-qua-twa v. Re- 
bok, 111 Fed. 12. (2) The same is 
true where a tribal Indian living on 
a reservation sues to recover dam-- 
ages for his arrest by defendant for: 
violation of a state statute, on the 
ground that such statute is not ap- 
plicable to plaintiff. Peters v. Malin, 
111 Fed. 244; Y-ta-tah-wah v. Re- 
bock, 105 Fed. 257; Peters v. Malin. 
104 Fed. 849. (3) Controversies to 
which Indians are parties generally 
see infra § 55. 

86. Smoot v. Kentucky Cent. R. 
Co., 13 Fed. 337; Harrison v. Hadley, 
11. B. Cas. (Noe 16,137; 2 Dill 1229 a. 
S. v. Cruikshank, 25 F. Cas. No, 14,- 
897, 1 Woods 308; U.S. v. Rhodes, 27 
F. Cas..No. 16,151, Abb. 28. 

Cases arising under constitution 
see supra § 30 text and note 52. 

87. See Monopolies. 

88. Southern Kansas R. Co. v. 
Briscoe, 144 U. S. 133, 12 SCt 538, 36 
L. ‘ed. (377+ [afi 40. Med. 5273)3 Clark 
v. Southern Pac. Co., 175 Fed. 122; 
Cound v. Atchison, ete, R. Co., 178 
Hed 527% 

89. Helwig v. U. S., 188 U. S. 605, 
23 SCt.- 427,047 dh. ed) 661443'U." S. swe 
Winchester, 99 U. S. 372, 25. -L.-ed. 
479; Burke v. Trevitt, 4 F. Cas. No. 
2,168, 1 Mason 96; U. S. v. Bougher, 
24 BF. Cas. No. 14,627, 6 Mclean 2773: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotaticns, same title, page and note number. 
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liability of the stockholders of a national bank for 
the debts of the corporation;®® an action involving 
the application of the congressional exemption of 
liberty bonds from taxation; an action under the 
statute regulating the liability of interstate carriers 
for injuries to employees;®? an action against the 
director general of railroads for negligence of his 
employees in the operation of a train;®* suits assert- 
ing claims under leases of Indian lands, the validity 
of which depends upon the construction of acts of 
congress ;°* and a proceeding by the secretary of 
war to condemn land, as authorized by an act 
of congress, for a military training camp.®% 
jurisdiction on this ground does not extend to cases 
arising under territorial laws °®* or a law promul- 
gated by the military commander in Porto Rico dur- 
Neither does state 
legislation relating to the selection of candidates 
for representatives in congress, because of its sub- 
ject matter, become a part of the federal law, the 
construction of which raises a federal question. 
[§ 33] E. Actions Arising under Revenue Laws. 


ing the military occupation.” 


U. S. v. The Helena, 26 F. Cas. No. 


153412) Bradley veU.. (8.742 Ct. Cr. 
ue [aff 104 U. S. 442, 26 L. ed. 
[a] This includes penalties under 


-Contract Labor Law imposed by 23 
Seratels.1332.),/Lees.'y...U.-S., 150,.U. 
ee 4 607 147 SCt A.63,2 37) Lie ijed:) 1150,; 
Rosenberg v. Union Iron Works, 109 
Fed. 844; U. S. v. Whitcomb Metallic 


Bedstead Co., 45 Fed. 89. ' 


90. Thompson v. German Ins. Co., 
76 Fed. 892. 
Banking § 631. 

Of.) Fowa! lei& TE. Co. 
weather, 252 Fed. 605. 

92. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Mette, 
261. Hed: 755; St., Louis, etc., R. Co. 
v. Conley, 187 Fed. 949, 110 CCA 97; 
Clark v. Southern Pac. Co., 175 Fed. 
122; Cound v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
173 Fed. 527. : 

Federal Employer’s Liability Act 
see Death § 112; Master and Servant 
[26 Cye 1079]. 

93. Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 
1005, 1008 (“the Director General, 
the officer, is the creature of an act 
of Congress’). 

94. Lancaster v. Kathleen Oil Co., 
ag he S551,036) -SCta 711, 60. ied. 

161. 

95. In re Military Training Camp, 
260 Fed. 986. 

96. Maxwell v. Federal Gold, etc., 
Co., 155 Fed. 110, 83 CCA 570 (the 
laws enacted by a territory subject 
to disapproval by congress are not 
laws of the United States, and a 
suit arising under them, as where a 
corporation organized under them is 
a party to the suit, does not arise 
-under the laws of the United States, 
and a federal court has no jurisdic- 
tion on that ground). 

97. Jaffee v. Fernandez, 4 Porto 

129 Fed. 


Rico Fed. 454. 
Anthony v. Burrow, 

99. U. S. v. Emery, etc., Realty 
CO. 2874. Sn 28)..8) ISCt; 499,5 598, 
ed. 825 [aff 198 Fed. 242]; Bx p. 
Smith, 94 U. S. 455, 24 L. ed. 165; 
Ames v. Hager, 36 Fed. 129, 13 Sawy. 
473, 1 LRA 377; Jud., Code § 24, 
See also Internal Revenue [22 Cye 


107 
“The term ‘revenue _ law,’ 

when used in connection with the 
jurisdiction of the courts of the 
United States, means a law imposing 
duties on imports or tonnage, or a 
law providing in terms for revenue; 
that is to say, a law which is di- 
rectly traceable to the power grant- 
ed to Congress by § 8, Art. I, of the 
Constitution, ‘to lay and collect 
taxes, duties, imposts, and excises. 
Woes. vy. Hill, 123° U.S: 681, 686, 8 
SCt 308, 31 L. ed. 275. 

[b2 War-stamp tax.—(1) Where 


See also Banks and 


v. Fair- 


‘ 
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revenue laws,°%® 


But 


diction on that 


} 


the railroad commission of a state 
issued an order requiring an express 
company to pay the war-stamp tax, 
without any demand on the shipper 
for its payment, a construction of 
the act of congress imposing such tax 
was not necessarily involved in an 
action by the company to enjoin the 
enforcement of such order, as de- 
fendants had no legal interest in 
the matter which entitled them to 
demand such construction. Dinsmore 
v. Southern Express Co., 92 Fed. 714, 
(2) But a federal court had juris- 
diction of a suit to determine the 
validity of the action of the state 
authorities, without’ regard to the 
citizenship of the parties. Dinsmore 
v. Southern Express Co., 92 Fed. 714. 
(3) The state courts had jurisdiction 
of a petition to compel an express 
company to receive and carry goods 
upon payment of the regular charges, 
where a controversy was involved 
as to whether the company or 
the shipper should pay the stamp 


tax. Atty.-Gen. v. American Ex- 
prese Co., 118 Mich. 682, 77 NW 
1. Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U. S. 


244, 21 SCt 770, 45 L. ed. 1088. 

[a] Historical.—‘‘The exception to 
the jurisdiction of the court is not 
well taken. By Rev. Stat. sec. 629, 
subdivision 4, the Circuit Courts are 
vested with jurisdiction ‘of all suits 
at law or equity arising under any 
act providing for-a revenue from 
imports or tonnage,’ irrespective of 
the amount involved. This section 
should be construed in  connec- 
tion with sec. 6438, which provides 
for the removal from state courts to 
Circuit Courts of the United States 
of suits against revenue officers ‘on 
account of any act done under color 
of his office, or of any such [revenue] 
law, or on account of any right, title 
or authority claimed by such officer 
or other person under any such law.’ 
Both these sections are taken from 
the act of March 2, 1833, c 57, 4 Stat. 
632, commonly known as the Forcu 
Bill, and are evidently intended to 
include all actions against customs 
officers acting under color of their 
office. While, as we have held in 
De Lima v. Bidwell, 182 U. S. 1, 21 
S@e 743" 445 -iie ed 1041,.) actions 
against the collector to recover back 
duties assessed upon non-importable 
property are not ‘customs cases’ in 
the sense of the Administrative Act, 
théy are, nevertheless, actions aris- 
ing under an act to provide for a 
revenue from imports, in the sense 
of section 629, since they are for acts 
done by a collector under color of 
his office. This subdivision of sec, 
629 was not repealed by the Juris- 
dictional Act of 1875, or the sub- 
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The federal courts have jurisdiction of actions 
arising under the provisions of the United States 


within which description fall all 


suits against collectors for acts done by them under 
color of their office;! actions against internal rev- 
enue collectors to recover taxes alleged to have been 
illegally collected,? or against a collector of customs 
to recover customs duties alleged to have been 
illegally collected;? an action for a penalty or for- 
feiture under the customs or revenue law; a suit to 
determine the validity of the action of state author- 
ities with reference to a tax imposed by the United 
States;° or an action of ejectment to recover land 
sold’ for taxes under act of congress.® 
tion to determine the hability, as between two cor- 
porations, for an income tax on certain dividends, 
dependent on the construction of a lease from one 
corporation to the other, does not arise under the 
revenue laws so as to be: within the federal juris- 


But an ac- 


2 7 
ground, 


[§ 34] F. Actions Arising under Patent Laws. 
The federal courts have jurisdiction of actions 


| sequent act of August 13, 1888, since 
| these acts were ‘not intended to in- 
terfere with the prior statutes con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the Circuit 
or District Courts in special cases, 
and over particular subjects.’ U.S. 
v. Mooney, 116 U. S. 104, 107, 6 SCt 
304, 29 L. ed. 550. See also Mer- 
chants’ Ins. Co. v. Ritchie, 5 Wall. 
(U. S.) 541, 18 L. ed. 540; Philadel- 
phia v. Diehl, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 720, 18 
L. ed. 614; Hornthall v. Keary, 9 
Wall. (U. S.) 560, 19 L. ed. 560. As 
the case ‘involves the construction 
or application of the Constitution’ 
as well as the constitutionality of a 
law of the United States, the writ of 
error was properly sued out from 
this court.” Downes v. Bidwell, 182 
U.S. 244,. 248, 21 SCt 770, 45 La. ed. 
1088. See also Philadelphia v. Diehl, 
5 Wall. (U. S.) 720, 18 L. ed. 614; 
Merchants’ Ins. Co. v. Ritchie, 5 
Wall. (U. S.) 541, 18 L. ed. 540. 

2. Spreckels Sugar Refining Co. v. 
McClain, 192 U. S. 397, 24 SCt 376, 
48 L. ed. 496; Christie Street Commn. 
Co#* we Us Si 186 ohled 43267 69> CCA, 
464; Louisville Sinking Fund Comrs. 
v. Buckner, 48 Fed. 5383. See also 
Internal Revenue [22 Cyc 1673]. 
Contra Cincinnati Brewing Co. v. 
Bettman, 102 Fed. 16. 

3. Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U. S. 
244, 21 SCt 770, 45 L. ed. 1088; Phila- 
delphia v. Diehl, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 720, 
18 L. ed. 614; Klumpp v. Thomas, 
162 Fed. 853, 89 CCA 543 [certiorari 
den 212 U. S. 579, 29 SCt 688, 53 L. 
ed 659]; Schmeider v. Barney, 22 F. 
Casi NO webes4 62.13), blatebhiewsic 

4. Coffey v. U. S:, 116 U.. S. 427, 

Gi SC) 432, ve Ome day eG. Cols o Ue Sey ive 
Mooney, 116 U. S. 104, 6 SCt 304, 29 
uy, ed. 550; /U. Siw; Mooney, (11 “Bed. 
476; Hall v. Warren, 11 F. Cas. No. 
5,952, 2 McLean 332. 
, [a] The “further sum” equal to 
two per cent of the appraised value 
of imported merchandise for each 
one per cent that such appraised 
value exceeds the value declared in 
the entry, which, under the Customs ° 
Administrative Act of June, 1890 
@MbuSt. at, Daveicet 40% 8 7)5> may be 
collected from an importer for under- 
valuation “in addition to the duties 
imposed by law,” is a penalty, and 
exclusive jurisdiction of a suit to 
recover such sum is therefore vested 
in the district courts of the United 
States. Helwig v. U. S., 188 U. S. 
6055 1235 SCt 427,479 Led. 614. 


5. Dinsmore v. Southern Express 
Co., 92 Fed. 714. 

6 Larkin v. Saffarans, 15 Fed. 
147, 


7. Rensselaer, etc., R. Co. v. Dela- 
ware, etc., R. Co., 257 Fed. 555, 168 
CCA 539 [certiorari den 250 U. S. 642, 
39'SCt 492]. 
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arising under the patent laws,® as for instance suits | on contracts.1® 


for infringement of patents.® 


diction in this class of cases is exclusive.'° 
the mere fact that a patent right may be involved 
in a suit does not give the federal courts juris- 
diction where the suit does not raise any question 
Thus where a subsisting 
contract is shown governing jthe rights of the 
parties and defendant admits the validity and his 
use of plaintiff’s letters patent, the suit cannot 
be maintained between citizens of the same state in 
a federal court as arising under the patent laws.” 
But where there is involved a controverted question 
as to the validity or infringement of a patent, 
the federal courts have jurisdiction even of suits 


under the patent laws.1+ 


8. ~ Jud. Gode §_ 24 (i); Geneva 
Furniture Mfg. Co. v. Karpen, 238 
U.S: 254;.35 SCt 788, 59. Ll. ed..1295; 
Healy v. Sea Gull- Specialty Co., 237 
U. S. 479, 65 SCt 658, 59 L- ed. 1056; 
The Fair v. Kohler Die, etc., Co., 228 
este 2 ese SOtL 4 1 ON > ToL, wednaG Os 
Henry v. A: B. Dick Co., 224 U: 8.1, 
32 SCt 364, 56 L. ed. 645, AnnCas1913D 
880; Excelsior Wooden Pipe Co. 
v. Pacific Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 282, 
22 SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910 [rev 109 
Fed. 497, 48 CCA 349]; Osborn v. 
U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 738, 6 
L. ed. 204; Shrauger v. Phillip Ber- 
nard Co., 240 Fed. 131; Swindell v. 
Youngstown Sheet, ete., Co., 230 Fed. 
4388, 144 CCA 580; Vose v. Roebuck 
Weather-Strip, etc., Screen Co., 216 
Fed. 523; American Graphophone Co. 


vy. Pickard, 201 Fed. 546; Indiana 
Mfg, Co. v. Nichols, ete. Co., 190 
Fed. 579; National Casket Co. v. 
New York, etc, Casket Co., 185 


Fed. 533; Onondaga Indian Wigwam 
Co. v. Ka-Noo-No Indian Mfg. Co., 182 
Fed. 832; New Jersey Patent Co. v. 
Martin, 172 Fed. 760; Victor Talking 


Mach. Co. v. The Fair, 123 Fed. 424, | 


61 CCA 58; Bernardin v. Northall, 
77 Fed. 849; Miller-Magee Co. v. Car- 
penter, 34 Fed. 433; Puetz v. Brans- 
ford, 32 Fed. 318; Duke v. Graham, 
19 Fed. 647; Campbell v. James, 2 
Fed. 338, 18 Blatchf, 92; Hoffheins v. 
Brandt, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,575; Forster 
v. Brown Hoisting Mach. Co., 185 Ill. 
A. 528; Merrill v. Miller, 28 Mont. 
134, 72 P 423; New York Phonograph 
Co. v. Davega, 127 App. Div. 222, 
111 NYS 363; Witteman v. Witte- 
man, 88 Misc. 266, 151 NYS 813. See 
also Patents [30 Cyc 991]. 

[a] The object in placing the sub- 
ject matter of patents under the con- 
trol of congress and the federal 
courts was to give patentees every- 
where the same rights and remedies, 
without regard to local laws. Read 


v. Miller, 20 ,F. Cas. No. 11,610, 2 
Biss. 12. ; 
[b] “To constitute a suit under 


the patent laws the ‘plaintiff must 
set up some right, title or interest 
under the patent laws, or at least 
make it appear that some right or 
privilege will be defeated by one 
construction, or sustained by the op- 
posite construction of these laws.’ 
Pratt v. Paris Gaslight, etc., Co., 168 
U.S. 255, 259, 18 SCt 62, 64, 42 L. ed. 
458.” Odell v. F. C. Farnsworth Co., 
250 .U. Sty 501, 503, 39. SCt 516, 63 L. 
ed. 1111. 

9. The Fair v. Kohler Die, etc, 
COnn ass 22) noose SOtNs LOS aio 
ed. 716; Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U. S. 
780, 24 L. ed. 139; International Cur- 
tis Mar. Turbine Co. v. William 
Cramp,, etc;.,Ship, etc.,’ Bldg.,. Co., 
202 Bed. 932, 121 CCA 290; Ameri- 
ean Graphophone Co. v. Pickard, 201 
Fed. 546; Rauhe v. Justi, 196 Fed. 
54; Indiana Mfg. Co. v. Nichols, 


etc., Co., 190 Fed. 579. Na- 
tional Casket Co. v. Néw _ York, 
etc:.= (Casket SComOrlsd Medi ass3 


(design patent); New Jersey Pat- 
ent Co. v. Martin, 172 Fed. 760; Har- 


The federal juris- 


But 


of a patent.1§ 


rington v. Atlantic, etc., Tel. Co., 143 
Fed, 329 [rev on other grounds 185 
Fed. 493, 107 CCA 5938]; Victor Talk- 
ing Mach. Co. v. The Fair, 123 Fed. 
424, 61 CCA 58; Atherton Mach. Co. 
v. Atwood-Morrison Co., 102 Fed. 949, 
43 CCA 72; Ayling v. Hull, 2 F. Cas. 
No. 682, 2 Cliff. 494; U. S. Rev. St. 
§ 711; Forster v. Brown Hoisting 
Mach; Coy pl85 sii A” o28s 

v. Brown Hoisting Mach. Co., | 
Ill, 287, 107 NE 588, AnnCas1916B 
795; Excelsior Steel Furnace Co. vy. 
Meyer, etc., Co., 182 Ill. A. 537; Ridg- 
way v. Wetterhold, 102 Kan. 217, 169 
P 1158 [cit Cyc]; Elbs v. Rochester 
Egg Carrier Co., 1384 NYS 979;,Schal- 
kenbach v. National Ventilating Co., 
129 Apps ‘Div.’ 3893-21135 NY Si3525 
Eastern Extracting Co. v. Greater 
New York Extracting Co., 126 App. 
Div. 928, 110 NYS 738. 

{a] Yhis is true, although the 
construction of a contract is also in- 
volved. American Graphophone Co. 
v. Pickard, 201 Fed. 546. 

A ar See Courts § 633 text and note 


11. American Well Works Co. v. 
Layne, etc, Co., 241 U. S. 257, 36 
SCt 585; °60) Li. ed, 9873) Briggs “v. 
United Shoe Mach. Co., 239 U. S. 48, 
36° SCt 6, 60 L. ed. 138; Henry v. 
A: Bi Dick’ Co. 224 U--S? 1,- 832°SCt 
364, 56 L. ed. 645, AnnCas1913D 880; 
Hiner v. C. G. Aldrich Co., 255 Fed. 
785; W. FEF. Burns Co: v. Automatic 
Recording Safe Co., 241 Fed. 472, 154 
CCA 304; Unit Constr. Co. v, Huskey 
Mfg. Co., 241 Fed. 129; Shrauger v. 
Phillip Bernard Co., 240 Fed. 131; 
Schiebel Toy, etce., Co. v. Clark, 217 
Fed. 760, 133 CCA 490; Vose v. Roe- 
buck Weather-Strip, ete., Co., 216 
Fed. 523; American Graphophone Co. 
v. Victor Talking Mach. Co., 188 Fed. 
428, 110 CCA 308 [aff 188 Fed. 431]; 
Harrington v. Atlantic, ete., Tel. Co., 
185 Fed. 498, 107 CCA 593 [rev 143 
Fed. 329]; McMullen v. Bowers, 102 
Fed. 494, 42 CCA 470; Potterton v. 
Condit, 218 Mass. 216, 105 NE 443; 
Marshall Engine Co. v. New Mar- 
shall Engine Co., 199 Mass. 546, 85 
NE 741. 

[a] A suit to enjoin the collection 
of state taxes on the ground that 
they are illegal because in effect 
levied on patents or patent rights is 
not a suit arising under the patent 
laws. Holt v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 176 
U. .S...68, 20, SCt 272, 44 Ih. ed. 374 
Latins OM ed ri, 25 "CCA OUT: 

{b] Suit to charge directors with 
judgment against corporation for in- 
fringement.—A suit by the owner of 
a patent to make the directors of a 
corporation answerable for a judg- 
ment previously recovered against it 
for infringing the patent is not with- 
in the original jurisdiction of a fed- 
eral circuit court unless there is di- 
versity of citizenship, since the suit 
is neither one upon the patent nor 
one ancillary to the judgment in the 
former suit. H.C. Cook Co. v. Beech- 
er, 217 U..S. 497, 30 SCt 601, 54 L. ed. 
855 [aff 172 Fed. 166]. 

12. White v. Rankin, 14 U. S. 628, 


on a sale of a patent right or a grant of a license 
thereunder does not arise under the patent laws 
so as to give the federal courts jurisdiction,* and 
the same is true of an action for damages to busi- 
ness caused by a threat to sue under the patent 
laww'> a suit for specific performance of a con- 
tract with relation to.a patent right,!° a suit.to 
set aside or rescind a contract for the sale of a 
patent,1” and a suit to determine the ownership 
Where the bill asserts the exist- 
ence of rights under the Patent Law, and the lack 
of merit in such assertion has not been so con- 
clusively settled as to cause it to be frivolous, a 
federal court has jurisdiction to pass on the case 


[§ 34 


An action for royalties reserved 


12 SCt 768, 36 L. ed. 569; Marsh v. 
Nichols, 140 U. S. 344, 11 SCt 798, 
35 L. ed. 413; Walter A. Wood Mow- 
ing, etc., Mach. Co. v. Skinner, 139 
UW... S2938;0L1 (SCt528N35) ditteds 193- 
Albright v. Teas, 106 U. S. 613, 1 SCt 
550, 27 L. ed. 295; Hartell v. Tilgh- 
many, 994 Sib 4i5 250d.) seas aapar 
Brown v. Shannon, 20 How. (U. S.) 
55, 15 L. ed. 826; Wilson v. Sanford, 
10 How. (U. S.) 99, 18 L. ed. 344; 
American Graphophone Co. v. Victor 
Talking Mach. Co., 188 Fed. 428, 110 
CCA 308; Bowers v. Concanon, 105 
Fed. 525; Alaska Packers’ Assoc. v. 
Pacific Steam Whaling Co., 93 Fed. 
672; Aiken v. Manchester’ Print’ 
Works, loa Cass Noweait3 212 SOE 
435; Parker v. Sears, 18 F. Cas. No. 
19,748, 1 Fish. Pat. Cas. 93; Rich v. 
Atwater, 16 Conn. 409. 

[a] Although the use of the in- 
vention and the validity of the pat- 
ent are admitted and a license is al- 
leged, the federal courts may have 
jurisdiction. White v. Rankin, 144 
U. S. 628, 12 SCt 768, 36 L. ed. 569; 
Young Reversible Lock-Nut Co. v. 


Young Lock-Nut Co., 72 Fed. 62; El-” 


gin Wind Power, etc., Co. v. Nichols, 
65 Fed. 215, 12° CCA’ 578, 

13. Marsh v. Nichols, 140 U. 8. 
344, 11 SCt "798; 35 Li ved. 2413. $St 
Paul Plow-Works v. Starling, 127 U. 
S.) 3.76; 8 SCt> 1827.0 32) eistea habe: 
Pacific Contracting Co. v. Union Pav- 
ing, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 737; Dunham v. 
Bent, 72 Fed. 60; Everett v. Haulen- 
beck, 68 Wed. 911; Seibert Cylinder 
Oil-Cup Co. v. Manning, 32 Fed. 625. 

[a] Where the question of in- 
fringement is raised, the federal 
courts have jurisdiction, although the 
party also has a remedy by action 
for breach of contract. Rupp, etc., 
Co. v. Elliott, 131 Fed. 730,65 CCA 544. 

[b] Where infringement depends 
on breach of contract of assignment, 
the breach must be established be- 
fore the federal courts. Routh v. 
Boyd, 51 Fed. 821. 

14. Odell v. F. C.. Farnsworth Co.. 
250 U. S. 501, 39 SCt 516, 63 L. ed. 
ditt Taft’ 257 Ved t01 7: 
United Shoe Machinery Co., 239 U. 
S. 486, 36 SCt 6, 60 L. ed. 138; BEx- 
celsior Pipe Co. v. Pacific Bridge Co., 
185 U.S. 282, 22 SCt 681, 46°. ed. 
910; Dale Title Mfg. Co. v. Hyatt, 
125 U. S. 46, 8 SCt 756, 31 L. ed. 683: 
Albright v. Teas, 106 U. S. 613, 1 
SCt 550, 27 L. ed. 295; Wilson v. 
Sandford, 10 How. (U. S.) 99, 13 LL. 
ed. 344, 

15. American Weli Works Co. y. 
Layne, 241 U. S. 257, 36 SCt 585, 60 
L, ed. 987. : 

16. St. Louis Street. Flushing 
Mach. Co. y. Sanitary Street Flush- 
ing Mach. Co., 161 Fed. 725, 88 CCA 
585; Kurtz v. Straus, 106 Fed. 414, 
45 CCA 366; Kurtz vy. Straus, 100 
Fed. 800; Pliable Shoe Co. v. Bryant, 
81 Fed. 521. . 

17. Wade v. Lawder, 165 U. S. 
624, 17 SCt 425, 41 L. ed. 851; Cely 
v. Griffin, 113 Fed. 981. 

18. Atherton Mach. Co. v. Atwood- 
Morrison Co., 99 Fed. 113. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


Briggs v. 


Pe Sb! 


i 


; 


ib 


§§ 34-37] 


as made by the bill and to determine whether or not 
the action arose under the Patent Law.1® 

Unfair competition. A federal court is without 
jurisdiction, under the patent laws, of an action 
for unfair competition,?® even though the cause 
of action therefor is joined with a cause of action 
for infringement of a patent,?! where the alleged 
unfair competition arises from acts independent of 
the infringement;?? and even if the alleged in- 
fringement and alleged unfair competition arise out 
of the same acts the court is not obliged to take 
jurisdiction with respect to the unfair competi- 
tion.** But where in an infringement suit the 
patent is held valid and infringed, a claim for un- 
fair competition arising out of the infringement 
may be considered in the accounting of profits and 
damages,** or injunctive relief may be awarded.?® 

[§ 35] G. Actions Arising) under Copyright 
Laws. The federal courts have exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of actions arising under the copyright laws 
of the United States.2° But where the copyright 
law is not involved, the mere fact that the litiga- 
tion relates to a copyright or that a copyright is 
incidentally involved therein is not sufficient to 
give jurisdiction.?? 

Literary property. A federal 


19. Boston Store v. American 
Graphophone Co., 246 U. S. 8, 388 


court has not 
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power, in a suit between citizens of the same 
state, to adjudicate with reference to the common- 
law rights of an author with respect to his literary 
productions.?§ 

[§ 36] H. Actions Relating to Trade-Marks and 
Trade Names. All suits arising under the federal 
trade-mark laws are within the jurisdiction of the 
federal courts.22 Thus, the federal courts have 
jurisdiction of suits for infringement of trade- 
marks registered under the federal statute without 
regard to diversity of citizenship of the parties,®? 


| and without regard to the amount in controversy.?+ 


Fed. 867 [aff 162 Fed. 671, 89 CCA 
463 (certiorari den 214 U. S. 


But the federal courts have no jurisdiction of suits 
for the infringement of unregistered common-law 
trade-marks, or of suits for unfair competition, 
unless the requisite diverse citizenship exists, in 
which case they have jurisdiction,3? provided the 
amount in controversy is sufficient.?? The jurisdic- 
tion of the federal courts in trade-mark cases is 
not exclusive, but is concurrent with that of the 
state courts.*4 

[§ 37] I. Actions Relating to Commerce. All 
suits and proceedings arising under the federal laws 
regulating commerce are within the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts** which is exclusive as to all 
actions arising under the Interstate Commerce 


Edison, Jr. Chemical Co., 128 Fed. 


515, 29 | 1013; Allen B. Wrisley Co, v. George 


‘ant’s 


SCt 257, 62 L. ed. 551, AnnCas1918C 


447, 

20. Mallinson v. Ryan, 242 Fed. 
951; Ross v. H. S. Geer Co., 188 Fed. 
Eto. 

21. Mallinson vy. Ryan, 242 Fed. 
951 


[a] Where the patent is found 
not to have been infringed, the fed- 
eral court is without jurisdiction 
over a cause of action for unfair 
competition, arising out of defend- 
sale of the alleged infringing 
articles. Detroit Showcase Co. v. 
Kawneer Mfg. Co., 250 Fed. 234, 162 
CCA 370 [mod 240 Fed. 737]. 


22. Mallinson v. Ryan, 242 Fed. 

591. . 
23. Mallinson v. Ryan, 242 Fed. 
17%" Wed; 


951; Mecky v. Grabowski, 
591 


24. Detroit Showcase Co, v. Kaw- 
neer Mfg. Co., 250 Fed. 234, 162 CCA 
370 [mod 240 Fed. 737]; K-W Igni- 
tion Co. v. Temco Electric Motor Co., 
243 Fed. 588, 156 CCA 286. 

Jurisdiction to afford complete re- 
lief generally see supra § 11. 

25. T. B. Wood’s Sons Co. v. Val- 
ley Iron Works, 166 Fed. 770. 

26. See Copyright and Literary 
Property § 381. 

27. See Copyright and Literary 
Property §§ 381, 382. 

28. Boucicault v. Hart, 3 F. Cas. 
No. 1,692, 13 Blatchf. 47. See also 


Copyright and Literary Property 
§ 63. 
29. Jud. Code § 24 (7). 


30. Davids Co. v. Davids, 233 U. 
S. 461, 34 SCt 648, 58 L. ed. 1046; 
Baglin v. Cusenier Co., 221 U. S. 580, 
31 SCt 669, 55 L. ed. 863 [rev 164 
Fed. 25, 90 CCA 499]; In re Keas- 
bey, 160 U. S. 221, 16 SCt 273, 40 L. 
ed. 402; Ryder v. Holt, 128 U. S. 525, 
9 SCt 145, 32 L. ed. 529; Stark v. 
Stark Bros. Nurseries, ete., Co., 257 
Fed. 9, 168 CCA 221 [mod 248 Fed. 
154, certiorari granted 250 U. S. 657, 
40 SCt 15, 63 L. ed. 1198, and aff. 41 
Sct 221, 65 L. ed. 276]; Shrauger v. 


Philip Bernard Co., 247 Fed. 547; 
Rossmann y. Garnier, 211 Fed. 401, 
128 CCA 73 [mod 195 Fed. 175]; 


Diederich v. W. Schneider Wholesale 
Wine, etc., Co., 195 Fed. 35, 115 CCA 
37, LRA1915B 889; Copewell Horse 
Nail Co. v. Mooney, 172 Fed. 826, 97 
CCA 248: Thaddeus Davids Co. v. 
Davids, 165 Fed. 792 [rev_on other 
grounds 178 Fed. 801, 102 CCA 249]; 


Vacuum Oil Co. y. Hagle Oil Co., 154 '50 L. ed. 7104; 


SCt 696, 53 L. ed. 1063)]; A. Leschen, 
etc., Rope Co. v. Broderick, etc., Rope 
Co., 184 Fed. 571, 67 CCA 418 [aff 201 
U. S. 166, 26 SCt 425, 50 L. ed. 710]; 
Griggs, etc., Co. v. Erie Preserving 
Co., 131 Fed. 359; Wrisley @o. v. 
George E. Rouse Soap Co., 90 Fed. 
5, 82 CCA 496 [aff 87 Fed. 589]; 
Hennessy v. Braunschweiger, 89 Fed. 
664; Prince’s Metallic Paint Co. v. 
Prince Mfg. Co., 538 Fed. 493; Grave- 
ley v. Graveley, 42 Fed. 265; Schu- 
macher v. Schwencke, 26 Fed. 818; 
Glen Cove Mfg. Co. v. Ludeling, 22 
Fed. 823, 23 Bilatchf. 46; Luyties v. 
Hollender, 21 Fed. 281; Duwell v. 
Bohmer, 8 F. Cas, No. 4,213, 2 Flipp. 
UES U “Seve Direlly ai MA ps. CDs Cs) 
471; Act Febr.. 20, 1905 (21 St. at L. 
502 ¢@ 138); Smail v. Sanders, 118 
Ind. 105, 20 NE 296. 

[a] Foreign infringement. — The 
federal courts have no jurisdiction 
of unfair competition or infringement 
of trade-marks wholly committed in 
a foreign country. Vacuum Oil Co. 
v. Eagle Oil Co., 122 Fed. 105. 

31. Act Febr. 20, 1905 (21 St. at 
L. 502 ¢ 138 § 17). 

feeponine in controversy see 

350. 

: 32. Elgin Nat. Watch Co. v. Illi- 
nois Watch Case Co., 179 U. S. 665, 
21 SCt 270, 45 L. ed. 365 [aff 94 Fed. 
667, 35 CCA 237 (rev 89 Fed. 487)]; 
U. S. v. Steffens, 100 U. S. 82, 25 L. 
ed. 550; Esta v. Burke, 257 Fed. 743; 
Stark v. Stark Bros. Nurseries, etc., 
Co., 257 Fed. 9, 168 CCA 221 [mod 248) 
Fed, 154, certiorari granted 250 U.S. 
657, 40 SCt 15, 638 L. ed. 1193, and 
atte 40) ‘SCtuee2iha65sg kn eden 20 611s 
Shrauger y. Phillip Bernard Co., 247 
Fed. 547; U. S. Expansion Bolt Co. 
vy. H. G. Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 
Fed, 868, 148 CCA 466; Planten v. 
Gedney, 224 Fed. 882, 140 CCA 68; 
Sprigg v. Fisher, 222 Fed. 964; 
Louis Bergdoll Brewing Co. v. Berg- 
doll Brewing Co. 218 Fed. 131; 
Thaddeus Davids Co. v. Davids, 192 
Weds: 915; 1144 CCA7355; Ross. v. H. 
S. Geer Co., 188 Fed. 731; National 
Casket Co. v. New York, ete., Casket 
Co., 185 Fed. 533; Capewell Horse 
Nail Co. v. Mooney, 172 Fed. 826, 
97 CCA 248 [aff 167 Fed. 575]; A. 
RB. Andrews Co. v. Puncture Proof 
Footwear Co., 168 Fed. 762; A. Les- 
chen, ete, Rope Co. v. Broderick, 
ete., Rope Co., 134 Fed. 571, 67 CCA 
A Rep atti2 0dr Were 66, 7ortsOte 4253 
Edison v. Thomas A, 


infra 


HE. Rouse Soap Co., 90 Fed. 5, 32 CCA, 
496 [dism app 87 Fed. 589]; Hen- 
nessy v. Herrmann, 89 Fed. 669; Hen- 
nessy v. Braunschweiger, 89 Fed. 664; 
Battle v. Finlay, 50 Fed. 106; Dea 
Kuyper v. Witteman, 23 Fed. 871; 
La Croix v. May, 15 Fed. 236; Lei- 


dersdorf v. Flint, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8,219, 8 Biss. 327, 6 Reporter 739; 
Scoville v. Toland, 21 F. Cas. No 


12,553; U. S. v. Roche, 27 F. Cas. No. 
16,180, 1 McCrary 385. 

[a] Allegations of diverse citi- 
zenship are essential when jurisdic- 
tion is invoked independently of the 
Registration Act. Allen B. Wrisley 
Co. v. George H. Rouse Soap Co., 90 
Fed. 5, 32 CCA 496 [aff 87 Fed. 589]; 
La Croix v. May, 15 Fed. 236. 

[b] Where a trade-mark is in- 
valid or not infringed, and the parties 
are citizens of the same state, the 
federal court has no jurisdiction of 
a suit to prevent unlawful competi- 


baie Bernstein vy. Danwitz, 190 Fed. 
[c] Incidental relief.—(1) Where 


jurisdiction of a suit for unfair com- 
petition depends solely on infringe- 
ment of a registered trade-mark, the 
recovery is limited to such unfair 
competition as is part of the same 
transaction as the _ infringement. 
Stark v. Stark Bros. Nurseries, etc., 
Co., 257 Fed: 9, 168 CCA 221 [mod 
248 Fed. 154, certiorari granted 250° 
UWreS2 657). 40nSCty 1563 loved. 11938; 
and aff 41 SCt 221, 65 L. ed. 276]. 
(2) A federal court, in a suit to 
enjoin infringement, cannot enjoin 
future acts amounting to unfair com- 
petition only. Ross v. H. S. Geer Co., 
188 Fed. 731. (3) But where the 
wrongful acts are not distinct, un- 
fair competition as well as infringe- 
ment of the trade-mark may be en- 
joined in the same suit. Ross v. H. 
S. Geer Co., 188 Fed. 731: 

Diverse citizenship as ground of 
eros jurisdiction see infra §§ 59- 


33. 


Jurisdiction dependent on 
ano nae in controversy see infra 
§ 350. 


34. See Courts § 634 text and note 
28; Trade-Marks, Trade-Names, and 
Unfair Competition [30 Cyc 889]. 

35. Jud. Code § 24 (8); Louisville, 
ete, R. Co. v.. Rice, 247 U.S. 201, 
388 SCt 429, 62 L. ed. 1071; Ex p. 
Lennon, 166 U. S. 548, 17 SCt 658, 
41 L. ed. 1110 [aff 64 Fed. 320, 12 CCA 
134]; Mobile, ete., R. Co. vy, Wash- 


730° [25.C) J.J 


Law.?¢ 


in support of the jurisdiction of 


over a suit to restrain the enforcement of the 
judgment, which is brought by a party not suing 
or authorized to sue on behalf of the public, and 
in which the United States or the attorney-general 


is not a party complainant.*§ 


[§ 38] J. Actions Relating to Watercourses 
One who has acquired a right 
to the use of water from a stream flowing through 


and Water Rights.°° 


ington, ete. R. Co.,: 242 Wed. 531; 
Stephens v. Ohio State Tel. Co., 240 
Fed. 759; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. 
v. Reaves, 208 Fed, 141, 125 CCA 599; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Segari, 205 
Fed. 998; McGoon v. Northern Pac. 
R. Co., 204 Fed. 998; Atchison, etc., 
R. Co. v. Kinkade, 203 Fed. 165; Lang- 
don vy. Pennsylvania R. Co., 194 Fed. 
486; Oregon R., ete., Co. v. Camp- 
bell, 173 Fed. 957. [aff,230 U.S. 525, 
33 SCt 1026, 57 L. ed. 1604]; Atlan- 
tic Coast Line R. Co.:'v. Macon Groc- 
ery Co., 166 Fed. 206, 92 CCA 114 [aff 
215 U. S. 501, 30 SCt 184, 54 L. ed. 
300]; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Pa- 
cific Coast Lumber Mfrs’ Assoc., 
Fed. 1, 91 CCA 39; Macon Grocery 
Co. v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 163 
Fed. 736; Platt v. Lecocq, 158 Fed. 
723, 85 CCA 621, 15 LRANS 558; 
Kalispell Lumber Co. v. Great North- 
erne Revo.) albino mMedih/8465 Tittisive 
Southern R. Co., 123 Fed. 789; Elder 
v. Whitesides, 72 Fed. 724; Donald v. 
Scott, 67 Fed. 854; Toledo, etc. R. 
Co. v. Pennsylvania Co., 54 Fed. 730, 
19 LRA 387; Kentucky, ete., Bridge 
Co. v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 37 Fed. 
567, 2 LRA 289; Monteith v. Kirk- 
patrick) Line. ictCasnNo yaoi 2icchs 
Blatchf. 279; Hoxie v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 82 Conn. 352, 73 A 764, 17 Ann 
Cas 324; Pecos, etc., R. Co. v. Rosen- 
bloom, (Tex. Civ. A.) 141 SW_175; 
Galveston, ete., R. Co. v. F. A. Piper 
Co., 52 Tex. Civ. A. 568, 115 SW 107. 

[a] Dlustration.— An action for 
damages for negligent handling of 
an interstate shipment of cattle, an 
attorney’s fee for bringing such ac- 
tion, the penalty for failing to stop 
the shipment and feed the cattle, an 
overcharge in freight, and an at- 
torney’s fee for suing therefor, was 
an action arising under the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, within Jud. Code 
(Act March 8, 1911, 36 St. at L. 1092 
ec 231 § 24 par 8), giving United 
States district courts jurisdiction of 
21] suits arising under any law regu- 
lating commerce. Smith v. Atchison, 
etc., R. Co., 210 Fed. 988. 

[b] The duty of an interstate 
telephone company to furnish rea- 
sonable facilities for the transaction 
of its business may be enforced in 


federal courts. Stephens v. Ohio 
State Tel. Co., 240 Fed. 759. 
[c] he jurisdiction of the fed- 


eral courts to enjoin unreasonable 
rates of common carriers is a right 
given under the Interstate Commerce 
Act with its amendments. Southern 
Pac. Co. v. Arlington Heights Fruit 
Co., 191 Fed. 101, 111 CCA 581 [rev 
175 Fed. 141]; Oregon R., etc., Co. v. 
Campbell, 173 Fed. 957 [aff 230 U. 
S. 525, 33 SCt 1026]; Tift v. South- 
ern’ R. ‘Co., 1235 Feds789. 

{dj Restraining enforcement of 
tax.—The United States district court 
has jurisdiction of an action by a 
telegraph company to. restrain the 
enforcement of a tax by a munici- 
pality, on the_ ground that it is a 
tax on interstate commerce and is 
discriminatory. Postal Tel-Cable Co. 


But the mere fact that one party to an 
action is engaged in interstate commerce is not of 
itself sufficient to support the jurisdiction of a 
federal court,?7 nor can the fact that property 
affected by a judgment in ejectment rendered by 
a state court is used as a highway for interstate 
commerce and as a national mail route be urged 
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a federal court 


question.*+ 


v. Mobile, 179 Fed. 955. 

{e] Taking natural gas from 
state.—A national court has full ju- 
risdiction to entertain a suit to en- 
join state officers from preventing 
the owner of natural gas from taking 
it out of the state for the purpose of 
interstate commerce. Haskell _ v. 
Cowham, 187 Fed. 403, 109 CCA 235. 

{f] Employer’s Liability Act.— 
(1) In an action by an employee, un- 
der the Federal Employer’s Liability 
Act, against a railroad engaged in 
interstate commerce, an objection to 
the jurisdiction of the federal court 
will not be sustained, where plaintiff 
was a workman on one of defendant’s 
bridges. Kern v. Chicago, etc. R. 
Co., 201 Fed. 404. (2) A trackman 
injured while working in a railroad 
terminal has been held engaged in 
interstate commerce so as to be en- 
titled go sue in a federal court un- 
der the Employer’s Liability Act. 
Colusardo v. Central R. Co., 192 Fed. 
901, 1183 CCA 379 [aff 180 Fed. 832]. 

([&] An action by a railroad com- 
pany against a shipper to recover the 
difference, between the freight paid 
on an interstate shipment and that 
due under the published schedules 
is within the jurisdiction of a fed- 
eral district court, regardless of the 
citizenship of the parties or the 
amount in controversy, as one arising 
under the Interstate Commerce Act. 
Atchison, ete., R. Co. v. Kinkade, 203 
Fed. 165. 

{h] A suit to recover overcharges 
on interstate freight is within the 
jurisdiction of the federal courts, re- 
gardless of the citizenship of the 
parties. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Se- 
gari, 205 Fed. 998. 

[i] Mandamus to compel report 
to interstate commerce commission. 
—-Jurisdiction, in a federal circuit 
court, of an original proceeding by 
mandamus to compel an interstate 
earrier to make the report which the 
interstate commerce commission is 
authorized by the act to régulate 
commerce to require, cannot be in- 
ferred from the grant of authority 
to the commission to enforce that 
act, or from the direction to dis- 
trict attorneys of the United States 
or the attorney-general to institute 
all necessary proceedings for the en- 
forcement of its provisions. U.S. v. 
Lake Shore, ete., R. Co., 197 U. S. 536, 
25 SCt 538, 49 L. ed. 870. 

[j] Shipping Board Act of Sept. 
7, 1916 (Comp. St. § 8146a et seq), 
is a law regulating commerce, and a 
suit against the United States Ship- 
ping Board Emergency Fleet Corpo- 
ration, created under § 11 of such 
act (Comp. St. § 8146f), is cognizable 
in a federal court, regardless of the 
amount in controversy. Ingram Day 
Lumber Co. v. U. S. Shipping Board 
Emergency Fleet Corp., 267 Fed. 283. 

{k] Damage caused by failure to 
deliver goods (1) shipped in inter- 
state commerce, and for which the 
initial carrier is liable under the 
Carmack Amendment, is in:no way 


[§§ 37-38 


the public land for domestic or irrigation purposes, 
in accordance with the laws of the state, is pro- 
tected therein by the federal statute and the juris- 
diction of a federal court to determine the con- 
flicting rights of parties is not affected by the fact. 
that their lands and their points of diversion of 
the water are in different states.*° 
of priority of possession of a water right, and of 
conformity to local customs, laws, and decisions, 
do not constitute federal questions, but are merely 
preliminary to, or ‘the possible basis of, a federal 
The nature and extent of the riparian 
rights and the rights in percolating waters of cer-. 
tain patentees from the United States whose titles 
were derived from Spain and Mexico by virtue of 
grants to their predecessors from those countries, 


The questions 


traceable to a violation of the stat- 
ute, and hence does not arise under 
the statute so as to be within the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the federal 
court. Galveston vy. Wallace, 223 U. 
S. 431,732 SCtU-205,- 56, ti. ed. bites 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. River- 
Side Mills, 219 U.-S. 186, 31. SCt 164, 
6d L. ed. 167, 31°LRANS 7 @)e “The 
cases mentioned in paragraph 8 do 
not apply to causes of action that 
are not attributable to some viola- 
tion of the act to regulate com- 
merce.” Adams v. Chicago Great 
Western R. Co., 210 Fed. 362; Storm 
Lake Tub, ete., Factory v. Minneap- 
olis, etc., R. Co., 209 Fed. 895. 

[1] Cases not involving interstate 
commerce so as to be within juris-. 
diction of federal courts. — Isaac 
Kubie Co. v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 
261 Fed. 806; Delaware, etc., R. Co. 
y.° Peck, .255 Fed. 261,..166)/CCA 431; 
Rountree v. Adams Express Co., 165 
Fed. 152, 91 CCA 186; Midland Val- 
ley R. Co. v. Hoffman Coal Co., 91>: 
Ark. 180, 120 SW 380; St. Louis, ete.,. 
R. Co, v. Puterbaugh, 117 Ill. A. 569; 
Baltimore, etc. R. Co. v..New Al- 
bany Box, etc., Co., 48 Ind. A. 647, 
94 NE 906, 96 NE 28; Banner v. Wa- 
bash R. Co., 181 Iowa 405, 108 NW 
759; Hilton Lumber Co. vy. Atlantic 
Coast Line R: Co., 141 N. C. 171, 53 
SE 823, 6 LRANS 225; Pecos, ete.; 
R. Co. v. Rosenbloom, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
141 SW _ 175; Porter v. Pecos, etc., 
Re3Co.,2560 Nex. Cry. cA.) 479.5 tote 
8375) Chicago; ete; 4 Re, Cow va Clem- 
ents; o€Texs, ¢Civigt Ans 115) (S'We 664s 
Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. F. A. Piper 


Co., (Texs CivisA.). 115:.S Wy 1.07: 
36. See Courts § 633 note 79. 
Actions under Interstate Com- 


merce Law generally see Commerce 
§§ 197-206. 

37. In re Metropolitan R. Re- 
ceivership, 208 U. S. 90, 28 SCt 219, 
52 L. ed. 403; Postal Tel.-Cable Co. 
v. Nolan, 240 Fed. 754; Yazoo, etc.,. 
R. Co. v. Zemurray, 238 Fed. 789, 151 
CCA 639; Shohoney v. Quincy, etc., 
R. Co., 223 Mo, 649, 122 SW 1025. 

[a] Tllustration.— Where a rail- 
road company while operating its 
railroad in Missouri violates the law 
of that state to the injury of a per- 
son therein, a cause of action arises 
under the state laws, and that the 
railroad’s business includes _ inter- 
state transportation is immaterial so 
far as the question of state or fed- 
eral jurisdiction is concerned.  Sho- 
honey v. Quincy, etc., R. Co.; 223 Mo. 
649, 122 SW 1025, 

38. New York Cent. Trust Co. v. 
i ae 83 i aWedee) 540, 200%. C@re 


39. See generally Waters [40 Cye 
566, 581, 598, 609, 632, 638,,651, 665, 
684, 709, 729, 768, 810, 848, 846]. 
vane Anderson v. Bassman, 140 Fed. 


41. Telluride Power Transmission 
Co. v. Rio Grande Western R. Co., 
175 U. S. 689. 20 SCt 245, 44 L. ed. 
ee [dism app 16 Utah 125, 51 P 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 38-41] 


which were confirmed by the board of land com- 
missioners, are not federal questions, but are ques- 
tions of state or general law.*? 

[§ 39] K. Actions Relating to Navigable Wa- 
ters.** An action relating to navigable waters may 
present such federal questions, as will support the 


_ jurisdiction of the federal courts.44 Thus what con- 


stitutes an unlawful obstruction of a navigable 
stream is a federal question,*® and the federal courts 
have jurisdiction of a suit to enjoin the erection of 
a bridge over navigable waters,*® a suit for an in- 
junction against a log boom as an obstruction to 
navigation,** a suit which involves the question of 
the right to construct a dock in a navigable’ river 
under certain acts of congress and a permit from 
the secretary of war, which are alleged to be in 
execution of the power of congress, under the con- 
stitution, over the navigable waters of the United 
States,** and a suit by the United States to en- 
join the deposit in a river of mining débris injurious 
to navigation.4® On the other hand a question as 
to the rights of a state over marsh and tide lands 
on the borders of a sea or its estuaries is a local 


‘ 
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[25C.3.] 731 
question,°° and it has been held that in the ab- 
sence of a federal statute assuming police juris- 
diction of navigable waters lying wholly within the 
limits of a, particular state, the federal courts have 
no jurisdiction over the question whether certain 
erections on or near such waters are public nuis- 
ances.°+ So also the contention that rights below 
the high-water mark of navigable nontidal waters 
can be asserted by the patentees from the United 
States as appurtenant to the uplands conveyed 
to them as against the title of the state when 
subsequently admitted into the Union is too clearly 
unfounded, in view of the decisions of the federal 
Supreme court, to raise a federal question.5? 

[§ 40] L. Actions for Torts on High Seas. The 
federal courts have jurisdiction of torts committed 
on the high seas without reference to the nationality. 
of the vessel.®* 

[§ 41] M. Actions Relating to Public Lands.*+ 
The federal courts have jurisdiction of actions 
which relate to public lands of the United States 55 
where they involve the construction, application, or 
effect of acts of congress.6 But the mere fact that 


1055]. 


‘the parties. 


42. Devine v. Los Angeles, 202 U. 
S. 313, 26 SCt 652, 50 L. ed. 1046. 

43. See generally Navigable 
Waters [29 Cye 322, 353]. 

Admiralty jurisdiction see Admir- 
alty §§ 5-11, 16-128. 

44, . S. v. Wishkah Boom Co., 
136 Fed. 42, 68 CCA 592 [app dism 
202 U. S. 613 mem, 26 SCt 765 mem, 


SOplseved. Ii7l ‘mem; U.S. v.. The 
Kodiak, 53 Fed, 126. See Navigable 
Waters [29 Cyc 324]. 

[a] Questions as to riparian 


rights of owners of real estate bound- 
ed by a navigable river, although 
generally subject to local laws, may 
involve a consideration of other mat- 
ters bringing it within jurisdiction 
of federal courts. King v. St. Louis, 
98 Fed. 641. 

45. Sunflower River Packet Co. v. 
Georgia Pac. R. Co., 39 Fed. 229; 
Wallamet Iron Bridge Co. v. Hatch, 


19 Fed. 347, 9 Sawy. 6438; U. S. v. 
Milwaukee, etc. R. Co. 26 FEF. Cas.° 
No. 15,778, 5 Biss. 410. 

A. Chatfield Co. v.. New 


46. E. 

Haven, 110 Fed. 788; Hatch v. Walla- 
met Iron Bridge Co., 6 Fed. 326, 7 
Sawy. 127; U. S. v. Milwaukee, etc., 
RasCo.,0126: as Cas. No. 15,778, 5) Biss. 
410. 

[a] The fact that a state legisla- 
ture has authorized such erection 
does not deprive the federal courts 
of jurisdiction. Baird v. Shore Line 
Pee Cowl Casa NO 108,10. blatehbt, 
276. 

[b] River wholly within state.— 
A suit by private parties to enjoin 
the maintenance of a bridge across 
a navigable river, which is wholly 
within a state, from which complain- 
ants allege they suffer special in- 
jury, on the ground that such bridge 
has been declared by the secretary of 
war, acting under the provisions of 
a federal statute, to constitute an 
unreasonable obstruction to naviga- 
tion, and that it is therefore a pub- 
lic nuisance, is one arising under the 
laws of the United States, of which 
a federal court has jurisdiction, 
without regard to the citizenship of 
b. Ale Chatfield. Co. Vv. 
New Haven, 110 Fed. 788. 

{[c] In such a suit between citi- 
zens of the same state the jurisdic- 
tion extends only so far as to in- 
quire whether the construction is in 
violation of the constitution or laws 
of the United States. Miller v. New 
York City, 17 F., Cas. No. 9,585, 13 
Blatchf. 469. 

47. U.S. v. Bellingham Bay Boom 
€o,, 176 U. S, 211, 20 SCt 343, 44 L. 
ed. 437 [rev 81 Fed. 658, 26 CCA 547 
(aff 72 Fed. 585)]. 

[a] @he conformity of a log boom 


to the provisions of a state statute, 
so as to exempt it from prohibition 
under § 10 of the river and harbor 
act of 1890, is not a question for the 
state courts alone, but must be de- 
cided by a federal court, when suit 
is brought for an injunction against 
the boom as an obstruction to naviga- 
tion prohibited by the federal law. 
U. S. v. Bellingham Bay Boom Co., 
176 U. S. 211, 20 SCt 348, 44 L. ed. 
437 [rev 81 Fed. 658, 26 CCA 547 
(aff 72 Fed. 585)]. 

[b] Actual carriage of goods in 
interstate commerce not necessary.— 
Where a river within a state was 
navigable for some distance from its 
mouth, and was actually navigated 
by small steamboats and river craft 
for the purpose of carrying up gro- 
ceries, supplies, clothing, loggers’ 
tools, ete., to the head of navigation, 
and returning with farmers’ prod- 
ucts, a bill was maintainable in the 
federal courts to restrain a boom 
company from maintaining a boom 
in the river in such a manner as to 
be an obstruction to navigation, al- 
though the river was chiefly valuable 
for floating logs, and there was no 
proof of actual carriage of goods 
on the river in interstate commerce. 
United States v. Wishkah Boom Co., 
136 Fed. 42, 68 CCA 592 [app dism 
202 U. S.. 613 mem, 26 SCt 765 mem, 
50 L. ed. 1171 mem]. 

48. Calumet Grain, etc., Co. v. Chi- 
eazo,. 188 ,U.-S.. 434, 23 “SCt. 477, 47 
L. ed. 532; Cummings v. Chicago, 188 
Ue) S) 54105223 Sct. 472," 47 Wied. 52. 

49. U. S. v. North Bloomfield 
Gravel-Min. Co., 53 Fed. 625. 


50. Shively v. Bowlby, 152 U. S. 
1, 14 SCt 548, 38 L. ed. 331; Chisolm 
v. Caines, 67 Fed. 285. 

51. Kenyon v. Knipe, 46 Fed. 309; 
Milnor v. New. Jersey R. Co., 17 F. 
Cas. No. 9,620; Silliman v. Hudson 
River Bridge Co., 22 KF. Cas. No. 


12,852, 4 Blatchf. 395. 

5@. McGilvra v. Ross, 215 U.S. 
TOveaOrSOt 2G) 945 di.7eds 95 (rev, 164 
Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398]. 

53. See Admiralty §§ 118-127. 

54. See generally Public Lands [32 
Cyc 780, 827, 854, 874, 892, 901, 910, 
O29 Ody LODO 7) LOTS. 

Proceedings in land department see 
Public Lands [82 Cye 1000]. 

55. McGilvra v. Ross, 215 U. S. 
Ter sOMMSCt ~2isu ot. ed.) 953" Del=- 
aware, etc., R. Co. v. Lyne, 193 Fed. 
984, 113 CCA 604; Anderson v. Bass- 
man, 140 Fed. 14; Haton v. Calhoun, 
47 Fed. 422; Jones v, Florida, ete., R. 
Co., 41. Fed. 70; Hills v. Homton, 12 
F. Cas. No. 6,508, 4 Sawy. 195; Mezes 
v, Greer, 17 EF. Cas, No. 9,520, 1 Mce- 
All, 401. See Public Lands [32 Cyc 


[a] A federal court may have ju- 
risdiction of: (1) An action for vio- 
lation of an act forbidding the in- 
closure of public lands. U. S. v. 
Bisel, 8 Mont. 20, 19 P 251. (2) An 
action of ejectment, where the com- 
plaint alleges that plaintiff claims 
title to land exceeding two thousand. 
dollars in value, under a patent is- 
sued by the United States, and that 
defendants deny the validity of such 
patent, or that it conveyed any title 
in or to the lands. Pierce v. Molli- 
ken, 78 Fed. 196. (3) An action in 
regard to the right to accretions 
along the river front by owners of 
land who acquired title through a 
patent issued under act of congress. 
King v. St. Louis, 98 Fed. 641. (4) 
Suits generally to determine conflict- 
ing claims to public lands, where 
each party claims under the United 
States. Linkswiler v. Schneider, 95 
Fed. 203; Florida Cent., ete!; R. Co; 
v. Bell, 87 Fed. 369, 31 CCA 9; Hvans 
v. Durango Land, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 
433, 25 CCA 531; Pierce v. Molliken, 
78 Ked. 196; McHenry v. Nygaard, 
72 Minn. 2, 74 NW 1106. 

[b] Perfecting land grants under 
former soOvereignty.—The acts of 
congress of 1824, and of 1844, which 
provided for the enforcement of 
claims to land in the Louisiana pur- 
chase by petition to the district 
court referred not to perfect legal 
titles under grants of former govern- 
ments, but only to equitable and in- 
choate titles. U. S. v. Ducros, 15 
How. (U..S; 38, 14 L. ed. 591; U. S. 
v. D’Auterieve, 15 How. (U. S.) 14; 
{AE “edl, 58099 WIS av. Pillerin ys 13 
How. (U. S.) 9, 14 L. ed. ‘283; :U..S. -v. 
Castant, 12 How. (U. S.) 487, 13 L. ed. 
1056; U. S. v. Reynes, 9 How. (U. 
S.) 127, 13 L. ed. 74. Proceedings 
for confirmation of Spanish or Mexi- 
can land grant generally see Public 
Lands [32) Cye 1209]. 

56. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205; 
Evans v. Durango Land, etc., Co., 80 
Fed. 433, 25 CCA 531-[app dism 19 
Sct 875 mem, 43 L. ed. 1178 mem]; 
Butler v. Shafer, 67 Fed. 161. 

[a] Railroad right of way.—(1) 
Where complainant, a Washington 
railroad company, had complied with 
all the provisions of the statute con- 
ferring on railroad companies duly 
organized, etc., a right of way over 
the public lands of the United States, 
sought to restrain defendant railroad 
company, also incorporated under the 
laws of Washington, from trespass- 
ing on complainant’s alleged right 
of way over public lands along the 
north bank of the Columbia river, on 
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the title to the lands in controversy was originally 
derived from the United States is not sufficient to 
confer jurisdiction,®* even though the title is di- 
A suit to cancel 
a patent to land on the ground of fraud in obtain- 
ing it presents no federal question.®® 

N. Actions Relating to Mines or Mineral 
The federal courts have jurisdiction of 
actions relating to mines or mineral rights where 
they involve the construction, operation, or effect of 


rectly involved in the litigation.®* 


[§ 42] 
Rights.° 


which complainant alleged it inten- 
ded to construct its railroad in the 
future, the jurisdiction of the fed- 
eral court was sustainable on the 
ground that the case involved the 
construction of such federal statute. 
Wallula Pac. R. Co. v. Portland, ete., 
R. Co., 154 Fed. 902. (2) A bill by a 
railroad company, alleging that it 
acquired a right of way for its road 
over government lands under the act 
of March 38, 1875 (18 St. at L. 482 ¢ 
152), and is proceeding to construct 
its road thereon, but did not com- 
plete it within the time limited by 
the act; and that defendant, claim- 
ing that its rights have thereby been 
forfeited, has taken possession of a 
portion of such right of way, pre- 
sents a question of the construc- 
tion of the statute as supplemented 
by the act of June 26, 1906 (34 St. at 
L. 482 ¢ 3550), which gives a federal 
court jurisdiction of the suit regard- 
less of the citizenship of the parties. 
Columbia Valley R. Co, v. Portland, 


he R. Co., 162 Fed. 603, 89 CCA 
[b] Exception of mineral lands 


from grant.—A suit over the owner- 
ship of real property, in which plain- 
tiff’s title rests upon a proper inter- 
pretation of the exception of mineral 
lands in the Northern Pacific Rail- 
road Land Grant Act of July 2, 1864 
(13: St. at L. 365 c 217), is one aris- 
ing under the laws of the United 
States, of which a circuit court has 
jurisdiction, wholly independent of 
citizenship. Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Soderberg, 188 U. S. 526, 23 SCt 365, 


47 L. ed. 575 [aff 104 Fed. 425, 43 
CCA 620]. 
{c] An action in ejectment to re- 


cover land claimed under a Spanish 
grant, protected by the Louisiana 
purchase treaty and subsequent con- 
firmatory acts of congress, does not 
involve the effect or validity of a 
treaty or law of the United States to 
confer jurisdiction on a federal court 
on that ground, where it appears 
from the petition, that plaintiff's 
rights depend solely upon questions 
ef fact as to whether the land in 
suit was within the boundaries of the 
original grant, or was occupied by 
his grantors at the time necessary 
to bring it within the provisions of 
the confirmatory acts. JOM ae orcas 
Louis, 122 Fed. 524 [aff 201 U.S. 332, 
26 SCt 478, 50 L. ed. /776]. 

{d] A bill to protect a homestead 
entryman (1) in making the improve- 
ments required by law, by enjoining 
interference by defendants, who, as is 
alleged, claimed a portion of the land 
under the Town Site Act, but whose 
claims were rejected by the secretary 
of the interior, does not present any 
question arising under the laws of 
the United States. King v. Lawson, 
84 Fed. 209. (2) A suit by a home- 
stead settler on unsurveyed public 
land to protect his possessory right 
as against an adverse claimant does 
not involve a construction of the 
laws of the United States so as to 
sustain federal jurisdiction on that 
ground. Earnhart v. Switzler, 179 
Fed. 832, 105 CCA 260. 

[e] A homestead settlez’s right 
to transfer his possession and Sell 
his improvements depends on no fed- 
eral statute, and hence a ‘case in- 
volving such right is not within the 
jurisdiction of the federal courts. 
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[§ 43] 


sue.°° 


Hare vy. Birkenfield, 181 Fed. 825, 
104 CCA. 335; 

57. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561,.32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed, 1205; 
Joy v. St. Louis, 201 U. S. 332, 26 SCt 
478, “50 “. ed. 776; Florida, ‘Cent., 
ete., R. Co. v. Bell, 176 U. S. 321, 20 
SCt 399, 44 L. ed. 486 [rev 87 Fed. 
369, 31 CCA 9]; Blackburn vy. Port- 
land Gold-Min. Co., 175 U. S. 571, 
20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 276; McGilvra v. 
Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398 [aff 
161 Fed. 398, and rev on other grounds 
215) SUsnSast0e 807 SCt 27,47 Taveds 
95]; King v. Lawson, 84 Fed. 209; 
St.) Paul; ete, Rea'Co. ‘ve St) Raul;-etc., 
R.._Co., 68 Fed. 2, 15 CCA 167. 

58. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed, 1205; 
Butler v. Shafer, 67 Fed. 161; Stay- 
ton Min. Co. v. Woody, 50 Fed. 633; 
Southern Pac. R. Co. v. Whittaker, 
47 Fed. 529; Theurkauf v. Ireland, 27 
Fed, 769. 

“A suit to enforce a right which 
takes its origin in the laws of the 
United States is not necessarily, or 


'|for that reason alone, one arising un- 


der those laws, for a suit does not 
so arise unless it really and sub- 
stantially involves a dispute or con- 
troversy respecting the validity, con- 
struction or effect of such a law, 
upon the determination of which the 
result depends. This is especially so 
of a suit involving rights to land 
acquired under a law of the United 
States. If it were not, every suit 
to establish title to land in the cen- 
tral and western States would sv 
arise, aS all titles in those States are 
traceable back to those laws.’ Shul- 
this v. McDougal, 225 U. S. 561, 569, 
32.SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205. 

59. Holland v. Hyde, 41 Fed. 897. 

60. See generally Mines and Min- 
erals-[27 Cyc 608, 630, 716, 779]. 

61. Nevada Sierra Oil Co. v. Mil- 
ler, 97 Fed. 681. 

[a] A federal court has juris- 
diction of: (1) An action where the 
right to enter within the sidelines of 
the land of another and mine and 
take ore therefrom is claimed under 
the mining laws of the United States. 
Cheesman v. Shreeve, 37 Fed. 36. (2) 
A bill asserting rights based on the 
location of a mining claim under the 
laws of the United States, which 
shows that the validity of such loca- 
tion depends on the question whether 
or not the locators discovered a min- 
eral deposit within the limits of the 
claim prior to its location, within the 
meaning of such laws, and which 
sets out in full the facts relating 
to such alleged discovery. Nevada 
Sierra Oil Co. v. Miller, 97 Fed. 681. 
(3) A suit to quiet title to a placer 
mining claim, where defendant claims 
title by reason of a location after is- 


sue of the patent on a quartz vein 


known to exist before the application 
for the placer patent, Haggin v. 
Lewis, 66 Fed. 199. (4) An action in 
which it is claimed that defendant 
procured a patent for a mining claim 
from the land department by fraud, 
and without complying with the stat- 
ute as to notice and proofs, and that 
it was issued without authority of 
law, and asking for a decree that 
defendant hold the patent in trust for 
complainants. Cates v. Producers’, 
ete!, Orl Co. 196 Ned 7 

{b] The courts of New Mexico 
had jurisdiction of an action to quiet 


; or appoint a receiver, 
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federal statutes,°t or where there is the requisite 
diverse citizenship of the parties ° and the requisite 
jurisdictional amount is involved,®* but not other- 


O. Actions by or against Officers or 
Agents of United States.® 
federal courts have jurisdiction of all suits by any 
officer of the United States authorized by law to 
But there is no corresponding provision 
giving jurisdiction of suits against federal officers, 


By express statute the 


title to mining land situated in New 
Mexico, having power to determine 
between conflicting claimants there- 
to, although they did not have pow- 
er to adjudicate as between claim- 
ants and the paramount rights of the 
United States. Johnson vy. Victoria 
Chief Copper Mining & Smelting Co., 
150 App. Div. 653, 135 NYS 1070 [aff 
65 Misc. 332, 119 NYS 639]. 

62. See infra §§ 59-76. 

63. See infra § 350. 

64. Shoshone Min. Co. v. Rutter, 
L771, Us: S2°5057-20 \SCH-726, 4400 edt 
864; Blackburn vy. Portland Gold- 
Mins'@o,;5 1757 UrGS-> 5713 O20RSCEH 2223 
44 Ll. ed. 276; Larned v. Jenkins, 109 
Fed. 100, 48 CCA 252. See Mines and 
Minerals [27 Cyc 609, 610]. 

_[a] A federal court has no juris- 
diction of: (1) The question whether 
a mining claim has been abandoned. 
Inez Min. Co. v. Kinney, 46 Fea. 
832. (2) A trespass upon such a 
claim. Peabody Gold-Min. Co. v. 
Gold Hill Min. Co., 97 Fed. 657. 

[b] An action with respect to ad- 
verse mining claims (1) is not with- 
in the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts unless it involves the meaning 
and construction of a federal statute. 
Mountain View Min., etc., Co. v. Me- 
Fadden, ‘180. U.'S2 533,21" SCts4gs- 
45 L. ed. 656 [rev 97 Fed. 670, 38 
CCA 354]; Shoshone Min. Co. y. Rut- 
ter, 17%" USS. *505s 20" SCt 26 eave. 
ed. 864 [rev 87 Fed. 801, 31 CCA 
223 (aff 75 Fed. 37)]; Blackburn v. 
Portland Gold-Min. Co., 175 U. S. 571, 
20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 276; Willit v. 
Baker, 133 Fed. 9387; Larned v. Jen- 
kins, 109 Fed. 100, 48 CCA 252; Dewey 
Min. Co. v. Miller, 96 Fed. 1. (2) But 
where the allegations of a bill show 
that the respective’ parties to the 
suit are making adverse claims toe 
the same land under the mineral 
land laws of the United States, and 
that the proper determination of such 
conflicting claims necessarily re- 
quires the application and construc- 
tion of those laws, a federal court 
has jurisdiction of the suit for such 
purpose, the property. in controversy 
being alleged to be of the requisite 
statutory value; and having jurisdic- 
tion for that purpose, and such suit 
being equitable in its nature, the 
court will entertain and determine all 
incidental questions between the par- 
ties growing out of their conflicting 
claims, and will grant an injunction 
where such 
course is proper. Nevada Sierra Oil 
Co. v. Miller, 97 Fed. 681. 

[c] Where only question of fact 
involved.—Where a controversy be- 
tween owners of adjoining mining 
claims as to the right of one to fol- 
low the vein outside of the vertical 
line of his claim clearly depends up- 
On a question of fact under the stat- 
utes as finally construed by fhe su- 
preme court, such contruversy no 
longer presents a federal question. 
Montana Ore-Purchasing Co. v. Bos- 
ton, etc., Copper, ete., Min. Co., 85 
Fed. 867, 29 CCA 462. 3 

{d] Earlier cases in the lower 
federal courts asserting a wider ju- 
risdiction are no longer governing. 

65. See also Removal of Causes 
[384 Cye 1248]. ’ 

66. Jud. Code § 24 (1); Southwick 
v. Postmaster-General, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 
442, 7 L. ed. 479; Postmaster-General 
v. Early, 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 136, 6 
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and accordingly such jurisdiction does not exist,%7 
unless in the particular case it can be supported 
on some other ground, as that the suit arises under 
the constitution or laws of the United States,*® or 
that there is the requisite diversity of citizenship 
between the parties.°® The mere fact that defendant 
is an officer of the United States,7° or a govern- | 
mental ageney,’! does not bring the case within the | 
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voriginal federal jurisdiction as one arising under 


L. ed. 577; Pickering Land, etc., Co. 
v. Wisby, 242 Fed. 993; McConville 
v.. Gilmour, 36 Fed. 277, 1 LRA 498. 

[a] Statutory provisions. — (1) 
Under Rev. St. § 629 this jurisdiction 
was conferred only in cases at com- 
mon law and did not include suits 
in equity. Hallam y. Tillinghast, 75 
Fed. 849. (2) But now the jurisdic- 
tion has been extended to include 
“all suits of a civil nature, at com- 
mon law or in equity.” Jud. Code 
§ 24 (1); Pickering Land, etc., Co. v. 
Wisby, 242 Fed. 993. 

{b] A United States marshal (1) 
may maintain trover in a federal 
court to recover money or property 
held by him officially, and converted 
by defendant. Henry v. Sowles, 28 
Fed. 481. (2) Where goods in pos- 
session of a marshal are wrongfully 
taken from him in replevin, he may 
sue in the federal court upon the 
replevin bond, the jurisdiction being 
ancillary .to the original action in 
which possession was taken by the 
marshal, Patterson v. Mater, 26 Fed. 
31. 

[ec] A receiver of a national bank 
is an officer of the United States 
within the meaning of this statute. 
See infra § 46 text and note 6. 

{d] Authority of Indian agent to 
sue.—There is no statute authorizing 
an Indian agent to sue for the ben- 
efit or protection of the Indians un- 
der his charge, so as to bring such 
a suit within the provision of Rev. 
St. § 5638, which gives the district 
court jurisdiction “of all suits at 
common law brought by the United 
States, or by any officer thereof au- 
thorized by law to sue.’ On _ the 
contrary, it is the right and duty 
of the government itself to maintain 
such suits aS are necessary to pro- 
tect the rights of tribal Indians. In 
re Celestine, 114 Fed. 551, 552 (‘‘Con- 
gress can confer the necessary au- 
thority upon those officers, but it 
has not done so, and therefore this 
court does not have jurisdiction of 
this case’’). ) . 

67. Stanfield v. Umatilla River 
Water Users Assoc., 192 Fed. 596; 
Hallam v. Tillinghast, 75 Fed. 849. 


68. Gilbert v. McNulta, 96 Fed. 
83; Hallam v. Tillinghast, 75 Fed. 
849: and cases passim. See also su- 
pra § 29. 


69. See infra § 59. 

70. Walker v. Collins, 167 U. S. 
57, 17 SCt 738, 42 L. ed. 76 (trespass 
against United States marshal for 
unlawful seizure under writ of at- 
tachment); Stanfield v. Umatilla 
River Water Users Assoc., 192 Fed. 
596 (suit against officers of reclama- 
tion service); People’s U. S. Bank v. 
Goodwin, 160 Fed. 727 (postal offi- 
cials), 

[a] An action for libel by postal 
officials presents no federal question 
which will support federal jurisdic- 
tion. People’s U. S. Bank v. Good- 
win, 160 Fed. 727, 730 (“There is no 
act of Congress authorizing any offi- 
cer of the government to commit any 
acts which constitute a libel, 
although it may be a good defense to 
plead, in answer to the charge, that 
they were officers, and that the pub- 
lication was made by them in the 
discharge of their official duties and 
in reports to their superior officers, 
and that for this reason their acts 
were privileged. But this.is clearly 
a matter of defense, and could 
not have been anticipated by plain- 
tiff if it had sought to invoke the 


jurisdiction of this court by insti- 
tuting this action originally therein. 
It is hardly necessary to say that 
this defense if set up in the state 
court, and, decided adversely to the 
defendants, such a -decision could 
be reviewed by the Supreme Court 
of the United States on error to 
the highest court of the state’). 

71. Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. 
v. Minneapolis, etc., R. Co., 192 U. S. 
371, 24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed. 484. 

{a] Mail carrier.—An action against 
one carrying the mail, pursuant to 
the law and postal regulations, for 
negligent loss of a registered letter, 
is not a case arising under the laws 
of the United States. Bankers’ Mut. 
Casualty Co. v. Minneapolis, ete., R. 
COL 10 20 WU, iS. ada et  SCty 82d, 48 
L. ed. 484, g 

{b] Lighthouse keeper.—Ejectment 
for land held by defendant for the 
United States as a duly appointed 
lighthouse keeper held not to raise 
a federal question. Chappell v. Wa- 
terworth, 155 U. S. 102, 15 SCt 34, 39 
L. ed. 85, 

72. See infra § 92, 

73. Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. 
v. Minneapolis, etc., R. Co., 192 U. S. 
371, 24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed. 484 [expl 
People’s U. S. Bank v. Goodwin, 160 
Fed. 727]; Gableman v. Peoria, etc., 
RasCo.~h79 U.S. cody sbi Ct sy! tho 40 
L. ed. 220; Auten v. U. S. National 
Bank, 174. U.S. 125; 19 SCt 628, 43 
L, ed. 920 (receiver of national bank); 
Houser, vs -Clayton;.412 »-h.— Cas... No. 
6,739, 3 Woods 273. 

“A long and varied line of deci- 
sions establishes the view that the 
question of the duty or power of a 
federal officer, or an officer of a fed- 
eral court in executing the direct 
command of that court, is one aris- 
ing under the laws of the United 
States.” State v. Frost, 113 Wis. 623, 
648, 88 NW 912, 89 NW 915. 

“The national courts are the proper 
tribunals for adjudicating all ques- 
tions as to the validity of their own 
process, and the lawfulness of the 
acts of their own ministers in ex- 
ecuting the same.’ Wood v. Drake, 
70 Fed. 881, 883. 

[a] United States marshal.—(1) 
Where the original petition or com- 
plaint declared against defendant as 
marshal, for an official act as such, 
the case is one arising under the 
laws of the United States, and the 
federal courts have jurisdiction. Son- 
nentheil v. Christian Moerlein Brew- 
ing Co. 172) U. S: 401,404, 19. SCt 
233, 48 L. ed. 492 (“Had the action 
been brought against the marshal 
alone there can be no doubt that 
the Circuit Court would have had 
jurisdiction of the case as one aris- 
ing under the Constitution and laws 
of the United States. Feibelmann v. 
Packard, 109 U. S. 421, 27 L. ed. 984; 
Bachrack v. Norton, 132 U. S. 387, 
10) S6t 106,33 L. ed. 37 t-alt is, true 
that in these cases the action was 
against the marshal and the sure- 
ties upon his bond, but there is no 
difference in principle. The right of 
action in both cases is given by the 
laws of the United States, which 
make the marshal responsible for 
trespasses committed by him in his 
official character. Bock v. Perkins, 
{C9 SUS. 623.0 Le SCt 467-7, iso. slus, ed: 
314; Buck v. Colbath, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
$84 18 Li) ed:-257; ‘Texas, ete. R. Co. 
v. Cox, 145 U. S. 5938, 12 SCt 905, 36 
L. ed. 829. If suits against a bank 
or railways chartered by Congress 
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the constitution and laws of the United States, 
even when defendant defends upon the ground that 
he acted under a law of the United States in his 
official capacity, because the existence of a federal 
question must appear from plaintiff’s pleading.”? 
But where the official character of defendant is an 
ingredient of plaintiff’s cause of action, which is 
brought to enforce a liability or duty as such officer, 


are suits arising under the laws of 
tHe United States, as was held in 
Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. 738, 6 
L. ed. 204, and in Pacific Railway Re- 
moval cases [Union Pac. R. Co. v. 
Meyers] 15) Us) Soulja bas Ctalidlsauog 
L. ed, 319, with even greater reason 
must it be considered that a _ suit 
against a marshal of the United 
States for acts done in his official 
capacity falls within the same cate- 
gory’); Buck v. Colbath, 3 Wall. 
(U. S.) 334, 18 L. ed. 257 [expl Bock 
Vv. Perkins, 139 WU. S. 628, 631,11) SCGt 
677, 35 L. ed. 314 (“The decision sus- 
tains the proposition that where a 
marshal, being sued in trespass in 
a state court for taking property 
under a writ of attachment to him 
directed, defends upon the ground 
that the property attached belonged 
to the defendant named in the writ, 
the case is one arising under the 
laws of the United States, and there- 
fore removable”) ];\ Kirk \v. US; 
124 Fed. 324 [aff 130 Fed. 112, 64 
CCA 446]; State v. Frost, 113 Wis. 
623, 88 NW 912, 89 NW 915. Compare 
Walker Vv. Collins. 16s i Sub veered 
SCt 738, 42 L. ed. 76 (where juris- 
diction of an action against a mar- 
shall for wrongful attachment was 
denied). (2) ‘Every marshal of the 
United States, as well as his deputy, 
must take an oath or affirmation that 
he will faithfully execute all lawful 
precepts directed to him, and in all 
things well and _ truly perform the 
duties of his office. The marshall 
must also give bond, with sureties, 
for the faithful performance of the 
duties of his office by himself and 
i And marshals and their 
deputies have, in the respective 
States, the same powers, in executing 
the laws of the Unitéd States as 
sheriffs and their deputies have in 
executing the laws of such States. 
Rev... St. §§5 182, 1783; -788.. —A. ease; 
therefore, depending upon the_in- 
quiry whether a marshal or his dep- 
uty has rightfully executed a,lawful 
precept directed to the former from 
a court of the United States, is one 
arising under the laws of the United 
States; for, as this court has said, 
‘cases arising under the laws of the 
United States are such as grow out 
of the legislation of Congress, 
whether they constitute the right or 
privilege, or claim or protection, or 
defense of the party, in whole or 
in part, by whom they are asserted.’ 
Tennessee v. Davis, 100 U. S. 257, 
264, 25 L. ed. 648; New Orleans, etc., 
R. Co. v.. Mississippi, 102' U. Si 135, 
141, 26 L. ed. 96. If the goods in 
question, when seized, were the prop- 
erty of Lane, the marshal and his 
deputies were in the discharge of 
duties imposed upon them by the 
laws of the United States; and for 
any failure in that regard he would 
be liable to suit by any one thereby 
injured. Rev. Stat. § 784. This case 
was, therefore, one arising under the 
laws of the United States.” Bock v. 
Perkins, 139 U. S. 628, 630, 11 SCt 
677, 85 DL. ed.. 314. (3) . Where a 
United States marshal, under au- 
thority assumed by virtue of his of- 
fice, and under an execution from a 
United States court, wrongfully takes 
possession of real estate, a federal 
court has jurisdiction of a suit to 
redress the wrong, as a case arising 
under the laws of the United States. 
Front St. Cable R. Co. v. Drake, 65 
Fed. 539. (4) A suite to enjoin a 
marshall from further proceedings 
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or public agent of the United States,’* or is 
brought upon his bond executed pursuant to act of 
congress,”® the case is one arising under the con- 
stitution and laws of the United States, and as 
such is within the federal jurisdiction. 
vision giving jurisdiction of suits by federal officers 


under a writ of execution levied by 
him is one arising under the laws of 
the United States. Frank v. Leopold, 
169 Fed. 922. (5) Abill to enjoin a 
marshall from enforcing an execution 
founded upon a void judgment arises 
under the laws of the United States. 
Kirk v. U. S., 124 Fed. 324 [aff 130 
Fed. 112, 64 CCA 446], (6) An 
action for damages for false im- 
prisonment, based upon acts done by 
defendants as marshal and deputy 
marshal of the United States, in ex- 
ecution of process of a federal court, 
is, without regard to the citizenship 
of the parties, within the jurisdic- 
tion of the federal courts, and may 
be removed thither from a_ state 
court, although the complaint is so 
framed as to conceal the fact that 
defendants were acting as federal 
officers, if that fact must necessarily 
be shown by plaintiff upon the trial 
and is disclosed by the petition for 
removal. Wood v. Drake, 70 Fed. 
881 (“An ‘action against a United 
States marshal and his deputy, grow- 
ing out of their acts in executing 
the process of a court of the United 
States, is, regardless of citizenship 
of the parties, within the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States circuit court 
for the proper district; and this is so 
even when there is no disputed ques- 
tion of federal law in the case (Bock 
Me, Perkins, 1390. (Si628) 11 SCti67.7, 
35 L. ed. 314; Grant v. Spokane Nat. 
Bank, 47 Fed. 673); and I hold that 
a case in which an attack upon the 
official acts of a United States mar- 
shal is made covertly, by suppress- 
ing the facts which constitute an 
essential part of the res geste in 
the first pleading, is none the less a 
case arising under the laws of the 
United States. If the case is one 
which the plaintiff might have 
brought originally in a circuit court 
of the United States, the defendant 
eannot fairly be deprived of his 
right to remove the case into the 
federal court by the ingenuity of at- 
torneys in pleading’’). (7) Where 
the validity and effect of process is- 
sued by a federal court is to be de- 
termined, the federal courts have ju- 
risdiction. Ellis v. Norton, 16 Fed. 4, 
4 Woods 399. 

[b] Warden of federal penitentiary. 
—An action by a convict against the 
warden of a federal penitentiary to 
recover for personal injuries result- 
ing from defendant’s negligence in 
placing plaintiff at work in a dan- 

erous place iS one arising under the 

aws of the United States. Steele v. 
Halligan, 229 Fed. 1011. 

[c] Postmaster.—A suit against 
defendant as “the duly qualified and 
acting postmaster” for relief against 
official acts performed by defendant 
under orders of the postmaster gen- 
eral, is a suit against an officer of 
the United States in his official ca- 
pacity, and arising under the laws of 
the United States of which the courts 
of the United States are given orig- 
inal jurisdiction. Bryant Bros. Co. 
v. Robinson, 149 Fed. 321, 79 CCA 
259. 

{d] An action against a United 
States district attorney for malicious 
prosecution will not be remanded to 
the state court when all of the pro- 
ceedings in the criminal action were 
by United States officials, in a fed- 
eral court, for a violation of federal 
jaws. BHighmy v. Poucher, 83 Fed. 
855, 856 (“As the complaint alleges 
“that during all the time and times 
above mentioned the said defendant 
William A. Poucher was’ United 
States attorney duly commissioned by 
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The pro- 
[§ 44] 


the United States,’ the deplorable re- 
sult of Walker v. Collins, 167 U. S. 
57, 17 SCt 738, 42 L. ed. 76 need not 
be apprehended’). 

[e] An action against the director 
general of railroads (1) for the neg- 
ligence of his employees in the oper- 
ation of a train is within the juris- 
diction of a federal court as a case 
“arising under a law of the United 
States.” Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 
1005, 1008, 1009 (‘I have found no 
grant of federal jurisdiction which 
could include the present action, un- 
less this be a case arising under a 
law of the United States. 1 ey (S} 
settled that an action by or against 
a corporation created by act of Con- 
gress is one arising under a law of 
the United States. Osborn v. U. S. 
Bank, 9° Wheat. (U, S.) 738, 822, 6 
L. ed. 204; Pacific Railroad Removal 
Cases [Union Pac. R. Co. v. Myers], 
TA, Se eb) Set t i329 sie ed: 
319; Bankers Trust Co. v. Texas, etc., 
R. Co., 241 U. S. 295, 306, 36 SCt 569, 
60 L. ed. 1010. The analogy between 
a federal corporation and the Direc- 
tor General is not absolutely perfect, 
for the former is directly created by 
act of Congress, and the latter was 
created by the President under au- 
thority of an act of Congress. But 
the fact remains that the Director 
General, the officer, is the creature of 
an act of Congress; and the right 
of the plaintiff to hold the Director 
General responsible, to make the Di- 
rector General the defendant, has its 
origin in the acts which authorized 
the President to appoint such officer 
and to give his power to make orders 
such as 50a. ... The only way that 
occurs to me of avoiding the force 
of the strong and nearly perfect an- 
alogy between this action against the 
Director General and an action for 
tort against a federal corporation 
(Pacific Railroad Removal Cases, 
supra) is to deny the soundness of 
Osborn” Vv." US)" Bank, supra. "CAs 
has been said, this is not permissible. 
It seems, therefore, necessary to hold 
that the case at bar is one arising 
under a law of the United States. 
See Nueces Valley Town-Site Co. v. 
MeAdoo, (D. C.) 257 Fed. 143, 146. 
In three recent cases in the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for this circuit, fed- 
eral jurisdiction seems to have been 
assumed without discussion. Hines 
v. Henaghan, 265 Fed. 831; Hines v. 
Atlantic Refining Co., 265 Fed. 839; 
Waldron v. Director Gen. of Rail- 
roads, 266 Fed. 196’); Westbrook v. 
Director Gen. of Railroads, 263 Fed. 
211. (2) Suit against the director 
general of railroads and those under 
him, in control and operation of 
railroads pursuant to acts of con- 
gress and proclamation of president, 
to enjoin change of location of cer- 
tain of his employees, is one arising 
under the constitution and laws of 
the United States, within the juris- 
diction of federal courts. Nueces 
Valley Town-Site Co. v. McAdoo, 257 
Fed. 143. 

Receivers of national banks see 


infra § 46. ‘ 

74, Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. v. 
Minneapolis, ete, R. Co. 192 U. S. 
871, 24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed. 484 (ar- 
guendo). 

75. American Surety Co. v. Shultz, 


2371 WU. Seii59, 35. SCt 6257-59) Led: 
892; Howard v. U. S., 184 U. S. 676, 
22 SCt 548, 46 L. ed. 754; Gableman 
v. Peoria, ete. R. Co., 179 U. S. 335, 
21 SCt 171, 45 Li. ed.) 220;, Reagan v. 
Aiken, 138 U. S. 109, 11 SCt 283, 34 
L. ed. 892; Bachrack v. Norton, 132 
U. S: 337, 10 SCt 106, 33, ed. 377 


nically officers.7° 
the federal jurisdiction, where their cause of action 
presents a federal question.” 

P. Bankruptcy Cases. 


[§§ 438-44 


does not confer jurisdiction of suits by federal 
agents, employees, or contractors, who are not tech- 


But, of course, they may invoke 


The federal courts 


(United States marshal); Feibelman 
v. Packard, 109 U. S. 421; 424, 3 SCt 
289, 27 Li, ed. 984 (where it was 
pointed out that the action was rot 
for an alleged trespass, but was 
upon the bond itself, “and therefore 
arose directly under the provisions 
of an act of Congress’); Postmaster- 
Gen. v. Harly, 12 Wheat. (U.'S.) 136, 
6 L. ed. 577; National Surety Co. v. 
U. S., 228 Fed. 577, 148 CCA 99, LRA 
1917A 336; U. S. v. Illinois Surety 
Co., 226 Fed. 653, 141° CCA 409; U. 
S. v. Belknap, 73 Fed. 19; Adler v. 
Newcomb, 1 F. Cas. Ne 83, 2 Dill. 
45; Crawford v. Johnson, 6 F, Cas. 
No. 3,369, Deady 457; U. S. v. David- 
son, 25 EF. Cas. No: 14,921, 1 Biss. 
433: Wetmore v. Rice, 29 1. Cas. No. 
17,468, 1 Biss. 287. 

76. Pickering Land, ete. Co. v. 
Wisby, 242 Fed. 993 [dist Western 
egen Tel. Co. v. Charleston, 56 Fed. 

[a] An independent contractor, 
operating his mill solely upon work 
for the government, cannot maintain 
a bill in the federal court to enjoin 
interference with his employees, in 
the absence of any other ground of 
federal jurisdiction. Pickering Land, 
etc., Co. v. Wishy, 242 Fed. 993. 

77. Wagner Electric Mfg: Co. v. 
District Lodge No. 9 I. A. M., 252 
Fed. 597. 

{a] A company manufacturing 
munitions for the United States, out 
of supplies furnished by the United 
States, is acting under the authority 
of the laws of the United States to 
as full an extent as though it had 
been incorporated under and in pur- 
suance cf national laws, and the fed- 
eral courts have jurisdiction of a 
suit by such company to enjoin a 
labor union from illegally interfering 
with its prosecution of government 
work. Wagner Electric Mfg. Co. v. 
District Lodge No. 9 I. A. M., 252 
Fed. 597, 600 (“In so far as plaintiff 
in this case is engaged in the doing 
of work for the government, not as 
an independent contractor with the 
government, but through the occupa- 
tion of the government, specially con- 
structed and adapted to carrying out 
the business of the government in 
the manufacture of munitions of war 
from materials purchased and owned 
by the government, all in pursuance 
of existing laws, it is acting under 
authority of the laws of the United 
States to as full an extent as though 
it had been incorporated under and 
in pursuance of national laws. In 
the exercise of rights so granted, 
and in the performance of duties so 
enjoined by national laws, a federal 
question is involved, which confers 
jurisdiction on this court at the suit 
of one specially injured, as plaintiff 
well pleads it is in this suit’’). 

{b] A telegraph company which 
has accepted the provisions of the 
act of July 24, 1866, (1) ‘‘to aid in 
the construction of telegraph lines,” 
thereby becomes an agent of the 
federal government, and is entitled to 
maintain a suit in the federal courts 
to enjoin the collection of a state 
tax, which it alleges will imperil its 
existence, although the amount in 
controversy is not sufficient to sus- 
tain the jurisdiction of such courts 
on the ground of diverse citizenship. 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Charles- 
ton, 56 Fed. 419 [aff 153 U. S. 692, 
14 SCt 1094, 38. Ll. ed. 871]. (2)-A 
federal court has jurisdiction of a 
suit by a telegraph company which 
has accepted the provisions of Rev. 
St. § 5263, to enjoin the threatened 
removal or destruction of its line by 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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ia §§ 14-46) 


have jurisdiction of cases arising under the Na- 
tional Bankruptey Act,’® and, with certain limita- 
tions, of controversies in relation to the estates of 
bankrupts;"° but actions by or against trustees in 
bankruptcy may also be brought in the state courts,®° 
and the mere fact that an action is brought by a 
trustee in bankruptcy is not sufficient to confer ju- 
risdiction on a federal court where no question re- 
specting the validity, construction, or effect of any 
act of congress is involved.8? 

[§ 45} Q. Actions by or against United States 
Corporations.*2. The grant to federal courts of 
jurisdiction over actions arising under laws of the 
United States ** gives to such courts jurisdiction of 
actions by or against corporations created by or in- 
eorporated under an act of congress,®* unless the 
particular suit is withdrawn or excluded from that 
jurisdiction by some specific enactment.®° This rule 
formerly applied to railroad corporations as well as 
other corporations,®** but under an amendment to the 
Judicial Code,’? a court of the United States cannot 
take jurisdiction of an action or suit by or against 
a railroad company merely on the ground that it 
was incorporated under an act of congress.%8 

A corporation organized under a territorial stat- 
ute is not a United States corporation in any such 


the local officers. Ohio Postal Tel. | United States. 
Cable Co. v. Sandusky County, 137] v. England, 
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Supreme Lodge K. P. [a] 
94 Fed. 369, 


(2 O.N] 785 


sense as to be entitled to sue or be sued in federal 
courts in the absence of any other grounds of federal 
jurisdiction.®® 

[§ 46] R. Actions by or against National Banks 
or Receivers or Agents Thereof. National banks 
are corporations created under federal laws and as 
in the case of any other federal corporation,” ac- 
tions by or against national banks are suits arising 
under the laws of the United States of which, ex- 
cept as otherwise provided, the federal courts have 
jurisdiction.*t But it has been otherwise provided : 
by express statute since 1882.92 These statutes in 
effect provide that for jurisdictional purposes na- 
tional banks shall be deemed citizens of the states: 
in which they are respectively located, and that the 
federal courts shall not have jurisdiction in such 
cases other than that which they would have in 
the case of individual citizens of such states, thus 
taking away the jurisdiction over suits by or against 
national banks on the ground of their federal origin, 
and placing them in the same category with banks 
not organized under the laws of the United States,®. 
with enumerated exceptions.°* The Judicial Code 
worked no change in this respect.2> The exceptional 
cases provided for by the statute, and in which ju- 
risdiction is expressly conferred, are: Suits brought 
A suit to foreclose a mort- 


gage of a railroad incorporated un-— 
der federal laws does not arise un- 


36 CCA 


v. England, 


Fed. 947 [rev on other grounds 140 | 298. 


Fed. 692, 72 CCA 186]. 

78. Burbank v. Bigelow. 92 U. S. 
199,23 Toed. °5425 In‘ re’ Tracy, 177 
Fed. 532; Gindrat v. Dane, 10 4. Cas. 
No. 5,455, 4 Cliff. 260; Payson’ v. 
Stoever, 19 F. Cas. No. 10,868, 2 Dill. 
427; Lord v. Cannon, 75 Ga. 300. See 
generally Bankruptcy § 20. 

79. See Bankruptcy §§ 399-407. 

80. See Bankruptcy §§ 408-410. 

81. Lovell v. Newman, 227 U. S. 
$2 PBS SCH S75, 5 aed 1577. 

82. National banks see infra § 46. 

83. See supra § 29. 

84. Bankers Trust Co. v. Texas, 
ete) R.i Co. 241 'U. S: 295, 36 SCt 
569, 60 L. ed. 1010; In re Dunn, 212 
U. S. 374,929 SCt 299, 53° Li. ed: 558; 
Knights of Pithias v. Kalinski, 163 
We seasoubexde: ete: Re oCo. Vv. Cox, 
145 -W' S598, 12° SCt 905, 36. Li ‘ed: 
829; Butler v. National Home, 144 U. 
S. 64, 12 SCt 581, 36 L, ed. 346; Petri 
v. Commercial Nat. Bank, 142 U. S. 
644, 12 SCt 325, 35 L. ed. 1144; Union 
Pac) VR? "Coe. vi Myers, 115-U. S.-1,'5 
SCt 1118, 29 L. ed. 319; Osborn v. U. 
S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 738, 6 L. 
ed. 204; Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 
1005; Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 
ete! R.) Co., 241°. S.°295,°36 SCt 569, 
60 L. ed. 1010; Supreme Lodge K. P. 
94 Fed. 369, 36 CCA 
298: U. S. Freehold Land, etc., Co. v. 
Gallegos, 89 Fed. 769, 32 CCA 470; 
Union Pac. R. Co. v. McComb, 1 Fed. 
799) 17" Blatchf. 510; Hay v. Alex- 
andria, rete, R. Co}, Ti FF. Cas,” No. 
6.254a, 4 Wughes 331. Contra Adams 
Express Co. v. Denver, etc., R. Co., 
16 Fed. 712. 

[a] Although adequate remedies 
may exist in the state courts, such a 
corporation is not compelled to seek 
the jurisdiction of such courts. New 
Orleans First Nat. Bank v. Bohne, 8 
Fed. 115, 4 Woods 74. 

{b] Where individual defendants 
are also made parties with such a 
corporation in a joint action for the 
same wrong, a federal question arises 
as to all defendants. Texas, etc., 
R. Co. v. Eastin, 214 U. S. 153, 29 
Sct 564, 53 L. ed. 946; Matter of 
Dunn, 212 U. 'S. 374, 29 SCt 299, F3 
L. ed. 558. 

[ce] It is not the domicile of a 
corporation created by an act of con- 
gress which confers jurisdiction on 
the federal courts of suits to which 
it is a party, but the fact that it was 
so created, and that any suit by cr 
against it arises under a law of the 


gress. 


{d] A bill brought by the bank 
of the United States, for the purpose 
of protecting the bank in the exercise 
of its franchises which were threat- 
ened to be invaded under the uncon- 
stitutional laws of a state, was with- 
in the jurisdiction of the federal cir- 
cuit court. Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 
wear CUZEESS) LEGS Ope es ed: 
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85. Bankers Trust Co. v. Texas, 
etc., R.'Co., 241 U. S.295, 36 SCt-569, 
60 L. ed. 1010; Continental Nat. Bank 
v. Buford, 191 U. S. 119, 24 SCt 64, 
48 L. ed. 119; Leather Mfrs. Nat. 
Bank v. Cooper, 120 U. S. 778, 7 SCt 
777. 30 L. ed. 816. ; 

National banks see infra § 46. 

g6. Texas, etc., R. Co. v-. Bigger, 
239'°U. S:330, 36 SCt° 12% 60) Li. :ed. 
310;. Texas, etc., R. Co. “v:. Hill, 237 
Us, Sv 208. 357 SCti 5755 59" El ed. O18 
Ex p. Roe, 234 U. S. 70, 34 SCt 722, 
58 L. ed. 1217; Texas, ete., R. Co. v. 
Bastin, 214 U. S. 153, 29 SCt 564, 53 
Lp eds 946)" Lexa, fetes Re Conv, 
Swearingen, 196 U. S. 51, 25 SCt 164, 
49) T.-ed. 882; Texas," etc Ri Con v.- 
Barrett, 166- UW. Sr 617; -17 -SCt 707, 
at i eds 11862 Dexas)etes a tor Vv. 
Cody, 166 U. S. 606, 17 SCt 703, 41 
L, ed. 1132; Washington, ete, R. Co. 
v. Coeur d’Alene R., etc., Co., 160 U. 
S775 16NsSCt » 2315940") Di vedi 3557 
Texas, ete:, R. Co: v. Cox, 145°U;, S. 
593, 12 SCt 905, 36 L. ed. 829; North- 
ern Pac. R. Co. v. Amato, 144 U. S. 
465, 12 SCt 740, 36 L. ed. 596; Union 
Pac. R. Co. v.’ Myers,*115 U.S. 1,5 
Sct 1113) 29. Ti, ed. 319; ‘Hughes ’v. 
Northern Pac. R. Co., 18 Fed. 106, 
9 Sawy. 313; Bauman v. Union Pac. 
RY UOolwoaeh nn Cas: BNOr tits mosis 
367; Smith v. Union Pac. R. Co., 22 
F. Cas. No. 13.121, 2 Dill. 278. And 
cases supra note 84. 

{a] Tlustrations—A federal court 
has jurisdiction: (1) In mandamus 
to compel the Union Pacific Railroad 
Company to operate its road as _ re- 
quired by law. U.S. v. Union Pac. 
RVIGo. 28 Hy Cas, WNow165599),"2 "Dill, 
527, 28 EF. Cas. No. 16,600, 3 Dill. 524. 
(2) Of a suit:to restrain the col- 
lection of taxes on property claimed 
to be exempt under an act of con- 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Car- 
land, 5 Mont. 146, 3 P 134. 

e7. Act Jan. 28, 1915 (88 St. at 
L, 583 c 22 § 5). 

88 Bankers Trust Co. v. Texas, 
etc., R..Co., 241 U.S. 295, 36 SCt 569, 
60 L. ed. 1010. 


der the laws of the United States so’ 
as to be within the jurisdiction of a 
federal court. Bankers Trust Co, v. 
Texas, etc., R. Co., 241 U. S. 295, 36 
SCt 569, 60 L. ed. 1010. 

89. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205 
[dism app 170 Fed. 529]; Kansas Pac. 
R. Co. v. Atchison, ete., R. Co., 112 
U. S. 414, 5 SCt 208, 28 L. ed. 794; 
Adams Express Co. v. Denver, etc., 
RNCos Ver Reds 712: 

90. See supra § 45. 

91. Ex p. Jones, 164 U. S. 691, 17 


| SCt 222, 41 L. ed. 601; Petrie v. Com- 


mercial Nat. Bank, 142 U. S. 644, 12) 
SCt 325, 35 L. ed. 1144; Leather Mfrs. 
Bank v. Cooper, 120 U. S. 778, 7 SCt 
777. 30 L. ed. 816; Union Pac. R. Co. 
v.2 Myers, 115. Us*Ss 1, 5°SCHl11I3 29 
L, ed. 319; Cummings v. Merchants’ 
Nat. Bank, 101 U. S. 153,°25 L. ed. 
903; Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat.’ 
(U.S) T3826 Taiieds2.04, 

[a] Former statutes expressly 
conferred jurisdiction over suits by 
or against national banks. U.S. Rev. 
St. §§ 563 (15), 629 (10), 5198; Wil- 
son Co. v. Nashville First Nat. Bank, 
103 U. S. 770, 26 L. ed. 488; Kennedy 
v. Gibson, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 498, 19 L. 
ie 476; Magill v. Parsons, 4 Conn. 

92) -7Act® July 12) 718828122) Strat 
L. 163); Judiciary Act (1887-1888) 
§ 4;. Jud. Code § 24 (16). 

93. Herrman v. Edwards, 238 U. 
$7107; 35 SCt -839, 59 “Lived.? 1224¢ 
Guthrie v. Harkness, 199 U. S. 148, 
26 SCt 4, 50 L. ed. 130, 4 AnnCas 433; 
Continental Nat. Bank v. Buford, 191): 
Ue Si LL 24 (SCt* 64.048 Te tedst 195 
Ex p. Chetwood, 165 U.' S. 448, 17 
SCt 385, 41 L. ed. 782; Ex p. Jones, 
164 U. S. 691, 17 SCt 222, 41 L. ed. 
601; Petri v. Commercial Nat. Bank, 
142 U. S. 644, 12 SCt 325, 35 L. ed. 
1144; Whittemore v. Amoskeag Nat. 
Bank, 134 U. S, 527, 10 SCt 592, 33 
L. ed. 1002; Leather Mfrs.’ Bank v. 
Cooper; °120: UN S2'7783'T SCtot717;) 30 
L. ed. 816; Wichita Nat. Bank v. 
Smith, 72 Fed. 568, 19 CCA 42; Dan- 
ahy v. Danison Nat. Bank, 64 Fed. 
148, 12. CCA 75; Union Nat, Bank 
v. Miller, 15 Fed. 703. See also Banks 
and Banking § 801. 

94. See infra notes 96-98. 

95. Herrmann v. Edwards, 238 U. 
SPdl0ma 35 SCt 889,,159 bls edanle24 
(construing Jud. Code § 24 (16), and 
comparing it with earlier forms of 
statute). 
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by the United States-or by direction of any officer 
thereof against a national banking association ;°° 
eases for the winding up of the affairs of any such 
bank;°®? and suits brought by a national bank to 
enjoin the comptroller of the currency or any re- 


ceiver acting under his direction.®® 


untouched the jurisdiction of suits arising under the 
constitution or laws of the United States otherwise 
than merely by reason of the federal character of 
the bank,®® and of suits where there is the requisite 
diversity of citizenship to support jurisdiction on 
that ground,! end accordingly where either of these 
grounds exist, the federal courts have jurisdiction 
of an action by or against a national bank.? 
operation of the statute is confined exclusively to 
actions by or against the banking corporation.® 
,does not preclude jurisdiction of a creditors’ bill 
‘against the stockholders of a national bank which 
has gone into ‘liquidation to enforce the liability 


96. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 subd 16; 
Stephens v. Bernays, 44 Fed. 642. 

97. Jud.Code (1911) § 24 subd 16; 
Providence Bldg. Co. v. Atlantic Nat. 
Bank, 228 Fed. 814; McCartney v. 
Earle, 115 Fed. 462, 53 CCA 392 (suit 
by receiver of national bank to en- 
force liability due bank and to sell 
collateral); North Dakota Guaranty 
Co. v. Hanway, 104 Fed. 369, 44 CCA 
312 (action against agent); Stephens 
v. Bernays, 44 Fed. 642 (suit to col- 
Ject assessments against stockhold- 
ers). See Sheffield First Nat. Bank 
v. Merchants’ Nat. Bank, 87 Fed. 657, 
2 LRA 469 (where court doubted, 
whether jurisdiction of a suit against 
receiver of a national bank could be 
supported on this ground in particu- 
lar case). 

[al An action for rent brought 
against the agent for the stockhold- 
ers of an insolvent national bank to 
whom the comptroller of the cur- 
rency has released the estate of the 
bank, is one to wind up the affairs 
of the bank, and, as such, is within 
the jurisdiction of the federal cir- 
cuit court. International Trust Co. 
v. Weeks, 208 U. S. 364, 27 SCt_69, 
51 L, ed. 224 [aff 139 Fed. 5, 71 CCA 
417]. 

oe: Jud. Code (1911) § 24 subd 16; 
Smithson v. Hubbell, 81 Fed. 593. 

99. Herrmann v. Edwards, 238 U. 
S. 107, 35 SCt 839, 59 L. ed. 1224; 
Petri v. Commercial Bank, 142 U. 
Si GAAS? SOUW3255) 35yxleved..) 44; 
Whittemore v. Amoskeag Nat. Bank, 
ISAM Moe tn LOA SEte 592583 laeed, 
1002; Wichita Nat. Bank vy. Smith, 
72 Fed. 568, 19 CCA 42; Auburn Sav. 
Bank v. Hayes, 61 Fed. 911; Walker 
v. Windsor Nat. Bank, 56 Fed. 76, 
5 CCA 421; Union Nat. Bank v. Mil- 
ler, 15 Fed. 708. 

[a] Thus a suit by a national 
bank against a county treasurer, to 
enjoin the collection of an excessive 
tax upon its personal property, al- 
leged to be made in violation of the 
act of congress permitting the state 
to tax national banks, presents a 
case arising under a law of congress, 
and is, therefore, maintainable in a 
federal court. Union Nat. Bank v. 
Miller, 15 Fed. 703. See also Sioux 
Falls Nat. Bank v. Swenson, 48 Fed. 
621 (validity of tax on bank under 
Rev. St. § 5219). aa 

{[b] A suit by a national bank 
against its former managing officers 
to charge them with losses sustained 
by reason of their having made loans 
to one individual in excess of 10 per 
eent of the capital stock, and other 
loans without personal security, in 
violation of the national banking 
statutes, the right of recovery being 
claimed under Rev. St. § 5239, is one 
arising under the laws of the United 
States. National Bank of Commerce 
v. Wade, 84 Fed. 10. 

[ec] Stockholders’ bill against di- 
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The statute left 


The 
It 
United States.® 


rectors.—‘‘In the absence of a Fed- 
eral controversy concerning the in- 
terpretation of some provision of the 
National Bank Act raising what 
might be considered by analogy a 
Federal question in the sense of 
§ 709, Rev. Stat., a mere assertion of 
liability on the part of directors for 
wrongs for which they might be re- 
sponsible at common law, afforded 
no basis for jurisdiction.” Herrmann 
v. Hdwards, 238 U. S. 107, 112, 35 SCt 
839, 59 L. ed. 1224 [foll Whittemore 
v. Amoskeag Nat. Bank, 134 U. S. 
527, 10 SCt 592; 33-L..ed.. 10021. 

{d] An action on the official bond 
of its cashier, brought by a national 
bank, arises under the laws of the 
United States and the federal courts 
have jurisdiction. Walker v. Wind- 
sor Nat. Bank, 56 Fed. 76, 5 CCA 421. 

1. Ex’ p; Jones, 164 U.,S:,-691, 17 
SCt 222, 41 L. ed. 601; Petri v. Com- 
mercial Nat. Bank, 142 U. S. 644, 12 
SCt 325, 35 L. ed. 1144; Danahy v. 
Denison Nat. Bank, 64 Fed. 148, 12 
CCA 75; Grand Haven First Nat. 
Bank v. Forest, 40 Fed. 705. See 
also Banks and Banking § 801 text 
and notes 94, 95. 

Diverse citizenship as ground 
jurisdiction see infra §§ 59-76. 

2. Leather Mfrs’ Bank v. Cooper, 
120; USa 7.78, 7. SCt 17430 LZ ed. 816. 
See also cases supra notes 99,1. 

“So far as the mere source of its 
incorporation rendered suits to which 
a national bank might be a party, 
cognizable by the Circuit Courts, that 
was taken away, but the jurisdiction 
which those courts might exercise in 
such suits when arising between citi- 
zens of different States or under the 
Constitution or laws of the United 
States, except in that respect, re- 
mained unchanged.” Petri v. Com- 
mercial Nat. Bank, 142 U. S. 644, 649, 
12 S@t.825, 35 Ty ed, 1144. 

‘Tt follows that a national bank 
cannot, in virtue of any corporate 
right, sue in a federal court. But, 
like other banks, and citizens, it may 
thus sue whenever the subject-mat- 
ter of litigation involves some ele- 
ment of federal jurisdiction of which 
a federal court may, under the law, 
take judicial cognizance.’ Union 
Nat. Bank v. Miller, 15 Fed. 703, 704. 

3. George v. Wallace, 135 Fed. 286, 
68 CCA 40 [aff 201 U. S. 230, 244, 26 
Sct 495, 498, 50 L. ed. 738]. 

4 Frenzer v. Wallace, 201 U. S. 
244, 26 SCt 498, 50 L. ed. 742; Wyman 
v. Wallace, 201 U. S. 230, 26 SCt 495, 
50 L. ed. 738 [aff 135 Fed. 286, 68 
CCA 40]. 

5. Rankin v. Herod, 130 Fed. 390; 
Stephens v. Bernays, 44 Fed. 642; 
McConville v. Gimloure, 36 Fed. 277, 
1 LRA 498; Armstrong v. Trautman, 
36 Fed. 275; Hendee v. Connecticut, 
ete., R. Co., 26 Fed. 677, 23 Blatchf. 
453. 
‘It is argued that the receiver has 


of 


[§ 46 


imposed upon them by federal statutes, nor does 
it preclude jurisdiction of suits by receivers or 
statutory agents of such banks.® 

An action by or against a receiver of a national 
bank, appointed under the Banking Act, is an action 
arising under the laws of the United States, because 
the act of congress creates his office, grants his 
rights and powers, and imposes his duties. 
absence of this act there would be no such receiver, 
and no suits against him could arise. 
by or against “him necessarily involves the exercise 
of some of his rights, or the proper discharge of 
some of his duties and invokes a consideration of 
the proper construction and effect of the laws of 
the United States from which he derives them. For 
these reasons, in contemplation of law, every action 
by or against him arises under the laws of the 
The same reasons bring actions by 
or against a stockholders’ agent under the same 


In the 


Every action 


no greater rights than the bank, and 
merely represents it, and that, there- 
fore, the jurisdiction is the same 
as and not other than it would have 
been if the bank, while doing busi- 
ness, had brought the suit. This ar- 
gument appears: well enough found- 
ed, to the extent that the receiver 
stands upon and represents merely 
the rights of the bank as to the 
matter in controversy. Metropolis 
Nat. Bank v. Kennedy, 17 Wall. (U. 
S.) 19, 21 L. ed. 554; Bethel First 
Nat. Bank v. Pahquioque Nat. Bank, 
14 Wall. (U. S.) 388, 20 L. ed. 840. 
But this does not determine the full 
meaning of the act of 1882. The pur- 
pose of that act appears to be to 
put national banks, as such, in the 
Same situation as state banks, for 
the purposes of suing and being sued. 
No state bank, nor other bank not a 
national bank, could be in the situa- 
tion in which this bank is. It is 
wholly in the hands of the orator, as 
a receiver, for the purpose of having 
its affairs wound up, and is not do- 
ing and cannot do any business what- 
ever anywhere.. It was brought into 
this condition by proceedings under 
the laws of the United States. The 
orator was appointed’ to his position 
as receiver by an officer of the United 
States, and is himself an officer of 
the United States, and acts as such 
in bringing this suit. Stanton v. 


Wilkeson, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,299, 8 
Ben,. 357; Price v. Abbott, 17 Fed. 
506. <A suit in behalf of a corpora- 


tion created by act of congress arises 
under the laws of the United States, 
although the cause of action itself 
is founded on the common law or 
other statutes. Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 
9 Wheat. (U. S.) 738, 6 L. ed. 204: 
Hughes vy. Northern Pac. R. Co., 18 
Fed. 106, 9 Sawy. 313; Union Pac. R. 
Co. v. Myers, 115 U. S. 1, 5 SCt 1113. 
29 L, ed. 319. The right of the orator 
to sue arises in the same manner. 
He cannot proceed at all without in- 
voking the aid of laws of the United 


States,” Hendee v. Connecticut, etc., 
ESS 26 Fed. 677, 678, 23 Blatchf. 
[a] Suits brought against private 


persons after a national bank has 
been found to bé insolvent, and for 
the exclusive benefit of its creditors, 
by a receiver, in whom its whole 
property has been vested by opera- 
tion of law, do not come within the 
letter or the réason of this proviso. 
Price v. Abbott, 17 Fed. 506. 

6 Auten v. U. S. National Bank, 
174 U. S. 125, 19 SCt 628, 43 L. ed. 
920; In re Chetwood, 165 U. S.. 448, 
17 SCt 385, 41 L. ed. 782; Gibson v. 
Peters, 150 U.S. 342, 14 SCt-134, 37 
L. ed. 1104; Kennedy v. Gibson, 8 
Wall. (U. S.) 498, 19 L. ed. 476; Kirk- 
land v. Knox, 230 Fed. 806, 145 CCA 
116; Bates v. Dresser, 229 Fed. 772; 
Murray v. Chambers, 151 Fed. 142; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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rule.” 


Weeks vy. International Trust Co., 
125 Fed. 370, 60 CCA 2386 [rev 116 
Fed. 898, and writ of error dism 193 
U. S. 667, 24 SCt 8538, 48 L. ed. 839]; 
Earle v. McCartney, 109 Fed. 13 [aff 
115 Fed. 462, 53 CCA 392]; North 
Dakota Guarantee Co. v. Hanway, 104 
Hed. 369, 44 CCA 312; McDonald v: 
Nebraska, 101 Fed. 171, 41 CCA 278; 


Gilbert v. McNulta, 96 Fed. 83; Bow-: 


man v. Harris, 95 Fed. 917; Myers v. 


Hettinger, 94 Fed. 370, 87 CCA 369 
{aff 81 Fed. 805]; Brown v. Smith, 
88 Fed. 565; Snohomish County v. 


Puget Sound Nat. Bank, 81 Fed. 518; 
Thompson v. German Ins. Co., 76 
Fed. 892; Short v. Hepburn, 75 Fed. 
113, 21 CCA 252; Bartley v. Hayden, 
74 Fed. 913; Wardens, etc., St. Luke’s 
Church v. Sowles, 51 Fed. 609; Grant 
v. Spokane Nat. Bank, 47 Fed. 673; 
Armstrong v. Trautman, 36 Fed. 275; 
Hendee v. Connecticut, etc. R. Co., 
26 Fed. 677, 23 Blatchf. 453. q 

[a] Rule applied.—The question 
whether a savings bank should be 
paid in full by an insolvent national 
bank, pursuant to the state law (N. 
Y. L. [1882] c 409 § 282; Elmira Sav. 
Bank v. Davis, 73 Hun 357, 26 NYS 
200), or pro rata, as provided by Rev. 
St. §§ 5236, 5242, is a controversy 
“arising under the laws of_ the 
United States.’ Auburn Sav. Bank 
v. Hayes, 61 Fed. 911 [dist Tehan v. 
First Nat. Bank, 39 Fed. 577]. 

[b] Sale of interest of receiver.— 
When the jurisdiction of a federal 
court in an action by the receiver 
of a national bank depends solely 
on the official character of plaintiff 
as such receiver, such jurisdiction is 
lost by a sale and transfer by plain- 
tiff of all his interests in the sub- 
ject matter of the litigation. Weaver 
v. Kelly, 92 Fed. 417, 34 CCA 423. 

7. North Dakota Guarantee Co. v. 
Hanway, 104 Fed. 369, 871, 44 CCA 
312 


“At a certain point in the adminis- 
tration of the trust the act of con- 
gress empowers the shareholders of 
a national bank to determine by bal- 
lot ‘whether the receiver shall be 
continued and shall wind up the af- 
fairs of the association, or whether 
an agent shall be elected for that 
purpose. If they vote to continue 
the receiver, subsequent actions by 
or against him arise under the laws 
of the United States. If they vote 
to choose an agent for the same pur- 
pose under the same laws, it is diffi- 
cult to perceive why actions by or 
against him do not also arise under 
the laws of the United States.” 
North Dakota Guarantee Co. v. Han- 
way, supra. 

8. North Dakota Guarantee Co. v. 
Hanway, 104 Fed. 369. 

9. Auten v. U. S. National Bank, 
DAS We S21 .125,- 198SCt 628, 43, ..eds 
920; Murray v. Chambers, 151 Fed. 
142; Weeks vy. International Trust 
Co., 125 Fed. 370, 60 CCA 2386 [rev 
116 Fed. 898, and writ of error dism 
193 U. S. 667, 24 SCt 853, 48 L. ed. 
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Since his conduct as agent must be regu- 
lated and tried by these laws, every action by or 
against a stockholders’ agent chosen under this act 
of congress invokes the consideration of, and arises 
under, the laws of the United States. No diversity 
of citizenship is required to support the jurisdiction 
in this class of cases.® Under the statute expressly 
conferring jurisdiction of suits by officers of the 
United States authorized by law to sue,!° the fed- 
eral courts have jurisdiction of suits by receivers 
of national banks,1" or agents appointed pursuant 
to statute to take the place of receivers, such re- 
ceivers or agents being officers of the United States 
within the meaning of the statute. 
ceivers or agents being thus expressly authorized, 
without limitation, the jurisdiction does not depend 
upon the amount in controversy.!3 


FEDERAL COURTS 


‘Suits by re- 


Suits against 


839]; McCartney v. Earle, 115 Fed. 
462, 538 L. ed. 392; Harle v. McCart- 
ney, 109 Hed. 13 [aff 115 Wed. 462, 
53 CCA 392]; Myers v. Hettinger, 94 
Fed. 370, 37 CCA 369 [aff 81 Fed. 
805]; Short v. Hepburn, 75 Fed. 113, 
21 CCA 252; Bartley v. Hayden, 74 
ee 913; Fisher vy. Yoder, 53 Fed. 
565. 

Diversity of citizenship see infra 
§§ 59-76. 

10. See supra § 43. 

11. Rankin v. Herod, 140 Fed. 661; 
Schofield v. Palmer, 134 Fed. 753; 
Rankin v. Herod, 130 Fed. 390; Brown 
v. Smith, 88 Fed. 565; Fisher v. 
Yoder, 53 Fed. 565; Yardley v. Dick- 
son, 47 Fed. 835; Stephens v. Ber- 
nays, 41 Fed. 401, 44 Fed. 642; Mc- 
Conville v. Gilmour, 36 Fed. 277, 1 
LRA 498; Armstrong v. Trautman, 
36 Fed. 275; Hendee v. Connecticut, 
etc., R. Co., 26 Fed. 677, 23 Blatchf. 
453; Price v. Abbott, 17 Fed. 506; 
Frelinghuysen v. Baldwin, 12 Fed. 
395; Platt v. Beach, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,215, 2 Ben. 303; Stanton v. Wilke- 
son, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,299, 8 Ben. 357. 

12. McConville v. Gilmour, 36 Fed. 
277, 1 LRA 498. 

13. Murray v. Chambers, 151 Fed. 
142; Myers v. Hettinger, 94 Fed. 370, 
87 CCA 369; Hallam v. Tillinghast, 
75 Fed. 849; Yardley v. Dickson, 47 
Fed. 835; McConville v. Gilmour, 36 
Fed. 277, 1 LRA 498; Armstrong v. 
Trautman, 86 Fed. 275; Armstrong 
vy. Elltesohn, 36 Fed. 209; Price v. 
Abbott, 17 Fed. 506. But see Rankin 
v. Herod, 130 Fed. 390 {foll Rankin 
v. Herod, 140 Fed. 661] (holding that 
under Rev. St. § 629 (3) the amount 
in controversy was immaterial, but 
that it is otherwise under later acts); 
Thompson’ v. German Ins. Co., 
Fed. 892 (where jurisdiction was 
rested on ground that case arose un- 
der the laws of the United States, 
and the court seemed of the opinion 
that it was necessary to have the 
required amount in controversy, no 
reference was made to the uncondi- 
tional grant of jurisdiction of suits 
by officers. and the point is mere 
dictum as the amount in controversy 
was sufficient in any view). 


14. See supra § 43. 
15. See supra text and note 99. 
16. Jud: Code § 24 (11). 


Amount in controversy see infra 


350. 
Say: Gilbert v. McNulta, 96 Fed. 
83; Smithson v. Hubbell, 81 Fed. 593; 
Hallam v. Tillinghast, 75 Fed. 849; 
Bartley v. Hayden, 74 Fed. 913. 
18. Gableman v. Peoria, ete, R. 
Cos 179 U.S! *335; 20 SCt-171, 45° Li 
ed, 220; Pope v. Louisville, etc., R. 
Coss Uses. os, LO SCt15 001) 43a, 
ed. 814; Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 
1005; Dale v. Smith, 182 Fed. 360; 
Wrightsville Hardware Co. v. Hard- 


ware, etc. Mfg. Co., 180 Fed. 586; 
Love v. Louisville, ete. R. Co., 178 
Fed. 507; Rural Home Tel. Co. v. 


Powers, 176 Fed. 986; Pepper v. Rog- 
ers, 128 Fed. 987; Bottom v. Na- 
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such officers are not within this express grant of 
jurisdiction,'* but rest upon the general grant of 
jurisdiction in cases arising under the constitution 
or laws of the United States,!® and as this general 
grant of jurisdiction is limited to cases in which 
the specified amount is in controversy 1° such suits 
must involve the prescribed amount, or the federal 
courts will have no jurisdiction.17 

[§ 47] 8S. Actions by or against Receivers Ap- 
pointed by Federal Courts. An action by or against 
a federal receiver is not one arising under the con- 
stitution or laws of the United States merely because 
the receiver was,appointed by a federal court, where 
the appointment was under the general equity pow- 
ers of the court and not pursuant to any provision 
in the constitution or acts of congress.1§ 
expressions in earlier cases 19 must be deemed over- 


Contrary 


tional R. Bldg., ete., Assoc., 123 Fed. 
744; Marrs v. Felton, 102 Fed. 775; 
Monnett vy. Columbus, ete, R. Co., 
26 (OnMCire Cty 4692 

“The question is whether the bare 
fact that the appointment of this re- 
ceiver was by a Federal court makes 
all actions against him cases arising 
under the Constitution or laws of 
the United States, notwithstanding 
he was appointed under the general 
equity powers of courts of chancery, 
and not under any provision of that 
Constitution or of those laws; and 
that his liability depends on general 
law, and his defence does not rest 
on any act of Congress. We are of 
Opinion that this question must be 
answered in the negative, and that 
this has been heretofore so deter- 
mined as the Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals properly held in this case. 
Bausman v. Dixon, 173 U. S. 113, 19 
SCt 316, 43 L. ed. 633; Pope v. Louis- 
Ville; Rete r Ron @O. i Gone ol 
SCt 500, 48 L. ed. 814; McKenna v. 
Simpson, 129 U. S. 506, 9 SCt 365, 
32 L. ed. 771; Provident Sav. L. As- 
sur. Society v. Ford, 114 U. S. 635, 
SYSCt 1104/29 Led. 261" Gable= 
MmangVve Peorla.wete. eke Wo. Loewe 
S. 335, 340, 21 SCt 171, 45 L. ed.. 220. 

“We cannot accept the suggestion 
that the mere order of a Federal 
court, sitting in chancery, appointing 
a receiver on a creditor’s bill, not 
only enables the receiver to invoke 
Federal jurisdiction, but to do this 
independently on the ground of jur- 
isdiction of the suit in which the 
order was entered, and thereby af- 
fect the finality of decrees in the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals in proceedings 
taken by him, ... The order, as such, 
created no liability against defend- 
ants, nor did it tend in- any degree 
to establish the receiver’s right to a 
money decree, nor to any other rem- 
edy prayed for in the amended bill. 
The liability of defendant arose un- 
der general law, and was neither 
created nor arose under the Consti- 
tution or laws of the United States.” 
Pope v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 173 
Ay: Olid; Diuiss). LO "SCt 500, 43 alameda: 
“Such cases arise under the con- 
stitution or laws of the United States 
only where the receiver is appointed 
under a statute of the United States, 
as in cases of national banks or for 
corporations created by the laws of 
the United States, such as soldiers’ 
homes and Pacific Railroad Com- 
panies, and not where a federal 
court, merely in the exercise of its 
general jurisdiction, has appointed a 
receiver for a corporation not exist- 
ing under federal law.” Marrs v. 
Felton, 102 Fed. 775, 777 [quot Rural 


Home Tel. Co. v. Powers, 176 Fed. 
986, 988]. 
19. Winters v. Drake, 102 Fed. 


545; Tompkins v. Macleod, 96 Fed. 
927; Gilmore v. Herrick, 93 Fed. 525; 
Pitkins v. Cowen, 91 Fed. 599; Van 
Wert County v. Peirce, 90 Fed. 764; 
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ruled,2° unless limited in application to cases by 
or against receivers of federal corporations,?! or to 
cases within the ancillary jurisdiction of the fed- 
The order of appointment is not 
equivalent to a law of the United States,?* and does 
not of itself create a federal question.*4 
is such a receiver an officer of the United States,?° 
within the rule that cases against United States 
officers as such, or on their official bonds, are with- 
in the federal jurisdiction as cases arising under 
the laws of the United States;?* and accordingly, 
the rule as to receivers of national banks 27 has no 
application to federal equity receivers.?® 


eral courts.2? 


Gableman v. Peoria, etc., R. Co.. 82 
Fed. 790; Ray v. Peirce, 81 Fed. 881; 
Lund v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 78 Fed. 
385; Keihl v. South Bend, 76 Fed. 
921, 22 CCA 618, 36 LRA 228; Wash- 
ington v. ‘Northern Pac. R. Co., 75 
Fed. 333; Landers v. Felton, 73 Fed. 
311; Bausman v. Denny, 73 Fed. 69; 
Jewett v. Whitcomb, 69 Fed. 417; 
Central Trust Co. v. East Tennessee, 
ete; R. Co., 59 Fed..523; Evans v. 
Dillingham, 43 Fed. 177; St. Louis, 
etce., R.'Co. v. Trigg, 63 Ark. 536, 40 
SW 579; Hardwick v. Kean, 95 Ky. 
563, 26 SW 589; Rouse v. Hornsby, 
161 U. S. 588, 16 SCt 610, 40 L. ed. 
817 (where the court incidentally, 
and possibly not authoritatively, as 
the question was not involved, re- 
marked that “if, as is said, the inter- 
venor, the railroad company, and the 
receivers were all citizens of Kansas, 
and this had been an action at law 
and not a petition of intervention in 
the equity suit, the jiurisdiction of 
the Circuit Court would neverthe- 
jess have been maintainable on the 
ground that it was one arising under 
the Constitution and laws “of the 
United States, in that the receivers 
were appointed by the Circuit Court 
and derived their power from and 
discharged their duties subject to 
those orders, and the right to sue 
them as such, without leave of the 
court which appointed them, was 
conferred by section three of the 


act of March 8, 1887, ¢ 3873, 24 
Stat. 552. Texas, etce., R. Co. v. Cox, 
145 U. S. 598, 12 SCt 905, 36 L. ed. 


829° Tennessee v. Union, ’etc., ‘Bank, 
152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 


aha ys 
20. See cases supra note 18. 
“Cases like Central Trust Co. v. 
East Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 59 Fed. 
523, and several others cited in 


argument which seem to- rule the 
other way, were decided prior to the 
decision in the Gableman_ Case 
[Gableman y. Peoria, etc, R. Co., 
L79n Wir Bobo SCt 1715. 45 elunieG. 
220], and, so far as inconsistent with 
the latter, must be regarded as over- 
ruled by it.” Rural Home Tel. Co. 
v. Powers, 176 Fed. 986, 989. 

21. See infra text and note 36. 

22. See infra text and note 29, 

Ancillary jurisdiction generally see 
sunra § 13. 

23. Gableman v. Peoria, ete., R. 
Cos 79 {WLS 83pelek SCE gees hole 
ed. 220; Marrs v. Felton, 102 Fed. 775. 

“Tt is impossible to hold that these 
orders of appointment were equiva- 
lent to laws of the United States 
within the seaming of the Conentes 
tion.” Pope v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 173 uw “sg. 573, 580, 19 SCt 500, 
43 L. ed. 814. 

24. Gableman v. Peoria, etc., R. 
Cone. ow oso; yeh Ss Ctm aa, 45 WL. 
ed. 220; Bausman v. Dixon, Hr oy 
S. 113, 19 Sct 316, 43 L. ed. 633. 

25. Gableman v. Peoria, etc., R. 
Con iSO ss 335,621 SCrani, 45 L. 
ed. 220; Pope v. ‘Louisville, ete., R. 
Co.,17% ef 8h, eh 573, 19 SCt 500, 43 L. 
ed. 814. 

26. See supra § 43. 

27. See supra § 46. 

28. Pope v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 173 U. S. 5738, 19 SCt 500, 43 L. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Neither 
main case.?3 


But such 


Gableman v.. Peoria, ete., R. 
Copii o U.S secon alas Ctel ia, 45 L. 
ed. 220; Pope v. ‘Louisville, ete., R. 
Co., 173. U. S. 578, 19 SCt 500, 43 L. 
ed. 814; White v. Ewing, 159 U. S. 
36, 15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67; Odell 
v. H. Batterman Co., 217 Fed. 305; 
Buckhannon, ete., R. Co. v. Davis, 
135 Fed. 707, 68 CCA 345; Marrs v. 
Felton, 102 Fed. 775; Gableman v. 
Peoria, ete., R. Co., 101 Fed. 1, 41 
CCA 160; Toledo, etc., R. Co. v. Con- 
tinental Trust Co., 95 Fed. 497, 36 
CCA 155; Metropolitan Trust Co. v. 
Columbus, ete., R. Co., 93 Fed. 689; 
Ledoux v. La Bee, 83 Fed. 761; Comp- 
ton v. Jesup, 68 Fed. 263, 15. CCA 
397; In re Barnard, 61 Fed. 531. 

“It is established beyond contro- 
versy that when the Circuit Court 
of the United States has obtained 
jurisdiction over a corporation by 
the filing of creditors’ bill and the 
appointment of a receiver any suit 
by or against the receiver in the 
course of the winding up of such 
corporation, whether for the collec- 
tion of his assets or for the defense 
of its property rights, must be re- 
garded as ancillary to the main 
cause, and is cognizable in the Cir- 
cuit Court, regardless either of the 
citizenship of the parties or the 
amount in controversy.” Alexander 
v. Southern Home Bldg., etc., Assoc., 
120 Fed. 963, 964. 

“When an action or suit is com- 
menced by a receiver, appointed by 
a Circuit Court, to accomplish the 
ends sought and directed by the suit 
in which the appointment was made, 
such action or suit is regarded as an- 
cillary so far as the jurisdiction of 
the Circuit Court as a court of the 
United States is concerned; and we 
have repeatedly held that jurisdic- 
tion of these subordinate actions or 
suits is to be attributed to the jur- 
isdiction on which the main suit 
rested; and hence that where juris- 
diction of the main suit is predi- 
cated on diversity of citizenship, and 
the decree therein is, therefore, made 
final in the Circuit Court of Appeals, 
the judgments and decrees in the an- 
cillary litigation are also final.’”’ Pope 

. .Louisville, ete., ie 1COVN Loa auOR 
S. 573, 577, 19 SCt 500, 48 L. ed. 814. 

“In White v. Ewing, 159 U. S. 36, 
39. 15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67, the court 
said that a suit against a receiver— 
‘in the course of the winding up of 
such corporation, whether for the 
collection of its assets or for the de- 
fense of its property rights, must be 
regarded as ancillary to the main 
suit, and as cognizable in the Cir- 
cuit Court, regardless either of the 
citizenship of the parties, or of the 
amount in controversy.’ By this it 
was not meant that the jurisdiction 


of actions against the receiver in the [ 


court in which he was appointed is 
confined to actions for the recovery 
of debts which existed at the time 
when he was appointed, and as in- 
cidental to the distribution of the 
property in the hands of the receiver, 
for in McNulta v. Lochridge, 141 U. 
S. 327, 332, 12 SCt 11, 35 L. ed. 796, 
the court said: ‘Actions against the 
receiver are in law actions against 
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actions may be brought in the federal court as 
ancillary to the original suit in which the receiver 
was appointed,?® regardless either of the existence 
of a federal question,®® the citizenship of the par- 
ties,3! or of the amount in controversy,®? the juris- 
diction being dependent upon the jurisdiction of the 
The jurisdiction of suits by or against 
corporations created by act of congress,?* other 
than railroad corporations since the act of Jan. 28, 
1915 *© extends to suits by or against receivers of 
such corporations, since the receiver stands in the 
place of the corporation.®¢ 


1 


the receivership, or the funds in the 
hands of the-receiver, and his con- 
tracts, misfeasances, negligences, 
and liabilities are official and not 
personal, and judgments against him 
as receiver are payable only from 
the funds in his hands.’ The doc- 
trine of these decisions was applied 
in Gray v. Grand Trunk Western R. 
Co., 156 Fed. 736, 84 CCA 392 [cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 594, 28 SCt 260. 
52 L. ed. 356]; Hanlon v. Smith. 175 
Fed. 192, and Smith v. Jones Lurn- 
ber, etc., Co., 200 Fed. 647. The rule 
established by those and other de- 
cisions is that, while actions against 


receivers may be brought in the 
state courts. they may also be 
brought in the court in which the 


receiver was appointed, and that, not- 
withstanding that no federal ques- 
tion is involved, and there is no di- 
versity of citizenship, those courts 
have jurisdiction upon the ground 
that the actions are ancillary to 
the original suit, and that the judeg- 
ments recoverable therein are pay- 
able from the property or funds in 
the course of administration. Gable- 
man v. Peoria, ete., R. Co., 179 U.S. 
335-342, 21 SCt 171, 45 L. ed. 220.” 
Betts v. Bisher, 213 Fed. 581, 582. 
130 CCA i61. 

30.. Betts v. Bisher, 213 Fed. 581, 
130 CCA 161, 

31. White v. Ewing, 159 U. S. 36, 
15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67: Ex p. Tyler, 
149 Uy, S: 164, 13 SCt 785, 3% i ed. 
689; Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Mette, 
261 Fed. 755; Glenwood Irr. Co. v. 
Vallery, 248 Fed. 483. 160 CCA 493: 
Kirkland v. Knox, 230 Fed. 806, 145 
CCA 116; St. Bernard v. Shane, 220 
Fed. 852. 1385 CCA 399; Cobb v. Ser- 
tic, 218 Fed, 320, 134 CCA 116: Betts 
v. Bisher, 213 Fed. 581, 130 CCA 161; 
Bluefields SS. Co. v. Steele, 184 Fea. 
584, 106 CCA 564; Brown v. Alleback, 
156 Fed. 697; Bottom v. National R. 
Bldg., etc.,,Assoc., 123 Fed. 744: Alex- 


ander v. Southern Home Bldg., etce., 
Assoc., 120 Fed. 963; Brookfield v. 
Hecker, 118 Fed. 942; Bowman v. 
Harris, 95 Fed. 917; Bausman. v. 


Denny, 73 Fed. 69. 

82. White v. Ewing, 159 U. S. 36. 
15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67; Kirkland 
v. Knox, 230 Fed. 806, 145 CCA 116; 
Brown y. Alleback, 156 Fed. 697: 
Alexander v. Southern Home Bldg., 
ete., Assoc.. 120 Fed. 963; Bowman 
v. Harris: 95 Fed. 917. 

33. Gableman v. Peoria, ete. R. 
Cos 179s Uni Sop8shs21SCt Tie aes 
ed. 220; Pope v. Louisville, ete. R. 
Co., 173 U--S. 578, 19 SCt 500.43 Li: 
ed. 814; White v. Ewing, 159 U. S. 
36, 15 SCt 1018, 40 L. ed. 67; And 
cases supra notes 30-32. 

Ancillary federal jurisdiction 
supra § 138. 

34. See supra § 45. 

35. See supra § 45. 

36. In re Dunn, 212 U. S. 374, 29 
et 299, 53 L. ed. 558; Chicago, etc., 

Rw Co. vs Martin; 178) Way Ss 245, 220 
SCt 854, 44 L. ed. 1055; Pope v. 
Louisvile, ete., R. Co., 173 U. S. 578, 


see 


19 SCt 500, 43 L. ed. 814;.Texas, ete.,; 


R. Co. Ve Cox 1450. S: 598, n25 Set 
905, 36 L. ed. 829; Butler v. Na- 
tional Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers, 144 U. S. 64, 12 SCt 581, 36 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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IV. JURISDICTION DEPENDENT ON CITIZENSHIP OR CHARACTER OF PARTIES 27 


{[§ 48] A. Cases Affecting Ambassadors, Public 
The federal judicial power 
extends ‘‘to all cases affecting ambassadors, or other 
public ministers and consuls,’’ 8 and the supreme 
court has original jurisdiction in all such cases.3? 
But this constitutional grant of original jurisdiction 
to the supreme court does not prevent congress from 
granting a concurrent jurisdiction to other federal 
courts,*° or from permitting state courts to exercise 
By statute the district 
court is given jurisdiction of all suits against con- 
suls and vice consuls,*” but not of suits or proceed- 
ings against ambassadors or other public ministers, 
or their domestics or domestic servants,** jurisdic- 
tion of which is exclusively in the supreme court.*4 
The grant of jurisdiction in the case of ministers: 
and consuls is limited to those of foreign govern- 


Ministers, or Consuls. 


a concurrent jurisdiction.*? 


several states.*® 
The terms ‘‘ 


litical agent.>! 


representative.°? 


ments accredited to the United States; it has no 


ined.) 8463.) Union’ “Pac. R. Co, v- 
Myers, 115 U. S. 1, 5 SCt_ 1113, 29 L. 


ed. 319; Rural Home Tel. Co. v. 
Powers, 176 Fed. 986 (explaining 
cases). 


37. Actions by or against: 
National banks or receivers thereof 
see supra § 46. E 
Officers or agents of United States 
see supra § 43. : 
Receivers appointed by United States 
courts see supra § 47. 
United States corporations see supra 


§ 45. 
> Ee ty 2. 
38. U. S. Const. ar § Bt ud: 


39. U.S. Const. art III § 
Code § 233. 

Original jurisdiction of supreme 
court see infra §§ 191-199. 

40. Bors v. Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 
4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 419; Pooley v. 
Luco, 76 Ired. 146; Gittings Vv. Craw- 
ford, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,465, Taney 1; 
Graham v. Stucken, 10 F. Cas. No. 


5,677, 4 Blatchf. 50; U. S. v. heey 


27. F. Cas. No. 16,122, 2 Dall. 2 

a aeiarat vy. Soderstrom, 1 SBinn. 
-)) 138. 

cea Wilcox v. Luco, 118 Cal. 639, 


45 P 676, 50 P 758, 62 AmSR 305, 45 
LRA 579. 

Concurrent and exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of Btate: ce federal courts see 
Courts §§ 631-— ; . 

42. ey, Code. § 24 (18); In re 
Baiz, 135 U. S. 408, 10 SCt 854, 34 L. 
ed. 222; Bors v. Preston, 111 U. Ss. 
252, 4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 419; Davis 
vy. Packard, 7 Pet. (U. S.) 276, 8 L. 
ed. 684; Pooley v. Luco, 76 Fed. 146; 
Pooley v. Luco, 72 Fed. 561; Fro- 
ment v. Duclos, 30 Fed. 385; Gittings 
vy. Crawford, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,465, 
Taney 1; Lorway Vv. Lousada, 15 F. 
Cas, No. 8,517, 1 Lowell 77; McKay 
vy. Garcia, 16 F. Cas, No. 8,844, 
6 Ben. 556; St. Luke’s Hospital v. 
Barclay, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,241, 3 
Blatchf. 259; Rivera v. La Corres- 
pondencia, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 298. 

[a] Consul joined with other de- 
fendants.—(1) The consul’s privilege 
is not affected by the fact that he 
is joined with other defendants not 
entitled to the privilege. Valarino 
vy. Thompson, 7 N. Y. _576, Seld. 
41; Durand v. Halbach, 1 Miles (Pa.) 
46. (2) “The fact that the consul 
is impleaded with a citizen upon a 
joint contract will not give juris- 
diction to the state courts.” Valarino 
vy. Thompson, supra. (3) Where con- 
sul is a necessary joint defendant, 
the federal court has jurisdiction 
over his codefendants. Froment v. 
Duclos, 30 Fed. 385. (4) Where a 
consul is not a, necessary party, the 
federal court will not take jurisdic- 
tion merely because he is made a 
party. Amsterdam v. Puente, 3 
Porto Rico Fed. 447. (5) Where, in 
an action against a firm, one mem- 
per of which is a foreign consul, it 
is held that the consul is not liable, 
and the only ground of federal juris- 


one of defendants, the court’s juris- 
diction to give judgment against the 
other defendant fails. Bixby v. 
Janssen, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,452, 6 
Blatchf. 316. 

_[b] Under former statutes, juris- 
diction was likewise given to the 
district court; but where defendant 
consul was an alien, the former cir- 
suit court also had jurisdiction. Bors 
v. Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 4 SCt 407, 
28 L. ed. 419; Graham v. Stucken, 
10 F. Cas.’ No. 5,677, 4 Blatchf. 50; 
St. Luke’s Hospital v. Barclay, 21 
F. Cas. No. 12,241, 3 Blatchf. 259. 

43. In re Baiz, 135 U. S. 403, 10 
SCt 854, 34 L. ed. 222. 

[a] An indictment for assault 
upon a public minister is not a case 
affecting a public minister within 
the meaning of the statute and the 
constitution. U. S. v. Ortega, 11 
Wheat. (U. S.) 467, 6 L. ed, 521. 

44. See infra § 193. 

45. Milward v. McSaul, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,624. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘“‘A consul 
has no official character in his own 
country. He is no more than a pri- 
vate citizen in view of the laws of 
his own government, and is clothed 
with a privilege only in respect to 
the foreign nations where he repre- 
sents his government and exercises 
his consular functions. This must 
be clearly so on the principles which 
originate and guaranty his privilecse. 
1 Kent, Comm. 41-45; 3 Story, Const. 
Law, 1652-1655. It results neces- 
sarily from the fact that he ac- 
quires no official character within 
the jurisdiction of our laws. That 
character is’ communicated ‘to him 
on his recognition by the foreign 
government to which he is delegated 
and continues only with the exercise 
of his functions there.” Milward v. 
McSaul, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,624. 

46. Jud. Code § 256. See Courts 
§ 633 text and note 82. 

“The jurisdiction of the federal 
courts over consuls and _ vice-con- 
suls has always been exclusive of 
the state courts from the passage 
of the judiciary act of 1789 (1 St. at 
L. 76) until the act of February 
18, 1875, .(18-St. .at-L. 318; Rev. 
St. U. S: § 711).””. Froment v. Duclos, 
30 Fed. 385. 

[a] Removal from consular office 
after arrest but before hearing on 
habeas corpus.—Where a consul of 
Turkey was arrested uvon a warrant 
issued by a city magistrate of the 
city of New York, and obtained a 
writ of habeas corpus from the 
United States district court, and 
afterward, but before the hearing on 
the writ in the district court, he 
was removed from his consular office, 
he was not entitled to a discharge, 
the court saying that a writ of 
habeas corpus was not like an action 
to recover damages for an unlawful 


arrest or commitment, and that 


application to those holding appointment under au- 
thority of the United States.‘ 
cases the jurisdiction of the appropriate federal 
court is expressly made exclusive of the courts of the 


In all this class of 


Objection to the jurisdiction of a 


state court upon this ground cannot be waived and 
may be taken at any stage of the proceedings.‘ 
ambassadors’’ and ‘‘other public minis- 
ters’’ include all officers having diplomatie func- 
tions,** as a chargé d’affaires,*® an attaché,5° a po- 
It does not include a consul general 
acting as a temporary agency of the foreign govern- 
ment in the absence of a duly accredited diplomatic 


The action of the state depart- 


ment is controlling on the question of the diploma- 
tic status of an individual claiming rights or priv- 
ileges as a foreign minister,>* and may be shown by — 


detention was shown he was not en- 
titled to be discharged for defects in 
the original arrest or commitment. 
lasigi v. Van De Carr, 166 U. S. 391, 
17 SCt 59& 41 L. ed. 1045 [aff 79 
Fed. 751]. 

47. Davis v. Packard, 7 Pet. (U. 
S.) 276, 8 L. ed. 684; Miller v. Van 
Loben Sels, 66 Cal. 341, 5 P 512; 
Valarino v. Thompson, 7 N. Y. 576, 
Seld. 41; Griffin v. Dominguez, 9 N. 
Y. Super. 656; Mannhardt v. Soder« 
strom, 1 Binn. (Pa.) 138. 

[a] Reason for rule.—(1) The 
provisions of the constitution and 
statutes are founded on public pol- 
icy, and exemption from suit in a 
state court is not a personal privilege 
of the consul, but is the privilege 
of the country or government which 
he represents. Davis v. Packard, 7 
Pet. (U..S.) 276, 8 L. ed. 684; Miller 
v. Van Loben Sels, 66 Cal. 341, 5 P 
512, (2) “This exemption is neither 
his personal privilege nor the privi- 
lege of the state by which he was 
commissioned. It is not. founded on 
the law of nations, or on any treaty 
hetween his government and that of 
this country. If it can be regarded 
as a privilege beloncsing to him or 
to his office, it is only because it se- 
cures to him the protection of the 
national government, which is re- 
sponsible to his own for any viola- 
tion of his rights derived under the 
law of nitions or from treaty. ... 
The object of this exclusion was to 
keep within the control of the fed- 
eral government, and subject to the 
authority of its courts, all cases and 
controversies which might in any 
degree affect our foreign relations. 
The United_ States government has 
an interest in maintaining this ex- 
clusive jurisdiction, for the purpose 
of preventing it from being involved 
in controversies with foreimn powers 
without its consent, and for acts not 
its own. But this is matter of in- 
ternal regulation between the gen- 
eral government and the _ several 
states, over which foreivn govern- 
ments have no control. The excmp- 
tion of a consul from lixbility to be 
sued in a state court, if it can be 
called a ‘privilege, is not the privi- 
lege of the consul, or of his sover- 
eign, but of the United States gov- 
ernment; and therefore it can not 
be renounced by the consul.” Vala- 
rino v. Thompson, 7 N. Y. 576, 580, 
Seld. 41. 

48. 7 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 186. 

49. In re Baiz, 135 U. S. 403, 10 
SCt 854, 34 L. ed. 222. 

50. U.S. v. Benner, 24 F. Cas. No. 
14,568. 

S12 Sexep eHitz, it Uy S166 4 
SCt 698, 28 L. ed. 592 (semble). 

52. In re Baiz, 135 U. S. 403, 10 
SCt 854, 34 L. ed. 222 (sustaining 
jurisdiction of district court). 

53. In re Baiz, 185 U. S: 403. 10 


if" SCt $54, $4. Ly. ed 222+ Bx «py Elitz, 


diction is the consular character of | sufficient ground for the prisoner’s | 111 U. S. 766, 4 SCt 698, 28 L. ed. 592. 
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a certificate of the state department.*4 


B. Controversies to 


[§ 49] 


States Is a Party.®> Under the constitution the judi- 
cial power of the United States extends to contro- 
versies to which the United States shall be a party,®® 
it being a matter of indifference whether the United 
States is a party plaintiff or defendant.°” 
Judicial Code ** the original jurisdiction of all suits 
of a civil nature, at common law or in equity, 
brought by the United States, formerly exercised by 
both the circuit and district courts, is vested in the 
district court,®® and, so far as the United States 
has consented to be sued, jurisdiction of suits or 
claims against the United States is vested in the 
district court,®° concurrently with the court of 
Controversies to which the United States 
is a party may also fall within the original jurisdic- 
tion of the supreme court,®? as where a state is the 
other party to the controversy.®? Jurisdiction upon 


elaims.® 


the ground that the United States 


54. In re Baiz, 135 U. S. 403, 10 
SCt 854, 34 L. ed. 222. 

55. See also United States [39 
Cyc 783]. 

Consts art, LIL $e2. 

57. Minnesota v. Hitchcock, 185 
U. S. 378, 384, 22 SCt 650, 46 L. ed. 
954. 


“It could not fairly be adjudged 
that the judicial power of the United 
States extends to those cases in which 
the United States is a party plain- 
tiff and does not extend to those 
cases in which it is a party defend- 
ant.” Minnesota v. Hitchcock, supra. 

58. Jud. Code § 24 (1). 

59. U. S. Fidelity, etc, Co. v. 
Kenyon, 204 U. S. 349, 27 SCt 381, 51 
Ts veduvsd6> UU. eSiave- Allen, 27isMed: 
907; U. S. v. Rea-Read Mill, etc., Co., 
171 Fed. 501; Tennessee v. Hill, 60 
Fed, 1005, 9 CCA 326, 24 LRA _ 170. 

[a] Condemnation proceedings. 
may be maintained by the United 
States in the federal courts. U.S. 
v. Oregon R., ete. Co., 16 Fed. 524 
[foll Kohl v. U. S., 91 U. S. 367, 23 
L. ed. 449]. 

[b] Jurisdiction of set-off by 
United States.—Under Rev. St. § 563, 
conferring on the United States dis- 
trict courts jurisdiction ‘‘in all suits 
at common law brought by the 
United States,” etc, the district 
court has jurisdiction of a set-off 
interposed by the United States to 
an action by a district attorney to 
recover fees brought under the act 
of congress March 3, 1887. Tuthill 
vy. U. S., 38 Fed. 538. 

[ec] Suit as indorsee of note.— 
The United States may sue in the 
district court as indorsee of a prom- 
issory note, although both maker and 
payee were citizens of the same 
state. U.S. v. Greene, 26 F. Cas. No. 
15,258, 4 Mason 427. 

60. See infra § 348. 

“While the United States as a gov- 
ernment may not be sued without its 
consent, yet with its consent it may 
be sued, and the judicial power of 
the United States extends to such a 
controversy. Indeed, the whole jur- 
isdiction of the Court of Claims rests 
upon this proposition.” Minnesota 


_v. Hitchcock, 185 U. S. 378, 386, 22 


SCt 650, 46 L. ed. 954. x it 

[a] State courts have no juris- 
diction of an action to which the 
United States is a necessary party 
defendant. McKay v. Kalyton, 204 
U. S. 458, 27 SCt 346, 51 L. ed. 566; 
Little Bill v. Swanson, 64 Wash. 650, 
117 P 481. See also United States 
[39 Cye 773]. 

61. See infra § 374 et seq, 

62. Original jurisdiction of st- 
preme court see infra § 191 et seq. 

68. Oregon v. Hitchcock, 202 U. 
S. 60, 26 SCt 568, 50 L. ed. 935; Min- 
nesota v. Hitchcock, 185 U. S. 373, 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Which United 


By the 


will operate. 


is a party does | dispute.’ 


22 SCt 650, 46 L. ed. 
Texas, 143 U. 


9545 Sa Ve 
S. 621, 12 SCt 488, 36 


Li. ed, 285, 162 U: .S. 92, 26 SCt 7725, 
40 L. ed. 867. See also infra § 50 et 
seq. 


64. National Surety Co. v. Wash- 
ington Iron Works, 2438 Fed. 260 [aff 
253 Fed. 622, 165 CCA 248]; U.S. v. 
Rea-Read Mill, ete., Co., 171 Fed. 501; 
Burrell v. U. S., 147 Fed. 44, 77 CCA 
3083. Us. S. we Barrett 135 Wed. 189. 

65. U. S. v. Rea-Read Mill, etc., 
Cov Lasheds b0L? 

66. U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. U. 
S204 U.S. 849) 28 SCt 38i, 5h 
ed. 516. Contra Burrell v. U. S., 147 
Hed.--44, 17 ©CAs 3083 (Us Sav... Bar= 
rett, 135 Fed. 189; U. S. v.. Sheridan, 
119: Fed. 2386; U. S. v. Henderlong, 
100 Fed. 2. 

67. Kansas v. U. S., 204 U.S. 331, 
341, 27 SCt 388, 51 Li. ed. 510; Min- 
nesota v. Hitchcock, 185 U. S. 373, 
385, 22 SCt 650, 46 L. ed, 954; Benton 
Vid aWoolsey,. al2¢ Pet. GULmSS) 29 
L. ed. 987; Westbrook v. Director 
Gen. of Railroads, 263 Fed. 211; Ten- 
nesee v. Hill,-60 Fed. 1005, 9 CCA 326, 
24 LRA 170. 

“Tf whether a suit is one against 
a State is to be determined, not by 
the fact of the party named as de- 
fendant on the record, but by the 
result of the judgment or decree 
which may be entered, the same rule 
must apply to the United States. The 
question whether the United States 
is.a party to a controversy is not 
determined by the merely nominal 
party on the record but by the ques- 
tion of the effect of the judgment or 
decree which can be entered.” Kan- 
sas v. U. S., supra. 

[a] Action by United States on a 
sheriff’s bond.—When the United 
States has a right, under a state 
statute, to sue in the name of the 
state upon the official bond of a 
sheriff, to recover damages for neg- 
ligently allowing the escape of a 
federal prisoner, such action is with- 
in the jurisdiction of the federal dis- 
triet,, court. Tennessee v. Hill, 60 
Fed. 1005, 9 CCA 326, 24 LRA 170. 

[b] The district attorney filed an 
information in his own name, in be- 
half of the United States, in the dis- 
trict court for the northern district 
of New York, to enforce a mortgage 
given to the United States, by one of 
defendants. This form of proceeding 
had been for a long time used, with- 
out objection, in the courts of the 
United States, in New York; and was 
doubtless borrowed from the form 
used in analogous cases, in the 
courts of the state of New York, 
where the state itself was plaintiff 
in the suit; the United States may 
be considered as the real party, al- 
though, in form, it is the informa- 
tion and complaint of the district at- 
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not extend to eases in which it is merely a nominal 
party without any real interest in the controversy,** 
although it does extend to cases where, by statute, 
the United States sues for the use of Indian tribes,® 
or sues on a federal contractor’s statutory bond for 
the benefit of laborers or materialmen.®* 
States may be a party in such a sense as to confer 
jurisdiction, although not named as such on the rec- 
ord,°’ as where the suit is brought in name against 
an officer but the United States is the real party 
against whom relief is asked and the judgment 
But a suit against an officer for 
redress against him, either to compel performance 
of a duty imposed by law, or to enforce liability 
for an action unauthorized by law, is not a suit 
against the United States.® 

Amount in controversy. In cases brought by the 
United States, the jurisdiction of the federal courts 
is not dependent upon the value of the matter in 


The United 


torney. Benton v. Woolse 
(U, 8.) 27, 9 L. ed. 987. aig Ry 
EL aganab v. Hitchcock, A 
S. 473, 26 SCt 667, 50 L. ate 
Oregon v. Hitchcock, 202 U. §S. 60, 
26 SCt 568, 50 L. ed. 935; Minnesota 
v. Hitchcock, 185 U. S. 373, 22 Sct 
650, 46 L. ed. 954 [foll Ex p. Ayers, 
ae Sr 4433S SCte 1645 sie haw ads 
[a] Rule applied. — Injunction 
against the secretary of the interior 
and the commissioner of the gen- 
eral land office to restrain them from 
selling lands the title to which is in 
the United States is a suit against 
the United States for jurisdictional 
purposes. Minnesota v. Hitchcock, 
ae U. S. 378, 22 SCt 650, 46 L. ed. 
[b] An action against the direc- 
tor general of railroads, arising out 
of his operation of a railroad line, in- 
volves a controversy to which the 
United States is a party, and is with- 
in the jurisdiction of a federal court. 
Westbrook vy. Director Gen. of Rail- 
roads, 263 Fed. 211, 213 (“These are 
controversies to which the United 
States are a party.’ Though in name 
against an officer, in fact they assert 
a liability of the government, and a 
judgment will be: paid, out of its 
roped Paes of jurisdiction 
ey wi e treated as suits agai 
the United States’’). eS 
69. Wadsworth vy. 148 
Med. Tid. S wCCGArra ore 
“Of course, this statement has no 
reference to and does not include 
those cases in which officers of the 
United States are sued, in appropri- 
ate form, to compel them to perform 
some ministerial duty imposed upon 
them by law, and which they wrong- 
fully neglect or refuse to perform. 
Such SuitS would not be deemed suits 
against the United States within the 
rule that the Government cannot be 
sued except by its consent, nor with- 
in the rule established in the Ayers 
case [Ex p. Ayers], 123 U. S. 443, 8 
oat ee a fee 216.” Minnesota v. 
itchcock, - S. 373; 386, 
toe a L. ed. 954. Bra vege 
a A suit to enjoin an Indi 
agent from obstructing complaimann 
In prospecting on lands of a reser- 
vation for the purpose of making a 
selection of mineral lands thereon, 
as he was authorized to do by an 
act of congress, is one to restrain 
an individual tort, and not one 
against the United States, and for 
that reason not within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court, although defend- 
ant claims to be acting in his official 
capacity aS a representative of the 
government, where such action is 
without warrant of law. Wadsworth 
v. Boysen, 148 Fed. 771, 78 CCA 4387. 
70. Heckman v. U. S., 224 U. S. 


Boysen, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 50-52] 


[§ 50] C. Controversies to Which State Is a Par- 
ty—l. Actions between States. The judicial power 
of the United States extends to controversies be- 
tween two or more states,’ original and exclusive 
jurisdiction in such cases being conferred upon the 
supreme court,’? provided the matter in controversy 


is in itself properly justiciable.7? 
[§ 51] 2. Actions by State. 


This jurisdiction does not extend 


enforcement of the penal laws of a state,” as to 
which the general rule prevails that the penal laws 
of a state or country must ‘be enforced in its own 
courts, and cannot be enforced by the courts of an- 


other sovereignty.”7 Neither the 


413, 32 SCt 424, 56 L. ed. 820; U. S. 
Hidelitys etc wsCo. vy. U...S. 204) U. 


S. 349, 27 SCt 381, 51 L. ed. 516 [aff | 


1382 Fed. 82]; U. S. v. Sayward, 160 
Weis 498, LO nSCt, 371,640) cised, 508s 
Ur S.av., barrett, (leo. Wed. 1895 0U. 
SS. v., Sheridan, 119" Fed? 286; U.. S: 
v. Henderlong, 102 Fed. 2 (rule held 
inapplicable); U. S. v. Reid, 90 Fed. 
522; U. S. v. Flournoy Live-Stock, 
OtCr COs) ike WOG.WO. 16s Wai) Ve eeen= 
tucky River Mills, 45 Fed. 273; U. 
S. v. Shaw, 39 Fed. 433, 3 LRA 232. 

Ti pConst-art Luh. § v2. 

72. See infra § 192. 

73. Louisiana v. Texas, 176 U. S. 
SCt 251, 44 L: ‘ed. 847. 

[a] Nonjusticiable controversies. 
—(1) “This court has declined -to 
take jurisdiction of suits between 
States to compel the performance of 
obligations which, if the States had 
been independent nations, could not 
have been enforced judicially, but 
only through the political depart- 
ments of their governments.” Wis- 
consin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 127 U. S. 
265, 288, 8 SCt 1870, 32 L. ed. 239. 
(2) Where the state of Kentucky, by 
her governor, applied for a writ of 
mandamus to the governor of Ohio 
to compel him to surrender a fugi- 
tive from justice, while the case was 
a controversy between two states, 
the supreme court had no authority 
to grant the writ. Kentucky v. Den- 
nison, 24 How. (U. S.) 66, 16 L. ed. 
Whi kitts 

7a Const. arte Lbs /2.0. 

[a] “The object of vesting in the 
courts of the United States jurisdic- 
tion of suits by one State against 
the citizens of another was to en- 
able such controversies to be deter- 
mined by a national tribunal, and 
thereby to avoid the partiality, or 
suspicion of partiality, which might 
exist if the plaintiff State were com- 
pelled to resort to the courts of the 
State of which the defendants were 
citizens. Federalist, No. 80; Chief 
Justice Jay, in Chisholm v. Georgia, 
2 Dall. (U. (S:))419, 475, 1) du. ed. 440; 
Story on the Constitution, §§ 1638, 
1682. The grant is of ‘judicial 
power,’ and was not intended to con- 
fer upon the courts of the United 
States jurisdiction of a suit or prose- 
eution by the one State, of such a 
nature that it could not, on the 
settled principles of public and in- 
ternational law, be entertained by 
the judiciary of the other State at 
all.” Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 
127 U. S. 265, 289, 8 SCt 1370, 32 L. 
ed. 239. 

75 Const. art III § 2; Jud. Code 
§ 233; Georgia v. Tennessee, 206 U. 
S230, 27 °SCt 618,951) Li ed: 1038, 
11 AnnCas 488; Ames vy. Kansas, 
111 U. S. 449, 465, 4 SCt 437, 28 L. 
ed. 482; Texas v, White, 7 Wall. (U. 
S.) 700, 19 L. ed. 227; Pennsylvania 
v. Wheeling, etc., Bridge Co., 13 How. 
(U. S.) 518, 14 L. ed. 249; Wisconsin 
v. Duluth, 20 F. Cas. No. 17,902, 2 
Dill. 406, 407; State v. Corbin, 16 S. 


: The federal judi- 
cial power extends to all controversies between a 
state and citizens of another state, or foreign states, 
citizens, or subjects,’* and the supreme court has 
original but not exclusive jurisdiction of such cases.7> 


FEDERAL COURTS 


to suits for the 


[§ 52] 


constitution nor 


C.. 533, 

“With respect to States, it .was 
provided that the jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court should be exclusive 
in all controversies of a civil nature 
where a State was a party, except 
between a State and its citizens, and 
except, also, between a State and 
citizens of other States or aliens, in 
which latter case its jurisdiction 
should be original but not exclusive. 
Thus the original jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court was made concur- 
rent with any other court to which 
jurisdiction might be given in suits 
between a State and citizens of other 
States or aliens. No jurisdiction was 
given in such cases to any other 
court of the United States, and the 
practical effect of the enactment was, 
therefore, to give the Supreme Court 
exclusive original jurisdiction in 
suits against a State begun without 
its consent, and to allow the State 
to sue for itself in any tribunal that 
could entertain its case. In this way 
States, ambassadors, and public min- 
isters were protected from the com- 
pulsory process of any court other 
than one suited to their high posi- 
tions, but were left free to seek re- 
dress for their own grievances in 
any court that had the requisite jur- 
isdiction. No limits were set on 
their powers of choice in this par- 
ticular. This, of course, did not pre- 
vent a State from allowing itself to 
be sued in its own courts or else- 
where in any way or to any extent 
it chose.’”’’ Ames v, Kansas, supra. 

“As this is a case in which a state 
is a party, the supreme court un- 
doubtedly has original jurisdiction of 
it, if it is one to which the power 
of the federal judiciary extends; and 
this jurisdiction it has without the 
aid of any act of Congress, for it is 
conferred in clear and express terms 
by the constitution. Nor is this af- 
fected by the eleventh amendment to 
the constitution, for that only pro- 
tects the states from suits com- 
menced or prosecuted against them 
when brought by citizens of another 


state, or a foreign state.’ Wiscon- 
sin v. Duluth, supra. 
“By the Constitution, therefore, 


this court has original jurisdiction 
of suits brought by a State against 
citizens of another State, as well as 
of controversies between two States; 
and it is well settled that a cor- 
poration created by a State is a citi- 
zen of the State, within the meaning 
of those provisions of the Constitu- 
tion and statutes of the United 
States which define the jurisdictiorf 
of the federal courts.” Wisconsin v. 
Pelican Ins: ‘Co.,./127 U.) Si: 265, 287, 
8 SCt 1370, 329 Lived. 239. 

Original jurisdiction of supreme 
court see infra § 192. 

76. Oklahoma v. Gulf, ete., R. Co., 
220 U. S.. 290, 31 SCt 487, 55 Li. ed. 
469, AnnCas1912C 524; Wisconsin v. 
Pelican Ins. Co., 127 U. S. 265, 293, 
8 SCt 1370, 382 L. ed, 23.9. 
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the statute confers jurisdiction of a suit by a state 
against its own citizens solely upom the ground that 
a state is a party.78 
jurisdiction of an action by a state against citizens 
or aliens upon the ground of diverse citizenship,?® 
because a state is not a ‘‘citizen’’ within the mean- 
ing of the constitutional and statutory provisions 
conferring jurisdiction upon that ground.%° 
where a federal question is properly presented,*! the 
district, and formerly the circuit, courts have juris- 
diction, as in other like cases, of actions by a state.2? 
A suit in the name of a state for the benefit of 
other parties really interested is, for jurisdictional 
purposes, regarded as a suit by the person for whose 
benefit it is brought.§* 
3. Actions against State.s4 
constitution the federal judicial power does not 
extend to a suit brought by a citizen against his 


The district courts have no 


But 


Under the 


“From the first organization of the 
courts of the United States, nearly a 
century ago, it has always been as- 
sumed that the original jurisdiction 
of this court over controversies be- 
tween a State and citizens of another 
State, or a foreign country, does not 
extend to a suit by a State to re- 
cover penalties for a breach of her 
Own municipal law. This is shown 
both by the nature of the cases in 
which relief has been granted or 
sought, and by acts of Congress and 
opinions of this court more direetly 
bearing upon the question.” Wis- 
consin v. Pelican Ins. Co., supra. 

[a] Reason for rule.— ‘By the 
law of England and of the United 
States, the penal laws of a ‘country 
do not reach beyond its own terri- 
tory, except when extended by ex- 
press treaty or statute to offences 
committed abroad by its own citi- 
zens; and they*smust be administered 
in its own courts only, and cannot 
be enforced by the courts of another 
country.” Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. 
Co., 127 U. S. 265, 289, 8 SCt 1370, 
32 L. ed. 239. 

{b] Action on judgment for pen+ 
alty or fine is not within the original 
jurisdiction of the supreme court. 
Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 127 U. 
ve 265; 8) SCt) 1370s Sono Taemed: 

77. See Fines, 
Penalties post. 
_78. Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties Co., 184 U. S. 199, 22 SCt 308; 
46 L. ed. 499; California v. South- 
ern ‘Pach Cos 157 e Sah229 15 SOE 
591, 39 L. ed. 683; Florida v. Ander- 
son, 91 U. S. 667, 23 L. ed. 290; Penn- 
sylvania v. Quicksilver Co., 10 Wall. 
(U. S.) 553, 19 L. ed. 998; North 
Carolina v. University Trustees, 18 
F, Cas. No. 10,318, 1 Hughes 133, 65 
INICIO LaS 

79. See infra § 59. 

80. See infra § 59. 

81. See supra §§ 29-47. 

82. Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties Co., 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 
L. ed. 870; Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. 
Alabama, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, 
39 L. ed. 231; Germania Ins. Co. v. 
Wisconsin, 119 U. S. 478, 7 SCt 260, 
30 L. ed. 461; Stone v. South Caro- 
lina, 117 U. S. 430, 6 SCt 799, 29 L. 
ed. 962;5,"Ames Vv. Kansasja11d De sS; 
449, 4 SCt 437, 28 L. ed. 482; Cohens 
v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 264, 5 
L. ed. 257; Georgia v. Atkins, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,350, 1 Abb. 22, 35 Ga. 315 
(case arising under revenue laws); 
State v. Corbin, 16 S. C. 538. 

83. Indiana v. Glover, 155 U. S. 
513, 15 SCt 186, 39 L. ed. 248; Mary- 
land v, Baldwin, 112 U. S. 490, 5 SCt 
278, 28 L. ed. 822; Jack v.. Wil- 
liams, 113 Fed. 823 [aff 145 Fed. 281, 
76 CCA 165]; Missouri v. Bowles 
Milling Co., 80 Fed. 161. 

84. See also States [36 
911]. 

What constitutes a suit against a 
state see States [86 Cyc 115]. 
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own state without its consent, and no federal court 
has jurisdiction to entertain such a suit,S> even 
though it necessarily involves a federal question.®® 
Before the Eleventh Amendment, the judicial power 
extended to a suit by a citizen of one state against 
another state, such suit being within the original 
jurisdiction of the supreme court.®? 
of this amendment the federal judicial power does 
not extend to suits against a state by citizens of 
another state,.or by citizens or subjects of any 
foreign state,’ even in cases arising under the con- 
stitution or laws of the United States and which 
would be within the federal jurisdiction if they were 
But this immunity 
from suit in the federal courts under the Eleventh 
Amendment is a personal privilege which may be 


wholly between individuals.®® 


. 85. Hopkins v. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 L. ed. 890, 35 
LRANS 243; Duhne v. New Jersey, 


251 U..S..311, 40 SCt 154, 64 L. ed... 


280; Fitts v. McGhee, 172 U. S. 516, 
19 SCt 269, 43 L. ed. 585; North Caro- 
lina v. Temple, 134 U. S. 22, 10 SCt 
509, 33 L. ed. 849; Hans v. Louisiana, 
134 U.S. 1, 10 SCt 504, 33 L. ed. 842. 

Consent of state to be sued see 
States [36 Cyc 911]. 

86. North Carolina v. Temple, 134 
U.S. 22, 10 SCt, 509, 33. ed, 849; 


Hans v. Louisiana, 134 U. S. 1, 10 
SCt 504, 33 L. ed. 842. 
87. Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 Dall. 


(U..S.) 419, 1 L. ed. 440. 

“This decision, as is well known, 
Jed to the adoption of the eleventh 
article of amendment to the Consti- 
tution, which provides that the ju- 
dicial power of the United States 
shall not be construed to extend to 
a suit against a State by a citizen 
of another State, or by a citizen or 
subject of a foreigne State.” Ames 
v. Kansas, 111 U. S. 449, 466, 4 SCt 
437, 28 L. ed. 482. 

88. Const. Amendm. art XI; Caro- 
lina Glass Co. v. South Carolina, 240 
U. S. 305, 36 SCt 293, 60 L. ed. 658 
[aff 87 S. C. 270, 69 SE 391, and 197 
Fed, 392, and rev 206 Fed. 635, 124 
CCA 423]; Farish v. State Banking 
Ba., 235 U. S. 498, 85 SCt 185, 59 
L. ed. 330; American Water Softener 
Co. v. Lankford, 235 U. S. 496, 35 
Sct 184, 59 L. ed. 329; Lankford v. 
Platte Iron Wks. Co., 235 U. S. 461, 
35 SCt 173, 59 L. ed. 316; Murray 
v. Wilson Distilling Co., 213 U. S. 
151, 29 SCt 458, 53 L. ed. 742; Gunter 
v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 200 U. 
S. 278, 26 SCt 252, 50 L. ed. 477; 
Chandler v. Dix, 194 U. S. 590, 24 
SCE 766) 484 Tay leds W1l29s) Prout iv, 
Starr, 188 U. S. 537, 23 SCt-398, 47 
L. ed, 584; Smith v. Reeves, 178 U. 
S. 436, 20 SCt 919, 44 L. ed. 1140: 
Fitts v. McGhee, 172 U. S. 516, 19 
Sct 269, 43 L. ed. 535; U. S. v. Texas, 
148 U. S.°621, 12 SCt 488, 36 L, ed. 
285; New Hampshire v. Louisiana, 
108 U. S. 76, 2 SCt 176, 27 L. ed. 656; 
Ex.p. Madrazzo, 7 Pet. (U. S.) 627, 8 

808; Hollingsworth v. Vir- 
Sh DallyecUe iS.) 878). tn. sed: 
644; Grayson v. Virginia, 3 Dall. 
CU. S.) 320, 1 L. ed, 619; Land, etc., 
Co. v. Alexander, 260 Fed. 270 [aff 
267 Fed. 382]; Title Guaranty, etc., 
Co. v. Guernsey, 205 Fed. 91; Union 
‘Trust Co. v. Stearns, 119 Fed. 790; 
Lowenstein v. Evans, 69 Fed. 908; 
Brown Univ. v. Rhode Island Agri- 
culture, ete., College, 56 Fed. 55; 
Virginia Coupon Cases, 25 Fed. 654; 
Hans v. Louisiana, 24 Fed. 55; Pres- 
ton v. Walsh, 10 Fed. 315; Athon 
v. Morton, 2 F. Cas. No. 599. See 
States [386 Cyc 920]. 

{a] Suit to protect title of re- 
ceiver.—A sale of property in the 
custody of a receiver for taxes is 
void, and, even though the state buys 
the property in at such sale, it ac- 
quires no title; hence a proceeding 


json v. Smith, 140 Fed. 982; 
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federal court.®? 
lary proceedings 


By the force 


jurisdiction over 


to enjoin interference with the prop- 
erty by persons who have attempted 
to redeem it from the state is not 
open to the objection of being a suit 
against the_ state. Virginia, etc., 
Steel, etc., Co. v. Bristol Land Co., 
88 Fed. 134, 

89. Murray v. South Carolina, 213 
U. S. 174, 29 SCt 465, 58 L. ed. 752; 
Murray v. Wilson Distilling Co., 213 
U.S. 151, 29 SCt 458,538) L. ed. 742: 


Fitts v. McGhee, 172 U. S. 516, 19 
SCt 269, 43 L. ed. 535; Hans v. 
Louisiana, 134 U. S. 1, 10 SCt 504, 
33 L. ed. 842; Ex p. Ayers, 123 U. 
Sin s443) SMS Ct..164," Sls eds 216; 
Hagood y. Southern, 117 U. S. 52, 6 
SCt 608, 29 L. ed. 805; Louisiana v. 


Jumel,. 107 U..S. 711, 2. SCt 128, 27 
L. ed. 448; Carolina Glass Co. v. 
Murray, 206 Fed. 635, 124 CCA 423 


{rev on other grounds 240 U. S. 305, 
36 .SCts 298,60. Le (ed. 658];,.50., S. 
v. Hadley, 171 Fed. 118 [mod on 
other grounds 177 Fed. 1, 100 CCA 
395, 40 LRANS 505 (certiorari den 
223 U. S. 735 mem, 32 SCt 529 mem, 
56 L. ed. 685 mem)]; Western Union 
Tel. Co. v. Andrews, 154 Fed, 95 
[rev on other grounds 216 U. S. 165, 
30 SCt 286, 54 L. ed. 4380]; Hutchin- 
Coulter 
v. Weir, 127 Fed. 897, 62 CCA 429. 

90. Gunter v. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. Co., 200 U. S. 2738, 26 SCt 252,.50 
L. ed. 477; Clark v. Barnard, 108 
U. S) 486, 2°SCti 878, 27 Li ed: 780; 
R. G. Packard Co. v. Palisades In- 
terstate Park Comrs., 240 Fed. 543; 
Interstate Constr. Co. v. Regent 
Univ. of Idaho, 199 Fed. 509; Deseret 
Water, etc., Co. v. California, 202 
Fed. 498, 120 CCA 641. 

[a] Immunity is waived where 
the state creates a state board, a 
body corporate, with power to sue 
and be sued generally. R. G. Pack- 
ard Co. v. Palisades Interstate Park 
Comrs., 240 Fed. 543; Interstate 
Constr. Co. v. Regents Univ. of Idaho, 
199 Fed. 509. 

{[b] The attorney-general (1) of 
a state cannot waive the state’s im- 
munity. Title Guaranty, ete., Co. v. 
Guernsey, 205 Fed. 91, 93 (‘The Leg- 
islature of the state alone can give 
the consent of a sovereign state to 
be sued’’). (2) An -appearance by 
the attorney-general for the state 
in an action in a federal court for 
the condemnation of land belonging 
to the state for public use does not 
confer jurisdiction over the state 
on the federal court, where the stat- 


ute limited consent to’ suits in the 
state courts. Deseret Water, etc., 
Co. v. California, 202 Fed. 498, 120 
CCA 641. 

91. Murray v. Wilson Distilling 
COLM2TS UL SwLo1 129 SCurmss woos i. 
ed. 742; Chandler v. Dix, 194 U. S. 
590, 24 SCt 766, 48 L. ed. 1129; Smith 
v. Reeves, 178 U. S. 436, 20 SCt 919, 
44 L. ed. 1140 [aff 87 Fed. 964, 31 CCA 
328]; Deseret Water, etc. Co. v. 
California, 202 Fed. 498, 120 CCA 641. 
Contra Louisiana R. Commn.  v. 
Texas, etc., R. Co., 144 Fed. 68, 75 


[§ 52 


| waived in a ease otherwise within the jurisdiction 
of the court.2° Consent by a state to be sued in its 
own courts will not authorize suit against it in a 


But having once consented, ancil- 
are within the federal jurisdiction 


without further consent, unrestrained by the limita- 
tions of the Eleventh Amendment.%? 
Amendment limits the jurisdiction of the federal 
courts only in respect to those eases in which the 
state is a real, if not a nominal, defendant. 
in no way limits the jurisdiction over suits against 
counties,** or municipal corporations,®® or other pub- 
lie corporations,®® or municipal or county officers,®7 
or even state officers, unless the suit against such 
officers is in substance one against the state.98 


The Eleventh 


It 


The 
suits between states was left un- 


CCA 226; Reinhart v. McDonald, 76 
Fed. 403. 

[a] In California.— The consent 
of the state to be sued, which is 
given by Pol. Code § 3669, providing 
that the state treasurer may demand 
trial in the superior court of Sacra- 
mento county, must be deemed to be 
limited to actions in the state court, 
and not to authorize such action in a 
federal court. Smith v. Reeves, 178 
U. S. 436, 20 SCt 919, 44 L. ed. 1140 
[aff 87 Fed. 964, 381 CCA 328]. 

92. Gunter v. Atlantic Coast Line 
R, Co.,. 200 Wz S. 273) .26 SCt2522 50 
L. ed. 477; Prout vy, Starr, 188 U. S. 
537, 23 SCt 398, 47 L. ed. 584. 

93. Hopkins vy. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 243; 
Lincoln County v. Luning, 133 U. S. 
529, 10 SCt 363, 33 L. ed. 766; Ex p. 
Ayers, 123 U. S. 443, 8 SCt 164, 31 
L. ed, 216 [lim Osborn v. U. S., 9 
Wheat. (U. S.) 7388, 6 L. ed. 204]. 
See also infra § 53. 

94 Hopkins v. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 243; 
Lincoln County v. Luning, 133 U. S. 
529, 10 SCt 363, 33 L. ed. 766; Mer- 
cer County v. Cowles, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 
118, 19 L. ed. 87. 

“While the county is territorially a 
part of the State, yet politically it 


is also a corporation created by and‘ 


with such powers as are given to it 
by the State. In this respect it is 
a part. of the State only in that re- 
mote sense in which any city, town, 
or other municipal corporation may 
be said to be a _ part.” Lincoln 
County v. Luning, supra [quot Hop- 
kins v. Clemson Agricultural College, 
supra], 

95. Lincoln County v. Luning, 1338 
U. S. 529, 10 SCt 363, 33 L. ed. 766; 
Camden Interstate R. Co. v. Catletts- 
burg, 129 Fed. 421; Wheeler v. Chi- 
cago, 68 HKed. 526 (ejectment). 

“Undoubtedly counties, ‘cities, 
townships and similar bodies politic 
often have a defense which relieves 
them from responsibility where a 
private corporation would be liable. 
But they must at least make that de- 
fense. They cannot rely on freedom 
from accountability as coulda a 
State.” Hopkins v. Clemson Agri- 
cultural College, 221 U. S. 636, 645, 31 
SCt 654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 243. 

96. Hopkins v. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 243. 
_ [a] A state agricultural coliere 
is not immune under the Bleventh 
Amendment from suit in the federal 
court. Hopkins v. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 243. 

97. Hopkins v. Clemson Agricul- 
tural College, 221 U. S. 636, 31 SCt 
654, 55 L. ed. 890, 85 LRANS 243; 
Graham v. Folsom, 200 U. S. 248, 26 
SCt 245, 50 L. ed. 464; 
Engineering Co. v. Massachusetts 
Fan Co., 195 Fed. 498, 115 CCA 408, 

98. See infra § 53. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


McCreery | 


§§ 52-53] 


affected.% 


Suits against officers as suits 
against state see States [36 Cyc 915]. 

99. Virginia v. West Virginia, 206 
U. S. 290, 27 SCt 732, 51 L. ed. 1068; 
Cohen v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 
#50 5 L. ed. 257. See also supra 

1. Louisiana v. Texas, 176 U. S. 
1, 20 SCt 251, 44 L. ed. 347; New 
Hampshire v. Louisiana, 108 U. S. 
ROp re OCt 176, 27 Rend. (656: 

Original jurisdiction of supreme 
court in such cases see infra § 192. 

2. See also States [36 Cyc 915]. 

3. See supra § 52. 

4 Martin v. Lankford, 245 U. S. 
547, 88 SCt 205, 68 L. ed. 464; John- 
son v. Lankford, 245 U. S. 541, 38 
SCt 203, 62 L. ed. 460; Caldwell v. 
Sioux Falls Stockyards Co., 242 U. 
S:. 559, 37 SCt 224, 61 L. ed. 493; Pit- 
ney v. Washington, 240 U. S. 387, 36 
SCt 385, 60 L. ed. 703;\ Tanner v. 
Little, 240 U. S. 369, 36 SCt 379, 60 
L. ed. 691 [rev 208 Fed. 605]; Truax 
v. Raich; 239 U.S. 33, 36 SCt 7, 60 
L. ed. 131; Harrison v. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co., 232 U. S. 318, 34 SCt 333, 
58 L. ed. 621; Hopkins v. Clemson 
Agricultural College, 221 U. S. 636, 
31 SCt 654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 LRANS 
248: Scott v. Donald, 165 U. S. 58, 
17 SCt 265, 41 L. ed. 682; Nevada- 
California Power Co. v. Hamilton, 
235 Fed. 317; Weyman-Bruton Co. v. 
Ladd, 231 Fed. 898, 146 CCA 94; Hal- 
sey v. Merrick, 228 Fed. 805 [rev on 
other grounds 242 U. S. 568, 37 SCt 
227, 61 L. ed. 498]; Louisville, etc., 
R. Co. v. Bosworth, 299 Fed. 380; 
Little v. Tanner, 208 Fed. 605 [rev 
on other grounds 240 U. S. 369, 386 
Sct 379, 60 L. ed. 691]; Morrill v. 
American Reserve Bond Co., 151 Fed. 
305; Louisiana R. Commn. v. Texas, 
etc., R. Co., 144 Fed. 68, 75 CCA 226; 
Dinsmore v. Southern Express Co., 
92 Fed. 714. 

“It may be laid down as a general 
proposition that, whenever a citizen 
of a State can go into the courts of 
a State to defend his property 
against the illegal acts of its offi- 
cers, a citizen of another State may 
invoke the jurisdiction of the Fed- 
eral courts to maintain a like de- 
fence. A State cannot tie up a citi- 
zen of another State, having prop- 
erty rights within its territory in- 
vaded by unauthorized acts of its 
own officers, to suits for redress in 
its own courts. Given a case where 
a suit can be maintained in the 
courts of the State to protect prop- 
erty rights, a citizen of another 
State may invoke the jurisdiction of 
the Federal courts.” Reagan _ v. 
Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 154 U. S. 362, 
391. 14 SCt 1047, 38 L. ed. 1014 [quot 
Hickman v. Missouri, etc. R. Co., 
97. Wed.) 113), 117). . 

fa]. A federal court may have jur- 
isdiction of: (1) A suit for damages 


against state officers who, under 
color of an unconstitutional statute, 
have seized and carried away 
liquors belonging to plaintiff. Scott 


v. Donald, 165 U. S. 58, 17 SCt 265, 
41 L. ed. 632. (2) A suit for in- 
fringement of copyright against per- 
sons acting in the matter as the 
agents of a state, and under its au- 
thority. Howell v. Miller, 91 Fed. 
129, 38 CCA 407. (3) A suit by the 
owner of a patent against county 
commissioners to enjoin the use of 
an infringing apparatus installed _in 
a county courthouse. McCreery En- 
gineering Co. v. Massachusetts Fan 
Co., 195 Fed. 498, 115 CCA 408 [rev 
186 Fed, 846]. (4) An action in 
ejectment against a_ state officer. 
Saranac Land, etc. Co. v. Roberts, 


But the amendment prohibits jurisdic- 
tion of a case in which one state sues another state 
on behalf of its citizens in a matter in which the 
state prosecuting has no interest of its own.? 
[§ 53] 4. Actions against State Officers.? 
prohibition of suits against a state without its con- 
sent ® does not preclude an action against a state 
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The 


68 Fed. 521; Tindall v. Wesley, 65 
Fed. 731, 13 CCA 160. (5) A pro- 
ceeding for contempt against a state 
officer in disobeying an order of a 
federal court. Ex p. Tyler, 149 U. 
S. 164, 138 SCt 785, 37 L. ed. 689. 
(6) A suit against a state treasurer 
for taxes claimed to be eee Rein- 
hart v. McDonald, 76 Fed. 403. (7) 
A suit against state officers to re- 
cover possession of real property 
which they claim to hold for the 
state. Tindal v. Wesley, 167 U. S. 
204, 17 SCt 770; 42 L. ed. 137 [aff 
65 Fed. 731, 18 CCA 160]. (8) An 
action against a state bank com- 
missioner and his surety for dere- 
liction of duty respecting supervi- 
sion of a bank, and respecting pay- 
ment of a certificate of deposit after 
taking possession of the bank. John- 
son v. Lankford, 245 U. S. 541, 38 
SCt 203, 62 L. ed. 460. (9) An ac- 
tion against a state bank commis- 
sioner and his surety for neglect of 
duty in supervision of the bank, and 
for preferring other depositors in 
making payments for the assets of 
the bank and the state guaranty 
fund. Martin v. Lankford, 245 U. 
S. 547, 38 SCt 205, 62 L. ed. 464 (ac- 
tion not maintainable, however, be- 
cause no diverse citizenship). (10) 
A suit against a state officer claim- 
ing under an unconstitutional state 
statute, where he holds possession 
or is about to take possession o1 
commit a trespass on property be- 
longing to or in plaintiff’s posses- 
sion. Western Union Tel. Co. v. An- 
drews, 154 Fed. 95. 

[b] If the acts of a state officer 
are beyond his authority, an action 
in trespass or a suit for an injunc- 
tion against him is not an action or 
suit against the state, but may be 
brought in a federal court if the 
requisite jurisdictional facts appear. 
Weyman-Bruton Co. v. Ladd, 2381 
Fed. 898, 146 CCA 94. 

5. Carolina Glass Co. v. South 
Carolina, 240 U. S. 305, 36 SCt 293, 
60 L. ed. 658 [aff 87 S. C. 270, 69 SH 
891, and 197 Fed. 392, and rev 206 
Fed. 635, 124 CCA 423]; Farish v. 
State Banking Bd., 235 U. S. 498, 35 
SCt 185, 59 L. ed. 330; Lankford v. 
Platte Iron Works Co., 235 U. S. 461, 
35 SCt 173, 59 L. ed. 316; Hopkins v. 
Clemson Agricultural College, 221 U. 
S. 636, 31 SCt 654, 55 L. ed. 890, 35 
LRANS 243; Murray v. Wilson Dis- 
tilling Co., 2138 U. S. 151, 29 SCt 458, 
53 L. ed. 742; Smith v. Reeves, 178 
U. S. 486, 20 SCt 919, 44 L. ed. 1140 
[aff 87 Fed. 964, 31 CCA 328]; Fitts 
v. McGhee, 172 U. S. 516, 19 SCt 269, 
43 L. ed. 535; North Carolina v. 
Temple, 134 U. S. 22, 10 SCt 509, 33 
L. ed. 849; Ex p. Ayres, 123 U.S. 443, 
8 SCt 164, 31 L. ed. 216 [lim Os- 
born v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 
738, 6 L. ed. 204]; Western Union 
Tel. Co. v. Andrews, 154 Fed. 95; 
Morrill v. American Reserve Bond 
Co., “151° Fed. 305; ‘Hutchinson v. 
Smith, 140 Fed. 982; Coulter v. Weir, 
127 Fed. 897, 62 CCA 429; Morenci 
Copper Co. v. Freer, 127 Fed. 199; 
Arbuckle v. Blackburn, 113 Fed. 616, 
51 CCA 122, 65 LRA 864; Farmers’ 
Nat. Bank v. Jones, 105 Fed. 459; 
Manchester F. Ins. Co. v. Herriott, 
91 Fed. 711; Smith v. Rackliffe, 87 
Fed. 964, 31 CCA 328; Chaffraix v. 
Board of Liquidation, 11 Fed. 638; 
State v. Southern R. Co., 145 N. C. 
495, 59 SE 570, 13 LRANS 966; State 
v. Murray, 79 S. C. 316, 60 SE 928; 
State v. Doyle, 40 Wis. 175, 22 AmR 
692. 

{a] Tllustrations.— (1) A_ suit 
against the officers of a state to com- 
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officer in a federal court, unless such officer ig mere- 
ly a nominal defendant and the state is the real 
party in interest.® 
a state from acting under a statute which is alleged 
to be in violation of the constitution of the United 
States or otherwise violating constitutional rights 
is not a suit against the state but is one of which a 


A suit to restrain an officer of 


pel them to do acts which would 
impose a contractural pecuniary lia- 
bility upon the state, or to issue any 
evidence of debt which would have 
that result, is, in fact and legal ef- 
fect, a suit against the state, of 
which a federal court has no juris- 
diction. Farmers’ Nat. Bank v. 
Jones, 105 Fed. 459. (2) A suit by 
foreign insurance companies against 
the officers of a state to restrain 
the enforcement of a law requiring 
such companies to pay to the state 
a percentage of prémiums received 
from business done therein, where 
the relief really sought, and the only 
effective relief that could be grant- 
ed, is to compel the state to permit 
complainants to continue in business 
therein without payment of the tax, 
is, in effect, a Suit against the state 
within the prohibition of the eleventh 
constitutional amendment, of whicha 
federal court is without jurisdiction. 
Manchester F. Ins. Co. v. Herriott, 
91 Fed. 711. (8) A suit against the 
attorney-general and assistant at- 
torney-general of a state to enjoin 
them from instituting criminal 
prosecutions in the name of the state 
under a state statute, by which they 
are charged with no special duty, 
and to which they bear no different 
relation than to any other penal stat- 
ute, is a suit against the state, with- 
in the meaning of the Eleventh Con- 
stitutional Amendment, of which a 
federal court is without jurisdiction. 
Union Trust Co. v. Stearns, 119 Fed. 
790. (4) A suit against state officers 
to enjoin them from paying over 
money of the state in their hands 
due to a contractor, and to enforce a 


lien thereon, is in effect a _ suit 
against the state. Title Guaranty, 
ete., Co. v. Guernsey, 205 Fed. 91. 


(5) The state board of equalization, 
created by Mo. Const. art 10 § 18 
(St. Annot. [1906] p 298), and re- 
quired to adjust and equalize the 
valuation of property among the 
counties, is a tribunal with duties 
as an agency of the state, and a suit 
to compel the raising of the valua-~ 
tion of the property is one against 
the state, within U. S. Const. 
Amendm. XI, of which a federal 
court is without jurisdiction. U.S. v. 
Hadley, 171 Fed. 118. (6) Where a 
state statute requiring railroad com- 
panies to sell mileage books imposed 
a fine on any company refusing to 
obey its provisions, requiring the 
state’s attorney of any county where 
a violation occurred to prosecute for 
such fine, a suit by stockholders of 
a railroad company to enjoin the 
state’s attorneys of the counties 
through which the road of their cor- 
poration passed from proceeding un- 
der such statute is, in effect, a suit 
against the state, the sole purpose of 
which is to test the validity of the 
statute, and of which a federal court 
is without jurisdiction, under the 
Eleventh Amendment, no act of 
wrong or trespass being charged as 
having been done or _ threatened 
against complainant’s property. Ball 
vi Rutland R. Cov -93° Medt 513) (Cz) 
An action against the attorney-gen- 
eral and prosecuting officers of the 
state to enjoin them from instituting 
a criminal proceeding is an action 
against the state. Logan v. Postal 
Tel., etc., Co., 157 Fed. 570. 

[b] A suit by or against the gov- 
ernor of the state, as such, in his 
official, character, is one by or against 
the state. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 
How. (U. S.) 66, 16 L. ed. 717; Geor- 
cia v. Madrazo, “1 Pet. (UL7S)) 110; 
(erin  ca.w Tose Gentral, evel r rem OOnavs 
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federal court has jurisdiction;® and Gh a court 
may also by a mandatory decree compel the per- 
formance of a duty by a state officer.” 

[§ 54] 5, Interest of State When Not a Party. 
Where a state is the real party in interest, although 
not named as a party on the record, the suit is never- 
theless to be deemed one brought by or against the 
state,? within the meaning of the rules above stated 


McLendon, 157 Fed. 961; Anthon v. 
Morton, 2 F. Cas. No. 599 

[c] State as necessary party. — 
The existing relation of debtor and 
ereditor between the state of South 
Carolina and the vendors of liquor 
under the state dispensary acts was 
not so altered by the Winding-up Act 
of Febr. 16, 1907, providing for the 
appointment of a commission to close 
out the dispensary business and turn 
over to the state treasury the sur- 
plus funds remaining after liquidat- 
ing and paying claims out of the 
state assets, as to enable a federal 
court to take jurisdiction of a bill 
filed by such vendors, which seeks to 
enjoin the commission from dispos- 
ing of the fund until their claims are 
paid, and asks for the appointment 
of a receiver, on the theory that, by 
such statute, the assets of the dis- 
pensary were placed in the hands of 
the commission as a trust fund for 
the benefit of all creditors having 
valid claims against such funds, 
which they are entitled to enforce 
by judicial action against the com- 
mission, without the presence of the 
state aS a necessary party. Murray 
v. Wilson Distilling Co., 213 U. S. 
151, 29 SCt 458, 53 L. ed. 742 [rev 164 
Fed. 1,,92 CCA 1 (aff. 161 Fed. 162)]. 
To same effect Carolina Glass Co. v. 
Murray, 206 Fed, 635, 124 CCA 423 
[rev on other grounds 240 U. S. 305, 
36 SCt 293, 60 L. ed. 658]. 

Suits against officers as suits 
against state see States [36 Cyc 915]. 

6. Looney v. Crane Co., 245 U.S. 
178, 38 SCt 85, 62 L. ed. 330; Louis- 
ville, CLC yekt Co, v. Greene, 244 U. 
S. 522, 37 SCt GSS Glie Ti. ed aatt2 On 
Hopkins v. Clemson Agricultural Col- 
lege, 221. U. S. 634, 31 SCt 654, 55 L. 
ed. 890, 35 LRANS 2438; Gunter v. 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 200 U.S. 
273, 26 SCt 252, 50 L. ed. 477; Hern- 
don’ v.: Chicago, etc., R. Co., 218 U. 
S354. 30), SCt. 633, 54 She .ed. (970: 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Andrews, 
216 U. S. 165, 30 SCt 286, 54 L. ed. 
430; Ludwig v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 216 U. S. 146, 30 SCt 280, 54 L. 
ed. 423; Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 
28 SCL) 59%ps52 “Le ed: 899%. (x> op. 
Young, 209 U. S. 128, 28 SCt 441, 52 
L. ed. 714, 183 LRANS 932, 14 AnnCas 
764; McNeill v. Southern R. Co., 202 
U3. S..548, 26. SCt. 722, 50 Li. ed. 1142 
[mod and aff 134 Fed. 82]; Prout v. 
Starr,188:4U...S.-537, 623. SCt. 398, 47 
L. ed. 584 faff 110 Fed. 3]; Smyth 
v. Ames, 169 U. S. 466, 18 SCt 418, 
42 L. ed. 819; Scott v. Donald, 165 
WerS) 10%, U7 SCt 262, 42 °L. ed. 648: 
Reagan v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 154 
U. S. 362, 14 SCt 1047, 38 L. ed. 1014; 
Qsborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 738, 6 L. ed. 204; Rockaway Pac. 
Corp. v. Stotesbury, 255 Fed. 345; 


Cook v. Burnquist, 242 Fed. 321; 
Louisville, ete., R., Co. v. Railroad 
Commn., 191 Fed. 757; Haskell v. 


Cowham, 187 Fed. 403, 109 CCA 235; 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Allen, 181 
Fed. 710; Kansas Natural Gas Co. 
v. Haskell, 172 Fed. 545 [aff 221 U. 
S. 229,81 .SCt 564, 55 L. ed. 716, 35 
LRANS 1193]; St. Louis, ete, R. Co. 
v. Cross, 171 Fed. 480; Western Union 
Tel. Cow Vv. Julian, .169 , Med.; 166; 
Lindsley v. Natural Carbonic Gas 
Co., 162 Fed. 954; Central of Georgia 
R. Co. v. Alabama R. Commn., 161 
Fed. 925 [rev on other grounds 170 
Ned... 225, 95 GCA 117]; )St... Louis, 
etc., R. Co. v. Hadley, 161 Fed. 419; 
Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. Alabama 
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R. Commn., 157 Fed. 944; Consoli- 
dated Gas Co. v. New York, 157 Fed. 
849 [rev on other grounds 212 U. S. 
19, 29 SCt 192, 53 L. ed. 382, 15 Ann 
Cas 1034]; Chicago, etc., ie CO We 
Swanger, 157 Fed. 783 [aft 213. uS; 
135; 159” 30 SCt 633, 639, 54 L. ed. 
970, 978]; Chieago; ete, Re°>Co.. Vv. 
Ludwig, 156 Fed. 152 [app dism 215 
U. S. 615, 30 SCt 404, 54 L. ed. 350]; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Alabama 
R. Commn., 155 Fed. 792; Southern 
R. Co. v. McNeill, 155 Fed. 756; Per- 
kins v. Northern Pac. R. Co., 155 Fed. 
445; Poor v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 155 
Fed. 226; University of the South v. 
Jetton, 155 Fed. 182 [rev on other 
grounds 208 U. S. 489, 28 SCt 375, 52 
L. ed. 584]; Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Andrews, 154 Fed. 95 [rev on other 
grounds 216 U. S. 165, 30 SCt 286, 
54 L. ed. 430]; Morrill v. American 
Reserve Bond Co., 151 Fed. 305; 
Louisiana R. Commn. v, Texas, etc., 

~ Cos. 144 Fed: 68,0 (b= CCA, 226; 
R. Co. v. Ice, ete., Co., 143 Fed. 82; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Mississippi 
R, Commn., 138 Fed. 327, 70 CCA 617 
Pafé 203 .Un. Si 335427 SCt 90,450) I. 
ed. 209]; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Alex- 
ander, 113 Fed. 347; Starr v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 110 Fed. 3 [aff 188 U. S. 
53.7%, \23-sSCt 489857. Ty ved 58415 
Haverhil! Gaslight Co. v. Barker, 109 
Fed, 694; Minneapolis Brewing Co. v. 
McGillivray, 104 Fed. 258; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Myatt, 98 Fed. 335; 
Dinsmore v. Southern Express Co., 92 
Fed. 714; Howell v. Miller, 91 Fed. 
129,33 CCA 407; Taylor v. Louisville, 
ete., R. Co., 88 Fed. 350, 31. CCA 537; 
Virginia, etc., Steel, etc., Co. v. Bris- 
tol Land Co., 88 Fed. 134; Cobb v. 
Clough, 83 Fed. 604; Central Trust 
Co; iv.- Citizens’ -St., R..'Co;, 582) Med: 
1 [app dism 83 Fed. 529, 27 CCA 
580]; Metropolitan LL. Ins. Co. v. 
MecNall, 81 Fed. 888; Cotting v. Kan- 
sas City Stock-Yards Co., 79 Fed. 
679; Western Union Tel, Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 68 Fed. 588; Donald v. Scott, 
67 Fed. 854; Mills v. Green, 67 Fed. 
818; Gregg v. Sanford, 65 Fed. 151, 
12 CCA 525; Yale College v. Sanger, 
62 Fed. 177; Sanford v. Gregg, 58 
Fed. 620; Clyde v. Richmond, etce., 
R. Co., 57 Fed, 436; Virginia Coupon 
Cases, 25 Fed. 654; Claybrook v. 
Owensboro, 16 Fed. 297; Chaffraix v. 
Board of Liquidation, 11 Fed. 638; 
Murdock v. Woodson, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,942, 2 Dill, 188 [aff 22 Wall. 351, 22 
L. ed. 716]. 

[a] Leading cases.—‘There is a 
contention to which we have hitherto 
postponed referring, that the court 
below was without jurisdiction be- 
cause the suit against the state offi- 
cers to enjoin them from enforcing 
the statutes in the discharge of 
duties resting upon them was in 
substance and effect a suit against 
the state within the meaning of the 
Eleventh Amendment. But the un- 
soundness of the contention has been 
so completely established that we 
need only refer to the leading au- 
thorities. Ex p. Young, 209 U. S. 
1234 285 'SCUN44105 52 nila medenaia 4), ws 
LRANS 932, 14 AnnCas 764; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Andrews, 216 U. 
S. 165.30: *SCt 286, 254uwl “ed 7430; 
Home Tel., ete., Co. v. Los Angeles, 
PERO BI, ress 278, 83 4SCtwodiz, ton muied. 
510.” Looney v. Crane Go., 245 U. 
S. 178, 38 SCt 85, 62 L. ed. 230. 

{b] Misconstruction of valid stat- 
ute.—A suit against an officer of a 


state, to enjoin him from instituting 
Hate Po. 


governing jurisdiction of such suits.® 
only in a governmental sense in the welfare of its 
citizens and the enforcement of its laws is not 
such an interest as makes the state a party.° 
federal court is not deprived of jurisdiction of an 
action between private citizens by the mere fact that 
a state claims an interest in the subject matter in 
dispute,!! although the state will not be precluded by 
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An interest 


A 


prosecutions under a statute of the 
state which is conceded to be valid 
if’ properly construed, and with the 
enforcement of which he is charged 
by law, on the ground that he is 
proceeding under an erroneous con- 
struction of the law, which would 
render it invalid as in violation of 
the constitution of the United States, 
is one, in effect, against the state, 
of which a federal court is denied 
jurisdiction by the Eleventh Amend- 
ment. Arbuckle v. Blackburn, 113 
Fed. 616, 51. CCA 122, 65 LRA 864 
[app dism 191 U. S. 405, 24 SCt 148, 
48 L. ed. 239]. 

[c] Enjoiuing state court.— The 
power of a federal court to enjuin 
state officials from enforcing a state 
statute, the validity of which, under 
the federal constitution, has been 
questioned before it, does not extend 
to restraining a state court from act- 
ing in a case brought before it to 
enforce the statute, nor investiga- 
tion or action by a grand jury under 
it. ,Bx=ip.s Young;.209:-.Ue (S.91235 28 
SCt 441, 52 L. ed. 714, 13 LRANS 932. 

7. Graham v. Folsom, 200 U. S. 
248, 26 SCt 245, 50 L. ed. 464 [aff 131 
Fed. 496]; Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. 
Boyle, 82 Fed. 705; Parsons v. Marye, 
23 Fed. 113 [rev on other grounds 
SOE S.°325, 5 SCt: 932, 29° L. ed. 

[a] Issuance of license to do 
business.—A federal court is with- 
cut jurisdiction to compel the audi- 
tor of a state to issue to foreign 
insurance companies certificates 
which are necessary under the state 
laws to authorize such companies to 
do business in the state, without the 
payment of a tax required by the 
laws as a condition precedent to the 
issuance of such certificate, and 
where the auditor is expressly pro- 
hibited from issuing a_ certificate 
until the tax has been paid. Man- 


chester F.. Ins. Co, .v:- Herriott,” 91 
Fed. 711. 

8. Hickman v. Missouri, ete, R. 
Co., 97 Fed. 118. See also States [36 
Cye $1532 


Actions against state officers see 
supra § 53 


9.. See supra §§ 51, 52. 

10. Reagan v. Farmers’ L. & T. 
Co... 154. Us Si 362, 14 SCta 1047, 38 
L. ed. 1014; Hickman v. Missouri, 
ete, Rh. Co: 9vameds 13a, 

[al Tllustration.—Neither the fact 
that a state appropriates money 


in aid of suits brought by its rail- 
road commissioners, to be paid out, 
on their requisition, in payment of 
expenses and costs audited by the 
state auditor and approved by the 
governor, nor a statute authorizing 
the imposition of fines and penalties 
by .a court upon railroad companies 
refusing to conform to rates fixed 
by the commission, which fines and 
penalties are paid into the school 
fund, makes the state a party to a 
suit by the commissioners against 
a railroad company, in which the 
only issue is the validity of rates 
fixed by them., Hickman v. Missouri, 
étc.,) RR.) Co... ve Wed. 113. 

11. Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 788, 6 L. ed. 204; Wheeler v. 
Chicago, 68 Fed. 526; U. S. v. Bright, 
24 FE. Cas. No. 14,647. 

fa] MNilustrations.—(1) A _ circuit 
court will take jurisdiction of causes 
affecting property of a state, in the 
hands of its agents, if the property 
or the agent is within the jurisdic- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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a judgment to which it was not a party.12 

[§ 55] D. Controversies to Which Indians Are 
An Indian tribe is not a foreign state, 
nor is an Indian a citizen of the United States or 
of the state of his residence or a foreign citizen, or 
subject within the meaning of the constitutional and 
statutory provisions with respect to the jurisdiction 


Parties. 


of federal courts.14 
[§ 56] 


ent States. 
controversies between citizens of 


claiming lands under grants of different states. 
But jurisdiction upon this ground does not include 
eases where such claimants are citizens of different 


states.16 


[§ 57] 


tion, without requiring the state to 
be a party. Swasey v. North Caro- 
lina R. .€o.) 23 Rie Cas.” No: 13,679) 2 
Hughes! 17, 71 (N.C; 571. (2). Hject- 
ment against a municipal corporation 
for land held by it under license 
from the state may be maintained in 
a federal court. Wheeler v. Chicago, 
68 Fed. 526. 4 

[b] When a state becomes the 
owner of part of the stock in a cor- 
poration, it lays down its character 
as a sovereign, and places itself on 
an equality with private stockhold- 
ers; and hence the corporation and 
its directors and controlling officers, 
although in part appointed by the 
state, and specially representing its 
interests, may be Sued in the fed- 
eral courts, in respect to contracts 
entered into by the corporation, to 
the same extent as a corporation 
wholly owned and controlled by pri- 
vate individuals. Southern R, Co. 
v. North Carolina R. Co., 81 Fed. 595. 

[c] Appearance of state officers.— 
A court of admiralty is not deprived 
of jurisdiction of a suit to recover 
possession of a vessel duly licensed 
and enrolled, under the navigation 
laws of the United States, by the 
appearance of officers of the state 
claiming to hold the vessel under 
process issued by a state court for 
violation of a _ state fishery law, 
where the constitutionality of such 
law is seriously attacked by the libel- 
ant, since such appearance does not 
render the suit one against the state, 
within the meaning of the HWleventh 
Amendment, and the question is one 
which it is competent for the libel- 
ant to raise, and for the court to 
determine. The W. J. Hingston, 144 
Fed. 560. 

12. U.S. v. Bright, 24 F,. Cas. No. 
14,647. 

13. See Indians [22 Cyc 120]. 

14. See Indians [22 Cyc 116]. 

15. Const: art; Tlle§ 25° Colson v: 
Lewis, 2 Wheat. (U. S.) 377, 4 L. ed. 
266; Pawlet v. Clark, 9 Cranch (U. 
S.) 292, 3 L. ed. 735; Massie v. Watts, 
6 Cranch (U. S.) 148, 3 L. ed. 181; 
U. S. Bank v: Devaux, 5 Cranch (U. 
S.) 61, 3 L. ed. 38; Wilson v. Mason, 
1 Cranch (U. S.) 445.2 L. ed. 29; 
Thompson v. Kendrick, 5 Hayw. 
(Tenn.) 1138. bs 

16. Stevenson v. Fain, 195 U.S. 
165, 25 SCt 6, 49 L. ed. 142 [dist 
Ayres vy. Polsdorfer, 187 U. S. 585, 
23 SCt 196, 47 L. ed. 314]. ‘ 

17. Aliens generally see Aliens 2 
Cass (pe.03 9: 

1e5) (Const. art) Lil ss2. 

19. Jud. Code § 24 (1). 

20. Jackson v. Twentyman, 2 Pet. 
(U. S.) 136, 7 L. ed. 374; Hodgson v. 
Bowerbank, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 3038, 3 
L. ed. 108; Montalet v. Murray, 4 
Cranch (U. S.) 46, 2 L. ed. 545; Moss- 
man v. Higginson, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 12, 
1 L. ed. 720; Cunard SS. Co., Ltd. v. 
Smith, 255 .Fed. 846; Brandenstein 
v. Helvetia Swiss F. Ins., etc., Co., 159 
Fed. 589 [aff 168 Fed. 1020, 92 CCA 
614 (app dism 215 U. S. 588, 30 SCt 


E. Controversies between Citizens of 
Same State Claiming Lands under Grants of Differ- 
The federal courts have jurisdiction of 


F. Controversies to Which Alien a Par- 
ty.1” By express constitutional provision the federal 
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the same state 
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judicial power extends to controversies ‘‘ between a 
state, or the citizens thereof, and foreign States, 
citizens or subjects,’’18 and by statute jurisdiction 
is conferred upon the district (formerly the circuit) 
courts of suits ‘‘between citizens of a state and for- 
eign states, citizens or subjects.’’ 19 
provisions no jurisdiction is conferred on the federal 
courts of cases in which there is both an alien 
plaintiff and an alien defendant,2° although the 
alien is joined, on either side, with other parties 
who are citizens;24 and jurisdiction in such eases 
must be supported, if at all, upon the ground of the 
existence of a federal question.?2 
not joined both as plaintiffs and as defendants, but 
all the parties on one side are citizens of a state, 


Under these 


Where aliens are 


and the parties on the other side are composed of 


405, 54 L. ed. 339), and certiorari 
den 216 U. S. 621, 30 SCt 575, 54 L. 
ed. 641]; Gage v. Riverside Trust 
Co., 156 Fed. 1002 [app dism 218 U. 
S. 690, 31 SCt 224, 54 L. ed. 1210]; 
Pooley v. Luco, 72 Fed. 561; Hinck- 
ley v. Bydne, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,510, 
Deady 224; Petrocokino v. Stuart, 19 
Bo Case Nov, 1,041,514 Phila-8 Pat) 
412, 9 NYWklyDig 3871; Prentiss v. 
Brennan, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,385, 2 
Blatchf. 162; Rateau v. Bernard, 20 
By Cas. No. 115579; *3, Blatehf, 244: 
Orosco v. Gagliardo, 22 Cal. 83; Bar- 
rowcliffe v. La Caisse Gererale, etc., 
Co., 58 HowPr (N. Y.) 131; Fuentes 
v. Suarez, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 121. 

“The controversy in the case at 
bar being between aliens, there is 
not such diverse citizenship as brings 
the case within the federal jurisdic- 
tion.” Pooley v. Luco, 72 Fed. 561. 

“It has long since been settled 
that an action between aliens only 
cannot be maintained in the Circuit 
Court. That the language of the 
judiciary act giving jurisdiction 
where ‘an alien is a party,’ must be 
restrained within the terms of the 
constitution, which only ‘extends the 
judicial power’ to an action between 
an alien and a citizen of a state of 
the United States. When both plain- 
tiff and defendant are aliens, the 
judicial power of the United States 
does not extend to the case.’’ Hinck- 
ley v. Byrne, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,510, 
Deady 224. 

[a] “The United States district 
court for Porto Rico, however, has 
in some respects broader powers 
than the other district courts of the 
United States. The amendment of 
1901 above quoted in so many words 
broadens its jurisdiction by giving, 
in addition to that conferred upon 


other district courts, jurisdiction 
‘where the parties, or either of them 
are... citizens or subjects of a for- 


eign state or states.’ This goes be- 
yond the usual Federal rule requir- 
ing one of the parties to be a citi- 
zen of the United States, and extends 
the jurisdiction of this court to 
aliens aS such.” Fuentes v. Suarez, 
8 Porto Rico Fed. 121, 125. 

[b] Attachment.—In a suit by a 
citizen against an alien, a debt due 
defendant from another alien may 
be attached, although suit upon 
such debt by defendant could not 
have been maintained in the federal 
courts because of both parties be- 
ing aliens. Brandenstein v. Helvetia 
Swiss F. Ins. Co., 159 Fed. 589 [aff 
168 Fed. 1020, 92 CCA 614 (app dism 
215 U. S. 588, 30 SCt 405, 54 L. ed. 
339) and certiorari den 216 U. S. 
621, 30: SCt 575, 54 Li. ed..'641]. 

21. Compania Minera Compradora 
de Metales Mexicano v. American 
Metal Co., Ltd., 262 Fed. 183; Pooley 
Vas-buco, 72) Wed. “561; "Sawyer. v. 
Switzerland Mar. Ins. Co., 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,408, 14 Blatchf. 451. 

[a] In a suit by an alien against 
a corporation the fact that a stock- 
holder is upon his own application 


both citizens of other states and aliens, federal 
jurisdiction has been both supported? and de- 


made a coplaintiff will not defeat 
jurisdiction of the federal court. 
Graham vy. Boston, ete. R. Co., 14 
Heads Tb3el su fart e118 SUMS ty Lol 6 
SCt 1009, 30 L. ed. 196] (“Assuming 
that the joinder as co-plaintiff of 
an alien and a citizen of the same 
state with some of the defendants 


‘would be fatal to the jurisdiction, 


the answer to the objection is that 
jurisdiction once having attached, it 
could not be defeated by the action 
of the court, without the consent or 
concurrence of the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff, as an alien, being person- 
ally qualified to bring the suit, the 
jurisdiction is not defeated by the 
fact that the parties whom he rep- 
resents may be disqualified. Coal Co. 
v. Blatchford, 11 Wall. 172. The ad- 
mission of Kelly, by leave of ‘court, 
did not, in a jurisdictional sense, 
make him a plaintiff. He acquired 
thereby no control over the suit; 
Graham still remains the real plain- 
tiff and dominus litis, and the suit 
must stand or fall.on the case which 
he makes. Perhaps the court erred 
in admitting Kelly as a party. But 
that should not prejudice Graham, 
as it was not done at his instance’’). 

{[b] Partnerships.—(1) A suit by 
a, firm some of whose members are 
aliens against an alien is not with- 
in the jurisdiction granted by the 
provisions under discussion. Sawyer 
v. Switzerland Mar. Ins. Co., 21 F. 
Cas. No. 12,408, 14 Blatchf. 451. (2) 
A limited partnership formed under 
the laws of New York, but composed 
entirely of aliens, is not to be treat- 
ed as a New York corporation, and 
the members as aliens may join with 
a foreign corporation in a_ suit 
against citizens, without ousting the 
federal jurisdiction. Jewish Coloni- 
zation Assoc. v. Solomon, 125 Fed. 
994, (3) In Louisiana a partnership 
is an entity, capable of suing and 
being sued as such, and on this 
ground it has been held that a fed- 
eral court has jurisdiction of a suit 
by an alien against a Louisiana firm. 
some of whose members are aliens. 
Liverpool, etc., Nav. Co. v. Agar, 14 
Fed. 615, 4 Woods 201 [disappr Em- 
pire Rice Mill Co. v. Neumond, 199 
Fed. 800]. (4) But the last case 
above was erroneously decided, be- 
cause the capacity to sue or be sued 
by the firm name does not make the 
firm a gorporation or a citizen for 
the purpose of federal jurisdiction. 
See infra §§ 68, 69. 

22. Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 
156 Fed. 1002 [app dism 218 U. S. 
690, 31 SCt 224, 54 L. ed. 1210]. See 
also Supra §§ 29-47. 

23. Ryan v. Ohmer, 233 Bed, 165 
[decree for plaintiff aff 244 Fed. 31, 
156 CCA 459]; Baker v. Pinkham, 
211 Fed. 728; Puget Sound Tract., 
etc., Co. v. Lawrey, 202 Fed. 2638; 
Ladew v. Tennessee Copper Co., 179 
Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. S. 357, 369, 31 
S@e) 80,084,154.) Laved. 710695 1OTsas 
Roberts v. Pacific, ete., R., etc., Co., 
104 Fed. 577 [aff 121 Fed. 785, 58 


746 [250.J.] 


\ 


nied,?4 the supreme court not having as yet decided 


the question.?® But a federal court 


of a suit between a citizen of a state and an alien 


regardless of whether the alien is 


fendant,?® and regardless of whether or not the alien 
resides outside of the United States.?7 
jurisdiction upon this ground, however, unless one 
party to the controversy is a citizen of a particular 


state; it is not sufficient: that he is 
United States.?8 


Foreign corporations, for purposes of federal ju- 
risdiction, are regarded as citizens of the country 
under whose laws they are incorporated.?9 

Mere removal of a citizen from the United States 


and residence in a foreign country 


CCA 61]; Ballin v. Lehr, 24 Fed. 
193; Rateau v. Bernard, 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,579, 3 Blatchf. 244. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The mere 
fact that both citizens of Washing- 
ton and aliens are joined as respond- 
ents will not deprive the court of 
jurisdiction. The court has juris- 
diction under the statute of contro- 
versies between ‘citizens of different 
States’ and controversies between 
‘citizens of a state and foreign states, 
citizens or subjects.’ As the court 
would have jurisdiction of a suit by 
complainant, a Massachusetts cor- 
poration, against respondents, citi- 
zens of Washington, and would have 
jurisdiction of a suit by complain- 
ant against respondents who are 
aliens, the mere joining of the citi- 
zen and alien respondents in one suit 
will not deprive the court of juris- 
diction. To retain jurisdiction comes 
within the reason of the rule. To 
deny it would violate the reason of 


the rule.” Puget Sound Tract., etc., 
ee vy. Lawrey,, 202 Fed. 268, 

65. 

24. Tracy v. Morel, 88 Fed. 801; 
Hervey v. Illinois Midland R,. Co., 
OV ee. Ca's.’/ No; 16,434,i 07> «Biss: 
103. 


[a] Reason for denial of jurisdic- 
tion.—‘‘Nor can jurisdiction be sus- 
tained on the ground that it is a 
controversy ‘between ‘citizens of a 
state and foreign citizens or sub- 
jects. The law in this respect is 
stated in Black, Dill. Rem, Causes, 
§ 34, as follows: ‘It is therefore nec- 
essary that all the parties on one 
side of the case should be citizens 
of a state or states, and all the 
parties on the other side aliens... 
When a plaintiff, citizen of the state 
where the suit is brought, sues two 
defendants, one of whom is a citi- 
zen of another state, and the other 
an alien... the cause is not remoyv- 
able, because it does fiot come with- 
in any of the provisions of the stat- 
ute. It is casus omissus. It can- 
not be said to be a controversy ‘‘be- 
tween citizens of different states,” 
because one of the parties is not a 
citizen; and it cannot be described as 
a controversy “between citizens of 
a state and foreign citizens or sub- 
jects,” because one of the defendants 
is not a foreigner.’” Tracy v. Morel, 
88 Fed. 801, 803. 

25. Ryan v. Ohmer, 233 Fed. 165, 
166 (“The most interesting feature 
of this motion is the fact that, with 
a wide diversity of opinion outstand- 
ing, the question of jurisdiction has 
never been passed on by the _ Su- 
preme Court. ... An analysis of the 
reasoning which has led the various 
courts and text-book writers to come 
to their conclusions will not be prof- 
table. The question will continue 
to be one as to which marked differ- 
ences of opinion will exist until the 
Supreme Court has occasion to con- 
strue the statute. Of course, the 
question is close, and, ordinarily, a 
doubt will be resolved against juris- 
diction; but as between the narrow 
view, well supported by close rea- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


has jurisdiction 
citizenship in a 
plaintiff or de- 
and an alien,*? 
There is no 


a citizen of the 


[§§ 57-58 


him an alien for purposes of federal jurisdiction.*° 
But such removal and residence may deprive him of 


particular state and thus preclude 


federal jurisdiction ot a controversy between him 


A naturalized alien is a citizen of the United 
States and therefore cannot sue in the federal courts 
as an alien,®? unless he has abandoned his citizenship 
and reacquired his status as an alien.%* 


[§ 58] G. Controversies to Which Foreign Sov- 


does not render 


soning, and the broader view, which 
seeks to escape too fine a distinc- 
tion, I choose the latter. I do this 
the more willingly because a read- 
ing of the complaint suggests to me 
that considerable delay incident to 
the settlement of the question of 
jurisdiction might do injustice to 
plaintiff in denying to him an op- 
portunity to obtain his reHef 
promptly, if he is entitled to it’). 
26. U. S.—Bors v. Preston, 111 U. 
Sy8252,) 24 (SCE! 407) 028 Es ed.) 419: 
Breedlove v. Nicolet, 7 Pet. 413, 8 L. 
ed. 731; U. S. v. Ortega, 11 Wheat. 
467, 6 L. ed. 521; Chappedelaine v. 
Dechenaux, 4 Cranch 306, 2 L. ed. 
629; U. S. v. Ravara, 27 F. Cas. No. 
1GA2 25 Poe Malt a.Geat): a2o7e Tate ed: 
388; Sands v. Carruthers, 243 Fed. 
636; Eldorado Coal, ete., Co. v. Mar- 
fotti,, 215. Med. .51,° 131 CCA. 359; 
Puget Sound Tract., etc., Co. v. Law- 
rey, 202 Fed. 263 (suit by citizen of 
one. state against alien joined with 
citizens of another state); Suravitz 
v. Pristasz,. 201 Fed. 335, 119 CCA 
573; Decker v. Southern R. Co., 189 
Fed. 224; Katalla Co. v. Rones, 186 
Fed. 30, 108 CCA 132 [aff 182. Fed. 
946]; Fribourg v. Pullman Co., 176 
Fed. 981; Jewish Colonization Assoc, 
v. Solomon, 125 Fed. 994; Jenns v. 
Landes, 85 Fed. 801; Creagh v. Equi- 
table L. Assur. Soc., 83 Fed. 849, 
88 Fed. 1; Stalker v. Pullman’s Pal- 
ace-Car Co., 81 Fed. 989; Bishop v. 
Averill, 76 Fed. 386; Pooley v. Luco, 
72 Fed. 561; Reinach v. Atlantic, etc., 
R. Co., 58 Fed. 33; Meyer v. Herrera, 
41 Fed. 65; Maloy v. Duden, 25 Fed. 
673; McHenry v. New York, ete., R. 
Co., 25 Bed. 65; Bonaparte -v. Cam- 
den, etc) R. Co., 3 F. Cas. No. 1,617, 
Baldw. 205; Bell v. Ohio L. Ins, Co., 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,261; Gittings v. Craw- 
ford, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,465, Taney 1; 
Graham v. Stucken, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,677, 4 Blatchf. 50; Hinckley v. 
Byrne, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,510, Deady 
224; Lanz v. Randall, 14 F. Cas. No. 
8,080, 4 Dill. 425; St. Luke’s Hos- 
pital v. Barclay, 21 F. Cas. No. 12.241, 
3 Blatchf. 259; Taylor v. Carpenter, 
ae na Cas. No. 138,785, 2 Woodb. & 


La.—Lowry v. Erwin, 6 Rob. 192, 
39 AmD 556. 


Minn.—Stinson v. St. Paul, ete, 
R, Co., 20 Minn. 492. 
N. Y.—Byam v. Stevens, 4 Edw. 


119. 

N. C.—Rooker v. Crinkley, 113 N. 
CA078, 018) SH 58! 

fa] A citizen of Cuba is a citizen 
of a foreign state. Betancourt v. 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Assoc., 
101 Fed. 305, 

{b] A woman who married a Brit- 
ish subject domiciled in Canada and 
lives there with him becomes an 
alien as respects the United States. 
Jenns v. Landes, 85 Fed. 801. 

{c] In a case between citizens 
where plaintiffs are only nominal 
plaintiffs for the use ,of an alien a 
federal court has jurisdiction. 
Browne v. Strode, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 
803, 3. Tn. ped.) 108% 

[a] 


Suit relating to land held un- j 


ereign or Nation Is a Party. The judicial power ex- 
tends to controversies-‘‘ between a state or the citi- 
zens thereof, and foreign states,’’ 34 and the dis- 
trict (formerly cireuit) courts are given jurisdiction 
of suits ‘‘between citizens of a state and foreign 


der state law.—An alien resident in 
New Jersey, who holds land under 
a special law of that state, may 
maintain a suit in the federal circuit 
court relating to such land. MBona- 
parte v. Camden, ete. R. Co., 3 F. 
Cas. No. 1,617, Baldw. 205. 

[fe] Suit against a consul of a 
foreign government, who is also an 
alien, is maintainable under this 
grant of jurisdiction, although the 
supreme court also has original jur- 
isdiction in such a case. Bors v. 
Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 4 SCt 407, 28 
L. ed. 419. . 

Concurrent jurisdiction of state 
courts see Courts § 634. 


27. Breedlove v. Nicolet, 7 Pet. 
(U. 8S.) 413, 8 L, ed. 731. 
28. Picquet v. Swan, 19 F. Cas. 


No. 11,134, 5 Mason 35; Prentiss v. 
Brennanj; 11919.  Casi= No} Shh386s02 
Hees 162. See also infra §§ 60, 


29. Sands v. Carruthers, 243 Fed. 
636; U. S. v. New York, etc., SS. Co., 
216 Fed. 61, 132 CCA 305; Wind 
River Lumber Co. v. Frankfort Mar., 
ete., Ins. Co., 196 Fed. 340, 116 CCA 
160; Carp v. Queen Ins. Co., 168 
Fed. 782; Pelzer Mfg. Co. v. Ham- 
burg-Bremen F. Ins. Co., 62 Fed. 1; 
Shattuck v. North British, ete., Ins. 
Co., 58 Fed. 609,-7 CCA 386; Cum- 
mings v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 6 FP. 
Cas. No. 3,475, 2 Hask. 101; Petro- 
cokino v. Stuart, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,041, 14 Phila. (Pa.) 412; Terry v. 
Imperial F. Ins. Co., 23 F. Cas, No. 
13,838, 3 Dill. 408; Merchants’ Mfg. 
Co. v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 63 How 
Pr (N. Y.) 459; Barrowcliffe v. La 
Caisse Generale, ete., 58 HowPr (N. 
W.)eeli8d LG INY City. Ctirl5 ae 

“A corporation created by the laws 
of a foreign country does not be- 
come a citizen or resident of a state 
ot this Union by merely opening an 
office in the state, and transacting 
business there.” Shattuck v. North 
British, ete. Ins. Co., 58 Fed. 609, 
610, 7 CCA 886. 

Actions by or against corporations 
generally see infra § 67. 

30. Hammerstein vy. Lyne, 200 
Fed. 165; Bishop v. Averill, 76 Fed. 
386; Wildes v. Parker, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,652, 3 Sumn,. 593. 
_81. Picquet_v. Swan, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,134, 5 Mason 35; Prentiss v. 
Brennan, 19 EF. Cas. No. 11,385, 2 
Blatchf. 162. 

Eisoe Stein v. Fleischmann, 237 Fed. 

Naturalized citizens generally see 
Aliens §§ 128-174, E v4 


pits Stein v. Fleischmann, 237 Fed. 
[a] A naturalized Austrian, who 


has resided in Austria for two years, 
but is shown not to have renounced 
his American citizenship, cannot sue 
as an alien in the federal courts, al- 
though he has not shown his Ameri- 
can citizenship before a diplomatic 
or consular officer as provided by the 
act of March 2, 1907 (34 St. at I. 
1228 c 2534 § 2). Stein v. Fleisch- 
‘mann Co., 237 Fed. 679. 

34 Const. art III § 2. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number.. | 


i< 


= 


nary case. 


§§ 58-59] 


states.’’ 35 
sued without its consent.3¢ 
[§ 59] 


Different States—l. In General. 


controversies between citizens of different states the 
federal courts have jurisdiction,” if the amount in 
controversy is sufficient,°& regardless of the nature 
If the necessary diversity of 
citizenship and jurisdictional amount exist, the par- 
ties have a right to have their controversies deter- 
mined in the federal courts.4° The motive with which 
a party invokes the jurisdiction of a federal court 


Jud. Code § 24 (1); Act Aug. }]45; Village Mills Co. v. Houston Oil 


of the controversy.®°® 


35. 
1888 (25 St. at L. 434 c 866 § 1); 
Republic of Colombia v. Cauca Co., 
190 U.. S. 524, 23 SCti 704,.47% Ll. ed. 
1159 [rev 113 Fed. 1020, 51 CCA 604 
(aff 106 Fed. 33%7)1; The Sapphire 
v. Napoleon III, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 164, 
20 L. ed. 127; King v. Oliver, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 7,814, 2 Wash. C. C. 429. 

[a] A “foreign state” is not an 
“alien” within the meaning of the 
judiciary acts; the term “aliens” 
means foreign citizens. Colombia v. 
Cauca Co., 190 U. S. 524, 21 SCt 924, 
45 L. ed. 1031. 

[b] Decreeing interest.—A federal 
circuit court, whose action was in- 
voked by the Republic of Colombia 
to set aside an award made against 
it in arbitration proceedings, has the 
same power to decree the payment 
of interest from the date fixed for 
payment by the award as in an ordi- 
Ex p. Republic of Colom- 
bia, 195 U. S. 604, 25 SCt 107, 49 L. 
ed. 338. 

36. Long v. The Tampico, 16 Fed. 
491; Manning v. Nicaragua, 14 How 
Pr (N. Y.) 517. See also Actions 
§ 84 note 67 [b]. 

87. Const. art III. § 2; Jud. Code 
(1911) § 24 (1); Venner v. Great 
Northern R. Co., 209 U. S. 24, 28 
SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666; Gaines v. 
Fuentes, 92 U. S. 10, 23 L. ed. 524; 
Fitch v. Creighton, 24 How. (U. S.) 
159, 16 L. ed. 596; Niles-Bement- 
Pond Co. v. Iron Molders’ Union, 246 
Fed. 851 [rev on other grounds 258 
Fed. 408, 169 CCA 424]; Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co. v. Swift, 242 Fed. 92; 
Stotesbury v. Huber, 237 Fed. 413; 
Hanson v. Hanson, 234 Fed. 853, 148 
CCA 451; Hastman Kodak Co, v. Na- 
tional Park Bank, 231 Fed. 320 [aff 
247 Fed. 1002, 159 CCA 662]; Lehigh 
Valley Coal Co. v. Washko, 231 Fed. 
42, 145 CCA 230; Thomas v. South 
Butte Min. Co.,.230 Fed. 968, 145 CCA 
162; Piedmont Carolina R. Co. v. 
Shaw. 223 Fed. 973, 138 CCA ‘227; 
Columbia Digger v. Rector, 215 Fed. 
618: Vernon Parish v. Gould, 210 
Fed. 894, 127 CCA 553; Wood v. 
Tangipahoa Parish, 210 Fed. 384; 
Reich v. Tennessee Copper Co., 209 
Fed. 880; Puget Sound Tract., etc., 
Co. v. Lawrey, 202 Fed. 263; Chicago, 
etc., R. Co. v. Oglesby, 198 Fed. 153; 
North Star Lumber Co. v. Johnson, 
196 Fed. 66; H. C. Cook Co. v. Beech- 
er, 172’ Fed. 166 [aff 217 U. S. 497, 
30 SCt 601, 54 L. ed. 855]; Prest-O- 


. Lite Co. v. Avery Portable Lighting 


Co., 164 Fed. 60; Poor v. Iowa Cent. 
me Coe 155" Fed. 192263" Morrill.’ x. 
American Reserve Bond Co., 151 Fed. 
305; Brun v. Mann, 151 Fed. 145, 80 
CCA 513, 12 LRANS 154; Burrell v. 
U. S., 147 Fed. 44, 77 CCA 308; Bar- 
ber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. Morris, 132 
Fed. 945, 66 CCA 55, 67 LRA 761; 


Rochester German Ha Seria OX Rete rin 
Schmidt, 126 Fed. 998; Sawyers Vv. 
White, 122 Fed. 223, 58 CCA 587; 


Elkins v. Chicago, 119 Fed. 957; Shep- 
ard v. Tulare Irr. Dist., 94 Fed. 1 
{aff 185 U. S. 1, 22 SCt 531, 46 L. 
ed. 773]; U. S. v. Myers, 27 F. Cas. 
No. 15,844, 2 Brock. 516; Girardey 
v. Moore, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,462, 3 
Woods 397; Morgan v. New Orleans, 
etc., R. Co., 17 F. Cas. No. 9,806, 1 
Woods 15; Peo. v. State Treasurer, 
34 Mich. 468; Stimson v. Scott. 4 
Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 47,°-1 ClevLRec 


Of course, a foreign nation cannot be 


H. Controversies between Citizens of 


f estate. 
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is immaterial.* 


[25-C.K] 747 


Nor can the fact that a plaintiff 


is given a different remedy in the state courts affect: 


In all cases of 


volved.*2 


another state.4# 


Co., (Tex. Civ, A.) 186 SW 785. 

[a] Jurisdiction depends not 
merely on the description of the 
parties as belonging to different 
states, but upon the fact that’ they 
do so belong. Killpatrick v. Frost, 2 
Grant (Pa.) 168. 

[b] Jurisdiction not dependent 
upon right to recover.—Whether a 
nonresident is entitled to maintain 
an action for wrongful death under 
a state statute is a question which 
goes to the defense of such an ac- 
tion, and does not affect the juris- 
diction of a federal couri theréin. 
Pennsylvania Co. v. Scofield, 161 Fed. 
911, 88 CCA 602. 

38 See infra § 350. 

39. Eastman Kodak Co. v. Na- 
tional Park Bank, 231 Fed. 320; How- 
ard v. National Tel. Co., 182 Fed, 215. 

{a] Illustrations. — Where the 
requisite diversity of citizenship 
exists, a federal court may have jur- 
isdiction of: (1) creditor’s bill. 
Feidler v. Bartleson, 161 Fed. 30, 88 
CCA 194 [aff 149 Fed. 299]; Chicago 
First Nat. Bank v. Steinway, 77 Fed, 
661. (2) A bill for foreclosure. Con- 
necticut Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Crawford. 
21 Fed. 281. (3) A suit by a legatee 
against an executor to establish and 
enforce rights under the will. Hig- 
gins v. Haton, 183 Fed. 388, 105 CCA 
608 [rev 178 Fed. 153]. (4) A suit 
to determine the rights of next of 
kin or heirs of a decedent. Jennings 
v. Smith, 242 Fed. 561. (5) An ac- 
tion by an administrator to recover 
damages for the death of his intes- 
tate by wrongful act. Holmes vy. 
Oregon, etc., ot COs OE eGs Os 26, 
Sawy. 262. (6) An action for death 
of a servant. Stockwell v. Boston, 
Stew RC On Tel Neds loa. (7) A 
bill for specific performance of a 
patent license. Indiana Mfg. Co. v. 
Nichols, etc., Co., 190 Fed. 579. (8) 
A suit by a divorced wife by her next 
friend for alimony decreed to her, 
Barber v. Barber, 21 How. (U. S.) 
582, 16 L. ed. 226. (9) An action in 
the name of the United States on a 
public contractor’s bond. Burrell v. 
U. S., 147 Fed. 44, 77 CCA 308. (10) 
A suit to compel a carrier to trans- 
port goods. Danciger v. Wells, 154 
Fed. 379. (11) A suit to enjoin en- 
forcement of a state statute. Hebe 
Co. v. Calvert, 246 Fed. 711. (12) An 
action on municipal bonds. Waite v. 
Santa Cruz, 89 Fed. 619. (13) A pro- 
ceeding to determine the validity of 
foreign claims against a decedent’s 
Del Valle v. Welsh, 28 Fed. 
342; Connecticut L. Ins. Co. v. Schur- 
meier, 117 Minn. 473, 136 NW 1, Ann 
Casi1918D 462. (14) A ‘habeas cor- 
pus. proceeding. King v. McLean 
Asylum Massachusetts Gen. Hospital, 
64 Fed. 331, 12 CCA 145. (15) Con- 
demnation proceedings where the is- 
sue is as to the amount of compen- 
sation. Mississippi, etc., Boom Co. 
v. Patterson, 98 U. S. 403, 25 L. ed. 
206. -(16) A proceeding where the 
right to the custody of a child is in 
controversy. Bennett v. Bennett, 3 
F. Cas. No. 1,318, Deady 299. 

[b] A suit for partition (1) of 
the real estate of a decedent is with- 
in the jurisdiction of a federal court 
where diversity of citizenship exists. 
Hastings v. Douglass, 249 Fed. 378; 
Daniels v. Benedict, 50 Fed. 347; As- 


the jurisdiction of a federal court to entertain his 
action where he has the right to sue in that- court 
by reason of his citizenship and the amount in- 


A state is not a citizen within the law conferring 
federal jurisdiction where diversity of citizenship 
exists,4* and hence the federal courts have not juris 
diction, on the ground of diverse citizenship, of a 
suit between a state and a citizen or corporation of 


pen Min., etc., Co. v. Rucher, 28 Fed. 
220; Willard v. Willard, 145 U.S. 
116, 12 SCt 818, 36 L. ed. 644:.: (2) 
But where the heirs are all citizens 
of the same state, and jurisdiction 
is based on the fact that the widow 
is a citizen of another state, the 
heirs cannot be permitted to attack 
the validity of her marriage to dece- 
dent, for should the marriage. be. de- 
creed a nullity ‘‘then the dower. in- 
terests of defendant would be ‘nil, 
the land would belong to plaintiffs, 
all of whom are residents of th 
same state ... and no diversity of 
citizenship would exist as a basis of 
jurisdiction.” Hastings v. Douglass, 
249 Fed. 378, 384. 

[c] Judgment creditors may sue 
to enforce their judgments in the 
federal courts on the grounds of. di- 
verse citizenship, although such 
courts would not have had jurisdic- 
tion of a suit on the original cause 


of action. Stanwood v. Wishard, 134 
Fed. 959. 
{dJ] A claim for future alimony 


under a decree of a state court is a 
controversy within the federal jur- 
isdiction, other requisites being pres- 
eae Israel v.' Israel, 130, Fed. 

40. Bates v. Days, 11 Fed. 529, 3 
McCrary 616. 

41. Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S/ 
632, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656; Chi-, 
cago v. Mills; 204 U. S. 321, 27 Sct’ 
286, 51 L. ed. 504; Blair v. Chicago, 
201 U. S. 400, 26 SCt 427, 50 L.. ed. 
801 [rev 132 Fed. 848]. ; 

42. Herring v. Modesto Irr, Dist., 
95 Fed. 705. : 
_43. Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties Co., 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 
L. ed. 870; Arkansas v. Kansas, etc.,. 
Goal Cos, 1837 U; Si 185.5 22'SCtnare 
46 L. ed. 144; Postal Tel Cable Co. 
v. Alabama, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, 
39 L. ed. 2381; Germania Ins. Co. v. 
Wisconsin, 119 U. S. 473, 7 SCt 260, 
30 L., ed. 461; Stone v. South Caro- 
lina, 117 U. S. 430, 6 SCt 799/129 Lz, 
ed. 962; Ames v. Kansas,*111 U. S. 
449, 4 SCt 437, 28 L. ed. 482; Deseret 
Water, etc., Co. v. State, 202 Fed. 498, 
120 CCA 641; Minnesota v. QGuar- 
anty Trust, -ete, Co., 73 Med. '914 
Gale v. Babcock, 9 F. Cas. No. 5,188,° 
4 Wash. C. C. 199; Wisconsin v. Du-, 
luth, 30 F. Cas. No. 17,902, 2 Dill, 
port State. > v4 Corbin 1 Gis eeo 


“It is well settled that a suit be-' 
tween a State and a citizen or a cor- 
poration of another State is not be-! 
tween citizens of different States;‘ 
and that the Circuit Court of ‘the’ 
United States has no jurisdiction of 
it, unless it arises under the Consti- 
tution, laws or treaties of the United’ 
States.” Postal Tel. Cable’ Co.': w' 
Alabama, 155 U. S. 482, 487, 15: SCt 
19239) be -edeegots Thee 

“When sued officially, neither: is 
the officer nor the government a ¢titi- 
zen Of any state. No jurisdiction, on’ 


‘account of diverse citizenship exists 


in these cases.” Westbrook yv, Direc- 
oe Gen, of Railroads, 263 Fed. 211,’ 
Controversies to which a ‘state' is 
@ party see supra § 50 et seq. ; 
44, Arkansas v. Kansas, ete., Coal 
Con 183. Ul Si 18b):22-SCKa 460 ie 
ed. 144 [appr on this point but rev 
on other grounds 96 Fed. 353]. 
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No rights of action are created by the provision 
giving to federal courts jurisdiction of controversies 
between citizens of different states.*® 

[§ 60] 2. What Constitutes Citizenship.*® 
-zenship, with respect to the jurisdiction of the fed- 
eral courts, has the same meaning as domicile,*” and 
imports permanent residence in a state with an 
Residence alone is not 
the equivalent of citizenship;*® and citizenship in 
a particular state is not lost by absence therefrom, 
where the intention to return remains,°° even though 


intention of remaining.*® 


such absence is protracted.>t 
Married woman. 


between them.®? 


husband which will be recognized 


45. Paterlini v. Memorial Hospital 
Assoc., 247 Fed. 639, 643, 160 CCA 
49 [aff 241 Fed. 429, and certiorari 
den 246 U. S. 665, 38 SCt 334, 62 L. 
ed. 929] (the purpose of conferring 
on a federal court jurisdiction of an 
action by a nonresident against a 
citizen of the state where the court 
is located “is to insure an impartial 
trial, not to create rights of action 
which citizens of the state, in like 
condition, do not have’’). 

46. See also generally Citizen 11 
Cod piaZ- 

Change of citizenship or residence 
as affecting federal jurisdiction see 
infra §§ 61, 75. 

47. Gilbert v.. David, 235 U. S. 
561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Pan- 
nill v. Roanoke Times Co., 252 Fed. 
910; Bjornquist v. Boston, etc, R. 
Co., 250 Fed. 929,163 CCA 179,5 ALR 
951 [certiorari den 248 U.S. 573, 39 
SCE UILN63 Wlusved. 42715) Postal: Tel.- 
Cable Co. v. Darrow, 250 Fed. 581, 
162 CCA 597; Delaware, etc., R. Co. 
v. Petrowsky, 250 Fed. 554 [cer- 
tiorari den 247 U. S. 508, 38 SCt 427, 
62 L. ed. 1241]; Sullivan v. Lloyd, 
213 Fed. 275; Harton v. Howley, 155 
Fed. 491; Dresser v. Edison Illum. 
Co., 49 Fed. 257; Poppenhauser_ v. 
India-Rubber Comb Co., 14 Fed. 707; 
Woolridge v. McKenna, 8 Fed. 650; 
Butler v. Farnsworth, 4 F. Cas. No. 
240A Wash CFC, 101s mead iry. 
Bertrand, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,601, 4 
Wash. C. C. 514, 

“Domicile is the test of citizenship 
for the purpose of the jurisdiction 
of the courts of the United States.” 
Bjornquist v. Boston, etc., R. Co., 250 
Fed. 929, 938, 168 CCA 179, 5 ALR 
951 [certiorari den 248 U. S. 573, 39 
Sct 11, 63 L. ed. 427]. ‘ 

Domicile generally see Domicile 19 
CHE Te p39 0 : 

48. Delaware, etc., R. Co. v. Pe- 
trowsky, 250 Fed. 554, 162 CCA 570; 
Hammerstein v. Lyne, 200 Fed. 165; 
Haskell v. Bailey, 63 Fed. 873, 11 
CCA 476; Bissell v. Horton, 3 F, Cas. 
No. 1,448, Brunn. Col. Cas. 53, 3 Day 
(Conn.) 281; Byrne v. Holt, 4 F. Cas, 
INO. 2,272, 2 Wash. C. C. 282. 

“A fixed and permanent residence 
or domicile in a state is essential 
te .the character of citizenship that 
will bring the case within the juris- 
diction of the Federal Courts.”’ Pren- 
tiss v. Brennan, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,385, 
2 Blatchf. 162, 165 [quot Pannill v. 
Roanoke Times Co., 252 Fed. 910, 
914]. 

49. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
UT. Si 142,) 25, SCt 616, 49 LL. ed. 986; 
Bisele v. Oddie, 128 Fed. 941; Nichols 
v. Nichols, 92 Fed. 1. 

50. Davis v. Dixon, 184 Fed. 509. 

[a] Sufficient showing of citizen- 
ship.—Where a complainant alleged 


For purposes of federal juris- 
diction, the domicile of a husband is also the domi- 
cile of the wife,®? and hence a husband and wife, not 
living apart under a legal separation, cannot be cit- 
izens of different states in such sense as to authorize 
a federal court to entertain jurisdiction of a suit 
But after a divorce, a wife may 
acquire a domicile different from that of her former 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Infant. 
Citi- 


[§§ 59-61 


of federal jurisdiction.®* ; : 
The domicile of a child, unless he is 
emancipated, is that of his father;5> but a minor 
who has reached years of discretion and has no 
parents, grandparents, or statutory guardian may 
establish a domicile anywhere for the purpose of 
federal jurisdiction.®¢ 

State citizenship necessary. The mere fact that 
one is a citizen of the United States does not give 
him or his adversary the right to resort to the fed- 
eral courts on the: ground of diverse citizenship; 


for this purpose a state citizenship is necessary.5* 


for the purpose 


in his bill in a federal court that he 
was a citizen of North Carolina, and 
it is shown without contradiction 
that he is a native of that state, that 
his home where his wife and family 
reside is and has always been there, 
that he vists them frequently and 
has always voted there in national 
elections, the presumption of his citi- 
zenship in that state arising from 
such allegation and facts is not over- 
come by evidence that for several 
years he has been for a large part 
of the time in Georgia, where the 
suit is brought, in connection with 
his business there in different places, 
that he took part in a political meet- 
ing there as member of a local com- 
mittee, or that on one occasion he 
registered and voted there at a party 
primary, especially in view of the 
Georgia statute, which apparently re- 
quires only residence and the pay- 
ment of taxes to entitle any citizen 
of the United States to vote. Gaddie 
v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955 [rev on other 
grounds 158 Fed. 42, 88 CCA 1]. 


51. Caldwell v. Firth, 91 Fed. 177, | 


Sor CO ARAS Yo. 

52. Thompson v. Stalmann, 139 
Fed. 93; Nichols v. Nichols, 92 Fed. 
1. See generally Domicile §§ 33-36. 

53. Nichols v. Nichols, 92 Fed. 1. 

54. Barber v. Barber, 21 How. (U. 
S.) 582, 16 L. ed. 226; Nichols v. 
Nichols, 92 Fed. 1; Bennett v, Ben- 
nett, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,318, Deady 299. 

55. Woolridge v. McKenna, 8 Fed. 
650. See generally Domicile § 25. 

56. Bjornquist v. Boston, etc., R. 
Cou 250) ted? 492978 Léa CCA TIN 6 
ALR 951 [certiorari den 248 U. S. 
5738,,. 892 SCt 11, .63 -L. eds “4271. 

57. Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 
etc., R. Co., 241 U.S. 295, 36 SCt 569, 
60 L. ed. 1010; Hooe v. Jamieson, 
166,10. S.v896,) Lv SCt.o96, 41) Leds 
1049; New Orleans v. Winter, 1 
Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 L. ed. 44; Stein 
v. Fleischmann Co., 237 Fed. 679; 
Stieff v. Ring, 206 Fed. 900, 124 CCA 
560; Picquet v. Swan, 19 F. Cas. No. 
11,134, 5 Mason 35; Prentiss v. Bren- 
aay 19 F. Cas, No. 11,385, 2 Blatchf. 
162. 

[a] A naturalized citizen who has 
abandoned his residence in the 
United States and is permanently re- 
siding abroad cannot invoke federal 
jurisdiction on the ground that he 
is a citizen of the state where he 
formerly resided. Stein. v. Fleisch- 
mann Co., 237 Fed. 679. 

Action by or against corporation 
formed under act of- congress see 
infra § 67. 

58. Pannill v. Roanoke Times Co., 
252 Fed. 910, 915:°(‘“The theoretical 
domicile which is. equivalent to state 
citizenship is always one which 
exists animo revertendi. The theo- 


A homeless wanderer, although he may be a citizen 
of the United States, is not a citizen of any state 
for purposes of federal jurisdiction.®® 

[§ 61] 3. Time as of Which Jurisdiction Deter- 
mined. The test of jurisdiction is the citizenship 
of the parties at the time when the action is com- 
meneed;°® and it is not affected by a subsequent 
change in the citizenship of either of the parties,®° 


retical domicile which clings to a 
homeiess wanderer, who -never in- 
tends to return, has its uses in de- 
ciding rights of succession to prop- 
erty, in respect to taxation and to 
the administration of pauper laws, 
but is not, I think, equivalent to citi- 
zenship in the sense in which the 
word ‘citizen’ is used in the Judiciary 
Act. While domicile, in some sense, 
may not be lost by mere departure 
with intent not to return, state citi- 
zenship is thus lost. In other words, 
where the word ‘domicile’ is used as 
meaning home, where absence from 
domicile is‘animo revertendi, -domi- 
cile may be equivalent to state citi- 
zenship; but where domicile exists 
merely by legal fiction, and absence 
is accompanied by intent never to 
return to the state of domicile, the 
word is not synonymous with citi- 
zenship’’). 

59. Stewart v. Dunham, 115 U. S. 
61, 5 SCt 1163, 29 L. ed. 329: Clarke 
v. Mathewson, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 164, 
9 L. ed. 1041; Dunn y. Clarke, 8 Pet. 
(U. S.) 1, 8 L. ed. 845; Mollen v. 
Torrance, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 537, 6 L. 
ed. 154; Morgan v. Morgan, 2 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 290, 4 L. ed. 242; Sternberg- 
er v. Continental Mines, etc., Co., 259 
Fed. 293; Delaware, ete, R. Co. v. 
Petrowsky, 250 Fed. 554, 162 CCA 570 
[certiorari den 247 U. S. 508, 38 Sct 
427, 62 L. ed. 1241]; Noyes v. Craw- 
ford, 133 Fed. 796; Tug River Coal, 
etc., Co. v. Brigel, 86 Fed. 818, 30 
Cox 415; Jones v. Shapera, 97 Fed. 
457, 6 CCA 423; Frank v. Chetwood, 
9 ee No. 5,051. 

a In determining an assignee’s 
right to sue the state of facts of the 
commencement of the suit controls. 
Chamberlain v. Eckert, 5 F, Cas. No. 
2,577, 2 Biss. 126; Thaxter v. Hatch, 
23 F. Cas, No. 13,866, 6 McLean 68; 
White v. Leahy, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,551, 
3 Dill. 378. See also infra § 71. 


60. Gilbert v. David, 235 U.S. 561,- 


35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Louis- 
ville, ete., R. Co. v. Louisville Trust 


|Co., 174 U. S. 552, 19 SCt 817; 43 L. 


ed. 1081 [mod 75 Fed. 433, 22 CCA 
378]; Koenigsberger v. Richmond Sil- 
ver Min. Co., 158 U. S. 41, 49, 15 SCt 
751, 39 L. ed. 889; Clarke v. Mathew- 
son, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 164, 9 L. ed. 1041; 
Dunn v. Clarke, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 1, 8 
L. ed. .845; Connolly v.._ Taylor, 2 
Pet. (U. S.) 556, 7 Li ed. 518; Mol- 
lan v. Torrance, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 
537, 6 L. ed. 154; Morgan vy. Morgan, 
2 Wheat. (U. S.) 290, 4 L, ed. 242: 
Stultz v. Cousins, 242 Fed. 
CCA 382; Collins v, Ashland, 112 Fed. 
1753 stue )Rivers Coal, sete.) Co... ive 
Brigel, 86 Fed. 818, 30 CCA 415 [aff 
73 Fed. 13]; Cross v. Evans, 86 Fed. 
1, 29 CCA 523; Shakers Soc. v. Wat- 
son, 68 Fed. 730, 15 CCA 632; Jarboe v. 


For later cases. developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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a subsequent change of parties,®1 a substitution of 
the personal representative of a party who has died 
pending the action,®? the intervention of persons not 
originally parties,°? amendments of the pleadings re- 
lating to the cause of action,* or, it is usually held, 


a transfer of the subject matter.® 


zen of the same state as defendant is a necessary 
party plaintiff to a suit in a federal court when it 
is commenced, the court does not acquire jurisdiction 
because at some time during the pendency of the 
suit he may cease to be a necessary party; and 
where the jurisdiction of the federal court has at- 
tached in an action at law against the receivers of 
a railroad, such jurisdiction is not lost because the 
ownership of the railroad subsequently passes to 
citizens of the same state as plaintiff, or by reason 
of an order of a court in another district discharging 
the receivers, especially when it expressly provides 
that pending cases shall not be affected.67 However, 
a federal court has refused to allow a bill to be 


Templer, 38 Fed. 213; Glover vy. Shep- 
perd, 21 Fed. 481; Culver v. Wood- 
ruff County, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,469, 5 
Dill. 392; Hatfield v. Bushnell, 11 F. 
Cas. No. 6,211, 22 Vt. 659, 1 Blatchf. 
393; Ex p. Jones, 66 Ala, 202. 

{a] Jurisdiction must have ac- 
tually vested by the commencement 
of the suit. Thaxter v. Hatch, 23 F. 
Cas. No. 13,866, 6 McLean 68. 

[b] A creditor’s bill for discovery 
is a continuation of the suit at law 
and the court is not ousted of juris- 
diction by a change of the residence 
of complainant. Hatch v. Dorr, 11 
FEF. Cas. No. 6,206, 4 McLean 112, 

61. Hardenbergh v. Ray, 151 U. 
Selo ahs aS Cty i305, are So) lun, eda) 93° 
Phelps v. Oaks, 117 U. S. 236, 6 SCt 
714, 29 L. ed. 888; Whyte v. Gibbes, 
20 How. (U. S.) 541, 15 L. ed. 1016; 
Hawes v. Madison First Nat. Bank, 
229 Wed. 51, 148. CCA 645; King v. 
Davis, 137 Fed. 198 [aff 157 Fed. 676, 
85 CCA 348]; Belmont Nail Co. v. 
Columbia Iron, etc., Co., 46 Fed. 336. 

62. Shakers Soc. v. Watson, 68 
Fed. 730,15 CCA 632; Trigg v. Con- 
wae 24 F. Cas. No. 14,173, Hempst. 


[a] The residence of the repre- 
sentative is immaterial in such a 
ease, and jurisdiction continues. 
Trigg v. Conway, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,- 
173, Hempst. 711. 

[b] Jurisdiction does not extend 
to any additional relief prayed for 
by the representative. Dunn v. 
Clarke, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 1, 8 L. ed. 845. 

63. See infra § 73. 

64... Tug River: Co., ‘ete:, Co... v. 
Brigel, 86 Fed. 818, 30 CCA 415 [aff 
473 Hed. 13]: 

65. See infra § 76. 

: vad Adams v. Woburn, 174 Fed. 
92. 

Necessary, nominal, and formal 
parties see infra § 64. 

67. Cross v. Evans, 86 Fed. 1, 29 
CCA 523. 

68. Delaware, ete., R. Co. v. Jer- 
sey City, 168 Fed. 128. 

Alignment for jurisdictional pur- 
poses see infra § 63. 

69.° Weller v. Hanaur, 105 Fed. 
193. 

70. Raphael v. Trask, 194 U. S. 
272, 24 SCt 647, 48 L. ed. 973; Flor- 
ida Gent., ‘etc... R.- Co: Vv. Bell, 176.-U. 
S. 321, 20 SCt 399, 44 L. ed. 486 [rev 
87 Wed. .369,0 31. ..CCA. . 94}; Hoe. /v.. 
Jamieson, 166 U. S. 395, 17 SCt 596, 
41 L. ed. 1049; Blacklock v. Small, 


127 U. S: 96, 8 SCt 1096, 32 L, ed.. 


70; Peninsular Iron Co. v. Stone, 121 
We GS ae SO te lLOOrns Oia Cds at 020), 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Letson, 2 
How. (U. S.) 497, 11 L. ed. 353; 
‘Connolly v. Taylor, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 
556, 7 L. ed. 518; New Orleans v. 
Winter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 L. ed. 
44; Chase v. Lathrope, 254 Fed. 713; 
Rogers v. Chickamauga Trust Co., 
258 Fed. 541, 165 CCA 211; Patter- 
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So where a citi- 


eral. 


son v. Delaware, etc., Co., 251 Fed. 
255, 1638 CCA 411; Devost v. Twin 
State Gas, ete., Co., 250 Fed. 349, 162 
CCA 419; Hastings v. Hoog, 234 Fed. 
103; Thomas vy. Anderson, 223 Fed. 
41, 188 CCA 405; Clauss v. Palmer 
Union Oil Co., 222 Fed. 870, 188 CCA 
296; State of Maine Lumber Co. v. 
Kingfield Co., 218 Fed. 902; CoJum- 
bia Digger Co. v. Rector, 215 Fed. 
618; Carl Laemmle Music Co, v. 
Stern, 209 Fed. 129 [aff 219 Fed. 534, 
135 CCA 284]; Key West Cigar Mfrs.’ 
Assoc. v. Rosenbloom, 171 Fed. 296; 
A. B. Andrews v. Puncture Proof 
Footwear Co., 168 Fed. 762; Gage 
v. Riverside Trust Co., 156 Fed. 1002 
[app dism 218 U. S. 690, 31 SCt 224, 
54 L. ed. 1210]; Barnes v. Berry, 156 
Fed. 72; Blunt v. Southern R. Co., 
155 Fed. 499; McClelland v. McKane, 
154 Fed. 164; Mirabile Corporation v. 
Purvis, 143 Fed. 920; Anderson v. 
Bassman, 140 Fed. 10; Keller v. Kan- 
Sasi City, #ete:s Rae COL Lab Meds 62028 
Rochester German Ins. Cor Awe 
Schmidt, 126 Fed. 998; Elkins v. Chi- 
cago, 119 Fed. 957; Consolidated 
Water Co. v. Babcock, 76 Fed. 243; 
Oxley Stave Co. v. Coopers’ Inter- 
national Union, 72 Fed. 695; Oberlin 
College v. Blair, 70 Fed. 414; Tug 
River Coal, etc., Co. v. Brigel, 67 Fed. 
625, 14 CCA 577; Wetherby v. Stin- 
son, 62 Fed. 173, 10 CCA 248; Beebe 
ve MLouisville;) etc, R..-€o.,.139 ed. 
481; Covert v. Waldron, 33 Fed. 311; 
Bland v. Fleeman, 29 Fed. 669; Jack- 
son, etc., Co. v. Burlington, etc., R. 
Co., 29 Fed. 474; Saginaw Gas-Light 
Co. v. Saginaw, 28 Fed. 529; Adams 
Express Co. v. Denver, etc. R. Co., 
16 Hed. 712, 4 McCrary 77; Karns 
v. Atlantic, etc., R. Co., 10 Fed. 309; 
Miller vy. Lynde, 2 Root (Conn.) 444, 
1 AmD 86; Dunn v. Waggoner, 3 
Yerg. (Tenn.) 59; Nulton v. Isaacs, 
30 Gratt. (71 Va.) 726. 

“Bach distinct interest should be 
represented by persons, all of whom 
are entitled to sue, or may be sued, 
in the federal courts. That is, that 
where the interest is joint, each of 
the persons concerned in that inter- 
est must be competent to sue, or 
liable to be sued, in those courts.” 
Strawbridge v. Curtis, 3 Cranch (U. 
S.) 267, 2 L. ed. 435 [quot Sweeney 
v. Carter, Oil ‘Co., 199 U.S. 252, 257, 
26 SCt 55, 50 L. ed. 178; Smith v. 
Lyon, 133 Us S. 315, 318, 110° SCr 303, 
33 L. ed. 635, and appr Ober v. Gal- 
lagher, 93 U, S199, 23 I. ed. 829; 
Northern Ind. R. Co. v. Michigan 
Gent. R..Co., 15 How. (U. S.) 233, 14 
L. ed. 674]. 

Controversies to Lame eee a 
party generally see supra § a 

71. Raphael v. Trask, 194 U. S. 
272, 24 SCt 647, 48 L. ed. 978 [aff 118 
Fed. 777]; Florida Cent., etc. R. Co. 
Vambelit 16. Uses. nocd, 205 Sco. 399, 
44 L. ed. 486 [rev 87 Fed. 369, 31 
CCA 9]; Farni v. "Tesson, 1 Black 
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amended by bringing in a new party, on the ground 
that such party would have to be aligned for juris- 
‘dictional purposes in opposition to a citizen of the 
same state, and his joinder would therefore defeat 
the jurisdiction of the court which rested solely on 
diversity of citizenship;®* and it has .also been 
held that an amendment of the record cannot be 
allowed after trial to confer jurisdiction which did 
not exist when the suit was commenced or tried by 
striking out the name of a party whose citizenship 
deprived the court of jurisdiction.®® 

[§ 62] 4. Citizenship of Coparties—a. 


In Gen- 


In order that a controversy may be ‘‘between 
citizens of different states’’ so as to give a federal 
court jurisdiction, it is necessary that all the parties 
on one side of the action should be citizens of differ- 
ent states from all the parties on the other side.?? 
There is no jurisdiction where citizens of the same 
state are ranged on opposite sides, although citizens 
of other states are also parties,7! and with respect 


(U. S.) 309, 17 L. ed. 67; Hastings y. 
Hoog, 234 Fed. 103; Hawes v. Madi- 
son First Nat. Bank, 229 Fed. 51, 143 
CCA 645; Thomas v. Anderson, 223 
Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405; Clauss v. Pal- 
mer Union Oil Co., 222 Fed. 870, 138 
CCA 296; Columbia Digger Co. v. 
Rector, 215 Fed. 618; Carl Laemmle 
Music Co. v. Stern, 209 Fed. 129 [aff 
219 Fed. 534, 135 CCA 284]; Barker 
v. Eastman, 206 Fed. 865, 124 CCA 
525 [aff 192 Fed. 659]; Key West 
Cigar Mfrs.’ Assoc. v. Rosenbloom, 
171 Fed. 296; Mirabile Corp. v. Purvis, 
143 Fed. 920; Anderson v. Bassman, 
140 Fed. 10; Post v. Buckley, 119 
Fed. 249; Cabaniss v. Reco Min. Co., 
116 Fed. 318, 54 CCA 190; Baltimore 
Bldg., etce., Assoc. v. Alderson, 90 
Fed. 142, 32 CCA 542; Tug River 
Coal, etc., Co. v. Brigel, 67 Fed. 625, 
14 CCA 577; Pittsburgh, etc, R: Co. 
v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 61 Fed. 705, 
110 CCA 20; Mangels v. Donau Brew- 
ing Co., 53 Fed. 513; Watson v. Evers, 
13 Fed. 194; Brigham v. Luddington, 
4 FE. Cas, No. 1,874,:12 Blatchf: 237; 
Lockhart v. Horn, 15 F. Cas. Ne. 
8,445, 1 Woods 628 [aff 17 Wall. 570, 
21 L. ed. 657]; Lovejoy v. Wash- 
burne, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,550, 1 Biss. 
416; Robinson v. Bennett, 50 Mich. 
560,.15 NW 904. Contra National 
Union Bank v. Dodge, 17 F. Cas. No, 
10,053 (now necessarily overruled). 

“In general, a federal court has 
no jurisdiction of a suit where juris- 
diction depends on a diverse citizen- 
Ship alone, and citizens of the same 
state are’ parties on opposite sides, 
‘with interests so conflicting that the 
relief prayed cannot be had without 
keeping them on opposite sides of 
the matter in dispute.’ Peninsular 
iron, Co; v. Stone, 121 Us (Si 6317 633: 
7 SCt 1010, 30 L. ed. 1020.” Stephens 
v. Smartt, 172 Fed. 466, 474. 

[a] In a suit to enjoin the in- 
stitution of a boycott by certain 
trades-unions or assemblies and their 
members, no jurisdiction exists in 
the federal court as to individual de- 
fendants who are residents of the 
same state as the corporation bring- 
ing the suit. Oxley Stave Co. v. 
Coopers’ International Union of 
North America, 72 Fed. 695. 

[b] Although a defendant files a 
disclaimer where the bill shows that 
he and complainant are citizens of 
the same state, yet if such defend- 
ant is not dismissed the suit should 
be. Wetherby v. Stinson, 62 Fed. 173, 
10 CCA 243. 

[c] One of several defendants 
cannot file a cross bill against the 
others, all being citizens of the same 
state, as to matters not set up in 
the original bill, in which the origi- 
nal complainants have no_ interest. 
Putnam v. New Albany, 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,481, 4 Biss. 365. 

{[d] The rule applies to corpora- 
tions (1) so as to preclude a suit in 
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to parties plaintiff, the rule is the same where their 
joinder is voluntary as though they had been com- 


pelled to unite.?? 
Severable cause of action. 


ercised as to the former.” 


Representation of interests of persons not par- 
Where an action by creditors of an insolvent 
corporation to enforee the liability of stockholders 
on behalf of all creditors is brought in a federal 


ties. 


Where citizens of one 
state bring an action against citizens of another 
state and also join as defendants persons who are 
citizens of the same state as plaintiffs, if the cause 
of action is severable and distinct as to those par- 
ties defendant properly before the court so that sub- 
stantial justice can be done as to them without affect- 
ing the other defendants, jurisdiction may be ex- 


‘ 
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that there are creditors, who are in a sense repre- 
sented by complainants and who are citizens of the 


same state as defendants, does not oust the court 


aliens.7§ 


[§ 63] 


of jurisdiction.”4 

Parties on the same side need not be citizens of 
the same state; it is sufficient that they are all citi- 
zens of states other than that of which the opposite 
party is a citizen,’® or citizens of other states and 


b. .Alignment of Parties According to 
Real Interest. The question of jurisdiction depends 


on the real interests of the parties, rather than the 


court on the yround of diverse citizenship, the fact 


a federal court by two corporations 
incorporated in different states 
against a citizen of the state in which 
one of such corporations was cre- 
ated. Ohio, etc., R. Co. v. Wheeler, 
DyBlack (Us 5S.) 286, 17 1h. peds= 1307 
(2) The federal court has no juris- 
Giction over an action by a citizen 
of the state in which it sits for in- 
juries, brought against both a do- 
mestic and a foreign corporation, 
whe:ie there is any right of action, 
or any reasonable ground to claim a 
right of action against the domestic 
corporation, and where no separable 
controversy is claimed to exist. Kel- 
ler vy. Kansas City, etc., R. Co., 135 
Fed. 202. (3) Actions by or against 
corporations generally see infra 
§ 67. 

72. Hooe v. Jamieson, 166 U. S. 
895, 17 SCt 596; 41 L. ed. 1049; 
Clauss v. Palmer Union Oil Co., 222 
Fed. 870, 138 CCA 296. 

73. Boon v. Chiles, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 
632, 8 L. ed. 1034; Cameron v. Mc- 
Roberts, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 591, 4 L. 
ed. 467; Nesmith v. Calvert, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10.123, 1 Woodb, & M. 34. 

{a] Ilustration—Where one ten- 
ant in common brings a suit against 
his cotenant and others for parti- 
tion of the land held in common, and 
to quiet the title as against claims 
of defendants other than his co- 
tenant, but does not press it as a 
bill for partition, it may be sus- 
tained as a bill to quiet the title of 
complainant’s undivided interest, 
notwithstanding there is a want of 
diverse citizenship between him and 
Gefendant, his cotenant. Morse v. 
South, 80 Fed. 206. 

Removal of separable controversy 


see Removal of Causes [34 Cyc 
1264]. 
74, Alsop v. Conway, 188 Fed. 


668, 110 CCA 366 [certiorari den 223 
U. S. 720. 32 SCt 523, 56 L. ed. 6291. 

75. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
39 SCt 478. 63 L. ed. 997 [inod 244 
Fred. 121, 156 CCA 549]; Sweeney v. 
Carter Oil Co., 199 U. S. 252, 26 SCt 
65, 50 L. ed. 178; Schultz v. Hich- 
land Gold Mines Co., 158 Fed. 337; 
Schiffer v. Anderson, 146 Fed. 457, 
76 CCA 667. 

76. See supra § 57. 

77, Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199. 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; Sharpe 


. Bonham, 224 U.S. 241, 32 SCt 420, 56, 


Vv 

L. ed. 747; Helm v. Zarecor, 222 U 
§. 32, 32 SCt 10, 56 L. ed. 77; Steele 
wa, Culver, 211-U. S. 26, 29 SCt 9, 53 
L. ed. 74; Venner v. Great Northern 
R. Co., 209 U.-S. 24, 28 SCt 328, 52 L. 
ed 666; Dawson v. Columbia Ave. 
Sav.! Mund, “ete: Co., 0197 -Us, S478) 
25 SCt 420, 49 L. ed. 713; Doctor v. 
Harrington; 2196 Us. 579). 25) .5Ct 
355, 49 L. ed. 606; Evers v. Watson, 
TH6 VU; Sob2e 5 SEt: 439, 39 So. ed. 
520; Merchants’ Cotton Press Co. v. 
Insurance Co. of North America, 151 
U. S. 368, 14 SCt 367, 38 L. ed. 195; 
Wilson v. Oswego Tp., 151 U. S. 56, 


14 SCt 259, 38 L. ed. 70; Harter Tp. 
v. Kernochan, 103 U. S. 562, 26 L. ed. 
411; Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Ketchum, 
101 U. S. 289, 25 L. ed. 932; Meyer 
v. Delaware R. Constr. Co., 100 U.S. 
457, 25 L. ed. 593; Omaha Hotel Co. 
v. Wade, 97 U. S. 13, 24 L. ed. 917; 
Davis v. Henry, 266 Fed. 261; Iron 
Molders’ Union Local No. 68 v. Niles- 
Bement-Pond Co., 258 Fed. 408, 169 
CCA 424 [rev 246 Fed. 851, and aff 
264.0. S77, 41°SCti39, 65 Li ed. 174; 
Schenk v. Northern Lumber Mills, 
255 Fed. 652, 167 CCA 28; Brown v. 
Denver Omnibus, etc., Co., 254 Fed. 
560, 166 CCA 118; Lindauer v. Com- 
pania Palomas, 247 Fed. 428, 159 CCA 
482 [certiorari den 246 U. S. 670, 38 
SCt 345; 62>." ed.) 93173) Mahon.) wv. 
Guaranty Trust, etc, Co., 239 Fed. 
266, 152 CCA 254; Whitaker v. Whit- 
aker Iron Co., 238 Fed. 280; Grigsby 
v. Miller, 231 Fed. 521; Thomas v. 
Anderson, 223 Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405; 
Hyams v. Calumet, etc., Min. Co., 
221 Fed, 529, 137 CCA 239; Kelly v. 
Dolan, 218 Fed. 966; Georgia South- 
ern, etc., R. Co. v. Hinstein, 218 Fed. 
55, 183 CCA 657; Sharp v. Bonham, 
213 Fed. 660; Hood v. Tangipahoa 
Parish, 210 Fed. 384; Hirsch v. In- 
dependent Steel Co. of America, 196 
Fed. 104 [app dism 225 U.S, 698, 32 


SCt 841, 56 L. ed. 1263]; Federal 
Min., ete. Co. v. Bunker Hill, ete., 
Min., ete., Co., 187 Fed. 474; How- 


ard v. National Tel, Co., 182 Fed. 215; 
Allen-West Commn, Co. v. Brashear, 


176 Fed. 119; Kelly v. Mississippi 
River Coaling Co., 175. Fed. 482; 
Stewart v. Mitchell, 172 Fed. 905; 
Stephens v. Smartt, 172 Fed. 466; 


Delaware, etc., R. Co. v. Jersey City, 
168 Fed. 128; Caylor v. Cooper, 165 
Fed. 757; Mann v. Gaddie, 158 Fed. 
42, 88 CCA 1 [rev 147 Fed. 960]; 
Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 156 
Fed. 1002 [app dism 218 U. S. 690, 
81 SCt 224, 54 L. ed. 1210]; Schiffer 
v. Anderson, 146 Fed. 457, 76 CCA 
667; Wood v. Deskins, 141 Fed. 500, 
72 CCA 558; Moore v. Fidelity Trust 
Co., 184 “Fed. 489 [aff 188 Fed: 1, 
70 CCA 663]; Groel v. United Elec- 
tric Co., 132 Fed. 252; Mills v. Chi- 
caso, 127 Fed. 731; Waller v. Coler, 
125 Fed. 821; Redfield v. Baltimore, 
etce., R. Co, 124 Bed. 929; Carroll 
v. Chesaneake, ete. Coal Avency 
Co., 124 Fed. 305, 61 CCA 49; Mene- 
fee v. Frost, 123 Fed. 633; Hinstein 
v. Georgia Southern, etc. R. Co., 
120 Fed. 1008; Joseph Dry Goods Co. 
v. Hecht, 120 Fed. 760, 57 CCA 64; 
Elkins v.. Chicago, 119° Bed. | 957% 
Everett v. Rock Rapids Indenendent 
School- Dist., 109 Fed. 697; Reese v. 
Zinn, 108 Fed. 97; Old Colony Trust 
Co. ‘vz Atlanta Ri Co. 10027 headin 798:; 
Reavis v. Reavis, 98 Fed. 145; Par- 
kersSburg First Nat. Bank v. Rad- 
ford Trust Co., 80 Fed. 569, 26 CCA 
1; Consolidated Water Co. v. Bab- 
cock, 76 Fed. 243; Cilley v. Patten, 
62 Fed. 498; Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co. 
v. Baltimore, etc. R. Co., 61 Fed. 


formal alignment, and hence the question of diversity 
of citizenship is to be determined by arranging the 
parties on one side or the other as their interests 
require“? and according to the real matter in dis- 


705, 10 CCA 20; Perin v. Megibben, 


53 Fed. 86, 3 CCA 443 [aff 49 Fed. 
183]; Rich vy. Bray, 37 Fed. 273, 2 
LRA 225; Biand v. Fleeman, 29 Fed. 
669; Barry v. Missouri, ete., R. Co., 
27 Fed. 1; Molfulleda v. Latour, 5 
Porte Rico Fed. 334. : 

“It is well settled that in a case 
where the jurisdiction of the Circuit 
Court depends solely upon diversity 
of citizenship, in determining 
whether it really or. substantially 
involves a dispute or controversy. 
within the jurisdiction of the court, 
under section 5 of the act of 1875, 
the court may ascertain~ the real 
matter in dispute, and, disregard- 
ing the arbitrary arrangement of 
the parties made by the pleader, may 
arrange them upon the side where 
their interest in and attitude to the 
controversy really places them, and 
that if, upon such realignment, citi- 
zens of the same state are found 
to be upon opposite sides of the con- 
troversy, so that the necessary di- 
versity of citizenship, does not exist, 


the suit should be dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction.” Stephens v. 
Smartt, 172 Fed. 466, 471. 


[a] MTllustrative cases reviewed.— 
“Where in an equity cause in the 
Circuit Court a party, whose origi- 
nal alignment as a complainant 
would have defeated the federal jur- 
isdiction, has been impleaded as a 
defendant because of his refusal to 
join in the suit or to take other nec- 
essary action, but it appears that 
the real interest of such defendant 
is on the side of the complainant, 
and that he is not in actual antag- 
onism to the complainant, or acting 
adversely to him in subservience to 
some illegal or fraudulent purpose 
(Doctor v. Harrington, 196 U. S. 579, 
25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed. 606; Venner v. 
Great Northern R. Co., 209 U. S. 24, 
28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666), or in good 
faith opposed to the bringing of 
the suit on account of its supposed 
injurious effects on his own inter- 
ests (Chicago v. Mills, 204 U. S. 321, 
27 SCt 286. 51 L. ed. 504), such de- 
fendant, although refusing to join 
in the suit or take other action, is 
nevertheless, in the absence of such 
antagonism or opposition, to be re- 
alimned upon the same side of the 
controversy with the complainant, in 
accordance with his real interest, 
and the suit must thereupon be dis- 
missed for want of the requisite di- 
versity of citizenship. Thus a fed- 
eral court has no jurisdiction of a 
bill brought by a nonresident bene- 
ficiary under a trust deed against 
the debtor and trustees, for the pur- 
pose of foreclosing the trust, when 
the debtor and trustee are all citi- 
zens of the same state, even al- 
though the trustees were made de- 
fendants because, after being twice 
enjoined in the state chancery court 
from selling the property in execu- 


tion of the trust, they had refused 


For later cases, developments and’changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, - 
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pute,’* although the alignment of parties in the bill, 
complaint, or petition will be taken as governing on 
the question of diversity of citizenship where noth- 
ing appears which requires a rearrangement of par- 
ties;*® and a realignment of parties which involves 
substantially a decision on the merits will not be 


made.8° 


Stockholders’ suits. The rule which aligns parties 
according to interest does not apply to stockholders’ 
suits brought against the corporation and others up- 
on a cause of action existing in favor of the corpora- 
tion, where such suit is not collusive but is brought 


to further exercise their duties as 
trustees or to allow their names to 


* be used for purposes of foreclosure, 


since they are nevertheless to be 
aligned on the same side of the case 
with the beneficiary, according to 
their interest, and the requisite di- 
versity of citizenship is thereby de- 
stroyed. Shipp v. Williams, 62 Fed. 
5, 10 CCA 247. And for like reason 
a federal court would not have jur- 
isdiction of a bill brought by a non- 
resident bondholder against the debt- 
or and trustee for the sole purpose 
of foreclosing the trust deed, where 
the debtor and trustee are citizens 
of the same state, even although the 
trustee had for personal reasons de- 
termined not to execute the trust 
and declined to join as a party bring- 
ing suit, as this would ‘be insuffi- 
cient to show any real antagonism’ 
between the complainant and the 
trustee, and would require that he 
be treated as on the same side of 
the controversy with the complain- 
ant, although, where the bill goes 
further and seeks a decree exclud- 
ing all other bondholders from equal 
benefits of the trust, this presents a 
controversy in which the trustee, as 
representing all the bondholders, 
must stand in antagonism to the ex- 
clusive claim set up by a single 
beneficiary, and should not be treat- 
ed as upon the same side with him 
(Parkersburg First Nat. Bank v. Rad- 
ford Trust Co., 80 Fed. 569, 574, 26 
CCA 1); this last situation being ob- 
viously entirely different' from that 
in the case at bar, in which the de- 
fendant Smartt and other officers of 
the church represent only the com- 
plainant and those associated with 
him in the church dispute, and do 
not represent or owe any duty to 
the defendant Seagle and others, who 
refuse to recognize their authority 
and claim to be the real officers of 
the church in their stead. And 
where a bill is brought by a non- 
resident mortgagee of a water com- 
pany against the company and the 
city in which it is located, both be- 
ing corporations of the same state, 
to enjoin the enforcement of unjust 
demands to which the company is 
subjected by the city and to which 
it has yielded, so as to render its 
right to recover at law contestable, 
but no act of hostility on the part 
of the company toward the com- 
plainant is alleged, the water com- 
pany and the complainant must be 
aligned on the same side of the con- 
troversy according to their real in- 
terest and the suit dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction. Boston Safe 
Deposit, etc., Co. v. Racine, 97 Fed. 
817. A federal court is likewise with- 
out jurisdiction of a suit brought by 
@ nonresident legatee against the 
executors of the will and other leg- 
atees who are citizens of the same 
state, where the interest of such 
other legatees in the matter of con- 
troversy is identical with those of 
the plaintiff, and they are made de- 
fendants only on the allegation that 
they refuse to join as_ plaintiffs. 
Johnson y. Ford, 109 Fed. 501. So, 
‘in a suit in equity instituted by a 
stockholder in his own name, but 
upon a right of action existing in 
his corporation, the stockholder’s 
corporation will be aligned with the 
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by plaintiff because the corporation is controlled by 
interests antagonistic to him.® 
hostility on the part of the controlling interests 
in the corporation is not shown, or the suit is col- 
lusive, the usual rule applies that parties must be 
aligned according to their interest for the purpose 


But where such 


of determining the jurisdiction of the federal courts 


defendants whenever the officers or 
persons controlling the corporation 
are shown to be opposed to the ob- 
ject sought by the complaining 
stockholder, and . . . when such op- 
position does not appear, the stock- 
holder’s corporation will be aligned 
with the complainant in the suit.’ 
Groel v. United Electric Co., 132 Fed. 
252, 2638. And in a suit by bondhold- 
ers to foreclose a mortgage, trustees 
who are made defendants upon the 
mere allegation that, being request- 
ed to take proceedings to foreclose 
the mortgage and doubting their 
right so to do, they preferred not 
to take such proceedings, and who 
voluntarily arrange themselves: on 
the same side of the controversy 
with the complainants, no antagon- 
ism on their part being alleged or 
appearing, are to be considered as 
on the same side of the controversy 
with complainants in determining 
the question of federal jurisdiction. 
Pacific R. Co. v. Ketchum, 101 U. S. 
289, 299, 25 L. ed. 932.” Stephens v. 
Smartt, 172 Fed. 466, 472. 


{b] Adverse interests without 
hostile relations sufficient. — The 
Federal Mining Company, a Del- 


aware corporation, the Bunker Hill 
Company, and the January Company, 
both Oregon corporations, each 
owned a mining claim, and all three 
claims conflicted. The Mederal Com- 
pany sued the Bunker Hill Company 
in the United States court to quiet 
title and for an accounting for ores 
taken from the overlaps, and the 
January Company had a similar suit 
against the Bunker Hill Company in 
the state court. The Bunker Hill 
Company moved to make the Jan- 
uary Company a party in the suit in 
the United States court, which was 
resisted on the ground that, because 
of the ownership of the entire Jan- 
uary stock by the Federal Company, 
it could not be a defendant, but must 
be a plaintiff, which would destroy 
the jurisdiction of the court by hav- 
ing an Oregon citizen on both sides 
of the case. It was held that the 
January Company could be made a 
defendant, since its claim was ad- 
verse to the Federal Company, al- 
though the relation between the two 
companies was not hostile. Federal 
Min., etc., Co. v. Bunker Hill, etc., 
Min., ete. Co., 187 Fed. 474. 

78. Tonnegut Mach. Co. v. Toledo 
Mach., ete., Co., 263 Fed. 192; Dail- 
Overland Co. v. Willys-Overland, 
Inc., 263 Fed. 171; Barker v. East- 
man, 206 Fed. 865, 124 CCA 525: 
Wood v. Deskins, 141 Fed. 500, 72 
CGA 558. 

[a] Where diversity of citizen- 
ship exists with reference to the 
main matter in dispute no rear- 
rangement of parties will be made 
because of subordinate issues. Ger- 
man Sav., etc., Soc. v. Tull, 1386 Fed. 
1,, 69° CCA 1; 

79. Loose v. Hartford Pulp Plas- 
ter Corp., 159 Fed. 318. A 

[a] Parties will not be realigned 
where; (1) Codefendants join in an 
answer setting up the same defense. 
Cutting v. Woodward, 255 Fed. 633, 
167 CCA 9. (2) Any rights of one 
defendant against the other rest om 


different grounds from those on 
which plaintiff's right to relief is 
based. Dail-Overland Co. v. Willys- 


and the corporation will be aligned with plaintiff.S? 
Compliance with former Equity Rules, rule 94 (new 
Equity Rules, rule 27) shows such hostility as pre- 
vents alignment of the corporation with plaintiff 
stockholder; noncompliance requires such align- 


| Overland, Inc., 263 Fed. 171 [foll 
Vollegut Mach. Co. v. Toledo Mach., 


etc., Co., 263 Fed. 192], 

80. . Helm v.» Zarecor, * 222° U.S: 
32, 32 -SCt 10, 56 L.. ed. 77 [foll 
Sharpe v. Bonham, 224 U. S. 241, 32 
SCt 420, 56 L. ed. 747]; Sharp v. 


Bonham, 213 Fed. 660. 

81. Venner v. Great Northern R. 
Co; 209 -U: S2024,. 28. SCt_ 828: 52 TEs 
ed. 666; Doctor v. Harrington, 196 
U. S. 579, 25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed: 606; 
Cotting v. Godard, 183 U. S. 79, 22 
SCt. 30, 46 L. ed. 92; Pollock v. 
Farmers L. & T. Co., 157 U. S. 429, 
15 SCt 6738, 39 L. ed. 759; New Jer- 
sey Cent. R. Co. v. Mills,.113 U.S; 
249, 5 SCt 456, 28 L. ed. 949; Quincy 
v. Steel, 120 U. S. 241, 7 SCt 520, 
30 L. ed. 624; Hawes v. Contra Costa 
Water Co., 104 U. S. 450, 26 L. ed. 
827; Dodge v. Woolsey, 18 How. (U. 
S.) 331, 15 L. ed. 401; Crawford v. 
Seattle, ete, R. Co., 198 Fed. 920; 
Howard v. National Tel. Co., 182 
Fed. 215; Kelly v. Mississippi River 
Coaling Co., 175 Fed. 482; Gage v. 
Riverside Trust Co,, 156 Fed. 1002 
[app dism 218 U. S. 690, 31 SCt 224, 
54 L. ed. 1210]; Groel v. United Elec- 
trie, Co. 132. Fed. 252; Waller: sv. 
Coler, 125 Fed. 821; Redfield v. Bal- 
timore, etc., R. Co., 124 Fed. 929; 
De Neufville v. New York, etc, R, 
Co., 81 Fed. 13, 26 CCA 306. 

“Tf the circuit courts were env 
tirely free to enforce the provisions 
of the fifth section of the act of 
1875 to every case where it logically 
applies, they would, no doubt, be 
able to relieve their dockets, as wag 
suggested in Hawes v. Contra Costa 
Water Co., 104 U. S. 450, 26 L. ed. 
827, of many cases which have no. 
proper place there; but the decisions 
in Dodge v. Woolsey, 18 How. 331, 
Howes v. Contra Costa Water Co., 
supra, and Quincy v. Steel, 120 U. 
S. 241, 7 SCt 520, 30 L. ed. 624, and 
the ninety-fourth rule in equity, 
seem to preclude a strict applica- 
tion, in cases such as the one at 
bar, of the rule that parties may be 
rearranged according to interest in 
the controversy.” De Neufville v. 
New York, etc., R. Co., supra. 

{a] Rule applied.—In a suit by a 
stockholder of a gas company 
against the company and a city to 
restrain the enforcement of an ordi- 
nance fixing rates to be charged by 
the company to consumers, the fact 
that the company is incorporated in 
the same state as the city does not 
deprive a federal court of jurisdic- 
tion. Mills v. Chicago, 127 Fed. 731. 

Suing on behalf of corporation see 
Corporations §§ 1444-1473. 

Collusion to confer jurisdiction 


see infra § 74. 

82. Defroit v. Dean, 106 U. S. 537, 
I ESCt, SCO 20 wie. ced,. 300s) Groel -v. 
United Electric Co., 132 Fed. 252; 


Waller v. Coler, 125 Bed. 821. 

[al “The rule deduced from them 
is that, in a suit in equity instituted 
by a stockholder in his own name, 
but upon a right of action existing 
in his corporation, the. stockhold- 
er’s corporation will be aligned with 
the defendants whenever the officers 
or persons controlling the corpora- 
tion are shown to be opposed to the 
obiect sought by the complaining 
stockholder, and that, when such op- 
| position does not appear, the, stock- 
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ment.8* 


quired.®° 


Ordinarily compliance with such equity | 
rule goes only to the merits and not to the jurisdic- 
tion of the court as a federal court,84 and it can 
affect the question of federal jurisdiction only where 
a jurisdictional arrangement of the parties is re- 
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holder’s corporation will be aligned 
with the complainant in the suit.” 
Groel v. United Electric Co., 132 Fed. 
252, 263. 

83. Doctor v. Harrington, 196 U. 
S. 579, 25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed. 606; 


Laughner v. Schell, 260 Fed. 396; 
Smith v. Chase, etc,, Mfg. Co., 197 
Fed. 466; Waller v. Coler, 125 Fed. 


821. 
84, Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
180 (U.S! 28, (22° SCt 251, 45° L. ed. 
410 [dist Gage v. Riverside Trust 
Co.,, 156 Fed. 1002]. 

[a] Equity Rules, rule 94, (1) pre- 
scribing the requisites of a bill by 
a stockholder to enforce rights of 
the corporation, was adopted for the 
purpose of preventing collusive suits 
.in thé federal courts of which they 
would not otherwise have jurisdic- 
tion, and, except in the requirement 
that, the bill be verified by oath, such 
‘rule adds nothing to what was pre- 
viously substantially required by 
correct pleading. It in no way af- 
fects the rule that, in determining 
\federal jurisdiction in such _ suits, 
ithe corporation is to be aligned with 
the complainant or defendant accord- 
ing to the facts. Groel v. United 
Electric Co., 182 Fed. 252. (2) 
»“Neither the rule nor the decision 
from which it was derived, deals 
with the question of the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts, but only pre- 
‘scribes the manner in which the jur- 
isdiction shall be exercised. Ta, 
controversy of this general nature 
is brought in the Circuit Court. and 
the necessary diversity of citizen- 
ship exists, but upon the pleadings 
or the proof, it appears that the 
plaintiff has not shown a case _ with- 
in the decision in Hawes vy. Contra 
Costa Water Co., 104 U. S. 450, 26 L. 
ed. 827 or the rule of court de- 
eclaratory of that decision, the bill 
should be dismissed for want of 
equity and not for want of jurisdic- 
tion. The dismissal of the bill 
would not be the denial but the as- 
. sertion and exercise of jurisdiction. 
So it was that in Hawes v. Oakland 
the demurrer was sustained and the 
bill dismissed, not: for want of jur- 
isdiction, but, in the words of the 
court (p. 462), ‘because the appel- 
Jant shows no standing in a court 
of equity—no right in himself to 
prosecute this suit.’ The same or- 
der was made in Huntington v. 
Palmer, 104 U. S. 482, 26 Li. ed. 
833, and Quincy v. Steel, 120 U. S. 
241, 7 SCt 520, 30 Ly ed. 624. This 
very question was considered by the 
court in Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 45 
LL. ed. 410, where it said, p. 34: 
‘Jurisdiction is the right to put the 
wheels of justice in motion and to 
proceed to the final determination 
of a cause upon the pleadings and 
evidence. It exists in the Circuit 
Courts of the United States under 
the express terms of the act of 
August 13, 1888, if the plaintiff be a 
citizen of one State, the defendant a 
citizen of another, if the amount in 
controversy exceed $2,000, and the 
defendant be properly served with 
process within the district. ... The 
question in each case is whether the 
plaintiff has brought himself with- 
in the language of the jurisdictional 
act, whatever be the form of his 
action, or whether it be at law or 
in equity. The objection that plain- 
tiff has failed to comply with the 
Equity Rule 94 may be raised by 
demurrer, but the admitted power 


to decide this question is also an 
admission that the’ court has jur- 
isdiction of the case.’ These obser- 
vations may not have beén 
strictly necessary to the disposition 
of the case, but they declare the 
true purpose and effect of the rule. 
The jurisdiction of the Circuit Court 
is prescribed by laws enacted by 
Congress in pursuance of the Consti- 
tution and this court by its rules 
has no power to increase or dimin- 
ish the jurisdiction thus created, 
though it may regulate its exercise 
in any manner not inconsistent with 
the laws of the United States.” Ven- 
ner v. Great Northern R. Co., 209 U. 
S. 24, 34, 28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666. 

85. Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 
156 Fed. 1002 [app dism 218 U. S. 
690, 31 SCt 224, 54 L. ed. 1210]. 
mes See also Equity §§ 275, 350- 

87. Coggey v. Bird, 209 Fed, 803, 
126° CCA) 5275" Hollenbach Vv. Eil- 
he etc., Contracting Co., 174 Fed. 
45. 

88. Bacon v. Rives, 106 U. S. 99, 
1 St 3, 27 L. ed. 69; Harter Tp. v. 
Kernochan, 103 U. S. 562, 26 L. ed. 
411; Walden v. Skinner, 101 U. S. 
SIN, 20) Teed. 963-ePacine Re Coy Vv. 
Ketchum n:l01 Uy. JS. 2289325, Le ved. 


932; Meyer v. Delaware R. Constr. 
Conn TO 0K Un S457 0 2O da eG Oo Ss 
Grover, ete, Sewing Mach. Co. v. 


Florence Sewing Mach. Co., 18 Wall. 
(CUsatSiyy Sie | 2k le Seda y O14 Se Sas 
quehanna, etc., R., etc., Co. v. Blatch- 
ford, 11 Wall. (U.:S:) 172, 20-L. ed. 


179; Susquehanna, ete, R.. ete, Co. 
Ve "Blatchford-1Th wall uu, Ser wr2, 
20 L. ed. 179; Wood v. Davis, 18 
How, “(Uses (Se 46,9 157 alan eden 4603 


Shields v. Barrow, 17 How. (U. S.) 
130, 15 L. ed. 158; Union Bank v. 
Stafford; 12. How. (U.'\S.)-327, 13 L: 


ed, 1008; McNutt v. Bland, 2 How. 
CUORVASS) rose ble ae ed aelb os ucar- 
neal v. Banks, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 


181, 6 L. ed. 297; Wormley v. Wormley, 
8 Wheat. (U. S.) 421, 5 L. ed. 651; 
Simms vy. Guthrie, 9 Cranch (U. S.) 
19, 3 L. ed. 642; Russell v. Clark, 7 
Cranch dU Se) 169,68.) Liemea. atk: 
Browne v. Strode, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 
303, 3 L. ed. 108; Jennings v. U. Si, 
264 Fed. 399; Fryer v. Weakley, 261 
Fed. 509; Brown v. Denver Omni- 
bus, etc., Co., 254 Fed. 560, 166 CCA 
118; Brown v. Crawford, 252 Fed. 
248; Jennings v. Smith, 242 Fed. 
561; Weiland v. Pioneer Irr. Co., 238 
Fed, 519, Vbi (CCA) 4550" Barness vy. 
Cady, 232 Fed. 318, 146 CCA 366 [aff 
208 Fed. 359]; Thomas v. Anderson, 
223 Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405; Coggey v. 


Bird, 9209 5s bed. 230358 26)  CCALTb2q6 
Continental, etce., Trust, etc. Bank 
v. Corey Bros. Constr, Co., 208 Fed. 


976, 126 CCA 64; White v. Chase, 201 
Fed. 896, 120 CCA 194; Federal Min., 
etc., Co. v. Bunker Hill, etc., Min., 
etc., Co., 187 Fed. 474; Atchison, ete., 
R. Co. v. Phillips, 176 Fed. 668, 100 
CCA 215; Jackson v. Jackson, 175 
Fed. 710, 99 CCA 286; Hollenbach v. 
Elmore, ete., Contracting Co., 174 
Fed. 845; Taylor v. Weir, 171 Fed. 
636, 96 CCA 488 [rev 162 Fed, 585]; 
Slater Trust Co. v. Randolph-Macon 
Coal Co., 166 Fed. 171; Kuchler v. 
Greene, 168 Fed. 91; Lefkowitz v. 
Foster Hose Supporter Co., 161 Fed. 
367; Farmers’ Bank v. Wright, 158 
Fed. 841; New York, etc., R. Co, v. 
New York, 145 Fed. 661; Cella v. 
Brown, 136 Fed. 439 [aff 144 Fed. 
742, 75 CCA 608 (certiorari den 202 
US Ss. 620026. (Se usreon eo Oumemmed. 
1174)]; Boatmen’s Bank v. Fritzlen, 


[§§ 63-64 


Parties.°° For the purposes of jurisdiction, the fed- 
eral courts regard the real rather than the nominal 
parties,’’ and they can neither acquire nor be ousted 
of jurisdiction by the joinder or nonjoinder as 
formal or nominal parties to the suit of persons 
having nro real interest in the controversy.’® 


Indis- 


135 Fed. 650, 68 CCA 288 [certiorari 
den 198 U.S. 586, 25 SCt 803, 49 L. 
ed. 1174]; White Swan Mines Co. v. 
Balliet, 134 Fed. 1004; Ban v. Colum- 
bia Southern R. Co., 117 Fed. 21, 54 
CCA 407 [rev 109 Fed. 499]; Shear- 
son v. Littleton, 105 Fed. 533; Reese 
v. Zinn, 103 Fed. 97; Martin v. Fort, 
83 Fed. 19, 27 CCA 428; Putnam v. 


Timothy Dry-Goods, etc., Co., 79 Fed. . 


454; New Chester Water Co. v. Holly 
Mfg. Co., 53 Fed. 19, 3 CCA 399 [aff 
48 Fed. 879]; Wade v. Wortsman, 
29: Fed. 754; Sioux: City, etc., R. Co. 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 27 Fed. 770; 
Marvin v. Ellis, 9 Fed. 367; Foss v. 
Denver First Nat. Bank, 3 Fed. 185, 
1 McCrary 474; Girardey v. Moore, 


10 F. Cas. No. 5,462, 3 Woods 397; 
Match ? vb Chicas siete. eh | Oonmmh 
F. Cas. No. 6,204, 6 Blatchf. 105; 


Sands v. Smith, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,- 
305, 1 Abb. 368; Smith v. Rines, 22 


Me SCalsysNown 1350 Ole 2e Sulla Mme 
Ward v. Arredondo, 29 F. Cas. No. 
niet WE 6 Ul Paine 410; Arapahoe 


County v. Kansas’ Pac. R; Co.; 1 3 
Cas. No: 5025 <4° Dill) 27a NOSe ave 
Morton, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 27, 50 AmD 
130? Werner v. Werner, 15 Pa. Dist. 

“Where the real and only contro- 
versy is between citizens of different 
States, or an alien and a citizen, and 
the plaintiff is, by some positive rule 
of law, compelled to use the name of 
another to perform merely a minis- 
terial act, who has not nor ever had 
any interest in or control over it, 
the courts of the United States will 
not consider any others as _ parties 
to the suit than the persons between 
whom the litigation before them 
exists.” Walden v. Skinner, 101 U. 
S. 577, 589, 25 L. ed. 963. 

{a] Tlustrations.—(1) A note made 
payable to the cashier of a bank as 
trustee, the consideration for which 
was furnished by the bank, which 
was the real owner, may be sued on 
by the bank in its own name, or by 
its receiver, without indorsement or 
assignment, under the statute of 
Utah, and the citizenship of the 
the cashier is immaterial to affect 
the jurisdiction of a federal court 
in that state of an action thereon. 
Franklin v. Conrad-Stanford Co., 137 
Hed. 13%. T0.CCA “171 (C2 To a pete 
in a federal court seeking to estab- 
lish a trust in favor of complain- 
ant corporation in money alleged, in 
effect, to have been embezzled from 
it by one of its officers, and deposited 
by him with defendants, by whom 
it is still held, such officer is not an 
indispensable party, but, if joined, 
is only a formal party, whose pres- 
ence will not defeat the jurisdiction 
of the court, although he is a citizen 
of the same state as complainant, 
the requisite diversity of citizenship 
being shown between complainant 
and the other defendants. White 
Swan Mines Co. v. Balliet, 134 Fed. 
1004. (3) Where property is con- 
veyed to trustees to secure a mort- 
gage, with power of sale in them, 
the beneficiaries are not indispen- 
Sable parties, and, if necessary di- 
versity of citizenship exists between 
the trustees and the mortgagor, the 
federal court has jurisdiction of an 
action to foreclose, although the 
beneficiary and the mortgagors are 
citizens of the same state, provided 
the beneficiary is not a party. Allen 
West Commn. Co. v. Brashear, 176 
Fed. 119. (4) A defendant in eject- 
ment, who was merely in the cus-~ 
tody of the premises as a caretaker 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 64] 


pensable parties cannot, however, be disregarded ;%9 
and the action cannot be sustained where a person 
who is such a party cannot be subjected to the ju- 
-risdiction of the court,®® as for instance where such 
-@ person is a citizen of the same state as parties 
‘ But where the joinder of per- 
sons in a suit would by reason of their citizenship 
oust the court of jurisdiction, and the merits of the 
particular controversy as between the parties pro- 
perly before the court can be decided without prej- 


on the other side. 


for the other defendant, was merely 
a nominal party, whose citizenship 
did not affect the question of federal 
jurisdiction. White v. Chase, 2061 
Fed. 896, 120 CCA 194. (5) Where 
a mortgage on land within the dis- 
trict was given by mortgagors who 
were residents of another district to 
secure the debt of a third person 
residing within the district, the lat- 
ter was not an indispensable party 
to a suit to foreclose; and hence his 
residence within the district where 
complainant also resided was not 
fatal to the court’s jurisdiction. 
Cady v. Barnes, 208 Fed, 359. (6) In 
an action by two of three trustees 
against a corporation residing in an- 
other state, the fact that one of the 
trustees who refused to join as 
plaintiff in the suit, and was made 
a defendant, resided in the same 
state as the corporation, did not de- 
prive the federal court of jurisdic- 
tion, on the ground that the trustee 
residing in the same state with de- 
fendant was a necessary party plain- 
tiff, since that trustee was not really 
a party to the controversy, but only 
made such in order that the rights 
of all interested parties might be 
determined in one proceeding. Hin- 
stein v. Georgia Southern, etc. R. 
Co., 120 Fed. 1008. 

[b] Although parties are improp- 
erly joined, as where citizens of the 
same state with plaintiffs are made 
defendants in a bill with citizens of 
another state who are properly made 
defendants, the court may in some 
cases exercise jurisdiction as to the 


property before it. Carneal_ v. 
Banks, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 181, 6 L. 
ed. 297. 

[c] In a suit by nominal parties 


for the use of an alien against citi- 
zens of the same state a federal 
court has jurisdiction. Browne v. 


Strode, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 303, 3 L. 
ed. 108. 
{d] In a suit by the state on the 


relation. of a person the relator will 
be considered as the sold party 
plaintiff in determining the question 
of jurisdiction on the ground of di- 
verse citizenship. Indiana v. Glover, 
55a Sw ots, lest L86y 39) ol? ed! 


243. 

[e] Illustrations of persons held 
real parties in interest and not 
merely nominal parties.—(1) Black- 
burn v. Portland Gold-Min. Co., 175 
U. S. 571, 20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 276; 
Adams v. Woburn, 174 Fed. 192; Jen- 
ney v. Hayden, 171 Fed. 898; Red- 
field v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 124 
Fed. 929; Cabaniss v. Reco Min. Co., 
116 Fed. 318, 54 CCA 190; Watson v. 
Bonfils, 116 Fed. 157, 538 CCA 535 
[certiorari den 187 U. S. 641, 23 SCt 
841, 47 L. ed. 345]. (2) That execu- 
tors, residents of same state aS com- 
plainants, are joined as _ nominal 
parties with defendants, in order 
that such executors may perform 
the ministerial act of conveying title 
in case the power to do so is vested 
in them by the laws of the state, 
does not defeat jurisdiction. Walden 
v. Skinner, 101 U. S. 577, 25 L. ed. 


cg: v. Portland Gold- 
Min. Co., 20 SCt 222, 
44 I. ed. 276; Massachusetts, etc., 
Constr. Co. v. Cane Creek Tp., 155 
U. S. 283, 15 SCt 91, 39 L. ed. 152; 
Wilson v. Oswego Tp., 151 U. S. 56, 
14 SCt 259, 38 L. ed. 70; Peninsular 
Iron Co. v. Stone, 121 U. S. 631, 7 


[25° C., J.—43] 


Blackburn 
CSUs aot 


FEDERAL COURTS 


SCt 1010, 30 L. ed. 1020; Wood v. 
Davis, 18 How. (U. S.) 467, 15 L. ed. 
460; Himes v. Schmehl, 257 Fed. 69, 
168 CCA 281; Patterson v. Delaware, 
eters \Coyn 2b Lr Sedie255.0 163 (CGA 4115 
Hawes v. Madison First Nat. Bank, 
229 Fed. 51, 143 CCA 645; Carson v. 
Allegany Window Glass Co., 189 Fed. 
791; Adams v. Woburn, 174 Fed. 192; 
Stewart v. Mitchell, 172 Fed. 905; 
Stephens v. Smartt, 172 Fed. 466; 
Watson v. Bonfils, 116 Fed. 157, 53 
CCA)7535) Cficertiorari den 18%) iW. 
S. 641, 23 SCt 841, 47 L. ed. 345]; 
Eldred v: American Palace-Car Co., 
105 Fed. 457, 44 CCA 554; Popp v. 
Cincinnati, etce., R. Co., 96 Fed. 465; 
Tug River Coal, ete., Co. v. Brigel, 
67 Fed. 625,-14 CCA 577; Shipp v. 
Williams, 62 Fed. 4, 10 CCA 247; 
Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co. v. Baltimore, 
ete.; Ri 'Co., 61 Med. 705,10’ CCA 20. 
See also Equity § 352 text and notes 

= 


{a] In a suit by a stockholder 
against a corporation and others 
founded in rights which may prop- 
erly be asserted by the corporation, 
such corporafion is an indispensable 
party, and a federal court is with- 
out jurisdiction of the suit on the 


ground of diversity of citizenship. 


where complainant is a citizen cf 
a state and the corporation of a 
territory, although the requisite di- 
versity exists as between complain- 
ant and other defendants. McClel- 
land v. McKane, 154 Fed. 164. Align- 
ment of corporation as plaintiff .or 
defendant see supra § 63. 

Necessary, indispensable, and for- 
mal parties generally see Equity 
§§ 275-302. 

90. Hawes v. Madison First Nat. 
Bank, 229 Fed. 51, 143 CCA 645; 
Carson v. Allegany Window Glass 
Co., 189 Fed. 791; South Penn Oil 
Co. 'v. Miller, 175 Fed. 729,°99 CCA 
305; A. B. Andrews Co. v. Puncture 
Proof Footwear Co., 168 Fed. 762; 
Kuchler v. Greene, 163 Fed. 91; Mc- 
Clelland v. McKane, 154 Fed. 164; 
Post v. Buckley, 119 Fed. 249; Bal- 
timore Bldg., ete, Assoc. v. Alder- 
son, 90 Fed. 142, 32 CCA 543; Det- 
weiler v. Holderbaum, 42 Fed. 337; 
Dormitzer v. Illinois, ete, Bridge 
Co., 6 Fed. 217; Hannibal First Nat. 
Bank v. Smith, 6 Fed. 215; Tobin v. 


Walkinshaw, 23 F. Cas. No, 14,068, 
McAll. 26. See also Equity § 351. 
{a] Illustration.—Where the jur- 


isdiction of a federal court to grant 
an injunction is based on a diversity 
of citizenship, the omission of a 
necessary party who cannot be 
made a party without defeating the 
jurisdiction of the court, requires a 
dismissal of the cause. Evans v. 
Gorman, 115 Fed. 399. 

91. Farni v. Tesson, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 309, 17 L. ed. 67; Fryer v. Weak- 
ley, 261 Fed. 509; Himes v. Schmehl, 
257 Fed. 69, 168 CCA 281; Chase v. 
Lathrope, 254 Fed. 713; Harris, etc., 
Corp. v. Tarr, etc., 251 Fed. 570, 
163 CCA 564; Patterson v. Dela- 
ware, etc., Go., 251 Fed. 255, 163 CCA 
411; Pittsburg, etc., R. Co. v. Bal- 
timore, etc., R. Co., 61 Fed. 705, 10 
CCA 20; Mangels v. Donau Brewing 
Co., 53 Fed. 513; Watson vy. Evers, 
13 Fed. 194 {aff 156 U. S. 527, 15 
Sct 430, 39 L. ed. 520); Brigham v. 
Luddington, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,874, 12 
Blake rane Asyensel 

92. ee Equity ‘ 

93. Omaha Hotel Co. v. Wade, 97 
Wt Stalewecteedunod (ss) SS1MmM Sea. 


[25 C.J3.] 753 


udice to the rights of such persons, that is, where 
they are proper but not indispensable parties,®? ju- 
risdiction will not be declined;®* and where it ap- 
pears that the jurisdiction of the court will be 
ousted because of the citizenship of one of the par- 
ties to the action, and it appears that such party is 
not an indispensable one, the suit may be dismissed 
as to that party and the jurisdiction of the court 
retained as to the others.% 
ever, be permitted only by the trial court, and not by 


Such action can, how- 


Guthrie, 9 ‘Cranch (U. S:) 19; 3" I 
ed. 642; Norfolk Southern R. Co. v. 
Stricklin, 264 Fed. 546; Brown v. 
Crawford, 252 Fed. 248; Georgia 
Coast, ete., R. Co. v. Lowenthal, 238 
Fed. 795, 151 CCA 645; Thomas v. 
Anderson, 223 Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405; 
Smith v. Bell, 217 Fed. 243, 133 CCA 


517; Continental, etc., Trust, ete., 
Bank v. Constr. Co., 208 Fed. 976, 
126 CCA 64; Cady v. Barnes, 208 


Fed. 359; Denver v. Mercantile Trust 
Co., 201 Fed. 790, 120 CCA 100 [mod 
161 Fed. 769]; Coca-Cola Co. v. Dea- 
con Brown Bottling Co. 200 Fed. 
105; Federal Min., etc., Co. v. Bun- 
ker Hill Min., ete., Co., 187 Fed. 474; 
Allen-West Commn. Co. v. Brashear, 
176 Fed. 119; Slater Trust Co. v. 
Randolph-Macon Coal Co., 166 Fed. 
170; Paint Creek Co. v. Gallego Coal, 
ete. ‘Co... 166 reds 62,94) CCAME43) 
Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 
on other grounds 158 Fed. 
CCA 1]; Schiffer v. Anderson, 
Fed. 457, 76 CCA 667; New York, 
ete., R. Co. v. New York, 145 Fed. 
661; Camp v. Peacock, ete., Co., 129 
Fed. 1005, 64 CCA*490 [aff 128 Fed. 


1005]; Seymour vy. Farmers’ L. & 
T. Co, 128), Hed.-" 907, ° 63) CCAM 633 
Ex p. Haggerty, 124 Fed. 441; In- 


ternational Trust Co. v. T. B. Town- 
send Brick, etc.;" Co; 95 .Wed.”~ 850, 
37° CCA 396; Putnam’ v. ‘Timothy. 
Dry-Goods, ete, Co. 79 Fed. 454; 
Illinois v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 16 
Fed. 881; Cole Silver Min. Co. v. 
Virginia, etc., Water Co., 6 F. Cas. 
No 2,989; "1 Sawye 4708) Ballis’ “ve 
McArthur, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,627, 1 
Bond 100; Harrison vy. Urann, 11 F. 
Cas. No. 6,146, 1 Story 64; Heriot v. 
Davis, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,404, 2 Woodb. 
& M. 229. 

[a] Rule applied.—The fact that 
one interested in the subject mat- 
ter of the litigation, but not a party, 
is a citizen of the same state as a 
party to whom his interest is ad- 
verse, cannot defeat jurisdiction. 
Beatty Oil, ete, Co. v. Blanton, 245 
Fed. 979 (action to prevent for- 
feiture of lease, lessor having sub- 
sequently executed a lease to citi- 
zen of same state as plaintiff). 

[b] One who purchases pendente 
lite the interest of a defendart in 
the subject matter of a suit is not 
a necessary party. Myers v. Dorr, 
17_¥F. Case No. 9,988, 13 Blatchf, (22. 

[c] In an action to foreclose a 
mortgage by citizens of one state 
against a corporation of another 
state, in which state there also re- 
side other persons occupying simi- 
lar positions to plaintiffs but who 
cannot be made plaintiffs because cf 
their citizenship, the court may, 
after ordering a sale, distribute the 
proceeds according to the rights of 
all. Jackson, etc., Co. v. Burlington, 
ete., Ri Co., 29 Bed. 474: 


94. Horn v. Lockhart, 17 Wall. 


“(U. S.) 570, 21 L. ed. 657; Connolly 


Vir aydoryn 2aeetan GU Sh) 556587. ais 
ed. 518; Jennings v. U. S., 264 Fed. 
399; Florida R. Commn. v. Burle- 
son, 255 Fed, 604; Jennings v. Smith, 
242 Fed. 561; Thomas v. Anderson, 
223 Fed. 41, 188 CCA 405; Columbia 
Digger Co. v. Rector, 215 Fed. 618; 
Federal Min., etc., Co. v. Bunker Hill, 
ete.,, Min. etc, Co., 187 Fed. 474; 
Irving v. New York, etc., Joint Dist. 
Council U. B. C., ete., 180 Fed. 896; 
Ladew v. Tennessee Copper Co., 17 
Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. S. 357, 369, 31 
SCur 81 a84nrb4evh edt locos eko7s 15 
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an appellate court.% 


[§ 65] 6. Actions by or against Parties Acting 
in Representative or Fiduciary Capacity. Where the 
legal right to sue exists in plaintiff in a suit where 
jurisdiction depends on diversity of citizenship, the 
residence of those who may have an equitable inter- 
est in the claim or subject matter in dispute will 
So in actions by or against 
a trustee the citizenship of the trustee controls,®” 
unless the trustee is not authorized to represent the 
beneficiary as to the particular property involved 
for the purposes of the action, in which ease the 


not be inquired into.% 


Jackson v. Jackson, 175 Fed. 710, 99 
CCA 286 [aff 224 Fed. 888, 140 CCA 
332]; Barnes v. Berry, 156 Fed. 72; 


North Carolina Min. Co. v. West- 
feldt, 151 Fed. 290 [rev on other 
grounds 166 Fed. 706, 92 CCA 3:78 


(certiorari den 214 U. S. 516, 29 SCt 
697, 53 L. ed. 1064 and app dism 
215 U. S. 586, .30 SCt 404, 54 L. ed. 
339)]; Delaware, ete, R. Co. v. 
Frank, 110 Fed. 689; Grove v. Grove, 
93 Fed. 865; Tug River Coal, etc., 
Co. v. Brigel, 86 Fed. 818, 30 CCA 
415; Smith v. Consumers’ Cotton-Oil 
Co., 86 Fed. 359, 30 CCA 103; Hop- 
kins v. Oxley Stave Co., 83 Fed. 912, 
28 CCA 99; Mason v. Dullagham, 82 
Fed. 689, 27 CCA 296; Sioux City 
Terminal R., etce., Co. v. Trust Co. 
of North America, 82 Fed. 124, 27 
CCA 738; Hicklin v. Marco, 56 Fed. 
549, 6 CCA 10; Whittle v. Artis, 55 


Fed. 919; Claiborne v. Waddell, 50 
Fed. 368; Frazer Lubricator Co. v. 
Frazer, 23 Fed. 305; Greeley v. 


oe 10 F. Case No. 5,747, 3 Story 


eal In an action against the 
members of a firm for breach of a 
firm contract, where one of defend- 
ants is a citizen of the same state 
with plaintiffs, he may be dismissed 
without prejudice, and the action 
continued against the others. Smith 
v. Consumers’ Cotton-Oil Co., 86 
Fed. 359,30: CCA. 1038: 

95. Thomas v. Anderson, 223 Fed. 
41, 188 CCA 405. 

Tal An appellate court cannot 
amend a pleading so as to effect 
such dismissal. Thomas v. Ander- 
son, 223 Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405 (con- 
struing Jud Code § 274c as not au- 
thorizing such dismissal). 

96. Mexican Cent. R. Co. V. Eck- 
man, 187 U. S..429. 23°SCt 211, 47 L. 
ed. 245; New Orleans v. Gaines, 138 
U.S. 595, 11 SCt 428, 34 L.-ed. 1102; 
Bonnafee v. Williams, 3 How. (U. 
S.) 574, 11 L. ed. 732; Chappedilaine 
v. Dechenaux, 4 Cranch (U. S.) 306, 
2 L. ed. 629; Simson v. Klipstein, 262 
Fed. 823; Memphis St.) Re vCorwyv. 
Bobo, 232 Fed. 708, 146 CCA 634 
faff 243. U.S: 299, 37 SCt 273, 61. Dn: 
ed. 733]; Alsop v. Conway, 188 Fed. 
568, 116 CCA 366 [certiorari den 
223 W.. S. 720, 32 SCt 523, 56:L.ed. 
629]; Johnson v. St. Louis, 172 Fed. 
31, 96 CCA 617, 18 AnnCas Ni 
Adams v. White, ‘1 F. Cas. No. 68, 
Pittsb. (Pa.) 21. 

“Tt may, we think, be laid down as 
a rule which admits of no exception, 
that, in all cases where jurisdiction 
depends on the party, it is the party 
named in the record.” Osborn v. U.S. 
Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 7388, 857, 6 
L. ed. 204 [quot Georgia v. Madrazo, 
19 Pete dU. Si) 110; 222507, ds ed: 7378 

[a] Action for death.—(1) 
jurisdiction of a federal court over 
an action for death maintainable by 
a widow alone depends on the place 
of residence and citizenship of the 
widow, although she sues on behalf 
of herself and her children. Kever 
v.- Philadelphia, ete., Coal, etc., Co., 
234 Bed. 814. (2) Under Oh. Rev. 
St. § 6135, authorizing an action 
for death by wrongful act to be 
brought -by the administrator for 
the benefit of the next of kin, the 
administrator is not a nominal party 


The. 
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citizenship of the beneficiary controls,®* and except 


of a lunatic,’ 


against him.* 


merely, out is the real party, and 
has control of, and is responsible 
for, the conduct of the case; and 
consequently, if a foreign adminis- 
trator, he may bring the action in 
the federal court, although the bene- 
ficiaries reside in the state where 
the death occurred. Popp v. Cincin- 
nati, etc., R. Co., 96 Fed. 465. (3) 
Actions for death generally see 
Death §§ 46-260. 

b] Where a lessee is entitled 
te sue to protect the property, the 
citizenship of the lessor is not ma- 
terial. Pennsylvania Co. v. Lake 
Erie, etc., R. Co., 146 Fed. 446. 

97. Massachusetts, ete. Constr. 
Co. v. Cane Creek Tp., 155 U. S. 2838, 
15° SCt 91; 39. LL, ed. 152; Dodge ,v. 
Tulleys, 144 U. S. 451, 12 SCt 728, 
36 L. ed. 501; Peper v. Fordyce, 119 
U.S. 469, 7 SCt 287, 30 L. ed. 435; 
Susquehanna, ete. R., ete, Co. v. 
Blatchford, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 172, 20 
L. ed. 179; Smith v. Bell, 217 Fed. 
243.) WSs CCA, SLs ASONNSON! eV ast. 
Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 617, 18 
AnnCas 949; Prest-O-Lite Co. v. 
Avery Portable Lighting Co., 164 
Fed. 60; Pennington v. Smith, 
Fed. 399, 24 CCA 145 [rev 75 Fed. 
157]; Griswold v. Bacheller, 75 Fed. 
470; Shipp v. Williams, 62 Fed. 4, 
10 CCA 247; Rust v. Brittle Silver 
Co., 58 Fed. 611, 7 CCA 389; Morris 
Vv. Lindauer, 54 Fed. 23, 4 CCA 162. 

[a] A mortgagee of all of the 
property of a street railroad com- 
pany as trustee for bondholders has 
a right of action in equity in its 
own right to enjoin a city from un- 
lawfully depriving the company of 
its franchise, and to compel the 
company to comply with all lawful 
ordinances and regulations of the 
city essential to preserve the fran- 
chise, and, where it is a citizen of 
another state, may maintain a suit 
therefor in a federal court against 
both the city and company which 
are citizens of the state in which 
the suit is brought, its interest, 
while in some respects the same as 
that of the company, being separate 
and distinct therefrom, and such as 
it has the right to protect independ- 


ently. Knickerbocker Trust Co. v. 
Kalamazoo, 182 Fed. 865. 
98. Rand v. Walker, 117 U. S. 


340, 6 SCt_769, 29° I. ed. 907. 

99. See Bankruptcy § 400. 

1. Memphis St. R. Co. v. Moore, 
243 U. S. 299, 37 SCt 278, 61. L. ed. 
733; Osborn v. U.S. Bank, 9 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 738, 6 L. ed. 204; Childress 
v. Wmory, 8 Wheat. (U. S.) 642, 5 L. 
ed. 705; Gould v. Suburban Gas, etc., 
Co., 243 Mare 930; Memphis St. R. 
Co. v. Bobo, 282 Fed. 708, 146 CCA 
634 [aff 243 U. S. 299, 37 SCt 273, 
61 L. ed. 733]; Laubscher v. Fay, 
197 Fed. 879; McDuffie v. Montgom- 
ery, 128 Fed. 105; Bishop v. Boston, 
etes RU Rv, Wedieriti es Cincin= 
nati, etc., Co. v. Thiebaud, 114 Fed. 
918, 52 CCA 538; Wilson v. Hastings 
Lumber Co., 103 Fed. 801; Popp v. 
Cincinnati, etc., R. Co., 96 Fed. 465; 
Central Nat. Bank v. Fitzgerald, 94 
Fed. 16; Bangs v. Loveridge, 60 Fed. 
963; De Forest v. Thompson, 40 Fed. 
375; Harper v. Norfolk, ete., R. Co., 
36 Fed. 102; Carter v. Treadwell, 5 
F. Cas. No. 2,480, 3 Story 25; Biggs 


in actions by a trustee in bankruptcy, in respect to 
which the citizenship of the bankrupt ° controls. 
The question of jurisdiction of an action by or against 
an executor or administrator may be determined by 
his personal citizenship without regard to the state 
in which he was appointed or the residence of the 
beneficiaries for whom ke acts. 
plies to an action by a guardian? or the committee 
and citizenship of a receiver deter- 
mines the jurisdiction of the court in actions by or 
But where an infant sues by his 


The same rule ap- 


v. Bowen, 170 N. C. 34, 86 SE 692 
[cit Cyc]; Miller v. Sunde, ANGE 
1, 44 NW 301. 

[a] An administrator who re- 
moves to another state may sue in 
the federal court a citizen of the 
state from which he removed. Rice 
v. Houston, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 66, 20 
L. ed. 484. 

[b] A state statute providing 
that a nonresident cannot act as ad- 
ministrator does not make an ad- 
ministrator appointed therein a citi- 
zen of the state for the purpose of 
the jurisdiction of a federal court, 
which is determined by his actual 
citizenship. McDuffie v. Montgom- 
ery, 128 Fed. 105. 4 4 

[c] Coexecutor in state where es- 
tate situated.—Where a nonresident 
citizen who was a coexecutor of an 
estate was entitled to sue in the 
federal courts for the benefit of the 
estate, the fact that another execu- 
tor qualified in the state of the situs - 
of the estate did not preclude the 
nonresident executor from resorting 
to the federal: courts. Monmouth 
Inv. Co. v. Means, 151 Fed. 159, 80 
CCA 527. 

{d] Suit in foreign jurisdiction. 
—The rule that, in the absence of 
statutory authority, an executor or 
administrator cannot sue or be sued 
in his representative capacity be- 
yond the limits of the state of his 
appointment (See Executors and Ad- 
ministrators §§ 2702, 2720) applies 
to suits in a federal court sitting in 
another state equally with suits in 
foreign state courts. Johnson v. 
Powers, 1398s Su 156y I pSCr7525, 
35 L. ed. 112; Klug v. Martinsburg 
Power Co., 229 Fed 861; Lawrence 
v. Southern Pac. Co., 177 Fed. 547. 

2. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Eck- 
man, 187 U. S. 429, 23 SCt 211, 47 L. 
oe 245; Pulver v. Leonard, 176 Fed. 

{a] The guardian, and not the 
ward, is the party nlaintiff, so far as 
federal jurisdiction invoked solely 
on the ground of diverse citizenship 
is concerned, where the guardian 
has, under the state laws, the right 
to bring the suit in his own name. 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Eckman, 187 
U._ S..429, 23. SCt 211,47. Li. eds. 245. 

{b] A testamentary trustee, or a 
special guardian appointed under a 
state statute for the sale of infants’ 
land, suing in either capacity, is not 
a mere guardian ad litem or next 
friend, and the federal courts have 
jurisdiction of a_ suit brought by 
him against a citizen of a_ state 
other than his own. Pennington v. 
Smith, 78 Fed. 399, 24 CCA 145 [rev 
75 Fed. 157]. 

3. New York Evening Post Co. v. 
Chaloner, 265 Fed..204 fapp dism 252 
U. S. 591, 40 SCt 896, 64 L. ed. 731]. 

4. Irvine v. Bankard, 181 Fed. 206 
[aff 184 Fed. 986, 106 CCA 664]; 
Smith v. Rackliffe, 87 Fed. 964, 31 
CCA 328; Farlow v. Lea, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,649; Van Antwerp v. Hulburd, 
28 F. Cas. No. 16,827, 8 Blatchf. 282. 

[a] Illustration. — Where the re- 
ceiver of a partnership was a citi- 
zen of another state, his right to 
maintain an action in the federal 
courts for diversity of citizenship 
was not affected by the fact that one 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. : 
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guardian or next friend, the jurisdiction of the court 
will be determined by the citizenship of the in- 
fant; and in a suit by the curator or next friend 
of one who is non compos mentis, the citizenship 
So in an action on a 
bond in the name of the obligee for the use of the 
person interested, jurisdiction may be determined 
by the citizenship of the one for whose use the suit 


of the latter will control.’ 


is brought.? 


Bringing in real party in interest. Where a bill 
by a legatee, a citizen of one state against an ex- 
ecutor, a resident of another state, sought to reach 
real estate fraudulently mortgaged by the executor 
to a trustee residing in a third state to secure a 
note owned by a resident of such third state, it was 
held that the trustee, made 4 party, was bound by 
any decree respecting his representative defense, 
and. the trial court could, by ancillary bill, bring in ' 
the holder of the note if that should be deemed 
necessary, without affecting diversity of citizenship.® 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§ 67] 


controversies 
states.13 


[§ 66] 7. Actions by Cestuis Que Tryst. Where 


or more of the members of the firm 
was a citizen of the state in which 
the action was brought. Coal, etce., 
R. Co. v. Reherd, 204 Fed. 859, 123 
CCA 155. 

[b] It is only where jurisdiction 
depends upon diverse citizenship 
that the citizenship of a receiver of 
an incorporated, party is material. 
If the jurisdiction is asserted on 
any other’ ground, the receiver 
stands upon the same footing as the 
corporation itself. Smith v. Rack- 
liffe, 87 Fed. 964, 31 CCA 328 [aff 178 
U. S. 436, 20 SCt 919, 44 L. ed. 1140]. 

{c] Annulment of authority to 
prosecute suit.—Where, after a for- 
eign receiver, appointed by a state 
court, had brought suit in the cir- 
cuit court of the United States sit- 
ting in Louisiana against a city of 
that state, his authority to prosecute 
the suit was annulled by the su- 
preme court of the state, the circuit 
court had no jurisdiction to permit 
the continuance of such suit. by a 
citizen of Louisiana, appointed as 


such receiver’s successor after his. 


death. Hubert v. New Orleans, 130 
Fed. 21, 64 CCA 389. 

5. Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 
137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28; Blumenthal 
v. Craig, 81 Fed. 320, 26 CCA 427; 
Voss v. Neineber, 68 Fed. 947; Dodd 
v. Ghiselin, 27 Fed. 405; Williams v. 
Ritchey, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,734, 3 Dill. 
406 


[a] Reason for rule—‘‘When the 
minor is so represented, he, and he 
alone, is recognized as the real party 
to the controversy, and his rights 
are concluded by the judgment ot 
the court.” Blumenthal v. Craig, 81 
Fed. 320, 321, 26 CCA 427. 

G Stout v. Rigney, 107 Fed. 545, 
46 CCA 459; Wiggins v. Bethune, 29 
Fed. 51. 

7, Maryland v. Baldwin, 112 U. 
S. 490, 5 SCt 278, 28 L. ed. 822; Mc- 
Nutt v. Bland, 2 How. (U. S.) 911 
L. ed. 159; Huff v. Hutchinson, 14 
How. (U. S.) 586, 14 L. ed. 553. 

g@. Fraser v. Cole, 214 Fed. 556, 

1 CCA 102. 
ot Needham v. Wilson, 47 Fed. 97. 


10. Barry v. Missouri, ete, R. 
Cont Fed 71; 
- 1. See supra § 63. 

12. See also Removal of Causes 
[34 Cyc 1261]. 

Districts in which actions by or 
arvrainst corporations must be 
prought see supra § 23. 


13N?St).7 Louis) Petes URe Co. oi. 
James, 161 U.S. 545, 16 SCt 621, 40 
L. ed. 802; National SS. Co. v. Tug- 
man, 106 U. S. 118, 1 SCt 58, 27 L. 
ed. $7; Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 
24 L. ed. 207; Louisville, etc., R. Co. 
vy. Letson, 2 How. (U..S.) 497, 11 
L. ed. 353; Everett R., etc., Co. v. 
U. S., 236 Fed. 806; Thomas v. South 
Butte Min. Co., 230 Fed. 968, 145 


CCA ‘162; Rail, ete, Coal Co. 
Yaple, 214 Fed. 273 [aff 236 U. 
338, 35 SCt 359, 59 L. ed. 607]; Long 
v. Southern Exp. Co., 201 Fed. 441 
[rev on other grounds 202 Fed. 462, 
120 CCA 568]; Lemon v. Imperial 
Window Glass Co., 199 Fed. 927; 
Kirwin v. Boston, ete., Min. Co., 171 
Fed. 900; Pacific R. Co. v. Missouri 
Pac. R. Co., 23 Fed. 565; National 
Park Bank v. Nichols, 17 F. Cas. No. 
10,048, 4 Biss. 315; St. Louis, ete, 
RY Co.ove Andianapolis, ete!) Ry.Co., 
21. Cas. No, 12,237, <9 - Biss: 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Dickinson, 
40 Ind. 444, 18 AmR 295; Tunstall 
v. Madison Parish, 30 La. Ann, 471; 
Fargo v. MeVickers, 55 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 437. 

{a] Illustration.—A suit by Penn- 
sylvania and New Jersey corpora- 
tions against a New York corpora- 
tion operating a street railway sys- 
tem in the city of New York, the 
bill in which avers an unsatisfied 
indebtedness due each complainant 
from defendant, substantially  in- 
volves a controversy between citi- 
zens of different states, although de- 
fendant admits the indebtedness and 
the other allegations of the bill, and 
joins with complainants in a request 
that receivers be appointed. In re 
Reisenberg, 208 U. S. 90, 28 SCt 219, 
52 L. ed. 403. 

[b] Every corporation of every 
state has the absolute right to in- 
stitute, maintain, and defend in the 
federal courts its suits in any other 
states in the cases and on the terms 
prescribed by the acts of congress. 
Butler Bros. Shoe Co. v. U. S. Rub- 
ber Co., 156 Fed. 1, 84 CCA 167. 

{[c] Conditions precedent to cor- 
porate existence must be performed 
to enable a corporation to sue in the 
federal courts on the ground of di- 
verse citizenship. Wells Co. v. Avon 
Mills. 128 Fed. 369, 63 CCA 111 [rev 
118 Fed. 190] (This case was re- 
versed in W. L. Wells Co. v. Gasto- 
nia Cotton Mfg. Co.,.198 U.°S. 177, 
186, 25 SCt 640, 49 L. ed. 1003, on 
the ground that, under the statute 
and the charter of the, corporation 


approved by the governor thereun- | 


der, the subscription and payment of 
capital stock to a certain amount. 
which was the act relied upon by the 
lower court as constituting a condi- 
tion precedent, by reason of. nonvner- 
formance of which a legal, corporate 
existence was held not ‘to have been 
acquired, was a condition subsequent 
only, and that the corporation ac- 
quired a legal existence except as 
against the state, notwithstanding 
the failure to comply therewith. But 
the supreme court said in the course 
of its opinion: “Of course, if the 
charter of the company had made a 
condition precedent to its becoming 
a corporation that a certain amount 


144; ; 


[25 C.5.] 755 


a mortgagor and the trustee of a mortgage are 
citizens of the same state, the nolders of bonds 
secured by the mortgage cannot bring suit in their 
own names, in a federal court, to foreclose the mort- 
gage, unless they show that the trustee refuses to 
prosecute such suit.® 
the citizenship of the bondholders who sue governs 
on the question of federal jurisdiction.1° The situa- 
tion is analogous to suits by a stockholder on behalf 
of the corporation.?+ 

8. Actions by or against Corporations.1? 
Corporations are citizens within the meaning of the 
clause of the federal constitution which extends the 
judicial power of the courts of the United States to 
between the citizens 
For the purpose of determining jurisdic- 
tion of an action by or against a corporation on the 
ground of diverse citizenship, the corporation is re- 
garded as a citizen of the state in which it is in- 
corporated ;** and this citizenship of the corporation 


But in ease of such refusal 


of different 


ve | of capital stock should be subscribed 


and. paid for, a compliance with that 
condition would have been necessary’ 
before the company would have be- 
come a corporation entitled to sue 
and be sued in the courts of the 
United States’). 

14. U. S.—Martin v. Lankford, 
245 U. S. 547, 38 SCt 205, 62 L. ed. 
464; Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Castle, 
224 U. S. 541, 32 SCt 606, 56 L. ed. 
875; W. L. Wells Co, v. Gastonia Cot- 
ton) Mée Cos $ 8 “Wag Sau lies ESE t 
640, 49 L. ed. 1003 [rev 128 Fed. 369, 
63 CCA 111 (rev 118 Fed. 190)]; 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louisville 
Trust Co., 174 U.. S5552: 19 SCt 817; 
43 L. ed. 1081 [mod 75 Fed. 433]; 
Blake v. McClung, 172 U. S. 239; 
19 SCt 165, 43 L. ed. 432; Barrow 
SS.)\Co. v.95 Kanesti 70nU WS: 21003) a8 
SCt 526, 42 L., ed. 964; e s 
Northwestern Exp., etc. Co. 164 
U. S. 686, 17 ‘SCt 206, 41 L. ed. 599; 
St. Luke, etc., R. Co. v. James, 161 
U. S. 545, 16 SCt 621, 40 L. ed. 802; 
Nashua, ete, R. Corp. v. Boston, 
eter R.5 Corpi 1367 UsSie356. st OSCE 
1004, 34 L. ed. 363 [rev 8 Fed. 458]; 
Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 127 
U.S Si265,77°8 SCt- U3 70j82) i. ednesgrs 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. St. Louis, 
etc, PR Co,, 118s Sn6305) SCR 24; 
20 L. ed. 284; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. 
St. Louis, etc., R. Co., 118 U. S..290, 
6 SCt 1094, 30 L. ed. 83; Kansas Pac. 
RCo," vecAtchison, “ete:, RiiCo.,..12 
U. S. 414, 5 SCt 208. 28 L. ed. 794; 
National SS. Co. v. Tugman, 106 U. 
S. 118; 1 SCt 58, 27 L. ed. 87; Muller 
v. Dows, 94 U.S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; 
Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. Whitton, 13 
Wall. 270, 20 L. ed. 571; Germania F, 
Ins. Co. v. Francis, 11 Wall. 210, 20 
L. ed. 77; Ohio, etc., R. Co. v. Wheel- 
er, 1 Black 286, 17 L. ed. 130; Lafay- 
ette Ins. Co. v. French, 18 How. 
404, 15 L. ed. 451; Marshall v. Bal- 
timore, ete., R. Co., 16 How. 314, 14 
L. ed. 953; Philadelphia, ete., R. Co. 
v. Derby, 14 How. 468. 14 L. ed. 502; 
Rundle v. Delaware, ete., Canal Co., 
14 How. 80, 14 L. ed. 335; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Letson, 2 How. 497. 11 
LL. ed. 353; Muir -v. R. Co., 247 Fed. 
888; McCullough v. United Grocers’ 
Corp., 247 Fed. 880; Thomas v. South 


Butte Min. Co., 230 Fed. 968, 145 
CCA 162; De Biasi v. Normandy 
Water Co., 228 Fed. 234; Chicago, 


etc., R. Co. v. Stenhens, 218. Fed. 535, 
134 CCA 263; Farmers Oil, etc., Co. 
v. Duckworth, 217 Fed. 362, 132 CCA 
278; U. S. v. New York, etc., SS. Co., 
216 Fed. 61, 132 CCA 305: Revett v. 
Clise, 207 Fed. 673; Marian Coal Co. 
v. Peale. 204 Fed. 161, 122 CCA 379 
[mod 190 Fed..376]; Lemon v. Im- 
nerial Window Glass Co., 199 Fed: 


927; Fribourg v. Pullman Co., 176 
Fed. 981; Riggs v. Brown, 172 Fed. 
637; Kirwin v. Boston, etc.,. Min. 


Co,, 171 Fed., 900; St. Louis, etc. R 
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is the determining factor,® although it may have 
offices or be engaged in business in another state,1é 


where it has appointed an agent 


Co. v. Cross, 171 Fed. 480; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Dunning, 166 
Fed. 850, 94 CCA 128; Haight, etc., 
Co. v. Weiss, 156 Fed. 328, 84 CCA 
224 [den certiorari 207 U. S. 594, 
28 SCt 260, 52 L. ed. 356]; Elkins v. 
Chicago, 119 Fed. 957; Walters v. 
Chicago, ete, R. Co., 104 Fed. 377; 
Smith v. New York, etc., R. Co., 96 
Fed, 504; Bradley v. Ohio, etc. R. 
Co., 78 Fed. 387; Averill v. Southern 
R. Co., 75 Fed. 736; Robertson v. 
Scottish Union, etc., Ins. Co., 68 Fed. 
173; Miller v. Wheeler, ete. Mfg. 
Co., 46 Fed. 882; Fitzgerald v. Mis- 
Souri)” Pac.” R.. Co.,) 45 Fed. (812; 
Keithsburg Bridge Co. v. McKay, 42 
Fed. 427; Wilson v. Western Union 
Tel. Co., 34 Fed. 561; Pacific R.. Co. 
v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 23 Fed. 565; 
Eaton v. St. Louis Shakspear Min., 
etc., Co.. 7 Fed. 139; Farmers’ Loan, 
etc., Co. v. Maquillan, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,668, 3 Dill. 379. 

Ida!—Boyer v. Northern Pac. R. 
Wor sda. 14, 66 P 8265470 LARA 691. 

Tll.— Racine, ete.; R. Co! ve Farm- 
ers’ L. & T. Co., 49 Ill. 331, 95 AmD 
595; 8Duecat v. Chicago)'748 (Tlly 272; 
95,-AmD 529. 

Ky.—Lewis v. Maysville, ete, R. 
Co., 76 SW 526, 25 KyL 948. 

Me.—Hobbs v. Manhattan Ins. Co., 
56 Me. 417, 96 AmD 472. 

. Mich.—Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Au- 
ditor-Gen., 53 Mich. 79, 18 NW 586. 

Mo.—Herryford v. Adtna Ins. Co., 
42 Mo. 148. 

N. H.—Horne v. Boston, ete. R. 
Co., 62 N. H. 454. 

N..-Y.—Shaft v. Phoenix Mut. L. 
Ins. Co., 67 N. Y. 544, 283 AmR 138; 
Stevens v. Phenix Ins. Co., 41 N. 
Y. 149; North River Steam Boat Co. 
v. Hoffman, 5 Johns. Ch. 300. 

Oh.—Baltimore, ete, R. Co. 
Cary, 28 Oh. St. 212. 

Pa.—McKean v. New York Nat. 
Bldg., ete., Assoc., 10 Pa. Dist. 197. 

Ss. C.—Wilson v. Southern R. Co., 
CANS Cunto2,) 36: SB OL MATa S RES 71 
Calvert v. Southern R. Co., 64 3. Cc. 
139, 36 SH 750. F 

W. Va.—Rece v. Newport News, 
ete., Co., 32 W. Va. 164, 9 SE 212, 3 
LRA 572. 

See also cases infra note 16. 

[a] Admission to statehood of 
territory under laws of which in- 
cornoration had. — A _ corporation 
originally incorporated in the Indian 
Territory under the Arkansas _ stat- 
utes, put in force by Act Congr. Febr. 
18, 1901, became an Oklahoma cor- 
poration for purposes of jurisdic- 
tion when that state was admitted. 
Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. S. 561, 
S2uSOt 7104; £562 1u..ced.- 1206. 

[b] Corporation organized to take 
over property of other corporations. 
—A corporation organized under the 
laws of a state for the purpose of 
taking over railroad property owned 
by a number of other corporations 
of different states, in accordance 
with an agreement between them 
for consolidation, under which they 
conveyed their properties to the new 
company, and then went out of exist- 
ence, is a citizen of the state where 
it was created by individual cor- 
porators, for the purposes of the 
jurisdiction of a federal court. 
Westheider v.. Wabash R. Co., 115 
Fed. 8409. 

[ec] A purchase of the property 
franchise and business of a corpora- 
tion by a corporation of another 
state does not change the citizenship 
of the purchasing corporation, which 
remains exclusively that of the state 
of its incorporation for the purpose 
of federal jurisdiction. Lee v. At- 
Jantic Coast Line R. Co., 150 Fed. 
775; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Dakota 
County, 28 Fed. 219; Antilope Co. v. 
@hiecago;) ete.;)"R. Co 26 Ned? 295; 


v. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


or attorney on 


Williams v. Missouri, etc., R. Co., 29 
FE Cas: No. 17,728,) 3° Dill. 267.." Con- 
tra Hurst v. Southern R. Co., 162 
N. C. 368, 78 SE 434; Carolina Coal, 
etc., Co. v. Southern R. Co,, 144 N. 
C. 732, 57 SE 444 (both under state 
statute declaring purchaser’ ipso 
facto a domestic corporation). 

{d] A municipal corporation is a 
citizen of the state in which it is 
situated for jurisdictional purposes. 
Cowles v. Mercer County, 7 Wall. 
(U. S.) 118, 19 L. ed. 87 (county); 
Ysleta v. Canda, 67 Fed. 6 (city). 

fe] A national bank is, for the 
purposes of federal jurisdiction, a 
citizen of the state in which it is 
See Banks and Banking 


[fT Associated corporations) — A 
corporation created by the laws of 
one state and associated with a cor- 
poration of another state may main- 
tain a suit in the federal court sit- 
ting in the latter state against a 
citizen of that state. Chicago, etc., 
Ree Cos vir Chicago wetes RR nCos. 5s 
Cas. No, 2,665, 6 Biss. 219. But see 
infra text and notes 22-30. 

15. See cases supra note 14 and 
infra note 16. 

[a] In an action against the di- 
rector general of railroads the citi- 
zenship of the railroad company, in 
the operation of whose road the 
cause of action arose, and not the 
citizenship of the director general, 
determines the question of federal 
jurisdiction. Smith v. Babcock, 260 
Fed. 679. To similar effect Johnson 
v. McAdoo, 257 Fed. 757. Contra 
Blevins v. Hines, 264 Fed. 1005. 

16. Southern R. Co. v. Allison, 
190 U. S. 326, 28 SCt 713, 47 L. ed. 
1078; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louis- 
ville Trust Co., 174 U. S. 552, 19 SCt 
817, 43 L. ed. 1081; St. Louis,_ete., 
Re Co:i-velJames, 161, UzSs 5457.06 
SCt 621, 40 L. ed. 802; In re Keasbey, 
etc., Coy 160° Us 7S. .221, 16° SCt 273; 
40 L. ed. 402; Galveston, ete., R. Co. 
v. Gonzales; 151 U. S. 496, 14 SCt 
401, 38 L. ed. 248; Southern Pac. 
Co. v. Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 13 SCt 
44, 36 L. ed. 942; Shaw v. Quincy 
Min.. Co,, 145 U. S. 444, 12 SCt 935, 
36 L. ed. 768; Nashua, ete., R. Corp. 
v. Boston, etc., R. Corp. 136 U. S. 
356, 10 SCt 1004, 34 L. ed. 363; Bar- 
ron v. Burnside, 121 U. S. 186, 7 SCt 
931, 30 L. ed. 915; Muller v. Dows, 
94 U. S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Chicago, 
etc., R. Co. v. Whitton, 13 Wall. (U. 
S.) 270, 20 L. ed. 571; Baltimore, etc., 
Re Costiw sHarriss La" Walken (Unns,) 
65, 20 L. ed. 354; Ohio, etce., R. Co. 
v. Wheeler, 1 Black (U. S.) 286, 17 
L. ed. 180; Covington Drawbridge 
Co. v. Shepherd, 20 How. (U. S.) 
227, 15 L. ed. 896; Marshall v. Bal- 


timore, etc., R. Co., 16 How. (U. S.) 
314, 14 L. ed. 953; Rundle v. Dela- 
ware, etc., Canal Co., 14 How. (U. 


S.) 80, 14 L. ed. 335; Louisville, etc., 
R. Co. v. Letson, 2 How. (U. S.) 497, 
11 L. ed. 353 [overr U. S. Bank v. 


Deveaux, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 61, 3 L. 
ed. 38; Strawbridge v. Curtis, 3 
Cranch 267, 2 L. ed. 435]; St. Louis, 


ete.,, R. Co. v. Cross, 171 Fed. 480; 
Haight, etc., Co. v. Weiss, 156 Fed. 
328, 84 CCA 224 [den certiorari 207 
U. S. 594, 28 SCt 260, 52 L. ed. 356]; 
Baumgarten v. Alliance Assur. Co., 
153 Fed. 301 (a British corporation 
having a branch office and doing 
business in California); U. S. v. 
Northern Pac. R. Co., 134 Peds. 715} 
67 CCA 269; Goodwin v. Boston, etce., 
R. Co., 127 Fed. 986; Weller v. Penn- 
Sylvania R. Co.,113 Fed. 502; Miller v. 
Wheeler, etc., Mfg. Co., 46 Fed. 882; 
Booth v. St. Louis Fire-Engine Mfg. 


Co., 40 Fed. 1; Filli v. Delaware, 
etc., R. Co., 37 Fed. 65; Gormully, 
ete., Mfg. Co. v. Pope Mfg. Co., 34 
Fed. 818; Stout v. Sioux City, ete., 
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whom service of process may be had,!?7 and regard- 
less of the actual citizenship of the individual mem- 
bers or stockholders,18 who are, for the purpose of 


R. Co., 8 Fed. 794, 3 McCrary 1; Day 
v. Newark India-Rubber Mfg. Co., 
7 EF. Cas. No. 3,685, 1 Blatchf. 628; 
Maltz v. American Express Co., 16 
F. Cas. No. 9,002, 1 Flipp. 611; Dun- 
can v.a.St.odouis, rete: (Cony 49') az 
Ann. 1700, 22 S 924; Hammond Beef, 
etc., Co. v. Best, 91 Me. 431, 40 A 
338, 42 LRA 528; Quigley v. Central 
Pac. R. Co., 11 Ney... 350, 21 AmR 757. 
See also Note to St. Louis, ete. R. 
Co. v. Newcom, 6 CCA 172. 

17. +t St. Louis; fete.) Re Veo! 
James, 161 U. S. 545, 16 SCt 621, 46 
L. ed. 802 [rev 46 Fed, 47]; Empire 
Coal, etc., Co. v. Empire Coal, etc., 
Co., 150) 0.75. 259) £4, SCt 665 3% be 
ed. 1037; Riggs v. Brown, 172 Fed. 
637; St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Cross, 
171 .Fed. 480; U. S. v. S. P. Shotter 
Co., 110 Fed. 1; Hollingsworth v. 
Southern R. Co., 86 Fed. 353; Fales 
v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 32 Fed. 673; 
Antelope Co. vy. Chicago, etc., R. Co,, 
16 Fed. 295, 4 McCrary 46; Hatch v. 
Chicago,ete., R. Co.; 11 EF. Cas: No: 
6,204, 6 Blatehf. 105; Stevens v. 
Pheenix Ins. Co., 41 N. Y. 149. 

18. “St.0) Louis, qsete.- eR. Co. anew. 
James, 161 U. S. 545, 16 SCt 621, 40 
L. ed. 802; National Steamship Co. 
ve TLugman, 106) UW. «S.0118; -1isSCt) 58, 
27 L. ed. 87; Muller v. Dows, 94 U. 
S. 444,,24 L. ed. 207; Louisville, etc., 
RavCo: fv. «letsonys 2) How.7CGue es) 
497, 11 L. ed. 353;.Kirwin v. Boston, 
eteye Min Co: 171 Fed. 900; Pacific 
R. Co. v. Missouri Pac. Rei Coan i23 
Fed. 565; National Park Bank v. 
Nichols, 71% FY. Cas, -Nos 10048, 24 
Biss. 315;..St; Louisy ete:, R. Co. Vv. 
Indianapolis, ete., R. Co., 21-F. Cas. 
No. 12,237, 9 Biss. 144; Tunstall v. 
Madison Parish, 30 La. Ann. 471; 
ak v. MecVicker, 55 Barb. (N. Y.) 


[a]. A contrary view (1) was as- 
serted in a number of earlier cases 


in which the citizenship of the 
stockholders or members was re- 
garded as_ controlling. Irvine v. 


Lowry, 14 Pet. (U. S.) 293, 10 L. ed. 
462; Breithaupt v. Georgia Bank, 1 
Pet..\CU-AS) 6 288icf Ls eds) 12%: Eope 
Ins. Co. v. Boardman, 5 Cranch (U. 
S.) 57, 3 L. ed. 36; Cumberland Bank 
v. Willis, 2 F. Cas. No. 885, 3 Sumn. 
472; North River Steam Boat Co. v. 
Hoffman, 5 Johns. Ch. (N. Y.) 300; 
Wheeden vy. Camden, etc. R., etc., 
Co., 2 Phila. (Pa.) 23. (2) But these 
cases are no longer law. ‘Whatever 
doubts may have been formerly ex- 
pressed by the courts, touching the 
citizenship of corporations for jur- 
isdictional purposes, (Strawbridge v. 
Curtiss, 3 Cranch 267, 2 L. ed. 435; 
U. S. Bank v. Deveaux, 5 Cranch 
61, 3 L. ed. 38, et seq.,) the ques- 
tion has been effectually set at rest 
by later cases and is no longer open 
to controversy. The present doc- 
trine, as settled by the supreme 
court, is, ‘that where a corporation 
is created by the laws of a staie, 
the legal presumption is that its 
members are citizens of the state 
in which alone the corporate body 
has a legal existence; and that a 
suit by or against a corporation in 
its corporate name must be _ pre- 
sumed to be a suit by or against 
citizens of the state which created 
the corporate body: and that no 
averment or evidence to the contrary 
is admissible for the purposes of 
withdrawing the suit from the ju- 
risdiction of a court of the United 
States.’ National SS. Co. v. Tugman, 
106 \UPSSSALSSIFSCUbSi2 7 eed a Si7- 
Baltimore, etce., Com hy: Koontz, 
104 U. S. 5, 26 L. ed. 6438; Balti- 
more, etc.,/RS Co; v.i Harris, 12 Wall. 
65, 20 L. ed. 354; Paul v. Virginia, 
8 Wall. 168, 19 L. ed. 357; Muller v. 
Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 24 ie ed. 207; 
Cowles v. Mercer Co., 7 Wall. 121, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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jurisdiction, conclusively presumed to be citizens of 
the state in which the corporation is incorporated.2® 

A corporation formed under an act of congress, 
- and whose activities and operations are not to be 
confined to a single state, but are to be carried on, 
and are in fact carried on, in different states, cannot 
be regarded as possessing any state citizenship for 


jurisdictional purposes.?¢ 


A corporation formed under the laws of a foreign 


Poet ned. 12" Ohio, eetc. oR. Corry: 
Wheeler, 1 Black 286, 17 L. ed. 130; 
Marshall v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 
16 How. 314, 14 L. ed. 953, et seq.; 
Louisiana, etc., R. Co. v. Letson, 2 
HOWnn 24975 lL: Ts. ed) 353; ets sea.” 
Zambrino vy. Galveston, ete., R. Co., 
38 Fed. 449, 451. 

19. W. L. Wells Co. v. Gastonia 
WoLLOm EM tes CO... LOS. Us Sik ily Leo 
SCt 640, 49 L. ed. 1003; Barrow SS. 
CO. CV. Kane, -170.U.- S) 100, 18, Sct 
526, 42 L. ed. 964; St. Louis, éte., 
R. Co. v. James, 161 U. S. 545, 16 
mCeso2t) 40.1... ced. 802. WAS.) Ve 
Gillisy 6952-2. 9.4 4015, 24 Ju, ved. 503; 
Parker Washington Co. v. Cramer, 
201 Fed. 878, 120 CCA 216; Bruett v. 
¥. C. Austin Drain. Excavator Co., 
174 Fed. 668; Taylor v. Illinois Cent. 
R. Co. 89 Fed. 119; Allegheny 
County v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 51 
Pa. 228, -88 AmD 579. 

fa] “The reason of the presump- 
tion (we will so denominate it) was 
to establish the citizenship of the 
legal entity for the purpose of jur- 
isdiction in the Federal courts. Be- 
fore its adoption difficulties had 
been encountered _on account of the 
conditions under which jurisdiction 
was given to those courts. A cor- 
poration is constituted, it is true, of 
all its stockholders, but it has a 
legal existence separate from them 
—rights and obligations separate 
from them ... and may have obli- 
gations to them. It can sue and be 
sued. At. first. this could be done in 
the Circuit Court of the United 
States only when the corporation 
was composed of citizens of the 
State which created it. U. S. Bank 
vy. Deveaux, 5 Cranch 61, 3 L. ed. 
88; Hope Ins. Co. v. Boardman, ‘5 
Cranch (U..S.) 57, 3 L. ed. 36. But 
the limitation came to be seen as 
almost a denial of jurisdiction to 
or against corporations in the Fed- 
eral courts, and in Louisville, etc., 
R. Co. v. Letson, 2 How. 497, 11 L. 
ed. 353, prior cases were reviewed; 
and this doctrine laid down: [ 
a corporation created by and doing 
business in a particular State, is 
to be deemed to all intents and pur- 
poses as a person, although an ar- 
tificial person . capable of being 
treated as a citizen of that State, 
as much as a natural person.’ And 
‘when the corporation exercises its 
powers in the State which chartered 
it, that is its residence, and such an 
averment is sufficient to give the 
Circuit Courts jurisdiction.’ _ The 
presumption that the citizenship of 
the corporators should be that of the 
domicil of the corporation was not 
then formulated. That came after- 
wards, and overcame the difficulty 
and objection that the legal creation, 
the corporation, could not be a citi- 
zen within the meaning of the Consti- 
tution. Marshall v. Baltimore, etc., 
R. Co., 16 How. 314, 14 L. ed. 953. 
This, then, was its purpose, and to 
stretch beyond this is_ to stretch 
it to wrong. It is one thing to give 
to a corporation a status, and an- 
other thing to take from a citizen 
the right given him by the Consti- 
tution of the United States. Dis- 
regarding the purpose of the pre- 
sumption, it is easy to represent it, 
as counsel does, as illogical if not 
extended to every stockholder; but 
it would be to show its 


as easy Y 
falseness if so applied. But such 
charges and countercharges are 
aside from the question. To the fact 


and place of incorporation the law 


\ 


‘That’ 
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country is regarded as an alien, so far as federal 
jurisdiction is concerned.” 

Incorporation in more than one state. 
purpose of the jurisdiction of courts of the United 
States, a corporation remains a citizen of the state 
by which it was originally created, although it is 
afterward also constituted a domestic corporation 


For the 


in another state as well,22 as where a corporation 


attaches its presumption for a spe- 
cial purpose. Perhaps, as intimated 
in St. Louis, ete.,,.R. Co. v.. James, 
161) OES. 545, 563,16 SCE 621.407 
ed. 802, this ‘went to the very verge 
of judicial power.’ Against the fur- 
ther step urged by appellees we en- 
counter the Constitution of the 
United States.’ Doctor v. Harring- 
ton, 196 U. S. 579, 586, 25 SCt 355, 
49 L. ed. 606. 

[b] This rule does not extend be- 
yond (1) such purpose, and there is 
no presumption that an individual 
who sues a corporation is a citizen 
of the same state, because he is a 
stockholder in such _ corporation. 
Doctor v. Harrington, 196 U. S. 579, 
25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed. 606; Hanchett 
v, Blair, 100 Fed. 817, 41 CCA 76. 
(2) Where the question is as to the 
citizenship of an individual as deter- 
mining his right to maintain an ac- 
tion in a federal court, the fact that 
he is president of a corporation cre- 
ates no legal presumption that he 
is a citizen of the same state as the 
corporation, the presumption that 
the members of a corporation are 
citizens of the state in which it is 
incorporated being indulged only for 
the purpose of fixing the status of 
the corporation as a litigant in such 
courts. Utah-Nevada Co. v. De La- 
mar, 133 Fed. 113, 66 CCA 179 [cer- 
tiorari den 199 U. S. 605, 26 SCt 746, 
50 L. ed. 330]. 

[ec] A stockholder living in a 
state other than that in which the 
corporation was created may bring 
a suit against the latter in the fed- 
eral courts. Doctor v. Harrington, 
196° U.-S= 579) 25. ‘SCt 355," 49" Lis ed. 
606; Ohio Mechanics, ete., Bank v. 
Thomas, 18 How. (U. S.) 384, 15 L. 
ed. 460; Ohio Mechanics, ete., Bank 
v. Debolt, 18 How. (U. S.) 380, 15 
L. ed. 458; Dodge v. Woolsey, 18 
How. (U. S.) 331, 15 L. ed. 401. 

20. Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 
CLES ean COs mZAleULEIOg (290s SONS C EL 
569, 60 L. ed. 1010. 

Actions by or against United 
States corporations generally see 
supra § 45. 

21. See supra § 57. 

22 SIUOULISVALLe meretCis > bts iCOnm evs 
Louisville Trust Co., 174 U. S. 552, 
19 SCt 817, 43 L. ed. 1081 [mod 75 
Fed. 433, 22 CCA 378]; St. Joseph, 
ete., R. Co. v. Steele, 167 U.S. 659, 17 
925, 42 L. ed. 315; St. Louis; 
etc., R. Co. v. James, 161 U. S. 545, 
16 SCt 621, 40 L.. ed. 802; Nashua, 
6tes apt. COrpaev.., boston’ etc. FR: 
Co., 136. U. S. 356, 10 SCt 1004, 34 
L. ed. 363; Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v. Dunning, 166 Fed. 850, 94 
CCA 128; Lee v. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. Go., 150 Fed. 775 [rev on other 
grounds 166 Fed. 850, 94 CCA 128]; 
Goodwin v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
124 Fed. 358 (reviewing cases); 
Westheider v. Wabash R. Co., 115 
Fed. 840; Walters v. Chicago, etc., 
LOA Meda Site [att SG Wes. 
DINSCH 9415" 465. Li ed41 2664; 
Stonega Coke, ete., Co. v. Southern 
Steel Co., 123 Tenn. 428, 131 SW 
988, 31 LRANS 278, See Plummer v. 
Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 143 Ky. 102, 
136 SW 162, 33 LRANS 362 (re- 
viewing cases). Contra Hurst v. 
Southern R. Co., 162 N. C. 368, 78 
SE 434 [foll Carolina Coal, etc., Co. 
v. Southern R. Co. 144 N. C. 732, 
57 SE 444]. See also Gerling v. 
Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 151 U. S. 673, 
14 SCt 533, 38 L. ed. 311 and Penn- 
Ssylvania R. Co. v. St. Louis, etc. R. 
Cons Ua St 290276 “SCtr1094,\°30 


is compelled, in order to do business in a state other 


L. ed. 83 (both of which cases pro- 
ceed upon the assumption that the 
adoption and domestication of a cor- 
poration by another state may make 
it a citizen of the adopting state for 
jurisdictional purposes). 

“The rule deducible from the deci- 
sions of the supreme court in the 
two cases referred to is that a cor- 
poration, as such, has no citizenship; 
that the citizenship of the incorpo- 
rators determines the jurisdiction of 
the federal court; that the citizen- 
ship of the incorporators is conclu- 
Sively presumed to be that of the 
state in which the corporation was 
first created; that while a corpora- 
tion organized by the laws of one 
state may become a domestic cor- 
poration of another state, the laws 
of the two states permitting, yet the 
citizenship of the incorporators re- 
mains that of the state in which 
such corporation was first created. 
Where, however, a new corporation 
is created by the joint action or op- 
erations of the laws of two or more 
states, the citizenship of such cor- 
poration will be treated as that of 
each state.” Walters v. Chicago, 
6te. oR. Cor 104 Kedar see so rate 
186 U. S. 479, 22 SCt 941, 46 L. ‘ed. 
1266]. 

[a] Reason for rule.—(1) “But 
whatever may be the effect’ of such 
legislation, in the way of subjecting 
foreign corporation “companies to 
control and regulation by the local 
laws of Arkansas, we cannot coneede 
that it availed to create an Arkansas 
corporation out of a foreign cor- 
poration in such a sense as to make 
it a citizen of Arkansas within 
the meaning of the Federal Consti- 
tution so as to subject it as such to 
a suit by a citizen of the State of 
its origin. In order to bring such 
an artificial body as a corporation 
within the spirit and letter of that 
Constitution, as construed by the 
decisions of this court, it would be 
necessary to create it out of nat- 
ural persons, whose citizenship of 
the State creating it could be im- 
puted to the corporation itself.” St. 
Wouis;-€te.,” RoiCo.nv.nJames,. 16l 40. 
S.>545;. 565,, 16° SCt (621, 40. Tied! 
802 [quot Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Louisville; Trust Cot, 174 Us Si6525 
565, 19 SCt 817, 43 /L. ed. 1081]. *C2) 
“But this court failed to-observe the 
distinction between the creation of 
a new corporation out of natural 
persons, and the mere adoption of 
a foreign corporation as a domestic 
corporation for local purposes. ... 
As the right of removal depends 
upon diverse citizenship, we take it 
that the United States court, upon 
the principle announced above, 
would not extend the doctrine of in- 
disputable citizenship to a corpora- 
tion originally created in one state, 
and afterwards adopted as a do- 
mestic corporation in another state, 
so as to make such adopted corpora- 
tion a citizen, also, of the second 
state. ... Inasmuch as this legisla- 
tion and the proceedings thereunder 
created no new corporation out of 
natural persons, but merely domes- 
ticated or adopted an existing cor- 
poration, there can be no citizenship 
of corporators imputed to the cor- 
poration as adopted, except the in- 
disputable citizenship of the original 
corporators,.” Wilson v. Southern R. 
Come (S52 Ch) 5°36 + SHIM T1025 202 ae i03 
{overr Mathias v. Southern R, Co., 
63-S. C. 246, 31 SE 240). 

[b] Rule applied.— (1) The con- 
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than that in which it was incorporated, to become 
a corporation of the latter state also, or is declared 
But where corporations existing 
under the laws of two or more states are consoli- 
dated into a single em'poration,?+ or where a new 
corporation is created by the joint action or opera- 
tion of the laws of two or more states,” it is, when 
sued in either of such states, to be regarded, for 
jurisdictional purposes, as existing therein by virtue 
of the laws of that state alone and accordingly it 


‘ such by statute.?9 
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cannot be sued on ground of diverse citizenship 


stitution of Arkansas denied to for- 
eign corporations the right of emi- 


nent domain; and a Missouri 
corporation acquired that _ right, 
and owned and operated a rail- 


Arkansas, in virtue of 
statutes authorizing it to pur- 
chase the property, rights, and fran- 
ehises of Arkansas corporations, and 
requiring it to file a copy of its 
articles of incorporation or charter 
with the secretary of state of Ar- 
kansas, and enacting that it should 
“thereupon become a corporation of 
this State, anything in its articles 
of incorporation or charter to the 
contrary notwithstanding.” Wie vit, 
was held that it was not thereby 
made a corporation of Arkansas, in 
the sense of the provisions of the 
constitution, and of the acts of con- 
gress, conferring jurisdiction on the 
courts of the United States by rea- 
son of diverse citizenship. St. Louis, 
ete., R. Co. v. James, 161 U. S. 545, 
567, 16 SCt 621, 40 L. ed. 802 [foll 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louisville 


road in 


Trust: Co., 174 U. S. 552, 19 SCt 817, 
43 L. ed. 1081]. (2) “As to the jur- 
isdiction, it being clear that the 


plaintiff was first created a corpo- 
ration of the State of Indiana, even 
if it was afterwards created a cor- 
poration of the State of Kentucky 
also, it was and remained, for the 
purposes of the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the United States, a citi- 
zen of Indiana, the State by which 
it was originally created. It could 
neither have brought suit as a cor- 
poration of both States against a 
corporation or other citizen of either 
State, nor could it have sued or 
been sued as a corporation of Ken- 
tucky. in any court of the United 
States.” Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Louisville Trust Co., 174 U. S. 552, 
563, 19 SCt 817, 43 L. ed. 1081. (3) 
“No nice sneculation as to whether 
the corporation is one or many, and 
no details as to the particulars of 
the consolidation, are needed for 
an answer. The defendant exists in 
Illinois by virtue of the laws of IIli- 
nois. It is alleged to have incurred 
a liability under the laws of the 
same -State, and is sued in _ that 
State. It cannot escape the juris- 
diction by the fact that it is incor- 
porated elsewhere. The assent of 
the State to such incorporation else- 
where, supposing it to have been 
given, a matter unon which we ex- 
press no oninion, cannot be presumed 
to have intended or to imnort such a 
chanre. This seems to be the onin- 
ion of the Supreme Court of IJlli- 
nois. as it certainly has been shown 
to be that of this Court. Chicago, 
etc.. R. Co. v. Whitton, 13 Wall. 279. 
20 L. ed. 571; Muller v. Dows, 94 U. 
S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Memphis. etc.. 
R. Co. v. Alabama, 107 U. S. 581, 2 
SC@u- 432.27) L. ed; 5183) Quincy <R. 
Bridge Co. v. Adams County, 88 IIl. 
615; Winn v. Wabash R. Co., 118 
Fed. 55. What would be the law 
in case of a suit brought in Illinois 
upon a cause of. action which arose 
in Ohio is a question that may be 
left on one side, as also may be the de- 
cisions in cases where a corporation 
originally created in one State after- 
wards becomes compulsorily a cor- 
poration of another State for some 
purposes in order to extend its pow- 


ers. Southern R. Co. v. Allison, 
190 U. S. 326, 23 SCt 713, 47 L. ed. 
1078; St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. James, 
161, U.S.. 545, 16 SCt 621, 40 L: ed. 
802. In the case at bar the incor- 
porations must be taken to have 
been substantially simultaneous and 
free. See Memphis, etc., R. Co. v. 
Alabama, 107 U.S. 581, 2 SCt 432, 
27 L. ed. 518.” Patch v. Wabash R. 
Co., 207 U. S. 277, 283, ,\28 SCt 80, 
52 L. ed. 204, 12 AnnCas 518. 

[c] Limits of jurisdiction.— 
While the circuit court for the dis- 
trict of Kentucky had jurisdiction of 
a suit by a corporation, originally 
incorporated in Indiana, against citi- 
zens of Kentucky and Illinois, al- 


though the corporation had _ also 
been incorporated in the latter 
states, it could not adjudicate, in 


such suit, on the rights of plain- 
tiff aS a corporation of Kentucky 
or of Illinois. Louisville, ete., R. Co. 
v. Louisville Trust Co., 174 U. S. 
552, 19 SCt 817, 438 L. ed. 1081 [mod 
75 Fed. 438, 22 CCA 378]; Lindsay 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 226 Fed. 23, 
141) CCA. 131. 

23. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Castle, 
224. S.. D4li4 82 SCt; 606,56 a. ea. 
875; Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 U. 
S. 277, 28 SCt 80, 52 L. ed. 204, 12 
AnnCas 518; Southern R. Co. v. Al- 
lison, 190 U. S. 326, 23 SCt 713, 47 
L. ed. 1078; St. Louis, ete.,, R. Co. 
v. James, 161 U. S. 545, 16 SCt 621, 
40 L. ed. 802; Baldwin v. Pacific 
Power, etc., Co., 199 Fed. 291; Cum- 
mins ive. Chieago,. etc... GR. iCo.;, 193 
Hedi 28936 Stu uOUIs, .etes Wn. COW IN. 
Cross, 171 Fed. 480; Goodwin v. New 
York, ete., R. Co., 124 Fed. 358; Wal: 
ters v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 104 Fed. 
377 [aff 186 U.. S.. 479, 22 SCt 941, 


46 L. ed. 1266]; Taylor v. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co., 89 Fed. 119; Hollines- 
worth v. Southern R: Co., 86 Fed. 


853; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Hibbs, 
78 SW 1116, 25 KyL 1899; Wilson v. 
Southern R. Co., 64 S. C. 162, 36 SE 
701, 41 SE 971 [foll St. Louis, etc., 
Ry Co: ve Tamess V6Ls Ue Sib 4b AG 
SCt 621, 40 L, ed. 802 and overr 
Mathias v. Southern R. Co., 53 S. C. 
246, 31 SE 240]; Calvert v. South- 
OLN wy El COnt, OF IS Caboose GO Saar pty, 
41 SE 963. Contra Debnam v. South- 
ern Bell Tel., etc., Co., 126 N. C. 831, 
86 SE 269, 65 LRA 915; Layden v. 
Endowment Bank K. P. W., 128 N. C. 
546, 39 SE 47 (both disapproved in 
Southern R. Co. v. Allison, 190 U. 
S339, 28.SCt1713,,4%) G. ead), 1078): 
“A corporation may be made what 
is termed a domestic corporation, or 
in form a domestic cornoration, of 
a State in compliance with the leg- 


‘islation thereof, by filing a copy of 


its charter and by-laws with the 
Secretary of State, yet such fact 
does not affect the character of the 
original corporation. It does not 
thereby become a citizen of the State 
in which a copy of its charter is 
filed, so far as to affect the juris- 
diction of the Federal courts unon 
a question of diverse citizenship.” 
Southern R. Co. v. Allison, 190 U. S. 
326; 138375528 ).SCt. 713, AZ) L.-ed. 1078. 

[a] Right to remove cause to 
federal court-——The fact that a for- 
eign corporation has complied with 
Rev. St. § 841, providing that no for- 
eign corporation shall do business in 


the state until it shall have become 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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in a federal court of any-of such states by a citizen 
of such state,2® and if so sued in the state court it 
cannot remove the suit to the federal court;?? but 
it may be sued by a citizen of one of such states 
in the federal court of another of such states,?® or 
if so sued in a state court it may remove the suit to. 
the federal court.?9 
cannot sue a citizen of one of such states in the 
federal court of such state upon the ground of 
diverse citizenship, 50 


Conversely such corporation 


a citizen thereof, does not prevent it 
from securing the removal of a 
cause against it to the federal court. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Hibbs, 78 SW 
1116, 25 KyL 1899. See Removal of 
Causes [34 Cye 1261]. 

24. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
U. S. 277, 28 SCt 80, 52 L. ed. 204, 
12 AnnCas 618; Muller v. Dows, 94 
U. S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Chicago, 
etc., R. Co. v. Whitton, 13 Wall. (U. 
S.) 270, 20 L. ed. 571 [foll Page v. 
Fall River, etc., Co., 31 Fed. 257 (rev 
on other erounds 145 Us, a" Salen be 
SCt 980, 36 L. ed. 851)]; Smith v. 
New York, etc., R. Co., 96 Fed. 504; 
Baldwin v. Chicago, etc, Re) Co. j86 
Fed. 167; Missouri Pace. R. Co. v. 
Meeh, 69 Fed. 758, 16 CCA 510. 306 
LRA 250; Fitzgerald v. Missouri 
Pac. R. Co., 45 Fed. 814; Centrat 
Trust Co. v. St. Louis, etc, Ree Cox 
41 Fed. 551; Burger v. Grand Rapids, 
ete., R. Co., 22 Fed. 561. 

[a] A merger instead of a con- 
solidation does not have this result, 
but the absorbing corporation re- 
tains its citizenship as of the state 
of its creation. Lee v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 150 Fed. 775 [rev 
on other grounds 166 Fed. 850, 94 
CCA 128]. 

25. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
U. S. 277, 28 SCt 80, 52 L. ed. 204; 
Memphis, ete, R. Co. v. Alabama, 
L032. US 0 -b Sle 2. SCt 743 22 tne eas 
518 [dist Southern R. Co; -v,’ > Alli= 
son, 190TOS 326. 28 SCthy1 See ueine 
ed. 1978]; Ohio, etc., R. Co. v. Wheel- 
er, 1 Black 286, 17 L. ed. 130; Peters- 
boroueh R. Co. v. Boston, ete., R. 
Co., 239 Fed. 97, 152 CCA 147: Lake 
Shore, ete., R. Co. v. Eder, 174 Fed. 
944, 98 CCA 556; Goodwin v. New 
York, (pete, ks) COS h 104.) Redtun snus 
Phinizy v. Augusta, ete, R. Co., 56 
Fed. 273; Union Trust Co. v. Roch- 


ester,, etc. Re Co. 29: ‘Real 609- 
Wheeling v. Baltimore, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,502, 1 Hughes 90. 

26. Goodwin v. Boston, ete. R. 


Co., 127 Fed. 986; Goodwin v. New 
York,~etc.,, Rl Co." 124 “Weds ss58t 
Raldwin v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 86 
Fed. 167; Missouri Pac. R. Co, v. 
Meeh, 69 Fed. 7538, 16 ‘CCA 510. 30 
LRA 250; Burger v. Grand Rapids, 
ete, RiCo., ah Fed. 561. 
S ee emoval of. Cause 

Cyc 126]. Sita 

28. Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 
24 L. ed. 207; Chicago, ete, R. Co, 
v. Whittone, 13 Wall. (U. 5) 270, 
20 L. ed. 571; Goodwin v. New York, 
etc, R. Co., 124 Fed. 358: Boston, 
Ot. abt (OO, sue eer ude 10s Fed. 116. 
47 CCA 615, 56 LRA 193 [certiorari 
den 184 U. S. 700, 22 SCt 939, 46 
L. ef 765]; Williamson v. Krohn, 
66 Fed. 655, 138 CCA 668; Union 
Trust Co. v. Rochester, ete., R. Co., 
29 Fed. 609; Wheeling v. Baltimore, 
an HCAS. INO. detro One T Hughes 


29. See Removal of Causes [34 
Cyesl26in: 

30. St. Joseph, SUG Cite pCO Eve 
Steele, 167: U.S. 659, 17 SCt 925, 43 
Ley, ©d./3153 OhTOs! Cte... Ra VOOn awe 
Wheeler, 66 U. S. 286, 17 L. ed. 130. 
Compare Nashua, etc, R. Corp. v. 
Boston, éte., RR. Corp., 136 U. Ss 356; 
10 SCt 1004, 34 L. ed. 363 (where 
such a suit was sustained on ground 
that the particular statutes created 
two different corporations). 


. 


; 
: 


‘ 


a 


7 


§§ 67-70] 


Collusive incorporation. Where a corporation has 
a right of action, and the stockholders thereof, for 
the purpose of bringing the matter within the juris- 
diction of a federal court, form a corporation in 
another state, to which a technical legal title is 
transferred for the purpose of bringing suit in the 
federal court, the court should decline to take ju- 
risdiction and dismiss the action as collusive.®? | 

The agents of a corporation may be sued in a fed- 
eral court, although the corporation itself is not 


suable therein.?2 


[§ 68] 9. Actions by or against Unincorporated, 
While it has been held in a few cases 
that an unincorporated joint-stock association is a 
citizen of the state in which, and under whose laws 
it is tormed, for the purposes of federal jurisdic- 
- tion,®? it is now settled that the rule is otherwise ;?+ 
and that the citizenship of the members governs.®5 
If there is the requisite diversity of citizenship 
between all the partners on one side and their oppo- 
nents on the other, the federal court has jurisdic- 
fion.** There is no presumption that the citizenship 


Associations. 


31. Miller v. East Side Canal, ete., 
COpVR2zL EUS. 293,029) SCti 1145.53 Wa 
ed. 189; Lehigh Min., etc, Co. v. 
Ken yij2160:20 9S) 9327, 216) SCt 307,140 
L ed. 444. But compare Percy Sum- 
mer Club v. Astle, 163 Fed. 1, 90 
CCA 527 [reh den 166 Fed. 1020, 92 
CCA 667} (where the formation of 
a corporation under the laws of New 
Jersey to take over nroperty in New 
Hampshire from a corporation of 
that state having the same name 
and composed largely of the same 
persons was held not so clearly for 
the purpose of enabling it to invoke 
the jurisdiction of the federal courts 
as to defeat such jurisdiction on the 
ground of fraud). 

Collusion to conter jurisdiction 

Camden, etc., R. 


generally see infra § 
32. Bonaparte v. 

Co., 3 F. Cas. No. 1,617, Baldw. 205. 
33. Andrews Bros. Co. v. Youngs- 


town Coke Co., 86 Fed. 585, 30 CCA 


Fed. 669]; Baltimore, 
v. Adams Exp. Co., 22 
Fed. 404; Fargo v. Louisville, etc., 
R. Co., 6 Fed. 787, 10, Biss..273; 
Dinsmore v. Philadelphia, etc. R. 
Si, Case Non 3,021, Tl 2Phila: 
(Pa.) 483; Maltz v. American Exp. 
16 F. Cas. No. 9,002, 1 Flipp. 
611. 


34. Great Southern Fire Proof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
Sct 690, 44 L. ed. 482 [rev 86 Fed. 
370, 30 CCA 108, foll Chapman v. 
Barney, 129 U. S. 677, 9 SCt 426, 32 
Teked;, $00) dist), U.S. ) Exp. -Co. Vv. 
Kountze, fo walt ee S.) an eae 
disappr ndrews ros. : 3 
re heaton Coke Co., 86 Fed. 585, 30 
CCA 293 (aff 79 Fed. 669)]; Chap- 
man v. Barney, 129 U. S. 677, 9 SCt 
426, 32 L. ed. 800; Empire Rice Mill 
Co. v. Neumond, 199 Fed. 800; Irving 
vy. New York, etc., Joint Dist. Coun- 
eile Dons wG., 280 Med.) 8965 Roun- 
tree v. Adams Exp. Co., 165 Fed. 152, 
91 CCA 186; Saunders v. Adams Exp. 
Co., 136 Fed. 494; McKinnon v. 
Waterbury, 136 Fed. 489 [aff 146 
Fed. 737, 77 CCA 294]; Fred Macey 
Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 68 CCA 
363; Village Mills Co. v. Houston 
Oil Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 186 SW 785. 
See also infra § 69. 

“The capacity to sue and be sued 
by the name of the association does 
not make the plaintiffs a corpora- 
tion within the rule that a suit by 
er against a corporation in its cor- 
porate name in a court of the United 
States is conclusively presumed to 
be one by or against citizens of the 
State creating the corporation. 
Louisvile, ete, R. Co. v. Letson, 2 
How. (U: S.) 497, 11 L. ed. 353; 
Ohio, etc., R. R. Co. v. Wheeler, 1 
Black 286, 17 L. ed. 130; National SS. 
Co. v. Tugman, 106 U. S. 118, 1 SCt 
58, 27 L. ed. 87. The rule that for 


293 [aff 79 
ete., R. Co. 
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[§ 69] 
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of such members is the same as that of the domicile 
of the association.?7 

Diversity of citizenship between the adverse party 
and trustees empowered by a joint-stock association 
to sue and be sued on its behalf may be made the 
basis of jurisdiction.?§ 
10. Actions by or against Partnerships. 
A partnership has, as such, no citizenship for the 
purpose of federal jurisdiction,?® and such jurisdic- 
tion in actions by or against partnerships is gov- 


erned by the citizenship of the individual partners,*° 


[§ 70] 11. 


purposes of jurisdiction and within 
the meaning of the clause of the 
Constitution extending the judicial 
powers of the United States to con- 
troversies between citizens of differ- 
ent States, a corporation was to be 
deemed a citizen of the State cre- 
ating it, has been so long recog- 
nized and applied that it is not now 
to be questioned. No such rvle, 
however, has been applied to fart- 
nership associations although such 
associations may have some of the 
characteristics of a corporation. 
When the question relates to the 
jurisdiction of a Circuit Court of the 
United States as resting on the di- 
verse citizenship of the parties we 
must look in the case of a suit by or 
against a partnership association to 
the citizenship of the several per- 
sons composing such _ association. 
Nor can we accede to the suggestion 
that this question of jurisdiction is 
affected by the clause of the Consti- 
tution of Pennsylvania providing 
that the term ‘corporations,’ as used 
in article XVI of that instrument, 
‘shall be construed to include all 
joint stock companies or associa- 
tions having any of the powers or 
privileges of corporations not pos- 
sessed by individyals or _ partner- 
ships’. Const.) Pa,) tart) OV § 13. 
The only effect of that clause is to 
place the joint stock companies or 
associations referred to under the 
restrictions imposed by that article 
upon corporations; and not to in- 
vest them with all the attributes of 
corporations.’ Great Southern Tire 
Proof Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 
449, 455, 20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed, 482 
[rev 86 Fed. 370, 30 CCA 108]. 

35. Wise v. Brotherhood Locomo- 
tive Firemen, etc., 252 Fed. 961, 164 
CCA 469; Taylor v. Weir, 171 Fed. 
636, 96 CCA 438 [rev 162 Fed. 585]; 
Seattle Brewing, etc. Co. v. Han- 
sen, 144 Fed. 1011. See also cases 
supra note 34. J 

36. Great Southern Fire Proof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
sct 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Empire Rice 
Mill Co. v. Neumond, 199 Fed. 800. 

37. Chapman v. Barney, 129 U.S. 
677, 9 SCt 426, 32 L. ed. 800; Empire 
Rice Mill Co. v. Neumond, 199 Fed. 
860; Rountree v. Adams Exp. Co., 
155 Fed. 152, 91 CCA 186. , 

38. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
NODE Se LO ep eSOusa4a 249) Tied: 
160; Village Mills Co. v. Houston 
Oil Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 186 SW 786. 

[a] The stockholders are bound 
by the judgment in an _ action 
brought in a federal court on the 
ground.of such diversity. Village 
Mills Co. v. Houston Oil Co., (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 186 SW 785. 

39. Columbia Digger Co. v. Rec- 
tor, 215 Fed. 618; Empire Rice Mill 

4 . 


who are not presumed to be citizens of the state in 
which the partnership is domiciled.*2 

Actions by or. against Citizens of 
District of Columbia or of Territory. As federal 
jurisdiction on the ground of diverse citizenship ex- 
tends only to actions between citizens of different 
‘*states,’’ or citizens of a state and foreien citizens 
or subjects,** the necessary diversity of citizenship 
cannot be predicated upon the fact that one of the 
parties to an action is a citizen of the District of 
Columbia #° or of a territory.‘* 


Co. v. Neumond, 199 Fed. 800 [dis- 
appr Liverpool, ete., Nav. Co. v. Agar, 
14 Fed. 615, 4 Woods 201]; Bruett v. 
F. C. Austin Drain. Excavator Co., 
174 Fed. 668. 

40. Raphael, v. Trask, 194 U. S. 
272, 24 SCt 647, 48 L. ed. 973 [aff 
118 Fed. 777]; Columbia Digger Co. 
v. Rector, 215 Fed. 618; Emnire Rice 
Mill Co. v. Neumond, 199 Fed. 800; 
Bruett v. EF. C. Austin Drain. Ex- 
cavator Co., 174 Fed. 668; A. B. An- 
drews Co. v. Puncture Proof Foot: 
wear Co., 168 Fed. 762; Fred Macey 
Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 68 CCA 363; 
Jewish Colonization Assoc. v. Solo- 
mon, 125 Fed. 994; Carnegie v. Hul- 
bert, 53 Fed. 10, 3 CCA 391; Poole v. 
West Point Butter, ete., Assoc. 30 
Fed. 513; Torres v. Rubert, 6 Porto 
Rico Fed, 551. See also supra § 68. 

41. Chapman v. Barney, 129 U. S. 
677, 9 SCt 426, 32 L. ed. 800; Em- 
nire Rice Mill Co. v. Neumond, 199 
Fed. 800. 

42. Const. art III § 2; Jud. Code 
$124.C)). 

43. Hooe v. Jamieson, 166 U. S. 
395, 17 SCt 596, v4. bed. ud 049): 
Slaurhter House Cases, 16 Wall. (U. 
S.) 36, 21 L. ed. 394: Barney v. 
Baltimore. 6 Wall. (U. S.) 289, 18 L. 
ed. 825; New Orleans v. Winter, 1 
Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 L. ed. 44; Hep- 
burn v. Elizey, 2 Cranch (U. S.) 445, 
2 L. ed. 332; Pannill v. Roanoke 
Times Co., 252 Fed. 910; American 
Nat. Bank v. Tappan, 174 Fed. 4381 
{aff 217 U. S. 600, 30 SCt 697, 54 L. 
ed. 897]; Holland v. Hyde, 41 Fed. 
897; Prentiss v. Brennan, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,885, 2 Blatchf. 162; Vasse v. 
Mifflin, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,895, 4 Wash. 
CMCM5LI 

fa] Reason for exclusion from 
privilege.—‘“‘Citizens of the District 
of Columbia were not granted the 
privilege of litigating in the federal 
courts on the ground of diversity of 
citizenship. Possibly no better rea- 
son for this fact exists than that 
such citizenS were not thousht of 
when the judiciary article of the 
federal constitution was drafted.” 
Pannill v. Roanoke Times Co., 252 
Fed. 910, 914, 

44. Hooe vy. Jamieson, 166 U. S. 
3957) a, SOU, 596) 41 er inn ved, 10495 
Slaughter House Cases, 16 Wall. (U. 
S.) 36, 31 L. ed. 394; New Orleans 


v. Winter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 91, 4 
L. ed. 44 [foll but questioned in 
Watson v. Brooks, 13 Fed. 540, 8 
Sawy. 316]; Pannill v. Roanoke 
Rimes Cowe voce ped. O10ss Clann. 
Southern’s, Pac. \'Co.,. 175) "hedt = =l225 
Maxwell v. Federal Gold, etce., Co., 
155 Fed. 110, 88 CCA 570; McClel- 


land v. McKane, 154 Fed. 164; Wat- 
son v. Bonfils, 116 Fed. 157, 53 CCA 
535 [certiorari den 187 U. S. 641, 23 
SCt 841, 47 L. ed. 345]; Weller v, 


760 [25C.J.] 


[§ 71] 12. Actions on Assigned Promissory Notes 
It is expressly pro- 
vided by the Judicial Code,*® carrying forward simi- 


or Other Choses in Action.*® 


lar provisions in earlier acts,*” that 


Hanaur, 105 Fed. 193; Snead v. Sel- 

lers, 66 Fed. 371, 18 CCA 518; John- 

son v. Bunker Hill, ete., Min., etc., 

Co., 46 Fed, 417; Nickerson v. Crook, 

45 Fed. 658; Dunton vy, Muth, 45 Fed. 

390; Prentiss v. Brennan, 19 F. Cas. 

No. 11,385, 2 Blatchf, 162. 

[a] Where one of two coplain- 
tiffs is a citizen of a territory, ju- 
risdiction on the ground of diverse 
citizenship cannot exist. Weller v. 
Hanaur, 105 Fed. 193. 

§ ae Colorable transfers see 
46. Jud, Code (1911) § 24 par 1. 
47. Brown v. Fletcher, 235 U. S. 

589, 35 SCt 154, 59 L. ed. 374 (hold- 

ing that the Judicial Code merely 

continued the existing law in this 
respect). 

[a] Earlier forms of statute.— 
The judiciary. act of 1789 provided 
that the circuit courts should not 
take cognizance of a suit to cover 
the contents of any promissory note 
or other chose in action in favor of 
an assignee, unless such suit could 
have been prosecuted in such court 
by the assignor, except in cases of 
foreign bills. of ‘exchange. Judiciary 
Act, ‘1789 Gyst, ates, 70) St) nb 
1875 the provision as to such suits 
was changed so as to preclude any 
suit on contract by an assignee in 
any circuit or district court, unless 
such suit might have been prose- 
cuted in such court by the assignor, 
except in cases of promissory notes 
negotiable by the law merchant and 
bills of exchange. Act March 3, 1875 
CUSSUL ate a 410 HCAs 7). ame 18:87, 
and 1888 the law was again changed 
so as to make it substantially the 
same as is provided by the present 
Judicial Code, the prohibition apply- 
ing to both circuit and_ district 
courts. Act March 3, 1887 (24 St. at 
h. 552 ec 373) as corrected by Act 
AU dss TSS Sl CDi wet, ath sie 433 
c, 866). 

[b] Purpose of statute.—‘‘The re- 
striction was imposed not only to 
prevent fraudulent transfers, made 
for the purpose of conferring juris- 
diction, but in apprehension that 
promissory notes and like papers 
might be transferred in good faith 
by the citizens of one State to those 
of another, and thus' render the 
maker liable to suit in the Federal 


infra 


court. U.S. Bank vy. Planters’ Bank, 
9 Wheat. 904, 909, 6 L. ed. 244,” 
Brown v., Mletcher, 235 U. S.) 589, 
595, 85 SCt 154, 59 L. ed. 374. 

[c] Construction of  statute.— 


“Except for a short time when the 
act.oLevianch 8; 1875, e187, L838. Stat. 
470, restricted suits ‘founded on a 
contract in favor of an assignee,’ 
the several statutes on the subject, 
in force prior to the adoption of 
§ 24, made this limitation on the 
jurisdiction of United States courts 
apvly to ‘any suit to recover the 
contents of any promissory note or 
other chose in action in favor of 
any assignee’ (Act of September 24, 
HELO Oe Chee Ul POLAT N Ose COs Senlueg EROWs 


Stati. $6295 Actwor, March’ 3," £887, 
c. 373, 24 Stat. 552; Act of August 
13, 1888, 866, 25 Stat. 433, 434). 


These were technical terms of va- 
riable meaning. They might have 
been given a literal construction, 
in which case the act would not 
have wholly remedied the evil in- 
tended to be corrected. They were 
alse susceptible of a construction 
so broad as to include subjects far 
beyond the congressional policy. 
For a ‘chose in action embraces in 
one sense all rights of action.’ Dun- 
das v. Bowler, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,140, 
3 McLean 204, 208. So that if the 
words of the statute had been given 
their most comprehensive meaning 
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no district court 


every assignee or vendee would have 
been prevented from suing in the 
United States court unless the as- 
signor could have maintained the 
action. It is evident, however, that 
there was no intent to prevent as- 
signees and purchasers of property 
from maintaining an action in the 
Federal court to recover such prop- 
erty, even though the purchaser was 
an assignee and the deed might, in 
a sense, be called a* chose in action. 
On the other hand, to construe the 
statute so as to only prohibit suits 
in such courts by the assignees of 
notes, drafts and ‘written promises 
to pay, would have left open a wide 
field and enabled assignees of ac- 
counts and of claims arising out of 
breaches of contracts to proceed in 
the Federal courts, although the 
parties to the original agreement 
could not have there sued. While, 
therefore, it was admitted in Sere v. 
Pitot, 6 Craneh 332, 3 L. ed. 240, 
that suits to recover the ‘contents 
of a chose in action’ referred to ‘as- 
signable paper,’ yet, in view of the 
general policy of the Act, these 
words were given a construction so 
broad as to include suitS on ac- 
counts and on claims other than 
those containing written promises to 
pay. That ruling, though criticized 
in Bushnell v. Kennedy, 9 Wall. 387, 
393, 19 L. ed. 786, was constantly 
followed Totes ws Sill, 8 - Bow. 
441, 12 L. ed. 1147; Shoecraft v. 
Bloxham, IWS ool Oe si 730, 8 SCt 686, 
Ee We ed, 574), and it has been 
settled that the prohibition applied 
not only to suits on instruments 
which might be said to have ‘con- 
tents,’ but also to suits for the re- 
covery of ‘all debts, and all claims 
for damages for breach of contract, 
or for torts connected with a con- 
tract. see.) Ut. not to suits to 
recover the specific thing or dam- 
ages for its wrongful caption or de- 


tention.’ Bushnell v. Kennedy, 9 
Wall, .387,. 390, .391; “19 me - ed: 736; 
Ibid. 392. Neither did it apply to 


suits for damages for neglect of 
duty. Deshler v. Dodge, 16 How. 
622, 631, 14 L. ed. 1084; Ambler v. 
Eppinger, 137 U. S. 480, 11 SCt 173, 
34 LL. ed. 765.” Brown v. Fletcher, 
235. U.S. 689; 595, 85 St Lb4.59) Ti. 
ed. 374. 

4s. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 par 1. 

49. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 par 1. 

[a] The change in the language 
of the statute, from “to recover the 
contents of any promissory note,” etc., 
in the former statute to “to recover 
upon any promissory note,” ete, in 
the present Judicial Code, does not 
chanse the law. Brown vy. Fletcher, 
235 U. S. 589, 35 SCt.154, 59 L. ed. 
374; Harlan v. Houston, 258 Fed. 
CIM nl OF CCAS 65s 

[b] A suit to recover the con- 
tents of a promissory note or other 
chose in action is a suit to recover 
the amount due upon such note or 
the amount claimed to be due upon 
an account, personal contract, or 
other chose in action, within the 
prohibition. Kolze v. Hoadley, 200 
US 76626 SCul220550) Tved. 37.05 
Shoecroft v. Bloxham, 124 U.S. 720, 
8 SCt 686, 31 L. ed. 574; Bushnell 
Vv. Kennedy, 9 Walle Gun ) SHG) ak) 
L. ed. 736; Deshler v. Dodge, 18 How. 
(U. S.) 622, 14 L. ed. 1084; Sere v. 
Pitot, 66. CranchweCUnese) tcocssoalin 6a. 
240. 

50. Jud. Code ae, § 24 par 1; 
Cross v. Allen, 141 U. S. 528, 12 sct 
67, 35 DL. ed. 843; Gibson v. Chew, 16 
Pet. GUE S:)) 315, 10 L. ed. Ointis Keary 
v. Farmers’, etc., Bank, 16 Pet. (U. 
S.) 89, 10 L. ed. 897; Troy Bank v. 
Whitehead, 184 Fed. 932 [rev on 
other grounds 222 U.S. 39, 32 SCt 9, 


Eu 


shall have cognizance of any suit, except upon for- 
eign bills of exchange,*® to recover upon? any 
promissory note °°? or other chose in action! in 


56 L. ed. 81]; Dennison State Nat. 
Bank v. Water Co., 174 Fed. 827; 
U. S. National Bank v. McNair, 56 


Fed. 323; Coe v. Cayuga Lake R. 
Contes Fed. 534,- 19 *Blatehf, 522% 
Noell Vv. Mitehell 18 EH. - Cas. No: 


10,287, 4 Biss. 346; Shuford v. Cain, 
22 EF. Cas.. No. 12,823, 1 Abb. 302; 
Thaxter v. Hatch, 33 F. Cas. No. Ee 
866, 6 McLean 68. 

[a] A note for the accommoda- 
tion of the payee is not subject to 
the restriction of the _ statutes. 
Holmes v. Goldsmith, 147 U. S. 150, 
13 SCt 288, 87 L. ed. 188 [aff 36 Fed. 
484, 13 Sawy. 526, 1 LRA 816 and 


foll Wachusett Nat. Bank v. Sioux~ 


City Stove Works, 56 Fed. 321]. 

[b] A suit to foreclose trust 
deeds securing notes, with relief in- 
cidental thereto, 
money due on the notes, and cannot 
be brought in a federal court by an 
assignee unless the assignor could 
have sued in such court. Hoadley v. 
sare 128 Fed. 302. 

[c] Where the payee of notes was 
merely a broker for their negotia- 
tion, and they became effective only 
when sold and indorsed, a purchaser 
is not an “assignee,’’ within the 
meaning of Jud. Code § -24 subd 1 
(Comp. St. § 991 [1]), whose right 
to sue in a federal court is depend- 
ent on that of the indorser. Com- 
mercial Trust Co. v. Laurens County, 


267 Fed. 901. 

51. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 par 1; 
Blacklock v. Small, 127 U. S. 96, 8 
SCt 1096, 32 L. ed. 70; Clear Lake 


Power, etc., Co. v. Woodland Bank, 
226 Fed. 698, 141 CCA 454. [aff 213 
Fed, 109]; Clear Lake Power, etce., 
Conve Adamson, 226 Fed. 645, 141 
CCA 401; Clear Lake Power, etc., 
Comve Stephens, 226 Fed. 642, 141 
CCA 398; Clear Lake Power, ete., 
Co..-ve Diteh Co. 226 (Ped!) 634) 4 
CCA 390; Clear Lake Power, etc., 


Co. v. Woodland Bank, 213 Fed. 109; 
Eau Claire v. Payson, 107 Fed. 552, 
46 CCA 466 [reh den 109 Fed. 676, 
48 CCA 608]. 

[a] The term chose in action in- 
cludes: (1) A contract (Plant Inv. 
Co. v. Jacksonville, ete., R. Co., 152 
U.S: 71, 14 SCt 483, 38 L./ed. 358; 
Shoecraft v. Bloxham, 124 U. S. 730, 
8 SCt 686, 31 L. ed. 574; Corbin v. 
Black Hawk County, 105 U. S. 659, 
26 L. ed. 1136; Boston Safety, etc., 
Co. v. Plattsmouth, 76 Fed. 881; 
Coler v. Grainger County, 74 Fed. 
16, 20 CCA 267) (2) even though it 
is oral (Utah-Nevada Co. v. De La- 
mar, 133 Fed. 113, 66 CCA-179 [cer- 
tiorari den 199 U. S. 605, 26 SCt 746, 
50 L. ed. 3380]). (8) A claim found- 
ed on a contract. Mexican Nat. R. 
Co. v.~- Davidson,. 157 US S27201 45 
SCt 563, 39 LL. ed. 672:- Jackson ‘Vv. 
Pearson, 60 Fed. 113; Republic Iron 
Min. Co. v. Jones, 37 Bed. 721,=2 
LRA 746; Simons v. Ypsilanti Paper 
Cosy 335 Neds 1:93. (4) An open ac- 
count. Chase v. Sheldon Roller-Mills 
Co., 56 Fed. :625.- (>) AY Tish +o “an 
account of the proceeds of sales of 
mortgaged property. Wilkinson v. 


Wilkinson, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,677, 2 
Curt., 582: (6) Where complainant 
B. B., a citizen of West Virginia, 


entered a partnership with defend- 
ant and G, both residents of New 
York, for the exploitation of gas 
lands and the-construction and op- 
eration of a.carbon plant, G agree- 
ing to drive the gas well on the 
land of complainant B. B., defend- 
ant to construct and operate the 
plant, the proceeds to be divided, 
one third to complainant B. B., one 
half to defendant, and one sixth to 
G; and G thereafter -assigned his 
interest to complainant J. B., a citi- 
zen of West Virginia, whereupon 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


is one to collect the ~ 
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favor of any assignee,>? or of any subsequent hold- 


er,°> if such instrument is payable 


complainants sued defendant in the 
federal court for dissolution of the 
partnership and for an accounting, 
it was held that the term ‘chose 
in action” was sufficiently broad to 
cover the right of complainant J. B., 
whether by his purchase he became 
a partner, or whether his right of 
action was limited to compensation 
for drilling a well out of profits 
earned by defendant; and _ hence, 
Since G could not have maintained 
an action against defendant in the 
federal court for such relief, such 
court had no jurisdiction of the joint 
action by G’s assignee and his co- 
complainant. Brown y. Beacom, 174 
Fed. 812, 98 CCA 520. 

[b] A suit to quiet title to land 
and for the cancellation of tax deeds 
under which defendants claim, 
where complainant sues as assignee 
of a mortgage and of a certificate 
of purchase in foreclosure proceed- 
ings thereunder which admittedly 
has not ripened into the legal title, 
is a- Suit to recover the contents of 
Such instruments as choses in ac- 
tion. Farr v. Hobe-Peters Land Co., 
188 Fed. 10, 110 CCA 160 [rev 170 
Fed. 644}. 

[c] Only claims based on con- 
tract are included within the term 
“chose in action.” Brown vy. Flet- 
cher, 235 U. S. 589, 35 SCt 154, 59 L. 
ed. 374. 

52. Jud. Code (19141) § 24 par 1; 
Clear Lake Power, etc., Co. v. Craig, 
226 Fed. 598, 141 CCA 354; Lipschitz 
v. Napa Fruit Co., 223 Fed. 698, 139 
CCA 228; Maine Lumber Co. v, King- 
field Co., 218 Fed. 902; Cincinnati, 
Ste Re COL Ve Orr; Poth Med >=2 61% 
Clear Lake Power, etc., Co. v. Capay 
Ditch Co,, 213 Fed. 399; Clear Lake 
Power, etc., Co. v. Woodland Bank, 
213 Fed. 109; Bison State Bank v. 
Billington, 209 Fed. 610, 126 CCA 
432; Brown v. Fletcher, 206 Fed. 461, 
124 CCA 3867 [rev on other grounds 
Pima Saco COMOCE —To0 moo dlc ed. 
1128]. 

[a] A pledgee of stock cannot, 
on account of the diverse citizen- 
ship existing between himself and 
the corporation, sue the corporation 
in the federal court for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver where his pledgor 
is a resident of the state of which 
the corporation is a_ citizen. Gor- 
man-Wright Co. v. Wright, 134 Fed. 
363, 67 CCA 345. 

[b] A general assignee of the ef- 
fects of an insolvent cannot sue in 
the federal courts if his assignor 
could not have done so. Sere v. 
Pitot, 6 Cranch (U..S.)) 332, 3) i. ted. 


240. 

[c] Partner as assignee of part- 
ner.—A federal court is without jur- 
isdiction of a suit on a cause of ac- 
tion existing in favor of a partner- 
ship, brought by one party in his 
own right and as assignee of the in- 
terest of his copartner, unless the 
bill shows that the citizenship of 
the assignor is such that the suit 
might have been maintained in that 
court by the firm. Ban v. Colum- 
bia Southern R. Co., 117 Fed. 21, 54 
CCA 407 [rev 109 Fed. 499]. 

[a] An executor or administrator 
is not an assignee of his decedent 
within the meaning of the statute. 
Dodge v. Perkins, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,954, 
4 Mason 435; Mayer v. Foulkrod, 16 
F. Cas. No. 9,341, 4 Wash. C. C. 349. 

fe] A plaintiff in attachment to 


-whom the right is given to sue on a 


a forthcoming’ bond as if it “had 
been assigned to him” is not an as- 
signee within the meaning of the 
statute so as to prevent an action 
thereon by him in the federal court 
where he is a citizen of another 
state. Smith v. Packard, 98 Fed. 
793, 39 CCA 294. ; 
[f] Trustee.— (1) Where a city 
ordinance, under which a_ water 
franchise was granted, provided that 
hydrant rentals should be paid to 
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is not made by 
to bearer °* and 


plaintiff, a nonresident corporation, 
as trustee, the fact that the origi- 
nal ordinance granting the franchise 
was not to the water company,. but 
to M and his assigns, who assigned 
it to the water company, and that 
both M and the company were citi- 
zens of the same state, did not pre- 
clude the trustee from bringing an 
action to recover such rent in the 
federal court. Seymour vy. Farmers’ 
Tenge \Co:, 128 Weds 907; 63 CCA 
633. (2) A trustee in a mortgage 
executed by a water company, claim- 
ing the right by virtue of the pro- 
visions of such mortgage to collect 
rentals due the company, cannot 
maintain an action against a city to 
recover an amount alleged to be due 
the company as rentals in a federal 
court, where the company and city 
are corporations of the same state, 
his sole right to maintain such an 
action being as assignee of the con- 
tract between the city and company. 
Eau_ Claire v. Payson, 107 Fed. 552, 
46 CCA 466 [reh den 109 Fed. 676, 
48 CCA 608]. 

[g] A mortgagee (1) holding by 
assignment a contract between cor- 
porations of the same state, cannot 
sue in a federal court for 
performance, although itself a cor- 
poration of another state. Boston 
Safety, etc, Co. v. Plattsmouth, 76 
Féd. 881. (2) A mortgage given by 
a water company covering rentals 
accruing to it under a contract with 
a city is no more than an assign- 
ment of a chose in action as to such 
rentals, and the mortgagee cannot 
maintain an action against the city 
to enforce payment of it in a federal 
court, where the mortgagor and the 
city are both corporations of the 
Same state, nor can one claiming the 
right to enforce the contract by sub- 
rogation to the rights of the mort- 
gagee. American Waterworks, etc., 
Co. v. Home Water Co., 115 Fed. 171 
[app dism 194 U. S. 639, 24 SCt 855, 
48 L. ed. 1162]. 

[h] A formal assignment is not 
necessary to constitute one an as- 
signee within the meaning of the 
statute. It is sufficient that title 
has been transferred to him. Brain- 
erd, etc., Co. v. Brice, 250 U. S. 229, 
39 SCt 458, 63 L. ed. 951 [dist Brown 
Vv. Wletcher, 235 U.S. 589,935, SCt 
154, 54 L. ed. 374]; Plant Inv. Co. v. 
Jacksonville, ete., R. Co., 152 U. S. 
71, 14 SCt 483, 38 L. ed. 358; Shoe- 
craft’ v. Bloxham, 124 U. S. 730, 8 
Sct 686, 31 L. ed. 574. 

[i] Where an indorsee is not in 
fact an assignee of the paper, suit 
may be brought thereon in a federal 
court by a holder having the requi- 
site diverse citizenship, although 
the indorser may have been a citi- 
zen of the same state with defend- 
ant. Blair v. Chicago, 201 U. S. 400, 
296 SCt 427, 50 lL ed. 801 [rev 132 
Fed. 848, and foll Holmes v. Gold- 
smith, 147 U. S. 150, 13 SCt 288, 37 
L. ed. 118: Falk v. Moebs, 127 U.S. 
BOT ESS Ot malotO,y eon Wunedse e2OGi 
(where notes of an Illinois corpora- 
tion were made payable to the order 
of its treasurer, a citizen of Illinois, 
but were by him indorsed to a New 
York corporation before delivery). 

[ji] New contract based upon 
old.—The jurisdiction, on the ground 
of diverse citizenship, of a suit by 
a foreign corporation against resi- 
dents of the state, is not defeated 
on the theory that plaintiff is suing 
as the assignee of a domestic cor- 
poration, where the bill, although 
emphasizing the existence of certain 
contracts between defendants and its 
assignor, and alleging that it became 
substituted for such assignor as a 
party thereto, contains allegations 
which show that the parties having 
the old contracts before them, en- 
tered into new agreements deter- 
mined by reference to the terms of 
the old contracts, but none the less 


specific. 
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any corporation,®> unless such suit 


might have been prosecuted in such court to recover 


personal and immediate. American 
Colortype Co. v. Continental Color- 
type Co, i3s Us Sav ae2z3usce 265; 
47 L. ed. 404. 

{k] The original beneficial owner 
may sue in a federal court on a 
note, although the nominal payee by 
reason of his citizenship would not 
have such right. Kirven v. Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 
76 CCA 172,-7 AnnCas 219. 

[1] A purchaser of warrants at 
a judicial sale under authority of an 
order of the probate court is an as- 
signee within the meaning of the act 
of cungress -of March 8, 1875. 
Glass v. Police Jury, 176 U. S. 207; 
20 SCt 346, 44 L. ed. 436. 

[m] Suit on county warrants.—A 
federal court has jurisdiction of a 
suit by the holder of notes of a coun- 
ty to enforce liability of the county 
on warrants taken up by a bank with 
the proceeds of the notes, and which 
were to be held uncanceled to .se- 
cure their payment, although the 
payee of the notes could not have 
maintained a suit in that court, the 
suit being based on the warrants 
and not on the notes. Commercial 
Trust Co. v. Laurens County, 267 
Fed. 897. 

53.0 Jud. Code (1911) -§ 24 pare at 

54. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 par 1; 
Lake County v. Dudley, 173 U. S. 
243, 19 SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; Deni- 


son State Nat. Bank v. Hureka 
Springs Water Co., 174 Fed. 827; 
Skinner v. Barr, 77 Fed. 816; Bar- 


ling v. Bank of British North Amer- 
ica, 50 Fed. 260, 1 CCA 510 [aff 46 
Fed. 357]; Steel v. Rathbun, 42 Fed. 
390; Towne v. Smith, 24 F. Cas. No. 
14,115, 1 Woodb. & M. 115. 

55. Jud. Code (1911) §.24 par 1; 
Lake County v. Dudley, 173 U. S. 
243,,19 SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; New 
Orleans" vv.) ‘Quinian;—-l73ifwe Ss) Glo 
19 SCt 329, 43 L. ed. 664 [aff 92 Fed. 
695]; Denison State. Nat. Bank v. 
Eureka Spring Water Co., 174 Fed. 
827; Citizens’ Sav. Bank v. Newbury- 
port, 169 Fed. 766, 95 CCA 232 [cer- 
tiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 399, 
54 L. ed. 342]; Barling v. Bank of 
British North America, 50 Fed. 260, 


1 CCA 510 [aff 46 Fed. 357]; Wil- 
son v. Knox County, 43 Fed. 481; 
i v. New Orleans, 33 Fed. 
1 


6. 

[a] Construction of wprovision.— 
The words “if such instrument be 
made payable to bearer, and be not 
made by any corporation.” restrain 
the effect of the words ‘‘any subse- 
quent holder,” and have no restrain- 
ing effect upon the general denial to 
federal courts of cognizance of suits 
on promissory notes or other choses 
in action in favor of an assignee, 
where suit could not have been 
prosecuted in such courts if no as- 
signment or transfer had been made. 
Skinner v. Barr, 77 Fed. 816. 

[b] A municipal corporation is 
within the words “any corporation” 
as used in the statute. Loeb v. Co- 
lumbia, “Tp. 79) Une Si47 2) et Sot 
174, 45 LL. ed. 280 [rev 91: Fed. 37]; 
New Orleans v. Quinlan, 173 U. S. 
191; - 192.SCt 3295543) i eds 664. att 
92 Fed. 695]; Citizens’ Sav. Bank v. 
Newburyport, 169 Fed. 766, 95 CCA 
232 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 
SCt 399, 54 L. ed. 342]. 

[ec] Actions on county or munici- 
pal warrants or certificates payable 
to bearer may be maintained in the 
federal courts by a nonresident of 
the state in which the county or city 
is situated, regardless of the citi- 
zenship of the assignors. New Or- 
leansiiy:) Quinlan! 1173, U.tS. 9d eto 
SCt 329, 43 L. ed. 664 [aff 92 Fed. 
695]; Kearney County v. Irvine, 126 
Fed. 689, 61 CCA 607 [mod 114 Fed. 
518, and certiorari den 192 U.S. 607, 
24 SCt 851, 48 L. ed. 585]; Kearney 
County v. McMaster, 68 Fed. 177, 15 
COA 3538 | Thompson wiv scarey, 


County, 57 Fed. 1030, 6 CCA 674; 
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upon such note or other chose in 
signment had been made.*® 


Accordingly, the federal courts hav 


of a suit by the assignee of a judgment to subject 
‘thereto property of the judgment debtor standing in 
the name of a third person, where the assignor and 
defendant are citizens of the same state,>* and where 
both plaintiff’s assignor and defendant are aliens 
involved, 


is 
of 


and no federal 
tion will be 


question 


declined an 


cover on an insurance policy and to reform it, 
recover 


as such action is one _ to 
tents of a chose in action.®9 


A 


a mortgage or trust deed is within the purview 


Aylesworth v, Gratiot County, 43 
Fed. 350; Adams v. Republic County,. 
23 Fed. 211; Jerome v. Rio Grande 
County, 18 Fed. 873, 5 McCrary 639./| 

{d] Actions on corporate bonds 
or coupons payable to bearer may 
be maintained by an assignee in a 
federal court, where the necessary 
diversity of citizenship exists, al- 
though the assignor could not have 
sued in such court. New Providence 
TproVa Halsey, alt Us. Si '336;..6 SCt 
764, 29 L. ed. 904; Ackley Independ- 
ent School Dist. v. Hall, 113 U. S. 
135, 5 SCt 371, 28 L. ed. 954; Chick- 
aming v. Carpenter, 106 U. S. 663, 
1 SCt 620, 27 L. ed. 307; Thompson 
v. Perrine, 106 U. S. 589, 1 SCt 564, 
568, (27 Li, ed. 298:..White- vir Ver= 
mont, ete: R. Co., -21--How. U. sS:) 
575, 16 L. ed. 221; Sioux City Inde- 
pendent School Dist. v. Rew, 111 
Fed: 1, °49 "CCA, 198,.55 LRA 364; 
Lyon County v. Keene Five-Cent 
Sav. Bank, 100 Fed. 337, 40 CCA. 391 
{aff 90 Fed. 523]; Keene Five-Cent 
Sav. Bank v. Lyon County, 97 Fed. 


159; Reynolds v. Lyon County, 97 
Fed. 155; Ashley v. Presque Isle 
County, 83. Fed. 6534, 27 CCA. 585 


(certiorari den 169 U. S. 736, 18 SCt 
940, 42 L. ed. 1216]; McLean v. Val- 
ley County, 74 Fed. 389; Farr v. 
Lyons, 13 Fed. 377. 21 Blatchf. 116; 
Porter v. Janesville, 3 Fed. 617; 
Bradley v. Marine, ete. Min., etc, 
Co., F. Cas. No. 1,789, 3 Hughes 
26 [aff 105 U. S. 175, 26 L. ed. 1034]. 

[e] Corporate obligations not 
payable to bearer cannot be sued on 
in a federal court by an assignee, 
on the ground of diversity of citi- 
zenship, unless the assignor might 
have sued in such courts. New Or- 
leans v. Benjamin, 153 U. S. 411, 14 
SCt 905, 38 L. ed. 764; Thomson v. 
Elton, 100 Fed. 145; Cloud v. Sumas, 
52 Fed. 177; Rollins v. Chaffee 
County, 34 Fed. 91. 

{f] Colorable transfer after bona 
fide transfer. — Where municipal 
bonds have been really and in good 
faith transferred to a citizen of an- 
other state, who could sue thereon 
in the federal courts, a subsequent 
transfer, although only colorable, 
does not deprive such courts of jur- 
isdiction. Ashley v. Presque Isle 
County, 83 Fed. 534, 27 CCA 585 
{certiorari den 169 U. S. 736, 18 SCt 
940, 42 L. ed. 1216]. 

[<=] Joinder of causes of action. 
—The joinder of causes of action 
on bonds payable to the order of an 
individual, of which the _ federal 
courts cannot take jurisdiction, with 
causes of action on coupons made by 
a municipal corporation and payable 
to bearer, of which a federal court 
may take cognizance, does not de- 
prive such, a court of jurisdiction. 
Sioux City Independent School Dist. 


v. Rew, 111 Fed. 1, 49 CCA 198, 55 
LRA 364. 
56. Jud. Code (1911) § 24 par 1; 


Such provisions are not 
in conflict with the constitutional provision that the 
judicial power of the United States shall extend to 
controversies between citizens of different states.>" 
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action if no as- 


e no jurisdiction 


jurisdic- 
action to re- 
the con- 
suit to foreclose 


L. ed. 354; Sere v. Pitot, 6 Cranch 
(U. S.) 332, 3 L. ed. 240; Clear Lake 
Power, etc., Co. v. Craig, 226 Fed. 
598, 141 CCA 3854; Lipschitz v. Napa 
Fruit Co., 223 Fed. 698, 1389 CCA 228; 
Main Lumber Co. v. Kingfield Co., 218 
Fed. 902; Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Orr, 
215 Fed. 261; Case Threshing Mach. 
Co. v. Pulaski County Road Impr. 
.Dist. No, 3, 210 Fed. 366; Brown v. 
Fletcher, 206 Fed. 461, 124 CCA 367 
{mod 203 Fed. 70, and rev on other 
grounds 237 U. S. 583 mem, 35 SCt 
750, 59 L. ed. 1128]; Farr v. Hobe- 
Peters Land Co., 188 Fed. 10, ,110 
CCA 160; Troy Bank v. Whitehead, 
184 Fed. 932 [rev on other grounds 
222, U2 S. 39,132 SCt \9,.56-L. ed. 81); 
Consolidated Rubber Tire Co. v, Fer- 
guson, 183 Fed. 756, 107 CCA 330; 
Denison State Nat. Bank v. Hureka 
Springs Water Co., 174 Fed. 827; 
Tiernay v. Helvetia Swiss F. Ins. 
Co., 163 Fed. 82; George v. Wallace, 
135 Fed. 286, 68 CCA 40 [aff 201 U. 
S. 280, 244, 245, 26 SCt 495, 498, 50 
L. ed. 738, 742, 743]; Smith v. Fi- 
field, 91 Fed. 561, 88 CCA 681; Wil- 
son v. Knox County, 43 Fed. 481; 
Newgass v. New Orleans, 23 Fed. 
196; Northern Ins. Co. v. St. Louis, 


ete., R. Co., 15 Fed. 840, 5 McCrary 
126. 
[a] The declaration should show 


that the suit might have been prose- 
cuted in the federal court if no as- 
signment had been made. Smith v. 
Fifield, 91 Fed. 561, 33 CCA 681. 

{b] Records should show citizen- 


ship of original payee. Parker v. 
GEER S: L410 SHSt Dy Sty 912,35 
L. ed. 654; Montalet vy. Murray, 4 
Cranch (U. S.)) 046, .2> L. ed: 545; 
Turner v. Bank of North America, 
4 Dall. (U. S.) 8, 1 L. ed. 718. 

[c] An indorsee suing a remote 
indorser should show that the inter- 
mediate indorsee could have main- 
tained the action. Mollan v. Tor- 
rance, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 537, 6 L. ed. 


154; Campbell v. Jordan, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 2,362, Hempst. 534. 
57. Sheldon v: Sill, 8 How. (U. 


S:) 441,12) Lived. 114% 

58. Mississinni Mills v. Cohn, 150 
WT. Ss, 202714 St: 75, "37 1Dy..ed. v1052 
faff 39 Fed. seit Metcalf v. Water- 
towny L280. FSi 5 86 WOM CLM 17355 82 
L. ed. 543; Walker v. Powers, 104 U. 


S. 245, 26 L. ed. 729; Sullivan v. 
Ayer, 174 Fed. 199. 

59. Laird v. Indemn. Mut. Mar. 
Assur. Co., 44 Fed. 712. 


60. Kolze v. Hoadley, 200 U. S. 
76, 26 SCt 220, 50 L. ed. 877; Black- 
lock) vey Smail127) WarSHe96.5 8) SCE 
1096, 82 L. ed. 70; Sheldon v. Sill, 
8 Howe CUnS. i 44d lloyd! ed.) 147 
Hoadley v. Day, 128 Fed. 302; Hill 
Vie Winne; 12758. (Case Nosn61500s 4.1 
Biss. 275..Contra Dundas v. Bowler, 
8 F. Cas. No. 4,140, 3 McLean 204. 

[a] Prayer for other  relief.— 
This is true, although the ‘bill also 
prays for a cancellation of a release 


Springstead v. Crawfordsville State 
Bank, 231 U.: S..541,°34 SCt 195, 58 


ot the trust deeds to the grantor, 
‘as in fraud of the rights of com- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


, of this statute,®° unless such foreclosure is merely 
jan incident to the enforcement of an obligation 
‘which the assignee might sue on in a federal court, 
regardless of the citizenship of the assignor.%t 
statute also applies to a suit to compel specific per- 
formance of a contract,®? or a bill in equity by the 
assignee of a judgment.®? It has also been held that 
a suit to have an instrument, in form a deed, de- 
clared a mortgage in accordance with the eontract 
of the parties, and to redeem therefrom, is a suit 
to recover upon a chose in action within tlie chi 
of the statute.® 

The statute will not be extended to cases beyond 
its apparent intent,®> and accordingly it has been 
held not applicable: 
dorser and indorsee of a note;®* an action by the 
assignee or purchaser of property to recover such 


The 


To an action between the in- 


plainant who held the deeds and the 
notes secured thereby as collateral 
security for a loan to the trustee. 
Kolze v. Hoadley, 200 U. S. 76, 36 
SCt 220, 50 L. ed. 877. 

[b] Indebtedness secured.—Where 
a mortgage was given to secure a 
prior mortgage from the mortgagor 
to the mortgagee, who were citizens 
of different states, the jurisdiction 
of a federal court of a suit to fore- 
close the mortgage is not affected 
by the fact that it also secured 
other indebtedness owing by the 
mortgagor to .a third person, who 
was a citizen of the same state, 
which had been assigned to the 
mortgagee., Peacock, etc. Co. v. 
Thaggard, 128 Fed. 1005 [aft 129 Fed. 
1005, 64 CCA 490]. 

[el] Assignment by mortgagee for 
benefit of creditors.—The right of a 
citizen of another state to foreclose 
a mortgage in a federal court is not 
affected by an assignment by the 
mortgagee for the benefit of cred- 
itors. Edwards v. Hill, 59 Fed. 723, 
8 CCA 233. 

61. Mersman v. Werges, 112 U. S. 
139, 5 SCt 65, 28 L. ed. 641; Tred- 
way v. Sanger, 107 U. S. 323, 2 SCt 
691, 27 L. ed. 582; Allen v. O’Donald, 
28 Pet. 17; Seckel v. Beckhaus, 21 
F. Cas. No. 12,599, 7 Biss. 354. Con- 
tra Hill v. Winne, 12 F,. Cas. No. 
6,503; 1 Biss. 275. 

62. Kolze v. Hoadley, 200 U. S&S. 
76, 26 SCt 220, 50 L. ed. 377; Cor- 
Lin v. Black Hawk County, 105 U. S. 
659, 26 Li. ed... 1136. 

63. Sullivan v. Ayer, 174 Fed. 
199... Contra. ‘Dexter: v., Smithy 7H; 
Cas. No. 3,866, 2 Mason 303. 

64. Clear Lake Power, etc., Co. v. 
Capay Ditch Co., 213 Fed. 399. 

65. Baltimore Trust Co. Vv. 

Screven County, 238 Fed. 834; Clear 
Lake Power, etc., Co. v. Adamson, 
226 Eed. 645, 141 CCA 401; Clear 
Lake Power, etc., Co. v. Stephens, 
226 Fed. 642, 141 CCA 398; 
Lake Power, ete., 
Co., 226 Fed. 634, 141 CCA 390; Oak 
Grove Constr. Co. v. Jefferson 
County, 219 Fed. 858, 185 CCA 528; 
Jinn. KOase Threshing Mach. Co. v. 
Pulaski County, 210 Fed. 366; Com- 
monwealth Cone vA American 
Building Co., 197 Fed. 780; Hoadley 
v. Day, 128 Fed. 302. 

66. Kolze v. Hoadley, 200 U. S. 
76% 26° SCt? 220, 50> Lived. 377s \Sue 
perior v. Ripley, 138 U.S. 98, 11 SCt 
288, 34 L. ed. 914; Coffee v. Tennes- 
see Planters Bank, 13 How. (U. S.) 
183, 14 L. ed. 105; Evans v. Gee, 11 
Pet. (U. S.) 80; 9 L. ed. 639; Mollan 


v. Torrance, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 587, 
6 L. ed. 154; Young v.:Bryan, 6 
Weheats \CUin Siow 4G) yd) duspeda gas. 
Seymour v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 
128 Fed. 907, 68 CCA. 638; Codman 
v. Vermont, etc, R. Co. 5 F. Cas. 
No. 2,936, 17 Blatchf. 1; Dennison 


Vv. Larned, 7 EF. Cas. No. 3,798, 6 Mc- 
Lean 496. 


[a] A first indorser may sue @ 
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Clear. 
GO. Ve Capay Ditch | 
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property,*’ or damages for its taking or detention;* 
a suit by the assignee of an oil and gas lease, under 
which the lessee has a present vested interest in the 
premjses, to protect his rights;°® an action by an as- 
signee of a stockholder to enjoin ultra vires acts;7° 
an action by the holder of a detached coupon pay- 
able to bearer ;7! an action by a nonresident assignee 
of a share in the estate of an intestate against the 
administrators and their sureties to enforce obliga- 
tions incurred by an alleged failure to discharge 
their duties properly ;7? an action by the assignee of 
a building contract, providing for assignment, to re- 
cover for work done after the assignment;*? an ac- 
tion for damages for a conspiracy charged to have 
been committed by defendants against plaintiff after 
he became the owner of a contract for the sale of 
real éstate by assignment ;*4 an action for tort, 7° ex- 
cept torts connected with a contract, to which the 
prohibition does apply;7® an action to recover dam- 
ages for a trespass in entering upon lands and eut- 
ting down trees;77 an action of replevin by the as- 
signee of a promissory note, secured by a chattel 
mortgage, to recover possession of the mortgaged 
property from a stranger to the contract, for the 
purpose of ultimately subjecting it to the mortgage ;78 
an action of replevin for a quantity of bank bills;7 
an action to recover back money deposited in court 
as a condition of granting a temporary injunction;®*° 
an action on a judgment based on an assigned cause 
of action;®! an action on the relation of the assignee 
of a note on the official bond of a township trustee 
for illegally executing the note;8? a bill in equity 
by the purchaser of an interest of one partner, 
against the remaining partner for a division of the 
assets and an accounting;®* a bill seeking to charge 
a defendant as trustee ex maleficio on the ground 
of fraud;8* a proceeding in equity to compel the 
transfer of corporate stock upon the books of a cor- 


second indorser upon an alleged con- | Vaughan, 88 Fed. 566. 
tract as to sharing loss. Phillips v. 73. Cullman County 
Preston, 5 How. (U. S.) 278, 12 L.| Bridge Co., 251 Fed. 473, 
ed. 152. 467. 

67. Brown v. Fletcher, 237 U. S. 


583, 35 SCt 750, 59 L. ed. 374; Brown | 796. 
v. Fletcher, 235 U. S. 589, 35 SCt 154, 75. 

59 L. ed. 374; Deshler v. Dodge, 16|S. 480, 
How. (U. S.) 622, 631, 14 L. ed. 1084; 


Clear Lake Power, etc. Co. v. 
Stephens, 226 Fed. 642, 141 CCA te ieee (Choy, 
398. salen 

68. Brown v. Fletcher, 235 U. S. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


74, Noyes v. Crawford, 133 Fed. 


Ambler v. Eppinger, 
TS Ct elis, : 
Bushnell v. Kennedy, 9 Wall. (U. S.) 
387, 19 L. ed. 736; Muller v. Chicago,|U. S. 
149 Fed. 939. 
continuing the statute Con- 
gress also carried forward the con- 
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poration ;®° a real action for the possession of land ;8¢ 
an action to redeem from a foreclosure sale and for 
an accounting by defendant as mortgagee in posses- 
sion ;** a suit against a bank to recover for its neg- 
lect to protest drafts;8* a suit by a ereditor who has 
become subrogated to a right of his debtor;8° a suit 
by a national bank on assigned paper;*° a suit by an 
assignee of an heir ® to declare and enforce a lien 
on certain interests in distributive shares of the 
property of a decedent in the hands of an ancillary 
administrator;°2 a suit by an assignee of 4 mort- 
gage to quiet title ®*? bought after receiving a cer- 
tificate of purchase on foreclosure sale;°* a suit 
by the assignee of a judgment to vacate a satisfac- 
tion thereof for failure of consideration; a suit by 
a corporation to rescind a contract for the building 
of a steamship by defendant, made between defend- 
ant and complainant’s promoters, acting as trustees 
for complainant, and assumed by complainant on 
its organization,'on the ground that the contract 
was fraudulent and procured by defendant by pay- 
ing a secret commission to the promoters; a suit 
by judgment creditors of an insolvent corporation to 
enforce a trust against a third party in property 
alleged to belong to the corporation, and to have 
been acquired by defendant in fraud of their rights, 
although complainants’ judgments were recovered in 
a state court in suits on assigned notes, of which 
the federal court would not have had jurisdiction ;97 
a suit to enforce rights in the corpus of a trust 
estate of persons claiming under the assignee of a 
part of the beneficiary’s interest in the trust, by 
which the income was to be paid to the beneficiary 
until he reached a certain age, when the fund was 
to become his absolutely ;°8 a suit to enjoin trespass 
and conversion on the ground of irréparable injury 
for which there is no adequate remedy at law;9° or 
the enforcement of a contract which is a necessary 


nochen, 7 How. (U..S.) 198, 12 L. ed. 
oot Whiting v. Wellington, 10 Fed. 


87. Harlan v. Houston, 258 Fed. 
611, 170 CCA 65 (not a suit on note 
and mortgage). 

88. Barney v. Globe Bank, 2 F. 
Cas. No. 1,031, 5 Blatchf. 107. 

89. New-Orleans v. Whitney, 138 
ne 595, Ul SCE RAD Sin SA aie nede 


90. Commercial Nat. Bank _ v. 
Pet paniag 6 F. Cas. No. 3,062, 1 Flipp. 


v. Vincennes 
163 CCA 


SS ah Die 
ed 


34 LL. 765; 


589, 35 SCt 154, 59 L. ed. 374; Desh- 
ler v. Dodge, 16 How. (U. S.) 622, 
14 L. ed. 1084. 

69. Aggers v. Shaffer, 256 Fed. 
648, 168 CCA 42 [aff 241 Fed. 139]. 

70. Consumers’ Gas Trust Co. v. 
Quinby,.137 Fed. 882, 70 CCA 220. 

71. Thompson vy. Perrine, 106 U. 
SU OSo tS Ct MOGs Lok. Li, COL, 20.5% 
Rich v. Senaca Falls, 8 Fed. 852, 19 
Blatehf. 558; Pettit v. Hope, 2 Fed. 
623.02.18)  Blatchti) 1805.) Cooper .v- 
Thompson, 6 F.. Cas. No. 3,202, 13 
Blatehf. 434; McCoy v. Washington 
County, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,731, 3 Wall. 
Ap BSE 

{a] Holder of such coupon not 
an assignee.—Thompson v. Perrine, 


106 U. S! 589, 1 SCt 564, 27 L. ed. 
298. 
{b] An attached interest coupon 


cannot be sued on in the federal 
courts where the municipal bonds to 
which it is attached under the seal 
of the corporation are made pay- 
able to a railroad company in the 
same state, since the bonds them- 
Selves cannot, under such circum- 
stances, be sued on in the federal 
courts, and the coupon contains no 
obligation in itself, but refers to the 


bonds for their vitality. Clarke v. 
Janesville, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,854, 1 
Biss. 98. 

72, Bertha Zinc, etc, Co. v. 


struction that the restriction on jur- 
isdiction applied to suits for dam- 
ages for breach of contract, but 
did not apply to suits for a breach 


of duty nor for a_recovery of 
things.” Brown v. Fletcher, 235 
U. S; 589, 597, 35 SCt 154, 59 L. ed. 


76. Brown v. Fletcher, 235 U. S. 

589, 35 SCt 154, 59 L. ed. 374. 
. Ambler v. Eppinger, 137 U. 

S. 480, 11 SCt 178, 34 L. ed: ‘765: 

78. Buckingham vy. Dake, 112 Fed. 
258, 50 CCA 492. 

79. Deshler v. Dodge, 16 How. (U. 
Sp 622), 145i. ed. 0108.44 

80. Menasha Wooden Ware Co. 
v. Southern Oregon Co., 244 Fed. 83, 
87, 156 CCA 511, 244 Fed. 90, 156 
COCA 518 C'This is not a suit to re- 
cover upon any promissory note or 
other chose in action, but is for 
money had and received’’). 

81. Hultberg v. Anderson, 170 
Fed. 657. 

82. Indiana v. Glover, 155 U. S. 
513, 15 SCt 186, 39 L. ed. 243. 

2. McNichol vy. Phelps, 16 Fed. 8. 


84 Prest-O-Lite Co. v. Avery 
Portable Lighting Co. 164 Fed. 
60. 

85. Jewett v. Bradford Savings 


Bark, ete., Co., 45 Fed. 801. 
86. Sheldon v. Sill, 8 How. (U. S.) 
441, 12 L. ed. 1147; Smith v. Ker- 


91. Ingersoll v. Coram, 211 U. S. 
335, 29 SCt 92, 53 L. ed. 208 [rev 148 
Fed, 169. 78 CCA 303]; Stotesbury v.. 
Huber, 237 Fed. 4138. 

92. Ingersoll v. Coram, 211 U. S. 
335, 29 SCt 92, 53 L. ed. 208 [rev 148 
Fed. 169, 78 CCA 3038]. 

93. Clear Lake Power, etc., Co. v. 
Capay Ditch Co., 226 Fed. 634, 141 
CCA 390 [rev 213 Fed. 399]; Hobe 
Peters Land Co. v. Farr, 188 Fed. 
ee 110° CCA. (160) frevi 1700 “Red: 

94. Hobe Peters Land Co. v. Farr, 
170 Fed. 644 [rev on other grounds 
188 Fed. 10, 110 CCA 160]. 


95. Hay v. Alexandria, etc, R. 
Co., 20 Fed. 15. 

96. Commonwealth SS. Co. v. 
American Shipbuilding Co., 197 Fed. 
780. 

97. Stanwood v. Wishard, 134 
Fed. 959. 


98. Brown v. Fletcher, 237 U. S. 
583, 35 SCt 750, 59 L. ed. 1128 [rev 
206 Fed. 461, 124 CCA 367]; Brown 
v. Fletcher, 235 U. S. 589, 35 SCt 154, 
59-L. ed.’ 374. 

99. Crown Orchard Co. v. Dennis, 
229 Fed. 652, 144 CCA 62. 

[a] Suit to enjoin cutting of 
standing timber.— Crown Orchard 
Co. v. Dennis, 229 Fed. 652, 144 CCA 
62 [rev 220 Fed. 616]. 
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incident to the full enjoyment of rights in real prop- 
erty vested in the purchaser by his conveyance.* 
Neither is the statute applicable in case of an as- 
signment of a bail bend,? an assignment of an ex- 
ecutory contract where the assignee’s right of re- 
covery is based upon his own performanée,® an as- 
signment of a claim against a railroad company for 
overcharges in freight,* or a conveyance of land.® 

Reassignment. Where the original owner of a 
chose in action, who might have sued thereon in a 
federal court, assigned the same, he is entitled to 
sue in such court on again becoming the owner by 
a reassignment from his assignee, without regard to 
the citizenship of the latter.® 

If the requisite diversity of citizenship existed be- 
tween the original parties to a note or contract, and 
a suit between them might have been maintained 
thereon in a federal court, any subsequent assignee 
may maintain such action, provided he is also a eiti- 
zen of a state other than that in which defendant 
resides;? and it is immaterial that an intermediate 
assignee was a resident of the same state.® 

New promise to assignee. Where the obligor in a 
chose in action consents to an assignment thereof 
and agrees to pay the assignee, the citizenship of 
the assignee controls and that of the assignor is 
immaterial.® 

[§ 72] 18. Actions against Assignees. In an ac- 
tion against an assignee the citizenship of defendant 
governs in determining federal jurisdiction, without 
regard to the citizenship of his assignor.?° 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§§ 71-73 


[§ 73] 14. Intervention. In conformity with 
the rule that the jurisdistion of a federal court on 
the ground of diverse citizenship depends on the 
situation existing at the time when the action is 
commenced,!! it is held that jurisdiction of an ac- 
tion between citizens of different states is not lost 
by the intervention of new parties who are citizens 
of the same state as original parties to whom 
their interests are opposed,!? although the court is 
without jurisdiction to adjudicate as te the rights 
of the interveners,!* unless they represent an interest 
already before the court,!4 or claim an interest in 
property in the possession of the court.1®> But a fed- 
eral court has refused to permit the intervention 
as defendants of citizens of the same state as plain- 
tiff, who were not necessary parties defendant, and 
who were, the court assumed, probably omitted as 
defendants for the reason that their joinder would 
have prevented the court from taking jurisdiction, 
and a similar view has been expressed where citizens 
of the same state as defendants sought to intervene 
as plaintiffs,17 although it has been considered that 
where plaintiff voluntarily assented to such unau- 
thorized intervention, he must suffer the conse- 
quences in a dismissal for lack of jurisdiction.!® 
Where persons who were citizens of the same state 
as defendant intervened as plaintiffs, and the bill 
was subsequently dismissed, the court refused, after 
such dismissal, to allow the filing of amendments 
to the bill of complaint, because these would result 
in a suit in which a number of the plaintiffs were 


i. Portage City “Water Co. v. 
Portage, 102 Fed. 769 (holding that 
a sale and conveyance under a de- 
cree of foreclosure of a waterworks 
plant, together with the rights of 
all the parties in the franchise and 
contract under which it was con- 
structed, does not operate merely as 
an assignment of the contract, and 
hence the purchaser may maintain 
a suit in a federal court to enforce 
rights under such contract, where 
the requisite diversity of citizenship 
exists between the parties). 

2. Bobyshall v. Oppenheimer, 3 
hee Oaces NOW 1,592, eco Wasnt Cw G, 
482. 

3. Paige v. Rochester, 137 Fed. 
663 (holding that, where, under the 
terms of a town vote granting aid 
to a railroad company, no cause of 
action ever accrued to the railroad 
corporation, but did accrue to its re- 
ceiver or the assignee of his suc- 
cessor who furnished funds to com- 
plete the road under an assignment 
of the subscription, the fact that the 
eorporation could not have main- 
tained an action in the ‘ federal 
courts to recover such subscription 
because it was of the same citizen- 
ship as the town did not deprive 
such assignee of the right to sue in 
the federal courts). 


4. Conn vy. Chicago, etc. R. Co., 
48 Fed. 177. 

5. Briggs v. French, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 1,871, 2, Sumn. 251, 

Ga eMoore? Bros), Glass 1.0. wiv. 


Drevet Mfg. Co., 154 Fed. 737. 

7, Emsheimer v. New Orleans, 
THS60W. Ss. Seer 22) SOt VIO; 46 Ve. ed: 
1042; Stimson vy. United Wrapping 
Match. Co., 156 Fed. 298; Portage 
City Water Co. v. Portage, 102 Fed. 
MGs 

8. Lipschitz v. Napa Fruit Co., 
223 Fed. 698, 189 CCA 228; Farr v. 
Hobe-Peters Land Co., 188 Fed. 10, 
110 CCA 160 [rev 170 Fed. 644]; 
Emsheimer v. New Orleans, 116 Fed. 
893; Portage City Water Co. v. Port- 
age, 102 Fed. 769. 

[a] MTlustration.— Where a citi- 
zen of New York obtained a judg- 
ment against a citizen of Pennsyl- 


vania, in the court of that state, and 
assigned such judgment to a citizen 
of Pennsylvania, whose executors 
assigned it to an alien, the latter 
could maintain a bill in equity in a 
federal court notwithstanding the in- 
termediate assignment to a citizen of 
Pennsylvania. Wilson v. Fisher, 30 
F. Cas. No. 17,803, Baldw. 133. 

9. J. I. Case Threshing Mach. Co. 
v. Pulaski County Road Impr. Dist. 
No. 3, 210 Fed. 366. 

10. Brooks v. Laurent, 98 Fed. 
647, 39 CCA 201. ; 

[a] Rule applied in an action for 
rent by a lessor against one to 
whom the lessee had transferred the 
lease. Adams y. Shirk, 105 Fed. 659, 
44 CCA 653 [den reh 104 Fed. 54, 43 
CCA 407]. (such action is not one 
in which plaintiff sues in the right 
of an assignee, but is brought in his 
own right as an original party to 
the contract and on a cause of ac- 
tion which never existed in favor of 
the lessee). 

11. See supra § 61. 

12. Stewart v. Dunham, 115 U. S. 
61, 5 SCt 1168, 29 L. ed. 329; Lack- 
ner v. McKechney, 252 Fed. 403, 164 
CCA 327; Lilienthal v. McCormick, 
117 Fed. 89, 54 CCA 475; Clarke v. 
Eureka County Bank, 116 Fed. 534; 
Sioux City Terminal R., ete., Co. v. 
Trust Co., 82 Fed. 124, 27 CCA 78 
Pfaff. 173" U.S. 199, 9 SCt 341, 43) iL. 
ed. 628]; Baltimore, etc., Tel. Co. v. 
Morgan’s Louisiana, ete, R., etc., 
Co., 37 La: Ann. 883: 

{a] Illustration. Jurisdiction, 
obtained by reason of diversity of 
citizenship, of a suit by a legatee 
against an executor in the nature of 
a creditor’s bill is not lost by per- 
mitting other legatees to intervene, 
although this destroys the requisite 
diversity of citizenship. Fraser v. 
Cole, 214 Fed. 556, 1381 CCA 102. 

[bj] Appearance after judgment. 
—Where ejectment was brought in a 
federal court, the requisite diversity 
of citizenship appearing, and, after 
judgment against a tenant of a part 
of the tract, his landlord, who was 
not a party to the suit, appeared and 
sought to have the judgment opened, 


the fact that such landlord was of 
the same citizenship as plaintiff did 
not oust the court of jurisdiction. 
King v. Davis, 137 Fed. 198 [aff 157 
Fed. 676, 85 CCA 348]. 

Citizenship of coplaintiffs or co- 
defendants see supra § 62. 

13. Newton v. Gage, 155 Fed. 598; 
United WBlectric Securities Co. v. 
Louisiana Electric Light Co., 68 Fed. 
673; Clyde v. Richmond, etc., R. Co., 
65 Fed. 336. 

14. Newton v. Gage, 155 Fed. 598. 

15. Newton v. Gage, 155 Hed, 598; 
United Blectric Securities Co. v. 
Teuisians Electric Light Co., 68 Fed. 

fa] Where relief afforded.—— 
Where a federal court has acquired 
jurisdiction by reason of diverse citi- 
zenship, and the rights and interests 
of third persons become complicated 
with the litigation, either as to the 
original judgment or any property in 
the custody of the court, or any 
abuse or misapplication of its pro- 
cess, and no state court has power 
to guard and determine those rights 
and interests without conflict of au- 
thority with the federal court, the 
latter court will, from the necessity 
of the case and to prevent a failure 
of justice, give such third persons a 
hearing, without regard to their citi- 
zenship, so far, and so far only, as 
to protect their rights and interests 
relating to such judgment or prop- 
erty and correct any abuse or mis- 
application of the process of the 
court. Conwell v. White Water Val- 
ley Canal Co., 6 F. Cas. No. 3,148, 4 
Biss. 195. 

(b] Where the federal court has 
jurisdiction of the res, parties may 
intervene and assert their rights 
thereto. Lilienthal v. McCormick, 
117 Fed. 89, 54 CCA 475; Henderson 
v. Goode, 49 Fed. 887. 

16. Kaus v. American Surety Co., 
199 Fed. 972. 

17. .Horest'; O15 Co. “we ‘Crawford, 
101 Fed. 849, 42 CCA 54; Drake v. 
Goodridge, 7 EF. Cas. No. 4,062, 6 
Blatchf. 151. : 

18. Forest Oil Co. v. Crawford, 
101 Fed. 849, 42 CCA 54. ; 


' For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 73-75] 


citizens of the same state as defendant. 

_ 15, . Collusion to Confer Jurisdiction.?° 
Where diversity of citizenship of adverse parties is 
brought about by collusion for the purpose of creat- 
ing a case cognizable in a federal court, such court 
will have no jurisdiction and the suit should be dis- 
missed,” and the rule in this respect is the same in 
all cases whether in contract or in tort,?2 nor is 
the objection waived by the fact that defendant has 
voluntarily gone to trial on the merits.?% 
jurisdiction is not defeated by the mere fact that 
both parties preferred to litigate the controversy in 
the federal courts,?* or that there was a previous 
agreement or understanding between the parties 
that the suit should be brought in the federal court.5 
It is the right of those who contemplate bringing a 
suit to select as adversaries all against whom any 
substantial relief is sought,?@ and where the parties 
before a federal court are properly aligned as plain- 
tiffs and defendants, the suit may not be dismissed 


[§ 74] 


19. Clauss v. Palmer Union Oil 
Co., 213 Fed. 286 [aff 222 Fed. 870, 
138 CCA 296]. 

20. Collusive change of residence 
See infra § , 

Collusive transfer of subject mat- 
ter of action see infra § 76. 

21. Southern Realty Inv. Co. v. 
Walker, s211. U.S. 603;.. 29 .SCt. 214, 
53 L. ed. 346; Miller v. East Side 
Canals wetc., Co.) pall WU. BIS, 22933, 229 
SCt 111, 53 L. ed. 189; Dawson y. 
Columbia Ave. Saving-Fund, etc., Co., 
LOT Una Ss, 178); 2borsCt.420,, 497s ed. 
713; Lake County v. Dudley, 173 U. 
S. 248, 19 SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; Le- 
high Min., etce., Co. v. Kelly, 160 U. 
S. 327, 16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444 [aff 


64 Fed. 401]; Cashman vy. Amador, 
etc. (Canal s@Ors ill 8.20. 755-0850 G45 Ct 
926,30: Li, ed. 725. Detroit -v. Dean, 


HOGS Wns: 2037, 4 SCt 560; 24> Le» ed. 


300; Hawes v. Oakland, 104 U. S. 
450, 26 du. ed: 827; -Davis v. Henry, 
266 Fed, 261; Phconix-Buttes Gold 


Min. Co. v. Winstead, 226 Fed. 855; 
Cerri v. Akron-People’s Tel. Co., 219 
Fed. 285; Williams v. City Bank, etc., 
Co., 186 Fed. 419, 108 CCA 341 [cer- 
tiorari den 223.U. S. 727, 32 SCt 626, 
56 L. ed. 632]; Stewart v. Mitchell, 
172 Fed. 905; Stephens v. Smartt, 
172 Fed. 466; Lefkowitz v. Foster 
Hose Supporter Co., 161 Fed. 367; 
Poor v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 155 Fed. 
226; Kreider v. Cole, 149 Fed. 647, 
79 CCA 339 [rev 140 Fed. 944]; Kem- 
merer v. Haggerty, 139 Fed. 693; 
Boston Safe-Deposit, ete., Co. v. Ra- 
cine, 97 Fed. 817; Lake County v. 
Schradsky, 97 Fed. 1, 38 CCA 17; 
Betzoldt v. American Ins. Co., 47 
Fed. 705; Dannmeyer v. Coleman, 11 
Fed. 97, 8 Sawy. 51; Marvin v. Ellis, 
9 Fed. 367. 

“Even in cases where, if the con- 
troversy were real, the requisite di- 
versity of citizenship would exist, 
yet if it appear that the arrangement 
of the parties is merely a contri- 
vance between friends having no real 
antagonism, for the purpose of 
founding a jurisdiction in the fed- 
eral court which otherwise would 
not exist, and solely to reopen a 
controversy already decided in the 
state courts, the device cannot be 
allowed to succeed, and the suit 
must be dismissed as_ collusive.” 
Stephens v. Smartt, 172 Fed. 466, 
474. 

[a] Illustration. — An action 
brought by a South Dakota corpora- 
tion against a citizen of Georgia, in 
a federal court sitting in the latter 
state, will be dismissed as collusive, 
where such corporation is merely 
the agent of Georgia attorneys, who 
brought it into existence as a cor- 
poration that individual citizens of 
Georgia having controversies with 
other individual citizens of that 
state might, in their discretion, have 
the use of its corporate name in 
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But such 


zenship.°* 


jurisdiction.*> 


order to create cases apparently 
within the jurisdiction of the federal 
court. Southern Realty Inv. Co. v. 
Walker, 211 U.-S. 603, 29.SCt 211, 
53.L. ed. 346. 

[b] The appointment of an alien 
consular representative of a foreign 
government as administrator of a 
decedent citizen, for the sole purpose 
of enabling a suit for wrongful death 
to be brought in a federal court is 
such collusion as to make it the duty 


of the court to dismiss. Cerri v. 
penenTe cople's Tole Corer alo eed: 
[ec] What must be shown to es- 


tablish collusion.—To establish the 
claim that a suit brought in a fed- 
eral court by a nonresident stock- 
holder in a local corporation against 
the corporation and a city to enjoin 
the enforcement of an ordinance of 
the city is collusive and a fraud on 
the jurisdiction of the court, it is 
not sufficient that the company 
would be benefited by the success 
of complainant, which is the theory 
upon which all suits are brought, 
nor that its officers express a desire 
for his success, nor that his counsel 
represented the company in a prior 
suit brought by it in the same be- 
half; but an agreement between 
complainant and the company, pur- 
suant to which the suit was brought, 
must be Shown either directly or in- 
ferentially. Mills v. Chicago, 143 
Bed. 430 [aff 204 U. S. 321, 27 SCt 
286, 51 L. ed. 504]. 

[d] Stockholder’s suit. — Where 
the bill of a stockholder complies 
with the requirement of the Equity 
Rules, by proper allegations of de- 
mand on.the company to bring the 
suit, and its refusal, the court can- 
not determine on demurrer that such 
action was collusive. Mills v. Chi- 
cago, 127 Fed. 731. See also supra 
§ 63 


[e] Facts not showing collusion. 
—(1) Chicago v. Mills, 204 U. S. 321, 
27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504 [aff 143: Fed. 
430]; Toledo v. Toledo R., etce., Co., 
259 Fed. 450, 170 CCA 426; Niles- 
Bement-Pond Co. v. Iron Molders’ 
Union, 246 Fed. 851 [rev 258 Fed. 


408, 169 CCA 424]; Acord v. Western, 


Pocahontas Corp., 174 Fed. 1019, 98 
CCA 625 [aff 156 Fed. 889]; Paint 
Creek Co. v. Gallego Coal, ete., Co., 
166 Fed. 62, 91 CCA 648; Mathieson 
v. Craven, 164 Fed. 471; Percy Sum- 
mer Club v. Astle, 163 Fed. 1, 90 
CCA 527; Consumers’ Gas Trust Co. 
v. Quinby, 137 Fed. 882, 70 CCA 220 
[certiorari den 198 U. S. 585, 25 SCt 
808, 49 L. ed. 1174]; New Albany 
Waterworks v. Louisville Banking 
Co., 122 Fed. 776, 58 CCA 576; Simp- 
son v. Union Stock Yards Co., 110 
Fed. 799; Irvine Co. v. Bond, 74 Fed. 


849; Bowdoin College v. Merritt, 63 
Fed. 213; Towle v. American Bldg., 
etc., Co., 60 Fed. 131; Pond v. Ver- 
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as collusive, because parties are omitted, either as 
plaintiff or defendant, whose presence would defeat 
the jurisdiction of the eourt.?7 

_ {§ 75] 16. Change of Citizenship or Residence.?* 
Citizenship for the purpose of federal jurisdiction 
is not dependent upon birth,2® but upon domiciie,?° 
and may be changed by a change of residence,** 
with an intention to reside permanently or indef- 
initely in the new place of residence,?? or, negatively 
expressed, without any present intention of not re- 
siding there permanently or indefinitely,?* although 
a mere intention to remove from one place to an- 
other is not sufficient to constitute a change of citi- 
Residence alone is not the equivalent 
of citizenship for the purpose of conferring federal 
Where a person removes from one 
state to another for the sole purpose of enabling 
him to sue or be sucd in a federal court, he does not 
thereby acquire a domicile or residence which will 
confer jurisdiction,*® but where a person makes an 


mont, Valley Re.Co:, 19) Ra CasneNo: 
11,265, 12 Blatchf. 280. (2) A suit 
by nonresident taxpayers on behalf 
of themselves and all other taxpay- 
ers to restrain a municipal public 
utilities commission from acquiring 
a waterworks system, on the ground 
that it was an unconstitutional body, 
should not be dismissed on the the- 
ory that complainants were collu- 
sively made parties because solicited 
to bring the suit and indemnified 
by the existing waterworks com- 
pany. Wheeler vy. Denver, 229 U. S. 
342, 33 SCt 842, 57 L. ed. 1219. 

22. Cerri v. Akron-People’s 
Co., 219 Fed. 285. 

23. Phcenix-Buttes Gold Min. Co. 
v. Winstead, 226 Fed. 855. ‘ 

Waiver of jurisdiction objections 


Yel. 


see infra §§ 95-107. 
24. In re Reisenberg, 208 U. S. 90, 
28 SCt 219, 52 L. ed. 403; Stephens 


v. Ohio State Tel. Co., 240 Fed. 759. 

25. Pennsylvania Steel Co. v. New 
York City R. Co., 157 Fed. 440; Mer- 
cantile ‘Rrust) Cow. Texas, .etexs iv. 
Co; 51-Bed, 529. 

26. Garrett v. New York Transit, 
etc., -Co., 29 Med. 129. 

27. Helm v. Zarecor; 222: U.S. 32; 
35, 82 S€t 10, 56 L. ed.77. (“While 
the omission of indispensable par- 
ties, if any, said the court, would 
be a ground for dismissal on the 
merits if they were not joined, or 
if joined and on proper alignment 
their citizenship was such as to de- 
feat the Federal jurisdiction, a plea 
to the jurisdiction would then lie, 
their omission in the meantime could 
not defeat the jurisdiction of the 
court in a controversy between the 
parties who were before the court’’). 

28. See also generally Citizens 11 
Ce Iepeli 2} Domicile 19. GC. foes peso Os 


29. Hammerstein v. Lyne, 200 
Fed. 165. 

30. See supra § 60. 

31. Williamson v. Osenton, 232 U. 
S2 619, (34 SCt 4425 Sy Dn teddy 7158e 
Bitch vi Elufi,2d se reds a7 wale see 


31; Sullivan v. Lloyd, 213 Fed. 275; 
Hammerstein v. Lyne, 200 Fed. 765. 

32. Garrett v. Mallard, 238 Fed. 
30D) DIL CCARSSD 1 epbiteh ava elute, wade 
Red. 17, 184 CCA 31; Sullivan v. 
Lloyd, 213 Fed. 275; Davis v. Dixon, 
184 Fed. 509. 

[a] The intention must be sup. 
ported by such acts as are consist- 
ent with the change, and not con. 
tradictory of it. Davis v. Dixon, 184 


Fed. 509. 
83. Gilbert v. David, 235 U. S. 
SG 69m o> SCt 164, 59 Lt kederseo 


[quot Price v. Price, 156 Pa. 617, 27 


A 291). 
34. Harton v. Howley, 155 Fed. 


491; Pacific Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Tomp- 


kins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488. 
85. Nichols v. Nichols, 92 Fed. 1. 
36. Gilbert: vy. David, 285 U.S. 


561, 35 SCt164,-59 Lb. ed: 360; Mor- 


766 [250.d.] 


actual bona fide change of residence with the in- 
tention of remaining in his new domicile, so as to 
become a eitizen of the state to which he removes, 
it is immaterial as affecting federal jurisdiction of 
an action to which he is a party that he made the 
change for the purpose of acquiring the right to sue, 


or be sued, in a federal court.?" 


A change of citizenship after the action is com- 
menced does not divest jurisdiction.*§ 
17. Cenveyances and Transfers of Sub- 
Where there has been an 
assignment, sale, or transfer of the subject matter. 
of a suit which is colorable and collusive and made 
for the mere purpose of conferring jurisdiction upon 


[§ 76] 
ject Matter of Action. 


ris) v. Gilmer, 129) U.S: 315, 9 SCt 
289, 32 L. ed. 690; Miller v. East 
Side Canal, ‘ete.,, (Co., (211) U. |S. 4293, 
29 SCL 53 eds 189); Jones, v- 
League, 18 How. (U. S.) 76, 15 L. 
ed. 263; Simpson v. Phillipsdale 
Paper Mill Co., 223 Fed, 661; Wiemer 
v. Louisville Water Co., 130 Fed. 344; 
Alabama, ete, R. Co. v. Carroll, 84 
Fed. 772, 28 CCA 207 [pet for reh 
withdrawn 88 Fed. 985, 31 CCA 591]; 
Kingman v. Holthaus, 59 Fed. 305; 
Case v. Clarke, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,490, 
5 Mason 70; Catlin v. Gladding, 5 
F. Cas. No. 2,520, 4 Mason 308; Gard- 
ner v. Sharp, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,236, 4 
Wash. C. C. 609; Ex p. Kenyon, 14 
F. Cas, No. 7,720, 5 Dill. 385. 

37. Williamson v. Osenton, 232 U. 
S: 619, 34 SCt 442, 58 Li. ed. 758; 
Miller v. East Side Canal, ete., Co., 
PAT: (S302035) 29 SCEA1L115> 5301. ved. 
189; Morris v. Gilmer, 129 U. S. 328, 
9 SCt 289, 32 L. ed. 690; Robertson 
v. Carson, 19 Wall. (U. S.) 94, 22 L. 
ed. 178; Rice v. Houston, 13 Wall. 
(U. S.) 66, 20 L. ed. 484; Simpson v. 
Phillipsdale Paper Mill Co., 223 Fed. 
661; Fitch v. Huff, 218 Fed. +7, 314 
CCA 31; Sullivan v. Lloyd, 213 Fed. 
275; Davis v. Dixon, 184 Fed. 509; 
Wiemer v. Louisville Water Co., 130 
Fed. 244; Briggs v. French, 4 F. Cas. 
N6.. 1,871, 2)" Sumn..- 251; Catlett. v. 
Pacific Ins. Co., 5 F. Cas. No. 2,517, 
1 Paine 594; Chamberlain v. Eckert, 
5 Re Cas: UNo:> 925577;) 82) Biss?) 226" 
Cooper v. Galbraith, 6 F. Cas. No. 
3,193, 3 Wash. C. C. 546; Knox v. 
Greenleaf, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,908, 4 
Dall. (Pa.) 360, 1 L. ed. 366. 

“We do not intend by what has 
been said to qualify the general rule, 
long established, that the jurisdic- 
tion of a Circuit Court, when based 
on diverse citizenship, cannot be 
questioned upon the ground merely 
that a party’s motive in acquiring 
citizenship in the State in which he 
sues was to invoke the jurisdiction 
of a’ Foderal court. But that rule is 
attended by the condition that the 
acquisition of such citizenship is 
real, with the purpose to establish 
a permanent domicil in the State of 
which he professes to be a citizen 
at the time of suit, and not fictitious 
or pretended.” Miller v. Hast Side 
Canal Co., 211 U.S. 293, 304, 29 SCt 
111, 53 L. ed. 189. 

38. See sunra § 61. 

39. Lake County v. Dudley, 173 
U. S. 243, 19 SCt 398, 48 L. ed. 684; 
Hayden v. Manning, 106 U. S. 586, 1 
SCt 617, 27 L. ed: 306; Barney v. 
Baltimore, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 280, 18 L. 
ed. 825; Consolidated Rubber Tire 
Co. v. Ferguson, 183 Fed. 756, 106 
CCA 330; O’Neil v. Wolcott Mining 
Co., 174 “Fed. 527, 98 CCA 309, 27 
LRANS 200; Kreider v. Cole, 149 
BRed/647;, 79 CCA, 339; 'Turnbull Tv. 
Ross, 141 Fed. 649, 72 CCA 609; 
Lake County v. Schradsky, 97 Fed. 
1, 38 CCA 17; McLean v. Clark, 31 
Fed. 501; Fountain v. Angelica. 12 
Fed, 8, 29 Blatchf. 448; Coffin v. Hag- 
gin, 11 Fed. 219, 7 Sawy. 599; Green- 
walt v. Tucker, 10 Fed. 884, 3 Mc- 
Crary 450; Maxfield v. Levy, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,321, AVIDATO CRA) sno oOm a: 
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the federal court, the suit should be dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction ;® but if the sale or transfer is 
an actual and bona fide one, the fact that it was 
made for such purpose is immaterial.*° 

Transfers pending action. 
rule that federal jurisdiction is to be determined 


In accordance with the 


as of the time of the commencement of the action,* 


[$77] or 
Same State. 


L. ed. 854, 2 Dall. (Pa.) 381, 1 L. ed. 
424; Starling v. Hawks, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 138,311, 5 McLean 318. 

[a]. The rule has been applied to 
transfers of: (1) Bonds. New Provi- 
dence Tp. v. Halsey, 117 U. S. 336, 
6 SCt 764, 29 L. ed. 904; Farming- 
ton Village Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 
UPGS 13s Se SCEAS OT 29 ile neds ht 4s 
Bernards Tp. v. Stebbins, 109 U. S. 
341,.3 SCt 252, 27 L..ed. 956; Nor- 
ton v. European, etc., R. Co., 32 Fed. 
865; Fountain v. Angelica, 12 Fed. 
8, 20 Blatchf. 448. (2) Promissory 
notes. Welles v. Newberry, 

Cas. No. 17,378, 4 McLean 226. 

[b] Burden of proof.—The party 
who claims that a transfer was 
made for the mere purpose of con- 
ferring jurisdiction and that the suit 
should be dismissed on this ground 
must establish the facts by sufficient 
proof. Syracuse Third Nat. Bank v. 
Seneca Falls, 15 Fed. 783; Hotchkiss 
v. Glasgow, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,717, 5 
McLean 424. 

{c] Failure to raise objection.— 
If defendant, knowing the fact that 
such a transfer has been made, fails 
to raise the objection and jurisdic- 
tion is assumed, the judgment ren- 


dered will be valid. Mattocks v. 
Baker, 2 Fed. 458. 
[dad] Circumstances not showing 


simulated transfer.— A citizen of 
California, not entitled to sue ad- 
verse claimants of mining rights in 
his land in a federal court, conveyed 


the property to an. alien. The 
grantee was a laborer, without 
means, and he agreed to pay only 


six hundred dollars as the price, al- 
though the land was worth one thou- 
sand eight hundred dollars, and 
he paid only ten dollars down, giv- 
ing a mortgage for the _ balance. 
Shortly afterward he sued in a fed- 
eral court to quiet title. It was held 
that the facts did not show that the 
transfer was simulated for the pur- 
pose of conferring jurisdiction on 
the federal court. Woodside v. Cice- 
roni, 93 Fed. 1, 35 CCA 177. 
Collusion generally see supra § 74. 
40. In re Cleland, 218 U. S. 120, 
30 SCt 647, 54 L. ed. 962; Lehigh 
Min., ete., Co. v. Kelly, 160 U, S. 327; 
16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444; Jones v. 
League, 18 How. (U. S.) 76, 15 L. ed. 
263; Smith v. Kernochen, 7 How. 
(U. S.) 198, 12 L. ed. 666; McDonald 
v. Smalley, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 629, 7 L. 
ed. 287; Livingston v. Monidah Trust 
261 Fed. 966; Jones, etc., Mfg. 
Co. v. Kentucky Wagon Mfg. Co., 
248 Fed. 272, 160 CCA 50 [foll Craw- 
ford v. Neal, 144 U. S. 585, 12 SCt 
759, 36 L. ed. 552]; Doane v. Cali- 
fornia Land) Co.,\9243 Fed: 67, 155 
CCA 597 [certiorari den 245 U. S. 
660 .mem, 38 SCt 60 mem, 62 
I ed. 5385 mem, and foll 
high Min., etc., Co. v. Kelly, 160 
U. S. 327, 16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444]; 
O’Neil v. Wolcott Min. Co., 174 Fed. 
527, 98. CCA 309; Hartford F. Ins. 
Cor ive Drie’ Rie Co, “1 72" red Feso 9 
Cole v. Philadelnhia, etc., R. Co., 149 
Fed. 647, 79 CCA 339; Slaughter v. 
Mallet Land, ete., Co., 141 Fed. 282, 
72 CCA 430 [certiorari den 201 U.S. 


it is usually held that jurisdiction cannot be affected 
by a transfer of the subject matter of the action 
after the action has been commenced,*? although 
there is authority for the view that such a transfer 
may defeat jurisdiction which previously existed.** 
Controversies between Citizens of 
A federal court has no jurisdiction of 


646, 26 SCt 761, 50 L. ed, 903]; Willitt 
v. Baker, 133 Fed. 987; Woodside v. 
Ciceroni, 93 Fed. 1, 35 CCA 177; Ash- 
ley v. Presque Isle County, 83 led. 
534, 27 CCA 585 [certiorari den 169 
U. S. 736, 18 SCt 940, 42 L. ed. 1216]; 
Van Dolsen v. New York, 17 Fed. 
817, 21 Blatechf. 454; Blackburn v. 
Selma,; .ete: 7 R=2Co-3 iw CasqeINo-; 
1,467, 2. Flipp.. 525; Browne v. 
Browne, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,035, 1 Wash. 
C. C. 429; De Laveaga v. Williams, 7 
F. Cas. No. 3,759, 5 Sawy. 573; Newby 
v. Oregon, Cent.) Ri Cot, S85 aeorease 
No. 10,145, 1 Sawy. 63; Osborne v. 
Brooklyn City R. Co., 18 #. Cas. No. 
103597, 5+ Blatehf. * 366: 

{a] The rule has been applied to 
transfers of: (1) Bonds. Foote v. 
Hancock, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,911, 15 
Blatehf. 343; Perrine v. Thompson, 
19 F. Cas. No, 10,997, 17 Blatchf. 18. 
(2) Mortgages. Cross v. Allen, 141 
Us S:) 528; 22 SCt 6751/35 Laviedy 843: 
(3) Promissory notes. Cross v. Al- 
len; ‘241-"Ul"S., 528; ‘L2->SCt "6735 4ke 
ed. 843; Lanier v. Nash, i21 U. S. 


404, 7 SCt 919, 30 L. ed. 917; Lan- 
ning v. Lockett, 10 Fel. 451. (4) 
Judgments. Crawford v. Neal, 144 


U.S. 585, 12 ‘SCt 759, 36 L. ed. 552. 
41. See supra § 61. 
42. Sternberger V. Continental 
Mines, etc., Co., 259 Fed. 293; Weller 


v. Hanaur, 105 Fed. 193; Cross v. 
Evans, 86 Fed. 1, 29 COA 528; Jar- 
boe v. Templar, 38 Fed. 213, 217; 


Glover v. Shepperd, 21 Fed. 481, 

“Tf a change of domicile, : making 
both parties citizens of the same 
state, would not divest jurisdic- 
tion, it is useless to argue that a 
transfer of the subject of litigation, 
producing the same result, would af- 
fect the jurisdiction.” Jarboe v. 
Templer, supra [quot Cross v. Livans, 
S6“Red. tise 29. .Cow 523}. 

43. Pittsburgh, etc eR are), 
Fiske, 178 Fed. 66, 70, ‘101 CCA 560; 
Adams Express Co. v. Denver, ete., 
YS Co., 16 ‘Fed. 712, 717, 4 McCrary 

“Tt has never been held, and can- 
not, I apprehend, be maintained, that 
the complainant in a suit may volun- 
tarily transfer all or a part of his 
interest in the subjext-matter of the 
litigation to a citizen of the same 
state with the defendant, without 
ousting the jurisdiction. If this were 
allowed, it would make it possible in 
any case for a non-resi scent plaintif®, 
who has instituted a suit in the fed- 
eral court, to tranfer his cause cf 
action to a citizen of the same state 
with the defendant, and thus bring 
controversies between citizens of the 
same state’ within the federal 
courts.” Adams Express Co. v. Den- 
ver, etc.,- R. Co., supra. 

“Where a sole complainant assigns 
all his interest in a suit, the origi- 
nal suit is at an end, and, to secure 
the advantage of what has been 
done in it, the assignee must file, not 
an ordinary supplemental -bill, but 
an original bill in the nature of a 
supplemental Dill. In other words, 
he must commence a new suit, and, 
in a federal court, the rule as to the 
requisite diversity of citizenship 


ror later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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a suit between two citizens of the same state for 
common-law relief or on a cause of action arising 
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| within the state and under its laws.‘ 


V. JURISDICTIONAL AVERMENTS IN RECORD 


[§ 78] A. Necessity of Averments in General— 
1. On Direct Attack. In suits in the federal courts 
the facts essential to jurisdiction must be dis- 
tinctly alleged in the pleadings, or in such other 
papers as properly constitute the record;* for the 
presumption is against the jurisdiction of federal 
eourts, when such jurisdiction is directly chal- 
lenged, unless it affirmatively appears.*® 
is sufficient if the jurisdictional facts affirmatively 
appear anywhere in the record,*? except where the 
ground of jurisdiction is the existence of a fed- 
eral question, in which case jurisdiction rests solely 
upon the allegations of plaintiff’s pleading.48 Where 
one ground of jurisdiction is sufficiently alleged, it 
is not necessary to allege any other or additional 


must then be = applied. Fiske’s 
grantee, the Iroquois Coal Company, 
made no application for leave to 
file such a bill. If it had done so, 
leave must have been denied, be- 
cause of want of proper diversity 
of citizenship. Neither it, not its 
grantor, can by silence and indirec- 
tion accomplish what it could not 
accomplish directly and _ openly.” 
Pittsburgh, etc., Co. v. Fiske, supra. 

44. Supreme Tribe of Ben Hur v. 
Cauble, 264 Fed. 247; Diederich v. W. 
Schneider Wholesale Wine, etc., Co., 
195 Fed. 35, 115 CCA 37, LRA1915B 
889; Patton v. Marshall, 173 Tred. 350, 
97 CCA 610, 26 LRANS 127; Royal 
Sales Co. v. Gaynor, 164 Fed. 207; 
Sowles v. Plattsburgh First Nat. 
Bank, 133 Fed. 846; Boucicault v. 
Hart, 3 F. Cas, No. 1,692, 13 Blatchf. 
47; Shchoney v. Quincy, etc., R. Co., 
223 Mo. 649, 122 SW 1025. 

[a] For example, a suit for un- 
fair competition or for infringement 
of a common-law trade-mark is not 
within the’ federal jurisdiction in the 
absence of diverse citizenship. But 
a suit for infringement of a tradc- 
mark registered under the Trade- 
Mark Act is within the federal jur- 
isdiction, regardless of the citizen- 
ship of the _ parties. See Trade- 
Marks, Trade-Names, and Unfair 
Competition [38 Cyc 888]. 

[b] A claim of viclation of a 
state constitution does not give fed- 
eral courts jurisdiction, irrespective 
of citizenship. Bertonneau v. City 
School Directors, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,361, 
3 Weods 177. 

45. St, Joseph, etc, R.) Co. v. 
Steele, 167 U. S. 659, 17° SCt 925, 
42 L. ed. 315; Fishbzck v. Western 


“Union Tel. Co., 161 U. S. 96, 16 SCt 


506, 40 L. ed. 680; Mattingly v. 
Northwestern Vircinia R. Co., 158 U. 
Se a5S ule SCt 2725, § sOn E. ved. 894; 
Brock v. Northwestern Fuel Co., 130 
UT. S. 341, 9° SCt 552, 32 L. ed. 905; 
Continental L. Ins. Co. v. Rhoads, 
TIO Se 23. 7.b i SOL Loon o0, Las sed: 
380; Robertson v. Cease, 97 U. S, 
646, 24 L. ed. 1057; Ex p. Smith, 94 
U. S. 455. 24 L. ed. 165; Morgan v. 
Gay, 19 Wall. (U. S.) 81, 22 L. ed. 
190; Dred Scott v. Sandford, 19 How. 
, 15 L. ed. 691; Cervantes 
5 (Us .'S:)-<619, -14 

1083; Connolly v. Tavlor, 2 

556, 7 L. ed. 518; Mc- 
Cormick v. Sullivant, 19 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 192, 6 L. ed. 300; Sullivan v. Ful- 
ton Steamboat Co., 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 
459, 5 L. ed. 302; Kempe v. Kennedy, 
6 Cranch (U. S.) 1738, 3 L. ed. 70; 
Course v. Stead, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 22, 
11: ved. 7242 Turner v..Bank. of 
North America, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 8, 
tirehed. | 718s. DUrNeryVe Enrille, “4 
Dall, 7GU.nSs) il Lek: edseT1i;) rarm= 
ers’ Oil, etc., Co. v. Duckworth Co., 
217 Fed. 362, 133 CCA 278; Columbia 
Digger Co, v. Rector, 215 Fed. 618; 


49 
ground. 


[§ 79] 2. 


| [§ 80] 
But it 


the record.®4 


Rife v. Lumber Underwriters, 204 
Fred. 32, 122 CCA 246 [rev on other 
grounds 237: U.S.) 605, 35 SCt 717, 
59 L. ed. 1140]; Newcomb v. Bur- 
bank, 181 Fed. 334, 104 CCA 164; 
Peper Auto Co. v. American Motor 
Car Sales Co., 180 Fed. 245; Atchi- 
son, etc., R. Co. v. Phillips, 176 Fed. 
668, 100 CCA 215; Turner v. Jack- 
son Lumber Co., 159 Fed. 923, 87 
CCA 103 [app dism 218 U. S. 685, 
31 SCt 220, 54 L, ed. 1209]; Goep- 
fert v. Compagnie Generale Trans- 
atlantique, 156 Fed. 196; Campbell v. 
Golden Cycle Min. Co., 141 Fed. 610, 
73 ©CA’ 260;" Central (Grain, ete: 


Mxch. v. Chicago Bd. of Trade, 125 
Fed. 463, 60 CCA 299; Norton v. 
Brewster, 23 Fed. 840; Allen v. 


Blunt, 1 F. Cas. No. 215, 1 Blatchf. 
480; Bobyshall v. Oppenheimer, 3 
F. Cas. No. 1,592, 4 Wash. C. C. 482; 
Tunstall v. Worthington, 24 IF, Cas. 
No. 14,239, Hempst. 662; 
Alberty, 24 F. Cas. No. 
Hempst. 444; Wood v. Mann, 
Cas. No. 17,952, 1 Sumn. 578; 
Son wwe -U.t Set 29) ECEATCK al Gfatts 160 
U. S. 546, 16 SCt 377, 40 L. ed. 529]; 
Pecos, ete. R. Co. v. Rosenbloom, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 141 SW 175. 

“The facts upon which the juris- 
diction of the courts of the United 
States rests must, in some form, ap- 
pear in the record of all suits prose- 
cuted before them. To this rule there 
are no excentions.” Ex p. Smith, 94 
U. S. 455, 456, 24 L. ed. 165. 

Necessity and sufficiency of par- 
ticular averments see infra §§ &0—-93. 

46. Thomes v. Ohio State Univ., 
195 U. S. 207, 25 SCt 24, 49 Ly ed. 
160; Hanford v. Davies, 163 U. S. 
273; 16SCt 1051, 412 Lived. W577; An- 
derson v. Watts, 138 U. S. 694, 11 SCt 
449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Grace v. Amer- 
ican Cent. Ins..Co., 109 U. S. 278, 
3 SCt 207, 27 L. ed. 932; Robertson v. 
Cease, 97 U. S. 646, 24 °L. ed. 1057; 
Ex p. Smith, 94 U. S. 455, 24 L. ed. 
165; Turner v. Bank of North Amer- 


jea,4 Dalle (Us5S.)u8)) 1 Lejeds 7183 
Oregon R., ete., Co. v. Shell, 143 
Fed. 1004; Utah-Nevada Co. v. De 
hamar. wl 33snWed alts, 266) CCAS 179) 
feertiorari den 199 U. S. 605, 26 SCt 
746, 50 L. ed, 33891; Montana Ore- 


Purchasins Co. v. Boston, ete., Cons. 
Copner, ete., Min. Co., 85 Fed. 867, 
29 CCA 462; U. S. v. Southern Pac. 
R:)'Go., 49) Med; 297. 

“There are no presumptions in 
favor of the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the United States.” Ex p. 
Smith, 94 U. S. 455, 456, 24 L. ed. 
165. 

Reversal on apveal or error for 
absence or insufficiency of averments 


see infra § 97. 

ATE Denny ave reironi, 14s We Ss: 
i210, 10 St 466; 36 Ly ed.) 6575) Jiu= 
meau v. Brooks, 109 Fed. 353, 48 CCA 
397; Adams Express Co. v. Adams, 
159 Fed. 62, 86 CCA 252; Howe v. 


On Collateral Attack.®° 
and decrees of federal courts rendered upon per- 
sonal service on defendants cannot be attacked col- 
laterally, although no jurisdiction is affirmatively 
shown on the record.*! 

B. Averment of Citizenship—l. 
cessity of Averment—a. 
where federal jurisdiction is dependent upon the 
fact that the controversy is between citizens of 
different states,5? or between a citizen of a state 
and an alien,®? such citizenship must affirmatively 
appear in the pleadings or in some other part of 
An averment that the citizenship 


Judgments 


Ne- 


In General. In cases 


Howe, ete, Ball Bearing Co., 154 
Fed. 820, 883 CCA 536; Myers v. Het- 
tinger, 94 Fed. 370, 37 CCA 369 [aff 
81 Fed. 805]. See also infra § 85. 

43. See infra § 92. 

43. Howard v. National Tel. Co., 
182 Hed. 215 (diverse citizenship suf- 
oe without showing federal ques- 
ion). 

£0. Collateral attack generally see 
Judgments [23 Cye 1055]. 

61. Cutler v. Huston, 158 U. S. 
423, 15 SCt 868, 39 L. ed. 1040; Evers 
v. Watson, 156 U. S. 527, 15 SCt 430, 
389 L. ed. 520; McCormick v. Sulli- 
vant, 10 Wheat: (U. S.) 192, 6 L. ed. 
300 (the leading case, in which the 
judgment was sustained against col- 
lateral attack, although in the orig- 
inal suit neither party was averred 
to be a citizen of any state); New 
Orleans v. Howard, 160 Fed. 393, 87 
CCA 345; Flannigan v. Chapman, etc., 
Land Co., 144 Fed. 371, 75 CCA 310; 
In re Columbia Real-Estate Co., 101 
Fed. 965 [app dism 112 Fed. 643, 
50 CCA 406]; Donham vy. Springfield 
Hardware Co., 62 Fed. 110, 10 CCA 
294; Skirving v. National L. Ins. 
Co., 59 Fed. 742, 8 CCA 241; Pearce 
v. Winter Iron-Works, 32 Ala. 68. 
But see Shuford v. Cain, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 12,823, 1. Abb. 302 (where a judg- 
ment by default was set aside as 
void on motion at a subsequent term 


because piiintiffs’ assionor was a 
citizen of the same state as defend- 
ant). See also Judgments [23 Cye 
1088]. 

52, See supra §§ 59-76. 

6&3. See suvra § 57. 

54. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 


TIDE US. 20% ton SCtw 24,1 49m reds 
160; St. Josenh, etc., R. Co. v. Steele, 
UOTE IS 659, SL SCL O25 macula eds 
315 [rev 63 Fed. 867, 11 CCA 4701: 
Timmons v, Elyton Land Co., 139 U. 
Si7878; TE SCt, 585,.°35 wt edyao5e 
Anderson v. Watts, 138 U. S. 694, 11 
SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Stevens v. 
Nichols, 130 U. S. 230, 9 SCt 518, 32 
L. ed. 914; Chanmon v. Barney, 129 
U. S. 677, 9 SCt 426, 32 L. ed. 890; 
Johnson v, Christian, 125 U. S. 642, 
8 SCt 989, 31 L. ed. 820; Halsted v. 
Buster, 119 U.S. 341, 7 SCt 276, 30 
L. ed. 462; Bors v. Preston, 111 U. 
S.°.252,. "4. SCt- '407," 28. 11. ed. 419 
Robertson v. Case, 97 U. S. 646, 24 
L. ed. 1057; Godfrey v. Terry, 97 U. 
S. 171, 24 L. ed. 944; Mason v. Rol- 
lins, 13 Wall. (U..S.) 602, 20 L. ed. 
h27; Hornthall v. Keary, 9 Wall. (U. 
S.) 560, 19 L. ed. 560; Dred Scott 
v. Sandford, 19 How. (U. S.) 393, 15 
L. ed. 691; Piquienot v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 16 How. (U. S.) 104, 
14 L. ed. 863; Jackson v. Twenty- 
man, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 136, 7 L. ed. 374; 
Suilivan v. Fuiton Steamboat Co., 6 
Wheat.< CU. -S.) (450, .b- Ls edi, 802% 
Morgan v. Callender, 4 Cranch (U. 
S.) 370, 2 L. ed. 650; Capron v. Van 
Noorden, 2 Cranch (U. S.) 126, 2 L. 
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of a aie is unknown will not rice? 55 
plaintiff sues in behalf of himself and others who 
may be interested, it is not necessary to allege the 


citizenship of such others.°® 


In ancillary suits, since the jurisdiction is de- 
pendent upon, and supported by, the jurisdiction in 
the principal suit,°7 an averment of citizenship is 


unnecessary.°® 


A cross bill need not allege the citizenship of the 
parties where this is sufficiently alleged by the 
original bill,®® even in cases where the cross bill is 
retained for hearing after dismissal of the orig- 


inal bill.®® 


[§ 81] b. Of Plaintiff’s Assignor. 
federal jurisdiction is dependent upon the citizen- 
ship of plaintiff’s assignor,°t such assignor’s citi- 
zenship should be alleged, and must affirmatively 
appear somewhere in the record, in order to sup- 
Both plaintiff and his as- 
signor must be shown to be citizens of a state 
other than that of which defendant is a citizen.® 


port the jurisdiction.® 


ed. 229; Abercrombie v. Dupuis, 1 
Cranch  (U.°S:)) 348, 2 du. ed,.129; 
Course v. Stead, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 22, 
1 L. ed. 724; Mossman v. Higgin- 
son, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 12, °1 L. ed. 720; 
Turner v. Enrille, 4. Dall. CU. S.) 7, 
1 L. ed. 717; Bingham v. Cabbot, 3 
Daler CU ast sero o aye dena. ed.) 36465 
Emory v. Greenough, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 
369, 1 L.:ed. 640; Standard Comput- 
ing Scale Co. v. Farrell, 242 Fed. 
8% [aff 249 U. S. 571, 39 SCt 380, 
63 L. ed. 780]; Shade v. Northern 
Pae, R. Co., 206 Feds 353;, Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Whilden, 195 
Fed. 268, 115 CCA 254; McWldowney 
v. Card, 193 Fed, 475; Pike County 
v. Spencer, 192 Fed! 11, 112 CCA 
433; Mayer v. Cohrs, 188 Fed. 443; 
Newcomb v. Burbank, 181 Fed. 334, 


104 CCA 164; Atchison, etc., R. Co. 
v. Frederickson, 177 Fed. 206, 101 
CCA 376; Taylor v. Weir, 171 Fed. 


636, 96 CCA 438 [rev 162 "Red. 5851; 
Yeandle v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 169 
Fed. 938, 95 CCA 282; Hill v. Walker, 
167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 633 [certiorari 
den 214° U.- S2 517, 29 SCt. 698, 63 -L. 
ed. 1064]; Grand Trunk Western R. 
Co. v. Reddick, 160 Fed. 898, 88 CCA 
80; Loose v. Hartford Pulp Plaster 
Corp., 159 Fed. 318; International 
Bank, etc., Co. v. Scott, 159 Fed. 
58, 86 CCA 248; Crosby v. Cuba R. 
Co., 158 Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 369, 
95 CCA 539 (rev on other grounds 
222 U. S. 473, 32. SCt 132, 38 LRANS 
Mohican Tp. v. Johnson, 133 
, 66 CCA 592; King v, 2in- 
lander, 133 Fed. 416; Kansas City 
Southern R. Co. v. Prunty, 133) Kea: 
13, 66 CCA 163 [certiorari den 197 
Wess HOLS Mc ome Sebi loos 49) le, ed) 
911]; Houston v. Filer, etc., Co., 104 
Fed. 163, 43 CCA 457; Boston Safe- 
Deposit, ete, Co. v. Racine, 97 Fed. 
817; Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. v. Bar- 
ker, 93 Fed. 158, 35 CCA 250; Cars- 
bad v. Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 852; Bargh 
v. Page, 2 F. Cas. No. 980, 4 McLean 
10; Dodge v.-Perkins, 7 F: Cas. No. 
3,954, 4 Mason 435; Findlay v. U. S. 
Bank, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,791, 2 McLean 
44; Heriot v. Davis, 12 F. Cas. No. 
6,404, 2 Woodb. & M. 229; Ketchum 
Ve Drises,) 14 5H. Gas* (Noe 7,435,. 16 
McLean 138; Merserole v. Union Paper 
Collar Co. 17 F. Cas. No. 9,488, 

Blatchf. 356; Picquet v. Swan, 19 F. 
Cas. No. 11,134, 5 Mason 35; Rogers 


v. Lina, 20 F. Cas, No. 12,015, 2 Mc- 
Lean 126; Tunstall v. Worthington, 


24 HF. Cas. No. 14,239, Hempst. 662; 
‘Wilson v. City Bank, 30 F. Cas. No. 
17,797, 3 Sumn. 422; Wood v. Mann, 
30) F."Cas. No: 17;952,-1 Summ. 578: 
Sufficiency of avermentsi: 
Alienage see infra § 91. 
Citizenship see infra §§ 85-88. 
55, Lug? RivermCoal,-cte:, Cor v. 
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But where [§ 82] ¢. 


[§ 83] 


on citizenship. ae 
[§ 84] e. 
Where the 


may constitute 


porated Associations. 


[§§ 80-85 


Of Guardian or Next Friend. Where 
a party sues by a guardian or next friend, in a case. 
where jurisdiction depends on citizenship, the citi- 
zenship of the party himself must be alleged.®* 

d. Of Executors, Administrators, Trus- 
tees, or Receivers. 
istrator, or a trustee, or a receiver is a party in his 
representative capacity, his personal citizenship 
must be alleged if the jurisdiction is dependent up- 


Where an executor or admins 


Of Partnerships, and Other Unincor- 
Where jurisdiction depends © 
on citizenship, and a partnership, or a joint-stock 
company not a corporation, or a voluntary associa- 
tion is a party, the citizenship of each of the mem- 
bers must be alleged,®* notwithstanding local laws 


such organizations legal entities 


and confer upon them some of the powers and priv- 
ileges of corporations.*®* 


(s 85] 2. Sufliciency of Averment—a. In Gen- 

| eral. Time of alleged citizenship. The averment 

Brigel, 67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 577;|on other grounds 117 Fed. 21, 54 
Speigle v. Meredith, 22 F. Cas. No.|CCA 407]; Smith v. Fifield, 91 Fed. 
13,227, 4 Biss. (U. S.) 120. 561, 33 .CCA 681; Benjamin v. New 
56. Vallette v. Whitewater Valley | Orleans, 74 Fed. 4175 s 20 %CCAT S92 
Canal Co., 28 F. Cas. No. 16,820, 4] [aff 71 Fed. 758, and app dism 169 
McLean 192, U.S. 161, 18 SCt 298, 42 LL. ed. 700]; 
Diversity of citizenship in repre-|U. S. National Bank v. McNair, 
sentative suits see supra § 65 56 Fed. 323; Hudson v. Bishop, 38 
57. See supra § 138. Fed. 680; Republic Iron Min. Co. v. 
58. Johnson v. Christian, 125 U.|Jones,.37 Fed. 721, 2 LRA 746 [app 


S. 642, 8 SCt 989, 31 L. ed. 820 

59. Badger Gold Min., etc., Co. v. 
Stockton Gold, ete., Min. Co., 139 Fed. 
838. 

Cross bills generally see Equity 
§§ 596-617. 


60. Badger Gold Min., ete., Co. v. 


Stockton Gold, etc., Min. Co., 139 
Fed. 828. 
61. See supra § 71. 


62. Springstead v. Crawfordsville 
State Bank, 231 U. S. 541, 34 SCt 
195, 58 L. ed. 354; Kolze v. Hoadley, 
200 U.S. 76, 26 SCt 220, 50 L. ed. 
3877; North American Transp., etc., 
Co; v.) Morrison, 178 U.S: 262; 20 S€t 
869, 44 L. ed. 1061; Glass v. Concor- 
dia Parish Police Jury, 176 U. S: 207; 
20 SCt 346, 44 L. ed. 436; New Or- 


leans v. Benjamin, 153 U. S. 411, 
14 SCt 905, 38 I. ed. 764; Parker v. 
Ormsby; 141 US. s81." Te SCE rol 22 


35 L. ed. 654; Brock v. Northwestern 
Muel’ Co.,. 130 U. Si 341, 9) St 552; 
32 L. ed. 905; Metcalf v. Watertown, 
£28 Un. S) i586) 9° SCt 273,320 tie edt 
548; King Iron Bridge, ete. Co. v. 
Otoe .\County, 120) UeeSs 2255 Wr OSEs 
552, 30 L. ed. 623; Morgan v. Gay, 
Loy Walle Cine Se Sie 220 nede 100% 
Bradley v. Hunt, 8 Wall. CUFESD) 393. 
19 L. ed. 467; ‘Gibson v. Chew. 16 
Pet wCUess)s olb.5 Loe odie Onis 
Kirkman v. Hamilton, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 
20, 8 L. ed. 305; Mollan v. Torrance, 
9 Wheat. (U. 3.) 537, 6) Lt ‘edit 4: 
Montalet v. Murray, 4 Cranch (U, 
S.) 4, 2 L. ed. 545; Turner v. Bank 
of North America, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 8, 
1 L. ed. 718; Houck v. Brinkley Bank, 
242 Fed. 881, 155 CCA 469; Piedmont 
Carolina sR. wCovew. Shaw, 223 Eed. 
138 CCA 227; Case Threshing 
Mach. Co. v. Pulaski County, 210 
Fed. 366; Canyon First Nat. Bank v. 
Crowley, 183 Fed. 578, 105 CCA 450; 
J. J. McCaskill Co. v. Dickson, 159 
Fed. 704, 86 CCA 572; Forsyth Mfg. 
@orrv. Putnam, 139 Fed. 1007, 71 CCA 
684; Knight v. Lutcher, ete., Lum- 
ber Co., 186 Fed. 404, 69 CCA 248 
[reh den 139 Fed. 1007, 71 CCA 684]; 
Utah-Nevada Co. v. De Lamar, 133 
Fed. 113, 66 CCA 179 [certiorari den 
199 U.S. 605, 26 SCt 746; 50° Li) ed. 
330]; Ban v. Columbia Southern R. 
Co., 117 Fed. 21, 54 CCA 407 [rev 109 
Fed. 499]; Van Horn vy. Kittitas 
County, 112 Fed. 1; Ban v. Columbia 
Southern R. Co., 109 Fed. 499 [rev 


dism 154 U. S. 514 mem, 14 SCt 1151 
mem, 38 L. ed. 1075 mem]; Rollins 
v. Chaffee County, 34 Fed. 91; Stan- 
ton v. Shipley, 27 Fed. 498; Raisin 
Fertilizer Co. v. Snell, 21 Fed. 353; 
Hampton v. Truckee Canal Co., 19 
Fed. 1, 9 Sawy. 381; Stanley v. Al- 
bany County, 5 Fed. 254; Bayerque 
v. Haley, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,135, McAll. 
97; Brown v. Noyes, 4 F. Cas. No. 
2,023, 2 Woodb. & M. 75; Campbell 
Vv.» Jordan 45) BY iGass® No; O02, 
Hempst. 534; Donaldson v. Hazen, 7 
FP. Cas. No. 3,984, Hempst. 423; 
Fletcher v. Turner, 9 F. Cas. No. 
4,867, 5 McLean 468; Fry v. Rous- 
seau, 9 F. Cas. No. 5,141, 3 McLean 
106; Rogers v. Linn, 20 F. Cas. No. 
12,015, 2 McLean 126; Shuford v. 
Cain, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,828, 1 Abb. 302. 

Jurisdictional objections see infra 
§§ 95-107. 

63. Metcalf v. Watertown, 128 U. 
S. 586) 9 SCt/1'73,532 used: 543. 

64. Wormley_ v. Wormley, 8 
Wheat. (U. S.) 421, 5 L. ed. 651; To- 
ledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 137 Fed. 
48, 69 CCA 28; Voss v. Neineber, 68 
Fed. 947; Wiggins v. Bethune, 29 Fed. 
51; Williams v. Ritchey, 29 EF. Cas. 
No. 17,734, 3 Dill. 406. 

65. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
195 U. S. 207,. 25 SCt 24, 49 Li ed. 
160; Susquehanna, etc., R., ete., Co. 
v. Blatchford, 41. Wall. CU. S.) 1:72; 
20 L. ed. 179; Dodge v. Perkins, 7 
F. Cas. No. 3,954, 4 Mason 435. 

66. Great Southern Fire Proof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones,/177 Ui S.-449, 20 
SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Covington 
Drawbridge Cou sv. Shepherd, 20 How. 
(Ww2S:)) 227,115 Ts ed, 896s ‘Durner 
v. Bank of North America, 4 Dall. 
(U. S.) 8, 1 L. ed. 718; Rife v. Lum- 
ber Underwriters, 204 Fed. 32, 122 
CCA 346 [rev on other grounds 237 
UW. S3605; 185 SOCt 717. S59. Tikmed: 
1140]; Bruett v. F. C. Austin Drain. 
Excavator Co., 174 Fed. 668; Fred 


Macey Co. v.. Macey, 185 Fed. 725, 
68 CCA 363; Ralya Market Co. v. 
Armour, 102 Fed. 530; Carnegie v. 


Hulbert, 53 Fed. 10, 3 CCA 391; Im- 

perial Refining Co. v. Wyman, 38 

Fed. 574, 3 LRA 5038. 

§ Gamelan of averments see infra 
67. Spencer v. Patey, 243 Fed. 555, 

156 CCA 253; Fred Macey Co. v. 

Macey, 1385 Fed. 725, 68 CCA 363. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“byes 


§ 85] 


of citizenship essential to the jurisdiction of the 
court must show that such citizenship existed at the 
time of the commencement of the suit,®8 because it 
is the citizenship existing at that time which deter- 
mines the question of jurisdiction.®9 


plies to amended bills. 


that reason upheld as sufficient.72 


original bill or declaration contains the requisite 


Jurisdiction in such cases see su- 
pra §§ 68, 69. 

68, Crehore v. Ohio, etc., R. Co., 
PTH ASi 240, 94SCtu 692; 33 Liaw ed: 
144; Stevens v. Nichols, 130 U. S. 
230, 9 SCt 518, 32 L. ed. 914; Mollan 
v. Torrance, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 587, 
6 L. ed. 154; Connolly v. ‘Taylor, 
ZeUPet.. CURIS) {556,007  aaed., 2518); 
Cochran vy. Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 150 
Fed. 682; Kreider v. Cole, 149 Fed. 
647, 79 CCA 339; Sanbo v. Union Pac. 
Coal Co., 146 Fed. 80; Lebensberger 
v. Scofield, 139 Fed. 380, 71 CCA 476; 
Noyes v. Crawford, 133 Fed. 1796; 
Brigel v. Tug River Coal, etc., Co., 
73 Fed. 13 [aff 86 Fed. 818, 30 CCA 
415]; Benjamin v. New Orleans, 71 
Fed. 758 [aff 74 Fed. 417, 20-CCA 
591 (app dism 169 U. S. 161, 18 SCt 
298, 42 L. ed. 700)]; Chicago Lumber 
Co. v. Comstock, 71 Fed. Rep.’ 477, 
481, 18 CCA 207 (where, however, 
the court said that “the declaration 
speaks from the commencement of 
the action’); Laskey v. Newtown 
Min. Co., 56 Fed, 628; Thompson v. 
Cook, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,952, 2 McLean 
122. 


[a] Averments held sufficient.— 
‘An averment that plaintiff’s assign- 
or was ‘during his lifetime” a citi- 
zen of a certain state was held to be 
equivalent to a direct averment of 
citizenship therein during the en- 
tire period. Bayerque v. Haley, 2 
BR. Cas. No; 1,135, McAll. 97. 

[b] An’ averment in the present 
tense is sufficient as against an ob- 
jection that averment of citizenship 
as of ‘the time the declaration was 
filed does not show such citizenship 
at the time the writ was_ issued. 
Thompson vy. Cook, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,952, 2 McLean 122. 

69. See supra § 61. ! 

70. Mexican Cent. R. Co. vy. Pink- 
ney, 149 U. S. 194, 18 SCt 859, 37 L. 
ed. 699; Anderson ‘v. Watts, 138 U. S. 
694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Men- 
ard v. Goggon, 121 U.S. 253, 7 SCt 
$73, 30 L. ed. 914; Continental L. 
Ins” Goucw. Rhoads, 219! UsS. “23:7; 
7 SCt 193, 30 L. ed. 380; Cochran v. 
Pittsburg, etc., R. Co., 150 Fed. 682; 
Sanbo v. Union Pac. Coal Co., 146 
Fed. 80; Baltimore, ete, R. Co. v. 
McLaughlin, 73 Fed. 519, 19 CCA 551; 
Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 
CCA 248. F 

71. Laskey v. Newtown Min. Co., 
56 Fed. 628 (an averment in an 
amended complaint, that “the plain- 
tiffs are now” citizens, etc., was not 
alone sufficient to show jurisdic- 
tion), See also Stevens v. Nichols, 
120 17. .S5 230, 9. SCt..518, 32 Ey ed: 
914 (where it was held that the fed- 
eral court was without jurisdiction 
because the petition for removal 
from the state to the federal court 
did not allege the citizenship of the 
parties, except at the date when it 
was filed, and it was not shown else- 
where in the record that defendants 
were at the commencement of the 
action citizens of a state other than 
the one of which plaintiff was at 
that date a citizen). , : 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘'The cir- 
cumstance that the amended com- 
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It is not sufficient to allege 
the citizenship of the parties as of the time the 
amended bill was filed,7° and therefore an aver- 
ment of citizenship added by amendment and made 
in the present tense is not sufficient,” although 
such an averment has been construed as referring 
to the time the original pleading was filed and for 
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only.*8 
This rule ap- 


But where the 


plaint relates back to, and takes the 
place of, the original complaint, does 
not alter the facts alleged in the 
amended complaint. Those facts, so 
far as the demurrer is concerned, 
must be taken to be just what the 
amended complaint alleges them to 
be. Upon the point in question the 
allegation is, not that the plain- 
tiffs were residents of this judicial 
district at the time of the commence- 
ment of the suit, but that they are 
such residents; that is to say, that 
they were such residents at the 
time of the filing of the amended 
complaint. The jurisdiction of the 
court, however, depends, as has been 
shown by the decisions of the su- 
preme court above cited, upon the 
condition of things existing when 
the suit was commenced, and not at 
the time of the filing of the amended 
complaint.” Laskey v. Newtown 
Min. Co., 56 Fed. 628, 629. 

72. Baltimore, ete., R. Co. v. Mc- 
Laughlin, 73°"Fed. 519;°°19 CCA 
ish A Birdsall v. Perego, 3 F. 
Cas? No, 1,435, 75 “Biatehf .'251 
[disappr Laskey v. Newtown Min. 
Co., 56 Fed. 628, 630]. See Grand 
Trunk’! ~ RR: Co. Vv. Tennant, 66 
Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190 (where, how- 
ever, the precise form of the allega- 
tion supported does not appear). 

73. Campbell v. Johnson, 167 Fed. 
102, 92 CCA 554; Toledo Tract. Co. v, 
Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. 

[a] Where a bill has been amend- 
ed on complainant’s motion, and not 
under compulsion of an order, the 
question whether the necessary di- 
versity of citizenship is stated must 
be determined from the bill as 
amended. Patterson v. Delaware, 
ete:, Co., 251 Fed: "255, 163 CCA: 411. 

74. Bradstreet v. Thomas, 12. Pet. 
(U. S.) 59, 9 L. ed. 999; Merserole v. 
Union Paper Collar Co., 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,488, 6 Blatchf. 356; Mexico 
Southern Bank v. Reed, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,514. 

[a] Equity rules.—(1) In suits 
in equity the former equity rules re- 
quired the averment to be made in 
the introductory part of the bill. 
Equity Rules (1842) rule 20; Sharon 
v. Hill, 23 Fed. 353, 10 Sawy. 634. 
(2) Its omission in that place was 
an irregularity (Muller v. Dows, 94 
U. S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Carlsbad v. 
Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 852), (3) but not fa- 
tal to the jurisdiction’ if it appeared 
elsewhere in the record (Mulier v. 
Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; 
Toledo Tract. Co. v, Cameron, 137 
Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28). (4) The present 
equity rules simply require the bill 
to contain “in addition to the usual 
caption,” the “citizenship and resi- 
dence of each party.’”’ Equity Rules 
(1612) rule 25. ; 

75. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pink- 
ney, 149 U. S. 194, 13 SCt 859, 37 L. 
ed. 699 (a sufficient averment in an 
original pleading renders an_insuffi- 
cient averment in an amended plead- 
ing immaterial); Muller v. Dows, 94 
U. S: 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Jones v. 
Andrews, 10 Wall. (U. S.) 327, 19 L. 
ed. 935; Lafayette Ins. Co. v. French, 
18 How. (U. S.) 404, 15 L. ed, 451 
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averments to give jurisdiction, such jurisdiction is 
not lost because an amended declaration or bill 
alleges plaintiff’s citizenship in the present tense 


Place for averment of citizenship. The proper 
place for the averment of citizenship is in the body 
of the declaration, bill, or complaint. Jurisdiction 
will be sustained if the requisite averment appears 
in any part of the pleadings,” or in exhibits made 
a part of the pleadings,’® or in the summons? or 
subpena ad respondendum,’® or in other papers 
properly constituting the record of the case.79 
Averments of citizenship in papers not properly 
constituting part of the record are of no avail.8° 


(where the requisite averment ap- 
peared in a replication to a plea); 
Bradstreet v. Thomas, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 
59, 9 L. ed. 999 (where it was al- 
leged in a joinder to a demurrer). 

76. Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 
24 L. ed. 207. 

77. Gordon v. Chattanooga Third 
Nat. Bank, 144 U. S. 97, 12 SCt_ 657, 
36 L. ed. 360. 


78. Hornthall v. Keary, 9 Wall. 
(U. S.) 560, 19 L. ed. 560. 
79. Sun Printing, etc., Assoc. v. 


Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 
48 L. ed. 1027; Mexican Cent. R. Co. 
v. Pinkney, 149 U. S. 194, 13 SCt 859, 
37 L. ed. 699; Denny v. Pironi, 141 
WS Seika vias S Ct aSGe7 shal. fede Ghee 
Anderson v. Watts, 638 U. S. 694, 11 
SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Pittsburgh, 
ete., “RR. Co. 'v. Ramsey, 22- Walls, (Us 
S.) 822, 22 L. ed. 823; Jumeau_ v. 
Brooks, 109' Fed. 353, 48 CCA /3975 
Mexico Southern Bank vy. Reed, 17 
BV Cas. No. 9551.4. , 

[a] A bill of exceptions contain- 
ing evidence showing the requisite 
citizenship will cure a fatally defec- 
tive allegation of citizenship in the 
pleadings, Sun Printing, ete, As- 
soc. v. Hdwards, 194°U.'S. 377%; 24 
SCt 696, 48 L. ed. 1027 [foll Balti- 
more, ete., Co. v. Davis, 149 Fed. 191, 
T9 (CCATES 9M. 

[b] A stipulation and agreement 
of parties, if it contains a specific 
admission of the requisite jurisdic- 
tional facts, and is placed on file as 
part of the record, may suffice to up- 
hold the jurisdiction. Pittsburgh, 
ete:, R. Co. v.. Ramsey, 22 Wall. (U. 
S.) 322, 22 L. ed. 823 [appr Denny v. 
Pironi, 141 U.S: 121, 11. SCt 966, 85 
L. ed. 657]. 

{c] Sufficiency of showing.—‘“It 
is the settled doctrine of this court 
that, in cases where the jurisdiction 
of the Federal courts depends upon 
the citizenship of the parties, the 
facts, essential to support that ju- 
risdiction, must appear somewhere in. 
the record. Said the Chief Justice, 
in Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co. v. Ram- 
sey, 22 Wall. (Ui S.)) 322, 22) L.sed. 
823: ‘They need not necessarily, how- 
ever, be averred in the pleadings. It 
is sufficient if they are, in some 
form, affirmatively shown by the rec- 
ord.” That view was approved in 
the subsequent case of Briges v. 
Sperry, 95 U. S. 401, 24 L. ed. 390 
. .. When we declared that the rec- 
ord, other than the pleadings, may 
be referred to in this court, to as- 
certain the citizenship of parties, 
we alluded only to such portions of 
the transcript as properly consti- 
tuted the record upon which we must 
base our final judgment, and not to 
papers which had been improperly 
inserted in the transcript.” Robert- 
son v. Cease, 97 U. S, 646, 648, 24 L. 
ed. 1057. 

80. Denny v. Pironi, 141 U. S. 121, 
11 SCt 966, 35 L. ed. 657; Robertson 


v. Cease, 97 U. S. 646, 24 L. ed. 
1057. 
[a] Recitals of citizenship in a 


remittitur of damages will not give 
jurisdiction. Denny v. Pironi, 141 
US. 121, 11 SCt 966, 35 L. ed. 657. 


~ larhGo:: 


- 
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The title or caption is not a part of the subjoined 
pleading, and an averment of citizenship appearing 
only in such title or caption is insufficient.*? 

The citizenship of all the parties, whether plain- 
tiffs or defendants, must be alleged, because other- 
wise it will not appear that the diversity of citizen- 
ship. requisite to confer jurisdiction exists.*? 
must appear affirmatively that no plaintiff is a cit- 
izen of the same state with any defendant,°? so 
that all the parties plaintiff are entitled to sue all 
So when alienage of one 
party is alleged ®° the citizenship of the other party 
Where the citizenship of 
one party in a named state is properly averred, it 
is not sufficient to aver generally that none of 
the adverse parties are citizens of that state,°’ 
nor is it sufficient to aver affirmatively that they are 
citizens of other but unnamed states.%* 

Where there are several counts in the declara- 


the parties defendant.*4 


must also be alleged.*® 


81. Jackson v, Ashton, 8 Pet. (U. 
S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898. See also Mex- 
ico Southern Bank y. Reed, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,514 (holding that the caption 
necd not show the citizenship of a 
corporation; that such citizenship is 
sufficiently shown by averment in 
the body of the pleading). But see 
Jones v. Andrews, 10 Wall. (U. S.) 
327, 19 L. ed. 935 (where apparently 
the caption was relied on). 

g2. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
195° WiS, -207, 25 SCt: 247049 Tu. ed: 
160; St. Joseph, etc., R. Co. v. Steele, 
LET URNS.) 65950 LRESCty 925342 faced: 
315; Continental L.. Ins. Co. v. 
Rhoads,.119' U. S. 1287; > 7.°SCt! 193, 
30 L. ed. 880; Mason v. Rollins, 13 
Walls (U.-S.) 602, 20 Lin ied. 9 527; 
Jackson v. Ashton, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 148, 
8 L, ed. 898; Dancel v. United Shoe 
Mfg. Co., 120 Fed. 839; Carlsbad v. 
Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 852; Dodge v. Per- 
kins, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,954, 4 Mason 
435; Findlay v. U. S. Bank, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,791, 2 McLean 44; Merserole v. 
Union Paper Collar Co., 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,488, 6 Blatchf. 356; Morrison 
v. Bennett, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,843, 1 
McLean 330; Speigle v. Meredith, 22 
F. Cas. No. 13,227, 4 Biss. 120. See 
also supra §§ 59-76. : 

[a] Parties who are not indispen- 
sable. — The citizenship of parties 
who are not indispensable need not 
be alleged where such parties are 
not served and do not appear. Mor- 
rison v. Bennet, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,843, 
1 McLean 330; Cameron v. McRob- 
erts, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 591, 4 L. ed. 
467. 

83. Merserole v. Union Paper Col- 
LZ. EY Cas.) No... 995488));''6 
Blatchf. 356. 

84 Barnes vy. Berry, 156 Fed, 72. 

85. See infra § 91, 

86. Connolly v. Taylor, 2 Pet. (U. 
S.) 556, 7 L. ed. 518; Jackson v. 
Twentyman;:2 Pet::(U. S$.) 1136;,7 L: 
ed. 374; Hodgson v. Bowerbank, 5 
Granch(CU.n Sorrs0ssuis" Laned;, 108s 
Mossman vy. Higginson, 4 Dall. (U. 
SH? 121 DL. $éa. i720: 

[a] Where an alien sues, defend- 
ant must be described as a citizen 
of some particular state. Stating 
him to be a citizen of the United 
States is not sufficient. Picquet v. 
Swan, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,134, 5 Mason 
35. 


87. Cameron v. Hodges, 127 U. S. 
822, 8 SCt 1154, 32 L. ed: 132. 

[a] Reason for rule.— ‘The ad- 
verse party must be a citizen of 
some 'other named State than Ar- 
kansas, or an alien. All the com- 
plainants might be residents and 
eitizens of the District of Columbia, 
or of any Territory, and they might 
not be citizens of the State of Ten- 
nessee where the suit was brought, 
or indeed, of any State in the Union. 
A citizen of a Territory, or of the 
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averment.®? 


It 


[§ 86] b. 


District of Columbia, can neither 
bring nor sustain a suit on_ the 
ground of citizenship, in one of the 
Circuit Courts. Barney v. Baltimore, 
6 Wall. (U. S.) 280, 18 L. ed. 825.” 
Cameron v. Hodges, 127 U. S. 322, 
324, 8 SCt 1154, 32 L. ed. 132. 

88. Benjamin v. New Orleans, 74 
Fed. 417, 20 CCA 591. [aff 71 Fed. 
758, and app dism 169 U. S. 161, 18 
SCt 298, 42 L. ed. 700] (where on de- 
murrer an averment that plaintiff’s 
assignors were “citizens respectively 
of states other than the state of 
Louisiana,’ of which latter state de- 
fendant was a citizen, was held in- 
sufficient to sustain the jurisdiction). 


g9. Jones v. Heaton, 13 F. Cas. 
No. 7,468, 1 McLean 317. 
90. Laughner v. Schell, 260 Fed. 


896; Smith v, Chase, ete. Mfg. Co., 
197 Fed. 466. See also supra § 638. 
“Under equity rule 94 a bill such 
as the present one must contain an 
allegation ‘that the suit is not a col- 
lusive one to confer on a court of 
the United States jurisdiction of a 
case of which it would not other- 
wise have cognizance.’ This bill 
contains no such allegation, and this 
requirement of the rule is positive, 
mandatory, and jurisdictional. This 
court would have no jurisdiction of 
a suit brought by the corporation 
against the other defendants because 
the requisite diversity of citizenship 
is lacking, and also because all the 
defendants are citizens and residents 
of another state. In this respect the 
bill is fatally defective.” Smith v. 
Chase, etc., Mfg. Co., 197 Fed. 466. 
91. Jones’ v. Andrews, 10 Wall. 
(U. S:) 327,19 L. ed. 935;,Gorham 
Mfg. Co. v. Weintraub, 176 Fed. 927. 
[a] “There is no prescribed for- 
mula for jurisdictional averments.” 
Per Caldwell, J.. in Ward v. Blake 
Mfg. Co., 56 Fed. 437, 440, 5 CCA 538. 
[b] “All that is necessary is, that 
it fairly appear by the bill of what 
States the respective parties are citi- 
zens. In this case the form of the 
allegations leaves no room for rea- 
sonable doubt.” Jones v. Andrews, 
ee (U;,..S.) (827,831, 19, L. ed. 


{c] Mere recital may be sufficient 
where the actual fact of diverse citi- 
zenship is not disputed. Gorham 
Mfg. Co. v. Weintraub, 176 Fed. 927 
(“It is contended that diversity of 
citizenship is not sufficiently alleged, 
because distinct traversable aver- 
ments thereof are not presented. If 
the affidavits in any way disputed 
such diversity, the objection might 
be important; but since the asser- 
tion is not disputed, and an averment 
[amendment] alleging diversity 
would be granted as of course, where 
there is no dispute as to respective 
citizenship, the objection is not per- 
suasive to denying relief, if on the 


Stockholders’ suits. 
holder to redress wrongs claimed to have been in- 
flicted upon his corporation is demurrable if it 
fails to state that the suit is not a collusive one 
to confer on a federal court jurisdiction of a cause 
of which it would not otherwise have cognizance.®® 
As to Individuals, Although the. 
averment of citizenship need not be made in any 
precise and technical form,®* and it is sufficient if 
the requisite citizenship is the necessary conse- 
quence of the facts alleged,°? as where the aver- 
ment is of citizenship in a particular federal 
district,°* or of a political subdivision of a state,9* 
the averment must be positive and not merely 
argumentative or inferential,®> or in the alterna- 
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tion or bill, a sufficient averment as to citizenship, 
in the first count gives jurisdiction of the entire 
action, although the other counts contain no such 


A bill by a minority stock- 


facts complainant is entitled to it, 
to sustain a common-law _  trade- 
mark’’). 

Marshall v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
16 How. (U. S.) 314, 14 L. ed. 
953; Gassies v. Ballon, 6 Pet. (U. 
S.) 761, 8 L. ed. 573; Howe v. Howe, 
etc., Ball Bearing Co., 154 Fed. 820, 
83 CCA 536; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. 
Davis, 149 Fed. 191, 79 CCA 139; 
Myers v. Hettinger, 94 Fed. 370, 37 
CCA 369 [aff 81 Fed. 805]; Ward v.- 
Blake Mfg. Co., 56 Fed. 437, 5 CCA 
538; ‘Duryee v. Webb, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,198, 16 Conn. 558 note; Bayerque 
ae Haley, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,135, McAll. 


93. Berlin v. Jones, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,348, 1 Woods 638; Duryee v. Webb, 
8 F. Cas. No. 4,198, 16 Conn. 558 
note; Edwards v. Nichols, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,296, Brunn. Coll, Cas. 43, 3 
Day (Conn.) 16. 

94, Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 
137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28, 

[a] Dlustration.— An allegation 
that plaintiff is a citizen “of said 
county of Monroe, in the said state 
of Michigan,’ while inexact as an 
averment of citizenship of the state 
of Michigan for the purpose of show- 
ing federal jurisdiction, will be treat- 
ed as sufficient, especially in an ap- 
pellate court, when’‘it has been so 
construed and treated by both court 
and counsel in the trial court, which 
make a finding of the fact in accord- 
ance therewith. Toledo Tract. Co. 
v. Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. 


95. Thomas vy. Ohio State Univ., 
196 Us By 207s Sb SCh 24/8 49; dues eae 
160; Anderson v. Watts, 138 U.-S. 


694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Con- 
tinental L. Ins. Co. v. Rhoads, 119 
Us 8. 237;°7 SCt.193,./30 Ta teds 380% 
Bors v. Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 4. Sct 
407, 28 L. ed. 419; Robertson vy. Case, 
97 U. S. 646, 24 L.-ed. 1057; Brown 
v. ‘Keene,-8 Pet, (CU, S:)°112;:85R. leds 
885; Columbia Digger Co. v. Rector, 
215 Fed. 618; Vernon Parish As- 
sessor v. Gould, 210 Fed. 894, 127 
CCA 553; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. 
vy. Whilden, 195 Fed. 268, 115 CCA 
254; McEldowney v. Card, 193 Fed. 
475; Taylor v. Weir, 171 Fed. 636, 96 
CCA 438 [rev 162 Fed. 585]; Yeandle 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 169 Fed. 938, 
95 CCA. 282; Lownsdale.-v. Gray’s 
Harbor Boom Co., 117 Fed. 983; Mon- 
tana Ore-Purchasing Co. v. Boston, 
etc., Cons. Copper, etc., Min. Co., 85 
Fed. 867, 29 CCA 462; Benjamin v. 
New Orleans, 74 Fed. 417, 20 CCA 
591. [app dism 169 U. S. 161, 18 Sct 
298, 42 L. ed. 700]; St. Louis, ete.; 
R. Co. v. Newcom, 56 Fed. 951, 6 CCA 
172; New York, etc., R. Co. v. Hyde, 
56 Fed. 188, 5 CCA 461; Leavitt v. 
Cowles, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,171, 2 Mc- 
Lean 491; Speigle v. Meredith, 22 F. 
Cas... No. 13,227, 4 Biss.. 120. 

[a] Averments: held insufficient.— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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tive.% 


or of which he is an inhabitant.? 


(1) Scheuerle v. Onepiece Bifocal 
Lens Co., 241 Fed. 270; Columbia 
Digger Co. v. Rector, 215 Fed. 618; 
Vernon Parish Assessor vy. Gould, 
210 Fed. 894, 127 CCA 553; Rife v. 
Lumber Underwriters, 204 Fed. 32, 
122 CCA 346 [rev on other grounds 
aie Si CUO oO Sel mili. po. t,.. ed. 
1140]; McEldowney v. Card, 193 Fed. 
475; Yeandle v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
169 Fed. 938, 95 CCA 282; J. J. Mc- 
Caskill Co. v. Dickson, 159 Fed. 704, 
86 CCA 572. (2) An averment that 
defendant was tax assessor of Ver- 
non Parish, La., was not a sufficient 
averment as to his citizenship. Ver- 
non Parish Assessor v. Gould, 210 
Fed. 894, 127 CCA 5538. (3) In an 
action against trustees of a state in- 
stitution, plaintiff’ being a nonresi- 
dent of such state, a complaint 
which fails to show that the indi- 
vidual members of the board are citi- 
zens thereof does not show jurisdic- 
tion, although under the state con- 
stitution a person is required to be 
a citizen of the state in order to 
be eligible for the office of trustee. 
Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 195 U. 
Si 207, 125° SCty24,.49' (ed. 160. 

[b] Effect of subsequent allega- 
tions.—Averments in a bill-as to the 
citizenship of a corporate complain- 
ant are not insufficient for jurisdic- 
- tional purposes because of subse- 
quent allegations from which doubt 
may argumentatively be _ inferred, 
where such statements refer to an 
alleged impairment of a contract and 
are not addressed to the subject of 
citizenship. Mississippi R. Commn, 
v. Louisville, etc, R. Co., 225 U. S. 
D2 bo SCt 10,06 14.560. nLOSt. 

96. Brown v. Keene, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 
112, 8 L. ed. 885. 

{a] Insufficient alternative allega- 
tions.—(1) Averment that defendant 
is “a citizen or a resident” of a 
certain state. Jackson v. Ashton, 8 
Pet. (U. S.) 148, 8 L, ed. 898; Brown 
v. Keene, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 112, 8 L. ed. 
885. (2) Averment that parties are 
citizens of either one or another of 
designated states. Van Horn v. Kit- 
titas County, 112 Fed. 1 (an aver- 
ment that the members of a firm 
were “citizens of the state of Illinois 
or of the state of New York” was 
insufficient, being evasive). 

97. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
UW. S. 141,'25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986; 
Crosby v. Cuba R. Co., 158 Fed. 144 
{aff 170 Fed. 369, 95 CCA 539 (rev 
on other grounds 222 U. S. 4738, 32 
ScCt..132, 56 L. ed. 274, 38 LRANS 
40)]; Koike v. Atchison, etc., -R. Co., 
157 Fed. 623; Sanbo v. Union Pac. 
Coal Co., 140 Fed. 713, 72 CCA 24; 
Fred Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 
725, 68 CCA 363; Derk P. Yonkerman 
Co. v. Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. 
Agency, 135 Fed. 613. 

98. Merserole v. Union Paper Col- 
lar ‘ Co.,, 17°F. Cas, No., 9,488, 
Blatchf. 356; Picquet v. Swan, 19 i, 
Cas. No. 11,134, 5 Mason 35; Wilson 
v. City Bank, 30 F. Cas. No. a lyre ef 
3 Sumn. 422. See also Cameron v. 


The proper form of allegation is a direct 
statement that the party named is a citizen of a 
designated state.°’ An averment that the party is a 
citizen of the United States, without also averring 
him to be a citizen of any particular state of the 
United States, is wholly insufficient.98 A mere aver- 
ment that a party is a ‘‘resident’’ or ‘‘inhabitant’’ 
of a designated state®® and a fortiori averments 
merely implying residence in a designated state or 
place, such as an averment that a party is ‘‘of’’ a 
certain place,! are insufficient as averments of citi- 
zenship to support jurisdiction because a person is 
not necessarily a citizen of the state where he resides, 
But an ayerment 
that a party is a citizen of the United States and 
a resident of a designated state sufficiently shows 
him to be a citizen of such state,? and on appeal, 
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state.* 
[$ 87] ¢. 


citizenship, 


‘exists.©- Before 


Hodges, 127 U. S. 322, 8 SCt 1154, 32 
L. ed. 132 (petition for removal). 

99. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986; 
Sun Printing, ete,, Assoc. v. Edwards, 
1940." S377, (24 (SCt/ 696)" 48) Li. ed. 
1027; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Duthie, 
LSS Ue Se 00, co sot O10) e47lely ed. 
715; Oxley Stave Co. v. Butler 
County, 166 U. S. 648, 17 SCt 709, 41 
L. ed. 1149; Cooper v. Newell, 155 U. 
Si Deco Seb, soon oo dine ede 2495 
Horne v. George H. Hammond Co., 
Lobby U. 9S. 3938, 15 (SCtut67, 39 1, ed: 
197; Wolfe v. Hartford L., etc., Ins. 
Co., 148°U. S. 389, 18 SCt 602, 37° L. 
ed. 493; Pennsylvania Co. v. Bender, 
LAS Ut Saya00, ole eCt 59a 37, ma, ed. 
441; Southern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 146 
U2 S39202, 13" Set. 44°" 36 Lied? 9425 
Shaw v. Quincy Min. Co., 145 U. S. 
444, 12 SCt 935, 86 L. ed. 768; Denny 
Vv eironin Lalas. LA SCE “966; 
35 L. ed. 657; Timmons v. Elyton 
Mand Cone Teo St SS. 1d NOtrb 85, 
35 L. ‘ed. 195; Anderson v. Watts, 138 
U. S. 694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; 
Menard v. Goggan, 121 U. S. 253, 7 
SCt 873, 30 L. ed. 914; Everhart v. 
Huntsville Female College, 120 U. 
S, 223, 7 SCt 555, 30 L. ed. 623; Grace 
v. American Cent. Ins. Co., 109 U. S. 
278, 3 SCt 207, 27 L. ed. 932; Robert- 
son v. Cease, 97 U. S. 646, 24 L. ed. 
1057; Parker v. Overman, 18 How. 
(WU. 'S:)) 13%, -15 “Li: ed. 318:° Jackson 
v. Ashton, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 148, 8 L. 
ed. 898; Brown v. Keene, 8 Pet. (U. 
S.) 112, 8 L. ed. 885; Bingham v. 
Cabbot, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 382, 1 L. ed. 
646; Atchison, etc., R. Co, v. Hines, 
211 Fed, 264, 127 CCA 632; Gaugler 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 197 Fed. 79; 
Mayer v. Cohrs, 188 Fed. 443; New- 
comb v. Burbank, 181 Fed. 334, 104 
CCA 164; Atchison, ete, R. Co. v. 
Frederickson, 177 Fed. 206, 101 CCA 
376; J. J.. McCaskill Co. v. Dickson, 
159 Fed. 704, 86 CCA 572; Interna- 
tional Bank, etc., Co. v. Scott, 159 
Fed. 58, 86 CCA 248; Crosby v. Cuba 
R. Co., 158 Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 
369, 95 CCA 539 (rev on other 
grounds 222°U..S. 473,32) SCt 132, 56 
L. ed, 274, 38 LRANS 40)]; Koike v. 
Atchison, etc., R. Co., 157 Fed. 623; 
Miller v. New York Cent., ete. R. 
Co., 147 Fed. 771; Sanbo v. Union 
Paces Coal ‘Co... 1407 Féds 713,72) CCA 
24; Mohican Tp. v. Johnson, 133 Fed. 
524, 66 CCA 592; Stockwell v. Bos- 
ton, etc., R. Co., 131 Fed. 152; Yocum 
v. Parker, 130 Fed. 770, 66 CCA 80; 
Gale v. Southern Bldg., etc., Assoc., 
117 Fed. 732 [app dism 130 Fed. 1021 
mem, 63 CCA 684]; Thomas v. D. O. 
Mills Nat. Bank, 106 Fed. 438, 45 
CCA 407; Preferred Acc. Ins, Co. v. 
Barker, 88 Fed. 814, 32 CCA 124; 
Marks v. Marks, 75 Fed. 321; Hunt 
v. Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 CCA 356; 
Tug River Coal, etc., Co. v. Brigel, 
67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 577; Danahy v. 
Denison Nat. Bank, 64 Fed, 148, 12 


CGA, 175."-Grand )frunk*>R.,. Co.» Vv, 
Twitchell, 59 Fed. 727, 8 CCA 237; 
Texas,, etc.,,,m., Co. v. Rogers, 57 
Fed. 3878, 6 CCA 403; ‘Laskey  v. 


As te Oorporations.® 
is not technically a citizen, and the jurisdiction of 
the federal courts over cases to which a corpora- 
tion is a party, when dependent upon diversity of 
rests 
members who are regarded as suing or being 
sued in its corporate name and who are now con- 
clusively’ presumed -to be citizens of the state un- 
der whose laws the corporation was organized and 
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an averment of ‘‘residence’’ in a state has been 
held sufficient where, construed in the light of the 
evidence preserved in the record, the court is satis- 
fied that such averment was intended to aver and 
should be interpreted as averring citizenship in that 


A corporation 


upon the eitizenship of its 


this doctrine became established 


it was necessary to allege the citizenship of the 


Newtown Min. Co., 56 Fed. 628; 
Tinsley v. Hoot, 53 Fed. 682, 3 
CCA 612; Pacific Postal Tel. Cable 


Co, v. Irvine, 49 Fed. 113; Southwest- 
ern Tel., etc., Co. v. Robinson, 48 Fed. 
769, 1 CCA 91; Evans v. Davenport, 
8 F. Cas. No. 4,558, 4 McLean 574. 

“It has long been settled that resi- 
dence and citizenship are wholly dif- 
ferent things within the meaning of 
the Constitution and the laws de- 
fining and regulating the jurisdic- 
tion of the Circuit Courts of the 
United States; and that a mere aver- 
ment of residence in a particular 
State is not an averment of citizen- 
ship in that State for the purposes 
of jurisdiction.” Steigleder v. Mc- 
Questen, 198 U. S. 141, 148, 25 SCt 
616, 49 L. ed. 986. 

1. Jackson v, Ashton, 8 Pet. (U. ° 
S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898; Hodgson v. 
Bowerbank, 5 Cranch (U. S.) 303, 3 
L. ed. 108; Wood v. Wagnon, 2 Cranch 
(U. S.) 9, 2 L. ed. 191; Abercrombie 
v;| Dupuis; 1*Craneh@(U. S73 43\-2) is 
ed. 129; Bingham v. Cabbot, 3 Dall. 
(U. S.) 382, 1 L. ed. 646; Columbia 
Digger Co. v. Rector; 215 Fed. 618; 
Yeandle v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 169 
Fed. 938, 95 CCA 282; Stockwell v. 
Boston, _ete., R: Co., 1381 Fed. 152; 
Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Twitchell, 59 
Wed yi275. 8 CCA 2372 

2. See cases supra notes 99, 1. 


3. Gassies v. Ballon, 6 Pet. (U. 
S.) 761, 8 L. ed. 573; Steiff v. Bing, 
206 Fed. 900, 124 CCA 560; Clausen 
v. American Ice Co., 144 Fed. 723; 
Littell v. Erie R. Co., 105 Fed. 539. 
But see Duryee v. Webb, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,198, 16 Conn. 558 note (alle- 
gation that a party is “of the town 
and county of Windham, in the Con- 
necticut district : a citizen of 
the United States, and sheriff of said 
Windham county” held insufficient). 

[a] Reason for rule.—(1) ‘“‘A citi- 
zen of the United States, residing 
in any state of the Union, is a citi- 
zen of that state.” Gassies v. Bal- 
lon, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 761, 762, 8 L. ed. 
573. (2) “The statement that the 
defendant is a citizen of the United 
States is a statement that he was 
either born or naturalized in the 
United States, and, as he resides in 
the state of New York, that he is a 
citizen of that state.” Steiff v. Bing, 
206 Fed. 900, 124 CCA 560. (8) “As 
Delaware must, then, be held to have 
been the legal domicil of Edwards 
at the time he commenced this ac- 
tion, had it appeared that he was a 
citizen of the United States, it would 
have resulted, by operation of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, that Ed- 
wards was also a citizen of the State 
of Delaware.” Sun -Printing, etc., 
Assoc. v. Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 383, 
24 SCt.696, 48 L. ed. 1027. 

4 Sun Printing, etc. Assoc. v. 
Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 
48 L. ed. 1027; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. 
v. Davis, 149 Fed. 191, 79 CCA‘139. 

5. See also supra’ § 67. 

6 See supra § 67. 


‘See also Domicile § 2. 
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members of the corporation.’ 
necessary.* 


7. Shaw v. Quincy Min.’ Co., 145 
U.S. 444, 12 SCt..935, 362L. ed...768 
[cit Commercial, etc., Bank v. Slo- 
comb,) 14: Pet. .(U. *S.))) 60,0100. ‘ed. 
354; Breithaupt v. Georgia Bank, 1 
Pete, S.) 238, tL. edsi27-.Sulli- 
van v. Fulton Steamboat Co., 6 
Wheat. CUS.) 450, 5, B..ed., 302; U. 
S. Bank v. Deveaux, 5 Cranch (U. 
S.) 61, 3 L. ed. 38; Hope Ins, Co. v. 
Boardman, 5 Cranch (U:_S.) 57,.3 LD. 
ed. 36; Cumberland Bank v. Willis, 
DI. Cals) No. | 885, 93 Sumn.) 4725 
Wilson y. City Bank, 30 F. Cas. No. 
17,797, 3 Sumn. 422. 

8. See cases passim. 

9. Thomas v. Ohio. State Univ., 
195 We S. 20%, 2h SCt 24.) 49,17, “ed. 
160; Chapman v. Barney, 129 U. S. 
677, 9 SCt 426, 32 L. ed. 800; Fred 
Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 68 
CCA 363; Derk P. Yonkerman Co. v. 
Chas. H. Fuller Adv. Agency, 135 
Fed. 613; Lownsdale v. Gray’s Har- 
bor Boom Co., 117 Fed. 983. 

{a] Rule applied. — Where plain- 
tiff was described as ‘‘President of 
the United States Express Company, 
a joint stock company organized un- 
der and by virtue of a law of the 
State of New York, and which said 
company is authorized by the laws 
of the State of New York to main- 
tain and bring suits, in the name of 
its president, for or on account of 
any right of action accruing to said 
company, and a citizen of the State 
of New York,” the failure to aver 
that such company was a corpora- 
tion was a fatal defect. Chapman v. 
Barney, 129 U. S. 677, 679, 9.SCt 426, 
32 L. ed. 800. 

[b] An allegation that defendant 
“claims to be” a corporation organ- 
ized under the laws of a state as a 
boom company, coupled with a denial 
that it has the rights of such a com- 
pany, is not a sufficient allegation 
that defendant is a citizen of such 
state for jurisdictional purposes. 
Lownsdale v. Gray’s Harbor Boom 
Co., 117 Fed. 983. 


10. Pennsylvania v. Quicksilver 


Min. (Co. 10 YWall AG 3S.) 9603 .00hd 
L. ed. 998; Farmers’ Oil, etc., Co. -v. 
Duckworth Co., 217 Fed. 362, 133. 


CCA 278; J. J. McCaskill Co. v. Dick- 
Song) (1595 Wed. (704,0.86% CCAs 572% 
Knight v. Lutcher, etc., Lumber Co., 
136 Fed. 404, 69 CCA 248 [reh den 139 
Fed. 1007, 71 CCA 684]; Kansas City 
Southern R. Co. v. Prunty, 133 Fed. 
13, 66 CCA 163 [certiorari den 197 
Des. 623, 125: SCt,,799,, 49 Li eds 911.15 
Kennedy v. Solar Refining Co., 69 
Fed. 715; American Sugar Refining 
Co, v. Tatum, 60 Fed. 514, 9 CCA 121; 
American Sugar Refining Oovne ry. 
Johnson, 60 Het, . ee FG AN 10% 
St. Louis, etc., Ow! Ve Newcom, 
56 Fed. 951, .6 CGA 172; New York, 
etc., .R. Co. v. Hyde, 56 Fed. 188, 
5 CCA 461; Greeley v. Smith, 10 F, 
Cas. No. 5,747, 3 Story 76. See also 
cases supra note 9. 

{a] Alleging incorporation in two 
states.— (1) Allegations in a _ bill 
filed by a railroad company that it 
is a corporation created and existing 
under and by virtue of the laws of 
two states, and that defendant is a 
citizen of one of such states, does 
not show that complainant and 
defendant are citizens of differ- 
ent. states. St.. Joseph, etc, R. 
Co. v. Steele, 167 U. S. 659, 17 SCt 
925, 42 L. ed. 315 [rev 63 Fed. 867, 
11 CCA 470]. See also Chicago, etc., 
R. Co. v. Stephens, 218 Fed. 535, 134 
CCA 263 (allegation that defendant 
corporation was existing and doing 
business in two states, of one of 
which plaintiff was a citizen). (2) 
Jurisdiction: in such cases see supra 
§ 67. 

[b] Judicial notice of a public 


This is no longer 
The averment must be that the party 
is a corporation,® and that it was created by the 
laws of a particular state,° or facts from which 
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statute incorporating the party may 
supply the place of this averment. 
Covington Drawbridge Co. v. Shep- 
herd: 20\ How. (U. S.). 227;-46°L.: ed. 
896. 

[c] Avermenuts held insufficient.— 
(1) “It must affirmatively. appear 
that the corporation was created un- 
der the laws of such state; and sit 
would seem that an averment that 
the body suing or sued is a corpora- 
tion or a citizen or both of a par- 
ticular state is insufficient.’ Ameri- 
can Sugar Refining Co. v. Johnson, 
60 Fed. 503, 504, 511, 9 CCA 110 [quot 
Farmers’ Oil, ete., Co. v. Duckworth 
Co., 217 Fed. 362, 365, 133 CCA 278]. 
(2) Allegations that plaintiff is a 
“corporation of New Jersey” and de- 
fendant is a “corporation of 
Georgia,” are not the equivalent of 
allegations that the corporations 
were organized under the laws of 
such states, and are not sufficient to 
show the requisite diversity of citi- 
zenship, to give the court jurisdic- 
tion. Farmers’ Oil, etc., Co. v. Duck- 
worth Co., 217 Fed. 362, 133 CCA 278. 
(3) “The bill avers that the com- 
plainant is a citizen of the dominion 
of Canada, and ‘brings this his bill 
into court against the Solar Refin- 
ing Company, which is a corporation 
created and existing in due form of 
law within the said Northern dis- 
trict of Ohio, and the Standard Oil 
Company, also a corporation created 
and existing in due form of law in 
the said state of Ohio. These aver- 
ments as to the citizenship of the 
defendants are wholly insufficient 
to confer jurisdiction upon the court, 
and if a demurrer has been inter- 
posed the same would have been 
sustained.” Kennedy v. Solar Re- 
fining Co., 69 Fed. 715, 716. (4) An 
averment, in a suit brought by a 
citizen of Louisiana, that defendant 
is “a corporation domiciled and do- 
ing business in this city [New Or- 
leans], and a citizen of New Jersey,” 
is not equivalent to an averment that 
it is a corporation organized under 
the laws of New Jersey, and hence 
is insufficient to support federal jur- 
isdiction. American Sugar Refining 
Co, v. Johnson, supra [foll American 
Sugar Refining Co. v. Tatum, 60 Fed. 
bii4.. LIS CCA SIZE). 

11. Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 
24 L. ed. 207; Grand Trunk R. Co, v. 
Tennant, 66 Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190. 

12. Pennsylvania v. ‘Quicksilver 
Min. Co., 10° Wall. (U. S.) 553, 19 L. 
ed, 998. See also supra § 67. 

13. W. L. Wells Co. v. Gastonia 


Cotton, Mfg. Co., 198 U., S.. 177,25 
Sct 640, 49 L. ed. 1003; Thomas v. 
Ohio. State -Univ.,. 195 Uy -S..207;, 25 


Sct 24, 49 L. ed. 160; Sun Printing, 
etc,, Assoc. v. Hdwards, 194 U.S. 
377, 24 SCt 696, 48 L. ed. 1027; Dodge 
v. Tulleys, 144 U.S. 451,-12 SCt 728, 
36 LL. ed. 501; National SS. Co. v. 
Tugman, 106 U. Ss. TLS, pd SCt 585) 27 
Lived. 8.0 UmSe-v. Gillis, 95) Ui. Ss. 407, 
24 L. ed. 503; Muller v. Dows, 94 U. 
S. 444, 24 L. ed. 207; Germania F. 
Ins. Co. v. Francis, 11 Wall. (UU. S.) 
210; 20) Li. ed. 77; Pennsylvania wv. 
Quicksilver Min. Co., 10 Wall, (U. 
S.) 553, 19. LL; ed. 9983 WU. S: Hxpress 
Co. v. Kountze, 8 Wall. 
19 L. ed. 457; Ohio, ete., 
Wheeler, 1 Black (U. S:) 286, Arte 
ed, 130; Philadelphia, ete., R..Co. v. 
Quigley, 21 How. (U. S.) 202, 16 L. 
ed. 78; Covington Drawbridge Co. v. 
Shepherd, 21 How. (U. S.) 112, 16 L. 
ed. 38; Lafayette Ins. Co, v. French, 
18 How. (U. S.) 404, 15 L. ed. 451; 
Marshall v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co., 
16" How. .(U.4S)), 84,004 aie eda 953. 
Piquignot v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
16 How. (U. S.) 104, 14 L. ed. 863; 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Letson, 2 


[§ 87 


the same legal intendment arises must be stated,1+ 
for only thus can the jurisdictional citizenship of 
a corporation be fixed.'? 
these two essentials, 


An averment containing 
in substance, is sufficient 1% 


How. (U. S.) 497, 11 L. ed. 353; Sul- 
livan v. Fulton Steamboat Co., 6 
Wheat.” "(UL S82) 450) 5: Ved7302* 
Hope Ins. Co. v. Boardman, 5 Cranch 
(U. S.) 57, 3 L. ed. 36; Gas Securi- 
ties Co. v. Antero, etc., Reservoir 
Co., 259 Fed. 423, 170 CCA 399; De 
Biasi v. Normandy Water Co., 228 
Fed. 234; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Stephens, 218 Fed. 525, 134 CCA 263; 
Farmers’ Oil, ete., Co. v. Duckworth 
Co., 217 Fed. 362, 133 CCA 278; How- 
ard v. National Tel. Co., 182 Fed. 
215; Adams Express Co. v. Adams, 
159 Fed. 62, 86 CCA 252; Crosby v. 
Cuba R. Co., 158 Fed. 144 [aff 170 
Fed. 369, 95 CCA 539 (rev on other 
grounds 222 U. S. 473, 32 SCt 132, 56 
L. ed. 274, 38 LRANS 40)]; Haight 
v. Weiss, 156 Fed. 328, 84 CCA 224 
[certiorari den 207 U. S. 594, 28 SCt 
260, 52 L. ed. 356]; W. H. Perry Co. 
v. Klosters Aktie Bolag, 152 Fed. 
967, 82 CCA 821; Knight v. Lutcher, 
ete., Lumber Co., 136 Fed. 404, 60 
CCA 248 [reh den 139 Fed. 1007, 71 
CCA 684]; Utah-Nevada Co. v. De 
Lamar, 7133, Fedss 1138, -66 -CCA. 179 
[certiorari den 199 U. S. 605, 26 SCt 
746, 50 L. ed. 330]; Betancourt v. 
Mutual Reserve Fund Life Assoc., 
101 Fed. 305; Block v. Standard Dis- 
tilling, ete, Co., 95 Fed. 978; Bal- 
timore, etc., R. Co, v. McLaughlin, 
73 Fed.. 519, 19 CCA 551; . Chicago 
Lumber Co. v. Comstock, ral Fea. 477, 
18 CCA 207; Grand Trunk Rie CON. 
Tennant, 66 Fed. 922,14 CCA’: 1905 
American Sugar Refining CocieNs 
Johnson, 60. Hed. .503, 9 “CCA. 110: 
Frisbie v. Chesapeake, ete., R. Co.. 
57 Fed. 1; St. Louis, etce., R. Co. v. 
Newcom, 56 Fed. 951, 6 CCA 172: 
Ward v. Blake Mfg. Co., 56 Fed. 437, 


5 CCA 538; New York, ete, R. Co. 
v. Hyde,+56 Wed. 188, 5 CCA. °461- 
Lonergan v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 


55 Fed, 550; Blackburn v. Selma, etc., 
R. Co., -3. FY Cas: NO, 15467522" Ripe 
525; Greeley v. Smith, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,747, 3 Story 76; Mexico Southern 
Bank v. Reed, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,514; 
New York, ete, R. Co. v. Shepard, 
18 F. Cas. No. 10, 198, 5 McLean 455. 


[a] Averments held sufficient.— . 


(1) “Since Lafayette Ins. Co, v. 
French, 18 How. (U. §S.) 404, 15 L. 
ed. 451, it is settled. law that, for 
jurisdictional purposes, it is not suf- 
ficient to allege with reference to a 
domestic corporation, party plaintiff 


or defendant, merely that it is a 
citizen of the state named. There 
must be an averment that it was 


created by the laws of that state, 
or to that effect. It seems to be 
accepted in National SS. Co. v. Tug- 
man, 506, U.S2118). 121, 1 SCt oS 27 
L. ed. 87, that the substance of this 
rule applies to a foreign corpora- 
tion, party plaintiff or defendant. 
Even with the aid of the amendment, 
it is not specifically alleged that 
the corporation, defendant below. is 
or was an alien corporation, in that 
it was created by an alien state, or 
to that effect. But in the pleadings 
—indeed, in the very objection filed 
by it to the amendment, which ob- 
jection is made a part of the rec- 
ord—ithe defendant below is. de- 
scribed as the ‘Grand Trunk Rail- 
way Company of Canada.’ That the 
mere fact of the incorporation in 
its title of the name of a certain 
state does not necessarily constitute 
or supply the allegation required 
was settled in Piquignot v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co.. 16 How. (U. S.) 104, 14 
L. ed. 863. But less appeared in 
that case than in the case at bar. 
Here it was expressly stated in the 
declaration that the defendant below 
is a corporation; and, in the absence 
of any objection taken by it in the 
court below, it may be presumed 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 87-88] 


without also alleging in terms -that the corporation 
is a ‘‘citizen’’ of any state,!* although it is not 
unusual to add such an averment.}® 
tion that a party with a corporate name is a citizen 
of a particular state is insufficient as a jurisdic- 
tional averment 1° unless such party was incorpo- 
_rated by a public statute.17 
that a corporation is doing business in a certain 
state is insufficient as an averment of citizenship 
It is not necessary that the citizen- 
ship of a corporate party should appear in the 
caption of a petition; an averment in the body 
The necessary facts must 
be alleged positively and not left to mere infer- 
The averment must not be ambiguous,?4 
argumentative,?? contradictory,2* or in the alterna- 
tive,?4 in violation of the rules of good pleading.?® 
An allegation of the citizenship of a corporation 
carries with it the citizenship of directors where 
they appear in the action only as representatives 


in that state.18 


thereof is sufficient.2° 


ence.?° 


of the corporation.?® 


[§ 88] d. As to Partnerships and Other Unin- 
corporated Associations. Where it is necessary to 
allege the citizenship of the members of a partner- 


that the words ‘of Canada’ describe 
the country of its creation. In the 
absence of any objection made in the 
court below on this particular propo- 
sition, the record may fairly be 
construed against the defendant be- 
low; and, as the words ‘of Canada’ 
are fairly susceptible of the con- 
struction claimed by plaintiff below, 
we give them that construction, and 
hold that the record, as it stands, 
alleges the proper’ jurisdictional 
facts. There is sufficient doubt not 
to have required the court to notice 
the matter of its own motion. King 
v. McLean Asylum, 64 Fed. 325, 
Sole Soe ee COA 130726) RA 
784oGrand- /Prunk® Re) Co.rv. 
Tennant, 66 Fed. 922, 1923; 14 
CCA (190. (2) “The allegation of 
the complaint, admitted by the an- 
swer, ‘that defendant is a domestic 


- corporation, duly organized and 
existing under the laws of New 
York, having its principal office for 


the transaction of business in the 
Southern District of New York,’ 
clearly imported that the corpora- 
tion was originally created by the 
State of New York. The presump- 
tion necessarily followed that the 
corporation was composed of citi- 
zens of that State, and consequently 
the corporation was entitled to sue 
or be sued in the courts of the 
United States as a citizen of New 


York. Southern R. Co. v.. Allison, 
TOO) We Se 326m 238 SChITLl3;- 478 Le ed: 
1078.” Sun Printing, etc., Assoc. v. 


Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 381, 24 SCt 
696, 48 L. ed, 1027. 

14. Sun Printing, etc, Assoc. v. 
Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 
48 L. ed. 1027; Germania F. Ins. Co. 
v. Francis, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 210, 20 
Teed) Ue Ss. \hxpress *iCon iwi 
Kountze, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 342, 19 L. 
ed. 457; De Biasi v. Normandy Water 
Co., 228 Fed. 234; Myers v. Murray, 
43 Fed. 695, 11 LRA 216. 

15. See cases passim. 

16. Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 
24 L. ed. 207; Lafayette Ins. Co. v. 
French, 18 How. (U. 8S.) 404, 15 L. 
ed. 451; -Chicago, ete.,-R. Co. v. 
Stephens, 218 Fed. 535, 1384 CCA 263; 
Parker Washington Co, v. Cramer, 
201 Fed. 878, 120 CCA 216; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Whilden, 195 
Fed. 263, 115 CCA 254; Forsyth 
Mire Be Co. Vv; “Putnam, ) 139 . ed: 
HOO alee OOA wroo4 | H<nileiit iva 
Lutcher, etc., Lumber Co., 136 Fed. 
404, 69 CCA 248 [reh den 139 Fed. 
1007, 71 CCA 684]; Derk P. Yonker- 
man Co. v. Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. 
Agency, 135 Fed. 613; Grand Trunk 
R. Co. v. Tennant, 66 Fed. 922, 14 


So an averment merely 


FEDERAL COURTS 


A mere allega- 


CCA 190. Contra Chicago Lumber 
Co. v. Comstock, 71 Fed. 477, 18 CCA 
207. And cases supra notes 9-12. 

17. Covington Drawbridge Co. v. 
Shepherd, 20 How..(U. S.) 227, 15 L. 
ed. 896. 

[a] Judicial notice of public stat- 
ute.—Where the act incorporating a 
corporation is a public statute, of 
which the courts are required 
to take judicial notice, an allega- 
tion that the corporation is a citi- 
zen of the state of its incorporation 
is sufficient to support the’ jurisdic- 
tion of a federal court sitting in 
that state. Covington Drawbridge 
Co. v. Shepherd, 20 How. (U. S.) 
227, 15 L. ed. 896 [foll Louisville, 
ete; 2 Co. evamletson; 424 show. sCU. 
Sa749tid Thsred..353 4% 

18. Brock y. Northwestern Fuel 
130 Us, Sie341, 9 S@t.5525.32 La. 
ed. 905; Germania EF. Ems. Co.. v. 
Francis, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 210, 20 L. 
ed. 77; Pennsylvania v. Quicksilver 
Mins Cogs1 0\Wall, -@U.4S) 4558019) Lb. 
ed. 998 (where it was alleged that 
defendant was “a body politic in the 
law of, and doing business in, the 
State of California’); Chicago, etc., 
R. Co. v. Stephens, 218 Fed. 535, 134 
CCA 263; J. J. McCaskill Co. v. Dick- 
Son; 1159, Heds704,. 86) 1.CCA 4572: St. 
Leuis, ete., R. Co. v. Newcom, 56 Fed. 
951, 6 CCA 172; New York, etc., 
R. Co. v. Hyde, 56 Fed. 188, 5 CCA 
461 (where defendant was alleged to 
be “a corporation ‘duly established 
by law, and having its. principal 
place of business in Boston, in the 
state of Massachusetts’ ’’). 

19. Mexico Southern Bank  v. 
Reed, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,514. 

Place for jurisdictional averments 
see supra § 85. 

20. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 


LI5VUis Sy 2077-25 5SCt 247 49. ed: | 


Lownsdale v. Gray’s Harbor 


160; 
117 Fed. 983. See also 


Boom Co., 
supra § 86. 

21. Fitzgerald v. Missouri Pac. 
R. Co., 45 Fed. 812, 816 (where an 
averment “that for the purposes of 
this action” defendant was a corpo- 
ration incorporated under the laws of 
a designated state was held not suffi- 


cient). ; 

22. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. New- 
com, 56 Fed. 951, 6 CCA 172; New 
York, éte.; Ro Co; v. Eyde, 56 EKed. 
188, 5 CCA 461; Mexico Southern 
Bank v. Reed, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,514. 

[a] Argumentative pleading.— 


Where there is an averment that de- 
fendant operates a railway and has 
an agent in a certain state, it cannot 
be inferred from the state laws pro- 
hibiting or regulating foreign cor- 


[25 Ci] 173 


ship, joint-stock company, or other unincorporated 
\ association,”? the citizenship of each member should 
|be averred in ‘accordance with the rules governing 
the averment of the citizenship of individuals.28 
An allegation that such partnership or unincor- 
porated association is a ‘‘citizen’’ of a designated 
state is not sufficient in the absence of further 
averments as to the citizenship of its members.29 
So an allegation that an association, not a corpora- 
tion, was created and exists as an entity with eca- 
pacity to sue or be sued under the laws of a desig- 
nated state is not sufficient to show jurisdiction on 
the ground of citizenship,®° the rule applicable to 
corporations *! being strictly confined to corpora- 
tions and not extending to other artificial persons.?? 
An allegation that a joint-stock association has 
its principal place of business in a named state is 
wholly insufficient as an allegation of the citizen- 
ship of its members.3* 
the names of the parties whose citizenship is al- 
leged,** an allegation in general terms that each 
and every partner or member of the firm or associ- 
ation, without naming them, is a citizen of a desig- 
nated state, has been held sufficient.%5 


While it is usual to give 


porations that the corporation is or- 
ganized under the laws of that state, 
so as to give a federal court juris- 
diction on the ground of diverse citi- 
zenship. St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. 
Newcom, 56 Fed. 951, 6 CCA 172. 
23. Lownsdale v. Gray’s Harbor 
Boom Co., 117 Fed. 983; American 
Sugar Refining Co. v. Tatum, 60 Fed. 
514, 9 CCA 121; American Sugar Re- 


fining Co. v. Johnson, 60 Fed. 503, 
9 CCA 110. 

24. Bushnell v. Parker, 13 NYS 
695, 699 (where a party was des 


scribed as “a joint stock company or 
foreign corporation organized under 
the laws of” a designated state and 
this was held not sufficient). 

See Equity § 374; Pleading 
foie Cy csi: 

26. Gas Securities Co. v. Antero, 
., Reservoir Co., 259 Fed. 423, 170 
CCA 399 [certiorari den 250 U. S. 
667, 40 SCt 138, and foll Thomas v. 
Ohio State Univ., 195 U. S. 207, 25 
SCt 24, 49 L. ed. 160]. : 


27. See supra § 84. 
28. See supra § 76. 
29. Chapman y. Barney, 129 U. S. 


677, 9 SCt 426,.32 L. ed. 300; Fred 
Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 
68 CCA 38638; Derk P. Yonkerman Co. 
v. Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 
135 Fed. 613. 

[a] Even in the case of a corpo- 
ration such averment is not suffi- 


cient, See supra § 87. 
30. Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
1959U. (Sa, 20%; 25 > SCt 24, 497 timed. 


160; Great Southern Fireproof Hotel 
Coney... Jones, 177 U.S. =449,. 208 Set 
690, 44 L. ed. 482; Chapman v. Bar- 
ney, 129..U. S. 677, 9 SCt 426, 32° L. 
ed. 800; Carnegie v. Hulbert, 53 Fed. 
L038) CCALSSTs 

31. See supra § 87. 

32. Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
Sct 690, 44 L. ed. 482 (limited part- 
nership formed under Pennsylvania 
statutes); Carnegie v. Hulbert, 53 
Fed.. 10, 3 CCA 391. 

33. Spencer v. Patey, 243 Fed. 555, 
156.CCA 253. 

34. Derk P. Yonkerman Co. v. 
Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 135 
Fed. 613. 

35. Derk P. Yonkerman Co. v. 
Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 135 
Fed. 613. 

[a] Rule applied.i—In an action 
by a partnership association organ- 
ized under a state law by the terms 
of which such associations are quasi 
corporations and controlled by the 
law applicable to corporations rather 
than partnerships, a declaration al- 
leging that plaintiff is a partnership 


TA (25 CoS 

[§ 89] C. Averments Showing Jurisdiction in 
Particular Federal District ?°—1. Residence of Par- 
ties. In those suits which must be brought in the 
district of the residence of one of the parties, plain- 
tiff should allege that the party resides within the 
district, naming it, or that the place of his resi- 
dence is in a named county within the district,3? 
and the residence must be alleged as of the time 
of the commencement of the suit,?® as in the case 
of an allegation of citizenship.2® But where the 
facts conferring general federal jurisdiction are suf- 
ficiently alleged,*° failure to allege residence of the 
parties in any particular district is not ground 
for demurrer,*! because the parties, by consent or 
waiver, may authorize the suit to be maintained 
in any district.42 An averment of residence in the 
district where the suit is brought is not necessary 
where the suit is one of a character not restricted 
to the district in which one of the parties resides,*? 
as is the case with local suits,44 and suits of 
which the venue is otherwise specially provided.*® 


Under former statutes, permitting suit to be brought: 


in any district where defendant could be found and 
served, an averment of residence within the dis- 
trict was of course unnecessary.*® The Equity Rules 
under such 


association organized 


statute, having a principal place of 52. 
business in a certain city of Michi- | 156 Fed. 1002. 
gan, and authorized to sue and be [a] 


sued under its association name, and 
further alleging that each and every 
member and partner of the partner- 
ship association is a citizen of the 
state of Michigan, sufficiently sets 
forth the citizenship of the parties, 
although the members of the asso- 
ciation are not named, Derk P. Yon- 
kerman Co. v. Charles H. Fuller’s 
Adv, Agency, 135 Fed. 613. 

36. Objection that suit is brought 


is 
hearing 
the 


ficient for 


in wrong district see infra § 107 dicate his good faith and relieve the 53. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 
37. Miller v. Pennsylvania R. Co.,| case from.a charge of frivolousness, | Co.,.179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. S. 357, 
91 Fed. 298. to pray for one or more of the ob-| 31 SCt 81, 54 L. ed. 1069]. 
38. Firestone Tire, etc., Co. v. Ve-| jects enumerated in said section, or Local suits see supra § 27. 
hicle Equipment Co., 155 Fed. 676;/ must he also show himself entitled 54. See supra § 27. 
Wolff v. Choctaw, etc., R. Co., 133 ]to such relief? I am of opinion, 55. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper. 
Fed. 601; Laskey v. Newtown Min.|that an affirmative response to the |Co., 179 Fed. 245 [aff 218 U. S. 357, 
Co., 56 Fed. 628. last clause of this question embodies | 31 *"sct 81, 54 L. ed. 1069]. 
39. See supra § 85. the law. Certainly substituted serv-| [a] “Claim to property.” — “The 
40. See supra §§ 85-88; and infra|ice would not be authorized in a|suit clearly does not come within 
§§ 90-92 case where the bill, although spe-|this provision merely because the 
41. Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. Doty, | cifically demanding the relief men-| complainants allege in their bill that 


133 Fed. 866, 67 CCA 38. 


209 [aff 105 Fed. 
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455, 45 CCA 1]. 
Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 


Reason for rule.—‘‘There 
no question but that, on a motion 
to vacate an order for substituted 
service made under said section, the 
court must examine the bill in order 
to ascertain whether or not the case 
within the statute; 
question to be determined on this 
relates to the scope or ex- 
tent of such examination. 
complainant. 
such facts alleged in his 


tioned in the statute, 


[§§ 89-91 


require the bill to state, in all cases, ‘‘the citizen- 
ship and residence of each party.’’47 The terms 
‘‘resident’’ and ‘‘inhabitant’’ are wholly synony- 
mous when used in this connection.‘® The residence 
of a corporation is sufficiently shown by an aver- 
ment that it was organized and subsists under the 
laws of a specified state,4#? and has its principal 
office and place of business at a specified place.*° 

‘[§ 90] 2. Local Suits. Where local jurisdic- 
tion, or venue,*is based on the local character of the 
action, the bill, declaration, or complaint must show 
that the property involved is within the territorial 
jurisdiction of the court,®t and that plaintiff has a 
cause of action *? of a local nature ** in regard to 
that property, so as to take the case out of the 
statutory restriction of suits to the district of the 
residence of the parties.5+ Mere legal conclusions 
are insufficient.®® : 

[§ 91] D. Averment of Alienage. When the 
jurisdiction of a suit in a federal court depends up- 
on the fact that one of the parties is a foreign 
citizen or subject,°* his foreign citizenship must be 
distinetly and positively averred in the pleadings or 
must be made to appear affirmatively and with equal 
distinctness in other parts of the record,®? substan- 


such an objection, when made by a 
defendant, on a motion to vacate an 
order for substituted service, a gen- 
eral appearance because, if a plain- 
tiff, to avail himself of the pro- 
cedure which the statute affords, but 
expressly limits to particular relief, 
must, as I have held, show on the 
face of the bill his right to such 
relief, then facts, which would other- 
wise be heard only on the merits, 
must necessarily be considered in 
determining the legality of the serv- 
ice.’ Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 
156 Fed. 1002, 1008. 


is 


and the first 


Is it suf- 
with 
bill as in- 


clearly nega-|by reason of the ownership of their 


42. See infra § 107. tived complainant’s right thereto; | lands they are ‘possessed of a right 
43. See infra notes 44-46. and it seems to me, after careful|and claim in, to, and against the 
44. Local suits see supra § 27;| consideration of the statute, its |lands and tenements of the defend- 


and infra § 90. 


phraseology and manifest purpose, 
that such service ought not to be 


45. See supra § 17. 
46. Gracie v. Palmer, 8 Wheat.|had in any case 
(U. S.) 699, 5 L. ed. 719; McCloskey | plainant 


v. Cobb, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,702, 2 Bond 
16; Teese v. Phelps, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,818, McAll. 17. 

47. Equity Rules (1912) rule 25. 

48. Thomas vy. South Butte Min. 
Co., 280 Fed. 968, 145 CCA 162. 

[a] It is not necessary to allege 
that a corporation is an “inhabitant” 
of the state under whose laws it is 
alleged to exist and of which it is 
alleged to be a citizen and resident. 


fies the service. 
logical 


case where, 
showing, 


affirmatively 
right to the relief, which alone justi- 


and unreasonable 
that a statute designed solely to en- 
able a complainant to accomplish 
certain specified objects 
from complainants’ own 
it does not appear that 
either of said objects is attainable. 
I am forced to conclude that to jus- 
tify an order for substituted service 


ants in the nature of an easement 
thereupon,’ this being the mere as- 
sertion of the legal conclusion which 
the complainants seek to draw from 
the fact ,of their ownership of the 
lands in Georgia; and it cannot be 
held to come within this provision 
unless upon the facts alleged in the 
bill, the complainants are seeking 
to enforce a right which, within the 
meaning of the act, may properly 
be termed a ‘claim to property’ 
within this. district.” Ladew v. 
Tennessee Copper Co., 179 Fed. 245, 
250 (bill to enjoin nuisance). 


unless the com- 
shows his 


It would be il- 
to hold 


includes a 


Thomas v. South Butte Min. Co., 230|the bill, if the suit be in equity, 56. See supra § 57. 
Fed. 968, 145 CCA 162. should show: First, sufficient 57. C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. 
49. U. S. v. Stannard, 207 Fed.| grounds for the relief mentioned in| Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 102, 
198; Weller v. Pennsylvania R. Co.,|the statute; and, second, complain-| 51 I. ed, 181; Stuart v. Easton, 156 
113 Fed. 502 (an averment that alant’s right to maintain the suit.| U. S. 46, 15 Sct 268, 39 Ty.2ed. 84h 
corporation was incorporated in a]|This conclusion is in no way im-| Waters v. Barrill, 131 ew. appendix 
certain state other than Colorado| paired by the contention that it is | lxxxiv, 18 L. ed. 878; Bors v. Pres- 
was a sufficient averment that it|the office of a general demurrer to} ton, 111 UU, S¥#e252. -4-SCt a0¢, 28 
was not an inhabitant of Colorado). | determine the sufficiency of a plead-|L. ed. 419; Robertson v. Cease, 97 U. 
See also supra § 67. ing. Nonresident defendants may,/S. 646, 24 L. ed. 1057; Bailey v. 
50. U. S. v. Stannard, 207 Fed. | unquestionably, if they see fit to do | Dozier, 6 How. qu. 7S.) 23, 197. - ede 
198. so, thus contest the equities of a | 328; Bingham v. Cabbot, 3 Dall. (U. 


bill, but, 


Residence of corporation for pur- : 
be invalid, 


pose of venue see supra § 23. 
Pheenix Mut. 


if the service upon them 
it is no answer to a mo- 
tion to set it aside to say that the 


S.) "382, tT Bcd 646; Mahoning Val- 
leyeR. Veo. “ve O’Hara, 196 Fed. 945, 
116 CCA 495; International 


51. Stockbridge v. t 4 Bank, 
Ins. Co. 193 Fed. 558; Jackson v.| grounds of the motion involve ob-/ete., Co. v. Scott, 159 Fed. 58, 86 
Hooper; 171 Fed. 597; McKane v.|jections, which might, under other CCA 248; Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 51 
Burke, 132 Fed. 688; Eldred v./ procedure, be appropriately raised at | Fed. 852; La Croix v. May, 15 Fed. 
American Palace-Car Co., 103 Fed.'a later stage of the case. Nor is | 236; Michaelson v. Denison, 17 BF. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative-Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ee ee ee ee 


“naturalization of married women, ‘a 


§§ 91-92] 


tially as in the case of state citizenship.5 The time 
of the foreign citizenship must be alleged as of the 
date when the suit was commenced.®? 
ments should be free from argumentativeness °° and 
kindred faults hereinbefore mentioned in respect of 
py An allegation that a 
party is a citizen and subject of a foreign state,%2 
specifying some one foreign state ® is the form most 
C Under the Judi- 
ciary Act of 1789 it was necessary to allege in ex- 
press terms that the party was an alien, the juris- 
diction being given in cases where an ‘‘alien’’ is 
This is not now necessary.® 


averments of citizenship. 


commonly used and approved.* 


a party.® 
Cas. No. 9,523, Brunn. Coll. Cas. 63, 
3 Day (Conn.) 294; Shedden v. Cus- 
Bissell Cas. sNOn 2,786) 1 diushes 
246; Wilson v. City Bank, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 17,797, 3 Sumn. 422. 

[a] Change of citizenship by 
marriage.—“The complainant was 
born in the state of Washington, and 
lived in the state of Washington 
until her marriage to a British sub- 
ject, when she removed to, and be- 
came permanently domiciled in, 
British Columbia, and she is now an 
inhabitant of British Columbia; and 
in her bill of complaint alleges that 
by her change of domicile and mar- 
riage she has become and is a sub- 
ject of the queen of Great Britain. 
The showing that complainant was 
by birth a citizen of the United 
States raises a question as to her 
alienage at the time of commencing 
this suit, and, as the jurisdiction of 
this court depends upon diversity 
of citizenship, it must be alleged 
positively, and facts must be proven 
sufficiently to satisfy the mind of 
the court beyond any question of 
legal doubt that she is an alien; 


otherwise the case must be dis- 
missed for want of ‘jurisdiction. 
. .. The averment in the bill that 


the complainant has become a Brit- 
ish subject is the statement of a 
mere legal conclusion, and, in view 
of the other facts alleged, it is very 
questionable whether it can be re- 
garded as a sufficient allegation of a 
jurisdictional. facts; <.h.» By! her 
amended bill of complaint the com- 
plainant alleges, in addition to the 
matters set forth in her original 
‘bill, that by the laws of the do- 
minion of Canada and the province 
of British Columbia relating to the 
subject of citizenship, allegiance, and 
married woman shall within Canada 
be deemed to be a subject of the 
state of which her husband is, for 
the time being, a subject,’ and that 
it is so provided by a statute en- 
acted by the parliament of the do- 
minion of Canada in the year 1885, 
the. same being section 22 of chapter 
113, volume 2 of the Revised Statutes 
of Canada of 1886. ... I will not, 
at this time, attempt an interpreta- 
tion of the statute, for, as Canada 
is not an independent sovereignty, 
I do not feel justified in presuming, 
without a further showing, that its 
parliament has the power to natural- 
ize citizens of the United States so 
as to complete their change of al- 
legiance from the government of the 
United States to that of Great Brit- 
ain. If there is any British law 
conferring such power upon the Ca- 
nadian parliament, it should’ be 
pleaded, as any other foreign law 
upon which the rights of a litigant 
in this court depend.” Jennes v. 
Landes, 84 Fed, 73, 74, 75. 

58. Averment of citizenship see 
supra § 80-88. 

59. Craswell v. Belanger, 56 Fed. 
529, 6 CCA 1. See also supra § 85. 

60. Bors v. Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 
4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 419; Michaelson 
v. Denison, 17 F. Cas. No, 9,523, 
ote Col, Cas. 638, 3 Day. (Conn.) 
94, 

[a] Rule applied.—An averment 
that one of the parties holds and 
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The aver- 


foreign state.®8 


[§ 92] 


If the | federal question 


exercises the office of consul of a 
foreign country is not sufficient to 
show that he is a subject of such 
country. Bors vy. Preston, 111 U. S. 
252, 4 SCt 407, 28 L. ed. 419. 

61. See also supra §§ 85-87, 

62. Rondot v. Rogers Tp., 79 Fed. 
676, 25 CCA 145. 

63. Von Voight v. Michigan Cent. 
R. Co., 130 Fed. 398; Wilson v. City 
rete 30 EF. Cas. No. 17,797, 3 Sumn. 

64, See cases infra this note. 

[a] Averments held sufficient.— 
(1) ‘*‘All of Cognac in France, and 
eitizens of the republic of France.” 
Hennessy v. Richardson Drug Co., 


E89 Us iS. 20ancous et Bbaey 4.0 clues eds 
697. (2) “A citizen of Sweden.” 
C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. Fran- 


son, 203 U.,S. 278,283, 27 SCt 102, 
51 L. ed. 181 (“Whether, as con- 
tended for the defendant in errof, 
the plaintiff, if he owed allegiance 
to the ruler of the kingdom of Swe- 
den, was properly described, in 
the strictest technical sense as a 
citizen instead of as a subject of 
Sweden, we need not consider, The 
meaning of the pleader being evi- 
dent, the objection is without 
merit’). (3) ‘A citizen of Ireland.”’ 
Mahoning Valley R. Co. v. O’Hara, 
196 Fed. 945, 948, 116 CCA 495 (“The 
accurate description would refer to 
plaintiff as a ‘subject of the king of 
Great Britain and Ireland.’ ... The 
meaning of the pleader is evident; 
that the designation ‘citizen of Ire- 
land’ was not employed to indicate 
mere residence, and could only have 
been intended as a statement of na- 
tionality”). (4) “Is, and always has 
been, an honest, moral, and. loyal 
subject of her majesty, Victoria, 
queen of England, and as such has 
resided for a long time, and now re- 


sides at Toronto, Canada.” Smith v. 
Sun Printing, etc., Assoc. 55 Fed. 
240s 243) 5. COA LOT. (5) “Citizens 


of Bohemia, in the empire of Aus- 
tria, and subjects of the emperor 
of Austria.” Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 
51 Fed. 852, 855. (6) “The plaintiff 
is, and at all the times hereinafter 
mentioned has been, a resident and 
inhabitant of the city of Matanzas, 
in the island of Cuba, and a _ sub- 
ject and citizen of Cuba.” Betan- 
court v. Mutual Reserve Fund Life 
Assoc., 101 Fed. 305. 

[b] Averments held insufficient. 
“A citizen of London, Eng- 


may be puzzled to determine upon 
what theory it was held in that case 
that a ‘citizen of London, England,’ 
is not a ‘foreign citizen’; but as- 
suming, as suggested, that it is be- 
cause London is not a free and in- 
dependent community, but owes al- 
legiance to the British crown, the 
decision has no application to the 
case at bar, since the _ political 
branch of this government has 
found, as a political fact, that the 
people of the Island of Cuba ‘are 
free and independent.’” Betancourt 
v. Mutual Reserve Fund Life Assoc., 
101 Fed. 305, 306). (2) “A citizen 
of the British Empire.” Von Voight 
v. Michigan Cent. R. Co., 130 Fed. 
398. (3) “A resident of Ontario, 
Canada, and a citizen of the do- 
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party is a foreign corporation, the form of the aver- 
ment should substantially correspond with that re- 
quired when the party is a domestic corporation,%7 
and allege that the party is a corporation organized 
and subsisting under the laws of some one specified 
It must also appear somewhere in 
the record, either in the application for the writ or 
accompanying its service or in the pleadings or find- 
ings of the court, that the corporation is engaged in 
business in the district.®® 

E. Averment of Federal Question.7? 
Where jurisdiction is invoked on the ground that a 


is involved, it must appear from 


minion of Canada and of the em- 
pire of Great Britain,’’ the court 
saying that “the correct averment 
would have been that the plaintiff 
was a subject of the Queen of Eng- 
land, and an alien.” Rondot v. Rog- 
ersyT ps -79 Hed. 676,,25 CCA 145, (4) 
“Citizens of Bohemia in the empire 
of Austria.’ Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 
51 Fed. 852, 855. (5) “Reside in the 
Republic of Mexico.” Irternational 
Bank, etc., Co. v. Scott, 159 Fed. 58, 
86 CCA 248 (‘We find no averment 
in the record that they are citizens 
of the Republic of Mexico. The re- 
cital in the motion for a rehearing 
‘that it appears on the face of the 
defendant’s pleadings that’ the plain- 
tiff ‘is a resident citizen of the Re- 
public of Mexico,’ even if true in 
fact, did not cure the defect. The 
plaintiff referred to and described 
therein was the liquidating commit- 
tee of the International Bank & 
Trust Company of America, and not 
the individuals who are the’ real 
plaintiffs in the suit’). (6) Allega- 
tions that defendant has left the 
United States, and become perma- 
nently domiciled in the dominion of 
Canada, and now resides there, and 
intends to become a naturalized citi- 
zen of that country, does not show 
his alienage for the purpose of con- 
ferring jurisdiction on the federal 
court. Bishop v. Averill, 76 Fed. 
386. 

65. Michaelson v. Denison, 17 F. 
Cas. No, 9,523, Brunn. Coll, Cas. 63; 
3 Day (Conn.) 294 (the following 
averment was pronounced  insuffi- 
cient: “Charles Michaelson, of Bass 
End, in the island of St. Croix, a for- 
eign subject, viz., a subject of the 
King of Sweden’); Wilson v. City 
Bank, 30 F. Cas. No, 17,797, 3 Sumn. 
422 (where Justice Story held that 
it was insufficient to allege that 
parties were ‘‘of London, in Eng- 
land, and aliens to each and all of 
the United States’’). 

66. Hennessy v. Richardson Drug 
Coe pal 9 pels Sag eee Oe ok a OO Lamp O wes 
47 LL, ed. 697. See also cases supra 
notes 57-64. 

67. See supra § 87. 

68. National SS. Co. v. Tugman, 
106. U. S:-118, 1 SCt 58,27) lb vedss8 7 
Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Tennant, 66 
Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190. 

[a]~ Averments held sufficient.— 
(1) “The defendant is a corporation 
organized and incorporated under the 
laws of the Kingdom of Great Brit- 
ain.” Barrow SS. Co. v. Kane, 170 
U. .S. 100,, 101, 18 SCt (5265 42-L ed: 
964, (2) “Grand Trunk Railway 
Company of Canada” expressly al- 
leged to be a corporation. Grand 
Trunk R. Co. v. Tennant, 66 Fed. 
922, 14 CCA 190. (8) An allegation 
that plaintiff is a ‘foreign corpora- 
tion duly incorporated under the 
laws of Great Britain” in legal effect 
is the same as saying that, it is a 
subject of Great Britain, and is suf- 


ficient. Dundee Mortg., ete., Co. 
v.  School-Dist)'* No, ‘ "1, 21) ” Fed. 
iMayile 


69. Dobson v. Farbenfabriken, 206 
Fed, 125 [foll St. Clair v..Cox, 106 
Ws S860, 1s SCts 354, wai aikeesea: 
2221. 

70. What constitutes federal ques- 
tion see supra-§§ 29-47, - 
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the plaintiff’s own statement of his claim in the 
declaration, bill, or complaint that the dispute is 
one which really and substantiaily involves some 
right under the constitution, laws, or treaties of 
If plaintiff’s 
tion, declaration, or bill does not show federal juris- 
diction it cannot be shown by the answer or any 
subsequent pleading in the case.’ 


the United States.” 


71. Blumenstock Bros. ~ Ady. 
Agency v. Curtis Pub, Co., 252 U. S.: 
436, 40 SCt 385, 65 L. ed. 649; Nor- 
ton v. Whiteside, 239 U. S. 144, 36 
SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 186; Manila Inv. Co. 
v. Trammell, 239. Us S. 31,°36 SCt 12, 
60 L. ed. 129; Ramapo Water Co. v. 
New York, 236 U. S. 579, 35 SCt 442, 
59 L. ed. 731; Denver v. New York 
DrUstiCo., 229. Un S. 123,733 SCt 657, 
57 L. ed. 1101; The Fair v. Kohler 
Dien etc., Co70228 Ui. S. 22, 33 (Sct 
410, 57 L. ed. 716; Lovell v. New- 
man, 227 US. 412, 338. SCt 375,°57_L. 
ed. 577; Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 
U.S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205; 
Memphis v. Cumberland Tel., etc., 
Co,, 218) U.S... 624, 31 SCt 115,54 T. 
ed. 1185; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Mottley, 211 U. S. 149, 29 Sct 42, 
53 L. ed. 126; Devine v. Los Angeles, 
202_U..S. 313, 26 SCt 6527 50 LL. ed. 
1046; Joy v. St. Louis, 201 U. S. 332, 
26 SCt 478, 50 L. ed, 776; O’Callaghan 
VonO prlen) 1IO WS, So. cone Ct ua; 
50 L. ed. 101; Caro v. Davidson, 197 
UW: S. 197, 25 SCt 428, 49... ed. 723; 
Minnesota v. Northern Securities Co., 
194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. ed. 
870; Gloucester Water Supply Co. v. 
Gloucester, 193 U. S. 580, 24 SCt 557, 
48 L. ed. 801; Newburyport Water 
Co. v. Newburyport, 193 U. S. 561, 
24. SCt 553, 48 LL. ed. 795; Hunting- 
ton v. New York City, 193 U. S. 441, 
24 SCt 505, 48 L. ed. 741; Barney v. 
New York City, 193 U. S. 430, 24 SCt 
502, 48 L. ed. 737; Underground R. 
Co. v. New York City, 193 U. S. 416, 


24 SCt 494, 48 L. ed. 733; Bankers’ 
Mut. Casualty Co. v. Minneapolis, 
ete; Roa Co.,, 192° U.S. 30), 24 SCt 


325, 48 L. ed. 484; Boston, etc., Cons. 
Copper, etc., Min. Co. v. Montana Ore 
Purchasing Co., 188 U. S. 632, 23 
Sct 4384, 47 L. ed. 634; Arkansas v. 
Kansais, etc.,,.Coal, Co.,.183 U., S185, 
22 SCt 47, 46 L. ed. 144; Houston, 
Eten, Dini COs Vin LEXaS, 190) (Us, Sr OO, 
20 SCt 545, 44 L. ed. 272; Florida 
Went, Lec, ay C0. pV... Bell. 176 U. 8; 
321, 20 SCt 399, 44 L. ed. 486; Bien- 
ville Water-Supply Co. v. Mobile, 175 
Unas. .L09,. 20. SCt. 40, 44 tl. -ed> 92 
[aff 95 Fed. 539]; Third St., ete, R. 
Cote ueWwis. Lid. Us Sarton, LO ESCt 
Abin dans.) (Cd., “oO Oiby ee CO. ov. 
Citizens’a St. | Ray Co. 166, Us vS:-sbon, 
17 SCt 653, 41 L. ed. 1114 [mod 64 
Fed. 647]; Press Pub. Co. v. Monroe, 
164 AT. Se oL05,, Le SCtt40". 41) ed. 
367; Hanford v. Davies, 163 U. S. 273, 
16 SCt 1051, 41 L. ed. 157; Oregon 
Short Line, ete., R. Co. v. Skottowe, 
162 U. S. 490, 16 SCt 869, 40 L. ed. 
1048; Tennessee v. Union, ete., Bank, 
152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 
511; Colorado Cent. Cons, Min. Co. v. 
Mureks 150" Ui wSnnlioope, LS. SCE OD, wot 
L. ed. 1030; Metcalf v. Watertown, 
128) Uy) Sa 586, OF SC 173, 32m lie ed: 
543; Carson v. Dunham, 121 U. S. 


421, 7 SCt 1030, 30.L. ed. 992; Ex p. | 


Smith, 94 U. S. 455, 24 L. ed. 165; 
Noyes v. Parsons, 245 Fed. 689, 158 
CCA 91; Supreme Council R. A. V. 
Hobart, 244 Fed, 385, 157 CCA 11; 
Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. Nolan, 240 
Fed. 754; Louis Bergdoll Brewing Co. 
v. Bergdoll Brewing Co., 218 Fed. 
13i5— Pontlamos HR. etc: CO) aiv. , POVte 
land, 210 Fed. 667; Atlantic Coast 
Line R. Co. v. Reaves, 208 Fed. 141, 
125 CCA 599; Taylor v. Anderson, 
197 Fed. 383 [aff 234 U. S. 74, 34 
SCt 724, 58 L. ed, 1218]; McEldow- 
ney v. Card, 193 Fed. 475; Seattle 
Blectric Co. v. Seattle, etc. R. Co., 
185 Fed. 365, 107 CCA 421; Hare v. 
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complaint, peti- 
jurisdiction.** 


Conversely, if 


Birkenfield, 181 Fed. 825, 104 CCA 
335; Kansas City Southern R. Co. Vv. 
Quigley, 181 Fed. 190; 
Co. v. American Motor Car Sales 
Co., 180 Fed. 245; Clark v. Southern 
Pac, Co., 175 Fed, 122; American-Nat. 
Bank v. Tappan, 174 Fed. 431 [aff 
217 °U.S..600; 30° SCt 697, 54 E. ‘ed. 
897]; Huff v. Union Nat. Bank, 173 
Fed. 3338; People’s U. S. Bank v. 
Goodwin, 160 Fed. 727; Gage _ v. 
Riverside Trust Co., 156 Fed. 1002; 
Louisville v. Cumberland Tel., etc., 


Peper Auto. 


Co. Looheds 25, Sai CARAS ie r2 
AnnCas 500; Clement v. Louisville, 
ete., R. Co., 153 Fed. 979; Moyer v. 


Peabody, 148 Fed. 870 [aff 212 U. S. 
T8, ZO" SCtIZ35. O38 "LE edeet1 OE) eS: 
v. Bell, 135 Fed. 336, 68 CCA 144 
[aff 127 Fed. 1002]; St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co. v. Davis, 1382 Fed. 629; Mani- 
gault v. Ward, 123 Fed. 707 [aff 199 
URES. 478,, 26 SCt 127,00" beds 24 Nis 
Joy v. St. Louis; 122° Fed. 524 [aft 
201, U.S. 332; 26 SCt 478, 50 Li. ‘ed. 
776]; Underground R. Co. v. New 
York’ City, 116 Wed? *952* [afl 193 WU: 
S. 416, 24 SCt 494, 48 L, ed. 733]; 
Henuy v. La Compagnie Generale 
Transatlantique, 96 Fed. 497; Cali- 
fornia Oil, ete., Co. v. Miller, 96 Fed. 
12; Dewey Min. Co. v. Miller, 96 
Fed. 1; Montana Ore-Purchasing Co. 
v.. Boston, etc., Cons. Copper, etc., 
Min, ‘Co, 93 "Hed. 274,35 ‘CCA © [att 
188 U. S. 645, 23 SCt 440, 47 L. ed. 
634]; Indiana vy, Alleghany Oil Co., 
85 Fed. 870; Fergus Falls v. Fergus 
Falls Water Co., 72 Fed. 873, 19 CCA 
212; Pacific Gas Impr. Co. v. Hllert, 
64° Hed.” 421; Stayton “Min. €o. v. 
Woody, 50 Fed. 633; Booth v. Lloyd, 
33 Fed. 593; Levy v. Shreveport, 28 
Hed.) 20S hilinors ) Centevner Can Vv. 
Chitago, etes oR. ICon U26-"Wed a7 4 1.5 
Manhattan R, Co. v. New York City, 
18 Fed. 195; Sawyer v.. Concordia 
Parish, 12 Fed. 754, 4 Woods 273; 
Dowell v. Griswold, 7 F. Cas. No. 
4,041, 5 Sawy. 39; Orr v. Baltimore, 
ete., R.. Co.; 83 Misc: 221, 145 NYS 
378; Amsterdam y. Puente, 3 Porto 
Rico Fed. 447. See also supra 
§ 29. 

“But it is contended that juris- 
diction also rested on the ground 
that the case arose under the Con- 
stitution or laws of the United 
States, and that must be tested by 
the settled rule that a suit does not 
so arise unless it really and substan- 
tially involves a dispute or contro- 
versy as to the effect or construc- 
tion of the Constitution or some law 
or treaty of the United States, upon 
the determination of which the re- 
sult depends, and which appears on 
the record by plaintiff’s own state- 
ment of his case in legal and logical 
form, such as is required in good 
pleading.” Bankers’ Mut, Casualty 
Co. v. Minneapolis, ete., R. Co., 192 
U.S.) 371,380, 24 SCt 325.° 48 La. "ed. 
484, 

“Whether the District Court has 
jurisdiction to grant any relief must 
be determined upon a consideration 
of the allegations of the bill and the 
amendment thereto. If there be 
enough of substance in them to re- 
quire the court to hear and deter- 
mine the cause, then jurisdiction 
should have been entertained.” 
Flanders v. Coleman, 250 U. S. 223, 
227, 39 SCt 472 [rev 249 Fed. 757] 
(suit by trustee in bankruptcy to 
avoid transfer by bankrupt). ; 

72. The Fair v. Kohler Die, etc., 
Co. 228 U.S. 22, 33 SCt 410, 57 L: 


[§ 92 


jurisdiction is disclosed by plaintiff’s statement of 
his own cause of action, it cannot be defeated by 
a plea or answer so conceived and drawn as to 
avoid the consideration of any federal question.7? A 
good defense on the merits does not defeat the 
Jurisdiction cannot be conferred by 
anticipating a defense which may or probably wiil 
be set up by defendant, the maintenance or avoid- 


ed. 716; In re Winn, 213 U..S. 458, 
29 SCt 515, 53 L. ed. 873; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Mottley, 211 U. S, 149, 
29 SCt 42, 53 L. ed. 126; Louisville, 
etc., Re Co. ve Smith, 204 -U. ‘S558 
27 SCt 401, 51 L. ed, 612; Houston, 
etc, Rig COp ay. LexXasnel (GaSe oce 
SCt 545, 44 L. ed. 672; Florida Cent. 
6tes Ri Conv, Bell RIOMOLe Soot 
SCt 399, 44 L. ed. 486; Oregon Short 
Line, etce., R. Co. v. Skottowe, 162 
U. S. 490, 16 SCt 869, 40 L. ed. 1048; 
Chappell v. Waterworth, 155 U. S. 
102, 15 SCt ‘34,39 I. ‘ede 85-"Fen= 
nessee v. Union, etc., Bank, 152 U. S. 
454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 511; Met- 
calf v, Watertown, 128 U. S. 586, 9 
SCt 173, 32 L. ed. 548; Bronson v. 
Emmet, etc., Counties, 237 Fed. 212; 


Crystal Springs Land, ete, Co. v. 
Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148. 

7a. , Osborn | v.0 JU. oS. Banka 
Wheat, (U. S.) 738, 6 L. ed. 204; 
St, -Panly “ete:, Re'Co, vi. Steak 
etc an. CO.,) G8. Weds 2.) Vo) CCAR GT 
[aff 18 SCt 946, 42 L. ed. 
1212). 


74 The Fair v. Kohler Die, etc., 
Co., “228 U.'S.°22;"25, 23 SCt> A077 


LL. ed. 716; «Sawyer. v.*° Concordia 
peat 12. Fed. 754, 4 “Woods 


“Of course the party who brings 
a suit is master to decide what law 
he will rely upon and therefore does 
determine whether he will bring a 
‘suit arising under’ the patent or 
other law of the United States by 
his declaration or bill. That ques- 
tion cannot depend upon the an- 
Swer, and accordingly jurisdiction 
cannot be conferred by the defence 
even when anticipated and replied 
to in the bill. Devine v. Los An- 
geles, 202 U. S. 313, 334, 26° SCt‘652; 
50 L. ed. 1046. Conversely, when the 
plaintiff bases his cause of action 
upon anactof Congress jurisdiction 
cannot be defeated by a plea deny- 
ing the merits of the claim. It 
might be defeated, no doubt, in a 
case depending on diversity of citi- 
zenship by a plea to the citizenship 
of parties. Interior Constr., etce., Co. 
vo Gibney, 160 U.S; 207521916 SCt 
272, 40-L. ed. 401. We are speak- 
ing of a case where jurisdiction is 
incident to a Federal _ statutory 
cause of action. Jurisdiction is au- 
thority to decide the case either 
way. Unsuccessful as well as suc- 
cessful suits may be brought upon 
the act, and a decision that a pat- 
ent is bad, whether on the facts or 
the law, is as binding as one that 
it is good, See Fauntleroy v. Lum, 
210 U. S, 230, 235, 28 SCt 641, 52 L. 
ed. 1039. No doubt if it should ap- 
pear that the plaintiff was not really 
relying upon the patent law for his 
alleged rights, or if the claim of 
right were frivolous, the case might 
be dismissed. In the former instance 
the suit would not really and sub- 
stantially involve a  eontroversy 
within the jurisdiction ef the court, 
Excelsior Wooden-Pipe Co. v. Pacific 
Bridge ‘Co., 185 U.S. 282, 287, 288, 22 
SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910, and in the 
latter the jurisdiction would not be 
denied, except possibly in form. 
Deming v. Carlisle Packing Co., 226 
UW. iS. 2102,, 109% 33) (SCte 80) tba. eae 
140. But if the plaintiff really 
makes a substantial claim under an 
act of Congress there is jurisdiction 
whether the claim ultimately be held 
good or bad.” The Fair v. Kohler 
Die, ete., Co., supra. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ance of which involves the determination of a fed- 
The jurisdiction must not be a mat- 
_ ter of mere inference but must appear by distinct 
and positive averments setting forth the cause of 
action according to the rules of good pleading;7¢ 
not that matters of law must be pleaded as such, 
but that the essential facts averred must show dis- 
tinctly that the suit arises under some federal law.77 
A mere formal statement that the action arises un- 
der the constitution or laws of the United States 


eral question.”® 


75. Taylor v. Anderson, 234 U. S. 
74, 34 SCt 724, 58 L. ed. 1218; Den- 
ver v. New York Trust Co., 229 U. 
Siei2s, hosts Cu. 6b thou, ae edit lL Oils: 
The Fair v. Kohler Die, ete., Co., 228 
WU. S. 22, 33 SCt 410, 5% L..ed. 716; 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Mottley, 
motley) ai, MTA BPS Ctum42sh0 53 
L. ed. 126; Devine v. Los Angeles, 
202 U. S. 318, 26 SCt 652, 50 L. ed. 
1046; Joy v. St. Louis, 201 U. S. 332, 
26 SCt 478, 50 L. ed. 776; Filhiol v. 
Torney, 194 U. S. 356, 24 SCt 698, 
48 L. ed. 1014; Boston, etc., Cons. 
Copper, ete., Min. Co. v. Montana 
Ore Purchasing Co., 188 U. S. 632, 23 
SCt 434, 47 L. ed. 626; Arkansas v. 
Kansas, etc., Coal Co., 183 U. S. 185, 
22 SCt 47, 46 L. ed. 144; Florida 
Cent., etc., R: Co. v. Bell, 176 U. S. 
321, 20 SCt=399, 44 I. ed, 486! [rev 
87 Fed. 369, 31 CCA 9]; Tennessee v. 
Union, etc., Bank, 152 U. S. 454, 14 
SGt, 6547 38eL. ied. 2511; -Metealti v: 
Watertown, 128 U. S. 586, 9 SCt 173, 
32 L. ed. 548; Petersborough R. Co. 
v.. Boston, ete. R. Wo., 239 Fed. 97, 
152 CCA 147; Bronson v. Emmet, 
ete., Counties, 237 Fed. 212; Hare v. 
Birkenfield, 181 Fed. 825, 104 CCA 
335; Kansas City Southern R. Co. v. 
Quigley, 181 Fed. 190; Troxell v. 
Delaware, etc., R. Co., 180 Fed. 871 
[rev on other grounds 183 Fed. 373, 
105 CCA 593 (certiorari den 219 U. 
S. 584, 31 SCt 469, 55 L. ed. 346)]; 
Farnhart v. Switzler, 179 Fed. 832, 
105 CCA 260; Huff v. Union Nat. 
Bank, 173 Fed. 333; People’s U._S. 
Bank v. Goodwin, 160 Fed. 727; Joy 
v. St. Louis, 122 Fed. 524 [aff 201 
U. S» 332, 26 SCt 478, 50 L. ed. 7761; 
Peabody Gold Min. Co. v. Gold Hill 
Min. Co., 111 Fed. 817, 49 CCA 637; 
California Oil, etc., Co. v. Miller, 96 
Fed. 12; Montana Ore-Purchasing Co. 
v. Boston, ete., Cons. Copper, etc., 
Min, Co., 93 Fed. 274, 35 CCA 1 [aff 
188 U. S. 645, 23 SCt 440, 47 L. ed. 
634]; Fergus Falls v. Fergus Falls 
Water Co., 72 Fed. 873, 19 CCA 212; 
Pacific Gas Impr. Co. v. Bllert, 64 
Fed. 421; Sawyer v. Concordia Par- 
ish, 12 Fed. 754, 4 Woods 2738. 

“The contention overlooks repeat- 
ed decisions of this court by which 
it has become firmly settled that 
whether a case is one arising under 
the Constitution or a law or treaty 
of the United States, in the sense 
of the jurisdictional statute (now 
§ 24, Judicial Code), must be deter- 
mined from what necessarily ap- 
pears in the plaintiff’s statement of 
his own claim in the bill or declara- 
tion, unaided by anything alleged in 
anticipation of avoidance of defenses 
which it is thought the defendant 
may interpose.”’ Taylor v. Ander- 
son, 234 Ui. S;-74, 75, 34 SCt 724, 58 
L. ed, 1218. ; 

[a] Allegation constituting sur- 
plusage.—An allegation in a com- 
plaint in ejectment that defendant is 
in possession of the property by di- 
rection of the United States, which 
is not required under the statute to 
state plaintiff’s cause of action, is 


' mere surplusage, and cannot give a 


federal court jurisdiction on the 
ground that the action is one aris- 
ing under the constitution of the 
United States, by making it appear 
that defendant holds under a law 
which plaintiff claims to be uncon- 
stitutional. Filhiol v. Torney, 119 
Fed.-974 [aff 194 U. S: 356, 124 SCt 
698, 48 L. ed. 1014]. 

Adv. 
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alleged.78 


stated. 


visions.®° 


Agency v. Curtis Pub. Co., 252 U. S. 
436, 40 SCt 385, 64 L. ed. 649; Nor- 
ton v. Whiteside, 239 U. S. 144, 36 
SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 186; Hull v. Burr, 
234 U, S. 712, 34 SCt 892, 58 L. ed. 
1557; Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205; 
Minnesota v. Northern Securities Co., 
194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. ed. 
870; Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. v. 
Minneapolis, etc, R. Co., 192 U, S. 
371, 24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed; 484; Ar- 
buckle v. Blackburn, 191 U. S. 405, 
24 SCt, 148, 48 L. ed. 239; Defiance 
Water Co. v. Defiance, 191 U. S. 184, 
24 SCt 63, 48 L. ed. 140; Mountain 
View Min., etc. Co. v. McFadden, 
180 U. S. 533, 21 SCt 488, 45 L. ed. 
656; St. Joseph, ete., R. Co. v. Steele, 
LCT WCE Ss 609, m1 Ta SOty oO 2bmesee bem eds 
315; Hanford v. Davies; 163 U: S. 
273, 16 SCt 1051, 41 L. ed. 157; Noyes 
v. Parsons, 245 Fed. 689, 158 CCA 91; 
Seattle Electric Co, v. Seattle, etc., 
R. Co., 185 Fed. 365, 107 CCA 421; 
California Oil, ete., Co. v. Miller, 96 
Fed. 12. 

[a] Allegations held sufficient.— 
Hopkins vy. Walker, 244 U. S. 486, 
387 SCt 711, 61 L. ed. 1270; Lancaster 
v. Kathleen’ Oil Co., 241 U.S, 551, 
36° SCt 711, 60". ed. 1161; St. Ant 
thony of Padua Roman Catholic 
Church v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 237 
WASe 575985 SCt 729, 59. ed-1119 
North American Cold Storage Co. v. 
Chicago, 211 U.S. 306, 29 SCt ~101, 
53 L. ed. 195, 15 AnnCas 276 [mod 
151 Fed. 120]; Cleveland vy. Cleve- 
land) City> RiACon 194. S518 24 
SCt 756, 48 L. ed. 1102; Pacific Blec- 
tric R. Co. v. Los Angeles, 194 U. S. 
112, 24 SCt 586, 48 L. ed. 896 [aff 
118 Fed. 746]; Covington, etc., 
Turnp. Road Co. v. Sandford, 164 U. 
82) 578, 177SCt 198, 41°. ed: 560: 
White v. Greenhow, 114 U. S. 307, 
5 SCt 923, 962, 29 Tu. ed. 199 [foll 
Cox v. Gilmer, 88 Fed. 343]; Burr v. 
Columbus, 256 Fed. 261 [aff 249 U. 
S. 415, 39 SCt 354, 63 L. ed. 679, and 
Columbus R., etc., Co. v. Colum- 
bus, 253 Fed. 499 (aff 249 U. S. 399, 
39 SCt 349, 63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 
1648)]; Cobb v. Sertic, 218 Fed. 320, 
134 CCA 116; Photo Drama Motion 
Picture Co. v. Social Uplift Film 
Corp., 213 Fed. 374 [aff 220 Fed. 448, 
137 CCA 42]; Atlantic Coast Line 
R. Co. v. Reaves, 208 Fed. 141, 125 
CCA 599; Howard v. National Tel. 
Co,, 182. Med. 215; Michigan Rail- 
road Tax Cases (23 cases), 138 Fed. 
223 [aff 201 U. S. 245, 26 SCt 459, 50 
L. ed, 744]; Crystal Springs Land, 
ete., Co. v. Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148. 

[b] Allegations held insufficient. 
—Taylor v. Anderson, 234 U. S. 74, 
34 SCt 724, 58 L. ed. 1218 [aff 197 
Fed. 383]; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Mottleys) 2a: S21 49029 (Sotho. 
53 LL. 2d. 126 [rev 150 Fed. 406]; 
Joy*v., St)’ Louis, 201 °*Use"S. 332, 26 
SCt 478, 50 L. ed. 776; Filhiol v. Tor- 
ney, 194 U.S. 356, 24 SCt 698, 48 
L. ed. 1014 [aff 119 Fed. 974]; Min- 
nesota v. Northern Securities Co., 
194 U, S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. ed. 
870; Gloucester Water Supply Co. v. 
Gloucester, 193 U. S. 580, 24 SCt 557, 
48 L. ed. 801; Newburyport Water 
Co. v. Newburyport, 193 U. S. 561, 
24 SCt 553, 48 L. ed. 795; Hunting- 
ton v. New York City, 193 U. S. 441, 
24 SCt 505, 48 L. ed. 741; Barney v. 
New York City, 193 U. S. 430, 24 SCt 
502, 48 L. ed. 737; Underground R. 
Co. v. New York City, 193 U. S. 416, 
24 SCt 494, 48 L. ed. 733; St. Joseph, 
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is insufficient; the facts showing it to be so must be 
The circumstances out of which the fed- 
eral question arises must be clearly and distinctly 
Where the cause of action arises under 
a federal statute, appropriate allegations of the 
facts are sufficient to confer jurisdiction without 
specially pleading the act or referring to its pro- 
It is not necessary to show in the plead- 
ings what particular clause of the constitution has 
been violated in order to confer jurisdiction of a 


ete., R. Co. v. Steele, 167 U. S. 659; 
17 SCt 925, 42 L. ed. 315 [rev 63 Fed. 
867, 11 CCA 470]; Louis Bergdoll 
Brewing Co. v. Bergdoll Brewing Co., 
218 Fed. 131; Johnston v. Brass 
Goods Mfg. Co., 201 Fed. 368; Tay- 
lor v. Anderson, 197 Fed. 383. [aff 
234 U. S. 74, 34 SCt 724, 58 L. ed. 
1218]; National Casket Co. v. New 
York, etc., Casket Co., 185 Fed. 533; 
Kansas City Southern R. Co. v. 
Quigley, 181 Fed. 190; Plaut v. Gor- 
ham Mfg. Co., 174 Fed. 852; Clement 
v. Louisville, ete, R. Co., 1538 Fed. 
979; North American Cold Storage 
Co. v. Chicago, 151 Fed. 120 [mod on 
other grounds 211 U. S. 306, 29 SCt 
101, 53 L. ed. 195, 15 AnnCas 276]; 
Filhiol v. Torney, 119 Fed. 974 [aff 
194 U. S. 356, 24 SCt 698, 48 L. ed. 
1014]; Reliable Incubator, etc., Co. v. 


Stahl, 105 Fed. 663, 44 CCA 
657. 
{c] The averments must be posi- 


tive, (1) and not argumentative. 
Hanford v. Davies, 163 U. S. 273, 16 
SCt 1051, 41 L. ed. 157; Montana Ore- 
Purchasing Co. v. Boston, etc., Cons. 
Copper, eic., Min. Co., 85 Fed. 867, 29 
CCA 462. (2) “It is not enough that 
grounds of jurisdiction other than 
diverse citizenship may be inferred 
argumentatively from the state- 
ments in the bill, for jurisdiction 
cannot rest on any ground that is 
not affirmatively and distinctly set 
forth.” Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 
U,. Si 561, 569:°32 SCt. 704, 56 1L.sed: 
1205. 

77, Hull v. Burr, 234 U. S. 712, 34 
SCt 892, 58 Le ed. 1557. 

78. Norton v. Whiteside, 239 U. S. 
144, 36 SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 186; Man- 
hattan R. Co. v. New York City, 18 
Fed. 195; Dowell v. Griswold, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 4,041, 5 Sawy. 39. 

“We are of opinion that an alle- 
gation in the bill that this is a con- 
troversy and a suit of a civil nature 
arising under the Constitution and 
laws of the United States is not 
supported by the facts appearing in 
the bill. The facts alleged must 
show the nature of the suit, and it 
must plainly appear that it arises 
under the Constitution or laws of 
the United States; that is, there 
must be a real and substantial dis- 
pute as to the effect or construction 
of the Constitution or of some law 
of the United States, upon the de- 
termination of which the recovery 
depends.”’ McCain v. Des .Moines, 
174 U. S. 168, 181, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. 
ed. 936. 

79. Harding v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 
78, 25 SCt 176, 49 L. ed. 394; Han- 
ford v. Davies, 163 U. S. 273, 16 SCt 
1051, 41 L. ed. 157; Colorado Cent. 
Cons. “Min, Cons. (Turck) 1500 aS; 
138, 14 SCt 35, 37 L. ed. 1030; Ex p. 
Smith, 94 Us 'S. 455, 24 L: ed. 165; 
Dewey Min. Co. v. Miller, 96 Fed. 1; 
King v. Mclean Asylum, 64 Fed. 325, 
12 CCA 139, 26 LRA 784; Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
26 Fed. 477. 

80. Everglades Drain. League v. 
Napoleon B. Broward Drain. Dist., 
253 Bed. 246 [app dism 251 U. S. 
567, 40 SCt 219, 64 L. ed. 220]; Clark 
v. Southern Pac. Co., 175 Fed. 122; 
Cound v. Atchison R. Co., 173 Fed. 
527; Crystal Springs Land, etc., Co, 
v. Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148 [quot 
Bridge Proprietors Passaic, etc., 
Rivers v. Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 
Lee Wisin CUS: eed; elven OU. 
571). 
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suit as one arising under the constitution. Matters 


of which judicial notice must be 


necessary to the existence of a federal question, need 
But a federal question cannot be 


not be pleaded.*? 
raised by taking judicial notice of 


on and regularly brought into controversy.’* 
F. Averment of Amount in Dispute.’* 


[§ 93] nent 
Where the amount in dispute is 
fact,®> it must be made to appear 


the face of the pleadings or elsewhere in the rec- 
Jurisdiction cannot be entertained until this 
It is not necessary that the 


ord.®° 
requirement is met." 
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taken, although 


facts not relied 


a jurisdictional 
affirmatively on 


ord.°4 


amount in controversy should be alleged in the dec- 


81. Crystal Springs Land, etc., 
Co. v: Los Angeles, 76 Fed. 148. 

s2. In re Dunn, 212 U. S. 374, 29 
SCt 299, 538’. ed. 558; Walla Walla 
v. Walla Walla Water Co., 172 U. 
S. 1,919 SCt 77, -48Le ed: 13415; /Dexas, 
eteny RR. (Cod *v. Cody; n L664" U.S! 606; 
17 SCt 708, 41 L. ed. 1132; North 
American Cold Storage Co. v. Chi- 
cago, 151 Fed. 120 [mod on other 
grounds 211 U. S. 306, 29 SCt 101, 
53 L. ed. 195, 15 AnnCas 276]. 5 

[a] Mlustrations. — (1) A_ bill 
which seeks to enjoin the enforce- 
ment of a city ordinance, and in- 
vokes the jurisdiction of the court 
on the ground that such enforce- 
ment will deprive complainant of its 
property without due process of law 
in violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment, need not allege that the 
ordinance was enacted under state 
authority where there is a statute of 
the state which conters authority on 
the city to enact such an ordinance, 
since the court is required to take 
judicial notice of such statute, and 
must presume that the city acted 
thereunder. North American Cold 
Storage Co. v. Chicago, 151 Fed. 120 
[mod on other grounds 211 U.S. 306, 
99 SCt 101, 53 L. ed. 195, 15 Ann 
Cas 276]. (2) “To require the plain- 
tiff to aver specifically how the es- 
tablishment of competing water 
works would injure the value of its 
property, or deprive it of the rent 
agreed by the city to be paid, is to 
demand that it should set forth facts 
of general knowledge, and within 
the common observation of men. 
That which is patent to any one of 
average understanding need not be 
particularly averred.” Walla Walla 
Vv. Walla Walla Water Co., 172 U. 
Sol, e11e19 SCtyny, 143 Leds 34h. 

83. Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. v. 
Minneapolis, etc., R. Co.,192 U.S. 371, 
383, 24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed. 484 (“The 
averments of the complaint cannot 
be helped out by resort to... ju- 
dicial knowledge’); Arkansas eV. 
Kansas, étc., Coal Co., 183 U. S. 185, 
190, 22 SCt 47, 46 L. ed. 144. 

“As to judicial knowledge, the 
principle applies ‘that the right of 
a court to act upon what is in point 
of fact known to it must be sub- 
ordinate to those requirements of 
form and _ orderly communication 
which regulate the mode of bringing 
controversies into court, and of stat- 
ing and conducting them.’ Thayer, 
Ev. ch. VII, 281.’ Arkansas v. Kan- 
sas, ete., Coal Co., supra. 

“The Circuit Court could not 
make plaintiffs’ case other than they 
made it by taking judicial notice of 
facts which they did not choose to 
rely on in their pleading. The aver- 
ments brought no controversy in this 
regard into court, in respect of 
which resort might be had to judicial 
knowledge.” Mountain View Min., 
ete., Co. v. McFadden, 180 U. S._ 583, 
535, 21 SCt 488, 45 L. ed. 656 [dist 
Spokane Falls, etc., R. Co. v. Zieg- 
ler, 167° Ui. Si 65, 17 SCt’ 728, 42° L. 
ed. 79]. 

84. In removal cases see Removal 
of Causes [34 Cye 1230]. | 

On appeal or error to supreme 


court see infra § 201. 
85. See infra § 350. 
erally Courts §§ 47-73. 
86, Chesbrough v. Northern Trust 
Co., 252 U. S. 838, 40 SCt 237; Pinel 
v. Pinel, 240 U. S. 594, 36 SCt 416, 
60 L. ed. 817; Giles v. Harris, 189 U. 
S.. 475,28 SCt 689, 47: L. ed. 909; 
North American Transp., ete., Co. v. 
Morrison, 178 U. S. 262, 20 SCt 869, 
44 L. ed. 1061; Blackburn v. Port- 
Jand .,Gold™, Min. Co. 5875. U.S. word, 
20 SCt 222, .44 L. ed. 276; Dakota 
Bldg., ete. Assoc. v. Price, 169 U. 
S. 45, 18 SCt 251, 42 L. ed. 655; Fish- 
back v. Western Union Tel. Co., 161 
U.S. 96, 16° SCt 506, 40 L.,ed. 630; 
Mills v. Green, 159 U. S. 651, 16 SCt 
132, 40 L. ed. 293 (where no notice 
was taken of the absence of an 
averment of the amount in contro- 
versy); Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Wal- 
ker,,. 148, U.S... 391,..18« SCt» 650,37 
L. ed. 494; Lee v. Watson, 1 Wall. 
(U. S.) 337, 17 L. ed. 557; Jamestown 
v. Pennsylvania Gas Co., 263 Fed. 
437; St. Tammany Bank, etc., Co. v. 
Winfield, 263 Fed. 371; Cleveland 
Cliffs Iron Co. v. Kinney, 262 Fed. 
980 [app dism 266 Fed. 888]; Lowe 
v. Pure Oil Co., 260 Fed. 704; New 
York L. Ins. Co. v. Johnson, 255 Fed. 
958, 167 CCA 250; Everglades Drain. 
League v. Napoleon B. Broward 
Drain. Dist., 253 Fed. 246 [app dism 
251. U.'S...567,. 40. SCt 219,164 L. ed. 
220]; Marshall Co. v. Buick Motor 
Co., 251 Fed. 685; Fuerst Bros., etc., 
Co. v. Polasky, 249 Fed. 447, 162 CCA 
13; Federal Wall Paper Co. v. Kemp- 
ner, 244 Fed. 240; Eberhard v. North- 
western Mut. L. Ins. Co., 241 Fed. 
358, 154 CCA 238; American Sheet, 
etc., Co. v.. Winzeler, 227 Fed. 321; 
Nolen v. Riechman, 225 Fed. 812; 
Maryland Casualty Co. v. Price, 224 
Fed. 271 [aff 231. Fed. 397, 145 CCA 
391, AnnCas1917B 50]; Texas Gum 
Co. v. Autosales Gum, etc., Co., 219 
Hed. 165, 185 CCA 68; Orleans-Ken- 
ner Blectric R. Co. v. Dunbar, 218 
Fed. 344, 134 CCA 152; National 
Literature Bureau v. Sells, 211 Fed. 
379; Turner v. Jackson Lumber 
159 Fed. 926, 8% CCA. 106; 
Turner v. Jackson Lumber Co., 
159 Fed. 923, 87 CCA 103; South- 
ern, Land, ete., Co... Vv.) Johnson, 
156 Fed. 246; Clement v. Louisville, 
etc., R. Co., 153: Fed. 9793: Shewalter 
v. Lexington, 143 Fed. 161; Dupree 
v. Leggette, 140 Fed. 776; Harvey 
v. Raleigh, etc., R. Co., 89 Fed. 115; 
Less v. English, 85 Fed, 471, 29 CCA 
275; Donham vy. Springfield Hard- 
ware Co., 62 Fed. 110, 10 CCA 294; 
Fuller v. Montague, 59 Fed. 212, 8 
CCA 100; Edwards v. Bates County, 
55 Hed. 436 [rev on other grounds 
163. Uy Ss 269; 16) SCt 1967) 42" L. sed: 


See also gen- 


155];\ Rich v. Bray, 37. Bed. 273, 2 
LRA 225; Norton v. Brewster, 23 
Fed. 840; Lanning v. Dolph, 14 F. 


Cas. No. 8,078, 4 Wash. C. C. 624. 
87. Nolen v. Riechman, 225 Fed. 
812. 


Jurisdictional objections see infra 
§ 95 et seq. 

88. Lee Line Steamers v. Robin- 
son, 232 Fed. 417, 418, 146 CCA 411; 
Robinson v. Suburban Brick Co., 127 
Fed, 804, 806, 62 CCA 484. 
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laration, bill, or complaint,’* if the fact appears 
from any part of the record,’® or from evidence 
taken in the cause.  ( 
pleadings may be supplemented by affidavits show- 
ing the true value or amount in controversy,*! and 
on appeal, if this jurisdictional fact does not appear 
from the record, it may be established by affidavits.9? 
A stipulation as to the amount in controversy while 
not binding upon the court °% may be considered in 
connection with other matters appearing in the rec- 
The averment need not be made in the lan- 
guage of the statute if it fairly imports the neces- 


On motion to dismiss, the 


“Tt is not essentially necessary 
that the bill should state the amount 
of the matter in controversy, if this 
fact is either manifest from the 
allegations of the bill, or it be made 
to appear in any part of the record. 
The courts go farther than this, and 
permit this jurisdictional fact to be 
established by affidavits, if it ap- 
pears in no part of the record. Carr 
v. Fife, 156 U. S..494, 15 SCt 427, 39 
L. ed. 508; U. S. v. Trans-Missouri 
Freight Assoc., 166 U. S. 290, 17 SCt 
540, 41 L. ed. 1007; Whiteside v. 
Haselton, 110 U. S. 296, 4 SCt 1, 28 
Le ed. 1525. Wilson. v. ‘Blair, 119 U. 
S. 387, 7 SCt 230, 80 L. ed. 441; Red 
River Cattle Co. v. Needham, 137 U. 
S. 632, 11 SCt 208, 34 L. ed. 799. And 
in Rector v. Lipscomb, 141 U. S. 557, 
12 SCt 83, 35 L. ed. 857, the court, 
notwithstanding allegations in the 
record, went into the testimony, and, 
under all the showing presented, 
held that the matter in controversy 
was not within the jurisdictional 
limit. In the case at bar the testi- 
mony showed that the threatened 
damage from the act of the defend- 
ant amounted to many thousands of 
dollars.” Robinson Vv. Suburban 
Brick Co., supra. 

“The answer also alleges that the 
bill does’ not show upon its face 
that the court has jurisdiction. 
True, the sum or value of the mat- 
ter in dispute is not formally al- 
leged; but it was not absolutely nec- 
essary that it should be. The 
amount could be otherwise shown.” 


Lee Line Steamers v. Robinson, 
supra. 

89. See cases supra note 86. 

90. Pinel v. Pinel, 240 U. S. 594, 


36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817; Citizens’ 
Bank v. Cannon, 164 U. S. 319, 17 
SCt 89, 41 L. ed. 451 (evidence, but 
not conjecture). 

91. Federal Wall Paper Co. v. 
Kempner, 244 Fed. 240. 

92. U. Ss. v. Trans - Missouri 
Freight Assoc., 166 U. S. 290, 17 SCt 
540, 41 L. ed. 1007; Carr v. Fife, 156 
U. S. 494, 15 SCt 427, 39 L. ed. 508; 
Rector v. Lipscomb, 141 U. S. 557, 
12 SCt 83, 35 L. ed. 857; Red River 
Cattle Co, v. Needham, 137 U. S. 632, 
11 SCt 208, 34 L. ed. 799; Talking- 
ton v. Dumbleton, 123 U. S. 745, 8 
SCt 335, 31 L. ed. 313; Wilson v. 
Blair, 119 WriSMessty 7 sSCbs23801630 
L. ed. 441; Zeigler v. Hopkins, 117 
U.S: 688; 6 SCt 919,29 I. 6d. 710119% 
Whiteside v. Haselton, 110 U. S. 296, 
4 SCt 1, 28 L. ed. 152; Richmond vy. 
Milwaukee, 21 How. (U. S.) 391, 16 
L. ed. 60. See also infra -§ 201. 

93. U. Ss. Vv. Trans-Missouri 
Freight Assoc., 166 U. S. 290, 17 SCt 
540, 41 L. ed. 1007. 

94. U. Siup ave Trans-Missouri 
Freight Assoc., 166 U.-S. 290, 310, 
17 SCt 540, 41 L. ed. 1007. 

“A stipulation between the parties 
as to the amount is not controlling, 
but in the discretion of the court it 
may be regarded in a particular 
case, and with reference to the other 
facts appearing in the record as suf- 
ficient proof of the amount in con- 
troversy to sustain the jurisdiction 
of this court.” U.S. v. Trans-Mis- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 93-94] 


sary jurisdictional amount.°® Argumentative and 
inferential averments,°® or mere conclusions of law,®7 
As in the case of other juris- 
dictional averments,®® the averment must relate 
to the time of the commencement of the suit.99 
rules for determining the amount really in dispute 
have been discussed elsewhere in this work. 


are not sufficient. 


souri Freight Assoc., supra. See 
also infra § 201. 

95. Blackburn vy. Portland Gold 
Min. "Co. 176° U: °S. 571, 20° SCtr 222, 
44 L. ed. 276; Scott v. Donald, 165 
U. S. 107, 17 SCt 262, 41 L. ed. 648; 
Lee Line Steamers v. Robinson, 232 
Fed. 417, 146 CCA 411; Pine v. New 
York City, 103 Fed. 337 [aff 112 Fed. 
98, 50 CCA 145 (rev on other grounds 
185 U. S. 93, 22 SCt 592, 46 L. ed. 
Harvey. v. Raleigh, etc., R. 
105% .Butchers%. vete., 
Stock-Yards Co. v. Louisville, etc., R. 
Co., 67 Fed. 35, 14 CCA 290; Clapp 
v. Spokane, 53 Fed. 515. 

[a] Sufficiency of averments.— 
(1) Where in a suit to restrain 
unlawful competition complainant 
prayed for an injunction and for fifty 
thousand dollars damages, the bill 
was insufficient to show federal jur- 
isdiction for failure to allege that 
the value of the injunction exceeded 
three thousand dollars, National 
Literature Bureau v. Sells, 211 Fed. 
379. (2) A bill filed in a federal 
court by several landowners, to en- 
join the maintenance of an alleged 
nuisance by obstructing a stream 
and causing it to overflow upon the 
lands of complainants must clearly 
show that the amount of damage to 
each complainant is sufficient to give 
the court jurisdiction. Hagge v. 
Kansas City Southern R. Co., 104 
Fed. 391. (3) “The only allegation 
there found upon the subject of the 
amount involved is that it is ‘great- 
er than two thousand ($2,000) dol- 
lars.’ This, of course, is not in ac- 
cordance with the requirement that 
thé matter in controversy must ex- 
ceed, exclusive of interest and costs, 
‘the sum or value of three thousand 
dollars’ (section 24, Judicial Code).” 
Nolen v. Riechman, 225 Fed. 812, 816. 
(4) “We are not impressed by the 
criticism that the amount, instead 
of the matter, in dispute is alleged 
to have exceeded two thousand dol- 
lars. The meaning of such an al- 
legation is clear, and in the absence 
of any traverse thereof, and of any 
pretence that, in point of fact, the 
matter in dispute did not exceed the 
sum or value of two thousand dol- 
lars, we think that the record fairly 
imports the necessary jurisdictional 
amount.” Blackburn v. Portland 
Gold Min. Co., 175 U. S. 571, 574, 20 
Sct 222, 44 L. ed. 276. (5) In an ac- 
tion under Rev. St. § 1979 (Comp. St. 
[1901] p 1262 to recover damages 
for depriving plaintiff of rights se- 
cured to him by the constitution and 
laws of the United States under 
eolor of a state statute or law, 
plaintiff is not required to allege 
that defendants acted maliciously, 
and a failure to do so does not au- 
thorize the court to determine as 
matter of law that only nominal 
damages are recoverable, and that 
therefore the action is not within 
the jurisdiction of a federal court. 
Brickhouse vy. Brooks, 165 Fed. 534. 

96. National Literature Bureau v. 
Sells, 211 Fed. 379; Dupree v. Leg- 
gette, 140 Fed. 776; Hagge v. Kan- 
sas City Southern R. Co., 104 Fed. 391. 

. Less v. English, 85 Fed. 471, 
29, CCA 275: - 

98. See supra §§ 85, 91. 

99. Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 
752, 8 CCA 248 (holding, however, that 
an averment in an amended complaint 
relates back in point of time to the 
date when the original was filed); 
Carrick v. Landman, 20 Fed. 209. 

1. See Courts §§ 47-73. 

2, See also Equity §§ 325, 326. 

3. Springstead v. Crawfordsville 
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[§ 94] 
Defects. 


The 


ntate “Banks -261) [Use es.) 541,684 
SCt_ 195, 58 L. ed. 354; Howard v. 
De Cordova, 177 U. S. 609, 20 SCt 817, 
44 L. ed. 908; Great Southern Fire- 
proof Hotel Co. v, Jones, 177 U. S. 
449, 20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482 [rev 
86 Fed. 370, 30 CCA 108]; King Iron 
Bridge, ete., Co. v. Otoe County, 120 
Ws 985225; LoSCt 552,630) leds 623; 
Cleveland Cliffs Iron Co. v. Kinney, 
262 Fed. 980 [app dism 266 Fed. 
888]; Swayne v. Barsch, 226 Fed. 
581, 141 CCA 337; Atchison, ete. R. 
Co. v. Gilliland, 193 Fed. 608, 113 
CCA 476; McEldowney vy. Card, 193 
Fed. 475; Klein v. Guaranty, etc., Co., 
166 Fed. 365 [aff 178 Fed. 689, 102 


"CCA 189, 29 LRANS 620]; Baglin v. 


Title Guaranty, ete, Co., 166 Fed. 
356 [aff 178 Fed. 682, 102 CCA 182]; 
Crosby v. Cuba R. Co,, 158 Fed. 144 
[aff 170 Bed. 369, 95 CCA 539 (rev 
on other grounds 222 U. S. 4738,.32 
SCt 132, 56 L. ed. 274, 38 LRANS 
40)]; Cochran vy. Pittsburg, ete. R. 
Co., 150 Fed. 682; Muller v. Chicago, 
ete,, R. Co., 149 Fed. 939; Kansas 
City Southern R. Co. v. Prunty, 133 
Fed, 13, 66 CCA 163 [certiorari den 
197 U.S. 623, 25 SCt 799, 49 L. ed. 

; Stockwell v. Boston, ete, R. 
Co.,. 181. Fed. 153; Lownsdale_ v. 
Gray’s Harbor Boom Co., 117 Fed. 
983; Pacific Mut. L. Ins. Co, v. Tomp- 
kins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA _ 488; 
Grove vy. Grove, 93 Fed. 865; Brigel 
v. Tug River Coal, etc., Co., 73 Fed. 
13 [aff 86 Fed.. 818, 30 CCA 415]; 
Baltimore, ete, R. Co. v. McLaugh- 
lin, 73 Fed. 519, 19 CCA 551; Maddox 
v. Thorn, 60 Fed, 217, 8 CCA 574; 
Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 
CCA 248; Carlsbad v, Tibbetts, 51 
Fed. 852; Betzoldt v. American Ins, 
Co., 47 Fed. 705; Hudson v. Bishop, 
38 Fed. 680; Imperial Refining Co. v. 
Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 503; 
Bargh v. Page, 2 F. Cas. No. 980, 4 
McLean 10; Bayerque v. Haley, 2 F. 
Cas, No, 1,135, McAll. 97; Dodge v. 
Perkins, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,954, 4 Mason 


435; Donaldson v. Hazen, 7 F. Cas. 
No. 3,984, Hempst. 423; Fisher v. 
Rutherford, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,823, 


Baldw. 188; Greeley v. Smith, 10 F. 
No. 5,747, 3 Story 76; Hilliard v. Bre- 
voort, 12 F, Cas. No. 6,505, 4 McLean 
24; Kelsey v.. Pennsylvania R. Co., 14 
F. Cas. No. 7,679, 14 Blatchf. 89; 
Ketchum v. Driggs, 14 F. Cas. No. 
7,735, 6 McLean 13; Leavitt v. Cowles, 
15 F. Cas. No. 8,171, 2 McLean 491; 
Rogers v. Linn, 20 F. Cas. No. 12,015, 
2 McLean 126; Speigle v. Meredith, 
22 FW. Cas. No. 13,227, 4 Biss. 120; 
Weller v. Hanaur, 10 Pa. Dist. 123. 

[a] Amount in controversy.—An 
amendment so as.to show diversity 
of citizenship is properly allowed, 
although, since the commencement of 
the action and before the amend- 
ment, the statute has changed the 
amount which must be in contro- 
versy to give the federal court jur- 
isdiction, so that if the action were 
commenced at the time when the 
amendment is sought the court 
would be without jurisdiction. Spring- 
stead v. Crawfordsville State Bank, 
231 U. S. 541, 34 SCt 195, 58 L. ed. 354. 

[b] Citizenship at the time of the 
commencement of the action should 
be alleged in the amended pleading. 
See supra § 85. 

[c] Where the bill has been 
amended on complainant’s motion, 
and not under compulsion of an order, 
the question whether the necessary 
diversity of citizenship to give the 
federal court jurisdiction is stated 
must be determined from the bill as 
amended. Patterson v. Delaware, 
ete., Co., 251 Fed, 255, 163 CCA 411. 
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G. Amendment to Cure Omissions or 
The absence or insufficiency of jurisdic- 
tional averments as to the citizenship,? residence,* 
or alienage® of the parties, or in respect of a fed- 
eral question involved,® or as to the amount in dis- 
pute,’ may be cured by amendment in the court where 
the suit: is instituted,’ at any stage of the cause,® 


4. Pacific Mut. L. \ Ins. Co.- vi 
Tompkins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488; 
Harvey v. Richmond, etc., R. Co., 64 
Fed. 19; Laskey v. Newtown Min. 
Co., 56 Fed. 628, 50 Fed. 634. 

5. Jennes v. Landes, 84 Fed. 73; 
Rondot v. Rogers Tp., 79 Fed. 676, 
25 CCA 145; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. 


Tennant, 66 Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190; 
Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 852; 
Betzoldt v. American Ins. Co., 47 


Fed. 705; Michaelson v. Denison, 17 
F. Cas. No. 9,523, Brunn. Coll. Cas. 
63, 3 Day (Conn.) 294. ‘ 

6. Walla Walla v. Walla Walla 
Water, Co:5172 Uy Skis 19 (SChlt: 
43 L. ed. 341; Montana Ore-Purchas- 
ing Co. v. Boston, ete., Cons. Copper, 
ete., Min. Co.,. 93. Fed. 274, 35 CCA 
1). [aff 188 -U..S.,645,. 23 SCt 440, .47 
L. ed. 634]; Rae v. Grand Trunk R. 
Co., 14 Fed. 401. 

7. -Giles: v.; Harris,. 189;;U.,S., 47%; 
23 SCt 639, 47 L. ed. 909; Northern 
Pac. R. Co. v. Walker, 148 U. S, 391, 
13 SCt 650, 37 L. ed. 494; National 
Literature Bureau v. Sells, 211 Fed. 
379; Williams v. Molther, 198 Fed. 
460, 117 CCA 220; Bowden v. Burn- 
ham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 CCA 248; Fuller 
v. Montague, 59 Fed. 212, 8 CCA 100; 
Lanning v. Dolph, 14°F. Cas. No. 
8,073, 4 Wash. C. C. 624. 

[a] Leave to amend should be 
granted, instead of dismissing the 
bill, unless it clearly appears that 
the amount in controversy is less 
than that required by statute. Na- 
tional Literature Bureau y. Sells, 211 
Fed. 379. 

[b] An amendment will not be 
permitted (1) or given effect, when 
made colorably for the purpose of 
bringing the case within the appel- 
late jurisdiction of the supreme 
court. Bowman vy. Chicago, etc.,-R. 
Co.,. 115, U. S.. 611, 6 SCt 192) 129° Ti: 
ed, 502; Lee v. Watson, 1 Wall. (U. 
S.),.337,, 17 tu. ed. 557... Gi); But an 
amendment may be permitted so as 
to bring the case within the appel- 
late jurisdiction where it does not 
appear to be in fraud of the juris- 
diction of the court. Davis v. Kan- 
sas City, etc, R. Co., 32 Fed, 863. 

8. See cases supra notes 8-6. 

9. U.S. Rev. St. § 954; Howard v. 
De Cordova, 177 U. S. 609, 20 SCt 817, 
44 L. ed. 908; Montana Ore-Purchas- 
ing Co. v. Boston, etce., Cons. Copper, 
ete.,,.Min. Co., 93 Med. 277, 385. CCA Is 
Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Tennant, 66 
Hed. .922,.14 CCA 1903) Maddox? wv: 
Thorn, 60 Fed. 217, 8 CCA 574; Bow- 
den v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 CCA 
248; Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 
852; Fisher v. Rutherford, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,823, Baldw. 188; Lanning v. 
Dolph, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,078, 4 Wash. 
C. C, 624, 

[a] Where a demurrer had been 
sustained because of an insufficient 
averment of diversity of citizenship 
on which jurisdiction depended, 
plaintiff was entitled to amend the 
writ to show diversity of citizenship 
according to the fact. Stockwell v. 
Boston, etc., R. Co., 131 Fed. 153. 

_ [b] After trial on merits.—An ob- 
jection that plaintiff was only a 
nominal party, and that the real 
party in interest did not have the 
requisite citizenship to give the 
court jurisdiction, was a defect 
which might be remedied by amend- 
ment after a trial on the merits by 
amending the record so as to recite 
that the suit was by plaintiff to the 
use of the real party in interest, and 
by inserting proper averments of 
his citizenship. Baglin v. Title 
Guaranty, etc., Co., 166 Fed. 356 [aff 
178 Fed. 682, 102 CCA 182]. To same 
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upon proper terms;?° and if the amended plead- | 
ing is still insufficient, a further amendment is | 
allowable." Plaintiff may amend by striking out 
or transposing parties whose presence on the record 
as the suit was brought would oust the jurisdiction | 
These amendments cannot be al- | 
lowed in the cirenit court of appeals,)* or the su- 
preme court,’* except by consent of both parties,1* 
and except as provided by the act of March 3, 19152° | 
which made jurisdictional averments of diverse citi- 


of the eourt2* 


effect Klein v. Title Guaranty, ete, 
Co., 166 Fed. 365 [aff 178 Fed. 689, 
102 CCA 189, 29 LRANS 620]. 

[c] After verdict—Aichison, etc, 
R. Co. v. Gilliland, 193 Fed. 608, 113 
CCA 476; McElidowney v. Card, 193 
Fed. 475; Crosby v. Cuba R. Co., 158 
Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 363, 95 CCA 
539 (rev on other grounds 222 U. & 
473, 32 SCt_ 132, 56° E.. ed. 274, 38 
LRANS 40)1; Fitchburg R. Co. v. 
Nichols, 85 Fed. 869, 29 CCA 464. 

[a] After judgment. — McEldow- 
ney v. Card, 193 Fed. 475. 


Under act of 1915 see infra note 17, | 
954 (author- | 
izing the court to allow amendments | 


10. U. S. Rev. St. § 


“apon such conditions as it shall in 
its discretion and by its rules pre- 
Scribe"); Carlsbad vy. Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 
852 (where the court ordered a dis- 
missal of the bill unless plaintiff 
should amend and pay texable costs 
up to that time); Houston v. Filer, 
ete, Co., 104 Feds 163, 43 CGA 457 
(where the circuit court of appeals, 
upon reversing for want of jurisdic- 
tion, directed the conrt below to al- 


low an amendment by plaintiff “on | 


payment of the costs of the trial 
had”); Michaelson v. Denison, 17 F. 
Cas. No. 9,523, Brunn. Col. Cas. 63, 


3 Day (Conn.) 294 (where costs were | 


imposed); Greeley v. Smith, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,747, 3 Story 76 (imposing 
only the costs of the term). 

11. Laskey v. Newtown Min. Co., 
56 Fed. 628. 

12. Anderson vy. Watts, 138 U. S. 
694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Con- 
nolly v. Taylor, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 556, 


7 L. ed. 518; Thomas v. Anderson, | 


223 Fed. 41, 138 CCA 405; Riggs: v. 
Brown, 172 Fed. 637; Mathieson v. 
Craven, 164 Fed. 471; Grove v. Grove, 
93 Fed. 865; Greeley v. Smith, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,747, 3 Story 76. See also 
Equity § 355. 

[a] Proceedings for amendment. 
—The power of a federal court of 
equity to allow the amendment efa 
bill by changing the parties to give 
the court jurisdiction, and the pro- 
priety of exercising such power if 
it exists, should only be determined 
on a formal application and due no- 
tice and hearing. Riggs v. Brown, 
172 Fed. 637. 

13. Thomas v. Anderson, 223 Fed. 
41, 1388 CCA 405; Grove v. Grove, 93 
Fed. 865; Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. v. 
Barker, 88 Fed. 814, 32 CCA 124; 
Fitchburg R. Co. v. Nichols, 85 Fed. 
869, 29 CCA 464; Rondot v. Rogers 
Tp. ‘79 Fed. 676, 25. CCA 145; St. 
Louis, ete. R. Co. v. Newcom, 56 
Fea. 951, 6 CCA 172. 

14. Denny v. Pironi, 141 U. S. 121, 


11 SCt 966, 35 L. ed. 657; Cameron v. | 


Hodges, 127 U. S. 322, 8 SCt 1154, 32 
L. ed. 132; Johnson y. Christian, 125 
U. S. 642, 8 SCt 989, 31 L. ed. 820; 


Continental L. Ins. Co. v. Rhoads, 119 | 


U_S. , 1 SCt 193, 30 L. ed. 380. 


[a] Affidavits in supreme court.— _ 


“We have considered the application 
of Hodges, the defendant in error, 
to supply the want of avermenits in 
regard to the eitizenship of the com- 
‘plainants in this suit. The difficulty 
here, however, does not relate to the 
jurisdiction of this court, in regard 
to which evidence by affidavit has 


sometimes been received where the | 


defect was as to the amount in con- 


troversy, and perhaps in relation to. 


some other point. The jurisdiction 


FEDERAL COURTS 


amendable ‘“‘at 
in the appellate 
may Impose, so 


ized to allow an 


: 


jUndoubied but as the previous re-| 
marks in this opinion show, the Cir- | 
En Court never had jurisdiction of | 
| it; and while Wwe may be authorized | 
to reverse the decree so rendered we | 
| have no power te amend the record } 
SO aS_ to give jurisdiction to thai 
; Court by proceedings here. The case | 
| in this court must be tried upon the 
record made in the Cireuit Court | 
in this instence there has been al 
| removal from a tribunal of a sisie! 
into a Circuit Court of the United! 
States, and there is noe precedent | 
Known to us which authorizes an 
amendment to be made, even m ithe 
Cireult Court, by which grounds of 
jurisdiction may be made io appear 
which were noi presented io the 
State court on the motion for re- 
moval.” Cameron v. Hodges, 127 U. 
S. 322, 325, 8 SCéi 1154, 32 1. ed. 132. 
As to showing jurisdictions! amount 
by affidavit on appeal see supra § 93. 

15. Kennedy v. Georgia Bank 8 
How. (U. S.) 586, 12 I. ed 1208: 
| Fletcher v. Peck, 6 Cranch (U. S_) 87. 
3 L. ed. 162; Hodgson v. Bowerbank, 
5 Cranch (U. S.) 303, 3 I. ed. 108: 
Fred Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 
| 725, 68 CCA 363; Fitchbure R. Co. v. 
Nichols, 85 Fed. 899,29 CCA 464: U.S. 
v. Hopewell, 51 Fed. 788, 2 CCA 518. 

[2] Amen@émerts on appeal by 
consent.— “After the question of the 
jurisdiction of the Circuit Court had 
been made by the court, counsel filed 
|} a stipulation by which it was asreed 


| 


that the original bill should be so! 


amended as to aver that each and 
every member of the complainant as 
| Sociation at the time of the filine 
of the bill was, and now is, 2 citizen 
of a state of the United States. 
When the matter is one amendable 
in the court below, and the parties 
agree to the amendment being made 
in this court, it is within the power 
of the court to allow such amend- 
ment without sending the case hack 
{to have the amendment made In 
| Fletcher v. Peck, 6 Cranch (U. S) 
| 87, 127, 3 L. ed 162, and Kennedy 
| ¥. Georgia Bank, 8 How. 586, 611, 12 
| L. ed. 1209, amendments by consent 
j were allowed, the maiter beine 
amendable in the court belew. In 
| Udall v. Ohio, 17 How. 17, 15 L. ea. 
| 42, the amendment of a libel was re- 
| fused. Gates v. Goodlice, 11 TS. 
612, 25 L. ed. 895, and Adams v. 
| Johnson, 107 U. S. 251, 27 L. ed. 386, 
; presented questions concernine ithe 
substitution of one plaintiff in error 
for another. In U. S v. Hopewell, 
51 Fed. 798, 2 CCA 510, there was 
presented the question as io the cir- 
cumstance under which an appelisie 
court may allow an amendment The 
opinion was by Justice Grey. for the 
First Circuit Court of Appeals. That 
great judge said: ‘When any ques- 
tion is made as to the allowance of 
such an amendment, the usual and 
| proper praciice is to remand the case 


j}to the Circuit Court to deal with | 


| that question. Bui when, as im this 
| case, the parties agree to the amend- 
| ment, and to facts which justify and 
;Trequire it, the amendment may be 
} made in the apvellaie court’” Fred 
| Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 
729, 68 CCA 363. 

16. 38 Sti at L. 956, Ind. Code § 274c. 

17. See cases inira this note. 


[a] Construction 


any stage of the proceedings and 


court upon such terms as the eourt 


as to show on the reeord such di- 
verse eltizenship and jurisdiction.?’ 2* 


Bat on re- 


versal of the judgment or deeree for want of juris- 
| diction, the eourt below will be directed: or author- 


amendment,’ or will be left to ex- 


ereise iis diseretion in the matter, unless the ree- 
| ord shows tha? an amendment would not accord with 
of this court in the present case is|of statute—(1) Where it appears 


from the record that diversity of 
Gitizenship does im fact exist, an 
amendment which would be sufficient 
in form will be allowed as of course 
at any siege of the proceedings. 
Cleveland Cliffs Tron Co. v. Kinney. 


| 262 Fed. 980 [app dism 266 Fed. 888]. 


(2) Where defendants, but not 
Dlaintif’s, citizenship was allesed, 
plaintiff on appeal was given time 
in which to file the necessary amend- 
ment Swayne v. Barsch, 226 Fed. 
531, 144 CCA 337. (3) The 2ppel- 
| late court cannot permit the amend- 
} ment of the pleadines and dismissel 
| 28 to parties, so as to retain juris 
| diction, since their function is super- 


in 
| the act of March 3, 
| such courts to permit amendments in 
| Case of an existing diversity of citi- 
| zenship Gefectively allesed, does not 
| authorize them to permit a dismissal 
fot 2h unnecessary party io retain 


Howard v. De Cordova. 177 
S. 669, 20 SCt 817, 44 EL. ed. 908: 
| Great Southern Fireproof Hotel Ca. 
|v. Jones, 177 U.S. 448, 20 SCt 690, 
44 L. ed. 482; Stuart v. Easton, 156 
iU. S. 46, 15 S€t 268, 38 I. ed. 341; 


| Reberts v. Lewis, 144 B.S 653, i2 
|SCt 781, 36 L.-ed. 579- Denny v. 


| Pironi, 141 U. 


S. 121, 11 SCt 866. 35 
ed. 657; Jobnson vy. Christian, 125 
S. 642, § SCt 9898. 31 L ed 820: 
sited v. Buster, 119 U_ S. 341, 7 
SCi 276, 30 L. ed. 462; Continental 
Ins. Co. v. Rhoads, 119 U. S 237. 
SCt 193, 30 L. ed 380: Robertson 
~ Cease, $97 U.S. 646, 24 T. ca 1037; 
| Morgan v. Gay, 18 Wall (U. S) 8&1 
| 22 L. ed. 190; Gaylords v. Kelshaw, 1 
| Wall (UO. S.) 81, 17-1. ed. 612; Cer- 
| Vantes v. U. S. 16 How. (OU. S) 615, 
ji2 LL. ed. 1083; Lewis v. Darling, 16 
How.-(. S.) 1, 14-5. ed. $13; Me 
|Eldowney v. Card, 193 Fed. 475; 
| Bouston—y- Filer, etc, Co. 164 Fea 
| 163, 43 CCA 457; Grove v. Grove, 33 
| Fed. 865; Preferred Acc Ins. Coa. v. 
| Barker, 88 Fed. 814, 32 CCA 124; 
| Fitchburg R. Co. v. Nichols, 85 Fed. 
| 869, 29 CCA 464; Rendot v. Rogers 
| Tp. 79 Fed. 676, 25 CCA 1 a; Hunt 
¥. Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 ‘A 356: 
Renjamin v. New Orleans, Zi Fed. 
|758 [af® 74 Fed. 417, 20 CCA 581 
J {sp Ey aS 
142 L. 700)]; Tus River Coal, et 
| Co. v. Brigel, 67 3. “x 
| 577; American Sugar Refinine Co. w. 


378, 6 CCA 403; Tinsley v. Heot, 53 
3 CCA 612; Carnesie v. 
53 Fed. 10; 3 CCA 33L 


{al for purpese of mak- 
|= j Where it 
|Was not shown by the record 


Whether the lend in ConiTeversy was 
|in the northern or southern disirict 
|0f California the judement was re 
versed and the case was remanded 
|for the purpose of making jurisdic 
| tion apparent and for the correction 
|0f other maiiers of form or sub 
| Stance. Cervanies v. U. S, 16 How. 
(CU. S.) 618, 14 i. ed. 1083. 

Great Southern Fireproof 


; 2& z 
and application | Hotel Co. v. Jones, i77 U. S 245. 38 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law sce cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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8§ 94-95] 


the facts.?° 


tion.?2 


Discretion of court. The allowance of an amend- 
ment with respect to the allegations of citizenship 


! Such amendments relate back to the 
time when the original pleading was filed 2+ except 
when the language used precludes such a construc- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[25C.3.] 781 


is within the discretion of the court.2? But in the 
absence of any contra equity, it is the duty of the 
court to permit the amendment.?4 
bringing in a new party whose presence would oust 
jurisdiction is properly denied.?> 


An amendment 


VI. JURISDICTIONAL OBJECTIONS 22 


_ [§ 95] A. In General. Where a case is not with- 
in the general federal jurisdiction, such want of 
jurisdiction is fatal at every stage 27 and cannot be 


SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Metcalf v. 
Watertown, 128 U. S. 586, 9 SCt 173, 
32 I. ed. 543; Menard v. Goggan, 121 
UieS.9253,7 0 SCt) 873; 30, Lived, 9145 
Continental L. Ins. Co. v. Rhoads, 
D9 WSs 287,.9%5SCt 1935) 30) dusneds 
380; McEldowney v. Card, 193 Fed. 
475; Montana Ore-Purchasing Co. v. 
Boston, ete., Cons. Copper, ete., Min. 
Coy 85 - Wed. 867,45 29 | CCA] 462: St; 
Louis, ete. R. Co. v. Newcom, 56 
Fed; 951, 6: CCA. 172. 

20. Fred Macey Co. v. Macey, 135 
Fed. 725, 68 CCA 363; Less v. Eng- 
lish, 85 Fed. 471, 29 CCA 275 (where 


a decree was reversed because the: 


amount in dispute as shown by the 
bill was insufficient, and the court 
below was explicitly directed to dis- 
miss the bill, evidently for the rea- 
son that the record showed that the 
amount could not truthfully be in- 
ereased by amendment). See also 
the order of the court in Florida Cent. 
ete., R. Co. v. Bell, 176 U. S. 321, 20 
Sct 399, 44 L. ed. 486; Susquehanna, 
éte.,. Ri, etc., 'Covev, >Blatchford; 11 
Wall. (U. S.) 172, 20 L. ed. 179; Mon- 
tana Ore-Purchasing Co. v. Boston, 
ete., Cons. Copper, ete., Min. Co., 93 
Fed. 274, 35 CCA 1 [aff 188 U. S. 645, 
23 SCt 440, 47 L. ed. 634]; Fergus 
Falls v. Fergus Falls Water Co., 72 
Med. 8737-19 CCAM 212. 

21. Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. Mc- 
Laughlin, 73 Fed. 519; 19 CCA 551; 
Brigel v. Tug River Coal, etc. R. 
Co., 73 Fed. 13 [aff 86 Fed. 818, 30 
CCA 415]; Grand Trunk R. Co. v. 
Tennant, 66 Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190; 
Bowden vy. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 
CCA 248. 

22. Laskey v. Newtown Min. Co., 
56 Fed. 628. 

[a] Sufficiency of amendment.— 
In amending care should be taken to 
frame the allegation so as to refer 
it to the time when the suit was 
commenced, not merely to the time 
of filing the amendment. Laskey v. 
Newtown Min. Co., 56 Fed. 628. See 
see also supra §§ 85, 89, 91, 93. 

23. Pacific Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Tompkins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488 
(amendment to a declaration, 
changing allegation as to the citi- 
zenship of plaintiff to conform to 


writ). 
[a] Review of exercise of discre- 
tion.—(1) The allowance of an 


amendment is not reviewable on ap- 
peal or error (Pacific Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. Tompkins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 
CCA 488), (2) except perhaps for 
an abuse of discretion (Maddox v. 
Thorn, 60 Fed. 217, 8 CCA 574). 

24, Howard v. De Cordova, 177 U. 
S. 609, 20 SCt 817, 44 L. ed. 908. 

[a] Duty to allow amendment.— 
(1) “It was not only within the 
power but the duty of the court, on 
its attention being called to the fact, 
to have allowed such an amendment 
to be made.’ Howard vy. De Cordova, 
177 U. S. 609, 614, 20 SCt 817, 44 L. 
ed. 908. (2) The court will permit 
an amendment as a matter of course 
of a defective averment of citizen- 
ship. Betzoldt v. American Ins. Co., 
47 Fed. 705; Hilliard v. Brevoort, 12 
F. Cas. No. 6,505, 4 McLean 24. (3) 
The court declined to allow an 
amendment for the purpose of show- 
ing a federal question where the 
proposed amendment would have 
been demurrable. Rae v. Grand 
Trunk R. Co., 14 Fed. 401. 


tion.?° 


[b] | Amendment useless. — Where 
the pleading was otherwise fatally 
defective, an amendment of the al- 
legation of citizenship is useless. 
vu Aion v. Kittitas County, 112 

ed. 


25. Delaware, etc, R. Co. v. Jer- 
sey City, 168 Fed. 128. 
vee See generally Courts §§ 143— 
27. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Wil- 


lard, 220 U. S. 418, 31 SCt 460, 55 
L. ed. 521; Steigleder v. McQuesten, 
198 U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 
986; Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 
1955UL Ss 207,225 SCt 24°49 te. ed: 
160; Robinson vy. Anderson, 121 U. 
S2.622,.'° | SCt*-10115) 30, Leas 10215 
Ayers v. Watson, 113 U. S. 594, 5 
SCt 641, 28 L. ed. 1093; Williams v. 
Nottawa Tp., 104 U. S. 209, 26 L. 
ed. 719; Odell v. F. C. Farnsworth 
Co.; 257 Fed. 101 [aff 250 U. S. 501, 
39 SCt 516, 63 L. ed. 1111]; Devost 
v. Twin State Gas, etc., Co., 250 Fed. 
349, 162 CCA 419; Lewicki v. Wiardi, 
213 Fed. 647; Atchison, ete., R. Co. 
v. Frederickson, 177 Fed. 206,- 101 
CCA 376; McGilvra vy. Ross, 164 Fed. 
604, 90 CCA 398 [rev on other 
grounds 215 U. S. 70, 30 SCt 27, 54 
L. ed. 95]; Kreider v. Cole, 149 Fed. 
647, 79 CCA 339 [rev 140 Fed. 944]; 
Fuller v. Metropolitan L. Ins. Co., 
387 Fed. 163; Vannerson v. Leverett, 
31 Fed. 376; Eaton v. Calhoun, 15 
Fed. 155, 2 Flipp. 593; Spring v. Do- 
mestic Sewing Mach. Co., 13 Fed. 
446; Stanley v. Albany County, 5 
Fed. 254; McCloskey v. Cobb, 15 F. 
Cas. No. 8,702, 2 Bond 16; Goenaga 
v. Quiros, 5 Porto Rico Fed. 554. See 
also cases infra note 30. 

“A question of jurisdiction is fun- 
damental and underlies all other 
questions arising in the course of a 
litigation. Such a question may be 
raised at any time, in any mode, and 
at any stage, as every step taken in 
the progress of a cause is an as- 
sertion of jurisdiction, and the court 
may, of its own motion, make the 
objection or institute such investi- 
gation as may be necessary to es- 
tablish or defeat it. This is espe- 
cially true of the federal courts, as 
being courts of limited or statutory 
jurisdiction.” Kreider v. Cole, 149 
Fed. 647, 649, 79 CCA 339. 

fa] Counsel should be alert to 
discover the defect and take the ob- 
jection in limine or at some other 
stage of the case in the circuit court, 
since his negligence in that behalf 
may result in an award against him 
of the costs of appellate proceedings. 
Hunt v. Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 CCA 
356; Tug River Coal, etc. Co. v. 
Brigel, 67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 577, 70 
Fed. 647, 17 CCA 367. 

[b] Setting aside judgment to in- 
quire into jurisdiction.—Where a de- 
fendant after verdict and judgment 
for the first time raises the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction, on the ground 
that there was no evidence to sup- 
port the jurisdictional allegations of 
plaintiff's pleading, which were put 
in issue by a general denial, it is 
competent for the court to set aside 
the judgment for the purpose of in- 
quiring into the question, either 
with or without a jury as it may 
see fit; and unless it shall appear 
from the evidence adduced or from 
the record that it is without juris- 
diction, it may reénter the judgment 


cured by consent of parties,28 or by waiver of objee- 
Where such objection is presented by the 
record, it must be considered and determined by the 


on the verdict. Toledo Tract. Co. v. 
Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. 

28. Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. Wil- 
lard, /220:-U. S.. 413, 31, -SCt, 460.955 
L. ed. 521; In re Moore, 209 U. S. 490, 
28 SCt 585, 706, 52 L. ed.'904, 14 Ann 
Cas 1164; Thomas y. Ohio State 
Univ., 195" U. + S-°207, "25 "SCt 247" 49 
L. ed. 160; Minnesota v. Northern 
Securities Co.,.194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 
598, 48 L. ed. 870; Minnesota v. 
Hitchcock, 185 U. S. 378, 385, 22 SCt 
650, 46 L. ed. 954; Dred Scott v. 
Sandford’. 19) How. (U.S. .egen do 
L. ed. 691; Jackson v. Ashton, 8 Pet. 
(U. S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898; Devost v. 
Twin State Gas, etc., Co., 250 Fed. 
349, 162 CCA 419; Spencer v. Patey, 
243 Fed. 555, 156 CCA 253; Hastings 
v. Hoog, 234 Fed. 103; New Orleans 
v. Howard, 160 Fed. 398, 87 CCA 345. 
But see’ Mason vy. Blaireau, 2 Cranch 
(U. S:) 240, 2 L. ed. 266 (where it 
was held by Marshall, C. J., that it 
was competent for the court to take 
cognizance of a case entirely be- 
tween aliens where the parties as- 
sented to it. Although the case was 
cited without disapproval in Fisher 
v. Rutherford, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,823, 
Baldw. 188, it is open to question 
whether it would be followed in view 
of the act of 1875 [18 St. at L. 472 
§ 5], and the decisions construing 
and applying its provisions. See 
intra § 106). 

29. Male v. Atchison, etc., R. Co.; 
240 U:'S. 97,° 86-SCt 351, 60:1. ea: 
544; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Willard, 
220 U. S. 413, 31 SCt 460, 55 L. ed. 
521; Thomas v. Ohio State Univ., 195 
Us. 8. 207, 25" SCt 24, 49 Li -ed!-1603 
Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. Lazuaskine, 
256 Bed. 93, 167 CCA 335; -Primes 
Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel Corp.,. 
254 Fed. 454; Devost v. Twin State 
Gas, ete., Co., 250 Fed. 349, 162 CCA: 
349 [reh den 252 Fed. 125]; Spencer: 
v. Patey, 243 Fed. 555, 156 CCA 2533 
Phoenix-Buttes Gold Min. Co. vy. 
Winstead, 226 Fed. 855; McEldowney 
v. Card, 193 Fed. 475; Atchison, etc., 
R. Co. v. Frederickson, 177 Fed. 206, 
101 CCA 376; Speigle v. Meredith, 
22 EF. Cas. No. 13;227; 4 Biss, 120: 
But see Kennedy v. Solar Refining 
Co., 69 Fed. 715, 716 (where the 
court said: “The defendants having 
answered, and all parties having 
gone to great expense in the taking 
of testimony, it is now too late for 
the defendants to make this conten- 
tion. If the objection related to 
the want of jurisdiction because of 
the subject-matter, the court would 
pass upon such question at any time, 
without reference to the state of 
the pleadings. But an objection on 
account of diverse citizenship may 
be waived by answer, and the court 
is of the opinion that in this case 
the defendants have made such 
waiver, and it is now too late to 
make the contention relied upon in 
their brief.’”’ This is, of course, er- 
roneous). 

[a] A delay of several years in 
forcing to trial a case in a federal 
court in which the issue of the citi- 
zenship of plaintiff was made when 
the answer was filed, some two years 
after the filing of the complaint, is 
not such laches as precludes the 
consideration of such issue at the 
trial, although the state statute of 
limitations may have run so as to 
prevent the bringing of a new action 


82 [28 ©.) 


court, although not raised by either party,°° and 
since the act of 1875,?1 it has been the statutory 
duty of the court to dismiss the suit whenever it 
appears that the suit does not really and substan- 
tially involve a dispute or controversy within the 
jurisdiction of the court. But the provisions of 
the statute as to the particular district in which 
suits may or must be brought, while jurisdictional 
if insisted upon,®?* and such’ as will support a direct 
appeal to the supreme court upon the ground that 
the jurisdiction of the district court is in issue,** are 
not jurisdictional in the sense that the privilege 
thereby conferred cannot be waived by consent or 
otherwise.2> The question of laches in filing a suit 
is immaterial, in determining the question whether 
the court has jurisdiction. Delay in making the 
issue and in bringing it on for hearing does not pre- 
elude a consideration of jurisdictional objections.%” 
But leave to intervene for the purpose of raising 
an issue of fact as to jurisdiction may be denied 
upon the ground of laches.°® 

In an ancillary proceeding the jurisdiction of the 


in the state courts. Gilbert v. David, 
235, Us S? 561,5/35.SCt 164,159 Le ed. 


360. 
30. Defiance Water Co. v. Defi- 


ance, 191 U. S. 184, 24 SCt 63, 48 L. 


corporation, 
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[a] Rule applied.—Where a stock- } 
holder’s suit for dissolution of a 
brought 
court, and of which such court had 
jurisdiction on the face of the rec-|L. ed. 


[$§ 95-96. 


court as regards the principal suit cannot be ques~ 
tioned.*? 

Conflict with jurisdiction of state court. In a 
suit in a federal district court, questions as to 
whether the jurisdiction of the court is exeluded by 
the pendency of an action in a state court cannot be. 
waived, as, even if the parties consented thereto, 


‘the court would not knowingly invade the jurisdic- 


tion of another court.*° 

[§ 96] B. *For Absence or Insufficiency of Aver- 
ments—l. In General. Objection for want of suf- 
ficient jurisdictional averments in plaintiff’s plead- 
ing may be taken, either at law or in equity, by 
demurrer,*! or, since the abolition of demurrers in 
equity, by the equivalent motion to dismiss,‘ or in 
the answer.4? If a preliminary objection, made on 
special appearance, is overruled, the objection can 
be renewed in the answer.** The defect, if not sup- 
plied by other parts of the record, is also ground 
for. a motion to dismiss at any stage of the 
proceedings,*® or for a motion in arrest of judg- 


454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 511; South- 
ern Pac, Co. v, Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 
13 SCt 44, 36 L. ed. 942; Roberts vy. 
Lewis, 144 U. S. 658, 12 SCt 781, 36 
579; Metcalf v. Watertown, 


in a_ federal 


ed. 140; Parker v. Ormsby, 141 U. S.|ord, had proceeded for sixteen |128 U. S. 586, 9 SCt 178, 32 L. ed. 
8t,) 11 Sct 912, 35.L. ed. 654; Chap-| months, during which time a _ re-|543; Susquehanna, ete. R., etc, Co. 
man v. Barney, 129. U.S. 677, 9 SCt| ceiver had been appointed who had|v. Blatchford, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 172, 


426, 82 L. ed. 800; Cameron Vv. 
Hodges, 127, UssS: 322, 8 SCt 1154, 


32 L. ed. 132; Continental L. Ins.| of its property, 


collected the assets of the corpora- 
tion and made an advantageous sale 
and the claims of 


20 L. ed. 179; Hornthall v. Keary, 9 
Wall. (U. S.) 560, 19 L. ed. 560; Gib- 
son v. Chew, 16 Pet. (U. S.) 315, 10 


Co. v. Rhoads, 119 U.'S. 237, 7 SCt 
193, 30 L. ed. 380; Grace v. American 
Cent. Ins. Co., 109; U.. S..278, 3 SCt 
207, 27 L. ed. 932; Jackson v. Ash- 
ton, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898; 
Sullivan v. Fulton Steamboat Co., 6 
Wheat: (U. S.) 450, 5 L. ed. 302 

Farmers’ Oil, etc., Co. Vv. Duckworth 
Co. (217. Fed. 362, 183. C@A) .2735...A, 
B. Andrews v. Puncture Proof Foot- 
wear Co., 168 Fed. 762; Hunt v. 
Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 CCA 356, 

“A preliminary question is one of 
jurisdiction.. It is true counsel for 
defendants did not raise the ques- 
tion, and evidently both parties de- 
sire that the court should ignore it 
and dispose of the case on the mer- 
its. But. the silence of counsel 
does not waive the question, nor 
would the express consent of the 
parties give to this court a juris- 
diction which was not warranted by 
the Constitution and laws. It is the 
duty of every court of its own mo- 
tion to inquire into the matter ir- 
respective of the wishes of the 
parties, and be careful that it exer- 
cises no powers save those conferred 
by law. Consent may waive an ob- 
jection so far as respects the per- 
son, but it cannot invest a court with 
‘a jurisdiction which it does not by 
law possess over the subject mat- 
ter.” Minnesota v. Hitchcock, 185 
U. S. 373, 382, 385, 22 SCt 650, 46 L. 
ed. 954. 

Absence or insufficiency of aver- 
ments see infra § 96. 

Reversal on appeal or error see 
infra § 97. 

Sl... 18 U. S, St. at L. 472.¢ 137. §, 5. 

32. See infra § 106. 

33. Male v. Atchison, ete., R. Co. 
240 .U. S..,97, 36 SCt 351; U.S. 
,Congress Constr. Co., 222 “ap Ss. 199, 
320 SGt. 441564 du Ose hbsy Davidson 
Bros. Marble Co, v. U. s., 21S Ue Se 
LOc29, SCUs38245. 53) Lied: 67d.0i08e6 
also infra § 107. 

34. See infra § 228. 

85. See infra § 107. 

36. McCauley v. McCauley, 202 
Fed. 280. 

37. Gilbert v. David, 235 U. S. 561, 
Sb AS8Cty 164,594 La xed. 360. 

38. Briggs v.. Traders’ Co., 145 
Fed. 254. 


ereditors had been proved, a non- 
participating creditor, which in the 
meantime with knowledge of the suit 
proceeded in a state court and ob- 
tained a judgment against the cor- 
poration, will not be permitted to 
intervene after such lapse of time 
to raise an issue of fact upon the 
question of jurisdiction in respect 
to which it does not claim to have 
any more knowledge or information 
than it had when the suit was com- 
menced. Briggs v. Traders’ Co., 145 
Fed. 254, 

39. New Orleans v. Fisher, 180 U. 
S. 185, 21 SCt 347, 45 L. ed. 485; 
Johnson v, Christian, 125 U. S. 642, 
8 SCt 989, 31 L. ed. 820; McCabe v. 
Guaranty Trust Co., 243 Fed. 845, 156 
CCA 357. 

[a] Rule applied.—Where a cred- 
itors’ bill in a federal court against 
a corporation showed the requisite 
facts to give the court jurisdiction, 
a creditor who is_ subsequently 
brought in as a defendant to an in- 
tervening bill for the foreclosure 
of a mortgage on the property of the 
corporation, which is in the hands. of 
the receiver, cannot attack the jur- 
isdiction by a plea alleging that the 
original suit was brought by collu- 
sion between complainant and the 
corporation in procuring the assign- 
ment of the claim to complainant 
in order to give the court jurisdic- 
tion, when it is not shown that the 
intervener was a party to such col- 
lusion. Morton Trust Co. v. New 
York, ete., R. Co., 105 Fed. 539. 

40. Pacific Coast Pipe Co. v. Con- 
rad City Water Co., 237 Fed. 673 [aff 
245 Fed. 846, 158 CCA 186]. 

Conflicting and concurrent juris- 
diction of state and federal courts 
see Courts §§ 631-654. 

41. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
180, .Ue0S. 28, 7.21 SCt 2515.45 TL, ed. 
410; North American Transp., etc., 
Co. v. Morrison, 178 U. S. 262, 20 SCt 
869, 44 L. ed 1061; Florida Cent., etc., 
Rie Co. ver Bell, (176\,0."S, 321,2207 SCt 
399, 44 L. ed. 486; Glass v. Concordia 
Parish Police Jury, 176 U. S. 207, 20 
SCt 346, 44 L. ed. 486; Bienville 
Water-Supply Co. v. Mobile, 175 U. 
S. 109, 20 SCt 40, 44 L. ed. 92; Ten- 
nessee v. Union, etc., Bank, 152 U. S. 


L. ed. 977; Sullivan v. Fulton Steam- 
boat Co., 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 450, 5 L. 
ed. 302; Tice v. Hurley, 145 Fed. 391; 
Derk FP. Yonkerman Co. v. Charles H. 
Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 135 Fed. 613; 
Dewey Min. Co. v. Miller, 96 Fed. 
1; Jennes v. Landes, 84 Fed. 73; Fer- 
gus Falls v. Fergus Falls Water 
Co., 72 Fed. 8738, 19 CCA 212; Ben- 
jamin v. New Orleans, 71 Fed, 758 
{aff 74 Fed, 417, 20 CCA 591 (app 
dism 169 U. S. 161, 18 SCt 298, 42: L. 
ed. 700)]; Kennedy v. Solar Refining 
Co., 69 Fed. 715; U. S. National Bank 
v. McNair, 56 Fed. 323; Laskey v. 
Newtown Min. Co., 50 Fed. 634, 56 Fed. 
628; Hudson v. Bishop, 38 Fed. 680; 
Republic Iron Min. Co. v. Jones, 37 
Fed. 721, 2 LRA 746 [app dism 154 


U. S. 514 .mem, 14 SCt 1151 mem, 
38 L. ed. 1075 mem]; Stanton v.. 
Shipley, 27 Fed. 498; Merserole v. 


Union Paper Collar Co., 17 F.. Cas. 
No. 9,488, 6 Blatehf, 356; Biackburm 
v. Selma, etc., R. Co., 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,467, 2 Flipp. 525; Donaldson v. 
Hazen, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,984, Hempst.. 
423; Ketchum v. Prizes, 14 KF. Cas. 
No. 7,735, 6 McLean 13; Pletcher v. 
Turner, 9 F. Cas. No. "4,867, 5 Mc- 
Lean 468; Fry v. Rousseau, 9 F. Cas, 
No. 5,141, 3 McLean 106; Rogers v. 
apy 20 F. Cas. No. 12,015, 2 McLeam 

_{a]| Demurrer too broad.—If a 
bill shows that one alone of several 
plaintiffs is a citizen of the same 
state as defendant, the question of 
jurisdiction cannot be raised by a 
demurrer to the whole bill, since the 
court may on final hearing dismiss: 
the bill as to that particular plain- 
tiff if it is found that the others may 
recover without him. Nebraska City 
Nat. Bank v. Nebiaska City Hy- 
draulic Gas-Light, etce., Co., 14 Fed. 
7638, 4 McCrary 319. 

[b] A demurrer by a. party not. 
served with process will be over- 
ruled. Heriot v. Davis, 12 F. Cas. 
No. 6,404, 2 Woodb. & M. 229. 

42. See Equity §§ 504, 814. 

43. Equity Rules (1912) rule’ 29. 
See also Equity § 504, 

44. Tate v. Brinser, 226 Fed. 878, 

45. Kentucky v. Powers, 201 U. 
S. 1, 26. SCt' 387, 50'L. ed, 633, 5 Ann. 
Cas 692; North American Transp.,. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


S. 262, 


“§§ 96-97] 


ment;*° and the court should of its own motion dis- 
miss the suit whenever it discovers the defect.47 A 
dismissal for want of jurisdiction is, of course, with- 
out prejudice to a renewal of the suit in a court of 
{ If jurisdiction is not af- 
firmatively shown on the record thé court will deny 
a motion for preliminary injunction *® or other inter- 


competent jurisdiction.48 


locutory relief.5° 


Suit against state. A contention that a federal 
court is without jurisdiction of an action against 


a state officer for the reason that 


etc., Co, v. Morrison, 178 U.S. 262, 
20 SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 1061; Florida 
Cont etc ak. Con ve) Bell 1760S: 
321, 20 SCt 399, 44 L. ed. 486; Black- 
burn v. Portland Gold-Min. Co., 175 
We S.7 5725520 SCE 222,44 Lied: 2:76. 
Tennessee v. Union, ete., Bank, 152 
U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 511; 
Metcalf v. Watertown, 128 U. S. 586, 
9 SCt 173, 32 L. ed, 548; Susque- 
hanna, etc., R., etc., Co. v. Blatchford, 
a Wall e(U.YS:) 172), 20, Ls cede 179. 
Piquignot v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 16 
How. (U. S.) 104, 14 L. ed. 863; Hast- 
ings v. Hoog, 234 Fed. 103 (after an- 
Swer to merits); New Orleans v. 
Howard, 160 Fed. 393, 87 CCA 345; 
Crosby v. Cuba R. Co., 158 Fed. 144 
{aff 170 Fed. 369, 95 CCA 539 (rev 
on other grounds 222 U.S. 473, 32 SCt 
132,-56 U.. ed.,274, 38 LRANS, 40)]; 
Ikreider v. Cole, 149 Fed. 647, 79 
CCA 339; Klenk v. Byrne, 143 Fed. 
1008; Turnbull v. Ross, 141 Fed. 649, 
72 CCA 609; Anderson v. Bassman, 
140 Fed. 10; York County Sav. Bank 
v. Abbot, 139 Fed. 988; Pennsylvania 
Cowive eBay; 138 _FKed. ,203-><\ Toledo 
Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 
69 CCA 28; Kinney v. Mitchell, 136 


_ Fed. 773, 69 CCA 493; Utah-Nevada 


Co. v. De Lamar, 133 Fed, 1138, 66 
CCA 179 [certiorari den 199 U. S. 
605, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed. 330]; Wel- 
ler v. Hanaur, 105 Fed. 193; Vanner- 
son v. Leverett, 31 Fed. 376; Raisin 
Fertilizer Co. v. Snell, 21 Fed. 353; 
Hampton v. Truckee Canal Co., 19 
Fed. 1, 9 Sawy. 381; Stanley v. Al- 
bany County, 5 Fed. 254; Johnson v. 
Ueisiees not mer -Lalatt 160 5ULcs- 
546, 16 SCt 377, 40 L. ed. 529]; Don- 


aldson v. Hazen, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,984, , 


Hempst. 423; Lanning v. Dolph, 14 

F. Cas. No. 8,073, 4 Wash, C. C. 624; 

Heriot v. Davis, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,404, 

: ote & M. 229. See also infra 
6. 

“Upon such a motion, as upon a 
demurrer, a court will not incline to 
dismiss for want of jurisdiction un- 
less the facts appearing of record 
create a legal certainty of that con- 
elusion.’? Blackburn v. Portland Gold 
Min \Co:,,175 Us S.> 571,674, 20, Set 
212, 44 L. ed. 276. See also Wet- 
more v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 115, 18 SCt 
293, 42 L. ed. 682; Barry v. Edmunds, 
da6 OU. S.75502 6 SCt. 501, -29',L. ed. 
729 (in each of which cases it was 
held that the circuit court erred in 
dismissing the case because in its 
opinion the matter in dispute did not 
amount to the jurisdictional value). 

46. Hunt v. Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 
21 CCGA 356; Maddox v. Thorn, 60 
Fed. 217, 8 CCA 574; Donaldson v. 
Hazen, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,984, Hempst. 
423; Shedden v. Custis, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,736, 1 Hughes 246; Morrison 
vy. Bennett, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,843, 1 
McLean 320; Edwards vy. Nichols, 8 
F. Cas. No. 4,296, Brunn. Coll. Cas. 
48, 8 Day (Conn.) 16; Bargh v. Page, 
2 F. Cas. No. 980, 4 McLean 10; 
Evans v. Davenport, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,558, 4 McLean 574. , 

47. Thomas v. Ohio. State Univ., 
195 U.S. 207, 25, SCt 24, 49 L. ed. 
160; Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties Co., 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 
48 L. ed. 870; North American 
Transp., ete., Co. v. Morrison, 178 U. 
20 SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 1061; 
Florida Cent., etc, R. Co. v._ Bell, 
A768, 6 820,420 iSCt 399), 44, Led. 
486; Tennessee vy. Union, etc., Bank, 
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be sustained.®3 


the action is in 


152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 
511; Metcalf v. Watertown, 128 U. 
SOS Om Omi Otiolia. nee. 1.) edib435 
Koike v. Atchison, .ete, R. Co., 157 
Fed. 623;. Baxter, etc., Constr. Co. v. 
Hammond Mfg. Co., 154 Fed. 992; 
Sanbo v. Union Pac. Coal Co., 140 
Med, (13,0 aeCOA 24" knisht. vv. lut= 
cher, etc., Lumber Co., 136 Fed. 404, 
69 CCA 248 [reh den 139 Fed. 1007, 
71 CCA 684]; Fred Macey Co. v. 
Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 68 CCA 363; 
Utah-Nevada Co. v. De Lamar, 133 
Fed. 113, 66 CCA 179 [certiorari den 
139 U.S. 605, 26 SCt,-746, 50) L.. ed. 
330]; Kansas City Southern R. Co. 
v. Prunty, 133 Fed. 13, 66 CCA 163 
[certiorari den 197 U. S..623, 25 SCt 
799, 49 L. ed. 911]; In re Columbia 
Real-Estate Co., 101 Fed. 965 [app 
dism 112 Fed. 643, 50 CCA 406]; Less 
v. English, 85 Fed. 471, 29 CCA 275; 
Hunt v. Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 CCA 
356; Fergus Falls v. Fergus Falls 
Water Co., 72. Fed. 873, 19 CCA 212; 
Carlsbad v. Tibbetts, 51 Fed. 852; 
Stanley v. Albany County, 5 Fed. 
254; Speigle v. Meredith, 22 F. Cas. 
No... 13,227, 4 Biss. .120:: Picquet v. 
Swan, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,134, 5 Mason 
35; Heriot v. Davis, 12 F. Cas, No. 
6,404, 2 Woodb. & M. 229. See also 
infra § 106. 

[a] In a case of doubt the court 
may properly decline of its own mo- 
tion to take notice of .the defect. 
Grand Trunk R. Co. v. Tennant, 66 
Fed. 922, 14 CCA 190; King v. Mc- 
Lean Asylum, 64 Fed. 331, 12 CCA 
145, 26 LRA 784. 

48. Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel Co.. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Barney v. 
Baltimore, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 280, 18 L. 
ed. 825; Hughes v. U. S., 4 Wall. (U. 
S.) 232, 18 L. ed. 303; Walden v. Bod- 
Ley, 704 Ret idus S:)-..b67 10.1.) ed. 
398; Speigle v. Meredith, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 13,227, 4 Biss. 120. 

49. King v. Inlander, 133 Fed. 
416; California Oil, etc., Co. v. Mil- 
ler, 96 Fed. 12; Pacific Postal Tel. 
Cable Co. v. Irvine, 49 Fed. 113; Man- 
hattan R. Co. v. New York, 18 Fed. 
195; Pacific Gas Impr. Co. v. Hllert, 
64 Fed. 421. 

50. Jones v. Gould, 141 Fed. 698 
{aff 149 Fed. 158, 80 CCA 1]; Dodge 
v. Perkins, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,954, 4 
Mason 435 (where a motion that de- 
fendant be ordered to pay certain 
money into court was denied). 

51. Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 
28. SCt..5b97;- 52° Le ‘ed!, 8995 Tlinois 
Cent.: R. Co. v. Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 
21 SCt 251, 45 L. ed. 410. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“If it were 
a suit directly against the State by 
name, it would be so palpably in vio- 
lation. of that amendment that the 
court would probably be justified in 
dismissing it upon motion; but the 
suit is not against the State but 
against Adams individually, and if 
the requisite diversity of citizenship 
exist, or if the case arise under the 
Constitution or laws of the United 
States, the question whether he, is 
so identified with the State that he 
is exempt from prosecution, on ac~ 
count of the matters set up in the 
particular bill, are more _ properly 
the subject of demurrer or plea than 
of a motion to dismiss. This seems 
to have been the opinion of Chief 


-Justice Marshall in Osborn v. U. S. 


Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 738, 858, 6 
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effect against the state should be raised by demurrer 
or other pleading in the regular progress of the 
cause, and the court will not dismiss such an 
action on its own. motion,®? nor will a motion to 
dismiss, in the supreme court, on the ground stated, 


[§ 97] 2. Reversal on Appeal or Error. A judg- 
ment or decree on the merits in a cause wherein ju- 
risdiction is not affirmatively shown on the record 
will be reversed on appeal or error with instrue- 
tion to the court below to dismiss the suit 5+ for 


L. ed. 204, wherein he makes the 
following observation: ‘The State 
not being a party on the record, and 
the court having jurisdiction over 
those who are parties on the record, 
the true question is not one of jur- 
isdiction, but whether, in the exer- 
cise of its jurisdiction, the court 
ought. to make a decree against the 
defendants; whether they are to be 
considered as having a real interest, 
or as being only nominal parties.’ ’” 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 180 
Dis See 28 5uds> 21 SCT. Zoi 45.8 lan eae 
410 [quot Scully.v. Bird, 209 U.. S. 
481, 486, 28 SCt 597, 52 LL. ed. 899]. 

52... Scully; yy, Bird, 209, Ui. iS; 481; 
28 SCt 597, 52 L. ed. 899. . 

53. Illinois Cent, R. Co. v. Adams, 
180.-U.. S28, .21 “SCL 251, 45° I.” ed. 


410. 

54. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Wil- 
lard, 220 U. S. 413,31 SCt 460, 55 
L. ed. 521; Minnesota v. Northern 
Securities Co., 194.U. S. 48, 24 SCt 
598, 48 L. ed. 870; Roberts v. Lewis, 
44 US. 5, 0005, 021 SOb Sits oonean 
ed. 579; Stuart v. Easton, 156 U. S. 
46, 15 SCt 268, 39 L. ed. 341; Brock 
v. Northwestern Fuel Co., 130 U. S. 
341, 9 SCt_ 552, 32. Li. “ed. 905;-Louis- 
ville v. Cumberland Tel., etc., Co., 
155, Fed. 725, 84 CCA 151, 12 Ann 
Cas 500 [app dism 212 WU. S. 588, 29 
SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 662]; Utah-Ne- 
vada Co. v. De Lamar, 133 Fed. 113, 
66 CCA.179 [certiorari den 199 U. 
S. 605, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed.:'330]. 

[a] Insufficient averment of citi-. 
zenship.—Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
Sct 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Cooper v. 
Newell, 155 U. S. 532, °15 SCt:°355, 
39 L. ed. 249; Denny v. Pironi, 141 
U.S. 221; 11"SCt 966, 35 Lied. 6575 
Brock v. Northwestern’ Fuel Co., 130 
Wa S: 3415.9. SCt' 552) "32" E.-ed..905% 
Chapman v. Barney, 129 U. S. 677, 
9. SCt 426, 32 L. ed. 800; Johnson v. 
Christian, 125 U. S. 642, 8 SCt 989, 
31 L. ed. 820; Menard v. Goggan, 
Lat S253 NaS Ct (8i3; a0 baneds 
914; King Iron Bridge, ete., Co. v. 
Otoe County, 120 U. S. 225, %.SCt 
52,30. “Ee ed '62383> iverhart. ve 
Huntsville Female College, 120 U. S. 
223, 7 SCt 555, 30 Li. ed. 623; Hal- 
sted v. Buster, 119 U. S. 341, 7 SCt 
276, 30 L. ed, 462; Continental L. 
ms: Cov Rhoads," L19 “WU. S282 378 
7 SCt 193, 30 L. ed. 380; Morgan v. 
Gay, 19 Wall..(U. S.) 81, 22 LL. ed. 
100; Susquehanna, etc., R., ete. Co. 
v.. Blatchford, 11° Wall; (U. ‘S172, 
20 L. ed. 179; Jackson v. Ashton, 
8 Pet) "CUS! St) 148,° 8 Li. ed 8983 
Hope Ins. Co. v. Boardman, 5 Cranch 
CU. S82). 61, 3: Lk. ~ed. “86, e Mornevan sy. 
Callender, 4° Cranch (U. S.) 370, 2 
L. ed. 650; Montalet v. Murray, 4 
Cranch CUPS )9i4 62s ledt S45 
Wood v. Wagnon, 2 Cranch (U. S.) 
9, 2 L, ed. 191; Abercrombie v. Du- 
puis, 1 Cranch (U. S.) 348, 2 L. ed. 
129; Course v. Stead, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 
22, 1 L. ed. 724; Mossman v. Higgin- 
son, 4 Dali wCU. FS.) 12,7 1) hed i205 
v. Enrille, 4 Dall. (U..'S.) 
ed. 717; Houston v. Filer, 
etce., Co., 104 Fed. 168, 43 CCA 457; 
Preferred Acc. Ins, Co. v. Barker, 
88 Fed. 814, 32 CCA 124; Fitchburg 
R. Go. v. Nichols, 85 Fed. 869, 29 
CCA 464; Montana Ore-Purchasing 
Co. v. Boston, ete., Cons. Copper, 
ete, Min.” Co.;, 85 Red. 867, -29> CCA. 
462; Hunt v. Howes, 74 Fed, 657, 
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want of jurisdiction,®®> and without prejudice,®* un- 
less an amendment shall be made so as to exhibit 
Such reversal will 
be made without considering the merits of the litiga- 
tion,®® even where the error is assigned by the party 


a ease within the jurisdiction.>* 


pa CCA 3565 
Co. v. 


Tug River Coal, 
Brigel, 67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 
577; Wetherby v. Stinson, 62 Fed. 
173, 10 CCA 2438; American Sugar 
Refining Co. v. Tatum, 60 ie ied 


etc., 


SCCAL ates Mlexas ete, Co 
Rogers, -57 Ned. 1378; 6 Sox 403: 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Newcom, 56 


Med. 951, 6 CCA 172: New York, étc., 
R., Co. v. Hyde, 56 Fed. 188, 5. CCA 
461; Tinsley v. Hoot, 53 Fed. 682, 
3 CCA 612; Carnegie v. Hulbert, 53 
BHhed. 10, 3 CCAS OI: / 
averment of 


{b] Insufficient 
alienage.—Stuart v. Baston, 156 U. 
Ss. 46, TS SS OCs 26827390 ts, eda aoaikes 
Rondot v. Rogers Tp., 79 Fed. 676, 
Adige AS 115: 


[ec] Insufficient averment of 
amount in dispute.—Less v. English, 
Sou weds Ald S29 CCA M275. 

{d] Insufficient averment of fed- 
eral question.—Florida Cent., etc., 
Re Copy. Bell, 176° U2 S...321,° 20) SCt 


399, 44 L. ed. 486; Tennessee v. 
Union, ete., Bank, 152 U. S. 454, 14 
SCt 654, 38 L. ed. 511; Metcalf v. 


Watertown, 128 U. S. 586, 9 SCt 173, 
32 L. ed. 543; Montana Ore-Purchas- 
ing Co, v. Boston, etc, Cons. Cop- 
per ete, -Min., Co,,. 93.4 Fed),.274,. 35 
CCAset (ati e188. Ue S. 645,523" SCE 
440, 47 L. ed. 634]; Fergus Falls v. 
Fergus Falls Water Co., 72 Fed. 873, 
39 CCA 212, 

{e] In a few of the earlier cases 
(1) the appeal or writ of error was 
dismissed or struck off the docket. 
Mossman vy. Higginson, 4 Dall. (U. 
S)) 412). 1 ie ed. 27205: Bingham ox. 
Cabbot,..3 Dall. (U.'S.) 382, 1 L.ved. 
646; Emory v. Greenough, 3 Dall. 
CUGS;) 369) 1.7L: ed. 640°) (2) *But 
it is now the uniform practice to 
reverse and remand with instruc- 
tions; ; Mansfield); etc,, ,R. jCo, iv, 
Swan, slits Us S..9379),. 44. SCt< 510, 
28 L. ed. 462; Hunt v.. Howes, 74 
FWed.. 657, 21 CCA! 356 (a dismissal 
of the writ of error held to be im- 
proper). 

, 55. See cases supra note 54. 

[a], Dismissal for want of equity. 
—If a.bill is dismissed for want of 
equity, when there was no jurisdic- 
tion, the decree will be reversed on 
appeal with directions to dismiss for 
want, of jurisdiction. Blacklock v. 
Smallyi27 WU: S, 96,8 SCt 1096,: 32 
L. ed. 70; Barney v. Baltimore, 6 
Walls  (U. Si) 280; 184)L.4-ed: 825: 
Wetherby v. Stinson, 62 Fed. 173, 
10 CCA 243. 

{[b] Vacating judzment and re- 
calling mandate.—If the appellate 
court inadvertently decides the case 
on its merits, but discovers the slip 
before the lapse of the term, it will, 
of its own motion, vacate its judg- 
ment, recall the mandate, and direct 
the court below to dismiss the suit 
for want of jurisdiction. Snow v. 
ep SS ells US 7846; 6ySCtrl0so “30 
L. ed. 207 (which is ample authority 
on that point, although the case was 
a writ of error to the supreme court 
of a territory). 


56. Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 1. S. 449, 20 
Set 690, 44 L. ed. 482; House. v. 


Mullen, 22 Wall. (U. S.) 42, 22,1. 
ed. 838; Barney v. Baltimore, 6 Wall. 
(yy. S.) 280, 18 L. ed. 825; Maxwell 


v. Federal Gold, ete, Co., 155 Fed. 


110, 8838 CCA 570; Speigle v. Mere- 
dith, 22 F.+Cas. No. 13,227, 4 Biss. 
120. 


57% Crosby v: ‘Cuba R:"Co.,, 158 
Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 869, 95 CCA 
539 (rev on other grounds 222 TJ. S. 
473,182 SCt 132, 56: LL. ed. 274, 38 
LRANS 40)]; Puget Sound Nav. Co. 
v. Lavender, 156 Fed. 361, 84 CCA 
259; Eaton v. Hoge, 141 Fed, 64, 72 
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CCAN 74) So) “Ann@as i487.) Sanboryv.. 
Union Pac. Coal Co., 140 Fed. 713, 
12, COKG24. 


[a] Approved practice. — ‘This 
court has had occasion to pass upon 
the practice to be followed where the 
judgment on the merits is found 
valid, but the record fails to disclose 
facts giving the federal court juris- 
diction of the action. In Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co. v. Reddick, 
160 Fed. 898, 88 CCA 80, we held 
that a just verdict will stand, pend- 
ing inquiry by the trial court into 
the fact of diversity. of citizenship. 
In Parker Washington Co, v. Cramer, 
201 Fed. 878, 120 CCA 216, we fol- 
lowed the same course in a case 
where there had been recovery of a 
judgment, and where the record did 
not disclose the facts to support fed- 
eral jurisdiction. The judgment was 
there reversed, with direction to the 
trial court to permit the parties to 
make an issue respecting the juris- 
dictional facts, and to try such issue, 
and, if found favorable to the juris- 
diction, to enter final judgment, and, 
if found otherwise, to dismiss the 
action without prejudice. We re- 
affirm the propriety of this practice; 
and such would be the disposition of 
the instant case, but for the fact 
that upon oral argument counsel for 
plaintiff in error in open court ad- 
mitted opposite counsel’s assertion 
that demurrage charges on which the 
judgment was rendered were in re- 
spect to interstate shipments. Such 
admission obviates the necessity of 
remanding the cause to the District 
Court for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing that fact, as it would be an idle 
formality to have the court try and 
pass upon an issue of fact as to 
which the parties in open court have 
agreed.” Alexandria Paper Co. v. 
Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 246 Fed. 122, 
123, 158 CCA 348. 

Amendments to cure defects see 
supra § 94. 

58... Continental “£.." Ins: “Co. v. 
Rhoads; 1192, SS. 237 .7°SCt 193; -30 
L. ed. 380; Robertson v. Cease, 97 
U. S. 646, 24 L. ed. 1057; Rondot v. 
Rogers Tp., 79 Fed. 676, 25 CCA 145; 
American Sugar Refining Co. wv. 
Tatum, 60 Fed. 514, 9 CCA 121. 

[a] Qualification of rule. — Inas- 
much as the defect is usually 
amendable in the court below after 
remand, the appellate court, with 
a view of shortening litigation, 
sometimes passes upon assignments 
of error touching the merits. Grace 
v. American Cent. Ins. Co., 109 U. 
SoU On re. Gtr: 20 Genet jelly OOo) tae any 
American Sugar Refining Co. v. 
Johnson, 60 Fed. 503, 9 CCA 110; 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Rogers, 57 Fed. 
378, 6 CCA 403. 

{[b] Where a case was improperly 
removed to the federal court, and 
such court had no jurisdiction for 
lack of diversity of citizenship, the 
court of appeals on a writ of error 
was bound to declare such lack of 
jurisdiction, and remand the case to 
the circuit court, with directions to 
remand to the state court, without 
determining any other questions. 
Enos v. Kentucky Distilleries, ete., 
Co., 189 Fed. 342, 111 CCA 74. 

59. Capron v. Van Noorden, 2 
GU ents) ee ae Oot le ce 0) 
[appr Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel) .Cogcven JOneS, 27 Unto. e ao. 
20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Dred Scott 
Ve) Sandford, 219) How, CO spre os, 
15 L. ed. 691]. 

60. Chicago, etc.,, R. Co. v. Wil- 
lard, ,.220 U.S... 413); °31 5 SCt 7460565 
L...ed.. +521; Ayers; v. Watson; - 113 
1B S. 594, 5. SCt 641, 28 L. ed. 1098; 
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in whose favor ihe judgment or decree was ren- 
dered,®® or at whose instance the error was com- 
mitted,®° or where the question of jurisdiction was 
not raised in the court below nor suggested by par- 
ties or counsel in the appellate court,64 and even 


Mansfield, etc., R. Co. v. Swan, 111 
ve Sin 879,) -4.- SCt .610,,, 128 » das ned. 
61. Chieago, ‘ete: R<aCo, Wve Wal- 


lard,.220 U. S. 413, 31 SCt 460, 55 
L. ed. 521; Fore River Shipbuild- 
inge~Cos va Hasse, S21 9e Te See Li oon 


Sct 185; 55 Lis -ed. 163; ‘Louisville, 
étcs, "Re Co: ye | Mottley.y 2115 West 
149,429 US Ct ea 2ierdS leds 26e5 IC. 


H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. Franson, 
203. U..Ss 278,27 SCt 102,751" li ed: 
181; Thomas v. Ohio State: Univ., 
195. Us S52 207,225 SCt 024) 49 “Tu. ed: 
160; Defiance Water Co. v. Defiance, 
191 UL SH 184 2E SCtr 63:48 ted. 
140; Continental Nat. Bank v. Bu- 
ford, 191" Ul S119" 24 (SC s4. ae". 
‘A Great Southern Fireproof 
Hotel Co. v, Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 
SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482; Mattingly v. 
Northwestern Virginia R. Co., 158 U. 
Siplbs, GLO SCl 'l25, aon bar eGe merce 
Horne v. George H. Hammond Co., 
Lp Wy S.393, 1b SCta lei. Somiueseds 
197," -Parker> vz Ormsby, 6415 We ss- 
81, 11 SCt°912, 35 Lived." 654° Chap- 
man v. Barney, 129 U. S. 677, 9 SCt 
426, 32 L. ed. 800; Morris v. Gil- 
mens 120) S25 815s a9 SCre coo oui 
ed. 690; Cameron v. Hodges, 127 U. 
S...322, 8 SCt 1154, 32 Lied ¥32' 
King Bridge Co. v. Otoe County, 
120 Us (S3* 2255-7" SCt 5522) 30? "ede 
623; Everhart v. Huntsville Female 
College, 120.°U. S. 223, 7 SCt "555, 30 
i ed..° 623) Snow: vi U.S 313" Us s. 
346, 6 SCt 1059, 20 L. ed. 207; Mans- 
field; ‘etc., “R. Co: vi “Swan, 491) tes: 
879, 4 SCt 510, 28 L. ed. 462; Hilton 
Vv. Dickinson; .108 WS. 165. 2 see 
424, 27-L. ed. 688; Robertson: vy. 
Cease, 97 U.S. 646, 24 LL. ed. 1057; 
Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 445, 24 L. 


ed. 207; Dred Scott v: Sandford, 19 
How: -CUS Soe 3 98s" Sb Ered SG 0te 
Morgan v. Gay, 19 Wall. (U: S.) 81, 


22 L. ed. 100; Jackson v. Ashton, 8 
Pet. (U. S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898; Spen- 
cer v. Patey, 243 Fed. 555, 156 CCA 
253; In re Hollins, 229 Fed. 349, 143 
CCA 469; Thomas y. Anderson, 223 
Fed. 41, 188 CCA 405; Empire City 


F. Ins. Co, v. American Cent. Ins. 
Co., 218 Fed. 774, 184 CCA 452; Chi- 
cago, etc., RK. Co. v. Stephens, 218 
Fed. 535, 134 CCA 263; La Belle Box 
Co. v. Stricklin, 218 Fed. 529; 134 
CCA 257; Farmers’ *Oil,) é6tci Co... vi. 
Duckworth Co., 217 Fed. 362, 133 
CCA 278; Gundall v. Manhattan R. 
Co., 205 Fed. 410; Rife v. Lumber 


Underwriters, 204 Fed. 32, 122 CCA 
346 [rev on other grounds 237 U. S. 
605,. 35. "SCt:* 717,759) Li sed 11-40 
Yeandle v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 169 
Fed. 938, 95 CCA 282; McGilvra v. 
Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398 [rev 
on other grounds 215 U. S. 70,° 30 


SCt 27, 54 L. ed. 95]; Fred Macey 
Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725; Boat- 
men’s Bank v. Fritslen, 135 Fed. 


650, 68 CCA 288 [certiorari den 198 
U. S. 586, 25 SCt 808, 49 L. ed. 1174]; 


Gorman-Wright Co. v. Wright, 134 
Med!’ "363, ~ .67 “COA 3456" unt. ive 
Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 2% CCA 356; 


Tug River Coal, ete., Co. v. Brigel, 
67 Fed. 625, 14 CCA 577; Wetherby 
v. Stinson, 62 Fed. 173, 10°-CCA 243; 
St. Louis, etce., R.-Co. v.. Newcom, 
56, Bed: "951," 6° WATT 2s Tinsleyaa. 
Hoot, 53 Fed. 682, 3 CCA 612: See 
also infra § 328. 

“Consent of parties can never con- 
fer jurisdiction upon a Federal 
court. If the record does not af- 
firmatively show jurisdiction in the 


Cireuit Court, we must, upon our 
own motion, so declare, and make 
such order as will prevent that 


court from exercising an authority 
not conferred upon it by statute.’ 
Minnesota v. Northern Securities 


; ‘For later cases, developments and changes in the law. see, cumulative ‘Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ry ~ 


. peal.®4 


§§ 97-99] 


though both parties express a willingness to ignore 


the defect.°? The objection may 


party for the first time on appeal.® 
ments will be construed with some degree of liberal- 
ity, for the purpose of sustaining the jurisdiction, 
where objection is made for the first time on ap- 
When a case comes up for review the whole 
record may be looked to for the purpose of curing 
a defective averment of jurisdiction in the plead- 
ing,®> and if the requisite jurisdiction is anywhere 
expressly averred in the record, or facts are therein 
stated which in legal intendment constitutes such 
an allegation, jurisdiction will be sustained.®*® Fail- 
ure of the record to show that the jurisdictional 
amount is in controversy may be disregarded when 
first raised on appeal, if it appears probable that 
the defect could be remedied by amendment.§? 


Co., 194 U. S. 48, 62, 24 SCt 598, 48 
L. ed. 870. 

“Tf jurisdiction did not affirma- 
tively appear, upon the record, it 
was error to have rendered a decree, 
whether the question of jurisdiction 
was raised or not in the court be- 
low. In the exercise of its power, 
this court, of its own motion, must 
deny the jurisdiction of the courts 
of the United States, in all cases 
coming before it, upon writ of error 
or appeal, where such jurisdiction 
does not affirmatively appear in the 
record on which it is called to act.’’ 
Parker v. Ormsby, 141 U.S. 81, 83, 
11*SCt. 912, 35 L. ed. 654. 

62. Jackson v. Ashton, 8 Pet. (U. 
S.) 148, 8 L. ed. 898; Devost v. Twin 
State Gas, etc. Co. 250 Fed. 349, 
162 CCA 419 [reh den 252 Fed. 125]. 

[a] “The leading authority on 
the subject is Mansfield, etc., R. Co. 
Vem Wane bl lh) (Ue S231 9, Soa, 4 SOU 
510, 28 lL. ed. 462, where the cases 
are fully reviewed. In that case the 
question of jurisdiction was raised 
in this court by the party at whose 
instance the subordinate Federal 
court exercised jurisdiction. But 
that fact was held not to be deci- 
sive; for, said Mr. Justice Matthews, 
speaking for the court, ‘on every 
writ of error or appeal, the first and 
fundamental question is that of jur- 
isdiction, first, of this court, and 
then of the court from which the 
record comes, This question the 
court is bound to ask and answer 
for itself, even when not otherwise 
suggested, and without respect to 
the relation of the parties to it.” 
Chicago, etc, R. Co. v. Willard, 220 
WSS 413, 479,-388 (SCt 460,65 L. ed. 
521; 

63. New Orleans v. Howard, 160 
Medes. ol OCA Ss4bc, ) ELUNE 5 ov. 
Howes, 74 Fed. 657, 21 CCA 356. 

64. Gordon vy. Chattanooga Third 
Nat. Bank, 144 U. S. 97, 12 SCt 657, 
36 L. ed. 360; Underwood Type- 
writer Co. v. Fox Typewriter Co., 
158 Fed. 476; Thomson-Houston 
Electric Co. v. Electrose Mfg. Co., 
155 Fed. 543; Butchers’, etc., Stock- 
Yards Co. v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 
67 Fed. 35, 14 CCA 290 (where the 
court overruled the contention tat 
the averment of the amount in dis- 
pute was fatally defective). 

65. Sun Printing, etc., Assoc. v. 
Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 
48 L. ed, 1027; Horne v. George H. 
Hammond Co., 155 U. S. 393, 15 SCt 
TG eo 04 Ls. Cs y LO to 

66. Sun Printing, ete, Assoc. v. 
Edwards, 194 U..S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 
48 L. ed. 1027; Horne v.-George H. 
Hammond Co., 155 U. S. 393, 15 SCt 
167, 39 L. ed., 197; Canyon First Nat. 
Bank v. Crowley, 183 Fed. 578, 105 
CCA 450. See also supra §§ 85-93. 

[a] Evidence made part of the 
record (1) by bill of exceptions or 
other proper manner may be looked 
to cure a defective avermen? of citi- 
zenship. Sun Printing Assoc, v. Ed- 
wards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 48 
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be raised by a 
But the aver- 


atch 


of the action.7 


L. ed. 1027. (2) Where the jurisdic- 
tion is not challenged by pleading, 
it sufficiently appears, if it is shown 
in. any part of the record, including 
the proofs. Mahoning Valley R. Co. 
rae ore 196 Fed. 945, 116 .CCA 


67. Giles v. Harris, 189 U. S. 475, 
23 SCt 639, 47 L. ed. 909; Mills v. 
Green, 159°U. .S° 651, “16. SCt-132;, 40 
L. ed. 293. See Fuller v. Montague, 
59 Fed. 212, 214, 8 CCA 100 (where 
the court said: ‘But, as this omis- 
sion is apparently remediable in 
fact, we shall require that the nec- 
essary showing on that point be 
made and filed, and shall dispose 
of the case as if the record con- 
tained the proper allegation of 
value’). 

68. Bills of review see Iquity 
§§ 886-924. 

69. Willamette Iron Bridge Co. v. 
TIALCD SS LAD igh San es S BS CbeasL Le oul 
L. ed. 629; Ketchum v. Farmers’ L. 
& T. Co., 14 KF. Cas. No. 7,736, 4 Mc- 
Lean 1. 

[a] Bill of review after expira- 
tion of term.—Objection to the jur- 
isdiction of a federal court in a suit, 
on the ground that a collusive trans- 
fer of the property which is the 
subject of the suit was made for 
the purpose of conferring such jur- 
isdiction, cannot be taken for the 
first time in a bill of review after 
final decree has been entered and the 
term has ended. Acord v. Western 
Pocahontas Corp., 156 Fed. 989 [aff 
174 Fed. 1019, 98 CCA 625 (cer- 
tiorari den 215 U. S. 607, 30 SCt 408, 
54 L. ed. 346)]. 

70. Ketchum vy. Farmers’ L. & T. 
Co., 14 F. Cas. No. 7,736, 4 McLean 
1 


71. Gilbert v.. David, 235. U.S. 
561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Rob- 
erts v. Lewis, 144 U. S. 653, 12 SCt 
Rol paaoO Wl we sao Cone eC DULLOM uve 
Young, 134 U.S. 241, 10 SCt 539, 33 
L. ed. 923; Little v. Giles, 118 U.S. 
596, 7 SCt 32, 30 L. ed. 269; Hartog 
v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 521, 
29 L. ed. 725; Farmington Village 
Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 U. S, .138, 5 
Sct 807, 29 L. ed. 114; De Sobry v. 
Nicholson, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 420, 18 
L. ed. 263; Dred Scott v. Sandford, 
LO HOW.5 CUe ase )pus Gon eben Ads, 6 Ole. 
Jones v. League, 18 How. (U. S.) 
76, 15 L. ed. 263; Wickliffe v. Ow- 
ings, 17 How.,, (U. S.) 47,15 L.. ed. 
44; Sheppard v. Graves, 14 How. (U. 
S.) 505, 14 L. ed. 518; Smith v. Ker- 
nochen, 7 How. (U. S.) 198, 12 L. ed. 
666; Louisville, etc. R. Co. v. Let- 
SOM woke MOWs CMa 49%, il da, ed: 
853; Keary v. Farmers’, etc., Bank, 
LG Lee CUAL San oe One dase sCAan Sie 
Evans v. Gee, 11 Pet. (U. S.) 80, 
9 L. ed. 639; De Wolf v. Rabaud, 1 
Pet. (U. S.) 476, 7 L. ed. 227; Kawin 
v. American Colortype Co., 243 Fed. 
317, 156 CCA 97; Hastings v. Hoog, 
234 Fed. 103; Crown Cork, etc., Co. 
v. Standard ,Brewery, 174 Fed. 252; 
Kirven v. Virginia-Carolina Chemi- 
cal Co., 145 Fed. 288, 76 CCA 172, 


[§ 98] 38. Reversal on Bill of Review.** 
jurisdictional facts are not sufficiently averred in 
the pleadings in a suit in equity, and do not else- 
where appear in the record, a decree on the merits 
will be reversed on a bill of review for error ap- 
parent,®® with leave to amend if the facts warrant 
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If the 


[§ 99] ©. Where Jurisdictional Averments Are 
Sufficient on Their Face—1. 
the rules of pleading in the federal courts remained 
as at cOmmon law, the requisite citizenship or alien- 
age of the parties, or other jurisdictional facts, if 
duly alleged or apparent in the declaration could 
not be denied by defendant except by a plea in 
abatement in the nature of a plea to the jurisdic- 
tion,”4 and were admitted by pleading to the merits 


At Law. So long as 


Now, however, by virtue of the 


7 AnnCas 219; Chicago Lumber Co. 
v. Comstock, 71 Fed. 477, 18 CCA 
207; Vannerson v. Leverett, 31 Fed. 
3876; Draper yv. Springport, 15 Fed. 
328, 21 Blatchf. 240; Rae v. Grand 
Trunk R. Co., 14 Fed. 401; Boyreau 
Vi.scamppbell. 3— Bu. Cas. GINO. el o0e 
MGAT pico Slatt, eo low. 22 Soil Galas 
ed. 196]; Fremont v. Merced Min. 
Co., 9 EF. Cas. No.. 5,095, McA. 2673 


Hinckley v. Byrne, 12 F. Cas. No. 
6,510, Deady 224; Blackburn  v. 
melma, ete. Ri Cons. Mun @acsu NG: 
1,467, 2 Flipp. 525; Donaldson v. 


Hazen, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,984, Hempst. 
423; Fremont v. Merced Min. Co., 
Ie BE Cas.4 Now 5,095.0 MicAT Gs 26m 
Evans v. Davenport, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,558, 4 McLean 574; Hilliard v. Bre- 
voort, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,505, 4 Mclean 
24; Wythe v. Myers, 130 F. Cas. No. 
18,119, 3 Sawy. 595 (a plea in abate- 
ment, if joined to one on the merits, 
may be stricken out, but is not open 
to demurrer); Cumberland Bank v. 
eS An EV Cas INO.» 880500 SUI 


[a] In some of the earlier cases 
(1) it was held that the averment 
of citizenship, to give jurisdiction, 
must be proved on the general is- 
sue, and if at any stage of the cause 
it appeared that plaintiff’s aver- 
ment of citizenship was not true, 
he failed in his suit. Catlett v. Pa- 
cificains.. Co, sion. LCaAs.-aNO.2s5ile ab 
Paine 594; Bobyshall v. Oppenheim- 
CEs ah CAS. INO, pL O92 maa aASin IC. 
C. 483. See also Lanning v. Dolph, 
14s Hy (Case No- 8,078; 4) wash. uG) 
C. 624, (2) But those cases were 
overruled by the cases above cited. 

[b] Sufficiency of plea—(1) A 
plea averring the residence of the 
party instead of his citizenship is 
bad. Evans v. Davenport, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,558, 4 McLean 574 (allowing 
an amendment of the plea). See 
also supra § 86 text and notes 99-4. 
(2) A plea alleging the citizenship 
of the parties in the present tense 
is bad on demurrer, since the juris- 
diction depends upon the citizenship 
of the parties at the commencement 
of the suit. Mollan v. Torrance, 9 
Wheat. (U. S.) 5387, 6 L. ed. 154. (3) 
A plea by one of several defendants 
that all defendants are not citizens 
of the state as alleged by plaintiff, 
but not stating which of such de- 
fendants are not citizens, is bad on 
demurrer for uncertainty. Hinck- 
ley v. Byrne, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,510, 
Deady 224. 

72. Roberts v. Lewis, 144 U. S. 
653, 12 SCt 781, 36 L. ed. 579; Har- 
tog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 
521, 29 L. ed. 725; Farmington Vil- 
lage Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 U. S. 138, 
5 SCt 807, 29 L. ed. 114; Susque- 
hanna, etc., R., ete, Co. v. Blatch- 
fond ssid) pWialli. (Ua iS.) 1252 ON aed: 
179; De Sobry v. Nicholson, 3 Wall. 
(U, S.) 420, 18 L. ed. 2638; Philadel- 
phia, ete., R. Co. v. Quigley, 21 How. 
(U. S.) 202, 16 L. ed. 73; Sheppard v. 
Graves, 14 How. (U. S.) 505, 14 .L. 
ed. 518; Bailey v. Dozier, 6 How, (U. 
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Practice Conformity Act,’? considered in another 
part of this article,“* a defendant may, under any 
form of plea or answer, avail himself of all defenses 
which would have been open to him under like plead- 
ing in the courts of the state within which the 
court is held, and a plea to the jurisdiction may be 
united with a defense upon the merits.7°> And where, 
as in many of the code states, a general denial in 
the answer puts in issue every material allegation 
in plaintiff’s pleading,’® a general denial in a fed- 
eral court sitting in those states puts in issue plain- 
tiff’s jurisdictional averments,’’ that is to say, it 
amounts to a plea of want of jurisdiction ** and lets 
in evidence to support or to defeat the jurisdiction,’® 


Sj23, 2 tn ed. 32s. (Dew Wolt 7v. 
Rabaud, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 476, 7 L. ed. 
227; Kirven v. Virginia-Carolina 
Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 76 CCA 
172, 7 AnnCas 219; Every Evening 
Printing Co. v. Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 
75 CCA 657; Derk P. Yonkerman Co. 
v. Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 
135 Fed. 613; Cuthbert v. Galloway, 
35 Fed. 466; Blachly v. Davis, 3 F. 
Cas. No. 1,456, 1 McLean 412. 

[a] “It was well settled before 
the act of 1875 that when the citi- 
zenship necessary for the jurisdic- 
tion of the courts of the United 
States appeared on the face of the 
record, evidence to contradict the 
record was not admissible, except 
under a plea in abatement, in the 
nature of a plea to the jurisdiction, 
and that a plea to the merits was 
a waiver of such a plea to the juris- 
diction.” Hartog v. Memory, 116 
TW. Si1588; 590, 6 SCt' 521,29 Iu. ed. 
7125 [quot National Masonic Acc. As- 
soc. v. Sparks, 83 Fed. 225, 227, 28 
CCA 399]. 


[b] A plea of nonassumpsit does 


not put in issue averments as to 
citizenship. Donati v. Cleveland 
Grain Co., 221 Fed. 168, 137 CCA 68. 

73. Rev, St. § 914. 

74, See infra § 108 et seq. 

[a] “Under this act, the Circuit 
Courts of the United States follow 
the practice of the courts of the 
State in regard to the form and or- 
der of pleading, including the man- 
ner in which objections may be 
taken to the jurisdiction, and the 
question whether objections to the 
jurisdiction and defences on_ the 
merits shall be pleaded successively 
or together.’ Southern Pac. Co. v. 
Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 209, 13 SCt 
44, 36 L. ed. 942. 

Conformity to state practice gen- 
erally see infra §§ 108-162. 

75. Roberts v. Lewis, 144 U.S. 
653; 12''SCt 781, 36) L. ed. 579; De- 
putron v. Young, 134 U. S. 241, 10 
NOt Deo co LAT edly sous5. Str Vvenl (Vv. 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co., 145 
Fed. 288, 76 CCA 172, 7 AnnCas 219; 
Pennsylvania Co. v. Bay, 138 Fed. 
203; Derk P. Yonkerman Co. v. 
Charles H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 
135 Fed. 613; Jones v. Rowley, 73 
Fed. 286; Hoppenstedt v. Fuller, 71 
Fed. 99, 17 CCA 6238; Foster v. Cleve- 
land, etc., R. Co., 56 Fed. 434; Smith 
v. Sun Printing, etc., Assoc., 55 Fed. 
240, 5 CCA 91; Greene v, Tacoma, 53 
Fed. 562; Dexter v. Sayward, 51 Fed. 
729; Ehrman y. Teutonia Ins. Co., 1 
Fed. 471, 1 McCrary 123; Wythe v. 
Myers, 30 F. Cas. No. 18,119, 3 Sawy. 
595. Contra National Masonic Acc. 
Assoc. v. Sparks, 83 Fed. 225, 28 
CCA 399 [foll Imperial Refining Co. 
v. Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 503]; 
Cuthbert v. Galloway, 35 Fed. 466. 

fa] Denial of knowledge or in- 
formation. — Citizenship of plaintiff 
was in issue where defendants 
averred that they had no knowledge 
or information as to such citizen- 
ship and would “leave him to proof 
thereof.” Gilbert v. David, 235 U. 
S. 561, 35 *SCt' 164, 59 LL: ed. 360. 
Contra Cuthbert v. Galloway, 35 
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objections.§t 


Fed. 466. 

76. See generally Pleadings [31 
Cyc, 1951. 

77. Gilbert v. David, 2385 U. S. 
561, 85 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Rob- 


erts v. Lewis, 144 U. S. 653, 12 SCt 
781, 36 L. ed. 579; Lindsay-Bitton 
Live Stock Co. v. Justice, 191 Fed. 
163,' 111 CCA 525; Cole v. Carson, 
153. Fed. 278, 82 CCA 408; Klenk 
v. Byrne, 143 Fed. 1008; Oregon R., 
etc,, Co. v. Shell, 143 Fed. 1004; 


Derk P. Yonkerman Co. vy. Charles 
H. Fuller’s Adv. Agency, 135 Fed. 
613; Yocum v, Parker, 130 Fed. 770, 
66 CCA 80 [rev 130 Fed. 722]; Jones 
v. Rowley, 73 Fed. 286. Contra Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 633 
{certiorari den 214 U. S. 517, 29 SCt 
698, 53 L., ed. 1064]; National Ma- 
sonic Acc. Assoc. v. Sparks, 83 Fed. 
225, 28 CCA 399; Imperial Refining 
Co. v. Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 
503; Cuthbert v. Galloway, 35 Fed. 
466, 469 (“A direct denial even of 
the citizenship alleged by the plain- 
tiff would not be sufficient’’). 

[a] Special denial held necessary 
in New York.—(1) Draper v. Spring- 
port, 15 Fed. 328, 21 Blatchf. 240. 
(2) But there is a dictum to the 
contrary in Roberts v. Lewis, 144 U. 
S. 653, 12 SCt 781, 36 L. ed. 579. 

Burden of proof see infra § 103. 

78 Foster v. Cleveland, etc. R. 
Co., 56 Fed. 434. 

79. Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 
92 CCA 633 [certiorari den 214 U. S. 
517, 29 SCt’ 698, 53 LL. ed.’ 1064]; 
Roberts v. Langenbach, 119 Fed. 349, 
56 CCA 253, See also cases supra 
note 77. 

Burden of proof see infra § 103. 

80. Gilbert’ v. ,David, 235° U.S. 
561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 245, 92 CCA 
633 [certiorari den 214 U. S, 517, 29 
SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; Jones v. 
Rowley, 73 Fed.’ 286, 288. 

“The rule of the codes that all 
pleas and defenses, shall be em- 
bodied in the answer is not obliga- 
tory upon the federal courts when 
dealing with the subject of jurisdic- 
tion.” Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 
245, 92 CCA 633 [certiorari den 214 
U. S. 517, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]. 

“While a defendant, however, is 
permitted to thus present the issue 
of jurisdiction, he need not neces- 
sarily do so, but may and better 
practice ordinarily is to present 
such questions preliminarily.” 
Jones v. Rowley, supra. 

[a] Reason for rule.— “Most of 
the state codes embodying the re- 
formed procedure require all pleas 
and defenses to be set up in the an- 
swer. These codes, however, are in- 
tended to regulate the practice in 
courts of general jurisdiction. Un- 
der them the objection that a cause 
is not properly within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court very seldom arises; 
and when it does arise it is shown 
upon the face of the pleading by the 
nature of the cause of action, and 
therefore requires no investigation 
of matters of fact. The jurisdiction 
of our national courts, on the con- 
trary, being limited, »severy cause 
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But while a defendant, in accordance with local 
state practice, is permitted to raise jurisdictional 
objections in the answer along with defenses on the 
merits, it is not obligatory to do so, and the better 
practice has been said to be to raise the objection 
preliminarily by a special plea or answer.®° 
the act of 1875, the practice is still more liberal . 
as to the time and manner of raising jurisdictional 
But if the jurisdictional allegations 
are not traversed in any sufficient manner the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction cannot be raised before the 
jury,®? and the averments must be taken as true.®% 
A denial of residence as alleged does not put in 
issue an avyerment of citizenship.** 


Under 


A request by 


brought before them presents a 
question of jurisdiction, and the 
subject often involves a serious con- 
troversy upon the facts. This fun- 
damental difference between the 
courts of the states and of the na- 
tion justifies a difference in prac- 
tice. The existence of jurisdiction 
being a part of every suit in the fed- 
eral courts, and arising in much the 
greater number of cases out of facts 
wholly independent of the cause of 
action, the issue upon that subject 
ought not to be commingled in the 
answer with issues upon the merits. 
Such a practice tends to obscure this 
question of primary importance and 
thus cause it to be overlooked 
through inadvertence. It also leads 
to confusion in the, trial of the 
cause, aS was early pointed out. by 
Judge Hammond in Imperial Refin- 
ing Co. v. Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 
LRA 503. But the greatest objec- 
tion is that it is idle and oppressive 
to require litigants to come before 
the court with their witnesses, pre- 
pared to try a cause upon the 
merits, when the jurisdiction of the 
court to hear the merits is in con- 
troversy. It is a noteworthy fact 
that, since the passage of the acts 
above referred to, the same as be- 
fore, whenever it is proposed to 
really controvert the question of 
jurisdiction, the issue is raised by a 
separate plea. That has at all times 
been recognized at the circuit as the 
better practice. The general denial 
is now a part of nearly every an- 
Swer in a code state, and, as a rule, 
is interposed simply as a catch-all 
to cover any matter that may have 
been omitted through inadvertence. 
To allow such fundamental subjects 
as jurisdiction to be litigated under 
such an issue is simply to invite in- 
advertencies on the one hand and 
Sharp practice on the other, There 
being substantial reasons for the 
presentation of this issue in the 
federal courts apart from the 
merits, the conformity act does not 
preclude them from adopting and 
enforcing such a practice on the 
subject as will be most conducive to 
a fair and efficient administration 
of justice in those tribunals.” Hill 
ME cD 167 Fed. 241, 244, 92 CCA 
, Aun eas trial of issue see infra 

81. See infra § 106. 

82. Deputron v. Young, 134 U. S. 
241, 10 SCt 539, 33 L. ed. 923; Har- 
tog v. Memory, 116 U. S.. 588, 6 SCt 
521, 29 L. ed. 725;.Acord v. Western 
Pocahontas Corp., 156 Fed. 989 [aff 


174 Fed. 1019, 18 CCA 625 (certio-. 


rari den 215 U. S. 607,°30 SCt 408, 
54 L. ed. 346)]; Kirven v. Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 
76 CCA 172, 7 AnnCas 219; Briggs 
v. Traders’ Co., 145 Fed. 254. 

83. Deputron v. Young, 134 U. S. 
241, 10 SCt 539, 33 L. ed. 923; Every 
Evening Printing Co. v. Butler, 144 
Fed. 916, 75 CCA 657; Hoppenstedt 
v. Fuller,.71 Fed.-99;° 17 ‘CGA’ 623; 

Burden of proof see infra § 108. 

84. Steigleder v. McQuestion, 198 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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defendant for an instruction directing a verdict in 
his favor does not fairly challenge the jurisdiction 
of the court.®® 

[§ 100] 2. In Equity. Formerly the same rule 
obtained in equity as at common law,8* and where 
the jurisdiction appeared by proper averments on 
the record, defendant could impugn it only by a 
‘special plea in abatement to the jurisdiction.8? A 
determination of the question on such plea was con- 
clusive; it could not again be raised by motion or 
answer.®8 The Practice Conformity Act made no 
change in this practice because it had no applica- 
tion to cases in equity.8® But the provisions of the 
act of 1875,9° as also the present equity rules,®2 
operate to allow the objection to be taken in the 
answer.°? But a mere denial in the answer has 
been held insufficient. 

[§ 101] 3. Where There Are Several Defend- 
ants. Formerly if there were several defendants an 
objection to the jurisdiction of the court that any 
one of them had not the status as to citizenship or 
alienage to give the court jurisdiction over him 
could be made only by such defendant,®4 and such 
is still the rule where the objection goes only to 
the venue of the suit and not to the general fed- 
eral jurisdiction.°> But now, in view of the act 
‘of 1875, it seems that a defendant may raise the 
objection that the citizenship of an indispensable 
codefendant is not such as to make the case one 
of federal cognizance.®® 

[§ 102] 4. Trial of Issue—a. In General. Where 
the jurisdictional averments are put in issue in ac- 


U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed.. 986 91. Equity Rules 
(where, however, the jurisdiction | See also supra § 
was treated as in issue); Hoppen- 92. 
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Anderson v. Watts, 
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tions at law the question of fact is usually tried 
by the jury,®? unless the parties submit to a trial 
of the issue by the court.°% But while the court 
may submit the question to the jury it is not bound 
to do so, and the court may itself dispose of the 
issue upon the testimony.®® In suits in equity the 
issue may be tried by the court, or submitted to a 
jury for an advisory verdict,? or to a master,to take 
testimony upon the question of fact. Since the 
act of 1875,* the mode of trying an issue as to juris- 
diction is, both at law and in equity, left to the 
diseretion of the trial court,® and the right to a trial 
by jury of the jurisdictional questions is to that 
extent limited. Ordinarily the question of jurisdic- 
tion should be tried and determined separately be- 
fore proceeding to a trial of the merits,’ or, if tried 
with other issues, it should be submitted to the jury 
for a separate finding distinct from that on the 
other issues. Under the present equity rules it 
is discretionary with the court to héar and deter- 
mine the matter in abatement in advance of the 
hearing on the merits.2 On a motion to dismiss for 
want of jurisdiction the court will not ordinarily 
enter into a consideration of the merits of the 
case,’° but if the case shows a bona fide claim within 
the jurisdiction of the court, with a reasonable 
plausibility in support thereof, the question of juris- 
diction will be passed until the cause is considered 
on the merits on formal pleadings.14 

[§ 103] b. Burden of Proof. The burden of 
proof on the trial of the issue rests upon the party 
who challenges the jurisdiction of the court.!2 


(1912) rule 29.]| [certiorari den 214 U. S. 517, 29 SCt 


96. 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; Kirven v. Vir- 


138 U. S.| ginia-Carolina Chemical Co., 145 


stedt v. Fuller, 71 Fed. 99, 17 CCA 


623. 

Southern Jlectric R. Co. v. 
Hageman, 121 Fed. 262, 57 CCA 348 
[certiorari den 191 U. S. 572, 24 SCt 
8438, 48 L. ed. 307]. 

86. See supra § 99. 

87. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986; 
Susquehanna, etc. R., etc. Co. v. 
Blatchford, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 172, 20 
L. ed. 179; De Sobry v. Nicholson, 3 
Wall. (U. S.) 420, 18 L. ed. 263; 
Jones v. League, 18 How. (U. S.) 76, 
15 L. ed. 263; Wickliffe v. Owings, 
AVR HoOWw=7 CU. US.) (470 169 Livveds, 44s 
Sheppard v. Graves, 14 How. (U. S.) 
505, 14 L. ed. 518; Smith v. Kernochen, 
7 How. (U.S.) 198, 12 L. ed. 666; Liv- 
ingston v. Story, 11 Pet. (U. S.) 351, 9 
L. ed. 746; DeWolf v. Rabaud, 1 Pet. 
(U. S.) 476, 7 L. ed. 227; Pooley v. 


Luco, 72 Fed. 561; Butchers’, etc., 
Stock-Yards Co. v. Louisville, etc., 
Re 'Cos! 67 Wed. 35; (147 CCAP 2905 


Rateau v. Bernard, 20 F. Cas. No. 
11,579, 3 Blatchf. 244; Dodge v. Per- 
kins, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,954, 4 Mason 
435; Harrison v. Urann, 11 F. Cas. 
No, 6,146, 1 Story (U. S.) 64; Wood 
v.' Mann, 29 F. Cas. iNo. “17,952, 1 
Sumn. 578; Burnham vy. Rangeley, 4 
F, Cas. No. 2,176, 1 Woodb. & M. 7. 

“Under the law, as it existed be- 
fore the passage of the act of March 
3, 1875, the question of the citizen- 
ship of the parties to a suit could 
only be raised by a plea in abate- 


ment, as decided by the supreme 
court in not less than a dozen 
cases.” Sharon v. Hill, 26 Fed. 722, 
723, 10 Sawy. 666. 

88. Sharon v. Hill, 26 Fed. 722, 10 
Sawy. 666. 

89.4, Crown, Cork, 6G... Creve 
Standard Brewery, 174 Fed. 252; 


Roberts v. Langenbach, 119 Fed. 349, 

56 CCA 253 [dist Butchers’, etc., Co. 

v. Louisville, etc. R. Co., 67 Fed. 

35, 14 CCA 290]. See also infra 
118. 

. 90. 18 St. at L. 472 c 137 § 5. See 

infra § 106. 


694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Hay- 
den v. Manning, 106 U. S. 586, 1 SCt 
617, 27 L. ed. 306; Tate v. Brinser, 
226 Fed. 878; Oregon R., etc., Co. v. 
Shell, 143 Fed. 1004; Hanchett v. 
Blair, 9100) Bed. 9817,':: 4hincGCA 7.6; 
Loomis v. Rosenthal, 67 Fed. 369. 

93... Crown 4\(‘CorlyG, etapa Corti vy. 
Standard Brewery, 174 Fed. 252. 

94. Hinckley v. Byrne, 12 F. Cas. 
No. 6,510, Deady 225; Harrison v. 
Urann, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,146, 1 Story 
64 (the right to contest the allega- 
tion is a: personal privilege). 

95. See infra § 107. 

96. See infra § 106. 

97. Jones v. League, 18 How. (U. 
SD lT6,y Wbst Lie ied... 2635. Roberts: v- 
Langenbach, 119 Fed. 349, 56 CCA 
253; Allen v. Southern California R. 
Co., 70 Fed. 870; Foster v. Cleve- 
fanasitetest)-ReoCor, 56) Bed? . 4843 
Blachly v. Davis, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,456, 
1 McLean 412. 

98. Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955 
[rev on other grounds 158 Fed. 42, 
88 CCA 1]; Dowell v. Griswold, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 4,041, 5 Sawy. 39. 

99. Gilbert v. David, 235 U. S. 
561, 85 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360 [foll 
Wetmore v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 115, 
18 SCt 293, 42 L. ed. 682]. See also 
infra § 106. 

1. Shelton v. Tiffin, 6 How. (U. 
S.) 168, 12 L. ed. 387; Hanchett v. 
Blair, 100 Fed. 817, 41 CCA 76. 

2. Fremont v. Merced Min. Co., 
9 F. Cas. No. 5,095, McAll. 267. 

8. Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. Wen- 
ham, 146 Fed. 206; Egerton v. Star- 
in, 91 Fed, 932. 

4 See infra § 106. 

5. See infra § 106. 

6. Kirven v. Virginia-Carolina 


‘Chemical Co.,-145 Fed. 288, 76 CCA 


172, 7 AnnCas 219. 

7. Kever v. Philadelphia, ete., 
Coal, ete., Co., 234 Fed. 814; Ameri- 
can Sheet, ete., Co. v. Winzeler, 227 
Fed. 321; National Hollow Brake- 
Beam Co. v. Chicago R. Equipment 
Co., 168 Fed. 666, 94 CCA 152; Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 633 


Fed. 288, 76 CCA 172, 7 AnnCas 219; 
York County Bank v. Abbot, 131 
Fed. 980; Central Grain, etce., Exch. 
v. Chicago Bd. of Trade, 125 Fed. 
468, 60 CCA 299; Terry v. Davy, 107 
Fed. 50, 46 CCA 141; Ashley v. 
Presque Isle County, 60 Fed. 55, 
8 CCA 455; Imperial Refining Co. v. 
Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 503; 
Blachly v. Davis, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,456, 
1 Mclean 412. 

‘Tt is always error to submit an 
issue of fact as to jurisdiction, with 
other issues, to a jury and permit it 
to be determined with such other 
issues, by a general verdict for or 
against the plaintiff. Lack of jur- 
isdiction is a defense in abatement 
of the prosecution of the action and 
not in bar of the right of action it- 
self. In common-law pleading it 
must, at the earliest moment, be 
raised by plea in abatement, made 
in person and not by counsel, and, 
if to the writ, must give defendant 
the better writ, and, if to the court, 
must indicate the court having jur- 
isdiction, The issue upon such plea, 
if the matter be of law, must be de- 
termined by the court, but, if of 
fact, may be submitted to a jury. 
In either case the trial of this issue 
must be an independent one, for 
the plain and obvious reason that 
the judgment upon it, if effective, 
cannot be a bar tothe plaintiff’s 
right, but simply one of dismissal 
without prejudice.’ Kirven v. Vir- 
ginia-Carolina Chemical Co., 145 
ane 288, 291, 76 CCA 172, 7 AnnCas 

8. Roberts v. lLangenbach, 119 
Fed. 349, 56 CCA 253. 

9. Equity Rules (1912) rule 29. 


10, York County Sav. Bank v. 
Abbot, 131 Fed. 980. 
11. York County Sav. Bank v. 


Abbot, 131 Fed. 980. 

12. Bitterman v. Louisville, etc., 
RiiCoy7207' UU. Si 205,.286SCtg1, 52 
L. ed. 171, 12 AnnCas 693; Hunt v. 
New York Cotton Exch., 205 U. S. 
322, 27 SCt 529, 51 L. ed. 821; Mor- 
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Proper jurisdictional averments make a prima facie 
case which must be overcome by affirmative evi- 
But where the code system of pleading 
prevails by virtue of the Conformity Act,!+ and the 
jurisdictional averments are put in issue by a gen- 
eral or special denial in the answer,!® the burden 
is on plaintiff to establish his averments by evi- 
and failure to do so constitutes reversible 


dence.!3 


dence; 


ris v. Gilmer, 129 U. S. 315, 9 SCt 
289, 32 L. ed. 690; Hartog v. Mem- 
Ory, 1116) 02S). 588526 SCLto2 10 29 ek: 
ed. 725; De Sobry v. Nicholson, 3 
Wall. (U. S.). 420, 18 -L.. ed. 263; 
Sheppard v. Graves, 14 How. (U. 
S:.) 505, 14 DL, ed. 518; Kawin v. 
American Colortype Co., 243 Fed. 
Bilia toOe CCA SOY “Pikes County: "V- 
Spencer, 192 Fed. 11, 112 CCA 433; 
Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 
CCA 633 [certiorari den 214 U. S. 
517, 29 SCt 698, 53 Ty. ed. 10641; 
Howe v. Howe, etc., Ball Bearing 
Co., 154 Fed. 820, 88 CCA 536; Wil- 
liam H. Perry Co, v. Klosters Aktie 
Bolag, 152 Wed. 967, 82 CCA) 3213 
North American Cold Storage Co. v. 
Chicago, 151 Fed. 120 [mod on other 
grounds 211 U. S. 306, 29 SCt 101, 
53 L. ed, 195, 15 AnnCas 276]; Every 
Bvening Printing Co. v. Butler, 144 
Fed. 916, 75 CCA 657; Pennsylvania 
Co. v. Bay, 138 Fed. 203; Wiemer 
v. Louisville Water Co., 130 Fed. 
244; Hisele v. Oddie, 128 Fed. 941; 
Kilgore v. Norman, 119 Fed. 1006 
[aff 120 Fed. 1020, 56 CCA 683]; 
Adams v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 3801, 55 
CCA 25; Collins v. Ashland, 112 Fed. 
175; National Masonic Ace. Assoc. v. 
Sparks, 83 Fed. 225, 28 CCA 399; 
Foster v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 56 


Hed. 434; Fremont v. Merced Min. 
Go.,, 9 F. Cas. No. 5,095, McAII. 267. 
13. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 


ULtS. 14157925 “SCtl616; 49k: (edie. 9863 
Sheppard v. Graves, 14 How. (U. S.) 
505, 14 L. ed. 518; Kawin v. Ameri- 
ean Colortype Co., 243 Fed, 317, 156 
CCA 97; Lutz v. New Orleans, 235 
Fed. 978 [aff 237 Fed. 1018, 150 CCA 
654]; Pike County v. Spencer, 192 
Fed. 11,:112 CCA 433 [rev 183 Fed. 
894]; Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 
92 CCA 6383 [certiorari den 214 U. 
S. 517, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; 
Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955 [rev 
on other grounds 158 Fed. 42, 88 
CCA 1]; Every Evening Printing Co. 
v. Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 75 CCA 657; 
Wiemer v. Louisville Water Co., 130 
Fed. 244; Kilgore v.’ Norman, 119 
Fed. 1006 [aff 120 Fed. 1020, 56 CCA 
683]; Adams v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 801, 
55 CCA 25; National Masonic Acc. 
Assoc. v. Sparks, 83 Fed. 225, 28 
CCA 299; Fremont v. Merced Min. 
Co., 9 F. Cas. No. 5,095, McAIl. 267. 
But see Simpson v. Phillipsdale 
Paper Mill Co., 223 Fed. 661, 664 
(where, on plea in abatement, the 
court said: “Apart from statute, the 
jurisdictional allegations would have 
to be proved by the plaintiff to the 
same extent as any other allegation 
“essential to the plaintiff’s case. It 
is contended, however, that under 
Judicial Code, § 37, the burden of 
proof is shifted, and that it devolves 
upon the party attacking the juris- 
diction to establish lack of jurisdic- 
tion ‘to the satisfaction of the 
eourt,’ which, it is argued in Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 633, 
means ‘to a legal certainty.’ I do 
not find it necessary to decide 
whether the Code puts the burden 
of proof on the party denying juris- 
diction, because, even if the burden 
of proof is upon the defendant here 
to establish by a fair preponderance 
of the evidence that the court has 
no jurisdiction, I am of opinion— 
and I find—that it has sustained 
such burden. I do not think that 
the defendant, in order to make good 
its plea, is bound to establish lack 
of jurisdiction beyond a fair pre- 
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ponderance of the evidence. 

the request quoted, the words he a 
legal certainty’ mean proof beyond 
a fair preponderance of the _ evi- 
dence, the request is refused; if not, 
it is given’’). 

[a] “The true doctrine applicable 
to the question is this: That al- 
though in the courts of the United 
States it is necessary to set forth 
the grounds of their cognizance as 


courts of limited jurisdiction, yet 
wherever jurisdiction shall be 
averred in the pleadings, in con- 


formity with the laws creating those 
courts, it must be taken prima facie 
as existing, and that it is incum- 
bent on him who would impeach that 
jurisdiction for causes dehors the 
pleading, to allege and prove such 
causes; that the necessity for the 
allegation and the burden of sus- 
taining it by proof, both rest upon 
the party taking the exception.” 
Sheppard v. Graves, 14 How. (U. S.) 
505, 510, 14 L. ed. 518 [quot Hill v. 
Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 248 (certiorari 
den 214 U. S. 517, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. 
ed. 1064) 1]. 


14. See infra §§ 108, 138. 
15. See supra § 99. 
16. L. Wells Co. v. Gastonia 


Mfg. Co., 198 U. S. 177, 25 SCt 640, 
49 LL. ed. 1003; Roberts v. Lewis, 144 
UPS 6532 SCte (sh s6nla. edb 9s 
Lindsay-Bitton Live Stock Co. v. 
Justice, 191 Fed. 1638, 111 CCA 525 
[dist Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 
92 CCA 633]; Plaut v. Gorham Mfg. 
Co., 174 Fed. 852; Cole v. Carson, 
153 Fed. 278, 82 CCA 408; Jones v. 
Subera, 150 Fed. 462; Klenk v. 
Byrne, 143 Fed. 1908; Toledo Tract. 
Co. v. Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 
28; Yocum v. Parker, 130 Fed. 770, 
66 CCA 80. ; 

‘Tt is not enough that a complaint 
alleges facts showing jurisdiction in 
a federal court. The evidence must 
establish such facts.” Plaut v. Gor- 
ham Mfg. Co., 174 Fed. 852, 855. 

fa] Qn motion to  dismiss.— 
‘When citizenship is denied, the 
burden of proof is upon the com- 
plainant to show such citizenship as 
would give the court jurisdiction. 
This would be the rule if the mat- 


ter should come up under issues 
made by the pleadings, and it is 
also the rule where the matter 


comes before the court on motion, 
for the reason that the citizenship 
of the complainant in the state of 
Washington must affirmatively ap- 
pear or the court has no jurisdic- 
tion.” Jones v. Subera, 150 Fed. 462, 


464. 

Bjornquist v. Boston, etc., R. 
Col 250 (Weds 1929501638) CCACo eb 
ALR 951 [certiorari den 248 U. S. 
578, 39 SCt 11, 68 IL. sed.g420) 540i) 
v. Walker, 167. Fed, 241, 92 CCA 633 
[certiorari den 214 U. S, 517, 29 SCt 
698, 53 L. ed. 1064, and dist Lind- 
say-Bitton Live Stock Co. v. Justice, 
191 Fed. 1638, 111 CCA 525]; Adams 
v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 801, 55 CCA 25; 
National Masonic Ace. Assoc. v. 
Sparks, 83 Fed. 225, 28 CCA 399; 
Foster v., Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 56 
Fed. 434. 

{a] Reasons for rule—(1) “The 
jurisdictional averments of the com- 
plaint in federal courts are not made 
as a basis for proof at the trial, 
but to found jurisdiction of the suit. 
They are not held in suspense until 
supported by proof, like allegations 
respecting the merits; but imme- 


m5 


; appear, as that act requires. 


[§ 103 


error,’® although there is considerable authority for 
the view that even under such circumstances the 
burden is on defendant to show want of jurisdiction 
affirmatively, and that.in the absence of all proof 
the mere averment is sufficient.17 
been applied in equity where the answer contro- 
verts the jurisdictional averments of the bill,?® as 


A like rule has 


diately, upon the filing of the com- 
plaint, they accomplish their pur- 
pose. Thereupon, by virtue of such 
allegations, plenary jurisdiction of 
the court over the cause arises. 
That jurisdiction is not suspended 
by a denial in the answer or defeat- 


ed by such a denial combined with 


an inaccuracy or insufficiency of 
proof on the subject, but continues 
unimpaired until evidence is pro- 
duced showing clearly that jurisdic- 
tion in fact does not exist. What, 
then, is the force and effect of a 
proper pleading of jurisdictional 
facts? (1) It makes a prima facie 
case in favor of jurisdiction, (2) 
Such jurisdiction continues. until 
evidence is produced which con- 
vinces the mind to a ‘legal certainty’ 
that the court in fact is without 
lawful cognizance of the suit.” Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 243, 92 CCA 
633 [certiorari den 214 U. S. °° 517, 
29 SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]. (2) “Be- 
fore the act of 1872 (Rev. St. § 914,) 
beyond doubt, where jurisdiction of 
the courts of the United States was 
alleged, the burden, both of allega- 
tion and proof, rested upon whom- 
soever would defeat it. Sheppard 
v. Graves, 14 How. 505, 14 L. ed. 
518. By the laws of New York, 
Ohio, and some other states, adopted 
by this statute, such allegations 
must be made in the answer, Drap- 
eri Vv.» Springport,. 15.-Neds. 338),.721 
Blatchf. 240; Imperial Refining Co. 
v. Wyman, 88 Fed. 574. 3 LRA 508. 
If these statutes changed the form, 
mode, and time of such pleading, 
they did not obviate the necessity, 
nor alter the burden, of proof. Har- 
tog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 
621, 29 L. ed. 725; Imperial Refining 
Co. v. Wyman, 88 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 
508. And, if this denial was a suffi- 
cient allegation of want of diverse 
citizenship, under the act of. 1875, 
there was no proof to make the want 
Barry 
v. Bdmunds, 116.-U..S. .550, 6; SCt 
501, 29 L. ed, 729. “Thus the origi- 
nal allegation of citizenship has not 
been overthrown, as required by law 
to defeat it, but has stood.” Foster 
v. Cleveland, ete. R. Co.,. 56, Fed: 
434, 436. 

[b] Denial of amount in contro- 
versy.—A bill containing a sufficient 
allegation of the amount in contro- 
versy will sustain the jurisdiction 
of the court, although the allegation 
is denied in the answer and no proof 
is offered on the point. Pennsyl- 
vania Co. v. Bay, 138 Fed. 203; Pine 
v. New York City, 103 Fed. 337 {aff 
112 -Fed. 98, 50 CCA 145 (rev on 
other grounds 185 U. S. 93, 22 SCt 
592, 46 L. ed. 820)]; Butchers’, etce., 
Stock-Yards Co. v. Louisville, ete., 
R. Co., 67 Fed. 35, 14 CCA 290. Con- 
tra Oregon R., etc., Co. v. Shell, 143 
Fed. 1004. 

{[c] The burden. of showing 
change of domicile so as to defeat 
jurisdiction held to be on defendant. 
Stultz v. Cousins, 242 Fed. 794, 155 


ca 382; Hiséle v. Oddie, 128 Fed. 
[da] Purpose of removal of resi- 


@ence.—The burden rests on defend- 
ant to prove that the removal of 
plaintiff from one state to another 
was for the purpose of conferring 
jurisdiction on the federal court in 
the latter state. Davis v. Baltimore, 
ete., R. Co., 256 Fed. 407. 

18. Oregon R., etc., Co. v. Shell, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 103-105] 


it may do in view of the act of 1875,1® although, of 
course, the Conformity Act has no application to 
Apparently the question is not 
yet foreclosed in the supreme court.2! In local suits 
the burden of showing the existence of property 
within the district is upon plaintiff.22 
put in issue, it is unnecessary to prove the jurisdic- 
tional averments,?* except to overcome a case made 
for dismissal under the act of 1875.74 

Testimony in reference 
to the citizenship of the parties is only admissible 
in support of allegations properly made in the plead- 
ings.2° Where jurisdictional averments are not put 
in issue, evidence in respect thereto may be ex- 
Where it is necessary to go into evidence 
of citizenship, the usual rules as to evidence 2? 


eases in equity.?° 


[§ 104] ¢. Evidence. 


ecluded.?® 


govern.?® 


A stipulation .of the parties is not alone sufficient 
to show the requisite diversity of citizenship,?® but 
where a complaint alleged that plaintiff’s assignor, 
a corporation, was organized under the laws of a 
certain state, an admission by stipulation of the 


143 Fed. 1004. 

[a] Reasons for rule.—(1) “For- 
merly, in the practice of the federal 
courts, jurisdiction of a case com- 
menced originally in a Circuit Court 
of the United States attached if 
the bill of complaint contained suffi- 
cient averments of the jurisdictional 
facts, and to oust the court of jur- 
isdiction the defendant was required 
to contest the jurisdiction by a spe- 
cial plea; but under the _ statutes 
now governing the practice the fed- 
eral courts are required on _ their 
own motion to disclaim jurisdiction 
at any stage of a case, if satisfied 
that any essential fact does not 
exist. Therefore, whenever the rec- 
ord shows upon its face that there 
is a controversy as to a jurisdic- 
tional fact, the court must require 
preof to support a finding to elimi- 
nate such question, or else assume 
that it does not have jurisdiction.” 
Klenk v. Byrne, 143 Fed. 1008, 1009. 
(2) “It is my opinion that the court 
must be so satisfied when a fact es- 
sential to the jurisdiction, averred 
in the pleading of the party invok- 
ing the jurisdiction, is controverted 
by the pleading of the opposite 
party, and the affirmative averment 
is not supported by evidence. This 
must be so, because it is illogical to 
cast the burden of proof upon the 
party having the negative side of a 
material issue. ... It is my opinion 
that this presumption of a lack of 
jurisdiction must be controlling 
when the pleadings make an issue 
as to any fact essential to jurisdic- 
tion, and there is no evidence to 
sustain the affirmative allegation 
OfLMesuch “fact.” a°Oregon; R.,\> etc., 
Co. v. Shell, 143 Fed. 1004, 1005, 
1006 [dist Anderson v. Watts, 138 
WEES HOO4 IP SCul 449; 340 °l. ned. 
HOTS | ake f 

19. See supra § 100; infra § 106. 

.20. See supra § 100; infra § 118. 

21. Chase v. Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 
79, 32 SCt 659, 56 L. ed. 990 (where 
the court referred to the conflict of 
opinion, but found it unnecessary to 
determine the question). 

22, Chase v. Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 
79, 32 SCt 659, 56 L: ed. 990. 

23. Kawin v. American Colortype 
Og 2243) shed i 3178156 CCA: 97 Pike 
County v. Spencer, 192 Fed. 11, 112 
@GOAH4332Crown Cork) etch Co: vv. 
Standard Brewery, 174 Fed. 252; Hill 
v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 633 
{certiorari den 214 U.S. 517, 29 SCt 
698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; Every Evening 
Printing Co. v. Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 
715 CCA 657; Adams v. Shirk, 117 
Fed. 801, 55 CCA 25; Blachley v. 
Davis, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,456, 1 McLean 
412; Evans v. Davenport, 8 F. Cas. 
No. 4,558, 4 McLean 574; Hilliard v. 
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When not 


arbiter.?2 


tion.?4 


Brevoort, 12 F. Cas. No. 6,505, 4 Mc- 
Lean 24. But compare Santiago v. 
Amangual, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 628, 
629 (“The plaintiffs made no proof 
of the citizenship jurisdictional re- 
quirements for suit, and relied upon 
the case of Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 
241, 92 CCA 633. The court adopted 
this view. Since that time there 
have been decisions by the Supreme 
Court and perhaps other courts,—as 
in Gilbert v. David, Jan. 5, 1915 [235 
U. S. 561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360], 
in the Supreme Court,—which would 
seem to call for reconsideration of 
the point. It would be the better 
course, therefore, to allow a new 
trial, upon which either proof can 


be made or the law point rear- 
gued’’). 

24. See infra § 106. 

25. Adams v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 801, 


55 CCA 25; New York Preferred Acc. 
Ins. Co. v. Barker, 93 Fed; 158, 35 
CCA =250. 

26. Smith v. Smith, 247 Fed. 461, 
159 CCA.'515; 

27. See Evidence 22 C. J. p 1. 

28. Anderson v. Watts, 138 U. S. 
694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; Shel- 
ton Vv." Tiffin, 6) How.) (WLS!) 168, 12 
L. ed. 387; Reichman v. Harris, 252 
Fed. 371, 164 CCA 295; Postal Tel.- 
Cable Co. v. Darrow, 250 Fed. 581, 
162 CCA 597 [rev 229 Fed. 314, cer- 
tiorari den 248 U. S. 563, 39 SCt 8]; 
Stultz v. Cousins, 242 Fed. 794, 155 
CCA 382; Piedmont Carolina R. Co. 
v. Shaw, 223 Fed. 973, 138:€CA 227; 
Simpson v. Phillipsdale Paper Mill 
Co., 223 Fed. 661; Fleming v. Laws, 
191 Fed, 283, 112 CCA 27; Laws v. 
Fleming, 177 Fed. 450 [rev on other 
srounds 191 Med, 283, 112 CCA 27]; 
Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 241, 92 CCA 
633 [certiorari den 214 U. S. 517, 29 
SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; Howe v. 
Howe, etc., Ball Bearing Co., 154 
Fed. 820, 88 CCA 536; Jones v. Su- 
bera, 150 Fed. 462; Baltimore, etc., 
Rie CoMivaubavish 149), Medstiioie e793 
CCA 139; Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 
955 [rev on other grounds 158 Fed. 
42, 88 CCA 1]; Hisele v. Oddie, 128 
Fed. 941; Adams v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 
801, 55 CCA 25; Edwards v. Bates 
County, 117 Fed. 526; Collins v. Ash- 
land, 212, Med. 1754) Lllinois: ussIns. 
Co. v.. Shenehon, 109 Fed. 674; Han- 
chett v. Blair, 100 Fed. 817, 41 CCA 
76; Blair v. Silver Peak Mines, 93 
Fed. 332 [den reh 84 Fed. 737]; 
Allen v. Southern California R. Co., 
70 Fed. 370; Loomis v. Rosenthal, 67 
Fed. 369; Gowen v. Harley, 56 Fed. 
973, 6 CCA 190; Smith v. Sun Print- 
ing, »ete,, (Assoc.,° 955. Med.) 240; 
See also Domicile §§ 57- 


29. Columbia Digger Co, v. Rec- 
tor, 215 Fed. 618; Hogg v. Maxwell, 
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articles of incorporation, and the due incorporation 
and existence of such corporation, was held to be 
an admission of citizenship in such state.*° 

[§ 105] d. Decision. 
determine for themselves the question of their ju- 
risdiction,*? and as to such question the supreme 
court of the United States is, of course, the final 
The Practice Conformity Act 3% does not 
make state statutes and decisions binding upon the 
federal courts in determining a question of jurisdic- 
Jurisdiction must be determined not upon 
the conclusion on the merits of the action, but upon 
consideration of the grounds upon which federal 
jurisdiction is invoked.%5 
jurisdiction is not clear, any doubts should be re- 
solved against jurisdiction.?® 
question of jurisdiction, the court is not limited to 
the return of the marshal and declaration, but. may 
look to the entire record.%7 
plaintiff ‘‘is and was a resident of’’ a certain state 
‘fat the day of bringing this suit’’ is sufficient to 
sustain an inference that he was both a citizen and 


The federal courts must 


Where the existence of 


In determining a 


A special finding that 


215 Fed. 360, 131 CCA 502, 218 Fed. 
356, 1384 CCA 164. See Stipulations 
[386 Cyc 1286]. 

30. Piedmont Carolina R. Co. v. 


Shaw, 223 Fed. 973, 138 CCA 
31. Starr v. Chicago, ete, Ry Co, 


TiO Wed.) SAfafl LES MES, ool, cops ee 
398, 57 L. ed. 584]. 

[a]. Whether a state statute is 
strictly penal, or is so far remedial 
that an action thereon is within the 
jurisdiction of a federal court, is a 
question of general jurisprudence to 
be determined by that court for it- 
self, uncontrolled by local decisions. 
Malloy v. American Hide, etc., Co., 
148 Fed. 482. 

{b] Circuit court of appeals.—The 
determination of its own jurisdic- 
tion has generally been left to the 
appellate court itself, aud the cir- 
cuit court will not refuse to allow 
an appeal for want of jurisdiction 
thereof in the circuit court of ap- 
peals. In “re Kyle, 185: Fed. 219 
[granting app to Ct. of App. from 
181 Fed. 617]. 

325 22Starr) ‘v.uChicago; .etes)-R. 'Co:, 
110 Fed: 3° [aff 188 U. S. 537, 23 SCt 
398, 57 L. ed. 584]. 

“In cases which concern the jur- 
isdiction of the Federal courts, not- 
withstanding the so-called conform- 
ity act, Revised- Stats., § 914; 
neither the statutes of the State 
nor the decisions of its courts 
are conclusive upon the Federal 
courts. The ultimate determination 
of such questions of jurisdiction 
is for this court alone.” Mechani- 
cal Appliance Co. v. Castleman, 215 
U. S. 4387, 443; 30 SCt 125, 54 Li. ed. 


272. 

33. ' Rev. St/+§ 914: 

34. Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 
Castleman, 215 U. S. 487, 30 SCt 125, 
Baw Seda a tan 

Conformity to state practice see 
infra §§ 108-162. 

State laws as rules of decision see 
infra §§ 1638-190. 


35. Flanders v. Coleman, 250 U. 
S. 223, 39 SCt 472. 

SGw Bots MOUS a euC. y mliven OL mys 
Davis, 132 Fed. 629. 


fa] Illustration.Where as_ to 
part of the matters there is no jur- 
isdiction and as to the others there 
is extreme doubt, and there is an 
adequate remedy in the state courts, 
a plea to the jurisdiction should be 
sustained. Freeney v. Plattsmouth 
First Nat. Bank, 16 Fed. 438, 3 Mc- 
Crary 622. 

37. Wylie Permanent Camping 
Co. v. Lynch, 195 Fed. 386, 115 CCA 
288 [writ of certiorari den 225 U. 
Si! 70%. 382 “SCt 839, 66° Le eds 1266) 
(jurisdiction in personam by sery- 
ice of process). 
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a resident of that state for jurisdictional purposes.*8 
D. Dismissal under Act of 1875; Ju- 
The act of congress of March 
3, 1875,4° which has been carried forward into the 
Judicial Code,4t makes it the mandatory duty of 
the court to dismiss a suit whenever it shall appear 
to the satisfaction of the court that the suit does 
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dicial Code § 37.39 
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court.* 


record.*? 


not really and substantially involve a. dispute or 


38. Reichman v. 
371; 164 CCA 295. 

39. Remand to state court see Re- 
moval of Causes [34 Cyc 1320]. 

Trial of issue generally see supra 


Harris, 252 Fed. 


§ 102. 
40. 18 U.S. St. at L. 472 ¢ 137 § 5. 
41. Jud. Code § 87. 
[a] Mischief of statute. — ‘‘We 


cannot understand this statute with- 
out considering the mischief which 
it was designed to remedy. Under 
the old practice, when a want of 
jurisdiction did not appear on the 
face of the record, the objection 
could only be made by plea in abate- 
ment. Pleading to the merits oper- 
ated as a final waiver of the defect, 
binding upon the court as well as 
the litigants. Under this rule the 
court would often discover on the 
trial that it had no jurisdiction of 
the case, and yet be without power 
to take judicial notice of the fact. 
Furthermore, by section 1 of the act 
of 1875 the restrictions upon suits 
by assignees of bills, notes, and 
other choses in action which existed 
under the original judiciary act of 
1789 were swept away and the door 
opened wide for fraud by collusive 
transfers. Section 5, quoted above, 
was framed to meet both of these 
difficulties. Its most notable fea- 
ture is that it deals only with those 
defects of jurisdiction which are 
disclosed by evidence. For those 
which appear on the face of the 
pleadings, there was no need of leg- 
islation. Whenever the complaint 
alone, or aided by the record, failed 
to show the existence of jurisdic- 
tion, federal courts had from the 
beginning taken notice of the fact 
sua sponte, and dismissed the cause. 
Brown v. Keene, 8 Pet. (U. S.) 112, 
8 L. ed. 885; Capron v. Van Noorden, 
e Cranch (CU. 8!) 5126, 2aday edar229; 


Bingham v. Cabbot, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 
BS 2 cme du. ed. 646; Emory sv. 
Greenough, 3 Dall. (U. S,) 369,.1 .L. 


ed. 640. The practice in such cases 
previous to 1875 was precisely what 
it has been since, That statute as- 
sumes that the complaint will on 
its face show a caSe within the cog- 
nizance of federal courts, and deals 
only with defects of jurisdiction 
which exist dehors the pleadings. 
Here the courtS were 
statutory aid. As already explained, 
such defects could be attacked at 
common law only by pleain abatement, 
and were forever waived hy plead- 
ing to the merits. As a matter of 
practical experience, however, the 
fact that the court was without jur- 
isdiction would often first appear in- 
cidentally at the trial in the pro- 
duction of evidence; but as there 
had then been a plea to the merits, it 
was too late by the rule of the com- 
mon law to deal with the subject. 
The result was that the jurisdiction 
of the courts was frequently im- 
posed upon; but the courts, though 
cognizant of the wrong, felt them- 
selves powerless to afford a remedy 
without, the aid of legislation. 
Farmington v. Pillsbury, 114 WU. S. 
138, LAs ho mo Che 80K, 29 wis ede lal Ay 
De Sobry v. Nicholson, 3 Wall. 420, 
427, 18 L. ed. 263. Section 5 of 
the act of 1875 was designed to 
reach this evil, which it was feared 
would be greatly aggravated by 
section 1 of that act. Williams v. 
Nottawa Tp., 104 U. S, 209, 26 L. ed. 
719. Its object was to release the 


in need of | 


federal courts from the rule of the 
common law by which all objections 
to jurisdiction were waived by 
pleading to the merits, and to en- 
able those courts to protect them- 
selves at all times against frauds 
upon their jurisdiction. It does not 
deal with the subject of pleading in 
any way, save only to provide that 
want of jurisdiction shall be con- 
sidered ‘at any time.” Hill v. Wal- 
ker, 167 Fed. 241, 246, 92 CCA 633. 
42. Hapai v. Brown, 239 U.S. 502, 
36 SCt 201, 60 L. ed. 407; Gilbert v. 
David, 235°U. S. 561, 385 SCt 164, 59 
L. ed. 360 (“imperative duty of the 
court to dismiss’); Chicago First 
Nat. Bank v. Chicago Title, etc., Co., 
198. U.S. 280, 25. SCt.693, 49 th, ed. 
1051; Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986; 
Minnesota v. Northern Securities 
. 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. 
ed. 870; Defiance Water Co. v. De- 
fiance, 191. U.S. 184, 24. SCt 63, 48 
L. ed. 140; Excelsior Wooden Pipe 
Co,kvs Pacific “Bridge ‘Co.,.185 U.S. 
282, 22 SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910 [rev 
109 Fed. 497, 48 CCA 349]; Lake 
County v. Dudley, 173 U. S. 243, 19 
SCt 398, 43 L. ed, 684; Wetmore v. 
Rymer,, 169) Uy. Si) 115, 18 ~-SCt-293, 
40 L. ed. 444; Anderson v. Watts, 138 
ve Kelly, 160 U.S» .327,-16 SCt 307, 
40 L. ed. 444; Anderson v Watts, 138 
U. S. 694, 11 SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078; 
Nashua, ete. R. Corp. v. Boston, 
R. Corp.,(136, UU. iS. 3567510) Set 
ed. 363; Morris v. Gil- 
mer 2229 Ui0S: 1815799) SCtw2 89532) da. 
ed. 690; Robinson v. Anderson, 121 
U.S. 622; 7 SCt.1011, 30 L. ed; 1021; 
Little v. Giles, 118 U. S. 596, 7 SCt 
32, 30 L. ed. 269; Hartog v. Mem- 


ory, 116 U.S.) 588; 6 St 5215.29 1: 
ed. 725 [rev 23 Fed. 835]; Farm- 
ington Village Corp. v. Pillsbury, 


114 U.S; 188,..5 SCt807,. 29 L.»ed. 
114; Williams v. Nottawa Tp., 104 
UU. S.,-2109,. 26 Le ed: 795 Sheppard 
v. Graves, 14 How. (U. S.) 505, 14 
L. ed. 518; New York Ll. Ins. Co. v. 
Johnson, 255 Fed. 958, 167 CCA 250; 
Hiner v. C. G. Aldrich Co., 255 Fed. 
785; Houck vy. Brinkley Bank, 242 
Fed. 881, 155 CCA 469; Gaines v. 
Baltimore,, ete. SS. Co. 234 Fed. 
786; Gibbons v. Dexter Horton 
Trust, ‘ete, ° Bank,'))-2259: Fed. 424. 
American Ball Bearing Co. v. Adams, 
222 Fed. 967 [rev on other grounds 
231 Fed. 950, 146 CCA 146];. Cerri 
v. Akron-People’s Tel. Co., 219 Fed. 
285; Bucyrus Co, v. McArthur, 219 
Fed. 266; Barker v. HBastman, 206 
Fed. 865, 124 CCA 525; Newcomb v. 
Burbank, 181 Fed. 334, 104 CCA 164; 


Risley v. Utica, 179 Fed. 875; A. B. 
Andrews Co. v. Puncture’ Proof 
Footwear Co., 168 Fed. 762; J. J. 
McCaskill Co. v. Dickson, 159 Fed. 


704, 86 CCA. 572; Crosby. v. Cuba R. 
Co., 158 Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 369, 
95 CCA 539 (rev on other grounds 
222 U. S. 473,.32 SCty 132; 56-1... ed. 


274, 38 LRANS 40)]; Koike v, At- 
chison;. ete: RR. Co., 0157.) Medi? 623; 
Clement v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 


153 Fed. 979; Jones v. Subera, 150 
Fed. 462; Kreider v. Cole, 149 Fed. 
647, 79 CCA 339; Kirven v. Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 
76 CCA..172, 7 AnnCas! 219; Briges 
v. Traders Co., 145 Fed. 254; Ore- 
gon R., etc.,. Co. v. Shell, 143 Fed. 
1004; Jones v. Gould, 141 Fed. 698 
[afi 1494 Bed. e153; 30KCCAMIiy Cure. 
Taft Co. v. Century Sav. Bank, 141 
Fed. 369, 72 CCA 671; Denver, etce., 


Mi 
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controversy properly within he jurisdiction of the 
It is wholly immaterial how the question 
arises, whether by motion, plea, demurrer, answer, 
petition, or by the court’s own inspection of the 
The dismissal may be ordered upon mo- 
tion of the parties ** or by the court of its own mo- 
tion,#® at, any time during the pendency of the case 


Ri Coy ve Arriching!4 bashed t-miion 
CCA 400; Anderson v. Bassman, 140 
Fed. 10; York County Sav. Bank vy. 
Abbot, 139 Fed. 988; Kinney v. Mit- 
chell, 138 Fed. 270 [writ of error 
dism 203 U.S. 586, 27 SCt 784, 51 L. 
ed. 329); Pennsylvania Co. v. Bay, 
138 Fed. 203; Crystal Springs Land, 
Cleat Counve Los Angeles, 82 Fed. 114 
faft 177. U-.), Sisd69)> 20 sSCto5 73, v44: 


L. ed. 7201; U.. S..v. Crawford, 47 
Fed. 561; Imperial Refining Co. Ve 
Wyman, 38 Fed. 574, 3 LRA 503; 


Draper v. Springport, 15 Fed. 328, 
21 Blatchf. 240; Rae v. Grand Trunk 
R. Co., 14 Fed, 401; Coffin v. Hag-- 
gin, 11 Fed. 219, 7 Sawy. 509. 

i [a] Prior to the act of 1875 (1) 
it was the duty of the court to dis- 
miss the suit at any stage if the 
jurisdictional averments in the rec- 
ord were insufficient to sustain the 
jurisdiction. See supra § 95 et seq. 
(2) When such averments were suf- 
ficient they could not usually be 
controverted by evidence unless de- 
fendant denied them in his pleading. 
See supra §§ 99, 100. (3) In a few 
cases, however, the court seems to 
have exercised the power to dismiss 


whenever the want of jurisdiction” 


appeared in the course of the trial. 
Barney v. Baltimore, 6 Wall. (U. S.} 
280, 18 L. ed. 825; McCloskey v. 
Cobb, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,702, 2 Bond 


16; Brown v. Noyes, 4 F. Cas. No, 
2,028, 2 Woodb. & M. 75. See also 
Maxwell v. Levy, 16-F. Cas. No, 
9,321, 4 Dall. (Pa.) 330, 1 L. ed. 854; 
Maxwell v. Levy, 16 F. Cas. No: 
9,321, 2 Dall. (Pa.) 381, 1 Li ed. 424 


(in both of which cases the suit was 
dismissed on motion). 
43. Gilbert v. David, 235 U. S 
561, 568, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; 
Briggs v. Traders’ Co., 145 Fed. 254- 
ex oey ln ania Coiive Bay, 138 Fed. 


“The objection may be made now 
by answer before answering to the 
merits, or it may be made by mo- 
tion, Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 
U. S. 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986. 
The statute does not prescribe any 
particular mode by which the ques— 
tion of jurisdiction is to be brought 
to the attention of the court, and 
the method of raising the question 
may be left to the sound discretion 


of the trial judge. Wetmore v. 
Ry merry 1169 Wim Swld 5 weed Se Set 
293, 42 L. ed. 682. It may be 
raised by a general denial in the 


answer, where the state practice 
permits of that course. Roberts v. 
Lewis, 144 U. S. 6538, 12 SCt 781, 36 
L. ed. 579. In the State of Connecti- 
cut, under the form of denial con- 
tained in this answer, the answer 
raised the issue. Say les .v. Fitz 
Gerald, 72 Conn. 391, 396, 44 A 733.” 
Gilbert v. David, supra. 

[a] Where want of jurisdiction 


appears from the complaint, it is: 


the duty of the court to 
nizance of it, regardless of the 
manner in which it is brought to 
the court’s attention. Koike v. At- 
chison, “ete., IT. Co.; 1575 Med.- 623s 3 
44. Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 
632, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656; Steig- 
leder v. McQuesten, 198 U. S. 141, 
25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986; Wetmore 
v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 115,:18 SCt 293; 
42 L. ed. 682; Morris v. Gilmer, 129 
U. S. 315, 9 SCt 289, 32 L. ed. 690; 
Jones v. Subera, 150 Fed. 462; Penn- 
Sylvania Co. v. Bay, 138 Fed. 203. 
45. ‘Chicago, etc, 


take cog- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


R. Co. v. Wil- 


-ered. 
’ Overland, 263 Fed. 171. 
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before it.4° But such an objection ought to be 
raised at the first opportunity, and delay in its 
presentation should be considered in examining the 
grounds upon which it is alleged to rest.47 
statute does not prescribe how the question of juris- 
diction, when raised, shall be tried and determined, 
but leaves it to the discretion of the trial judge.4® 
The court may submit the issue to the jury,?? or 
the question may arise in such a shape that the 
judge may hear and determine it himself.5° In 
either event the parties are not concluded by the 
judgment which is subject to review on appeal or 
r The statute has not done away with the 
requirement that the question of jurisdiction shall 
be tried as a separate and independent issue.5? In 


error.> 


lard, 220 U. S. 418, 31 SCt 460, 55 
L. ed. 521; Smithers v. Smith, 204 
WS. 632, 27 SCt 1297) 51. i, ed. 656: 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pinkney, 149 
WS: 5200; 138" SCt, 859,37 I. ed.’ 699; 
Nashua, ete. R. Corp. v. Boston, 
Scere nw COL, chao HOMES 7 O008 LO Set 
1004, 34 L. ed. 363; Hartog v. Mem- 
Ory, 146 U.S.) 5886 SCt 5215" 291. 
ed. 725 [rev 23 Fed. 835]; Farming- 
ton Village Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 U. 
Set loon SOt S00.) ao tla Ded. 14s 
Mansfield, ete., R. Co. v. Swan, 111 
U. S. 789, 4 SCt 510, 28 L. ed. 462; 
Williams v. Nottawa Tp., 104 U. S. 
209, 26 .L. ed. 719; Wetmore vy. 
my mec” L69 We S105, 18 SCt 293; 
42 L. ed. 682; Cleveland Cliffs Iron 
Co. v. Kinney, 262 Fed. 980 [app 
dism 266 Fed. 888]; U. S. v. Pe- 
darre, 262 Fed. 839; New York L. 
Ins. Co. v.: Johnson, 255 EFed. 958, 
167 CCA’.250; Cunard ,.SS.- Cov. 
Smith, 255 Fed. 846, 167 CCA 174; 
Primos Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel 
Corp., 254 Fed. 454; Wise v. Locomo- 
tive Firemen, etc., Brotherhood, 252 
Fed. 961, 164 CCA 469; Chicago, ete., 
R. Co. v. Nebraska, 251 Fed. 279, 
163 CCA (485; Sclarenco v.: Chicago 
Bonding Co., 236 Fed. 592; Gibbons 
v. Dexter Horton Trust, etc., Bank, 
225 Hed. 424; Gundall v. Manhattan 
R. Co., 205 Fed. 410; Rife v. Lum- 
ber Underwriters, 204 Fed. 32, 122 
CCA 346 [rev on other grounds 237 
U. S. 605, 35 SCt 717;,.59 L. ed. 11401; 
McEldowney v. Card, 193 Fed. 475; 
Newcomb v. Burbank, 181 Fed. 334, 
104 CCA 164; Risley v. Utica, 179 
Fed. 875; Crosby v. Cuba R. Co., 158 
Fed. 144 [aff 170 Fed. 369, 95 CCA 
539 (rev on other grounds 222 U. 
Serars (32 SCt 132,256. Iu.ced: 274; 
38 LRANS 40)]; Kirven v. Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 
"6 CCA 172, 7 AnnCas 219; Rae v. 
Grand Trunk R. Co., 14 Fed. 401; 
Stanley v. Albany County, 5 Fed. 254. 

[a] Corporate capacity of party. 
—When jurisdiction depends on the 
nature of the right asserted and not 
upon diverse citisenship, the court 
has no power, either inherent or 
statutory, to make inquiry of its 
own volition into plaintiff’s corpo- 
rate capacity, if defendant by plead- 
ing to the merits has waived any 
objection on that score. Kardo Co. 
-v. Adams, 231 Fed. 950, 146 CCA 146. 

Dismissal sua sponte for insuffi- 
ciency of jurisdictional averments 
see supra §§ 95-97. 

46. Cameron v. Hodges, 127 U. S. 
S228 “SCt, 1154, 632 40 ed. 132. 

[a] Although the complaint may 
bring the case within the jurisdic- 
tion of 4 federal court, the action 
may be dismissed where it appears 
on the trial that no federal ques- 
ation is involved. Fergus Falls v. 
Fergus Falls Water Co., 72 Fed. 873, 
19 CCA 212. ; 

[b] A motion made by defendant 
who has defaulted will be consid- 
Dail-Overland Co. v. Willys- 


{[c] After judgment.—‘“‘It is com- 
petent for the court to set aside the 
judgment for the purpose of inquir- 
ing into the question, either with or 
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dered.57 


without a jury, as it may see fit; 
and, unless it shall appear from the 
evidence adduced: or from the record 
that it is without jurisdiction, it 
may re-enter the judgment on the 
verdict.” Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cam- 
eron, 137 Fed. 48, 49, 69 CCA 28. 

[ad] The circuit court of appeals 
may dismiss an action on it appear- 
ing that there is a lack of jurisdic- 
tion. Cunard SS. Co. vy. Smith, 255 
Fed. 846, 848, 167 CCA 174 (“It was 
the duty of the District Judge to 
have dismissed the complaint on 
his own initiative, even though the 
defendant did not call the matter 
to his attention. Sy wee ABR OG  eS Eet NKS) 
was not done by the court below, 
it must be done by this court’’). 

47. Deputron v. Young, 134 U. S. 
241, 10 SCt 539, 33 L. ed. 923. 


“While this section gives the 
court the right to dismiss a suit 
when that situation appears, 


whether the parties raise the ques- 
tion or not, it is the duty of the 
defendant to bring the matter to the 
attention of the court, in some 
proper way, where the facts are 
known upon which a want of juris- 
diction appears.” Gilbert v. David, 
295. U, So DOL, 250%, Eoo, SOteLo4,.59) Lit 
ed. 360. 

[a]. Discretion of court.— “In 
considering this question of juris- 
diction, however, 
must do so from two standpoints 
and with different rules governing 
in each case such consideration: 
First, if the want of jurisdiction 
appears from the face of the bill, 
then I have no hesitation in saying 
that no matter how far the cause 
has progressed or how difficult it 
may be to retrace the steps taken 
it is the duty of the court, never- 
theless, to retrace those steps, place 
the parties as far as possible in 
statu quo and then dismiss the pro- 
ceedings, so soon as its attention is 
called to or it discovers such lack 
of jurisdiction; second, if the want 
of jurisdiction does not appear on 
the face of the bill, and is not dis- 
closed in the pleadings or proof, but 
igs solel based upon the alleged 
facts existent, if at all, outside the 
record, then it is the duty of the 
court, I conceive, to exercise a wise 
discretion in determining whether or 
not, in the then condition of the 
cause and the relations existing be- 
tween the parties by reason of pro- 
ceedings already taken therein, —it 
will permit such issues of facts_to 
be raised.” Briggs v. Traders’ Co., 
145 Fed. 254, 257. 

48. Wetmore v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 
115, 18 SCt 293, 42 Li. ed. 682; Toledo 
Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 
55, 69 CCA 28. 

“The court may adapt such 
methods of satisfying itself as the 
nature of the case may require,” 
Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, supra. 

49. Wetmore v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 
115, 18 SCt 293, 42 L. ed. 682; Kir- 
ven v. Virginia-Carolina Chemical 
Co., 145 Fed. 288, 76 CCA 172, 7 Ann 
Cas 219; Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cam- 
eron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28; Drap- 


in my view, we. 
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any case plaintiff should have an opportunity to be 
heard in opposition, and to introduce any appro- 
priate evidence.®? 
termine an issue of this character upon proofs taken 
in the regular way, with opportunity for cross- 
examination, and not upon ex parte affidavits,®* be- 
cause of the recognized fact that a decision upon 
affidavits is a very unsatisfactory method of deter- 
mining disputed questions of fact. 
decline to determine the matter on ex parte affida- 
vits, leaving it to be decided upon a plea or answer 
raising the issue, where the witnesses can be ex- 
amined and cross-examined,°® or a reference to take 
and report the evidence upon the issue may be or- 
Affidavits filed or offered must be con- 


It is the better practice to de- 


The court may 


er v. Springport, 15 Fed. 328, 21 
Blatchf. 240. 
50. Gilbert’ 'v.- David; 236) US*S. 


561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; Smith- 
ers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 632, 27 SCt 
297, 51 L. ed. 656; Morris v. Gilmer, 
129* Un" S5 3155, 9° SCCV289, “32 aved: 
690; Hartog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 
588, 6 SCt 521, 29 L. ed. 725 [rev 23 
Fed. 835]; Anderson v. Bassman, 
140 Fed. 10; Toledo Tract. Co. v. 
Cameron, 137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. 

51. Wetmore v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 
T1563 18 POSCty 29842, es Fed A682 
(where the court below set aside a 
verdict and judgment, and upon mo- 
tion of defendant supported by affi- 
davits, and in consideration of the 
evidence heard on the original trial, 
the court dismissed the case on the 
ground that the amount in contro- 
versy was insufficient. This method 
of proceeding was not criticized by 
the supreme court, but the judg- 
ment of dismissal was reversed as 
not warranted. by the facts); An- 
derson v. Watts, 138 U. S. 694, 11 
SCt 449, 34 L. ed. 1078. 

Direct appeal on question of jur- 
isdiction see infra § 210 et seq. 

52. Kirven vy. Virginia-Carolina 
Chemical Co., 145 Fed. 288, 76 CCA 
172, 7 AnnCas 219; Terry v. Davy, 
107 Fed. 50, 46 CCA 141. See also 
cases supra § 102 notes 7-9. 

53. Deputron v. Young, 134 U. S. 
241, 10 SCt 539, 33 L. ed. 923; Har- 
tog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 
521, 29 Li. ed. 725 [rev 23 Fed, 835, 
and expl Morris v. Gilmer, 129 U. S. 
315, 9 SCt 289, 32 L. ed. 690]; Gaddie 
v. Man, 147 Fed. 955 [rev on other 
grounds 158 Fed. 42, 88 CCA 1]; 
Holden v. Utah, etc., Mach. Co., 82 
Fed. 209; Bobyshall v. Oppenheimer, 
ee Cass) Nov 113592,.°4 swash) Cee 

[a] Where the facts alleged in a 
plea questioning the jurisdiction are 
admitted, no evidence in support 
thereof is necessary to enable the 
court to determine the question of 
jurisdiction. McCauley v. McCauley, 
202 Fed. 280. 

54. Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955 
[rev on other grounds 158 Fed. 42, 
88 CCA 1]; Kilgore v. Norman, 119 
ae 1006 [aff 120 Fed. 1020, 56 CCA 

55. Jones v. Subera, 150 Fed. 462. 

56. Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955 
[rev on other grounds 158 Fed. 42, 
88 CCA 1]; Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. 
Wenham, 146 Fed. 206 (motion to 
set aside service because defendant 
not an inhabitant of district). 

57. Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. Wen- 
ham, 146 Fed. 206. 

fa] Rule applied.—A motion to 
set aside the service in a federal 
court, on the ground that defendant 
is not an inhabitant of the district 
where the question of intention ap- 
pears to be involved, will not be de- 
termined alone on the ex parte affi- 
davit of defendant, nor will it be 


passed for determination of the 
guestion on plea or answer where 
defendant is under arrest; but the 


issue will be referred to a master, 
to take such testimony thereon as 
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sidered.®8 


the court.®° 


the evidence.®? 


as required by statute.% 


saL¢+ 


may be offered by either party, sub- 
ject to the right of cross examina- 


tion. Canadian Pac. R. Co. v. Wen- 
ham, 146 Fed. 206. 
58. Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 


Castleman, 215 U. S. 4387, 30 SCt 125, 
54 L. ed. 272; Morris v. Gilmer, 129 
U. S. 315, 9 SCt 289, 32 L. ed..690; 
Kilgore v. Norman, 119 Fed. 1006 
[aff 120 Fed. 1020, 56 CCA 683]. 

[a] It is the Guty of the court to 
consider affidavits showing its want 
of jurisdiction, although they are 
filed after the taking of testimony 
in the case has been closed. An- 
derson v. Bassman, 140 Fed. 10. 

59. Simpson vy. Phillipsdale Paper 
Mill Co., 223 Fed. 661; Pennsylvania 
Co. v. Bay, 1388 Fed. 203. See also 
supra § 103. 

60. Jud. Code § 87. 

61. Barry v. Edmunds, 116 U. S. 
550, 6 SCt 501, 29 L. ed, 729; Pike 
County v. Spencer, 192 Fed. 11, 112 
CCA. 433; Hill v. Walker, 167 Fed. 
241, 92 CCA 633 [certiorari den 21+ 
U. S. 517, 29 SCt 698, 53 L. ed. 1064]; 
Howe v. Howe, etc. Ball Bearing 
Co., 154 Fed, 820, 88 CCA 536. - 

“In the language of Mr. Justice 
Matthews, in Barry v. Edmunds, 116 
WS) 550, 6) Set DOs 29... ediunaos 
It might happen that the judge on 
the trial or hearing of a case would 
receive impressions amounting to a 
moral certainty that it does not 
really and substantially involve a 
dispute or controversy within the 
jurisdiction of the court, but upon 
such personal conviction, however 
strong, he would not be at liberty to 
act, unless the facts upon which the 
persuasion is based, when made dis- 
tinctly to appear on the _ record, 
create a legal certainty of the con- 
clusions based on them. Nothing 
less than this is meant by the stat- 
ute when it provides that the failure 
of its provisions [jurisdiction] on 
this account shall appear to the sat- 
isfaction of said Circuit Court.’” 
Gaddie v. Mann, 147 Fed. 955, 959 
[rev on other grounds 158 Fed. 42, 
837 C@As Ais 

[a] Amount in controversy.—‘“It 
has been several times decided by 
this court that a suit cannot prop- 
erly be dismissed by a Circuit Court 
as not. involving a controversy of 
an amount sufficient tod come within 
its jurisdiction unless the facts, 
when made to appear on the record, 
create a legal certainty of that con- 
clusion. Barry v. Edmunds, 116 U. 
S. 550, 6 SCt 501, 29 L. ed. 729; Wet- 


more v. Rymer, 169 U: S. 115, 18 
SCt 293, 42 L. ed. 682.” Put-in-Bay 
Waterworks, etc., Co. v. Ryan, 181 


ee 409, 480, 21 SCt 709, 45 L. 

[b] “The expression ‘to a legal 
certainty,’ in this connection, seems 
to have originated in Barry v. Ed- 
munds,’ 116 UW. S. 550; 6 SCt 501, 29 
L. ed. 729, where it was used with 
reference to a plea in abatement 
based upon an allegation that the 
amount in controversy was in fact 
less than the jurisdictional amount, 
although a greater sum was claimed 
by the plaintiff as damages for an 


ed. 


The burden of proof is on defendant 
where the jurisdictional averments are sufficient.5? 
To justify a dismissal under the statute, want of 
jurisdiction must appear to the ‘‘satisfaction’’ of 
This means that the fact should appear 
to a legal certainty,®! but it has been denied that 
this means more than by a fair preponderance of 
Ex parte affidavits may be insuffi- 
cient to satisfy the court of a want of jurisdiction 
Where the jurisdictional 
averments are sufficient, want of jurisdiction must 
affirmatively appear in order to justify a dismis- 
Mere failure to support jurisdictional aver- 
ments by proof, when they were not put in issue in 
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error.®? 


alleged assault upon him by the 
defendant. The same expression was 
approved in Deputron v. Young, 134 
Us Su 24t, (252. 110) (SCtr539,.. 33) i. .ed. 
923, where it was used with refer- 
ence to a petition to dismiss for 
lack of diversity of citizenship, 
which was not filed until after the 
case had been tried on its merits 
and a verdict had been returned 
against the petitioner. The facts on 
which these two decisions rest seem 
to me _ essentially different from 
those of the present case. In Barry 
v. Edmunds, supra, the court was 
called upon by the plea in abate- 
ment to speculate as to the utmost 
verdict which a jury was likely to 
return for the assault. In Deputron 
v. Young, supra, many months had 
gone by since the caSe was at iS 
sue, and it had been tried on the 
merits and decided against the peti- 
tioner before the petition to dismiss 
was filed. Obviously, under such 
circumstances, every doubt as to the 
jurisdiction ought to be resolved in 
favor thereof.” Simpson v. Phillins- 
gale Paper Mill Co., 223 Fed. 661, 
663 


[c] A sworn answer in equity al- 
leging a want of knowledge, infor- 
mation, or belief by defendant 
merely puts plaintiff to some proof 
on the point, and does not require 
him to produce the degree of proof 
required where the answer contains 
a positive denial. Hanchett v. Blair, 
100 Fed. 817, 41 CCA 76 (citizen- 
ship). 

62. Simpson vy. Phillipsdale Paper 
Mill Co., 223 Fed. 661. 

63. In re Cleland, 218 U. S. 120, 
30 SCt 647, 54 L. ed. 962; Put-in-Bay 
Waterworks, etc., Co. v. Ryan, 181 
U. S. 409, 21 SCt 709, 45 L. ed. 927. 

[a] Affidavits of umknown wit- 
nesses, who have not been subjected 
to cross-examination, obtained by a 
person shown to have resorted to 
questionable methods, will not be 
accepted as sufficient against posi- 
tive testimony in contradiction. Kil- 
rore v. Norman, 119 Fed. 1006 [aff 
120 Fed. 1020, 56 CCA 683]. 

64. Every Evening Printing Co. v. 
Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 79 CCA 657. 
But see Jones v. Subera, 150 Fed. 
462 (holding that burden is on plain- 
tiff to establish jurisdiction). 

65. Every Evening Printing Co. v. 
Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 75 CCA 657. 

[a] Rule applied.— “After the 
closing of the testimony, it was 
urged by counsel for the defendant, 
that it should have been affirma- 
tively shown on the part of the 
plaintiff, that she was a citizen of 
New Jersey at the time of the 
bringing of the suit, or a citizen of 
some other state than the state of 
Delaware; that the citizenship of 
the husband determines the citizen- 
ship of the wife, and as there was 
absolutely no evidence as to the citi- 
zenship of the husband, there was 
no evidence as to the citizenship of 
the wife, and therefore plaintiff had 
failed to affirmatively show that the 
case was within the jurisdiction of 
the court. The court declined to ac- 
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any way, does not show want of jurisdiction requir- 
ing dismissal under the statute.® 
which the court acts in dismissing the suit must 
be pertinent either to the issue made by the par- 
ties or to the inquiry instituted by the court,®* and 
raust appear of record if either party desires to 
have the order of dismissal reviewed on appeal or 


The evidence on 


Parties collusively made or joined. The statute 
specifically requires the court to dismiss a suit, where 
it shall appear that parties have been improperly 
or collusively made or joined for the purpose of 
creating a ease cognizable by the court.®® 
provision is regarded as a salutary one and it is 


The 


cede to these propositions, on the 
ground that the requisite diversity 
of citizenship was averred in the 
declaration, and thus affirmatively 
appearing in the record the juris- 
diction of the court attached, unless 
the prima facie truth of that aver- 
ment was successfully controverted 
by competent evidence adduced at 
the proper time under a plea of 
abatement, or some other appropri- 
ate plea, or notice to the opposite 
party. In this case, there was no 
such plea or notice or proof to con- 
trovert the averment of diverse citi- 
zenship in the declaration. The 
plaintiff in error relies entirely upon 
the fact that defendant in error 
testified that she was married, and 
that there was no proof of the resi- 
dence or citizenship of her husband. 
This fact, however, is not incon- 
sistent with the averment of citi- 
zenship made by plaintiff in her 
declaration.” Every Evening Print- 
ing Co. v. Butler, 144 Fed. 916, 918, 
75 CCA 657. 

66. Hartog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 
588, 6 SCt 521, 29 L. ed. 725 (where 
the court said that neither party, 
without pleading at the proper time 
and in the proper way, or adopting 
some other appropriate form of pro- 
ceeding, has the right to introduce 
evidence the only purpose of which 
is to make out a case for dismissal). 
But see Adams v. Shirk, 117 Fed. 
801, 804 (where, speaking of Hartog 
v. Memory, supra, it is said: ‘“De- 
fendants in error rely on this case 
to show that, since plaintiff in error 
filed his plea in abatement with his 
pleas to the merits, the evidence as 
to jurisdiction cannot be considered. 
But in Morris v. Gilmer, 129 U. S. 
315, 326, 9 SCt 289, 32 L. ed. 690, 
the doctrine of Hartog v. Memory 
on this neint was denied”). 

67. Wetmore v. Rymer, i69 U. 8S. 
115, 18 SCt 298, 42 L. ed. 682; Har- 
tog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 
521, 29 L. ed. 725. 

68. Jud. Code § 87. 

[a] Main purpose of the provi- 
sion.—This- provision of the act is 
largely designed to circumvent 
colorable assignments in those cases 
where a genuine assignee may still 
sue in his own name regardless of 
the citizenship of his assignor. Lake 
County v. Dudley, 173 U. S. 24%, 19 
SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; Farmington 
Village Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 U. S. 
138, 5 SCt 807, 29 L. ed. 114; Ber- 


nards Tp. v. Stebbins, 109 U. S. 341, 
8 SCt 252, 27,-L., ed. 956. 
[b] Omission of necessary 


parties —‘“‘As to the ground of the 
first plea, that vertain persons had 
been omitted as parties, the court 
held that § 5 of the Judiciary Act of 
March , 3, 1875, c-137, 18-Stat. 472, 
relates. solely to the collusive mak- 
ing of the actual parties plaintiff oy 
the collusive joinder of the actual 
parties defendant, and that if the 
parties before the court are prop- 
erly aligned as plaintiffs and de- 


fendants, it is not a ground of dis- - 


missal, 


in so far as the jurisdic- 
tional 


question is concerned, that 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the duty of the court to observe it.%? 
sion for its enforcement arises chiefly in cases of 
collusive transfers and assignments from parties 
whose character of citizenship would not enable 
them to sue in the federal court in their own 
Whatever may have been the practice in 
such cases prior to the act,’! the method of taking 
objection to the jurisdiction is not uow confined to 
a plea in abatement,’? and the objection has been 
allowed to be taken by plea,’? answer,’ motion,7® 


names,?° 


necessary parties are omitted, either 
as plaintiffs or defendants, whose 
presence would defeat the jurisdic- 
tion of the court.” Helm v, Zarecor, 


eee U. S. 32, 35, 32 SCt 10, 56 L. ed. 


tre 

69. Lehigh Min., ete., Co. v. Kelly, 
160) U.MS2i3827,7 16 .S@t 3 07, 40) Lavied. 
444; Robinson v. Anderson, 121 U. S. 
522) at SCtpo1011 4130), dis eds +1024: 
Lanier v. Nash, 121 U. S. 404, 7 SCt 
919'4. 30 L...ed. 947; Little | v/ Giles; 
MUSE VieS 7 596, 2eSCt 32) 304 dadeds 
269; Farmington Village Corp. v. 
Pillsbury, 114 U. S. 138, 5 SCt 807, 
29 L. ed. 114 [foll Little v. Giles, 
18) Ue SS. 96, 67 SCts'32,..30 qaswed. 
269]; Detroit v. Dean, 106 U. S. 537, 
1 SCt 560, 27 L. ed. 300; Williams v. 
Nottawa Tp., 104 U. S. 209, 26 L. ed. 
719; Stephens v. Smart, 172 Fed. 
466; New Albany Waterworks v. 
Louisville Banking Co., 122 Fed. 776, 
58 CCA 576; Lehigh Min., etc., Co. 
v. Kelly, 64 Fed, 401 [aff 160 U. S. 
327) L6wSCtl 30755 40 le Leds 444); 
ote v. Haggin, 11 Fed. 219, 7 Sawy. 
509. 

‘The old rule established by the 
decisions, which required all objec- 
tions to the citizenship of the 
parties, unless shown on the face 
of the record to be taken by plea 
in abatement before pleading to the 
merits, was changed, and the courts 
were given full authority to protect 
themselves against the false pre- 
tences of apparent parties. This is 
a salutary provision which ought 
not to be neglected.” Farmington 
Village Corp. v. Pillsbury, 114 U. 
S. 138, 144, 5 SCt 807, 29 L. ed. 114. 

[a] Dllustrations.— (1) A dece- 
dent left no estate, except a cause 
of action for his wrongful death, 
which under the state statute inured 
to the benefit of his widow-.and chil- 
dren. Both he and his widow were 
natives of the United States and 
citizens of Ohio. At the request of 
the widow’s attorneys, plaintiff, who 
was an alien and a consular repre- 
sentative of the kingdom of Italy, 
was appointed administrator, and 
brought an action against citizens 
of Ohio for his decedent’s death in 
a federal court. He had no acquaint- 
ance with decedent, or his family, 
and no interest in the estate, and 
the sole reason for his appointment 
was so that he might sue in that 
court. The suit was held to be col- 
jusive, and was dismissed under Jud. 
Code § 37. Cerri v. Akron-People’s 
Tel. Co., 219 Fed. 285. (2) An as- 
signment of corporate stock and 
bonds for the sole consideration that 
the assignee would sign a Dill for 
the appointment of a receiver for 
the corporation was held to be col- 
Jusive and a fraud on the jurisdic- 
tion of the court, although such as- 
signment was absolute. Kreider v. 
Cole, 149 Fed. 647, 79 CCA 339 [rev 
140 Fed. 944]. (3) An action 
brought by a South Dakota corpora- 
tion against a citizen of Georgia, in 
a federal court sitting in the lat- 
ter state, will be dismissed as col- 
lusive, where such corporation is 
merely the agent of Georgia attor- 
neys, who brought it into existence 
as a corporation that individual citi- 
zens of Georgia having controver- 
sies with other individual citi- 
zens of that state might, in their 
discretion, have the use of its cor- 
porate name in order to create cases 
apparently within the jurisdiction of 


FEDERAL COURTS 


The ocea- 


the federal court. Southern Realty 
Inv. Co. v.. Walker, 211 U, S. 603, 
29 SCt 211, 53 L. ed. 346. (4) Where 
a suit in a federal court is between 
citizens of different states, and pre- 
sents a bona fide cause of action in- 
volving the statutory amount, there 
is no collusion in a legal sense 
which will defeat the jurisdiction of 
the court because the parties agreed 
that the’ suit should be brought 
therein, and that the averments of 
the bill should be admitted by the 
answer. Pennsylvania Steel Co. v. 
New York City R. Co., 157 Fed. 440. 
(5) Where two persons, entitled to 
separable, although precisely simi- 
lar, claims charged on real estate, 
joined in a bill for the enforcement 
of their liens, and the bill was 
amended by omitting one of such 
persons in order that it might not 
fail for want of the requisite di- 
versity of citizenship, and the suit 
was prosecuted by the other for 
the enforcement of her own claim, 
the amended bill stating that the 
person omitted ‘‘consents to the re- 
lief sought in this bill and to all 
proceedings had and ‘to all orders 
or decrees made or that may be 
made by the court in this cause,” 
the circumstances did not disclose 
collusion and the bill as amended 
was not demurrable. Mathieson v. 
Craven, 164 Fed. 471. 

[b] Stockholders’ suits. — (1) 
Suits held not collusive. Chicago v. 
Mills, 204 U. S. 321, 27 SCt 286, 51 
L. ed. 504 [aff 143 Fed. 430]; Con- 
sumers’ Gas Trust Co. v. Quinby, 
137 Fed. 882, 70 CCA 220 [certiorari 
den 198 U. S. 585, 25 SCt 803, 49 
L. ed. 1174]; New Albany Water- 
works v. Louisville Banking Co., 122 
Med i7%6; 58 CCAW 576: (2) Suits 
held collusive. Kemmerer vy. Hag- 
gerty, 139 Fed. 693. 

[ec] Suit by cestui que trust.—It 
was held that there was no collu- 
sion in a suit brought by a cestui 
que trust upon the refusal of the 
trustee to sue. Bowdoin College v. 
Merritt, 63 Fed. 213 [app dism 169 
U.S. 551, 18 SCt 415, 42 L. ed. 850]. 

[d] Who may assign error.—(1) 
If jurisdiction appears in the plead- 
ings, but collusion in making parties 
is shown on the trial, it is ques- 
tionable whether a defendant who 
allows the case to go on until judg- 
ment has been taken against him 
can object to the jurisdiction on 
appeal or writ of error. Williams v. 
Nottawa. Tp:., 104 U.S. 209,26. i. 
ed. 719 (holding, however, that if 
a plaintiff thus proved guilty of col- 
lusion seeks relief by appeal or er- 
ror from a judgment against him- 
self, the judgment will be reversed 
with instructions to dismiss the 
suit). (2) Defendant cannot assign 
error if he assents to the fraud. 
Mattocks v. Baker, 2 Fed. 455. 

70. Lake County v. Dudley, 173 
U. S. 243, 19 SCt 398, 48 L. ed. 684; 
Lehigh Min., ete. Co. v. Kelly, 160 
U. S. 327, 16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444; 
Morris v. Gilmer, 129 U. S. 315, 9 
SGU 289), S2i2 bE. ed 16903 bittle vw 
Giles, 118 U. S. 596, 7 SCt 32, 30 
L. ed. 269; Cashman v. Amador, etc., 
Canal Co., 118 U. S. 58, 6 SCt 926, 30 
L. ed. 72; Farmington Village Corp. 
Vi-Pillsbury, 114 UW: 133;, 5 SCt 
807, 29 L. ed. 114; Bernards Tp. v. 
Stebbins, 109 U. S. 341, 3 SCt 252, 27 
L. ed. 956; Hayden v. Manning, 106 
U.S) 586; 1 SCt 617, 27 L. ed. 306; 


or by the court of its own motion.7¢ 
of collusion may be determined by the court,’’? or 
submitted to the jury under proper instructions.78 
The court may grant a new trial for newly discov- 
ered evidence of a fraud perpetrated upon its juris- 
diction.’® But a judgment on the merits is not open 
to collateral attack.8° 

Decision of merits. 
to summarily decide matters in issue going to the 
merits of the controversy,’ and where the juris- 
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The question 


The statute confers no power 


Williams v. Nottawa Tp., 104 U. S. 
209, 26 L. ed. 719; Consolidated Rub- 
ber Tire Co. v. Ferguson, 183 Fed. 
756, 106 CCA 380; Kreider v. Cole, 
149 Fed. 647, 79 CCA 339; Ashley v. 
Presque Isle County, 83 Fed. 534, 
ah CCA) 585%: Mclean var Clarky 73il 
Fed. 501; Stanley v. Albany County, 
15 Fed. 483, 21 Blatehf. 249 [aff 121 
U.S. 535, 7 SCt 1234, 30 L. ed. 1000]; 
Coffin v. Haggin, 11 Fed. 219, 7 
Sawy. 509; Greenwalt v. Tucker, 10 
Fed. 884, 3 McCrary 450. 
71. See supra §§ 99, 100. 


72. Turnbull v. Ross, 141 Fed. 
649, 72 CCA 609. 
73. Helm v. Zarecor, 222 U. S 


32, 32 SCt 10, 56 L. ed. 77; South- 
ern Realty Inv, Co. v. Walker, 211 
U.:S, 6038,.29 SCt 211, 53 L..ed. 346; 
Lehigh Min., ete., Co. v. Kelly, 160 
U. S. 327, 16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444; 
De Laveaga v. Williams, 7 F. Cas. 
No. 3,759, 5 Sawy. 574; ‘Coffin v. 
Haggin, 11 Fed. 219, 7 Sawy. 509; 
Pond v. Vermont Valley R,. Co., 19 
I. Cas. No. 11,265, 12 Blatchf. 280, 

[a] Sufficiency of plea.—The plea 


must specify which parties are 
claimed to have been collusively 
made. Helm v. Zarecor, 222 U. S. 


32, .32 SCt 10,,56 L. ed. 77, 

74. Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 
376, 8 SCt 197,31, Li, ed. 238; Hay- 
den v. Manning, 106 U. S. 586, 1 SCt 
617, 27 L. ed. 306; Parsons vy. Denis, 
7 Fed. 317, 2 McCrary 359 (answer 
held insufficient because it did not 
allege that the transfer was collu- 
Sive). 

75. Cashman v. Amador, etc, 
Canal Co., 118 U. S. 58, 6 SCt 926, 
30 L. ed. 72. 

76. Lake County v. Dudley, 173 
U. S. 243, 19 SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; 
Hartog v. Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 
SCt 521, 29 L. ed. 725 [rev 23 Fed. 
835]; Farmington Village Corp. v. 
Pillsbury, 114 U. S. 138, 5 SCt 807, 
29 L. ed. 114; Williams v. Nottawa 
Tp.05104°_U. Si12099- 26.1. ed. 719% 
Cerri v. Akron-People’s Tel. Co., 219 
Fed. 285; Consolidated Rubber Tire 
Co. v. Ferguson, 183 Fed. 756, 106 
CCA 330. 

W1e) rises. iv.4 Draders?) Con. 145 
Fed. 254; Klenk v. Byrne, 143 Fed. 
1008; Lake County v. Schradsky, 97 
Fed. 1, 38 CCA 17; Maxfield v. Levy, 
16 F. Cas, No. 9,321, 4 Dall, 330, 1 
L. ed. 854. 

[a] ‘This question should not be 
decided upon conjecture,” but the de- 
cision must be based upon sufficient 
proof. Syracuse Third Nat. Bank vy. 
Seneca Falls, 15 Fed. 783. : 

78. Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 
376, 8 SCt 197, 31 L. ed, 238; Turn- 
bull v. Ross, 141 Fed. 649, 72 CCA 
609; Lake County v. Schradsky, 97 
Fed. 1, 38 CCA 17; Welles v. New- 
berry, 23 F. Cas. No. 17,378, 4 Mc- 
Lean 226. 

79. Greenwalt v. Tucker, 10 Fed. 
884, 3 McCrary 450. 

80. Acord v. Western Pocahontas 
Corp., 156 Fed. 989 [aff 174 Fed. 
1019, 98 CCA 625 (certiorari den 215 
U. S. 607, 30 SCt 408, 54 L. ed. 346)]; 
Mattocks v. Baker, 2 Fed. 455. 

81. Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S, 
632, 27.SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656. 

[a] Reason for rule,—‘‘Such an 
authority obviously is not unlimited, 
and its limits ought to be ascer- 
tained and observed, lest under the 
guise of determining jurisdiction 
the merits of the controversy be- 
tween the parties be summarily de- 
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dictional question necessarily involves a considera- 
tion of the merits, it should be tried on formal 


pleadings.®? 
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cided without the ordinary incidents 
of a trial, including the right to a 
jury. For it must not be forgotten 
that where in good faith one has 
brought into court a cause of action, 
which, as stated by him, is clearly 
within its jurisdiction, he has the 
right to try its merits in the man- 
ner provided by the Constitution and 
law, and can not be compelled to 
submit to a trial of another kind.” 
Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 632, 
645, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656. 

[b] Rule applied.—In trespass to 
try title to land worth more than 
the jurisdictional amount brought 
against several defendants a decision 
that defendants acted separately and 
not jointly and that the damages re- 
coverable against each separately 
was less than the required amount 
is not a determination of a jurisdic- 
tional fact but of an essential ele- 
ment of the merits. Smithers v. 
Smith, 204'U. S. 632, 27 SCt 297,: 51 
L. ed. 656. 

[c] Where jury waived—‘In ap- 
plying those general principles for 
the purpose of ascertaining the 
limits of the authority te dismiss 
summarily for lack of jurisdiction 
the circumstance that in this case 
a jury was waived by the parties 
is without significance, because if 
the judge had authority to adopt 
this summary method he could dis- 
pense with the jury, whether the 
parties agreed to it or not.” Smith- 
ers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 632, 645, 27 
SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656. 


82. Tilinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
a U. S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 45 L. ed. 
[a] A question which belongs to 


the merits (1) rather than to the 
jurisdiction should not be raised by 
motion to dismiss, but by demurrer 
or by other pleadings in the regular 
es Sed of the cause, Illinois Cent. 

Co. v. Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 21 
Sot 251, 45 L. ed. 410 (where a bill 
is brought by stockholders of a cor- 
poration against the corporation and 
other . parties without the allega- 
tions required by Equity Rules, rule 
94, or where a bill against a defend- 
ant individually shows the requisite 
diversity\ of citizenship, but defend- 
ant contends that he is so identified 
with the state as to make it really 
a suit against a state in violation 
of the Eleventh Amendment to the 
United States constitution, the case 
is-not one for dismissal on mere 
motion). (2) “If the case shows a 
bona fide claim within the jurisdic- 
tion of .the court, with a reasonable 
plausibility in support thereof, it 
behooves the court to pass on the 
merits on a formal plea, demurrer, 
or answer, rather than summarily on 
a motion to dismiss.” York County 
Sav. Bank v. Abbot, 131 Fed. 980, 


982. 

83. See supra §§ 29-47. 

84 See supra §§ 53-95. 

85. Male v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
240 U. S. 97, 36 SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 544; 


Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. Kar- 
pen, 238 U. S. 254, 35 “Sct 788, 59 L. 
ed,1295;' Us S. v. Hvoslef, 237 U. 
S.. 1, 35 SCt 459, 59 L. ed. 813. [aff 
217 Fed. 680]; Kreigh v. Westing- 
house, 214 .U. S. 249, 29 SCt 619, 53 
L. ed. 984; Ingersoll v. Coram, 211 
UW: S. 335; 29° SCt- 92, -53° "Le ed.208 
[rev 148 Fed. 169, 78 CCA 303]; 
Western Loan, ete. Co. v. Butte, 
etce., Cons. Min. Co., b10 U. S. 368, 28 
SCt 720, 52 L. ed. 1101; In re Moore, 


Venue in Wrong Federal District. 
If an action is within the general jurisdiction of the 
federal court, by reason of the existence of a fed- 
eral question,S* or by reason of the citizenship, or 
character of the parties,84 an objection that the 
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action is not brought in the proper district may be 
waived,®® unless the action is of a local nature and: 


required to be brought in a district other than that; 


209 U, S. 490, 28 SCt 585, 706, 52 -L. 
ed. 904, 14 AnnCas 1164; Ex p. Wis- 
ner, 203 We IS: 240 TIS Cty 1500 D1 
L. ed. 264; In re Keasbey, 160 U. S. 
221, 16 Sct 2738, 40 L. ed. 402; In- 
terior Constr., ete Co." vi Gibney, 
160 U. S. 217, 16 sct 272, 40 L. ed. 401; 
Mexican Nat. R. Cor aws Davidson, 
152 WU. Sw 201,15) SCt) 563-39 ‘Li ed. 
672; Gerling v. Baltimore, ete., R. 


Co.; 151' U.S: 673,14 SCt 538, 38 L. 
ed. 311; Central Trust Co. v. Mc- 
George, 151 U. S. 129, 14 SCt 286, 


38 L. ed. 98; St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. 
McBride, 141 U. S, 127, 11 SCt 982, 
36. Le: ed. 659; «Kitzgerald,): ete:, 
Constr. Co!) v.- Fitzgerald, 137.:U.—S. 
98, 11 SCt 36, 34 L. ed. 608; Char- 
lotte First Nat. Bank v. Morgan, 132 
U, S. 141, 10 SCt 37, 33 L. ed. 282; 
Ex p. Schollenberger, 96 U. S. 369, 
24 L. ed, 853; Levy v. Fitzpatrick, 15 
Pet. (U. S.) 167, 10 L. ed. 699; Tol- 
and v. Sprague, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 300, 
9 L. ed. 1098; Gracie v. Palmer, 8 
Wheat. -(U,-S.) 699), 54Ly eds) 719; 
Fairview Fluorspar, etc. Co. v. 
Bethlehem Steel Co., 258 Fed. 681; 
Matarazzo v. Hustis, 256 Fed. 882; 
Primos Chemical Co. v. Fulton Steel 
Corp., 255 Fed. 427; Primos. Chemi- 
cal Co. v. Fulton Steel Corp., 254 
Fed. 454; Scattergood v. American 
Pipe, ete., Co., 249 Fed. 23, 161 CCA 
83 [certiorari granted Hitchcock v. 
Scattergood, 247 U. S. 516, 38 SCt 
583, 62 L. ed. 1244]; Champion Spark 
Plug Co. v. Champion Ignition Co., 
247 Fed. 200; Barrett Co. v. Ewing, 
242 Bed. 506, 155 CCA 282; Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co. v. Swift, 242 Fed. 92; 
Moore Filter Co. v. Taugher, 239 
Fed. 105, 151 CCA 279; Rakauskas 
v. Erie R. Co., 237 Fed. 495; Everett 
R., ete. Co. v. U. S., 236 Fed. 806; 
U. S. Expansion Bolt Co. Via TE eG 
Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 Fed. 868, 
148 CCA 446; Hanson v. Hanson, 234 
Fed. 853, 148 CCA 451; Tauza v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 232 Fed, 294; 
Lukosewicz v. Philadelphia, etc., Co., 
232 Fed. 292; Vitkus v. Clyde SS. 


Co., 2382 Fed. 288; Yanuszauckas v. 
Mallory SS. Co., 232 Fed. 132, 146 
CCA 324; Smithson v. Roneo, 231 


Fed, 349; Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. 
Washko, 231 Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230; 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Louisville, 
ete.,, R. Co., 229) Fed. 234; Lehigh 
Valley Coal Co. v. Yensavage, 218 
Fed. 547, 184 CCA 275; U. S. v. New 
York, etce., SS. Co., 216 Fed. 61, 132 
CCA 305; Eldorado Coal, etc., Co. v. 
Mariotti, 215 Fed. 51, 1381 CCA 359; 
Adler Goldman Commn. Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 211 Fed. 530; Rubber, etce., 
Trimming Co. v. John L. Whiting-J. J. 
Adams Co., 210 Fed. 393; Toledo, 
eta, R. Co. v. Perenchio, 205 Fed. 
472, 123 CCA 540; Simpson v. Geary, 
204 Fed. 507; Camp v. Bonsal, 203 
Fed. 9138, 122 CCA 207; Baldwin v. 
Pacific Power, etc., Co., 199 Fed, 291; 
Smellie v. Southern Pac. Co., 197 
Fed. 641; Hall v. Great Northern R. 
Co., 197 Fed. 488; Bogue v. Chicago, 
ete., R. Co., 1938 Fed. (728;  Hrie R. 
Co. v. Kennedy, 191 Fed. 382, 112 
CCA 76; Southern Pac. Co. v. Ar- 
lington Heights Fruit Co., 191 Fed. 
101, 1211 CCA 581; Decker v. South- 
ern R, Co., 189 Fed. 224; Hubbard 
wv. Chicago,’ vete.f rR.) Cos ne! Hed: 
994; Clark v. Southern Pac. Co., 175 
Fed. 122; Cound v. Atchison, etc. R. 
Co., 173 Fed. 527; Peale v. Marian 
Coal Co., 172 Fed. 639; Campbell vy. 
Johnson, 167 Fed. 102, 92 CCA 554; 
Thomson-Houston Electric Co. v. 
Blectrose Mfg. Co.,. 155 Fed. 548; 


in which it is brought.’* Plaintiff, of course, waives 
any such question when he institutes his action in 
the wrong district,’’ and any objection on the part 
|. of defendant is waived where he appears generally,®® 


International Bank, etc., Co. v. Scott, 
159 Fed. 58, 86 CCA 248; Shanberg. 
v. New York Fidelity, etc., Cor Vhs 
Fed. 1, 85 CCA 343, 19 LRANS 1206; 


Horn v. Pere Marquette R. Co., 151 
Fed. 626; U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Woodson County, 145 Fed. 144, 76 


CCA. 114;. Lillooet Gold Min. Co. v.. ° 
Bliss, 144 Fed. 446; Wolff v. Choc- 
taw;-ete., R.iCoj0133 ' Meds 6013. USS. 
Consolidated Seeded Raisin Co, v. 


Phoenix Raisin Seeding, ete., Co., 124 
Fed. 234; General Electric Co. v: 
Wagner Blectric Mfg. Co., 123 Fed. 


101 [aff 130 Fed. 772, 66 CCA 82]; 
Memphis Sav. Bank v.. Houchens, 
115 Fed, 96, 52 CCA 176; Marks v. 
Marks, 75 Fed. 321; Smith v. Atchi- 
son, ete, R. Co. 64 Fed. 1; Van 
Dresser v. Oregon R., ete., Co. 48 
Fed. 202; Jewett v. Bradford Sav. 
Bank, ete., Co., 45 Fed. 801; Purcell 
v. British Land, ete. Co., 42 Fed. 
465; Zambrino v. Galveston, ete. R. 
Co., 38 Fed. 449; U. S. v. American 
Bell’ Tele Co.,.29) Med!.19 59 Pageiine 
Chillicothe, 6 Fed. 599; Dunlap v. 
Stetson, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,164, 4 Mason 
3849; McPike v. Wells, 54 Miss, 136; 
Denniston v. Potts, 19 Miss. 36;: 
Trinity, -ete;. Ro.Co. iv... Brown, 19a 
Tex. 6738, 45 SW 793; State v. Frost, 
113 Wis. 623, 88 NW 912, 89 NW 915. 

“Where diversity of citizenship 
exists . .. so that the suit is cog- 
nizable in some Circuit Court, the 
objection that there is not jurisdic- 
tion in a particular district may be 
waived by appearing and pleading to 
the merits. In re Moore, 209 U. S. 
490, 28 SCt 585, 706, 52 L. ed. 904 
14 “AnnCas 1164. Anything to the 
contrary said in Ex p. Wisner, 203 
U. S. 449, 27 SCt 150, 51 L. ed. 264, 
was overruled.” Western Loan, etc., 
Co. v. Butte, ete., Cons. Min. Co., 
210 U. S. 3868, 369, 28 SCt 720, 52 
Eiieds Th0t: 

86. Minnesota v. Northern. Se- 
curities Co., 194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 
48 L. ed. 870; Parker v. ‘Ormsby, 141 
UrtiS:, Shed "Sct 912, 35 L. ed. 654; 
Mansfield, ete R. Co. v. Swan, 111 
U.S. 379, 4 SCt 510, 28 L. ed. 462; 
Matarazzo. v. Hustis, 256 Fed. 882. 


87. Decker v. Southern R, Co., 189 
Fed. 224; U. S. v. Schofield Co., 182 
Fed. 240 [aff 187 Fed. 98, 109 CCA 


106 (certiorari den 223 U. S. 720, 
32 SCt 523, 56 L. ed. 629)]; Callahan 
v. Hicks, $0 Fed. 539; Cooley v. Me- 
Arthur, 35 Fed. 372. 

[a] Counterclaim. — One who 
brings a suit in equity in a federai 
court in a district of which he is 
not an inhabitant, and in which he 
has no established place of business, 
is required to meet in such suit any 
counterclaim which defendant is en- 
titled, under Equity Rules, rule 30, 
to set up, and cannot object that an 
action on the subject matter of the 
counterclaim could not have been 
brought against him in such court. 
Champion Spark Plug Co. vy. Cham- 
pion Ignition Co., 247 Fed. 200; oe 
S. Expansion Bolt Cow wah i: 
Kroncke Hardware Co., 234 Fed. seg, 
148 CCA 466 [aff 216 Fed. 186]. 

88. Thames, etc., Mar. Ins. Co. v. 
U.S., 287 U. S. 19, 85 SCt 496, 59 Li. 
ed. 821, AnnCas1915D 1087 [rev 217 
Fed. 685]; Western Loan, ete., Co. v. 
Butte, etc., Cons. Min. Co., 210 U. 
S. 368, 28 SCt 720, 52 L.. ed. 1101; 
In re Moore, 209 U. S. 490, 28 SCt 
585, 706, 52 L. ed. 904, 14 AnnCas 
1164; In re Keasbey, 160 U.S. 221, 
16 SCt 273, 40 L. ed. 402; Interior 
Constr., etc., Cosy: Gibney, 160 U. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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or pleads to the merits of the action,8® or unites a 
plea to the merits with a plea claiming his privilege 
Where defendant 
objected to the jurisdiction on the sole ground that 
plaintiff, an alien, was not a resident of the dis- 
trict, this was a waiver of an objection on the 
ground that suit could be brought only in the 


to be sued in another district.?° 


S. 217, 16 SCt 272, 40 L. ed. 401 [cit 
Gracie v. Palmer, 8 Wheat. 699, 15 
Ealeds T1975 Central Trust Co. v. Mc- 
George, 151 (Ole Sey Sele ee ME) 
38 L. ed. 98; Texas, ete., R. 

Saunders, 151 WS: 105, 14 Sct 257, 
38 L. ed. 90; Southern’ IP ACre OomeVin 
Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 13 SCt 44, 36 
L. ed. 942; St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. 
McBride, 141 U. S. 127, 11 SCt 982, 
35 L. ed. 659; Ex p. Schollenberger, 
96 7US Si 369; "24 L. ed. 853; Levy v. 
HWitzpatrick, 15. Pet. (U. s.) 167, 10 
L. ed... 699; Toland v.: Sprague, 12 
Pet.- €U. Ss.) 300, 9 L. ed. 1093; Man- 
kin v. Bartley, 266 Fed. 466; Budris 
v. Consolidation Coal Co., 251 Fed. 
673; Enright v. Heckscher, 240 Fed. 
863, 152 CCA 549; Great Lakes, etc., 
Transp. Co. v. Scranton Coal Co., 239 
Fed. 603, 152 CCA 487; Hanson v. 
Hanson, 234 Fed. 853, 148 CCA 451; 
Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. Washko, 
231 Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Louisville, ete, 
R. Co., 229 Fed. 234; Lehigh Valley 
Coal Co. v. Yensavage, 218 Fed. 547, 
134 CCA 275; U. S. v. New York, etce., 
Sore COs LO anled 66 li wahon OC Aco bs 
Cincinnati, ete, R. Co. v. Orr, 215 
Fed. 261; Eldorado Coal, ete., Co. v. 
Mariotti, 215, Fed. 51, 1381 CCA 359; 
Adler Goldman Commn,. Co, vy. Wil- 
‘liams, 211 Fed. 530; Nelson  v. 
Husted, 182 Fed. 921; McPhee, etc., 
Consv,., Union (Paca"R sCo-;) 1582 ed; 
5, 87 CCA 619; Shanberg v. New 
York Widelity, etc., Co., 158 Fed. 1, 
85 CCA 343, 19 LRANS 1206; Logan 
V;.rostal Tel, ete. Co:, 157 Hed. 570: 
Thomson-Houston Electric Co. v. 
Hlectrose Mfg. Co., 155 Fed. 543; 
Midland Contracting Co. v. Toledo 
Fdy., etc., Co., 154 Fed. 797, 83 CCA 
489; U. S. v. California Bridge, etc., 
Co., 152 Féd. 559; Horn v. Pere Mar- 


quette R. Co., 151 Fed. 626; U. S. 
Fidelity, etc, Co Vis Woodson 
County, 145 Fed. 144, LOLee Aor ae 


Lillooet Gold Min. Co. v. Bliss, 144 
Fed. 446; Mahr v. Union Pac, R. Co., 
140 Fed. 921 [aff 170: Fed., 699, 96 
CCA 19]; Burch v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 139 Fed. 350; Baltimore, etc., R. 
133° Fed. 866, 6%, “CCA 
38: Wolff v. Choctaw, ete., 
133 Fed. 601; Von Voight v. Michi- 
gan Cent. R. Co., 130 Fed. 398; Fosha 
v. Western Union Tel. Co., 114 Fed. 
701; Van Doren v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 93 Fed, 260, 35 CCA 282; Car- 
ter-Crume Co. v. Peurrung, 86 Fed. 
439, 30 CCA 174; Von Auw vy. Chi- 
eago Toy, etc... Co., 69 Fed. 448; 
Southern Express Co. v. Todd, 56 
Fed. 104, 5 CCA 432; Walker v. Wind- 
sor Nat. Bank, 56 Fed. 76, 5 CCA 


421; Betzoldt © v. American Ins. 
MO Ai i eds) c055) McBride. iN. 
Grand de Tour Plow Co., 40 
Fed. 162; Norris v. Atlas Ss. Cos 


37 Fed. 279; U. S. v. American Bell 
Tel. Co., 29 Fed. 17; Page v. Chilli- 
cothe, 6 Fed. 59.9% Pond v. Vermont 
Valley R. Co., 19 F. Cas. No. 11,265, 
12 Blatchf. 280; McCloskey v. Cobb, 
15. F. Cas, No. 8,702, 2 Bond 16; 
Blackburn v. Selma, ete, Ee Ou; 3 
¥F, Cas. No. 1,467, 2 Flipp. 525; Teese 
v. Phelps, 23 EF. Cas. No. 13,818, 
McAll. 17. See also cases infra note 
89. And see Appearances §§ 41-54. 

“The provision as to the particu- 
Jar district in which the action 
shall be brought does not touch the 
general jurisdiction of the court 
Over such a cause between such 
parties; but affects only the pro- 
ceedings taken to bring the defend- 
ant within such jurisdiction, and is 
a matter of personal privilege, 
which the defendant may insist 
upon, or may waive, at his election; 
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and the defendant’s right to object 
that an action, within the general 
jurisdiction of the court, is brought 
in the wrong district, is waived by 
entering a general appearance, with- 
out taking the objection.” Interior 
Constr., ete., Co. v. Gibney, 160 U: 
S. 217, 219, 16 SCt 272, 40 L. ed. 401. 
[a] Formal appearance on rule 
day.—(1) The mere entry of an ap- 
pearance on one rule day, followed 
on the next by a propér objection, 
was not a waiver of the right to 
object, Reinstadler Co. v. Reeves, 
33 Fed. 308. (2) Rule days are now 
abolished. See Equity Rules (1912) 
ay 2, Appearances § 1. 
U. S: v.. Hvoslef, :237 -U. S.. 1, 
35° Sct 4595.59" Ty sed. 813 \ [aff 217 
Fed. 680]; Ingersoll v. Coram, 211 
WaiSa boos a2 ES Ot. oa Deru eds i208 
[rey = 148) med. (169; <7oe COA #30315 
Interior Constr., ete., Co. v. Gibney, 
160 U.S.’ 217, 16 SCt>272,° 40 Lied. 
401; Central Trust Co. v. McGeorge, 
151 U.S. 129, 14 SCt 286, 38 L. ed. 
98 [rev 55 Fed. 769]; Southern Pac. 
Co. v. Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 13 SCt 
44, 36 L. ed. 942; Texas, etc, R. Co. 
Vee COX hs By Ue Sap Oost ele Ser Opp: ae 
L. ed. 829; St. Louis, etc., 
McBride, 141 U.S. 127; 11 ted “982 
35 L. ed. 659; De Wolf v. Rabaud, 


TMP SE: A. CUR SO) 476s \t akuel ed, 927: 
Moore Filter Co. v. Taugher, 239 
Fred. 105,, 151 CCA 279; Kever v, 


Philadelphia, etc., Coal, ete., Co., 234 
Fed. 814; Adler Goldman Commn. 
Co. v. Williams, 211 Fed. 530; Le- 
high Valley Coal Co. v. Yensavage, 
218 Fed. 547, 134 CCA 275; Simpson 
v. Geary, 204 Fed. 507; Smellie v. 
Southern Pac. Co., 197 Fed. 641; 
Northwestern Lumber Co. vy. Cizen, 
196 Fed. 454, 116 CCA 228; Detroit 
Trust Co. v. Pontiac Sav. Bank, 196 
Fed. 29, 115 CCA 663 [aff 237 U. S. 
186, 35 SCt 509, 59 L. ed. 907]; Texas 
Co. v. Central Fuel Oil Co., 194 Fed. 
TAO TILA “GCA “21>: Bozue ~“vie-Chicago, 
etc. ‘Rs Cos, 198, Hed. -7235 “Atchison; 
GUC? alte O Ore nV Gilliland, 193 Fed. 
608, 113 CCA 476; Erie R. Co, v. 
Kennedy, 191 Fed. 332, 112 CCA 76; 
Decker v. Southern R. Co., 189 Fed. 
224; Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. U. 
S., 187 Fed. 98, 109 CCA 106 [aff 182 
Fed. 240, and certiorari den 223 U. 
Seas OR Ol Vor oun Os re edu somonl 
Bluefield SS. Co. v. Steele, 184 Fed. 
584, 106 CCA 564; U. S. Gypsum Co. 
v. Sliwienska, 183 Fed. 688, 106 CCA 
38; Gearlds v. Johnson, 183 Fed. 611 
[rev on other grounds 234 U. S. 422, 
84 SCt 794, 58 L. ed. 1383]; U.S. v. 
Schofield, 182 Fed. 240 [aff 187 Fed. 
98, 109 CCA 106 (certiorari den 223 
U. S.° 720; 32) SCt 523,56 Lied? 629) 1F 
Irving v. Joint Dist. Council U. B. 
C., ete., 180 Fed. 896; Howland Pulp, 
ete., Co. v. Alfreds, 179 Fed. 482, 103 
CCA 62; Ware-Kramer Tobacco Co. 
v. American Tobacco Co., 178 Fed. 
117; Peale v. Marian Coal Co., 172 
Fed. 639; International Bank, etce., 
Co, i vik Scott,.0159. Hed. 158; 186; -CCA 
248; McPhee, etc., Co. v. Union Pac. 
Re Contos, wed, 5, 87 CCA 619; Ac- 
ord v. Western Pocahontas Corp., 
156 Fed. 989 [aff 174 Fed. 1019, 98 
CCA 625 (certiorari den 215 1h ish 
607, 80 SCt 408, 54 L. ed. 346)]; 
Midland Contracting Co. v. Toledo 
Fdy., etc., Co., 154 Fed. 797, 83 CCA 
489; U. Ss. v. California Bridge, etc., 
Southern 


Co., 152 Fed. 559; Burch v. 
Baltimore, 


Pac. Cox 139 Fed. 350; 
etc., R. Co. v. Doty, 133 Fed. 866, 
297 CCA 38; Pepper v. Rogers, 128 
Fed, 987; U. S. Consolidated Seeded 
Raisin Co. v. Phoenix Raisin Seed- 
ing, ete., Co., 124 Fed. 234; General 
Electric ‘Co. v. Wagner Blectric Mfe. 


district of defendant’s residence.® 
procures the removal of a cause from a state to a 
federal court waives any objection that the suit 
is pending in the wrong district.?? 
not waived by a special appearance for the sole 
purpose of raising objections to the jurisdiction 
of the court,®? by acknowledgment of service of 


[25.C. J.J - 795 


A party who 


The objection is 


Co., 123 Fed. 101 [aff 180 Fed. 772, 
66 CCA 82]; Occidental Cons. Min. 
Co. v. Comstock Tunnel Co., 120 Fed. 


518; Fosha v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 114 Fed. 701; Citizens’ Bank, 
ete., Co..v. Union Min., etc., Co., 106 
Fed. 97; Platt v. Massachusetts 
Real-Est.” Co., 103 Fed. 705; Van 
Doren v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 93 
Red.7 260;. 35. CCA 282%" Callahan = we 


Hicks, 90 Fed. 539; Carter-Crume Co. 
Vo.;Peurrung,. 86) .Ned.+.439, 30) (CCA 
174; Von Auw v. Chicago Toy, etc., 
Co., 69 Fed. 448; Hoover, ete., Co. v. 
Columbia Straw-Paper Co., 68 Fed. 
945; Southern Express Co. v. Todd, 
56 Fed. 104, 5 CCA 432; Walker v. 
Windsor Nat. Bank, 56 Fed. 76, 5 
CCA 421; Vermont Farm Mach. Co. v. 
Gibson, 50 Fed. 423 [aff 56 Fed. 143, 
5 CCA 451]; McBride v. Grand de 
Tour Plow Co., 40 Fed. 162; Norris 
v. Atlas SS. Co., 37 Fed. 279; Cooley 
v. McArthur, 35 Fed. 372; Black v. 
Thorne, 3) Fy s@asi Nore 1,465.9 210) 
Blatchf. 66; Blackburn v. Selma, etc., 
Re 'Co543 Ho (Cass Nom 15467.) 2° Pippy: 
525; Taylor v. Cook, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,789, 2 Mclean 516; Trinity, etc., 
R. Co, v. Brown, 91 Tex. 673, 45 SW 
793. See Appearances §§ 41-54. 

{a] Filing an affidavit of defense 
containing defenses to the merits, 
waives the objection that action was 
brought in the wrong district. U. 
S. v. Schofield, 182 Fed. 240 [aff 187 
Red. 98, 109 CCA 106 -(certiorari 
den 223 U.S. 720, 32 SCt 523, 56 
L. ed. 629)]. 

{b] A motion to dismiss on 
grounds going to the merits is a 
waiver of any objection to the venue 
or jurisdiction of the particular 
court, where it has general jurisdic- 
tion by reason of diversity of citi- 
zenship. McLean Lumber Co. v. U. 
S., 237 Fed. 460. 

[c] On appeal it is too late to 
raise the objection for the first time 
that the suit was not brought in 
the district of the residence of either 
party. Carter-Crume Co. v. Peur- 
rung, 86 Fed. 439, 30 CCA 174. 

90. Peper Auto. Co. v. American 
Motor Car Sales Co., 180 Fed. 245; 
Baltimore,. ete!,, R.! Co; Vv. Doty,it33 
Fed. 866, 67 CCA 38. Contra South- 
ern Pac. Co. v. Arlington Heights 
Broit :CoxMg ti hedh 10i i 10) Ud GCA 
581 (“When the defendant appears 
specially for the express purpose of 
challenging the jurisdiction of the 
court over the person for want of 
proper service, or upon the ground 
that the venue is not laid in his 
judicial district, although he may 
have combined in his motion or plea 
to the jurisdiction matter going to 
the subject of the suit or action, he 
does not thereby waive jurisdiction 
over his person’’) 


91. Cricket SS. Co. v. Parry, 263 
Fed. 523. 
9@. Baldwin v. Pacific Power, 


etc., Co., 199 Fed. 291; U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co. v. Woodson County, 145 
Fed. 144, 76 CCA 114, 

93. U. S. v. Congress Constr, Co., 
222 U. S. 199, 32 SCt 44, 56 L. ed. 
163; Davidson Bros, Marble Co, v. 
OL ISee2s” Uensr.0; 29. SCts32405 53 
L. ed. 675; Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. 
Gonzales, 151 U. S. 496, 14 SCt 401, 
38 L. ed. 248; Mexican Cent... R. 
v. Pinkney, 149 Was. 194, 13 SCt 859, 
387 L. ed. 699; Southern Pac. Co. v. 
Denton, 146 U. §. 202, 13 SCt 44.36 
L. ed. 942; Yanuszauckas v. Mallory 
SS. Co., 232 Fed: 182, 146 CCA, 324. 
See also Appearances § 67. 

[a] This is true, although there 
is also: (1) A plea to the jurisdic- 
tion of the court as a court of 
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process,°* by attending at the taking of depositions 
by plaintiff before the issues are made up,°° by 
preparation for trial in the event that the court 
overrules the objection to jurisdiction,®* or by fail- 
ing to file a plea in abatment.°? 
liminary objection raising the question of jurisdic- 
tion has been overruled, an answer, specifically re- 
serving the objection previously made to the court’s 
jurisdiction, does not waive the objection to the 
Filing a demurrer for the special and 
single purpose of objecting to the jurisdiction does 
not operate as a waiver,®® but a defendant does 
waive his privilege in this respect where he demurs 
both on the ground of improper venue and on the 
ground of no cause of action,’ and a fortiori the 
objection is waived by filing a demurrer,? or motion 
to dismiss,? upon grounds going to the merits. A 
motion to vacate an order based both on objections 
going to the merits and upon objection to the venue 


venue.?8 


equity. Southern Pac. Co. v. Ar- 
lington Heights Fruit Co., 191 Fed. 
101, 111 CCA 581 [rev 175 Fed. 141]. 
(2) An application for an extension 
of time to answer, if the plea is 
overruled, Budris v. Consolidation 
Coal Co., 251 Fed. 6738. 

{b] A rule: of court which treats 
a special appearance aS a_ general 
appearance is_ invalid. Davidson 
Bros. Marble Co. v. Gibson, 213 U. 
Si 10) 229 SCt 324453 1..ed. 675. 

[ec] State statutes converting a 
special into a general appearance 
do not apply to special appear- 
ances to object to the jurisdiction of 
a federal court. See infra § 137. 

{d] Withdrawal of special ap- 
pearance. — Where, in an action 
against a nonresident, begun by at- 
tachment, she appeared specially and 
objected to the jurisdiction, and, 
after summons had been served on 
her, and she had moved to set it 
aside, she obtained leave to with- 
draw such motion, and was granted 
time to answer, she thereby waived 
her objection to the court’s jurisdic- 
tion of her person. Lebensberger v. 
Scofield, 139 Fed. 380, 71 CCA 476. 

{e] Prayer for costs.—The fact 
that defendant, who appeared spe- 
cially, objecting to the jurisdiction 
of the federal court, prayed costs, 
which the court could not grant, if 
without jurisdiction, is not a waiver 
of objection to the jurisdiction. 
Budris v. Consolidation Coal Co., 
251 Fed, 673. 

[f] Imterposition of plea in bar. 
—Where defendant appeared spe- 
cially in a federal court, attacking 
the jurisdiction, a plea in bar on 
the ground of prior adjudication may 
also be interposed, as it is not a 
eonsent for the exercise of jurisdic- 
tion in the particular case, unless 
interposed before the making of the 
special plea, or as waiver of such 
plea, if subsequently made. Budris 
v. Consolidation Coal Co., 251 Fed. 
673. 

94. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
39 ‘SCt 478, 634. ed: 997 Laff 244 
Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549]. 

95. Stonega Coal, etc, Co. v. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., 139 Fed. 271; 
Pacific Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Tomp- 
kins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488. 

96 Stonega Coal, ete, Co. Vv. 
Louisville, ete., R. Co., 139 Fed. 271. 

[a] A stipulation that copies 
may be used as evidence in lieu of 
the originals does not waive the ob- 
jection to venue. Stonega Coal, etc., 


Co. v. Louisville, ete. Co., 139 Fed. 
QAR 
97. Pacific Mut. L. ins. Co. v. 


Tompkins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488. 

98. Southern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 
AGH Ws St DOL Is) SOtE4 4.236 ain ved: 
942: Stryker Deflector Co, v. Perrin 
Mfg. Co., 256 Fed. 656, 168 CCA 50; 
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Where a pre- 


parent.” 


Stonega Coal, etc., Co. v. Louisville, 
etc., R..Co., 189 Fed. 271. See also 
Harkness v. Hyde, 98 U. S. 476, 25 
L. ed. 237 (special appearance and 
motion to set aside service). 

99. Southern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 
is L2S.202, 0:13 (SCbheets. 36 1a. sed. 

I Western Loan,, etc, (|Co. vy. 
Butte, ete. Cons. Min. Co., 210 U. 
Si9868,. 28 .SCt 720,652 Een-ed, sid 01's 
St, Douis, .ete?, “Ru Co. vs, McBride} 
TAL TW. Sete? Id SCt 982.35 do ed: 
659; Marian Coal Co. v. Peale, 204 
Hed. 161, 122. CCA’ 397 [mod -190 Fed: 


376]; Peale v. Marian Coal Co., 172 
Fed. 639; Us S. Bidelity,.--etc.,- “Co. 
v. Woodson County, 145 Fed. 144, 


meCA 114; Contra Chesapeake, 
etc., Coal Agency Co. v. Fire Creek 
Coal, etce., Co., 119 Fed. 942, 944 [aff 
124 Fed. 305, 61 CCA 49] (‘Surisdic- 
tion can only be acquired by some 
direct waiver by defendant in sub- 
mitting himself to the jurisdiction 
of the court’’), 

[a] RBule applied.—Although the 
government may assert in its de- 
murrer to an action brought in the 
district court for refund of taxes 
under the Tucker Act that it ap- 
pears specially, a demurrer which 
raises not only the question of jur- 
isdiction of the subject matter of 
the action but also that of the 
merits, seeking to obtain a decision 
on the constitutionality of the tax, 
is in substance a general appearance 
and amounts to a waiver of objec- 
tion with respect to the district in 
which the suit is brought. Thames, 
ete;, Mars InsviCoy, Ven Ua ataoe ws 
S. 19,. 35, SCt 496, 59 LL. ed: 821, Ann 
Casi915D 1087. 

2. Eldorado  Coal,, ‘etc, .Co. v. 
Mariotti, 215 Fed. 51, 181 CCA 359; 
Texas Co. v. Central Fuel Oil Co., 
1945 Bed. ol, 114. .CCA, / 21s. Ware- 
Kramer Tobacco Co. v. American To- 
bacco Co., 178 Fed. 117; Grove v, 
Grove, 93 Fed. 865. ; 

3. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., 229 Fed. 234. 

4. Bluefields SS. Co. v. Steele, 
184 Fed. 584, 106 CCA 564. 

5. Mahr v. Union Pac. R. Co., 140 
rote 921 [aff 170 Fed. 699, 96 CCA 

6. Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. 
Washko, 231 Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230; 
Crown Cotton Mills v. Turner, 82 
Fed. 337. 

7. jlehieh Valley. .CoalwiGo., Vv. 
Washko, 231 Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230; 
Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. Yensav- 
age, 218 «Fed. 547, 134. CCA 275; 
Crown Cotton Mills v. Turner, 82 
Fed. 337. 

[a] QDiustration.—The filing of a 
general appearance in a_ federal 
court in an action commenced by 
service of summons alone is no 
waiver of defendant’s right to move 


[§ 107 


of the suit operates as a waiver of the latter objec- 
The same is true of a motion to quash the 
service of process.° 

Knowledge of the facts by reason of which the 
action is not authorized in the district in which 
brought is necessary to charge defendant with a 
waiver of the objection,® and if he had not such 
knowledge at the time of appearance, pleading, 
etc., he may raise the objection when the fact that 
the action is in the wrong district becomes ap- 


. 


Mode of objecting. Where the fact that defend- 
ant is sued in the wrong federal district appears on 
the face of plaintiff’s pleading, objection may be 
taken by demurrer® on special appearance ® for 
that cause alone.’ 
riously taken by special appearance and motion to 
set aside the service of process,4 or by motion to 


Objections to venue are va- 


to dismiss for want of jurisdiction, 
when, on the subsequent service of 
the complaint, it for the first time 
appears that the only ground of fed- 
eral jurisdiction is diverse citizen- 
ship, and that the action is brought 
in the wrong district. Crown Cot- 
ton Mills v. Turner, 82 Fed. 337. 

{b] Objection may be raised at 
trial.— Lehigh Valley Coal Co. v. 
Washko, 231 Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230. 

[c] Suspending trial. — Where 
facts appear indicating that plaintiff 
is suing in wrong district, the trial 
may be suspended for production of 
witnesses on issue of defendant’s 


knowledge thereof when it appeared, 


joined issue, or went on trial. Le- 
high Valley Coal Co. v. Washko, 231 
Fed. 42, 145 CCA 230. 

[d] Substitution of plaintiff.— 
Where defendant, a Pennsylvania 
corporation, was sued in a federal 
court in New York by a citizen of 
New York, and filed an answer, this 
did not deprive him of the right to 
object to jurisdi¢tion where the 
court subsequently, over ,its objec- 
tion, permitted the substitution, as 
plaintiff, of an alien resident of 
Pennsylvania. Lehigh Valley Coal 
Co. v. Lazuaskine, 256 Fed. 93, 167 
CCA 335 [rev 241 Fed. 595], 

8. Southern Pac. Co. vy. Denton, 
146 U...S.. 202;-13 SCt 44 86 Tis edt 
A250 NAItKUS. Vis CLY Gees S6: iy COc ae 
Fed. 288; Kuzma v. Witherbee, 232 
Fed. 286; Ware-Kramer Tobacco Co. 
v. American Tobacco Co., 178 Fed. 
117; Tice v. Hurley, 145 Fed. 391: 
Miller _v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 91 
Fed. 298; Harvey v. Richmond, ete., 
R. Co., 64 Fed. 19; Laskey v. New- 
town Min, Co., 50 Fed. 634, 56 Fed. 
628; Reinstadler Co. v. Reeves, 33 
Fed. . 

9. Van Doren v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 93 Fed. 260,.35 CCA 282. 

10. Sunderland v. Chicago, etc., 
R..Co., 158 Fed. 877; Jones v. Gould, 
149 Bed,.153, -80. CGA“ 1s\ Danis an 
Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 146 Fed. 403 
[writ of error dism 156 Fed. 775, 
84 CCA 453 (rev on other grounds 
2G, oS. Lb tend OmS Che46our 5 4 alr ode 
708, 27 LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 
907)]; Mahr v., Union Pac. R. Co., 
140 Fed. 921 [aff 170 Fed. 699, 96 
CCA 19]. See also supra notes 90, 1. 

11. Meisukas v. Greenough Red 
Ash Coal Co., 244 U. S. 54, 87 SCt 
593, 61 L. ed. 987; St. Louis South- 
western R. Co. v. Alexander, 227 U. 
S. 218, 33 SCt 245, 57-L. ed. 486: 
Wabash, etce., R. Co. v.. Brow, 164 
US ie2 aL aS Chalo bone ledaawe dena ait 
Goldey v. Morning News, 156 U. S. 
518, 15 SCt_559, 39 L. ed. 517; Shaw 
v. Quincy Min. Co., 145 U. S. 444, 
12 SCt 9385, 36 L. ed. 768; Golden v. 
Connersville Wheel Co., 252 Fed. 904: 
Ware-Kramer Tobacco Co. Vv. 
American Tobacco Co., 178 Fed. 117 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


H€o,; 
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dismiss,!? or by plea in abatement to the jurisdic- 
Where the defect was apparent a decree 
pro confesso was vacated on motion of defendant,14 
and it has been said that the court will dismiss 


tion.1* 


the suit on its own motion.!® 
Who may object. 


j The privilege of being sued 
only in the specified districts is personal to defend- 
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of them cannot raise the objection that a codefend- 
ant 1s not subject to suit in the district where the 
suit is brought; 


each may object only in behalf 


A waiver of the objection that ac- 


tion is brought in the wrong district is conclusive 


(tion.1?7 


ant, and, where there are several defendants, one 


as to third persons who are not parties to the ac- 


VII. PROCEDURE AND CONFORMITY TO STATE PRACTICE 


[§ 108] 
General. 


A. Practice Conformity Act—1. In 
A state law prescribing rules of practice 
has no efficacy proprio vigore in the courts of the 
United States; it can only be made effectual through 
adoption by an act of congress or by rules of court 


enacted under the authority of congress.18 As early 


Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 156 
Fed. 1002; Jones vy. Gould, 141 Fed. 
698~ [afi 149 Shed. 153; -80' "CCA 11° 
Romaine v. Union Ins. Co., 28 Fed. 
625 (where the proper practice, es- 
pecially in equity cases, is discussed 
at great length); Main vy. Chicago 
Second Nat. Bank, 16 F. Cas. No. 
8,976, 6 Biss. 26. 

12. Platt v. Massachusetts Real- 
Est. Co., 103 Fed. 705; Crown Cot- 
ton Mills v. Turner, 82 Fed. 337; 
Smith v. Atchison, ete. R. Co., 64 
Hed.) i: Say. -Southern: Pac. oR. 
Co,, 49 Fed. 297; Jewett v. Bradford 
Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 45 Fed. 801; 
Bensinger Self-Adding Cash Regis- 
ter Co. v. National Cash Register 
42 Fed. 81; Reinstadler Co. v. 
Reeves, 33 Fed. 308; Nazro v. Cragin, 
7) PeeCasit Nol? 10j;062;o3 7 Dilis 47.4; 

13. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
389 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997;. Interior 
Constr., etc., Co, v. Gibney, 160 U. 
Sets 16 SCty 272) 40) Ly ved 4400; 
Pacific Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Tompkins, 
101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488; Blachly 
v.' Davis, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,456, 1 Mc- 
Lean 412. 

14. Eldred v. American Palace- 
Car Co., 103 Fed. 209 [aff 105 Fed. 
455; 45°CCA 17% 

15.9) Pacifies Mut. 2.5 Ins: “Col tiv. 
Tompkins, 101 Fed. 539, 41 CCA 488. 

16. Schultz v. Highland Gold 
Mines Co., 158 Fed. 337; Schiffer v. 
Anderson, 146 Fed. 457, 76 CCA 667; 


Smith v. Atchison, etc. R. Co., 64 
Fed. 1; Jewett v. Bradford Sav. 
Bank, ete, Co., 45 Fed. 801; Ben- 


singer Self-Adding Cash Register Co. 
v. National Cash Register Co. 42 
Fed. 81; Craig v. Cummings, 6 F. 
GAs) UNO. Sask wibet 2 Cx Cio 431 aro 
Wash. C. C: 505; Hinckley v: Byrne, 
12 F. Cas. No. 6,510, Deady 224. See 
Interior Constr., etc., Co. v. Gibney, 
HGEO Us So4 217-- 220) 1.6 -SCt .272, 740 
L. ed. 401 (“When there are several 
defendants, some of whom are, and 
some of whom are not, inhabitants 
of the district in which the suit is 
brought, the question whether those 
defendants who are inhabitants of 
the district may take the objection, 
if the non-resident defendants have 
not appeared in the suit, has never 
been decided by this court. Strong 
reasons might be given for holding 
that, especially where, as in this 
case, an action t 
the principals and sureties on a 
bond, and one of the principals is a 
non-resident and does not appear, 
the defendants who do come in may 
object, at the proper stage of the 
proceedings, to being compelled to 
answer the suit. But in the present 
ease it is unnecessary to decide that 
question, because one of the prin- 
cipals and both sureties, being all 
the defendants who pleaded to the 
jurisdiction, had entered a general 
appearance long before they took the 
objection that the sureties were citi- 
zens of: another district. Defendants 
who have appeared generally in the 
action cannot even object that they 
were themselves inhabitants of an- 


is brought against 


other district, and, of course, can- 
not object that others of the de- 
fendants were such’’). 

fa] Answer not frivolous.— 
Where an answer by the maker of a 
note, in an action thereon against 
him and the guarantors thereof, the 
jurisdiction of which depends on di- 
verse citizenship, does not set up a 
good defense by the allegation that 
one of the other defendants is a citi- 
zen of another state, the privilege 
of suit in which he has claimed, 
yet it will not be struck out as 
frivolous, it requiring an argument 
and careful examination to answer 
the defense. Dominion Nat. Bank 
v. Olympia Cotton Mills, 128 Fed. 
181. 

17. 
Col, 


Horn vy. Pere Marquette R. 
151 Fed. 626. 

[a] Dllustration.— Where a _ de- 
fendant corporation, sued in a fed- 
eral court in a district of which 
neither complainant nor any defend- 
ant is an inhabitant, waives any ob- 
jection to the place of suit by ap- 
pearing and joining in complainant’s 
prayer for a receiver, such waiver is 
conclusive upon third persons not 
parties, who cannot claim that the 
appointment of the receiver was 
without jurisdiction, there being the 
requisite diversity of citizenship to 
eonfer constitutional jurisdiction on 
the court. Horn v. Pere Marquette 
RivCo.,- ol eved.: 626. 

[b] Creditors of defendant can- 
not question the jurisdiction of the 
eourt where defendant has volun- 
tarily appeared and submitted to the 
jurisdiction. Primos Chemical Co. v. 
Fulton Steel Corp., 255 Fed. 427. 

18. Davenport v. U. S., 9 Wall. 
(U. S.) 409, 19 L. ed. 704; Parks .v. 
Turner; 612. 7How. ‘CU. oS!) 139, 13 ple 
ed, 888; Clark v. Smith, 13 Pet. (U. 
Ss¢19b, 1Oy i. eds 1235) Beerse 
Haughton, 9 Pet. (U. S.) 329, 9 L. 
ed. 145; U. S. Bank v. Halstead, 10 
Wheat. (U. S.) 51, 6 L. ed. 264; Way- 
man v. Southard, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 
1, 6 L. ed. 2538; Robinson v. Camp- 
bell, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 212, 4 L. ed. 
872; Whitted v. Southwestern Tel., 


ete., Co., 217 Fed. 835; Lorman v. 
Clarke, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,516, 2 Mc- 
Lean 568; Oelrich v. Pittsburgh, -18 


F. Cas. No. 10,444; Consolidated Ord- 
nance Co. v. Marsh, 227 Mass. 15, 
116 NE 394. 

*TIt was to remedy what was con- 
sidered a defect in this particular, 
that the act of 1872 [the Practice 
Conformity Act] was passed.” San- 
ford y. Portsmouth, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12.315, 2 Flipp. 105. 

19. Act Sept. 29,°1789 (1 St. at 
Li 93, e@ 21° §' 2). 

20. Act May 8, 1792 (1 St. at L. 
276 c 36. § 2); Act May 19, 1828 (4 
St. at L. 278 c 68); Act Aug. 1, 1842 
(5 St. at L. 499 ce 109). Each of 
the foregoing acts and the act of 
1789 was entitled “An act to regu- 
late processes,” ete., and they were 
commonly styled “Process | NCES 
See, for example, U. S. v. Knight, 14 
Pet. (U. S.) 301, 316, 10 L. ed. 465, 


as 1789, however, provision was made by congress 
for conforming to some extent the practice in the 
federal courts to the practice in the state courts,!® 
and other statutes having the same purpose were 
enacted from time to time.?° 


The present statute 


473. 

[a] Decisions construing and ap- 
plying the earlier conformity stat- 
utes.—Amy v. Watertown, 130 U..S. 
301, 9 SCt 530, 32 L. ed, 946; Boyce 
v. Tabb, 18 Wall. (U. 8.) 546, 21 L. 
ed. 757; Smith v. Cockrill, 6 Wall. 
@WASDIM565 18. Liveds 97 3'seWaS. ive 
Keokuk, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 514, 18 L. 
ed. 933; U. S. v. Tillou, 6 Wall (U- 
S.) 484, 18 L, ed. 920;’ Homer v. 
Brown, 16 How. (U. S.) 354, 14 L. 
ed. 970; Clements v. Berry, 11 How. 
(U. S.) 398, 18 L. ed. 745; Sears v. 
Eastburn, 10 How. (U. S.) 187, 13 L. 
ed. 381; Massingill v. Downs, 7 How. 
(U._S.) 760, 12 L. ed. 903; Townsend 
v. Jemison, 7 How. (U. S.) 706, 12 
L. ed. 880; McCracken v. Hayward, 
2 How. (U. S.) 608, 11 L. ed: 397; 
Gwin v. Breedlove, 2 How. (U. S.) 
29, 11 L. ed. 167; Amis v. Smith, 16 
Pet? —CUiieSAe13 03850010 Adiwved., 297s 
Gaines v. Relf, 15 Pet. (U. S.) 9, 10 
L. ed. 642; U. S. v. Knight, 14 Pet. 
(U. S.) 301, 10 L. ed. 465; Story v. 
Livingston, 13 Pet. (U. S) 359, 10 
L. ed. 200; Ross v. Duval, 13 Pet. 
(U. S.) 45, 10 L. ed. 51; Livingston 
v. Story, 9 Pet. (U. S.) 632, 9 Li. ed. 
255; Beers v. Haughton, 9 Pet. (U. 
S.) 329, 9 L. ed. 145; Parsons v. Bed- 
fords 3;Pet.. (U.S>),-A33, 7 Lied. 7325 
Fullerton v. U. S. Bank, 1 Pet. (U. 
S.) 604, 7 L. ed. 280; U. S. Bank v. 
Halstead, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 51, 6 L. 
ed. 264; Wayman v. Southard, 10 
Wheat. .(U. S.) 1, 6 L. ed. 253; Pal- 
mer v. Allen, 7 Cranch (U. S.) 550, 
3 L. ed. 436; Logan v. Goodwin, 104 
Fed. 490, 43 CCA 658; Kentucky 
Northern Bank v. Labitut, 2 F. Cas. 
No. 842, 1 Woods 11; Bayard v. 
Mandeville, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,132, 4 
Wash. C. C. 445; Beers v. Haughton, 
3 F. Cas. No. 1,230, 1 McLean 226; 
Bx p.-Biddle, 13,.h.; Cas. .Nowl,39 1,023 
Mason 472; Binns vy. Williams, 3 F. 
Cas. No. 1,423, 4 McLean 580; Brew- 
ster v. Gelston, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,853, 
1 Paine 426; Butler v. Young, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 2,245, 1 Flipp. 276; Byrd v. 
Badger, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,266, McAll. 
443; Catherwood v. Gapete, 5 F. Cas. 
Noir 2,613; 2.4 Curt, +943) Craiz’s. Crise; 
GaeH Cas; INO. 48521, mer CtrC we Gaming 
Curtis.v.. Central, Ri .Co., 65 By Cas: 


No. 3,501, 6 McLean 401; Darst v. 
Duncan, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,581 [aff 1 
How 301,, diy La ved. 039d ey bly. we 


Hanks, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,430, 1 WestL 
Month 107; Golden v. Prince, 10 F. 
CasMeNow 53509 ped eWashs) Car Grodon 
Ex p. Kaine, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,597, 3 
Blatchf. 1; In re Kaine, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,598, 10 NYLegObs 257; Koning 
vs Bayard, 124  -Casi. No. 0,924,.°2 
Paine 251; Lane v. Townsend, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 8,054, 1 Ware 289; McClin- 
tick v. Johnston, 15 F. Cas. No, 8,700, 
1 McLean 414; Mayer v. Foulkrod, 
16. F.1Gas. No, 9,841; 4-Wash.>CyC, 


349; Oelrich v. Pittsburgh, 18 F., 
Cas. No. 10,444; Pomeroy v. Main, 
19 EF. Cas. No. 11.260, 2. Paine 476; 


Shrew v. Jones, 22 EF. Cas. No. 12,- 
818, 2 McLean 78; Springer v. Fos- 
ter, 22 K.-Cas. No. 13,265, 1 Story 
601; Strachen v. Clyburn, 23 F. Cas. 
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on the subject,?1 which is complementary to another 
section making state laws rules of decision for fed- 
eral courts,?” provides that ‘‘the practice, pleadings, 
and forms and modes of proceeding in civil causes, 
other than equity and admiralty causes, in the 
[cireuit or] district courts, shall conform, as near as 
may be, to the practice, pleadings, and forms and 
modes of proceeding existing at the time in like 
causes in the courts of record of the State within 
which such [cireuit or] district courts are held, any 
rule of court to the contrary notwithstanding.’’ 7% 
Such legislative regulation of the practice in the 
federal court is within the constitutional powers 
of congress,?* and the requirement of conformity 
extends to every step taken in the cause, from its 
commencement to final judgment so far as the state 
laws can be made to apply to the federal courts ;”° 
and since the act requires conformity to state pro- 
existing at the time,’’?° the federal court 
must follow changes in the procedure in the state 
The binding effect of state rules of prac- 


eedure ‘* 


courts.?7 


No. 13,520, 3 McLean 174; Teese v. 
Phelps, 23 F. Cas. No. 13, 818, McAll. 
Hier S. v. Stevenson, 27 'F. Cas. 
No. 16, 395, 1 Abb. 495; Yaw v. Mead, 
30 F. Cas. No. 18,129, 5 McLean 272; 
Majors v. Cowell, 51 Cal. 478. 

21. Rev. St. § 914 (commonly 
termed the ‘Practice Conformity 
Act,” or the “Conformity Act’’). 

[a] The Conformity Act “is a re- 
enactment of § 5 of the Act of June 
PINASIA chy 25507 Stat. 197.7" Coffey. 
v. U. S:, 117 U: S. 238, 234, 6 SCt' 717, 
29 L. ed. 890. 

22. See infra § 163. 

23. Rev St. § 914; Barrett v. Vir- 
ginian R. Co., 250 Th, 1S 473, 39 SCt 
540 [rev 244 Wed. 397, 157 CCA 231; 
Guffey v. Smith, 237 U. S, 101, 35 
SCt' 526, 59 L. ed. 856; Virginia- 
Carolina Chemical Co. v. Kirven, 215 
W. 8S. 252,'30' SCt’ 78, 54, Li, ed. 179; 
Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 301, 
9 SCt 530, 32 L. ed, 946; McKeon v. 
Central Stamping Co., 259 Fed. 917 
[rev on other grounds 264 Fed. 385]; 
United Mine Workers v. Coronado 
Coal Co., 258 Fed. 829, 169 CCA 549; 
Alsop v. McCombs, 253 Fed. 949, 165 
CCAMS9L U.S! Warm) and Co. Vv. 
Jameson, 246 Wed. 592, 158 CCA 562; 
Quirk v. Bank of Commerce, ete., 
Co., 244 Fed. 682, 157 CCA 130; 
Brown yv. Fletcher, 239 Fed. 360; 
Waldo v. Wilson, 231 Fed. 654, 145 
CCA. 540 [rev 221 Fed. 505, and cer- 
tiorari den 241 U. S. 673, 386 SCt 
724, 60 L. ed. 1231]; Loews v. Dan- 
berry Sav. Bank, 226 Fed. 294; Wil- 
son v. Waldo, 221 Fed. 505 [rev on 
other grounds 231 Fed. 654, 145 CCA 
540]; Schwarz v. Harris, 206 Fed. 
936; Johnson v. Cadillac Motor Car 
Co., 197 Fed. 485; Faulds v. Tilton, 
192 Fed. 297, 112 CCA 555; Black- 
well v. Southern Pac. Co., 184 Fed. 
489; Woods v. Woods, 184 Fed. 159; 
Southern R. Co. v. King, 160 Fed. 
332, 8ST COA O84 fafl 20% sUe 8) (b24) 
30 SCt 594, 54 L, ed. 868]; Interna- 
tional Bank, etc., Co. v. Scott, 159 
Fed. 58, 86 CCA 248; ‘The Island 
Queen, 152 Fed. 470; Brun vy. Mann, 
151 Fed. 145, 80 CCA 513, 12 LRANS 
154; Duffy v. Glucose Sugar Re- 
fining Co., 141 Fed. 206; Brown v. 
New York, etc., R. Co., 136 Fed. 700; 
Alice E. Min. Co. v. Blanden, 136 
Fed. 252; Roberts v. Langenbach, 
119 Fred. 349, 56 CCA 253; Adams v. 
Shirk, 104 Fed. 54, 43 CCA 407 [reh 
den 105 Fed. 659, 44 CCA 653]; Chi- 
cago, ete, R. Co. v. Metalstaff, 101 
Fed. 769, 41 CCA 669; Daniel v. Felt, 
100 Fed. Wane Kowalski v. Chicago 
Great Western R. Co., 84 Fed. 586 
[aff 92 Fed. 310, 34 CCA 1]; McClel- 
jan v. Pyeatt, 50 Fed. 686, 1 CCA 
613; Perry v. Mechanics’ Mut. Ins. 
Co., 11 Fed. 478; Davis v. Rawhide 
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state procedure 


Gold Min. Co., 15 Cal. A, 108, 113 P 
898; Oceanic Steam Nav. Co. v. Cam- 
pania Transatlantica Espanola, 144 
N. Y. 663 mem, 39 NE 360 [aff 4 
Mise. 426, 23 NYS 1163 mem]; Au- 
burn Nat. Bank v. Lewis, 81 N. Y. 
15, 75 N. Y. 516, 31 AmR 484 [rev 10 
Hun 468]; Manrique de Lara v. Gar- 
rosi, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 500. 

{a] Statute of the several states 
regulating remedies by means of ju- 
dicial proceedings are to be under- 
stood to apply only to proceedings in 
the courts of the particular states 
where adopted, unless it clearly ap- 
pears that they were intended to 
have another scope. Majors v. Co- 
well, 51 Cal, 478. 

[b] In questions relating solely 
to a subject matter within state 
control, the federal court should fol- 
low the rules of the state courts. 
Kowalski v. Chicago Great Western 
R. Co., 84 Fed. 586 [aff 92 Fed. 310, 


34 CCA 1]. 
24. Ex p. Boyd, 105 U. S. 647, 26 
L. ed. 1200; Indianapolis, ete, R. 


Co. WT Horst, 093. US 20123" Tat ed. 
898; Beers v. Haughton, 9 Pet. (U. 
S.) 329, 9 L. ed. 145; Parsons v. Bed- 
ne 3 Pet, CU. Si) 433) )75i.ved...732; 

S. Bank Vv. Halstead, 10 Wheat. 
ww. S.) 51, 6 L. ed. 264; In re Free- 
man, 9 F. Cas. No. 5,088, 2 Curt. 491; 
Oelrich v. Pittsburg, 18 F. Cas. No. 
10,444; U. S. v. Knight, 26 F. Cas. 
No. 15,539, 83 Sumn. 358. 

25. Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 
376,48. SCU(L9%) Sil, Tented, F238: Citi= 
zens’ Bank v. Farwell, 56 Fed. 570, 6 
CCA. 24, 

26. Rev. St. § 914. 

27. Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 
876,..8: SCt.197, 81. L. ed. 238: 

[a] Conformity in proceedings to 
enforce judgments is governed by 
other and somewhat different pro- 
visions. See infra § 155. 

28. Fordyce v. Du Bose, 87 Tex. 
78, 82, 26 SW 1050 [quot First Nat. 
Bank v. Ewing, 103 Fed. 168, 194, 43 
CCA 150 (certiorari den 179 U. S. 
686, 21 /SCt (919,546) Li ved. 386)i] 
(“The Legislature of a State has 
no more authority to prescribe rules 
of procedure for courts of the 
United States, nor to limit the ef- 
fect of judgments of such courts 
rendered in the exercise of their 
constitutional powers, than Congress 
has to prescribe rules for the State 
courts, or to place limitations upon 
their judgments within the bounds 
of the States’’). 

29. Philadelphia, ete, R. 
Skerman, 247 Fed, 269, 159 eres 363: 
Hall v. West Jersey, Otep adh: Co., 
244 Fed. 104, 156 CCA 5382. 

30. Lamaster v. Keeler, 124 U.S. 
376, 8 SGt 197, 31 L. ed. 238; In- 
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tice arises solely from the Conformity Act, and not 
from any power of the states to regulate the prac- 
tice of federal courts within their limits.?§ 
eral court trying an action based on a cause of 
action which arose in a state other than that in 
which it is sittmg is not bound by rules of pro- 
cedure of the state where the cause of action arose.”® 

[§ 109] 2. Object of Statute. 
the conformity statute is to relieve the legal profes- 
sion from the burden of studying and of practicing 
under two distinct and different systems of the law 
of procedure in the same locality, one obtaining in 
the courts of the United States, the other in the 
courts of the state;®° and this legislative intent 
operates in some measure to restrain the generality 
of the language used.*? 

[§ 110] 3. Statute Mandatory and Self-Execut- 
ing. The conformity statute is mandatory in its 
nature ®? and is of itself a general direction and 
authority, on the subject, 


A fed- 


The purpose of 


so that conformity to 
is not dependent upon an express 


dianapolis, etc., R. Co. v. ‘Horst, 93 
U. Sy 291,. 23) L. “edt- 898372 Nudd? rvs 
Burrows, 91 U. S. 426, 23 L. ed. 286; 
Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Metalstaff, 
101 Fed. 769, 41 CCA 669; Edmunds 
v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed. 78; 
Carlisle v. Cooper, 64 Fed. 472, 12 
CCA 235; O’Connell v. Reed, 56 Fed. 
531, 5 CCA 586; Bills v. New Or- 
leans, etce., R. Co., 3 F. Cas. Ne. 1,409, 
13 Blatchf. 227; Republic Ins.}Co-sve 
Williams, 20 KF. Cas. 
Biss. 370. 

“The purpose of the provision is 
apparent upon its face, No analysis 
is Necessary to reach it. It was to 
bring about uniformity _in: the law 
of procedure in the Federai and 


State courts of the same locality. 
It had its origin in the code enact- 
ments of many of the States. While 
in the Federal tribunals the com- 
mon-law pleadings, forms, and prac- 
tices were adhered to, in the State 
courts of the same _ district the 
simpler forms of the local Code pre- 
vailed. This involved the necessity 
on the part of the bar of studying 
two distinct systems of remedial 
law, and of practising according to 
the wholly dissimiliar requirements 


of both, The inconvenience of such 
a state of things is obvious. The 
evil was a serious one. It was the 


aim of the provision in question to 
remove it. This was done by bring- 
ing about the conformity in the 
courts of the United States which 
it prescribes. The remedy was com- 
plete.’ Nudd v. Burrows, 91 U. S. 
426, 441, 23 L, ed. 286 [quot Bar- 
rett v. Virginian R47 Coiss 250). Un iS: 
473, 475, 839 SCt 540]. 

“The statute comes only to the re- 
lief of the lawyer, who never leaves 
the courts, federal and domestic, of 
his own state. He that practices in 
the federal courts generally must 
study the different remedial laws of 
nearly 40 states and _ territories.” 
Baltimore, ete, R. Co. v. Hamilton, 
16 Fed, 181, 183. 

31. Indianapolis, ete 7aR.o-Coy aN 
‘Horst, 93 (Un, Sir'294, 23\.L.. ed. 898; 
Ewing v. Burnham, 74 Fed. 384; Car- 
wae v. Cooper, 64 Fed, 472, 12 CCAy 

32. Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 
301, 9. SCt 530, 82 Lied. 946; Chi- 
cago, ete, R. Co. v. Metalstaff, 101 
Fed. 769, 41 CCA 669; Nederland L. 
Ins. Co. v. Hall, 84 Fed. 278, 27 CCA 
390; Edmunds vy, Illinois’ Cent. R. 
Co., 80 Fed. 78; Chamberlain v. Men- 
Sing, 47 Fed. 435; U. S. v. Treadwell, 
15 Fed. 532; Lewis v. Gould, 15 F. 
Cas. No. 8,324, 13 Blatchf. 216; Re- 
public Ins. Co. v. Williams, 20 F. 
Cas. NO. Pil, 107, seu ISS. (oO. GOn Wms: 
v. Inlots, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,441. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


No. 11,707, 3: 


. 


Ve 


ia 
— §§ 110-111], 


adoption by the federal courts of the rules of prac- 
tice prevailing in the state courts.%% 

4, Extent of Conformity—a. 
eral. The Conformity Act takes notice of the im- 
possibility of an entire adoption of state modes of 
proceeding by providing that conformity is required 
only ‘‘as near as may be.’’ 34 While this qualifica- 
tion is not to be construed so as to: subvert the 
command of the statute,*> the federal courts may 
reject any subordinate requirements of state prac- 


[§ 111] 


33. Mutual Bldg Fund Soc, etc., 
Bank v. Bossieux, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,977, 1 Hughes 386. 

34. Shepard v. Adams, 168 U. S. 
618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602. 

[a] “Not as near as may be pos- 
sible, or aS near aS may be prac- 


ticable. This indefiniteness may 
have been suggested by a _ pur- 
pose.” Indianapolis, etc., R. Co. v.! 


pr St DSA Sy nao ly S0by ease dor 

[b] “These words imply that, in 
certain cases, it would not be prac- 
ticable, without injustice or incon- 
venience, to conform literally to the 
entire practice prescribed for its 
own courts by a State in which Fed- 
eral courts might be sitting.” Mexi- 
can Cent. R. Co. v. Pinkney, 149 U. 
S$:1194, 207; 18 SCt 859) 37). ed. 699. 

35. Lewis v. Gould, 15 F. Cas. No. 
8,324, 13 Blatchf. 216. 

[a] The qualification “allows 
only necessary variations from the 
State methods, growing out of the 
different organization of the Courts, 
and other similar matters.” Lewis 
v. Gould, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,324, 13 
Blatchf. 216, 217. 

{b] ‘Unless good and sufficient 
reason exists, the statute requires 
the courts of the United States to 
conform to the settled practice ob- 
taining in the state wherein the fed- 
eral court is held.” Edmunds v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed. 78, 85 
(including cases of which the fed- 
eral court has exclusive jurisdic- 
tion). 

He) Hills v. Hoover, 220 U. S. 329, 
31 SCt 402, 55 L. ed. 485, AnnCas 
1912C 562; Shepard v.’ Adams, 168 
U. S. 618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602; 
Chappell v. U. S., 160 U. S. 499, 16 
SCt 397, 40 L. ed. 510; Mexican Cent. 
R. Co. v. Pinkney, 149 U. S. 194, 13 
S@TS59.. 3 tla, ved. 6995. Luxton vv. 
North River Bridge Co. 147 U. S. 
337, 13 SCt 356, 37 L. ed. 194; South- 
ern Pac, Co. v. Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 
13 SCt 44, 86 L. ed. 942; Phelps v. 
Oaks, 117 Uy, Si 236, 62SCt; 714, °29 
L. ed. 888; Poindexter v, Greenbow, 
Hide Ue. 27 04o, SCL) 903,029) Ts. sed. 
185; Indianapolis, ete, R. Co. Vv. 
Horst; -93 U. S..291, 23 L. ed. 898; 
Hall v. West Jersey, etc., R. Co., 244 
Fed. 104, 156 CCA 532; Boultbee v. 
International Paper. Co., 229 Fed. 
951, 144 CCA 233; United Kansas 
Portland Cement Co. v. Harvey, 216 
Fed. 316; Elk Garden Co. v. T. W. 
Thayer Co., 206 Fed. 212; Buckeye 
Powder Co. v. E. I. Du Pont de Ne- 


ed. 


mours Powder Co., 196 Fed. 514; 
Manitowoc Malting Co. v. Feucht- 
wanger, 196 Fed. 506; St. Louis 


Boatmen’s Bank v. Tower Bros. Co., 
181 Fed. 804, 104 CCA 314; Adelbert 
College v. Wabash R. Co., 171 Fed. 
805, 96 CCA 465, 117 AnnCas 1204 
[certiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 
400, 54 L. ed. 343]; Hein v. Westing- 
house Air Brake Co., 168 Fed. 766; 
Hein v. Westinghouse Air Brake Co., 
164 Fed. 79; Southern R. Co. v. King, 
160 Fed. 332, 87 CCA 284 [aff 217 
U. S. 524, 30 SCt 594, 54 L. ed. 868]; 
Shumaker v..Security Life, ete., Co., 
159 Fed. 112, 86 CCA 302; Collin 
County Nat. Bank v, Hughes, 155 
Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661; St. Charles 
v. Stookey, 154 Fed. 1772, 85 CCA 
494 [certiorari den 208 U. S._ 617, 
28 SCt 569, 52 L. ed. 647]; Collin 
County Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 152 
Fed. 414; Swift v, Jones, 145 Fed. 
489, 76 CCA 253 [aff 154 Fed. 1605, 


‘ters 
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83 CCA 243]; Wiliamson vy. Liver- 
pool, etce., Ins. Co., 141 Fed. 54, 72 
CCA 542, 5 AnnCas 402; Evansville, 
ete., Tract. Co. v. Henderson Bridge 
Co., 141 Fed, 51, 72 CCA 539; Elson 
v. Waterford, 135 Fed. 247; Lange 
v. Union Pac. R. Co., 126 Fed. 338, 
162 CCA 48 [certiorari den 193 U.S. 
671, 24 SCt 853, 48 L. ed. 841]; One 
Pearl Chain “vy Ws "S.e123" Hed? 3745, 


59 CCA 499; North Chicago St. R. 
Co. v. Burnham, 102 Fed. 669, 42 
CCA 584; Chicago, ete, R. Co. v. 


Metalstaff, 101 Fed. 769, 41 CCA 669; 
Times Pub. Co. vy. Carlisle, 94 Fed. 
762, 36 CCA 475; Kent v. Bay State 
Gas. Co., 93 Fed. 887; Van Doren vy. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 93 Fed. 260, 35 
CCA 282; Edmunds v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 80 Fed. 78; Hughey vy. Sullivan, 
80 Fed. 72; Ewing v. Burnham, 74 
Fed. 384; Sherry v. Oceanic Steam 
72 Fed. 565; Phenix Ins. 
Co. v. Charleston Bridge Co., 65 
Hed: '"628) 213 "CCA 583) "Theroux ‘vi 
Northern’ Pac. R.Co., 64° Fed. 84) 
12 CCA 52; O’Connell v. Reed, 56 
Fed. 531, 5 CCA 586; In re Secretary 
U. S, Treasury, 45 Fed. 396, 11 LRA 
275; Lowry v. Story, 31 Fed. 769; 
Bradford v. Bradford, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,766, 2 Flipp. 280; Johnson v. Healy, 
13 F. Cas. No. 7,389, 9 Ben. 318; San- 
ford v. Portsmouth, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,315, 2 Flipp. 105. 

“While it was the purpose of Con- 
gress to bring about a general uni- 
formity in Federal and state pro- 
ceedings in civil cases, and to confer 
upon suitors in courts of the United 
States the advantage of remedies 
provided by state legislation, yet 
that it was also the intention to 
reach such uniformity often largely 
through the discretion of the Fed- 
eral courts, exercised in the form 
of general rules, adopted from time 
to time, and so regulating their own 
practice aS may be necessary or con- 
venient for the advancement of jus- 
tice and the prevention of delays 
in proceedings.” Shepard v. Adams, 


168) U.S. 618, -625, 18 SCt -214)° 62 
L. ed. 602. 
“While, on the one hand, we are 


to follow the local practice, except 
so far as it has been modified by 
statute or by special usages of this 
court, we are not required to hold 
ourselves so far bound by it as to 
embarrass us in doing justice be- 
tween parties.” Primrose v. Fenno, 
Ds Wed 3.7.5,0 316. 

[a] Rules governing.—“Under the 
statute and decisions the following 
rules may be stated: The conformity 
act (Rev. St. § 914 [U. S. Comp. St. 
1901, p. 684]) provides that in cases 
at law the practice, pleading, and 
forms shall conform, aS near aS may 
be, to the practice, pleadings, and 
forms in like causes in the state 
courts. (1) The practices must con- 
form, except as to matters covered 
by Congressional legislation, mat- 
of jurisdiction, substituted 
service of process, charging juries, 
other matter relating to the per- 
sonal administration of the judge, 
joinder of legal and equitable reme- 
dies, actions in rem, etc. (2) The 
federal courts may, by standing rule, 
change subordinate provisions 
which they deem unsuited to their 
procedure. (3) In their discretion 
they may reject collateral or sub- 
ordinate provisions of the _ state 
practice, pleadings, or forms, which 
tend to obstruct the administration 


[25C.J.] 799 


tice which would unwisely encumber the adminis- 
tration of the law or defeat the ends of justice in 
the federal tribunals.*¢ 
vided for by state statute is not a rule of practice 
and procedure, it is not within the conformity stat-. 
ute of the United States and not binding,’7 unless 
upon other grounds,** nor can the Conformity Act 
govern where there is no state statute or estab- 
lished state practice applicable to the case.°9 
jurisdiction of federal courts cannot be regulated 


Where that which is pro- 


The 


of justice. This they may do in a 
particular case, presenting unusual 
features, without making any stand- 
ing rule. They cannot reject the 
local system as a whole, or in any 
substantial part; but they may dis- 
pense with matters of technical 
form, not affecting substantial 
rights or operating to the prejudice 
of a party. They cannot change the 
local system designed to produce an 
issue of law or fact (Indianapolis, 
ete eRe Coltvil Horst79s Wins 2 94k 
23 L. ed. 898); but they are not 
bound to slavishly follow subordi- 
nate technical requirements of form, 
when justice will be subserved by 
departing from them.” Hein v. 
Westinghouse Air Brake Co. 168 
Fed. 766, 769. 

{b] Provisions regulating in de- 
tail the time and manner of conduct- 
ing the business in a state court 
may frequently be disregarded by 
a federal court. Walker v. Collins, 
59. Fed. 70, 8 CCA WL. 

{c] Waiver of demurrer by plead- 
ing over.—‘‘Even if the highest court 
of the state . . Should... [hold] 


that pleading’ over after the de- 
murrer is overruled, iS a waiver 
thereof, the national courts would 


not be bound by it, under § 914, Rev. 
Ste! Sligo Furnace Co. v. Dalton, 
255 Fed. 532, 538, 166 CCA 600. 

37. American Issue Pub. Co. v. 
Sloan, 248 Fed. 251, 160 CCA 329; 
Hughey v. Sullivan, 80 Fed. 72; 
Bryne v. Kansas City, ete., R. Co., 55 
Fed. 44 [mod on other grounds 
eae 605, 9 CCA 666, 24 LRA 

[a] The identity required is only 
in “practice, pleadings, and forms 
and modes of proceedings,’ under 
Rev. St. § 914 [Comp. St. (1901) 
p 684]. Nudd v. Burrows, 91 U. S. 
426, 23 L. ed. 286. 

[b] “Phe personal conduct and 
administration of the judge in the 
discharge of his separate functions 
is, in our judgment, neither prac- 
tice, pleading, nor a form nor mode 
of proceeding within the meaning 
of those terms as found in the con- 
text” Nudd v. Burrows, 91 U. S. 
426, 442,. 23 L. ed. 286. And _ see 
infra § 159 text and note 8. 


38. State laws as rules of deci- 
sion see infra §§ 163-190. 
39. Kaufman v, Garner, 173 Fed. 


550 (as to the validity of a sum- 
mons, there being no state statute 
or established judicial rule directly 
or indirectly providing for a case 
where a nonresident is served with 
a summons while appearing in and 
attending upon a court in which 


he is charged with a criminal of- 
fense). 
{a] Thus the. Conformity Act 


does not require a federal court to 
allow the defense that plaintiff is a 
trust or combination, within the Illi- 
nois Antitrust Act of 1891, so that 
defendant, buying from it, is not 
liable for the price, to be set up in 
an action for the price, without a 
prior determination in a direct pro- 
ceeding of plaintiff's status, al- 
though such a defense was set up 
*in an action in the state court, 
without the right to do so_ being 
questioned or considered. Lafayette 
Bridge Co. v. Streator, 105 Fed. 729 
(“The Illinois statute is silent as to 
the method to be pursued in deter- 
mining whether a corporation seek- 
ing to enforce a claim comes within 
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or controlled by state legislation by reason of the 
The Conformity Act applies to civil actions 
at law in personam,*! and the fact that the fed- 
eral court in a particular case of that character has 


act.*° 


exclusive jurisdiction 4? does not 


the case from the statutory requirement of con- 
formity,** although there have been some unques- 
tionably erroneous 44 judicial statements to the con- 
trary.4® But the conformity required is to the prac- 
tice of the state courts ‘‘in like causes,’’ #® and the 
act does not apply to a suit in rem for a forfeiture 
Where an act of 


under the federal revenue laws.** 
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alone withdraw | gress. 


forms and 


congress prescribes a mode ‘‘according to common 


the prohibition of the act, nor has 
there been any long-established 
usage in the premises. Section 914 
of the Revised Statutes, as con- 
strued by the federal courts, does 
not apply to the facts of this case. 
Federal courts place such construc- 
tion upon matters of law of a gen- 
eral nature, aS opposed to those 
based upon state statutes or long- 
established customs or usage, as to 
them may, under the particular cir- 
cumstances of any given case, seem 
best calculated to accomplish the 
ends of justice. The question here 
is simply the manner of applying a 
remedy or rule of law, and does not 
go to the subject-matter or avail- 
ability of the right sought to be 
enforced’’). 

40. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pink- 
ney, 249, U.-S;/194,-13. S€t 859, 37 L. 
ed. 699. 

State legislation affecting juris- 
diction see supra § 6. 

41. Coffey v. U. S., 117 U. S. 233, 
6-SCt; TL; 297 Li: ed. 890. 

42. Exclusive jurisdiction of fed- 
eral courts see Courts § 638. 

43. Campbell v. Haverhill, 155 U. 
Se6105) Lo SCt 2hier39 nbs -ed4 280. 

[a] MIlustrations.—(1) In a civil 
action by the United States to re- 
cover a penalty imposed by a fed- 
eral statute (of which action the 
federal court has exclusive jurisdic- 
tion under Jud. Code § 256 par 2) 
“the government must conform sub- 
stantially to the practice’ of the 


state. U.S. v. Elliot, 25 F. Cas. No. 
15,043. (2) An action to recover 
damages for alleged overcharges, 


based upon the Interstate Commerce 
Act of Febr. 4, 1887 (24 St. at L. 382 
e 104) §§ 8, 9, is within the exclu- 
sive jurisdiction of federal courts, 
but is subject to the provisions of 
the Conformity Act. Edmunds v. 
Tllinois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed. 78, 85 
(that the Conformity Act applies “is 
settled by the ruling of the supreme 
court in Campbell v. Haverhill, 155 
TS? 610, Pb SCt 21:7, 39 dived: 28079); 

Patent a copyright cases see 


infra § 12 
44. See Campbell v. Haverhill. 155 


U.S, 610, 15°SCt: 217, 39 L.,edy.280 
(arguendo). And see infra § 121. 
45. See cases infra this note. 


[a] Tllustrations in patent cases. 
—(1) In an action for damages for 
infringement of a patent it was not 
necessary for plaintiff, the sole own- 
er of the legal title to the patent, to 
join as coplaintiff a licensee, who, 
by agreement, was to have a share 
of the damages recovered, although 
the state statute required actions at 
law to be prosecuted in the name 
or names of the real parties in in- 
terest. New York Continental Jewell 
Filtration Co. v. Sullivan, 111 Fed. 
179, 181 (the court saying: “How- 
ever the rule may be in the courts 
of the state, section 914 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, 
requiring conformity of practice of 
the federal courts in actions at law 
with the practice in the courts of 
the state, does not compel, or even 
authorize, the maintenance of an ac- 
tion at law by any one except the 


owner of the legal title in cases ex- 
clusively cognizable in the courts of 
the United States’). (2) “Inasmuch 
as the circuit court of the United 
States is vested with exclusive jur- 
isdiction to try cases involving the 
validity of patents issued by the 
United States, it cannot be said that 
there are ‘like causes’ in the courts 
of the several states to which the 
practice, pleadings, forms, and mode 


of proceedings shall conform.”’ Mar- 
vin v. Aultman, 46 Fed. 338, 339 
(holding, however, that Rev. St. 


§ 4919 providing for recovery of 
damages for infringement of a pat- 
ent “by action on the case” required 
that plaintifi’s pleading ‘‘should con- 
tain all the essential averments that 
are prescribed for a declaration in 
an action on the case under the com- 
mon-law form of pleading, because 
that was supposed to be in the mind 
of congress when section 4919 was 
enacted,” and that the pleading in 
the instant case contained all such 
averments and was sufficient). 

46. Sec the Conformity Act 
quoted supra § 108; and infra § 126. 

AT.—Cofiey Vv. UscS:, 11%-U.eS.92380, 
6. SGt 717,; 29) 1a. ed.” 890: [Lolli sS.wv, 
Fifty Boxes and Packages Lace, 
92 Fed. 601] (there being no “like 
causes” known to the laws of the 
state). 

48. 40, Seave Ua Sa ehidelitiva ete... 
Co., 186 Fed. 477, 108 CCA 455 [aff 
22207 WaS.a28e, 02 Scu 101. 56 Uh. ede 
200]; Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Collin 
County Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 152 
Fed. 414, 81 CCA 556;'U. S. v. Fifty 
Boxes and Packages Lace, 92 Fed. 
601 (construing Rev. St. § 866 
[Comp. St. (1901) p 663] as cited in 
Depositions § 7 note 50). 

49. Cain v. Commercial Pub. Co., 
232 U. S. 124, 34 SCt 284, 58 L. ed. 
534; Chappell v. U. S., 160 U. S. 499, 
16 SCt 397, 40 L. ed. 510; Mexican 
Cent.6.R:aCo. Via. Binkney,, 49) Urs IS: 
194, 18 SCt 859, 37 L. ed. 699; Union 
Race Re Co. Ne. eotstordy 141 eS: 
250, 11 SCt 1000, 35 L. ed. 734; Amy 
v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 301, 9 SCt 
530, 32 L. ed. 946; In re Chateaugay 
Ore,.ete,, Co 128, U0, oS..544 > 9 2SCt 
150, 32 L. ed. 508; Whitford v. Clark 
7 119 U. S. 522, 7 SCt 306, 30 

: BEX Di wISK, wile sWha se 
(fey W24,. 28) olaed | Lies 
Boogher v. New York L. Ins. Co., 
103 U.S. 90, 26 L...ed: 310; Indian- 
BDOMUS Tetel pi COMnVALRELOrst, ooo) AU. 
S. .291,. 23 T. ed. 898; Vitkus v. Clyde 
SS. Co., 232 Fed. 288; Berry v. Mo- 
bile, etc., -R. Co., 228 Fed. 395; Wet- 
more v. Goodwin Film, etc., Co., 226 
Fed. 352; U. S. v. Mitchell, 223 Fed. 
805; Bucyrus Co. v. McArthur, 219 
Fed. 266; Silvas v. Arizona Copper 
Co., 213 Fed. 504 [rev on other 
grounds 220 Fed. 116, 136 CCA 208]; 
Truckee River Gen. Electric Co. -v. 
Benner, 211 Fed. 79, 127 CCA 503; 
Colosino v. Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co., 
210 Fed. 550; U. S. v. Wells, 203 Fed. 
146; In re Kinney, 202 Fed. 137, 120 
CCA 315; Smith v. D. O. Mills & Co. 
Nat. Bank, 193 Fed. 255; Kaiser v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co: 1192 Ned. 1013% 
Cheatham Electric Switching Device 


[§§ 111-112 


usage,’’ the federal courts need not adopt all new 
regulations that may be enacted by state legislation 
or adopted by state practice.*§ 

b. Matters Covered by Acts of Con- 
Where congress has by statute pointed out 
a specific mode of procedure or has legislated gen- 
erally upon the subject embraced or involved in the 
proceeding sought to be pursued, such legislation 
must be followed, although it is opposed to the 
odes of proceeding prevailing in the 
state courts,4? and even though the provisions of 
the state statute are more simple and easy of appli- 


Co. v. Transit Dev. Co., 190 Fed. 
202; Compania Azucarera Cubana v. 


Ingraham, 180 Fed, 516; Frost v. 
Barber, 173 Fed. 847; Manitowoc 
Malting Co. v. Feuchtwanger, 169 


Fed. 983 [rev on other grounds 187 
Fed. 713, 109 CCA 461]; De Valle da 
Costa v. Southern Pac. Co., 167 Fed. 
654; Meyer v. Consolidated Ice Co., 
163 Fed. 400; Shumaker v. Security 
Life, etce.,.,Co:,,-159 Fed: 112, 86 CCA 
302; Smith v. Au Gres Tp., 150 Fed. 
257,-—-80 -CCA > 145, 9  LRANS,: 876; 
Swift v. Jones, 145 Fed. 489, 76 CCA 
253 [remanding case to court below 
135 Fed. 437, and aff 154 Fed, 1005, 
83 CCA 243]; Diamond Coal, etce., 
Co. -v. Alten,”'137 "Feds "765> Ti sCCX 
107; Streeter v. Chicago Sanitary’ 
Dist.; 133° Fed. 124, 66<-CCAy 190: 
Lange v. Union Pac. R. Co., 126 Fed. 
338, 62 CGA 48 [certiorari den 193 
U. S. 671, 24 SCt 858, 48 L. ed. 841]; 
Weller v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 113 
Fed. 502; Kulp v. Snyder, 94 Fed. 
613; National Cash-Register Co. v. 
eland, 94°/Ked--502;~ 37 "CCA “e72) 
U. S. v. Fifty Boxes and Packages 


Lace, 92 Fed. 601; Allnut v. Lan- 
caster, 76 Fed. 131; Morris v. Nor- 
ton, 5.) Red. 912, 21) “CCA “5ioriue 


S. v. National Lead Co., 75 Fed. 94; 
U. S. v. Arnold, 69 Fed. 987, 16 CCA 
575; Booth v. Denike, 65 Fed, 48; 
Holt v. Bergevin, 60 Fed. 1; Bracken 
v., Union Pac. R. Co., 56 Hed. 447, 5 
CCA 548; Texas, etc., R. Co. v.. Nel- 
son, 50 Fed. 814, 1 CCA 688 [writ of 
error dism 149 U. S. 788 mem, 13 SCt 
1053 mem, 37 L. ed. 958 mem]; Walker 
v., Collins, 50. Fed.73%, 1 CCA%643; 
Marvin v. Aultman, 46 Fed. 338; 
Sulzer v. Watson, 39 Fed. 414; O’Neil 
v. Kansas City, etc., R. Co., 31 Fed. 
663; Chadbourne v. German-Ameri- 
can Ins. Co., 81 Fed. 625, 24 Blatchf. 
ee McLennan v. Kansas City, etc., 

Co., 22 Fed. 198; Erstein v. Roth- 
enti, 22°Fed. 61; "Lanning v. Lock- 
ett, 11 Wed. 314, 4 Woods 455; Wear 
v. Mayer, 6 Fed. 658, 2 McCrary 
172; Bryant v. Leyland, 6 Fed. 125; 
rss. Pines, 4 Hedy (14s Easton 
v. Hodges, 8 BR. Cas. “Noy 42585 92% 
Biss, 324; Peaslee v. Haberstro, 19 
F. Cas. No. 10,884, 15 Blatchf. 472: 
Schwabacker vy. Reilly, 21 F. Cas, 
Now .12,5015-" 2) DDT 127) | Tobey nn 
Claflin, 23 RF, Cas. No. 14, 066, 3 Sumn. 
380; Turner v. Newman, 24 F.. Cas. 
No, 14,262, 3 Biss. 307; U. S. v. Hut- 
ton, 26 F. Cas. No. 15, 433, 10 Ben. 
268; Matter of Peonle’s Surety Co., 
82 Misc. 518, 144 NYS 181. 

“Whenever Congress has legis- 
lated upon any matter of practice, 
and prescribed a definite rule for 
the government of its own courts, 
it is to that extent exclusive of the 
legislation of the State upon the 
same matter.” Southern Pac. R. Co. 
v. Denton, 146 U. S. 202; 20y, 13 SCt 
44, 36 L. ed. 942. 

“This direction that the proceed- 
ings in the Circuit Court of the 
United States shall ‘conform as 
nearly aS may be to the practice in 
the ceurts of the State’ must, of 
course, like the corresponding direc- 
tion as to practice, pleadings and 
procedure in section 914 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, give way whenever 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


oe . 
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cation than the act of congress.5° Especially is this 
true where the federal statute applies to all cases 
in law, equity, and admiralty,51 since causes in 
equity and admiralty are expressly excluded from 
the operation of the conformity statute.®2 
visions of the Conformity Act are in pari materia 
with other federal statutes regulating procedure, and 
all should be construed together and full effect given, 
as far as possible, to each of them.°? 

Construction of Common-Law Rem- 
It has been considered that the conformity 
statute does not apply to modes of procedure estab- 
lished by judicial construction of the common-law 


iG ahl3i =e! 
edies. 


remedies.*4 
» [§ 114] 


to adopt the state practice would 
be inconsistent with the. terms, de- 
feat the purpose, or impair the ef- 
fect, of any legislation of Congress.” 
Luxton v. North River Bridge Co., 
LACS Soy Mosse LS ISCt. SO0s20 tk 
L. ed. 194. 

[a] Process directed to the mar- 
shal must be served by him regard- 
less of the state law. Oe Se have 
Mitchell, 223 Fed. 805 [quot Rev. St. 
§ 787]. And see infra § 134. 

[b] Method of setting up statute 
of limitations—A state practice 
which does not permit a defendant 
to take advantage of the statute of 
limitations by a general demurrer 
to the declaration does not apply to 
a cause of action arising under a 
federal statute which’ indicates its 
purpose to prevent suits on delayed 
claims, by the provision that all 
complaints for damages shall be 
filed within two years and not after; 
under such a statute the lapse of 
time not only bars the remedy, but 
destroys the liability. A. J. Phillips 


» Co. v. Grand Trunk Western R. Co., 


236 U. S. 662, 35 SCt-444, 59 L. ed. 
774. 

{[c] As to effect of special ap- 
pearance.—A state statute providing 
that a special appearance for the 
purpose of objecting to the service 
of process becomes a general ap- 
pearance to the next term of the 
court is not controlling upon the 
federal court sitting in that state. 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pinkney, 149 
Oe Se lO ZOSNALS BS Ob: SOO. ole. (eds 
699 (“Provisions of the Federal stat- 
utes which confer upon litigants in 
the Federal courts the right to have 
the jurisdiction of such courts re- 


. viewed by this court by appeal or 


writ of error would be practically 
destroyed or rendered inoperative 
and of no effect if state statutes 
. . . could make an appearance to 
question the jurisdiction of a Fed- 
eral court a general, appearance, so 
as to bind the person of the defend- 
ant. It would be an idle ceremony 
to bring to this court for review the 
question of the Circuit Court’s jur- 
isdiction, arising out of a failure to 
serve the defendant with process, if 
the defendant’s special appearance 
before the lower court to challenge 
its jurisdiction should, under state 
laws, amount to a general appear- 
ance which conferred such jurisdic- 
tion’). See also infra § 137. 

{d] “The mode of summoning 
witnesses and taking testimony in 
the courts of the United States is 
regulated by statutes of the United 
States, and therefore the practice in 
the state courts in relation to such 
matters does not apply. See sections 
B76. Si, 914, Revie St. Dexas, ete, 
R. Co. v. Nelson, 50 Fed. 814, 816, 
1 CCA 688 [writ of error dism 149 
U. S. 788 mem, 13 SCt 1053 mem, 37 
L. ed, 958 mem]. 

[e] @he making of special find- 
ings on waiver of a jury is gov- 
erned by the federal statute. Jones 


[25 C.°J.—5b1] 


d. Conflict with Federal Constitution. 
The federal courts will not conform to the state 
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[§ 115] e. 
The pro- 


by the statutes 

courts.°§ 
SedH6 aos 

utes. 


y. *U. |S. (135 Fed! 518, (68 CCA, 68. 

[f] Proceedings to restore rec- 
ords must conform to the act of 
congress regulating them (see Rev. 
St. §§ 899-904) and not to the state 
statute. Turner v. Newman, 24 F. 
CasiwNor T4262. 0 3) Biss. 307,-4 308 
(“The proceeding to restore records 
does not come within the general 
term of practice or pleadings in the 
courts, which obviously has refer- 
ence to the mode:of commencing and 
trying causes, but it is a special pro- 
ceeding sui generis, and to be gov- 
erned by the statute authorizing it’’). 
§ aoe of pleading see infra 

50. Turner v. Newman, 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,262, 3 Biss, 307. 

51. Turner v. Newman, 24 F. Cas, 
Na. 14,262, 3 Biss. 307. 

{a] Illustration.—If the Con- 
formity Act should apply to pro- 
ceedings to restore lost or destroyed 
records under Rev. St. §§ 899-904, 
which makes no distinction between 
law, equity, and admiralty causes, 
“we should have one mode of pro- 
cedure in cases at law governed by 
the state statute, and another, in 
equity and admiralty cases, governed 
by act of congress.’ Turner v. New- 
man, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,262, 3 Biss. 
307. 

52. See supra §§ 108, 118. 

53. Van Doren v. Pennsylvania R. 

» 98 Fed. 260, 35 CCA 282. 
54. Wall v. Chesapeake, etc, R. 
Co,, 95 Fed. 398, 387 CCA 129; San- 
ford v. Portsmouth, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,315, 2 Flipp. 105 (where the fed- 
eral court refused to follow the rul- 
ing of the state supreme court that 
mandamus was the only. remedy 
upon municipal bonds). And see U. 
S. v. Thompson, 251 U. S. 407, 416, 
40 SCt 289, 292, 64 L. ed. 333 (a 
criminal case, but argumentatively 
supporting the text). But compare 
Gregory v. Pike, 67 Fed. 837, 15 CCA 
33 [app dism 160 U. S. 643, 16 SCt 
431, 40 L. ed. 566, 163 U. S. 688 mem, 
16° SCt 1202 mem; 41: L. ed. 311 
mem] (federal courts recognize no 
lien at common law in behalf of an 
attorney except that given by the 
local courts). 

{a] Illustration.—A federal court 
is not required to follow the state 
practice of trying the question of 
the sufficiency of the service of the 
summons to a jury on a plea in 
abatement, where such practice is 
not statutory, but was established 
by decision of the state supreme 
court as the proper mode of pro- 
cedure under the common law. Wall 
v. Chesapeake, etc., R. Co., 95 Fed. 
398, 37 CCA 129. 

55. Slocum v. New York L. Ins. 
Cone 2O8mU Se 864) oc Slog, Oven 
ed. 879; Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 
Wie 70a Ct L908, 20s, ed, (1855 
Phillips v. Preston, 5 How. (U. §.) 


278, 12 LL. ed. 152; McCracken v. 
Hayward, 2 How. (U.. S.) 608, sl 
L. ed, 397; Hughey v. Sullivan, 80 


Fed. 72; Lowry v. Mt. Adams, etc., 
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practice when that practice, if pursued’in those 
courts, would conflict with requirements of the 
United States constitution.®5 

State Practice Affecting Inherent 
Power of Courts. A state statute affecting the com- 
mon-law powers inherent in the judicial office is not 
binding upon the federal courts.®¢ 
authority to set aside, vacate, and modify its final 
judgments after the term at which they were ren- 
dered *” can neither be conferred upon nor withheld 


For example, 


of a state or the practice of its 


Validity and Force of State Stat- 
In order for a state statute to establish a 
rule of procedure binding upon the federal courts, 
it must, of course, be valid, and hence an unconsti- 


R. Co., 68 Fed. 827; Cady v. Phcenix 
HY, ins Co... 4 he 1Cas.ENow 22845 
Denny v. Brown, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,805; 
U.S. -v.,, Rathbone;- 27 KF. Cas: “No 
W217 24 Painel57s- 

[a] Eminent domain proceedings. 
—The constitutional provision gov- 
erning the federal courts, securing 
to parties the right to a jury trial 
in actions at law, does not apply 
to proceedings for the condemnation 


‘of land under the power of eminent 


domain, delegated by a state, which 
have been removed into a federal 
court, but in such cases, the pro- 
ceeding being statutory, and relating 
to the devesting of, title to land 
within the state, the procedure pre- 
scribed by the state law must be 
followed in determining the compen- 
sation to be awarded. Postal Tel.- 
Cable Co. "vn. Southerns: Ra Coy si22 


Fed. 156. Condemnation proceedings 
generally see Eminent Domain 
§§ 300-514. 


56. Indianapolis, etc, R. Co. v. 
Horst, 93, U.S. ‘291, 23° Li ed. 8985 
Nudd v. Burrows, 91 U. S. 426, 23 


L. ed. 286; Sloss Iron, ét¢.,. Co.= v. 
South Carolina, ete., R. Co., 85 Fed. 
133, 29 CCA 50; People’s Bank v. 


Aetna Ins. Co., 74 Fed. 507, 20 CCA 
630; U. S. v. Wallace, 46 Fed. 569; 
Claflin. v. Steinberg, 5 EF. Cas. No. 


2411, 2. Dill, 324. 

57. See generally Judgments [23 
Cyc 861]. 

58, Uh Shove Mayers 285, UleSai55, 


35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Bronson v. 
Schulten, 104.°U. S. 410,'26 L. ed. 
997; Forty Fort Coal Co. v. Kirken- 


dall, 233 Fed. 704; Loewe v. Union 
Sav. Bank, 222 Fed. .342;. Wellman 
v. Bethea, 213 Fed. ,367;° Tryon v. 


Pennsylvania R. Co., 213 Fed. 49. 
And see Mutual Bldg. Fund Soc. 
etc.. v. Bossieux, 17.F.'Cas.. No. 9,977, 
1 Hughes 386 (as to power to re- 
instate on the docket a suit dis- 
missed from the docket at a prior 
term for want of declaration). See 
also infra § 154. 

The federal court “does not de- 
rive its jurisdiction, nor its judges 
their powers, from the state legis- 
lation.” Claflin v. Steinberg, 5 F. 
Cas: No, 2,777, 2. Dill 324, 326. Z 

[a] The leading case is Bronson 
v. Schulten, 104 U. S, 410, 26 L. ed. 


ee 

[b] “The question relates to the 
power of the courts and not to the 
mode of procedure.” Bronson v. 
Schulten; 104 WU: SS: 410, 417; 26 lL. 
ed. 997 [foll Tryon v. Pennsylvania 
R.* Cot, 213° Fed.: 49]. 

[ec] Constitutionality of the Con- 
formity Act in so far as it should 
impair inherent powers of federal 
courts or dictate the. manner of 
their exercise, would be an interest- 
ing question, said the court in Nudd 
Vv. Burrows) 91!) Uo So 426, 23-1 eds 
286. 

{d] Application of rule.— (1) 
Within the rule stated in the text is 
a judgment of conviction in a crimi- 
nal case. U. S. v. Mayer, :235 U. S. 


802 [25C073.] 


tutional state statute cannot be regarded as furnish- 
ing an authoritative rule of practice.®® 
obvious that where a state statute is repealed, a 
rule of practice established thereby is no longer 


binding on the federal court.®° 


{§ 117] 6. Jurisdiction of Federal Courts. Rules 
of practice or procedure established by a state can 
never have the effect of either enlarging or diminish- 
ing the jurisdiction of a federal court.*! 
does the Conformity Act require that a party raising 
a question as to the jurisdiction of a federal court 
shall proceed in the manner in which such questions 
may be raised in the state courts.®? 
questions of jurisdiction a federal court follows its 
own rules of practice and’is not bound by the laws 


55,35) SCt 16,1059 ol: ned. 1129. (2) 
The federal court has no power to 
allow an amendment of plaintiff's 
declaration, after expiration of the 
term at which a demurrer has been 
sustained where the allowance of 
the amendment would involve the 
opening of the judgment on the de- 
murrer. 
R. 'Co., 93 Fed? 260, 35 CCA 282. 

Opening default judgments or de- 
crees see infra § 154. 

59. Chaffin v. Taylor, 116 U. S. 
567, 6 SCt 518, 29 L. ed. 727; Allen 
v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co. 114 U. S. 


3115195) SCt 925, 962) 29\ I. ed. °200;' 
Chaffin v. Taylor, 114 U. S. 309, 5 
SCt 924, 29 L. ed. 198; White v. 


Greenhow, 114 U.S. 307, 5 SCt 923, 
9625929) a-ed. > 1993 t Poindexter. sv. 
Greenhow, 114 U. S. 270, 5 SCt 903, 
29 L. ed. 185. 


60. Harvey v. Virginia, 20 Fed. 
411. 
61. Security Trust Co, v. Black 


River Nat. Bank, 187 U. S. 211, 23 
SCt 52): 4% L. ‘ed: 147; Chicot County 
Vv. Sherwood, TAS. Ua Se DLO Lomo et 
695, 37 L. ed. 546; Southern Pac. Co. 
Vv. Denton, 146 WS. 202 V3 SCr a4: 
36 L. ed. 942; Chicago, etc., R. Co. 
v. Whitton, 13 Wall. (U. Sy 270, 20 
L. ed. 571; Mercer County v. Cowles, 
7 Wall. (U. Soy US plo ela peGurae 
Hyde v. Stone, 20 How. (U. S.) 170, 
15 L. ed. 874; Watson vy. Tarpley, 18 
How. (U. S.) 517, 15 L. ed. 509; Gold- 
en v. Connersville Wheel Co., 252 
Fed. 904; Devost v. Twin State Gas, 
etc., Co., 250 Fed. 349, 162 CCA 419 
{reh den 252 Fed. 1251; Forty Fort 
Coal Co. v. Kirkendall, 233 Fed. 704; 
Vitkus v. Clyde SS. Co., 232 Fed. 
288; Smith v. Currie, 230 Fed. 803, 
145° CGA 1133" Chicago,. etc,,R, Co. 
v. Kddy, 228 Fed. 643, 143 CCA 165; 
Southern Photo Material Co. v. 
Eastman Kodak Co., 224 Fed. 523; 
Yates v. Whyel Coke Co., 221 Fed. 
603, 137 CCA 327; St. Louis ‘Boat- 
men’s Bank v. Fritzlen, 221 Fed. 154, 
137 CCA 54 [certiorari den 238 U. 
S641, 35 SCt.941,. 59 L. ed. 1501]; 
St. Charles v. Stookey, 154 Fed. 772, 
85 CCA 494 [certiorari den 208 U. 
S617; 28 SCt 569; 52) G. ed. 647]; 
Wells v. Clark, 136 Fed. 462 [mod 
and aff 203 U. S. 164, 27 SCt 43, 51 
L. ed. 138]; Alice E, Min, Co. vy. 
Blanden, 136 Fed. 252; Barber As- 
phalt Pav. Co. v. Morris, 132 Fed. 
945, 66 CCA 55, 67 LRA 761; _ Blod- 
gett v. Lanyon Zinc, Co. 120 Fed. 
893, 58 CCA 79; National Surety Co. 
Vv. ‘Humboldt State Bank, 120 Fed. 
593, 56 CCA 657, 61 LRA 394; In 
re Delafield, 109 Fed. 577; Sullivan 
v. Beck, 79 Fed. 200; Columbia Wire 
Co. v. Freeman Wire Co., 71 Fed. 
302; Bigelow v. Nickerson, 70 Fed. 
118, 17 CCA 1, 30 LRA 336; Heaton 
v. Thatcher, 59 Fed. 731; Thompson 
v. Searcy County, 57 Fed, 1030, 6 
CCA 674; Byrne v. Kansas City, etc., 
R.. Co., 55 Fed. 44 [mod on other 
grounds 61 Fed. 605, 9 CCA 666, 24 


LRA 693]; Semmes v. Whitney, 50 
Fed. 666; East Tennessee, etc, R. 
Co. v. Atlanta, ete. R. Co., 49 Fed. 


608, 15 LRA 109; Steves v. Carson, 


Van Doren v. Pennsylvania 
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It is also [§ 118] B. 
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of the state in which it is sitting.*% 


Conformity and Nonconformity in 


Particular Actions or Proceedings—l. Equity °* and 
Admiralty °° Cases. 


Equity and admiralty cases are 


expressly excluded from the scope of the Practice 


Neither 


In determining 


tice of the state 


42 Fed. 821; Hoover v. Crawford 
County, 39 Fed. 7; Wotherspoon v. 
Massachusetts Ben. Assoc., 38 Fed. 
625; Windsor Sav. Bank v. McMa- 
hon, 38 Fed, 283, 3 LRA 192; Rich 
v. Bray,’ 37 Fed. 273, .2 LRA 225; 
May v. Saginaw County, 32 Fed. 629; 
U. S..v. Drenneén, 25 F.. Cas. No. 14,- 
992, Hempst. 320. See also supra 
§ 6; and infra § 183. 

fa] Dlustration. — Duluth City 
Charter § 80, providing for appeals 
from allowance or _ rejection of 
claims against that city to the dis- 
trict court of the county, and pro- 
hibiting payment of such claims 
while such appeals are pending, does 


not restrict the jurisdiction of fed- 


eral courts over claims of citizens 
of other states, or the power of 
those courts to enforce their judg- 
ment on such claims; and actions by 
original process in the federal courts 
may be maintained in controversies 
over such claims, without present- 
ing them to the city council. Bar- 
ber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. Morris, 132 


vere 94555066.) CCA 55y iG), lake 
[bd] A statute providing for per- 


petuating testimony cannot be held 
to furnish the purported maker of 
a forged note with means for pro- 
viding for an adequate defense to 
such note in case an action at law 
should be brought thereon after his 
death, since the jurisdiction of a 
federal. court of equity cannot be 


abridged by state laws. Schmidt v. 
West, 104 Fed. 272. 
{c] Jurisdiction only attaches 


unon service of process in a federal 
court and not by filing the com- 
plaint and the issue of Summons, 
notwithstanding state statutes. U. 
S. 179" Hisenbeis, 112 Fed. 190, 50 CCA 


{d] Appearance for purpose of 
removal only.—Where a case is re- 
moved from a state court, and de- 
fendant appears specially, for the 
purpose of removal only, and objects 
to the sufficiency of the service, the 
federal court must determine such 
objection for itself, and will not nec- 
essarily be controlled by the state 
law. West v. Cincinnati, etc., R. Co., 
170 Fed. 349. 

[e] A state statute requiring per- 
mission of court to sue on a judg- 
ment does not apply to a federal 
court. Union Trust Co. v. Roches- 
ter, -etc.,. Ro Co. 29. Fed. 609. 

62. Meisukas v. Greenough Red 
Ash .Coal_ Co.j,-2440U Cy 1b 4.37 ASCt 


593, 61 L. ed. 987; Golden v. Con- 
nersville Wheel Co., 252 Fed. 904. 
And see Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 


Pinkney, 149 U. S. 194, 13 SCt 859, 
37 L. ed. 699 (quoted supra § 112 
note 49 [c]). 

Mode of raising jurisdictional ob- 
jection in federal court see supra 
§§ 95-107. 

63. Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 
Castleman, 215 U. S. 437, 30 SCt 125, 
54 L. ed. 272 [foll Southern Photo 
Material Co. v. Eastman Kodak Co., 
224 Fed. 5231; Golden v. Conners- 
ville Wheel Co., 252 Fed. 904. 


Conformity Act,°* and federal courts in equity are 
precluded by the constitution from entertaining ju- 
risdiction over or giving judgment upon a common- 
law demand, notwithstanding such a suit is author- 
ized by the statutes of the state. 
practice of such courts is derived directly from the 
English higher courts of chancery, and is not made 
to conform to, nor ean their practice or jurisdic- 
tion as courts of equity be controlled by, the prae- 


The chancery 


courts, or affected by state statutes 


Determination of sufficiency of 
service of process see infra § 134. 
“Ag See generally Equity 21 C. J. 


i 65. re generally Admiralty 1 C. 
p 

State laws as rules of decision in 
equity cases see infra § 164. 

State laws as rules of decision in 
admiralty cases see infra § 165. 

66. Guffey v. Smith, 237 U. S. 101, 
85 SCt 526, 59 L. ed. 856 [rev 202 
Fed. 106, 120 CCA 436]; Scott v. 
Armstrong, 146 U. S. 499, 13 SCt 148, 
36 L. ed, 1059; Dravo v. Fabel, 132 
Ui Si 487,710" SCt170,, S38) ts. ed. eaode 
Meyers v. Block, 120 U. S. 206, 7 
SCt ‘525, 30 LL. ed. 642;  Blease’ v. 
Garlington, 92 U. S..1, 23 L. ed. “521; 
Bein v. Heath, 12 How. (U. S.) 168, 
13 L. ed. 939; Belknap Hardware, 
etc., Co. v. Ohio River Contract Co., 
264 Fed. 676; Lane v. Equitable Trust 
Co., 262 Fed. 918; Standard Oil Co. v. 
Howe, 257 Fed. 481, 168 CCA 485; 
Shaffer v. Marks, 241 Fed. 139 [aff 256 
Fed. 648, 168 CCA 42]; Brown v. Flet- 
cher, 239 Fed. 360; Whitaker v. 
Whitaker Iron Co., 238 Fed. 980; 
Waldo v. Wilson, 231 Fed. 654, 145 
CCA 540 [rev 221 Fed. 505, and cer- 
tiorari den 241 U. S. 673, 36 SCt 724, 
60 L. ed. 1231]; !Boultbee v. Inter- 
national Paper Co., 229 Fed. 951, 144 
CCA 233; In re Brown, 228 Fed. 533; 
Boyd v. New York, etc., R. Co., 220 
Fed. 174; Destructor Co. v. Atlanta, 
219 Fed. 996; Southwestern Surety 
Ins: Co. v: Wells, 217 Fed. 294; Wil- 
liams v, Pope, 215 Fed. 1000; Sydney 


v. Mugford Printing; ete., Co, 214 
Fed. 841; Alexander v. Fidelity 
Trust Co., 214 Fed. 495; South Caro- 


lina Medical Soc. v. Gilbreth, 208 
Fed. 899; Little v. Tanner, 208 Fed. 
605 [rev on other grounds 240 U. 
S. 369, 36 SCt 379, 60 L. ed. 691]; 
Miller v. Wattier, 165 Fed. 359: 
United Cigarette Mach. Co. wv, 
Wright, 182 Fed. 195; Hill v. North- 
enn SPace Rio. 104 qWed peio4 mites 


113, Fed. 914,, 51 CCA’ ‘6441; The 
Westminster, 96 Fed. 766; Laidlaw 
v. Oregon R., ete., Co., 81 Fed. 876. 


26 CCA 665; Gaines v. New Orleans, 
27 Fed. 411; Taylor v. Holmes, 14 
Fed. 498 [aff TATU. (SS. 489> 3 SCE 
1192]; Manrique de Lara vy. Gar- 
rosi, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 500. And 
see Practice Conformity Act quoted 
supra § 108. But compare Quinette 
v. Bisso, 136 Fed. 825, 69 CCA 503, 
5 LRANS 303 [certiorari den 199 U, 
S. 606, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed. 330] (an 
action in admiralty for wroneful 
death, based on La. Civ. Code 
ate eZatoents governed hy the local 
law, with respect tu the defense of 
contributory negligence). 

[a] A state statute providing 
that an action is commenced when 
complaint is filed and summons 
served does not apply to admiralty 
suits in federal courts. Laidlaw v. 
Oregon R., etc., Co., 81 Fed. 876, 26 
CCA 665 [rev 73 Fed. 846]. 

67. American Assoc, v. Williams, 
166 Fed. 17, 983 CCA 1; Goodyear 
Shoe Mach. Co. Vv. Dancel; 119 Fed. 
692,- 56 CCA 300; Peacock, etc., Co, 


I a Sa eee 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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giving remedies,** and their power and rules of 
decision are the same in all the states.®° 
state statutes cannot restrict or limit the equity 
powers of the federal courts,’° although state stat- 
utory provisions may be justly observed to the ex- 


v. Williams, 110 Fed. 917. And see 
Equity § 17. 

68.: .Guffey,.v.. Smith; . 237.U:. Ss; 
101, 35 SCt 526, 59 L. ed. 856; Pat- 
terson v. Hewitt, 195 U. S. 309, 25 
SCt 35, 49 L. ed. 214; Kirby v. Lake 
HOLE eLCr wi. COs, 20 Ws) Se al S0, ig 
SCt 430, 30 L. ed. 569; Bronson v. 
Schulten, 104 U. S. 410, 26 L. ed. 997; 
Kendall v. Creighton, 23 How. (U. 
S.) 90, 16 L, ed. 419; Barber v. Bar- 
ber, 21 How. (U:. S.) 582;°16 lL.’ ed, 
226; Rhode Island v. Massachusetts, 
eet se (Uc, )) Zoos Olas Sea. (To 1s 
Gaines v. Relf, 15 Pet. (U. S.) 9; 10 
Story v. Livingston, 13 
Mets. (Us ES) 3595) 10. biedlt 42005 
Humphreys v. Walsh, 248 Fed. 414, 
160 CCA 424; In re Brown, 228 Fed. 
533; Continental, ete. Trust, etc., 
Bank v. Corey Bros. Constr. Co., 208 
Hed: , 976525126. -CCA "64; “Smith ' Vv. 
Lloyd, 207 Fed. 815; Sturges v. Por- 
tis Min. Co., 206 Fed. 534; Buchler 
v. Black, 205 Fed. 1000; Camp v. 
Bonsall, 203 Fed. 913, 122 CCA 207; 
Niagara F, Ins. Co. v. Adams, 198 
Fed. 822, 117 CCA 464; Chicago, etc., 
R. Co: v. Oglesby, 198 Fed. 153; 
Barnes v. Trees, 194 Fed. 230; West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Trapp, 186 
Fed. 114; Childs v. Ferguson, 181 
Fed. 795, 104 CCA 305; Union Pac. 
R. Co. v. Flynn, 180 Fed. 565; Whit- 
ney v. Whitney El., etc., Co., 180 
Fed. 187 [aff 183 Fed. 678, 106 CCA 
28 (certiorari den 219 U. S. 588, 31 
SCt 472, 55 L. ed. 348)]; Seefeld v. 
Duffer, 179 Fed. 214, 103 CCA 32 
{certiorari den 220 U. S. 616, 31 SCt 
720, 55 L. ed. 611]; Ommen v. Tal- 
ecott, 175 Fed. 261 [rev on other 
grounds 188 Fed. 401, 112 CCA 239]; 
Laurel Oil, etc., Co. v. Galbreath Oil, 
ete., Co., 165 Fed. 162, 91 CCA 196; 
U. S. v. Miller, 164 Fed. 444; Beatty 
v. Wilson, 161 Fed. 453; Venner v. 
Great Northern R. Co., 153 Fed. 408 
[aff 209 U. S. 24, 28 SCt 328, 52 L. 
ed, 666]; United Cigarette Mach. Co. 
v. Wright, 132 Fed. 195; Kessler v. 
Ensley Co., 123 Fed. 546; Union L. 
Ins, Co. v. Riggs, 123 Fed. 312 [rev 
on other grounds 129 Fed. 207, 63 
CCA 365 (certiorari 
637, 24 SCt 860, 48 L. ed. 1161, and 
aff 203 U. S. 243, 27 SCt 126, 51 L. 
ed. 168)]; Hudson v. Wood, 119 Fed. 
764; Goodyear Shoe Mach, Co. v. 
Dancel, 119 Fed. 692, 56 CCA 300; 
Potts v. Alexander, 118 Fed. 885; 
First Nat. Bank v. Ewing, 103 Fed. 
168, 43 CCA 150 [certiorari den 179 
U. S. 686, 21 SCt 919, 45 L. ed. 386]; 
Commonwealth Title Ins., etc., Co. 
v, Cummings, 83 Fed. 767; School- 
field v. Rhodes, 82 Fed. 153, 27 CCA 
95; Indianapolis Water Co. v. Ameri- 
can Strawboard Co., 53 Fed. 970; 
Potts v. Accident Ins. Co., 35 Fed. 
566; Goldsmith v. Gilliland, 22 Fed. 
865, 10 Sawy. 606; Fletcher v, New 
Orleans, etc. R. Co. 20 Fed. 345; 
Bean v. Smith, 2 F. Cas. No. 1,174, 
2 Mason 252; Blanchard v. Sprague, 
Se he Cas! Now) 1,516) Cliffs, 288; 
Cropper v. Coburn, 6 F. Cas. No. 
3,416, 2 Curt. 465; Fletcher v. Morey, 
9 F. Cas. No. 4,864, 2 Story 555; 
Goodyear v. Providence Rubber Co., 
10 F. Cas. No. 5,583, 2 Cliff. 351 [aff 
9 Wall. 788, 19 L. ed. 566]; Gordon 
v. Hobart, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,609, 2 
Sumn. 401; Lamson v. Mix, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 8,034; Mayer v. Foulkrod, 
16 F. Cas. No. 9,341, 4 Wash. C. C. 349; 
U. S. v. Parrott, 27 F. Cas. No. 15,- 


999, McAll. 447; Kirby Lumber Co, 
v. Cunningham, (Tex. Civ. A.) 154 
SW 288. And see infra § 133 note 


66 [a]. See also Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

[a] Qualification of receiver.—A 
state statute prohibiting the ap- 
pointment of nonresidents of the 
state as receivers applies only to its 
own courts, and cannot control the 


den 194 U. S.. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Therefore 


action of a federal court. Defiance 
v. McGonigale, 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 
425 [aff 140 Fed. 621, and certiorari 
den 207 U. S. 585, 28 SCt 254, 52 L. 
ed. 352], 

69. Noonan vy. Braley, 2 Black (U. 
S.) 499, 17 L. ed. 278; Gaines v. Relf, 
15 Pet. (U. S.) 9, 10 L. ed. 642; Ex p. 
Whitney, 13 Pet. (U. S.) 404, 10 L. 
ed. 221; Story v. Livingston, 13 Pet. 
(U. S.) 359, 10 L. ed. 200; Poultney 
v. Lafayette, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 472, 9 
L. ed. 1161; Livingston v. Story, 9 
Pet. (U. S.) 632, 9 L. ed) 255; Boyle 
v. Zacharie, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 648, 8 L. 
ed. 532; U. S. v. Howland, 4 Wheat. 
(U. 8.) 108, 4 L. ed. 526; Union Pac. 
R. Co. v. Flynn, 180 Fed. 565. 

[a] Federal courts are regulated 
in equity by the judiciary acts and 
rules of equity practice. AN Se Sve 
American Bell Tel. Co., 29 Fed. 17; 
Gaines v. New Orleans, 27 Fed. 411 
[app dism 121 U. S. 284, 7 SCt 897, 
30>, -ed. 961]: - 

[b] In states where no courts of 
equity exist the courts of the United 
States lose none of their equitable 
jurisdiction. Ridings v. Johnson, 128 
We Siac, BOSC tie Eo Aunt ke dw 40 is 
Lorman v. Clarke, 15 I’. Cas. No. 
8,516, 2 McLean 568. 

70. See cases supra notes 66-69; 
infra this note; infra note 71; and 
infra § 161, See also Equity §§ 6, 16, 
17. But see Hale v. Continental L. 
Ins. Co., 12 Fed. 359, 360, 20 Blatchf. 
515 (where it is said: “The juris- 
diction [of the circuit court] is to 
be measured by that of the_ state 
court of chancery’”’). 

[a] MTlustrations.—(1) Tex. Rev. 
St. arts 1472, 1489, 1490, authorizing 
the appointment of receivers, de- 
fining their powers and duties, and 
regulating their proceedings, are in- 
applicable to receivers in the federal 
courts. Guaranty Trust Co. v. Gal- 
veston City R. Co., 107 Fed. 311, 46 
CCA 3805 [certiorari den 181 U. S. 622, 
21 SCt 925, 45 L. ed. 1032]. (2) Rev. 
St. (1895) art 1472 et seq, relating 
to the application of funds in the 
hands of a receiver, etc., does not 
apply to a receivership in a federal 
court in so far as it provides rules 
of procedure or limits the effects 
of judgments of such courts. Kirby 
Lumber Co. v. Cunningham, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 154 SW 288. (3) Sayles’ 
Civ. St. Annot. (1897) art 1483, au- 
thorizing suit against receivers 
without leave of court, affects only 
receiverships pending in the state 
court, and does not affect the com- 
mon-law rule to the contrary apnly- 
ing to receivers appointed by a fed- 
eral court. Morse v. Tackaberry, 
(Tex, Civ. A.) 134 SW 273. (4) The 
federal courts in matters of equi- 
table cognizance are not required 
to administer property under state 
laws ‘as to receivers regulating 
claims of employees, their classifi- 
cation and privity, and distribution 
of funds. Houston First Nat. Bonk 
v. Ewing, 103 Fed. 168, 48 CCA 150. 
(5) Nor are the courts affected by 
modifications of the general prac- 
tice which have grown up in the 
various states even in respect to 
land titles: Thomas v. Nantahala 
Marble, ete., Co., 58 Fed. 485, 7 CCA 
330. (6) They may foreclose a me- 
chanie’s lien in equity, even though 
a state statute gives an action at 
law. Sheffield Furnace Co. v. With- 
erow, 149 U.S. 574, 13: SCt 936, ' 37 
L. ed. 853. (7) So an award may 
be set aside on the ground of mis- 
conduct of arbitrators, Missouri, 
etc, R. Co.-v.. Blliott, 56 Med: 772. 
(8) A federal court of equity is not 
governed by a State statute as to a 
married woman suing in her own 
name. Wills v. Pauly, 51 Fed. 257. 
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tent to which the court is authorized to exercise a 
discretion within the general rules of equity juris- 
prudence,’! and it there is no federal statute which 
is applicable, a state statute may be followed.?? 
Such courts decide for themselves whether for an 


(9) Nor can a special remedy in 
equity created by a state statute be 
enforced in a federal court where an 
adequate remedy at law _ exists. 
Whitehead v. Entwhistle, 27 Fed. 
778. (10) Nor will the equity court 
take cognizance of a cause by con- 
sent of parties and upon agreed 
facts without pleadings. Nickerson 
v. Atchison, ete. R. Co., 30 Fed. 85. 
(11) Nor are the federal courts gov- 
cerned by the state code as to dis- 
missal of causes in the state SOE: 


Scully “v. Chicago, ‘ete,’ Ro ‘Co; 
Iowa _ 528. (12) Nor is equitable 
jurisdiction defeated by the fact 


that plaintiff may have redress by 
mandamus in the state court. 
Wheeling v. Baltimore, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,502, 1 Hughes 90. (13) The 
equity jurisdiction of the federal 
courts is not affected by state leg- 
islation providing an equitable rem- 
edy for the enforcement of stock- 
holder’s liability, but to authorize 
relief in such a controversy by a 
federal court there must be origi- 
nal ground of equity jurisdiction. 
Erie Second Nat. Bank v. Georger, 
246 Fed. 517. 

71. Cowley v. Northern Pac. R. 


Co}, 159" ULS. 5695" 16)" SCt, 1275840 
L. ed. 263; Kirby v. Lake Shore, etc., 
R. Cor 2120 UW Se 30 T_SCte4 3G 30) 
L. ed. 569; Payne v. Hook, 7 Wall. 
CUI SI) 42559 1o Ne (eds! 26020 eum 
rhrevs v. Walsh, 248 Fed. 414, 


160 CCA 424; Pond Creek Coal Co. 


v. Hatfield, 239 Fed. 622, 152 CCA 
456; Richardson v. Pennsylvania 
Coal Co., 203 Fed. 743; Kentucky 
Coal, ete, Dev. Co. v. Kentucky 
Union Co., 187 Fed. 945; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Trapp, 186 Fed. 


114; Laws v. Fleming, 177 Fed. 450 
[rev on other grounds 191 Fed. 283, 
112... CCA 27]3> Acord “v. “Western 
Pocahontas Corp., 174 Fed. 1019, 98 
CCA 625 [aff 156 Fed. 989, and cer- 
tiorari den 215 U. S. 607, 54 L. ed. 
346]; Redd v. Brun, 157 Fed. 190, 84 
CCA 638; Arkansas Southeastern R. 
Co. v. Union Sawmill Co., 154 Fed. 
304, 83 CCA 224; Peters v. Equitable 
Lis Assur.’ Soe; * 7149") hedkh 1290s 
Mathews Slate Co, v. Mathews, 148 
Fed. 490; Illinois L. Ins. Co. v. New- 
man, 141 Fed. 449; Davidson-Wesson 
Impl, Co. v. Parlin, ete, Co., 141 
Fed. 37, 72 CCA 525; Potts v. Alex- 
ander, 118 Fed. 885; Hale v. Tyler, 
115 Fed. 833 [rev on other frounds 


122 Fed. 1021 mem, 57 CCA 681 
mem]; Continental Nat. Bank v. 
Heilman, 86 Fed. 514, 30 CCA 232 


faff 81 Fed. 36]; Massachusetts Ben. 
Life Assoc. v. Lohmiller, 74 Fed. 
23°..207 OCAW 274% Ray-ven Tatume sve 
Fed. 112, 18 CCA 464; Gamewell 
Fire-Alarm Tel. Co. v. New York 
City, 31 Fed. 312; Lakin v. Sierra 
Buttes Gold Min. Co., 25 Fed. 337, 11 
Sawy. 231; Goldsmith v. Gilliland, 
22 Fed. 865, 10 Sawy. 606; Fogg v. 
St. Louis, etce., R. Co., 17 Fed. 871, 5 
McCrary 449; Bisbee v. Evans, 17 
Fed. 474; Tice v. Adams County 
School-Dist. No. 18, 17 Fed. 283. 5 
McCrary 860; Ettinge v. Marx, 4 Fed. 
673," 45 -Hughes 7 312.9)" Parsons: ove 
iyman; 138 b CasseNos ) LOTS 0s oS. 
Blatechf. 170, 32 Conn, 566. 

[a] Passing of title to real es~- 
tate.—Federal courts of equity may 
follow the rule of the statute of a 
state as to passing title to real es- 
tate. A. & W. Sprague Mfg. Co. v. 
Hoyt, 29 Fed. 421. 

[b] Federal courts exercise their 
discretion as to following the prac- 
tice of the state equity courts with- 
in the district where the questions 
arise. Deprez v. Thomson-Houston 
Electric Co., 66 Fed. 22, 

72. Toledo Computing Scale Co. 
v.. Computing Scale Co., 142 Fed. 
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actual or threatened invasion of a conceded right | 
-equity may afford ground for relief.7* 
£ A mortgage may be fore- 
-eclosed in a federal court,’* although there is a stat- 
utory remedy in the state courts,’> but the federal 
court must proceed along the ordinary lines of fore- 
-elosure proceedings in the state where the mort- 
Federal courts of 
‘equity have also jurisdiction over injunctions ;*7 
‘over ecreditor’s bills,7® or suits which are in the na- 
‘ture of, or substantially, such bills,’® although a 
different remedy is provided by state statute,®° and 
although local modes of procedure or state statutes 
in respect to such suits or proceedings may be fol- 
lowed ;8+ over wills, probate, administration, and 
‘estates of deceased persons *? unaffected by state 


Particular remedies. 


gaged property is \situated.’® 


(919, 74 CCA 89; Hollister v. Ver- 
‘mont Building Co., 141 Iowa 160, 119 
NW 626. 

' [a] The enforcibility in equity of 
a lien for the enforcement of which 
‘there is no special statutory pro- 
vision is a matter as to which the 
federal courts will recognize the 
‘practice of the state courts as ex- 
“pressive of the local law. Knapp v. 
McCaffrey, 177. U. S. 638, 20 SCt 824, 
44 lL, ed. 921 [aff-178 Ill. 107, 52 NE 
898, 69 AmSR 290]; Howard v. Del- 
gado, 121 Fed. 26, 57 CCA 270. 

73. General Blectric R. Co 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 107 Hed. “OTL, 
46 CCA 629. 

74, Ray v. Tatum, 72 Fed. 112, 18 
CCA 464; Dow v. Chamberlin, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 4,037, 5 McLean 281. 

75. .Benjamin ’ v. Cavaroc, 38 FEF. 
Cas. No. 1,300, 2 Woods 168. 

76. Nalle v. Young, 160 U. S. 624, 
16 SCt 420, 40° L. ed. 560; Knicker- 
‘backer Trust Co. v. Penacook Mfg. 
Co., 100 Fed. 814. 

77. Ames v. Union Pac. R. Co., 64 
Fred: 165) [aff 169 UW. S, 466; 18..SCt 
418, 42 L. ed. 819]. And .see gen- 
erally Injunctions [22 Cyc 724], 

. [a] Injunctions granted by fed- 
eral courts are special and will not 
be granted as of course. Perry v. 
Parker, 19: F. Cas. ;No. 11,010, 1 
Woodb, & M. 280. ~- 

' [b] The court may receive a bond 
for indemnity for an injunction un- 
der the general prineiples of equity. 
iorthern macs (Rs Coo Vest. eraul, 


ete., R. Co., 4 Fed. 688, 2 McCrary 
260. 
78. Mississippi Mills v. Cohn, 150 


Te Se pl0ls 14 SCtiiog 37 "Liced. 1052 
[rev 39 Fed. 965]; Hudson vy. Wood, 
119 Fed. 764; Frazier v. Colorado 
Dredging, etc., Co., 5 Fed; 163, 2 Mc- 
Crary 11. 
. [a] Simple contract creditors, or 
those whose claims have uot been 
“ reduced to judgment, have no stand- 
ing to maintain a creditors’ suit in 
federal courts. Cates v. Allen, 149 
WesSer4ok L2ESCt. 3833, 977; Bt; Leeed, 
804; Tompkins Co. v. Catawba Mills, 
82 Fed. 780; England v. Russell, 71 
Fed. 818; Morrow Shoe Mfg. Co. v. 
New England Shoe Co., 60 Fed. 341, 
8 CCA 652, 24 LRA 417 (such cred- 
jtor must first have exhausted his 
legal remedy); Atlanta, ete., R. Co. 
v. Western R. Co., .50 Fed. 7905 
CCAS 676; .U. Sirv. Ingate, 48 Fed, 351 
[foll Scott v. Neely, 140 U. S._ 106, 
11 SCt 712, 35 L. ed. 358]. And see 
generally Creditors’ Suits Lipa ds 
p 1376. : 

TORUS. uv Howland 4 Wheat. 
CURIS OSs at ve ced) 526; Bean v. 
Smith, 2 F, Cas. No. 1,174, 2 Mason 


252. 
80. Frazer v. Colorado Dredging, 
ete.;'Cos,, 5 eed 163, 2 McCrary 11. 


SENS Ex Boyd, 105 U. S. 647, 26 
L. ed, 1200: Flash vy. Wilkerson, 22 
Fed. 689; Lanmon v. Clark, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 8,071, 4 McLean 18; Lor- 
man v. Clarke, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,516, 
2 McLean 568; Suydam v. Beals, 23 
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state statute. 


F. Cas. No. 13,653, 4 McLean 12. 
$2. Hayes .v.; Prati, 147 U.. S., 557, 
13) SCt, 503, .3 7) Lb. ede .2795 aborer v. 
Chapman, 119 U. S. 587, 7 SCt 342, 
20! gas (ed bp 2)... laurel, Oil ete, 
Go. EV. .Galbreathinw Oils ‘ete:=..,.Ce:, 
D650 Medi l62- 291 CCAM S6ic. Rich? Vv. 
Bray, 37 Fed. 273, 2 LRA 225; Cook 
v. Cook, 34 Fed. 249; Hull v. Dills, 


19 Fed. 657; Pulliam v. Pulliam, 10 
Fed. 23; Pratt y. Northam, 19 F. 
Cas. No. 11,376,.5 ,Mason 95. See 


also supra § 12; Equity § 98 text and 
notes 74-86. 

[a] Accordingly (1) the jurisdic- 
tion as courts of chancery over es- 
tates of deceased persons when the 
other conditions of federal jurisdic- 
tion exist and the state courts have 
not acquired exclusive jurisdiction 
cannot be abridged by a state law. 
Hershberger v. Blewett, 55 Fed. 170. 
(2) So if nothing has been done in 
the probate court of exclusive jur- 
isdiction except to file an assign- 
ment and give bond, an objection to 
the jurisdiction of the federal court 
cannot be_ sustained. George T. 
Smith Middlings Purifier Co. v. Mc- 
Groartys 136, UU. Siv23%,110. Sete LOLy, 
384 L. ed. 346. 

[b] In allowing claims (1) 
against the estates of decedents, the 
federal courts are administering the 
laws of the states, and are gov- 
erned by the same rules which di- 
rect the local tribunals, where those 
rules violate no right secured by 
the constitution or laws of the 
United States. Schurmeier v. Con- 
necticut. Mut.’ L. Ins. Co., 137 Fed. 
42, 69 CCA 22. (2) In proceedings 
in the federal courts for the es- 
tablishment of a claim by a nonresi- 
dent creditor against his debtor’s 
estate, the law of the state of the 
debtor’s residence will be applied. 
Alice E. Min. Co. v. Blanden, 136 
Fed. 252. 

Equity jurisdiction in probate 
me trers. generally see Equity §§ 97-— 

4. 

83. Hayes v. Pratt, 147 U. S. 557, 
13 SCt 503, 37 L. ed. 279. See also 
Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

{a] However (1) a federal court 
has no jurisdiction to disestablish a 
will admitted to probate in the state 
court and establish one not ad- 
mitted, where the state courts of 
equity have no such powers. Cilley 
v. Patten, 62 Fed. 498. (2) So also, 
as the jurisdiction of the probate 
courts of Vermont in settlement of 
estates is exclusive, assets cannot 
be brought into chancery for dis- 
tribution by those having equitable 
claims against them, and such ex- 
clusive jurisdiction will be fully rec- 
ognized by federal courts. Sowles 


vy. St. Albans First Nat. Bank, 54 
Fed. 564. 
84. Klever v. Seawall, 65. Fed. 


393, 12 CCA 661; McClaskey v. Barr, 
48 Fed. 130. And see generally Par- 
tition [30 Cyc 195]. 

[a] Cannot hear partition suits 
on the law side.—Klever v. Seawall, 
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statutes ;8* over partition suits;§* and over bills to 
quiet, or remove a cloud from, title to lands,®> al- 
though their powers in this respect are only the 
general powers of courts of equity, and cannot be 
enlarged by a state statute so as to include cases 
where there is an adequate remedy at law.®® 

Enforcement of enlarged equitable rights given by 
If state statutes enlarge equitable 
rights by creating new remedies these may be en- 
forced in the equity courts of the United States 
when not in confliet with constitutional rights,§7 al- 
though such a statute cannot give federal courts 
jurisdiction in equity, where complainant has not 
first exhausted his legal remedies.*® 

State legislation changing the substantiv: law by 
which a new right is given, 


which may be enforced. 


65 Fed. 393, 12 CCA 661. 

[b] Where title is denied federal 
courts of equity cannot entertain a 
partition.suit, although a state stat- 
ute permits equity cognizance. 
American Assoc. v. Bastern Ken- 
tucky Land Co., 68 Fed. 721. 

85. Bardon v. Land, etc., Impr., 
Cor-1bt. Um S; 3247 15) SCH 650) 39 
L. ed. 719 [aff 45 Fed. 706]; Reyn- 
olds v. Crawfordsville First Nat. 
Bank,..112) U.-S.-405;,~5" SCt. 2138 28 
L. ed. 733; Holland y. Challen, 110 
U.S: 15,0 85. SCt: (495; 28% Ts edn +525 
American Assoe. v. Williams, 166 
Fed. 17, 93 CCA 1; Southern Pine Co. 
v. Hall, 105 Fed. 84, 44 CCA 363; 
Prentice v. Duluth Storage, ete., Co., 
58 Fed. 437, 7 CCA 293; Sage v. Wi- 
nona, etc., R. Co., 58 Fed. 297, 7 CCA 
237 [app dism 163 U. S. 702, 16 SCt 
1205, 41 L. ed. 311]; Bowdoin Col- 
lege v. Merritt,. 54 Fed, 55 [app 
dism: 169) U,-S. }551; 18, /S@t.+415, 442 
L. ed. 850]; Bigelow v. Chatterton, 
51 Fed. 614, 2 CCA 402; Southern 
Pac. R. Co. v. Stanley, 49 Fed. 263; 
Land, ete., Impr. Co. v. Bardon, 45 
Med. 706; Paff 157 UcetS i827. ot Set 
650;). 39. «Ley .edss_ {19 ]e * Parteer Ne 
Thomas, 11 Fed. 769. And see gen- 
erally Quieting Title [32 Cye 1296]. 

{a] Jury trial—There is no stat- 
ute requiring the federal courts to 
conform to the state practice in 
equity causes; and defendant in a 
suit to quiet title in a federal court 
is not entitled to demand a jury 
trial, although it may be provided 
for by a _ state statute. Van De- 
venter v. Lott, 180 Fed. 378, 103 CCA 
524. [aff 172 Fed. 574]. 

86. See cases infra this note. 

[a] When plaintiff is out of pos- 
session he cannot sue in the federal 
courts to remove a cloud from the 
title, although he might do so un- 
der the laws of the state where the 
land is situated. Whitehead y: 
Shattuck, 138 U. 8. 146, 11 SCt 276: 
34 L. ed. 873. See also Equity § 17 
text and notes 67-69. Contra Hard+ 
ny v. Guice, 80 Fed. 162, 25 CCA 

87. Bardon v. Land, etc., Impr. 
Co., 157-U.S., 327; 15 SCt 650, 39 aa 
Cae Pi Se fatty 64.5: Fed. 706]; Kieley v. 
McGlynn, 21 Wall. (U. $.) 503, 22 
L. ed. 599; New Jersey Land, etce., 
Co. v. Gardener Lacy Lumber Co. 
190 Fed. 861; North Carolina- Min. 
Cowan Westfeldt, 151 Fed. 290 [rev 
on other grounds 166 Fed. 706, 92 
CCA 3878 (certiorari den 214 U. S. 
516, 29 SCt 697, 58 L. ed. 1064, and 
app dism 215 U. S. 586, 30 SCt 404, 
54 L. ed. 339)]; Southern Pine Co. 
v. Hall, 105 Fed. 84, 44 CCA 363 [cer- 
tiorari den 180 U. S. 639, 21 SCt 921, 
45 L, ed. 711]; Harding v. Guice, 80 
Fed. .162,, 25°.CCA 352: "Wells -v: 
Miner,. 25 Fed. 533; Lanmon vy. Clark; 
TECH A Casi Nos 8,071, 4 McLean 18: 
See supra § 1 

88. Rome Shoe Mfg. Co. v. New 
England Shoe Co., 60 Fed. 341, 8 
CCA 652, 24 LRA 417. And see 
Equity § 17. 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 118-121} 


by an action at law in either a state or a federal 
court, may by such remedy/supersede an equitable 
remedy theretofore existing in the federal courts.’9 
The criminal Jaws 
of the United States are to be enforced by the fed- 
eral courts without any regard to the criminal laws 
of the state in which the court is sitting or the 
nature of the crime under the state laws,®! and as 
the Practice Conformity Act is expressly confined 
to ‘‘civil causes,’’ it has no application to criminal 
proceedings in the federal courts. 
to matters of criminal practice not regulated by 
acts of congress, the federal courts follow the com- 
mon law °° save to the extent that the state law is 
adopted by a federal statute or an authorized rule 


~-[{§ 119] 2. Criminal Cases.°° 


of the federal court.94 


A United States commissioner who acts as a com- 
mitting magistrate must proceed according to the 


state law in similar cases.?5 


Where a criminal prosecution has been removed 
from a state to a federal court, the offense charged 
being against the state law, and prosecuted by the 


89. See Equity § 17 text and note 64. 

90. See generally Criminal Law 
TUG OR Wh ees oa 
. State laws as rules of decision in 
criminal cases see infra § 166. 

Sl. UnsSseve Thompson, 251-U SS. 
407, 40 SCt 289;.Proffitt v. U. S., 264 
Medi o299") Bryant vie UsrSty>257 med. 
378; 168 . CCA 4183... Denning: -v. U. 
Soca, Med. 463, 4659 CCA .b1% LRA 
1918 487; Bandy v. U. S., 245 Fed. 
98, 157 CCA 394; Hendrey v. U. .S:, 
Wsse Leda O55 Vad COAT OS. Ue Saiciv. 
Bopp,.232, Pedi, Hays: vicU.—_S,, 
231 Fed. 106, 145 CCA 294 [aff 242 
Lees: 470; 372SCt 192-6) Lied! 4421; 
U.S. -v. Aviles; 222 Bed. 474; U. 
S. v. Gwynne, 209 Fed. 993; U.S. v. 
Gibson, 188 Fed. 396; Jones v. U. S., 
162 Fed, 417, 89 CCA 303 [certiorari 
den 212 U. Si 576, 29° SCt 685, 53 L. 
ed. 657]; U. S. v. Kerr, 159 Fed. 185; 
Lang v. U. S., 133 Fed. 201, 66 CCA 
255; In re Charge to Grand Jury, 
30H. Cas.7 No. 18,250,052, Curt. 637; 
In re Hofstede, 31 Ida. 448, 173 P 
1087. 

[a] Mode of attacking indict- 
ment.—The practice of attacking the 
sufficiency of an indictment by ob- 
jecting to the introduction of any 
evidence thereunder is not recognized 
in the federal courts. Morris v. U 
S., 161 Fed. 672, 88. CCA. 532. 

{[b] Limitations. — Under the 
practice of the federal courts, the 
defense of the limitations, cannot be 
raised by demurrer to an indictment. 
U. S. v: Andem, 158 Fed.. 996. 

{c] Preliminary . hearing. — The 
practice in the state courts in crimi- 
nal cases to .accord a person ac- 
cused of an offense a preliminary 
hearing as of right is not authority 
in the federal courts sitting in such 
state. U. S. v. Kerr, 159 Fed. 185. 

[d] Challenging jurors.— (1) In 
respect to the allowance of chal- 
lenges to the jury in criminal cases, 
federal courts are not bound to fol- 
low the practice of state courts, the 
primary consideration being, by 
whatever.mode of challenging adopt- 
ed, to secure to accused all of his 
rights of challenging. U.S. v. Davis, 
103 Fed. 457% [aff 107 Fed. 753, 46 
CCA 619]... (2) N. Y¥.-Code_Civ.. Proce, 
§ 385 prescribing the order in which 
jurors drawn for the trial of crimi- 
nal cases shall be challenged is not 
binding on the federal courts sitting 
in that state for the trial of crimi- 
nal cases. Radford v. U. S., 129 Fed. 
49, 638 CCA 491. 

{e] Comparison of writings.—(1) 
“In any proceeding before a_court 
or judicial officer of the United 
States where the genuineness of the 
handwriting. of any person may be 
involved,. any admitted or proved 
handwriting of such person shall 


FEDERAL COURTS 


cases.°6 


state laws.97 


With respect 
[$120] = 3. 


f§ 121] 
Copyrights.? 


be competent evidence as a basis for 
comparison by witnesses, or by the 
jury, court, -or officer conducting 
such proceeding, to prove or dis- 
prove such genuineness.”’ Act 
Congr.]Febr}, 26) 51913 (37 St. "atin 
683 ¢ 79). (2) Prior to the enact- 
ment just quoted it was held that 
“the. statute of the state of New 
York, permitting a comparison of 
writings for the purpose of deter- 
mining handwriting, has no effect 
upon criminal proceedings in the 
courts of the United States.” U. S. 
v. Jones, 10 Fed. 469, 470, 20 Blatchf. 
235, 


Competency: of witnesses see infra 
92. U.S. v..Lhompson,. 251 U.S. 
407, 40 SCt 289; Kessler v. Treat, 
20S Uist Som cui SCL. 4a4.enp ln tay meds 
6953. Tinsley, v.. Treat,. 206 .U- S720, 
27 SCt 430, 51 L. ed. 689; Bryant v. 
Ue Si. 207, Medi 3 78h 168) CCA 418: 
Myres v. U. S., 256 Fed. 779, 168 
CCGA T2527) URS. vn. ehelan (4250: “neds 
927; Brown ..v. U. +208, Med. 3538, 
147 CCA. 289,’ LRA1I917A 1133; U.S. 
v. Bopp, 232 Fed. 177; U. S. v. Aviles, 
222 Fed. 474; Lung v. U. S., 218 Fed. 
Siva 134 = CCAD 05s CONE Vln Ue Ss, 
21 4eeds 23, 130--COAL ALT SU ISiir Ve 
Gwynne, 209 Fed. 993; Radford vy. 
UW. 1S:;, 129 Meds 49) 63 CCAL49E; U.S. 
v. Davis, 103 Fed. 457 [aff 107 Fed. 
758, 46 CCA 619]; U. S. v. Wallace, 
46 Fed. 569; U. S. v. Kilpatrick, 16 
Fed. 765; Georgia v. O’Grady, 11 F. 
Cas: -No. 5,352, 3 Woods.4963.U:; S. 
Vi uGaraner. con By Cass ENO.) Logon. 
And see infra § 166. 

[a] The sufficiency of an indict- 
ment in a federal court is to be de- 
termined without regard to _ state 
statutes. Proffitt v. U. S., 264 Fed. 
299. 

[b] The scope allowed in cross- 
examination in criminal cases is not 
affected by the practice or rules of 
the courts of the state. Hendrey v. 
U.S 233. Wed." 5;1 47 CCA 75. 

93. Bandy v. U. S., 245 Fed. 98, 
157 CCA 394; Kirk v. U. S., 131 Fed. 
Sete atti l oven eds ios... LOC Aw LS 7 
(aff 204 U. S. 688, 27 SCt 788, 51 L. 
ed. 671)]; Pooler v. U. S., 127 Fed. 
509, 62 CCA 307; Hanley v. U. S., 123 
iNeoh, SOLO» Oy COV Ne nls Oe SIe nied EGOTIS 
patrick, 16 Fed. 765; U. S. v. Ham- 
mond, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,294, 2 Woods 
197. 

{a] The rules of evidence gov- 
erning federal courts in criminal 
cases (1) are those which were in 
force in the state at the time such 


courts were established therein, sub-.|° 


ject to such changes as_have been 
made by congress, and are not 
changed by subsequent state enact- 
ments. Withaup v. U. S., 127 Fed. 
530, 62 CCA 328. (2) In Colorado, 


[256.3.] 805 


state, the state practice should, it has been held, 
be followed in substantive matters, at least in felony 
So-upon the trial of an indictment for 
murder removed to- the federal court, aceused is 
called to answer to the offense as defined by the 


A bail bond is a- contract between the sureties 
and the government, and an action to enforce it is 
a civil action, in which the law is not required to 
be construed strictly, as in a criminal proceeding, 
and the sufficiency of the procedure is to be deter- 
mined by the laws of the state. 
Bankruptcy Proceedings. 
ruptey proceedings are governed by special rules 
prescribed by the supreme court under statutory 
authority, and are not within the scope of. the 
Practice Conformity Act.°? 

4.- Actions Relating to Patents! and 
The conformity statute applies to ac- 
tions at law for the infringement of patents? or 
copyrights,* except to the extent that congress may 


Bank- 


such rules are those which were in 
force in the territory at the time it 
was admitted as a state and created 
a federal district. Withaup v. U. S., 


{b] A state statute requiring 
corroboration of the testimony of an 
accomplice in a criminal case is not 
applicable to a prosecution in a fed- 
eral court, which, in the absence of 
a Statute of the United States on 
the subject, is governed by the com- 
mon-law rule. Hanley v. U. S., 123 
Fed. 849, 59 CCA 153 [mod 127 Fed. 
929, 62 CCA 561]. 

Application of common-law rules 


generally see infra § 160. 3 
94. U. S. v. Mitchell, 136 Fed. 
896. And see U. v. Thompson, 


Ss. 
251 U. S. 407, 416, 40 SCt 289, 64 L: 
ed. 333 (construing Rev. St. § 722 
as “applying a state rule only where 
that course is required by an ab- 
sence of federal rule on the sub- 
ject”). 

[a] Bractice before grand juries. 
—In the absence of congressional 
legislation, the laws. of the state 
control the practice before federal 
grand juries, but the fact that 4a 
state statute fails to point out a 
method for attacking an indictment 
cannot deprive a defendant of that 
right. U.S. v. Wells, 163 Fed. 313: 

95. U.S. Rev. St. § 1014; Us. Si -v: 
Zarafonitis, 150 Fed. 97, 80 CCA 51, 
LO-AnnCas: 290 5)5U. Siva Mantinws tl Ge 
Hed!) 150,."9" Sawy. 903. US) iv. Har= 
den, 10 Fed. 802, 4 Hughes 455. 

96. Virginia v. Felts, 133 Fed. 85. 
And see Removal of Causes [34 Cyd 


1298]. 

97. Georgia v. O’Grady, 10 F. Cas. 
No. 5,352, 3 Woods 496. See also 
U. S. v. Van Leuven, 65 Fed. 78 (the 


judge should charge against uncor- 


roborated testimony under state 
oy Ae U. S. v. Davenport, 266 Fed. 
ee Veler, 249 Fed. 633, 161 
CCA 543. See generally Bankruptcy 
Be, See generally Patents [30 Cye 


2. See 
§§ 336-438. 

3. Campbell vy. Haverhill, 
S; 610): VON SCEY 207, 739" Le ed: - 2808 
Marvin v. Aultman, 46 Fed. 3388; 
Celluloid Mfg. Co. v. American 
Zylonite Co., 34 Fed. 744; May v. 
Logan County, 30 Fed. 250; Cot- 
tier v. Stimson, 18 Fed. 689, 9 Sawy. 
435. And see supra § 111. , 

[a] Defendant’s plea should be 
verified as required by the_ state 
statute. Cottier v. Stimson, 18 Fed. 
689, 9 Sawy: 4385. 

4 Johnston v. Klopsch, 88 Fed. 
692. 


generally Copyright 


155 U. 


806 [250.3.] 


have jopiniaiod upon the subject.® 
‘TS 122], 5 Condemnation Proceedings. Pro- 
beedings in a federal court for the condemnation 
of land should conform to such proceedings under 
the state statutes,’ but substantial conformity is 
sufficient,? and the state practice may be departed 
from under circumstances which would authorize a 
variance therefrom in other proceedings.® 
-[§ 123] 6. Mandamus Proceedings.° The prac- 
tice. of the federal courts in issuing the writ of 
mandamus should conform as near as possible to 
that of the state courts,!? although it has been held 
otherwise. in’ proceedings for mandamus specially 
authorized by act of congress,!? or where the writ 
is issued as ancillary to a judgment previously ren- 
dered by the federal court.1+ 
[§ 124] 7. Cases Removed from State Court to 
Federal. Court.1° In cases at law removed from a 
state: court to a federal court the practice must 
conform substantially to the state practice in lke 
eases,}® the removal statute expressly | providing that 
a removed case shall proceed in the federal court 
‘tin the same manner’’ as if originally commenced 
there.17 
_[§ 125] 8. Actions to Which United States Is a 
Party. A civil action at law in personam brought 
st the United States to recover a penalty given by 
Kulp v.. Snyder, 94 Fed. 613 


ian “patent infringement. case, hold- 
ing. that defendant may plead the 


14. Evans v. 
167 CCA 72. 
PaGaew OO. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


No. 16,599, 2 Dill. 
Yost, 255 Fed. 726, 25. See 
And see U.S. v. Union | Co., 
23. (Cas, * No: 16,599; "2 


[§§ 121-128 


a federal statute should conform substantially to the 
state practice,!8 although it has been declared 
broadly that in a suit by the United States to 
enforce a law of the United States the established 
practice of the state is that of a foreign juris- 
diction.1® Whether the Conformity Act 2° applies 
to actions brought against the United States 7 is a 
question that has been mentioned but found un- 
necessary to decide.22 

[§ 126] 9. Statutory Proceedings in Federal 
Courts. As the conformity statute relates only to 
modes of procedure ‘‘in like causes’’ in the state 
courts it has no application to a new and wholly 
statutory procedure in an action wholly within the 
jurisdiction of the federal courts.2* 

[§ 127] C. Conformity and Nonconformity in 
Particular Matters—l. General Rule. The con- 
formity statute refers only to those rules of prac- 
tice which are properly such, and does not contem- 
plate the adoption of state regulations which are 
rules of right rather than of Brachices? and are 
hereinafter considered.?® 

[§ 128] 2. Form of Action.2¢ The forms of 
action, so far as they have been preserved and dis- 
tinguished in the state practice, are recognized in 
the federal courts,?7 and on the other hand, a state 


527. district of, Pennsylvania). 

Southern Dredging 
251 Fed. 400, 402 (action under 
act of August 13, 1894, ec 280 as 


statute of limitations specially, al- 
though the. state statute prohibits 
such special plea of limitations in 
an action ex delicto, since under 
Rev. St. § 4920 defenses other than 
those there enumerated may be spe- 


ey pleaded). And see supra 
$. 11 

6 mr isaakaee Eminent Domain 
§§ 300-51 


e:%. Act eS 1 A883 Ne> Strath Le 
25%) @ .7128 *§ 2)’: Luxton v. North 
iver Bridge Co., 147. U. S. 337, 13 
SCt 856,°37 L. ed. 194; Searl v. Lake 
County School Dist., 194". Si 197, 
S$ SCt 460,310. ed. 4155 Kohl voi 0: 
S., 91 U. S. 367, 23 L. ed. 449; Broad- 
moor Hand, Co. ve Curr, 142 Fed. 
421;..73) CCA ).637;, Postal Tel/-Cable 
Co. v. Southern R. Co., 122 Fed. 156; 
Carlisle v. Cooper, 64 Fed. 472. 12 
CCA 235; U. S.. v. Engeman, 45 Fed. 
$46; In re Secretary U. S. Treasury, 
45, . Wed. 396, 11 LRA 275; U. S. Vv. 
Inlots,. 26. F..Cas. No. 15, 441, 

8., U.S. v. Certain Lands in New 
Castle, 165 Fed: 783; U. S. v. Enge- 
man, 45 Fed. 546; In re Secretary of 
Treasury, 45_ Fed. 396, 11 LRA 275. 

S-. 1 GQnanpell sVaeUs (Si Leo) UL. Ss. 
499, 16 SCt 397, 40 L. ed, 510; Lux- 
ton’ v. North River Bridge Co., 147 
U. S)5/337,.18. SCt 356, 3%. L..ed194; 
In re Secretary U. S. Treasury, 45 
Fed. 396, 11 DRA 275. 

10. ‘See generally Mandamus [26 
Cyc 387]. 

11. Original jurisdiction of fed- 
eral courts to issue mandamus see 
Supra §°14. See also infra §§ 195, 
83.0; Sol, 

12. Stewart v. Justices St. Clair 
County Ct., 47 Fed. 482; Laird v. 
De Soto, 25 Fed. 76; Parsons v. 
Marye, 23 Fed. 113; Apperson ‘v. 
Memphis, 1 F. Cas, No, 497, 2 Flivp. 
363; Wisdom v. Memphis, 30 F. Cas. 
No. 17,9038, 2 Flipp. 285. But see 
U'S.v. Union. Pac. R. Co., 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,599, 2 Dill. 527, 531 (where 
it is said that “the general prac- 
tice of the court in mandamus pro- 
ceedings” is “regulated by the prin- 
ciples and. usages of law, and not 
by the state legislation’’). 


13.: U. S. v. Capdevielle, 118 Fed., 
809, 55 CCA 421 [certiorari den 189 | 


S$. 510, 23 SCt 850, 47 L. ed. 923]; 
U S. v. Union Pac. R. Coz oo) hy. Cas: 


Dill, 527, 531 (declaring generally 
that the state practice is “in the 
main wholly inapplicable to the an- 
cillary jurisdiction of this court in 
mandamus proceedings’’). 

[a] Mandamus for collection of 
judgment against city. — A_ state 
statute prohibiting the granting of 
a mandamus for the collection of 
judgments against the city of New 
Orleans is not binding on the fed- 
eral courts, which derive their power 
to enforce their judgments in such 
cases by mandamus from Judiciary 
Act (1789) § 14 now constituting 
Jud. Code § 262. U. S.° v. Capde- 
vielle, 118 Fed. 809,.55 CCA 421 
[certiorari den 189 U. S. 510, 23 SCt 
850, 47 L. ed. 923]. To same effect 
Butz v. Muscatine, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 
575, 19 L. ed. 490 [foh U. S. v.. Bur- 
lington, 154 U. S. 568, 14 SCt 1212, 


Be us ed. 495 (rev 24 FB. Cas. No, 14,- 
687)]. 
15. See generally Removal. of 


Causes [34 Cyc 1211]. 

16. Cowley v. Northern Pac. R. 
Co;,- 159) U."S. 2569,) 16" SCt 127,540) oh. 
ed. 263; Phelps v. Oaks, 117 U. S. 
236, 6 SCt 714, 29 L. ed. 888; West v. 
Smith, 101 U. Si 268,. 25 L. ed. 809; 
Compania Minera y Compradora de 
Metales Mexicano S. A. v. American 
Metal Co., 262 Fed. 183; Ackerly v. 
Vilas, 1 F. Cas, No, 120, 3 Biss. 332; 
Bills v. New Orleans, ete. R. Co., 
3 FF. Cas... No. 1,409, 13 Blatchf. 227; 
Lamar v. Dana, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,005, 


10 Blatechf, 34; Merchants’, etc., Nat. 
Bank v. Wheeler, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,439, .18 Blatchf. 218. And- see 


infra § 163. 

[a] This rule applies in criminal 
cases.—See supra § 9. 

17. Jud. Code §§ 29, 38. And see 
Removal of Causes [34 Cye 1310]. 

18: /U.4S) wv. BiiotiZbvkr. Casy No. 
15,048, as cited supra § 111 note 43 
[a] (1). 

19. U.S. v. Rubin, 227 Fed. 938. 

20. Quoted supra ’g 108. 

or. ,Jud:, Code™§ 24 "par, 20, 

Suits against United States gen- 
erally see United States [39 Cyc 775 
et seq]. : 

22. Atlantic Refining Co. v. U. S., 
28 Pa. Dist. 586 (a case in the fed- 
eral district court for the eastern 


amended by act of Febr. 24, 1905, 
e 48. [Compr 7 St. (1 9UGye sb 69254" 
against surety on bond of contractor 
for public works. “There is and can 
be no like cause in the_ state 
courts’’). 

24. Mutual Bldg. Fund Soc., etc., 
v. Bossieux, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,977, 1 
Hughes 386. 

25. See infra §§ 163-190. 
ae See generally Actions §$§ 110-— 

27. Phillips, ete., Constr. Co. v. 
Seymour, 91 U. S. 646, 23 L. ed. 341; 
Central Electric Co. v. Sprague Blec- 
tric “Co:, 120' Peal 92555 7 8CCA 197" 
Rosenbaum y. Council Bluffs Ins. 
Co., 37 Fed. 7, 3 LRA 189; Taylor vy. 
Brigham, 23. By “Cas VNOs 13°78 1s 
Woods 377; Mares vy. Dillon, 30 Mont. 
a Le (Ree cast vat Sn 963. 

[a] In an action on a foreign 
judgment in a federal court, the 
form of action is governed by the 
practice of the state within which 
the court takes jurisdiction. Cruz 
v. O’Boyle, 197 Fed. 824. 

[b] Ejectment (1) in favor of a 
riparian owner to prevent interfer- 
ence with his rights, when recog- 
nized by a‘ state court, will be sus- 
tained as a proper one by the su- 
preme court on writ of error to the 
state court. Scranton v. Wheeler, 
TTY UN Stat 21" SCurae was lumredt 
126 [aff 118 Mich, 565, 71 NW 1091, 
67 AmSR 484]. (2) But the fact 
that ejectment may be based in 
some of the states on an equitable 
title cannot confer jurisdiction on 
federal courts to try ejectment on 
such titles. Hooper v. Scheimer, 23 
How. (U. S.) 235, 16 L. ed. 452; Fenn 
v. Holme, 21 How. (U..S.)" 481, 16 L. 


jed, 198. 


[ec] A form of action substituted 
for ejectment existing in a state 
court may be:-maintained in a fed- 
eral court. Sears vv. Hastburn, 
Na How. CO)... (Ss)ialods os uae eds 


[a] Quieting title —Where a state 
statute prescribes a method for 
quieting title to land, if the remedy 
is substantially consistent with the 
forms and proceedings for federal 
courts, those courts will entertain 
an action by a citizen of another 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 128-131] 


statute abolishing the different forms of action is 
obligatory upon the federal courts sitting in that 
But where plaintiff’s pleading does not 
present a case of equitable cognizance, it must be 
And it has been held that 
proceedings to enforce a mechanic’s lien in a fed- 
eral court must be bv suit in equity, although under 
the state statute by which the lien is created its 
enforcement may be by action at law.®°. 

While statutes of 
limitation usually affect the remedy and not the 
right,°? state statutes of limitation have always 
been regarded as furnishing rules of decision rather 
than of practice,?* to be followed by federal courts 
in trials at common law, and their operation in that 
respect, as well as the effect to be given to them in 


state.28 


tried as a case at law.?9 


[§ 129] 3. Limitations.*1 


suits in equity in federal courts, 


state. Parker v. Overman, 18 How. 
(U. S.) 187, 15 L. ed. 318. 

[e] Action upon assumption of 
lease.—Where the local practice in a 
state permits a lessor to sue an as- 
signee of the lessee at law for rent, 
upon a contract of assumption in 
the assignment, such _ practice will 
be followed by the federal courts in 
the state. Adams v. Shirk, 105 Fed. 
659, 44 CCA 653 [den reh 104 Fed. 
54, 48 CCA 407]. 

[f] Action for allowance of claim 
against decedent’s estate.—-An ac- 
tion at law may be maintained in 
the federal court to secure the al- 
lowance of a claim against an estate 
and a certificate of it to a proper 
state court for payment in its class, 
when the action is brought within 
the time limited by the statute or 
by order of the court. Schurmeier 
v. Connecticut Mut. L. Ins. Co., 137 
Fed. 42, 69 CCA 22. 

28. owndes v. Huntington, 153 
U.S. 1, 14. SCt. 758, 38. ed. 615; 
Indianapolis, etc., R. Co. v. Horst, 
93 U. S. 291, 23 L. ed. 898; Sears v. 
Eastburn, 10 How. (U. S.) 187, 13 
L. ed.. 381; American Mortg. Co. .v. 
Hopper, 48 Fed. 47; Wilson v. Fine, 


38 Fed. 789; Parsons v. Marye, 23 
Fed. 113; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. 
Hamilton, 16 Fed. 181; Lewis v. 
Gould,. 15 F. Cas. No. 8,324, 13 


Blatchf. 216. 

29. Potts v. Accident Ins. Co., 35 
Fed. 566. 

[a] Where the action is one at 
law, although equitable relief might 
be granted if the complaint was 
properly framed, and, although the 
suit is governed by the practice of 
the trial court on ‘the removal of 
the cause from the _ state court, 
wherein distinctions between law 
and equity are to some extent ob- 
literated, yet in the federal court 
the cause must be determined by the 
principles of common law, notwith- 
standing plaintiff might have had 
relief in the state court. Potts v. 
Accident Ins. Co., 35.Fed. 566. 

30. Continental, etce., Trust, etc., 
Bank v. Corey Bros. Constr. Co., 208 
Fed. 976, 126 CCA 64; De la Vergne 
Refrigerating Mach. Co. v. Mont- 
gzomery Brewing Co., 46 Fed. 829 
[rev on other grounds 57 Fed. a fata 
6 CCA 272]. 

Whether legal or equitable pro- 
ceedings proper for enforcement of 
mechanics’ liens see Mechanics’ Liens 
27 Cye 321]. s 
: 31. Pace Donnity Limitations of 
Actions [25 Cyc 963]. 

32. See Limitations of Actions [25 

ce 998). 
ce Shelby v. Gas 11 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 361, 6 L. ed. a 

ta A state statute of limitations 
ig not a rule of practice and does. 
not fall within the contemplation of 
the Conformity Act. Mutual Bldg. 
Fund Soc., etc., Bank v. Bossieux, 17 
F. Cas. No. es Magee 386. 

ee infra : : 
3s. Sec also generally Actions 
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[§ 130] 4. 


[§ 131] 


is considered in 


§ 182; Equity § 42. 

36. Scott v. Armstrong, 146 U. S. 
499,13 SCt 148, 36 L. ed. 1059; 
Burnes’ v. Scott, 117. Uz" S: 582; 6 
SCt 865, 29 L. ed. 991; Jones v. Mc- 
Masters, 20 How. (U. S.) 8, 15 L. ed. 
805; Twin City F. Ins. Co. v. Stock- 
men's.- Nat. Bank, -261 Wed: - 470; 
Whitcomb v. Shultz, 223 Fed. 268, 
138 CCA 510: [certiorari den 238 U. 
S. 632, 35 SCt 937, 59 L. ed. 1498]; 
Holden v. Circleville Light, ete., Co., 
216 Fed. 490, 1382 CCA 550, AnnCas 
1916D 448; Intermela v. Perkins, 213 
Fed. 106; Sturges v. Portis Min. Co., 
206 Fed. 534; Platte Valley Cattle 
Co. v. Bosserman-Gates Live Stock, 
etc., Co., 202 Fed. 692, 121 CCA 102, 
45 LRANS- 1137; Schmulbach  v. 
Caldwell, 196 Fed, 16, 115 CCA 650; 
Seefeld v. Duffer, 179 Fed. 214, 1038 
CCA 32 [certiorari den 220 U. S. 616, 
31" SCt 1720; 55. Ta ed, 611]; Beatty 
v. Wilson, 161 Fed. 453; Pacific Mut. 
L,,, Ins. (Co. v.; Webb, . bi%n@ed., 155, 
84 CCA 608, 13 ‘AnnCas 752; Cook v. 
Foley, 152 Fed. 41, 81 CCA 237 [cer- 
tiorari den 209 U. S. 548, 28 SCt 570, 
52 L. ed. 919]; Mead v. Gallatin, 151 
Fed. 1006, 81 CCA 192; Mead v. 
Chesbrough Bldg. Co., 151 Fed. 998, 
81 CCA 184; Brodhead v. Quarry- 
ville Nat. Bank, 151 Fed. 713; Levi 
v. Mathews, 145 Fed. 152, 76 CCA 
122; Schurmeier v. Connecticut Mut. 
LL. ins. Co,,. 137 Wed. 42, 69 CCA (22; 
York City School District v. Attna 
Indemn. Co., 131 Fed. 131; Tegarden 
v. Le Marchel, 129 Fed. 487; Mc- 
Manus v. Chollar, 128 Fed. 902, 63 
CCA 454; Lee v. Wysong, 128 Fed. 
833, 638 CCA 483; Pettus v. Smith, 
117 Fed. 967; Highland Boy Gold 
Min. Co, v. Strickley, 116 Fed. 852, 
54 CCA 186; Jewett Car Co. v. Kirk- 
patrick Constr. Co., 107, Fed. 622; 
Hill v. Northern Pac, R. Co., 104 
Fed. 754 [aff 113 Fed. 914, 51 CCA 
544]; Daniel v. Felt, 100 Fed. 727; 
Platt v. Larter, 94 Fed. 610; School- 
field v. Rhodes, 82 Fed. 153, 27 CCA 
95; Owens v. Heidbreder, 78 Fed. 
837, 24 CCA 362; Davis v. Davis, 72 
Fed. 81, 18 CCA 488; Johnson v. 
Merry Mount Granite Co., 53 Fed. 
569; Herklots v. Chase, 32 Fed. 433; 
Church v. Spiegelburg, 31 Fed. 601, 
24 Blatchf 540; Myrick v. Heard, 31 
Fed. 97; Snyder v. Pharo, 25 Fed. 
398; Gudger v. Western North Caro- 
lina R. Co., 21 Fed. 81; Parsons v. 
Denis, 7 Fed. 317, 2 McCrary 359; 
Butler v. Young, 4 EF. Cas. No. 2,245, 
1 Flipp. 276; Montejo v. Owen, 17 F. 
Cas. No. 9,722, 14 Blatchf. 324. And 
see infra § 161. 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) In an ac- 
tion at law in a federal court to 
recover money due on a contract, an 
allegation of fraud in procuring the 
contract, made in the answer, states 
an equitable defense, which the 
court is without jurisdiction to en- 
tertain, nor can such jurisdiction 
be acquired by waiver or consent of 
parties. Levi v. Mathews, 145 Fed. 
152, 76 CCA 122, (2) Where, after 


a building contractor who had 


[25C.J.] 807 


a subsequent section dealing with the subject of 
state laws as rules of decision.*4 | 
Equitable Defenses.** 
courts would not permit equitable defenses in an 
action at law, regardless of what might be the prac- 
tice of the state courts in that respect,° until the 
interposition of such defenses in actions at law was 
expressly authorized by the act of congress, in 
1915,37 and all technical distinctions in that. re- 
gard between proceedings at law and in equity 
thus abolished.*8 

5. Set-off or Counterclaim.®® 
eral courts conform to the state practice with re- 
spect to allowing set-offs and counterclaims to be 
interposed and tried in the same suit,#° except in 
actions brought by the United States and involving 
questions arising exclusively under acts of con- 


The federal 


The fed- 


agreed to erect a schoolhouse for 
plaintiff school district’: ‘had aban- 
doned the contract, the school board 
and the contractor’s surety entered 
into an agreement under which the 
board was entitled to finish the 
work at the expense of the surety, 
whatever its cost, the surety, in an 
action at law in the federal courts 
on such contract to recover the dif- 
ference between the amount so ex- 
pended and the contract price, was 
not entitled to have the contract 
reformed for the purpose of insert- 
ing an alleged omitted provision 
that, if the surety would waive a 
payment erroneously made by the 
school board to the contractor, and 
would agree to the payment of cer- 
tain debts due to local materialmen 
and laborers, the district would, fin- 
ish the building within the contract 


price, York City School Dist. v. 
Afitna Indemn, Co., 131 Fed. 131, 
[b] In an action of ejectment (1) 


in a federal court, the legal title 
alone is involved, and it is imma- 
terial whether the one party or the 
other has the best equitable title. 
Mead v. Chesbrough Bldg. Co., J51 
Fed... .998, 81\(;CCA" 184, (2) Facts 
constituting an equitable estoppel 
may be pleaded as a defense to an 
action of ejectment in the federal 
courts. Cheatham v. Edgetield Mfg. 
Co., 131 Fed. 118. 

[ec] A federal court could not 
grant affirmative equitable relief to 
defendant in an action at law re- 
moved from a state court, although 
the latter court might have done this 
under the state practice. Sturgis 
v. Portis Min. Co., 206 Fed. 534. 

37. Act March 8, 1915. (38 St. at 
L. 956 c 90); Jud. Code § 274b; Gen- 
eral Film Co. v. Samnliner, 252 Fed. 
443, 164 CCA 367; Upson Nut. Co. 
v. American Shipbuilding Co., . 251. 
Fed. 707; U. S. v. Richardson, 233 
Fed. 1010, 139 CCA 3886. ; ‘ 

{a] Parties. — An equitable de- 
fense to which a third person is. ob- 
viously a necessary party cannot be 
set up in an action at law. The 
statute authorizes only. such equi- 
table defenses as can be adequately 
made between the original parties. to 
the action. Breitung v. Packard, 260 
Fed. 895. 2 

38. U.S. v. Richardson, 223 Fed. 
1210, 139 CCA 3886. 


39. See generally Set-off and 
Counterclaim [34 Cyc 618]. 
40. Dushane v. Benedict, 120 U. 


S. 630, 7 SCt 696, 30 L. ed. 810; Part- 
ridge v. Phenix Mut. L. Ins, Co., 15 
Wally) CU. °S!)) 573) 217 Ls edn 229% 
West v. Aurora, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 139, 
18 L. ed. 819; Walsh Constr. Co. v, 
Cleveland, 250 Fed. 137; Dotson vy. 
Kirk, 180 Fed. 14, 103 CCA 368; Wil- 
son v. Smith, 117 Fed. 707 [aff 126 


Fed. 916, 61 CCA 446]; Charnley v. 
Sibley, 73) Fed. 980,.°20 CCA’ 157; 
Dexter v. Sayward, 51 Fed. 729; 
Frick v. Clements, 381 Fed. 542; 
Frank v. Chetwood, 9 F. Cas, No. 
5,051, 
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gress,*? and except that, prior to the amendment of 
the Judicial Code in 1915,?? the federal courts re- 
fused to allow an equitable set-off or counterclaim 
in an action at law regardless of what might be the 
practice of the state courts in that respect.*® 

The particular district in 
which a suit in the federal courts may or must be 
brought is governed exclusively by the federal stat- 
State statutes regulating the venue -of suits 
in the state courts cannot restrict the territorial 
jurisdiction of the federal courts within limits more 
narrow. than those prescribed by the acts of con- 
gress;#® nor can state statutes providing for a 
change of venue from one county to another be 
followed in removing a cause from one division 
of a federal district to another division within the 


[§ 132] 6. Venue.*4 


utes.*® 


state.47 
[§ 1383] 7. Parties.*® 


the substitution of parties.°? | 


{a] Dllustration.— Mass. Rev. lL. 
ec 170 §§ 2, 38, providing that if an 
action is brought by a nonresident, 
or one who cannot be found or 
served in the state, he shall be held 
to answer in any action brought 
against him therein by defendant in 
the former action, if the demands 
are such that the judgments may be 
set off, and authorizing service of the 
writ in the cross-action on the attor- 
ney, who appeared for plaintiff in the 
original action, being treated as an 
enlargement of the right to set-off, 
‘was applicable to a suit in the fed- 
eral courts sitting in Massachusetts 
against a foreign corporation, which 
had previously brought suit in such 
‘court against plaintiff in the second 
action. Arkwright Mills v. ‘Ault- 
man, etc., Mach. Co., 128 Fed. 195. 

41. Watkins v. U. S., 9) Wall. €U. 
S$.) 759, 19.L. ed. 820; U. S. v. Robe- 
son, 9 Pet! (U. S.) 319, 324, 325, 9 
L. ed. 142 (“The rule as to set-off 
in’ such cases must be uniform in 
the different states; for it consti- 
tutes the law of the courts of the 
United States, in a matter which re- 

_ lates to the federal government... . 
‘The principles involved in this case 
are connected with the fiscal action 
of the government, and they cannot 
depend either upon the local prac- 
tice or law of any state’’). 
2 4e ACh. Warch 3, 1915, (38 "St..ac 
L. 956 c 90); Jud. Code § 274b. 
' 43. Brodhead v. Quarryville Nat. 
Bank, 151 Fed. 713; Jewett Car Co. 
Va ascirpatrick /Constr. Co, 107) Med. 
622; Herklotz v. Chase, 32 Fed. 433; 
Church v. Spiegelburg, 31 Fed. 601, 
24 Blatchf. 540. ; 
44. See generally Venue [40 Cyc 


Bit 
Ae See supra §§ 16-27, 89, 90, 
46. East Tennessee, etc. R. Co. 
v. Atlanta, etc., R. Co., 49 Fed. 608, 
15 “LRA 109; 
47. O’Donnell v, Atchison, etc. R. 
Co., 49 Fed. 689 


48. See generally Parties [30 Cyc 


ile 

49. See supra §§ 111- 126. 

50. See supra § 108 

51. United Mine Workers v. Coro- 
nado Coal Co., 258 Fed. 829, 169 CCA 
549; Gasquet v. Fenner, 235 Fed. ‘997 
{aff.247.U. S. 16, 38 SCt 416, 62 Li. ed. 
956]; Columbia Digger Co. v. Ree- 
tor. 215." Ped). 618; *Johnson vi St. 
ous ie. med.31,* 96°CCAY 617, 18 
AnnCas 949; In re Farmers’ Supply 
Co., 170 Fed. 502; Greensboro v. 
Southern Pav., etc., Co., 168 Fed. 
880, 94 CCA 292 [certiorari den 217 
U. S. 602, 30 SCt 698, 54 L. ed. 898]; 
New York Continental Jewell Fil- 
tration Co. v. Sullivan, 111 Fed, 179 
(Rev. St. § 914 [Comp. St. (1901) 


Subject to the limitations 
which have been discussed,*® the Conformity Act ® . 
governs with respect to the parties to actions,®! and . 
So the state practice 
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would affect the 


p 684]); Adams vy. Shirk, 104 Fed. , 
54, 48 CCA 407, 105 Fed. 659, 44 CCA 
658; Nederland L. Ins. Co. v. Hall, 
84 Fed. 278, 27 CCA 390; Edmunds 
v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed. 78; 
Allnut v. Lancaster, 76 Fed. 131; 
Hearfield v. Bridge, 67 Fed. 333 [aff 
75 Fed. 47,°21. CCA 212]5 “Morning 
Journal Assoc. v. Smith, 56 Fed. 141, 
4 CCA 8; Dexter, ete, Co. v. Say- 
ward, 51 Fed. 729. ~- 

[a] The president of a_ joint- 
stock company, empowered by the 
statute of New York, under which 
it was organized, to sue in its be- 
half, may maintain an action for in- 
jury to its property in a federal 
court in Missouri. Johnson v. St. 
Louis, #72 Med. 31, 96.CCA «617, 418 
AnnCas 949. 

{b] Suits by foreign corpcration. 
—The Missouri statutes, which for- 
bids unqualified foreign corporations 
doing business in the state from 
suing in the courts of the state, do 
not affect their right to sue in the 
federal courts. Johnson y. St. Louis, 
172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 617, 18 AnnCas 
949, 

{[c] Suits against steamboats by 
name.—The acts of a state legisla- 
ture, authorizing suits to be sus- 
tained by or against steamboats by 
name, confer no right so to sustain 


them in the federal courts. The 
Burns, 9 Wall, (U. S.) 237, 19 L. ed. 
620. 

{d] In bringing in absent parties, 


where a suit is in effect one to re-. 
move an encumbrance or cloud or 
lien upon the title upon corporate 
property, a federal court may sum- 
mon in the absent defendants, and 
exercise jurisdiction under Act 
March 3, 1875, § 8, now Jud, Code 
Se Ae Mellen v.« Moline Malleable 
fron Works,,131. U. S. 352, 9 SCt 781, 
33 L. ed. 178 (involving only a ques- 
tion of construction, in that behalf 
of the federal statute). 

52,-/ Renaud. vv. Abbott, 1760." Ss, 
ant, 6 S€t 1194, 29 1. ed, 629. 

53. New York Evening Post Co. 
v. Chaloner, 265 Fed. 204. 

54. Arkansas Valley Smelting Co. 
VY. Belden). Min-.,Col, 27. Us So Sot 
8 SCt 1308, 32 L. ed. 246; Albany, 
etc., Iron, etc., Co. v, Lundberg, 121 
WS: e451, 27 (SCt95 830 be cedes 98a 
Thompson v. Central Ohio R. Co., 6 
Wall. (U. S.) 134, 18 L. ed. 765; Ed- 
munds vy. Illinois Cent, R. Co., 80 
Fed. 78. 

[aj] Conflicting decisions in pat- 
ent cases.—(1) In an action for dam- 
ages for infringement of a patent 
the Conformity Act “adopts or pre- 
scribes for 
state statute which authorizes suits 
to be brought in the name of the 
real party in interest.” May v. 


the federal courts any |: 


19§ 131-133 


governs with respect to the person in whose name 
-an action should be brought;>* the prosecution of 
actions by the real party. in interest;5* the right of 
an assignee of a chose in action to sue in his own 
name;°>: the prosecution of a suit by an assignee 
pendente lite of the demand in the name of the 
original plaintiff, 
person to sue on a contract made for his benefit ;57 
permitting an agent in whose name a contract was 
made to sue’ thereon in his own name;** the joinder 
of plaintiffs®* or of defendants ®° in. an action at 
law; the joinder of husband and wife;*! the striking 
out ‘of parties improperly joined as plaintiffs ;** the 
proper or necessary parties defendant;*? necessary 
parties in proceedings to establish laiias against 
the estates of decedents;** and the substitution of 
one defendant for another i in the nature of an inter- 
pleader proceeding.®® ~~ 

Where jurisdiction would he affected. a spite 
rule as to parties will not be. followed where this 


his assignor;°° the right of a third 


jurisdiction of the federal court.°6 


Logan County, 30 Fed. 250, 253. (2) 
A licensee of a patent, having the 
exclusive right to make and _ sell, 
need not be joined as plaintiff with 
the legal owner in an action at law 
for an infringement of’ the use of 
such patent, notwithstanding a state 
law providing that suits must be 
maintained in the name of the real 
party in interest. New York Con- 
tinental Jewell Filtration Co. v. Sul- 
livan, 111 Fed, 179. (3) Conformity 
rea cases see generally supra 

1 2 : 


55. Nederland L. Ins. Co. v. Hall, 
84 Fed. 278, 27 CCA 390;.Edmunds 
v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed, 78. 

[a] What law governs, — The 
fact that the assignee of a contract 
is authorized to sue thereon in his 
own name in the state where the 
contract and assignment were made 
does not give him that right in the 
federal courts of another. state. 
Nederland L: Ins. Co. v. Hall, 84 
Red) 273,25 COA 390) 

56. Greensboro v. Southern Pav., 
etc., Co., 168 Fed. 880,.94°CCA 292; 
Davis v. Rawhide Gold Min. Co., 15 
Cal. A, 108, 113 P 898. 

57. Bethlehem Iron Co. v. Hoad- 
ley, 152 Fed. “735. 

58. Delaware County: v. Diebold 
Safe; ete. Co’, 133 UW. 1S, 473,/ 10 SCt 
399, 33 L. ed. 674; Edmunds v. IJlli- 
nois Cent. R. Co., 80 Fed. 78; Rosen- 
baum v. Council Bluffs Ins. Co., 87 
Fed. 7, 8 LRA 189; May v. Logan 
County, 80 Fed. 250; Weed Sewing 
Mach. Co: v.. Wicks, 29 F. ‘Cas. No. 
17,348, 3 Dill 261. 

59. United Mine Workers Wi 
Coronado Coal Co., 258 Fed. 829, 169 
CCA 549. 

60. Compania Minera y. Com- 
pradora de Metales Mexicano S. A. 
v. American Metal Co., 262 Fed. 183. 


61. Morning Journal Assoc. v. 
Smith, 56 Fed. 141, 4 CCA 8. 
[a] The right of a married 


woman to sue in her own name for 
personal injuries, given by a state 
statute, enables her thus to sue in 
a federal court in that state. Texas, 
ete., R. Co. v. Humble, 181: U..S: 57, 
21 SCt 526, 45 L. ed. 747 [aff 97° Fed. 
837, 38 CCA 502] (holding that Rev. 
St. § 721, quoted infra § 163, secures 
that right to her). 

62. Perry v. Mechanics’ Mut. Ins. 
Co., 11 Fed. 478. 

63. Lowndes v. Huntington, 153 
U.S. * 2, 14 (SCtn758; 38:0 ed.. 6a 5° 
Sawin v. Kenny, 93 U. S. 289, 23 L. 


ed. 926. 

64. Farmers’ Bank v. Wright, 158 
Fed. 841. 

65. Harris v. Hess, 10 Fed. 263, 


20 Blatechf. 258. 
66. Phelps v. Oaks, 117 U. S. 236, 
6 SCt 714, 29 L. ed. 888; Lecouturier 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 134] 


[§ 134] .8. Process or Notice °7—a, 
Generally. Writs and process issuing from the fed- 
eral courts must be under the. seal of the court,°* 
signed by the clerk,®® and must bear teste according 
to the requirements of ‘the United States Revised 
But, subject to the general limitations 
which have been disecussed,”! the law of the state 
governs with respect to other’ matters relating to 
process,’?. such as the form and contents of the 
writ or process, the indorsement thereof,’* its 
formal drafting,”® the method of its delivery to the 
marshal for service,’® and the number of citations 
The time within which defendant 
is required to answer by the terms of the writ. need 
not absolutely conform to the state law if it com- 
plies with a rule of the federal court in substantial 
conformity to the state law in force when the rule 
was adopted.*®. A federal court may devise process 


Statutes.7° 


to be issued.?? 


_v. Ickelheimer, 205 Fed. 682; Farm- 


ers’ Bank v. Wright, 158 Fed. 841; 
Iowa Lillooet Gold Min. Co. y. Bliss, 
144 Fed, -446;. St. Louis Boatmen’s 
Bank v. Fritzlen, 135 Fed. 650, 68 
CCA 288 [certiorari den 198 U. S. 
586, 25 SCt 803, 49 L. ed. 1174]; All- 
nut v. Lancaster, 76 Fed. 131; Gray 
v. National SS. Co., 10\F. Cas, No. 
6,726 faff 115-U. S. 116, 5 SCt 1166, 
29 TL. ed. 309]; Scudder v. Calais 
Steamboat Co., 21 F. Cas.' No. 12,566. 
-.[a] Rules with reference to the 
joinder..of necessary parties in 
equity,- applicable in the _ state 
courts, are not binding on the fed- 
eral courts, where a complainant 
will not be required to ‘join a party 
who cannot be served within the 
jurisdiction if the case can be com- 
pletely decided as between the liti- 
gant parties. Camp ae Bonsal, 203 


Fed. . 913, 122 -CCA- 207. And~- see 
supra § 118. i é 
[b] Parties having separate 


claims cannot join in one action, al- 
though the state statute permits it, 
if neither claim is sufficient in 
amount: to give jurisdiction to the 
federal court. Holt v. Bergevin, 60. 


Fed... 1. - 

67. See generally Process [32 Cye 
412]. ; 
-/68 -Rev. St-: §' 911; Peaslee v. 
Haberstro, 19 F. Cas. No. 10,884, 
15 Blatchf. 472. 


69. Rev.- St. § 911;- Gillum vy. 
Stewart, 112 Fed. 30; Martin v. Cris- 
Cudlal S162. 4'Caiss No. 951595." “£0 


Blatchf. 211; Peaslee-v. Haberstro, 
19 F. Cas. No. 10,884, 15 Blatchf. 
472. 


[a] Notice for judgment. — Rey. 
St, § 911° (Comp. St." [1901], p, 683), 
which provides that “all writs and 
processes issuing from the courts 
of the United States shall be under 
the seal oef- the court from which 
they issue and shall be signed by 
the clerk thereof,’ does not apply 
to a notice given under Va. Code 
(1887) § 3211, authorizing a judg- 
ment on a:-econtract to be obtained 
on motion after fifteen days’ notice 
to defendant, and the practice there- 
under, which’is for plaintiff or his 
attorney to sign the notice and serve 
it. on defendant, such a notice not 
being a ‘process issuing from the 
court,” and under the Conformity 
Act (Rev. St. § 914 [U. S. Comp. St. 
(1901) p 684]) an action may be in- 
stituted by-such a notice in a fed- 
eral court in Virginia in accordance 
with the state practice. Leas v. 
Merriman, 132 Fed. 510. 

70.. Rev. St. §§ 911, 912. 

[a] The Practice Conformity Act 
did not abrogate the requirements 
of these statutes. Dwight v. Mer- 
ritt, 4 Fed. 614, 18 Blatchf. 305; Mar- 
tin v. Criscuola, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,159, 
10 Blatchf. 211. 

[b] “Accordingly it has been held 
that an action may not be com- 
menced in the federal courts by a 
summons: issued in the name of the 
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plaintiff's attorney, pursuant to the 


mode of commencing actions in the 
courts of the state of New York. 
Martin -v. Criscuola, 16 F. Cas. No. 
9,159, 10 Blatchf, 211; Peaslee v. Ha- 
berstro,:-19 F.—Cas. No: 10,884, 15 
Blatchf. 472;.. Dwight v. Merritt, 4 
Fed. 614, 18> Blatchf. 305.” “U. S. v. 
Mitchell, 223 Fed. 805, 807. 

{[c] A notice of garnishment 
given by an officer serving a writ of 
attachment is not “process” within 
the meaning of the federal statutes 
above cited. Wile v. Cohn, 63 Fed. 759. 


[d] A w order under Jud. 
eerie 57 is not process. See infra 


and 


72. Nickerson v. Warren City 
Tank, etc., Co., 223 Fed. 843; Wil- 
son v. Waldo, 221 Fed. 505 [rev on 
other grounds 231 Fed. 654, 145 CCA 
540];. Perris Irr. Dist. v. Escher, 215 


71. See supra notes 68-70; 


| generally supra §§ 111-126. 


Weds 566; sa) CCA 78 sorerris: «irr? 
Dist. v. Turnbull, 215 Fed. 562, 132 
CCA 74; Smith v. Reed, 210 Fed. 


968; In re Kinney, 202 Fed. 1387, 120 
CCA 315; Lemon v. Imperial Win- 
dow Glass Co., 199 Fed. 927; U.S. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 186 Fed. 477, 
108 CCA 455 [aff 222 U. S. 283, 32 
SCt 101, 56 L. ed. 200]; Higham v. 
Iowa State Travelers’ Assoc., 183 
Fed. 845;; Elson v. Waterford, 135 
Fed. 247; Schofield v. Palmer, 134 
Fed. 753; Leas v. Merriman, 132 Fed. 
510; Gillum y. Stewart, 112 Fed. 30; 
Brown v. Pond, 5 Fed. 41; Brown v. 
Church, 5 Fed. 41; U. S. v. Steven- 
son, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,395, 1 Abb. 495. 

[a] A suit by the United States. 
to recover a statutory penalty may 
be properly begun by capias where 
such an action may be so begun un- 
der the state law. U.S. v. Banister, 
70 Fed. 44. ; 

73. Jewett v. Garrett, 47 ‘Fed. 
625; Johnson v. Healey, 13 F. Cas. 
INORG OC omen jo Lge 

[a] Substantial compliance with 
the state statute is sufficient. John- 
son v. Healy, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,389, 9 
Ben. 318. 

[b] A summons need not run in 
the name of the United States where 
the state court holds that a sum- 
mons is not “process” required to 
run in the name of the state in its 
courts. Chamberlain v. Mensing, 47 
Fed. 435. 

{[c] Change in state law.—The 
form of original writs in the district 
court of the district af Massachu- 
setts as fixed by Act Sept. 29, 1789 
§ 2, remains, although there is a 
subsequent change in the statutes, 
in the absence of any change in the 
rules of the district court. In re 
Kinney, 202 Fed. 137, 120 CCA 315. 

74. U. S. v. Rose, 14 Fed. 681; 
Miller v. Gages, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,571, 
4 McLean 4386. 

75. Jewett v. Garrett, 47 Fed. 625 
(a blank writ duly signed and sealed 
may be filled up by the party’s at- 
torney). : 


1 805; 


[25:C. F.] 809 


Process for bringing any person before it who has com- 
mitted an offense of which it has cognizance, with- 
out reference fo process given by state law.’ 

The persons authorized to serve process in equity 
and admiralty cases are specified in the equity and 
admiralty rules, and the topic has been fully dis- 
eussed elsewhere in this work.®° 
however, by force of a federal statute 8! the mar- 
shal or his deputy must serve process directed to the 
marshal,®? and if the marshal is commanded by the 
writ to serve it, no other person may perform that 
duty,** although the state law may authorize such 
service by a private person.®* 
ute requires that all process shall be directed to 
the marshal;** and when not so directed the state 
practice controls,8* and lawful service may be made 
by a person specially deputed by the marshal pur- 
suant to authority conferred on sheriffs by the 


In actions at law, 


But no federal stat- 


76. Jewett. v. Garrett, 47 Fed. 625 
(it may be delivered to him by the 
attorney for the suitor). 

77. Gillum v. Stewart, 112 Fed. 
30 (a state statute providing that 
but one citation be issued for each 
county irrespective of the number 
of defendants resident therein 
should be followed in the federal 
court). 

78. Shepard v. Adams, 168 U. S. 
618, 18 SCt°214,.42 L. ed. 602. 

[a] Conformity with reference to 
return days for summons is not 
necessary. ' U. S.. v. U. SS. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 186 Fed; 477, 108 CCA 455 
[aff 182 Fed. 1005, aff 222 U. S. 283, 
32 SCt_ 101, 56 L. ed. 2007. 

79.) W.0S. ‘ve Burr, 25) BP i@as No; 
14,694. To same effect Steam Stone- 
Cutter Co. y. Jones, 13 Fed. 567, 21 
Blatchf. 138. ; 

80. In. equity cases) see Equity 
Rules, rule 15; and Equity § 365 - and 
notes 67, 68. | 

In admiralty cases see Admiralty 
Rules, rule 1, and Admiralty § 154. 
note 73. ‘ 

Equity and Admiralty cases not 
wae Conformity Act see supra 
81. Rev. St. § 787. 
sa. U. S. v. Mitchell, 
Schwabacker v. Reilly, 
Cas.No.;! 125502, 2? Dilly 7127. 

see supra § 112. 

[a] Subpena ad testificandum.— 
(1) “There is no legislation of Con- 
gress directing the service of a 
subpcena by the marshall.” Gordon 
Ve scott, .10" Pp e@ashoeNOnmo.02 0smGl 
Phila. (Pa.) 484. (2) The subpena 
is directed to the witness, not to 
the marshall, and service thereof 
may be made in conformity with 
the statutory provisions of the state, 
and not necessarily by the marshal. , 
Gordon v. Scott, supra; Schwaback- 
er v.. Reilly,.21 EF. Cas.-No. 12,501, 2 
Dil} 127% 

83. U.S. v. Mitchell, 223 Fed. 805; 
Schwabacker v. Reilly, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,501, 2 Dill. 127. And see Rakaus- 
kas v. Erie R. Co., 237 Fed. 495. 

[a] Process) against nonresident. 
—In a suit of a local nature where 
process is to be served on a de- 
fendant residing in a different dis- 
trict in the same state, under the 
express terms of Jud. Code § 54, the 
process (1) must be directed to the 
marshal of such district (Vitkus v. 
Clyde SS. Co., 232 Fed, 288; Kuzma 
v. Witherbee, 232 Fed. 286); (2) and 
it would seem that such process 
can be served by no other person 
than the marshal (Kuzma vy. Wither- 
bee, supra). 

84 U. S. v. Mitchell, 223 Fed. 


223 Fed. 
bee Be 
And 


805; Schwabacker v. Reilly, 21 F. 
Casi eNO. e235 01 482 plan: And 
see Kuzma v. Witherbee, 232 Fed. 
286. 


85. U.S. v. Mitchell, 223 Fed, 805. 
Process against nonresident see 
supra note 83 [al]. 
sé. U.S. v. Mitchell, 223 Fed. 805. 


(810 [25C.5.] 


state law.®7 » 
_' Service of process. 


the method of service,®* the form, 


- 87. Hyman v. Chales, 12 Fed. 855, 
4 McCrary 246; U. S. v. Jailer, 26 
I. Cas. No. 15,463, 2 Abb. 265. And 
see U. S. Rev. St. § 788. 

[a] A blank deputation signed by 
the marshal may be delivered by 
him to the party’s attorney, with 
authority to the latter to insert a 


page, Jewett v. Garrett, 47 Fed. 
88. Equity Rules (1912) rule 13. 


. Construction and application of 
rnle see Equity § 366 text and note 
74 


_ 89. Admiralty § 157 text and 
notes 83, 84. 

90. Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 
301, 9 SCt 530, 32 L. ed. 946; Nicker- 
son v. Warren City Tank, etc., Co., 
223 Fed. 843; U. S. v. Mitchell, 223 
Fed. 805; Colosino v. Pittsburg, etc., 
R. Co., 210 Fed. 550; Insurance Co. 
of North America vy. Leyland, 139 
Fed. 67; Lowry v. Story, 31 Fed. 769. 
* 91. In re Louisville Underwriters, 
UL S. 488, 10° SCt 587, 33 L. ed. 
991;°Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 
301,..9 SCt 530, 32 Liv ed. 946; New 
England Mut. L. Ins, Co, v. Wood- 
worth, 111 U. S. 138, 4 SCt 364, 28 
L, ed. 379; Ex p. Schollenberger, 96 
U. S. 369, 24 L. ed. 853; McCullough 
wv. United Grocers’ Corp., 247. Fed. 
880$ Rakauskas v. Hrie R. Co., 237 
Fed. 495; Lemon v. Imperial Win- 
dow Glass Co., 199 Fed. 927; Ark- 
wright Mills v. Aultman,.etc., Mach. 
Co., 128 Fed. 195; McCord Lumber 
Co, v. Doyle, 97 Fed. 22, 38 CCA 34; 
Ball v. Warrinston, 87 Fed. 695; 
Wnion Associated Press v. Times 
Printing Co., 83 Fed, 822; Dinzy v. 
Tllinois Cent. R. Co., 61 Fed. 49; Van 
Dresser v. Oreszon R., ete., Co., 48 
Fed. 202; Jewett v. Garrett, 47 Fed. 
625; Hat-Sweat Mfz, Co. v. Davis 
Sewing Mach. Co,, 31 Fed. 294; Lung 
Chung v. Northern Pac, R. Co., 19 
Fed. 254, 10 Sawy. 17; Carstairs v. 
Mechanics’, ete, Ins. Co., 13 Fed. 


$23; Baton v. St. Louis Shakspear 
Min., etc. Co. 7 Fed. 139, 2 Mc- 
Crary 362; Brownell v. Troy, etc., 


R. Co., 3 Fed. 761, 18 Blatchf. 243; 
Kilgour v. New Orleans Gaslisht 
Co.,.14 F. Cas. No. 7,764, 2 Woods 
144; Perkins v. Watertown, 19 F. 
Cas. No. 10,991, 5 Biss. 320; Brown- 
Ketcham Iron Works v. G. B. Swift 
Co., 53 Ind. A. 630, 100 NE 584. But 
compare Collin County Nat, Bank v. 
Hughes, 152 Wed. 414, 81 CCA 556 
[reh den 155 Fed. 389, 83 CCA 661] 
(while the national courts may fol- 
low the methods of service pre- 
scribed by the states for similar 
writs issued by the state courts, 
they are not restricted to those 
methods, but may prescribe their 
own ways, and cause them to be fol- 
lowed according to the course of the 
common law). 
“The Federal courts are bound 
hand and foot, and are compelled 
and oblired by the Federal lezisla- 
ture to obey the state law.” Amy v. 
Watertown, 130 U. S. 301, 320, 9 SCt, 
530, 32 L. ed. 946, 

fa] Service on  corporations.— 
The decision of the state supreme 
court that Nebr. Code Civ. Proc. § 75, 
as to the service of process on cor- 
porations, applies to foreign and do- 
mestie corporations, is binding on 
the federal courts if the service in 
pursuance thereof is due process of 
jaw. Swarts v. Christie Grain, etc., 
Co., 166 Fed, 338. 


The manner of service of a 
subpoena in equity is prescribed by a federal su- 
preme court rule.** Whatever would be good service 
in actions at law is equally good in admiralty.®® The 
mode of service of process in actions at law is with- 
in the categories of practice, etc., named in the 
conformity act,9° and the state law governs as to 
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statutes.9* 


[§ 134 


of the marshal’s return,®? and the form of objection 
for insufficiency of service.%* 
jurisdiction does not attach under the general rule, 
by the filing of a complaint and the issuance of 
summons, but only upon the service of process, and 
this rule is not controlled by the provisions of state 


In the federal courts 


Where jurisdiction involved. Service of process 


force, and effect | according to the state law is ineffective in cases 
s : 


[b] Were it not for the Con- 
formity Act the federal courts 
“could prescribe, by general rule, the 
mode of serving process on corpora- 
tions as well as on other persons.” 
Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 301, 
303, 9 SCt 530, 32 L. ed. 946. 

[ec] Service on a municipal cor- 
poration should be made in a man- 
ner prescribed by the_ state law. 
Amy v. Watertown, 130 U. S. 301, 9 
SCt 530, 32 L. ed. 946. 

[d] €ervice on foreign corpora- 
tion——(1) The rules of procedure 
prescribed by a state for obtaining 
service upon a foreicn corporation 
doing buciness therein govern the 
federal courts, and service aS so 
prescribed confers jurisdiction upon 
such) ccurts. Walsh v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 256 Fed. 47; Beach 
v. Kerr Turbine Co., 243 Fed. 706; 
McCord Lumber Co. v. Doyle, 97 
Ted. 22, 38 CCA 34; Union <Asso- 
ciated Press v. Times Printing Co., 
€3 Fed. 822; Dinzy v. Illinois Cent. 


R. Co., 61 Fed. 49; Van Dresser v. 
Oregon R., etc, Co., 48 Fed. 202; 
Taton v. St. Louis Shaksnear Min., 


ete., Co., 7 Fed. 139, 2 McCrary 362; 
Brownell v. Troy, ete., R. Co., 3 Fed. 
761, 18 Blatchf. 243; Fonda v..Brit- 
ish-American Assur. Co., 9 F. Cas. 
No, 4,904; Schollenberrer v. Forty- 
five Foreign Ins. Cos., 21 F. Cas. No. 
12,475a, 5 WklyNC (Pa.) 405. Con- 
tra Weller v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
113 Fed. 502; Dallmeyer v. Farm- 
ers’, etc, F. Ins. Co. 6 F. Cas. No. 
3,546; Pomeroy v. New York, etc., 
Ri> Col, 19a Cas! NO. al 26.4 
Blatehf, 120. (2) But this is sub- 
ject to the limitation that such courts 
will determinate for themselves 
whether the prescribed mode _ vio- 
lates defendant’s fundamental rights 
not to be condemned unheard, or 
compelled to answer a complaint in. 
a foreign jurisdiction without a fair 
and reasonable notice. McCord Lum- 
ber Co. v. Doyle, 97 Fed. 22, 38 CCA 
34. (3) However broad the rule in 
a state may be, it is the rule of 
the federal courts that service of 
process on a foreign corporation, to 
be valid, must be made on an agent 
who can be said fairly to represent 
such corporation in the _ state. 
Michigan Aluminum Fdy. Co, v. 
Aluminum Castings Co., 190 Fed. 879. 
(4) Service on an officer of a for- 
cig¢n corporation in a personal ac- 
tion in a state court against the 
corporation, although good under 
the state statute, is not necessarily 
rood in the federal courts, which 
follow the general law. Ostrander 
v. Deerfield Lumber Co., 206 Fed. 
540. (5) While service of subpena 
from a federal court in equity upon 
a nonresident corporation is not con- 
trolled by state statutes, yet, where 
there igs no applicable provision of 
a federal statute, the procedure of 
the state statute, if deemed proper 
and reasonable, will be followed as, 
for instance, when the state statute 
declares what persons shall repre- 
sent the corporation in receiving 
service of process. Toledo Com- 
puting Scale Co. vy. Computing Scale 
Co., 142 Fed. 919, 74 CCA 89, (6) 
Service on a’ nonresident corpora- 
tion cannot be authorized where the 
relief sought is general and not in 
rem, and not one to enforce a claim 
to, or lien upon, property within the 
district, within the meaning of the 


act of March 8, 1875 § 8, now Jud. 
Code § 57. Wldred v. American Pal- 
ace-Car Co., 105 Fed. 455, 45 CCA 1. 

[e] Action against town —The 
federal conformity statute, quoted 
supra § 97, does not require the fed- 
eral court in the district of Con- 
necticut, in an action against a town, 
to deviate from its long-established 
practice, under which service is 
made by the ‘marshal by having 
copies of the process made and at- 
tested by the clerk, and to follow 
Conn. Gen. St. (1902) § 571, which 
provides that in actions against 
towns a true and attested copy of 
the process, including the declara- 
tior or complaint, shall be served on 
the clerk or a selectman of defend- 
ant, and which, under the decisions 
of the state courts, requires’ the 
copies to be attested by the officer 
making the service. Elson v. Water- 
ford, 135 Fed. 247. 2 

{f{] The power to issue writs of 
seire facias to revive judgments 
granted to the national courts by the 
Judiciary Act 1789, § 14 (Act Sept. 
24, 1789 ¢ 19) now Jud, Code § 262, 
includes the power to prescribe the 
methods of their service and to 
cause them to be served either with- 
in or without the districts in which 
the courts sit. Collin County Nat. 
Bank v. Hughes, 152 Fed, 414, 81 
CCA 556 [reh den 155 Fed. 389, 183 
CCA 661]. 

[¢] Where no state rules exist. 
—The validity of the service of a 
summons must be determined by a 
federal court on general principles 
of jurisprudence in the absence of 
statute or established judicial rule 
in the state. Kaufman vy. Garner, 
173 Fed. 550. 

{h] Privilege from service of 
process.—In the absence of a state 
statute on the subject the question 
of privilege of suitors and witnesses 
from service of process must be 
determined by the United States 
court as a question of general juris- 
prudence by the exercise ef its in- 
dependent judgment. Roschynial- 
ski v. Hale, 201 Fed. 1017. 

Process arainst corporations zen-< 
erally see Corporations §§ 2897-2920, 
4126-4150. 

92. Buffalo Glass Co. v. Manu- 
facturers’ Glass Co., 142 Fed. 273; 
Joseph v. New Albany Steam Forge, 
etc., Co., 53 Fed..180. 

[2] The return should show affir- 
matively that the subpeena was 
served within the district in which 
suit was brought, ‘Thayer v. Wales, 
23 EF. Cas. No. 18,872. 

93. Rubel v. Beaver Falls Cutlery 
Co., 22 Wed. 282. 

[a] But this is a question of con- 
vemience and dispatch, it has been 
held, and the federal, court may dis- 
pose of objections to the sufficiency 
of the service summarily on a mo- 
tion to quash the return, rather than 
by, a jury trial on a plea in abate- 
ment, regardless of the state prac- 
tice. Benton v. McIntosh, 96 Fed. 132. 

[b] Im the absence of statute, the 
federal court is not required by the 
Conformity Act to follow the state 
practice of determining the suffi- 
ciency of the service of process. 
Higham vy. Iowa State Travelers’ 
Assoc., 183 Fed. 845. 

94. U._ S. v. Hisenbeis, 112 Fed. 
Heres CCA 179. And see supra 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 134-135] 


of which the federal court has no jurisdiction ac- 
cording to the constitution and laws of the United 


States.%° 


[§ 135] b. Order to Absent Defendants under 
In certain cases relating to 
property within the district °° the statute provides 
for personal service upon nonresident or absent 
defendants ‘‘wherever found,’’ or upon persons in 
possession of the property, or by publication.®7 The 
statutory mode of acquiring jurisdiction is exclusive 
of any other mode and must be strictly construed 98 
An order and publication 
materially departing from the statutory requirements 
will render a judgment absolutely void,! despite 
conformity to the practice in the state courts in 


Judicial Code § 57. 


and strictly followed. 


95. Goldey v. Morning News, 156 
WS bus, 1b SCtrb59, 89.1: ed. bali. 
New York L. Ins, Co. v. Bangs, 103 
U. S. 4385, 26 L. ed. 580; Toland v. 
Sprague, 12 Pet. (U. S.) 300, 9 L. 
ed, 10938; Bracken v. Union Pac, R. 
Co., 56 Fed. 447, 5 CCA 548; Bentlif 
v. London, etc., Finance Corp., 44 
Fed. 667; Dallmeyer v. Farmers’, 
etc., EF. Ins. Co., 6. F. Cas. No. 3,546; 
Leonard v. Lycoming F. Ins. Co., 15 
F. Cas. No. 8,258; Main v. Chicago 
Second Nat. Bank, 16 F. Cas. No. 
8,976, Pomeroy v. New 
York, etc., ¥ eo Be Cas. eNOS 
11,261, 4 Blatchf. 120. 

§ a Venue of local suits see supra 
97. Jud. Code § 57, which is fur- 
ther considered supra § 27. 

[a] “The first statute enacted by 
Congress giving to the circuit court 
the power to make service or ac- 
quire jurisdiction for any purpose, 
by publication,” was the act of June 
PCI Sr Zeist, sat li 18s) te) 
[eventually embodied in Jud. Code 
§ 57]. Bronson v. Keokuk, 4 F, Cas. 
No. 1,928, 2 Dill. 498, 499. 

[b] A personal judgment cannot 
be rendered against a defendant, but 
only a judgment affecting the prop- 
erty, unless defendant is served with 
process in the district or volun- 
tarily submits to the jurisdiction. 
New York L. Ins. Co. v. Bangs, 103 
U. S. 485, 36 L. ed. 580; Albert v. 
Bascom, 245 Fed. 149; Dutton v. 
Waycross First Nat. Bank, 244 poe 

ed. 


236; Winter v. Koon, 132 
273. - 
[c] An “absent defendant” with- 


in the statutory phrase includes: (1) 
A corporation of the state if, by 
reason of the absence of its officers, 
it is not found within the district. 
Kent v. Honsinger, 167 Fed. 619. (2) 
A municipal corporation in gnorhes 


state. Hay v. Alexandria, etc., 
Co., 11 F. Cas. No. 6,254a, 4 Hughes 
331. 

[d] Order and service partly ir- 


regular.—Where the subject matter 
of the suit was partly within the 
description of the statute, and partly 
not within it, the court on motion 
set aside an order and service so 
far as concerned the matter outside 
the statute and sustained them as 
to the rest. Evans v. Charles Scrib- 
ner’s Sons, 58 Fed. 303. 

98. Jennings v. Johnson, 148 Fed. 
337, 78 CCA 329; Batt v. Proctor, 45 
Fed. 515. 

{al “Statutes authorizing substi- 
tuted service are to be strictly_con- 
strued.” Gage v. Riverside Trust 
Co.. 156 Fed. 1002, 1004. ; 

99. Sidney L. Bauman Diamond 
Co. v. Hart, 192 Fed. 498, 113 CCA 
104; Jennings v. Johnson, 148 Fed. 
337, 78 CCA 329; Bracken v. Union 
Pac. R. Co., 56 Fed. 447, 5 CCA 548. 

{a] The rule vindicated.—“Ordi- 
narily in the adjudication of causes 
courts have before them all parties, 
either personally or through their 
representatives, whose interests are 
to be directly affected by the litiga- 
tion; and the dictates of justice, 
equally the policy of the law, re- 
quire their presence whenever it is 
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practicable to obtain it. Statutes, 
therefore, which confer the power 
to proceed to an.ex parte hearing, in 
the absence of personal service, as 
the present one does under certain 
circumstances, should not be con- 
strued with any degree of liberality 
in favor of him who seeks the excep- 
tional mode of service. The party 
invoking their aid should be required 
to comply with the statutory con- 
ditions and_ limitations.” Batt v. 
Proctor, 45 Fed. 515, 517. 

[b]° “In the absence of express 
statutory authority, there is no 
power in a court to order actual 
personal service of process upon a 
defendant beyond its territorial jur- 
isdiction.” Jennings v. Johnson, 148 
Fed. 337, 78 CCA 329. 

[c] Issuance and service of a sub- 


pena on a defendant outside of 
the territorial district of the court 
(1) is “of no effect” (Seybert v. 


Shamokin, etc., R. Co., 110 Fed. 810), 
(2) and is absolutely null and 


void, and, in law, the same as if 
no process at all has been issued. 
(U. S. v. American Lumber Co.. 80 


rey 309 [aff 85 Fed. 827, 29 CCA 

1. ‘Bracken Vv. Union. Pac, -R..Co.,, 
56 Fed. 447, 449, 5 CCA 548 (“There 
was no order of the court directing 
the defendant to appear by a desig- 


nated day; there was nothing to 
show that such an order, if made, 
could not have been _ personally 


served on the defendant and the 
person in possession of the prop- 
erty; and no such order was _ pub- 
lished for six consecutive weeks as 
required hy the act. All that was 
done was to publish a notice, signed 
by the plaintiff, for four consecutive 
weeks, warning the defendant to ap- 
pear. The court by this proceeding 
acquired no jurisdiction in the case, 


and its judgment and all proceed- 
ines had thereunder, including the 
writ [of possession] and _ return 
thereon, were nullities, and inad- 
missible in evidence for that rea- 
son’), 

2. Bracken v. Union Pac. R. Co., 


56 Fed. 447, 5 CCA 548. A 

3 Sidney L. Bauman Diamond Co. 
v. Hart, 192 Fed. 498, 118 CCA 104; 
Jennings v. Johnson, 148 Fed. 337, 
78. CCA £329. 

[a] “The statute clearly intends 
that the court should set the time 
within which the defendant should 
plead, answer, or demur. In many 
cases it would be proper to give a 
longer time than would be allowed 
by the terms of a subpcena in equity 
issued in the usual form.” Jennines 
v. Johnson, 148 Fed. 387, 339, 78 CCA 
829 (holding that an order in an 
equity suit directing “that service 
of process be made on the defend- 
ant... and in default thereof that 
service be had by publication,” but 
not setting a date for appearance 
was insufficient to confer jurisdic- 
tion, although an uncertified copy 
of the order was served with a sub- 
peena requiring defendant to appear 
on the first Monday in April follow- 
ing its issuance). 

4 Kent v. Honsinger, 167 Fed. 


(256.5.] sit 


like cases under the state statute.? 4 oF 

An order directing defendant to appear must’ des- 
ignate a day certain for appearance.® 
to answer a bill in equity is not the order of court 
required by the statute.4 ae 

Order of publication. Superiority’ of personal 
service over constructive service is manifest, and is 
recognized by the statute itself,> and notice’ by 
publication is necessary only where actual personal 
notice cannot be employed.® 
order of publication should not be granted unless 
it is made satisfactorily to appear that personal 
service is not practicable within a reasonable time 
and by the exercise of reasonable diligence.? To 
justify an order for substituted service in a suit 


A subpeena 


An application for an 


619; Seybert v. Shamokin, et¢, R. 
€G;,4110, Weds 810: A, Tee 

5. Bronson v. Keokuk, 4 F., Cas.’ 
No. 1,928, 2 Dill. 498. hee 

[a] Personal service of process 
is not essential to give the court jur- 
isdiction over absent defendants. in 
cases falling within the statute and 
in respect of property within the 


district. Single v. Scott Paper’ Mfg. 
Co., 55 Bed. 553. MEASURE ae 
{b] The District of Columbia, 


a corporation not within the juris- 
diction of the court for ordinary 
purposes, was properly brought into 
a suit under the statute by service 
of the order upon its principal offi- 
cers in the District of olumbia.. 
Hay v. Alexandria, ete, R. Co.,, 11 
F. Cas. No. 6,254a, 4 Hughes 33t. _ 

6. Perez y Fernandez v. Fer- 
nandez y Perez, 220 U. S. 224, 31 SCt 
412, 55 L. ed. 443. 

7. Hicks v. Crawford Coal, etc., 
Co., 190 Fed. 334; Bracken v. Union 
Pac. R. Co., 56 Fed. 447, 5 CCA 5483 
Batt v. Proctor, 45 Fed. 515; Bronson 
ia oe 4 ¥. Cas. No. 1,928, .2 Dill 

[a] Sufficient showing.—To pro- 
cure the special order of service. it 
is not necessary in all cases to lay 
a foundation therefor by first is- 
suing subpcenas, or by making ,.an 
order requiring defendants to ap- 
pear before a certain date. If the 
bill shows that they are absent or 
nonresident and cannot be served 
within the district, such subpcna 
or order is useless and nueatory,, 
and the special order of service, or 
“warning order’ as it is Sometimes 
termed, may be procured at once 
and as the first process. U. S. v. 
American Lumber Co., 80° Fed. 309 
[aff 85 Fed. 827, 29 CCA 431] (“This 
was discussed generally in the case 
of Forsyth v. Pierson, 9 Fed. 801. 
And in the case of Batt v. Procter, 
45 Fed. 515, it was held that the is- 
suance of a subpoena and return 
‘Not found’ were not’ prerequisites 
to the making of the application and 
granting of the order under the act. 
In that case, the general fact of non- 
residence distinctly apnedred from 
the averments of the bill, as,it does 
in the case at bar. It is true. that 
Judge Dillon, in Bronson v. Keokuk, 
4 F.. Cas. No. 1,928, 2 Dill. 498, in-. 
timated very strongly.. that. the. 
proper practice, under the act of. 
March 3, 1875 (Section 738, Rev. St.)’ 
would be ‘for the bill to aver the: 
citizenship and residence of the re- 
spective defendants; to let the. sub- 
peena issue against all; and if the: 
marshal return some of them ‘not. 
found, and they do not. voluntarily’ 
appear, the court, on a showing of 
these and the necessary facts, as be-' 
fore stated, by affidavit, will make 
the order to appear and plead, and 
direct the mode of serving the 
same.’ But it does not appear, from’ 
the report of that case, that the bill 
alleged affirmatively that the defend-' 
ants were nonresidents of the dis- 
trict in which the suit was-.brought,' 
as is distinctly averred in the bill 
in the present suit. I consider this 
as an important distinguishing feat- 
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in equity the bill must .show not only sufficient 
grounds for relief under the statute but also that 
complainant is entitled to such relief.8 There should 
be service by publication where proper personal 


service cannot be made.® 


. Service of order. It is not necessary to serve the 
order to appear upon one of several defendants who 
is within the jurisdiction of the court and has 
been duly served with process.1° . By authority of 
the court the order may be served upon a party out- 
side of the district where the suit is pending.1! The 
order of the court is not process 1? within the mean- 
ing of a statute or a rule of court relating to the 


ure between the two cases, and one 
which will go far towards settling 
and regulating the practice to. be 
pursued in obtaining extraterritorial 
service upon absent or nonresident 
defendants ‘in the class of cases 
covered by the act of March 3, 1875. 
In my opinion, the better, more ex- 
peditious; and more _ satisfactory 
method of procedure, where the bill 
alleges the general fact of nonresi- 
dence, as in the case at bar, is for 
the complainant to apply for the 
special order of service at the out=- 
set and as the first process, thereby 
dispensing with the ordinary sub- 
poena issued as of course. What can 
be the possible utility, efficacy, or 
necessity of causing subpoenas to is- 
Sue to be served upon nonresident 
defendants in another district, such 
service being absolutely null and 
void, or how such attempted and 
void service can afford 'a preliminary 
right to the issuance of the special 
order for. extraterritorial service; is 
difficult to imagine. Where the ‘ab- 
sence or nonresidence of the defend- 
ants is known to the complainant 
and alleged in his bill, the issuance 
and service of subpcenas would seem 
to be absolutely useless for any pur- 
pose. Where, however, the bill does 
not disclose the general fact of ab- 
sence or nonresidence, then the bet- 
ter practice, as suggested by Judge 
Dillon in Bronson v. Keokuk, supra, 
would seem to be to cause the sub- 
poena to issue as of course, so that 
the court and the party complainant 
may be advised, from the return 
thereto, whether or not the defend- 
ant hasbeen found within, or is ab- 
sent from, the district. But, even 
where the bill fails to disclose that 
the defendant is absent or a nonin- 
habitant, still it seems to me that 
if the complainant should make the 
necessary affidavit for the special 
order required under the act... 
this should dispense with the issu- 
ance of the ordinary subpcena”). 

_{b] Imsufficient showing.—Deny- 
ing an application for an order, of 
publication the court said: (1) “In 
the present case it merely appears 
from the marshal’s return that these 
defendants are not to be found with- 
in this district, but from anything 
that appears to the contrary, if the 
complainant shall make application 
for an order directing them to ap- 
pear’ and plead by a day certain, it 
might be entirely practicable to serve 
such order upon them at their places 
of residence in other. districts.” 
Hicks v. Crawford Coal, etc., Co., 
190 Fed, 334, 335. (2) “The applicant 
assigns his reasons for requesting 
the order, and they may be stated to 
be: (1) The number of the defend- 
ants is large. (2) The exact resi- 
dence of many of the defendants is 
unknown, and cannot with reason- 
able diligence be learned. (3) The 
great cost of obtaining personal 
service upon those whose residences 
are known. .. . The application 
should distinctly state the known 
places of residence, and show the 
diligence used to ascertain the 
places of residence when unknown. 
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Then the court would have before it 
the data to direct personal service 
in the one case and publication of 
the order in the other.’ Batt v. 
Proctor, 45 Fed. 515, 516, 517. (3) 
Quashing service of process by pub- 
lication upon a foreign corporation, 
the court held that a corporation 
chartered by another state, but hav- 
ing, in the district where the suit is 
brought, a place of. business, in 
charge of an agent designated to 
receive service, aS required by the 
State statute, is ‘found’ within the 
district, and there is no occasion for 
service by publication under the pro- 
visions’ of this ‘section. Spencer v. 
Sense City Stock-Yards Co., 56 Fed. 
at 


[c] Judge Dillon’s statement.— 
“Tf practicable, says the statute, 
personal service of the order must 
be made upon the absent defend- 
ant, wherever found; and it is only 
in cases where such personal serv- 
ice is not practicable, that the stat- 
ute contemplates that the court shall 
direct a publication of the order. 
How. is the court to know whether 
it is practicable to make personal 
service? This may be ascertained by 
requiring the complainant, or his at- 
torney or agent, most -conversant 
with the facts, to. make a showing 
on oath as to the residence of ab- 
sent defendants. If from this it ap- 
pears that such defendant resides in 
another district, Service upon him 
may be directed to be made by the 
marshal of that district; and per- 
haps, in such a case, the court might 
make a special order directing or 
authorizing service by some other 
officer. If, from the showing, it ap- 
pears to the satisfaction of the court 
that the residence of the absent de- 
fendant is not known to the com- 
plainant, or his agent or attorneys, 
and cannot, by reasonable diligence, 
be ascertained (and on this sub- 
ject the affidavits should state facts, 
and not mere conclusions), personal 
service of the order may as well 
be said not to be practicable, and 
then the court may direct the order 
to appear and plead to be published 
in .such manner as it shall deem 
most likely to give the desired no- 


tice.”’ Bronson v. Keokuk, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 1,928, 2 Dill: 498, 500: 
{d] A finding by the trial court, 


as the basis of its order, that none 
of defendants were inhabitants of 
or could, be found within the limits 
of the district, created a presump- 
tion sufficient to sustain its final de- 
cree against collateral attack, that 
the facts essential to the validity 
of the order were established by 
sufficient and competent proof. 
Woods v. Woodson, 100 Fed. 515, 45 
CCA 525. 

[e] 
in an asylum might be deemed to be 
a personal service “not practicable” 
in the language of the statute, so 
that “a wise precaution would sug- 
gest a further direction by the court 
that publication be also made, in ad- 
dition to that kind of personal serv- 
ice.’ In re Burka, 107 Fed. 674, 675. 

8. Gage v. Riverside Trust Co., 


Service made upon a lunatic 
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issuance. or service of process;1%. and no: particular 
service or proof of service being required by. the 
statute,'4 such order in an equity suit 15 need not 
be served by the marshal of the district, or by his 
deputy, or by some other person specially appointed 
for that purpose.?® 
to be made, the order itself must be published,!? for 
the required time.1§ 

Opening judgment in cause. 
provision for opening a final judgment thereunder 
upon application of a defendant not personally no- 
In the cases to which the statute applies 
the right to appear and have the cause reopened is 


Where substituted service is 


The statute makes 


156 Fed. 1002 (vacating an order for 
substituted ‘service, the court say- 
ing: “Certainly substituted -service 
would not be authorized.in a case 
where the bill, although specifically 
demanding the relief mentioned in 
the statute, clearly’ negatived com- 
plainant’s right thereto; and it 
seems to me, after careful. consider- 
ation of the statute, its phraseology 
and manifest purpose, that such 
service ought not to be had in any 
case unless the complainant affirma- 
tively shows his right to the relief, 
which alone justifies the service. £ 
would be illogical and unreasonable 
to hold that a statute designated 
solely to enable a complainant to ac- 
complish certain specified objects in- 
cludes a case where, from complain- 
ant’s,.own showing, it does not ap- 
pear that either of said objects is 
attainable’). 

9. Ellsworth Trust Co. v. Parra- 
more, 108 Fed. 906, 48 CCA 182 
(where the only service on a non- 
resident corporation was made upon 
an officer of the corporation in a 
state other than that wherein it was 
incorporated and had a place of 
business, without any attempt to ob- 
tain an order for service by publi- 
cation, the service was held insuffi- 
cient). 

10. Black v. Foreman Bros. Bank- 
ing Co., 218 Fed. 264. 

11. Perez y Fernandez v. Fer- 
nandez y Perez, 220 U. S. 224, 31 SCt 
412, 55 L. ed. 443. 

12. Sidney L. Bauman Diamond 
Co... vi. Hart, 192. Fed. 498, (113 GGA 
104; U. S. v. American Lumber Co., 
80 Fed. 309 [aff 85 Fed.°827, 29 CCA 
431]; Forsyth v. Pierson, 9 Fed, 801, 
SSRs ib sssi SD 

[a] “The special order of service, 
required to be obtained under the 
act is not a subpcena nor a 
summons.’ U. S. v. American Lum- 
ber Co., 80 Fed. 809 [aff 85 Fed. 827; 
CS NAL SK Oops PAE 3 Ug 


; a) Process in general See supra 
14. Forsyth v. -Pierson, 9 . Fed. 


801, 11 Biss. 133. 
15. Service of subpoena in equity 


see Supra § 134. 

16. Forsyth v. Pierson, 9 Fed. 
801, 11 Biss. 133 (service by the 
marshal or his deputy of the dis- 
trict whereof the absent nonresident 
is a defendant, or wherein he is 
found, and the return thereof in the 
usual form or by affidavit, are suffi- 
cient), : 

[a] Service of the order upon a 
nonresident may of course be made 
by the marshal of the district where 
he resides. Single v.. Scott Paper 
Mfg. Co., 55 Fed. 558. 

17. Sidney .L.° Bauman Diamond 
a3 v. Hart, 192 Fed. 498, 113 CCA 

[a] Publication of a citation is- 
sued by the clerk will not suffice. 
Sidney L. Bauman Diamond Co. v. 
Hart, 192 med, 498.7 113 sCCA R104: 

18. Sidney L. Bauman Diamond 
Col. v. “Hart, 192) Bed, 498) 1139COx 
104; Bracken v. Union Pac. R. Co., 
56 Fed. 447, 5 CCA 548. ; 

19. Jud. Code § 57. 


| 


is & 


- 
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“§§ 135-136] 


not dependent upon terms to be fixed Ly the court, 
except to the extent that the statute provides for 


terms as to costs.?° 
[§ 136] 9. Attachment 22 


‘[a] “The right to appear and de- 
fend within the year is given by the 
proviso to all defendants who have 
not been ‘actually personally noti- 
fied as above provided.’ To deter- 
mine, therefore, whether a defend- 
ant who appears and asks to be al- 
lowed’ to defend has been actually 
personally notified in such a manner 
as to exclude him from the enjoy- 
ment of the right involves ascertain- 
ing not whether he had been noti- 
fied in any possible manner, but 
whether he had been ‘actually per- 
sonally notified as above provided;’ 
that is, as required by the provisions 
of the section. ... In other words, 
where the property is situated in the 
district where the suit is brought 
as provided in the statute the right 
of the court to exert its authority 
is made to depend upon two forms 
of notice, which are distinct one from 
the other. First, an actual notice 
ealling upon the person to appear, 
and which, in virtue of an express 
authority of the court, may be served 
upon the party outside of the dis- 
trict where the suit is pending. Sec- 
ond, a notice by publication calling 
upon the party to appear and defend 
within the statutory time, this lat- 
ter notice, however, being only neces- 
sary where the former method can- 
not be employed. Considering the 
two distinct subjects, the proviso of 
the statute ordains that where the 
actual personal notice has not been 
made as provided and publication has 
therefore been resorted to, that with- 
in a’ year the party has a right to 
appear and the case must be re- 
opened to permit him to make his 
defense, That is to say, the stat- 
ute, without ambiguity, confers the 
right to have the case reopened 
wherever the jurisdiction of the 
court has rested upon publication 
and denies such right where the re- 
quirements of the statute as to ac- 
tual personal notice have been com- 
plied with. It follows that in a case 
where the method for giving the 
actual notice pointed out by the stat- 
ute has not been resorted to, and, on 
the contrary, publication of notice 
was the basis of the jurisdiction of 
the court, an inquiry as to informa- 
tion conveyed by letter or by other 
means of knowledge of the pendency 
of the suit to a defendant, for the 
purpose of determining whether 
such defendant has a right to appear 
within the year and have the case 
opened to enable him to defend, is 
wholly immaterial.” Perez y Fer- 
nandez v. Fernandez y Perez, 220 U. 
S. 224, 230, 31 SCt 412, 55 L. ed. 443, 

20. Perez y Fernandez v. Fernan- 
dez y Perez, 220 U. S. 224, 31 SCt 412, 
55 L. ed. 443. 


21. See generally Attachment 6 
SOppa in oe 
22. See generally Garnishment 


23. U. S. Rev. St. 
[a] . lenan tis I ane 
nly grant of power to issue ati - 
Sante. Pacific Nat. Bank v. Mixter, 
124,.U..8.,.721, 8, SCt 718, 31 i. ed, 


567, 


' and Garnishment.?? 
It is expressly provided by statute 23 that in com- 
mon-law causes plaintiff shall be entitled to similar 
remedies, by attachment or other process, against 
the property of defendant, as are provided by the 
laws of the state in which the court is held,?* that 
the federal courts may from time to time, by gen- 
eral rule, adopt such state laws as may be in force 
in the states where the courts are held in relation to 
attachment and other process;?> and that similar 
preliminary affidavits or proofs, and similar security, 
as required by the state laws, shall be first furnished 
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by the party seeking such attachment or other rem- 
The remedy given carries with it the in- 


cidents of the state remedy 2? so far as they are 


24 U.S. Rev. St. § 915; Fernandez 
y. Perez v. Perez y Fernandez, 202 
U. S. 80, 26 SCt 561, 50 L. ed. 942; 
Loewe v. Union Sav. Bank, 226 Fed. 
294; United Water Works Co. v. 
Stone, 143 Fed. 1022; Randolph v. 
Tandy, 98 Fed. 939, 39 CCA 351. 

_ lal Foreign attachment.—Atlan- 
tie,- €te./ R.1Co. 'v.) Hopkins; 94) ‘USS. 
11, 24 L. ed. 48; Logan v. Goodwin, 
104 Fed. 490, 43 CCA 658; Randolph 
v. Tandy, 98 Fed. 939, 39. CCA 851; 
Central Trust Co. v. Chattanooga, 
etes nes Cobmmosmmed. 695.8 Weis. eave 
Swan, 65 Fed. 647, 13 CCA 77; Booth 
v. Denike, 65 Fed. 43; Citizens’ Bank 
vw. Farwell, (56 Med. 570,.6 CCA 24; 
Guillou v. Fountain, 10 EF. Cas. No. 
5,681; Springer v. Foster, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 13,265, 1 Story 601. 

[b]. Attachment dissolved under 
a state statute is dissolved in the 
federal court. Bates v. Days, 17 
Fed. 167, 5 McCrary 342; Mather v. 
Nesbit, 13 Fed. 872, 4 McCrary 505, 
under -U.. S.,) Rev. “Sts °$§. 915; -933 
[Comp. St.. (1901) pp 684, 689]. 

25.7 “URES we Revay St. 19° 9 Lbs 

[a] Written rules adopting state 
laws not necessary.—‘‘The rules of 
practice of a court may be sufficient- 
ly shown by its judgments, and the 
record of its proceedings in like 
cases.” Citizens’ Bank v. Farwell, 
56 © Wed: -570;'.574,.-6 CCA 24 [dist 
Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 376, 8 
SCt 197,. 31 -L. .ed.+238]. 

[b] Presumption as to adoption.— 
"In the-absence of convincing evi- 
dence to the contrary the presumption 
in the appellate court is that the rem- 
edial statutes in force in the states 
at the time when proceedings under 
them were taken in the federal courts 
had been adopted by those courts, 
either by written rule or by gen- 
eral practice.’ Logan v. Goodwin, 
104 Fed. 490, 495, 48 CCA 658. To 
same effect Fullerton v. U. S. Bank, 
1 Pet.1 (U2. Si) 7604, °7 “Lis edd> 2803 
Lowry v. Story, 31 Fed. 769; Russell 
v. Ashley, 21 KF. Cas. No. 12,150, 
Hempst. 546; U. S. v. Stevenson, 27 
F. Cas. No. 16,395, 1° Abb. 495. 

[ec] Joinder of debts in attach- 
ment without regard to state prac- 
tice, Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 
752, 8 CCA 248; O’Connell v. Reed, 
56 Fed. 531, 5 CCA 586. 

26. U.S. Rev. St. § 915. 

27. Russia Cement Co. v. Le Page 
Co., 174 Mass. 349, 351 (where it is 
said: ‘‘The method to be followed in 
making an attachment, in prosecut- 
ing it to effect, and in determining 
when and how the benefit of the 
remedy is lost, are to be looked for 
in the State law’). 

28. Brandenstein Vie Helvetia 
Swiss F. Ins. Co., 159 Fed, 589 [aff 
168 Fed. 1020, 92 CCA 614 (writ of 
error dism 215 U. S. 588 mem, 30 
Sct 405 mem, 54 L. ed. 339 mem, 
certiorari den 216 U. S. 621 mem, 30 
SCt 575 mem, 54 L. ed, 641)]. 

[a] Jurisdiction of a nonresident 
of the state and district cannot be 
acquired by an attachment of his 
property within the division and dis- 
trict in accordance with the_ state 
law. Ex p. Des Moines, etc., R. Co., 


consistent with the jurisdiction and powers of fed- 
eral courts,?* and embraces the decisions of the 
highest state court construing the state statutes.2? _ 

The state law and practice govern with respect to 
such matters as the method of making and prosecut- 
ing attachments,°° the grounds of attachment,*! the 
property subject to attachment,?? the amount of the 
attachment bond *? and the qualification and resi- 
dence of the sureties, the sufficiency of the affi- 
davit made to 
rection of the attachment writ,3¢ the service 


obtain the attachment,°5> the di- 


103 U. S. 794, 26 L. ed. 461; Smith vy. 
Reed, 210 Fed. 968; U. S. v. Brooke 
184 Fed. 341, 7 

[b] Attachment in a state court 
with no personal service on a non- 
resident (1) does not give jurisdic- 
tion to a federal court .on removal 
to render a judgment in personam, 
against defendant. Clark. v. Wells, 
203,-U58..1164,, 2% SCt+ 435 5t .Tit-ed, 
138;. Perkins v. Hendryx, 40 Fed. 657. 
(2) But the court may render judg- 
ment enforcible against the attached 
property. Clark v. Wells, supra. — 

[c] Motion to discharge an at- 
tachment will not be heard in vaca= 
tion, even if it might be so heard in 
the state court, since congress has 
not conferred.such power on federal 
judges, and the power is not in- 
herent. Claflin. v.. Steinberg, 5 F, 
Cas. No. 2,777, 2 Dill, 324. : 

29. Manley v. Park, 187 U. S. 547, 
23 SCt 208, 47 L. ed. 296 [aff 62 Kan; 
553, 64 P 28]; Fleitas ‘v. Cockrem, 
101 U.S. 301, 25 L..ed. 954;. People’s 
Sav. Bank, ete, Co. v. Batchelder 
Hge Case -Co., 51 Fed.- 130, ;2 ECA 
126; Lafollye v. Carriere, 24 Fed. 346 
{aff 117 U. S. 201, 6: SCt 565, 29° L. 
ed. 855]; Baltimore Third Nat. Bank 
v. Teal, 5 Fed.. 508, 4 Hughes 572s 
Lehman vy. Berdin, 15: F.: Cas. “No: 
8,214, 5 Dil, 340. (rity ae ey, 

[a] Effect of © amendment. 
Whether an amendment to plaintiff’s 
declaration discharges .a. bond. pre- 
viously given.to dissolve .an attach« 
ment depends on the local law.’ Rus- 
sia Cement Co. 'v. Le, Page Co., 174 
Mass. 349, 55 NE. 70. .. oe ter 

[b] A decision of the highest 
state court that an attachment. is 
void, if the declaration. is» demur- 
rable, ‘necessitates that the attach= 
ment. be _ quashed by-'the circuit 
court. : Baltimore Third Nat. Bank vy. 
Teal, 5 Fed. 503, 4 Hughes 572. oF 

30, Russia Cement Co. v. Le Page 
Co., 174, Mass. 349, 55 NE 70. .- ; 

31. United Water Works Co, 
Stone, 143 Fed. 1022. 

32. McDermott v. Hayes, 197 Fed: 
129, 116 CCA 553 [rev 194 Fed. 902} 
(a plaintiff, in an action at law in 
the circuit court of the district of 
Massachusetts, who-attaches real es- 
tate there, is governed by Rev, L. 
e 147 § 8, and may attach the real 
estate of his debtor where he has 
no notice of an oral trust unde 
which the debtor holds it). % 

33. Fleitas v. Cockrem, 101 U. 8S. 
301, 25 LL. ed. 954. ; 

34. Singer Mfg. Co. v.. Mason, 22 
PF. Cas. No. 12,903,-5 Dill. 488. 

35.) Elyay. Hanks; § F. Cas. No. 
4,430, 1 WestLMonth 107. 

36. Treadwell v. Seymour, 41 Fed. 
579 (the warrant issuing from the 
federal court might properly be di- 
rected to the marshal for any dis- 
trict within the state, following the 
state law providing for the direc- 
tion of the warrant to the sheriff of 
any county in the state). 

[a] Direction for service, — Not- 
withstanding Rev. St. § 914, a writ 
of attachment issued by a federal 
court, dated twenty-two days before, 
and made returnable at the succeed- 
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thereof,3? the requisites of the notice to a garnishee,*® 
whether a notice required by state statute to be given 
by plaintiff in garnishment, where he desires to take 
issue on the garnishee’s answer, raises an issue be- 
tween plaintiff and garnishee without the filing of 
further pleadings,?® the amendment of the attach- 
ment order,?® writ,#! bond,*? or other parts of the 
proceeding,** the right to make a motion te discharge 
an attachment,** proceedings for dissolution,*® the 
effect of the appointment of a receiver for defend- 
ant in attachment,*® the sale of perishable property 
under attachment,*? the right of other ereditors to 
appear and participate in the distribution of the 
proceeds of the attached property,*®- trials of the 
richt of property *® or cf issues on the answers of 
garnishees,°° the rule of distribution and the mode 
of settling priority of lien in case of successive at- 
tachments,®! and the richt of a discharged garnishee 
to recover expenses and attorneys’ fees.5? An at- 
tachment in the federal courts is to be dissolved 
when any ‘continzeney occurs on which, according 
to the laws of the state where the court is held, 
such attachment would be dissolved upon like pro- 
cess instituted in the eourts of the state.o* On the 
other hand, the attachment proceedings are subject 
to general and positive provisions in acts of congress 
properly applicable to them. 
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[§ 137] 10. Appearances.°> The general rule of 
contormity to state practice, with its limitations and 
exceptions,°* applies to matters connected with ap- 
pearances,®? but a district court, having adopted a 
rule, in conformity with the state statute, as to the 
time within which a defendant is required to appear 
after scrvice, is not required to change such rule. 
to conform to every change in the statute, and it is 
not without jurisdiction over a defendant because 
the time fixed.by the rule and the summons issued 
and served thereunder is shorter than that pre- 
seribed by the statute then in foree.®® 

A special appearance to object to the jurisdiction. 
eannot be given the effect of a general appearance 
on the objection being overruled, although such is 
the practice of the state courts.°® <A state statute 
prohibiting a special appearance does not preclude a 
defendant sued in a state court, after removing the 
eause to the federal court, where special appear- 
ances are allowed, from appearing specially and ob- 
jecting to the service on the ground that defendant 
was not amenable to the process of the courts of 
such state.° 

{[§ 138] 11. Pleading.*t The rule of conformity 
to state practice, with the limitations stated,®? ap- 
plies to the pleadings in an action.®* The federal 
courts follow the practice of the state courts as 


ing term under such rule, was valid, | Bankers’, etce., Tel. Co. v. Chicago,lar court in which_ the action is 
although it did not comply with the | Carpet Co., 28 Fed. 398; Bates v.| brought. Nelson v. Husted, 182 Fed, 
state statute requiring state writs | Days, 17 Fed. 167, 5 McCrary 342. 924. 


to contain a direction for service 
and return within twenty-one days 
efter date of the process. Gokey v. 
Boston, ete., R. Co., 130 Fed. 992, 9 
AnnCas 384 [aff 149 Fed. 42, 79 CCA 
64, 210' Us S. -155, 28 SCt 657, 52 L. 
ed. 1002]. 

c7. Loewe: v. Union Sav. Bank, 
226 Wed. 294; McDermott v. Hayes, 
197 Fed. 129, 116 CCA 553. 

38. Locan v. Goodwin, 104 Fed. 
490, 43 CCA 658; Wile v. Cohn, 63 
Wed. 759 {aff 70 Fed. 138, 17 CCA 25]. 

39. Lovan v. Goodwin, 104 Fed. 
490, 48 CCA 658. 

40. People’s Sav. Bank, etc., Co. 
v. Batchelder Is Case Co., 51 Fed. 
130, 2 CCA 126 (Cif the state statute 
requires the clerk to specify the 
amount of the attachment in the or- 
der granting it, his neglect to do so 
is not fatal). 

41. Wolf v. Cook, 40 Fed. 432. 

42, Singer Mfg. Co. v. Mason, 22 
F. Cas. No. 12,903, 5 Dill. 488, 

43. Peonle’s Sav. Bank, etc., Co. 
v. Batchelder Egg Case Co., 61 Fed. 
130,. 2) CCA 126. 

4A, Garden City Mfg. Co. 
Smith, 9 F. Cas.- No. 6,217, 1 Dill. 
305. 

45. Commonwealth Trust Co. v. 
Frick, 120 Fed. 688 (where a suit 
was bezun in a state court by for- 
eign attachment, and the case was 
removed to the circuit court, the cir- 
cuit court had jurisdiction of a rule 
on plointiff to show cause of action, 
and why the attachment should not 
be dissolved on the pleadines, such 
rule beiny in accordance with pre- 
vailing state practice), 

46. Morgan vy. New York Nat. 
Bldz-., etce., Assoc., 73 Conn, 151, 46 
A 877. 

47. New York Silk Mfg. Co. v. 
paca Second Nat. Bank, 10 Fed. 


- 48. Gumbel’ v. Pitkin, 124 U. S. 
131, 8 SCt 379, 31. L. ed, 374; Krip- 
pendorf v. Hyde, 110 U.S. 276, 4 SCt 
27, 28 L. ed. 145. 

49. Krippendorf v. Hyde, 110 U. 
S. 276, 4 SCt 27, 28 L. ed. 145; Rice 
v. Adler-Goldman Commn,: Co., 71 
Fed. 151, 18 CCA 15. 

50. Citizens’ Bank v. Farwell, 56 
‘Fed. 570, 6 CCA 24. 

51. Brooks v. Fry, 45 Fed. 776;' 


PO ee ee OE ee PTO IE WP ae Wa eRe eae Ee ae —————— ee are 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


62. Tefft v. Stern, 74 Fed. 755, 21 
CCA 73. 

£3. Tua v. Carriere, 117 U. 8. 201, 
6 SCt 565, 29 L. ed. 855; Shwartz v. 
H. B. Claflin Co., 60 Fed. 676, 9 CCA 
204; Neufeld v. Neufeld, 37 Fed. 560, 
13 Sawy. 604; Lafollye v. Carriere, 
24 Fed. 346 [aff 117 U. S.-201, 6 SCt 
565, 29 L. ed. 855]; Mather v. Nes- 
bit, 13 Fed. 872, 4 McCrary 505. 

£4, Booth v. Denike, 65 Fed. 43; 
Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 


CCA 248; Erstein v. Rothschild, 22 
Fed. 61. 

55. See generally Appearances 4 
Eo Del 3 U2 


56. See supra §§ 111-126. 

57. Cain v. Commercial Pub. Co., 
232 U. S, 124, 34 SCt 284, 68 L. ed. 
534; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pink- 
149 U. S. 194, 13 SCt 859, 37 L. 
Southern Pac, Co. v. Den- 
146 U. S. 202, 18 SCt 44, 36 L. 
ed. 912; Lehish Valley Coal Co. v. 
Yensavare, 218 Fed. 547, 134 CCA 
275; Chinn v. Foster-Milburn Co., 
195 Fed. 158 [aff 202 Fed. 175, 122 
COAGETT. 

[a] The lack of avy valid serv- 
ice of process uvon a foreign cor 
poration does not defeat the juris- 
diction of a federal circuit court of 
an action in which such corporation 
pleaded in his answer a demand in 
recoupment, especially since, under 
the local practice, as defined in Ill. 
Rev. St. ¢ 110 §§ 30, 31, defendant 
m2y have a verdict and judgement in 
his favor if it appears that plain- 
tiff is indebted to him for a balance 
when the two claims are set against 
each other, and, after the cross claim 
is set, up, plaintiff is not permitted 
to dismiss his suit without’ the con- 
sent of defendant or leave of court 
granted for cause shown, Mer- 
chants’ Heat, ete., Co, v. Clow, 204 U. 
S. 286, 27 SCt 285, 51 Li ed. 488. 

[b] The filing of a demurrer in a 
suit in equity in a federal court, 
which in addition to challenging the 
jurisdiction of the court, presents 
other grounds’ which, go to _ the 
merits, constitutes a general ‘ap- 
pearance, and, where the case is one 
of which the court can take juris- 
diction, waives not only want of 
service, but all special privileges of 
defendants in respect to the particu- 


68. Shepard v, Adams, 168 U. S. 
618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602. 

59. Hitchman Coal, etc., Co. v, 
Mitchell, 245 U. S. 229, 38 SCt 65, 
62 L. ed..260 [rev 214 Fed. 685, 131 
CCA 425 (rev 202 Fed. 512) und 
mandate stayed 38 SCt 190]; Davis 
wv; ‘Cleveland,.,ete.,, R.. Co., (217..U. -S: 
157, 30 SCt 468, 54 L. ed. 708, 27 
LRANS 823, 18 "AnnCas 907; David- 
son Bros. Marble Cox Wee. 213 
WaiS+110,p 290 SCE es 245053511, ed. 675; 
Goldey v. Morning News, 156 U. Ss. 
518, 15 SCt 559, 39 L. ed. 517; Gal- 
veston, etc, + CoN. Gonzales, 151 
U. S. 496, 14 SCt 401, 38 L. ed. 248; 
Mexican Cent: R. Co. v. Pinkney, 
149) OiS.. 0194, 18 +-SCt 85950 3% a ede 
699; Southern Pac. Co. v. Denton, 146 
U. 8. 202, 138 SCt 44, 36 L. ed. 942; 
Harkness v. Hyde, 98 U. S. 476, 25 L. 
ed. 237, But see Chinn v. Foster- 
Milburn Co., 195 Fed. 158 {aff 202 
Fed. 175, 122°CCA 577] (the rule of 
law of a state that a special ap- 
pearance to quash service of sum- 
mons is cenverted into a general ap- 
pearance, and a waiver of defects in 
service, where defendant appeals 
after trial on the merits, must be 
taken as the law in an action in a 
federal court on a judgment against 
a nonresident). , 

60. Louden Mach. Co. v. Ameri- 
can Malleable Iron Co., 127 Fed. 1008. 

61. See generally Pleading [81 
Gye; 1:4. 

62. See supra §§ 111-126. 

63. Central Vermont R. Co. v, 
White, 238 U. S. 507, 35 SCt 865, 59 
Ju. ed. 1483; Coffey v. U. : 
S47 203,. 6 sct Mille t29 mba. 
U..S. v. Forbes, 259 Fed. 585; United 
Mine Workers v. Coronado Coal Co., 
258 « Fed. 829, 169 CCA 549; Shel- 
ton v. Southern R. Co., 255 Fed: 


182;. Foster v. Callaghan, 248 Fed. 
944; Kalloch y. Hoagland, 239 Fed. 
252, 152; CCA 240; Boatmen’s 
Bank _v. Fritzlen,, 221 Wed. °145, 
137 CCA 45; United Kansas Port. 
land Cement Co. v. Harvey, 216 
Fed. 316, 132 CCA 460; Ameri- 


can Confectionery Co. v. North Brit- - 


ish, ete. Ins. “Cor;, 199) medaetohs 
Lindsay-Bitton Live Stock Co. v. 
Justice, 191 Fed. 163, 111 CCA 525; 
Hannum v. Jerome, 184 Fed, 179; 
Brown v. Cumberland Tel.,. ete., Co. 


ug 


allegations 


-§§ 138-139] 


‘to the time to plead,®t the form, scope, and suffi- 


cieney of the pleadings,*® the necessity of pleading 
certain defenses specially,®® the construction of 
pleadings,®’ the necessity of filing a supplemental 
pleading to cover the particular relief sought,®® 
the effect of a failure to deny or controvert 
of the complaint,°® the effect as 
an admission of a _ statement of facts in 
a notice attached to a plea,’® the striking out of 
irrelevant pleadings,’+ the right to offcr evidence 
as to matters not specifically pleaded,’? motions to 
make pleadings more specific,”*? demurrers “* and the 
determination thereon,’® and the taking of judgment 
for want of a sufficient affidavit of defense;* and 
all defenses are open to a defendant under any form 
of plea, answer, or demurrer, which would have been 
open to him under like pleading in the courts of the 
state in which the federal court is held.?7 The rule 
that a demurrer does not admit legal conclusions 
pleaded obtains in the federal courts.78 A state 
rule of practice that the filing of an amended peti- 
tion in compliance with an erroneous order, which 
181 Fed. 246; Knight v. Iflinois Cent. 
R. Co., 180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514;|Fed. 766 
Bryson v. Gallo, 180 Fed. 70, 103 [b] 
CCA 424; Hardy v. Chicago, ete. R. 


Co., 172 Fed. 454; Hein v. Westing- 
house Air Brake Co. 168 Fed. 766; 


FEDERAL COURTS 


| diction of the federal courts.’? 


v. Westinghouse Air Brake Co., 168 74. 


One good account will sup- 
port a general verdict, although the 
other counts are defective. 
Sumner, 132 U. S. 152, 10 SCt’41, 33 


[25C.J5.] 815 


‘struck out parts of the original petition, is a waiver 


of the error is not binding upon the federal courts 
in that state.79- In a federal court it is not neces- 
sary, in order to let in the defense of laches, that 
a foundation should be laid by any averment in 
the answer.®° With respect to the mode of raising 
jurisdictional objections, the state practice may be 
followed,§t but does not furnish the exclusive 
method.®? If, conformity to state practice would 
tend to defeat justice in a given case, a federal court 
may reject the local rules of pleading as to subor- 
dinate matters of form.§* 

A decision of the highest court of the state as to 
the necessity of pleading an estoppel, if intended 
to establish a general rule of pleading, is binding 
on a federal court sitting within the state.84 

[§ 139] 12. Joinder or Severance of Causes of 
Action.®> State statutes authorizing or forbidding 
the joinder or severance of causes of action are fol- 
lowed,®* unless their effect is to impair the juris- 
But whatever may 
be the state practice, legal and equitable remedies 
Quincy v. Steel, 120 U. S. 


241, 7 SCt 520, 30 L. ed. 324; Kent 


v. Bay State Gas Co., 93 Fed. 887; 


O’Connell v. Reed, 56 Fed. 531, 5b 
Glenn v. ee eae Woodward v. Gould, 28 
ed. . 


Southern R. Co. v. King, 160 Fed.|L. ed. 301; Bond v. Dustin, 112 U. S. 75. Norfolk, etc:, Tract, Co: v. 
332, 87 CCA 284 [aff 217 U. S. 524, | 604, 5 SCt 296, 28 L. ed. 835. Rephan, 188 Fed. 276, 110 CCA 254. 
30 SCt 594, 54 L. ed. 868]; Moore [ce] Action on insurance policy.— 7G. Harding, Whitman & Co. v. 


which is exclusive. 


Bros. Glass Co. v. Drevet Mfg. Co., 
154 Fed. 737; Roberts v. Langen- 
bach, 119 Fed. 349, 56 CCA 253; Rush 
v. Newman, 58 Fed. 158, 7 CCA 136; 
Lewis v. Gould, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,324, 
13 Blatchf. 216; Valarino v. Thomp- 
son, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,810a. 

[a] Complaint or declaration.— 
Evans v. Union Pac. R. Co., 58 Fed. 
497. P 
{b] Pleadings in an action on a 
foreign judgment are governed by 
the practice of the state within 
which the federal court takes juris- 


diction. Cruz vy. O’Boyle, 197 Fed. 
824. 
[c] The sufficiency of a _ bill 


brought under a special act of con- 
gress against a particular corpora- 
tion and others must be determined 
by the provisions of such statute, 
U. S. v. Union 


Pac. R. Co., 98 U. S. 569, 25 L. ed. 


143. 

64 Werthein v. Continental R., 
ete., Co., 11 Fed. 689; Ricard v. New 
Providence Tp., 5 Fed. 433. 

65. Lindsay-Bitton Live Stock 
Co, v. Justice, 191 Fed. 163, 111 CCA 
525; Brown v. Cumberland Tel., etc., 
Co., 181 Fed. 246; Hardy v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 172 Fed. 454; Monarch 
Tobacco Works v. American Tobacco 
Co., 165 Fed. 774; Moore Bros. Glass 
Co. v. Drevet Mfg. Co., 154 Fed. 737; 
Tonopah Fraction Min. Co. v. Doug- 
lass, 123 Fed. 936; Van Doren _ v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 93 Fed. 260, 
35 CCA 282; Burlington Ins. Co. v. 
Miller, 60 Fed. 254, 8 CCA 612; Rush 


“vy. Newman, 58 Fed. 158, 7 CCA 136; 


Woodward v. Gould, 28 Fed. 736; 
Cottier v. Stimson, 18 Fed. 689, 9 
Sawy. 435; Castro v. De Uriarte, 12 
Fed. 250; Lewis v. Gould, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,324, 13 Blatchf. 216; Louisville, 
etc., R. Co. v. Stewart, 156 Ky. 550, 
161 SW 557. 

“The Circuit Courts of the United 
States follow the practice of. the 
courts of the State in regard to the 
form and order of pleading, includ- 
ing the manner in which -objections 
may be taken to the jurisdiction and 
the question whether objections to 
the jurisdiction and defenses. on the 
merits shall be pleaded successively 
or together.” Southern Pac, Co. v. 
Denton, 146 U. S. 202, 209, 13 SCt 
44, 36 L. ed.- 942. i 

[a] Substantial compliance with 
the state practice is sufficient. Hein 


Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 437, which pro- 
vides that in an action on an insur- 
ance contract wherein defendant 
claims exemption from liability, 
because, although the proximate 
cause of the loss was a peril 
insured against, the loss was re- 
motely caused by, or would not 
have occurred, but for a peril ex- 
cepted in the contract, defendant 
must specify in his answer the peril 
which was the proximate cause of 
the loss, in what manner the peril 
excepted contributed to the loss, or 
itself caused the peril insured 
against, and if he claims that the 
peril excepted caused the peril in- 
sured against upon what premises, 
or at what place the peril excepted 
caused the peril insured against, is 
not inapplicable to the United States 
courts in an action at law as com- 
pelling a disclosure of evidence in 
advance of trial, while Rev. St. 
§ 861 (Comp. St. [1901] p 661), pro- 
vides that the mode of proof in the 
trial of actions at common law shall 
be by oral testimony, and examina- 
tion of witnesses in open court, ex- 
cept as thereinafter provided. San 
Francisco County Bd. of Education 
v. Alliance Assur. Co., 159 Fed. 994. 

66. Preferred Acc. Ins. Co. vy. 
Barker, 93 Fed. 158, 85 CCA 250, 

67. U. S. v.: Parker, 120 U. S. 89, 
7 SCt 454, 30 L. ed. 601; Northern 
Pac Re Co veveaine 119) OS. 661, 
7 SCt 323, 30 L. ed. 518; Connolly v. 
Standard Oil Co., 264 Fed. 383; Bry- 
son v. Gallo, 180 Fed. 70, 103 CCA 
424, 

68. Hardy v. Johnson, 1 Wall. (U. 
So oii ads, Medien o Oss Merrill inv. 
Rokes, 54 Fed. 450, 4 CCA 433. 

69. Robertson v. Perkins, 129 U. 
S233 9" SCE29,. 327 ed. 6865" St: 
Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Knight, 122 U. 
Sar 70ve7. SCE 1132.30 TLS ed. 1077; 
Ralls County v. Douglass, 105 U. S. 
728;°26 L.-ed. 957. 

70, McIntyre v. Modern Wood- 
men, 200 Fed. 1, 121 CCA 1, 

71. Wilcox, ete. Guano Co, v. 
Pheenix Ins. Co., 61 Fed. 199 [aff 
65 Fed. 724, 13 CCA 88]; Oregonian 
me" Co.) Vv." Oregon” BR: etc.,'~Co,, 27 
Fed. 277. i 

72. Southern R. Co. v. King, 160 
Bed, .c32087) OCA 284° faft 217° U.S: 
524, 30 SCt 594, 54 L. ed. 868]. 

73. Gadonnex v. New Orleans R. 
Co., 128 Fed. 805. 


York Knitting Mills, 142 Fed. 2228. 

77. Roberts v. Lewis, 144 U.S. 
657, 12 SCt 781, 86 L. ed. 579; Du- 
shane v.° Benedict, 120 U. S. 630, 7 
SCt 696, 30 L. ed. 810; Indianapolis, 
ete, R, Co.,_v.* Horst, 937 U.) Siz 294, 
213 L. ed. 898; Chemung Canal Bank 
v. Lowery, 93 U. S. 72, 28 Li ed. 806; 
Yocum y. Parker, 130 Fed. 770, 66 
CCA 80 [aff 134 Fed. 205, 67 CCA 
227]; Roberts v. Langenbach,” 119 
Fed. 349, 56 CCA 253; Johnston v. 
Klopsch, 88 Fed. 692; Jones v. Row- 
ley, 73 Fed. 286; Theroux v. North- 
ern Pac. R. Co., 64 Fed. 84, 12: CCA 
52; Greene v. Tacoma, 53 Fed. 562’; 
Dexter v. Sayward, 51 Fed. 729; Cel- 
luloid Mfg. Co. v, American Zylon- 
ite Co. 384 Fed. 744; Draper v. 
Sprinenort, 15 Fed. 328, 21 Blatchf. 
240; Frank v. Chetwood, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 5,051; Oscanyan v. Winchester 
Reneatins Arms Co., 18 F. Cas. No. 
10.600, 15 Blatchf. 79 [aff 103 U. S. 
261]. See also supra § 99. 

78. General Electric Co. v. West- 
pecrouse Electric, etc., Co., 144 Fed. 


79. Williamson v. Liverpool, etc., 
Ins. Co., 141 Fed. 54, 72 CCA 542, 5 
AnnCas 402. 

80. Hudnutt v. Britannia Min, Co., 
133 Fed. 1020, 66 CCA 679; Moore v. 
Nickey, 133 Fed. 289, 66 CCA 667. 

81. Kimball v. Detroit, ete, R. 
Co., 189 Fed. 409; Peper Auto. 
Co. v. American Motor Car Sales 
Co., 180 Fed. 245; Hagstoz v. New 
York Mut. L. Ins. Co., 179 Fed. 569; 
Cole v, Carson, 153 Fed. 278, 82 CCA 
408; Roberts v. Lansenbach, 119 
Fed, 349, 56 CCA 253; Jones v. Row- 
ley, 73. Fed. 286. 

82. Jurisdictional objections sce 
supra §§ 95-107. 

83. Hein v. Westinghouse Air 
Brake Co., 164 Fed. 79. 

84, Shelton v. Southern R. Co., 
255 Fed, 182. 

Decisions of state courts as au- 
rorty generally see infra §§ 170— 
is See generally Actions §§ 188— 

86. United Mine Workers iv. 
Coronado Coal Co., 258 Fed. 829, 169 
CCA 549; Beckwith v. Chicago, etc., 
R. Co., 2238 Fed. 858. 

87. Chesapeake, ete, R. Co. v. 
Dixon, 179 WU; S. 1381, ’21 SCt 67, 45 Lh: 
ed. 121; Beckwith v. Chicago, etc. 
R. Co., 223 Fed. 858; Boatmen’s Bank 


816 [25 0.9:] 


.cannot be blended in’ one suit-in the federal courts.®* | 
As congress has 
given liberal authority to the federal courts to allow | 
amendments of defects in their process, pleadings, 
and other proceedings,®° the right to allow amend- - 
ments exists independently of any state statute, Oe 
and the subject of amendments is not governed by 
But nevertheless it is very 
generally considered that the practice in respect to 
amendments should conform to the state practice, 

except where such conformity would contravene the 
federal statute °* or impede the administration of | 


[§ 140] 13. Amendments.*° 


the laws of the state.°? 


justice. 
[§ 141] 14. ‘Witnesses.°° 


Y. Fritzlen, 135° Fed. 650, 68 CCA 288 
[certiorari den 198.U. S. 586, 25 SCt 
10385049 - Livioed: 1174]; O’Connell Vv. 
Reed, 56 Fed. 531, 5 CCA 586; Con- 
nell v. Utica, etc., Re +Co;, 13 Fed. 
eeu? Castro, v. De Uriarte, 12 Fed. 


affecting jurisdic- 
amount in controversy. 
Where a state statute allows a plain- 
tiff to sue out attachments either 
for debts due or for debts not due, 
but the state courts hold that both 
kinds of claims -cannot be joined in 
one suit, the federal court will dis- 
regard the state decisions and hold 
that the joinder is proper if a divi- 
sion of the amount in dispute into 
two actions would defeat the juris- 
diction of the federal court. O’Con- 
nell v. Reed, 56 Fed. 531, 5 CCA 586. 

Federal jurisdiction not subject to 
Otc mbites by state rules see supra 

1 
es. American Creosote Works v. 
-Lembcke, 165 Fed. 809; Pacific Mut. 
‘L. Ins, Co. v. Webb, 157 Fed. 155, 84 
CCA 608, 13 AnnCas 752; Cook v. 
Foley, 152 Fed. 41, 81 CCA’ 237 [cer- 
tiorari den 209 U. 's. 543, 28 SCt 570, 
52. L. .ed,. 919]; Schurmeier v. Con- 
necticut “Mut. L. Ins. Comms Med: 
42,-69 CCA 22; Hatcher v. Hendrie, 
‘etc., Mfg., etc., Co., 133 Fed. 267, 68 
CCA 19; Berkey v. Cornell, 90 Fed. 
vate See Equity § 6. 

89. See generally Pleading [30 


A §§ 948, 954; Salyer 
‘vv. Consolidated Coal Co.; 246 Fed. 
794, 159 CCA 96 {certiorari den 246 
S/S. 669’ 88.SCt 345, 62 L. ed. 931; 
‘Hinie KR, Go. v. Schmidt, 225 Fed. 513, 
‘140° CCA 655; “Truckee River Gen. 
Blectric Co.,v. Benner, 211.Fed. 79, 
127 CCA 503; Snare v. Friedman, 169 
Fed. 1, 94 CCA 369,. 40 LRANS 367 

[certiorari den 214 U. S. 518, 29 SCt 
700, 538’L. ed. 1065]; Stillwagon v. 
Baltimore, ete., R. Co., 159 Fed. 97, 
86 CCA. 287; Great Northern R@or 
v. Herron, 136 Fed. 49, 68 CCA 599; 
North. Chicago St. R. Co. v. Burn- 
ham, 102 Fed. 669, 42 CCA 584; Van 
Doren v.. Pennsylvania R. Co., 93 
Fed.» 260, ..36. CCA \282; Hodges wv. 
Kimball, 91.Fed. 845, 34 CCA 108. 

[a] Correction: ‘of jurisdictional 
averments.—The federal courts will 
permit amendments of pleadings by 
eorrection of jurisdictional as well 
as other averments. In re Plymouth 
Cordage Co., 135 Fed. 1000, 68 CCA 
434. See also supra § 94. 
~ 91. Salyer v. Consolidation Coal 
Co., 246 Fed. 794, 159 CCA 96; Lange 
v. Union Pac. R. Co., 126: Fed. 338, 
62 CCA .48 [certiorari den 193 U. S. 
671, 24.SCt 853, 48 L. ed. 841]; Bow- 
den VA Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 CCA 
248. 

92. Erie R. Co. v. Schmidt, 225 
Fed. - 518, ..1440 .CCA. 655; ‘Truckee 
River Gen. Electric Co. v. Benner, 
211 Fed, 79, 127 CCA 503; Manitowoc 
Malting Co. v. Feuchtwanger, 169 
Fed. 983 [rev on other grounds 187 
Fed. 713, 109 CCA 461]; De Valle 


In civil cases in the 
federal courts, state statutes prescribing the com- 
petency of witnesses constituted rules of decision °* 


FEDERAL COURTS 


De Costa v. Southern Pac. R. Co., 
167 Fed. 654; Booth v. Denike, 65 
Fed. 43; Tobey v. Claflin, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 14,066, 3 Sumn, 379. See also 
supra notes 90, 91. 

93. Henderson ‘iv. Louisville, etc., 
He Coo iio wOsos, 160,06. 5Cl 00. outa. 
ed. 92; West v. Smith, 101 U. S. 263, 
25 L. ed. 809; Erie R. ‘Co. v. Schmidt, 
225 Fed. 513) 140 CCA 655; Hannum 
v. Jerome, 184 Fed. 179; Snare v. 
Friedman, 169 Fed. 1, 94 CCA 369, 
40 LRANS 3867 [certiorari den 214 
U.S. 518, 29 SCE 700,53 LL: ed. 10651); 
Lamar v. Spalding, 154 Fed. 27, 83 
CCA 111; Leman v. Baltimore, etc., 
Re Coigs728n Fed. A9l3s Post tv. Wise 
Tp., 101 Fed. 204; Hodges v. Kim- 
ball, 91 Fed. 845, 34 CCA 103; Mack 
v. Porter, 72 Fed. 236, 18 CCA 527; 
People’s Sav. Bank, etce., Co. v. Bat- 


chelder Egg Case Co., 51 Fed. 130, 
WeGCA 4126.) U. dSarbank! valiyon 
County, 48 Fed. 632; Wolf v. Cook, 


40 Wed. 432; Rosenbach y. Dreyfuss, 
1 Fed. 391. 

94 Booth v. Denike, 65 Fed. 43. 

[a] Affidavit for garnishment.— 
State decisions holding that an affi- 
davit for garnishment is not ame- 
nable will not be followed by the 
federal court, because such amend- 
ment is clearly authorized by the 
federal statutes. Booth v. Denike, 65 
Fed. 43; Erstein v. Rothschild, 22 
Fed. 61. 

95. North Chicago St. R. Co. 
Burnham, 102 Fed. 669, 42 CCA BS. 

[a] Forming new issues after 
verdict.—Ill. Rev. St. c 7 § 1, au- 
thorizing amendments to pleadings, 
either in form or substance, for the 
furtherance of justice, at any time 
before judgment, will not be fol- 
lowed by the federal courts to the 
extent of permitting amendments 
which involve the formation of new 
issues after verdict. North Chicago 
St. R. Co. v. Burnham, 102 Fed. 669, 
42 CCA 584, 

96. See generally Witnesses [40 
Cye 2133]. 

Evidence see infra § 142. 

97. See infra § 1638. 

08) Ex py Misk Alissa tS, o71'3,005 
SCt 724; 28 L. ed. 1117. 

99. Rev. St. § 858 (which reads 
as follows: “In the courts of the 
United States no witness shall: be 
excluded in any action on account 
of color, or in any civil action be- 
cause he is a party to or interested 
in the issue tried: Provided, That 
in actions by or against executors, 
administrators, or guardians, in 
which judgment may be rendered 
for or against them, neither party 
shall be allowed to testify against 
the other, as to any transaction with, 
or statement by, the testator, in- 
testate, or ward, unless called to 
testify thereto by the opposite party, 
or required to testify thereto by 
the court. In all other respects, 
the laws of the state in which the 
court is held shall be the rules of 
decision as to the competency of wit- 
nesses in the courts of the United 


S$ 130-141 


until the enactment by congress in 1864 and 1865 of 
provisions on that subject,°’ subsequently embodied 
in a section of the United States Revised Stat- 
utes 9° which was superseded by a federal statute 
‘providing that ‘‘the competency of a witness to 
testify in any civil action, suit, or proceeding in 
the Courts of the United States shall be deter- 
mined by the laws of the State or Territory in 
which the court is held.’’+ 
to suits in equity as well as to actions at law.? 
It does not relate to the admissibility of evidence.® 

The competency of witnesses in criminal trials in 
federal courts is determined, except where congress 
may otherwise provide, by the rules of evidence 
which were in force in the particular state when the 
Judiciary Act of 1789 was passed,* considered, and 


This statutes applies 


States in trials at common law, and 
in equity and admiralty’’). 

[a] Decisions construing or ap- 
plying the foregoing provision.— 
Connecticut ) Muti. "Li sins, + Coley: 
Union; |TrustsCo..112\ Uns. 250/2252, 
be SCt 1195. 28 L. ed. 708; King v. 
Worthington, 104 U. S. 44, 26 L. ed. 
652; Downs v. Wall, 176 Fed. 657, 
100 CCA 209 [aff 181 Fed. 128]; Mil- 
ler v. Steele, 153 Fed. 714, 82 CCA 
572; Huntington Nat. Bank v. Hunt- 
ington Distilling Co., 152 Fed. 240; 
Smith v. Au Gres Tp., 150 Fed. 257, 
80 CCA 145, 9 LRANS 876; White 
v. Wansey, 116 Fed. 345, 58 CCA 634; 
Butler v. Fayerweather, 91 Fed. 458, 
43 CCA 625; Continental Nat. Bank 
v. Heilman, 81 Fed. 36 [aff 86 Fed. 
514, 30 CCA 232]; Morris v. Nor- 
ton, 75 Fed. 912, 21 CCA 553; Mutual 
Ben. L. Ins. Co. v. Robinson, 58 Fed. 
723, 7 CCA 444, 22 LRA 325; U. S. v. 
Hall, 53 Fed. 352. 

[b] Criminal cases were not in- 
cluded in the statute above quoted. 
U.S. -v.. Hall;-53) Med. 352: 

[c] Privileged communications to 
a physician or an attorney, excluded 
by a state statute, were likewise ex- 
cluded in the federal court. Con- 
necticut Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Union 
Trust, ‘Co. 12 Us (Sh 25015) SGieeaaS: 
28 L. ed. 708; Butler v. Fayerweath- 
er, 91 Fed. 458, 33 CCA 625. 

1. Rev. St. § 858, as amended by 
Act June 29, 1906 (34 St. at L. 618 
ce 3608 [Comp. St. (1916) § 1464]); 
McBride v. Kirkpatrick, 207 Fed. 893 
[aff 232 Fed, 859, 147 CCA 53]; In 
re Hoffman, 199 Fed. 448; Rowland 
Va Biesecker, 185 Fed. 515, 107 CCA 
615; Rowland Vv. Biesecker, 181 Fed. 
128 [aff.185 Fed..515, 107 CCA 615]. 

[a] “A proceeding in bankruptcy 
is unquestionably a civil action, suit, 
or proceeding,” and the competency 
of the bankrupt’s wife to testify in 
a bankruptey proceeding against him 
is to be determined by the laws of 
the state in which the proceeding 
is pending. In re Kessler, 225 Fed. 
394, 395. 

{b] In the absence of direct de- 
cisions by state courts as to the 
competency of witnesses, it will not 
be presumed, in an action in fed- 
eral court, that the state court’s rule 
of decision is in conflict with un- 
ambiguous terms of the state stat- 
ute. ).Centraly Iron, Letes Cos iv, Sia 
macher, 248 Fed, 50, 160 CCA 190. 

2. Rowland v. Biesecker, 181 Fed. 
pe [aff 185 Fed. 515,107 CCA 615]. 

3. Downs v. Walls, 176 Fed. 657, 
100 CCA 209. 

4, U. S. v. Reid, 12 How. €U. S.) 
361, 13 L. ed. 1028; Maxey v. U. S., 
207 Fed. 327, 125 CCA Ey teeters 
Hughes, 175 Fed, 238; U. S. v. Sims, 
161 Fed. 1008; U. S. v. Hall, 53 Fed. 
352; U. S. v. Brown, 24 F. Cas. No. 
14,671, 1 Sawy. 531; U.S. v. Haw- 
thorne, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,332, 1 Dill. 
422. And see infra § 166. 

[a] Rev. St. § 1014, providing 
that any offender against the United 
States laws may be arrested, im- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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modified in the light of general authority and sound | 
The rule has been somewhat differently 
expressed for criminal trials in states not’ members 
The common-law disqualifi- - 
cation of a defendant in a criminal ease to testify 
as a witness in his own behalf was removed by 


reason.® 


of the Union in 1789.6 


act of congress in 1878.7 


_ Place of attendance. A United States court, pro- 
ceeding under state laws in proceedings supplemen- 
tary to execution, is not affected by a provision of 
such laws that a witness cannot be compelled to 
attend in such proceedings at a place without the 
county of his residence or place of business; but 
such court may issue subpeenas for witnesses with- 
in its district or to compel the attendance of wit- 
nesses from other districts who live within one 
hundred miles, as provided by the federal statute.® 
; A federal court will 
follow the rules of the courts of the state in which 
it sits with respect to the impeachment of witnesses,® 
as for instance, a rule allowing former testimony of 
a witness to be introduced for the purpose of im- . 
peaching his subsequent testimony without his at- 


Impeachment of witnesses. 


prisoned, or bailed, etc., agreeably 
to the mode of process against of- 
fenders in the particular state, does 
not make the state statutes relative 
to the competency of witnesses ap- 
plicable in federal prosecutions. 
Cohen v. U. S., 214 Fed. 238, 130 CCA 
417. 
' [b] Testimony of a wife against 


her husband, admitted with his own 


consent and that of her husband, 
was properly admitted where it was 
competent both by the common law 
and by the state statute on the 
ground that it related to a.personal 
injury inflicted upon the wife by her 
husband. Cohen v. U. S., 214 Fed. 
23, 130;:CCA 417. 

[ec] Oonviction of an infamous 
crime in a state court does not ren- 
der the person incompetent to tes- 
tify in a prosecution in a federal 
court, although it renders him in- 
competent to testify in the _ state 
courts. Brown v. U. S., 283 Fed. 353, 
147 CCA 289, LRA1917A 1133. 

5. See cases infra this note. 

[a] “In the light of general au- 
thority and sound reason” it was 
held that (1) under a joint indict- 
ment in a federal court, when a 
severance and separate trials have 
been ordered, one defendant, even 
though his case has not been dis- 
posed of, may testify on behalf of 
the government on the trial of his 
eodefendant (Benson v. U. S., 146 
WSs 2o les SCt 60) 86etr ed. 991 
[dist U. S. v. Reid, 12 How. (U. S.) 
861, 13 Li. edi 1023]), (2) and that 
one who has been convicted of for- 
gery is a competent witness of a 
ériminal trial in a federal court, 
although he would have been incom- 
petent under the law of the state 
where the trial was had in force 
when the Judiciary Act of 1789 was 
passed (Rosen v. U. S., 245 U. S. 467, 
88 SCt 148, 62 L. ed. 406 [aff 237 
Fed. 810, 151 CCA 52; Pakas v. U. 
S., 240 Fed. 350, 153 CCA 276] [“ac- 
cepting as we do the authority of” 
Benson v. U. S., supra, this note, 
“rather than that of” U.S. v. Reid, 
12 How. (U. S.) 361, 13 L. ed. 1023, 
for while the decision in the latter 
“has not been specifically overruled, 
its authority must be regarded as 
seriously shaken by the decisions in 
Logan v. U. S., 144 U.S. 263, 301, 12 
SCt 617, 36 L. ed. 429. and in Ben- 
son v. U. S.,’ supra]). 

_ 6 See cases infra this note. 

{a] “We thus deduce the rule, 
(1) as expounded in [Logan v. U. 
Shit 44S) 265.0 oO ty 6, O36 la 
ed. 429, and U. S. v. Reid, 12 How. 
361, 13 L. ed. 1023] that, in the ab- 
sence of specific legislation by Con- 
gress, the rules of evidence in the 


[25 C. J.—52] 


‘FEDERAL COURTS 


mony.?° 
[§ 142] 15. 


courts of the United States affect- 
ing the competency of witnesses in 
criminal trials is the law of the 
state in which the trial occurs as it 
existed when that state became a 
part of the Union.’ McCoy v. U. &S., 
247 Fed. 861, 868. (2) “As to states 
whose territories were not within 
the boundaries of the Union as they 
were in 1789, the rule is that the 
law of the state when it was ad- 
mitted governs.” Brown v. U. S., 
233 Fed. 353, 355, 147 CCA 289, LRA 
Y9LTA 1133. 

7. Act March 16, 1878 (20 St. at 
IDE BO) LOETTANE - 

[a] Prior to the enactment above 
cited (1) the common-law disquali- 
fication obtained in federal courts 
(Maxey v. U. S., 207 Fed. 327, 125 
CCA 77), (2) and a defendant in 
a criminal case could not testify in 
his own behalf, although under the 
state statutes his testimony would 
be admissible in a state court (U. 
S. v. Hawthorne, 26 F. Cas, No. 15,- 
332, 1 Dill 422). 

8. Meyer v. Consolidated Ice Co., 
163 Fed. 400. 

9. American Agricultural Chemi- 
cal Co. v. Hogan, 213 Fed. 416, 130 
CCA 52. 

10. American Agricultural Chemi- 
cal Co. v. Hogan, 213 Fed. 416, 130 
CCAS 2: 

11. See generally Evidence 22 C. 
es souks 

Witnesses see supra § 141. 

12: JRevy. St, S$ oo6ls. ‘Compania 
Azucarera Bubana v. Ingraham, 180 
Fed. 516, 

13. National’ Cash-Register Co, v. 
Leland, 94 Fed. 502, 37 CCA 3872. 

14. Hanks Dental Assoc. v. In- 


ternational Tooth Crown Co., 194 U. 
S308 5 24u S Ctr 1005 ee Sn Ligeed.e O89 
IDS SOS PALA Se ULE Blame tS) welt bese atime 


724, 28 L. ed. 1117; Fischer v. Auto- 
mobile Supply Mfg. Co., 199 Fed. 191 
[aff “209 Fred. 225, 126 CCA - 319]; 
Barnes v. Trees, 194 Fed. 230; Frost 


v. Barber, 173 Fed. 847; Marvin v. 
Aultman, 46 Fed. 338; Beardsley v. 
Temttel ues cas mk CaAsey NO del Soy) aud 


Blatchf, 102; Easton v. Hodges, 8 F. 
Cas. No. 4,258, 7 Biss. 324. 

[a] Examination for purpose of 
framing complaint.—The court has 
granted an order for the examina- 
tion of defendant according to the 
New York practice in order to en- 
able plaintiff to frame his complaint. 
Anderson vy. Mackay, 46 Fed. 105 
[dicted Dadiick, elise Wiis. 18) <5 
SCOR ie 4228) leds daklesys y 

15. Cheatham Hlectric Switching 
Device Vv. American Automatic 
Switch Co., 198 Fed. 496; Kaiser v. 
Chicago, etc., R.' Co., 192 Fed. 1013; 
Cheatham Electric Switching Device 


[250ss] Biv 


tention having first been called to such former testi-+ 


Evidence.11 The federal statute 


provides that the mode of proof in the trial of ac+ 
tions at common law shall be by oral testimony and 
the examination of witnesses in open court, except as 
otherwise provided by the statute;!2 and this has 
been held to exclude inconsistent methods of taking 
proof prescribed by any state statute,!* such as the 
examination of a party before trial,'* an inspection 
before trial,t® the introduction of interrogatories 
addressed to the opposite party,!® or the reading 
of the testimony of a witness given on the former 
trial of the same case.?7 
however, require such courts to exclude evidence 
which, although not within the terms of such sec- 
tion or of the following provisions relating to depo- 
sitions, is still admissible under the principles of 
evidence recognized by the common law.18 
ters not provided for by federal statute 19 and not 
inconsistent with any federal statute or the due 
administration of justice,?° the rules of evidence in 
the state courts are ordinarily followed in the federal 


This provision does not, 


In mat- 


Co. v. Transit Dev. Co., 190 Fed. 202; 
Bloede Co. v. Brancroft, 98 Fed. 175. 
But see infra note 22. 

LG; Deeps Risk Om Loi isan aor 
SCt 724, 28 L. ed. 1117; Smith v.; In- 
ternational Mercantile Co., 154 Fed. 
786; National Cash-Register Co. v. 
Leland, 94 Fed. 502, 37 CCA 372; 
Tabor v. Indianapolis Journal News- 
paper Co., 66 Fed. 423; Pierce v. 
Union Pac. R. Co., 47 Fed. 709; Mar- 
vin v. Aultman, 46 Fed. 338. Contra 
Bryant v. Leyland, 6 Fed. 125. 

17. Diamond Coal, ete., Co. v. Al- 
lenvel3 7 Heda t705; etl CGCAMOT Se But 
see infra note 23. 

18. Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 
137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. 

19. See cases infra note 21. 

[a] Admissibility of unstamped 
instruments. — Decisions , of state 
courts that{ instruments, although 
unstamped, as required by War Rey- 
enue Act June 138, 1898 (30 St. at L. 
e 448 § 14 [U. S. Comp. St. (1901) 
p 2296]) were admissible in evidences 
in the state courts, have no appli- 
cation to federal courts, the federal 
statute above cited expressly exclud- 
ing them. Sackett v. McCaffrey, 131 
Hed. 219, 65 CCA (205. 

Comparison of writings regulated 
by federal statute see supra § 119 
note 91 [e]. 

20. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Scope of cross-examination. 
—A state statute giving a party an 
unlimited right to cross-examine an 
adversary, the settled doctrine in 
the federal courts being that, sub- 
ject to certain exceptions, the right 
to cross-examine a‘ witness is limit- 
ed to the subject matter of his di- 
rect examination, relates to the per- 
sonal conduct and administration of 
the trial on the part of the presid- 
ing judge, and is not binding on a 
federal court. American Issue Pub. 
Co. v. Sloan, 248 Fed. 251, 254, 160 
CCA 329 (the court saying: ‘In our 
opinion, the statute is not, properly 
speaking, a matter of procedure, a 
law of evidence or a rule of the com- 
petency either of witnesses or of 
proof, but relates rather to a mode 
of examination of witnesses, and is 
thus a subject within the personal 
conduct and administration of the 
trial. The scope:and extent of the 
cross-examination of a witness is 
peculiarly a matter of trial adminis- 
tration’’). 

[b] Testimony taken on holiday. 
—Rebuttal testimony taken in FPenn- 
sylvania on a legal holiday, in a 
suit in equity for patent infringe- 
ment, would not be expunged for 
that reason, the holiday statutes of 
Pennsylvania not being controlling 
on federal courts. American Au- 
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courts in civil eases at law,21 although not in crim- 
inal cases;22 but this conformity in civil cases to a 
rule prescribed by a state statute is by force rather 
of the federal statute providing that state laws shall 
be rules of decision 2% than of the Conformity Act *+ 
So a federal court, although 
it has no inherent power io order a surgical exam- 
ination of a plaintiff out of court,?* may do so in 
accordance with the provisions of a state statute,?? 
and federal courts have, in accordance with state 
practice, ordered an inspection before trial,?* and 
admitted in evidence the testimony of a witness 
given on a former trial of the same case.?° 


hereinbefore quoted.?® 


tomotoneer Co. v. Porter, 205 Fed. 
105, 107 [mod on other grounds 232 
Fed. 456, 146 CCA 450] (‘There is 
nothing in the law which would 
have prevented this court from be- 
ing in session on that very day and 
taking the testimony in open court, 
and it cannot be said that the testi- 
mony is useless and void because it 
was taken on a day made a holiday 
by the laws of the state in which 
it was taken. Moreover, it has been 
held by the state courts of Penn- 
sylvania that judicial acts may be 
performed on days designated as 
legal holidays. Paine v. Fesco, 1 Pa. 
Co. 562; Worthington v. Hobensack, 
8-Pa. Co. 657). 

21. Nashua Sav. Bank v. Anglo- 
American Land, etc., Co., 189 U. S. 
291,23 SCt/517,-47  L. ed. “782; Cam- 
den, etc., R. Co. v. Stetson, 177 U. 
SPV 2 20 eSCt 61 ia 440 te ed 7215 
Bucher v. Cheshire R. Co., 125 U.S. 
555, 8 SCt 974, 31 L. ed. 795; Ex p. 
Wisk, 113 U. S. 713, 5 SCt 724, 28 lL. 
ed. 1117; Connecticut Mut. UL. Ins. 
Con Wwe Union: Trust) Co. /11 2) WU: S: 
250, 5 SCt 119, 28 L. ed. 708; Phil- 
lips, ete., Constr. Co. v. Seymour, 91 
U. S. 646, 23°L. ed. 341; Ryan v. 
Bindley, 1. Walk, (UU. S.) 66;° 17 lL. 
ed, 559; Wright v. Bales, 2 Black 
(U. -S.) 535, 17 EZ. ed. 264; Hauss- 
knecht v. Claypool, 1 Black (U. S.) 
431, 17 L. ed. 172; Vance v. Camp- 
bell, 1 Black (U. S.) 427, 17 Ll. ed. 
168; MecNiel v. Holbrook, 12 Pet. (U. 
S.) 84, 9 L. ed. 1009; American Issue 
Pub. Co. v. Sloan, 248 Fed. 251, 160 
CCA 329; Kalloch v. Hoagland, 239 
Fed. 252, 152 CCA 240; Delaware, 
etc., R. Co. v. Welshman, 229 Fed. 
S2 yee "COA 3858, 2 URATSTE HR, 8165 
Erie R. Co. v. Schmidt, 225. Fed. 513, 
140 CCA 655 [foll Delaware, etc., R. 
Co. v. Welshman, 229 Fed. 82, 143 
CCA 358, TRAI9I6H 81695) -U. Sil v. 
Gwynne, 209 Fed. 993; McIntyre v. 
Modern Woodmen, 200 Fed. 1, 121 
CCA (13: Hardy v. ‘Chicago,.-etc., KR: 
Co., 172 Fed, 454; Chicago, etc. R. 
Co. v. Kendall, 167 Fed. 62, 93 CCA 
422, 16 AnnCas 560; Huntinston Nat. 
Bank v. Huntington Distilling Co., 
152 Fed. 240; Doll v. Equitabie L. 
Assur. Soc., 138 Fed. 705, 71 CCA 
121; Toledo Tract. Co. v. Cameron, 
137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28; Imnorters’, 
etc., Nat. Bank v. Lyons, 134 Fed. 
510; Pooler v. U. S., 127 Fed. 519, 
62 CCA 317; Albro v. Manhattan L. 
Ins. Co., 119 Fed. 629 [aff 127 Fed. 
281, 62 CCA 213 (certiorari den 194 
U. S. 633, 24 SCt 857, 48 L. ed. 
1159)]; Parker v. Moore, 111 Fed. 
470 [rev on other grounds 115 Fed. 
799, 53 CCA 369, certiorari den 187 
U. S. 644, 23 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 347]; 
Alexander v. Gordon, 191 Fed. 91, 41 
CCA 228; Stewart v. Morris, 89 Fed. 
290, 32 CCA 203 [den reh 88 Fed. 
461, 32 CCA 7]; Union Pac. R. Co. v. 
Yates, 79 Fed. 584, 25 CCA 103, 40 
LRA 553; Nelson v. Killingley First 
Nat. Bank, 69 Fed. 798, 18 CCA 425; 
Hinds v. Keith, 57 Fed. 10, 6 CCA 
231; Witters v. Sowles, 32 Fed. 130, 
24 Blatehf. 550; Gravelle v. Minne- 
apolis, ete.) R./ Co.) 16 Fed; 435, 3 
McCrary 385; Blanchard v. Sprague, 
3 Cas. Nor 15516; 91 (Chiff, 238)" In 
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With respect 


ship.°? 


It: is 


re Dugan, 7 F. Cas. -No. 4,120, 2 
Lowell 367; Fowler v. Hecker, 9 F. 
Cas. No. 5,001, 4 Blatehf. 425; Segee 
v. Thomas, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,633, .3 
Blatchf. 11; U. S. v. Dunham, 25 F. 
Cas, No. 15,006, Brunn. Coll. Cas. 
653; Wright v. Taylor, 30 F. Cas. 
Nonel8,096;04) MDIar233 

[a] Effect of several federal stat- 
utes.—‘“‘The result of the Conformity 
Act (Rev. Stat. § 914; Comp. Stat. 
1916, § 1537 [see supra § 108]) the 
Rules of Decision Act (Rev. Stat., 
§ 721; Comp. Stat., 1916, § 1538, [see 
infra § 163]), and the Competency 
of Witnesses Act (Rev. Stat. § 858; 
Comp. Stat., 1916, § 1464 [see supra 
§ 141]), is to make state statutes re- 
lating to the competency of wit- 
nesses and the competency of testi- 
mony, as well as the state law of 
evidence generally, binding on the 
federal courts sitting within such 
state, except where in conflict with 
the federal Constitution, statutes, or 
treaties.” American Issue Pub. Co. 
v. Sloan, 248 Fed. 251, 253, 160 CCA 
329), 

{[b] Filing muniments of title 
with pleadings in’ ejectment. — The 
statute of Arkansas (Sandels & H. 
Dig. [1894] §§ 2578-2580) requiring 
each party in an action of ejectment 
to file with his pleading copies of 
all deeds or other written instru- 
ments of title on which he relies, 
and providing that the adverse party 
shall, by his pleading, except to any 
of such documentary evidence to 
which he may wish to object, which 
exceptions shall be passed on by 
the court, and that all objections not 
so taken shall be waived, prescribes 
a statutory rule of evidence, which 
will be enforced by the federal 
courts in the state; and a party who, 
after filing exceptions to a deed or 
other document set out by his ad- 
versary, withdraws the same, 
waives any right to object to such 
document on the trial, Alexander v. 
Gordon, +101 {Ped:. 91) 441 CCA 228: 

22. See supra § 119 text and note 
92; and § 141. 

23. U. S. Rev. St. § 721, quoted 
infra § 163. 

24. Connecticut Mut. L. Ins. Co. 
Vac Union Trust, Covet 20. aSs2b0y oS 
SCt 119, 28 LL. ed. 708. 

[a] Competency of party as a 
witness.—Prior to the enactment 
of the federal statute (Rev. St. 
§ 858) expressly removing the dis- 
qualification of a party as a wit- 
ness, it was held that a state stat- 
ute allowing parties to be examined 
as witnesses in their own behalf was 
not a rule of practice, but a rule of 
decision to guide the judgment, and 
was obligatory on the federal court. 
Dibblee v. Furniss, 7 F. Cas. No. 
3,888, 4 Blatchf. 262; Fowler v. Hec- 
ere 9 F. Cas. No. 5,001, 4 Blatchf. 

25. See supra § 108. 


26. Union Pac. R. Co. y. Bots- 
ford, “141 UU, 'S.7250;-11  SCte 1000; 
35 L. ed. 734; Denver City Tram- 


way Co. v. Norton, 141 Fed. 599, 73 
ECA 

{a] The question whether a 
court has at common law the power 
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also proper to conform to state practice in respect 
to demurrers to evidence.®° | 


to presumptions and burden of 


proof, federal courts apply the federal law, regard- 
less of the state law,?! even though they may be ad- 
ministering state law by reason of diverse citizen- 


A state law in the nature of a penalty, excluding 
certain instruments from evidence, not because of 
their lack of*probative value but because of non- 
payment of taxes on the transaction evidenced 
thereby, is not binding on the federal courts.*8 

[§ 143] 16. Depositions.** The taking of depo- 


to compel a plaintiff in an action for 
a personal injury to submit to a 
surgical examination is a matter of 
practice and not of evidence, and, 
as a matter of practice relating to 
the power of courts, neither state 
statutes nor the decisions of state 
courts on the subject are binding on 
federal couris under Rev. St. § 721 
(Comp, St. [1901] p 581), provid- 
ing that, with certain exceptions, the 
laws of the several states shall be 
regarded as rules of decisions in 
trials at common law in such courts, 
which as to such matters are gov- 
erned by the decisions of the su- 
preme court of the United States. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Kendall, 167 
ee 62, 93 CCA 422, 16 AnnCas 
560. 

27. Camden, etc., R. Co. v. Stet- 
son, 177 U.S. 172. 20 SCt 617, 44 L. 


ed. 721; Camden, -etc.,, R. Co. v. 
eretsene 104 Fed. 651, 44 CCA 
107. 


28. Wilson v. New England Nav. 
eer 197 Fed. 88. But see supra note 


29. Toledo Tract, Co, v. Cameron, 


137 Fed. 48, 69 CCA 28. But see 
Supra note 23. 
30. Central Transp. Co. v. Pull- 


man’s Palace Car Co., 1389 U. S. 24, 
11 SCt 478, 35 L. ed. 55. 

31. Harmon v. Barber, 247 Fed. 
1, 159 CCA 219, LRA1918F 428 [cer- 
tiorari den 246 U. S. 666, 38 SCt 335, 
62 L. ed. 929]; Bowker v. Donnell, 
226 Fed. 359; Young v. Lowry, 192 
Fed. 825, 113 CCA,149. 

[a] With respect to contributory 
negligence the burden of proof is on 
defendant regardless of what the 
rule may be in the state courts. 
New Actna Portland Cement Co. v. 
Hatt, 231 Fed; 611, 145 CCA 497; 
Bowker v. Donnell, 226 Fed. 359; 
Hemingway v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
114 Fed. 848, 52 CCA 477; Chicago 
Great Western R. Co. v. Price, 97 
Fed. 423, 38 CCA 289, 

{b] ‘Degree of proof.—The pres- 
ent rule in Maine, settled by the 
later decisions, that in civil suits 
the fact that the alleged right of 
recovery is grounded on an act of 
defendant which constitutes a crime, 
does not require any different meas- 
ure of proof from that 
in ordinary suits, applied. 
Vie, UE iS: a9h27S Bedi gb 19 selec OGa 


Si. 

32. Young v. Lowry, 192 Fed. 825, 
113° CCA: 2149: 

33. Marsh v. Leseman, 242 Fed. 
484, 486, 155 CCA 260 (mortgages 
admissible in evidence notwithstand- 
ing provision of New York Tax Law 
that “no mortgage of real property 
which is subject to the taxes im- 
posed by this article shall be . 
received in evidence’ in any action 
or proceeding’). To same. effect 
Central Iron, etc., Co. v. Hamacher, 
248 Fed. 50, 160 CCA 190; Johnson 
v. New York Breweries Co., 178 Fed. 
518, 101 CCA 639; Groton Bridge, 
etc., Co. v. American Bridge Co., 151 
Fed. 871; Blodgett v. Lanyon Zine 
Co., 120 Fed. 8938, 58 CCA 79, 

34. See generally Depositions 18 
Coys. api 598; 


required 
Pooler 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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sitions for use in the federal courts is provided for 
by statute,®> and equity rules.*¢ But it is also pro- 
vided that in addition to the mode of taking depo- 
sitions so prescribed, it shall be lawful to_take the 
depositions and testimony of witnesses in the mode 
prescribed by the laws of the state in which the 
court is held.** The latter provision, however, 
merely provided an additional method, and did not 
confer any additional rights to take testimony.%® 
A state rule requiring every deposition intended to 
be read in evidence on the trial to be filed at least 
one day before trial is not binding on a federal 
court.®° 

[§ 144] 17. Production of Books and Papers.‘° 
A federal statute gives to the federal courts power 
to compel the production of books or writings ‘‘in 
the trial of actions at law.’’ 41 by which is meant 
“fon or at the trial,’’ and not before trial.42 This 
statute, to the exclusion of state statutes, is the sole 
source of authority for a federal court to order 
such production.4* The exercise of discretion by 
the court, which should conform to the practice in 
chancery,** is discussed elsewhere in this work.45 

[§ 145] 18. Juries.*¢ The state law controls 
with respect to the qualifications and exemptions 
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of jurors,*7 but not with respect to the designation 
and impaneling of jurors,‘® or the mode of waiving 
a trial by jury.*® 

[§ 146] 19. Trial.5° It is held that the state 
law controls with respect to the order of trial of 
issues,>? and notice of trial,°? but not with respect 
to the submission of special interrogatories to, the 
jury.°? The federal courts should conform to the 
procedure prescribed by a state statute giving a 
party requesting binding instructions which have 
been refused or the point reserved the right to move 
the court to have all the evidence taken on the trial 
certified and filed so as to become a part of the 
record, and for judzment non obstante veredicto 
on the whole record.6* Where a defendant files 
several pleas, the court may direct the issues of 
fact arising on one of the pleas to be tried first, 
in conformity with the law of the state where the 
court sits.°> Jn an action of replevin, in- which 
defendant makes a default, the court is authorized 
to assess damages without a jury under the practice 
act of the state in which it sits.°¢ The practice of 
objecting to the introduction of any evidence in a 
cause on the ground that the petition or complaint, 
does not state 2 cause of action is not recognized 


35. U. S. Rev. St. §§ 864-875;|]37 CCA 3872; U. S. v. Fifty Boxes) Switch Co., 198 Fed. 496; U. S. v. 
Andiffren Refrigerating Mach. Co. v.|and Packages of Lace, 92 Fed. 601;| Hutton, 26 F. Cas, No. 15,433, 10 
General Blectric Co., 245 Fed. 783; | Seeley v. Kansas City Star Co., 71] Ben. 268. 

Jennings v. Smith, 244 Wed. 836; | Fed. 554; Walker v. Collins, 59 Fed. Bu of discovery see Discovery 

Block v. Arrowsmith Mfg. Co., 243 ]70, 8 CCA 1 [rev on other grounds | §§ 2-48. 

Fed. 775; Crocker-Wheeler Co. v.|167 U. S. 57, 17 SCt 738, 42 L. ed. 43. Bloede Co. v. Bancroft, 98 

Bullock, 134 Fed. 241; Bronson v. | 76]. Fed. 175; Lucker v. Pheenix Assur, 

aiCrosse. vete.,) Re "Coy a4) Cas; 38. Smith v. International Mer-|Co., 67 Fed. 18. 

No. 1,930; Flint v. Crawford County, | cantile Co., 154 Fed. 786; Magone v. 44. Gregory v. Chicago, ete, R. 

9 . » Cas. 4,871, 5 Dill. 481; ] Colorado Smelting, ete., Co., 135 Fed. | Co., 10 Fed. 529, 3 McCrary 

Sage v. Tauszky, 21 F. Cas. No.| 846; National Cash-Register Co. v. | 374. ‘ 

12,214. ‘Leland, 94 Fed. 502, 37 CCA 372 [aff Discovery in equity by production 
[a] What depositions may be/]on this point 77 Fed. 242]; Seeley 85 ahs and papers see Discovery 


used.—Rev. St. § 867 (Comp. St. 
[1901] p 664), providing that “any 
court of the United States may, in 
its discretion, admit in evidence in 
‘any cause before it any deposition 
taken in perpetuam rei memoriam, 
which would be so admissible in a 
court of the state wherein such 
cause is pending, according to the 
laws thereof,’ does not limit the 
use of such depositions to any par- 
ticular cases, nor to those taken in 
any particular manner, but leaves 
such matters to be determined by the 
laws of the state. Ohio Copper Min. 
Co. v. Hutchings, 172 Fed. 201, 205, 
96 CCA 653. 

36. Equity Rules (1912) rules 47-— 
56; U. S. Gypsum Co. v. Mackey 
Wall Plaster Co., 252 Fed. 397, 164 
CCA 321 [aff 244 Fed. 275]; Audif- 
fren Refrigerating Mach. Co. v. Gen- 
eral Electric Co., 245 Fed. 783; Block 
v. Arrowsmith Mfg. Co., 243 Fed. 
7175; Iowa Washing Mach. Co. v. 
Montgomery, 227 Fed. 1004 [aff 234 
Fed. 88, 148 CCA 104]; Victor Talk- 
ing Mach. Co. v. Sonora Phonograph 
Corp., 221 Fed. 676; United Lace, 
etc., Co. v. Barthels Mfg. Co., 217 
Fed. 175. And see Equity § 683 note 
99 [ge]. 

37. Act March 9, 1892 (27 U. S. St. 
at L. 7 ¢ 14); Cook v. Flagg, 233 Fed. 
713; The Titanic, 206 Fed. 500; Com- 
pania Azucarera Cubana v. Ingra- 


ham, 180 Fed. 516; Frost v. Barber, | 


173 Fed. 847; Ohio Copper Min. Co, 
v. Hutchings, 172:Fed. 201, 96 CCA 
653; 
884; Carrara Paint Agency Co. v. 
Carrara Paint Co., 137 Fed. 319; Ma- 
gone v. Colorado Smelting, etc., 
Co., 135 Fed.: 846; Impérters’, etc., 
Nat: Bank v. Lyons, 134 Fed. 510; 
Crocker-Wheeler Co, v. Bullock, 134 
Fed. 241; Dancel v. Goodyear Shoe 
Mach. Co., 128 Fed. 753; Interna- 
tional Tooth Crown Co. v. Carter, 112 
Fed. 396; Smith v. Northern Pacific 
R..Co., 110 Fed. 841; International 
Tooth Crown Co. v. Hanks Dental 
Assoc., 101 Fed, 306; National Cash- 
Register Co. v. Leland, 94 Fed. 502, 


Wallace v. Appleton, 161. Fed. | 


v. Kansas City Star Co., 71 Fed. 554; 
Shellabarger v. Oliver, 64 
306]. 


{a] Special provision of United 
States statutes control. — Whitford 
Vv. Clark County, 119. U. °Si1522; 7 
SCt 306, 30 L. ed. 500. 

39. Walker vy. Collins, 59 Fed. 70, 
71, 8 CCA 1 [rev on other grounds 
167 U. S. 57, 17-SCt 738,.42 Iu. ed. 
76] (“The constitution of the United 
States circuit court is such that the 
rules regulating in detail the time 
and mode of conducting the busi- 
ness in a state court are not ap- 
plicable to that court’). ‘ 

40. See generally Evidence §§ 1187— 
1202. 

41. Rev. St. § 724. 

42, Carpenter v. Winn, 221 Us S. 
533, 31 SCt 683, 58 L. ed, 842 [rev 
165 Fed. 636, 81 CCA 301]. 

[a] Production before trial (1) 
cannot be ordered (see Discovery 
§ 119 text and note 70), (2) and the 
state law or practice allowing it 
cannot be followed (General Film 
Co. v. Sampliner, 232 Fed. 95, 146 
CCA 287; Cheatham Electric Switch- 
ing Device Co. v. American Auto- 
matic .Switch Co., 198 Fed. 496; 
Schatz v. Winton Motor Carriage Co.. 
197 Fed. 777; U. S. ve National Lead 
Co., 75 Fed. 94; U. S. v. Hutton, 26 
F. Cas. No. 15,433,.10 Ben: 268. And 


Fed. 


.see ‘Ex p.’ Fisk, 113) U.) S713. 5 SCt 


724, 28.L. ed..1117 [a state law per- 
mitting examination of a party be- 
fore trial cannot be followed in the 
federal courts]), (3) although some 
cases hold that the state practice 
rermitting it should be or may 
be followed (Frescole v. Lancaster, 


70 Fed.: 337; Jacques ‘v. Collins, 
13. F...Cas. | No. 7,167, 2 Bilatchf. 
23) 


[b] Jurisdiction in equity to en- 
tertain a bill for discovery is not 
taken away by the statute. Carpen- 
ter v. Winn, 221 U. S. 533, 31 SCt 
683, 55 L. ed, 842; General Film Co. 
v. Sampliner, 232 Fed. 95, 146 CCA 
287; Cheatham Electric Switching 
Device Co. v.. American Automatic 


45. See Discovery § 111 et seq; 
Evidence §§ 1187-1202. 

Rag See generally Juries [24 Cyc 
Trial by jury see infra § 146. 

47. Jud. Code § 275; Crowley v. 
UPS 19 4350298. 946122 45S CERISE 8 
Li, ed. 1075; Pointer v. WU. S., 151) Us 
S. 396, 14 SCt 410,. 38 L.: ed. 208; 
U. S. v. Kilpatrick, 16 Fed. 765; U: 
S.-v.- Dow, 25 F. Cas. -No. .14,990, 
Taney 34. 


48. Pointer v. U:. S:, 151 U.S. 396, 
14 SCt: 410, 38 L. ed. 2083, U.S. v: 
Gardner, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,187. And 
see Jud. Code § 276 as amended by 
aE 35 LOLTT C39 1S at L783 
c F i 

[a] €tate laws as to talesmen do 
not bind a federal court. Walker 
ee Collins; 50° Beds %37, 1° CCA 

49. Erkel v. U. S., 169 Fed. 623; 
95 CCA 151; Lanning v. Lockett, 11 
Fed. 814, 4 Woods 455. 

£0. See generally Trial [38 Cyc 
1238], 

61. 


Norton v. Portsmouth, 21 Fed, 
52. Resenbach v. Dreyfuss, 2 Fed. 


53. Indianapolis, ete., R. Co. v. 
Horst;,) 93, UitiS:-2294;5 23 ay ed? 898% 
Toledo, etc., R: Co. v. Reardon, 159 
Fed. 366, 86 CCA 366; McElwee v: 
Metronolitan -Lumber Co., 69 Fed. 
BU2S 16 CCAS 23:2¢ 

54. Cornette v. Baltimore, etc., R: 
Cor, 196 Fedn'59) 115 CCA’ 61;°Smith 
v. Jones, 181 Fed. 819..104 CCA 329; 
Fries-Breslin Co. v. Bergen, 176 Fed. 
76, 99 CCA .384 [certiorari den 215 
U. S. 609, 39 SCt 410, 54 L. ed. 347];5 
Keirer’ v. Equitable L. Assur. Soc., 
159 Fed. 296 [rev on other grounds 
165 Fed. 595, 91 CCA 433 (certiorari 
den 215 U. S. 606, 30 SCt 406, 54 L. 
ed. 346)]. 
55. Norton v.. Portsmouth, 31 Fed. 
326. : 

56. Midland Contracting °‘Co.. -v. 
Toledo Fdy., ete., Co., 154 Fed. 797, 
83° CCA 489, 5 


820 [25C.J.] 
in the federal courts, even though it may be per- 
mitted in the courts of the state.5? 

[§ 147] 20. Continuances.®® Continuances on 
the ground of the absence of a witness will be 
granted or refused without regard to the state prac- 
tice,°? but there is a greater accommodation to state 
practice where continuances are sought on other 
grounds.®° 
' [§ 148] 21. Instructions 4 
‘Matters of Law.®? In the matter of instructions to 
juries a federal court is not limited or controlled 
by the constitution or laws of the state in which it 
sits, either with respect to the instructions them- 
selves or the mode of giving them,®? nor does the 
state statute control with respect to the time of 
taking exceptions to the charge.®* In trials by the 
court without a jury, specific questions or conelu- 
sions of law presented by the parties need not be 
ruled upon,®> even though the state practice re- 
quires such a ruling.®® 


[§ 149] 22. References.*7 The rule of conform- 
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and Findings on | 


[§§ 146-150 


ity applies with respect to references.** and in con- 
formity to the state practice a cause may be referred 
by consent of the parties,®® but not against the con- 
sent of either party,’® since this would violate the 
right of trial by jury secured by the federal con; 
stitution and statutes.71 Where a cause is referred 
under the authority of a state statute, the referee 
and the trial court should follow the local practice 
and modes of proceeding as near as may be.’? The 
federal courts,have power to try questions submitted 
by and render judgments upon the reports of ref- 
erees.“? <A bill of exceptions by the referee is not 
essential to a review by the court of his rulings 
because the state statutes require the referee. to 


set forth such exceptions and return all the evidence 


taken.’4 

[§ 150] 23. Verdict > and Findings of Fact.7® 
As a general rule the federal’ courts are governed 
by the state practice in respect to the form and 
effect of verdicts in actions at law,77 but not with 
respect to directing verdicts.7® It seems that a ver- 


57. United Kansas Portland Ce- 
ment Co. vy. Harvey, 216 Fed. 316. 

58. See generally Continuances 
Soci ome ols) 

59. gp erass etc.,, R..Co. v. Nelson, 
50 Fed. 814, 1 CCA 688 [app dism 149 
U. S. 788, 13 SCt 1053, 37 L. ed. 958]. 
Alay Admission as to testimony.— 
It is not error for a federal court in 
an action at law to deny a motion 
for continuance on account of the 
absence of a witness, where the ad- 
werse party admits, in accordance 
with a state statute, that the wit 
ness, if present, would testify as 
stated in the application. Texas, 
etc., R.-Co. v. Humble, 97 Fed. 837, 
88 CCA502. [aff 181°>U. Ss 57; 21 SCt 
526, 45 L. ed. 747]. 

60. Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. El- 
liott, 102 Fed. 96, 42 CCA 188 [aff 
184 S06 95,5 2209 93 AG ui ied: 
763]; Mack v. Porter, 72 Fed. 236, 18 
CCA 527. ; 

61. See generally Trial [38 Cyc 
1594]. 

62. See generally Trial [38 Cyc 
3]. 

. 68. Shepard y. Adams, 168 U. S. 
618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602; Lin- 
coln v. Power, 151 U.S. 436, 14 SCt 
387, 38 L. ed. 224; California Ins. Co. v. 
Union Compress Co., 133 U. S. 387, 
LOLS CER Oe oon luted. wis Ok Whe oS 
Mutual Acc. Assoc. v. Barry, 131 U. 
S. 100, 9 SCt 755, 33 L. ed. 60; Ruck- 
ér v. Wheeler, 127 U. S. 85, 8 SCt 
14232" Teed, 1023 St. uouls,/ ete. 
R. Co. v. Vickers, 122° WS. 360, 7 
SCt/ 1216, «300 L: ed. LLG; Vicksburg, 
éte., R. Co. x. Putnam, 118 U. S. 545, 
7 sct Pes0wlascea:, 2573 Indianapolis, 
Ete Ra Cony, ,Horst,.93 “U.S. 29, 
23 L. ed. 898; Nudd v. Burrows, 91 
U. S. 426, 23 L. ed. 286; Philadel- 
phia, etce., R. Co. v. Marland, 239 
Medivel, 352 (CCA bis. U. Seyi ‘Op- 
penheim, 228 Fed. 220 [rev on other 
grounds 241 Fed. 625]; Yates v. 
Whyel Coke Co.,. 221 Fed. 603, 137 
CCA 327; Young v. Corrigan, 208 
Fed. 431; Steers v. U. S., 192 Fed. 
1, 112 CCA 423; Knight v. Illinois 
Cent.7R.2Co.; 180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 
514; Mead v. Darling, 159 Fed. ,684, 
86 CCA 552; Toledo, ete., R. Co. v. 
Reardon, 159 Fed. 3266, 86 CCA 366; 
St. Charles v. Stookey, 154 Fed. 
772, 85 CCA 494 [certiorari den 208 
U. S. 617, 28 SCt 569, 52 L. ed. 647]; 
Liverpool, etc., Co. v. Friedman, 133 
Fed. 713, 66 CCA 543; One Pearl 
Chain v. U. S., 123 Fed. 371, 59 CCA 
499; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Bur- 
gess, 108 Fed. 26, 47 CCA 168 [cer- 
tiorari den 181 U. S. 620, 21 SCt 924, 
45 L. ed. 1031]; Mexican Cent. R. 
Co. v. Glover, 107 Fed. 356, 46 CCA 
334; Sommers v. Carbon Hill Coal 
Co., 91 Fed. 337 [aff 107 Fed. 230, 46 
CCA 255]; Consumers’ Cotton-Oil Co. 


v. Ashburn, 81 Fed. 331, 26 CCA 436; 
McElwee vy. Metropolitan Lumber 
Co., 69 Fed. 302, 16 CCA 232; Dwyer 
v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co.,,52 Fed. 87; 
Hathaway v. Hast Tennessee, etc., R. 
Co., 29 Fed. 489; Hankin v. Squires, 
11 F. Cas. No. 6,025, 5 Biss. 186. 

[a] Commenting on evidence.—A 
provision of a state constitution 
that judges, in instructing juries, 
shall not comment on the evidence, 
is not applicable as.a rule of prac- 
tice in a federal court, and in such 
court it is proper for the judge to 
comment fairly and impartially on 
the testimony, for the purpose of 
more clearly defining the issues sub- 


mitted, and of assisting the jury in- 


reaching a just conclusion. Som- 
mers. iv.) Carbon (Hill 7CoalkeCo:,y 94 
Fed. 337 [aff 107 Fed. 230, 46 CCA 
255]. 

[b] Written instrnctions to be 
taken out by jury.—The Conformity 
Act does not make a provision of a 
state statute requiring the jury on 
its retirement to take with them the 
written instructions of the court con- 
trolling in a federal court sitting 
within the state. Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Burgess, 108 Fed. 26, 47 CCA 
168 [certiorari den 181 U. S. 620, 21 
SCt 924, 45 L. ed. 1031]. 

64. Consumers’ Cotton-Oil Co, v. 
Ashburn, 81 Fed. 331, 26 CCA 436. 

65. Fowler v. Gowing, 165 Fed. 
891, 91 CCA 569; Southern R. Co. v. 
St. Louis Hay, etc., Co., 153 Fed. 728, 
82 CCA 614 [rev on other grounds 
214 .U. S. 297, 129 ‘SCt 678, 53 L.. ed. 
1004]; Streeter v. Chicago Sanitary 
Dist., 183 Fed. 124, 66 CCA 190. 

[a] A master in chancery in a 
suit in a federal court should not 
rule on requests to make findings of 


fact, made by a party after service 
of his draft report, which are not 
known to the federal equity prac- 
tice, nor should he embody such 
rulings if made in his report. : Om- 
men v. Talcott, 175 Fed. 261 [rev 
on other grounds 188 Fed, 401, 112 


CCA 239]. 
66. Jones v. U. S., 135 Fed. 518, 
68 CCA 68; U. S. v. Indian Grave. 


Drainage Dist., 85 Fed. 928, 29 CCA 
578; Dwyer v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co., 
ese 4 873) U. Siv. Train}ol2 Keds 

67. See generally References [34 
Cye 7701; 

68. Tiernan v. Chicago L. Ins, Co., 
214 Fed. 238, 181 CCA 284; U. S. v. 
Wells, 203 Fed. 146; Alder v. Eden- 
born, 198 Fed, 928. 

69. U. S. v. Wells, 203 Fed. 146; 
Alder v. Edenborn, 198 Fed. 928; 
Parker v. Ogdensburgh, etc., R. Co., 
79 Fed. 817, 25 CCA 205; Witters v. 


Sowles, 34 Fed. 119; Nat. Bank v. 
Neyhardt, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,991, 13 


Blatchf. 393. : F 

70. U. S. v. Wells, 203 Fed, 146; 
Parker v. Ogdensburgh, etc., R. Co.} 
79 Bed. 8179525) CCA#205;\ Sulzer! v. 
Watson, 39 Fed. 414; Denny vy, 
Brown, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,805; Howe 
Mach. Co. v. Edwards, 12 F. Cas. No. 
6,784, 15 Blatchf. 402; U. S. v. Rath- 
bone, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,121, 2 Paine 
(U. S.) 578. 

71. Swift v. Jones, 145 Fed. 489, 
16~CCA | 2532 

72. Tiernan v. Chicago L. Ins. Co., 
214) Wed. »238,138 CGA 284 

73. Heath v. Griswold, 5 Fed, 573, 
18 Blatchf. 555, 

74. Boatmen’s Bank vy. ir ewer 
Eros. Co., 181 Fed. 804, 104 CCA 314. 

75. See generally Trial [38 Cyc 
1868]. 

as See generally Trial [38:Cye 

77. Kansas City Southern R, Co, 
v. Leslie, 238 U. S. 599, 35 SCt 844, 
59 L. ed. 1478 -[rev 112 Ark. 305, 167% 
SW_ 83, AnnCas1915B 834]; Claasen 
v. Us S.,1420. Sy 140; £2 Sct 169. 35 
L. ed. 966; Glenn vy. Sumner, £32). Wi 
S. 152, 10 SCt 41, 33 L. ed. 361; Hop: 
kins vv) Orns TAA Wi Seb 1 0248 Sct 590, 
31 LL. ed. 5233" Bond. ww. Dustin, 113 
U. S. 604, 5 Sct 296, 28 L. ed. 835; 
Knight v. Illinois Cent. Rae Con 180, 
Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514. But compare 
General Fireproofing Co. v. Wallace, 
175 Fed. 650, 99 CCA 204 [certiorari 
den 217 U. 8. 607, .30 SCt 697, 54 Ti. 
ed. 900] (where in an action in a 
federal court to recover from a 
building certractor for a breach of 
contract by alleged defective work, 
the jury, under, proper instructions 
as to the measure of damages, re- 
turned a special verdict finding the 
amount of damages caused by the 
failure of defendant to perform its 
contract, a general verdict for plain- 
tiff for such amount less the amount 
of a final payment which would 
have been due defendant under the 
contract if properly performed was 
consistent with the special verdict 
and proper, regardless of the tech- 
nical rules of procedure governing 
the local courts.of the state). 

[a] A contrary view as to the 
form of verdict. has been expressed. 
Times Pub.. Co..v. Carlisle, 94 Fed. 
762, 36 CCA 475;.Abbott v. Curtis, 
etce., Mfg. Co., 25 Fed. 402. See also 
Long v. Palmer, 16 Pet. (U. S.) 65, 
10 L. ed. 888; Parks v. Turner, 12 
How. (U. S.) 39, 18 L. ed. 883 -(both 
decided prior to the enactment of 
Rev. St. § 914). 

[b] A refusal to submit a special 
werdict is not error, although re- 
quired by state practice. BGS 
Mutual Acc. Assoc. vy. Barry, 131 U. 
S.,100,.9 SCt 755, 33). ed.’ 60. 

78. Barrett v. Virginian R. ‘Co., 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. ; 


§§ 150-152) 


dict. received on Sunday would be void if such were 
the necessary construction of. the state ‘‘Sunday 
It has been held that federal courts are 
not controlled by state practice: with respect to the 
submission of special interrogatories to a jury,®° the 
interpretation of special verdicts,’! or the control- 
ling effect of findings on special questions over a 
general verdict,®? and that where a motion is made 
in a federal court to set aside a general verdict and 
render judgment for defendant on special findings, 
the matter is to be determined by the common law 


law.’ 79 


and not by the state statute.83 


[§ 151] °24. New Trials.** As a general rule it 
is considered that state statutory provisions with 
respect to new trials are not binding on the fed- 


250:-U. S, 478, 89 SCt 540 [rev 244 
Fed. 397, 157 CCA 23]; Sloss Iron, 
ete., Co. v. South Carolina, etc., 
€o., 85 Fed, 133, 29 CGA 50, , Contra 
Turnbull v. Ross, 141 Fed. 649, 72 
CCA 609. : : 
.[a]. Duty to direct verdict.—Un- 
der the federal practice it is the 
duty of the trial. court to direct a 
yerdict when the evidence is undis- 
puted, or is of ‘such a conclusive 
character that the court would, 
jin the exercise of a sound . judicial 
discretion, ‘be compelled ‘to — set 
aside a verdict réndered in-opposi- 
tion to it. Louisville, ete, R. Co. 
Soo te aay Mae Ee Cased ace Oden OCIA: 
3 i 


Eb] 
the evidence in disposing of ‘a. mo- 
tion to direct a verdict. Shadoan v. 
Cincinnati, etc., R. Co., 220 Fed.: 68, 
135.-CCA: 636. 


wig.c stone v..U. S.,/ 167 Us S.<178, 
PUOSCt 778,442. 1n) ed. 127. 
80. Parsons v. Trowbridge, 226 


Fed. 15, 140 CCA 310; Spokane, etc., 
R. Co. v. Campbell, 217 Fed. 518, 133 
SOAPS 0- [atl 2415 DiS, 497,365 8Ct 
683, 60 L. ed. 125]. 

’* 81. Spokane, ete, R. Co. v. Camp- 
bell, 217 Fed. 518, 133 CCA 370 [aff 
2410. S. 497, 36 SCt 683) 60) L., ed. 
125]. 

~ g2. Detroit v. Grummond, 216 
Fed. 273, 132 CCA 417; McElwee v. 


Metropolitan Lumber Co., 69 Fed. 
302, 16 CCA 232. 
83. Detroit v. Grummond, 216 


Hed. .273, 132.CCA 417. 

84 See generally New Trial [29 
eyc 7.07). 

_ 85. U. S. v. Mayer, 235 U. S. 55, 
spesct 16-59 Li: ed. 1295) Slocum \\v. 
New York L. Ins. Co., 228 U. S. 364, 
33-SCt 523, 57 L. ed. 879; Fishburn v. 
Chicago, ete, R.Co., 1387..U. .S...60, 


“41 SCt 8, 34 L. ed. 585; Indianapolis, 


éete;,; R. Co. v. Horst, 93 U. S, 291, 23 
L..ed.. 898; West Side Irr. Co. v. U. 
S., 264 Fed. 538; McKeon v. Central 
Stamping Co., 264 Fed. 385 [rev 259 
Bead. -9171; Blisse v..U..-S:, » 263, Hed. 
961; Goldfarb v. Keener, 263 Fed. 
857; Chicago L. Ins. Co. v. Tiernan, 
263 Fed. 325; U..S.-v.. Gibson, 188 
Fed.. 396; Latchtimacker v. Jack- 
sonville Towing, etc., Co., 181 Fed. 
276 [Taff 184 Fed. 987, 106 CCA: 665]; 
Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 180 
Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Duke vy. St. 
Louis, ete, R. Co., 172. Fed. 684; 
Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. Heil, 154 Fed. 
626, 83 CCA 400; Francisco v. Chi- 
cago,.etc., R.-.Co., 149. Wed.: 3545.79 
CCA 292, 9 AnnCas 628; Tacoma R., 
ete.,, Co. v. Geiger, 145 Fed. 504, 76 
CCA 252; United: Engineering, etc., 
Co. v. Broadnax, 136 Fed. 351, 69 
CCA 177 [certiorari den 197 U. S. 
624,225 .SCt. 800, 49% Lie ed: “91515 
Southern Pacific Co. v. Maloney, 136 
Fed. 171, 69 CCA 83; Green vy. Fitch- 
burg R. Co., 119 Fed. 872, 56 CCA 
402; Hooven, etc, Co. v. Feather- 
stone, 111 Fed. 81, 49 CCA 229 [rev 
99 Fed. 180]; Manning v. German 
Ins. Co., 107 Fed. 52, 46 CCA 144 
[rev 100 Fed. 581]; Tullis v. Lake 
Erie, etc. R. Co., 105 Fed. 554, 44 
CCA 597; U.S. v. Davis, 103. Fed. 
457 [aff 107 Fed. 753, 46 CCA 619]; 


The trial judge cannot weigh | 
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eral courts.8® 
(S152) 425, 
Nonsuit.°®° 


Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. White, 100 
Fed. 239, 40 CCA 352; Witherow Co. 
v. De Bardeleben Coal, ete., Co., 99 
Fed, 670, 40 CCA 65; Hughey v. Sul- 
livan, 80 Fed. 72; U. S. v. Seufert 
Bros. Co., 78 Fed. 520; Lowry v. Mt. 
Adams, etc., R. Co., 68 Fed. 827; 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Nelson, 50 Fed. 
814, 1 CCA 688 [app dism 149 U. S. 
LOO Mone Ol, HLOSO eS tae lin Reda hons: |: 
Hynes v:. Chicago, ete, R. Co. 23 
Fed. 18; Tice v. Adams ~~ County 
School-Dist, No. 18, 17 Fed. 283, 5 
McCrary 360. 

[a] Remittitur as condition of 
overruling motion.—Where a verdict 
awarding damages for a personal in- 
jury returned in a federal court is 
excessive, the court has power in its 
discretion to require a remittitur of 
a stated sum as a condition to the 
overruling of a motion for a new 
trial. Daigneau v. Grand Trunk R. 
Cos, Los Medi -5 93. 

S86. Wise NoUMayers 235) Uin Srabo, 
SOMO CteLOn pig alu eG, wli2 9. 

[a] “Power to grant new trials, 
in cases.Where there has been a 
trial by jury, for reasons for which 
new trials have usually been grant- 
ed in the courts of law,’ is given to 
federal courts by Jud. Code § 269, re- 
enacted in the act of Febr. 26, 1919 
(40. St. at _L. 1181 c 48). 

[b] A motion for a new trial to- 
gether with a motion for judgment 
non obstante veredicto may be made 
in a federal court in accordance 
with the state practice. Troxell v. 
Delaware, ete., R. Co., 180 Fed. 871 
[rev’ on other grounds 182 Fed. 373, 
105 CCA 593 (certiorari den 219 U. 
S. 584, 31 -SCt 469, 55 L. ed. 346)]; 
Fries-Breslin Co. v. Bergen, 168 Fed. 


360 [aff 176 Fed. 76,°99 CCA 384 
(certiorari den 215 U. S.. 609, 30 
Sct 410, 54 L. ed. 347)]. 

87. Smale v. Mitchell, 143 U. S. 


99 512 SCt/353,) 36 Led, 90s) mquator 
Min., etc., Co. v. Hall, 106 U. S. 86, 


I SCt 128) 27 . ed. 114; Biller. v. 
Shattuck, 12 F. Cas.. No. 6,504, 1 
Flipp. 272. 


88. ._McDonald v. Pless, 238 U. S. 
264, 35 SCt 783, 59 L. ed. 1300 [aff 
206 Fed. 263, 124 CCA 131]. 

89. See generally Dismissal and 
Nonsuit 18 C. J. p 1142, 

90. Watts v. S. M. Hamilton Coal 
Co., 219 Fed. 1003 [rev on other 
erounds 232 Fed. 832, 147 CCA 26]; 
Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 180 
Fed. 868, 103 CCA 514 (right of 
plaintiff to dismiss without prejudice 
before final submission of case to 
jury); Gassman vy. Jarvis, 94 Fed. 
603 [foll Wolcott v. Studebaker, 34 
Fed. 8] (the court should grant to 
plaintiff leave to dismiss his suit, 
even after the court had announced 
that it would direct a verdict for 
defendant, where such motion to 
dismiss was seasonably made at that 
stage according to the state prac- 
tice). 

[a] If dismissal of a petition in 
a state court is not a bar to a new 
petition in such court, it is not a 
bar to a petition in a federal court. 
King v. McLean Asylum, 64 Fed. 
331, 12 CCA 145. 

91. Nussbaum y. Northern Ins. 
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eral courts,®* at least where they relate to the power 
of the court rather than to questions of procedure,®® 
although it has been held otherwise in a statutory 
action of ejectment on the ground that the provi- 
sions of the state statutes concerning new trials in 
that class of actions constitute rules of property.®* 
The local practice with respect to the right of jurors 
to impeach their own verdict does not control fed- 


Dismissal, Discontinuance, and 


The federal courts will ordinarily follow 
the state practice with respect to the dismissal,®° 
or discontinuance *! of actions, and voluntary ®? or 
compulsory °** nonsuits.°4 
held that the dismissal of a case for failure to try 


Nevertheless it has been 


Co., 40 Fed. 337; Wolcott v. Stude- 
baker, 34 Fed. 8. 

92.) Barrett v:. ~Virginian “Ri. Co., 
250 U. S. 473, 39 SCt 540 [rev 244 
Fed. 397, 157 CCA 23]; Alsop v. Mc- 
Combs, 253 Fed: 949, 165 CCA’ .391;3 
Pannill v. Roanoke Times Co., 252 
Fed. 910; Cybur Lumber Co, v. Erk- 
hart, 247% Fed. 284, 159° CCA 378; 
Whitted v. Southwestern Tel., etc., 
Co., 217 Fed. 835; Duffy v. Glucose 
Sugar Refining Co., 141 Fed. 206; 
Chicago, etc. R. Co. v. Metalstaff, 
101 Fed, 769, 41 CCA 669; Wolcott v. 
Studebaker, 34 Fed. 8. 

“The right [to take a voluntary 
nonsuit] is substantial. When and 
how it may be asserted we think are 
questions relating directly to prac- 
tice and mode of proceeding within 
intendment of the Conformity Act.” 
Barrett v. Virginian R. Co., 250 U. 
S. 473, 476, 39 SCt 540, 541, 542 [rev 
A44 SBOE = 3975 15k CCA M23). 

[a] After decision on motion to 
direct verdict.—Under the Virginia 
statute, in the absence of a de- 
murrer to the evidence and joinder 
therein, plaintiff may take a nonsuit 
at any time before submission of 
the case to the jury and their re- 
tirement; and hence it was error for 
a federal court in that state to deny 
an application for leave to take a 
nonsuit made after the court had 
announced that it would direct a 
veraict for defendant, but before 
such verdict had been actually di- 
rected. Barrett v. Virginian R. Co., 
250 U. S. 473, 39 SCt 540 [rev 244 
Fed. 397, 157 CCA 23, disappr Parks 
v. Southern R. Co., 143 Fed. 276, 74 
CCA 414, and necessarily, although 
not exvressly, overr Pannill v. Roa- 
noke Times Co., 252 Fed. 910]. 

98. Coughran v. Bigelow, 164 U. 
S.33.01,.10 St 4117541 leds 442% 
Central Transp. Co. v. Pullman’s Pal- 
ACe. Carrion Loo We Sac 4 alee Oto 475. 
35 L. ed. 55; Dominion Trust Co. v. 
National Surety Co., 221 Fed. 618, 
137 CCA 342, AnnCas1917C 447; 
Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 180 
Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Meyer v. Na- 
tional Biscuit Co., 168 Fed. 906, 94 
COA? (335 53-Chicazo;<.etc) Ro Counvs 
Metalstaff, 101 Fed. 769, 41 CCA 669; 
Patting v. Spring Walley Coal Co., 
93 Fed. 98 [rev on other grounds 98 
Fed. 811, 39 CCA 308]; Gunther v. 
Liverpool, etce., Ins. Co., 34 Fed. 501 
[aff 134 U. S. 110, 10 SCt 448, 33 L. 
ed. 857]. Contra Miller v. Baltimore, 
etce Ri gConni eb Cass JNO, 29,50 0rmnh 
CincLBul 276 (decided prior to the 
decisions of the supreme court 
above cited) 

94. Pannill v. Roanoke Times Co., 
252 Ked. 910; Cybur Lumber Co. v. 
Ferkhart, 247 Fed. 284, 159 CCA 3878; 
Whitted v. Southwestern Tel., etc., 
Co., 217 Fed. 835; Shank vy. Great 
Shoshone, etc. Water Power Co., 
205 Fed. 833, 124 CCA 385; Denver 
v. Bank, 200 Ned. 28, 118 CCA 256; 
Southern Pacific Co. v. Kelley, 187 
Fed. 937, 109 CCA 659; Russo-Chi- 
nese Bank v. National Bank of 
Commerce, 187 Fed. 80, 109 CCA 398; 
Connecticut F. Ins. Co. v. Manning, 
177 Fed. 893, 101 CCA 107; Meyer 
v. National Biscuit Co., 168 Fed. 906, 
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the case when reached cannot be controlled by a rule 
of the state courts allowing a case to be dismissed 
if later issues have been tried,95 and that where a 
motion has been made at the close of plaintiff’s 
testimony, for the direction of a verdict for defend- 
ant, it is then too late for plaintiff to take a 
voluntary nonsuit, although such practice may be 
authorized in the state court. 

[§ 153] 26. Abatement and Revival. 7 The 
abatement or survival of a cause of action arising 
under the common law or under a state statute is 
governed by the lex loci;°* and the Practice Con- 
formity Act governs with respect to the proceedings 
to be had on the death of a party.®® So it has been 
keld that plaintiff’s right of revivor of an action 
on the death of defendant is governed by the law 
of the state where the action is brought. 

Cause of action under federal statute. The ques- 
tion of survival of a cause of action which arises 
solely under the laws of the United States is to be 
determined according to the common law, without 
revard to the law of the state in: which the court is 
sitting.” 

With respect to revivor of an action against the 
receiver cf a dissolved corporation, while the local 
practice would probably be followed in ordinary 
cases,? it will not be followed -where the action is 
based on an act of congress, but such action must be 
governed by the federal statutes, and as they do not 
allow revivor against a receiver, none can be had.* 

In equity cases a state statute as to nonabatement 
of an administrator’s action is not applicable.® 

[§ 154] 27. Judgment.® It las been considered 
proper for the federal courts to follow state statutes 
94 CCA 335; Drummond v. Louis- 
ville, ete., R. Co., 109 Fed. 5381; Chi- 
Cazo, etc’, RR. Co, Vv: Metalstaff, 101 
Ted. 769, 41 CCA 669. 

[a] State practice must exist.— 


A compulsory nonsuit is not allowed 1. 
in the courts of the United States 2. 


parties.” 


Spaeth v. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


to in the courts of the United States 
for the purpose of keeping the suit 
alive and bringing 
In re Schreiber, 110 U. S. 
76, 3 SCt 4238, 28-L. ed. 6D. 184 
Sells, 176 Fed. 797. | 763] 
Michigan, etc., 


[§§ 152-154 


with respect to rendering judgments against less 
than all of several joint defendants where some are 
not found liable,’ permitting a defendant to suffer 
a default and have a hearing in damages to ‘the 
court,’ assessing the damages on default,® in an 
action of replevin,!® judgment on overruling a de- 
murrer,!! the judgment to bo entered on a decision 
of a plea in abatement in favor of defendant,!? the 


mode of entering and recording judgments,'® notice 


of entry of judyment,!* the allowance of interest 
on judgments,!® requiring the clerk to add interest 
to a judgment,!® the presumption of payment of a 
judgment arising from failure to issue execution 
thereon for a designated period,!7 or, perhaps, de- 
claring what form of judgments shall be regarded as 
judgments on the merits,?§ the effect of a judgment 
in merging the original cause of action,!® or the 
coneclusiveness of a judgment confirming and homo- 
logating a judicial sale.?° 

Federal courts have been held not bound by state 
statutes requiring a decision in writing upon every is- 
sue,?1 requiring judgments to state findings of fact 
and conclusions of law separately,2? or requiring 
judgments to be recorded in order to become liens 
upon real estate.22 The federal supreme court in 
an original action therein upon a judgment of a 
state court is not precluded from inquiring, in de- 
termining its jurisdiction, whether the cause of ac- 
tion upon which the judgment was rendered was 
such that it would have had original jurisdiction 
thereof.?# 

Lien of judgments. Judgments recovered in fed- 
eral courts are liens in all cases where they are such 
by the laws of the state,?> and in the same manner, 
Truskett, 186 U. S. 480, 22 SCt 943. 
46 L, ed. 1259 [aff 104° Fed. 728, 44 
CCA 179]; Missouri, ‘ete.,.. Rin Conv. 


Elliott, 102 Fed. 96, 42 CCA 188 [aff 
U. S. 695, 22 SCt 937, 46 L. ed. 


R. Co. v. Vree- [a] 


in the proper 


except where a statute of the state 
authorizes it, the practice of direct- 
ing a verdict for defendant when the 
evidence is clearly insufficient to 
support a verdict for plaintiff hav- 
ing taken its place. Denver v. Home 
Sav. Bank, 200 Fed. 28, 118 CCA 256. 

b] Where there is no state prac- 
tice as to granting a nonsuit, fed- 
eral courts fre poverned by the ren- 
eral Jaw. Pannill v. Roanoke Times 
Co., 252 Fed. 910. 

95. Watts v. S. M. Hamilton Coal 
Co., 219 Fed. 1003 [rev on other 
grounds 232 Fed. 832, 147 CCA 26]. 

96. Cogdill v. Whitiny Mfg. Co., 
212 Fed. 658, 129 CCA 194, 

97. See renerally Abatement and 
Revival 1 C. J. p 15. 

98. Baltimore. ‘etc, Ro Coliva Joy, 
1973 Ui. Sin226,, 19 (SCt i387) 43 eli ved: 
677; Gerling v. Ba Itimore, ete, R. 
Co., 151 U. S. 673, 14 SCt 533, 38 L. 
ed. 311; Van Choate v. General Elec- 
tric Co., 245 Fed. 120. 

99. . Pittcburs, etc., R. Co. v. Fiske, 
178 Fed. 66, 101 CCA 569; Miller v. 
Wattier, 165 Fed. 359; Wall v. Ches- 
areake. etc, R. Co., 95 Fed. 398, 37 
CCA 129; Byrne v. Kansas City, etc., 
R. Co., 55 Fed. 44. [mod on other 
rrounds 61 Fed. 605, 9 CCA 666, 24 
LRA 693]; McArthur v. Williamson, 
45 Fed. 154; Fitznatrick v. Domingo, 
14 Fed. 216, 4 Woods 163; Barker v. 
Tadd, 2 F. Cas, No. 999, 3 Sawy. 44; 
Ferguson v. Lambert, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4.739; Hatfield v. Bushnell, 11 F. 
Cas. No. 6.211, 22 Vt. 659,.1° Blatchf, 
393; Matter of Peonrle’s Surety Co., 
82 Misc. 518, 144 NYS 181. 

“If the cause of action survives, 
the practice, pleadines, and forms 
and modes of proceeding in the 
courts of the State may be resorted 


Tand227, U.S; 59; "33 7SCt 192) b 7 ala. 
ed, 417; Ex p. Schreiber, 110 U. S: 
76, 3 SCt 423, “28°.” ed. 65; Van 
Choate vy. General Electric Co., 245 
Fed. 120; Imperial Film Exch. v. 
General Film Co., 244 Fed. 985; 
Walsh v. New York, etc., R. Co., 173 
Fed. 494. 

3. Matter of People’s Surety Co., 
82 Misc. 518, 144 NYS 131. 

[a] Dissolution of a corporation 
is equivalent to the death of a nat- 
ural person, in respect of revivabil- 
ity, for instance, by a receiver sub- 
sequently appointed, of a cause of 
action. Imp»rerial Film Exch, v. Gen- 
eral Film Co., 244 Fed. 985, 

4 Matter of Peonle’s Surety Co., 
82 Misc. 518, 144 NYS 131. 

5. Carter v. Treadwell, 5 I. Cas. 


NGOS 2,480, 3 “Story i 25: 

6. See generally Judgments [23 
Cyc 623]. 

7, Morgan v. Ergers, 127 U. S. 
63508 '‘SCt “1041, 32 L. ed. 56; Knight 
v. Illinois Cent.,R. Co., 180 Fed. 368, 


103 CCA ‘514; 
Fed, 119. 

8. Johnson v. Bridgenort Deoxi- 
dized Bronze, etc., Co., 125 Fed. 631. 

9. Loewe v. Union Sav. Bank, 226 
Fed. 294. 

10.. Midland Contracting Co. v. 
Toledo Fdy., etc., Co., 154 Fed. 797, 
83 CCA 489. 

11. Boultbee Vv. International 
Paper Co., 229 Fed. 951, 144 CCA 233. 

12. Philadelnhia, ete., Coal, etc., 
Co. v. Kever, 260 Fed. 534, 

13. Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; 
son v. Bernards Tp... 35 Fed. 400. 

14. Nelson v. McMillan, 176 Iowa 
561, 156 NW. 327. 

15. . Missouri, 


Witters v. Sowles, 34 


Cte hy a COmmaNe 


—— 


the circuit court is to give to suit- 
ors, whose decrees for the payment 
of money are; affirmed, interest 
thereon from the date of their entry 
until paid, if by the state law in- 
terest might have been allowed in 
the state courts in a similar case, 
and at the rate provided by the state 
law, but it was not the intention to 
adopt state rules of practice in ref- 
erence to the necessity of an express 
provision in the judement or de- 


cree appealed from for the allow-. 


ance of such interest. Hagerman v. 
Moran, 75 Fed. 97, 21 CCA 244. 

16. Robostelli v. New York, etc., 
R. Co., 34 Fed. 719 (holding, how- 
ever, that it was competent for 
plaintiff to waive the benefit of the 
statute and enter a remittitur of the 
interest). 

17. General Blectric Co. v. Hurd, 
171 Fed. 984 (a state statute estab- 
lishing such presumption must be 
revarded as a rule of pronerty). 


18. U. S. v. Parker. 120 U. S. 89, 
7 SCt 454, 30 L. ed. 601. 
19. Packer v. Whittier, 81 Fed. 


335 [rev on other grounds 91 Fed, 
511, 33. CCA 6587. 
20. Jeter v. Hewett, 
S.) 352, 16 L. ed. 345. 
21. Martindale v. Waas, 11 Fed. 
551. 3 McCrary f?7. 
U. S. v. .‘Tinsley, 68 Fed. 432 


23. U. Ss. v. Humphreys, 26 F. 
Cas. No. 15,422, 3 Hughes 201. 

24. State v. "Pelican ins; 5€O5. iad 
U. S.. 265, 8 SCt 1370, 82 L. ed. 239: 

25. Act Auge. 1, 1888 (25 St. at L. 
357 ec 729)% Cooke v. Avery, 147 U. 
S. (375,13. SCt 340; 37. Le ed. /209; 
Baker v. Morton, - 12 Wali - (U. Ss.) 
150, 20 L. ed. 262; Ward v. Cham- 


| 22. 
15 CCA 507: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


The purpose of rule thirty of . 


22 How. (U. 


§ 134] 


to the same extent, and under the same conditions 
as if they had been rendered by the state courts.2¢ 
Accordingly provisions of the state law have been 
followed as to suspension of a judgment lien during 
appeal,??7 and as to the time after rendition of 
judgment within which a sale of real estate attached 
on mesne process must be completed in order to 
preserve the lien.?® 
Judgments non obstante veredicto.2® While there 
have been decisions to the effect that state statutes 
should be followed with respect to motions for judg- 
ment non obstante veredicto,®° it is now settled that 
such a judgment cannot be directed or entered in a 
federal court, regardless of what the state law may 
- be,*? unless, perhaps, under some peculiar state stat- 
ute a favorable ruling for either party for direction 
of a verdict in his favor, if not sustained on appeal, 
would carry an implied consent to a final judgment 
the other way,°? or where the motion is on the theory 
that such judgment is required by the pleadings.** 
Opening, vacating, or amending judgments. The 
discretionary power of a federal court over its or- 
ders and judgments is not affected by the Conform- 
ity Act,’* although it has been held proper to follow 
the state practice with respect to setting aside a 
judgment on the ground of fraud, mistake, inad- 
vertence, surprise, excusable neglect, unavoidable 
casualty, or misfortune preventing the party from 
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appearing or defending.*5 It has been asserted that 
the federal courts should contorm to state practice 
with respect to the opening of default judgments or 
decrees,?* but later cases have held that the state 
practice need not be conformed to in this respect.*7 
A federal court is not authorized to entertain a 
motion to set aside a judgment after the term at 
which it was rendered by reason of the fact that 
under the state law such a motion may be made in 
the state courts after the term.*§ 

[§ 155] 28. Execution and Other Proceedings 
after Judgment.*® While the Conformity Act is suf- 
ficiently comprehensive to embrace proceedings after 
judgment,*° it does not extend to such proceedings,‘ 
for the reason that they are governed by the pro- 
vision of another section of the Revised Statutes 
that ‘‘the party recovering a judgment in any com- 
mon law cause’’ in any federal court ‘‘shall be en- 
titled to similar remedies upon the same, by execu- 
tion or otherwise, to reach the property of the judg- 
ment debtor as are now provided in like causes by 
the laws of the state in which such court is held 
or by any such laws hereafter enacted which may 
be adopted by general rules of such’’ federal court.4? 
Pursuant to this provision, the federal courts have 
applied the state law with respect to the remedy 
for the collection of claims by judgment creditors 
of a municipal corporation,** the issuance of an ex- 


Fed. 1019. 


berlain, 2 Black (U. S.) 430, 17 L. 
ed. 319; Clements v. Berry, 11 How. 
(U. S.) 398, 13 L. ed. 745; Massin- 
gill v. Downs, 7 How. (U. S.) 760, 
12 L. ed. 903; U. S. v.. Morrison, 4 
Pet. (U. S.) 124, 7 L. ed. 804; Dart- 
mouth Sav. Bank v. Bates, 44 Fed. 
546; U. S. v. Sturgis, 14 Fed. 810; 
Pence v. Cochran, 6 Fed. 269; Pre- 
vost v. Gorrell, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,400; 
Koning v. Bayard, 14 F. Cas. No. 
7,924, 2 Paine 251; Shrew v. Jones, 
22 F. Cas. No. 12,818, 2 McLean 78; 
Thompson v. Phillips, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,974, Baldw.. 246; U. S. v. Hum- 
phreys, 26 F. Cas. No, 15,422, 3 
Hughes 201; Simpson v. Niles, 1 Ind. 
196; Chouteau v. Nuckolls, 20 Mo. 
442; Morris’ HEst., 6 Phila. (Pa.) 134. 

26. Act Aug. 1, 1888 (25 St. at L. 
857 e@ 729); Cooke v. Avery, 147 U. 
S. 375, 13 SCt 340, 37 L, ed. 209; Ex 
p. Crawford, 154 Fed. 769, 883 CCA 
474; Dartmouth Say. Bank v. Bates, 
44 Fed. 546. 

[a] The construction of a state 
statute regulating liens as declared 
by the highest court of the state 
will be followed in the federal 
courts. U.S. v. Morrison, 4 Pet. (U. 
S.) 124, 7 L. ed. 804; Pence v. Coch- 
ran, 6 Fed. 269. 

27. U. S. v. Sturgis, 14 Fed, 810. 

28. Sowles v. Witters, 55 Fed. 
159 [app dism 154 U. S. 517, 14 SCt 
TT5SI0S8, sed. A075). 

29. See generally Judgments [23 
Cyc 778]. See also infra § 338. 

30. Cornette v. Baltimore, 
Re Cone 1969 Hedie- 69,115) CCA 61; 
Smith v. Jones, 181 Fed. 819, 104 
CCA 329; Troxell v. Delaware, etc., 
R. Co., 180 Fed. 871 [rev on other 
grounds 183 Fed. 373, 105 CCA 593 
(certiorari den 219 U. S. 584, 31 SCt 
469, 55 L. ed. 346)]; Fries-Breslin Co. 
v. Bergen, 176 Fed. 76, 99 CCA 384 
faff 168 Fed. 360, and certiorari den 
215 U. S. 609, 30 SCt 410, 54 L. ed. 
347]; Keiper v. Equitable L. Assur. 
Soc., 159 Fed. 206 [rev on other 
grounds 165 Fed. 595, 91 CCA 433 
(certiorari den 215 U. S. 606, 30 SCt 
406, 54 L. ed. 346)]. 

31. Myers v. Pittsburgh Coal Co., 
223. .S:4184,-84 SCt 659," 58". ed: 
906; Young v. New Jersey Cent. R. 
Co., 232 U. S. 602, 34 SCt 451, 58 L. 
ed. 750; Pedersen v. Delaware, etc., 
R: Co., 229° U. S. 146, 83. SCt 648, 57 
Ei; ed, 1125; Union Pac: -R. Co. v. U. 
S.,-219 Fed. 427, 184 CCA 325; Pa- 


etc., 


cific Mills v. Farish, 2138 Fed. 448, 
130 CCA 95. 

[a] The leading’ case.—Slocum v. 
New York L. Ins. Co., 228 U. S. 364, 
383 SCt 523, 57 L. ed. 879. 

{[b] The reason for the rule is 
that such a judgment would violate 
the constitutional right of trial by 
jury in the courts of the United 
States. Slocum v, New York L. Ins. 
Co., 228 U. S. 364, 33 SCt 523, 57 L. 
ed. 879. 

32. Pacific Mills v. Farish,- 213 
Fed. 448, 130 CCA 95. 

33. Slocum v. New York L. Ins. 
Co:, 228 U. S. 364, 33° SCt 523, 57 L. 
ed. 879. 

34. Bronson v. Schulten, 104 U. S. 
410, 26 L. ed, 997; Southern Pacific 
Co. v. Kelley, 187 Fed. 937, 109 CCA 
659; Mutual Bldg. Fund Soc., etc., 
Bank v. Bossieux, 17 F, Cas. No. 
ee 1 Hughes 386. And see supra 


[a] Where the question is 
whether equitable relief will be 
granted against a default judgment, 
the decisions of state courts are 
not binding. Interurban Gen. Con- 
tracting Co. v. U. S., 229 Fed. 588. 

35. Loewe v. Union Sav. Bank, 
222 Fed. 342; Tryon v. Pennsylvania 
R. Co., 213 Fed. 49; Virginia, etc., 
Steel, etc., Co. v. Harris, 151 Fed. 
428, 80 CCA 658; Travelers’ Pro- 
tective Assoc. v. Gilbert, 111 Fed. 
269, 49 CCA 809, 55 LRA 538. 

[a] A state rule as to diligence 
in, applying for vacation of a judg- 
ment is not absolutely controlling 
in a federal court. West Side Irr. 
Co. v. U. S., 264 Fed. 538. 

36. Brown. v. Philadelphia, etce., R. 
Co.. 9 Fed, 183; Republic Ins. Co. v. 


Williams, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,707, 3 
Biss. 370. 
37. Tryon v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 


213 Fed. 49; Austin v. Riley, 55 Fed. 


833. 

es) U. Si vi Mayer, 235 U.S. 55, 
SHOSCtE1LG6} 459 Led. 12950 UT8S. sve 
One Trunk Containing Fourteen 
Pieces of Embroidery, 155 Fed. 651; 
King v. Davis, 137 Fed. 198 [aff 157 
Fed. 676, 85 CCA 348]; U. S. v. Wal- 


lace, 46 Fed. 569]; and cases supra 
a ey 
> 30, See generally Executions 23 


(OATS 281. 
40. Maiesten v. Keeler, 123 U. S. 


aT ee SeSCty 19%, ol. ed.) 2085, b etri~ 
fied Bone Min. Co. v...Rogers, 159 


41. In re Chateaugay Ore, etc., 
Co., 128 U. S. 544, 9 SCt 150,32 L: 
ed, 508; Lamaster v. Keeler, 123 U. 
Si3765) 8) 2SCt +197) > 31> Li. teddy 2385 
Friedly v. Giddings, 119 Fed. 438 
as 128 Fed. 355, 68 CCA 85, 65 LRA 

42, Rev. St: $= 9163) |) Cooke Wiv: 
Avery, 147 U. S. 375, 13 SCt 340, 37 
L. ed. 209; In re Chateaugay Ore, 
ete;,Cor 128 UstS. "5447 InSCtam5 oy 
32 L. ed. 508; Lamaster v, Keeler, 
123 Ue Se 376,18 SCty 197 Stein edt 
238; Homer v. Brown, 16 How. (U. 
S.) 354, 14 L. ed. 970; McCracken v. 
Hayward, 2 How. (U. S.) 608, 11 L. 
ed. 397; Duncan v. Darst, 1 How. (U. 
S.) 301, 11 L. ed. 139; U. S. v. Knight, 
14 Pet. (U. S.) 301, 10 L. ed. 465; 
Ross ‘v.. Duval,»13 Pet. .(U.. S)))) 45; 
10 L. ed. 51; Beers v. Haughton, 9 
Pet. (U. S.) 329, 9 L. ed. 145; Boyle 
v. Zacharie, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 648, 8 L. 
ed. 532; U. S. Bank v. Halstead, 10 
Wiheatet (Uses; ) CbLeIG6 areal *o 
Wayman v. Southard, 10 Wheat. (U. 
Ss 1aaGyi lar “ed: 25350 1Colling County: 
Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 155 Fed. 389, 
83 CCA 661; Clark v. Allen, 117 Fed. 
699; Stroheim v. Deimel, 73 Fed. 
430 [rev on other grounds 77 Fed. 
802, 23 CCA 467]; U. S. v. Arnold, 
69 ‘Fed. 987,-16 CCA 575; McGriff v. 
Baldwin, 23 Fed. 222; U. S. v. Train, 
12 Fed. 852; Georgia v. Atlantic, 
ete! RY Co., LOR Casit Nos b;8b15n3 
Woods 434; Merchants Bank vy. 
Evans, 51 Mo. 335. 

[a] Execution against pension.— 
On an application by a judgment 
creditor of a bankrupt for leave to 
procure an execution against a pen- 
sion, the bankruptcy court is bound 
to consider the state law claimed 


to authorize such execution. In re 
Hoag, 227 Fed. 480. 
[b] State laws enacted subse~ 


quent to the act, and providing for 
remedies on judgments, cannot be 
followed in a federal court until 
they have been adopted by a general 
rule of that court. Lamaster v. 
Keeler, 123 U. S. 376, 8 SCt 197, 31 
L, ed. 288 [dist Citizens’ Bank v. 
Farwell, 56 Fed. 570, 6 CCA 24]; 
General Flectric Co. v. Hurd, 171 
Fed. 984; Meyer v. Consolidated Ice 
Co., 168 Fed. 400; Clark v. Allen, 117 
Fed. 699. 

43. President v. Elizabeth, 40 Fed: 
799;-Moran v. Elizabeth, 9 Fed, 72. 
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ecution against a garnishee,‘ the place of selling 
property under execution,*® and proceedings supple- 
But the provision for con- 
formity does not extend to remedies against the 
person of the debtor,*? or to judgments in criminal 
cases,‘S and as the provision is limited by the phrase 
‘in like causes,’’ to remedies provided in actions 
at law wherein judgments were recovered, it dves 
not embrace remedies in equity by indenendent suits 
which may have been given by the statutes of a 
It has also been held that the federal 
courts need not follow the method prescribed by the 
state statutes in serving a writ of scire facias to 
revive a judgment against a nonresident defendant, 
if it deems such method insufficient,®° that a federal 
court which has jurisdiction to render a judgment 
has power to enforce it by appropriate process, not- 
withstanding a statute providing a different remedy 
in a state court,>5! and that in enforcing the rights 
of an occupying claimant after judgment in eject- 
ment, the federal court need not follow the statutes 


mentary to execution.*® 


state.49 


144, Atiahtic, ete, Rs Co: iv. Hop- 
kins, 94 U. S. 11, 94 L. ed, 48. 

45. Jones v. Rogers, 85 Miss. 802, 
388 S 742 (under the act of congress 
of May 19, 1828 [4 St. at L, 281 ¢ 68 
§ 3], providing that an execution on 
a, judgment of a federal court and 
proceedings thereon shall be the same 
in each state as is now used in 
courts of such state; act of con- 
gress of Febr. 16, 1839 [5 St. at L. 
817 c 27 § 4], providing that the 
marshal may, at the written request 
of defendant, change the sale of 
property to the place where the fed- 
eral court for the district is held; 
and Miss. Act June 22, 1822 [Howell 
& H. Dig. p 633) §:17; providing that 
sales of land shall be at the court- 
house of the county; an execution 
sale by a marshal, on. a judgment 
of a federal court, outside the 
county in which the land was sit- 
uated, was void, unless it was at the 
place of ‘holding the federal court of 
the district, and the return showed 
that it was on the “written request” 
of defendant). 


46. Ex p. Boyd, 105 U. S. 647, 26 
L. ed. 1200; Young v. Aronson, 27 
Fed. 241. Contra Byrd v. Badger, 4 


F. Cas. No. 2,226, McAll. 443. 

{a]- The federal constitution is 
not violated by Rev. St. § 916, be- 
cause it authorizes as a matter of 
procedure a resort to supplementary 


proceedings. Ex p. Boyd, 105 U. S. 
64%, 26 L. ed. 1200. 
[b] Appointment of receiver. —A 


federal court is not bound to appoint 
as receiver the same person who was 
previously appointed in a _ similar 
prior proceeding in a _ state court. 
Young v. Aronson, 27 Fed. 241. 

47. McNutt v. Bland, 2 How. (U. 

S.) 9, 11 L. ed. 159; Friedly v. Gid- 
dings, 119 Fed. 4388 [aff 128 Fed. 355, 
63 CCA 85, 65 LRA 327], But com- 
pare U. S. v. Moller, 26 F. Cas. No. 
15,793, 10 Ben. 189 (holding that a 
debtor’s liability to arrest on execu- 
tion under a judgment for the value 
of goods illegally imported depends 
on the local law). 

[al State laws limiting the right 
to process against the person can- 
not affect the power of federal 
courts to issue the writ of canias 
ad satisfaciendum to enforce their 
judgments. U.S. v. Arnold, 69 Fed. 
987, 16 CCA 575. 

{b] Where imprisonment for debt 
has been abolished in a state a de- 
cree cannot be enforced in that state 
by the federal court by execution 
against the person. The Blanche 
Page, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,524, 16 Blatchf. 
1. And see U. S. Rev. St. § 990. 

{c] Imprisonment for conceal- 
ment of property.—The remedy given 
to a judgment creditor by Pa. Act 
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Duly, 291842 SEP ws wp S39); by) Ene 
arrest and imprisonment of defend- 
ant on a showing of fraudulent re- 
moval or concealment of his prop- 
erty, is one “to reach the property 
of a judgment debtor” within the 
meaning of Rev. St. § 916 [Comp. 
St. (1901) p 684], and under such 
section is available in the federal 
courts. Ex p. Crawford, 154 Fed. 
769, 83 CCA 474; Johnson v. Craw- 
ford, 154 Fed. 761. 

[d] Statutes of 1839 and 1841.— 
It was the design of congress, in the 
acts” of 1839 and 1841) (5) St. at -L: 
341, 410, embodied in Rev. St. § 990) 
that the federal courts should con- 
form to the laws of the respective 
states as regards imprisonment of 
private debtors, thus allowing the 
individuals to have their rights 
settled on like principles in both 
state and federal courts, but by a 
tribunal supposed to be more im- 
partial when the action is between 
a citizen and a nonresident or for- 
eigner, and is brought in a court of 
the United States. Bradley v. Cur- 
PeT, oe. CASsNO: dete 

4s. Clark v. Allen, 114 Fed, 374 
[aff 126 Fed. 738, 62 CCA 58]. 

49. Hudson v. Wood, 119 Fed. 764. 

50. Collin County Nat. Bank v. 
Hughes, ,155:,Fed. .889, 183 CCA 661 
[den reh 152 Fed. 414, 81 CCA 556]. 

51. Tucker v. Hubbert, 196 Fed. 
849, 217 CCA +365. 

“The process by which the courts 
of the United States execute their 
judgments is not controlled by state 
law.” Kaill v. St. Landry Bd. of 
Cte aan 194) Bed. 73,76, (114 “CGA: 
US 

5@. Leighton v. Young, 52 
439, 3 CCA 176, 18 LRA 266, 

53. U._S.. Rev. St. § 988; Petri- 
fied Bone Min. Co. v. Rogers, 159 Fed. 


1019. 
[a] Construction of  statute.— 
988 gives such right of 


Rev. St. 
in a. federal court only when 


Fed. 


stay 
defendant has property upon which 
the judgment, if in a state court, 
would be a lien, and who by reason 
of such lien would be entitled under 
the state law to a stay of such judg- 
ment. Under Pa, Act June 16, 1836 
(P. L. p 762), which makes judg- 
ments liens on real estate, but not 
on personal property, and gives a 
right of stay to a defendant own- 
ing sufficient real estate -without 
other security, and also a right of 
stay to other defendants on their 
giving bail, a judgment defendant in 
a federal court who has no real es- 
tate cannot obtain a stay by virtue 
of said § 988 by giving bail. The 
Island Queen, 152 Fed. 470. 

54, Gwin v. Breedlove, 11 How. 
(U..2:S.) | 29) dis Ly -edy 6%, Cholding, 
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but may conform to its ordinary procedure.®? 

In respect to a stay of execution the judgment de- 
fendant in a federal court has the same right as a 
judgment defendant ina state court, except that the 
stay is limited to one term.°? 

Summary remedy against marshal for moneys “col- 
lected. <A state statute authorizing a remedy by 
motion against a sheriff for failing to pay over 
collected in execution, to the party on de- 
mand, or inté court at the return day, may be ap- 
' plied in a federal court against a marshal.54 


Appeal ‘and Error.®> Since con- 


| gress has established a complete system for the re- 
| view of judgments and decrees of the federal 
- courts,°® and since the Conformity Act, by its ex- 

press terms refers only to proceedings in the dis- 
' trict, and former circuit, courts,®°” the requirement 
' of conformity does not apply to appeals from, or 
_ writs of error to, the federal courts.>® 

it is not necessary to follow state practice with re-. 
| spect to the proceedings adopted to secure a review 


Accordingly 


however, that the imposition of a 
penalty authorized by the state stat- 
ute in such proceeding could not be 
enforced in the federal court). 

55. See generally Appeal and Er- 
roves’ Cid asp 2256s 

56. Logan v. Goodwin, 

490, 48 CCA 658. 
: [a] The manner or time. of tak- 
ing proceedings is regulated exclu: 
Sively by act of congress, or if there 
be none such, then the rules and 
practice of federal courts or the 
methods derived from the common 
law or from ancient English = stat- 
utes obtain. In re Chateaugay Ore, 
ete... Co.,5428: UL. S: 544, SOSCH 150; 
32 L. ed. 508. 

57. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997 [mod 244 
Fed. 121, 156 CCA 549]. 

58. Camp v. ‘Gress, 250 U.+S; 
399 -SCtEC47385e635 D: 
Fed. 121, 


104 Fed. , 


308, 
ed. 997 [aff 244 
156 CCA 549]; St. Clair v. 
WieS) 154) US... 184, 14 SCt002 535 
L. ed. 936; Luxton v. North River 
Bridge Co., 147 U. S. 337, 13 SCt 356, 
37 L. ed. 194; In re Chateaugay Ore, 
ete., Co., 128 U. S. 544, 9 SCt_150, 32 
L. ed. 508; Boogher v. New fork L. 
Ins. Co., 103 U. S. 90,26) Te ed... 3103 
Indianapolis, ete., R.’ Co. Vi. Hors? 
93 Us S. 291, 23 dh ed. 2898-3 0.cS) ve 
King, 7 How. (U. S.) 838, 12 L, ed. 
934; Goldfarb v. Keener, 263 | Fed. 
357; Chicago L. Ins. Co. v. Tiernan, 
263 Fed. 225; Bristol Gas, ete., Co. 
v. Boy, 261 Fed. 293 (Sie Forbes, 
259. Hed. 585; Buessel v. Se 258 
Fed, 811, 170 CCA 105; Garland: v. 
Quinn, 242 Bed. 267, 155 CCA 107; 
Chicago Great Western R: Co. v. Le 
Valley, 233 Fed. 384, 147 CCA 320 
[den reh 227 Fed. 1016, 141 CCA 
664]; Hallenbeck-Hungerford Realty 
Corp.) Vv. Johne I. Devlin Co., 228 Fed: 
661, 143 CCA 183; U. S. v. Illinois 
Surety Co., 226 Fed. 653, 141 CCA 
409 [aff 244 WU. Sia876473 Co SCtr-eue 
61 L. ed. 1206]; Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Aldridge, 219 Fed. 836, 135 
CCA 506; McBride v. Neal, 214 Fed. 
966, 1381 CCA 262; Eastern Oii Co. 
v. Holcomb, 212 Fed. 126, 128 CCA 
‘642; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co, v. 
Thompson, 211 Fed. 889; 128 CGA 
267; Vietor-American Fuel Co. v. 
Pececarich, 209 Fed. 568, 126 CCA 
390; Farmer v. Atlantic Coast Line 
R. Co., 205. Fed. 319; Boatmen’s 
Bank v. Trower Bros. Co., 181 Fed. 
804, 104 CCA 314; Knight v. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co., 180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 
514; Detroit United R. Co. v. Nichols, 
165 Fed. 289; 91) (CGA. 12573. Laurel 
Oil, ete. Co. v. Galbreath Oil, etce., 
Co., 165 Fed. 162, 91 CCA 196; Hran- 
cisco v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 149 
Fed. 354, 79 CCA 292, 9 AnnCas 628; 
Hooven, etc., Co. v. Featherstone, 111 
Fed. 81, 49 CCA 229 [rev 99 Fed. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, Same title, page and note number, _ 
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of the ruling of a trial court,®® the time of taking 
exceptions,°® the time and manner of perfecting, 

settling, and signing bills of exceptions,® the neces. 
sity of a motion for a new trial, as 'a prerequisite 
to a review of the rulings of the trial court,®? the 
finality of a judgment or decree for the purpose of 
review by appeal or writ of error,®? the propriety of 
appeal or writ of error as a mode of obtaining a 
review,** the form of appellate process,® the effect 
of an appeal or writ of error on the operation of the 
judgment of the trial court,°° the time for taking 
an appeal or suing out a writ of error,®? the time 
for obtaining a supersedeas,®® the record on appeal,®° 
the practice or mode of proceeding in the appellate 
courts,’° the scope of review,’ or the procedure 
after reversal and remand of a cause.72 But when a 
ease comes to the supreme court from the highest 
court of a state or territory, and by statute or settled 
practice im such state or territory the opinion of 
the court is a part of the record, the supreme ‘court 
is authorized to examine such opinion for the pur- 


180);- 


es, Manning v. German Ins. Co., 


‘Fed.- 52, 46 CCA 144 [rev 100 
Fed, 581]; Logan v. Goodwin, 104 
Fed. 490, 43 ‘CCA 658; Logan Vv. 
Goodwin, 101 Fed. 654, 41 CCA 573; 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. White, 100 
Fed. 239, 40 CCA 352; Witherow Co. 
v. De Bardeleben Coal, etc., Co., 99 
Fed, 670, 40 CCA 65; U. S. v. Indian 
Grave Drainage Dist., 85 Fed. 928, 29 
CCA 578; Prichard v. Budd, 76 Fed. 
CLO aeco CAL +045 Kentucky, lsc, ete:, 
Ins. Co. v. Hamilton, 63 Fed, 93, 11 
CCA 42; New York, etc. R. Co. v. 
Hyde, 56 Fed. 188, 5 CCA 461; Rich- 
mond, etc., R. Co. v. McGee, 50 Fed. 
906, 2 CCA 81; McClellan v. Pyeatt, 
50 Fed. 686, 1 CCA 6138; U.S. v. Train, 
12 Fed. 852; Whalen v. Sheridan, 10 
Fed. 661, 18 Blatchf. 324, 5 Fed.- 436, 
18 Blatchf. 308; U. S. v. McElroy, 2 
Mont. 237. 

-‘No portion -of the proceedings 
touching the removal of causes in 
the federal courts on error or ap- 
peal, from the noting the exceptions 
to.the close, is governed by the 
local rules.” New York, etc., R. Co. 
56 Fed. 188, 189, 5 CCA 


Tal “Such proceedings are gov- 
erned entirely by the acts of Con- 
gress, the common law, and the any 
ecient English statutes.” Camp 
Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 318, 39 sce. 478, 
63 L. ed. 997. 

59. Hudson v. Parker, 156 U. S. 
Zino SCL (450). 30m edued ads s St. 
Clair v. U. S., LbAMOR TS Ls4 ol 40SCt 
1002, 38 L. ed. 936; In re Chateaugay 
Ore, etc., Co., 128 U.S. 544, 9 SCt.150, 

’L. ed. 508; Boatmen’s Bank v. 
Trower Bros. Co., 181 Fed. 804, 104 
GCA. 314; Ghost v.. U. S., 168 Fed. 
841, 94 CCA 253; Yost v. Union Pac. 
a Cou LoL Fed. 1023, 81 CCA 683; 
Francisco v. Chicago, ete., ACO. 149 
Fed. 354, 79 CCA 292, 9 ‘AnnCas 628; 
West v. East Coast Cedar Co., 113 
Fed. 737, 51 CCA 411 [aff 110 Fed. 
125]; Logan v. Goodwin, 104 Fed. 
490, 43 CCA 658; McClellan v. Pyeatt, 


50 Fed. 686, 1 CCA 613; Hynes v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 23 Fed. 18. 
[a] Granting exceptions as of 


course on refusal of motion for 
judgment.—The provision of the 
Pennsylvania Practice Act.of April 
22, 1905 (P..L. p 286); which-.im- 
poses upon a court refusing a mo- 
tion for judgment non obstante vere- 


dicto, properly made thereunder, the | 
duty of certifying the evidence and | 


granting an exception to the party 
against whom the ruling is made, 
under the Conformity Act (Rev. St. 
§ 914 [U. S. Comp. St. 21901) 
p 6841), is applicable to the federal 


courts in that state, and no separate | 


request for such exception 
essary. Baltimore, etc., R.' Co. v. 
McCune, 174 Fed. 991, 98 CCA 561. 

60. - Ghost v. U. S., 168.Fed. 841, 


is nec-; 
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94 CCA 253; Consumers’ Cotton-Oil 
Co. v. Ashburn, 81 Fed. 331, 26 CCA 


436; Lowry v. Mt. Adams, etc, R. 
Co., 68 Fed. 827. 
61. Shepard v. Adams, 168 Wiss: 


GLE) LEOSCE (214-0049) Te eda602s) in 
re Chateaugay Ore, etée., (Co: 128 U. 
S. 544, 9 SCt 150), 32 Li. ed. 508; 
Blisseve Us S., 263 Fed. 961; Gold- 
farb v. Keener, "263 Fed. 357; Buessel 
v. U. S., 258 Fed. 811, 170 CCA 105; 
Knight ‘vy. Illinois’ Cent. RM«eos 180 
Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Tubular 
Rivet, ete, Co. v.,Exeter Boot, ete., 
Co. 159 Fed, 824, 86 CCA 648; Fran- 
cisco v. Chicago, etes i R, Co., 149 
Fed. 354, 79 CCA 292, 9 AnnCas 628; 
Green v. Fitchburg R. Co.) a19 Fed. 
872, 56 CCA 402; Prichard v. Budd, 
76 Fed. 710, 22 CCA 504; New York, 
etc., R. Co. v. Hyde, 56 Fed. 188, 5 
CCA 461; Richmond, ete., R. Co. v. 
McGee, 50 Fed. 906, 2 CCA 81; Preble 
vo Bates, 40 Fed. 745; U. S..v. Train, 
12:Fed, 852; Whalen.v. Sheridan, 5 
Fed. 436, 18 Blatchf. 308, 10 Fed. 
661, 18 Blatchf. 324. 

62.. Alder v. Edenborn, 198 Fed. 
928; Boatmen’s Bank vy. Trower 
Bros. Co., 181 Fed. 804, 104 CCA 314. 

63. Menge v. Warriner, 120 Fed. 
816, 57 CCA 432; Elder v. McClas- 
key; 70 “Reds 529) Aly. CCA 251° 

[a] What constitutes final judg-| 
ment.—A ruling of the highest state} 
court on what constitutes a § final; 
judgment reviewable on writ of er-: 
ror or appeal is not controlling on 
a federal court within the state. 
Darling Lumber Co. v. Porter, 256 
Hed. 455, 167 CCA 583. 

64. Buessel v. U. S., 258 Fed. 811, 
Or CCAM 05y MidoOoven etCny COme Ve 
Peay ners tone: 111 Fed. 81, 49 CCA 


65. Walker v. Dreville, 12: Wall. 
(U. 'S.) 440, 20 L. ed, 429; Brew- 
ster v. Wakefield, 22 How. (U. S.) 
118, 16 L. ed. 301; Graham v. Bayne, 


18 How. (U."S:) 60,°15 L: ed. 265; 
Minor v. Tillotson, 2 How. (U. S.) 
SoZ tie Wa. eds: 3253 McCollum! => vi 


Hager, 2 How. (U. S.) 61, 11 L. ed. 
LO 


66. Oregonian R. Co. v. Oregon 
RY) Stes, Co, 26 Weds (27:7. 
[a] Cases removed from _ state 


courts.—A supersedeas obtained on 
taking a writ of error from a judg- 
ment in the federal court rendered in 
a condemnation proceeding removed 


from the state court should conform 
to the state statute. Broadmoor 
liand. Cos v.: Curr, 133 Fed." 37, 66 
CCA, 143. 

67. Siegelschiffer v. Penn Mut. L. 
Ins. Co.,.'248 Fed. 226, 160 CCA 304; | 
Logan v. Goodwin, 101 Fed. 654, 41 
CCA 573. 


68. ‘Logan v. Goodwin, 101 Fed. 
654, 41 CCA\573° 
69. West v. East Coast Cedar Co. vs 


1413 Wed. 737, 5h: CCA: 411, 
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_ pose of ascertaining the grounds of the judgment;7? 
and it has been held that where, on a writ of error 
to the supreme court of a territory, there is a sep- 
arate and perfect bill of exception as to the rulings 
of the trial court on the matter of instructions, and 
a statement of all the proceedings in the trial, ap- 
proved by counsel and authenticated by the trial 
judge; this proceeding being authorized by the stat- 
utes of the territory, it is sufficient for the purposes 

_of review in the United States supreme court.7* 
Where the statutes of a state authorize a summary 

| Judgment against the sureties on an appeal or super- 
sedeas bond, the federal courts in that state may 
render such judgment,’® and they have inherent 
power to do so in an equity ease.7® 

Costs and Fees.77 

' costs in the federal courts is to some extent regu- 

lated by aets of congress,’® and these statutes of 

course govern as to matters within the scope of 
| their provisions,’® but in matters not regulated by 
federal statutes, the general rule appears to be that 


The matter of 


70. Kelsey v. Forsyth, 21 -How. 
CUE Se Soeet6: ned: 32s" Parksiv. 
Turner, 12 How. (Us S).39,2l3 l.ved. 
883; Phillips v. Preston, 5 How. (U. 
SOUL2T8 L276 Lay | -edsch lb 25) Wester 
Union Tel. Co. v. Aldridge, 219 Fed. 
836, 1385 CCA 506; Odell Mfg. Co. v. 
Tibbetts, 212 Fed. 652, 129 CCA 188; 
Farmers v. Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co., 205 Fed. 319; Alder v. Eden- 
born, 198: Fed. 928; Knight v. Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co,, 180 Fed. 368, 103 
CCA SIA] YOStav.» UntOnbac re eor, 
151 Fed. 1023, 81 CCA 6838; St. Louis 
Cordage Co. v. Missouri, etc., 
151 (Bed. 1021, 81 CCA. ‘682: 
CISCON Ves Chicago; etc: mine Com 
Fed. 354, 79 CCA 292, 9 AnnCas 628; 
Pooler v2 Ui. 'S., 227 EFed-'509) 62 CCA 
3073; -2kKentucky— 1, “ete; Inse \ Coy “Vv. 
Hamilton, 63 Fed. 93, 11° CCA 42; 
Chattanooga Third Nat. Bank v. 
Gordon, 53 Fed, 471 [aff 56 Fed. 790, 
6 CCA 125]; Lyons v. Lyons Nat. 
Bank, 8 Fed. 369, 19 Blatchf, 279. 
But compare Day v. Atlantic Coast 
Line R. Co., 179 Fed. 26, 30, 102 CCA 
654 (where it was said: ‘“‘This be- 
ing an action at law, we are gov- 
erned, in questions of practice, as 
near as may be, by rules’ prevailing 
in the courts of the state of Vir- 
ginia’’). 

71. Sligo Furnace Co. v. Dalton, 
259 Fed. 532, 166 CCA 600 (regard- 
less of the practice in the state 
court where exception is reserved 
to the overruling of a demurrer, al- 
though the party answers over, the 
question whether the demurrer was 
properly overruled is open on writ 
of error to the final judgment). 

72. Manitowoc . Malting Co. v. 
Feuchtwanger, 196 Fed. 506. 

73. Thompson v. Maxwell Land- 
Grant? vetex iComelés. uh eSe 4b ais 
SCt 121, 42 L. ed. 539. See also Ap- 
peal and Prror § 1709. 

74. Montana R. Co. v. Warren, 137 
GS. 348, 11 SCt 96, 3400. edii6s1 
[afi "6° Mont: 1275) 120P 641]. 

75. Pease v. Rathbun-Jones En- 
gineering Co., 243 U. S; 273, 37 SCt 
283, 61 L. ed. 715; Egan v. Chicago 
Great Western R. Co., 163 Fed. 344. 
See also Appeal and Error § 3436 
notes 20,. 25. 

76. Pease v. Rathbun-Jones En- 
cineering. Co., 2438°U. S273, 37 SCt 
283,61 Lye ed. 715. 

77. See generally Costs 15 C. J. 
Disa 

78. Rev. St. §§ 823, 968, 983. 

79. Michigan Aluminum Fdy. Co. 
v. American Aluminum Co., 190 Fed. 
903; U. S. v. Treadwell, 15 Fed. 532; 
Ethridge v. Jackson, 8 F. Cas, No. 
4,541, 2 Sawy. 598; Hathaway v. 
Roach, 11 F. Cas. No. 6,213, 2 Woodb. 
& M. 63. 

Right of prevailing party.— 
The rule of practice, confirmed by 


1 Rev. St. § 983 (Comp. St. § 1624), that 
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the federal courts will conform to the state practice 
with respect to the allowance of costs,®° although 
they are not so far bound thereby as to be embar- 
rassed in doing justice.®! 

Security for costs. In the absence of a federal 
statute or rule of court on the subject, the fed- 
eral court may properly follow the state practice 
with respect to requiring security for costs;*? but 
a state statute providing that no guardian shall be 
required to give security for costs is not applicable 
to the federal courts, as this entire subject is cov- 
ered by the act of congress regulating suits in forma 
pauperis,®? and the requiring of costs or injunction 
bonds in suits by trustees or receivers in bank- 
ruptey relating to the administration of the estate 
is held not to be governed by state statutes or rules 
of the court applicable to ordinary suits at law or 
in equity, but a matter resting in the discretion 
of the court, to be exercised in view of the facts in 
each case. A state statute as to suits in forma 
pauperis has been held not binding upon the fed- 
eral courts.®> 

Fees of attorneys, various officers of the court, 
witnesses, ete., and the manner of recovering them, 
are prescribed by federal statutes.8° The fees of a 
referee must be controlled by the allowance of the 
court, if not agreed on by the parties, and are not 
affected by the statutory fees prescribed by the 
state.8? 

[§ 158] 31. Other Matters—a. Matters to 
Which Conformity Statute Is Applicable. The con- 
formity statute has been held to require conformity 
to established state practice with reference to vari- 
ous other matters,§® such as the discharge of a de- 
in actions at law the prevailing 
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before an auditor in aid of a Iuay 
Ex 

S. 300, 40 SCt 543, 

Witness fees and mileage of 


[§§ 157-159 


fendant by interpleader and payment of money into 
court ;°° what shall constitute the final record in an 
ejectment suit ;9° the control of the court over an 
attorney’s commission stipulated for in a bond and 
mortgage in case of foreclosure;®! transferring a 
cause from the equity to the law docket, or vice 
versa;°2 the mode of taking and discharging bail;%% 
and summary remedies upon appeal and supersedeas 
bonds.°* 

[§ 159] bs Matters to Which Conformity Stat- 
ute Not Applicable. The conformity statute has 
been held not to require conformity to established 
state practice with reference to a number of mat- 
ters,9> such as deciding on demurrer all questions 
which may be so raised;°* allowine a defendant to 
move for final judgment on the pleadings after filing 
an answer which fails to plead the statute of limita- 
tions, because the cause of action stated in 
the complaint is apparently barred by lim- 
itations;®” enforcing an attorney’s lien by try- 
ing a cause for his benefit after it has 
been settled by the parties, defendant being igno- 
rant of plaintiff’s agreement with the attor- 
ney;°8 the impeachment of a written release;®® re- 
quiring a payment or tender of the amount ‘yustly 
due to a purchaser of property at a tax sale as 
a condition precedent to the maintenance of a suit 
to recover the property;! matters of mere trial ad- 
ministration,? the personal conduct and administra- 
tion of the judge in the discharge of his separate 
functions;* inquiry by the court into the conduct 
of jurors;* proceedings for the restoration of lost 
records;® and the necessity for a decision in writing 
on every issue made by the pleadings.® 


91. In re Wendel, 152 Fed. 672. 

92. U. S. Bank v. Lyon County, 
48 Fed. 632. 

93. Lane v. Townsend, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 8,054, Ware 289. 


law. 


party is entitled to costs as of right, | trial in an action at 

will prevail over a contrary rule of | Peterson, 253 U. 

the state courts. Ex p. Peterson, 253/64 L. ed. 919. 

U.S. 300, 40 SCt, 543, 64, L. ed. [b] 

S195 Officers of a corporation which is a 
{b] The word “law” as used in| party will be taxed as costs in the 

Rev. St. § 983 (Comp. St. § 1624).| federal courts, 


providing that certain costs. shall 
be taxed against the losing party 
where by law costs are recoverable 
in favor of the _ prevailing party, 
means the law administered in fed- 
eral courts; that is, federal law, 
and also state law, in so far as the 
latter is not inconsistent with the 
former. Morris-Turner Live Stock 
Co. v. Director-Gen. of Railroads, 
266 Fed. 600. 

(c] Fees taxable for taking depo- 
sitions on interrogatories in a fed- 
eral court when not taken by a 
United States commissioner are not 
governed by the state statute, but 
may properly be taxed at twenty 
cents per folio by analogy with 
those allowed the clerk, by Rev. St 


§ 828 [Comp. St. (1901) p163515. 9 U. 
. v. Venable Constr. Co., 158 Fed. 
Ses 

80. Bowens v. Chicago, etc., R. 


Co., 215 Fed. 287; Silvas v. Arizona- 
Copper Co., 2138 Fed. 504 [rev on 
other grounds 220 Fed. 116, 136 CCA 
208]; Handy Varnish Co. v. Mid- 
land Linseed Oil Co., 191 Fed. 256; 
Michigan Aluminum Fdy. Co. v. 
American Aluminum Co., 190 Fed. 
903; U. S. v. Southern Pac, Co., 172 
Fed. 909; Scatcherd v. Love, 166 Fed. 
53, 91 CCA 639; Matheson v. Hanna- 
Schoellkonf Co., 128 Fed. 162; Prim- 
rose v. Fenno, 113 Fed. 375; Gillum 
v. Stewart, 112 Fed. 30; Tefft v. 
Stern, 74 Fed. 755, 21 CCA 73; Hun- 
tress v. Epsom, 15 Fed. 732. 

{a] Dlustration—In the absence 
of any act of congress on the sub- 
ject, the state practice, if any, will 
be followed in the federal courts 
with respect to taxing as costs the 
expense of a preliminary hearing 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


where such is the 
practice of the state courts, and 
there is not settled practice rela- 
tive in the federal courts of the dis- 
trict. Nead v. Millersburg Home 
Water Co., 79 Fed, 129. 

{[c] Taxation of costs.—Primrose 
v. Fenno, 113 Fed. 375; Gillum v. 
Stewart, 112 Fed. 30. 

[d] Fees for taking and certify- 
ing a deposition to be allowed to a 
clerk or commissioner will not be 
taxed as are fees allowed by state 
law. Jerman v. Stewart, 12 Fed. 
Primrose v, Fenno, 113 Fed. 

82. Silvas v. Arizona-Copper Co., 
220 Fed. 116, 1386 CCA 208 [rev 213 
Fed. 504]; Winkley Co. v. Bowen 
Mfg. Co., 180 Fed. 624; Schofield v. 
Palmer, 134 Fed. 753; Miller v. Nor- 
folk, ete., R. Co., 47 Fed. 264 [aff sub 
nom. Van Gunden v. Virginia Coal, 


etce.,, Co.,. 52 Fed... 838]; Sutro °v. 
Se aaae 14 Fed. 370, 4 McCrary 
83. Silvas v. Arizona-Copper Co., 


213 Fed. 504 [rev on other grounds 
220 Fed, 116, 13836 CCA 208, and cit 
Act Congr. July 20, 1892]. 

84. In re Barrett, 132 Fed. 362. 


85. Bradford v. Bradford, 3 F. 
Cas. No. 1,766, 2 Flipp. 280. 
86. Rev. St. §§ 823 et seq, 857; 


piney v. Smith, 57 Fed. 423, 6 CCA 
14. 

87. New Jersey Terminal Dock, 
etc., Co. v. Long Beach Estates, 179 
Fed. 973. 


88. See infra notes 89-94. 

89. Harris v. Hess, 10 Fed. 268, 
20 Blatchf. 258. 

in Smith v. McIntyre, 84 Fed. 
721. 


94. Chattanooga Third Nat. Bank 
v. Gordon, 53 Fed. 471 [aff 56 Fed. 
790, 6 CCA 125]. And see supra § 156 
text and note 92, 

95. See infra notes 96-6. 

96. Kent v. Bay State Gas Co., 
93 Fed. 887 (if no substantial right 
of the demurrant will be denied by 
postponing their determination until 
the trial). 

97. Theroux v. Northern Pac, R. 


Co., 64 Fed. 84, 12 CCA 52. 

98. Sherry v. Oceanic Steam Nav. 
Co., 72 Fed. 565. 

99. -Hill v. Northern,Pac. R. €o., 
104 Fed. 754 [aff 113 Fed. 914, 51 
CCA 544]. 

1. Klenk’ .v.. Byrne, . 143 Weds. 
1008. 

2. American Issue Pub. Co. v. 
Sloan, 248 Fed, 251, 160 CCA 329 


(Oh. Gen. Code § 11,497, construed 
as giving a party an unlimited right 
to cross-examine an adversary called 
by him, is a matter of trial admin- 
istration which the federal courts 
need not follow). 

3S. McDonald v. Pless, 238 U. §S. 
264, 35- SCt' 783,59) L, eds713003)n= 
dianapolis, etc. R. Co. v. Horst, 93 
U. S. 291, 23 -L. ed: 898; Nudd rv. 


! Burrows, 91 U. S. 426, 23 L. ed. 286; 


Knight v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 180 
Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Liverpool, 
ete., Ins. Co. v. ‘Friedman, 133 Fed. 


713, 60 CCA 548. 

[a] The appointment of officers 
of federal courts cannot be regu- 
lated by the state. Defiance v. Me- 
Gonigale, 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 425 
[certiorari den 207 U. S. 585, 28 SCt 
254, 52 L. ed. 352]. 

4 McDonald v. Pless, 238 U. S&S. 
264, 35 SCt 783, 59 L. ed. 1300. ' 

5. See supra § 101 note 49 [f]. 

6 Martindale v. Waas, 11 Fed. 
551, 3 McCrary 637. 


" 


oe 


we 
142 Fed. 421,-73 CCA 5387; 


§§ 160-162] 


[§ 160] D. Application of Common-Law Rules. 
In matters not provided for by statutes or to which 
state procedure is not made applicable by the Con- 
formity Act, the federal courts must resort to the 
procedure which obtained at common law.? 

[§ 161] E. Distinctions between Law and Equity.® 
The distinctions between law and equity, being 
matters of substance and not of form,® are observed 
in the federal courts, notwithstanding state statutes 
relating either to the forms of procedure, to the 
joinder of legal and equitable causes of action, or 
to the litigation of matters of equity in an action 
at law; and the federal statute requiring conformity 
to state practice does not render the adoption of 
such statutory provisions of the state necessary.° 
An adequate remedy at law created by state statutes 
and. available in state courts cannot oust the federal 


courts of jurisdiction in equity,!2 


different because the action has been removed from 


a state court.}? 


Broadmoor Land Co. vy. Curr, 
Lebens- 
berger v. Scofield, 139 Fed. 380, 71 
CCA 476; Wells v. Clark, 136 Fed. 
462 [mod on other grounds 203 U. 
S.. 164,27: SCt 43, 1515 Loved. 138]; 
Kirk v.-U. S., 131 Fed, 331 [aff 137 
Fed. 753, 70 CCA 187 (aff 204 U.S. 
668, 27 SCt 788, 51 L. ed. 671)] (scire 


-facias on forfeited recognizance or 


bail bond). 

Criminal cases see supra § 119. 

Equity and admiralty cases see 
supra § 118. 

8 Equitable defenses in action at 
law see supra § 130. See also Equity 
§ 6 note 50 [al]. : 

9. Roebling’s Sons Co. v. Kinni- 
eutt, 248 Fed. 596; McKemy vy. Su- 
preme Lodge A. O. U. W., 180 Fed. 
961, 104 CCA 117. 

10. Home Ins. Co. v. Stockmen’s 
Nat. Bank, 261 Fed. 470; Bonifaci 
v. Thompson, 252 Fed. 878; Platte 
Valley Cattle Co. v. Bosserman- 
Gates Live Stock, etc., Co., 202 Fed. 
692, 121 CCA 102, 45 LRANS 1187; 
Beatty v. Wilson, 161 Fed, 453; Pa- 
cific Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Webb, 157 
Fed. 155, 84 CCA 603, 138 AnnCas 752; 
Schurmeier v. Connecticut Mut. L. 
Ins. Co., 137 Fed. 42, 69 CCA 22; 
Jones v. Mutual Fidelity Co., 123 
Fed, 506; Union L. Ins. Co. v. Riggs, 
123 Fed. 312 [rev on other grounds 
129 Fed. 207, 63 CCA 365 (certiorari 
den 194 U. S. 637, 24 SCt 860, 48 L. 
ed. 1161)]; Goodyear Shoe Mach. Co. 
v. Dancel, 119 Fed. 692, 56 CCA 300; 
Highland Boy Gold Min. Co. v. 
Strickley, 116 Fed. 852, 54 CCA 186; 
ial: cv. Northern Pac.eiRi oe Cosel 3 
Fed. 914, 51 CCA 544; Gravenberg v. 
Laws, 100 Fed. 1, 40 CCA 240. 

[a] If a new liability under a 
state statute is created, it need not 
necessarily be enforced in a suit in 
equity in the federal court. Na- 
tional Park Bank v. Peavey, 64 Fed. 
9 


12. 

{b] Complainant is not entitled 
to claim greater equitable relief than 
is afforded by state courts, Ewing 
v. St. Louis, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 413, 18 
L, ed. 657. 

[ec] A federal court can only 
maintain an action for recovery of 
land on a legal title, although under 
a state statute actions of ejectment 
and trespass to try title can be made 
on equitable titles. Sheirburn v. De 
Cordova, 24 How. (U. S.) 428, 16 L. 
ed. 741. 

{d] Suit to enforce mechanic’s 
lien. — Where a federal court has 
jurisdiction of a suit to enforce a 
mechanie’s lien because of diverse 
citizenship and the amount involved, 
the form of the suit, whether in 
equity or at law, is determined by 
the rules governing its own jurisdic- 
tion and procedure, and not by _ the 
state statute creating the lien. 
Schmulbach v. Caldwell, 196 Fed. 16, 
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to this extent, 


nor is the rule 
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[§ 162] F. Rules of Court.1? Every court pos- 
sesses the power to make its own rules of practice, 
unless forbidden by law,'* and this power is vested 
in the courts of the United States by statute;?> but 
the rules established by such courts must not be 
repugnant to positive law.1é 
the power to prescribe the forms of writs and 
process and to regulate the whole practice in suits 
in equity and admiralty in the district courts;7 but 
any district court may, in any manner not incon- 
sistent with any law of the United States or any 
rule prescribed by the supreme court, regulate its 
own practice as may be necessary or convenient 
for the advancement of justice and the prevention 
of delay in proceedings,!® and may accordingly, and 


The supreme court has 


adopt the practice of the state 


courts.1° A rule may be established by a long course 
of practice without adoption in writing.?° 
The Conformity Act was not-intended to abolish 


the power of the federal courts to make rules goy- 


115 CCA 650. : 

[e] Actions at law for the allow- 
ance of claims against decedents’ es- 
tates in Minnesota cannot be main- 
tained, because barred in the absence 
of judicial permission to. present 
them after the time limited by the 
order of the probate court, and such 
permission can be granted in the 
federal court only in a suit in equity. 
Schurmeier v, Connecticut Mut. L. 
137 Fed. 42, 69 CCA 22. 
equitable doctrine of 
subrogation cannot be applied in a 
federal court of law. U.S. v. United 
Surety Co., 192 Fed. 992. 

Further consideration of this topic 
see Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

11. See Equity § 17. 

12) Hilly ve) Northern’ Pack Re. Co:, 
104 Bed. 754 [aff 113 Fed. 914, 51 
CCA 544]; Hunton v. Equitable L. 
Assur. Soc., 45 Fed. 661. 

{a] Illustration. — A removed 
cause must, on removal, be placed 
on the law docket, if it is not with- 
in any recognized head of equity. 
Elliott v. Shuler, 50 Fed, 454. And 
see Removal of Causes [34 Cye 
1313 1% 

13. 
296. 

14. Golden v. Prince, 10 F. Cas. 
No. 5,509, 3 Wash. C. C. 313. 

15. Rev. St. §§ 917-918. 

{a] The manner of taking bail 
may be regulated by rule. Hudson 
v. Parker, 156 U. S. 277, 15 SCt 450, 
39 L. ed. 424. 

16. Davidson Bros. Marble Co. v. 
CHS fee 18 Ot Si 05 229) (SCt= 3250538 
Il. ed. 675; Amis v: Smith, 16 Pet. 
(Us. S:)\ 303, 10, L.. ed. -97357 Supreme 
Tribe B. H. v. Cauble, 264 Fed. 247; 
Golden v. Prince, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,509, 3 Wash. C. C. 313; Koning v. 
Bayard, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,924, 2 Paine 
251; Teese v. Phelps, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,818, McAll, 17. 

{a] Illustrations.—(1) A district 
court cannot prescribe that, as he- 
tween holders of liens of equal r.nk, 
the one first libeling shall be paid 
first. Saylor v. Taylor, 77 Fed. 476, 
23 CCA 348. (2) A rule of a fed- 
eral district court which treats as 
a general appearance a special ap- 
pearance by a party sued in the 
wrong federal district, made solely 
for the purpose of objecting to the 
jurisdiction, without stating that, if 
the purpose for which such special 
appearance is made shall not be sanc- 
tioned or sustained by the court, he 
will appear generally in the case, is 
invalid as substantially impairing 
his right under Jud. Code § 238 to 
appear specially and object to the 
jurisdiction of the court, and bring 
an adverse decision directly to the 
supreme court for review. Davidson 
Bros. Marble Co. v. U. S., 213 U.S. 
10.» 29 SCt 324, 53: Iy..ed, 676.. See 
also supra § 107. 


See generally Courts §§ 275-— 


Lar Rev. aStz 917; Howard v. 
Leete, 257 Fed. 918, 169 CCA 68; 
Audiffren Refrigerating Mach. Co. 
v. General Electric Co., 245 Fed. 783. 

[a] It is not within the province 
of an inferior court to question the 
validity of a rule of the supreme 
court, its function being only to con- 
strue the rule and to adopt such con- 
struction as will apparently make 
the rule valid. Audiffren Refriger- 
ating Mach. Co. v. General Electric 
Co., 245 Fed. 783. 

[b] The established equity prac- 
tice approved by the supreme court 
under the old rules must be consid- 
ered to have remained in force, ex- 
cept as changed by the new rules 
or by rules of the district court 
adopted under authority of new rule 
79. Individual Drinking Cup Co. v. 
Union News Co., 250 Fed. 625, 162 
CCA 641. To same effect Lindley v. 
Denver, 259 Fed. 83, 170 CCA 151. 

18. Rev. St. 918; Hudson vy. 
Parker, 156 U. S. 277, 15 SCt 450, 39 
L. ed. 424; Kirby v. Lake Shore, 
etc;, RK. Cor, 120' US) 130.5 TeSCt 430; 
30 L. ed. 569; Story v. Livingston, 13 
Pet..5 CUS.) (359. LOM ised ine 008 
Poultney v. Lafayette, 12 Pet. (U. 
S.) 472, 9 L. ed. 1161; McDonald v. 
Smalley, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 620, 7 L. ed. 
287; Steam Stone-Cutter Co. v. Jones, 
13 Fed, 567, 21 Blatchf. 138; Mar- 
tindale v. Waas, 11 Fed. 551, 3 Mc- 
Crary 637. 

[a] Rules inconsistent will su- 
preme court rules cannot control the 
latter. U. S. Bank v. White, 8 Pet. 
(U. S.). 262, 8 L. ed. 938. 

19. Teese v. Phelps, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 13,818, McAll. 17. 

[a] Adoption of rule for particu- 
lar case.—A federal court has power 
to adopt in a particular case a rule 
of practice under a state statute, 
and where the case has been trans- 
ferred to it from another federal 
court it may adopt the practice of 
the state in which the ceourt from 
which the case was transferred sits. 
Lee County v. U. S., 7 Wall. (U. S.) 
be tO ST ea 1162: 

[b] Subsequent changes in the 
practice of state courts are not em- 
braced in a rule adopting such prac- 
tice, and a departure from rules so 
previously adopted is unauthorized. 
Boston, ete., R. ‘Co. v. Gokey, 210 U: 
S. 155, 28 SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 1002 
[aff 149 Fed. 42, 79 CCA 64]; In 
a Crale, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,325, Pet. C. 


20. Koning v. Bayard, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,924, 2 Paine 251; U. S. v. Steven- 
son, 27 EF. Cas. No. 16,395, 1 Abb. 495. 

[a] It will be presumed on ap- 
peal that such a rule has been adopt- 
ed by the trial court when this is 
necessary to sustain the judgment 
and there is no showing to the con- 
trary. Citizens’ Bank v. Farwell, 56 
Fed. 570, 6 CCA 24. 
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erning their procedure in cases where there are no | 
rules prescribed by the state courts,?+ or in respect 
to matters not within the scope of the Conformity 
Act;?2 but nevertheless the grant to the federal 
courts of the power to make rules must be construed 
in connection with the requirements of the Con- 
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formity Act,?? and rules which conflict with a state 
VIII. STATE LAWS AS RULES OF DECISION 


[§ 163] A. General Rules—1. 
Common Law. It is provided by act of congress, re- 
enacting a section in the Judiciary Act of 1789,?° 
that ‘‘the laws of the several States, except where 
the Constitution, treaties, or statutes of the United 
States otherwise require or provide, shall be regard- 
ed as rules of decision in trials at common law, in 
the courts of the United States, in cases where they 


21. Shepard v. Adams, 168 U. S. 
618; 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602; Os- 
borne v. Detroit, 28 Fed.. 385. 

[a] Effect of state practice not 
based on statute or rule of court.— 
Where there was no statute or rule 
of court prescribing ‘the time when 
an issue of law could be called up 
for hearing, a rule of the circuit 
court, authorizing it to be called 
upon five days’ notice, was valid, 
notwithstanding the practice in the 
state courts did not permit it to be 
heard until the next term. Osborne 
v. Detroit, 28 Fed. 385. 

22. Shepard v. Adams, 168 U.S. 
618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 602; Elk 
Garden Co. v. T. W. Thayer. Co.,..206 
Hed. 212" U.S. vi Us S.. Midelity,. ete:, 
Co., 186 Fed. 477, 108 CCA 455 [aff 
POO TiS: 283s SCt 1017 (5 6NLi ved. 
200]; Knight v. Illinois Cent. R..Co., 
180 Fed. 368, 103 CCA 514; Hein v. 
Westinghouse Air’ Brake Co., 168 
Fed. 766; St. Charles v. Stookey, 154 
Fed. 772, 85 CCA 494 [certiorari den 
QOS Wars. Olt, 285SCU 569, “bli ed: 
647]; Wells v. Clark, 136 Fed. 462 
[mod on other grounds 203 U. S. 164, 
27 SCt 43, bil L.ved:. 1388]; Gokey-v. 
Boston, etc., R. Co., 130 Fed. 992 [aff 
149 Fed. 42, 79 CCA 64, 9 AnnCas 
384 (aff 210 U. S..155;/28 SCt 657, 52 
L, ed. 1002)]; The Westminster, 96 
Fed. 766; Van Doren v. Pennsylvania 
R, (Cos 938" Neds 12605 35) CCAs 2825 
Ewing v. Burnham, 74 Fed. 384; 
Mutual Bldg. Fund Soc., ete.. Bank 
v. Bossieux, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,977, 1 
Hughes 386; Sandford v. Portsmouth, 
on Cas. No. 125315, 24hlipps 105: 

23. Importers’, etc., Nat. Bank v. 
Lyons, 134 Fed. 510. 

24. Mahr v. Union Pac. R. Coa.,, 
140 Fed. 921 [aff 170 Fed. 699, 96 
CCA 19]; Dexter v. Sayward, 51 Fed. 


732; Perkins v. Watertown, 19 F. 
Cais; No. 10,991, 5: Biss; (320. 
[a] The Conformity Act does not 


necessitate altering a rule of a fed- 
eral court as to the return day for 
process, which when adopted was in 
substantial conformity with the 
state practice so as to conform to a 
change in such practice made by 
subsequent legislation, and, where 
such difference exists, the clerk of 
the federal court is justified in fol- 
lowing its ownrules. Kinney v. U.S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 182 Fed. 1005 [aff 
186 Fed. 477, 108 CCA 455 (aff 222 
U. S. 283, 32 SCt 101, 56 L. ed. 200)]. 

25. Bryant Bros. Co. v. Robin- 
son, 149 Fed. 321, 79 CCA 259; Sey- 
mour v. Phillips, ete. Constr. Co., 
27 > ‘Cast No. ‘12,689, 7 Biss. 7460: 

[a] Rules established by supreme 
court.—Seymour  v. Phillips, ete, 
Constr? Co, i215 EH. (Cas. "No.912;6897 °7: 
Biss. 460. 

{b] Equity rules. — Bryant Bros. 
Co. v. Robinson, 149 Fed. 321, 79 
OCAR2A59: 

26. Noonan v. Braley, 2 Black (U. 
S.) 499, 17 Li ed. 278. 

fa] Bules as to return of writs 


In Actions at 


new remedies,?” 
publie policy.** 


i 


practice which is made obligatory on the federal 
courts by the Conformity Act are nullities.**:.: 2! 

Effect of rules. 
courts have the force and effect of law,?° and are 
not affected by state legislation,?® but they are rules 
of practice and not of decision.** 


Rutes adopted by the federal 


apply.’’ 2° This is-a mere legislative declaration of 
a rule which would have been recognized in the ab- 
sence of any express legislative sanction.®° 
rule includes laws and customs of a local character 
as well as common law,*? extends to new rights and 


This 


and’ also applies to questions of 
Its applieation is not dependent 


upon the view of the federal courts as to the policy, 


and docketing suits are not abro-| within a_ state, the applicable rules 


gated by the passage of a state stat- 
ute providing differently. Ewing v. 
Burnham, 74 Fed, 384. 

27. The Selt, 21 F. Cas..No. 12,- 
649, 3 Biss. 344, 

28. Act Sept. 24, 1789 (1 St. at L. 
92 ¢ 20 -§ 34). 

29. Rev. St. § 721; Fillippon v. 
Albion Vein Slate Co., 250 U. S. 76, 
39 SCt 435, 63 L. ed. 853 [rev 242 
Fed. 258, 155 CCA 98]; Guffey v. 
Smithy (237) “Us S'S. hve rio Set 
532, 59 L. ed. 866 [rev 202 Fed. 
106, 120 CCA 486]; Evans v. Nellis, 
VSS! 9271, 28 SCto Wa e4ie. eared, 
173° WT. Sev. Reidst25 How.” (Una S:) 
361, 13 TL. ed.) .1023; Wayman --v. 
Southard, 10 Wheat. (U..S:y 1, 6 L. 
ed. 2538; Chanslor-Canfield Midway 
Oil Co. v. U. S., 266 Fed. 145; Evan- 
ston First Nat. Bank v. Waynesboro 
Bank, 262 Fed. 754 [foll Murphy v. 


Waynesboro Bank, 262 Fed. 756]; 
Covington County v. Stevens, 256 
Fed. 328, 167 CCA 498; The Bart 


Tully, 251 Fed. 856, 164 CCA 72; Far- 
rell v. Wysong, 246 Fed. 281, 159 
CCA 11; Van Choate v. General Hlec- 
tric Co., 245 Fed, 120; Johnson-Bail- 
lie Shoe Co. v. Bardsley, 237 Fed. 
763, 150 CCA 517; Preetorius v. An- 
derson, 236-.Fed. 723, 150 CCA 55; 
In re Ricketts, 234 Fed. 285, 148 CCA 
187; General Electric Co. v. Richard- 
son, 283 Fed. 84, 147 CCA 154 [aff 
228 Fed. 758]; Gibson v. Victor Talk- 
ing Mach, Co., 232 Fed. 225; Quinette 
vy. Pullman »Co., 229.Fed; 333, '143 
CCA 453; Williams v. Adler-Goldman 
Commun. Co., 227 Fed. 374, 142 CCA 
70; Harris v. Egger, 226 Fed. 389, 
141 CCA 219; Boatmen’s Bank_ v. 
Fritzlen, 221 Fed, 145, 187 ©CA 45; 
Penoza v. Northern. Pacific R. Co., 
215 Fed. 200; Thompson vy. Sloss- 
Sheffield Steel, etc., Co., 209 Fed. 840, 
126 CCA 564; Schwarz v. Harris, 206 
Fed. 936; Gaugler v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 197 Fed. 79; Erie R. Co. v. White, 
187 Fed, 556, 109 CCA 322; In re Mo- 
nongahela Distillery Co., 186 Fed. 
220; Woods v. Woods, 184 Fed. 159; 
Com. v. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co., 
180 Fed. 292; McCue v. Northwestern 
Mut. L. Ins. Co., 167 -Fed.. 435, 93 
CCA 71 [rev on other grounds 223.U. 
S. 234, 32 SCt 220, 56 L. ed. 419, 38 
LRANS 57]; Farmers’ Bank ov. 
Wright, 158 Fed. 841; Ballantine v. 
Yung Wing, 146 Fed. 621; Jacobs v. 
Glucose Sugar Refining Co., 140 Fed. 
766; Evansville, etc., Tract. Co. v. 
Henderson Bridge Co., 132 Fed. 402; 
Golden v. Prince, 10 F. Cas, No. 5,509, 
3. Wash. C. C. 313; Lamson v. Mix, 14 
F. Cas. No. 8,034; Loring v. Marsh, 
Pb. Be Casi Now 855R4..2riChitiysiaus 
Meade v. Beale, 16 F. Cas, No. 9,371, 
Taney 339; Perry v. Wheeler, 75 Ky. 
541; Hill v. Newell, 86 Wash. 227, 149 
Bagi 

[a] Tort on navigable waters and 
within state.—Where an alleged tort 
was committed upon navigable 
waters of the United States and also 


will be determined by the state laws, 
except where displaced by federal 
statutes and admiralty law. The 
Bart Tully, 251 Fed. 856, 164 CCA 72. 

30. Bergman v. Bly, 66 Fed. 40, 
13 CCA 319; Ex p. Biddle, 3 F. Cas: 
No. 1,891, 2 Mason 472. > 
'/31. _-Bucher v. Cheshire R.- Co., 125 
U. -S. 555, -8- SCt 974, 81 L. ed: 795. 

32. Borland v. Haven, 37 Fed. 394, 
13 Sawy: 551 [app dism 159 U. S. 255, 
15 SCt 1039, 40 L. ed. 140]. And see 
mares §. 164. 

a Controversies not aris un- 
der federal Ie wie Generale tere 
controversies are brought before the 
federal court which do not arise un- 
der the laws of the United States, 
the rule of decision is found by ref- 
erence to the local law, written or 
unwritten, and if a local law or 
usage originate a new right, it may 
be enforced by federal courts sitting 
in the state by the exercise of a 
common-law or chancery power as 
the case may require. This is not an 
enlargement of the jurisdictional 
powers of the court. It is the appli- 
cation of the ordinary powers to the 
cab ee ge of a.new right. Lor- 
man y. Clarke, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,516; 
McLean 568. mst 

33... Pennsylvania R. Co. Ns 
Fiughes, 191 U. S.-477, 24 SCt 132, 
48 L. ed. 268; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Kempton, 138 Fed. 992, 71 CCA 246. 

“This court would feel called ‘upon 
to follow the ruling of the Supreme 
Court of the state in the Donlon Case 
[151 Cal. 763, 91 P 603, 11 LRA 811, 
12 AnnCas 1118]. Congress has not 
seen fit to legislate on the subject of 
the validity of contracts of the na- 
ture involved; and eonsequently, the 
matter for decision involving no fed- 
eral question, the case being>* here 
merely by reason of diversity of 
citizenship, this court will adopt the 
declared policy of the state in which 
it sits; as found either in its stat- 
utes or the decisions of its highest 
tribunal.” Blackwell v. Southern 
Pac. Co., 184 Fed. 489, 495. tas 

“In this case the court below wa 
exercising a jurisdiction concurrent 
with that of the courts of the state 
of _Pennsylvania. It -was adminis- 
tering the law of that state, and was 
as much bound by its statute and 
common law, and its declared public 
policies, as would-be the state courts 
in a like case.’”’ MeClain vy. Provi- 
dence Sav. L. Assur. Soc. 110: Fed. 
80, 91, 49 CCA: 31 [certiorari den 184 
U.S. 699,° 22 SCt 938, 46 L. ed. 7651]. 

[a] Where the public policy of a 
state has ‘been declared by statute 
or uniform decision, it will be fol- 
lowed by the federal courts as to 
contracts or matters governed by. 
the laws of such state, although con- 
trary to what has been independently 


| determined by such courts as. the 


true public policy. McCue v. North- 


| western Mut. L. Ins. Co., 167. Fed. 


= 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotatigns, same title,. page and note number. ss 


‘$§ 163-164] 


wisdom, justice, or fairness of the state law.24 The 
mandate of the ‘statute *5 applies to state laws re- 
lating to the nature and principles of evidence 3¢ 
and the competency of witnesses,3? except to the 
extent that provisions on those subjects are made by 
a federal statute.** But the rule has no application 
to the process and practice of the federal courts,?® 
which, in so far as following state laws is con- 
cerned, are governed by the Practice Conformity 
Special provisions of federal statutes must 
be followed #1 and not the laws or the practice of 
the state in which the court is held when they 
On the other hand, the removal 
of a case from a state to a federal court does not 
deprive the parties of rights secured by the local 


Act.?° 
are different.*? 


law.48 
[§ 164] 2. In EHaquity.‘4 


435, 93 CCA 71 [rev on other grounds 
223 U. S. 2345032 °SCt~220; 56 Lied. 
419, 38. LRANS 57]. 

34. Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207 U. 
S> 161, 176, 28° SCt 40, 52 L. ed. 151 
[aff 217 Pa. 227, 66 A’ 348, 120 AmSR 
845]; Connecticut Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
hion Trust eCogmi12 =U, SH 250n'5 
SC€t 119, 28 LL: ed.’ 708; MeCue’ v. 
‘Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. Co., 167 
Fed. 435, 93 CCA 71 [rev on~ other 
erounds 223 °U. S: 234, 32 SCt 220, 
56 L. ed. 419, 38 LRANS 57]. 

“We have nothing to do with the 
policy, wisdom, justice or fairness of 
the act under consideration; those 
questions are for the consideration of 
those to whom the State has entrust- 
ed its legislative power, and their 
determination of them is not subject 
to review or criticism by this court. 
We have. nothing to do with the in- 
terpretation of the constitution of 
the State and the conformity of the 
enactment of the Assembly to that 
constitution; those questions are for 
the consideration of the courts of 
the State, and their decision of them 
is final.” Hunter v. Pittsburg, supra. 

[a] How far a corporation or its 
stockholders may be estopped to 
question the validity of corporate 
acts which are said to be in dis- 
obedience of, or in want of conform- 
ity to, the state statutes, depends on 
the policy of the state, and the state 
decisions are binding on the federal 
courts, Alabama Cons. Coal, etc., Co. 
v. Baltimore Trust Co., 197 Fed. 347. 

35. Rev. St. § 721 (quoted at the 
beginning of this section). 
> 36. Connecticut Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Union Trust Co., 112 U. S. 250, 5 SCt 
119, 28 L. ed. 708. And see supra § 142. 
. 87. Ryan v. Bindley, 1 Wall. (U.S.) 
66,17 L. ed. 559. See also supra § 141. 

[a] Statute inapplicable, — The 
statute does not apply to an objec- 
tion to the competency of a physi- 
eian to testify under a disqualify- 
ing statute of a foreign state where 
the insurance contract sued on was 
executed. Doll v. Equitable L. As- 
sur. Soc., 138 Fed. 705, 71 CCA 121. 
-° 838, See supra §§ 141, 142. Q 
-39. Ross v. Duval, 13 Pet. (U. S.) 
45, 10 L. ed. 51; Wayman v. South- 
ard, 10 Wheat. (U. S.} 1, 6 L. ed. 253; 
Robinson v. Campbell, 3 Wheat. (U. 


Si) 212,014 9Ias ed. 372; McBride’ v. 
Weal, 214 Fed. 966, 131 CCA _ 262; 
Chicago, etc., R. Co.: v. Kendall, 167 


Fed. 62, 93 CCA 422, 16 AnnCas 560; 


‘Sanford v. Portsmouth, 21 F. Cas. 


NWomel2 slibimean EiippsL0ss BU Sa) -v. 
Rathbone, 3 F. Cas, No. 16,121, 2 
Paine 578; Brewster v. Gelston, 4 F. 
Cas. No. 1,853, 1 Paine 426; Golden 
v. Prince, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,509, 3 
Wash. C. C. 3138; Lane v. Townsend, 
14 F. Cas. No. 8,054, Ware 289. 
'.40. See supra §§ 108-162. 

41. See the exception in Rev. St. 
§ 721 (quoted at the beginning of 
this section). 


The equitable jurisdic- 
tion of the federal courts is that which was exer- 
eised by the high court of chancery in England 


‘FEDERAL COURTS 


state laws.*6 


42. Whitford vy. Clark County, 119 
U. S. 522, 7 SCt 306, 30 L. ed. 500. 

43. Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Humble, 
181 U. S. 57, 21 SCt 526, 45 L. ed. 747 
[aff 97 Fed. 837, 38 CCA 502]; Mis- 
souri, etc. Trust Co. v. Krumseig, 
N72 We Sies hl, MIDeS Cilio. eso ed: 
474 [aff 77 Fed. 32,.23 CCA 1]; Wil- 
son v. Smith, 117 Fed. 707 [aff 126 
Fed. 916, 61 CCA 446]. And see New 
York, ete., RR. Co’ v. Cockcroft; 49 
Fed. 3 (decisions of a state court as 
to the sufficiency of an appeal in a 
special proceeding)... See also supra 
Sie Wey See generally Removal of 
Causes [34 Cyc: 1310]. 

44. State procedure in 
cases see supra § 118. 

45. See Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 
also supra § 118. 

46. See Equity §§ 6, 17. 
supra § 118. 

47. Neves v. Scott, 13 How. (U. 
S:) 268, 14> i. ed, 140% Boyle v. 
Zacharie, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 648, 8 L. ed. 
423; Alger v. Anderson, 92 Fed. 696; 
Flagg v. Mann, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,847, 2 
Sumn. 486; Fletcher v. Morey, 9 F. 
Cas. No. 4,864, 2 Story 555; McFar- 
lane v. Griffith, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,790, 
4 Wash. C. C. 585. See also Equity 
6. : 
es Dodge v. Tulleys, 144 U. S. 
451, 12 SCt' 728, 36 L. ed..501; Bucher 
v. Cheshire R. Co., 125 U. S. 555, 8 
SCt 974, 31°L. ed. 795; Humphreys v. 
Walsh, 248 Fed. 414, 160 CCA 424; 
Smith v. Smith, 224 Fed. 1, 139° CCA 
465; American Automotoneer Co. v. 
Porter, 205 Fed. 105 [mod on other 
grounds 232 Fed. 456, 146 CCA 450]; 
Montgomery Light, etc., Co. v. Mont- 
somery Tract;.ii€o.; 191° >Red:--657; 
Loewe v. California State Federation 
of Labor, 189 Fed. 714; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Trapp, 186 Fed. 114, 
108 CCA 226; Klenk v. Byrne, 143 
Fed, 1008; Alger v. Anderson, 92 Fed. 


equity 
See 


See also 


696; Boston, ete., R. Co. v. Slocum, 
77: Wed, 345; Burt v. Keyes, 4 F. 
Cas. No. -2,212, 1 .Flipp. 61; .McFar- 


lane v. Griffith, 16 F. Cas. No. 8,790, 
4 Wash. C. C, 585. 

[a] Allowance of attorney’s fees 
to trustees.—Even if there were a 
state statute expressly prohibiting 
eourts of equity from making al- 
lowances to trustees or their coun- 
sel, ‘such prohibition would not con- 
trol the proceedings in Federal 
equity courts.” Dodge v. Tulleys, 
1441U. S. 451, 457, 12) SCt 728, 36.1. 
ed. 501 [foll Phinizy v. Augusta, etc., 
R. Co., 98 Fed. 776]. 

[b] Reasonable counsel fees to 
plaintiff in a partition suit were al- 
lowed in accordance with a_ state 
statute as expounded by the highest 
state court. Willard v. Serpell, 62 
Fed. 625. 

{c] Reasonable attorney’s fees in 
a foreclosure suit were denied to 
plaintiff mortgagee because the high- 
est state court had held that a pro- 
vision for their allowance in a mort- 
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at the time of the adoption of the constitution and 
the passage of the original Judiciary Act, unless 
subsequently changed by act of congress,*> and it 
can be neither impaired nor directly enlarged by 
This equity jurisdiction is adminis- 
tered uniformly throughout all the states and fur: 
nishes one and the same rule of decision for fed: 
eral courts of equity,t7? and state laws do not 
generally constitute a rule of decision in the fed 
eral courts of equity.48 Nevertheless a federal court 
of equity may administer an enlargement of equi 
table rights #® and enforce and protect rights given 
by a state statute when such rights are properly 
the subject of an equity suit,=° unless so to do 
would contravene the distinction between law and 
equity ;°t and substantial rights resting upon state 
statutes or decisions, especially when they consti- 
tute rules of pronerty, are as obligatory on the fed- 
eral courts in equitye as on the state courts.52 It 


gage is invalid. Gray v. Havemeyer, 
53 Fed. 174, 3 CCA 497 [dist Dodge v. 
Tulleys, 144 U. S. 451, 12 SCt 728, 36 
L. ed. 501, above ‘cited in this note}. 

49. Bailes Vv. Advance-Rumley 
Thresher Co., 263 Fed. 676; Kessler 
v. William Necker, Inc., 258 Fed. 654; 
Adler v. Campeche Laguna Corp., 
257 Fed. 789; Wineman v. Reeves, 
245 Fed. 254, 157 CCA 446; Davidson 
v. Calkins, 92 Fed. 230; Darragh v. 
Wetter Mfg. Co., 78 Fed. 7, 23 CCA. 
609; Boston, etc., R. Co. v. Slocum, 
77 Fed. 345; Lant v. Manley, 75 Fed. 
62:7, 21 CCAV45 7: 

[a] An additional remedy pro- 
vided by a state law may be enforced 
where the federal court has acquired 
jurisdiction of a suit for specific per~ 


formance. Single v. Scott Paper ™ 

Mfg. Co., 55° Fed. 553. ; 
50. See Equity §§ 6, 17. See also 

supra § 15. ! 


[a] Any rights of an equitable 
nature given by the state may be ad+ 
ministered. Aspen Min., etc., Co. v. 
Rucker, 28 Fed. 220. ( 

[b] Rights peculiar to the law of 
the state where the federal courts 
are held may be administered. Childs 
v. Ferguson, 181 Fed. 795, 104 CCA 
305; General Electric Co. v. Hurd, 
171 Fed. 984; Iowa, etc.,. Land’ Co. 
v. Lemescal Water Co., 95 Fed. 320; 
Weidenfeld v. Sugar Run R. Co., 48 
Fed. 615; Fechheimer v. Baum, 387 
Fed, 167, 2 LRA 1538. 

[c] Recovery of usury paid.—The 
West Virginia rule that, where 
usury has been paid and the trans- 
action is closed, the borrower may 
recover the usury paid in assumpsit 
for money had and received, but, if 
the debt or any part of it on which 
usury has been paid remains unpaid, 
a court of equity may be appealed 
to, which in stating the account be- 
tween the parties will credit on the 
principal of the unpaid part. what- 
ever usurious interest has been paid, 
and give the lender a decree for his 
debt with legal interest only, is en= 
forceable in federal courts sitting in 
that state under the rule that the 
public policy of a state with respect 
to contracts made within it is oblig- 
atory on federal courts, whether 
acting in equity or at law. Laws v. 
Fleming, 177 Fed. 450 [rev on other 
grounds 191 Fed. 288, 112 CCA: 27]. 

[d? A federal court will enforce 
an equitable lien, recognizing the 
practice of state courts as express- 
ing the local law, where there is no 
special statutory provision. Knapp; 
ete, Co. *v. McCaffrey; 177 U.S: 638; 
20 SCt 824, 44 L. ed. 921 [aff 178 
Ill. 107, 52 NE 898, 69 AmSR 290]: 

51. See Equity §§ 6, 17. 

52. Missouri, ete, Trust Co. wi 
Krumseig, 172 U. S. 351,19 SCt 179, 
43 L. ed. 474; Bardon v. Land, etc., 
impr. Co.) Abt Us: Si. 3272 Lb SCtN6Se, 
39 eds 719" Cross ‘ve Allen, 141, BO. 
S. 528, 12 SCt 67, 35 L. ed. 843; Or- 
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is also considered that decisions of the state courts 
are pursuasive in the federal courts sitting in 


equity.°3 


[§ 165] 3. In Admiralty. 


eral states.®5 


_miralty.5§ 
[§ 166] 


The admiralty ju- 
risdiction of the federal courts under the United 
States constitution and laws is uniform through- 
out the Union and cannot be limited in its extent 
or controlled in its exercise by the laws of the sey- 
It follows that no state legislature 
ean bring within the federal admiralty jurisdiction 
a subject not maritime in its nature.®® 
gress itself cannot constitutionally delegate to states 
the power to legislate concerning rights and liabili- 
ties within the maritime jurisdiction.*? 
right conferred by a state statute to damages for 
death caused by negligence may be enforced in ad- 


4, In Criminal Cases.°° 
eases the federal! courts admiyister the common law 
as modified by the constitution and statutes of the 


FEDERAL COURTS 
United States,°° 


offenses against 


statutes of the 


And con- [i$ 167] 9. 
Federal courts 
utes.® 

‘But the [§ 168] 


are not regarded as rules of decision in trials for 


Questions relating to the admissibility of evidence 
in criminal prosecutions based on violations of the 


by the general rules of law applicable to the conduct 
of trials, and not by the statutes or decisions of 
the particular state in which the court is sitting, 
except so far as they may be persuasive.®? 


[§§ 164-168 
and the laws of the several states 


the United States.® 


United States are governed wholly 


Judicial Notice of State Statutes. 
take judicial notice of state stat- 


6. What Law Governs. For the pur- 
pose of determining what law applies to the con- 
troversy before it, in cases not governed by federal 


laws, the federal court is regarded as a court of the 


In eriminal 
or the lex fori 


vis v. Powell, 98 U. S. 176, 25 L.,193 (certiorari den 209 U. S. 548, 28 


ed. 238; Allis v. Northwestern Mut. 
L. Ins. Co., 97 U.S. 144, 24 L. ed. 
1008; Brine v. Hartford F. Ins. Co., 
96 U. S. 627, 24 L.:ed. 858; In re 
Baxter, 154 Fed. 22, 83 CCA 106; 
Humes vy. Little Rock, 138 Fed. 929; 
Deck v. Whitman, 96 Fed. 873; Rum- 
mel v. Butler County, 93 Fed. 304; 
Foster v. Elk Fork Oil, ete. Co., 90 
Fed. 178, 32 CCA 560; Pyatt v. Waldo, 
85 Fed. 399; Pella Independent Dist. 
v. Beard, 83 Fed. 5 [rev on other 
grounds 88 Fed. 375, 31 CCA. 562]; 
Lobenstine v. Union El. R. Co., 80 
Fed. 9, 25 CCA 304; Peirce v. Van 
Dusen, 78 Fed. 693, 24 CCA 280 [app 
dism 19 SCt. 879, 43 L. ed. 1184]; 
Hearfield v. Bridge, 67 Fed. 333 [aff 
715 Fed. 47, 21 CCA 212]; New York 
Security, ete. Co. v. Lombard Inv. 
Co., 65 Fed. 271 [rev on _ other 
grounds 74 Fed. 769, 21 CCA 83]; 
Marbury v. Kentucky Union Land 
Co., 62 Fed. 335, 10 CCA 393; Union 
Mut. L. Ins, Co. v. Union Mills Plas- 
ter Co., 37 Fed. 286, 3 LRA 90; Edison 
Electric Light Co. v. Westinghouse, 
34 Fed. 232; Easton v. Houston, etc., 
R. Co., 32 Fed. 893; Jackson, etce., 
Co. v. Burlington, etc., R. Co., 29 Fed. 
474; Claflin v. Lisso, 27 Fed. 420 [rev 
on other grounds 132 U. S. 3879, 10 
SCt 25,7133) Di ‘ed.> 3671; Johnston .v. 
Straus, 26 Fed. 57; Central Trust Co. 
v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 26 Fed. 12; 
Pioneer Gold Min. Co. v Baker, 23 
Fed. 258, 10 Sawy.. 539; Flash v. 
Wilkerson, 22 Fed. 689; Clapp v. Ditt- 
man, 21 Fed, 15; Burham v. Fritz, 
13 Fed. 368, 4 McCrary 410; Pul- 
liam v. Pulliam, 10 Fed. 58; Meade 
pr eenies 16 F. Cas. No. 9,371, Taney 

{a] State statutes of limitation.— 
(1) “Although the ordinary chancery 
inrisdiction of the courts of the 
United States cannot be abridged by 
state statutes, they recoznize those 
of the state in which the court is 
sitting, limiting the time for bring- 
ing suits, and adont them, if they 
do not act in obedience to them. 
- . . Accordingly they will adjudve, 
in cases over which there is a con- 
current jurisdiction by courts of law 
and equity, that larse of time to be 
a bar in equity which would have 
constituted a bar if the action had 
been at law.” Miles v. Vivian. 79 
Fed. 848, 852, 25 CCA 208 [foll Frish- 
muth v. Farmers’ L. & TT. Co., 95 
Fed. 5]. (2) So while federal courts 
sitting as courts of chancery may 
entertain bills to set aside wills, 
such courts nevertheless observe the 
public policy of the state where the 
property to be recovered is situated 
and the court sits respecting the 
time within which such suits shall 
be brought. Palmer v. Bradley, 154 
Fed. 311, 83 CCA 231 [aff 142 Fed. 


SCt 759, 52 L. ed! 921)]. (3) But 
the court will refuse to be bound by 
the state statute-of limitations where 
the circumstances would render such 
a course inequitable. Stevens v. 
Grand Cent. Min. Co., 133 Fed. 28, 67 
CCA 284. 

Following state statutes of limita- 
tion in general see infra § 188. 

53. Loewe v. California State Fed- 
eration of Labor, 189 Fed. 714. 

£4, See also generally Admiralty 
Le Crn dene amie lk 

State procedure as applied to ad- 
miralty cases see supra § 118. 

55. Knickerbocker Ice Co. v. Stew- 
art, 253 U. S. 149, 40 SCt 438, 64 L. 
ed. 834; Workman v. New York City, 
179: U; S._552,; 21) SCt) 212, 45 L. ed. 
314; Liverpool, ete., Steam Co. v. 
Phenix Ins: Co., 129.U. S. 397, 9 SCt 
469, 32 L. ed. 788; Bucher v. Cheshire 
R; Con 125. U8S.7555;.8 SCt7 9745 si 
L. ed. 795; Watts v. Camors, 115 U. 
S. 353, 6 SCt 91, 29 L. ed. 406; New 
York v. Rae, 18 How. (U. S.) 223, 
15 L, ed. 359; Western Fuel Co. v. 
Garcia, 255 Fed. 817, 167 CCA 145; 
Erie Second Nat. Bank v. Georger, 
246 Fed, 517; The C..S. Holmes, 212 
Fed. 525 [rev on other grounds 220 
Fed. 278, 186 CCA 289]; Maryland v. 
Milier, 180 Fed. 796 [mod on other 
rrounds 194 Fed. 775, 114 CCA 495]; 
Pacific Coast SS. Co. v. Bancroft- 
Whitney Co., 94 Fed. 180, 36 CCA 
135; New Zealand Ins. Co. v. Ear- 
moor SS. Co., 79 Fed. 368, 24 CCA 
644; Mutual Safety Ins. Co.-—v. 
George, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,981, Olcott 
89; Sawyer v. Oakman, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,402, 7 Blatchf. 290; The Chu- 
san, 5 F. Cas. No, 2,717, 2 Story 455. 

[a] “Police regulations in aid and 
furtherance of commerce, enacted by 
the local authorities,” constitute an 
exception to the rule stated in the 
text. New York v. Rie, 18 How. (U. 
S.) 228, 226, 15 L. ed. 359. 

[b] Where interest is allowed on 
claims in admiralty, there is no uni- 
form rule requiring the rate to be 
six per cent, but the modern tend- 
ency, and it would seem the bet- 
ter practice, is to conform to the 
lezal rate of the state. The New- 
ayo. 205 Fed. 178. 

State leviclation affecting jurisdic- 
tion generally see sunra §§ 115, 117. 


56. The J. E. Rumbell, 148 U. S. 
1, 18 SCt 498. 37 L. ed. 345; The 
Mary F. Chisholm, 129 Fed. 814; 


The James T. Furber, 129 Fed. 808; 
The H. E. Willard, 53 Fed. 599. 

57. Knickerbocker Ice Co. Vv. 
Stewart, 253 U. S. 149, 40 SCt 438, 
64 L. ed. 834. 

58. The City of Norwalk, 55 Fed. 
98 [mod on other grounds 61 Fed. 
he 9 CCA 521]. See also Admiralty 
STD, 


state in which it sits, and it applies the lex loci 


precisely as a court of that state 


| would do,** in accordance with the principles of pri- 


59. Cross references: 

Criminal law generally see Criminal 
Law 16 C. J. p 1. 

Decisions of state courts in crimi- 
nal cases as authority see infra 
§ 182. 

Procedure in 
Supra § 119. 

Competency of witnesses in criminal 
cases see supra § 141. 

60. U. S. v. Bopp, 232 Fed. 177; 
McClendon v. U. S., 229° Fed. 523, 143 
CCA 591; Lung v. U. S., 218 Fed. 817, 
124 CCA 505; U. S. v. Wetmore, 218 
Fed. 227; Erwin v. U. S., 37 Fed. 470, 
2 LRA 229; U. S. v. Kilpatrick, 16 
Fed. 765; U. S. v. Nye, 4 Fed. 888; 
U. S. v. Maxwell, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,- 
N50 Sy Dill, y2 75. 

61. Bucher v. Cheshire R. Co., 125 
U. S. 555, 8 SCt 974, 31 L. ed. 795; 
Denning v. U. S., 247 Fed. 4638, 159 
CCA 517, LRA1918B 487; Simpson v. 
U. S., 245 Fed. 278, 157 CCA 470 [cer- 
tiorari den 245 U. S. 667 mem, 38 
SCt 133 mem, 62 L. ed. 538 mem]; 
Bandy v. U. S., 245 Fed. 98, 157 CCA 
394; Jones v. U. S., 162 Fed. 417, 89 
CCA 303 [certiorar: den 212 U. S. 
576, 29 SCt 685, 53 L. ed. 657]; U, 
S. v. Sims, 161 Fed. 1008; U. S. v. 
Central Vermont R. Co., 157 Fed. 
291; U. S. v. Jones, 10 Fed. 469, 20 
Blatchf. 235; U. S. v. Brown, 24 F. 
Cas. No. 14,671, 1 Sawy. 531: U. S. 
v. Burr, 25 F. Cas. No. 14,694; U. S. 
Vv. Hawthorne, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,332, 
1 Dill. 422. And see supra § 141, 

{a] “State statutes and  deci- 
sions may be persuasive, although 
criminal cases in the national courts 
are controlled by federal statutes.” 
U. S. v. DeBolt, 253 Fed. 78, 82. 

62. Lang v. U. S., 133 Fed. 201, 
66 CCA 255. 

63. See Evidence § 1945. 

64 Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Kemp- 
ton, 138 Fed. 992, 71 CCA 246 (where 
the federal court refused to uphold a 
stipulation in a contract limiting the 
time for suit thereon because 
against public policy of the state in 
which the court) was sitting, al- 
though valid under the law of the 
state where the contract was made), 

“It is, of course, well settled that 
the federal courts consider the policy 
of the state in which they are sit- 
uated in order to determine the en- 
forceability of the statute of an- 
other state.” Gallagher v. Florida 
Hast Coast R. Co., 196 Fed. 1000, 


1001. 
“The United States courts 


criminal cases see 


fa] 
will follow the rules laid down by 
the highest court of a state in the 
matter of determining whether the 
lex loci contractus or the lex fori 
shall govern.” Parker v. Moore, 115 
Fed. 799, 802. 

Death by wrongful act see Death 
$$) 120,90 12; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 168-170] 


vate international law discussed elsewhere in this 


work.® 


[§ 169] 


[§ 170] 
65. See Conflict of Laws 12 C. J. 
p 427 


66. Roberts v. Northern Pac. R. 
Comes Sm Solel 5 SC tua7565. 39) ius 
ed. 873; Pana v. Bowler, 107 U. S. 
529, 2 SCt 704, 27 L. ed. 424; Pine 
Grove Tp. v. Talcott, 19 Wall. (U. 
S.) 666, 22 L. ed. 227 [aff 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,735, 1.Flipp. 120]; Olcott v. 
Fond du Lac County, 16 Wall. (U. S.) 
678, 21 L. ed. 382; Birmingham 
Waterworks Co. v. Birmingham, 211 
Fed. 497 [aff 213 Fed. 450, 130 CCA 
96]; First Nat. Bank v. Liewer, 187 
Fed. 16, 109 CCA 70; Schreiber v. 
Sharpless, 17 Fed. 589. And see Tul- 
lock v. Mulvane, 184 U. S. 497, 22 SCt 
372, 46 L. ed. 657 [rev 61 Kan. 650, 
60 P 749] (suit in a state court on 
a federal injunction bond; attorneys’ 
fees for procuring dissolution of the 
injunction are not allowable as an 
element of damages). 

[a] Tlustrations.— The state law 
does not govern: (1) In bankruptcy 
proceedings. Reynolds v. New York 
Trust Co., 188 Fed. 611, 110 -CCA 
409, 39 LRANS 391; John Deere 
Plow Co. v. McDavid, 137 Fed. 802, 
70 CCA 422, (2) In an action by the 
United States against a surety on 
the bond of an officer, where the 
surety dies pending the suit. Pond 
V5 U2 SI, (Dt1, Med: 989, 49 CCA_582. 
(3) In determining what’ constitutes 
interstate commerce. In re Monon- 
gahela Distillery Co., 186 Fed. 220. 
(4) In determining whether a state 
statute as construed by the state 
court violates the guaranty of due 
process of law of the federal con- 
stitution. Audas v. Highland Land, 
ete., Co., 205 .Fed. 862, 125 CCA 62. 
(5) With respect to the effect of 
the bankruptcy law upon the validity 
of a general assignment made after 
its passage, In re Plotke, 104 Fed. 
964, 44 CCA 282. (6) With respect 
to the right of a federal court to 
enforce its judgment by mandamus. 
U. S. v. Capdevielle, 118 Fed. 809, 
55 CCA 421 [certiorari den 189 U. 
S. 510, 23 SCt 850, 47 L. ed. 923]. 
(7) A state statute giving a defend- 
ant in ejectment the right to recover 
the value of improvements made by 
him in good faith under color of 
title cannot be avplied in a case in 
which plaintiff claims under a pat- 
ent issued by the United States 
after the improvements were m2de, 
since the power of the United States 
to dispose of its public lands is ab- 
solute, and the right of its grantee 
to possession on receiving the lezal 
title cannot be obstructed or affected 
by any claim made under a law of 
the state. Tegarden v. Le Marchel, 
129 Fed. 487. 

[b] Constitutional sufficiency of 
service of process.—State laws and 
decisions cannot determine for the 
national courts what constitutes suf- 
ficient process of law, sufficient serv- 
ice of process, or sufficient appear- 
ance of parties, but they must exer- 
cise their independent judgment in 
deciding these questions notwith- 
standing the full faith and credit 
provisions of the constitution. 
Michigan Trust Co. v. Ferry, 175 
Fed. 667, 99 CCA 221, 175 Fed. 681, 
99 CCA 235 [rev on other grounds 
27850, SS.) 346,383, SCUI550, 57 /li.. ed: 
867]. 

[c] Question of power of federal 
court.—Whether a return of substi- 
tuted service of process in federal 
courts can be amended is a question 
of the power of the court, with ref- 
erence to which it is not bound by 


7. Where Federal Question Involved. 
Where a federal question is involved, the federal 
courts administer the national law as established 
by the federal constitution, treaties, and statutes, 
regardless of state laws or decisions.°% 

B. Decisions of State Courts as Au- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


thority °’—1. 


state decisions. King v. Davis, 137 
Fed. 198 [aff sub nom. Blankenship 
v. King, 157 Fed. 676, 85 CCA 348]. 

[d] Sale under order of federal 
court.—The determination by a state 
court that the property covered by a 
mortgage of all the property and 
franchises of a railway company re- 
mains liable, after a sale under a 
federal court decree of foreclosure, 
for the debts thereafter accruing 
against the mortgagor, because of 
the purchaser’s failure to organize 
a domestic corporation, is not con- 
clusive on the federal supreme court 
in determining the rights secured by 
the purchaser under such decree. 
Julian v. Central Trust Co., 193 U. S. 
93, 24 SCt 399, 48 L. ed. 629 [aff 115 
Fed. 956, 53 CCA 438]. 

[e] Superseding of state statute 
by Bankruptcy Act.—Whether a 
state statute authorizing arrest of 
a judgment debtor on certain grounds 
after the return of an execution un- 
satisfied has been superseded by the 
Bankruptcy Law is a federal ques- 
tion, as to which state decisions are 
merely advisory. Johnson v. Craw- 
ford, 154 Fed. 761. 

67. Decisions of United States 
courts as precedent in state courts 
see Courts §§ 317, 318. 

68. Lehman v. Gumbel, 236 U. S. 
448, 85 SCt 307, 59 L. ed. 666; Nadal 
v. May, 233 U. S. 447, 34 SCt 611, 58 
L. ed. 1040; Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. 
Schwyhart, 227 U. S. 184, 33 SCt 250, 
57 L. ed, 473; King v. West Virginia, 
216 U. S. 92, 30 SCt 225, 64 L. ed. 
396; Kuhn v. Fairmont Coal Co., 
215 (U.S. 349 30 SCt 140, 54 lL. ed: 
228; Cooper v. Newell, 173 U. S. 555, 
19 SCt 506, 43 L. ed. 808; Pennoyer 
v. Neff, 95 U. S. 714, 24 L. ed. 565; 
Harlan v. Houston, 258 Fed. 611, 170 
CCA 65; Old Colony Trust Co. v. Ta- 
coma, 219 Fed. 775; Stonebraker v. 
Hunter, 215 Fed. 67, 131, CCA 375; 
BE. I. Du Pont de Nemours Powder 
Co, v. Jones, 200 Fed. 638; Manches- 
ter v. Landry, 199 Fed. 882, 118 CCA 
330; Newberry v. Wilkinson, 199 Fed. 
6738, 118 CCA 111; In re Chaudron, 
180 Fed. 841; Walter A. Wood Co. v. 
Dubanks, 169 Fed. 929, 95 CCA 273; 
McCue v. Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. 
Co., 167 Fed. 435, 93 CCA 71 [rev on 
other grounds 223 U. S. 234, 32 SCt 
220, 56 Li ed. 419, 38 LRANS 57]; 
Defionece v. McGonigale, 150 Fed. 639, 
80 CCA 425 [certiorari den 207 U. 
St> 585,. 28 S€t °254,- 52 a. eds 3521; 
McGonigdle v. Defiance, 140 Fed. 621 
[off 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 425 (cer- 
tiorari den 207 U.S. 585, 28 SCt 254, 
52 L. ed. 352)1; Hubbird v. Goin, 137 
Fed. 822, 70 CCA 320; In re Keiler, 
14 F, Cas. No. 7,647. 

[a] Presumption as to proper 
consideration.—Decision of a _ state 
court, if binding, will be presumed to 
be based upon a thorough considera- 
tion of questions involved and a 
suggestion contra will not be _ en- 
tertained, Cross v. Allen, 141 U. S. 
528, 12 SCt 67, 35 L. ed. 843 [aff 28 
Fed. 346]. 

[b] Presumption that state court 
acted within its powers.—A decree of 
an inferior state court will be as- 
sumed by the federal court to be 
within its powers, in the absence of 
statute or decision to the contrary. 
Michigan Trust Co. v. Ferry, 228 U. 
S. 346, 33 SCt 550, 57 L. ed. 867 [rev 
175 Fed. 667, 99 CCA 221, 175 Fed. 
681, 99 CCA 235]. 

[ec] Presumption that state prac- 
tice followed.—Where a court of a 
state has adjudged an affidavit on 


General Rule. 
done in the exercise of its jurisdiction and not con- 
flicting with the proper decrees and jurisdiction of 
the federal courts are valid and binding upon the 
latter ;°* and the latter courts will make their de- 
cisions on questions of local law conform to the 
decisions of the courts of the states in which they 
sit.°° A decision of a state court is not controlling 


[25C.J.] 831 


Acts of a state court 


information and belief as the basis 
of an order for publication sufficient, 
it will be assumed to be in accord 
with the local state practice. 
Thompson v. Thompson, 226 U. S. 
551, 33 SCt 129, 57 L. ed. 347 [aff 35 
Apps:CD: Cai 412 

{d] Orders and judgments of 
state probate courts are conclusive 
and binding on federal courts in the 
exercise of their jurisdiction in the 
administration of the estates as be- 
tween citizens of different states, 
Newberry v. Wilkinson, 199 Fed. 673, 
118 CCA 111 [aff 190 Fed. 62]. 

69. U. S.—Marshall v. New York, 
41 SCt 143; St. Louis, ete., Land Co. 
v. Kansas City, 241 U. S. 419, 36 SCt 
647, 60 L. ed. 1072; Embree v. Kan- 
sas City, etc., Road Dist., 240 U.S. 
242, 36 SCt 317, 60 L. ed. 624; Mt. 
Vernon-Woodberry Cotton Duck Co. 
v. Alabama Interstate Power Co., 
240 U. S. 30, 36 SCt 234, 60 L. ed. 
507; Moss v. Ramey, 239 U. S. 538, 
36 SCt 183, 60 L. ed. 425; Central 
Vermont R. Co. v. White, 238 U. S. 
507, 35 SCt 865, 59 L. ed. 1433 [aff 87 
Vt. 330, 89 A 618]; Price v. Illinois, 
238 U.S. 446, 35 SCt 892, 59 LL, ed. 
1400; Parker iv. MclLain,,,237 2s, S: 
469, 35 SCt 632, 59 L. ed. 1051; Doran 
v. Kennedy, 237 U. S. 362, 35 SCt 615, 
59 Li. ed. 996; Michigan Cent. R. Co. 
v. Michigan R. Commn., 236 U. S. 615, 
35 SCt 426, 59 L. ed. 750 [aff 168 
Mich. 230, 132 NW 1068]; Yost v. 
Dallas County, 236 U. S. 50, 35 SCt 
235, 59 L. ed. 460; Wadley South- 
ern R. Co. v. Georgia, 235 U. S. 651, 
35 SCt 214, 59-L. ed: 405; Archer v: 
Greenville Sand, etc., Co., 233 U. S. 
60, 34 SCt 567, 58 L. ed. 850; Trimble 
v. Seattle, 231 U. S. 683, 34 SCt 218, 
58 L. ed. 435; Yazoo, etc., R. Co, v. 
Brewer, 231 U. S. 245, 34 Sct 90, 
58 L. ed. 204; Old Colony Trust Co. 
v. Omaha, 230 U. S. 100, 33 SCt 967, 
57 L. ed. 1410; Robertson v. How- 
ard, 229 U. S. 254, 33 SCt 854, 57 L. 
ed. 1174; Purity Extract, ete. Co. v. 
Lynch, 226 U. S. 192, 33 SCt 44, 57 
L. ed. 184; Hiscock v. Varick Bank, 
206 U. S. 28, 27 SCt 681, 51; L. ed, 
945; Patterson v. Colorado, 205 U. 
S. 454, 27 SCt 556, 51 L. ed. 879, 10 
AnnCas 689; Ballard v. Hunter, 204 
U. S. 241, 27 SCt 261, 51 L. ed. 461; 
Mead v. Portland, 200 U. S. 148, 26 


SCt 171, 50 L. ed. 413; Manley v. 
Park; 187 U.S. 547, 23 SCt 208, 47.1: 
cd. 296; Chesapeake, etc., R. Co. v. 


Kentucky, 179 U. S. 388, 21 SCt 101, 
45 L. ed. 244 [aff 21 KyL 228, 51 SW 
160]; Clarke v. Clarke, 178 U. S. 184, 
20 SCt 873, 44 L. ed. 1028 [aff 70 
Conn. 483, 40 A 111]; Osborne v. 
Florida, 164 U. S. 650, 17 SCt 214, 41 


‘LL. ed. 586; Noble v. Mitchell, 164 U. 


So (86%) (Ls SCtey 100) 44 i Wedin 24.72)" 
Cross v. Allen, 141 U. S. 528, 12 SCt 
67, 35 L. ed. 843; Green v. Neal, 6 
Pet. (U..S.) 291, 8 L. ed. 402; Mutual 
Assur, Soc, v. Watts, 1 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 279, 4 L. ed. 91; In re Dagwell, 
263 Fed. 406; Roberts v. Tennessee 
Coal, ete. R. Co., 255 Fed. 469, 166 
CCA 545; American Surety Co. v. 
Bellincham Nat. Bank, 254 Fed. 54, 
165 CCA 464; Swann v. Austell, 253 
Fed, 807 [aff 261 Fed. 465]; Mar- 
quette Cement Min. Co. v. Oglesby 
Coal Co., 253 Fed. 107; Orr v. Allen, 
245 Fed. 486 [aff 248 U. S. 35, 39 SCt 
23, 638 L. ed. 109]; In re Shea, 245 
Fed. 363; In re Sutton, 244 Fed. 872; 
In re Seward Dredging Co., 242 Fed. 
225, 155 CCA 65 [certiorari den sub 
nom, Sands v. Estabrook, 245 U. S, 
651 mem, 38 SCt 11 mem, 62 L. ed. 
531 mem]; Shaffer v. Marks, 241 Fed. 
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on a federal court sitting outside of the state.’° 

Construction of State Constitution 
The federal courts are bound to 
follow the decisions of the highest courts of the 


ae We bia 
and Statutes.” . 


139 [aff 256 Fed. 648, 168 CCA 42]; 
Keystone Wood Co. v. Susquehanna 
Boom Co., 240 Fed. 296; Reichardt v. 
Hill, 286 Fed, 817, 150 CCA 79; Gil- 
man v. Lamson Co., 234 Fed. 507, 148 
CCA 273; Olmsted-Stevenson Co. v. 
Miller, 231 Fed. 69, 145 CCA 257; 
Schnepfe yv. Schnepfe, 230 Fed. 781, 
145 CCA 91; Old Colony Trust Co. v. 
Tacoma, 230 Fed. 389, 144 CCA 531 
[aff 219 Fed. 775]; Ingersoll Engi- 
neering, etc., Co. v. Crocker, 228 Fed. 
844, 142 CCA 242; General Blectric 
Co. v. Richardson, 228 Fed. 758 [aff 
233 Fed. 84, 147 CCA 154]; Colum- 
bia Digger Co. v. Sparks, 227 Fed. 
780, 142 CCA 304; Scandinavian- 
American Bank v. Sabin, 227 Fed. 
579, 142 CCA 211; Williams v. Adler- 
Goldman Commn. Co., 227 Fed, 374, 
142 CCA 70; In re Floyd, 225 Fed. 
262 [aff 232 Fed. 119, 146 CCA 311]; 
In re Georgia Steel Co., 224 Fed. 
517; T. L. Smith Co. v. Orr, 224 Bed. 
T1, 139 CCA 517;-Collins' *v. People’s 
Power Co., 223 Fed. 47, 138 CCA 411; 
Old Colony Trust Co. v. Tacoma, 219 
Fed. 775; Eaton v. Shiawassee 
County, 218 Fed. 588, 134 CCA 316 
[eertiorari den 239 U. S. 647, 36 SCt 
221, 60 L. ed, 484]; Columbia Digzer 
Co. v. Rector, 215 Fed. 618; Stone- 
braker v. Hunter,.215 Fed. 67, 131 
CCA 375; Birmingham Waterworks 
Co. v. Birmingham, 211 Fed. 497 [aff 
213 Fed. 450, 130 CCA 96]; Triumph 
Blectric Co. vy. Patterson, 211 Fed. 
244 127 CCA 612; U. S. v. Spokane 
Mill Co., 206 Fed. 999; McKinney v. 
Kansas Natural Gas Co., 206 Fed. 
772 [aff 209 Fed. 300, 126 CCA 226]; 
In re Manning, 206 Fed. 685; Audas 
v. Highland Land, etc., Co., 205 Fed. 
$62, 125 CCA 62; In re Doyle, 205 
Fed. 543 [rev on other grounds 209 
Fed. 1, .126 CCA 142]; In re Buch- 
ner, 202 Fed. 979 [aff 205 Fed. 454, 
123 CCA 522]; In re East End Man- 
tel, etc., Co., 202 Fed. 275; Smith v. 
Guffey, 202 Fed. 106, 120 CCA 436 
[rev on other grounds 237 U. S. 101, 
S57 SOt 2526) 59) Lied 856); Hel. Du 
Pont de Nemours Powder Co. v. 
Jones, 200 Fed, 638; In re Harnden, 
200 Fed. 175; Alabama Cons. Coal, 
etc., Co. v. Baltimore Trust Co., 197 
Fed. 347; Swager v. Smith, 194 Fed. 
762, 114 CCA 482; Omaha v. Omaha 
Water Co., 192 Fed. 246, 112 CCA 
504; Mishawaka Woolen Mfg. Co. v. 
Westveer, 191 Fed. 465, 112 CCA 109; 
In re Nelson, 191 Fed. 233; Hood v. 
McGehee, 189 Fed. 205 [aff 199 Wed. 


989, 117 CCA 664]; Republic Iron, 
etc., Co. v. Carlton, 189 Fed, 126; 
In re Merrill, 186 Fed, 312, 108 CCA 
390; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Appa- 


noose County, 182 Fed. 291, 104 CCA 
573, 31 LRANS 1117; Forshaw v. 
Layman, 182 Fed. 193, 104 CCA 559; 
Clark yv. Atlantic City, 180 Fed. 598: 
U. S. v. One Lot of Land, 178 Fed. 
334; In re Elletson Co., 174 Fed. 859 
[aff 183 Fed. 715,:106 CCA 153, and 


app dism 183 Fed. 718, 106 CCA 156];: 


Walter A. Wood Co. v. Eubanks, 169 
Fed. 929, 95 CCA 273; Percy Summer 
Club v. Astle, 163° Fed. 1,.90 CCA 
§27; Converse v. Mears, 162 Fed. 767; 
In re Newton, 153 Fed. 841, 83 CCA 
23 [aff 214 U. S, 279) 29 SCt 614, 53 
L. ed. 997]; Ramsden v. Knowles, 
151 Fed 718; Southern Pacific Co. v. 
Western: Pac. R. Co., 144 Fed. 160 
[rev on other grounds 151 Fed, 376, 
80 CCA 606]; In re Sheets Printing, 
etc., Co., 1386 Fed. 989 [aff 143 Fed. 
315, 74 CCA 458, and rev on other 
grounds 149 Fed, 196, 79 CCA 154]; 
Quinette v. Bisso, 136 Fed. 825, 69 
CCA 508, 5 LRANS 3038 [certiorari 
den 199 U. S.. 606, 26 SCt 746, +50 
L. ed. 330]; In re Antigo Screen 
Door Co., 123 Fed. 249, 59 CCA 248; 
Southern R. Co. v. North Carolina 


FEDERAL COURTS 


. 


Corp. Commn., 99 Fed. 162 [app dism 
100 Fed. 1003 mem, CCA 685 
mem]; In re Barry, 42 Fed, 113, 136 
U. S. 597 note, 24 L. ed. 503 note [app 
dism 5 How. 108, 12 L. ed. 70]; John- 
ston v. Straus, 36 Fed. 57; Hollings- 
worth v. Tensas Parish, 17 Fed. 109, 
4 Woods 280; Illius v. New York, 
ete; RCo, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,010. 

D. C.—U. S. Trust Co. v. National 
Sav., etc., Co., 37 App. 296. 

N. Y.—Towle v. Forney, 14 N, Y. 
423° faff’' 11° N. Y. Super. 164 and 
appr Williamson v. Suydam, 6 Wall. 
CU.SS)) 728) O88 1. Ved. 9675297258 Suy= 
dam v. Williamson, 24 How. COSS) 
427, 16 L. ed. 742]. 

N. C.—Herring v. Atlantic Coast 
Line RR.’ Co., 160 N. C. °252,°76 SH 
527; Pace Mule Co. v. Seaboard Air 
Line R, Co., 160 N. C. 215, 76 SH 513. 

Pa.—Vaughan v. Magee, 24 Pa. 
Dist. 76. 

[a] Whe decision of the _ state 
court must amount to a settled rule, 
applicable to the precise facts dis- 
closed by the record, in order to re- 
quire a federal court to conform 
thereto. John Deere Plow Co. v. 
Mowry, 222 Fed. 1, 137 CCA 539. 

[b] Hawaiian decision.—The hold- 
ing of the Hawaiian supreme court 
that a person, seeking the registra- 
tion and confirmation in the court 
of land registration of a title which 
depends upon an unexecuted decree, 
is, aS against the holder of the out- 
standing legal title, in the samé posi- 
tion as a person asking the aid of a 
court of chancery in executing a 
former decree, and takes the risk of 
opening up such decree for reéxami- 
nation, will be followed by the fed- 
eral supreme court. Lewers v. At- 


cherly, 222 U. S. 285, 32 SCt 94, 56 
L, ed, 202. 
[c] A claim that a law is local 


in character is not sufficient to bind 
a federal court where the decision 


merely regulates the practice of 
courts. Amis v. Smith, 16 Pet. (Ue 
S.) 303, 10 L. ed. 973. 


70. Torres v. Rubert, 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 423 
[a] Decisions of the supreme 


court of a state construing a state 
statute are not binding on a federal 
court sitting in another state. Mead- 
er Furniture Co. v. Commercial Nat. 
Safe Deposit Co., 192 Fed. 616 [app 
dism 202 Fed. 1021, 120 CCA 662]. 

71. Review by supreme court of 
decision of state court on: 
Construction of state statutes see 

infra § 3803. 

Questions arising under state con- 

stitution see infra § 302. 

72. U. S.—Green v. Frazier, 253 
U. S. 2838, 40 SCt 499, 64 L. ed. 878; 
Orrieve Allen, 245 U. S§. 35, 39 Sct 
23,63 L. ed. 109 [aff 245 Fed. 486]; 
Palmer v. Ohio, 248 U. S. 32, 39 SCt 
16, 68 L. ed. 108 [dism writ of error 
Baudabaugh v. State, 96 Oh. St. 513, 
118 NE 102]; ‘Hendrickson v. Apper- 
son, 245 U. S. 105, 38 SCt 44, 62 L. 
ed. 178; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. 
Towers, 245 U. S. 6,.38 SCt 2, 62 L. 
éd. 1173" Louisville, “etey  R: ‘Co. Vv. 
Greene, 244 U. S. 522, 37 SCt 688, 61 
eed al ZONE se Mb. Vernon- -Woodberry 
Cotton Duck Co. v. Alabama Inter- 
state Power Co., 240 U. S. 30, 36 SCt 
234, 60 L. ed. 507 [aff 186 Ala. 622, 
65 S 287]; Bi-Metallic Inv. Co. v. 
Colorado, 239 U. S. 441, 36 SCt 141, 
60 L. ed. 872; Porter v. Wilson, 239 
U. S. 170, 36 SCt 91, 60 L. ed. 204; 
Collins v. Johnston, 237 U. S, 502, 
35 SCt 649, 59 L. ed. 1071; Booth v. 
Indiana, .237 Uy Sr7391) 35 SCt 617, 
59 L. ed. 1011; Metzger Motor Car 
©0..ve Parrott,//283 (UW. SxBe7934 Sct 
575, 58 °L. ed.) 83% yeswasconsines ve 
Frear, 231 U. S.. 616, 34 SCt 272, 58 
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state upon questions relating to the construction 
of the state constitution and the validity thereun- 
der of state statutes;7* and where a state statute 
has been construed by the highest judicial tribunal 


L, ed. 400; Southern Pac. Coa. v.. 
Campbell, 230 U. S. 537, 33 SCt 1027," 
57 L. ed. 1610; Peters v. Gilchrist, 
222 U. S. 483, 32 SCt 122, 56 LL. ed. 
278; Chicago ve “Sturges, 222°.U: 4S: 
ot3, 382 SCt 925 56 Leeds 215 -cAnn 
Cas1918B 1349; Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 
207 U. S. 161, 28 SCt 40, 52 L. ed. 151: 
[aff 217 Pa. 227, 66 A 348, 120 AmSR 
845]; Montana v. Rice, 204 U. Su 
291, 27 SCt 281, 51. L.:ed. 490 ‘[afé: 
33 Mont. 365, 83 P 874]; O’Connor’ v. 
Texas, 202 OU. S..501, 26 SCt 726, 50) 
L. ed. 1120; Powers v. Detroit, ete.,’ 
R. Co., 201 U. S. 5438, 26 SCt 556, 50: 
L. ed. 860 [aff 138 Fed. 264]; Soper 
v. Lawrence Bros. Co., 201 U. S. 359, 
26 SCt 473, 50 L. ed, 788; Jack wu 
Kansas, 199 U..S. 372, 26 SCt 73, 50 
L. ed. 234, 4 AnnCas 689; West v.' 
Louisiana, 194 U. S. 258, 24 SCt 650, 
48 L. ed. 965; Carstairs’ v. Cochran,’ 
193 U. S. 10, 24 SCt 318, 48 L. eds 
596 [aff 95 Md. 488, 52 A 601]; Man- 
ley veeParkj 187) Ur Si 5472 23 SCe 
208, 47 L. ed. 296 [aff 62 Kan. 5534: 


64 P 28]; League v. Texas, 184 U. S. 
156, 22. SCt 475, 46 L. ed. 478]3 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Kentucky» 


L839 Use Sy 1503,+228SCtr Obese xed: 
298 [aff 106 Ky. 633, 51 SW 164, 1012) 
21 KyL 232, 90 AmSR 236]; Rasmus- 
sen’ iv. IdahoisL8l U.S. 1 989 2R ASCE 
594, 45 L. ed. 820 [aff 7 Ida. 1, 59 
P 933, 97 AmSR- 234, (52.LRA. .78]; 
Danville Water Co. v. Danville, 180 
W S. 619) 24 SCt) 505, 45 si ed: 2696 
[aff 186 Ill. 326, 57 NE 1129]; Free- 
port Water Co. v. Freeport, 180 U. S. 
587, 21 ‘SCt 493,45... ed. 679. {aft 
186 Ill. 179, 57 NE 862]; Wilkes 
County v. Coler, 180. U. S. 506, 21 
SCt 458, 45 L. ed. 642: W. W. Car- 
gill Co. v. Minnesota, 180 U. S. 462, 
21 SCt 423, 45 L. ed. 619; Chesapeake, 
ete, R. -Cor ve Kentucky}: 179 ‘WiwSa 
, 21 SCt 101, 45 L. ed. 244;. Mason 
vy. Missouri, 179 U. S328) 21. SCtsa2bs 
45 L. ed. 214 [aff 155 Mo. 486, 55 SW 
636]; Adirondack R. Co. v. New York, 
176 U. S: 335, 20 SCt 460, 44 L. ed: 
492; Tullis v. Lake Erie, ete., R. Co., 
175 U. S. 348, 20 SCt 186, 44 L. ed. 
192; Brown v. New Jersey, 175 U.S. 
172, 20 SCt 77, 44 L. ed. 119; Me- 
cain v. Des Moines, 174 U. S. 168; 
19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed. 986; Wilson v. 
North Carolina, 169 U. S. 586, 18 SCt 
435, 42 L. ed. 865; Backus v. Fort 
St. Union Depot Co., 169 U. S. 557, 18 
SCt 445, 42 L. ed. 853; Merchants’, 
ete., Nat. Bank v. Pennsylvania, 167 
aise 461, 17 SCt 829, 42 L. ed. 236; 
Long Island Water- Supply Gow ww 
Brooklyn, 166 U. S.. 685, 17 SCt 718, 
41 L. ed. 1165; Forsyth v. Hammond; 
166 U. S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ea: 
1095; Oakes v. Mase, 165 U. S. 363, 1% 
SCt 345, 41 L. ed. 746; Sanford v. Peo.; 
165 U.S. 194, 17 SCt 305, 41 L. ed. 688 
[aff 69 Fed. 546, 16 CCA’ 305, 60 LRA 
641]; Adams Express Co. v. Ohio 
State Auditor,.165 U. S. 194, 17 SCt 
305, 41 L. ed. 683; Noble v. Mitchell, 
164 U. S. 367, 17 SCt 110; 41 L. ed. 
472; Fallbrook Irr, 
ley, 
ed. 369 [rev 68 Fed. 948]; Hallinger 
v. Davis, 146 U. S. 314, 18 SCt 105, 
36 L. ed. 986; Norton vy. Shelby 
County, 118 U. S..4257°6. SCt- 1121; 
30 L. ed. 178; Hagar v. Reclamation 
DistsINoy 108, SA Wie Ol 4 SCe 
663, 28 L. ed. 569; Post v. Kendall 
County, 105 U. S. 667, 26 L. ed, 1204; 
Louisiana v. Pilsbury, 105 U. S. 278, 
26 L. ed. 1090; Wade v. Walnut. 105 
UN Sih 26° Li red. 1027 2 airfiel dying 
Gallatin County, 100 U. S. 47, 25 Li 
ed. 5443: Atlantic, eta, R: .Co.-.¥. 
Georgia, 98 U. S. 359, 25 lL. -ed; 
185; Memphis, ete., R. Co. v. Gaines, 
OR SAWS. eGo len 24 ye dacs... 1 sLOSdt 
Henry County v. Nicolay, 95 U. S. 
619; 124 L. ed.),.394;, Cass... County 
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v. Johnson, 95 U. S. 3860, 24 L. ed. 
416; Barney v. Keokuk, 94 U. S. 324, 
24 L. ed, 224; Taylor v. Secor, 92 U. 
S. 575, 23 L. ed. 668; Elmwood v. 
Marcy; 92'(U.8S5. 2895" 23° Ia. ved. “710° 
Pennsylvania College Cases, 13 Wall. 
190, 20 L. ed. 550; Gut v. Minnesota, 
9 Wall. 35, 19 L. ed. 573; Randall v. 
‘ Brigham, 7 Wall. 523, 19 L. ed. 285; 
Gelpcke vy. Dubuque, 1 Wall. 175, 17 
L. ed. 520; Amey v. Allegheny City, 
24 How. 364, 16 L. ed. 614; Webster 
v. Cooper, 14 How. 488, 14 L. ed. 510; 
Nesmith v. Sheldon, 7 How. 812, 12 
L. ed. 925; Luther v. Borden, 7 How. 
1, 12 L. ed. 581; Hamilton Bank v. 
Dudley, 2 Pet. 492, °7 Ll. ed. 496; 
Calder v. Bull, 3 Dall. 386, 1 L. ed. 
648; Chicago v. Obermayer Co., 
268 Hed. 237; U. S.-v. Briggs, 266 
Fed. 434; Wight v. Avoyelles Police 
Jury, 264 Fed. 705; Peyton v. Farm- 
er’s Nat. Bank, 261 Fed. 326; U. S. 
v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 458 [rev on other 
grounds 263 Fed. 856 (certiorari dism 
41 SCt 63 mem, 65 L. ed. 130 mem)]; 
Rockaway Pac. Corp. v. Stotesbury, 
255 Fed. 345; Lancaster v. Avoyelles 
Police Jury, 254 Fed. 179; Union Sul- 
phur Co. v. Reed, 249 Fed. 172; Bush 
v. Branson, 248 Fed. 377, 160 CCA 
387 [rev on other grounds 251 U. S. 
182, 40 SCt 1138, 64 L. ed. 215]; Vin- 
eennes Bridge Co. v. Atoka County, 
248 Fed. 93, 160 CCA 233; Nichols v. 
Cleveland, 247 Fed. 731, 159 CCA 589 
[certiorari den 246 U. S. 668 mem, 
38 SCt 336 mem, 62 L. ed. 930 mem]; 
Ex p. Merrill, 245 Fed. 778; Bryan v. 
Louisville, etce., R. Co., 244 Fed. 650, 
157 CCA 98 [writ of error dism and 
certiorari den 246 U. S. 651 mem, 
38 SCt 334 mem, 62 L. ed. 921 mem]; 
Sidey v. Marceline, 237 Fed. 168, 150 
CCA 314; Gardner v. Western Union 
Tel. Co., 231 Fed. 405, 145° CCA 399; 
Hill v. Hill, 231 Fed. 345 [aff 247 
Fed. 778, 159 CCA _ 636]; Colorado 
Yule Marble Co. v. Collins, 230 Fed. 
78, 144 CCA 376; Mudge v. Black, 224 
Fed. 919, 140 CCA 397 [certiorari den 
239 U. S. 642 mem; 36 SCt 163 mem, 
60 L. ed. 482 mem]; Haton v. Shia- 
wassee County, 218 Fed. 588, 134 
CCA 316 [certiorari den 239 U. S. 
647, 86 SCt 221, 60 L. ed. 484]; Bab- 
bitt v. Read, 215 Fed. 395 [aff 236 
Fed. 42, 149 CCA 252 (certiorari den 
243°. (S648) 137 (SCt 475, 61 Li. ed. 
945)]; Rail, ete:, Coal Co. v. Yaple, 
214 Bed! 273 [att 236 Us S. 338, 35 
SCv2859,259, 0. -ed. 60715 0U. Sa cy. 
Broughton, 213 Fed. [rev on 
other grounds 235 U. S. 133, 35 SCt 
86, 59 L. ed. 162]; Des Moines Water 
Co, v. Des Moines, 206 Fed. 657, 124 
CCA 445; Holly v. McDowell Coal, 
ete., Co., 203 Fed. 668, 122 CCA 64; 
Wind River Lumber Co. v. Frank- 
fort Mar., etc., Ins, Co., 196 Fed. 340, 
116 CCA 160; Ringling v. Hempstead, 
193 Fed. 596, 113 CCA 464; Nielsen 
v: Chicago, etc., R. Co., 187 Fed. 393, 
109 CCA 225; Shaw v. Cleveland, etc., 
RviGo.,) .Li3" Med; 746) -91- "CCA 9520; 
Sunset Tel., etc., Co. v. Pomona, 172 
Fed. 829, 97 CCA 251 [rev 164 Fed. 
561, and rev on other grounds 224 U. 
S330, 382) SCt’ 47%, 56) DL. ved. 7887; 
Johnson v. St. Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 
GCA 617, 18 AnnCas 949; Western 
Wnion ‘Tél. Co. v. Julian,’ 169 Wed. 
166; Continental Securities Co. v, In- 
terborough Rapid Transit Co., 165 
Fed. 945; Cheatham v. Evans, 160 
Fed. 802, 87 CCA 576; Traer v. Fow- 
ler, 144 Fed. 810, 75 CCA 540; U. S. 
v. Tully, 140 Fed. 899; Ex p. Brown, 
140 Fed. 461; Harrison v. Reming- 
ton Paper Co., 140 Fed. 385, 72 CCA 
405, 3 LRANS 954, 5 AnnCas 314 
[certiorari den 199 U. S. 607, 26 SCt 
747, 50 L. ed. 331]; Hughes v. Pflanz, 
138 Fed. 980,71 CCA 234; Parks Co. v. 
Decatur, 138 Fed. 550, 70 CCA 674; 
Schurmeier v. Connecticut Mut. L. 
Ins. Co., 137 Fed. 42,69 CCA 22; Sioux 
Falls v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 136 
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Fed. 721, 69 CCA 373 [app dism 199 
U. S. 601, 26 SCt 748, 50 L. ed. 328]; 
Kibbe vy. Stevenson Iron Min. Co., 136 
Fed. 147, 69 CCA 145; Rees v. Olm- 
sted; 135. Fed.—-296,' 68 “CCA .50; 
People’s Sav. Bank v. Layman, 134 
Fed. 635; H. F. Michell. Co. v. Mat- 
thues, 134 Fed. 493; Knight v. Shel- 
ton, 134 Fed. 423; Kane v. Erie R. 
Co., 133. Fed. 681, 67 CCA 653, 68 
LRA 788 [rev 128 Fed. 474]; Treat 
v. Chicago, 130 Fed. 443, 64 CCA 
645; Mohl v. Lamar Canal Co., 128 
Fed. 776; Morenci Copper Co. v. 
Freer, 127 Fed. 199; Williams v. 
Stearns, Poe ee SCha 8 Vs 
Webb, 122 Fed. 655 [app dism 194 
U. S. 640, 24 SCt 857, 48 L. ed. 1162]; 
Flanigan v. Sierra County, 122 Fed. 
24, 58 CCA 340 [rev on other grounds 
196° U.S. 553,25 SCt 314, 49. LL. ed: 
597]; Pabst Brewing Co. v. Cren- 
shaw, 120 Fed. 144 [aff 198 U. S. 17, 
25 SCt 552, 49 L. ed. 925]; American 
Sugar Refining Co. v. New Orleans, 
119 Fed. 691, 55 CCA 328; Whitmier, 
ete, Co. v. “Buffalo,- 118 “Red. 773; 
Beatrice v. Edminson, 117 Fed. 427, 
54 CCA 601; Underground R. Co. v. 
New York, 116 Fed. 952 [aff 193 U.S. 
416, 24 SCt 494, 48 L. ed. 783]; Union 
Pac. R. Co. v. Alexander, 113 Fed. 
347 [app dism 115 Fed. 1017, 52 CCA 
680]; Estill County v. Embry, 112 
Fed. 882, 50 CCA 573 [aff 144 Fed. 
9138, 75 CCA 654 (certiorari den 207 
U. S. 593, 28 SCt 259, 52 L. ed. 355) 1]; 
Douglas Co. v. Stone, 110 Fed. 812 
[aff 191 U. S. 557, 24 SCt 843, 48 L. 
ed. 301]; People’s Nat. Bank v. 
Marye, 107 Fed. 570 [mod on other 
grounds 191 U. S, 272, 24 SCt 68, 48 
Ee edi ni8 0eChicago, ete., —R. Co. Vv. 
Smyth, 103 Fed. 376; Louisville, etc., 
R. Co. v. Lansford, 102 Fed. 62, 42 
CCA 160; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Myatt, 98 Fed. 335; Clark v. Russell, 
97 Fed. 900, 38 CCA 5413 Oxford 
v. Union Bank, 96 Fed. 298, 37 CCA 
493; O’Brien v. Wheelock, 95 Fed. 883, 
387 CCA’ 309 Taffs184 U. 8S. 450, 22 
SCt 354, 46:-L. ed. 636]; Liverpool, 
ete., Ins. Co. v. Clunie, 88 Fed. 160; 
Lapp v. Ritter, 88 Fed. 108; Willis 
v. Wyandotte, 86 Fed. 872, 30 CCA 
445; Sutherland-Innes Co. v. Evart, 
86 Fed. 597, 30 CCA 305; Robert J. 
Boyd Paving, ete., Co. v. Ward, 85 
Fed. 27, 28 CCA 667; McCain v. Des 
Moines, 84 Fed. 726 [aff 174 U. S. 
168, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed. 9386 (appr 
State v. Des Moines, 96 Iowa 521, 
65 NW_ 818, 31 LRA 186, 59 AmSR 
381)]; In re Krug, 79 Fed. 308; Illi- 
nois Cent. R. Co. v. Ihlenberg, 75 
Fed. 873, 21 CCA 546, 34 LRA 393; 
U. S. v. Board of Liquidation, 75 
Fed. 548, 21 CCA 442; Sanford v. Poe, 
69 Fed. 546, 16 CCA 305, 60 LRA 641 
faff 165 U. S. 194, 17 SCt 305, 41 L. 
ed. 683]; U. S. v. Stanford, 69 Fed. 
25 [aff 70 Fed. 346, 17 CCA 143 (aff 
161°U. S. 412, 16 SCt 576, 40 L. ed. 
751)]; Hoyt v. Gleason, 65 Fed. 685; 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Poe, 64 
Fed. 9; Folsom v. Township Ninety- 
six, 59 Fed. 67; Travelers’ Ins. Co. v. 
Oswego Tp., 59 Fed. 58, 7 CCA 669; 
Pennsylyania R. Co. v. National 
Docks, etc., R. Co., 58 Fed. 929; Fi- 
delity Ins., ete., Co. v. Shenandoah 
Iron Co., 42 Fed. 372; Southern Pac. 
R. Co. v. Orton, 32 Fed. 457; King v. 
Dundee Mortg., ete., Inv. Co., 28 Fed. 
33; Reclamation Dist. No. 108 v. 
Hagar, 4 Fed. 366, 6 Sawy. 567 [aff 
hiss OL ee SCE S663) P28 ALi ied: 
569]; Commercial Nat. Bank vy. Iola, 
6 E. Cas. No. 3,061, 2 Dill. 353; Du- 
bois v. McLean, 7 F. Cas. No. 4,107, 
4 McLean 486; North Bennington 
First Nat. Bank v. Bennington, 
PSS Casi. eNo. 614,807, 16) Blateht 
58; Gilchrist v. Little Rock, 10 
hme Cas: wINo. py 42g ales Dilly 26K 
Kennedy y. Indianapolis, 14 F. Cas, 
INO: 7703; aLLeBiss 1s, [aftr103 iu: Ss; 
599, 26 L. ed. 550]; Kimball v. Mo- 


courts as the text of the statutes itself.7? 
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bile County, 14 F. Cas. No. 7,774, 3 
Woods 555; King v, Wilson, 14 F. 
Cas. No, 7,810, 1 Dill 555; Nessmith 
v. Shelden, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,125, 4 
McLean 375. 

Ind.——Harmon y. Bolley, 187 Ind. 
511, 120 NE 33, 2 ALR 609. 

Ky.—Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Cen- 
tral Stock Yards Co., 97 SW 778, 30 
KyL 18, 

Mo.—kKwilecki v. Holman, 258 Mo. 
624, 167 SW 989. 

Nev.—Forrester v. Southern Pac. 


Co., 36 Nev. 247, 184 P 753, 1386 PB 
705, 48 LRANS 1 

S. D.—In re Op. of Judges, 34 S. 
D. 650, 147 NW 729. 


Va.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Bowles, 124 Va. 730, 98 SE 645. 

{a] If not in conflict with a fed- 
eral decision a state supreme court 
decision that the removal of an at- 
torney without formal legal process 
does not vioiate the state constitu- 
tion concludes a federal court. Ran- 
dall v. Brigham, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 523, 
19 Li. ed. 285. 

[b] A finding by a state court as 
to the terms of a statute or of its 
title, on which a _ pronouncement 
of its unconstitutionality is based, 
is not conclusive or controlling 
upon a federal court in an ac- 
tion between other parties. Beatrice 
A Edminson, 117 Fed. 427, 54 CCA 
601. 

[c] State decision pending appeal. 
—When the circuit court of appeals 
bases its judgment on a state stat- 
ute, and, pending an appeal to the 
supreme court, the court of last re- 
sort of the state declares the stat- 
ute void, as in conflict with the state 
constitution, this later ruling is bind- 
ing on the federal Supreme court, in 
the consideration of the appeal. 
Oakes'v. Mase, 165 U. S. 363, 17 SCt 
845, 41 L. ed. 746 [rev 63 Fed. 114, 11 
CCA 63]. 

{d] Presumptive affirmance of va- 
lidity of statute——The appointment 
by the supreme court of Iowa of 
district judges to act as a court of 
condemnation to appraise the value 
of waterworks, under Acts 33d Gen. 
Assem. c 45,as amended by Acts 34th 
Gen. Assem. c 35, was presumptively 
at least an affirmance of the validity 
of the statute, which would be fol- 
lowed by a federal court. Des Moines 
Water Co. v. Des Moines, 206 Fed. 
657, 124 CCA 445 [aff 194 Fed. 557]; 
Kenney v. Supreme Lodge L. O. M., 
20a OS. S440 LSCtr 3115 764 ak jeeds 
638 [rev 285 Ill. 188, 120 NE 631, 4 
LRA 964]. 

73. U. S.— Munday v. Wisconsin 
Trust Co., 252 U. S. 499, 40 SCt 365, 
64 L. ed. 684; Farncomb v. Denver, 
252 U. S. 7, 40 SCt 271, 64 L. ed. 424 
[aff 64 Colo. 13, 171 P 66]; Ameri- 
can Mfg. Co. v. St. Louis, 250 U. S 


459, 39 SCt 522, 68 L. ed. 1084 
[aff. “270° Mo; 407 L922 SW 402; 
198 SW 1183]; Hancock v. Mus- 


kogee, 250 U. S. 454, 39° SCt 528, 63 
li. ed. 1081 [aff (OKI). 168 PR. 445]; 
Louisville, etc. R. Co. v. Western 
Union Tel. Co., 250 U. S. 363, 39 SCt 
518, 68 L. ed. 1032 [aff 233 Fed. 82, 
147 CCA 152 (aff 107 Miss. 625, 65 S 
650)]; La Tourette v.. McMaster, 248 
Uk. -S4655 439 (SOU A608 6st ed. 2362 
[aff 104 S. C. 501, 89 SE 398]; Wells 
v. Nevada, 248 U. S. 165, 39 SCt 62, 
63 L. ed. 190 [aff 38 Nev. 505, 150 P 
836]; Detroit, ete, R. Co. v., Flet- 
cher Paper Co., 248 U. S. 30, 39 SCt 
13, 638 L. ed. 107 [aff 198 Mich. 469, 
164 NW 528]; Orr v. Allen, 245 U. 
S135; S9eSCtr23), Ger. ede. 109 ppatet 
245 Fed. 486]; International Paper 
Co. v. Massachusetts, 246 U. S. 135, 
38 SCt 292, 62 L. ed. 624, AnnCas 
1918C 617 [rev 228 Mass. 101, 117 
NE 246]; Crew Levick Co. v. Penn- 
Sylvania, 245 U. S. 292, 38 SCt 126, 
62 L. ed. 295 [rev 256 Pa. 508, 100 
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A 952]; Hendrickson v. 
245 U. S. 105, 38 SCt 44, 62 L. ed. 
178 [aff 238 Fed. 473, 151 CCA 409, 
and foll Hendrickson v. Creager, 245 
U. S. 115, 38 SCt 46; 62 lL. ed. 185 
(aff 238 Fed...473, .151.CCA. 409) 1; 
Memphis St. R. Co. v. Moore, 243 
U.S. 299, 37 SCt 278, 61 L. ed, 733; 
Thomas Cusack Co. v, Chicago, 242 
U.S: 526, 37 SCt 190, 61 L. ed. 472; 
Alder v. Edenborn, 242 U. S. 137, 37 
SCt 38, 61 L. ed. 204; Sim v. Eden- 
born, 2242.4U4'(Sii.131 5 Stet SCt 365.61 
L. ed..199; Pacific Live Stock Co, v. 
Lewis, 241 U. S. 440, 36 SCt 637, 60 
L. ed. 1084 [aff 217 Fed. 95]; Sea- 
board Air Line R. Co. v. Kenney, 240 
U. S. 489, 36 SCt 458, 60 L. ed. 762 
{aff 167 N. C. 14, 82 SE 968, AnnCas 
1916E 450]; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Meese, 239 U. S. 614, 36 SCt 223, 60 L. 
ed. 467 [rev 211 Fed. 254, 127 CCA 
622]; Miller v. Strahl, 239 U. S. 426, 
386 SCt 147, 60 L. ed. 364; Hadacheck 
v. Sebastian, 239 U. S. 394, 36 SCt 
143, 60 L. ed. 848; Heim vy. McCall, 
ZOOM Asano oO OOb 8 an60ms ied. 
206; Price v. Illinois, 238 U, S. 446, 
35 SCt 892, 59 L. ed. 1400 [aff 257 
DUS 558 7%; 101 NE 196, AnnCasi914A 
1154]; Milwaukee Electric iE eects, 
Co. v. Wisconsin R. Commn., 238 U. 
S. 174, 35 »SCt 820, 59. L. -ed.- 1254 
[aff 153° Wis. 592, 142 NW 491, LRA 
1915F 744, AnnCas1915A 9111; Col- 
lins v. Johnston, 237 U. S. 502, 635 
SCt 649, 59 L. ed. 1071; New York v. 
Sohmer, 237 U. S. 276, 35 SCt 549, 
59 Taced, 951 [aff 207 .N. -Y. 270, 100 
NE. 813]; Reinman v. Little Rock, 
Zoe cise Lil, koou PCTLD LM S94 Leeds 
900 [aff 107 Ark. 174, 155 SW 105]; 
Michigan Cent.’ R. Co. v. Michigan 
R. Commn., 236 U. S. 615, 35 SCt 426, 
59 L. ed. 750 [aff 168 Mich. 230, 132 
NW 1068]; Wadley Southern R. Co. 
v. Georgia, 235 U. S. 651, 35 SCt 214, 
59 L. ed. 405; St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. Co. v, Arkansas, 235 U. S. 
Bb0jaSD SCt) 995.59, Lis eds26054U,,(S3 
v. Reynolds, 235 U. S. 133, 35 SCt 86, 
59 L. ed. 162; Willoughby v. Chicago, 
, 235°U. S. 45, 35 SCt. 23;,59 Leved, 123 
[dism writ of error 249 Ill. 249, 94 
NE 513]; Keokee Cons. Coke Co. v. 
Taylor, 234 U. S. 224, 84 SCt 856, 
58 L. ed. 1288; Wheeler v. Sohmer, 
233 U. S. 484, 34 SCt 607, 58 L. ed. 
1030; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Iowa, 
233 U. S:. 334, 34 SCt 592, 58 L. ed. 
988 [aff 152 Iowa 317, 130 NW 802]; 
Union Lime Co. v. Chicago, etc. R. 
Co.;° 233° U.S. 201, 34 SCt 522, 58 
L. ed. 924; Russell v. Sebastian, 233 
US. 195, 34° SCt -517;, 58+ LL.) ea. 912, 
AnnCas1914C 1282; Priest v. Las 
Vegas, 232 U. S. 604, 34 SCt 448, 58 
Leted-s pL + pat 16°NioM. 692581 20er 
894]; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co, v. 
Goldsboro, 232 U. S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 
580 De feds “721iifathy1 55. NOC.) 356. 71 
SE 514]; Baccus v. Louisiana, 232 
U. S. 834, 34 SCt 439, 58 L. ed. 627; 
Mulcrevy v. San Francisco, 231 U. 
S. 669, 34 SCt 260, 58 Li. ed. 425; 
Clement Nat. Bank vy. Vermont, 231 
WerS120, S4r SCs, (58 Mb: ede 14iy 
Old Colony Trust Co. v. Omaha, 230 
WU. SS: 100,°33 SCt 967,57 ‘Le ed. 1410; 
Portland R., etc., Co. ve Oregon. R. 
Commn., 229 U. S. 397, 33 SCt 820, 
57 L. ed. 1248; David Lupton’s Sons 
Co. v. Automobile Club of America, 
O25 US 14890 32 SCt Til; 56 Wi ced. 
1177, AnnCasi1914A 699; Pomona v. 
Sunset Tel., etc., Co., 224 U. S. 330, 
82 SCt 477, 56 L. ed. 788; Standard 
Oil Co. v. Missouri, 224 U. S. 270, 32 
SCt 406, 56 L. ed. 760, AnnCasi912D 
936 (jurisdiction of state court); 
Converse v. Hamilton, 224 U. S. 248, 
32 SCt 415, 56 L. ed. 749, AnnCas 
1913D 1292; Schodde v. Twin Falls 
Mand, etch Co, e224 “U.S. 107, «32 
SCt 470, 56 L. ed. 686; U. S. Express 
Co. v. Minnesota, 223 U. S. 335, 32 
Sct 211, 56 L. -ed. 459; Martin v. 
West,’ 22 200th, Sao yeo2n Ss Ctr42, 56 
L. ed. 159, 36 LRANS 592; Lindsley 
v. National Carbonic Gas Co., 220 


Apperson, | U. 


S: 613.°31. SCt. 3375555 1L., ed." 3693 
Kentucky Union Co. v. Kentucky, 219 
UriS5 140131 SCR 1 7iy oo ple eda 13s 
American Land Co. v. Zeiss, 219 We 
Se 47,81 -SGt 200,755. .,,ed. 82; Are 
kansas Southern R. Co. v. Louisiana, 
etc., R. Co., 218 U. S. 431, 31, SCt 56, 
54 L. ed.. 1097; Watson v. Maryland, 
218 U. S. 173, 380 SCt 644, 54 L. ed. 
987; Brown-Forman Co. v. Kentucky, 
217 U. S. 563, 30 SCt 578, 54 L. ed. 


883; Grenada Lumber Co. v. Mis- 
sissippi, 217.U. S. 4383, 30 SCt 535, 
54 L. ed. 826; Boston Chamber of 


Commerce vy. Boston, 21s, Wass 1895 
30 SCt 459, 54 L, ed. 725; Snyder v. 
Rosenbaum, 215 U. S. 261, 30 -SCt 
78, 54 L. ed. 186 [aff 18 Okl. 168, 89 
P 222]; Virginia-Carolina Chemical 
Cosy Keirvent 215. Us S.f252) 30) SCE 
78, 54: ed..179 [aff 77 S.C. 4938, 
58 SE 424]; 
ete, RULCosM213 MUMS 29268, eS eE 
424, 538 L. ed. 792; Palmer v. Texas, 
22 AS Ss Ao Sct 230, 53 L. ed. 
435; Rusch v. John Duncan Land, 
etc., Min, y@o:,..211. Uy (S326, 29 Sct 
172, 58 L. ed. 312; Ughbanks v. Arm- 
strong, 208 US. "481, 28 sCt 372, 52 
L. ed. 582; Elder v. Wood, 208 U. 8. 
226, 28 Sct 2638, 52 L. ed. 464; Con- 
solidated Rendering Co. v. Vermont, 
207i. SsbA 28) SCt aS sch 2G eds 
327, 12 AnnCas 658 [aff 80 Vt. 55, 66 
A 790, 11 AnnCas 1069]; Hunter vy. 
Pittsburg, 207 U. S. 161, 28 SCt 40, 
52s. Neds) WS lsPatl s217- Ba. S227; 66 
A 348, 120 AmSR 845]; Sauer v. 
New York, 206 U.S. 536, 27 SCt’ 686, 
51 L. ed. 1176; Copper Queen Cons. 
Min. Co. v. Territorial Bd. of Equali- 
zation, 206 U. S. 474, 27 SCt 695, 51 
L. ed, 1148; Stone v. Southern Tlli- 
nois, etc., Bridge Co 2060. 2Sa 26% 
27 SCt 615, 52 hs ed. 1057; Montana 
v. Rice, 204 U. S. 291, 27 SCt 281, 51 
L. ed. 490 [aff 33 Mont. 365, 83 P 
874]; Bachtel v. Wilson, 204 U. S. 
42, 27 SCt. 246, 51 L. ed. 360; Bach- 
tel iv. Wilson; 204 °U. SS: 36, 27 
SCt 248, 51 L. ed. 357; Gatewood 
v. North Carolina, 2038 U. S. 531, 27 
Sct 167,51 LL: ed.)305 [aff 138 N, .C: 
749, 51 SE 53]; Wicomieo County v. 
Bancroft, 203 U. S. 112,.27 SCt 21, 51 
L. ed. 112; Strickley v. Highland Boy 
Gold Min. Co., 200 U. S: 527, 26 SCt 
301, 50 L. ed. 581, 4 AnnCas 1174; 
Armour Packing Co, v. Lacy, 200 U. 
S. 226, 26 SCt 232, 50, L. ed. 451; 
Mead v. Portland, 200 U. S. 148, 26 
SCt {i174 5 50m Lneied. n4u3s Supreme 
Lodge K. P. v. Meyer, 198) Ue Se 508; 
25 SCt 754, 49 L. ed. 1146; Southern 
Cotton. Oi) Coy vs) Nexas, 9197 7Ue" S- 
134, 25 SCt 388, 49 L. ed. 696; Na- 
tional Cotton Oil Co. v. Texas, 197 
US! 1:15) 262 SCvest9 ,494L: ed: 639s 
Wheeler v. Plumas County, 196 U. 
Sr 56285252 (SCt i816, 149 sede 599% 
Flanigan v. Sierra County, 196 U. S. 
553, 25 SCt 314, 49 L. ed. 597; Smiley 
v, Kansas, 196 U. S. 447, 25 SCt 289, 
49 L. ed. 546 [aff 65 Kan. 240, 69 
P 199,.67 LRA 903]; Hodge v. Mus- 
catine County, 196 U. S. 276, 25 SCt 
237, 49 L. ed. 477; Baltimore Ship- 
building, etc., Dock. Co. v, Baltimore, 
195 U. S. 375, 25 SCt 50, 49 L. ed, 
242; National Mut. Bldg., etc., Assoc. 
v. Farnham, 194 U. S. 630, 24 SCt 858, 
48 L. ed. 1158; National Mut. Bldg., 
ete., Assoc. v. Brahan, 193 U. S. 685, 
24 SCt 532, 48 L. ed. 823; Carstairs v. 
Cochran, 193 U.. S. 10,24 SCt 318, 
48 L. ed. 596; Page v. Edmunds, 187 
U. S. 596, 28 SCt 200, 47 L. ed. 318; 
Manley v. Park, 187 U. S. 547, 23 
SCt 208, 47 L. ed. 296 [aff 62 Kan. 
5538) .64" P2813) lowal Lyons iCoitty. 
Lewis, 187 U. S. 335, 23 SCt 126, 47 
L. ed. 204; Security EEPUISty AO. 
Black River Nat. Bank, 187 U. S. 211, 
23 SCt 52, 47 L. ed. 147; Knights 
Templars’, etc., Life Indemn. Cos “vs 
Jarman, 187 U.S. 197, 23) SCt 108, 
47 L. ed. 1389 [aff 104 Bed. 638, 44 
CCA 93]; Robinson v. Belt, 187 U. S. 
41, 23 "SCt 16, 4% Leeds 65 ate 100 
Fed. 718, 40 CCA 664]; Williams v. 
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Gaylord, 186 U. S. 157, 22 SCt 798, 
46 L. ed. 1102 [aff 102 Fed. 372, 42 
CCA 401]; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v-. 
Kentucky, 183 U. S. 503, 22 SCt 95, 
46 L. ed. 298; Yazoo, etc., R. Co. v- 
Adams), 18te, UseS.07580; 2S Ctai295 
45 L. ed. 1011 [den reh 180 U.S. 1. 
21 SCt 240, 45 L. ed. 395]; Rasmus- 
sen v. Idaho, 181 U. S. 198, 21 SCt 
594, 45 lu; ed. 820 [aff 7 Ida: 1,.59 
P 933, 97 AmSR 234, 52 LRA :781: 
Wilkes County vy. Coler, 180 U. S. 
506, 21 SCt 458, 45 L. ed. 642; W. W.- 
Cargill Co. v. Minnesota, 180 U. S. 
452, 21, SCt 423, 45,1: ed, .619. [aff 
77 Minn. 223, 79 NW. 962]; Chesa- 
peake, etc., R. Co. v. Kentucky, 179 
U. S. 388, 21 SCt 101, 45 L. ed. 244; 
New York L, Ins, Co. v. Cravens, 178 
U. S. 389, 20 SCt 962, 44 L. ed. 1116 
[aff. 148 Mo... 583, 50-.SW, 519, 21 
AmSR 628, 53 LRA 3805]; Clarke v. 
Clarke, 178 U. S. 186, 20 SCt 8738, 44 
L. ed. 1028 [aff 70 Conn. 483, 40 A 
111]; Warburton v. White, 176 U. S. 
484, 20 SCt 404, 44 L. ed. 555 [aff 
18 Wash511,. 52 oP 233, 532]; Tual- 
lis v, Lake Hrie, etc., R. Co., 175 U. 
S. 348,20 SCt 136, 44. L.. ed. 192; 
Brown v. New Jersey, 175 U. S. 172, 
20 SCt 77, 44 L. ed. 119; Missouri, 
etc., R. Co. v. McCann, 174 U. S. 580, 
1:9’ SCts 755,43 Sli -ed.* 10932) Sioux 
City Terminal R., ete., Co. v. Trust 
Co. of North America, 173 U. S. 99, 
19 SCt 341, 48 L. ed. 628; Missouri, 
etc., Trust Co. v. Krumseig, 172 U. S. 
351, 19 SCt 179, 48 L. ed. 474; Wil- 
son v. North Carolina, 169 U. S. 586, 
18 SCt 435, 42 L. ed. 865; Backus v. 
Fort St. Union Depot Co., 169 U. S. 
557, 18 SCt 445, 42 L. ed. 853; Nobles 
v. Georgia, 168 U. S. 398, 18 SCt 87, 
42 L. ed. 515 [aff 100 Ga. 554, 28 SE 
68, 38 LRA 577]; Merchants’, etc., 
Nat. Bank v. Pennsylvania, 167 U. S. 
461, 17 SCt 829, 42 L. ed. 236; For- 
syth v. Hammond, 166 U. S. 506, 17 
SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095; Aberdeen 
First Nat. Bank v. Chehalis County, 
166 U. S. 440, 17 SCt 629, 41 L. ed. 
1069; Oakes v. Mase, 165 U. S. 3638, 
17 SCt 345, 41 L. ed. 746; Sanford v. 

Poe, 165 U. S. 194, 17 SCt 305, 41 
L. ed. 683 [aff 69 Fed. 546, 16 CCA 
305, 60 LRA 641]; Osborne v. Flor- 
ida, 164 U. S. 650, 17 SCt 214, 41 L. 
ed. 586; Noble v. Mitchell, 164 U..S. 
367, 17 SCt 110, 41 L. ed. 472; Fall- 
brook Irr. Dist. v. Bradley, 164 U. 
S. 112, 17 SCt 56, 41 L. ed. 369; Union 
Nat. Bank v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 
163 U.S. 325, 16 (SCt 1089) 41, a ed: 
177;, Tilinois’ ‘Cent... Rs Co. vy. Illinois} 
163 U. S. 142, 16 SCt 1096, 41 L. ea. 
107; Winona, ete., Land Co. v. Min-' 
nesota, 169 -U. S. 15265516 -SCtys3y 40 
L. ed. 247; New York, ete. R? Co. v. 

Pennsylvania, 158. WeesSe 431, 16 SCt 
896, 39 L. ed. 1043; Cutler v. Huston, 
L583! WE S.949235) 15 'sct 868, 39 L. ed. 

1040; Bardon vy. Jand, ete, Impr-. 

Cos, 157 U. S& 327, 15 SCt 650, 39 L. 

eda 793 Fix bps Lockwood, 154 Wiss 

116, 14 'sct 1082, 38 L. ed. 929; Met- 
calf v. Watertown, 153) U.sS. 671, 14 
SCt 947, 38 L. ed. 861; Moses vy. Law- 
rence County Nat. Bank, 149 U.S. 

298, 18 SCt 900, 37 L. ed. 748; Hal- 
linger v. Davis, 146 U. S. 314, 13 SCt 
105, 36 L. ed. 986; Morley v. Lake 
Shore, etc., R.|Co., 146.U. S. 162, 138 
SCt 54, 36 L. ed. 925; Miller v. Am- 
mon, 145 U. S. 421, 13 Sct 884, 36 L. 
ed. 759; Hancock Vv. Louisville, etc., 

R. Co., 145.U. S. 409;-12 Sct 969, 36 
L. ed. 755; McEIvaine.v. Brush, 142 
UMS! 155,512 SSCL Lb 67 385, eas O71 
Cross (vee Allen, «141. tDrmss. 528) e823 
SCt 67, 35 L. ed. 843; Pullman’s Pal- 
ace-Car Co. v. Pennsylvania, 141 U. 
So. TATE AS CUM St 2135 ved wy 6l3 = 
Leeper v. Texas, 139 U. S. 462, 11 
SCt 577, 35 L. ed. 225; Etheridge v. 
Sperry, 139. U..'S.. 266, 11 SCt 565, 
35 ae ed. Tis Chicago,eteso Ri Co,sn¢ 
Minnesota, 134 U. S. 418, 10 SCt 462, 
33 Liled. 970; Gormley v. Clark, 134 
U.S! 338,710 SCt 554,133 Tu: edu 909; 
Bacon v. Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Cop 13st U YS! 258) 9 3SCt 787, 33) Ts 
ed. 128; Baldwin v. Kansas, 129 U. 
=. 02, 9 SCt 193, 32 Ti) ’ed/ 640: Ger- 
man Say. Bank y. Franklin County, 
UZ Ue S.1026, 9 SCt 159,.-32° Li. ed: 
519; Bucher v. Cheshire R. Co.; 125 
UyS= Dob, 8 SCt 974,731 Eh ed. 795; 
Hagar v. Reclamation Dist. No. 108, 
LETS. silver SOt 16bo,. 28) lied: 
569; Louisiana‘yv. Pilsbury, 105 U.S. 
278, 26 L. ed. 1090; Scipio v. Wright, 
LOW S665," 25. bs ed, 1037. New 
York v. Weaver, 100 U. S..539, 25 L. 
Cave! Vo AUIAnGLG eles sR: § Col. Vi 
Georgia, 98 U. S. 359, 25 L. ed. 185; 
Memphis, ete., R. Co. v. Gaines, 97' 
U.S. 697, 24 L. ed. 1091; Lamborn v. 
Dickinson County, 97 U. S. 181, 24 
L. ed. 926; Meister v. Moore, 96 U. 


. S. 76, 24 L. ed. 826; Hall v. De Cuir, 95 


U. 8. 485, 24 L. ed. 547; Cass County 
Ve sohnston,) 95, UW; Si.360, 24 “Tl” ed. 
416; Adams v. Nashville, 95 U.'S. 
19, 24 L. ed. 369; Lippincott v. Mit- 
ehell; 794 Us- Si 767,24 DiSed.2(315; 
DRS: Vo RH Oss 9 4c aS. po lioead duseds 
192; South Ottawa v. Perkins, 94 U. 
S. 260, 24 L. ed. 154; East Oakland 
‘Dow Ve okinner, 94 °U. S. 255,- 24 Tu. 
ed. 125; Stone v. Wisconsin, 94 U. 
S. 181, 24 L. ed. 102; Peik v. Chicago, 
SUC Re OO nO 4 Ur 1 64a. 24 y laeds 
97; Leavenworth County v. Barnes, 
Jae. . Oe ae tage CO. O53) Atlantic, 
ClCr eh. COMmVe OD KING 9/94 U5. dds 
24 L. ed. 48; Kibbee v. Ditto, 93 U. S. 
674, 23 L. ed. 1005; Chemung Canal 
Bank v. Lowery, 93 U. S. 72, 23 L. ed. 
806; Taylor v. Secor, 92 U. S. 575, 23 
L. ed. 663; Secombe v. Milwaukee, etc., 
RY Con 23 p Wall.s, 108): 23% ed... 675 
Aicardi v. Alabama, 19 Wall. 635, 22 
Me tedy215. Carroll County iva WU. S.; 
18 Wall. 71, 21 L. ed. 771; Walker v. 
Marks, 17 Wall. 648, 21 L. ed. 744; 
Richmond v. Smith, 15 Wall. 429, 
21 L. ed. 200; McGoon vy. Scales, 9 
NVallie23. 19 Eawvedib45< Ute Sa > Ve 
Gates, 7 Wall. 610; Williamson v. 
Suydam, 6 Wall. 723, 18 L. ed. 967; 
Nichol v. Levy, 5 Wall. 433, 18 L. 
ed. 596; Leffingwell v. Warren, 2 
Black 599, 17 L. ed. 261; Pease v. 
Peck, 18 How. 595, 15 L. ed. 518; Wil- 
liams vy. Gibbs, 17 How. 239, 15 L. 
ed. 135; Van Rensselaer v. Kearney, 
11 How. 297, 13 L. ed. 703; Lane v. 
Vick, 3 How. 464, 11 Li ed. 681; Por- 
terfield v. Clark, 2 How. 76, 11 L. ed. 
185; Phale v. Virginia, 8 How. 163, 
12 L. ed. 1030; Harpending v. Re- 
formed Protestant Dutch Church, 16 
Pet. 455,° 10° i. ed. 1029; Green v. 
Neal; 6 Pet. 291, 8 L. ed. 402; Hen- 
derson v. Griffin, 5 Pet. 151, 8 L. ed. 
79: U.eS..v.. Morrison, 4 Pet. 124, 7 
L. ed. 804; Beach v. Viles, 2 Pet. 675, 
7 L. ed. 559; Hamilton Bank v. Dud- 
ley, 2 Pet. 492, 7 L. ed. 496; Bell 
Won Morrison, wi.) Pet. 301,04 by Led. 
174; Shipp v. Miller, 2 Wheat. 316, 
4 T. ed. 248; Pollard v. Dwight, 4 
Cranch 421, 2 L. ed. 666; In re Bonk, 
268 Fed. 1012; In re Hansen, 268 Fed, 
904; Woodstock Operating Corp. Vv. 
Young, 268 Fed. 278; Chicago v._S. 
Obermayer Co., 268 Fed. 237; Co- 
Jonial Trust Co. v. Vale-Oregon Irr. 
Co., 265 Fed. 393; Missouri_v. Fed- 
eral Lead Co., 265 Fed. 305; Wight v. 
Avoyelles Police Jury, 264 Fed, 705; 
Connolly vy. Standard Oil Co., 264 
Fed. 383; Bailes v. Advance-Rumley 
Thresher Co., 263 Fed. 676; Lederer 
vy. Northern Trust Co., 262 Fed. 52; 
Frank Lynch Co. v. National City 
Bank, 261 Fed. 480; Peyton v. Farm- 
ers’ Nat. Bank, 261 Fed. 326; Jones 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 260 Fed. 92.9; 
Turner v. Woodard, 259 Fed. 737, 170 
CCA 587; Stevirmac Oil, etc., Co. v. 
Smith, 259 Fed. 650; Barnett v. Kun- 
kel, 259 Fed. 394, 170 CCA 370; De- 
troit United R. Co. v. Weintrobe, 259 
Fed. 68; Shapley v. Cohoon, 258 Fed. 
752; U. 8S. v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 458 
[rev on other grounds 263 Fed. 856 
(certiorari dism 41 SCt 63 mem, 65 
L. ed. 130 mem)]; Hotel Woodward 
Co. v. Ford Motor Co., 258 Fed. 322, 
169 CCA: 338: Oklahoma City v. 
Orthwein, 258 Fed. 190, 169 CCA 258;, 
Hayes Wheel Co. v. American Dis- 
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tributing Co., 257 Fed. 881, 169 CCA 
31; Young v. Gordon, 257 Fed. 846; 
inere Wy ice Co. 256 Hed, 1739167 
CCA 315; Standard Bitulithic Co. v. 
Curran, 256 Fed. 68, 167 CCA 310; 
Wells v. Brown, 255 Fed. 852, 167 
CCA 180; Westinghouse Electric, etc., 
Co. v. Binghamton R. Co., 255 Fed. 
378 [app dism 257 Fed. 726, 168 CCA 
14]; Rockaway Pac. Corp, v. Stotes- 
bury, 255 Fed. 345; Ramsay yv. Crev- 
lin}) 254 Wed. -813, 166 "CCA 259 Gil= 
lespie v. Riggs, 253 Fed. 948, 165 
CCA 385 [aff 248 Fed. 843]; Grant 
Lumber Co. v. North River Ins. Co., 
253 Fed. 83; Ludlow v. Ludlow, 252 
Fed. 559, 165 CCA 9; Sarpy County 
v. Galvin, 251 Fed. 888, 164 CCA 104; 
Kay County vy. Pollard-Campbell 
Dredging Co., 251 Fed. 249, 163 CCA 
405; National Hnameling, etc., Co. vy. 
Zirkovics, 251 Fed. 184, 163 CCA 
340; Union Sulphur Co. v. Reed, 249 
Fed. 172; Follansbee Bank vy. Fol- 
lansbee Lumber Co., 248 Fed. 645, 
160 CCA 545; Vincennes Bridge Co. 
v. Atoka County, 248 Fed. 93, 160 
CCA 233; Nichols v. Cleveland, 247 
Fed. 731, 159 CCA 589 [certiorari den 
246 U. S. 668 mem, 38 SCt 336 mem, 
62 Li, ed. 930 mem]; Harmon y. Bar- 
ber, 247, Bed. 1,° 159, CCA 219, TuRA, 
1918 428 [certiorari den 246 U. S. 
666 mem, 38 SCt 3835 mem, 62 L. ed. 
929 mem]; Salyer v. Consolidated 
Coal Co., 246 Fed. 794, 159 CCA 96; 
Hebe Co, jv. Calvert, 246. Fed. 711; 
Union Stockyards Bank v. Hamilton, 
246 Fed. 580, 158 CCA 556; Southern 
R. Co. v. Union City Public Works, 
246 Fed. 3838, 158 CCA 447; Rialto Irr. 
Dist. v. Chellis, 246 Fed. 308, 159 
CCA 38; Orr v. Allen, 245 Fed. 486 
[aff 248 U. S. 35, 39 SCt 23, 63 L. ed. 
109]; Bryan v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 
244 Fed. 650, 157 CCA 98 [writ of 
error dism and certiorari den 246 U. 
S. 651 mem, 38 SCt 334 mem, 62 L. 
ed. 921 mem]; Turner v. Chicago Bd. 
of Trade, 244 Fed. 108, 156 CCA 536 
[certiorari den 245 U. S. 667 mem, 
38 SCt 133 mem, 62 L. ed. 5388 mem]; 
Maldonado v. Hsteras, 242 Fed. 912, 
155" (CCA 7500) Pusetas Mill, Co. Vv. 
Skagit County, 242 Fed. 333; In re 
Seward Dredging Co., 242 Fed. 225, 
155 CCA 65 [certiorari den sub nom. 
Sands v. Estabrook, 245 U. S. 651 
mem, 38 SCt 11 mem, 62) Li éd. 531 
mem]; Bear River Paper, etc., Co. v. 
Petoskey, 241 Fed. 53; Bird v. Rich- 
mond, 240 Fed. 545 [aff 249 U. S. 174, 
39 SCt 186, 638 L. ed. 543]; Nelson v. 
Republic Iron, etc., Co., 240 Fed. 285; 
Waverly Stone, etc., Co. v. Waterloo, 
ete., R. Co., 239 Fed. 561; Hmerson- 
Brantingham Impl. Co. y. Lawson, 
237 Fed. 877; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Lost Nation, 237 Fed. 709; West Penn 
Chemical, etc., Co. v. Prentice, 236 
Fed. 891, 150 CCA 153; Missouri v. 
Angle, 236 Fed. 644, 149 CCA 640; 
Sclarenco v. Chicago Bonding Co., 
236 Fed. 592; Loewe v. Danbury Sav. 
Bank, 236 Fed. 444, 149 CCA 496, 
LRAIITTB: 938. fai. 2424 U, Sa 357, 
37 SCt 172, 61 , ed: 360]; Babbitt v. 
Read, 236 Fed. 42, 149 CCA 252; 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Peddrick, 234 
Fed. 781; Quinette v. Pullman Co., 
233 Fed. 980, 147 CCA 654; In re 
Davidson, 233 Fed. 462; Atlas Port- 
land Cement Co, v. Hagen, 233 Fed. 
24, 147 CCA 94; Ward v. American 
Agricultural Chemical Co., 232 Fed. 
TO 46 .CCA Bile (athe 225 (Med 26215 
Twin EFalls Salmon River Land, etc., 
Co. v. Twin Falls County, 231 Fed. 
769 [mod on other grounds 242 Fed. 
IWits, Lobe COAL 17 IsGardners Vin VWeSt= 
ern Union Tel. Co., 231 Fed. 405, 145 
CCA 399; Olmsted-Stevenson Co. v. 
Miller, 231 Fed. 69, 145 CCA 257 [aff 
221 Fed. 690]; In re Israelson, 230 
Fed. 1000; Old Colony Trust Co. v. 
Tacoma, 230 Fed. 389, 144 CCA 531 
[aff 219 Fed. 775]; Colorado Yule 
Marble Co. v. Collins, 280 Fed. 78, 
144 CCA 376; Lauderdale County v. 
Kittel, 229 Fed. 593, 143 CCA 615; 
Quinette v. Pullman Co., 229 Fed. 
833, 143 CCA 453; Iowa Portland Ce- 
ment Co. v. Lamandola, 227 Fed. 823, 
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142 CCA 347; Scandinavian-American 
Bank v. Sabin, 227 Fed. 579, 142 CCA 
211; Iowa Tel. Co. v. Keokuk, 226 
Fed. 82; Vagaszki v. Consolidation 
Coal _ Co: (225° Hed: 9138, 141° CCA 37; 
Irvine v. Baker, 225 Fed. 834; Mel- 
lon v. St. Louis Union Trust Co., 225 
Fed. 693, 140 CCA 567; In re Brad- 
ley, 225 Fed. 307; In re Floyd, 225 
Fed. 262 [aff 232 Fed. 119, 146 CCA 
3811]; Mudge v. Black, 224 Fed, 919, 
140 CCA 397; Fordham v. Hicks, 224 
Fed. 810; In re Georgia Steel Co., 224 
Hed, 517; E. A. Kinsey Co. v. Heck- 
ermann, 224 Fed. 308, 139 CCA 544; 


In re Pacific Electric, ete. Co., 224 
Medeor 22050 ty pla Omllun  GOseven One 
224 Fed. 71, 139 CCA 517; Lowther 


v. Potter, 221 Fed. 881, 187 CCA 451 
[aff 197 Fed. 196]; Kirby v. Louis- 
mann-Capen Co., 221 Fed. 267; In re 
Richheimer, 221 Fed. 16, 136 CCA 542 


[eertiorari den 238 U. S. 624, 385 
SCtr 7662; 591) Ls. edie 1494-6 sine ae 
Crook,’ 219 -Fed. 9795 Old Colony 


Trust .Co.fVv. ~lacoma; e2lon meds sikios 
Wilckens v. Wilckens, 217 Fed. 208, 
133 CCA 202 [certiorari den 239 U. 
S. 639; 36: SCt 160, 60 L.sed, 4819; 
In re Heffron Co., 216 Fed. 642; Bab- 
bitt v. Read, 215 Fed. 395 [aff 236 
Fed, 42, 149 CCA 252 (certiorari den 
243 U. S. 648, 37 SCt 475, 61 L. ed. 
945)]; Stonebraker v. Hunter, 215. 
Fed. 67, 181 CCA 875; Louisville, etce., 
R. Co. v. Kentucky R. Commn., 214 
Hed. 465 [aff 235 U. S.. 601, 35 SCt 
146, 59 Lied, 379s New, Onk plas 
Ins. Co. v. Dunlevy, 214 Fed. 1, 130 
CCA 473 [aff 204 Fed. 670, and aff 
241 U. S. 518, 36 SCt 618, 60 L. ed. 
1140]; Columbia Box Co. v. Saucier, 
213 Fed. 310, 129 CCA 656; Smith v. 
Nelson Land, etc., Co., 212 Fed. 56, 
128 CCA 512 [certiorari den 235 U.S. 
699, 35 SCt 200, 59 L. ed. 481]; Birm- 
ingham Waterworks Co. v. Birming- 
ham, 211 Fed. 497 [aff 213 Fed. 450, 
130 CCA 96]; Loomis v. People’s 
Cons. Co.,,. 2171 Hed. 453, 128° CCA 255 
Lisman v. U. S. Mortgage, etc., Co., 
211 Fed. 418, 128 CCA 85; Triumph 
Electric Co. v. Patterson, 211 Fed. 
244, 127 CCA 612 [aff 201 Fed. 548]; 
In re Farrell, 211 Fed. 212; Truckee 
River General BHlectric Co. v. Ben- 
ner, 2 1 Weds 7 Oe lates OC Ase Dot 
Thompson v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, 
ete., Co., 209 Fed. 840, 126 CCA 564; 
Roberts, etc., Shoe Co, v. Dower, 208 
Fed. 270, 125 CCA 470; Grand Trunk 
Western R. Co. v. Gilpin, 208 Fed. 
126, 125 CCA 278 [certiorari den 231 
U. S. 751, 34. SCt 321,°58-L. ed. 466]; 
McBride v. Kirkpatrick, 207 Fed. 893 
[aff 2382 Fed. 859, 147 CCA 53]; E. H. 
Stanton Co. v. Rochester German Un- 
derwriters’ Agency, 206 Fed. 978; In 
re Manning, 206 Fed. 685; Audas v. 
Highland Land, etc, Co., 205 Fed. 
862, 125 CCA 62; Iowa Cent. R. Co. 
v. Hampton Electric Light,: ete., Co., 
204 Fed. 961, 123 CCA 283; Pitts- 
burgh-Buffalo Co. v. Cheko, 204 Fed. 
353, 124 CCA 451 [rev 199 Fed. 525]; 
Holly v. McDowell Coal, ete., Co., 203 
Fed. 668, 122 CCA 64; Columbia v. 
Chicago Title, etc., Co., 200 Fed. 569, 
119 CCA 49; Ehmen vy. Gothenburg, 
200 Hed. 564, 119 CCA 44; U. S. BKi- 
delity, ete, Co. v. Title Guaranty, 
ete.,, /Co., . 200. Med. .443;"" Johansen 
Bros. Shoe Co. v. Alles, 197 Fed. 274, 
116 CCA 636; Sturdivant Bank v. 
Schade, 195 Fed. 188, 115 CCA 140; 
Des Moines Water Co. v. Des Moines, 
194, Bed. b5% Joplin ete: “Re Cow. 
Payne, 194 Fed. 387, 114 CCA 305; 
In re Huxoll, 193 Fed. 851, 113 CCA 
637; Allen v. Francisco Sugar Co., 
193 Fed. 825, 114 CCA 453; Ringling 
v. Hempstead, 193 Fed. 596, 113 CCA 
464; In re Benedict Tea, ete. Co., 
192 Fed. 1011; Barker v. Eastman, 
192 Bed. 659 [aff 206 Fed. 865, 124 
CCA 525]; Republic Iron, etc., Co. 
View GCariton.2 189. Ned. - 1263) Ine tre 
Scheier, 188 Fed. 744;. Nielsen v. Chi- 
CASO; Cty. Re Coy, 187 Hed. 393 aug 
CCA 225; U. S. Wood Preserving Co. 
v. Sundmaker, 186 Fed. 678, 110 CCA 
224; In.re Merrill, 186 Fed. 312, 108 
CCA 390; Waterman v. Canal-Louisi- 
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construction which the federal court, if it were ex- | ercising its own 


ana Bank, etc., Co., 186 Fed. 71, 108 
CCA 183 [certiorari den 220 U.S. 621, 
31 SCt 724, 55 L. ed. 613]; In re Coch- 
ran, 185 Fed. 913; Malloy v. Ameri- 
can Hide, etec., Co., 185 Fed. 776, 107 
CCA 646; Selden v. Illincis Trust, 
ete, Bank, 184 Fed. 872, 107 CCA 
196; Spinello v. New York, etc. R. 
€o., 183 Fed. 762, 106 CCA 189; Proc- 
tor v. Williams, 183 Fed. 695, 106 
CCA 45; U. S. Gypsum Co. v. Sil- 
wienska, 183 Fed. 688, 106 CCA 38; 
Pennsylvania Steel Co. v. Lakkonen, 
181. Fed. 325, 104 CCA 513; In re 
National Grocer Co., 181 Fed. 33, 104 
CCA 47, 30 LRANS 982; Proctor- 
Gamble Co. v. Warren Cotton Oil Co., 
180 Fed. 543; Com. v. Maryland Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 180 Fed. 292; Whit- 
ney v. Whitney El., etc., Co., 180 Fed. 
187 [aff 183 Fed. 678; 106 CCA 28 
(certiorari den 219 U. S, 588, 31 SCt 
472, 55 L. ed. 348)]; Seefeld v. Duf- 
fer, 179 Fed. 214, 103 CCA 32 [cer- 
tiorari den 220 U. S. 616, 31 SCt 720, 
55 L. ed. 611]; Buffalo Refrigerating 
Mach. Co. v. Penn, Heat, etc., Co., 
ATs), edt (696,.£02) CCA 1965 (Gay, Vv. 
Hudson River Electric Power Co., 
178 Fed. 499; Debitulia v. Lehigh, 
ete., Coal Co., 174 Fed. 886; Shaw 
Va. Cléveland, “ete, IR. Co.;> 173) Hed. 
746, 97 CCA 520; Sunset Tel., etc., Co. 
v. Pomona, 172 Fed. 829, 97 CCA 251 
[rev on other grounds 224 U. S. 330, 
32 SCt 477, 56 L. ed. 788]; Johnson 
v. St. Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 617, 
18 AnnCas 949; Walker v. Hafer, 170 
Fed. 37, 95 CCA 311, 24 LRANS 315; 
In re McCrary, 169 Fed. 485; U.S. v. 
Andersen, 169 Fed. 201; Fulco v. 
Schuylkill Stone Co., 169 Fed. 98, 94 
CCA 498; Joseph Dixon Crucible Co. 
v. Paul, 167 Fed: 784, 93°CCA 204; 
Welsh v. Barber Asphalt Pav. Co., 
167 Fed. 465, 93 CCA 101; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Dunning, 166 Fed. 
850, 94 CCA 128; Swarts v. Christie 


Grain, ete., Co., 166 Fed. 338; Con- 
tinental Securities Co. v. Interbor- 
ough Rapid Transit Co., 165 Fed. 


945; Singer Mfg. Co. v. Adams, 165 
Fed. 877, 91 CCA 461; Gillespie v. 
Coal, ete., Co., 1638 Fed. 992, 91 CCA 
494 [certiorari den 214 U. S. 519, 29 
Sct 700, 53 L. ed. 1065]; Converse v. 
Mears, 162 Fed. 767; Cheatham vy. 
Evans, 160 Fed. 802, 87 CCA 576; In 
re Munger Vehicle Tire Co., 159 Fed. 
901, 87 CCA 81; Hager v. Louisville 
Nat. Banking Co., 159 Fed. 402, 86 
CCA 340; Hager v. American Nat. 
Bank, 159 Fed. 396, 86 CCA 334; New 
York Cent.,;, ete.,, RR. Co. v. Price, 159 
Fed. 330, 86 CCA 502, 16 LRANS 
1103; U. S. v. Andem, 158 Fed. 996; 
Zeiger v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 158 
Fed. 809, 86 CCA 69 [certiorari den 
212 U.S. 575, 29 SCt 684, 53 L. ed. 
657]; San Jose-Los Gatos Interur- 
Dans. Co, ve. San, Jose.<R.; Co. 156 
Fed, 455, 84 CCA 265, 13 AnnCas 571; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Alabama 
R. Commn., 155 Fed. 792; Lyman v. 
Hilliard, 154 Fed, 339, 88 CCA 117 
[app dism 156 Fed. 958]; In re Gilli- 
gan, 152 Wed. 605, 81 CCA 595 [cer- 
tiorari den 206, Us /S)) 5633/27, 9SCt 
796, 01. Led,” 119013 Ramsden. v. 
Knowles, 151 Fed. 718; U. S. Leather 
Co. v. Howell, 151 Fed. 444, 80 CCA 
658, 674; Zeiger v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 151 Fed. 348 [aff 158 Fed. 809, 
86 CCA 69 (certiorari den 212 U. S. 
575, 29 SCt 684, 53 L. ed. 657)]; In 
re Sullivan, 148 Fed. 815, 78 CCA 
505; In re Wood, 147 Fed. 877; Bal- 
Jantine v. Yung Wing, 146 Fed. 621; 
Morgan v. Mannington First Nat. 
Bank, 145 Fed. 466, 76 CCA 236; Yar- 
rington v. Delaware, ete, Co., 143 
Fed. 565 [aff 152 Fed. 396, 81 CCA 
522]; Love v. Busch, 142 Fed. 429, 
73 CCA 545; The Winnebago, 141 
Fed. 945, 78 CCA 295 [certiorari den 
200°U. Ss 616, 26 ISCt (7-52; 50 LL. ed. 
621]; Jacobs v: Glucose Sugar Re- 
fining Co., 140 Fed. 766; Ozark-Bell 
Tel. Co. v. Springfield, 140 Fed. 666; 
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McGonigale v. Defiance, 140 Fed. 621 
faff 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 425 (cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 585, 28 SCt 254, 
52 L. ed. 352)]; Harrison v. Reming- 
ton Paper Co., 140 Fed. 385, 72 CCA 
405, 8 LRANS 954, 5 AnnCas 314 
[certiorari den 199 U. S. 607, 26 SCt 
747, 50 L. ed. 331]; Tennis Bros, Co. 
v. Wetzel, etc., R. Co., 140 Fed. 193 
[ath 145) Beds 458, 75 ‘CCA “2667 07 
AnnCas 426]; Hughes v. Pflanz, 138 
Fed. 980, 71 CCA 234; Consumers’ 
Gas) "RnustCo; v.08 Quinby, 
882, 70 CCA 220 [certiorari den 198 
U. S. 585, 25 SCt 803, 49 L. ed. 1174]; 
Polk vy. Mutual Reserve Fund Life 
ASSOC, lot. Hed. 2735, \Quinettel iv. 
Bisso, 136 Fed. 825, 69 CCA 503, 5 
LRANS 303 [certiorari den 199 U. S. 
606, 26 SCt 746, 50 L. ed. 330]; In re 
Grissler, 136 Fed, 754, 69 CCA 406; 
Sioux Falls v. Farmers’ L., etc., Co., 
1386 Fed. 721, 69 CCA 38738 [app dism 
199. TTS. 60L,- 26, SCt. V48;250 +12.) ed: 
328]; Rogers v. Cincinnati, etc. R. 
Co., 136 Bed. 573, 69 CCA 321; Paine 
v. Germantown Trust Co., 136 Fed. 
527, 69 CCA 3038; Rees.v. Olmsted, 
135 sR 6d 296,568) .CCAI 5 08) SEt eH 
Michell Co. v. Matthues, 134 Fed. 
493; Yocum v. Parker, 134 Fed. 205, 
67 CCA 227 [aff 130 Fed. 722]; Kane 
Va, Entle rR. Cor, 1386 meds 681609 CCA: 
653, 68 LRA 788; Anglo-American 
Land, ete., Co. v. Lombard, 132 Fed. 
721, 68 CCA 89 [certiorari den 196 
U. S. 638, 25 SCt 793, 49 L. ed. 630]; 
Southern R, Co. v. Simpson, 131 Fed. 
705, 65 CCA 563; Lockard v. Asher 
Lumber Co., 131 Fed. 689, 65 CCA 
517; Whitman vy. Atkinson, 130 Fed. 
759, 65, CCA’ 185; Treat v. Chicago, 
130 Fed. 448, 64 CCA 645; York v. 
Washburn, 129 Fed. 564, 64 CCA 132; 
Mohl v. Lamar Canal Co., 128 Fed. 
776; Crosby v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 
128 Fed. 193; Manhattan L, Ins. Co. 
v. Albro,- 127 Fed. 281, 62 CCA 213 
{certiorari den 194 U. S. 633, 24 SCt 
857, 48 L. ed. 1159]; Morenci Copper 
Co. v. Freer, 127 Fed. 199; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Sklar, 126 Fed. 295, 
61 CCA 281; Williams v. Stearns, 126 
Fed. 211; International Nav. Co. v. 
Lindstrom, 123 Fed. 475, 60 CCA 649 
[certiorari den 193 U. S. 669, 24 SCt 
852, 48 L. ed. 840]; Pegram v. Ameri- 
can Alkali Co., 122 Fed. 1000. [aff 
125 Fed. 577, 60 CCA 383]; White v. 
Warburton, 122 Fed. 911, 59 CCA 137; 
American Sugar Refining Co. v. New 
Orleans, 119 Fed. 691, 55 CCA 328; 
Albro v. Manhattan L. Ins. Co., 119 
Fed, 629 [aff 127 Med. 281; 62 CCA 
213 (certiorari den 194 U. S. 633, 2 
SCt~ 857), 48 "L. ed) 1159) 1°" Under- 
ground R. Co. v. New York City, 116 
Red. 952 [aff 198 U. S. 416, 24 SCt 
494, 48 L. ed. 733]; In re Stone, 116 
Fed. 35 [aff 120 Fed. 733, 57 CCA 
Parker v. Moore, 115 Fed. 
799, 538 CCA 369 [certiorari den 
187 U. S. 644, 238 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 
347]; Union Pac. R. Co. vy. Alexan- 
der, 113 Fed. 347 [appv dism 115 Fed. 
1017, 52 CCA 680]; Bstill County v. 
Embry, 112 Fed. 882, 50 CCA 578 [aff 
144 Fed. 9138, 75 CCA 654 (certiorari 
den 2070 Ur, S-5 598, 20S Ob e200, soars 
ed. 355)]1; Brown v. Grundy, 111 
Fed. 15; People’s Nat. Bank v. Marye, 
107 Fed. 570 [mod on other grounds 
LIT U.S. 2725 24 SCt 68,48) La. ed. 
180]; Montgomery v. McDermott, 103 
Fed. 801, 483-CCA 348; Robinson v. 
Belt, 100 Fed. 718, 40 CCA 664 [aff 
USC PUG es ok, 2a Ob Orage law eae 
65]; New York L. Ins. Co, v. Cuya- 
hoga County, '99 Fed. 846 [rev on 
other grounds 106 Fed. 128, 45 CCA 
233]; Randle v. Barnard, 99 Fed. 348 
[afer 0) beds X9.06 55. 49 ss CAC mn its 
Southern R. Co. v. North Carolina 
Corp. Commn., 99 Fed. 162 [app dism 
100 Fed. 1003 mem, 40 CCA 685 
mem]; Rice v. Jerome, 97 Fed. 719, 
38 CCA 388; Williams v. Gold Hill 
Min. Co., 96 Fed. 454 [aff 102 Fed. 
372, 42° CCA S401" (ail 186 WW Senos 
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22 SCt 798, 46 L. ed. 1102)]; O’Brien 
v. Wheelock, 95 Fed. 883, 37 CCA 
309 [aff 184 U. S. 450, 22 SCt 354, 46 
L. ed. 6386]; German Ins. Co. v. Man- 
ning, 95 Fed. 597; In re Ott, 95 Fed. 
274; Haley Live-Stock Co. v. Routt 
County, 94 Fed. 297, 36 CCA 350; 
Bullion, etc., Bank v. Hegler, 93 Fed. 
890; In re Stevenson, 93 Fed. 789; 
Rummel vy. Butler County, 93 Fed. 
304; Berry v. Northwestern, etc., 
Bank, 93 Fed. 44, 35 CCA 185; Buford 
v. Kerr, 90 Fed. 513, 33 CCA 166; 
Lapp v. Ritter, 88 Fed. 108; U. S. 
v. Hisenbeis, 88 Fed. 4 [aff 112 Fed. 
190, 50 CCA 179]; Willis v. Wyan- 
dotte County, 86 Fed. 872, 30 CCA 
445; Sutherland-Innes Co. v. Evart, 
86 Fed. 597, 30 CCA 305; Seaman v. 
Worthwestern Mut. L. Ins. Co., 86 
ed. 493, 30 CCA 212; Seccomb v. 
Wurster, 83 Fed. 856; Henry v. Pitts- 
burgh Clay Mfg. Co., 80 Fed. 485, 
25 CCA 581; Lobenstine v. Union El. 
Re Co. 80-Ked. 9, 25 CCA 304; 7Ox- 
ford Nat. Bank v. Whitman, 76 Fed. 
697 [aff 83 Fed. 288, 28 CCA 404 (aff 
176 U.S 559,20. SCt 477, 44 Led: 
587)1; Andrews v. National Fdy., 
etc., Works, 76 Fed. 166, 22 CCA 110, 
386 LRA 139 [rev on other grounds 


88 Fed. 613, 32 CCA 57]; Westerly 
Waterworks v. Westerly, 75 Fed. 
181; Tefft. v. Stern,-74 Fed. 755, 21 


CCA 73; North Carolina v. Gosnell, 
74 Fed. 734; Rice v. Adler-Goldman 
Commn, Co., 71 Fed. 151, 18 CCA 15; 
Phipps v. Harding, 70 Fed. 468, 17 
CEA 203,30) DRA 513° Liymater ve 
Boston, etc., R. Co., 70 Fed. 409 fapp 
dism 170 US. 708, 18 SCt 943, 42 L. 
ed. 1217]; Willard v. Serpell, 62 Fed. 
625; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Cook, 
61 Fed. 624, 9 CCA 680; Lackawanna 
Coal, ete., Co. v. Bates, 56 Fed. 737; 
Sowles v. Witters, 55 Fed. 159 [app 
dism 154) U7 SS. yblis 1 4 SCR as- 
38 L. ed. 1075]; Joseph v. New Al- 
bany Steam Forge, etc., Co., 53 Fed. 
180; Van Gunden v. Virginia Coal, 
éte3? Co; b2- hed, 183855 3) COAniao as 
People’s... Sav. Bank, ete:, “Cor. ¥. 
Batchelder Egg Case Co., 51 Fed. 
130, 2 CCA 126; ‘New York, etc. 
R. Co. v. Cockcroft, 49 Fed. 3; Flour 
City Nat. Bank v. Wechselberg, 45 
Fed. 547; Berrian v. Rogers, 43 Fed. 
467; In re Converse, 42 Wed. 217 [aff 
137- U._S. 624, 11 SCE 191) 34 "need: 
796]; Wolf v. Cook, 40 Fed. 432; 
Beebe v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 39 
Fed. 481; Tomes v. Barney, 35 Fed. 
112 [app dism 140 U. S. 671, 11 SCt 
1016, 85 L. ed. 596]; Coleman vy. Pesh- 
tiso Lumber Co., 30 Fed. 317; Pioneer 
Gold Min. Co. v. Baker, 23 Fed. 258, 
10 Sawy:-539; Hazard v. Vermont, 
ete., R. Cu., 17. Fed. 758; Mooney v. 
Humphrey, 12 Fed. 612, 4 McCrary 
112; Pence v. Cochran, 6 Fed. 269; 
New Hampshire v. Grand Trunk R. 
Co., 3 Fed. 887; Lavin v. HEmigrant 
Industrial Sav. Bank, 1 Fed. 641, 18 
Blatchf. 1; U. S. Bank y. Longworth, 
2B. Casi No," 9237,—1 Mclean seb. 
Cléveland, ‘ete. R. Co. v. Franklin 
Canal Co., 5 F. Cas. No. 2,890; Coates 
v. Muse, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,916, 1 Brock. 
529; Davie v. Hatcher, 7 F. Cas. No. 
3,610, 1 Woods 456; Evans v. Pitts- 
burgh, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,568, 2 Pittsb. 
(Pa.) 405; Goodrich vy. Chicago, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,542, 4 Biss. 18; Goshorn v. 


Alexander, 10 EF. Cas. No. 5,630, 2 
Bond 158; Hawes v. Contra Costa 
Water Co.; 11 3. Cas: UNer 6.2355 5 


Sawy. 287; Lehman v. Berdin, 15 F. 
Cas. No. 8,215, 5 Dill, 3405 Lorine 
v. Marsh, 15. E...Cas. No. 8,514, 2 
Cliff. 311; Neal-v. Green, 17 F. Cas. 


No. 10,065, 1 McLean 18; Olcott v. 
Fond du Lac County, 18. F. Cas. 
No. 10,479, 2 Biss. 368; Paine v. 


Wright, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,676, 6 Mc- 
Lean 395; Perry Mfg. Co. v. Brown, 
19) E. Cas) No. 11,015, 2 “Woodbe "o. 
M. 449; The Princess Alexandra, 19 
F. Cas. No. 11,480, 8 Ben. 209; Stapp 
v. The Swallow, 22 F, Cas. No. 13,305, 


_ For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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thereto;"4 although a similar provision of a fed- 
eral statute has been differently construed by the 
federal court;7* or although the statute was adopted 
from another state whose courts construed the stat- 
ute of their state otherwise than as the adopted 
statute was construed by the courts of the state 
which adopted it.7° The decisions of the state courts 


1 Bond 189; Thompson vy. Phillips, 
23 EF. Cas. No. 13,974, Baldw. 246; 
Van Bokelen v. Brooklyn City R. 
Co., 28 F. Cas. No. 16,830, 5 Blatchf. 
379; Wick v. The Samuel Strong, 29 
BE. Cas. No. 17,607, 6 Mclean 587; 
Woolsey v. Dodge, 30 F. Cas. No. 
18,032, 6 McLean 142. 

Ga.—Wilson v. State, 138 Ga. 489, 
Toe Shr OL. 

Ky.—American Tobacco Co. v. 
Com., 115 SW 755; Com. v. Interna- 
tional Harvester Co., 131 Ky. 551, 
115 SW 7038, 133 AmSR 256; Louis- 
ville, etc. R. Co. v. Central Stock 
Yards Co., 97 SW 778, 30 KyL 18. 
(tt apes v. Mentz, 23 La. Ann. 

Nev.—Forrester v. Southern Pac. 
€o;, 86 Nev. 247, 134 BP 753, 136, P 
705, 48 LRANS 1. 

N. Y.—Tompkins v. Hunter, 149 
ING Ys fl 43 SND dS 2. 

N. C.—Watters v. Hedgpeth, 172 
N. C. 310, 90 SH 314. 

Porto Rico.—St. Amand v. St. Jean, 
8 Porto Rico Fed. 437; Simonpietri 
v. Toro, 8 Porto Rico Fed. 394. 

Va.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Bowles, 124 Va. 730, 98 SE 645. 

W. Va.—Clarksburg Electric Light 
Co. v. Clarksburg, 47 W. Va. 739, 35 
SE 994, 50 LRA 142. 

{a] “The reason for this rule is 
that it avoids confusion and disorder, 
and avoids making the claims and 
rights of suitors depend, not upon 
settled law, but upon the contingency 
of litigation respecting them being 
before a state or a federal court. 
Conflicts of this sort are certainly to 
be avoided, if possible; and this can 
best be done by leaving the courts of 
one sovereignty within their legiti- 
mate sphere to be independent of 
those of another, each respecting the 
adjudications of the other on sub- 
jects properly within its jurisdic- 
tion. oe Union Pac: -Ro | Cor we Alexs 
ander, 113 Fed. 347, 350 [app dism 
115 Fed. 1017, 52 CCA 680]. 

{b] Similar statute—In constru- 
ing a State statute a federal court 
is bound by a decision of the highest 
court of the state, construing a prior 
statute on the same subject which 
would logically and necessarily re- 
quire a similar construction. Lis- 
man v. Knickerbocker Trust Co., 211 
Wed. 413, 128 CCA 85. To same ef- 
fect Prentiss v. Hisner, 267 Fed, 16. 

{c] Different constructions in dif- 
ferent states.—“So far does this doc- 
trine extend, that when a statute of 
two States, expressed in the same 
terms, is construed differently by the 
highest courts, they are treated by 
us as different laws, each embody- 
ing the particular construction of its 
own State, and enforced in accord- 
ance with it in all cases arising un- 
der it.” Louisiana v. Pilsbury, 105 
Meese aS. 0204. 20) lwed. 109.0; 

[d] Different decision on subse- 
quent appeal.—A state supreme court 
may render a decision on a subse- 
quent appeal different from that on 
a prior appeal where the ground is 
different, and the fact that it has 
so done does not affect its weight 
in a federal court. Oxford v. Union 
Bank, 96 Fed. 293, 37 CCA 493. 

[e] Federal courts lean toward a 
decision that a state statute is penal, 
but it is not conclusive. Perkins v. 
Boston, etc., R. Co., 90 Fed. 321. 

{f] Where no question of con- 
struction is involved, the federal 
courts may determine for themselves 
as to the administration of a state 
statute in a suit between citizens of 
different states. New England Mortg. 
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a question with 


Security Co. v. Gay, 33 Fed. 636 [app 
dism 145 U. S. 123, 12 SCt 815, 36 L. 
ed. 646]. 

{g] The first direct ruling of the 
supreme court of the state upon a 
particular question involving the 
construction of a state statute will 
be followed by the federal court. 
Andrews v. National Fdy., etc. 
Works, 76 Fed. 166, 22 CCA 110, 36 
LRA 139, 77 Fed. 774, 28 CCA 454, 
36 LRA 153 [rev 68 Fed. 1006]. 

{h] A single decision of the su- 
preme court of a state, construing a 
state statute, becomes the settled 
law of the state, to be followed by 
federal courts, where it has been ac- 
quiesced in for years by the courts 
of the state and its legislative de- 
partment. German Ins. Co, vy. Man- 
ning, 95 Fed. 597. 

[i] Construction of similar stat- 
utes in pari materia.—In the con- 
struction of a state statute, the fed- 
eral court is governed by the con- 
struction of similar statutes in pari 
materia by the highest courts of the 
state. Debitulia v. Lehigh, etc., Coal 
Co., 174 Fed. 886. 

[ij] Statute not applicable to case. 
—Where, in a suit to restrain a city 
from constructing and _ operating 
waterworks, complainant’s rights 
were acquired under a municipal con- 
tract, and not by virtue of any con- 
stitutional or statutory provision, it 
was immaterial that a decision of the 
highest court of the state construing 
such constitution and statutes to au- 
thorize the city to construct and 
maintain such waterworks was filed 
pending the suit in the federal court. 
Sioux Falls v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 
IG Meal 72d 69 CECAN373 pimeve Ld 
Fed. 890, and app dism 199 U. S. 
601, 26 SCt 748, 50 L. ed. 328]. 

[k] A decision resting on the de- 
termination of a question of fact is 
not binding on the federal court 
except as between parties to the 
original suit. Beatrice v. Edminson, 
117 Fed. 427, 431, 54 CCA 601 (“The 
determination of the issues of fact 
which conditioned the terms and pas- 
sage of a statute, like the finding of 
any other issue of fact, concludes 
no one, either in a state or in a fed- 
eral court, except the parties to the 
action in which the decision is ren- 
dered and their privies’’). 

{1] Decisions of the state court 
of Maryland since the cession of the 
District of Columbia to the United 
States, giving a construction to state 
statutes different from that prevail- 
ing at that time, cannot control their 
construction by the courts of the 
United States as affecting property 
within the district over which they 
were continued in force by acts of 
congress. Morris v. U. S., 174 U.S. 
196, 19 SCt 649, 43 L. ed. 946. ; 

V4Ae Ste Lioulspelete: PR Tee Co, liv. 
Quinette, 251 Fed. 773, 164 CCA 7; 
Truckee River General Plectric Co. 
v. Benner, 211 Fed, 79, 127 CCA 503; 
American Tobacco Co. v. Com., (Ky.) 
115 SW 755; Com, v. International 
Harvester Co., 131 Ky. 551, 115 SW 
703, 18383 AmSR 256. See also cases 
supra notes 72, 73. 

75, Detroit, etc., R. Co. v. Fletcher 
Paper Co., 248 U. S. 30, 39 SCt 13, 
63 L. ed. 107 [aff 198 Mich. 469, 164 
NW 528]. 

76. Stonebraker v. 215 
Fed. 67, 181 CCA 375. 

77, Peters v. Gilchrist, 222 U.S. 
ASS eeoo Ue SCh. Meo Gk try 6d2*2 785 
Knights Templar’s, etc., Life Indemn. 
Goltvi_ garman, £387 U.'S. 197,23 “Set 
108, 47 L. ed. 139 [aff 104 Fed. 638, 
44 CCA 93]; Leeper v. Texas, 139 
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are also controlling on the question whether state 
statutes have been duly enacted in accordance with 
the requirements of the state constitution.” A 

The federal courts are entitled to decide for them- 
selves where the case 
tion,’’ a federal question and contract right,’ or 


involves a federal ques- 


respect to the constitution of the 
Us-S;"462, 11 SCt 577, 35 Li. ed. 2255 


Post. v. Kendall County, 105 U. S. 
667, 26 L. ed. 1204; Atlantic, etc., 
R. Co. v. Georgia, 98 U. S. 359, 25 
L. ed. 185; South Ottawa v. Per- 
Kins; 594 50) 2 Se .260) 624 Via wea lose 
Stone v. Wisconsin, 94 U. S. 181, 24 


L. ed. 102; Aicardi v. Alabama, 19 
Wall, (Ue S.) 635, 22.L. ed. 215; Chi= 
cago,, etc., R. Co. v. Smyth, 103 Fed. 
376; Stanly County v. Coler, 96 Fed. 
284, 37 CCA 484; Crowther v. Fi- 
delity Ins., ete., Co., 85 Fed. 41, 29 
cat 1; Comstock v. Tracey, 46 Fed. 

78. New York v. Sohmer, 237 
U. S. 276, 35 SCt 549, 69 L. ed. 951; 
Grannis v. Ordean, 234 U. S. 385, 34 
SCt 779, 58 L. ed. 1363; Wyandotte 
County Gas Co. v. Kansas, 231 U. S. 
622, 34 SCt 226, 58 L. ed. 404; New 
Jersey v. Anderson, 203 U. S. 483, 
Zt SCt 3%, oleh ed 2284 seine te 
Floyd, 225 Fed. 262 [aff 232 Fed. 119, 
146 CCA 311]; Wilckens v. Wilckens, 
217 Fed. 208, 133 CCA 202 [certiorari 
den) 23955U.(S) 639) 36" SOts 2600860 
L. ed. 481]; Tygart Valley Brewing 
Co. v. Vilter Mfg. Co., 184 Fed. 845, 
107 CCA 169; U. S. v. Tully, 140 Fed. 
899; Beatrice v. Edminson, 117 Fed. 
427, 54 CCA 601; Central Trust Co. v. 
Citizens’ St. R. Co., 82 Fed. 1 [app 
dism 83 Fed. 529, 27 CCA 580]; Penn- 
sylvania R. Co. v. National Docks, 
ete, -R: Co., 51. Fed: 858*) Dundee 
Mortg., etc., Co. v. Multnomah County 
School Dist. No. 1, 19 Fed. 359; West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Bowles, 124 Va. 
730, 98 SE 645; Slaght v. Northern 
Pac. R. Co., 39 Wash. 576, 81 P 1062 
[aff 205° U...S. 122, 27 SCta442" 51 
L. ed. 738]; Clarksburg Electrie 
Light Co. v. Clarksburg, 47 W. Va. 
739, 35 SE 994, 50 LRA 142. 

Construction of federal constitu- 
ee and statutes see infra §§ 186, 

79. New York v. Sohmer, 237 U.S. 
276, 35 SCt 549, 59 L. ed. 951; Wyan- 
dotte County Gas Co. v. Kansas, 231 
U. S. 622, 34 SCt 226, 58 L. ed. 404; 
Ohioy TE) yimss etc.) Comva.Debolis. UG: 
How. (U. S.) 416, 14 L. ed. 997; Mis 
souri v. Angle, 236 Fed. 644, 149 CCA 
640; .Adelbert College v. Wabash R. 
Cor, ATA Med. "305)/"96 eCOAI 46h aun 
AnnCas 1204 [certiorari den 215 U.S. 
598, 30 SCt 400, 54 L. ed. 343]; Sun- 
Seto Mel ete. Co. vy boOmona nl 64 
Hedi bel hiart2245 Win Sass QmocmSOE 
477, 56 L. ed. 788]; Hertford County 
v. Tome, 153 Fed: 81, 82) CCA 215% 
Westinghouse Air Brake Co. v. Kan- 
sas City Southern R. Co., 137 Fed. 
26, 71 CCA 1; Morenci Copper Co. v. 
Freer, 127 Fed. 199; Central Trust 
Co. v. Citizens’ St. R. Co., 82 Fed: 
1 [app dism 83 Fed. 529, 27 CCA 580] 
(although a state decision will be 
treated in such a case with consid- 
eration). 

[a] In determining whether a con- 
tract exists which is protected from 
impairment by the United States 
constitution the federal courts exer- 
cise their independent judgment. 
See infra § 185. 

[b] Contract by state.—The com- 
petency of a state, through its leg- 
islation, to make an alleged contract, 
and the meaning and validity of such 
contract, are matters which the su- 
preme court of the United States, on 
writ of error to a state court, must 
determine for itself by an independ- 
ent judgment, as an exception to the 
general rule that it will accept the 
decisicn of the state supreme court 
on the construction of the state con- 
stitution, although in Aetermining 
the matter it may lean toward the 
interpretation placed thereon by the 
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United States;8° or where following the state de- 
cision would conflict with or impair the efficiency 
of some principle of the United States constitution, 
an act of congress, or a rule of general or com- 
mercial law,®! or involve a violation of the con- 
stitution, treaties, or statutes of the United States,®? 
although, in determining whether or not a state stat- 
ute violates the federal constitution, the court will 
accept as correct the interpretation which has been 
placed upon such statute by the state court.S* : 
supreme court of the United States has refused, in 
the absence of a controlling decision by the state 
courts, to limit to natural persons the benefits of 
-a state statute allowing an attorney’s fee to a 
successful plaintiff in an action against a railroad 


state court. Stearns v. Minnesota, 
T7ZOmns Saloes Net SOb ion 45. sku: ned. 
162 [rev 72 Minn. 200, 75 NW 210]. 

80. Wagner v. Covington, 251 
Wes 195, 401 SCtn93, 5164) Lr wed) 1157, 
PATEL SY HSS Oy LO) SIV (80.0); 
American Mfg. Co. v. St. Louis, 250 
U. S. 459, 39 SCt 522, 63 L. ed. 1084 
[aff 270 Mo. 40, 192 SW 402, 198 SW 
1183]; Corn Products Refining Co. v. 
Bddy, 249 U. S. 427, 39 SCt 325, 63 
L.. ed. 689 [aff 99, Kan. 63, 163 P 
615]; Standard Oil Co. v. Graves, 249 
U. S. 389, 39 SCt 320, 63 L. ed. 662 
Ereév 94 Wash. 291, 162 P 558]; Crew 
Levick Co. v. Pennsylvania, 245 U. S. 
292, 38 SCt 126, 62 L. ed. 295 [rev 
256 Pa. 508, 100 A 952]; U. S. vy. 
Reynolds, 235 U. S. 133, 35 SCt 86, 59 
L. ed. 162; Metzger Motor Car Co. 
v. Parrott, 233 U. S. 36, 34 SCt 575, 
58 L. ed. 837; Minnesota v. Barber, 
1396s) S) 313; 10° SCt«862,734 1. ed. 
455; Webb v. Southern R. Co., 248 
Fed. 618, 160 CCA 518 [rev 235 Fed. 
578, and certiorari den 247 U. S. 
518, 38 SCt 582, 62. L. ed. 1245]; Vin- 
ecennes Bridge Co. v. Atoka County, 
248 Wed? 493,160). CCA) 2335) Orr _ Vv. 
Allen, 245 Fed. 486 [aff 248 U. S. 35, 
89 SCt 23, 68 L. ed. 109]; Knapp v. 
Bullock Tractor Co., 242 Fed. 543; 
Mudge v. Black, 224 Fed. 919, 140 
CCA 397; Wilckens v. Wilckens, 217 
Fed. 208, 133 CCA 202 [certiorari den 
239° U.S: 639, 36..SCt, 160, 60 T, ed. 
481]; Audas v. Highland Land, etc., 
Co., 205 Fed. 862, 125 CCA 62; Traer 
v. Fowler, 144 Fed. 810, 75 CCA 540; 
Beatrice v. Edminson, 117 Fed. 427, 
54 CCA 601; State v. Des Moines, 
96 Towa 521, 65 NW 818, 59 AmSR 
381, 31 LRA 186 [appr McCain v. 
Des Moines, 84 Fed. 726 (aff 174 
WU. + Ss -168,219.SCt ‘644,. 43 L. ed. 
936)]. 

81. Scott v. McNeal, 154 U. S. 34, 
14 SCt 1108, 38 L, ed. 896; Iowa L. & 
T. Co. v. Fairweather, 252 Fed. 605; 
‘Nielsen vy. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 187 
Fed. 398, 109 CCA 225; Johnson v, 
St.. Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 617, 
18 AnnCas 949; Continental Securi- 
ties Co. v. Interborough Rapid Tran- 
sit Co., 165 Fed. 945; Sunset Tel., 
etc., Co. v. Pomona, 164 Fed. 561 [aff 
224 U. S. 330, 32 SCt 477, 56 Led. 
788]; Cheatham v. Evans, 160 Fed. 
802, 87 CCA 576; Kibbe v. Stevenson 
Iron Min. Co., 186 Fed. 147, 69 CCA 


145; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Alexander, ' 


113 Fed. 347 [app dism 115 Fed, 1017, 
52 CCA 680]; Liebman v. San Fran- 
cisco, 24 Fed, 705; Louisville, ete., 
R. Co. v. Central Stock Yards, 97 SW 
778, 30 KyL 18. 

‘The rule is perfectly well settled 
that in the construction of the con- 
stitution and laws of a state the fed- 
eral court will follow the decisions 
of the highest courts of the state, 
unless they conflict with or impair 
the efficacy of some principle of the 
federal constitution, of a federal 
statute, or a rule of general com- 
mercial law.” Union Pac. R. Co. v. 
Alexander, 113 Fed. 347, 350 [app 
dism 115 Fed. 1017, 52 CCA 680]. 

82. American’ SMiSi e) CO.. Vas sus 
Louis, 250 U. S. 459, 39 SCt 522, 68 


FEDERAL COURTS 


time.®# 


The 


eral courts.*8 


L. ed. 1084 [aff 270 Mo, 40, 192 SW 
402, 198 SW 1183]; Citizens’ Sav. 
Bank v. Owensboro, 173 U. S. 636, 19 
SCt 530, 43 L. ed. 840; McCullough v. 
Virginia, 172, U.S. 9102, 519 (SCta134) 
43 L. ed. 382 [rev 90 Va. 597, 19 SE 
114]; The J. E. Rumbell, 148 U.S. 
1, 13 SCt 498, 37 L. ed. 345; Michi- 
gan Ins. Bank v. Eldred, 130 U. S. 
693, 9 SCt 690, 32 L. ed. 1080; Chaf- 
fin v. Taylor, 116 U. S. 567, 6 SCt 518, 
29 L. ed. 727; Allen v. Baltimore, 
ete, R. Co., 114 U.S. 311, 5 SCt 925, 
962, 29 L. ed. 200; Chaffin v. Tay- 
lor, 11/2 US. 8095. 5b SCt 924, 962,. 29 
L, ed. 198; White v. Greenhow, 114 
Ue Sto3s07,a5> SCt" 9235962. 929 el, ed. 
199; Poindexter v. Greenhow, 114 
Woe See 00, oy Ct s0s.. 29 ai., ed, ahs a); 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Palmes, 109 
Wins 244, 3  SCtH198. on, dana. O20" 
Wright v. Nagle, 101 U. S. 791, 25 L. 
ed. 924; Butz v. Muscatine, 8 Wall. 
(U. S.). 575, 19 L. ed. 490; Iowa L. & 
T,. Co. v. Fairweather, 252 Fed. 605; 
Knapp v. Bullock Tractor Co., 242 
Fed. 543; East Tennessee Tel. Co. 
v. Frankfort, 190 Fed. 346; Mani- 
towoc Malting Co. v. Fuechtwanger, 
169 Fed. 983 [rev on other grounds 
187 Fed. 718, 109 CCA 461]; Harri- 
son v. Remington Paper Co., 140 Fed. 
385, 72 CCA 405, 3 LRANS 954, 5 Ann 
Cas 314 [certiorari den 199 U. S. 607, 
26 SCt 747, 50 L. ed. 331]; Westing- 
house Air Brake Co. v. Kansas City 
Southern R. Co., 137 Fed. 26, 71 CCA 
1. [rev 128 Fed. 129, 129 Fed, 455]; 
Kibbe v. Stevenson Iron Min. Co., 
186 Fed. 147, 69 CCA 145; Morenci 
Copper Co. v. Freer, 127 Fed. 199; 
Beatrice v. Edminson,.117 Fed. 427, 
54 CCA 601; Pabst Brewing Co. v. 
Terre Haute, 98 Fed. 330; McCain v. 
Des Moines, 84 Fed. 726 [aff 174 U. S. 
168, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed, 936, appr 
State v. Des Moines, 96 Iowa 521, 
65. NW. 818, 59. AmSR }.881,, $1 
LRA 186]; John Kyle Steamboat 
voaae New Orleans, 13 F. Cas. No. 

[a] Whether a law imposing a 
license is under the police or the tax- 
ing power is not concluded as to the 
federal court by a _ state decision 
when the validity of the law is 
drawn in question on the ground of 
a conflict with the constitution, etc., 
of the United States. Pabst Brewing 
Co. v. Terre Haute, 98 Fed. 330. 

[b] Where a decision of a state 
court is based on two propositions, 
one of which is violative of the su- 
preme law of the land, but the de- 
cision can be based exclusively on 
the other proposition, it will be fol- 
lowed. Quinette v. Pullman Co., 233 
Fed. 980, 147 CCA 654. 

{c] Prior state judgment as res 
judicata.—The rule that, in consid- 
ering whether a state law impairs 
the obligation of a contract, state 
decisions construing its laws in de- 
termining the existence of the con- 
tract, etc, are not binding on the 
federal courts does not apply when 
a prior state judgment is set up as 
res judicata. Stone v. Kentucky 
Bank, 174 U. S. 408, 799, 19 SCt 881, 
43 L. ed. 1187 [aff 88 Fed. 383]. 
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for loss of, or injury to, freight or killing of stock, 
where the claim was not paid within a certain 
A decision of a state court upholding a 
particular method of administering a state statute 
is not binding on the federal courts if the con- 
stitutionality of the statute as so administered 
was not questioned in, or passed on by, the state 
court.25 Even where the situation is such that the 
decisions of a state court are not binding on a 
federal court, such decisions are entitled to great 
respect,®* and they ‘should not be rejected unless 
they can fairly be regarded as ill considered.*” 
The construction of a territorial statute by ter- 
ritorial courts will be given great weight by the fed- 


83. New York v. Sohmer, 237 
Us S.. 276,35 (SCt 549, 59. ie ed. 950; 
Portland R., ete., Co. v. Oregon R. 
Commn., 229 U. S, 397, 33° SCt 820, 
57 L. ed. 1248; Chicago, ete., R. Co. 
v. Hackett, 228 U. S. 559, 83 SCt 581, 
57 L. ed. 966; Lindsley v. Natural 
Carbonic Gas €o., 220 U.S. 61, 3h 
SCt 337, 55 L. ed. 369 [aff 170 Fed: 
1023]; Jetton v. University of the 
South, 208 U. S. 489, 28 SCt 375, 52 
L. ed. 584; Ughbanks v. Armstrong, 
208 U. S. 481, 28: SCt 372, 52 L. ed. 
582; Gatewood v. North Carolina, 203 
U.S. 531, 27 SCt 167, 51 L. ed. 305 
(aff 138 N. C. 749, 51 SE 53]; New 
York v. Miller, 202 U. S. 584, 26 SCt 
714, 50 L. ed. 1155; Armour Packing 
Cow. Waey, 200515 Sa 12.26, Beet 
232, 50 L. ed. 451; Mead v. Port- 
land, 200 U. S. 148, 26 SCt 171, 50 
L. ed. 418 [aff 45 Or: 1, 76. P 347]; 
Minnesota Iron Co. v. Kline, 199 U. S. 
593, 26 SCt 159, 50 L. ed. 322; South- 
ern Cotton Oil Co. v. Texas, 197 U. S. 
134, 25 SCt 383, 49 L. ed. 696 [aff 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 72 SW 1135]; National 
Cotton “Oil vCo.7 Vv... Texas, -197 SUS: 
115, 25 SCt 379, 49 L. ed. 689 [aff 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 72 SW 615]; Jacobson 
Vv... Massachusetts, 197 0S) 1a 2b 
SCt 358, 49 L. ed. 643 [aff 183 Mass. 
242, 66 NE 719, 67 LRA 935]; Smiley 
v. State, 196 U. S. 447, 25 SCt 289, 
49 L. ed. 546 [aff 65 Kan. 240, 69 P 
199, 67 LRA 903]; W. W. Cargill Co. 
v. Minnesota, 180 U. S. 452, 21 SCt 
423, 45 L. ed. 619 [aff 77 Minn. 223, 
79 NW 962]; Shaw v. Cleveland, ete., 
R. Co., 173 Fed. 746, 97 CCA 520, 

84. Missouri, ete., R. Co. v. Cade, 
see ao S. 678, 34 SCt 678, 58 L. ed. 

85. Johnson v. Wells, 239 U. S. 
234, 36 SCt 62, 60 L. ed. 243; Knight 
v. Shelton, 134 Fed. 423. 

86. Jones v. Portland, 245 U. s. 
217, 38 SCt 112, 62 L. ed. 252 [aft 
113 Me, 128, 98 A 41]; Kuhn v, Fair- 
mont Coal Co., 179 Fed. 191, 102 CCA 
457, 66 W. Va. 711 [aff 152 Fed. 
1013]; Chicago R. Co. v. Chicago, 292 
Ill. 190, 126 NE 585. 

87. Cudahy Packing Co. v, Min- 
nesota, 246 U. S. 450, 38 SCt 373, 62 
ie 827 [aff 129 Minn. 30, 151 NW 

88. De Elzaburu v. Chaves, 239 
U. S. 283, 36 SCt 47, 60 L. ed. 290; 
Arizona v. Copper Queen Cons. Min. 
Co., 233 U. S. 87, 34 SCt 546, 58 L. ed. 
863; Sante Fe Cent. R. Co. v. Fri- 
day, 232 U. S. 694, 34 SCt 468, 58 
L. ed. 802; Montoya v. Gonzales, 232 
U. S. 375, 34 SCt 413, 58 L. ed. 645; 
Work v. United Globe Mines, 231 
U. S. 595, 34 SCt 274, 58 L. ed. 389; 
Pheenix RR. Co. v. Landis,” 237. +s: 
578, 34 SCt 179, 58 L. ed. 377; Straus 
v. Foxworth, 231 U. S. 162, 34 Sct 
42, 58 L. ed. 168; Luke v. Smith, 
227 Ww S, 379) 38 eSCE «356; 65%7, Toh Sed: 
558; Clason v. Matko, 223 U. S. 646, 
32 SCt 392, 56 L. ed. 588 [aff 12 Ariz. 
213, 100 P°%73]; Crary. ve’ Dye, ‘208 
U. S. 515, 28 SCt 360, 52 L. ed. 595 
[aff 13 N. M. 4389, 85 P 1038, 9 
LRANS 1136]; Lewis v. Herrera, 208 
U. S. 309, 28 SCt 412, 52 L. ed. 506 
[aff (Ariz.) 85 P 245]; Whitmer v. 


¥Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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In construing the statutes of Alaska, transplanted 
from Oregon, the Oregon decisions, unless depart- 
ed from by Alaska judgments, are to be considered 


as local law.89 
Saki) eSs 
nances. 


Construction of Municipal Ordi- 
The decisions of a state court construing 


FEDERAL COURTS: 
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be followed by the federal courts.®° 
[§ 173] 4. Rules of Property. State decisions 
establishing a rule of property will be followed by 


the federal courts when called upon to determine 


ordinances of municipalities within the state should 


El Paso, etc., Co., 201 Fed. 193, 119 
CCA 6387; In re Scheier, 188 Fed. 744. 

89. In re Seward Dredging Co., 
242 Fed. 225, 155 CCA 65 [certiorari 
den sub nom. Sands v. Estabrook, 245 
U. S. 651 mem, 38 SCt 11 mem, 62 
L. ed. 531 mem]. 

90. Schoenfeld v. Seattle, 265 Fed. 
726; Lutz v. New Orleans, 235 Fed. 
978 [aff 237 Fed. 1018, 150 CCA 654]; 
Whitmier, etc, Co. v. Buffalo, 118 
Fed. 773. é: 

{a] Tllustration.—The construction 
given by the highest state court to 
a municipal ordinance preventing the 
sale of loaves of bread short in 
weight is binding on the federal su- 
preme court when determining, on 
writ of error to a state court, the 
validity of the ordinance under the 
due process of law clause of the fed- 
eral constitution. Schmidinger _v. 
Chicago, 226 U. S. 578, 33 SCt 182, 
57 L. ed. 364 [aff 243 Ill. 167, 90 NE 
369, 245 Ill. 317, 92 NE 244]. 

{[b] County ordinance.—The val- 
idity, under the state laws, of an 
ordinance adopted by a_ board of 
county supervisors is settled, so far 
as the federal courts are concerned, 
by a decision of the highest court of 
that state upholding a similar or- 
dinance. Flanigan v. Sierra County, 
196° U. S. 553,.25 SCt 314, 49 L. ed. 
597 [rev 122 Fed. 24, 58 CCA 340, 
and fol! Wheeler v. Plumas County, 
196 U. S. 562, 25 SCt 316, 49 L. ed. 
599 (rev 122 Fed. 1022, 58 CCA 683)]. 

91. Guffey v. Smith, 237 U. S. 101, 
35 SCt 526, 59 L. ed. 856; Nadal v. 
May, 233 U. S. 447, 34 SCt 611, 58 
L. ed. 1040; Messinger v. Anderson, 
225-1. S. 436, 32 (SCt 739,56 L.. ed. 
1152 [rev 171 Fed. 785, 96 CCA 445]; 
Francis v. Francis, 203 U. S. 233, 27 
Sct 129, 51 L. ed. 165; Thompson v. 
Fairbanks, 196 U. S. 516, 25 SCt 306, 
49 L. ed. 577; Hibben v. Smith, 191 
Ue Se 2t0, 24 SCt S848 Al: ediet oo), 
Howard v. Fleming, 191 U. S. 126, 24 
sct 49, 48 L. ed. 121; Union, etc., 
Bank v. Memphis, 189 U. S, 71, 23 
Sct 604, 47 L. ed. 712; Robinson v. 
Belt 187 W So 4128), SCt 16.470 
ed. 65; Dooley v. Pease, 180 U. S. 
126, 21 SCt 329, 45 L. ed. 457 [aff 
88 Fed, 446, 31 CCA 582]; Clarke v. 
Clarke, 178 U. S. 186, 20 SCt 873, 
44 lL. ed. 1028; Jellenik v. Huron 
Copper Min. Co., 177 U. S. 1, 20 SCt 
559, 44 L. ed. 647; Warburton v. 
White, 176 U. S. 484, 20 SCt 404, 44 
I. ed. 555 [aff 18 Wash: 511, 52, -P 
933-55324> +barttord: th. -lnsse Cosy v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 175 U. S. 91, 
20 SCt 33, 44 L. ed. 84; Barber v. 
Pittsburgh, ete, R. Co. 166 U. S. 
83, 17 SCt 488, 41 L. ed, 925; Kau- 
kauna Water-Power Co. v. Green 
Bay, etce., Canal Co., 142 U. S. 254, 

-12 SCt 173, 35 L. ed. 1004; Hardin v. 
Jordan, 140 U. S. 871, 11 SCt 808, 
35 L. ed. 428; Bucher v. Cheshire 
RasCo,,ncl2b be 7 Sie 555, 48 .5SCt 29:74; 
31 L. ed. 795; Gibson v. Lyon, 115 
U. S. 439, 6 SCt 129, 29 L. ed. 440; 
Bendey v. Townsend, 109 U. S. 665, 
3 SCt 482, 29 L. ed. 1065; Taylor v. 
Ypsilanti, 105 U. S. 60, 26 L. ed. 
1008: Bondurant v. Watson, 103 U. S. 
281, 26 L. ed. 447; Orvis v. Powell, 
98 U. S. 176, 25 L. ed. 238; Palmer v. 
Low, 98 U. S. 1, 25 L. ed. 60; Brine v. 
Hartford F. Ins. Co., 96 U. S. 627, 
24 L. ed. 858; Loring v. Marsh, 6 
Wall. (U. S.) 337, 18 L. ed. 802; Con- 
way v. Taylor, 1 Black (U._S.) 603, 
17 L. ed. 191; Suydam v. William- 
son, 24 How. (U. S.) 427, 16 L. ed. 
742; Middleton v. McGrew, 23 How. 
(U. S.) 45, 16 L. ed. 403; Fisher v. 
Haldeman, 20 How. (U. S.) 186, 15 
L. ed, 879; Beauregard v. New Or- 


leans, 18 How. (U. S.) 497, 15 L. 
ed. 469; Vidal v. Girard, 2 How. 
(U. S.) 127, 11 L. ed. 205; Green v. 
INeay Gairet. (CU. Se) 29S Lanes eds 
402; Hinde v. Vattier, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 
398, 8 L. ed. 168; Waring v. Jackson, 
PO Pete (Urs. ) 2 610, wiki COs 2603 "Sts 
John v. Chew; 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 153, 
6 L, ed. 583; Daly v. James, 8 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 495, 5 L. ed. 670; Thatcher 
v. Powell, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 119, 5 
L. ed. 221; Barnett v. Kunkel, 259 
Fed. 394, 170) CCA $70:) Harlan Vv: 
Houston, 258 Fed, 611, 170 CCA 65; 
Clow v. Hosier, 258 Fed. 278, 49 App. 
(D, C.) 22; Welis v. Brown, 255 Fed. 
852, 167 CCA 180; Rowe v. Kidd, 249 
Hed. 882 [aff 259 Fed. 127, 170 CCA 
195]; Paterlini v. Memorial Hospital 
Assoc., 247 Fed. 639, 159 CCA 49 [aff 
241 Fed. 429, and certiorari den 246 
U. S. 665, 38 SCt 334, 62 L. ed. 929]; 
Kawin v. American Colortype Co., 
243 Fed. 317, 156 CCA 97; Gilman v. 
Lamson Co., 234 Fed. 507, 148 CCA 
273; In re Ricketts, 234 Fed. 285, 
148 CCA 187; Clark-Montana Realty 
Co. v. Butte, ete., Copper Co., 233 
Fed. 547; Highland Park Mfg. Co. 
v. Steele, 232 Fed. 10, 146 CCA 202; 
Ingersoll Engineering, ete. Co. v. 
Crocker, 228 Fed. 844, 143 CCA 242 
[rev 205 Fed. 99]; General BPlectric 
Co. v. Richardson, 228 Fed. 758 [aff 
233 Fed. 84, 147 CCA 154]; Stearns 
Coal, ete, Co. v. Van Winkle, 221 
Fed. 590, 187 CCA 314; Werthner v. 
Girard Ave. Farmers’ Market Co., 218 
Fed. 364, 134 CCA 172; Holden v. 
Circleville Light, etce., Co., 216 Fed. 
490, 182 CCA 550, AnnCas1916D 443; 

c . Wilson, 214 Fed, 630 [aff 
827, 142 CCA 351 (aff 245 
88 SCt 21, 62 L. ed. 128)]; 
. Wilson, 214 Fed. 630 [aff 
- 827, 142 CCA 351 (aff 245 
U. S. 24, 38 SCt 21, 62 L. ed. 128)]; 
Pineland Club v. Robert, 213 Fed. 
545, 130 CCA: 125;  Schofiela vv. 
Baker, 212 Fed. 504 [aff 221 Fed. 
322, 136 CCA 320 (aff 243 U. S. 114, 
37 SCt 333, 61 L. ed. 626)]; Tweeten 
v. Tacoma R., ete, Co., 210 Fed. 
828, 127 CCA 3878; In re Doyle, 205 
Fed. 543 [rev on other grounds 209 
Fed, 1, 126 CCA 143]; The Golden 
Rod, 197 Fed. 830; Barker v. East- 
man, 192 Fed. 659 [aff 206 Fed. 865, 
124 CCA 525]; Hood v. McGehee, 189 
Fed. 205 [aff 199 Fed. 989, 117 CCA 
664]; Beckwith v. Clark, 188 Fed. 
171, 110 CCA 207; Fretts v. Shriver, 
181 Fed. 279; Hamilton v. David C. 
Beges Co., 179 Fed. 949; Kuhn vy. 
Fairmont Coal Co., 179 Fed. 191, 102 
CCA 457, 66 W. Va. 711 anpendix; 
In re Burke, 168 Fed. 994; Farmers’ 
Bank v. Wright, 158 Fed. 841; Cain 
v. Hockensmith Wheel, ete., Co., 157 
Fed. 992; Vener v. Great Northern R. 
Co., 153 Fed. 408 [aff 209 U. S. 24, 
28 SCt 328, 52 LL. ed. 666]; Kuhn 
v. Fairmont Coal Co., 152 Fed. 1013 
[aff 179 Fed. 191, 102 CCA 457. 66 
W. Va. 711 appendix]; Bethlehem 
Tron Co. v. Hoadley, 152 Fed. 735; 
North Carolina Min. Co. v. Westfeldt, 
151 Fed. 290 [rev on other grounds 
166 Fed. 706, 92 CCA 378 (certiorari 
den 214 U.S. 516; 29 SCt 697,53 L. 


ed. 1064, app dism 215 U. S. 586, 30 
Sct 404, 54 L. ed. 339)]; Paine v. 
Willson, 146 Fed. 488, 77 CCA 44; 


Pabst Brewing Co. v. Thorley, 145 
Fed. 117, 76 CCA 87 [certiorari den 
203 U. S. 597, 27 SCt- 784, 51 L. ed. 
333]; Traer v. Fowler, 144 Fed. 810, 
75 CCA 540; Southern Pac. Co. v. 
Western Pac. R. Co., 144 Fed. 160 
[rev on other grounds 151 Fed. 376, 
80 CCA 606]; Haggart v. Wilczinski, 
148 Fed. 22, 74 CCA 176; Hubbird v. 
Goin, 137 Fed. 822, 70 CCA 320; In 


the state law, if it is possible to do so,®1 and the 
ease does not involve questions of right under the 


re Sheet’s Printing, etc, Co., 136 
Fed. 989 [aff 143 Fed. 315, 74,CCA 
453]; Anglo-American Land, etc., Co. 
vi ‘Lombard, 1382 \Fed. "721. “68. CGA 
89 [certiorari den 196 U. S. 6388, 25 
SCt 793; 49 Ii. (ed. 630]; Dugan vy. 
Beckett, 129 Fed. 56, 63 CCA 498; 
Pooler v. U. S., 127 Fed. 519,-62 CCA 
317; Denver vy. Porter, 126 Fed. 288, 
61 CCA 168; McPherson v. Missis- 
sippi Valley Trust Co., 122 Fed. 367, 
58 CCA 455; Parker v. Moore, 115 
Fed. 799, 53 CCA 369 [certiorari den 
187 U. S. 644, 23 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 
347]; New York L. Ins. Co. v. Alli- 
son, 107 Fed. 179, 46 CCA 229; Beld- 
ing v. Hebard, 103 Fed. 523, 48 CCA 
296; Rummel vy. Butler County, 93 
Fed. 304; Foster v. Elk Fork Oil, ete., 
Co., 90 Fed. 178, 32 CCA 560; Pella 
Independent Dist. v. Beard, 83 Fed. 
5 [rev on other grounds 88 Fed. 375, 
31 CCA 562]; Union Pac. R.' Co. Vv. 
Reed, 80 Fed. 234, 25 CCA 389; New 
York Security, ete., Co. v. Lombard 
Inv. Co., 65 Fed. 271 [rev on other 
grounds 74 Fed. 769, 21 CCA 83]; 
Vitrified, Pav., etc), Briek j Con ww: 
Snead, etc., Iron Works, 56 Fed. 64, 
5 CCA 418; Gray v. Havemeyer, 53 
Fed. 174, 3 CCA 497; Santee River 
Cypress Lumber Co. v. James, 50 
Fed. 360; In re Barry, 42 Fed. 113, 
136 U. S. 597, 34 L. ed. 503 note [app 
dism.5 “How. 103553124 Ton) edv- noire 
Myrick v. Heard, 31 Fed. 241; Tur- 
ner v. People’s Ferry Co., 21 Fed. 90; 
Edwards v. Davenport, 20 Fed. 756, 4 
McCrary 34; Dike v. Kuhns, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 3,907; Meade v. Beale, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,371, Taney 339; Newman 
v. Keffer, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,177, Brun. 
Coll, Cas. 502; Smith v. Shriver, 22 
I. Cas. No. 13,108, 3 Wall. Jr. 219; 
In re Zug, 30 F. Cas. No. 18,222. 

[a] Decisions of the supreme 
court of Porto Rico that the civil 
code _of March 1, 1902, went into ef- 
fect July 1, 1902, will be followed by 
the federal supreme court as a rule 


of property. Nadal v. May, 233 
Use Ss 447.346 SCb Gi mb Si tin ed- 
1040. 

[b] A single decision of a state 


supreme court, applying principles of 
the common law to the solution of a 
question as to the validity of judg- 
ments, does not establish a rule of 
property which is binding upon a 
federal court, in a case where the 
rights of a party claiming property 
under such a judgment became vest- 
ed before the decision was made. 
Ryan v. Staples, 76 Fed. 721, 23 CCA 
541 [aff 62 Fed. 635, and reh den 
78 Fed. 563, 23 CCA 551]. 

[ec] Decision especially local.— 
Where a decision of the highest 
court of a state, although based upon 
the common law, is deemed of an 
application especially local, its au- 
thority in a federal court is almost 
as great as would be given to it if 
it construed a state statute, espe- 
cially if the rule thereby established 
pertains to real property. Percy 
Summer Club v. Astle, 163 Fed. 1, 90 
CCA 527 [reh den 166 Fed. 1020, 92 
CCA 667]. 

{d] An immaterial variance in a 
matter purely of practice within the 
control of the federal court does not 
affect the substantial rights and 
rule of property created by a state 
statute. Connecticut Mut. L. Ins. 
Co: VieCushman,-108 > U.S. 7515 24SCt 
236, 27 L. ed. 648. 

[e] Decisions not constituting 
rules of property.—Woodward v. De- 
Graffenried, 238 U. S. 284, 35 SCt 764, - 
59 L. ed. 1310; Ranple v. Dutton, 226 
Fed. 430, 141. .CCA, 2603. Beard. v. 
Pella City Independent Dist., 88 Fed, 
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constitution and laws of the United States,°? or 
questions of general or commercial law.®* This rule 
has been applied with respect to real property * 
and the title thereto;°° the descent of property;°° 
the construction of devises ;°7 the validity, as against 
attachment creditors, of a sale of personal prop- 
erty when the owner remains in possession;°® the 
conclusiveness as to title of one verdict and judg- 
ment in ejectment upon an equitable title;®® the 
sale and record of title of real estate;! the priority 
of mortgages;? the nature and extent of the rights 
of mortgagees;? the construction of deeds;* the con- 
struction of a conveyance of mining property;> the 
validity of a power of sale;® the construction and 
effect of mining leases,’ or of oil® or gas ® leases; 
the validity of oil and gas leases;?° mining rights;1! 
the applicability of usury laws to building and loan 
mortgage contracts;!2 the lens created by chattel 
mortgages or pledges;!* a claim of estoppel on a 
judgment of dismissal;!* a claim of title based on 
execution sales;!> whether an oral contract for a 
lease of real property for more than a year, not 
complying with the statute of frauds of the state 
where the property is situated, is a nullity or un- 
375, 81 CCA 562; Ryan v. Staples, 76 ;21 SCt 329, 45 L. 
Fed. 721, 28 CCA 541 


92. Wells v. Brown, 255 Fed. 852, 
167 CCA 180; Beckwith v. Clark, 188 


99. 
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ed. 457 [aff 88 Fed. > 
446, 31 CCA 582]. 

Bryar v. Bryar, 
[aff 90 Fed. 690, 33 CCA 236 (aff 177 


[§ 178 


enforcible only at the election of the parties;1® 
whether a chattel mortgage executed by a bank- 
rupt was fraudulent on its face;!" the effect of par- 
ticular language used in a deed, will, or other 
muniment of title, to create a certain estate or con- 
fer certain rights;18 whether an eviction was by 
virtue of the act of the holder of a paramount title 
for whose acts the lessor was liable;!® the effect 
of an express reservation in a deed of a vendor’s 
lien as precluding the vesting of the legal title in 
the purchaser;2° the title acquired by individual 
Indians, under a treaty, to lands therein reserved 
for their use;?1 the implied covenant of a grantee 
of coal underlying certain lands to sustain the sur- 
face;?? the time from which purchasers or encum- 
brancers are affected with notice of the pendency 
of an action relating to real estate;23 the ex- 
istence of title to land by adverse posses- 
sion under color of title;?4 whether a writing 
relating to the sale of a vein of coal was an op- 
tion or a contract of sale;?5 the loss of the lien 
of an unfiled chattel mortgage where the property 
passes into the hands of a receiver ;”° the validity as 
against creditors of unrecorded instruments relat- 
13. In re Sullivan Co., 247 Fed. 


139 [aff 254 Fed. 660, 166 CCA 158]. 


78 Fed. 657 14. Southern Pac. Co. v. Western 


Fed. 171, 110 CCA 207; Paine v. Will- 
son, 146 Fed. 488, 77 CCA 44. 

93. Wells v. Brown, 255 Fed. 852, 
167 CCA 180. 

Questions of general or commercial 
law see infra § 185. 

94, Lehman v. Gumbel, 236 U. S. 
448, 35 SCt 307, 59 L. ed. 666; Buch- 
ser v. Buchser, 231 U. S. 157, 34 SCt 
46, 58 L. ed. 166; Rowe v. Kidd, 249 
Fed. 882 [aff 259 Fed. 127, 170 CCA 
195]; Schofield v. Baker, 212 Fed. 
504 [aff 221 Fed. 322, 136 CCA. 320 
(GitezoeUe s. Lids set 83a, Gleia. 
ed. 626)]; Ehmen v. Gothenburg, 200 
Fed. 564, 119 CCA 44. 

95. Rowe v. Kidd, 249 Fed. 882 
{aff 259 Fed. 127, 170 CCA 195]; Bar- 
ker v. Jackson, 2 F. Cas. No. 989, 1 
Paine 559. 

96. Martinez v. Mendez, 256 Fed. 
596, 167 CCA 626; McPherson v. Mis- 
sissippi Valley Trust Co., 122 Fed. 
SOine Dor COA” 455. : 

[a] Local rules and equity prac- 
tice,—Where the laws of a state gov- 
erning the descent of real property 
and constituting rules of property 
conflict with the practice of the fed- 
eral courts in equity, the former 
control; and where there is no con- 
flict, both are in force. Childs v. 
Ferguson, 181 Fed. 795, 104 CCA 305. 

[b] Right of adopted children.— 
The decision of the Alabama su- 
preme court that children adopted 
according to the laws of foreign 
states are not entitled to take prop- 
erty by descent in Alabama from 
their adopting parents, being a fixed 
rule of property in Alabama, is con- 
clusive on the federal courts in de- 
termining the devolution of property 
in Alabama unless in violation of the 
federal constitution. Hood v. Mc- 
Gehee. 189 Fed.’ 205 [aff 199 Fed. 989, 
117 CCA 664 (aff 237 U. S. 611, 35 SCt 
718, 59 L, ed. 1144)1]. 

97. Pugh v. Frierson, 221 Fed. 
513, 187 CCA 223: Pineland Club v. 
Robert, 213 Fed. 545, 130 CCA 125. 

[a] A single decision of a state 
court on the construction of a par- 
ticular devise is not conclusive on 
a’United States court in an action 
between other parties involving the 
same will, but the federal court will 
lean, for the sake of harmony, to an 
agreement with the state court. 
Pineland Club v. Robert, 213 Fed. 
545, 180 CCA 125. 

©8. Dooley v. Pease, 180 U. S. 126, 


U. S. 649, 20 SCt 794, 44 L. ed. 926)]. 
1. Abraham v. Casey, 179 U. S, 
210, 21 SCt 88, 45 I. ed. 156 [aff 51 
La. Ann. 840, 25 S 441]. 
2. In re Buchner, ~202 Fed. 979 
[aff 205° Fed. 454, 123 CCA 522]. 

S Abraham v. Casey, 179 U. S. 
210, 21 SCt 88, 45 L. ed. 156 faff 51 
La. Ann. 840, 25 S 441]; In re Dag- 
well, 263 Fed. 406; In re Brose, 254 
Fed, 664, 166 CCA 162; Garrison v. 
Kurt, 249 Fed. 672, 161 CCA 582; 
In- re’ "Sullivan .Co.,.98247-" Ped. 139 
faff 254 Wed. 660, 166 CCA 158]; 
Omaha v. Omaha Water Co., 192 Fed. 
246, 112 CCA 504, 

4, -Hishiand, “Park (Mft2e2eCo.) 
Steele, 232 Fed. 10, 146 CCA 202 [aff 
212 Fed. 972], 285 Fed. 465, 149 CCA 
11; Crown Orchard Co. v. Dennis, 220 
Fed, 516 [rev on other grounds 229 
Fed. 652, 144 CCA 62]; Dickson v. 
Wildman, 183 Fed. 398, 105 CCA 618 
{aff 175 Wed. 580]. But see Knox v. 
Alwood, 228 Fed. 753 (the construc- 
tion of a particular will or deed is a 
general question, upon which a fed- 
eral court is not bound to follow a 
decision of the supreme court of the 
state, as establishing a rule of prop- 
erty). 

5. East Central Eureka Min. Co. 
v. Central Eureka Min. Co., 204 U. S. 
266, 27 SCt 258, 51 L. ed. 476 [aff 
146 Cal. 147. 79 P 834, 9 LRANS 940]. 

6. Blackshear v. Dothan First Nat. 
Bank, 261 Fed. 601. 

7. Foster v. Elk Fork Oil, 
Co., 90 Fed..178, 32 CCA 560. 

8. Guffey v. Smith, 237 U. S. 101, 
85 SCt 526, 59 L. ed. 856 [rev 202 
Fed. 106, 120 CCA 486]; Shaffer v. 
Marks, 241 Fed. 139 [aff 256 Fed. 648, 
168 CCA 42]; Downey v. Gooch, 240 
Fed. 527, 

9. Shaffer v. Marks, 241 Fed. 139 
Taff 256 Fed. 648, 168 CCA 42]; Dow- 
ney v. Gooch, 240 Fed, 527. 

10. Washburn v. Gillespie, 261 
Fed. 41, 171 CCA 637 [certiorari den 


etc., 


409 SCt 396]; Lindlay v. Raydure, 
239 Bed. 928. 
11, Marquette Cement Min. Co. v. 


Oglesby, Coal © Co. 2538! Pea? 107 
(where mining rights are granted in 
view of a local rule of the state, such 
rule will be followed by the federal 
courts in construing the grant, 
whether or not it is to be considered 
strictly as a rule of property). 

12. McIlwaine v. Iseley, 96 Fed. 
62. 


Pac. R. Co., 144 Fed. 160 [rev on 
eee grounds 151 Fed. 376, 80 CCA 
15. Southern Pac. Co. v. Western 
Pace. R. 'Co.,°144 Wed! 160) revi ‘en: 
aye grounds 151 Fed. 376, 80 CCA 
16. York vy. Washburn, 129 Fed. 


564, 64 CCA 132 [aff 118 Fed. 316]. 

17. Dugan v. Beckett, 129 Fed. 56, 
63 CCA 498. To like effect Jenes v. 
Excelsior Springs Bank, 201 Mo. A. 
545, 213 SW 892. 

18. Buford v. Kerr, 90 Fed. 513, 
33 CCA 166 [aff 86 Fed. 97]. 

19. Pabst Brewing Co. v. Thor- 
ley, 145 Fed. 117. 76 CCA 87 [rev 127 
Fed. 439, and certiorari den 203 U. 
S. 597, 27 SCt 784, 51 Li. ed! 333). 

20. Oliver v. Clarke, 106 Fed. 402, 
45 CCA 360: 

21.: Francis v. Francis, 203 U. S. 
233, 27 SCt 129, 51 L. ed. 165 [aff 
136 Mich. 288, 99 NW 14] (decisions 
of the courts of a state respecting 
the title acquired by individual In- 
dians, under the treaty of September 
24, 1819, with the Chippewa Nation, 
to the lands therein reserved for 
their use will not be disturbed by 
the supreme court of the United 
States, where they have become a 
rule of property, and do not clearly 
involve a misinterpretation of the 
words of the treaty). 

22. Kuhn v. Fairmont Coal Co., 
215 U. S. 349, 30 SCt-140, 54 Lie eat 
228; Kuhn v. Fairmont Coal Co., 152 
Fed. 1013 [aff 179 Fed. 191, 102 CCA 
457,.66 W. Va. 711 appendix]. 

23. U.S. v. Calcasieu Timber Co., 
236 Fed. 196, 149 CCA 386; U. S. v. 
Chicago, ete, R. Co., 172 Fed. 271. 
But see King v. Davis, 137 Fed. 222 
[aff 157 Fed. 676, 85 CCA 348] (Va. 
Code [1887] § 3566 [Va. Code (1904) 
p 1903], providing that no lis pendens 
shall bind or affect a bona fide pur- 
chaser of real estate for a valuable 
consideration, without actual notice 
of such lis pendens, unless and until 
a memorandum,. ete., is filed in the 
office of the clerk of the court in the 
county where the land lies, has no 
application to federal courts sitting 
in Virginia, such courts having no 
power to enforce the registration of 
such memoranda). 

24. U.S. v. One Lot Land Bain- 
bridge Post Office, 178 Fed. 334. 

25. Fretts v. Shriver, 181 Fed. 279. 

26. Hamilton v. David C. Beggs 
Co., 179 Fed. 949. . 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 173-176] 


ing to real property ;2? the validity 28 and construc- 
tion *® of wills; and the rights in a wharf built by 
an owner of shore land into navigable waters as 
an extension of the shore and a part of the real 
estate of the shore owner.®° 

[§ 174] 5. Tribunal by Which Decision Ren- 
dered. The federal courts are bound to follow only 
the decisions of state courts of last resort,?! and 
are not bound by the decisions of the lower courts,?? 
even though they are courts of intermediate ap- 
peal,?* although the decisions of courts of inter- 
mediate appeal have been followed in a number 
of cases.54 

Attorney-general. While a federal court is not 
bound by the opinion of the attorney-general of a 
state construing a state statute, such opinion is 
entitled to great respect and should not be depart- 
ed from lightly.%> 

Speaker of house of representatives. The fact 
that a speaker of the house of. representatives of 
a state declared a proposed amendment to the 
state constitution legally adopted on the canvass 
of the popular vote of the election at which. it was 
submitted is not conclusive, in the absence of any 
constitutional, or even statutory, provision so de- 
elaring, and it is open to a federal court, equally 
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question when it incidentally arises in a case prop- 
erly brought in such court under the laws of the 
United States, and which cannot be disposed of 
without the determination of such question.*¢ 

[§ 175] 6. Actual Decision Necessary. In or- 
der to bring a case within the rule that the decisions 
of state courts must be followed in the federal 
courts, there must have been an actual decision,” 
and the federal courts are not required to follow 
mere dicta,?® or to adopt a construction of a state 
constitution or statute based on mere implication 
from the language of a judicial opinion.2® <A for- 
tiorl the existence of a state rule in conflict with 
the unambiguous terms of a state statute will not 
be assumed merely on the ground that in certain 
cases wherein the proposition was not discussed 
the judgments rendered could not have been ren- 
dered unless such a rule existed.4? Where an action 
was prosecuted in the state court and failed other- 
wise than on the merits, a new action may be 
maintained in a federal court.4! A decision without 
judgment or decree has been regarded as binding 
on the federal courts within the state.*? 

An advisory opinion rendered by the judges of a 
state court of last resort pursuant to a request of 
the governor is not binding on a federal court.** 


. County, 


with a state court, to consider and determine such 


27. Merchants’ Laclede Nat. Bank 
v. Schade, 195 Fed. 199, 115 CCA 151; 
Sturdivant Bank v. Schade, 195 Fed. 
188, 115 CCA 140. 

28. Barker v. Hastman, 192 Fed. 
659 [aff 206 Fed. 865, 124 CCA 525]. 

29. Wells v. Brown, 255 Fed. 852, 
167 CCA 180; Swann v. Austell, 253 
Fed. 807 [reh den 257 Fed. 870, and 
aff 261 Fed. 465]. 

30. The Golden Rod, 197 Fed. 830. 

31. Skaggs v. Kansas City Ter- 
minal R. Co., 233 Fed. 827; James 
Clark Distilling Co. v. Western 
Maryland R. Co., 219 Fed. 333 [aff 
LAP AS sll pon SC 130;.. 6c. ied: 
326]; Westerlund v. Black Bear Min. 
Co., 203 Fed. 599, 121 CCA 627; U.S. 
Telephone Co. v. Central Union Tel. 
Co., 202 Fed. 66, 122 CCA 86 [aff 
171 Fed. 130]; Freund v. Yaegerman, 
27 Fed. 248. 

[a] The decision of a commission 
appointed under a state constitution 
to aid the supreme court on a ques- 
tion properly presented in a judicial 
proceeding is entitled to the same 
consideration and weight as a de- 
cision of the supreme court. An- 
keney v. Hannon, 147 U. S. 118, 13 
SCt 206, 37 L. ed. 105. 

32. Graham v. Englemann, 263 
Fed. 166; In re F. & D. Co., 256 Fed. 
78, 167 CCA 315; Skaggs v. Kansas 
City Terminal R. Co., 233 Fed. 827; 
James Clark Distilling Co. v. Western 
Maryland R. Co., 219 Fed. 333 [aff 
2295 WS. olds Sha SOuM S0,e61air: ed. 
326]; Westerlund v. Black Bear Min. 
Co., 203 Fed. 599, 121 CCA 627; U. 
S. Telephone Co. v. Central Union 
Tel. Co., 202 Fed. 66, 122 CCA 8&6 
[aff 171 Fed. 130]; Continental Se- 
curities Co. v. Interborough Rapid 
Transit Co., 165 Fed. 945; Federal 
Lead Co. v. Swyers, 161 Fed. 687, 88 
CCA 547; Anglo-American Land, etc., 
Co. v. Lombard, 132 Fed. 721, 68 CCA 
89 [certiorari den 196 U. S. 638, 25 
SCt 793, 49 L. ed. 630]; State Trust 
Co. v. KansassCity, ete. R. Co., 229 
Fed, 455 [rev on other grounds 1387 
Fed. 26, 71 CCA 1]; Stryker v. Grand 
77 Fed. 567, 23 CCA 286; 
Freund v. Yaegerman, 27 Fed. 248; 
Patapsco Guano Co. v. Morrison, 18 
F. Cas. No. 10, 792, 2 Woods 395. 

[a] This rule is particularly ap- 
plicable where the opinions of the 
lower courts are neither unanimous 
nor so numerous and old as to show 
a settled rule. U. S. Telephone Co. 
vy. Central Union Tel. Co., 202 Fed. 


66, 122 CCA 86 [aff 171 Fed. 130]. 

33. Eederal Lead Co. v. Swyers, 
161 Fed. 687, 88 CCA 547; Anglo- 
American Land, etc., Co. v. Lombard. 
132 Fed. 721, 68 CCA 89 [certiorari 
den 196 U. S. 688, 25 SCt 793, 49 L. 
ed. 630] (where it is said that the 
opinions of intermediate appellate 
courts, while entitled to great respect 
and regarded aS persuasive author- 
ity, are not controlling upon the fed- 
eral courts, because they do _ not 
settle the law of the state); State 
Trust. Cowmvaksansas eCity,.etc, GE. 
Co., 129. Hed. 455 [rev on other 
grounds 137 Fed. 26. 71 CCA 1]. 

[a] Denial of appeal to court of 
last resort.—A federal court sitting 
in New York is not bound to follow 
decisions of the appellate division 
of the supreme court construing a 
state statute, because leave to appeal 
to the court of appeals was refused, 
and leave to prosecute actions: was 
denied. Continental Securities Co. v. 
Interborough Rapid Transit Co., 165 
Fed. 945. 

34. Secomb v. Wurster, 83 Fed. 
856; Hay v. Alexandria, etc., R. Co. 
20 Fed. 15; Eaton v. St. Louis Shak- 
spear Min., etc. Co., 7 Fed. 139, 2 
McCrary 362. 

[a] MTlustration.— Where a deci- 
sion of the appellate court of In- 
diana was not plainly in conflict with 
the decisions of the supreme court 
of the state, it was the duty of a 


federal court sitting in such state in. 


applying the state law to follow such 
decision. In re Gilligan, 152 Fed. 
605, 81 CCA 595 [certiorari den 206 
We Sn 563302% SCtr7965 51s Ted 11904, 

85. Standard Computing Scale Co. 
v. Farrell, 242 Fed. 87 [aff 249 U.S. 
571, 39 SCt 380, 63 L. ed. 780]. 


36. Knight v. Shelton, 134 Fed. 
423. 
87. Knight v. Shelton, 134 Fed. 


423; Southern R. Co. v. Simpson, 131 
Fed. 705, 65 CCA 568. 

[a] State decisions not constru- 
ing the particular statute in contro- 
versy are not binding on the federal 
court. Lyman v. Hilliard, 154 Fed. 
339, 83 CCA 117. 

[b] Opinion of one judge—wWhere 
the highest court of a state is com- 
posed of a number of judges, a con- 
struction placed upon a statute by 
the opinion of one judge which is not 
concurred in by a majority is not 
binding, but leaves the question to 
be determined independently by a 


[§ 176] 7. Scope and Nature of Decisions. 


The 


federal court. San Jose-Los Gatos 
Interurban R. Co. v. San Jose R. Co., 
Bee Fed. 455, 84 CCA 265, 13 AnnCas 

{c] Decision must have rested 
upon statute construed. — The rule 
that a settled construction of a state 
statute by the highest court of the 
state is binding upon and will be fol- 
lowed by the federal courts implies 
that the state decision must have 
been one based alone upon the stat- 
ute construed and which did not in- 
volve extraneous conditions. Adel- 


| bert College v. Wabash R. Co., 171 


Fed. 805, 96 CCA 465, 17 AnnCas 1204 
[certiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 
400, 54 L. ed. 343]. 

38. Carroll v. Carroll, 16 How. (U. 
S.) 275, 14 L. ed. 9363;4Graham v. 
Englemann, 263 Fed. 166; In re Sulli- 
van, 148 Fed. 815, 78 CCA 505; Knight 
v. Shelton, 134 Fed 423; Southern R. 
Co. v_ Simpson, 131 Fed. 705, 65 CCA 
563; Wiemer v. Louisville Water Co., 
130 Fed 251; Lockhart v. Asher Lum- 
ber Co., 123 Fed. 480 [rev on other 
grounds 131 Fed. 689, 65 CCA 517]; 
Matzev. Chicago, etc.,. R. +Co.; 85 
Fed. 180; Opinion of Judges, 34 S. 
D. 650, 147 NW 729. 

[a] Dictum entitled to weight.— 
The opinion of a state court upon 
the construction of a statute of the 
state is entitled to great weight in 
the federal courts, even though the 
question considered was not directly 
in judgment. Oxford Nat. Bank v. 
Whitman, 76 Fed. 697 [aff 83 Fed. 
288, 28 CCA 404 (aff 176 U. S. 559, 20 
SCt 477, 44 L. ed. 587)]. 3 

Dicta as precedents generally sce 
Courts § 344, 

Effect of dicta as unsettling rule 
see infra § 177. 

39. Graham v. Englemann, 263 
Fed, 166; Southern R. Co. v. Simp- 
son, 131 Fed. 705, 65 CCA 563; Cesar 
v. Capell, 83 Fed. 408. 

40. Central Iron, etc., Co. v. Ha- 
macher, 248 Fed. 50, 160 CCA 190. 

41. Harrison v. Remington Paper 
Co., 140 Fed. 385, 72 CCA 405, 3 
LRANS 954, 5 AnnCas 314 [certiorari 
den 199 U. S. 607, 26 SCt 747, 50 


Li. ed, 3311]. 
42. Cleveland, etc, R. Co. v. 
Franklin Canal Co. 5 EF. Cas. No. 


2,890. 

43. Opinion of Judges, 34 S. D. 
650, 147 NW 729. 

“Tt is clear to us that the duty 
of the federal courts to follow the 
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decisions of a state court cannot be given, in the 
federal courts, any greater force than is accorded 
to them in the state where they were rendered.*+ 
It follows that the question whether or not a state 
decision is binding on a federal court must be de- 
termined according to whether or not the scope and 
nature of the decision is such that it constitutes 
a binding precedent in the state.4® It has been in- 
timated that a federal court is not bound by a de- 
cision of a state court on a point which was im- 
material to a decision of the question then before 
the state court.4® But a decision of the highest 
court of a state, construing its prior decisions, 
should be accepted by a federal court.*? 

[§ 177] 8. Inconsistent Decisions. The courts 
of the United States will follow the latest settled 
adjudications of the highest state court rather than 
the earlier ones, where there is any inconsistency 
between them,*® except in cases where rights have 
been acquired on the faith of the former decisions.*® 
If, however, the later state decision is under an 
amended statute radically departing from the prior 
one, the rule does not apply that federal courts 
will, in case of conflicting state decisions, follow 
the earlier one as to rights accruing thereunder.®° 
The federal courts are not necessarily bound to 
follow state decisions of an unsettled character, or 
adjudications which are but oscillations in the 


decision of a state court in matters ) Wade v. Travis County, 174 U.S. 499, 
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course of such judicial settlement, nor will they 
follow inconsistent state decisions at the sacrifice 
of justice and law.®! If a state decision is rendered 
after the argument and before the decision in a 
federal court and appears to be in plain conflict with 
the weight of authority and distinctly inconsistent 
with previous decisions in the state the circuit court 
of appeals is not bound to yield its own opinion 
thereto.5? Nor need the federal court follow a state 
decision declaring .a state law unconstitutional, 
where such decision is opposed to repeated deci- 
sions on other laws involving the same principle 
and to the unanimous decisions of courts of other 
states in analogous cases.>? 

Decisions of court and commission. Where con- 
flicting decisions construing a state statute have 
been rendered by the highest court of a state and 
a commission created by law to assist such court, a 
federal court will follow the construction adopted 
by the permanent court.®* 

Decisions of state and territorial courts. Where 
a territory has been admitted as a state, a decision 
of the.state court will be followed in preference 
to a decision of the territorial court.® 

Practice inconsistent with decisions. When a state 
court of last resort has uniformly held, in all cases 
where the question was raised, that a certain equi- 
table action will not lie without a showing of in- 


v. Lippincott, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,665, 


pertaining to the construction of a 
state constitution does not compre- 
hend advisory opinions of Judges 
which do not have the force of ju- 
dicial decisions. An opinion in this 
ease if given to us would have no 
more binding effect upon the federal 
courts than the opinion of any five 
South Dakota lawyers of repute.” 
Opinion of Judges, 34 S. D. 650, 655, 
147 NW 729. 

Advisory opinions as eu poesents 
generally see Courts § 36 

44. Wright v. Georgia a etc., Co., 
216 U. S. 420, 30 sct 242, 54 L. ed. 
544; Covington v. First Nat. Bank, 
ae U. S. 100, 25 SCt 562, '49 L. ed. 

[a] Dlustration—A judgment of 
a state court sustaining the exemp- 
tion claimed by a bank, under its 
charter, from municipal taxation on 
its capital stock, which, under the 
local law of the state, is only res 
judicata, in respect to the identical 
taxes litigated in the suit, can be 
accorded no greater efficacy in the 
federal courts. Union, etc., Bank v. 
City of Memphis, 189 U. S. 71, 23 
Sct 604, 47 L. ed. 712 [rev 111 Fed. 
561, 49 CCA 455]. 

45. Previous decisions as con- 
trolling or as precedents generally 
see Courts §§ 304-359. 

46. Swann v. Austell, 253 Fed. 807 
[aff 261 Fed. 465]. 

47. U.S. v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 458 
{rev on other grounds 263 Fed. 856]. 

48. Sioux Remedy Co. v. Cope, 235 
Ui Ss 197, 36 SCt&Ib7j159) Eby edie 193; 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Quinette, 
251 Fed. 773, 164 CCA 7; In re Floyd, 
225 Fed. 262 [aff 232 Fed. 119, 146 
CCAS3114: 

[a] The latest construction of a 
statute by the state courts will be 
followed. Virginia, etce., Coal Co. v. 
Charles, 254 Fed. 379, 165 CCA 599 
{writ of error dism 252 U. S. 569, 
40 SCt 345, 64 L. ed. 720]. 

49. See infra § 179. 

50. Jones v. Great Southern Fire- 
proof Hotel Co., 79 Fed. 477 [rev on 
other grounds 86 Fed. 3870, 177 U. 
S. 449, 20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 482]. 

51. Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Cade, 
233 U. S. 642, 34 SCt 678, 58 L. ed. 
1135; Wilkes County v. Coler, 180 
U. S. 506, 21 SCt 458, 45 L. ed. 642; 


19' SCt 715, 48 L. ed. 1060 [rev 81 
Fed, 742, 36 CCA 589]; Folsom v. 
Abbeville County Tp. Ninety-Six, 159 
U. S, 611, 16 SCt 174, 40 L. ed. 278; 
Stutsman County v. Wallace, 142 U. 
S$. 2938;712 SCt 227, 36 Lh. eds 1028; 
Pleasant Tp. v. Ajtna L. Ins. Co., 138 
U.S. 67, 11 SCt 215, 34 L. ed. 864; 
Enfield v. Jordan, 119 U. S. 680, 7 
SCt 358, “30. -L. ‘ed. 1523; Confarr -v. 
Santa Anna, 116 U. S. 366, 6 SCt 418, 
29 L. ed. 686; Anderson v. Santa 
Anna, 116 U.S... 356, 6 SCt 413,29 
L. ed. 633; Douglass v. Pike County, 
101. U. S. 677, 25 L. ed. 968; Lee 
County v. Rogers, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 
181, 19 L. ed. 160; Marshall County 
v. Schenck, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 772, 18 
L. ed, 556; Gelpecke v. Dubuque, 1 
Wali. (U. S.) 175, 17 L. ed. 520; Lef- 
fingwell v. Warren, 2 Black (U. S.) 
599, 17 L. ed. 261; Morgan v. Cur- 
tenius, 20 How. (U. S.) 1, 15 L. ed. 
823; Scott v. Sandford, 19 How. (U. 
S.) 3938, 15 L. ed. 691; Toby v. Scran- 
ton R. Co., 245 Fed. 365; Dernberger 
v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 243 Fed. 
21, 155 CCA 551 [aff 284 Fed. 405]; 
Kardo Co. v. Adams, 231 Fed. 950, 
146 CCA 146 [rev 222 Fed. 967]; 
In re Israelson, 230 Fed. 1000; In re 
Floyd, 225 Fed. 262 [aff 232 Fed. 119, 
146 CCA 311]; John Deere Plow Co. 
v. Mowry, 222 Fed. 1, 137 CCA 539; 
Northrop v. Columbian Lumber Co., 
186 Fed. 770, 108 CCA 640; Gay v. 
Hudson River Electric Power Co., 
178 Fed. 499; Forest Products Co. 
v. Russell, 161 Fed. 1004 [rev on 
other grounds 173 Fed. 1019 mem, 97 
CCA 666 mem]; Yocum v. Parker, 
134 Fed. 205, 67 CCA 227; Henderson 
County v. Travelers’ Ins, Co., 128 
Fed. 817, 63 CCA 467; American 
Sugar Refining Co. v.:New Orleans, 
119 Fed 691, 55 CCA 328; Stanly 
County v. Coler, 96 Fed. 284, 37 CCA 
484 [rev 89 Fed. 257]; Loeb v. Co- 
lumbia Tp., 91 Fed. 37 [rev on other 
grounds 179 U. S. 472, 21 SCt 174, 
45 L. ed. 280]; National Fdy., etce., 
Works v. Oconto Water Co., 68 Fed. 
1006 [rev on other grounds 76 Fed. 
166, 22 CCA ‘110, 36 LRA 1389, 88 
Fed. 613, 32 CCA 57]; Chisholm v. 
Caines, 67. Fed. 285; In re Copen- 
haver, 54 Fed. 660; Southern Pac. R. 
Co, v. Orton, 32 Fed. 457; Dike v. 
Kuhns, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,907; Mitchell 


2 Woods 467 [aff 94 U. S. 767, 24 L. 
ed. 315]; King v. Wilson, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 7,810," 1° Dill. 555:> Smithv* v. 
Shriver, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,108, 3 Wall. 
Jr. 219; Mitchell v. Lippincott, 17 
F. Cas. No. 9,665, 2 Woods 467 [aff 
94 U. S. 767, 24 L. ed. 315]. 

“In those cases in which the effect 
of the state decisions is in doubt, 
the federal court may be under the 
necessity of making a decision with- 
out reference to expression from 
the state court.” Wight v. Avoyelles 
Parish Police Jury, 264 Fed. 705, 719. 

{a] Even though the federal court 
below has followed a former state 
decision the supreme court on re- 
view of a case will apply the rule 
of law determined by a subsequent 
differing decision of the state court 
construing the law so as to validate 
bonds in the hands of bona fide hold- 
ers and give effect to them. Wade 
v. Travis County, 174 U.S. 499, 19 
SCt 715, 42 L. ed. 1060 [rev 81 Fed. 
742, 26 CCA 589]; Fairfield v. Galla- 
tin County, 100 U. S. 47, 25 lL. ed: 
544; Conn v. Drew, 250 Fed. 852, 163 
CCA 166; Southern R. Co, v. North 
Carolina Corp., 99 Fed. 162 [avp 
dism 100 Fed. 1003 mem, 40 CCA 685 
mem]. 

[b] If an earlier state decision 
has been reaffirmed by the United 
States supreme court upon questions 
establishing title to land, the fed- 
eral court, when the title is again 
before it, need not follow a later 
state court decision adverse to the 
prior ones. Wilson v. Ward Lumber 
Co., 67 Fed. 674 [app dism 84 Fed. 
10238, 28 CCA 689]. 

52. Northrop v. Columbian Lum- 
ber Co., 186 Fed. 770, 108 CCA 640; 
Forsyth v. Hammond, 7i Hed. 443, 18 
oor 175 [rev on other grounds 166 

S. 506, 17) SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 
Toosy, 

53. Sar v. Lomme, 22 Wall. 
(U. S.) 208, 22 L. ed. 727;: Talcott v. 
Pine Grove, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,735, 
1 Flipp. 120 [aff 19 Wall. 666, 22 L. 
ed. 227}. 

54, Montgomery v. McDermott, 
eyes 801, 48 CCA 348 [99 Fed. 
55. Stutsman County v. Wallace, 
142-U. S. 298, 12 SCt 227, 35 L. ed. 
1018 [expl and dist Ankeny v. Clark, 


“ Por later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 177-179] 


dependent grounds of equitable jurisdiction, this 
view will be adopted by the federal courts, al- 
though such actions have been maintained in the 
state courts, without such a showing, in numerous 
instances where the question was not raised.5¢ 


Effect of dicta as unsettling rule. 


that, where unequivocal dicta are in conflict with 
prior unequivocal decisions, no definite rule defines 


the duty of the federal court.5? 


In construing a will, decisions rendered prior to 
the death of the testator will be followed, rather 


than subsequent decisions.5§ 
[§ 178] 9. 


ed S. 345,.13. SCt 617, 37 L. ed. 

{a] If the law of a territory be- 
fore its division continues in force 
in. the several states carved there- 
from, and is variously interpreted in 
such state, the federal court will 
adopt the interpretation of the high- 
est court of the state in which the 
suit originates. Christy v. Pridgeon, 
4 Wall. (U. S.) 196, 18 L. ed. 322. 

56. Stonebraker v. Hunter, 215 
Fed. 67, 1381 CCA 875 (action to en- 
join collection of illegal tax). 

57. Wight v. Avoyelles Parish 
Police Jury, 264 Fed. 705. 

58. Wells v. Brown, 255 Fed. 852, 
167 CCA 180. 

59. Belfast Sav. Bank v. Stowe, 
43 Fed. 100, 34 CCA 229 [aff 92 Fed. 

tay Tllustration.—A local rule of 
law, maintained by the courts of a 
state, that a foreign assignment by 
an insolvent will not operate on 
property in the state, so as to de- 
feat an attachment made by a resi- 
dent, is expressly annulled by Blake 
Wat MeGluns; 7172) Uy JS..°239,=19 SCt 
165, 43 L. ed. 482, in so far as it 
discriminates against citizens of 
other states, and it. cannot be pre- 
sumed that the rule, as_ necessarily 
limited by Blake v. McClung, supra, 
would be reaffirmed by the _ local 
courts. Therefore it is held that 
the entire rule is abrogated, and that 
it can no longer be accepted in any 
part. Belfast Sav. Bank v. Stowe, 
92 Fed. 100, 34 CCA 229 [aff 92 Fed. 
90]. 

60. New Orleans Water-Works Co. 
v. Southern Brewing Co., 36 Fed. 
833. 

61. Moore-Mansfield Constr. Co. v. 
Electrical Installation Co., 234 U. S. 
619, 34 SCt 941, 58 L. ed. 1503; Kuhn 
v. Fairmont Coal Co., 215 U. S. 349, 
30 Sct 140, 54 L. ed. 228; Great 
Southern Fireproof Hotel Co. v. 
Jones, 193 U. S. 532, 24 SCt 576, 48 
L. ed 778 [aff 116 Fed. 798, 54 CCA 
165]; Julian v. Central Trust Co., 193 
S93, 24SCt- 3998 48° T ed. +629); 
Stanly County v. Coler, 190 U, S. 
437 (P23 (SCE1811,- 47 In ed;, 1126" fate 
113 Fed) 705, 51 CCA 879,96 Bed 
284, 37 CCA 484]; Loeb v. Columbia 
Do 19 UL en 42; 2leSCtalt4," 45 1, 
ed. 280 frev 91 Fed. 37]; McCul- 
lough v. Virginia, 172 U. S. 102, 19 
Sct 134, 48 L. ed. 382; Folsom v. 
Abbeville County Tp. Ninety-Six, 159 


‘U. S. 611, 16 SCt 174, 40 L. ed. 278; 


Barnum v. Okolona, 148 U. S. 393, 
Ta ISCt Gasca ot. sede 4955") Knox 
County v. New York City Ninth Nat. 
Manket47 Oe Suuot ots SCt. 264, wo 
L. ed. 93; Pleasant Tp. v. Adtna L. 
Ins Con 138 Us. 67, 11 (ISCtl 245, 
34 Tl. ed. 864; Bolles v. Brimfield, 120 
eS 759) te SCL 786, °30°L, ed) 786; 
Enfield v. Jordan, 119 U. S. 680, 7 
Sct 358, 30 L. ed. 528; Anderson v. 
Santa Anna, 116 U. S. 356, 6 SCt 413, 


I State Decisions Overruled by Fed- 
eral Supreme Court. State court decisions announc- 
ing a rule of law which have been overruled by 
the supreme court of the United States will no 
longer be followed by the federal courts.5? 
where a state court decided a question and a writ 
of error was dismissed by the supreme court of 
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It has been said 


[25C.J.] 948 


the United States upon the ground that no federal 
question was involved, but the question was one to 
be decided under the state law, such decision must 
be followed in a federal court sitting in that state, 
notwithstanding, while the writ of error was pend- 
ing, the supreme court of the United States in an- 
other case, and without referring to the state case 
above mentioned, decided the question otherwise 


than it had been decided by the state court.® 


: [9 179] 10. Rights Accrued Prior to State De- 
cisions. When contracts and transactions have been 


entered into and rights have accrued thereon under 


But 


prior judgement 


29 L. ed. 633; Carroll County v. 
Smith, 111.U; S) 556, 4° SCt’539;,.28 
L. ed. 517; Burgess v. Seligman, 107 
WS 8 8e0 2 SCR LO 279 ited. 2359: 
Louisiana v. Pilsbury, 105 U. S. 
278, 26 L. ed. 1090; Taylor v. Ypsi- 
lanti, 105 U. S. 60, 26 L. ed. 1008; 
Douglass vy. Pike County, 101 U. S. 
677, 25 L. ed. 968; Olcott v. Fond du 
Lac County, 16 Wall. (U. S.) 678, 21 
L. ed. 382; Kenosha v. Lamson, 9 
Wall. (U. S.) 477, 19 L. ed. 725; Chi- 
cago v. Sheldon, 9 Wall. (U. S.) 50, 
19 L. ed. 594; Butz v. Muscatine, 8 
Walle CU. 2S.) 0-575, 119) Tey ed. 49.0; 
Lee County v. Rogers, 7 Wall. (U. 
S.) 181, 19 L. ed. 160; Marshall 
County v. Shenck, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 
772, 18 L. ed. 556; Mitchell v. Bur- 
lington, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 270, 18 L. 
ed. 350; Thompson v. Lee County, 3 
‘Walls Us. tSi) 9327,. 18: shaeeedi LEG; 
Havemeyer v. Iowa County, 3 Wall. 
(U. S.) 294, 18 L. ed. 38; Gelpcke v. 
Dubuque; 1 Wall. CU. Si) ets. Lia. 
ed. 520; Ohio L. Ins., etce., Co. v. De- 
bolt, 16 How. (U. S.) 416, 14 L. ed. 
997; Rowan v. Runnels, 5 How. (U. 
S.) 134, 12 L. ed. 85; Wight v. Avo- 
yelles Parish Police Jury, 264 Fed. 
TOS) UseeSa avi® Carzsilli 263" med. 
856; Interstate Compress Co. v. Ag- 
new, -255 Fed. 508. 168 CCA 199 
[reh den 256 Fed. 655, 168 CCA 49]; 
Butte, ete. Copper Co. v. Clark- 
Montana Realty Co., 248 Fed. 609, 
160 CCA 509 [aff 233 Fed. 547, and 
certiorari den 247 U. S. 516, 38 SCt 
581, 62 L. ed. 1245]; Hart v. Adair, 
244 Fed. 897, 157 CCA 247; Dern- 
berger v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 243 
Fed. 21, 155 CCA 551 [aff 234 Fed. 
405]; Clark-Montana Realty Co. v. 
Butte, ete., Copper Co., 233 Fed. 547; 
Kobey v. Hoffman, 229 Fed. 486, 143 
CCA 554; Eaton v. Shiawassee 
County, 218 Fed. 588, 134 CCA 316; 
Holden v. Circleville Light, etc., Co., 
216: Fed. 490, 132 CCA 550, AnnCas 
1916D 448; Steele v. Highland Park 


‘Mfg. Co., 212 Fed. 972 [aff 232 Fed. 


10, 146 CCA 202, and mod 235 Fed. 
465, 149 CCA 11]; Meader Furniture 
Co. v. Commercial Nat. Safe Deposit 
Co., 192 Fed. 616 [app dism 202 Fed. 
1021, 120 CCA 662];, Northrop. v. 
Columbian Lumber Co., 186 Fed. 770, 
108 CCA 640; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. 
Appanoose County, 170 Fed. 665 [aff 
182° Wed, 291) 30157104 (CCA 573). 5831; 
Murray v. Wilson Distilling Co., 164 
Fed: 1, 92 CCA 1 [aff 161 Fed. 162, 
and rev on other grounds 213 U. S. 
151, 29 SCt 458, 53 L. ed.'7421; For- 
est Products Co. v. Russell, 161 Fed. 
1004 [rev on other grounds 173 Fed. 
1019. 97 CCA 666]; Fleischmann Co. 
v. Murray, 161 Fed. 162 [aff 164 Fed. 
1, 92 CCA 1 (rev on other grounds 


PSO. S151, 296SCUs458353. Led: 
742)]; Wager v. Louisville Nat. 
Banking Co., 159 Fed. 402, 86 CCA 


340: Hager v. American Nat. Bank, 
159 Fed. 396, 86 CCA 334; San Jose- 
Los Gatos Interurban R. Co. v. San 


a particular state of the decisions, or when there 
has been no decision of the state tribunals, the 
federal courts will adopt their own interpretation 
of the law applicable to the case, although a dif- 
ferent interpretation may be adopted by the state 
courts after such rights have accrued,*! unless the 
of the state court is between the 


Jose R. Co., 156 Fed. 455, 84 CCA 
265, 13 AnnCas 571; Hertford County 
v. Tome, 153 Fed. 81, 82 CCA 215; 
Douglass Park Jockey Club v. Grain- 
ger, 146 Fed. 414 [rev on other 
grounds 148 Fed. 513, 78 CCA 199, 
8 AnnCas 997]; Onslow County v. 
Tollman, 145 Fed. 753, 76 CCA 317 
{aff 140 Fed. 89]; Northwestern Sav. 
Bank v. Centreville Station, 143 Fed. 
81, 74 CCA 275; Mankato v. Barber 
Asphalt Paving Co., 142 Fed. 329, 73 
CCA 439; Davis v. Commonwealth 
Land, ete., Co., 141 :-Med. 711; .Curtis 
v. Cleveland, ete, R. Co., 140 Fed. 
777; Westinghouse Air Brake Co. v. 
Kansas City Southern R. Co., 137 
Hed. 426,471) (\CCAs Is ‘Sioux, HWallshv: 
Farmers’ LL. & T. Co:, 1386 Fed. 721, 
69 CCA 373 [app dism 199 U. S. 601, 
26 SCt 748, 50 L. ed. 328]; Wicomico 
County v. Bancroft, 135 Fed. 977, 70 
CCA 287 [rev on other grounds 203 
ULP Syl 250 27 8@SCt- 21, iste bi edwyinh2 
(aff 121 Fed. 874)]; Rees v. Olmsted, 
135 Fed. 296, 68 CCA 50; Farmers’ 
L. & 'T. Co. vi Sioux Falls, 131 Fed. 
890 [rev on other grounds 136 Fed. 
721, 69 CCA 373 (app dism 199 U. S. 
601, 26. SCt 748, 50 Tu. ed. 328]; 
Mercantile Trust, etce., Co. v. Colum- 
bus Waterworks Co., 130 Fed. 180 
{rev on other grounds 203 U. S. 311, 
27 SCt 83, 51 L. ed. 198]; Columbia 
Ave. Sav. Fund, etc, Co. v. Daw- 
son, 130 Fed. 152 [rev on other 
sroundsin197%, U.S 1783) 25SCe 2420: 
49 L. ed. 713]; Henderson County v. 
Travelers’ Ins. Co., 128 Fed. 817, 63 
CCA 467; Frankfort v. Deposit Bank, 
124 Fed, 18, 59 CCA 538; Franklin 
County v. Gardiner Sav. Inst., 119 
Fed. 36, 55 CCA 614; Great South- 
ern Fireproof Hotel Co. v. Jones, 
136 Fed. 793, 54 CCA 165 [aff 193 U. 
S. 532, 24 SCt 576, 48 L. ed. 778]; 
Stanly County v. Coler, 113 Fed. 705, 
5, C@A-53'79 \ [latte 1902 ULE Ss 48723 
SCt 811, 47 L. ed. 1126]; U. S. Sav- 
ings, ete., Co. v. Harris, 113) Wed.) 27 
Brunswick Terminal Co. v. Balti- 
more Nat. Bank, 112 Fed. 812 [aff 
192 U. S. 386, 24 SCt 314, 48 L. ed, 
491]; Southern Pine Co. v. Hall, 105 
Fed, 84, 44 CCA 863 [certiorari den 
130, Ue (Sa .6397-21) (SCEAI21, o 4 5eMuaned, 
f711};. Clapp. v. Otoe. County, 104 
Fed. 473, 45 CCA 579 [certiorari den 
180, U.S. 688, 21, SCt 920,45 L. ed. 
710]; Zane v. Hamilton County, 104 
Fed. 63, 43 CCA 416 [aff 189-U. S. 
370, 23 SCt 588, 47 L. ed. 858]; Pick- 
ens Tp. v. Post, 99 Fed. 659, 41 CCA 
1: Rondot v. Rogers Tp., 99 Fed. 202, 
39 CCA 462: Southern R. Co. v. North 


Carolina Corp. Commn., 99 Fed. 162 
fapp dism 100 Fed. 1003 mem, 
40 OCAs...685.) mem)  SO7Bricn tive 
Wheelock, 95 Fed. 883, 37 CCA 309 


faffé. 184. Us. S.; 450,22 SCt. 354.746. k. 
ed. 636]; Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 91 
Fed. 37 [rev on other grounds 179 
DS. 472,21 SCt. 174, 45, dased,.2807; 
Union Bank v. Oxford, 90 Fed. 7; 
Coler v. Stanly County, 89 Fed. 257; 
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same parties so as to render the matter res judi- 
Nevertheless in case of doubt the federal 
court will, under the rule of comity, lean toward 
a concurrence with the decision of the state court.®? 

[§ 180] 11. Federal Decision Prior to State De- 
A federal court is not required to await a 
decision by the state court as to the construction of 
a state statute before passing on such construc- 
tion,®** and indeed it is the duty of a federal court 
to construe a state statute, not, already construed 
by the state court, where this becomes necessary 
in a case in the federal court;®*° nor may a federal 
court decline to exercise a jurisdiction properly in- 
voked because it involves determining the consti- 


eata.®& 


cision. 


\ 


Vermont L. & T. Co. v. Dygert, 89 
Fed. 123; Speer v. Kearney County, 
88 Wed. 749, 32 CCA’ 101; Jones v. 
Great Southern Fireproof Hotel Co., 
86. Bed. 370, 30 CCA 108 [rev 79 
Fed, 477, and rev on other grounds 
177_ U.S. 449, 20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 
482]; Bartholomew v. Austin, 85 Fed. 
359, 29 CCA 568; Cesar v. Capell, 83 
Fed. 403; Central Trust Co. v. Citi- 
zens’ St. R. Co., '82 Fed. 1 [app dism 
83 Med. 529, 27 CCA 580; Ryan v. 
Staples, 76 Fed. 721, 23 CCA 541; 
Louisville Trust Co. v. Cincinnati, 76 
Fed. 296, 22 CCA 334 [certiorari den 
GAL WIsSs e707, 17) SCt 995, 41° Tu. ed. 
1183]; Chisholm v. Caines, 67 Fed. 
285; Evans v. Woodbury, 60 Fed. 718, 
9 CCA 244; Quaker City Nat. Bank 
v. Nolan County, 59 Fed. 660 [aff 66 
Fed. 883, 14 CCA i157]; Folsom v. 
Township Ninety-Six, 59 Fed. 67; 
In re Copenhaver, 54 Fed. 660; Mc- 
Call v. Hancock, 10 Fed. 8, 20 
Blatchf. 344; Louisville, ete., R. Co. 
v. Gaines, 3 Fed. 266, 2 Flipp. 621; 
Foote v. Johnson County, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,912, 5 Dill. 281; Smith v. Talla- 
poosa County, 22 F. Cas. No. 13,113, 
2 Woods 574; Westermann v, Cape 
Girardeau County, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,- 
43%, 5 Dill, 112. 

{a] Reason for rule. — ‘Where 
State decisions have been followed 
under conditions making them rules 
of property rights, changes in the 
decisions may substantially consti- 
tute the taking of property without 
due process of law, in which event 
the courts of the United States may 
feel obliged to adhere, with reference 
to rights arising prior to the change, 
to the old rulings.’ Wight v. Avo- 
yelles Parish Police Jury, 264 Fed. 
POSE Ua Oe ; 

{b] Application for injunction.— 
A decision of a state court of last 
resort on the same subject between 
other parties will not influence a 
federal ccurt, on application for ad 
{interim injunction, where it was ren- 
dered after the rights of the parties 
to the federal suit had become fixed. 
Jackson Co. v. Gardiner Inv. Co., 200 
Hed. 113, 118 CCA 287. 

{c] In construing a state statute 
or determining whether it has been 
repealed by a subsequent act, the 
rule that the highest state court’s 
decision controls a federal court is 
subject to certain exceptions, as 
where prior acquired rights are af- 
fected; and where such court has in- 
dependently rendered a contrary de- 
cision it will be recalled if still with- 
in the court’s control in deference 
to a later decision of the state court. 
Southern R. Co. v. North Carolina 
Corp. Commn., 99 .Fed. 162 [app 
dism 100 Fed. 1003]. 

{[d] Purchase after decision of 
bonds issued prior thereto.—In a suit 
in a federal court on wmunicinal 
bonds, the question of the validity 
of the legislative act under which 
they were issued ?s to be determined 
by the law of the state as judicially 
declared by its highest court at the 
time the bonds were issued; and 
where, under such law, the act was 
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sary,®® and will 


and application 


valid, the rights of a holder of the 
bonds cannot be affected by the fact 
that before the date of his purchase 
the court had overruled its prior 
decisions and declared it invalid. 
Franklin County v. Gardiner Sav. 
Inst., 119 Fed. 36, 55 CCA 614, 

62. Kentucky Bank vy. Stone, 88 
Med!’ 383 [Laff 174 U. S.-799, 19) Set 
Soil 43h i eds VL PST y). 

63. Highland Park Mfg. Co. v. 
Steele, 232 Fed. 10, 146 CCA 202; 
Holden v. Circleville Light, etc., Co., 
216 Fed. 490, 132 CCA 550, AnnCas 
1916D 443; Steele v. Highland Park 
Mfg. Co., 212 Fed. 972 [aff 232 Fed. 
10, 146 CCA 202, and mod 235 Fed. 
465, 149 CCA 11]. 

64. Foster-Eddy v. Baker, 192 Fed. 
624. ' 
65. Camunas v. New York, etc., 
SS. Co., 260 Fed. 40; U. S. v. Collins, 
254 Fed. 869; Van Dyke v. Geary, 218 
Fed. 111; Triumph Electric Co. v. 
Patterson, 211 Fed. 244, 127 CCA 612 
[aff 201 Fed. 548]; Hamilton v. Loeb, 


179 Fed. 728 [aff 186 Fed. 7, 108 
CCA 109 (certiorari den 223 U, S. 
72010 (39). SCt 25235 646. 14a. 6d 629); 


Loring v. Marsh, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,515, 
2 Cliff. 469 [aff 6 Wall. (U. S.) 337, 
18 L. ed. 802]. 

[a] Governing precedents.—In ab- 
sence of a decision by the highest 
court of the state, as to rights un- 
der a chattel mortgage, the district 
court will follow the rule of deci- 
sion prevailing in the circuit court 
of appeals for the district. Inwre 
Davies, 256 Fed. 52. 

66. Van Dyke v. Geary, 218 Fed. 
111; Union Pac, R. Co. v. Alexander, 
113 Fed. 347 [app dism 115 Fed. 1017, 
52 CCA 680]. 

67. See supra § 17¥f. 

68. Jackson v. Cravens, 235 Fed. 
212 [app dism 238 Fed. 117, 151 CCA 
193]; Joseph R. Foard Co. v. Mary- 
land, 219 Fed. 827, 185 CCA 497; 
Boston, ete., R. Co. v. Niles, 218 Fed. 
944; Wind River Lumber Co. v. 
Frankford Mar., etc. Ins. Co., 196 
Fed. 340; Kane v. Hrie R. Co., 133 
Fed. 681, 67 CCA 6538, 68 LRA 788; 
Currie v. Lewiston, 15 Fed. 377, 21 
Blatchf, 236; Smith v. Fond du Lac, 
8 Fed. 289, 10 Biss. 418; Coates v. 
Muse, 5 Cas. No. 2,917, 1 Brock. 539; 
Gilchrist v. Little Rock, 10 F. Cas. 
No. 5,421, 1 Dill. 261. 

fa] Constitutionality of statute. 
—(1) A federal court should be re- 
luctant to adjudge a state statute in 
conflict with the state constitution 
before it has been passed on by the 
state courts. Josenh R. Foard Co. 
v. Maryland, 219 Fed. 827, 135 CCA 
497 [aff 218 Fed. 51]. (2) This is 
especially true when the highest 
court of the state has rendered a de- 
cision on the assumption of the va- 
lidity of the statute, although the 
direct question was not presented 
or decided. Josepvh R. Foard Co, v. 
Maryland. 219 Fed. 827, 135 CCA 497 
{aff 213 Fed. 51]. 

69. Pullman Co. v. Knott, 2385 U. 
S, 23, 35 SCt 2, 59 L. ed. 105; Pren- 
tis v. Atlantic Coast Line Co., 211 
USS: 210) 2ORSCUNGT; bowler ed aalind, 
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tutionality of a state statute.°® Yet as it is within 
the peculiar province of state courts to determine 
the construction of their own constitutions and 
laws,°? the federal courts are reluctant to break the 
way in the exposition of such constitutions and 
statutes, and will not do so except when neces- 


await a decision by the state tri- 


bunal where this may speedily be obtained.®? It 
has even been eonsidered in a number of cases that 
the federal courts should follow the decision of 
the highest court of the state on a purely local 
question, even though such decision is in conflict 
with their own prior decisions;7° but the recognition 


of such a rule is not invariable,” 


Des Moines Water Co. v. Des Moines, 
TSA Bede boi. 

[a] Pending bills may be retained 
(1) to await a determination by a 
state court. Prentis v. Atlantic 
Coast Line Co., 211 U. S. 210, 29 SCt 
67, 53 L. ed. 150; Erooks v. Mem- 
phis, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,954 [aff 97 U. 
S. 300, 24 L. ed. 924]. (2) But such 
course will not be adopted where, by 
mandamus to pay final judgment, a 
tax has been collected in conformity 
with the common usages of the state, 
and the objections urged against the 
lawfulness of the tax have not been 
raised in other cases, or as to taxes 


levied for other purposes. Brooks vy. 
Memphis, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,954 [aff 
97> UeriSs,300, 22.4 “tas red? 29:24): (3) 


Nor will a federal court, on motion, 
postpone the trial to await a state 
supreme court decision if it is not 
clear that the point involved will be 
determined in the latter suit, and it 
is uncertain when it will be decided, 
and this is so where there is doubt 
as to the mode of raising the ques- 
tion. Detroit v. Detroit City R. Co., 
55 Fed. £69. 

70. Messinger v. Anderson, 225 U. 
SS? 4363 2:hSCt W739," 56 VL sed. 17525 
Enfield v. Jordan, 119 U. S. 680, 7 
SCt 358) 30° L.'red.. 523, Moores «vy. 
Citizens Nat. Bank, 104 U. S. 625, 26 
L. ed. 870; Suydam v. Williamson, 
24 How. CU.LS.).) 427) 26 -ts edt 742): 
Green v. Neal, 6 Pet. (U. -S.)291,'8 
L. ed. 402; U. S. v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 
458 [rev on other grounds 263 Fed. 
856]; Ward v. American Agricultural 
Chemical Co., 232 Fed. 119, 146 CCA 
311; In re Floyd, 225 Fed. 262 [aff 
232 Wed. 119, 146 CCA 311]; Mercan- 
tile Trust, ete, Co. v. Columbus 
Waterworks Co., 130 Fed. 180 [rev 
on.-other sreunds: '203)UstS, 3115 037 
SCt 83, 51 L. ed. 198]; City Water 
Supply Co. v. Ottumwa, 120 Fed. 309; 
Tefft v. Stern, 74 Fed. 755, 21 CCA 
73 [reaff 73 Fed. 591, 21 CCA 67] (so 
even though the reversal of an 
amending order is necessary); San- 
ford v. Poe, 69 Fed. 546, 16 CCA 
305, 60 LRA 641 [aff 165 U. S. 194, 
17 SCt_ 305, 41 L. ed. 683]; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Poe, 64 Fed. 9 [aff 
69 Fed, 546, 16 CCA 305 (aff 165 U. 
S. 194, 17 SCt 305, 41 L. ed. 683)]: 
Leighton v. Young, 52 Fed. 439, 83 
CCA 176, 18 LRA 266; Tomes v. Bar- 
ney, 35 Fed. 112 [app dism 140 U. S. 
6d ds dye SCt.21:09'6,) 135 21u, Ved. a bOGa» 
Sonstiby v. Keeley, 11 Med. 578; Les- 
lie. v;, Urbana; 15 EY Cass No--8\ 276, 
8 Biss. 485; Nessmith v. Sheldon, 18 
F. Cas. No. 10,125, 4 McLean 375 


[app dism 6 How. 41, 12 L. ed. 335]; 
The Princess Alexandra, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,430, 8 Ben, 209 

[a] In deciding what a state court 
has held a later decision of the state 
court construing the earlier decision 
will be followed by the federal court, 
rather than decision of the federal 
court also construing such. decision. 
U. S. v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 458 [rev 
on other grounds 263 Fed. 856]. 

71. Pease v. Peck, 18 How.. (U. 
S:) 595,- by dh. weds, 518) NiCit. Water 


Supply Co. v. Ottumwa, 120 Fed. 309; 
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and it does not include judgments of territorial 
courts in mere matters of procedure.?? Nor will a 
state decision be followed where it will render in- 
valid contract rights determined to be valid under 
a previous decision of the supreme court of the 
United States.7* It has also been held that, where 
a federal court has decided a case, and its decision 
is brought up for review by a higher federal court, 
the latter court will not consider itself bound by a 
ruling of a state court made subsequent to the de- 
cision of the lower federal court.7* But on the 
other hand it has been held that a judgment of a 
federal court, based on a state statute creating a 
cause of action which would not otherwise exist, 
will be reversed by the supreme court on writ of 
error where, since the trial of the case in the court 
below, the statute in question has been held uncon- 
stitutional by the highest state court.7® 

[§ 181] 12. Equity Cases. Federal courts are 
not bound to follow the decisions of the state courts 
in eases depending upon the general principles of 
equity jurisprudence;’* but such a decision sustain- 
ing a state statute, which is the basis of equity 
jurisdiction of a federal court, has been decided 
to be binding upon the latter.77 It has also been 
determined that federal courts of equity as well as 
of law are bound to accept the exposition by the 
state courts of law, governing the rights of par- 
ties.78 


King v. Dundee Mortg., etc., Inv. 72. 
Co., 28 Fed. 33; Edwards v. Daven- 


port, 20 Fed. 756, 4 McCrary 34; 73. 
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Ankeny v. Clark, 148 U. S. 345, 
18 SCt 617, 37 L. ed. 475. 
Rowan v. Runnels, 5 How. (U. 
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[§ 182] 18. Criminal Cases. A decision by the 
judges of the highest state court, construing the 
state constitution, concludes the federal courts on 
habeas corpus, where the prisoner is not thereby de- 
prived of any rights or privileges under the con- 
stitution of the United States,7® and a construction 
of a criminal statute’ by a state supreme court is 
also binding upon a federal court.8° It has also 
been held that what constitutes a misnomer in a 
criminal complaint or warrant for violation of the 
laws of the state is a local question, as to which 
the federal courts will follow the settled rule of the 
state courts, in the absence of any statute.®1 

-In a prosecution under a federal statute, state de- 
cisions, although they may be persuasive,®? are not 
controlling.®* 

[§ 183] 14. Jurisdictional Matters.84 The ju- 
risdiction of a federal court is a federal question, 
and hence such a court need not follow the decisions 
of a state court in matters affecting its jurisdic- 
tion.8> So a federal court will determine for itself 
a question as to the presence of a defendant within 
the jurisdiction,®® or its own powers with respect to 
granting equitable relief against a default judg- 
ment,®” or whether a state statute providing a rem- 
edy for death by wrongful act is penal in its nature 
and therefore not within the jurisdiction of a fed- 
eral court to enforce.’® 

The nature of an action as local or transitory is 


Fed. 67, 131 CCA 375; Defiance v. 
McGonigale, 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 
425 [certiorari den 207 U. S. 585, 28 


Foote v. Johnson County, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,912, 5 Dill 281; Foote v. Linck, 
9 F. Cas. No. 4,913, 5 McLean 616; 
Perrine v. Thompson, 19 F. Cas. No. 
10,997, 17 Blatchf. 18 [aff 103 U.S. 
806, 26 L. ed. 612]; Westerman v. 
Cape Girardeau County, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,432, 5 Dill. 112. ; 

[a] Decision by supreme court.— 
A subordinate federal court is bound 
to follow a construction placed upon 
a state statute by the supreme court 
of the United States in a suit in- 
volving the identical question, not- 
withstanding a contrary decision by 
the supreme court of the state, ren- 
dered later and after the rights in 
suit affected by such decision had 
been acquired. Adelbert College v. 
Wabash R. Co., 171 Fed. 805, 96 CCA 
465, 17 AnnCas 1204 [certiorari den 
215° Ui. S.' 598, 30 SCt 400, 64 LL. ed. 
343]. 

[b} Rights accrued prior to state 
decision.— Where the circuit court of 
apveals, in advance of any authori- 


tative decision by the Arkansas su- | 


preme court, construed the consti- 
tution and statutes of that state as 
requiring assessment of property for 
taxation, at its ful] value, it will ad- 
here to such decision, notwithstand- 
ing a later decision of the Arkansas 
court to the contrary, in determining 
rights of a creditor of a county ob- 
taining a judgment on warrants is- 
sued by the county and purchased 
by him subsequent to the decision 
of the circuit court of appeals and 
prior to the decision of the state 
court, especially where the court 
doubts the correctness of the de- 
cision of the state court. U. S. v. 
Cargill, 263 Fed. 856. 

[c] Decision of court not of last 
resort.—The circuit court of appeals 
will not reverse its ruling upon the 
interpretation of a _ state statute, 
made in a former case, decided be- 
fore there had been any adjudication 
upon the subject by the state courts, 
in deference to a contrary ruling 
made by a court of the state, not its 
highest judicial tribunal, which does 
not commend itself as sound. Stry- 
ker v. Grand County, 77 Fed. 567, 23 
CCA 286. 


S.) 134, 12 L. ed. 85; Adelbert Col- 
lege v. Wabash R. Co., 171 Fed. 805, 
96 CCA 465, 17 AnnCas 1204 [cer- 
tiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 400, 
54 L. ed. 343]; Fleischman Co. v. 
Murray, 161 Fed. 152; Mercantile 
Trust, etc., Co. v. Columbus Water- 
works Co., 130 Fed. 180 [rev on other 
grounds 203 U. S. 311, 27 SCt 83, 51 
L. ed. 198]. 

74, Burgess v. Seligman, 107 U.S. 
202 SCt 10, eles Coa, so9ss Mranken 
fort v. Deposit Bank, 124 Fed. 18, 59 
CCA 538; Pickens Tp._v. Post, 99 
Hed, 659, 41 CCA 1. 

{a] Tilustration. — A decree of 
the circuit court of the United 
States, based on an estoppel created 
by a judgment of a state court be- 
tween the parties, and which has 
been affirmed by the supreme court, 
will not be reversed on a bill of re- 
view because the judgment creating 
the estoppel is subsequently re- 
versed by the highest court of the 
state on appeal, where, when ren- 
dered, it was in accordance with the 
law of the state as declared by 
such court, which afterward over- 
ruled its former decisions. Frank- 
fort v. Deposit Bank, 124 Fed. 18, 59 
CCA 538 [aff 120 Fed. 165]. 

75. Metzger Motor Car Co. v. 
Parrott, 233 U. S. 36, 34 SCt 575, 58 
L. ed. 837. 

76. Neves v. Scott, 13 How. (U. 
S.) 268, 14 L. ed. 140; Russell v. 
Southard, 12 How. (U. S.) 139, 13 
L, ed. 927; Union Bag, ete., Corp. v. 
Bischoff, 255 Fed. 187; Hrie Second 
Nat. Bank v. Georger, 246 Fed. 517; 
Williams v. Provident Life, etc., Co., 
242) Fed. 417, 155 CCA 193; ~Rapple 
v. Dutton, 226 Fed. 430, 141 CCA 260; 
Smith v. Guffey, 202 Fed. 106, 120 
CCA 436 [rev on other grounds 237 
Un eS lO F120 oo eSCt 5267 sb382.— 59 
L. ed. 856, 866]; Loewe v. California 
State Federation of Labor, 189 Fed. 
714; John Deere Plow Co. v. Mc- 
David, 137 Fed. 802, 70 CCA 422; 
Butler v. Douglass, 3 Fed. 612, 1 Mc- 
Crary 630; Flagg v. Mann, 9 F. Cas. 
No. 4,847, 2 Sumn. 486. 

77. Beebe v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 39 Fed. 481. 

78. Stonebraker v. 


Hunter, 215. 


SCt 254, 52 L. ed. 352]; Johnston v. 
Straus, 26 Fed. 57. 

79. Howard v. Fleming, 191 U. S. 
126, 24 SCt 49, 48 L. ed. 121; Lambert 
Vv, Barrett, lbT.U, Sa 697, Lous@uwiees 
39 L. ed. 865; Central Consumers’ Co, 
v. Austin, 238 Fed. 616. : 

80. In re Converse, 42 Fed. 217 
[aff.137 U. S. 624, 11 SCt.191,,34 L: 


ed. 796]. 
81. O’Halloran v. McGuirk, 167 
v. De Bolt, 253 Fed, 


Fed. 493, 93 CCA 129. 

S25 Uw Ss 
78. 

83. U. S. v. De Bolt, 253 Fed. 78. 

[a] An indictment in a federal 
court need not be construed in con- 
formity with decisions of the high- 
est court of the state in which the 
offense charged was committed, in 
reference to the construction of stat- 
utes of that state. McClendon v. U. 
S., 229 Fed. 523, 148 CCA 591. 

84 Question of jurisdiction on 
direct appeal to supreme court see ~ 
infra §§ 216-241. 

85. Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 
Castleman, 215 U. S. 437, 30 SCt 125, 
54 L, ed. 272; In re Farmers’ Supply 
Co., Li0zB edi 50220. “Save Bulllyas £40 
Fed. 899; O’Connell v. Reed, 56 Fed. 
531, 5 CCA 586, And see supra § 117. 

[a] Jurisdiction by removal from 
a state court is within the rule stated 
in the text. In re Jarnecke Ditch, 69 
Fed. 161. 

[b] Jurisdictional amount — 
Whether a suit in a federal court in- 
volves the necessary jurisdictional 
amount is not a local question con- 
trolled by the statutes of the state 
or the rulings of its supreme court. 
Heffner v. Gwynne-Treadwell Cotton 
Co., 160 Fed. 635, 87 CCA 606. 

General rule where federal ques- 
tion involved see supra § 169. 

86. West v. Cincinnati R. Co., 170 
Fed. 349; Nickerson ‘vv. Warren City 
Tank, etc., Co., 223 Fed. 843. 

87. Interurban Gen. Contracting 
Con Vas, 229 Red 588: 

88. Perkins v. Boston, ete., R. Co., 
90 Fed. 321; Lyman v. Boston, etc., 
R. Co., 70 Fed. 409 [app dism 170 U. 
S. 708, 18 SCt 948, 42 L. ed, 1217]; 
nv dep v. Wabash R. Co., 46 Fed. 
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to be determined according to the law of the state 
in which the court sits, even though the question 
arises in its bearing on the jurisdiction of the court 


in which the action is brought.*® 
'_ [§ 184]. 15. 


eustom.?° 
to enter and remain in the United 


89. Huntington v. Attrill, 146 U. 
Serbia ds. SOte224 3612 vedia Wii23; 
Josevig-Kennecott Copper Co. v. Ho- 
warth Co., 261 Fed, 567; Kentucky 
Coal Lands Co, v. Mineral Dev. Co., 
219 Fed. 45, 133. CCA 151; Potomac 
Milling, ‘etc., Co. v. Baltimore, etc., 
Ri‘ Co},,.21:7 Fed. 665. 

90. Evey v. Mexican Cent. R. Co., 
81 Fed. 294, 26 CCA 407, 38 LRA 387. 

91-92. Ex pe Petterson, 166 Fed. 
536 (Rev. St. § 721 does not require 
the recognition of state statutes in 
an examination before an immigra- 
tion officer to determine the right of 
an alien to enter or to remain in the 
United States under our immigration 
statutes, and Minn. Rev. L. (1905) 
§ 3636, providing that the word 
“minor” shall mean a male under 
twenty-one or a female under 
eighteen years of age, is not binding 
in determining whether an alien fe- 
male attains her majority when she 
reaches the age of eighteen years; 
but such officer should follow the 
common-law rule, which fixes the 
age of majority at twenty-one for 
both sexes). 

9G. Sim v. Edenboro, 242 U. S. 
T3137 Sct’ 36,.,61 10, ed. 199 rAt= 
chison, eten RR. “Co.) v.. Harold,” 241 
UT. S. 371, 36 SCt 665, 60 L. ed. 1050; 
Commercial Nat. Bank Vv. Canal- 
Louisiana Bank, etc., Co., 239 U, S. 
520, 36 SCt 194, 60 L. ed. 417; Adtna 
L. Ins. Co. v. Moore, 231 U. ‘Ss. 543, 
34 SCt 186, 58 L. ed, 356; Kuhn v. 
Fairmont Coal Co., 215 U. S. 349, 30 
SCt 140/'.54" Ic ed. 228; Presidio 
County v. Noel-Young Bond, eta, Co., 
Bo Wes. 58, 29 °SCt 237, 53 Li. ved. 
402; Blair v. Chicago, 201 U.S. 400, 
26 SCt 427, 50 L. ed. 801; Page v. 
Edmunds, 187 U. S. 596, 23 SCt 200, 
47 L. ed. 318; Barber v. Pittsburgh, 
etc., BR. Co., 166 U. S. 83, 17 SCt 488, 
41 L. ed. 925; Gardner v. Michigan 
Gent. R. Co., 150 U. S. 349, 14 SCt 
140, 37 L. ed. 1107; Baltimore, etce., 
R. Co. v. Baugh, 149 U. S. 368, 13 
SCE 4A aco aL leds '725 "The J.. i. 
Rumbell, LAS. Seek) 13 SCt 498, 37 
L, ed. 345; Lake Shore, etc., R. Co. 
v. Prentice, 147 U. S. 101, 13 SCt 
261, 37 L. ed. 97; Enfield v. Jordan, 
119 U.S. 680, 7 SCt 358, 30 Li. ed. 
523; Myrick v. Michigan Cent. BeCo., 
LOR Ue SF L021 SCt 425-27" i. ed. 
3253 Brooklyn City, etc., R. Co. v. 
New York Nat. Bank, 102 U. S. 14, 
269, Ui Jed 6 Oates™ v2 Montgomery 
First Nat. Bank, 100 Us 'S.-239;° 25 
L. ed. 580; Venice v. Murdock, 92 U. 
S. 494, 23 L. ed. 588; Boyce v. Tabb, 
18 Wall. (Us S.)-546, 21 Le ed. 757; 
Chicago v. Robbins, 2 Black (U. S.) 
418, 17 L. ed. 298; Foxcroft v. Mal- 
lett,; 40> How. '<(U.'S.) 353% 21 DL. ed: 
1008; Lane v. Vick, 8 How. (U. S.) 
464, 11 L. ed. 681; Swift v. Tyson, 16 
Pet. (U. S.) 1, 10 L. ed. 865; In re 
Grocers’ Baking Co., 266 Fed. 900; 
Taylor, ete., Co. v, Ashtabula Nat. 
Bank, 262 Fed. 168; Wilson v. Spen- 
cer, 261 Fed. 357; Economy Light, 
etch, Covteve WU. S.m2 561 Bed. 792)-°168 
CCA 138; MeclIlhenny v. Gaidry, 2538 
Fed. 613, 165 CCA 239; Aktieselskabet 
Korn-og Foderstof Kompagniet vy. 
Rederiaktiebolaget Atlanten, 250 Fed. 
935, 163 CCA 185, AnnCasi918E 491 
[aff 232 Fed. 403, and _ certiorari 
granted 248 U. S. 558, 39 SCt 8, 63 
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Questions of International Law. 
The decisions of a state court that a law of an- 
other country is opposed to the policy of the state 
and cannot be enforced there are not controlling in 
the federal courts, the question of international 
comity being controlled by international law and 
So, in determining the right of an alien 
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mon-law rather 


[§ 185] 
Law. 


States, the com- 


L. ed. 418]; U. S. v. Brewer-Elliott 
Oil, etc., Co., 249. Fed. 609 [aff 270 Fed. 
100]; In re Jarmulowsky, 249 Fed. 
319, 161 CCA 327, LRA1918B 634 [aff 
243 Fed. 6382]; Union Pac. R. Co. v. 
Marone, 246 Fed. 916, 159 CCA 188; 
In re Sutton, 244 Fed. 872; North- 
western Terra Cotta Co. v. Caldwell, 
234 Fed, 491, 148 CCA 207; Skaggs v. 
Kansas City Terminal R. Co., 233 
Fed. 827; Colorado Yule Marble Co. 
v. Collins, 280 Fed. 78, 144 CCA 376; 
Paterlini v.. Memorial Hospital As- 
soc., 229 Fed. 838 [rev on other 
grounds 232 Fed. 359, 146 CCA 407]; 
Fowler v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 229 
Fed. 373, 143 CCA 493; Knox v. Al- 
wood, 228 Fed. 753; Rapple v. Dutton, 
226 Fred. 430, 141 CCA 260; Mudge v. 
Black, 224 Fed. 919, 140 CCA 397; 
Johnson v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 224 
Fed. 196; Clark v. Belt, 223. Fed. 
bis, “138 'CCA*Ts -U.” Si tAsphalt “Re- 
fining Co. v. Trinidad Lake Petro- 
leum Co., 222 Fed. 1006; Chesko v. 
Delaware, etc., Co., 218 Fed. 804, 134 
CCA 492; Hocking Valley R. ‘Co. 
v. New York Coal Co., 217 Fed. 
(2%, £82. CCA 387; Southern, RR, 
Co. v. Smith, 214 Fed. 942, 131 CCA 
238; Smith v. Nelson Land, etc., Co., 
212 Wed. 56, 128 CCA 512; Tweeten 
v. Tacoma R., etc., Co., 210 Fed, 828, 
127 CCA 378; Barkley v. Hayes, 208 
Fed. 319; Sherard v. Walton, 206 
Fed. 562; Mechanics’-American Nat. 
Bank v. Coleman, 204 Fed. 24, 122 
CCA 838; Moss v. Gulf Compress Co., 
202 Fed. 657, 121 CCA 67; Security 
Trust Co. v. Des Moines County, 198 
Fed. 331; Power v, Augusta, 191 Fed, 
647; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. Thorn- 


con, 188 Fed. 868, 110 CCA 502; 
Guernsey v. Imperial Bank, 188 Fed. 
300, 110 CCA 278, 40 LRANS 3:77; 
Beckwith v. Clark, 188 Fed. 171, 110 
CCA 207; First Nat. Bank v. Liewer, 
187 Fed. 16, 109 CCA 70; Travelers’ 
Ins. Co. v. Thorne, 180 Fed, 82, 103 
CCA 4386, 38 LRANS 626 [certiorari 
den 220) Ui S.614" 31 "SCtr719b.5 lL 
ed. 610]; Patton y..Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 179 Fed. 5380; Western Union 
Tels “Cos evi Burris 140 9 edne oe, 
102 CCA 3886; Sheppey v. Stevens, 
177 Fed. 484; Illinois Cent. R. Co. 
vn Hart, 27617 Hed.) 2454 1000 GCA 
49,-52 LRANS 1117; Norfolk, etc., 
Tract. Co. v. Miller, 174 Fed. 607, 98 
CCA 453; Forrest v. Safety Banking, 
etc., Co., 174 Fed. 345; Johnson v. 
St. Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 617, 
18 AnnCas 949; Citizens’ Sav. Bank 
v. Newburyport, 169 Fed. 766, 95 
CCA 2382 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 
598, 30 SCt 899, 54 L. ed. 342]; The 
Avalon, 169 Fed. 696; Snare, etc., Co. 
v. Friedman, 169 Fed. 1, 94 CCA 369, 
40 LRANS 3867 [certiorari den 214 
U.Se 6289297 SOt 700753 Lived. L065; 
Scherer v, Everest, 168 Fed. 822, 94 
CCA 346; H. T. Smith Co. v. Minetto- 
Meriden Co., 168 Fed. 777; Russell 
v. Grigsby, 168 Fed. 577, 94 CCA 61 


.[rev on other grounds 222 U. S. 149, 


32 SCt 58, 56 L. ed. 133, 36 LRANS 
642]; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Hum- 
mel, 167 Fed. 89, 92 CCA 541; Chi- 
cago, etc., R. Co. v. Kendall, 167 Fed. 
62, 98 CCA 422, 16 AnnCas 560; Con- 
tinental Securities Co. vy. Interbor- 
ough Rapid Transit Co., 165 Fed. 945; 
Woldson v. Larson, 164 Fed. 548, 90 
CCA 422; Leyner Engineering Works 
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than a state statute governs as 


to the age of majority.%-9 

16. Questions of General or Commercial 
If a question depends upon principles of gen- 
eral jurisprudence, or rests upon general or com- 
mercial law, the federal courts will decide for them- 
selves and are not bound by state decisions. 
although such courts are not absolutely controlled 
by state decisions, yet they will give weight there- 
to if they are called upon to construe the general 
commercial law of a state upon a new question, and 
they will also act upon principles of comity, to 


But 


v. Kempner, 163 Fed. 605; Converse 
v. Mears, 162 Fed. 767; Salmons v. 
Norfolk, ete., 162 Fed. 722 
[aff 169 Fed. "94 CCA 668]; 
Force v. Standard Silk Co., 160 Fed. 
992 [aff 170 Fed. 184, 95 CCA 286]; 
Cheatham v. Evans, 160 Fed. 802, 87 
CCA 576; Johnson y. Charles D. Nor- 
ton Co., 159 Fed. 361, 86 CCA 361; 
Alexander v. lane, 157 Fed. 1002, 
85 CCA 677 [aff 151 Fed. 276, and 
certiorari den 208 U. S. 617, 28 SCt 
569, 5% L. ed. 647]; In re Hopper- 
Morgan Co., 154 Fed. 249; Venner 
v. Great Northern R. Co., 153 Fed. 
408 [aff.209 U.. S..24,128 SCt 328) 52, 
L. ed. 666]; Kinnear Mies Coie 
Carlisle, 152 Fed. 933, 82 CCA 81; 
Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. Lane, 151 Fed. 
276 [aff 157 Fed. 1002, 85 CCA 677 
(certiorari den 208 U. 8. 617, 28 SCt 
569, 52. Ly. ed. + 647)]; Kansas City 
Hydraulic Press Brick Co. v. ‘“Na- 
tional Surety Co., 149 Fed. 507; Mal-' 
loy v. American Hide, etc., Co., 148 
Fed. 482; Paine v. Willson, 146 Fed. 
488, 77 CCA 44; Jones v. Southern 
Pac. Co., 144 Fed. 973, 75) CGA 602, 
7 AnnCas 256 [certiorari den 202 
U. S. 620, 26 SCt 766, 50 L. ed. 1174]; 
Mankato vy. Barber Asphalt Pav.’ Co., 
142 Fed. 329, 73 CCA 489; Curtis v. 
Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 140 Fed. 777; 
Brown v. Urquhart, 139 Fed. 846: 
[rev on other grounds 205 U. S. 179, 
27 SCt 459, 51 L. ed. 760]; King v. 
Davis, 137 Fed, 198 [aff 157 Fed. 676, 
85 CCA 348]; Spinks v. Mutual Re- 
serve Fund Life Assoc., 137 Fed. 169; 
Three States Lumber Co, Vv. Blanks, 
133 Fed. 479, 66 CCA 358, 69 LRA 
283; Gordon v. Ware Nat. ‘Bank, 132 
Fed. 444, 65 CCA 580, 67 LRA 550; 
Sackett v. McCaffrey, 131 Fed. 219, 
65 CCA 205; Phoenix Bridge Co. v. 
Castleberry, 131 Fed. 175, 65 CCA 
481; York v. Washburn, 129 Fed. 564, 
64 CCA 132; Russell v. U. S, Trust 
Co., 127 Fed. 445 {aff 1386 Fed. 758, 
69 CCA 410]; Meigs v. London ‘Assur. 
Co., 126 Fed. 781 [aff 134 Fed. 1021, 
68 CCA 249]; State Nat. Bank v. 
Cudahy Packing Co., 126 Fed. 543 
[aff 134 Fed. 538, 67 CCA 662]; West- 
ern Union Tel. Go. v. Sklar, 136 Fed. 
295, 61 CCA 281; Union L. Ins, Co. 
v. Rigg 8, 123 Fed. 312 [rev on other 
grounds 129 Fed. 207, 63 CCA 365 
(certiorari den 194 U. ’S. 637, 24 SCt 
860, 48 L. ed 1161)]; Keene Five Cent 
Sav. Eank v. Reid, 123 Fed. 221, 59 
CCA 225 [certiorari den 191 U. §. 
567, 24 SCt 841, 48 L. ed. 305]; Gil- 
bert v. American Surety Co., 1231 Fed. 
499, 57 CCA 619, 61 LRA 253 [cer- 
tiorari den 190 U. S. 560, 28 SCt 855, 
47 L. ed. 1184]; Howard v. Delgado, 
121 Fed. 26, 57 CCA 270; City Water 
Supply Co, v. Ottumwa, 120 Fed. 
309; Casserleigh v. Wood, 119 Fed. 
308, 56 CCA 212; Elliott v. Felton, 
119 Fed. 270, 56 CCA 74; Coltrane v. 
Blake: 113 Fed. 785, 51 GCA. 457; 
Ss. ‘Savings, etc., Co. v. Harris, 113 
Fea 27; Independent School Dist. 'v. 
Rew, 111 Fed. > 49. CCA 93 HS 
LRA 364; Manship v. New. South 
Bldg., etc., Assoc., 110 Fed. 845; Ban- 
croft v. Hambly, 94 Fed. 975, 36 CCA 
595; Union Bank vy. Oxford, 90 Fed. 
‘te Brunswick Terminal Co. v. Bal- 
timore Nat. Bank, 88 Fed. 607 [rev 
on other grounds 99 Fed. 635, 40 CCA 
22, 48 LRA 625]; Willis v. Wyan- 


ene 


§ 185] 


avoid conflict as far as possible, without sacrificing 
their own dignity, and in case of doubt may for | 
the sake of harmony lean toward the views of the | 


state court. 


Illustrations. Among questions of general law as 


dotte County, 86 Fed. 872, 30 CCA 
445; Hartford F. Ins. Co. v. Chicago, 
Olver Rs Co, 0 Med. 201, 17a CCA . 62; 
SOMA A OS =o ate 115 0. oS. .91,.4.20 
SCt 33, 44 L. ed. 84]; Cairo, ete, R. 
Co) ve - Brevoort,, 62. Wed; 129, 25 
LRA 527; Farmers’ Nat. Bank v. Sut- 
tony Mie", Co}, 52, Med: 197)°3.-CCA, 1, 
17 LRA 595; Van Vleet v. Sledge, 45 
Fed. 743; Hollingsworth v. Tensas 
Parish, 17 Fed. 109, 4 Woods 280; 
Austen v. Miller, 2 F. Cas. No. 661, 
5 McLean 153 [aff 13 How. 218, 14 
deed 119 Jer Bradley.v.slill, 3, EF. Cas. 
No. 1,783, 4 Biss. 478; Bragg v. 
Meyer, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,801, McAll. 
408; Ex p. Heidelback, 11 F. Cas. 
No. 6,322, 2 Lowell 526; Jewett v. 
Home, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,311, 1 Woods 
530; Mohr v. Manierre, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 9,695, 7 Biss. 419 [aff 101 U.S. 
417, 25 L. ed. 1052]; Sawyer v. Oak- 
man, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,404, 1 Lowell 
U4 hath wok Mh Pp CassNo,nl2,4025, 7 
Blatchf. 290]; Thomas v. Hatch, 23 
¥F. Cas. No. 13,899, 3 Sumn. 170; Wil- 
liams v. Suffolk Ins. Co., 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,738, 3 Sumn. 270; Cross v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 191 Mo. A. 202, 
N27 SW 11287 Farrar, v._St. Louis, 
ete., R. Co., 149 Mo. A. 188, 130 SW 


373; Chandler v. St. Louis, etc., R. 
Co., 127 Mo. A. 34, 106 SW 553; 
Simonpietri v. Toro, 8 Porto: Rico 
Fed. 394. 


“In questions belonging to the do- 
main of general jurisprudence, where 
commercial securities and contracts 
between citizens of different states 
are involved, the jurisdiction of the 
courts of the United States is ab- 
solute when sought; and these courts 
must hear and determine such ques- 
tions independent of the tribunals 
of the state in which they arise.’ 
Union Bank v. Oxford, 90 Fed. 


[al Gommon law of a state.—Un- 
der Rev. St. § 721 (Comp. St. [1901] 
p 581), which makes the laws of 
the several states rules of decision 
in trials at common law, so far as 
the construction of the state con- 
stitution and statutes is concerned, 
the decisions of the highest court 
of the state are controlling, but upon 
the question as to what is the com- 
mon law of the state, unless such 
decisions have so clearly established 
a settled rule as to make it a part 
of the peculiar and local law of that 
state, the federal courts exercise an 
independent judgment, their jurisdic- 
tion being codrdinate with, and not 
subordinate to, the state court. 
Snare, ete, Co. v. Friedman, 169 
Fed. 1, 94 CCA 369, 40 LRANS 367 
[certiorari Get eae ioe S5/518;. 297 'SCt 

0, 53 L. ed. : 
oe Kuhn v. Fairmont Coal Co., 
215 U. S. 349, 30 SCt 140, 54 L. ed. 
228; Tampa Water-Works CO LAY. 
Tampa, 199 U. S. 241, 26 SCt 23, 50 
L. ed. 170; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. 
Baugh, 149 U. S. 368, 13 SCt 914, ae 
L. ed. 772; Clark v. Bever, 139 U.S. 
96, 11 SCt 468, 35 L. ed. 88; Gormley 
vy. Clark, 134 U. S. 338, 10 SCt 554, 
33 L. ed. 909; Bucher v. Cheshire R. 
Co., 125 U. S. 555, 8 SCt 974, 31 L. ed. 
795; Burgess v. Seligman, LO Ue. 
20, 2 SCt 10, 27 L. ed. 359; Marshall 
County v. Schenck, 5 Wall. Cues Sa) 
772, 18 L. ed. 556; Swift v. Tyson, 
16 Pet. (U. S.) 2, 10... ed.(7 865; 
In re Brose, 254 Fed. 664, 166 CCA. 
162; Norfolk Bank v. Whipple, 254 
Fed, 195 [aff 258 Fed. 990, 169 CCA 
GAT sree. So, fh Vin Brewer-Elliott Oil, 
etc., Co., 249 Fed. 609 {aff 270 Fed. 
100]; In re Shea, 245 Fed. 363; Kawin 
vy. American Colortype Co., 243 Fed. 
317, 156 CCA 97; Downey V. Gooch, 
240 Fed. 527; Northwestern Terra 
Cotta Co. v. Caldwell, 234 Fed. 491, 
148 CCA 207; Paterlini v. Memorial 
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questions 


Hospital Assoc., 229 Fed. 838 [rev 
on other grounds 232 Fed. 359, 146 
CCA 407]; Guernsey v. Imperial 
Bank, 188 Fed. 300, 110 CCA 278, 40 
LRANS 3877;. Henderson v. Phillips, 
178 Fed. 374; Milford, etc., St. R. 
Co. v. Cline, 150 Fed. 325, 80 CCA 95; 
Mearns v. Central R. Co., 139 Fed. 
543, 71/CCA 331; Independent School 
Dist. v. Rew, 111 Fed. 1, 49 CCA 198, 
55 LRA 364; Saginaw Bank v. West- 
ern Pennsylvania Title, ete., Co., 105 
Fed. 491; Belding v. Hebard, 103 Fed. 
523, 48 CCA 296; Northern Nat. Bank 
v. Hoopes, 98 Fed. 935; Hunt v. Hurd, 
98 Fed. 683, 39 CCA 226; Bancroft 
v. Hambly, 94 Fed. 975, 36 CCA 595; 
Dygert v. Vermont L. & T. Co., 94 Fed. 
93, 37 CCA 389; New York, etc., R. 
Co, v. O’Leary, 93 Fed. 737, 35 CCA 
562; Stewart v. Morris, 89 Fed. 290, 


32 CCA 203; Brunswick Terminal Co. 


v. Baltimore Nat Bank, 88 Fed. 697 
[rev on other grounds 99 Fed. 635, 
40 CCA 22, 48 LRA 625]; McPeck v. 
Central Vermont R. Co., 79 Fed. 590, 
25 CCA 110; Union Pac. R. €o. v. 
Yates, 79 Fed. 584, 25 CCA 103, 40 
LRA 553; Berry v. Lake Erie, etc., 
R, Co., 70 Fed. 679; Phipps v. Hard- 
INS Om Med V465— 017 MOO AM 203 we sO 
LRA 513; Cairo, etc., R. Co. v. Bre- 
voort, 62 Fed. 129, 25 LRA 527; Mur- 
ray v. Chicago, etce., R. Co., 62 Fed. 
24” [aff 92° Fed.868, 35 CCA 62]; 
Brown vy. Grand Rapids Parlor Fur- 
niture Co., 58 Fed. 286, 7 CCA 225, 22 
LRA 817; Western Union Tel. Co, v. 
Wood, 57 Fed. 471, 6 CCA 432, 21 
LRA 706; Hinds v. Keith, 57 Fed. 
10, 6 CCA 231; Newport News, etc., 
Co. v. Howe, 52 Fed. 362, 3 CCA 121; 
Farmers’ Nat. Bank v. Sutton Mfg. 
Coy oe Red. 19d sy COA 1. 7 re 
595; Northern Pac. R. Co. vy. Peter- 
son, 51 Fed. 182, 2 CCA 157 [rev on 
other grounds 162 U. S. 346, 16 SCt 
843, 40 L. ed. 994]; Windsor Sav. 
Bank v. McMahon, 88 Fed. 283, 3 
LRA 192; Raymond v. Terrebonne 
Parish, 28 Fed. 773 [aff 132 U. S. 
192, 10 SCt 57, 28 L. ed, 309]; Sher- 
man Bank v. Apperson, 4 Fed. 25; 
Austen v. Miller, 2 F. Cas. No. 661, 
5 McLean 153 [aff 13 How. 218, 14 
L. ed. 119]; Branch v. Macon, ete., 
R. Co., 4 F. Cas. No. 1,808, 2 Woods 
385; Davie v. Hatcher, 7 F. Cas. No. 
3,610, 1 Woods 456; Donnell v. Co- 
lumbia Ins. Co., 7 F. Cas. No. 3,987, 
2 Sumn. 366; Jewett v. Hone, 13 F. 
Cas. No. 7,311, 1 Woods 530; Meade 
v. Beale, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,371, Taney 
339; Mutual Safety Ins. Co. v. The 
George, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,981, Olcott 
89; Riley v. Anderson, 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,835, 2 Mclean 589; Robinson 
v. Commonwealth Ins. Co., 20 F. Cas. 
No. 11,949, 3 Sumn. 220; Williams v. 
Suffolk Ins. Co., 29 EF. Cas. No. 17,- 
738, 3 Sumn, 270. 

“The general statement has been 
often made that the federal courts 
are not bound to follow the decisions 
of state courts on questions of gen- 
eral jurisprudence, when unaffected 
by state legislation; but no exact 
enumeration has ever been made, or 
ever can be made, of the questions 
that come within this general defi- 
nition. Moreover, the decisions of 
the supreme court relating to the 
subject are not uniform or harmo- 


nious.” Hartford F. Ins. Co. v. Chi- 
Cazo, ete’ Raw Co. 0" Wed: S201, 
Woe CCAMGL, LOO! MiAt 193) | att 


LCD, (Ue. 9252 20 “SCL 433," 44° 1. ed. 
84]. 

[a] In case of conflict between 
the federal and state decisions upon 
a question of commercial law, fed- 
eral courts will follow a state court 
to avoid double payment by a party 
of the same debt, without the possi- 
bility of relief from the federal 
courts. Sonstiby v. Keeley, 7 Fed. 
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to which the federal courts exercise their inde- 
pendent judgment, regardless of state decisions, pro- 
vided of course there are not state statutes ex- 
pressly governing the question, may be mentioned 
relating to 


contracts ;°5 commercial 


447, 2 McCrary 103. 

[b] A decision of a state court 
will be followed if possible, even 
though not binding on the federal 
court, when the latter’s jurisdiction 
is solely because of the citizenship 
of the parties and it is called upon 
to pass upon the question of law al- 
ready determined in one state. Van 
Bokelen yv. Brooklyn City R. Co., 
EEG FF. Cas, No. (16,830, 5 Blatchf. 

[c] Action against carrier for in- 
jury to passenger.—Where an action 
against a carrier to recover damages 
or injuries to a passenger had been 
ismissed pursuant to the unanimous 
opinion of the highest state court, 
and the questions of negligence pre- 
sented were: not questions as to 
which the federal and state courts 
were at variance, comity required 
such decision to be followed by the 
federal courts in a subsequent action 
therein by the same partiés for the 
same cause, although such opinion 


was not controlling authority. 
Mearns v. Central R. Co., 139 Fed. 
543, 71 CCA 331. 


{d] Upon the question of the care 
required of a traveler on a highway 
on approaching a_ street railway 
crossing, the local decisions are per- 
Suasive in a federal court. Milford, 
etc.,, St. R. Co. v. Cline, 150 Fed. 325, 
80 CCA 95. 

[e] A decision of an appellate 
state court construing a contract be- 
tween the parties, while not conclu- 
sive on the federal courts of concur- 
rent original jurisdiction, will never- 
theless be given strong persuasive 
effect. Henderson vy. Phillips, 178 
Fed. 374. , 

[f] Acts and contracts of foreign 
corporation.—The decisions of a state 
court that contracts made and trans- 
actions done in the state by a foreign 
corporation, which has not complied 


with the laws of the state, do not 
constitute interstate transactions, 
while not conclusive, will be fol- 


lowed in the federal court, in the ab- 
sence of conflicting and controlling 
authority in the federal’ courts. 
Thomas v. Birmingham R. Light, 
etc., Co., 195 Fed. .340. 

[g] Dedication of property—A 
decision of the supreme court of 2& 
state that the designation of certain 
land on a plat as “Ehmen’s Park” 
constituted a dedication of it to pub- 
lic use, although not conclusive on 
the federal courts, would be fol- 
lowed under the doctrine of comity. 
Ehmen v. Gothenburg, 200 Fed. 564, 
119 CCA 44, z . 

95. National Safe Deposit Co. v. 
Stead, 232 U. S. 58, 34 SCt 209, 58 
L. ed. 504 [aff 250 Ill. 584, 95 NE 
973, AnnCasi912B 430]; Stearns v. 
Minnesota, 179 U. S. 223, 21 SCt 73, 
45 L. ed. 162 [rev 72 Minn. 200, 75 
NW 210]; Washburn, ete., Mfg. Co. 
v. Reliance Mar. Ins. Co., 179 U. S. 
1, 21 SCt 1, 45 L, ed. 49 [aff 82 Fed. 
296, 27 CCA 134]; Jefferson Branch 
Bank v. Skelley, 1 Black (U. S.) 436, 
17 L. ed. 173; Interstate Compress 
Co. v. Agnew, 255 Fed. 508, 168 CCA 
199; Northwestern Terra Cotta Co. 
v. Caldwell, 234 Fed. 491, 148 CCA 
207; Mechanics’-American Nat. Bank 
v. Coleman, 204 Fed. 24, 122 CCA 
338; Keene Five Cent Sav. Bank v. 
Reid, 123 Fed. 221, 59 CCA 225 [cer- 
tiorari den 191 U. S. 567, 24 SCt 841, 
48 L. ed. 305]; Gilbert v. American 
Surety Co., 121 Fed. 499, 57 CCA 619, 
61 LRA 253 [certiorari den 190 U. S. 
560, 28 SCt 855, 47 L. ed. 1184]; Ot- 
tumwa v. City Water Supply Co., 119 
Fed. 315, 56 CCA 219, 59 LRA 604; 
Casserleigh v. Wood, 119 Fed. 308, 56 
CCA  2125-U. S. Savings; ete, Co.-v- 
Harris, 1138 Fed. 27; Bancroft v. Ham- 
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paper;°° insurance policies;°? the relation of master 
and servant;°° the liability for injury to a servant °° 
or for the acts or negligence of servants; the rights, 


duties, and liabilities of carriers 
goods,® or live stock;* the extent to 


bly, 94 Fed. 975, 36 CCA 595 [rev 83 
Fed. 444]; Kastern Bldg., etc., Assoc. 
v. Bedford, 88 Fed. 7 [mod on other 
SLOUDGS AUSIO pe Sa oats) coast. OO ns 
45 L. ed. 834]; Sullivan v. Beck, 79 
Fed. 200. 

[a]. Guaranty.—Johnson v. Charles 
Payeonlon Co., 159 Fed. 361, 86 CCA 

[b] Mutmality.— Union Bag, etc., 
Corp. v. Bischoff, 255 Fed. 187. 

[c] Whether contrary to public 
poley=—Shebpey v. Stevens, 177 Fed. 


{d] Time to sue.—The right of a 
party to an executory contract, on 
the refusal of the other party to per- 
form, to sue for, and to recover his 
entire damages for the breach, with- 
out waiting for the expiration of the 
time for performance, is a question 
of general law. H. T. Smith Co. v. 
Minnetto-Meriden Co., 168 Fed. 777. 

{e] State administrative regula- 
tions.—A federal court will not re- 
fuse to enforce a valid contract, 
harmless in itself, which is nonen- 
forceable in the state courts merely 
on account of noncompliance with 
state administrative regulations. 
Eastern Bldg., etce., Assoc. v. Bed- 
ford, 88 Fed. 7 {mod on _ other 
2Trounds: 181° U.S: 2275.21, SCt. 597, 45 
L. ed. 834]. - 

{f] A feleral court is not at lib- 
erty to accept as conclusive the con- 
struction of a contract by the su- 
preme court of .a state, where such 
construction in no manner depends 
on any state law, and is not pleaded 
as creating an estoppel between the 
parties, but is required to exercise 
its independent judgment, giving to 
the state decision, however, due 
weight as a precedent. Bancroft v. 
Hambly, 94 Fed. 975, 36 CCA 595. 

96. Citizens’ Sav. Bank v. New- 
buryport, 169 Fed. 766, 95 CCA 232 
{certiorari den 215 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 
399, 54 L. ed: 342]; State National 
Bank. v. Cudahy Packing Co., 126 
Fed. 543 [aff 1384 Fed. 538, 67 CCA 


662]; Saginaw Bank v. Western 
Pennsylvanja. Title, ete. Co., 105 
Fed. 491; Northern Nat. Bank v. 


Hoopes, 98 Fed. 935; Dygert v. Ver- 
mont’ L. & T. Co., -94 Fed. 913, 37 
CCA1389: 

[a] Provision for attorney’s fees, 
—Mechanics’-American Nat. Bank v. 
Coleman, 204 Fed. 24, 122 CCA 338; 
The Avalon, 169 Fed. 696. 

[b] Whether certificate of depos- 
it negotiable.—Forrest v. Safety 
Banking, ete., Co., 174 Fed. 345. 

[ec] Liability of bank accepting 
commercial paper for _ collection.— 
Taylor, ete, Co. v, Ashtabula Nat. 
Bank, 262 Fed. 168. 

{[d] Validity of note.—On a ques- 
tion as to the validity of a note 
given for the purchase price of cor- 
porate stock, which is claimed to be 
void under constitutional provisions 
forbidding corporations from issuing 
stock, except for money paid, etc., 
the federal courts are not bound to 
follow the decisions of the highest 
state court. Wilson v. Spencer, 261 
Fed. 357. 

{e] Provision in note for applica- 
tion of local law.—A provision in a 
note that “this note and the coupons 
hereto attached . are to be con- 
strued by the laws of the state of 
Kansas” means the statutes of the 
state with reference to negotiable 
instruments, and the rights and lia- 
bilities of the parties thereto, and 
does not comprehend the decisions of 
local courts construing like contracts 
that had been or might thereafter be 
announced; nor can it be extended so 
as to make the decisions of the local 
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of passengers,” 
which a carrier 


courts the governing law with re- 
spect to the construction of the pro- 
visions of a mortgage given to _ se- 
cure such note. Keene Five Cent 
Sav. Bank v. Reid, 123 Fed. 221, 222, 
59 CCA 225 [certiorari den 191 U. S 
567, 24 SCt 841, 48 L. ed. 305]. 

97. Washburn, etc., Mfg. Co, v. 
Reliance Mar. Ins. COs USAW pons 
21 SCt 1, 45 L. ed. 49 [aff 82 Fed. 
296, 27 CCA 134]; Carpenter v. Provi- 
dence Washington ins: Cope ilGaPet. 
(U. S.) 495, 10 L. ed. 1044; Mutual L. 
Ins.) Co. v.. lane; 1505 Wed. (2:76 ‘faft 
157 Fed. 1002, 85 CCA 677 (certiorari 
den 208 U. S. 617, 28 SCt 569, 52 L. 
ed 647)]; Spinks v. Mutual Reserve 
Fund Life Assoc. 137 Fed. 169; 
Meigs v. London Assur. Co., 134 Fed. 
1021, 68 CCA 249 [aff 126 Fed. 781]; 
Gordon vy. Ware Nat. Bank, 132 Fed. 


444, 65 CCA 580, 67 LRA 550; Riggs, 


Va ,Union i Ins: (Co; 29 “Neds. 207, 
63 CCA 365 [rev 123 Fed. 312, and 
certiorari den 194 U. S. 637, 24 SCt 
860, 48 L.. ed. 1161]; Union L. Ins. 
Co. v. Riggs, 123 Fed. 312 [rev.on 
other grounds 129 Fed. 207, 68 CCA 
365 (certiorari den 194 U. S. 6387, 24 
SCt 860, 48 L. ed. 1161)]; Washburn, 
etc., Mfg. Co. v. Reliance Mar. Ins. 
Co., 106 Fed. 116; Donnell v. Colum- 
biah- Ins) Co; 74. .Cas.-No. 735987, 2 
Sumn. 366; Gloucester Ins. Co. v. 
peeneet, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,487, 2 Curt. 

[a] Validity of assignment.—Rus- 
sell v. Grigsby, 168 Fed. 577, 94 CCA 
61 [rev on other grounds 222 U. S. 
P49 ese! SCt 158, 56 - ligeds e133, 38 
LRANS 642, AnnCas1913B 863]. 

[b] The status of one through 
whom insurance contracts were cb- 
tained as the agent of the insurer 
so as to preclude the matter from 
relying om misrepresentations of the 
former as breaches of warranty and 
defenses is a question of general 
law. Travelers’ Ins. Co. y. Thorne, 
180 Fed. 82, 103 CCA 436, 38 LRANS 
626 [certiorari den 220 U. S. 614, 31 
SCtc719, 55 TE. ed. 261012 

[c] The effect of the knowledge 
of the local agent of a life insurance 
company on the right of the company 
to insist on a condition in respect to 
misrepresentations made in the ap- 
plication is within the rule. AMtna L. 
Ins. Co. v. Moore, 231 U. S. 5438, 34 
SCt 186, 58 L. ed. 356. 

98. Tweeten v. Tacoma R., etc., 
Co., 210 Fed. 828, 127 CCA 378; Mc- 
Peck v. Central Vermont R. Co., 79 
Fed. 590, 25 CCA 110; Cross v. Chi- 
cago, etc., -R. Co, 1915 Mo. A. 202, 
177 SW 1127; Chandler v. St, Louis, 
R. Co., 127 Mo. A, 34, 106 SW 


ates Fillippon v. Albion Vein Slate 
258 U. S. 76, 39 SCt 4385, 63 L. ed. 

ee [rev 242 Fed. ZS LODIGCA 98h 
Beutler v. Grand Trunk Junction R. 
Go:,,.224. U.2)S.. 85,1 32) SCt, 402, 56 4. 
ed. 679; Oakes v. Mase, 165 U. S. 
363, 17 SCt 345, 41 L. ed. 746; Gard- 
ner v. Michigan Cent. R. Co., 150 U. 
S. 349, 14 SCt 140, 37 L. ed. 1107; 
Baltimore, etce., R. Co. v. Baugh, 149 
Wi aS52368; s8) SCt-91 4-3 Tet ed: wines: 
Hough v. Texas, ete., R. Co., 100 
Un Si23)..25 way red. 612; .Union Pac. 
R. Co. v. Marone, 246 Fed. 916, 159 
CCA 188; Moss vy. Gulf. Compress 
Co.; 202 Red. 657, 121. CCA 675, Tlli- 
nois Cent. IR: Co: wv. Hart 176. ea: 
245, 100 CCA 49; Snipes v. Southern 
R. Co., 166 Fed. 1, 91 CCA 593; Kin- 
near Mfg. Co. v, Carlisle, 152 Fed. 
933, 82 CCA 81; Jones v. Southern 
Pac. Co., 144 Fed. 973, 75 CCA 602, 7 
AnnCas 256 [certiorari den 202 U. 
S. 620, 26. SCt 766, 50 L. ed.. 1174]; 
Pennsylvania Co. v. Fishack, 123 Fed. 
465, 59 CCA 269; Elliott v. Felton, 
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may stipulate for exemption from responsibility 
for his own negligence or that of his servant; the 
rights, duties, and liabilities of telegraph compa- 
nies ;® the construction and validity of a bond;’ the 
rights of holders of bonds of municipalities or other 


119 Hed., 20; 6) CCA 774°" Ehunte ve. 
Hurd, 98 Fed. 683, 39 CCA 226; New 
York, etc., R. Co. v. O’Leary, 93 Fed. 
737, 35 CCA 562; McPeck v. Central 
Vermont R. Co., 79 Fed. 590, 25 CCA 
110; Newport News, etc. Co. v. 
Howe, 52 Fed. 362, 3 CCA 121; North-. 
ern Pac. R. Co. v. Peterson, 51 Fed. 
182, 2 CCA 157 [rev on other grounds 
162 U. S. 346, 16 SCt 8438, 40 L. ed. 
994]; Dillon’ v. Union Pac. R. Co.; 
7 F. Cas. No. 3,916, 3 Dill. 319; Spring 
Valley Coal Co. v. Patting, 112 Til. 
A. 4 Pate? 270, SI 34255 Ga NiBY* Sa Ke 
Cross v. Chicago, ete., Ri Con" 194: 
Mo. A. 202, 177 SW 1127; Farrar v. 
St. Louis, etcs "RR. *Co., 149% Mo. 7 eas 
188, 130 SW 3873. 

1. Salmons v. Norfolk, etc. R. 
Co., 162 Fed. 722 [aff 169 Fed. 1022, 
94 CCA 668]; Farrar v. St. Louis, 
obey R. Co., 149 Mo. A. 188, 130 SW 

“The courts of the United States 
have uniformly held that where the 
relation of master and servant is 
unaffected by statute, the question of 
the responsibility of the master for 
injuries caused to or by his servants 
is one of general law, in regard to 
which the courts of the United 
States are not bound to follow the 
State court. [Baltimore, ete., R. Co. 
V2 Baugh, 149 WS. (368943 SGt 9143 
37 L. ed. 772; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Mase, 63 Fed. AL4, 1 COA GS a5 in: 
the latter case, Judge Sanborn, 
speaking for the Court. of Appeals 
for the Eighth Circuit, said: ‘In the 
absence of legislative enactments, 
the liability of a master to one of 
his employees for the negligence of 
another is determinable by the gen- 
eral law, and not by, the local law, 
and the decisions of the courts of 
the State in which the injury is in- 
flicted are not controlling in the na- 
tional courts. But whenever this 
subject is regulated by the statutes 
of the State in which the injury is 
inflicted, these become the rules of 
decision in trials at common law in 
the national courts, under section 
721 of the Revised Statutes [Comp. 
St. (1901) p 581], and measure the 
duties and liabilities of the litigants.’ 
To the same effect is New York, etc., 
R. Co. v. O'Leary, 98° Redo 287, 035 
CCA 562.” Chandler v. St. Louis, 
elec... R...Ges, £27 Mort AL SS 45 4g eG 
SW. 4&3. 

[a] Liability for exemplary dam- 
ages for wanton and oppressive con- 
duct of servants is a question of 
general law. Lake Shore, ete, R. 
Co. HV. . Prentice; 147 © Ul = Sa nOnee aS 
SCt 261, 37 L. ed. 97; Norfolk, etce., 
Tract. Co. v. Miller, 174 Fed. 607, 98 
CCA 4538. 

2. Lake Shore, ete., R. Co. v. Pren- 
tice, 147 U0. Ss 101, 83) (SGirr2eie ad 
L. ed. 97; Baltimore, ete, R. Co. 
Thornton, 188 Fed. 868, 110 CCA 502. 

3. Myrick iv. Michigan Cent. R. 
Co., 107 Us S.210251" SCE 425,127 tae ede 


325; Waldron y. Director Gen. Rail-" 


roads, 266 Fed. 196. 

4, Tripp v. Michigan Cent. R. Co.. 
zee Fed. 449, 151 CCA 385, LRA1918A 

5. Liverpool, ~éte., Steam Co. v. 
Phenix Ins. Co., 129 U. S: SoG See 
469, 32 L. ed. 788; New York Cent. R. 
Co. v. Lockwood, 17 Wall. (U. S.)) 357, 
21 L. ed. 627; Hells v. St. Louis, ete., 
R. Co., 52 Fed. 903. 

6. Western Union Tel. Co. v. Bur- 
ris, 179 Fed. 92, 102 CCA 886; West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Sklar, 126 Fed. 
295, 61 CCA 281; Westérn Union Tel, 
Co. v. Cook, 61 Fed. 624, 9 CCA 680. 

ie Kansas City Hydraulic Press 
Brick Co. v, National Surety Co., 149 
Fed. 507. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 185-188] 


public corporations ;° the construction of a will; the 
validity of a release;!° the validity of an arbitra- 
tion agreement to oust the courts of jurisdiction;# 
what law governs a contract ;!? the existence or non- 
existence of a contractual right alleged to have been 
impaired by state legislation;!3 whether the liabil- 
ity of a stockholder for debts of a corporation 
is wholly statutory or partly contractual;!* the ef- 
fect to be given to the contract of a person non 
compos mentis;'° estoppel;'® whether a judgment is 
void or simply erroneous;!7 the time when a cause 
of action accrues;1* the right to attack a judgment 
collaterally ;1° whether presumptions will be made 
in aid of a defective return of substituted ser- 
vice;*° the admissibility of parol evidence to show 
a condition connected with a note which is uncon- 
ditional on its face;?! the admission of a parol 
agreement to limit a written contract;2? construc- 
tion of common-law rules of evidence;?? negli- 
gence;** the burden of proof as te contributory 
negligence ;”> the liability of a lessor of a railroad 
track for negligence of its lessee;?° the measure of 
damages in an action of tort;?7 the measure of 
damages for breach of a contract ;?8 the priority be- 
tween assignees;29 the penal character of a stat- 
ute;°° what will excuse a plaintiff in replevin for 
nonreturn of the property replevied on his failure 
in the action;*! the right to fasten a special trust 


8. Pana v. Bowler, 107 U. S. 529, 
2 SCt 704, 27 L. ed. 424. 


15. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Edwards v. 
756, 4 McCrary 34. 


Davenport, 20 Fed. 
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on funds held by the receiver of an insolvent 
bank;** the existence *? and validity ** of a union 
between two national church organizations, and 
property rights arising out of such an union;*5 and 
whether a statute is a grant of a civil right to a 
private person, or essentially designed to punish 
an offense against the public and therefore not 
enforceable in another state.?® 

[§ 186] 17. Construction of Federal Constitu- 
tion. A decision of a state court, construing the 
constitution of the United States, is not binding 
on a federal court sitting in such state.?7 ? 

[§ 187] 18. Construction of Federal Statutes. 
Federal statutes must be interpreted by the fed- 
eral courts independently of local considerations,3® 
and cannot be said to have an established mean- 
ing, whatever the decisions of other courts may 
have been, until they are construed by the su- 
preme court of the United States.°® It follows that 
a decision by a state court as to the construction 
or application of a federal statute is not control- 
ling on the federal courts.*° 

[§ 188] C. Application of State Laws and De- 
cisions to Particular Matters—l. Limitations and 
Laches. State statutes of limitation, as construed 
by the state courts, should be applied in actions 
at law in a federal court where they are applicable,*! 
unless such application would contravene some pro- 


319. 


36. Huntington v. Attrill, 146 


“Conceding that the action of a 16. Newbern v. Barnesville Nat.| U. S. 657, 18 SCt 234, 36 L. ed. 1128. 
municipal or quasi-municipal body | Bank, 234 Fed. 209, 148 CCA 111, 37. Bryan v. Barriger, 251 Fed. 
was illegal, as held by a state court, |L.RA1917B 1019. 328; Bradley v. Fallbrook -Irr. Dist., 


still the question whether or not the 
illegal action of such a body, in the 
exercise of a power granted to it, 
constitutes any defense to bonds is- 
sued or contracts made pursuant to 
such action, and held by a bona fide 
purchaser, is a question of general 
jurisdiction which it would be a 
dereliction of duty for a federal court 
to decline to consider and determine 
for itself.” Clapp v. Otoe County, 
104 Fed. 473, 45 CCA 579 [certiorari 
den 180 U. S. 638, 21 SCt 120, 40 L. 
ed. 710]. 

9. Messinger v. Anderson, 171 
Fed. 785, 96 CCA 445 [rev on other 
grounds 225 U. S. 436, 32 SCt 739, 56 
L. ed. 1152] (holding, however, that 
the state court’s decision was right 
and should have been followed). 

10. Fowler v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 229 Fed. 373, 143 CCA 493. 

ll. U. S. Asphalt Refining Co. v. 
Trinidad Lake Petroleum Co., 222 
Fed. 1006; Jefferson F. Ins, Co, v. 
Bierce, 183 Fed. 588. 

12. U.S. Savings, etc., Co. v. Har- 
ris, 113 Fed. 27; Manship v. New 
South Bldg., etce., Assoc., 110 Fed. 
845; Dygert v. Vermont L. & T. Co., 
94 Fed. 913, 37 CCA 389; Vermont L. 
& T. Co. v. Dygert, 89 Fed. 123. 

13. Milwaukee Electric R., ete., 
Gon vaeState, 252)-Us0S: 100), 40° /SCt 
306, 64 L. ed. 476, 10 ALR 892; J. W. 
Perry Co. v. Norfolk, 220 U. S. 472, 
$1) _SCt 465, 55 Led. 548; Great 
Northern R. Co. v. Minnesota, 216 
U. S. 206, 30 SCt 344, 54 L. ed. 446; 
Sullivan v. Texas, 207 U. S. 416, 28 
SCt 215, 52 L. ed. 274; Citizens’ Sav. 
Bank v. Owensboro, 173 U. S. 636, 
19 SCt 530, 43 L. ed. 840; McCullough 
Veaewirginia, 172), © 5.=102019" SCt 
134, 43 L. ed. 382 [rev 90 Va. 597, 19 
SE 114]; Birmingham Waterworks 
Co. v. Birmingham, 211 Fed. 497 [aff 
213. Weds 450,° 130 €CA- 96]. 

ja] The federal courts will lean 
toward an agreement with the views 
of the state court in case of doubt. 
Board of Liquidation of City Debt v. 
Louisiana, 179 U. S. 622, 21 SCt 263, 
45 L. ed. 347 [aff 51 La. Ann, 1849, 
26 S 679]. 

14. Converse v. Mears, 162 Fed. 
767. 


[25 C. J.—64] 


17. Phcenix Bridge Co. v. Castle- 
berry, 181) Med. 175.65) [CCA -4381- 
Bae v. Staples, 76 Fed. 721, 23 CCA 

18. Murray v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co., 92 Fed. 868, 35 CCA 62 [aff 62 
Fed. 24]. 

19. Phoenix Bridge Co. v. Castle- 
berry, 131 Fed. 175, 65 CCA 481. 

20. King v. Davis, 137 Fed. 198 
[aff 157 Fed. 676, 85 CCA 348]. 

21. Sioux Falls Nat. Bank v. 
Klaveness, 264 Fed. 40. 
Ske Van Vieet v. Sledge, 45 Fed. 

23. Union Pac. R. Co. v. Yates, 79 
Fed. 584, 25 CCA 103, 40 LRA 5538. 
And see supra § 142. 

[a] A state statute authorizing 
official acts of notaries to be given 
in evidence does not bind federal 
courts. Craig v. Brown, 6 F. Cas. 
INOW 3,000; o) Wash. ©. (Cat 032 

Presumptions and burden of proof 
see supra § 142. 

24 Southern R. Co. v. Smith, 214 
Fed. 942, 131 CCA 234; Snare, etc., 
Co. v. Friedman, 169 Fed. 1, 94 CCA 
369, 40 LRANS 367 [certiorari den 
214 U. S. 578, 29 SCt 700, 53 L. ed. 
1065]; Force v. Standard Silk Co., 160 
AGG 992 [aff 170 Fed. 184, 95 CCA 

25. Harmon v. Barber, 247 Fed. 1, 
159 CCA 219, LRA1918F 428. 

26. Curtis v. Cleveland, ete. R. 
Co., 140 Fed. 777; Yeates v. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co., 137 Fed. 943. 


27. Power v. Augusta, 191 -Fed. 
647; Woldson v. Larson, 164 Fed. 
548, 90 CCA 422. 

28. .Clark v. Belt, 223 Fed. 573, 


138 CCA 1 (contract to convey land). 
29. In re Leterman, Becher & Co., 
Inc., 260 Fed. 543 [certiorari den 250 
U. S. 668, 40 SCt 14, 63 L. ed. 1198]. 
30. Leyner Engineering Works v. 
Kempner, 163 Fed. 605. 

81. Three States Lumber Co. v. 
Blanks, 133 Fed. 479, 66 CCA 353, 69 
LRA 2838. 

32. Beard v. Pella City Indepen- 
dent Dist., 88 Fed. 375, 31 CCA 562. 

33. Sherard v. Walton, 206 Fed. 


562. 
834. Helm v. Zarecor, 213 Fed. 648. 
35. Barkley v. Hayes, 208 Fed. 


68 Fed. 948 [rev on other grounds 
ace Salt MT SCul56. 4 ted: 
Oo . 

38. United Metals Selling Co. v. 
Pryor, 243 Fed. 91, 155 CCA 621 [cer- 
tiorari den 245 U. S. 662, 38 SCt 61, 
62 L. ed. 536]; Skaggs v. Kansas 
City Terminal R. Co., 233 Fed. 827; 
Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Whaley, (Tex. 
Civ. A,) 190 SW 833. See also cases 
infra note 39. 

39. Southern R. Co. v. Gray, 241 
U. S. 333, 36 SCt 558, 60 L. ed. 1030; 
Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Rankin, 241 
U. S.-319, 36 SCt 555, 60-L; ed. 1022; 
O’Sullivan v. Felix, 233 U. S. 318, 34 
SCt 596, 58 L. ed. 980 [aff 194 Fed. 
88, 114 CCA 166]; Calhoun Gold Min. 
Co. v. Ajax Gold Min. Co., 182 U. S. 
499, 24° SCt 885,.45 LL. ed: 1200 [aft 
21. COlOs iy) 259.02 COVA Soy Ams rain 
50 LRA 209]; Benedict v. New York, 
235 Fed. 258 [aff 247 Fed. 758, 159 
CCA 380]; Merko v. Sturm, etc., Co., 
233 Fed, 68, 147 CCA 138; Fordham 
v. Hicks, 224 Fed. 810; West Vir- 
ginia v. Adams Express Co., 219 Fed. - 
794, 1385 CCA 464, LRAI1916C 291; 
Guernsey v. Imperial Bank, 188 Fed. 
300; 110° CCA 278; 40: LRANS@377; In 
re Monongahela Distillery Co., 186 
Fed. 220; Sackett v. McCaffrey, 131 
Hed, 219, 65 CCA “205. 

[a] Whether the Bankruptcy Act 
superseded a state statute authoriz- 
ing the arrest of a judgment debtor 
on certain grounds after the return 
of an execution unsatisfied is a fed- 
eral question as to which state de- 
cisions are merely advisory. John- 
son v. Crawford, 154 Fed. 761. 

[>] A state decision as to the 
prerequisites to the removal of a suit 
does not bind the federal court 
where the question is one of .con- 
struction of a federal statute. Egan 
v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 53 Fed. 675. 

40. West Virginia v. Adams Ex- 
press Co., 219 Fed. 794, 135 CCA 464, 
LRA1916C 219 [rev 219 Fed. 331]. 
See also cases supra notes 38, 39. 

41. Dupree v. Mansur, 214 U. S. 
AGI OMOSCe S48, Soe l.nced 19005 sien 
curity Trust Co. v. Black River Nat. 
Bank, ast 2Ue Sp 2015- 23) SCts62 47 
lL. ed. 147 [rev 104 Fed. 1006, 43 
CCA 683, and foll Security Trust Co. 
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vision of the constitution or a treaty or statute of 
the United States,t? or unless the action is under 
a federal statute which prescribes a limitation of 
time within which the action must be brought.** 


With regard to suits in equity, 


Vv. Dent, 187. S287, 23 \SCt 61, 47 
L. ed. 158 (rev 104 Fed. 380, 43 CCA 
594)]; Dibble v. Bellingham Bay 
Wand «Col si6e: Uz Sw63,, L6uSCt. 939; 
41 L. ed. 72; Great Western Tel. Co. 
VeIPurdy, 16s. Us Sa.o29,, LOwSct S10, 
40 L. ed. 986; Campbell v. Haverhill, 
155 Ws S. 760s 15, SCt 2177489 eLi. ed: 
280; Balkam vy. Woodstock Iron Co., 
THA SUNS 1 G4 SCt LOEO. 88 lie ed. 
953 [aff 43 Fed. 648, 11 LRA 230]; 
Metcalf v. Watertown, 153 U. S. 671, 
14 SCt 947, 38 L. ed. 861; Bauserman 
v. Blunt, 147 U. S. 647, 13 SCt 466, 
37 L.. ed. 316; Michigan Ins. Bank 
v. Mildred, 130 U.!S. 693, 9 SCt 690, 
32 L. ed. 1080; New York Fourth Nat. 
Bank, v. Francklyn, 120 U. S. 747, 7 
SCt 757, 30 L. ed. 825; The Harris- 
burg, 119 U. S. 199, 7 SCt 140, 30 L. 
ed. 358 [rev 15 Fed. 610]; Moores 
v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 104 U. S. 625, 
26 L. ed. 870; Davie v. Briggs, 97 
U. S. 628, 24 L. ed. 1086; Chemung 
Canal Bank v. Lowery, 93 U. S. 72, 
23 L. ed. 806; Tioga R. Co. v. Bloss- 
burs. sete. Ris Co.,, 20> Wall W228) 
137, 22 L. ed. 331; Leffingwell v. 
Warren, 2 Black (U. S.) 599, 17 L. 
ed. 261; Bacon v. Howard, 20 How. 
CU. S.) 22, 15 L. ed..811; Porterfield 
ValOlark, 2 How. -(W..s.)). (6,11 Tu: ed: 
185; Harpending v. New York Re- 
formed Protestant Dutch Church, 16 
Pet. (U. S.) 455, 10 L. ed. 1029; Mc- 
Elmoyle v. Cohen, 13 Pet. (U. 8S.) 
312, 10 L. ed. 177; Ross v.. Duval, 13 
Pet. 45, 10 L. ed. 51; Green v. Neal, 
6 Pet. (U. S.) 291, 8 L. ed. 402; Hen- 
derson v. Griffin, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 151, 
8 L. ed. 79; McCluny v. Silliman, 3 
RetaGs (Ss. 2n0;- talask CG. GLO ussell 
vy. Morrison, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 351, 7 L. 
: Shelby v. Guy, 11 Wheat. 
(U.S) 1861, k6). eds 495» . 
Miller, 2 Wheat. (U. S.) 316, 4 L. ed. 
248; Graham v. Englemann, 263 Fed. 
166; Fellows v. National Can Co., 257 
Fed. 970, 169 CCA 120; St. Louis, 
ete, R. Co. v. Quinette, 251 Fed. 
7173, 164 CCA 7; Conn v. Drew, 250 
Hed, 852, 168 CCA 166; Farley Vv. 
Carey Show Print Co., 249 Fed. 476, 
161 CCA 434; Humphreys v. Walsh, 
248 Fed. 414, 160 CCA 424; Benedict 
v. New York, 247 Fed. .758, 159 CCA 
616 [aff 250 U. S. 321, 39 SCt 476, 63 
L. ed, 1005]; Richardson v. Ball, 246 
Fed. 824, 159 CCA 126; Salyer v. 
Consolidation Coal Co., 246 Fed. 794, 
159 CCA 96 [certiorari den 246 U. S. 
669, 38 SCt 345, 62 L. ed. 931]; Hicks 
v. Fordham, 246 Fed. 236, 158 CCA 
164; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Ziebarth, 
245 Fed. 334, 157 CCA 526; Pond 
- Creek Coal Co. v. Hatfield, 239 Fed. 
622, 152 CCA 456; Goodno v. Hotch- 
kiss, 237 Fed. 686; Quinette v. Pull- 
man Co., 233 Fed. 980, 147 CCA 654; 
Memphis v. St. Francis Levee Dist., 
231 Fed. 217; Quinette v. Pullman 
Co., 229 Fed. 333, 148 CCA 453; Ford- 
ham v. Hicks, 224 Fed. 810; Sullivan 
v. Ellis, 219 Fed. 694, 135 CCA 366; 
Irvine v. Elliott, 203 Fed. 82; O’Sulli- 
van v. Felix, 194 Fed. 88 [aff 233 
U. S. 318, 34 SCt 596, 58 L. ed. 980]; 
Kentucky Coal, etc., Dev. Co. v. Ken- 
tucky Union Co., 187 Fed. 945, 110 
CCA 938; U. S. v. Boomer, 183 Fed. 
726, 106 CCA 164; General Electric 
Co. v. Hurd, 171 Fed. 984; Cheatham 
v. Evans, 160 Fed. 802, 87 CCA 576; 
Palmer v. Bradley, 154 Fed. 311, 838 
CCA 231 [certiorari den 209 U.S. 548, 
28 SCt 759, 52 L. ed, 921]; Defiance 
v. McGonigale, 150 Fed. 689, 80 CCA 
425 [aff 140 Fed. 621, and certiorari 
den 207 U. S. 585, 28 SCt 254, 52 L. 
ed. 352]; Rankin v. Herod, 140 Fed. 
661; Harrison v. Remington Paper 
Co., 140 Fed. 385, 72. CCA 405,.3 
LRANS 954, 5 AnnCas 314 [certiorari 
den 199 U. S. 607, 26 SCt 747, 50 L. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


it has been de- 


ed, 331]; Schurmeier v. Connecticut 
Mut. L. Ins. Co., 137 Fed. 42, 69 CCA 
22; Stevens v. Grand Cent. Min. Co., 
133 Fed. 28, 67 CCA 284; Scott v. 
Mineral Dev. Co., 130 Fed. 497, 64 
CCA 659 [certiorari den 196 U. S. 
640, 25 SCt 796, 49 L. ed. 631]; At- 
lanta v. Chattanooga Fdy., etc., 127 
Fed. 28, 61 CCA 387, 64 LRA 721 [aff 
ZOSIMUchS. woo. 0s, cim SOi  OOme ote Lied. 
241]; Schurmeier v. Connecticut Mut. 
Le inss Cojecb24s WMedwu8 65a, 6OuCCA: 
51; International Nav. Co, v, Lind- 
strom, 123 Fed. 475, 60 CCA 649 [cer- 
tiorari den 193 U. S. 669, 24 SCt 852, 
48 L. ed. 840]; Taylor v. Union Pac. 
R..Co., 123 Fed. 155; Haie v. Coffin, 
120 Fed. 470, 57 CCA 528 [aff 114 
Fed. 567]; Wilson v. Smith, 117 Fed. 
707 [aff 126 Fed. 916, 61 CCA 446]; 


Ratican v. Terminal R. Assoc., 114 
Fed. 666; Stern v. La Compagnie 
Transatlantique, 110 Fed. 996; At- 
lanta, v. Chattanooga Fdy., etc., 101 


Fed. 900 [rev on other grounds 127 
Fed. 23, 61 CCA 387, 64 LRA 721 [aff 
203\"U.0S.53909 27 SCt. 65, 51 °i.sed. 
241]; Hanchett v. Blair, 100 Fed. 
817, 41 CCA 76; Brunswick Terminal 
Co. v. Baltimore Nat. Bank, 99 Fed. 
635, 40 CCA 22, 48 LRA 625; Aldrich 
v. Skinner, 98 Fed. 375; Reynolds v. 
Lyon County, 97 Fed. 155; Kulp v. 
Snyder, 94 Fed. 613; Bullion, ete., 
Bank v. Hegler, 93 Fed. 890; Cock- 
rill v. Butler, 78 Fed. 679 [rev on 
other grounds 86 Fed. 7, 29 CCA 529]; 
Thompson vy. German Ins. Co., 76 Fed. 
892; Hearing v. Glenn, 73 Fed, 116, 
19 CCA 388; Hayden v. Thompson, 71 
Fed. 60, 17 CCA 592; Elder v. Mc- 
Claskey, 70 Fed. 529, 17 CCA 251; 
Bergman v. Bly, 66 Fed: 40, 13 CCA 
319; Copp v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 
50 Fed. 164; St. Paul, ete, R. Co. v. 
Sage, 49 Fed. 315, 1 CCA 256 [rev 
32 Fed. 821, 44 Fed. 817]; Black v. 
Elkhorn Min. Co., 47 Fed. 600 [aff 52 
Hed. 1859" ie CCAY Bite a(a fe l63 nile Ss. 
445, 16 SCt 1101, 41 L. ed. 221)]; But- 
ler v. Poole, 44 Fed. 586; Andrews v. 
Bacon, 38 Fed. 777; Parks v. Watson, 
20 Fed. 764; Moores v,. Citizens’ Nat. 
Bank, 11 Fed. 624 note; Pulliam v. 
Pulliam, 10 Fed. 53; Amory v. Law- 
rence, 1 F. Cas. No. 386, 3 Cliff. 523; 
Boyle v. Arledge, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,758, 
Hempst. 620; Martin v. Smith, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,164, 1 Dill. 85; Nicolls v. 
Rodgers, 18 EF. Cas: No. 10,260, 2 
Paine 437; Price v. Yates, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,418; Richardson v. Curtis, 20 
F. Cas. No. 11,781, 3 Blatchf, 385. 

“No laws of the several states 
have been more steadfastly or more 
often recognized by the courts of the 
United States as rules of decision 
than statutes of limitation of actions, 
as enacted by the legislatures of the 
states and as construed by their 
highest courts.” Bullion, ete., Bank 
v. Hegler, 93 Fed. 890, 892. 

[a] A federal court will follow 
the construction given by the su- 
preme court of a state to a statute 
of limitations of that state. Bruns- 
wick Terminal Co. v. Baltimore Nat. 
a 99 Fed. 635, 40 CCA 22, 48 LRA 

[b] Federal construction differing 
from state construction.—Where it 
has been determined by the federal 
courts, contrary to the rule of the 
state courts, that under the statutes 
of a state a partnership creditor may 
maintain an action on his claim 
against the surviving partners with- 
out joining the administrator of a 
deceased partner, limitation runs 
against such an action brought in a 
federal court, and cognizable therein, 
from the time the cause of action 
accrued, notwithstanding provisions 
of the state statute which suspend 


[§ 188 


cided, in accordance with the general rule as to the 
application of statutes of limitation to suits in 
equity,** that the federal courts are not controlled 
by state statutes of limitation,*® except in cases 
in which the jurisdiction at law and in equity is 


the right of action against the estate 
of the deceased partner pending ad- 
ministration, and provide that the 
time of such suspension shall not 
be counted in computing the period 
of limitation. Brigham-Hopkins Co. 
v..Gross, 107 Fed. 769. 

{c] Right of foreign corporation 
to plead.—The decision of the su- 
preme court of a state with respect 
to the right of a foreign corporation 
to plead the state statute of limita- 
tions is binding on a federal court 
sitting within the state. Taylor v. 
Union. Pacss RatConeh23 1 Bed eliops 
Contra Davis v. Smokeless Fuel Co., 
196 Feo. 753, 116 CCA 381 [aff 182 
Fed. 1004] (the ruling of the court 
of appeals of New York that a for- 
eign corporation cannot plead the 
state statute of limitations will not 
be followed by a court of admiralty 
as applied to a corporation which has 
been continuously subject to service 
of process within the state). 

[d] When congress creates a new 
right of action without any limita- 
tion thereto, the state statute of 
limitations applies and binds federal 
courts. Copp v. Louisville, ete., R. 
Co,, 50 Fed. 164. 

[e] State statutes of limitations 
are applicable to an action at law 
for: (1) Infringement of a _ patent. 
Campbell v. Haverhill, 155 U. S. 610, 
15 SCt 217, 39.L. ed. 280; Green v. 
Barrett, 12% Fed. 349. See also Pat- 
ents [30 Cyc 996]. (2) Damages for 
an assault committed in attempting 
to prevent plaintiff from voting. 
O’Sullivan v. Felix, 194 Fed. 88, 114 
CCA ,166., [aff. 233. U. .S. 318, 34 SCt 
596, 58 L. ed. 980]. 

{f] The Kentucky statute of limi- 
tations relating to actions for the re- 
covery of land has been liberally 
construed and applied by the court 
of appeals of the state in respect 
to the-adverse possession of settlers 
which will ripen into a title there- 
under, on account of the confusion 
created by the loose practice of the 
state in issuing patents for conflict- 
ing grants, and its decisions, having 
become a rule of property in the 
state, will be followed by the federal 
courts. Scott v. Mineral Dev. Co., 
130 Fed. 497, 64 CCA 659 [certiorari 
den 196 U. S. 640, 25 SCt 796, 49 
L. ed. 631]: 

42. See cases supra note 41. 

43. U.S..v. Boomer, 183 Fed. 726, 
106 CCA 164; Steves v. Carson, 42 
Fed. 821; Belch v. Seaboard Air Line 
R. Co., 176 N. C. 22, 96 SE 640. 

44. See Equity § 251. 

45. Benedict v. New York, 250 
U. S. 321, 39 SCt 476, 638 L, ed. 1005 
Taff 247 Fed. 758, 159 CCA 616 (aff 
235 Fed. 258)]; Kirby v. Lake Shore, 
6ic.,- "Ree Co. 220 URS. 130 sae tee 
430, 30 L. ed. 569; Pond Creek Coal 
Co. v. Hatfield, 239 Fed. 622, 152 
CCA 456; Estep v. Kenitland Coal, 
ete:, Co., 239 “Bed. 617, 152 CCA, 451; 
Sullivan v. Ellis, 219 Fed. 694, 135 
CCA 366; Davis v. Smokeless Fuel 
Co., 196 Fed. 753, 116 CCA 381; New- 
bery v. Wilkinson, 190 Fed. 62 [aff 
199 Fed. 6738, 118 CCA 1111; Stevens 
v. Grand Cent.-Min. Co., 133 Fed. 
28, 67 CCA 284; U. S. v. Fidelity 
Trust Co., 121 Fed. 766,-58 CCA 42; 
Frishmuth v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 
95 Fed, 5; Continental Nat. Bank v. 
Heilman, 81 Fed. 86 [aff 86 Fed. 
514, 30 CCA 232]; Miles v. Vivian, 
79 Fed... 848, 25 CCA 208; Chewett 
v. Moran, 17 Fed. 820; Bisbee v. 
Evans, 17 Fed. 474; Pulliam v. Pul- 
liam, 10 Fed. 53; Johnston vy. Roe, 1 
Fed. 692, 1 McCrary 162; Hall v. 
Russell, 11 F. Cas. No. 5,948, 3 Sawy. 
506 “waft L01- Us (Si. 508;. 2b eamoeds 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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concurrent,*® in which cases courts of equity do 
‘not act so much in analogy to the statutes as in 
State statutes of limitation 
cannot be permitted to limit the general equity 
jurisdiction of the federal courts.*8 
equity may, however, follow such statutes 49 where 
they regard them as reasonable,>° or may apply them 
by analogy,®! when the circumstances render it equi- 


Obedience to them.*7 


FEDERAL COURTS 


plied.*2 


Courts of 


table that such statutes should be adopted or ap- 


829]; Stevens v. Sharp, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,410, 6 Sawy. 113; Stillman v. 
White Rock Mfg. Co., 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,446, 3 Woodb. & M. 5388. 

“Tf unusual conditions or extraor- 
dinary circumstances make it inequi- 
table to permit the prosecution of a 
suit after a briefer, or to forbid its 
maintenance after a longer, period 
than that fixed by the analogous 
statute, the chancellor will not fol- 
low the statute, but will determine 
the case in accordance with the equi- 
ties which arise from its Own con- 
ditions or circumstances.” Stevens 
v. Grand Cent. Min. Co., 133 Fed. 28, 
67 CCA 284, 288. 

[a] Thus the New Jersey act of 
Aprils 8, 1903 (PR. L. [1903] p 362), 
supplementing the Corporation Law, 
and providing, inter alia, that pro- 
moters who make a secret profit or 
bonus shall be liable to the corpora- 
tion therefor in an action either at 
law or in equity brought within four 
years but not afterward, imposed a 
condition upon the right to sue at 
law, but as to suits in equity, which 
could be brought independently of 
the statute, merely prescribed a limi- 
tation binding upon the state courts 
but not upon the federal courts. Til- 
den v. Barber, 268 Fed. 587. 

[b] Execution for deficiency on 
foreclosure.—The power of the fed- 
eral courts, in foreclosure suits, to 
order a general execution for any 
balance remaining after the sale of 
the mortgaged premises, is discre- 
tionary, and may be exercised with- 
out regard to a state statute of limi- 
tations. Phelps v. Loyhed, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,077, 1 Dill 512. 

[ce], On the other hand it has been 
held ‘that a state statute of non- 
claim is not only a statute of limi- 
tations, but a rule of property relat- 
ing to trusts, and as such is binding 
on a federal court sitting in equity. 
Pulliam v. Pulliam, 10 Fed. 53 

46. Kirby v: Lake Shore, ete. R. 
Gol) 120: WU. Sr 1380).% SCt 430;. 30 L. 
ed. 5€9; Frishmuth v. Farmers’ L. 
& T. Co., 95 Fed. 5; Miles v. Vivian, 
79 Fed. 848, 25 CCA 208; Norris v. 
Hagegin, 28 Fed. 275 [aff 136 U. S. 
386, 10 SCt 942, 34 L. ed. 424]; Pul- 
liam v. Pulliam, 10 Fed. 53. See also 
Equity § 251 text and note 85. 

47, Miles v. Vivian, 79 Fed. 848, 
25 CCA 208. 

‘While the equity jurisdiction of 
the courts of the United States is 
subject to neither limitation nor re- 
straint by state legislation, and is 
uniform throughout the different 
states of the Union, these courts, 
like all courts of equity, feel them- 
selves bound, in all cases of con- 
current jurisdiction, by the statutes 
of limitation that govern courts of 
law in similar circumstances; and 
whether they act in analogy or in 
obedience to those statutes is not of 
practical moment.’’ Frishmuth vy. 
Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 95 Fed. 5, 10. 

48. Frishmuth v. Farmers’ L. & 
T. Co., 95 Fed. 5; Miles v. Vivian, 
79 Fed. 848, 25 CCA 208. See Equity 
§§ 6, 17. See also supra §§ 6, 15. 

49. Flmendorf v. Taylor, 10 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 152, 6 L. ed, 289; Benedict 
v. New York, 247 Fed. 758, 159 CCA 
616 [aff 235 Fed, 258, and aff 250 
U. S. 321, 39 SCt 476, 638 L. ed. 1005]; 
Benedict v. New York, 235 Fed. 258 
[aff 247 Fed. 758, 159 CCA 616]; 
Higgins Oil, etc, Co. v. Snow, 113 
Fed. 433, 51 CCA 267; Frishmuth v. 
Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 95 


Fed, 5;. 


Miles v. Vivian, 79 Fed. 848, 25 CCA 
208; Naddo v. Bardon, 47 Fed. 782 
[aff 51 Fed. 498, 2 CCA 335]. 

50. Stevens v. Sharp, 23 F. Cas. 
No. 13,410, 6 Sawy. 113. 

Kirby v. Lake Shore, ete. R. 
PAU OP SS ROT EY AS Ona ZIRE MCX INN op 
ed. 569; Warner v. Citizens’ Nat. 
Bank, 267 Fed. 661; Davis v. Smoke- 
less Fuel Co., 196 Fed. 753, 116 CCA 


381; Armstrong Cork Co. v. Mer- 
chants’ Refrigerating Co., 184 Fed. 
199, 107 CCA 98; Stevens v. Grand 


Cent. Min. Co., 138 Fed. 28, 67 CCA 
284; Frishmuth v. Farmers’ L. & T. 
Co., 95 Fed. 5; Naddo v. Bardon, 47 
Fed. 782 [aff 51 Fed. 493, 2 CCA 335]; 
Bisbee v. Evans, 17 Fed. 474; Taylor 
v. Holmes, 14 Fed. 498 [aff 127 U. S. 
489, 8 SCt, 1192, 82° L. ed. 179]; Pul- 
liam v. Pulliam, 10 Fed. 53; John- 
ston v. Roe, 1 Fed. 692, 1 McCrary 
162; Hall v. Russell, 11 F. Cas. No. 
5,948, 38 Sawy. 506 [aff 101 U. S. 
503, 25 L. ed. 829]. 

52. Armstrong Cork Co. v. Mer- 
chants’ Refrigerating Co., 184 Fed. 
199, 107 CCA 93; Naddo v. Bardon, 
47 Fed. 782 [aff 51 Fed. 498, 2 CCA 
335]; Norris v. Haggin, 28 Fed. 275 
[aff 1386 U. S. 386, 10 SCt 942, 34 L. 
ed. 424]. ; 

[a] Claims against executors.— 
A state statute of nonclaim, requir- 
ing claims against executors and ad- 
ministrators to be filed within a 
specified time, will be enforced in a 
federal court of equity, where suit 
was brought against an administra- 
tor of a deceased guardian on a mere 
personal demand several years after 
the bar of the suit of nonclaim be- 
came absolute. Newbery v. Wilkin- 
son, 190 Fed. 62 [aff 199 Fed. 673, 
UES) OC ASIA: 

[b] Suit to quiet titlea—A federal 
court of equity will apply, in a suit 
to quiet title as against the pur- 
chaser of notes for the purchase 
price of which a vendor’s lien has 
attached, the rule of local law that, 
when a debt is barred by the statute 
of limitations, an action to foreclose 
a lien cr mortgage given as security 
for: the debt is also barred. Dupree 
v. Mansur, 214 U. S. 161, 29 SCt 548, 
53 L. ed.. 950 [rev 150 Fed. 329, 80 
CCA 213]. 

[c] Even in actions arising under 
federal laws, federal courts of equity 
usually follow state statutes of limi- 


tation. Benedict v. New York, 247 
Fed. 758, 159 CCA 616 [aff 250 U.S. 
B21 noo) SCt 2476, 63: ) Liseed. LO051¢ 
Thompson v. German Ins. Co., 76 
Fed. 292. : 

53. Benedict v. New York, 250 


U. S. 321, 39 SCt 476, 63 L. ed. 1005 
[aff 247 Fed. 758, 159 CCA 616 (aff 
235 Fed. 258)]; Alsop v. Riker, 155 
U. S. 448, 15 SCt°162, 39 L. ed. 218; 
Pearsall v. Smith, 149 U.S. 231, 13 
SOUS volt mus CG. silos) se Dilippl ev. 
Philippe, 115 U, S. 151, 5—SCt 1181, 
29 L. ed. 336; Godden v. Kimmell, 
99.-U. S../201,. 25. DL, ed. +4381; ' Arm- 
strong Cork Co. v. Merchants’ Re- 
frigerating Co., 184 Fed. 199, 107 CCA 
93 [mod 171 Fed. 778]; Higgins Oil, 
etc., Co. v. Snow, 118 Fed. 433, 51 
CCA 267; Wheeling Bridge, etc., R. 
Co. v. Reymann Brewing Co., 90 Fed. 
189, 32 CCA 571; Continental Nat. 
Bank v, Heilman, 86 Fed, 514, 30 CCA 
232 [aff 81 Fed. 36, and certiorari 
den D711. U.0S.2690,, 19 SCt 884, 43 T. 
ed. 1180]; Continental Nat. Bank v. 
Heilman, 81 Fed. 36 [aff 86 Fed. 
514, 30 CCA. 232]. 

[a] Bar by laches short of statu- 


[25C.5.] 851 


With respect to laches and stale claims, the state 
statutes of limitations, and decisions of the state 
courts under or by analogy thereto, although not 
binding on the federal courts, will ordinarily be 
followed by them.°# 

An action by the United States in a federal court 
is not affected by state statutes of limitation,5* nor 


tory period.—(1) The federal courts. 
may apply the bar of laches result- 
ing from delay within the statutory 
time. Continental Nat. Bank v. Heil- 
man, 86 Fed. 514, 30 CCA 232 (hold- 
ing also that failure to proceed with- 
in such time may evidence laches). 
(2) The fact that a state statute of 
limitations allows ten years for the 
bringing of an action for the re- 
covery of land does not preclude a 
federal court of equity from denying 
relief because of laches in a suit to 
set aside a conveyance, and recover 
the land on the ground of fraud, 
which is cognizable only in equity, 
although the suit was commenced 
within the ten years. Kessler v. En- 
Sley Co.,-123 Fed. 546. 

{b] Courts of admiralty, while not 
bound by the conformity statute, will 
follow by analogy a state statute of 
limitations in considering whether 
claims are stale. Davis v. Smoke- 
less Fuel Co., 196 Fed. 753, 116 CCA 
381 [aff 182 Fed. 1004]. 

[c] Circumstances precluding de- 
nial of relief on ground of laches.— 
One of two joint owners of mining 
claims, without the knowledge of his 
coOwner and in fraud of his rights, 
joined with another in making a. re- 
location of the property, and in ap- 
plying for a patent therefor. On 
learning of such action the excluded 
owner brought suit to establish his 
interest in the amended claim, which, 
was pending at the time of his death, 
and was thereafter dismissed with- 
out trial, at the instance of defend- 
ants, before the appointment of his 
administrator, who, after his ap- 
pointment, instituted a new suit for 
the same purpose, which was dis- 
missed without prejudice to another 
suit. Decedent’s interest having been 
transferred to complainants, they, 
within nine months after the dis- 
missal of the suit brought by the ad- 
ministrator, and within five months 
after the termination of the admin- 
istrator’s possession, instituted the 
present suit to recover such interest, 
and for an accounting, During all 
the time before the transfer to com- 
plainants, except the interval be- 
tween decedent’s death and the ap- 
pointment of his administrator, one 
or the other was in actual possession 
of the property, and performed the 
assessment work thereon required by 
law. It was held that, under the un- 
usual circumstances shown, com- 
plainants would not be denied relief 
in a federal court of equity on the 
ground of laches, regardless of the 
statute of limitations of the state. 
Stevens v. Grand Cent. Min. Co., 133 
Fed. 28, 67 CCA 284. 

54, U. S. v. Thompson, 98 U. S. 
486, 25 L. ed. 194; U. S. v. Pitan, 224 
Fed. 604 [aff 241 Fed. 364, 154 CCA 
244]; Chesapeake, etc., Canal Co. v. 
U. S., 223 Fed. 926, 139 CCA 406, LRA 
1916B 734; U. S. v. Norris, 222 Fed. 
14, AATCC CASS D2 +41 S. aver Midelity: 
Trust Co., 121 Fed. 766, 58 CCA 42; 
Pond v. U. S., 111 Fed. 989, 49 CCA 


582. See Limitations of Actions [25 
ee 1006]; United States [39 Cye 
778]. 

[a] Reason for rule. — “Viewing 


the subject in the light of considera- 
tions ab inconvenienti, we need not 
look beyond the consequences of the 
ruling, if sustained, of the court be- 
low. The doctrine is alike applicable 
to civil and criminal actions. There 
are thirty-eight States in the Union. 
The limitations in like cases may be 


852 [25 C.I.] 


is laches imputable to the national government.°® 
Other Matters of Substance. 
various cases the federal courts have followed and 
applied the state law, as construed by the state 
courts, with respect to the jurisdiction, powers, and 
functions of the state courts;>* the effect of judg- 
ments and decrees of the state courts;5? the con- 
elusiveness of an engrossed act of the legislature 
duly approved, signed, and filed as evidence of its 
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different in each State; and they may 
be changed at pleasure, from time 
to time, The government of the 
Union would be in this respect at the 
mercy of the States. How that mercy 
would in many cases be exercised it 
is not difficult to foresee. The con- 
stitutional relations of the head and 
the members would be reversed, and 
confusion and other ser ious evils 
would not fail to ensue.’ LOR UASK BAG 
Thompson, 98 U. S, 486, 491, 25 L. ed. 


194, 

55. Pond v. U. S., 111 Fed. 989, 49 
CCA’ 582. 

56. Standard Oil Co. v. Missouri, 


294° Ue S. 270,82 SCt 406, 56 Le ed. 
760, AnnCas1913D 936 [aff 218 Mo. 1, 
116 SW 9021; Danville Watér Co. v. 
Danville, 180 U. S. 619, 21 SCt 505, 
45 L. ed. 696 [aff 186 Ill. 326, 57 NE 
1129]; Freeport Water Co, v. Free- 
port, 180 U. S. 587, 21 SCt 493, 45 
ed. 679 Laff 186 Tl. 179, 57 NE 
862]; Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 U. S. 
506, 17. SCt 665,42 T. ed. 1095 [rev 
71 Fed. 443, 18 CCA: 175]; Barnett v. 
Kunkel, 259 Fed. 394, 170 CCA 370. 

57. Seefeld v. Duffer, 179 Fed. 
214, 103 CCA 32 [certiorari den 220 
WS. 616. 31 SCE 720.55 Eeveds6 liye 

[a] Merger of original cause of 
action.—Packer v. Whittier, 81 Fed. 
335 [rev on other grounds 91 Fed. 
Hits swee A 656 |, 

[b] Priority of judgments.—North 
Carolina Min. Co. v. Westfeldt, 151 
Fed. 290 [rev on other erounds 166 
Fed. 706, 92 CCA 378 (certiorari den 
QAA TW Se bl6. 29 SCt 697, Satis ed: 
1064)]. 

58. U.S. v. Andem, 158 Fed. 996. 

59. Gallagher v. Florida East 
Coast R. Co., 196 Fed. 1000. 

60. Southern Pac. Co. v. Western 
Pac. R. Co. 144 Fed. 160 [rev on 
other grounds 151 Fed. 376, 80 CCA 
606]; Lockard v. Asher Lumber Co., 
131 Fed. 689, 65 CCA 517 [rev 123 
Fed. 480]. 

61. Polk County v. Burns, 247 
Fed. 399, 159 CCA 453 [rev sub nom. 
In re Hosmer, 233 Fed. 318]; Rice v. 
Jerome, 97 Fed. 719, 38 CCA 388. 

62. Brown-Forman Co, v. Commn., 
21 One Sue DGssp OU USCt 518,04 lu» ed. 
883 [aff 125 Ky. 402, 101 SW 321]; 
Wheeler v. Plumas County, 196 U.S. 
562, °25 ‘SCt 316, 49 Li. ed, 599 [rev 
122 Fed. 1022, 58 CCA 683]; Fhani- 
gan v. Sierra County, 196 U. S. 558, 
25 SCt 314, 41 Li. ed.’ 597 [rev 122 
Fed. 24, 58 CCA 340]; Osborne v. 
Florida, 164 U. S. 650, 17 SCt 214, 41 
L. ed. 586. 

[a] Effect of failure of corpora- 
tion to pay annual license fee.—U. S. 
v. Spokane Mill Co., 206 Fed. 999. 

63.. Shaffer v. Carter, ’' 252 U. Si 
37, 40 SCt 221, 64 L. ed. 445; Armour 
Packing Go. ¥: Lacy, 200 U. S. 226, 
26 SCt 232, 50 L. ed. 451 [aff 134 N. 
C. 567, 47 SE 53]; Baltimore Ship- 
building, etc., Co. v. Baltimore, 195 
Wa seeolore2o, Sct 50,49 Me tedia 242 
[aff 97 Md. 97, 54 A 628]; Commer- 
cial National Bank v. Chambers, 182 
W. St 556, 21 SCt 868, 45 Li, ed. 1227 
[aff 21° Utah 324,61 -P 560, 56 LRA 
346]; Osborne v. Florida, 164 U. S. 
650, 17 SCt 214, 41 L. ed. 586; Wi- 
nona, etc., Land Co. v. Minnesota, 159 
U. (S)-52'6,,. 16 -SCt, 83, 40 Lived. 247; 
Bardon v. Land, etc., Imp. Co., 157 
WwW. (SP S27 ib SCE 650) 39. vedye7 £9. 
Lewis v. Monson, 151 U. S. 545, 14 
SCt 424, 38 L. ed. 265; Gage v. Pum- 
pelly, LIS. 9S. 454) 6" SCH 136)" 29... 


FEDERAL COURTS 


In 


% 


ed. 449; Adams v. Nashville, 95 U. S. 
19, 24 L. ed. 369; Carroll County v. 
We Seeks Walle CUPS eek, eels wen se. 
771; Williams v. Kirtland, 13 Wall. 
CUS) 2306, 20 Pirated. OSes UeiOcmeve 
Gates, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 610, 19 L. ed. 
202; Provident Inst. for Sav. v. Mass- 
achusetts, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 611, 18 

. ed. 907; Games v. Dunn, 14 
Peta Cir Ss.) S22, Ong eddy SAG. 
U. S. v. Cargill, 258 Fed. 458 [rev 
on other grounds 263 Fed. 856]; 
Skagit County v. Puget Mill Co., 249 
Fed. 965, 162 CCA 163; Bright v. Ar- 
kansas, 249 Fed. 953, 162 CCA 151; 
Polk County v. Burns, 247 Fed. 399? 
L590 ' CCAM 453esSinger wMte.— Co.n ve 
Adams i h65) Med: ESii. 7 Ola iCC A e460 
[app dism (216 °U:.S)'617, 30 SOt 577; 
54 L. ed. 639]; Hager v. Louisville 
Nat. Banking Co., 159 Fed. 402, 86 
CCA 340; Hager v. American Nat. 
Bank, 159 Fed. 396, 86 CCA 334; 
Paine v. Germantown Trust Co., 136 
Fed. 527, 69 CCA 303; Flanigan v. 
Sierra County, 122 Fed. 24, 58 CCA 
340 [rev on other grounds 196 U. S. 
558, 25 SCt 314, 49 L. ed. 597]; Rice 
v. Jerome, 97 Fed. 719, 38 CCA 388; 
Haley lLive-Stock Co. v. Routt 
County Bd. of Comrs., 94 Fed. 297, 
86 CCA 350; Liverpool, etc., Ins. Co. 
v. Clunie, 88 Fed. 160; Altschul v. 
Gittings, 86 Fed. 200; Seccomb’ v. 
Wurster, 83 Fed. 856; Van Gunden v. 
Virginia Coal, ete, Co., 52 Fed. 838, 
3 CCA 294; Parks v. Watsen, 20 Fed. 
764; Davenport Nat. Bank v. Mittel- 
buscher, 15 Fed. 225, 4 McCrary 361; 
Secor v. Singleton, 9 Fed. 809, 3 
McCrary 230; Hodgdon v. Burleigh, 4 
Fed. 111; Kountze v. Omaha, 14 F. 
Cas. No. 7,928, 5 Dill. 448. 

[a] What constitutes a tax.—in 
re Ott, 95 Fed. 274. 

[b] What constitutes gross re- 
ceipts.—U. S. Express Co. v. Minne- 
sota, 223 U. S. 335, 32 SCt 211, 56 I. 
ed. 459 [aff 114 Minn. 346, 131 NW 
489, 37 LRANS 1127). 

[ec] Inheritance tax.— Lederer v. 
Northern Trust Co., 262 Fed. 52 [aff 
257 Fed. 812, certiorari den 253 U. S. 
487, 40 SCt 488, 64 L. ed. 1026]. 

[d] Relief against taxing power. 
—(1) Relief against an illegal as- 
sessment of back taxes. may be 
granted by a federal court of equity 
where a state statute makes them a 


lien on real estate, Meyers v. 
Shields, 61 Fed. 713. (2) But a fed- 
eral court cannot correct an :n- 


equality of state taxation at suit of 
a nonresident. Savings, ete., Soc. v. 
Multnomah County, 60 Fed. 31 [aff 
169. U.S. 421, 18 SCGt, 392,42 1. sed: 
803]. (8) Nor can the United States 
Supreme court afford relief to citi- 
zens of a state from enforcement cf 
their laws prescribing the mode ¢nd 
subject of taxation, if they neither 
trench upon federal authority nor 


violate constitutional rights. Kirt- 
land v. Hotchkiss, 100 U. S. 491, 25 
Teds 558. 

[e] A federal court may enjoin 


tax proceedings (1) although there 
is a remedy by certiorari in state 
court. Taylor v. Louisville, ete., R. 
Co., 88 Fed. 350, 31 CCA 537. (2) But 
there must be some special circum- 
stances to authorize interference hy 
injunction with the exercise of the 
taxing power, mere irregularity cr 
illegality being insufficient. Robin- 
son v. Wilmington, 65 Fed. $56, 13 
CCA 2:77. (3) And the federal court 
has no general jurisdiction to re- 
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contents;5* the enforceability in one state of the 
statutes of another state;5® public lands of the 
states and sales or grants thereof;®° revenue;*? 
licenses ;°? taxation under state laws :° exemptions 
from taxation under state authority;°* the powers 
and duties of tax officials;®° tax proceedings ®* and 
penalties ;°” the ownership of property ;** estates or 
interests in property;®® conveyances of real es- 


strain a board of appraisement from 
certifying the amount to be assessed 
against a telegraph company in each 
county on the ground that the tax 
is illegal, even though a state statute 
gives relief. Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Poe, 61 Fed. 449. 

64 Arkansas Southern R. Co. v. 
Louisiana, etc., R. Co., 218 U. S. 431, 
31 SCt 56, 54 L. ed. 1097 [aff 121 Tua. 
997, 46 S 994]; Wicomico County v. 
Bancroft, 203 U. S: 112, 27 SCt 21, 51 
L.7ed. 112 )[rev_135. Fed. 977, 70 CEA 
287]; Union, ete., Bank v. Memphis, 
189 U. S. 71, 23 SCt 604, 47 L., ed. 712. 
Contra Keokuk, etce., R. Co. v. Scot- 
land County Ct., 41 Fed. 305 [aff 152 
U. S. 317, 14 SCt 608, 38 L. ed. 457]. 

65. Missouri v. Federal Lead Co., 
265 Fed. 305. 

66. Skagit County v. Puget Mill 
Co., 249 Fed. 965, 162 CCA 163 [aff 
242 Fed, 333]. 

67. Bright v. Arkansas, 249 Fed. 
95SF 162. CCA MSI 

68. Abraham v. Casey, 179 U. S. 
210, 21 SCt 88, 45 L. ed. 156 [aff £1 
La. Ann. 840, 25 S 441]; Case v. Kel- 
ley, 133 .U. S. 21, 10 SCt 216, 33 L. 
ed. 513; McKeen v. Delancy, 5 Cranch 
(U. S.) 22, 3 L. ed. 25; Conn v. Drew, 
250 Fed. 852, 163 CCA 166; Thomp- 
son v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, ete., Co., 
209 Fed. 840, 126 CCA 564; Belding v. 
Hebard, 103 Fed. 532, 48 CCA 296; 
Rummel v. Butler. County, 93 Fed. 
304; Hoge v. Magnes, 85 Fed. 355, 29 
CCA 564; Hill v. Newell, 86 Wash. 
227, 149 P 951; Mishawaka Woolen 
Mfg. Co. v. Teasdale, 145 Wis. 73, 
129 NW 671. 

[a] If land titles depend on com. 
pacts between states, the rule of de- 
eision is one of international char- 
acter, and is not to be drawn from 
the decisions of the courts of either 
of the states. Marlatt v. Silk, 11 Pet. 
(Ua S.)> 979" La sed: 5609; 

[b] An action of trespass to try 
title cannot be sustained in a federal 
court on an equitable title. Kircher 
v. Murray, 54 Fed. 617 [aff 60 Fed. 
48, 8 CCA 448], 

[ec] What does not affect title to 
real estate.—Hartford F. Ins. Co. v. 
Chicago, ete, R. Co. 62 Fed. 90+ 
{aff 70 Fed. aoe 17 CCA 62, 30 LRA 
193) (aff 175 U. S. 91, 20: SCt 33,44 Li 
ed. 84)]. 

69. Britton v. Thornton, 112 U. S. 
526, 5 SCt 291, 28 L. ed. 816; Stearns 
Coal etc., Co. v. Van Winkle, 221 Fed. 
590, 1837 CCA 3814; Consolidated Ari- 
zona Smelting Co. v. Hinchman, 212 
Fed. 813, 129 CCA 267; HEhmen’ -v. 
Gothenburg, 200 Fed. 564, 119 CCA 
44; Barker v. Hastman, 192 Fed. 659 
[aff 216 Fed. 865, 124 CCA 525]; 
Faulds v. Tilton, 192 Fed. 297, 112 
CCA 555; Kuhn v. Fairmont Coal Co., 
152°Fed. 1013 [aff 179 Fed. 191, 102 
CCA °457, 66 W. Va. 711]; Pabst 
Brewing Co. v. Thorley, 145 Fed. LLG 
76 CCA 87 [certiorari den 203 U. S. 
597, 27 SCt 784, 51 Li. ed, 333]; Yocum 
Vv. Parker, 134 Fed. 205, 67 CCA 227; 
McPherson vy: Mississippi Valley 
Trust Co., 122 Fed. 367, 58 CCA 455; 
Buford yv. Kerr, 90 Fed. 513, 33 COA 
166 [aff 86 Fed. 97]; Foster v. Elk 
Fork Oil, ete., Co. 90 Fed. 178, 32 
CCA 560; U. S. v. Hisebeis, 88 Fed. 
4 [aff 112 Fed. 190, 50 CCA LG Ths 
Harding v. Guice, 80 Fed. 162, 22:5 
CCA 352; Lobenstine v. Union El. R. 
Co., 80 Fed, 9, 25 CCA 304; Bryar v. 
Bryar, 78 Fed. 657 [aff 90 Fed. 690. 33 
CCA 236 (aff 177. U. S. 649, 20 Sct 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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tate;7° assignments ;*1 fraudulent conveyances;7? ad- 
verse possession of real estate;’? property rights 
created by state statutes;7* fixtures;7> homestead 
and personal property exemptions;7® the time when 
a cause of action accrues; the criminal law of the 


794, 44 L. ed. 926)]; McClaskey v. 
Barr, 62 Fed. 209; Black v. Elk Horn 
Min. Co., 47 Fed. 600 [aff 52 Fed. 859, 
3 CCA 312 (aff 163 U. S. 445, 16 SCt 
1101, 41 L. ed. 221)]; McClaskey v. 
Barr, 42 Fed. 609; Lamb vy. Farrell, 
21 Fed. 5. 

70. East Cent. Eureka Min. Co. v. 
Central Eureka Min. Co., 204 U. S. 
266, 27 SCt 258, 51 L. ed. 476; Christy 
v. Pridgeon, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 196, 18 
L, ed. 322; Miles v. Caldwell, 2 Wall. 
(U. 8.)-35, 17 Lived, 755; League v. 
Bgery, 24 How. (U. S.) 264, 16 L: ed. 
655; Doswell v. De la Lanzo, 20 How. 
(U. S.) 29, 15 L. ed. 824; Morgan v. 
Curtenius, 20 How. (U. S.) 1, 15 L. 
ed. 823; Van Rensselaer v. Kearney, 
PEE TOwsA GU. (Sa) seo loli mire, Cd.2 08s 
Hinde v. Vattier, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 398, 
8 L. ed. 168; Henderson v. Griffin, 5 
Pet. (U. S.) 151, 8 L. ed. 79; Gardner 
Vv. Collins, 2’ Pet. (U. S.) 58,°7.L. ed. 
347; Davis v. Mason, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 
503, 7 L. ed. 239; St. John vy. Chew, 
2 Wiheat, ((U..S:).153,,6 Lt ed 5383); 
Hlmendorf v. Taylor, 10 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 152, 6 L. ed. 289; Clark v. Gra- 
ham, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 577, 5 L. ed. 


334; Thatcher v. Powell, 6 Wheat. 
CUES ))) 119) 6 rd ed! '22 bs) M Polke v,. 
Wendal, 9 Cranch (U. S.) 87, 3 L. 


ed. 665; McKeen v. Delancy, 5 Cranch 
(WU. S.) +22, 3 L. ed. 225; Sims’ v.. Ir- 
vine,’ 3. Dall. (U.“S.)' 425, 1... ed. 
665; Crown Orchard Co, v. Dennis, 
220 Fed. 516 [rev on other grounds 
229 Fed. 652, 144 CCA 62]; Thomp- 
son v. Sloss-Sheffield Steel, etc., Co., 
209 Fed. 840, 126 CCA 564; In re 
Buchner, 202 Fed. 979 [aff 205 Fed. 
454, 123 CCA 523]; Swager v. Smith, 
194 Fed. 762, 114 CCA 482; Dickson 
v. Wildman, 183 Fed. 398, 105 CCA 
618; Seefeld v. Duffer, 179 Fed. 214, 
103 CCA 32 [certiorari den 220 U.'S. 
616, 31 SCt 720, 55 L. ed. 611]; Kuhn 
v. Fairmont Coal Co., 179 Fed. 191, 
TOLZLOOA 457, (66 We eVanwtdee braer 
v. Fowler, 144 Fed. 810, 75 CCA 540; 
Hagegart v. Wilezinski, 143 Fed. 22, 
74 CCA 176; Hubbird v. Goin, 137 
Fed. 822, 70 CCA 320; Yocum v. Par- 
ker, 134 Fed. 205, 67 CCA 227; Lock- 
ard v. Asher Lumber Co., 131 Fed. 
689, 65 CCA 517; York v. Washburn, 
129 Fed. 564, 64 CCA 132; Oliver v. 
Clarke, 106 Fed. 402, 45 CCA 360; 
Williams v. Gaylord, 102 Fed. 372, 
42 CCA 401 [aff 186 U. S. 157, 22 SCt 
798, 46 L. ed. 1102]; American Surety 
Co. v. Worcester Cycle Mfg. Co., 100 
Fed. 40; Rummel v. Butler County, 
93 Fed. 304; Berry v. Northwestern, 
ete., Bank, 93 Fed. 44, 35 CCA 185; 
Taylor v. Clark, 89 Fed. 7; Buford v. 
Kerr, 86 Fed. 97 [aff 90 Fed. 513, 33 
CCA 166];.Hoge v. Magnes, 85 Fed. 
355, 29-CCA 564; Henry v. Pittsburgh 
Clay Mfg. Co., 80 Fed. 485, 25 CCA 
581: McClaskey v. Barr, 62 Fed. 209; 
Myrick v. Heard, 31 Fed. 241; Ed- 
wards v. Davenport, 20 Fed. 756, 4 
McCrary 34; Myers v. Reed, 17 Fed. 
401, 9 Sawy. 132; Lauriat v. Strat- 
ton, 11 Fed. 107, 6 Sawy. 339; War- 
ford v. Noble, 2 Fed. 202, 9 Biss. 320. 

[a] ©The existence of a lien for 
unpaid purchase money is a question 
of local law. Consolidated Arizona 
Smelting Co. v. Hinchman, 212 Fed. 
$13, 129 CCA 267 [rev 198 Fed. 907]. 

71. Davis v. Billings, 254 Pa. 574, 
99 A 163. 

72. Schunk v. Moline, etc., Co., 147 


aw, S. 500) 13 SCt 416, 37 Li ed. 255; 


Etheridge v. Sperry, 139 U. S. 266, di 
Sct 565, 35 L. ed. 171; Smith Mid- 
dlings Purifier Co. v. McGroarty, 136 
U. S. 287, 10 SCt 1017, 34 L. ed. 346; 
Allen v. Massey, 17 Wall. (U._S.) 
351, 21 L. ed. 542; Brashear v. West, 
7 Pet. (U.S.) 608, 8 L. ed. 801; John- 
son-Baillie Shoe Co. v. Bardsley, 237 
Fed. 763, 150 CCA 517; Williams v. 
Adler-Goldman Commn. Co., 227 Fed. 
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374, 142 CCA 70; Johansen Bros. 
Shoe Co. v. Alles, 197 Fed. 274, 116 
CCA 636; Dodge v. Norlin, 133 Fed. 
363, 66 CCA 425; American Surety Co. 
v. Worcester Cycle Mfg. Co., 100 Fed. 
4050 Teffit. vii Stern, “73 Med. 591,24 
CCA 67 [aff 74 Fed. 755, 21 CCA 73]; 
Wilson v. Perrin, 62 Fed. 629, 11 CCA 
66; Marbury v. Kentucky Union Land 
Co., 62 Fed. 335, 10 CCA 393 [rev 
57 Fed. 47]; Wyman v. Mathews, 53 
Fed. 678; Bernheim: v. Birnbaum, 30 
Fed. 885 [foll Jaffrey v. Brown, 29 
Fed. 476]; Claflin v. isso, 27 \Fed. 
420 [rev on other grounds 132 U. S. 
SCO LOWES Celso bymsioe. Ne, veda 38 67113 
Sloane v. Chiniquy, 22 Fed. 213; 
Moulton v. Chafee, 22 Fed. 26; Son- 
stiby v. Keeley, 11 Fed. 578; Hey- 
dock v. Stanhope, 12 F. Cas. No. 
6,445, 1 Curt. 471; In re Oliver, 18 
F. Cas. No. 10,492. But compare Burt 
v. Keyes, 4 F. Cas. No. 2,212, 1 Flipp. 
61 (a federal court may declare a 
fraudulent assignment void notwith- 
Standing a state statute). 

fa] Atrustis not immediately cre- 
ated so as to authorize a bill to set 
aside a conveyance in a federal court 
under a State statute making all 
conveyances void in fraud of cred- 
itors‘and authorizing a probate judge 
to appoint a trustee to collect and 
administer the property, ete. Eng- 
land v. Russell, 71 Fed. 818. 

[b] State decisions as to statutes) 
prescribing remedies of creditors are 
not followed. Butz v. Muscatine, 8 
Wall.CU: S.)-575;, 19 kr ed. 490: 

{[c] State statute giving priority 
of payment in a creditors’ bill does 
not govern in a federal court. Talley 
ve Gurtain. 15 49 Medln 43.14 +66 Ae 17 Te 

73. Forshaw v. Laynan, 182 Fed. 
193, 104 CCA. 559. 

74. In re Burke, 168 Fed. 994. 

75. New York L. Ins. Co. v. Alli- 
son, 107 Fed. 179, 46 CCA 229 [cer- 
tiorari den 181 U. S. 618, 21 SCt 923, 
45 L. ed. 1030]. 

[a] Effect of reservation of title 
by vendor.—Whether a _ reservation 
of title to machinery by a vendor 
preserved its character as personalty, 
as against a subsequent mortgagee 
of land to which it was attached, is 


_to be determined by the law of the 


state in which the land is situated. 
Triumph BJectric Co. v. Patterson, 
211 Wed. 244, 127 CCA 612 [aff 201 
Fed. 546]. 

76. Peyton v. Farmers’ Nat. Bank, 
261 Fed. 326; Dunn v. Eckhardt. 256 
Fed. 315, 167 CCA 485; In re Solo- 
mon, 254 Fed. 503; In re Cochran, 
185 Fed. 913; In re Baker, 182 Fed. 
892, 104 CCA 602; In re National 
Grocer Co., 181 Fed. 33, 104 CCA 47, 
30 LRANS 982; In re McCrary Bros., 
169 Fed. 485; In re Sullivan, 148 Fed. 
815, 78 CCA 505 [den reh 142 Fed. 
620]; In re Wood, 147 Fed. 877; In 
re Stone, 116 Fed. 35; Thompson v. 
McConnell, 107 Fed. 38, 46 CCA 124; 
Richardson v. Woodward, 104 Fed. 
873, 44 CCA 2385; In re Beauchamp, 
101 Fed. 106; In re Stevenson, 938 
Fed. 789; In re Camp, 91 Fed. 745 
[app dism 97 Fed. 981, 38 CCA 689]; 
Humboldt First Nat. Bank v. Glass, 
79 Fed. 706, 25 CCA 151; Manufac- 
turers’, etc., Bank v. Bayless, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,050, Brunn, Coll. Cas. 8; 
Rogers v. McKenzie, 1 Heisk. (Tenn.) 
514; Gilman v. Williams, 7 Wis. 329, 
76 AmD 219. And see Bankruptcy 
§ 618 et seq. 

fa] After suit commenced in a 
federal court a state law extending 
an exemption does not affect the 
same, such law never having been 
adopted by the court and the law 
previously adopted having authorized 
an exemption to a more limited ex- 
tent. Lawrence v. Wickware, 15 F. 
Cas. No. 8,148, 4 McLean 56. 
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state;’® the construction and effect of state ‘‘Sun- 
day laws;’’7® the regularity of the suspension or 
removal of a state officer;%° insolvency and assign- 
ments for benefit of creditors;*! the rights, powers, 
duties, obligations, and liabilities of counties, mu- 


77. Whitman y. Atkinson, 130 Fed. 
759, 65-CCA 185. 

[a] State view of common law.— 
A federal court is not bound by the, 
conclusion of a state court as to the 
time when a cause of action accrues, 
where the view of the latter court is 
based upon a rule of the common 
law and not upon a state statute. 
Murray v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 92 
Med.9868,, 35) CCA 62. 

78. Howard v. Fleming, 191 U. S. 
126, 24 SCt 49, 48 L. ed. 121 [dism 
writ of error 129 N. C. 584, 40 SBE 
71]; In re Krug, 79 Fed. 308. 

79. SCONE EVILS. L6G Winnseeulnse 
17 SCt 778, 42 Li. ed. 127; Hill v. Hite, 
aS 268, 29 CCA 549 [aff 79 Fed. 

[a] Illustration.—A person travel- 
ing on Sunday in the cars of a rail- 
road company, and not for necessity 
or charity, could not recover for in- 
juries sustained by the negligence 
of the company, because he was him- 
self violating the law of the state. 
Bucher v. Cheshire R. Co., 125 U. S. 
555, 8 SCt 974, 31 L. ed. 795. 

80. Wilson v. North Carolina, 169 
U. S. 586, 18 SCt 435, 42 L. ed. 865. 

81. Robinson v. Bilt, 187 U. S. 41, 
23 SCt 16, 47 L. ed. 65 [aff 100 Fed. 
718, 40 CCA 664]; Grimes Dry Goods 
Co. v. Malcolm, 164 U. S. 483, 17 SCt 
158, 41 L. ed. 524; Bamberger v. 
Schoolfield, 160 U. S. 149, 16 SCt 225, 
40 L. ed. 374; May v. Tenney, 148 U. 
S. 60, 18 SCt 491, 37 L. ed. 368; South 
Branch Lumber Co. v. Ott, 142 U. S. 
622, 12 SCt 318, 35 L. ed. 1136; Rea- 
gan v. Aiken, 138 U. S. 109, 11 SCt 
283, 34 L. ed. 892; Union Bank v. 
Kansas City Bank, 136 U. S. 223, 10 
SCt L003) 34 eo sedini341° wJencksiv- 
Quidnick Co:, 135 U.-S. 457, 10. SCt 
655, 34 L. ed. 200; Peters v. Bain, 133 
U.S. 670, 10 SCt 354, 33 L. ed. 696; 
White v. Cotzhausen, 129 U. S. 329, 
9) SCti 309,932) Lit ed: 67/7; Jaffray) va 
McGehee, 107 U. S. 361, 2 SCt 367, 27 
L. ed. 495; Lloyd v. Fulton, 91 U. S. 
479, 23 L. ed. 363; Sumner vy. Hicks, 
2 Black €U: S!) 632, 17232 €d.43553 
Beach v. Viles, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 675, 7 
L. ed. 559; In re Chaudron, 180 Fed. 
841; Richardson v. Woodward, 104 
Fed. 873, 44 CCA 235; Robinson v. 
Belt, 100 Fed. 718, 40 CCA 664 [aff 
137 UU. S.415°23 SCt 16) 47 ed. 6515 
In re Stevenson, 93 Fed. 789; In re 
Camp, 91 Fed. 745 [app dism 97 Fed. 
9$1,-38 ‘CCA 689}; "in? re. Curtis, ot 
Fed. 737 [aff 94 Fed. 630, 36 CCA 
430]; Rothschild v. Hasbrouck, 72 
Fed. 813; Marbury v. Kentucky Union 
Gand ‘Co 62 Med. 335, 10 CCA 9393: 
Brown v. Grand Rapids Parlor Fur- 
niture Co.,-58 Eed. 286, 7 CCA 225, 
22 LRA 817; Rainwater-Boogher Hat 
Co. v. Malcolm, 51 Fed. 734, 2 CCA 
476; Appolos v. Brady, 49 Fed. 401, 
1 CCA 299; Sanger v. Flow, 48 Fed. 
152, 1 CCA 56 [app dism 149 U. S. 
785, 13 SCt 1051, 37 L. ed. 962]; Rice 
v. Frayser, 24 Fed. 460; Martin v. 
Hausman, 14 Fed. 160; Parker v. 
Phetteplace, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,746, 2 
Clits 70% 

[a] Validity of guaranty.—A state 
decision in insolvency proceedings 
that a guaranty contract signed by a 
married woman in the state is in- 
valid, although signed by others in 
another state, will be followed in 
federal court. Chicago First Nat. 
Bank v. Mitchell, 84 Fed. 90 [aff 180 
U. S. 471, 21 SCt 418, 45 L. ed. 627]. 

[b] A state statute as to its be- 
ing unnecessary to prove insolvency 
in applications for injunctions in 
specified cases may be administered 
by equity courts of the United States. 
Lanier v. Alison, 31 Fed, 100. 

[c] Federal courts are not bound 
by (1) any rule of decision of a state 
as to the effect of the bankruptcy 
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nicipalities, townships, and other public corpora- 
tions ;8? the creation of debts and the issuance of 
bonds or other obligations by counties or other pub- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


lic corporations §&* and the rights of the holders of 


law upon the validity of a general 
assignment made after its passage in 
accordance with a state statute. In 
re Plotke, 104 Fed. 964, 44 CCA 282. 
,(2) Nor can a federal court enforce 
on behalf of a creditor of another 
state a state statutory remedy that a 
voluntary assignment for creditors 
shall be for the benefit of all credi- 
tors. Clapp v. Dittman, 21 Fed. 15. 
(3) A state decision which is clearly 
wrong need not be accepted. Jencks 
v. Quidnick Co., 185 U. S. 457,10 SCt 
655, 34 L. ed. 200. 

82. McCain v. Des Moines, 174 U. 
S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 48 L. ed. 936 [aff 


84 Fed. 726]; Forsyth v. Hammond, 
166° U. S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 
1095; Miller v. Ammon, 145 U. S. 


421, 12 SCt 884, 86 L. ed. 759; De- 
troit v. Osborne, 135 U. S. 492, 10 
SCt 1012, 34 L. ed. 260; Claiborne 
County v. Brooks, 111 U. S. 400, 4 
Sct 489, 28 L. ed. 470;, Scipio v. 
Wright, 101 U. S. 665, 25 L. ed. 1037; 
East Oakland Tp. v. Skinner, 94 U. 
S10255,-24 I. ed. 1255: Kay County \v. 
Pollard-Campbell Dredging Co., 251 
Fed. 249, 163 CCA 405; Vincennes 
Bridge Co. v. Atoka County, 248 Fed. 
93, 160 CCA 233; Werthner v. Girard 
Ave. Farmers’ Market Co., 218 Fed. 
$64; ~1845.CCA £72; Birmingham 
Waterworks Co. v. Birmingham, 211 
Fed. 497 [aff 213 Fed. 450, 130 CCA 
96]; Columbia v. Chicago Title, etc., 
Co., 200 Fed. 569,,119 CCA 49; Clark 
v. Atlantic City, 180 Fed. 598; John- 
son vy. St. Louis, 172 Fed. 31, 96 CCA 
617, 18 AnnCas 949; Ramsden v. 
Knowles, 151 Fed. 718; Sioux Falls 
v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 186 Fed. 721, 
69 CCA 873 [rev 131 Fed. 890]; Rees 
v. Olmsted, 135 Fed. 296, 68 CCA 50; 
Blaylock v. Muskogee, 117 Fed. 125, 
54 CCA 639; Estill County v. Embry, 
112 Fed. 882, 50 CCA 573; Zane v. 
Hamilton County, 104 Fed. 63, 43 
@CA416') [aff 189) UaeS: 370, 238) SCt 
538, 47 L. ed. 858]; Oxford Bd. of 
Comrs. v. Union Bank, 96 Fed. 293, 
37 CCA 493; Stanly County v. Coler, 
96 Fed. 284, 37 CCA 484; Sutherland- 
Innes Co. v. Evart, 86 Fed. 597, 30 
CCA 305; McCain v. Des Moines, 84 
Fed. 726 [aff 174 U. S, 168, 19, SCt 
644, 43 L. ed. 936]; Illinois Trust, 
etc., Bank v. Arkansas City, 76 Fed. 
271, 22,CCA 171, 34 LRA: 518;.West- 
erly Waterworks v. Westerly, 75 
Fed. 181; Wade v. Travis County, 
72 Wed. 985 [aff 81 Fed. 742, 26 CCA 
589 (rev on other grounds 174 U. 
S. 499, 19 SCt 715, 43 L. ed. 1060)]; 
Madden v. Lancaster County, 65 Fed. 


188; 12 1CCA™ 566s “St. Paul ‘Capital 
Bank v. Barnes County School Dist. 
INjOV 26; 160i Meds NOS 8 yal | CCA 514: 


Folsom v. Township Ninety-Six, 59 
Fed. 67; Thompson v. Searcy County, 
57 Fed. 1030, 6 CCA 674; New Or- 
leans Water-Works Co. v. Southern 
Brewing Co., 36 Fed. 833 [aff 145 U. 
S. 649, 12 SCt 986, 36 L, ed. 850]; 
Raymond v. Terrebonne Parish, 28 
Bed.773" [aff 132 U. S.-192,:10,SCt 57, 
23 L. ed. 3091; Edgerton v. Mayor, 
27 Fed. 230; Liebman wv. San Fran- 
cisco, 24 Fed. 705; Wilson v. Neal, 
23 Fed. 129; Katzenberger v. Aber- 
deen, 16 Fed. 745 [aff 121 U. S. 172, 
7 SCt 947, 30 Li. ed. 911]; McCall v. 
Hancock, 10 Fed. 8, 20 Blatchf. 344; 
Goodrich v. Chicago, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,542, 4 Biss. 18 [aff 5 Wall. 566, 18 
L. ed. 511]; Merrill v. Portland, 17 
F, Cas. No. 9,470, 4 Cliff. 188; Thomas 
v. Scotland County, 23 F. Cas. No. 
1:3°9.095" 32Dill ei, 

{al Walidity of billboard ordi- 
nance.—A judgment of a state court 
of last resort sustaining the validity 
of the city ordinance prohibiting the 
erection of billboards is binding on 
the federal courts sitting in such 


state in an action to enjoin the en- 
forcement of the ordinance. Whit- 
mier, ete., Co. v. ‘Buffalo, 118 Fed. 
V3: 

{b] The right of a municipality 
to take water from a navigable 
stream without making compensati 
to riparian owners below who are 
using the flow of the stream for 
water power is governed by the state 
law. St. Anthony Falls Water Power 
Co. v. St. Paul Water Comrs., 168 
U. S. 349, 18 SCt 157, 42 L. ed. 497. 

[c] A state statute requiring a 
demand against a county for un- 
liquidated damages to be presented to 
the board of supervisors, ete.,, as a 
condition precedent to an _ action 
against it for the infringement of a 
patent, governs. May v. Buchanan 
County, 29 Fed. 469. 

83. Barnum v. Okolona, 148 U. S. 
393, 13 SCt 638, 37 L. ed. 495; Knox 
County v. New York City Ninth Nat. 
Bank; 147) UsS2 91.103 (SCE 267,337 La 
ed. 93; Bolles v. Brimfield, 120 U. S. 
759, 7 SCt 736, 30 L. ed. 786; Vin- 
cennes Bridge Co. v. Atoka County, 
248 Fed) 93, 160 CCA 233; Oxford v. 
Union Bank, 96 Fed. 293, 37 CCA 493; 
Speer v. Kearney County, 88 Fed. 749, 
32 CCA 101; Wade v. Travis County, 
174 U. S. 499, 19 L. ed. 715, 43 L. ed. 
1060; St. Paul Capital Bank: v. 
Barnes County School Dist. No. 26, 
63 Fed. 938, 11 CCA 514; Thomas v. 
Scotland County, 23 F. Cas. No. 13,- 
909, 2ill.s 7 [aff 794. WU. S24682; 24 
Se 219. (aff 98 U.S. 169, 25 Li. ed. 


84. Wilkes County v. Coler, 180 U. 
S. 506, 21 SCt 458, 45 L. ed. 642. 

[a] Remedy-on refusal of pay- 
ment.—The Washington rule, that in 
case of refusal of the treasurer of a 
municipal corporation to pay a mu- 
nicipal warrant the holder may not 
maintain an action to recover a judg- 
ment on the warrant, but is limited. 
to mandamus to compel the levy of 
a tax sufficient to pay his claim, is 
not binding on the federal courts sit- 
ting in that state, in which the hold- 
er, if entitled to sue therein, may re- 
cover a judgment at law as prelimi- 
nary. to the enforcement of its war- 
rants by mandamus, Central City 


First Nat. Bank v. Port Townsend,, 


184 Fed. 574, 106 CCA 554. 

85. Treat v. Chicago, 130 Fed. 443, 
64 CCA 645 [aff 125 Fed. 644]. 

[a] The right of the owner of 
property abutting on a local improve- 
ment by mandamus or injunction to 
compel a hearing by the body making 
the assessment, or prevent the ap- 
proval of the engineer’s report until 
such hearing has been accorded, must 
be determined according to state law. 
Hibben v. Smith, 191 U. S. 310, 24 
SCt 88, 48 L. ed. 195 [aff 158 Ind. 206, 
62 NE 447]. 


86. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Ap- 
panoose County, 182 Fed. 291, 104 
OCA (63) V8 AGRANS THI fatt. 70 
Fed. 665]. 


87. Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. 
Brown, 213 U. S. 25, 29 SCt 404, 53 
L. ed. 682 [rev 151 Fed. 1, 81 CCA 
1]; Stone v.' Southern Tllinois, etce., 
Go.,. 206 U.S. 267% 27 SCt 62652 1. 
ed. 1057 [aff 194 Mo. 175, 92 SW 475]; 
National Mut. Bldg., etc., Assoc. v. 
Brahan, 193"UzeS. 1635.24 "SCt 32; 
48 L. ed. 823 [aff 80 Miss. 407, 31 S 
840, 57 LRA 793}; Iowa L. Ins, Co. v. 
Lewis, 187 U.S. 335, 23 SCt 126, 47 
L. ed. 204; National Park Bank v. 
Remegen, 158 U.S. 337, 15 SCt 891, 
39 Led. 1008; Os S\ v.. Nox) 9404S: 
315, 24 L. ed. 192; Stone v. Wiscon- 
sin -94 Une Sits 180s" (24° tieved [S202 
Smith v. Kernochen, 7 How. (U. §S.) 
198, 12 L. ed. 666; Hayes Wheel 
Co. v. American Distributing Co., 
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such obligations;8* local improvements and assess-. 
ments therefor;®° public drains;** the: rights, pow- 
ers, duties, and liabilities of private corporations °* 


257 Fed. 881, 169 CCA 31 [rev 250 
Fed. 109, certiorari den 250 U. S. 
672, 40 SCt 18, 638 L. ed. 1200]; Ram- 
say v. Crevlin, 254 Fed. 8138, 166 
CCA 259; Paterlini v. Memorial Hos- 
pital Assoc., 247 Fed. 639, 159 CCA 
49; Southern R. Co. v. Union Public 
Works Comrs., 246 Fed. 383, 158 
CCA 447; Alabama Consolidated Coal, 
etc., Co. v. Baltimore Trust Co., 197 
Fed. 347; In re Benedict Tea, etc., 
Co., 192 Fed. 1011; In re Munger Ve- 
hicle Tire Co., 159 Fed. 901, 87 CCA 
81; Tennis Bros. Co. v. Wetzel, etc., 
R. Co., 140 Fed. 193 [aff 145 Fed. 
458, 75 CCA 266, 7 AnnCas 426]; Con- 
sumers’ Gas Trust Co, v. Quinby, 137 
Fed, 882, 70 CCA 220 [certiorari den 
198 U.S. 585, 25 SCt 803, 49 L: ed. 
1174]; Anglo-American Land, etc., 
Co. v. Lombard, 132 Fed. 721, 68 CCA. 
89 [certiorari den 196 U. S. 638, 25 
SCt 793, 49 L. ed. 630]; Whitman v. 
Atkinson, 130 Fed. 759, 65 CCA 185; 
Zacher v. Fidelity Trust, ete. Co., 
106 Fed, 593, 45 CCA 480 [certiorari 
den 181 U. S. 621, 21 SCt 924, 45 Ex 
ed. 1032]; Williams v. Gaylord, 102 
Fed. 372, 42 CCA 401 [aff 186 U. S. 
157, 22, SCt° 798, 46. Innsed. 91102]¢ 
Schofield v. Goodrich Bros. Banking 


Co., 98 Fed. 271, 39 CCA 76; Williams . 


v. Gold Hill Min. Co., 96 Fed. 454 
[aff 102) Meds! 372, .42,>©CAir4 0b oi (ate 
186 U. S. 157, 22 SCt 798, 46 L. ed. 
1102)9; San Diego Flume Co. wv. 
Souther, 90 Fed. 164, 32 CCA 548 [aff 
104 Fed. 706, 44 CCA 1438]; Sioux 
City »Terminal: Ry etc; Co. vectruse 
Co. of America, 82 Fed. 124, 27 CCA 
73 [aff 173 U. S. 99, 19 SCt 341, 43 
L. ed. 628]; Pennsylvania’ R. Co. v. 
National Docks, ete., R. Co., 51 Fed. 
858; Venner v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
28 Fed. 581 [app dism 131 U. S. 449, 
9 SCt 804, 33 L. ed. 221]; Haton v. 
St. Louis Shakspear Min., etc., Co., 
7 Fed. 139, 2 McCrary 362; Semple v. 
Bank of British Columbia, 21 F. Cas. 
No. 12,659, 5 Sawy. 88. 

[a] A decision of the highest 
court of a state denying a writ of 
mandamus to compel certain action 
on the part of a water company is 
not an authoritative adjudication of 
the statutory duties and powers of 
the company which is binding on a 
federal court in a suit in equity aris- 
ing under’ similar circumstances, 
where, under the statutes of the state 
as previously construed, the court 
must necessarily have held that a 
proceeding in mandamus would not 
lie against a corporation of the char- 
acter of the defendant. Wiemer v. 
Louisville Water Co., 130 Fed. 251. 

[b] A state decision that corpora- 
tion is legally organized is conclu- 


sive. Secombe v. Milwaukee, etc., R. 
Co., 23 Wall. (CU. S.)° 108, 23. LL. ed. 
67; Fitzgerald v. Missouri Pac. R. 


Co., 45 Fed. 812; Mooney v. Hum- 
prey 12. Fed.. 612, 4 .MeCrary 

[c] Whether the display of ex- 
terior advertisements upon automobile 
stages is ultra, vires of a domestic 
corporation operating stage routes in 
the streets of a city for the carriage 
of passengers and property for hire 
must be determined according to state 
law. Fifth Ave. Coach Co. v. New 
York, 221 U. S. 467, 31 SCt 709, 55 LL. 
ed. 815 [aff 194 N. Y. 19, 86 NE 824, 
21 LRANS 744, 16 AnnCas 695 (aff 
126 App. Div. 657, 110 NYS 1037 [aff 
58 Mise. 401, 114 NYS 759])1.- 

[ad] In the absence of an estab- 
lished rule of decision in the state in 
respect to the effect of corporate 
acts which are ultra vires, the fed- 
eral courts apply the rule recognized 
in the supreme court of the United 
States. Anglo-American Land, etc., 
Co, v. Lombard, 132 Fed. 721, 68 CCA 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 189] 


or their stockholders ;8* the status of shares of cor- 
porate stock as personal property;®® the liability 
of officers and directors ®® or stockholders % for 
debts of the corporation; the dissolution of cor- 


porations;° the right of foreign 


do business within a state;%* the rights of creditors 
of corporations;°* the effect of a general assign- 
ment by a corporation to its receiver;®5 the pre- 
requisites to the enforcement of contracts by for- 
eign corporations;°* the conditions on which life 
insurance companies may transact business within a 
state;°’ the power of eminent domain and its exer- 
cise ;° the construction, operation, and effect of in- 
surance contracts;°® the respective rights of an in- 
surer and policyholders; the validity of condi- 
tions in insurance policies;? the status of an insur- 
ance agent;* the regulation of carriers except as 
to interstate commerce;* public aid to railroads;> 


89 [certiorari den 196 U. S. 638, 25 
SCt 793, 49 L. ed. 6380]. 

88. Way v. Mortenson, 242 Fed. 
908, 155 CCA 491. See cases infra 
this note. 

[a] Manner of ratifying corporate 
act.—Williams v. Gaylord, 186 U.\S. 
157, :22 SCt 798, 46 L. ed, 1102 [aff 
102 Fed. 372, 42 CCA 401]. 

[b] Rights and liabilities of bor- 
rowing stockholder in building and 
loan association.—Coltrane v. Blake, 
113 Fed. 785, 51 CCA 457. 

s9. Jellenik v. Huron Copper-Min. 
Cole ilt U.S. 1,20 SCt 559; °44 Lived. 
647 [rev 82 Fed. 778]. 

90. Proctor-Gamble Co. v. Warren 
Cotton Oil Co., 180 Fed. 543. 

91. Courtney v. Croxton, 239 Fed. 
247, 152 CCA 235; Babbitt v. Read, 
215 Fed. 395; Ramsden v. Knowles, 
151 Fed. 718. 

[a] Conditions precedent by the 
state statute, to the enforcement of 
the statutory liability of a stockhold- 
er for the debts of the corporation, 
constitute the law for the federal 
court. Evans v. Nellis, 187 U.S. 271, 
23 SCt.74, 47 L. ed. 173: 

92. In re Munger Vehicle Tire Co., 
159 Fed. 901, 87 CCA 81. 

93. Thomas v. Birmingham R., 
etc., Co., 195 Fed. 340; Buffalo Re- 
frigerating Mach. Co. v. Penn Heat, 
ete., Co., 178 Fed. 696, 102 CCA 196; 
Tennis Bros. Co. v. Wetzel, etc. R. 
Co., 140 Fed. 193 [aff 145 Fed. 458, 
75 CCA 266, 7 AnnCas 426]. 

94. Dexter v. Edmands, 89 Fed. 


467. 
95. Zacher v. Fidelity Trust, etc., 
Co., 106 Fed. 593, 45 CCA 480 [cer- 


tiorari den 181 U. S. 621, 21 SCt 924, 
45 L. ed. 1032]. 


96. Sullivan v. Beck, 79 Fed. 200. 

97. McClain v. Provident Sav., 
etc,, Soc., 110 Fed. 80, 49 CCA 31 
[certiorari den 184 U. S. 699, 22 SCt 
938, 46 L. ed. 765]. 

98. Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 250 U. S. 


363, 39 SCt 513, 63 L. ed. 1032 [aff 
933 Fed. 82, 147 CCA 152, 107 Miss. 
626, 65 S 6501; Darling v. Newport 
News, 249 U. S. 540, 39 SCt 371, 63 
Ted, 759 [aff 123 Va. 14, 96 SHE 
307, 3 ALR 748]; Evansville, etc, 
Tract. Co. v. Henderson Bridge Co., 
132 Fed. 402. , 

_ [a] State decisions covering only 
general principles of law of eminent 
domain.and police power do not re- 
strain federal courts. Hollingsworth 
vy. Tensas Parish, 17 Fed. 109, 4 
Woods 280. 

99. Knights Templar, etc., 
Indemn. Co. v. Jarman, 187 U. S. 
197, 23 SCt 108, 47 L. ed. 139 [aff 
104 Fed. 638, 44 CCA 93]; New York 
L. Ins. Co. v. Cravens, 178 U. S. 389, 
20 SCt 962, 44 L. ed. 1116 [aff 148 
Mo. 583, 50 SW 519, 71 AmSR 628, 53 
LRA 305]; Noble v. Mitchell, 164 
Teesis67,.17 Set 110) 41 -L. ed. 4725 
Manhattan L. Ins. Co. v. Albro, 127 
Fed. 281, 62 CCA 213 [aff 119 Fed. 
629, and certiorari den 194 U.S. 633, 
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corporations to 


24 SCt 857, 48 L. ed. 1159]; McClain 
v. Provident Sav., etc., Soc., 110 Fed. 
80, 49 CCA 31 [certiorari den 184 
UaSs 699% 22°SCer3ssc46 Ta edeii654: 
But see supra § 185. : 

1. Polk v. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Assoc., 137 Hed. 273. But see 
supra § 185. 

2. Small v. Westchester F. Ins. 
Co., 51 Fed. 789. But see supra § 185. 

3. Maryland Casualty Co. v. Eddy, 
239 Med. 477, 152 CCA 355. 

4 Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 183 U. S. 503, 22 SCt 95, 46 
L. ed. 298 [aff 106 Ky. 633, 51 SW 
164, 21 KyL 232]; Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co. v. Kentucky, 179 U.S. 388, 
21 SCt 101, 45 L. ed. 244 [aff 51 SW 
160, 21 KyL 228]. 

5. Scipio v. Wright, 101 U. S. 665, 
25 L. ed. 1037; Eimwood v. Marcy, 
92 U. S. 289, 23 L. ed. 710; Thomp- 
son v. Lee County, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
327, 18 L. ed. 177; Amey v. Allegheny 
City, 24 How. (U. S.) 364, 16 L. ed. 
614; Estill County v. Embry, 112 Fed. 
882, 50 CCA 5738; Zane v. Hamilton 
County, 104 Fed. 63, 43 CCA 416 [aff 
189 U.°S,°370; 23 SCt 538, 47 Ia. ed. 
858]; Bolles v. Amboy, 45 Fed. 168; 
Hay 'v." Alexandria, ete:, R..Co., 20 
Fed. 15; Katzenberger v. Aberdeen, 
16 Ned. 745 [aff 121° U.°S:172; 7 Sct 
947, 30 L. ed. 901]; North Benning- 
ton First Nat. Bank v. Arlington, 9 
F. Cas. No. 4,806, 16 Blatchf, 57; 
North Bennington First Nat. Bank v. 
Bennington, 9 F. Cas. No. 4,807, 16 
Blatchf. 53. 

[a] The question whether a stat- 
ute created a corporation by author- 
izing a designated portion of a 
county to subscribe stock, issue 
bonds, and levy taxes, is one of pure- 
ly local nature, and a state affirma- 
tive decision binds the federal court. 
Hancock v. Louisville, ete, R. Co., 
145. URS. 4097 120SCh 1969, 36 i. ed: 
Hes 

6. Portland R., etc., Co. v. Rail- 
road Commn,, 229 U: S. 397, 33° SCt 
820, 57 L. ed. 1248 [aff 56 Or. 468, 
105 ‘P7099, 109 P 273]. 

7, Iowa Cent. R. Co. v. Hampton 
Blectric Light, ete., Co., 204 Fed. 961, 
123- CCA 283. 

[a] The validity of acontract ex- 
empting a railroad company from 
liability for negligence in setting fire 
to a storage warehouse on the rail- 
road right of way must be deter- 
mined according to the state law. 
Hartford F. Ins. Co. v. Chicago, etc., 
RCo, 175. U.S. 91, 20 SCt 33, 44 LE. 
ed, 84 [aff 70 Fed. 201, 17 CCA 62, 
30 LRA 193]. 

8. Clark v. Russell, 97 Fed. 900, 
88 CCA 541. 

9. Rogers v. Cincinnati, ete, R. 
Co., 186 Fed. 578, 69 CCA 321. 

10. Lobenstine v. Union El. R. Co., 
80 Fed, 9, 25 CCA 304. 

11. Sauer v. New York, 206 U. S. 
Hootie SCL O86, oli ed. Tio fatt 


TSORIN 27s 2 INEY 57959 LOS ERA 
717 (aff 90 App. Div. 36, 85 NYS 
636) ]. 
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the reasonableness of railway rates;® the liability 
of railroads for fires,’ or injuries to passengers 8 
or persons on the track;® the right of an abutting 
landowner to enjoin the construction of a railroad 
in the street;!° the right of an owner of land abut- 
ting on a city street to an easement of light, air, 
and access as against the public use of the street 
or any structure which may be erected thereon to 
subserve and promote that public use;!! the title 
to the beds of navigable rivers, whether in the 
state in which such rivers are situated, or in abut- 
ting owners;1” the right of telephone companies to 
construct and maintain their lines in the streets of 
-eities and towns without first procuring the consent 
of the municipal authorities;!% liability for negli- 
gence or torts;1* the incapacity of a foreign admin- 
istrator to sue for the wrongful death of his de- 
cedent;*° the liability of employers,!® subject to the 


12. Archer v. Greenville Sand, etc., 
Co., 233 U.S. 60, 34 SCt 567/58 “Li. 
ed. 850 [rev 194 Fed. 1020, 114 CCA 


664]. 
13. Sunset Tel., etc, Co. v. Po- 
mona, Wi2eeHed. S82955 97 ie CAs Pop 


[rev 164 Fed. 561, and rev on other 
grounds 224 U5 S330, $2. SCt. sain 
56 L. ed. 788]. 

14. Detroit v. Osborne, 135 U. S. 
492, 10 SCt 1012, 34 L. ed. 260 [rev 
32 Fed. 36]; Bucher v. Cheshire R. 
Co.,, 125 U. S. 555, 8 SCt 974, 31 L. ed. 
795; Roberts v. Tennessee Coal, etc., 
R. Co.; 255 Fed. 469, 166 CCA 545; 
Milford, (ete Rh. Con tive line melo) 
Fed. 325, 80 CCA 95; Dormidy v. 
Sharon Boiler Works, 127 Fed. 485; 
Denver v. Porter, 126 Fed. 288, 61 
CCA 168; Clark v. Russell, 97 Fed. 
900, 38 CCA 541; Illinois Cent. R. Co. 
v. Ihlenberg, 75 Fed. 873, 21 CCA 
546, 34 LRA 393; Central Trust Co. v. 
East Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 69 Fed. 
353; Byrne v. Kansas City, ete. R. 
Co., 61 Fed. 605, 9 CCA 666, 24 LRA 
693; Easton v. Houston, etc., R. Co., 
32 Fed. 893; Edgerton v. Mayer, 27 
Fed. 230; Vargas v. Azuaga, 8 Porto 
Rico Fed. 625. 

[a] The liability of a municipal 
corporation (1) for the negligence or 
torts of its officers or agents is gov- 
erned by state law. Clark v. At- 
lantic City, 180 Fed. 598; Denver v. 
Porter,-7126") Med. 28876 COA. 1682 
(2) So a decision of a state court 
of last resort that a municipal cor- 
poration, acting through a _ subordi- 
nate statutory department, was 
liable for negligence in the construc- 
tion of public works is binding on a 
federal court in a similar case. Man- 
chester v. Landry, 199 Fed. 882, 118 
CCA 330. 


15. Maysviller St. Ry bete,, (Co. evs 
Marvin 59 Med: 91a"8a@GAr 21° 

16. Roberts, etc., Shoe Co. v. 
Dower, 208 Fed. 270, 125 CCA 470; 


Erie R. Co. v. White, 187 Fed. 556, 
109 CCA 322 [reh den 187 Fed. 944, 
109; CCA 32617) Proctor; ete, Com wi. 
Williams, 183 Fed. 695, 106 CCA 45; 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Dun- 
ning, 166 Fed. 850, 94 CCA 28 [rev 
150 Fed. 775]; U. S. Leather Co. v. 
Howell, 151 Fed. 444, 80 CCA 674; 
Kikbbe v. Stevenson Iron Min. Co., 
136 Fed. 147, 69 CCA 145; Crosby v. 
Lehigh Valley R. Co., 128 Fed. 193; 
Dormidy v. Sharon Boiler Works, 127 
Fed. 485; Peirce v. Van Dusen, 78 
Fed. 693, 24 CCA 280, 69 LRA 705 
[writ of error dism 19 SCt 879, 43 L. 
ed: L184) Mlinois: ‘Cents R.- Comey. 
Ihlenberg, 75 Fed. 873, 21 CCA 546, 
34 LRA- 393; Central. Trust. Co. xv. 
Hast Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 69 Fed. 
353; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Hogan, 
63° Hed. 1.02,; 1, (CCA 151; Hornsby ww. 
Eddy, 56 Fed. 461, 5 CCA 560. 

[a] Sufficiency of notice of in- 
jury.—U- S. Gypsum Co. v. Sliwien- 
ska, 183 Fed. 688, 106 CCA 38; Penn- 
Sylvania Steel Co. v. Lakkonen, 181 
Fed. 325, 104 CCA 513. 

[b] Prior to the enactment of 
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operation and effect of the Federal Employer’s Lia- 
bility Act;7 the effect of contributory negligence 
in statutory actions;!% the right of recovery for 
wrongful death!® and the measure of damages 
therefor;2° damages generally;?! the assignability 
of rights of actions for tort;?? the existence of the 
relation of fellow servants between a person in- 


the Federal Employers’ Liability Act 
it was held that> Oh. Acts (1890) 
p 149, for the protection of railroad 
employees, prohibiting contracts ex- 
empting from liability, abrogating to 
some extent the rule-as to fellow 
servants, etce., applied not only to 
railroad corporations of Ohio engaged 
in the domestic commerce of the 
state, but to all railroad corpora- 
tions doing business in Ohio, and 
that it did not encroach upon the 
jurisdiction and powers of the fed- 
eral courts, and was binding upon 
those courts, and upon receivers ap- 
pointed by them. Peirce v. Van 
Dusen, 78 Fed. 693, 24 CCA 280, 69 
LRA 705 [writ of error dism 19 SCt 
879, 43 L. ed. 1184]. 


17. See generally Master and Serv- 
ant. 
[a] Whe Federal Employer’s Lia- 


‘pility Act of April 22, 1908, (35 St. 
at. -L. 66 ¢ 149 and act of April: 5, 
1910, c 143 § 2 (1) “took possession 
of the field of the employer’s liabil- 
ity to employees in interstate trans- 
portation by rail” and “all state laws 
upon the subject are superseded.” 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Horton, 
233)U.. S.. 492, 34 SC@te635, 58 L. ed. 
1062; sRALSI5C. 1. AnnCasl9l5B 
475 [rev 162 N. C. 424, 78 SE 494]. 
(2) “It supersedes the common law 
of the State.” Cincinnati, ete, R. 
Co. v. Clarke, 169 Ky. 662, 666, 185 
Sw 94. é 

18. Byrne v. Kansas City, ete., R. 
ee 61 Fed. 605, 9 CCA 666, 24 LRA 

19. Maiorano v. Baltimore, etc., R. 
€o;, 1213 US. 268,29) SCt 424,753. L. 
ed. 792 [aff 216 Pa. 402, 65 A 1077; 
116 AmSR 778]; Fuleo v. Schuylkill 
Stone Co., 169 Fed. 98, 94 CCA 498 
[aff 163 Fed. 124]; Quinette v. Bisso, 
1386 Fed. 825, 69 CCA 503, 5 LRANS 
303 [certiorari den 199 U. S. 606, 26 
SCt 746, 50 L. ed. 330]. 

[a] A contrary view has been as- 
serted where the state court has held 
that the statute with relation to ac- 
tions for wrongful death did not cre- 
ate a new liability but merely con- 
tinued the decedent’s cause of ac- 
tion by abrogating the common-law 
rule with respect to the abatement of 
personal actions on the death of 
plaintiff. Elliott v. Felton, 119 Fed. 
270, 56 CCA 74. 

20. Penoza v. Northern Pac. R. 
Co., 215 Fed. 200. 

[a] Allowance of interest.— 
Thompson Towing, etc., Assoe. v. Mc- 
Gregor, 207 Fed. 209, 124 CCA 479. 

{b] Exemplary damages, — Ala. 
Code (1896) § 27, providing that, in 
actions for negligently causing the 
death of another, plaintiff may re- 
cover “such damages as the jury may 
assess,” having been construed by 
the supreme court of Alabama as 
awarding exemplary damages, and 
been declared by that court to be 
constitutional, its decisions are bind- 
ing upon the federal courts. Louis- 
ville & N. R. Co. v. Lansford, 102 
Fed. 62, 42 CCA 160. 

21. Mullins Lumber Co. v. Wil- 
liamson, etc., Land, ete. Co., 255 
Fed. 645, 167 CCA 21; American Ice 
Co. v. Pocono Spring Water Ice Co., 
179 Fed. 868 [mod on other grounds 
USSe Med. w93mL0bmCCANG2Z5 15. Dhon- 
ley v. Pahst Brewing Co., 179 Fed. 
338, 102 CCA 522 [certiorari den 219 
U. S. 583, 81 SCt 469, 55 L. ed. 346]. 

[a] Measure of damages for 
breach of an attachment bond.— 
Bucki & Son Lumber Co. v. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co., 109 Fed, 3938, 
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48 CCA 436 [aff 189 U. S. 135, 23 SCt 
582, 47 L. ed. 744]. 

[b] Federal courts are not re- 
quired to follow a state statute as to 
the method of assessing damages by 
jury. ‘Times Pub. Co. v. Carlisle, 
94 Hed. 762, 36 CCA 475. 

[c] Separate assessment of exem- 
plary damages.—The federal courts 
in Missouri are not required to fol- 
low the statute of that.state which 
requires juries, in cases in which 
exemplary damages are allowed, to 
assess such damages separately. 
Times Pub. Co. v. Carlisle, 94 Fed. 
T625 386 CCA_475. 

22. Wartford EF. Ins. Co. v. Hrie R. 
Co., 172 Fed. 899. 

23. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. 
Farmer, 176 Fed. 692, 100 CCA 244, 

24. Smith v. Guffey, 202 Fed. 106, 
120 CCA 486 [rev on other grounds 
237) Us Slot SbeSCte526,.59\sbrwed. 
856] (oil and gas lease); Foster v. 
Elk Fork Oil, ete., Co., 90 Fed. 178, 
32 CCA 560 (mining lease). 

25. In re Chaudron, 180 Fed. 841 
(priority of claim for rent). 

26. American Ice Co. v. Pocono 
Spring Water Ice Co., 179 Fed. 868 
[mod 183 Fed. 193, 105 CCA 625]. 

27. Thornley v. Pabst Brewing 
Co., 179: Fed. 338, 102 CCA 522 [cer- 
tiorari den 219 U. S. 583, 31 SCt 469, 
55 L. ed. 346]. 

28. Morley v. Lake Shore, etc., R. 
Coma MW BSssl62l 3 SSCt 54. 36 -he 
ed. 925 [foll Prouty v. Lake Shore, 
ete., R: (Co. 195. EN. vn 667;\ OlBrienuv: 
Young, 95 N. Y. 428, 47 AmR 64]; In 
re Morrison, 261 Fed. 355; Thompson 
Towing, ete, Assoc. v. McGregor, 
207 Fed. 209, 124 CCA 479; Bond v. 
John V. Farwell Co., 172 Fed. 58, 96 


CCA 546; Bolles v. Amboy, 45 Fed. 
168. 
fa] An amendatory statute reduc- 


ing the rate of interest may operate 
proprio vigore. Connecticut Mut, L. 
Ins! sCot-vipeushman; 108) WS! 54; 
2 SCt 236, 27 L. ed. 648. : 

{[b] A court of admiralty (1) is 
not governed by state law with re- 
spect to the allowance of interest in 
a libel upon a contract of marine iin- 
surance. New Zealand Ins. Co, v. 
Barnmoor SS. Co., 79 Fed. 368, 24 
CCA 644. (2) But where damages 
for wrongful death, allowed by a 
state statute, are recovered in a 
court of admiralty, the state rule as 
to the allowance of interest will be 
followed. Thompson Towing, etc., 
Assoc. v. McGregor, 207 Fed. 209, 124 
CCA 479. 

29. Missouri, ete., Trust Co. v. 
Krumseig, 172 U. S. 351, 19 SCt 179, 
43 L. ed. 474 [aff 77 Fed. 32, 23 CCA 
1]; In re Worth, 130 Fed. 927; Col- 
trane v. Blake, 113 Fed. 785, 51 CCA 
457; Brown v. Grundy, 111 Fed. 15; 
Union Mortg., etc. Co. v. Hagood, 
97 Wed. 860; McIlwaine v. Iseley, 96 
Fed. 62; Matthews v. Warner, 6 Fed. 
461 [aff 112 U. S. 600, 5 SCt 312, 28 
L. ed. 851). 

[a] The right to sue to cancel 
a contract for usury without offering 
to repay the money loaned is gov- 
erned by the state law. Missouri, 
ete., Trust Co. v: Krumseig, 172 U. 
S; 357,, 19. SCt 179, 43°be edi (474 
[aft WaMedl! 32) 123. CCA TijrOlds: v. 
Curlette, 145 Fed, 661. 

(b] Building and loan association 
loau.— Where a stockholder ina build- 
ing and loan association becomes also 
a borrower, his contract as such 
is governed by the local law; and 
where by such law it is uSurious, in 
a settlement on the winding up of 
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jured and a person whose negligence caused the in- 
jury ;2% leases ;?4 the rights of landlord and tenant ;”° 
the measure of damages for evicting a lessee 7° or 
for breach of a covenant of quiet enjoyment in a 
lease ;27 interest on money or obligations ;7° usury 57% 
receivers,*° and the power of a state court to 
appoint them;*! real estate®? and chattel mort- 


the association in insolvency, before 
the maturity of his loan, he should 
be charged with interest on the sum 
borrowed at a legal rate and cred- 
ited with all sums paid as premiums 
and interest; but the local law does 
not govern as to payments made by 
him as dues on his stock, which are 
made under his contract as a stock- 
holder. Coltrane v. Blake, 113 Fed. 
785, 51 CCA 457, 

[c] A. state decision which the 
federal court believes to be wrong 
need not be followed. U.S. Savings, 
ete., Co. v. Harris, 113 Fed. 27. 

[d] Where there is a conflict of 
laws (1) and the question is one of 
general law the federal court is not 
bound by a state decision that a 
promissory note is usurious. Dygert 
v. Vermont L. & T. Co., 94 Fed. 913, 
37 CCA 389. (2) It is a question of 
general commercial law and a de- 
cision of a state court is not bind- 
ing where the question whether the 
contract is usurious depends upon 
whether it is solvable under the laws 
of one state or another. Manship v. 
New South Bldg., ete., Assoc., 110 
Fed. 845. 

30. Manship v. New South Bldg., 
etc., Assoc., 110 Fed. 845; Morgan v. 
New York Nat. Bldg., ete. Assoc., 
73 Conn, 151, 46 A’ 877. 

[a] Powers of receiver of corpo- 
ration.— Hopkins v. Lancaster, 254 
Fed. 190. 

{b] The statute of the United 
States as to receivers, Jud. Code § 65, 
does not interfere with the consti- 
tutional jurisdiction of its courts 
and require them to administer prop- 
erty in accordance with state laws. 
Houston First Nat. Bank v. Ewing, 
103 Fed. 168, 48 CCA 150. 

[c] The classification and right 
to priority of payment of claims of 
employees in immediate service of 
railroad receivers appointed by 
United States court should be de- 
termined by that court. Houston 
First Nat. Bank v. Ewing, 103 Fed. 
168, 48 CCA 150. 

[d] Contrary view.—New York 
Guaranty Trust Co. v. Galveston City 
Ro” Co.,, 107 Med? 31 toe 46 Cl Aue 
[certiorari den 181 U. S. 622, 21 SCt 
925, 45 L. ed. 1032]; Washburn, etce., 
Mfg. Co. v. Reliance Mar. Ins. Co., 
106 Fed. 116; London, ete., Bank v. 
Williamette Steam-Mill, ete., Co., 80 
Fed. 226. 

31. McKinney v. Kansas Natural 
Gas Co., 206 Fed. 772 [aff 209 Fed. 
300, 126 CCA 226]. 

382. Thompson v. Fairbanks, 196 
U. S. 516, 25 SCt 306, 49 L. ed. 577; 
Abraham v. Casey, 179 U. S. 210, 21 
SCt 88, 45 L. ed. 156 [aff 51 La. Ann. 
840, 25 S 441]; Etheridge v. Sperry, 
139° U.. S..3266,, 11 SCt 565; 35 lu. -ed. 
171; In re Elletson Co., 174 Fed. 859 
[aff 183 Fed. 715, 106 CCA 153]; In 
re Marine Constr., ete., Co., 144 Fed. 
649, 75 CCA 451 [rev 135 Fed. 921]; 
In re National Valve Co., 140 Fed. 
679: Laff 51.49 2Fed.—-54,...79. COA. 7675 
In re Beede, 128 Hed. 441]; In re 
Canton First Nat. Bank, 135 Fed. 62, 
67 CCA 536; In re Shirley, 112 Fed. 
301, 50 CCA 252; Cumberland Bldg., 
etc., Assoc. v. Sparks, 106 Fed. 101 
[rev on other grounds 111 Fed. 647, 
49 CCA 510]; Brown v. Grand Rapids 
Parlor Furniture Co., 58 Fed. 286, 
7 CCA 1225). 22) RA. 817%, 

[a] . Whether after-acquired prop-~ 
ig included.—In re Raney, 202 Fed. 

[b] Validity of mortgage contain- 
ing power of sale.—Etheridge v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 189] 


gages,°? foreclosures and sales thereunder,?* and the 
right of redemption;** pledges,?* mechanics’ liens,?? 
and other liens ;*8 statutory modifications of common- 
law rules in respect to commercial paper ;® the record- 
ing of instruments;*° the validity of an unrecorded 
chattel mortgage 4! or contract of conditional sale ;42 
the validity of marriages;*? the capacity of married 
women to contract;** acknowledgements by married 


Sperry, 139 U. S. 266, 11 SCt 565, 35 
L. ed. 171 [aff 63 Iowa 543, 19 NW 
657]; Means v. Dowd, 128 U. S. 273, 
9 SCt 65, 32 L. ed. 429; People’s Sav. 
Bank v. Bates, 120 U. S. 556, 7 SCt 
679, 30 L. ed. 754; Leavenworth Sec- 
ond Nat. Bank vy. Hunt, 11 Wall. (U. 
S.) 391, 20 L. ed. 190; In re Harn- 
den, 200 Fed. 175; In re Noethen, 195 
Hed. 573 [aff 201 Fed. 97, 119 CCA 
435]; In re Hartman, 185 Fed. 196; 
Knapp v. Milwaukee Trust Co., 162 
Hed. 675,89 CCA 467. [aff 216. U.S. 
040,, (50, SCt 412," 54 -ls ed. 610]') In 
re Davis, 155 Fed. 671; In re Canton 
First Nat. Bank, 135 Fed. 62, 67 CCA 
536; Dugan v. Beckett, 129 Fed. 56, 
63 CCA 498; In re Soudan Mfg. Co., 
U3; .Wed., /804,.51 .CCA 476; In re 
Cantrell, 5 F. Cas. No, 2,389, 6 Ben. 
482; Catlin v. Currier, 5 F. Cas. No. 
2,518, 1 Sawy. 7; Hawkins v. Has- 
Kins Bank, 11°F. Cas, No. 6,244, 1 
Dill. 462; Overman v. Quick, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,624, 8 Biss, 134. 

33. Garrison v. Kurt, 249 Fed. 672, 
161 CCA 582; Johnson-Baillie Shoe 
Co. v. Bardsley, 237 Fed. 763, i150 
CCA bla: Scandinavian-American 
Bank v. Sabin, 227 Fed. 579, 142 CCA 
211; In re Manning, 206 Fed. 685; 
EB. I. Du Pont de Nemours Powder 
Co. v.. Jones, 200) Hed. 6388;" In = re 
Harnden, 200 Fed. 175; In re Newton, 
153 Fed. 841, 838 CCA 23 [aff 214 U.S. 
Oo pos Ot 614,53) He, Peds 997); 
In re Canton First Nat. Bank, 135 
Fed. 62, 67 CCA 536; Dodge v. Nor- 
lin, 133 Fed. 363, 66 CCA 425; Dugan 
v. Beckett, 129 Fed. 56, 68 CCA 498; 
In re Antigo Screen Door Co., 123 
Fed. 249, 59 CCA 248; American 
Surety Co. v. Worcester Cycle Mfg. 
Co., 100 Fed. 40; Wilson v. Perrin, 
62 Fed. 629, 11 CCA 66; Morse v. Rib- 
let, 22 Fed. 501. . 

[a] Effect of chattel mortgage 
attempting to cover after-acquired 
pro —Thompson vy. Fairbanks, 
196 U. S. 516, 25 SCt 306, 49 L. ed. 
BUT lath vor VitreGl, bo LAY T1104 
AmSR 899]; In re Raney, 202 Fed. 
996; In re Niagara Lead, etc., Co., 202 
Fed. 298; In re Marine Constr., etc., 
Co., 144 Fed. 649, 75 CCA 451; In 
re Eldridge, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,330, 2 
Biss. 362. - 

{b] Whether transaction condi- 
tional sale or mortgage.—In re New- 
ton, 153 Fed. 841, 83 CCA 23 [aff 214 
UO. S279) 29' SCt 614,'53 Evcedi 9971]. 

34. Orvis v. Powell, 98 U. S. 176, 
25 L. ed. 238; Union Mut. L, Ins. Co. 
v. Union Mills Plaster Co., 37 Fed. 
286, 3 LRA 90; Sullivan v. Portland, 
ete Re Co, 23 BY Cass sNo.e 135596; 
4 Cliff, 212 [aff 94 U. S. 806, 24 L. ed. 
32 


4). 

[a] Conformity to state remedy. 
—It is the right and within the 
power, if not the duty, of the federal 
court in a suit to foreclose a mort- 
gage to conform to state statute 
regulating the remedy. Deck v. 
Whitman, 96 Fed. 873. 

35. Brine v. Hartford F. Ins, Co., 
96 U. S. 627, 24 L. ed. 858. 

36. Atherton v. Beaman, 264 Fed. 
878; In re East End Mantel, etc., 
Co., 202 Wed. 275. 

37. Morgan v. Mannington First 
Nat. Bank, 145 Fed. 466, 76 CCA 236; 
In re Grissler, 136 Fed. 754, 69 CCA 
406. 

38. Preetorius v. Anderson, 236 
Fed. 723, 150 CCA 55; The Winne- 
bago, 141 Fed. 945, 73 CCA 295 [cer- 
tiorari den 200 U. S. 616, 26 SCt 752, 
50°. ed. 621]; U./S. v:. Hisenbeis, 
88 Fed. 4 [aff 112 Fed. 190, 50 CCA 
179]; Eason v. Garrison, 36 Tex. Civ. 
A. 574, 82 SW 800. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[a] Attorney’s lien.— Turner v. 
Woodard, 259 Fed. 737, 170 CCA 537; 
Cain v. Hockensmith Wheel, etc., Co., 
157 Fed. 992; In re Baxter, 154 Fed. 
22, 838 CCA 106. 

[b] Wendor’s lien.—Farrell  v. 
Wysong, 246 Fed. 281, 159 CCA 11. 

{c] Possessory lien on raft.— 
Knapp v. McCaffrey, 177 U. S. 638, 20 
SCt 824, 44 L. ed. .921 [aff 178 Ill. 
107. 52 NE 898, 69 AmSR 290]. 

{d] Gien on vessel for injuries 
committed by it.— Martin v. West, 
Zo2 WU, S. 191, 32, SCt 42°56 Ia. edi 159; 
36 LRANS 592 [aff 51 Wash. 85, 97 
P 1102, 21 LRANS 324]. 

39. Phipps v. Harding, 70 Fed. 
468, 17 CCA 203, 30 LRA 513; Hardin 
v. Olson, 14 Fed. 705, 4 McCrary 643; 
Sherman Bank y. Apperson, 4 Fed. 
25; Gregg v. Weston, 10 F. Cas. No. 
5,800, 7 Biss. 360. 

40. Abraham v. Casey, 179 U. S. 
210, 21 SCt 88, 45 L. ed. 156; Cutler 
v. Huston, 158 U. S. 423, 15 SCt 868, 
39 L. ed. 1040; Bondurant v. Wat- 
son, 103 (U.S. *281,. 26° i) ed! 447; 
Townsend v. Todd, 91 U. S, 452, 23 
L. ed. 413; Ross v. McLung, 6 Pet. 
(U. S.) 283, 8 L. ed. 400; Tygart Val- 
ley Brewing Co. v. Vilter Mfg. Co., 
184 Fed. 845 [rev 168 Fed. 1002]; 
Union Pac. R. Co. v. Reed, 80 Fed. 
234, 25 CCA 389; Farmers’ L. & T. 
Co. v. Detroit, ete, R. Co. 71° Red. 
29; Crooks v. Stuart, 7 Fed. 800, 2 
McCrary 13; In re Oliver, 18 F. Cas. 


No. 10,492. 
41. Walter A. Wood Co. v. Eu- 
banks, 169 Fedi.929,5 95" CCA 273: 


In re Newton, 153 Fed. 841, 83 CCA 
23 [aff 214 U. S. 279, 29 SCt 614, 53 
mired. SOT in re! Ha GlrAndrea 2217 
Fed. 561. 

42. Bryant v. Swofford Bros. Dry 
Goods Co., 214 U. S. 279, 29 SCt 614, 
53 L. ed. 997 [aff 153 Fed. 841, 83 
CCA Y2315—> Mork) Mte™Cor ve Cassell, 
201 U. S. 344, 28 SCt 481, 50 L. ed. 
782 [rev 135 Fed. 52, 67 CCA 526]. 

43. Meister v. Moore, 96 U. S. 76, 
24 LL. ed. 826; Great Northern R. 
ei v. Johnson, 254 Fed. 688, 166 CCA 

44. Chicago First Nat. Bank v. 
Mitchell, 84 Fed. 90 [aff 180 U. S. 
471, 21 SCt 418, 45 L. ed. 627]. 

45. Gillespie v. Pocahontas Coal, 
ete:,"Co., 163 Fed... 992, 91 “CCA” 494 
[rev 162 Fed. 742, and certiorari den 
214 US. 519, 29 SCtv700; “63L. ed. 
1065]; Berry v. Northwestern, etc., 
Bank, 93 Fed. 44, 35 CCA 185. 

46. Black v. Elkhorn Min. Co., 47 
Fed. 600 [aff 52 Fed. 859, 3 CCA 312 
(aff 163 U. S. 445, 16 SCt 1101, 41 L. 
ed. 221)]. And see Bankruptcy § 646. 

47. Whitney v. Whitney El., etce., 
Co., 180 Fed. 187 [aff 183 Fed. 678, 
106 CCA 28 (certiorari den 219 U.S. 
588, 31 SCt 472, 55 L. ed. 348)]. 

48. Union Trust Co, v. Grossman, 
245 U. S. 412, 38 SCt 147, 62 L. ed. 
368 [aff 228 Fed. 610, 143 CCA 132, 
AnnCas1917B 613]; Equitable L. As- 
sur, Soc. Vv. Brown; 213°U.-S. 25, 29 
Sct 404, 53 L. ed. 682; Board of Liq- 
uidation v. Louisiana, 179 U. S. 622, 
Ol SCtlS263,045 died. (347. [afi 51) ela, 
Ann, 1849, 26 S 679]; Stone v. Frank- 
fort Deposit Bank, 174 U. S. 408, 19 
SCt 881, 43 L. ed. 1027 [aff 88 Fed. 
883]; Evanston First Nat. Bank v. 
Bank of Waynesboro, 262 Fed. 754; 
In re Morrison, 261 Fed. 355; Young 
v. Gordon, 257 Fed. 846; In re Ameri- 
san Steel Supply Syndicate, 256 Fed. 
876; Grant Lumber Co. v. North 
River Ins. Co., 253 Fed. 83; Gilman 
v. Lamson Co., 234 Fed. 507, 148 CCA 
273; In re Wast End Mantel, etc., Co., 
202 Fed. 275; Thomas v. Birmingham 
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women ;*° dower;*® divorce and alimony;*7 con- 
tracts;*® what law governs with respect to a con- 
tract;*® what constitutes a breach of contract of 
employment ;°° the validity of contracts as depend- 
ent on state statutes;°! whether a contract is con- 
trary to the public policy or statutes of a state ;°? 
the statute of frauds;** the construction of a guar- 


R.,, ete.7, ‘Co, 195) Med: 340) Maly = ve 
Van Kannel Revolving Door Co., 184 
Fed. 459; In re Burke, 168 Fed. 994; 
Manhattan L. Ins- Co. v. Albro, 127 
Fed. 281, 62 CCA 218 [certiorari den 
194 U. S. 633, 24 SCt 857, 48 L. ed. 
1159]; McClain v. Provident Sav. L. 
Assur. Soc., 110 Fed. 80, 49° CCA 31; 
Hill v. Hite, 85 Fed. 268, 29 CCA 549; 
Small v. Westchester F. Ins. Co., 51 


Fed. 789; Pioneer Gold Min,- Co. v. 
ope 23GB eds + =258;1 10 Sawy. 


“The decisions of the highest court 
of New York are therefore binding 
upon this court as to the meaning 
and effect of the charter of the de- 
fendant, and as it is a New York 
company and the contract is a New 
York contract, executed and to be 
carried out therein, its meaning and 
construction as held by the highest 
court of the State will be of most 
persuasive influence, even if not of 
binding force, in the absence of any 
Federal question arising in the 
case.” Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. 
Brown, 213 U. S. 25, 44, 29 SCt 404, 
53 L. ed. 682. 

[a] The state law must be fol- 
lowed in determining: (1) Whether 
a contract constituted a bailment or 
a sale. In re Heckathorn, 144 Fed. 
499. (2) Whether a contract for the 
sale of a machine was a lease or a 
conditional sale. In re Sheets Print- 
ing, ete:, Co., 136 Fed: 939° [rev on 
other grounds 149 Fed. 196, 79 CCA 
154 (setting aside aflirmance in 143 
Fed. 315, 74 CCA 453)]. (3) The va- 
lidity of a contract of conditional 
sale giving the seller the right to 


retake the goods. In re Burke, 168 
Fed. 994. 
[b] Contract exemptions from lia- 


bility are within the rule.—Hartford 
B.. Ins. ‘Co., Vi sChicago;ete.,- Re Cox 
175 US SHot, (20h SCti 835) 44g beed. 
84 [aff 70 Fed. 201, 17 CCA 62, 30 
LRA 193]; Peirce v. Van Dusen, 78 
Fed. 693, 24 CCA 280, 69 LRA 705 
[app dism 19 SCt 879 mem, 43 L. ed. 
1184 mem]; Eells v. St. Louis, ete., 
R. Co., 52 Fed. 903. But see Liver- 
pool, ete., R. Co. v. Insurance Co. of 
North America, 129 U. S. 464, 9 SCt 
480, 32 L. ed. 800; Liverpool, etc., Co. 
Vo uP heni xine: Co., 129 Ui © soles 
SCt 469, 832 L. ed. 788; Western Union 
Tel. Co. v. Cook, 61 Fed. 624, 9 CCA 
680; J. M. Pace Mule Co. v. Seaboard 


Air Line R. Co., 160 N. C. 252, 76 SE 
513. 
{c] Where the question is one of 


general or commercial law, the rule 
is otherwise. See supra § 185. 

49. Parker v. Moore, 115 Fed. 799, 
53 CCA 369 [rev 111 Fed. 470, and 
certiorari den 187 U. S. 644, 23 SCt 
844, 47 L. ed. 347]. But compare U. 
S! ‘Savings, ‘etc.,) (Co, v. Harris, 103 
Fed. 27 (federal court is not bound 
to follow adjudications of state court 
as to what law governs a contract 
of loan between a building and loan 
association of one state and a mem- 
ber residing in the state in which 
the court is sitting, secured by mort- 
gage on land in the latter state, no 
local statute or rule of property be- 
ing involved). 

50. Ely v. Van Kannell Revolving 
Door Co., 184 Fed. 459. 

51. Clarksburg Electric Light Co. 
v. Clarksburg, 47 W. Va. 739, 35 SH 
994, 50 LRA 142. 

52. Parker v. Moore, 115 Fed. 779, 
53 ECA 369 [rev 111 Fed. 420, cer- 
tiorari den 187 U. S. 644, 23 SCt 844, 
47 L. ed. 347]. 

53. Moses v. Lawrence County 
Nat. Bank, 149 U. S. 298, 18 SCt 900, 


858 [25C.J.] 


anty;°4 wills and inheritances;®> the administra- 
tion of estates;°* the priorities of claims against the 
estate of a decedent;>? the right of a foreign ex- 
administrator to sue in the state or dis- 
trict ;58 and the rights of a foreign creditor against 
the personal representatives of a decedent.®? 

[§ 190] 3. Matters of Procedure. 
court held in numerous early cases that the federal 
statute making state laws rules of decision for fed- 
eral courts in trials at common law did not extend 
to the procedure or practice of those courts.®® 


ecutor or 


[§ 191] A. Original Jurisdiction and Exercise 
The constitution gives the 
supreme court of the United States original juris- 
diction in all cases affecting ambassadors, other pub- 
lic ministers and consuls, and those in which a state 
is a party,®’ thus making the original jurisdiction 
of the court in any controversy dependent upon 
the parties,°* and the supreme court may assume 
the original jurisdiction conferred upon it without 
any act of congress regulating, the mode and form 
The jurisdiction 


Thereof—l. In General. 


in which it shall be exercised.®? 


so conferred is exclusively fixed, 
grant ijn enumerated cases being construed as ex- 
eluding original jurisdiction in all other cases.7° 
Congress cannot enlarge the original jurisdiction be- 
yond the cases specified in the constitution,’! and it 
is held that such jurisdiction should be sparingly ex- 


37 L. ed. 743; Ballantine v. Yung 
Wing, 146 Fed. 621 
186 Fed. 312, 


54. In re Merrill, 
108 CCA 390. 

65.5 Uterhant wa es Scie240.cU.S; 
598, 36 SCt 417, 60 L. ed. 819; Mes- 
singer v. Anderson, 225 U. S. 436, 32 
SCt 739, 56, L. ed. 1152; Barber v. 
Pittsburgh; <etc., Ri Co., 166; Ut Si. 83, 
17 SCt 488, 41 L. ed. 925 [determined 
in certiorari 69 Fed. 501]; Loring v. 
Marsh, 96) Wall.st(U.. oS.) sot, al on niu. 
ed. 802; Middleton v. McGrew, 23 
How. (U. S.) 45, 16 L. ed. 403; Asp- 
den v. Nixon, 4 How. (U. S.) 467, 11 
Iyned. 41059" Lanesive Vick, 3 How, 
(U. S.) 464, 11 L. ed. 681; Waring 
Vv) Jackson,, 1 -Pet..<(U. S.). 570, 7 ta. 
ed. 266; Davis v. Mason, 1 Pet. (U. 
S.) 503, 7 L. ed. 239; Wells v. Brown, 
255 Fed, 852, 167 CCA 180; Lucas v. 
MeNeill, 231 Fed. 672, 145 CCA 558; 
Pugh v. Frierson, 221 Fed. 513, 137 
CCA 223; Thompson v. Sloss-Sheffield 
Steel, etc., Co., 209 Fed. 840, 126 
CCA 564; Hood v. McGehee, 189 Fed. 
205 [aff 199 Fed. 989, 117 CCA 664]; 
Yocum v. Parker, 134 Fed. 205, 67 
CCA 22%> Russell. wi Us-Si Trust Co; 
127 Fed. 445 [aff 136 Fed. 758, 69 
CCA 410]; Buford v. Kerr, 90 Fed. 
513, 33 CCA 166 [aff 86 Fed. 97]; Bu- 
ford v. Kerr, 86 Fed. 97 [aff 90 Fed. 
513, 38 CCA. 166]; Dodd v. Ghiselin, 
27 Fed. 405; Meade v. Beale, 16 F. 
Cas, \No. 9,371, ‘Taney 339; McPike 
v. Wells, 54 Miss. 136. 

[a] A state decision construing a 
will (1) in a first ejectment suit 
does not control agsubsequent eject- 
ment suit in a federal court, unless 
the opinion is simply declaratory of 
settled state law and not merely the 
construction of a particular devise. 
Barber v. Pittsburgh, etc, R. Co., 
166 TJ. S..83,.17 SCt 488, 41 0. ed. 
925, 69 Fed. 501. (2) A state de- 
cision construing a will but not em- 
bodying any settled law of the state 
will not control the decision of a 
federal court arrived at upon com- 
mon-law principles. Messinger v. 
Anderson, 171 Fed. 785, 96 CCA 445 
[rev on other grounds 225 U. S. 436, 
32 “SCU7sou peiuaiedy ddb29. 

{b] A state decision that an es- 
tate by will is a statutory estate ex- 
cluding further control by testator 


FEDERAL COURTS 


The supreme 


It 


VII. SUPREME COURT 


[§ 192] 
the affirmative 


binds the federal court. Buford v. 
Kerr, 86 Fed. 97 [aff 90 Fed. 5 #3, 
33 CCA 166]. 

[c] A state decision that a trus- 
tee under a will had power to make 
partition will be followed, although 
the decision is not announced under 
such conditions as to be res judicata. 
Phelps v. Harris, 101 U. S. 370, 25 L. 
ed. 855. * 

56. Salyer v. Consolidation Coal 
Co., 246 Fed. 794, 159 CCA 96 [cer- 
tiorari den 246 U.S. 669, 38 SCt 345]. 

fra Johnson v. Garner, 233 Fed. 
756, 

58. Brownson vy. Wallace, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 2,042, 4 Blatchf. 465. 

59, Schurmeier Vv. Connecticut 
Mut. L. Ins, Co., 171 Fed. 1, 96 CCA 
107 [certiorari dism 219 U. S. 586, 
81 SCt 470, 55 L. ed. 347]. 


60. See supra § 163 text and note 39. 
61. See supra § 108. 
62. Sanford v. Portsmouth, 21 F. 


Cas. No. 12,315, 2 Flipp. 105. 

63. See supra §§ 108-162. 

64 Texas, etce., R. Co. v. Humble, 
18d. .Si.67, 21 .SCtr.526,745. ed. 
747 [aff 97 Fed. 837, 38 CCA 502]. 

65. See supra § 163. 

66. See supra § 133. 

67. Const. ‘arti sir7§ 2: 

[a] An Indian tribe or nation 
within the United States is not a 
foreign state in the sense of the 
constitution, and cannot maintain an 
action in the courts of the United 
States. Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, 
by ReterGWetsSs)) LL ; 

68. Duhne'v. New Jersey, 251 U. 
S. 311, 40 SCt 154, 64 Lied; 280; 
Virginia v. West Virginia, 206 U. S. 
2905 27 —SCtiits2) blew. redsn1068i;. dn 
re Massachusetts, 197 U. S. 482, 25 
sct 512, 49 L. ed, 845; Louisiana 
v. Texas, 176 U.S. 1, 20 SCt 251, 44 
L. ed. 347; California v. Southern Pac. 
Cow Lh US 6229 b PS Ct sool 39) ol: 
ed. 683; Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 
(U.' Si) 264) 5 ed. 257. 

69. Kentucky v. Dennison, 24 How. 
(U. S.) 66, 16 L. ed. 717. 

70. California v. Southern Pac. 


Co, 157 U.S. 229,.15 SCt 5915" 39) Ts. 
ed, 683; Ex p. Hung Hang, 108 U. 
S) 552, 2 SOt) 863.0 2%. edessi 1s ax 


p. Vallandigham, 1 Wall. (U. S.) 248, 
17 L. ed. 589; Kendall v. U. S., 12 Pet, 


” For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same titl 


was to remedy what was considered a defect in this 
particular that the Practice Conformity Act ** was 
passed,®? and the construction and application of 
that act have already been fully considered.®* 
a state statute giving a married woman the right 
to sue for personal injuries without joining her hus- 
band was held binding on the federal court as a 
rule of decision,*¢ under the federal statute herein- 
before quoted,** although state statutes relating to 
parties to actions are usually deemed to be within 
the operation of the Practice Conformity Act.** 


ercised and not extended ‘a construction.*” 
word ‘‘original’’ in the constitutional grant of juris- — 
diction to the supreme court is used solely in contra- 
distinction to ‘‘appellate,’’ and such original jurisdic- 
tion is not necessarily exclusive, so that it is competent 
for congress to authorize suits in the inferior courts 

of the United States in respect to matters of which 
the supreme court has original jurisdiction, thus 
‘making the jurisdiction of the supreme court and 
lower federal courts coneurrent in certain cases.” | 
2. Actions to Which State Is a Party.” 
The supreme court has exclusive jurisdiction of all 
controversies of a civil nature where a state is a 
party, except where the controversy is between a 
state and its citizens, or between a state and citi- 
zens of other states, or aliens, in which latter cases 

the court has original, but not exclusive, jurisdic- 


, 


[§§ 189-192 


But 


The 


(U..S.) 524, 9 EL: ed. 11815, New Jer= 
sey v. New York, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 284, 
8 L. ed. 127; U. S. Bank v. Planters’ 
Bank, 9 Wheat. (U. S.) 904, 6 L. ed. 
244; Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 264, 5-L. ed. 257; Marbury v. 
Madison, 1 Cranch (U. S.) 137. 

[a] Prize cases.—No original ju- 
risdiction is conferred upon the su- 
preme court in prize cases and it 
can only exercise appellate jurisdic- 
tion. The Alicia, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 
571, 19 L. ed. 84; The Harrison, 1 
Wheat. (U. S.) 298, 4 L. ed. 95. See » 
infra § 265. 

{b] Neither the silence of coun- 
sel nor the express consent of the 
parties will justify the supreme court 
of the United States in ignoring the 
question whether it has original ju- 
risdiction of a suit commenced there- 
in. Minnesota v. Hitchcock, 185 U. 
S. 378, 885, 22 SCt 650, 46 L, ed. 954, 

71.—-Baltimore,. ete., Ri .Cos tv In= 
terstate Commerce Commn., 215 U. S. 
216,,.:30°-SCt,.86,..54 Tw sed 1645 UU. 
S. v. Ferreira, 13 How. (U. S.) 40, 14 
L. ed. 42; Marbury v. Madison, uf 
Cranch (U. S:). (137, 2 lie edee60: 

72. California v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 157 Wy Si 229, 15 SGt 694, 39 De 
ed. 683 

Tre Uy eave Louisiana, 123 U. S. 
32, 8 SCt 17, 31 L. ed. 69; Ames v. 
Kansas, 111 U. s. 449, 4 Sct 437, 28 
L. ed. 483: Davis v. Packard, 7 Pet. 
(U. S.) 276, 8 L. ed. 684; Pooley v. 
Luco, 76 Fed. 146; Texas v. Lewis, : 
14 Fed. 65; State v. Atkins, 35 Ga, 
315, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,850; Gittings v. 
Crawford, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,465, Taney 
1; Graham v. Stucken, 10 F. Cas. 
No. 5,677, 4 Blatchf., 505 
Hospital v. Barclay, 21 er, 
12,241, SimuBleatcht, 7259: antes | 
Ravara, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,122, 2 Dall, 
297, 1 L. ed...388. | 

[a] Illustration. — The clause of ; 
the constitution conferring jurisdic- | 
tion in actions to which consuls are i 
parties upon the supreme court did | 
not conflict with and render uncon- i] 
stitutional the act of congress which 
gave jurisdiction to district courts in 
civil cases against consuls and vice 
consuls. Gittings v. ID be wes 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,465, 'Taney 1 | 

74. See also supra §§ 50-54. i 


e, page and note number. 4 


§ 192] 


tion.75 


private claim.77 


A suit must be of a civil nature in order to be 

_ within the original jurisdiction of the supreme 
court;’® and the court cannot take original juris- 
diction of a suit by a state against persons or cor- 
porations of other states, where such suit, although 
in the form of a civil action, is, in its essential char- 


acter, one to enforce the penal or 


75. Jud. Code (1911) § 233; Vir- 
ginia v. West Virginia, 246 U. S. 565, 
38 SCt 400, 62 L. ed. 883; Virginia 
v. West Virginia, 206 U. S. 290, 27 
SCt 732, 51 L. ed. 1068; Kansas v. 
Colorado, 206 U. S. 46, 27 SCt 655, 51 
L. ed. 965; Oregon v. Hitchcock, 202 
W..S:- 607-26 -SCt 568, 50 LL. ed. 935; 
Louisiana v. Mississippi, 202 U. S. 
1, 26 SCt 408, 50 LL. ed. 913; In re 
Massachusetts, 197 U: S. 482, 25 SCt 
512, 49 L. ed. 845; South Dakota v. 
North Carolina, 192 U. S. 286, 24 SCt 
269, 48 L. ed. 448; Minnesota v. 
Northern Securities Co. 184 U. S. 
199, 22 SCt 308, 46 L. ed. 499; Mis- 
souri v. Illinois, 180 U. S. 208, 21 
SCt 331, 45 L. ed, 497; Louisiana v. 
Texas, 176 U. S. 1, 20.-SCt 251, 44 
L. ed. 847; California v. Southern 
PactiCo:, 157 Wer Si 229,15 -SCt 698, 
39 L. ed. 683; U. S. v. Texas, 143 U. 
Se) 621,75 12° -SCt:- 488, 36. Li. edb 285; 
Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 127 U. 
SeeZCo us wo Ct Lew 0en sa) Eis edi ~239); 
Pennsylvania v. Quicksilver Min. Co., 
Bel 0 Wall. iC. 3S.) ©5538; 19D.” ed. 998 
Texas v. White, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 700, 
19 L. ed. 227; New Jersey v. New 
York; 5 Pet. (U. S.) 284, 8 L. ed. 
127; Georgia v. Madrazo, 1 Pet. (U. 
SOi110,-7° LL. ed. 735 Chisholm yv. 
Georgia, 2 Dall. (U. S.) 419, 1 L. ed. 
440. 

“We are of opinion that the words, 
in the Constitution, conferring origi- 
nal jurisdiction on this court, in a 
suit ‘in which a State shall be a 
party,’ are not to be interpreted as 
conferring such jurisdiction in every 
cause in which the State elects to 
make itself strictly a party plaintiff 
of record and seeks not to protect 
its own property, but only to vindi- 
cate the wrongs of some of its 
people or to enforce its own laws or 


public policy against wrongdoers, 
generally.” Oklahoma v. Atchison, 
Stew Rs Cont 2208 U. Sa 20 pees on ok 


Sct 434, 55 L. ed. 469 [foll Oklahoma 
v. Gulf, etc, R. Co., 220 U. S. 290, 
31 SCt 442, 55 L. ed. 469, AnnCas 
1912C 524]. “ 
[a] A corporation is a “citizen” 
-within the meaning of those pro- 
visions of the constitution | and 
statutes defining the _ jurisdiction 
of the federal courts. Wisconsin v. 
Pelican Ins. Co., 127 U. S. 265, 8 SCt 
1370, 32 L. ed. 239. 
[b] A state must be a party, 
either nominally or substantially, to 
give jurisdiction on this ground. 
Fowler v. Lindsey, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 
411, 1 L. ed. 658. 
[c] Although congress has author- 
ity to legislate to enforce an agree- 
ment between states, the right of 
the supreme court to entertain a suit 
between such states based on such 
agreement is not affected, the two 
grants of power codrdinating to a 
single end. Virginia v. West Vir- 
sinia, 246 U. S. 565, 38 SCt 400, 62 
. ed. 883. 
M6, Alabama vy. Burr, 115 U.S. 
P4136 SCt-81, 29 L. ed, 435; Florida 
+. Anderson, 91 U. S. 667, 23 L. ed. 
990; Texas v. White, 7 Wall. (U. 
S$.) 700, 19 L. ed. 227; Pennsylvania 
vy. Wheeling, etc., Bridge Co., 13 How. 
Gi S)b18, 141Ts, “ed 249. ay 

fa] A suit by a state to enjoin 
the erection of a bridge over a river 


Suits to protect the property rights of a 
state are thus within the original jurisdiction of 
the supreme court,’® but the mere use of the name 
of a state as a party does not give jurisdiction where 
the real object of the suit is to enforce a purely 


FEDERAL COURTS 


terested.®1 


erlminal legisla- 


is within the original jurisdiction of 
such court, Pennsylvania v. Wheel- 
ing, etc., Bridge Co., 9 How. (U. S.) 
647, 13 L. ed. 294. 

77. Kansas v. U.'S., 204 U. S. 331, 
27 SCt 388, 51 L. ed. 510; Louisiana 
Vow bexas,. 176) U.S) 1,20 SCt 251, 44 
L. ed. 347, 

[a] MTllustration. — The original 
jurisdiction of the supreme court of 
the United States does not extend 
to a bill filed by the attorney-general 
of Kansas on behalf of the state as 
trustee for the Missouri, Kansas & 
Texas Railway Company of certain 
lands in the Indian Territory, al- 
leged to have been granted by con- 
gress to the state for the benefit of 
the railway company, where the name 
of the state is being used simply for 
the prosecution of the claim of the 
railway company. Kansas v. U. S., 


204 U. S. 331, 27 SCt 388, 51 L. ed. 
78. 


Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 Dall. 
(U. S.) 419, 1 L. ed. 440. 

79. Oklahoma y. Gulf, ete., R. Co., 
220 U. S. 290, 31 SCt 437, 55 Li. ed. 


469, AnnCas1912C 524; Oklahoma 
yi -Atehison jrete; oR. Cos, 2210) UO. 2S; 
277,09 31. SCt/ 434,° 55 i. ed. 465; 
Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 127 
SS: 2655. <8! 3SCEe 13705) so 2edae) 6d: 


80. Louisiana v. Texas, 176 U. S. 
1, 20 SCt 251, 44 L, ed. 347; Wiscon- 
sintay se Pelicam <ins)),'Go.) 127 6 Use Se 
265, 8 SCt 1370, 32 L. ed. 239; New 
Hampshire v. Louisiana, 108 U. S. 
76, 2 SCt 176, 27 L. ed. 656; Georgia 
v. Stanton, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 50, 18 L. 
ed. 721; Mississippi v. Johnson, 4 
Wall. (U. S.) 475, 18 L. ed. 487; Ken- 
tucky v. Dennison, 24 How. (U. S.) 
66, 16 L. ed, 717. 

81. Virginia v. West Virginia, 220 
Daisy Le Sia SCte 33 0;oo Leds: 353% 
Kansas v. Colorado, 185 U. S. 125, 
22 SCt 552, 46 L. ed. 838; New York 
v. Connecticut, 4 Dall. (U. S.) 1, 1 L. 
ed. 715; Fowler v. Lindsey, 3 Dall. 
(WU. S.) 411, 1 L.-ed. 658. See also 
Georgia v. Tennessee Copper Co., 206 
U. S. 230, 27 SCt 618, 51 L. ed. 1038, 
11 AnnCas 488. 

[a] Water rights.— The original 
jurisdiction of the supreme court of 
the United States extends to a con- 
troversy between the states of Kan- 
sas and Colorado and the United 
States, presenting the questions 


| whether Kansas has a right to the 


continuous flow of the waters of the 
Arkansas river as that flow existed 
before any human interference there- 
with, or whether Colorado has the 
right to appropriate the waters of 
that stream so as to*prevent that 
continuous flow, or whether’ the 
amount of the flow is subject to the 
superior authority and supervisory 
eontrol of the United States. Kan- 
sas v. Colorado, 206 U. S. 46, 27 SCt 
655, 51 L. ed. 956. 

[b] Apportionment of indebted- 
ness on creation of new state.—The 
original jurisdiction of the supreme 
court of the United States extends 
to a suit by the commonwealth of 
Virginia against the state of West 
Virginia to determine the amount 
due to the former by the latter as 
the equitable proportion of the pub- 
lic €ebt of the original state of Vir- 
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tion of the state,7® or of controversies concerning 
political questions which are not the subject of 
judicial cognizance, but which, were the state an 
independent nation, could only be adjusted through 
the ministerial department of its government.®® 
Suits between states. 
entertain jurisdiction of a suit on the ground that 
it is between two states, a controversy must exist 
in the result of which the states are directly in- 
This jurisdiction is most frequently in- 
voked for the settlement of disputes as to state 
boundaries,®** but it would be impossible to antici- 
pate, and inadvisable to attempt to anticipate by 


For the supreme court to 


ginia which was assumed by West 
Virginia at the time of its creation as 
a state. Virginia v. West Virginia, 
attire Sr 220 ne 2 SCti veo umole Meares 

{c] State as donee of bonds of an- 
other state.——The original jurisdic- 
tion of the court extends to a suit 
by a state as absolute owner by gift 
from an individual, of bonds of an- 
other state secured by a mortgage of 
property belonging to that state, and 
a decree may be entered subjecting 
the mortgaged property to the satis- 
faction of the debt. South Dakota 
v. North Carolina, 192 U. S. 286, 24 
SCt 269, 48 L. ed. 448. 

{d] Injury to inhabitants. — The 
construction by a publie corporation, 
as an agency of the state, of a sys- 
tem of public works to promote the 
health and prosperity of its inhabit- 
ants, but which endangers the health 
and prosperity of the inhabitants 
of another and adjacent state, fur- 


nishes a_ sufficient basis for a 
controversy between the states, 
of which the supreme . court of 


the United States can take original 
jurisdiction. Missouri v. _ Illinois, 
tee U. S. 208, 21 SCt 331, 45 L. ed. 

te] Individual rights—A_ state 
cannot create a controversy within 
the meaning of the constitution and 
statutes by assuming the prosecution 
of debts due its citizens by another 
state, or by otherwise undertaking 
the vindication of individual griev- 
ances. lLouisiana v. Texas, 176 U. 
S. 1, 20 SCt 251, 44 L. ed. 347; New 
Hampshire v. Louisiana, 108 U. S. 
76, 2 SCt-176, 27,L. ‘ed. 656.. 

82. Louisiana v. Mississippi, 202 
USS. ears Ott 4085550 Bits edka Gio 
Tennessee v. Virginia, 177 U. S. 501, 
20 SCt 715, 44 L. ed. 863; Virginia 
v. Tennessee, 148 U. S. 503, 13 SCt 
128, 3%. tas ed. 537; 1586U. Sx 267-15 
SCt 818, 39 L. ed. 976; Iowa v. Illi- 
NOUS L477. Soeds ko SC coo mouerae 
es 755, 1518 Wi-S51238) /LeISCty 8335, 38 
L. ed. 145; U. S. v. Texas, 143 U.S. 
621, 12 SCt 488, 36 L. ed. 285;-Ne- 
braska v. Iowa, 143 U. S. 359, 12 SCt 
396, 36 L. ed. 186, 145 U. S. 519, 12 
SCt 976, 36 -L. ed. 798; Indiana v. 
Kentucky, 136 U. S. 479, 10 SCt 1051, 
345. ed. 329,-159 WU. S. 275, 164S6t 
320, 40 L. ed. 149, 163 U. S. 520, 16 
SCt 1162-41) 1b edhe2b00e167a.UaS: 
270, 17 SCt 999, 42 L. ed. 164; Mis- 
souri v. Kentucky, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 
395, 20 L. ed. 116; Virginia v. West 
Virginia, J5 Walle qu. Si 39M 20irn: 
ed. 67; Alabama v. Georgia, 23 How. 
(U. S.) 505, 16 L. ed. 556; Florida v. 
Georgia, 17 How. \(U:\S.) 478, 15 LL. 
ed. 181; Florida v. Georgia, 11 How. 
CUTS.) 22:93) ol 3 tied 21102," 17 How: 
478, 15 L. ed. 181; Missouri v. Iowa, 

29.) 6505 12) Ted. 1861, 10 
How. 1, med. v5.03, 160 Uk ase 
688, 16 SCt 4383, 40 L. ed. 583, 165 
Wit Ss LS it SCta2 9 0 rat aired: 
655; Rhode Island v. Massachusetts, 
LAP OtaadUe Ss) 657,09 tt edat23 ora 
How. 59s Ja bted1d16, 15 Petr283; 
10x ed. 721, 242 Pet.) 210,10 ited: 
423, 18 Pet. 23, 10 L. ed. 41; New Jer- 
sey v. New York, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 284, 
8 L. ed. 127; New Jersey v. New York, 
Br Petey COS. i461 21a OO ren ada 
Pet. 284) (Se Eie edie 2 TPe 6st. 2383. 8 
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definition, what controversies could or could not be 
brought within the original jurisdiction of the 


court.®® 


Actions between state and its own citizens. 
supreme court has not jurisdiction of an action by 
a state against its own citizens §* even though citi- 
zens of other states are joined as codefendants;** 
and it has long since been settled that the whole 
sum of the judicial power granted by the consti- 
tution to the United States does not embrace the 
authority to entertain a suit brought by a, e:tizen 
against his own state without its consent.®® 

Suits between state and United States. 
preme court has original jurisdiction of a suit 
brought by the United States against a state,8? but 
its original jurisdiction does not extend to a suit 
by a state against the United States.%§ 

[§ 193] 38. Actions Affecting Ambassadors, Pub- 
The supreme court has 
exclusively all such jurisdiction of suits or proceed- 
ings against ambassadors, or other public ministers, 
or their domestics or domesfie servants, as a court 
of law can have consistently with the law of na- 


lic. Ministers, or Consuls.®° 


L, ed. 414; New York v. Connecticut, 
47 Palk Cur Ss.) fea Leeds 715} 

“We consider, therefore, the es- 
tablished doctrine of this court to 
be, that it has jurisdiction of ques- 
tions of boundary between two states 
of this Union, and that this juris- 
diction is not defeated, because in 
deciding that question it becomes 
necessary to examine into and con- 
strue compacts or agreements be- 
tween those States, or because the 
decree which the court may render, 
affects the. territorial limits of the 
political jurisdiction and sovereignty 
of the States which are parties to 
the proceeding.’ Virginia v. West 


Virginia, 11 Wall. (U. S:) 39; 55, -20 
L. ed. 67. 
83. Missouri v. Illinois, 180 U. S. 


POSH ZI St, soser aby iu, eds 24.9% 

{a] “The many cases” in which 
controversies between states have 
been viewed by the supreme court 
are ciived in chronological order by 
Mr. Chief Justice White in a note to 
his opinion in Virginia v. West Vir- 
ginia, 246 U. S. 565, 38 SCt 400, 62 
L. ed. 883 

84. Minnesota v. Northern Securi- 
ties’ Co., 184 U. S. 199, 22 SCt 308, 
46 L. ed. 499; Pennsylvania v. Quick- 
silver Min. Co., 10 Wall. (U. S.) 553, 
19 L. ed. 998. 


85. California v. Southern Pac. 
CoylVoaTAWy 6S) 3229, 15, SCtes9i5 639 ci. 
ed. 683. 

[a] Formal party.—In a suit by a 


state against the citizens of another 
state the fact that a United States 
marshal for a district of plaintiff 
state was joined as a merely formal 
defendant did not oust the jurisdic- 
tion of the supreme court. Florida v. 
Anderson, $1 U. S. 667. 23 L. ed. 290. 

86. Duhne v. New Jersey, 251 U. 
S. 311, 40 SCt 154, 64 L. ed, 280. See 
also supra § 52. 

S7. AU..(Se ve Mexas, 71437 US: 762i 
22 9S Ct 488,367. ed.) 285, 16270. s: 
Ta165 Sct 725, 40 L. ed. 867. 

[a] Action unon state bonds.—uvU. 
S. v. North Carolina, 136 U.S. 211, 10 
SCt 92), 34 L. ed. 336. 

ese Kansas) vi U.5S.204 U:. :Si sar, 
27 SCt 388. 51 L. ed. 510; Naganab 
v. Hitchcock, 202 U. S.. 473, 26 SCt 
667, 50 L. ed. 1113; U. S.‘v. Louisiana, 
123 Ui. Se32, 8'iSCt-L7, 31 is ed? 69; 

; ja] Where the United States is 
@ necessary party to an action 
against federal officials, the supreme 
court has not original jurisdiction. 
Louisiana v. Garfield, 211 U. S. 70, 
29°SCES1, S8e Hated 092: 

{[b] Where the United States is 
the real defendant, the supreme court 
has not jurisdiction, although the 
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The | a party.°° 


The su- 


action is brought against citizens of 
a state other than plaintiff state who 
are nominal defendants. Oregon v. 
Hitchcock, 202 U. S: 60, 26 SCt 568, 
50 L. ed. 9385. 

89. See also supra § 4 

90. Jud. Code (1911) : "233; In re 
Baiz, 135 U. S. 403, 10 SCt 854, 34 L. 
ed. 222; Ames v. Kansas, 111 U. S. 
449, 4 SCt 437, 28 L. ed. 482; Bors v. 
Preston, 111 U. S. 252, 4 SCt 407, 28 
L. ed. 419; Ex p. Vallandigham, 1 
Wal Cus S82) 2435) aieetarea, 58.92 
Davis v. Packard, 7 Pet. (U. S.) 276, 
8 L. ed. 684; Puooley v. Luco, 76 Fed. 
146; Gittings v. Crawford, 10 F. Cas. 
No. 5,465, Taney 1; Graham v. Stuck- 
en, 10 F. Cas. No. 5,677, 4 Blatchf. 
50; Lorway v. Lousada, 15 F. Cas. 
No. 8,517, 1 Lowell 77; St. Luke’s 
Hospital v. Barclay, 21 F. Cas. No. 
12;241°°3 Bilatchf. 259; U.S: vw. Ra- 
vara, 27 F. Cas. ‘No. 16,122, 2 Dall. 
297, 1 L. ed, 388; Redmond v. Smith, 
22 Tex. Civ. A. 323, 54 SW 636. 

[a] A consul general exercising 
the functions of the minister, during 
the latter’s absence, by consent of 
the secretary of state, is not a public 
minister within the meaning of the 
statute, but is subject to the juris- 
diction of the district court in case 
of a suit against him. In re Baiz, 
a USS. 408% 102S8Cti 854, 34 clued: 
222. 

[b] Whis jurisdiction does not ex- 
tend to a criminal assault on the per- 
son of a foreign minister. U. S. v. 
Ortega, 11 Wheat. (U. S.) 467, 6 L. 


ed, 521. 

[c] “A political agent” of a for- 
eign country is not necessarily an 
ambassador or a consul. Ex p. Hitz, 
111 U.S. 766, 4 SCt 698, 28 L. ed. 592. 

91. See also supra § 14. 

92. In re Whitney SS. Corp., 249 
UMS 105) 39 SCt W922 reset. ed 250% 
Ex p. Graham, 10 Wall. (U. S.) 541, 
19 L. ed. 981; U. S. v. Hoffman, 4 
Walls» (UaoS.)) 158) 18 di: edun 3545 
Ex p. Gordon, 1 Black (U. S.) 5038, 17 
L. ed. 134; Ex p. New Orleans City 
Bank, 3 How. (U. S.) 292, 11 L. ed. 
603 

[a] Until ‘after an appeal was 
taken from a final decree in the cir- 
cuit court no power was vested in 
the supreme court to issue a writ of 
prohibition to restrain the former 
court from exercising the jurisdic- 
tion conferred on it by the act to en- 
force the rights of citizens of the 
United States to vote in the several 
states. Ex p. Warmouth, 17 Wall. 
(U.S): 64,0 21 Ei. eds 1543: 

93. Jud. Code (1911) § 234; In re 
Muir, (U. S.) 41 SCt 185; Ex p. In- 
diana Transp. Co., 244 U. S. 456, 37 


[§ 194] 4. Issuance of Writs °1—a. 
Prohibition cannot be issued by the supreme court 
where there is no appellate power given by law 
or any special] authority to issue the writ,°? but the 
statute expressly gives the supreme court power | 
to issue writs of prohibition to the district courts 
when proceeding as courts of admiralty and mari- 
time jurisdiction. 

[§ 195] b. Mandamus. 
power to issue writs of mandamus, in cases war- 
ranted by the principles and usages of law, to any 
courts appointed under the authority of the United 
States, or to persons holding office under the au- 
thority of the United States, where a state, or an 
ambassador, or other public minister, or a consul, or 
vice consul is a party.%4 
compel the performance of a ministerial duty or a 
judicial act with regard to which no discretion ex- 
ists,9®> but it cannot be employed for the purpose 


- a i 


[§§ 192-195 


tions, and original, but not exclusive, jurisdiction 
of all suits brought by ambassadors or other public 
ministers, or in which a. consul or vice consul is 


Prohibition. 


The supreme court has 


The writ will issue to 


SCt 717, 61 L. ed. 1253; Ex p. Phenix 
Ins:v-Co.,0118 U.S5 610.07. SCt 255-30 
Li. ed. 274; Ex, p. Gordon, 104. Un S: 
515, 26 L. ed. 814; Ex p. Baston, 95 
U. S. 68, 24 L. ed. 373; Ex p. Graham, 
LO pWall.e (UzeS)"- 5447.19 Tamed: nasi: 
Ix p. Gordon, 1 Black CU. “S.y S03: 
17 L. ed. 134; Ex p. New Orleans 
City Bank, 3 How. (US!) 292) saa te 
a 603; U. S. v. Peters, 3 Dall, (U. 

Spel 21eele Tie ed, 5s: 

[a] The district court for the dis- 
trict of Alaska may be proceeded 
against by prohibition in an_ ad- 
miralty cause. In re Cooper, 138 U. 
S. 404, 11 SCt 289, 34 L. ed. 993. 

94 Jud. Code (1911) § 234; Me 
Cluny v. Silliman, 2 Wheat. . S.} 
369, 4 L. ed. 263; Marbury v. Madi- 
son, 1 Cranch (U. S.) 237%, 2° Daved 

[a] State courts and officers not 
included.—The authority to issue the 
writ does not extend to any courts or 
persons except those enumerated, and 
therefore does not embrace state 
courts and state officers. Graham v. 
Norton, 15> Walk (CUs SD) 4287 Wass 
v. Johnson County, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
166, 18 L. ed. 768. 

fb] Compelling court to take jur- 
isdiction.—Where a federal trial 
court refuses to hear a cause for 
want of jurisdiction and the ques- 
tion thus raised may be heard on 
certifivate to the supreme court un- 
der Jud. Code § 238, the supreme 
court has power by mandamus to 
compel such circuit court to take 
jurisdiction of the cause. WU. S. v. 
poly 65 Fed, 647, 18 CCA 77. 

U. S. v. Allen, 192 U. S. 548, 
24 Sct 416. 48 L. ed. 555: In re Gross— 
mayer, 77 WW. Sh 485-20) SCtsb3oy 44 
L. ed. 665; In re Atlantic City R. 
Co., 164 U. S. 633,17 SCt 208,040 1: 
ed: 579; In re Hohorst, 150 U. S. 653. 
14 SCt 221, 37 L. ed. 1211; American 
Constr. Co. v. Jacksonville, ete., R. 
Coy 148..UL Si 372..18.SCt 758,187 ore 
ed. 486; In re Morrison, 147 UV. S. 
14,.13 SCt 246,37 LL. ed. 60; Ex p. 
Pennsylvania Co., 137 U. S. 451, 11 
Sct 141, 34 L. ed, 738; Ex p. Parker, 
120 U. S. 73% _7-SCt 76%, 30 L. ed. 
818; Ex p. Brown, 116 U. S: 401, 6 
SCt 38%, 29 LL, ed. 676; Ex p. Balti- 
more, etc., R. Co., 108 U. S. 566, 2 
SCt 876, 27 L. ed, 812; Philadelphia, 
ete, ER: Com Va Uans-, ot Use Use vOse 
26 L. ed. 454; Ex p. Schollenberger, 
96 U. S. 369, 24 L. ed. 853; Knicker- 
bocker Ins. Co. v. Comstock, 16 Wall. 
(U. S.) 258, 21 L. ed. 493; Ex p. New- 
man, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 152, 20 L. ed. 
877; Kendall v. U.'S,, 12 Pet. (U. S.)} 
524, 9 L. ed. 1181; Ex p. Bradstreet, 
7. Pet. (USS.).634,5°8 TE, ed. 8102 Mars 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 195-199] 


of review, and thus be made to perform the office 
of an appeal or writ of error,®* or to control the 
judicial discretion of the subordinate court.27 The 
writ cannot be issued in the exercise of original 
jurisdiction, as no such power is conferred by the 
constitution,®* and a fortiori the writ will not be 
granted in a case where the court has neither origi- 
nal nor appellate jurisdiction.2® The writ cannot 
be resorted to except on extraordinary occasions and 
where ,there is no other adequate remedy,! in ac- 
cordance with the general rule governing the issu- 
ance of this writ.? 

[§ 196] c. Habeas Corpus. A writ of habeas 
corpus cannot be issued by the supreme court, ex- 
cept when this is necessary for the exercise of its 
jurisdiction under the constitution or laws of the 
United States,? and ordinarily this writ can issue 
only under its appellate jurisdiction,* although ex- 
ceptional circumstances may authorize an original 
petition to the supreme court for such a writ.5 

[§ 197] d. Other Writs. The supreme court has 
power to issue writs of ne exeat, scire facias, and 
all writs not specifically provided for by statute, 
which may be necessary for the exercise of its ju- 
risdiction and agreeable to the usages and princi- 
ples of law.® 

[§ 198] 5. Amount in Controversy. The origi- 
‘nal jurisdiction of the supreme court of the United 


bury v. Madison, 1 Cranch (U. S.) 
137, 2 LL. ed... 60. 
[a] The writ may issue to com- 


pel the lower court to: (1) Grant an 


Many, 14 How. 
pa); 
Wilson, 8 Pet. 
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States is conferred by the constitution without limit 
as to the amount in controversy, and congress has 
never imposed, if indeed it could impose, any such 
hmit.? 

[§ 199] 6. Procedure in Exercise of Original Ju- 
risdiction. The constitution prescribes no particu- 
lar mode of proceeding in suits originally brought 
in the supreme court, nor is there any act of con- 
gress upon the subject; and in the absence of any 
legislation by congress the court itself is authorized 
to prescribe its mode and form of proceeding, so 
as to accomplish the ends for which original juris- 
diction was given. The rule established is that the 
supreme court will frame its proceedings in cases 
of original jurisdiction according to those which 
have been adopted in the English courts in similar 
cases, and the rules of the court in chancery should 
govern in conducting the case to a final issue,® al- 
though the court is not bound to follow this prac- 
tice when it’ would tend to embarrass the case by 
unnecessary technicalities, or defeat the purposes of 
justice.t° A proceeding against a state may be at 
law or in equity according to the nature of the relief 
sought, but a suit in equity is the appropriate 
remedy for determining the boundary line between 
two states}? or between a territory and a state.1? 

Leave to sue. Bills in equity are filed only upon 
leave first obtained,!* but such leave is ordinarily a 


ed. 877; Ex p. mitment for contempt was made, that 
it was justified by the supposed com- 
mission of perjury without reference 


to any circumstance or condition giv- 


mMssiConinv: 


appeal. Ex p. Jordan, 94 U. S. 248, | 949; Ex p. Bradstreet, 7 Pet. (U. S.) | ing the testimony an obstructive 
24 L. ed. 123. (2) Sign a bill of ex-| 634, 8 L. ed. 810; Ex p. Crane, 5 Pet. | effect). 
ceptions in a case tried before it.| (U. S.) 190, 8 L. ed. 92; Hough v. 6 Jud. Code §§ 261, 262; U. S. v. 


Bx p. Crane, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 190, 8 L. 


Western Transp. Co., 


12 F. Cas. No. | Beatty, 232 U. S. 468, 34 SCt 392, 58 


ed. 92. 

96. In re Huguley Mfg. Co., 184 
U.S) 297, 22 SCt 455, 46 di. -ed. 549; 
In re Blake, 175 U. S. 114, 20 SCt 
42, 44 L. ed. 94; In re Atlantic City 
Re Co. l64. UzeSy 683,, LIaSCt 208.41 
L. ed. 579; In re Rice, 155 U. S. 396, 
15 SCt 149,.39 Li. ed. 198; In re Par- 
Sone e150) Ui ise-150, 14 SCt 50,5387 Ds 
ed. 1034; American Constr. Co. v. 
Jacksonville, ete., R. Co., 148 U. S. 
B72. 13 SCt- 758, 37 ta. ed. 486; Ince 
Hawkins, 147 U. S. 486, 13 SCt 512, 
37 L. ed 251; In re Morrison, 147 
Wem 45 Tost 246, Sia du. ed: 0603 
Ex p. Pennsylvania Co., 137 U.S. 
451, 11 SCt 141, 34 L. ed. 738; Ex 
p. Morgan, 114 U. S. 174, 5 SCt 825, 
29 L. ed. 135; Ex p. Des Moines, etc., 
RL Co; 103° U.S) 794, 26 LL. ed. 461; 
Ex p. Perry, 102 U. S. 183, 26 L. ed. 
43; Ex p. Schwab, 98 U. S. 240, 25 
L. ed. 105; Ex p. Loring, 94 U; Ss: 
AS: 24. ed 1653) Ex Tp. tM lippin; 
940, S848) 24 Le ed. 1943) Exp. 
Newman, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 152, 20 L. 
Coie nE pe Eoyte dich bet. CUS.) 
279, 10 L. ed. 161; New York L., etc., 
Ins. Co. v. Adams, 9 Pet. (U. S.) 571, 
ed. 233; Columbia Bank v. 
Sweeny, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 567, 7 L. ed. 
265 


[a] This is true, even though an 
-appeal or writ of error is not avail- 


able. American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
sonville, etc., R. Co. 148 U. S. 372, 
139 SCt 758, 37) Li ed. 48654 Ex: p. 


Pennsylvania Co., 137 U. S. 451, 11 
SCt 141, 34 L. ed. 738; In re Burdett, 
ey Ue Saivil) SusCu 1394232 in, eds 
321; Ex p. Baltimore, etc. R. Co., 
108, Us S.9 566, 2aSCt 876,227 vl. ed. 
812; Ex p. Newman, 14 Wall. (U. 8S.) 
152, 20 L. ed. 877. 
97. Ex p. Glaser, 198 U. S. 171, 
25 SCt 653, 49 L. ed. 1000; Hudson 
v. Parker, 156 U. S. 277, 15 SCt 450, 
39 L. ed. 424; American Constr. Co. 
v. Jacksonville, etc., R. Co., 148 U. S. 
872, 13 SCt 758, 37 L. ed, 486; In re 
Haberman Mfg. Co., 147 U. S. 525, 
13 SCt 527, 37 L. ed. 266; In re Haw- 
ins, 147 U.S: 486, 13 St 512. 37 
L. ed. 251; Ex p. Newman, 14 Wall. 


6,724, 1 Biss. 425. 

[a] Appointment or removal of 
clerk.—The supreme court cannot, on 
an application for a writ of manda- 
mus, determine whether the power 
of a district judge in removing a 
clerk of the latter court has been 
abused, or exercise in any way con- 
trol over the appointment or removal 
of such clerk. Ex p. Hennen, 13 Pet. 


(GU. S.). 225,510, Li. ed. 436. 

98. In re Massachusetts, 197 
Ginet Sant 8:25) 2 OS Ct a bil2ere4 9 mele ede 
845% Ex ‘p. Virginia, 100° U; 'S. 339; 
2b To ed. 1676315 ON Se tye suOhn son 
Counitven 6, BWallily GCUsnS au 1665, 18) a: 
ed. 768; Marbury v. Madison, 1 


Cranch (U. S.) 137, 2 L. ed. 60. 

99. Ex p. Glaser, 198 U. S. 171, 25 
Sct 653, 49 L. ed. 1000; In re Massa- 
chusetts, 197 U. S. 482, 25 SCt 512, 
49 L. ed. 845. 

1. In re Atlantic.City R. Co., 164 
Wein. Oso bees Ci ZO Sirs te lee de 509: 
In re Morrison, 147 U. S. 14, 138 SCt 
246, 37 L. ed. 60; In re Pennsylvania 
Coy ASIA WMS: 451, LI SCtwl4y,, 34h. 


ed. 738; Ex p. Baltimore. ete. R. 
So.,- 108; U. S. 566, 2..SCt 878, 27 I. 
ed. 812; Ex p. Des Moines, etc., R. 


Co., 103 U. S. 794, 26 L. ed. 461; Hx 
p. Newman, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 152, 20 
L. ed. 877; U. S. v. Addison, 22 How. 
(U. S.) 174, 16 L. ed. 304. 

2. See Mandamus [26 Cyc 168]. 

3. Ex p. Barry, 2 How. (U. S.)) 65, 
Tio, Ved: 81; 

457 In re. Tracy, 249° Us S27551,, 39 
Sct 374, 63 L. ed. 768; Ex p. Hung 
Hang, 108. U. S. 552, 2 SCt 863, 27 
eed oll Hx p. virginia, 2100 “WS: 
339, 25 L, ed. 676; Ex p. Parks, 93 
Wi S518, 237 E.ved: 787 -hx p. Lange, 
18 Wall. (U. S.) 163, 21 L. ed. 872. 

[a] It can be issued only thus ex- 
cept in cases affecting ambassadors, 
other public ministers, or consuls 
and those in which a state is a party. 
Ex p. Hung Hang, 108 U. S. 552, 2 
Sct 863, 27 L. ed. 811. 

5. Ex p. Hudgings, 249 U. S. 378, 
89 SCt 337, 63 L. ed. 656 (necessity 
for prompt correction of erroneous 
doctrine on which an order of com- 


L. ed. 686; McClellan v. Carland, 217 
U.S. 268, 30.SCt 501, 54 L. ed, 762. 
7. Wisconsin v. Pelican Ins. Co., 
Ba U.S) 265, 58eSCty 1370; 532) tua eds 
8. Florida v. Georgia, 17 How. 
COAST AT SHAS pled sal Si1. 

9. California v. Southern Pac. Co., 
LO iSi82295 U5 eSCe 591) 639) then eds 
683; Georgia v. Grant, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
241, 18 L. ed. 848; Pennsylvania v. 
Wheeling, ete., Bridge Co., 18 How. 
(U. S.) 460, 15 L. ed. 449; Rhode 
Island v. Massachusetts, 12 Pet. 
CULES Die Gots yoy Listed FA233 213m bets 
23, 10 L. ed. 41, 14 Pet. 210, 10 L. ed. 
423, 15 Pet. 2338, 10 L. ed. 721. 

{a] Im suits to which individuals 
are parties the established forms and 
usages in courts of common law and 
equity are adopted. Florida v. 
Georgia, 17 How. (U. S.) 478, 15 L. 
ed. 181. 

10. California v. Southern Pac. 
Co.” 157 UntS.'229; 15 (SCt'591, 1139 
L, ed. 683; Florida v. Georgia, 17 
How. (U. S.) 478, 15 L. ed. 181. 

11. Missouri v. Illinois, 180 U. S. 
208, 21 SCt 331, 45 L. ed. 497. 


12 US v. Dexasyl43 US Saoaus 
12 SCt 488, 36 L. ed. 285; Missouri 
Vo, lowa; 7 How. (U..“S:),.660) 12) aL: 


ed. 861. 

“We take occasion here to say, on 
a matter of practice, that bill and 
cross-bill is deemed the most ap- 
propriate mode of proceeding ap- 
plicable to cases like the present, as 
it always offers an opportunity to the 
court of making an affirmative de- 
cree for the one side or the other, 
and of establishing by its authority 
the disputed line, and of having it 
permanently marked by commission- 
ers of itS own appointment, if that 
be necessary, aS in this cause it is.” 
Missouri v. Iowa, 7 How. (U. S.) 660, 
667, 12 L. ed. 861. 
1sHecW: Sa v.e Texas, 143.0. Sise2d 
12 SCt 488, 36 L. ed. 285. 

14. Georgia v. Grant, 6 Wall. 
(U._S.) 241, 242, 18 L. ed. 848. 

“The court has adopted no rules 
governing suits in cases of original 
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matter of course, and may be granted without inti- 
mating any opinion upon a question raised as to 
want of jurisdiction.’ 

Jurisdictional objections. A motion to dismiss for 
want of jurisdiction is a proper mode of objecting 
when jurisdiction does not appear on the face of 
the proceedings;!* and it has been determined that 
a case will be dismissed where there are absent 
parties who cannot be made parties to the suit with- 
out ousting the jurisdiction of the court." 

Process and appearance. The supreme court has 
prescribed rules which govern respecting the process 
in original actions in such courts, the persons on 
whom it is to be served, and the time of service.'® 
Where the action is against a state, service should 
be made upon the governor and attorney-general of 
defendant state sixty days before the return day 
of the process.!® If a defendant state fails or re- 
fuses to appear, the court will allow plaintiff or 
complainant to proceed ex parte.2® In an action 
against a state the filing of a demurrer to the com- 
plainant’s bill by the attorney-general of the state 
may be an appearance and compliance with an order 
giving such state leave to appear and answer the 
bill.22. Where a defendant state appears and pleads 
voluntarily, it does not thereby conclude itself, 
but may on motion be allowed to withdraw its ap- 
pearance.?? 

Pleading. Cross bills may be filed, when appro- 
priate, in a suit between states, as in other cases.?% 
The rules which govern courts of equity as to the 
allowance of time for filing an answer will not be 
applied by the supreme court to controversies be- 
jurisdiction. In cases of equity, how- 
ever, it has been the usual practice 


to hear a motion in behalf of the 


complainant for leave to file the bill, 18. 


thereby, even though they might not 
be technically bound 
litigation in other tribunals). 
Florida v. Georgia, 17 
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tween states.24 On the argument of a plea in an 
action between states defendant has the right to 
open and close.2® After overruling a plea on ac- 
count of multifariousness defendant has been given 
leave to demur as well as to answer.?® Where no 
testimony has been taken, the parties may be al- 
lowed to withdraw or to amend the pleadings under 
such order as the court shall make.?? 

Trial. The court in equity causes may ascertain 
facts withoutsa jury, at its discretion, in the ordi- 
nary course of equity.?8 After the taking of testi- 
mony has closed, additional proofs may be ordered 
taken, at the discretion of the court.2° 

Action for adjustment of public debt. In a suit 
between the commonwealth of Virginia and the state 
of West Virginia, to determine the amount due to 
the former by the latter as the equitable proportion 
of the public debt of the original state of Virginia, 
which was assumed by West Virginia at the time of 
its creation as a state, it was held that the matter - 
was to be considered by the federal supreme court 
in the untechnical spirit proper for dealing with a 
quasi international controversy ;°° and that the ex- 
traordinary nature of the suit required that the 
state of West Virginia be permitted, after the 
supreme court had adjudged the amount due, to file 
a supplemental answer setting up credits which 
would materially reduce the sum so fixed and al-° 
leging objections to the allowance of interest, al- 
though most of the items set up were contained in 
the master’s report and were, at the time of such 
report, available for every defense if their econ- 
sideration had been pressed with the assertions of 


SiS oy 


and, leave having been given, subse- 
quent proceedings have been regu- 
lated by orders made from time to 
time as occasion required. The mo- 
tion for leave has been usually heard 
ex parte; except at the last term, 
when leave was asked in behalf of 
the State of Mississippi to file a bill 
against the President of the United 
States. [Mississippi v. Johnson, 4 
Wall. (U. S.) 475, 18 L. ed. 437.] 
Under the peculiar circumstances of 
that case it was thought proper that 
argument should be heard against 
the motion for leave. We perceive 
no reason for making such an ex- 
ception in the case of the present 
motion. It will be heard, therefore, 
on the regular motion day, and only 
on the part of ‘the complainant; and 
the court will require that ten 
printed copies of the bill be filed 
with the clerk before the hearing. 
The practice now observed may be 
regarded as that which will hereafter 
be adopted in all cases of original 
equity jurisdiction.” Georgia v. 
‘Grant, Supra. 

15. Washington v. Northern Se- 
curities Co., 185 U. S. 254, 22 SCt 


623, 46 L. ed. 897. 

16. Georgia v. Stanton, 6 Wall. 
CUR ESS) 2503 08 PESted, 1215 Rhede 
Island v. Massachusetts, 12 Pet. 


«U.. St) 657, 9 Li ede 1233. 

Jurisdictional objections generally 
see supra §§ 95-107. 

17. California v. Southern Pac. 
COM Tome Us. 229,01 SCtwsel, sorin: 
ed. 683 (where an original cause 
is pending in the supreme court, to 
be disposed of there in the first in- 
stance, and in the exercise of an ex- 
ceptional jurisdiction, it does not 
comport with the gravity and finality 
which should characterize such an 
adjudication to proceed to judgment 
in the absence of parties, whose 
rights would be in effect determined 


(U. S.) 478, 15 L. ed. 181; Florida v. 
Georgia, 11 How. (U. S.) 293, 13 L. 
ed. 702; Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
setts, 12° Pet, (CU, S.)!'6577 9° LL. ed. 
1233; New Jersey v. New York, 5 Pet. 
(U. S.) 284, 8 L. ed. 127; New Jersey 
v. New York, 3 Pet. (U. S.) 461, 7 
L. ed. 741; New York v. Connecticut, 
4 Dall. (U. S.) 6, 1 L. ed. 717; Huger 
v. South Carolina, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 339, 
1 L. ed. 627; Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 
Dall. (U. S.) 419, 1 L. ed. 440. 

{a] The court will rule a marshal 
to return process, and in case of de- 
fault will order him to show cause 
by affidavit. Oswald v. New York, 
2 Dall. (U. S.) 401, 1 L. ed. 433. 

19. New Jersey v. New York, 5 
Pet. (U. S.) 284, 8 L. ed. 127; New 
Jersey v. New York, 3 Pet. (U. S.) 


461, 7 L, ed. 741; Grayson v. Vir- 
ginia, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 320, 15 Li: ed: 
619. 

[a] Sufficiency of service.—The 


delivery of a copy of the subpcena to 
the attorney-general, a copy being 
also left at the governor’s house, and 
showing the original to the secre- 
tary of state, is a sufficient service 


of the process upon the state. 
Huger v. South Carolina, 3 Dall. 
(U..S.)) 339, Td. eds: 627. 

20. Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
setts, 12 Pets (¢U.. 7S.) 7S 6) e060, 1Or ae 
ed. 1272; New Jersey v. New York, 


5 Pet. (U. S.) 284, 8 L. ed. 127; Gray- 
son v. Virginia, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 320, 1 
L. ed. 619. 

“The practice seems to be well 
settled, that in suits against a state, 
if the state shall refuse or neglect 
to appear, upon due service of proc- 
ess, no coercive measures will be 
taken to compel appearance; but the 
complainant, or plaintiff, will be al- 
lowed to proceed ex parte.” Rhode 
Island v. Massachusetts, supra. 

21. New Jersey v. New York, 6 
Pet: ‘(Ul S:)) 3238.2 "eds t4i4; 


22. Rhode Island vy. Massachu- 

in subsequent ae 12” Pet; (€U. S:)_ 755; 9 “up ed: 
12. 

How. 23. Iowa v. Illinois, 147 U. S. 1, 


13sSCt 239; 37% Li eds ; Nebraska 
v. Iowa, 143 U. S. 359, 12 SCt 396, 
36 L. ed. 186. 


24 Rhode Island: v. Massachu- 
ae 13 Petai(UseS.) 23, a0 eae. 

25. Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
ped 14 Pet. (U. S.) 210, 10 L. ed. 

26.. Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
pry a T4-Pet. (Uk, SS)" 210! 20) descends 

27. Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
setts, 12 Pet. (U. §S.)° 755, 9 ZL. .ed: 
1272, 13 Ret) 238) PO ieved. 43% 

28. Rhode Island v. Massachu- 


See LWecPets (CUT SD) 65%, Or be weay 
“29. New York v. New Jersey, 249 


U. S. 202, 39 SCt 261, 638 L. ed. 560 
(where it was considered proper to 
order the taking of further proof, 
relative to the methods of sewerage 
disposal and as to the present degree 
of pollution of waters of New York 
harbor, in an original suit between 
states and sewerage commissioners 
where the suit was begun ten years 
before final argument, and the taking 
of testimony closed five years be- 
fore such argument). 

80. Virginia v. West Virginia, 220 
Un S21. BLAS Ct33057 55 Ts ed. 353 
(objections as to multifariousness, 
laches, and the like, except so far 
as they affected the merits, would 
not be considered). 

[a] Effect of endeavors to settle 
controversy.—The assurance by the 
attorney-general of West Virginia on 
behalf of that state, that a commis- 
sion appointed by the state legisla- 
ture is endeavoring to settle the 
controversy with the commonwealth 
of Virginia, and needs further time, 
requires the denial of a motion by 
such commonwealth to determine all 
questions left open when determin- 
ing the amount West Virginia should 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 199-200] 


right subsequently made.1 

Establishment of boundaries between states. In 
eases to establish boundaries between states, the 
supreme court, upon pleadings and proofs, or upon 
stipulation, enters a decree establishing the line, and 
if necessary appoints commissioners to trace and 
mark the lines, who are directed to report to the 
court, and upon confirmation of their report final 
decree is pronounced.?? The order confirming the 
report is merely interlocutory and may be vacated 
upon cause at any time before final decree.2? Where 
an application for an order for the identification and 
restoration of the boundary line between two states 
was made in pursuance of a decree in respect to 
such line which gave permission to file the applica- 
tion during the term, but the consideration was 
postponed to the next term when the motion was 


denied, it was determined that another application . 


at a subsequent term could not be entertained, as 
the power of the court ceased with the expiration 
of the term at which the motion was denied, the 
denial of the application, however, being without 
prejudice to the filing of a new bill or petition for 
the purpose stated.%4 

Costs. The court has power to award or refuse 
costs, and in an equity case may, in its discretion, 
award them against either party,°> or each party 


pay as a share of Virginia’s public 


debt. Virginia v. West Virginia, 231 | future decision). 
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propriate remedy was reserved for 
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may be ordered to pay its own costs.2¢° In suits be- 
tween states the costs are usually divided equally 
between the parties.37 

Enforcement of decision. The rule that judicial 
power essentially involves the right to enforce the 
results of its exercise applies to the exercise by the 
supreme court of original jurisdiction in controver- 
sies between the state.?§ 


[§ 200] B. Appellate Jurisdiction and Exercise 
Thereof—1. Source and Extent of Appellate Juris- 
diction—a. In General. Such appellate powers as 


are given to the supreme court by the constitution 
are limited and regulated by acts of congress °° and 
must be exercised in accordance with such regula- 
tions, and no appellate jurisdiction in a given ease 
can be exercised by the supreme court if congress 
has made no provision therefor.*° The appellate ju- 
risdiction of the supreme court is specified by stat- 
ute,*t and the effect is to deny by implication all 
appellate jurisdiction which is not affirmatively con- 
ferred.42 Mere agreement or consent of the parties 
cannot confer upon the supreme court jurisdiction 
to affirm or reverse a judgment of an inferior or 
state court.** Congress may give the supreme court 
appellate jurisdiction in respect to matters as to 
which, under the constitution, it has original ju- 
risdiction,4* but jurisdiction granted as original can- 


“[a] The leading cases are Du- 
rousseau v. U. S., 6 Cranch (U. S.) 


We St 89, 3458Ct 2958 1, “ediu<1 3b. 
31. Virginia v. West Virginia, 234 
USP 117, 34 SCt 889,58 In ed. 1243. 
32. Tennessee -v. Virginia, 177 
Wer Si7 501.) 20 BSCLiAT bb 44 lieved. 
863; Virginia v. Tennessee, 148 U. S. 
503,.23 SCt 728, 37 Li ed. 537; lowa 
we wilinois” 147 Ui S415 138V SCt 239; 
37 Li, sed. 55;-151 U.S: 238, 14 -SCt 
333, 38 L. ed. 145; Nebraska v. Iowa, 
143°) S. 859) 12 SCt-396, 36 Lied. 
£86, 145) i S.7 5197-1ee SCtl 976," 36icu. 
ed. 798; Indiana v. Kentucky, 136 
U. S. 479, 10 SCt 1051, 34 L. ed. 329, 
159 U. S.. 275, 16 SCt 320, 40 L. ed. 
149, 163 U. S. 520, 16 SCt 1162, 41 
iced i b0neLOu nui. Shoei. LIUSCt 999; 
42 L. ed. 164; Missouri v. Iowa, 
How. (U. S.) 660, 12 L. ed. 861, 10 
How. 1, 13 L. ed. 303, 160 U. S. 688, 
16 SCt 438, 40 L. ed. 583, 165 U.S. 
118; Missouri v. Iowa, 7 How. (U. S.) 
660, 12 L. ed. 861, 10 How. 1, 13 L. 


ed. 303; Rhode Island v. Massachu- 
setts, 12 Pet. (U..S:) 657, 9 L. ed. 
1233 


[a] Notice of application to con- 
firm the report of commissioners 
should be given to both parties. 
Iowa v. Illinois, 151 U. S. 288, 242, 
14 SCt 333, 38 L. ed. 145 (interlocu- 
tory order of confirmation set aside 
at a subsequent term for want of no- 
tice. “In the exercise of original ju- 
risdiction in the determination of the 
boundary line between sovereign 
States, this court proceeds only upon 
the utmost circumspection and de- 
liberation, and no order can stand in 
respect of which full opportunity to 
be heard has not been afforded”). 

33. Iowa v. Illinois, 151 U. S. 238, 
14 SCt 333, 88 L. ed. 145. 

. B84 Virginia v. Tennessee, 158 
WIS) 267, “1b “SCtl+ 818," 39° Tn ed. 
976. 

35. Pennsylvania v. Wheeling, etc., 
Bridge Co., 18 How. (U. S.) 460, 15 
L. ed. 449. 

Bee Us Si ver dexas el628U)., (SaaL, 
HEESCL (25s 40 Vn seda sei inee. 

37. Tennessee v. Virginia, 177 
U. S. 501, 20 SCt 715, 44 L. ed. 8638; 
Nebraska v. Iowa, 143 U. S. 359, 12 
Sct 396, 36 L. ed. 186, 145 U. S. 
519, 12 SCt 976, 36 L. ed: 798; Mis- 
souri v. lowa, 7 How. (U. S.) 660, 12 
L. ed. 861, 160 U. S. 688, 16 SCt 438, 
40 L. ed. 583. ONS 5, 

38. Virginia v. West Virginia, 246 
U. S. 565, 38 SCt 400, 62 L. ed. 883 
(where the question as to the ap- 


39. National Exch. Bank v. Peters, 
144 U. S. 6%0, 12 SCt 767, 36 L. ed. 
545; Durousseau v. U. S., 6 Cranch 
(U. S.) 307, 3 L. ed. 2382. 

“Except in cases affecting ambas- 
sadors and other public ministers and 
consuls and those in which a state 
shall be a party—in which cases this 
court may exercise original jurisdic- 
tion—we can exercise appellate ju- 
risdiction, both as to law and fact, 
with such exceptions and under such 
regulations as Congress shall make 
in the other cases to which, by the 
Constitution, the judicial power of 
the United States extends. Const. 
art. 8, § 2. What such exceptions 
and regulations should be it is for 
Congress, in its wisdom, to establish, 
having, of course, due regard to all 
the provisions of the Constitution.” 
US. ver Bitty ,..203 209 Si1393.28) SCt 
396, 397, 52 Ti. ed. 543; 

[a] On appeals in admiralty con- 
gress has power to confine the ju- 
risdiction to questions of law arising 
on the record. Duncan v. The 
Francis Wright, 105 U. S. 381, 26 L. 
ed. 1100. 

[b] Jurisdiction to review final 
judgments or decrees of the circuit 
courts was not changed by the act of 
March 38, 1875, ec 187, which gave 
such courts original cognizance of 
civil suits arising under the con- 
stitution and laws of the United 
States where the value of the mat- 
ter in dispute exceeded five hundred 
dollars. Whitsitt v. Union Depot, 
eteseiRE Cok. 10850. LS 7707s 26TLiaseds 
337. 

40. U.S. v. More, 3 Cranch (U. S.) 
159, 2 L. ed. 397; Wiscart v. Dauchy, 
3) Dall. (GUE AS|Ms2i,s 1 EL ed: 0619. 

41. Jud. Code (1911) §§ 236 et seq. 

42. U. S. v. American Bell Tel. 
Come159mw. [Se b48 e16eSCui6s,. 40. °L. 
ed. 255; Tennessee v. Davis, 100 U.S. 
257, 25 L. ed. 648; Baltimore, etc., 
R. Co. v. Grant, 98 U. S. 398, 25 L. ed. 
231; Murdock v. Memphis, 20 Wall. 
CURTIS 590,, L2 2p eds 842 95 Es pe 
Lange, 18 Wall. (U. S.) 168, 21 L. ed. 
872; Merrill v. Petty, 16 Wall. (U. S.) 
338, 21 L. ed. 499; Ex p. McCardle, 7 


Wall €U:°S57506, "29 Ded: 264; hx 
p. Bradley, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 3864, 19 
ated. 921452 mx. ps Crane, 5 Pet. 


(U. S.) 190, 8 L. ed. 92; Durousseau 
Ve Uees ss oxeranch (Us. St)m30 7-3) Tt 
Chee vost Uses. Vi Lore, -o —Cranch 
QUES) 1595822 Iay edie 397. 


307, 3 L. ed, 232, and U. S. v. More, 
3 Cranch (U. S.) 159, 2 L. ed. 397. . 
{b] “fhe principle that the af- 
firmation of appellate jurisdiction 
implies the negation of all such ju- 
risdiction not affirmed having been 
thus established, it was an almost 
necessary consequence that acts of 
Congress, providing for the exercise 
of jurisdiction, should come to be 
spoken of as acts granting jurisdic- 
tion, and not as acts making ex- 
ception to the constitutional grant 
of it?s Hx ps McCardle,. 7" walls 

(WU. S.) 506, 513, 19 Th. edt264. 

[c] The first question for de- 
cision on the face of a record in the 
supreme court is that of jurisdiction. 
Continental Nat. Bank v. Buford, 191 
WxtS. PAT gse2 LAS Ciba: Fa series edredtdlgy 

{d] The federal supreme court 
will inquire whether it has jurisdic- 
tion of the writ of error before it, 
although counsel do not raise that 
question. Stevirmac Oil, etc., Co. v. 
Dittman, 245 U. S. 210, 38 SCt 116, 
62 L. ed. 248; Fore River Shipbuild- 
ing Co. v. Hagg, 219 U.S. 175, 31 SCt 
185, 55 L. ed. 168; Mansfield, etc., R. 
Co. v. Swan, 111. U. S. 379, 4 SCt 510, 
28 L. ed. 462. 

[e] A proceeding to obtain from 
the district court for the district of 
Alaska the license for ocean and 
coastwise vessels plying in Alaskan 
waters prescribed by act of congress 


of March 3, 1899 is not an action or ° 


suit in which a final judgment can 
be rendered from which petitioners 
can appeal to the supreme court of 
the United States, although their pe- 
tition is coupled with a _ protest 
against being compelled to take out 
such a license. Stewart v. Wash- 
ington, etc., SS. Co., 187 U. S. 466, 
23 SCt\ 161, 47 li ted. 2613 Corbus 
v. Alaska Treadwell Gold Min. Co., 
ISTE Sie4ss. 236SCurH57, 4%7 ed. 
256% Pacific Coast. SS Conv: Us Sa 
187 U.- S2'4545 23 SCt-157, 4% Li.ved. 
256; Pacific Steam Whaling Co. v. 
U.0 Sie) LS We SS) 447-923 oSCtimil bes 
47 L. ed, 253 [aff 99 Fed. 334]. 

43. The Lucy, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 307, 
19 L. ed. 394; Kelsey .v. Forsyth, 21 
How. (U. S:) 85, 16 L. ed. 32; Mills 
v. Brown, 16 Pet..(U. S.) 525, 10 ZL. 
ed. 1055; McDonald v. Smalley, 1 
Pet. (U. S.) 620, 7 L. ed. 287; Mans- 
field v. Holton, 74 N. H. 417, 421, 68 
As b4i—feit ‘Cye; 

Ase US. 


44. Ames v. Kansas, 
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not be exercised as appellate.* 

[§ 201] b. Pecuniary Limits of Jurisdiction.*® 
The appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court with 
respect to other United States courts is not de- 
pendent upon the amount in controversy,*’ except 
on appeal from the cireuit court of appeals in a 
case in which the judgment of the latter court is 
not final, in which case a pecuniary limit of one 
thousand dollars is imposed,#® and except on appeal 
by plaintiff from a judgment of the court of 
claims,*® or from a district court exercising con- 
current jurisdiction with the court of claims.®° 

[§ 202] c. Apzeiiate Procedure in General. Pro- 
ceedings in cases taken to the supreme court are 
governed entirely by acts of congress, the common 
law, and the ancient English statutes.61 Various 
matters of procedure in the exercise of appellate 
jurisdiction by the supreme court are embraced in 
the exhaustive treatment of the general subject of 
appellate procedure in civil and in criminal eases 
given elsewhere in this work.®? Other matters of 
procedure peculiar to the federal courts are dis- 
cussed in subsequent sections of this article.6? Jn 
eases coming from federal courts ** the supreme 
court is given by statute full power to enter such 
449, 4 SCt 437, 28 L. ed. 482; Bors|§ 269; 
Vv. Preston, 111 Uy, S. 252, 4 SCt 407; 
om lined. 1419's Davis) Vv. peackaxd,. 7 58. 
Pet. (U. S.) 276, 8 L. ed. 684; Cohens | St. 
v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. Ss.) 264, 5 
L. ed. 257, 11 Wheat. 472 note, 6 L. 


ed. 523;.Gittings v. Crawford, 10 F. 
Cas. No. 5,465, Taney 1; U. S. v. Ra- 


Camp 


(1911) p 228. 


Win Si, 


FEDERAL COURTS 


v. Gress, 
308, 39 SCt 478, 638 L. ed. 997. 
Jud. Code: § 239, U. 


595" Us (SS) v.) Mayer, 
35S CESUGAND OF EE: 
233, U.S. 581, 34 Sct 699, 58 
L. ed. 1102; Hertz v. Woodman, 


ed. 129; 


[§§ 200-203 


judgment or order as the nature of the appeal or 
writ of error®> may require,°* without regard to 
technical errors, defects, or exceptions which do not 
affect the substantial rights of the parties.®? 

[§ 203] 2. Certification of Questions. The 
statute 5 authorizes the circuit court of appeals in 
cases within its appellate jurisdiction to certify 
to the supreme court any questions or propositions 
of law concerning which it desires the instruction 
of that court’for its proper decision;°® and pro- 
vides that upon such certification the supreme court 
may either give its instructions on the questions 
and propositions certified to it,®° which shall be 
binding upon the circuit court of appeals in such 
case,*4 or may require that the whole record and 
cause be sent up to it for its consideration,®? in 
which ease the supreme court must decide the whole 
matter in controversy in the same manner as if it 
had been brought to that court for review by writ 
of error or appeal. ee 

Certification by District of Columbia court of 
appeals. Similar provision is made for certification 
of questions from the court of appeals of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia.** 

Cases from district court for Alaska, Omitting 


250 U. S.{| can Commercial Co. v. U. S., 171 U.S. 
ALO; 18 SCtry817,443 Ta yea eo Sains: 
Kate, 164 U.S. 458, 17 SCt 135, 41 
L. ed. 512; The Delaware, 161 U. S. 
459, 16 SCt 516, 40 L. ed. 771; North- 
ern Pac. R. Co. v. Walker, 148 U. S. 
891, 13 SCt 650, 87 L. ed. 494. 

{[b] Brought up by certiorari.— 


S. Comp. 


UA e ULM aS 
Itow v. 


218 


Vara, 27 «EK. Cas. No. 16,122,. 2) Dall. 
297, 1 L. ed. 388. 

45. Osborn v. U. S. Bank, 9 Wheat. 
(CUISI" 738°) Gres; tedis 204, 

46. Review of decisions of courts 
of: 

Hawaii see infra § 270. 
Philippine Islands see infra § 271. 
Porto Rico see infra § 270. 

47. Kirby v. American Soda Foun- 
tain Co., 194 U. S. 141, 24 SCt 619, 
48 L. ed. 911. 

“The intention of Congress, by the 
act of 1891, to make the nature of the 
case, and not the amount in dispute, 
the test of the appellate jurisdiction 
of this court from the District and 
Circuit Courts clearly appears upon 
examination of the leading provisions 
of the act.” The Paquete Habana, 
175) UW.) S. 677, 681, 20: SCt 290, 44 
L. ed. 320. 

[a] Such is the rule in prize 
cases.—The Paquete Habana, 175 
U. S. 677, 20 SCt 290, 44 L. ed. 320. 

4s. Jud. Code § 241; Spiller v. 
Atchison, rete. bs Co.; -2osUte Ss.) LL, 
40 SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 810 [rev 246 
Fed. 1, 158 CCA 227]; The Paquete 
Habana, 2755.08. i677, 20°SCts 290; 
44 L. ed. 320. And see infra § 204. 

49. See infra § 272. 

50. See infra § 268. 

51. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
SOPSCt 478; 163 Le ed; 997; 

[a] “he Conformity Act by its 
express terms refers only to pro- 
ceedings in District (and formerly 
Circuit) Courts and has no applica- 
tion to appellate proceedings either 
in this court or in the circuit Coutt 
of Appeals.’ Camp v. Gress, 250 
U.S. 308, 318, 39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 
997. See also supra § 156. 

52. See Appeal and Error 3 C. J. 
p 256; Criminal Law 17 C. J. p 1. 

53. See infra § 203 et seq. 

54. Cases coming from 
courts see infra § 276 et seq. 

55. Certiorari see infra § 206. 

56, -eUses) Réve Stes 70 ler Cir. nt. 
of App. Act of March 38, 1891 (26 
St: at L. 829 c 517 §§ 10, 11);; Camp 
v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308,.39 SCt 478, 


63 Ts) ed.1997. 
26, 1919 (40 St. at 


57. Act Febr. 
L. 1181 c 48), amending Jud. Code 


state 


UysS.0205; 30 oot 621, 54 L. ed. 1001; 
Chicago, etc., Co. v. Williams, 214 
UneS? 492; 29 Sct 514, 58 L, ed. 1058; 
Alabama Great Southern R. Co. v. 
Thompson, 200 U. S. 206, 26 SCt 161, 
50 L. ed. 441, 4 AnnCas 1147; Gouled 
Vou Us, 264 Fed. 839; Morrisdale 
Coal Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 183 
Fed, 929, 106 CCA 269 [aff 230 U.S. 
304, 33 SCt 988, 57 L. ed. 1494]; Mid- 
dletown Nat. Bank v. Toledo, etce., R. 
Go., 127° Medi 1(85,. 625 COA 35; 

60. Dillon v. Strathearn SS. Co., 
DAS ORM Sl Swe OES Oe USS Oe ler OOs 
199; Stratton’s Independence v. How- 
bert, 2817 U.S. 399, 34 SCt 136; 58 L. 
ed. 285; Bardes v. Hawarden First 
Nat. Bank, 175 U. S..526,.20 SCt 196, 


.44 L. ed. 261; Blythe v. Hinckley, 173 


U.S. 501,19 SCt 1497, 43 Li eds U3; 
Un S. wi Rider, 163 U.w S232," 16 Sct 
983, 41 L. ed, 101. 

[a] Only the several propositions 
of law certified will be answered. 
Stratton’s Independence v. Howbert, 
231 U.S. 399, 34 SCt 136, 58 L. ed. 
285 [answering cert questions 211 
Fed. 1023]. 


61. Dillon v. Strathearn SS. Co., 
248 TUES 82,0839 sSCE S83. 
{a] Reéxamination of facts.—A 


circuit court of appeals which has 
stated facts to the supreme court 
as the basis for questions of law 
certified will not reéxamine such 
questions of fact on the same record 
after the instructions of the supreme 
court have been received. A. B. Dick 
Co. v. Henry, 198 Fed. 87, 117 CCA 
293; The Folmina, 173 Fed. 615, 97 
CCA 557 [rev 143 Fed. 636]. 

62. Dillon v. Strathearn SS. Co., 
248 U. S. 182, 39 SCt 83. 

[a] The whole record and cause 
was thus brought up in U. S. v. 
Wildcat, 244 U. S. 111, 37 SCt 561, 
61 L. ed. 1024; Pennsylvania Re Co! 
v. Jacoby, 242° DU. S.: 89, 37 sSCt 49, 
61 L. ed. 165; Loewe v. Lawlor, 208 
U. S. 274, 28 SCt 301, 52 L. ed. 488, 
13 AnnCas 815; Brunswick Terminal 
Co. v. Baltimore Nat. Bank, 192 U. S. 
386, 24 SCt 314, 48 L. ed. 491; Lock- 
wood v. Ft. Valley Exch. Bank, 190 
U.S. 294,547°h. ed. 1061, 23° SCts751; 
Sigafus v. Porter, 179 U. S. 116, 21 
Sct 34, 45 L. ed. 113; North Ameri- 


Although certiorari. is not mentioned 
in the statute, the writ of certiorari 
is always used to bring up the whole 
record and cause, as far as the re- 


ported cases. disclose. Sigafus v. 
Porter; S179) W..S. 1467 At eee Se 
34, 45 L. ed. 113 (“The case is now 


before us upon writ of certiorari’); 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Walker, 148 
WS. 391, 392" 13 SCt.650F Sik. “eds 
494 (“Argument having been had 
upon the certificate, we directed a 
certiorari to issue’). And see Good 
Shot tv.8 Uy Si 119 Un iS.) Siiaeeiesee 
33, 45 L. ed. 101 (where the court 
speaks of certiorari as the authorized 
method). But see The Kate, 164 
U.S: 468) L7sSCt. 135,041 ss “eaarods 
(where it was brought up “by ap- 
propriate order’’). 

[c] When exercise of discretion 
not called for.—‘‘It is true, indeed, 
that the statute gives us the dis- 
cretion, when a case is certified, to 
direct the sending up of the whole 
record, but obviously the exercise of 
that discretionary power is not called 
for by a case where the certificate is 
of such a character as not to be em- 
braced by the statute.’ Cleveland 
Cliffs Iron Co. v. Aretic Iron Co., 248 
ees 178; 180739 SCt 91,7 637 Eee: 

{d] The supreme court cannot be 
required to pecans a transfer of the 
whole case. U.S. v. Mayer, 235 U.S. 
55, 385 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129. 

Tel The party making application 
to have the whole record and cause 
ordered up must furnish the su- 
preme court with a certified copy of 


the whole of the record. Supreme 
Court Rules, rule 37 par Z. 
63. Loewe v. Lawlor, 208 U. S. 


274, 928: “SCt. S0Lier521 Tay Edy 4885 sis 
AnnCas 815. 

64, Jud, Code § 2513 U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) p 1805: 

[a] Where a judgment or decree 
of the District of Columbia court of 
appeals is not final under Jud. Code 
§ 250, the court has no authority 
to certify questions to the supreme 
court. Heald v. District of Colum- 
bia,’ 41’ SCt 42; U.S. v. Lane, 245 
ara, S. 166, 38 SCt 94 62 L. ed, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same titie, page and note number, 


§ 203] | 


the provision for bringing up the whole record and 
cause,®° like authority to certify questions is given 
to the circuit court of appeals for the ninth cireuit 
in cases coming to that court from the district 
eourt for Alaska.® =o 

Ultimate finality in circuit court of appeals im- 
material. A question may be certified, although the 
ease is not one in which the decision of the cireuit 
court of appeals will be final.®7 It seems necessarily 
to follow that a certiorari may be issued to bring 
up the whole record and cause in such a ease,®* con- 
trary to the rule which obtains in respect of cer- 
tiorari dissociated from a certified question.®® 

Practice of certification encouraged. Certification 
of questions is to be encouraged as a mode of dis- 
posing of cases in the least cumbersome and most 
expeditious way,’° and, in the enactment of the Ju- 
dicial Code, congress enlarged the power to cer- 
tify.72 

Not a matter of right. Certification is a matter 
of discretion with the circuit court of appeals, and 
eannot be demanded by a party. as a matter of 
right.72 

Not a substitute for appeal. Certification is not 
to be used as a substitute for an appeal,’? but 
should be employed only when the certifying court 
is in doubt about the specific question certified,’ 
and the question is one of gravity and importance.7> 

The whole case cannot be sent up by certificate, 
even when its decision turns upon matter of law 
only,’® for an attempt to send up the whole case 
before judgment or decree would be invoking the 
unlawful exercise of original jurisdiction by the su- 

65. See supra text and note 62. 76. 
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U. S. v. Mayer, 
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preme court’? and could not be sustained, even 
though congress should expressly authorize it.78 
After a case has been decided by the circuit court 
of appeals it should not certify a question in. re- 
lation thereto to the supreme court.7? Where, how- 
ever, the court grants a rehearing, thus vacating 
its decree, it has power to certify a question,®® but 
the court will refuse to grant a rehearing for that 
purpose if convinced of the correctness of its de- 
| cision.®4 
Questions which may be certified. Only questions 
of law, and not questions of fact or questions of 
mixed law and fact, can be certified.s2 The ques- 
tion must be such that the answer will aid the 
court in the determination of the case,83 and no 
objection to the submission of a definite and clean 
cut question of law arises out of the fact that the 
answer may be decisive of the whole controversy.’* 
The cireuit court of appeals eannot ask for in- 
structions on an issue which it has no right to de- 
cide.*> Where the decisions of several circuit courts 
of appeals on a particular question are conflicting, 
and the question has not been presented to the 
supreme court, the matter is one which may prop- 
erly be certified to the supreme court for instrue- 
tions ;°° and affirmances in the supreme court, upon 
equal’ division of opinion, of rulings of the cireuit 
courts of appeals on a question are not such au- 
thoritative determinations of the question as to 
preclude one of the latter courts, when called upon 
again to consider the question, and finding a de- 
cision of another circuit court of appeals opposed 
to its views, from certifying such question to the 
235 U. S. 55, |found before certification. Jewell v. 


66. Jud. Code § 134. 
MGT a. Staves wane, 245.0. S, 21:66; 
38 SCt 94, 62 L. ed. 223 (while for- 
merly the circuit court of appeals 
eould certify a question only when 
its judgment or decree would be 
final, the power to certify was en- 
larged by the Judicial Code so as to 
authorize certification of questions in 
any case whatever within the ap- 
pellate jurisdiction of the circuit 
court of appeals). 

Cases made final in circuit court 
of appeals see infra § 205. 

68. See supra text and note 62. 

69. See cases infra this note. 

[a] A certiorari under Jud. Code 
§ 240 (see infra § 206) can be granted 
before final judgment or decree only 
in cases where such final judgment 
or decree will be reviewable by cer- 
tiorari and not by appeal or writ of 
error. Spiller v. Atchison, etc. R. 
Co., 253: WU. S. 117, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. 
ed. 810; Denver v. New York ist 


€o., 229 U. S. 123, 33 SCt 657, 
L. ed. 1101. 

- 79 Dis. op. Mr. Justice Holmes 
in Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. Williams, 


214 U. S. 492, 29 SCt 514, 53 L. ed. 


058. 
7 71, U. S..v. Lane, 245 U.S. 166, 
38 SCt 94, 62 L. ed. 223 as cited supra 
note 67. ; 
7], Dickinson v. U. S., 174 Fed. 
808, 98 CCA 516; Cella v. Brown, 144 
Fed. 742, 75 CCA 608 [certiorari den 
202 U. S. 620, 26 SCt 766, 50 L. ed. 


1174]. 

73. Sigafus v. Porter, 85 Fed. 689, 
Zom@@ Awso A. 

74, Sigafus v. Porter, 85 Fed. 689, 
29 CCA 391. 

{a] It is only in cases Of grave 
doubt that a question should be cer- 
tified. Cella v. Brown, 144 Fed. 742, 
75 CCA 608 [certiorari den 202 U. S. 
620, 26 SCt 766, 50 L. ed. 1174]; Ger- 
man Ins, Co. v. Hearne, 118 Fed. 134, 


55 CCA 84. 
75. Ex p. Lau Ow Bew, 141 U.S. 
583, 12 SCt 43, 25 L. ed. 868. 


[25 C. J.—55] 


35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Baltimore, 
etc., R. Co. v. Interstate Commerce 
Commn*, 215° U.S, ‘216, 30 SCt 86, 
54 L. ed. 164; Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. 
Williams, 214 U. S. 492, 29 SCt 514, 
53 L. ed. 1058. 

77. Baltimore, etce., R. Co. v. In- 
terstate Commerce Commn., 215 U. S. 
216, 30 SCt 86, 54 L. ed. 164. 

78. Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. In- 
terstate Commerce Commn., 215 U. S. 
216, 30 SCt 86, 54 L. ed. 164. 

79. Cella v. Brown, 144 Fed. 742, 
75 CCA 608 [certiorari den 202 U. S. 
620,2°26 )SCtA 766," 5001. .ed. 401745 
German Ins. Co. v. Hearne, 118 Fed. 
134, 55 CCA 84; Andrews v. National 


Fdy., etc., Works, 77 Fed. 774, 23 
CCA 454, 36 LRA 153 [den reh 176 
Hed. +166, -22 CCA 110, 36 LRA 
139); ; 


80. German Ins. Co. v. Hearne, 118 
Fed. 134, 55 CCA 84. 

[a] Question certified after judg- 
ment or decree was vacated.—Wall v. 
Cox, 181 U. S. 244, 21 SCt 642, 45 L. 
ed. 845; Gableman v. Peoria, etc., R. 
Con 79s Sees) pele SCtsL il, 45 i las 
ed. 220. 

81. German Ins. Co. v. Hearne, 118 
Fed. 134, 55 CCA 84. 

g2..U. S..v. Mayer, 235 U. S. 55, 
35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Hallowell 
Vo. po2099 Unies, 1015.23 Set 498; 


52) sed: 702% Chicago, “ete: IR. Co; 
v. Williams, 205 U. S. 444, 27 SCt 
559, 51 L. ed. 875; Warner v. New 


Orleans; 167 U.S. 467, 17 SCt_ 892, 
42 lL. ed. 289; Weeth v. New Eng- 
land Security Mortg. Co., 106 U. S. 
605, 1 SCt 91, 27 L. ed. 99; Daniels 
v. Chicago, ete., R. Cos 3 Wall. (U.S.) 
250, 18 L. ed. 224; Brobst v. Brobst, 
On Wall. (Un S:) 96, .L0 du sed: 905; 
Silliman v. Hudson River Bridge Co., 
iemBlack.iGUs Siab82, et slaved. 1815 
Dennistoun v. Stewart, 18 How. 
(U. S.) 565, 15 L. ed. 489; Wilson v. 


Barnum, 8 How. (U. S.) 258, 12 L. 
ed. 1070. d 
{a] Fraud is a mixed question of 


law and fact, and the facts must be 


Knight,7123a0;. S. 426,58 SCt 19s st 
L. ed. 190; Watson v. Taylor, 21 Wall. 
(U. S.) 378, 22 L. ed. 576; Havemeyer 
v. Iowa County, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 294, 
138) Waceds (385 Us Sea vanCityaA Bank, 19) 
How. (U. S.) 385, 15 L. ed. 662; Ogil- 
vie v. Knox Ins. Co., 18 How. (U. S.) 
577, 15 L. ed. 490. 

SsivU.. Save Mayer 2355 Unis. oDy 
35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Illinois Cent. 
R. Co. vs Behrens, 233 U.S. 2473, 34 
SCUN 6464 538 ail ced.) OSS SUR Ss mvs 
McCord, 233 U.S. 157, 34 SCt 550, 58 
L. ed. 893; Jordan v. Roche, 228 U. S. 
436, 33 SCt 573, 57 L. ed. 908; An- 
derson v. Pacific Coast SS. Co., 225 
U. S. 187, 32 SCt 626, 56 L. ed. 1047; 
The Jason, 225 U.S. 32, 32 SCt 560, 
56 L, ed. 969; In re Loving, 224 U. S. 
183, 32 SCt 446, 56 L. ed. 725; Beut- 
ler v. Grand Trunk Junction R. Co., 


224 U. S. 85, 32 SCt 402, 56 L. ed. 
CTOs ela lowell sivsoy Un Ss cae | Oemese 
10s to Ctl 587, 165 uss eda (abOcesebn. 


re, Harris, 221 U.S: 274,31, SCtus574 
55 L. ed. 732; American Land Co. v. 
Zeiss, 219 U.S). 47, 312 SCt.200; 55 Te 
ed. 82; Hertz v. Woodman, 218 U. S. 
205, 30 SCt 621, 54 L. ed. 1001; U. S. 
Via Jills Oye tL 982s iS. eon amet 
644, 49 L. ed. 1040; Helwig v. U. S., 
188 U. S. 605, 23 SCt 427, 47 Le ed. 
614; U. S. v. Pridgeon, 153 U. S. 48, 
14 SCt 746, 38 L. ed. 681. 

84. U. S: v. Mayer, 235 U. S. 55, 
66, 35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129. 

“The importance, or the controlling 
character, of the question, if suit- 
ably specific, furnishes no ground for 
its disallowance.” U. S. v. Mayer, 
supra. 

SS Billingsl eve we Si. 2 o2eOoe 
261, 34 SCt 421, 58.L. ed. 596; Good 
Shotiivs, WsuS al 79-U; 0S. 87,6 2d G 
33, 45 L. ed. 101. 

“Of course the power to certify as- 
sumes the power to decide.” U. S. 
Ve»Jahn,ed55 U.S. 109, 15. SCt e395 
39 L. ed. 87. 

86. U. S. v. Woo Jan, 250 Fed. 
595, 162 CCA 611 (deportation of 
Chinese). 
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supreme court for determination.®? 

Mode and form of certification. 
the circuit court of appeals are governed by the 
same general rules as were formerly applied to 
certificates of division of opinion of the judges of 
the circuit court,’ and the practice under the latter 
certificates has been discussed elsewhere in this 
In many of the reported cases where cer- 
tified questions were answered by the supreme court 
without objection the certificate is quoted substan- 
tially in full,2° and quotations from others are 
given, where the certificate was dismissed as in- 
sufficient, with a statement of the reasons why it 


work.®? 


87. Hertz v. Woodman, 218 U. S. 
205, 30 SCt 621, 54 L. ed. 1001 (legal- 
ity of tax). 

88. Baltimore, ete. R. Co. v, In- 
terstate Commerce Commn., 215 U.S. 
216, 30 SCt 86, 54 L. ed. 164; Chi- 
cago, ete. R. Co. v. Williams, 205 
WMS 44a ATSC 5590" bit. ed 875.3 
Felsenheld v. U. S., 186 U. S. 126, 22 
SCt 740, -46.L. ed. 1085; U.S. v. 
Union Pac. R. Co., 168 U.S. 505, 
18 SCt 167, 42- L. ed. 559; U. S. v. 
Rider, 163 U.S. 132, 16 Sct 983, 41 
L. ed. 101; Graver v. Faurot, 162 
U. S. 435, 16 SCt 799, 40 L. ed. 1030; 
Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 324, 14 
SCt, 353) 38° L. ed. i179, 18 1%- 

{a] “Bvolution of the use of cer- 
tificates’” is given in a note by the 
court to its opinion in Baltimore, 
ete., R. Co. v. Interstate Commerce 
Commn., 2115s Un Sk 21654222. 30, SCt 
86, 54 L. ed. 164. 

89. See Appeal and Error §§ 937- 


ae 

U. S. v. Ginsberg, 243 U.S. 
472, 37 rh 422, 61 L. ed. 853; Guinn 
Va Ue Soteo su eal. Uoo Sct 926, 
59 L. ed. 1340, LRA1916A 1124; U.S. 
v. Sherman, etc., Co., 237 U. s. uns. 
Bor SCt 5200 59 L. ed. 883; U. 8. 
Midwest Oil Cos.236) US: 459, 35 Sct 
309, 59 L. ed. 678; Yost v. Dallas 
County, 236 U. S. 50, 35 SCt 235, 59 
L. ed. 460; Burke v. Southern Pac, R. 
Co., 234 U. S. 669, 34 SCt 907. 58 L. 
ed. "1527; Leroy Fibre Co. v. Chicago, 
ete,, R. Co., 232 U. S. 340, 34 SCt 
415, 58 L. ed. 631; Anderson v. Pa- 
cific Coast SS. Co., 225 U. S. 187, 32 
SCt 626, 56 L. ed. 1047; Hallowell v. 
UW) S!) 221 ) Us. Se 317,381 SCt1 587, 55 
L. ed. 750; Hills v. Hoover, 220 U. S. 
329. 31 Sct 402, 55 L. ed. 485, Ann 
Cas1912C 562; U. S. v. A. Graf Dis- 
tilling Co., 208 U. S. 198. 28 SCt 264, 
§2" . \ed.) 452: Mason. City, ’etesn R: 
Co. v. Boynton, 204 U. S. 570, 27 SCt 
321, 51 L. ed. 629; St? Louis Dressed 
Beef, etc., Co. v. Maryland Casualty 
Cosi201 UWS) 2'73; 326) SCt! 400) 50 i. 
ed, 712; Alabama Great Southern R. 
Co. v. Thompson, 200 U. S. 206, 26 
SCt 161, 50 L. ed. 441, 4 AnnCas 1147; 
U. S. v. Montana Lumber, etc., Co., 
196°. Si 573. 25) SCt! 367; 49-1. ed. 
604; Vanderbilt v. Eidman, 196 U.S. 
480, 25 SCt 381, 49 L. ed. 563; In- 
ternational Postal Supply Co. v. 
Bruce, 194 U. S. 601. 24 SCt 820, 48 
L. ed. 1134; Hanks Dental Assoc. v. 
International Tooth Crown Co., 194 
U. S. 303, 24 SCt 700, 48 L. ed. 989; 
Woodworth v. Northwestern Mut. L. 
Ins:*'Co., 185, U., 857354, 22) SCt 676, 
46 L. ed. 945; Homer Ramsdell 
Transp. Co. v. La Compagnie Gen- 
erale Transatlantique, 182 U. S. 406, 
21 SCt 831, 45 L. ed, 1155; Cincin- 
nati, ete. R. Co. v. Thiebaud, 177 
U.S! 615,20 SCt 8225144 Leeds 914% 
Baltimore, ete., R. Co. v. Voight, 176 
U. S. 498, 20 SCtr 385, 44 L. ed. 560; 
Tullis v. Lake Erie, etc., R. Co., 175 
U. S. 348, 20 SCt 1386, 44 L. ed. 192; 
U. S. v. Harsha, 172 U. S. 567, 19 SCt 
294, 43 L. ed. 556; Compton v. Jesup, 
167 AUS pS etn 7196; 142) Te reds 
55; Folsom v. U. S., 160 U. S. 121, 16 
SCt 222, 40 L. ed, 363; New Orleans 
v. Benjamin, 153 U. S. 411, 14 SCt 
905, 38 L. ed. 764; De la Vergne Re- 
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was not acceptable,®! or where the certificate was 


Certificates by 


frigerating Mach. Co. v. Feather- 
stone, 147 U. S. 209, 13 SCt 283, 37 
L. ed. 138; and cases infra this note. 

[a] The circuit court of appeals 
for the second circuit sends up cer- 
tificates that are especially to be rec- 
ommended for their conspicuous 
separation of the statement of facts 
required by Supreme Court Rules, 
rule 37 par 1 and the questions of 
law upon which advice is sought. 
See for such cases U. S. v. Mayer, 235 
Un) S) 55, 135 SCt. 16,59" Le .ed.) 1295 
Delaware, etce., Co. v. Albany, etc., R. 
COR M218) Ur Se43b, “29S Cty 540: 53. Tu: 
ed. "862; Polk v. Mutual Reserve Fund 
Life Assoc., 207 U. S. 310, 28 SCt 65, 
Hoa ed, — 1222.) ‘Sunw Printing; ete. 
Assoc. v. Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 24 


Sct 696, 48 L. ed. 1027; Evans v. 
Nellis, 187 U. S. 271, 23 SCt 74, 47 
Tiedswl Von inks svat Wines yale Om bie a0: 


584, 18 Sct 770, 42 L. ed. 1153; U. S. 
v. Passavant, 169) ULES ene, 18 SCt 
219, 42 L. ed. 644; The Beaconsfield, 
T58* Us Sin308, 151) SCt 860/395 tu ed: 
993. But see Seim Vv. Hurd, 232 U.S. 
420, 34 SCt 406, 58 L. ed. 667 (where 
the certificate was dismissed). 

{b] Certificates expressly indorsed 
in Hertz v. Woodmen, 218 U. S. 205, 
30 SCt 621,54 L. ed. 1001 as prece- 
dents in matter of form are those 
appearing in U. S. v. Ju Toy, 198 
U. S. 253, 25 SCt €44, 49 L. ed. 1040; 
Helwig v. U. S., 188 U. S. 605, 23 
SCt 427, 47 L. ed. 614; and U. S. v. 
Pridgeon, 153 U. S, 48, 14 SCt 746, 
88 L. ed. 6 

91. Cleveland- Cliffs” Iron’ Co." ‘vy. 
Arctic Iron Co., 248 U. S. 178, 39 
SCt 91, 63 L. ed. 198 (quoted in the 
dissenting opinion); Seim v. Hurd, 
232 U. S. 420, 34 SCt 406, 58 L. ed. 
667; Chicago, ete., R. Co. vs Williams, 
214 U. S. 492; 29 SCt 514, 53 L. ed. 
1058, 205 U. S. 444, 27 SCt 559, 51 
L. ed. 873; Hallowell v. U. S., 9 
Us) S21 LO W28 WSCHreIS hoe mes med: 
702; Cross v. Evans,,167 U. S. 60, 
17 SCEITS3, 42: "in ‘ed 773 Columbus 
Watch Co. v. Robbins, 148 U. S. 
266, 13 SCt 594, 37 L. ed. 445. 

92. Ricaud v. American Metal Co., 
246 U. S. 304,-88 SCt 312, 63 Lived. 
733; Quinlan v.- Green County, 205 
UW SF 41027 SCr 5006 SL Le edh’s60% 
Emsheimer v. New Orleans, 186 U.S. 
33, 22 SCt 770, 46 L. ed. 1042; Del 
Monte Min., ete., Co. v. Last Chance 
Min.,  ete:,:Co 171) U.S. 56h 18) SCt 
895, 438 L. ed. 72; McHenry v. Alford, 
168 U. S. 651, 18 SCt 242, 42 L. ed. 
614; Warner v. New Orleans, 167 
U.S. 467,17 SCti 892, 42 L. ed: 239. 

93. Boston Store v. American 
Graphophone Co., 246 U. S. 8, 38 SCt 
257, 62 L. ed. 551, AnnCas1918C 447. 

94. Cleveland-Cliffs Iron Co. v. 
Arctic Iron Co., 248 U. S. 178, 39 
SCt 91, 63 L. ed. 198; U. S. v. Mayer, 
235, OU. Se “bby *3bs SCO16;, 69h veds 
129; Stratton’s Independence y. How- 
bert, 231 U. S. 899, 34 SCt 1386, 58 
L. ‘ed. 285; Baltimore, etc., R.- Co; 
v. Interstate Commerce Commn., 215 
U. S. 216, 30 SCt 86, 54 L. ed. 164; 
Chicago, etce., R. Co, v. Williams, 214 
U. S. 492, 29 SCt 514, 53 L. ed. 1058; 
Jahn v. Folmina, 212 U. S. 354, 29 
SCt 3638, 53 L. ed. 546, 15 AnnCas 
748; Hallowell v. U. S., 209 U. S. 101, 


held to be defective in part.°? 
cerning the duty not to he negligent and ambigu- 
ous, but to be careful and precise in preparing 
certificates, has been uttered by the supreme court.?? 
A distinet point of law must be presented by the 
certified question; the supreme court cannot be 
required to search the entire record, and, in effect, 
determine whether the judgment of the trial court 
should ke affirmed or reversed.®* 
tified must be distinctly and separately stated,?5 
and the certificate should state the fundamental 
facts,9® but not the evidential facts from which 


An admonition con- 


Each question cer- 


28 SCt 498, 52 L. ed. 702; Chicago. 
ete, . RK. Co.w. Williams, 205 sas: 
444,/27 SCt 559, 51 LL. ed: 875; 214 
U.S. 492, 29 sct 514, 53 L. ed. 1058; 
Felsenheld V..gus s.," £6 a UUs: 126, 
22 SCt 740, 46 L. ed. 1085; Emsheimer 
v. New Orleans, 186 U. S. 33, 22 SCt 
770, 46 L. ed. 1042; Del Monte Min., 
ete.,. Co, Vig Last Chance Min., etc., 
Colle U- 55, 18 SCt 895, 43 'L. ed. 
ea McHeney v. Alford, 168 U Ss 
651, 18 SCt 242. 42 L. ed. 614; U. S. 
Vi UnioniPacs Ro Cos, 16S 0b. Ss. 505, 
18 SCt 167, 42 L. ed. 1042; Warner v. 
New Orleans, 167 U. S. 467, ASCE 
892, 42 L. ed. 239; Cross v. Evans, 
167 U. S. 60, 17 SCt 733, 42 L. ed. 
77; Graver v. Faurot, 162 U, S 435, 
16 SCt 799, 40 L. ed. 1030; Cirfcin- 
nati, etc., R. Co. v. McKeen, 149 U. S. 
259, 138 SCt 840, 37 L. ed. 225: Co- 
lumbus Watch Co. v. Robbins, 148 
U.S. 266, 13 SCt 594, 37 L. ed, 445; 
US) v. Hall, 131. Up Ss. 50, 9°SCt 663, 
33 L. ed. 97; Jewell v. Knight, 123 
U. S. 426, 8 SCt 193) *3t he ‘ed. 190; 
State Nat. Bank v. St. Louis Rail- 
Hastening Corn 29 0G. IS of ae oe 
1054, 30 LL. ed. 1121; U. S. v. North- 


way, 120 U. S. 327, 17 SCt 580, 30 
L, ed. 664; Weeth v. New England 
Security Morte. Co., 106 U. S. 605, 1 
SCt 91, 27 L. ed. 99; Webster v. 


Cooper, 10 How. (U. Ss.) 54, 13 L. ed. 
325; Sadler v. ets 7 How. (U. S.) 
646, 12 L. ed. 85 Nesmith v. Shel- 
don, 6 How (U. 33 41, 12 Loed. 335; 
U. & v. Briggs, 5 How. (U. S.) 208, 
12 L. ed. 119; White v. Turk, 12 Pet. 
(U, S.) 238, 9 L. ed. 1069; Harris 
v. Elliott, 10 Pet. (U.S) 25). 9 Tired 
333; U. S. v. Bailey, 9 Pet. (U. S.) 
267, 9 L. ed. 124: Saunders v. 
Gould, 4” Pet.) (Un 'Si) 892 ii Teten eds 


897; German Ins. Co, v. Hearne, 
118 Fed. 134, 55 CCA 84; Sigafus 
v..' Porter, 85 Fed: 689, 29 CCA 


391; Farmers’. ete., State Bank v. 
Armstrone, 49 Fed. 600, 1 CCA 394. 
{a] Oertificate held insufficient.— 
A question certified to the supreme 
court by a circuit court of appeals, 
which refers to the pleadings for a 
statement of the facts on which the 
answer depends or the issues on 
which such question arose, or fails to 
state the precise objections relied on, 
does 
proposition of law, such as is re- 
quired to give the supreme court ju- 
risdiction. McHenry y. Alford, 168 
U. S. 651, 18 SCt 242, 42 L. ed. 614. 
95. Quinlan v. Green County, 205 
U. S. 410, 27 SCt 505. 51 L. ed. 860; 
Graver v. Faurot, 162 U. S. 485, 16 
Sct 799, 40 L. ed. 1030: Columbus 
Watch Co. v. Robbins, 148 U. S. 266, 
13 SCt 594, 37 L ed. 445; London F. 
Ins. Assoc. v. Wickham, LZ28e ass 
426, 9 SCt 1138, 22 L. ed. 503; Jewell 
Vea Knicht, 123 ies) 426.78 Sct 193, 
31 L. ed. 190; Dennistoun Vi Stewart, 
18 How. (U. S.) 565, 15 -L. ed, 489: 
Sadler v. Hoover, 7 How. (U. 3.) 
646, 12 L. ed. 855; Perkins v. Hart, 
11 Wheat. CU=4S)) 23% 60 i eds nee 
96. Cleveland-Cliffs Iron (Co. 
Arctic Iron Co., 248 U. S. 178, 39 sct 
91; 63° Tu. ed. 198; Dillon v. Strat- 
hearn SS. Co., 248 U. S. 182, 39 SCt 
83, 63 L. ed. 199; Ricaud v. Ameri- 
can Metal Co., 246 U. S. 304, 38 SCt 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


not state a distinct point or: 


§§ 203-204] 


the fundamental facts are found.” 
tions certified are not apposite to the facts stated 
in the certificate, a dismissal is proper.28 But even 
though a certificate from the circuit court of appeals 
is deficient in specification and somewhat wanting 
in precision, it is the duty of the supreme court 
to answer the questions, where the matters not 
specified are not in dispute and the want of pre- 
cision is not so fundamental as to mislead or con- 


fuse.°? 
[§ 204] 3. 


312, 62 L. ed. 733; Sigafus v. Porter, 
85 Fed. 689, 29 CCA 391. 

[a] A supreme court rule pro- 
vides that the certificate ‘shall con- 
tain a proper statement of the facts 
on which such question or proposi- 
tion of law arises.” Supreme Court 
Rules, rule 37 par 1. : 

{b] Effect of statement.—Defend- 
ants, in an action for infringement 
of a patented rotary mimeograph by 
violation of a license restriction that 
it should be used only with ink made 
by patentee, cannot claim, where the 
facts certified to the supreme court 
state that they made a direct sale 
of the ink to the user of the mimeo- 
graph with knowledge that under the 
license she could not use the ink 
without infringement, that the sale 
of ink was not an infringement as it 
might be used in a noninfringing 
way. Henry v. A. B. Dick Co., 224 


U. S. 1, 32: SCt 364, 56 Li. ed. 645, 


AnnCas1913D 880. 

97. Sigafus v. Porter, 85 Fed. 689, 
29 CCA 391. 

98 Seim v. Hurd, 232 U. S. 420, 
34 SCt 406, 58 L. ed. 667 [cert ques- 
tions answered 232 U. S. 428, 34 SCt 
409, 58 L. ed. 670]. 

99. Boston Store v. American 
Graphophone Co., 246 U. S. 82, 38 
SCt 257, 62 L. ed. 551, AnnCas1918C 
447. 


1. Indirect review see infra §§ 209, 
242%. 

2. Jud. Code § 241. 

[a] “The words this title,’ 


wherever they occur herein shall be 
construed to mean this Act.” Jud. 
Code § 293: 

[b] Ina suit by the United States 
(1) the judgment or decree of the 
circuit court of appeals is not made 
final by the statute (U. S. v. Ameri- 
ean Bell Tel. Co., 159 U. S. 548, 16 
SCt 69, 40 L. ed. 255), (2) unless the 
suit belongs to one of the specific 
classes made final by the_ statute 
(Anglo-Californian Bank v. U. S., 175 
U. S. 37, 20 SCt 19, 44 L. ed. 64 [final 
as arising under the revenue laws]). 

[c] Controversy between foreign 
state and citizens of United States:— 
An appeal lies to the supreme court 
of the United States from a decree of 
a circuit court of appeals in a con- 
troversy between a foreign state and 
citizens of one of the United States. 
Republic of Colombia v. Cauca Co., 
190. U.S. (5247-28 SCt'704547 L.ed. 
1159 [rev 113 Fed. 1020, 51 CCA 604]. 

{d] The absence of any specific 
reference to the federal supreme 
court in the provisions of the act of 
March 1, 1895 (28 St. at L. 698 c 145 
§ 11) and the act of March 3, 1905 
(33 St. at L. 1081 c 1479 § 12), for 
an appellate review in the circuit 
court of appeals for the eighth cir- 
cuit of the final decisions of the court 
of appeals in the Indian Terri- 
tory in the same manner as de- 
cisions of the circuit courts, pre- 
cluded any further review in the su- 
preme court by.appeal from or writ 
of error to the circuit court of ap- 


peals. Laurel Oil, ete., Co. v. Morri- 
son, U. S. 291, 29 SCt 394, 53 
L. ed. 517. 

[e] Action for reparation award 


of interstate commerce commission.— 
A judgment of the circuit court of 
appeals in an _ action to recover 
amounts awarded by a reparation or- 
der of the interstate commerce com- 


Review of Decisions—a. 
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Where ques- 


[25 C. J.] 


cuit Court of Appeals'1—(1) By Appeal or Writ 
of Error—(a) When Permitted. The Judicial Code 
provides that ‘‘in any case in which the judgment 
or decree of the circuit court of appeals is not 
made final by the provisions of this Title 2 there shall 
be of right * an appeal or writ of error to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States * where the mat- 
ter in controversy shall exceed one thousand dollars, 
besides costs.’’ 5 


Under this provision an appeal or 


writ of error may be had, where there is a federal 


Of Cir- 


mission is not made final by Jud. 
Code § 128, and is therefore review- 
able by writ of error. Spiller v. 
Atehisony ete.,/R. Co. 253, U. S. 1 
40 SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 810. 

[f] A prior decision of a circuit 
court of appeals is not the law of 
the case for the supreme court, re- 
viewing a later decision of the for- 
mer court in the same case. Messin- 
ger v. Anderson, 225 U. S. 486, 32 
SCt 739, 56 L. ed. 1152 [rev 171 Fed. 
785, 96 CCA 445]. 

Cases made final by the Judicial 
Hor by later statutes see infra 


3. Jud. Code § 241. 

{a] Application for a writ of 
error or leave to appeal will be de- 
nied where the judge to whom the 
application is made is of opinion that 
the judgment or decree is made final 
by the statute and not reviewable. 
Weber v. Grand Lodge F. & A. M., 
171 Fed. 839, 96 CCA 410; Mackenzie 
v. Pease, 146 Fed. 743, 77 CCA 233. 

4 Jud. Code § 241; Chaloner v. 
Sherman, 242 U. S. 455, 37 SCt 136, 
61 L. ed. 427; G. & C. Merriam Co. v. 
Syndicate Pub. Co., 237.U. S. 618, 
35 SCt 708, 59 L. ed. 1148 [dism app 
207 Fed. 515, 125 CCA 177]; Hull v. 
Burr, 234 U. S: 712, 34 SCt 892, 58 
L. ed. 1557 [aff 207 Fed. 543, 125 CCA 
121, 206 Fed. 1, 124 CCA 135]; Mis- 
souri, etc., R. Co. v. Wulf, 226 U. S. 
570,) 33) SCt 135.) 57) Le neds 1355 -[aft 
192 Fed. 919, 113 CCA 665]; Shulthis 
v. McDougal, 225 U. S. 561, 32 SCt 
704, 56 L. ed. 1205; Chicago Junction 
R. Co; v« King, 222 U. S. 222, 32 SCt 
79, 56 L. ed. 1738 [aff 169 Fed. 372, 
94 CCA 652]; Standard Paint Co. v. 
Trinidad Asphalt Mfg. Co., 220 U.S. 
446, 31 SCt 456, 55 L. ed. 536 [aff 
163: Fed. 977, oA CCA 195]; MacFad- 


question 


deneiwar Wane: 8 UNrS.02885.-29 iSCt 
490, 53 L. ed. 801; Henningsen v. 
Ui S. Fidelity, etc., Co.) 208)... S. 


404, 28 SCt 389, 52 L. ed. 547 [aff 
143 Fed. 810, 74 CCA 484];\ Whitney 
VaMbick)) 202" Us S132, 2167, SCt (584, 
50 L. ed. 963; Spreckels Sugar-Refin- 
ine Co. MeClainsd 92 4U.nS.2 39, 
24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed. 496; Warner 
wi uSearle,wietc.urCo. 0199 SUAS. 1095, 
A SOCe TO. 48 Lsiedee 1452 Hut iv. 
Bidwell, 180 Fed. 374, 103 CCA 520; 
Anglo-Californian Bank v. U. S., 175 
UEVSH'37, 200SCt 19, -44tar reds, 64.5 

{a] Time for appeal or writ of 
error.—The act of Sept. 6, 1916 (39 
St. at L. 727 c 448 § 6) provides 
that no writ of error or appeal “shall 
be allowed or entertained unless duly 
applied for within three months 
after entry of the judgment or de- 
cree complained of.” 

5.° Jud. Code § 241; 
ete. URi (Con v.01 UL So 24t Ue S2 307; 
88 SCt 498, 62. L. ed. 1129 [dism 
writ of error and den certiorari 220 
Fed. 737, 186 CCA 343]; Missouri, 
ete., R. Co. v. Wulf, 226 U.S. 570, 
33 SCt (135, 57 -L. ed..355 [aff 192 
Fed. 919, 113 CCA 665]; Willis v. 
Hastern’ Trust; etc),Co.), 167 ,U.7S8. 
WELT SCti neg ute, Lee. 18d. s, 
v. Trans-Missouri Freight Assoc., 166 
U. S. 290. 17 SCt 540. 41 L. ed. 1007 
[rev 58 Fed. 58, 7 CCA 15, 21 LRA 
73]; Luteher v. U. S., 157 U. S. 427, 
15 SCt 718. 39 L. ed. 759. 

[a] Matter in controversy must 
have actual value.—Huntington v. 
Saunders, 163 U. S. 310, 16 SCt 1120, 
41 L. ed. 174. 


San Pedro, 


involved,® 


except in certain specified 

[b] The want of any money value 
in controversy precludes an appeal to 
the supreme court of the United 
States from an order of a circuit 
court of appeals, discharging, on a 
writ of certiorari issued on a peti- 
tion for habeas corpus and certiorari, 
a person convicted of introducing in- 
toxicating liquors into an Indian 
reservation, and sentenced to fine and 
imprisonment. Whitney v. Dick, 202 
U.S. 132, 26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 963 
[rev 141 Fed. 5, 72 CCA 6671. 

{c] The bill need not state the 
amount in dispute but this may be 
made to appear in such other man- 
ner as shall establish it to the satis- 
faction of the court. U.S. v. Trans- 
Missouri Freight Assoc., 166 U. S. 
290, 17 SCt 540, 41 L. ed. 1007. 

Finality for want of jurisdictional 
amount see infra § 205. 

Review by certiorari of cases in- 
volving not more than one thousand 
dollars see infra § 206. 

6. Spiller v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
253 U. S. 117, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 810 
[rev 246 Fed. 1, 158 CCA 227]; Bene- 
dict v. New York, 250 U. S. 321, 39 
SCt 476, 63 L. ed. 1005 [aff 247 Fed. 
758, 159 CCA 616 (aff 235 Fed. 258)]; 
Harriman Nat. Bank v. Seldomridge, 
2490 Wa, Sle 39 yS Cty 2445963" dunueds 
443 [rev 240 Fed. 111, 153 CCA 147]; 
Butte, etc., Copper Co. v. Clark-Mon- 
tana Realty Co., 249 U. S. 12, 39 SCt 
231,63 L. ed. 447 [aff 248 Fed. 609, 160 
CCA 509 (aff 233 Fed. 547)]. See 
also cases infra note 8. 

[a] In an action against a fed- 
eral corporation (1) the judgment of 
the circuit court of appeals was held 
to be reviewable by the supreme 
court. Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Marcus, 
237 U. S. 215, 35 SCt 578, 59 L. ed: 
924; Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Hill) 237 
U. S. 208, 85 SCt 575, 59 L. ed. 918; 
Union Pac. R. Co. v. Harris, 158 U. 
S. 326, 15 SCt 843, 39 L. ed. 1003. (2) 
But as to a federal railroad company, 
the subsequent act of Jan. 28, 1915 
(88 St. at L. 804 c 22 § 5), provides 
that “no court of the United States 
shall-have jurisdiction of any action 
or suit by or against any railroad 
company upon the ground that said 
railroad company was incorporated 
under an Act of Congress.” See 
supra § 45. (3) This probably op- 
erates to’ make the decision of the 
circuit court of appeals in such a 


case final upon an argument akin to’ 


that which the court adopted in con- 
struing a prohibition in another stat- 
ute in Ex p. Pennsylvania Co., 137 
Ui Seb VIS Ctl 41634 ies 7388. 

[b] The averments of the com- 
plaint must show that there is a sub- 
stantial controversy respecting the 
constitution or laws of the United 
States in order that the judgment of 
the circuit court of appeals may be 
reviewed by appeal or writ of error. 
Delaware, etc:, R. Co. v. Yurkonis, 
238 U. S.439.'35 SCt 902, 59 L. ed. 
1397 [foll G. C. Merriam Co. v. Syndi- 
cate Pub) Cows237-U. S. 6185" 859 SCtr 
708, 59 L. ed. 1148]; Roman Catholia 
Church v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 237 
Ue S575, 8beSCt 729, 159! a. ved. 11119. 

{c] Allegations not raising fed- 
eral questions.—(1) An allegation by 
a person claiming an interest in a 
mining claim by virtue of a purchase 
from an administrator under a de- 
eree of the probate court, that a 
subsequent decree of that court an- 


867 — 
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classes of cases involving federal questions,’ notwith- 
standing the fact that there is also a diversity of 
But this rule is 
subject to the limitation that, where jurisdiction 
was originally invoked on the sole ground of di- 
verse citizenship, the finality of the judgment of ‘ 
the cireuit court of appeals is not’ affected by the 
fact that another ground of federal jurisdiction 
developed in the course of the proceedings,® and a 
similar limitation applies in cases of intervention, 
the status which governs being that existing when 
The claim of right un- 


citizenship between the parties.§ 


the action was brought.?° 


nulling the prior decree was invalid 
for want of jurisdiction to render it 
at a subsequent term, for want of 
notice and for lack of evidence, does 
not amount to an assertion that he 
was deprived of his interest by the 
court without due process of law, 
which would support the jurisdic- 
tion of a federal circuit court ir- 
respective of diversity of citizenship, 
and therefore permit an appeal to the 
Supreme court from a decree of the 
circuit court of appeals in the cause. 
Empire State-Idaho Min., ete., Co. v. 
Hanley, 198 U. S. 292, 25 SCt 691, 49 
L. ed. 1056 [dism app Sweeney v. 
Hanley, 126 Fed. 97, 61 CCA 158]. 
(2) A petition, in an action by trus- 
tee in bankruptcy on a bond given to 
retain property within the jurisdic- 
tion, does not disclose as a ground 
of federal jurisdiction that the case 
arose under the laws of the United 
States so as to permit a writ of er- 
ror to review the judgment of the 
circuit court of appeals where the 
trustee relies solely on the owner- 
ship of the property by the. bank- 
rupts. Lovell v. Newman, 227 U. S. 
412,033 45Ct 375, 0% a. ed. 577% 

[d] A constitutional question im- 
ported into the case by an amend- 
ment to the petition allowed by a 
federal circuit court after the cause 
had been taken to the circuit court 
of appeals, where the judgment of 
the trial court sustaining a demurrer 
to the answer had been reversed and 
the case remanded with directions 
for further proceedings in accord- 
ance with the opinion, will not sus- 
tain a direct writ of error from the 
federal supreme court to review the 
final judgment. Union Trust Co. v. 
Westhus, 228. U. S. 519, 33 SCt 593, 
57 L. ed, 947. 

[e] The mere assertion of titile 
under a patent from the United 
States presents no question which, 
of itself, deprives the judgment of 
the circuit court of appeals, in a 
petitory action for real property, of 
that finality which exists if the juris- 
diction of the circuit court depends 
solely upon diversity of citizenship. 
Bonin v. Gulp Co., 198 U. S. 115, 25 
Sct 608, 49 L. ed. 970 [dism writ of 
error to judgment Gonsoulin v. Gulf 
Con tie Med 251,7 5389 C@A $1)}- 

{f] Abandonment of constitutional 
question.—In a suit to enforce judg- 
ment liens against land, claimants 
made a city a party, claiming that 
the land was being taken under pav- 
ing taxes without due process of law, 
in violation of the constitution. De- 
fendants denied that the taxes af- 
fected complainants’ rights. On a 
showing of the amount of taxes due, 
complainants’ tender of that amount 
was received, but afterward returned. 
On decree for complainants, defend- 
_ ants appealed to the circuit court of 
appeals, where the decree was af- 
firmed on being amended to allow the 
paving taxes by allowing the city 
the taxes tendered, Defendants hav- 
ing failed to prosecute their appeal 
from this judgment, it was dismissed 
by the supreme court. It was held 
that the constitutional question was 
abandoned, making final the circuit 
court of appeal’s judgment on a sec- 
ond appeal. Huff v. Bidwell, 180 Fed. 
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character,‘2 or 


court.23 
Character of 


374, 103 CCA 520. 

7, See infra § 205. 

8. Benedict v. New York, 250 U. 
S. 321, 39 SCt 476, 63 L. ed. 1005 [aff 
247 Fed. 758, 159 CCA 616 (aff 235 
Fed. 258)]; Harriman Nat. Bank v. 
Seldomridge, 249 U. S. 1, 39 SCt 244, 
63 L. ed. 443 [rev 240 Fed. 111, 153 
CCA 147]; Hichel v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 245° Us -S.9102, 38 SCt 47 
62 L. ed. 177 [aff 241 Fed. 357, 154 
CCA 237]; Chaloner v. Sherman, 242 
AT) SEA 555 37 SCtH36, Gia: eda 427; 
Christianson v. King County, 239 U. 
S. 356, 36 SCt 114, 60 L. ed. 327 [aff 
203 Fed. 894, 122 CCA 188]; Texas, 


ete., R. Col v; Bigger, '239°U. S. 330, 
86 SCt 127, 60 L. ed. 310 [aff 218 
Med: 990" A183 OCAy 6731S "Gen GIN: 


Merriam. Co. v. Syndicate Pub. Co., 
231 We Si 6LSAISbISCt) 7082559! ab. Teds 
1148 [dism app 207 Fed. 515, 125 
CCA 177]; Denver v. New York Trust 
Cos 22900. S428" 33 SCti65l, ol ue 
ed. 1101; Lovell v. Newman, 227 U.S. 
412, 33 SCt 375,57 la. ed. 577; Mis- 
souri, etc., R. Co. v. Wuls 226 U.S. 
570, 338 SCt 135, 57 L. ed. 355; Shul- 
this v. McGougal, 225 U. S. 561, 32 
SCt 704; 56 L. .ed. 1205; Ohio R. 
Commn. v. Worthington, 225 U. S. 
101, 32 SCt 653, 56 L. ed. 1004 [aff 
187 Fed: 965, 110 CCA 85]; Louis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. F. W. Cook Brew- 
ings Cow2zZ3T02 Sy 70} sz. SCt 18956 
L. ed. 355 [aff 172 Fed. 117, 96 CCA 
322, 40 LRANS 798]; Standard Paint 
Co, v. Trinidad Asphalt Mfg. Co., 220 
U. S.0446, 31 SCt 4256, 65 LL. ved. 536; 
MacFadden v. U. S., 243°U. S. 288. 
29 SCt 490, 53 L. ed. 801; Henning- 
sen. vw U.S. Widelity, -etc:7 "Co. 208 
U. S. 404, .28 SCt_ 389, 52 L. ed. 547; 
Mississippi R. Commn. v. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co., 203 U. S. 335, 27 SCt 90 
51 L. ed. 209; Warner v. Searle, etc., 
Co., 191 U. S. 195, 24 SCt 79, 48 L. ed. 
145 [aff 112 Fed. 674, 50 CCA 321]; 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Soderberg, 
188 U. S..526, 23 SCt 365, 47 L. ed. 575 
{aff 104 Fed. 425, 43 CCA 620]; How- 
ard v. U. S., 184 U. S. 676, 22 SCt 543, 
46 L. ed. 754 [aff 102 Fed. 77, 42 CCA 
169]; Florida Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
Bell, 176 U. S. 321, 20 SCt 399, 44 L. 
ed. 486 [rev 87 Fed. 369, 31 CCA 9]; 
Auten v. U. S. National Bank, 174 
U, S. 125, 19 SCt -628, 43 L. ed. 920. 

, [a] Judgment of federal court.— 
Allegations in the bill and in a peti- 
tion in intervention, asserting a lien 
under a judgment of a federal court 
and title under a decree of such 
court, raised federal questions, con- 
ferring jurisdiction on the federal 
supreme court on appeal from a de- 
cree of a circuit court of appeals in 
the suit. Kansas City Southern R. 
Co. v. Guardian Trust Co., 240 U. S. 
166, 36 SCt 334, 60: L.. ed. 579 [aft 
Guardian Trust Co. v. Cambria Steel 
Co., 201 Fed. 811, 120 CCA 121, and 
aff 210 Fed. 696, 127 CCA 184]. 

{b] The averments of the com- 
plaint govern in determining 
whether jurisdiction depends on di- 
verse citizenship alone or there are 
other grounds of federal jurisdiction. 
Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. S. 561, 
32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205. 

[c] Where other grounds of fed- 
eral jurisdiction are averred such 
averment cannot be recanted for the 
purpose of depriving the supreme 


[§ 204 


der the federal constitution or a federal statute 
must be substantial and meritorious,!? and the mere 
assertion of such a claim is not sufficient to war- 
rant a review by the supreme court by appeal or 
writ of error where the claim is of a frivolous 


the right claimed has been 


denied by former adjudications of the supreme 


, 


judgment or decree. In order to 


warrant a review by the supreme court, the judg- 
ment or decree must be of sucha final charactcr as 
to be the subject of appeal or writ of error under 


court of appellate jurisdiction. Butte, 
etc., Copper Co. v. Clark-Montana 
Realty Co.) 249° U. Si) 12)"39" SCH 2315 
63 L. ed. 447 [aff 248 Fed. 609, 160 
CCA 509 (aff 233 Fed. 547)]. 

9. Chicago? Junction, Re Gow we 
King, 222 U. S. 222, 32 SCt 79, 56 TE. 
ed. A73sy fafthe1ose Reds Si2-094 CCe 
652]; Bagley v. General Fire Ex- 
tinguisher Co., 212 U. S. 477, 29 SCt 
341, 53 L. ed. 605; Ayres v. Polsdor- 
fer;-187_U. 'S2-585,0 23. (SCt 19647" Be 
ed. 314 [dism writ of error 105 ‘Fed. 
737, 45 CCA 24]; Pope v. Louisville, 
ete.,, Ri-Co,, 173.UNS. 573; 19) SCt 500% 
43 L. ed. 814 [dism app 80 Fed. 745, 
26 CCA 131];-Third (St.,' ete.; RiiCo. 
v. Lewis, 173 UscSs 457, 19 SCt “451, 
43 L. ed. 766 [dism app 79 Fed. 196, 
24 CCA 482]; Ex p. Jones, 164 U. S. 
691, 17 SCt 222, 41 L. ed. 601. 

10. Shulthis v. McDougal, 225 U. 
rS. 561, 32 SCt 704, 56 L. ed. 1205; 
St. Louis, ‘ete:, R. Co. va Wabash! R: 
Co, 217 Ux. .S:.24%, 80: (SCte 6107 54 
L. ed. 752; Gregory v. Van Ee, 160 
U.S. 6438, 16 SCt 431, 40 Li. ed. 566; 
Rouse v. Letcher, 156 U. S. 47, 15 
SCt 266, 39 L. ed. 341. : 

11. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. Syndi- 
cate Pub. Co., 237 U. S. 618, 35 SCt 
708,59 L.ed.1148 [dism app 207 Fed. 
515, 125 CCA LW) 39 O’ Callaghan’ ive 
O'Brien, 15199 "Us S5,) 8932, 25 "SCrTare 
50 L. ed. 101 [aff 125 Fed. 657, 60 
CCA 347 (rev 116 Fed. 934)]; New- 
buryport Water Co. v. Newburyport, 
193) U._S. 561, 24 SCt 653,7°48) ts. ed. 
795; Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. 
Brown, 187 U. S. 308, 23 SCt 123, 47 
Te, ea? 1190: 

[a] Vague reference to the fed- 
eral constitution in a bill seeking re- 
dress for injury from the operation 
of a railway on a highway are in- 
sufficient to show that the jurisdic- 
tion of the federal circuit court of 
appeals was invoked on ground other 
than diversity of citizenship so as 
to permit an appeal to the federal 
Supreme court. Roman Catholic 
Church v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 237 
U.S. 575, 35 SCt 729, 59 -L. ed. 1119 
ae app. 207 . “Medic 8975 125 ICCA 


[b] Engagement in interstate 
comimerce.—Allegations, in an action 
by an employee of a railway com- 
pany to recover for injuries while 
mining coal, that the coal was in- 
tended for use by the railroad for 
interstate commerce do not bring the 
case within the Federal Employers’ 
Liability Act of April 22, 1908, so 
as to deprive the judgment of the 
court of appeals of finality when ju- 
risdiction is based on diverse citi- 
zenship alone. Delaware, ete, R. 
Co. wv. ‘Yurkonis;, 238—U.5:85-439, 35 
SCt 902, 59 L. ed. 1397 [dism app 220 
Fed. 429, 137 CCA 23]. 

12. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. Syndi- 
cate Pub. Co., 237 U..S.618, 35 SCt 
708, 59 L. ed. 1148 [dism app 207 Fed. 
516, 225 CCAR]: 

13. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. Syndi- 
cate Pub. Co., 237 U. S. 618, 35 SCt 
708, 59 L. ed. 1148 [dism app 207 Fed. 
515, e125 (CCAM TA. 

[a] Where the applicability of a 
previous decision is-denied, it can- 
not be urged as removing from con- 
sideration the federal question in- 
volved. Ontario Land Co. v. Wilfong, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the general rules governing such review.14 

_ Where a suit is dependent and ancillary, juris- 
diction to entertain it is referable to that invoked 
and existing in the action out of which it arose, and 
if an appeal would lie in such action an appeal will 


also lie in the ancillary suit. 


Where the circuit court of appeals erroneously 


takes jurisdiction and decides an 


a case which is directly reviewable by the supreme 
court,*® the latter court has jurisdiction to review 
the judgment of the circuit court of appeals to the 
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appeal.17 


[25C.J.] 869 


[§ 205] (b) When Denied. The Judicial Code 18 
declares that, ‘‘except as provided in sections two 
hundred and thirty-nine *® and two hundred and 
forty’’ *° of the Judicial Code, ‘‘the judgments and 


decrees of the circuit court of appeals shall be 


appeal to it in 


extent of reversing it with directions to dismiss the 


an U. S. 543, 32 SCt 328, 56 L. ed. 

14. Spiller v.. Atchison, ete., R. 
Co., 253 U. S. 117, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. 
ed. 810 [rev 246 Fed. 1, 158 CCA 
227]; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Weld 
County, 247 U. S. 282, 38 SCt 510, 62 
L. ed. 1110 [rev 222 Fed. 651, 138 
CCA 175 (den reh 217 Fed, 540, 133 
CO ASI 2 ils MWe Se Vs pealty aoe) Ol. 
S. 463, 34 SCt 392, 58 L. ed. 686 
[dism app 203 Fed. 620, 122 CCA 16]; 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Bray, 225 
U.S... 205, 32 SCt 620, 56 lL. ed. 1055 
[aff 170 Fed. 689, 96 CCA 9]; German 
Nat. Bank v. Speckert, 181 U. S. 405, 
21 SCt 688, 45 L. ed. 926 [dism app 
9€ Fed. 151, 38 CCA 682]; Kirwan 
v. Murphy, 170 U. S. 205, 18 SCt 592, 
42 L. ed. 1009; McLeod v. Graven, 79 
Fed. 84, 24 CCA 449, 

[a] Interlocutory injunction.—No 
appeal lies to the Supreme court 
from a decree of the circuit court 
of appeals affirming an interlocutory 
order of the circuit court granting a 
temporary injunction. Kirwan vv. 
Murphy, 170 U. S..205, 18 SCt ‘592, 
42.L. ed. 1009 [dism app 83 Fed. 275, 
28 CCA 348]. ; 

Right of review as dependent on 
nature and scope of decision see Ap- 
peal and Error §§ 129-463. 

15. FHichel v. U:; S. Fidelity, etc., 
Cot 245) US: 1102,538" SCtr47, 62 1. 
ed. 177. : 

16. Questions directly reviewable 
by supreme court see infra §§ 215, 
263 


17. New York v. New York Cons. 
easy Con, 2550 Ue pon Lo,840) SCULOLL, 
64 L. ed. 870. 

18. Jud. Code § 128, as amended 
by Act of Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L. 
803 c 22 § 2) (the amendment con- 
sisting only in the addition of the 
words “and the United States Dis- 
trict Court for Porto Rico,” and the 
words “under the trade mark laws’). 

19. Jud. Code § 239 provides for 
certification of questions to the su- 
preme court by circuit courts of ap- 
peals. See supra § 203. ; 

20. Jud. Code § 240 makes provi- 
sion for review by writ of certiorari. 
See infra § 206. 

21. Jud. Code § 128. ‘ 

[a] he jurisdiction referred to is 
the jurisdiction of the trial court as 
originally invoked. Huguley Mfg. 
Co. v. Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 U. 
S. 290, 22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546. 

22. Jud. Code § 128. 

[a] Foreign state not an alien.— 
The judgment of the court is not 
final under this section where the 
jurisdiction is invoked on the 
ground that the controversy is be- 
tween the citizens of a state and a 
foreign state. Republic v. Cauca Co., 
TOO eee 4.923 woOOt 1 404,. 40. besied: 
abo. 

Certiorari in this class of cases 
see infra § 207. 

23. Jud. Code § 128; Southern Pac. 
Co. v. Stewart, 245 U. S. 359, 
38 SCt 130, 62 L, ed. 345 [dism writ 
of error 233 Fed. 956, 147 CCA 630]; 
Eagle Glass, etc., Co. v. Rowe, 245 
Ta Sa 27 beo8SCt 8ih.62, Le ed 2865 
Norton v. Whiteside, 239 U. S. 144, 
36 SCt 97, 60 L. ed. 186 [dism app 
205 Fed. 5, 123 CCA 313, 45 LRANS 
112]; Delaware, etc., R. C. v. Yur- 
konis, 238 U. S. 439, 35 SCt 902, 59 L. 
ed. 1397; Roman Catholic Church v. 


Pennsylvania R./Co.,, 237 U. S. 575, 
30) SCt. 729, 59 LL. ed. 1119; Wouis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. Western Union 
Mel Con j23itis Ores. (600,030) 5 CGO 9 Ss 
59 L. ed. 9€5 [dism app 203 Fed. 1022, 
121 CCA 664]; McCormick v. Okla- 
homa City, 236 U. S. 657, 35 SCt 455, 
59 L. ed. 771 [dism app 203 Fed. 921, 
LZ 2 CCA T2Z1 5. Bull vey burr, 234. Ue 
S. 12,5 34..SCt $92, 58. Ti cved. 1657; 
Omaha Electric Light, ete, Co. v. 
@maha, 230 W.-S:, 123, 33:.SCt 974, 
57 L. ed. 1419 [dism app 179 Fed. 
455, 102 CCA 601]; Boise Artesian 
Hot, etc., Water Co..v. Boise, 230 
U.S: 98, 33 SCt.1003, 57 LL. ed. 1409 
[dism app 186 Fed. 705, 108 CCA 
523]; Denver v. New York Trust Co., 
A200 Sy Leo ss SCL. Obs ot lun ed. 
1101 [rev 187 Fed. 890, 110 CCA 24]; 
Lovell v. Newman, 227 U. S. 412, 33 
SCt 346, 575i. eds 5777 Shulthisv. 
McDougal, 225 U. S. 561, 32 SCt 704, 
56 L. ed. 1205; Standard Paint Co. v. 
Trinidad Asphalt Mfg. Co., 220 U.S. 
446, 31 SCt 456, 55 L. ed. 536; Weir 
v. Rountree, 216 U. S. 607, 30 SCt 
418, 54 L. ed. 635; Bagley v. Gen- 
eral Fire Extinguisher Co., 212 U. 
Say Ai ieeeroes Ct 1641.) 50d ed.) 605s 
Wyman v. Wallace, 201 U. S. 230, 26 
SCt 495, 50 L.. ed. %738; ‘Cochran. v. 
Montgomery County, 199 U. S. 260, 
26 SCt 58, 50 L. ed. 182, 4 AnnCas 
451 [rev 128 Fed. 1019, 62 CCA 680]; 
Empire State-Idaho Min., etc., Co. 
v. Hanley, -198° U. S. 292, 25 SCt 694, 
49 L. ed. 1056; Stevenson v. Fain, 195 
WU ISeI 16S cosOb, 16,149) ly Pedal 42 
[dism app 116 Fed. 147, 53 CCA 467]; 
Bankers’ Mut. Casualty Co. v. Minne- 
DDOLS wee ute COMM LODE Oe Sem ols 
24 SCt 325, 48 L. ed. 484 [dism writ 
of error 117 Fed. 434, 54 CCA 608, 
65 LRA 397]; Spencer v. Duplan Silk 
Co, F191 USS 2526, 24 (SCt 174, 748 
ii-ed.. 287 [dism writ of, error 115 
Fed. 689, 53 CCA 321]; Arbuckle v. 
Blackburn, 191 U. S. 405, 24 SCt 148, 
48 L. ed. 239 [dism app 113 Fed. 616, 
5L CCAS 122, © 65 > LRA * 864]; ‘Conti- 
nental Nat, Bank v. Buford, 191 U. S. 
DLO 24 SCti 54148 hed. ai Lo | idism 
writ of error 114 Fed. 290, 53 CCA 
14]; Ayres v. Polsdorfer, 187:U. S. 
585, 28 SCt 196, 47 L. ed. 314 [dism 
writ of error 105 Fed. 737, 45 CCA 
24]; Cary Mfg. Co. v. Acme Flexible 
Clasp Col, 187) Ue S. 427, 23 °SCt 20a, 
47 L. ed. 244 [dism writ of error 108 
Medea Sis atom CCACE LUSinn Opes. Vs 
Louisville, ete., R. Co., 173 U. S..573, 
19 SCt 500, 43 L. ed. 814 [dism app 
80 Fed. 745, 26 CCA 131];. Benjamin 
v. New Orleans, 169 U. S. 161, 18 SCt 
298, 42 L. ed. 700 [dism app 74 Fed. 
417, 20 SCt 591]; Rouse v. Hornsby, 
161 Uz \S. 588; =16 ‘SCt_ 610, 40. ed. 
817; Carey v. Houston, etc., R. Co., 
L611 Ue 'S. 115,06 SCtr 637.40 Le ed. 
638; Borgmeyer v. Idler, 159 U. S. 
408, 16 SCt 34, 40 L. ed. 199; Union 
Pace. BR. Co. v. Harris; 158° U. S?-326) 
115 SCt +8435" 39° E> ed. 1003. 

[a] In determining whether a de- 
cision is final on this ground, inquiry 
is limited to the face of the record 
in the trial court at the institution 
of the suit. Colorado Cent. Cons. 
Min. Go; v. Lurck, 150-UsS. 138; 14 
S@p435, 037. ned: 51030; 

{b] Jurisdiction is not dependent 
on diverse citizenship alone where 
(1) a United States marshal was 
joined as defendant in an action 
against an attaching creditor of an 


final in all cases in which the jurisdiction 21 is 
dependent entirely upon the opposite parties to the 
suit or controversy being aliens and citizens of the 
United States ?? or citizens of different States;23 
also in all cases arising under *4 the patent laws,?5 


insolvent residing in another state 
for the wrongful seizure of the in- 
solvent’s assets. Sonnentheil vw. 
Christian Moerlein Brewing Co., 172 
U.S. 401, 19 SCt 233) 43) Te veda 40e 
[afi 75. Bed. -350,. 21 CGAY 890i (C2) 
Nor will a judgment of the circuit 
court of appeals be held final on such 
ground where it is claimed, and both 
courts dealt’ with the controversy on 
the assumption, that it turned on a 
construction of the laws of the 
United States. Florida Cent., etc., 
Evin COs Vas Olle 7 Gm ea gs Ieee OMS CoG 
399, 44 L. ed. 486 [rev 87 Fed. 369, 
31 CCA 9]. 

[c] A case*removed from a state 
court to a federal court stands on 
the same ground in this respect as 
though it had been originally brought 
in the federal court. Cochran v. 
Montgomery County, 199 U. S. 260, 
26 SCt 58, 50 L. ed. 182, 4 AnnCas 
451 [rev 128 Fed. 1019, 62 CCA 680]; 
Spencer v. Duplan Silk Co., 191 U. S. 
526, 24 SCt 174, 48 L. ed. 287 [dism 
writ of error 115 Fed. 689, 53 CCA 
321]; Weber v. Grand Lodge F. & A. 
M., 171 Fed. 839, 96 CCA 410 [den 
writ of error and supersedeas 169 
Hed. 522, 95 CCA 20]. 

[ad] Constitutional grounds added 
by supplemental bill.—Jurisdiction of 
the circuit court of appeals is not 
final because original jurisdiction of 
the district court. depended only on 
diverse citizenship, where by a sup- 
plemental bill there were added con- 
stitutional grounds which might have 
been in the original bill. Vicksburg 
v. Henson, 231 U. S: 259, 34 SCt 95, 
58 L. ed. 209 [rev 203 Fed. 1028, 121 
CCA 664]. 

[e] Spanish land grant.—A bill to 
quiet title to land commencing in a 
grant from Spain, depending on a 
treaty with Spain and the laws of the 
United. States, does not depend 
wholly on citizenship or alienage of 
the parties, so as to make the decree 
of the circuit court of appeals final. 
Wilson Cypress Co. v. Del Pozoy 
Marcos, 236 U. S. 635, 35 SCt 446, 59 
wane 758 [rev 202 Fed. 742, 121 CCA 
578]. 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

24. Jud. Code § 128. 

[a] An incidental and collateral 
action may be a case “arising under” 
one of the classes of cases specified 
as final in the circuit court of appeals 
and therefore itself final. See Hunt 
v. U..S., 166 U. S. 424, 17 SCt 609, 41 
aS 1063 (as cited infra note 29 
[ : 
254 (SUC. COdeEM Se nla Scam Oe aS avs 
American Bell Tel. Co., 159 U.S, 548, 
553, 16 SCt 69, 40 L. ed. 255. 

“Actions at law for infringements, 
and suits in equity for infringement, 
for interference and to obtain pat- 
ents, are suits which clearly arise 
under the patent laws, being brought 
for the purpose of vindicating rights 
ereated by those laws, and coming 
strictly within the avowed purpose 
of the act, to relieve this court of 
that burden of litigation which op- 
erated to impede the disposition of 
cases of peculiar gravtty and gen- 
eral importance. We are of opinion 
that it is reasonable to assume that 
the attention of Congress was di- 
rected to this class of cases, and 
that the language was used as appli- 
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under the trade-mark laws,2* under the copyright 
laws,?7 under the revenue laws,?8 and under the 
criminal laws,?® and in admiralty cases.’’ °° 
other statute *! provides that judgments and de- 
erees of the circuit courts of appeals shall be final, 
save for review by certiorari,** ‘‘in all proceedings 
.and causes arising under’’ *% the Bankruptey Act 


cable only to them; and that there 
is nothing in the objects sought to 
be attained and the mischiefs sought 
to be remedied by the act which 
furnishes foundation for the belief 
that Congress manifestly intended to 
place a limitation on the appellate 
jurisdiction of this court in a case 
such as this.” U.S. v. American Bell 
Tel. Co., supra. 

[a] A suit by the United States 
to cancel a patent for invention is 
not one “arising under the patent 
laws”. and a decree of the circuit 
court of appeals therein is appeal- 
able. U. S. v. American Bell Tel. 
see 159 U. S, 548, 16 SCt.69, 40 L. ed. 

Certicrari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

26. Jud. Code § 128, as amended 
by Act of Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L. 
803 ce 22 § 2); United Drug Co. v. 
Theodore Rectanus Co., 248 U. S. 
90, 39 SCt 48, 63 L. ed. 141 [aff 226 
Fed. 545 (rev 206 Fed. 570)]. 

[a] Prior to the amendment above 
cited (1) a decision of the circuit 
court of appeals in a case arising un- 
der the trade-mark laws was also 
final in, that court, and reviewable 
only on certiorari, by force of the 
provision in the act of Febr. 20, 
1905 “(33 St.'at L. 738 ¢ 31592 § 18). 
Street v. Atlas Mfg. Co., 231 U. S. 
348, 34 SCt 73, 58 L. ed. 262; Hutch- 
inson v. Loewy, 217 U. S. 457, 30 
SCt 613, 54 L. ed. 838. (2) Prior to 
the act of 1905, above cited, deci- 
sions of the circuit court of appeals 
in cases arising under the trade- 
mark laws were not final. Street 
v. Atlas Mfg. Co., 231 U. S. 348, 34 
SCtlii3;.408 . La) eds. 2625" Warner WV. 
Searle, ete:.,, Co., 191) U. -S.. 195, 24 
SCt 79, 48 L..ed. 145. (3) But neither 
under the act of 1905, above cited, 
nor under the law prior thereto, was 
the decision of the circuit court of 
appeals reviewable where by reason 
of the unsubstantial nature of the 
claim under the trade-mark laws, the 
original jurisdiction of the federal 
court depended solely on diverse citi- 
zenship. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. 
Syndicate Pub. Co., 237 U. S. 618, 
35 SCt 708, 59 L. ed. 1148 [dism app 
207 Fed. 515, 125 CCA 177]. 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

27. Jud. Code § 128. 

[a] Prior to the enactment of the 
Judicial Code (1) cases arising under 
the copyright laws were not final 
in the circuit court of appeals. Press 
Pub; Co, v. Monroe, 164 U. S. 105, 17 
SCt 40, 41 L. ed. 367. (2) But where 
an action between citizens of differ- 
ent states to recover damages for 
infringement of a copyright was 
maintained wholly upon the right 
given by the common law and no 
right was claimed under the copy- 
right laws, a judgment of the circuit 
court of appeals was final by reason 
of the jurisdiction of the trial court 
denending solely on diversity of citi- 
zenship of the parties. _Press Pub. 
Co. v. Monroe, 164 U. S. 195, 17 SCt 
40, 41 L. ed. 367 [(dism writ of error 
73 Fed. 196,19 CCA 429, 51 LRA 353]. 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 


infra § 207. 
28. Jud. Cod. § 128; Anzlo-Cali- 
fornian Bank v. U. S., 175 U.S. 37, 


20 SCt 19, 44 L. ed. 64. 

[a] A suit to review a decision of 
the board of general appraisers, prior 
to creation of the court of customs 
appeals, in the matter of the classi- 
fication of imported articles was held 
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An- 


to be one arising under the revenue 
laws. Anglo-Californian Bank ‘vy. U. 
ye 175 U.S. 37, 20. SCt 19, 44 L. ed. 


{b] The post-office laws are reve- 
nue laws. Warner v. Fowler, 29 F. 
Cas. No. 17,182, 4 Blatchf. 311. 

{[c] Where constitutionality of 
statute involved.—A suit to recover 
the amount of a tax exacted under 
the War Revenue Act of June 13, 
1898 (30 St. at L. 448, 464 c 448) and 
paid under protest, in which not only 
is the construction of that statute 
involved, but the rights of the 
parties depend on the plaintiff’s own 
showing upon the constitutionality of 
such statute and the construction or 
application of the federal constitu- 
tion, is not one arising under the 
revenue laws within the meaning of 
the act of March 8, 1891 (26 St. at 
L. 826 ec 517 § 6), which makes the 
judgment of the circuit court of ap- 
peals in such cases final; and such 
judgment may, therefore, be brought 
to the federal supreme court for re- 
view as of right. Spreckels Sugar- 
Refining Co. v. McClain, 192 U. S. 
897, 24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed. 496 [rev 
118 Fed. 244, 51 CCA 201]. 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

29. Jud. Code § 128; MacFadden v. 
WiisSe 24 37 U.. Se5288, (29. SCe- 490 53 
L. ed. 801; Cary Mfg.’ Co. v. Acme 
Flexible Clasp Co., 187 U. S. 427, 23 
SCt 211, 47 L. ed. 244; Hunt v. U: S., 


ioe Ue S.042.45,17) SCtr609 415, GL. ved. 
1063. 
[a] Where constitutional rights 


involved._—A judgment of a circuit 
court of appeals in a case of which 
the district court had jurisdiction 
solely because arising under the 
criminal laws is not reviewable in 
the federal supreme court, although 
constitutional rights were invoked by 
the accused, and the case might 
therefore have been brought directly 
from the district court to the su- 
preme court. MacFadden v. U. S., 
213 U. S. 288, 29 SCt 490, 53 L. ed. 
801 [foll Cary Mfg, Co. v. Acme 
Flexible Clasp Co., 187 U. S. 427, 23 
Sct 211, 47 L. ed. 244 and dist 
Spreckels Sugar-Refining Co. v. Mc- 
Clain, 192 U. S. 397, 24 SCt 376, 48 
L. ed. 496]. 

{b] “A writ of scire facias upon 
a recognizance to answer a charge 
of crime, even if it be, technically 
considered, a civil action, and only 
incidental and collateral to the crimi- 
nal prosecution, is certainly a case 
arising under the criminal laws; for 
it is a suit to enforce the penalty of 
a recognizance taken to secure the 
appearance of the principal to an- 
swer the charge and to abide any 
sentence against him.” Hunt v. U. 
S., 166 U. S. 424, 426, 17 SCt 609, 41 
L. ed. 1063 [dism writ of error to 
review decision of Cir. Ct. of App. 
in such a case, and foll U. S. v. Mc- 
Glashan, 170 U. S. 703, 18 SCt 948, 
42 L. ed. 1218 (dism writ of error 
71 Bed. 434, 18 CCA 172)]. 

{c] A proceeding in habeas corpus 
is a civil and not a criminal, proceed- 


ing, although the netition seeks dis-. 


charge from detention in a criminal 
proceeding. Fisher v. Baker, 293 U. 
SiM74, 278 SCtersb; (bie edsyn4ae 4 
AnnCas 1018, 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

30. Jud. Code § 128; Oregon R., 
ete., Co. v. Balfour, 179,.U..S. 55; 21 
SCt 28, 45 L. ed, 82 [dism app 90 
Fed. 295, 33 CCA 57] (proceedings 


L§ 205 


of 1898, and ‘‘in all controversies arising in such 
proceedings and causes;’’ ** the federal Employers’ 
Liability Act of 1908;%° the Hours of Service Act ;3* 
the Safety Applance Act;*” and ‘‘in all causes 
arising under any amendment or supplement to any 
cone of the aforementioned Acts which has been 
heretofore or may hereafter be enacted.’’ 28 A judg- 


under the act of congress to limit 
the liability of shipowners and the 
rules of the supreme court in that 
regard are of this character), 

_ Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. , 

31. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c 448 § 8). 

32. Review by certiorari see infra 
§$3 206-208. 

(33. Act Sept: 6,°1916 (39 St. at EL. 
727 c 448 § 8). 

“Arising under’ see supra note 24. 

34 Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c 448 § 3), amending Act Jan, 28, 
1915 (38 St. at L. 804 ce 22 § 4); Cen- 
tral Trust Co. v. Lueders, 239 U. S. 
11, 36 SCt 1, 60 L. ed. 119 [dism app 
221 Fed, 829, 187 CCA 387]. 

[a] Formerly (1) decisions of the 
circuit court of appeals in bank- 
ruptcy cases were reviewable by the 
Supreme court on appeal or writ of 
error if within §§ 24a or 25b of the 
Bankruptcy Act. Illinois Cent. Trust 
Co. v. Chicago Auditorium Assoc., 240 
U.S. 581,36 SCt.412, 60 Lv ed. 814, 
LRA1917B 580 [aff 216 Fed. 308; 132 
CCA 452]. See Bankruptcy §§ 759, 
778, 779. (2) Decisions of the cir- 
cuit court of appeals on petitions for 
revision were reviewable by the su- 
preme court only on certiorari. See 
Bankruptcy § 758. (3) Authority to 
issue writs of certiorari as in other 
caseS was given by Bankruptcy Act 
§ 25d reénacted in Jud. Code § 252. 

, Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § £07. 

35. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. a 
Tle (C4 Qa Seo ye : oe 

{a] Employers’ Liability Act of 
1908 and amendments thereto Act 
April 22, 1908 (35 St. at L. 65 c 149); 
Act April 5, 1910 (86 St. at Ti. “291 
C143" $12 

_[b] Prior to the act of 1916, above 
cited, a decision of the circuit court 
of appeals in a case based on the 
federal Employers’ Liability Act was 
reviewable on writ of error as in- 
volving a federal question. Chicago, 
ete., Ri Co. v. Brown, 229° U. So 317, 
33 SCt 840, 57 L. ed. 1204; Missouri, 
aS SCE SEC eer ce kee U.S 75,70; 
308 65. 57 L. ed. aff 192 “ 
919, 1138 CCA 665]. : a 

Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

36. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 é 
727 c 444 § 3). : Sts Rees 

{a] Hours of Service Act is Act 
March So (LOO VNGS4 ASG.) pat gala ep dati 
ec 2939), amended or supnlemented by 
Act, May 4.) 1916) (89 St." at > Te "61 
ce 109); and Hight-Hour Day Act Sept. 
a ee (ss Boa L. 721 ¢ 486). 

- c ent. 6, 1916 (39 ‘ 5 
he r 448 § 8). f Ses 

a The Safetv Appliance Act is 
Act March 2, 1893 (27 St. at L. 531 
c 196), amended or supplemented by 
Act March 2, 1903 (32 St. at L. 943 
ce 976); Act April 14, 1910 (36 St. at 
L. 298 c 160); Act May 30, 1905 (35 
St. at L. 476 ec 225); Act Anril 14, 
1910 (36 St. at L. 298 ¢e 160); Act 
Bens ze eats (38 St. at L. 9183 
e ; Ac arc » 1915. 38 
L. 1192 ¢ 169). Cee 

_C(b] Prior to this enactment a de- 
cision of the circuit court of an- 
neals in a case arising under the 
Safety Appliance Act was reviewable 
as involving a federal question. Chi- 
cago Junction R. Co. v. King, 222 U. 
S.222, 32 SCt 79, 56° Li. ed. 173. 

_ Certiorari in this class of cases see 
infra § 207. 

38 Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 

727 ce 448 § 8). 
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” §§ 205-206] 


ment or decree of the circuit court of appeals is 
also final where the matter in controversy does not 
exceed one thousand dollars, besides costs.39 Where 
the judgments of the circuit courts of appeals are 
thus made final, they are not reviewable by the 


supreme court on appeal or writ of 


they are subject to review by certiorari.‘t 

Decisions in cases from the district court of 
Alaska are final and not reviewable by the supreme 
court on appeal or writ of error, even though con- 
stitutional questions are involved.2 

Decisions in cases from the supreme court of Ha- 
waii or of Porto Rico where there was no federal 
question and no diversity of citizenship are not 


Jud. Code § 241; San Pedro, 
etc,,JR: Cosive U. 68:5. 24%5 W'S... 307; 
38 SCt 498, 62 L. ed. 1129; Whitney 
v. Dick, 202 U. S. 132, 26 SCt 584, 50 
L. ed, 963. 

[a] In habeas corpus cases, as 


there is no amount in controversy,- 


an appeal is unauthorized. Whitney 
v. Dick, 202 U. S. 182, 26 SCt 584, 
50 L. ed. 9638; Mackenzie v. Pease, 
146 Fed. 743, 77 CCA 233. 

Certiorari in this class of ‘cases see 
infra § 207. 

40. Cary Mfg. Co. v. Acme Flex- 
ible Clasp Co., 187 U. S. 427, 23 SCt 
211, 47 Lb. ed, 244 [dism writ of 
error 108 Fed. 873, 48 CCA 118]. 

[a] This is true, although the 
suit involves constitutional rights 
and might therefore have been 
brought directly to the supreme 
court from the trial court, Cary Mfg. 
Co. v. Acme Flexible Clasp Co., 187 
U. S. 427, 23 SCt 211, 47 L. ed. 244 
{[dism writ of error 108 Fed, 873, 48 
CCA 118]. 

41. See infra § 206. M 

42. Alaska Pac. Fisheries Vv. 
Alaska, 249 U. S. 53, 39 SCt 208, 63 
L. ed. 474 [foll Alaska Salmon Co. 
v. Alaska, 249 U. S. 62, 39 SCt 210, 
63 L. ed. 478] (pointing out that the 
supreme court has power to review 
the judgment of the circuit court of 
appeals by writ of certiorari). 

43. Inter-Island Steam Nav. Co. v. 
Ward, 242 U. S. 1, 37 SCt 1, 61 L. ed. 
113 (a case which was in the circuit 
court of appeals on writ of error to 
the supreme court of Hawaii; but the 
ruling of the supreme court equally 
applies to a case in the circuit court 
of appeals from the supreme court 
of Porto Rico, for the part of Jud. 
Code § 246 as amended by the act 
of Jan. 28, 1915 [38 St. at L. 804 c 22 
§ 2] and the added separate sen- 
tence therein, upon which the ruling 
of the supreme court was based, em- 
brace cases alike from the supreme 
court of Hawaii and the supreme 


-court of Porto Rico). 


Appeal to circuit court of appeals 
see infra § 327. 

44, Jud. Code § 240. 

Pew D Oe el aniotian te aeler- 

has no 8 on to deter- 
Pine a cause on the merits, and has 
rendered no decision in the case, but 
has merely certified the question of 
its jurisdiction, certiorari cannot 
properly be issued to such court. 
Good Shot v. U. S., 179 U. S. 87, 21 
Sct 33, 45 L. ed. 101. 

45. Jud. Code § 240; Meccano v. 
Wanamaker, 253 U. S. 136, 40 SCt 
463, 64 L. ed. 822; Lovell-McConnell 
Mfg. Co. v. Automobile Supply Mfs. 
Co., 235 U. S. 383, 35 SCt 182, 59 L. 
ed. 282; Itow v. U. S., 233 U. S. 581, 
34 SCt 699, 58 L. ed. 1102; Denver v. 
New York Trust Co., 229 U. S. 123, 
33 SCt 657, 57 L. ed. 1101 [rev 187 
Fed. 890, 110 CCA 24]; Hutchinson v. 
Loewy, 217 U. S. 457, 30 SCt 613. 54 
L. ed. 838: The Three Friends. 166 U. 
S. 1, 17 SCt 495, 41 L. ed. 897 [rev 
78 Fed. 175]; Lau Ow Bew v. U. S., 
144 U. S. 47, 12 SCt 514, 36 L. ed. 340. 

[a] Where a circuit court of ap- 
peals dismissed for want of jurisdic- 
tion a case in which its judgment is 
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of error.*® 


[§ 206] (2) 


error,*° although 


ifinal, its decision may be reviewed 
by the supreme court on certiorari. 
Sol Louie v. U. S., 41 SCt 188, 65 L. 
ed. — [rev 264 Fed. 295]; Kingman v. 
Western Mfg. Co., 170 U. S. 675, 18 
SCty786, 042 ae eden 1192: 

[b] Where the amount in contro- 
versy is less than one thousand dol- 
lars, “the decision of the Circuit 
Court of Appeals is made final by 
the combined effect of §§ 128 and 
241” of the Judicial Code, and cer- 
tiorari will lie. Spiller v. Atchison, 
ete, GR (C0. 258, Oi Sp Lids wlady (40 
SCt 466, 468, 64 L. ed, 810 [rev 246 
Hedi l VL s CCAn2a te 

Cases in which judgment or de- 
cree of circuit court of appeals final 
see supra § 205. 


46. Jud. Code § 240. 
[a] The words “this Title’ mean 
this Judicial Code, as expressly 


stated in Jud. Code § 293. 
[b] Certain other cases are made 
final and reviewable only on cer- 


ener by a later statute. See supra 
"47, Jud. Code § 240; Meccano v. 


Wanamaker, 253 U. S. 136, 40 SCt 
468, 64 L. ed. 822; Alaska Pac. Fish- 
eries v. Alaska, 249 U. S. 53, 39 


Salmon Co. v. Alaska, 249 U. S. 62, 
39 SCt 210, 638 L. ed, 478]; United 
Drug Co. v. Theodore Rectanus Co., 
248 U. S. 20, 39 SCt 48, 63 L. ed. 
141 [aff 226 Fed. 545, 141 CCA 301 
(rev 206 Fed. 570)]; Lovell-McCon- 
nell Mfg. Co. v. Automobile Supply 
Mfs.’ Co:,, 285 0..S...383, 35. SCt 182, 
59 Voy ed i282. LLOW: Vin Une Sy Leoon Ue 
S. 581, 34 SCt 699, 58 L. ed. 1102; 
Street v. Atlas Mfg. Co., 231 U. S. 
348, 34 SCt 738, 58 L. ed. 262 [dism 
app 204 Fed. 398, 122 CCA 568, 47 
LRANS 1002]; McClellan v. Car- 
land, 217 U. S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 54 
Teds t62s) ot. OuIs. etc. Re (COL wa 
iWabashioh. Conuua ly allergenic 49730 
SCt 510, 54 L. ed. 752 [mod 152 Fed. 
849, 81 CCA 643]; Montana Min. 
Co. v. St. Louis Min., ete., Co., 204 
U. S. 204, 27 SCt 254, 51 L. ed. 444; 
Ayres v. Polsdorfer, 187 U. S. 585, 
23 SCt 196, 47 L. ed. 314 [dism writ 
of error 105 Fed. 737, 45 CCA 24]; 
Anderson v. Moyer. 193 Fed. 499. 

48. Jud. Code § 240, 

[a] The words “or otherwise’ re- 
fer only to orders or writs ejusdem 
generis with a writ of certiorari, 
and do not include an appeal from 
a decision of the circuit court of ap- 
peals which has been made final by 
the statute. Huguley Mfs. Co. v. 
Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 290, 
22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546 [dism app 
94 Fed. 269, 36 CCA 236]. 

49, Jud. Code § 240 (which made 
the addition of the words “upon the 
petition of any party thereto,” there 
having been previously no provi- 
sions in the statute in that regard). 

50. Jud. Code § 2409. 

[a] Phe lack of finality in a de- 
cree reversing an order of a circuit 
court granting a preliminary inijunc- 
tion will not prevent a review in the 
supreme court of the United States 
by writ of certiorari issued to a cir- 
cuit court of appeals, where the rec- 
ord presented the whole case to that 


SCt 208, 63 L. ed. 474 [foll Alaska’ 
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reviewable by the supreme court on appeal or writ 


By Certiorari—(a) In General. 


The Judicial Code provides that ‘‘in any case 44 
civil or criminal, in which the judgment or decree 
of the cireuit court of appeals is made final 45 by 
the provisions of this Title,*® it shall be competent 
for the Supreme Court to require, by certiorari 47 
or otherwise,*® upon the petition of any party 
thereto,*® any such case *° to be certified to the Su- 
preme Court for its review and determination,®? 
with the same power and authority in the case as 
if it had been carried by appeal or writ of error 
to the Supreme Court.’? 52 


The same express power 


court so that it might properly have 
been finally disposed of in terms by 
its decree. Harriman v. Northern Se- 
curities Co.,, 197 U. S. 244, 26. Sct 
493, 49 L. ed. 739 [aff 134 Fed. 331; 
67 CCA 245 (rev 132 Fed. 464)]. 

[b] Decisions on appeal from the 
district court of Alaska may be re- 
viewed on certiorari when constitu- 
tional questions are involved. Alaska 
Pac. Fisheries v. Alaska, 249 U. S. 
53, 39 SCt 208, 63 L. ed. 474 [foll 
Alaska Salmon Co. v. Alaska,, 249 U. 
S. 62, 39 SCt 210, 63 L, ed. 478]. 

51. Jud. Code § 240. 

[a] Effect—Any action which 
might be taken by the circuit court 
of appeals in a case decided by it or 
which might be taken by the trial 
court in obedience to its mandate is 
by the award of a certiorari in such 
cause thereby suspended. The trial 
court, however, is not thereby re- 
stored to its jurisdiction, nor is any 
authority conferred upon it to set 
aside orders which were legally and 
properly made in pursuance of the 
mandate of the circuit court of ap- 
peals prior to the awarding of such 
writ. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louis- 
ville Trust Co., 78 Fed. 659. 

52. Jud. Code § 240; Meccano 
v. Wanamaker, 253 U. S. 136, 40 SCt 
463, 64 L. ed. 822; Denver v. New 
Yorke trust=Co. 229 ssi Seales weod 
SCt 657, 57 L. ed. 1101 [rev 187 Fed. 
890, 110 CCA 24]; Lutcher, etc., Lum- 
ber: Conv. Knight) 217 Us.S) 257,930 
SCt_505, 54 L. ed. 757; Boston, etce., 
R. Co. v. Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 28 SCt 
657, 52 L. ed. 1002; Harriman. v. 
Northern Securities Co, 197 U. S. 
244, 25 SCt 493, 49 L. ed. 739 [aff 134 
Fed. 331, 67 CCA 245 (rev 132 Fed. 
464)]; Camp v. Gress, 244 Fed. 121, 
156 CCA 549, 250 U. S. 308, 39 SCt 
478, 638 L. ed. 997. ¢ 

{a] What matters reviewable.— 
(1) Where a case has.been certified 
to the supreme court, the whole case 
is then open for examination, al- 
though it may have been in the cir- 
cuit court of appeals on a second 
appeal, and that court was limited 
to certain questions. Panama R. Co, 
v. Napier Shivping Co. 166 U. S. 
280. 17 SCt 576, 41 L. ed. 1004 [aft 
61 Fed. 408, 9 CCA 553, 50 Fed. 557, 
LeeCCAY ah. (2) Only errors as- 
signed by the petitioner can be con- 
sidered, although the case was heard 
in the circuit court of appeals on ap- 
peals by both parties. Montana Min. 
Co. v. St. Louis Min. Co.,186 U.S. 24, 
22 SCt 744, 46 L. ed. 1039; Hubbard 
Vi hod Lilo U. SATA OS Ct 14. 430s 
ed. 246 [aff 76 Fed. 905, 22 CCA 606]. 

{b] A writ of certiorari to perfect 
the record on an appeal from the cir- 
cuit court of appeals by supplying 
alleged omissions does not operate 
to bring the case before the United 
States supreme court, nor in itself 
to add any support to the apneal, 
which must stand or fall according 
as the statute did or did not allow 
such appeal to be taken. Huguley 
Mfg. Co. v. Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 
U. S. 290, 22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546 
{dism anp 94 Fed. 269, 36 CCA 236]. 

[ec] Remand. — (1) The circuit 
court of appeals, and not the circuit 
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to review by certiorari is given by the act of 1916, 
mentioned in a preceding section, wherein judg- 
ments and decrees in specified classes of cases are 


made final save for such review.®” 


Cases reviewable by appeal or writ of error. 
certiorari power of the supreme court with, respect 
to the judgments and decrees of the cireuit courts 
of appeals is confined to those cases in which such 
judgments and decrees are not reviewable by ap- 


peal or writ of error.®* 


Stage of proceedings at which writ issuable. The 
jurisdiction so conferred was intended to vest in 
the supreme court a comprehensive and unlimited 
power without regard to the condition of the case 
as it exists in the circuit court of appeals,®> and 
while certiorari is ordinarily issued only after a 
final decree in the cireuit court of appeals **® it 


eourt, is the court to which the cause 
will be remanded by the supreme 
court for hearing and decision upon 
reversing, on certiorari, a judgment 
of the circuit court of appeals which 
affirmed a judgment of the circuit 
court on the ground that the defenses 
relied upon below were of an equi- 
table nature, not cognizable in a 
eourt of law, while the trial court, 
with the acquiescence of all parties, 
treated the defenses interposed by 
the answer as legal in their nature, 
and no such question was raised by 
either party or considered when the 
cause was submitted to the circuit 
court of appeals. Lutcher, etc., Lum- 
ber Co. v. Knight, 217 U. S. 257, 30 
SCt 505, 54 L. ed. 757 [rev 156 Fed. 
1022, 84 CCA 679]. (2) The federal 
supreme court on allowing certiorari 
to a circuit court of appeals because 
the trial judge sat in the circuit 
court of appeals contrary to the pro- 
viso to Jud. Code § 120 will not set 
the cause for a hearing on _ the 
merits, but will remand the cause to 
the court below to be heard by a 
competent court. International Cur- 


tis Mar. Turbine Co. v. William 
Cramp, etc., Ship, etce., Bldg. Co., 202 
Fed, 932, 121 CCA 290. 

{d] Correct judgment of trial 


court.—A reversal for error of the 
circuit court of appeals furnishes no 
reason for disturbing a judgment of 
the trial court which appears to be 
free from error. Delk v. St. Louis, 
etewu, aCoy,-220- WU. S:. 580, 32 sct 
617, 55 L. ed. 590 [rev 158 Fed. 931, 
86 ‘CCA 95, 14 AnnCas 233]. 

53. Act ‘Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
7127 c 448 § 8) (the substance of 
which is given supra § 205). 

54 U.S. v. Beatty, 232 U. S. 463, 
34 SCt 392, 58 L. ed. 686 [dism app 
203 Fed. 620, 122 CCA 16]. 

[a] Certiorarl cannot take the 
place of appeal or writ of error.— 
U. S. v. Dickinson, 213 U. S. 92, 29 
SCt 485, 53 L. ed. 711. 

{b] Hence the United States can- 
not have a certiorari to review a 
judgment reversing a conviction in 
a criminal case. U. S. v. Dickinson, 
213 U.S. 92, 29 SCt 485, 53 Li. ed. 711. 

55. Forsyth Vis Hammond, 166 U. 
S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 °L. ed. 1095; 
Lau Ow Bew v. U. S., 144 U. S. 47, 
12 SCt 517, 36 L. ed. 340. 

-56. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. v. 
Wolf, 240 U.S. 251, 36) SCt 269, 60 
L; ed. 629; Panama R. Co. v. Napier 
Shipping Co., 166 U. S. 280, 17 SCt 
572, 41 L. ed. 1004; The Conqueror, 
TOGO SrMLO LC eSeL LO. med: 
937; American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
Sonville; ete;, KR. Co., 148 U.S) 1372; 
385, 13 SCt_ 758, 387 L. ed. 486; Chi- 
. cago, ete., R. Co. v. Osborne, 146 U. 
Si 7354, 743 SCU 281, 36 i ed="1002: 

“We have declined to issue writs 
of certiorari in cases where, there 
being only a matter of private in- 
terest, there had been no final judg- 
ment in the Court of Appeals.” For- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§ 206 


may be issued before final decree if the supreme 
court is of opinion that the facts of the case require 
an earlier interposition.*? 


The writ will not be 


issued to review a decree of the cireuit court of 


The 


the cause.°’ 


plained of.’’ ®° 


syth v. Hammond, 166 U. S. 506, 514, 
17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095. 

“Doubtless, this power would sel- 
dom be exercised before final judg- 
ment in the Circuit Court of Appeals, 
and very rarely indeed before the 
case was ready for decision upon the 
merits in that court.” American 
Constr3 (Co. v-, Jacksonville, etc., R. 
Co., supra. 

The supreme court iodainacity re- 
fuses a petition for certiorari in the 
early stages of a case.’ Burget v. 
Robinson, 123 Fed. 262, 267, 59 CCA 
260. 

{a] After mandate sent down.— 
The fact that the mandate of the 
circuit court of appeals, affirming the 
decree of the district court, has gone 
down, does not prevent the supreme 
court from issuing the writ to the 
circuit court of appeals. The Con- 
queror, 166 U. S. 110, 17 SCt 510, 41 
L. ed. 937, 

57. Baglin v. Cusenier Co., 221 U. 
S. 580, 31 SCt 669) 55 l. ed. 863; St. 
Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Wabash R. Co., 
ONT Uy Sa c24 ie 30. SCE Lol 0,mro 4 a. 
ed. 752; Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 U. 


S? 506; 17. "SCt 665, 41. La eas. 10955 
Panaina R. Co. v. Napier Shipping 
ConPTrE6 Wn Sas Oy Ue SCL okies ast 
L. ed, 1004; The Conqueror, 166 U. 
Se LO ay SOUL) cc aber eal. WBNR 
The Three Friends, i66 U. S. 1, 17 
Sct 495, 41 L. ed. 897; American 
Constr, Co. v. Jacksonville, etc. R. 
Covel es We Saesii2a os Cty mb Sato 
L. ed. 486. 


“The power of this court in cer- 
tiorari extends to every case pend- 
ing in the Circuit Court of Appeals, 
and may be exercised at any time 
during such pendency, provided the 
case is one which but for this pro- 
vision of the statute would be finally 
determined in that court.’ Forsyth 
v. Hammond, 166 U. S. 506, 514, 17 
SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095 [rev 7f Fed. 
443, 18 CCA 175]. 

[a] Reversal and new trial.—A 
judgment of a circuit court of ap- 
peals reversing a judgment of the 
district court and granting a new 
trial may be reviewed by the su- 
preme court on certiorari, if the lat- 
ter court deems it advisable to adopt 
this course without further protract- 
ing the litigation. Spiller v. Atchi- 
Son wete: JR COM -2oSn  Uspema al dupe a 
SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 810 [rev 246 Fed. 
1, 158 CCA. 227]. 

[b] Ultimate finality indispensable, 
—(1) A certiorari cannot be grant- 
ed under Jud. Code § 240 before final 
judgment or decree unless the case 
is one where a final judgment or de- 
cree would be reviewable only on 
certiorari. Denver v. New York 
Trust, Co, 229° Us S; 123, s3ysCt Gor, 
Sibling Gly WON” “(C2 eniShine obi The SIS aXoyE 
such a case the court may in its dis- 
cretion grant a certiorari under Jud. 
Code § 262. Spiller v. Atchison, etc., 
R, Coy, (253 Wi. S. LLi, 40"SCt 466. 64 
L. ed. 810; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Weld 


Time for applying for writ. 
writ of certiorari must be made {‘within three 
months after entry of the judgment or decree com- 


Proceedings to obtain writ. 
writ of certiorari is made by petition, and the re- 
quirements in connection therewith are specified in 
a rule of the supreme. court.®° 

Appeal and certiorari in same case. 


appeals on appeal from an interlocutory order, un- 
less if is necessary to prevent extraordinary in- 
convenience and embarrassment in the conduct of 


Application for a 


Application for the 


Where there 


County, 247 U. S. 282, 38 SCt 510, 62 
Ty ed 1100: 

Whole record and cause brought up 
after certification of question by cir- 
cuit court of appeals see supra § 203. 

58. American Constr. Co. vy. Jack- 
sonvalles ete. (RCO: cL a8 Somos 
384, 13 SCt 758; 37 L. ed. 486 (‘‘There 
are much stronger reasons against 
the interposition of this court to 
review a decree made by the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals on appeal from 
an interlocutory order, than in the 
case of a final decree’’). See also Cer- 
tiorari § 87. 

[a] The writ was granted 
Meccano v. Wanamaker, 253 U. S. 136, 
40 SCt 463, 64 L. ed. 822; E. I. du 
Pont de Nemours Powder Co. v. Mas- 
land, 244 U.-S:. 100, 37 SCGt 575, 62 
L. ed. 1016; Hanever Star Milling Co. 
Vv. .Metealf, 240 Ur S? 403)" 365 SCt 
357, 60 L. ed. 718; Fireball Gas Tank, 
etc., Co. v. Commercial Acetylene Co., 
239 U.S. L565 36° SCE. (86. 760) teed: 
191; Leeds, ete,’ Co. v. Vietor Talk- 
ings, “Mach Co:; 1203 Ue S:7.3255 929 
SCt 495, 53 L. ed. 816; Brill v. Peck- 
ham Motor Truck, etc. Co., 189 U. 
S. 57, 23 SCt 562, 47 L. ed. 706; Cast- 
ner v. Coffman, 178 U. S. 168, 20 Sct 
842, 44 L, ed. 1021. 

59. Act Sepia 5, L9162 Go Sterae rts. 
727 c 448 § 6). 

{a]. If a certiorari is sought be- 
fore any action has been taken (1) 
by the circuit court of appeals on 
an appeal or a writ of error pending 
in that court (The Three Friends, 166 
UL Sot li SC 495, 41 Ee eae as oie 
(2) doubtless the application there- 
for must be promptly made and be- 
fore the applicant has taken steps 
inconsistent with intention to apply 
for the writ (See Powers v. Chesa- 
peake, wet, a. Co. 169 "uss O25 as 
SCt 264, 42 L. ed. 673 [a case re- 
moved from a state court but show- 
ing an analogy in a similar require- 
ment in respect of petitions for re- 
moval from a state to a federal court 
when a case at first nonremovable be- 
comes removable in the progress of 
the case, and the statutory time for 
filing a.petition for removal is not 
applicable]). See Removal of Causes 
E8f Cy oe 127342 

_C(b] Prior to the act of 1916,above 
cited (1) the statute did not fix the 
time within which application for a 
certiorari must be made. The Con- 
queror,, L66.Us S110 tT (SCL 510) 4a 
LL. eds (93'7. (2) Application was in 
time if made within ene year from 
the judgment or decree complained 
of. The Conqueror, supra (in analogy 
to the time limit of one year, then 
in force, for an appeal or a writ of 
error). (3) Applications after one 
year were denied. Bonin v. Gulf Co., 
LOSE UU. Suolla oS Ot 6085 49) wMarode 
970; Spencer v. Duplan Silk Co., 191 
U. S. 526, 24 SCt 174, 48 Li. ed: 287: 
Ayres v. Polsdorfer, 187 U. S. 585, 
23, SCt 196.547 sb. ed. 31/4. 

60. Supreme Court Rules, rule 37 


eee 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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is both an appeal or a writ of error and a petition 
for a writ of certiorari, the court may, on dismissing 
the appeal or writ of error for lack of jurisdiction, 
grant the writ of certiorari and permit the record 
on the appeal or writ of error to stand as the re- 
: Where one party sues out a 
writ of error directly from the supreme court on 


turn to the writ.®1 


the ground that a constitutional 


volved, and the other party takes the case to the 
cireuit court of appeals on another question, which 
question the cireuit court of appeals certifies to the 
supreme court, the latter court may treat the pro- 
ceeding in the circuit court of appeals as pending 
in the supreme court on cross writ of certiorari.®2 

A writ and a cross writ of certiorari are often 
granted and the case is then heard upon both 


writs.®3 


_A second writ of certiorari may be granted to re- 
view a judgment or decree of the cireuit court of 
appeals after reversal and remand on a prior writ.®* 


(which provides as follows: ‘3. 
Where an application is submitted 
to this court for a writ of certiorari 
to review a decision of a ircuit 
Court of Appeals or any other’ court, 
it shall be necessary for the peti- 
tioner to furnish as an exhibit to the 
petition a certified copy of the en- 
tire transcript of record of the case, 
including the proceedings in. the 
court to which the writ of certiorari 
is asked to be directed. The peti- 
tion shall contain only a summary 
and short statement of the matter 
involved and the general reasons re- 


- lied on for the allowance of the writ. 


A failure to comply with this provi- 
sion will be deemed a sufficient rea- 
son for denying the petition. Thirty 
printed copies of such petition and 
of any brief deemed necessary shall 
be filed. Notice of the date of sub- 
mission of the petition, together with 
a copy of the petition and brief, if 
any, in support of the same _ shall 
be served on the counsel for the re- 
spondent at least two weeks before 
such date in all cases except where 
the counsel to be notified resides 
west of the Rocky Mountains, in 
which cases the time shall be at 
least three weeks. The brief for the 
respondent, if any, shall be filed at 
least three days before the date fixed 
for the submission of the petition. 
Oral argument will not be permitted 
on such petitions, but they may be 
submitted in open court by counsel 
or by the clerk on request of coun- 
sel, and no petition will be received 
within three days next before the 
day fixed upon for the adjournment 
of the court for the term. 4. An ap- 
plication for a writ of certiorari will 
be deemed in time when the petition 
therefor, accompanied by the printed 
record and brief, is filed within the 
period prescribed by law, provided 
this is followed by submitting the 
petition in open court on some mo- 
tion day not later than the first one 
which follows a period of four weeks 
after such filing. Notice of the date 
of submission and copies of the peti- 
tion and brief must be served as re- 


quired by section 3 of this rule’’). 


[a] The foregoing and some fur- 
ther details are embodied in “In- 
structions as to applications for 


writs of certiorari under Acts of 
March 3, 1891, and September 6, 1916” 
in a printed leaflet in the office of 
the clerk of the supreme court at 
Washington. Instructions made by 
him prior to the act of 1916 appear 
in 210) U.S. 503) 29 SCt X XT. 

{[b] Formerly it was necessary to 
make the application to the court 
while in session. The Conqueror, 
Use tOr Lies Ct p10," 40 lined: 


[ce] A petition upon which a writ 
was granted isi reprinted in extenso 


in Chicago First Nat. Bank v. Chi- 
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Effect of refusal of certiorari. A refusal of the 
supreme court to issue a writ of certiorari to review 
a determination of the circuit court of appeals does 
not ordinarily indicate an approval by the supreme 
court of the decision of the cireuit court of ap- 
peals,® and although an interlocutory decision, for 
review of which a writ of certiorari was refused, 
may have been treated as settling the law of the 
case, the supreme court, in reviewing the final de- 
eree on certiorari, is bound to notice and correct 
any errors which may have occurred in the inter- 
locutory proceeding.®* 

Scope of review. 
for the petition for a writ of certiorari ®? and rul- 
ings not assigned as error in the cireuit court of 
appeals nor otherwise called to its attention ®§ will 
not be considered by the supreme court. 
tions passed upon by the cireuit court of appeals 
are open for consideration, although not raised in, 
nor considered by, the trial court.®® 


Matters not relied on as a basis 


But ques- 


Where the dis- 


cago Title, ete. Co, 198 U. S. 280,|L. ed. 788; Baglin v. Cusenier Co.,* 


25 SCt 693, 49 L. ed. 1051. 

61. "Union, Paes RR. Cojeva Weld 
County, 247 U. S. 282, 38 SCt 510, 62 
Teed. 1110" preva 222.) beds .651,.°1388 
CCA 175 (den reh 217 Fed. 540, 133 
CCA 392)]; Eagle Glass, etc., Co. v. 
Rowe, 245 U. S. 275, 38 SCt 81, 62 
L. ed. 286; Hitchman Coal, etc., Co. v. 
Mitchell, 241 U. S. 644, 36 SCt 450, 
60 L. ed. 1218; White-Smith Music 
Pub, Con wecApollorGo,,,209) Was. 1s 
28 SCt 319, 52 L. ed, 655, 14 AnnCas 
628; O’Callaghan v. O’Brien, 199 U. S. 
89, 25 SCt 727, 50 L. ed. 101. 

[a] Uniting an application for 
certiorari with an appeal or a writ 
of error is a common practice. Niles- 
Cement-Pond Co. v. Iron Workers’ 
Union, 41 SCt 39, 65 L. ed. —; Spiller 
VoeAtenisonwetess RCo: 253 mines: 
117, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 810; Pell 
v. McCabe, 250 U. S, 573, 40 SCt 43, 
63 L. ed. 1147; United Drug Co. v. 
Theodore Rectanus Co., 248 U. S. 90, 
39 SCt 48, 63 L. ed. 141; Toledo News- 
paper Co. v. U. S., 247 U. S. 402, 38 
SCt 560, 62 L. ed. 1186; San Pedro, 
Che LOCO. GOR US tree Ulan nso Oils 
388 SCt 498, 62 L. ed. 1129; Illinois 
Cent. Trust Co. v. Chicago Audito- 
rium Assoc., 240 U. S; 581, 36 SCt 
412,60) Ix ed." 811,) LRAT9SLTZB 580; 
Hanover Star Milling Co. v. Metcalf, 
240 U. S. 403, 36 SCt 357, 60 Li. ed. 
713; W. S. Tyler Co. v. Ludlow-Say- 
lor Wire Co., 236 U. S. 723, 35 SCt 
458, 59 L. ed. 808; Globe Bank, etc., 
€o: v.. Martin, 236 U._S. 288; 35 SCt 


377. 59° Li nedssoSes Gompers ove” U:- 
Sit 233 250. Sar O04 34 tS Cia 6 938.6 Los 
L. ed. 1115, AnnCas1915D 1044; U. 


Shiv. peatty,. 232 5s. 82, 408, 34) SCE 
392, 58 L. ed. 686; Harris v. U. S., 
227 UL Se O40) 35 SCt (28957 oa Lnoed: 
534 Bennettievii Ua Samco lee OL as 
$33, oo) SCE IZS Sa) leeks Leda Joon, 
R. Commn. v. Worthington, 225 U.S. 
101, 32 SCt 653, 56 L. ed. 1004; Bag- 
lin’ -v. .Cuseniers’Co:, 221) U:-S) 580, 
31 SCt 669, 55 L. ed. 863; Fields v. 
1G SEU OSLO TSE PATIO) ee yc a ay 
L, ed. 807; Montana Min. Co. v. St. 
Louis Min., ete., Co., 204 U. S. 204, 
27 SCt 254, 51 L. ed. 444; Whitney 
Vv. Dick, 202 U: S132; 26 SCt'584,. 50 
L. ed. 963; Cochran v. Montgomery 
County, 199 U. S. 260, 26 SCt 58, 50 
L, ed, 182, 4 AnnCas 451; Bonin v. 
Gulf Co., 198 U. S. 115, 25 SCt 608, 
49 L. ed. 970; Johnson v. Southern 
Pac. Co., 196 U. S. 1, 25 SCt 158, 49 
TnediasGo Se SCCUniL ver Trust: (Co.PuN, 
Dent, oS MWe Sons (ow SCe 61) 47 
L. ed. 158; Saltonstall v. Birtwell, 
164 U. S. 54, 17 SCt 19, 41 L. ed. 348. 

62. Rainey v. U. S., 232 U. S. 310, 
34 SCt 429, 58 L. ed. 617; Billings v. 
ast 232 US. 261,° 34 SCt 421, 58-L: 
ed. 596. 

6G, Chicago, ete, R. Co. v.. Des 
Moines Union R. Co., 41 SCt 81, 65 
L. ed, 92; Wright v. Louisville, etc., 
R. Co., 236 U. S. 687, 35° SCt 475, 59 


Zeit MU. SopOS0s tol  SCUn6O9 mio nlusmed. 
863; La Bourgoyne, 210 U. S. 95, 
28 SCt 664, 52 L. ed, 978; The Eliza 
LINES el 99) LU Seto so GieSCt Sao 
L. ed. 115, 4 AnnCas 406; Howe Scale 
Co. v. Wyckoff, 198 U. S. 118, 25 SCt 
609, 49 L. ed. 972; Maryland Fidelity, 
etc., Co. v. Bucki, ete, Lumber Co., 
189) U.S. 135,23 SCt 582). 147 seas 
774; Kokomo Fence Mach. Co. v. 
Kitselman, 189 U. S. 8, 23 SCt 521, 


47 L. ed. 689; The Albert Dumois, 
aed U. S. 240, 20 SCt 595, 44 L, ed. 
64 Erie R. Co. v. Erie, etc., 


Transp., Co: 204 Un S.1220) 2% SCE 
246, 51 L. ed. 450; Mutual L. Ins, Co. 
Va ERI) -193° U.S) (6515 247 SCt 538; 
48 L. ed. 788; Great Southern Fire 
Proof Hotel Co. v. Jones, 193 U. S. 
532, 24 SCt 538, 48 L. ed. 778; Union 
Steamboat Co. v. Erie, ete., Transp. 
Coe 189 Ut Saus6s, aes SCH bOAnEaG 
L. ed. 854; Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, 
etc., Co., 183. U. 1S, 402, 22 SCti124, 
46 L. ed. 253. 

65. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. v. 
Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 60 
L. ed. 629; Boise Commercial Club v. 
Oregon Short Line R. Co., 260 Fed. 
769; Anderson v. Moyer, 193 Fed. 499. 

[a] When inference may be 
drawn.—Where an application to the 
supreme court for a writ of cer- 
tiorari to a circuit court of appeals, 
presenting the identical issues which 
were determined by that court, has 
been summarily denied, unless in ex- 
ceptional cases, it must be assumed 
that the supreme court has impliedly 
passed on such issues, and the cir- 
cuit court of appeals is precluded 
from proceeding anew on the same 
subject matter by entertaining a peti- 
tion for a rehearing. Burget v. Rob- 
inson, 123 Fed. 262, 59 CCA 260. 

[b] Conflict of decisions in lowex 
courts.—‘‘Where there is a _ single 
question involved, and that question 
is entirely one of jurisdiction and 
there have been radically diverse de- 
cisions by the lower federal courts, 
the denial of the writ would fairly 
imply that the court was satisfied 
that the jurisdictional point had been 
rightly decided.” Boise Commercial 
Club v. Oregon Short Line R. Co., 
260 Fed. 769, 772. 

66. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. v. 
Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 60 L. 
ed. 629. 

67. Alice State Bank v. Houston 
Pasture Co., 247 U.. S. 240, 38 SCt 
496, 62 L. ed. 1096 [foll Hubbard v. 
Tod, WoL Us Si 474,- 19 -SCt ola 43 
L. ed. 246]. 

68. Ana Maria Sugar Co., Inc. v. 
Quinones, 41 SCt 110, 65 L. ed. 78. 

69. Friend v. Talcott, 228 U. S. 
27, s30SCt 506, 57 Lb. ed. 718) [afi 179 
S54 676, 103 CCA 80, 48 LRANS 
649]. 


874 [25C.d.] 


trict court and the circuit court of appeals agree on 
a question of negligence, the supreme court will not 
make a minute analysis of the evidence.’® 

Determination and disposition of cause. 
preme court has power not only to correct error in 
the judgment entered below, but to make such 
disposition of the case as justice may at the time 
require,’! to render such judgment as the circuit 
court of appeals should have rendered,’ and to dis- 
pose of all questions arising on the record;’* and 
it must consider whatever changes in fact and in 
law have supervened since the judgment or decree 
was entered below,7* especially in an admiralty 


case.75 
Dismissal of writ of certiorari. 


the question of propriety in granting a writ of cer- 


fa] But it is not incumbent on 
the .court to consider whether there 
was error in a matter of practice, 
which was not assigned or considered 
in the courts below and first appeared 
in the application for the writ of 
certiorari. Saltonstall v. -Birtwell, 
164 U. S. 54,17 SCt 19, 41 L. ed. 348. 

70. Boehmer v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 252 U. S. 496, 40 SCt 409, 64 L. 
ed. 680 [aff 252 Fed. 553, 165 CCA 3]. 

71. Camp v. Gress, 250 U. S. 308, 
39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997; Watts v. 
Unione Austriaca di Navigazione, 248 
aus 9, 39 SCt 1, 68 L. ed. 100, 3 ALR 

{a] Iustration.—Where it is con- 
tended that the record discloses other 
grounds, not considered by the cir- 
cuit court of appeals, on which the 
action taken by it would have been 
proper, and that its decision order- 
ing a new trial is not sufficiently 
comprehensive to serve as a guide 
to the court and the parties on an- 
other trial, the Supreme court may 
@ither proceed to a complete decision 
or deal only with the matter con- 
sidered by the circuit court of ap- 
peals and remand the case to that 
court for any necessary action on 
other questions. Cole v, Ralph, 252 
U. S. 286, 49 SCt 321, 64 L. ed. 567 
[rev 249 Fed. 81, 161 CCA 133]. 

72. Boston, etc., R. Co. v. Gokey, 
210 U.S. 155,,28 SCt 657, 52 L, ed. 
1002, 

73. Donovan v. Pennslyvania Co., 
199 U. S. 279, 26 SCt 91, 50 L. ed. 192. 

74. Watts v. Unione Austriaca di 
Navigazione, 248 U. S. 9, 39 SCt 1, 
63 L. ed. 100, 3 ALR 323. s 

75. Watts v. Unione Austriaca di 
Navigazione, 248 U. S. 9, 39 SCt 1, 
63 L. ed. 100, 3 ALR 3238. 

76. Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 U. 
S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095. 

77. Houston Oil Co, v. Goodrich, 
245 U. S. 440, 38 SCt 140, 62 L. ed. 
385; Tyrrell v. District of Columbia, 
PASR MCS w ts ST) SO liv Ol Ol dame. 
557 (a certiorari to the court of ap- 
peals of the District of Columbia un- 
der Jud. Code § 251); Furness’. v. 
Yang-Tsze Ins. Assoc., 242 U. S. 430, 
431, 37 SCt 141, 16 L. ed. 409 (“We 
should have denied the petition there- 
for if the facts essential to an ade- 
quate appreciation to [of] the situ- 
ation had then been brought to our 
attention’); U. S. v. Rimer, 220 U.S. 
647, 31 SCt 596, 55 L. ed. 578. 

79, Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 U. 
S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095. And 
see U. S. v. Dickinson, 213 U. S. 92, 
29 SCt 485, 53 L. ed. 711 (dismissing 
a writ of certiorari by the United 
States to review a judgment revers- 
img a conviction in a criminal case); 
Lau Ow Bew v. U. S., 144 U. S. 47, 
12 SCt 517, 36 L. ed. 340 (where the 
question of power was considered) ; 
Hartford L. Ins. Ce. v. Johnson, 249 
U. Ss. 490, 39 SCt 336, 63° L. ed. 722 
(where a certiorari to a state court 
was dismissed on motion). 

79.. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. v. 
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eral. 


(b) 


[§§ 206-207 


tiorari should be considered as foreclosed by the 
action of the court in granting the writ, as suggested 
by the court in an early case,’® but in several cases 
the writ has been dismissed because improvidently 
granted,*? and the question of power, being one of 
jurisdiction, is always open and must be consid- 
ered and determined whenever presented.78 


Discretion of Court—aa. In Gen- 


Jurisdiction to review judgments or decrees 
of the cireuit court of appeals by the extraordi- 
nary writ 7° of certiorari under the statute ®° is a 
jurisdiction to be exercised entirely in the discre- 
tion of the court,®! sparingly,§* and only in cases of 


peculiar gravity and general importance,®* or in 


It may be that 


order to secure uniformity of decision.®4 
after creation of the circuit court of appeals it was 


Two years 


Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 60; the court said: “However important 


L. ed. 629 (so terming the writ). 
{a] “In extraordinary cases” only 


jis the judgment of a circuit court of 


appeals reviewable on_ certiorari. 
American Constr. Co. v. Jacksonville, 
ete, ER? Coy) 148) U.S) 372, 13 28et 
758, 37 L. ed. 486. 

80. Jud. Code § 240. 

81. Huguley Mfg. Co, v. Galeton 
Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 290, 22, SCt 
452, 46 L. ed. 546; American Constr. 
Co. v. Jacksonville, ete., R. Co., 148 
ve So 8721132 SCE UTES 3 ii lack CG. 

82. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. v. 
Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269. 60 
L, ed. 629; Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 
U. S. 506, 17 SCt 665,41 L. ed. 1095. 

“This court, while not doubting 
its power, has been chary of action in 
respect to certioraries.” Forsyth v. 
Hammond, supra. 

83. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. vy. 
Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 60 L. 
ed. 629; U.S. v. Rimer, 220 U. S. 
547, 31 SCt 596, 55 L. ed. 578; Fields 
v. U. S., 205 U.S. 292,.27 SCt 543, 
51 L. ed. 807; Forsyth v. Hammond, 
166 U. S. 506, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 
1095 [foll Houston Oil Co. v, Good- 
rich, 245 U. S. 440, 38 SCt 140, 62 L. 
ed. 385]; Lau Ow Bew v. U. S., 144 
W. 8. 477-12 SCt' 617,936 Leeds 840" In 
re Woods, 143 U. S. 202,12 SCt 417, 36 
L. ed. 125; Ex p. Lau Ow Bew, 141 U. 
S. 583, 12 SCt 43, 35 L. ed. 868; Bur- 


get v. Robinson, 123 Fed. 262, 59 
CCA 260. 
fa] “In the interest of jurispru- 


dence and uniformity of decision... 
provision was made for such 
supervision on our part as would 
tend to avert diversity of judgments 
and guard against inadvertence of 
conclusion in controversies involv- 
ing weighty and serious matters.” 
In re Woods, 143 U. S. 202, 206, 12 
SCt 417, 36 L. ed. 125. 

{b] Pro forma decree to expedite 
decision. — The action of the trial 
court in failing to examine and pass 
upon the case and in entering a pro 
forma decree aS @ means of expe- 
diting the ultimate and final deci- 
sion of the cause in the circuit court 
of appeals does not require the al- 
lowance of a writ of certiorari where 
no objection concerning the matter 
was made either in the trial court 
or on the hearing in the circuit court 
of appeals. William Cramp, etc., 
Ship, ete., Blde. Co. v. International 
Curtis Mar. Turbine Co., 228 U. S. 
645, 33 SCt 722, 57 L. ed. 1008. 

{c] An error not affecting the es- 
sential rights of the parties is no 
eround for a_ certiorari, Smith v. 
Vulcan Iron Works, 165 U. S, 518, 
17 SCt 407, 41 L. ed. 810 (the dif- 
ference in result between a decree 
of affirmance by the circuit court of 
appeals and a decree of that court 
dismissing the appeal was inconse- 
quential). 

{d] In a criminal case denying an 
application for a writ of certiorari, 


the case may be to the applicant, the 
question involved is not one of grav- 
ity*‘and general importance. There 
is no conflict between the decisions 
of state and Federal courts or be- 
tween those of Federal courts of 
different circuits. There is nothing 
affecting the relations of this nation 
to foreign nations, and indeed no 
matter of general interest to the 
public.” iKields. vy.) Us! S.7.205- U2.S. 
sae 296," 27. SCt 543; 51 Lie weds 


_ fe] Questions of state law.-—‘“We 
do not regard the inquiry as to 
whether it was settled law in the 
State of Minnesota that a judgment 
of dismissal in a former suit, such 
as pleaded here, was_not a bar to a 
second suit upon the same cause of 
action, or whether the law in respect 
of recovery by a servant against his 
master for injuries received in the 
course of his employment was prop- 
erly applied on the trial of this case, 
as falling within the category of 
questions of such gravity and gen- 
eral importance as to require the re- 
view of the conclusions of the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals in reference 
to them.’”’ In re Woods, 143 U. S. 202, 
206,..12..SCt. 417, 36 DL. ed, 125, 

[f] Questions of fact. — “The 
questions of payment, and of accord 
and satisfaction, need no extended 
notice. They are pure questions of 
fact, depending on conflicting evi- 
dence and on the peculiar circum- 
stances of the case; upon which, had 
they been the only questions present- 
ed by the record, a writ of certiorari 
would not have been granted.” 
Crossman v. Burrill, 179 U. S. 100, 
115, 21 SCt 38, 45 L. ed. 106. Com- 
pare Huntting El. Co, v. Bosworth, 
179 U..S. 415, 21 SCt 183, 45°. edi 
256 (a case of intervention against a 
receiver in a railroad foreclosure 
suit to recover for loss of goods in 
transit, his liability depending 
largely if not entirely on questions 
of fact, where the decision of the 
circuit court of appeals was re- 
versed on certiorari). 

84. Hamilton-Brown Shoe Co. y. 
Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 60 
L. ed. 629; Fields v. U. S., 205 U. 
S. 292, 27 SCt 5438, 51 L. ed. 807; 
Lau Ow Bew v. U. S., 144 U. S. 47, 
12 SCt 517, 36 L. ed. .340; In re 
Woods, 143 U. S, 202, 12 SCt 317, 36 
L..ed. 125. 

fa] Comprehensive statement of 
rule.—“Only when the circumstances 
of the case satisfy us that the im- 
portance of the question involved, the 
necessity of avoiding conflict between 
two or more courts of appeal, or be- 
tween courts of appeal and the courts 
of a state, or some matter affecting 
the interests of this nation, in its in- 
ternal or external relations, demands 
such exercise’ of the power to issue — 
certiorari, will the writ be issued. 
Forsyth v. Hammond, 166 U. S. 506, 
514, 17 SCt 665, 41 L. ed. 1095. 


§ 207] 


said that only two applications for writs of cer- 
But it has come to 
pass that fewer cases are reviewed by the supreme 
court on appeal or writ of error to the cireuit 
court of appeals than on writ of certiorari. 
it has been said that the supreme court has not 
deemed it necessary to make known the general 
rules which guide it in determining whether to issue 
a writ of certiorari,®® in many cases the writ has 
been issued upon the expressed ground of ‘‘im- 
portance’’ of the issue presented.§” 
heard on certiorari, the fact mentioned by the court 
that the jurisdiction of the circuit court of ap- 
peals ®° or of the trial court 8° was in question; that 
the decision of the cireuit court of appeals was 
to some extent in conflict with the views expressed 
by the supreme court in recently reported cases;%° 
that the erroneous decision of the cireuit court of 
appeals was made in deference to intimations of 
the supreme court concededly tending to support the 


tiorari had been granted.%® 


85. American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
sonville, etc., R.Co., 148 U. S. 372, 
13" SCt 758, 37-L.. ed. 486 (decided 
March 27, 1893). 

86. Burget v. Robinson, 123 Fed. 
262. 59 CCA 260 

87. Schall y. * Camors, PAS GRR SS 
239, 40 SCt 135, 64 L. ed. 247; Fillip- 
pon v. Albion Vein Slate Co., 250-U. 
D0, oo Co. 435," 68 01a. ed.~ 8535 
Toledo Newspaper Co. v. U. S., 247 
U. S. 402, 38 SCt 560, 62 L. ed. 1186; 
LOR SR sia Ness, PAD LUE SSIS 195738 Sct 
118, 62 L. ed. 321; Chicago, ete, R. 
Coliv.U. Ss, 220. U.5S.5d9; 34 SCt612; 
55 L. ed. 582; Montana Min. Co. v. 


St. Louis Min., etc., Co. 204 U. S. 
204, 27 SCt 254, 51 L. ed. 444. 
[a] MTlustrations.—Certiorari was 


granted (1) where the “general im- 
portance” of the question ‘in the 
administration of the Bankruptcy 
Act warranted a review of the case 
by certiorari’ (Schall v. Camors, 251 
U.S. 289, 248,°40 SCt 235, 64 L. ed. 
247); (2) where ‘‘an important ques- 
tion of trial practice’ in the matter 
of giving supplementary instructions 
to a jury, in the absence of the 
parties and without notice to them, 
was involved (Fillippon v. Albion 
Vein Slate Co:, 250 U. S. 76, 77,-39 
SCt 435, 63 L. ed. 853); (3) where 
“the case presents questions of im- 
portance in the administration of the 
Naturalization Act” (U. S. v. Ness, 
245\U. S.' 319, 321,38 SCt 118, 62 L: 
ed. 321); (4) where in a criminal 
case “notwithstanding their disposi- 
tion of the questions concerning the 
construction and constitutionality of 
the act, certain of the questions are 
of sufficient gravity to require fur- 
ther consideration’ (Caminetti v. U. 
Bone 42 Ue 9.1470, 492537 SC 192; 61 
L. ed. 442); (5) where ina bankruptcy 
case “in view of the general impor- 
tance of the question of the amount 
allowable in its relation to the ques- 
tions involved in the trustee’s appeal, 
we have concluded that a certiorari 
should be allowed in lieu of the 
cross-appeal” (Illinois Cent. Trust 
Co. v. Chicago Auditorium Assoc., 
240 U. S. 581, 589. 36 SCt 412, 60 L. 
ed. 811, LRA1917B 580); (6) where 
the judge who heard the case in the 
trial court subsequently sat in the 
circuit court of appeals in the same 
case and “an error of so grave a 
character, and involving considera- 
tions of public importance was com- 
mitted as to cause it to be our duty 
to allow the writ of certiorari’ (Wil- 
liam Cramp, etc., Shin, ete, Bldg. Co. 
v. International Curtis Mar. Turbine 
Co., 228 U. S. 645, 650, 33 SQt 722, 57 
L. ed. 1003), (7) where the construc- 
tion of a prior decree of a federal 
circuit court affirmed by the supreme 
court was involved and “it seems to 
us that both the private interests 
of the railroad companies, and of the 
separate industries and the greater 
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While 


In other eases 


interests of the public call for the 
granting of the writ of certiorari” 
(St. Louis, etc. R. Co. v. Wabash 
R. Co., 217 U. S. 247, 251, 30 SCt 510, 
54 L. ed. 752); (8) where in a copy- 
right case “the question involved in 
the use of such rolls is one of very 
considerable importance, involving 
large property interests, and closely 
touching the rizhts of composers and 
music publishers” (White-Smith 
Music Pub. Co. v. Apollo Co., 209 U. 
S1,°9, 28. SCt 319, 52 L. ed. 655; 14 
AnnCas 628); (9) where in a_ suit 
for foreclosure of certain railroad 
mortgages “‘the questions in this case 
are novel and important” (Louisville 
Trust Co. v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 
174 U. S. 674, 19 SCt 827, 43 L. ed. 
1130); (10) where “the question is 
one of importance, involving As it 
doe:: the principles which should con- 
trol in regard to the procurement of 
contracts at public lettings for work 
to be awarded to the lowest bidder” 
(McMullen v. Hoffman, 174 U. S. 639, 
19 SCt 889, 43 L. ed. 1117); (11) “be- 
cause the ground upon which the 
Circuit Court of Appeals put its de- 
cision—the construction and applica- 
tion of some of the mineral iand laws 
—was deemed of general interest in 
the regions where those laws are op- 
erative” (Cole v. Ralph, 252 U. S. 286, 
289, 40 SCt 321, 64 L. ed. 567); (12) 
and where the construction of acts of 
congress in the light of treaties with 
a foreign government and the status 
of domicile in respect of the natives 
of one country domiciled in another, 
matters deemed to be “of interna- 
tional concern,” were brought under 
consideration upon the record (Ex p. 
Lau Ow Bew, 141 U. S. 583, 12 SCt 
43, 25 L. ed. 868). 

[b] Patent cases.—Dowagiac Mfg. 
Co. v. Minnesota Moline Plow Co., 
235° U. S. 641,35 SCt 221, 59 L. ed. 
398; William ‘Cramp, etc. Ship, etc., 
Blde. Co. v. International Curtis Mar. 
Turbine Co., 228 U. S. 645, 33 SCt 
722, 57 L. ed. 1003: Westinvhouse 
Blectric, etc., Co. v..Warner Electric, 
ete., Co., 225 U. S. 604. 32-SCt 691, 56 
L. ed. 1222, 111 LRANS 653. See also 
infra § 208 

gg. Kingman v. Western Mfg. Co., 
1700 OS. 675; AScSCt 786,042" Ei) ‘ed: 
1192. 

89. Cochran Nie Montgomery 
County, 199 U. S. 260. 270, 26 SCt 58, 
50 L. ed. 182, 4 AnnCas 451 (‘in the 
exercise of one of the essential func- 
tions of this court. the determina- 
tion of the jurisdiction of the courts 
below’). 

90. Joplin Mercantile Co. v. U. S., 
O2G6E Va Sool. Opes Ct 291, 59 Iu.ed: 
705 (a criminal case). 

91. Grigsby v. Russell, 222 U. S. 
TAQ SENSO DS, D0) wa. CG. lod," a0 
LEANS 642, AnnCas1913B 863. 

U. S. v. Reynolds, 250 U. S. 
104, "39 Sct 409, 63 L. ed. 873. 
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ruling;®! that the decision of the supreme court 
cited by the circuit court of appeals in support of 
its judgment ‘‘is not entirely apposite;’’ 9? that it 
was to be determined whether the circuit court of 
appeals correctly decided ‘‘a question left open’’-in 
a former decision of the supreme court; that the 
precise but important question of venue or proper 
district for bringing the suit ‘‘has not been de- 
cided by this court;’’* that decisions of circuit 
courts of appeals,®® especially in patent cases,®* or 
of federal courts in general % are in conflict on the 
question involved; 
the federal trial courts had disagreed on a certain 
question of trial procedure;°8 that there was a mani- 
fest conflict between the ruling of the circuit court 
of appeals and that of the highest state court upon 
the construction of the state statute of limitations 
governing the instant case;°® and that the decision 
of the circuit court of appeals in the instant case 
was rendered by a divided court,} may be inferred 


that for more than a century 


93. Detroit Steel Cooperage Co. v. 
Sisterville Brewing Co., 233 U. S. 
w125°34) SCt\753; 58. L. ed. 1166. 

94. Camp v. Gress, 250° U. S. 308; 
39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed. 997. - 

95. Grinnell Washing Mach. Co. v. 
E. BE. Johnson Co., 247 U. S. 426, 38 
SCt 547, 62 L. ed. 1196; Caminetti v. 
UStS3 242 VU. S. 470, 37 SCte 1927-6 
L. ed. 442; Hanover ‘Star Milling Co. 
v. Metcalf, 240 U. S. 403, 36 Sct 357, 
60 L. ed. 713; Lanpina v. Williams, 
232 U. S. 78, "34 SCt 196, 58 Li: ed. 
515; Cameron v. U. S.3, Zo. See noe 
34 Sct 244, 58 L. ed. "448; Saxlehner 
v. Wagner, 216 U. S. 375, 30 SCt 298, 
54 L. ed, 525; Komada v. U. S., 215 
U. S. 392, 30 SCt 136. 54 L. ed. 249; 
Chicago Bd. of Trade v. Christie 
Grain ete A Co. 198 ae See ao. 25 
SCt 637. 49 L. ed. 1031. 

{a] Thus writs of certiorari were 
granted to review decrees of two cir- 
cuit courts of appeals where, al- 
though both courts reversed decrees 


below granting temporary injunc- 
tions, “these courts differed upon 
fundamental questions.” Hanover 


Star Milling Co. v. Metcalf, 240 U. S, 
408, 408, 36 SCt 357. a L. ed. 713. 
96. See infra § 20 
97. Erie R. Co. v. collins, 258 U.. 
S. 77, 40 SCt 450, 64 L. ed, 790; 
Illinois Cent. Trust Co. v. Chicago 


Auditorium Assoc., 240 U. S. 581, 36 
SCt 412, 60 L. ed. 811, LRA1917B 
580; McMullen v. Hoffman, 174 U. 


S. 639,19 SCt 839) 43° Ty edi st19 7 

[a] hus “the cases upon the sub- 
ject are not entirely harmonious, and 
we think it well to again consider 
some of them, and, so far as possible 
to remove the doubts which seem- 
ingly have arisen in this branch of 
the law.’”? McMullen yv. Hoffman, 174 
ee 639, 645,19) SCt 839,43) la. edt 

98. Carpenter v. Winn, 221 U. S. 
533, 31 SCt 683, 55 L. ed; 842. 

99. Alice State Bank v. Houston 
Pasture Co., 247 U. S. 240, 38 SCt 496, 
62 L. ed. 1096. : 

1. Sol Louie v. U. S., 41 SCt 188, 
65 L. ed. —; Chicago, etc., ‘R. Co. 
v. Des Moines Union R. Co., 41 SCt 
81, 65 L. ed. —; Berlin Mills Co. v. 
Proctor, etce., Co., 42 SCt 75, 65 L. ed. 
—; Hrie R. Co. v. Szary, 253: U. S. 
86, 40 SCt 454, -64 L. ed. 794; Cole 
v. Ralph, 252 U. S. 286. 40 SCt 321, 
64 L. ed. 567; U. S. v. Poland, 251 VU 
S. 221, 40 SCt 127, 64 L. ed. 536) 
Detroit Steel Cooperage Co. Vv, Sis! 
terville Brewing Co., 233 U. s. 712, 
84 SCt 753, 58 ty eds 1166; Waskey 
v. Chambers, 224 U. S. 564; 32 SCt 
497, 56 L. ed. 885, AnnCas1913D 998; 
Penman v. St, Paul F. & M. Ins. Go., 
216 -U. S. 311, 30 SCt 312, 54 LE: ed. 
493; Ingersoll v. Coram, 211 U. S. 
335, 29 SCt 92, 53 L. ed. 208; Empire 
State Cattle Co, v. Atchison, ete., R. 
Co. 2108 Ui, Ss, 1, 28 SC. Olam oerin 
ed. 931, 15 AnnCas 70; Howe Scale 
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to have been influential in obtaining the writ. 
multitude of cases where the writ has been issued 
“the ground for granting it can be deduced only from 
the court’s description of the question decided by 
the circuit court of appeals, for instance, in cases 


Co. v. Wyckoff, 198 U. S. 118, 25 SCt 
609, 49 L. ed. 972; Connecticut Mut. 
Moan ins.-.Coi-v. .~oillmon, 188) Un-S.; 
208, 28 SCt 294, 47 L. ed. 446; Wor- 
den v. California Fig Syrup Co., 187 
W. S? 516) *23-SCt 161; 47 Lved:.2:82; 
' Farmers’ L. & T. Co. v. Penn Plate 
Glass Co., 186 U. S. 434, 22 SCt 842, 
46 L. ed. 1234; New York City v. Pine, 
185). OU. S193, 22 SCt 592, 46 1. ed. 
820; Dinsmore v. Southern Express 
Co., 183 U. S. 115, 22 SCt 45, 46 L. 
ed. 111; Holzapfel’s Compositions Co. 
v. Rahtjen’s American Composition 
COs, 183 SUF SS 1,42 25S Ct, 46 Le, ed. 
49; UW. S. Rubber Co.. v. American 
Oak Leather Co., 181 U. S. 484, 21 SCt 
670, 45 L. ed. 938; Bosworth v. Carr, 
179 U. S. 444, 21 SCt 194, 45 L. ed. 
268; Rau v. Bosworth, 179 U..S. 448, 
21 SCt 194, 45 L. ed. 268; Chicago 
ieee Lay Co. Vv. Bosworth, 179) Une 
442, 21 SCt 183, 45 L. ed. 267; Hunt- 
ting El. Co. v. Bosworth, 179 Us: 
415, 21 SCt 183, 45 L. ed. 256; New 
York Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 178 
U. S. 327, 20 SCt 906, 44 L. ed. 1088; 
De la Vergne Refrigerating Mach. 
Co. v. German Sav. Inst., 175 U. S. 
40, 20 SCt 20, 44 L. ed. 65; Rich- 
mond v. Southern Bell Tel., etc., Co., 
174 UW. S. 761, 19 SCt 778, 43 lL. -ed. 
1162; U. S. v. Dudley, 174 U. S. 670, 
19° -SCt 801, 43 de. ed. 1129; ake 
County v. Dudley, 173 U. S. 243, 19 
SCt 398, 43 L. ed. 684; Pierce v. Ten- 
nessee Coal, etc., Co., 173 U. S. 1, 19 
S@t> 335,743 I. eds? 591; Missouri, 
etc., Trust Co. v. Krumseig, 172 U.S. 
351, 19 SCt 179, 43 L. ed. 474; Hub- 
bard v. Tod, 174, U. S: 474, 19 S€t 
14, 43 L. ed. 246. 

“To consider the question which 
gave rise to a division of opinion in 
the Circuit Court of Appeals.’ Em- 
pire State Cattle Co. v. Atchison, etc., 
i Oa, PALO OG. SI As SO TROT e974 
Teted. 931, 15 AnnCas* 70. 

2. Birge-Forbes Co. v. Heye, 251 
WU. S. 317, 40 SCt 160, 64 LL. ed. 286; 
La Republique Francaise v. Sara- 
toga Vichy Spring Co., 191 U. S. 427, 
24 SCt 145, 48 L. ed. 247; New Or- 
leans v. Fisher, 180 U. S. 185, 21 SCt 
347, 45 L. ed. 485; Saxlehner v. Niel- 
sen, 179 U.S. 43, 21 SCt 16, 45 L: ed. 
77; Saxlehner v. Wisner, etc., Co., 179 
U. S. 19, 21 SCt 7, 45 L. ed. 60; Stuart 
vy. Haston, 170 U. S. 383, 18 SCt 650, 
42 L. ed. 1078; Underhill v, Hernan- 
dez, 168 U. S. 250, 18 SCt 83, 42 L. 
ed. 456. 

Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in this class of cases See supra § 205. 

e) Wells v. Taylor, 41 S€t793, 65 
L. ed, —; Niles-Cement-Pond Co. v. 
Iron Moulders’ Union, 41 SCt 39, 
Gdinlu Cdl Midelitys a. é IRASCo: 
v. Du Bois Electric Co., 253 U.S. 212, 
40 SCt 514, 64 L. ed. 865; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Brown, 253 U. S. 
101, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. ed. 803; Chi- 
cago, etc., Co. v. McCaull- Dinsmore 
Com 253) WSL 7s 40) SCe 504 664. 
ed. 801; Cole v. Ralph, 252 U. S. 286, 
40 SCt 321, 64 L. ed. 567; Southern 
Pac. Co. v. Bogert, 250 U. S, 488, 39 
SCt 533, 63 L. ed. 1099 [reh allowed 
89 SCt 492]; Camp v. Gress, 250 U. 
S. 308, 39 SCt 478, 63 L. ed, 997; Ball 
Bngineering Co. v. White, 250 U. S. 
46,39 SCt 393, 63 L. ed. 835; Guerini 
Stone Co. v. Pp, J. Carlin Constr. Coy 
948 U. S. 334, 39 SCt 102, 63 L. ed: 
275, International News Service v. 
Associated Press, 248 U.S. 215, 39 SCt 
68, 63 L. ed. 211, 2 ALR 293; Ster- 
rett v. Cincinnati Second Nat. Bank, 
948 U. S738, 39 SCt 27, 63 L. ed. 135; 
Watts v. Unione Austriaca di Navi- 
gazione, 248 U. S. 9, 39 SCt 1, 63 L. 
ed. 100, 3 ALR 323; Friederichsen v. 
Renard, 247 U. S. 207, 38 SCt 450, 62 


For later cases 
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L. ed. 1075; Erie R. Co. v. Hilt, 247 
Weish Qe 38 SCt 435, 62 L. ed. 1003; 
Eagle Glass, etc., Co. v. Rowe, 245 U. 
Scio 3S) SCE 81, 62 Li. ed. 286; U. 
Salve jack, 244 U. S| 397,.37°SCt 605, 
61 L. ed. 1222; Memphis St. R. Co. v. 
Moore,, 248), S,)299, 3% SCt. 273 6% 
L. ed. 733; Pease v. Rathbun-Jores 
Engineering Co., 243 U. S. 273, 37 SCt 
288, 61 L. ed. 715, AnnCas1918C 1147; 
Sims v. Edenborn, 242 U. S. 131, 37 
SCt 36, 61 L. ed. 199; New York Mut. 
L. Ins, Co. v. Hilton-Green, 241 U. S. 
613, 36 SCt 676, 60 L. ed. 1202; New 
York L. Ins. Co. v. Dunlevy, 241 U.S. 
518, 36 SCt 613, 60 L. ed. 1140; Russo- 
Chinese Bank v. National Bank of 
Commerce, 241 U. S. 4038, 36 SCt 652, 
60 L. ed. 1065; Northern Pac, R. Co. 
v. Meese, 239 U. S. 614, 36 SCt 223, 
60 L. ed. 467; New York v. Sage, 939 
U.S! 5386 SCtr 25... 60 is ced) 1435 
McDonald v. Pless, 338 U. S. 264, 35 
Sct. 788, 59... ed: 1300;\ “Lumber 
Underwriters. v. Rife, 237 U. S. 605, 
35 SCt 717; 59 L. ed. 1140;. Brown v. 
Fletcher, 237 U. S. 583, 35 SCt 750, 
59 L. ed. 1128; Guffey v. Smith, 237 
WIS Ode Sb SCtyo2G, (oon eed. -SDG:, 
Wright v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 236 
WeS> 687,-35 SCt 475, 59.4. ed 17885 
Gleason v. Thaw, 236 U. S. 558, 35 
S@t= 287,59" L. ted. 717s) Hopkins ve 
Hebard, 235 U. S. 287, 35 SCt 26, 59 
L. ed. 232; Order of St. Benedict v. 
Steinhauser, 234 U. S. 640, 34 SCt 
932, 58 L. ed. 1512; Myers v. Pitts- 
burgh Coal ‘Co.,5233) U.S. 184,34, SCt 
559, 58 L. ed. 906; Archer v. Green- 
ville Sand, ete., Co., 233 U. S. 60, 34 
SCt 2567, 58" lis ed. 8503" Thomasieyv: 
Matthiessen, 232 U. S. 221, 34 SCt 
312,. 58> > ed) 577; Prudential Ins. 
Co. v.. Moore, 231° U..S. 560,34 SCt 
191,58 I, sed. 367%) Altna Le Ins, (Co. 
v. Moore, 231 U. S. 548, 34 SCt 186, 
58 L. ed. 356; Slocum v. New York 
La jinsy Co: 228-0. Sa 3645 333SCtrbes3, 
57 L.. ed. 879, AnnCasi914D 1029; 
Michigan Trust Co, v. Ferry, 228 U. 
S346 33: SCt 5500N5 7 Le ved.) S67 
Friend -v. Talcott, 228 U.S. 27, 338 
SCH 05 coi dun pedal l scm So cuant. Vv: 
Union, Pac. Rs Cos 227, U. Sas42 ee 
SCt 338.057 Lived. 25355 Rlannelly wv; 
Delaware, etc, Co.,-225-U. Sx 597, 32 
SCt 783, 56 L. ed. 1221, 44 LRANS 
154; Messinger v. Anderson, 225 U.S. 
436 moc) USCt, oS 9s. to Os ali. s CO ine 
Schodde v. Twin Falls Land, etce., Co., 
224 U.S ALOinesa SCt <4 10, OO sta nea. 
686; Northwestern Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
McCue, 223 U. S. 234, 32 SCt 220, 56 L. 
ed. 419, 88 LRANS 57; Cuba R. Co. v. 
Crosby, 222: UU. SS. -403, 32!) SCt 1325 
56 L. ed. 274, 38 LRANS 40; Bryan v. 
Ker, 222 U.S. 107, 32. SCt.26, 56 a4: 
ed, 114; Bean v. Morris, 221 U. S. 
435, 32 SCt 703,55. Wasted. 821): 
Veniet, Houls eterna CO., G22 0 eUemss 
5SOMs oe SOe nO, poe laae Oy Loo Oenoyrs 
Miles Medical Co. v. Park, 220 U.S. 
3738, 31 SCt 376, 55 L. ed. 502; Omaha 
v. Omaha Water Co., 218 U. S. 180, 
380 SCt 615, 54 L. ed. 991, 48 LRANS 
1084; Southern R. Co. v. King, 217 U. 


S: 524, 30° SCt 594, 54° lieved. 868% 
Weems Steamboat Co. v. People’s 
Steamboat Co., 214 U. S. 345, 29 SCt 


661, 53 L. ed. 1024, 16 AnnCas 1222; 
Peck v. Tribune Co., 214 U. S. 185, 
29 SCt 554, 53 L. ed. 960, 16 AnnCas 
1075; Dupree v. Mansur, 214 U. S. 
161, 29 SCt 548, 53 L. ed. 950; Mur- 
ray v. Wilson Distilling Co., 213 U. 
Siw bd 229) “SCH 4585 wos mum Oday deers 
Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. Brown, 
913 T'S. 26,729).SCtss404 53" Led: 
682; Continental Wall Paper Come. 
Voight, 212 U. S. 227, 29 SCt 280, 53 
L. ed. 486; Standard Oil Co. v. Ander 
son, 212 iB, 215, 29 SCt 252, 53 LL. 
ied. 480; Green County Vv. Thomas, raital 
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in which the jurisdiction was dependent entirely 
upon the opposite parties te the suit or controversy 
being aliens and citizens of the United States? or 
citizens of different states *—the writ having been 
granted in as many as one hundred and fifty cases 


U. S. 598, 29 SCt 168,53 L. ed. 1343; 
Green County v. Quinlan, 211 U. S. 
582, 29 SCt 162, 53 Li ed. 335; Old 
Dominion Copper Min., etc., Co. v. 
Lewisohn, 210 U. S. 206, 28 SCt 634, 
52 L. ed. 1025; Boston, etc., R. Co. v. 
Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 28 SCt 657, 52 
L. ed. 1002; Herring-Hall-Marvin Safe 
Co. v. Hall’s Safe Co., 208 U. S. 554, 
28 SCt 350, 52 L. ed. 616; Atlantic 
Trust Co. v. Chapman, 208 U. S. 360, 
28 SCt 406, 52 L. ed. 528, 13 AnnCas 
1155; Donnell v. Herring-Hall-Marvin 
Safe Co., 208 U. S. 267, 28 SCt 288, 
52 L. ed. 481; Ozan Lumber Co. v. 
Union County Nat. Bank, 207 U. S. 
251,’ 28° SCt 89, 52 L. ed, 9195; Bit- 
terman v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 207 
| BESSY CerAD See tee nsh Oi Os ayy Un Sa il. 
12 AnnCas 693; Lawson v. U. S. Min- 
ing&Co.,)) 2073s tS. 1,028 SCtl1s, 52 
L- ed. 65; Whitfield v. Adtna L. Ins. 
Co.,-205, UW. -S.-489,- 27 -<SCt 578, 51 lu. 
ed. 895; Wicomico County v. Ban- 
croft, 203 U. S. 112, 27 SCt re epee 

ed. 112; Guardian Trust, etc., Co. v. 

Fisher, 200 U. S. 57, 26 SCt 186, 50 
i. ‘eds 36%; California Reduction Co. 

Vv. Sanitary Reduction Works, 199 
U. S. 306, 26 SCt 100, 50 L. ed. 204; 
Donovan v. Pennsylvania Co., 199 U. 

S| 279, 26 -°SCt 91, 50 Ld ed: 192; 

Nederland L. Ins. Go. v. Minert, 199 
TW. Suet 26eSCt tb. -b0ieias ved. 39, 
4 AnnCas 480; McGuire v. Blount, 199 
Ue. Sol42,526.SCb I 50s ved. all25e 
O’Callaghan v. O’Brien, 199 U. S. 89, 
25 SCt 727, 50 L. ed. 101; Great 
Western Min., etc., Co. v. Harris, 198 
U. S. 561,.25 SCt 770, 49 L. ed. 1163; 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. West Coast 
Naval Stores Co., 198 U..S. 483, 25 
SCt 745, 49 L. ed. 1135; Riverdale 
Cotton Mills v. Alabama, ete., Mfg. 

Coz 193) Gea 188 25 Sct 629, 49 L. 

ed. 1008; Howe Seale Co. v. Wycoff, 

198 U.S. 118, 25. SCt 609, 48 7%. ed. 

584; Harriman v. Northern Securi- 
ties Cot, 197 Uy S=. 244.5 25 eSCu, 498. 
49 L. ed. 7389; Wheeler v. Plumas 
County, 196) Use S. 562. 25 (SCE 3165 
49 LL. ed. 599; Flanigan vy. Sierra 
County, 196 U. S. 558, 25 SCt 314, 49 
L. ed. 597; Creede, ete, Min., etc., 
Co. v. Uinta Tunnel Min., etc, Co., 
196 U. S. 337, 25 Sct 266, 49 L. ed. 
501; Johnson vy. Southern Pacu Cox 
LIE US: Ly 2b eSCh 158. 40M ier ede 

363; Wright v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 

195.5 S85 219>) 25) SGte £6: 49 L. ed. 

167; Mutual L. Ins. Co.. v.. Hill, 193 
ese 551, 24.SCt 538,.48 L. ed. 788; 

Great Southern Fireproof Hotel Co. 
v.,.Jones, 193 U. S. 532, 24 Set) 576; 

48 L. ed. 778; Northern Pac. ReCowwe 
Adams, 192 U. §. 440, 24 SCt 408, 48 
L.. ed. 513. Hubbert. v. Campbells- 
ville Lumber Cos AIL UNS TOA SCEt 
28, 48 L. ed. 101; Stanly County v. 
Coler, 190 U.S: 437, 23 SCt 811, 47 
L. ed. 1126; Wilkes County v. Coler, 
190 -W.. S: 107, 23 SCt 738, 47 Li. ed. 
971; Chattanooga Nat. Bldg., etc., As- 
soc. v. Denson, 189 WU. Ss. 408, 23 
SCt 630, 47 L. ed. 870; Zane v. Ham- 
ilton County, 189) Wy. << 370, 23 SCt 
538, 47 L. ed. 858; Nashua Sav. Bank 
v. Anglo- American Land, etce., Co., 189 
Us. S.7221, 23) SCt 517, 4% Te -eds "782: 

Maryland Fidelity, éte., Co evi: 
Bucki, etce., Lumber Co., 139 WLS: 
135, 23 Sct 582, 47° L. ed. tests Bell 
Vv. Commonwealth Title Ins., &tc., Co., 
189 U. S. 181, 238 SCt 569, AT, ed. 
741; Hale v. "Allinson, 188 U. S. 56, 
93 SCt 244, 47 L. ed. 380; Burt v. 
Union Cent. L. Ins. Co., 187 We Ss 
362, 238 SCt 139, 47 L. ed?- 216; Se- 
curity Trust Co. v. Dent, 187 U.S. 
237, 28 SCt 61, 47 L. ed. 158; Knights 
Templars’, etc., er, Indemn. Conn we 
Jarman, 187 U. ee SRRY ORS. SIDER 
47 L. ed. 139; Schwartz v. Duss, 187 


, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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of diversity of citizenship, in eases arising under the 
patent laws,* under the trade-mark laws,® under the 


Wig Sey 23 SCt 4, 47 L. ed. 53; Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc, Co. v. Courtney, 
ne Om S. 342, 22 SCt 838, 46 L. ed. 
1193; Williams vy. Gaylord, 186 U. 
Suilo7y 22 SCt 798) 46 Geved. 1102: 
Ward v. Joslin, 186 U. S. 142, 22 
SCt 807, 46 L. ed. 1093; O’Brien v. 
Wheelock, 184 U. S. 450, 22 SCt 354, 
46 L. ed. 636; Waite v. Santa Cruz, 
LSA WS. S02 22 USCt, 327, 4661. ed. 
552; Guarantee Co, of North America 
v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 
183 U. S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 46 L. ed. 
253; McMaster v. New York L: Ins. 
Com 183 We S3r25) 922 Sct 10/546" Tt: 
ed. 64; Clews v. Jamieson, 182 U. S. 
461, 21 SCt 845, 45 L. ed, 1183: U. 
S. Rubber Co. v. American Oak 
Leather Co., 181 U. S. 434, 21 SCt 670, 
45 L. ed. 938; American Sugar Re- 
fining Co. v. New Orleans, 181 U. S. 
277, 21 SCt 646, 45 L. ed. 859; Mit- 
chell v. Chicago First Nat. Bank, 
LOM SS 47D eet SCE. 4185 45) ls ed! 
627; Holly v. Protestant Episcopal 
Church Missionary Soc., 180 U. S. 
284,74) 21% SCt 7395) 45 a eds 531: 
New Orleans v. Warner, 180 U. S. 
185, 21 SCt.347, 45 L. ed. 485; Mutual 
ig. ‘Ins: Co... v. Cohen;179' Us °S, 262, 
21 SCt 106, 45 L. ed. 181; Washburn, 
éte., Mfg. Co. v. Reliance Mar. Ins. 
Co; PluT9 Usa) ety SCtn iy (450la. edt 
49; Moffett v. Rochester, 178 U. S. 
373, 20 SCt 957, 44 L. ed. 1108; Chi- 
CAZOF (CCC une Colrv.t Clarkj 178) UL5S: 
353, 20 SCt 924, 44 L. ed. 1099; New 
Mork (Mut: 'i5.(Inis,.iCo. iv, -Adien,).178 
WIS so len 20 aiSCtiu 903): (440 ed. 
1098; New York Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Hill, 178.U. S. 347, 20 SCt 914, 44 L. 
ed. 1097; New York Mut. L, Ins. Co. 
Ven seans,n 11S. eUin esa roto, 20 SC 91.2 
44 L. ed. 1096; Roehm vy. Horst, 178 
Us S. 1, 20° SCt) 780). 44-L.edt 958; 
Adams v. Cowen, 177 U. S. 471, 20 
SCt 668, 44 L. ed. 851; Lackawanna 
Iron, ete., Co. v. Farmers’ L. & T. 
Co., 176—U.. S. 298, .20-SCt 363, 44 L. 
ed. 475; Southern R. Co. v. Carnegie 
Steel (Co3176 Ul_S--257; 20.SCt 347, 
44 L. ed. 458; New Orleans v. War- 
ner, 175 U. S. 120, 20 SCt 44, 44 L. ed. 
SG 17 6H UE Sa 02 20NSCt: 280) 44) i. 
ed. 385; Hartford F. Ins. Co. v. Chi- 
CagOs ete RiiCon 175 UES7915. 20USCt 
33, 44 L. ed. 84; Wade w. Travis 
County, 174 U. S. 499, 19 SCt 715, 43 
L. ed. 1060; Bosworth v. St. Louis 
Terminal R. Assoc., 174 U. S. 182, 19 
SCt 625, 43 L. ed. 941; Gunnison 
County v. Rollins, 173 U.S. (255, «19 
Sct 390, 43 L. ed. 689; Sioux City 
Terminal R., ete., Co. v. Trust Co. of 
North America, 173 U. S. 99, 19 SCt 
341, 43 L. ed. 628; Pullman’s Palace- 
‘Gar Go. v7 Central: Dransp.'Co,. 171. 
S: 188, 18--SCt 808, (437 L: ed, 108; 
Provident Life, ete, Co. v. Mercer 
County, 170 U. S. 593, 18 SCt 788, 42 
L, ed. 1156; Virginia, etc., Coal Co. v. 
Central R. ete’ Coy 170° U. 1S.- 355, 
18 SCt 657, 42 L. ed. 1068; Ritter v. 
New York Mut. L. Ins. Co., 169 U. S. 
139, 18 SCt 300, 42 L. ed. 693; Hyer 
v. Richmond Tract. Co., 168 .U. S. 
471, 18 SCt 114,°42.L. ed. 547; En- 
terprise Min. Co. v. Rico-Aspen Cons. 
Mineo L6TUr Selo his chr 162, 
42 L. ed. 96; Walker v. Brown, 165 U. 
$3654, 017. SCt 453, 41 Li.) ed.) 865; 
Telfener v. Russ, 162 U. S. 170, 16 
SCt 695, 40 L. ed. 930, 163 U. S. 100, 
AGIESCHtOl7 4100, vedi 875.8 Last 
Chance Min. Co. v. Tyler Min. Co., 
157) Ui, SON6839 15° SCt133,--39 ts. ed- 
859. 

Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in this class of cases see supra § 205. 

4 See infra § 208. 

5. Coca Cola Co. v. Koke Co., 41 
Sct 113, 65 L. ed: —; Schlitz Brewing 
Co. v. Houston Ice, ete., Co., 250 U. 
SHGoORe ESOS CE 40105 Gon lee Cd. S822); 
United Drug Co. v. Theodore Rec- 
tanus Co., 248 U. S. 90, 39 SCt 48, 63 
L, ed. 141; Rock Spring Distilling Co. 
v. Gaines, 246 U. S. 312, 38 SCt 327, 
62 L. ed. 738; Hamilton-Brown Shoe 
Co. v. Wolf, 240 U. S. 251, 36 SCt 269, 


‘64 L. 
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60 L. ed. 629; Thaddeus Davids Co. 
v. Davids, 233 U. S. 461, 34 SCt 648, 
58 L. ed. 1046, AnnCas1915B 322; 
Baglin v. Cusenier Co., 221 U. S. 580, 
31 SCt 669, 55 L. ed. 863. 
_ Appeal or writ of error precluded 
ae class of cases see supra 

6. Manners y. Morrsco, 252 U.S. 
417,40. SCt 335, 64 TL. ed. 590; Li. A. 
Westermann Co, v. Dispatch Printing 
Co., 249 U. S. 100, 39 SCt 194, 63 L. 
ed. 499; Herbert v. Shanley Co., 242 
Ba Sr ool ot SCt ase, 61 ia eds 

Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in this class of cases see supra § 205. 

7 Pennsylvania Mut. L. Ins. Co. 
v. Lederer, 252 U. S. 523, 40 SCt 397, 
ed. 698; Forged Steel Wheel 
Co. v. Lewellyn, 251 U. S. 511, 40 
SCt 285, 64 L. ed. 380; Worth Bros. 
Co. v. Lederer, 251 U. S. 507, 40 SCt 
282, 64 L. ed. 877; Carbon Steel Co. 
v. Lewellyn;: 251 U. S. 501, 40 SCt 
283, 64 L. ed. 375; Crocker v. Mal- 
ley, 249 U. S, 228, 39° SCt 270, 63 L: 
ed. 573, 2 ALR 1601; Gulf Oil Corp. 
v. Lewellyn, 248 U. S. 71, 39 SCt 35, 
63 L,- ed. 133; Lynch v. Hornby, 247 
U. S. 339, 38 SCt 548, 62 L. ed. 1149; 
iynch) sV.0 LuLEish,. 240 Oss. meets #38 
SCt 537, 62 L. ed. 1087; U.S. v. Cleve- 
land, ete; RwiCo. 247. Ure 95, 138 
S@te 472/62 Li ed.) 10645, Hays’. v. 
Gauley Mountain Coal Co., 247 U. S. 
189, 38 SCt 470, 62 L. ed. 1061; Doyle 
v. Mitchell Bros. Co., 247 U. S. 179, 
388 SCt 467, 62 L. ed. 1054; Von Baum- 
bach v. Sargent Land Co., 242 U.S. 
503, 87 SCt 201, 61 L. ed. 460; An- 
derson v. Forty-Two Broadway Co., 
2399 IU. LOO SO SC 1G LO 0m ia meds 
LZ eee MCCoachenvsoe braces ao Olmos 
562, 35 SCt 421,159 Woe edi 720: 5U. S. 
v, Whitridge, 231 U. S. 144, 34 SCt 
24, 58 L. ed. 159; McCoach v. Mine- 
hill; sete; “Ry Cor, (228) WAS. +295,-33 
SCt 419, 57 L. ed. 842; U. S. v. Cham- 
Derling (219s UL Gise. 2bOnelnSCt 55, 
55 L. ed. 204; U. S. v. Dieckerhoff, 
202 U. S. 302, 26 SCt 604, 50 L. ed. 
1041; U. Si -v. Whitridge,-197 U, S. 
135,725 -SCt406149 i. “ed: 66965, US. 
v. Buffalo Natural Gas Fuel Co., 172 
U.S.-339, 19° SCt 200, 43 lL. ed. 469; 
North American Commercial Co. v. 
OSS LIV UEE SALON SAS CtnS Lie43 
L. ed. 98; The Conqueror, 166 U. S. 
110, 17 SCt 510, 41 L. ed. 987; Salton- 
stall v. Birtwell, 164 U. S. 54, 17 SCt 
19, 41 L. ed. 348. 

Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in this class of cases! see supra § 205. 

& Sol Louie v. U. S., 41 SCt 188, 
65 L. ed. —; Caminetti v U. S., 242 
U. S. 470, 37 SCt 192, 61 L. ed. 442; 
Cameron v. U. S., 231 U.S. 710, 34 
Sct 244, 58 L. ed. 448; Summers v. 
Se 2S OMS 92 eos SOt RSS Do 
Te cas UstcoNash venue Ss.) 22980 24S. 
373, 338 SCt 780, 57 L. ed. 1232; Harris 
Vow SS, 227 UeS.1340, 33.SCtr 289, 
57 L. ed. 5384; Bennett v. U. S., 227 
UW. So 333; 33) SCt 288, 57 Li. ed. 531; 
Heike v. U. S., 227 U.S. 131, 33 SCt 
226, 57 L. ed. 450, AnnCas1914C 128; 
Holmgren v. U. S., 217 U. S. 509, 30 
Sct 588, 54 L. ed. 861, 19 AnnCas 
778; Old Nick Williams Co. v. U. S., 
PIU Sid41,9 80SCt 221, 4549 Ln) ed: 
318> (Chicago, etc, RR.) Conv. U.S:, 
209 U. S.- 90, 28 SCt 439, 52 L. ed. 
698; Armour Packing Co. vy. U. S., 
209° Us Se 66), 028) SCt 428,952 ti. ed. 
681; Taylor v. U. S., 207 U. S. 120, 
28 SCt 53, 52 L. ed. 130; Great North- 
erns Re Cor ve URNS... 208) Un S21 452), 
28 SCt 313, 52 L..ed. 567; Hackfeld v. 
U. S., 197 U.S: 442, 25 SCt 456, 49 
L. ed. 826; Clyatt v. U. S., 197 U. S. 
207, 25 SCt 429, 49 L. ed. 726; Francis 
Vern S188" Un Si37, 623) SCt 334, 
AT lye ed. 5085. ueOVY VU. SS... 
U. S) 621,-20 SCt 797, 44 L. ed. 914; 
Spurr v. U. S., 174 U. S. 728, 19 SCt 
812, 43 L. ed. 1150. 

[a] The United States cannot 
have a certiorari to review a judg- 
ment reversing a conviction in a 


(25, C.d-h 827 


copyright laws,° under the revenue laws,’ under the 
criminal laws,° in admiralty eases,® in proceedings, 


criminal case. U. S. v. Dickinson, 
6 Wii. 0923.29) SCL els. bow is. weds 

Writ of error precluded in this 
class of cases see supra § 205. 

9. Thompson v. Lucas, 252 U. S. 
358, 40 SCt 353, 64 L. ed. 612; Strat- 
hearnSSHCow vecDillon, 2Zo2.susas: 
348, 40 SCt 350, 64 L. ed. 607; The 
Atlanten, 252 U. S. 313, 40 SCt 332, 
64 L. ed. 586; South Coast SS. Co. 
v. Rudbach, 251 U. S. 519, 40 SCt 
233, 64 L.-ed. 386; Union Fish Co. 
v. Erickson, 248 U.S. .308,: 39 SCt 


112, 63 L. ed. 261; Neilson v. Rhine 
Shipping Co., 248 U. S. 205, 39 SCt 
89, 63 L. ed. 208; Sandberg v. Mc- 


Donald, 248 U. S. 185, 39 SCt 84, 
63 L. ed. 200; Watts v. Unione Aus- 
triaca di Navigazione, 248 U. S. 9, 39 
SCtyd. 63) Le ved! 100) "3! VAIL 3235 
North German Lloyd v. Guaranty 
Trust Co., 244 U. S. 12, 37 SCt 490, 
61 L. ed. 960; Pacific Mail SS. Co. 
v. Sehmidt, 241 U. S. 245, 36 S€t 
581, 60 L. ed. 982; U. S. v. Cornell 
Steamboat Co., 202 U. S. 184, 26 
SCt 648, 50 L. ed. 987; W. J. Mc- 
Cahan Sugar Refining Co. v. Wild- 
eroft, 201. U. S. 378; 26 °SCt 467, 
50 L. ed. 794; The Eliza Lines, 199 
UcesSgad9,c26.SCt $500 La pede dbs 
4 AnnCas 406; Oceanic Steam Nav. 
Co. v. Aitken, 196 U. S. 589, 25 SCt 
317, 49 L. ed. 610; The Iroquois, 194 
U. S. 240, 24 SCt 640, 48 L. ed. 
955; Mencke v. Cargo Java Sugar, 187 
U. S. 248, 23 SCt 86, 47 L. ed. 163; 
Hagan v. Scottish Union, etc., Ins.’ 
Co., 186 U. S. 423, 22 SCt 862, 46 L.| 
ed. 1229; Styria v. Morgan, 186 U. S. 
Lae, SCH Ue li 4 6aLiw CO ae h02: Gale 
Printing, etc., Assoc. v. Moore, 183 
U. S. 642, 22 SCt 240, 46 L. ed. 366; 
International Nav. Co. v. Farr, etc., 
Mie) Co, 281 Un Sir218." 2 SCreoon, 
45 L. ed. 830; The Queen of Pacific, 
180; ULSS: 49 2EoSCt. 27:3 45 slum eas 
419; Workman v. New York, 179 U. S. 
552, 21 SCt 212, 45 -L. ed. 314; -Cross- 
man v. Burrill, 179 U.S. 100, 21 SCt 
88, 45 L. ed. 106; Canada Sugar- 
Refining Co. v. Insurance Co. of 
North America, 175 U: S. 609, 20 SCt 
239, 44 L. ed. 292; The BElfrida, 172 
U. S. 186, 19 SCt 146, 43 L. ed, 413; 
O’Brien v. Miller, 168 U. S. 287, 18 
SCt 140, 42 L. ed. 469; Compania de 
Navigacion La Flecha v. Brauer, 168 
U.S: 104,5184 SCt 125442 teed e398 
London Assur. v. Companhia de Moa- 
gens do Barreiro, 167 U. S. 149, 17, 
SCt 785, 42 L. ed. 113; The Umbria, 
166 U. S. 404, 17 S@t 610, 41-1, ed.) 
1053; The Majestic, 166 U. S. 375, 
17 SCt 597, 41 L. ed. 1039; Panama 
R. Co. v. Napier Shipping Co., 166 
U. S. 280, 17 SCt 572, 41 L. ed. 1004; 
The Kate, 164 U. S. 458, 17 SCt 135, 


41 L. ed. 512. 
[a] Collision cases.—Lie v. San 
Franciseo, etce., SS..Co., 243) UL. S: 


291, 37 SCt 270, 61 L. ed. 726; Fur- 
ness v. Yang-Tsze Ins. Assoc., 242 
Us (Sie4i8 051 v3 iSCti . 14d NGie edu eas 
409; Erie R. Co. v. Erie, etc., Transp. 
Co., 204 U.S. 220,27 \SCt 246, 51 
L. ed, 450; Union Steamboat Co. v. 
Erie, -etc.,. ‘Transp. Co.,..189° -U._S: 
863, 23 SCt 504, 47 L. ed. 854; The 
Albert Dumois, 177 U. S. 240, 20 SCt 
595, 44 L. ed. 751; The New York, 
075 \ U.S. 1806120: (SCty 67,5. 44.91. sed: 
126; The Victory, 168 U. S. 410, 18 
SCt 149, 42 Lied: 519. 

[b] Proceedings for limitation of 
liability.—Liverpool, etc., Steam Nav. 
Co. v. Brooklyn Eastern District 
Terminal, 251 U. S. 48, 40 SCt 66, 
64 L. ed. 130; Capitol Transp. Co. v. 
Cambria Steel Co., 249 U. S. 334, 39 
Sct 292, 63 L. ed. 631; Luckenbach 
v. W. J. McCahan Sugar Refining Co., 
248 U. S. 139, 39 SCt 53, 63 L. ed. 
170, 1 ALR 1522; Pendleton v. Ben- 
ner Line, 246 U. S. 353, 38 SCt 330, 
62 L. ed. 770; La Bourgogne, 210 
U, S. +95; 28: /SCt -664,, 52 i: ed: S973; 
The Hamilton, 207 U. S. 398, 28 SCt 
133, 52 L. ed. 264; The Kensington,, 
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causes, Wha controversies arising under the Bank- 
ruptey Act,!°-in causes arising under the Federal 
Employers’ Liability Act,!1 in causes arising under 
the Federal Safety Appliance Act,!? and in cases 
where the amount in controversy did not exceed one 


thousand dollars, besides eosts.28 


where an application for a writ of certiorari is co- 
incidental with an appeal or a writ of error the 
court has allowed the certiorari in order to dispense 
with the necessity of deciding which is the proper 
writ of certiorari was denied 
where, since the application therefor was made, all 
oceasion for granting it was removed by the supreme 
court’s decision in another case settling the ques- 
tion involved in the proposed certiorari.15 


A 


proceeding." 


ae U. S. 263, 22 SCt 102, 46 L. ed. 


Appeal in this class of cases pre- 
cluded see supra § 205. 

10. Atwater v. Guernsey, 41 SCt 
150, 65 L. ed. U. S. v. National 
Surety Co., 41 sct 29,-65 L. ed. 
Weidhorn v. Levy, 253 U. S. 268, 40 
SCt 534, 64 L. ed. 898; Richmond v. 
Bird, 249 -U. Si 1'74,-39° SCt’ 186, 63 
L. ed. 543; Cohn v. Malone, 248 U.S. 
450, 39 SCt 141, 63 L. ed. 352. 

Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in this class of cases see supra § 205. 


11. Pryor v. Williams, 41 SCt 36, 
65. Tui -éed/-—; Erie’ R. Co. -v. Szary, 
253 U. S. 86, 40 SCt 454, 64 L. ed. 


794; Brie R. Co. v. Collins, 253 U. S. 
qT7, 40 SCt 450, 64 L. ed. 790; Barrett 
v. Virginian R. Co., 250 U. Ss, 473, 39 
SCt 540, 63 L. ed. 1092. 

Writ of error precluded in this 
class of cases see supra § 205. 

125 OSV. Northern’ PacaiR: 1.€o:, 
41 SCt 101, 65 L. ed, 80; Boehmer v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 252-U. S. 496, 
40 SCt 409, 64 L. ed. 680. 

Writ of error precluded in this 
class of cases See supra § 205. 
Was Spiller’ | v.27Atechison; “ete! RR. 
Co., 253 U. S. 117, 40 SCt 466, 64 L. 
ed. 810; U. S. v. Brooklyn Hastern 
Dist. Terminal, QAO TiatS:. 29657 39. SCt 
283,63 “Ir. ed. 6135 .Chicaco, (ete, OR. 

MS eAT NUE Se 197 S84 SCt 
. ed. 1066; Chicago, ete, R. 
: MES. 246 Wet S."o12,088aSCt 
361, 62 L. ed. 859; Atchison, etc., R. 
eae (Ue, Si 886.638 TCU 
. ed, 1175, AnnCas1918C tye 
U. S. 190, 37 SCt 22, 61 L. ed. 240; 
Ue Sieve Atchison; étes" R,5 Co:} 220 
U. S. 37, 31 SCt 362, 55 L. ed. 361; 
U. S Harris, 14% su.) Si. 305,220 
k . And’see U. S. 
v. Beatty, 232 U. S. 463, 34 SCt 392, 
58 L. ed. 686 (recognizing the law 
to be that, if a judgment of the 
circuit court of appeals does not ex- 
ceed one thousand dollars, it is for 
that reason reviewable by writ of 
certiorari). 

{a] Habeas corpus cases (1) are 
review?ble only on certiorari (Knock 
Jan Fat v. White, 253 U. S. 454, 40 
Sct 566, 64 L. ed. 1010; White v. 
Chin Fong, 253 U. S. 90, 40 Sct 
449, 64 L. ed. 797; Gegiow v. Uhl, 
239° U.S. 3,86 SCt/ 2,60 ‘hwved. 114, 
Lewis v. Frick, 233 U. S. 291, 34 SCt 
488, 58 I. ed. 967; U.S. v. Regan, 
232) U.S: 37, 34: SCt 213,58 Li ed. 
494; Missouri, ete, R. Co. v. U. S., 
231 UT, S,) 112, (34. SCt -26, 58). Lived, 
144; Tang Tun v. Edseli, 223 U. S. 
673, 32 SCt 359, 56 L. ed. 606; U.S. 
v. Wong You, 223 U. S. 67, 32 Sct 
195, 56 L. ed. 354; Whitney v. Dick, 
202 U=S.7182,, 26 SCt. 584) .500T. ved: 
963500 Sv eine eT uck,’ 194) UAKS: 
161, 24 SCt 621, 48 L. ed. 917; Tucker 
v. Alexandroff, 183 U. S. 424, 22 SCt 
195, 46 L. ed..264; Li Sing v. U. S., 
180 U. S. 486, 21 ‘SCt 449, 45 L. ed. 
634; Lau Ow Bew v. U. S.,, 144 U. S. 
47, 12 SCt 617, 36-L. ed. 340), (2) 
as such cases do not involve any 
amount of money value (Lau Ow 


FEDERAL COURTS 


In some. cases 


other questions 


Bew v. U. S., 144 U. S. 47, 12 SCt 
517, 86 L. ed. 340; Kurtz v. Moffitt, 
115 U. S. 487, 6 Sct 148, 29 L. ed. 
ae And .see Appeai and Error 
164, 
Appeal or writ of error precluded 
in ow, class. of cases see supra 


§ 205 
14. Illinois Cent. Trust Co. v. Chi- 
cago Anditorium Assoc., 240 U. S. 


581, 36 SCt 412, 60 L. ed. 811, LRA 
1917B 580; White-Smith Music Pub. 
Co. v. Apollo Co., 209 U. S. 1, 28 SCt 
319, 52 L. ed. 655, 14 AnnCas 628; 
Montana Min. Co. v. St. Louis Min., 


ete., Co., 204 U..S. 204, 27 SCt 254, 
51 L. ed. 444; Johnson v. Southern 
Pae. /Co.,0196)-U.\S)' 1,, 2518SC8, 158," 49 


L. ed. 363; Pullman’s Palace-Car Co. 
v. Central Transp. Co., 171 U. S. 138, 
18 SCt 808,.43 L. ed, 108. 

{a] This practice exceptional.— 
Denying a writ of certiorari, the 
court said: ‘‘There have been two or 
three instances in which, after a writ 
of error has been allowed, an applica- 
tion for a certiorari has been filed, 
the latter because of doubt whether 
the former would lie. It must not be 
supposed that because we have _ be- 
fore us both a writ of error and an 
application for certiorari that the 
rules laid down by this court govern- 
ing the latter applications [as to im- 
nortance, etc.] are to be ignored, and 
the case held in this court by either 
the writ of error or certiorari. In 
this case there is no sufficient ground 
for a certiorari.” Fields v. U. S., 205 
ne S. 292, 295, 27) SCt. 543, 51 L. ed: 

6 

15. San Pedro, etc., R. Co. v. U. S., 
247 U. S. 307, 38 SCt 498,°62 L. ed. 


1129. 

16. National Brake, etc. Co. v. 
Christensen, 41 SCt 154, 65 L. ed. 
—; Berlin Mills Co. v. Proctor, etc., 
Co. 4) SCtN7b 565 . ed. —; New 
York Scaffolding Co. v. Chain Belt 
Co., 41 SCt 21, 65 L. ed. ; New 
York Scaffolding Co, v. Liebel- Binne, 
Constr. Co., 41 SCt 18, 65 L. ed. 
Meccano v. “Wanamaker, 253. U.S. 136, 
40 SCt 463, 64 L. ed. 822; Werk v. 
Parker, 249 U. S. 130, 39 SCt 197, 
63 L. ed. 514; Hart Steel Co. v. Rail- 
road Supply Co., 244 U, S. 294, 37 SCt 
506, 61 L. ed. 1148; Railroad Sunply 
Co. v. Elyria Iron,. etc., Co., 244 U. S 
285, 37 SCt 502, 61 L. ed. 1136; Mo- 
tion Picture Patents Co. v. Universal 
Film Mfg. Co., 243 U. S. 502. 37 SCt 
416, 61. I... ed. 871, AnnCas1918A 959, 
LRA1917B. 1187; Straus v. Victor 
Talking Mach. Co., 243 U. S. 490, 37 
SCt 412, 61 L. ed. 866, AnnCas1918A 
955,' LRA1917E 1196; Adamson _ v. 
Gilliland, 242 U. S. 350, 87 SCt 169, 
61 L. ed. 356; Minerals Separation 
v. “Hyde; 242 1U..) S.. 261, 37 -SCt. 32, 
61 L. ed. 286; Goshen Mfg. Co. v. 
Hubert A. Myers Mfg. Co., 242 U. S. 
202, 37 SCt 105, 61 L. ed. 248; Fire- 
ball Gas Tank, etc., Co. v. Commer- 
cial Acetylene Co., 289 U. S, 156, 
36 SCt 86, 60 L. ed. 191; Dowagiac 
Mfg. Co. v. Minnesota Moline Plow 
Co;,.:285) UO. Si 641385 hSCtr 22155 59 
L. ed. 398; Rubber Tire Wheel Co. 


[§§ 207-208 


[§ 208] bb. In Patent Cases. Writs of certiorari 
have been frequently granted in patent cases,/® for 
example, where it was apparent that the cireuit 
court of appeals erroneously interpreted the opin- 
ion of the supreme court in a former case involving 
the same patent,!7 or where cireuit courts of ap- 
peals were in conflict as to the validity of the 
patent,'® or in conflict upon the admissibility of evi- 
dence to prove liability for infringement by reason 
of privity with an infringer,!® or in conflict on 


in litigation arising out of the 


same patent,?°°or in conflict upon questions of their 
own appellate jurisdiction and procedure ;?1 where 
the construction of a federal statute giving the 
United States a license to use patent rights was 


v. Goodyear: Tire, etce., Co., 232 U. S. 
413, 34 SCt 403, 58 L. ed. 663; Dia- 
mond Rubber Co. v. Consolidated 
Rubber Tire Co., 220 U. S. 428, 31 
SCt 444, 55 L. ed. 527; Steward v. 
American Lava Co., 215 U. S. 161, 30 
SCt 46, 54 L. ed. 139; Leeds, etc., Co. 
v. Victor Talking Mach. Co., 213 U.S. 
325, 29 SCt 495, 53 L. ed. 816; Cor- 
telyou v. Johnson, 207 U. S. 196, 28 
SCt 165, 52 L. ed. 167; Cimiotti Un- 
hairing Co. v. American Fur Refining 
Cok 1980 UL Si [899525 sSCt i697, 49 
L. ed. 1100; Singer Mfg. Co. v. 
Cramer, 192 U. S. 265, 24 SCt 291, 48 
L. ed. 487; Brill v. Peckham Motor 
Bruck Sete: Co. ASO Wee Seto cea 
SCt 562, 47 L. ed. 706: Kokomo Fence 
Mach. Co. v. Kitselman, 189 U. S. 8, 
23 SCt 521, 47 L. ed. 689; Carnegie 
Steel Co. v. Cambria Iron Co., 185 
U. S. 403, 22° SCt 698, 46 L. ed. 968; 
U. S. Repair, ete, Co. v. Assyrian 
Asphalt Co., 183..U0.. S, 597, -22..SCt 
87, 46 L. ed. 342; Hobbs v. Beach, 
180 U.S. 383, 21 SCt 409, 45 L. ed. 
586; Boyden Power- Brake Coif Va 
Westinghouse, LOSS: SSRIs Se 
707, 42 L. ed. 1186; Dashiell v. Gros- 
venor, 162 U. S. 425, 16 SCt 805, 40 
Lied. 1025. 

[a] Proceeding ancillary to pat- 
ent suit.—A petition filed in the cir- 
cuit court of appeals after affirmance 
of a decree in a patent infringe- 
ment suit for leave to file a bill of 
review was ancillary to the original 
jurisdiction invoked, and was still a 
suit involving validity of the pat- 
ent, the decree in which was final and 
subject to review by certiorari. Na- 
tional, ete., Co. v. Christensen, 41 
SCt 154, 65 L. ed. 

17. Minerals Separation v. Butte, 
etc., Min. Co., 250 U.S. 336, 39° SCt 
496, 63 L. ed. 1019. 

_{a] Other patent cases where the 

circuit court of appeals seemed to 
have miseonceived prior rulines of 
the supreme court. Marconi Wire- 
less Tel. Co. v. Simon, 246 U. S. 46, 
88 SCt 275, 62 L. ed. 568; William 
Cramp, ete., Ship, ete., Bldg. Co. v. 
International Curtis Mar. Turbine 
306.5 246) Uy S28, 88 SC0 271) 62) B. 
ed. 560. 

18. New York Scaffolding Co. v. 
Chain Belt Co., 41 SCt 21, 65 L. ed. 
New York’ Seaffolding CO. aie. 
Liehel-Binney Constr. Co., 41 SCt 18, 
65 L. ed. BS kde Symington Co. 
v. National Malleable Castings Ca., 
250 U.S. 388, 39 SCt: 542, 63 L. ed. 
1045; Grinnell Washing Mach. Co. v. 
i. E. Johnson Co., 247 U. S. 426. 38 
SCt 547, 62 L. ed. 1196; Exvanded 
Metal Co. v. Bradford, 914 eS. 366, 
29 SCt 652, 53 L. ed. ase Mast v. 
Stover Mfg. Co., 177 U. . 485, 20 SCt 
708, 44 L. ed, 856. 

19. Rumford Chemical Works v. 
Hygienic Chemical Co., 215 U. S. 156, 
30 SCt 45, 54 L. ed. 137. 

20. Dowagiac Mfg. Co. v. Minne- 
sota Moline Plow Co., 285 U. S. 641, 
35. SCt 221, 59 Li. ed. 398. 


21. Smith v. Vulcan Iron Works, 
nop U. S. 518, 17 SCt 407, 41 L. ed. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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in question,?? or where the decision of the circuit 
court of appeals in the instant case conflicted with 
a decision of the supreme court construing that 
statute;** where a grave question concerning a rule 
of procedure was involved;24 and where it was 
deemed expedient to distinguish a ruling by the 
supreme court in another patent suit from that 
which should be made in the instant ecase,?> or to 
show exactly what was decided by the supreme 
court in other patent cases.2¢ 

*[§ 209] b. Of District Courts—(1) In General. 
The Circuit Courts of Appeals Act of 1891 specified 
in one of its sections the classes of cases in which 
appeals or writs of error could be taken from the 
federal district and circuit courts direct to the 
supreme court.?7 That section was reénacted in a 
section of the Judicial Code, except the provision 
for direct review in certain criminal cases,2* and 
except that circuit courts were abolished and their 
jurisdiction was bestowed upon the district courts,?® 
and the reénacted provisions were extended to re- 
view of judgments and decrees of the United States 
district court for Hawaii and the United States dis- 
trict court for Porto Rico.2° Like provision is made 


22. William Cramp, etc., Ship, etc.,; 35 L. ed. 965; In re Claasen, 140 U, S. 
200, 11 SCt 735 35 L. ed. 409. 

Jud. Code § 238. 

Review in criminal cases see infra 


International Curtis 
Mar. Turbine Co., 246 U. S, 28, 38 
SCt> 271,7 62° Liv ed, 560: 

23. Marconi Wireless Tel. Co. v. 
Simon, 246 U. S. 46, 38 SCt 275, 62 L. 
ed. 568. 

24. Westinghouse Jlectric, etc., 
Co. v. Wagner Electric, etc., Co., 225 
U. S. 604, 32 SCt 691, 56 L. ed. 1222, 


Bids. 1 Cove iv. 


28. 


§§ 266, 267. 
29. 
30. 

Act of Jan. 28, 

804 c 22 § 2). 
31. 
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Jud. Code § 289. 
Jud. Code § 233 as amended by 
1915 (38 St. at L. 


Jud. Code § 247 (which au- 


[25C.J.] 879 


with respect to appeals from the district court of 
Alaska.*+ An appeal or writ of error can be taken 
direct to the supreme court only in the cases speci- 
fied.*? The several classes of cases in which direct 
review by the supreme court may be had under this 
section of the Judicial Code are separately con- 
sidered in following sections of this article.23 Else- 
where in the Judicial Code it is provided that an 
appeal. may be taken direct to the supreme court 
from an order of a district court granting or de- 
nying an interlocutory injunction restraining a state 
officer from enforcing an unconstitutional state stat- 
ute or order of an administrative board.34 The Ju- 
dicial Code does not purport to embody all the laws 
upon the subjects to which it relates.25 So the 
United States may take an appeal from a judgment 
against it by the district court under the Tucker 
Act, so called, of 1887.56 An act of 1903 provides 
for direct anneal to the supreme court from final 
de¢rees of district courts in suits by the United 
States under any of the anti-trust acts or interstate 
commerce acts.*7 An act of 1913 authorizes a di- 
rect appeal to the supreme court from an order 
of a district court granting or continuing an interlo- 

[c] Appeal after merger in final 
decree.— Where an application for an 
interlocutory injunction was denied, 
and the decree not only disposed of 
the application, but dismissed the ac- 
tion, the denial became merged in the 
final decree, and the appeal that 
could be taken was under that part 


of Jud. Code § 238 which is treated 
infra § 263. Shaffer v. Carter, 252 


41 LRANS 653. 

[a] Thus, in a suit against an in- 
fringer to recover profits “the writ 
was issued in view of the holding 
that, though the Master found that 
the defendant had made a profit of 
$132,000 from the sale of infringing 
transformers, the plaintiff could yet 
only recover $1 because it failed to 
separate the profits made by its pat- 
ent from those made by the defend- 
ant’s addition. 1. The question as to 
who has the burden of proof, in cases 
like this, is one of great practical im- 
portance and constantly arises ih 
patent cases. There has been much 
controversy on the subject and a con- 
flict in decisions.” Westinghouse 
Electric, etc., Co. v. Wagner Elec- 
tric, etc., Co., 225 U. S. 604, 614, 32 
SCt 691, 56 L. ed. 1222, 41 LRANS 


KY, 
4 25. Rubber Tire Wheel Co. Vv. 
Goodyear Tire, ete., Co., 232 U. S. 


413, 34 SCt 403, 58 L. ed. 663. 

26. Continental Paper Bag Co. v. 
astern Paper Bag Co., 210 U. S. 405, 
98 SCt 748, 52 L. ed. 1122. 

27. Act March 8, 1891 (26 St. at 

SOT eb LT 85). 

- [a] Except as therein prescribed 
no review could be had in the su- 
preme court on direct appeal or writ 
of error. Webster v. Daly, 163 U. S. 
155, 16 SCt 961, 41 L. ed. 111. 

{[b] For effect of Circuit Court of 
Appeals Act on cases pending when 
it took effect see Little Rock, ete., 
R. Co. v. East Tennessee, etc. R. 
Co., 159 U. S. 698, 16 SCt 189, 40 L. 
ed. 311; Mattingly v. Northwestern 
Virginia R. Co., 158 U. S. 538, 15 SCt 
725, 39 L. ed. 894; Lutcher v. U. S,, 
L5G Us) SAT TO SCtRT1 839 pli. 
ed. 759; Mason v. Pewabic Min. Co., 
153 U. S. 361, 14 SCt 847, 38 L. ed. 
745; Aspen Min., etc., Co. v. Bill- 
ings). 150.1. (S)) 81,14) SCt; 4,37 L, 
ed. 986; Hubbard v. Soby, 146 U.S. 
56/1113) SCt'13, 86) LJved. .886;\ Cin- 
cinnati Safe, ete, Co. v. Grand 
Rapids Safety Deposit Co., 146 U. Ss. 
54, 13 SCt 13, 36 L. ed. 885; National 
Exch. Bank v. Peters, 144 U. S. 570, 
12 SCt 767, 36 L. ed. 545; Wauton yv. 
De Wolf, 142 U. S. 138, 12 SCt 173, 
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thorizes appeals or writs of error to 
the supreme court in practically the 
Same cases in which it would be 
authorized in the case of any other 
district court); Itow v. U. S., 233 
U. S. 581, 34 SCt 699, 58 L. ed. 1102. 

32.) Pronovost \v;-U..- Sz 282.0. St 
487, 34 SCt 391, 58 L. ed. 696. 

[a] Habeas corpus cases.—The 
right of direct appeal to the supreme 
court in habeas corpus proceedings 
exists in cases designated by statute 
as those in which a direct appeal 
shall be allowed, but in those cases 
only. Ex p. Lennon, 150 U. S. 393, 14 
SCt 123, 37 L. ed. 1120; In re Marmo, 
138 Fed. 201. 

33. Constitutional questions in- 
volved see infra § 263: 
van i 1 cases see infra §§ 266, 


Jurisdiction in issue 
§§ 210-262. 

Prize cases see infra § 265. 

Validity or construction of treaties 
involved see infra § 264. ; 

34. Jud. Code § 266. 

[a] The appellate jurisdiction of 
the supreme court is exclusive of the 
circuit court of appeals in respect of 
an order made by three judges un- 
der this section denying an applica- 
tion for a temporary injunction. 
Jackson v. Cravens, 238 Fed. 117, 151 
tos) 193 (the appellant has no op- 
tion). 

[b] Order merely preserving ju- 
risdiction. — Where, notwithstanding 
a temporary injunction restraining 
a state attorney-general from insti- 
tuting suits against a carrier to en- 
force state rates in conflict with 
those prescribed by the interstate 
commerce commission and during the 
pendency of a reéxamination by the 
commission, such attorney-general 
began a suit in the state court, a sec- 
ond temporary injunction on a sup- 
plemental bill restraining him from 
proceeding therewith must be deemed 
in aid of and to protect the court’s 
previously acquired jurisdiction, and 
so was not an appealable order un- 
der this statute. Looney v. Eastern 
Texas R. Co., 247 U. S. 214, 38 SCt 
460, 62 L, ed. 1084. 


see infra 


U.S. 37, 40 -SCt > 221, 64 Lied) 445, 

[d] Effect of allowance of appeal. 
—After allowance of an appeal to. 
the supreme court from denial of a 
temporary injunction the trial court 
denied the appellant’s application for 
a Supersedeas and a restraining order 
pending the appeal, but without pre- 
judice to his right to renew the ap- 
plication in the supreme. court. 
Louisville, etc. R. Co. v. Alabama 
R. Commn., 208 Fed. 35. ; 

[e] Abatement of anpeal by death 
of party.—(1) The death of the state 
comptroller and the succession of an- 
other person to that office abates an 
appeal from an order denying an in- 
terlocutory injunction against such 
comptroller, there being no statutory 
authority for bringing in his suc- 
cessor. Pullman Co. v. Croom, 231 
U. S.. 571, 34 SCt 182, 58 L. ed. 375. 
(2) Nor does it matter that the state 
treasurer was also brought in with 
a view to recovery back from him 
of taxes alleged to have been wrong- 
fully collected, where no injunction 
was asked against him. Pullman Co. 
v. Croom, supra. (3) An order of 
substitution erroneously made upon 
suggestion of the death of the state 
official who was the only appellee in- 
volved in the inquiry open on the 
appeal may be vacated by the fed- 
eral supreme court at a subsequent 
term, where there has been no final 
judgment in the case. Pullman Co. 
v. Croom, supra. 

35. Street v.. Atlas Mfg. Co., 231 
U. S. 348, 351, 34 SCt 73, 58 L. ed. 
262 (‘Much of it is merely a re- 
enactment of prior laws with ap- 


propriate regard to their proper 
classification and orderly arrange- 
ment’). 

36. See infra § 268. 


era) Actohebr. 41 1903 "(32 Stecwe 
L. 823 c 544 § 2) (appeal to be taken 
within sixty days). And see Com- 
merce § 206. 

[a] Compelling production of 
papers.—A direct appeal to the su- 
preme court may be taken from a 
final decree of a federal trial court 
in a proceeding to compel the pro- 
duction of papers and the giving of 


§§ 209-268 inclusive. 


880 [25 C.J.] 


eutory injunction-in a suit to restrain execution 
of an order by the interstate commerce commis- 
sion,** or from a final judgment or decree in such 
And an act of 1899 authorizes direct re- 
view by the supreme court of a judgment in a 
criminal prosecution for failure to comply with an 
order of the secretary of war for removal of ob- 
‘structions in navigable waterways.®°% 
takes an appeal or writ of error to the cireuit court 
of appeals, he cannot subsequently take a direct 
appeal or writ of error to the supreme court in the 


suit.?9 


same case.?° 


Only final and complete judgments of the district 
courts are subject to direct review by the supreme 


court,* except as above noted.*? 


An indirect review of a judgment of a circuit court 
of appeals cannot be had on appeal from, or writ 
of error with respect to, a judgment entered by a 
district court pursuant to a mandate of the cireuit 


court of appeals.** 


testimony before the interstate com- 
merce commission, Interstate Com- 
merce Commn. vy. Baird, 194 U. S. 
25, 24 SCt 563, 48 L. ed. 860 {rev 
Fie 969]. And see Commerce 
38. Act Oct. 22, 1913. (38, St..at L. 
220 c¢ 32) (appeal to be taken within 
arabe. days). And see Commerce 
39. Act Oct...22, 1913 (38 St. at L. 
220 ec 32) (appeal to be taken within 
sixty days). And see Commerce 
206 


39. Act March sé 1899 (30 St. 
at L. 1153 c 425 § 18 

40. S.ov. Tone 208 U. S. 333, 
28 SCt 417, Hot To eds nol ta Cincinnati, 
éte:,* R, Co. v. Thiebaud, De Ss 
615, 20 SCt 822, 44 L. ed. 911; Carter 
v. Roberts, 177 U. S. 496, 20 Sct 713, 
44 L. ed. 861 [dism app 97 Fed. 496]; 
Columbus Constr. Co. v. Crane, 174 
Wes. 600,09) SCE 7244 43) Tes eda ill 02 
[dist Pullman’s Palace-Car Co. v. 
Central Transp. Co., 171 U. S. 138, 18 
SCt 808, 811, 438 L. ed. 108]; Robin- 
son v. Caldwell, 165 U. S. 359, 17:SCt 
843, 41 L. ed. 745 [dism app 67 Fed. 
391, 14 CCA 448]; Maynard v. Hecht, 
151 U. S. 324, 14 SCt 353, 38 Li. ed. 
179; Mclish v. Roff, 141 U. S.. 661, 
12 SCt.113,. 85. L. .ed.: °893;) Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co. v. Reddick, 160 
Fed. 898, 88 CCA 80. And see infra 
§§ 215, 268. 

[a] TIllustration.—Where a_— de- 
cision of the circuit court involving 
a constitutional right has been ap- 
pealed from to the circuit court of 
appeals and been there decided, a 
direct appeal cannot be taken from 
the former decision to the supreme 
court, as independent appeals’ to 
both courts are not allowed by the 
judiciary act of 1891. Carter v. Rob- 
erts, 177 U. S. 496, 20 SCt 7138, 44 L. 
ed. 861 [dism app 97 Fed. 496]. 

41. Oneida New Corp. v. Job, 252 
U. S. 521, 40 ‘SCt 357, 64 L. ed. 697; 
Collins v. Miller, 252 U. S. 364, 40 
SCt 247, 64 L. ed. 616; Heike v. U.S., 
217 U.S, 423, 30, SCt 539, 54 da. ed. 
821; Hohorst v. Hamburg-American 
Packet, .Co., 148 1. Sx) 262, 13° Set 
590, 37 L. ed. 448; McLish v. Roff, 
141 U. S. 661, 12 SCt 118; 35 L. ed. 
893;,.U. S. v. Abatoir Place, 106 U. S. 
160, 1 SCt 169, 27 L. ed. 128. See 
also’ Layton wv. U. S., 250, U.S. 635 
mem, 39 SCt 493 mem, 63 L. ed. 1182 
mem (a memorandum decision ap- 
parently supporting the text). And 
see Appeal and Hrror § 256 text and 
note 7. 

[a] Habeas corpus proceedings 
(1) are within the rule requiring 
finality. Collins v. Miller, 252 U. S. 
364, 40 SCt 347, 64 L. ed. 616; Hark- 
rader v. Wadley, 172 U. S. 148, 19 SCt 
119,-43 L. ed. 399. (2) But an order 
made in habeas corpus proceedings 
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[§ 210] (2) 


If a party 


circuit court.** 


discharging a prisoner from custody 
is a final judgment and appealable. 
Harkrader vy. Wadley, supra. 

[b] Consideration by court sua 
sponte.—‘“‘The fundamental question 
whether the judgment appealed from 
is a final one within the meaning of 
the rule has suggested itself to the 
court; and it must be answered, al- 
though it was not raised by either 
party.’’ Collins v. Miller, 252 U. S. 
oe 365, 40 SCt 347, 348, 64 L. ed. 


42. See supra text and notes 34, 38. 

43. Shapiro v. U. S., 235 U. S. 412, 
85.4 SCt 122, 59... edi) 29155 Union 
Trust Co. v. Westhus, 228 U. S. 519, 
383 SCt 593, 57 L. ed, 947; Metro- 
politan Water Co. v. Kaw Valley 
Drains _ Dist; 223.06 1SF. 519,232 SCE 
246, 56 L. ed., 533; Brown v. Alton 
Water Co., 222 U. S. 325, 32 SCt 156, 
56 L. ed. 221; Aspen Min., etc., Co. 
Vv. ‘Billings, e150) 7UeS.131;214-Set 4; 
37 L. ed. 986. See also the follow- 
ing memorandum decisions appar- 
ently supporting this text: Fentress 
Coal, ete., Co. v. Elmore, 249 U. S. 
592, 39 SCt 389, 63 L. ed. 792; Sims 
vVeuStark, 249, UsS: 584,39) SCt: (28:7, 
63 L. ed. 788. And see infra § 242%. 

[a] Rule applies even though new 
constitutional questions raised after 
remand.—Shapiro v. U. S., 285 U. S. 
412, 35 SCt 122, 59 L. ed. 291. 

44. Under Act April 29, 1802 (2 
aie 4 L. 159 c 31 § 6). See. supra 

03. 

Jurisdiction and practice under 
that act and its successors see Ap- 
peal and Error §§ 937-950. 

45,’ Baltimore,#  etes) ARs (Coane, 
Marshall County, 131 U. S. Appendix 
XCIX, 19 L. ed. 452. And see May- 
nard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 324, 14 SCt 
353,\38 L. ed. 179 (citing the fore- 
going case to the statement made in 
the text). 

46. Act March 3, 1875 (18 St. at 
L. 472 c 13%. § 5), reénacted, but 
without the paragraph quoted in the 
text, in Jud. Code § 387, the quoted 
paragraph having been expressly re- 
pealed by Act March 38, 1887 (24 St. 
at L. 555 e 373 § 6) as reénacted by 
Act Aug, 13, 1888 (25 St. at L. 436 ¢ 
866 § 6). 

“We have accordingly heretofore 
held that the action of the Circuit 
Courts in such cases is subject to our 
revision. Lehigh Min., etc., Co. v. 
Kelly, 160 U. S. 327, 16 SCt 307, 40 
L. ed. 444; Deputron v. Young, 134 
U.S. 242,10 SCt 539; 33.) ed! 1923; 
Morris’ v: Gilmer, 129 U. S. 315, 9 
SCt 289,-32 L. ed. 690; Hartog v. 
Memory, 116 U. S. 588, 6 SCt 521, 
29 L. ed. 725; Barry v. Edmunds, 116 
U.S. .550,:6 SCt 501, 29 Li ed. 729; 
Williams v. Nottawa, 104 U. Sy, 209, 
26 L. ed. 719.” Wetmore v. Rymer, 
169 U. S. 115, 118, 18 SCt 293, 42 L. ed. 


Statutory Provisions. 
long period +* the supreme court had jurisdiction 
of a case brought up on a certificate of division of 
opinion on the question whether the circuit court 
had jurisdiction of it.*° 
Act of 1875 which required dismissal or remand 
of suits originally brought in the eireuit court or 
zemoved thereto from a state court, if it should ap- 
pear that the circuit court had no jurisdiction or 
that the parties were improperly or collusively 
joined, concluded by providing that ‘‘the order of 
said circuit court dismissing or remanding said cause 
to the State court shall be reviewable by the Su- 
preme Court on writ of error or appeal, 
the case may be. 
in 1889 for review by the supreme court of a de- 
cision involving a question of jurisdiction of the 
The Cireuit Court of Appeals Act 
of 1891 which was framed 


[§§ 209-210 


Where Jurisdiction in Issue—(a) 
At an early date and for a 


A section of the Judiciary 


as 


7746 Specific provision was made 


in view of that 


682. And see German Nat. Bank v. 
Speckert, 181 U. S. 405, 21 SCt 688, 
45 L. ed. 926 (‘Under that statute, 
many cases were brought to this 
court by appeal or writ of error for 
the review of such orders’’). 

[a] The unrepealed part of the 
section of the act of 1875 above cited 
“remained and remains in full force.” 
Barney v. New York, 193 U. S. 430, 
24 SCt 502, 48 L. ed. 737. And see 
Jud. Code § 37. See also supra § 106. 

47. Act Febr. 25, 1889 (25 St. at 
L. 693 ec 236 § 1) (which provided 
as follows: “That in all cases where 
a final judgment or decree shall be 
rendered in a circuit court of the 
United States in which there shall 
have been a question involving the 
jurisdiction of the court, the party 
against whom the judgment or de- 
cree is rendered shall be entitled to 
an appeal or writ of error to the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
to review such judgment or decree 
without reference to the amount of 
the same; but in cases where the de- 
cree or judgment does not exceed the 
sum of five thousand dollars the Su- 
preme Court shall not review any 
question raised upon the record ex- 
cept such question of jurisdiction; 
such writ of error or appeal shall be 
taken and allowed under the same 
provisions of law as apply to other 
writs of error or appeals except as 
provided in the next following sec- 
tion,’ which related only to past 
judgments and decrees). 

{a] The act of 1889 above quotedt 
was repealed by force of the pro- 
vision in Cir. Ct. of App, Act (1891) 
§ 4 which provided that “the review, 
by appeal, by writ of error or other- 
wise” from the circuit courts “shall 
be had only” in the supreme court 
or circuit court of appeals ‘‘accord- 
ing to the provisions of this act 
regulating the same.” The Paquete 
Habana, 175 U. S. 677, 682, 20 SCt 
290, 44 L. ed. 320. 

-{b] Finalty of decision—(1) By 
the express terms of the statute 
above quoted, the question of juris- 
diction was reviewable only after 
final judgment or decree (Birdseye v.- 
Shaeffer, 140 U. S. 117, 11 SCt 885, 
35 L. ed. 402; Richmond, etc., R. Co. 
v. Thouron, 134 U. S. 45, 10 SCt 
517, 33 L. ed. 871; Graves.v."Corbin, 
132. “Us S. 571, LOY SCerlseé; 33-5 ed: 
462), (2) and, as under the present 
law (see infra § 211), an order re- 
manding a case. to a state court 
whence it had been removed was not 
a final judgment whatever the ground 
upon which the circuit court pro- 
ceeded (German Nat. Bank v. Speck- 
ert; 181.U. S: 405, 21 SCt 688, 45° LL. 
ed. 926 [stating that such was the 
ruling under that act]; Gurnee v. 
Patrick County, 13% Us S1495 TESCe 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


. 


§ 210] 


34, 34 L. ed. 601; Richmond, ete., R. 
Conty. sfhouron, #134 Ua) 9.045) 10 
SCt 517, 33 L. ed. 871), (3) and even 
though the circuit court sustained a 
demurrer in remanding the case 
(Gurnee v. Patrick County, 137 U. S. 
141, 11 SCt 34, 34). ed. 601). 

{c] What constitutes “question of 
jurisdiction” in general—(1) The 
question whether the amount of 
plaintiff’s claim was sufficient to au- 
thorize the circuit court to proceed 
to a decree was a reviewable ques- 
tion of + jurisdiction. Handley  v. 
SUULZ eon gO ouo6G, Lie S@t ll t.. 34 
L. ed. 706. And see infra § 233. 
(2) In an action for personal in- 
juries brought by a citizen of Texas 
in the federal court for the western 
district of Texas against a Massa- 
chusetts corporation, the question 
whether upon the record, as made by 
a plea in aratement and motion to 
quash the return to the citation and 
the demurrer thereto, one Lawton 
was a “local agent’ of defendant 
upon whom service could be made 
within the general meaning of that 
term and under the _ statutes of 
Texas relating to the method of ob- 
taining service upon foreign corpora- 
tions doing business in that state, 
and the question whether, even if 
the service was bad, the special ap- 
pearance of defendant for the sole 
purpose of excepting to it and after 
the plea and motion were overruled, 
its filing a general answer could be 
deemed in any sense a general ap- 
pearance within the meaning of the 
statutes of Texas relating to such 
matters of practice, and operated to 
confer jurisdiction on the federal 
court, were reviewable as involving 
the jurisdiction of the court. Mexi- 
can Cent. R. Co. v. Pinkney, 149 
Uo S. 1945 13 SCt 859,737 Li.) ed. 699. 
And see infra § 230. (3) An act of 
congress granted to the Southern 
Kansas. Railway Company a right of 
way through the Indian Territory 
and provided that the federal circuit 
and district courts for the northern 
district of Texas, the western dis- 
trict of Arkansas, and the district of 
Kansas should have _ jurisdiction, 
without reference to the amount, over 
“all controversies” arising between 
said company and the nations or 
tribes and their inhabitants through 
whose territory the railway should 
be constructed, and the question 
whether the act conferred the right 
to entertain a suit by an inhabitant 
of the Chickasaw nation to recover 
for the wrongful killing of stock 
by the company’s trains, was review- 
able as a question of jurisdiction. 
Southern Kansas R. Co. v. Briscoe, 
Ade UpeSaio cro SCtyoos roo dued. 
377. And see infra 218. (4) The 
question whether a suit was brought 
in the proper federal district was a 
question involving the jurisdiction of 
the court and reviewable as such. 
Southern Pac. R. Co. v. Denton, 146 
We S202 elise St. 44, B36 elked 7942 
St. Louis, etc. R. Co: v. McBride, 
(te We Save % ll SCE0827, 35 ued. 
659; McCormick Harvesting Mach. 
Gorava, Walthers, 134 (USS 41.7 43; 
10 SCt 485, 33 L. ed. 833 (“power to 
entertain the suit outside of defend- 
ant’s own district”). And see infra 
§ 228. (5) A contention that a suit 
by an alien against a corporation of 
one of the United States was brought 
in the wrong federal district raised 
a queStion of jurisdiction. Galves- 
ton, etc., R. Co. v. Gonzales, 151 U. S. 
496, 14 SCt 401, 38 L. ed. 248. And 
see infra § 228. (6) Defendant’s ob- 
jection that the suit was brought in 
the wrong federal district came too 
late after defendant had pleaded in 
bar, and the overruling of his plea or 
demurrer to the jurisdiction upon 
that ground at that stage of the case 
did not present a reviewable ques- 
tion of jurisdiction. Texas, etc., R. 
Comvassaundens,y tole U.S 0s, eis 
SCt 257, 38 lL. ed. 90 (dismissing a 
writ of error). Compare infra § 228. 
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(7) Dismissal of a bill for the rea- 
son that under the state statute 
Plaintiff's remedy was at law was 
reviewed as involving the jurisdic- 
tion of the court. Mississippi Mills 
Veancohnn, 150% Us. B202> 144SCt75: 
37 L. ed. 1052 (But see comments 
upon this case in Smith y. McKay, 
GLU Soop, 16 0SCte490,-40) In ed. 
731 as quoted infra § 241). (8) 
Where plaintiff’s complaint made no 
reference to a federal statute and 
alleged wrongful acts on the part of 
defendant and prayed damagés there- 
for, whether upon those facts plain- 
tiff was entitled to recover was not 
a matter of jurisdiction but one of 
the merits of the controversy, which 
was not reviewable on a writ of error 
to a judgment for less than five thou- 
sand dollars. St. Louis, etc, R. Co. 
Vive ISride, alsin) Cig Ss tomes lL aOn aut 
SCt 982, 35 L. ed. 659 (“Suppose in 
a State where there is no statute pro- 
viding for the surviving of such 
an action a suit is brought by the 
widow and children of a deceased 
person, alleging that his death was 
caused by the wrongful act of the 
defendant, and the’defendant having 
been served with process enters its 
appearance and denies all liability, 
and the trial court improperly holds 
that there was liability and renders 
judgment for damages, is there any- 
thing other than a matter of erro- 
neous ruling upon the merits? Could 
it be held that the court had no 
jurisdiction, no right to hear and 
determine the controversy between 
the parties? .. If it had jurisdic- 
tion of the parties, it had the right 
to inquire and determine whether 
upon those facts the plaintiffs were 
entitled to judgment’). And _ see 
infra § 217. (9) Where a plea al- 
leged that, under an order made by 
another circuit court in receivership 
proceedings, plaintiff was bound to 
present his claim by intervention 
therein before a given date, and that 
he failed to do so, for which reason 
defendant was not liable, or if liable 
at all, was liable only in that court, 
it was held to be a plea in bar and 
raised no _ jurisdictional question. 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Saunders, 151 
ER Spel OS ec St V2.0 hwo Oy et aeG.1010 
Efoll pexasy mete... eR. (Cow Vv. orn, 
Plas LL0, TeeSCt 25952385 Lzted: 
91] (“It did not seek to oust the ju- 
risdiction of the circuit court for 
the eastern district of Texas by rea- 
son of jurisdiction in the circuit 
court for the eastern district of 
Louisiana or elsewhere and so give 
the plaintiff a better writ, but to 
defeat his recovery altogether. We 
do not think this presented any ques- 
tion of jurisdiction as such, which we 


could consider’). And see _ infra 
§ 217. (10) Where the judgment was 
for less than five thousand dollars, 


an assignment of error relating 
purely to matters within the discre- 
tion of the trial court was of no 
avail. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Pink- 
ney, 149 U..S. 194, 200, 13 SCt 859, 
37 L. ed. 699 (‘The question pre- 
sented by this assignment of error 
is, that the court erred in refusing 
leave to file a plea, during the prog- 
ress of the trial, on the question 
of the plaintiff’s citizenship, and in 
refusing to permit issue to be joined 
thereon. It is well settled that mere 
matters of procedure, such as the 
granting or refusing of motions for 
new trials, and questions respecting 
amendments to the pleadings, are 
purely discretionary matters for the 
consideration of the trial court, and, 
unless there has been gross abuse 
of that discretion, they are not re- 
viewable in this court on writ of 
error. And even if such questions 
were reviewable here generally, on 
writ of error, they are not review- 
able in'this proceeding, because they 
do not go to the jurisdiction in the 
court below, which is the only ques- 
tion we can consider upon the pres- 
ent writ of error’). And see infra 
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§ 217. 

{d] Diversity of citizenship.—(1) 
The question whether a remittitur of 
damages is such a part of the record 
that an allegation of citizenship 
therein and not elsewhere in the rec- 
ord gave the court jurisdiction on 
the ground of diversity of citizen- 


ship _Wwas reviewable. Denny  v. 
Pironi,) £41 “Us Sr d2iy 1'SCt 966. 35 
L. ed. 657. And see infra § 234. 


(2) The question whether the cir- 
cuit court could entertain a suit by 
an assignee of a note where the 
record failed to show the citizenship 
of the original payee was reviewable 
as involving the jurisdiction of the 
court. Parker v. Ormsby, 141 U. S. 
81, 11° SCt 912,35 “I. ed. 654° WAna 
see infra § 234. 

{e] In case removed from state 
court.— Whether the record in a case 
removed from a state court, includ- 
ing the petition for removal, was 
sufficient in respect of showing of 
what state plaintiff was a citizen at 
the commencement of the action was 
a reviewable question of jurisdiction. 
Mattingly v. Northwestern Virginia 
RCo. lbs. WS. 638, 15. SCh T25mso 
L, ed. 894.. And see infra §§ 227, 234. 

(f] Jurisdiction “involved.” — (1) 
Where it did not appear that the 
question of jurisdiction on the 
ground of diversity of citizenship 
was raised in the trial court by any 
plea or motion, yet as the record 
failed to show jurisdiction affirma- 
tively, the supreme court took notice 
of the defect and reversed the judg- 
ment which dismissed plaintiff’s bill 
for want of equity. Mattingly v. 
Northwestern Virginia R. Co., 158 
SS: 58, lo SCtL725, 89 ttveds.8o4s 
And see Parker v. Ormsby, 141 U. S. 
81, 838, 11 SCt 912, 35 L. ed. 654 (hold- 
ing it to be the duty of the court 
where jurisdiction by reason of di- 
versity of citizenship did not affirma- 
tively appear upon the record, to 
reverse a judgment on the merits, 
“whether the question of jurisdiction 
was raised or not in the court be- 
low”). But see infra §§ 243, 244. 
(2) An appeal from a circuit court 
on the question of jurisdiction would 
not be dismissed on the ground that 
appellant, by taking a stay of execu- 
tion under the state statute, waived 
that question, as, even if it were 
waived by a party, it would be con- 
sidered by the supreme court. 
Parker v. Ormsby, 141 U. S. 81, 12 


Ray reat 35 L, ed. 654. See infra 
[gl Scope of review.—(1) Where 


a judgment of a circuit court was 
for an amount below five thousand 
dollars, and matters touching the 
merits of the action were not open 
for consideration by the supreme 
court, no other question than that 
of jurisdiction was reviewable. Am- 
bler v. Eppinger, 137 U. S. 480, 11 
SCt 173, 34 L. ed. 765. And see infra 
§ 258. (2) Where the amount of 
the decree exceeded five thousand 
dollars, the supreme court acquired 
jurisdiction of the whole appeal. 
Handley v. Stutz, 137 U. S. 366, 11 
SCELLLTs n345 ced 206; 
’[{h] Opinion of trial court in 
transcript.—The opinion of the cir- 
cuit court sent up with the record 
enabled the supreme court to ascer- 
tain the grounds of the decision dis- 
missing plaintiff’s bill, where, with- 
out that opinion, the supreme court 
would have been “at a loss to know 
the ground for the decision.’ Missis- 
sippi, Mills (ve iCGohn,,.150 UW. S. .202: 
208, 14 SCt 75, 37 L. ed. 1052. And 
see infra § 254. 

[i] Affirmance of judgment, — 
Where a special act of congress gave 
jurisdiction to the circuit court over 
controversies “between the_ inhabi- 
tants of said nations or tribes and 
said railway company” and the an- 
swer in an action against the rail- 
way company did not specifically 
put in issue the fact of inhabi- 
tancy of the plaintiff, but .- denied 
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act #8 contained a provision #9 which, reénacted with 
extension to some United States courts subsequently 
created, reads as follows: ‘‘ Appeals and writs of er- 
ror may be taken from the district courts, including 
the United States district court for Hawaii and the 
United States district court for Porto Rico, direct to 
the Supreme Court in the following cases: In any case 
in which the jurisdiction of the court is in issue, 
in which case the question of jurisdiction alone shall 
be certified to the Supreme Court from the court 
Substantially the same pyro- 
vision is made for review of a final judgment or 
decree of the court of appeals of the District of 


below for decision.’’ 5° 


any liability generally, and defend- 
ant requested the court to instruct 
the jury that the plaintiff was not an 
inhabitant, which the court refused 
to do, as there was evidence tending 
to show that he was, this left the 
question as one of fact for the jury, 
and it was determined, in effect, in 
his favor by their verdict for plain- 
tiff, and so the supreme court re- 
garded the fact of his inhabitancy as 
conclusively established. Southern 
Kansas R. Co. v. Briscoe, 144 U. S. 
i133, 12° SCt 538, 36° L. eds 377. (at- 
firming the judgment). And _ see 
infra § 261. 

[ji] Reversal and remand with in- 
structions.—(1) Where a judgment 
on the merits was renderce in a case 
originally brought in the federal 
court and reversed on appeal for 
want of a _ sufficient averment of 
citizenship of the parties, the trial 
court was instructed to dismiss the 
bill unless plaintiff should by leave 
of the trial court, and within such 
time as it might prescribe, amend 
the pleading so as to present a case 
within the jurisdiction. Parker v. 
Ormsby, 141 U. S. 81, 11 SCt 912, 35 
L. ed. 654. And see infra § 261. (2) 
And where for the same _ reason 
judgment on the merits which had 
been rendered in a case removed 
from a state court was. reversed, the 
trial court was directed to remand 
the cause to the state court. Mat- 
tingly v. Northwestern Virginia R. 
Co 1580.8: 53:15 SCt5725,7 39) Tt. 
ed. 894. See Jud. Code § 274c (au- 
thorizing the amendment in the ap- 
pellate court of defective averments 
of diverse citizenship). And _ see 
infra § 261. 

[k] Proceedings in trial court 
after reversal and remand.—The re- 
versal by the supreme court of a 
judgment of the circuit court for 
want of jurisdiction in the latter 
court, because’ the diverse citizen- 
ship of the parties was not shown, 
did not deprive the circuit court of 
the right to retain the cause for the 
purpose of making restitution to ap- 
pellant of the amount collected on 
the judgment pending the appeal, al- 
though the mandate of reversal 
failed to provide for such restitu- 
tion, and the question of the power 
of the circuit court so to retain the 
cause and render judgment for resti- 
tution was reviewable as a question 
involving the jurisdiction of the 
court. Northwestern Fuel Co. v. 
Brocks 213 9¥ U.S. 216). 11 (SCE E23, 
35 L. ed. 151. 

48. Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 
324, 14 SCt 3538, 38 L. ed. 179. (so 
stating). 

49. Act March 38, 1891 (26 St. at 
L. 827 c 517 § 5). 

50. Jud. Code § 238, as amended 
by Act Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L. 
804 c 22 § 2). 

[a] Bankruptcy courts, at least 
district courts sitting in bankruptcy, 
are comprehended in the provision 
quoted in the text in connection with 
Bankruptcy Act (1898) § 24. See 
infra § 222. 

[b] The question of jurisdiction 
need not be the sole issue involved 
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[§ 211]  (b) 


the general, rule 


in the decision of the trial court. 
UA Save Jahn loo Use sa LOO beSCE 
39, 39 L. ed. 87. And seé infra § 215. 

51. Jud. Code § 250 (which pro- 
vides for such review “in cases in 
which the jurisdiction of the trial 
court is in issue; but when any such 
case is not otherwise reviewable in 
said Supreme Court then the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction alone shall be 
certified to said Supreme Court for 
decision’’). 

52. Jud. Code § 247. 

[a] Affirmative description of ap- 
pellate jurisdiction implies a nega- 
tive on the exercise of such appel- 
late power as is not comprehended 
therein. See supra § 200. 

[b] Formerly, in criminal cases, 
the appellate jurisdiction to review 
judgments of the United States dis- 
trict court for Alaska was the same 
as that which was given over judg- 
ments and decrees of other federal 
district courts, including cases where 
the jurisdiction of the court was in 
issue. Cartier v. U. S., 148 Fed. 804, 
78 CCA 494 [cit Alaska Cr. Code 
§ 202 (30 St. at L. 1307)]. 

53. Bowker v. U. S., 186 U. S. 135, 
22 SCt 802, 46 L. ed. 1090; McLish 
VeRO L410. S661, 127SCt: 173, 
385 L. ed. 893. 

54, See supra § 210. 

[a] In the act of 1889 there was 
an express requirement of finality. 
See supra § 210. 

55. What constitutes finality for 
purpose of appeal generally see Ap- 
peal and Error §§ 256-285. 

56, Keatley v. Furey, 226 U. S. 
399, '33 SCt 127, 57 Li. 'ed. 273; Mexi- 
can Cent. R. Co. v. Eckman, 187 
WANSSe A429 28 SO cei UAT ple ced. 
245; Bowker v. U. S., 186 U. S. 135, 
22 SCt 802, 46 L. ed. 1090; Bardes v. 
Hawarden First Nat. Bank, 175 U.S. 
526, 20 SCt 196, 44 L. ed. 261; Co- 
lumbus Constr. Co. v.’ Crane, 174 
U. S. 600, 19 SCt 721, 43 L. ed. 1102; 
U. S. v. Rider, 163 U. S. 132, 16 SCt 
983, 41 L. ed. 101; McLish v. Roff, 
ean U. S. 661, 12 SCt 118, 35 Led. 

Bie 

[a] In the first and leading case 
on this point, it was said: “It is 
manifest that the words in sec. 5, 
[see supra § 210] ‘appeals or writs 
of error,’ must be understood within 
the meaning of those terms as used 
in all prior acts of Congress relat- 
ing to the appellate powers of this 
court, and in the long standing rules 
of practice and procedure in the 
Federal courts. Taken in that sense, 
those terms mean the proceedings 
by which a cause, in which there has 
been a final judgment, is removed 
from a court below to an appellate 
court for review, reversal or affirm- 
ance. It is true that the Judiciary 
Act of 1789 limited the appellate ju- 
risdiction of this court to final judg- 
ment and decrees, in the cases speci- 
fied. This, however, in respect to 
writs of error was only declaratory 
of a well settled and ancient rule of 
English practice. At common law 
no writ of error could be brought 
except on a final judgment. Bac. 
Ab, Error, A. 2. ‘If the writ of error 
be returnable before judgment is 


Jurisdiction—aa. 
no specific mention of final judgments or decrees is 
made in the statute 5* hereinbefore quoted,5* it is 
settled that until the case has proceeded to final 
judgment or decree,°> there can be no review by 
the supreme court on a certified question of juris- 
diction,®°® a eéneclusion which is in accordance with 
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Columbia.®1 But there is no sueh provision in the 
specification of cases in which the supreme court 
may exercise direct appellate jurisdiction over the 
district court for the district of Alaska.5? 


General Conditions to Appellate 
Finality of Decision. Although 


that a case cannot be brought up 


given, it may be quashed on motion.’ 

Tidd’s Practice, 1162. In respect 
to appeals there is a difference in 
the practice of the English chancery 
courts, in which appeals may be 
taken from an interlocutory order 
of the Chancellor to the House of 
Lords, and the practice of the United 
States chancery courts, where the 
right of appeal is by statute re- 
stricted to tinal decrees, so that a 
case cannot be brought to this court 
in fragments. From the. very foun- 
dation of our judicial system the ob- 
ject and policy of the acts of Con- 
gress in relation to appeals and writs 
of error, (with the single exception 
of a provision in the act of 1875 in 
relation to cases of removal. which 
was repealed by the act of 1887,) 
have been to save the expense and 
delays of repeated appeals in the 
Same suit, and to have the whole 
case and every matter in controversy 
in it decided in a single appeal. 
Forgay v. Conrad, 6 How. (U. S.) 201, 
204, 12 L. ed. 404. The construction 
contended for would render the act 
under consideration inconsistent with 
this long established object and pol- 
icy. More than this, it would defeat 
the very object for which that act 
was passed. It is a matter of pub- 
lic history, and is manifest on the 
face of that act. that its primary ob- 
ject was to facilitate the prompt dis- 
position of cases in the Supreme 
Court, and to relieve it of the enor- 
mous overburden of suits and cases 
resulting from the rapid growth of 
the country and the steady increase 
of its litigations. That act, in sub- 
stance, creates a new and distinct 
Circuit Court of Appeals, in each cir- 
cuit, to be composed of three judges, 
namely, the circuit justice, when 
present, and two circuit judges, and 
also, in the absence of any one of 
those three, a district judge, selected 
by assignment for the purpose of 
completing the court. It then pro- 
vides for the distribution of the en- 
tire appellate jurisdiction of our na- 
tional judicial system, between the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
and the Circuit Court of Appeals, 
therein established, by designating 
the classes of cases in respect of 
which each of .those two courts shall 
respectively have final jurisdiction. 
But as to the mode and manner in 
which these revisory powers may be 
invoked, there is, we think, no pro- 
vision in the act which can be con- 
strued into so radical a change in 
all the existing statutes and settled 
rules of practice and procedure of 
Federal courts as to extend the ju- 
risdiction of the Supreme Court to 
the review of the jurisdictional cases 
in advance of the final iudgments 
upon them. But there is an addi- 
tional reason why the omission of 
the word final, in the 5th section of 
the act. should not be held to imply 
that the purpose of the act is to 
extend the right of appeal to any 
question of jurisdiction, in advance 
of the final judgment, at any time 
it may arise in the progress of the 
cause in the court below. Such im- 
plication, if tenable, cannot be re- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 211-214] 


in pareels.57 


not final.® 


judgement. 
[§ 212] 


For this reason an order remanding 
to the state court a casé removed therefrom is not 
reviewable,®® although by the motion to remand the 
jurisdiction of the federal court was put in issue ;59 
the order simply fixes the court in which the parties 
shall go on with their litigation.®° 
fusing to remand a removed case has never been 
reviewable by any court on appeal or writ of error 
before final judgment,*! and obviously lacks finality 
for the same reason that an order of remand is 
f If an appeal is dismissed for want of 
finality of the judgment appealed from, another 
appeal may be taken and entertained after final 


bb. Amount in Controversy. 
case where the jurisdiction of the court is in 
issue,°* as indeed in every other class of cases men- 
tioned in the Statute providing for direct review % 
by the supreme court,®* such appellate review may 
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versy. 


[§ 213] ee. 


An order re- 


tion alone.71 
In any 


Act of 1907.78 


be had without regard to the amount in contro- 


stricted to questions of jurisdiction 
alone. It applies equally to cases 
that involve the construction or ap- 
plication of the Constitution of the 
United States; and to cases in which 
the constitutionality of any law of 
the United States, or the validity or 
construction of any treaty made un- 
der its authority, is drawn in ques- 
tion; and to those in which the con- 
stitution or law of a State is claimed 
to be in contravention of the Con- 
stitution of the United States. Un- 
der such a construction all these 
most important classes of cases 
could be directly taken by writ of 
error or appeal, as the case may be. 
to this court, independently of any 
final judgment upon them. The ef- 
fect of such a construction, if sanc- 
tioned, would subject this court to 
the needless delays and labor of sev- 
eral successive appeals in the sam? 
case, which, with all the matters in 
controversy in it, by awaiti~fic the 
final judgment, could be promptly de- 
cided in one appeal.” McLish_ v. 
Roff, 141 U. S. 661, 665, 12 SCt 118, 
35 L. ed. 893. 

[b] An order overruling a de- 
murrer for want of jurisdiction is 
not a final and reviewable judgment. 
McLish v. Roff, 141 U. S. 661, 12 
SCt 118, 35 L. ed. 893. 

[c] A decree dismissing a cross 
libel in admiralty to recover damages 
sustained by one vessel in collision 
with another is not a final judgment, 
and therefore cannot be reviewed by 
the supreme court on direct appeal. 
Bowker v. U. S., 186 U. S. 135, 138, 
22 SCt 802, 46 L. ed. 1090 (“It was 
lone ago held that a decree dis- 
missing a cross-bill in equity could 
not be considered, standing alone, as 
a final decree in the suit, and.was 
not the subiect of an indenendent 
apnreal to this court under the ju- 
diciary act of 1789; and that it could 
only be reviewed on an appeal from 
a final decree disnosing of the whole 
ease. Ayres v. Carver. 17 How. 591, 
15 L. ed) 179; Exp. South, ete:, R. 
Co., 95 U. S. 221. 24 L. ed. 355 [and 
see Appeal and Error § 321 text and 
note 172)" %s~. Generally sve2king 
the same principles apply to cross- 
libels as to cross-bills, and this case 
affords no ground of exception there- 
from’’). : 

[ad] A writ of error is premature, 
at least, where another writ of error 
by the same party to review the 
same judgement is pending in the 
circuit court of appeals. Columbus 
Constr. Co. v. Crane, 174 U. S. 690, 
19 SCt 721, 43 L, ed. 1192 (“For the 
controversy may be decided by the 
Circuit Conrt of Appeals in favor of 
the plaintiff in error, and thus his 
resort to this court be shown to 
have been unnecessary”). See also 
infra § 215. 

‘[e] An order refusing to set aside 


a default judgment previously ren- 
dered by the court is a final judg- 
ment but is not directly reviewable 
where the jurisdiction challenged is 
only of the court in rendering the 


default judgment. Stevirmac Oil, 
etc., Co. v. Dittman, 245 U.S, 210, 
38 SCt 116, 62 L. ed. 248. And see 


infra § 242%. 

{f] A certified question by a cir- 
cuit court of appeals being governed 
by different statutory provisions, 
was formerly, but is not now, re- 
quired to be sent up before final 
judgment or decree, See supra § 203. 

57. Heike v. U. S., 217 U. S, 423, 
30 SCt 539, 54 L. ed. 821; Bowker v. 

U. S. 135, 22 SCt 802, 46 


58. German Nat. Bank v. Speck- 
ert, 181 U. S. 405, 21 SCt 688, 45 L. 
ed. 926; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Brown, 
1560U.7S:- 386, 15° S€t-656>-39 -L. ed; 
461; American Constr. Co. v. Jack- 
Son; etc. wRsnCO wl 48 PU, soapy ko 
SCt 758, 37 L. ed. 486; Joy v. Adel- 
bert College, 146 U. S. 355, 13 SCt 
186, 36. L. ed. 1003; Chicago, etc., R. 
Cows vi. SRoberts) 4 141° GU; S2 690,512 
SCt 123, 35 L. ed. 902; In re Aspin- 
wall, 90 Fed, 675, 38 CCA 217; In re 
Coe, 49 Fed. 481, 1 CCA 326. 

{a] Another and sufficient reason 
is that the act of 1887-1888 re- 
enacted in Jud. Code § 28 provides 
that, where a removed cause is re- 
manded, “‘no appeal or writ of error 
from the decision of the Circuit 
Court remanding such cause shall 
be allowed.’’ Missouri Pac. R. Co. 
v. Fitzgerald, 160 U. S. 556, 582, 16 
SCt 389, 40 L. ed. 536. 

{b] Under the act of 1889 an or- 
der of remand was not reviewable 
see supra §.210 text and note 47 


[b] (2). 
59. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Rob- 
141 U. S. 690, 12 SCt 128, 35 


. And see supra § 210 text 
and note 47 [b] (3). 

60. Babbitt v. Clark, 103 U. S. 606, 
61126 {DL ed. 50% Cand ais) in, no, 
just sense a final judgment or de- 
cree in the action”). 


61. Ex p. Park Square Auto. Sta- 
tion, 244 U.S. 412, 37 SCt -732, 61 
Ee ed. (123.75 ex pi kOe, 204 UL, S. 


TO834) SCt 722, 58 taeds L207" x “p. 
Hardine. 219 RU Su sosrsoh SOrls24, 
Bb awed. 2oan00" IuEVAINS =so25 Bix Dy 
Gruetter, 217 U. S. 586. 30 SCt 690, 
54 L. ed. 892;.In re Pollitz, 206 U.S. 
S232 SCUr129, OL) da. ed. L081 ohix 
p. Wisner, 203: U. S. 449, 27 SCt 150, 
51 L. ed. 264; Bender v. Pennsyl- 
vania Co., 148 U. S. 502, 13 SCt 646, 
37 L. ed. 587; U. S. v. Sessions, 205 
Fed. 502, 123 CCA 570. 
{a] The decisive case is Ex p. 
Harding, 219 .U. S. 368, 31 SCt 324, 
55 L. ed. 252, 37 LRANS 392 [foll 


U. -S. v. Sessions, 205 Fed. 502, 123 
CCA 570]. 
{b] Dismissal after refusal to re- 


Writ of Error or Appeal. 
tablished rule that a judgment or decree of a federal 
court is to be reviewed by writ of error in eases 
at law and by appeal in cases in equity or ad- 
miralty °7 obtains in respect of the proper proce- 
dure for review of a decision involving a question 
of jurisdiction of the court.%§ 
sued out a writ of error and also took an appeal.®® 
But now, by virtue of express statute, a party’s 
mistake or error in adopting the wrong method must 
be disregarded.7° A writ of error should not bring 
up the whole case, but the question of jurisdic- 
I The United States cannot sue out a 
writ of error in any criminal case ** except as pro- 
vided in regard to certain rulings on the sufficiency 
of indictments, ete., under the Criminal Appeals 


[25C.J.] 883 


The es- 


In one ease a party 


[§ 214] dd. Time for Appeal or Writ of Error. 


mand a removed case with a judg- 
ment that plaintiff take nothing by 
the suit and that defendant go hence 
without day is final for the purpos2 
of appeal. Wecker Vv. National 
Enameling, etc., Co., 204 U. S. 176, 27 
ce 184, 51 L. ed. 430, 9 AnnCas 
62. See Babbitt v. Clarke, 103 
U. S. 606, 26 L. ed. 507 as cited supra 
note 60. 

63. Bardes v. Hawarden First 
Nat, “Bank, 178 “UO. “S. 624) *20.)'SCt 
1000, 44 L. ed. 1175. 

64. Kirby v. American Soda Foun- 
tain. ‘Co. 194 UW. S)o 147,24 1SCe 619; 
48 L. ed. 911; Hennessy v. Richard- 
son. Drug’ Co.) 189° Ua(S.2 257 923 SCe 
532, 47 L. ed. 697. 

65. Jud. Code § 238. 

66. Giles v. Harris, 189 U. S. 475, 
23 SCt 639, 47 L. ed. 909; The Pa- 
quete Habana, 175 U. S. 677, 20 SCt 
290, 44 L. ed. 320; U. S. v. Rider, 
ie U. S. 132, 16 SCt 983,-41 LL. ed. 

[a] Prize cases. — The Paquete 
Habana i775 aS. 4.0 LE 20 I SCtlrego: 
44 L. ed. 320. And see infra § 265. 

Constitutional questions involved 
see infra § 263. 
ere See Appeal and Error §§ 21, 

68. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Distinction between a writ of 
error and an appeal is uniformly ob- 
served, aS appears in a multitude of 
reported cases. See, for example, 
Chipman v. Thomas B, Jeffery Co., 
251 U.S. 373,40. SCt 172, (64.5 ed, 
314 (writ of error in a case at law); 
ROsSs*v./ U.S, 250 US. 269) (39°Set 
452, 63 L. ed. 977 (appeal in a case 
in admiralty); Public Serv. Co. v. 
153, 39. SCt, 440; 


Corboy, 250 U. S. 
63 L. ed. 905 (appeal in a case in 
equity). 

{[b] Dismissal for want of juris- 


diction was necessitated by the tak- 
ing of an appeal instead of suing 
out of a writ of error to review an 
adjudication of bankruptcy entered 
on a directed verdict on a jury trial 
demanded as of right under § 19 
of the Bankruptcy Act cf 1898. 
Frederic L. Grant Shoe Co. v. W. M. 
Laird Co., 203 U. S. 502, 27 SCt 161, 
51° Lie eds 292: 

69. Hipolite Egg Co. v. U. S., 220 
U.S: «45, 31 SCt) 364,° 55 L.-ed, 364 
(to review a decree confiscating adul- 
terated goods under the Federal Pure 
Food and Drugs Act (see infra § 221) 
which provides that the proceedings 
under the act shall conform as near 
as may be to proceedings in ad- 
miralty). 

70. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St, at L. 
727 c 448 § 4). 

71." Apapas-v. U.S.,. 233 U.S, 587; 
34 SCt.704, 58 L. ed. 1104, 

72. U. S. v. Sanges, 144 U. §S, 
310, 12 SCt 609, 36 L. ed, 445. 

73. See infra § 267. 


$84 [25 C.J.] 


Neither the Cireuit Court of Appeals Act of 1891 
nor the Judicial Code™ in any way affected the 
time limit of two years, fixed by the Revised Stat- 
utes,7® for taking civil cases at law or in equity 
from federal trial courts to the supreme court,’ 
and after dismissal of such a case by the cireuit 
court of appeals for want of jurisdiction,’® it might 
yet be taken to the supreme court if the two years 
But in 1916 congress reduced 
the time limit to three months for all cases of ap- 
peal or writ of error to the supreme court, and 
without a saving clause for persons under disabil- 
The time limit for appeal or writ of error 
to the cireuit court of appeals from a final judg- 
ment or decree of the district court is and always 
Hence a party desiring to 
appeal either to the supreme court or to the circuit 
court of appeals should do so with the utmost 
Of course the period specified by the 
statute for appeal or writ of error cannot prolong 


had not expired.79 


iby.®° 
has been six months.®! 


_ promptness.®? 


the term of court.®? 


74, Act March 8, 1891 (26 St. at 
T3826 <e 517). 

75. Jud. Code § 238. ‘ : 

76. U. S. Rev. St. § 1008 (which 
contained a saving clause for persons 
under disability). 

77. Frederic L. Grant Shoe Co. v. 
We oMeoduaird Wand Col, 212.— U.S. 
ZAG 29 SCty 332, 53 La. edsyo9l; Ex- 
celsior Wooden Pipe Co. v. Pacific 


- Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 282, 22 SCt 
681, 46 L. ed. 910; Holt v. Indiana 
Mfe.. Co., 176 U. S. 68, 20° SCt 272, 


44 L. ed. 374; Allen v. Southern Pac. 
Re iGo. 1739.0 SS. 479, 19 SCt 543) 
43 L. ed. 775; and cases infra note 


oF 

[a] After an appeal was dis- 
missed by the) supreme court because 
of absence of the requisite certifi- 
cate by the court below (see infra 
§ 245) another appeal taken within 
two years from the entry of the orig- 
inal decree was in time. Colvin vy. 
Jacksonville, 158 U. S. 456, 15 SCt 
866, 39 L. ed. 1053. ‘ 
' 78. Respective jurisdictions of su- 
preme court and circuit court of ap- 
peals' see infra § 215. 

79, W.0S) Tyler Co. v. Ludlow- 
Saylor Wire Co., 286 U. S. 723, 35 
SCt 458, 59 L. ed, 808; Mitchell Coal, 
ete., Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 230 
Wise 247, 28-SCt +916, 57, ie ed. 1472; 
Herndon-Carter Co. v. Norris, 224 
Wars. £296, 32) SCte550 56, Leved.. 855 
Davis v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 217 
U. S. 157, 30 SCt 463, 54 L. ed. 708; 
Petri v. F. E. Creelman Lumber Co., 
19Gewe Si 48%, 26 SCt 133,250) Lieced, 
281; Excelsior Wooden Pipe Co. v. 
Pacific Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 282, 22 
SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910 (all of the 
foregoing cases were appeals on the 
question of jurisdiction). And see 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 180 
Wn 28. 2 SCt 251, 45gdi ed 14110 
(where it is stated that a “tempo- 
rary injunction, issued upon the fil- 
ing of the bill, was subsequently 
discharged, on appeal taken to the 
Court of Appeals, which was dis- 
missed for want of jurisdiction, and 
a final decree subsequently entered 
in the Circuit Court dismissing the 
bill,” from which the appeal in the 
case at bar was taken). 

[a] Time runs against a party 
during the period when other ineffec- 
tual appellate proceedings are pend- 
ing. Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Glas- 
pell, 49 Fed. 482, 1 CCA 327. And 
see Spencer v. Duplan Silk Co., 191 
U. S. 526, 24 SCt 174, 48 L. ed. 287 
(end of opinion). See also Appeal 
and Error § 1038 text and note 54. 

go. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c¢ 448 § 6) (which, with a pro- 
viso fixing a limit of six months 
for a certiorari to the supreme court 
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fied 8® and take 


of jurisdiction 


dered in favor 
ant can elect % 


of the Philippine Islands declares: 
“That no writ of error, appeal, or 
writ of certiorari intended to bring 
up any cause for review by the Su- 
preme Court shall be allowed or en- 
tertained unless duly applied for 
within three months after entry of 
of?) judgment or decree complained 
Oe 

[a] The foregoing provision is 
unique in making the application for 
allowance of an appeal or a writ of 
error, instead of the taking an ap- 
peal or suing out a writ of error, a 
terminus of the limited period. The 
materiality of this departure from 
former statutory provisions limiting 
time is illustrated by The Credit Co., 
Ltd. v. Arkansas Cent. R. 'Co., 128 
Us So258s5 9) (SCtisloiee32 wea 44s 
where an appeal allowed in time was 


dismissed because not “taken” in 
time. 
81. Circuit Court of Appeals Act 


of Mareh-3, 12891 “(26 St. at i. $29 
e 517 § 11) (with no saving clause 
for persons under disability). 

82. See case infra this note. 

fa]. The reason is (1) that if his 
appeal to the supreme court should 
be dismissed on the ground that his 
appeal ought to have been taken to 
the circuit court of appeals (see 
infra § 215) he cannot then appeal 
to the latter court if the six months 
have expired. See Northern Pac, R. 
Co. v. Glaspell, 49 Fed. 482, 1 CCA 
3827. (2) If his appeal to the circuit 
court of appeals is dismissed for 
want of jurisdiction, as has been 
done in aS many as twenty reported 
cases, it is then too late for him to 
go to the supreme court if the three 
months have expired. See supra note 
80. (3) Hence the appellee or de- 
fendant in error in either court’ may 
wisely refrain from filing a motion 
to dismiss before the three months 
or the six months, as the case may 
be, have expired. 

83. See infra § 246. 

84. Further consideration of this 
topic see infra §§ 328, 329. 

S55.-U. S.-vi Jahn, 155 US: 109; 
15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87 (construing 
the provision in the Circuit Court of 
Appeals Act of 1891 mentioned supra 


§ 210). 

86. Jurisdiction “in issue’ see 
infra § 243. 

87. Decision of question of juris- 


diction see infra § 244. 

88. Certificate or equivalent see 
infra §§ 245-250. 

89. Writ of error or appeal see 
supra § 213. 

90, Uy S. Vv.) Jahn, 155 nS) 109; 
114, 15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87. 

[a] Cases where this’ was done 
are, among others, Petri v. F. BE. 


rectly to this court;?° 
jurisdiction is in issue, and the jurisdiction sus- 
tained, and then judgment. or decree is rendered — 
in favor of the defendant on the merits, the plain- 
tiff, who has maintained the jurisdiction, must ap- 
peal to the Cireuit Court of Appeals,®* where, if 
the question of jurisdiction arises, the Cireuit Court 
of Appeals may certify it;®? (3) If the question 


[§§ 214-215 


Respective Jurisdiction of Supreme 


Court and Circuit Court of Appeals.*+ In the lead- 
ing case upon this subject *° the supreme court said: 
“Giving the act a reasonable construction, taken as 
a whole, we conclude: (1) If the jurisdiction of the 
Circuit [District] Court is in issue 8° and decided 
in favor of the defendant,®” as that disposes of the 
case, the plaintiff should have the question certi- 


his appeal or writ of error ®® di- 
(2) If the question of 


is in issue, and the jurisdiction 


sustained, and judgment on the merits is ren- 


of the plaintiff, then the defend- 
either to have the question certi- 


Creelman Lumber Co., 199 U. S. 487, 
26 SCtsl33; 505 ved. 28h ewe Some. 
Klingenberg, 153 U. S.. 93, 14 SCt 
790, 38 L. ed. 647. 

_[b] “he leading case,” as stated 
in Great Northern R. Co.‘ v. Blaine 
County, 252 Fed, 548, 164 CCA 464, 
Is, Ss Va san, a 55 1 Sar 0) Seah 
SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87. In that case 
“the Supreme Court has classified the 
circumstances which determine the 
respective appellate jurisdictions of 
the Supreme Court and the Circuit 
Courts of Appeals under the acts of 
Congress here in question.” Ameri- 
can Electric Welding Co. v. Lalance, 
ete., Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 968, 971, 162 
CCA 166. 

Si US ve Sahin, 15500e Ss. Loose 
SCt 39, 39 Li. ed. 8% ([foll Anglo- 
American Provision Co. v. Davis Pro- 
vision= Co... 19) Us S376, 24eSCer as: 
48 L. ed. 228]; U. S. Freehold Land, 
ete., Co. v. Gallegos, 89 Fed. 769, 
32 CCA 470. 

{a] This rule was recognized or 
affirmed in: Emsheimer v. New Or- 
leans;) 186) Wi SS.) 335 22sCu wine ee 
L. ed, 1042; Gableman y. Peoria, etc., 
Fi COAT Oy We, Say oo Dra oritnes Ota aie 
45 L. ed. 220; Stebbins v. Selig, .257 
Fed. 230, 168 CCA 314 [certiorari den 
250 U. S. 669, 40 SCt 15, 68 L. ed. 
1199]; Hume v. New York, 255 Fed. 
488, 166 CCA 564 [certiorari den 249 
U.S. 603, 39 SCt 260, 63 L. ed.-7977]. 

{b] Final judgment without trial 
of merits.—If plaintiff's motion to 
remand a case removed from a state 
court is denied, and, upon his refusal 
to recognize the jurisdiction of the 
trial court, final judgment in the ac- 


tion is rendered that he take nothing 
by ‘the suit and that defendant go 
hence without day and recover his 
costs against plaintiff, the latter may 
take the case to the supreme court on 
a certified question of jurisdiction. 
Wecker v. National Enameling, ete., 
Co,, 204, U. S. .176,, 29 SCU 184) 51 te 
ed. 430. 

92. U.S. v. Jahn,.155U. Sp 109; 
15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87, 

[a] Questions were thus certified 
by the circuit court of appeals in: 
Emsheimer v. New Orleans, 186 U. &. 
33, 22 SCt 770, 46 L. ed. 1042; Gable- 
man v. Peoria, ete., R. Co., 179 U.S. 
335, 21 SCt 171, 45-Lv ed. 220. 

Jurisdiction and practice in regard 
to certification of questions by the 
oo court of appeals see supra 

93. U.- Sivv.. Jahn, -155 Us Su 209) 
15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87; Maynard v. 
Hecht, 151 U..S.-324,.14 Sct 353" 38 
L. ed. 179; McLish v. Roff, #41 U. S. 
661, 12 SCt 118, 35 L, ed, 893: 

[a] The right of election exists, 
although the original jurisdiction is 


SRS LS SS a ee ee ee eee 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


3 215] 


fied °* and come directly to this court,®® or to carry 
the whole case to the Cireuit Court of Appeals,®® and 


the question of jurisdiction can be 


court ;°7 (4) If in the case last supposed the plain- 
tiff has ground of complaint in respect of the judg- 
ment he has recovered, he may also carry the case 
to the Cireuit Court of Appeals on the merits,%% 
and this he may do by way of cross-appeal or writ 
of error if the defendant has taken the case there,?® 
or independently, if the defendant has carried the 
case to this court on the question of jurisdiction 
alone,t and in this instance the Circuit Court of 
Appeals will suspend a decision upon the merits 


invoked upon the sole ground of 
diversity of citizenship. Boston, etc., 
R. Co. v. Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 28 
SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 1002. 

_ 94 Certificate or equivalent see 
infra §§ 245-250. . 

Sbj2 U.S ava Janne ts 5. Us tsa k095 
15-SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87. And see 
In re Lehigh Min., etc., Co., 156 U.S. 
322, 15 SCt 375, 39 L. ed. 488 (where 
this was done). / 

[a] Waiver of merits.—“By tak- 
ing a case directly to this court on 
the question of jurisdiction, the con- 
tention on the merits would be 
waived? 5 U.S. 4v.) Jahns) 1551 70%, S. 
LOOMS Lor SCUS9 39) lan ed.) Sits 

9655-U. Salve Jahns 155) Us iS) 109, 
L5eSCt 39) 39/5 b:, ed. 875A. J.4Phil- 
lips Co. v. Grand Trunk Western R. 
©0,,, 195 Hed. 12; (115) CCA_94, And 
see Tang Tun v. Hdsell, 223 U. S. 
673, 32 SCt 359, 56 L. ed. 606 (where 
this was done); In re Lehigh Min., 
ete; Co., 156.U. S./322,- 15 SCt 3874, 


39 L. ed. 488 (where it was so 
stated). 
[a] Cases taken to the circuit 


court of appeals are: Alabama, etc., 
R. Co. v. Thompson, 200 U. S. 206, 
26 SCt 161, 50 L. ed. 441, 4 AnnCas 


1147; Cochran v. Montgomery County,, 


199° U.S. 260,- 26 SCt-58,-50) L. ed: 
182, 4 AnnCas 451; Pennsylvania 
Lumbermen’s Mut. F. Ins. Co. v. 
Meyer, 197 U. S. 407, 25 SCt 483, 49 
L. ed. 810; Mexican Nat. R. Co. v. 
Davidson, 157 U. S. 201, 15 SCt 5638, 
39 L. ed. 672; New Orleans v, Ben- 
jamin, 153° WU. Si 401, 14° Set 905, 38 
L. ed. 764; National Pole Co. v. Chi- 
cago, ete;,, Ra 'Co., 211 ed. 65, 127 
CCA 561; A. J. Phillips Co. v. Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co., 195 Fed. 12, 
115 CCA 94; and numerous cases 
infra § 328. 

Vin Weta elena bse Shee 
15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87. And see Mc- 
Tishsav, ono 141 IU Sar66h. 12S Ct 
118, 35 L. ed. 893 (where it was so 


The question was so certified 
in: Alabama, etc., R. Co. v. Thomp- 
son, 200 U. S. 206, 26 SCt 161, 50 L. 
ed. 441, 4 AnnCas 1147; Pennsyl- 
vania Lumbermen’s Mut. F. Ins. Co. 
v. Meyer, 197 U. S. 407, 25 SCt 483, 
49 L. ed. 810; Mexican Nat. R. Co. v. 
Davidson, 157 U. S. 201, 15 SCt 563, 
39 L. ed. 672; New Orleans v. Ben- 
jamin, 153 U. S. 411, 14 SCt 905, 38 
L. .ed. 764. 

[b] It is the duty of the circuit 
court of appeals to decide the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction, either pursuant 
to the answer to a question certified 
by it to the supreme court, or with- 
out certifying the question. Boston, 
etc., R. Co. v. Gokey, 210 U. S, 155, 
28 SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 1002 (the cir- 
euit court of appeals cannot prop- 
erly confine its decision to questions 
on the merits and ignore the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction). ; 

Jurisdiction and practice in regard 
to certification of questions by the 
circuit court of appeals see supra 


203. 
: 965). DaSavcann, bo OS 09s 15 
SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87. And infra text 


and note 13. ’ 
; Sh aia octleie liye Oe Re si 


99. U. 
15 Sct '39, 39 L. ed. 87. 
[a] Both parties thus went to the 
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certified by that 


tion.® 


circuit court of appeals in Mexican 
INA tn ©On Vv, s Davidson lb 7) Wn. os 
201, 15 SCt 563, 39 L. ed. 672 (which 
was a case in the supreme court on 
a question certified by the circuit 
court of appeals). 

TORS Verma Deal DOeIL.e SankL OO. 
Lomo Ctus9) Oo) Leeds Sule 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“If it should 
be held that the suing out a writ 
of error to the supreme court upon 
the question of jurisdiction by the 
one party bars the right of the other 


party to bring the case to this court 


upon the other questions involved, 
-then it is possible to defeat in every 
case anappeal to this court. All that 
is needed is to raise, by proper plea, 
a question of jurisdiction, and then 
the party who is successful in the 
trial on the merits can at once assign 
error on the point of jurisdiction, and 
thus carry the cause.to the supreme 
court, and retain it there until the 
time for appeal to this court has ex- 
pired, and so defeat the main pur- 
pose for which the act of March 3, 
1891, was enacted. In our judgment, 
each party may exercise the right of 
appeal created by the statute. Be- 
fore the enactment of the act of 
March 3, 1891, in all cases coming 
within the jurisdiction of the su- 
preme court, double appeals could be 
taken; that is to say, each party 
could prosecute an independent ap- 
peal or writ of error in the same 
cause, ‘end the one did not defeat 
the other. True, the cause upon both 
appeals or writs would be before the 
same appellate court; but the fact 
that the case may, upon, different 
issues, be pending before two courts 
at the same time, is not an insuper- 
able objection to taking jurisdiction. 
Under the provisions of section 7, 
Act March 38, 1891, an appeal may be 
taken to this court from an order 
granting or continuing a preliminary 
writ of injunction, and the proceeding 
in other respects remains in the cir- 
cuit court, which has the right to 
stay the cause or not, as it may deem 
best. In such cases the cause is 


pending in two courts at one and’ 


the same time, not, however, upon 
the same question or issue; and the 
taking jurisdiction by the one court 
of a question properly determinable 
by it does not necessarily bar or de- 
feat the jurisdiction of the other 
court.” Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Gla- 
spell, 49 Fed. 482, 483, 1 CCA 327 [cit 
with appr U. S. v. Jahn, 155 U. S. 
109) 5) SCt 39,939) Tied. 8a. 

2) Ua Sane dahin =lobi Uae r09; 
156 SGt139) 39.15 eds. 87. 

[a] This was done in: Glaspell v. 
Northern Pac. R. Co., 144 U. S. 211, 
12 SCt 598, 36 L. ed. 409; and North- 
ern Pac. R. Co. v. Glaspell, 49 Fed. 

2, 1 CCA 327. 
iS U. S. v. Jahn, 155 U. S. 109, 15 
sct 39, 39 L. ed. 87 [cit as illus- 
trative cases Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Glaspell, 49 Fed. 482, 1 CCA BIA EG 
and Glaspell v. Northern Pac. R. Co:,; 
TAA Uh. Sp olde 120 SCE 593,936) tu, ed. 
469]. 

4, Davis v. Cleveland, etc. R. Co;; 
917 U. S. 157, 30 SCt 463, 54 L. ed. 
708, 27 LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907; 
U. S. v. Larkin, 208 U. S. 333, 28 
SCt 417, 52 L. ed. 517; Rogers v. 
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until the question of jurisdiction has been deter- 
mined;? (5) The same observations are applica- 
ble where a plaintiff objects to the jurisdiction and 
is, or both parties are, dissatisfied with the judg- 
ment on the merits.’’ 3 
preme court is exclusive where the sole question 
decided by the trial court is a directly reviewable 
question of jurisdiction,* and if such a ease is taken 
to the cireuit court of appeals, the appeal or writ 
of error should be dismissed for want of jurisdic- 
If a case is properly taken to the cireuit 
court of appeals the supreme court upon reviewing 
the judgment or decree of that court by appeal, 


The jurisdiction of the su- 


Hennepin County, 220 Fed. 453, 136 
CCA 281; Davis v. Cleveland, ete. R. 
Co., 156 Fed. 775, 84 CCA 453 [aff 217 
U. S. 157, 30 SCt 463, 54 L. ed. 708, 
27 LRANS 8238, 18 AnnCas 907]; Hal- 
pin v. Amerman, 138 Fed. 548, 70 CCA 
462; Excelsior Wooden Pipe Co. v. 
Pacific Bridge Co., 109 Fed. 497, 48 
CCA 349 [aff in effect 185 U. S, 282, 
22 SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910]; Dudley 
v. Lake County, 103 Fed. 209, 43 CCA 
184; Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. Mc- 
Caskill, 101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA: 577; 
The Annie Faxon, 87 Fed. 961, 31 
CCA 325; The Alliance, 70 Fed. 273, 
17 CCA 124; Davis & Co. v. Barber, 
60 Fed. 465, 9 CCA 79; U. S.. v. Sut- 
ton, 47 Fed. 129; and cases infra § 329. 

5. Slayton v. Jourdanton, 268 Fed. 
965; Nickels v. Pullman Co., 263 Fed. 
551; Chamberlin v. S. & C. Co., 260 
Fed. 933; Blumenstock Bros. Adv. 
Agency v. Curtis Pub. Co, 258 Fed. 
927, 170 CCA 123; The Ada, 255 Fed. 
50, 166 CCA 378; Great Northern R. 
Co. v. Blaine County, 252 Fed. 548, 
164 CCA 464; Knisely v. Burt, 248 
Fed. 493, 160 CCA 503; Tyler Co. v. 
Ludlow-Saylor Wire Co., 212 Fed. 
156, 129 CCA 12; Olds v. Herman H. 
Hettler Lumber Co., 195 Fed. 9, 115 
CCA 91; Mitchell Coal, ete., Co. v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 192 Fed. 475, 112 
CCA 637 [certiorari den 223 U. S. 
733, 32 SCt 528, 56 L. ed. 635; and 
aff. im effect 230. U. S.: 247; 33 SCt 
916, 57 L. ed. 1472]; Kentucky State 
Ba. of Control for Charitable Inst. 
v. Lewis, 176 Fed. 556, 100 CCA 208; 
Davis v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 156 
Fed, 775, 84 CCA 453 [aff in effect 
217 U. S..157, 30 SCt 4638, 54 Li: ed. 
708, 27 LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907]; 
Crawford v. McCarthy, 148 Fed. 198, 
78 CCA 356; Halpin v. Amerman, 138 
Fed. 548, 70 CCA 462; St. Louis Cot- 
ton Compress Co. v. American Cot- 
ton; Co..4125 Hedy, 1967260) CALS 0: 
Hays v. Richardson, 121 Fed. 536, 57 
CCA 598; Excelsior Wooden Pipe Co. 
v. Pacific Bridge Co., 109 Fed. 497, 
48 CCA 349 [aff in effect 185 U. S. 
282, 22 SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910]; Dud- 
ley v. Lake County, 103 Fed. 209, 43 
CCA 184; Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. 
McCaskill, 101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577; 
In re Aspinwall, 90 Fed. 675, 33 CCA 
217; The Annie Faxon, 87 Fed. 961, 
31 CCA 325; The Alliance, 70° Fed. 
273, 17 CCA 124; Cabot v. McMaster, 
65 Fed. 533, 138 CCA 69; Davis, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Barber, 60 Fed. 465, 9 
CCA 79 [writ of error dism 157 U. S. 
6738, 15), SCty 719.5,09), Lined So38dnu See 
also Davis v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 
217 U.S. 157, 30 SCt 463. 54 Lh. ed. 
708, 27 LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907; 
Petri v. F. E, Creelman Lumber Co., 
199 U.S: 485 26. SCt7 133; 50 Ia eds 
281; Excelsior Wooden Pipe Co, v. 
Pacific Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 282, 22 
SCt 681, 46) Ls ed: 910;) Davis; .ete;, 
Mfg. Co. v. Barber, 157 U..S. 673, 15 
SCt 719, 39 L. ed. 853 (in which cases 
the fact is mentioned that an appeal 
or writ of error had been dismissed 
by the circuit court of appeals for 
want of jurisdiction). 

[a] For error in holding that it 
has no jurisdiction the judgment of 
dismissal by the circuit court of ap- 
peals may be reversed. by. the su- 
preme court. HEugene Sol Louie v. 
U. S., 41 SCt 188, 65 L. ed. —. 
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writ of error, or certiorari, as the case may be,® 
may decide the question of jurisdiction of the trial 
court,’ even if the question of jurisdiction was 
not raised either in the trial court or in the eireuit 
court of appeals,’ or where the cireuit court of 
appeals refrained from deciding the question.® 

Resort to both courts. The same party cannot 
maintain two appeals or writs of error to review 
the same judgment or decree, one in the supreme 
court and the other in the cireuit court of appeals.?° 
But if the question of jurisdiction of involuntary 
proceedings in bankruptey is taken to the cireuit 
court of appeals on a petition for revision++ and 
there decided, the subsequent final judgment of the 
district court may be taken direct to the supreme 
court on the same question of jurisdiction? And 
where a party against whom a question of jurisdic- 
tion is decided properly takes the case to the cir- 
euit court of appeals which reverses the judgment 
and remands the case for a new trial, the other 
party against whom the question of jurisdiction is 
finally decided may take the case to the supreme 
court upon that question.!% 

[§ 216] (d) What Is Question of Jurisdiction 1* 
—aa, ‘‘Jurisdiction’’ in General. In legal phrase- 


6 See supra §§ 204, 206. 


judgment is 
7. Metropolitan Water Co. v. Kaw 
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reached’’). 
Stillman v. Combe, 197 U. 8S. 436, 25 


[§§ 215-217 


ology the power of the court to hear and decide 
a case is termed ‘‘jurisdiction,’’?1> which includes 
authority to decide the case either way,'® and covers 
wrong as well as right decisions.17 ‘The word is 
frequently and somewhat loosely used to include 
the right of a plaintiff to sue or the liability of 
defendant to be sued in a _ particular ease.1§ 
The meaning of the word as used in the stat- 
ute?9 is further considered in the following sec- 
tions.?° 

[§ 217] bb, Required Nature of Question—(aa) 
In General. The meaning of the word ‘‘jurisdic- 
tion’’ in the act of 1889 *! was never judicially de- 
clared or discussed. Possibly it was assumed to 
be free from the limitation imposed by the supreme 
court upon the same word in the act creating the 
cireuit court of appeals.2? Some of the earlier deci- 
sions of the circuit courts of appeals gave a very 
broad construction to the word, so broad as to in- 
elude every issue of jurisdiction in a lower court 
without regard to the ground upon which it was 
based,?* but it was finally settled by the supreme 
court that the ‘‘jurisdiction’’ mentioned in the 
statute 24 includes oniy jurisdiction as a federal 
court.2> That is, the question must be whether as 


And  see]and continued: “The right to bring a 


suit is entirely distinguishable from 


Valley Drain. Dist., 223 U. S. 519, 32 
SCt 246, 56 L. ed. 533; Brown v. Al- 
ton Water Co., 222 U. S. 325, 32 SCt 
156, 56 L: ed. 221; Boston, ete, R. 
Co. v. Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 28 SCt 
657, 52 L. ed. 1002; Cochran v. Mont- 
gomery County, 199 U. 8. 260, 26 SCt 
58, 50 L. ed. 182, 4 AnnCas 451; 
. Northern Pac. R. €o. v. Amato, 144 
U. S. 465, 12 SCt 740, 36 L. ed. 596. 

8. Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. Willard, 
220°U. S, 418, 31 SCt 460, 55 L. ed. 
521; Great Southern Fireproof Hotel 
Co. v. Jones, 177 U. S. 449, 20 SCt 690, 
44 L. ed. 482. See also supra § 106. 

9. Boston, ete. R. Co. v. Gokey, 
210 U. S. 155, 28 SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 
1002. 

10. Columbus Constr. Co. v. Crane 
Go. 1745.0. .S:. 600,19 “SCt. Wai, 438 
L, ed. 1102; Robinson v. Caldwell, 165 
U. Sv 359, 17 SCt 348, 41 L. ed. 745; 
te Seve. Jann 155 UU: S109. 15 SCt 
39, 39 L. ed. 87; Maynard v. Hecht, 
151 U.’S. 324, 14 SCt 353, 38 L. ed. 
aly (ek 

{a] Allowance of appeal to su- 
preme court vacated—wWhere the 
supreme court allowed an appeal to 
that court from the trial court, but 
subsequently at the same term va- 
cated the allowance and granted an 
appeal to the circuit court of ap- 
peals, the latter acquired jurisdic- 
tion. Aspen Min., etc., Co. v. Bill- 
ines, 150 U. S. 31, 14 SCt 4, 37 L. ed. 
986. 

{b] he proper course for the 
circuit court of appeals to follow, 
where one writ of error is sued out 
from it and the other from the su- 


preme court. is to certify to the 
supreme court the jurisdictional 
question. The circuit court of ap- 


pedis cannot compel plaintiff in error, 
under penalty of dismissal, to elect 
which of the two writs of error he 
will pursue. Lamar v. U. S., 241 
U."S.7108. 36 -SCt 535, 60 L.. ed. 912 
[aff 227 Fed. 1019, 141 CCA 668]. 

11. Surerintendence and revision 
in, bankruptcy see Bankruptcy §§ 741— 
758. 

12. Frederic L. Grant Shoe Co. v. 
W. M. Laird Co., 212 U. S. 445, 447, 
29 SCt 332, 53 L. ed. 591 (“‘Notwith- 
standing the objections to a double 
resort, we do not pererive how such 
an interlocutory decision, even of the 
higher court, can prevent a case, 
otherwise proper to be brought here, 
from being taken up after a final 


SCt 480, 49 L. ed. 822 (where the 
jurisdiction had been sustained de 
bene on appeal from a preliminary 
injunction, by -the circuit court of 
appeals in 86 Fed. 202, 29 CCA 660). 

13. Globe Newspaper Co. Vis 
Walker, 210 U. S. 356, 28 SCt 726, 
52 L. ed. 1096. But see Kansas City, 
etce., R. Co. v. Zimmerman, 210 U. S. 
336, 28 SCt 730, 52 L. ed. 1084 (where 
the court was strongly inclined to 
think that if the appellee in the court 
of appeals does not there insist upon 
his ebjection to the jurisdiction of 
the court below, but takes his chances 
on the merits, he stands no better 
than if the appeal had been taken 
by himself, and cannot afterward 
take the case from the district court 
to the supreme court on the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction). 

14. See also Courts §§ 18-177. 

15. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
180 U..S. 28, 2) SCt 251, 45 Li. ed. 
410 (“Jurisdiction is the right to put 
the wheels of justice in motion,. and 
to proceed to the final determination 
of a cause upon the pleadines and 
evidence’); Wilson v. Resolute, 168 
Uy S. 437, 439, 18 SCt 112, 42 L. ed. 
533 (“Jurisdiction is the power to 
adjudicate a case upon the merits, 
and dispose of it as justice may re- 
quire”); Ex p. Lennon, 150 U. S. 393, 
400; 2 12 8 SCt 1S 3S Te Tan Seda 1120 
(“power to hear and to determine” 
is jurisdiction); Davis v. Cleveland, 
ete,, R. Co., 156 Fed. 775, 84 CCA 
St. Louis Cotton Compress Co. 
v. American Cotton Co., 125 Fed. 196, 
199, 60 CCA 80 (“Jurisdiction of a 
court is the right to hear and de- 
termine between parties who have 
been legally brought before it for 
the purpose of securing a decision 
of the issue’’). 

16. The Fair v. Kohler Die, etc., 
Co., 228 U. S. 22, 88 SCt 410,°67 L. 
ed. 716. And see Geneva Furniture 
Mfg. Co..v. Karpen, 238 U. S. 254, 
35 SCt 788, 59 L. ed. 1295 (“Jurisdic- 
tion is the power to consider 
and decide one way or the other, as 
the law may require, and is not to 
be declined merely because it is not 
foreseen with certainty that the out- 
come will help the plaintiff’). 

17.) Lamar. ve 20. SS... 240" USS: 6G: 
36 SCt 255,°'60 L.-ed? 526. 

18. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v, Adams, 
180 U. S. 28, 35, 21 SCt 261,°45 LZ. 
ed. 410 (where the court so stated 


the right to prosecute the particular 
bill. One goes to the maintenance of 
any action; the other to the main- 
tenance of the particular action’’). 
And see Ayers v. Watson, 113 U. S. 
594, 599, 5 SCt 641, 28 L. ed. 1093 
(“In some of the older cases the 
word jurisdiction is often used some- 
what loosely’’). 

19. Jud. Code § 238 (quoted supra 
§ 210). 

See infra § 217 et seq. 
Quoted supra § 210. 

22. See Mississippi Mills v. Cohn, 
150 U.S. 202, 14 SCt 75, 37 L.. ed. 
1052, and Smith v. McKay, 161 U. S. 
355, 16 SCt 490, 40 L. ed. 731, as 
cited supra § 210 note 47 [c] (7) 
and infra § 241 note 22. 

23. Mitchell -Coal, ete, Co. v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 192 Fed. 475, 
112 CCA 637 [certiorari den 223 U. S. 
733, 32 SCt 528, 56 L. ed. 635] (where 
the court made the statement given 
in the text, but did not itself adopt 
the broad construction). 

{a] Thus in one case the court, 
while holding that the question of 
sufficiency of service of a summons 
upon the defendant was a question of 
jurisdiction, and exclusively for the 
Supreme court to determine, con- 
cluded “that the Supreme Court has 
jurisdiction . . . to review by writs 
of error or appeals taken directly to 
that court from the United States 
Circuit Court every question which 
involves the jurisdiction of the lat- 
ter court, whether that question is 
peculiar to the federal courts as such 
or common to all courts.” St. Louis 
Cotton Compress Co. v. American 
ce ah Co., 125 Fed. 196, 201, 60 CCA 


24. See supra § 210. 

25. Public Serv. Co. v. Corboy, 250 
U. S. 153, 39 SCt 440, 63 L. ed. 905: 
Male v. Atchison, ete. R. Co., 240 
U. S. 97, 36 SCt 351, 60 L. ed. 544; 
Herrmann v. Edwards, 238 U. S. 
107, 55 SCt 839, 59 L.-ed. 1224; Louis- 
ville, ete, R. Co. v. Western Union 
Tel! Co.) 234 UWlS2369, 34° Sct’ $10; 
58 L. ed. 13856; Farrugia v. Philadel- 
phia,y ete. RR (Cos 233 Us eho 
34 SCt 591, 58 L. ed. 996; Bogart v. 
Southern Pac, Co., 228 U. S. 137, 33 
SCt 497, 57 L. ed. 768; Chase v. 
Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 79, 32 SCt: 659, 
56 L. ed. 990; Simmons v. The Jef- 
ferson, 215 U. S. 130, 30 SCt 54, 
54 L. ed. 125; Globe Newspaper Co. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


[§ 217] 


a federal court it had power to entertain the case,?é 
a question peculiar to the federal jurisdiction of 
the court;*? not simply a question of the ecourt’s 
authority as a judicial tribunal 2® applying prin- 
ciples of general law 2° governing alike in state as 
well as in federal courts,2° nor whether a case has 
been made by plaintiff in equity or at law,®1 nor 
whether the court has jurisdiction on its equity 
side,°? nor a question depending only upon prin- 
ciples of general law applicable to all courts hav- 
ing concurrent jurisdiction over the subject matter," 
nor a question involving only the established rules 


v. Walker, 210 U. S. 356, 28 SCt 726, 
52 L. ed. 1096; Kansas City, etc. R. 
Co. v. Zimmerman, 210 U. S. 336, 
28 SCt 730, 52 L. ed. 1084; Scully 
VieeBird. 209 Us S.481 028) SOt,) 597, 
52 L. ed. 899; Bien v. Robinson, 208 
U. S. 423, 28 SCt 379, 52 L. ed. 556; 
U.S. v. Larkin, 208 U. S. 333, 28 SCt 
417, 52 L. ed. 517; Chicago Bd. of 
Trade v. Hammon El. Co., 198 U. S. 
424, 25 SCt 740, 49 L. ed. 1111; Rem- 
ington v. Central Pac. R. Co., 198 
UA Sri95 25" SCE 577498 tn) edi 959); 
Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 89, 25 
SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; Bache v. 
Hunt, 193° U.S. 523, 24 ‘SCt 547, 48 
L. ed. 774; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 
TSO eo nao SCtino lL. 
d . ed. 245; Blythe v. Hinckley, 
Mis LAS LOOP LO SO 4 uaon da) CG. 
783; Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 
15, SCt.24-- 39). ed. 695 In-re~Amy, 
263 Fed. 8; Davis v. Anderson-Tully 
Co., 252 Fed. 681, 164 CCA 521; Great 
Northern R. Co. v. Blaine County, 
252 Bed. 548, 164 CCA 464; The At- 
tualita, 238 Fed. 909, 152 CCA 43; 
Ferguson v, Omaha, ete., R. Co., 227 
Fed. 513, 142 CCA 145; Fidelity Trust 
Co. v. Gaskell, 195 Fed. 865, 115 CCA 
KIVA. Jel Eniblinss Covyv. iGrand 
Trunk Western R. Co., 195 Fed. 12, 
115 CCA 94; Mitchell Coal, ete., Co. 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 192 Fed, 475, 
112 CCA 637 [certiorari den 223 
U. S. 738, 32 SCt 528. 56 L. ed. 635]; 
Alten Water Co. v. Brown, 166 Fed. 
840, 92 CCA 598 [certiorari den 212 
U. S. 581, 29 SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 6591; 
Crawford v. McCarthy, 148 Fed. 198, 
78 CCA 356. t 
fa] “A leading case upon this 
subject, and one frequently cited 
with approval since its decision, is 
Louisville Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 
Wen S) 225.) 24 SCt. 119) 48. To veds159 
[quoted infra § 241].” Fore River 
Shipbuilding Co. v. Hage, 219 U. S. 
ITSO aSee IS hunboW Ea Keds 183 
(quoted at length infra § 241). 

[b] “The word ‘jurisdiction,’ as 
used in that paragraph, is, as Judge 
Taft said, in U. S. v. Swan, 65 Fed. 
647, 13 CCA 177, applicable to ‘initial 
questions of the jurisdiction of a 
United States District or Circuit 
Court, whether in law or equity, over 
the subject matter and parties, and 
not to questions whether a court of 
equity or of law is the proper forum 
for the working out of rights prop- 
erly within the particular Federal 
jurisdiction for adiudication;’ and it 
has lone been settled that it is the 
jurisdiction of the United States 
courts as such which is referred to.” 
tt. S. v. Larkin, '208 U.S. 383, 338, 
FIASCO Ab 20 bedi b LT. 

26. De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 SCt 

5 Male v. Atchison, 


£41). 
ee v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 
423, 28 SCt 379, 52 L. ed. 556; Court- 
ney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 89. 25° SCt 
208, 49 L. ed. 398; Bache v, Hunt, 193 
TJ. S. 523, 24 SCt 547, 48 L. ed. 774; 
Gouisville Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 


\ 


FEDERAL COURTS 


tion.?8 


Wy Si 225,024 SC 119) 48) da. ed. 159 
(quoted infra § 241); Davis v. An- 
derson-Tully Co., 252 Fed. 681, 164 
CCA 521; Fidelity Trust Co. v, Gas- 
kell, 195 Fed... 865, 115. CCA. 527; 
Mitchell Coal, ete., Co. v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 192 Fed. 475, 112 CCA 
637 [certiorari den 223 U. S. 733, 32 
SCt 528, 56 L. ed. 635]; Morrisdale 
Coal Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 183 
Fed, 929, 106 CCA 269 [aff 230 U.S. 
304, 383 SCt 938, 57 L. ed. 1494]; 
Dowagiac Mfg. Co. v. McSherry Mfg. 
Co., 155 Fed. 524, 84 CCA 38; Chap- 
man v. Atlantic Trust Co., 119 Fed. 
257, 56 CCA 61 [certiorari den 188 
U.S. 741, 23° SCt 849, 47 L. ed. 678]. 

29, ‘Kansas: \City,! ete. = Ra Co.) v- 
Zimmerman, 210 U. S. 336, 28 SCt 
730, 52 L. ed. 1084; A. J. Phillips Co. 
v. Grand Trunk Western R. Co., 195 
WUeoS. les dC CAL Sa. 

30. De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 SCt 
69, 65 L. ed. —; Farrugia v. Phila- 
delphia, etc., R. Co., (233 U. S: 352, 
34 SCt 591, 58 L. ed. 996; Bogart v. 
Southern Pac. Co., 228 U. S. 137, 33 
SCt 497, 57 L. ed. 768; Darnell v. 
Tllinois) Cent, R. Co., 225 U. S. 243, 
32 SCt 760, 56 L. ed. 1072; Fore River 
Shipbuilding Co. v. Hagg, 219 U. S. 
Mop SLE SCtN1 85,552 14, vediy 163; Bien 
v. Robinson, 208 U.S. 423, 28 SCt 
379, 52 L. ed. 556; The Attualita, 238 
Fed. 909, 152 CCA 438. And see supra 
§ 210 text and note 47 [c] (8), (9) 
and (19). 

[a] A case frequently cited and 
followed on this point is Fore River 
Shipbuilding Co, v. Hagg, 219 U. S. 
175, 31 SCt 185, 55 L. ed. 163 (quoted 
at length infra § 241 note 25). 

[b] Whether the facts alleged 
constitute a cause of action is not a 
question of jurisdiction. Darnell v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 225 U. S. 243, 
32 SCt 760. 56 L. ed. 1072; Stebbins 
v. Selig, 257 Fed. 230, 168 CCA 314 
fecertiorari den 250 U. S. 669, 40 SCt 
15, 68 L. ed. 1199]; Meeker v. Lehizh 
Valley R. Co., 183 Fed. 548, 106 CCA 
94; Crabtree v. Madden, 54 Fed. 426, 
4 CCA 408 [foll Crabtree v. Byrne, 54 
Fed. 432, 4 CCA 414 

{e] Insufficiency of evidence.—A 
decision that one element of plain- 
tiff’'s asserted cause of action was 
without any evidence to sustain it 
did not present a question of juris- 
diction. Farrugia v. Philadelphia, 
etc., R. Co., 238 U. S. 352, 34 SCt 
591. 58 L. ed. 996. 

31. Smith v. McKay, 161 U.S. 355, 
16 SCt 490, 40 L. ed. 731 (quoted infra 
§ 241). 

32. Briggs v. United Shoe Mach. 
Co., 239 U. S. 48, 36 SCt 6, 60 L. ed. 
MSs Sculliy. a vines, e209) OL NS 
481, 28 SCt 597, 52 L. ed. 899; Bien 
v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 423, 28 SCt 
879, 52 L. ed. 556; New Orleans v. 
Emsheimer, 181 U.°S. 153, 21 SCt 
584, 45 L. ed. 794; Blythe v. Hinck- 
Ley st LUM omDO dl eto S@twe4 OT 45 
L. ed. 788; Smith v. McKay, 161 U. S. 
355, 16 SCt 490, 40 L. ed. 731 (quoted 
at length infra § 241); Van Wagce- 
nen v. Sewall, 160 U. S. 369, 16 SCt 
370, 40 L. ed. 460; Greeley v. Lowe, 
155 Us Sik bs) Po SChr24, 39 "LL. ed. 
69; Ferguson v. Omaha, etc., R. Co., 
227 Fed, 513, 142 CCA 145; Morris- 
dale Coal Co. v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 183 Fed. 929, 106 CCA 269 [aff 
980) WAS 804, 88SCe 93857 Le eds 
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of practice as to bringing in parties to ancillary or 
pro interesse suo proceedings.34 
the foregoing principles determining direct appellate 
jurisdiction is considered at length in the sections 
of this article dealing with particular classes of 
eases °° and particular issues.?¢ 
power of the court to exercise a jurisdiction already 
vested is not a question of jurisdiction.3? 
tion of the trial court is not in question by a con- 
tention that it erred in the exercise of its jurisdic- 
It has been held that, where the question is 
not whether jurisdiction originally existed but 


Applieation of 


A question of the 


Jurisdic- 


1494]; Taylor v. Easton, 180 Fed. 
363, 103 CCA 509; Alton Water Co. 
v. Brown, 166 Fed. 340, 92 CCA 598 
[certiorari den 212 U. S. 581, 29 SCt 
6£0, 538 L, ed. 659]; U. S. v. Swan, 65 
Fed. 647, 13 CCA 77; World’s Colum- 
bian Exposition v. U. S., 56 Fed. 654, 
6 CCA 58. 

{a] The first and leading case 
where this point was directly decided 
is Smith v. McKay, 161 U. S. 355, 16 
Sodio 40 L. ed. 781 (quoted infra 

83. Hirsh v. Taylor, 225 U. S. 698, 
32 SCt 841, 56 L. ed. 1263; Fowler 
v. Osgood, 205 U. S. 535, 27 SCt 789, 
51 L. ed. 919; Bache v., Hunt, 193 
U, S. 528, 24 SCt 547, 48 L. ed. 774; 
Louisville Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 
U. S. 225, 24 SCt 119, 48 L. ed. 159 
{foll Central Dist. Printing Co., ete. v. 
Farmers, ete. Nat. Bank, 255 Fed. 
59, 166 CCA 387]; Fidelity Trust Co. 
v. Gaskell, 195 Fed. 865. 115 CCA 527. 
And see infra § 241. 

[a] The leading case is Louisville 
Trust ‘Co. >v. ‘Knott, 191s Seb. 24 
Paeyen in 48 L. ed. 159 (quoted infra 

[b] General “principles of com- 
ity” as between state and federal 
courts cannot be considered on a 
direct appeal on a question of ju- 
risdiction. Public Serv. Co. v. Cor- 
» SorL53, 161, 39) SCt 4403 
63 L. ed. 905. 

{c] Dismissal for reasons of 
comity does not involve a question of 
jurisdiction. The Attualita, 238 Fed. 
909, 152 CCA 43 (as cited infra § 220, 
note 64). 

{d] “It has long since been set- 
tled that a mere conflict between 
courts concerning the right to ad- 
judicate upon a particular subject- 
matter growing out of a priority of 
jurisdiction in another forum in- 
volves a question of comity, which 
there would be no right to consider 
if the direct apneal involved solely 
a question of jurisdiction. Courtney 
Vet Pradtiay 19 Ga, Wyn.) (8 909 dene Sune Ose 
208, 49 L. ed. 398, 399, and cases 
cited.” Mississippi R. Commn. v. 
Louisville; ete, R. Co, §226..U." S: 
272,,279, 32 SCt_ 756, 56 L. ed. 1087. 

84. Bache v. Hunt, 193 U. S. 523, 
24 0SCt 547, 48 Th. ed) 774: 

835. See infra §§ 219-227. 

36. See infra §§ 228-241. 

87. Hipolite Ege Co. v. U. S., 220 
WJ. S, 45, 31, SCt 364, 55° Li. ed. 364; 
Van Wagenen v. Sewall, 160 U. S. 
369, 16 SCt 370, 40 L. ed. 460; Ex p. 
Jim Hong, 211 Fed. 73, 78, 127 CCA 
569 (“The objection is that it ex- 
ceeded its power. ... It is not there- 
fore an instance of want of juris- 
diction, but one of an excess of it’’). 
And see Wilson v. Resolute, 168 U. S. 
437, 18 SCt 112, 42 L. ed. 5383 (an 
admiralty case cited infra § 220 note 
62 [b] (18) where the court men- 
tions by way of illustration many 
questions on the merits which may 
arise in the progress of a case, but 
which are clearly not questions of 
jurisdiction). 

{a] “In other words, the rulings 
of the court may be error only.” 
Aipolite Hee Co: v. U. S., 220° eS 
45, 60, 31 SCt 364, 55 L. ed. 364. 

38. Columbus Constr. Co. v. Crane 
Conny its) Us. Sa 600; 19 RSC reageiaeas 
L. ed. 1102. 
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whether jurisdiction has since been lost, the deci- 


sion is not directly reviewable.*® 


nized difficulty in always distinguishing between 


matters going to the jurisdiction 
mining the merits.*° 
Incidental questions. 


sarily involved in the ultimate 


court’s jurisdiction,*! including questions of fact de- 


pending upon evidence.*? Inquiry 


jurisdiction commonly necessitates the application 


of rules of general law but the 


thereby lose its distinctively jurisdictional charac- 


ter.42 Nor does the decision of 
nonjurisdictional question necessa 


decision of the jurisdictional question from being 


directly reviewable.‘ 
Cases valueless as precedents. 


the supreme court silently exercised appellate juris- 
diction, the question of its jurisdiction not being 
raised or considered, is not regarded as binding upon 


39. Patterson v. Delaware, 
Co., 251 Fed. 255, 163 CCA 411. 

40. Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Cor- 
nell Steamboat Co., 218 U. S. 264, 
31 SCt 17, 54 L. ed. 1039. And see 
Ex p. Bigelow, 113 U. S. 328, 330, 
5 SCt 542, 28 Li ed. 1005 (“It may 
be confessed that it is not always 
very easy to determine what mat- 
ters go to the jurisdiction of a court 
so as to make its action when erro- 
neous a nullity’’). 

41. Nickels v. Pullman Co., 263 
Fed. 551. And see, fur illustration, 
infra §§ 228, 230. Y 

[a] A contrary and erroneous 
view was taken in Drake v, Tennes- 
see, etc. R. Co., 268 Fed. 248 (as 
cited infra § 228 note 30). 

42. See infra § 259. 

43. Olds v. Herman H. Taraber 
Conn Oo eds 9,01 15, CCAS, 

44, American Electric Welding 
Co. v. Lalance, ete., Mfg. Co., 249 
Fed. 968, 162 CCA 166. 

[a] “Denial of the plaintiffs’ mo- 
tion for a preliminary injunction was 
not upon the merits, but was a 
mere incident of the decree dis- 
missing the suit for want of juris- 
diction,” and the latter decree was 
therefore reviewable exclusively by 
the supreme court. American Elec- 
tric Welding Co. v. Lalance, etc., 


etc., 


Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 968, 972, 162 CCA 
166. 

45. Eugene Sol Louie v. U. S., 41 
SCt 188, 65 L. ed. — (where ‘the 


supreme court held contrary to its 
sub silentio acceptance of jurisdic- 
tion: in Clairmont.v. U. S., 225 U. S. 
DOU oUSCELusiy Dol luaed, 1201 where 
‘it was inadvertently assumed with- 
out discussion that the question in- 
volved was one of the jurisdiction of 
the District Court’); Fritch v. U. 8., 
248 U. S. 458, 463, 39 SCt 158, 63 L. 
ed. 359 (stating that an earlier case 
there cited “must be regarded as a 
mere inadvertent assumption of ju- 
risdiction rather than as a decision 
that such jurisdiction existed’’); U.S. 
v. bane, 245 U. S. 166, 38 SCt 94, 62 
LL. ed. 228; Louisville Trust Co. v. 
Knott, 191 U.S. 225, 24 SCt 119, 48 
L. ed. 159. 

fa] In other courts, however, 
such a case may have some weight 
as a precedent. St. Louis Cotton 
Compress Co. v. American Cotton 
Co., 125 Fed. 196, 200, 60 CCA 80 
(‘In Conley v. Mathieson Alkali 
Works, 190 U. S. 406, 23 SCt 728, 47 
L. ed. 1113, and Geer v. Mathieson 
Alkali Works, 190 U. S. 428, 23 SCt 
807, 47 L. ed. 1122, two cases were 
presented to the Supreme ‘Court, one 
an action at law and the other a suit 
in equity, in which the summonses 


Direct reviewability of a 
decision upon a question of jurisdiction embraces 
the decision of all questions incidental to and neces- 


FEDERAL COURTS 


There is a recog- 


and those deter- 
stitution.4? 


question of the 
whether there is 
inquiry does not 
an independent 


rily prevent the 


A ease in which 


had been served while the suits were 
pending in the state court. The cases 
were subsequently removed to the 
United States Circuit Court on the 
ground of diversity of citizenship. 
In that court they were dismissed 
because the summonses were not 
legally served upon the Mathieson 
Company. A writ of error was sued 
out of the Supreme Court to reverse 
the judgment at law, and a direct ap- 
peal was taken to that court from the 
decree in equity. The Supreme Court 
took jurisdiction of both cases, and 
determined the jurisdictional ques- 
tions presented by the insufficient 
service of the processes upon their 
merits under section 5 of the act of 
March 3, 1891. - These cases present 
facts substantially similar to those 
which condition the case in hand, and 
they are practically conclusive of 
the question before us. It is true 
that no objection to the jurisdiction 
of the Supreme Court was made in 
these cases, but the Supreme Court 
has not exhibited so rapacious a dis- 
position to review cases in which its 
jurisdiction was doubtful since the 
establishment of the Circuit Court of 
Appeals, as to inspire any confident 
belief that it would have failed to 
perceive its lack of jurisdiction in 
these cases without any prompting, 
if any such lack had existed”). 


46. The stare decisis rule see 
Courts § 304, 
47. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 


Co., 218 U. S: 357, 368, 31 SCt 81, 54 L. 
ed, 1069 (“Apart from the powers 
that are inherent in a judicial tri- 
bunal,: after such tribunal has been 
lawfully created, the Circuit Courts 
can exercise no jurisdiction not con- 
ferred upon them by legislative en- 
actment’’). And see supra § 4 

48. See supra § 210. 

49. U.S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 
222° TW. S. 199) .32.SE€t. 44) 156). ed. 
163 [dist Louisville. Trust Co. v. 
Knott," 191) UW. S.0 225, 24 (SCusii era's 
DD. ed: 1595) Un Sve. Darkingg2 08s. 
S. 333, 28 SCt 417, 52 L. ed. 517 and 
Fore River Shipbuilding Co. v. Hage, 
ZU NU aS Libs ol MCL MLSbs Dosen Cas 


163]. 
50. See Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Rice, 247 U. S. 201, 208, 38 SCt 429, 62 


L. ed. 1071 (“The railroad company 
set up a claim based upon the pro- 
visions of a tariff filed, published and 
approved as required by Interstate 
Commerce Act; result of the action 
necessarily depended upon construc- 
tien and effect of that act. We think 
the Tae ee Court had jurisdiction’’) ; 


1 Ofc ww ve Congress | Const Cos 
222° U. Sk) 1993" 7201,. 825 SComAzs. 756 
L. ed. 163 (“The objection to the 


[§§ 217-218 


it *#® under the rule of stare decisis.*® 

[§ 218] (bb) Exclusive and Inclusive Test. Ju- 
risdiction of federal trial courts is determined by 
acts of congress enacted in pursuance of the con- 
Jurisdiction is in issue in the sense in- 
tended by the statute 4® whenever the power of the 
court to hear and determine the cause as defined 
or limited by the constitution or statutes of the 
United States is in controversy.*® 
seem that in all cases, where the power of the court 
to entertain a cause depends upon the construction 
or application of any provision in the federal stat- 
utes or constitution, a question of jurisdiction as 
a federal court is presented,°° and on the other hand 
is not presented where such construction or applica- 
tion is not required.®! 
however, that there may be instances in which it 
is hard to say whether a law goes to the power or 
only to the duty of the court.®? 
seems to have been thought that a proper test of-— 
jurisdiction is to inquire whether a judgment or 
decree in the case could be collaterally attacked as 


Hence it would 


It should be borne in mind, 


In one case it 


jurisdiction of the Circuit Court was 
that the action was brought in one 
district, when, under the Federal 
statutes, rightly interpreted, it 
should have been brought in another. 
} The jurisdiction of the Circuit 
Court, in the sense of its power to 
entertain the action, in view of the 
statutory provisions bearing upon the 
place for bringing such an .action, 
was directly in issue, and so the case 
is rightly here upon a direct writ 
of error’); Davis v. Cleveland, etc., 
Re Cones, UGS. Lote oC Stes Gee 
54 L, ed. 708, 27 LRANS 823, 18 Ann 
Cas 907 (where, sustaining appellate 
jurisdiction, the court said: “The 
questions in the case, therefore, de- 
pend for their solution upon the in- 
terpretation of Federal laws’); Mit- 
chell Coal, ete, Co. v. Pennsylvania 
R. Co., 192 Fed. 475, 479, 112 CCA 6387 
{certiorari den 223 U. S. 738, 32 SCt 
528, 56 L. ed. 635] (“All federal 
courts are courts of limited jurisdic- 
tion and the question of the extent 
of their jurisdiction must be decided 
by the limitation placed upon it by 
law. Such a question necessarily 
affects the federal court as such’); 
and supra § 210 text and note 47 
[ec] (3). 

[a] Thus (1) where “the only 
question is whether the Circuit Court 
had power to allow the amendment” 
after verdict and judgment, of plain- 
tiffs fatally defective averment of 
citizenship and to retain the judg- 
ment after such amendment, the su- 
preme court in affirming the judg- 
ment quoted Rev. St. § 954, provid- 
ing for allowance of amendments. 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Duthie, 189 
US. a6 is tase SOL GLO may L. ed. 
Tb. (2) Affirming the judgment of 
the court below, the court said: 
“This being an action’ against the 
United States, the authority of the 
Circuit Court to take cognizance of 
it depends upon the construction of 
the above act of March 3, 1887.” 
Bigby v. U. S., 188 U. S.. 400, 402, 23 
SCt 468, 47 L. ed. 519. 

Jurisdiction dependent on existence 
of federal question see supra § 29 
et seq. 

51. Louisville Trust. Co. v. Knott, 
191 U.S. 225, 235,24 SCt 119, 48 L. 


ed. 159 (where, dismissing an ap- 
peal, the court said: ‘The issue pre- 
sented ... did not raise any ques- 


tion under the Constitution or stat- 
utes of the United States”). 

5@. Lamar vy. U. S., 240 U.S. 60; 
36 SCt 255, 60 L. ed. 526 (where the 
court so stated). And see Fauntle- 
roy v. Lum, 210 U.S. 230, 234, 28 SCt 
640, 642, 53 L. ed. 1039; 1041 (“No 
doubt it sometimes may be difficult 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a 


| §§ 218-220] 


null and void for want of jurisdiction;5? but this 
would be a false test of appellate jurisdiction in the 
class of cases herein considered, since a reviewable 
question of jurisdiction is often based upon the 


evidence produced at the trial.5* 
[§ 219] 


[§ 220] 


to decide whether certain words in 
a Statute are directed to jurisdic- 
tion or to merits, but the distinc- 
tion between the two is plain. One 
goes to the power, the other only to 
the duty of the court. Under the 
common law it is the duty of a court 
of general jurisdiction not to enter 
a judgment upon a parol promise 
made without consideration; but it 
has power to do it, and, if it does, 
the judgment is unimpeachable, un- 
less reversed. Yet a Statute could be 
framed that would make the power, 
that is, the jurisdiction of the court 
dependent upon whether there was a 
consideration or not. Whether a 
given statute is intended simply to 
establish a. rule of substantive law, 
and thus to define the duty of the 
court, or is meant to limit its power, 
is a question of construction and 
common sense. When it affects a 
court of general jurisdiction and 
deals with a matter upon which that 
court must pass, we naturally are 
slow to read ambiguous words, as 
meaning to leave the judgment open 
to dispute, or as intended to do more 
than to fix’ the rule by which the 
eourt should decide’). 


« 53. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
180 8Us Si 28, 24. SCt 251, 45 Le ed. 
410. 

54. See infra § 259. 

55. See infra § 222. 

56. See infra § 223. 

57. See infra § 224, 

58. See infra § 220 


59. Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S,_60, 
36 SCt 255, 60 L. ed. 526 (per Mr. 
Justice Holmes). 

As to criminal cases, however, see 
infra § 225. P 

60. Finality of decree in ad- 
miralty for purpose of appeal see 
supra § 211. 

61. Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Cor- 
nell Steamboat Co., 218 U. S. 264, 
D7 Stalin pA eds 080 eG Dhe 
form of the decree must be taken to 
express the meaning of the judge. 
If the decree was founded, as it pur- 
ports to be, on a denial of jurisdic- 
tion in the court, this court has ju- 
risdiction of the appeal. For all ad- 
miralty jurisdiction belongs to courts 
of the United States as such, and 
therefore the denial of jurisdiction 
brings the appeal within the estab- 
lished rule’’). 


62. Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S. 60, 
86 SCt 255, 60 L. ed. 526. But see 
Wilson vy. Resolute, 168 U. S. 437, 18 


SCt 112, 42 L. ed. 533 (as cited supra- 
§ 217 note 37). 

[a] Since the admiralty has a 
limited jurisdiction, if there are no 
merits in a claim, it is of a kind 
that the admiralty not only ought 
not to enforce but has no power to 
enforce. Lehigh Valley R. Co. Vv. 
Cornell Steamboat Co., 218 U. S. 204, 
31 SCt 17, 54 L. ed. 1039. And see 
Mitchell Coal, etc., Co, v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 192 Fed. 475, 112 CCA 
637 [certiorari den 223 U. S. 133, 32 
SCt 528, 56 L. ed. 635] (referring to 
the foregoing doctrine in admiralty, 
and adopting it as applicable to the 


cc. ‘Particular Classes of Cases—(aa) | 
Jurisdiction Coalescing with Merits. 
when the controversy concerns a subject limited by 
federal law, such as_ bankruptey,®> copyright,°¢ 
patents,” or admiralty,°® the jurisdiction so far 
coalesces with the merits that a case not within 
the law is not within the jurisdiction of the court.59 
(bb) Admiralty Cases.°° 
the supreme court from a decree which dismissed 
a libel for contribution in favor of a wrongdoer, 
who had paid a judgment recovered against him in 
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It is said that 


coalesce.®2 


An appeal to 


case at bar, which was not in ad- 
miralty). 
[b] Direct appeal lies: (1) Where 


the exceptions to a libel and inter- 
vening petition claiming salvage for 
services rendered to a vessel on fire 
in a dry dock challenged the juris- 
diction because, from the situation 
of the vessel, the place where the 
services were rendered, and their na- 
ture and character, they afforded no 
basis for the jurisdiction of the 
court as a court of admiralty of the 
United States, and this was the con- 
ception upon which ‘that court acted 
in dismissing such libel and inter- 
vening: petition. Simmons v. The 
Jefferson, 215 U: S. 130, 138, 30 SG¢t 
54, 54 L. ed. 125 (“As the foregoing 
considerations demonstrate that the 
case was dismissed below because of 
the conclusion that there was no 
jurisdiction as a Federal court over 
the subject-matter of the contro- 
versy, it results that the motion to 
dismiss is without merit’). (2) 
Where a libel to enforce a maritime 
lien against a vessel was dismissed 
for want of jurisdiction on the 
ground that the vessel at the time 
of her arrest was in possession of 
an assignee for the benefit vf cred- 
itors under the state statute. The 
Alliance, 70 Fed. 273, 275, 17 CCA 
124 (‘We might be disposed to hold, 
if called upon, that there was no 
more reason for dismissing a libel 
against the ship because the court 
had temporarily lost possession of 
that property than there would be 
for dismissing an indictment because 
the defendant named therein had es- 
ecaped. As this is a point touching 
the jurisdiction of the court, we 
have no authority to decide it. This 
shows that the question here pre- 
sented is one of jurisdiction”). (3) 
Where, in proceedings for limitation 
of a shipowner’s liability, a decree 
was rendered in his favor after over- 
ruling the contention that the court 
had no right to proceed because the 
petition disclosed but one claim and 
laid no basis for apprehending the 
existence of others. White v. Island 


Transp. Co., 2338 U. S. 346, 34 SCt 
5895 058) i Fed 993. (4) Where a 
decree for salvage was rendered 


after the pendency of a suit for the 
limitation of the shipowner’s liabil- 
ity was pleaded. Metropolitan Red- 
wood Lumber Co, v. Doe, 223 U. S. 
S6b Mole peor ee CtLAromron wlan ed. 473, 
AnnCasi913D 1221 (‘In that situa- 
tion, the jurisdiction of the court to 
hear and determine every claim in 
that proceeding became exclusive. It 
was then the duty of every other 
court, Federal or state, to stop all 
further proceedings in separate suits 
upon claims to which the limited lia- 
bility act applied’). (5) Directly 
reviewable as questions of jurisdic- 
tion were: Whether a claim for 
services, ete., for which a libel in 
rem was filed was a claim for mari- 


time service under a maritime con- 
tract. North Pac. ‘SS. Co. v.. Hall 
Bros. Mar. R., etc. Co., 249 U. 8S. 


119, 39 SCt 221,63 L. ed. 510. (6) 
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a suit at common law, could not be defeated on the 
theory that the dismissal, although expressed to 
be for want of jurisdiction, was really upon the 
merits because payment of a judgment at common 
law is not a ground for contribution from a wrong- 
doer not a party to the suit.61 It has been remarked 
that in admiralty cases matters going to the juris- 
diction and those determining the merits may 
The question whether a court of ad- 
miralty has power to grant costs on dismissal of a 
libel for lack of jurisdiction as a federal court 
over the subject matter is merely, an adjunct to 
the question of jurisdiction. 

Nonjurisdictional questions. 
vessel from arrest for reasons of comity and ex- 
pressly excluding consideration of the merits did 


A decree releasing a 


Whether a contract on which a libel 
for recovery was brought was a 
maritime contract. The Francis Mc- 
Donald, 41 SCt 65, 65 Li. ed. —. (7) 
Whether a structure intended to sup- 
port a government beacon had ac- 
quired a maritime relation so as to 
give jurisdiction in admiralty for a 
claim for damage to it inflicted by 
a colliding vessel. Latta, 
Constr. Co. v. The Raithmoor, 241 U. 
S. 1665386 SCt, 514 60 ia edamoone 
(8) Whether on a libel in rem against 
a vessel for injuries inflicted to a 
railroad bridge upon the dock on a 
wharf, the record disclosed a mari- 


time tort. Cleveland, etc, R. Co. v 
Cleveland SS. Co., 208 U. S. 316, 28 
SCt 414, 52 L. ed. 508, 13 AnnCas 


1215 [foll Duluth, ete., Bridge Co. v. 
The Troy, 208 U. S. 321, 28 SCt 416, 
52 L. ed. 512, affirming dismissal for 
want of jurisdiction of a libelin rem 
against a vessel for injuries inflicted 
to the draw of a bridge over a navi- 
gable stream and to its center pier 
protection]. (9) Whether a libel 
in rem may be maintained against 
a vessel for negligently colliding 
with and destroying a beacon stand- 
ing a few feet from the channel, in 
water twelve or fifteen feet deep, al- 
though built upon piles driven firmly 
into the bottom. U.S. v. Evans, 1$5 
UNS oOls 25 aS Ctl 46; 049= ned puae or 
(10) Whether the liability of a ves- 
sel for certain pecuniary penalties 
imposed by federal statutes was en- 
forceable by libel in rem without 
first convicting and fining the offend- 


ing person. The 6-S, 250 U. S. 269, 
39 -SCt 452, 63 L. ed. 977. Cutty 
Whether proceedings to limit the 


liability of a shipowner for a non- 
maritime tort can be entertained. 
Richardson v. Harmon, 222 U. S. 96, 
Be KOR PAG, SL aD rah Mea 0 (12) 
Whether, in proceedings in admiralty 
for limitation of liability the dis- 
trict court had power, after final dis- 
position of the questions of limita- 
tion, to enter a decree in personam 
against the owners of the vessel for 
damages suffered by some of the in- 
terveners. The Annie Faxon, 87 Fed. 
961, 31 CCA 325. (28) Whether the 
admiralty: court was correct in as- 
suming jurisdiction of a libel for 
seamen’s wages which accrued while 
the vessel was in the custody of a 
receiver appointed by a state court 
in a suit against the owner to fore- 
close a mortgage. Wilson v. Reso- 
lute, 168 U.S: 487, 18 SCt 12, 42 LL. 
ed. 533 [foll The William H. Hoag, 
168 U. S. 448, 18 SCt 114, 42 L. ed. 
Ged. 

{c] A dry dock is not a subject 
of salvage service.—Cope v. Vallette 
Dry-Dock Co, 119 U.S. 625, 7 SCt 
336, 50 L. ed. 501 (decided on an ap- 
peal prior to the enactment of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals Act and 
affirming dismissal of a libel upon a 
plea to the jurisdiction). 

63. The Ada, 255 Fed. 50, 51, 166 
CCA 378 (‘If there had been juris- 
diction over the subject-matter, ju- 
risdiction as to costs is not doubted, 
In legal effect the money question 
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not present a question of jurisdiction.°4 Nor was 
there a directly reviewable question where the dis- 
trict court having jurisdiction of the parties and 
the res dismissed a libel. on the ground that the 
cause of action was barred by lapse of time.%§ 

The appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court is 
exclusive where the sole question decided by the 
admiralty court is one of jurisdiction.® 

[§ 221] (cc) Proceedings in Rem under Food 
and Drugs Act. A section of the Pure Food. and 
Drugs Act provides that the proceedings thereunder 
shall conform as near as may be to the proceedings 
in admiralty.®7 
vided by the act °’ applies to an article of food 
which has not been shipped for sale but has been 
shipped for use as raw material in the manufacture 
of some other product, and whether the proceeding 
in rem may be had against goods that have passed 
out of interstate commerce before the proceeding is 
commenced, are reviewable questions of jurisdic- 
tion;®® but it is not so clear in regard to a conten- 
tion that the court is without jurisdiction to enter 
judgment in personam against the claimant for 
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Whether the remedy in rem pro-— 


[§§ 220-222 


costs.”° 

[§ 222] (dd) Cases under Bankruptcy Law. 
The statement that in bankruptcy cases the jurisdic- 
tion so far coalesces with the merits that a case not 
within the law is not within the jurisdiction of the 
court 7! has been variously illustrated.72 On the 
other hand, an adjudication that one against whom 
involuntary proceedings in bankruptcy are in- 
stituted is engaged chiefly in farming and therefore 
not subject to provisions of the Bankruptey Act 
is not a decision of a question of jurisdiction, but 
an exercise of jurisdiction, and not reviewable on 
direct appeal by the supreme court.”* For the same 
reason an appeal was dismissed from a decree re- 
quiring payment to the trustee in bankruptcy of a 
sum of money as a part of the assets of the bank- 
rupt estate.“* A decision of a district court in 
bankruptcy upholding its jurisdiction to adjudicate 
the validity of an alleged qualified lien upon prop- 
erty which it decided to be an asset of the estate in 
bankruptcy, and not exempt property of the bank- 
rupt, did not create a directly reviewable question 


involved is not even a variant of the 
fundamental jurisdiction point’). 

64. The Attualita, 238 Fed. 909, 
911, 152 CCA 43 (where release from 
arrest under a libel in rem was made 
upon the ground that the vessel had 
been requisitioned by the Italian gov- 
ernment for the purpose of trans- 
porting military supplies. “The ob- 
jection . . . was not to the juris- 
diction of the District Court of the 
United States as a federal court, 
but was an objection which went 
equally to the jurisdiction of any 
court, state or federal.” And see 
supra § 217). 

65. Laidlaw v. Oregon R., 
Co., 81 Fed. 876, 26 CCA 665. 

66. See cases infra this note. 

[a] For that reason an appeal to 
the circuit court of appeals was dis- 
missed in: The Ada, 255 Fed. 50, 166 
CCA 378; The Annie Faxon, 87 Fed 
961, 31 CCA 325; The Alliance, 70 
Fed. 273, 17 CCA 124. And see The 
Presto, 93 Fed. 522, 35 CCA 394 tates 
appr Great Northern R. Co. 
Blaine County, 252 Fed. 548, 164 COA 
464] (holding that the court had 
appellate jurisdiction but solely on 
the ground that more than the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction was decided by 
Hees court below). See also supra 

67. Act June 30, 1906 (34 St. at 
L. 768 ¢ 3915 § 10). 

68. See supra note 67. 

69. Hipolite Egg Co. v. U. S., 220 
U.S: 45, 31 SCt 364, 55 L. ed. 364. 

70. Hipolite Bee Co. v. U. S., 220 
U. S. 45, 60, 31 SCt 364, 55 L. ed. 
364 (“The district court gets its ju- 
risdiction of the cause from § 10 of 
the Food and Drugs Act, and whether 
the libel may be in rem and in per- 
sonam, or whether a personal judg- 
ment fcr costs can be rendered, may 
be said to be simply a question of 
the construction of the section, and 
not one which involves the jurisdic- 
tion of the court. In other words, 
the rulings of the court may be 
error only, not in excess of its power. 
It certainly had jurisdiction of the 
person”). 

71. See supra § 219. 

72, See cases infra this note. 

[al Reviewable questions of ju- 
risdiction were: (1) Whether an ad- 
judication of bankruptcy may be 
made on a claim for unliquidated 


etc., 


ee hae Frederic L. Grant Shoe Co. 
PM laird § Co.. 3212.) Si" 445; 
29 SCts'S3 24) bs! ads. C0.) 59m. (2) 


Whether a suit by a trustee in bank- 
ruptcy to recover property held by a 
third person, which is alleged to be- 
long to the bankrupt, is maintain- 


able in the district court in bank- 
ruptey. Harris v. Mt. Pleasant First 
Nat. Bank, 216 U. S. 382, 30 SCt 296, 
54 L. ed. 528. (3) Whether the dis- 
trict court in bankruptcy could en- 
tertain a petition by the trustee in 
bankruptcy to enjoin plaintiffs in 
suits against the bankrupt in state 
courts from collecting their judg- 
ments from the surety on the bank- 
rupt’s bail bond with whom money 
had been deposited by the bankrupt 
to indemnify him. Jaquith v. Row- 
Vey 188) OU. Ses 620.23) SCus69. 047 
L. ed. $20. (4) Whether a district 
court in which proceedings in bank- 
ruptcy are pending may entertain a 
suit by the trustee in bankruptcy 
against a person holding and claim- 
ing as his own property alleged to 
have been conveyed te him by the 
bankrupt in fraud of creditors. 
Bards v. Howarden First Nat. Bank, 


178 U. S. 524, 20 SCt 1000, 44 L, ed. 
1175 [foll Mitchell v. McClure, 178 
U.. S: 539; 20. SCt'.1000, 344 LL, ed. 
1182]. (5) Whether under the al- 


legations of a bill by a trustee in 
bankruptcy the district court sitting 
in bankruptcy could entertain a 
proceeding in the nature of a plenary 
action in which the parties were duly 
served and brought into court to de- 
termine rights in or liens upon prop- 
erty which came into possession of 
the court as property of the bank- 
rupt. Whitney v. Wenman, 198 U. 
S. 539,.25 SCt 778, 49 L. ed. 1157. 
(6) Whether upon consideration of 
the allegations of the bill by a 
trustee in bankruptcy in the district 
court in bankruptcy to avoid a pref- 
erence and transfer denounced by 
the Bankruptcy Act, the court had 
power to grant any relief. Flanders 
v. Coleman, 250 U. S. 223, 39 SCt 472, 
63 L. ed. 948. (7) Whether such a 
suit is maintainable without defend- 
ant’s consent in a federal bankruptcy 
court where the real and personal 
property involved is located, although 
the bankruptcy proceedings were in- 
stituted and defendant resides in an- 
other district of the same state. Col- 


trict court in bankruptcy may enter- 
tain proceedings instituted by a trus- 
tee in bankruptcy duly appointed 
in a bankruptcy proceeding pending 
in another district, and compel the 
officers of the bankrupt corporation 
to deliver to such trustee the docu- 
ments in their possession relating to 
the business of the bankrupt. Bab- 
bitt v. Dutcher, 216 U. S. 102, 39 SCt 
372, 54 L. ed. 402, 17 AnnCas 969. 
(10) Whether the federal circuit 
court could entertain a suit by a 
trustee in bankruptcy to recover 
upon an alleged cause of action for 
moneys due the bankrupt at and 
prior to the adjudication in bank- 
ruptcy, where the trustee in bank- 
ruptcy was a citizen of the same 
state with defendant and the bank- 
rupt was a citizen of another state. 


Bush, v.  Filliott,, 202-U. S.° 477, 26 
SCt 668, 50 [.. ed. 1114. 
[b] Merits improperly considered. 


—‘As this court has not infrequently 
said, jurisdiction must be determined 
not upon the conclusion on the merits 
of the action, but upon considera- 
tion of the grounds upon which fed- 
eral jurisdiction is invoked.’ Flan- 
ders v, Coleman, 250 U. S. 223, 228, 


139 SCt_472, 63 L. ed. 948. 


73. Denver First Nat. Bank v. 
Klug, 186 U. S. 202, 204, 22 SCt 899, 
46 L. ed. 1127 (“The conclusion was, 
it is true, that Klug could not be 
adjudged a bankrupt, but the court 
had jurisdiction to so determine, and 
its jurisdiction over the subject-mat- 
ter was not and could not be ques- 
tioned’’). 

{a] Upon the amthority of the 
foregoing case it was held that the 
question whether a corporation was 
principally engaged in manufactur- 
ing and mercantile pursuits, so that 
it might be declared an involuntary 
bankrupt was within the jurisdiction 
of the district court to determine, 
and an appeal should be taken to 
the circuit court of appeals and not 


to the supreme court. Columbia: 
Ironworks v. National Lead Co., 
197 Fed: 99, 162 ,CCAY 9964s DIVA, 


lett, v. Adams, 249 U. S. 545, 39 SCt | 645. 


372, 63 L. ed. 764, (8) Whether with- 
out the consent of defendant a fed- 
eral district court may entertain a 
suit by a trustee in bankruptcy to 
recover property of the bankrupt in 
the possession of a third rercon un- 
der a conveyance which was neither 
made as a preference nor, assuming 
it to be fraudulent, made within four 
months of the bankruptcy proceed- 
ing. Wood v. Wilbert’s Sons Shingle, 
ete., -Co., 226 1) 8.384, 08385 SCtri25, 
57 L. ed. 264. (9) Whether a dis- 


74 Schweer v. Brown, 185 U. S. 
171, 25 SCt 15, 49 L. ed. 144 (‘Tf the 
court erred in retaining jurisdiction 
on the merits, the remedy was by 
petition to the Circuit Court of Ap- 


peals under § 24b of the bankruptcy 
law”). And see In re Amy, 263 
Fed. 8 (where, however, the court 
went to the extreme length of 


declaring that a question of juris. 
diction in bankruptcy is not a ques- 
tion of jurisdiction as a federal 
court). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


‘ 
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of jurisdiction.75 The question whether a petition 
in involuntary bankruptcy alleges an act of bank- 
ruptey is not of the class of jurisdictional questions 
over which the supreme court takes jurisdiction,’® 
and a decision involving only the question whether 
or not the federal district court, which in ancillary 
proceedings in bankruptcy has seized and has in 
control the property of a stranger to the original 
and ancillary proceedings, has jurisdiction to re- 
store 1t to him or to his ereditor who has been 
prevented by the act of the court from lawfully 
applying it to the payment of his claim, is review- 
able only by the circuit court of appeals.77 It is 
doubtful whether an objection, that a suit by a 
trustee in bankruptey in the federal district court 
in bankruptcy to avoid a conveyance of real and 
personal property by the bankrupt is precluded be- 
eause a suit by defendant against the bankrupt to 
avoid the same transfer is pending in the state 
court, raises a question of jurisdiction as a federal 
eourt.7® 

[§ 223] (ee) Copyright Suits. It seems that a 
copyright suit is to be regarded as one where the 
jurisdiction is apt to coalesce with the merits.” At 
any rate, whether upon construction of the federal 
statutes an action at law can be maintained in a 
federal court to recover damages sustained by rea- 
son of the infringement of a copyright is a review- 
able question of jurisdiction of the court as a fed- 
eral court.®° 
1 [§ 224] (ff) Suits under Patent Laws.8! Whether 
a suit originally brought in the federal court,’? or 
removed thereto from a state court,8* arises under 
the patent laws is peculiarly a question of jurisdic- 
tion as a federal court,8+ and within the meaning 
of the statute giving appellate jurisdiction.®> 
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court, which has jurisdiction of all crimes ecogniz- 
able under the authority of the United States,%¢ 
acts equally witlfin its jurisdiction whether it de- 
cides a man to be guilty or innocent under the 
criminal law and whether its decision is right or 
wrong.®? Objection that the indictment does not 
charge a crime against the United States,8* or that 
a rule to show cause and the evidence introduced 
thereon does not authorize a trial and conviction 
for the contempt of court charged therein,®® or that 
the land upon which an Indian defendant was al- 
leged to have committed a crime was not, in the 
statutory sense, within an Indian reservation,?° is 
addressed to the merits of the case and not to the 
jurisdiction of the court. But a contention that 
the district court had no power to try an indictment 
for a crime committed in a territory prior to its 
admission as a state raised a question of jurisdic- 
tion.®2 No doubt the contention, if not frivolous, 
that a court-martial has exclusive jurisdiction of 
an offense charged against defendant in the dis- 
trict court, raised a reviewable question of juris- 
diction.°* Instructive discussion of the question 
whether certain objections in criminal cases go to 
the jurisdiction of the court is often found in 
habeas corpus eases.°* Except as provided in the 
Criminal Appeals Act of 1907 the United States 
cannot sue out a writ of error in any criminal 
case.°% 

[§ 226] (hh) Suits under Interstate Commerce 
Act. A reviewable question of jurisdiction was 
presented where plaintiff railroad company sued to 
recover a claim based upon the provisions of a tariff 
duly filed, published, and approved as required by 
the Interstate Commerce Law,°*? and where a shipper, 
in advance of any application to the interstate com- 


{[§ 225] (gg) Criminal Cases. The district | merce commission, and action thereon by that body, 
75, Lucius v. Cawthon-Coleman | that class see supra § 217. 274, 
Co., 196 U. S. 149, 151, 25 SCt 214, 49 78. Collett _v, Adams, 249 U. S. {a] The circuit court of appeals 


L. ed. 425 (When, therefore, as in 
the case at bar, property of the bank- 
rupt has come into the possession of 
the trustee in bankruptcy, and the 
bankrupt has asserted in the bank- 


bearing upon 


225 U.S. 


545, 39 SCt 372, 63 L. ed. 764 (ques- 
tion suggested, but not decided or 
considered further than to cite as 


Commn. v. Louisville, 
292), 209, 32) SCt.756, 


is the court to which a case involy- 
ing such a contention should be 


taken, Cartier v. U. S., 148 Fed. 804, 
Mississippi R.|78 CCA 494, e 
ete., R. 89.57 O Nealiv. Ue S:, 190) Wes 36a 


0., 
56 | 37, £3 SCt 776, 47 L. ed. 945 (‘“Juris- 


ruptey court a claim to be entitled 
to a part or the whole of such prop- 
erty, as exempt property, the bank- 
ruptey court necessarily is vested 
with jurisdiction to determine upon 
the facts before it the validity of 
the claimed exemption. An errone- 
ous decision against an asserted 
right of exemption and a_conse- 
quently erroneous holding that the 
property forms assets of the estate 
in bankruptcy, to be administered un- 
der the direction of the bankruptcy 
court, while subject to correction in 
the mode appropriate for the correc- 
tion of errors (Lockwood v. Ft. Val- 
ley Exch. Bank. 190 U. S. 294, 23 SCt 
151, 47 L. ed. 1061), does not create a 
question of jurisdiction proper to be 
passed upon by this court by a di- 
rect appeal’). 

76. Exploration Mercantile Co. v. 
Pacific Hardware, etc., Co., 177 Fed. 
825, 834, 101 CCA 39 (“In that re- 
spect it is like the question whether 
the alleged bankrupt is one who may 
be proceeded against in involuntary 
bankruptey under the act’). 

77, Fidelity Trust Co. v. Gaskell, 
195 Fed. 805, 115 CCA 527 (the ques- 
tion of the jurisdiction of the court 
below was conditioned, not by_ the 
power of that court as a federal 
court, but by the general rules and 
principles governing the action of 
courts of concurrent jurisdiction in 
their relations to each other, and 
by the principles of equity and rules 
of practice which control the dis- 
position of claims of interveners and 
other parties to original and ancil- 
lary suits in equity). As to cases of 


L. ed. 1087;»Courtney v. Pradt, 196 
U: S. 89, 25 SCt. 208,49 (Lb, ed: 398; 
Louisville Trust Co, v. Knott, 191 U. 
S: 225, 224 (SCt- 1195648 | ha.,ved.; 159): 
See also supra § 217. 

79. Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S. 60, 
36 SCt 255,60 Li, ed. 526. 

80. Globe Newspaper Co. v. Wal- 
ker, 210 U. S. 356, 28 SCt 726, 52 L. 
ed. 1096. 

81. Jurisdiction and merits co- 
alescinge see supra § 219. 

82. Odell v. F. C. Farnsworth Co., 
250 UW.icS.. 501, 39:5SCt 516, 63 L. edt 
1111; Briggs v. United Shoe Mach. 
Co., 239 U. S. 48, 36 SCt 6, 60 L. ed. 
138; Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. 
Karpen, 238 U. S. 254, 35 SCt 788, 
59 L. ed. 1295; Healy v. Sea Gnill 
Specialty Co., 237 U. S. 479, 35 SCt 
658, 59 L. ed. 1056; The Fair v. Koh- 
ler (Die,7 ete:7 (Co) 2:28 si 5S. 225.338 
SCt 410, 67 L. sed: 71655. C: Cook Co. 
v. Beecher, 217 U. S. 497, 30 SCt 601, 
54 L. ed. 855; Excelsior Wooden Pipe 
Co. v. Pacific Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 
282, 22 SCt 681, 46 L. ed. 910. And 
see Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S. 60, 36 
sct Ape 60 L. ed. 526 (as cited supra 

29) 

: 83. American Well Works Co. v. 
Layne, 241 U. S. 257,36 SCt 585, 60 
L. ed. 987. 


84. See supra §§ 217, 218. 

85. See supra § 210. 

86. Jud. Code § 24. 

87. Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S. 60, 
86 SCt 255, 60 L. ed. 526. 

ss. Lamar v. U. S., 240 U. S. 60, 


36 SCt 255, 60 L. ed. 526; Ex p. Coy, 
127 U. S. 731, 8 SCt 1263, 32 L. ed. 


diction over the person and jurisdic- 
tion over the subject matter of con- 
tempts were not challenged. The 
charge was the commission of an as- 
sault on an officer of the court for 
the purpose of preventing the dis- 
charge of his duties as such Officer, 
and the contention was that on the 
oR no case of contempt was made 
out’’). 

90. Eurene Sol Louie v. U. S., 41 
SCt 188, 189, 65 L. ed. — [rev 264 Fed. 
295] (the court saying: ‘In Clair- 
mont v..U, Si, 225 U.. S. 5513-554, 32 
SCt 787, 56 L. ed. 1201, it was in- 
advertently assumed without discus- 
sion that the question involved was 
one of the jurisdiction of the Dis- 
trict,;Court’’). 

81. See cases supra notes 88-90. 

92. U.S. v. Sutton, 47 Hed. 129; 
Ze OAL Ds 

93. See Franklin v. U. S., 216 U. 
S. 559. 30 SCt 434, 54 L. ed. 615 (as 
In 


cited infra § 260), 

94, See the following cases: 
re Eckert, 166 U. S. 481, 17 SCt 638, 
41 L. ed. 1085; Ex p. Belt, 159 U. S. 
95, 15 SCt 987, 40 L. ed. 88; Ex p. 
Coyn Ai2teU USinisde8) SCE 1263). of iat 
ed. 274; Ex p. Bigelow, 113 U. S. 328, 
5 SCt 542, 28 L. ed. 1005; Ex p. Jim 
Hong, 211 Fed. 73, 127 CCA 569. 

95. See infra § 267. 

96. U. S. v. Hewecker, 164 U. S. 
AGA eSCt, L8sn4i-5 iG. edhe 345 eimeese 
v. Sanges, 144 U. S. 310, 12 SCt 609, 
86 L. ed. 445. 

97. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Rice, 
247 U. S. 201,: 203, 38 SCt 429, 62 L. 
ed. 1071 (‘‘Result of the action nec- 
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sued a carrier to recover damages sustained by rea- 
son of payments of rebates to his competitors.°® 
But where the shipper sued a carrier for damages 
through excessive freight rates, exacted by defend- 
ant, a demurrer on the ground that plaintiff’s dec- 
laration did not allege that the interstate commerce 
commission had passed upon the rates or made a 
reparation order was a challenge upon principles 
of general law,°® and did not raise a reviewable 
question of jurisdiction: as a federal court; at 
least, not solely a question of jurisdiction,? espe- 
cially where the order sustaining the demurrer also 
dismissed the complaint expressly upon the merits.’ 

[§ 227] (ii) Cases Removed from State Courts. 
Various reviewable questions arising in cases re- 
moved from state courts have been elsewhere men- 
tioned. Other reviewable questions of jurisdiction 
are: Whether the proceeding in the state court, 
which was removed, was a suit or controversy to 
which the judicial power of the United States ex- 
tends, and if so, whether it was removable to the 
federal court, and, if removable and in law re- 
moved, whether it was competent for the federal 
court after the removal to enjoin plaintiff from 
further proceeding in the state court;> whether 
plaintiff’s pleading alleged a primary liability of 
defendant under the Interstate Commerce Act other- 


essarily depended upon construction U. S. 248, 32 SCt 760, 56 L. ed. 1072]. 
4. Cross references; 
of citizenship see 


and effect of that act’). 

98. Mitchell Coal, ete, Co. v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 230 U. S. 247, 
250, 33 SCt 916, 57 L. ed. 1472 (where, 


Diversity 
§ 234. 
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Jurisdictional amount see infra § 233. 
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wise than as a carrier so as to enable defendant to 
remove the cause regardless of the amount in con- 
troversy;® whether there is diversity of citizenship 
between the parties to the suit;’ whether in a suit 
against several defendants one of the latter was in- 
terested adversely to his codefendants and should 
by aligned with plaintiff, thereby creating com- 
munity of citizenship between the parties, so that the 
suit was not removable for diversity of citizenship ;® 
whether the joinder of a resident defendant was 
made for the fraudulent purpose of preventing a 
removal by the resident defendant;® whether, upon 
consideration of plaintiff’s pleading in an action 
in a state court and of the petition for removal, a 
removable separable controversy was shown, and 
whether defendant’s petition for removal sufficiently 
alleged the fraudulent joinder of defendants for the 
purpose of preventing a removal;!° whether a fed- 
eral question, when essential to the jurisdiction, is 
shown in plaintiff’s pleading;1! and whether in a 
removed case the federal court had power to permit 
a defective petition for remeval to be amended.?2 
Although the objection that a petition for removal 
was filed too late may be waived,!® yet if the ques- 
tion whether a petition was filed in time is decided 
in favor of the petitioner it is reviewable as a 
question of jurisdiction of the court.14 It would 


iss U.S, 92, 18" SCt 264-42 ii seas 
[a] Similar ruling under earlier 


act.—Judiciary Act of 1875 (i8 St. 
at L. 472 § 5) provided that the 


infra 


in effect affirming a ruling of the 
circuit court of appeals in Mitchell 
Coal,’ etce., Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
192 Fed. 475, 112 CCA 637 [certiorari 
den 223 U. S. 738, 32 SCt 528, 56 L. 
ed. 635] dismissing an appeal from 
the same decree for want of juris- 
diction, the court said: ‘‘The plain- 
tiff’s cause of action for damages oc- 
ecasioned by the payment of illegal 
or unreasonable allowances was one 
which, under §§ 8 and 9 of the Com- 
merce Act (24 Stat. 382), could only 
be brought in a District or Circuit 
Court of the United States. ... The 
ease differs from Darnell v. Illinois 
Gente Re CoG. 2057 US. (243. 832 SCr 
760, 56 L. ed. 1072. There the Com- 
mission had found that the rate was 
unreasonable. The demurrer, based 
on the failure to allege that a 
reparation order had been made in 
favor of the plaintiff, did not at- 
tack the jurisdiction of the court as 
a Federal court, since the cause of 
action sought to be enforced was 
one which, if properly brought could, 
under the’ act of June 18, 1910 (36 


Stat. 539,554, ¢. 309), have been 
maintained in a state or Federal 
court’). 

[a] If the court also decides a 


question on the merits in an action 
of that character, the entire case, 
with all the questions involved, may 
be taken to the circuit court of ap- 
peals. Morrisdale Coal Co. v. Penn- 
sylvania R. Co., 183 Fed. 929, 106 
WOAW2A6S Laff 280". +S) S04 8380 SCt 
938, 57 L. ed. 1494]; Meeker v. Le- 
high Valley R. Co., 183 Fed. 548, 106 
CCA .94. See also infra § 328: 

99. See supra § 217. 

TerA sv Phillips) <Co; ive, Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co., 195 Fed. 12, 
TID UICCA. 94 [aff 236 > U.S. 662; 35 
SCt 444; 59 L. ed. 774], 

OMA n am ehillips) Cow vw Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co., 195 Fed. 12, 
115 CCA 94 [aff 236 U. S. 662, 35 SCt 
444, 59 L. ed. 774]. 


3. National Pole Co. v. Chicago, 
etc. 7 bts UCOM od Medse 65,127. CCA 
561 [dist Mitchell Coal, ete., Co. v. 


Pennsylvania R. Co., 230 U. S. 247, 
83 SCt 916, 57 L. ed. 1472, and foll 
Darnell v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 225 


Service of process on foreign cor- 
poration see infra § 230. 

Service of process on individual see 
infra § 231. 

Suits Snot patent laws see supra 


§ 
Malini of attachment see infra 
2 


§ 

5. Madisonville Tract. Co. v. St. 
Bernard Min. Co., 196 U. S. 239, 25 
SCt 251, 49 L. ed. 462. 

6. Emery v. American Refriger- 
ator Transit Co., 246 U. S. 634, 38 
SCt 414, 62 L. ed. 912. 

7. Postal Tel. Cable Co. v, Ala- 
bama, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, 39 
L. ed. 231. See also supra § 210 text 
and note 47 [e]; and infra § 234. 

8. Venner v. Great ‘Northern R. 
Co... 209 U.S. (24,° 28 SCt 328, 52 a: 
ed. 666. See also as to alignment of 
parties infra § 234 

9. Wecker v. National Enameling 
ete., Co., 204 U. S, 176, 27 SCt 184, 
51 L. ed. 430, 9 AnnCas YASS 

10. McAllister v. Chesapeake, etc., 
Po: 2435 Ue Su 202 mem SCty end, 61 
L. ed. 735. 

11. American Well Works Co. v. 
Layne, 241 U. S. 257, 86 SCt 585, 60 
L. ed. 987; Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. 
Alabama, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, 
39 L. ed. 231; Tennessee v. Bank of 
Commerce, 152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 
38 L. ed. 511. And see infra § 236; 
and supra § 92. 

12. Kinney v. Columbia Sav., etc., 
Assoc., 191 U. S. 78, 24 SCt 30, 48 L. 
ed. 103; Powers v. Chesapeake, etc., 
Ri (Covy 69 WSs 9218eSCr7264. 42 
L. ed. 673. 

13. Gerling v. Baltimore, ete. R. 
Con tb OS S673 4 SCteb33. Ss 
L. ed. 311; Ayers v. Watson, 113 U. 
S. 594, 599, 5 SCt 641, 28 L. ed. 1093 
(“In, some of the older cases the 
word jurisdiction is often used some- 
what loosely, and no doubt cases 
may be found in which this matter 
of time is spoken of as affecting the 
jurisdiction of the court. We do not 
so regard it’). 

14. Remington v, Central Pac. R. 
Co.;) 198:_Ui. 1S. 95; 225" StS VE 4os hi: 
ed. 959; McDonnell v. Jordan, 178 U. 
S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 1048; 
Powers v. Chesapeake,, ete., R. Co., 


order of a circuit court remanding 
& removed cause to a state court 
“shall be reviewable by the Supreme 
Court on writ of error or appeal, as 
the case may be.” Overruling an 
appellee’s contention that an order 
remanding a cause on the ground 
that the petition for its removal had 
not been presented in time was not 
reviewable under the provision just 
quoted, the supreme court said: “The 
appellees contend that the right of 
appeal or writ of error which is 
here given applies only to cases 
which are remanded because the sub- 
ject-matter of the controversy is not 
one within the jurisdiction of the 
Circuit Court. The language of the 
statute might be more explicit in 
this particular ‘than it is; but we 
think it may fairly be construed to 
include a case where the Circuit 
Court decides that the controversy 
is not properly within its jurisdic- 
tion because the necessary steps 
were not taken to get it away from 
a State court, where it was right- 
fully pending. The right to remove 
a suit from a State court to the Cir- 
cuit Court of the United States is 
statutory, and to effect a transfer 
of jurisdiction all the requirements 
of the statute must be followed. If 
this is done, the controversy is 
brought properly within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Circuit Court and may 
be lawfully disposed of there; but if 
not, the rightful jurisdiction con- 
tinues in the State court. When, 
therefore, the Circuit Court decides 
that a controversy has not been law- 
fully removed from a State court, 
and remands the suit on that ac- 
count, it in effect determines that the 
controversy involved is not properly 
within its own jurisdiction. The re- 
view of such an adjudication is 
clearly conteniplated by the act of 
1875." ‘Babbitt’ vi eClark, 4103), Uz CS. 
606, 610, 26 L. ed, 507. 

[b] If the case is remanded “40 
the state court because the petition 
for removal was not filed in ‘time, 
the order of remand is not review- 
able. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Brown, 
156 U. S. 386, 15 SCt 656, 39 L. ed. 
461. And see supra § 211. 


oe, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 227-298] 


seem that a ruling against a motion to remand for 
failure to comply with the statutory requirement of 
written notice prior to filing a petition and bond 
for removal ?® should be regarded as raising a re- 
viewable question of jurisdiction.1¢ 
sustain the appellate jurisdiction the question raised 
must go to the jurisdiction of the.ecourt as a fed- 
eral court 1” within the established rule.18 
diction as a federal court is not involved in a con- 
tention that the state court had no jurisdiction and 
therefore the federal court acquired none.19 Where 
a suit in equity duly removed on the ground of 
diverse citizenship is dismissed because of the ab- 
sence of an indispensable party defendant, no ques- 
tion of the jurisdiction of the court as a federal 


court is presented.?° 


[§ 228] 
Proper District.?? 


15. Jud. Code § 29. 
Sessions, 


16c. I S-n. Vs 205 Fed. 
502, 123 CCA 570. 


172) Courtney, v. Pradt, 196° U.S. 
89, 92, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398 
(where dismissing an appeal for 


want of jurisdiction the court said: 
“Tt is true that in this case a mo- 
tion to remand was made, but there 
was nothing to indicate that it rest- 
ed on the contention that there was 
a lack of jurisdiction in the Federal 
courts as contradistinguished from 
the state courts’). 


As a federal court see supra 


Cte Re COLE 


9. Kansas City, 
: u S. 336, 338, 28 


Zimmerman, 210 Lowts ‘ 
SCt 730, 52 I, ed. 1084 CiIt had 
nothing to do with the jurisdiction 
of the Federal court as such, or in- 
deed, at all, except for the reason 


that the power of a secondary as 
its 


bunal can go no higher than 
source’). 
20. Bogart v. Southern Pac. Co., 


228 U. S. 137, 145, 833 SCt 497, 57 L. 
ed. 768 (“Involving only a general 
question of procedure in equity”). 
See also supra § 217. 

21. See supra § 211. ‘ 
| 22, Proper district for suit see 
upra 16-27. 
ri 23. Poutavilie: etcsee Ry Cont VY: 
Western Union Tel. Co., 234 U. S. 369, 
34 SCt 810, 58 L. ed. 1356. 


24. Jud. Code § 51. 
25. Male v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 
PAOn INS. LOT son SCt? sol, COL, ed! 


544; Ladew v. Tennessee Copper Coy 
DUS Ws SY 357,781 SCt si, 547 lL. ed. 
1069; Davidson Bros. Marble Co, v. 
TS. 21350 SE 10, 299 SC 32455535 L- 
ed. 675; Western Loan, etc., Co. v. 
Butte, etc, Cons. Min. Co., 210 U. 
S. 368, 28 SCt 720, 52 L. ed. 1101; 
Interior Constr., etc., Co. v. Gibney, 
160 WU. S. 217; 16 SCt 272, 40 L. ed. 
401; Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U.S. 58, 
15 SCt 24, 39 L. ed. 69; Central Trust 
Co. v. McGeorge, 151 U. S. 129, 14 
SCt 286, 38 L. ed. 98; Blumenstock 
Bros. Adv. Agency v. Curtis Pub. 
Co., 258 Fed. 927, 170 CCA 123; 
Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. McCaskill, 
101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577, And see 
supra § 210 text and note 47 [c] (4) 
5) and (6). 
: 26, Se nee infra this note. 

fa] Patent infringement suit _un- 
der Jud. Code § 48. Geneva Fur- 
niture Mfg. Co. v. Karpen, 238 U. S. 
254, 35 SCt 788, 59 L. ed. 1295; Tyler 
Co. v. Ludlow-Saylor Wire Co., 236 
U. S. 728, 35 SCt 458, 59 L. ed. 808; 
American Electric Welding Co. v. 
Lalance, etc. Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 968, 
162 CCA 166. ; 

{b] Suit by op apres 8 bee 
oin the comptroller o e cu 
eee Jud, Code § 24 subd 16; § 49. 
Canton First Nat. Bank v. Williams, 
252 U. S. 504, 40 SCt 372, 64 L. ed. 


* 


As-already stated, an order of 
the federal court remanding to the state court a 
removed case is not reviewable because not final.?1 
dd. Particular Issues—(aa) Venue or 
The question whether a suit is 
cognizable in the particular district court in which 


FEDERAL COURTS 


provision 74 


Juris- | brought in one 


ance. 


In order to 
of the supreme 
J 


690 (including the question whether 
in such suit process may be served 
outside of the district). 

[ce] Action on bond of public con- 
tractor under Act Aug. 13, 1894 (28 
St. at L. 278 ec 28), or as amended 
by Act Febr. 24, 1905 (33 St. at L. 
811 ¢ 778). Title Guaranty, ete., Co. 
VA UO tone Se DOTA OOL SOt O14, 
Diels wed. (969. Ul) Sar va Congress 
Constr. Co., 222 U. S. 199, 32 SCt 44, 
56 L. ed. 168; Davidson Bros. Marble 
Come Wn S:, 2 Lor. Se 05 297SCE 324, 
53 Ia, ed. 675. 

[ad] Under Jud. Code § 57 to en- 
force a lien or remove a cloud upon 
title, ete. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Western Union Tel: Co., 234 U.S. 
369, 34 SCt 810, 58 L. ed. 1356; Chase 
v. Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 79, 32 SCt 659, 
56 L. ed. 990 (where issue was made 
as to whether there was property of 
the defendants within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court, and dist upon that 
ground in De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 
SCt 69, 65 L. ed. —); Ladew v. 
Tennessee Copper Co., 218 U. S. 357, 
31 SCt 81, 54 L. ed. 1069; Citizens’ 
Sav., etc., Co. v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., 
205, °U.. Sit 46,27 S@t 425,51 Ta. ed: 
703; Jellenik v. Huron Copper Min. 
COSC Ure S wl, 20 SCt bool 44 
L. ed. 647 (including the question 
“whether the stock in question is 
personal property within the district 
in which the suit was brought’); 
Greeley v. Lowe, 155 U. S. 58, 15 
SC€ 24,39 Liv ed. 69. 

[e] Under Sherman Anti-Trust 
Act of July 2, 1890 (26 St. at L. 209 
CHG 47) Blumenstock Bros. Adv. 
Agency v. Curtis Pub. Co., 258 Fed. 
927, 170 CCA 1238, 

{f] Under the Bankruptcy Act of 
1898.—Collett v. Adams, 249 U. S. 
545, 39 SCt 372, 63 L. ed. 764. And 
see Supra § 222. 


27. Petri v. F. E. Creelman Lum- 
ber Co., 199 U. S. 487%, 26 SCt 133, 
50 L. ed. 281. 


28. See supra notes 23-27; and 
case infra this note. 

fa] In a case settling this doc- 
trine, it was said: “It is not dis- 
putable that.in so far as the conten- 
tions as to jurisdiction depended 
alone upon the right to sue because 
of the district in which the parties 
resided, they did not present ques- 
tions of inherent Federal jurisdic- 
tion. Wesay this because controver- 
sies as to such subjects concern a per- 
sonal privilege susceptible of being 
waived, which would not be the case 
if they involved contentions which 
were intrinsically and necessarily 
Federal. . . But while this is the 
ease it is yet also true that ques- 
tions of jurisdiction depending upon 
controversies as to the district of 
residence, where the statutory rights 
in that regard have not been waived, 
when decided below, are questions of 


[25C.J3.] 893 


it is brought,?* either under the general statutory 
( prescribing the proper district for 
suits,*° or under acts making provision for par- 
ticular classes of suits ?* or under acts relating to 
districts in a particular state,27 is a question of 
jurisdiction as a federal court,?8 for the objection 
to jurisdiction in such eases is ‘‘that the action was 


district, when, under the Federal 


statutes, rightly interpreted, it should have been 
brought in another.’’ 29 
is the contention that the party has waived objec- 
tion,?° as he may do,*1 and also the question of 
validity of a rule of the federal court virtually con- 
verting a special appearance into a general appear- 
When no question but that of jurisdiction. 
is involved in the decision, the appellate jurisdiction 


Included in that question 


court is exclusive.23 But a judg- 


ment of a federal district court dismissing, for want 
of a lawful seizure in the district, an information 
for the forfeiture of certain articles alleged to 
have been smuggled into the United States does not 


Federal jurisdiction susceptible of 
being brought here by direct appeal 
under the provisions of § 238 of the 
Judicial Code. . . . Our power to re- 
view thus being settled, the only 
question is, Did the court err in 
holding that as a Federal court with- 
in the meaning of the statute it has 
no authority under the circumstances 
to entertain the cause?” 5 
Atehison, ete, RR. Co;,) 240° Ur Siow 
101, 36 SCt 351, 60 L. ed. 544. 

29: Use lS) wo Coneréssi 4Constr, 
Cosy ice UL Loo MacOS Ot 
44, 56 L. ed. 168. And see supra 
§ 218. 

30. Western. Loan, . ete:, .Co.) v. 
Butte, etc., Cons. Min. Co., 210 U. 
S. 368, 928 §SCt W720) 52) lu. veda alone 
Interior Constr., ete., Co. v. Gibney, 
160 UL *S:. 2h00 16SCt 272.40 ede 
401; Central Trust Co. v. McGeorge, 
“151 U. S. 129, 14 SCt 286, 38 L. ed. 
98. Contra Drake vy. Tennessee, 
etce., R. Co., 268 Fed. 248, 249 (hold- 
ing that, where a plaintiff’s petition 
was dismissed for want of jurisdic- 
tion upon a defendant’s plea that the 
suit was brought in the wrong fed- 
eral district, plaintiff's contention on 
his writ of error to the circuit court 
of appeals that defendant by first 
pleading to the merits had waived its 
plea to the jurisdiction constituted 
“another question besides that of ju- 
risdiction” and therefore justified his 
resort to the circuit court of appeals. 
In support of this ruling the court 
cites only Boston, ete, R. Co. v. 
Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 28 SCt 657, 52 
L. ed. 1002, where, however, the trial 
court decided ‘other and independ- 
ent questions of general law” and 
not questions ‘merely incidental,” 
as is correctly stated in Nickels v. 
Pullman Co., 263 Fed. 551, cited supra 
§ 217, note 41. And in Olds v. Her- 
man H. Hettler Lumber Co., 195 Fed. 
9, 11, 115 CCA 91, the court remarked 
that ‘whether... valid objection to 
service has been waived” is not an 
independent question, but is a part 
of the “distinctively jurisdictional’ 
question and is not efficacious to give 
jurisdiction to the circuit court of 
appeals). : 

Incidental questions involved in 
hae tae of jurisdiction see supra 

31. See supra § 107. 

32. Davidson Bros. Marble Co. v. 
LEeSthirg hominis Os 29S Ct oad poses 
ed. 675. 

33. See supra § 215; 
infra this note. 

[a] For that reason appeals or 
writs of error were dismissed by 
the circuit court of appeals for want 
of jurisdiction in Blumenstock Bros. 
Adv. Agency v. Curtis Pub. Co., 258 
Fed. 927, 170 CCA 123; American 
Blectric Welding Co. v. Lalance, etce., 
Mfe. Co, 249" Fedi> 9685" Le2' "CCA 


and cases 


894 [250.3] 


present a question respecting the jurisdiction of 


that court as a federal court.** 


[§ 229] (bb) 


166; Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. Mc- 
Caskill, 101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577. 
34. U.S. v. Larkin, 208 U. S. 333, 
338, 28 SCt 417; 52 L. ed. 517 [dist 
U. S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 222 
U. S. 199, 32 SCt 44, 56 L. ed. 168, 
on the ground that “neither the in- 
terpretation nor the operation of any 
statute defining or limiting the 
power of the district court was in 
issue, but only the place of seizure 
of jewels sought to be forfeited as 
fraudulently imported, which was a 
subsidiary matter, not amounting to 
a jurisdictional question in the sense 
of the statute’] (“District courts 
are the proper courts of the United 
States to adjudicate forfeiture, and 
the question involved was not the 
jurisdiction of the United States 
courts as such, but whether this Dis- 
trict Court had jurisdiction or the 
District Court for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York. It was not, and 
could not be, contended that some 
District Court of the United States 
was not the proper court to adjudi- 
cate on the question of forfeiture, 
but to make a case within the ju- 
risdiction of a particular District 
Court there must be a lawful seizure 
within that district. The District 
Court held that there was no Seizure 
in the Cleveland district and dis- 
missed the information for that rea- 


son’’). 
35. See supra § 217. 
36. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. Saal- 


field, 241 U. S. 22, 36 SCt 477, 60 L. 
ed. 868; Nickels v. Pullman Co., 263 
Fed. 551; Waterford v. Elson, 149 
Fed. 91, 78 CCA 675. 
' “Since the decision in Shepard v. 
Adams, 168 U. S. 618, 18 SCt 264, 42 
L. ed. 602, it has been the accepted 
doctrine that where there is a con- 
tention that no valid service of 
process has been made upon the de- 
fendant, and the judgment is ren- 
dered without jurisdiction over the 
person, such judgment can be re- 
viewed by direct appeal to this 
court. This principle was restated 
and previous cases cited as late as 
G. & C. Merriam Co, v. Saalfield, 241 
U. S. 22, 36 SCt 477, 60 L. ed. 868.” 
De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 SCt 69, 71, 
65 L. ed. —. ; 
{aJ] The rule vindicated.—“The ju- 
risdiction of a court is the right to 
hear and determine a controversy be- 
tween parties who have been legally 
brought before it for the purpose of 
securing a decision of the issue. The 
question whether or not the contro- 
versy is such that the court has the 
power to decide it conditions juris- 
diction of the subject-matter of the 
litigation. The question whether or 
not one of the indispensable parties 
to the issue has been legally served 
with a summons to litigate it con- 
ditions the jurisdiction of the parties, 
And it is as essential to a lawful 
judgment that the court should have 
jurisdiction of the parties as it is 
that it should have power to hear 
and decide the controversy in issne. 
And here is the dividing line be- 
tween the cases cited by the counsel 
for the plaintiff in error in which 
the Supreme Court held that no ju- 
risdictional question was, involved 
and [in] the case before us. In 
those cases the subject-matters were 
within the jurisdiction of the court, 


Service of Process in General. 
Jurisdiction of a federal court as such *> is involved 
in determining a motion to quash service of process 
because defendant has not been brought into court,*® 
and this question ineludes all questions directly 
bearing upon the one question of jurisdiction *7 pur- 
suant to the general rule in tbat behalf.%§ 
ease originally brought in a federal court an at- l 
tachment is not a means of acquiring jurisdiction,®® 
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188 298-930 


and unless jurisdiction has been obtained over de- 


fendant his estate cannot be attached in a federal 


court.*° 


able.*! 


[§ 230] (ce) 


In-a 


and the parties had- been properly 
brought before it. The, questions 
were not whether or not the court 
had the right to hear and determine 
the issues presented by the cases, 
but whether or not upon a hearing 
and consideration of them the com- 
plainants were entitled to relief. 
Where the complainants failed in the 
Circuit Court and the Supreme Court 
refused to review their failure, they 
failed, not for want of jurisdiction 
in the trial court, but for want of 
equity, for want of facts constituting 
causes of action, for want of merits 
in their cases. In the case at bar the 
plaintiff has failed, not for want of 
merits in its cause of action, but for 
want of jurisdiction, for lack of 
power in the Circuit Court to hear 
or to determine the controversy be- 
tween it and the defendant, because 
the latter has never been legally 
Summoned to a trial of the issue. 
The questions in the former cases 
were whether or not, in the valid 
exercise of their jurisdiction, the 
courts had rightly decided the ques- 
tions determined by them. The ques- 
tion in this case is whether or not 
the Circuit Court had the power to 
hear or to determine any of the is- 
sues tendered by the plaintiff. The 
questions in the former cases were 
not jurisdictional questions, and the 
question ‘in this case is a jurisdic- 
tional question, within the plain 
meaning of section 5 of the act cre- 
ating the Circuit Courts of Appeals.” 
St. Louis Cotton Compress Co. v. 
American Cotton Co., 125 Fed. 196, 
199, 60 CCA 80 (dismissing a writ 
of error on the ground that the su- 
prerme court had exclusive appellate 
jurisdiction of the case). 

37. Merchants’ Heat, ete., Co. v. 
Clow, 204 U.S. 286, 27. SCt 285, 51 


L. ed. 488; Nickels v. Pullman Co., 
263 Fed. 551. 
[a] Thus (1) the question 


whether a defendant’s special appear- 
ance to contest the validity of an 
attachment of his property operated 
as a /general appearance and submis- 
sion of his person to the jurisdiction 
of the court was involved in the 
question of jurisdiction as a federal 
court to render a judgment collect- 
able out of the attached property. 
Davis v. Cleveland, ete., R. Co., 217 
U. S. 157, 30 SCt 463, 54 L. ed. 708, 
27 LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907 (con- 
curring with the opinion of the cir- 
cuit court of appeals in that behalf 
in dismissing a writ of error in the 
same case in 156 Fed. 775, 84 CCA 
453). (2) Whether defendant for- 
eign corporation was brought into 
court by service of process on its 
statutory agent in the, state, who 
resided and was served in a district 
other than that in which plaintiff re- 
sided and in which the suit was 
brought, was not an independent 
question of general law but simvly 
and solely a question whether that 
service gave the court jurisdiction of 
the person of defendant, either by 
virtue of the Conformity Act (See 
supra § 108) or because such serv- 
ice, although made in another dis- 
trict, bound defendant to appear, or 
because its special appearance should 
be held to be a general appearance, 
or for any other reason. The fact 
relied upon by plaintiff was the serv- 


So, where, upon motion of a nonresident 
defendant, upon whom process had not been served 
within the district, an attachment issued from the 

| federal court was quashed and the suit dismissed, 
the question of jurisdiction was directly review- 


Service of Process on Foreign Cor- 


poration. Whether a foreign corporation defendant 
in a suit originally brought in the federal court 4? 


ice, outside the district in which the 
suit was brought, upon the agent 
appceinted by defendant in compliance 
with the state statute, and whatever 
effect was/or could be claimed for 
the service so made was incidental 
to, and necessarily involved in, the 
ultimate question of the court’s ju- 
risdiction. Nickels v. Pullman Co., 
263 Fed. 551, 553, (“As was said in 
@ case cited by plaintiff and ap- 
parently much relied upon (Olds v. 
Herman H. Hettler Lumber Co., 195 
Fedi- 9 dl, 915 -CCA9T).s Thea in= 
quiry whether there is jurisdiction 
commonly necessitates the applica- 
tion of rules of general law, but the 
inquiry does not thereby lose its 
distinctively jurisdictional character. 
The only question here presented to 
the circuit court for its decision and 
the only question which it decided 
was: “Did it have jurisdiction to 
proceed and hear the merits of the 
controversy?” Whether the defend- 
ant has a place of business within 
the district, whether it is an in- 
habitant of the district, whether the 
agent was authorized by virtue of 
his employment to receive service, 
whether his acceptance of service 
has been ratified, whether any other- 
wise valid objection to service has 
been waived—all these problems may 
and often do involve some general 
legal question, but all bear upon and 
lead up to, the ultimate, sole ques- 
tion for decision, viz. jurisdiction or 
not.’ So in the case at bar’). (3) 
Where defendant appeared and plead- 
ed in abatement of the writ on the 
ground that the copy was not at- 
tested by the officer who served it, 
plaintiff replied that the copy was 
served by the marshal and was at- 
tested by the clerk of the federal 
court to be a true copy of the writ 
and complaint, and defendant de- 
murred to the replication, the ques- 
tion thus raised was a jurisdictional 
one. Waterford v. Elson, 149 Fed. 
GL ns OCAAGT 5s (4) The question 
whether all of several defendants by 
making a joint motion to set aside 
the service of process, which in re- 
spect to one of them was a good 
service, submitted to the jurisdic- 
tion of the court “presents simvly a 
phase of the question of jurisdic- 
tion.” Beck, ete., Lith. Co. v. Wack- 
er, ete., Brewing, ete, Co., 76 Fed. 
10, 18, 22 CCA 11. (5) A motion to 
quash service of a copy of plaintiff's 
declaration and all proceedines 
thereon because no process had been 
issued out of the court under the 
seal of the clerk. signed by the clerk, 
as required by Rev. St. § 911 raised 
a reviewable question of jurisdiction 
of the court. U. S. v. Severens, 71 
Fed. 768, 18 CCA 314. 

38. See supra § 217. 

39. Ex p. Des Moines, etec., R. Co., 
103 U. S. 794, 26 L. ed. 461. 

40. Big Vein Coal Co. v. Read, 229 
U. S. 31; 83 'SCt 694, 57.L. ed: 1053; 

41. Big Vein Coal Co. v. Read, 229 
U.S. 31, 33 SCt 694, 57 L. ed. 1053; 
Olds v. Herman H. Hettler Lumber 
Coz) 195" Med. 911s CCA 591" dase 
missing a writ of error on the 
ground that the supreme court had 
exclusive appellate jurisdiction). 

42. People’s Tobacco Co. v. Ameri- 
can Tobacco Co., 246 U. S. 79, 38 SCt 
233, 62 L. ed. 587; Meisukas v. Green- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


pan 


or removed thereto from a state court 42 was doing 
business within the federal district in such sense 
as to subject it to suit there,** or whether the person 
served with process in a suit originally brought in 


ough Red Ash Coal Co., 244 U. S. 
54, 37 SCt 598, 61 L. ed. 987; Phila- 
delphia, ete, R. Co. v. McKibbin, 
243 U. S. 264, 37 SCt 280, 61 kL. ed. 
710; Washington-Virginia R. Co. v. 
Real Est. Trust Co., 238. U.S! 185, 
35 SCt 818, 59 L. ed. 1262; St. Louis 
Southwestern R. Co. v. Alexander, 
227° U._S. 218, 33 SCt 245, 57 L, ed. 
486; Herndon-Carter Co. vy. Norris, 
224 U. S. 496, 32 SCt 550, 56 L. ed. 
857; Green v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
205,,U. S. 530, 27 SCt 595, 51 L. ed. 
916; Peterson v. Chicago, ete. R. 
Co 200% Un. S304) 2% 1SCty 513.5 5% 
L. ed. 841; Merchants’ Heat, etc., Co. 
v. Clow, 204 U. S. 286, 27 SCt 285, 
51 L. ed. 488; Kendall v. American 
Automatic Loom Co., 198 U. S. 477, 
25 SCt 768, 49 L. ed. 1133; Chicago 
Bd. of Trade v. Hammond El. Co., 
198 U..S. 424, 25. SCt 740, 49 L. ed. 
1111; American Electric Welding Co. 
v. Lalance, etc., Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 
968, 162 CCA 166. 

43. Chipman v. Thomas B. Jef- 
frey Co., 251 U. S. 373, 40 .SCt 172, 
64 L. ed. 3814; Toledo R., etc., Co. v. 
Hill, 244 Ui S. 49, 37 SCt 691, 61 L. 
ed. 982; Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 
Castleman, 215 U. S. 437, 30 SCt 125, 
54 LL. ed. 272; Lathrop, etc.,' Co. °v. 
Interior Constr., etc., Co., 215 U. S. 
246, 30 SCt 76, 54 L. ed. 177; Com- 
mercial Mut. Acc, Co. v. Davis, 213 
WES! (245,29 SCt 445, 63 Li ed. 782; 
Remington v. Central Pac. R. Co., 
UIST S:. 95, 25-SCtlb 27, 49 Li ed. 

959; Geer v. Mathieson Alkali Works, 
190 (U.S. 4428,2232-SCt’ 807,047 ) Le ed. 
1122; Conley v. Mathieson Alkali 
Works, 190 U.S. 406, 23 SCt 728, 47 
L. ed. 1113; St. Louis Cotton Com- 
press Co. v. American Cotton Co., 
125 Fed. 196, 60 CCA 80. 

44. See cases supra notes 42, 43. 
See also Corporations §§ 3976-3999; 
4078-4097. 

[a] “Whether the corporation was 
doing business in that district in 
such a manner and to such an extent 
as to warrant the inference that 
through its agents it was present 
there’ is the question. Green v. Chi- 
cago. etc., R. Co., 205 U. S. 530, 532, 
27 SCt 595, 51 L. ed. 916. 

45. People’s Tobacco Co. v. Amer- 
ican Tobacco Co., 246 U. S. 79, 38 
SCt 233, 62 L. ed. 587; Herndon-Car- 
ter Co. vy. Norris, 224 U. S. 496, 32 
Sct 550, 56 L. ed. 857; Peterson v. 
Chicago, ete. R. Co. 205 U. S. 364, 
97 SCt. 513, 51 L. ed. 841;  Ameri- 
ean Electric Welding Co. v. Lalance, 
etc., Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 968, 162 CCA 
166. And see supra § 210 text and 
note 47 [c] (2). 

46. Cain v. Commercial Pub. Co., 
932 U. S. 124, 34 SCt 284, 58 L. ed. 
634: St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Alex- 
ander, 227 U. S. 218, 33 SCt 245, 57 
L. ed. 486; Mechanical Appliance Co. 
v. Castleman, 215 U. S. 487, 30 SCt 
125, 54 L. ed. 272; Commercial Mut. 
Acc, Co. v. Davis, 213 U. S. 245, 29 
Sct 445, 53 L. ed. 782; Remington v. 
Central Pac: R. Co., 198 U. S. 95, 25 
SCt 577, 49 L. ed. 959; St. Louis Cot- 
ton Compress Co. v. American Cot- 
ton Co.. ‘125 Fed. 196, 60 CCA 80. 

47. See cases supra notes 45, 46. 

fa] Leading cases.—In a case 
often cited, wherein the court re- 
viewed ‘on direct appeal a decree of 
the federal circuit court in Illinois 
dismissing a suit asainst a foreign 
corporation for insufficiency of serv- 
ice of nrocess, it was said: “The Cir- 
euit Court dismissed this appeal 
upon the ground that it had never 
acaunired jurisdiction over the Ham- 
mond Elevator Company by the serv- 
ice of process upon Albert M. Babb 
and the members of the firm of Battle 
& Dickes. because they were not 
officers of the Elevator Comnany 
which was a Delaware corporation, 
and had its principal place of busi- 
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ness in the State of Indiana. 
Wy There is, however, a preliminary 
question in this court, that is, 
whether we can lawfully entertain 
this appeal under section 5 of the act 
of March 3, 1891, which provides 
that an appeal shall lie directly to 
this court ‘in any case in which the 
jurisdiction of the court is in issue; 
in such cases the question of juris- 
diction alone shall be certified to the 
Supreme Court from the court below 
for decision.’ The proper construc- 
tion of this section has been the sub- 
ject of frequent consideration in this 
court, and it has been definitely 
settled that it must be limited to 
cases where the jurisdiction of the 
Federal court, as a Federal court, is 
put in issue, and that questions of 
jurisdiction applicable to the state 
courts, as well as to the Federal 
courts, are not within its scope..,. 
There is a distinction, however, be- 
tween these cases which turn upon 
questions arising after a valid serv- 
ice of process upon the defendant, 
with respect to the mode of procéd- 
ure, or the conflicting claims of 
the state and Federal courts, and 
certain other authorities which turn 
upon the validity of the service of 
process itself upon the defendants; 
in other words, which involve the ju- 
risdiction of the court in any form 
over the defendant. The leading 
case is that of Shepard v. Adams, 
168 U. S. 618, 18 SCt 214, 42 L. ed. 
602. This case turned upon the va- 
lidity of the service of the sum- 
mons whereby the defendant was re- 
quired to appear within ten days 
after such service, when by the law 
of the State, he was allowed thirty 
days. The question was whether 
Rev. Stat. sec. 914, assimilating the 
practice, pleadings, forms and modes 
of proceedings in civil causes in the 
Federal courts to those obtaining in 
the state courts, applied to the time 
within which the defendant was re- 
quired to appear in obedience to a 
summons. It was held that as the 
rule in the Federal court was adopt- 
ed in conformity with the rules then 
in force in the state courts, it was 
not bound to alter its rules every 
time the state courts saw fit to alter 
their rules, and that the Federal 
courts were at liberty to continue 
their rules without subservience to 
such changes. The point was made 
that the question involved was not 
the jurisdiction of the Federal court 
as such, and in reply to that sugges- 
tion Mr. Justice Shiras observed: 
‘The present case differs from Smith 
v. McKay, in the essential feature 
that the contention is that the court 
below never acquired jurisdiction at 
all over the defendant by a valid 
service of process. In such a case 
there would be an entire want of ju- 
risdiction, and a judgment rendered 
without jurisdiction can be reviewed 
on a writ of error directly sued out 
to this court.’ That paragraph is 
doubtless broader than the exigency 
of the case required, as the ques- 
tion involved was the validity of the 
service of process in the Federal 
court as distineuished from the state 
court, but in the recent case of Rem- 
ington v. Central Pac. R. Co., 198 
Wa S954..25 | SCt5.777 49. Le ed: 959. 
it was accepted as applicable to the 
case of the validity of a summons 
from a state court, served upon a 
director of a railroad comnany in a 
State other than that in which the 
comnany was_ incornorated, The 
court denied a motion to set the 
service aside, whereupon the case 
was removed into the Circuit Court 
of the United States, and the de- 
fendant renewed its motion to set 
aside the summons, The motion was 
granted, and the action was dis- 


[25C.J.] 895 


the federal court,‘® or removed thereto,*® was au- 
thorized to represent the corporation for that pur- 
pose,** including the question whether defendant 
waived or lost its right to object,8 are questions of 


missed for want of jurisdiction of 
the defendant. It was held, upon 
the authority of Shepard v. Adams, 
supra, that this court had authority 
to review the judgment on writ of 
error. While the case under con- 
sideration is distinguishable from 
Shepard v. Adams, we think it is 
concluded by the case last cited, and 
therefore hold that we have juris- 
diction to review the action of the 
Circuit Court in dismissing this bill.” 
Chicago Bd. of Trade v. Hammond 
Ele Cope 198%; UiiSe 424, 043225 SSE 
(40049 oT, edu id. 

48. Meisukas v. Greenough Red 
Ash Coal Co., 244 U. S. 54, 37 SCt 
593, 61 L. ed. 987; Philadelphia, etc., 
R. Co. v. McKibbin, 243 U. S. 264, 37 
SCt 280, 61 L. ed. 710; Commercial 
Mut. Acc, Co, v. Davis, 213 U. S. 245, 
29 SCt 445, 53 L. ed. 782 (removed 
suit); Olds v. Herman H. Hettler 
Lumber Co., 195 Fed. 9, 115 CCA 91. 

[a] Whether defendant had by its 
course of proceeding become an actor 
and cross plaintiff in the suit and- 
thereby submitted to the jurisdiction 
was involved in the question of ju- 
risdiction raised. Merchants’ Heat, 
etc., Co. v. Clow, 204 U. S. 286, 27 SCt 
285, 51 L. ed. 488 (where it was held 
unnecessary to determine the argued 
question whether defendant nonresi- 
dent corporation was doing business 
in the state and district, in view. of 
the submission to the jurisdiction 
which the facts disclosed). 

{b] Giving of forthcoming bond. 
—Where an attachment was levied 
upon a vessel belonging to a defend- 
ant foreign corporation and the mas- 
ter, in his own name and not pur- 
porting to act for defendant, gave a 
forthcoming bond under the provi- 
sions of the state statute and on mo- 
tion of defendant a judgment was 
entered vacating the attachment, 
quashing the service and dismissing 
the suit, it was held that this judg- 
ment was exclusively reviewable by 
the federal supreme court, and not 
by the circuit court of appeals, the 
latter court saying: “It is now s3id 
by plaintiff that he urged in the 
court below and submitted for the 
ruling of that court, and now seeks 
a review of the ruling so made, the 
point that the giving of the forth- 
coming bond was equivalent to an 
appearance in the action, and that 
this point involves a matter of gen- 
eral law, and not a question of 
jurisdiction. It is true that the ques- 
tion whether such giving of the bond 
would amount to an appearance au- . 
thorizing a judgment in personam 
against defendant must be answered 
by applying some general Jegal rules, 
but this case never reached a stage 
reauiring any consideration of that 
question. The Circuit Court had to 
decide, not what was the proper 
name of the act of giving the bond 
nor the ultimate effect of such act, 
but simply and solely whether it 
amounted to a waiver of the juris- 
dictional objection which defendant 
made by its motion; and so it is ap- 
narent that the question directly _in- 
volved was one of jurisdiction, while 
the auestion of general law was in- 
volved only as colleteral or inci- 
dental to the controlling question. 
The inquiry whether there is juris-. 
diction commonly necessitates the 
anplication of rules of general law, 
but the inauiry does not thereby lose 
its distinctively jurisdictional char- 
acter. The only avestion here pre- 
sented to the Circuit Court for its 
decision and the only question which 
it decided was: ‘Did it have jurisdic- 
tion to proceed and hear the merits 
of the controversy?’ Whether the 
defendant has a place of business 
within the district, whether it is an 
inhabitant of the district, whether 
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jurisdiction a decision of which is reviewable ex- : peared in the federal court and filed a motion to 


clusively by the federal supreme court,*® if the 
district court decided no other and independent ques- 
tion of general law.°° 

[§ 231] (dd) Service of Process on Individual.®! 
Jurisdiction as a federal court ** was in issue and 
decided where the court dismissed a bill after sus- 
taining the contention that the bill was not a de- 
pendant and ancillary one but an original proceed- 
ing against defendant, and that jurisdiction could 
not be exerted upon actual notice to defendant by 
substituted service of process upon a person said 
to represent him in the state, he being a citizen 
and resident of another state and not having been 
personally served within the district,®5? and where 
the court, sustaining a plea in abatement, quashed 
a writ of summons served upon the nonresident de- 
fendant in attendance upon the same court as a 
witness in a case wherein he was plaintiff, the 
process having been served upon him while he was 
returning from the court room after testifying.®4 
Whether in a suit by a national bank to enjoin the 
‘comptroller of the currency, brought in the federal 
district where the bank was located, process may be 
served upon the defendant outside of that district, 
is also a directly reviewable question of jurisdic- 
tion.®> No valid judgment in personam can be 
rendered against a defendant without personal serv- 
ice upon him in a court of competent jurisdiction 
or waiver of summons and voluntary appearance 
therein.5* So, where the nonresident defendant in 
a cause removed from a state court specially ap- 


the agent was authorized by virtue 


of the subject-matter. The court dis- 


quash service of summons made upon him in an- 
other state and the court overruled the motion and 
rendered a judgment in personam against him, a 
reviewable question of jurisdiction was presented.°7 

[§ 232] (ee) Validity of Attachment. Where, 
in a suit removed from a state court, the juris- 
diction of the federal court to render a judgment 
for plaintiff collectable out of the attached property 
depends upon the validity of the attachment, the 
question whether the property was immune from 
judicial process because engaged in interstate com- 
merce was a reviewable question of jurisdiction as 
a federal court.®5 And where in a case removed 
from a state court after an attachment of the non- 
resident defendant’s property, upon the service of 
summons by publication, the service was quashed 
and the action dismissed upon defendant’s motion 
alleging that the attachment was fraudulently sued 
out, without a substantial bond being given as re- 
quired by law, for the purpose of compelling him 
to come within the jurisdiction, the judgment of 
dismissal was directly reviewable by the supreme 
court.5® 

[§ 233] (ff) Jurisdictional Amount.6° Whether 
a suit originally brought in the federal court or re- 
moved thereto from a state court is maintainable 
regardless of the value of the matter in contro- 
versy,°! whether, if a jurisdictional amount is re- 
quired by the statute,®? that which is involved in 
the particular case is sufficient,** and whether plain- 
tiff has fraudulently magnified the amount of his 


being plaintiffs in this action, the 


of his employment to receive serv- 
ice, whether his acceptance of serv- 
ice has been ratified, whether any 
otherwise valid objection to service 
has been waived—all these problems 
may and often do involve some gen- 
eral legal question, but all bear upon 
and lead up to, and are considered 
only because they bear upon and lead 
up to, the ultimate, sole question for 
decision, viz., jurisdiction or not? 
This view of the case necessarily 
leads to a dismissal of the writ of 
error fcr lack of jurisdiction; and 
it will be so ordered.” Olds v. Her- 
man H. Hettler Lumber Co., 195 Fed. 


a gala ty : 
49. See cases infra this note. And 
supra § 215. 
[a] Appeals and writs of error 


were dismissed by the circuit court 
of appeals on the ground that ex- 
clusive jurisdiction was vested in 
the supreme court in Nickels v., Pull- 
man Co., 263 Fed. 551; American 
Electric Welding Co. v. Lalance, 
ete., Mfg. Co., 249 Fed. 968, 162 CCA 
166; Olds v. Herman H. Hettler Lum- 
ber Co., 195 Fed. 9, 115 CCA, 91; 
St. Louis Cotton Compress Co. v. 
American Cotton Co., 125 Fed. 196, 
60 CCA 80. 

50. See supra § 215. 

51. Service of process in general 
see supra § 229. 

52. See supra § 217. 

53. G. & C. Merriam Co. v. Saal- 
field, 241 U. S. 22, 26, 86 SCt 477, 479, 
60 L. ed. 868 (where, denying a mo- 
tion to dismiss, the court said: ‘In 
Bache v. Hunt, 193 U. S. 528, 24 SCt 
547, 48 L. ed. 774, the decision that 
was held not reviewable on direct 
appeal was rendered upon a plea to 
the jurisdiction of the court over 
the subject-matter. In Courtney v. 
Pradt, 196 U. S. 89, 25 SCt 208, 49 
L. ed. 398, the suit had been removed 
from a Kentucky state court to 
the United States Circuit Court, 
where Pradt filed a special demurrer, 
assigning as causes that the court 
had no jurisdiction of the person or 


missed the suit for want of juris- 
diction, and it appeared from its 
opinion that this was done because 
Pradt, who was sued as executor, 
was appointed as such in Wiscon- 
sin, and a suit against a Wisconsin 
executor could not be maintained 
in the Kentucky state court, nor in 
the Federal court. The question of 
jurisdiction was not certified to this 
court, and the appeal was therefore 
dismissed. These cases are plainly 
distinguishable’’). \ 

54, Stewart v. Ramsay, 242 U. S. 
LIS 129s e or BOO, 44. "olenl wed. aloe 
(“That a direct writ of error lies 
in such a case is well settled. G. 
& C. Merriam Co. v. Saalfield, 241 U. 
S. 22, 26, 86 SCt’ 477, 60), Lived. 868” 
cited supra note 53). 

55. Canton First Nat. Bank v. 
Williams, 252 U. S. 504, 40 SCt 372, 
64 L. ed. 690. 

56. See Courts §§ 96, 104; Judg- 
ments [23 Cyc 1074, 1075]. 

57. Clark v. Wells, 203 U. S. 164, 
27 SCt 48, 51 L. ed. 138. 

58. Davis v. Cleveland, ete, R. 
Cos? 217 1. SS. 15'7, 930 "SCE 463, 154 
L. ed. 708, 27 LRANS 8238, 18 Ann 
Cas 907 (concurring with the opinion 
of the circuit court of appeals in dis- 
missing a writ of error in the same 
case in 156 Fed. 775, 84 CCA 453). 

[a] VWalidity and effect of attach- 
ment see Big Vein Coal Co. v. Read, 
229" Us Sh 31,4, 38) SCt 694 mova Jan) Cds 
1053 (cited supra § 229 note 40); 
Clark v. Wells, 203 U. S, 164, 27 SCt 
43, 51 L. ed. 1388 (cited supra § 231 
note 57). 

59. Hays v. Richardson, 121 Fed. 
536, 57 CCA 598 (dismissing for want 
of jurisdiction a writ of error from 
the circuit court of appeals). 

60. Amount or value in contro- 
versy generally see Appeal and Hrror 
§§ 137-255; Courts § 47-73. 

61. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Rice, 
LE S. 201, 38 SCt 429, 62 L. ed. 

[a] Thus reviewable questions 
are: (1) Whether ‘‘the United States 


Circuit Court had jurisdiction with- 
out regard to the value of the mat- 


ter in dispute.’’ 

LE SCtr S715 40 
b E (2) Whether an action 
by the United States for the use and 
benefit of a materialman upon the 
bond of a contractor for public work 
was to be regarded as a suit by the 
United States. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Cov: U.S... 204002 Si S495 eSCt 
381, 51 L. ed. 516. (3) Whether an 
action was one arising under the 
patent laws, and therefore exempt 
from the statutory provisions re- 
quiring a jurisdictional amount in 
dispute. Odell v. F. C. Farnsworth 


Co., 250 U. S., 501, 89 SCt 516, 62 
L. ed. 1111. And see supra § 224. 
62. Jud. Code § 24. 


63. See cases infra this note. 

[a]. Original suits: Pinel v. Pinel, 
240 U. S. 594, 36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 
817; Rogers v. Hennepin County, 239 
U. S. 621, 36 SCt 217, 60 L. ed. 469; 
Glenwood Light, ete., Co. v. Mutual 
Light, ete, Co. 239 U.S. 121, 36 
SCt 30, 60 L. ed. 174; Springstead v. 
Crawfordsville State Bank, 231 U. 
S. 541, 34 SCt 195, 58 L. ed. 354; Troy 
Bank v. Whitehead, 222 U. S. 39, 32 
SCt 9, 56 L. ed. 81; Woodside v. 
Beckham, 216 U. S.°117,-30 SCt 367; 
54 L. ed. 408; McDaniel: v. Traylor, 
212 U.'S. 428, 29 SCt 348, 53 L. ed. 
584; Hunt v. New York Cotton Exch., 
205 U. S. 322, .27 sSCt%529;75 0.1. ea, 
821; McDaniel v. Traylor, 196 U. S. 
15, 25 SCt 369, 49 L. ed. 533; Globe 
Refining Co. v. Landa Cotton Oil Co., 
190 U.S. 540, 23 SCt 754-47 L. ea: 
1171; Put-in-Bay Waterworks, etc, 
Co. v. Ryan, 181 U. S. 409, 21 Sct 
709, 45 L. ed. 927; Wheless v. St. 
Louis, 180 U.S. 379, 21 SCt 402, 45 
L, ed. 583; ‘Blackburn v. Portland 
Gold-Min. Co., 175 U. S. 571, 20 Sct 
222, 44 L. ed. 276; Wetmore v. Rymer, 
169 CUS 2415) 1S 2 SCt 293 4 or haved: 
682; Dakota Bldg., ete, Assoc v. 
Price, G69 UL Sach 248 (SChCo stad se 
L. ed. 655; Citizens’ Bank v. Can- 
non, 164) US Si5319, Wi 7 SCtr soa 4 iar 
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claim,** are directly reviewable questions of juris- 
diction, and the appellate jurisdiction of the su- 
preme court is exclusive if no other question was 


decided.® 
[§ 234] 


ed. 451; Edwards v. Bates County, 
EGsy Us Sh 2695) 165 SCt 967,. 41 i. ved’, 
155; Fishback v. Western Union Tel. 
COmmOly WS. JOn nO SCt 506. 401 -r. 
ed. 630; Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 
U.S. 456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 1053; 
Schunk v. Moline, etc., Co., 147 U. 
Ss 5000613) sSCti-4165,037 “Lied 255; 
Knisely v. Burt, 248 Fed. 493, 160 
CCA 503; Cabot v. McMaster, 65 Fed. 
533, 13 CCA 69; Davis, etc., Mfg. Co. 
v. Barber, 60 Fed. 465, 9 CCA 79 
iwriteor error dism 7157.70. Ss. 16035 
15 SCt 719,739" 1.’ ed: 78531) “And see 
Conley v. Ballinger, 216 U. S. 84, 30 
SCt 224, 55 L. ed. 393 (evidently a 
constitutional question involved, 
thereby making the question review- 
able without a certificate). See supra 
§ 210 text and note 47 [c] (1). 

[b] Removed suits: Emery  v. 
American Refrigerator Transit Co., 
246 Wa iS: 684,138 "SCt 414; 62 i, ed. 
912; Kirby v. American Soda Foun- 
tain Co., 194 U. S. 141, 24 SCt 619. 
48 L. ed. 911 (on a cross bill); North 
American Transp. Co. v. Morrison, 
7 Sa Wass 26250207 SOty 969,044 ln ed. 
1061. 

Evidence and finding on that 
issue in the trial court reviewable 
by .supreme court. See infra § 259. 

64. Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 
Goo TS Oto ao us eds 656. 

[a] Whether plaintiff in an ac- 
tion to recover land and damages for 
its detention has falsely stated the 
value of the land, the extent of his 
damages, and the joint character of 
defendant’s action in entering and 
taking possession of the land, and 
has done so for the purpose of con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the court, 
are reviewable questions. Smithers 
v. Smith, 204 U. S. 632, 27 SCt 297, 
51 L, ed. 656. 

65. See supra § 215. 

[a] For that reason an appeal to 
the circuit court of appeals was dis- 
missed in Knisely v. Burt, 248 Fed. 
493, 160 CCA 503; Cabot v. McMaster, 
65 Fed. 533, 13 CCA 69; Davis, etc., 
Mfe. Co. v. Barber, 60 Fed. 465, 9 
CCA 79 [writ of error dism 157 U. 
S673, 1@@SCt 719, 39 L. ed: 853]. 

66. As element of original juris- 
diction of federal» courts see supra 

57, 59-76. 

Pd Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
CS Te ho Se CeO Osa meds 204; 
12 AnnCas 518; Sweeney v. Carter 
Oil Co., 199 U. S. 252, 26 SCt 55, 50 
L. ed. 178; Steigleder v. McQuesten, 
198 U. S) 141, 25 SCt 616, 49 Li. ‘ed. 
986; Doctor v. Harrington, 196 {Ok 
S. 579, 25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed. 606; 
Raphael v. Trask, 194 U. S. 272, 24 
SCt 147, 48 L. ed. 973; American 
Cclortype Co. v. Continental Color- 


125 Cc. J.—57] 


(gg) Diversity of Citizenship or Alien- 
age.°° Whether in a suit where jurisdiction depends 
on diversity of citizenship the requisite diversity 
exists,°’ and existed at the beginning of the suit,°8 
whether defendant corporation in a suit begun in 
a state court, being incorporated under the laws of 
several states including the state where the suit 
was brought, must be regarded as a citizen of the 
latter state and therefore as having no right to 
remove the suit,°® whether a corporation created 
-by act of congress and not by state laws can be 
regarded as possessing state citizenship for juris- 
dictional purposes,’° whether in a suit in equity 
some of defendants are indispensable parties com- 
plainant and should be aligned with complainants, 
thereby makine some of complainants and some of 
defendants citizens of the same state,’1 whether 
certain parties to a suit in equity were necessary 
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parties so that, there being community of citizen- 
ship between them and the opposite parties, the 
suit was not maintainable on the ground of diversity 


of citizenship,’? and whether a plaintiff’s pleading 


[§ 235] 


that ground.7§ 
[§ 236] (ii) 


of jurisdiction. 


type Co:, 188 U. S. 104, 23 SCt 265, 
47 L. ed. 404; Blackburn v. Portland 
Gold-Min. Co., 175 U. S. 571, 20 SCt 
222, 44 L. ed. 276; McCain v. Des 
Moines, 174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 43 
L. ed. 936; Hooe v. Jamieson, 166 U. 
S: yoo} Lt Sect 596) 4t 1. “ed! W049: 
And see supra § 210 text and note 47 
Ea @): 

[a] Whether a suit by an as- 
signee (1) is subject to the statutory 
restriction in regard to the citizen- 
ship of his assignor (Brainerd v. 
Brice, 250 U.S: 229, 39 SCt 458, 63 
L. ed. 951; Glass v. Police Jury, 176 
U. S. 207, 20 SCt 346, 44 L. ed. 436; 
New Orleans v. Quinlan, 173 U. S. 
191, 19 SCt 329, 43 LL. ed. 664), (2) 
and if so whether the requisite di- 
versity of citizenship between his 
assignor and defendant is shown 
(Springstead v. Crawfordsville State 
Bank Zale Wess, sc tesCt shoo, bo 
L. ed. 354) are reviewable questions. 
And see supra § 210 text and note 
47 [Ld] ¢€2). 

[b] Whether a bill can be regard- 
ed as an ancillary or supplemental 
bill, jurisdiction of which is sus- 
tained by diversity of citizenship of 
the parties to the original suit is 
a reviewable question. Raphael v. 
Trask, 194 U. S. 272, 24 SCt 647, 48 
L. ed. 978. See also supra § 13. 

[ec] Whether a suit by a trustee 
in bankruptcy is maintainable in the 
federal court not sitting in bank- 
ruptey when he is a citizen of the 
same state with defendant, but the 
bankrupt is a citizen of another 
state, is a reviewable question. Bush 
v. Elliott, 202 U. S. 477, 26 SCt 668, 
50 L. ed. 1114. 

[4d] In an action by a guardian in 
his own name to recover damages 
for injuries sustained by his ward, 
whether jurisdiction can be _ sus- 
tained through the citizenship of the 
guardian is a reviewable question. 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Eckman, 187 
WS. 429. 23 SCt 2b 47 lioied.. 245; 

{el If other and nonjurisdictional 
questions are involved and decided, 
the case may be taken to the cir- 
cuit court of appeals. Thomas vy. 
Ohio State Univ., 195 U. S. 207, 25 
Sct 24, 49 L. ed. 160; Great South- 
ern Fireproof Hotel Co. v. Jones, 177 
U. S. 449, 20 SCt 690, 44 L. ed. 842. 
See also supra § 215; infra § 328. 

Collusiveness of suit see infra 
§ 235. 

Evidence on this issue examinable 
by supreme court see infra § 259. 

68. Gilbert v. David, 235 U. 8S. 
561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360. And 
see supra § 61. 

69. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
U. S. 177, 28 SCt 80, 52 L. ed, 204, 12 


sufficiently avers that he is a foreign citizen or 
subject,’* are reviewable questions of jurisdiction 
as a federal court. 
(hh) 

Joined, A federal statute commands the court to 
dismiss a suit or remand it to the state court, as the 
case may be, where it appears that parties have been 
improperly or collusively made or joined.7# 
a question of jurisdiction as a federal court ™ is 
raised and is directly reviewable where the court 
dismisses a suit 7 or refuses to dismiss it 77 upon 


Parties Collusively Made or 


Hence 


Federal Question in General. 


Whether the allegations of plaintiff’s pleading 79 
present a case arising under the laws of the United 
States ®° constitutes a directly reviewable question 


If plaintiff really makes a sub- 


stantial claim under an act of congress there is 


AnnCas 518. And see.supra § 67. 
70. Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 

ete, R: Co., 241 U. S. 295,86 SCt 569, 

ge L. ed. 1010. And see supra §§ 45, 


71. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664; Sharpe 
v. Bonham, 224 U. S. 241, 32 SCt 420, 
56 L. ed. 747. And see supra § 63. 

72. Hamer v. New York R. Co., 
ce S. 266,37 SCt 511, 61 Li. ‘ed. 

73. C. H. Nichols Lumber'Co. v. 
Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 102, 51 
L. ed, 181; Hennessy vy. Richardson 
Prue Con eso mon 2 elo BOC a os 
avait ed.) | ‘69%..9 “Andy= See= supra; 

74 Jud. Code § 37. And see supra 
§ 106. : 


75. See supra §§ 217, 218. 
76. Wheeler v. Denver, 229 U. S. 
S42 so SOt 842." Dill alin edamial oe 


Southern Realty Inv. Co. v. Walker, 
211 Ss 6035. 295 SCu git bob meds 
316; Miller v. East Side Canal, etce., 
Con yall On S293) 2Om Ct dacip oma 


ed. 189; Lehigh Min., ete, Co. v. 
Kelly, 160 U.S. 327, 16 St 307, 40 
L. ed. 444. 

{a] Collusive incorporation of 


plaintiff corporation was the ground 
of dismissal in the following cases 
where the judgment of dismissal was 
affirmed. Miller v. East Side Canal, 
Clery COn gs LL elm Sauce Orman Oeiale 
53 L. ed. 189; Lehigh Min., etc., Co. v. 
Relly 7160" USS .32 sol LorsOe sOne 
40 L. ed. 444 (“The ingenious and 
novel mode devised to obtain an ad- 
judication of the present controversy 
by a court of the United States’’). 

[b] A question of collusive join- 
der Lecame immaterial where the su- 
preme court decided that the Dill 
was properly dismissed because the 
amount in controversy was _ insuffi- 
cient. Pinel v. Pinel, 240 U. S. 594, 36 
SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817. 

77.) GnICALOe va, MIS 2 04m 
321, 27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504. 


78. [a] Evidence taken on the 
question is reéxaminable by the su- 
preme court. See infra § 259. 

79. Pleading federal question sce 
supra § 92. 

80. Matters v. Ryan, 249 U. S. 


375, 39 SCt 315, 63 L. ed. 654; Herr- 
mann v. Hdwards, 238 U. S. 107, 35 
SCt 839, 59 L. ed. 1224; American 
Surety Co. y. Schultz, 237. U.S. 159; 
SDS CT OZOMNOD) dame COn ySo2n Un SeeivE 
New York Steam Fitting Co., 235 U. 
Se LoZiheO Dm IS Ct OSs, 59) ie edn serait 
Taylor v. Anderson, 234 U. S. 74, 34 
SCt 724, 58 Ll. ed. 1218; Vicksburg 
Waterworks Co. v. Vicksburg, 185 U. 
S. 65, 22 SCt 585, 46 L. ed. 808; Black- 
burn v. Portland Gold-Min. Co., 175 
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jurisdiction whether the claim ultimately is held 


good or bad.®! 


[§ 237] (jj) Whether Suit 


Whether the allegations of plaintiff’s pleading in 
a suit against a state official, although not against 
the state by name, make the suit one against the 
state in violation of the Eleventh Amendment to the 
federal constitution is a directly reviewable ques- 
tion of jurisdiction 82 and includes the question 
whether the state has waived exemption from suit 


or consented to be sued. 


[§ 238] (kk) Constitutional Question.*4 Whether 
plaintiff’s pleading ®° presents a case arising under 
the federal constitution is a question of jurisdiction 
directly reviewable by the supreme court 8° whose 
appellate jurisdiction in such eases is exclusive.®? 
If the trial court decided the case upon the question 
of jurisdiction alone no other question is presented 
to the supreme court for review.®§ 
hand, if the trial court decided the case upon the 
merits, for instance, if it dismissed plaintiff’s bill 
for want of equity,®® the case may be taken to the 
supreme court on the ground of a constitutional 
question involved,°° whereupon all questions, includ- 
ing the question of jurisdiction, are before the su- 
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[§§ 236-240 


of any certificate or its equivalent? of the ques- 


tion of jurisdiction,®? and, it has been held, even 


against State. 


[§ 239] (l) 


[§ 240] 
of Jurisdiction. 


On the other 


preme court for review,®! and without the necessity 


U. S. 571, 20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 276; 
Schoenfeld v. Hendricks, 152 U. S. 
691, 14 SCt 754, 38 L. ed. 601; Ten- 
nessee v. Bank of Commerce, 152 U. 
S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 L. ed..511. 

[a] Under the mining laws.— 
Hopkins v. Walker, 244 U. S. 486, 
37 SCt; 711, 61. L.. ed<1270. 

Cases under specified acts of con- 
gress see supra §§ 219-226. 

Cases involving constitutional 
questions see infra § 238. 

81.. pene Fair v. Kohler Die, etc., 
22,233 -SCt 410, 5% 2h. 


82. Martin v. Lankford, 245 U. S. 
547, 88 SCt 205, 62 L. ed. 464; John- 
son vy. Lankford, 245 U. S. 541, 38 SCt 
203, 62 L. ed. 460; Carolina Glass 
Co. v. South Carolina, 240 U. S. 305, 
36 SCt 293, 60 L. ed. 658; Farish v. 
State Banking Bd., 235 U. S. 498, 
385 SCt 185, 59 L. ed. 330; American 
Water Softener Co. v. Lankford, 235 
U.°S. 496, 35 SCt 184,°59 L. .ed. 329; 
Lankford v. Platte Iron Works Co., 
Fane Us 8. 461,235 SCtLLT3.) b9e Ta. ed. 
316: Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 
28 SCt 597, 52° L. ed. 899; Prout. wv: 
Starr, 188 U. S. 537, 28 SCt 398, 47 
L. ed. 584. And see Fitts v. McGhee, 
172 U.S. 616; 19. SCt 269, 43 L. ed. 
535 (where the appeal was on a con- 
stitutional question involved). ; 

fa] A contrary intimation in Illi- 
nois, etc, R. Co. v. Adams, 180. U. 
S238) 8%, 22) SCt 251,. 45. Tae ed. 410 
that where the suit is not against 
the state by name, such question “be- 
longs to the merits rather than to 
the jurisdiction” seems to have been 
disapproved in Scully v. Bird, 209 U. 
Sa 484 228 “SCt 597. 62, Ts sade 899. 

83. Farish v. State Banking Bd., 
5) Us S498,.85), SCt 186; 59-1. ed: 


84. Constitutional question on. 
merits involved see infra § 263. 

85. Pleading federal question see 
supra § 92. 

86. Cuyahoga River Power Co. v. 
Akron, 240 U. S. 462, 36 SCt 402, 60 
L. ed. 743; Manila Inv. Co. v. Tram- 
mell, 2390. S« 31, 36 SCt.12, 60 ZT. 
ed. 129; Home Tel., etc., Co. v. Los 
Angeles, 227 U. S. 278, 33 SCt 312, 
57 L. ed. 510; Moyer v. Peabody, 212 
U. S78, 29 SCt 235; 538 LL: ed. 410; 
North American Cold Storage Co. v. 


Chicago, 211 U. S. 306, 29 SCt 101, 
53 L. ed. 199, 15 AnnCas 276; Mer- 
eantile Trust, ete., Co. v. Columbus, 


27 Ste S3e5) 3. ey 
Los Angeles, 202 U. 


203 U. S.. 311, 
198; Devine v. 


S. 313, 26 SCt 652, 50 L. ed. 1046; 
Minnesota v. Northern Securities Co., 
194 U. S. 48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. ed. 
870; Newburyport Water Co. v. New- 
buryport, 193 U. S. 561, 24 SCt 553, 
48 L. ed. 795; Barney v.. New York, 
193 U. S. 430, 24 SCt 502, 48 L.-ed. 
737; Underground R. Co. v. New 
York, 193 U. S. 416, 24 SCt 494, 48 L. 
ed. 733; Union, etc., Bank v. Mem- 
phis,-189 U.S. 71, 23 SCt 604, 47 L. 
ed. 712; Vicksburg Waterworks Co. 
Vv... Vieksburg, 1855.0.) S.. 655 22 SCt 
585, 46 L. ed. 808; Storti v. Massa- 
chusetts, 183 U. S. 138, 22 SCt 72, 46 
L. ed. 120; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Adams, 180 U. S: 28, 21 SCt.251, 45 
L, ed. 410; McCain v. Des Moines, 
174 U. S. 168, 19 SCt 644, 43 L. ed. 
936; Carey v. Houston, ete., R. Co., 
1b0" Ue SUStT0, 147 SCt"63,43,c. dared. 
1041. 

[a] Second appeal on constitu- 
tional question.—If the trial court 
dismisses a bill for want of juris- 
diction under this head, and on di- 
rect appeal, the supreme court re- 
verses that decree, and the trial 
court then proceeds to a hearing and 
decision on the merits, its final de- 
cree may be reviewed by the su- 
preme court where it involves a con- 
stitutional question. Vicksburg v. 
Vicksburg Waterworks Co., 202 U. S., 
453, 26 SCt 660, 50 L. ed. 1102, 6 
AnnCas 258. See also infra 263. 

87. See cases infra this note. 
also supra § 215. 

[a] The circuit court of appeals 
will dismiss an appeal or a writ of 
error (1) where the sole question 
decided by the trial court was that 
of jurisdiction under this head 
(Shapley v. Cohoon, 263 Fed. 893; 
Chamberlin v. Q. & C. Co., 260 Fed. 
933; Great Northern R. Co. v. Blaine 
County, 252 Fed. 548, 164 CCA 464), 
(2) and must dismiss it where the 
sole ground upon which the jurisdic- 
tion of the district court was in- 
voked was an alleged constitutional 
question (Raton Waterworks Co. v. 
Raton, 249 U. S. 552, 39 SCt 384, 63 
L. ed. 768; Carolina Glass Co. v. 
South Carolina, 240 U. S. 305, 26 
SCt 293, 60 L. ed. 658; Union, ’etc., 
Bank v. Memphis, 189 U. S. 71, 28 
SCt 604, 47 L. ed. 712). (3) See also 
infra § 329. 

88. Columbus R. Light, ete., Co. v. 
Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 39 SCt 349, 
63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648. 

89., Columbus R. Light, etc., Co. v. 
Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 39 SCt 349, 


See 


though the question of jurisdiction is certified by 
the trial judge as the sole ground of his decision.®* 


Question Arising under Treaties.®® 


The question whether plaintiff’s pleading makes a 
case arising under a treaty is directly reviewable 
as a question of jurisdiction,*® provided it is proper- 
ly brought before the supreme court 97 and is not. 
absolutely frivolous.%§ 

(mm) 


Various Reviewable Questions 
In application of the ruling prin- 


ciples hereinbefore laid down, the following have 
been held to be directly reviewable questions of 
‘jurisdiction: Whether the court could take cognizance - 
of an action against the United States;1 whether a 
suit of which the federal court would have no juris- 
diction if regarded as brought upon an independent 
cause of action could be treated as ancillary? to 
another suit of which the federal court had unques- 
tionable jurisdiction;? whether, within the doctrine 
that jurisdiction of an ancillary suit is given by 
jurisdiction of the main suit,* a bill can be regarded 
as ancillary or supplemental to a pending biil in 
equity,> or as ancillary to an action at law and 


63 L. ed. 669, 6 eee 1648. 

90. See infra § 2 

91. Columbus R ent, etc., Co. v- 
Columbus, 249 U. Ry. 399, 39 SCt 349, 
63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648; Ramapo 
Water Co. v. New York, 236 U.S. 579, 
35 SCt 442, 59 L. ed. 731; Bien v. 
Robinson, 208 U. S. 423, 28 SCt 379, 
52 L. ed. 556; Defiance Water Co. v- 
Hise DES 191 U. S. 184, 24 SCt 63, 48 
L. ed. 140; Biesvilte Water- Supply 
Couns Mobile, Lib) U., SN LOSS 200 SEE 
40, 44 L. ed. 92; Vance v. W. A. Van- 
dercook Co., 170; U.S: = 4685, AS. SCE 
645, 42 L. ed. 1111; Chappell v. U. 
160 U..S. 499, 16 Sct 397,) 40 Th. ed. 
510; Walter v. Northeastern R. Coy, 
ana UL. S* 370, 13 JSG. 348, (87 Bes ed. 

92. Certificate or equivalent see 
infra §§ 245-250, 

93. Mississippi Re) Commny Sve 
Louisville, ete., R. Co., 225 U. S. 272, 
a 756, 56 L. ed. 1087; and infra. 

“It could have détermined any 
question of the jurisdiction of the 
Circuit Court appearing upon the 
record, whether certified or not.’’ 
Robinson v, Caldwell, 165 U. S. 359, 
17, SCt,.343.~ 362, 41 "Ta. ed. 745, 

94. North American Cold Storage 
Co. v... Chicago, 211 U._S/306,.29 Sct 
101, 52 L. ed. 199, 15 AnnCas 276; 
Giles v. Harris, 189 U.S. 475, 23 sct 
639, 47 L. ed. 909 (by a divided 


Treaty questions on merits 
see infra § 264. 
96. Storti v. Massachusetts, 183 
U. S. 138, 22 SCt 72, 46 L. ed. 120. 
97. Apapas v. U. S,,,233 U.S: b87; 
34 SCt 704, 58 L. ed. 1104; Robinson 


v. Caldwell, 165 U. S. 359, 17 Sct 
348, 41 L. ed, 745. 
98. Storti v. Massachusetts, 


183. 
U. S. 188, 22 SCt 72, 46 L. ed. 120. 

99. See supra §§ 210-218. 

L. Bigby: iv.0UeS.,. 188) ULYs: 4005 
23 SCt 468, 47 L. ed. 519 (its au- 
thority in that behalf Wucnaine 
upon the construction of the Tucker 
Act of 1887. And See supra § pisy: 

2. See supra~§ 13 

3. Hamer v. New York R. Co., 244 
U.S. 266, 37 SCt 511, 62°L, ed. 1125. 

4 See supra § 13 

5. Raphael v. Trask, 194 U.S. 272, 
24 SCt 647, 48 L. ed. 973 (it is not 
clear that the case is a precedent 
on this point, as another obviously 
jurisdictional question was involved 
in oF direct appeal). 

a 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Contrary view.—It has been 


7 


§§ 240-241] 


the final judgment therein,® or an action at law may 
be maintained as ancillary to a prior suit in equity 
and the final decree therein;’ whether, despite the 
prohibitory declaration in a federal statute,’ cer- 
tain provisions in the charter of a federal railroad 
corporation were to be considered as sufficient alone 
to confer jurisdiction upon a federal court of a 
suit against it,® and whether the bill in such a suit 
showed that the case arose under federal laws apart 
from the federal acts of incorporation;!° whether 
an injunction granted to plaintiff was one within the 
federal statute 1! prohibiting the granting of an in- 
junction to stay proceedings in a state court,!? and 
specifically whether a suit to enjoin a state officer 
from carrying into effect the judgment of a state 
court was obnoxious to that statute;!3 whether a 
suit was in an essential feature a suit to annul a 
will and merely supplemental to proceedings for 
probate of the will and thus constituted a con- 
troversy not within the cognizance of federal 
courts;14 whether the allegations of plaintiff’s bill 
showed that the suit was one which undertook to 
take the entire settlement of a decedent’s estate 
from the hands of the state probate court;1® 
whether, after verdict and judgment for plaintiff, 
the court had power to allow plaintiff’s complaint 
to be amended by adding a proper averment of 
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plaintiff’s citizenship and to retain the judgment 
| after such amendment;! whether in a suit against 
nonresident aliens to establish title to personal 
property held by them as executors, a plea having 
traversed the averments of the bill that the prop- 
erty sought to be affected was within the district,!7 
and plaintiff offering no proof to establish that es- 
sential jurisdictional fact, the court had power to 
dismiss the bill;!8 and whether a ruling or decision 
by the officers of a local land office of the United 
States, made in the usual course of proceedings for 
the acquisition of title to public lands, is subject 
to review or correction in the courts while the title 
to the lands remains in the United States, and the 
proceedings for acquiring that title are still in 
fieri.19 
[§ 241] (nn) Various Questions Not Directly 
Reviewable. Some of the leading cases determining 
the scope and meaning of the term ‘‘jurisdiction’’ 
in the statute *° here under consideration are among 
those holding that no directly reviewable question 
was involved, for example, where the question was 
whether the suit should have been brought at law 
instead of in equity,?1 or whether plaintiff in an 


equity suit has a plain, adequate, and complete rem- 
edy at law;?? whether the allegations of plaintiff’s 


held that such a question merely 
challenges the inherent chancery 
powers of the trial court over parties 
and subject matter and is not a 
question of jurisdiction within the 
meaning of that term as stated. See 
supra § 217. Alton Water Co, v. 
Brown, 166 Fed. 340, 92 CCA 598 
{certiorari den 212 U. S. 581, 29 SCt 
690, 53 L. ed. 659]. 

6. Stillman v. Combe, 197 U. S. 
436, 439,.25 SCt 480, 49 L. ed. 822 
(where, speaking of this alleged 
ground of jurisdiction in the court 
below it was said: “If that ground 
fails it is apparent from the record 
and is not disputed that there is no 
other’’). 

7. H.C. Cook Co. v. Beecher, 217 
U. S. 497, 30 SCt 601, 54 L. ed. 855. 

S& Act Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L. 
804 c 22 § 5) (which provides that 
“No court of the United States shall 
have jurisdiction of any action or 
suit by or against any railroad com- 
pany upon the ground that said rail- 
road company was incorporated un- 
der an act of Congress’). 

9. Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 
ete., R. Co., 241 U. S. 295, 36 SCt 569, 
60 L. ed. 1010. 

Bankers’ Trust Co. v. Texas, 
etc., Co., 241 U. S. 295, 36 SCt 569, 60 


L. ed. 1010. 

11. Jud. Code § 265. 

12. Hunt v. New York Cotton 
Exch., 205 U. S. 322, 27 SCt 529, 51 


L. ed. 821. And see supra § 218. 

[a] Appeal to circuit court of ap- 
peals.—Where the trial court main- 
tains its jurisdiction and decides the 
ease on its merits in favor of plain- 
tiff, defendant may appeal to the 
circuit court of appeals on the whole 
ease, including the question of ju- 
risdiction. Mills v. Provident Life, 
ete., Co., 100 Be leg 40 CCA 394. 

ee also supra § 2 
: 13. Public Serv. Co. v. Corboy, 250 
U. S. 153, 39 SCt 440, 63 L. ed. 905. 

14. Sutton v. English, 246 U. S. 
199, 38 SCt 254, 62 L. ed. 664. _ 

15. Waterman v. Canal-Louisiana 
Bank, etc., Co., 215 U. S. 33, 30 SCt 
10, 54 L. ed. 80. 

16. Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 
Duthie, 189 U. S. 76, 28 SCt 610, 47 
eed. Lb. OU owas St. § 954. 
And see supra § ; 

17. See supra § 228 note 26 [4d]. 

18. Chase v. Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 
79, 32 SCt 659, 57 L. ed. 990. 

19. Plested v. Abbey, 228 U. Ss. 
42, 48, 33 SCt 503, 57 L. ed. 724 (“The 


theory that the: decree dismissing the 
bill is susceptible of being directly 
reviewed rests upon the assumption 
that the controversy, because of its 
nature and because of the official 
character of the defendants, was one 
of exclusive Federal cognizance, and 
therefore the refusal to exercise ju- 
risdiction necessarily involved a rul- 
ing concerning the authority of the 
court- below as a Federal court.’’ And 
see supra § 218). 

20. See supra § 210. ‘ 

21. Blythe v. Hinckley, 173 U. S. 
501, 19-SCt 497, 43 L. ed. 783; Smith 
v. McKay, 161 U. S. 355, 16 SCt 490, 


40 L. ed. 731. 
hie U.S. 355, 


- 22. Smith v. McKay, 
16 SCt 490, 40 L. ed. 7 

[a] In the leading case, dismiss- 
ing an appeal from the federal cir- 
cuit court, it was said: “The appel- 
lants seek to have this court review 
the action of the Circuit Court in 
entertaining jurisdiction of a bill in 
equity in a case in which, as they al- 
lege, it appears that the complainant 
had a plain, adequate and complete 
remedy at law. ... The position of 
the appellee is that only questions 
of Federal jurisdiction can _ be 
brought directly here; that if the 
Circuit Court has jurisdiction of the 
parties and of the matters in dis- 
pute, the fact that it is contended 
that it has no jurisdiction on its 
equity side raises no question of ju- 
risdiction within the meaning of the 
act under which this appeal is taken; 
and that whether a case has been 
made out by the plaintiff in equity 
or at law is not a question that puts 
in issue the jurisdiction of the court 
in the sense in which that phrase is 
used in the Judiciary Act. The ques- 
tion thus raised has never been di- 
rectly decided by this court. It did 
present itself in the case of World’s 
Columbian Exposition v. U. S., 56 
Fed. 654, 6 CCA 58. That was a case 
in which the Circuit Court of the 
United States for the Northern Dis- 
trict of Illinois had granted, at the 
suit of the United States, an injunc- 
tion against the World’s Columbian 
Exposition, a corporation of the state 
of Illinois, restraining the defendant 
from opening the exposition grounds 
or buildings to the public on Sun- 
day. From this decree an appeal was 
taken to the Circuit Court of Appeals 
for the Seventh Circuit, and that 
court, speaking through Chief Jus- 
tice Fuller, presiding, stated and dis- 


posed of the question as follows: 
‘The appellees have submitted a mo- 
tion to dismiss the appeal upon the 
grounds that the jurisdiction of the 
Circuit Court was in issue; that the 
case involved the construction or ap- 
plication of the Constitution of the 
United States; that the constitution- 
ality of laws of the United States 
was drawn in question therein; that 
therefore the appeal from a final de- 
cree would lie to the Supreme Court 
of the United States, and not to this 
court; and hence that this appeal, 
which is from an interlocutory order, 
cannot be maintained under the sev- 
enth section of the Judiciary Act 
of March 38, 1891. We do not un- 
derstand that the power of the Cir- 
cuit Court to hear and determine the 
cause was denied, but that the ap- 
pellants contended that the United 
States had not, by their bill, made 
a case properly cognizable in a court 
of equity. The objection was the 
want of equity, and not the want of 
power. The jurisdiction of the Cir- 
cuit Court was, therefore, not in is- 
sue, within the intent and meaning 
of the act.” We regard this as a 
sound exposition of the law, and, ap- 
plied to the case now in hand, it 
demands a dismissal of the appeal, 
on the ground that the objection was 
not to the want of power in the Cir- 
cuit Court to entertain the suit, but 
to the want of equity in the com- 
plainant’s bill. The appellants’ con- 
tention in this respect would re- 
quire us to entertain an appeal from 
the Circuit Court in every case in 
equity, in which the defendant should 
choose to file a demurrer to the bill 
on the ground that there was a rem- 
edy at law. When the requisite 
citizenship of the parties appears, 
and the subject-matter is such that 
the Circuit Court is competent to 
deal with it, the jurisdiction of that 
court attaches, and whether the court 
should sustain the complainant’s 
prayer for equitable relief, or should 
dismiss the bill with leave to bring 
an action at law, either would be a 
valid exercise of jurisdiction. If any 
error were committed in the exercise 
of such jurisdiction, it could only be 
remedied by an appeal to the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals. The learned 
counsel for the appellants claims in 
his brief that the case of Mississippi 
Millis. v. Cohn, £60.U. Sy 202) -14¢0SCEt 
75, 37 L. ed, 1052 [cited supra § 210 
text and note 47 [c] (7)] sustains 
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_ ‘pill are adequate to justify the 


whether a federal trial court has authority to ad- 
minister a trust estate after a suit with reference 
thereto has been begun in a state court;?* whether 
a state statute under which plaintiff’s action was 


his present contention. That was an 
appeal from the Circuit Court of the 
United States for the Western Dis- 
trict of Louisiana, under the pro- 
visions of the act of February 25, 
1889, ¢. 36,°25 Stat. 6938. The court 
below dismissed the complainant’s 
bill in equity on the ground that 
no relief could be had in equity be- 
cause, under the practice prescribed 
by a state law, there was a remedy 
by an action at law. But this court 
held that the jurisdiction of FKed- 
eral courts, ‘sitting as courts of 
equity, cannot be enlarged or dimin- 
ished by state legislation, and that 
hence the Circuit Court had com- 
mitted error by allowing a state law 
to overturn the well-settled practice 
in the Federal court. In the con- 
dition of the Federal statutes at that 
time there was no Circuit Court of 
Appeals, and the plaintiff's remedy, 
given him by the act of February 25, 
1889, was by appeal to this court. 
Should such a state of facts again 
arise the remedy would now be by 
appeal to the Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals. The appeal from the Circuit 
Court is accordingly dismissed.” 
Smith v. McKay, 161 U. S. 355, 356, 
16 SCt 490, 40 L. ed. 731. 

23. De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 SCt 
69, 65 L. ed. —. 

24, Louisville Trust Co. v. Knott, 
TOI WS ob ols 240 SCt 194/48) la. 
ed.-159 [foll Central Dist. Tel., etc., 
Co. v. Farmers’, ete., Nat. Bank, 255 
Fed. 59, 166 CCA 387] (in this lead- 
ing case, dismissing an appeal from 
a decree denying an intervening peti- 
tion for an order directing the 
ecourt’s receiver to surrender posses- 
sion to a receiver appointed by a 
state court, the supreme court said: 
“We are of opinion that the judg- 
ment of the Circuit Court dismissing 
the intervening petition of the Louis- 
ville Trust Company is not subject 
to review here upon direct appeal or 
writ of error to that court. ©... The 
question presented by the certificate 
of the Circuit Court is not one of 
jurisdiction, within the meaning of 
the fifth section of the act of 1891, 
and the jurisdiction of that court 
was not ‘in issue.’ There was di- 
versity in the citizenship of the 
parties to this suit, instituted by 
Stuart R. Knott as a citizen of Mis- 
souri, and no question was raised, 
or could have been raised, as to the 
authority of the circuit court, as a 
Federal court, to take cognizance of 
AG: The issue made by the inter- 
vening petition of the Louisville 
Trust Company did not involve the 
jurisdiction of that court, as a Fed- 
eral tribunal, to appoint a receiver 
of the assets and property of the 
Evening Post Company. What the 
Circuit Court did in that-respect was 
questioned by the Trust Company, 
on behalf of the state court, solely 
upon the ground that the taking by 
the Federal court of possession of 
the property and assets of the Post 
Company—after the state court, by 
the institution of the Haldeman suit, 
had acquired authority to appoint a 
receiver of such property and assets 
for administration—was in violation 
of the rule recognized in courts of 
equity, whether of Federal or state 
origin, that ‘where the jurisdiction 
of a court, and the right of a plain- 
tiff to prosecute his suit in it, have 
once attached, that right cannot be 
arrested or taken away by proceed- 
ings in another court;’ that, as the 
object of the suit in the state court 
could not be accomplished without 
possession of the property and as- 
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relief sought ;7% 


sets of the Post Company, the seiz- 
ure of such property and assets un- 
der the order of the Federal court, 
whereby the state court was pre- 
vented from giving any effectual re- 
lief to the parties before it, was in- 
consistent with the relations which, 
upon principles of comity and right, 
always exist between courts having 
concurrent jurisdiction over the same 
subject-matter, Peck v. Jenness, 7 
How. .(U. S.) 612, 12 Li ed. 841; 
Taylor v.,.Carry], (20) How. (Ue, S-) 
583, 15 L. ed. 1028. In all this ther 
was nothing involving the jurisdic- 
tion of the Circuit Court as a Fed- 
eral tribunal, whose jurisdiction is 
regulated by acts of Congress. The 
question of jurisdiction which the 
statute permits to be certified to this 
court directly must be one involving 
the jurisdiction of the circuit court 
as a Federal court, and not simply 
its general authority as a judicial 
tribunal to proceed in harmony with 
established rules of practice gov- 
erning courts of concurrent jurisdic- 
tion as between each other. We 
think this question was substantially 
so determined in Smith v. McKay, 
161, U. S; 355,357, 16 SCt, 490; 40. hh. 
ed. 731. ... In principle, the judg- 
ment in Smith v. McKay, supra, em- 
braces the present case. The issue 
presented by the intervening peti- 
tion did not raise any question under 
the Constitution or statutes of the 
United States, and depended only 
upon principles of general law ap- 
plicable to all courts having con- 
current jurisdiction over the same 
subject-matter. We repeat that the 
jurisdiction of the Circuit Court was 
not and is not questioned for want 
of power in that court, as a Federal 
tribunal, to take possession of the 
assets and property of the Post Com- 
pany; only its authority, upon prin- 
ciples of equity and comity, to do 
that of which complaint was made 
by the Louisville Trust Company. 
We do not think that Congress in- 
tended that any such question should 
be the basis of a direct appeal to 
this court from a Cireuit Court... . 
It is proper to observe that this 
court in Shields v: Coleman, 157 U. 
S. 168, 15 SCt 570, 39 L. ed. 660, as- 
sumed jurisdiction upon direct ap- 
peal from a Circuit Court in a case 
involving the question whether that 
court had authority to appoint a re- 
ceiver of property which was at the 
time in the possession of a receiver 
appointed by a state court. As the 
federal court had, in that case, taken 
property out of the physical posses- 
sion of a receiver of the ‘state court, 
this court expressed its views upon 
the question whether the possession 
of the state court should have been 
disturbed by the Federal court, and 
it rendered judgment accordingly. 
But the precise question here pre- 
sented as to the jurisdiction of this 
court under the act of 1891, on di- 
rect appeal from the Circuit Court, 
was not there raised or considered. 
In'U.. S: ‘vi More, 3\(Craneh (Ue SS 
159, 2 L. ed. 397, it was held that this 
court was without jurisdiction, under 
the law as it then was, to review the 
final judgment of the Circuit Court 


of the District of Columbia in a 
criminal case. It was suggested 
at the bar, in that case, that this 


court had, in a previous case, exer- 
ecised appellate jurisdiction in a 
eriminal case. Chief Justice Mar- 
shall met that suggestion by saying: 
‘No question was made in that case 
as to the jurisdiction, It passed 
sub silentio, and the court does not 


| 
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brought was of such a penal character that the 
federal court should not enforce it;2° and whether 
the court in an equity suit having appointed a re- 
ceiver had power to enter a summary order requir- 
ing a person not a party to the suit to pay over 


consider itself as bound by that 
zase.’ To the same effect, substan- 
tially, are U. S. v. Sanges, 144 U. S. 
310, 319, 36 L. ed. 445, 449, 12 Sct 
609, and Cross v. Burke, 146 U. S. 
82, 36 L. ed. 896, 13 SCt 22. In the 
circumstances of the present case, 
and to avoid misapprehension in the 
future, we deem it our duty dis- 
tinctly to declare the true meaning 
of the word jurisdiction as used in 
the fifth section of the Judiciary Act 
OfL 1891"): 

25. Fore River Shipbuilding Co. 
ViotHage | 2198 Us Sey dione! tess Lasee 
185, 55 L. ed. 163 (this was a writ 
of error to the circuit court of the 
United States for the district of 
Massachusetts to review a judgment 
in favor of plaintiff in a suit to re- 
cover damages under the state Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act. Dismissing 
it for want of jurisdiction, the opin- 
ion of the court is as follows: “This 
case is here upon a question involv- 
ing the jurisdiction of the Circuit 
Court of the United StateS for the 
district of Massachusetts to enter- 
tain the action. It was begun in the 
Circuit Court by Selma T. Hagg, a 
citizen of Sweden, against the Fore 
River Shipbuilding Company, a cor- 
poration of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. The object of the 
suit was to recover damages under 
the Employers’ Liability Act of 
Massachusetts (Revised Laws, chap. 


106, § 78), and was for the death, 
without conscious suffering, of her 
husband, Charles A. Hage, an em- 


ployé of the defendant company, re- 
sulting from an injury received in 
the defendant’s forge shop in Quincy, 
Massachusetts. The action resulted 
in a verdict and judgment for the 
plaintiff below. The defendant be- 
low moved the court to dismiss the 
action on the ground that it was 
without jurisdiction, for the reason 
that the Massachusetts statute was 
ofa penal character, and therefore 
an action upon it could be main- 
tained only in the courts of Massa- 
chusetts. The case comes here upon 
certificate of the judge of the Circuit 
Court, and the question stated is 
‘whether or not the statute under 
which the _ plaintiff’s action was 
brought was of such a penal char- 
acter that the Circuit Court did not 
have jurisdiction of said action.’ In 
behalf of the defendant company, 
now plaintiff in error, it is contended 
that a penal action -of this character 
ean be brought only in the courts. 
of Massachusetts, and it is insisted 
that such is the rule applicable to 
cases of this character as between 
separate and distinct sovereignties. 
It is argued that the act under which 
the suit was brought is a penal stat- 
ute, and it is insisted that the wrong 
done is primarily an offense against 
the public, and the relief sought not 
of the class of actions remedial in 
their nature, wherein recovery is 
given in the form of compensation 
to the widow or children of the de- 
ceased, which actions have been sus- 
tained in the courts of States other 
than those enacting the statute. The 
question presented, therefore is, 
whether owing to the character of 
the Massachusetts act, the courts of 
another sovereignty will enforce its 
provisions, or whether the sole rem- 
edy is under the laws of the Com- 
monwealth enacting the _ statute. 
This court, takes notice of its own 
jurisdiction, and whether the ques- 
tion is raised by the counsel or not, 
inquires of its own motion whether 
there is jurisdiction to entertain any 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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to the receiver certain moneys collected in violation 
¢ Objection that plaintiff 
in a stockholder’s suit against a corporation has 
failed to comply, in his pleading, 
equity rule,?? does not raise a question of jurisdie- 
tion,”* nor does the dismissal of a suit in equity 
for want of an indispensable party,2® nor a decision 
that the court would not entertain a bill to set 
aside the judgment of a state court allezed to be 
An objection that the lands 
which are the subject matter of an action of eject- 
ment are not within the territorial jurisdiction of 
the court is an objection common to all judicial 
tribunals and therefore *! not an objection to the 


of the court’s injunction.?¢ 


void upon its face.®° 


given case before it. Mansfield, etc., 
Ri Co.nve swans 1d VUiA1S..3:79).,.382) 4 


SCtcsolO, o27s eed. 1462.) Inithat 
case Mr. Justice Matthews, who 
spoke for the court, said: ‘On every 


writ of error or appeal, the first and 
fundamental question is that of ju- 
risdiction, first, of this court, and 
then of the court from which the rec- 
ord comes. This question the court 
is bound to ask and answer for itself, 
even when not otherwise suggested, 
and without respect to the relation 
of the parties to it.’ We shall then 
inquire, Has this court jurisdiction 
to entertain this attempt at a direct 
review of the Circuit Court’s judg- 
ment certified here upon the question 
of jurisdiction? By the Court of Ap- 
peals Act of March 8, 1891 (c 517, 
26 Stat. 826), a writ of error may 
be taken directly from a_ Circuit 
Court to this court in certain cases, 
among which is ‘any case in which 
the jurisdiction of the court is in 
issue;? and it is further provided: 
‘In such cases the question of juris- 
diction alone shall be certified to the 
Supreme Court from the court below 
for decision.’ The question then is, 
Does this case involve a question of 
jurisdiction reviewable in the man- 
ner sought in this case by writ of 
error to the Cireuit Court? The 
court has had frequent occasion to 
determine what is meant in the stat- 
ute providing for review of cases in 
which the jurisdiction of the court is 
in issue, and it has been held that 
the statute means to give a review, 
not of the jurisdiction of the court 
upon general grounds of law or pro- 
cedure, but of the jurisdiction of 
the court as a Federal court. A lead- 
ing case on this subject, and one fre- 
quently cited with approval since 
its decision, is Louisville Trust Co. v. 
note lola 225 024 ws@urlso tes 
L. ed. 159. In- that case a state 
court had taken jurisdiction of an 
action in equity in which a receiver 
was asked for, and none had been 
appointed at the time when another 
suit was begun in the Circuit Court 
of the United States and a receiver 
appointed therein. Thereafter the 
state court which had first taken ju- 
risdiction appointed a receiver, and 
upon its direction that receiver in- 
tervened in the Federal court and 
asked to have the property turned 
over to him. The Circuit Court of 
the United States maintained its own 
jurisdiction, and refused to give the 
-property to the state receiver. The 
case came to this court upon certifi- 
cate of a question involving the 
jurisdiction of the Circuit Court of 
the United States. This court dis- 
missed the writ of error for want of 
jurisdiction, holding that the ques- 
tion presented was one of the equity 
jurisdiction in another court, and did 
not present a distinctive question as 
to the jurisdiction of the Federal 
court as such. The former cases 
were reviewed, and Mr. Justice Har- 
lan, who spoke for the court, said: 
‘The question of jurisdiction which 
the statute permits to be certified to 
this court directly must’be one in- 
volving the jurisdiction of the Cir- 
cuit Court aS a Federal court, and 
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not simply its general authority as 
a judicial tribunal to proceed in har- 
mony with established rules of prac- 
tice governing courts of concurrent 
jurisdiction as between each other.’ 
See also, in this connection, Bache v. 
PAVING eel OS mae Ss He od SCtmD sia 4S 
L. ed. 774, in which the same prin- 
ciple is announced. Applying the 
rule thus settled to the case under 
consideration, there was jurisdiction 
in the Circuit Court of the United 
States for the District of Massachu- 
setts under the judiciary act, as the 
plaintiff was a citizen of Sweden and 
the defendant shipbuilding company 
a corporation of Massachusetts. 
Thus having jurisdiction, it was at 
liberty to decide all questions prop- 
erly before it, including the one 
whether, under the applicable prin- 
ciples of law, a court of another sov- 
ereignty would enforce a cause of 
action based upon the Massachusetts 
statute. But the determination of 
that question did not involve the ju- 
risdiction of the Circuit Court as a 
Federal court. It was a question 
to be decided upon the application of 
the same principles as would apply 
had the action been brought in a 
court of another State or nation. 
Whether other sovereignties would 
enforce penal actions of the charac- 
ter alleged to arise under the Massa- 
chusetts statute was not a question 
peculiar to the Federal jurisdiction 
of the court. It was general in its 
nature, and to be determined upon 
principles controlling in other courts 
as well as those of Federal creation. 
Without enlarging the discussion, 
and applying principles thoroughly 
settled in this court, we are of opin- 
ion that a direct writ of error will 
not lie from the determination of the 
Circuit Court of the United States 
to exercise its jurisdiction in ‘the 
present case. The writ of error is 
therefore dismissed for want of ju- 
risdiction’’). : 


26. Bien v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 
423, 28 SCt- 379, 52 L. ed. 556. 
27. Equity Rules, rule 27, for- 


merly rule 94. 

28. Venner v. Great Northern R. 
Co., 209 U.S. 24, 28 SCt 328, 52° L. 
edss 666.) ehilinois® Cent seni @ Coal y. 
Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 34, 21 SCt 253, 
45 L. ed. 410 (“It may undoubtedly 
be shown in defence that plaintiff 
has no right under the allegations of 
his bill or the facts of the case to 
bring suit, but that is no defect of 
jurisdiction, but of title. It is as 
much so as if it were sought to dis- 
miss an action of ejectment for the 
want of jurisdiction, by showing that 
the plaintiff had no title to the land 
in controversy. At common law 
neither an infant, an insane person, 
married woman, alien enemy, nor per- 
son having no legal interest in the 
cause of action, can maintain a suit 
in his or her own name; but it never 
would be contended that the court 
would not have jurisdiction to inquire 
whether such disability in fact ex- 
isted, nor that the case could be dis- 
missed on motion for want of juris- 
diction. The right to bring a suit is 
entirely distinguishable from _ the 
right to prosecute the particular bill. 
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jurisdiction of the district court as a federal court.3? 
It is doubtful whether a question of the authority 
of the court to vacate and set aside its previous 
decree does not involve a power to exercise a juris- 
diction already vested, rather than a reviewable 
question of jurisdiction itself.33 

: (e) Jurisdiction of the Court. 
‘‘jurisdiction of the court’’ mentioned in the stat- 
ute ** must be the jurisdiction of the court over 
the particular case in which the judgment or decree 
sought to be reviewed was rendered,®° and not its 
Jurisdiction over another suit previously determined 
in the same court.?¢ 

(f) Judgment or Decree on Mandate 


The 


One goes to the maintenance of any 
action; the other to the maintenance 
of the particular action. Ene 
question in each case is whether the 
plaintiff has brought himself within 
the language of the jurisdictional 
act, whatever be the form of his 
action, or whether it be at law or in 
equity. The objection that plaintiff 
has failed to comply with the ninety- 
fourth rule may be raised by de- 
murrer, but the admitted power to 
decide this question is also an ad- 
mission that the court has jurisdic- 
tion of the case’). And see supra 
§ 63 text and notes 81-85. 

[a] “Dismissal of the bill would 
not be a denial but an assertion and 
exercise of jurisdiction.’”’ Venner v. 
Great Northern R. Co., 209 U. S. 24, 
28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666. 

29. Bogart v. Southern Pac. Co., 
228 U. S.°187, 83 SCt 49%, 57 L. ed. 
768. And see supra § 217. 

30. Blythe v. Hinckley, 173 U. S. 
501, 507,19 SCt 497; 43 LL. ed. 783 
(‘As the decree rested on no denial 
of its jurisdiction as such [that is, 
as a federal court], but was rendered 
in the exercise of that jurisdiction, 
it is obvious that this appeal cannot 
be maintained’’). 

31. See supra § 217. 

32. Davis v. Anderson-Tully Co., 
252 Fed. 681, 164 CCA 521. 

33. Van Wagenen v. Sewall, 160 
U. S. 369, 16\SCt 370, 40 L. ed. 460. 

34. See supra § 210. 

35. Carey v. Houston, etc., R. Co., 
L5O). “Uy S33 A704 SCUG3 1S ipiuaseds 
1041; and cases infra note 36. 

36. Carey v. Houston, etec., R. Co., 
ne, Ws pS 101 ASC 63 aro.ula meds 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) A  judg- 
ment refusing to set aside a former 
default judgment claimed to be void 
on account of defective service on a 
corporation draws in question the ju- 
risdiction of the court rendering the 
former judgment and is not directly 
reviewable. Stevirmac Oil, etc., Co. 
VayeDittmanjn245 WO SS. 20s Set 
116, 62 L. ed. 248. (2) No question 
of jurisdiction of the court over a 
foreclosure suit or the rendition of 
the decree passed therein was avail- 
able to sustain an appeal from a 
decree dismissing a bil] to impeach 
the decree in the foreclosure suit for 
fraud and collusion. Carey v. Hous- 
ton,, *ete:, WEA Core 15 0geUe Seah ele 
SCt 63, 37 L. ed. 1041. (3) While a 
petition in habeas corpus undertook 
to attack the jurisdiction of the court 
to make the order of commitment for 
contempt under which the petitioner 
was in custody, and conceding that 
the jurisdiction to discharge the pe- 
titioner would depend upon the want 
of jurisdiction to commit in the orig- 
inal case, still that would not pre- 
sent a question reviewable by direct 
appeal in the habeas corpus suit. In 
re lennon, 150) U..<S,393) 14. SC 123; 
37 L. ed. 1120. (4) Dismissal on the 
merits of a petition in intervention 
in a pending suit could not be the 
basis of a direct appeal, although the 
petition set up want of jurisdiction 


to proceed in the principal case. 
Keatley. v. Furey, 226 U. S. 399, 33 
S@tieheis bard ved. ites 
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ef Cireuit Court of Appeals. Since the statute a 
gives ne power to the supreme court fo review the 
judgment er deeree of a cirenit court of appeals 


heeause alone of the presence of 


question susceptible of being reviewed directly from 
eannot do so by 


a distriet court, the supreme court 
Indireetion,*® and eannet review the 


eree of a district court entered in compliance with 
the mandate of the eireuit court of appeals to 
whieh the case had been previously taken,*® unless 
the decision of the eiremit court of appeals was 
absolutely void for want of jurisdiction.*° 
is true, although the original deeree of the district 
eourt on the question of jurisdiction was in favor 
who had no oceasion 


ef defendant, the appellant, 
te seek a review of that question until the decree 
ef 


SY. Jud. Cede $§ 238-240, 241. 

3S& Brown v. Alton Water eee 
UU. S 325, 32 SCt 156, 56 L. ed. 

S& Metrepolitan Water Co. W. 
Kaw Walley Drain. Dist.. 223 U. S. 
SES, 32 SCt 246, 56 L. ed. 533; Brown 
vw. Alton Water Co., 222 U. S. 325, 32 
SCt 256. 56 E ed. 221; U. S. v. Lar- 
im. 208 UO. S 333, 28 SCt 417, 52] 
E. ed 517; Aspen Mim. ete, Co. v. 
Bilings, 150 UL S 3h, 14 SCt 4 37 
L. e@ $86; and cases supra § 203. 

fa} Beason for rule—““That court 
(the cireuit court ef appeals] took 
Jurisdiction, passed upon the case, 
ang Getermined by its Judgment that 
the apreal had been properly taken. 
tf errer was committed in so doing, 
it is not for the Cirentt Court te pass 


wpen that question. The Circuit 
Court could not doe otherwise than 
earry out the mandate from the 


Court ef Appeals, and could not re- 
fuse te de so on the ground of want 


ef jurisdiction im itself or m the| 
appellate court.” Aspen Min. etc. | 
€e. v. Billines, 150 U.S, 31, 37, 14) 
Sct 4 37 L. ed $86. 

ao. U.S v. Larkm, 203 U.S. 333, | 
23 SCt 417, 52 L. ed. 517. | 

41. Brown v. Altom Water Co., 222 | 
TW. S 325, 32 SCt 156, 56 L. ed. 221 


(the eourt pointing out that the 2ap- 
pellant was not otherwise without 
remedy to obtain a review by _ the 
Supreme court of the question of ju- 
risdiction, since it might have been 
certified by the eireuit court of ap- 
peals er application ceuld have been 
made for a writ of certiorari to re- 


reversal by the cirenit court of appeals,** and 
although the mandate of the cireuit court of appeals 


}order to bring vith 
| the first of these classes, the juris- 


| that, 


view the decision of the circuit court 
ef appeals). 

2. Metropolitan Water Co. 
Kaw Valley Drain. Dist.. 223 UW. 
SiS, $2 SCte 246, 56 L. ed. 533. 

Suficieney of service of proc- 
ess See Supra §§ 229-231 

— er proper Gistrict see supra 

re 

44 Objection for imsniiciency of | 
service ef preeess see Process [32 | 
Cye 327). | 

oy Seer to venue er district of | 


LOT. 
§ 210, 
the reported cases 
ef the court, either 
— rt or as 2 judicial 
festly im issue by 


Vv. 
Ss. 


= iter ati ons 
involving the ju- 


| accorded to every word.” 
'ton Market Co. v. Hoffman, 101 U.S. 
j £12, 


| Where rsity 
- | citizenship and the court dismissed 
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[§ 243] (g) 


a jurisdictional 


judgment or de- 


way.** 


This 


direct appellate 


risdiction of the Circuit Court must 
have been in issue and decided... . 
The act ... gave to a party to a 
suit in the Cireuit Court where the 
question of the jurisdiction of the 
— . . . Was raised and put in 

ssue upon the record at the proper 
time and in the proper way, the 
right to a review by this court.” 
Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 324, 325, 
14 SCt 353, 38 L. ed. 179. (2) “In 
this appeal within 


Giction of the Circuit Court must 
have been in isSue in this case.... 
This record contains no such certifi- 
eate, nor was it applied for, nor 
does it appear that the jurisdiction 
ef the Circuit Court was in issue. 

. . It is contended that the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction was in issue be- 
eause the bill attacked the jurisdic- 


| tion of the Circuit Court over the 
| foreclosure suit. ... 


It is the juris- 
diction of the court below over the 
particular case in which the appeal 
from the decree therein is prosecuted, 
being in issue and decided 
against the party raising it and duly 
certified, justifies such appeal di- 
reetly to this court.” Carey v. Hous- 
ton, ete. R. Co., 150 U. S. 170, 179, 
14 SCt 63, 37 L. ed. 1041: 
47. U.S. v. Congress Constr. Co., 
2 DU. S. 199, 32 SCt.44, 56 L. ed. 
163; Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 
$9, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; Louis- 
ville Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 U. S. 
225, 24 SCt 119, 48 L. ed. 159. 

48 See case 2 this note. 

fa] “f is cardinal rule of 
statutory ccuaientnen that signifi- 
eamce and effect shall, if possible, be 
Washing- 


115, 25 L. ed. T82 (“We are not 
at liberty to construe any statute so 
as te deny effect to any part of its 
language’). 


48. See cases infra this note. 
{a] Dismissal on court’s own mo- 
| tien.—(1) Where the court’s final 


deeree expressly declared that it dis- 
missed the suit for want of jurisdic- 
tion of its own motion, as authorized 
by the act of March 3, 1875, c 1387 § 5, 
now Jud. Code § 37, a direct appeal 
from the decree was entertained by 
the supreme court, although the rec- 
ord showed that no objection to the 
jurisdiction had been made in the 
trial court. Huntington v. Laidley, 
1T6 U. S. 668, 678, 20 SCt 526,44 L. 
ed. 630 (“The defendant, as the case 
stood, was not entitled to present any 
ebjection to the jurisdiction of the 
eourt ever the principal cause; and 


| the plaintiff was entitled to be heard 


upon any such objection taken by the 
court of its own motion’). (2) 
there was no diversity of 


the suit on its own motion because, 
on the face of the papers, no fed- 


,court. 


[§§ 2424-243 


was made on a review of an interlocutory order, 
where it had power to make and enter such a man- 
date on that app 


eal.4? 


Jurisdiction ‘‘In Issue.’’ While 


objection that process has not been sufficiently 
served or that the suit is not maintainable in the 
particular federal district raises a reviewable ques- 
tion of jurisdiction,*® such objection is waived un- 
less taken at the proper time and in the proper 
‘In regard to other and nonwaivable objec- 
tions to the jurisdiction the statutory requirement 
that jurisdiction shall be ‘‘in issue,’’4> although 
mentioned conspicuously in early cases*® and fre- 
quently eh passant in later cases 47 and on elemen- 
tary principles entitled to be considered,#® imports 
no more than that the question shall be actually 
noticed and decided by the court,42 and that the 


jurisdiction given by the statute 


eral question was involved, and 
stated trat “the defendants have not 
raised the question of jurisdiction” 
and that ‘responsibility for the ac- 
tion herein ordered rests entirely 
upon my shoulders,” the judgment of 
dismissal was reviewed by the su- 
preme court on direct writ of error. 
H. C. Cook Co. v. Beecher, 217 U. S. 
497, 30 SCt 601, 54 L. ed. 855 [aff 
172 Fed. 166]. (3) Jurisdiction was 
entertained on direct appeal where 
the trial judge recited in his certifi- 
cate that the decree of dismissal 
“was made and entered by the court 
on its own motion and without no- 
tice to any of the parties to this suit 
or their attorneys, except that the 
question of jurisdiction was argued 
on the motion for a preliminary in- 
junction, it appearing to the court 
from the face of the bill,” ete. 
Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 483, 28 
SCt 597, 52 L. ed. 899. (4) Where 
plaintiff, apparently at the suggestion 
of the court, moved for a decree in 
its favor upon the pleadings and 
affidavits on file, and upon argument 
devoted to the question of jurisdic- 
tion alone, not theretofore raised on 
the record, the court held that it 
had no jurisdiction and entered a 
decree to that effect, this decree was 
directly reviewed by the supreme 
Excelsior Wooden-Pipe Co. v. 
Pacific Bridge Co., 185 U. S. 282, 22 
SCt. 681, 46 L. ed. 910 (this case 
cites Illinois, ete., R. Co. v. Adams, 
180..0, *Se 28,7215 SCE 25145 oie led: 
410 and in effect disagrees with the 
opinion therein expressed that the 
question whether a suit was against 
a state, the latter not being named 
as a party, and in violation of the 
Eleventh Amendment to the consti- 
tution, was not a reviewable ques- 
tion of jurisdiction, where it was de- 
termined on a motion to dismiss in- 
stead of being raised by demurrer 
or by other pleadings in the regu- 
lar progress of the cause). (5) The 
court has the right to dismiss the 
suit for want of jurisdiction whether 
the parties raise the question or not. 
Gilbert v. David, 235 U. S. 561, 35 


SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360. See also. 
supra § 106. (6) Where “the trial 
court upon its own initiative dis- 


missed the action for want of juris-~ 
diction,” the judgment was reviewed 
and reversed on the ground that a 
federal question was _- presented. 
Louisville, ‘ete., R. Cosv. Rice, 247 
U.S. 201, 202, 38-SCt 429, 62 Li ed. 
1071. (7) If the court treated the 
question of jurisdiction as raised 
and passed upon it, that is enough. 
Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 U. S. 
141, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 986. 
Appellate jurisdiction was taken 
where the court “of its own mo- 
tion,’ pending a motion for a pre- 
liminary injunction, dismissed a bill 
for want of jurisdiction, and certified 


§§ 243-2441 


cannot be based solely upon the familiar doctrine 
that the judgment or decree of a federal trial court 
must be reversed where its jurisdiction does not 
affirmatively appear on the record, whether the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction was or was not raised in the 
1 The rule that, if the trial court treats 
a question of jurisdiction as raised and passes there- 
on, it is enough to sustain appellate jurisdiction on 
this score *1 has a striking analogy in the case of 
review on a writ of error to a state court.®2 

[§ 244] (h) Decision of Jurisdictional Question 


trial court.5° 


that question. Barney v. New York, 


193 U. S. 430, 483, 24 SCt 502, 48 
L. ed. 737. 
[b] Formal and exact issue ad- 


visable.—Where a case removed from 
a state court was dismissed for want 
of jurisdiction over it as a_ suit 
against a foreign executor in the 
courts of the state, the federal su- 
preme court dismissing an appeal, no 
question of jurisdiction having been 
certified, said: “It is true that in the 
case a motion to remand was made, 
but there was nothing to indicate 
that it rested on the contention that 
there was lack of jurisdiction in the 
Federal courts as contradistinguished 
from the state courts. It did not in 
terms put in issue the power of the 
Circuit Courtwas. a. court, of the 
United States to hear and determine 
the case, and we cannot be called 
on to say that there may not have 
been other grounds for the motion, 
or to attempt to eliminate further 
every other ground for the purpose 
of bringing the case within the first 
clause of” the statute quoted supra 
§ 210,. Courtney: v. Pradt; 196. U. S. 
89, 92, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398. 

Necessity of a decision of the ju- 
risdictional question by district court 
see infra § 244. 

50. Mansfield, etc., R. Co, v. Swan, 
TT VUE SS 379543882, 34 SS Ctr bli0, 128" Ta: 
ed. 462 (‘On every writ of error 
or appeal, the first and fundamental 
question is that of jurisdiction, first, 
of this court, and then of the court 
from which the record comes. This 
question the court is bound to ask 
and answer for itself, even when not 
otherwise suggested, and without re- 
spect to the relation of the parties 
tot”). : 

{a] “The leading authority on the 
subject is Mansfield, ete., R. Co. v. 
Swan, 111 U. S.:379, 4 SCt 510, 28 
L, ed. 462, where the cases are fully 
reviewed.” Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. 
Willard, 220 U. S. 418, 419, 31 SCt 
460, 56 L. ed. 521. 

{b] In no reported case, under the 
provisions of the statutes now in 
force, has a direct appeal or writ 
of error on the question of jurisdic- 
tion been entertained where the rec- 
ord did not show that the question 
of jurisdiction was decided by the 
trial court; and in the cases where 
reference has been made to the re- 
quirement that the question of juris- 
diction shall be “in issue,” it has al- 
ways been in connection with the 
conclusion that the question of ju- 
risdiction was or was not decided. 
See, for example, Farrugia v. Phila- 
delphia, etc., R. Co., 233 U. S. 352, 
353, 34:°SCt 591, 58 Li. ed. 996 (this 
was an action on the federal Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act which went to 
trial on a plea of not guilty and 
resulted in a judgment of compul- 
sory nonsuit for absence of evidence 
that plaintiff was engaged in inter- 
state commerce. Dismissing a writ 
of error with a certified question of 
jurisdiction, the court said that no 
issue challenging the power of the 
court as a federal court ‘‘is here dis- 
closed,” and continued: “Nor did the 
court hold that it was without ju- 
risdiction in that sense. On the con- 
trary, it proceeded to a hearing and 
decided that the plaintiff could not 
recover under the Federal Act, be- 
cause one element of his asserted 
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supreme court. 


the controversy, 
be dismissed.®® 
jurisdiction was 


cause of action was without any evi- 
dence to sustain it’); Louisville 
Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 U. S. 225, 232, 
24 L. ed. 119, 48 L. ed. 159 (a lead- 
ing case, where, although it was 
said that “the jurisdiction of that 
court was not ‘in issue,’” it was held 
that the question in issue and de- 
cided and certified was not one of 
the jurisdiction of the court within 
the established rule); Arkansas vy. 
Schiierholz, 179. U. S. 598, 600, 21 
SCt 229, 45° L. ed. 3385 (“We do not 
find even a suggestion that an issue 
was made and decided by the Dis- 
trict Court as to the jurisdiction of 
that court to hear and determine the 
controversy. . . . In the questions 
propounded by the District Court 
there is not even an intimation that 
the court, in the judgment rendered, 
did more than pass upon the merits 
of the controversy’); Robinson v. 
Caldwell, 165 U. S. 859, 360, 17 SCt 
8438, 41 L. ed. 745 (“No such question 
has been certified to this court, nor 
does it appear to have been raised’’); 
Knisely v. Burt, 248 Fed. 493, 160 
CCA 503 (‘As the jurisdiction of the 
court was put in issue, and the case 
was disposed of by a decision of that 
issue in favor of the defendant,” 
the judgment was directly reviewable 
by the supreme court); Ferguson v. 
Omaha, ete., R. Co. 227 Fed. 518, 519, 
142 CCA 145 (‘As the jurisdiction of 
the District Court as a federal court 
was not therefore specifically put in 
issue by the pleadings, or denied by 
the District Court, its jurisdiction as 
a federal court is not involved’’). 
But see Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. Ala- 
bama, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, -39 
L. ed. 231 (where judgment on the 
merits in a case removed from a 
state court was reversed with direc- 
tions to remand to the state court, 
although the question of jurisdiction 
seems not to have been raised by 
either party in the trial court or men- 
tioned by that court. The case is 
probably valueless as a_ precedent 
for reasons stated supra § 217 text 
and note 45). 

[ec] It was otherwise under the 
act of 1889, quoted supra § 210 note 
47, which did not specifically require 
the question of jurisdiction to be “in 
issue” but only that “there shall 
have been a question involving the 
jurisdiction of the court.’ Parker 
v. ‘Ormsby, 141 U. 'S. 81,1838, 11 SCt 
912, 35 L. ed. 654 (“Did the court 
below have jurisdiction of this case? 
If jurisdiction did not affirmatively 
appear, upon the record, it was error 
to have rendered a decree, whether 
the question of jurisdiction was 
raised or not in the court below. In 


the exercise of its power, this court, 


of its own motion, must deny the 
jurisdiction of the courts of the 
United States, in all cases coming 
before it, upon writ of error or ap- 
peal, where such jurisdiction does 
not affirmatively appear in the rec- 
ord on which it is called to act’’). 
And see supra § 210 text and note 


47 [f]. 

The circuit court of appeals 
on appeal or writ of error to review 
a judgment or decree on the merits 
may determine whether the jurisdic- 
tion of the court below sufficiently 
appears in the record to sustain the 
judgment or decree, although the 
question of jurisdiction was not 
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by District Court. The statutory provision that the 
question of jurisdiction shall be certified °* and the 
judicial requirement of a final judgment or decree *4 
demonstrate that a question of jurisdiction must be 
decided in order to sustain a direct review by the 


If the record, including the certifi- 


cate, where there is one, does not show that the 
trial court did more than pass upon the merits of 


an appeal or a writ of error must 
But if a reviewable question of 
regarded as in issue and was actu- 


raised or expressly decided in the 
court below. McKay v. Uinta Dev. 
CO, 2A92 Une Sie ones o mS OCUMOOS EDIE 
L. ed. 1138; Chicago, ete. R. Co. v. 
Willard, 220 U. S. 4138, 31 SCt 460, 
55 L. ed. 521; Sun Printing, etce., 
Assoc, v. Edwards, 194 U. S. 877, 24 
SCt 696, 48 L., ed. 1027; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Whilden, 195 
Fed. 263, 115 CCA 254; McGilvra v. 
Ross, 164 Fed. 604, 90 CCA 3898 [rev 
on other grounds 215 U. S. 70, 30 SCt 


einen L. ed. 95]. See also supra 
51. Steigleder v. McQuesten, 198 


Wea 141, 148, 25 SCt 616, 49 L. ed. 
{a] If this were not the rule, and 
review by the supreme court of a 
judgment dismissing an action for 
want of jurisdiction, without passing 
on the merits, should be defeated by 
absence of an “issue”? on the question 
of jurisdiction, there would be no 
appellate remedy whatever; for the 
circuit court of appeals has no ju- 
risdiction to review a decision of a 
question of jurisdiction unless it is 
associated with the decision of a 
ae on the merits. See supra 

We 

52. See cases infra this note. ; 

[a] Review of decision of state 
court.—The statutory provisions for 
review by.the supreme court of de- 
cisions of state courts have always 
expressly required that the alleged 
federal question shall be raised in 
the trial court. Nevertheless it is 
well settled that if a federal question 
was assumed by the highest state 
court to be in issue and was actu- 
ally decided it is sufficient to support 
the appellate jurisdiction of the su- 
preme court. Montana v. Rice, 204 
OS: 2915 27eSCt 28 i 5b beds 490; 
and cases infra § 311. 

[b] But the analogy is not per- 
fect inasmuch as a question of ju- 
risdiction not raised or expressly 
decided is reviewable by the circuit 
court of appeals on appeal from or 
error to a judgment on the merits 
(supra note 50 [d] this section), 
while if a writ of error to a state 
court is dismissed because no federal 
question was raised or expressly de- 
cided by the state court, there is no 
further appellate remedy. 

53. See supra § 210. 

54 See supra § 211. 

55. Arkansas v, Schlierholz, 179 
U. S._598, 21 SCt 229, 45 L. ed. 335; 
Van Wagenen v. Sewall, 160 U. S. 
369, 16 SCt 370, 40 L. ed. 460; Rob- 
inson v. Caldwell, 165 U. S, 359, 17 
SCt 348, 41 L. ed. 745. 

It must “appear of record that a 
question of jurisdiction was involved 
ih the decision below.’ Chappell v. 
U..S:, 160 Un S27499) oot. 16 -SCt: 307, 
40 L. ed. 510. 

[a] Thus a decree sustaining a 
demurrer to a bill, where the de- 
murrer was in substance only a gen- 
eral demurrer for want of equity, 
was not the decision of a question 
of jurisdiction. Van Wagenen v. 
Sewall, 160 U. S. 369, 16 SCt 370, 40 
L. ed. 460. 

{b] Construction of decree.—(1) 
Where a demurrer to a bill assigned 
as grounds want of jurisdiction in 
the court as a federal court, because 
neither diversity of citizenship nor 
any federal question was disclosed 
and also want of “jurisdiction” as a 
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ally decided by the trial court, error in deciding 
that it was a jurisdictional question is not a ground 
for refusing to review the decision.®® 

Necessity of adverse decision. The decision of 
the question of jurisdiction must be adverse to the 
appellant or plaintiff in error in order to sustain a 
direct review by the supreme court.®7 And even if 
the decision of that question is adverse to his con- 
tention, he cannot maintain appellate proceedings 
where the final judgment or decree is in his favor 
and one of which he cannot complain.®® If the 
trial court sustains the jurisdiction and then judg- 
ment or decree is rendered in favor of defendant 
on the merits, plaintiff, who has maintained the 
jurisdiction, must appeal if at all to the cireuit 
court of appeals.°® 

[§ 245] (i) Certificate or Equivalent—aa. Ne- 
cessity of Certificate in General. The statute pro- 
vides that ‘‘the question of jurisdiction alone shall 
be certified,’’ °° and the general rule is that a cer- 
tificate is an absolute prerequisite to the exercise 
of jurisdiction by the supreme court,*! especially 
where the whole case is brought up by an appeal 
or a writ of error taken without restriction and 
not confined to the question of jurisdiction. In one 
case the trial court allowed an appeal from a decree 
of dismissal certifying, however, that in its opinion 
court of equity for lack of equity in| L. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


ed. 181; Maynard v. Hecht, 151 


[§§ 244-246 


no question of jurisdiction was involved, but the 
appellant contended, unsuccessfully, that the con- 
trary appeared on the face of the record.®* But 
while ordinarily a forma] certificate is essential,®* 
exceptions to the general rule have been recog- 
nized,®> and, in view of the special purpose of the 
statutory requirement,®® appellate jurisdiction has 


been taken in many cases without a formal certi- - 


ficate.67 Where an appeal or a writ of error is 
sustainable on the ground of a constitutional ‘ques- 
tion involved,® the question of jurisdiction of the 
trial court is open for decision by the supreme court 
without any certificate of a jurisdictional question.® 
As already stated, where a question of jurisdiction 
and questions on the merits are decided a party may, 
at his election, take the whole case to the ecireuit 
court of appeals.7° Where he does this the stat- 
utory requirement of a certificate”! is clearly inap- 
plicable.72 | 

[§ 246] bb. Time of Granting Certificate. The 
jurisdictional certificate required by the statute 7? 
must be issued during the term at which the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction is decided and the judgment or 
decree entered,’* by aualogy to the statutory provi- 
sions on that subject which obtained in relation to 
certificates of division of opinion,’?® which required 
that the point on which the disagreement occurred 
ment that the question of jurisdic- 


the bill, a decree sustaining the de- 
murrer and dismissing the bill ‘‘for 
want of jurisdiction” must be con- 
strued to refer to the real jurisdic- 
tional grounds, and an appeal there- 
from lies to the supreme court. 
Crawford v. McCarthy, 148 Fed. 198, 
78 CCA 356. (2) A general decree 
of dismissal without more is a de- 
cree that the court has jurisdiction 
and that there are not merits in the 
case; it is not the decision of a di- 
rectly reviewable question of juris- 
diction. Campbell v. Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260; Indian 
Land, etc., Co. v. Shoenfelt, 135 Fed. 
484, 66 CCA 196. 

56. U.S. v. New York Steam Fit- 
tinge Co.) 235 Ul S, 327, -35 SCt’ 108, 
59 L. ed. 253. 

57. Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 
S2ANLAT SCL 35s, souduy ed... 193) Carey. 
Vv... Houston,! ete.,” R. Co.,.+150 U.S. 
170, 14 SCt 68, 37 L. ed. 1041; Viques- 
ney v. Allen, 131 Fed. 21, 65 CCA 
259. 

58. New Orleans v. Hmsheimer, 
181 U. S. 153; 154,'21 SCt 584, 45 L. 
ed. 794 (where the decree dismissed 
plaintiff’s bill for want of equity, 
which was one of the grounds speci- 
fied in defendant’s demurrer, instead 
of dismissing it for want of juris- 
diction by reason of diverse citizen- 
ship, which was another ground of 
the demurrer, and the court, dismiss- 
ing an appeal by defendant, said: 
“The decree did not injure defendant 
but sustained its contention, and de- 
fendant is in no position to complain 
that it is aggrieved by its own suc- 
cess. The decree cannot be reversed 
at its instance because put on one 
of the grounds it urged rather than 
another’’). 

59. See supra § 215. 

60. See supra § 210. 

61. Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 
89, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; Consoli- 
dated Water Co. v. Babcock, 173 U. S. 
702, 19 SCt 874, 43 L. ed. 1186; Davis 
v. Geissler, 162 U. S. 290, 16 SCt 796, 
40 L. ed. 972; Van Wagenen v. Sew- 
all, 260° U.S. 369, 16°SCt 370,740 LL. 
ed. 460; Ansbro v. U. S., 159 U. S. 
695, 16 SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310; Davis, 
ete., Bldg. Co. v. Barber, 157 U. S. 
673, 15 SCt 719, 39 L. ed. 853; Colvin 
v. Jacksonville, 157 U. S. 368, 15 SCt 
634, 39 L. ed. 786; Moran v. Hager- 
tinan, 151 U. S. 329, 14 SCt 354, 38 


UiiSP 3245 145SCt 353, 88-L., eds 179: 
And see Columbus R. Light, ete., Co. 
v. Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 406, 39 
Sct 349, 63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648 
(“If the court had decided the case 
upon the question of jurisdiction 
alone, that question should have been 
certified here’); Carey v. Houston, 
Stes URIS CoM 150s aSh SLO; A805 le. 
SCt 63, 37 L. ed. 1041 (‘‘We do not 
now say that the absence of a formal 
certificate would be fatal, but it is 
required by the statute, and its ab- 
sence might have controlling weight 
where the alleged issue is not dis- 
tinctly defined’’). 

{a] The rule restated.—‘‘Since, in 
the instance of an appeal upon the 
question of jurisdiction ... a certifi- 
cate by the Circuit Court presenting 
such question for the determination 
of this court is explicitly and in 
terms required in order to invoke the 
exercise by this court of its appel- 
late jurisdiction, we are of opinion 
that the absence of such certificate 
is fatal to the maintenance of the 
writ of error in this cause.... The 
inquiry is not whether we can ascer- 
tain the question sought to be repre- 
sented, but whether we can exercise 
jurisdiction under the statute, which 
we cannot if the certificate is an ab- 
solute prerequisite, as we hold it to 
be.” Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 
824) 827.14 SCtS53188 Taved. 0179: 

62. Apapas v. U. S., 233 U. S. 587, 
34 SCt 704, 58 L. ed. 1104; Filhiol 
v. Torney, 194 U. S. 356, 24 SCt 698, 
46 L. ed. 1014. 

63. Keatley v. Furey, 226 U. S. 
399, 33 SCt 121, 57 L..ed.. 278. 

64 U.S, v. Larkin, 208 U. S. 333, 
28 SCt 417, 52 L. ed. 517. 

65. Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 
89, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398. 

66. See case infra this note. 

[a] Object of statute.—“The pro- 
vision that any case in which the 
question of jurisdiction is in issue 
may be taken directly to this court, 
necessarily extends to other cases 
than those in which the final judg- 
ment rests on the ground of want of 
jurisdiction, for in them that would 
be the sole question, and the certifi- 
eate, though requisite to our jurisdic- 
tion under the statute, would not be 
in itself essential, however valuable 
in the interest of brevity of record. 
But in such other cases, the require- 


tion alone should be certified for 
decision was intended to operate as a 
limitation upon the jurisdiction of 
this court of the entire case and of 
all questions involved in it, a juris- 
diction which can be exercised in any 
other class of cases taken directly to 
this court under ‘Section 5” [of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals Act of 1891, 
now Jud. Code § 238]. U.S. v. Jahn, 
L560. -S5, 109), 012, 155SCt-39, 39) an. eat 
87 [quot In re Lehigh Min., etc., Co., 


ree S5u8225005> SCEWST5s So umods 
67. See infra § 250. 
68. See infra § 263. 
69. Columbus R. Light, ete. Co. 


v. Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 39 SCt 
349, 63 L. ed. 669, 6 ALR 1648; Mis- 
sissippi R. Commn. v. Louisville, etc., 
Ri Co. 2250U. S. 272s 32° SCw Uses a6 
Lived.’ 10875; -Kranklin vy evs! 216 
U. S. 559, 30 SCt 434, 54 L. ed. 615; 
Filhiol! v. Torney, 194 U. S. 356, 24 
SCt 698, 48 L. ed. 1014; Harkrader 
v. Wadley, 172 U. S. 148, 19 SCt 119, 
43 L. ed. 399; Robinson v. Caldwell, 
1654U.. S. 359,°.17 “SCts343, 44 aL eas 
745; Walter v. Northwestern R. Co., 
LA tis = 40, 03, SCts 348,06 tala OOF 
206. And see supra § 238. 

70. See supra § 215. 

71. See supra § 210. 

72. Barling v. Bank of British 
North America, 50 Fed. 260, 1 CCA 
510 [aff 46 Fed. 357]. 

73. See supra § 210. 

74. Herndon-Carter Co. v. Norris, 
224 U. S. 496, 32 SCt 550, 56 L. ed. 
857; Davis v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 
217 U. §:.157, 30 SCt.463, 54 Tu. ed. 
708, 27 LRANS 828, 18 AnnCas 907; 
McDonnell v, Jordan, 178 U. S. 329, 
20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 1048; Merritt 
v. Bowdoin College, 169 U. S. 551, 18 
Sct 415, 42 L. ed. 850; Merritt v. 
Bowdoin College, 167 U. S. 745, 17 
SCt 996, 42 Li. ed. 1209; The Bayonne, 
159 U. S. 687, 16 SCt_185,-40 L ed. 
305; Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 U. S. 
456,15 SCt 866, 29 L. ed. 1053; Cham- 
berlin v. Peoria, ete., R. Co., 118 Fed. 
32, 55 CCA 54; Reed v. Stanly, 89 
Fed. 430 [aff 97 Fed. 521, 38 CCA 331]. 

75. Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 
U. S. 456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 1053: 
In re Lehigh Min., etc., Co., 156 U. S. 
322, 15 SCt 375, 39 L. ed. 438. 

Certificates of division of opinion 
see Appeal and Error §§ 937-950; and 
Supra § 210. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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should be certified during the trial term,7® and in 
view of the general rule as to the inability of the 
court to deal with matters of this sort after ex- 
firation of the term.*7 A certificate issued after 
cxpiration of the term with a direction that it be 
filed nune pro tune as of a day in the term is 
unavailing,’® where there is nothing in the record 
prior to the expiration of the term to indicate any 
attempt or intention to file a certificate during the 
term, and there was no omission to enter anything 
which had been actually done at that term.7® It is 
advisable to show by express statement in the cer- 
tificate that it was made at the term.®° In one case 
the supreme court assumed, although the record was 
declared to be somewhat obscure, that the term was 
still open when the certificate was signed.8! Where, 
as in some cases,*? no formal certificate is necessary, 
it is immaterial that the certificate was not made at 
the term at which judgment was rendered.** It 
seems to be no ground of objection to a certificate 
that it was made after the allowance of an appeal 
or a writ of error,** at least if the appeal or writ 
of error has not been filed with the clerk.8> A cer- 
tificate of a question of jurisdiction made and sent 
up before the case has gone to judgement or decree 
will be dismissed ;8® whereupon, after final decree, 
the same case may properly be taken up by appeal 
or writ of error with a certificate.§7 

[§ 247] cc. Amendment of Certificate. It is 
extremely questionable whether a certificate, which 
is an act of record, can be amended by the court 
after the term at which the judgment or decree was 
rendered and entered,®* especially if a writ of error 
has been taken out and filed.’® 

[§ 248] dd. Function of Certificate. A question 
cannot be brought into the record by certificate if 
not really presented,®° and whether so presented the 
supreme court will determine for itself.®t In other 
words a certificate alone cannot confer appellate 
jurisdiction, and that is the doctrine in respect of 
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a certificate by a state court often accompanying 
a writ of error for review of its decision by the 
supreme court.°? Where the certificate stated that 
a question involving the jurisdiction of the court 
was in issue and decided in favor of the court’s 
jurisdiction, but the certificate did not purport to 
enlarge the record, the supreme court dismissed an 
appeal upon concluding that the record showed the 
question not to be a reviewable question of juris- 
diction °? within the established rules.°¢ But resort 
may be had to the certificate in the absence of a 
proper showing on the record as to when and how 
the question of jurisdiction was decided.®® Notwith- 
standing the somewhat meager allegations of a plea 
to the jurisdiction, which was sustained by the trial 
court, the statement in the certificate sufficed to 
show that the ground of the decision involved a 
directly reviewable question of jurisciction.%% <A 
certificate was accepted as expressing the grounds 
of the court’s action in dismissing a bill, the su- 
preme court declining to assume, as urged by coun- 
sel, that there was inconsistency between the opinion 
and order of the trial court and the certificate.®7 
[§ 249] ee. Requisites and Sufficiency of Cer- 
tificate. It is not necessary that the word ‘‘cer- 
tify’’ be formally used.°8 It is sufficient if there is 
a plain declaration that the single matter which is 
by the record sent up for decision is a question 
of jurisdiction and the precise question is clearly, 
fully, and separately stated,®® although several dis- 
tinct questions of jurisdiction may be propounded 
in one certificate. No mere suggestion that the 
jurisdiction of the court was in issue will answer.? 
The supreme court will not of itself search, nor 
follow counsel in their search of the record, to as- 
certain whether the judgement of the trial court did 
or did not turn on some question of jurisdiction.® 
Certification by the district court is governed by 
the rules laid down in respect of certificates of 
division of opinion under former statutes, which 


76. In re Lehigh Min., etc., Co., 86. Bardes v. Hawarden First| 160 U. S. 499, 507, 16 SCt 397, 40 L. 
15G uu Seee i>) SCt 375, 369 i. ed. |sNat. Bank, 178" Un Si) 524,20 (SCt | eds 1510; 
438. 1000, 44 L. ed. 1175. ; [b] The power to certify other 
77. Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 87. Bardes_v. Hawarden  First| than jurisdictional questions (1) is 
U. S. 456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 1053] Nat. Bank, 178 U. S. 524, 20 SCtj| vested only in the circuit court of 


[cit Morse v. Anderson, 150 U. S. 156, 
14 SCt 48, 37 L. ed. 1037; Hickman 
Vas cott 41 UNS. ©4155 120 SCt USS: 
Reso ia. ed. 775). 204 
78. The Bayonne, 159 U. S. 687, 
16 SCt 185, 40 L. ed. 305. And see 
In re Lehigh Min., etc., Co., 156 U. S. 
SOOM OT aS) SCt hsb, eo9m Leeds 438 
(where the court found it ‘unneces- 
to determine how this may 
be”); Reed v. Stanly, 89 Fed. 430, 435 
(“The circuit court has no_ power 90. 
thereafter to grant the certificate’). 
79. The Bayonne, 159 U.'S.- 687, | 768. 
16 SCt 185, 40 L. ed. 305; Chamber- 91. 
lin v. Peoria, ete., R. Co., 118 Fed. 


has passed’’). 


Whe 
12 AnnCas 518. 


1000, 44 L. ed, 1175. 

88. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
17%, 281, 288SCt 80, 52° L. ed: 
(‘Extremely questionable 
whether such a certificate. . 
on any different ground from judg- 
ments and the like when the term 


89. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207 
177, 28 SCt 80, 52 L. ed. 204, 
DIST Wiss laiuiocs SCUMt0ds On da Teds 


Bogart v. Southern Pac. 
DES MUL Sal Seto o OCU 49. no.0" daaeds 


appeals (Arkansas v. Schlierholz, 179 
U. S. 598, 21 SCt. 229, 45 L. ed. 335; 
Bardes v. Hawarden First Nat. Bank, 
175 U. S. 526, 20 SCt 196, 44 ed. 
262. And see supra § 203); (2) and 
the trial court is without power to 
make a certificate containing a state- 
ment of facts as the basis for legal 
propositions upon which it desires 
the guidance of the supreme court 


: stands 


(C. H, Nichols Lumber Co. v. Fran- 
Bogart, v2, Southern Pac: Co., | son, 1203 W) "Sy 278; 27 'SCt mo02kr5il 
L. ed. 181; Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. 


Eckman, 187 U. S. 429, 23 SCt 211, 47 
L. ed. 245;'U. S. v. Rider, 163 U. S. 
132, 16 SCt 983, 41 L. ed. 101). 


Coy, 


holding that the reser- | 768; Darnell v. Illinois Cent. R. Co., LoecPinel, ve Pinel, -240iUse Se oo4s 
ean one decree there quoted | 225 U. S. 248, 32 SCt 760, 56 L. ed.|36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817; Bardes 
was not such as to continue the right | 1072. And see infra § 252. v. Hawarden First Nat. Bank, 178 
to certify beyond the term). 92. See infra § 321. U. S. 524, 20 SCt 1000, 44 L. ed, 1175; 
80. See North American Transp., 93. Kansas City, etc., R. Co. v.| North American Transp., etc., Co. v. 
ete., Co. v. Morrison, 178 U._S._ 262, Zimmerman, 210 U. S. 336, 28 SCt| Morrison, 178 U. S. 262, 20 SCt 869, 
20 SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 1061; McDon-| 730, 52 LL. ed. 1084. 44 L. ed. 1061; McDonnell v. Jordan, 
nell v. Jordan, 178 U. S. 229, 20 SCt 94. See supra § 217. 178 U.S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 44 i. ed. 
886, 44 L. ed. 1048 (as to both of 95. C. H. Nichols Tiumber Co. v.;1048; Hooe v. Jamieson, 166 U. S. 
which cases see infra § 249). Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 402,| 395, 17 SCt 596, 41 L. ed. 1049; 
81. Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158]51 L. ed. 181. And see infra § 321. and many of the cases’. infra 
U. S. 456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 1053. 96. Mechanical Appliance Co, v.| note 6. . 
‘a9. f Castleman, 215 U.S. 4387, 30 SCt 125, 2. Shields v. Coleman, 157 U. S. 


82. Equivalent of certificate sce 
inf 250. 
"es. ad S. v. Larkin, 208 U.S. 333, 97. 
58 SCt 417, 52 L. ed. 517; Petri v. 
F. BH. Creelman Lumber Co., 199 U.S. 98. 
AST 26 SCt33) 50). eds, 2381) ; 

84, Aspen Min., etc., Co. v._Bill- 99. 
ings, 150 U. S. 31, 14 SCt 4, 37 L. ed. 
986. 

. Patch v. Wabash R. Co., 207].. I v1 
u's. 177, 28 SCt 80, 52 L, ed. 204. to this court. 


54 L. ed, 272. 


Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 
28 SCt 597, 52 L. ed. 899. 

Shields v. Coleman, 157 U. S. i, 
168, 15 SCt 570, 39 L. ed. 660. 

Shields v. Coleman, 157 U. S. 
168, 15 SCt 570, 39°. ed. 660. . 

[a] “The question of jurisdiction 
. and that alone, must be certified 
Chappell v. U. §S., 


168, 15 SCt 570, 39 L. ed. 660; Arkan- 
sas v. Schlierholz,/179 U. S. 598, 21 
SCt 229, 45 L. ed. 335. 

Shields v. Coleman, 157 U. S. 
168, 15 SCt 570, 389 Li ed. 660; and 
see infra § 251. 

4 U. S. v. Union Pac. R: Go,, 168 
U. S. 505, 18 SCt 167, 42 L. ed. 559; 
UE on Ve Rider LOS Uo Seadoe aL be OOr 
983, 41 L. ed. 101, 
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are considered elsewhere in this work,® and pre- 
cedents of sufficient and insufficient certificates ap- 
pear in many of the reported cases.® 
practice to show by a statement in the certificate 
that it was granted at the proper time.’ 
tificate should be signed by the trial judge and in 
It is immaterial that the final 
judgment or decree was rendered by a judge of 
the court other than the one who signs the cer- 
In one case the supreme court declined 
to consider what the effect might have been if the 
certificate had shown on its face that it was in fact 
signed in a division of the district other than that 


his official capacity.® 


tificate.® 


ae See Appeal and Error §§ 937- 


6. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Certificates held sufficient or 
not declared insufficient (1) are 
quoted in: De Rees v. Costaguta, 41 
SCUM6E9.0) 650) tun. ed. Brainerd v. 
Brice, 250 U. S. 229,-39 SCt 458, 63 L. 
ed. 951; Mitchell Coal, etc., Co, v. 
Pennsylvania RisCos 230 U. S. 247, 
33 SCt 916, 57 L. ed. 1472; Bogart v. 
Southern Pac. Gos 2287 US: 137, 33 
sct 497, 57 L. ed. 768; Plester v. 
Abbey, 228 U.S. G2 So) OCU 15 ass OU 
L. ed. 724; Wood v. Wilbert’s Sons 
Shingle, ete., Co., 226 U.S. 384, 33 
SCt 125, 57 L. ed. 264; Fore River 
Shipbuilding Collve Hage, 219) UsS: 
ATh Sie SCtisss,955, 4b: ed, 163; Davis 
v. Cleveland, ete., RR Co: 217 U. 8S. 
157,780 | SCt (463,-54 LL. edi> 708) 27 
LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907 (set forth 
in full); Babbitt v. Dutcher, 216 
Wes: 102, 30 SCt 372, 54 L. ed. 402, 
17 AnnCas. 969; Mechanical Appliance 
Co. v: Castleman, 215 U. S. 437, 30 
SCt 125, 54 LL. ed: 272;-Lathrop,’ etc., 
Co. v. Interior Constr., ete., Co., 215 
Di S246, 30. *SCti76,.54) Wa.) eds1 775 
Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 28 
Sct 597, 52 ioe ed. 899; Venner Vv. 
Great Northern R. Co., 209 U. S. 24, 
28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666; Bien v. 
Robinson, 208 U. S. 428, 28 SCt 379, 
52 L. ed. 556; Sweeney v. Carter Oil 
Co., 199 U. Ss. 252,26 SCt 55, 260) ka 
sed. 178; Doctor v. Harrington, 196 
Uais; 579, 25 SCt 355, 49 L. ed. 606; 
Louisville Trust Co. v. Knott, 191 
Ui. S. 225, 24 SCt 119, 48 L. ed..159; 
Jaquith ‘v. Rowley, 188 U. S. 620, 
23 SCt 369, 47 L. ed. 620; Bigby v. 
ras 288 Uso... 400) 23 SCt 468, 
47, Ti. ed: 519; Mexican Cent. R. Co. 
v. Eckman, 187 U. S. 429, 23 SCt 211, 
47 L. ed. 245; Vicksburg Water- 
works Co, v. Vicksburg, 185 U. S. 
65, 22 SCt 585, 46 L. ed. 808; Put- 
in- “Bay Waterworks, etc., Co v. 
Ryan, 184 U2 S27 4095.27 Sct 709, 45 
EL: ed: 927; Bird v. WAS Te 180 Ua S: 
356, 21 sct 403, 45 Led. 570; Illinois 
Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 
21 SCt 251, 45 L. ed. 410; Bardes v. 
Hawarden First Nat. Bank, 178 U. S. 
524, 20 SCt 1000, 44 L. ed. 1175; 
North American Transp., etc., Co. v. 
Morrison, 178 U. S. 262, 20 SCt 869, 
44 lL. ed. 1061; McDonnell v. Jordan, 
178 U. S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 
1048; Huntington v. Laidley, 176 U.S. 
668, 20 SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 630; Glass 
v. Concordia Parish Police Jury, 176 
U. S. 207, 20 SCt, 346, 44 L. ed. 436; 
The Resolute, 168 U. S. 487, 18 SCt 
112, 42 L. ed. 533; Hooe v. Jamieson, 
LEGHUNSnoOoy Ol) Ot 596° (41 od. ped. 
1049; Colvin v: Jacksonviile, 158 U. S. 
4&6, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 1053; Ex p. 
Hennon,’' 150° U. S. 393, 14 SCt 123, 
387 L. ed. 1120. (2) And the sub- 
stance of the certificate is stated 
in: Flanders v. Coleman, 250 U. S. 
223, 39 SCt 472, 68 L. ed. 948;.Sut- 
ton v.. English, 246 U. S. 199, 38 SCt 
254, 62 L. ed. 664; Male v. Atchison, 
ete; Re Co. 2407S) 97, 36 '°.SCt 851; 
60 L. ed.- 544; U. S. v. New York 
Steam Fitting Co., 285 U. S. 327, 35 
Sct 108, 59 L. ed. 253; Farrugia v. 
Philadelphia, etc., R. Co., 233 U. S. 
3562, 34 SCt 591, 58 L. ed. 996; White 
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v. Island Transp. Co., 232 U. S._ 346, 
34 SCt 589, 58 L. ed. 993; Big Vein 
Coal Co. v. Read, 229 U.S. 31, 33 
SCt 694, 57 L. ed, 1053; Chase v. 
Wetzlar, 225 U. S. 79; 32 SCt 659, 
56 L. ed. 990; Sharpe v. Bonham, 224 
Ui iSar 2415432) (SC 4208 56etah, odin za: 
Brown v. Alton Water Co., 222 U. S. 
325, 32 SCt 156, 56 L. ed. 221; Wood- 
side v. Beckham, 216 U. S. 117, 30 
SCt 367, 54 L. ed. 408; Globe News- 
paper Co. v. Walker, 210 U. S. 356, 
28 SCt 726, 52 L. ed. 1096; Cleveland, 
etc., R. Co. v. Cleveland SS. Co:; 208 
U. S. 316, 28 SCt 414, 52 L. ed. 508, 
13 AnnCas L215; Chicago v. Mills, 
204 U. S., 321, 27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 
504; Citizens’ Bank v. Cannon, 164 
a Sri 319 yao SCt nS ray ela areas 

[b] A certificate held insufficient 
is quoted in Arkansas v. Schlierholz, 
he U.S. 598, 21: SCt_229, 45 Led. 

7. See cases infra this note. 

{a] Thus (1) the introductory 
paragraph of a certificate quoted in 
full in the report was as follows: 
“J, C., H. Hanford, District Judge, 
presiding in the Circuit Court afore- 
said, and the judge before whom the 
above-entitled cause was tried, do 
now, on the 29th day of December, 
1898, being the December term, at 
which the judgment and verdict were 
entered herein, certify as follows.” 
North American Transp., ete., Trad- 
ing Co, v. Morrison, 178 U. S. 262, 
20 SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 1061. (2) In 
another case the certificate there 
quoted begins by reciting that ‘‘this 
cause was tried at the present 
term,” etc. Glass v. Concordia Par- 
ish Police Jury, 176 U.S. 207, 20 SCt 
346, 44 L. ed. 4386. (3) And where 
the record showed that the term 
ended March 16, 1899, the judge en- 
tered on his certificate a statement 
that, although it was dated the pre- 
vious November 8, it was actually 
signed ‘fon the 15th day of March, 
1899.” McDonnell v. Jordan, 178 
eis 229, 234, 20 SCt 886, 44 L..ed. 

Time of granting certificate see 
supra § 246. 

8. Davis v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 
ZIT MU, iS LOT mL OO SOUS C tL 463, 54 L. 
ed. 708, 27 LRANS 823,. 18 AnnCas 
907 (where the certificate quoted at 
length and pronounced sufficient re- 
cited that “I, the undersigned, judge 
of the Circuit Court of’ ete, “here- 
by certify,” etc.); Put-in-Bay Water- 
works, etc., Co. v. Ryan, 181 U. S. 
409, 21 SCt 709, 45 L. ed. 927 (where 
the certificate including the signa- 
ture of the judge is set forth). And 
see the introductory paragraph of 
the certificate given in North Ameri- 
can’ Transp., etc., Co. v. Morrison, 
Lea S. 262, 20 SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 

9 Huntington v. Laidley, 176 
U. S. 668, 677, 20 SCt 526, 44 L.. ed. 
630 (‘We can have no doubt that 
the District Judge, who, as a judge 
of the Circuit Court lawfully al- 
lowed the appeal and signed the cita- 
tion, was authorized also to certify 
to this court the question of juris- 
diction determined by that decree’). 


[§§ 249-250 


where the case was tried.1° 

ff. Equivalent of Certificate. 
tion of jurisdiction is sufficiently certified where 
the record shows that the only matter tried and 
decided in the district court was one of jurisdiction, 
and the petition upon which an appeal or a writ of 
error was allowed asked only for a review of the .- 
judgment that the court had! or had not 1? juris- 
And it has been held that, where a de- 
eree of dismissal is in form for want of jurisdic- 
tion and for that reason only, it is sufficient to take 
the place of a certificate.1+ 
dismissing a case for want of jurisdiction, at least 


The ques- 


The form of a decree 


10. McDonnell v. Jordan, 178 U. S. 
229, 20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 1048. 

11. McAllister v. Chesapeake, etc., 
RwsCo., ~243 oii) S2"302, esSCe metas 
61 L. “ed. 735; Fair v. Kohler Die, 
ete., Co., 228 U. S. 22, 33 SCt 410, 57 
L. ed. 716; Shields v. Coleman, "157 
U2 S168. 45 SCt 570, 39 L. ed. 660. 

12. Johnson Vv. Lankford, 245 U.S. 
541, 38 SCt 203, 62 L. ed. 460; Cain 
v. Commercial "Pub. CO. 23.2, Uae Ss 
124, 34 SCt 284, 58 L. ed. 534; Davis 
v. Cleveland, ete, “Ri Com2iiete ass 
157, 30 SCt 468, 54 L. ed. 708, 27 
LRANS 823, 18 AnnCas 907; Sim- 
mons v. The Jefferson, 215 ce Ss. cy 
30° SCt) 54,154 da sed. 25. Ss. 
Larkin, 208 U. S. 333, 28 Set 417, 
52 L, ed. 517; Petri v. F. E. Creel- 
man Lumber Co., 199 U. S. 487, 26 
SCt 133, 50 L. ed. 281; Excelsior 
Wooden-Pipe Co. v. Pacific Bridge 
Co. 185. U.S.) 282, .22) SCt).6845 146 
Chappell Ve AT og See EGO: 
U. Ss. 499, 16 SCt 397, 40 L. ed. 510; 
Interior Constr., ete,, -Cou tye Gibney, 
160" U.), Sj.213, 16. SCt,1272; 3404 eds 
401; In re Lehigh Min., ete., Co., 156 
U. S 322, 15 SCt 374, 39 L. ed. 438 
[dist The Bayonne, 159 U. S. 687, 
16 SCt 185, 40 L. ed. 305]. 

13. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Either of two ways.—“In or- 
der to maintain the appellate juris- 
diction of this court under this 
clause, the record must distinctly 
and unequivocally show that the 
court sends up for consideration a 
single and definite question of ju- 
risdiction. This may appear in either 
of two ways; by the terms of the 
decree appealed from and of the or- 
der allowing the appeal; or by a 
separate certificate of the court be- 
low.” Huntington v. Laidley, 176 
U. S. 668, 676, 20 SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 
630 [quot Arkansas v. Schlierholz, 
LTS) U.S: 598, 2 SCtie229 5.45 Munsee 
335] (“In the case at bar it appears 
in both ways’). 

[b] Mere allowance of the appeal 
could not be treated as a certificate, 
where the prayer for appeal stated 
that the party appealed ‘upon the 
ground that this court was without 
jurisdiction to make the said decree,” 
but specified no question of juris- 
diction ‘and asked “that a transcript 
of the record and proceedings and 
papers upon which said final decree 
was made should be sent up,” as if 
the appeal were upon the whole case, 
and the entry of the district judze 
thereon was “appeal allowed.’ The 
Bayonne, 159 U. S. 687, 698, 16 SCt 
185, 40 L. ed. 305. 

14. Herndon-Carter Co. v. Norris, 
ae U.S. 496, 32 SCt 550; 56 EE. ed, 

[a] Recital in the judgment that 
the suit was dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction sufficed, where examina- 
tion of the whole record showed 
clearly the reasons which led to the 
dismissal. Smithers v. Smith, 204 
U. S. 632, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656. 
And see Martin v. Lankford, 245 
U. S. 547, 550, 38 SCt 205, 62 L. ed. 
464 (“The court then passed upon 
the motion to dismiss and granted 
it, reciting that the question of ju- 
risdiction was alone involved”). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the dismissal of a libel in admiralty,® must be 
taken to express the meaning of the judge as against 
a contention that the dismissal was really upon 
the merits.1*~ If not only a question of jurisdiction 
but other questions were before the trial court, and 
an appeal or a writ of error is allowed in the usual 
and general form to review its judgment or decree, 
without certifying or specifying the question of 
jurisdiction, the supreme court cannot take jurisdic- 
tion under this clause of the statute.” 

[§ 251] (j) Record and Proceedings Not in 
Record—aa. Record in General. Generally speak- 
ing, the right of the supreme court to review on a 
direct proceeding decisions concerning the jurisdic- 
tion of the district court must depend upon the 
record,'8 and this must show distinctly and un- 
equivocally that the trial court sends up a definite 
question of jurisdiction.1® If the record does not 
otherwise show when and how the question of juris- 
diction was raised the certificate of the trial court 
may be considered for the purpose of supplying 
such deficiency when the elements necessary to de- 
cide the question are in the record,?° but it is the 
better practice in every case to make apparent on 
the record, by bill of exceptions or other appropriate 
mode, the fact that the question of jurisdiction was 
raised and passed upon and the elements upon which 
the decision of the court was based.2!_ An assign- 
ment of error cannot be used to import questions 
into a case which the record does not show were 
raised in the court below and rulings asked there- 
on.?? 

[§ 252] bb. Record Contradicting Certificate. 
Where a case is taken to the supreme court on the 
ground that the jurisdiction of the court was in 
issue and a certificate to that effect is sent up with 
the record, the appeal or writ of error will be dis- 
missed if the record does not show that a reviewable 


15. Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Cor- 
nell Steamboat Co., 218 U. S. 264, 
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question of jurisdiction was presented and decided.?? 

[§ 253] cc. Bill of Exceptions. In a case where 
review is sought by writ of error?‘ a bill of ex- 
ceptions is not necessary if it would add nothing 
to what is patent on the face of the record.25 But 
in the absence of a bill of exceptions, extraneous 
matter such as testimony of the parties, ete., which 
forms no part of the record, cannot be considered in 
passing upon the question of jurisdiction.2@ Where 
review is had by appeal,’ portions of the proceed- 
ings, including the testimony on the question of 
jurisdiction, duly signed and sealed and made part 
of the record, are sometimes certified to the su- 
preme court in the form of a bill of exceptions.28 

[§ 254] dd. Opinion of Court Below. .The opin- 
ion filed by-the trial court and sent up with the 
transcript, as required by a rule of the supreme 
court,?® which applies to all cases whatever brought 
to the supreme court from.any other court, state or 
federal,?° may be *! and is *? freely consulted for 
the purpose of ascertaining the ground of the deci- 
sion of the trial court,®* thereby enabling the supreme 
court to perceive that a directly reviewable ques- 
tion of jurisdiction was** or was not ® decided. 
The certificate of the judge sometimes expressly 
refers to and virtually incorporates its opinion 
therein.°¢ 

[§ 255] (k) Advancement on Docket. A rule 
of the supreme court provides that cases brought 


there by writ of error or appeal, where the only 


question in issue is the question of jurisdiction of 
the court below, will be advanced on motion.37 A 
motion under the rule is superfluous where a motion 
to dismiss or affirm has been filed.38 

[§ 256] (1) Determination and Disposition of 
Case—aa. In General. Determination of the case 
by the supreme court is made upon examination of 
the entire record,®® especially in the absence of any 


276 (“As the court below filed no 


by the record] Opinion, we are not distinctly in- 


SOs BSCE 17, 54° 1. (ede 1039) @ hor. 
all admiralty jurisdiction belongs to 
courts of the United States as such, 
and therefore the denial of jurisdic- 
tion brings the appeal within the es- 
tablished rule’). And see supra 
§ 220. 

16. Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Cor- 
nell prcainpaat ees U. S. 264, 31 
SCt17,.54 Li. ed. a. 

Tz Ghappell wa, OU. 18. . 16070. S: 
499, 16 SCt 397, 40 L. ed. 510. 

18. C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. 
Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 102, 
iletised. sd Chappell svn U. oy 
160 U. S.. 499, 16 SCt 397, 40 L. ed. 
510; Snields v. Coleman, 157 U. S. 
168, 15 SCt 570, 39 L. ed. 660. 

19. Huntington v. Laidley, 176 
U. S. 668, 20 SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 630. 

20. C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. 
Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 102, 
51 L. ed. 181. 

21. C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. 
Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 27 SCt 102, 
51 L. ed. 181. 

22, Ansbro v. U. S., 159 U. S. 695, 
16 SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310. ; 

23. Farrugia v. Philadelphia, etc., 
En COn eS ou UaiSy socio tier boty 
58 L. ed. 996; Bogart v. Southern 
228°U. S.187, 33 SCt 497, 

768; Darnell v. Illinois 
Cents. BR. LCo., 225: Ue Sr-2438; caczeSCe 
760, 56 L. ed. 1072; Brown v. Alton 
Water Co., 222 U.S. 325, 32 SCt 
156, 56 L. ed. 221; Bien v. Robinson, 
JUS Us Sent 2ouce) SOL oon On, das, ed. 
556; U. S. v. Larkin, 208 U. S. 338, 
98 SCt 417, 52 L..ed.. 517; Bache v. 
Hunt, 193 U. S. 523, 24 SCt 547, 48 
Tired, 774°.O7 Neal. y..U_ |S. 190 US. 
36, 23 SCt 776, 47 L. ed. 945; Arkan- 
sas v. Schlierholz, 179 U. S. 598, 21 
SCt 229, 45 L. ed. 335. 


on writ of error from the supreme 
court to review a decision of th 
State court see infra § 321. \ 

24. See supra § 213. 

25. Frederic L, Grant Shoe Co. v. 
W. M. Laird’ Co., 212 U. S. 445,’ 29 
SCt 332, 53 L. ed, 591; C. H. Nichols 
Lumber Co. v, Franson, 203 U. S. 278, 
Ais te LOZ) VOT Ae ed esa 

26. C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. v. 
Franson, 203 U. S.°278, 27 SCt 102, 
51 L. ed. 181; McDonnell v. Jordan, 
ees S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 


27. See supra § 218. 

28> Chicago v. Mills, 204 U. S. 
321, 27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504 

29. Supreme Court Rules, rule 8 
par 2, 

80. Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 179 


U. S. 472, 21 SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 280. 

Opinion of court below in general 
see Appeal and Error §§ 1708, 1709. 

Opinion of state court see Appeal 
and Error § 1709; and infra § 321. 

81. Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 
89, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; Loeb 
Ve .Columbiar/fpe 1795 UsS;, 472." 2 
SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 280. 

32. Flanders vy. Coleman, 250 U. S. 
223, 39 SCt 472, 63 L. ed. 948; Home 
Tel., etc., Co. v. Los Angeles, 227 
WU. Se 278,733. SCt*312)° 57 Ih, edy 510% 
Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 28 SCt 
597, 52 L. ed. 899; Courtney v. Pradt, 
196 UW: Stl 892255 SCt +208) 49 Th. ved: 
398; Filhiol v. Torney, 194 U. S. 356, 
24 SCt 698, 48 L. ed. 1014. 

33. De Rees v. Costaguta, (U. S.) 
41 SCt 69, 65 L. ed. — (“The opinion 
of the court below, read in connec- 
tion with the certificate, shows that 
it was held,” etc.). And see Black- 
burn v. Portland Gold-Min. Co., 175 
(U. S. 571, 574, 20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 


formed upon which of the several 
grounds alleged the court proceeded 
in dismissing the cause for want of 
jurisdiction’). See also supra § 210 
text and note 47 [h]. 

34. Davis v. Cleveland, ete, R. 
Coss 21, Sel Oi OOM SO La Goma: 
L. ed. 708, 27 LRANS 828, 18 AnnCas 
907; Wood v. Wilbert’s Sons Shingle, 
ete. -Co.6226 (US. 884633 nSOEsios, 
57 L. ed. 264; Woodside v. Beckham, 
216°U.''S. 117,30 St 1367, 54 itede 
408; Simmons v. The Jefferson, 215 
U. S. 130, 30 SCt 54, 54 I. ed. 1253 
Chicago v. Mills, 204 U.*S. 321) 127 
SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504. 

35. De Rees v. Costaguta, (U, S.) 
41 SCt 69; Courtney v. Pradt, 196 
U. S. 89, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; 
Blythe v. Hinckley, 173 U. S, 501, 19 
SCt 497, 43 L. ed. 783. 

36. Davis v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 
21%) U.S: 2157, 9380 SOt: 46347 54. i edt 
708, 27 LRANS 8238, 18 AnnCas 907; 
Woodside v. Beckham, 216 U. S.! 117, 
30 SCt 367, 54 L. ed. 408; Hennessy 
v. Richardson Drug Co., 189 U. S. 25, 
23 SCt 532, 47 L. ed. 697. 

37. Supreme Court Rules, rule 32, 
146 U. S. 707; Aspen Min., ete., Co. 
Ven Billines) 3150) sUltSi 3109 149 SOtms: 
37 I. ed. 986. 

Advancement on calendar in gen- 
eral see Appeal and Error §§ 2451- 
2461. 

38. Kirby v. American Soda Foun- 
tain Co.) 194 U. S. 141, 24 S@t: 629, 
48 Iu. ed. 911; Aspen Min., etc., Co. 
Vie Billings 29150 °U... Sil sis Si4eisce 
4, 37 L. ed. 986. 

89. Plested v. Abbey, 228 U. S. 
42, 338 SCt 508, 57 L. ed. 724; Home 
Tel., ete. Co. v. Los Angeles, 227 
ML USOT8 33° SOt Sl25%5 7 Les cede be 
Herndon-Carter Co. v. Norris, 224 


908 [25C.J.] 


opinion of the court below or specific findings of 
fact or recital in the judgment,?° without necessarily 
confining itself to questions propounded in the cer- 


tificate by the trial court.*4 


[§ 257] bb. Scope of Review—(aa) In General. 
In this class of cases the supreme court considers 
only the question of jurisdiction of the court be- 
low,*2 and it will not consider a question of juris- 
diction other than the one ecertified,*? with this ex- 
ception, namely, if the supreme court has aequired 
appellate jurisdiction by reason of a certificate or 
its equivalent,44 presenting a question of jurisdic- 
tion of the court below, it will take notice of a 
‘question of jurisdiction paramount to that passed 
on,’’ 45 and, where the record shows a fatal defect 
of jurisdiction, will reverse an incorrect judgment 
and remand the case with appropriate instructions.*® 


Wa S2 496. seusct 550, 56,1. ed. Sols 
H. C. Cook Co. v. Beecher, 217 U. S. 
497, 30 SCt 601, 54 L. ed. 855; Cleve- 
land, ete., R. Co. v. Cleveland SS. 
Co., 208 U. S. 316, 28 SCt 414, 52 L. 
ed. 508, 13 AnnCas 1215; Smithers 
v. Smith, 204 U. S. 632, 27 SCt 297, 
51 L. ed. 656. 

40. Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 
632, 27 SCt 297,51 Li. ed. 656. 

41. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Cleve- 
land SS. Co., 208 U. S. 316, 28 SCt 
414, 52 L. ed. 508, 18 AnnCas 1215. 

42. Flanders v. Coleman, 250 
ww. S. 223, 39 SCt 472, 63 i. edi 948; 
Stevirmac Oil, ete., Co. v. Dittman, 
ZA5 SUS. -2h00388 SCt 116; 262-1. ed. 
248; Venner v. Great Northern R. 
Co., 209 U. S. 24, 28° SCt 328, 52 
L. ed. 666; Chicago v. Mills, 204 U. S. 
321, 27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504; Vicks- 
burg Waterworks Co. v. Vicksburg, 
LS6RUE |S. .65,.522 *SCbN585,.246 Lived: 
808; Edwards v. Bates County, 163 
U.S. 269, 16 Sct 967, 41 L. ed, 155; 
Schunk v. Moline, ete., Co., 147 U. S. 
500, 13 SCt 416, 37 L. ed. 255. 

fa] “No question of error in mat- 
ter of equity procedure ... is open 
for consideration.” Kirby v. Ameri- 
can Soda Fountain Co., 194 U. S. 141, 
144, 24 SCt 4619, 48 L. ed. 911. 

[b] “There is no kindred limita- 
tion prescribed in regard to any of 
the other cases in which jurisdiction 
in this court of appeals or writs of 
error is given.” Horner v. U. S., 143 
WS 570; 527, 12 SCt) 622, 36 Lied. 
266. 

[ec] If a constitutional question is 
the ground for invoking the appel- 
late jurisdiction and the appeal or 
writ of error is general, all ques- 
tions, whether of jurisdiction or of 
merits, are open for consideration. 
Mississippi R. Commn. v. Louisville, 
etek. Co., 2254 UnUSi4 272, 32.-SCt 
756, 56 lu. ed. 1087; Chappell v. U. S., 
160: U. S. 499) 16°\SCt 397, 40 lL. ed. 
510. And see infra § 263. 

[d] Where the record shows that 
a constitutional question was pre- 
sented, it has been held that that 
question may be reviewed, although 
the appeal is accompanied by a cer- 
tificate that the court’s decision was 
solely on the ground of want of 
jurisdiction. North American Cold 
Storage Co. v. Chicago, 211 U. S. 396, 
29 SCt 101, 53 L. ed. 199, 15 AnnCas 
276;. Giles v. Harris, 189 U. S. 475 
490, 23 SCt 639, 47 L. ed. 909 (where 
Mr. Justice Brewer in a dissenting 
opinion, said: ‘Although the statute 
and these decisions thus expressly 
limit the range of inquiry on a cer- 
tificate of jurisdiction to the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction, it is held that 
because there is a_ constitutional 
question shown in the pleadings, the 
certificate may be ignored and the 
entire case presented to this court 
for consideration. In other words, 
although the plaintiff, by his method 
of appeal, following the provisions 
of the statute, limited the inquiry 
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[§§ 256-258 


So, too, where an appeal was taken from a decree 
dismissing a bill because the jurisdictional amount 
was not involved,*? the entire decree was before the 


supreme court and it was competent for that court 


[§ 258] 
tion. 


(bb) 


to the matter of jurisdiction, this 
court will ignore such limit and treat 
the case as coming here on a general 
appeal, which he did not take. This 
conclusion seems to me to practically 
destroy the statute and overrule the 
prior decisions, for the jurisdiction 
of Federal courts primarily rests on 
the Constitution of the United States 
and the extent of their jurisdiction 
is determined by its_ provisions. 
Hence every case coming up on a 
certificate of 
held to present a constitutional ques- 
tion and be open for full inquiry 
in respect to all matters involved’). 
But see Filhiol v. Torney, 194 U. S. 
356, 24 SCt 698, 48 L. ed. 1014 (where 
it seems to have been assumed that, 
if plaintiff in error had taken a 
writ of error limited to the question 
of jurisdiction, which had been suffi- 
ciently certified, the review would 
have been confined to that question, 
although constitutional questions 
were presented to the trial court). 
43. Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 
L307 WU S3228, 21 (Set abi 4o ved. 
410; Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 U. S. 
456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed.. 1053; Gree- 
ley v. as 155 U.S. 58,.15 SCt 24, 


Thus “the question. whether 
the amount in controversy be suffi- 
cient to sustain this bill is not one 
of those certified by the Circuit 
Court, nor upon which that court ex- 
pressed an opinion; but, assuming 
it to be properly before us, we think 
that jurisdiction cannot be defeated 
upon that ground.” Illinois Cent. R. 
Co, v. Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 39, 21 
SCt 251, 45 L. ed. 410. 

[b] “This appeal, although gen- 
eral in form, does not and could not 
bring up for review anything more 
than the question of jurisdiction cer- 
tified by the lower court.” Passa- 
Vante ved. Sy, LAS VU MSe 2142173 
SCt,.572,. 37 :L../ed..'426, 

44. See supra §§ 245-250. 


45. Lathrop, etc., Co. v. Interior 
Constr., etc., Co., 215 U. S. 246, 249, 
S0.2SCE. 76,54 7b eds wld. 

46. Lathrop, ete. Co. v. Interior 
Constr.,. ete; ,Co., 4215. U.2S.. 2463930 


Sct 76, 54 L. ed. 177. 

[a] Thus, where the court below 
in a case removed from a state court 
set aside service of Summons upon 
defendant corporation on the ground 
that it had ceased to do business in 
the: state and district, and thereupon 
dismissed the action, the supreme 
court, perceiving that the case was 
not removable from the state court, 
reversed the judgment for that rea- 
son with a direction to grant plain- 
tiff’'s motion to remand the case to 
the state court. Lathrop, etc., Co. v. 
Interior Constr., etce., Co., 215 U. S. 
246, 30-SCt 76, 54 ms eae 177. 

47. See supra § 2 

48. Citizens’ meats Cannon, 164 
TW WSH S19 17 PSCU NSO Se ia edi 45: 
(where a decree of dismissal award- 


jurisdiction may be} 


to consider whether the trial court had authority 
to give a decree for costs, including, pursuant to 
the state statute, a fee in the nature of a penalty 
to defendant’s counsel.*8 


Merits Excluded from Considera- 


Upon direct appeal presenting-a question of 
jurisdiction of.the court below, the supreme court 
cannot pass upon questions which go to the merits 
of the controversy *® further than these may he 
involved in the jurisdictional question,®® and it 1s 
the common practice of the court to disclaim con- 
sideration of the merits,>t or expression of opinion 
thereon,®? although in one case questions on the 


ing such costs was reversed for that 
error). 

49. Flanders v. Coleman, 250 
URS. 2235.89) SGE-47.2) =63\,.1u: ede o48e 
Mitchell. Coal, ete., Co. v. Pennsyl- 
vania Ry C0: 5-230 5 Sei 247. 33 1SCe 
916, 57 L. ed. 1472. And see Storti 
v. Massachusetts, 183 U. S. 138, 22 
SCt 72, 46 L. ed. 120 (recognizing 
the general rule but holding habeas 
corpus cases exceptional). And supra 
§ 210 text and note 47 [g]. 

“Such appeals or writs of error 
do not bring here the merits of the 
eee ” Stevirmac Oil, etc., Co. 

Dittman, 245 U. S. 210, 214, 38 SCt 
1i6, 62 L. ed. 248. 

[a] Consequently, where a motion 
to dismiss an appeal was made upon 
the ground that the questions in- 
volved had become moot questions 
because a certain action in a state 
court subsequent to the decree below 
had gone to judgment upon the 
merits of the Same cause of action, 
the motion was overruled because 
“the ground of the motion obviously 
involves the defense of ‘the thing 
adjudged,’ going to the merits.” 
Male v. Atchison, ete. R. Co., 240 
Leh oa STi 99, 9860. SCthesol CO meds 
5 

Questions on the merits waived by 
taking the case direct to the supreme 
court see Supra § 215. 

50. Whitney v. Wenman, 198 U. S. 
5389, 548, 25° SCt. 778. 49 Ls. ed. 1157 
(where the court said: ‘We are not 
concerned with the merits of the con- 
troversy further than the allegations 
concerning the same are necessary 
to be considered in determining the 
question of jurisdiction’). 

[a] “By treating a question of 
merits as a question of jurisdiction’ 
the trial court cannot enable the su- 
preme court to decide the question 
of merits except in so far as it bears 
upon the question whether the court 
below had or had not jurisdiction of 
the case. Huntington v. Laidley, 176 
ue es 668, 679, 20 SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 


88 Furisdiction COSTSROES with merits 
see supra § 21 

51. Public ee Co. v. Corboy, 250 
Uniy Su close sor SEt 440.263), an seas 
905; Male v. Atchison, ete, R. Co., 
240 U. S. 97, 36 SCt 351, 60 L. ed. 
544; Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. 
Karpen, 238 U.S. 254,035 SCt 788) 
59 L, ed. 1295; Taylor v. Anderson, 
234 °U. 8.04, 84 SCt 24 Th setiN eds 
1218; Mitchell Coal, ete., Conve 
Pennsylvania R.-CO. 1230 Ue Sa 24v. 
33 SCt 916, 57 L. ed. 1472; Wheeler 
v. Denver, 929 U.S. 342, 33 SCt 842, 
57 L. ed. 1219; Underground RrieGos 
v. New York, LOS: Sy 4167124 Ct 
494, 48 L. ed. 733; McDonnell v. 
178 U.S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 
ed. 1048; Press Pub. Coy ave 
UGS We Sin L052 1%) SCH e40y 
41 L. ed, 367. 

52. Collett v. Adams, 249 .U. S. 
545, 39 SCt 372, 63 L. ed. 764; Hop- 


— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 258-259] 


merits were considered ex gratia where the record 


disclosed constitutional questions.®? 
Habeas corpus cases exceptional. 


cases are not within the rule applied to ordinary 
suits and actions,°** and a dismissal of a petition 
for habeas corpus for want of jurisdiction will be 
affirmed where the grounds alleged in the petition 
are found to be absolutely frivolous, although it is 
conceded that the court had jurisdiction to enter- 


tain the petition.55 
[§ 259] 


kins v. Walker, 244 U. S. 486, 37 
SCt 711, 61 L. ed. 1270; Philadelphia, 
etc. Rey Co.) vi, MeKibbin, (243 -UcUS. 
264, 37 SCt 280, 61 L. ed. 710; Louis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. Western Union 
7CO., £232 t S.8369,, 34,SCt. 81.0) 
58 L. ed. 1356; Plested v. Abbey, 
228°" i 'S:7 42, 33 SCt 503, 57" Ly ed. 
724; Lehigh Valley R. Co. v. Cornell 
Steamboat Co., 218 U. S. 264, 31 
SCt 17, 54 L.. ed, 1039; Venner v. 


- Great Northern R. Co., 209 U. S. 24, 


28 SCt 328, 52 L. ed. 666; Kirby v. 
American Soda Fountain Co., 194 
U.S. 1415-24 SCt 619, 48h. ed. 911; 
Mexican Cent. R. Co. v. Hckman, 187 
UW. Si4429,423 SCt 211,.47 Ls ed.. 245; 
Vicksburg Waterworks Co. v. Vicks- 
burg, 185 U. S. 65, 22 SCt 585, 46 L. 
ed. 808; TDllinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Adams, 180 U. S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 45 
L. ed. 410. 

[a] Thus, the court said: “In pass- 
ing upon these questions we wish 
it to be distinctly understood that we 
express no opinion in this case ex- 
cept upon the jurisdiction of the Cir- 
cuit Court to entertain this bill, and 
its authority to pass upon the several 
defenses set up in response thereto.” 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 180 
WES) 282 40; 21 SCt 251-46 L: “ed: 
410. J 
53. Bien v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 
423, 427, 28 SCt-879, 52 L. ed. 556 
(where, dismissing a writ of error, 
the court said: “As the writ of error 
was allowed upon assignments 
claimed to present questions as to 
the jurisdiction of the Circuit Court, 
and the circuit judge certified the 
question of jurisdiction, the writ 
might well be treated as bringing up 
only jurisdictional questions. Inas- 
much, however, as the right to bring 
a case direct to this court exists 
when constitutional questions are 
raised and decided in the Circuit 
Court, we will briefly notice the as- 
signments not stated as jurisdic- 


tional’). 

54, Storti v. Massachusetts, 183 
WS Pee e143. BAS Ct 720 46riL. sed: 
120 (the court saying: ‘‘Section 761, 
Rev. Stat., provides as to habeas 
corpus cases that ‘the court, or jus- 
tice, or judge shall proceed in a 
summary way to determine the facts 
of the case by hearing the testi- 
mony and arguments, and thereupon 
dispose of the party as law and jus- 
tice requires.’ That mandate is ap- 
plicable to this court, whether it is 
exercising its original or appellate 
jurisdiction’’). 

55. Storti v. Massachusetts, 183 

Dae Los, eee SCt aie. 46) le ed. 120: 
. 5G. Wetmore v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 
115, 18 SCt 293, 42 L. ed. 682 [foll 
Philadelphia, etc., R. Co. v. McKib- 
binee243 ww s, 26437, .SCte280, 661 
L. ed. 710; Gilbert v. David, 235 
U. S. 561, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360; 
Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S, 632, 27 
SCt 279, 51 L. ed. 656]. 

[a] Rule restated.—‘‘Where the 
decision of the court below is clearly 
wrong, even upon.a question of fact, 
it may be set aside under the power 
conferred by the statute upon this 
court.” Commercial Mut. Acc. Co. v. 
DAVIS; ce. Wie Se L405. 2065, 29 2SCt 
445, 53 L. ed. 782 (“We think this is 


(cc) Evidence and Findings. 
viewing a judgment involving a question of juris- 
diction of the trial court the supreme court will 
consider whether the conclusion upon that question 
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was warranted by the evidence before the court 


below and disclosed in the record,°¢ for example, as 


Habeas corpus 


to sufficiency of service of process upon a foreign 
corporation 57 in respect to the question whether 
the corporation was present in the district by doing 
business therein ®® or in respect to the question 
whether the person served could be held to represent 
the corporation for the purpose of service;>® as to 
whether the controversy involved the jurisdictional 


amount ;°° as to whether a party’s citizenship was 


In re- 


the effect of the reasoning in Goldey 
v. Morning News, 156 U. S. 518, 15 
SCt 559, 39 L. ed. 517; and Mexican 
Cent. R. Co. v.’ Pinkney, 149 U. S. 
194, 13 SCt 859, 37 L. ed. 699’’). 

{[b] Thus “in the present case the 
motion to dismiss for want of juris- 
diction was made at the end of the 
trial and was based, not upon the 
pleadings, but upon the evidence. It 
becomes necessary, therefore, to 
make a statement of the facts ma- 
terial to the issue.” Mitchell Coal, 
ete., Co. v, Pennsylvania R. Co., 230 


Wass 247,, 251),.-33) SCt 916, (57) lu. ed: 
[c] In the absence of a bill of 


exceptions, in an action at law, tes- 
timony taken on an issue cannot be 
considered by the supreme court. 
C. H. Nichols Lumber Co. vy. Fran- 
sons 203 20s Soy278, 027) SC 1025-51 
L. ed. 181. And see Sun Printing, 
ete., Assoc. v. Edwards, 194 U. S. 377, 
24 SCt 696, 48 L. ed. 1027 (holding 
that evidence preserved in a bill of 
ee ada may properly be resorted 

oO). 

57. See supra § 230. 

58. People’s Tobacco Co. v. Ameri- 
can? Tobacco iCor,) 2469 Un) Sie 795, 38 
SCt 233, 62 L. ed. 587; Philadelphia, 
ete, R. Co. v. McKibbin; 243 U.S. 
ZO4n vote SOCte 280 Gl Mijedw 71 OneSt 
Louis Southwestern R. Co. v. Alex- 
ander, 227 U.S. 218, 33 SCt 245, 57 
L. ed. 486; Herndon-Carter Co. v. 
Norris, 224 U. S. 496, 32 SCt 550, 56 
L. ed. 857; Mechanical Appliance Co. 
Vv.) Castleman, 215 Ur'S. "437,. 30 sSCt 
125, 54 L. ed. 272; Commercial Mut. 
Ace. Co, v. Davis, 213 U. S. 245, 29 
SCt 445, 53 L. ed. 782; Green v. Chi- 
cago, ete, R.-Co., 205 U.S. 580, 27 
SCt 595, 51 L. ed. 916; Peterson v. 
Chicazo; fete. AiRiy Coy 205 US. 364, 
27 SCt 513, 51 L. ed. 841; Kendall 
v. American Automatic Loom Co., 198 
U. S. ATT, 25 SCt 768;°49 L. ed. 1133; 
Remington v. Central Pac. R. Co., 
LIS) UPS 95) 25 SCl 570, 49, Twed: 
959; Geer v. Mathieson Alkali Works, 
190 U. S. 428, 23 SCt 807, 47 L. ed. 


1122; Conley v. Mathieson Alkali 
Works, 190 U. S. 406, 23 SCt 728, 47 
L. ed. 1118. And see Pennsylvania 


Lumbermen’s Mut. F. Ins. Co. v. 
Meyer, 197 U. S. 407, 25 SCt 483, 49 
L. ed. 819 (on certified question from 
the circuit court of appeals). 
“Whether the corporation was do- 
ine business within the State and 
whether the person served was an 
authorized agent are questions vital 
to the jurisdiction of the court. A 
decision of the lower court on either 
question if duly challenged is sub- 
ject to review in this court; and the 
review extends to findings of fact as 


” 


well as to conclusions of law. 
Philadelphia, etc., R. Co. v. McKib- 
bin. 243° WU. 05.1264, 265, 37 SCt=280, 


61 L ed. 710. 

[a] The correctness of inferences 
drawn from the facts proved is open 
to review hv the supreme court. 
Washington-Virginia R. Co. v. Real 
238i We SLO; 


Hist. /prustaCo., 35 SCE 
818. 59 L. ed. 1262. 
59. Philadelphia, ete, R. Co. v. 


McKibbin, 243 U. S. 264, 37 SCt 280, 
61 L. ed. 710; Herndon-Carter Co. 
v. Norris, 224 U. S. 496, 32 -SCt 550, 


sufficient to sustain jurisdiction upon the ground of 
diversity of citizenship;®! as to whether joinder of 
a nonresident codefendant in a suit in a state court 
was for the fraudulent purpose of preventing a re- 


56 L. ed. 857; Commercial Mut. Acc. 
Covi Davis 218 fUsSs 245 29S OE 
445, 53 L. ed. 782; Peterson v. Chi- 
caso, ete... RJ, Col, 205 US) soeneen 
SCt 518, 51 L. ed. 841; Chicago Bd. of 


Trade v. Hammond El. Co., 198 
U. S. 424, 25 SCt 740, 49 LL. ed. 
i I la io BE 

{a] Tilustration.—A finding of the 


trial court in a case removed from 
a state court that. a foreign insur- 
ance company was not induced by 
fraud or artifice to send its medi- 
cal representative into the _ state, 
clothed with authority to settle a 
loss, So as to permit service of proc- 
esS on him in» an action against 
the company, will not be set aside 
by the federal supreme court as 
clearly erroneous, where the trial 
court might have found on the tes- 
timony that there was a bona fide 
attempt to settle the controversy be- 
tween the parties, and that it was 
only upon failure to reach a settle- 
ment that service of Summons was 
made upon such medical representa- 
tive as the agent of the company. 
Commercial Mut. Acc. Co. v. Davis, 
oe U.S.) 245, 29 SCt 445, 53 L. ed 

60. Pinel v. Pinel, 240 U. S. 594, 
36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817; McDaniel 
vs Traylor, 212 U. S., 428, 29 SCt 343, 
53 L. ed. 584; Hunt v. New York 
Cotton Exch, 205 U.S. 322, 27 (SCt 
529, 51 L. ed. 821; Smithers v. Smith, 
204 U..S. 632, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 
656; Globe Refining Co. v. Landa 
Cotton / Oil) ‘Co; 4190) SULISs 95402823 
SCt_ 754, 47 L. ed. 1171; Wheless v. 
St. Louis, 180 U.S. 379, 21 SCt 402, 
45 L. ed. 583; Wetmore v. Rymer, 

1155180). SCtY 2935042 < Taz 
ed. 682; Citizens’ Bank v. Cannon, 
V6 4 Us iS Sl 9 ole S Cty 89. y4tiie weds 
451. And see supra § 2338. 

[a] Whether the amount was un- 
duly magnified in plaintiff’s plead- 
ing was a question reéxaminable by 
the supreme court upon the evidence 
in the record. Smithers v. Smith, 
204 Us. S. 632, 27 SCt 297; 51. Lied. 
656; Globe Refining Co. v. Landa 
Cotton.Oil ‘Co; 190)-U.5 S540 28S CE 
TDA; Aiea. ede LLL. 

[b] If the trial court takes evi- 
dence upon an erroneous view of 
what facts are proper to be consid- 
ered in determining whether the 
jurisdictional amount is’ involved, 
and thereupon dismisses the case for 
want of jurisdiction, its judgment 
will be reversed and the case re- 
manded for further proceedings. 
Glenwood Light, etce., Co. v. Mutual 
Light, ete., Co., 239 U. S, 121, 36 SCt 
30, 60 L. ed. 174, 

GLU. cGilbert Ww. Davis, . 235.) Ue oS 
561, 568, 35 SCt 164, 59 L. ed. 360 
(“As the record brings up the tes- 
timony upon which the court decided 
the question, it becomes the duty of 
this court to consider it and deter- 
mine whether the court rightly 
found that the plaintiff at the be- 
ginning of the suit was not a citi- 
zen of the State of Michigan. Wet- 
more v. Rymer, 169 U. S. 115, 18 SCt 


293, 42 L. ed. 682”); Steigleder v. 
McQuesten, 198 U. S. 141, 25 SCt 
616, 49 L. ed. 986. And see Sun 


Printing, ete., Assoc. v. Edwards, 194 
U. S. 377, 24 SCt 696, 48 L. ed. 1027 
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moval to the federal court;®? as to whether parties 
have been collusively made or joined for jurisdic- 
;°3 and as to whether defendant in 
a suit for infringement of a patent had a place of 
business within the ,district or had committed an 
While in most cases 
the conclusion of the court below upon the evidence 
it has sometimes been re- 
versed.®® It is to be observed that the supreme court 
when reviewing decisions of state courts has often 
exercised the power to pass upon the sufficiency of 
evidence upon which a federal question was decided 


tional purposes 


act of infringement there.** 


has been affirmed,*® 


by the state court.§7 
[§ 260] ce. 
peal. 


(on certificate from the circuit court 
of appeals). 

62. Wecker v. National Enamel- 
ing,/ etc, Cos 204, U. ‘Si 176,27 'SCt 
184, 51 L. ed. 430, 9 AnnCas 757. 

63. Wheeler v. Denver, 229 U.S. 
342, 33 SCt 842, 57: L. ed. 1219; South- 
ern Realty Inv. Co. v. Walker, 211 
Wee Sre 602s 397s SCt 211 5st ed: 
316; Miller v. Hast Side Canal, etc., 
Coy 211 2S= 293,429) SCre1 in, 758 
L. ed. 189; Chicago v. Mills, 204 
U.S. 321, 27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504; 
Lehigh Min., etc., Co. v. Kelly, 160 
U. S..327, 16 SCt 307, 40 L. ed. 444. 
And see supra § 235. 

[a] Alleged collusive incorpora- 
tion of plaintiff corporation was put 
in issue and evidence taken thereon 
and a dismissal of the suit, under 
Jud. Code § 37, was affirmed. Miller 
v. East Side Canal, etc., Co., 211 
UE1S3°293,'-300,29. SCt 111, °53  L.wed. 
189 (“The question raised by the 
record is substantially the same as 
that determined in Lehigh Min., etc., 
Co. v. Kelly, 160 U. S. 327, 16 SCt 
307, 40 L. ed. 444’). 

64. Tyler Co. v. Ludlow-Saylor 
Wire Co., 236 U. S. 728, 35 SCt 458, 
59 L. ed. 808. 

65. See cases this section passim. 

See cases infra this note. 

_ [a] Thus, upon reéxamination of 
the evidence the decision of the trial 
court (1) that defendant foreign 
corporation was doing business in 
the state and district (Philadelphia, 
etc., R. Co. v. McKibbin, 243 U. S. 
264,687 (SCt 280,61. L. .ed/'71:0)),.. ¢2) 
that such corporation was not do- 
ing business in the state (Herndon- 
Carter Co. v. Norris, 224 U. S, 496, 
32 SCt 550,56 L. ed. 857), (8) that the 
person served with-.process in a suit 
against such corporation was not 
its authorized agent (Herndon-Car- 
ter Co. v. Norris, supra; Chicago Bd. 
of Trade v. Hammond El. Co., 198 
U. S.. 424, 25 SCt 740, 49 L. ed. 1111), 
(4) and that plaintiff in his plead- 
ing had fraudulently magnified the 
extent of his damage so as to make 
a case presenting the requisite juris- 
dictional amount (Smithers v. Smith, 
QAO IS O82, ol) SetLagts, OL) Lie ed: 
656) was reversed. 

[b] Finding as to amount in con- 
troversy.—In an action of ejectment 
to recover land alleged in the decla- 
ration to be worth more than two 
thousand dollars, the then jurisdic- 
tional amount, a verdict and judg- 
ment were rendered for plaintiff but 
the court immediately set them 
aside, entertained defendant’s mo- 
tion te dismiss for want of jurisdic- 
tion, and gave leave to both parties 
to ‘file affidavits showing the value 
of the land in controversy. Upon 
consideration of the evidence heard 
on the trial and of affidavits pro- 


Dismissal of Writ of Error or Ap- 
Before considering any questions presented 
by an appeal or a writ of error, the supreme court 
will determine whether the case is within its appel- 
late jurisdiction,®® and it will dismiss the proceed- 
ing, although the appeal or writ of error was al- 
lowed by a justice of that court,®® if the decision of 
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duced on behalf of plaintiffs, the 
court, being of opinion that the 
value of the matter in dispute was 
less than two thousand dollars, dis- 
missed the suit for want of jurisdic- 
tion. Reversing this judgment of 
dismissal, the supreme court said: 
“The defendants filed no affidavits 
and adduced no evidence on the 
question of value, but appear to 
have relied wholly on the _ state- 
ments of O. W. Muller when under 
cross-examination at the trial. It is 
not easy to see upon what sound 
view of this evidence the learned 
judge of the Circuit Court deprived 
the plaintiffs of their verdict and 
judgment. There was no pretense 
that the plaintiffs had fraudulently 
overstated the value of the land in 
order to confer jurisdiction. It does 
not seem to have occurred to the 
defendants that the land which they 
claimed was not worth $2,000, until, 
at the trial, their attorney caught at 
the statement of one of plaintiffs’ 
witnesses that he estimated wild 
mountain land at fifty cents an acre. 
When the court gave leave to both 
parties to file affidavits showing the 
value of the lands in controversy, 
the defendants were unable or un- 
willing to make or procure to be 
made a single statement under oath 
on the subject of the inquiry. A 
liberal presumption ought therefore 
to be indulged in favor of the plain- 
tiffs’ evidence in that regard. It is 
well known that there is no matter 
in respect to which the judgments of 
men more widely differ than in re- 
gard to the value of real estate. 
give no weight to that portion of the 
plaintiffs’ evidence that goes to show 
damage to the balance of their lands 
by an adverse occupancy of the 
land claimed by the defendants. But 
looking only at the evidence bear- 
ing strictly on the value of the con- 
troverted lands, it seems obvious 
that while the market value of the 
wild mountain land generally was 
estimated by one of the witnesses 
at fifty cents an acre, yet it was 
testified by several witnesses that 
these particular lands possessed a 
special value by reason of their lo- 
cation at the foot of the mountain, 
and hecause the timber on them was 
more than usually heavy and valu- 
able both for accessibility and qual- 
ity. Charles Seymour, who had been 
familiar with the lands for twenty- 
five years as agent for their owner, 
testified that the lands described in 
the plea. were worth more than $2,000 
on account of their location and the 
quality of their timber, and were 
not to be adjudged by the general 
price for mountain land in the vi- 
cinity. It is unnecessary to quote 
authorities to show that, in estimat- 


We 
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the trial court was not final,’ or the record does 
not show that the alleged question of jurisdiction 
is of the character required by the settled rules “ 
or the jurisdiction of the trial court in the particular 
case was not involved,’? or the decision was ren- 
dered pursuant to the mandate of the circuit court 
of appeals,?? or was not adverse to the appellant 
or plaintiff in error,’* or there is no certificate of 
the question of jurisdiction or the equivalent there- 
of,7> or the certificate was not issued in time.’® 
Frivolousness of jurisdictional question. 
seems to be nosdoubt that a writ of error may be 
dismissed by the supreme court on the ground that 
the alleged jurisdictional question is utterly un- 
founded in substance,””7 even in a criminal ecase.7® 
[§ 261] dd. Affirmance, Reversal, and Remand. 
A statute authorizes the supreme court to ‘‘affirm, 
modify, or reverse’’ 
federal trial court, or to direct that court to enter 
such judgment or decree or take such further pro- 


There 


any judgment or decree of a 


ing the market value of land, every- 
thing which gives it intrinsic value 
is a proper element for considera- 
tion; not only its present use but its 
capabilities are to be considered. 
Even unimproved land lying at the 
foot of a mountain range is obvi- 
ously more valuable than similar 
land less eligibly situated. Apply- 
ing the law as heretofore stated by 
this court, in the cases cited, that a 
suit cannot be properly dismissed by 
a Circuit Court as not substantially 
involving a controversy within its 
jurisdiction, unless the facts, when 
made to appear on the record, cre- 
ate a legal certainty of that conclu- 
sion, we conclude that in the present 
case, the want of jurisdiction was 
not made clear, and that the evi- 
dence before that court did not 
warrant a dismissal of the action for 
the want of jurisdiction.’”’ Wetmore 
vy. Rymer, 169 90. S115, 127,. 18 eSeE 
293, 298, 42 L. ed. 682. 

67. See infra § 323. 

68. Arkansas v. Schlierholz, 
U. -S: 598):21 SCt.229, 45 Il. ed. “335. 
And see supra § 200. 

69. Aspen Min., etc., Co. v. Bill- 
ines 150, U. S. 31, 14 SCt 4, 37 L. ed. 

70. Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. Rob- 
erts, 141. U. S. 690,.12 SCt 123, 35 
L. ed. 902; and cases supra § 211. 

71. See cases supra §§ 217-241. 

72. Empire State-Idaho Min., etc., 
Co. v. Hanley, 205 U. S. 225, 27 Sct 


179 


Hey A L. ed. 779; and cases supra 
_ 73. Aspen Min., etc., Co. v. Bill- 
ings, 150 U. S. 31, 14-SCt 4, 37 li. ed. 


986; and cases supra § 242%, 

74 Anglo-American Provision Co. 
v. Davis Provision Co., 191 U. S. 376, 
24 SCt 93, 48 L. ed. 228 [dism 
Cp tes Fed. 574]. And see supra 


75. Courtney v. Pradt, 196 U. S. 
89, 25 SCt 208, 49 L. ed. 398; and 
cases supra §§ 245-250. 

76. Merritt v. Bowdoin College, 
16% pULy S745. 17. SCth 996,142) es eds 
1209; and see supra § 246. 

77. Bien v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 
423, 28 SCt 379, 52 L, ed. 556. And 
see Storti v. Massachusetts, 183 U.S. 
138, 22 SCt 72, 46 L. ed. 120 (where 
it seems that the appeal would have 
been dismissed had it not been in a 
habeas corpus proceeding). 

78. Franklin v.-Tl. S., 216 U. S. 
559, 30 SCt 434, 54 L. ed. 615 (where 
a writ of error to review a convic- 
tion of crime grounded upon an 
alleged constitutional question and 
also upon the contention that courts- 
martial had exclusive jurisdiction of 
the offense charged was dismissed 
for want of jurisdiction, the court 
holding that all of the grounds were 
frivolous). 

. ELSE OT ee ree 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 261-263] : 


ceedings as the justice of the case may require.7 
Where the decision of the trial court that it has 
no jurisdiction is pronounced correct, a simple af- 
firmance is ordinarily entered.8° And while the 
ground for a dismissal given by the trial judge 
may be declared erroneous, the dismissal may be 
affirmed upon another ground.’ A judgment of 
dismissal may be modified and affirmed in part and 
reversed in part.8? Where the trial court enter- 
tained jurisdiction and proceeded to a judgment or 
decree upon the merits, a simple affirmance usually 
suffices if it is found that the court had juris- 
diction,§* since the supreme court has no concern 
with the merits.84 If the supreme court holds that 
the dismissal of a case vy the trial court for want 
of jurisdiction was erroneous, there is a judgment 
of reversal and a remand for further proceedings.®® 
Where the trial court in a ease originally brought in 
that court erroneously maintains its jurisdiction and 
renders a judgment on the merits, the judgement will 
be reversed with direction to dismiss the case for 
want of jurisdiction,®® and to make restitution to 
the appellant if the condition of the case requires 
it.87 Reversing a judgment on the merits for want 
of a sufficient averment of citizenship of plaintiff, 
the supreme court directed that he be allowed to 
amend, if so advised, and that otherwise the action 
be dismissed for want of jurisdiction.§® A judgment 
of conviction in a criminal ease, after erroneously 
overruling a motion in arrest for want of jurisdic- 
tion, was reversed with a direction to quash the in- 
dictment and discharge defendant.®® 
Reversal or modification in removed cases. If the 
trial court erroneously denies a motion to remand 
a ease removed from a state court and afterward 
proceeds to judgment on the merits,°° or dismisses 


U.-S: Rev. St.-§ 701. 

80. Plested v. Abbey, 228 U. S. 42, 
33 SCt 503, 57 L. ed. 724; Bardes v. 
Hawarden Hirst Nat. Bank, 178 U. S. 
524, 20 SCt 1000, 44 L. ed. 1175. 

81. Martin v. Lankford, 245 U. S. 
547, 38 SCt 205, 62 L. ed. 464. 
_ 82. Mitchell Coal, _ etc., 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 230 U. 
33 SCt 916, 57 L..ed. 1472. 

83. Put-in-Bay Waterworks, etc., 
Go! v. Ryan, 181.U. S. 409, 21 SCt 


79. 
17 SCt 8&9, 
v. Lowe, 155 U. 
153-U. 
Cor v- 
S. 247, 
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the suit for want of jurisdiction,®! or erroneously 
dismisses a bill on the merits,°? or a demurrer for 
want of jurisdiction is overruled and the court er- 
roneously proceeds to a hearing and decision on the 
merits,°? its judgment may be reversed with a di- 
rection to remand to the state court, and ordinarily 
at the cost of the petitioner for removal who brought 
a case into the federal court not within its juris- 
diction.°* Where a case is properly removed from 
a state court and the federal court erroneously over- 
rules a plea to the jurisdiction for insufficiency of 
service of process, and proceeds to a judgment on 
the merits, the reversal will be with direction to 
dismiss for want of jurisdiction.°° An erroneous 
judgment in personam against a defendant in a 
removed case was modified by making it collectable 
only from attached property and as so modified was 
affirmed.°® 

[§ 262] (m) Second Appeal. There may be a 
second appeal to review a decree rendered after 
reversal on a prior appeal and involving a directly 
reviewable question of jurisdiction,9? and where an 
appeal was dismissed because of absence of a cer- 
tificate,°® a second appeal was entertained upon a 
certificate obtained while the term of the trial court 
was still open. 


Bldg., etc., Assoc. pane 
45, 18 SCt 251, 42 L. ed. 655; Citi- | L. 
zens’ Bank vy. Cannon, 164 U. S. 
40nL: 


39 L. ed. 69; U. S. v. Klingenberg, 
S. 98, 14 SCt 790, 38 L. ed. 
647; Central Trust Co. v. McGeorge, 
aa U. S. 129, 14 SCt 286, 38 L. ed. 


“Remanded with directions 
to set aside the order dismissing the 


[§ 263] (3) Where Constitutional Questions 
Involved. A section of the Judicial Code provides 
that ‘‘appeals and writs of error may be taken from 
the district courts, including the United States dis- 
trict court for Hawaii and the United States district 
court for Porto Rico direct to the supreme court 1 
... in any ease that involves the construction or 
application of the constitution of the United States ;? 
in any case in which the constitutionality of any 
law of the United States? or the validity or con- 


v. Price, 169 U. S.| merce, 152 U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 
ed. 511. And see Minnesota v. 
Northern Securities Co. 194 U, S. 
48, 24 SCt 598, 48 L. ed. 870 (where, 
however, the appeal was taken on a 
constitutional question involved). 

93. North American Transp., etc., 
Co. v. Morrison, 178 U. S. +262, 20 
SCt 869, 44 L. ed. 1061. 

94. Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. Ala- 
, 155 U. S. 482, 15 SCt 192, 39 
. 231; Tennessee v. Union, etc., 


319, 
451; Greeley 
15° SCt 24, 


ed. 
S. 58, 


709, 45 L. ed. 927. 

84. See supra § 258. 

85. Public Serv. Co. v. Corboy, 250 
DU. S. 153, 39° SCt, 440, 63 T..ed. 905; 
Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. Rice, 247 
U. S. 201, 38 SCt 429, 62'L. ed. 1071; 
Latta, ete., Constr. Co. v. The Raith- 
moor, 241 U. S. 166, 36 SCt 514, 
60 L. ed. 937; Glenwood Light, etc., 
Co, v. Mutual Light, etc,. Co. 239 
A Seedet Sou SOtic0) 60 Mus ede. L745 
Geneva Furniture Mfg. Co. v. Kar: 
pen, 238 U.S. 254, 35 SCt 788, 59 
L. ed. 1295; Troy Bank v. White- 
heard, 222 U.S: 39, 32 SCt 9, 56 L. 
ed. 81: Scully v. Bird, 209 U. S. 481, 
98 Sct 597, 52 L. ed. 899; Citizens’ 
Saya etes Oo. Vi Llinoisw Cent. ak. 
Co., 205 U. S. 46, 27 SCt 425, 51 L. 
ed. 703; Smithers v. Smith, 204 U. S. 
632, 27 SCt 297, 51 L. ed. 656; Mer- 
cantile Trust, etc., Co. v. Columbus, 
HOI OL Ly 2 ke Ours, Ol ia, sed. 
198; Petri v. F. EH. Creelman Lumber 


Cow 199A SS. 487; 264SCte133, 150 
L. ed. 281; Sweeney v. Carter Oil 
Co.) 199 U.S. 252; 26 -SCt 55, 950 


L. ed. 178; Chicago Bd. of Trade v. 
Hammond Bl, Co., 198 U. S. 424, 25 
sct 740, 49 L. ed. 1111; McDaniel v. 
Traylor, 196 U. S. 415, 25 SCt 369, 
49 L. ed. 533; Hennessy v. Richard- 
son Drug Co., 189 U. S. 25, 23 SCt 
532, 47 lL. ed. 697; Excelsior Wooden 
Pipe Co. v. Pacific Bridge Co., 185 
U. S.982, 22 SCt 681, 46 Lied. 910; 
Huntington v. Laidley, 176 U. S. 668, 
20 SCt 526, 44 L. ed. 630; Dakota 


action for want of jurisdiction, and 
for further proceedings in conform- 
ity to law.’ Edwards. v. Bates 
County, 163 U. S. 269, 273, 16 SCt 
967, 41 L. ed. 155. 

86. Matters v. Ryan, 249 U. S. 375, 
39 SCt 315, 63 L. ed. 654; Philadel- 
phia, etc., 
UW. S. 1264, 37 ‘SCt 280,61 "LL. ed. THO; 
Metropolitan Red Wood Lumber Co. 
y. Doe, 223. U. \S. '365, 32), SCti 275, 
57 L. ed. 473; Davidson Bros. Mar- 
ble’ Co; vai Ue 852213: U.. S.n10;4295SCt 
324, 53 L. ed. 675; Globe Newspaper 
Co. v. Walker, 210 U. S. 356, 28 SCt 
726, 52 L. ed. 1096. 

87. Stillman v. Combe, 197 U. S. 
436, 25 SCt 480, 49 \Iu. edi 822: 

88. Springstead v. Crawfordsville 
State Bank, 231 U. S. 541, 34 SCt 195, 
58 L. ed. 354. 

89. Clairmont v. U. S., 225 U. S. 
551, 82 SCt 787, 56 L. ed. 1201. 

90. McDonnell v. Jordan, 178 
U. S. 229, 20 SCt 886, 44 L. ed. 1048. 

91. McAllister v. Chesapeake, etc., 
Rm, Con243 7Ue S.5302; 4387S Cth 274,761 
i; teds-735; \Liathrop,. ete.,.iCon v. In- 
terior Constr., ete., Co., 215 U. S. 246, 
30 SCt 76, 54. L. ed. 177. 

[a] Direction to act promptly.— 
“And we direct that appropriate ac- 
tion be taken to return it as 
promptly as possible to the state 
court.” McAllister v. Chesapeake, 
ete; Con) 2438 Us JS. 302,'' 311, 3% 
S@t 274,61; Li ed...735. 

92. Tennessee v. Bank of Com- 


R. Co. v. McKibbin, 243° 


oe U. S. 454, 14 SCt 654, 38 

Mechanical Appliance Co. v. 
Castleman, 215 U. S. 487, 30 SCt 125, 
54 L. ed. 272. 

96. Clark v. Wells, 203 U. S. 164, 
27 SCt 48, 51 L. ed. 138. 

97. McDaniel v. Traylor, 212 U. S. 
428, 29 SCt 343, 53 L. ed. 584 (in 
this case the decree on the first ap- 
peal from a dismissal on the ground 
that a jurisdictional amount was not 
involved was reversed and the cause 
remanded for the taking of testi- 
mony on the point [McDaniel v. 
Traylor, 196 U. S. 415, 25 Sct 369, 
49 L. ed. 533] and upon the return 
of the case, the trial court heard 
testimony and again dismissed the 
suit on the same ground, and a sec- 
ond appeal was taken and the decree 
affirmed). 


98. Necessity of certificate see 
supra § 245. 
99. Colvin v. Jacksonville, 158 


U.S. 456, 15 SCt 866, 39 L. ed. 10538. 

Time of granting certificate see 
supra § 246. 

Time for appeal or writ of error 
see Supra § 214. 

1. Jud. Code § 238 as amended by 
Act Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L. 804 
ec 22 § 2) (the amendment consist- 
ing only of the insertion of the words 
“and the United States district court 
for Porto Rico’). 

2. Jud. Code § 238. 

3 Jud. Code § 238. 
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struction of any treaty made under its authority ¢ 

is drawn in question;® and in any case in which the 
constitution or law of a state is claimed to be in con- 
of 
States,’’ ® the quoted provision being a reénactment 
of part of the Cireuit Court of Appeals Act of 
It is under the foregoing section of the 


travention of the constitution 


1891.7 


4. Jud. Code § 238. 

Validity or eg okie of tmeahy, 
See infra § 26 

S.-i Jud? code § 238. 

6 Jud. Code § 238. 

WoweAGct March 13,1891 (26) St, at i. 
S20 Ce SLi 845): 

[a] Direct appeals or writs of er- 
ror may be taken to the supreme 
court, where constitutional questions 
are involved in: 
proceedings. Childers v. McClaughry, 
2LOMUR De Hs, 70 SOU ov 0, o4 UL. ved: 
420; Pierce v. Creecy, 210 U. S. 387, 
28 SCt 714, 52 L.ed.1113 [aff 155 Fed. 
663]; Pettit v. Walshe, 194 U. S. 205, 
24 SCt 657, 48 L. ed. 938; Carter v. 
McClaughry, 183 U.S. 365, 22 SCt 
181, 46 L. ed. 236 [aff 105 Fed. 614]; 
Bx p. Lennon, 150 U.S. 393, 14 SCt 
A Sho deus, Cd. 11203, ;Honner, wv. UW. Si, 
243) WS 2°570,- 12.SCt, 522, 36. L..ed: 
266; Nishimunay v5 Ui (S54 1428 Us: 
651, 12 SCt 336, 35 L. ed. 1146; Gram- 
mer v. Fenton, 268 Fed. 943 (where 
the supreme court would have ex- 
clusive jurisdiction of an appeal in 
habeas corpus proceedings to deter- 
mine legality of incarceration under 
state laws, as involving a violation 
of the national constitution that ju- 
risdiction would not be affected by 
the absence of a certificate of prob- 
able cause, under the act of March 
10, 1908 [Comp. St. § 1293] requir- 
ing such a certificate in habeas cor- 
pus appeals to supreme court); In 
re Marmo, 138 Fed. 201. (2) Crimi- 
nal’ cases. Nelson: v. U. S., 201 VU: 
SH 92s 26ir SCt)-858,/250h+ 12.) ed 673 
(criminal contempt); Burton v. U. 
S:) 196°U."S. 283, 25 SCt 243, 49 LE. 
ed. 482 [rev 131 Fed. 552]; Motes v. 
U. S., 178: U. S. 458, 20 SCt 993, 44 L. 
ed. 1150. Cases involving ques- 
tions of: (3) Interstate commerce. 
Interstate Commerce Commn. vy. 
Baird, 194 U.S. 25, 24 SCt 563, 48 
L. ed. 860; Macon v. Georgis Pack- 
ing Co., 60 Fed 781, 9 CCA 262. (4) 
The right to vote for members of 
congress Wiley v. Sinkler, 179 U.S. 
58721 SCt 17; 45°L. ved. 845° (5). °The 
extent of a congressman’s constitu- 
tional privilege from arrest, Wil- 
Niamsonive Us S22? Wh Sy r4257 28 
SCt 163, 52 L. ed. 278. (6) Applica- 
tion of the due process of law clause 
of the Fifth Amendment. Fayer- 
weather v. Ritch, 195 U. S. 276, 25 
Sct 58, 49 L. ed. 193 [aff 118 Fed 
943]. (7) Application of the due 
process of law clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment. Pacific Electric 
R Co. v: Los: Angeles, 194 U, S. 
112, 24 SCt 586, 48 L. ed. 896. (8) 
The authority of congress over navi- 
gable waters) Cummings v. Chicago, 
188) U.S) 410,23 SCt 472, 47 Li ied 
525. (9) The force and effect of 
regulations of the treasury depart- 
ment. Boske v. Comingore, 177 U. 
S 459, 20 SCt 701. 44 L ed. 846 
(10) The admission of testimony in 
a eriminal prosecution, claimed to 
violate the constitutional right of 
accused Motes v. U. ise s: 
458, 20 SCt 993, 44 Li. ed. 1150. (11) 
Questions as to contravention of the 
federal constitution by a state con- 
stitution or law. Savage v. Jones, 
225 Wie Se 501%: 32 SCt 715; 56° eed: 


1182; Memphis v. Cumberland Tel., 
Steve CO5 218 Oy 8.2624; 81 SCHrn15, 
54 Ei. ed. 1185; Wilmington Star 


Min. Co. v. Fulton, 205 U. S. 60, 27 
SCt 412.0 51 Li ed. 708; Defiance 
Water Co. v. Defiance, 191 Ul. S. 184, 
24 SCt 63, 48 L. ed. 140; Philadel- 
phia Widelity Mut. Life Assoc. v. 
Mettler, 185 U. S. 308, 22 SCt 662, 46 


(1) Habeas corpus } 


FEDERAL COURTS 


another section 


the United | enforcement of 


L. ed, 922; Penn Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Austin, 168 U.S. 685, 18 SCt 228, 42 
L. ed. 626; Indianapolis We Central 
Trust Co., 83 Fed. 529, 27 CCA 580; 
Holt v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 80 Fed. it 
25 CCA 301; Hastings v. Ames, 68 
Fed. 726, 15 CCA 628. (12) Munici- 
pal ordinances passed in pursuance 
of powers delegated by the state. 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Minnesota, 
208 U. S. 588, 28 SCt 341, 52 L. ed. 
630; Chicago v. Mills, 204 U. S. 321, 
27 SCt 286, 51 L. ed. 504; Mercantile 
Trust, ete, Co. v. Columbus, 203 U. 
SBI Oe SCt 838 blag tas ean eholo. 
Vicksburg v. Vicksburg Waterworks 
Co., 202 U. S. 453, 26 SCt 660, 50 L. 
ed. 1102, 6 AnnCas 253; Davis, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Los Angeles, 189 U. S. 
2078 23) SCE T498) “ATi. tedie 773 4.5t- 
Paul Gaslight.Co. v. St.: Paul, 
We Sei 425421 SCs by. 45 ekr veduc a8 
Walla Walla v. Walla Walla Water 
Cox L2H UW KSial, wl SC, wasabi eG. 
341; Penn Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Aus- 
tin, 168 U. S. 685, 18 SCt 223, 42 L. 
eduno26s) Cityaimks Conov Citizens! St: 
R Gos, 166004 S..55%s Ii SC 653,448 
L. ed. 1114; Owensboro v. Owens- 
boro Waterworks Co., 115 Fed, 318, 
53 CCA 146; Pike’s Peak Power Co. 
v. Colorado Springs, 105 Fed. 1, 44 
CCA 3338; Dawson v. Columbia Ave. 
Sav. Fund, ete., Co., 102, Fed. 200, 
42 CCA 258. 

{b] The right extends to every 
case where either party claims that 
a state law is in contravention of 
the constitution of the United States 
and that claim is either sustained or 
rejected if the unsuccessful party 
seeks to have the decision reviewed. 
Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 179°-U. S. 472, 
21 SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 280. 

[ec] he former jurisdiction of the 
court in such cases is in no wise 
curtailed by the Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals Act. In re Wong Kim Ark, 71 
Fed. 382 [aff 169 U. S. 649, 18 SCt 
456, 42 L. ed. 890]. 

{d] It is immaterial whether the 
right claimed under the constitution 
of the United States has been up- 
held or denied in the court below, 
or that the question as to the va- 
lidity of the state constitution or 
law arose as a matter of defense. 
Defiance Water Co. v. Defiance, 191 
UeS) 184,524, SCt 63, 48k -edink4o} 
Loeb wv. ‘ColumbiaseTpirel79! LU eS 
472, 21 SCt 174, 45 Le. ed: 280 [foll 
Connolly v Union Sewer Pipe Co., 
184 U. S. 540, 22 SCt 431, 46 L. ed. 
679 (aff 99 Fed. 354)]; Holder v 
Altman, 169 U. S. 81, 18 SCt 269, 42 
L. ed. 669. 

fe] Orders of a state railroad 
commission, fixing rates, are ‘state 
laws.’”” within the provision allowing 
an appeal directly from. district 
courts to the supreme court in a 
ease in which a law of a state is 
claimed to contravene the national 
constitution, Arkadelphia Milling 
Co, v. St. Louis Southwestern R. 
Go; 1249) W'S) 1347 89. SCt 23 7Ge. aa: 
ed 517 

{f] The question whether there is 
any common law of the United States 
regulating interstate transportation 
charges is not a question involving 
the construction or application of 
the federal constitution. Murray v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co, 92 Fed. 868, 35 
CCA 62 [aff 62 Fed. 24]. 

[gz] Decision of constitutional 
question after appeal.—A writ of er- 
ror from the federal supreme court 
will not be dismissed because the 
constitutional questions raised had, 
since allowance of the wri’ been de- 


[§ 263 


Judicial Code that appeals are taken to the su- 
preme court from final decrees® in suits under 


of the Judicial Code® to enjoin 
an alleged unconstitutional state 


statute or order of an administrative board or com- 
mission,"° and of the last mentioned appeals the 
jurisdiction of the supreme court is exclusive of 


cided by such court adversely to 
plaintiff in error in another case. 
Wialsonev."Us SS. 4232 (Ua Snes ot See 
347, 58 Li. ed. 728); Michigan Cent. 
R. Co. v. Vreeland, 227 U. S. 59, 33 
pees 192, 57 L. ed. 417 [rev 189 Fed. 


[h] A constitutional issue is not 
raised by (1) a plea in abatement on 
the ground that the parties were 

“improperly or collusively” joined 
for the purpose of making a case 
cognizable in the federal courts. 
Merritt v. Bowdoin College, 169 U, 
S. 551, 18 SCt 415, 42 L. ed. 850 [dism 
app 59 Fed. 6]. (2) Nor does a bare 
averment in a petition for a writ of 
habeas corpus that the petitioner 
having suffered the punishment of 
dismissal and publication, his “im- 
prisonment is without authority of 
law,” and his further punishment 
and detention and the carrying out 
of such sentence is contrary to law 
and to the provision of the constitu- 
tion of the United States and is il- 
legal, raise the constitutional objec- 
tion that a sentence of any army 
court-martial imposed a double pun- 
ishment for the same offense. Car- 
ter v. Roberts, 177 U. S. 496, 20 SCt 
fee 44 L. ed. 861 [dism app 97 Fed. 

[i] Amendment of petition after 
remand.—The decree of a federal 
circuit court, entered pursuant to the 
mandate of a circuit court of ap- 
peals, upon a petition to enforce 
rights granted by a decree in inter- 
vention proceedings in a foreclosure 
suit, is not appealable to the fed- 
eral supreme court where the juris- 
diction of the original foreclosure 
suit was based solely upon diverse 
citizenship, although, when the case 
went back from the circuit court of 
appeals to the circuit court, the lat- 
ter court authorized an‘ amendment 
to the petition, alleging that the de- 
cree ordered by the circuit court of 
appeals failed to give full faith and 
eredit to the original decree in the 
intervention proceedings. St. Louis, 
ete, AR Con yn Wabash. Fr . CO oui We 
S 247, 30 SCt 510, 54 L. ed. 752 [mod 
152 Fed. 849, 81 CCA 6438]. 

{j]. A subordinate proceeding, not 
merely ancillary to, but in effect a 
part of, the main cause, is directly 
appealable to the supreme _ court, 
where the main cause would be so 
appealable because it involves a con~ 
tention that a state law contravenes 
the national constitution, Arkadel- 
phia Milling Co. v. St. Louis South- 
western R, Co., 249 U. S, 184, 39-SCt 
2347 08) lass CG. wo T) 

[k] Who may raise question.— 
The contention that a new incorpora- 
tion of a city, bringing in people who 
were not formerly in the city, with- 
out giving them any opportunity to 
be heard, is in violation of their con- 
stitutional rights, cannot be made by 
the city in “behalt of such people, 
who have not objected to the incor- 
poration on that ground, so as to 
raise a constitutional~ question for 
the purpose of a direct appeal to the 
supreme court, in an action against 
the city on unpaid cvupons for in- 
terest on bonds issued after the new 
incorporation. Lampasas v. Bell, 180 
Ue. S227 6 2c SCtve 6845 al, ceducb aie 

8. Appeals from interlocutory de- 
erees see infra text and notes 39-44. 

9. Jud. Code § 266. 

10. New York v. New York. Cons. 
GasiCo., 25.3 (Mews. 2495.40 SCt sale 64 
L, ed. 670 [rev 260 Fed. 1022]; Shaf- 
fer v.. Carter, 252 U. S..37,° 40. SCt 


“For later cases, developments and changes in the la~ see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


wi is 


§ 263] 


the cireuit court of appeals when the jurisdiction 
of the district court is based only upon the con- 
stitutional grounds,'! pursuant to the general rule 
The provision of the Judicial Code 
describing the constitutional questions subject to 
direct review by the supreme court 1* is repeated 
in the same words in the section of the Judicial 
Code authorizing direct. review by the supreme 
court, on appeal or writ of error, of final judgments 
and decrees of the district court for the distriet of 


in that behalf.2? 


221, 64 L. ed. 445; Hays v. Seattle, 
251 U. S. 238, 40: SCt' 125, 64 I. ed. 
243; Greene v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 
244 _U. S. 499, 37 SCt 678, 61 Li. ed. 
1280, AnnCasl1917E 88. 

11. New York v. New York Cons. 
Gas \Co:, 253° U. S. 219,°40 ‘SCt 511, 64 
L. ed. 670 [rev 260 Fed. 1022]. 

12. Exclusiveness of jurisdiction 
of supreme court see infra text and 
note 23 et seq. 

13. Jud. Code § 238, 

14. Jud. Code § 247. . 

[a] The constitutional questio 
must be actually raised in the trial 


COUrt a LOW LN MULES, L283 S581, 
384 SCt 699, 58 L. ed. 1102. 
{b] Judgment of conviction in a 


case was reviewed and re- 

versed, on account of the unconsti- 
tutionality of an act of congress in- 
volved in Rasmussen v. U. S., 197 
Wie ShbL6 S259SCt ons, 49 sted; 862) 
15. Berkman v. U. S., 250 U. S. 
114, 39 SCt 411, 63 L. ed. 877; Sugar- 
man) valUeos:, 0249) (U.S. 1825-39 SCt 
191, 63 L. ed. 550; United Surety Co. 
v, American Fruit Product Proof Co., 
288i. S140, 485eSCE 828559) Wd: ted. 


1238; Looney v. Eastern Texas R. 
Cone 227s TUS IE 21450" 385 2S Ct 4 60; 
62 L. ed. 1084 [dism app 242 Fed. 
300]; Ketcham v. Burr, 245 U. S. 
510) See uS@t tali79, He62n Lived 439; 
Mamar ve UP Sir 240) UseSH 60;.36 
SCuN255) (COME. Bedt9i12e- Toop) Vv. 
Ulysses Land Co., 237 U. S. 580, 35 
S@t) W230) 69) Le ed. 1127; cBroelan” v. 


Lees HIS6UUR Ss 269357 SCt2855159 
L. ed. 544; Stearns v. Wood, 236 U. 


Se Tibl) soe Cte 2297059 YL edi 475; 
Moore-Mansfield Constr. Co. v. Elec- 
trical Installation Co., 234 U. S. 619, 


34 SCt. 941, 58 L. ed. 1503; De Bearn 
v. Safe Deposit, etc., Co., 233 U. S. 
24, 34 SCt 584, 58 L. ed. 833; Hen- 
dricks v. U. S., 223 U. S. 178, 32 SCt 
313, 56 L. ed. 394; Manhattan L. Ins. 
Co. v. Cohen, 234 U. S. 123, 34 SCt 
874, 58 L. ed. 1245; Memphis v. Cum- 
berland Tel., etc., Co., 218 U. S. 624, 
31 SCt 115, 54 L. ed. 1185; Kaufman, 
etc., Co. v. Smith, 216 U.S. 610, 30 
sct 419, 54 L. ed. 636; Franklin v. 
TESS e216 OSs 159, SONS Ci 43 ros 
L. ed. 615; Hannis Distilling Co. v. 
Baltimore, 216 U. S. 285, 30 SCt 326, 
54 LL. ed. °482; ‘Childers v. Mc- 
Claughry, 216 U. S. 139, 30 SCt 370, 
54 L. ed. 420; Goodrich v. Ferris, 
Oa Se oS. 7 tee SCU 1680, 530 a7. ed. 
914; Knop v. Monongahela River 
Cons. Coal, etc., Co. 211 U. S. 485, 
29 SCt 188, 53 L. ed. 294; American 
Sugar Refining Co. v. U. S., 211 U. 
Semelb sez Oo SCL. 89) oS ln Cd eZ); 
Bien v. Robinson, 208 U. S. 423, 28 
SCt 379, 52 L. ed. 556; Empire State- 
Idaho Min., ete., Co. v. Hanley, 205 
eS 827 SCtl476,. 58) Tn “ed., 77.9); 
O’Callaghan v. O’Brien, 199 U.S. 89, 
25 SCt 727, 50 L. ed. 101; Bradley v. 
Lighteap, 195 U. S. 25, 24 SCt 7538, 49 
L. ed. 76; Newburyport Water Co. v. 
Newburyport, 193 U. S._561, 24 SCt 
553, 48 L. ed. 795; Cosmopolitan 
Min. Co. v. Walsh, 198 U. S. 460, 24 
sct 489, 48 L. ed. 749; Sawyer v. 
Piper, 189 U. S. 154, 23 SCt 6338, 47 
L. ed. 757; Equitable L. Assur. Soc. 
v. Brown, 187 U. S. 308, 23 SCt 123, 
47 L. ed. 190; Lampasas v. Bell, 180 
U. S. 276, 21 SCt 368, 45 L. ed. 527; 
Carter v. Roberts, 177 U. S. 496, 20 
SCt 713, 44 L. ed. 861 [dism_ app 97 
Fed, 496]; Ansbro v. U. S., 159 U. S. 
695, 16 SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310; Carey 
v, Houston, ete, R. Co., 150 U. Ss. 


[25 C. J.—58] 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Alaska.!4 


170, 14 SCt 68, 37 L. ed. 1041; Guar- 
anty Trust Co. v. Metropolitan St. 
R. Co., 171 Fed. 1014 [den app 168 
Fed. 937]; Harris v. Rosenberger, 
145 Fed. 449, 76 CCA 225, 13 LRANS 
762 [rev 1386 Fed. 1001 (certiorari 
déenwy203 Us, b91 27. SCteT TS) 7a Ll) tas 
ed. 331)]. 

[a] Illustrations—(1) An appeal 
to the supreme court is not author- 
ized in the case of a refusal of a 
circuit court to issue a writ of 
habeas corpus, on the theory that 
the court making the commitment 
was without jurisdiction and there- 
fore the person was deprived of his 
liberty without due process of law, 
and that the construction of the con- 
stitution is involved. Ex p. Lennon, 
LSOL WE S53 98) ide SCto 123 ,a3%— dared. 
1120. (2) Such an appeal is not 
authorized where the only conten- 
tion is that the foreclosure decree 
which is sought to be set aside de- 
prives the complainants .of their 
property without due process of law 
because of fraud, irregularities, and 


jurisdictional defects. Carey sv. 
Houston, ete., R. Co., 150 U. S. 170, 
14 SCt 63, 37 L. ed. 1041. (3) A 


party is not entitled to bring a case 
direct to the supreme court by rea- 
son of the fact that the circuit court 
directed the jury to return a verdict 
for the opposite party, and that he 
was thus deprived of his right of 
trial by the jury, and that therefore 
the construction or application of 
the constitution of the United States 
is involved. Treat Mfg. Co. v. Stan- 
dard Steel, ete, Co.) 157 Us S. 674, 
15 SCt 718, 39 L. ed. 858. (4) The 
mere fact that the defeated party in 
a suit in the federal circuit court 
set up the repugnancy of a state law 
to the federal constitution does not 
authorize him to maintain a direct 
appeal to the supreme court where 
his contention on that point was sus- 
tained. Anglo-American Provision 
Co. v. Davis-Provision Co., 191 U. S. 
376, 24 SCt 93, 48 L. ed. 228 [dism 
app 112 Fed. 574]. 

[b] Assertions of errors of con- 
struction of federal statutes furnish 
no basis for jurisdiction on consti- 
tutional grounds of a writ of error 
from-.the federal supreme court to a 
district court. Rakes v. U. S., 212 
U. S. 55, 29 SCt 244, 53 L. ed. 401; 
American .Sugar Refining Co. v. U. 
Seicise Oy iss, too. 2oT SOte So ;muereen 
ed. 129; Spreckels Sugar Refining Co. 
v. McClain, 192 U. S. 397, 24 SCt 376, 
48 L. ed. 496. 

{c] A mere claim (1) that a con- 
stitutional question is involved is 
not sufficient to support jurisdiction, 
Sugarman v. U. S., 249 U. S. 182, 39 
Sct 191, 63 L. ed. 550 [dism writ of 
error 245 Fed. 604]; Goodrich v. 
Ferris, 214 U. S. 71, 29 SCt 580, 53 
L. ed. 914. (2) If it appears that 
such claim is unfounded, the appeal 
or writ of error will be dismissed. 
Piedmont Power, etc., Co. v. Gra- 
ham, 253 U. S. 193, 40 SCt 4538, 64 
L. ed. 855; Ketcham v. Burr, 245 U. 
S510 88! SCtOLT9 662 Li eds 439. 

{d] The question of accused’s 
constitutional right to a speedy trial 
is not so involved as to give the 
federal supreme court jurisdiction of 
a writ of error to a district court, 
where the latter court has permitted 
the entry of a nolle prosequi. Lewis 
Vv. WU, Se2l6eu., Soll; 30° Set "438, 
54 L. ed. 637. 
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In order to authorize a direct appeal 
on constitutional grounds, a substantial question must 
be directly involved,® and it has been held necessary 
that the lower court should have actually construed 
and applied the constitution,!® or at least have been 
requested to construe or apply it and have declined 
or omitted so to do.” 
must have been raised in the court below;!§ and 
the issue presenting such question must appear of 
record;® but the constitutional question need not 


The constitutional question 


[e] Commitment for contempt.— 
A writ of error will not lie from the 
supreme court of the United States 
to review an order of a circuit court 
committing a district attorney for 
contempt in refusing to obey an 
order directing him to return to the 
owner certain books and papers in 
his possession which the court found 
had been seized in violation of con- 
Stitutional rights. Wise v. Mills, 220 
U.S. 549, 31 SCt 597, 55 L. ed. 579. 

16. Carter v. Roberts, 177 U.S. 
496, 20 SCt 713, 44 L. ed. 861; Mer- 
ritt v. Bowdoin College, 169 U. S, 
551, 18 SCt 415, 42 L. ed 850; World’s 
Columbian Exposition Co. v. U. S., 
56 Fed. 654, 6 CCA 58. 

Lim RAKES) Va Wa Sy oom seb a. 
29 SCt 244, 58 L. ed. 401; Adams 
Express Co. v. Iowa, 196 U. S. 147, 
25 SCt 185, 49 L. ed. 424; American 
Express Co. v. Iowa, 196 U. S. 133, 
25 SCt 182, 49 L. ed. 417; Cornell v. 
Green, 163 U. S. 75, 16 SCt 969, 41 
Te edna. 

18. Sugarman v. U. S., 249 U.S. 
182, 39 SCt 191, 68 L. ed. 550 [dism 
writ of error 245 Fed. 604]; Apapas 
Vi U.S. 230 Wa Se! D8 la od GE en04e 
SSR Limed, TiO a eitowar va Une Sees 
U. S. 581, 34 SCt 699, 58 L. ed. 1102; 
Ansbro v. U. S., 159 U. S. 695, 16 SCt 


18%, “409 ved? “310! 
[a] Question raised in assign- 
ment of errors.—A constitutional 


question which will give jurisdiction 
to the supreme court of the United 
States on appeal from a circuit court 
is not presented by a record which 


does not show that the question was 


presented to the court below, and 
merely shows that the question is 
contained in an assignment of er- 
rors made for the purposes of the 
appeal. Arkansas v. Schlierholz, 179 
UW, S.1598, 2USCt 229," 45a ved! 33h: 
AnsSbror v. UW.) S.y1595-0e 1S 695, nls 
SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310. 

{b] Question first raised in court 
of appeals.—A writ of error from 
the supreme court to the district 
court cannot be sustained in the 
case of a question as to the consti- 
tutionality of a state statute, first 
raised in the assignment of errors in 
the circuit court of appeals, with 
nothing to present it in the circuit 
court except a general exception to 
an instruction in favor of plaintiff’s 
right to recover under the statute. 
Cincinnati, etce., R. Co. v. Thiebaud, 
ie US 615,20 SCt 8228 440i ed: 

[c] Where a constitutional ques- 
tion is first raised on reversal and 
remand from the circuit court of ° 
appeals, - it cannot be made ground 
for a direct appeal to the supreme 
court and thus secure review of a 
judgment of the circuit court of ap- 
peals which could not have been re- 
viewed on appeal from that court. 
Union Trust Co. v. Westhus, 228 U. 
S. 519, 33 SCt 593,°57 L. ed. 947. 

19, Kilhiol’ va Torney, 194 UsUS: 
356, 24 SCt 698, 48 L. ed. 1014; Ar- 
kansas v. Schlierholz, 179 U. S. 598, 
21 SCt 229, 45 L. ed. 335; Cincinnati, 
etc) Re CO, va Lhiebaud, “177 Wars: 
615, 20 SCt 822, 44 L. ed. 911; Muse 
v. Arlington Hotel, 168 U. S. 430, 18 
SCty T0942, ed. 53s" Miller vy. 
Cornwall 7 Co: 168 Us Sis ae 
BCt 34,42) Li ved. -40¢; “Cornell Vy, 
Greeny 163 WU. .S.575,° 168 SOU 960" 4d) 
ie ede 767" Ansbro “vy. WHS abo. 
S. 695, 16 SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310. 
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be certified.2° 


Where a constitutional question has already been 
decided by the supreme court, a direct appeal to 
such court is not authorized because the same ques- 
tion arises in a subsequent case.” 
constitutional question was undecided at the time 
when the writ of error was sued out, jurisdiction is 
not divested by a decision of such question by the 


supreme court in another case.?? 


Respective jurisdictions of supreme court and 
Where the jurisdiction 
of the district court is invoked solely upon the 
ground that the case is one arising under the con- 
stitution of the United States,24 the appellate juris- 
diction of the supreme court is exclusive of that of 
the circuit court of appeals 2° whatever at one time 
may have been the basis for hesitancy concerning 
In all cases where a constitutional 


circuit court of appeals.?* 


the question.?¢ 


[a] The opinion cf the circuit 

court annexed to, and transmitted 
with, the record may be examined 
on the question of jurisdiction to 
review on this ground. Loeb v. Co- 
rumbia; "Tp, 1,79), Ui.) ‘S..-472 5,217 Set 
174, 45 L. ed, 280. 
- 20. Mississippi R. Commn. vy. 
Louisville, etc., R. Co., 225 U. S. 272, 
32 SCt 756, 56 L. ed. 1087; Giles v. 
Harris, 189 U. S. 475, 23 SCt 639, 47 
L. ed. 909. 

[a] The record, not the certificate 
of the trial judge, furnishes. the 
basis for determining whether the 
suit involves a construction of the 
constitution of the United States. 
Cosmopolitan Min. Co. v. Walsh, 193 
U. S. 460, 24 SCt 489, 48 L. ed. 749. 

21. Brolan v. U. S., 
216, 35. SCt 285, 

Deposit, 


De Bearn vv. 
Co., ‘233 U. S.. 24, 34 SCt 584, 
L. ed. 833 [dism app 196 Fed. 
981]; Wilson v. U. S., 232 U.S. 563, 
34 SCt 847, 58 L. ed. 728; Michigan 
Cent. R. Co. v. Vreeland, 227 U. S. 
59, 38 SCt 192, 57 Li ed. 41% iFay 
'v. Crozer, 217, U. S. 455, 30 SCt 568, 
54 L. ed. 837; Kaufman, Cleon ive 
Smith, 216 U. S. 610, 30 SCt 419, 54 
L. ed. 636; Harris v. Rosenberger, 
145 Fed. 449, 76 CCA 225, 138 LRANS 
762 [rev 1386 Fed. 1001 (certiorari 
den. 203 U. S. 591, 27° SCt 778, 51 L. 
ed. 331)]. 

2a. Pierce v.'U..S.,-252)' Us S. 239, 
40 SCt 205, 64 L. ed. 542. 

23. See also supra § 215; 
infra §§ 264, 328, 329. 

24. Sufficiency of averments 
ANopige aeeL tO question sce 


25. New York v. Consolidated 
Gas. Co;,. 253) U.,Si:219;, 40. SCt 510, 
64 L. ed. 870 [rev 260 Fed. 1022, 171 
CCA 669]; Raton Water Works Co. 
v. Raton, 249 U. S.. 552, 39 SCt 384, 
63 L. ed. 768; Carolina Glass Co. v. 
South Carolina, 240 U. S. 305, 36 
Sct 2938, 60 L. ed. 658; Vicksburg v. 
Vicksburg Waterworks Co., 202 U. 
S. 453, 26 SCt 660, 50 L. ed. 1102, 
6 AnnCas 253; Spreckels Sugar Re- 


and 


of 
supra 


« fining Co. v. McClain, 192 U. NS: 397, 


24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed, 496; Spencer v. 
Dulap Silk Co., 191 U. S. 526, 24 SCt 
D4 48) ed. 287; Arbuckle v. 
Blackburn, 191 U. S.° 405, 24 SCt 
148, 48 L. ed. 239; Defiance Water 
Co. v. Defiance; 191 U. S. 184, 24 
Sct 63, 48 L. ed. 140; Davis, etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Los Angeles, 189 U. S. 
207, 23 SCt 498, 47 L. ed. 778; Union, 
ete., Bank v. Memphis, 189 U. S. 71, 
. 23 SCt 604, 47 L. ed. 712; Filhiol 
v. Maurice, 185 U. S. 108, 22 SCt 560, 
46 L. ed. 827; Huguley Mfg. Co. v. 


Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 290, 


22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546; American 
Sugar Refining Co. v. New Orleans, 
TSE is Ski2Ti ear SCEue4s6.* 45 reds 
859; Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 179 
Oe 8. 472, 21 SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 280; 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Ann ‘Ar- 
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Pile Oh 


[§ 263 


question is otherwise involved the defeated party 


may, 


But where the 


direct from the 


volved, 


bor) +ReCCol, AGS iu: 
867, 44 L. ed. 1052; Blackburn v. 
Portland Gold-Min. Co., LTS we USS: 
571, 20 SCt 222, 44 L. ed. 276; Rob- 
inson v. Caldwell, Leb: Ss. 159, 
17 SCt 348, 41 L. ed. 745; Little York 


S._ 239, 20 SCt 


Gold Washing, ete., Co., Tide ae ea 
Keyes, 96 U. S. 199, 24 L. ed. 656; 
Collins v. Board, etc, 219 Fed 


885, 135 CCA 249; Ex p. Jacobi, 
Fed. 681. 

[a] For that reason (1) a judg- 
ment of the circuit court of appeals 
in such a case was “reversed and 
the cause remanded with directions 
to dismiss the writ of error im- 
properly entertained.” Carolina 
Glass Co. v. South Carolina, 240 U. 
S. 305, 36 SCt 298, 60 L. ed. 658. 
(2) An appeal or writ of error in 
such a case will be dismissed by 
the circuit court of appeals for 
want of jurisdiction. Grammer v. 
Fenton, 268 Fed. 943; Louisiana R. 
Commn, v. Morgan’s Louisiana, etc., 
R., etes Coz 195) Med. 66,. 115. CCA 
127; Paducah v. Hast Tennessee Tel. 
Co., 182 “Red, 625,106 CCA’ 333; 
Terry v. Bird, 129 Fed. 592, 64 CCA 
160; Wright v. MacFarlane, 122 Fed. 
770, 58 CCA 570; Owensboro v. 
Owensboro Waterworks Co., 115 Fed: 
318, 58 CCA 146; Seattle v. Thomp- 


son, 114 Fed,’ 96, 52 CCA 44; Daw- 
son v. Columbia Ave. Sav. \Fund, 
etc., Co., 102 Fed. 200, 42 CCA 258; 
Hubinger Co. v. Quincy Horse-R., 
ete., Co., 98 Fed. 897, 39 CCA 336; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co.. v. Adams, 93 
Fed. 852, 35 CCA 635 [rev on other 


frounds 180 U. S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 
45 L. ed. 410]; Holt v. Indiana Mfg. 
Co., 80 Fed.) 1,))25° (CCA: 301 Laff 
176°. S. 68, 20 'SCt 272, 44 1. 
ed. 374]; Westerly v. Seamen’s 
Friend Soc. 76 Fed. 467, 22. CCA 
278; Barr v. New Brunswick, 72 Fed. 
689, 19 CCA 71; Hastings v. Ames, 
68 Fed. 726, 15 CCA 628; Macon v. 
Georgia Packing Co. 60 Fed. 781, 
9° CCA 262 'Chicago,, ete.,) RCo. (Vv. 
Evans, 58 Fed. 4338, 7 CCA 290. Con- 
tra Pikes Peak Power Co. v. Colo- 
rado Springs, 105 Fed. 1, 44 CCA 
333 (holding that it was optional 
with the circuit court of appeals to 
take jurisdiction). 

26. Raton Water Works Co. v. 
Raton, 249 U. S. 552, 39 SCt 384, 63 
L. ed. 768 (so stating). 

Conflicting decisions of circuit 
courts of appeals in earlier cases 
see infra §§ 328, 329. 

27. Ohio R. Commn. v. Worthing- 
ton,. i225)" U.S.) 101, 32 “SCkr6535) 56 
L. ed. 1004; MacFadden v. U. S., 213 
U.S. 288, 29 SCt 490, 538 L. ed. 801; 
Mississippi R. Commn. v. Illinois 
Cent. R. Co., 203. U.S: 335, 27 SCt 
90, 51 L. ed. 209; Spreckels Sugar 
Refining Cou Lv: McClain, 192i US. 
397, 24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed. 496; Ayres 
Vie Polsdorfer, 187 US. 585s" 238 iSCt 
196, 47 L. ed. 314; Huguley Mfg. Co. 
v. Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 


court or to the cireuit court of appeals.?* 
he cannot take the case to both courts at once,?% 
and if he prosecutes an appeal or writ of error to 
' the circuit court of appeals which decides the case 
on the merits,2® or the case is pending there and 
undecided,?° and he subsequentiy takes the case 


at his election, take the case to the supreme 


But 


trial court to the supreme court, 


the latter will dismiss his appeal or writ of error.*1 
On the other.hand, after dismissal by the circuit 
court of appeals for want of jurisdiction, the case 
may be taken to the supreme court if the time for 
appeal or writ of error *? has not expired.®? 
Scope of review. Where the supreme court has 
jurisdiction because a constitutional question is in- 
it has also power to decide every other 
question arising in the case,*4 including the question 


290, 22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546; Ameri- 
can Sugar Refining Co. v. New Or- 
leans, 181 U.-S. 277, 21 SCt 646, 45 
L. ed. 859: Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 
179 U.S. 472;°21 SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 
280; Weber v. Kentucky Grand 
Lodge F. & A. M., 171 Fed. 839, 96 
CCA 410. And see infra § 328. 

28 McFadden v. U. S., 213 U. S. 
288, 29 SCt 490, 53 L. ed. 801; Ayres 
v. Polsdorfer, 187 U. S. 585, 23 SCt 
196, 47 L. ed. 314; Huguley Mfg. Co. 
v. Galeton Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 
290, 22 SCt 452, 46 L. ed. 546; Rob- 
inson v. Caldwell, 165° 0a Si 359, Li, 
SCt .343,5 41) dh: ed. 745; Weber v. 
Grand Lodge BY & A. OM.,- At eed? 
839, 96 CCA 410. And cases infra 
notes 29, 30. See also supra § 215. 

29. Carter v. Roberts, 177 U. °‘S. 
496, 20 SCt 718, 44 L. ed. 861 [dist 


Pullman’s Palace Car Co. v. Cen- 
tral “Pransps (Cog / 17° UL Si 13384 a's 
SCt 808, 43 L. ed. 108]. And see 


Robinson vy. Caldwell, 165. U2) S.4359; 
362, 17 SCt.348, 41 L. ed. 745 (dis- 
missing an appeal, although it was 
taken prior to the appeal to the cir- 
cuit court of appeals, which decided 
the merits of the case, the supreme 
court stating that the party ‘must 
be held to have waived his right to 
any decision here upon his direct 
appeal’). 

30. Cincinnati, etce., 

Thiebaud, 177 U.S. 615, 30 see 822, 
44 L. ed. 911 

31. See cases supra notes 29, 30. 

32. Time for writ of error or 
appeal see supra § 214. 

33. Holt v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 176 
U. S. 68, 20 SCt 272, 44 L. ed. 874. 
And see supra § 214, 

34. Jin Fuey Moy v. U. S., 41 SCt 
985) Pieree: ve HOSS 252" Dees: 42389: 
40 SCt 205, 64 L. ed. 542; Columbus 
Ri ete: ACo.\v. + Columbus, 249 otk 
S399, 39 SCt 349, 63 L. ed. 669 [aff 
253 Fed. 499]; McCurdy Vi. SESE 
246 U. S. 268, 38 SCt 289, 62 L. ed. 
706; Cincinnati v Cincinnati, ete., 
Tract. Co., 245 U. S. 446, 38 SCt 153, 
62 L. ed. 389; Towne v. Hisner, 245 
U. S. 418, 38 SCt 158, 62 L. ed. 372 
[rev 242 Fed. 702]; Van Dyke v. 
Geary, 244 U. S. 39, 87 SCt 482, 61 
L. ed. 973; Northwestern Laundry v. 
Des Moines, 239 U. S. 486, 36 SCt 
206, 60 L. ed. 396; Brolan v. U. S., 


236 U. S. 216, 35 SCt 285, 59 L. ed. 
544; Ohio River, etc., R. Coen 
Dittey; 232° Uy. SS) 576;5:34—SCt | 372, 


58" Livedia 73%. Wilson we UlSe 232 
U. S. 563, 34 SCt 347, 58 L. ed. 728; 
Billings sv.) 0 S.,.2232 Un {S226 4134 
SCt 421,.58 L. ed. 596; Louisville, 
etc., R. Cog'v. Garrett 231 50i -S: 298, 
34 SCt 48, 58 L. ed. 229 [aff 186 
Fed. 176]; Boisé Artesian Hot, etce., 
Water Co. v. Boisé City, 230 U. Ss. 
84, 33 SCt 997, 57 L. ed. 1400; Mis- 
Sissippi R. Commn. Vv. Louisville, 
ete, RivConp- 225) Us S022) 282 SC 
756, 56 L. ed. 1087; Williamson vy. 
U. ’s., 207 U. S. 425, 28 SCt 163, 52 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ee 
y 


§§ 263-264] 


of jurisdiction of the trial court,®> and irrespective 
of the disposition that may be made of the consti- 
tutional question ** which may be decided by the 
supreme court adversely to the party by whom 
the case was brought up for review,*? or whether it 
is necessary to decide the question at all.38 

An order granting or denying an interlocutory 
injunction *® in a suit under the Judicial Code 4° 
above mentioned in this section*! is therein ex- 
pressly made appealable to the supreme court,‘? 
and the jurisdiction of the latter is exclusive of the 
jurisdiction of the circuit court of appeals ** given 
by another section of the Judicial Code herein- 


after discussed.*4 
[§ 264] 


L. ed. 278; Field v. Barber Asphalt 
Paving Co., 194 U. S. 618, 24 Sct 
784, 48 L. ed. 1142 [mod 117 Fed. 
925]; Spreckels Sugar Refining Co. v. 
McClain, 192 U. S. 397, 24 SCt 376, 
48 L. ed. 496; Giles v. Harris; 189 
U. S. 475, 23 SCt 639, 47 L. ed. 909; 
Davis, etc., Mfg. Co. v. Los Angeles, 
189 U. S. 207, 23 SCt 498, 47 L. ed. 
778; Loeb v. Columbia Tp., 179 U. 
S. 472, 21 SCt 174, 45 L. ed. 280; 
Holder v. Aultman, 169 U. S. 81, 18 
SCt 269, 42 L. ed. 669 [aff 68 Fed. 
467]; Penn Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Aus- 
tin, 168 U. S. 685, 18 SCt 223, 42 
L. ed. 626; Scott v. Donald, 165 U. S. 
58, 17 SCt 265, 41 L. ed. 632; Chap- 
Delle Ow (Sy LOOMMruSs 4499) LOS 
897, 40°. ed. 510; Horner v.U.S:; 
143 U. S. 670, 12 SCt 522; 36°L. ed. 
266; Harris v. Rosenberger, 145 Fed. 
449, 76 CCA 225, 18 LRANS 762 [cer- 
tiorari den 203 U, S. 591, 27 SCt 778, 
51 L. ed. 331). 

[a] A 4Gecision on the merits 
may be had in the federal supreme 
court on a direct appeal in a case 
involving a question under the fed- 
eral constitution, although the cir- 
cuit court dismissed the case for 
want of jurisdiction, and has cer- 
tified the question of jurisdiction 
alone to the supreme court for de- 
cision. North American Cold Stor- 
age Co. v. Chicago, 211 U. S. 306, 29 
Sct 101, 53 L. ed. 195, 15 AnnCas 
276 [mod 151 Fed. 120]. 

[b] Cross writ of error.—A rul- 
ing against defendant below on a 
nonfederal question may be brought 
up for review by.a cross writ of 
error, where a plaintiff below has 
sued out on constitutional grounds 
a direct writ of error to a district 
court. Boisé Artesian Hot, etc., 
Water Co. v. Boisé City, 230 U. S. 
SSS IS Ot ohio ln ed. mle 00; 

35. Columbus R., ~‘etc.,'" ‘Co. 'v. 
Columbus, 249 U. S. 399, 39 SCt 349, 
63); L. ed. 669: sa 

[a] The question of jurisdiction 
of trial court (1) is open on appeal 
from a decree which necessarily de- 
cided constitutional questions. Mis- 
sissippi R. Commn. v. Louisville, 
ete, R. Co., 225 U. S. 272, 32 SCt 
756, 56 L. ed. 1087; Holt v. Indiana 

176. Un) S68; 20 3SCt 272, 
44 L. 374. (2) And if it is 
adjudged that the trial court had no 
jurisdiction its judgment or decree 
on the merits will be reversed with 
instruction to dismiss for want of 


jurisdiction (Dawson v, Columbia 
Ave. Sav. Fund, etc, Co. 197 U. 
S. 178, 25 SCt 420, 49 L. ed. 713; 


Newburyport Water Co. v. Newbury- 
port, 193 U. S. 56L 24 SCt 558, 48 
L. ed. 795) (3) or its judgment of 
dismissal on the merits will be 
modified so as to show that the dis- 
missal is for want of jurisdiction, 
and as thus modified affirmed (Cov- 
ington, etc., Bridge Co. v. Hager, 203 
ae Se09 2 7eSCt 2451, “eds 112). 

86, Greene v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 244 U. S. 499, 37 SCt 673, 61 L. 


ed. 1280, AnnCas1917E 88; Louis- 
ville, etc, R. Co. v. Finn, 235 U. 
S. 601, 35 SCt 146, 59 L. ed. 379; 


Ohio Tax Cases, 232 U. S. 576, 34 


(4) Where Validity or Construction of 
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be taken direct 


struction of the 


raise a question 
late jurisdiction 


SCt 8725. 58-1k, ed, 737; “Michigan 
Cent. R. Co. v. Vreeland, 227 U. S. 
59, 33 SCt 192, 57 L. ed. 417; Siler 
v. Louisville, etc., R. Co., 213 U. S. 
LTO, ho) SC 4515153) iaseds T5s- 

87. Pierce v. U. S., 252 U. S. 239, 
40 SCt 205, 64 L. ed. 542 [aff 245 
Fed. 878]; Sugarman v. U. §S., 249 U. 
S182) 89sISCt.1'91,1°63 tie edky.550; 
Goldman v. U. S., 245 U. S. 474, 38 
SCt 166, 62 L. ed. 410 [foll Kramer 


v. U. S., 245 U. S, 478, 38 SCt 168, 
62 L. ed. 413]. 
McCurdy v. U. S., 246 U. S. 


38. 

263, 38 SCt 289, 62 L. ed. 706; Louis- 
Ville, fete) Re Co. Vv. tinny 235° U.S: 
601, 35 SCt 146, 59 L. ed. 379; Davis, 
etc., Mfg. Co. v. Los Angeles, 189 U. 
S. 207, 23 SCt 498, 47 L. ed. 778; 
Holder v. Aultman, 169 U. S. 81, 18 
SCt 269, 42 L. ed. 669. 

39. Appeals from final decrees 
see supra text and note 10. 

40. Jud. Code § 266. ; 

41. See’ supra text and note 9. 

42. Pullman Co, v. Croom, 231 U. 
SHM5 TALS 34 eSCUMLS2,.6 58 thi veduisivo, 
And see Looney vy. Eastern Texas 
R. Co.,. 247 U. S. 214, 38 SCt 460, 62 
L. ed. 1084 (an appeal dismissed on 
other grounds); Louisville, ete. R. 
Co, v. Alabama R. Commn., 208 Fed. 
Sow Late213 Meds 2) st29) (CCA 613 
(aff 240 Ui. Si 324, 36 SCt 260, 60 
L, ed. 669)] (refusing to continue 
a temporary restraining order pend- 
ing appeal to the supreme court). 

[a] Where, the interlocutory or- 
der has become merged in the final 
decree, an appeal then taken must 
be from the final decree under Jud, 
Code § 238, and an appeal from the 
interlocutory decree under Jud. Code 
§ 266 will be dismissed. Shaffer v. 
Carter, 252 U. S. 37, 40 SCt 221, 64 
L. ed. 445. 

Appeals from interlocutory orders 
in other injunction suits see infra 

332. 
aes Jackson v. Cravens, 238 
ala lief walla he KOK CHG ILO B 

44. See infra § 332. 4 

45. Jud. Code § 238; U. S. Comp. 
St. (1911) p 228; Collins v. Miller, 
252 U. S. 364, 40 SCt 347, 64 L. ed. 
616; Ching Fong v. Backus, 241 U. 
G1, Sel SCt- 2490; | 60" Si ed.4 1859" 
McGovern v. Philadelphia, etc. R. 
Coy, 235004 82 93889; 35 -SCt aka, bE, 
ed. 283 [rev 209 Fed. 975]; Johnson 
v. Gearlds, 234 U. S. 422, 34 SCt 794, 
58 L. ed. 1383 [rev 183 Fed. 611]; 
Altman v. U. S:, 224 U. S. 583, 32 
SCt, 5938, 56. Ll. Jed.) 8945) Pettit: -v. 
Walshe, 194 U. S. 205, 24 SCt 657, 
AS In, 6d.) \98S8irfiates 125 Meds) 572) 
Mitchell v. Furman, 180 U. S. 402, 
21 SCt 430, 45 L. ed. 596; Rice v. 
Ames, 180 U. S. 371, 21 SCt 406, 
45 L. ed. 577. 

[a] There must be a substantial 
controversy in order that the su- 
preme court may have jurisdiction. 
PAPAS Vie Ue iSen eeOo we Sa sO teu 
Sct 704, 58 L. ed. 1104. 

{b] Claim involving giving 
treaty a retroactive effect.—An 
averment in a suit by nonresident 
aliens that their right to inherit is 
secured by treaty is too frivolous 
to be the basis. of writ of error, 


Fed. 
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t 


Treaties Involved. An appeal or writ of error may 


to the supreme court in any case 


in which the validity or construction of any treaty 
made under the authority of the United States is 
drawn in question.* 
treaty with a foreign state and an award merely 
as part of the history of the case in an action to 
recover a percentage of the award for services in 
procuring it does not involve the validity or con- 


But the introduction of a 


treaty so as to authorize a review 


by the supreme court,*® nor does the mere allegation 
of a right under a treaty, unrelated to the facts 
of the case, and not passed upon by the court, 


under this clause within the appel- 
of the supreme court.47 


where the treaty did not go into ef- 
fect until two years after the death 
of their intestate. Toop v. Ulysses 
Land Co., 237 U. S. 580, 35 SCt 739, 
59°"! teal 1127. 

{c] The commercial 
agreement with France, 
under the authority contained in 
Tariff) Act; 1897 ~(30' “St. “at sw ial 
ec 11) § 8, to make reciprocal agree- 
ments with reference to certain 


reciprocal 
negotiated 


Specified articles, is a treaty un- 
der this provision of the statute, 
giving appellate jurisdiction to the 
Supreme court. Altman y. U. S., 224 
U. S. 583, 32 SCt 5938, 56 L. ed. 894. 

{d] A suit to establish a land 
claim by virtue of the treaty of 
1821 with Spain may be taken by 
direct appeal to the supreme court. 
Mitchell v. Furman, 180 U. S. 402, 
21 SCt 430, 45 L. ed. 596. 

{e] An appeal, and not a writ of 
error is the proper appellate remedy 
for review of a decision denying an 
application for a discharge upon a 
writ of habeas corpus where the con- 
struction of an extradition treaty is 
involved. Rice v. Ames, 180 U. S. 
371, 21 SCt 406, 45 L. ed. 577. 

[f] A decision as to-whether the 
petitioner was seeking an asylum in 
the United States, so as to be sub- 
ject to an extradition treaty, does 
not involve the construction or va- 
lidity of the treaty, so as to au- 
thorize an appeal to the supreme 
court. In re Newman, 79 Fed. 615. 

[g] Repeal of treaty.—A decree 
enjoining federal officers from clos- 
ing saloons in territory ceded to the 
United States by Indian tribes, be- 
cause the treaty stipulating against 
the manufacture or sale of intoxi- 
cating liquors within the ceded ter- 
ritory was repealed by the admis- 
sion of the state, is reviewable in 
the federal supreme court by direct 
appeal. Johnson v. Gearlds, 234 U. 
S. 422, 34 SCt 794, 58 L. ed. 1383 
[rev 183 Fed. 611]. 

{h] Cases not involving con- 
struction or validity of treaty and 
therefore not reviewable: (1) The 
contention on habeas corpus that 
immigration officers, in denying ad- 
mission to a Chinaman as a return- 
ing merchant, superadded qualifica- 
tions to the act of Nov. 3, 1893 § 2, 
and hence infringed the treaty of 
Nov. 17, 1880. Chin Fong v. Backus, 
241 Ui S.- 1). 36. SCty 490; 9 600 Ia, edz 
859 [dism app 213 Fed. 288]. (2) 
A suit to try title of land in Texas 
between the present and former bed 
of the Rio Grande. Cordova v. 
Grant, 248 U. S. 413, 39 SCt 138, 63 
L. ed. 334. (8) Where the con- 
struction of a treaty was used only 
as an argument upon the issue di- 
rectly in question, namely, the con- 
struction of a federal statute. Sloan 
VAUs, Silos wor od, 24) SCt ao 70r 


os es ed. 814 [dism app 118 Fed. 
283]. 
46. Borgmeyer v. Idler, 


159 U. S. 
408, 16 SCt 34, 40 L. ed. 199. 


47. Budzisz v. Illinois Steel Co., 
170 U. S. 41, 18 SCt 503, 42 L. ed. 
941; Muse v. Arlington Hotel Co., 


168 U. S.. 430, 485, 18 SCt 109, 42 L. 


916 [25C.J.] 


The appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court is 
exclusive, where the jurisdiction of the trial court 
rests solely on the ground that the suit arises under 
a treaty,*® the doctrine in this behalf being identical 
with that which obtains in respect of cases involving 
constitutional questions.*® 

[§ 265] (5) Prize Cases. The Judicial Code 
provides that ‘‘appeals and writs of error may be 
taken from the district courts, including the United 
States district court for Hawaii®® and the United 
States district court for Porto Rico *! direct to the 
supreme court... from the final sentences and 
decrees in prize causes,’’ 5? without regard to the 
amount in dispute®? and without any certificate 
of the district judge as to the importance of the 
particular case,°* which was formerly required.®® 
Review is had by appeal_and not by writ of error,>® 
and the appeal should be taken within thirty days 
after the rendering of the decree appealed from.®? 
A decree dismissing a claim to captured property 
and disposing of the whole matter in controversy 
upon the claim was final for the purpose of appeal.5® 
All provisions of law authorizing the distribution 
or payment of prize money or bounties have been 
repealed.®? 

[§ 266] (6) Criminal Cases—(a) Capital Cases. 
Prior to the Circuit Court of Appeals Act of 1891 °° 
the only method by which a decision of the supreme 
court could be obtained on a question of law arising 
in a criminal case not capital was upon certificate 
of difference of opinion by the judges of the circuit 
court.*4 In capital cases by an act of 1889 ®2 de- 
fendant was given a right to obtain a review in the 
supreme court by writ of error.*? The Act of 1891, 
just mentioned, superseded the existing statutory 


ed. 531 (“Some right, title, privilege 
or immunity, dependent on _ the 


Senora de Regia, 
29, 21 L. ed. 596). 
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17 Wall. 


188 264-267 


provisions as to a certificate of diiference of 
opinion ** and provided for direct review by the 
supreme court of judgments of trial courts ‘‘in 
cases of conviction of a capital or otherwise in- 
famous ecrime,’’ ® but the words ‘‘or otherwise in- 
famous’’ were subsequently struck out by amend- 
ment,°* and the Judicial Code providing for direct 
review by the supreme court omitted reference to 
criminal cases, thereby repealing all prior general 
provisions for review of final judgments ®” in that 
specific class of cases ®* so that such judgments are 
reviewable only by the circuit court of appeals un- 
der other general’ provisions in the Judicial Code, 
except that special provision’ was made in a 
Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of 1899 for 
airect review by the supreme court of a judgment 
of conviction of a misdemeanor for failure to re- 
move certain obstructions in navigable waterways.’* 
But the final judgment 72 in a criminal ease, as In 
other eases, is subject to direct review by the su- 
preme court on a certified question of jurisdiction 7* 
or where a constitutional question 7* or the validity 
or construction of a treaty7> is involved. The 
United States has never been allowed to bring up 
a criminal case of any grade after final judgment 
below in favor of defendant 7® save in a provision 
of doubtful validity 7 in the act of 18997® herein- 
before mentioned.”? 

{§ 267] (bo) Under Criminal Appeals Act of 
1907. Express provision has been made by statute 
for writs of error by or on behalf of the United 
States to the supreme court in all criminal cases,°° 
where the trial court has quashed, set aside, or sus- 
tained a demurrer to an indictment or any count 
thereof, and its decision. was based on the invalidity 


(U. S.) | infra § 267. 
68. Jud. Code § 297; Itow v. U. 


treaty, must be so set up or claimed 
as to require the Circuit Court to 
pass on the question of validity or 
construction in disposing of -the 
right asserted’’). 

48. Huguley Mfg. Co. v. Galeton 
Cotton Mills, 184 U. S. 290, 22 SCt 
452, 46 L. ed. 546 (so stated); Terry 
v. Bird, 129 Fed. 592, 64 CCA 160. 

[a] The circuit court of appeals 
will dismiss an appeal in such a 
case. Terry v. Bird, 129 Fed. 592, 
64 CCA 160. 

49. See supra § 263. 

50. Jud. Code § 238. 

51. Jud. Code § 238 as amended 
Dye Act Jan. 280915) (38 (St. ate Li 
804 e¢ 22 2). 

52. Jud. Code § 238; The Paquete 
Habana, 175 U. S. 677, 20 SCt 290,’ 44 
L. ed. 320. 

{al Prior to the passage of the 
act of March 3, 1863 (1) the su- 
preme court had no appellate juris- 
diction in prize cases, except where 
they were removed to that court by 
appeal from the circuit court. The 
Admiral v. U. eee AEB OKC GR RS) 
603, 18 L. ed. 58. (2) Where a 
case was so appeated it was the 
practice of the court to hear the 
cause,in the first instance upon the 
evidence transmitted from the cir- 
cuit court and to decide upon that 
whether it was proper to allow fur- 
ther proof. The London Packet, 2 
Wheat. (U. S.) 371, 4 L. ed. 264. 

53, The Paquete Habana, 175 U. 
S67 20) “SCt.290, “44 Tiedt 320. 
And see supra § 212. 

54. The Paquete Habana, 175 U. 
S..677,. 20 SCt 290, 44 L. ed. 320. 

55. U. S. Rev. St. § 695. 

56. The Paquete Habana, 175 U. 
S.-677; 20 SCt 290, 44 LL. ed? 320; 
The Admiral v. U. S., 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
603, 18 L. ed. 58. 

57, U. S. Rev. St. § 1009 (with 
a qualification stated in The Nuestra 


\] Paquete Habana, 


58. Withenbury v. U. S., 5 Wall. 
SI9F 18: sii. ted. i613. 
59. Act March 3, 1899 (30 St. at 


L. 1007 c 413 § 13). 
60. Act March 3, 1891 (26 St. 
Ait lanes OBC uDILay)s 
S. v. Dickinson, 213 U. §. 


(WIE ADE 
92, 29 SCt 485, 53. L. ed. 711. 
Jurisdiction and practice on such 


certificates see Appeal and Error 
§§ 937-950. 

62. Act February 6, 1889 (25 St. 
at I. 656 c 113 §. 6). 

63. U. S. v. Dickinson, 213 U.S. 
O28 129 SCty 485, O38 Ia ed. yidlde 

64. U.S. sv... Dickinson, 213) UsiS: 


9229" SCt 485, 53. weds Wis the 
il Asyery OMNSE Wie OAL 
SCH 29 0nA Tied. 282 0 oammue 
Rider, 163 U. S. 182, 16 SCt 983, 41 
L. ed. 101. 

65. Act March 8, 1891 (26 St. at 
i. 827% ¢ 51% § 5). 

66. Act Jan. 20, 1897 (29 St. at 
L. 492 c 68). 

[a] Criminal cases!) before and 
after the amendment see Rakes v. 
Se (212) Une Ss sboae2zo set 244 bs 
L. ed. 401; New v. Oklahoma, 195 U. 
CS) 252.25) S@t 68, 149) ped VS 
Good, Shotiv. U. Si, 79Rw S987, 21 
Sct 38, 45 L. ed. 101; Motes v. U. 
Ss 178 7. Si v4583020 SCHR993 344 oi: 
ed. 1150; Fitzpatrick v. U. S., 178 U. 
S. 304, 20 SCt 944, 44 L. ed. 1078; 
U. S. v. Hewecker, 164 U. S. 46, 17 
Sct 18, 41 L. ed. 345; U. S.-v.. Rider, 
163 U. S. 132, 16 SCt 988, 41 L. ed. 
101; U. S. v. Sanges, 144 U. S. 310, 
12 SCt 609, 36 L. ed. 445; Davis v. 
U. S., 107 Fed. 753, 46 CCA 619; Good 
SHO v. U. S., 104 Hed. 257, 43 CCA 
525, 

67. Jud. Code § 238. 

Finality of decision in general 
see supra § 211. 

Interlocutory decisions reviewahle 
by the supreme court under the 
Criminal Appeals Act of 1907 see 


S., 233 U. S. 581, 34 SCt 699, 58 L. 
ed, 1102. 


69. Jud. Code § 128. 

‘70. Special provision coexisting 
with later general and inconsistent 
be? see Statutes [386 Cye 


71. Act March 8, 1899 (30 St. at 
L. 1153 ¢ 425 § 18); Monongahela 
Bridge Co. van Un Set obkGacUa (ouetaie 


30 SCt 356, 54 L. ed. 435 (reviewing . 


a conviction where “the case comes 
directly to this court under the au- 
thority of’? the act above cited). 

72. Finality of decision in gen- 
eral See Supra § 211. 

73. See supra § 225. 

74. See supra § 263. 

75. See supra § 264. 

76.. U.. S.. v.. Dickinson, 273 U.S. 
92,,,29. SCt 485,. 53° Li. eG atid + sUie Se 
v. Sanges, 144 U. S. 310, 12 SCt 609, 
386 L. ed. 445. 

77. U. S. v. Sanges, 144 U. S. 310, 
12 SCt 609, 36 L. ed. 445 (the discus- 
sion in this case supports the text 


statement). 
78. Act March 8, 1899 (30 St. at 
at LL. 1153 c 425 § 18) (which pro- 


vides that “in any case arising un- 
der the provisions of this section 
an appeal or writ of error may be 
taken from the district courts or 
from the existing circuit courts di- 
rect to the supreme court either by 
one ee States or by the defend- 
ant”). 

79. See supra text and note 71. 

go. Act Maruh 2, 1907 (84 St. at 
L. ¢ 2564 p 1246). 

[a] This statute was not repealed 
by the Judicial Code of March 3, 
1911, since the former act is not 
mentioned among the statutes’ re- 
pealed by Jud. Code § 297, nor su- 
perseded by any other regulations 
of the matter. U.S. v. Winslow, 227 
UU. S. 202,33) SCt. 253, 57 dised) 482 
[afi- 195 Med., 57,8]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 267] 


or construction of the statute on which the indict- 
ment was founded;*! where the trial court has ar- 
rested a judgement of conviction for insufficiency 
of the indictment, and its decision was based on 
the invalidity or construction of the statute on 
which the indictment was founded;82 and where the 
trial court has sustained a special plea in bar, and 
defendant has not been put in jeopardy.’? In such 
cases the writ of error must be taken within thirty 
days after the decision or judgment has been ren- 
dered, and must be diligently prosecuted, and is 


81. Act March 2, 1907 (34 St. at 
L, c 2564 p 1246); U. S. v. Comyns, 
248 U. S. 349, 39 SCt 98, 63 L. ed. 
Sit sess Ue Vis New South ‘Farm, ete., 
Co., 241 U. S. 64, 86 SCt 505, 60 L. 
dN S905 AU. 1S. 1Ve ob ortale>, 935: (U.S: 
Lies Cont, 69) I ved. fils. 9S) va 
Moster, #2338 "U.S. -51'5,, 349 SCt 666; 
ay L. ed. 1074 [rev 211 Fed. 206]; 

Si iv.) Barnow, 239) U.S "14; 36 
Sct LOS GOs Lede: 15D: 

[a] Interpretation, as well as 
“construction,” of a statute is cov- 
ered by the act, although there 
may be an abstract difference be- 
tween interpretation anc construc- 
tion. YUL S. ve Keitel; 211 U.S!) 370, 
ZI TSCU 1935" 3" li. eds (230) [foll.U- 
Sieve Herre. 22 tern iS. 4045 529 SC 
134, 53 L. ed. 251; U. S. v. Biggs, 211 
Ue Ss. 50% 29" SCt 1813538" li, ed. 305]. 

[b] The trial court necessarily 
construes' the statute when it holds 
that the acts charged do not fall 
within the condemnation of the stat- 
ute. U.S. v. Birdsall, 233 U. S. 223, 
34 SCt 512, 58 Li. ed. 930 -[foll U.S: 
Weneatten! 226 Uees. 625, "33 Sct 141, 
57 Is. ed. 333, 44 LRANS 325]; U. S. 
v. Heinze, 218 U. S. 532, 31 SCt 98, 
54 L, ed. 1139; U. S. v. Corbett, 215 
U. S. 233, 30 SCt 81, 54 L. ed, 173. 

{[c] Contention that the indict- 
ment was quashed in the exercise of 
discretion iS untenable to defeat ap- 
pellate jurisdiction, where the de- 
cision was based upon the congue’ 
tion of a federal statute. U. 
Heinze, 218 U. S. 547, 31 SCt 102, 
54 L. ed. 1145. 

{d] Conspiracy illegally to ac- 
quire coal lands.—Jurisdiction to re- 
view a judgment quashing an in- 
dictment for conspiracy illegally to 
acquire coal lands from the United 
States, because of the opinion that 
the federal statute did not prohibit 
the acts complained of, could not be 
successfully challenged on the 
theory that the indictment, and not 
the statute, was construed. U.S. v. 
ixeitel, ellie Ur oS. ov0, 29) St 123, 
53 L. ed. 230 [foll U. s. v. Herr, 211 
U.S: 404, 29 SCt 134,°53 Lh. ed! 251]. 
' [e] Where the record does not 
show the ground on which an in- 
dictment was quashed (1) no review 
may be had. U.°S. v.. Moist, 231 U. 
S04 S49 SCE 2555008. 17 ed, 444. 
(2) But the record may be suffi- 
ecient in this behalf, even where the 
ground upon which the court pre. 
ceeded is not very clear. U. S. 
Heinze, 218 U. S. 547, 31 SCt 102, 
54 L. ed. 1145. 

[fl A decision quashing counts 
as “bad in law” is not reviewable. 

Siv, (Garter, 231 Wl S54492, 34 
58 L. ed. 3380. 

[ge] Violation of Immigration 
iaw.—The United States may bring 
error to review a judgment Obra 
federal district court, quashing an 
indictment for violating the Immi- 
gration Act of March 3, 1903 (32 St. 
Abe te oto wetotT Cc. Lote 28° 1/8), by 
willfully permitting an alien to land 
at another place than that desig- 
nated by the immigration officers, 
because the indictment disclosed 
that the alien in question was a sea- 
man, Taylor v. U. S; 207 U.S. 120, 
28 SCt 53, 52. L. ed. 130 [aff 152 Fed. 
Ie as | CCA 197] [foll on the ques- 
tion of construction Schrotter v. U. 
S., 157 Fed. 1005, 85 CCA 679]. 

[h] Introducing liquor into In- 
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defendant.8> 


dian territory——The decision of a 
federal district court sustaining a 
demurrer to an indictment for intro- 
ducing liquor into the Indian coun- 
try is reviewable in the federal su- 
preme court by writ of error, where 
the question whether the indictment 
charges any offense against the 
United States involves the validity 
of the act of Jan. 30, 1897 (29 St. 
at L. 506 c 109), as applied to the 
facts stated. U. S. v. Sutton, 215 
WU. 8.291, 30° SCt 116, 54° L)- ed. 200 
[rev 165 Fed. 253]. 

[i] Violation of Anti-Trust Law. 
—A judgment of a federal district 
court, sustaining a demurrer. to 
counts in an indictment charging 
viclation of the Anti-Trust Act of 
July 2, 1890, as not within the stat- 
ute, is based on the construction of 
the statute and reviewable. (bis IS 
v. Patten, 226 U. S. 525, 33 SCt 141, 
57 L. ed. 333 [rev 187 Fed. 664, 106 
CCA 600]. 

{j] Violation of Interstate Com- 
merce Act.—A judgment of a fed- 
eral district court in acriminal prose- 
gution of an express company under 
the act to regulate commerce, sus- 
taining a motion to quash service, 
which the court treated as a de- 
murrer to the indictment, and dis- 
missing the case because an express 
company is not a corporation, but is 
a joint-stock association, is review- 
ables as a decision setting aside the 
indictment, based upon the construc- 
tion of the statute upon pouch the 
indictment is founded. U. v. 
Adams Express Co., See UES! 381, 33 
SCt 878,57 Li. ed. 123 

{k] Overlooking aditenes of 
statute.—The meaning of the act of 
March 4, 1913, relating to the opera- 
tion by carriers from a quarantine 
state to another state on which an 
indictment is founded may be mis- 
construed so as to permit a direct 
writ of error from the supreme 
court to a judgment of the district 
court sustaining a demurrer to an 
indictment based on the construc- 
tion of the statute, not only by mis- 
interpreting the language of the 
statute, but by overlooking its exist- 
ence. U. S. v. Nixon, 235 U. S. 231, 
85 SCt 49, 59 L. ed. 207. 

[1] Sufficiency of averments in 
indictment.—A decision of a federal 
district court on demurrer that the 
averments of an indictment charging 
violations of the Anti-Trust Act 
were insufficient to connect individ- 
ual defendants with the_ offense 
charged cannot be reviewed in the 


federal supreme court at the _ in- 
stance of the government. U. S. v. 
Pacific, etc. R., ete, Co., 228 U. S. 


87, 38 SCt 448, 57 L. ed. 742. 

[m] The district court’s construc- 
tion of the indictment must be ac- 
cepted by the supreme court and the 
review confined to the question of 
the construction of the statute in- 
volved in the decision. U.S. v. Col- 
gate, 250 U. S. 300, 39 SCt 465, 63 L. 
ed, 992 [aff 253. Med. 522]; U.S. v. 
Carter, 231 U. S. 492, 34 SCt 173, 58 
L. “ed. 330; U. S..v. Winslow, 227 U. 
S} (202; 33 SC@t 253,57 Li ed. 481 [aff 
195 Fed. 578]; U. S. v. Miller, 223 
UW Si 599, 32 SCt 323,560: ed. 568. 

{n] Disposition of cause.— The 
federal supreme court when revers- 
ing a judgment of a federal district 
court sustaining demurrers to an 


entitled to precedence over all other cases.%4 
it is expressly provided that no writ of error shall 
be taken by or allowed the United States in any 
case where there has been a verdict in favor of 
The statute is constitutional 8* but so 
far as it is an innovation in criminal jurisdiction 
in the classes of cases specified it cannot be extended 
beyond its terms,®’ although its remedial character 
is entitled to due weight.8% 
open to review, which must be confined to the de- 
cisions enumerated in the statute.®? 


[25 C. dl 917 


But 


The whole ease is not 


indictment charging violations of 
the Anti-Trust Act, based on the 
construction of that act, will leave 
it open to that court to pass on such 
grounds of demurrer as were not 
considered in the fortes ruline se. pe 


WOVicn EP ACIIC! tC. BE (eto Co., 228 
U.S. S335 SCt 44se BTN meds 
82. Act March 2, 1907 (34 St. at 


Eine C2564 p24 46). 

83. Act March 2, 1907 (34 St. at 
L. ec 2564 p 1246); U. S. v. Kissel, 
218 U.S) 601, Si Sct 124, 54 L. ed. 


11€8. 


{a] The quashal of an _ indict- 
ment may constitute a “decision or 
judgment sustaining a special plea 
in bar, when the defendant has not 
been put in jeopardy.’’ Whether or 
not it does so “is to be determined, 
not by form but by substance.” U. 
S. v. Thompson, 251 U. S. 407, 412, 
40 SCt 289, 64 L. ed. 333 [foll U. S. 
v. Oppenheimer, 242) WS. me oy mo 
SCt 68, 61 L. ed. 161; U. S. v. Bar- 
ber, 219 Us Sa i257 3h. SCE 209.7 oo mmiee 


ed. 997]. 

The decision need not be 
based on invalidity or construction 
of the statute (1) on which the in- 
dictment was based where the writ 
of error is sued out on this ground. 
U. S. v. Oppenheimer, 242 U. S: 
8b) WSS CuuoSs. Ol Lameds a6. (2) 
A decision sustaining a special plea 
in bar to an indictment is review- 
able in the supreme court, although 
it involves the application rather 
than the invalidity or construction, 
strictly speaking, of. the statute on 
which the indictment was founded. 
U.S. v. Celestine) *215 UU. SJ 278; 30 
SCh93) oA eda 195 

84. Act March 2, 1907 (34 St. 


at 
L..e 2564 p 1246). 

85. Act March 2, 1907 (34 St. at 
L. c 2564 p 1246). 

865 UL Syn) Meinze, 227 8h ase 
532;, ol) SCt 98. 54 Ee edie 1139" 20 
AnnCas 884; U. S. v. Bitty, 208 Lili 
S.73893)7528 USCt.- 296,452 luvedsaoto 
TAVAOR Vee os. 20M) Ot) camsmels Os 28 
SCEMSS cor waned. ail oor 


S7a ULL Suave Dickinson 2 tom tiass 
92, 29 SCt 485, 53 L. ed. 7110 

[a] A state statute giving a 
right to the state to appeal in cases 
where ‘an indictment is quashed, 
or adjudged insufficient on demurrer 
or where judgment thereon is ar- 
rested” was held not to include the 
right of appeal where an informa- 
tion was thus quashed or adjudged 
insufficient. State v. Cornelius, 143 
Mo. 179, 44 SW 717 (the words “in- 
dictment” and “information” present 
two well defined and different mean- 


ings). 

ss. U: S. v. Herr, 211 U. S. 404, 
me mae aoe 53 L. ed. 251. 

W. S: ve Keitel, 211 U. S:. ‘370, 
Boe 99 SCt 123, 53 L. ed. 230 [foll U. 
Sumva bona lew Zeon ei Sullaniinn ODM et 
boas eae ts (“leaving all other 
questions to be controlled by the 
general mode of procedure govern- 
ing the same’). And see U. S. v. 
Kissel, 218 U. S. 601, 31 SCt 124, 54 
L, ed. 1168 (to same effect). 

[a] hus, where an indictment is 
sustained upon the construction of 
a federal statute and also because 
the indictment is bad upon general 
principles of criminal law, the su- 
preme court will decline to consider 
the latter questions of general law. 


918 [25C.J.] 


[§ 268] (7) Judgments on Claims against United 
Judgments of the district courts in the ex- 
ercise of the power conferred on them by the 
Tucker Act °° to decide claims against the United 
States are reviewable directly and exclusively by 
the supreme court,®! the limitation upon such ap- 
pellate snrisdiction being the same as that which 
is imposed by the Judicial Code? in respect of 


States. 


judgments of the court of claims.%% 


U. S. v. Stevenson, 215 U. S. 190, 
30);SCt: 35, 54° Ey seds 153: 

[b] Contention by defendant in 
error that the court misconstrued 
the indictment, or that there were 
such defects therein that it was 
rightly quashed, irrespective of the 
construction of the statutes which 
led the trial court to do so, cannot 
be considered. U. S. v. Keitel, 211 
U. S. 370,29 SCt 123,53 L. ed. 230 


[foll U. S. v. Herr, O11 U. S. 404, 
29° SCt 134, 53 L. ed. 251]. 
[ce] A judgment sustaining a spe- 


cial plea in bar is reviewable only 
(1) upon the question whether such 


plea can be sustained. U.S. v. Kis- 
sel, 218 U. S. 601, 31 SCt 124, 54 
ln wedi’ Li6s 0.42 S sey. Masons 2137 


U. S..115, 29 Set 480, 53 L. ed. 725. 
(2) The various grounds of de- 
murrer to the indictment cannot be 
considered. U.S. v. Mason, 213 U.S. 
115, 29 SCt 480, 53 L. ed. 725. 

90. Act March 8, 1887 (24 U. S&S. 
St. at L. 505 ¢ 359). 

Jurisdiction of district courts un- 
der the Tucker Act see infra § 348. 

91; Homer’ Frotch, Inc..v: “U. S., 
248 U. S. 458, 39 SCt 158, 68 L. ed. 
359 [rev 236 Fed. 133, 234 Fed. 608, 
expl U. S. v. Buffale Pitts Co., 234 
U. S. 228, 34 SCt 840, 58 L. ed. 1290]; 
Reid vy. Ui. Ss 28 Us S629; 294SCt 
171, 538 L. ed. 313 [overr Ogden v. 
US. seu. IS: 390513 SCt 602. 3% 
L. ed. 493, as stated in Fritch, Inc. 
v. U. S., 248 U. S. 458, 39 SCt 158, 63 
L. ed. 359]; Chase v. U. S., 155 U. S. 
489, 15 SCt 174, 39 L. ed. 284; U.S. 
Veawis, el3l SOs Su (26, 9 SC 65%, 
33 L. ed. 93. 

92. Jud. Code § 242 
infra § 272). 

93. ‘Reid vi. U-; S., 211 U.S. 529, 
29 SCt 171, 53 L.-ed. 313. 


(set forth 


94. [a] Jurisdiction and exer- 
cise thereof.—Lovato v. New Mex- 
ieon 42427 U0. S.- £99,237 SCt. 107; 61 
L. ed. 244; Schmidt v. Bank of 
Commerce, 234 U. S. 64, 34 SCt 730, 
58 L. ed. 1214 [rev 16 N. M. 414, 
120 P 670]; Denver, etc., R. Co. v. 
Arizona, ete. R..Co., 233 U. S. 601, 
84 SCt 691, 58 L. ed. 1111. [aff 16 
NEU S450 31% se Ptetl;) Levis av. 


Ryan, 233 U. S. 278, 34 SCt 481, 58 
le eds 957 Fath a3: Ariz. 120, 0108. 2. 
464943 Ava. 282.) 114° Psst Aric 
zona v. Copper Queen Cons, Min. 
Come oo Ure Sue Sf eka Oets b465 058. 
PCG US 6 Ss sll ple LALIT. 198,008. oP 
960]; Grant Bros. Constr. Co. v. U. 
Ct 2382 "UU. 5 Sin 647) 345 SCt_ 452, 58 
Te veG «at.6. atte sl Se, ALTLAD. Aos> wld ae 
955]; Arizona Bank v. Thomas Hav- 
erty Co., 232 U. S. 106, 34 SCt 235, 
58 L. ed. 526 [aff 13 Ariz, 418, 115 
Retsil Gila Valley. icte:, SRC. ove 
Ela eoSor Us, SO... 942084 2 SCten229) 58 
ewe. 521 - [aff 13. Ariz. 2705, 172 3P 
845]; Work v. United Globe Mines, 
Votes DID net, Sty 24, 58 7lis-ed: 
Ssou pat. 12. Ariz. $39) 1000 P eat 
Pheenix R. Co. v. Landis, , 231 U. S. 
STS estos ce 179, 58 LL: ed, 377 [aff 
13° Ariz. 80, 108-P 247, 13 Ariz. ‘279, 
112 P 844]; Straus v. Foxworth, 231 
U. S. 162, 34 SCt 42, 58 L. ed. 168; 
Citizens’ Nat. Bank v. Davisson, 229 
i. S022. 32st 625, 57, lu edi wiss3: 
Sanford v.« Ainsa, 228 U. S. 705, 
32 VSCUL 04s aoe ta eds LO338= fair, 13 
Ariz. 287, 114 P 560]; Luke v. Smith, 
27 “TI. 2Se Oho, Bot CL 306,01, L.Ed: 
558 [aff 13 Ariz. 155, 108 P 494]; 
Brooklyn Min., ete., Co. v. Miller, 
TOT 2 Se OF owt OtL Zon emons Lao eOs 
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478 [aff 13 Ariz. 217, 108 P 471]; 
Gray v. Taylor, 227 U. S. 51, 33 §Ct 
199, 57 L. ed. 413 [aff 15 N. M. 742, 
113 P 588, and aff 16 N. M. 467, 117 
P 1127]; Southwestern Brewery, 
etc., Co. v. Schmidt, 226 U. S. 162, 
33 SCt 68, 57 L. ed. 170 [aff 15 N. 
M. 232, 107 P 677]; Jones v. Spring- 
er, 226 U.S. 148, 33 SCt 64, 57 L. 
ed. 161 [aff 15 N. M. 98, 103 P 265]; 
Harty v. Victoria, 226 Tat S. .12,. 33 
SCt:4,,.57_ L., ‘ed. 103; Zeckendort v. 
Steinfeld, 2251.0. S. 445, 32, SCt, 728, 
56 In ed. 1156 [mod 12 Ariz, 245, 
100 P 784]; Nielson v. Steinfeld, 224 
U.S... 534, 32 SCt 609, 56 L. ed. 872 
[rev 12 Ariz. 381, 100 P 1094]; Cla- 
son v. Matko, 323 U. S. 646, 32 
SCt 392, 56 L. ed. 588; Diaz v. us 3 
223 U.S. 449, 32.SCt 250, 56 LT. ed. 
500, AnnCas1913C THZS se YP reat wv. 
Grand Canyon R. Co., 222 U.S. 448, 
82 SCt. 125, 56. L. .ed. 265 [aff 12 
Ariz, 117,.100 P 438]; Lewers v. At- 
cherly, 222 U.S. 285, 32 SCt 94, 56 
L. ed. 202; Eagle Min., etc., Co. -v. 
Hamilton, 318 U. S. SA Sens LISCh eat, 
54 L. ed. 1131 [aff 14 N. M. 271, 91 
P 718]; Montezuma Canal Co. v. 
Smithville Canal Co., 218 U,.S. 371, 
31 SCt 67,54 L.ed.1074 [rev 11 Ariz. 
99, 89 P 512]; Monserrate Garcia 
Maytin v. Vela, 216 U. S. 598, 30 SCt 
439, 54 L. ed. 632; Albright v. Sando- 
val, 216 U.S. 331, 30 SCt 318, 54 L. 
ed. 502 [aff 14 N. M. 345, 93 P 717]; 
Sante Fe County v. New Mexico, 
25ST Say29 6230 eS Ct td, ib 4ed. 
202* Wattidd IN ees (134) (8 Sn oo ls 
English v. Arizona, 214 U. S. 359, 
29 SCt 658, 53 lL. ed. 1030 f[aff, 11 
Ariz. 87, 89 P 501]; Laurel Oil, etc., 


Co. va Morrison, , 212 U: S.s291, 29 
SCt-394,. 538° L. ed. .517;. Honolulu 
Rapid Transit, etc., Co. v. Wilder, 


231° Un S:. 144, 29 SCt..467,.53. Ln ed. 
124: -Kealoha.-v.. Castle, 21.0 30... S. 
149, 28 SCt 684, 52 L. ed. 998; Shaw- 
nee Compress Co. v. Anderson, 209 
U. S.. 423, 28 SCt 572, 52 L. ed. 865; 
Crary-v; Dye, 208 U.S. 515, 28. SCt 
360, 52 L. ed. 595; Lewis v. Herrera, 
208 U. S. 309, 28 SCt 412, 52-L. ed. 
506; Southern Pine Lumber Co. v. 
Ward, 208 U. S..126, 28 SCt 239, 52 
L. ed. 420 [aff 16 Okl. 131, 85 P 459]; 
Crowe v. Harmon, 204 U. S. 241, 27 
SCt 280, 51 L.ed. 461 [aff 8 Ariz, 
S270) Lor. LIZ Crowe avo Dricky, 
20S Us Siv2285) 2%) St. 275.) bly I ped. 
454 —[aff =8 “Ariz.4 176,371 Po e965 Ie 
New York Foundling Hospital v. 
Gatti, 203 U. S. 429, 27 SCt 53, 51 
L. ed. 254 [dism app 9 Ariz. 105, 79 
P 231, 7 LRANS 306]; Chicago Nat. 
Live Stock Bank v. Geneseo First 
Nat. Bank, 203 U. S, 296, 27 SCt 79, 
bE da edie 192) fait. 25 Ol 9 79: 
P 1134]; New Mexico v. Denver, etc., 
Lis 


Rey COnse2.08 SUeOS eco ESO bed uol 
LL. ‘éd. “(8- aff. 22 IN.) M425. -78) Pe 
74, 79 P 295]; Halsell v. Renfrow, 
202 U. S. 287, 26 SCt 610, 50 L. ed. 


1032, 6 AnnCas 189 [aff 14 Okl. 674, 
78 P 118, 2 AnnCas 286]; New Mex- 
ico yes, ANChIiSOny .6tCas Ree CO. 6 20n: 
W. Soi41.026, SCU. 386, 250 Eiwed.) 65's 
Guss v. Nelson, 200 U. S. 298, 26 
SCt 260, 50 L. ed, 489 [aff 14 Okl. 
296, 78 P 170]; Herrick v. Boquillas 


Land, .etc., Co.,. 200 U. S. 96, 26 SCt 
1922.) 50). be sedtra388s “Lats mse Ariz 
258, 71 P 924]; Albright v. New 


Mexico, 200 U. S. 9, 26 SCt 210, 50 


L. ed. 346 [dism app 13 N. M. 64, 
79 P 719, 11 AnnCas 1165]; Okla- 
homa City v. McMaster, 196 U. S. 


529, 25 SCt 324, 49 L. ed. 587. [rev 


[§ 268-269 


S 


Of Courts of Territories and Out- 
lying Possessions—(1) 
court of the United States was given considerable 
appellate jurisdiction with reference to the supreme 
courts of the various territories, but since there 
are, at the present time, no territories within the 
limits of the United States proper, the question 
of this jurisdiction does not cali for extended dis- 
cussiou,®* especially as it is established that a judg- 


In General. The supreme 


LO OKs (STO 13) SE ets 
stock v. Hagleton, i 
25 SCt 210, 49 L. 402 [dism 
app 11 Okl. 487, 69 P 9551; New v- 
Oklahoma, 195 Uns 252, 25 SCt 68,. 
49 L. ed. 182; U. S. v. Denver, etc., 
R.. Co.,. 191 UW. SS: 84, 24° SCt 33,-"43 
L. ed. 106; McClung v. Penny, 189 
U. S. 143, 23 SCt 589, 47 Li. ed. 751 
[dism writ of error 11 Okl. 474, 69 
P4499) 35> U. S. trust Co. tv... News 
Mexico,|(183 (Ur S:.-535,..22) SCO M72, 
46 L. ed. 315 [aff 10 N. M. 416, 62 
P 987]; Armijojv./ Armijo, 181 hs 
S. 558, 21 SCt 707, 45 L. ed. 1000; 
Thompson v. Ferry, 180 U.S: 484, 
21 SCt_ 458, 45 L. ed. 633 [aff 6 Ariz. 
301, 56 P 741]; Ansley v. Ainsworth, 
180 U.S. 253, 21 SCt 364, 45 L. ed: 
517; Apache County v. Barth, 177 
136 Ss. 538, 20 SCt 718, 44 L. ed. 878 
[rev 6 Ariz. 13) oe Pp 187]; Potts 
v. Hollon, 177 U. Ss. 365, 20 SCt 654, 
44 L. ed. 808 [rev 6 Okl. 696, 52 P 
91] >.. Black 0 Jackson, lia. WSs 
349, 20 SCt 648, 44 L. ed. 801 [rev 
6 Okl. 751, 52 PRP 406]; Caffrey v- 
Oklahoma, 177 U. S. 346, 20 SCt 664, 
44 Li. ed. 799 {writ of error and app 
dism 177 U. S. 349, 20 SCt 666, 44 


L, ed. Sons Simms v. Simms, 175 
th Ss 262; 20 SCt 58, 44 L. ed. 115 
{mod..-5. --Arize 2121295 $1 et 2e 


Stephens v. Cherokee Nation, 174 U. 
S. 445, 19 SCt 722, 438. Li. ed. L041; 
Guthrie Nat. Bank v. Guthrie, 173 
U.S. 628) 19 SCt513.5.43-1 ean 6S 
Central i Sut Coe v. Campbell 
Commn. Co., 173 U. S. 84, 19 SCt 346, 
43 L. ed. 623 [rev 5 Okl. 396, 49 Pp 
48]; Marshall v. Burtis, 172 U. S. 
630, 19 SCt' 290, 48 L. ed. 579; Naeg- 
lin v. De Cordoba, 171..U... S4638p 29 
SCt 35, 43 L. ed. 315 [aff 7 N.-M. 
678, 41 P 526]; Young v. Amey, 171 
U. Ss. L918 Sct 802, 43. Ly ed. 1275 
Holloway v. Dunham, 170 U. S. 615, 
18 SCt 784, 42 L. ed. 1165; Grayson 
v. Lynch, 163 U. S. 468, 16 SCt 1064, 
41 LL. ed. 230; Karrick vy. Hanna~ 
man, 168 U. §S. 328, 18 SCt 135, 42 
L. ed. 484; Harrison vy. Perea, 168 
U.'S. 311, 18 SCt 129, 42 L. ed. 478; 
Springville City v. Thomas, 166 U. 
SPO ty LT BSC tana Geen pede 1172; 
Borrego Vv. Cunningham, 164 U. S. 
612;-17 SCt 182, 41 Lh. ed: 572. [rev 
8 N. M..655, 46 P 211]; Bear Lake, 
etc., Waterworks, Glens, CO-awe Gar- 
land, E640 Sap Lada Sct iy 41 Tae Ode 
327; Kelsey v. Crowther, AG Pel) ae 
404, 16 SCt 808, 40 L. ed. 1017; Haws 
v. Victoria Copper Min. Co., 160 U. 
S. 3038, 16 SCt 282, 40 L. ed. 436; 
Maricopa, etc. R. Co. v. Arizona, 
L566 NUTS. S47 1b SC t73 Ole Soca 
ed. 447; Linford v. Ellison, 155 U. 
S. 503, 15 “SCt W79; 89x Ts edi 1239. 
Mammoth Min. Co. v. Salt Lake 
Fdy., ete. Co., 151 U.. S. 447, :1458cr 
384, 38 L. ed. 229; San Pedro, etc., 
Cootivi ys Ua Siel46> Dans: 120, 13 
SCt 94, 36 L. ed. 911; Blue Jacket 
v. Mill Co., 144 U.S SlAgote aSOr 
Til, 36 Li ed. 469; Idaho, ete., Land 
Impr. Cove Bradbury, 132 w. Ss. 509, 
10 SCt 177, .33—t, ea: 433; Farns- 
worth v. Montana, 129 U. Ss. 104, 9 
SCt 2538, 32 L. ed. 616;—Snow v. U. 
S., 118 U.S. 346, 6 SCt 1059, 30 L. ed. 
207; Cannon v. U. S., 116 U. S. 55, 
6 sct 278, 29 L. ed. 561; Sparrow v. 
Strong, 3 Wall. (U. a) 97, 18 L. ed. 
49; Youngs. V9 U.S. 176 eds 682% 
Zeckendorf v. Steinfeld, (Ariz.) 138 
P 1044; Sandoval v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 12 Ariz. 348,°106 P 816; 
Johnson v. Tully, 2 Ariz. 223, 12 P- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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ment of a state court in a case transferred to it 
from a territorial court is not subject to review by 
the United States supreme court merely because 
the action was begun in a territorial court.2> The 
supreme court is, however, the appellate tribunal 
with respect to the supreme courts of the outlying 
territories and possessions of the United States,®¢ in 
respect of cases not.reviewable by the cireuit court 
of appeals,®” although it will not ordinarily review 
questions of practice in such courts where the prac- 
tice followed was based on local procedure.®* Re- 
view by the supreme court of decisions of the, 
supreme courts of Hawaii and Porto Rico and of 
the supreme court of the Philippine Islands is con- 


sidered in the following sections.?? 
[§ 270] 


567; In re Borrego, 8 N. M. 655, 46 
2d ate 16 8 SY 62) 6 IRS Ct 
182, 41 L. ed. 572]; De Cordova v. 
Korte, 7-N. M. 678, 41 P 526 [aff 
VA UPNS (O88 209 SCt sb, 4eindu Led. 
315]; Peo. v. Clayton, 4 Utah 449, 
TBR ps2 er alest 

[b] Effect of admission of terri- 
tory as state.—Northern Pac. R. Co. 
Vv. Holmes, 155° U.S. 1387, 15 SCt 28, 


39 L. ed. 99; Webster v. Reid, 11 
HOW COs S-) MAS de, Lhurede 61; 
Hunt v. Palao, 4 How. (U. S.) 589, 


tigi ved) tits, eviounee vy. Us Sin.176 


Fed. 612; Hamilton v. Kneeland, 1 
Nev. 60. 
95. Van Dyke v. Cordova Copper 


Co., 234 U. S. 188, 34 SCt 884, 58 L. 
ed. ee eta app 14 Ariz, 499, 
4]. 
De la Rama v. De la Rama, 
241 UW. S: 164,°36 SCt 518, 60 L. ed. 
932; Cardona v. Quifiones, 240 U. 8S. 
83, 36. SCt 846, 60 LL. ed. 538; De 
Villanueva vy. Villanueva, 239 U.S. 
293, 36 SCt 109, 60 L. ed. 293; Nadal 
v.. May, 233° U.S. 447, 34 SCt 611, 
58 L. ed. 1040; Work v. United Globe 
Mines, 231 U. S. 595, 34 SCt 274, 58 
L. ed. 389; Phoenix R. Co. v. Landis, 
VBI Sat Ss OF7 SOt ml toe OS Mus eG. 
377; Zayas v. Lothrop, 231 U. S. 
171, 34 SCt 108, 58 L. ed. 172; Alzua 
v. Johnson, 231 U. S. 106, 34 SCt 27, 
58 L. ed. 142; Gray v. Taylor, 227 
ame ooo SO 109s bi) Led alo: 
Kalanianaole v. Smithies, 226 U. S. 
462, 33 SCt 169, 57 L. ed. 303; Jones 
v. Springer, 226 U. S. 148, 33 SCt 


64,. 57. L. ed. 161. 
97. See infra § 327. 
98. Schmidt v. Bank of Com- 


merce, 234 U.S. 64, 34 SCt 730, 58 


I. ed, 1214; Denver, etc, R. Co. v. 
Arizona, etc., R. Co., 233 U. S. 601, 
94 SCt 691, 58 L. ed. 1111; Tevis 


v. Ryan, 233. U. S..273, 34 SCt 481, 
58 L. ed. 957; Herbert v. Bicknell, 
D2 Se, Ol ot SOty DO2. on lua ed. 
854; Priest v. Las Vegas, 
604, 34 SCt 448, 58 L. ed. 751; Mon- 
toya v. Gonzales, 282 U. S. 375, 34 
Sct 418, 58 L. ed. 645; Calaf y 
Fugurul v. Calaf y Rivera, 232 U. 
Seo Tie 4 aSCu 4il, b8 lu eds 1.6425 
Sanford v. Ainsa, 228 U. S. 705, 33 
Sct 704, 57 L. ed. 1033. 

99. Cases from Hawaii and Porto 
Rico see infra § 270. 

Cases from Philippine Islands see 
infra § 271. 

Review in circuit court of appeals 
see infra § 327. 

1. Jud. Code § 246, as amended 
by Act Jan. 28, 1915 (38 U. S. St. 
bate i 8 0406 29) (Sa 2)yi7 Un Se. Comp SE 
(1916) » 1787. 

[a] Decisions under earlier stat- 
mutes relating to Porto Rico.—Porto 
Rico v. Emmanuel, 235 U. S. 251, 35 
Sct 33, 59 L. ed. 215; Monagas v. 
Albertucci y Alvarez, 235 U. S. 81, 
35 SCt 95, 59 L. ed. 139; Van Syckel 
vy. Arsuaga, 231 U. S. 601, 34 SCt 


we 


(2) Hawaii and Porto Rico. 
cial Code! provides that writs of error and appeals 
from the final judgments and decrees of the supreme 
court of the territory of Hawaii and of the supreme 
court of Porto Rico may be taken and prosecuted 


PART AO ssn 


FEDERAL COURTS 


regulations, and 


state in which a 


other cases, civil 


The Judi- | and authority as 
or writ of error.’ 
of certiorari can 
duly applied for 


of the judgment 


263, 58 L. ed. 393; Phoenix R. Co. v. 
Handis; 723810 Utes. hbo, et eur liao: 
58 L. ed. 377; Zayas v. Lothrop, 231 
UP Seip 4  SCtel O08. 5S utiaed. aria; 
Ochoa v. Hernandez y Morales, 230 
U.P Sisls9, os. SCt, 1033, /5 7s ed. £4275 
Rosaly v. Graham, 227 U. S. 584, 
38) SCH 1333, 57) Tn eds 6555" Aran “Vv. 
Zurrinach, 222 U. S. 395, 32 SCt 162, 
56 L. ed. 246; Munsuri v. Fricker, 
222.0.) S) 1215).32) Set 70> 56 Led: 
121; Tefft v. Munsuri, 222 U. S. 114, 
32 SCt 67, 56 L: ed. 118; Garzot v. 
Rios de* Rubio, 209 U. S. 283, 28 
SCt 548, 52 L. ed. 794; Kent v. Porto 
Rico; 207 10. 4S. Les 28S Ct bb, 62a, 
ed. 127; American R. Co. v. Castro, 
204 U.S. 453, 27 SCt 466, 51 L. ed. 
564; Ortega vy. Lara, 202 U. S. 339, 
26 SCt 707, 50 L. ed. 1055; Serralles 
Vv. Hsbri;' 2000s Si. 108, 26 -SCt*176, 
50 L. ed. 391; Rodriguez v. U. S., 198 
Ul Sv 156,25 SCti 6175) 49 abe eal 994; 
Amado v. U.'S.).195) U.S. 172, 25;SCt 
13, 49 L. ed. 145; Crowley v. U. S., 194 
WMS 461 ae SOLES era SO ane: 
1075; Ribas v. U. S., 194 U.S. 315, 
24 SCt 727, 48 L. ed. 994; Cerecedo 
Va, (Calderon,., 7% | Porto” Rico” Med: 
85 


{[b] Amount in controversy.—Un- 
der earlier statutes applying to 
Hawaii and Porto Rico, an appeal or 
writ of error would lie in any case 
where the amount in controversy ex- 
ceeded five thousand dollars. Hapai 
v. Brown, 239 Us. S. 502,-36 SCt 201, 
60 L. ed. 407; Spreckels v. Brown, 
21 BW Sains, peu sCueeoow oo lis ed. 
476; Honolulu Rapid Transit, etc., 
Co. v. Wilder, 211 U. S. 144, 29 SCt 
46, 58 L. ed. 124; Cerecedo v. Cal- 
deron, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 85; Rivera 
Ver sunwiu.vAssur, Co.) 6 2Porto {Rico 
Fed. 587. 

2. Jud. Code § 246 as amended 
by. Act. Jan. 28, 1915 (38 St. at L: 
804 e 22 § 2);-Inter-Island Steam 
INA VCON Wa ALO pn cao me Samii mote 
SCt 1, 61 L. ed. 113; Hapai v. Brown, 
239 We S502. 736- SCt 201) 60. ed. 
407; Cerecedo v. U. S., 289 U. S. 1, 
360 SCta 3,.160uks. ed: $1137 Bierce:-v. 
Waterhouse, 210 U. S. 320, 31 SCt 
241, 55 L. ed. 237; McCandless v. 
Pratt, 211 U. S. 437, 29 SCt 144, 53 
L. ed. 271; Honolulu Rapid Transit, 
ete., Co. v. Wilder, 211 U. S. 144, 29 
sct..46, 58 L..ed, 124; Notley v. 
Brown, 208 U. S. 429, 28 SCt 385, 52 
L. ed. 559; Harrison v. Magoon, 205 
Gi wseebOl et SCt br, ol mused. 900; 
Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. Brown, 
TRG Owe OSs Ap Set. 120,040 Lined. 
190; John Ii Est. v. Brown, 201 Fed. 
224, 119 CCA 458 [rev on_ other 
grounds 235 U. S. 342, 35 SCt 106, 
59 lL. ed. 259]; Wilder’s SS. Co. v. 
Hind, 108 Fed. 113, 47 CCA 243. 

[a] Effect of amendment. — Act 
Jan. 28, 1915, amending Jud. Code 
§ 246, governing appeals from the 
Hawaiian supreme court, takes 
away from the United States su- 


[250.3.] 919 


to the supreme court of the United States, within 
the same time, in the same manner, under the same 


in the same elasses of cases, in 


which writs of error and appeals from the final 
judgments and decrees of the highest court of a 


decision in the suit could be had 


may be taken and prosecuted to the supreme court 
of the United States under the provisions of see- 
tion two hundred and thirty-seven,? and that in all 


or criminal, in the supreme courts 


of Hawaii and Porto Rico the supreme court of the 
United States may, on the petition of any party 
thereto, require by certiorari that the ease be cer- 
tified to it, after final judgment or decree, for 
review and determination, with the same power 


if taken to that court by appeal 
No writ of error, appeal, or writ 
be allowed or entertained unless 
within three months after entry 
or decree complained of.4 The 


preme court the authority given by 
Jud. Code § 241 to review a decision 
of the circuit court of appeals on 
error to the Hawaiian supreme 
court, where there was no federal 
question and no diversity of citizen- 
ship. Inter-Island Steam Nav. Co. 
Ve Wards 242) Ur- S.v1," 37 "“SCt Gt 
Tah edeet13t 


[b] _Judicial Code § 237 must be 
read into the text of Jud. Code 
§ 246, as amended, as such § 237 


read when such § 246 was enacted. 
This rule of construction in such 
situations is expounded and exempli- 
fied in In re Heath, 144 U. S. 92, 12 
SCt 615, 36 L. ed. 358, and requires 
that the clause ‘where any title, 
right, privilege, or immunity is 
claimed under the constitution, or 
any treaty or statute of, or com- 
mission held or authority exercised 
under, the United States, and the 
decision is against the title, right, 
privilege, or immunity especially set 
up or claimed, by either party, under 
such constitution, treaty, statute, 
commission, or authority, may be 
reéxamined and reversed or affirmed 
in the Supreme court upon a writ of 
error,” be read into such § 246, as 
amended, because at the date of en- 
actment of the latter section, as 
amended, the quoted clause was in 
Such § 237, although by subsequent 
amendment of the Jatter section re- 
view of cases specified in the quoted 
clause can be had only on writ of 
certiorari. See Jud. Code § 2387, as 
amended, infra § 276. 

[cl] Review by appeal cannot be 
had in any case, since a writ of er- 
ror and a writ of certiorari are the 
only methods specified in Jud. Code 
§ 237 for review of decisions of state 
courts. See infra §§ 276, 313. 

Review of decisions of state 
courts see infra §§ 276-324. 

3. Jud. Code § 246, as amended 
bys Act Jani 28h 015 Gost i Sete 
at! 11.) 804 "ey 22'"§.12)) Us ss COMpur sus 
(1916) p 1787. 

[a] Supreme court rules regulate 
proceedings on applications for cer- 
tiorari to review a decision of the 
circuit court of appeals ‘“or any 
other court.” Supreme Court Rules, 
rule 37 pars 2, 3 (set forth supra 
§ 206 note 60). 

[b] Review by certiorari in gen- 
eral.—The leading provision for re- 
view by certiorari, and the one which 
has given rise to a great number of 
reported cases, is Jud. Code § 240 
(supra § 206). Certiorari to Dis- 
trict of Columbia court of appeals 
see infra § 274. Certiorari to state 
courts see infra §§ 276, 313. Cer- 
tiorari to Supreme court of Philip- 
pine Islands see infra § 271. 

Time limit for certiorari see supra 
§ 206. 

4 Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c 448 § 6). 
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Judicial Code provision for review by the supreme 
court of decisions of district courts expressly in- 
cludes the United States district court of Hawaii 
and the United States district court for Porto Rico.® 
Philippine Islands. 
gives to the supreme court appellate jurisdiction 
with respect to the final judements and decrees? 
of the supreme court of the Philippine Islands ® in 
all actions, cases, causes, and proceedings in which 


[§ 271] (3) 


5. Jud. Code § 2388. 


6 Jud. Code § 248 reénacted by 
Ace Awe. 2951916 (U.S. Comp. ‘St, 
GEOL) iro leo ee R41 Gees s2iTals 

7. See cases infra note 8. 

[a] Finality of judgment.—A 
judgment of the supreme court of 
the Philippine Islands which directs 
the entry of judgment for plaintiff 
below, in accordance with its deci- 
sion, but leaves to the lower court 
the judicial determination of the 
exact amount for which the judg- 
ment shall be entered, is not final 
for the purpose of an appeal to the 
federal Supreme court. Martinez v. 
International Banking Corp., 220 U. 
S. 214, 31 SCt 408, 55 L. ed. 438. 

8. Montelibano v. La Compania 
General de Tabacos de Filipinas, 
241 U.S. 455, 36 SCt. 617, 60 L. ed. 
1099; De la Rama v. De la Rama, 
241 (U.S, 154, 36-SCt 518, 60. I. ed, 
932; Gsell v. Insular Collector of 
Custome 02395 Uae Sh 93, no OmoCts eo, 
60 L. ed. 168; McMicking v. Schields, 
XS WWE Sh OLS FEE SO OOis Ie AUR aCe 
1220; Obras Pias v. Regidor, 2 Phil- 
ippine 151; Cortes v.. Yu-Tibo, 2 
Philippine 24. : , 

[a] The local court’s interpreta- 
tion of the local law (1) will ordi- 
narily be deferred to. Tayabas Land 
Coo wor Manila Ra Cone Zo0 LW. 1S. 22, 
39 SCt 420, 68 L. ed. 819; Ibanez v. 
Hongkong, ete., Banking Corp., 246 
Wen Ss 620 38 -SCt 413, 62) le eda 907; 
Ibanez v. Hongkong, etc., Banking 
Corp, -246.0.08, 6215.38. SCt -410, 62 
L. ed. 903; De Villanueva v. Vil- 
Janueva, 239 U.-S. 293, 36 SCt. 109, 
60 li. ed. 293. (2) But it. need not 
be accepted where clearly erroneous. 
Philippine Sugar Est. Dev.. Co. v. 
Philippine Islands, 247 U. S. 385, 38 
SCt 518, 62 L. ed. 1177; De Villa- 
nueva v. Villanueva, 239 U. S. 293, 
BbmoCt 109; 160), ln, led 293. 

{[b] Respecting local practice.— 
On the question whether the origi- 
nal judgment creditors alone can 
sue on a judgment in favor of a 
trustee and the beneficiary, where a 
new trustee has been appointed and 
the judgment has been assigned to 
him, the supreme court will not go 


See supra 


behind the local practice. Kalania- 
naole v. Smithies, 226 U. S. 462, 33 
SCGEUPIGO., Oa. wed. 3.03) 4 

[c] Questions of fact (1) will 


not be examined on writ of error. 
Tayabas Land Co, v. Manila R. Co., 
D0 Ue Sy 22-39) SCt420)_63° du. ied, 
819; Gauzon v. Compafiia Gen. de 
Tabacos de Filipinas, 245 U. S. 86, 38 
Sct 46, 62 L. ed. 165. (2) Concur- 
rent findings of fact by two lower 
courts will be accepted on appeal. 
De Villanueva v. Villanueva, 239 U. 
S. 298, 36 SCt 109, 60 L. ed. 293. 
[d] Contention not disposed of 
by lower court.—Where the supreme 
court of the Philippine Islands re- 
versed a judgment on a question of 
law, but did not dispose of the con- 
tention made under Philippine Code 
Civ. Proc. § 497 par 2, that the denial 
of a new trial placed on the ground 
of the insufficiency of the evidence 
to support the findings was _ error, 
the supreme court of the United 
States, on appeal, may review the 
evidence and finally dispose of the 
case. Philippine Sugar Wst. Dev. 
Co., Ltd. v. Philippine Islands, 247 
1p CORRES O I SGin les Get heals aS TTire 
[e] An objection not presented in 
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The statute ® 


in question.14 


the lower court and not assigned as 
error will not furnish ground for,re- 
versal. De la Rama y. De la Rama, 
24 Ueis: 1545 36) Set ols, 60. ede 
932. 

9. Paraiso v. U. S.,.207 U.S. 368, 
28) SCtr1I2Ty 52 EN Veds” 249; 

[al A conviction of falsification of 
documents under Philippine Pen. Code 
art 300 clauses 4, 7, is not reviewable 
in the federal supreme court as in- 
volving the denial of the protection 
afforded by the Philippine Bill of 
Rights, where the most that can 
be gathered from the record is that 
accused contended that the com- 
plaint was bad by the rules of crimi- 
nal pleading. Paraiso v. U. S., 207 
U.S. 368, 28 SCt 127, 52 L. ed. 249. 

10. Gsell v.. Insular Collector of 
Customs, 239 U. S. 938, 36 SCt 39, 60 
L. ed. 163. 

[a] A suit to restrain defendant 
from setting up. title to certain gold 
mines in the Philippine Islands, or 
interfering with them, and to ob- 
tain an accounting, in which the 
meaning and effect of the provisions 
of the act of July 1, 1902 (32 St. at 
L. 708 e@ 1369 § 45), concerning min- 
ing titles, are in question, is one in 
which a statute of the United States 
is “involved.” Reavis v. Fianza, 215 
We S.416,- 30 SCt.1, 54 Tosed 5.72: 

11. Compafiia Gen. de Tabacos v. 
Alhambra Cigar, etce., Mfg. Co., 249 
U. S. 72, 39 SCt 224, 63 L. ed. 484. 

[a] Denial of municipal obliga- 
ticns.— Judgments of the supreme 
court of the Philippine Islands deny- 
ing any liability of the present city 
of Manila upon municipal obliga- 
tions incurred prior to the cession 
of the Philippine Islands to the 
United States by treaty with Spain 
(Act) Decs 107-1893 F300 St. jat-“. 
17541), are rendered in cases in 
which a treaty of the United States 
is involved, although no _ distinct 
claim under that treaty was made 
in the pleadings. Vilas v. Manila, 
220 3. Sins 45 ol SCte 4 tO. op lu sed. 


Board of Public Utility 
Comrs. v. Manila Electric R., etc., 

Se 262) 39 Set L212, 263 
L. ed. 596. 


{a] The denial of a motion for 
rehearing by the supreme court of 
the Philippine Islands cannot serve 
to bring federal questions into the 
record so as to sustain a writ of 
error from the supreme court of the 
United States. Paraiso v. U. S., 207 
U.S. 368, 28 ‘SCt 1275 52: Le. eds 249. 


13. Board of Public Utility 
Comrs. v. Manila Electric R., etc., 
Cove 249. Ue (See Oe, Pook SC baa OS 
L. ed. 596; De Villanueva v. Vil- 
lanueva, 239 0. S,) 293) 36 SCt 109, 
60 L. ed. 298; Export, etc., Lumber 


Co. v. Port Banga Lumber Co., 237 
Uk, S.)388, 285 SCt 604.59 uy ed t009;; 
Tupino v. La Compafiia Gen: de Ta- 
bacos, 214 U. S..268, 29 SCt 610, 53 
L. ed. 992; Warner v. 771 Objectors, 
5 Philippine 330. 

{a] Jurisdictional amount not in- 
volved.—Obras Pias v. Regidor, 2 
Philippine 151. 

{b] The value of a mortgaged 
vessel and the profits from its use, 
demanded in a dismissed counter- 
claim in a suit to foreclose the mort- 
gage, cannot be added to the amount 
of the mortgage debt in determining 
the value of the matter in contro- 


versy for the purpose of an appeal 


[§§ 270-271 


the constitution ® or any statute,!° treaty, title, 
right, or privilege of the United States is involved,'? 
and in causes-in which the value in controversy 
exceeds twenty-five thousand dollars,!* or in which 
the title or possession of real estate exceeding in 
value the sum of twenty-five thousand dollars, to 
be ascertained by the oath of either party or of 
other competent witnesses, is involved or brought 
The reviewing power was formerly 


to the United States supreme court 
from the supreme court of the Phil- 
ippine Islands. Martinez y. Interna- 
tional Banking Corp., 220 U. S. 214, 
21 SCt. 408. 55 L. ed. 438. 

{c] Divorce and alimony. — The 
general rule that the federal courts 
have no jurisdiction of the subjects 
of divorce or alimony does not pre- 
clude an appeal to the supreme court 
of the United States to review a de- 
cree of the supreme court of the 
Philippine Islands reversing a decree 
of the first instance granting a di- 
vorce to a wife and awarding her a 
sum in excess of twenty-five thou- 
sand dollars as alimony pendente 
lite, and as her share of the conju- 
gal property. De la Rama.-v. De-la 
Rama, 201 U. S. 303, 26 SCt 485, 50 
L. ed. 765 (holding also that the 
sufficiency of the evidence on which 
a divorce to the wife was refused 
is open for review in the supreme 
court of the United States, where 
the correctness of the denial of ali- 
mony pendente lite and of a separa- 
tion of the conjugal property cannot 
be determined without passing upon 
the weight of such evidence, and the 
appeal was taken from the whole de- 
cree), 

{d] Two suits separately com- 
menced but tried together for con- 
venience will not be treated as 
consolidated for the purpose of in- 
creasing the amount in dispute so 
as to sustain an appeal to the United 
States supreme court from the su- 
preme court of the Philippine 
Islands, where the understanding of 
the court and counsel below was that 
there was in fact no consolidation. 
Martinez v. International Banking 
Corp.; 220 UL (Ss 204) 24 SC£& 408-s55 
L. ed. 438. 

i4. Harty. v. Victoria, (226° Us S: 
12,33), SCt %4,. 57) ta. - ea) 1108. 

[a] Evidence of value.—The value 
of the real property involved in a 
suit to set aside conveyances thereof 
as fraudulent simulations cannot be 
said to be shown by a _preponder- 
ance of evidence to be in excess of 
the jurisdictional amount prescribed 
for appeals from the supreme court 
of the Philippine Islands to the fed- 
eral supreme court by an affidavit to 
that effect, where there is an op- 
posing affidavit, and the record 
shows that the requisite value does 
not exist. Enriquez v. Enriquez, 222 


Uns: £27,732) SCt) 645056) Ti vedaarad 
[b] Statements in the complaint 
and amended complaint in a suit to 
set aside a conveyance of real prop- 
erty, from which might be inferred 
the existence of the jurisdictionai 
amount requisite to sustain an ap- 
peal from the supreme court of the 
Philippine Islands to the federal su- 
preme court, are insufficient as 
against a motion to dismiss, where 
the record otherwise shows that 
such amount is not involved. En- 
riquez v. Enriquez, 222 U. S. 123, 
32 SCt’62,- 56 ed: 122. 
[c] Setting aside conveyances.— 
An affidavit that the value of the 
real property; the title to and pos- 
session of which is involved in a 
suit to set aside a conveyance, is in 
excess of the jurisdictional amount 
is inadequate to sustain Such an 
appeal from a decree which, on the 
appeal of defendants alone, reversed 


a decree of the trial court, uphold- 
Ling such conveyance as against the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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excreised through an appeal or writ of error, 
within the same time, in the same manner, under 
the same regulations, and by the same procedure, 
as far as applicable, as the final judements and 
decrees of the district courts of the United States.1% 
But a review by writ of error or appeal is now 
prohibited, and the supreme court is authorized to 
require, by certiorari or otherwise, cases to be cer- 
tified to it for review and determination with the 
same power and authority, and with like effect, as 
though brought up by writ of error or appeal,!7 
provided application for the writ of certiorari is 
made within six months after entry of the judgment 


or decree complained of.18 


[§ 272] d. Of Court of Claims. The statute 19 


objections of forgery and mental in- 
capacity, and setting it aside as to 
one half of the property only, on the 
ground that it belonged to the estate 
of the grantor’s deceased wife, as 
an acquét of the community. En- 
riquez v.. Enriquez, : 222° Uz. S. 123, $2 
SCt) 62,756 “Li. ‘ed. 122, 

15. Jud. Code § 248. 

[a] Writ of error or appeal ac- 
cording to nature of case.—Gauzon 
v. Compafiia Gen. de Tabacos de 
Filipinas, 245 U. S. 86, 38 SCt 46, 
62 L. ed. 165; Harty v. Victoria, 226 
De Siel sso Ctw 4+, Loess ced.n, 103i 
Jover y Costas v. Insular Govt. 
Philippine Islands, 221 U. S. 623, 31 
SCt 664, 55 L. ed. 884; Tiglao v. In- 
sular Govt. Philippine Islands, 215 
Wis. 4107 S07“ SC 129554) Ta. ed. 2575 
Carino v. Insular Govt. Philippine 


Islands, 212 U. S. 449, 29 SCt 334, 
5&2 L. ed. 594. And see Appeal and 
Error § 21. 


[b] Appeal proper.—A judgment 
of the supreme court of the Philip- 
pine Islands affirming a judgment 
reversing the decision of an insular 
collector as to classification, under 
Philippine Tariff Act, of an imported 
commodity, can be reviewed in the 
federal supreme court only by ap- 


peal. Gsell v. Insular Customs Col- 
lector 239 2 (S2293)} "36 4SCt; 39; 60 
L. ed. 163. 

[ec] Only questions of law are 


brought up for review by a writ of 
error from the federal supreme 
court to the supreme court of the 
Philippine Islands. Santos v. Holy 
Roman Catholic, ete., Church, . 212 
U. S., 468, 29 SCt 338, 53 L. ed. 599. 

16. Jud. Code § 248. 

17. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c 448 § 5). 

[a] Supreme court rules regulate 
proceedings on applications for cer- 
tiorari to review a decision of the 
circuit court of appeals “or any 
other court.” Supreme Court Rules, 
rule 37 (set forth supra § 206 note 
60 


[b] Review by certiorari in gen- 
eral.—The leading provision for re- 
view by certiorari, and the one which 
has given rise to a great number of 
reported cases, is Jud. Code § 240 
supra § 206. Certiorari to court of 
appeals of District of Columbia see 
supra § 274. Certiorari to court 
of customs appeals see infra § 272%. 
Certiorari to state courts see infra 


§§ 276, 318. Certiorari to supreme 
court of Hawaii or of Porto Rico see 
supra § 270. 


1s. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 
727 c 448 § 6). 

19. Jud. oes 242, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916 : 

ae Oe v. Coe, 155 U. S. 76, 15 
Sct 16, 39 L.-ed. 76; U.S: v._ Alire, 
Guawall.. Cuesta; LSP Laredis947. 

[a] Originally the court of 
claims was a court only in name 
and an appeal did not lie therefrom. 
Gordon v. U. S., 2 Wall. (U. 8S.) 561, 
17 L. ed. 921. And see infra § 374. 

[b] Where the jurisdiction of the 
court of claims has been enlarged by 
an act of congress which does not 
provide for an appeal, an appeal will 
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of the United 
court of claims 


days after the 


of the court of 


lie from a judgment rendered in a 
case arising under the subsequent 
act. Ex p: Zellner, 9 Wall. (U. S.) 
244, 19 L. ed. 665; Bradshaw v. U. S., 
14 Ct. Cl. 145. See also Ex p. U. S., 
21 Wall. (U..S.) 648, 22 L. ed. 690 
(where jurisdiction over a particular 
claim is granted). But compare Ex 
p. U. S., 17 Wall. (U. S.) 439, 444, 21 
L. ed. 696 [foll Diekelman’s Case, 9 
Ct. Cl. 320] (‘Claims urder treaty 
stipulations are not brought within 
it [that act allowing appeals], and 
when jurisdiction over such claim is 
conferred by special act, the author- 
ity of that court to hear and deter- 
mine them, and of this court to re- 
view its action, is limited and 
controlled by the provisions of that 
act’), 

[ec] When appeal does not -lie.— 
Where an act provided that a case 
of a claim for abandoned and cap- 
tured property should be decided by 
the court of claims “on proofs to the 
satisfaction of such court” its de- 
cision was final and no appeal could 
be taken. Pargoud v. U. S., 4 Ct. Cl. 
349. 

{d] Advisory findings of fact and 
conclusions of law such as are made 
to a department by the court of 
claims in accordance with Act March 
8, 1887 § 12 are not in the nature 
of a judgment which is reviewable 
by the supreme court. In re San- 
born, 148 Us. S222, hee SCt lS uisnod 
L. ed. 429 [aff 27 Ct. Cl. 485]. 

{e] The finality of a judgment of 
the court of claims cannot be con- 
tested by defendant on account of 
the filing of amended findings of 
fact, where this was done at his own 
request in connection with a motion 
for a new trial, and he also subse- 
quently took an appeal from the 
judgment after his motion for new 
trial’ was overruled. U.S. -v..\St. 
Louis;, ete; “Lransp.1.Co,, 184:-U.0 Ss. 
247, 22 SCt 350, 46 L. ed. 520 [aff 
SorCtwGl.s25145 

{[f] A supplemental decree of the 
court of claims in controversy over 
rights of Cherokee freedmen in dis- 
tribution of tribal property, is not, 
in determining the right to appeal, 
merely in the nature of an execu- 
tion of the original decree, and is 
appealable. Cherokee Nation Vv. 
Whitmire, 223 U. S. 108, 32 SCt 200, 
56 L. ed. 370 [rev 46 Ct. Cl. 227]. 

{g] The treasury department has 
no power to revise the judgments of 
the court of claims. U.S. v. Jones, 
WUGE 2) Ss ATR SCL 283, 30 du,. ed. 


440. 
McKee v. U. S., 10 Ct. Cl. 208. 
[a] If there is no admission of 
liability in the act giving the court 
of claims jurisdiction to pass on 
claims under an alleged purchase of 
the rights of Indians to land under 
the Chickasaw treaty of 1834, but an 
evident purpose for the court to de- 
clare legal liability, or the want of 
it, the case is to be reasonably con- 
strued so that the exercise of judicial 
power may be reviewed in the su- 
preme court. Ayres v. U. S., 44 


Ct Cl. 41:08 
[b] Appeal by District of Colum- 


[250.J3.] 921 


allows an appeal to the supreme court 2° on behalf 


States from all judgments of the 
adverse to the United States,?! and 


on behalf:of plaintiff in any case where the amount 


22 


in controversy exceeds three thousand dollars,22 or 
where his claim is forfeited to the United States 
for fraud;?* and provides 24 that all appeals from 
the court of claims shall be taken within ninety 


judgment is rendered,?5> and shall 


be allowed under such regulations as the supreme 
court may direct.?® 


The judgment and discretion 
claims in respect to the admissibil- 


ity or sufficiency of the evidence to sustain the 
verdict or findings is absolute, and questions of 
this character cannot be reviewed by the supreme 


bia.—The repeal, by the act of con- 
gress of March 8, 1897 (29 St. at L. 
665, 669 c 387), of the act of Febr. 
FSS 1895. 28s St. at Tne 66 tuck Sas 
and the enactment that all proceed- 
ings pending under the act so re- 
pealed shall be vacated, and that no 
judgment heretofore rendered in 
pursuance of such act shall be paid, 
precludes the supreme court of the 
United States from taking jurisdic- 
tion of an appeal by the District of 
Columbia from a judgment allowing 
certain claims, although the appli- 
eation for the appeal had been made 
and notice given before the repeal 
of the statute. Dist. of Columbia 


Vie islin ye US Soe Us sos peace Ctmelis 
46 L. ed. 85. 

22. Jud. Code § 242. 

[a] Effect of amendment.—Where 


the original claim for postage paid 
under mistake sought to recover 
only the difference between the 
amount paid and the amount claim- 
ant would have had to pay for trans- 
portation of its papers by express, 
which was less than the three thou- 
sand dollars required to give the 
supreme court jurisdiction on ap- 
peal from the court of claims under 
Jud. Code § 242, but an amended pe- 
tition sought a return because of 
failure of consideration of the en- 
tire sum paid, which exceeded the 
jurisdictional amount, the amount in 
controversy is to be determined by 
the amended petition; and, since 
there is nothing in the nature of the 
case to prevent recovery of the en- 
tire amount, an appeal lies, ‘although 
there may be a defense to a part 
claim that would not extend to the 


entire claim. Journal, etc., Co. v. 
J. _S., 41 °SCt’ 202. 

23. Jud. Code § 242. 

24. Jud. Code § 243, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) p 1776. 


25. Jud. Code § 243. 

[a] The supreme court will grant 
a continuance on an appeal from the 
court of claims, a motion having 
been made in the court of claims 
by appellant for new trial on the 
ground of newly acquired evidence 
remaining undisposed of. U. S. v. 
Crusellel2' Walls GUS Sisto 20r t, 
ed. 384. 
ey Hubbellimive; Wises). 50 sete. 

Construction of rules.—Mahan 

V,.Ui.S., 14 Walls Gua (Sy 409, 0200 te 
Murdock v. District of Co- 
OTS a BES Bre evon tes V7 
% Cl. 569; Spencer v. 
UE SS Li CteCleisiheMahane v.21. sep 
(ACG Clason t 

[b] Record on appeal.—The rules 
of the supreme court do not require 
the court of claims to incorporate 
in its record anything more than the 
ultimate facts established by the 
record, and the appellate court is 
to determine whether any omitted 
uestion of fact is one so necessary 
o the decision that it will remand 
the cause for that purpose. Winton 
Ve mos o2 Ct, Cl 90; 

[c] Remand of record for correc- 
tion.—The record on cross appeals 
{from an award by the court of 


922 [250.J.] 


court.27 Neither will the supreme court consider 
questions not raised in the court below.?® 

Of Court of Customs Appeals. 
Judgments or decrees of the court of customs ap- 
peals 2° are final in all cases, save that ‘‘it shall 
be competent for the supreme court, upon the peti- 


[§ 27214] e. 


tion of either party, filed within 


after the issue by the Court of Customs Appeals 
of its mandate upon decision, in any case in which 
there is drawn in question the construction of the 
constitution of the United States, or any part there- 
of, or of any treaty made pursuant thereto, or in 
any other case when the Attorney General of the 
United States shall, before the decision of the Court 
of Customs Appeals is rendered, file with the court 
a certificate to the effect that the case is of such 
importance as to render expedient its review by 
the supreme court, to require, by certiorari or other- 


claims under a contract for a pub- 
lic work will be remanded for cor- 
rection, where the court failed to 
make an explicit finding as to the 
Knowledge and good faith of the 
government inspector whose action 
is alleged to have impeded greatly 
the progress of the work, to the 
claimant’s injury, or to find as a 
fact whether or not complaint of the 
inspector’s action was made _ by 
claimant to a superior officer, and, 
if made, as to the date of such com- 
plaint, and the action taken upon it. 
Ripleyieva Us. 8S.) 220 WesSs 4915 30 
SCt 478, 55 L. ed. 557 [remanding 
record for additional findings 45 Ct. 
Cl, 621): 

[d] Where no request has been 
made to the court of claims to make 
a finding pursuant to the rules regu- 
lating appeals therefrom, a request 
for an order on a court of claims 
for an additional finding will be re- 
PUSCOM aw Ss wee OTISCOlM TLL > Uni Sy 
appendix clix, 24 L. ed. 596, 13 Ct. 
Cli 569. 

[e], Remand for findings. — (1) 
Where the findings do not suffi- 
ciently present questions of law in 
a case pending on appeal, the rem- 
edy is an application to the supreme 
court for an order remanding the 
case with instructions. Monroe v. 
MES. Ou, Ot. Cli 79.0 (2). Pailure. of, 
the court of claims to find certain 
facts which it had assumed in its 
decision does not require a sending 
back of the case where the facts not 
found are not controverted. Acker- 
lind “v2. U., S., 240.0; 8.581, 36. SCt 
438, 60 L. ed. 788 [rev 49 Ct. Cl! 
635]. (3) The supreme court will 
not remand to the court of claims 
a case at law, with directions to 
return whether certain distinct 
propositions in requests for findings 
of fact, presented to that court on 
the trial, are established and proved 
by the evidence, if it appears that 
the object of the request for the re- 
mand is to ask the supreme court 
to determine questions of fact on 
the evidence. McClure v. U. S., 116 
UH S145, 6a SCt 921, 129; Leeds 572 
FLollasUnion veacw Ri) Coo ve Us Se 
TEGO. Si 10d45916 WSCt sab; e20 bs led: 
584]. © 

[f] Additional findings made by 
the court of claims do not conform 
to the mandate of the federal su- 
preme’ court, remanding the record 
on cross appeals from an award un- 
der a contract for a public work, for 
an explicit finding as to the knowl- 
edge and good faith of the govern- 
ment inspector whose action is al- 
leged to have impeded greatly the 
progress of the work, to claimant’s 
injury, where the statement in such 
findings that the inspector was 
knowingly acting in bad faith is 
qualified by other language which 
shows that such knowledge and bad 


faith are inferred solely from lapse | 
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court.’’ °° 


sixty days next 


(2) 


of time, with nothing to indicate 
that such an inference is a neces- 
sary conclusion. Ripley v. U. S., 222 
Tie Suel44s S25SCENGON > 6 iluameds niet. 

27. U. S. v. Omaha ‘Tribe, 253 
U. S. 275, 40 SCt 522, 64 L. ed. 901; 
Brothers v. U. S.,° 250 U. S. 88, 39 
SCt 426, 63 L. ed. 859 [aff 52 Ct. 
Cl 4627: Hathaway. vi UL. Siy'249 
U. S. 460, 39 SCt 346, 63 L. ed. 707 
[aff 52 Ct. Cl. 267]; Saalfield v. U. S., 
946 UWS 6L0m S8uSCt 697, 62a ed, 
895 [aft 51 (Ct: “Cl. 4221 Crocker, tv. 
WSL 240 Se 4 Hs6R SChr 24560 
Tied 533 Patt 49. Ct. "Cl. 85); -Cramp, 
etc., Ship, ete. Bldg. Co. v. U. S., 
239 UW. Sere 236. (SCt.. 701 160) "in ed, 
O38 fatty 46 1eta. Olas Selsey Wey ise pve 
Société Anonyme des Anciens Etab- 
lissements Cail, 224 U. S. 309, 32 
SCt 4795756) Ln) edit 78'* Lati43 Ct 
Cl. 25]; Mississippi Soc., ete. In- 
dians v. Oklahoma Soc., etc., In- 
dians, 220) U: S.. 481, 31° ‘SCt- 473, 
55 LL. ed. 552; District of Columbia 
v. Barnes, 197 U. S. 146, 25 SCt 401, 
49 L. ed. 699; McKeever v. U. S., 14 
ee Cle 396 swROSS!V2 UU.) Sapo OLenel 

[a] @®he supreme court will not 
direct the court of claims to send up 
evidence on which that court bases 
its findings. U. S. v. Smoot, 131 


U. S. appendix ccvi. 

[b] A fact which the court of 
claims states that it does not find 
stands unproved in the supreme 
court on appeal. Ackerlind v. U. S., 
240 U.S: 53, 86 SCt 438,60) Ze ed. 
783 [rev 49 Ct. Cl. 635]. 

28. Hathaway v.U. S:, 249 U.S. 
460, 39 SCt 346, 63 L. ed. 707 [aff 


B2NCt Cle 2671. 

29. Court of customs appeals see 
infra § 352%. 

30. Jud. Code § 195. 

fa] Supreme court rules regulate 
proceedings on applications for cer- 
tiorari to review a decision of the 
circuit court of appeals “or any 
other court.’”’ Supreme Court Rules, 
rule 37 (set forth supra § 206 note 60). 

[b] Review by certiorari in gen- 
eral,—The leading provision for re- 
view by certiorari, and the one 
which gives rise to a great number 
of reported cases, is Jud. Code § 240. 
See supra § 206. Certiorari to court 
of appeals Of District of Columbia 
see infra § 274. Certiorari to state 
courts see infra §§ 276, 313. Cer- 
tiorari to supreme courts of Hawaii 
and Porto Rico see supra § 270. 
Certiorari to supreme court of Phil- 
ippine Islands see supra § 271. 


Time limit for certiorari see 
Supra § 206. 
31. Certification of question by 


court of appeals of District of Co- 
lumbia see supra § 203. 

32. Jud. Code § 250, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) p £798; 

{a] The code of the District of 
Columbia (1) gave to the supreme 
court of the United States a some- 


[§§ 272-273 


wise, such case to be certified to the supreme court 
for its review and determination, with the same 
power and authority in the case as if it had been 
carried by appeal or writ of error to the supreme 


[§ 273] f. Of Court of Appeals of District of 
Columbia *1—(1) By Appeal or Writ of Error. The 
statute 22 gives the supreme court of the United 
States appellate jurisdiction with respect to the final 
judgments or decrees of the court of appeals of the 
District of Columbia in the following eases: 
When the jurisdiction of the trial court is in issue, 
provided that, if the case is not otherwise review- 
able by the supreme court, the question of juris- 
diction alone must be certified to it for decision.®? 
In prize cases.*4 
construction or application of the constitution of 
the United States,*° the constitutionality of any law 


(1) 


(3) 


In eases involving the 


what broader appellate jurisdiction. 
D.C.) Code (1911), °§ 22330) (2) But 
that coce is in this respect super- 
seded by the Judicial Code. Wash- 
ington Home v. American Security, 
etc., Co., 224 U. S. 486, 32’ Sct 554, 
56 L. ed. 854 [den writ of error and 
leave to app 38 App. (D. C.) 421]; 


Vermillion v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co., 
38 App. (D. C.) 434, 52 LRANS 
1136. (3) Decisions under’ super- 


seded provisions of District of Co- 
lumbia code. District of Columbia 
Vv; Pislin, |183 -W, Si 62) 929% SCE viz 
46 L. ed. 85; Parsons v. District of 
Columbia, 170 U.S. 45, 18 SCt 521, 
42 L. ed. 943; Spalding v. Mason, 
161 U. S. 375, 16 SCt 592, 40 Li. ed: 
738; Durham vy. Seymour, 161 U. S. 
235, 16 SCt 452, 40 L. ed. 682 [dist 
Sparrow v. Strong, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
97, 18 L. ed. 49]; U. S. v. Seymour, 
153 U. S. -353; 14 SCt 871,.38 LL. ed: 
742; U. S. v. Wanamaker, 147 U. S. 
149, 13 SCt 279, 37 L. ed. 118: Cross 
ve Burke,7146 U.S). 82, sage oes 
36 L. ed. 896; Dennison vy. Alexan- 
der, 103 S45 b22, 126° ey vedsise 
Ealtimore, etc., R. Co. v: Grant, 98 
U. 8.0 398, 25° du. ed. 123135 ‘Stanton 
v. Embry, 93 U. S. 548, 28 L. ed. 983; 
Howison v. Masson, 29 App. (D. C.) 


338; Morgan vy. Adams, 29 App. 
(Dy .C.))-1983, Ross’ v.00, (Si, 20 eAppt 
(D. C.) 1. (4) Amount in contro- 


versy as determining appellate ju- 
risdiction under superseded provi- 
sions of District of Columbia code. 
Thompson v. Thompson, 226 U. §S. 
551, 838 SCt 129; 57 Ly edl347 “att 
35 App. (D. C.) 14]; Wallach’ vy. Ru- 
dolph, .217 U.S... 561,730) SGt) 58%, 
54 L. ed. 888; Harten v. Loffler, 212 
U..-S.-89T, 29 SCt 13515 05 diheds 156s 
{aff 23 App. (D. C.) 490]: Morgan 
v. Adams, 211 U. S. 627, 29 SCt 213, 
53 L. ed. 362; Fields v. U. S., 205 
U.S. 292,27 SCt 543, 51.L: éd. 807; 
U.S. v. Hay, 194 U.S. 373, 24 Sct 
681, 48 L. ed. 1025 [dism writ of 
error 20 App. (D. C.) 576]; Shappirio 
v. Goldberg, 192. U. S2:.232,°24 sct 
259, 48 L. ed. 419 [aff 20 App. (D. (O59) 
185]; Magruder v. Armes, 180 U. 8. 
496, 21 SCt 454, 45 L. ed. 638 [dism 
writ. of error 15 App..\(D. C.) 879]; 
Overby v. Gordon, 177 U. S. 214, 20 
SCt 603, 44 L. ed. 741 [aff 13 App. 
(D. C.) 392]; Willis v. Eastern 
Trust, 7etel.< (ComulLelyeUrase, Ai6h AW 
SCt 739, 42 L. ed. 88; Perrine v. 
Slack, 164 U. S. 452, 17 
L. ed. 510; Chapman v. 
U.S. 486, 17 SCt-76,.. 44 

33. Jud. Code § 250. 

What is a “question of jurisdic- 
tion” is exhaustively discussed 
supra §§ 216-241. 

Certification of questions of ju- 
risdiction and practice thereon see 
supra §§ 245-261. 

34 U. S. v. Sampson, 19 App, 
(D. C.) 419. And see supra § 265. 
_85. Coates v. District of Colum- 
bia, 142 Appr D:. Ci) 80%. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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of the United States,?¢ or the validity or construc- 
tion of any treaty made under the authority of the 
In eases in which the con- 
stitution: or any law of a state is claimed to be in 
contravention of the constitution of the United 
States.° (5 ) In cases in which the validity of any 
authority exercised under the United States 2° or 
the existence of scope of any power or duty of an 
officer of the United States is drawn in question.*° 


United States.97 (4) 


[a] Frivolous constitutional con- 
tentions will not give the supreme 
court jurisdicticn. United Surety 
Co. v. American Fruit Product Co., 
238 U. S. 140, 35: SCt 828, 59 L. ed. 
1238 [dism writ of error 40 App. 
(2D Ch) 23915 Wis S.evane, (2820. 'S, 
598, 34 SCt 449, 58 L. ed. 748 [den 
writ of error 40 App. (D. C.) 533]. 

Cases under the same provision in 
Jud. Code § 238 see supra § 263. 

36. Parsons v. District of Colum- 
Hiayy L720) UW. *S).45, 218 SCtr521," 420 iL. 
ed. 943; Coates v. District of Colum- 
bia, 42 App. (D. C.) 307. 

[a] Law local to District of Co- 
lumbia.—The supreme court can re- 
view on appeal or writ of. error 
eases involving the constitutionality 
of a local act of congress, applying 
only to the District of Columbia, al- 
though under Jud. Code § 250 par 6 
authorizing review of cases involv- 
ing the construction of acts of con- 
gress, it can review only = cases 
involving the construction of gen- 
eral laws. Heald v. District of Co- 
lumbia, 41 SCt 42 [overr in effect 

. S. Surety Co. v. American Fruit 
Product Co., 40 App. (D. C.) 239]. 

Cases under the same provision 
in Jud. Code § 238 see supra § 263. 

37. Jud. Code § 250 par 3. 

Cases under the same provision in 
gud. Code § 238 see supra § 264. 


38. Jud. Code § 250 par 4. 
39. U.S. v. Ewing, 237 U.'S. 197, 
SbirSOt 57145259) due edie 913%. US 


v. Antikamnia Chemical Co., 231 
U. S. 654, 34 SCt 222, 58 L. ed. 419 
{rev 387 ‘App. (D.°C.) 343]; U. S. 
v. Allen, 192 U. S. 5438, 24 SCt 416, 
48 L. ed. 555; U. S. v. Seymour, 153 
vs S. 353, 14 "Sct 871, 38 L. ed. 742; 

Se Ne yen alot Un Sana5 0; 11 
Sct 114, 34 L. ed. 700. 

[a] A suit to enjoin the main- 
tenance of a party wall under regu- 
lation of commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia under Act June 14, 
1878, is one drawing in, question 
validity of an authority exercised 
under the United States. Smoot v. 
Hevl, 227 U. S.°518, 33 SCt 336, 57 
L. ed. 621 {aff 34 App. (DGC;) 4801. 

[b] Entry of name on navy list. 
—A decision refusing mandamus to 
compel the secretary of the navy to 
record the petitioner’s name on the 
register of retired officers of the 
navy as a paymaster’s clerk was 
mot one in which the validity of an 
authority exercised under the United 
States or the power of an officer of 
the United States was drawn in 
question. U. S. v. Meyer, 227 U.S. 
452, 33. SCt 331, 57 L. ed. 594 [den 
pet for writ of error 38 App. (D. C.) 
To same effect U. S. v. Meyer, 
EDA) 43:70) \TLOlleOy aS: cv. 
Fisher, 38 App. (D. C.) 46 (cer- 
tiorari den 225 U. S. 708, 32 SCt 839, 
56 L. ed. 1267)]. 

[ec] Withholding of patent by 
land department.—The validity of 
an authority exercised under the 
United States or the scope of any 
power of United States officers was 
not “drawn in question” in a case 
in which the validity of the action 
of the land department in withhold- 
ing a patent under the act of March 
3, 1891, § 7 was involved. U.S. v. 
Fisher, DOT RO MS 44D Oo ChE OAS NOU 
L. ed. 591 [den pet for writ of 
error 39 App. (D. C.) 158]. 

[d] Validity of patent office regu- 
lation.—A suit in which the ‘validity 
oe ON ied regulation established by the 
commissioners of patents, under the 
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| (6) 


fendant.*! The 


concerned, 


criminal laws,*® 
other cases for 


authority of Rev. St. § 482, for the 
conduct of proceedings in the patent 
office, is assailed, is one in which 
there is drawn in question the valid- 
ity of “an authority exercised under 
the United States.” U. S. v. Allen, 
192 U.S. 548, 24 SCt 416, 48 L. ed. 555. 

fe] Dismissal of clerk in civil 
service.—The validity of an author- 
ity exercised under the United States 
was not drawn in question by a pe- 
tition for mandamus to compel the 
restoration to her position in the 
classified civil .service of a clerk 
whose contention is not that the 
president and his representatives 
were without authority to dismiss 
her, but that her dismissal was ille- 
gal because the requisite formalities 
prescribed by the civil service be 
lations were not observed. U. S. 
Taft, 203 U. S, 461, 27 SCt 148, Bi 
L. ed. 269 [dism writ of error 24 
App. (D. C.)) 95]. 

40. Jud. Code § 250 par 5. 

41. Washington R., ete. Co. v. 
Scala, 244 U. S. 630, 37 SCt 654, 61 
L. ed. 1360 [aff 43 ADD: tba eo) 
484]; United Surety Co. v. renee 
Cama rite roduct ) Con m2 oom ULemis. 
140, 35 SCt 828, 59 L. ed. 1238; U.S. 
v. Ewing, 237 U.S! 1975135 Sct 571, 
DD La Cano ts Ue MS tv. duane, 932 
U. S. 598, 34 SCt 449, 58 L. ed. 748; 
Coates v. District of Columbia, 43 
App, CDs Cz) 2S O7E8 kes eave Fisher, 
38 App. (D. C.) 46 [certiorari den 
225 U. S. 708, 32. SCt 839, 56 L. 
ed, 1267]. i 

[a] Congressional acts having 
general authority throughout’ the 
United States are meant by this pro- 
vision. Newman v. U. S., 238 U. S. 
Sys OPIS OLY, Sol 209 el edu 9446. 
United Surety Co. v. American Fruit 
Product Co. 288 UsS 2440;, 35 <SCt 
828, 59 L. ed. 1238; Washington, etc., 
Pe Olm iic Downey, PGA Bes) 190, 
35 SCt 406, 59 L. ed. 533 [dism writ 
of error 40 App. (D. C.) 147]; Ameri- 
can Security, ete., Co. v. District of 
Columbia, 224 U. S. 491, 32 SCt 553, 
56 L. ed. 856 [den writ of error 
38 App. (D. C.) 32 and dist Heald 
v. District of Columbia, 41 SCt 42]; 
U. S. Surety Co. v. American Fruit 
Product. Co;, 40. App: (D.-G.) 239: 

{b] Laws relating to District of 
Columbia.—The laws as contained in 
District of Columbia code, and in 
acts of congress limited in. their 
operation to the District of Colum- 
bia, are not laws of the United 
Stetes within the meaning of this 
provision. Washington, etc., R. Co. 
v. Downey, 236 U. S. 190, 35 SCt 
406, 59 L. ed. 5383; American Security, 
ete., Co. v. Rudolph, 38 App. (D. C.) 
82 [writ of error den 224 U. S. 491, 
82 SCt 558, 56 L. ed. 856]. 

{c] The quo warranto sections of 
the code of the District of Columbia, 
under which proceedings may be in- 
stituted against national officers of 
the United States who perform offi- 
cial duties within the district, must 
be regarded, so far as appellate ju- 
risdiction of the supreme court is 
concerned, aS general laws of the 
United States and not mere local 
laws of the district.. Newman v. 
DSSS) Ui S. bon, 79) SC 881) v59 
L. ed. 1446. 

[ad] Mandamus to secretary of the 
interior.—This provision does not 
apply to a mandamus proceeding in 

which the secretary of the interior 
is the respondent, and in which the 
final decision of the court of appeals 
of the District of Columbia was in 


[25 0.5.] 923 


In cases in which the construction of any law 
of the United States is drawn in question by de- 


judgments of the court of appeals 


of the District of Columbia are, however, made final, 
so far as a review by appeal or writ of error is 
in all cases arising under the patent 
laws,* the copyright laws,** the revenue laws,** the 


and in admiralty cases,#* and in 
which a review by appeal or writ 


his favor and which the petitioner 
for the writ seeks to have reviewed. 
U. S. v. Fisher, 38 App. (CD. C.) 46 
[certiorari den 225 U. S. 708, 32 SCt 
839, 56 L. ed. 1267]. 

fe] A law which has’ been de- 
clared unconstitutional is not a law 
of the United States within this pro- 
vision. Washington, etc. R. Co. v. 
Downey, 236 U. S. 190, 35 SCt 406, 
59 L. ed. 538. 

([f] Where the construction of an 
act of congress has been settled by 
previous decisions of the supreme 
court of the United States, an ap- 
peal will not be allowed in a subse- 
quent case in which the construction 
of such statute is brought into ques- 
tion. Washington R. Co. v. Downey, 
40 App. (D. C.) 147; Parish v. Mc- 
Gowan, 89 App. (Di GC.) 184) > But 
compare McGowan y. Parish, 228 
U.S. 312, 338 SCt 621, 57 L. ed. 849 
(where an appeal from the court of 
appeals of the District of Columbia 
reversing a decree enforcing a lien 
of attorneys on a fund or a claim 
against the United States was al- 
lowed by the federal supreme court 
over the objection that the question 
raised concerning the construction of 
Rev. St. § 3477, as to assignment of 
claims against the United States, has 
been so foreclosed that the construc- 
tion of the statute was not in ques- 
tion, in view of the difference be- 
tween the two lower courts as to 
the effect of an interlocutory con- 
sent decree, and the effect of the 
statute on the rights of the parties 
to make the agreement, irrespective 
of its operation on the United States 
and the application of the statute 
to gee case preucnted): 

US: Ewing, 237 U. S. 197, 
35 ct 571, 55 L. ed. 913 [dism app 
writ of error sub nom. Moore v. 
WiS..940 App. (CD: Coyeb ody, 

{a] “Arising under‘ the patent 
laws.”—Cases under this phrase in 
Jud. Code § 128 see supra §§ 205, 208. 

43. U.S. v. Ewing, 237 U. S. 197, 
35 SCt 571, 59 L. ed. 913. 

[a] “The copyright laws.”—Cases 
under this phrase in Jud. Code § 128 
see supra § 205. 

44. Jud. Code § 250. 

[a] “The revenue laws.’’—Cases 
under this phrase in Jud. Code § 128 
see supra § 205. 

45. Hartranft v. Mullowny, 247 
W.US. 295,38) SCt 518, 62 ( ediesi23 
[dism writ of error 43 Apps CDs Ca) 
44]; Gompers.v. U. S., 233 U. S. 604, 
34 SCt 693, 58 L. ed. 1115 [rev 40 
App. (D. CG.) 293]; Fields v. U. S., 

U. S. 292, 27 SCt 5438, 51 L. ed. 
807; 


Sinclair v. District of Colum- 
bia, 192 U. S. 16, 24 SCt 212, 48 L. 
ed. 322 [dism writ of error 20 App. 
(D. C!) 336]; Chapman vy. U. S., 164 
U. S. 436, 17 SCt 76, 41 L. ed. 504; 
In re Schneider, 148 Use See tsi, tis 
SCt 572, 37 L. ed. 406; Cross v. U. S., 
145° U.S) 57a £2) Set. 842,36 Lived. 
821; In re. Heath, 144 U. S. 92, 12 
SCt. 615,736) laced, 3685)" Piercey vy. 
U. S., 37 App, CD. C.). 582° [certiorari 
den 223 U.S. 732, 32 SCt 528, 56 
L. ed. 634]. 

[a] Even though there is a ques- 
tion as to the constitutionality of 
the statute under which defendant 
was convicted, a writ of error will 


not lie. Reagan v. District of Co- 
lumbia, 41 App. (D. C.) 409. 
{b] “fhe criminal laws.”—Cases . 


under this phrase in Jud, Code § 128 
see supra § 205. 
46. Jud. Code § 250. 


924 [25 C.J.] 


of error is not provided in the classes of cases 
hereinbefore, in this section, specified.47 A writ of 
error, instead of an appeal, is the proper method 
to review a decision in a proceeding in substance 
an action at law;48 and a review can be had only 
in the case of a judgment or a decree which is final 
in its nature.*9 

Scope of review. On appeal or writ of error the 
supreme court may determine all questions presented 
by the record®® and enter the judgment which 
shduld have been rendered by the court below.5! 
But errors not of a fundamental character, which 
were not presented to the lower court for considera- 
tion, and which were waived, will not be considered 
on an appeal.®? 3 


[§ 274] (2) By Certiorari.®? It is provided 4 


that, in cases in which the judgment or decree of | 


the court of appeals is made final,®* it is competent 
for the supreme court of the United States to re- 
quire, by certiorari,°° or otherwise, any such case 
to be certified to it for its review and determination, 
with the same power and authority in the ease as 
if it had been carried up by writ of error or ap- 
peal.o? <A writ of certiorari will be dismissed for 

[a] “In admiralty _cases.’/—Cases 
under this phrase in Jud. Code § 128 
see supra § 205. 

47. Jud. Code § 250. 

Certiorari to review 
or decrees 


39 App. 
Druny,, 235e ews. 
Leds 1617 

judgments 51. 
made final see infra 
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285, 85 SCt 543, 59 Li. ed. 955 [rev 
eC) 1845 
106, 35 


Baker v. Warner, 


[§§ 273-276 


want of jurisdiction where it appears that the 
question on which the certiorari was prayed was 
not before the court below, and is. not open for 
consideration, because no exception concerning 
the ruling of the trial court on the subject was 
taken so as to preserve the right of review con- 
cerning it.58: 

[§ 275] g. Of Military Tribunals. The pro- 
ceedings of military tribunals cannot be reviewed. 
by the supreme court of the United States by cer- 
tiorari;°® but, it has been held that a contention 
that the accused was twice punished for the same 
offense by the sentence of any army court-martial, 
when raised in a trial court on an application for 
habeas corpus, may authorize an appeal to the su-. 
preme court of the United States.®%° 

[§ 276] h. Of State Courts—(1) Source and 
Extent of Power—(a) In General. As early as 
1789 the supreme court was given, by act of con- 
gress,®*1 authority to review decisions of the state 
courts of last resort in certain specified cases, which 
authority has been continued by various statutes,®2 
down to the enactment of the Judicial Code section 
which is quoted belew,®? and the appellate power 


bia; -2435US Sil 3eSCl 361, 161 ats 
ed, 557. 

59.. In re Vidal, 179 U. S. 126, 21 
SCt 48, 45 L. ed. 118; Ex p. Val- 
Be diet 1 ‘Wall. .(U.¢S.)= 243,72 
ed. : 


Magruder v. 
SCt 77, 59 


231 U.S. 


§ 274; 

Metropolitan R. Co. v. McFar- 
Jand; 195 U. S.. 322,.-25 SCt. 28, 49 
L. ed. 219 [aff 26 Anp. (D. C.) 421] 


(a condemnation proceeding). And 
see Appeal and Error § 21. 
49. Hartranft v. Mullowny, 247 


U. S. 295, 88 SCt 518, 62 L. ed. 1123; 
mMrasch’ sy. Moore, 211 U.S. 73, 329 
SCE 6; ds), bs ed. 65. 

[a] Affirmance of decision 
commissioner of patents.—(1) 
judgment of the court of appeals of 
the District of Columbia, affirming 
the decision of the commissioner of 
patents in an interference proceed- 
ing, and directing that its own de- 
cision be certified to the commis- 
sioner, as required by law, is not 
final for the purpose of a writ of 
error from. the federal supreme 
court. Johnson v. Mueser, 212 U. S. 
283, 29 SCt: 390, 53 L. ed. 514. + (2) 
A decision of the court of appeals 
of the District of Columbia on an 
appeal from a decision of the com- 
missioner of patents in proceedings 
under application made pursuant to 
the act of Febr. 20, 1905 (33 St. at 
L. 1.724 e@ 592.8 1) for the registra- 
tion of a trade-mark, which affirms 
the latter’s decision, and directs the 
elerk to certify its opinion to the 
commissioner, according to law, is 
not final for the purpose of an ap- 
peal to, or writ of error from, the 
federal supreme court, Since the pro- 
ceedings under that act are gov- 
erned by the same rules of practice 
and procedure as in patent cases. 
Atkins v. Moore, 212 U. S. 285, 29 
Sct 390, 53 L. ed. 515. (8) An ap- 
peal to the supreme court of the 
United States from the court of ap- 
peals will not lie, and an applica- 
tion for the allowance of such an 
appeal will be denied where the de- 
cree reverses a decree of the supreme 
court of the District of Columbia, 
enjoining the commissioner of pat- 
ents from striking certain applica- 
tions for patents from the files of 
his office, and proceeding with an 
investigation as to whether the ap- 
plications had been fraudulently al- 
tered or changed. Moore v. Heany, 
34 App. (D. C.) 31. 

Finality of decision in general see 
Appeal and Frror §§ 256-285. 

50. McGowan v. Parish, 237 U. S. 


of 
A 


588, 34 SCt 175, 58 L. ed. 384 [rev |L. 
36 App. (D. C.) 493]. 

52. Magruder v. Drury, 2385 U. S. 
LOG SSUSCE Nin Oo weed. «ible 

53. Certification of questions to 
the supreme court: by court of ap- 
peals of District of Columbia see 
supra § 203. 

54, Jud..Code § 251, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) p 1805. 

55. See supra § 273. 

[a] Actual entry of judgment not 
necessary.—‘“The writ when issued 
to the Court of Appeais is not lim- 


ited to cases in which final judgment : 
has been entered, but only to cases ; 


in which the judgment when entered 
is final.’ George A. Fuller Co. v. 
Otis El. Co., 245 U. S. 489, 38 SCt 
180, 62 L. ed. 422. 

Judgments or decrees made final 
see supra § 273. 

- 56. Hartranft v. Mullowny, 247 
U. S. 295, 38 SCt 518, 62 L. ed. 1123 
a writ of error 43 App. (D. C.) 

{a] Supreme Court Rules regu- 
late proceedings on applications for 
certiorari to review a decision of 
the circuit court of appeals “or any 
other court.’ Supreme Court Rules, 
pale 37 (set forth supra § 206 note 
60). 
[b] Review by certiorari in gen- 
eral.—The leading provision for re- 
view by certiorari, and the one which 
has given rise to a great number 
of reported cases, is Jud. Code § 240 
supra § 206. Certiorari to court of 
customs appeals see supra § 272%. 
Certiorari to state courts see infra 
§§ 276, 313. Certiorari to supreme 
courts of Hawaii and Porto Rico see 
supra § 270. Certiorari to supreme 
court of Philippine Islands see supra 
Shey file ‘ 
§ Brey limit for certiorari see supra 

57. George A. Fuller Co. v. Otis 
EI. Co., 245 U. S..489, 492,738 SCt 
180, 62 L. ed. 422 [rev 44 App. 
(D. C.) 287] (“The words ‘with the 
same power and authority in the 
case as if it had been carried by 
writ of error or appeal to said Su- 
preme Court’ express the character 
of the power, not its conditions, as 
the power is granted only when a 
cs of error or appeal does not 
16°72 


58. Tyrrell v. District of Colum- 


[a] The reason of the rule is 
that such tribunals are not courts 
with jurisdiction in law or equity, 
within the meaning of those terms 
as used in Const. art III. In. re 
Vidal, 179.tUS SP 1265" 20 SCts 43 aes 


L. ed. 118. 


60. Carter v. McClaughry, 183 U- 
S. 365, 22 SCt 181, 46 L. ed. 236; and 
see supra § 263. 

61. Act Sept. 24, 1789 (1 St: *at 
Le 185; ("20 SSx 2a 

62.. Act Feb. 5, 1867 (14 Sti at Ti. 
386. ¢ +28) 3" Un Sul Reve uste ooo ue. 
Marshall! “vie Dye, 9234 BUS) Siz50. 
34 SCt 92; 58 L. ed. 206; Atchison, 
etc:, JR.) Co. We, SOWeLS, | 21oaNw Sone 
29 SCt 39%, 53: lL.” ed. 695. Cafe) (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 99 SW 190]; Texas, ete., 
R. Co. v. Abilene Cotton Oil Co., 204 
U. S. 426, 27 SCt 350, 51 L. ed. 553, 9 
AnnCas” 1075 ‘Trev 738. Tex. Civ. SA] 
366, 85 SW 1052]; Illinois Cent. R. 
Co. v. McKendree, 203 U. S. 514, 27 
SCt 158, 51 L. ed. 298; American Ex- 
press Co. v. Maynard, 177 U. S. 404, 
20 SCt 695, 44 L:' ed. 823 [rev 1178 
Mich. 682, 77 NW 317]; Bohanan v. 
Nebraska, 118 U. S. 231, 6 SCt 1049, 
30 "Led. {bs Home Ins, Colm y. 
Augusta, 93:0. S. 116,23) Tho ede sab 
Weston v. Charleston, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 
449, 7 L. ed. 481; Martin v. Hunter, 
Te Wiheat.) (U.S). 304) 4b fed oT - 
Piqua Branch State Bank v. Knoup, 
6 Oh... St.” 342? 

{a] The fact that the supreme 
court might have original jurisdic- 
tion in a suit does not oust its ap- 
pellate jurisdiction where such a 
suit is brought in a state court. 
Cohens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. 
S,) 264, °5 ‘Tas ed 257. 

[b] Proceedings will not be 
stayed. to enable an unsuccessful 
party to an avnveal to sue out a 
writ of error in the absence of a 
statement of some cogent fact as a 
ground for such action. Bradley v. 
Gamelle, 7 Minn. 3381. 

63. Jud. Code § 237, as amended 
by the act of ‘Sept. 6, 1916, 39 St. at 
L. 726 c 448 § 2 (reading as follows: 
“A final judgment or decree in any 
suit in the highest court of a State 
in which a decision in the suit 
could be had, where is drawn in 
question the validity of a treaty or 
statute of, or an authority exer- 
cised under, the United States, and 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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so conferred is supported by both the letter and the 
spirit of the constitution.*¢ But the statutory grant 
of appellate jurisdiction will be strictly construed. 
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The supreme court of the United States has no 


the decision is against their val- 
idity; or where is drawn in question 
the validity of a statute of, or an 
authority @xercised under any State, 
on the ground of their being repug- 
nant to the Constitution, treaties, or 
laws of the United States, and the 
decision is in favor of their validity, 
may be reéxamined and reversed 
or affirmed in the Supreme Court 
upon a writ of error. The writ 
shall have the same effect as if the 
judgment or decree complained of 
had been rendered or passed in a 
court of the United States. The 
Supreme Court may reverse, modify, 
or affirm the judgment or decree of 
such State court, and may, in its 
discretion, award execution or re- 
mand the. same to the court from 
which it was removed by the writ. 
It shall be competent fcr the Su- 
preme Court, by certiorari or other- 
wise, to require that there be cer- 
tified to it for review and deter- 
mination with the same power and 
authority and with like effect as if 
brought up by writ of error, any 
cause wherein a final judgment or 
decree has been rendered or passed 
by the highest court of a State 
in which a decision could.be had, 
where is drawn in question the 
validity of a treaty or statute of, 
or an authority exercised under the 
United States, and the decision is in 
favor of their validity; or where is 
drawn in question the validity of a 
statute of, or an authority exercised 
under any State, on the ground of 
their beiug repugnant to the Consti- 
tution, treaties, or laws of the 
United States, and the decision is 
against their validity; or where any 
title, right, privilege, or immunity 
is claimed under the Constitution, 
or any treaty or statute of, or com- 
mission held or authority exercised 
under the United States, and the de- 
cision is either in favor of. or 
against the title, right, privilege, or 
immunity especially set up or 
claimed, by either party, under such 
Constitution, treaty, statute, com- 
mission, or authority”). 

64. Martin v. Hunter, 1 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 304, 4 L. ed. 97 [rev 4 Munf. 
CLS Va.) ds wChicago, etc.) a Co. WW. 
Swanger, 157 Fed. 783 [aff 218 U. S. 
185,30 SCt.638, 54 Ll. ed.) 9701; Wer- 
Tris) V. @oover, tad iCal) l(b Loverrnsin 
effect Johnson v. Gordon, 4 Cal. 368]. 
Contra Padelford v. Savannah, 14 
Ga. 438; Stunt v. .The Steamboat 
Ohio, 3 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 362, 4 
AmLR 49 (both cases holding that 
the federal supreme court had no 


appellate jurisdiction over .state 
courts). 

65. McBride v. Hoey, 11 Pet. (U. 
Sy) 1674 Opa ed: yG0355 THenris, 7. 
Coover, 11 Cal. 175. 

66. Pacific Gas, etc. Co. v. Sac- 


ramento Police Ct., 
Sct 79, 64 L. ed. 
PARA 12) donde Oe Sigigrust=laamd,. etc, 
Co. v. Jackson, 250 U. S. 71, 39 
SCt 424, 63 L. ed. 850 [dism writ of 
error and den certiorari (Miss.) 73 
S 8451; Coon v. Kennedy, 248 U. S. 
457, 39 SCt 146, 63 L. ed. 358 [dism 
writ of error 91 N. J. L. 598, 103 
A207]; Palmer v. State, .248 -U..S. 
32, 39 SCt 16, 68 L. ed. 108 [dism 
writ of error Raudabaugh v. Ohio, 
96 Oh. St. 513, 118 NE 102]; Union 
Pac. R. Co. v. Laughlin, 247 U. S. 
204, 38 SCt 436, 62 L. ed. 1073 [dism 
writ of error 196 Mo. A. 541, 196 
SW 398]; Stadelman v. Miner, 246 
U. S..544, 38 SCt 359, 62 L. ed. 875 
[dism writ of error 83 Or. 348, 155 
P 708, 163 P 585, 983]; Bgan v. Mc- 
Donald, 246 U. S. 227, 38 SCt. 223, 
62.L, ed. 680 faff 36 S. D.-92,.153 
NW 915]; Wear v. Kansas, 245 U.S. 
154, 38 SCt 55, 62 L. ed. 214; Dono- 


hue v. Vosper, 243 U. S. 59, 87 SCt 
350, 61 L. ed. 592; Gannon v. John- 
ston, 243 U. S. 108, 37 SCt 330, 61 
L. ed. 622; Gasquet v. Lapeyre, 242 
Us Si. 367-387 SCt 165, 61 Ln ed. 367; 
Kryger v. Wilson, 242 U. S. 171, 37 
SCt 34, 61 L. ed. 229; Ohio v. Hilde- 
brant, 241 U. S. 565, 36 SCt 708, 60 
L. ed, 1172; Rogers v. Hennepin 
County, 240 U. S. 184, 36 SCt 265, 60 
li. ed. 594; Dayton Coal, etc., Co. v. 
Cincinnati, etce., R. Co., 239 U. S. 446, 
36 SCt, 137, 60 LL. eds 375 [aff 134 
Tenn. 221, 1883 SW 739]; O’Neill v. 
Leamer, 239 U. S. 244, 36 SCt 54, 60 
L. ed. 249 [aff 93 Nebr. 786, 142 
NW 112]; Stewart v. Kansas City, 
230 NUE St ate Oo Om SOCty 14060, used: 
120 [dism writ of error 90 Kan. 846, 
1386 P 241]; Parker v. McLain, 237 
U. S. 469, 35 SCt 632, 59 L. ed. 1051 
{dism app writ of error 88 Kan. 717, 
1297 Peli140> 88 Kan 873; 138i ,Py15345 
Hrie R. Co. v. Solomon; 237 U. S. 
427, 35 SCt 648, 59 L. ed. 1033 [dism 
writ of error 89 Oh. St. 406, 106 NE 
1055]; Booth v. Indiana, 237 U.S. 
391, 35 SCt 617, 59 L. ed. 1011; Hast- 
ern R., Co..v,—Littlefield; 237-U.. S: 
140, 35 SCt 489, 59 L. ed. 878 [dism 
writ of, error. (Tex:.), 154° SW. 543]; 
Chapman v. Zobelein, 237 U. S. 135, 
35 SCt 518, 59 L. ed.-874; New Or- 
leans Taxpayers’ Protective Assoc. 
v. Sewerage, etc., Board, 237 U. S. 
38, 35 SCt 542, 59 L. ed. 828 [dism 
writ of error 132 La. 839, 61 S 843]; 
Illinois v. Economy Light, ete., Co., 
234 U. S. 497, 34 SCt 973, 58 L. ed. 
1429 [dism writ of error 241 Ill, 290, 
89 NE 760]; Manhattan L. Ins. Co. 
v. Cohen, 224 U. S. 128, 34 SCt 874, 
58 L. ed. 1245 [dism app (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 139 SW 51]; Holden Land, etce., 
Co. v. Interstate Trading Co., 233 U. 
S. 536, 34 SCt 661, 58 L. ed. 1083 
[dism writ of error 87 Kan. 221, 123 
P 733,. LDRAI915B 492]; Eberle v. 
Michigan, 232 U. S. 700, 34 SCt 464, 
58 L. ed. 803 [aff 167 Mich. 477, 133 
NW 519]; National Safe Deposit Co. 
Veeiotead, «232. Sa S8aush SCt. 209; 
58 L. ed. 504 [aff 250 Ill. 584, 95 NE 
973, AnnCas1912B 430]; John  v. 
Paulliny 231 U. Ss) 683,84 SCE 178, 
58 L. ed. 381 [dism writ of error 24 
Okl. 636, 104 P 365, 24 Okl. 642, 106 
P).838);. Wittle: v. Wiliams, 231 U. 
Sa 335, 84, SC€t 68:58) Lived: 9256) fiatt 
88 Ark. 37, 113 SW 340]; Yazoo, etc., 
R. Co. v. Brewer, 231 U. S. 245, 34 
SCt 90, 58 L. ed. 204 [dism writ of 
error 128 La. 544, 54 S 987]; Wood 
v. Chesborough, 228 U. S. 672, 33 SCt 
706, 57 L. ed. 1018 [dism app 95 
Miss. 63, 48 S 613]; Consolidated 
Tuarnp: iConjve Norfolk, ete; sR: Co; 
228 U. S. 326, 33 SCt 510, 57 L. ed: 
857 [dism writ of error 111 Va. 131, 
68 SE 346, AnnCas1912A 239, and 
reh den 228 U. S. 596, 33 SCt 605, 57 
Hie edn 982 15-Chicaeo; sete hw COsnv: 
Schwyhart, 227 U. S. 184, 33 SCt 250, 
57 L. ed. 473 [aff 145 Mo. A. 332, 130 
Sw 388]; Preston v. Chicago, 226 
LIS: 4A 88 SCt i Tn Oiedd. (eR. 2913 
Creswill v. Grand Lodge K. P., 225 
U. S. 246, 32 SCt 822, 56 L. ed. 1074 
{rev .133 Ga. 837, 67 SE 188, 134 
AmSR 231, 18 AnnCas 453]; Provi- 
dence Sav. Inst. v. Malone, 221 U. 
S. 660, 31 SCt 661, 55 L. ed. 899, 34 
IMEVAINS 15.29 2 oie Wee erry. Cou vs 


| Norfolk, 220 U. S. 472, 31 SCt 465, 


55 L. ed. 548 [aff 108 Va. 28, 61 SH 
867, 128 AmSR 940, 35 LRANS 167, 
108 Va. 35, 61 SE 870]; Spokane, 
R. Co. v. Washington, etce., é 
Comm219® Cy Sol66, vse SCt ys 2555 
L. ed. 159 [aff 49 Wash. 280, 

P 64]; Moffitt v. Keliy, 218 U. S. 
400, "Sie SCt> 795.54" ed. 4 1086, 
LRANS 1179; Williams v. s 
Valley First Nat. Bank, 216 U. S. 
582, 30 SCt 441, 54 L. ed. 625; First 
Nat. Bank v. Hstherville, 215 U. S. 
341, 30 SCt 152, 54 L. ed. 223; North 
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appellate jurisdiction whatever over the state courts 
with respect to matters not within the scope of the 
statutory grant,®® even though by reason of the char- 


Shore Boom, ete. Co. v. Nicomen 
Boom Co., 212 U. S. 406, 29 SCt 355, 
53 L. ed. 574; Londoner v. Denver, 
LZ LOMA.” Shs, 928) CSO ta LOS bon ir 
ed. 1103 [rev 83 Colo. 104, 80 P 
117]; Mobile, ete, R. Co. v. Missis- 
sippi, 210 U. S. 187, 28 SCt 650, 52 
L. ed. 1016 [aff 89 Miss. 724, 41 S 
259, 122 AmSR 295]; Northern Pace. 
- Co. v. Minnesota, 208 U. S. 583, 
28 SCt 341, 52 L. ed. 630; Consoli- 
dated Rendering Co. v. Vermont, 207 
Us; 541528 (SCt- 178 be) Mihedaaseve 
12 AnnCas 658; Vandalia R. Co. v- 
Indiana, 2.0%0 Ue S85 95 128) aN C teal oO 
527 a. ed. 246; Patterson “vil Colo- 
rado, 205 U. S. 454, 27 SCt 556, 51 L. 
ed. 879, 10 AnnCas 689 [dism writ 
of error 35 Colo. 2538, 84 PRP. 912]: 
Smith v. Jennings, 206 U. S. 276, 
27 SCt 610, 51 L. ed. 1061; Stone v. 
Southern Illinois, ete. Bridge °Co., 
206 U. S: 267,27 SCt 615, 51 L. ed. 
1057; Chapman, etc., Land Co. v. 
Bigelow, 206 U. S. 41, 27 SCt 679, 
51 L. ed. 953; Atlantic Coast Line 
Re (CO. Vale NOrthy = Caroling WOoOrnne 
Commn;7 206 Wt S. 17.27 SCt) 585.951 
bh. eds 933, 1a Anna's .398) fate “13% 
IN GC.) 492 SH Ole 1b Aim SiR a63 bili 
Barrington v. Missouri, 205 U. S. 
483, 27 SCt 582, 51 L. ed. 890; Iro- 
quois Transp. Co. v. De Laney Forge, 
ete... Coy, 205, U.S, 63b4,) 2%) (SCt 509; 
51 L. ed. 836; Swing v. Western 
umber Co: (205e OU. Sh Drea OL 
497, 51 L. ed. 799; Stone v. South- 
ern Illinois, ete., Bridge Co., 205 U. 
8.6267, 27 SCt 615; 51°. eds 10574 fate 
194 Mo. 175, 92 SW 475]; Elder v. 
CujJorado, 204 U. S. 85, 27 SCt 228, 51 
ved: 381-35 Burt v. Smith, (20330. S: 
129, 27 SCt 37, 51°L. ed. 121 [dism 
writ of’error 181’N. Y. 1, 73 NE 495, 
2 AnnCas 576]; Keen v. Keen, 201 U. 


JS. 319, 26 SCt 494, 50 L. ed. 772; Mc- 


Millen v. Ferrum Min. Co., 197 U. S. 
343, 25 SCt 533, 49 L. ed. 784; Allen 
v. Alleghany Co., 196 U. S. 458, 25 
Sct. 311,' 49 I. ed. 551; Cramer v.- 
Wilson, 195 U. S. 408, 25 SCt 94, 49 
L. ed. 256 [aff 202 Ill. 83, 66 NE 
869]; Schefe v. St. Louis, 194 U. 
S. 3738, 24 SCt 676, 48 L. ed. 1024 [aff 
167 Mo. 666, 67 SW 1100]; Fischer 
v. St... Louis, 194: U. S.-36175 924 SCét 
673, 48 L. ed. 1018 [aff 167 Mo. 654, 
67 SW 872, 99 AmSR 614, 64 LRA 
Pennsylvania 15e, Co. Ve 
LIL UW. Ss ALGAE SCE 1325, 
ed. 268 [aff 202, Pa. 222, 51 7A 
990) Sie vAmSR #7135 763n) EVA odo 
Commercial Pub. Co. v. Beckwith, 
LIS U.S: S67, 23 SCt 382,. 47" ls ede 
598 [aff 167 N. Y. 329, 60 NE 642]; 
Schaefer v. Werling, 188 U: S. 516, 


23 SCt 449, 47 L. ed. 570 [aff 156 
Ind. 704, 60 NE 149]; Telluride 
Power Transmission Co. v. Rio 


Grande Western R. Co., 187 U. S. 
569, 28 SCt 178, 47 L. ed. 307 [dism 
writ of error 23 Utah 22, 63 P 995]; 


New Orleans Waterworks Co. v. 
Louisiana, 185 W.. Si 336, 22° ‘SCt 
6$1, 46 L. ed, 986. [dism swrit of 


enror, 10% Las dt, 3) Si395)3) hake St: 
Bist. (Coin sh anmersie in Goa ee OO 
1825 Up S., 41%, 22 SCtLs 70, “450 lied: 
1161; New Orleans Debenture Re- 
demption Co. v. Louisiana, 180 U. S. 
320, 21 SCt 378, 45 L. ed, 550; Mc- 
Donald v. Massachusetts, 180 U. S. 
311, 21 SCt 389, 45 lL. ed. 542; Yazoo, 
ete) R.\-Co.. v. Adams, 180 U. S. 26; 
21 SCt 282, 45 Li. ed. 408; Avery v. 
Popper wivoh Wa Sa s05, 2h SCty 9457 45 
L. ed. 208; Taylor v. Beckham, 178 
U. S. 548, 20 SCt 890, 44 L. ed. 1187 
[dism writ of error 108 Ky. 278, 56 
SWiolititsed Keyl 1735, 94 AmSR 35%, 
49 LRA 258]; De Lamar’s Gold Min. 
Con Wy WeINeSbICt iii Une Sebo: 
SCt 715, 44 L. ed. 872; Gundling v. 
Chicago; 277. U.. Si-183;,° 20) SCt1633: 
£4 Tie eds T25 afi diiGe wie ss0neos 
NE 44, 48 LRA 230]; Forsyth v. 
Vehmeyer, 177 U. S. 177, 20 SCt 623, 
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acter or citizenship of the parties the action might 
have been brought in a federal court.®* 
that a state court in deciding a federal question 
erroneously declares that no federal question exists 
does not, however, preclude a review of its decision 
by the United States supreme court.*® 


The term ‘‘federal question.’’ 


decision of which by the state court is reviewable 
on writ of error ®® or a question the decision of 
which by the state court is reviewable by cer- 
tiorari’® is universally termed a ‘‘federal ques- 
tion,’’™ notwithstanding some hesitancy in one of 
the earlier cases as to this comprehensive use of 


44%. ed. 723 [aff 176° 111.,/359, 52 
NE 55]; Weyerhaueser v. Minne+ 
sota, 176 U. S. 550, 20 SCt 485, 44 
L. ed. 583 [aff 72 Minn, 519, 75 NW 


718]; Florida Cent., ete, R. Co. v. 
Belly e1765, 0... Se 321, 20) SCt 3995 44 
L. ed. 486; Blackburn v. Portland 


CGold-=Min Co. 175. UW. S:..571; 20,/SCt 
276, 44 L. ed. 276; Abkott v. Na- 
tional, Bank of Commerce, 175 U. S. 
409, 20, SCt-158,-44 Ti ed. 217. [aff 
20 Wash. 552, 56 P 376]; Remington 
Paper Co. v. Watson, 173 U. S. 448, 
19 SCt 456, 48 L. ed. 762; Columbia 
Water Power Co. v. Columbia Elec- 


WIC Stave CLC COme Iij2eWs Sep 4/0, 
LOU SCt 247,43) Ta. (ed). 521 sfaft. 43 
S. C. 154, 20 SH 1002]; Chappell 


Chemical, etc., Co. v. Sulphur Mines 
Conic Ue 5.6 400; BCU Oe 4e kus 
ed. 517; Wilson v. North Carolina, 
L697US Sx 586,. 182SCt 1435, 42 li, ed. 
865; Central Nat. Bank v. Stevens, 
159 U. S: 432, 18 SCt-403, 42 I. ed. 
807; Electric Co. v. Dow, 166 U. S. 
489 17 SCt_ 645,41, bed. 51088; 
Clarke v. McDade, 165 U. S. 168, 17 
SCp 284, 41 si, -ed...673; - Noble» v. 
Mitchell, 164 U.S: 367,17 SCt 110, 
41 L. ed. 472; Carothers v. Mayer, 
164s, Sy 325,417 SCt: 106,41 ied: 


452; Tregea v. Modesto Irr. Dist., 
Tite ono, Ine SCta boat yd. eds 
395; Smith v. Mississippi, 162 U. 


S. 592, 16 SCt 900, 40 L. ed. 1082; 
Gibson v. Mississippi, 162 U. S. 565, 
16 SCt 904, 40 L. ed. 1075; Great 
Western Tel. Co. v. Purdy, 162 U. S. 
329, 16 SCt 810, 40 L. ed. 986 [aff 
83 Iowa 430, 50 NW 451]; Iowa Cent. 
RevCon v0 Lowa; 160: Ue Se "389," 16 
SOte 344740) aa eds %467; Grand 
Rapids, etc., R. Co: v. Butler, 159 
Se Sia ls SCL Ot 40 Ved] usb: 
In re Buchanan, 158 U. S. 31, 15 SCt 
‘723, 39 L.. ed. 884; Wailes v. Smith, 
Le WL aS eile) Loy Set oat. oot sede 
698; Newport Light Co. v. Newport, 
Pole Ws (Sa Done L4n SCtT42 9 U3 8 lu. eed: 


259; California Powder ‘Works v. 
Davis, 151 U. S. 389, 14 SCt 350, 
38 L. ed. 206; Miller v. Anderson, 


Th OM WAS oe. HAUSCt. oes 73 la ‘ed: 
1028; Wood v. Brady, 150 U. S. 18, 
14 SCt 6, 37 L. ed. 981; Adams v. 
Louisiana Bd. of Liquidation, 144 
Wi) Si 4651, 12) SCt 756) 36 Lei od. 578 ; 
Sherman vy. Grinnell, 144 U. S. 198, 
12 SCt 574, 36 L. ed, 403; Tripp v. 
Santa’ Rosa St.’ R. Co., 144 U. S&S. 
126, 12 SCt 655, 36 L. ed. 371; Chever 
v. Horner, 142 U. S. 122, 12 SCt 184, 
35 L. ed. 959; Walter A. Wood Mow- 
ing, ete., Mach. Co. v. Skinner, 139 
We S298, 11 SCti528) 85° Lived: 193; 
San Francisco v. Itsell. 133 U. S. 65, 
10 SCt 241, 33 L. ed. 570; Nonconnah 
Turnp. v. Tennessee, 131 U. S. (ap- 
pendix xlviii, 24 L. ed. 368); Felix v. 
Scawarneber, 125 U. S. 54, 8 SCt 
759, 31 L. ed. 687; Dale Tile Mfg. 
Co. v. Hyatt, 125 U.S. 46; 8 SCt 756, 
31 L. ed. 683; Mace v. Merrill, 119 
Ue S# 5845 TSCt, 330, 30 Ta. ed. 503; 
California v. Jackson, 112 U. S. 233, 
5 SCt 113, 28 L. ed. 712; San Fran- 
cisco v. Scott, 111 U. S. 768, 4 SCt 
688, 28 L. ed. 598; Roth v, Ehman, 
107 WLS 819722 St. 312,027 Tus ed. 
499: Brown v. Colorado, 106 U. S. 
95, 1 SCt. 175, 27 Li. ed) 132; Poppe 'v. 
QWaneford, 104 U.S: 770, 26° Te ed. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


the term.7? 


The fact [§ 277] (b) 


ing Judgment. 
court is limited 


could be had.78 
a review to the 


A question the 


lower court are 


American Exch, 
ied. 


922; 
Nat. Bank, 104 


Boughton v. 
U.S. 427, 26 


765; Louisiana v Louisiana Bd. of 
Liquidation, 98 U. S. 140, 25 L. ed. 
114; McStay v. Friedman, 92 U. S. 


723, 23 L. ed. 767; Brown v. Atwell, 
92: S327, 23 Li. ed. bts) Romievv-. 
Casanova, 91 U. S. 379, 23 L. ed. 374; 
Worthy v. Marston, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 
10, 20 L. ed. 826; West Tennessee 
Bank v. Citizens’ Bank, 14 Wall. (U. 
S095. 20) “heed. 2 o145" Murnians sv. 
Nichol, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 44, 19 TL. 
ed. 370; Twitchell v. Pennsylvania, 
ToiWiallss (Use Se) oly 19d eda a235 
Campau y. Lewis, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
106, 18 L. ed. 211; Adams v, Preston, 
22° How. “(Uz SA 478, 16 ay eds. 273; 
Burke v. Gaines, 19 How. (U. S.) 
388, 15 L. ed: 655; Michigan Cent. 
R. Co. v. Michigan Southern R. Co., 
9 Etow.1 GU. (Ss) 37s Md. Lived. 639; 
Walworth v. Kneeland, 15 How. (U. 
S.) 348, 14 lL. ed. 724; Gill v. Oliver, 
14° How. GUS'S.)y 5297-13: th ed.799; 
Cincinnati Commercial Bank ¥e 
Buckingham, 5 How. (U. S.) 317, 12 
L. ed. 169; Maney v. Porter, 4 How. 
CLES S5) 455, ty lis ede. 873; VMilis® vy: 
Brown, 16 Pet. (U.'S.) 525, 10 L. ed. 
1055; Davis v. Packard, 6 Pet. (U. 
S.) 41, 8 L. ed. 312; Harris v. Den- 
nie; 3. Pet. (CU.«S.) 292,-7" Le eds, 6835 
Willson v. Black Bird Creek Marsh 
Gor, 2. Pet. Cie iS) 245 et eda 4 bak 
Hickie v. Starke, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 94, 
7 L.-ed. 67; Williams v. Norris, 12 
WiheatrcCUl US.) Lids. Geos med ume (i: 
Terry v. Davy, 107 Fed. 50, 46 CCA 
141; Kinzell v. Chicago, ete. R. Co., 
Gday 19,0. <255% 

[a] Judgment “contrary to law.” 
—The ground, assigned in a motion 
for a new trial, that the judgment 
is “contrary to law” is not of itself 
sufficient to authorize a review by 
the supreme court on a writ of 
error, where it does not appear from 
the record that any federal rights 
were asserted or in issue and nec- 
essarily determined. Capital Nat. 
Bank v. Cadiz First Nat. Bank, 172 
U.S. 425, 19 SCt 202, 43 LL. ed. 502 
[aff 49 Nebr. 795, 69 NW 1151]. 

67. French v. Hopkins, 124 U. S. 
524, 8 SCt 589, 31 L. ed. 5386; Hamil- 
ton v. Kneeland, 1 Nev. 60. 

68. Missouri, ete, R. Co. v. El- 
liott,, 184 U. S. 530, 22 SCt 446, 46 
L. ed. 673 [rev 77 Mo. A. 652]. 

See supra text and note 68. 
error see infra § 314. 
supra text and note 63. 

Writ of certiorari see infra § 313. 

71. Minneapolis, ete, R. Co. v. 
Washburn Lignite Coal Co., 41 SCt 
140; Godchaux Co. v. HMstopinal, 251 
U. S.- 179, 40 SCt 116,°64 DL ed. 213; 
Missouri, etce., R. Co. v. Sealy, 248 
U. SP 363; 39°.SCt, 97;- 63° La. ed. 2.96: 
King v. Putnam Inv. Co., 248 U. S. 
23, 39 SCt 15, 68 L. ed. 102; Central 
Vermont R. Co. v. White, 238 U. S. 
507, 35 SCt 865, 59 L. ed. 1433, Ann 
Casi916B 252. 

72. Murdock v. Memphis, 20 Wall. 
(U. S.) 590, 618, 22 L. ed. 429 (‘“ques- 
tions, that for the sake of brevity, 
though not with strict verbal ac- 
curacy, we shall call Federal ques- 
tions, namely, those in regard to the 
validity or construction of the Con- 


[§§ 276-277 


General Considerations Governing 


Right of Review—aa. Status of Courts Render- 


The jurisdiction of the supreme 
to a review of the judgments of 


the highest court of a state in which a decision 


This does not, however, confine 
decisions of the highest court of a 


state, for if under the state law the decisions of a 


final in a particular class of cases 


the supreme court of the United States may review 
the judgments of that court in such eases,’4 and it 
is also held that, where the highest court of a state 


stitution, treaties, statutes, commis- 
sicns, or authority of the Federa 
government”). ‘ 

73. Jud. Code § 237 (set forth 
supra § 276); Cincinnati Second Nat. 
Bank v. Okeana Nat. Bank, 242 U. S. 
600, 37 SCt 236, 61 L. ed. 518; Mul- 
len v. Western’ Union Beef Co., 173 
U. S. 116, 19 SCt 404, 48 L. ed. 635 
[dism app 9 Colo. A. 497, 49 P 425]; 
Great Western Tel. Co. v. Burnham, 
162 U. S.'339, 16 SCt 850, 40) L. ed. 
991; McKnight v. James, 155 U. S. 
685, 15 SCt 248, 39 L. ed. 310; Fisher 
Ve Carrico, 1220 Ul iSetbee wal See 
1227, 30 LL. ed. 1192; Wleming v. 
Clark,'12 Allen (Mass.) 191; State v. 
Mosman, 231 Mo. 474, 133 SW 38. 

[a] It must affirmatively appear 
from the record that the court by 
which the decision was rendered was 
the highest court of the state in 
‘which a decision could be had. 
Hisher’ Vv... Carrico!) 122) Wea ss= 5226 a7 
SCUG122 7305 En edeigo2! 

{b] A judgment of a lower court 
yy cannot be reviewed, although it 
is in accordance with a decision of 
the highest court of the state on a 
former appeal and will necessarily 
be affirmed by the latter court. 
Great Western Tel. Co. v. Burnham, 
162 U.S. 339, 16 SCt 850, 40 L. ed. 
991 [dist Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Fllis, 144 US. 458, 12 SCt 724, 36 L. 
ed. 504]; Fisher v. Carrico, 122 U. 
Sy 522) 7 SCt 1227,13071 bi. seds too" 
(2) But where the highest court of 
a state, on a reservation thereto, di- 
rects a lower court to render a par- 
ticular judgment, such judgment, 
when rendered, is reviewable on a 
writ of error issuing directly to the 
lower court, which may under the 
circumstances properly be regarded 
aS occupying the position of the 
highest. court of the state in which 
a decision in the suit could be had. 
Clark’s App., 70 Conn. 483, 40 A 111 
[aff-178-U. S. 186, 20 -SCt 873) "44 
L. ed. 1028]. : 

[c] The action of a state trial 
court in removing a cause to the 
federal court is not reviewable by 
the United States supreme court. 
State v. Mosman, 231 Mo. 474, 133 
SW 388. 

[d] An order of a state judge at 
chambers in a habeas ccrpus pro- 
ceeding is not reviewable. Mc- 
Knight v. James, 155 U. S. 685, 15 
SCt 248, 39 L. ed. 310. 

74. Mergenthaler Linotype Co. v. 
Davis, 251 U. S. 256, 40. SCt 133, 64 
L. ed. 255 [writ of error dism (Mo. 
A.) 202 SW 300]; Western Union Tel. 
CO.5 Vv... Crovo, 220". S293 645 1 SCcE 
399, 55 L. ed. 498; Sullivan v. Texas, 
207 U. S. 416, 28 SCt 215-52 LL. ed. 
274; Texas, ete, R. Co. v. Abilene 
Getton OM “Coty e2045 Wis e426) 227, 
SCt 350, 51 L. ed. 558; 9 AnnCas 
1075; Rearick. v. Pennsylvania, 203 
UW. S507; 27S Cte159 511 Vedi 995" 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Hughes, 
203 WU. S. 606, 27 SCt..162) 51 Leed. 
294; Com. v. Powers, 201 U. S. 1, 
26 SCt 387, 50 L. ed. 633, 5 AnnCas 
692 [rev 139 Fed. 452]; Tinsley v. 
Anderson, 171 U. S. 101, 18 SCt 805, 
43 L. ed. 91; Pepke v. Cronan, 155 
U. S. 100, 15 S€t'34,°39 LL.) ed: 84: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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has denied a petition for a writ of error to an in- | in the highest court of a state, the exercise of such 


termediate or inferior state court, 
from the United States supreme court to review 
the judgment of the state court may properly be 
addressed to the lower court in which the record 
But there has been no decision of the 
federal question in the highest court of the state 
in which a decision in the suit can be had, where 
the highest state court has dismissed an appeal in 
the suit because of a defect in the parties to such 
If a discretionary power to review exists 


remains,?® 


appeal.76 


Newport Light Co. v. Newport, 151 
U. S. 527, 14 SCt 429, 38 L. ed. 259; 
Downham v. Alexandria, 9 Wall. (U. 
Se 609,70 Lo a. eal S073) OlNe ys (vt 
Arnold, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 308, 1 L. ed. 
614°. Bryan. ov... Bates,.« 12 Allen 
(Mass.) 201; Jeannette First Nat. 
Bank v. Missouri Glass Co., 243 Mo. 
409, 147 SW 1030. 

[a] It must affirmatively appear 
from the record that a_ decision 


could not have been had in the 
highest state court. Mullen v. 
Western Union Beef Co., 173 U. S. 


116, 19 SCt 404, 43 L. ed. 6385 [dism 
app 9 Colo. A. 497, 49 P 425). 

[b] Dismissal of writ of error by 
highest state court for lack of ju- 
risdiction.—An inferior state court 
is the final court of the state where 
the federal question involved can 
be decided, and therefore is the 
court to which a writ of error from 
the supreme court of the United 
States must be directed, where the 
highest state court, although dis- 
cussing the federal question in its 
opinion, and declaring it to be with- 
out merit, dismissed a writ of error 
to the inferior court solely and eXx- 
pressly for want of jurisdiction. 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Hughes, 
203 U. S: 505, 27 SCt 162, 51 L. ed. 
294 [dism writ of error 104 Va. 240, 
5S) o2/250% To same effect Sulli- 
van v. Texas, 207 U. S. 416, 28 SCt 
215, 52 L. ed. 274 [aff (Tex. Civ. A.) 
95 SW 645]. : 

75. Western Union Tel, Co. V, 
Crovo, 220 U. S. 364, 81 SCt 399, 55 
L. ed. 498; Bacon v. Texas, 163 U. 
Si 207, 16. SCt’1023,) 41-1... ed. 132; 
Stanley v. Schwalby, 162 U. S. 255, 
16 SCt 754, 40 L. ed. 960; Ex p. 
@lark,9128 UU. 'S.395; 9 SCt 2,32 i 
ed. 487; Fisher v. Carrico, 122 U. 
S. 522, 17 SCt 1227, 30 L. ed. 1192, 


Gregory v. McVeigh, 23 Wall. (U. 
S.) 294, 23 L. ed. 156; Murdock v. 
Memphis, 20 Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 
L. ed. 429. 


To what court writ of error di- 
rected generally see infra § 317. 

76. Newman v. Gates, 204 U. S. 
89, 27 SCt 220, 51 Li. ed. 385 [dism 


writ of error ise. 71, 2.2NE 
638, 6 AnnCas 649]. 
77. Stratton v. Stratton, 239 U. 


55, 36 SCt 26, 60 L. ed. 142, 
S78. Jud. Code § 237 (set forth 
supra § 276); Chicago Great West- 
ern R. Co. v. Basham, 249 U. S. 164, 
39 SCt 213, 63 L. ed. 5384; Andrews v. 
Virginian R. Co., 248 U. S. 272, 39 
SOt W0t-or63 0. sed: 2365. . Bruce iv. 
Tobin, 245 U. S. 18, 38 SCt_7, 62 L. 
ed. 123; Coe v. Armour. Fertilizer 
Works, 237 U. S. 418, 35 SCt_ 625, 
59 L. ed. 1027; Louisiana Nav. Co. v. 
Oyster Commn., 226 U. S. 99, 33 SCt 
78, 57 L. ed. 138; Missouri, ete, R. 
Co. v. Olathe, 222 U. S. 185, 32 SCt 
46, 56 L. ed. 155 [dism apn 81 Kan. 
521, 105 P 521, 36 LRANS 861]; 
Bierce v. Waterhorse, 219 U. S. 320, 
31 SCt 241, 55; L. ed. 237;  Chesa- 
peake, etc., R. Co. v. McCabe, 213 
Tes. 2OmNA9 SCE 480,253) Lived.n%655 
Spreckels v. Brown, 212 U._S. 208, 
99 SCt 256, 53 L. ed. 476; Hutchins 
v. Bierce. 211 U. S. 429, 29 SCt 122, 
53 L. ed. 267; Cotton v. Hawaii, 211 
Ties SeniG2.1 29) SCt. 85, 0635. ced. visi; 
National Ll. Ins. Co. v. Scheffer, 131 
U. S. appendix cciii, 26 L. ed. 1110; 
Hand v. Hagood, 131 U. S. appendix 
celxxxi, 26 L. ed. 301; Duart v. Sim- 


a writ of error 


mons, (Mass.) 128 NE 32. 

[a] Reason for statutory re- 
quirement of finality.—‘‘There must 
have been a final judgment in the 
case, and a decision by the highest 
court of the state in which a deci- 
sion could be had; for until such a 
decision it cannot be known that 
the state courts will not sustain the 
right claimed under the constitution, 
laws or treaties of the United 
States. In order to call into exist- 
ence the appellate jurisdiction, it is 
not enough that there should have 
been one ruling against such a 
right, but it must be a ruling which, 
so far as the courts of the state 
can act in the case, finally deter- 
mines the rights of the parties. The 
ruling of a lower court is often 
made in the hurry of a trial; per- 
haps with a view to present the 
question to this court for revision, 
especially in a criminal case, in 
which a ruling against the _ state 
cannot under our laws be revised; 
and always with an unwillingness 
on the part of the presiding judge 
te set aside the constitution or laws 
of the Commonwealth as inconsist- 
ent. with the constitution or laws 
of the United States. A final de- 
cision in the state courts against 
an authority asserted under the con- 
stitution or laws of the United 
States should only be made delib- 
erately and after a full understand- 
ing of its importance. If the courts 
of the state after mature delib- 
eration are obliged finally to decide 
against a ciaim of such an au- 
thority, they will accompany their 
decision with an opinion stating the 
reasons which have induced it, in 
order that such reasons may be pre- 
sented in argument 4o that tribunal 
to which the constitution and laws 
of the country have committed the 
duty of revising it. To allow an 
appeal from the ruling of a single 
judge sitting at nisi prius directly 
to the supreme court of the United 
States would often give an exag- 
gerated appearance of difference of 
opinion between the judiciary of the 
state and that of the nation, pre- 
vent a deliberate examination by the 
highest court of the state of the 
rights claimed under its own con- 
stitution and laws, and needlessly 
increase the labors of the supreme 
court of the United States.’ Flem- 
ing v. Clark, 12 Allen (Mass.) .191, 
196s 

[b] Test of finality.—The finality 
of a judgment of the highest court 
of the state is to be tested by the 
form of the judgment, and the fed- 
eral supreme court cannot in deter- 
mining its jurisdiction convert the 
judgment not on its face final to 
one final in character. Louisiana 
Nav. Co. v. Oyster Commn., 226 U. 
S599) 3384 SCt) 78), 5 l.neded 38) [dism 
writ of error 125 La. 740, 51 S 706]. 

[ec] Rights which are litigated 
need not be determined to render 
the judgment final, it being suffi- 
cient if the particular cause is de- 
termined. Weston v. Charleston, 2 
Pet. (U. 8S.) 449, 7 L. ed. 481. 

[d] Successive appeals. — The 
judgment of the highest court of a 
state, affirming, on a third appeal, 
a judgment entered on a verdict in 
favor of plaintiff,.is the first final 
judgment in the action which is re- 


discretion must be first invoked and refused, before 
it ean be said that the judgment of the lower court 
is final so as to be subject to review by the su- 
preme court of the United States.77 

[§ 278] bb. Final Character of Judgment. 
order that the supreme court of the United States 
may have jurisdiction to review a judgment or 
decree of a state court such judgment or decree 
raust be a final one.78 
by the highest court in the state in which a de- 


In 


But a judgment rendered 


viewable in the federal supreme 
court, where the highest state court, 
on the first appeal, reversed the 
order of the lower court, granting a 
petition for the removal of the ac- 
tion to a federal circuit court, and 
remanded the case for trial, and, on 
the second appeal, reversed a judg- 
ment entered on a directed verdict 
in favor of defendant, although the 
court, on such third appeal, regard- 
ed itself as bound by its prior de- 
cision as the law of the case, and 
declined again to consider the fed- 
eral question. Chesapeake, etc., R. 
Co. v. McCabe, 213 U. S. 207, 29 SCt 
430, 53 L. ed. 765 [rev 100 SW 219, 
30 KyL 1009]. 

{e] A reversal and remand (1) 
for further proceedings is not a 
final judgment. Coe v. Armour Fer- 
tilizer Works, 237 U. S. 413, 35 SCt 
625, 59 L. ed. 1027 [rev 63 Fla. 64, 
58 S 281]; Louisiana Nav. Co. v. 
Oyster Commn., 226 U. S. 99, 33 SCt 
78, 57 L. ed. 187 [dism writ of error 
125 La. 740, 51 S 706]; Schlosser v. 
Hemphill, 198 U. S. 173, 25 SCt 654, 
49 L. ed. 1000 [dism writ of error 
118 lowa 452, 90 NW 842]; Rankin 
v. Tennessee, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 380, 
20 L. ed. 175; Pepper v. Dunlap, 5 
How. (U. S.) 51, 12 L. ed. 46; Winn 
v. Jackson, 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 135, 
ed. 577; Houston v. Moore, 3 
(U. S.) 433, 4 L. ed. 428: 
Hart v. Burnett, 20 Cal. 169. (2) 
This is true, although such judg- 
ment determines the ultimate right 
to recover and the general principles 
by which that right is to be meas- 
ured. Bruce v. Tobin, 245 U. S. 18, 
19, 38 SCt 7, 62 L. ed. 123 [den cer- 
tiorari 39 S. D. 64, 162 NW 933] 
(grant of new trial. “The finality 
contemplated was to be determined 
by the face of the record and the 
formal character of the judgment 
rendered”’). (3) There is no final 
judgment reviewable by the supreme 
court until the judgment of the trial 
court, rendered after further pro- 
ceedings as required by the man- 
date, has heen affirmed by the state 
court of last resort. Coe v. Armour 
Fertilizer Works, 237 U. S. 413, 35 
SCt 625, 59 L. ed. 1027 [rev 63 Fla. 
64,58 S 231]. (4) Where a judg- 
ment of reversal remands the case 
with directions as to the judgment 
to be entered therein, the judgment 
of reversal is final and reviewable. 
Rio Grande Western R. Co. v. 
Stringham, 239 U. S. 44, 36 Sct 5, 
60° Lit ed. '136infaff' 38 Utah 113, 210 
P 868. and dism writ of error 39 
Utah 236, 115 P °967].: 

[f] An affirmance and remand for 
further proceedings is not a final 
judgment. Washington v. Coats- 
Fordney Logging Co., 243 °U. S. 251, 
37 SCt 295, 61 L. ed. 702; Reddall v. 
Pra 24 How. (U. S.) 420, 16 L. ed. 


[e] Sustaining demurrer. — (1) 
Where the statute of a state per- 
mits the amendment of a _ petition 
when a demurrer thereto has been 
sustained, the judgment of the su- 
preme court of the state reversing 
the decision of the lower court over- 
ruling such a demurrer, and direct- 
ing that it be sustained, is not a 
final judgment reviewable by the 
supreme court. Clark v. Kansas 
City Li U.S. 334, 4195 SCt. 207s 
L. ed. 467. (2) Where an informa- 


928° [25C.J.] 


cision could be had is not deprived of its final 
character because it was rendered upon an equal 
division of opinion among the judges; and if the 
validity of a judgment of an inferior court is 
either affirmed or denied by the highest court in 
the state, by any form of decision, such decision 
will, if it involves a federal question, be subject 


to review by the supreme court.®° 
Petition for rehearing. 


of review by the supreme court.*? 
[$2791 ‘cc. 


tion in the nature of a quo warranto 
called on a company to show by 
what warrant ,it claimed the right 
to use a franchise, and the plea re- 
ferred to an act of incorporation, 
and the replication was that the act 
of incorporation had been repealed, 
and the rejoinder was that the re- 
pealing Jaw was passed without no- 
tice to the parties and without any 
evidence of misuse of the franchise, 
a judgment sustaining a demurrer 
to the rejoinder, without any fur- 
ther judgment, did not prevent the 
continued exercise of the franchise 
and was therefore not a final judg- 


ment. Miners Bank v. U. S., 5 How. 
CWE Sa) wast Zeki edas 12a5 
{h] Dismissal of writ of habeas 


corpus and remanding prisoner.—An 
order by one of the judges of a su- 
perior court, made upon the return 
to a writ of habeas corpus granted 
~by him, dismissing the writ and re- 
manding the prisoner, is not such a 
final judgment or decree as is re- 
viewable by the federal supreme 
court on writ of error. Clarke v. 
McDade, 165 U. S. 168, 17 SCt 284, 41 
L., ed. 673. - 

fi] A judgment disposing of a 
writ of prohibition sued out to pre- 
vent an inferior court from taking 
jurisdiction is not final. Mt. Ver- 
non-Woodberry Cotton Duck Co, Vv. 
Alabama Interstate Power Co., 240 
Te Sh 808. 36. SC. 23457600 Leieds 507 
[aff 186 Ala. 622, 65 S 287]. 

[ij] Judgments or decrees held 
final.— Detroit, etc., R. Co. v. Michi- 
gan R. Commn., 240 U. S. 564, 36 SCt 
424, 60 L. ed, 802; Mt. Vernon-Wood- 
berry Cotton Duck Co. v. Alabama 
Interstate Power Co., 240 U. S. 30, 
36 SCt 234; Rio Grande Western R. 
Co. v. Stringham, 239 U. S. 44, 36 
SCt 5//'60 Ut eds) 13867 Carondelet 
Canal, ete., Co. v. Louisiana, 233 U. 
S962 S4e(SOts 62%, 168) Lis ed. L001 
[rev 129 La. 279, 56 S137). | 

Finality of decision as bearing on 
right to review generally see Ap- 
peal and Error §§ 256-285. a 


79. Hartman v. Greenhow, 
Sar 626 216) is eds eZ: ; 
80. Williams v. Bruffy, 102 U. S. 


248, 26°. ed. 135. 

81. Chicago Great Western R. Co. 
v. Basham, 249 U. S. 164, 39 SCt 218, 
63 L. ed. 534. 

g2. Citizens’ Bank v. Opperman, 
BAO. S. 448,39 SCE 330;) 63) Ls ced. 
701; Chicago Great Western R. Co. 
v. Basham, 249 U. S. 164, 39 SCt 213, 
63 L. ed. 534; Andrews v. Virginian 
R. Co., 24890. S. 272,039 SCt 101, 63 
L. ed. 236. 

83. Barrington v. Missouri, 205 
UW. "Si 488n 27 SCt 5827 51 Ty ed: 890 
[dism writ of error 198 Mo. 238, 95 
SW 235]; French v. Hopkins, 124 
US D245 25,78 8S Ct 589 Add ined, 
536 (‘‘We look only to the ques- 
tions involved’); Matthews v. Zane, 
4 Cranch (WU. S.) 382, 2) Li. ed. 654, 

[a] 


A judgment cannot be 
regarded as final when a petition for a rehearing 
is pending,’ but when such petition is denied the 
judgment in the ease becomes final for purposes 


Citizenship of Parties and Amount 
in Dispute. The citizenship of the parties is imma- 
terial as affecting the jurisdiction of the federal 
supreme court to review a judgment or decree of 


FEDERAL COURTS 
[§ 280] dd. 


court of justice 


[§§ 278-281 


a state court,** and the right of review has never 
been subject to any pecuniary limit.*4 


Nature of Proceeding in State 


Court. The term ‘‘suit’’ in the jurisdictional stat- 
ute ®° applies to any proceeding in a state court 
by which an individual pursues that remedy in a 


which the law affords him,’* and 


includes a criminal prosecution,®” a proceeding for 


mandamus 88 or 


[§ 281] ee. 


Question—(aa) In. General. 


for a writ of prohibition,®® and 


habeas corpus proceedings.®° 


Substantial Character of Federal 
In order that a de- 


cision of a state court may be subject to review 


that a decision 


Indian tribe cannot make federal 
questions that are purely local. Se- 
neca Nation of Indians v. Christy, 
162 U. S. 283, 16 SCt 828, 40 L. ed. 


970. 

84. The Paquete Habana, 175 U. 
S. 677; 20 SCt 290, 44° Li. ved. 320; 
Buel v. Van Ness, 8 Wheat. (U. S.) 
312, 5 L. ed. 624. 

85. Jud. Code § 237. 

86. Weston v. Charleston, 2 Pet. 
(U. S.) 449, 7 L. ed. 481. 

87. Ward v. Maryland, 12 Wall. 
(U. S.) 418, 20 L. ed. 449; Twitchell 
v. Pennsylvania, 7 Wall. (U. S.) 321, 
19 L. ed. 223; Worcester v. Georgia, 
6 Pet. (U. S.) 515, 8 L. ed. 483; Co- 
hens v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 
264s 50 Le ede 25%. 

88. Detroit, etc. R. Co. v. Osborn, 
189 U. S. 388, 23 SCt 540, 47 L. ed. 
860 [aff 127 Mich. 219, 86 NW 842, 
62 LRA 149]; American Express Co. 
Ve “Maynards 170 wu S. "404, M208 SCt 
695, 44 L. ed. 823 [rev 118 Mich. 682, 


77 NW 317]; McPherson v. Blacker, 
146° US SP 1} 13) SCt 3; 36) ly ed. 869% 
Hartman v. Greenhow, 102 U. S. 672, 
26 Te eds "271. 

89. Bullock v. Florida, 41 SCt 
193; Weston v. Charleston, 2 Pet. 
(U. S.) 449, 7 L. ed. 481. 

90. Holmes v. Jennison, 14 Pet. 
CUR S: 540) 0ST eds 579~ 618. 


91. Hiawassee River Power Co. 
v. Carolina-Tennessee Power Co., 252 
U. S. 341, 40 SCt 330) “64 L- ed. 601 
[dism writ of error 175 N. C. 670, 


96 SE 99]; Berkman v. U. S., 250 U. 
SIM 11439) SCth 4, M63h Ma vedha sie 
U. S. Fidelity, etc. Co. -v.. Okla- 


homay 250° Ui S. stl 439) SEE S99, 163 
L. ed. 876 [dism writ of error (Okl.) 
I638eP" 2344 > Rarson -v.). Bird’ 248° UU. 
Sh? 268; 739 SCur 11 63s Yedap2s3i 
Missouri, ete., R. Co. v. Sealy, 248 
WS. 363; 39 SC 197, sul. sedy 296" 
Stadelman v. Miner, 246 U. S. 544, 
38 SCt 359, 62 LL. ed. 875; Pennsyl- 
vania Hospital Contributors v. 
Philadelphia, 245 U. S.°20, 38 SCt 35, 
62 Li. ed. 124 [aff 254 Pa. 392, 98 
A 1077]; Gasquet v. Lapeyre, 242 U. 
Die s6 Te 3t -SCUMICH. Gil sliited. y 3675 


St. Louis, ete. R. Co. v. Shepherd, 
240 U. S. 240, 36 SCt 274, 60 L. ed. 
622 [dism app 40 Okl. 589, 139 P 


833]; Mallinckrodt Chemical Works 
v. Missouri, 238 U. S. 41, 35 SCt 671, 
59 L. ed. 1192; Parker v. McLain, 
23's Us St 469,35) SCt 6825559 Ted: 
1051 [dism writ of error 88 Kan. 
717, 129' P 1140, 88 Kan. 873, 131 P 
153]; Erie R. Co. v. Solomon, 237 U. 
S. 427, 35 SCt 648, 59 L. ed. 1033 
[dism writ of error 89 Oh. St. 406, 
106 NE 1055]; Seaboard Air Line R. 
Co. vi Padgett, 1236 U.S. "668,1° 385 
SCOyss So iwredu Tits Brolantv.a0) 
Si) 236° U.S. (216 35 "SCt! 285.7759 
L. ed. 544; Basterling Lumber Co. 
Vv. Pierce; 235) U.8S: (380), 85 SCtiie3) 
59 L. ed. 279 [dism writ of error 
106 Miss. 672, 64 S 461]; Overton v. 
Oklahoma, 235: U.S.) 31;'°35 SCeew4 


The fact that plaintiff is an 59 L. ed. 112 [dism writ of error 7 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


by the federal supreme court on the ground that 
a federal question is involved, it is necessary that 
such question should be real and substantial,®! and 


thereof should be essential to a 


Okl. Cr. 203, 114 P 1132,123 P: 175]; 
Roller v. Murray, 234 U. S. 738, 34 
SCt 902, 58 L. ed. 1570 [dism writ 
of) errorietL | Wa Vari l6l aie nS mitre 
LRA1915F 984, AnnCas1914B 1139]; 
McDonald vy. Oregon R., etc., Co., 233 
U. S- 665, 34 SCt 772, 58 L. ed. 1145 
{dism writ of error 58 Or. 228, 112 
P, 413, 32°) LRANS: 117];3° Bowe |v. 
Scott, 233 U. S: 658, 34 SCt 769, 58 
L. ed. 1141 [dism writ of error 113 
Va. 499, 75 SE 123]; Ennis Water- 
works v. Ennis, 233 U. S. 652, 34 SCt 
767, 58 L. ed. 1139 [dism writ of 
error 105 Tex. 63, 144 SW 9301; Dill 
v. Ebey, 229 U.S. 199, 33 SCt 620, 
57 L. ed. 1148 [dism app 27 Okl. 584, 
112 P 973,. 46 LRANS 440]; Con- 
solidated Turnp. Co. v. Norfolk, etc., 
R- Co., 228 U. S. 596, 33 SCt 605, 57 
In, Ved. 982" [iden treh 2284 Uarsuwezes 
33 SCt 510, 57:L. ed. 857]; Ross v. 
Oregon: 227), U2 Sie150s 0838 3SCts 220) 
57 L. ed. 458 [dism app 55 Or. 450, 
104° °P6596,5 106 oP) 022s 420 EAINS 
601, 613]; Deming vy. Carlisle Pack- 
ing Co., 226 U. S. 102, 33 SCt 80, 57 
L. ed. 140 [dism writ of error 62 
Wash. 455, 114 P 172]; Grine v. 
Ives, 222 U. S. 365, 32 SCt 167, 56 
L. ed. 235; Griffith v. Connecticut, 
2182 UNi S2563,2. 348 SCtri 32-4 baw lameees 
1151; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 218 U. S. 551,°31 SCt 95, 54 
L. ed. 1147; Franklin v. South Caro- 
lina, 218 U. S. 161, 30 SCt 640, 54 
weds 980." faté, 80 \S.8Cs32. 60RSn 


953]; Vought v. Wisconsin, 217 U. 
S. 590, 30 SCt 694, 54 L. ed. 895; 
Los Angeles Farming, ete, Co. v. 


Los .Angeles, \.217) U.S. 217, .S0h Set 
452, 54 L. ed. 736; Goodrich v. Fer- 
ris; 2ZU4s A AOS PATI, MIO FS Cia rpeOaoe 
L. ed. 914; Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Texas,.242- Cs) S. 112, 29° SCt 227, 53 
L. ed. 431; Delmar Jockey Club v. 
Missouri 210: US. 324 os scuci3s2) 
52 L. ed. 1080; Barrington v. Mis- 
souri, 205 U. S. 4838, 27 SCt 582, 51 
L. ed. 890; Empire State-Idaho Min., 
ete:, Co. ‘v. Hanley," 206% UW 1S. 1225s 
27 SCt 476, 51 L. ed. 779; Offield v. 
New York, etc., Rr~Co:, 208) TM). St 
3T29 20eSCtii25 ibt DL. sed. e2et fake 
78 Conn. 1, 60 A 740]; Monterey v. 
Jacks, 203 U. S. 360, 27 SCt 67. 51 
Lit .ed. 220. [aff 439) Call) 542°) Ve iP 
436]; O’Callaghan v. O’Brien, 199 U. 
S289), 25. SCt 727,550)! Lie edialoae 
Wabash R. Co. v. Flannigan, 192 
U. 8. 29, 24 SCt 224, 48 L. ed. 328 
{dism writ of error 95 Mo. A. 477, 
75 SW 691];. Missouri v. Dockery, 
191 U.) S.165, 24) SCt 535-48 “Li tear 
133, 63 LRA 571; Sawyer v. Piper, 
189 U. S. 154, 23 SCt 638, 47 Li. ed. 
757 [dism writ of error 78 Minn. 
221, 80 NW. 970]; New Orleans 
Waterworks Co. v. Louisiana, 185 
U. S. 3386, 22 SCt 691, 46. ed, 936 
[dism _ writ of error 107 La. 1, 31 § 
395]; Lynde v. Lynde, 181 U. S. 183, 
21 SCt 555, 45 L. ed. 810 [aff 162 N. 
Y. 405, 56 NE 979, 76 AmSR 332, 48 
LRA 679]; Wilson v. North Caro- 
lina, 169 U. S. 586, 18 SCt 435, 42 


—- 


& 


-§§ 281-283] 


disposition of the issues presented in the case.%2 


The federal question relied on to 


-pellate jurisdiction of the supreme court cannot 
be said not to have been open for discussion or 
consideration in the state court because of a prior 
decision in the same case, which was the law of 
the case, where the state court did consider such 
question when the case came before it the second 


time.?? 
[§ 282] (bb) 


Court Decisions. The mere fact 


question was involved does not authorize a review 
by the supreme court where the question has been 
decided by the latter court in previous cases so 
that it cannot be regarded as an open one.°* 


a review will not be denied on the 


L. ed. 865; St. Louis, etc. R. Co. v. 
Missouri, 156 U. S. 478, 15 SCt 443, 
39 L. ed. 502; Hamblin v. Western 
handsCo., Ave Uns. 753,013 SCt aos, 
37 L. ed. 267; New Orleans v. New 
Orleans Water-Works Co., 142 U. S. 
19,42, SCtrl42, 35,dujved. 9435 
lingar v. Hartupee, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
258, 18 L. ed. 829. See also the fol- 
owing memorandum decisions appar- 
ently supporting the text: Oden 
v. Coco, 249 U.. S. 587 mem,;39 SCt 
386 mem, 68 L. ed. 790 mem; Hayes 
v. Hocking VaNey R. Co., 249 U. S. 
591, 39 SCt 389, 63 L. ed. 792; Jastro 
v. Francis, 249 U. S. 581, 39 SCt 258, 
635 L. ed. 786. 

[a] Ilustration.—The claim of a 
right under the federal constitution 
to prove the truth of certain pub- 
lished articles held to constitute a 
contempt of court is too clearly un- 
founded to serve as the basis of a 
writ of error from the federal su- 
preme court to a state court. Pat- 
terson v. Colorado, 205 U. S. 454, 27 
SCt 556, 51 L. ed. 879 [dism writ of 
error 35 Colo. 253, 84 P 912]. 

[b] The enactment by a state of 
a@ new inheritance tax law after a 
decision of the highest court of the 
‘state sustaining the previous legis- 
lation on that subject as against the 
contention that it denied the equal 
protection of the laws does not con- 
vert such federal question into a 
moot question, so as to preclude a 
review in the supreme court of the 
United States, unless it is obvious 
that such new legislation relieved 
plaintiffs in error from their obli- 
gations under the earlier law. 
Campbell v. California, 200 U. 8S. 87, 
96 SCt 182, 50 L. ed. 382 [aff 143 
Galseo23s0)0 (yb) 604d. : : 

[cl Constitutional objections to 
annexation of territory to city.— 
Questions respecting. the impairment 
of contract obligations and the de- 
nial of due process of law because 
of the additional burden of taxation 
to which the citizens and taxpayers 
of a lesser city, annexed to an ad- 
joining and larger city, will be sub- 
jected, are not so unsubstantial and 
devoid of all color of merit as to re- 
quire the dismissal of a writ of 
error from the supreme court of the 
United States to a _ state court. 
Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207 U. S. 161, 
28 SCt 40, 52 L. ed. 151 [aff 217 Pa. 
927, 66 A 348, 120 AmSR 845]. 

92. Citizens’ Bank v. Opperman, 
249 U. S. 448, 39 SCt 330, 63 L. ed. 
701; Caro v. Davison, 197 U. S. 197, 
25 SCt 428, 49 L. ed, 723; Hamilton 
vy. Kneeland, 1 Nev. 60. et) 

93. Coe v. Armour- Fertilizer 
Works, 237 U. S. 413, 35 SCt 625, 59 
T. ed. 1027 [rev 63’Fla. 64, 58 S 231]. 

94. Manhattan Ll. Ins. Co. v. 
Cohen, 234 U. S. 123, 34 SCt 874, 58 
L. ed. 1245 [dism app (Tex. Civ. A.) 


: shall v. Dye, 231 
139 SW 51]; Mars va. 206 


W.'S.'250, 34°SCt). 92; 68) Lu. 
[dism writ of error 178 Ind. 336, 
AnnCasi915C 200]; Con- 


99 NE 1, 
solidated Turnp. Co. v. 


[25 Cc. J.—59] 


Questions Settled by Supreme 


Norfolk, etc., (rehearing, 


FEDERAL COURTS 


‘sustain the ap- 


below. 
[§3283)]Re re. 


that a federal | eral Question. 


But 
ground that the 


Re COnmiZ25 aU Si 59655 33 .SCLs 605, 
57 L. ed. 982 [den reh 228 U.S. 326, 
33 SCt 510, 57 L. ed. 857]; King v. 
West Virginia, 216 U. S. 92, 30 SCt 
225, 54 L. ed. 396; Leonard v. Vicks- 
burg, etce., R. Co, 198 U. S. 416, 25 
SCt 750, 49 L. ed. 1108 [dism writ 
of error 112.La. 51,.36 S 223]. 

95. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Mel- 
ton, 218 U. S. 36, 30 SCt 676, 54 L. 
ed. 921, 47 LRANS 84 [aff 127 Ky. 
276, 105 SW 366]. 

96. Hiawassee River Power Co. v. 
Carolina-Tennessee ‘Power Co., 252 
U. S. 341, 40 SCt 330, 64 L. ed. 601; 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Oklahoma, 
250 U.S. 111,39 SCt 399, 63 L. ed. 876; 
Municipal Securities Corp. v. Kansas 
City, 246 U. S.- 63, 38 SCt 224, 62 
L. ed. 579 [dism writ of error 265 
Mo. 252, 177 SW 856]; Vandalia R. 
Co. v. Indiana Public Serv. Commn., 
Z420UR S: 2055030 -SECt 93) 61) Loved: 
276; Melion Co. v. McCafferty, 239 U. 
S. 134, 36 SCt 94, 60 L. ed. 181 [dism 
writ of error 88 Okl. 534, 135 P 278]; 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Keystone El, 
ete., .Co:,..237 .U.«S./ 432,35 SCt 644, 
59 L. ed. 1035 [dism writ of error 
246 Pa. 336, 92 A 340]; Illinois v. 
Economy Light, ete., Co., 234 U. S. 
497, 34 SCt 973, 58 L. ed. 1429 [dism 
writ of error 241 Ill. 290, 83 NE 
760]; Toyota v. Hawaii, 226 U. S. 
184, 33 SCt 47, 57 L. ed. 180; Texas, 
ete, [Re Gosnv. Gross, 221) U.uS 4b 
31 S@t.536, 5p bs edt: 796 alatt 60. Tex. 
Civ, A. 621, 128 SW, 1173]; Texas, 
ete, R. Co. v.; Miller, 221, U5S; 408, 
31 SCt 534, 55 L. ed. 789 [aff 60 Tex. 
Civ. A. 627, 128 SW 1165]; Bachtel 
v. Wilson, 204 U. S. 36, 27 SCt 243, 
51 L. ed, 357; Rae v. Homestead 
Moany Kete.< (Copel LO meet Saye ode oO 
SCt.) 341, 044— Le ed.) 398: (Chappell 
Chemical, ete., Co. v. Sulphur Mines 
Cone tl U2n1W eS 402) el SSC UE26 8643) Aa. 
ed. 520; Hagar v. Peo., 154 U. S. 
639, 14° SCt) 1186,,.24 tb. ed. 1044; 
Grossley v. New Orleans, 108 U. S. 
105, 2:SCt 300,.27 L. ed. 667; Thomp- 
son’s App., 116 Me. 473, 102 A 303; 
Wren v. Dixon, 40 Nev. 170, 161:P 
722, 167 P 324, AnnCas1918D 1064. 

{a] Statement that federal ques- 
tion abandoned.—A statement in the 
opinion of a state supreme court 
that the only federal question was 
probably abandoned, ‘‘as it is mani- 
fest that the circuit court could not 
have taken jurisdiction,’ is not such 
a decision of the question as to give 
the supreme court jurisdiction. 
Weatherby v. Bowie, 131 U. S. ap- 
pendix cexyv, 25 L. ed. 606. 

{[b] A. judgment dismissing an 
appeal ‘because prematurely taken 
disposes of no federal question, al- 
though such question may be in- 
volved in the case. Chappell Chemi- 
eal, ete., Co. v. Sulphur Mines Co., 
172 U. S. 474, 19 SCt 268, 43 L. ed. 
520. 

{[c] The words “‘maturely con- 
sidered,” in the judgment entry of 
the denial without opinion by the 
highest state court of a petition for 
do not import a decision 


judgment.®7 


[25 C.J.] 929 


federal question relied on to confer jurisdiction 
has been conclusively foreclosed by prior decisions 
of the supreme court, where analysis and exposi- ° 
tion are necessary in order to make clear the de- 
cisive effect of such prior decisions upon the issue 
presented, and there is some conflict in the opinions 
of the various state courts of last resort upon the 
question, and a division of opinion in the court 


Materiality and Decision of Fed- 
In order to authorize a review by 
the federal supreme court, it is necessary that a 
federal question should have been decided by the 
state court °° or at least necessarily involved in the 
Hence 


a judgment resting upon 


of the federal question first raised 
by such petition. Consolidated 
Turnp. Co, v. Norfolk, ete. R. Car 
228 U. S. 326, 83 SCt 510, 57 L. ed. 
857 [dism writ of error 111 Va. 131, 
68 SE 346, AnnCasi912A 239, and 
reh den 228 U. S. 596, 33 SCt 605, 57 
Li. ved: 982]. 

[a] Order introducing federal 
question refused.—The court, after 
Overruling a suggestion of error 
without a written opinion, will not 
enter an order, kased on the recol- 
lection of the judges, that the court 
considered a federal question raised, 
so as to permit an appeal to the 
United States supreme court, espe- 
cially where it cannot be deter- 
mined on what points the court 
agreed, because the suggestion of 
error was not considered in confer- 


ence. Wheeler v. Bogue Phalia 
Drain., (Miss.) 65 S 5638. 
97. Hiawassee River Power Co. 


v. Carolina-Tennessee Power Co.,° 252 
U. S. 341, 40 SCt 330, 64 L: ed. 601 
{dism writ of error 175 N. C. 670, 
96 SE 99]; Southern R. Co. v. Camp- 
bell,, 239 sWi.-S.,.99), 36° SCE 332.60 1. 
ed, 165; Stewart v. Kansas City, 239 
U.S. 14, 686 SCt 15,) 160 i. ed: 120. 
Eberle v. Michigan, 232 U. S. 700, 
384 SCt 464, 58 L. ed. 803; Ross v. 
Oregon, 227 U. S. 150, 33 SCt 220, 57 
L. ed. 458; Preston v. Chicago, 226 
Uy 824415 882SCt Wii, 7 bl: red. 293% 


Arkansas Southern R. Co. v. Ger- 
many Nat. Bank, 207 SUseS 2705 28 
SCE (78,) 52) ney eds, 201 3) -eathe; ave 
Thomas, 207 U. S. 98, 28 SCt 30, 52 
Eeeds plisstmexas, cote. ah iC@omnys 
Abilene Cotton Oil Co., 204 U. S. 
426) 2h SCti350,u51 (I. edn 553589 


ed. 394; Yazoo, etc., 
R..Co..v. Adams, 180 WU. Sin 21 SCt 
240, 45 L. ed. 395 [aff 77 Miss. 315, 
28 S 956, and reh den 181 U. S. 580, 
21 SCt 729, 45 L. ed. 1011]; Missouri 
Pac. R. Co. v. Fitzgerald, 160 U. S. 
556, 16 SCt 389, 40 L. ed. 536; Hagar 
Verbeo., 54 Us S639, WA Scrtrses 


24 L. ed. 1044; California Powder 
WOrks) Vite DANI Sys Lb Le Wemioee CRON le 
SCt 350, 38 L. ed. 206; Eustis v. 


Bolles}. 1500U. S> 36ie 14°SCu 1315 37 
L. ed. 1111; Roby v. Colehour, 146 
Wie Sud bs, lens Chet fas or ued 2022" 
Adams’ County v. Burlington, etce., 
RCO 1e.2) Wess 230 sb SCE, 28 ndue 
ed. 678; Mills v. Brown, 16 Pet. (U.° 
S.) 525, 10 L. ed. 1055; Thompson’s 
App., 116 Me. 473, 102 A 303. 

[a] The refusal of a state court 
to permit the filing of a plea setting 
up a federal question does not nec- 
essarily involve a decision of such 
question so as to sustain the ap- 
pellate jurisdiction of the supreme 
court of the United States, where 
the state court may have refused 
such permission either because the 
plea was not filed until more than 
nine months after the ageclaration, 


. 
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grounds adequate to sustain it, independent of any | 
federal question, is not reviewable,9* even though 


and not until the case was called for 
trial, or because such plea, which 
went in terms to the whole declara- 
tion, and prayed judgment, was 
clearly bad as to the second count in 
the declaration. Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Wilson, 213 U. S. 52, 29 SCt 
403, 53 L. ed. 693. 

[b] The denial of a motion made 
in arrest of a judgment of a state 
court enforcing a state statute, by 
which ‘motion the invalidity of such 
statute was specially set up on the 
ground of its repugnancy to Const. 
Amendm., art xiv, presents a federal 
question which gives the supreme 
court jurisdiction to review the 
judgment of the highest court of 
tre state affirming such judgment, 
although such court did not in terms 
pass upon the constitutionality of 
the law. Consolidated Coal Co. v. 
THinois;,. 185 U. S:'/203) 22° SCt 616, 
46 L. ed. 872 [aff 186 Ill. 184, 57 NE 
880, 56 LRA 266]. 

{c] Refusal of credit to judg- 
ment.—A refusal by a state court to 
give to a judgment of one of the 
courts of the state its proper effect 
as evidence does not present a _ fed- 
eral question. St. Louis, etce., 
Go) *v.) ‘Kansas ‘City? 241° "Ui Sv 7419, 
36 SCt 647, 60 L. ed. 1072. 

98. Ward v. Love County, 253 U. 
S.' 17, 40. SCt’ 419, 64 Li. ed. 751 ''[rev 
(Okl.) 173 P 1050, and foll Broad- 
well v. Carter County, 253 U. S. 25, 
40 SCt 422, 64 L. ed. 759 (rev (OkL.) 
175 P 828)]; Hiawassee River Power 
Co. v. Carolina-Tennessee Power Co., 
252 U. S. 341, 40 SCt'330, 64 L. ed. 
601 [dism writ of error 175 N. C. 
670, 96 SE 99]; Hardin-Wyandot 
Lighting Co. v. Upper Sandusky, 251 
U. S. 178, 40 SCt 104, 64 L. ed. 210 
{aff 93 Ohs St: 428,113) NE 4027; 
Farson v. Bird, 248 U. S. 268,'39 SCt 
111, 63 L. ed. 233; Petrie v. Nampa, 
ete., Irr, Dist., 248 U. §..154, 39 SCt 
25, 63 L. ed. 178 [dism writ of error 
28) 1day get tos. Ps 425-125 Bilby sav. 
Stewart, 246 U. S, 255, 38 SCt 264, 


62 L. ed. 701. [dism writ of error 55) 


Okl. 767, 153 P 1173]; Enterprise 
Irr. Dist. v. Farmers’ Mut. Canal 
Co. 1243). (S215 7 sv OSCte 318.61 TL. 
ed. 644; Southern Wisconsin R. Co. 
v. Madison, 240 U. S. 457, 36 SCt 400, 
60 L. ed. 739; Rogers, v. Hennepin 
County, 240 U. S. 184, 36 SCt 265, 
60 L. ed. 594 [aff 124 Minn. 539, 145 
NW 112]; Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v. Glenn, 239 U. S. 388, 36 SCt 
154, 60 L. ed. 344; Northern Pac. 
R. Co: vv; Concannon, 239 °'U. S..382, 
36 SCt 156, 60 L. ed. 342; Mellon Co. 
v. McCafferty, 239 U. S. 134, 36 SCt 
94, 60 L. ed. 181; Manhattan L. Ins. 
Co. v. Cohen, 234 U. S. 128, 34 SCt 
874, 58 L. ed. 1245; New Orleans, 
ete., R. Co. v. National Rice Milling 
DSA. SL SOre ss ste 726,08 
L. ed. 1223; Cornell Steamboat Co. 
Vv, Phenix Constr. Co., 233-—U. S. 
693, 34 SCt 701, 58 L. ed. 1107; Hol- 
den Land, etc, Co. v. Interstate 
Trading Co., 233 U. S. 536, 34 SCt 
661, 58 L. ed. 1083; Yazoo, ete, R. 
Co. v. Brewer, 231 U. S. 245, 24 
Sct 90,-58 L. ed. 204; Adams v. Rus- 
sell’ 229 Ui S: 353; 33° SCt 846.757 i. 
ed. 1224; Wood v. Chesborough, 228 
Urs. 672,38 SCt 706) 57 L.- ed. 1018; 
Consolidated Turnp. Co. v. Norfolk 
Ocean View R. Co., 228 U. S. 596, 


*33 SCt 605, 57 L. ed. 982; Southern 


Pach (Go) 4v..4- Schuyler, 227. U.S. 
GOS Sse SCth 27%,. 57 Ved n662543 
LRANS 901; Preston v. Chicago, 226 
WS. 4a 89 SCUllit 57 “Lived.293" 
Gaar, ete., Co. v. Shannon, 223 U. S. 
468, 32 SCt 286; 56 L.'ed. 510: [aff 
62 Tex. Civ. “Aj 634,115 - SW -361]; 
Williams v. Walsh, 222 U. S. 415, 32 
SCt 137, 56 L. ed. 253 [aff 79 Kan. 
212, 98 P 777]; Missouri, etc., R. Co. 
v. Olathe, 222 U._S, 187, 32 SCt 47, 
56 L. ed. 156 [dism writ of error 84 


Land) 
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Kan. 408, 114 P° 228]; Fisher v. 
New Orleans, 218 U.S. 438, 31 SCt 
57, 64 L. ed. 1099; Cincinnati, etc., 
R. Co. v. Slade,| 216 U. S. 78, 30 
SCt 230, 54 L. ed. 390; Rogers v. 
Jones, -214 .U. S. 196, 29). SCt 635. 
53 L. ed. 965; St. Louis Southwest- 
ern:R. Co; |wsi'Tyler;, 21.2502 5S. 2652), 
29 SCt 684, 53 L. ed. 649; Waters- 
Pierce Oil Co. vz, Texas, -212° U.S. 
UL25 29:7 SCt 0227, Sse tired: Vast; 
Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. Texas, 212 
U: S. 86, 29 SCt 220, 53 L. ed. 417 
{aff (Tex. Civ. A.) 106 SW _ 918]; 
Berea College v. Kentucky, 211 U. S. 
45, 29 SCt 33, 53.L. ed. 81 [aff 123 
Ky. 209, 94 SW 628, 124 AmSR 344, 
13 AnnCas 337]; Mobile, ete., R. Co. 
v. Mississippi, 210 U. S. 187, 28 SCt 
650, 52 L. ed. 1016 [aff 89 Miss. 724, 
41 S 259, 122 AmSR 295]; Stickney 
v. Kelsey, 209 U. S. 419, 28 SCt 508, 
52 L. ed. 863; Elder v. Wood, 208 U. 
S.. 226, 28) (SCt’ 263, "52 (Tas ed.= 464 
Pati 3 %e> Colo. s Li 36 Pir 3k9 Fee 19 
AmSR 269]; Vandalia R. Co. v. In- 
diana, 207 U. S. 359, 28-SCt'130, 52 
L. ed. 246; Arkansas Southern R. 
Co. v. German Nat. Bank, 207 U. S. 
270, 28 SCt 78, 52 L. ed. 201; Leathe 
v. Thomas, 207 U. S. 98, 28 SCt ‘30, 
52 L. ed. 118; Chapman v. Bowen, 
207 USS 89, 7128 SCte S205 522 faved. 
116; Frank v. Vollkommer, 205 U. 
Si 5213 272 SCUy 596s > 10ers, ved. lor Ls 
Bachtel v. Wilson, 204 U. S. 42, 27 
SCt §246,- 51 lv ed.360"s-Bachtel =v 
Wilson, 204 U. S. 36, 27 SCt 243, 51 
L. ed. 357; Gatewood v. North Caro- 
Hida, 20 SsOAS.oodnn Sot, 2Ot, ol la. 
ed. 305; Fair Haven, etc., R. Co. v. 
New Haven, 203 U. S. 379, 27 SCt 
74, 51 L. ed. 237; Leonard v. Vicks- 
burg, ete, ‘R. Co.,. 198° U. S. 416,- 25 
SCt 750, 49 L. ed. 1108 [dism, writ 
of error 112 La. 51, 36 S 223]; Allen 
y. Arguimbau, 198 U. S. 149, 25 SCt 
622, 49 L. ed. 990; Western Electri- 
cal Supply Co. v. Abbeville Electric 
Licht ete:; (Cos, 197 SOS? 72995. 25. 
SCt 481, 49 L. ed. 765; Harding v. 
Illinois, 196 U. S.. 78, 25 SCt 176. 49 
L. ed. 394; Winous Point Shooting 
Club v. Casrersen; 193 U. S. 189, 24 
SCt 431, 48 L. ed. 675;. Giles v. Teas- 
ley, 193 _U..S. 146, 24 SCt 359,48 Ey 
ed. 655 [dism writ of error 136 Ala. 
164, 33 S 819]; New York, etc., R. 
Co. v. New York, 186 U. S. 269, 22 
SCt 916, 46 L. ed. 1158 [dism writ 
of error 49 App. Div. 281, 63 NYS 
52 and 163° N., Y¥. 604,57 NB 1119]; 
Missouri, ete., R. Co. v. Ferris, 179 
L s.602, 
Moran v. Horsky, 178 U. S. 205, 20 
SCUCOS5G:, aaa Lier eds LORSIRaei wr, 
Homestead Loan, etc., Co., 176 U. S. 
121, 20 SCt 341, 44 L. ed. 398 [dism 
writ of error 178 Ill. 369, 53 NE 
220]; Scudder v. Coler, 175 U. S. 32, 
20 SCt 26. 44 L. ed. 62; Columbia 
Water-Power Co. v. Columbia Elec- 
tric St.-Railway, etc., Co. 172 U. S. 
475, 19 SCt 247, 43 L. ed. 521; Chap- 
nell Chemical, etce., Co. v. Sulphur 
Mines Co., 172 U. S. 465, 19 SCt 265, 
43 L. ed. 517; Capital Nat. Bank v. 
Cadiz) Firsts Nat Bank 172 SU as, 
425, 19 SCt 202, 43 L. ed. 502; Pierce 
v. Somerset R. Co., 171 U. S. 641, 19 
Sct 64,.48 L. ed. 316; Harrison v. 
Morton, 171 U. S. 38, 18 SCt 742, 43 
L. ed. 63; Miller v. Cornwall R. Co., 
163° UW. (S181, 18) SCt 34) 42" be ed. 


409; Levy v. San Francisco Super. 
Ct, 167. U.S? Lib tie SCENTCO 42 
L. ed. 126; Wade v. Lawder, 165 


Uy S. 624, 17 SCt 425, 49 LL. ed. (851; 
Bacon” Vv. Texas 163 “US .5220 72 16 


SCt 1023, 41 L. ed. 132; Dibble v. 
Bellingham Bay Land Co., 163 U. 
A 6S, LOS Ot 39, dle reds wma 


Seneca Nation of Indians v. Christy, 
162 U. S. 288, 16 SCt 828, 40 L. ed. 
970; Gillis’ v.- Stinehfield, "259 “Uy S. 
658, 16 SCt 131, 40 L. ed. 295; Rut- 
land R. Co. v. Central Vermont R. 
Co., 159° U. S. 630; 16°SCt 113, 40) i. 
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the state court actually denited the federal ques- 
tion adversely .to the party by whom the review 


ed. 284; Winter v. Montgomery, 156 
U. S. 385, 15 SCt 649, 39 L. ed. 460; 
Eustis v. Bolles, 150 U. S. 861, 14 
SCt 131, 37 Le ed. 1111; Brown’ v. 
Massachusetts, 144 U. S. 5738, 12 SCt 
757, 36 L. ed. 546; Haley v. Breeze, 
144 U. S. 130, 12 SCt 836,. 36 L. ed. 
373; Delaware City, etc., Steamboat 
Nav. Co. v. Reybold, 142 U. S. 636, 
12 SCt 290, 35 LL. ed: 1141; Ham- 
mond v..Johnston, (142 U. ‘S:—73,' 12 
Sct 141, 35 L. ed. 941; Henderson 
Bridge Co. v. Henderson, 141 U. S. 
679, 12 SCt 114, 35 L. ed. 900; John- 
son) .v.,\\Risk, 137 “UseS:. 300, )41) SGEt 
111, 34 L. ed. 683; Beatty v. Benton, 
135 U. S. 244, 10 SCt 747, 34 L. ed. 
124; De Saussure v. Gaillard, 127 
U. S. 216, 8 SCt 1053, 32 L. ed. 125; 
Kreiger v. Shelby R. Co., 125 U. S. 
39, 8 SCt-752,-31> L. ed: 675; Jacks 
V.. Helenay 115 “U2 2S32288.76-SCt (39, 
29 L. ed. 392; Jenkins v. Lowenthal, 
EVO Sse 220553" SCt e638 nee ceae 
129; Bolling v. Lersner, 91 U. S. 594, 
23 L. ed. 366; Murdock v. Memphis, 
20 Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 L. ed. 429; 
Klinger v. Missouri, 13 Wall. (U. 8.) 
257, 20 L. ed. 635; Gibson v. Chou- 
teau, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 314, 19 L. ed. 
317: Adams vy. Preston, 22 How. (U. 
S.) 4738, 16 L. ed. 273; Michigan 
Cent. R. Co. v. Michigan Southern R. 
Col 19. Hows) (ues S.) ors lo ela ede 
689. See also the following memo- 
randum cases apparently supporting 
the text: Louisiana Western R. Co. 
v. Crowley, 249 U. S. 593, 39 SCt 
391, 63 L. ed. 793; Zimmerman v. 
Corson County, 249 U. S. 593, 39 SCt 
390, 68 L. ed. 793; Oden v. Coco, 249 
U. S. 587, 39 SCt 386, 63 L. ed. 790; 
Federal Gas, etc., Co. v. Columbus, 
A U. S. 547, 39 SCt 182, 63 L. ed. 

“A judgment of a state court, 
which is put on independent non- 
federal grounds broad enough to 
sustain it, cannot be reviewed by 
us.” Ward v. Love County, 253 U, 
S. 17, 22, 40 SCt 419, 64 L. ed. 751. 

[a] Mlustration.—The contention 


| that a second conviction of a public 


officer for failing, on demand, to pay 
over certain public moneys, deprives 
bim of his liberty without due proc- 
ess of law, by twice subjecting him 
to jeopardy for the same offense, 
presents no federal question which 
will sustain a writ of error from 
the federal supreme court to the 
highest court of a state, where the 
latter court decides that accused 
was not put in jeopardy by his 
prior conviction, because such con- 
viction was reversed on the ground 
that there had then been no legal 
demand. Shoener v. Pennsylvania, 
ave U."S.. 188)" 28 SCE 110, 6271Ty emt 

{[b] If a decision is based en- 
tirely on grounds arising under the 
laws of a state the supreme court 
cannot review it, although it may 
appear that a question involving 
rights under the federal constitu- 
tion or statutes was made under the 
nleadings. California Nat. Bank v. 
Thomas, 171 U. S. 441,19 SCt 4,943 
I. ‘ed. 231 [dism* app 113" Cal, 4174 
45 P 704]. 

[ce] _Estoppel to attack statute.— 
A decision by a state court that a 
corporation is estopped to set up 
the invalidity of a statute, even if 
it is unconstitutional, by the action 
of its board of directors, cannot be 
reviewed on writ of error from the 
supreme court of the United States 
to the state. court, since the non- 
federal ground is broad enough to 
support the judgment. Hale v. 
Lewis, 181 U. S. 478, 21 SCt 677, 45 
L: edi. 959: 

{d] Judgment resting on two 
grounds.— The supreme court will 
not take jurisdiction of a writ of 
error directed to a _ state courf, 
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is sought.°° But a state court cannot, by resting 
its judgment upon some ground of local or general 
law, defeat the appellate jurisdiction of the su- 
preme court of the United States, in a case where 
a federal question was so involved that its deter- 
mination was necessary to the disposition of the 
issues,* especially where the federal right or im- 
munity which was set up or claimed would, if rec- 
ognized and enforced, require a judgment different 
So where it appears 
that the decision did rest upon a ground involving 
a federal question, a review is not precluded by the 
fact that other grounds are stated in the decision;? 
and the supreme court will review a federal ques- 
tion, although it was not put in issue by the plead- 
ings or directly passed upon in the opinion, where- 
it is apparent both from the pleadings and the rec- 
ord that the decision in the state court could not ~ 
have been reached except by disposing of such 
A fortiori, where the decision is in 
fact based on grounds involving a federal. ques: 
tion, a review cannot be precluded by the fact that 


from that actually rendered.? 


question. 
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[§ 284] gg. 


[§ 285] 
In General. 


(c) 


it might have been based upon other grounds.2 A 


where the judgment of that court 
rests on two grounds, one of which 
does not involve a federal question, 
or where it does not appear on which 
of the two grounds the judgment 
was based, and the _  nonfederal 
ground is sufficient in itself to sus- 
tain the judgment. Allen v. Ar- 
guimbau, 198 U. S. 149, 25 SCt 622, 
49 L. ed. 990; Lowry v. Silver City 
Gold, pnetcs Con A798 U5 Si 196, 0 20 
SCt 104, 45. LL. ed. 151 [dism writ of 
Srroxr LoS Utahicoo4yeo4 be tality ONC= 
Quade v. Trenton, 172 U. S. 636, 19 
DOtmco 405, dan Cow OS hy PLeLCO mtv. 
Somerset oh. uo. 0101 OS 041) 5 19 
Sct 64, 43 L. ed. 316; Harrison v. 


Morton, i71 U. S. 38, 18 SCt 742, 
43 L. ed. 63. 
99. Petrie v. Nampa, etc, Irr. 


Dist., 248 U. S. 154, 89 SCt 25, 63 L. 
ed. 178 [dism writ of error 28 Ida. 
227, 153 P 425]; Enterprise Irr. Dist. 
v. Farmers Mut. Canal Co., 243 U. S. 
157, .37-SCt 318, 61 L. ed: 644;° New 
Orleans, etc., R. Co. v. National Rice 
Milling Co., 234 U. S. 80, 34 SCt 726, 
58 Iu. ed. 1223 [dis writ of error 
132 La. 615, 61 S 708, AnnCas1914D 
1099]. See also cases supra note 98. 

1. Ward v. Love County, 253 U. 
S. 17, 40 SCt 422, 64 L. ed. 751 [rev 
(Okl.) 173 P 1050, and foll Broad- 
well v. Carter County, 253 U. S. 25, 
40 SCt 422, 64 L. ed. 759 (rev (OKl.) 
175 P 828)]; American F. Ins. Co. v. 
King Lumber, etc., Co., 250 U.S. 2, 
39 SCt 431, 63 L. ed. 810 [aff 74 Fla. 
130, 77 S 168]; Hartford L, Ins. Co. 
v. Barber, 245 U. S. 146, 38 SCt 54, 
62 L..ed. 208 [rev 269 Mo. 21, 187 
SW 867 (reh den_(Mo.) 187 SW 
874)]; Rogers v. Hennepin County, 
240 U. S. 184. 36 SCt 265, 60 L. ed. 
594 [aff 124 Minn. 539, 145 NW 112]; 
Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Glenn, 
239 U. S. 388, 36 SCt 154, 60 L. ed. 
344 [aff 96 S. C. 357, 80 SE 898]; 
International Harvester Co. v. Mis- 
souri, 234 U. S. 199, 34 SCt 859, 58 
L. ed. 1276, 52 LRANS 525 [aff 237 
Mo. 369, 141 SW 672]; St... Louis 
Southwestern R. Co. v. Arkansas, 
217 WU. S. 136, 30 SCt 476, 54 L, ed. 
698, 29 LRANS 802 [rev 85 Ark. 311, 
107 SW 1180, 122 AmSR_ 33]; 
Schlemmer v. Buffalo, etc., R. Co., 
Pap ee Gowda SCtr40i ol Le eds 
681 [rev 207 Pa. 198, 56 A 417]; 
Atty.-Gen. vy. Lowrey, 199 U.S. 233, 
Fe SCt 27.000, ls sed. 167 shat 131 
Mich. 639, 92 NW 289]; Terre Haute, 
etc., R. Co. v. Indiana, 194 U. S. 579, 
24 SCt 767, 48 L. ed. 1124. : 

“If mnon-federal grounds, plainly 
untenable, may be thus put forward 
successfully, our power to_review 
easily may be avoided.” Ward v. 
Love County, supra. 


2. Bowe v. Scott, 233 U. S. 658, 
34 SCt 769, 58 L. ed. 1141 [dism 
writ of error 113 Va. 499, 75 SE 
123]; West Chicago St. R. Co. v. 
Illinois, 201 U. S. 506, 26 SCt 518, 
50 L. ed. 845 [aff 214 Ill. 9, 73 NE 
393]; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Illi- 
nois:..200 U. S. 561, 26 SCt 341, 50 
L. ed. 596, 4 AmnCas 1175 [aff 212 
Tl. 108, 72 NE 219]; Citizens’ Bank 
Vv. Parker, 192. U.S. 73, -24,SCt. 181, 
48 L. ed. 346 [rev 52 La. Ann, 1086, 
27 S 709). 

3.' St. Louis, etc., R.-Co. v. Me- 
Whirter, 229 U. S. 265, 33 SCt 858, 
57 L. ed. 1179 [rev 145 Ky. 427, 140 
SW 672]; Arkansas Southern R. Co. 
v. Louisiana, etc., R. Co., 218 U. S. 
A231 PolesCt. 6.) 54 as ederl 097 M pate 
121 La. 997, 46 S 994]; Miller v. New 
Orleans Acid sete.) (Cofmecl1. * UNS! 
496, 29 SCt 176, 53 L. ed. 300 [aff 
UE eas seo 42/5829 Ie Tit. vo kKel- 
sey, 207) U.S. 43, 28 S€t 1, 52 L.:ed: 
95; West Chieago St. R. Co. v. Illi- 
nvis, 201 U. S. 506, 26 SCt 518, 50 L. 
ed. 845; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Illi- 
nois, 200 U. S. 561, 26 SCt 341, 50 L. 
ed. 596, 4 AnnCas 1175; Adams Ex- 
press Co. v. Iowa, 196 U. S. 147, 25 
SCt 185, 49 L. ed. 424 [rev (Iowa) 
95 NW 1129]; American Express Co. 
Vo Lowa, 19604).; Si 133)” 25 “SCt 182, 
49 L. ed. 417 [rev 118 Iowa 447, 92 
NW 66]; Terre Haute, etc., R. Co. v. 
Indiana, 194 U. S. 579,, 24 SCt 767, 
48 L. ed. 1124 [aff 159 Ind. 438, 65 
NE 401]; Grand Rapids, ete., R. Co. 
v. Osborn, 193 U. S. 17, 24 SCt 310, 
48 L. ed. 598 [aff 130 Mich. 248, 
89 NW 967]; Capital City Dairy Co. 
Vu Ohiow 183" UU. S., 488, 122) ,5eb, 120, 
46 L.. ed: ‘171. [aff 62 Oh. St. 359, 57 
NE 62, 57 LRA 181]; Grand Forks 
First Nat. Rank v. Anderson, 172 U. 
S).573.. 19 SCt 284," 43 "i: | ed.) 558% 
Klinger v. Missouri. 13 Wall. (U. S.) 
257, 20 L. ed. 685; Maguire v. Tyler, 
8 Wall. (U. S.) 650, 19° Li. ed.. 320; 
Neilson v. Lagow, 12 How. (U. S.) 
98, 13 L. ed. 909; Balk v. Harris, 132 


N. C. 10, 48 SE 477 [den reh 130 
NG. 381,.419SE 92092 
[a] A concession in counsel’s 


brief in the state court that'a stipu- 
lation in an express company’s re- 
ceipt limiting liability was void un- 
der the state law, and the Carmack 
Amendment of June 29, 1906, to the 
act of Febr. 4, 1887 § 20, does not 
show the lack of any federal ques- 
tion based on the validity of such 
shipping contract, but must be re- 
garded as concession for purposes 
of argument as to a matter of law 
which could conclude no one, as it 
did not withdraw the shipping con- 
tract from the case. Wells v. Nei- 
man-Marcus Co., 227 U. S. 469, 33 
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statement in the opinion of a state court that an 
attack on the validity of a state statute as being 
in contravention of the federal constitution was 
‘‘by a proceeding unknown to our practice’’ does 
not. mean that the court did not necessarily pass 
on the constitutional question.® 


Correctness of Decision of State 


Court. The power tv decide whether a federal 
question was rightly disposed of by the state court 
involves the exercise of jurisdiction,’ and hence the 
supreme court is not deprived of jurisdiction be- 
cause the federal question was correctly decided 
by the state court.’ 
that the decision of a state court may be erroneous 
does not, where no federal question is involved, 
authorize a review by the supreme court,? even 
though such decision may be contrary to previous 
decisions of the state court.1° 


Conversely, the mere fact 


Nature of Question Involved—aa. 


I A judgment or decree of a state court 
may be reviewed by the supreme court of the 
United States where there is drawn in question 


SCt 267, 57 L. ed. 600 [rev (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 125 SW 614]. : ; 

4. ,Toledoyrete.,un. Cone 
236 U. S. 454, 35 SCt 306, 59 L. ed. 
671; International Harvester Co. v. 
Missouri, 234 U. S. 199, 34 SCt 859, 
58 L. ed. 1276, 52 LRANS 525; Caron- 
delet Canal, ete, Co. v. Louisiana, 
233 U.S. 362, 34 SCt 627, 58 L. ed. 
1001; Gaar, etc., Co. v. Shannon, 223 
U. S. 468, 32 SCt 286, 56 LL. ed. 510; 
Chambers v. Baltimore, etc., R. Co., 
LOT VU oat ae) 12 Ou SOLS 4nb 2 lmleds 
143; Tilt v. Kelsey, 207 U. S. 48, 28 
SCt 1, 52 L. ed. 95; Schlemmer v. 
BuitaloweteneR Conn 20 ples ieee 7 
SCt 407, 51 L. ed. 681; Montana v. 
Rice, 204-Ui SS: 291. 27 ‘SCti2sil) jimi 
ed. 490; West Chicago St. R. Co. v. 
Illinois, 201 U. S. 506, 26 SCt 518, 50 
L. ed. 845; Otis Co. v. Ludlow Mfg. 


Slavin, 


Con ZOU Ue St: U4ON OC SCE 353, 50 
meds 6965. Chicago,nete RR. Worm ve 
Illinois, 200 U. S. 561, 26 SCt 341, 


50 L. ed. 596, 4 AnnCas 1175; Kau- 
kauna Water-Power Co. v. Green 
Bay; 2etezo Canale@oreid Qn oeee 746 
12. SCte 173; 35 ued. 1004 Patt e10 
Wis. 635, 35 NW 529, 36 NW 828]. 
oe Ot. Wouis, etc! Ro Con ver Mic= 
Whirter, 229 U. S. 265, 33 SCt 858, 


57 L. ed. 1179; Henderson Bridge 
Co. v. Henderson, 173 U. S. 592, 19 
SCE bos 4a Lr edi s 2.30 


6. Coe ive Armour Fertilizer 
Works, 237 U. S. 413, 35 SCt 625, 59 
L. ed. 1027 [rev 63 Fla. 64, 58 S 231]. 

7 Andrews v. Andrews, 188 U. S. 
14, 23 SCt 237, 47 L. ed. 366 [aff 176 
Mass. 92, 57 NE 3383]; Penn Mut. ~— 
Lei winsss Com ves Avistin® 2 6SmmOnmeee 
685, 18 SCt 223, 42 L. ed. 626. 

83 = Missouril Pac, mR Coley tuaras 
bee, 234-U. S.- 459, 34 SCt 979; 58 
L, ed. 1398 [rev 85 Kan. 214, 116 P 
$01]; Andrews v. Andrews, 188 U. 
S. 14, 23 SCt 237, 47 Le ed. 366 [Laff 


176 Mass. 92, 57 NE 333]; Blythe 
Va Hinckley, «1807005 "S, 7338. 008 'SCG 
390545 Eerced. dour 

9. Seattle R., ete. Co. v. Wash- 


ington, 231 U. S. 568, 34 SCt 185, 58 
L. ed. 272 [dism writ of error 62 
Wash. 544, 114 P 431]; King v. West 
Mireiniay 216. Us Se 9257 30" SCtUm225. 
54 L. ed. 396; Patterson v. Colorado, 
206 U. S. 454, 27 SCt 556, 51 L. ed. 
879, 10 AnnCas 689 [dism writ of 
error 35 Colo. 253,°84°P 912]. 

10. Patterson v. Colorado, 296 U. 
S$.) 454, 27 SCt 556,51 L. ed: 879,710 
AnnCas 689 [dism writ of error 35 
Colo... 2538, 4 P’ 912]; Lombard “vw. 
West Chicago Park Comrs:, 181 U. 
SSC le SOG mb0, 45. cas sedate 

“With the consistency or incon- 
sistency of the Kentucky cases we 
have nothing to do.” Fidelity, ete., 
Trust Co. v. Louisville, 245 U. S. 
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the validity 11 of a treaty 12 or statute 1* of, or an 
authority exercised under,!* the United States; the 
validity 1° of a statute of,!® or an authority exercised 


54, 60, 88 SCt 40, 62 L. ed. 145 [aff 
6S Ky. 71,1815 SiWr 1095, Lids Ky. 
509, 188 SW 652, 172 Ky. 451, 189 
Sw 438]. 

11. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

[a] No question of validity of a 
treaty, statute, or authority is raised 
by merely controverting a right as- 
serted thereunder or denying the 


existence of the authority. Erie R. 
Co. v. Hamilton, 248 U. S. 369, 39 
SCt 95, 63 “-L. ed. 307; St. Louis, 


éte;,,.R. Co, vi Taylor, 210° U.S. 281, 
28 SCt 616, 52 L. ed. 1061; Braxton 
County Ct. v. West Virginia, 208 U. 
Sato 2 5628 SCH 2275," 52 tin eds 450; 
Kennard v. Nebraska, 186 U. S. 304, 
22 SCt 879, 46 L. ed. 1175; Florida 
@entp ete. ar won) Ve, belly L760 OU. 
S.1321,, 20) SCt 399, 44,-El ed. 486; 
Telluride Power Transmission Co. v. 
Rio Grande Western R. Co., 175 U. 
S. 639, 20 SCt 245, 44 L. ed. 305; 
Blackburn v. Portland Gold-Min. Co., 
LEMURS Oels 20 SCt 222.544 du ed, 
276; Abbott v. National Bank of 
Commerce, 175 U. S. 409, 20 SCt 153, 
44 L. ed. 217; Columbia Water Power 
Co. v. Columbia Electric St. R., etc., 
Co 112". S24 15, Lo SC 24 Te 43 2. 
ed. 521; Miller v. Cornwall R. Co., 
16S) Wiss. £31, 18 SCti 34, 42: ed: 
409; Borgmeyer v. Idler, 159 U. S. 
408, 16 SCt 34, 40 L. ed. 199; Bush- 
nell v. Crooke Min., etc., Co., 148 U. 
Sao See lis: HOOUMNG Lomi piling .eG.omo lO) 
Ferry v. King County, 141 U. S. 668, 
T2eeC Cie 28, 3D lu LEG, -Soort COOK 
County v. Calumet, etce., Canal, etc., 
Co, £38. U.S... 635, 11 -SCt. 435,, 34 Tu. 
Cd LO Oe Suave weey neh £3 (US: 
280, 11 SCt 114, 34 L. ed. 700; Clough 
v. Curtis, 134 U. S. 361, 10 SCt 573, 
33 L. ed. 945; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. 
v. Hopkins, 130 U. S. 210, 9 SCt 503, 
32. Li. ed. 908. 

12. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

13. Jud. Code § 2387,,U. S: Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; St. Louis, etc., R. 
Conwy. Laylor. 210. Us. 2815) 28 .5Ct 
616, 52 L. ed. 1061 [rev 83 Ark. 591, 
98 SW 958]. 

[a] Decision not involving valid- 
ity of statute—A decision by the 
highest ‘court of the state of Ne- 
braska that the Pawnee reservation 
lands in that state are public lands 
within the meaning of the Enabling 
Act: of April. 19, 1864, (13 St. at. Lu. 
47 ec 59 § 12), does not bring into 
question the validity of that sec- 
tion, so as to give the supreme court 
of the United States the right to 
review the judgment of the state 
court. Kennard v. State, 186 U. S. 
304, 22 SCt 879, 46-L. ed. 1175 [writ 
of error dism 56 Nebr. 254, 76 NW 
545, 57 Nebr. 711, 78 NW 282]. 

14 Jud. Code §:237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) $) 1214; -. Stanley-*. v. 
Schwalby, 162 U. S. 255, 16 SCt 754, 
40 L. ed. 960; MeNulta Vv. Loch. 
ridge, 141 U. s. BPA pe ARSC) pe kal is ss 
L. ed. 796; Buck v. Colbath, 3 Wall. 
(U._S;) 334, 18... ed..257; Clements 
v. Berry, 11 How. (U. S.) 398, 18 
L. ed. 745; Buchanan vy. Alexander, 
4 How. (U. S.) 20, 11.L. ed. 857. 

[a] Official authority and not 
general right is intended by this 
provision. Sharpe v. Doyle, 102 U. 
S. 686, 26. L. ed. 277; Daniels’ v. 
Moarneysr LO2. Ue), Sa 4155026) Lig-ed: 
187; -Millingar v. Hartupee, 6 Wall. 
(U. S.) 258, 18 L. ed. 829; McGuire 
v. Massachusetts, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 
387, 18 L. ed. 226; Buck v. Colbath, 
3-Wall. (U. S.) 334; 18 L. ed, 257. 

{b] Something more than a bare 
assertion of the existence of author- 
ity is necessary to give jurisdiction. 
Walsh v. Columbus, ete., R. Co., 176 
U. S. 469, 20 SCt 393, 44 L. ed. 548; 
Hamblin v. Western Land Co., 147 
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URS) 582 1388S Ctr353s78 7 ed. 207; 
New Orleans v. New Orleans Water 
Works Co., 142 U. S. 79, 12 SCt 142, 
35 L. ed. 943; Millingar v. Hartupee, 
6 Wall. (U. S.) 258, 18 L. ed. 829. 

[ec] A legislative act of a terri- 
tory iS an exercise of authority un- 
der the United States. Hl Paso, etc., 
R. Co. v. Gutierrez, 215 U. S. 87, 30 
SCt 21, 54 L. ed. 106; Atchison, ete., 
R. Co. v. Sowers, 213 U. S. 55, 29 SCt 
SU ey Ie sexs OK 

[a] Decisions held not reviewable 
on this ground. Abbott v. National 
Bank of Commerce, 175 U. S. 409, 20 
SCt 153, 44 L. ed. 217 [aff 20 Wash. 
Hoe Do) Pleo (Gls em erhyy eve eoune! 
County, 141 U. S. 668, 12 SCt 128, 35 
L. ed. 895, 141 U. S. 673, 12 SCt 130, 
35 L. ed. 898; Manning v. French, 
133 U. S. 186, 10 SCt 258,33 L. ed. 
582; Millingar v. Hartupee, 6 Wall. 
(U. S.) 258, 18 L. ed. 829; Derby v. 
eaulup, 2) Walls (U. S.) 97,4 Ls ed. 

oOo. 

15. Jud. Code § 237, U: S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214 

16. Jud. Code § 237, U.S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; New Orleans, etc., 
Ry Co., Va Searlet,,.249 U.S. 528, 39 
SCt 369, 63 L. ed. 752 [rev 115 Miss. 
235, 76 S265]; ‘Chicago, ete.,, R.. Co. 
v. Wisconsin R. Commn., 237 U. S. 
220, 35 SCt. 460, 59 LL. ed. 926; Col- 
lins v. Texas, 223 U. S. 288, 32 SCt 
286; 56) a ed. 439) Taft 5%, Tex. Cr: 
2, 121 SW 501]; Wilmington Star 
Min. Co. v. Fulton, 205 U. S. 60, 27 
SCt 412, 51 ‘L. ed.-708; Western Turf 
Assoc. v. Greenberg, 204 U. S. 359, 
27 SCt. 384, 51 L. ed. 520 [aff 148 
Cal. 126, 82 P 684, 113 AmSR 216]; 
Capital City Dairy Co. v. Ohio, 183 
OeeSra2s8 6, 22e-SCt 20, 546: aed. 
171; Weston v. Charleston, 2 Pet. 
(U. S.) 449, 7 L. ed. 481. 

[a] An enactment from whatever 
source originating (1) to which a 
state gives the force of law is a 
statute of the state within the 
meaning of this provision. Reinman 
v. Little Rock, 237 U. S. 171, 35 SCt 
511, 59 L. ed. 906. Accordingly the 
right of review extends to decisions 
as to the validity of: (2) Orders of 
state boards, commissions, and the 
like, which are instrumentalities of 
the state, and whose orders are leg- 
islative in their nature. Lake Erie, 
etc., R. Co. v. State Public Utilities 
Commn., 249 U. S. 422,-39 SCt 345, 
63 L. ed. 684 [aff 277 Ill. 574,'115 
NE 519]; Arkadelphia Milling Co. v. 
St. Louis Southwestern R. Co., 249 
Us S..1384, 39 SCt. 287, 63 Li. ed: 517; 
Wadley Southern R. Co. v. Georgia, 
236 Ce S. 651.) 85, Ot alae 0 Olen eGy 
405; Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. 
Goldsboro, 232 U. S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 
58 T....ed, .7215> Home ~Tel.; ete; Co: 
v. Los Angeles, 227 U. S. 278, 33 SCt 
312, 57 L. ed. 510; Ross v.: Oregon, 
227 U. S. 150, 38 SCt 220, 57 L. ed 
458; Grand Trunk Western R. Co. v. 
Indiana R. Commn., 221 U. S. 400, 31 
SCt 537, 55 L. ed. 786. (3) Munici- 
pal ordinances. Reinman v. Little 
Rock, 1287 yOu. gldlseoo sou sold bo 
L. ed. 900; Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v. Goldsboro, 232 U. S. 548, 34 
SCt 364, 58 L. ed. 721 [aff 155 N. C. 
356, 71 SE 614]. 

1721, Jud. Code 8.237, U. S.. Comp: 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

[a] Decision as to jurisdiction of 
federal court.—A state court does 
not render a decision in favor of 
the authority exercised under any 
state where it merely decides a 
question as to the jurisdiction of a 
federal court, and where the au- 
thority of the state court to decide 
this matter, is not drawn in ques- 
tion. Abbott v. National Bank of 
Commerce, 175 U. S. 409, 20 SCt 153, 
44 L. ed. 217 [aff 20 Wash. 552, 56 
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under,!7 any state,1® as being repugnaut to the con- 
stitution,!® treaties, or laws of the United States ;?° 
or any title,?! right,?? privilege,?* or immunity 24 


P 376]. 

[b] The general authority of 
state courts is not contemplated by 
this provision. Bethell v. Demaret, 
10 Wall. (U.. S.) 5387, 19 L. ed. 1007. 

18. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

[a] Decision involving law of 
public body not a state.—(1) A pub- 
lic body not duly organized or ad- 
mitted into the Union is not a state, 
and cannot pass a statute within the 
meaning of the Judiciary Act, and 
therefore the supreme court has no 
jurisdiction to review a decision in 
which the validity of an act passed 
by such a body is drawn in question. 
Scott v. Jones, 5 How. (U. S.) 343, 
12 L. ed. 181. (2) Where the valid- 
ity of a territorial act is drawn 
in question by a decision in the 
highest court of the state, the su- 
preme court cannot review such de- 
cision. Messenger v. Mason, 10 
Woalls. CUS?) 507. 19. Leeds 028% 
Dubuque Miners’ Bank y. Iowa, 12 
How. (U. 8.) 1, 13 L. ed. 867. 

19. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St.c@916) $1244: 

Provisions limiting power of ton- 
gress only see infra § 291. 

20. Jud. Code § 23%, U. S.. Comp: 
(1916) § 1214. 

21. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 


St. (1916) § 1214. 
22. Jud, Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; Stewart Min. Co. 


v. Ontario Min. Co., 237 U. S. 350, 35 
SCt 610, 59 =. ed. 989, [aff 23 Ida- 
724, 132 P 787]; Cornell Steamboat 
Co. Vv.. Bhenix: <Conste4 Co. w2ss es 
S. 593, 34 SCt 701, 58 L. ed. 1107 
[aft  2100.Ne Yo 113551 03S NES Oita 
Straus v. American Publishers As- 
soc.,, 23150. "“S. 222) 34 SCt 84. 58; 
ed. 192, LRA1915A 1099 [rev 199 N. 
Y. 548, 983 NE 1133]; Hammond v. 
Whittredge, 204 U. S. 538, 27 SCt 396, 
51 L. ed. 606 [aff 189 Mass. 45, 75 
NE 222]; Aultman, ete, Co. v. 
Brumfield, 102 Fed. 7 [app dism 22 
SCt 938, 46 L. ed. 1265]. 

[a] The title or right must be 
one of plaintiff in error.—Conde v. 
York, 1638). Uz, 'S. 642," 18. SCt 234eeag 
Ted a6 ite See also De Lamar’s 
Nevada Gold Min. Co. v. Nesbitt, 177 
U._S. 523, 20 SCt 715, 44 L. ed. 872. 

[b] A carrier’s denial that “it 
was bound by law,” as alleged by 
complainant, to receive, as a con- 
necting and ultimate carrier, a cer- 
tain interstate shipment, and for- 
ward and deliver it to its ultimate 
destination, does not amount to the 
assertion of a right under the act 
to regulate commerce, so as to sus- 
tain a writ of error from the su- 
preme court of the United States to 
review a judgment of a state court 
adverse to such contention. lLouis- 
ville, ete., R. Cov. Smith, 204°0.7S: 
561, 27 SCt 401, 51 L. ed. 612. 

[c] Where one mistakenly as- 
serts a right under a federal statute 
when the fact is that his cause of 
action is under a state statute, per- 
mission by the state court to amend 
to conform to the facts is not a de- 


nial of a federal right. Wabash R. 
Co. NV. Hay es,, 2347 Ua Saucon 840 SCE 
729, 58 L. ed. 1226. 


23. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

24. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214: Yates v. Jones 
Nat. Bank, 206 U. S. 158, 27 SCt 638, 
51 L. ed. 1002 [mod 74 Nebr. 734, 105 
NW _ 287]. 

[a] A claim by a railway of im- 
munity from liability, for the neg- 
ligent killing of an employee in the 
territory of New Mexico because of 
noncompliance with the require- 
ments of a statute of that territory 
governing actions for personal in- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


- 


,ete., R. Co. v.. Slavin, 
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claimed to exist under the constitution,?5 or 

any treaty’® or statute?’ of, or commission 

juries received therein, presents a|U.S. 613, 34 SCt 685, 58 L. ed. 1121 


federal question which, when ad- 
versely adjudicated, confers juris- 
diction on the federal supreme court 
of a writ of error to the state court. 
El Paso, ete, R. Co. v. Gutierrez, 
ZO Ue Sy 184, 200 SCt 21, 54 Tied: 
106 [aff 102 Tex. 378, 117 SW 426]. 

25. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; Carondelet Canal, 
CLC, sco. ove) luoulsiana, | 233° SUSe'S: 
362, 34 SCt 627, 58 L. ed, 1001 [rev 
129 La. 279, 56 S 1387]; Stewart v. 
Michigan, 232 U. S. 665, 34 SCt 476, 
58 L. ed. 786 [rev 167 Mich. 417, 
132 NW 1071]; Detroit, etce., R. Co. 
v. Osborn, 189 U. S. 383, 23 SCt 540, 
47 L. ed. 860; Tinsley v. Anderson, 
rhe U. S. 101, 18 SCt 805, 43 L. ed. 


[a] Attack on administration of 
state law.—‘“It is true the law of the 
State as written is not attacked, but 
the law as administered and justified 
by the Supreme Court of the State 
is attacked and it is asserted to be 
a violation of the Constitution of 
the United States. The question pre- 
sented is Federal.” Myles Salt Co. 
wa Lberia, sete. Drains Dist. 239 (U2 
S. 478, 484, 36 SCt 204, 60 L. ed. 392 
[rev 134 La, 903, 64 S 825]. 

26. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; Cissna v. Tennes- 
see, 246 U. S. 289, 38 SCt 306, 62 
L. ed. 720 [rev 119 Tenn. 47, 104 


SW 437]; New York Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. S. 291, 23° SCt 
375, 47 L. ed. 480, 33 LRA 33; Mo- 


bile Transp. Co. v. Mobile, 187 U. S. 
479, 23 SCt 170, 47 L. ed. 266 [aff 128 
Ala. 335,°30 S 645, 86 AmSR 143, 64 
LRA 333]; Tinsley v. Anderson, 171 
CET Sa LOL eTSISCtLA805, 43) bined O1; 
California Powder Works v. Davis, 
152) USS. 389; 14> SCt-350, 38° 1. ed. 
206; Burthe v. Denis, 133 U. S. 514, 


LOMESEE (335, 83 > sted! 2768; San 
mMranciscoy ws “Scotts 114.-U.2 Si9 768; 
4 SCty 688, °28 idis-red.)- 5933 sWil- 


liams v. Oliver, 12 How. (U. S.) 111, 
13. LG. ed: 915, 921;—-Maney v. Por- 
ter;-4) Hows (U.8S)):155, Slit Ls ‘ed: 
873; McDonogh v. Millaudon, 3 How. 
(U. S.) 693, 11 L. ed. 787; New Or- 
leans v. De Armas, 9 Pet. (U. 8S.) 
224, 9 _L. ) ed. 109; “Worcester _v. 
Georgia, 6 Pet. (U. S.) 515, 8 L. ed. 
483. 
. [a] Whe supreme court is not 
confined to the abstract construction 
of the treaty itself. Martin v. Hunt- 
er, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 304, 4 In ed. 97. 
27.. Jud. Code § 237, U. S..Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; Cissna v. Tennes- 


see, 246 -U. S. 289, 38 SCt 306, 62 
L. ed. 720 [rev 119 Tenn. 47, 104 
Swe 6 437] +e California), v.07 Deseret 
Water, etc., -Co., 243 U. S. 415, 37 
SCt 394, 61 L. ed. 821; Supreme 
Lodge K. P. v. Mims, 241 U. S. 574, 
36 SCt. 702, 60 L. ed. 1179, LRA 


1916F 919 [rev (Tex. Civ. A) 167 
SW 835]; Seaboard Air Line R. Co. 
v. Renn, 241 -U: S, 290, 36 SCt 567, 
60 L. ed. 1006; Kansas City South- 
Erma COs. Jones: ZA. S.) 18h, 
36 SCt 513, 60 L. ed. 943; Southern 
R. Co. v. Prescott, 240 U. S. 632, 36 
Sct 469, 60 L. ed. 836; Chicago, ete., 
R. Co. v. Devine, 239 U. S. 52, 36 
Sct 27, 60.L. ed. 140 [aff 266 Ill. 
248, 107 NE 595, AnnCas1916B se 
Perryman v. Woodward, 238 U. A 
TASS US CHESS Onno oe ts ed. 1242 tar 
37 ‘Ol. 792, 133 P 244]; Seaboard 
Air Line R. Co. v. Padgett, 236 U. 
SMG G87 oie SCEPAS EA '59F Ls feds 
{aff 99 S. C. 356, 83 SE 633]; Toledo, 
236 U. S. 454, 
35 Sct 306, 59 L. ed. 671: [rev 88 Oh. 
St. 536; 106 NE 1077]; Sage v. 
Hampe, 235 U. S. 99, 35 SCt 94, 59 
L. ed. 147 [rev 87 Kan. 536, 125 P 


58]; Southern R. Co. v. Crockett, 
DAMS 1 Teds SAU Ct, 897%, 58 als, oa: 
1564; Charleston, ete, R. Co. 

Thompson, 234 U. S...576, 34 sct 


964, 58 L. ed. 1476 [rev 13 Ga. A. 
541, 79 SE 242]; Logan v. Davis, 233 


[rev 147 Iowa 441, 124 NW _ 808]; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Horton, 
233 U. S. 492, 34 SCt 635, 58 L. ed. 
1062, LRA1915C ip AnnCas1915B 475 
[rev-162 N. C. 424, 78 SE 494]; 
Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Rchbinson, 
233 U. S. 173, 34 SCt 556, 58 L. ed. 
901 [rev 36 Okl. 435, 129 P 20, and 
foll Atchison, ete., R. Co. v. Moore, 
233) WSiS.0elS2, oot sChisbesiibs) Ls 
ed. 906 (rev 36 Okl. 433, 129 P 24)]; 
Gauthier v. Morrison, 232 U. S. 452, 
34 SCt 384, 58 L. ed. 680 [rev 62 
Wash. 572, 114 P 501]; Kansas City 
Southern R. Co. v. C. H. Albers 
ComimniVCo50 223) Uses, 1573.0 327 SOG 
316, 56 L. ed. 556 [rev 79 Kan. 59, 
99 P 819]; Ferris v. Frohman, 223 
U. S. 424, 32 SCt 263, 56 L. ed. 492; 
Acme Harvester Co. v. Beekman 
Lumber Co., 222 U. S. 300, 32 SCt 96, 
56 L. ed. 208; Texas, etc., R. Co. v. 
Abilene Cotton Oil Co., 204 U. S. 426, 
27 SCt 350,.51 Li. eds 552, 9 AnnCas 
LOT5s Rodrigwez Ww.) UiirS:, 1985 U.S: 
156, 25 SCt 617, 49, L. ed. 994; Wa- 
bash R. Co. v. Pearce, 192 U. S. 179, 
24 SCt 231, 48 L. ed. 397 [rev 89 
Mo. A. 437]; American HPxpress Co. 
v. Maynard, 177 U. S. 404, 20 SCt 
695, 44 L. ed. 823 [rev 118 Mich. 682, 


77 NW _ 317]; Tinsley v. Anderson, 
LIN eS 10170 18" SCtS805 9 43614 .-ed: 
91; Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Haker, 


169 Ue Si 6138; 18 SCt 488, 42 Ls ed. 
878 [aff 56 Kan. 694, 44 P 6382]; Hall 
vy. Jordans OwWaills:(U. tS) i393.) 24 
ly. ed: 72; Dubuque, ete., R. Co. v. 
Richmond; - To59 Walls (U2 S)e3,02h sh: 
el. 118; McGuire v. Massachusetts, 
seWallk” GULES.)" 882), 181 Liwedrs 1164 
Minnesota v. Bachelder, 1 Wall. (U. 
S.) 109, 17 L. ed. 551; Magwire v. 
Tyler, 1 Black (UU: S.)) 195; 1% L. ed. 
137; Taylor v. Anderson,’ 197 Eed. 
383 [aff 234 U. S. 74, 34 SCt 724, 
58 L. ed, 1218]; Mathew v. Wabash 
Res Cove 115» Mo. Ay 6468," 782 SW 271; 
81 SW 646. 

[a] The denial by a state court 
of a right of action expressly based 
on an act of congress presents a 
federal question which gives the su- 
preme court of the United States 
jurisdiction to review a decision of 
such state court. Talbot v. Sioux 
City First Nat. Bank, 185 U. S. 172, 
22 SCt’' 6172, 46) Iu. ted. 857 [af— 106 
Iowa 361, 76 NW 726]. 

{b] A party who insists that a 
judgment cannot be rendered 
against him consistently with the 
statutes of the United States may 
be fairly held to assert a right and 
immunity under such statutes, al- 
though they may not give the party 
himself a personal or affirmative 
right that could be enforced by di- 
rect suit against his adversary. 
Nutt v. Knut; 200 UW. S. 13, 26 SCt 
216, 50 L. ed. 348 [aff 84 Miss. 465, 
36 S 689]. 

{c] Contention that federal stat- 
ute governs.—The contentions of de- 
fendant railroad, sued in_ state 
courts under state statute, that the 
injuries. causing the death of an 
employee were received in interstate 
commerce, and that its liability was 
controlled by the Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Act of April 22, 1908, present 
federal .questions which, when de- 
cided by the state court, will sup- 
port a writ of error from the United 
States supreme court. St. Louis, 
etc.,°R. Co. v. Seale, 229 U. S. 156, 
838 SCt 651, 57 L. ed. 1129 [rev (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 148 SW 1099]. 

{d] A decision of the state court 
that no rights are claimed under any 
federal statute is binding on the 
supreme court if founded on Bub 
stantial grounds. Missouri, etc., 
Co. v. West, 232 U. S. 682, 34 'SGi 
471, 58 L. ed. 795. 

[e] Cases not involving assertion 
of right, etc., under statute.—(1) In 
an action by a materialman, to 
whom a government contractor as- 
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held 28 or authority exercised ?® under the United 


sigred the money comirg to him 
from the government before any 
warrant therefor had issued, against 
another person, to whom the con- 
tractor also made an assignment, 
and to whom the money was actu- 
ally paid, a defense by the latter 
that the assignment made to plain- 
tiff was in violation of Rev. St. 
§ 3477 is not the assertion of a 
right or title under the statute, so 
as to give the supreme court juris- 
diction to review a judgment against 
defendant by the highest court of 
the state. Conde v. York, 168 U. S. 
642, 18 SCt 234, 42 L. ed. 611. (2) 
The defense in an action against the 
maker of a promissory note given in 
consideration of a promise to have 
the cigars called for by a certain 
contract manufactured in Key West, 
that it was contemplated that such 
cigars were to be removed from 
the factory without compliance with 
the regulations prescribed by Rev. 
St. §§ 3390, 3393, (8397, does not 
amount to the special assertion .of 
a right, title, privilege, or immunity 
under a federal statute, so as to 
authorize a writ of error from the 
supreme court of the United States 
to the state court, since defendant 
could derive no personal rights un- 
der those sections to enforce the re- 
pudiation of his note, even though, 
on grounds of public policy, it was 
illegal and void. Allen v. Arguim- 
bau, 198 U.-S. 149; 25 SCt 622, 49 LL. 
ed. 990. (3) A decision of a state 
court that the' pleadings and evi- 
dence in an action for death against 
an interstate railway company show 
that deceased was in the employ 
of an express company rather than 
of the railway company, and de- 
fendant’s liability was not controlled 
by the federal Employers’ Liability 
Act, is not reviewable in the fed- 
eral supreme court. Missouri, ete., 
R. Co. v. West, 232 U.S. 682, 34 SCt 
471, 58 L. ed. 795 [dism app Holmes 
v. Jewett, 38 Okl. 581, 134 P 655]. 
(4) A contention that an immunity 
under the federal Employers’ Liabil- 
ify Act of April 22, 1908, was dea 
nied by ruling of a state court that 
a declaration stating a cause of ac- 
tion under that act was the basis of 
recovery under the state law after 
eliminating an unwarranted allega- 
tion that injury occurred in interstate 
commerce, is not a sufficient basis 
for a writ of error from the federal 
supreme court. Wabash R. Co. v. 
Hayes, 234 U. S. 86, 34 SCt 729, 58 
L. ed. 1226 [dism writ of error 180 
Lay tA oneal (5) A ruling of _the 
highest state court in an action un- 
der the federal Employers’ Liability 
Act that no issue as to assumption 
of risk was made, and that no ques- 
tion on that subject was presented 
on appeal, does not present a federal 
question. Southern R. Co. v. Lloyd, 
239 U. S. 496, 36 SCt 210, 60 L. _ed. 
402 [aff 166 N. C. 24, 81 SE 1003]. 

28. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214. 

29. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; Montana v. Rice, 
204 U. S. 291, 27 SCt 281, 51 L. ed. 
490 [aff 33 Mont. 365, 83 P 874]. 

[a] The right of a fraternal or- 
der to the use of its corporate name 
and the use of distinctive words to 
designate the order and appropriate 
emblems, when invoked in virtue of 
the authority to incorporate under 
the Federal General Incorporation 
Act of May 5, 1870, is claimed under 
an authority exercised under the 
United States. Creswill v. Grand 
Lodge K. P., 225 U. S.: 246, 32 Sct 
822. 56 L. ed. 1074 [rev 133 Ga. 837, 
67 SE 188, 134 AmSR 231, 18 Ann 
Cas 453]. 

[b] A plea of former judgment in 
a federal court, adjudicating a right 
of federal origin, if overruled, makes 
the case reviewable by the supreme 
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States ®° is especially set up or claimed.®4 

bb. Denial of Due Process of Law. 
in violation of the fed- 
eral. constitution, deprived petitioner of life, lib- 
erty, or property, without due process of law, or 
is attempting to do so, is sufficient to support a 
review by the supreme court,?2 unless such claim 


[§ 286] 
A claim that a state has, 


court. .Cumberland Glass Mfg. Co. 
Vv. DeWitt, 237 U.S: 447, 35 SCt 636, 
59 L. ed. 1042. See also Donohue v. 
Vosper, 243 U. S. 59, 64, 87 SCt 350, 
€1 L. ed. 592 (“The decree [of a fed- 
eral court], therefore, was made an 
element in the decision against 
plaintiff, and it was claimed by him 
to be an element in his favor. The 
motion. to dismiss is, therefore, de- 
nied”). Denial of rights claimed un- 
der judgment of federal court see 
infra § 290. 

[ec] Decisions involving the effect 
.upon contracts of the exercise of 
the war power (1) are reviewable if 
federal questions are involved. Mat- 
thews v. McStea, 20 Wall. (U. S.) 
646, 22 L. ed. 448. (2) Otherwise 
they are not reviewable. Grame v. 
Virginia Mut, Assur. Soc., 112 U. S. 
213,75. SCt 1503228 WG.ed.> 716;: Old 
Dominion Bank v. McVeigh, 98 U. S. 
332, 25 L. ed. 110; Rockhold v. Rock- 


holds n92"UACS) +129, 128. Ts veds 50%; 
Harrison :v. Myer, 92° U. S. 111, 23 
L. ed. 606;' Mechanics, ete., .Bank v. 


Union Bank, 22 Wall. (U. S.) 276, 22 
L. ed. 871. 

30. Jud. Code § 237, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1214; St. Louis, etc., R. 
Co. v. McWhirter, 229 U. S. 265, 33 
SCt 858, 57 L. ed. 1179; Creswill v. 
Grand Lodge K. P., 225 U. S. 246, 
32 SCt 822, 56 L. ed. 1074; U. S. v. 
Ansonia Brass, etc., Co., 218 U. S. 
452, 31 SCt 49, 54 L. ed. 1107; Scully 
ve Squier, 215'U. S$: 144, 30 SCt ‘51, 
54 L. ed. 131; Sylvester v. Washing- 
ton, 296° U...S2980;'7310 USCt 25, 54. Eh. 
ed. 101; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Wilson, 213 U. S. 52, 29 SCt 403, 53 
L. ed. 693; St. Louis, etcy Re Co. ‘Vv. 
Taylor, 210 U. S. 281, 28 Sct 616, 52 
L. ed. 1061; Hammond vy. Whittredge, 
204° U. S. 538, 27 SCt 396, 51 L. ed. 
606; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. McKen- 
dree, 203 U. S. 514, 27 SCt 1538, 51 
L. ed. 298; Rector v. City Deposit 
Bank Co., 200 U. S. 405, 26 SCt 289, 
50 lL. ed 527; Wedding v. Meyler, 
192°U.°S..573, 24 SCt 322, 48 _L. ed. 
570, 66 LRA 8383; Wabash R. Co. 
v. Pearce, 192 U. S. 179, 24 SCt 231, 
48 L. ed. 397; Commercial Pub. Co. 
v. Beckwith, 188 U. S. 567, 23 SCt 
382,47 L. ed. 598; Pittsburgh, etc., 
R. Co. v. Long Island L. & T. Co., 
172 U. S. 493, 19 SCt 238, 43 L. ed. 
528; Tinsley v. Anderson, 171 U. S. 
101, 18 SCt 805, 43 L. ed. 91; Texas, 
ete., R. Co. v. Johnson, 151 U.S. 81, 
14 SCt 250, 38 L. ed. 81; Gregory v. 
MeVeich, 23 Wall. (U. S.) 294, 23 L. 
ed. 156; Murdock v. Memphis, 20 
Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 L. ed. 429; Mc- 
Guire v. Massachusetts, 8 Wall. 
(U. S.) 382, 18 L. ed. 164; Ross v. 
Barland, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 655, 7 L. ed. 
302; Buel v. Van Ness, 8 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 312, 5 L. ed. 624; Miller v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 168 Fed. 982; 
Mathew v. Wabash R. Co., 115 Mo. 
A. 468, 78 SW 271, 81 SW 646. 

81.° Jud. Code § 287 (set forth 
supra § 276). See also infra § 308. 

32. Darling v. Newvort News, 
249°W.) Si. 540, 39 SCt 371,63 L. ed. 
THOU tate ria3s Ye Va. 14,796 SH B03 
ALR 748]; Petrie v. Nampa, etc., 
Irrs Disti/248)U.'S. 154,°39° SCt 25, 
178; McCoy v. Union El, 
, 247 U. S. 354, 38 Sct 504, 
62 L. ed. 1156 [aff 271 Ill. 490, 111 
NE 517] (and leave to file petition for 
rehearing granted 38 SCt 581); Hen- 
dersonville Licht, ete, Co. v. Blue 
Ridge Interurban Ry. Co., 243 U. S. 
563, 37 SCt 440, 61 L. ed. 900; Lehon 
vi Atlanta,’ 242 °US S2-537) 37 “SCt70, 
61 LL. ed. 145; Myles Salt Co. v. 
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preme court.*? 


Iberia, etc., Drain. Dist.,..239 U.S. 
478, 36 SCt 204, 60 L. ed. "392; O’Neill 
v. Leamer, 239 U. S. 244, 36. Sct 54, 
60 L. ed. 249 [aff 93 Nebr. 786, 142 
NW 112]; Provident Sav. L. Assur. 
Soe. v. Kentucky, 239 U. S. 103,536 
SCt 34, 60 L. ed. 167, LRA1916C 572 
{rev 160 Ky. 16, 169 SW 551]; Keerl 
v. Montana, 213 U. S. 135, 29 SCt 
469, 53 L. ed. 734; Londoner v. Den- 
ver, 210) UW) SH1373}) 28. SCt, 108,62 
L. ed. 1103; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Minnesota, 208 U. S. 583, 28 SCt 
341, 52 L. ed. 630; Consolidated Ren- 


dering Co. v. Vermont, 207 aus: 
541, °28 SCto 178, 52) Li. 'ed:. 327, 12 
AnnCas 658; Patterson v. Colorado, 


205 “UTS 4545 279SCt 556,051 Lined: 
879, 10 AnnCas 689; Western Turf 
Assoc. v. Greenberg, 204 U. S. 359, 
27 SCt 384, 51 Li. ed. 520; Offield’ v. 
New York, ete, R. Co., 203 U. S. 
872, 24SCt 72) SP ied: 231; Mreneh 
v. ‘Taylor, 199.°U: S. 1274, :26::SCt 76, 
50 L. ed. 189; Michigan v. Lowrey, 
1997 WisSe 283, 1260 SCt. 27,250 Bas ea: 
167; Iron Cliffs Co. v. Negaunee Iron 
Coxitt9 TOU. US: 463,220" SCtea4, 49 
L. ed. 836; Hodge v. -Muscatine 
County, 196 U. S. 276, 25 SCt 237, 
49 L.. ed. 477; Fayerweather v. Ritch, 
195° Ut Si 2765 25.e8Ct (58, 49 Lissed: 


193; Bradley v. Lightcap, 195 U. S. 
24,°24 SCt 753, 49 L. ed. 75; West v. 
Louisiana, 194 U. S. 258, 24° SCt 


650, 48 L. ed. 965; Leigh v. Green, 
193 <USs"79,, 24 SCt 3907480: ed: 
623; Rogers v. Alabama, 192 U. S. 
226, 24 SCt 257, 48 L. ed. 417; Ameri- 
can Sugar Refining Co. v. Louisiana, 
179 U. S. 89, 21 SCt 438, 45 al ed. 
102 [aff 51 La. Ann. 562, 25 S 447]; 
Wheeler v. New York, ete, R. Co., 
178 U. S: 321, 20. SCt 949, 44 L. ed. 
1085 [aff 70 Conn. 326, 39 A 443]; 
Abbott v. National Bank of Com- 
merce, 175 U. S. 409, 20. SCt 153, 
44 L. ed. 217 [aff 20 Wash. 552, 
56 P 376]; Bellingham Bay, ete., R. 
Co. v. New Whatcom, 172 U. S. 314, 
19 SCt 205, 43 Li: ed..460 [Laff 16 
Wash. 131, 47 P 236]; Wilson v. 
North Carolina, 169 U. S. 586, 18 SCt 
435, 42 L. ed. 865; Backus v. Fort 
St. Union Depot Co., 169 U. S. 
18 SCt 445, 42 L. ed. 853 [aff 103 
Mich. 556, 61 NW 787]; Del Castillo 
v. McConnico, 168 U. S. 674, 18 SCt 
229, 42 L. ed. 622; Chicago, etc., R. 
Co. v. Chicago, 166 U. S. 226, 17 SCt 
581, 41 L. ed. 979; Trezea v. Modesto 
Irn. Dist) 16490. eS: W217. SCu 52, 
4l I sed. 895; Pittsburgh,’ ete.,/ i. 
Co.-'v. Backus, 154 U. S; 421, 14 Sct 
1114, 38 L. ed. 1031; Marchant v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 153 U. S. 380, 
14 SCt 894, 38 L. ed. 751; Baltimore 
Tract. Co. v. Baltimore Belt R. Co., 
151 U.. Si/1387, 14 SCt 294, 38 L. ‘ed. 
102; Bell’’s Gap R. Co. v. Pennsyl- 
vania, 134 U. S. 232, 10:SCt.533, 33 
L. ed. 892; Cincinnati, ete., R. Co. v. 
Kentucky, 115 U. S. 322, 6 SCt 57, 
29 L. ed. 414; Davidson v. New Or- 
leans. 96 U. S. 97, 24 L. ed. 616: 
Aultman, ete, Co. v. Brumfield, 102 
Fed.-7 [app dism 22 SCt 938, 46 L. 


ed. 1265]; Davidson v. Hartford L. 
Ing. Co.; 151 Mose AS 66121382 Siw. 
291: Peowve Buddy ll? Need, 222 


NE 670, 682, 15 AmSR 460, 5 LRA 
559, 7 N. Yo Cr 189. Paff 1438503.S: 517, 
36 L. ed. 247, and foll Peo. v. Walsh, 
117 N.Y! 621,°22°NE° 68295 

{al Denial of benefit of plea of 
former jeopardy.—A specific conten- 
jion on the trial of a criminal cause 
that the denial to accused of the 
benefit of his plea of former jeop- 
ardy operates to deprive him of his 
liberty without due process of law, 
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is frivolous, unsubstantial, or contrary to the law 
as established by the prior decisions of the su- 


The controlling test in respect to the right of 
review is not in the form of a state law or its 
declared purpose, but is to be found in the opera- 
tion and effect of the law as applied and enforced 


raises a federai question. Keerl v. 
Montana, 213 U. S. 135, 29 SCt 469, 
53 L. ed. 734 [aff 33 Mont. 501, 85 
P 862]. 

{b] A contention in a state court 
that reputation is property of which 
the owner is deprived without due 
precess of law by a decision against 
his right of action for libelous mat- 
ter contained in a pleading, raises a 
federal question. Abbott v. National 
Bank of Commerce, 175 U. S. 409, 20 
SCt 153, 44 L. ed. 217 [aff:20 Wash. 
552, 56 P 376). 

33. Sawyer v. Piper, 189 U. S. 
L54) .23A5SCU 1633, 0047 athe eed Wau 
Schaefer v. Werling, 188 U. S. 516, 
23 SCt 449, 47 L. ed. 570; Beals v. 
Cone, 188 U. S. 184, 23°SCt 275,747 
L. ed. 435; Davis v. Burke, 179 U. S. 
399, 21 SCt 210, 45 L. ed. 249; Taylor 
v. Beckham, 178 U. S. 548, 20 SCt 
890, 44 L. ed. 1187; McQuade v. 
Trenton, 172) U..'S.''636; £19) SCt 1292, 
43 L. ed. 581; Wilson v. North Caro- 
lina, 169° U. S. 586, 18 SCt 435, 42 
L. ed. 865; Oxley Stave Co. v. Butler 
County, 166 U. S)'648> 17) SCt. 7109; 
41 L. ed. 1149; Cornell v. Green, 163 
U.S. -75, 16: SCt 969," 410 Lie ed. i165 
St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Missouri, 
156 U. S. 478, 15 SCt 443, 39 I. ed. 
502; In re Robertson, 156 U. S. 183, 
15 SCt 324, 39 L. ed. 389; Marchant 
v. Pennsylvania RCo. 1539 OSs 
380, 14 SCt 894, 38 L. ed. 751; Israel 
v. Arthur, 152 U.S. 355, 14 sct 583, 
38 L. ed. 474; Snell v. ‘Chicago, 152 


U. S. 191, 14 SCt 489, 38 L. ed. 408; 
Baltimore Tract. Co. v. Baltimore 
Belt RitCo;h45 Lies) ase aescu 


294, 38 L. ed, 102; McNulty v. Cali- 
fornia, 149 U.S. 645, 13. SCt 959, 37 
L. ed. 882; Davis v. Texas, 139 U. S. 
651, 411 Sct 675, 35 L. ed. 300; Mar- 
row v. Brinkley, 129 U. S. 178, 9 SCt 
267, 32 Li. ed. 654; In re Buchanan, 
146 N. Y. 264, 40 NE 883. 

[a] Proceedings not invading con- 
stitutional rights.—The directors of 
an irrigation district, havine deter- 
mined, in accordance with the stat- 
ute, to issue bonds of the district to 
a certain amount, filed a petition ask- 
ing that the proposed bonds be de- 
clared valid, to which petition a 
resident of the district filed an an- 
Swer, claiming, in substance, that 
the proceedings under the statute 
operated to deprive him of property 
without due process of law. The de- 
cree of the court confirming these 
proceedings was modified and af- 
firmed by the supreme court of the 
state. _ It was held that the pro- 
ceeding by the directors was, in ef- 
fect, only one to secure evidence 
of the regularity of the steps taken 
relative to the issue of the bonds, 
and it might well be doubted 
whether the judgment of the court 
was binding on anyone; and, as no 
constitutional right had been invaded 
by the proceeding, the writ of error 
should be dismissed. Tregea v. Mo- 
desto! Irr.” Dist 164 "Us 28s 179, hy 
SCt 52, 41 L. ed. 395. 

{b] Decision as to title to Office. 
—(1) A decision against a claimant 
to the office of governor does not 
deprive him of any right to property 
within the meaning of the constitu- 
tion so as to'authorize a review by 
the supreme court. Taylor v. Beck- 
ham, 178 U. S. 548, 20 SCt 890, 44 
L. ed. 1187 [dism writ of error 108 
Ky.) 278.0 56 «SW 177,921) Ky 1735, 
94 AmSR 357, 49 LRA 258]. (2) A 
judgment in quo warranto proceed- 
ines, ousting the state railroad com- 
missioner from his office, after he 


————re——eee—_e__ See": 88888 
. For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 286-288] 


by the state,34 and where a state statute is so 
construed by a state court as to obviate any ob- 
jection that it violates the guaranty of due process 
of law, such constitutional objection to the statute 
1s not a ground for review by the federal supreme 


court.®5 


[§ 287] ce. 


had been suspended by the gover- 
nor, pursuant to the statute creat- 
ing the office, does not present suffi- 
cient color or ground for averring a 
want of due process of law to main- 
tain a writ of error to the supreme 
court of the United States. Wilson 
v. North Carolina, 169 U. S. 586, 18 
SCt 435, 42 L. ed. 865. 

[c] Forfeiture of charter. — No 
federal question arises from the for- 
feiture of a charter of a corporation 
for alleged violation of its terms, by 
a decree of a state court made after 
a full hearing by all the parties in a 
proceeding in the nature of quo war- 
ranto instituted in the name of the 
state by the attorney-general, to 
whom the matter had been referred 
by the legislature to bring such suit 
or take such other action as he 
might think proper. New Orleans 
Waterworks Co. v. Louisiana, 185 
U. S. 336, 22 SCt 691, 46 L. ed. 936 
or writ of error 107 La. 1, 31 S 


[ad] A decree of the state court 
requiring defendants to vacate cer- 
tain lands, and enjoining them from 
further mining thereon, which was 
the relief prayed in a bill proceeding 
on the theory that the corporation 
holding a mining lease under which 
defendants justified their occupation 
as its agents was no longer in ex- 
istence, is not reviewable in the fed- 
eral supreme court as involving a 
denial of the claim that in proceed- 
ings to determine the case without 
making the corporation a party de- 
fendant it will be deprived of its 
property without due process of law, 
since, not being a party, the rights 
of the corporation are not affected 
by such decree. Iron Cliffs Co. v. 
Negaunee Iron Co., 197 U. S. 463, 25 
SCt 474, 49 L. ed. 836 [dism writ of 
error 134 Mich. 264, 96 NW 468]. 

[e]. Execution of convict.— The 
question whether a convict shall be 
executed, under statutory authority, 
by the warden of a penitentiary, or, 
under statutes in force at the time 
of his trial and conviction, by the 
sheriff, or whether he shall escape 
punishment altogether, does not in- 
volve any federal question as to due 
process of law. Davis v. Burke, 179 
U. S. 399, 21 SCt 210, 45 L. ed. 249. 

[f] Matters of procedure.—U. S. 
Const. Amendm. XIV, providing that 
no state shall deprive any person of 
life without ‘“‘due process of law,” 
does not authorize the federal courts 
to review a conviction by a state 
court on account of errors involving 
the competency of jurors, or to de- 
termine whether a proposed execu- 
tion of a death sentence, after the 
expiration of a reprieve, is in pur- 
suance of law. In re Buchanan, 146 
N. Y. 264, 40 NE 883. Matters of 
practice generally see infra § 306. 

Substantial character of federal 
question generally see supra §§ 281, 
282. 

34. Coppage v. Kansas, 236 U.S. 
1, 35 SCt 240, 59 L. ed. 441, LRA 
1915C 960. ; 3 

[a] Thus when the question is 
whether a tax imposed by a State 
deprives a party of rights under the 
federal constitution, the characteri- 
zation of the tax scheme, as adopted 
by the state court, is not conclusive 
upon the supreme court. St. Louis 
Southwestern R. Co. v. Arkansas, 235 
U. S. 350, 35 SCt 99, 59 L. ed. 265. 

35. Atlantic Coast R. Co. v. 
Georgia, 234 U. S. 280, 34 SCt 839, 


Denial of Equal Protection of 
Laws. A claim that a state has, in violation of the 
federal constitution, denied to petitioner the equal 
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protection of the laws guaranteed him by the fed- 
eral constitution is sufficient to support review by. 
the supreme court.?% 
Impairment of Obligation of Con- 
The supreme court has jurisdiction .to 


review a decision of a state court, where the ques- 


58 L. ed. 1312. 

36. Rogers v. Alabama, 192 U. S. 
226, 24 SCt 257, 48 L. ed. 417. 

[a]. Illustration.—A decision upon 
a federal question respecting the 
constitutional guaranty of the equal 
protection of the laws is involved 
in the ruling of a state court upon 
a motion to quash an indictment be- 
cause of the exclusion of negroes 
from the grand jury lists, by which 
such motion, although but two 
printed octavo pages in length, was 
struck from the files under the color 
of local practice for prolixity, be- 
cause it contained an allegation that 
certain provisions of the newly 
adopted state constitution, claimed 
to have the effect of disfranchising 
negroes because of their’ race, 
worked aS a reason and considera- 
tion in the minds of the jury com- 
missioners for their action. Rogers 
v. Alabama, 192 U. S. 226, 24 SCt 
257, 48 L. ed. 417. 

[b] Exemption of banks from 
usury law.—The contention that the 
exemption of banks or trust com- 
panies and bona fide mortgages from 
the operation of a statute prohibit- 
ing exacting more than fifteen per 
cent on loans, or accepting a note 
for a greater amount than that ac- 
tually loaned, with intent to evade 
‘his provision, denies the equal }) 
tection of the laws, is not so clearly 
lacking in merit as to warrant de- 
nial of a review. Griffith v. State, 
218 U.S. 563, 572, 31 SCt 132, 134, 


54 L. ed. 1151, 1155 [aff 838 Conn. 
1, 74 A. 1068]. 
37. Darling v. Newport News, 249 


WAS; 
[aff 123 Va.-14, 96 SE 307, 3 ALR 
748]; Detroit United R. Co. v. Michi- 
gan, 242 U. S. 238, 37. SCt 87, 61 L. 
ed. 268; New York Electric Lines 
Co. v. Empire City Subway Co., 235 
GT, \SULLIT9635 SCte72,.59 Te. ed. 1384; 
Louisiana R.,; etce., Co. v. Behrman, 
235 UE So 111645 "8b SCt 162,, 59. i. ‘ed. 
175 [aff 127 La. 775,54 S 25); Grand 
Trunk Western R. Co. v. South Bend, 


227 U. S. 544, 33 SCt 303, 57 L. ed. 
633, 44 LRANS 405 [rev 174 Ind. 
2038, 89 NE 885, 36 LRANS 850]; 


Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 207 U.S. 161, 
28 SCt 40, 52 L. ed. 151; Iroquois 
Transp. Co. v. De Laney Forge, etc., 


DOS MSENSH4ARN{T SCE 50922517 Gy 
ed. 836; Offield v. New York, etc., 
Re (Gos.620384 Viet Sis Tass TS Cet 2, 


51 L. ed. 231; Bradley v. Lightcap, 


195 Ur Sy, -2408Ctr748; -49" Leved. 
65;..Grand Rapids, ete, R. Co. wv. 
Osborn, 198 U. S. 17, 24 SCt. 310, 
48 LL. ed. 598; Citizens’ Bank v. 
Parker, 192 U. S. 78, 24 SCt 181, 48 
beedsr346: eGuilt; .etexlaRs, Co.) v- 
Hewes, 183 U. S. 66, 22 SCt 26, 46 
L. ed. 86; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Chicago, 176 U. S. 646, 20 SCt 509, 


44 L. ed. 622 [aff 173 Ill. 471, 50 NH 
1104, 53 LRA 408]; Columbia Water- 
Power Co. v. Columbia Hlectric St. 
Ri, ete. (Co., 172) U. xS..-475,; 19 SCt 
V4e4s Tyeteds) 521i ofafi 43. S.C. 154, 
20: SE 1002]; McCullough v. Vir- 
ginia, 172 U. S. 102, 19 SCt 134, 43 
L. ed. 382 [rev 90 Va. 597, 19 SE 
114];) Chicago, etc, R. Co. v.* Ne- 
braska, 170 U. S. 57, 18 SCt 513, 
42 L. ed. 948; Bacon v. Texas, 163 
We SeelO7 mouse 1023, 041 eiiiwed: 
132; West Virginia Cent. Land Co. 
v. Laidley, 159 U. S. 1038, 16 SCt 80, 
40 ZL. ed. 91; Wilmington, etc., R. 
Co. v. Alsbrook, 146 Us S. 279, 13 
SCt-72,-36- lL. ed: 972; St. Paul, etc., 
R. Co. v. Todd County, 142 U. S. 282, 


540, 39 SCt 371, 63 L. ed. 759. 


tion whether the obligation of a contract was im- 
paired by a state law was involved therein,?? unless 
the claim of impairment is frivolous, unsubstan- 


12 SCt 281, 35 L. ed. 1014; Yazoo, 
etese RI UCo.w iyv-e Phomas: 162s 
174, 10 SCt 68, 33 L. ed. 302; New 


Orleans Water-Works Co. v. Louisi- 
ana Sugar Refining Co., 125 U. S. 18, 
6 SCt 741, 31 L. ed. 607; Lehigh 
Water Co. v. Easton, 121 U. S. 388, 
7 SCt 916, 30 L. ed.° 1059; Williams 
v. Louisiana, 103 U. S. 687, 26 Li. 
ed. 595; Northwestern Univ. v. Peo., 
99 U. S. 309, 25 L. ed. 387; -Home 
Ins. Co. v. Augusta, 93 U. S. 116, 
23 L. ed. 825; Dubuque, etc, R. 
Co. v. Richmond, 15 Wall. (U. S.) 
3, 21 L. ed. 118; Delmas v. Mer- 
chants Mut. Ins. Co., 14 Wall. (U. S.) 
661, 20 L. ed. 757; Sevier v. Haskell, 
14 Wall. (U. S.) 12, 20 L. ed. 827; 
West Tennessee Bank v. Citizens 
Bank, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 432, 14 Wall. 
(U. S.) 9, 20 L. ed. 514; Mississippi, 
etc; Fe, Comy. Rock, 4ewallt @Ua Ss) 
177, 18 L. ed. 381; Chenango Bridge 

3 


Co. v. Binghamton Bridge Co., 
Walls CUS Ss) Volek Silas pode lows 
Bridge Proprietors Passaic, etd¢., 


Rivers v. Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 1 
Wall. (U. S.) 116, 17 L. ed. 571; Cur- 
ran v. Arkansas, 15 How (U. S.) 304, 
14 L. ed. 705. ; 

[a] Exemption from taxation.—A 
bill, averring that a railroad charter, 
and an exemption from taxation for 
a term of twenty years contained 
therein, constitute a contract with 
the state, which is violated by sub- 
sequent legislation repealing the ex- 
emption, raises a federal question. 
Gulf, ete., R. Co. v. Hewes, 183 U. S. 
66, 22 SCt 26, 46 L. ed. 86. : 

(b] A federal right need not b 
“specially set up or claimed’ to give 
jurisdiction to review. Columbia 
Water-Power Co. v. Columbia Elec- 
tric. ‘St. oR: ietes Cosgels2sUSae4is: 
19 SCt 247,43 L. ed. 521. 

[c] The question of waiver, by 
laches or acquiescence, of the right 
to claim that the obligation of a 
contract has been impaired by a 
state statute is not a federal ques- 
tion. Pierce v. Somerset R. Co., 171 
U. S. 641, 19 SCt 64, 43 L. ed. 316. 

{[d] Muricipal ordinance a state 
law.—(1) It is not necessary that 
the state law should be either in 
the form of a statute or a constitu- 
tion. A by-law or ordinance of a 
municipal corporation may be such 
an exercise of legislative power that 
it may properly be considered as a 
law within the meaning of the con- 
tract laws of the _ constitution. 
Southern. Wisconsin R. Co. v. Madi- 
son,..'240-0 U.) Sa. 4575) 386 ISCt 2400, 
60 L. ed. 739 [aff 156 Wis. 352, 146 
NW 492]; New York Electric Lines 
Co. v. Empire City Subway Co., 235 
W.S. 5179, 035 }SCRLT2; 159) he Jed: 184 
faff 201° N. Y. 321, 94 NE 10563; 
Bacon v. Texas, 163 U. S. 207, 16 
SCt 1028, 41 L. ed. 1382; New Orleans 
Water-Works Co. v. Louisiana Sugar 


Refining Cots 25 1. S: 185. 465 Sct 
741, 31 L. ed. 607. (2) Municipal 
legislation carried into effect by 


mandamus which requires a railroad 
company to make repairs in a via- 
duct at itS own expense, in accord- 
ance with plans adopted and ap- 
proved by the municipal council, 
cannot be regarded aS a mere re- 
pudiation by the municipality of its 
agreement to maintain the viaduct, 
so as to defeat the appellate juris- 
diction of the supreme court of the 
United States over a state court, 
invoked on the ground that contract 
obligations were thereby impaired. 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Minnesota, 
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tial, or contrary te the law as established by prior 


decisions of the supreme court.*® 


decision of a state court may impair or fail to give 
effect to a contract is not a sufficient ground for 
review thereof by the supreme court.*® 
Existence and construction of contract. 
the state court has decided nothing more than that 
the contract claimed to be impaired is void and 
never had any legal existence 4° or that it does not 


208 U. S. 583, 28 SCt 341, 52 L. ed. 
630 [aff 98 Minn. 429, 108 NW 269]. 
(3) Federal jurisdiction on ground 
that ordinance impairs Se San of 
contract. See supra § 3 

38. Farson vy. Bird, o18 U. S. 268, 
38 SCt 111, 63 L. ed. 233; Pennsyl- 
vania Hospital Contributors v. Phila- 
delphia, 245 U. S. 20, 38 SCt 35, 62 
L. ed. 124; Smith v. Jennings, 206 
U.S. 276, 27 SCt 610, 51 L. ed. 1061 
[dism writ of error 67 S. C. 324, 45 
SE 821]; St. Paul Gaslight Co. v. 
St. Paul, 181 U. S. 142, 21 SCt 575, 
45 L. ed. 788 [dism ‘writ of error 78 
Minn. 39, 80 NW _ 877]; Bacon v. 
Texas, 163 U. S. 207, 16 SCt 10238, 41 
L. ed. 132; Rutland R. Co. v. Cen- 
tral Vermont R. Co., 159 U. S. 630, 
16 SCt 113, 40 L. ed. 284; Newport 
Light Co. v. Newport, 151 Uwe 527, 
14 SCt 429, 38 L. ed. 259; ‘Winona, 
etc., R. Co. v. Plainview, 143 oes 
371, 12 SCt 530, 36 -L. ed. LOM St: 
Paul, ete, R. Co. v. Todd County, 
142, U.cS 282) 12 SCt 281, 357L ed. 
1014; Hopkins v. McLure, 133 U. S. 
380, 10 SCt 407,.33 L. ed. 660; New 
Orleans Water-Works Co. v. Louisi- 
ana Sugar Refining Co., 125 U. S. 
18, 8 SCt 741, 31 L. ed. 607; Wash- 
ington Bank v. Arkansas, 20 How: 
(U. S.) 530, 15 L. ed. 993; Beers v, 
Arkansas, 20 How. (U. S.) 527, 15 L. 
ed. 991; Robertson v. Coulter, 16 
How. (U. S.) 106, 14 L. ed. 864; 
Miners Bank v. Iowa, 12 How. 
(U. S.) 1, 13 L. ed. 867; East Hart- 
ford v. Hartford Bridge ’Co., 1 10 How. 
(U._S.) 511, 541, 18 L. ed. 518; Mills 
vat Clair County, 8 How. (U. Ss.) 
569, 12 L. ed. 1201; Smith v. Hunter, 
TeHow? (US) 738, 12, Ti ed, 894. 

Substantial character of federal 
qnenon generally see supra §§ 281, 
282 


39. U. S. Fidelity, etc, Co. v. 
Oklahoma, 250 U. S. 111, 39 SCt 399, 
63 Ll. ed. 876 [dism writ of error 
(Ok1.) 168 P 234]; Long Sault Dev. 
Conv eCall! 242 GS. G2 2h eo OCE 
79, 61 L. ed. 294; Kryger v. Wilson, 
242 U. S. 171, 37 SCt 34, 1610 et ed. 
229; Seattle, etc., R. Co. v. Wash- 
ington, 231.U. Si 568, 34 SCt 185, 
58 L. .ed. 372; Sauer v. New York, 
206 U.'S. 586, 27 SCt 686, 51 L. ed. 
1176; National Mut. “plde i “etc, 
Assoc. v. Brahan, 193 U. S. 635, 24 
SCt 532, 48 L. ed, 823; New Orleans 
Water-Works Com ys Louisiana, 185 
U.S. 336/922) SCt: 691546 Li ed. 936 
{dism writ of error 107 La. Less 
395]; Turner v. Wilkes Caunty, 173 
U. S. 461, 19 SCt 464, 43 L. ed. 768; 
Bacon v. Texas, 163 U. S. 207, 16 SCt 
1023, 41 L. ed. 132; Newport Light 
Co. v. Newport, 151 U. S. 527, 14 SCt 
429, 38 L. ed. 259; Morley v. Lake 
Shore, etc., R. Co., 146 U. S. 162, 13 
SCt 54, 36 L. ed. 925; St. Paul, etd, 
R. Co. v. Todd County, 142 U. S. 282, 
12 SCt 281, 35 L. ed. 1014; Hopkins 
v. McLure, 133 U. S. 380, 10 SCt 407, 


3 L. ed. 660; Northern R. Co. v. 
ew York, 12 Wall. (U. S.) 384, 20 
L. ed. 412; Knox v. Virginia Exch. 


Bank, 12 Wall. (U. S.) 379, 20 L. ed. 
287; New York v. New Jersey Cent. 
R. Co., 12 Wall. (U. S.) 455; 20 L. ed. 
458; Knox:v. Virginia Exch. Bank, 12 
Walls (CU) Si) 3:79) 0205 Li eda 287; 
Mississippi, etc., R. Co. v. Rock, 4 
Wall. CU.) S:) bi ls Ea ede3 81. 

[a] Tlustration—Where the su- 
preme court of a state has done 
nothing more than construe its own 
constitution and statutes, in holding 
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The fact that a | its judgment is 


Where 


that county bonds issued in aid of a 
railroad were void under such laws, 
which were in force at the time the 
bonds were issued, there being no 
subsequent legislation on the _ sub- 
ject,. the United States supreme 
court has no jurisdiction to review 
the correctness of the decision, on a 
writ of error to the state court, un- 
der the allegation that a contract 
has been impaired thereby. ‘Turner 
v. Wilkes County, 178 U. S. 461, 19 
SCt 464, 43 L. ed. 768. 

[b] A change of view by the 
highest court of a state (i) with re- 
spect to the limit of private owner- 
ship upon tide waters does not raise 
a case under the contract clause of 
the federal constitution, which can 
be reviewed in the supreme court 
of the United States. Mobile Transp. 
Co. v. Mobile, 187 U. S. 479, 23 SCt 
170, 47 L. ed. 266 [aff 128 Ala. 335, 
30 S 645]. (2) A contention on an 
alleged change in the judicial con- 
struction of a statute presents no 
question of the impairment of a 
contract which will sustain a writ 
of error from the supreme court to 
a state court. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. 
v. Cleveland, 235 U.S. 50,°35 SCt-21, 
59 L. ed. 127 [dism writ of error 
87 Oh. St. 469, 102 NE 1122]. (3) 
Where several acts had been passed 
by the legislature of Virginia, the 
purpose of which was to defeat and 
render ineffective the coupon provi- 
sion of the law of 1871, under which 
the refunding bonds of the state 
were issued, which made the cou- 
pons from such bonds receivable for 
all taxes and demands due the state, 
and in a number of decisions, both 
of the highest court of the state 
and of the supreme court, the valid- 
ity of the coupon provision had been 
upheld and subsequent acts had 
been declared unconstitutional and 
void as impairing the obligation of 
the contract thus made with the 
holder of the coupons, the supreme 
court had jurisdiction to review a 
judgment of the supreme court of 
appeals of Virginia reversing its for- 
mer decisions, and holding such 
coupon provision invalid under the 
constitution of the state, although 
the court did not, in its opinion, dis- 
cuss or consider the question of the 
validity of the subsequent legisla- 
tion, the effect of its judgment being 
to uphold and to give force and ef- 
fect to such legislation, which im- 
pairs the obligation of the contract 
of plaintiff in the suit if valid. Mc- 
Cullough v. Virginia, 172 U. S. 102, 
19 SCt 134, 48 L. ed. 382 [rev 90 
Va. 597, 19 SE 114]. : 

{c] Decision as) ‘to remedy.—A 
decision of a state court that man- 
damus would not lie against a county 
treasurer to enforce a_ contract 
claim, but that the remedy was by 
proceedings against different officers 
or the county, does not impair con- 
tract rights, so as to allow review 
by the supreme court. Farson 
Vi ¢ Bird, (2482 USMS.1 P2680, 808 SOL 
111, 63 L. ed. 233 [dism writ of error 
197 Ala. 384, 72 S 550]. 

40. Bacon v. Texas, 163 U. S. 207, 
16°, SC | 1023,,41. La fed 1323 New 
Orleans v. New Orleans Water- 
Works Co., 142 U. S. 79, 12 SCt 142, 
35 L. ed. 9438; Clark v. Louisville 
Water Co., 12 KyL 444. 

41. Missouri, ete, R. Co. v. 
‘Olathe, 222° Uy S. 187, 32 SCt 47, 
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confer the rights claimed to have been impaired,** 


not subject to review by the su- 


preme court; but, where the judgment of the state 
court goes further and gives effect to state legis- 
lation which might reasonably be claimed to im- 
pair the obligation of a contract which one party 
claims to exist, the supreme court has jurisdiction 
and may determine for itself the existence, valid- 
ity, and construction of the alleged contract,*? even 


56 L. ed. 156; Fisher v. New Or- 
leans, 218 U. S. 438, 31 SCt 57, 54 
Li. ed. 1099; Mobile, ete, R. Co. v. 
Tennessee, 153 U. S. -486, 14 -SCt 
968, 38 L. ed. 793; Huntington v. 
Attrill, 146: WU. S657; 313 “SCt 224) 
36 L. ed. 1123; New Orleans Water- 
Works Co. v. Louisiana Sugar Re- 
fining Co., 125 U.-S2 18, 8° SCt 741, 
31 L. ed. 607. 

42. Milwaukee Electric R., ete. 
Co. v. Wisconsin, 252 U. S. 100, 40 
SCt 306, 64 L. ed. 476 [aff 166 Wis. 
168, 164 NW 844]; Detroit United. 
R. Co. v. Michigan, 242 U. S. 238, 
37 SCt 87, 61 L. ed. 268; Milwaukee 
Electric R., ete, Co. v. Wisconsin 
R. Commn., -238 U.S. 174, 85 SCt 
820, 59 L. ed. 1254; New York Elec- 
tric Lines Co. v. Empire City Sub- 
way. Co:, 62235) USh) 1799835 eSsCtLics 
59 L. ed. 184 [aff 201 N.. Y. 321, 94 
NE 1056]; Louisiana R., ete., Co. v. 
Behrman, 235 U. S. 164, 35 SCt 62, 
59 L. ed. 175; Russell v. Sebastian, 
233 U._S. 195,934 (SCt. 17,58 TLioeds 
912, AnnCas1914C 1282: Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Goldsboro, 232 
U. S. 548, 34 SCt 364, 58 L, ed. 721; 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Gross, 221 U.S. 
417, 31 SCt 536, 55 L. ed. 796 (aff 
60 Tex. Civ. A. 621, 128 SW 1173]; 
Texas, etc., R.. Co. v. Miller, 221 
U. S. 408, 31 SCt 534, 55 L. ed. 789 
[aff 60 Tex. Civ. A. 627, 128 SW 
1165]; J. W. Perry Co. v. Norfolk, 
220 U. S. 472, 31 SCt 465, 55 L. ed. 
548 [aff 108 Va. 28, 61 SE 867, 128 
AmSR $40, 35 LRANS 167, 108 Va. 
35, 61 SE 870]; West Side Belt R. 
Co. v. Pittsburgh Constr. Co., 219 
U. S. 92, 31 SCt 196, 55 L. ed. 107 
[aff 227 Pa. 90, 72 A 10291; Arkansas 
Southern R. Co. Vv. Louisiana, etc., 
R. Co. 218) U.S. 43,84 (SCtr 56754 
L. ed. 1097; Northern Pac, R. Co. v. 
Minnesota, 208 Ux Sws5835 238) S@t Saar 
52 L. ed. 630; Sullivan v. Texas, 207 
U. S.. 416, 28 SCt 215, 52 L. ed. 274; 
Tampa Water-Works Coty. Tampa, 
19% Wo .S, 2415.26 <SCt 723; 50. Taleds 
170; Atty. -Gen. Wis Lowrey, LOW Se 
233, 26 SCt 27, 50 L. ed. 167; Grand 
Rapids, etc., iy Coe av. Osborn, 193 
WETSS lr 24 SCt 310, 48 a ed. 598; 
Walsh. v. Columbus, ‘ete., Co., 176 
U._S. 469, 20 SCt 393, 44 a. ed. 548 
[afé 58 Oh. St. 123, 50 NE 442]; Chi- 
EALO els, mcOOavs Nebraska, 170 
DLS te 18 SCt 513, 42 L. ed. 948; 
Douglas v. Kentucky, 168 U. S., 488, 
18 SCt 199, 42. LL. ed, 553; Mobile, 
etc., R. Co. v. Tennessee, 153 Unass 
go8 14 SCt 968, 38 L. ed. 793; Bryan 

Kentucky Annual Conference M. H, 
Church South Bd. of Education, 151 
U. S. 639, 650, 14 SCt 465, 38 L. ed. 
297; Wilmington, etei,c R: Co. v. Als- 
brook, 146 U. S. 279. 13 SCt U2, 86 Tae 
ed. 972; Henderson Bridge Co. v. Hen- 
derson, 141 U. S. 679, 12 SCt 114, me 
lb. -6d.51 191003. Wazoo ete. Re -Go, 
Thomas, 132 U. Se 175 10 Sct 68, 
33 L. ed. 302; New Orleans Water- 
Works Co. v. Louisiana Sugar Re- 
fining Co., 125 TLS. 18; 6 SCt. 741, 
31 TLated. = 60K Vicksburg, etc, R. 
Co. v. Dennis, 116 U. S. 665, 6-SCt 
625, 29 00. edr a0 Louisville Gas 
Co. v. Citizens’ Gas Light Co., 115 
U.S, 683,.6) SCt: 265,529 U.-ed.; 510% 
Louisville R. Co. v. Palmes, 109 U. s 
244, 3 SCt 198, 27 L. ed. 922; North- 
western Univ. v. Peo. .99) Ui S309; 
25 L. ed. 387; Delmas v. Merchants 


Mut. Ins. Co., 14 Wall. (U. S.) 661, 
20 L. ed. 157; Mississippi, ete, R. 
Co. v. Rock, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 177, 18 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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though the decision of the state court was based 
entirely on the construction of the contract, with- 
out determining whether or not its obligation was 
Much consideration is, however, ac- 
corded to the views of the state court of last resort 
as to the existence, validity, and construction of 


impaired.*% 


the contract.44 
[§ 289] ee. 
Credit Clause of Constitution. 


L. ed. 381; Bridge Proprietors Pas- 
etc., Rivers v. Hoboken Land, 
Deval (ULES: yi tliGs pl, 
571; Jefferson Branch Bank 
v. Skelley, 1° Black (U.S.) "436, 17 
aved., 173); Ohiowmu. Ins) ete )Co. v.« 
Debolt, 16 How. (U. S.) 416, 14 L. ed. 
997; East Hartford v. Hartford 
Bridge Co., 10 How. (U. S.) 511, 541, 
ior drred. O18 -50 1). 

“Where the judgment of the high- 
est court of a State, by its terms 
Or necessary operation, gives effect 
to some provisions of the state law 
which is claimed by the unsuccess- 
ful party to impair the contract set 
out and relied on, this court has ju- 
risdiction to determine the question 
whether such a contract exists as 
claimed, and whether the state law 


complained of impairs its obliga- 
tion.’”” Mobile, etc. R. Co. v. Ten- 
nessee, 153 U. S. 486, 4938, 14 SCt 


968, 38 L. ed. 792. 

‘ “Tf the highest court of a State 
decides nothing but the original con- 
struction and obligation of a con- 
tract, this court has no jurisdiction 
to review its decision; but if the 
state court gives effect to a subse- 
quent law, which is impugned as im- 
pairing the obligation of a contract, 
this court has power, in order to de- 
termine whether any contract has 
been impaired, to decide for itself 
what the true construction of the 
contract is.” Huntington v. Attrill, 
146 U. S. 657, 684, 13 SCt 224, 36 
L. ed. 1123. ’ 

[a] Reason for trule.—‘‘Of what 
use would the appellate power be 
to the litigant who feels himself ag- 
grieved by some particular State leg- 
islation, if this court could not de- 
cide, independently of all adjudica- 
tion by the Supreme Court of a 
State, whether or not the phrase- 
ology of the instrument in contro- 
versy was expressive of a contract 
and within the protection of the 
Constitution of the United States, 
and that its obligation should be 
enforced, notwithstanding a contrary 
conclusion by the Supreme Court of 
a State?’ Jeffison Branch Bank v. 
Skelley, 1 Black (U. S.) 4386, 443, 17 
L. ed. 173 [quot Mobile, etc., R. Co. 
v. Tennessee, 153 U. S. 486, 14 SCt 
968, 38 L. ed. 793]. 

43. Columbia Water-Power Co. v. 
Columbia Blectric St. R., ete., Co., 
172. U. S. 475,. 19 SCt 247, 43 LL. 
Sder OV Atte Sine lossy 20)ESE 
1002]. : 

44, Milwaukee Electric R., etc., 
Co. v. Wisconsin, 252 U. S. 100, 40 
Sct 306, 64 L. ed. 476 [aff 166 Wis. 
163, 164 NW 844]; Houck v._ Lit- 
tle River Drain. Dist. 239 U. S. 
254, 36 SCt 58, 60 L. ed. 266; Mil- 
waukee Electric R., etc., Co. v. Wis- 
consin R. Commn., 238 U. S. 174, 
25 SCt 820, 59 L. ed. 1254; Ennis 
Waterworks v. Ennis, 233 U. S, 652, 
34 SCt 767, 58 L. ed. 1139. 

45. Hartford L. Ins. Co. v. Bar- 
ber, 245 U. S. 146, 88 SCt 54, 62 
L. ed. 208; Royal Arcanum y. Green, 
237 U. S. 531, 35 SCt 724, 59 Led. 
1089, LRA1916A 771; Western Life 
Indemn, Co. v. Rupp, 235 U. S. 261, 
35 SCt 37, 59 L. ed. 220; West Side 
Belt R. Co. v. Pittsburgh Constr. 
Go., 219 U.S. 92. 31 SCt 196, 55 L. 
ed. 107. [aff; 227 Pa..90, 75 A 1029]; 


Questions under Full Faith and 
A claim that a state 
court has refused to give full faith and eredit to 
the public acts and records and judicial proceed- 
ings of another state, as required by the federal 
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court.*® 


Questions of construction. 
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constitution, raises a federal question authorizing 
a review by the supreme court,*® unless the claim 
is frivolous, unsubstantial, or contrary to the law 
as established by prior decisions of the supreme 


A decision of a court 


of one state which merely construes a statute, or 


Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. Sowers, 213 
Us (S55, 29 "SCt 397758 sumed) 6955 
American Express Co. v. Mullins, 212 
(UR Ssers lie Se SOtmIS8 1 moo dus weds 
525, 15 AnnCas 536; Harris v. Balk, 
TOSS SS.y215si25 (SC) 62555495 Ts 
ed. 1023, 3 AnnCas 1084 [rev 130 
ING Ca S84 yk S10) 4940, 6 132) Nae 
10, 43 SE 477]; Wedding v. Meyler, 
192 SW aS. diss) .28 SCt 322, 48) iis ed. 
570, 66 LRA 833 [rev 107 Ky. 310, 
53 SW 809, 21 KyL 1006, 92 AmSR 
347]; Jacobs v. Marks, 182 U.S. 
583, 21 SCt 865, 45 L. ed. 1241 [aff 
183 Ill. 533, 56 NE 154]; Hancock 
Nat. Bank v. Farnum, 176 U. S. 640, 
20 SCt 506, 44 _L. ed. 619 [rev 20 
R. I. 466, 40 A 341]; Great Western 
Teli Cow. Venpeurdy,, L622 4U.etSao 29, 
16 SCt 810, 40 L. ed. 986; Hunting- 
tony Vv. Attrill 146)(U.4S., 657, 13 SCt 


224, 36 L. ed. 1123; Hadacheck v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 74 Nebr. 385, 
104 NW 878. 

[a] A decision based on the au- 


thority of the decisions of the state 
in which the statute was passed is 
not reviewable. Banholzer v. New 
Yorks eins.,Co.,, Wi8SiU. S) 402,.20 
SCt 972, 44 L. ed. 1124. 

{b] Hawaiian judgment.—A deci- 
sion of a state court cannot be re- 
viewed in the supreme court of the 
United States, on the ground that by 
it full faith and credit were denied 
to a Hawaiian judgment, in viola- 
tionwWof i UesS. (Const. arti 4 Sal cas 
carried out by Rev. St. § 905, where 
the judgment of the trial court was 
rendered prior to the act of April 
SO tOOOrK(SIe Sti ati Dole 28 CaS39)), 
providing a government for Hawaii, 
and such contention was not brought 
to the attention of the highest state 
court in any form. New York Mut. 


fy, els. CO. av. MecGrew,, e188 ae we 
291 ZosiSCts oUDyiu tle seceO. a4 50. 6s 
LRA 33 [dism -writ of error 132 


Cal. 85, 64 P 103, 84 AmSR 20]. 

{c] The record of judgment of- 
fered should be authenticated in the 
mode prescribed to authorize the 
supreme court to review. Caperton 
v. Ballard, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 238, 20 
L. ed. 885. 

[dad] Motion to dismiss.—Where a 
decision of a state courtis challenged 
as not giving proper credit to a de- 
cree of another state, motion to dis- 
miss will not lie on the ground that 
the decree was given the value given 
it by the statutes of the state in 
which it was rendered, this being the 
question in controversy. Bates v. 
Bodie, 245 U. S. 520, 38 SCt 182, 62 
L. ed. 444, LRA1918C 355° [rev 99 
Nebr. 253, 156 NW_ 8]. 

46. Hartford L. Ins. Co. v. John- 
son, 249 U. S. 490, 39 SCt 336, 63 
L. ed. 722; Manhattan L. Ins. Co. v. 
Gohenss, 2347. Wass, L23) tsa SC 874; 
58 L. ed. 1245 [dism app (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 139 SW 51]; El Paso, ete., R. 
Co.-V.. Hichel, 226 UW. S. 590, -33..SCt 
179, 57,1. eds 369; Texas, ete., R, 
Co. v. Miller, 221 U.S. 408, 31. Sct 
534, 55 L. ed. 789; Smithsonian Inst. 
VeROte BOND, col aly. Se pel Oy liao AO OG 
601, 58 L. ed. 892; Bagley v. General 
Fire Extinguisher Co., 212 U. S. 477, 
29 SCt 341, 53 L. ed. 605; Lloyd v. 
Matthews, 155 U. S. 222, 15 SCt 70, 
39 L. ed. 128; Blount v. Walker, 134 
eS: OU HOR SCE U60C ress: sie ed. 
1036; White v. Wright, 22 How. 


a puble act or record, of another state, the valid- 
ity of which is not assailed, is not reviewable on 
the ground that a question of full faith and eredit 
is involved,*? unless such construction is contrary 
to, or inconsistent with, a construction authorita- 


WS) 19516 ed 279s Terryanve 
Davy, 107 Fed. 50, 46 CCA 141. 

{a] Provisions for bond, seques- 
tration, receiver, and injunction 
made in a decree for alimony, being 
in the nature of execution and not 
of judgment, can have no extra- 
territorial operation, but the action 
of the courts of another state in 
these respects depends on the local 
statutes and practice of that state, 
and involves no federal question. 


Luynde v. Lynde, 181 U. S. 183, 21 SCt 


555, 45 L. ed. 810 [aff 162 N. Y. 405, 
56 NE 979, 76 AmSR 3382, 48 LRA 


679]. 
_(b] Canadian court.—The conten- 
tion that proper faith and credit 


were not given to a judgment of the 
Canadian court by a decision of a 
state court does not involve a fed- 
eral question. Attna L. Ins. Co. v. 
Tremblay, 223 U. S. 185, 32 SCt 309, 
56 L. ed. 398. 

{[c]_ Circumstances not amounting 
to refusal of full faith and credit.— 
No refusal.by the courts of one 
state to give full faith and credit 
to the judgment of that of another 
is shown, so as to give the supreme 
court of the United States jurisdic- 
tion to review their final judgment 
dismissing, because such judgment 
determined the question of the le- 
gality of her marriage against her, 
a proceeding by a wife to set aside 
a judgment annuling her marriage, 
where it appears that such other 
court, being a court of competent ju- 
risdiction, and having jurisdiction of 
the parties and the subject matter, 
dismissed a suit by her for separate 
maintenance while she was _ living 
apart from her husband for alleged 
justifiable cause, in which the de- 
fense was that she never became -the 
wife of defendant, because, at the 
time of her alleged marriage to him, 
she had a husband living, which al- 
legation was supported by evidence 
at the hearing, although the dismis- 
sal might have been merely upon the 
ground that she was not justified in 
living apart from him, if she made 
no attempt to prove that it was in 
fact upon such ground. Everett v. 
Everett, 215 U. S$... 203,30 SCt, 70; 
54 L. ed. 158. 

Substantial character of federal 
quesuon generally see supra §§ 281, 


47. Hartford L. Ins. Co. v. John- 
son, 249 U. S. 490, 39 SCt 386, 63 L. 
ed. 722 [dism certiorari 271 Mo. 562, 
197 SW 132 (aff 166 Mo. A. 261, 148 
SW _ 651)]; Pennsylvania F. Ins. Co. 
v. Gold Issue Min., ete., Co., 2438 U. 
S. 93, 37, SCt 1344, 62 Le ed, 610; 
Western Life Indemn. Co. vy. Rupp, 
235 U.S. 261, 35 SCt 87,.59 L. ed. 
220 [aff 147 Ky. 489, 144 SW 743]; 
Texas, ete., R. Co. v. Gross, 221 U. 
S. 417, 31 SCt 536, 55 L. ed. 796 [aff 
60 Tex. Civ. A. 621, 128 SW 1173]; 
Texas,..ete.,: R; Co. v. Miller, 221) Ue 
S. 408, 31 SCt 534, 55 L. ed. 789 [aff 
60. Dexa CivawAs .627;:.128 SW 1i6aqs 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Melton, 218 
U. S. 36,30 SCt 676, 54° L..ed., 921, 
47 LRANS 84 [aff 127 Ky. 276, 105 
SW 366]; Allen v. Alleghany Co., 196 
U.+S..458, .25- SCt 311,249) Tu. .eds, 651; 
Minneys Vv. Guy, 139° U.aSa sob. ac 
SCt 558, 47 L. ed. 839; Johnson vy. 
New York L. Ins. Co., 187 U.S. 491, 
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tively established in such other state.*8 

Judgments of same state. ‘The fact that a state 
court refuses to give a judgment rendered by a 
court of the same state its proper effect as an 
estoppel does not present a federal question review- 


able by the supreme ecourt.*® 
[§ 290] ff. 
or Proceedings of Federal Court. 


state court with respect to riglts claimed by rea- 
son of a judement of, or proceedings in, a federal 
court involves an authority exercised under the 
United Statés, and is therefore reviewable by the 
supreme court,®° unless the claim is frivolous, un- 
substantial, or contrary to the law as established 
by prior decisions of the supreme court.5! 
the mere fact that such rights may be in some way 
involved in, or connected with, proceedings in a 


23 SCt 194, 47 L. ed. 273 [dism writ 
of error 10$ Iowa 708, 78 NW 905, 
50 LRA 99]; Banholzer v. New York 
L. Ins. Co., 178 U. S. 402, 20 SCt 972, 
44-L. ed. 1124 [dism writ of error 
74 Minn. 387, 77 NW 295, 78 NW 
244); Glenn v. Garth, 147 U. S. 360, 
13. SCt 350, 37 L. ed. 208. 

[a] A decision of a state court 
sustaining the validity of a statute 
of another state, which is asserted 
to violate the constitution of that 
state, does not necessarily involve 
a decision respecting the fill faith 
and credit to be given such consti- 
tution, so. as to sustain a writ of 
error from the tederal supreme 
court, where the state court did not 
question the validity of the state 
constitution, but held that the stat- 
ute was not repugnant to it.. Smith- 
sonian Inst. v. St. John, 214 U. S. 
LEN ZO" SCt “601, 953°" Lo ed. 892 
Ce 197) App. Diy. “698,"-102' NYS 

ip 

48. Hartford L. Ins. Co. v. John- 
son, 249 U. S. 490, 39 SCt 336, 63 L. 
ed: 722 [dism certiorari 271 Mo. 572, 
197 SW 132 (aff 166 Mo. A. 261, 148 


W 631)]. 
S id Le Me tins. On Vv. 


4°. Phcenix 
Tennessee, 161 U. S. 174, 16 SCt 471, 
Doel. woe 


40 L. ed. 660. 
50. Radford v. Myers, 

725, 34 SCt 249, 58 L. ed. 454; Acme 
Harvester Co. v. Beekman Lumber 
Go; 222 U. S/ 300, 32 SCt 96, 56 L. 
ed. 208; Virginia-Carolina Chemical 
Co. v. Kirven, 215 U. S, 252, 30 SCt 
7§, 54 I. ed. 179; Deposit Bank ‘v. 
Frankfort, 191 U. S. 499, 24 SCt 154, 
48 L. ec. 276; Commercial Pub. Co. 
v. Beckwith, 188 U. S. 567, 23 SCt 
SQoMATii eed, b98 Tate 167 .N.. Ys, 829, 
60 NE 642]; New York Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. S. 291, 23 SCt 
375, 47 L. ed. 480, 63 LRA 33; Na- 
tional Fdy., ete, Works v. Oconto 
City Water Supply Co., 183 U. S. 216, 
22° SCt 111, 46 L. ed. 157 [aff 105 
Wis. 48, 81 NW 125]; Hancock Nat. 
Bank v. Farnum, 176 VU. S. 640, 20 
Sct 506, 44 L. ed. 619; Pittsburgh, 
etc., R. Co. v. Long Island L. & T. 
COAT 2 (ee AS alo MS Ce. Zane as 
LL. ed, 528; Central Nat. Bank ‘Vv. 
Stevens, 171 U. S. 108, 18 SCt 37, 43 
TL. ed. 97; Des Moires Nav., etc., Co. 
v. Iowa Homestead Co., 123 U. S. 
552, 8 SCt 217, 31 L.- ed. 202; Cres- 
eent City Live-Stock, etc, Co. v. 
Butchers’ Union Slaughter House, 
Cte COO, Us So 14a SCtlai2, 30 
L. ed. 614; Embry v. Palmer, 107 U. 
S: 8, 2 SCt 25, 27 L. ed. 346; Dupas- 
seur v. Rochereau, 21 Wall. (U. S.) 
130, 22 L. ed. 588; Halsey v. Diamond 


Distilleries Co., 191 Fed. 498, 112 
CCA 142. 
fa] Judgments of the sunreme 


court of the District of Columbia 
are within the rule. Embry v. Pal- 
Mer, TOT Seo ee Oteao, cinta eds 
340. 
Tb] A claim, pleaded and relied 


on as a defense to a suit in a state 


Rights Claimed under Judgments 
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state court is not of itself sufficient to authorize 
such review;°? and so if it is admitted that the 
judgment of the federal court was valid and the 
proceedings regular, and the issue relates merely 
to the title to property as between defendant in 


execution, or the purchaser under it, and the party 


A decision by a 
the opinion 


of Congress. 
But 


eourt to enforce a lien on property, 
that such lien was wholly divested 
and discharged by foreclosure pro- 
ceedings against the property In a 
federal court, through which _ pro- 
ceedings Gefendant claims title, is 
such an assertion of a right or title 
und@er an authority exercised under 
the United States as gives the Su- 
preme court jurisdiction to reéx- 
amire a final judgment of the high- 
est court of the state denying such 
right or title, on a writ of error. 
Pittsburgh,” etc. oR. Cot wv... Long 
[Slandesliee ke sl Com hie snes e495 
19 SCt 238, 48 L. ed. 528. 

ic] A claim of immunity from 
liability for attorney’s fees as one of 
the elements of damages under an 
injunction bond given in a federal 
court presents a federal question for 
review on writ of error to the state 
court from the supreme court of the 
United States. Tullock v. Mulvane, 
Ter Us” SST. Bo SCONS TZ, 146 Si. 
ed. 657 [rev 61 Kan. 650, 60 P 


749]. 

{d] Liability on injunction bond 
in federal court.—The question 
whether there can be any liability 
on an injunction bond given in the 
course of proceedings in a federal 
court, because of the alleged effect 
of certain stipulations dismissing a 
portion of the case, and of an ap- 
peal from the decree that was after- 
ward rendered, involves a claim of 
an immunity from liability depend- 
ing on an authority exercised under 
the United States, such as will con- 
stitute a federal question for review 
by the supreme court on writ of er- 
ror to a state court. Tullock v. 
Mulvane, 184 VT. S. 497, 22 SCt 372, 
46 L. ed. 657 [rev 61 Kan. 650, 60 P 
749). 

51. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Fitz- 
gerald, 160 U. S. 556, 16 SCt 389, 
40 L. ed. 5386; Northern Pac. R. Co. 
v. Ellis, 144 U. S. 458, 12 SCt 724, 36 
L. ed. 504; Chapman v. Crane, 123 
U: S.'b40."8" SCUR2T 1) oh edi 2354 
Lange v. Benedict, 99 U. S. 68, 25 
L. ed. 469. 

fa] A decision disregarding a de- 
cision of a federal court in another 
suit is mot reviewable. Giles v. 
Little, 1384 U. S. 645, 10 SCt 623, 
33 L. ed. 1062. 

[b] Decision as to effect of judg- 
ment.—A decision of a state court 
that defendants in ejectment, who 
had successfully insisted in a prior 
suit in a fed’val court that only a 
portion of a tract of land was in is- 
sue, cannot invoke the rule that a 
judgment determining the ownership 
of a portion of a tract is conclusive 
between the same parties, claiming 
under the same titles, as to the 
ownership of the entire tract, is not 
reviewable in the supreme court of 
the United States, as denying any 
federal rights asserted under the 
federal court’s judgment. Leonard 


making the adverse claim, no federal question is 
presented ;5° or if the decision of the state court 
depends wholly upon general rules of law or loca! 
statutes, no federal question is raised, although 
f the supreme court in a former suit 
is disregarded.®* 

[§ 291] gg. Constitutional Limitations on Power 
A contention that action under state 
authority involves a violation of provisions of the 
federal constitution which are a limitation on the 
powers of congress only is not sufficient to war- 


416, 25 SCt 750, 19 L. ed. 1108 [dism 
sost of. error’ )112"\as 25k S6nis 

Substantial character of federal 
pie ks generally see supra §§ 281, 


52. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Illustration. — The mere fact 
that plaintiff in error was a purchaser 
at a marshal’s sale of property sold 
under execution from a federal court 
does not entitle him to a writ of 
error from the supreme court of the 
United States to a state court to 
bring up questions under state law 
with respect to the validity and pri- 
ority of a chattel mortgage cover- 
ing the same property or a part 
thereof, where there is no question 
as to the validity: of the judgment 
or the regularity of the proceedings 
in the federal court, and the ques- 
tion is as to the validity of a chat- 
tel mortgage upon property sold un- 
der the execution, as affected by the 
sufficient identification of the prop- 
erty. Avery v. Popper, 179 U. S. 
305, 21 SCt 94, 45 L. ed. 203 [dism 
writ of error 92 Tex. 337, 48 SW 572, 
49 SW 219, 50 SW 122, 71 AmSR 


849]. 

: A judgment in a state court 
against a receiver appointed by a 
federal court does not, merely be- 


cause of such appointment, where 
the questions involved are those 
merely of general or local law, 


amount to a denial of an authority 
exercised under the United States, or 
of a right or immunity claimed un- 
der a statute of the United States, 
so as to make a judgment of af- 
firmance by the state supreme court 
reviewable by the federal supreme 
court. Bausman v. Dixon, 173 U. S. 
113,19. SCt “316)''43 iL ceds 638% or, 
53. Avery v. Popper, 179 U. §. 
305, 21 SCt 94, 45 L. ed. 203; Pitts- 
burgh, ete, R. Co. v. Long Island 
Te 82 T. CO. ELIZ" We SU049 S09 1 ORSGE 
238, -43 ‘I. “ed. /528; Stanley’ v. 
Schwalby, 162 U. S. 255, 16 SCt 754. 
40 L. ed. 960; Bock vy. Perkins, 139 
U.S. 628, 11 SCt 677, 35 L. ed. 314; 
Etheridge v. Sperry, 139 U. S. 266, 
11 SCt 565, 35 L. ed. 171; McKenna 
v. Simpson, 129 U. S. 506, 9 SCt 365, 
32 LL. ed. 771; Factors’, etc., Ins. 
Co, v. Murphy, 111 U. S. 738, 4 Sct 
679, 28 L. ed. 582; O’Brien v. Weld, 
92 U. S. 81, 23 L. ed. 675; Gregory 
v. MeVeigh, 28° Wall. (U. S.) 294, 
23 L. ed. 156; Dupasseur y. Roche- 
vreau, 21 ‘Wall. (U._S)-130, “220472 
ed, 588; Freeman v. Howe, 24 How. 
(U._S.) 450, 18 L. ed. 749; Clements 
v.'Berry; 11 How. (U. -S.) 398) 43 Ti: 
ed. 745; Erwin v. Lowry, 7 How. (U. 


S.) 172, 12 L. ed. 655; Collier v. 
Stanbrough, 6 How. (U.-S.) 14, 12 
L. ed, 324. 

54. Leathe v. Thomas, 207 U. S. 


93, 28 SCt 30, 52 L. ed. 118; Giles v. 
Little, 134 U. S. 645, 10 SCt 623, 33 
L. ed. 1062; Stryker v. Crane, 123 


Vv. Vicksburg, (etel, "RY Con 19s" th SiuUe Ss o2T e SCeL20e. oleae mo 4s 


NN ee we 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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rant a review by the federal supreme court."® 
substantial federal question is presented.*¢ 
[§ 292] hh. Right to Remove Case to Federal 
The action of a state court on an applica- 
tion to remove a cause to a federal court involves 
a federal question, and is reviewable by the su- 
But where a federal court remands 
a removed cause and the state court thereupon pro- 
ceeds to a judgment therein, which is affirmed by 
the court of last resort of the state, such court 
cannot be said to have decided against any federal 
right by reason of the proceedings for removal 
which will render its judgment subject to review’ 
by the supreme court, nor is the action of the. 


Court. 


preme court.°” 


55. Barrington v. Missouri, 205 
U. S. 483, 27 SCt 582, 51 L. ed. 890 
{dism writ of error 198 Mo. 23, 95 
SW 235]; Chapin v. Fye, 179 U. S. 
27, 21 3SCt-71,°45 Iu'ed, 119: 

[a] Tlustration. — No federal 
question which will confer jurisdic- 
tien on the supreme court of the 
United States of a writ of error to 
a state court is involved in a con- 
tention in the highest state court 
that, by the judgment of the trial 
court, private property is taken for 
public use without just compensa- 
tion, in violation of the Fifth Amend- 
ment to the federal constitution, 
since this amendment operates solely 
as a restriction upon federal powers, 
and not upon those of the several 
states. Winous Point Shooting Club 
v. Caspersen, 193° U. S,'189,°24 Sct 


431, 48 L. ed. 675. 
[b] Impairment of religious lib- 
erty.—The question whether re- 


ligious liberty has been impaired by 
the operation of a state law is not 
within the jurisdiction conferred 
upon the supreme court. Permoli v. 
New Orleans Municipality No. 1, 3 
HLOWS, CULES) 589; EL reds 73 9% 
56. See supra § 281. 

e« 57. Williams v. Pauls’ Valley 
First Nat. Bank, 216 U. S. 582, 30 
SCt 441, 54 L. ed. 625 [aff 20 Okl. 
274, 95 P 457]; Chesapeake, etc., R. 
Co. v. McCabe, 213 U. S. 207, 29 SCt 
430, 538 L. ed. 765; Southern R. Co. 
v. Allison, 190 U. S. 326, 23.SCt. 713, 
47 L. ed. 1078; Missouri, etc., R. Co. 
v. Hickman, 183 U. S. 53, 22 SCt 18, 
46 L. ed. 78; Oakley v. Goodnow, 118 
UMAS> £43, 6} SCt 19445630" Led. 961; 
Stone v. South Carolina, 117 U.S. 
430, 6 SCt 799, 29 L. ed. 962; Bal- 
timore, ete., R. Co. v. Koontz, 104 
U. S. 5, 26 L. ed. 643; Kanouse v. 
Martin, 14 How. (U. S.) 23, 14 L. ed. 
310; State v. Johnson, 29 La. Ann. 
399 


[a] Circumstances) under which 
no real federal question involved in 
refusal—No real federal question 
which will support a writ of error 
from the federal supreme court to 
a state court is raised by the conten- 
tion that the state court denied a 
federal right in overruling an ap- 
plication to remove the cause to a 
federal circuit court, where the 
gronting of such application would 
have necessitated the aligning on 
the side of plaintiff, in a suit found- 
ed on an express trust, a trustee 
who was charged with a repudiation 
of his obligations as trustee by a 
refusal to apply the trust funds as 
required by the trust agreement, 
and as to whom not only was an ac- 
counting asked and an injunction 
prayed to prevent him from disvos- 
ins of the trust property, but his re- 
moval as trustee was also sought. 
Fitzgerald v. Thompson, 222 U. S. 
555, 32 SCt 185, 56 L. ed. 314. 

[b] Refusal to permit amend- 
ment of a petition for removal after 
a cause has ‘been remanded by the 
federal court is not a denial of a 
rieht which is reviewable. Carr v. 
Nichols, 157 U. S. 870, 15 SCt 640, 
39 L ed. 736 [aff 123 Mo. 96. 25 SW 
578, 27 SW 613, 45 AmSR 514]. 

[ce] Frivolous claim.—The assert- 
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ed right to remove to a federal court 
for a fraudulent joinder of parties 
defendant an action for breach of 
contract in which a resident citizen 
was made joint defendant with twu 
nonresident corporations, on the as- 
sumption that on the evidence to be 
introduced individual defendant 
could not be held liable, is too friv- 
olous to serve as the basis of a 
writ of error from the federal su- 
preme court to a state court. Dem- 
ing v. Carlisle Packing Co., 226 U. 
Si O28 e 23h SCC 7809057 ea vrediaal40 
[dism writ of error 62 Wash. 455, 
P14 P9172). 

[d] A dismissal of a petition for 
removal and remanding of the cause 
to a lower court for further proceed- 
ings is not reviewable, since it is 
not a final judgment. Kimball v. 
Evans, 93 U. S. 320, 23 L. ed. $20. 

58.. Nelson v. Maloney, 174 U. S. 
164, 19 SCt 622, 43 L. ed. 934 [dism 


app | LoS Naw. sot, 53 NO, 3i). * And 
see Removal of Causes [34 Cyc 
327} 

59. McLaughlin v. Hallowell, 228 


Ui! S. 278, 38 SCt 465, 57 Le ed. 835 
{dism writ of error 136 Iowa 279, 
111 NW 428, 121 NW 1039]. 

60. Logan v. Davis, 233 U. S. 613, 
34 SCt 685, 58 L. ed. 1121; Gauthier 
v. Morrison, 232 U:°°S.''452, 34 SCt 
384, 58 L. ed. 680; Chapman, etc., 
Lumber Co. v. St. Francis Levee 
DISt #282 Wie Sil86,284eSCtc29r 58 
L. ed. 564; Little v..Williams, 23i U. 
Sri 385,434 SGti.68). 58 0.) ed. 2565 
Wadkias v. Producer Oil. Co., 227 
U. S.. 368, 33 SCt 380, 57 Li. ed. 551 
{aff 130 La. 808, 57 S 937]; Graham 
v. Gill, 223 U. S. 648, 32 SCt 396, 56 
L. ed. 586° [aff 56 Fla. 316, 47 S 
917]; Scully .v. Squier, 215 U. S. 
144,430 (‘SCt 51, 64 veda 31s fatt 13 
Ida. 417, 90 P 578. 30 LRANS 183]; 
Sylvester v. Washington, 215 U. S. 
80, 30 SCt 25, 54 L. ed. 101 [aff 46 
Wash. 585, 91 P 15]; Missouri Val- 
ley Land Co. v. Wiese, 208 U. S. 
234, 28 SCt 294. 52 L. ed. 466 [aff 
77 Nebr. 40, 108 NW 1751; Mobile 
Transp. Cowl ve.Mobile, + 18%] Usierst 
479, 23 SCt 170, 47 L. ed. 266 [aff 128 
Ala. 335, 30 S 645, 86 AmSR 143, 
64 LRA 333]; Green Bay, etc., Canal 
Con va Patten: Paper! Co, Wi72e Uais: 
58, 19 SCt 97, 438 L. ed. 364; Huss- 
man v. Durham, 165 U. S. 144, 17 SCt 
953, 41 L. ed. 664; Northern Pac. R. 
Co. v. Colburn, 164 U. S. 3838, 17 
sct 98, 41 L. ed. 479; Shively v. 
Bowlby, 152 U. S. 1, 14 SCt 548, 38 
L. ed, 331; Pickering v. Lomax, 145 
UW. S? 310,112! SCt’ 860786 Li. ied: 716 
[rev 120 Ill. 289, 11 NE 175]; An- 
derson v. Carkins, 135 U. S. 483, 10 
Sct 905, 34 L. ed. 272 [rev. 21 Nebr. 
364, 32 NW 155]; Mills County v. 
Burlington, ete., R.°'Co., 107-U. S. 
557, 2 SCt 654, 27 L. ed. 578; Bald- 
win v. Stark, 107 U. S. 463,.2 SCt 
473, 27 L. ed. 526; Silver v. Ladd, 
6 Wall. (U. S.) 440, 18 L. ed. 828; 
Meewire v. Tyler, 1 Black (U. S.) 
196. 17 L. ed. 1387; Carondelet v. St. 
houis; 1) Black. (U2°S)2, 179; 17, Li. 
ed. 102; Berthold v. McDonald, 22 
Howe (U. 18:).0804,) 16 Wired. 318; 
Lytle v. Arkansas, 22 How. (U. 8.) 
193, 16 L. ed. 306; Hale v. Gaines, 
22 How. (U. S.) 144, 16 L. ed. 264; 
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federal court in remanding the cause subject to 
review on a writ of error to the state court.58 
Where a cause removed to a federal court 
been by it remanded to the state court, the deniai 
by the latter court of a second petition for removal 
presenting no different ground therefor is not a 
denial of a federal right.®° 

Questions Relating to Public Lands. 
Questions relating to the public lands of the United 
States, entries on, and rights therein, and titles 
derived from or confirmed by the United States, 
may be federal so as to be within the reviewing 
power of the supreme court,®® but they are not 
necessarily of this character.® 


has 


A decision based 


Neilson v. Lagow, 7 How. (U. S.) 
772, 12 L. ed. 908; Chouteau v. Eck- — 
hart, 2 How. (U. S.) 344, 11 L. ed. 
293; Fulton v. McAffee, 16 Pet. (U. 
10 L. ed. 918; Pollard v. 
> COLAS.)) 353} 5100 bed 
Wallace v. Parker, 6 Pet. (U. 
8 %; ed.7 5433; (Rossi iv; 
Barland, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 655, 7 L. 
ed. 302; Taylor v. Anderson, 197 Fed. 
383 [aff 234 U. S. 74, 34 SCt 724, 58 
L. ed. 1218]. 

[a] Dlustration.—A federal ques- 
tion is presented by a contention, 
in an action to recover possession 
of a tract of land patented to the 
state of Oregon under the swamp 
land grant, that a proper construc- 
tion of the survey and patents gives 
riparian rights covering the land in 
dispute, and that it is not competent 
to overcome such rights by evidence 
affecting the legal import of the 
plats and _ patents. French-Glenn 
Live Stock Co. v. Springer, 185 U. 
S. 47, 22 SCt 568, 46 L. ed. 800 [aft 
35 Or. 312, 58 P 102, and foll French- 
Glenn Live Stock Co. v. Colwell, 185 
U. S. 54, 22 SCt 566, 46 L.. ed. 804 
(ativis 6 1Ors 1600558 YP Wa 9) ak 

{b] Denial of title—(1) A deci- 
sion denying the validity of an equi- 
table title apparently -conveyed by 
proceedings in the United States land 
office, and of tax titles based there- 
on, involves a_ federal question. 
Hussman v. Durham, 165 U. S. 144, 
17 SCt 253, 41 L. ed. 664. (2) A 
decision adverse to a claim of title 
by a railroad conipany under a con- 
gressional land grant involves a fed- 
eral question. Northern Pac. R. Co. 
v. Colburn, 164 U. S. 383, 17 SCt 98, 
41 L. ed. 479. 

[c] Whether the error is one of 
fact or of law the supreme court 
has jurisdiction to review a decision 
against the validity of an entry 
sanctioned by United States land 


officers. Berthold v. McDonald, 22 
Hows 10. 1S) 9334,7 16 + edi 3il 8s 
Lytle v. Arkansas, 22 How. (U. S.) 


193. 16 L. ed. 306. 4 

61. Rogers v. Clark Iron Co., 217 
U. S: 589,°30 SCt.693; 54 L: eal >8953 
Chapman, etc., Land Co. v. Bigelow, 
206 U. S. 41, 27 SCt 679. 51° LL.) ed: 
958 [dism writ of error 77 Ark. 338, 
92 SW 534]; O’Conor v. Texas, 292 
U. S. 501, 26 SCt 726. 50 L: ed. 1120 
{aff 96 Tex. 484, 73 SW 1041]; Hook- 
er v. Los Angeles. 188 U. S. 3814, 
238 SCt 395, 47 L. edy 487, 63 -LRA 
471; Iowa v. Rood, 187 U. S. 87. 23 
SCt 49, 47 L. ed. 86 [dism app 109 
Iowa 5, 79 NW 449]; Allen v. South- 
ern ‘Paces R. Co.. 173) UsiS, 479.197SCt 
518, 438 L. ed. 775 [dism app 112 Cal. 
455, 44 P 796]; Galveston, etc.,° R. 
Cowtve Texas. eL70-0. 3871226, a8 SCt 
603, 42 L. ed. 1017; Budzisz v. Illi- 
nois Steel Co., 170 U. S. 41, 18 SCt 
503, 42 L. ed. 941; Central Pac. R. 
Co. v. Nevada, 162 U. S. 512, 16 SCt 
285, 40 L. ed. 1957; Missouri Pac. 
R. Co. v. Fitzgerald. 160 U. S. 556, 
16 SCt 389, 40 L. ed. 526; Northern 
Pac. R. Co. v. Patterson, 153 Ui. S: 
130, 14 SCt 977, 38 L. ed. 934; Michi- 
Pane vie Mint,) “ete RviCo., lb 2a Ue 
Sers6s,rd4. SCtr 586, 38s ed. 2478 
Miller v. Anderson, 150 U. S. 182, 


(14 SCt 52, 37 L. ed. 1028; Yesler v. 


940 [25C.J.] 


on the construction of apparently conflicting pat- 
ents from a state for the land in dispute is not 
reviewable by the supreme court.® 

Questions Relating to Mines or 
The mere fact that an action relates to 


[§ 294] 
Minerals. 


jj. 
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lands are based 


mines, minerals, mining claims, or mining lands, 


Washington Harbor Line Comrs., 146 
U. S. 646, 18 SCt 190, 36 L. ed. 1119; 
Tyler v. Cass County, 142 U. S. 288, 
12 SCt 225, 35 L. ed. 1016; Chever 
v.. Horner, 142 U. S. 122,.12 SCt 184, 
DOM UEMeO OO att why COLO OSs nie -b: 
495, 7 AmSR 217]; Cook County v. 
Calumet, etc., Canal, etc. Co., 138 
U. S. 635, 11 SCt 435, 34 L. ed. 1110 
Laff 131 Ill. 505, 23 NE 629]; Phil- 
lips v. Mound City Land, etc., Assoc., 
124 U. S. 605, 8 SCt -657,.-31) L.. ed. 
588; Stryker v. Crane, 123 U. S. 527, 
& SCt 203, 31 LL. ed. 194; Mace v. 
Merrill, 119 W7S.-581,°7 SCt»330, 30 
L. ed. 503; Adams County vy. Bur- 
lington, ete,) BR. 2 Col) 112" US Si0223, 
5: SCt 77, 28 lL. ed..678; Gaines v. 
Halewy93) Ts eS.3, 2386 Is eds 73823 
Semple v. Hagar, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 431, 
18 L. ed. 402; Lownsdale v. Parrish, 


21 How.’ CU: S:)° 290, 16 I. ed. (80; 
Moreland v. Page, 20 How. (U. S.) 
522, 15 L. ed. 1009; Wynn v. Mor- 


ris, 20 How. (U. S.) :3,.15 L. ed. 800; 
Henderson v. Tennessee, 10 How. (U. 
S.) 311, 13 L. ed. 434; Barbarie v. 
Hslava, 9 How. (U. S.) 421, 13 L. ed. 
200; Almonester v. Kenton, 9 How. 
GUS Sa)ie diel Seek. eds 2154 Udellviy 
Davidson, 7 How. (U. S.) 769, 12 L. 
eo. 907; Kennedy v. Hunt, 7 How. 
(U. S.) 586, 12 L. ed. 829; Downes v. 
Scott, 4 How. (U. S.) 500, 11 L. ed. 
1074; New Orleans v. De Armas, 9 
Pet. (U. S.) 224, 9 L. ed. 109; Athearn 
Va Poppe, 2b Cal’ (631; (Greely v. 
Townsend, 25 Cal. 604; Ferris v. 
Cooverwilt--Calth75; 

[a] No federal quesition 
volved in: (1) A mere assertion of 
title under a government patent. 
Bonin v. Gulf Co., 198 U. S. 115, 25 
SCt 608, 49 L. ed. 970. (2) A decision 
that the rights of parties who make 
conflicting claims under United 
States patents are determined by a 
contract which they have made, and 
also that plaintiff’s claim is defeat- 
ed by estoppel. Pittsburgh, etc., 
Iron Co. v. Cleveland Iron Min. Co., 
178° WU. S.- 270; 20 «SCtv931, 44° ed: 
1065 [{dism writ of error 118 Mich. 
109, “76 INW. 1395]. (3) A decision 
adverse to the claim that, under 
Mexican and Spanish grants con- 
firmed and patented ‘under the act of 
eongress of March 3, 1851 (9 St. at 
L. 631 c 41), the owners of the land 
were entitled to riparian rights and 
subterranean waters, where the val- 
idity of such act was not drawn in 
‘question. Hooker v. Los Angeles, 
188 UW. S.2314 23: SCH 395, -47 sl. eds 
487, 68 LRA 471 [dism writ of error 
124 Cal. 597, 57 P 585]. (4) A judg- 
ment denying the right of posses- 
sion of real property under a title 
founded on an act of congress, which 
rests on the ground that the title of 
the adverse party under a tax deed 
was made good by prescription un- 
der the state constitution., Corkran 
Oil, etci, Co) v; Arnaudet, 199° U. iS. 
182, 26 SCt 41, 50 L. ed. 143 [dism 
writ of error 111 La. 5638, 35 S 747]. 
(5) A decision adverse to the claim 
of title to land set up by a state 
by virtue of its right of sovereignty 
aver the beds of lakes meandered 
by the United States government. 
Towa v. Rood, 187 U. S. 87, 28 SCt 
49, 47 L. ed. 86 [dism writ of error 
109 Iowa 5, 79 NW 449] (such sover- 
eignty rests upon no federal stat- 
ute or provision of the federal con- 


is in- 


stitution, but upon general prin- 
ciples of the common law, which 
long antedated the constitution). 


(6) A decision that certain tracts of 
Jand are not within the boundaries 
of a land grant. King v. West Vir- 


92, 30 SCt 225, 54 | 
L. ed. 396. (7) A decision that the 
courses alleged and distances set 
fcrth in a patent from the United 
States do not, as a matter of fact, 
bring the eastern boundary of sthe 
land to the waters of the Mississippi 
river, where the validity of the grant 
is not in any way controverted or 
drawn in question, and no question 
is made as to the authority of the 
government to convey the land to 
the water’s edge if it chose to do 
so. Sweringen v. St. Louis, 185 U. 
S. 88, 22 SCt 569, 46 L. ed. 795 [dism 
writ of error 151 Mo. 348 52 SW 
346]. (8) A decision, in an action to 
recover money due under a contract 
whereby plaintiff railroad company 
sold to defendant certain tracts of 
land as part of a grant of land to 
it by congress, patent for which had 
not been issued, that the contract 
showed that the parties dealt with 
reference to the existing state of 
the title to the lands, the vendor 
selling his hope of obtaining title, 
and the purchaser buying such ex- 
pectation, although the title to the 
land in question was dependent on 
proceedings pending in the » United 
States land department for the issue 
of a patent to plaintiff. Allen v. 
Southern Pac. R. Co., 173 U. S. 479, 
19 SCt 518, 48 L. ed. 775 [dism app 
PLZ. Cals 5455, 44 P7964. (9) The 
overruling of a defense, in eject- 
ment, that the patents under which 
plaintiff claims are invalid because, 
at the time they were issued, the 
Indian title was not yet  extin- 
guished, and that by reason of cer- 
tain treaties with the Indian tribes 
the lands were not subject to entry. 
Budzisz v. Ulinois Steel Co., 170 U. 
S. 41, 18 SCt 5038, 42 L. ed. 941. 

[b] Where parties) claim under 
common grants, and the questions 
involved are not of a federal char- 
acter, the supreme court has no ju- 
risdiction. California v. Jackson, 112 
Us S..2335 5 1SCt 2375238 tlw ed. e725 
McStay v. Friedman, 92 U. S. 723, 
23 L. ed. 767; Romie v. Casanova, 
91 U. S. 379, 23 L. ed.374; Shaffer 
v. Scudday, 19 How. (U. S.)-16, 15 L. 
ed. 592. 

{c] The effect of a valid convey- 
ance to the territory of Washington 
by a claimant, under the Oregon Do- 
nation Act of Sept. 27, 1850 (9 St. 
at L. 496 ec 76), after occupation for 
more than four years, but before he 
had made final proof under that act, 
upon the title subsequently given 
him by a patent from the United 
States, is a question of local law, 
not open for review upon a writ of 
error from the federal Supreme court 
to a state court. Sylvester v. Wash- 
ington, 215 U. S. 80,.30 SCt 25, 54 
a 101 [aff 46 Wash. 585, 91 P 
15], 

{d] The action of surveyors for the 
federal government in segregating 
and setting apart a lake by meender 
lines from the public land, and the 
approval of such survey by the com- 
missioner of the general land office, 
is not such an adjudication by the 
federal government, by its author- 
ized officers and agents, that such 
lake is the property of the state, 
and not a part of the public domain, 
that a denial by a state court of the 
state’s claim of title to the bed of 
such lake can be reviewed in the 
supreme court. Iowa v. Rood, 187 
WU. S! 8% .23 -SCti 49847 in edes6 
{dism app 109 Iowa 5, 79 NW 449]. 

62. White v. Leovy, 174 U. S. 91, 
LO SCt. 60477543 Tlwieds2 90% 


ginia, 216 U. §. 
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does not of itself authorize a review by the su- 
preme court,®* but as rights in minerals or mining 


on acts of congress, federal ques- 


tions authorizing such a review may be, and fre- 
quently are, involved in such litigation.®4 


63. Mammoth Min. Co. v. Grand 
Cent., Min. Co., 213 Us;S. 72,. 29) SCt 
413, 53 L. ed. 702; Elder v. Wood, 
208 U. S. 226, 28 SCt 263, 52 L. ed, 
464; Yosemite Gold Min., etc., Co. v. 
Emerson, 208 U. S. 25, 28 SCt 196, 
52 L. ed. 374 [aff 149 Cal. 50, 85 
P 122]; McMillen v. Ferrum Min. 
Coy 197 WS. 843e" 25) SCt beens o) He 
ed. 784 [dism writ of error 32 Colo. 
38, 74 P 461, 105 AmSR 64]; Beals 
v.  Cone,- 188 U. S. 184, 23: SCt 275, 
47 L. ed. 4385 [dism writ of error 
27 Colo. 4738, 62 P 948, 883 AmSR 92]; 
Speed v.’ McCarthy, 181 U. S. 269, 21 
SCt 613, 45 L. ed. 855; Lowry v. Sil- 
ver City Gold, etce., Min. Co., 179 U. 
S.))196,; 21. SCt 104, 45) tar edetetsice 
De Lamar’s Nevada Gold Min. Co. v. 
Nesbitt, 177-03. S:~ 5235" 20:sSCulis- 
44 L. ed. 872; Gillis v. Stinchfield, 
159>-U..48.1 658)-.62SCtaa 31,400 b.ved 
295; Bushnell v. Crooke Min., etc., 
Co., 1438); Us Sai682yict 33S Ce tT. we nt 
L. ed. 610; Quimby v. Boyd, 128 U. 
S. 488, 9 SCt 147, 32 L. ed. 502. 

[a] Holding cotenant as trustee. 
—A decision that a cotenant who re- 
locates a mining claim held in com- 
mon is to be deemed a trustee for 
all the cotenants does not detérmine 
a federal question. Speed v. Mc- 
Carthy, 181 0s S2'2695 8215 S@ep 6x3) 
45 L. ed. 855 [dism writ of error 12 
S. D. 7, 80 NW 135, 50 LRA 184]. 

[b] Effect of ruling of land de- 
partment.—A ruling of a state court 
adverse to plaintiff’s claim that the 
decision by the land department of 
a question of fact on the hearing 
of a protest filed by him and others 
against defendants’ original mineral 
entry was res judicata in an adverse 
suit in which defendants rely on a 
subsequent entry is not the decision 
of a federal question. Beals v. Cone, 
188 U: S. 184, 28 SCt 275, 47 Ta. edt 
435 [dism writ of error 27 Colo. 473, 
62 P 948, 838 AmSR 92]. 

[e] A decision by a state court 
sustaining the defense of laches 
against the assertion of a right to 
a mining claim after it kad been 
abandoned for fourteen years, dur- 
ing which an apparent title had been 
obtained under a patent to a probate 
judge for the property as part of a 
town site, is based on a ground in- 
dependent of any federal question. 
Moran v. Horsky, 178 U. S. 205, 20 
SCt 856, 44 L. ed. 1038 [dism writ of 
error 2%- Mont. 345, 53 P 1064}. 

{[d] The question of the estoppel 
(1) of a party to deny the validity 
of a mining location does not con- 
stitute a federal question. McCarthy 
v. Speed, 12 S. D. 7, 80 NW 135, 50 
LRA 190 [app dism 181 U. S. 269, 
21 SCt 613, 45 L. ed. 855]. (2) 
Whether statements made on a hear- 
ing, before the land department, of 
a protest against a mineral entry, 
work an estoppel in pais which 
amounts to a defense to a claim of 
title under a subsequent entry, in- 
volves no federal question. Beals v. 
Cone, 188 U. S. 184, 23 SCt 275; 47 
L. ed. 4385 [dism writ of error 27 
Colo. 473, 62 P 948, 83 AmSR 92]. ~ 

64. Lavagnino v. Uhlig, 198 U. 
S. 443, 25 SCt 7716, 49 L. ed, 1119; 
Kennedy Min., etc., Co. v. Argonaut 
Min:.\Coy, 4 18 9F Mie Sh tao 2 S CHE .b0de 
47 L. ed. 685 [aff 131. Cali 12) 63 
P 148, 82 AmSR 317]; Merced Min. 
Co, v. Boggs, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 304, 18 
L. ed. 245. 

{a] Tllustration.—A decision of a 
state court that the statute of limi- 
tations making adverse possession 
of real property for seven years a 
bar to its recovery operates to de- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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[$ 295] kk. Questions Relating to Bankruptcy. 
Decisions involving the bankruptey act are review- 
able by the supreme court,®> but such review is 
not necessarily authorized by the mere fact that 
a decision 1s connected with a case of bankruptey.® 
§ Questions Relating to Patents. 
decision against a defendant’s contention that the 
suit arises under the patent laws of which the 
federal court has exclusive jurisdiction & is a de- 
cision against a claim of immunity under the laws 
of the United States and reviewable by the supreme 
court ;°° but the mere fact that a patent or patent 
right is concerned in litigation is not sufficient to 
authorize such review where no federal question 
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is presented.®® 


* 


feat an action brought under Rev. 
St. § 2326, to try title to .conflict- 
ing mining claims, in which the de- 
feated party relied on the reloca- 
tion, under § 23824, of a forfeited 
claim, necessarily involves a denial 
of rights asserted by him under the 
latter section, so as to authorize a 
review by the supreme court, where 
the state court treated as irrelevant 
and immaterial evidence tending to 
show that the premises in dispute 
were embraced in the forfeited loca- 
tion, and that possession of that 
claim was held and retained from a 
time at least contemporaneous with 
the initiation of the conflicting loca- 
tions almost up to the relocation. 
Lavagnino v. Uhlig, 198 U. S. 443, 
ZoreCt:. 716,495 a. fed.) 4119)" fiaff-26 
Utah 1, 71 P 1046, 99 AmSR 808]. 

65. Lesser v. Gray, 236 U. S. 70, 
35 SCt 227, 59 Ih. ed. 471; Miller v. 
New Orleans Acid, ete., Co., 211 U. 
S: 496, 29 SCt 176, 53 L. ed. 300; Hau 
Claire Nat. Bank v. Jackman, 204 U. 
S. 522, 27 SCt 391, 51.L. ed. 596 [aff 
125 Wis. 465, 104 NW 98, 115 AmSR 
955]; Rector v. City Deposit Bank 
Co., 200 U. S. 405, 26 SCt 289, 50 L. 
ed. 527; Roby v. Calehour,. 146 U. 
S. 153, 18 SCt 47, 36 L. ed. 922; Wil- 
liams v. Heard, 140 U. S. 529, 11 SCt 
885, 35 LL. ed. 550 [rev 146 Mass. 
545, 16 NE 437]; Mays v. Fritton, 
Ve MOLeS, saAppenGix, exiwne2d) dua ved: 
127; Palmer v.. Hussey, 119..U. S. 96, 
WesCtr158,, 30. Lie. eds, 362.07 Brien -v. 
Weld, 92 U. S. 81, 23 L. ed. 675. 

[a] Effect of discharge.—(1) A 
right of immunity was claimed un- 
der the federal bankruptcy act 
where defendant relied on his dis- 
charge in bankruptcy to defeat an 
action on a debt. Zavelo v. Reeves, 
DOW Us S.0625; 83) (SCt 365, 5771, ted. 
676 [aff 171 Ala. 401, 54 S 654]. (2) 
A contention that a decision of a 
bankruptcy court that a claim was 
not provable left the claim unaf- 
fected by a discharge raises a fed- 
eral’ question. Lesser v. Gray, 236 
OSM 0, Som Set (227 0059 Min ed 47 
[aff 8 Ga. A. 605, 70 SE 104]. 

[b] Title should be claimed by 
plaintiff in error to give jurisdiction 
to the supreme court to review a 
decision against a title, right, privi- 
lege, or claim under a United States 
statute and one who claims prop- 
erty, not under but adverse to the 
assignee in bankruptcy in whom he 
alleges title for the purpose of de- 
feating the title of a receiver under 
the state law, cannot maintain a 
writ of error: Long v. Converse, 91 
WS So 105). 28: le. leds 233. 

66. Corbett v. Craven, 215 U. S. 
125, 30 SCt 64, 54 L. ed. 122; Rem- 
ington Paper Co. v. Watson, 173 U. 
443,819 SCt) 456502432 Te ed. 7.62; 
Bausman v. Dixon, 173 U. S. 113, 19 
Sct 316, 43 L. ed. 633; Ludeling v. 
Chaffe, 143 U. S. 301, 12 SCt 439, 36 
L. ed. 313; Van Norden v. Benner, 
131 U. S. appendix cxiv, 24 L. ed. 
247; McKenna v. Simpson, 129 U. 
SO Ge Ou SCtatsoo;. com CemeGg tik; 
Boatmen’s Sav. Bank v. State Sav. 
Assoc., 114 U. S. 265, 5 SCt 878, 29 
L. ed. 174; Scott v. Kelly, 22 Wall, 
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[§ 298] mn. 


mm. 
National banks, being created by act of 
congress,’ it follows that decisions with reference 
to the rights, powers, duties, liabilities, etc., of 
such banks, or their officers, directors or stock- 
holders, ordinarily involve federal questions and 
are reviewable by the federal supreme court,” but 
it does not necessarily follow from the mere fact 
that a decision relates to national banks that it 
involves a federal question authorizing such re- 


and Navigable Waters. 
authority of congress over commerce and navigable 
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Questions Relating to National 


Questions Relating to Commerce 
A question involving the 


waters is federal in its nature so as to authorize 


CUS a5 70.2 2a ls. ed. 27.2955 uinton fv. 
Stanton, 12 How. (U. S.) 423, 13 L. 
ed. 1050; Strader v. Baldwin, 9 How. 
(Ua Ss 2616 13. ced: L30% 

[a] A controversy arising in bank- 
ruptcey proceedings does not present 
a federal question unless it relates 
to some of the steps in the bank- 


ruptcy proceedings. Cerecedo _ v. 
Calderon, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 85. 
[b] Homestead.—A decision of a 


state court sustaining a homestead 
exemption claimed under the state 
statutes, which rests on the effect, 
as res judicata, of an order of a 
court of bankruptcy sustaining such 
exemption in proceedings begun prior 
to a sale of the property to satisfy 
the lien of a general judgment, can- 
not be reviewed in the federal su- 
preme court, where the only federal 
right specially claimed, if any, was 
one of immunity from the discharge 
in bankruptcy. Smalley v. Lauge- 
nour,.196 U. S593,-25 SCt 216, 49 1. 
ed. 400 [dism writ of error 30 Wash. 
307, 70 P 786]. 

{c] Fraudulent conveyance.—The 
decision of a state court as to 
whether a conveyance by a _ bank- 
rupt was made with intent to de- 
fraud creditors does not present a 
federal question. Thompson vy. Fair- 
banks, 196 U. S. 516, 25 SCt 306, 49 
Lead 577 [atl To Vt. 861, 56-A 11, 
104 AmSR 899]. 

67. See supra § 34. 

68. Dale Tile Mfg. Co. v. Hyatt, 
125 U. S. 46, 8 SCt 756, 31 L. ed. 683. 

69. Walter A. Wood Mowing, etc., 
Mach. Co. v. Skinner, 139 U.S. 293, 
i SCE D2 Share deelg COLI Ss Melixa avs 
Scharnweber, 125 U. S. 54, 8 SCt 759, 
31 Li ved: +687. 

70. See Banks and Banking § 575. 

71. Yates v. Jones Nat. Bank, 206 
U. S.-158, 27 SCt 638, 51 L. ed. 1002; 
Rankin v. Barton, 199 U. S. 228, 26 
Sct 29, 50 L. ed. 163 [rev 69 ‘Kan. 
629, 77 P 531]; Talbot v. Sioux Nat. 
Bank, 185 U.S. 182, 22 SCt 621, 46 
L. ed, 862 [aff 111 Iowa 583, 82 NW 
963]; Grand Forks First Nat. Bank 
Va Anderson, pila Ure Ss.) ley) 19, SCL 
284, 43 1. ed.)..558;, McCormick  v. 
Market Nat. Bank, 165 U. S. 538, 17 
Sct 433, 41 L. ed. 817; Logan County 
Wat. Bank v.-Townsend, 139 U. S. 
67, 11 SCt 496, 35 L. ed. 107; Swope 
v. Leffingwell, 105 U. S. 3, 26 L. ed. 
939. See also supra § 46. 

[a] This rule has been applied 
to: (1) An assessment of shares in 
national banks for taxes. Williams 
v, Weaver, 100 U.°‘S. 547, 25 L. ed. 
708; Austin v. Boston, 7 Wall. (U. 
S.) 694, 19 L, ed. 224. (2) A ques- 
tion as to prohibited contracts by 
national banks. Grand Forks First 
Nat. Bank v. Anderson, 172 U. S. 573, 


19 SCt 284, 43 L. ed. 558; McCor- 
mick v. Market Nat. Bank, 165 U. 
S538 178 SCt. 433. 41) Led.) 817; 


Chicago Chemical Nat. Bank v. Port- 
age City Bank, 160 U.S. 646, 16 SCt 
417, 40 L. ed. 568; Logan County 
Nat. Bank v. Townsend, 139 U. S. 
67, 11 SCt, 496, 35 L. ed.-107; Swope 
vy. Leffingwell, 105 U. S. 3, 26 L. ed. 
939. (3) A claim of immunity, un- 
der the federal banking laws, from 


liability for an alleged debt. Mer- 
chants’ Nat. Bank v. Wehrmann, 202 


"U. S. 295, 26 SCt 613, 50 L. ed. 1086. 


(4) A question as to the liability of 
directors. Jones Nat. Bank v. Yates, 
240 U. S. 541, 36 SCt 429, 60 L. ed. 
788 [rev 93 Nebr. 121, 139 NW 844, 
1135]; Yates v. Jones Nat. Bank, 206 
Un Sa Lose 2keSCt i638) ble iamred. 
1002, 

72. Seeberger v. McCormick, 175 
U. S. 274, 20 SCt 128, 44 L. ed. 161 
([dism app 162 Ill. 100, 44 NE 381]; 
Lincoln Capital Nat. Bank v. Cadiz 
Hirst; Natio Bank, "172" Ws" Si- 425, 19 
SCt 202, 43 L. ed. 502 [aff 49 Nebr. 
795, 69 NW 1151]; Layson v. Davis, 
Ae U. S. 36, 18 SCt 500, 42 L. ed. 

{a] The construction of a state 
usury law in the case of a loan by a 
national bank is not a federal ques- 
tion. Union Nat. Bank v. Louisville, 
Cinch dae (Crore CNM OG ey Ey. ala ESYohe 
HOS Orn Aegis Jed uel iite 

[b] Effect of gift of shares.—A. 
decision by a state supreme court 
that by a donatio causa mortis the 
equitable title in certain national 
bank shares passed to the donee, un- 
der general principles of law, in- 
volves no federal question. Leyson 
Ve Davis, 170) U.S? 36; 8 SCE 500; 
42-7 Lie. ed." 939, 

_([c] Power of cashier.—A conten- 
tion that, under the National Bank- 
ing Act, the rules of directors of a 
national bank did not empower the 
cashier to sell shares of stock be+ 
longing to the bank presents no fed- 
eral question. Union Nat. Bank v. 
McBoyle, 243 U. S. 26, 37 SCt 370, 61 
L. ed. 570. 

{d] Trust funds.—Where, in a 
suit in a state court against a na- 
tional bank and its receiver to re- 
cover money in the latter’s hands 
claimed to have been heid by the 
bank as a trust fund, no right to ap- 
propriate trust funds was claimed 
by defendants under any law of the 
United. States, and no claim was, 
made by them that any judgment 
which might be rendered for plaintiff 
would contravene any provision of 
the Banking Act, and the court 
merely adjudged that the money 
constituted a trust fund, to which . 
plaintiff was entitled, no federal 
question is involved. Capital Nat. 
Bank v. Cadiz First Nat. Bank, 172 
U.S. 425, 19 SCt 202, 43 i. ed. 502 
[aff 49 Nebr. 795, 69 NW 1151]. 

{e] Liability as partners where 
legal authority to do business not 
obtained.—The decision of a_ state 
court holding that by reason of their 
false assumption of corporate ‘au- 
thority the officers, directors, and 
stockholders of what purported to 
be a national bank, but which never 
obtained legal authority to do busi- 
ness, became liable as partners, on 
the principle of agency, for contracts 
entered into in the name of the cor- 
poration, does not involve any fed- 
eral question. Seeberger v. McCor- 
mick, 175 U. S. 274, 20 SCt 128, 44 
L. ed. 161 [dism app McCormick v. 
Market Nat. Bank, 162 Ill, 100, 44 


NE 381]. 
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a review by the federal supreme court,’? although 
a review may be denied where the contention relied 


on is frivolous, unsubstantial, or 


law as settled by previous decisions of the supreme 


court.’* 
[§ 299] oo. 
Assessments. State decisions with 


tion and assessments turn upon’ local rather than 
federal questions, and hence are not subject to 
review by the federal supreme court,’ unless for 
some reason, other than the character of the sub- 
‘a federal question is 


ject matter of the action,’ 
involved.7¢ 


[§ 300] pp. Questions Relating to Citizenship. 


A decision that a person born in 
try and claiming to have become 
United States by the operation of 


Saye Ges Ot Cry Pht hOOu Vee DOXaASs 
Packing Co., 244 U.S. 31, 37 SCt 487, 
61 L. ed. 970; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. 
Olivit, 243 U. S. 574, 37 SCt 468, 61 
L. ed. 908; Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Ohio Valley ‘Tie Co., 242 U. S. 288, 
37 SCt 120, 61 L. ed. 305; Atchison, 
ete., R. Co. v. Harold, 241 .U..S.°371,; 
36 SCt 665, 60 L. ed. 1050 [rev 93 
Kan. 456, 144 P 823]; Georgia, etc., 
Re Covey lish .Milline.. Co.” 241. 0. 
S. 190, 36 SCt. 541,.60 L. ed. 948; 
Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Dettlebach, 
239,502 1S. 588, 36° SCt:177,, 60°. ed: 
453; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. Mitchell 
Coal} etc., ‘Co:, 2380. 9S. (251,. 35 SCt 
787, 59 L. ed. 1293; St. Louis South- 
western R. Co. v. Arkansas, 217 U. 
S. 136, 30 SCt 476, 54 L. ed. 698, 29 
LRANS 802; Adams Express Co. v. 
Kentucky, 214 U. S. 218, 29 SCt 633, 
53 L. ed. 972; West Chicago St. R 
Co. v. Illinois, 201 U.S. 506, 26 SCt 
518, 50 L. ed. 845; Hamburg-Ameri- 
can SS. Co. v. Grube, 196 U. S. 407, 
25 SCt 352, 49 L. ed. 529; American 
Express Co. v. Iowa, 196 U. S. 133, 
25 SCt 182, 49 L. ed. 417; Walsh v. 
Columbus, etc., R. Co., 176 U. S. 469, 
20 SCt 393, 44 L. ed. 548; Belden v. 
Chase, 150 U. S. 674, 14 SCt 264, 37 


ju. -ed.\/1218;, Baltimore, etc.,. R. Co. 
v. Maryland, 21 Wall. (U. S.) 456, 
22 L..ed. 678. 

[a] Federal questions include 
those relating to: (1) The validity 
of a stipulation in an interstate 
through bill of lading. St. Louis, 


ete; Ri Co. v. Starbird, 243 U. S. 
SIZ ASIN Ol. 462,16) be. eas 90 Te) (2) 
The construction of a bill of lading 
for an interstate shipment. Georgia, 
-etc., R.iCo..v.. Blish Milling Co., 241 


AJ. S..190, 86 SCt 541, 60 L. ed. 948 


faff 15 Ga. A. 142, 82 SE 784]. (3) 
Whether the liability of an inter- 
state carrier has been changed to 
that of a warehouseman. Southern 
R:. Co. v. Prescott, 240 U. S. 632, 36 
Sct 469, 60 L. ed. 886 [rev 99 S. 
Crei22y 83) Sh 81). (4) Whether 
a@ so-called embargo by a railroad 
company violated the Hepburn Act. 
Menasha Paper Co. v. Chicago, etc., 
Re Co.) 2415 UV, S.,55,, 36 "“SCt.507,, 60 
L ed. 885 [aff 159 Wis. 508, 149 
NW 751]. (5) The lirbility of an 
initial carrier of an interstate ship- 
ment for negligence of a connecting 
carrier and itself under the Car- 
mack Amendment. St. Louis, etc., 
R.. Co. v. Starbird, 243 U.S. 592, 37 
Sct 462, 61 L. ed. 917. (6) A con- 
tention that the local freight rate 
between stations in the state is so 
related to through rates or. inter- 
state shipments as to exclude regu- 
lations by the state public utilities 
commission. Chicago. ete. R. Co. 


‘y, Illinois Public Utilities Commn., 


rk WIS 18883 C0SCt) Lis, 61. ed: 
341. 

74, Yesler v. Washington Harbor 
Iiine Comrs., 146 U. S: 646, 13 SCt 
19029 (364'Tu eds 1119s. Barney, y. 
Keokuk, 94 U. S. 324, 24 L. ed. 224; 


Questions Relating to Taxation and 
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contrary to the 
States,77 


[§ 301] aa. 


relation to taxa- | and a medium 


court.78 
stitution. 


a foreign coun- 
a citizen of the 
the federal con- 


Kennedy v. Hunt, 7 How. (U. 8.) B86, 
12. L. ed. 82 

uiubetantin nature of question 
see supra § 281. 

75. Jett Bros. Distilling Co. v. 
Carrollton, 252 U. S. 1, 40 SCt 255, 
64 L. ed. 421; Fidelity, etc., Trust 
Cons Ve Louisville, 245 U. S. 54, 38 
Sct 40, 62 L. ed. 145 [aff 168 Ky. 
le 181 SW 1095, 171 Ky. 509, 188 
sw 652,.172 Ky. 451, 189 SW 4381; 
St. Louis, ete., Land Co. v. Kansas 
City, 241° U.S. 419, 36 SCt 647, 60 L. 
ed. 1072 [aff 260 Mo. 395, 169 SW 
62]; Rogers v. Hennepin County, 240 
iS. 184, 36 SCt 265, 60 L. ed. 594 
{aff 124 Minn. F389, 145 NW (1121: 
Fair Haven, etc, R. Co. v. New 
Haven, 203 U. Ss. '379, 27°SCt Ta 52 
L. ed. 287 [aff 75 Conn. 442, 53 A 
960]; Orr v. Gilman, 183 U. 's. 278, 
22 SCt 218, 46 L. ed. 196; Lombard 
¥s West Chicago Park Comrs., 181 

SP 33, 20 SC 507s 45s “ean T3k 
tase 181 Ill. 136, 54 NE 941]; Yazoo, 
etcen Re Costs Adams, 180 U. S. 26, 
21 -S€t (282,° 457 EL: ed. 408 [aff 77 
Miss. 780, 28 S 959]; Peo. v.. Rob- 
erts, 171: U. S:) 658, -19' SCt’58,. 43 
L. ed. 323 [aff 149 N. Y. 603, 44 NEE 
1127 (aff 91 Hun 158, 36 NYS 368)]. 

[a] Formalities of assessment or 
levy.—A decision that a particular 
formality in the assessment or levy 
of taxes or the sale of property for 
nonpayment of taxes is not essen- 
tial under the state statute. pre- 
sents no federal question, if the stat- 
ute, as thus construed, does not de- 
prive one of his property without 
due process of law. Del Castillo v. 
McConnico, oo U. S. 674, 18 SCt 229, 
42 LL. ed. 622. 

[b] Exemption, — The question 
whether or not a repealable exemp- 
tion from taxation, given by state 
law, has been in fact repealed by a 
subsequent statute, turns on the con- 
struction of a state law, and is not 
reviewable by the supreme court, al- 
though it would be otherwise*if. the 
exemption was irrepealable, and thus 
constituted a contract. Gulf, etc., 
R. Co. v. Hewes, 183 U. S. 66, 22 SCt 
26, 046 Glee. SO. 

{[c] The mere determination as to 
who are merchants within a state 
tax law 
tion, where the levy of the mer- 
chants’ tax violates no federal right. 
American Steel, etc., Co. v. Speed, 
192 U. S. 500, 24 SCt 365, 48 L. ed 
538 [aff 110 Tenn. 524, 75 SW 1087, 
100 AmSR 814]. 

76. American Steel, etc, Co. v. 

500, 24 SCt 365, 48 


Speed, 192 U. S. 
Let edy588) [att) 1LOe Penni. 6245075. 
SW 1037, 100 AmSR 814]; Gulf, etc., 
R. Co. v., Hewes, 183 °U. S. 66, 22 SCt 
26, 46 L. ed. 86; Del Castillo v. Mc- 
Connico,. 168. U. S, 674, 18 SCt 229, 
42 L. ed. 622. 

[a] The right to an exemption of 
Indian allotments from taxation un- 
der an act of congress was a fed- 
eral right, and, when specifically set 


involves no federal ques- 
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stitution and laws is not such citizen, and therefore 
not eligible to the office of governor of a state, 
is reviewable by the supreme court of the United 


Questions Relating to Legal Ten- 


der. Questions as to what is, or is not, lezal tender 


of payment usually involve the 


validity of a federal statute or the construction 
of a federal statute under which a right is claimed 
and are therefore reviewable by the supreme 


[§ 302] rr> Questions Arising under State Con- 
Where no federal question is involved, 
the supreme. court cannot review a decision of a 
state court with respect to a question arising un- 
der the constitution of the state;7%, even though 
the federal ccnstitution contains a provision, limit- 


up and ‘claimed in the petition, the 
petitioners were entitled to invoke 
the judgment of the supreme court 
on the question whether such right 
was given due recognition by the 
state court, and it was within the 
province of the supreme court to in- 
quire, not only whether the right. 
was denied in express terms, but 
whether it was denied in substance 
and effect' by putting forward non- 
federal grounds of decision without 
fair or substantial support. Ward v. 
Love County, 253 U. S. 17, 40 SCt 
419, 64 L. ed. 751. 

{b] MTiustration. — A contention 
that the congressional consent, to 
the agreement or compact between 
the states of New Jersey and New 
York respecting their territorial 
limits and jurisdiction, vested exclu- 
Sive jurisdiction in the federal gov- 
ernment over the sea adjoining the 
two states does not raise a federal 
question, there being nothing in the 
agreement and confirmatory state 
statutes abdicating rights in favor 
of the Urited States, and the trans- 
action simply amounting to fixing 
the boundaries between the two 
states. Hamburg-American SS. Co. 
v. Grube, 196 U. S. 407, 25 SCt 352, 
49 L. ed. 529. 

77. Boyd v. Nebraska, 143 U. S. 
135,12 SCt 375,:°36 L. ed. 103 [rev 
oe Nebr. 682, 48 NW 739, 51 NW 


78. Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Texas, 
177 U. S. 66, 20 St 545, 44 L. ed. 
673 [rev (Tex. Civ. A.) 41 SW 157]; 
Woodruff v. Mississippi, 162 U. S. 
291,/ 16° St .820) 140) a Tiiatedes9 73 
Dooley v. Smith, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 
604, 20 L. ed. 547; Trebilcock v. Wil- 
re 12 Wall. (U. S.) 687, 20 L. ed. 

79. Green v. Frazier, 253 U. S. 
233, 40 SCt 499, 64 L. ed. 878 [aff 
(N. D.) 176 NW 11]; Ft. Smith Lum- 
ber Co. v. Arkansas, 2619U. Sy 5382; 
40 SCt 304, 64 L. ed. 376; Crane v, 
Campbell, 245 U. S. 304, 38 SCt 98, 
62 L. ed. 304 [aff 27 Ida. 671, 151 P 
1006. LRA1918A 942]; Ohio v. Hilde- 
brant, 241 U. S. 565, 36 SCt 708, 60 
Ti., ed, 1172; Bi- Metallic inv. Co. v. 
State Bd. of Equal., 239 U. S. 441, 
36 SCt 141, 60 L. ed. 372 [aff 56 Colo. 
512, 138 P 1010]; John v. Paullin, 
231 U. S. 583,°34.SCt 178, 58 L.-ed. 
381; Graham v. West Virginia, 224 
U. 8. 616, 82 SCt 583, 56 L. ed. 917; 
Kiernan v. Portland, 223 U. S. 151, 
32 SCt 231, 56 L. ed. 386 [dism writ 
of error 57 .Or., \454,.a9T P) 379; 112° 
P 402, 37 LRANS 332]; Southwest- 
ern Oil Co. v. Texas, 317 W.9S. 4; 
20 SCt 496, 54 L. ed. 688; Welch v. 
Swasey, 214 U.S. Ont 29. Sct 567,058 
L. ed. 923 [aff 193 Mass. 364, 79 
NE 745, 118 AmSR 523, 23 LRANS 
1160]; Smith v. Jennings, 296 U. S. 
276, 27 SCt 610, 51 L. ed. 1061 [dism 
writ of error 67 S:.C. 324, 45 Si 
821]; Elder v. Colorado, 204 VU. S. 
85, 2% SCt 228, 51 ved. 381; Cork— 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ing the power of congress, practically identical with 
the provision of the state constitution.®° 
contrary, the federal courts are bound by the con- 
struction put upon state constitutions and statutes 


by the highest state courts.$1 


ran Oil, etc., Co. v. Arnaudet, 199 U. 
S. 182, 26 SCt 41, 50 L. ed. 143; 
Hodge v. Muscatine County, 196 U. 
S. 276, 25 SCt 237, 49 Lh. ed. 477 
[aff 121 Iowa 482, 96 NW 968, 104 
AmSR 604, 67 LRA 624]; West v. 
Louisiana, 194 U. S. 258, 24 SCt 650, 
48 L. ed. 965 [aff 109 La. 603, 33 S 
618]; Pénnsylvania R. Co. v. Hughes, 
Od Dealt) vot SC Gel ey) 48) a eds, 
268; Missouri v. Dockery, 191 U. S. 
165, 24 SCt 53, 48 L. ed. 138, 68 LRA 
571; Commercial Pub. .Co. v. Beck- 
with, 188 U. <S; 567, 23 SCt’ 382; 47 
L. ed, 598; Hooker v. Los Angeles, 
138 Ws Ss .314,123 -SCt, 395;) 47 L.. ed. 
487, 68 LRA 471; Telluride Power 
Transmission Co. v. Rio Grande 
Wectern R. Co., 187 U. S. 569, 23 SCt 
178, 47 L. ed. 307 [dism writ of 
error 23 Utah 22, 63 P 995]; Mo- 
bile Transp. Co. v. Mobile, 187 U. 
S. 479, 28 SCt 170, 47 L. ed. 266 [aff 
128 Ala. 335, 30 S 645, 86 AmSR 143, 
64 LRA 333]; Layton v. Missouri, 
187 UL ESS 3565+ 28) iSCt 137,..47; L.ged. 
214 [dism app 160 Mo. 474, 61 SW 
171, 83 AmSR 487, 62 LRA 163]; 
Lombard v. West Chicago Park 
Gomrs.4 21817 U. S.°33, 381; SCt- 507; 45 
L. ed. 731 [aff 181 Til. 136, 54_NE 
941]; Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Fer- 
ris; £79.-U.—S. 602,021) SCt 231,145 
L. ed. 337; Kipley v. Illinois, 170 U. 
SP 182e0 18 SC 5020425, —ed.'9 983 
Levy v. San Francisco Super. Ct., 
167) U.S. 175. 17-SCt 769; 42, Ln ed: 
126; Murray v. Louisiana, 163 U. S. 
101, 16 SCt 990, 41 L. ed. 87; Leeper 
v. Texas, 139 U. S., 462, 11 SCt 577, 


35 L. ed. 225; Baldwin v. Kansas, 
M29 OR uSend2,) Ore SCteil93e32- ax eG: 
640; Porter v. Foley, 24 How. (U. 


S.) 415, 16 L. ed. 740; Medberry v. 
Ohio, 24 How. (U. S.) 413, 16 L. ed. 
739; Salomon v. Graham, 15 Wall. 
(U. S.) 208, 21 L. ed. 37; Congdon 
v. Goodman, 2 Black (U. S.) 574, 17 
L. ed. 257; Withers v. Buckley, 20 
How. (U. S.) 84, 15 L. ed. 816; East 
Hartford v. Hartford Bridge Co., 10 
How. (U..S.) 511, 13 L. ed. 518, 531; 
Scott v. Jones, 5 How. (U. S.) 348, 
12 L. ed. 181; Jackson v. Lamphire, 
Smet. Cues.) e280, Tuto red. 679; 
Calder v. Bull, 3 Dall. (U. S.) 386, 1 
I. ed, 648; Frey v. Kirk, 4 Gill & J. 
(Md.) 509, 23 AmD 581; Smith v. 
Parsons, 1 Oh. 236, 13 AmD 608. 

[a] With the question of delega- 
tion of legislative or quasi legisla- 
tive powers to a state commission or 
board, the supreme court has no 
concern. Brie Co. v. Board of 
Public Utility Comrs., 41 SCt 169. 

{[b] Validity of state certiorari 
statute-—A decision by the Jllinois 
supreme court that the state Cer- 
tiorari Act, denying review by that 
ecurt as a matter of rivht, was not 
void under the constitution and laws 
of Illinois, cannot be reviewed on 
the contention that such decision 
thereby denied due process of law. 
Leman v. Hastman, 41 SCt 38. 

[c] A cortest over a state Office, 
derendent for its solution exclu- 
sively upon the application of the 
constitution of the state or upon a 
mere construction of a provision of 
a state law, involves no possible fed- 
eral question. Elder v. Colorado, 204 
Walse 85. PO7ASCt O23, 51 le.ed, 38% 
[dism writ of error 34 Colo. 197, 86 
P 250}. 

[da] : Effect of general objection.— 
Where the admission of a deed was 
obiected to because an act and sup- 
plement of the state legislature un- 
der which it was executed were un- 
constitutional and void, such ob- 
jection was construed as having ref- 
erence to the validity of the act of 
the legislature under the constitu- 
tion of the state, and not the con- 
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Construction of State Statutes.®2 


A decision of a state court construing the statutes 
of the state is not subjeci to review by the supreme 
court,®> even though the effect of such econstruc- 


tion is to remove any question of repugnancy to the 


stitution of the United States, and 
was therefore not subject to review 
in the supreme court. Porter v. 
Pee 24 How. (U. S.) 415, 16 L. ed. 


{e]| Whether or not a state court 
exceeded its functions under the 
state constitution cannot give rise to 
a question respecting due process of 
law which will sustain the appellate 
jurisdiction of the supreme court. 
Burt v. Smith, 203 U. S. 129, 27 SCt 
37, 51 L. ed. 121 [dism writ of error 


B76] N. Y. 1, 73 NE 495, 2 AnnCas 
[f] A decision as to the validity 


of a municipal ordinance is subject 
to this rule. Hadacheck v. Sebas- 
tian, 239. U. S. 394, 36 SCt 148, 60 L. 
ed. 348 [aff 165. Cal. 416, 132 P 584, 
LRA1916B 1248]; Lombard v. West 
Chicago Park Comrs., 181 U. S. 33, 
21 SCt 507, 45 L. ed. 731; Barbier v. 
Connolly, 113 U. S. 27, 5 SCt 357, 28 
L. ed. 923. 

80. Ensign v. Pennsylvania, 227 
U._S°592) 33°SCt 38215657 Tied. 1739: 

[a] Cruel and excessive punish- 
ment.—(1) A decision of the high- 
est state court in New York that 
the punishment of death by electric- 
ity, aS provided by the law of that 
State, is not a cruel and unusual 
punishment within the meaning of 
the constitution of. that state, is not 
reviewable by the supreme court. In 
re Kemmler, 136°U. S. 436, 10 SCt 
930, 34 [. ed. 519:',. (2) Nor is the 
determination of state courts, that 
the provision of its laws as to soli- 
tary ccnfinement prior to execution 
is not a punishment of this char- 
acter, reviewable. Trezza v. Brush, 
142 U. S.. 160, 12 SCt 158,°35 L. ed. 
974; McElvaine v. Brush, 142 U. S. 
W565, L2' SCtw1565e35) ated), O97 17% 8) 
Neither will the supreme court in- 
terfere with the decision of a state 
court that a writ of habeas corpus 
will not lie in behalf of a convicted 
prisoner, who has been sentenced in 
excess of the maximum punishment 
fixed by the laws of the state. In 
re Graham, 138 U. S. 461, 11 SCt 363, 
34 L. ed... 1051. 

[b] References to the Dartmouth 
College Case in the opinions of the 
state courts in discussing the ques- 
tion whether a certain educational 
institution is public or private, the 
decision of which question would 
determine the validity of state legis- 
lation under the state constitution, do 
not show that the contract clause of 
the federal constitution was relied 
upon to invalidate such legislation, 
so as to sustain a writ of error from 
the supreme court of the United 
States. Osborne v. Clark, 204 U.S. 
565. 27 SCt 319, 51 L..ed. 619 [dism 
writ of error 112 Tenn. 483, 80 SW 
64]. 

Questions as to the constitutional 
Lmitations on power of congress See 
supra § 291. 

81. See supra § 171. 

82. Construction of state statute 
by domi of another state see supra 

B28920 ~ 
‘ 83. American Mfg. Co. v. St. 
Louis, 250 U. S. 459, 39 SCt 522, 63 
L. ed. 1084 faff 270 Mo. 40, 192 SW 
402, 198 SW 1183]; . Dancicer.v. 
@ooley, 248° U.S. 319, .39 SCt_119, 
63 L. ed. 266 [aff 98 Kan. 38, 157 P 
453, 98 Kan. 484, 158 P 1119]; Wells 
WaeState, 248 U.S; 165, 39 SCt-.62, 
63 L. ed. 190 [aff 38 Nev. 505, 150 
P 836]; Pennsylvania R. Co. v. 
Towers, 245 U. S. 6. 38 SCt 2, 62 L. 
ed. 117 faff 126 Md. 59, 94 A 330, 
AnnCas1917B 1144]; Rogers v. Hen- 
nepin County, 240 U. S. 184, 36 SCt 
265, 60 L. ed. 594 [aff 124 Minn. 539, 
145 NW 112]; Bi-Metallic Inv. Co. 


v. State Bd. of Equal., 239 U. S. 441, 
386 SCt 141,:60 L. ed. 372 [aff 56 
Colo. 512, 188 P 1010]; Heim v. Mc- 
Call, 239 U. S. 175, 36 SCt 78, 60 L. 


‘ed. 206 [aff 214 N. Y. 629 mem, 108 


NE 1095 mem]; Price v. Illinois, 238 
U. S. 446, 35 SCt 892, 59 L. ed. 1400; 
Kapiolani HBst. v. Atcherly, 238 U. 
S. 119 35 eSCt. 832.59) Ua eds l22o. 
Wadley Southern R. Co. v. Georgia, 
235 U..S. 651, 35 SCt 214, 59 L. ed. 
405 [aff 137 Ga. 497, 73 SE 741]; 
Ross v. Oregon, 227 U. S. 150, 33 SCt 
220, 57 L. ed. 458 [dism app 55 Or. 


£50 104s Pe 596; 106 1 Ps 1022" "42 
LRANS 601, 613]; Los Angeles 
Farming, etc., Co. v. Los Angeles, 


2%) U.S. (217, 30) -SCt.452." 54 Tlaved! 
736; King v. West Virginia, 216 U. 
S. 92,30 SCt7225, 564° Tay eden sate 
North Shore Boom, ete., Co. v. Nico- 


men Boom Co., 212 U. S. 406, 29 
SCt 355, 538 L. ed. 574; Stone v. 
Southern Illinois, ete, Bridge Co., 


206 U. S., 267, 27 SCt 615, 51 Li. ed: 
1057 [aff 194 Mo. 175, 92 SW 475]; 
Iroquois Transp. Co. v. De Laney 
Horee,wetes: Co. 8i1205 }Uuesat eo auan 
SCt 509, 51 L. ed. 836 [aff 142 Mich. 
84, 105 NW 527, 113 AmSR 566]; 
Elder v. Colorado, 204 U. S. 85, 27 
SCt 223, 51 L. ed. 381 [dism writ of 
error 34 Colo. 197, 86 P 250]; O’Con- 
nor v. Texas, 202 U. S. 501, 26 SCt 
726, 50 L. ed. 1120 [aff 96 Tex. 484, 
73 SW 1041); Hulbert v. Chicago, 
202 U. S. 275, 26 SCt 617, 50 L. ed. 
1026; French v. Taylor, 199 U. S. 
274, 26 SCt 76, 50 L. ed. 189 [dism 
writ of error 33 Wash. 1, 73 P 785, 
75 P 646];. Smalley v. Laugenour, 
196 U3 Si 935525, ISCt) 216.549 4 sveds 
400; Cramer. v. Wilson, 195°:U. S. 
408, 25 SCt 94, 49 L. ed. 256;’ Olsen 
v. Smith, 195 _U. S..332,725,SCt352, 49, 
L. ed. 224; Sehefe v. St. Louis; 194 
U. S. 373, 24 SCt 676, 48 L. ed. 1024; 
Fischer v. St. Louis, 194 U. S. 361, 
24 SCt 673, 48 L. ed. 1018; West v. 
Louisiana, 194 U. S. 258, 24 SCt 650, 
48 L. ed. 965 [aff 199 La. 603, 33 S 
618]; American Steel, ete, Co. v. 
Sneed, 192 U. S. 500, 24 SCt 365, 
48 L. ed. 538; Johnson v. New York 
Enjeins 3 i\Co52 48 TU. Sok4 91 FoR SOe 
194, 47 L. ed. 273; Orr v. Gilman; 
U88.Ues Soy 2785 22. SCt 208) 46s tuineds 
196; Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Hewes, 183 
U.S...) 66;- 22 1SCt; 265) 46 lh. ‘ed. 86% 
Lombard v. West Chicago Park 
Comrs.,.181 U.S. 33,-21 SCt 507, 45 
reds 7322 [aftr 184+ Tle 13865154, NG 
941]; Banholzer v. New York L. Ins. 
Go. 178asUsaSi4402, (20) (SChm9T2R aE 
L. ed. 1124; Turner. v. Wilkes 
County, 173 U. S. 461, 19 SCt 464, 43 
L, ed. 768; Castillo v. McConnico- 
168 U. S. 674, 18 SCt 229, 42 L. ed: 
622; St. Joseph, etc., R. Co. v. Steele. 
LOTT U.S. 659). DTS Cty9 25304 2a ed 
315; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louis: 
ville; 166247 Si2%09) L%eSCteT 25s 47: 
L. ed. 1173; Electric Co. v. Dow, 166 
U. S. 489, 17 SCt 645, 41 L. ed. 1088; 
Snell) v.. Chicago,, 152 ;Ui. Siu 191, 14 
SCt 488, 88 L. ed. 408; Powell v. 
Brunswick County, 150 U. S. 433, 14 
SCt 166, 37 L. ed. 1134; Loeber v. 
Schroeder, 149 U. S. 580, 13 SCt 934, 
37 L. ed. 856; Glenn v. Garth, 147 U. 
S; (360, 13 -SCt)350,. 37 I... ed) 203s 
Sage v. Board of Liquidation, 144 U. 
S:1647,. 12. 3SCt 755,036 Tn ed. 157% 
Missouri v. Harris, 144 U. S, 210, 
12 SCt. 838, 36 L. ed. 407; Ferry v. 
King County, 141-U. S. 668, 12 SCt 


128, 35 L. ed. 895; French v. Hop-. 
kins, 124 U. S, 524,.8 SCt 589, 31°-L. 
ed. 536; Price v. Pennsylvania R, 
Com Ts. DFE Sel 8325° SCH 4272) 28am 
ed. 980; Congdon v. Goodman, 2 Black 
(U. S.) 574, 17 L. ed. 257; Grand 
Gulf R.,. ete., Co. v. Marshall, 12 
How. (Ui. .S2): (466, ,.ch3inidise 1ed.4988's 
Lessieur v., Price, 12 How. (U. &) 
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federal constitution.®+ 


question authorizing a review.®® 


[§ 304] tt. Jurisdiction of State Courts. 


tions relating to the jurisdiction 


are ordinarily local and not subject to review by 
But it has been held that a 
decision of a state court dismissing, on the ground 
that the suit was one against the state, a bill 
to enjoin a state oil inspector from enforcing a 
state inspection law, on the theory that such law, 
if applied to the oils in controversy, violates the 
commerce clause of the federal constitution, gives 


the supreme court.’? 


59, 13 L. ed. 893; Smith v. Hunter, 
ietHows | (Wi) S.) (38) 125 ta. ed. 48945 
Scott v. Jones,,5 How. (U..S.) 343, 
12 L, ed. 181; Cincinnati Commer- 
cial Bank Vv. Buckingham, 5 How. (U. 
Sippesiverelen dus edieelo9s 

[a] ‘Whether the relation of 
physician and patient so existed so 
as to exclude the former’s testi- 
mony, under N. Y. Code Civ. Proc. 
§§ 834, 836, involves a question of 
the construction of a state statute, 
on which the decisions of the high- 
est state court will be accepted on 
a writ of error from the supreme 
court of the United States to that 


court. Supreme Lodge K. P._v. 
Meyer, 198 U. S. 508, 25 SCt 754, 
49 L. ed, 1146 [aff 178 N.Y. 63, 70 


NE 111, 64 LRA 840 (aff 82 App. 
Div. 359, 81 NYS 813)]. 
{b] The misconstruction of a 


valid statute by the state court gives 
the supreme court no jurisdiction. 
Enterprise Irr. Dist. v. Farmers 
Mut. Canal Co., 2438 U. S._157, 37 
SCt 318, 61 L. ed. 644; West Virginia 
Cent, Land Co. v. Laidley, 159 U. S. 
103, 16 SCt.80, 40 L. ed. 91; Knox 
Vv. Virginia Exch Bank, 12 Wall. (U. 
S.). "379, 20 L. ed. 287;° Lawler v. 
Walker, 14 How. (U. Ss.) 149, 14 L. 
ed. 364; Cincinnati Commercial Bank 
Nie Buckingham, 5 How. (U. S.) 317, 
ty L. ed.: 169. 

[ec] Municipal charter.—Whether 
or not a municipal corporation has 
the power, under its charter, to 
adopt a certain ordinance, is not a 
question which can be considered on 
a writ of error from the federal su- 
preme court to a_ state court. 
Fischer v.: St. Louis, 194 U. S. 361. 
24 SCt 673, 48 L. ed. 1018 [aff 167 
Mo. 654, 67 SW 872, 99 AmSR 614, 
64 LRA 679, and foll Schefe v. St. 
Louis, 194 U.S: 3738, 24 SCt 676, 48 
L. ed. 1024 (aff 167 Mo. 666, 67 ‘SW 


1100)]. 
[d] Municipal ordinances are 
within the rule. Mackay Tel. etc., 


Co. v. Little Rock, 250 U. S.. 94, 39 
SCt 428, 63 L. ed. 863 [aff 131 Ark. 
306, 199 SW 90]; Watters v. Michi- 
gan, 248" U.S: 65,°39 SCt 29, 63-L: 
ed. 129 [aff 192 Mich. 462, 158 NW 
865]. 

[e] Several statutes construed to- 
gether.—The meaning derived by the 
highest state court by construing to- 
gether several state statutes is as 
conclusive on the federal supreme 
court as though. such legislation 
were embodied in a single act. In- 
ternational Harvester Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 284 U. S. 216, 34 SCt 853, 58 
L. ed. 1284 [rev 147 Ky. 564, 144 
SW 1064, 147 Ky. 795, 146 SW 12, 
148 Ky. 572, 147 Sw 1199]. 


(f] Supreme court of Philippine 
Islands. — The national’ supreme 
court cannot reverse the supreme 


court of the Philippines on its con- 
struction of local statutes. Tayabas 
Land ‘Gop ve"Mantla RR. Co,,.. 250. W: 
Sl 92. =89) "SCH 4205) 63-14. edly 819 
Gauzon v. Compafiia General de “a- 
bacos de Filipinas, 245 U. S 86, 38 


On the contrary, the fed- 
eral courts are bound by such construction.®® 
where a state statute is so construed as to ren- 
der it open to the objection of repugnancy to the 
federal constitution, there is presented a federal 
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[§§ 303-306 


effect to.such law, and is reviewable.*® . 


Construction of Common Law. 


The highest court of a state may administer the 
common law according to its own understanding 
and interpretation, without liability to a review in 


the federal supreme court, unless some right, title, 


Ques- 
of state courts 


[§ 306] vv. 


Pen 62 L. ed. 165. 

84. Tampa Water Works Co. v. 
Tampa, 199 U. S. 241, 26 SCt 23, 50 
L. ed. 170 [aff 47 Fla. 338, 36 S 174]; 
Erie R. Co. v. Purdy, 185 U. S. 148, 
22 SCt 605, 46 L. ed. 847 [dism writ 
of error 162 N. Y. 42, 56 NE 508, 48 
LRA 669]. 

85. See supra § 171. 

86. Mobile, etc., R. Co. v. Missis- 
sippi, 210 U.S. 187, 28 SCt 650, 52 
aeoan: 1016 [aff 89 Miss. 724, ALES 
87. Pacific Gas, etc., Co. v. Sacra- 
mento Police Ct., 251 U. S. 22, 40 SCt 
79, 64 L. ed. 112 [aff 28 Cal. A. 412, 
152 P 928]; McDonald v. Oregon R., 
etc., .Co., 233 U. S. 665,'34 SCt. 772, 
53 L. ed. 1145; De Bearn v. Safe De- 
posit, etc, Co., 233 U. S. 24, 34 SCt 
584, 58 L. ed. 833; John v. Paullin, 
231 U. S. 588,34 SCt-178, 58 "Le ed: 


And see supra 


381; Standard Oil Co. v. Missouri, 
224 U. S..270, 32°SCt. 406, 56 Lived. 
760, AnnCas1913D , 936; Cincinnati, 
tc, Re Covi ve7Slade92160-Ue iS: /78, 


30 SCt 230, 54 L. ed. 390; St. Louis, 
etc. OR. Couv tray lori 2T0n aS masa: 
28 SCt 616, 52 L. ed. 1061 [rev 83 
Ark. 591, 98 SW 958]; Burt v. Smith, 
203. Se, 129 Moe S Cte Si, ol leeds 
121; Rawlins v. Georgia, 201 U. S. 
638, 26 SCt 560, 50 L. ed. 899, 5 Ann 
Cas 783; Del Castillo v. McConnico, 
168 Us S. 674, 18°SCt 229, 42 L. ed. 
622; Iowa Cent. R. Co. v. Iowa, 160 
Weiss 389, 16 SCt 344, 40 L. ed. 467; 


Bowman v. Lewis, 101 U. S. 22, 
L. ed. 989. 
“There is nothing in the clauses 


of the Fourteenth Amendment guar- 
anteeing due process and equal pro- 
tection which converts an issue re- 
specting the jurisdiction of a state 
court under the constitution and 
statutes of the State into anything 
other than a question of state law.” 
Gasquet v. Lapeyre, 242 U. S. 367, 
369, 37 SCt 165, 61 L. ed. 367. 

{a] Language of decision not con- 
clusive against review.— Where it 
was not questioned that a_ state 
court had jurisdiction of a railroad 
foreclosure suit, or suggested that 
any statute forbade a decree for a 
sale with the privilege to the pur- 
chaser of dismantling the road, and 
the decision of the state supreme 
court in granting a writ of prohibi- 
tion depended entirely on a determi- 
nation of what the rights of the 
company were, the fact that such 
decision was stated in terms of ju- 
risdiction of the lower court did not 
prevent a review by the United 
States supreme court. Bullock v. 
Florida, 41 SCt 193. 

88. General Oil Co. v. Crain, 209 
U. S. 211,28 SCt 475, 62° L. .eds 754 


{aff:117 Tenn. 82, 95 SW .824, 121 
AmSR 967]. 
gs9. Enterprise Irr. Dist. v. Farm- 


ers Mut. ‘Canal Co., 243 U.S. 157; 
37.SCt 318, 61 L. ed. 644; Kryger v. 
Wilson, “242 U. S. 171, 37 SCt 34, 61 
L. ed. 2229: West v. Louisiana, 194 
U. S. 258, 244 Sct 650, 48 L. ed. 965 


ae 
997; 


immunity, or privilege, the creation of the federal 
power, has been asserted and denied.*® 
cision enforcing common-law performing rights of 
the owner of an unpublished play as against the 
owner of a copyrighted adaptation who stood on 
his copyright, denies a federal right claimed, and 
hence may be reviewed by the supreme court.?° 

Questions of Practice or Pleading. 
The decisions of state courts as to questions of 
state practice or procedure ®! or the sufficiency, 


But a de- 


[aff 109 La. 603, 33 S 618]; Penn- 
Sylvania R. Co. v. Hughes, 191 U. 
S.0477,| 24 (SCt 132,48 Le ed... 268 [aft 
202 Pa; 222, 51.A 990, 97 AmSR°7138, 
63 LRA 513]. 

[a] What facts constitute a com- 
mon-law marriage is purely a local, 
and not a federal, question. Keen 
v. Keen, 201 U. S.*319, 26 SCt 494, 
50 L. ed. 772 [dism writ of error 184 
Mo. 358, 83 SW 526]. 

90. Ferris v, Frohman, 223 U. 8S. 
424, 32 SCt 263, 56 L. ed. 492 [aff 
238 Ill. 430, 87 NE 327, 128 AmSR 
135, 48 LRANS 639]. 

91. Goldsmith v. Prendergast 
Constr: Co. 262.08" S. 42.) 40° SC 73: 
64 LL. ed. “427; ‘Gee -v.' Central) ‘of 
Georgia R. Co., 252 U. S: 109, 40 SCt 
254, 64 L. ed, 482; Louisville, ete., 
R. Co. v. Holloway, 246 U. S. 525, 38 
SCt 379, 62 li. ed. 867; Cardona v. 
Quifiones, 240 U. S. 83, 36 SCt 346, 
60 L. ed. 538; Perryman v. Wood- 
ward, 238 U. S. 148, 35 SCt 830, 59 
i, ‘ed. 1242 aff (3% Okiewoowess oe 
244]; Washington vy. Miller, 235 U. 
S. 422, 35 SCt 119, 59’ L. ed. 295 [aff 
34 Okl. 259, 129 P 58]; Herbert ‘v. 
Bicknell, 233 U. S. 70, 34 SCt 562, 
58 L. ed. 854; Zayas v. Lothrop, 231 
UiS. 171, 34 SCt. 108) 58-0. ed, F722 
Brinkmeier v. Missouri Pac. Re Ca; 
224 U. S. 268, 32 SCt 412, 56 L. ed. 
758? Texas, etc., R. Co. v. “Miller, 221 
U. S. 408, 31 SCt 534, 55 L. ed. 789 
(practice under state laws); Smith 
v. Jennings, 206.0, S:. 276, 2% St 
610, 51 L. ed. 1061; Barrington v. 
Missouri, 205 U. S. 483, 27 SCt 582, 
51 L. ed. 890 [dism writ of error 
198 Mo. 23, 95 SW 23513 Tarrance 
v. Florida, 188 U. S. 519, 23 SCt 402, 
4% L. ed. 572; National Edy., ete? 
Works v. Oconto City Water Supply 
Conmls3 =U Serato Suis 
L. ed. 157 [aff 105 Wis. 48, 81 NW 
Asse Kipley v. Illinois, 170 Ors 
182, 18 SUt 550, 42 L. ed. 998: Cen- 
tral Nat. Bank’ v. Stevens, 169 U. 
S. 432, 171 UW. Si) 1108,.18" SCt 4035 $37; 
42 L. ed. 807, 43 L. ed. 97% Gibson vy. 
Mississippi, 162 U. S. 565, 16 “SCt 

40 L. ed. 1075; Iowa Cent. R. 
Co. v. Iowa, 160 U. S. 389, 16 SCt 
344, 40 L. ed. 467; Grand Rapids, ete., 
Co. v. Butler, 159 U.S. 87, 15 SCt 
40 L. ed. 85; Northern Pac. R. 


Co. v. Patterson, 154 WU. S. 130, 14 
SCt 977, "38 Li ted 934: Wood v. 
Brady,7150" Us1S9 18; hia Set M6-n aw 


L. ed. 981; Vincent v. Galifornia, 149 
U. S. 648, 13 SCt 960, 37 I. ‘ed. §84; 
McNulty v. California, 149M Ee UESe 
645, 138 SCt 959, 37 L. ed. 882; Loeber 
Vv. Schroeder, 149 U. SP 530) 13 *See 


934, 37 L. ed. .856; Thorington v. 
Montgomery, 147 U.S. 490, 13 SCt 
394, 37 L. ed. 252: O’Neil v. Ver- 


mont, 144° U. S. 323, 12 SCt 693, 36 
L. ed. 450; Tripp v. Santa Rosa’ 2 
RCo. 144 U. S. 126, 12 Set 655, 
L. ed. 371; French v. Hopkins, 124 
U.S. 524, 8 SCt 589, 31 L. ed. 536. 
[a] This rule has been applied 
to a question as to: (1) Instrections 
to the jury. McDonald v. Massa- 
chusetts, 180 U. S. 311, 21 SCt 389, 


ae ice tae ih er a tae ee re RT ER TR LOM EY Oe 
For later cases, developmnts and changes in the law S€tq cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 306-308] 


construction, ete., of pleadings ®? are not review- 
able by the supreme court, even though the action 


is brought under a _ federal 


when matters nominally of procedure are actually 
matters of substance which affect a federal right 
the decision of the state court is subject to 


review. 
[§ 307] 


ww. Questions of Evidence. 
‘preme court cannot ordinarily review a decision 
of a state court as to the propriety of taking or 
refusing to take judicial notice of a particular 
matter,®> or the admissibility °* or sufficiency %* of 
evidence; nor is a mere inference of fact from the 
evidence subject to such review.®® 
tion, in an action based on a federal statute, that 
there was no evidence showing liability thereunder 
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statute.°2 But 


[§ 308] 
The su- 


But a conten- 


presents a federal question, which may be reviewed 


45 L. ed. 542, (2) Whether a prose- 
cution for crime may be on informa- 
tion or must be by indictment. Lem 
Woon v. Oregon, 229 UJ. S. 586, 33 
NCisi Sore Op ela CO od Ora patimotmOr., 
4827 100) Puts 12 BP t2ry. 3) The 
procedure by which a state officer 
has been suspended or removed from 
office by the governor. Wilson v. 
North Carolina, 169 TJ. S. 586, 18 
SCt 435, 42 L. ed. 865. (4) The pro- 
priety of refusing a change of 
venue in a criminal case, Barrington 
Vie Missouri, (2059 U.S. 4835027 SCE 
582, 51 L. ed. 890 [dism writ of error 
198 Mo. 23, 95 SW 235]. (5) The 
granting or refusal of a new trial. 
Norfolk Southern R. Co. v. Fere- 
bee, 238 U. S. 269, 35 SCt 781, 59 L. 
Cote Ose Latin OomINe Ch sol, Oo re 


685,52) LRANS 1114, 1167 N, °C, 9290; 
83 SE 360]. 
{b] Whether a _ state appellate 


court may correct its: interlocutory 
decision upon the first appeal when 
the case comes before it again is a 
question of local law which the 
state decisions. control. Moss v. 
Ramey, 239 U. S. 538, 36 SCt 183, 60 
L. ed. 425. [aff 25 Ida. 1, 136 P 608]. 

[c] The construction and effect 
of a prior decree of a state court, 
and how far it bound the state, and 
whether or not it bound parties sub- 
sequently coming in, are matters of 
state procedure, the rulings on which 
cannot present any question which 
will sustain a writ of error from the 
supreme court. King v. West Vir- 
giniad 216 WU. Ss, 92, 30) SCt. 225, 54 
L. ed. 396. 

{d] Whether the state should be 
bound by the decree in a suit to 
foreclose a railroad mortgage to 
which it voluntarily made itself a 
party before the decree went into ef- 
fect, and whether the decree was 
wrong in attempting to bind it, is a 
local question, not reviewable on 
writ of certiorari to the state sSu- 
preme court. Bullock v. Florida, 41 
SCtli193. . 

92. Lee v. Central of Georgia R. 
Cor l25270..S, 109, 4040S Ct254,"°64. Ea. 
ed. 482; Osborne v. Gray, 241 U. S. 
16, 36 SCt 486, 60 L. ed. 865; Wash- 
ington v. Miller, 235 U. S. 422, 35 SCt 
119, 59 L. ed. 295 [aff 34 Okl. 259, 129 


TUS ae Ohicaco, em etc:, walt. a ©Os5 Ni 
Schwyhart, 227 U. S. 184, 35 SCt 
350, 57 L. ed. 473 [aff 145 Mo. A. 


332, 130 SW 388]; Patterson v. Colo- 
rado, 205 U. S. 454, 27 SCt 556, 51 L. 
ed, 879, 10 AnnCas 689 [dism writ 
of error 35 Colo. 258, 84 P 912]; 
Allen v. Alleghany Co., 196 U. S. 458, 
25 SCt 311, 49 L. ed. 551; National 
Fdy., etc., Works v. Oconto City 
Water Supply Co., 183 U. S. 216, 22 
Sct 111, 46 L. ed. 157 [aff 105 Wis. 
48, 81 NW 125]. 

[a] This rule has been applied to 
a question as to: (1) Whether a 
of action. 


petition states a cause : 
Chicago, etc. R. Co. v. Whiteaker, 
239 U.S. 421, 36. SCt.152,,,60 L. ed. 


360 [aff 252 Mo. 438, 160 SW 1009]. 
(2) Sufficiency of an indictment. 


[25 C. J.—60] 


Barrington v. Missouri, 205 U. S. 
483, 27 SCt 582, 51 L. ed. 890 [dism 
writ of error 198 Mo. 23, 95 SW 235]. 
(3) Misjoinder of counts in an in- 
dictment. McDonald v. Massachu- 
setts, 180 U. S. 311, 21 SCt 389, 45 
L. ed: 542, (4) Allowance or re- 
fusal of amendments. Kansas City 
Western R. Co. v. McAdow, 240 U. 
S. 51; 36 SCt 252, 60 L. ed. 520 [aff 
(Mo. A.) 164 SW 188]; Brinkmeier 
v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 224 U. S. 268, 


32) SC )412,056 led. 758 [afi 81 
Kan LOd 1 0b) 2215)% 
[b] The dismissal of a petition 


of the owner, brought under Ky. 
Act March 15, 1906 ¢ 22 art 3, for 
the assessment and taxation of his 
lands to escape the forfeiture pro- 
vided by that statute, because such 
petition did not contain a descrip- 
tion of the land sufficient to iden- 
tify it, involves no federal question 
which can be reviewed by the su- 
preme court, unless the ruling was 
so arbitrary and baseless as _ to 
amount to a deprivation of due 
process of law. Kentucky Union Co. 
v. Kentucky, 219 U.S. (140,31 S€t 
171, 55 L. ed. 137 [aff 127 Ky. 667, 
196 SW 260, 108 SW 1138, 32 KyL 
129, 128 Ky. 610, 108 SW 931, 110 
Sw. 398, 38° Kyl ~49,'587, 111 SW, 


362]. 

93. Lee v. Central of Georgia R. 
Co:,) 252 0. .S.-109, 40 SCt 254, 64 
L.sed. 482 [aff 21 Gal A. 558) 94 SH 


888]; Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Hol- 


lowaly, 1246 BU 25.0 525, 208) SCt 309, 
62 L. ed. 867 [aff 168 Ky. 262, 181 
SW 1126]; Nevada-California-Oregon 


Rew COmwWa eburrus) «244 U.S. L083 380 
St p56, 2615 ius Sed. V09'9);, Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Mims, 242 U. S. 
532, 37 SCt 188, 61 LL, ed,.476; Min- 
neapolis, ete. R. Co. v. Bomboles, 
DAL OnSepelinnsOms Cts O05. s00 8 lmed. 
961, LRAI917A 86, AnnCas1916E 505; 
Kansas City Western R. Co. v. Mc- 
Adow, 240 U. S. 51, 36 SCt 252, 60 L. 
ed. 520 [aff (Mo. A.) 164 SW 188]; 
John v, Paullin, 231 U. S. 583, 34 SCt 
173) 58). Vedi 38135 Brinkmeiler iv. 
Missouri Pac. R. Co., 224 U. S. 2068, 
32 SCt 412, 56 L. ed. 758 [aff 81 Kan. 
TOM LOS ea e2edal: 

94. Lee v. Central of Georgia R. 
Co, 252’ Uz S. 109, 40: SCt-254, 64 LL. 
ed. 482; New Orleans, etc., R. Co. v. 
Harris, 247 U. S. 367, 38 SCt 535, 62 
LL: ed. 1167; Central Vermont R. 
Co: svi. White; 238 U.S. 507, 35 Set 
865, 59 L. ed, 1433. \ 

[a] Illustration. — Whether the 
two years’ limitation prescribed by 
the Federal Employers’ Liability Act 
was disregarded by permitting 
amendment to the complaint is a 
federal question. Seaboard Air Line 
R. Go. v. Renn, 241 U. S. 290, 36 SCt 
567, 60 L. ed. 1006 [aff 170 N. C. 
128, 86 SE 964]. 

95. Wear v. Brewster, 245 U.S. 
154, 38 SCt 55, 62 LL. ed. 214 [aff 
92 Kan. 169, 140 P 687, AnnCas 
1916B 543]. 

96. Hiawassee River Power Co. v. 
Carolina-Tennessee Power Co., 252 
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by the supreme court,°® and there is also a right of 
review where it is claimed that a state court ad- 
mitted in evidence an instrument which is, inad- 
missible under an act of congress because not 
, | sufficiently stamped. 

(d) Nature of Decision. Prior to 1914, 
the nature of the ‘decision rendered by the state 
court had an important bearing on the right to a 
review by the supreme court,? a review being al- 
lowed only where the decision was: (1) Against 
the validity of a treaty or statute of, or an author- 
ity exercised under, the United States.? 
favor of the validity of a statute of, or an author- 
ity exercised under, a state, which was attacked 
as being repugnant to the constitution, laws, or 
treaties of the United States.4 


(2) In 


(3) Against a 


U. S. 341, 40 SCt 330, 64 L. ed. 601; 
Los Angeles Farming, ete. Co. v. 
Los Angeles, 217 U. S. 217, 30 SCt 
452, 54 L. ed. 7386; Chapman, etc., 
Land Co. v. Bigelow, 206 U. S. 41, 
27 SCt 679, 51 L. ed. 953 [dism writ 
of error 77 Ark. 338, 92 SW 534]; 
Barrington v. Missouri, 205 U. S. 483, 
27 SCt 582, 51 L. ed. 890 [dism writ 
or error 198 Mo. 238, 95 SW 235]. 

97. Brinkmeier v. Missouri Pac. 
R. Co., 224 U. S. 268, 32 SCt 412) 56 
Lied. (758 [aff 81 Kant 101); 3205 3S 
221}; Baldwin v. Kansas, 129 U. S. 
52, 9 SCt 193, 32 L. ed. 640. 

98. Turner v. New York, 168 UW. 
S290; lS eSCt 385142) Deeds Soo: 

99. St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. Mc- 
Whirter, 229 U. S. 265, 33 SCt 858, 
57 L. ed. 1179 [rey 145 Ky. 427, 140 
SW 672]. 

i. dlallivv. Jordan, i> Walle Gus 
Sos ak dre medea Uae 

2. Jud. Code § 237 (as originally 
Mamie And see cases infra notes 

3 Western Union . ‘Tel. Co. v. 
Chiles, 214 U.S. 274, 29 SCt 613, 53 
L. ed. 994; Elder v. Colorado, 204 
U.S. 185, 20.SCt (223) 51. a> ed. 38 
Ur Say ven Allens 11929 Usa Sa b4 samo 
SCt 416, 48 L. ed. 555; New York 
Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. 
Sa 201 e2seSCtes (oy 4a) lued a 48 0nnGe 
LRA 33; Baker v. Baldwin, 187 U. S. 
61, 23 SCt 19, 47 L. ed. 75 [dism writ 
of error 121 Mich. 259, 80 NW 36]; 
Stanley v. Schwalby, 162 U. S. 255, 
16 SCt 754, 40 L. ed. 960; Bartlett v. 
Lockwood, 160 U. S. 357, 16 SCt 334, 
40 Li. ed. 455; Pickering v. Lomax, 
145 U. S..310, 12 SCt 860, 36 L. ed. 
716; Ferry v. King County, 141 U. S. 
668, 12 SCt 128, 35 L. ed. 895, 141 U. 
SanOmeg, Le OC S02) Sbaelin Keds oss 
Home Ins. Co. v. Augusta, 93 U. S. 
116, 23 L. ed. 825; Matthews v. Mc- 
Stea, 20 Wall. (U. S.) 646, 22 IL. ed. 
448; Sevier v. Haskell, 14 Wall. (U. 
S.)) 12), 920.) Le Ved. 78273 Ryan weve 
Thomas, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 603, 18 L. 
ed. 460; Reddall v. Bryan, 24 How. 
(U. S.) 420, 16 L. ed. 740; Ableman v. 
Booth,” 22 How. (U.S) 2506506 6 ie 
ed. 169; Strader v. Baldwin, 9 How. 
(U. S.) 261, 13 L, ed. 130; Buchanan 
v. Alexander, 4 How. (U. S.) 20, 11 
L. ed. 857; Menard v. Aspasia, 5 Pet. 
CES) se n05). 38)" Lie vedye207e Monts 
gomery v. Hernandez, 12 Wheat. (U. 


CR PASE Ge ty vero ASO" AU Nb Monkey Af 
Norris, 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 117, 6 L. 
ed. 571; McClung vy. Silliman, 6 
Wheat. (CU. 8S)) £593,598 Te <d: 33405 


McIntire v. Wood, 7 Cranch (U. S.) 
504, 3 L. ed. 420; Gordon v. Cald- 
cleugh, 3 Cranch (U.. S.) 268, 2 L. 
ed. 436. 

4. Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Wiscon- 
sin R. Commn., 237 U. S. 220, 35 SCt 
460, 59 L. ed. 926; Ross v. Oregon, 
22h Une LOO; Ss. SCta220ncbi luesede 
458; Preston v. Chicago, 226 U. S. 
AAT OSU SOt L700, 5, day CG. 2 Soni 
liams v. Talladega, 226 U. S. 404, 33 
SGCt-116; (57, I. ed. 27 bseStandard™ Oil 
Co. v. Tennessee, 217 U. S. 413, 30 
Sct 548, 54 L. ed, 817; Brantley v. 
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title, right, privilege, or immunity claimed under 
the constitution, laws, or treaties, or a commission 
held or authority exercised under the United 
But at the present time the nature of 
the decision does not affect the right to a review, 
but merely determines in what manner ‘a review 


States.® 


shall be obtained.® 


Georgia, 217 U. S. 284, 30 SCt 514, 
54 L. ed. 768; St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. Co. v. Arkansas, 217 U. S. 
136, 30 SCt 476, 54 L. ed. 698, 29 
LRANS 802; Hubert v..New Orleans, 
215 U. S. 170, 30 SCt 40, 54 L. ed. 
144; Londoner v. Denver, 210 U. S. 
BSsp2 8 SOL 08, -ba5 1a. ed.) 10033 eS te 
HMouisn ete, R. Cor “v.s Taylor; ~ 210 
Up S.°2815° 28 SCt 616,552 TL eds11062 
(decision by state courts as to its 
own jurisdiction); Stickney v. Kel- 
sey, 209 U. S. 419, 28 SCt 508, 52 L. 
ed. 863; Elder v. Colorado, 204 U. 
SErls5 27 eSCt 223, -51 ta; .eda+ 38h 
French v. Taylor, 199 U.S. 274, 26 
SCt~ 76, "50. Li ed? 489; Harding! v3 
Tilinois, “196 -U. ~S).-78, (25 .SCt) 176; 
49 L. ed. 394; Grand Rapids, ete., R. 
Coe V. ROSDOKIE, 198" U.S. Li 2AS Ct 
310, 48 L. ed. 598; New. York Mut. 
L. Ins. Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. S. 291, 
23 SCt 375, 47 L. ed. 480, 68 LRA 33; 
Bacon. v. Texas, 1638 U. S. 207, 16 
SCt 1023, 41 L. ed. 132; West Vir- 
ginia Cent. Land Co. v. Laidley, 159 
UW. S>. 103,16 SCts80,.40 L.> ed. 91; 
Lehigh Water Co. v. Easton, 121 U. 
Sa5388, 1) SCt 916,730)" I, ed, 105.9% 
Homes Ins. Co. v. Augusta, 93 U. S. 
116, 23 L. ed. 825; Sevier v. Haskell, 
14 Walt. (U. S.) 12, 20 L. ed. 827; 
Walker v. Taylor, 5 How. (U. S.) 
64, 12 L. ed. 52; Kentucky Bank v. 
Griffith, 14°"Pet. (CU; /S.) 56, 10> LL. 
ed. 352; McKinney v. Carroll, 12 Pet. 
(U. S.) 66, 9 L. ed. 1002; Greenberg 
v. Western Turf Assoc., 148 Cal. 126, 
82 P 684, 113 AmSR 216 [aff 204 U. 
S$. 73595-27 'SCt 384, 61... ed 520]; 
Frost v. Isley, 55 Me. 376.. 

5. Perryman v. Woodward, 238 U. 
S-21485 35 °SCt 830; 59) I! ed.) 1242; 
Fox v. Washington, 236 U. S. 273, 
35> SCt+ 383,59 L.. ed. 5738; Sage v. 
Hampe, 235 U. S, 99,35 SCt 94, 59 
L. ed. 147; Illinois v. Economy Light, 
ete... Co:, 234,U., S. 497, (34 SCt 9738, 
58 L. ed. 1429; Seaboard Air Line R. 
Co. v. Horton, 233 U. S. 492, 34 SCt 
635, 58 L. ed, 1062, LRA1915C 1, Ann 
Cas1915B 475; Atchison, etc., R. Co. 
vi ‘Robinson, 233 U.S. 173, 34 SC 
556, 58 L. ed. 901; Straus v. Ameri- 
can Publishers Assoc., 231 U. S. 222, 
34 SCt 84, 58 L. ed. 192, LRAI1915A 
1099; Adams v. Russell, 229 U. S. 
353, 33 SCt 846, 57 L. ed. 1224 [dism 
writ of error 169 Mich. 606. 135 
NW 658]; St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. 
McWhirter, 229 U. S. 265, 33 SCt 858, 
57 L. ed. 1179 [rev 145 Ky. 427, 140 
SW 672]; Consolidated Turnp. Co, v. 
Norfolk: ete; um: Cor, 228, U. S5°326, 
33 SCt 510, 57 L. ed. 857; McLaugh- 
lin v. Hallowell, 228 U. S. 278, 33 
SCt 465, 57 L. ed. 835;.Creswill v. 
Grand Lodge K. P., 225 U. S, 246. 32 
SCt 822, 56 L. ed. 1074; Brinkmeier 


v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 224 U. S. 
268, 32 SCt 412, 56 L. ed. 758; U. 
Siiuv. -Ansonia, ‘Brass; etc., 'Co.) 203 


ees 452) "39 SCt 49, b4 hs eds al 10: 
American R. Co. v. De Castro, 210 
Ww, S: 440,27 SCt-468; 51 L.. eds 1187: 
Londoner v. Denver, 210 U. S. 3738, 
£8 SCt 708, 52 L. ed. 1103; St. Louis, 
QtGan ih, 0.2. aylor, 2loous Ss: 284, 
28 Sct 616. 52 L. ed. 1061; Delmar 
Jockey Club v. Missouri, 210 U. S. 
SOA ESI Otin tous be due ed. 1080; 
General Oil Co. v. Crain, 209 U. S. 
211, 28 SCt 475, 52 L. ed. 754; Mis- 
souri Valley Land Co, v. Wrich, 208 
U.S. 250, 28 SCt 299, 52 L. ed: 473; 
Missouri Valley Land Co. v. Wiese, 
208 U. S. 234, 28 SCt 294, 52 L. ed. 
466; Braxton County Ct. v. West 
Virzinia, 208 U.. St 192, 28. SCt 275, 
52 L. ed. 450; Yosemite Gold Min., 
ete., Co. v. Emerson, 208 U. S. 25, 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[§ 309] (2) 


I§§ 308-309 


Procedure—(a) Mode of Review. 


Prior to 1914, the jurisdiction of the supreme court 
to review the judgments and decrees of state courts 
could be exercised only by writ of error.’ 
the present time such review may be had by means 
of either a writ of error or a certiorari,® the proper 


But at 


mode of precedure being largely determined by the 


28 SCt 196, 52 L. ed. 374; Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Wharton, 207 
U. S. 328, 28 SCt 121, 52 L. ed. 230; 
Leathe v. Thornas, 207 U. 8. 935 28 
SCt, 30, 52 LL. ed. 118; Chapman v. 
Bowen, 207 U. S. 89, 28 SCt 32, 52 L. 
ed. 116; Tilt v. Kelsey, 207 U. S. 43, 
28: 4SCt (1,2 52 la. wed: (955°) Yates ov. 


Jones Nat. Bank, 206 U. S. 158, 27 
SCt 638, 51 L. ed. 1002; Hammond 
v. Whittredge, 204 U. S. 5388, 27 


SCt 396, 51 L. ed. 606; Eau Claire 
Nat. Bank v. Jackman, 204 U.S. 522, 
27 -SCt 391, 51 lL. ed. 596;°American 
Re CO; avs Castro, 204 “Wa S.5453.7,-24) 
Sct 466, 51 L. ed. 564; Western Turf 
Assoc. v.. Greenberg, 204 U. S. 359, 
27 SCt 384, 51 L. ed. 520; Montana 
Vie RICE, P04 DMs coleman OO Ly aod. 
51 L. ed. 490; Elder v. Colorado, 204 
Una S85, 27. SCt (223, 51° Li. ed.) 381; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Edwards, 20% 
UstS 531, 20 SCE 159) 5 ia. eds 300, 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. McKendree, 
203. Us S)-514;, 27 SCt 153, 510. ied. 
298; Kentucky v. Powers, 201 U. S 
1, 26 SCt 387, 50 L. ed. 633, 5 Ann 
Cas 692; Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. Illi- 
nois, 200 U. S. 561, 26 SCt 341, 50 LH. 
ed. 596, 4 AnnCas 1175; Serralles v. 
Esbri, 200 U. S. 103, 26 SCt 176, 50 
L. ed. 391; Allen v. Arguimbau, 198 
Uses, lA 925) SCtno22, 49" Ted. 990)5 
Iron Cliffs Co. v. Negaunee Iron Co., 
197 U.S: 468, 25 SCt 474, 49 L. ed. 
836; Winous Point Shooting Club v. 
Caspersen, 193 U. S. 189, 24 SCt 431, 
48 L. ed. 675; Giles v. Teasley, 193 
U. S..146, 24 SCt 359, 48 L. ed. 655; 
Detroit, etc., R. Co. v. Osborn, 189 


U. .S...383, 23 SCt 540, 47 L. ed. 860. 


{aff 127 Mich. 219, 86 NW 842, 62 
LRA 149]; New York Mut. lL. Ins. 
Co... v.. McGrew,’ 188 U. S.. 291, 23 


SCt 375, 47 L. ed. 480, 68 LRA 33; 
Baker v. Baldwin, 187 U. S. 61, 23 
SCt 19.47 uv ed..75; ‘Talbot v., Sioux 
City Kirst Nat. “Bank; (135 U.S) 172, 
22 SCt 612, 46 L. ed. 857; Lynde v. 
Lynde, 18L.UL. Sa b8a. 2h OSCE 555, 
45 L. ed. 810 [aff 162 N. Y. 405, 56 
NE 979, 76 AmSR 332, 48 LRA 679]; 
Kizer: v. "Texarkana, -etc., R: Co., 179 
Us.S) 299521 SCE 100; 46" 1. rede 1525 
Taylor v. Beckham, 178 U. S. 548, 
20 SCt 890, 44 L., ed. 1187 [dism 
writ of error 108 Ky. 278, 56 SW 177, 
21 KyL 1735, 94 AmSR 357, 49 LRA 
258]; De Lamar’s Nevada Gold Min. 


Corn We Nesbitt el Ga Um ok Deon iO 
SCt 715, 44 L. ed. 872; Rae v. Home- 
stead Loan, etc., Co., 176 U. S. 121, 


20 SCt 341, 44 L. ed. 398; Abbott v. 
National Bank of Commerce, 175 U. 
S. 409, 20 SCt 153, 44 L. ed. 217 [aff 
20 Wash. 552, 56 P 376]; Green Bay, 
etc., Canal Co. v. Patten Paper Co., 
LU2% Un Sie Osh LO FOC Oa A oumLneas 
364; Kipley v. Illinois, 170 U. S, 182, 
18 SCt 550, 42 L. ed. 998; Union Mut. 
Ly Ins) Cou, Kirchort, 169 U.S. 103; 
18 SCt 260, 42 L. ed. 677; Miller v. 
Illinois Cent. R. Co., 168 Fed, 982; 
Great Western Tel. Co. v. Purdy, 162 
U. S. 329, 16 SCt 810, 40 L. ed. 986; 
Woodruff v. Mississippi, 162 U. S. 
291, 16 SCt 820, 40 L. ed. 973; Jer- 
sey City, etc., R. Co. v. Morgan, 160 
U. S. 288, 16 SCt 276, 40 L. ed. 430; 
Whitten v. Tomlinson, 160 U. S. 231, 
16 SCt 297, 40 L. ed. 406; Sayward 
v. Denny, 158 -U. S. 180/15) SCt 777; 
39 L. ed. 941; Dower v. Richards, 151 
U.S. 658, 14 SCt 452,38 LL. ed. 305; 
California Powder Works v. Davis, 
151 US. 3897 °14) SCt 350 S8ile. ed! 
206; Huntington v. Attrill, 146 U. S. 
657, 13 SCt 224, 36.Th. ued. 1123; Boyd 
v. Nebraska, 143 U., S. 155, 12 SCt 
375, 36 Tn. ved) “1033 Dyler {ve Cass 
County, 142 U. S, 288, 12 SCt 225, 


35 L. ed. 1016; Missouri v. Andriano,’ 


138 U. S. 496, 11 SCt 885, 34 L. ed. 
1012; Burthe v. Denis, 133 U. S. 
514, 10 SCt 335, 33 L. ed. 768; Mar- 


row v. Brinkley, 129 U. S. 178, 9 SCt 
267, 32 L. ed. 654; Bohanan v. Ne- 
braska, 118 U. S. 231, 6 SCt 1049, 30 
L. ed. 71; Miller v. Lancaster Nat. 
Bank; 106 “U2 "Si" 542, 1 SCt’ 536; 27 
L. ed. 289; Home Ins. Co. v. Augusta, 
93 U. S. 116, 23 L. ed. 825; Murdock 
v. Memphis, 20 Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 
L. ed. 429; Smith v. Adsit, 16 Wall. 
(U. S.) 185; 21 L. ed. 310; Sevier v. 
Haskell, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 12, 20 L. 
ed. 827; Dooley v. Smith, 13 Wall. 

CUS) 604, 20 L. ed. 547; Trebilcock 
v. Wilson, 12 Wall. (U. S.) 687, 20 
L. ed. 460; New York v. Hoffman, ya 
Wall. (U. ’S.) 16, 19 L. ed. 57; Ryan 
v. Thomas, 4 Wall. (U. S.) 603, 18 
L. ed. 460; Hoyt v. Thompson, 1 
Black (U. S.) 518, 17 L. ed. 65; Far- 
ney v. Towle, 1 Black (U. S.) 350, 
17 L. ed. 216; Massachusetts v. Fed- 
eral St. Meeting-House, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 262, 17 L. ed. 61; Reddall v. 
Bryan, 24 How. (U. S.) 420, 16 L. ed. 
740; Lytle v. Arkansas, 22 How. (U. 
S.) 193, 16 L. ed. 306: Hale v. Gaines, 
22 How. (U. S.) 144, 16 L. ed. 264; 
Ableman v. Booth, 21 How. (U. S.) 
506, 16 L. ed. 169; Strader v: Bald- 
win, 9 How. (U. 8.) 261, 13 TL, ed. 

130; Walker v. Taylor, 5 How. (U. 

S.) 64, 12 L. ed. 52; Fulton v. Mc- 
Affee, 16 Pet. (U. s.) 149, 10 L. ed. 


918; Commonwealth Bank y. Grif- 
fith, 14> Pet: (Un, 'S:) "56,2510 teed. 
352; Ocean Ins. Co. v. Polleys, 13 


Pet. (U. S.) 157, 10 L. ed. (105; Me- 
Kinney v. Carroll, 12 Pet. (U.S.) 66, 
9). a5 ed 1002): Menard v. Aspasia, 5 
Pet. (U. S.) 505, 8 L. ed. 207; Ross 
¥.. Doe, 1 Pet...(U.. SS.) 655, ar ta Jed. 
302; Montgomery v. Hernandez, 12 
Wheat. CUZ 58.) 23, 6 as -eday 5.52 
Williams v. Norris, 12 Wheat. 
SS) 117,..6° Li. ed. 571: Buet rvs 
Ness, 8 Wheat. (U. S.) 312, 5 L. ed. 
624; McClung v. Silliman, 6 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 598, 5 L. ed. 340; McIntire 
v. Wood, 7 Cranch (U. S.) 504, 3 I. 
ed. 420; Gordon v. Caldcleugh, 3 
Cranch (U. S.) 268, 2 L. ed. 436; 
Ex p. Chadwick, 159 Fed. 576: State 
v. Gleason, 12 Fla. 190; Mathew v. 
Wabash R. Co., 115 Mo. A. 468, 78 
SW 271, 81 SW 646. 

6 Jud. Code § 2387, as amended 
by Act Dec. 23, 1914 (38 U. S. St. 
Fi os ey 03 i cS) ‘Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 
U. S. St. at L. 726 ¢ 448 § 2) (set 
forth supra § 276). 

Mode of review see infra § 309. 

7. Jud. Code § 2387 (as originally 
enacted); Roller v. Murray, 234 U. S. 
738, 34 SCt 902. 58 L. ed. 1570 [dism 
writ of error 71 W. Va. 161, 76 SH 
172, LRAI915F: 984, AnnCas1914B 
1139]; Dower v. Richards, aR Bs) 
658, 14 SCt 452, 38 L. ed. 305; Ver- 
den v. Coleman, 22 How. (U. S.) 192, 
16 L. ed. 336; Cohens v. Vireinia. 6 
Wheat. (U. S.) 264, 5 L. ed. 257; Chi- 
cago, ete, R. Co. v. Swanger, 157 
Med?“ 783) [ait 218" "Thy Sa L38oe. 20UNGe 
633, 54 L. ed. 970]. 

8. Jud. Code § 237, as amended 
by Act Dec. 23,1914 (38 U. S. St. 
at L. 790° ¢ 2), Act Sent. 6, 1916 (39 
U.S.) St. atULralie6a ce 2429S OMe set 
forth supra § 276): Seaboard Air Line 
Bove v. Horton, 176 N. C. 115, 96 SH 

[a] The words “or otherwise” in 
the provision allowing the supreme 
court to require “by certiorari or 
otherwise” the certification of judg- 
ments for review in eases not re« 
viewable by writ of error, “add noth- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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nature of the decision of the state court.® 
the federal question is as to the validity of a treaty 
er statute of, or an authority exercised under, the 
United States, a judgment against the validity 


thereof can be reviewed only by 


and a judgment in favor of such validity only by 
Where the question is as to the val- 
idity of a statute of, or an authority exercised 
under, a state, attacked as repugnant to the con- 
stitution, laws, or treaties of the United States, 
a decision in favor of the validity thereof can be 
revived only by writ of error,!2 and a decision 
against such validity only by certiorari.1? 
the question is as to a right, title, privilege, or 
immunity claimed under the constitution, laws, or 
treaties of, or any commission held or authority 
exercised under, the United States, the decision, 
whether for or against the claim asserted, is re- 


certiorari.11 


viewable only by certiorari.’ 


The difference between the remedies is that a 
writ of error is allowed as of right where it ap- 
pears that the case is of the class designated in 


FEDERAL COURTS 
Where 


writ of error,” 


denied.17 


Where 


[§ 310] (b) 


the statute and that the federal question is a real 


ing of substance to the thought ex- 
pressed by the new act.” Chicago 
Great Western R. Co. v. Basham, 249 
U. S. 164, 39 SCt 2138, 63 L. ed. 534 
{[dism writ of error 178 Iowa 998, 
154 NW 1019, 157 NW 192]. 

{[b] Application to pending cases. 
—The act of Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at 
L. 728 c 448 § 7), provided that it 
should not apply to or affect any 
writ of error, appeal, or certiorari 
already applied for, and that the 
right of review under existing laws 
as to judgments and decrees entered 
before the ‘act became _ operative 
should remain unaffected for six 
months thereafter. Decisions under 
this clause, being of merely tem- 
porary interest, are cited without 
discussion. Chicago Great Western 
R. Co. v. Basham, 249 U. S. 164, 39 
SCt 213, 63 L. ed. 534; Andrews v. 
Virginian R. Co., 248 U. S. 272, 39 
SCt 101, 63 L. ed. 236. 

9. Jud. Code § 237, as amended by 
Act Dec. 23, 1914 (88 U. S. St. at L. 
790 c 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U. S. 
St. at L. 726 c 448 § 2). 

[a] Judgment rendered before 
amendment operative—A judgment 
of a state trial court within a class 
as to which power of the federal 
supreme court to review by writ of 
error was taken away, and authority 
to certiorari was substituted by the 
act of Sent. 6, 1916 (39 St. at L. 726 
ce 448 § 2) was not within the ex- 
ception of a judgment rendered be- 
fore the act became operative, it not 
being until thereafter that the state 
court of appeals refused to exercise 
its discretionary power of review, 
rendering the trial court’s judzment 
a final judegment of the trial of last 
resort of the state, which alone can 
be reviewed. Andrews v. Virvinian 
R. Co., 248 U. S. 272, 39 SCt 101, 63 
L. ed. 236 [dism writ of error 118 
Va. 482. 87 SE 577}. 

10. Jud. Code § 237, as amended 
by Act Dec. 23, 1914 (38 U. S. St. at 
L. 790 c 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U. 
S. St. at L. 726 c 448 § 2) (set forth 
supra § 276). 

11. Jud. Code § 237, as amended 
by Act Dec. 23, 1914 (38 U. S. St. at 
L. 790 c 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U. 
S. St. at L. 726 c 448 § 2) (set forth 
supra § .276). 

12. Jud. Code § 287, as amended 
by Act Dec. 23, 1914 (38 U.S. St. at 
L. 790 ec 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U. 
S. St. at L. 726 c 448 & 2) (set forth 
sunra 276). i 

[a] Gertiorari is not available in 
such case. Kenney v. Sunreme 
Lodge of the World L. O. M., 2° 
S. 411, 40 SCt 371, 64 L. ed. 638, 


LRA 716 [rev 285 Ill. 188, 120 'NE 


631, 4 ALR 964]; New Orleans, etc., 
R. Co. v. Scarlet, 249 U. S. 528, 39 
SCt 369, 63 L. ed. 752 [rev 115 Miss. 
285, 76 S 265]. 

13. Jud. Code § 237, as amended 
by Act Dec. 238, 1914 (38 U. S. St. at 
i, 790°e 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U: 
S. St. at L. 726 c 448 § 2) (set forth 
supra § 276). 

14. Jud. Code § 2387, as amended 
by Act Dec. 238, 1914 (38 U. S. St. 
at L. 790 c 2), Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 
U. S. St. at L. 726 c 448 § 2) (set 
forth supra § 276). 

[a] A writ of error is not avail- 
able in such a case. Bullock v. Flor- 
ida, 41 SCt 193; Jett Bros. Dis- 
tilling Co. v. Carrollton, 252 U.S. 1, 
40 SCt 255, 64 L. ed. 421 [dism writ 
of error 178 Ky. 561, 199 SW 37]; 
Mergenthaler Linotype Co. v. Davis, 
251 U. S. 256, 40 SCt 133, 64 L. ed. 
255 [dism writ of error (Mo. A.) 202 
SW 300]; Dana v. Dana, 250 U. S. 
220, 39 SCt 449, 63 L. ed. 946 [dism 
writ of error Dana v. Treasurer, etc., 
Gen., 227 Mass. 562, 116 NE 941]; 
Rust Land, ete., Co. v. Jackson, 250 
Uses 271 89 SCt 424) -63.L. edins50 
{dism writ of error and den cer- 
tiorari (Miss.) 73 S 345]; Chicago 
Great Western R. Co. v. Basham, 


249 U. S. 164, 39 SCt 213, 68 L. ed.} 


534 [dism writ of error 178 Iowa 
998, 154 NW 1019, 157 NW 192]; An- 
drews v. Virginian R. Co., 248 U. S. 
272.39 SCt 101, 63) L.- ed.-2367 Brie 
R. Co. v. Hamilton, 248 U. S. 369, 39 
Sct 95, 63 L. ed. 307; Northern Pac. 
Rin Cove Solum 2400 Us Schl te 38 
SCt 550, 62 LL. ed..1221;. Ireland v. 
Woods, 246 U. S. 323, 38 SCt 319, 
62 L. ed. 745. [dism. writ of error 
921 N. Y. 600, 117 NE 1081 (aff 177 
App. Div. 1, 168 NYS 991)]. 

[b] Certiorari is the only remedy 
for review of a judgment of a state 
supreme court granting a writ of 
prohibition, forbidding a lower court 
to confirm a sale on foreclosure of 
a railroad mortgage, which judg- 
ment is claimed to deprive the mort- 
gagee of his property without due 
process of law, contrary to the Four- 
teenth Amendment. Bullock v. Flor- 
ida, 41, SCt 198. 

[c] Where the question is merely 
one of construction of a statute or 
treaty, the validity of which is not 
assailed, the judgment of the state 
court can be reviewed only by cer- 
tiorari, Erie R. Co. v. Hamilton, 248 
We oSeu8G9) 39y SCL-955063) Tu) edsi-397 
[dism writ of error 219 N. Y. 343, 
114 NE 399, AnnCasi918A 9281. 

15. Ireland v.. Woods, 246 U. S. 
323, 38 SCt 319, 62 L. ed. 745 [dism 
writ of error 221 N. Y. 600, 117 NE 
1081 (aff 177 App. Div. 1, 163 NYS 
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and substantial one, and an open one in the su- 
preme court,!® while certiorari is granted or refused 
in the exercise of the court’s discretion.?¢ 

Where the questions presented are properly be- 
fore the supreme court on writ of error to the state 
court, a petition for a writ of certiorari will be 


An appeal from the judgment or decree of a 
state court to the supreme court of the United 
States will not properly lie in any ease.18 

Where a review was sought in an improper man- 
ner, by suing out a writ of error where a review 
could properly be had only by certiorari, the su- 
preme court has denied an application to convert 
the writ of error nune pro tune into a writ of 
certiorari or to treat it as having the effect of a 
writ of certiorari !® even where both parties con- 
sented to the granting of the application.?° 


Persons Entitled to Review. In 


order to entitle one to a review by the United States 
supreme court of a judgment of a state court he 
must have a personal?! interest in the matter in 


991). 

16. Ireland v. Woods, 246 U. S. 
323, 38 SCt 319, 62 L. ed. 745 [dism 
writ of error 221 N. Y. 600, 117 NE 
gocn) (aff 177 App. Div. 1, 163 NYS 

Discretionary character of writ of 
certiorari see Certiorari §§ 78-87, 
and supra §§ 207, 208. 

17. New Orleans, ete, R. Co. v. 
Scarlet, 249 U. S. 528, 39 SCt 369, 
63 L. ed. 752 [rev 115 Miss. 285, 76 
S 265]; Yazoo, ete, R. Co. v. Mul- 
lins, 249 U. S. 531, 39 SCt'368, 63 L. 
ed. 754 [rev 115 Miss. 343, 76 S 147]. 

18. Steinfeld v. Zeckendorf, 239 
Ue Si° 26,436 4SCt 114, 560i au. edheles 
{aff 15 Ariz. 335, 188 P 1044]; Ver- 
den _v. Coleman, 22 How. (U. S.) 192, 
16 Ls, ed. 336; and cases passim. 

[a] Mistake or error in seeking 
review by writ of error instead of 
by appeal, or vice versa, must be 
disregarded. See Act Sept. 6, 1916 
(39 St. at L. 727 c 448 § 4) and 
supra § 213. 5 ; 

19. Dana v. Dana, 250 U. S. 6561 
mem, 40 SCt 9 mem, 63 L. ed. 1203 
mem; Hogarty v. Philadelphia, etc., 
R. Co., 250 U. S. 650 mem, 40 SCt 
12 mem, 63 L. ed. 1180 mem. 

{a] Other cases illustrating the 
fatal consequence of mistake as be- 
tween a writ of error and_applica- 
tion for a certiorari. See Minneap- 
olis, etc., R. Co. v. Washburn Lignite 
Coal Co., 41 SCt 140; Mergenthaler 
Linotype Co. v. Davis, 251 U. S. 256, 
40 SCt. 183, 64 L. ed. 255; Dana v. 
Dana, 250 U..S. 220, 39 SCt 449, 63 
L. ed. 946; Rust Land, ete., Co. v. 
Jackson, 250 U. S. 71, 39 SCt 424, 
63 L. ed. 850; Citizens’ Bank v. Op- 
nerman, 249 U: S. 448, 39 SCt 339, 63 
L.éd. 701; Hrie R. Co. v. Hamilton, 
248 U.S. 369, 39 SCt95, 63:14. ed. 307. 

20. Hozarty v. Philadelphia, etc., 
R. Co., 250 U. S. 650 mem, 40 SCt 12 
mem, 63 L. ed. 1180 mem. 

21... Smith -v.. Indiana, 191. U.S: 
138, 24 SCt 51, 48 L. ed. 125 [dism 
app 158 Ind. 548, 63 NE 25, 214. 64 
NE 18, 68 LRA 116]; Kizer v. Tex- 
arkana, pete: 7 Ree Co. wl U9, 8.21995 
291 SCt 100, 45 L. ed. 152; De Lamar’s 
Nevada Gold Min. Co. v. Nesbitt, 177 
U. S. 528,.20 SCt 715, 44 Lb. ed. 8723 
Conde v. York, 168 U. S. 642, 18 SCt 
934, 42 L. ed. 611; Northern Pac. R. 
Cox Va /Patterson,, 154 U..S. 130... 14 
SCt 977, 38 L. ed. 934; Texas, etc., 
Ry Cocav, connson, 151) Un<S:s8i 14 
Sct 250, 38 L. ed. 81; Ludeling v. 
Chaffe, 143 U. S. 301, 12 SCt 439, 36 
L. ed. 813; McNulta v. Lochridge, 
Wal swe S. usa, Lat SCt. Uiky sone. 
796; Missouri v. Andriano, 138 U. S. 
496, 11 SCt 385, 34 L. ed. 1017; Giles 
v. Little, 134 U. S. 645, 10 SCt 623, 33 
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question,?2 which has been adversely affected by the 
ruling of the state court;?? and he must himself 
have raised the federal question in the state court.** 
A relator, suing in the name of the state and in its 
behalf, is not entitled to sue out a writ of error 
from the supreme court of the United States with- 


out the consent of the state.?° 
[§ 311] (c) 


L. ed. 1062; Manning v. French, 133 
U, S.-186, 110 SCt 258,33 i. ed: 5825 
Miller v. Lancaster Nat. Bank, 106 
Wie Saw D420 Lue ds. Cds a 289s son ea Ve 
Converse, 91 U. S. 105, 23 L. ed. 233; 
Verden v. Coleman, 1 Black (U. S.) 
472, 17 L. ed. 161; Hale v. Gaines, 
22 How. (U. S.) 144, 16 L. ed. 264; 
Linton v. Stanton, 12 How. (U. S.) 
423, 13 L. ed. 1050; Strader v. Bald- 
win, 9 How. (U.: S.) 261, 138 L. ed. 
130; Montgomery v. Hernandez, 12 
Wheat. ¢U.-S.) 129, 6 L. ed. 575; 
Owings v. Norwood, 5 Cranch (U. 
S.) 344, 3 L. ed. 120. 

{a] Official interest not sufficient. 
—(1) A county auditor has no per- 
sonal interest entitling him to a 
writ of error to review a judgment 
requiring him to deduct from the 


-assessed valuation of certain real 


estate the amount of a mortgage 
thereon, in accordance with a stat- 
ute of the state, even though a judg- 
ment personal in form has been ren- 
dered against him for costs, where 
he did not move for a modification 
of the judgment in that particular. 
Smith v. Indiana, 191 U. S. 138, 24 
SCt 51, 48 L. ed. 125 [dism app 158 
Ind. 543, 63 NE 25, 214, 64 NE 18, 
63 LRA 116]. (@) A county court 
and itS members have no personal 
interest in a controversy over the 
validity, as affecting county bond- 
holders, of a state statute limiting 
the amount which may be raised by 
taxation, so as to sustain a writ of 
error to review a judgment award- 
ing a mandamus to compel the 
county court to change its assess- 
ment to conform to the _ require- 
ments of the _ statute. Braxton 
County Court v. West Virginia, 208 
U. S. 192, 28 SCt 275, 52 L. ed. 450. 
(3) Members of a state board of 
election commissioners and the sec- 
retary of state have no such interest 
as entitles them to a writ of error 
to review a judgment enjoining 
them from submitting a proposed 
constitution to the electors, because 
the legislative act has been decided 
to violate the state constitution. 
Marshall v. Dye, 231 U. S. 250, 34 
Sct 92, 58 L. ed. 206 [dism app 178 
Ind. 336, 99 NE 1, AnnCas1915C 200]. 

{b]. Decision of state court as to 
interce3st.—A case involving a con- 
stitutional question as to the im- 
pairment of the obligation of a con- 
tract will not be dismissed on the 
ground that the constitutional ques- 
tion was raised only by certain pub- 
lic boards which had not the capac- 
ity to raise the question, when the 
state court has held that such board 
have a fiduciary capacity to present 
the constitutional question, since 
this is a matter of local law on 
which the state decision will be ac- 
cepted. Board of Liquidation v. 
Louisiana, 179 U. S. 622, 21 SCt 263, 
45 L. ed. 347 [aff 51 La. Ann. 1849, 
26086791. 

22. Conde v. York, 168 U. S. 642, 
18 SCt 234, 42 L. ed. 611. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) The objec- 
tion that by the provisions of a 
state statute persons may be de- 
prived of their rights without due 
process of law cannot be raised so 
as to give jurisdiction by one who 
is not affected by such provisions, 
Tyler v. Judges Registration Ct., 179 
U. S. 405,'21 SCt 206, 45 L. ed. 252 
[dism writ of error 175 Mass. 71, 
55 NE 812, 51 LRA 433]. (2) The 
question of the impairment of a con- 


Raising of Federal Question in 


FEDERAL COURTS 


court.*9 


tract cannot be raised by a stranger) 
thereto ‘so as to give jurisdiction. 
Phinney vy. Sheppard, etc., Hospital, 
177 U. S. 170, 20 SCt 573, 44 L.%ed. 
720. (3) A taxpayer who admits 
that his own tax is correct cannot 
have a writ of error to review a 
construction of the statutes of the 
state, as exempting in whole or in 
part certain corporations from the 
payment of taxes. State v. Dock- 
erty, 191 U.S. 165,. 24 SCt' 53, 48 L. 
ed. 133, 68 LRA 571. 

{b] A decision as to a right or 
an immunity claimed under a United 
States statute will not be reviewed 
unless the right or immunity is one 
in the plaintiff in error. Texas, etc., 
R. Co. v,, Johnson, 151 U. S. 81, 14 
Sct 250, 38 L. ed. 81; Missouri v. 
Andriano, 138 U. S. 496, 11 SCt 385, 
34 L. ed. 1012 [aff 92 Mo. 70, 4 SW 
263]. 

23. Ocean Ins. Co. v. Polleys, 13 
Pet=2U:. * Ss) 157, 0 ae veda) 105 
(where the decision is in accordance 
with a party’s contention on the fed- 
eral question, he cannot have a writ 
of error). 

24. Sully v. American Nat. Bank, 
ee S. 289, 20 SCt 985, 44 L. ed. 
BY A 

{a] TIllustration.—A decision of a 
state court in favor of a right or 
privilege claimed by a party under 
an act of congress will not be re- 
viewed in the supreme court of the 
United States at the instance of the 
adverse party, who made no claim 
under that statute. De Lamar’s Ne- 
vada Gold Min. Co, v. Nesbitt, 177 
UW. S..523, 20-SCt 715; 44) Li. edt’ 872. 

[b] That the question was raised 
by a party other than plaintiff in 
error will not avail him. Sully v. 
American Nat. Bank, 178 U. S. 289, 
20 SCt 935, 44 L. ed, 1072. 

{c] One who has not appeared 
and been heard on classification 
given by an ordinance providing for 
licensing occupations cannot urge on 
the federal supreme court that he 
has been unjustly discriminated 
against, in that he has been classi- 
fied so as to subject him and his 
business to a higher license tax 
than that required of others in the 
same business. Bradley v. Rich- 
mond, 227 U. S. 477, 33 SCt 318, 57 
Bae 603 [aff 110 Va. 521, 66 SE 
72). 

Necessity for raising federal ques- 
tion in state court gemerally see 
infra § 311. 

25. Wisconsin v. Frear, 231 U. S. 
616, 34 SCt 272, 58 L. ed. 400 [dism 
writ of error 148 Wis. 456, 134 NW 
673, 135 NW 164, DRAIILbB 569, 
AnnCasi913A 1147]. 

26. Osborne v. Clark, 204 U. S. 
565, 27 SCt 319, 51 L. ed. 619 [dism 
app 112 Tenn. 483, 80 SW 64]; Yazoo, 
etc., R. Co. v. Adams, 180 U. S. 41, 
21 SCt 256, 45° i. ed. 9 415~ [dism 
writ of error 76 Miss. 545, 25 §S 
866]; California Nat. Bank vy. 
Thomas, 171 U. S. 441, 19 SCt 4, 
43 L. ed. 231 [dism app 113 Cal, 414, 
45 P 704]; Hagar v. California, 154 
Us (S39°639 14> SCUSERS Garces ela: ed. 
1044. 

27. Matheson v. Alabama Branch 
ie 7 How. (U. S.) 260, 12 L. ed. 
692. 

28. Jones Nat. Bank v. Yates, 240 
U. S. 541, 36 SCt 429, 60 L, ed. 788; 
Kansas City Western R. Co. v. Mc- 
Adow, 240 U. S. 51, 36 :SCt 252, 60 
L. ed. 520 [aff 192 Mo. A. 540, 164 


Showing that question a federal one. 
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State Court. It is not sufficient to warrant a review 
by the federal supreme court of the judgment of 
a state court that a federal question might have 
arisen in the case,2° or that it was intended to 
raise it,27 but it is essential that such a question 
should have been actually raised? in the state 


A conten- 


SW _ 188]; Eastern R. Co. v. Little- 
field, 237 Ul S. 140, 35, SCt 489, 59 
L. ed. 878 [dism app (Tex.) 154 SW 
543]; Olympia._Min., etc., Co. 4.v. 
Kerns, 236 U. S. 211, 35 SCt 415, 
59 L. ed. 542; Roller v. Murray, 234 
U. S. 738, 34 SCt 902, 58 L. ed. 1570; 
ily Paso;. 6tc.,, .R5 Com Vaehichel,. 226 
U. S. 590, 338 SCt 179, 57-L. ed. 369; 
Hulbert v. Chicago, 202 U. S. 275, 2 
SCt 617, 50 L. ed. 1026 [dism writ 
of error 213 Ill. 452, 72 NE 1097]; 
Howard v. Fleming, 191 U. S. 126, 
24 SCt 49, 48 L. ed. 121 [dism writ 
of error’ 129) N.C) 584," 40 SE. 74113 
Home for Incurables v. New York, 
187250. S.Mi55.1/23> SCta84), 4 ieluneede 
117, 68 LRA 329 [dism writ of error 
166-N. Y. 602, 59 NE 1123]; Yazoo, 
etc., R. Co. v. Adams, 180 U. S.. 41, 
21 SCt 256, 45 L. ed. 415 [dism writ 
of error 76 Miss. 545, 25 S 366]; 
Kizer v. Texarkana, etc., R. Co., 179 
U. S. 199, 21 SCt 100, 45 L. ed. 152 
[dism writ of error 66 Ark. 348, 50 
SW 871]; Levy v. San Francisco 
Super. 'Ct., 1670. 'S:, 175, 17 (SCt v769; 
42 L. ed. 126; Hagar v. California, 
154 U. S. 639, 14 SCt 1186, 24 L. ed. 
1044; Wheeler v. Bogue Phalia Drain. 
Dist., 107 Miss. 481, 65 S 563. 

[a] Questions properly disre- 
garded by state court.—Federal 
questions which the highest state 
court is, by its settled practice, jus- 
tified in disregarding either because 
not assigned, or because not noticed 
or relied upon in the brief or argu- 
ment of counsel, will not serve as 
the basis for a writ of error from 
the supreme court. Hulbert v. Chi- 
cago. 202 Wiis.) 275,26 SCE Git 250 
L. ed. 1026 [dism writ of error 213 
Til. 452, 72 NE 1097]. 

29. Dana ‘vv Dana’, 250. U.S. 220; 
39 SCt 449, 68 L. ed. 947; Citizens’ 
Bank v. Opperman, 249 U. S. 448, 39 
SCt 330, 63 L. ed. 701 [dism writ 
of error (Ind.) 115 NE 55]; South- 
ern Pac. Co: v. Arizona, 249 U. S. 
472, 39 SCt 3138, 63 L. ed. 713 [aff 
19 Ariz. 20, 165 P 3038]; Dickinson 
v. Stiles, 246 U.-S: 631, 88 SCt .415, 
62 L. ed. 908; Gasquet v. Lapeyre, 
242) Ul S.7 867,37 SCtl165, -6f) Lied: 
367; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Mul- 
berry: Hill Coal "Cai 238 Suse rn. 
385 SCt 760, 59 L. ed. 1306 [aff 257 
Til. 86, 100 NE 151]; Chicago, ete., 
R. Co. v. Railroad Commn., 237 U. S. 
220; 35 SCt 560, 59 L. ed. 926 [rev 
152 Wis. 654, 140 NW 296]; Olympia 
Min.,\- ete, Con tvil Kerns, %236> Dsus! 


211, 35 SCt 415, 59 L. ed. 542 [dism — 


app 24 Ida. 481, 185 P 255]; Dill v. 
Ebey, 229 U. S.-199, 33 SCt 620, 57 
L. ed. 1148 [dism app 27 Okl. 584, 
112 P 973, 46 LRANS 440]; El Paso, 
ete; || Rew Cor) ve) Michel, *2260 00, aS: 
590, 83 SCt 179, 57 L. ed. 369; Sel- 
over v. Walsh, 226 U. S. 112, 33 SCt 
69, 57 L. ed. 146 [aff 109 Minn. 136, 
123 NW 291]; Louisville, etc., R. Co. 
v. Melton, 218 U. S. 36, 30 SCt 676, 
54 L. ed. 921; Cincinnati, ete., R. 
Co. -v. Slade, »216 Ws. S “78.930 uSCe 
230, 54 L. ed. 390; Chesapeake, etc., 
R. Co. v. McDonald, 214 U. S. 191, 29 
SCt 546, 53 L. ed. 963; Waters-Pierce 
Oil” ‘Co:* Vv. Texas? 2122 U0. Si 86s 29 
SCt 220, 53-L. ed. 417; Prank v. 
Vollkommer, 205 U. S. 521, 27 SCt 
596, 51 L. ed. 911; Osborne v. Clark, 
204. U. S. 565,27 SCt 319, 51 1. ed. 
619; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Smith, 
204 U. S. 551, 27 SCt 401, 51 L. ed. 
612; Cox v. Texas, 202 U.S. 446, 26 
SCt 671, 50 L. ed. 1099; Hulbert v. 
Chicago, 202 U..S: 275, 26 SCt 617, 
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§ 311] 


tion in the state court that there has been a vio- 
lation of a constitutional guaranty which is con- 
tained in both the state and the federal constitu- 
tions does not raise a federal question where no 
reference to the federal constitution is made, it 
being presumed in such case that the state con- 


stitution was intended.?° 


Merely setting up a general right under a fed- 
eral statute does not present a case within the 
category of ‘‘an authority exercised under the 
United States,’? where the validity of the statute 


is not in question.%! 


A party who has raised but one federal question 


50 L. ed. 1026; O’Callaghan  v. 
CAB TCO T LOE US Sonn ober SO baeTe Te 
50. L. ed. 101; McMillen v. Ferrum 
Min COn LIT Was S40, Seti Doe: 


49 L. ed. 784; Western Electrical 
Supply Co. v. Abbeville Electric 
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SCt 481, 49 L. ed. 765; Adams Ex- 
press Co. v. Iowa, 196 U. S. 147, 25 
SCt 185, 49 L. ed. 424; American 
Express Co, v.. Iowa, 196 U.S. 147, 
25 SCt 185, 49 L. ed. 424; Chicago, 
€te,, KR. Co. pv. MeGuire,. 196, -U.-'S: 
128, 25 SCt 200, 49 L. ed. 413; Hard- 
ing v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 78, 25 SCt 
176, 49 L. ed. 394; Southern R. Co. 
v. Carson, 194 U. S. 136, 24 SCt 609, 
48 L. ed. 907 [aff 68 S. C. 55, 46 SE 
525]; National Mut. Bldg.,_ etce., 
Assoc. v. Brahan, 193 U.S. 635, 24 
SCt 532, 48 L. ed. 823; Howard v. 
191 SW eS 20, 240 SCP 429) 
. 121; Onondaga Nation v. 
Thacher, 189 U. S. 306, 23 SCt 636, 
47 L. ed. 826 [dism writ of error 
169 N. Y. 584, 62 NE 1098]; Hooker 
v. Los Angeles, 188 U. S. 314, 23 SCt 
395, 47 L. ed. 487, 68 LRA 471; New 
York Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. McGrew, 
138) U.S c9L,, 23 SCH ot5,. 40 Ih. ed: 
480, 68 LRA 33; Home for Incurables 
Wa News York, £87 90s S--155,,-23, SCt 
84, 47 L. ed. 117, 68 LRA 329; Mal- 
lett v. North Carolina, 181 U. S. 589, 
ZI SOCOM sO Ao bieeG. L015. \iynde 
Veeliynde, 181 U.S. 183) 21.SCt_ 555, 
45 L. ed. 810 [aff 162 N. Y. 405, 56 
NE: 979, 76 AmSR 332, 48 LRA 679]; 
Yazoo, ete. R. Co..v. Adams, 180 
WS. 415. 21,,SCt 256, 45 Led, 415 
{dism writ of error 76 Miss. 545, 
25 S 366]; Kizer v. Texarkana, etc., 
Ra, CO-nehio WOee Se doy, 2d iSCteLoo, 
45 L. ed. 152 [dism writ of error 66 
Ark. 348, 50 SW 871]; Chapin v. Fye, 
WO, PSs ats cae S Oe Will 45 Lis ed: 
119; Sully v. American Nat. Bank, 
L7SiUneS. 2893) 20 5SCt935, 44° 1. ed. 
1072; Bollin v. Nebraska, 176 U. S. 
88, 20 SCt 287, 44 L. ed. 382; Tellu- 
ride Power Transmission Co. v. Rio 
Grande Western R. Co., 175 U. S. 
639, 20 SCt 245, 44 L. ed. 305; Citi- 
zens’ Sav. Bank v. Owensboro, 173 
UW. S. 636, 19 SCt 571,43 L. ed.. 840; 
Columbia Water Power Co. v. Co- 
lumbia Plectric St.-R., ete., Co., 172 
U. S475, 19 SCt 247, 43 L.-ed. 521; 
Levy v. San Francisco Super. Ct., 
AG MUS aid WITS CUnGGo, 42% lar ed, 
126; F. G. Oxley Stave Co. v. But- 
ler County, 166 U. S. 648, 17 SCt 
709, 41. L. ed. 1149; Chicago, etc., R. 
Co. v. Chicago, 164 U. S. 454, 17 SCt 
129,41 I: ed. 511; In re Buchanan, 
MO Sm Sel pba Set hiaoweo mela: COs, 
884; Hagar v. California, 154 U. S. 
639, 14 SCt 1186, 24 LL. ed. 1044; 
Dunean v. Missouri, 152 U. S. 377, 
14 SCt 570, 38 L. ed. 485; Powell v. 
Brunswick County, 150 U. S. 433, 14 
Sct 166, 37 L. ed. 1134; Roby v. 
Colehour, 146 U. S. 153, 13 SCt 47, 
36 L. ed. 922; O’Neil v. Vermont, 144 
WHS £323 0os WSCtr693 186 dus edac45 0; 
deeper iv. Lexas, 139, .U. tSi «4627 11 
Sct 577, 35 L. ed. 225; Baldwin v. 
Kansas, 129 U.S: 52, 9 SCt 193, 
32 LL. ed. 640; Chappell v. Bradshaw, 
128 U. S. 132, 9 SCt 40, 32 L. ed. 369; 


French v. Hopkins, 124 U. S. 524, 
8 SCt 589, 31 L. ed. 536; Ex-—p. 
Spies, 123 U. S. 131, 8 SCt 21, 81 


iL. ed. 80; Poydras de la Lande v. 
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in the state courts eannot, in the federal supreme 
court, argue, in addition thereto, another, not con- 
nected with it, not raised in any of the courts below, 
and not necessarily arising on the record, although 
the record discloses facts on which the question 
might have been raised.3? 

Time and mode of presenting question. 
a federal question has been actually considered and 
decided by the state court of last resort, the time 
at which or the method in which such question 
was presented is immaterial as bearing upon the 


Where 


right to a review in the federal supreme court.3? 


Louisiana, 18 How. 192, 15 L. ed. 
350; Keene v. Clark, 10 Pet. 291, 
9 L. ed. 429; Mississippi, etc. R. 
CoiivesRock, 44 wall) (US) 177,418 
L. ed. 381; Armstrong v. Athens 
County, £16) sPet. (U.S. ))9281,) ol Opes. 
eden 965. 

{a] Mllustration. — The supreme 
court has no jurisdiction where the 
only suggestion that a federal ques- 
tion was involved was put forward 
after the highest state court had af- 
firmed, on a second appeal, a judg- 
ment rendered by the court below 
in strict obedience to its mandate, 
compliance with such mandate be- 
ing, in fact, the only question open 
to and determined by the highest 
court. Bonner v. Gorman, 213 U. S. 
86, 29 SCt 483, 53 Ei ed. 709. 

[b] Request for instructions.—A 
federal question is presented in 
time and in the proper form by re- 
quested instructions in a state trial 
court, asserting rights under the 
federal constitution, which, if: they 
actually exist, entitle the party as- 
serting them to an instruction di- 
recting a verdict in its favor. Na- 
tional Mut. Bldg., ete. Assoc. v. 
Brahan, 1938 U..S:) 635, 24 SCt_532, 
48 Ti: ed. 823 [aff 80 Miss. 407, 31 
S 840, 57 LRA 793]. 

30. Bowe v. Scott, 233 U. S. 658, 
34 SCt 769, 58 L. ed. 1141 [dism app 
113 Va. 499, 75 SH 123]; Kipley v. 
Illinois, 170° U. S. 182, 18 S€t 550, 
42 L. ed. 998; Miller v. Cornwall 
RiCom. 168 Ue S: sly 8 SCt.w34; 
42 L. ed. 409. 

831. Telluride Power Transmission 
Co. v. Rio Grande Western R. Co., 
175 OW. S639) 20. SCt.245. (44 1. ed. 
305 [dism writ of error 16 Utah 125, 


51 Ps 146], 
32. Keokuk, etc.,, Bridge Co. v. 
Illinois, 175 U. S. 626,-20 -SCt_ 205, 


44 ed. 299 [aff 176 Ill. 267, 52 
NE 117]; Dewey v. Des Moines, 173 
Wn Si, 19389 19 (SCt 379% 43: oe ed. 665 
[rev 101 Iowa 416, 70 NW 6061]. 
83. Northern Pac, R. Co. v. So- 
lum, 247 0. S. 477, 38_SCt 550, 62 
in Nedes 1221 freviel3) Minne. 93). 157 
NW 996, 133 Minn... 461, 157° NW 
998, dism writ of error 136 Minn. 
468, 162 NW 1087]; Dickinson v. 
Stiles, 246 U. S. 631, 38 SCt 415, 62 
L. ed. 908 [aff 1387 Minn. 410, 163 
NW 791]; Cissna v. Tennessee, 246 
U. S. 289, 38 SCt 306, 62 L. ed. 720 


[rev 119 Tenn. 47, 104 SW 487]; 
Mallinckrodt Chemical Works _ v. 
Jones, 2384U. S.. 433 35° SCt 671, 59 


L. 1192 [aff 249 Mo. 702, 156 
SW 967]; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Higdon, 234 U. S. 592, 34 SCt 948, 
58 L. ed. 1484 [aff 149 Ky. 321, 148 
SW 26]; Carlson v. Washington, 234 
Wie Swiss 84 ISCteii(,-58<L. ed. 1237 
faff 66 Wash. 6389, 120 P 104]; North 
Carolina R. Co.’v. Zachary, 232 U. S. 
248, 34 SCt 305, 58 L. ed. 591 [rev 
156 N. C. 496, 72 SE 858]; Miedreich 
v. Lauenstein, 282 U. S. 236, 34 SCt 
309, 58 L. ed. 584 [aff 172 Ind. 140, 
86 NE 963, 87 NE 1029]; St. Louis, 
ete., R. Co. v. Hesterly, 228 U. S. 
WO 83. SCh T038yi00 weed. LO3i) firey 
98 Ark. 240, 185 SW 874]; Sullivan 
v. Texas, 207: U.S. 416, 28 SCt 215, 
52 L. ed. 274; Chambers v. Balti- 
more, etc., R. Co., 207 U. S. 142, 28 
S@teetiowe ued. al4ae fatr- 73) Oh. 


But in order for a right of review to be fairly 


St. 16, 76 NE 91, 11 LRANS 1012]; 
Diltivs Kelsey. 200 Us Saetouee SURGE 
A Donel CG 095 a iGeVn 182 oN) Seno DIE 


75 NE 1134]; Yates v. Jones Nat. 
Bank, 206.U. 9S) 158020" Stes inl 
L. ed. 1002; Schlemmer v. Bf 


UG, wa C0., 205 W. Sd ents SCte40ge 
51 L. ed. 681; Eau Claire Nat. Bank 
v. Jackman,, 204 UW; Si 522) 27 Sct 
391, 51 L. ed. 596; McKay v. Kaly- 
ton; 204 U. 0S. 458, 270 SCt 4346) vor 
L. ed. 566; Montana v. Rice, 204 U. S. 
291, 27 SCt 281, 51 L. ed. 490; Illinois 
Cents Re Convig Hdwardsse203h Unmse 
531,-2% SCtyl59, 5l I. edi. 305-eilli- 
nois Cent. R. Co. v. McKendree, 203 
U2 Si-b14,527FSCt 153, 51) Ti: edii293% 
Merchants’ Nat. Bank v. Wehrmann, 
202 U.S. 295, 26 SCt 618, 50 L. ed. 
1036;, French -v.. Taylor, 199 U.S! 
274, 26 SCt 76, 50 Il. ed. 189; Lavag- 
nino v. Uhlig, 198 U. S. 448, 25 Sct 
716, 49 L. ed. 1119; Leigh v. Green, 
193 UL Sa W924 SCtr390 148 Wile eds 
623; Grand Rapids, ete, R. Co. v. 
Osborn, HLOS WA ULRS 8 WG) eda SO olor 
48 L. ed. 598; San Jose Land, etce., 
Co. v. San Jose Ranch Co., 189 U. S. 
177, 23 SCt 487, 47 L. ed. 765; Mal- 
lett v. North Carolina, 181 U. S. 589, 
21 SCt 730, 45 LL. ed. 12015: Wazoo; 
ete. Co, yn Adams= 180 sU-_ Se ae 
21 SCt 240, 45 L. ed. 395; Telluride 
Power ‘Transmission Co. v. Rio 
Grande Western R. Co., 175 U. S. 
639, 20 SCt 245, 44 L. ed. 305; Colum- 
bia Water Power Co. v. Columbia 
HMlectric. ‘Sti=Rey rete (Cos, e422 Ss 
475, 19 SCt 247, 43 L. ed. 521; Meyer 
Vv. .Riehmond;, 172, Uy St) 82m 19 Ser 
106, 43 L. ed. 874 [cit Loeber v. 
Schroeder, 149 U. S. 580, 13 SCt 934, 
37 L. ed. 856]; Green Bay, etc., Canal 
Cos ie Patten” Raper +o, | ieneoenisr 
58-19 SCt 97, 43 L. ed. 364; Chicago, 
ate; AR.yCo.nv. Chicazos st66 aia ase 
226, 17 SCt 581, 41 L. ed. 979; Hean 
VeeHart, 165.70. Ss_188, L7 Ee SCty300; 
41 L. ed. 680; Dibble v. Bellingham 
Bay, Land? Co. 63) Wass 1605016 St 
939, 41 L. ed. 72; Sayward v. Denny, 
J587 U.S) L380; 615 <SCt- M1939) Leeds 
941; Powell v. Brunswick County, 
LOU weSotss, lt OC. Leo moueimeds 
1134; Kaukauna Water-Power Co. v. 
Green Bay, etc., Canal Co., 142 U. S. 
254, 12 SCt 173, 35 L. ed. 1004; Krei- 
ger iv... Shelby: R.2Co.0125) Ue Seo: 
8. SCt -752, 31 L. ied. 6753 Crescent 
City Live-Stock, etc., Co. v. Butchers’ 
Union Slaughter House, etce., Co., 120 
U. S. 141, 7 SCt 472, 30 L. ed. 614; 
Philadelphia Fire Assoc. v. New 
Mork, MAA 9 Me Ue ll Ops eC base as0 
L. ed. 342; Gross v. U. S. Mortgage 
Coc eh0s SUAS was 2 S Cte 940502 7k: 
ed. 795; Crossley v. New Orleans, 108 
U. S. 105, 27 Li. ed. 667; Murdock ¥. 


Memphis, 20. Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 
L. ed. 429; Delmas v. Merchants’ 
Mut: Ins} iCo,sd4- Walls) CU. (Sis 66a, 


20 L. ed. 757; Furman v. -Nichol, 8 
Wall. (U. S.) 44, 19 L. ed. 370; Mis- 
sissippi, ete., R. Co. v. Rock, 4 Wall. 
GUFESOr Lies ht edassice Bridse 
Proprietors, ete, Co. v. Hoboken 
tuandsete:,. Co 71, Wall. .CueuS_)eelii¢: 
17 L. ed. 571; Hoyt v. Thompson, 1 
Blacks (Us St) 7518, itaeia edtasGay 
Farney v. Towle, 1 Black (U. S.) 
350, 17 L. ed. 216; Crowell v. Ran- 
dell, 10 Pet. (U..S.) 368, 9 Lied. 4585, 
Davis: v. Packard, 6. Pet, (O-S.)-41, 
8 L. ed. 312; Fisher v. Cockerell, 5 
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predicable upon the refusal or omission of the state 
court to decide a federal question, 
must have been raised and presented at such time 


and in such manner as to bring 
fore the court for econsideration.%* 


Pet. (U. S.) 248, 8 L. ed. 114; Harris 
Va, wennie, 3) rete CULUS.)s 292,00 ola. 
ed. 683; Satterlee v. Matthewson, 2 


Pet. (U.S.) 380, 7 L. ed. 458; Willson 
v. Black Bird Creek Marsh Co., 2 
Pet. (U. 'S.) 245, 7 Li. edi: 412; Hickie 
VaiStarke, fd Pet. (Us Ss) 19407 L. 
ed. 67; Miller v. Nicholls, 4 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 311, 4 L. ed. 578; Moliter v. 
Wabash R. Co., 180 Mo. A. 84, 168 
SW _ 250. 

“Where it clearly and unmistak- 
ably appears from the opinion of the 
state court under review that a Fed- 
eral question was assumed by the 
highest court of the State to be in 
issue, was actually decided against 
the Federal claim, and the decision 
of the question was essential to the 
judgment rendered, it is sufficient 
to give this court authority to re- 
examine that question on writ of 
error.” Montana v. Rice, 204 U. S. 
291, 299, 27 SCt 281, 51 L. ed. 490 
[aft 33 Mont. 365, 88 P 874]. 

Slots not; therefore, important 
that the defendant neither filed nor 
offered to file an answer specially 
setting up or claiming a right under 
the Constitution of the United States. 
It is sufficient if it appears from the 
record that such right was specially 
set up or claimed in the state court 
in such manner as to brine it to 
the attention of the court.” Chicazo, 
ete.,, R. Co. v. Chicago, 166 U.S. 226, 
231, 17 SCt 581, 41 L. ed. 979 [quot 
Meyer v. Richmond, 172 U. S. 82, 19 
SCt 106, 111, 43 L. ed. 374]. 

[a] If the state court holds that 
a federal question has been raised 
before it according to its practice, 
and proceeds to determine such ques- 
tion, the supreme court of the United 
States will regard the question as 
having been duly raised. Mallinck- 
rodt Chemical Works v. Missouri, 
23ST Ur ontl woo Seto, bo 9 ia.6 eds 
1192; North Carolina R. Co. v. Zach- 
ary, 232 UsiS) 248,34) SCt 305, "58 
L. ed. 591, AnnCasi914C 159; Mie- 
dreich v. Lauenstein, 232 U. S. 236, 
384 SCt 309, 58 L. ed. 584. 

[b]1 A certificate of the highest 
court of a state to the effect that it 
necessarily considered the federal 
question relied upon to sustain'a 
writ of error from the supreme 
court, which the record shows was 
raised, removes any objection that 
such question was raised too late 
under the local procedure. Cincin- 
nati, etce., Packet Co. v. Bay, 200 
U. S. 179, 26 SCt 208, 50 L. ed. 428. 

[ec] Motion for new trial.—In 
condemnation proceedings, where no 
answer is required, a federal right 
is sufficiently claimed if set un in a 
written motion for new tri2l; and 
the overruling of such motion is a 
denial of the right, so as to render 
a judgmert of the state supreme 
court affirming the judgment below 
reviewable on error in the federal 
supreme court. Chicago, etc., R. Co. 
v. Chicrgo, 166 U. S. 226, 17 SCt 
581, 41 L. ed. 979. 

{[d] Motion to set aside iud ment, 
—A decision of a state court adverse 
to a claim under the federal consti- 
tution, snecially made in a motion 
to set aside the judement, raises a 
federal question, for the purnose of 
a review in the surreme court of the 
Tinited States. Manley v. Park, 1&7 
We'S 547. 237 SCt 208) 47° Lic ed 296 
[aff 62 Kan. 558, &4 P 28]. 

34. Godrhaux Co., Inc: v. MWstoni- 
nal, 25! Ul4S." 179,40 Sct 116) 64 
L. ed. 213: fdism writ of error 142 
La. 812, 77 S 640]; Hartford L. Ins. 
Go. v. Johnson, 249 U. S ‘490, 39 
sct 336, 68 L. ed. 722 [dism cer- 
tiorari 271 Mo. 562, 197 SW 132 
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the question 
States, 
it properly be- 
Where a party 


(aff 166 Mo. A, 261, 148 SW mr 
Barbour v. Georgia, DASTNU GS: 

39 SCt 316, 68 L. ed. 704 [aff tas 
Ga. 667, 93 SE. 70,°2 ALR 1095]; 
Missouri, etc., R. Co. v. Scaly, 248 
U.S. (363739 ‘SCt) 97, 63° Lied. 296 
[dism writ of error 98 Kan. 22%, 

158 P 62]; Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v. Mims, 242 U.S! °532,°37 S€t 
188, 61 L. ed. 476; Louisville, etc., 
R. Co. v. Melton, 218 U. S.. 36, 30 
SCt 676, 54 L. ed. 921, 47 LRANS 
84 faff 127 Ky. 276, 105 SW _ 366, 
32 KyL 51, 110 SW 933, '33 Ky. 321, 
112 SW 618, 33 Ky 10421; First 
Nat. Bank v. Estherville, 215 U. S. 
3414 V30RS CED Lb O45 Ie, Wed. 2ao% 
Thomas v. Iowa, 209 U. S. 258, 28 
SCt > 487, -52 Ui. ed: H 7822" Swine —v- 
Western Lumber Co., 205 U. S. 275, 
27 SCt 497, 51 L. ed. 799: [dism writ 
of error 140 Mich. 344, 103 NW 816]; 
Michigan Sugar Co. v. Dix, 185 U. S. 
112, 22 SCt 581, 46 L. ed. 829 [dism 
writ of error 124 Mich. 674, 83 NW 
625, 88 AmSR 354,'+56'-LRA- 3291; 
Sully v. American Nat, Bank, 178 
U. S. 289, 20 SCt 985, 44 L. ed. 1072; 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Louisville, 
166 °UL SS. -709, 17 SCl1725/"41 “Led: 
1173; F. G. Oxley Stave Co. v. But- 
ler County, 166 U. S. 648, 17 SCt 
709, 41 Li. ed. 1149. 

{a] TWustrations.—(1) An aver- 
ment in an answer in a suit by a 
divorced wife on a policy of insur- 
ance on her former husband’s life, 
that, by virtue of the Hawaiian laws 
and the decree of divorce thereunder, 
all her rights in such policy had 
passed to and become the property 
of her husband, is not the special 
assertion of a right or claim under 
the treaty with Hawaii. Mutual L. 
Ins. Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. S. 291, 
23 SCt 375, 47 L. ed. 480, 63 LRA 33 
{dism writ of error 132 Cal. 85, 64 P 
103, 84 AmSR 20]. (2) The mere 
fact that a defendant in a state court 
pleads a purchase of realty at fore- 
closure sale, under a decree of a 
federal court, as his source of title, 
does not constitute a snecial setting 
up or claiming of a right or title un- 
Jer authority exe~cised by the United 
States: “Unton* Mut.)-T) Inst Co. Vv. 
Kirchoff, 169 U. S. 103, 18 SCt 260, 
42 LL. ed. 677. (3) A statement in 
a pleading that the other party in- 
tended to set un certain rights un- 
der certain mininz claims, and that 
these claims were abandoned and 
forfeited before certain other claims 
were located, is not sufficient to con- 
stitute a definite claim of a rivht or 
title under a statute of the United 
States. Sneed v. McCarthy, 181 U. S. 
269, 21 SCt 613, 45 L. ed. 855 [dism 


writ of error 12 S. D. 7, 80 NW 135, 
50 LRA 1901]. 

{b] Question should be raised by 
y“leadines.—Sayward v. Denny, 158 


The SO VSOsAPR SCE 277339) Ly sed. .9 475 
Chouteau v. Gibson, 111 U. S. 200, 
4 SCt 340, 28 L. ed. 490; Cincinnati 
Commercial Bank v. Buckingham, 5 
How. (UW. '8.)° 81% 12, Ls "ed: 169: 

[ec] An objection by an interstate 
railway carrier sued for the death 
of an employee that, if liable at all, 
it was, under Feder2l Employers’ 
Liability Act April 22, 1908, liable 
only to personal renresentatives of 
the deceased, was internosed in time, 
so that it was error to overrule it, 
where the retition stated a case un- 
Jer the state statnte and the carrier 
suerested that the stete statute 
misht not be anplicable and made a 
svecifie obiection under the federal 
statute after the evidence disclosed 
that it was controlled by such stat- 
nte. St. Lonis, etc., R. Co. v. Seale, 
229 U. S. 156, 33 SCt 651, 57 L. ed. 
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to an action in a state court specially claims a 
right under the constitution or laws of the, United 
the decision of the state court as to the 
sufficiency of the allegations to present such claim 
is not necessarily conclusive upon the federal su- 


1129 [rev (Tex. Civ. A.) 148 SW 
1099}. 


{d] Requests for or objections to 
instructions.—A party who insists, 
by way of objection to or requests 
for instructions, upon a construction 
of a federal statute which will lead 
to a judgment in his favor, sets up 
a claim of a right or immunity un- 
der such statute. St. Louis, etc., R. 
Co: Vz) Dayloxr; 240 pUiSs 128i ss Sete 
616, 52 L. ed. 1061 [rev 83 Ark, 591, 

98 Sw 958 ibs 

[e] Claim in objections to assess- 
ment.—The mere claim of a right 
under the constitution of the United 
States in the objections filed to the 
confirmation of an assessment for a 
public improvement, which was never 
afterward brought to the attention 
of the trial court or the supreme 
court of the state, is not sufficient 
to sustain a writ of error. Hulbert 
v. Chicago, 202 U. S. 275, 26 SCt 617, 
50 L. ed. 1026 [dism writ of error 
213 Ill. 452, 72 NE 1097). 

[f] Question raised in brief.— 
Assuming that the mere raising of 
a federal question in the brief sub- 
mitted to a state appellate court is 
sufficient to invest the supreme court 
of the United States with jurisdic- 
tion of a writ of error to such court, 
it must appear that some provision 
of the federal, as distinguished from 


the state, constitution was relied 
upon, and such provision must be 
set forth. New York Cent., ete. R. 


Co. v. New York, 186 U. S. 269, 22 
SCt 916, 46 L.. ed. 1158 [dism writ 
of error 49 App. Div. 281, 63 NYS 
[g] A showing at every stage of 
the litigation in the state courts of 
the intention .of a national bank to 
rely upon the United States banking 
laws for immunity against liabilities 
arising out of its ownership of 
shares in a partnership is sufficient 
to sustain the appellate jurisdiction 
of the supreme court of the United 
States, although the bank did not, in 
the first instance, anticipate the spe- 
cific and qualified form in which the 
immunity finally was denied, espe- 
cially where the highest state court, 
by a certificate, made part of its 
record and judgment, stated that the 
feder2l question was involved. Mer- 
-hants’ Nat. Bank v. Wehrmann, 202 
U. S. 295, 26 SCt 613, 50 L. ed. 10386. 

{hj Allegation of citizenship.— 
An allezation by. a party in his pe- 
tition that he is a resident of a 
certain state, in which his business 
is conducted, will be held a sufficient 
alleration that he is a citizen of such 
state, on writ of error in the su- 
preme court of the United States to 
review a decision of a state court, 
as denying to the party privileges 
and immunities secured to citizens 
of each state, where the question 
was not raised in the state court. 
Blake v. McClung, 172 U. S. 239, 19 
SCt 165, 43 L. ed. 432. 

{i] The necessity of invoking the 
rrotection of the commerce clause 
of the federal constitution, if the 
repugnancy to that clause of certain 
State lezislation is to be considered 
by the supreme court of the United 
States on writ of error to a state 
court, is not obviated by reference 
to U. S. Const. Amendm. XIV, as in- 
volidatine such levislation. Cox v. 
Texas, 202 U. S. 446. 26 SCt 671, 50 
T.. ed. 1999 [aff 37 Tex. Civ..A. 607, 
85 SW 34]. 

{ij] Averments held  sufficient.— 
(1) An answer in a suit in a state 
court to foreclose a lien created by 
a reassessment, alleging that the no- 
tice of reassessment was insufficient, 


—- 


§ 311] 


preme court,®> although it is well established that 
the decision of the state court as to whether or 
not the claim involving a federal right has been 
properly asserted in such court is binding on the 
supreme court when it is clear that such decision 
was rendered in good faith and not in a spirit of 
evasion for the purpose of defeating the federal 


right claimed.%6 


; Presenting question in trial court. The review- 
ing power of the supreme court of the United 
States being confined to the judgments and decrees 
of the highest state court in which a decision could 
be had,*? it follows that in the great majority of 
eases the decision which was brought up for re- 


and that by reason thereof defend- 
ant’S property was sought to be 
taken without due process of law, 
and in conflict with the terms of the 
Fourteenth Amendment, raises a fed- 
eral question, so as to give the su- 
preme court. jurisdiction. Belling- 
ham Bay, etc., R. Co. v. New What- 
com, 172° U.. S: 314, 19 SCt 205, 43 
L. ed. 460 [aff 16 Wash. 131, 47 P 
236]. (2) A cross complaint by a 
canal company, in a suit in a state 
court, setting up and claiming a 
right to a water power on the ground 
that it was created by a dam, canal, 
and other improvements owned and 
operated by the United States, and 
that the canal company’s right and 
title to the water power so created 
arose under and by virtue of certain 
alleged and recited acts of congress, 
and especially by virtue of an al- 
leged contract between the United 
States and the canal company where- 
by the use of the surplus water, 
not needed for purposes of naviga- 
tion, was granted and reserved to 
the canal company, ‘specially set up 
and claimed” federal rights. Green 
Bay, ete., Canal Co. v. Patten Paper 
Com 72 U.S: 5851719 (SCtrr97, 438i 
ed. 364. (3) An assignment of error 
in a state court which has refused 
to give effect to a judgment of a cir- 
cuit court of the United States in 
deciding a controversy before it, 
which states the refusal of the trial 
court to give proper and full credit 
to the judgment of the circuit court, 
thereby denying to the complaining 
party “a right arising under the au- 
thority of the United States,” does 
not lack certainty of specification. 
Virginia-Carolina Chemical Co. v. 
Kirven. 215° U. (S: 7252, 30 ‘SCt 778. 
54 L. ed. 179 [aff 77 S. C. 493, 58 SE 
424]. (4) Allegations that statutory 
permission given to a city to dis- 
charge its sewage in water over 
oyster beds violates the, contract 
clause and the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment to the federal constitution are 
sufficient. Darling v. Newport News, 
QA WIES 3 540) 1399 SCt 371, 763. eased: 
eT59tpatte 1237 Vai 145 96 -SE 307,13 
ALR 748). (5) A question, under 
the. full faith and credit clause of 
the federal constitution, as_ to the 
law of another state, was sufficiently 
raised to support a writ of error to 
review a judgment of a New York 
court holding that the law of New 
York governs the rights of a Massa- 
chusetts benefit society where a 
Massachusetts judgment construing 
the charter was expressly pleaded. 
Supreme Council R. A. v._ Green, 
23m Ue. Ss 58 1,298 be SCt MI 2 462259 
L. ed. 1089 [rev 144 App. Div. 761. 
129 NYS 791, 206 N. Y. 591, 100 NE 
411]. (6) The question whether 
proper effect was given to the In- 
terstate Commerce Act of Febr. 4, 
1887, and its amendments, in inter- 
preting a stipulation in a bill of lad- 
ine for an interstate shipment re- 
quiring notice of claims for damages 
to be given to the carrier’s officers 
or station agents as excluding offi- 
eers or station agents of connecting 
carriers, is fairly presented, so as to 
sustain a writ of error to review a 
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If, 


judgment of the highest state court 
adjudging the stipulation to be no 
defense to the initial carrier when 
sued for injuries to the shipment, 
being unreasonable and inoperative, 
because no officer or agent primarily 
employed by the initial carrier was 
accessible at destination, where a 
through bill of lading was issued 
under the federal legislation, the 
pleadings show that its application 
was invoked, and in the answer, as 
also in the instructions given at 
the defendant carrier’s request, there 
was a distinct assertion that notice 
was not given to any officer or sta- 
tion agent of the connecting carrier, 
which means that defendant was 
proceeding upon the theory that the 
stipulation, when read in connection 
with the federal statutes, contem- 
plated and recognized that notice to 
an officer or agent of the connecting 
carrier would suffice. Northern Pac, 
Ry COM VvVeAwWalle-241 Us S.8i,n00 SCE 
493, 494, 60 L. ed. 905. 

{k] General averments insuffi- 
cient.—(1) A general statement that 
the judgment violates the federal 
constitution, or the rights of the 
party thereunder, or that it is with- 
out due process of law. will not raise 
a federal question, even though the 
judgment is a final one, where such 
statement appears only in the sneci- 
fications of error. Clarke vy. McDade, 
165 .5U.-S> 168,,17 SCt..284, 41 i. ed. 
673. (2) The assertion, on a mo- 
tion for new trial, that a state stat- 
ute is contrary to the federal con- 
stitution, without pointing out the 
provision of that instrument which 
it is claimed to violate, does not pre- 
sent a federal question. Harding v. 
Illinois, 196 U. S. 78, 25 SCt 176, 49 
L. ed. 394 [dism writ of error 292 
Tll. 122, 66 NE 962]. (3) Where the 
record discloses no federal right as- 
serted in terms, and no such right 
in issue and necessarily determined, 
in .the state court, the ground as- 
signed on a motion for a new trial 
that the judgment is “contrary to 
law” cannot be construed as dis- 
tinctly referring to the denial of 
a federal right. Canital Nat. Bank 
v. Cadiz First Nat.. Bank, 172 U. S. 
425, 19 SCt 202, 43 L. ed. 502 [aff 
49 Nebr. 795, 69 NW 1151]. (4) A 
general statement in the answer to 
quo warranto proceedings in a state 
court to forfeit the franchise of a 
eornoration for its violation of a 
state statute, that the proper remedy 
is by a criminal prosecution, and 
that “this proceeding is in violation 
of the constitution of the United 
States,” is not sufficient to raise a 
federal question, where no specifica- 
tion is made as to the particular 
clause of the constitution relied 
upon, and there is nothing in the 
record to show that the attention of 
the state court was directed to that 
question. Capital City Dairy Co. v. 
Ohio, W835 U Si 238, 22 sSCt, £20. 46 
Lied. 171. [aff 62 Oh. St. 350, 57- NE 
620570 LRA’ det]! (5) Change in 
pleadings after mandate from su- 
preme court. Where a case has 
been taken to the United States su- 
preme court, and mandate is issued 


question.?° 
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view is one rendered on appeal from, or writ of 
error to, a lower court of the state, and as it is 
a rule of almost universal application that ques- 
tions not raised in the trial court will not be con- 
sidered on appeal,?® one who desires to save his 
right of review by the federal supreme court must, 
in order that such right ke absolute, raise the fed- 
eral question on which he relies in the trial court,39 
and one who, on appeal or writ of error to a state 
court, raises a federal question not set up in the 
trial court, cannot ask a review by the supreme 
court of the United States in ease the state ap- 
pellate court declines or omits to consider such 


however, a federal question 13 


therefrom, the state supreme court 
will not allow a change in the plead- 


ings to present a federal question 
not before raised. Larabee Flour 
Mills Co. v. Missouri Pace. Co., 


94 Kan. 683, 147 P 492. 

35. Covington, ete., Turnp. Road 
Cols VarSandford.s)1 64) US) as ele 
SCt 198, 41 L. ed. 560. 


36. Hartford L. Ins. Co. v. John- 
son, 249 U. S. 490, 39 SCt 8386, 63 
L. ed. 770; Missouri, ete, R. Co. 


v. Sealy.. 248: U. S. 363, 39 SCt 97, 
63 L. ed. 296; Atlantic Coast Line 
R. Co. v. Mims, 242 HISL IDSA wes 
SCt 188, 61 L. ed. 476; Gasquet v. 
Lapeyre, 242 U. S. 367. 37 SCt 165, 
61. L. ed. 367; Louisville, ete, R. 
Co. v. .Woodford, 234 U.S.) 46, 34 
SCt 739, 58 L. ed. 1202 [dism anp 
USPC 898i 153 (SIW 7228) Loa Key. 
185, 154 SW 1083). 

37. See supra § 276. 

88. See Appeal and Error §§ 580- 


950. 

39. Willoughby v. Chicago, 235 
UneS, 45,935 3SCt. 235,259. ed. 123 
{dism writ of error 249 Ill. 249, 94 
NE 513]; Zayas v. Lothrop, 231 U. S. 
171, 34 SCt 108, 58 L. ed. 172; Rosen- 
thal v. New York, 226. U. S. 260, 33 
SCt. 215 woe) lac ede 2 on ath 1074 Newss 
394, 90 NE 991, 46 LRANS 31]; Cin- 
cinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Slade, 216 U.S. 
78, 20 SCt 230, 54 L. ed. 390; Frank 
v. Vollkommer, 205 U. S. 521, 27 SCt 
596, 51 L. ed. 911 [aff 107 App. Div. 
594, 95 NYS 324]; Chemical Nat. 
Bank v. Portage City Bank, 160 U. S. 
646, (16 (SCt. 2417) 40.) os predin 568: 
Winona, ete., Land Co. v. Minnesota, 
159° Us 'S: 540.716; SCE 88 — 40), Ts eds 
252; Morrison v. Watson, 154 U. S. 
111,,14 SCt 995. 38 L. ed. 927; Mil- 
lerayv., Dexas dosh UU. 9Si3535, 91 48SCt 
874, 38 L. ed. 812; St2ten Island R. 
Co. v. Lambert, 131 U. S. appendix 
cexi, 24 L. ed. 615; Chapnel v. Brad- 


shaw, 128 U. S. 132, 9 SCt 40, 32 L. 
ed. 369. 
{a] Assertion on motion for new 


trial—A federal right is “specially 
set up or claimed in a state court” 
so as to confer jurisdiction on the 
supreme court. where a claim of 
such right sufficiently anpears in a 
motion for new trial and in the as- 
signments of error in the state su- 
preme court, and was fully consid- 
ered in the opinion of that court, 
whose decision was adverse to such 
claim. San Jose Land,. ete., Co. v. 
San. Jose Ranch, Co;,. 189° Us S 2177, 
28 SCt 487, 47 LL. ed. 765 [aff 129 
Cal. 673, 62 P 269]. , 

40. Cox v. Texas, 202 U. S. 446, 
26, SCt; 671.5 50 sf, ed: 1099 Saif 87 
Tex. Civ. A. 697, 85 SW 34]; Chi- 
cago, ete. R. Co. v. McGuire. 196 
U. S. 128.25 SCt 200, 49 L. ed. 413 
{dism writ of error 31 Ind. A. 110, 
65 NE 932, 99 AmSR 249]; Layton 
v. .Misscuri; 187 U.S. 356, 23 SCt 
13%) 47), dus ed.) 214. ,fdism<ann\ 1160 
Mo. 474, 61 SW 171, 83 AmSR 487, 
62 LRA 163]; Jacobi v. Alabama, 
18h Ue So bee, 285 SCti 485¢477 dapnedt 
106 [dism app: “133 Ala, ahs 2s 
158]; Erie R. Co.-v. Purdy, 185 U. S. 
148, 22 SCt 605, 46 L. ed. 847 [dism 
writ of error 162 N. Y. 42, 56 NB 
508, 48 LRA €69]. 
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raised in the highest court of the state and there 
considered and passed upon, the right of review by 
the federal supreme court exists, regardless of 
whether such question was raised in the trial 


court.*1 


Question raised on petition for rehearing. It is 
not sufficient to raise the question for the first 
time in a petition for rehearing after judgment 
has been rendered by the state court,*? 
court entertains the motion and decides the ques- 


tion.*3 


[a] Assertion on application for 
writ of error.—The assertion of fed- 
eral rights in an unsuccessful ap- 
plication to the highest court of a 
state for writ of error to an inter- 
mediate appellate court raises no 
question which will sustain a writ 
of error from the federal supreme 
court to the intermediate state court. 
El Paso, ete., R. Co. v. Hichel, 226 
U. S. 590, 383 SCt 179, 57 L. ed. 369. 

41. International Harvester Co. v. 
Kentucky, 234 U. S. 589. 34 SCt 947, 
58 L. ed. 1484; Carlson v. Washing- 
ton, 234 U. S. 108, 34 SCt 717, 58 LL. 


COMAZS Es St. Louis, ete, RE Costv. 
Hesterly, 228 U. S. 702, 33 SCt 703, 
57 L. ed. 1031; Cincinnati, ete., R. Co. 


_ v. Slade, 216 U. S. 78. 30 SCt 230, 54 
L. ed. 390; Leigh v. Green, 193 U. Ss. 
79, 24 SCt 390, 48 L. ed. 623; Farm- 
ers, ete, Ins: Co: v. Dobneys” 189 
WaS- 802s 23 SC 565; 4% th. eda 828 
[aff 62 Nebr. 213, 86 NW 1070, 97 
AmSR 624]; Rothschild v. Knight, 
184 U. S. 334, 22 SCt 391, 46 L. ed. 
573 [aff 176 Mass. 48, 57 NE 337]; 
Sully v. American Nat. Bank, 178 
U. S.°289, 20 SCt 935, 44 L. ed. 1072; 
Moliter v. Wabash R. Co., 180 Mo. A. 
84, 168 SW 250. 

[a] Consideration by commission 
of state supreme court—A federal 
question was not set up too late 
where it was raised by the assign- 
ments of error in the state supreme 
court, and was considered and de- 
cided by a commission appointed to 
aid that court in the discharge of its 
duties, and the judgment of such 
commission was, for the reasons 
stated in its report, affirmed by the 
state supreme court. Farmers’, etc., 
Ins. Co. v. Dobney, 189 U. S. 301, 23 
SCt 565, 47 L. ed. 821 [aff 62 Nebr. 
213, 86 NW-1070, 97 AmSR 624]. 

42. Jett Bros. Distilling Co. v. 
Carrollton, 252 U. S. 1, 40. SCt ‘255, 
64 L. ed. 421; Mergenthaler Lino- 
type Com Ww. “Davis. 251 Ul" S)* 256, 
40 SCt 133, 64 L. ed. 255 [dism writ 
of error (Mo. A.) 202 SW 300]; God- 
chaux Co., Ine. v. Estopinal, 25t 
Ur S. 179, 40 SCt 116, 64 L. ed: 213 
[dism writ of error 142 La. 812, 77 
S 640]; Bilby v. Stewart, 246 U. S. 
255, 38 SCt 264, 62 L. ed. 701 [dism 
writ of error (Okl.) 153 P 1173]; St 
Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Shepard, 240 
U.S. 240, 36 SCt 274, 60 L. ed. 226 
[dism app 40 Okl. 589, 139 P 833]; 
Bowe v. Scott, 233 U. S. 658, 34 SCt 
769, 58 L. ed. 1141 [dism app 113 
Va. 499, 75 SE 123]; Consolidated 
Turnp. Co. v. Norfolk, Gel wen Gor, 
228 U.S: 326; 33 SCt 510, 57 L. ed. 
857; Kentucky Union Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 219 U.S. 140. 31 SCt 171, 55 
L. ed. 137 [aff 127 Ky. 667, 106 SW 
260, 32° Kyl 129; -108* “SW 1138,- 33 
KyL 49, 128° Ky. 610, 108 SW 931, 
33 KyL 9, 110 SW 398, 33 KyL 587, 
111 SW 362, 33 KyL 857]; Bonner 
v. Gorman, 213 U. S. 86, 29 SCt 483, 


53 L. ed. 709; Clay Center Blectric 
light; vete), (Co. v. Clay Center; 212 
iW, 14S. bG6e 29 SCt 690" 53 9 E ted. 


653; Waters-Pierce Oil Co, v. Texas, 
O12 oe Se. 112.0 SCE 227. 530T ved: 
431; MeCorquodale Vow Pexasa 2 
U. S. 432, 29 SCt 146, 53 L. ed. 269; 
Disconto Gesellschaft v. Umbreit, 
208 U. S. 570, 28 SCt 337, 52 L. ed. 
625. 26 Paraisoe ve Oe os a20d Ose 
368, 28 SCt 127, 52 L. ed. 249; Cork- 
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Question raised after decision aud remand. 
Where a state court has decided a case on appeal 
and remanded it, a federal question raised for the 
first time after such decision, but not considered 


on a second appeal, does not warrant a review by 


unless the 


state court.*® 


Co. v. Arnaudet, i99 
TES 182. 26° SCE 41,150" 2 ed. "843 
{dism writ of error 111 La. 563, 35 
S) MeMillen v. Ferrum Min. 
U. S. 343, 25 SCt 533, 49 
784 [dism writ of error 32 
38, 74 P 461, 105 AmSR 64]; 


ran Oil, etc., 


Colo. 


beville Electric Light, ete., Co., 197 
U. S. 299, 25 SCt 481, 49 L. ed. 765; 
Fullerton vy. Texas, 196 U. S. 192, 24 
SCt 221, 49 L. ed. 443; Mutual L. Ins. 
Co. v. McGrew, 188 U. S. 291, 23 SCt 
3875, 47 L. ed. 480, 63 LRA 33 [dism 
writ of error 132 Cal. 85, 64 P 103, 
103 AmSR 20]; Weber v. Rogan, 188 
U. S. 10, 23 SCt 263, 47 L. ed. 363 
(dism writ of error 94 Tex. 62, 54 
SW 1016, 55 SW 559, 57 SW 940]; 
Eastern Bldg., etc., 
ing, 181 U. S. 47, 21 SCt 531, 45 L. ed. 
739 [dism writ of error 56 S. C._ 280, 
34 SE 409]; Turner v. Richardson, 
180 *U. "S87 21 ‘SCE 295)945— wed: 
438 [aff 52 La. Ann. 1613, 28 S 158]; 
Capital Nat. Bank v. Cadiz First 
Nat. Bank, 172 U. S. 425, 19 SCt 202, 
43 L. ed. 502 [aff 49 Nebr. 795, 69 
NW 1151]; Miller v. Cornwall R. Co., 
168 U. S. 181, 18 SCt 34, 42 L. ed. 
409; Pim v. St. Louis, 165 U. S. 
273, 17 SCt 322, 41 L. ed. 714; Say- 
ward v. Denny, 158 U. S. 180, 15 
SCt 777, 39 L. ed. 941: Loeber v. 
Schroeder, 149 U. S. 580, 13 SCt 934, 
37 L. ed. 856; Bushnell vy. Crooke 
Min., etc. Co., 148 U. S. 682, 13 
SCer tlie 37" 8. ead 610s-"ferasy ete: 
R. Co. v. Southern Pac. R. Co., 137 
U. S._48;-T1 SCt 10, 34°E. edi °e14; 


Susquehanna Boom Co. v. West 
Branch Boom Co., 110 U. S._ 57, 3 
SCt 438, 28 L. ed. 69; Wren v. Dixon, 
40 Nev. 170, 161 P 722, AnnCas 
1918D 1064, 167 P 324: Anex Transp. 
Co. v. Garbade, 32 Or. 582. 52 P 573, 


54 P 367, 62 LRA 513. 

[a] Refusal of certificate.—The 
proper certificate that a federal ques- 
tion has been presented, so that it 
may be reviewed on writ of error 
from the supreme court of the 
United States will not be made by 
a state court, where such question 
was raised for the first time on pe- 
tition for rehearing, it being pre- 
sented too late for consideration. 
Lamar Canal Co. v. Amity Land, etc., 
Co., 26 Colo. 370, 58 P 600, 77 AmSR 
261. 

43. Atchison R. Co. v. Harold, 241 
TT. S. 371, 36 SCt 665, 60 L. ed. 1050; 
Grannis v. Ordean, 234 U. S. 385, 
34 SCt 779, 58 L. ed. 1363 [aff 118 
Minn. 117, 136 NW 5751: Bowe v. 
Scott, 233 U. S. 658, 34 SCt 769, 58 
L. ed. 1141 [dism app 113 Va. 499, 
75 SE 123]; Dllinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Kentucky, 218 U. S. 551, 31 SCt 
95, 54 L. ed. 1147 faff 128 Ky. 268. 
108 SW 245]; Sullivan v. Texas, 207 
U. S. 416, 28 SCt 215, 52 L. ed. 274 
faff (Tex. Civ. A.) 95 SW 645]; Mc- 
Kay v. Kalyton, 204 U. S. 458, 27 
Sect 346, 51 L. ed. 566 [rev 45 
1i6,°T4. P49, 78 P 33212 Lheish vy. 
Green, 193 U. S. 79, 24 SCt 390, 48 
L. ed. 623 [aff 64 Nebr. 533, 99 NW 
255, 101 AmSR 592]; Missouri, etc., 
R. Co.-v. Elliott, 184 U. S. 530, 
»SCt 446, 46 L. ed. 673 [rev T7 Mo. 
652]; Mallett v. North Carolina, 181 
DiS 5895-2 SCEMTSO 45) i oted. 
T015> [aff 125 NT C: 


Western Electrical ‘Supply Co. vy. Ab- |! 


Or. | 
| Gage, 138 U. 


Assoc. v. Well-| 


| 


the supreme court of the United States.** 

Question raised on petition for writ of error. 
No jurisdiction to review exists where the federal 
question is raised for the first time in the petition 
for a writ of error after final judgment in the 


v. Abbeville Electric Light, etec., Co., 
TST US AS22299 25 SCE TAS eon ee 
ed. 765 [dism writ of error 66 S. C. 
328, 44 SE 952]: Yazoo, ete, R. Co. 
v. Adams, 180 U. S. 1, 21 SCt 240, 
45 Ll. ed. 395 [rev 77 Miss. 194, 24 
S 200, 317, 28 S 956. 60 LRA 33]; 
Union Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. Kirchoff, 
ae U. S. 103, 18 SCt 260, 42 L. ed. 
id 

45. Hiawassee River Power Co. v. 
Carolina-Tennessee Power Co., 252 


U. S. 341, 40 SCt 330. 64 L. ed. 600; 
Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Cleveland, 
2354 UNiS 50,35 SCt iy 593ds eds 


127 [dism writ of error 87 Oh. St 
469, 102 NE 1122]; Chicago, ete.. R. 
Co. v. Hackett, 228 U. S. 559, 33 SCt 
581, 57 L. ed. 966 [aff 170 Tll A. 
140]; Appleby v. Buffalo, 221 U. S. 
524,31 SCt 699, 55 L. ed. 838; Rogers 
We Glark Fron Cod > 24 oh. SS1e5 so 
30 SCt 693, 54 L. ed. 895: Mallers v. 
Commercial L. & T. Co., 216 U. S. 
613, 30 SCt 438, 54 L. ed. 638; Kan- 
sas City Southern R. Co. v. Henrie, 
214 U. S. 491, 29 SCt 697, 53 Le ed. 
1057; Chesapeake, etc., R. Co. v. Mc- 
Donald, 214 U. S. 191, 29 SCt 546, 
53 L. ed. 963; Waters-Pierce Oil Co. 
wv." Texas,” 212) _..S5 4125 295SCEt227. 
53 L. ed. 431; Thomas vy. Iowa, 209 
U. S. 258, 28 SCt 487, 52 L. ed. 782; 
Barrington v. Missouri, 205 U. S. 
483, 27 SCt 582, 51 L. ed. 890 [dism 
writ of error 198 Mo. 23, 95 SW 
235]; Osborne v. Clark, 204 U. S. 565, 
27 SCt 319, 51 L. ed. 619; Montana 
r. Rice, 204 U. 27 “SCE 
: Mont. 365, 83 
Hulbert v. 


275, 26 SCt 617, 50 L. ed. 1026: 
Chicago, ete., R. Co. v. MeGuire, pe 
U. S. 128, 25 SCt 200, 49 L. ed. 413; 
Wabash R. Co. v. Flannigan, a 
U. S. 29; 24 SCt 224, 48 Li. ed: 328 
[dism writ of error 95 Mo. A. 477 
75 SW 691]; Telluride Power Trans- 
mission Co. v. Rio Grande Western 
Ur"S. "569-123 Sts £TR: 
307 [dism writ of error 
2 63 P 985]; Manley v. 
U. S. 547, 23 SCt 208, 47 
296 [aff 62 Kan. 553. 64 P 
Johnson vy. New York L. Ins. 
I8%2 UluUS. - 494; >23 SGmes 94247 
L. ed. 273 [dism writ of error 109 
Iowa 708, 78 NW 905, 50 LRA 99]; 
Layton v. Missouri, 187 U. S. 356, 
23 SCt 137, 47 L. ed. 214 [dism anvp 
160 Mo. A. 474, 61 SW 171, 88 AmSR 
487. 62 LRA 163]; Home for Incur- 
ables v. New York, 187 U. S. 155, 
23 SCt 84 47 L.* ed; 117,563. -LRA 
329 [dism writ of error 166 N. Y. 
602, 59 NE 1123]; Jacobi v. Alabama, 


187 U. S. 133, 23 S€t 48, 47 L. ed. 
106; Seudder v. Coler, 175 U. S. 
32, 20 SCt 26, 44 L. ed. 62; Oxley 
Stave Co. v. Butler County; 166 
Ul'So" G48) 1T  SCET09S 4k aie 
1149; Zadi¢g v. Baldwin, 166 U. §. 
485.17 SCt-.639, 44:5 jeds0eyvs 


| Loeber v. Schroeder, 149 U.S 580. 


| Spies, 
| I. 


718, 34 SE 651]. | 


44, Western Electrical Supply Co. | 


13 SCt 934, 37 L. ed: 856; Butler v. 
Sr 52) 11 .S@t” 235," 84 
L. ed. 869; Baidwin v. Kansas, 129 
U. S. 52, 9 SCt 193, 32 ed. 640; 
Calhoun v. Lanaux, 127-U. S. 634, 
8 SCt 1345, 32 L. ed. 297; Ex p. 
123 U.S. 131, 8 SCt 21, 31 
ed. 80; Simmerman y., Nebraska, 
116 U. S. 54, 6 SCt 333, 29 L. ed. 
535; Santa Cruz County v. Santa 
Cruz R. Co., 111 U. S.-361, 4 SCt 474, 


i a a a ee 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and mote number. 
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The allowance of a writ of error by the highest 
court of the state does not cure the omission to 
raise the federal question in the state court.*é 

[§ 312] (d) Parties.47 The state is a proper 
party defendant in a writ of error sued out to re- 
view the judgment of a state court suspending collec- 
tion of tolls until the roads were properly repaired, 
although the state was not a party to the proceed- 
ing leading up to the judgment.48 Present mem- 
bers of a state board of election commissioners 
which, under the statute, is a continuing board, 
will be substituted as plaintiffs in error on a writ 
to review a judgment of a state court against their 
predecessors.*9 

[§ 313] (e) Allowance and Issuance of Cer- 
tiorari. A writ of certiorari must be applied for 
within three months after entry of the judgment 
or decree which it is sought to have reviewed, or 
the petition therefor cannot be entertained.>° 
Where there is a petition for a rehearing in the 
state court, the period’ runs from the time of the 
denial or other final disposition of such petition.5? 
Applications for certiorari are regulated by a rule 
of the supreme court.” 

[§ 314] (f) Allowance and Issuance of Writ 
of Error—aa. In General. A writ of error may be 
allowed either by a justice of the supreme court 
of the United States or by the chief justice or 
judge or chancellor of the state court whose judg- 
ment it is sought to review.5? An application for 


28 L. ed. 456; Worthy v. Barrett, 
Soewall. We Sy 611,19 DE: ed. 3565; 
Louisville First Nat. Bank v. Ken- 
tucky, 9 Wall. (U. S.) 358, 19 L. ed. 


701. 
Statements in the writ of 


see supra § 271 
53. Missouri 
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judgment or decree complained of.S1 


Supreme courts of Hawaii and Porto 
Rico see supra § 270. 
Supreme court of Philippine Islands 


Valley Land Co. v. 


Wrich, 208 U. 8S. 250, 


[25C.J.] 953 


a writ of error is not allowable as a matter of 
right, but its allowance is to be determined from 
an examination of the record;°* and if the decision 
of the state court is plainly right, it is proper to 
deny a writ of error.55 

[§ 345] bb. Assignments of Error.°* Assign- 
ments of error which simply allege in various forms 
that the state court erred in its decision of the 
cause present no federal question for considera- 
tion by the supreme court.®7 

[§ 316] cc. Time for Issuing Writ.5® The pro- 
vision in the United States Revised Statutes that 
a writ of error from the supreme court to a state 
court must be brought within two years after the 
entry of the judgment or decree sought to be re- 
viewed, with a saving clause for persons under 
disability,®® was not affected by the Cireuit Court 
of Appeals Act of 1891 © nor by the Judicial Code. 
the latter containing nothing on the subject; but 
in 1916 it was enacted that no writ of error to 
bring up any cause for review by the supreme 
court shall be allowed or entertained unless duly 
applied for within three months after entry of the 
Where there 
is a petition for a rehearing, the time does not be- 
gin to run until it is finally disposed or.82 

[§ 317] dd. To What Court Directed. <A writ 
of error should be directed to the court which holds 
the proceedings as part of its own records and ex- 
ercises judicial power over them,°* which is not 


aa see Appeal and Error §§ 1461— 
57. Stickney v. Kelsey, Ae AOS SE 
419, 28 SCt 5038), 52° ed. 863) 
58. Time for taking and perfect- 
28) SCt 299, 


[a] 
error and the petition for citation 
are insufficient to show that a fed- 
eral question was raised and decided 
by a state court which will sustain 
a writ of error from the supreme 


court of the United States. Hulbert 
Ne Chicazo,, 9202 U.S. 275; .26 Set 
617, 50 LL. ed. 1026 [dism writ of 


error 213 Ill. 452, 72 NE 1097]. 

46. Hiawassee River Power Co. v. 
Carolina-Tennessee Power Co., 252 
Wi Neeostt.. 408 SCL 833055 64. Li -ced. 
600; Appleby v. Buffalo, 221 U. S. 
524, 31 SCt 699, 55 L. ed. 838; Hul- 
bert v. Chicago, 202 U. S. 275, 26 
SCt 617, 50 L. ed. 1026; Marvin v. 
Trout, 199). S. 212; 26 SCt 31, 50 
Tir ed bw. 


47. Persons entitled to review see 
supra. § 310. 

43-2 Norfolk. ete, . Lurnp., .Co.. av. 
Com, 225 UW. So 264, 32-5 8Ct 828, 56 
L. ed, 1082. 

49. Marshall v. Dye, 281 U.S. 250, 


34 SCt 92, 58 L. ed. 206 {[dism app 
178 Ind. 336, 99 NE 1, AnnCas1915C 
200]. 

50, Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at 
re. 727 ¢ 448 § 6)iss Rust Land, ‘etc., 
Go. v. Jackson, 250 U.S. 71, 39 SCt 
424, 638 L. ed. 850; Citizens’ Bank 
v. Opperman, 249 U. S. 448, 39 SCt 
330, 63. lL. ed. 701. 

51. Citizens’ Bank v. Opperman, 
FAI Uese 4484089 SCtass 0) 03) la,ced. 
701. 

52. Supreme Court Rules, rule 37 
pars 2 and 3 (concerning applica- 
tions for certiorari to review a de- 
eision of the circuit court of appeals 
“or any other court,” and set forth 
supra § 206 note 60). 

[a] Review by certiorari in gen- 
eral.—The leading provision for re- 
view by certiorari, and the one 
which gives rise to a great number 
of reported cases, is Jud. Code § 240 
(supra § 206) 

Certiorari Rt 
Court of appeals of District of Co- 

lumbia see supra § 274. 

Court of customs appeals see supra 

§ 27216. 


52 L. ‘ed. 473; Missouri Valley Land 
Conve Wiese, 208 U.S: -234, 28 SCt 


294, 52 L. ed. 466; Havnor v. New 
York, 170 U. S. 408, 18 SCt 631, 42 
ibe Cal 1087; Butler v. Gage, 


(US Sh morte: *sct 235, 34 Li. ed, 869; 
Bartemeyer v. Iowa, 14 Wall. (U. Ss.) 
26, 20 L. ed. 792; Gleason v. Florida, 
Se Willen (CUE St auton Lon ta CG Lol 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Horton, 
176 N. C. 115, 96 SE 954. See Appeal 
& Error § 1090. ° 

{a] If a state justice denies the 
application for a writ of error, the 
petitioner may make another appli- 
cation to a justice of the supreme 


court. Ex p. Chadwick, 159 Fed. 
576. 
{b] The state court has no power 


to grant the writ, and an applica- 
tion to it is improper. The applica- 
tion should be made to the presiding 
justice of the state court, who will, 
if he allows the writ, grant ancil- 
lary supersedeas. 
Re Cov wa Liorton, sLT6N, C.2115.*96 
SE 954. 

[ec] Case not heard by highest 
state court.—Where a cause was ap- 
pealed to the supreme court, which 
transferred it to a district court of 
appeal, and thereafter the supreme 
court refused to vacate the decision 
of the district court of appeal and 
hear the case, the supreme court 
has no authority to allow a writ of 
error from the United States _ su- 
preme court. Terry v. Southern Pac. 
Cos) 2176 Call (584... 169 —P > 354. 

[a] The United States supreme 
court will not entertain an applica- 
tion for a writ of error to a state 
court, unless at the request of one 
of the members of the court con- 
curred in by his associates. In re 
Robertson, 156 U. S. 188, 15 SCt 
324, 39 L. ed. 389. 

54, Twitchell v. Pennsylvania, 7 
VEAL, COR AS ye BAI GS i ete x6 PARSE 
Greely v. Townsend, 25 Cal. 604. 

55 xp. spies, 123° U0. Sv 13i, 8 
S@p titel lun COn 0. 

56. ‘Assignments of error in gen- 


Seaboard Air Line, 


ing appeal or writ of error in gen- 
eral see Appeal and Error §§ 1032— 


1087. 
59. U. S. Rev. St. §§ 1003, 1008; 
Allen v. Southern Pac. R. Co., 173 


OS walls) SiCla aks esa, walk: 97s 
{[dism app 112 Cal. 455, 44 P 796]; 
Cummings v. Jones, 104 Urs) 4195 
26 L. ed. 824. 

60. Act March, 3, 1891 (26 St. at 
L. 826 c 517); Allen v. Southern Pac. 
FCO.) Vide sie toate Oy ail Oe Comoe 
43 L. ed. 775 [dism app 112 Cal. 
455, 44 P 796]. 

61. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 St. at 
L. 727 c 448 § 6) (without a saving 
clause. See comment upon a unique 
feature of this act supra § 214). 

62.,— Northern) Pacis Ry "Co. saw, 
Holmes, 155 UsiS) 137, 150 SCt) 283.39 
L. ed. 99. And see Appeal and Error 
§ 1050. 

63. Lane v. Wallace, 131 U. S. 
appendix ccxi, 26 L. ed. 703; Ather- 
ton v. Fowler, 91 U. S. 143, 23 L. ed. 
265; Hunt v. Palao, 4 How. (U. S.) 
589, 11 L. ed. 1115; Gelston v. Hoyt, 
3 Wheat. (U. S.) 246, 4 L. ed. 381. 

[a] Where the highest court of 
a state has declined to review (1) 
the judgment of a lower state court, 
because of want of power, the writ 
of error is properly directed to the 
latter court. Missouri. ete, PB. Co. 
v. Elliott, 184 U. S.°530, 22 Sct 446, 
46 L. ed. 673; Lane v. ‘Wallace, 131 
Wie Ss appendix Ccxix,. 26) Es edai 7035 
Miller ve Josephs, 17 Wall. (Un. iS.) 
655, 21 L. ed. 741. (2) Where the 
highest court of a state refuses to 
allow a writ of error to review the 
judgment of the trial court, a writ 
of error from the United States su- 
preme court will be directed to the 
trial court. Kanawha, etc., R. Co. 
Wan ixerse,, 239) Uk Si 516, i360 SCE mia. 
60 L. ed. 448. (3) The supreme court 
has adopted a rule of practice that 
a writ of error to review an alleged 
judgment or decree of a court of 
last resort of a state, declining to 
allow a writ of error to, or an ap- 
peal from, a lower state court, will 
be dismissed unless it plainly ap- 
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necessarily the court that rendered the judgment.% | out a writ of error from the supreme court to a 


It the highest state court has, after judgment, 
sent its record and judgment in accordance with the 
law of the state to an inferior court and directed 
entry of the judgment there, a writ of error may 
be sent either to the highest court or to the in- 
ferior court,®® but, according to general practice, 
it is sent in such a case only to the inferior court,®° 
and it is unnecessary and inadvisable to direct a 
Where the writ of 
error is sued out before the highest court has thus 
remitted its judgment and record to the court be- 
low, the writ of error should be directed to the 
If the law requires the highest 
court to retain its records, and they are not in prac- 
tice sent down to the inferior court, the writ of 
error can go only to the highest court.®® 
states, or in those cases, where the highest court 
does not have possession of the record, and does not 
render a judgement, but decides questions certified 
by the inferior courts, and merely issues a reseript 
directing the latter what judgment to render, the 
writ should be addressed to the lower court.” 

[§ 318] ee. Security for Costs. A party suing 


writ of error to each court.®? 


former court.’ 


pears on the face of the record, by 
an affirmance in express terms of the 
judgment or decree sought to be re- 
viewed, that the refusal of the state 
court to allow an appeal or writ of 
error was the exercise by it of juris- 
diction to review the case on the 
merits. Norfolk, etce., Turnp. Co. v. 
Virginia, 225 U. S. 264, 32 SCt 828, 
56 L. ed. 1082. (4) This rule, hav- 
ing been adopted to settle an un- 
certainty in practice, and to take 
effect after the opening of the Octo- 
ber, 1912, term of the supreme court, 
was not applied to a writ of error 
allowed before that term. Mulcrevy 
v. San Francisco, 231 U. S. 669, 34 
Sct 260. 58 L. ed. 425. 

64. Webster v. Reid, 11 How. 
GURTS) (437 13s Ws, (ed. 61: 

65. Atherton v. Fowler. 91 U. S. 
148, 23 L. ed, 265; Simonson v. Mon- 
son, 36 S. D. 245, 153 NW 1020. 

66. Shanks v. Delaware, ete. R. 
COn 1289 Us S900, 00, Set 188. 60 
L. ed. 4386; Sioux Remedy Co. v. 
Coopers wie Si, L97.813> SCt 5% 59 
L. ed. 193; Lee v. Johnson, 116 U. S. 
48, 6 SCt 249, 29 L. ed. 570; Polleys 
v. Black River Impr. Co., 113 U. S. 
81, 5 SCt 369, 28 L. ed. 938; Wurts 
v. Hoagland, 105 U. S. 701. 26 L. ed. 
1109; Green v. Van Buskirk, 3 Wall. 
(U. S.) 448, 18 L. ed. 245. 

67. Denver, etc., R. Co. v. Denver, 
Ze U. S. 241, 39 SCt 450, 63 L. ed. 
958. 

68. Murphy v. John Hofman Co., 
211 U.S. 562, 299SCt 154, 568 L. ed. 
327; Wurts v. Hoagland, 105 U. S. 
701. 26 L. ed. 1109. 

69. Atherton v. Fowler, 91 U. S. 
143, 23 I. ed. 265. 

70. Wedding v. Meyler, 192 U. S. 
573, 24 SCt 322, 48 L. ed. 570, 66 LRA 
833 [rev 107 Ky. 310, 53 SW 809, 
92 AmSR 347, 21 Kyl 1006]; Roths- 
child v. Knight, 184 U. S. 334, 22 
Sct 391. 46 L. ed. 573 [aff 176 Mass. 
48, 57 NE 337]; McGuire v. Massa- 
chusetts, 3 Wall. (U. S.) 382, 18 L. 
‘ed. 164. 

{a] Judgment rendered on advice 
of higher court.—Where, upon an ap- 
peal thereto, the state supreme court 
of errors advises the superior court 
to render a particular judgment, 
such judgment, when rendered, is re- 
viewable on a writ of error issuing 
directly to the superior court from 
the supreme court of the United 
States. Clarke v. Clarke, 178 U. S. 
186, 20 SCt 873, 44 L. ed. 1028 [aff 
70 Conn. 483, 40 A 111]. 

71. U. S. Rev. St. § 1000; Galla- 
way v. State Nat. Bank, 186 U. S. 


[§ 320] (g) 
In those 


issuance of the 


77,22) ‘SCt Sit 46s. Med mal 1, 

[a] Writ of error by poor person. 
—=Act June i257 1910 16" Stat. is, 
866 c 485) amending Act July 20, 
1892) (27USti at Ia. 25267209) piro- 
viding for appellate proceedings by 
poor persons without giving security 
for costs is by its terms limited to 
appeals or writs of error in suits 
brought “in any court of the United 
States” and prior to the amendatory 
act of 1910 above cited a writ of 
error to a state court could not be 
prosecuted without giving security 
for costs. Gallaway v. State Nat. 
Bank, 186 U.'S..177, 22 SCt 811, 46 
L. ed. 1111. 

Appellate proceeflings in forma 
pauperis in general see Appeal and 
Error §§ 1165-1172. 

Security for costs in general see 
Appeal and Error §§ 1136-1288. 

Ye Pa) ee SVR BCI ASH meme SEU 

{a] Signature held sufficient—A 
writ of error to the supreme court 
of the state of Nebraska sufficiently 
conformed to the statute where it 
was signed “John B. Barnes, Pre- 
siding Judge of Supreme Court of 
Nebraska, in absence of Sedgwick, 
Ch. J., from this state,’’ and the 
truth of this recital was not chal- 
lenged. Missouri Valley Land Co. 
v. Wrich, 208 U.S. 250, 28 SCt 299. 
Deady ed, 479 Lali: Nebr 48. 108 
NW 178]; Missouri Valley Land Co. 
v. Wiese, 208 U. S. 234. 28 SCt 294, 
52 L. ed. 466 [aff 77 Nebr. 40, 108 
NW 175]. 

{b] Signing by associate judge 
not sufficient.—The allowance of a 
writ of error and signing of a cita- 
tion by an associate judge of the 
court of apneals of New York, it not 
appearing that he was at that time 
.eting as chief judge pro tempore, 
does not give the federal supreme 
court jurisdiction to review a jnude- 
ment of that court. Havnor v. New 
York, 170 U. S. 408, 18 SCt 631, 42 
L. ed. 1087, 

73. Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. 
Horton, 233 U. S. 492, 498, 34 Sct 
635, 58 L..ed. 1062. [rev .162 N. °C. 
424, 78 SE 494] (“This form has been 
usually employed, with the approval 
of the court, since the amendment 
of the rule made in 1891, as men- 
tioned. It is a substantial compli- 
ance with the present rule, and tends 
to avoid errors that otherwise might 
be made in inserting a day certain 
as a return day’’). 

74. Ex p. Chetwood, 165 U. S. .443, 
17 SCt 385, 41 L. ed. 782. But com- 
pare Larabee Flour Mills Co. v. Mis- 


‘state court must give security for costs."' 

[§ 319] ff. Citation. 
issued by the supreme court to a state court, the 
citation must be signed by the chief justice or judge 
or chancellor of the court rendering the judgment 
or passing the decree complained of, or by a jus- 
tice of the supreme court of the United States.7? 
Making a writ of error to a state court and the cita- 
tion thereon returnable ‘‘within thirty days from 
the date hereof’’ is a substantial compliance with 
the rule requiring, writs and citations to be made 
returnable ‘‘not exceeding thirty days from the day 
of signing. the citation.’ 7 


When a writ of error is 


Effect of Writ. A writ of error 


from the supreme court to a state court removes 
the case to the supreme court,’ and suspends the 
jurisdiction of the state court until it is again re- 
stored by some act of the supreme court.7> The 


writ of error does not, however, 


vacate the judgment of the state court, but such 
judgment continues in force until it is reversed.76 
The state court has no power to set aside?” or 
pass on the regularity of 78 the writ. 


Where the 


souri Pac. “R. Co.,- 85 Kan. 2174, 116 
P 901 (the allowance of a writ of 
error by the supreme court of the 
United States does not remove the 
suit from the supreme court of the 
state, but merely brings up the rec- 
ord for review). 

[a] The supreme court alone is 
authorized to determine all questions 
as to its jurisdiction, and as to the 
form of the writ, the parties, cita- 
tion, and service, or otherwise. Ex 
p. Chetwood, 165 U. S. 4438, 17 SCt 
385, 41 L. ed. 782. 

[b] It does not appertain to the 
inferior courts or judges of the state 
to determine or recognize the oper- 
ation and effect of a writ of error 
directed to the state supreme court 
by the federal supreme court. State 
v. Judge Twentieth Judicial Dist. 
Ct., 33 La. Ann. 1381. 

75. Larabee Flour Mills Co. v. 
Missouri Pac, R. Co., 85 Kan. 214, 
116 .P 901s SDuart,, vil “Simmons: 
(Mass.) 128 NE 82. 

[a] No action can be taken by 
the state court as to any part. of 
a case which has been removed by 
writ of error to the supreme court 
of the United States. Grand Cent. 
Min. Co. v. Mammoth Min. Co., 36 
Utah 364, 104 P 573, AnnCasi912A 
254; Ex p,Dunn,..6..S; C367. 

76. Larabee Flour Mills. Co. v. 
Missouri. Pac, R. Co., 85 Kan. 214, 
116 P 901; Duart v. Simmons, 
(Mass.) 128 NE 32. 

{a] Supersedeas.—Where a writ 
of error was issued by the supreme. 
court of the United States to the 
Supreme court of the state, its allow- 
ance did not supersede the judg- 
ment, but the taking of the bond 
and the supersedeas itself was the 
action of the supreme court which 
brought about the superseding of the 
judgement. Larabee Flour Millis Co. 
v. Missouri Pac, R. Co., 85 Kan. 214, 
116 P 901. 

77. Ohio River Contract Co. v. 
Gordon, 172 Ky. 405, 189 SW 451: 
State v. Wilson, 121 N. C. 425, 28 
SE 554, 61 AmSR 672. 

[a] Where a writ cf error is al- 
lowed by the chief justice of a state 
court, jurisdiction becomes vested in 
the supreme -court of the United 
States, and the order granting the 
writ of error and directing that it 
operate aS a sSupersedeas cannot 
thereafter be vacated by the state 
court. Ohio River Contract Co. v. 
eee yates 189 SW 451. 

8. ate v. Wilson, 121 N. C. 425 
28 SE 554, 61 AmSR 692. “ 


Cae e ee a  eseee eee eee ee ee 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 320-321] 


order of the chief justice of a state court granting 
a writ of error from the federal supreme court 
merely followed the federal statute, petitioner’s 
failure subsequently to comply with the statute by 
lodging a copy of the writ in the clerk’s officé for 
respondent’s use did not affect the validity of the 
order that the writ should operate as a super- 


sedeas.79 


Where the case involves matters not involved in 
the writ of error, the state court may proceed with 


79. Ohio River Contract Co. v. 
Gordon, 172 Ky. 405,189 SW 451. 

80. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) Where, in 
an action in which defendant set up 
a counterclaim, an appeal was taken 
from the judgment dismissing the 
counterclaim before the issues raised 
by the complaint were determined, a 
writ of error from the federal to the 
state supreme court, upon the lat- 
ter’s affirmance of the judgment ap- 
pealed from, only removed the pro- 
ceedings involving the judgment on 
the counterclaim to the federal court, 
so that the pendency of the writ of 
error would not stay proceedings in 
the trial court to determine the 
issues raised by the original com- 
plaint, especially where its action 
was not stayed by a supersedeas 
bond or otherwise. Grand Cent. Min. 
Co. v. Mammoth Min.. Co., 36 Utah 
364, 104 P 573, AnnCas1912A 254. 
(2) The granting by a state court 
of a writ of error for a review by 
the supreme court of the United 
States of its decision in a habeas 
corpus proceeding involving federal 
questions does not deprive the state 
court of jurisdiction to set aside an 
order made at the same time, admit- 
ting the prisoner to bail, before the 
bail has been accented thereunder. 
Ex p. Collins, 151 Fed. 358. 

Effect of transfer of cause in gen- 
eral see Appeal and Error §§ 1366— 
1390. y 

81. Norfolk, ete. Turnp. Co. v. 
Virginia, 225 U. S. 264, 32 SCt 828, 
56 L. ed. 1082; Missouri, ete, R. 
Co. v. Olathe, 222 U. S. 185, 32 SCt 
46, 56 L. ed. 159 (finality of de- 
cision); Chesapeake, ete. R. Co. v. 
McDonald, 214 U. S. 191, 29 SCt 546, 
43 L. ed. 963; Bailey v. Alabama, 211 
t. S.54527)29° SCt 141,°53-L. -ed.°278 
{aff 158 Ala. 18, 48 S 498]; Delmar 
Jockey Club v. Missouri, 210 U. S. 
SILOS ASCE 732) 7a wuss ed 10807 
Stickney v. Kelsey, 209 U.S. 419, 28 
Sct 508, 52 L. ed. 863; Thomas v. 
Towa, 209 U. S. 258, 28 SCt 487, 52 
L. ‘ed. 782; Paraiso v. U. S., 207 U.S. 
368, 28 SCt 127, 52 L. ed. 249; Hunter 
v. Pittsburgh, 207 U. S. 161, 28 SCt 
40, 52 L. ed. 151; Kent v. Porto Rico, 
ON TAU Lis. 28. SeCteoo soc ulus ed. 
127: Barrington v. Missouri, 205 
TW, S- 483; 27 SCt 582, 51 °L. ed. 890; 
Louisville, etc.. R. Co. v. Smith, 204 
WS 551,527 Sct 401, 51 “Lr ed: 612); 
Gateword v. North Carolina, 203 
U. S. 531, 27-SCt 167, 51 L. ed. 305; 
Burt v. Smith, 203 U. S. 129, 27 SCt 
37, 51 L. ed. 121; Andrews v. Hast- 
ern Oregon Land Co., 203 U. S. 127, 
oT SC. 42, 51 Lived. 119% Joy v: St. 
Touis). 201 Ur S:. 1332,-726 -SCt! 478, 
50 L. ed. 776; French v. Taylor, 199 
ees 2974. 26 (SCETh.. 50s Tas edt 189); 
Corkran Oil, ete., Co. v. Arnaudet, 
199 Aue) Sre182,.26'SCty 41, (500 hb. ed. 
143; Fullerton v. Texas, 196 U. S. 
192, 25 SCt 221, 49 L. ed. 443; Chi- 
cago, ete, R. Co. v. McGuire, 196 
TWeeSs-198 SheSGtl O00 49 5h. eds 4413 
Harding v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 78, 25 
Sct 176, 49 L. ed. 394; Cosmopoli- 
tan Min. Co. v. Walsh, 193 U. S. 460, 
24 SCt. 489. 48 L. ed. 749; Hooker v. 
Los Angeles, 188 U. S_ 314. 23 SCt 
395, 47 L. ed. 487, 68 LRA 471 [dism 
writ of error 124 Cal. 597, 57 P 585]; 
Citizens’ Sav. Bank v. Owensboro, 
173) WoiS) 636, 19 SCt 571,°43 L..'ed. 
840; Dewey v. Des Moines, 173 U. Ss. 
193, 19 SCt 379, 438 L. ed. 665; 
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[§ 321] (h) 


[25C.5.] 955 


respect to such matters.8° 

Necessity and Sufficiency of Show- 
ing of Jurisdiction. 
preme court jurisdiction to review a decision of a 
state court should either appear on the record or be 
necessarily deducible therefrom.’ So it should 
affirmatively appear from the retvord that a federal 


The facts which give the su- 


question necessary to the determination of the cause 


was raised in the state court,8? and that the point 
giving jurisdiction to the supreme court was de- 


Capital Nat. Bank v. Cadiz First Nat.{v. Matthewson, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 380, 


Bank, 172 U. S. 425, 19 SCt 202, 43 
L. ed. 502 [aff 49 Nebr. 795, 69 NW 
1151]; Green Bay, etc., Canal Co, v. 
RPatteny Papers Co.,.el artes ssn DS eeLo 
SCt 97, 43 l. ed. 364; Kipley v. Illi- 
Noisy MODUS. Lez, £3 oSCtmoo0, 42 
L. ed. 998; Miller v. Cornwall R. 
Co., 168 U. S. 181, 18 SCt 34, 42 L. ed. 
409; Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Louis- 
Willen Opec On. Sean O Om ties Cl mua, ea: 
L. ed. 1173; Zadig v. Baldwin, 166 
U. S. 485, 17 SCt 485, 41 L. ed. 1087; 
Clarke v. McDade, 165 U. S. 168, 17 
SCt 284, 41 L. ed. 673; Fowler v. 
Lamson; 164 U.S. 252, 17 SCt 112, 
41 L. ed. 424; Dibble v. Bellingham 
Bay, Land*Co24163 0. S'*6350 £6 (Set 
939, 41 L. ed. 72; Chemical Nat. 
Bank v. Portage City Bank, 160 
U. S. 646, 16 SCt 417, 40 L. ed. 568; 
ATisbro av, cn S:) LOO aS..0 00, LO 
SCt 187, 40 L. ed. 310; Winona, etc., 
Land Co. v. Minnesota, 159 U. S. 
540, 16 SCt 88, 40 L. ed. 252; Say- 
ward v. Denny, 158 U. S. 180, 15 SCt 
777, 39 L. -ed. 941; Goodenough 
Horseshoe Mfg. Co. v. Rhode Island 
Horseshoe Co., 154 U. S. 635, 14 SCt 


ITSO 24 Te ed, 8868°— Gray v..'Coan: 


154° U.. S. 589,14 SCt 1168, 38 L. 
ed. 1088; Morrison v. Watson, 154 
WAS aE a4 SCte995.) 88etis ed. 92: 
Miller’ v: ‘Texas, 153 U. §.. 535, 14 
Sct 874, 38 L. ed. 812; Powell v. 
Brunswick County, 150 U. S. 433, 
14 SCt 166, 37 L. ed. 1134; Marsh 
va, Nichols) m140" UW.) Si 2344" 118 SCE 
798, 35 L. ed. 413; Brooks v. Mis- 
souri, 124 U. S. 394, 8 SCt 443, 31 L. 
ed. 454; Kansas Endowment Assoc. 
Me Kansas; L204 9S. 103, 97, SCt) 499) 
30 Lips -eai'b93' Metroit City. Ry Ce: 
v. Guthard) 114° 0. Sy 133,/5° SCL sid, 
29 L. ed. 118; Caro v. Davidson, 197 
US 197, 25°SCt. 428,49". ed. 7235 
Wolf v. Stix, 96).U.°S: 541, 24 led: 
640; Murray v. Charleston, 96 U. S. 
432, 24 L. ed. 760; Marqueze v. 
Bloom, 16 Wall. 351, 21 L. ed. 280; 
Caperton v. Bowyer, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 
216, 20 L. ed. 882; Cockroft v. Vose, 
14° Wall. (U. S:) 5, 20. L.-ed: 875; 
Phoenix ing Comyn ve. Gardiner is. 00 
Wall. (U. S.) 204, 20 L. ed. 112; Par- 
malee v. Lawrence, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 
36, 20 L. ed. 48; Gibson v. Chouteau, 
8 Wall. (U. S.) 314,19 L. ed. 317; The 
Victory v. Boylan, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 
382, 18 L. ed. 848; Walker v. Villa- 
vosa, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 124, 18 L. ed. 
853; Taylor v. Morton, 2 Black 
COS S e481 en rl COen 2 isk LOVE AV. 
Thompson, 1 Black (U. S.) 518, 17 
L. ed..65; Massachusetts v. Federal 
St. Meeting House, 1 Black (U. S.) 
262, 17 L. ed. 61; Suydam v. Wil- 
liamson, 20 How. (U. S.) 427, 15 L. 
ed. 978; Christ Church v. Philadel- 
nhia County. 20 How. (U. S.) 26, 15 
L. ed. 802; Maxwell v. Newbold, 18 
Howe CU So oli 15. a eds 506. 
Carter v. Bennett. 15 How. (U. S.) 
$54, 14 L. ed. 727: Grand Gulf R., 
ete., Co. v. Marshall, 12 How. (U. S.) 
165, 13 L. ed. 938; Crawford v. Ala- 
bama Branch Bank, 7 How. (U. S.) 
279, 12 L. ed. 799; Cincinnati Com- 
mercial Bank v. Buckingham, 5 How. 
CSS). 3177, 12 “ied. 169; -Coons’ v. 
Gallaher, 15 APetew CULeS:)) 180. 100 ta, 
ed. 645; Ocean Ins. Co. v. Pollevs, 
hae st. CU Salt nal” Eeeed. 105: 
Choteau v. Marguerite, 12 £Pet. 
COS) 25072 19 Ee edi-11743) Davis vy. 
Packard, 7 Pet. (U..S:) 276, 8 L. ed. 
684. ) misher: 7 v.. Cockerell, .5. Pet. 
(U. S.) 248, 8 L. ed. 114; Satterlee 


7 UL, ed. 458; Miller v. Nicholls, 4 
Wiest (UL Soin dled a ly edua ast 
Inglee v. Coolidge, 2 Wheat. (U. S.) 
363, 4 L. ed. 261; Turner v. Jackson 
Lumber Co., 159 Fed. 923, 87 CCA 
108; Ferris v. Coover, 11 Cal. 175; 
nen v. Thomas, 13 Allen (Mass.) 

[a] A reference in terms to a 
federal statute in the pleadings is 
not essential. Jones Nat. Bank v. 
Yates, 240 U. S. 541, 36 SCt 429, 60 
IB Goh YASEE 

{[b] While no particular form of 
words is necessary to raise a fed- 
eral question which may be reviewed 
by the supreme court, yet there must 
be something in the record before 
the state court which at least would 
call its attention to the federal ques- 
tion as one relied on by the party, 
and then if the decision of the state 
court, while not noticing the ques- 
tion, was such that the judement, 
in its necessary effect, was a denial 
of the right claimed or referred to, 
this is sufficient. Dewey v. Des 
Moines, 173 U. S. 193, 19 SCt 379, 43 
nae 665 [rev 101 Iowa 416, 70 NW 
_ [ce] Evidence on which requested 
instructicns involving a _ federal 
question were based should be made 
a part of the record to sustain a 
writ of error for refusal to sive such 
instructions. Clark v. Pennsylvania, 
We UTS 39550 9: SCt “bls io omlaeseds 

[d] The opinion of the supreme 
court of Louisiana forms a part of 
the record in cases brought from 
that court to the federal supreme 
court on error, and may be exam- 
ined, with the rest of the record, to 
ascertain what questions were pre- 
sented, and to explain the findings 
of fact, Shean’ vy, Hart, sliGsenOUnuse 
188. 17 SCt 390, 41 L. ed. 680. 

fe] Records showing jurisdiction. 


‘—Lavagnino v. Uhlig, 198 U. S. 443, 


2p) SCt (16; 490: vedi Io hatt 126 
Utah 1. 71 P 1046. 99 AmSR 808]; 
Columbia Water Power Co. v. Co- 
lumbia Fllectric St.-R., ete.. Co., 172 
Urs palin los SCb 04743. iy, ledemban 
fafie 43S. Ca 1b45 20 eSe toogne 

62... Olympia” ~Mins-eteA es Cosnve 
Kerns, 236 -Ui. 3Ss. 210, 35 S@ts.4iib; 
59 Li. ed. 542; Wilder Mfz. Co. vz 
Corn Products Refining Co., 236 U. S. 
165. 35 SCt 398, 59 L. ed. 520; Man- 
hattan® «7 ving, \Cox ve Conen wea 4 
U. S. 128, 34 SCt 274, 58 L. ed. 1245; 
Bowe, v. Scott, 2323) U.. Sss658) 34 
SCt 769. 58 L. ed. 1141; Dill v. Ehbey, 
C29 MUI Sa LOI Uo SSC LOL Un Olena eds 
1148; Consolidated Turnp. Co. v. 
Norfolk mieten, pvc, COm sco yes sco. 
338 SCt 519, 57 L. ed. 857; Seaboard 
Air Line R. Co. v. Duvall, 295 U. S. 
477, 82 SCt 799, 56 L. ed. 1171; Ap- 
mieby. ve, Buffalo, 221 U.S. h24. 030! 
SCts 699)" bb. u., eds 8383, Hirst Nate 
Bank v. Estherville, 215 U. S. 341, 
30 SCt 152. 54° LL. ed. 223: Rogers 
v. Jones, 274 UJ..S.. 196, 29 SCt 635, 
53 L. ed. 965; Bonner v. Gorman, 213 
Ue S a86n eos SCElASsc hS Ta edn 100" 
Western Union Tel. Co. v. Wilson, 
Ci R Sapa e Ol ACE. 403 cb salaede 
69sBurte ve omith..203> Uses pelegs 
24 sCt 37, 561 LL. ed. 121: Northern 
Assur. Co. v. Grand View Blds=. 
ASSOC 2005 Uso Se 10620 Zia Oo gs 
51 L. ed. 1909; Harding v. Tlinois, 196 
URS ies 25, SCt 176, 495 wedi noe 
[dism writ of error 202 Ill. 122, 66 


956 [25C.J.] 


cided in the state court.®? 


ecourt.§ 


962]; Sweringen v. St. Louis, 
US. 88.922. SCt. 569) 46° Tu. ed. 
[dism writ of error 151 Mo. 
348, 52 SW 346]; Dewey v. Des 
Moimese 173), (Si 1935 19s SCt. 37.9, 
43 L. ed. 665 [rev 101 fowa 416, 70) 
NW: 60515 Chicago, .etc.,” Ri Co. Vv. 
Chierrow 164 sO as. 4540017 sSCe 29; 
41 L. ed. 511; Fowler v. Lamson, 164 
U: Si 252, 17 SCt 112, 41 Li. ed. 424; 
ANSDLOURVe WW S.5 (Loo Wee Sy 6955) 5L6 
SC 1873740 “ed. “310°. Powell” wv. 
Brunswick County, 150 U. S. 4338, 
14 °SCt 166, 37 L. ed._1134; Brooks 
v. Missouri, 124 U. S., 394, 8 SCt 
443, 81 L. ed. 454; Kansas Endow- 
ment, etc., Assoc. v. Kansas, 120 
Wis. 103.0%) SCtr4995" 30) Lived= 593: 
Adams County v. Burlington, etc., 
Re Co mui IU soe eto 0 OCU ails 
28 L. ed. 678; Edwards v. Elliott, 
Wem alle CUP moe, Osceola. eds 
487; Caperton v. Bowyer, 14 Wall. 
CU SS) * 216, 20) “Lied. 6 8825 Par- 
malee v. Lawrence, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 
SG LO ede: 48: UAttys=Gen. ey. 
Federal St. Meeting House, 1 Black 
(ULIS?) 262, 17 Li. ed. 61;, Crawford 
v. Mobile Branch Bank, 7 How. 
CU Sa cto, ple, Ln Teds 7.005" Misher 
v. Cockerell, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 248, 8 L. 
ed. 114; Hickie v. Starke, 1 Pet. 
COR us) 94; eI, ed. “673. Inglee -y. 
Coolidge, 2 Wheat. (U. S.) 38638, 4 
ToRved iz.Gile 

[a] Although a federal question 
may be somewhat obscurely raised, 
the supreme court will review the 


decision. Scott v. WBaton, 15 Wall. 
(U. S.) 380, 21-L. ed. 72. 
{[b] Modification of record, — 


Where no reference is made to a fed- 
eral question either in the pleadings 
in the trial court, in the assignment 
of errors, or in the opinion of the 
state supreme court, there is color 
for a motion to dismiss, although a 
few days after entry of the decree 
affirming the trial court it was so 
modified as to show that a federal 
question was presented by appellants 
and decided adverse to them. Wast 
Tennessee, etc., R. Co. v. Frazier, 139 
ees 288. t SCe bi, 135 Lined. s196 
[aff 88 Tenn. 138, 12 SW 5387]. 

[ec] Special claim must be shown, 
—To sustain the jurisdiction of the 
supreme court on error to a state 
court, on the ground that a right 
under the federal constitution was 
denied, it must appear from the rec- 
ord that the protection of the consti- 
tution was specially claimed, and it 
is not sufficient that such claim was 
made merely in the briefs and oral 
arguments. Zadig v. Baldwin, 166 
CES AS Del asOt 6000440 lu. CO. LOS: a. 

[ad] Where a decision upholds a 
state statute against the objection 
that it violates the constitution, 
laws, or treaties of the United 
States, the record should show what 
provisions of the federal laws are 
relied upon. Messenger v. Mason, 
10 Wall. (U..S.) 507, 19 L. ed. 1028; 
Hoyt v. Thompson, 1 Black (U. S.) 
518, 17 L. ed. 65; Maxwell v. New- 
bold, 18 How. (U. S.) 511, 15 L. ed. 
506; Lawler v. Walker, 14 How. 
(U.. S.) 149, 14 L. ed. 364. But see 


Nothing outside of the 
record can be taken into consideration in determin- 
ing whether the supreme court has jurisdiction to 
review a decision of a state court,84 and an omis- 
sion of the record to show that jurisdiction exists 
cannot be cured by a petition for a rehearing,®® the 
petition for the writ of error,8® the assignments 
of error in the federal supreme court,§? or the 
certification of briefs by the clerk of the state 
Neither does the fact that the chief justice 
of the highest state court allowed a writ of error 
from the supreme court of the United States help 
out the failure of the record to show that a fed- 
eral question was raised and decided.®® 


t 


FEDERAL COURTS 


But if the 


Furman y. Nichol, 8 Wail. (U. 8.) 44, 
19 L. ed. 3870 (the particular provi- 
sion need not be contained in the 
pleadings). 

Necessity for raising federal ques- 
tion in state court see supra § 311. 

83. Fox v. Washington, 236 U. S. 
273, 85 SCt 383, 59 L. ed. 573; Cleve- 
land, ete., R. Co. v. Cleveland, 235 
WaiS1b0), 135. SCt 21,69 psu) ed. Lor; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Duvall, 
225 W. Seudi, 32 SCt 2790, 256. Ecsed: 
1171 [dism app 152 N. C. 524, 67 
SE 1008]; Kansas Endowment, etc., 
Assoc. v. Kansas, 120 U. S. 103, 7 
Sct 499, 30 L. ed. 593; Detroit City 
R. Co. v. Guthard, 114 U. S. 133, 5 
SCt 811, 29 L. ed. 118; Phoenix Ins. 
Co. v. Gardiner, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 204, 
20 L. ed. 112; Cockroft v. Vose, 14 
Wall (dU: S') 5.20) Li. eda 875; Gib- 
son v. Chouteau, 8 Wall. (U. S.) 314, 
19 L. ed. 817; The Victory v. Boy- 


lan, 6) Wall: CU. S:) (382> 41:8) Lived: 
848; Taylor v. Morton, 2 Black 
GUNS ya 81 2 Led. wins) Oy Cav. 


Thompson, 1. Black (U..S.) 518, 17 
L, ed. 65; Maxwell v. Newbold, 18 
How. Gus Spy bil 15 ie edly 506. 
Grand Gulf R., etce., Co. v. Marshall, 
12° How.) Ces Ss) 2165; oL3 Dred.29383 


Cincinnati Commercial Bank Vv. 
Buckingham, 5 How. (U. S.) 317, 12 
L. ed. 169; Coons v. Gallaher, 15 


Pet. (U. 8S.) 18, 10 L. ed. 645; Crowell 
v. Randell, 10 Pet. (U. S.) 368, 9 
L. ed. 458; Nauer vy. Thomas, 13 Al- 
len (Mass.) 572. 

Necessity for decision of federal 
Ligtae by state court see supra 

84. Harding v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 
78, 25 SCt 176, 49 L. ed. 394; Warfield 
Vea @hafte, (91 /Us2S: 1690,) 23)" lie ned: 
383; Moore vy. Mississippi, 21 Wall. 
(U..-S.). 686, 22 TL. -ed. 653; Walker 
v. Villavosa, 6 Wall. (U. S.) 124, 
18 L. ed. 853; Armstrong v. Athens 
County; 16) Pet. n@UaS ob 128175 Lr: 
ed. 5. 

[a] The arguments of counsel do 
not form a part of the record. Say- 
ward v. Denny, 158 U. S. 180, 15 SCt 
777, 39 L. ed. 941; Warfield v. Chaffe, 
91 U. S. 690, 23 L. ed. 383. 

85. Harding v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 
78, 25 SCt 176, 49 L. ed. 394 [dism 


Seat of error 202. Ill. 122, 66 NE 
[a] An affidavit in support of a 


petition for rehearing in the highest 
state court, stating that, in the brief 
as well- as upon oral argument, a 
specified federal question had been 
presented and discussed, will not 
support a writ:of error from the 
federal supreme court, where the 
state court denied the petition, with 
the statement that no federal ques- 
tion had been raised in that court, 
which may be construed as denying 
that any such matter was brought 
to its attention, as stated in the 
affidavit, or as holding, that it pre- 
sented no federal question. Smith- 
sonian Inst. v. St. John, 214 U. S. 
19, 29 SCt 601, 53 L.. ed. 892 [dism 
writ of error 191 N. Y. 254, 83 NE 
981, 14 AnnCas 708 (aff 117 App. Div. 
€98, 102 NYS 808)]. 


[§ 321 


grounds of a decision given by the highest state 
court are not shown by the record of such court, 
the record of the proceedings of the inferior court 
may be considered in connection therewith in order 
to ascertain the grounds of such decision;°° and the 
opinion of the highest court may be examined, espe- 
cially where by statute all decisions of such court 
are required to be in writing stating the grounds 
of the decision and to be recorded.®+ 

A certificate of the chief justice of the highest 
court of the state that a federal question was raised 
and determined is not of itself sufficient to give 
jurisdiction to the supreme court to review a de- 


86. Montana v. Rice, 
291, ° 27 SCt 281, 51. Ei. sede 49k: 
Corkran Oil, ete., Co. v. Arnaudet, 
199 -U...S. 182;..26 SCte 41, 50 Viewed: 
143 [dism writ of error 111 La. 
563, 35 S 747]; Harding v. Illinois, 
196). U..7S. 678, (20. 9SCt, 176,740) bs ede 
394 [dism writ of error 202 Ill. 122, 
66 NE 962]; Sayward v. Denny, 158 
We -S.18 0.47 S SCELTIAG 39 Tas edi v9 4is 
Butler v. Gage, 138 U. S. 52, 11 SCt 
235, 34 L. ed. 869; Pacific Postal 
Tel. Cable Co. v. O’Connor, 128 U..S. 
394, 9 SCt 112, 32 Li. ed. 488: Sus- 
quehanna Boom Co. v. West Branch 
Boom .Co:, 110.0. _S. 54%, 3) SCt 4385 
28 L. ed. 69; Warfield v. Chaffe, 91 
UneitS. 6907-238. eds 2383. : 

87. Cleveland,” “etc., JR. (Go. “ave 
Cleveland, 235. U. S. 5v; 35° SCt. 24; 
59 L. ed. 127; Manhattan L. Ins. Co. 
v. Cohen, 234 U. S. 123, 34 SCE 874- 
58 L. ed. 1245; Appleby v. Buffalo, 
221 U. S. 524, 21 SCt 699, 55 L. ed. 
838 [aff 189 N. Y. 163, 81 NE 954 
(rev. 116 App. Div. 555, 101 NYS 
966).]; Mallers v. Commercial L. & T. 
Co.,, 216" Us iS. 6135.20 “SCEraS Seip 4s 
ed. 638; Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Texas, 212 Ul. S: 1125929 SCt 29% 553 
Li. ed. 431; Corkran: Oil, etc., Co. vi 
Arnaudet, 199° UW: S. 182, 26 SG@t* 44, 
50 L. ed. 143 [dism writ of error 11i 
La. 563, 35 S 747]; Harding v. Illi- 
nos; 196° U.S. 28) 25 SCt 176) 049 las 
ed. 394 [dism writ of error 202 Ill. 
122, 66 NE 962]; Cornell v. Green, 
163 U. S: 75, 16 SCt 969,741. Lie tea: 
76; Edwards v. Elliott, 21 Wall. 
CUS °S:). 53:25 .225 Tas fed.4 48% 

[a] A motion made before the 
record is printed to dismiss a writ 
of error ‘to a state court on the 
ground that no federal question is 
involved will be denied if the assign- 
ment of errors as printed in the 
briefs of counsel presents such a 
question. Crane Iron Co. \v. Hoag- 
tees LOS LBS. 55) 1) SCti1'7,927 an. eds 

88. Harding v. Illinois, 196 U. S. 
78, 25 SCt 176, 49 L. ed. 394 [dism 
writ of error 202 Ill. 122, 66 NE 962]. 

89. Hulbert v. Chicago, °202 U. S. 
275, 26 SCt 617, 50 L. ed. 1026 [dism 


2049 Usense 


writ of error 213 Ill. 452, 
1097]. Bs 
90. Neilson v. Lagow, 12 How. 


Cae seeks L. ed. 909. 

. i e v. Bellingham , Ba 
Land .Co;- 163) U.7S'6 63.5 16nSet 939. 
41 L. ed. 72; Kreiger v. Shelby R. 
Cor, 1255 UL. 9395> Sa SC Wale oleniae 
ed. 675; Philadelphia Fire Assoc. v. 
New York, 119 U. S. 110, 7 SCt 108, 
30 L. ed. 342; Gross v. U. S. Mort- 


gage Co, 108 U. S. 477, 2 Sct 94 
L. ed. 795. S es 
[a] In cases from Louisiana the 


opinion is treated by the supreme 
court as part of the record. Cres- 
cent City Live-Stock, ete, Co. v. 
Butchers’ Union Slaughter House, 
etc., Co., 120 U. S. 141, 7 SCt 472, 30 
L. ed. 614; Crossley v. New Or- 
leans, 108 U. S. 105, 2 SCt 300, 27 
L. ed. 667; Delmas v. Merchants Mut. 
as Cor 14 ‘Wall. (U. S)i661,9 200 Te 
ed. : 


[b] The opinion of the court be- 


. 3 § eer 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


z 
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§§ 321-322] 


cision on a writ of error,®? although it may be 
considered for the purpose of rendering a federal 
question, which is raised on the record in general 
and indefinite terms, more certain and specific.°? But 
it has been held that a recital of a certificate of the 
highest state court, that it was made by order of 
the court itself to afford record evidence’ that a 
federal question raised by a petition for rehearing 
was adversely determined, justifies treating such 
certificate as bringing into the record necessary 
proof of a federal question, authorizing review by 


the federal supreme court.94 
The supreme court will dismiss 


where it does not appear from the record that a 


question of the nature required to 


‘low annexed to the record will not 


be examined if the record of the 
highest court does not disclose a 
federal. question. Otis v. Oregon SS. 
Co, LNG USS: 548,76 St 523% (29) Ta: 
ed. 719. And see supra § 254. 

Se:>) Cleveland’ sete VR Con iva 
Cleveland, (235 U. S. 50, 35 SCt 21, 59 
L. ed 127; Consolidated Turnp. Co. 
v. Norfolk, ete:, R..Co., 228 U.S. 326, 
33 SCt 510, 57 L. ed. 857 [dism writ 
of error 111 Va. 131, 68 SE 346, Ann 
Cas1912A 239, and reh den 228 U. 
S22 596, Wa Set 605). o7/0 lL. ed. 982i; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v, Duvall, 
220 BUSA dus noc SOL 790,556. i, ed. 
1171 [dism app 152 N. C. 524, 67 SE 
1008]; Louisville, etc, R. Co. v. 
Smith? ete, Co: 204 U.S. 551, 27-SCt 
401, 51 L. ed, 612; Marvin v. Trout, 
TOW. Sw cleo: eS Cte oly, 0 udun Jed. 
157; Allen v. Arguimbau, 198 U. S. 
149, 25 SCt 622, 49 L. ed. 990; Ful- 
lerton v. Texas, 196 U. S. 192, 25 SCt 
221, 49 L. ed. 443 [dism writ of er- 
ROrsi( Lex: Crs) Toe SN wood) se One 
for Incurables v. New York, 187 U. 
SEDO eae BOGE G4ie ai ba Coin LAT 
Yazoo, ete., R. Co. v. Adams, 180 U. 
SS 41,21 SCt 256) 45255. ed.-415, [dism 
writ of error 76 Miss. 545, 25 S 366]; 
Henkel v. Cincinnati, 177 U. S. 170, 
20 SCt 5738, 44 L. ed. 720; Dibble v. 
Bellingham Bay Land Co., 163 U. S. 
63, 16 SCt 939, 41 L. ed. 72; Sayward 
v. Denny, 158 U. S. 180, 15 SCt 777, 
39 L. ed. $41; Newport Light Co. v. 
Newport, 151 U.S: 527, 14 SCt 429, 
388 L. ed. 259; Powell v. Brunswick 
County, 150 U. S. 433, 14 SCt 166, 37 
L. ed. 1134; Felix v. Schwarnweber, 
125: U. S. 54, 8 SCt 759, 31 L. ed. 687; 
Parmalee v. Lawrence, 11 Wall. (U. 
S>)) 86, 200 Il. ved: 48;° Roosevelt. v. 
Meyer, 1 Wall. (U. S.) 512, 17 L. ed. 
500; Lawler v. Walker, 14 How. (U. 
S.) 149, 14 L. ed. 364. 

93. Louisville, etc, R. Co. v. 
Smith, 204 U. S. 551, 27 SCt 401, 51 
L. ed. 612; Rector v. City Deposit 
Bank Co., 200 U. S. 405, 26 SCt 289, 
HOmlamedomp et, (Gult,  etecrar. CO. Vi. 
Hewes, 183 U. S. 66, 22 SCt 26, 46 L. 
ed. 86; Roby'v. Colehour, 146 U. S. 
153, 13 SCt 47, 36 L. ed. 922; Sperry 
ete., Co. v. Tacoma, 199 Fed. 853. 

94. Consolidated Turnp. Co. v. 
Norfolk, ete., R. Co., 228 U. S. 596, 
33 SCt 605, 57 L. ed. 982 [den reh 
228 “U.S: 326;) 33 -SCt 510, 57, li. ed: 


857]. 

ue Palmer v. Ohio, 248 U. S. 32, 
39. SCt 16, 63 L. ed. 108; King v. 
Putnam Inv. Co., 248 U. S. 23, 39 
SCt 15, 63 L. ed. 102; Ross v. Oregon, 
D2 Se 10s Moot Set 220.) 57. lu.veds 
458; Deming v. Carlisle Packing Co., 
226) Se 1'02, 33 1SCt 80) 57: 
140; Vandalia R. Co. v. Indiana, 
Wn eSa Bob owe Se SCE PIO Neb ayer ed: 
246; Goodenough Horseshoe Mfg. Co. 
v. Rhode Island Horseshoe Co., 154 
W.°S635; 14 -SCt .F'80, 24 Ti: ed. 
368; Millingar v. Hartupee, 6 Wall. 
(U. S.) 258, 18 L. ed. 829; Suydam 
v. Williamson, 20 How. (U. S.) 427, 
15 L. ed. 978; Christ Church v. Phila- 
delphia County, 20 How. (U. S.) 26, 
15 L. ed. 802; Carter v. Bennett, 15 
Hows..(UtwS)) ©8654 wi4e Le “ed! 727s 
Crawford v. Alabama Branch Bank, 
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[§ 322] 
aa. 


(i) 


In General. 
supreme court by a writ of error or certiorari to 
the highest state court, the former court is author- 
ized to determine all questions as to its jurisdiction 
and as to the form of the writ, the parties, cita- 
tion, and service or otherwise.98 
review of the judgment or decree of the state court 
is concerned, the supreme court is confined to an 


[25C.J.] 957 


tion was Anvolved,® even though the jurisdictional 
question is not raised by either party.%® 


Scope and Extent of Review °7— 
Where a case is removed to the 


But so far as the 


examination of the federal question involved in the 


a writ of error 


give it jurisdic- | respect to other 


TRELO Water S)) 209) Leeda, ed. 1 1(.0,0) 

96. Palmer v. Ohio, 248 U. S. 32, 
39 SCt 16, 63 L. ed. 108 [dism writ 
of error Raudabaugh vy. State, 96 Oh. 
St. 613, 118 NE 102]; Northern Pac. 
Ri Cojeve Solum, 247, U.S, 477,, 38 
SCt 550, 62 L. ed. 1221 [rev 133 Minn. 
93, 157 NW 996, 1383 Minn. 461, 157 
NW 998, dism writ of error 136 
Minn. 468, 162 NW 1087]. 

Jurisdictional objections generally 
see supra §§ 95-107. 

97. See generally Appeal and Er- 
ror §§ 2536-3092. 

98. Ex p. Chetwood, 165 U. S. 443, 
17 SCt 385). 41 Ted. 782. 

99. Cincinnati, etc., R. Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 252 U. S. 408, 40 SCt 381, 64 
L. ed. 6387; Ft. Smith Lumber Co. 
v. Arkansas, 251 U. S.. 5382,-40 SCt 
304, 64 L. ed. 396; Darling v. New- 
port News, 249 U. S. 540, 39 SCt 371, 
63- Li ed. 2759" Yazoo, ete.; Ra Co. -v. 
Mullins, 249 U.S. 531, 39 SCt 368, 
63 L. ed. 754 [rev 115 Miss. 343, 76 
S 147]; Corn Products Refining Co. v. 
Eddy, 249 OU. S- 427,°39 SCt 325, 63 
Ii ed: 689 =faff 99 Kan. 63, 163 1P 
615]; Withnell v. Ruecking Constr. 
Co., 249 U. S. 63, 39 SCt. 200, 63 
LR. ed. 479 [aff: 269 Mo-—546, 191 
SW 685]; Mt. St. Mary’s Cemetery 
Assoc. v. Mullins, 248 U. S. 501, 39 
SCt 173, 63 L. ed. 383 [aff 268 Mo. 
691, 187 SW 1169]; New York v. 
McCall, 245 U. S. 345, 38 SCt 122, 62 
L. ed: 337 [aff 219 N. Y. 84, 113 NE 
795, AnnCas1916E 1042 (rev 171 App. 
Div. 580, 157 NYS 707)]; Schneider 
Granite Co. v. Gast Realty, ete, 
Cos 245) UN Sae288, SS sec 2b 762 
L. ed. 292 [aff 269 Mo. 561, 191 SW 
689]; Oskorne v. Gray, 241 U. S. 16, 
36 SCt 486, 60 L. ed. 865; Central 
Vermont R. Co. v. White, 238 U. S. 
507, 35 SCt) 865, 59! Iu! ed. 91433 aff 
87 Vt. 330, 89 A 618]; Minneapolis, 
etc., R. Co. v. Popplar, 287 U. S. 369, 
35 SCt 1609; (59 “LL: ed. 1000° [aff 121 
Minn. 413, 141 NW 798, AnnCas1914D 
383]; Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. 
Padgett, 236 U. S. 668, 35 SCt 481, 
59 L. ed. 777 [aff 99 S. C. 364, 83 SE 
633]; Wiltoughby v. Chicago, 235 U. 
S'45) 35° SCt 23, 69) Lied. 123) [dism 
writ of error 249 Ill. 249, 94 NE 
513]; Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. 
Duvall, 225 U. S. 477, 32 S€t_790, 56 
L. ed. 1171; Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Texas, 212 U. S. 86, 29 SCt 220, 53 L. 
ed... 41% fafic4s) Tex. Civ, A--162, 106 
SW 918]; Backus v. Fort St. Union 
Depot Co., 169 U.S. 557, 18 SCt 445, 
42 L. ed. 8538 [aff 103 Mich. 556, 61 
NW 787]; Corry v. Campbell, 154 U. 
S. 629, 14 SCt 1183, 24 L. ed. 926; 
Ashley v. Ryan, 153 U. S. 436, 14 
SCt 865,'38 L. ed. 773; Boston Beer 
Co. v. Massachusetts, 97 U. S. 25, 24 
L. ed. 989; Murdock v. Memphis, 20 
Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 L. ed. 429; Mat- 
thews v. Zane, 7 Wheat. (U. S.) 164, 
5 L. ed. 425; Kinzell v. Chicago, etc., 
Re1Co., (Gda.p900 P 255: 

“This case does not come here 
from a Federal court and we are, 
therefore, not a court of general re- 
view. It comes under § 709, Rev. 
Stat., and the power to review a 
judgment of a state court is limited 
and defined by that provision.” Sea- 


ease and a determination of the rights, immunities, 
ete., claimed under the United States,9® and, with 


matters involved in the judgment, 


board Air Line R. Co. v. Duvall, 225 
wee 477, 486, 32 SCt 790, 56 L. ed. 

[a] Other than federal questions 
should only be considered when the 
federal question involved has been 
decided erroneously, and then only 
for the purpose of determining 
whether the judgment can stand not- 
withstanding the error in deciding 
the federal question. McLaughlin v. 
Fowler, 154 U. S. 668, 14 SCt 1192, 
26 L. ed. 176. 

{b] A distinct equity creating a 
new and independent title cannot be 
taken into consideration in reviewing 
a decision as to a title claimed un- 
der an act of congress. Matthews 
v. Zane, 7 Wheat. (U. S.) 164, 5 L. 
ed. 425. 

[c] Rights under the statute of 
limitations of a state cannot be de- 
termined in ‘reviewing a decision as 
to the validity of an entry of land 
which had been allowed by United 
States officers. Lytle v. Arkansas, 
22 Hew. (U. S.) 1938, 16 L. ed. 306. 

[ad] The supreme court will not 
reverse a decision sustaining a law 
enacted in the exercise of the police 
power of the state, upon general 
ideas of the requirements of natural 
justice, apart from the provisions of 


the constitution involved. New 

WOrk Cte, OREO, ava, DLIStol muloda Us 

S. 556, 14 SCt 437, 38 L. ed. 269. 
[e] The adequacy of the local 


facilities existing at a railroad sta- 
tion at which a through interstate 
railroad train is required to stop by 
an order made under state author- 
ity, although not inherently a fed- 
eral question, may be considered by 
the federal supreme court on writ 
of error to a state court in so far 
as the existence of such adequate 
local facilities is involved in the de- 
termination of the federal question 
as to whether the order does or 
does not directly regulate interstate 
commerce. Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co. v. Wharton, 207 U. S. 328, 28 SCt 
T2452 1, ed.” 230. [rev 74. So Cs280. 
54 SE 224]. 

[f{] Public necessity for railroad 
connections.—Whether, as a matter 
of law, the facts proved show the 
existence of public necessity of 
trackage connections between com- 
peting railroads is a question for 
consideration in the federal supreme 
court on writ of error to a state 
court, where the order of the com- 
mission is attacked as denying due 
precess of Taw. Washington v. 
Fairchild, 224 U.S. 510, 32 SCt 535; 
56 L. ed. 863 [rev 52 Wash. 17, 100 
120) abeAgils 

{g] Joinder of defendants.—The 
federal supreme court on a_ writ 
of error presenting the question 
whether a joinder of resident with 
nonresident defendants was fraudu- 
lently made to prevent removal can 
only consider whether there was a 


real intent to secure a joint judg- 
ment. Ghicagzo, ete, aR Cougave 
Schwyhart, 227 U. S. 184, 33 SCt 


250, 57 L. ed. 473 [aff 145 Mo. A. 332, 
130 SW 388]. ; 
{[h] All federal questions to be 
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it is bound by the decision of the state court.t 
‘The reviewing power is further limited to the ques- 
tions which were raised and decided by the state 
court, and cannot be extended to a consideration of 
other questions which might have been, but were 
Nevertheless, 
the exercise of its appellate jurisdiction over the 
courts of the several states, the United States su- 
preme court is authorized to inquire whether, by 
reason of some intervening event, the federal ques- 
tions presented have ceased to be material to the 
right disposition of any particular case, and to dis- 


not, raised in the court below.? 


determined.—The rule excluding the 
right to review questions in a cause 
in a state court until final judg- 
ment by such court requires the su- 
preme court, when a final judgment 
is rendered, to pass on all federal 
questions in the cause irrespective 
of how far by the state law such 
questions were concluded during we 
litigation. Louisiana Nav. Co. 

Louisiana Oyster Commn., 226-U. Ss 
O90 3o ISCt, 185 5G. Lpmed:) 1387 [dism 
writ of error 125 La. 740, 51 S 706]. 

1. Cincinnati, ete. R. Co. v. Ken- 
tucky, 252 U. S. 408, 40 SCt 381, 64 
L. ed. 637; Munday v. Wisconsin 
Trust Co., 252 U. S. 499, 40. SCt 365, 
64 L. ed. 684; Mackay Tel., etc., Co. 
vy. Little Rock, 250 U. S. 94, 39 SCt 
428, 63 L. ed. 863 [aff 131 Ark. 306, 
199 SW 90]; Corn Products Refining 
Co. v. Eddy, 249 U. S. 427, 39 SCt 325, 
63 L. ed. 689; King v. Putnam Inv. 
Go:, 248 U.S 23; 39-SCt_15,..63" Ey. ed. 
102 [dism writ of error 96 Kan. 109, 
150 P 559]; New York v. McCall, 245 
WU. S. 345, 88 SCt 122, 62. LL. ed. 337 
{aff 219 N. Y. 84, 113 NE 795, Ann 
Cas1916B 1042 (rev 171 App. Div. 
580, 157 NYS 707)J; Chicago L. Ins. 
Co. v. Cherry; 244 U.S: -25,.37,.SCt 
492, 61 L. ed. 966; Reinman v. Little 
Rock, 237° U.S. 174, 85 SCt 617, 59 
L. ed. 900; Claremore First Nat. 
Banks ISeVsy 229) Ue. Salon oo 2c 
642, 57 L. ed. 1140 [aff 22 Okl. 174, 
104 P 356, 18 AnnCas 152]; Watson 
Vv. Maryland, 216) UL Sie wl (3,108 0 2Oer 
644, 54 L. ed. 987 faff 105 Md. 650, 
66 A 635]; Campbell v. California, 
200 U. S. 87, 26 SCt- 182. 50. L.,ed. 
382 [aff 143 Cal. 623, 77 P 6741. 

[a] This rule has been applied to: 
-(1) The construction of a law of 
the state as authorizing the court to 
try and determine in a condemna- 
tion proceeding an adverse claim of 
plaintiff therein to an interest in 
the property sought to be _ con- 
dacmned. Hooker v. Los Angeles, 188 
U. S. 314, 23 SCt 395, 47 L. ed. 487, 
63 LRA 471 |dism writ of error 124 
Cal, 597, 57 P.585]. (2) The-settled 
rule of a state court that objections 
to the manner of selecting grand 
jurors on behalf of one who has been 
indicted by such jurors. must be 
taken by plea in abatement, and not 


by motion to quash the venire and. 


panel. Tarrance v. Florida, 188 U. 
S. 519, 23 SCt 402, 47 L. ed. 572 [aff 
43 Fla. 446, 30 S 685]. (3) A ques- 
tion whether clauses of a state pilot- 
age law granting discriminatory ex- 
, emptiens, in violation of Rev. St. 
§ 42387, can be eliminated without de- 
stroying the remaining provisions. 
Olsen” Vv... Smith,” 195°. 3S: 332,725 
SCt 52, 49 L. ed. 224 [aff (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 68 SW 320]. (4) A question 
whether or not the amount due to 
the holders of certain railroad equip- 
ment bonds on the issue of an exe- 
cution against the railway company 
can be determined in a proceeding 
to enforce the lien of such bonds by 
a sale of the railroad property. Wa- 
bash R. Co. .v. Adelbert College, 208 
U. S. 609, 28 SCt 425, 52 L. ed. 642 
[den reh 208 U. S. 38, 28 SCt 182, 
52... ed. 379]. (5) A question 
whether or not the rights of a sur- 
viving wife in the community. prop- 
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court. 


court,® although 


erty as they existed when the mar- 
riage was celebrated were correctly 
subjected to a state inheritance tax 
law subsequently enacted. Inne 
Moffitt, 153 Cal. 359, 95 P 658, 1023, 
20 LRANS 207 [aff 218 U.S. 400, 31 
SCt 79, 54 L. ed. 1086, 30 LRANS 
IDLO C6) AY rulins: that osteopaths 
are persons’ practicing medicine, 
within Tex. L. (1907) ¢ 123,. pro- 
viding for licensing medical prac- 
titioners. Collins v. Texas, 223 U. 
S288) 82, cs@t sage, 06 sku. Cdel 49 
fatto Mex. Cra2, 42) SwWeodlis C7) 
A decision that the state constitu- 
tion made it impossible for a city 
by ordinance to make a contract fix- 
ing water rates beyond the power 
of the legislature to change, Mur- 
ray v. Pocatello, 226 U. S. 318, 33 SCt 
107, 457 Ta. 6d 1007 ‘Gaff’ 21 Ida. 180, 
120° Py 8121: (8) A ruling that a 
tax imposed on interest-bearing de- 
posits in a national bank which the 
bank may pay and charge to the de- 
positor is laid on the depositor. 
Clement Nat. Bank v. Vermont, 231 
WS. 58205534,.SCt 31°68 Lu ed 147 
[aff 84 Vt. 167, 78 A 944, AnnCas 
1912D 22]. (9) Collateral questions 
as to whether quo warranto abated 


as against a foreign corporation 
when it gave notice of withdrawal 
from the state, and whether an 


amendment to the statute relieved 
the corporation from the penalties of 
combinatiors in restraint of trade. 
Standard Oii Co. v. Missouri, 224 
U. S. 270, 32 SCt 406, 56 L. ed. 760 
[aff 218 Mo. 1, 116 SW 902]. 

{b] Curing defect.—The ruling of 
the highest court of a state that tle 
failure of declaration in suit under 
the Federal Employers’ Liability Act 
to show that employee was engaged 
in interstate commence when _ in- 
jured was cured by a charge in the 
plea and admission in the replica- 
tion is binding on federal supreme 
court. Central Vermont R. Co. v. 
White, 238 U. S. 597, 35 SCt 865, 59 
L. ed. 1433 [aff 27 Vt. 330, 89 A 6181. 

2 Hardin-Wyandot Lighting Co. 
v. Upper Sandusky, 251 U. S. 1738, 
40 SCt 104, 64 L. ed. 210 [aff 93 Oh. 
St. 428, 113 NE Ps Southern Pac. 
Co. v. Arizona, 249 S..472,.39 SCt 
OS n LOGI ma Bed. 713, ‘Northern Ohio 
Tracts tei Coy va State, 245 U. S. 
574, 38 SCt 196. 62 L. ed. 481 [rev 93 
Oh. St. 466, 114 NE 53]; Vandalia 
R. Co. v. Public Service Commn., 242 
Gh iS). 205. (845 SCty93) 61 iareed. e276) 
Bi-Metallic Inv. Co. v. State Bd. of 
Equalization, 239 U. S. 441, 36 SCt 
141, 60 L. ed. 372 -[aff 56 Colo. 512, 
138 P 10101; Hunter v. Pittsburgh, 
207 U. S. 161, 28 SCt 40,,52 L. ed. 151 
{aff 217 Pa. 227, 66 A 348, 120 AmSR 
845]; Gatewood v. North Carolina, 
2300S. H8liecat Sl T67: vb ladon ed: 
805 sfafte ess Na C2749) 241 SS bade 
Mallett v. North Carolina, 181 U. S. 
589, 21 SCt 730, 45 L.- ed. 1015 [aff 
125 N. C. 718, 34 SE 651]; Dewey v. 
Des Moines, 173 U. S. 198, 19 SCt 
379, 43 L. ed. 665 [rev 101 Iowa 416, 
70 NW 605]; Simonson v. Monson, 
36 S. D. 245, 153 NW 1020. 

3. Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. Dennis, 224 
U. S. 503, 32 SCt 542, 56 L. ed. 860. 

[a] Subsequent events precluding 
relief.—The jurisdiction of the su- 
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pose of the case in the light of that event.? 

The action of a federal court in remanding a 
cause to a state court after its removal is not open 
to revision on writ of error from the supreme court 
of the United States to the state court.* 


Questions of Law and of Fact. 


Questions of law, so far as they are necessarily in- 
volved in the judgment of a state court on a fed- 
eral question, should be reviewed by the supreme 
But questions of fact determined in a state 
court are not reviewable by the federal supreme 


such court may examine into the 


preme court is limited to those cases 
which involve actual controversies 
and in which its judgment will be 
effective, and if events occurring 
subsequent to the rendition of the 
judgment in the state court will 
prevent the particular relief_sought 
from being given the writ of error 
will be dismissed. Kimball v. Kim- 
ball, 174° U.S. 158, 19 SCt .639;5 43 
Ly, ed. 932. 

4 McLaughlin v. Hallowell, 228 
U. S. 278, 33 SCt 465, 57 L. ed. 835 
{dism writs of error 136 Iowa 279, 
111 NW 428, 121 NW 1039]; Whit- 
comb v. Smithson, 175 U. S. 635, 20 
SCt 248, 44 L. ed. 303. And see supra 
§ 211 note 58; and Removal of 
Causes [34 Cyc 13826]. 

5. Stanley v. Schwalby, 162 U. 
S. 255, 16 SCt 754, 40 L. ed. 960. 

[a] Nature of state warrants.—A 
finding by the court that warrants 
issued under and by virtue of cer- 
tain acts of the legislature were is- 
sued with intention to have them 
circulate as money is not a finding 
of fact, but is in the nature of a 
legal conclusion, which may be re- 
viewable by the supreme court of 
the United States. Houston, etc., R. 
Co. v. Texas, 177 U. S. 66, 20 SCt 545, 
44 L. ed. 673 [rev (Tex. Civ. A.) 41 
SW 157). 

6& Gillis v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
749) Us1S! 515; 39 SCE 355: 63 We ed. 
738; Withnell v. Ruecking Constr. 
Co., 249) U.sSs. 63,39 SCt, 2005 63) i 
ed. 479 [aff 269 Mo. 546, 191 SW 
685]; Pure Oil Co. v. Minnesota, 248 
We S. 158, 39 SCt 35, 63 L.. ed.. 180 
faff 184 Minn. 101, 158 NW 723]; 
Louisville, ete. R. Co. v. Holloway, 
246-U. S. 525. 38 SCt 379, 62 L. ed. 
867 [aff 168 Ky. 262, 181 ‘SW 1126]; 
Great Northern R. Co. v. Donaldson, 
246 U. S..121, 38 SCt 230. 62 L: ed. 
616, AnnCas1918C 581 [aff 89 Wash. 
161, 154 P 133]; Seaboard Air Line 
R. Co. v. Kénney, 240 U. S. 489, 36 
SCt 458, 60 L. ed. 762 [aff 167 N. Cc. 
14, 82 SE 968, AnnCasl1916B 450]; 
Great Nerthern R. Co. v. Knapp, 240 
U. S. 464, 36 SCt 399, 60 L. ed. 745 
[aff 130 Minn. 405, 153 NW 848]; 
Cardona v. Quinones, 240 U. S. 83, 
36 SCt 346, 60 L. ed. 538; Interstate 
Amusement Co. v. Albert, 239 U. S. 
560, 36 SCt 168, 60 L. ed, 439 [aff 
128 Tenn. 417; 161- SW 4881; St. 
Louis, ete. SR: Co. Ve Craft, 2374 0R 
S. 648, 35 SCt 704. 59 L. ed. 1160 
[aff 115 Ark, 483, 171 SW 1185, LRA 
1916C 817]; Stewart Min. Co. v. On- 
tario Min. Co., 237 U. S. 350, 35 Sct 
610, 59) b.S ed.’ 989 faffs23avidann7 24. 


132 P 7871; Louisville, ete., R, Co. 
v. Maxwell, 237 U. S. 94, 835 SCt 
494, 59 L. ed. 858. LRA1915E 665; 


Northern Pac. R. Co. v. North Da- 
kota, 286 U. S. 585.'35 SCt'429. 59 
L. ed. 735, AnnCas1916A 1; Western 
Life Indemn. Co. v. Rupp, 235 U. Ss. 
261, 35 SCt 37, 59 L. ed. 220; Mona- 
gas v. Albertucci, 235 U. S. 81, 35 
SCt 95, 59 L. ed. 139; Willoughby Vv. 
Chicago, 235. U..S: 45, 35 SCt 23, 59 «Ta, 
ed. 123 [dism writ of error 249 Ill. 
249, 94 NE 513]; Illinois v. Economy 
Light; ete.,.-Co:, 234° Us. S.. 497, 534 
SCt 973, 58 L. ed. 1429; North Caro- 
lina R. Co. v. Zachary. 232 U. S. 248, 
34 SCt 305, 58 L. ed. 591 [rev 156 N. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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facts to such extent as is necessary to determine 
whether a federal question is involved,’ and where 
conclusions of law and findings of fact are so inter- 
mingled as to make it necessary to pass upon ques- 
tions of fact as an ineident to a decision upon the 
claim of a denial of a federal right, the supreme 


C. 496, 72 SE 858]; Miedreich v. 
Lauenstein, 232 U. S. 236, 34 Sct 
309, 58 L. ed. 584 [aff 172 Ind. 140, 
86 NE 963, 87 NE 1029]; Burbank 
v. Ernst,..232 U. S. 162, 34° SCt 299, 
58 L. ed. 551; Piza Hermanos v. 
Caldentey, 231 U. S. 690, 34 SCt 253, 
58 L. ed. 439; Straus v. Foxworth, 
23h HULSSS £62,134 -SCt 425 °68) I. ed. 
168; Clement Nat, Bank v. Vermont, 
231 UU. (S.01205) 34 SCt. 31, 58 i ed. 
147 [aff 84 Vt. 167, 78 A 944, Ann 
Cas1912D 22]; Portland R., etc., Co. 
v. Railroad Commn., 229 U. S. 414, 
33 SCt 827, 57 L. ed, 1259; Portland 
R., etc., Co. v, Railroad Commn., 229 
U. S. 397, 33 SCt 820, 57 L. ed. 1248 
Patt 56) (Ors) 468,) 106 -P 709; 109" Pe 
273]; Marshall Dental Mfg. Co. v. 
Iowa, 226 U. S. 460, 33 SCt 168, 57 
L. ed. 300 [aff 143 Iowa 398, 122 
NW 241]; Miller v. Guasti, 226 U. 
S. 2170533 (SCt-49, 57 Le ed.1%3 . faff 
203 N. Y. 259, 96 NE..416];. David 
. Lupton’s Sons Co. v. Automobile Club 
of America, 225 U.S. 489, 32 SCt 711, 
56 L. ed. 1177, AnnCasi914A 699; 
‘Kerfoot v. Farmers’, etc., Bank, 218 
U._S. 281, 31 SCt 14, 54 L. ed. 1042 
[aff 145 Mo. 418, 46 SW 1000]; Stan- 
dard Oil Co. v. Brown, 218 U. S. 
78, 30 SCt 669, 54 L. ed. 939 [aff 31 
App. (D. C.) 371]; Barling v. Emigh, 
218 U..S. 27, 30 SCt 672, 54 L. ed. 
915 [aff 1384 Wis. 565, 115 NW 128, 
27 LRANS 243]; King v. West Vir- 
ginia, 216 U. S. 92, 30, SCt 225, 54 
L. ed. 396; Mammoth Min. Co. v. 
Grand Cent. Min. Co,, 213 :U. S:_%2, 
29 SCt 413, 53 L. ed. 702; Thomas vy. 
Texas, 212 U. S. 278, 29 SCt 3938, 53 
we eds bil 2y Pafiy749l Rex, Cr. 6332095 
SW 1069]; Waters-Pierce Oil Co. v. 
Texas, 212 U. S. 86, 29 SCt 220, 53 L. 
ed. 417 [aff 48 Tex. Civ. A. 162, 106 
SW 918]; Chapman, etc., Land Co. 
v. Bigelow, 206 U. S. 41, 27 SCt 
679, 51 L. ed. 953 [dism writ of er- 
ror 77 Ark. 338, 92 SW 534]; Eau 
Claire Nat. Bank v. Jackman, 204 
We Ss eb22ea 274 SCtr391, 51 is ed, 1596 
[aff 125 Wis. 465, 104 NW 98, 115 
AmSR 955]; Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Abi- 
lene Cotton Oil Co., 204 U. S. 426, 27 
SCt>. 350,; 51 <l.- ed. 553: {rev (Cex. 
Civ. A.) 85 SW 1052]; Gulf, etc. R. 
Co. v. Texas, 204 U. S. 403, 27 SCt 
360, 51 L. ed..540; Gleason v. White, 
199 U. S. 54, 25 SCt 782, 50 L. ed. 
87; Chrisman v., Miller, 197 U. S. 
813, 25 SCt 468, 49 L. ed .770 [aff 
140:-Cal. 440, 73 Bi 1083,..74)P 444, 
98 AmSR 63]; Smiley v. Kansas, 196 
U. S. 447, 25 SCt 289, 49 L. ed. 546 
[aff 65 Kan. 240, 69 P 199, 67 LRA 
903]; Hill. v. McCord, 195 U. S. 395, 
25 SCt 96, 49 L. ed. 251; Kaufman v. 
Tredway, 195 U.S. 271, 25 SCt 33, 
49 L. ed. 190; Clipper Min. Co. v. 
Eli Min., etc., Co., 194 U..S. 220, 24 
SCt 632, 48 L. ed. 944 [aff 29 Colo. 
377, 68 P 286, 64 LRA 209, 93 AmSR 
89]; Thayer v. Spratt, 189 U. S. 346, 
23 SCt 576, 47 L. ed. 845 [aff 25 
Wash. 62, 64 P 919, 87 AmSR 738]; 
Kelley v. Rhoads, 188 U. S. 1, 23 
SCt 259, 47 LL. ed. 359, [rev 9 Wyo. 
352, 68 P 935, 87 AmSR 959]; Jen- 
kins v. Neff, 186 U. S. 230, 22 SCt 
905, 46 L. ed. 1140 [aff 163 N. Y. 
320, 57 NE 408]; Hastern Bldg., etc., 
Assoc. v. Ebaugh, 185 U. S, 114, 22 
SCt 566, 46 L. ed. 830 [aff 58 S. C. 
88, 36-SE 535]; U.,S. Trust Co. v. 
New Mexico, 183 U.S. 535, 22 SCt 
172, 46 L. ed. 315; Western Union 
Tel. Cosy, Call Pub. Co, 181 U.S. 
92, 21 SCt 561, 45 L. ed. 765 [aff 58 
Nebr. 192, 78 NW 519]; Keokuk, 
etc., Bridge Co. v. Illinois, 175 U. 
S. 626, 20 SCt 205, 44 L. ed. 299 [aff 
176 Ill. 267, 52 NE 117]; Atchison, 
etc., R. Co. v. Matthews, 174 U. S. 
96, 19 SCt 609, 43 L. ed. 909; Mis- 
souri, etc. R. Co. v. Haber, 169 U. 
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S.- 618, 18 SCt 488, 42 L. ed. 878 
[aff 56 Kan. 694, 44 P 632]; Chicago, 
Cte Ry Cos Ve) Chicarvoy? 1667 UW. 2S: 
226, 17 SCt 581, 41 L. ed. 979; Egan 
Veg att, el Gores S088, cbt) SCL 300, 
41 L. ed. 680; Noble v. Mitchell, 164 
U. S. 367, 17 SCt 110, 41 L. ed. 472; 
Lammers v. Nissen, 154 U. S. 650, 14 
SCt 1189, 25 L. ed. 562; Dower v. 
Richards, 151 U. S. 658, 14 SCt 452, 


38 L. ed. 305; Melendy v. Rice, 94 
Ws Ss 196,624 00. ed. 43) 
“It is not the province of this 


court to weigh conflicting evidence.” 
Great Northern R. Co. v. Donaldson, 
246 _U. S. 121, 124, 38 SCt 230, 231, 
62 L. ed. 616, AnnCas1918C 581 [aff 
SOL WiadSh ei GL tbo aane loo 

“In chancery cases, or in any 
other class of:cases where all the 
evidence becomes part of the record 
in the highest court of the State, 
the same record being brought here, 
this court can review the decision 
of that court on both the law and 
the fact, so far as may be_neces- 
sary to determine the validity of 
the .right to set up under the act 
of Congress; but in cases where the 
facts are submitted to a jury, and 
are passed upon by the verdict, in 
a common-law action, this court has 
the same inability to review those 
facts in a case coming from a State 
court that it has in a case coming 
from a circuit court of the United 
States. This conclusiveness of the 
facts found extends to the finding by 
a State court to whom they have 
been submitted by waiving a jury, 
or to a referee, where they are so 
held by State laws, as well as to 


the verdict of a jury.” Merced Min. 
Co. Vv. Boges, .)3Wall. GU=48:) 9304; 
18 L. ed. 245; Republican River 


Bridge Co. v. Kansas Pac. R. Co., 92 
Uy SHeis, Sills 28ede ed, 515. 

[a] Preference by bankrupt.— 
Whether a bankrupt was insolvent at 
the time of giving an alleged pref- 
erence, and whether the creditor had 
reasonable cause to believe that it 
was intended thereby to give a pref- 
erence, are questions of fact, as to 
which the supreme court of the 
United States is concluded by the 
verdict of the jury in a suit by the 
trustee to recover the amount of 
such preference. Kaufman v. Tred- 
way, 195 U. S. 271, 25 SCt 33, 49-L. 
ed. 190 [rev 21 Pa. Super. 256]. 

fb] Questicns of evidence are not 
within the jurisdiction of the su- 
preme court unless it is sought to 
give effect to such evidence for other 
purposes over which the court has 
jurisdiction. Mackay v. Dillon, 4 
How. (U. S.) 421, 11 L. ed. 1038. 

7 King v. Putnam Inv. Co., 248 
Liss, poet. LojnGar lug peds 202; 
Norfolk,--ete., R. Co. v. Conley, 236 
We SUL605;, 35. SCt. 437.059 ed.a 145; 
Carlson v. Washington, 234 U. S. 108, 
84 SCt 717, 58 L. ed. 1237 [aff 66 
Wash. 639, 120 P 104]; North Caro- 
lina R. Co. v. Zachary, 232 U. S. 248, 
34 SCt 305, 58 L. ed.. 591 [rev 156 
N. C. 496, 72 SE 858]; Wood v. Ches- 
borough, 228 U. S. 672, 33 SCt 706, 
57 L. ed. 1018; Southern Pac. R., Co. 
v. Schuyler, 227 U. S.-601, 33° SCt 
277, 57 L. ed. 662 [aff 37 Utah 581, 
109 P 458, and 87 Utah 612, 109 P 
1025]; Creswill v. Grand Lodge K. 
Pp. £25 U. S. 246, 32 SCt 822, 56 
L. ed. 1074; Cedar Rapids Gas Light 
Co. .v. Cedar Rapids, 223 U. S. 655, 
32 SCt 389, 56 L. ed. 594; Kansas 
City Southern R. Co. v. C. H. Albers 
Gommn:. Co.; 222 VU... S., 5738,--32 /SCt 
316, 56 L. ed. 556; Knoxville v. Knox- 
ville Water Co,, 212. U.S. 1, 29 SCt 
148, 63 by ed.-a8Tl. 

[a] The court may examine the 
entire record including the evidence 


court may exercise such power.’ 
tion whether there is sufficient evidence to sustain 
a finding being one of law ® is open for examination 
by the supreme court;!° and a finding of fact which 
is so grossly wrong as to amount to an infraction 
of the federal constitution may be revicwed.14 
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So also the ques- 


to determine whether a general find- 
ing of facts involves the decision of 
a question of law bearing on a fed- 
eral right claimed in a state court. 
Kansas City Southern R. Co. v. C. 
H. Albers Commun. Co., 223 U. S. 573, 
32 SCt 316, 56 L. ed. 556 [rev 79 
Kan. 59; 99.-P* 819]. 

[b] Evidence in an equity suit 
will be examined by the supreme 
court of the United States on error 
to a state court, sufficiently to an- 
swer questions properly saved with- 


in its appellate jurisdiction. Cedar 
Rapids Gas _ Light Co. v. Cedar 
Rapids, 223 U. S. 655, 32 SCt 389, 


56 L. ed. 594 [aff 144 Iowa 426, 120 
T OCU ANG 138 AmSR 299, 48 LRANS 
8. Jones Nat. Bank v. Yates, 240 
U. S. 541, 36 SCt 429, 60 L. ed. 788; 
Interstate Amusement Co. v. Al- 
bert, 239 U. S. 560, 36 SCt 168, 60 
L. ed. 489: Norfolk, ete., R. Co. v. 
Conley, .286,.U.. S. -605,' 35. SC& 1437; 
59 L. ed. 745; Northern Pace. R. Co. 
v. North Dakota, 236 U. S. 585, 35 
SCt 129, 59 lu. ed. 735, AnnCas1916A 
1; Carlson v. Washington, 234 U. S. 
103, 34 SCt 717, 58 L. ed. 1237; North 
Carolina R.. Co. v. Zachary, 232 U. 
S. 248, 34 SCt 305, 58 L. ed. 591, Ann 
Cas1914C 159; Wood v. Chesborough, 
228 U. S. 672, 33 SCt 706, 57 L. ed. 
1018; Southern Pac. R. Co. v. Schuy- 
ler, 2207 Uses, 60d, 383 SCt 227 bk 
ed. 662; Creswill v. Grand Lodge 
K. P., 225 U. S. 246,..32, SCt 822,,56 
L. ed. 1074; Acme Harvester Co. v. 
Beekman Lumber Co., 222 U. S. 300, 
32 SCt 96, 56 L. ed. 208 [aff 215 Mo. 
221, 114 SW 1087]. And see supra 
§ 259. 
pee See Appeal and Error §§$ 2835, 
ZSo04, 

10. Union, Pac. R. :Co. v.. Public 
Serv. Commn., 248 U.S. 67, 39 SCt 24, 
63 L. ed. 131; Postal Tel. Cable Co. v. 
Newport, 247 U. S. 464, 38 SCt 566, 
62 L. ed. 1215 [rev 160 Ky. 244, 169 
SWig 00d ss Minion Paces mR. Cosmin 
Huxoll, 245 U. S. 535, 38 SCt 187, 62 
L. ed. 455 [aff 99 Nebr. 170, 155 NW 
900]; Interstate Amus2ment Co. v. 
Albert; 239) U.eS. <560,36 “SGt 168% 
60 L. ed. 439 [aff 128 Tenn. 417, 161 
SW 488]; Northern Pac. R. Ca. v. 
North Dakota, 236 U. S. 585, 85 
Sct 429, 59 L. ed. 735, AnnCas1916A 
i [rev 26 N. D. 438, 145 NW 135]; 
Creswill v. Grand Lodge K. P., 225 
U. S. 246, 32 SCt 822, 5&8 L. ed. 1074 
[rey 133) Ga. 837, 67 SH 9188, (334 
AmSR 231, 18 AnnCas 453]. And 
see supra § 259, 

“It is the duty of this Court to 
examine for itself whether there is 
any basis in the admitted faets, or 
in the evidence when the facts are 
in dispute, for a finding that the fed- 
eral right has been waived.” Union 
Pac. R. Co. v. Public Serv. Commn., 
248 U.S. 67, 69; 389 SCt 24 25, 63 
ake 131 [rev 268 Mo. 641, 187 SW 

[a] Agreed statement of facts.— 
The supreme court of the United 
States, although bound by an agreed 
statement of facts when reviewing 
the judgment of a state court, may 
inyuire’ whether the facts agreed 
upon support the judgment. Kelley 
Vv. Rhoads, 188 U.-S.. 1, 23, SCti 259, 
47. Iu. ed. 359 [rev 9 Wyo. 352, 53 P 
935, 87 AmSR 959]. 

[bl Where the lower court does 
not find the facts but directs a ver- 
dict on the ground that there is no 
evidence in opposition, a question cf 
law arises. Rector v. City Deposit 
Bank Co., 200 U. S. 405, 26 SCt 289, 
50 L. ed. 527. 

11, thomas. .vV.e%/Lexas, 6212). Weis. 
278, 29 SCt 393, 53 L. ed. 512 [aff 49 
Tex. Cr. 633, 95 SW 1069]. 
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[§ 324] (j) Determination and Disposition of 
Cause. The supreme court may reverse, modify, 
or affirm the judgment of the state court,!* but 
where a judgment cannot be reversed on the fed- 
eral question involved, it cannot be modified or 
amended.t® In disposing of the case the supreme 
court will lean toward affirmance where error on the 
part of the state court is not clear,# and where 
the court is convinced that a writ of error was 
taken only for delay, a motion to affirm the judg- 
ment should be granted.1® It has also been held 
proper to affirm instead of dismiss where the ques- 
tion raised, although not frivolous, .is without 
merit. The decision of the supreme court in a 
ease brought before it from the state court is the 
binding law of the case.17 Where the supreme court 
affirms the judgment of the state court, effect must 
be given thereto, while if the judgment is re- 
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[§ 324 


versed and remanded, the case is then pending in 
the state court for such disposition as it deems 
proper, not inconsistent with the opinion of the fed- 
eral'court.19 Where a reversal is necessary because 
of an erroneous construction given to an act of 
congress by the state court, which was the sole 
basis of its decision, the order of reversal should 
not preclude the right of the state court to con- 
sider and pass on the rights of the parties in the 
light of the statute as correctly construed.2° Where 
the statutes and practice of a state provide that an 
appellate court of such state may, on reviewing a 
judgment of the court below, render such a judg~ 
ment as should have been rendered by that court, 
the federal supreme court may, on reversing the de- 
cision of the state appellate court, enter a judgment 
finally disposing of the case.24_ The supreme court 
may, in its discretion, award execution or remand 


12. Jud. Code § 237 (set forth 
supra § 276); Murdock v. Memphis, 
20 Wall. (U. S.) 590, 22 L. ed. 429. 

[a] Review of ruling on plea in 
abatement. — The power of the 
United States supreme court on writ 
of error to a state court to review 
its ruling on a plea in abatement is 
not affected by Rev. St. § 1011, pro- 
viding that there shall be no re- 
versal in the supreme court for error 
in plea in abatement other than a 
plea to the jurisdiction of the court. 
Buck, Stove, etc., Co. v. Vickers, 226 
WES) 2055 33) -SCt -41, 157 Ls ed: 189 
[rev 80 Kan. 29,.101 P 668]. 

13. Standard Oil Co. v. Missouri, 
224 U. S. 270, 32 SCt 406, 56 L. ed. 
760 [aff 218 Mo. 1, 116 SW 902] 
(judgment of ouster and fine against 
a foreign corporation in quo war- 
canto). 

14. Southern R. Co. v. Puckett, 
24450 6S: 571, 37 SCt 703,61 -L. ed. 
1321 [aff 16 Ga. A. 551, 85 SE 3809]; 
Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. Lorick, 
243 U. S. 572, 37: SCt 440, 61 L. ed. 
907; Erie R. Co. v. Welsh, 242 U. S. 
303) over Set. S116) > 61.) sede .4319); 
Baltimore, ete., R. Co. v. Whitacre, 
242 U. S. 169,'37 SCt 33, 61 L: ed. 
228; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. Stew- 
art, 241 U. S. 261, 36 SCt 586, 60 L. 
ed. 989 [aff 163 Ky. 823, 174 SW 
744]; Reinman v. Little Rock, 237 U. 
S. 271; -35°SCt 511; 59 Li. ed. 900 [aff 
107 Ark. 174, 155 SW 105]; Calaf y 
Fugurul v. Calaf y Rivera, 232 U. 
SS. eTiy 284-SCt '410; 68 -L.” ‘ed. +642; 
Cedar Rapids Gas Light Co. v. 
Cedar Rapids, 223 U. S. 655, 32 SCt 
389, 56 L. ed. 594 [aff 144 Iowa 426, 


120 NW 966, 138 AmSR 299, 48 
LRANS 1025]; Schlemmer v. Buf- 
falo, sete: Ri ‘Co.,. 220°. S590; 31 


SGt 561; 55 2. ed: 596 [aff 222 Pa. 
470, 71 A 1053]; Tamy.a Water Works 
Go. v; Tampa, 199 U.S) 241, :26 SCt 
23, 560 Li. ed, 170. 

[a] Tllustrations—(1) The deci- 
sion of a state court that a charter 
exemption from taxation of the 
property, of whatever kind and de- 
seription, belonging or appertaining 
to a theological seminary, does not 
include property owned, rented, or 
held by it as an investment, but not 
used in immediate connection with 
the seminary, although the income 
thereof is used only for the pur- 
peses of the school, 1s not so ob- 
viously erroneous as to require re- 
versal because the charter provides 
that the act “shall be construed lib- 
erally in all courts for the purposes 
therein expressed.” Chicago ‘Theo- 
logical Seminary v. Illinois, 188 U. S. 
662, 23 SCt 386, 47 L. ed. 641 [aff 
193 Ill. 619, 61 NE 1022 and 189 
Tll. 439, 59 NE 977]. (2) The decree 
of a state court enjoining a carrier 
from further violation of a law fix- 
ing rates for the carriage of coal 
within the state, over the objection 
that the maximum rates so fixed are 


inadequate and confiscatory, will be 
affirmed where the evidence leaves 
the question of reasonableness in 
doubt, but without prejudice to the 
right of the carrier to reopen the 
case by, appropriate proceedings, if, 
after adequate trial, it thinks it can 
prove more clearly the confiscatory 
character of the rates. Northern 
Pac. R. Co. v. North Dakota, 216 U. 
S. 579, 30 SCt 428, 54 L. ed. 624 [aff 
ye D. 45, 120 NW 869, 25 LRANS 
1001]. 

15. Deming v. Carlisle Packing 
Conp2 26a WIS LOZ sSCls0 ore Ls. 
ed. 140 [dism writ of error 62 Wash. 
455, 114 P 172]; Blythe v. Hinckley, 


L809 Us S4333, 2AISCE 38905045. Tbe ed. 
Bs 

16. Cornell Steamboat Co. _ v. 
Phenix Constr. Co., 283 U. S. 593, 


34 SCt 701, 58 L. ed. 1107 [aff 210 
N. Y. 118,'1038 NE 891]; Williams v. 
Pauls Valley First Nat. Bank, 216 U. 
S. 582, 30 SCt 441, 54 L. ed. 625. 

17. Lytle v. State, 17 Ark. 608. 
But compare Dennie v. Tarrvis, oo 
Pick. (Mass.) 364, 367 (‘‘We are all 
fully of the opinion, that where the 
Supreme Court of the United States 
have jurisdiction, their authority is 
supreme. At the same time, this 
Ccurt is not to be considered as a 
mere machine, to execute the de- 
ecrees of the Supreme Court of the 
United States, without power to in- 
quire into the grounds of their pro- 
ceedings, in order’ to | ascertain 
whether they may not inadvertently 
have made a mistake’’). 

[a] The decision is conclusive 
only on the point decided, and the 
state court is not thereby prohibited 
from examining the record and de- 
ciding the case upon some _ other 
point which did not arise in the su- 
preme court. Goodtitle v. Kibbe, 1 
Ala. 403. 

18. Thorman v. Broderick, 52 La. 
Ann. 1298, 27 S 785; Stewart v. 
Bloom, 23 La. Ann, 748. 

{a] Assessment of damages.—The 
allowance of a writ ef error with 
supersedeas from the federal su- 
preme court to review a judgment of 
a state court awarding mandamus 
does not preclude the state court, 
after its judgment has been affirmed, 
from assessing, as part of the dam- 
ages, plaintiff's business losses suf- 
fered during the proceedings in the 
federal supreme court from defend- 
ant’s refusal to obey the mandamus. 
Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Larabee, 234 
U.S: 459, 34 SCt 979,58 Deed. 1398 
[rev 85 Kan. 214, 116 P 901] (hold- 
ing, however, that a state statute 
cannot empower a state court, when 
assessing damages to a successful 
plaintiff in mandamus, to allow at- 
torneys’ fees for services in the fed- 
eral supreme court on a writ of er- 
ror unsuccessfully prosecuted by 
defendant, where such award is in 
conflict with the settled rule in the 


federal supreme court). 

19. Harding v. Harding, 148 Cal. 

397, 93 P 434; St. Louis, ete., R. Co. 
v. McWhirter, 155 Ky. 301, 159 SW 
796; Simonson v. Monson, 36 S. D. 
245, 153° NW 1020. 
_ “The mandate, while reversing the‘ 
judgement that was under review on 
the former writ of error, permitted 
further proceedings of any kind to 
be had in the state courts, pro- 
vided they were not inconsistent 
with the opinion of this’ court. It 
left the tribunals of the State at lib- 
erty to exercise their proper juris- 
diction in the cause between the 
parties, so long as they avoided a 
conflict with the rights .of the land- 
owners under the Fourteenth 
Amendment as established by our 
decision.”” Schneider Granite Co. v. 
Gast Realty, etc., Co., 245 U. S. 288, 
38 SCt 125, 126, -62 Li. edi 292 [aff 
269 Mo. 561, 191 SW 689]. 

[a] Matters not decided by the 
supreme court are to be disposed of 
by the state court. Kinzell v. Chi- 
cago, ete., R. Co., (Ida.) 190 P 255; 
Simonson v. Monson, 36 S. D. 245, 
153 NW 1020. 

[b] Although one of the parties 
may die between the time of the de- 
cision in the state court and the 
filing of the mandate of the supreme 
court, no change of parties will be 
made in the former court before 
carryirg into effect the judgment of 
the United States court. Cunning- 
ham _ vy. Ashley, 138 Ark, 653. 

[c] Effect of mandate—A man- 
date from the supreme court of the 
United States, which directs the en- 
try of a decree in conformity with 
its opinion dividing the damages 
caused in a collision between vessels 
held in fault, but leaves undisturbed 
a judgment obtained by the owners 
of the cargo against one of such 
vessels for the full amount of their 
damages, does not require that such 
decree provide for the recoupment 
by the latter vessel of one half of 
the damages to such cargo from the 
moiety of damages awarded to the 
other vessel. Union Steamboat Co. 
v. Erie, etc., Transp. Co., 189 U. S. 
363, 23 SCt 504, 47 L. ed. 854 [aff 
108 Fed. 102, 47 CCA 232]. 

[ad] Correction of other errors.— 
It seems that, when a case is re- 
versed in the supreme court of the 
United States on one issue and re- 
manded to the state court for fur- 
ther proceedings in accordance there- 
with, the latter court may reopen 
the record for the correction of other 
errors appearing thereon of which 
the state courts have sole jurisdic- 
tion. Gibson v, Chouteau, 50 Mo. 85. 

20. Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Con- 
cannon, 239 U. S. 382, 36 SCt 156, 
60 L. ed. 342 [rev 75 Wash. 591, 135 
P*i652]. 

21. Stanley v. Schwalby, 162 U. 
S. 255, 16 SCt 754, 40 L. ed. 960. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. . 
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the cause to the state court.22 


judgment.2% 


A writ of error to 
a state court, which incorrectly states the date 
of the judgment in the court below, may be dis- 
missed without prejudice to proceedings under a 
second writ of error, which correctly describes the 
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dismissed.?¢, 


Effect of events subsequent to decision by state 
X. CIRCUIT COURTS OF APPEALS 


[§ 325] 


fore July 1, 1891.76 


The purpose of the creation of the circuit courts 
of appeals was to facilitate the prompt disposition 
of cases and to relieve the supreme court from the 
oppressive burden of general litigation, which im- 
peded the examination of cases of public concern 
and operated to the delay of suitors.?7 
B. Personnel of Court. Each cireuit 


[§ 326] 


A. Creation of Court. The circuit 
courts of appeals, one for each of the nine judicial 
circuits, were originally created by the Judiciary Act 
of 1891,?> which took effect immediately notwith- 
standing provisions that the jurisdiction of the su- 
preme and circuit courts was not thereby to be 
impaired in cases of appeals taken or pending be- 


two constitute a quorum.?§ 
circuit judges,?® and for the allotment of the justices 
of the supreme court among the cireuits;?° and the 
several district judges within each circuit are also 
made competent to sit as judges of the circuit court 
of appeals within their respective districts.31 

[§ 327] ©. Jurisdiction *°—1. In General. 
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court. Where, by reason of events oceurring sub- 
sequent to the rendition by the state court of the 
judgment which is sought to be reversed, the par- 
ticular relief sought in that action by plaintiff in 
error cannot be afforded, the writ of error will be 


Provision is made for 


The 


statute provides that the cireuit court of appeals 


court of appeals consists of three judges, of whom 


[a] Reinstating verdict.—A _ ver- 
dict on the first trial of an action 
for death under the Employers’ Lia- 
bility Act cannot be reinstated by 
the supreme court on cross writ of 
error to a state court which, having 
Set aside the verdict for plaintiff on 
the first trial, affirmed, on a second 
appeal, a judgment for plaintiff in 
a®lesser amount, on second trial. 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Stewart, 241 
1of 261, 36 SCt 586, 60 L. ed. 989 
[aff 163 Ky. 823, 174 SW 744]. 

22.. Jud. Code § 237 (set forth 
supra § 276) (if a cause has been 
remanded to the state court which 
refuses to execute the mandate of 
the supreme court the latter court 
may, on a second writ of error, pro- 
eeed to a final decision and award 
execution thereon). And see Mar- 
tin v. Hunter, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 304, 
4 L. ed. 97. 

Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Hasse, 
NOTE Use Seco SCt1805,. 49 wih. ed, 
642 [rev 28 Wash. 353, 68 P 882, 92 
AmSR 840]; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
ly. ote On Ste: (SC 1302;249) a. 
ed. 639 [rev 25 Wash. 384, 65 P 555, 
54 LRA 526, 87 AmSR 766]. 

24. Kimball v. Kimball, 174 U. S. 

158, 19 SCt 639, 43 L. ed. 932, 

255026) Wess sStwatess26 PU.as; 
Comp. St. (1901) pp 547-556]. 

“Wherever held, the Court of Ap- 
peals is not a court in or for any 
district. The act creating that court 

~(26 Stat. 826, ec. 517) does not create 

a court in or for a district, but one 

in and for each circuit. The rela- 
tions of that court to a district are 

similar to those of this court. The 

Supreme Court is not a court in or 
of or for a district, but in and of and 

for the United States as a whole. 

The fact that this case was origi- 
nally pending in the Circuit or Dis- 
trict Court of the District of Wash- 
ington does not make the Court of 

Appeals a court of that district 
when engaged. in hearing the casé on 
appeal. The case when it reached 
the Court of Appeals passed out of 
the courts of the district, just as 
fully as if appealed to this court. 
In other words, when a case is trans- 
ferred to the Court of Appeals or to 
this court it passes beyond the limits 
within which a district attorney has 
jurisdiction and exercises his 

powers.’ U. S. v. Winston, 170 U. 
S. 522, 524, 18 SCt 701, 42 L. ed.°1130. 

26. Gulf, etch ehun Conv.) (Shane, 
57 MOU. 5.4 848, be SCE 641,739) eu. 


[25 C. J.—61] 


ed. 727; Mason v. Pewabic Min. Co., 
153 UMS 361)) 140SCt 847, 38 Ty ed: 
745; Vorhees v. John T. Noye Mfg. 
Co., 151 7U.. S. 135) A49SCt 295,33 
L. ed. 101; Aspen Min., etc., Co. Ve 
Billings, 150 U. S. 31, 14 SCt 4, 37 
L. ed. 986; National Exch. Bank v. 
Peters, 144 U. S..570, 12 SCt 767, 36 
L. ed. 545; Wauton v. De Wolf, 142 
Us. Sivi3s8; 12 Sct 173s" 35 es eda 965i 
In re Claasen, 140 os S. 200, 11 sct 
735, 35 L. ed. 409;. The Alijandro v. 
Wallace, 56 Fed. 621, 6 CCA 54; 
U. S. v. National Exch. Bank, 53 Fed. 
9, 3 CGA 1390; Marine R.,.etc., Co. 
v. The Mattano, 52 Fed. 876, 3 CCA 
325; Baltimore, etc., R. Co. v. An- 
drews, 50 Fed. 728, 1 CCA 636, 17 
LRA 190; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Amato, 49 Fed. 881, 1 CCA 468 [aff 
144 U. S. 465, 12 SCt 740, 36 L. ed. 
596]; New York, etce.,. R. Co. v. Ben- 
nett, 49 Fed. 598, 1 CCA 392; Court- 
ney v. Insurance Co. of North 
America, 49 Fed. 309, 1 CCA 249. 

[a] In case of decrees before and 
after creation of the circuit court of 
appeals, the former decree being one 
of sale on a bill of foreclosure and 
the latter being on a cross bill, only 
the decree on the cross bill is ap- 
pealable to such court. Courtney v. 
Insurance Co. of North America, 49 
Fed. 309, 1 CCA 249. 

27. The Paquete Habana, 175 U. 
S. 677, 20 SCt 290, 44 L. ed. 320; U. 
S. v. American Bell Tel. Co., 159 U. 
S:) 548, 16 SCt-169, 40 Li. ed. 255; 
Carey v. Houston, ete. R. Co., 150 
U. Si 170, 14° SCt 63; 37 Le ed.-1041; 
American Constr. Co. v. Jacksonville, 
CtCw eRnCOre LAS US ei clos Ort 
758, 87 L. ed. 486; Lau Ow Bew v. 
Wan Staed44 wie Sh tle Lo SCteb li, 736 
L. ed. 340; In re Woods, 143 U. S. 
202, 12 SCt 417, 36 L. ed. 125; Mce- 
lish ve) Roff,: 141. Uo S661; °12>SCt 
118, 35 L. ed. 8938: Dodge v. Nor- 
lin, 133 Fed. 368, 66 CCA 425. 

28. Jud. Code (1911) § 117. 

29. Jud. Code (1911) § 118. 

30. Jud. Code (1911) § 119. 

31. Jud. Code (1911) § 120. 

[a] Court composed of district 
judges alone,—A circuit court of ap- 
peals is legally constituted where 
made up by three district judges of 
the circuit, regularly designated by 
particular assignments to attend as 
members for the term. Peters v. 
Hanger, 136 Fed. 181, 69 CCA 197. 

32. Superintendence and revision 
of proceedings in par cases 
see Bankruptcy §§ 741-758. 


shall exercise appellate jurisdiction 3° to review by 
appeal or writ of error ** final decisions 3° in the 
district courts,*® including the United States district 
court for Hawaii *? and the United States district 
court for Porto Rico,8 in all cases 2° other than 
those in which appeals or ‘writs of error may be 
taken direct to the supréme court,*° unless other- 


33. Jud. Code (1911) § 128. 

34 Jud. Code (1911) § 128. 

Mode of exercising jurisdiction see 
infra § 334 

35. Jud. “Code (1911) § 128: 

Finality of judgment or decree he- 
low see infra § 331. 


36. Jud. Code § 128. 

37. Jud. Code § 128. 

[a]. The ninth circuit includes 
Hawaii. Jud. Code § 116. 

[b] Cases under former statutes. 
—Wright v. MacFarlane, 122 Fed. 


770, 58 CCA 570 (constitutional ques- 
tion involved); Wilder’s SS. Co. v. 
Low, 112 Fed. 161, 50 CCA 473. 

38. Jud. Code § 128 as amended 
by Act Jan, 28, 1915 (38 St. at’ Li. 
803° ¢. 22°58 2). 

{a] The first circuit includes 
Porto Rico. Jud. Code § 116, as 
amended by 38 St. at L. 803. 

[b] Prior to the act of 1915 writs 
of error and appeals were prosecuted 
directly to the supreme court, and 
the circuit court of appeals had no 
jurisdiction. Garzot v. Rios de 
Rubio, 209 U. S. -283,) 28 \SCt +548, 
52 L. ed. 794; Amado v. U. S., 195 U. 
S:li2;226 SCt 135. 49%) Tat ede 145s 
Royal Ins: Co. v. Martin, 192) Us Si 
149, 24 SCt 247, 48 L. ed. 385. 

39. Jud. Code (1911) § 128. 

[a] The term “case” includes for 
the purpose of appellate jurisdic- 
tion: (1) Disbarment proceedings. 
Thatcher v. U. S., 212 Fed. 801, 129 
CCA 255. (2) Contempt proceedings. 
In re Christensen Engineering Co., 
194 U. S. 458, 24 L. ed. 729, 48 L. ed. 
1072; Bessette v. W. B. Conkey, 194 
U.S. 324, 24 SCt 665, 48 L. ed. 997; 
Thatcher v. U. S., 212 Fed. 801, 129 
CCA 255. (3) Deportation proceed- 
ings. Thatcher v. U. S.,' 212 Bed. 
801, 129 CCA 255; Gee Cue Beng v. 
Ws ‘S., 184 Fed. 383, 106 CCA 493; 
U. S. v. Hung Chang, 134 Fed. 19, 67 
COA 93. 

[b] A proceeding for naturaliza- 
tion is not a “case” within the mean- 
ing of the statute, and there being 
no provision for direct review in the 
Naturalization Act a circuit court 
of appeals is without jurisdiction to 
review the decision of a _ district 
court in such a proceeding. U.S. v 
Dolla, 177 Fed. 101, 190 CCA BOM. 
21 AnnCas 665 [foll U. S. v. Neuge- 
bauer, 221 Fed. 938, 1837 CCA 508]. 
Contra §U. 1S.) ve: Lenore, 20% Neds 


865 [disappr U. S. v. Dolla, supra]. 
40, Jud. Code § 1238: in ire 
Christensen Engineering Co. 194 
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wise provided by law.*1 Writs of error and appeals 
from the final judgments and decrees of the su-’ 
preme courts of the territory of Hawaii and of 
Porto Rico, where the amount involved, exclusive 
of costs, to be ascertained by the oath of either 


458, 24 SCt 729, 48 L. ed. 
1072; Swepston v. U. S., 251 Fed. 
205, 163 CCA 361; The Attualita, 238 
Fed. 909, 152 CCA 43; Alton Water 
Coe Vve Brown, 166 Fed. 840, 92 CCA 
598 [certiorari den 212 U. S2_ 581, 
29 SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 659]; Dowagiac 
Mfg. Co. v. McSherry Mfg. Co., 155 
Fed. 524, 84 CCA 38; Bullock Elec- 
tric, ete., Mfg. Co. v. Westinghouse 
Electric; ete, Co. 129 Fed. 105, 63 
CCA 607 [certiorari den 194 U. S. 
636, 24 SCt 859, 48 L. ed. 1160]; In 
re Heinze, 127 Fed. 96, 62 CCA 96; 
Duncan y. Landis, 106 Fed. 839, 45 
CCA 666; U. S. v. Jacobus, 96 Fed. 
260, 37 CCA 466; The Annie Faxon, 
87, Hed. 961), 315 CCA. 325°) Holt, -v. 
Indiana Mfg. Co., 80 Fed. 1, 25 CCA 
301; Merritt v. American Steel-Barge 
Cone (5. Hed. 4813.5 ok -CCA.75253" The 
Alliance, 70 Fed. 273, 17 CCA 124. 
[a] he reviewing power extends 
to: (1) Admiralty cases. The Joseph 
B. Thomas, 148 Fed. 762, 78 CCA 428; 
The New York, 104 Fed. 561, 44 CCA 
38; North American Trading, etc., 
Co. v. Smith, 92 Fed. 7, 35 CCA 183; 
Laidlaw v:. Oregon R., ete. Co., 81 
Fed. 876, 26 CCA 665; The Pilot, v. 
Warsi =539 Meas 145) 21 CCGAse3 92; the 
State of California, 49 Fed. 172, 1 


CCA 224. (2) Bankruptcy cases. 
Dodge v. Norlin, 133 Fed. 3638, 66 
OCGA 14253) Ui Si ive (Moy Yee Tai, 109 


Fed. 1, 48 CCA 208; Duncan v. Lan- 
dis, 106 Fed. 839, 45 CCA 666; Hunt- 
ington v. Saunders, 72 Fed. 10, 18 
CCA 409 [app diszn 163 U. S. 319, 16 
Sct 1120, 41 L. ed. 174]; Hutchins 
v. Briggs, 61 Fed. 498, 9 CCA 585; 
Duff v. Carrier, 55 Fed. 433, 5 CCA 
177. See Bankruptcy §§ 741-758. (3) 
Cases arising under the Chinese Ex- 
elusion “Acts U.S: v. pGee, Lee, , 50 
Fed. 271, 1 CCA 516. (4) Cases aris- 
ing under the Interstate Commerce 
Act. Louisville, ete, R. Co. vy. 
Behlmer, 169 U. S. 644, 1IBUESCt, 502, 
42 L. ed. 889. (5) Cases arising un- 
der the patent laws. U.S. v. Ameri- 
can Bell. Tel. Co., 159 U. S. 548, 16 
SCty 69740) Lee edty 25535 Clancys Vv. 
Troy Belting, ete., Co., 157 Fed. 554, 
85 CCA 314. (6) Cases arising under 
the revenue laws. U.S. v. Hopewell, 
51 Fed. 798, 2 CCA 510; Louisville 
Public Warehouse vy. Customs Col- 
lector, 49 Fed. 561, 1 CCA 3871. (7) 
Cases arising under the Tucker Act 
of March 3,,1877:; «U.S. vi .Coudert, 
To Meds-505,5 19> CCA® 543); UieS. vs 
Morgan, 64 Fed. 4, 12 CCA 6. (8) 
A cause improperly removed, to the 
extent of determining that fact and 
to awarding costs. Grand Trunk R. 
Co. v. Twitchell, 59 Fed. 727, 8 CCA 


237. (9) Contempt cases. Doyle v. 
London Guarantee, etc., Co., 204 U. 
Sao oo wie TS Ct 4818.0 51 9 ed 6413 


In re Christensen Engineering Co., 
194 U. S., 458, 24 SCt 729, 48 LL. ed. 
1072; Bessette v. W. B. Conkey Co., 
194 U. S. 324, 24 SCt 665, 48 L. ed. 
997; Bullock Electric, ete, Co. v. 
‘Westinghouse Hlectric, ete., Co., 129 
Wed. 105, 68 CCA 607 [certiorari den 
194 U. S. 686, 24 SCt 859. 48 L. ed. 
1160]; Frankfort v. Deposit Bank, 
12 7eWed. 28 L2,. 62.5 CGAsy 4925 Ini sre 
Heinze, 127 Fed, 96, 62 CCA 96. (10) 
Criminal cases. Folsom. v. Ss 
160 Wasp 2157.16, SCt 222), 400: 
ed. 363; U. S. v. Sanges, 144 U. 8. 
310, 12 "SCt 609, 36 L. ed. 445; U.S. 
Vv. Dunne, 173 Fed. 254. 97 CCA 420, 
19 AnnCas 1145 [foll U. S. v. New 
York Cent,., etc., R. Co. 164 Fed. 
324, 90 CCA 256]; Miller v. Okla- 
homa, 149 Fed. 330, 79 CCA 268, 9 
AnnCas 389; Sena v. U. S., 147 Fed. 
485, 78 CCA 27 [rev 12 N. M. 397, 
73 'P 58]; Davis v. U. S., 107 Fed. 
753, 46 CCA 619; Stokes v. U. S., 60 
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Fed., 597, 9 CCA. 152; U. S. v. Sut- 
ton, 47 Fed. 129,32 OCA. “Ab? a C14). 
A proceeding for abatement of a 
judgment entered in a criminal case 
because of defendant’s death after 
it was entered. U. S. v. Dunne, 173 
Fed. 254, 97 CCA 420, 19 AnnCas 
1145 [aff U. S. v. Mitchell, 163 Fed. 
1014]; U. S. v. New York, etc.,»+R. 
Co., 164 Fed. 324, 90 CCA 256 [rev 
U. S. v. Pomeroy, 152 Fed. 279]. (12) 
Suits against the United States. U. 
S.'x. Harsha, 32, UsTS.7567,, 19hScr 
294, 48 L. ed. 556 [certiorari 56 Fed. 
953, 6 CCA 178]; Scranton v. Wheel- 
er, 57 Fed. 808, 6 CCA 585 [rev on 
other grounds 163 U. S. 703 mem, 
16 SCt 1206 mem, 41 L. ed. 318 mem]. 
(18) Suits brought by the United 
States. U. S. v. American Bell Tel. 
Co., 159 U. S. 548, 16 SCt 69, 40 L. 
ed. 255. (14) A suit by contractors 
against the United States to recover 
for materials furnished for the con- 
struction of a levee. Cgden v. U. S., 
148 We 1S53905 13 SCt. 602.) 37 eis ved: 
493 [foll Hubbard v. Soby, 146 U. S. 
56, 138% SCt 13) 1365: ed: 88615" Na= 
tional Exch. Bank v. Peters, 144 U. 
S. 570, 12 SCt 767, 36 L. ed. 545. (15) 
A suit by a clerk of a district court 
to recover his fees, under the act 
of March 32, 1887. U.S. v. Morgan, 
64 Fed. 4, 12 CCA 6. 

[b] Habeas corpus cases.—(1) In 
reviewing habeas corpus proceedings 
in the district courts, the circuit 
court of appeals has succeeded to the 
appellate jurisdictions of the cCir- 
cuit courts. . v. Fowkes, 53 
Fed:13, 3 CCA 394, (2) The circuit 
court of appeals has no jurisdiction 
of an appeal from an order made by 
a district judge in vacation on the 
hearing of the issue raised by a 
petition for habeas corpus and the 
return thereto. Hoskins v. Funk, 239 
Fed. 278, 152 CCA 266 [disappr Webb 
y. York, 745 Medi 753, 2b WweCAt 65 
(where a contrary conclusion was 
reached)]. (3) Appeal direct to su- 
preme court where constitutional 
question involved. See supra § 263. 

[ec] Customs duties.—(1) For- 
merly appeals from decisions of the 
board of general appraisers in cus- 
toms cases were taken to the circuit 
court of appeals. U. S. v. Diamond 
Match: Co,,.115 Bed.) 288,<58=€CA 90; 
U. S. v. Davis, 54 Fed. 147, 4 CCA 
251; U. S. v. Hopewell, 51 Fed. 798, 
2 CCA 510; Louisville Public Ware- 
house Co. v. Collector of Customs, 49 
Fed. 561, 1 CCA 3871. (2) This has 
been changed and now the court of 
customs appeals has exclusive ju- 
risdiction in such cases. Jud. Code 
§§ 195, 196. (3) Generally see Cus- 
toms Duties §§ 283-303. 

Direct appeals and writs of error 
Leela anise: court see supra §§ 209- 


41. Jud. Code § 128. 

[a] The words “unless otherwise 
provided by law” refer not merely 
to prior laws, but are intended to 
guard against implied repeals of, or 
changes in, the law in this respect. 
UU. Siw Dalcour,,. 208) UiSs c2£08r a2, 
Sct 58, 51 L. ed. 248; The Paquete 
Habana, 175 U. S. 677, 20 SCt_ 290, 
44 L. ed. 320; Mason v. Pewabic Min. 
Coy, 1b68h Uk Srs6lselepSGtasai, vases, 
ed. 745; American Constr. Co. v. 
Jacksonville, ete., R. Co., 148. U..S. 
872, 13 SCt 758, 37 L. ed. 486; Hub- 
bard v. Soby, 146 U. S. 56, 13 SCt 
13, 36 L. ed. 886; Lau Ow Bew v. U. 
S., 144:°5ULiS, 47,12. <SCt; 5475636» 
ed. 340; U. S.. v. .Coudert, 73 Fed. 
505, 19 CCA 548. 

425 ,ACt dans 528,07 el 91 beans. Use S. 
St. at L. 803 ¢ 22 § 2): Inter-Island 
Steam Nav. Co. v. Ward, 242 U. S. 1, 
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party or of other competent witnesses exceeds the 
value of five thousand dollars, may, be taken and 
prosecuted in the cireuit courts of appeals.*? 
circuit court of appeals for the ninth cireuit is 
given jurisdiction te determine writs of error and 


The 


37 SCt ‘1, 61 lL. ed. 1135, Kinney: vi 
Oahu Sugar Co., Ltd., 255 Fed. 732, 
167 CCA 78 [certiorari den 249 U. S. 
616 mem, 39 SCt 391 mem, 63 L. ed. 
803 mem]; Graham vy. O’Ferral, 248 
Fed. 10, 160 CCA 150; Plazuela Sugar 
Co. v. Pastoriza, 245 Wed. 115; Gra- 
ham v. O’Ferral, 236 Fed. 717, 150 
CCA 49; Trujillo v. Rodriguez, 233 
Fed. 208, 147 CCA 214. b 

[a] Prior te the act of 1915 such 
appeals or writs of error from Porto 
Rico were prosecuted directly to the 
Supreme court, and the circuit court 
of appeals had no jurisdiction. Car- 
dona v. Quinones, 240 U. S. 838, 36 
SCt 346, 60 L. ed. 538; Royal Ins. Co. 
v. Martin, 192 U. S. 149, 24 SCt 247, 
48 L. ed. 385. 

[b] Amendment construed.— 
“From the beginning and continu- 
ously up to the adoption of the 
Amendment of -1915 appeals and 
writs of error to the supreme courts 
of Hawaii and of Porto Rico were 
not left to be controlled by the law 
generally applicable to courts of the 
United States as expressed in the 
Judiciary Act of 1891 or as found 
in the provisions of the Judicial 
Code re-adopting that act, but were 
governed by special provisions con- 
trolling the subject—a purpose which 
is exemplified by the terms of the 
Amendatory Act of 1915. This is 
plain when it is considered that the 
two classes of cases enumerated in 
the Amendment of 1915 were prac- 
tically in the same terms expressed 
in the prior acts which conferred re- 
viewing jurisdiction in both classes 
exclusively upon this court and that 
the only substantial change made by 
the amendatory act was to take from 
this court the jurisdiction to review 
in the second enumerated class and 
confer it upon the Circuit Court of 
Appeals to which Hawaii belonged.” 
Inter-Islaneé Steam Nav. Co. v. Ward, 
242 Uy Sind, 3334 SSt tela. ed aAgdise 

_[e] Time for perfecting.—As Ju- 
dicial Code (Act _Mareh 3, 1912 
c, 231) § 1244, 36 St. 15%) s¢Campe 
St. 19139 §)11227) and wActs Tanies2 8. 
1915, c 22 (88 St. 808), attaching 
Porto Rico to the first circuit, makes 
no provision in terms fixing the 
time for taking appeals or suing out 
writs of error for cases from the 
Porto Rico supreme court which may 
be reviewed by the circuit court of 
appeals, the time for’ perfecting an 
appeal is left to be determined by 
the rule of the circuit court of ap- 
peals, and so an appeal will not be 
dismissed for two years’ delay, 
Where no rule requiring an earlier 
perfection was in force. Graham vy. 
O’Ferral, 236 Fed. 717, 150 CCA 49. 

{d] Reversal and remand for fur- 
ther proceedings is not a final de- 
cree which. will support an appeal 
to the circuit court of appeals. Rum- 
sey vi sNew, York: olaocIns. Coe../26% 
Fed. 554. See also generally Ap- 
peal and Error § 429. 

[e] Directing’ amendment to ren- 
der decree final.—The circuit court 
of appeals has not the power to di- 
rect the supreme court of Hawaii 
to correct a judgment reversing a 
decree, so as to set forth what fur- 
ther action would be cumpatible to 
the decision, and to direct the lower 
judge to take such action, so as to 
render the decree final in form and 


appealable. Rumsey v. New York lL. 
Ins. Co., 267 Fed. 554. 
{f{] Hawaiian cases under former 


statutes.—In re Wilder’s SS. Co., 183 
U. S. 545, 22 SCt 225, 46 L. ed. 321: 
Wilder’s SS. Co. v. Hind, 108 Fed, 
118, 47 CCA 243 [aff.183 U. S. 545, 
22 SCt 226, 46 Li, keds 324 7. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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appeals from the United States court for China, as 
provided in the act creating that court,4? and also 
writs of error and appeals “from the district court 
for Alaska in all criminal eases,‘* and in all civil 
eases in which the amount involved or the value of 
the subject matter in controversy shall exceed five 
hundred dollars, other than those in which error 
or appeal will he direct to the supreme court.*® 
The cireuit court of appeals for the fifth circuit is 
given jurisdiction to review, revise, modify, reverse, 
or affirm the final judgments and decrees of the 
district court of the Canal Zone and to render such 
judgments as should have been rendered by the 
trial court in three classes of cases :4* In all actions 
and proceedings in which the constitution or any 
statute, treaty, title, right, or privilege of the United 
States is involved and a right thereunder denied ;47 
in cases in which the value in controversy exceeds 
one thousand dollars, to be ascertained by the oath 
of either party or by other competent evidence ;*8 
and also in criminal cases where the offense charged 
is punishable as a felony.*® Unless the case falls 
within one of these three classes no appellate juris- 
diction is conferred.®° All cases arising in the Vir- 
gin Islands, and formerly reviewable by the courts 
of Denmark, are now reviewable by the circuit 
court of appeals for the third cireuit.5t Under the 
Cireuit Court of Appeals Act of 1891, the several 
territories were assigned to particular circuits, and 
‘in cases in which the judgments of the circuit courts 


43. Act June 30, 1906 (34 St. at {1912 (87 U. S. St. at L. 565). 
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of appeal were made final, such courts had the same 
appellate jurisdiction, by writ of error or appeal, 
to review judgments, orders and decrees of the 
supreme courts of the several territories as they 
had in cases coming from the federal district and 
circuit courts.52 Special provision was made in re- 
gard to courts of the Indian Territory, appeals and 
writs of error being allowed to or prosecuted in the 
circuit court of appeals for the eighth circuit, in the 
designated cases.5? The circuit courts of appeals 
have no jurisdiction to review the judgments of 
state courts.°4 

No original jurisdiction has been conferred upon 
the cireuit courts of appeals; their jurisdiction is 
purely appellate.®> 

The statute does not fix any pecuniary limits with 
respect to the reviewing power of the circuit court 
of appeals,®°® except as hereinabove noted with re- 
spect to cases coming up from Alaska, the Canal 
Zone, and the supreme courts of Hawaii and Porto 
Rico.57 

Objections to jurisdiction. The court is bound to 
consider the question of its jurisdiction, even though 
the question is not raised by either party.58 

[§ 328] 2. Cases Involving Questions Directly 
Reviewable by Supreme Court—a. When Review- 
able by Circuit Court of Appeals. The respective 
jurisdiction of the supreme court and the cireuit 
court of appeals, more especially the exclusiveness 
of the appellate jurisdiction of the supreme court, 


Sena v. U. S., 147 Fed. 485, 78 CCA 


Ly 814 ¢ 13934); Jud.| Code § 131; 48. Panama Canal Act Aug. 24,|27; Ex p. Moran, 144 Fed. 594, 75 
Cunningham y. Rodgers, 171 Fed.|1912 (87 U. S. St. at L. 565); Pacific |CCA 396; Union Cent. L. Ins. Co. v. 
835, 96 CCA 507 (finality of judg-|Mail SS. Co. v. Beneby, 250 Fed. | Champlin, 116 Fed. 858, 54 CCA 208; 


ment); Price v. U. 


S., 156 Fed. 950, | 444, 162 CCA 514; 


Pacific Mail SS.|Badaracco v. Cerf, 53 Fed. 169, 3 


85 CCA 247,'15 LRANS 1272, 13 Ann|Co. vy. Balderach, 229 Fed. 562, 144|CCA 491 [applying Aztec Min. Co. v. 


Cas 483. CCA 22 


Ripley, 53 Fed. 7, 3 CCA 388, and aff 


[a] The distinction between ap- [a] Amount in controversy.—(1) |151 U. S. 79, 14 SCt 236, 38 L. ed. 
peals and writs of error (1) should} Where the aggregate of the judg-|80]; In re Boles, 48 Fed. 75, 1 CCA 


be observed, and cases at law should 
be brought up by writ of error suits 
in equity by appeal. Formerly this 
was a jurisdictional requisite. Cun- 
ningham v. Rodgers, 171 Fed. 835, 96 
CCA 507; Price v. U. S., 169 Fed. 791, 
95 CCA 257; Toeg v. Suffert, 167 
Fed. 125, 92 CCA 577. (2) Now, by 
express statute a mistake in this 
regard must be disregarded, and the 
court must take the action which 
would have been appropriate if the 
proper appellate procedure had been 
followed. Act Sept. 6, 1916 (39 U. S. 
St. at L. 727 c 448 § 4). 

44. Jud. Code § 134; Itow v. U. 
Se ost. Syr ost, not (SCs 699; 589 1. 
ed. 1102. 

45. Jud. Code § 134. 

[a] Appeals from Alaska under 
former statutes.—In re McKenzie, 
180 U. S. 536, 21 SCt 468, 45 L. ed. 
657; The Coquitlam v. U. S., 163 U. 
So 46 6) SCE TT | 4ty du. eds 184s 
J. P. Jorgenson Co. v. Rapp, 157 
Fed. 732, 85 CCA 364 (amount in 
controversy); Cartier v. U. S., 148 
Fed. 804, 78 CCA 494; Copper River 
Min. Co. v. McClellan, 138 Fed. 333, 
70 CCA 623 [certiorari den 200 U. 
S5°616;) 26 SCt °753) 50° Le’ ed.) 622]; 
Shields v. Mongollon Exploration 
Co., 1387 Fed. 539, 70 CCA 123; Shoup 
v. Marks, 128 Fed. 32, 62 CCA 540; 
Tornanses v. Melsing, 106 Fed. 775, 
45(\CCA 615 (Alaska Code § 504). 

46. Panama Canal Act Aug. 24, 
1912 (87 U. S. St. at L, 565). 

[a] Procedure.—The jurisdiction 
is to be exercised in the same man- 
ner and under the same,regulations 
and by the same procedure, as nearly 
as practicable, as in reviewing final 
judgments and decrees of district 
courts of the United States. Law 
cases must come up by writ of error, 
and equity cases by appeal. Panama 
R. Co. v. Beckford, 2381 Fed. 436, 
145 CCA 430. 

47. Panama Canal Act Aug. 24, 


ment for plaintiff and a counter-|48; Western Union Tel. Co. v. White, 


claim disallowed exceeds one thou- 
sand dollars, the court has juris- 
diction. Pacific Mail SS. Co. v. 
Beneby, 250 Fed. 444, 162 CCA 514. 
(2) What constitututes amount in 
controversy generally see Courts 
§§ 47-73. 

49. Panama Canal Act Aug. 24, 
19IQ= (7) WE SSt at la. S65). "5 

50. Smith v. Canal Zone Govt., 
239 Fed. 133, 152 CCA 175. 

[a] Contempt proceeding. — The 
court has no jurisdiction to review 
a conviction for contempt of court, 
where the fine imposed was _ less 
than one thousand dollars, and no 
right under the constitution, laws, 
or treaties of the United States. was 
denied. Smith v. Canal Zone Govt., 
239 Hed. 133, 152 CCA. ‘175. 

51. Act Mar. 3, 1917 § .2. 

[a] Appeal or error.—Since the 
distinction between causes at law 
and in equity is unknown in the 
courts of the Islands, and all judg- 
ments were reviewable de novo on 
the record by the suprerne court of 
Denmark on appeal, such judgments 
may be similarly reviewed on ap- 
peal, both as to facts and law, by the 
circuit court of appeals, irrespec- 
tive of whether the cause of action 
would have been in equity or at law 
in the courts of the United States. 
Clen v. Jorgensen, 265 Wed. 120. 

52. Act Mar. 3, 1891 § 15 (26 St. 
at L. 826); Royal Ins. Co. v. Mar- 
tin, 9192 40s) "S! 9149, 24° SCt 247," 48 
L. ed. 385; Simms vy. Simms, 175 U. 
S. 162, 20 SCt 58, 44 L. ed. 115; Fol- 
Som vous Si) 160m. Sy 120; 16 SCt 
222, 40 L. ed. 363; Aztec Min. Co. v. 
Ripley, 151 U.-S: 79, 14. SCt! 236, 38 
L. ed. 80 [aff 53 Fed. 1, 38- CCA. 3881; 
Lovato v. New Mexico, 220 Fed. 104, 
136 CCA 196; Storm v. Arizona, 170 
Fed. 423, 95 CCA 593 [aff 12 Ariz. 26, 
94 P 1099]; Miller v. Oklahoma, 149 
Fed. 330, 79 CCA 268, 9 AnnCas 389; 


(Tex. Civ. A.) 162 SW 905. 

5S. Act of March 38, 1891 § 13 (26 
St. at L. 826); Harper v. Victor, 
212 Fed. 903 (construing Enabling 
Act of the State of Oklahoma); 
Laurel Oil, ete., Co. v. Morrison, 212 
Ue Si2915029 (SCU+ts94, 53u haved abi 
Morrison v. Brunette, 154 Bed. 617, 
83 CCA 391 [app dism 212 U. S. 291, 
29 SCt 394, 53 L. ed. 517]; Wallace 
v. Adams, 143 Fed. 716, 74 CCA 540 
Latte 1204 UW 1S. “415, 27 SCt. 13635 .o8 
L, ed. 547]; Harless v. U. S., 88 Fed. 
97, 31 CCA 397; Gowen v. Bush, 72 
Fed. 299, 18 CCA 572; Scott v. Ham- 
mer, 72 Wed. 289, 18 CCA 565. 

54. Lovato v. New Mexico, 220 
Hed: (104, 136 ‘CCA*"196; “Terry iv. 
Davy, 107 Fed. 50, 46 CCA 141. 

55.8 U0; (Si -vi, Mayer,” 235. Us Sh sbo3 
35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Whitney v. 
Dick, 202 U.S. 132, 26 SCt 584, 50 
L. ed. 963; Zell v. Judges Cir: Ch 
149 Fed. 86, T8ECAOGTOSS Wier ss 
Moy Yee Tai, 109 Fed. ik 48 Con 
203) "Travis County v. King Iron 
Bridge, etc., Co., 92 Fed. 690, 34 CCA 
620; North Bloomfield Gravel Min. 
ne Valls Sih 83) vWedia.2) 2 (ereCa: 

Issuance of writs see infra § 330. 

SEL, 7Kirby Gy. American Soda 
Fountain Co., 194 U. S. 141, 24 SCt 
619, 48 L. ed. 911; The Paquete Ha- 
bana, ATs. Us St) 677.9 20SCt 2907) 44 
L. ed. 320 [overr North American 
Trading, etce., Co. v. Smith, 93 Fed. 
tees CCAMIS3i  Thatehers ViteUe Se 
£12 Fed. “8015 > 129 CCA 2665 The 
Joseph B. Thomas, 148 Fed. 762, 78 
CCA 428 [aff 136 Fed. 693]. 

57. See supra text and notes 42, 


45, d 

58. In re Hollins, 229 Fed. 349, 
143 CCA 469; Hawes v. Madison 
Kirst.) Nat. “Bank, 229 Red? 51) 143 
CCA 645; Empire City F. Ins. Co. v. 
American Cent. Ins. Co., 218 Fed. 
7174, 134 CCA 452; Puget Sound 


nd 


964 [250C.J.] 


in the classes of cases presently mentioned, is a 
topic that has already received consideration in 
several particulars °® and additional details are here 
A cireuit court of appeals is not deprived 
of jurisdiction to review the judgment of a district 
court merely because the case involves, among other 
questions, a question of jurisdiction of the trial 
court,°° a question as to the construction or applica- 
tion of the constitution of the United States,®*! a 


given. 


Nav. Co. v. Lavender, 156 Fed. 361, 
84 .CCA 259. 

See supra §§ 215,. 263, 264. 
Tang Tun v: Edsell, 223 U. 
©.) 6738, 32 SCti 359; 56 Li. ed._1606; 
Boston, ete., R. Co. v. Gokey, 210 
U. S. 155, 28 SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 1002 
[aff 149 Fed. 42, 79 CCA 64, 9 Ann 
Case 384i; Ut Susy. Jahns s155)5U., SS: 
109, 15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87; Nickels 
v. Pullman Co., 263 Fed. 551; Steb- 
bins v. Selig, 257 Fed. 230, 168 CCA 
314 [certiorari den 250 U. S. 669 
mem, 40 SCt 15 mem, 63 L. ed. 1199 
mem]; Hume v. New York, 255 Fed. 
488, 166 CCA 564 [certiorari den 249 
U. S. 603 mem, 39 SCt 260 mem, 
63 LL. ed. 797 mem];- Kawin ‘v. 
American Colortype Co., 243 Fed. 
317, 156 CCA 97; Hazelwood Dock 
Co. v. Palmer, 228 Fed. 325, 142 CCA 
617; Morgan v. Ward, 224 Fed. 698, 
440 CCA 238; Cobb v. Sertic, 218 
Fed. 320, 134 CCA.116; Turk v. IIlli- 
nois Cent. R. Co., 218 Fed. 315, 134 
CON MIT Hix py sim Hone, 211) Bed: 
73, 127 CCA 569; National Pole Co. 
v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 211 Fed. 65, 
127 CCA 561 [rev 200 Fed. 185]; 
U. S. v. Sessions, 205 Fed. 502, 123 
CCA 570; Smith v. Farbenfabriken 
Elberfeld Co., 203 Fed. 476, 121 CCA 
598; A. J. Phillips v. Grand Trunk 
Western R. Co., 195 Fed. 12, 115 CCA 
94; Olds v. Herman H. Hettler Lum- 
DermCo.lo> Bedi 1b CCAM 
Enos v. Kentucky Distilleries, etc., 
Co., 189 Fed. 342, 111 CCA 74; Mor- 
risdale Coal Co. v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 183 Fed. 929, 106 CCA 269 [aft 
176 Fed. 748, and aff 230 U. S. 304, 
83 SCt 938, 57 L. ed. 1494]; Meeker 
v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 183 Fed. 
548, 106 CCA 94 [rev 175 Fed. 320]; 
Alton Water Co. v. Brown, 166 Fed. 
840, 92 CCA 598 [certiorari den 212 
U. S. 581, 29° SCt 690, 53 L. ed. 659]; 
Grand Trunk Western R. Co. Vv. 
Reddick, 160 Fed. 898, 88 CCA 80; 
Cartier v. U. S., 148 Fed. 804, 78 
CCA 494; Harris v. Rosenberger, 145 
Fed. 449, 76 CCA 225, 13 LRANS 
762 [certiorari den 203 U. S. 591, 27 
SCt 778, 51 L. ed. 331]; Campbell v. 
Golden Cycle Min. Co., 141 Fed. 610, 
73 CCA 260; Kansas City Southern 
Rm. Cov. VPrunty, 18s Med. 13, 166 
CCA 163 [certiorari den 197 U. S. 
Chee yee CU oo e 49. Tay edaro tins 
Viquesney v. Allen, 131 Fed. 21, 65 
CCA 259; Fisheries Co. v. Lennan, 
130 Fed. 533, 65 CCA 79; Wirgman 
v. Persons, 126 Fed. 449, 62 CCA 63 
{aff 116 Fed. 877, and app dism 196 
UW, S636, 25 SCt 795, 49 Ly ed! 6297; 
Frankfort v. Deposit Bank, 124 Fed. 
18, 159 CCA 538; Sun Printing, etc., 
Assoc. v. Edwards, 121 Fed. 826, 58 
CCA 162; Chapman y. Atlantic Trust 
Co., 119 Fed. 257, 56 CCA 61 [cer- 
tiorari den 188 U. S. 741, 23 SCt 849, 


47 L. ed. 678]; Reliable Incubator, 
ete., Co. v. Stahl, 105 Fed. 6638, 44 
CCA 657; Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. 


McCaskill, 101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577; 
Mills v. Provident Life, ete., Co., 100 
Fed. 344, 40 CCA 394; The Presto, 
93 Fed. 522, 35 CCA 394; U. S. Free- 
-hold Land, etc., Co. v. Gallegos, 89 
Fed. 769, 32 CCA 470; Beck, etce., 
Lith. Co. v. Wacker, ete., Brewing 
'Co., 76 Peds 105) 22 (CCA 11): Coler’ v. 
Grainger County, 74 Fed. 16, 20 CCA 
267; Rust v. United Waterworks 
Co. “10s Meds 129 a7) CCA 165% Balti- 
more, etc., R. Co. v. Meyers, 62 Fed. 
367, 10 CCA 485; Grand Trunk R. 
Co. v. Twitchell, 59 Fed. 727, 8 CCA 
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237. And see supra § 215. 

[a] Election of party—A party 
may appeal at his election upon the 
question of jurisdiction alone to the. 
supreme court, or he may take the 
whole case to the circuit court of 
appeals. U. S. v. Jahn, 155°U. S._109, 
15 SCt 39, 39 L. ed. 87; Mclish v. 
Roff, 141 U. S. 661, 12 SCt 118, 35 
Deed. (8935 eA. de Phillips Cor v- 
Grand Trunk Western R. Co., 195 
Fed. 12, 115 CCA 94; Morrisdale 
Coal Co. vy. Pennsylvania R. Co., 183 
Fed. 929, 106 CCA 269 [aff 230 U. 
S. 304, 33 (SCt) 938, 57» L,ed, 1494]; 
Meeker v. Lehigh Valley R. Co., 183 
Fed. 548, 106 CCA 94; Paducah v. 
East Tennessee Tel. Co., 182 Fed. 
625, 106 CCA 333; Barling v. Bank 
of British North America, 50 Fed. 
260, 1 CCA 510. And see supra § 215. 

{b] Ruling in favor of appellant 
on jurisdictional question.— Where 
an order sustaining a demurrer to a 
bill for want of jurisdiction was in 
favor of appellants, who appealed 
from other orders and a final decree, 
appellee could not object that the 
circuit court of appeals had no ju- 
risdiction of the appeal, on the 
ground that the question of jurisdic- 
tion could be reviewed only by the 
supreme court. Viquesney v. Allen, 
131 Fed. 21, 65 CCA 259. Adverse 
decision necessary see supra § 244. 

{c] Pendency of question of ju- 
risdiction in supreme court.— The 
fact that a question of jurisdiction 
of the district court is before the 
supreme court on a writ of error 
does not preclude the circuit court 
of appeals from entertaining a writ 
of error to review an order, made 
after entry of the judgment, deny- 
ing a new trial claimed under a 
state statute. Shreve v. Cheesman, 
695-Mea. 7385, -L6RCCAw 413% 

What constitutes a question of 
jurisdiction see supra §§ 216-241. 

61., Ohio R. Commn. v. Worthing- 
ton, 225 U. S;101; 32. S€t_ 653, 56 
L. ed. 1004 [aff 187 Fed. 965, 110 
CCA 85]; Pomona v. Sunset Tel., 
ete., Co., 224 U. S. 330, 32 SCt 477, 
56 L. ed. 788 [rev 172 Fed. 829, 97 


CCA 251]; Mississippi R. Commn. 
Vv. Lllinois -Cent, Rs. (Co. 12038), Ua7S: 
835, 27 SCt 90, 51.L. ed. 209 [aff 


138 Fed. 327, 70 CCA 617]; Spreckels 
Sugar-Refining Co. v. McClain, 192 
U.S: 397,24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed. 496; 
Morgan v. Ward, 224 Fed. 698, 140 
CCA 288; Reed v. U. S., 224 Fed. 
31830 140 CCA, 645 ein sre" Can sPen; 
168 Fed. 479, 93 CCA 635 [aff 161 
Fed. 618]; Harris v. Rosenberger, 
145 Fed. 449, 76 CCA 225, 13 LRANS 
762 [rev 186 Fed. 1001, and cer- 
tiorari den’ 203 U. S. 591, 27 SCt 778, 
51 L. ed. 331]; Watkins v. King, 118 
Fed. 524, 55 CCA 290. 

[a] The fact that a constitution- 
al question might have been raised 
by the defeated party does not de- 
feat the jurisdiction of the circuit 
court of appeals. World’s Colum- 
bian Exposition vy. U. S., 56 Fed. 654, 
6 CCA 58, 

[b] An issue whether due force 
and effect has been given to a judg- 
ment or decree of another state does 
not exclude the jurisdiction of the 
circuit court of appeals. Merritt v. 
American Steel-Barge Co., 75 Fed. 
813; 21) CCA 525: 

Constitutional question in general 
see supra § 263. 


[§ 328 


question as to the constitutionality of any law of 
the United States ®* or the validity or construction 
of any treaty made under the authority of the 
United States,°* or a question as to the contravention 
of the federal constitution by the constitution or a 
law of a state.°* 
decide a question as to the jurisdiction of the 
trial court where a case in which such jurisdiction 
is in question is properly brought before it,®> and 


The cireuit court of appeals may 


3365 * 91 “CCA "322; ’ 

Constitutional question in general 
see supra § 263. 

*63. Ohio. R. Commn. v. Worth- 
ington, 225 U. S. 101, 32 SCt 653, 56 
L. ed. 1004 (which is clearly au- 
thority for this proposition, al- 
though it is not directly stated). 

[a] Duty of circuit court of ap- 
peals.—(1) It was formerly held by 
a circuit court of appeals. that, 
where it had jurisdiction of an ap- 
peal involving among other ques- 
tions a question of the validity or 
construction of a treaty, it had no 
power to decide the latter question. 
U. S. v. Lee Yen Tai, 113 Fed. 465, 
5 NCCA"299. 
by the supreme court imposes upon 
the circuit court of appeal the duty 
to Gecide the whole case. Boston, 
etc. eR, Cova \Gokey, 210s wstet poe 
28 SCt 657, 52 Li. ed. 1002 (a case 
involving among others, the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction of the district 
court, and not the validity or con- 
struction of a treaty, but ample 
authority for the same rule in the 
latter class of cases). 

Validity or construction of 
treaties in general see supra § 264. 

64. American Sugar Refining Co. 
v.. New Orleans, 181 U. S. 277, -21 
SCt 646, 45 L. ed. 859 [rev 104 Fed. 
2, 48 CCA 393]; Crescent Mfg. Co. v. 
Wilson, 242 Fed. 462, 155 CCA 238 
[dism app 283 Fed, 282]; Love v. 
Busch, 142 Fed. 429, 73 CCA 545; 
Keyser v. Lowell, 117 Fed. 400, 54 
CCA 574; Pike’s Peak Power Co. v. 
Sl etnet Springs, 105 Fed. 1, 44 CCA 

[a] Statute invalid under state 
constitution.—The circuit court of 
appeals is not prevented from as- 
suming jurisdiction on the ground 
that the federal constituion is in- 
volved, where such claim would only 
arise in case the state statute was 
passed in violation of the state con- 
stitution, when it would be invalid 
without reference to the federal con- 
stitutional question raised. Central 
Trust Co. v. Citizens’ St. R. Co., 82 
Fed. 1 [app dism 83 Fed. 529, 27. 
CCA 580]. 

[b] Contrary view.—Wrightman 
v. Boone County, 88 Fed. 435, 31 CCA 
570; Pauley Jail Bldg., ete. Co. v. 
Crawford County, 84 Fed. 942, 28 
CCA 579; Chicago, ete., Co. v. Evans, 
58 Med. 74330 N% CGA 12910) 

Constitutional question in general 
see supra § 263. 

65. Boston, ete, R. Co. v. Gokey, 
210° U,0S.255,028 SC IGhT> 520ns veal 
1002; Maynard v. Hecht, 151 U. S. 
324, 14 SCt 353, 38 L. ed. 179; Carey 
v. Houston, ete. R. Co. 150 U. S. 
170, 14 SCt 68, 87 L. ed. 1041; Soler 
v. Scoville, 253 Fed. 932, 166 CCA 
32; Chicago, etce., R. Co. v. Stephens, 
218 Bed. 535, 134 CCA. 263:) Cobb. v. 
Sertic, 218 Fed. 820, 184 CCA 116: 
Turk” wae EluinoismmGents. Re leo 21s 
Fed. 315, 134 CCA.4111: WFidelity 
Trust Co. v. Gaskell, 195 Fed. 865, 
115’ CCA 527; (Al CE ePhillips, Comive 
Grand Trunk Western _R. Co., 195 
Fed. 12, 115 CCA 94; Puget Sound 
Nav. Co. v. Lavender, 156 Fed. 361, 
84 CCA 259; Wirgman vy. Persons, 
126 Fed. 449, 62 CCA 68 [aff 116 Fed. 
877, and app dism 196 U. S. 636, 25 
SCt 795, 49 L. ed. 629]; Frankfort v. 
Deposit Bank, 124 Fed. 18, 59 CCA 
538 [aff 120 Fed. 165]; Reliable In- 


62. Hooper v. Remmel, 165 Fed.!cubator, ete., Co. v. Stahl, 105 Fed. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


(2) But a later ruling _ 


So 


§§ 328-330] 


it is the positive duty of the cireuit court of appeals 
Indeed that court cannot 
overlook jurisdictional defects disclosed by the rec- 
ord, even though no jurisdictional question was raised 
in either the trial court or the appellate court.®? 

b. When Not Reviewable by Circuit 
Where the jurisdiction of the 
federal trial court depended entirely on the fact 
that the case involved a question as to which a direct 
review by the supreme court is authorized,®* or the 


to decide that question.%¢ 


[§ 329] 
Court of Appeals. 


663, 44 CCA 650; Houston v. Filer, 
etc,, Co., 104 Fed. 168, 43 CCA 457; 
Mills v. Provident Life, ete. Co., 
100 Fed. 344, 40 CCA 394; The 
Presto; soe Med) 522, 035. .CCA 394; 
Snead v. Sellers, 66 Fed. 371, 13 CCA 
518; King v. McLean Asylum, 64 
Fed. 325,.12 CCA 139,'26 LRA. 784; 
Southwestern Tel., CUCiieee COs we 
dee 43% ed. “(6959 ad) COA 


[a] his is true even though: 
(1) It may be found on examination 
that for the lack of a proper bill of 
exceptions, or for failure to comply 
with the rules of practice, other 
questions are not presented, or are 
so imperfectly presented that the 
court might refuse to consider them. 
Reliable Incubator, etc. Co. v. 
Stahl, 105 Fed. 663, 44 CCA 657. (2) 
The other assignments of error are 
abandoned. Wirgman v. Persons, 
126 Fed. 449, 62 CCA 63 [aff 116 
Fed. 877, and app -dism’ 196 U. —S. 
636, 25 SCt 795, 49 L. ed. 629]. 

[b] The power of the circuit 
court of appeals to certify the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction to the supreme 
court necessarily includes the power 
in that court to decide the question, 
and in every case in which the com- 
plaining party has the right, or has 
and exercises the option, to carry 
his case to the circuit court of ap- 
peals for review, that court may de- 
cide the question of jurisdiction. 
Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. McCaskill, 
101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577. 

{c] In some earlier cases it was 
held that the circuit court of ap- 
peals could not decide the jurisdic- 
tional question, but must confine it- 
self to the other questions involved. 
Waterford v. Elson, 149 Fed. 91, 78 
CCA 675 [aff 138 Fed. 1004]; Coe 
Brass Mfg. Co. v. Savlik, 93 Fed. 
519s Sou CCA—39 0. 

66. Eoston, ete, R. Co. v. Gokey, 
MO? wise Se Sas Cine Gane dorae ey 
ed. 1002. 

[a] The circuit court of appeals 
must decide the jurisdictional ques- 
tion, and not refrain from deciding 
it, in such cases, along with the 
other questions involved. Boston, 
ete., R. Co. v. Gokey, 210 U. S. 155, 
28 SCt 657, 52 L. ed. 1002 [correct- 
ing on this point, on certiorari, 149 
Fed. 42, 72 CCA 64, 9 AnnCas 384]. 

67. La Belle Box Co. v. Strick- 
lin, 218 Fed. 529, 1834 CCA 257; At- 
lantic Coast Line R. Co. v. Whilden, 
195 Fed. 263, 115 CCA 254; Yeandle 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 169 Fed. 938, 
95 CCA 282; McGilvra v. Ross, 164 
Fed. 604, 90 CCA 398 [aff 161 Fed. 
398, and rev on other grounds 215 
eS EOC OmSCt a iwose ls nede 9 ol; 
Puget Sound Nav. Co. v. Lavendar, 
TAGeedy oGles 4a tCCAT 2597. eC. mC: 
Taft Co. v. Century Sav. Bank, 141 
Fed. 369, 72 CCA 671; Fred Macey 
Co. v. Macey, 135 Fed. 725, 68 CCA 
363; Gorman-Wright Co. v. Wright, 
134 Weds 363, 67 CCA 345; VUtah= 
Nevada Co. v. De Lamar, 133 
Fed. 113, 66 CCA 179 [certiorari den 
PIs WoS ss 605.0) 26 ESCt 746750) as 
ed. 330]; Kansas City Southern R. 
Co. v. Prunty, 133 Fed. 13, 66 CCA 
163 [certiorari den 197 U. S. 6238, 25 
sct 799, 49 L. ed. 911]; Wetherby 
vy. Stinson, 62 Fed. 173, 10 CCA 243. 
See also supra § 97. 4 

[a] Proper action where juris- 
diction does not appear.— Where the 
record on appeal discloses no facts 
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sustained.™1 
edo 0ilaro: 


supporting federal jurisdiction, the 
judgment, being otherwise’ valid, 
may be upheld pending inquiry into 
jurisdictional facts, or may be re- 
versed with directions to the trial 
court on finding jurisdictional facts 
to enter final judgment or in case 
of failure to find such facts to dis- 
miss without prejudice. Alexandria 
Paper Co, v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 
246 Fed. 122, 158 CCA 348 [foll Par- 
ker Washington Co. v. Cramer, 201 
Fed. 878, 120 CCA 216; Grand Trunk 

Co. v. Reddick, 160 Fed. 898, 88 


facts sufficient to 
support federal jurisdiction are ad- 
mitted by counsel on oral argument 
in open court, the judgment cannot 
be reversed because the record fails 
to show facts supporting federal 
jurisdiction. Alexander Paper Co. 
v. Cleveland, ete, R. Co., 246 Fed. 
122, 158 CCA 348. 

68. Collins v. Louisiana State 
Penitentiary, 219 Fed. 885, 135 CCA 
249; Morrisdale Coal Co. v. Pennsyl- 
vania R. Co., 183 Fed. 929, 106 CCA 
269 [aff 176 Fed. 748, and aff 230 
U. S. 304, 83 SCt 938, 57 L. ed. 1494]; 
Wright v. MacFarlane, 122 Fed. 770, 
58 CCA 570; Owensboro v. Owens- 
boro Waterworks Co., 115 Fed. 318, 
53 CCA 146; Seattle v. Thompson, 
114 Fed. 96, 52 CCA 44; St. Clair 
County v. Interstate Sand, ete., Co., 
110 Fed. 785, 49 CCA 169; Tiubinger 
Co. v. Quiney Horse-R., etc., Co., 98 
HMedage89 7,1 oo CCAS SGM DaAVviISul yy. 
Burke, 97 Fed. 501, 38 CCA 299; 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 93 
Fed, 852, 35 CCA 635 [rev on other 
grounds 180 U.S. 28, 21 SCt 251, 45 
L. ed. 410]; Holt v. Indiana~ Mfg. 
Go. 80 Fed) .1,°25' CCA’ 301: Barr, v. 
New Brunswick, 72 Fed. 689, 19 CCA 
71; Hastings v. Ames, 68 Fed. 726, 
15 CCA 628; Macon v. Georgia Pack- 
ing GCo., 60 Fed. 781, 9 CCA 262. 
And see supra § 268. 

69. Sol Louie v. U. S., 264 Fed. 
295; Nickels v. Pullman Co., 263 Fed. 
551; Blumenstock Bros. Adv. Agency 
VeOurtiss Pubs Co.,258" Medyn927, 
LOL CCASI234 Ther A da, 255) Med.505 
166 CCA 378; Great Northern R. Co. 
v. Blaine County, 252 Fed. 548, 164 
CCA 380; American Electric Weld- 
ine Co, v. Lalance, ete, Mfe:.. Co., 
249 Fed. 968, 162 CCA 166; Knisely 
v. Burt, 248 Fed. 493, 160 CCA 503; 
U. S. v. Sessions, 205 Fed. 502, 123 
CCA 570; Louisiana R. Commn. v. 
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Fed. 66, 115 CCA 127; Olds v. Her- 
man H. Hettler Lumber Co., 195 
Fed. 9, 115 CCA 91; Mitchell Coal, 
ete., Co. v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 192 
Fed. 475, 112 CCA 6387 [certiorari 
den 228 U. S. 7388, 32 SCt- 528, 56 
L. ed. 635, and mod on other grounds 
230) We SL 2a ssh SCty 916, 7b4 Way ede 
1472]; Morrisdale Coal Co. v. Penn- 
sylvania R. Co., 183 Fed. 929, 106 
GGA 269" [att 2307 Us S= 304)" 338" SCt 
938, 57 L. ed. 1494]; Kentucky State 
Bd. of Control for Charitable Inst. 
v. Lewis, 176 Fed. 556, 100 CCA 208; 
Alton Water Co. v. Brown, 166 Fed. 
840, 92 CCA 598 [certiorari den 212 
tes. 58ii 29) SCt 690,-53 th. ed, 659]: 
Davis v. Cleveland, etc., R. Co., 156 
Meds 775: 84 CCA? 453s Crawford v. 
McCarthy, 148 Fed. 198, 78 CCA 356; 
Campbell v. Golden Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260; Terry v. 
Bird, 129 Fed. 592, 64 CCA 160 [dism 
app 129 Fed. 472]; Halpin v. Amer- 
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appeal involves no question except the jurisdiction 
of the trial court as a federal court,®® the circuit 
court of appeals has no jurisdiction, but a review 
must be sought in the supreme court. 
where the district court dismisses a ease for lack 
of jurisdiction, the circuit court of appeals has no 
reviewing jurisdiction,’® and the rule is the same 
where a demurrer based on lack of jurisdiction is 


Accordingly, 


The cireuit 


man, 0138 Hed. 548, 70 C@AUy462% 
Pennsylvania Lumberman’s Mut, F. 
Ins. Co. v. Meyer, 126 Fed. 352, 61 
CCA 254: St. Louis Cotton Compress 
Co. vy. American Cotton Co., 125 Fed. 
196, 60 CCA 80; Sun Printing, ete., 
Assoc. v. Edwards, 121 Fed. 826, 
58 CCA 162; Hays v. Richardson, 121 
Fed. 536, 57 CCA 598: Excelsior 
Wooden-Pipe Co. v. Pacific Bridge 
Co., 109 Fed. 497, 48 CCA 349; Dud- 
ley v. Lake County, 103 Fed. 209, 43 
CCA 184; Evans-Snider-Buel Co. v. 
McCaskill, 101 Fed. 658, 41 CCA 577; 
In re Aspinwall, 90 Fed. 675, 33 CCA 
217; Coler v. Grainger County, 74 
Fed. 16, 20 CCA 267; U. S. v. Sev- 
erens, 71 Fed. 768, 18 CCA 314; 
White v. Ewing, 66 Fed. 2, 13 CCA 
276; U. S. v. Swan, 65 Fed. 647, 13 
CCA 77; Cabot v. McMaster, 65 Fed. 
533, 13 CCA 389; Davis, ete, Bldg., 
etc., Co. v. Barber, 60 Fed. 465, 9 
CCA 79 [app dism 157 U. S. 673, 
LO ASCCeT1LO SSO Lea iS hess 
v. Sutton, 47 Fed. 129, 2 CCA 115. 
And see supra § 215, 

_[a] Incidental questions. — The 
circuit court of appeals cannot take 
jurisdiction because of the fact that 
the trial court decided certain ques- 
tions which were merely incidental 
to and involved in the determination 
of the main question as to jurisdic- 
tion. ickels v. Pullman Co., 263 
Fed. 551; Olds v. Herman H. Hettler 
Lumber Co., 195 Fed. 9, 115 CCA 91. 
Contra Drake v. Tennessee, ete. R. 
Co., 268 Fed, 248 (see comments on 
Aas case as cited supra § 228 note 

{b] Where the jurisdictional 
question is one of general power as 
a court, and-not one of power specifi- 
cally as a federal court, the cir- 
cuit court of appeals has jurisdic- 
tion. Central Dist. Printing, etc., 
Co. v. Farmers’, etc., Nat. Bank, 255 
Hed. 59, 166 CCA’ 387; Davis vi An= 
derson-Tully Co., 252 Fed. 681, 164 
CCA 521; Ex p. Jim Hong, 211 Fed. 
738, 127 CCA 569; Taylor v. Haston, 
180 Fed. 363, 103 CCA 509; Chapman 
v. Atlantic Trust Co., 119 Fed. 257, 
56 CCA 61 [certiorari den 188 U. S. 
741, 23 SCt 849, 47 L. ed. 678]. And 
see supra § 217. 

70. Cleveland Cliffs Iron Co. v. 
Kinney, 266 Fed. 888; Shapley v. Co- 
hoon, 263 Fed. 893; Nickels v. Pull- 
man Co., 263 Fed. 551; Chamber- 
lintiv.’ Q.9& Cl) Co. 260° redsu93a 
Blumenstock Bros. Adv. Agency v. 
Curtis Pub. Co., 258 Fed. 927, 170 
CCA 123; Great Northern R. Co. 
v. Blaine County, 252 Fed. 548, 164 
CCA 380; American Electric Weld- 
ing Co. v. Lalance, etc., Mfg. Co., 
249) Med. + 968;~ 162 "CCA 166" Rog- 
ers v. Hennepin County, 220 Fed. 
453, -136 CCA 281. And see supra 
§ 205, 6 

[a] Where the question relates 
to a loss of jurisdiction since the 
commencement of the action. by rea- 
son of the bringing in of a de- 
fendant whose citizenship was the 
same as that of complainants, and 
the question whether jurisdiction 
originally existed is not involved, 
and no objection to the jurisdiction 
of the cirenit court of appeals is 
made, it will decide the question, 
Patterson v. Delaware, etc., Co., 251 
Fed. 255. 163 CCA 411. 

71. Knisely v. Burt, 248 Fed. 493, 
160 CCA 508. And see supra § 215. 

72. See also supra § 14. 
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court of appeals has general power to issue writs | 
which are necessary for the exercise of its appellate 
jurisdiction,’® such as writs of supersedeas,’* scire 
facias,*®> habeas corpus,’® mandamus,” or prohibi- 
tion;7® but is without any power to issue writs as 
Accordingly the court has no. 
original jurisdiction to issue writs of mandamus,®® 
prohibition, or habeas corpus,*? and can issue the 
writ of certiorari only as auxiliary to a review by 
writ of error and not as an original 


or iginal process.’ 


appeal or 
process. 

73. Jud, Code § 262; McClellan vy. 
Carland, '217-U;. S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 
54 L. ed. 762. 

74 %In re McKenzie, 180 U. S. 536, 
21 SCt 468, 45 L. ed. 657. 

75. McClellan v. Carland, 217 U. 
Ss. uae 80 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762. 

Go. xp: Moran, 144 Fed. 594, 
15. CCA 396. 

“Cases may arise in which the 
writ of habeas corpus is necessary 
to the complete exercise of the ap- 
pellate jurisdiction vested in the 
Circuit Court of Appeals. But it is 
unnecessary to speculate under 
what circumstances such an 
exigency may exist, for the writ 
asked for here was an independent 
and original proceeding challenging 
in toto the validity of a judgment 
rendered in another court. There 
was no proceeding of an appellate 
character pending in the Court of 
Appeals for the complete exercise 
of jurisdiction in which any auxil- 
jary writ of habeas corpus was req- 


uisite.” Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. 
S. , 132, 136, 26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 
77. Muir v. Chatfield, 255 Fed, 24, 


166 CCA 3&2; In re Dennett, 215 Fed. 
673, 181 CCA 607; In re Watts, 214 
Fed. 80, 180 CCA 520; A. D. Howe 
Mach. Co. v. Dayton, 210 Fed. 801, 
127 CCA 351; U. S. v. Sessions, 205 
Fed. 502, 123 CCA 570; In re Beck- 
with, 203 Fed. 45, 121 CCA 381; Bar- 
ber Asphalt Paving Co. v. Morris, 
132 Fed. 945, 66 CCA 55, 67 LRA 761. 

[a] Mandamus to require a fed- 
eral circuit court to proceed with 
and determine a pending. suit which 
it has stayed to await the com- 
mencement and prosecution to final 
judgment of a suit in a state court 
may be issued by a circuit court of 
appeals as in aid of its appellate 
jurisdiction. McClellan vy. Carland, 
one U. S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 

78. Muir v. Chatfield, 255 Fed. 2 


166 CCA 352; Zell v. Judges Cir. Ct., 
149 Fed. 86, 78 CCA 670. 
79. U./S.,.v. Mayer, 285 U.S. -55, 


35 SCt 16, 59 L. ed. 129; Whitney v. 
Dick, 202 -U. S. 1382; 26 SCt-584, 50 
L. ed. 963; Zell v. Judges Cir. Ct., 
S68 ICCArs67. 0s In ire 
Paquet, 114 Fed. 487, 52 CCA 239; 
Travis County v. King Iron Bridge, 
etc.,, Co., 92 Hed. 690, 34 CCA 620; 
TS. ve Severens, 71 Fed. 768, 18 
GGA 314. 

80. McClellan v. Carland, 217 U. 
S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; 
Ex p. Chicago First Nat. Bank, 207 
We, Ss 61, 28 SCt 28) 52. eds 1108 
[rev .146 Fed. 742, 77. CCA. 408]; 
Muir v. Chatfield, 255 Fed. 24,°166 
CCA 352; Hammond Lumber Co. v. 
U. S. District Ct., 240 Fed. 924, 153 
CCA 610; U. S. v. Sessions, 205 Fed. 
502, 123 CCA 570; Dowagiac Mfg. 
Co. vw. McSherry Mfg. Co., 155 Fed. 
524, 84 CCA 388; U. S. v. Judges U. 
aA Ct. of App., 85 Fed. 177, 29 CCA, 


[aj] Where a district court re- 
fuses to issue a subpoena duces 
tecum, the circuit court of appeals 
cannot compel the issuance of the 
Subpcena by mandamus. Vacuum 
Cleaner Co. v. Platt, 196 Fed. 398, 
116. CCA» 220. 

[b] In a case involving only the 
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Character. 


deerees 
work,®® 
number 


s 


jurisdiction (1) of the trial court 
as a federal court, the circuit court 
of appeals has no authority to issue 
a writ of mandamus. Hammond 
umber Co.. va UW. «Ss... Dist. Cts) 240 
Fed. ‘924, 153 CCA 610; U. S. v. Ses- 
sions, 205 Fed. 502, 128 CCA 570; 
Dowagiae Mfg. Co. v. McSherry Mts. 
Co., 155 Fed. 524, 84 CCA 38; U. S. 
v. Severens, 71 Fed. 768, 18 CCA 
314; U. S. v. Swan, 65 Fed. 647, 13 
CCA Ti (2) The jurisdiction of 
the supreme court is exclusive in 
such cases. See supra § 215. (3) 
But there is no such lack of power 
where the question involved relates 
to the jurisdiction of the trial court 
as a judicial tribunal of original ju- 
risdiction, having no relation to its 
limitation as a national court. 
Dowagiac Mfg. Co. v. McSherry Mfg. 


Co., 155 Fed. 524, 84 CCA 388. 
81. McClellan v. Carland, 217 U. 
S. 268, 30 SCt 501, 54 L. ed. 762; 


Muir v. Chatfield, 255 Fed. 24, 166 
CCA 352; Hammond Lumber Co. Vv. 
U. S. District Ct., 240 Fed. 924, 153 
CCA 610; Zell v. Judges Cir. Ct., 149 
Fed. 86, 78 CCA 670; In re Paquet, 
LUGS W6d, (4ST Si CCA 239. 

82. Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. S. 
132, 26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 963; In re 
Boles, 48 Fed. 75, 1 CCA 48. 

83. Whitney v. Dick, 202 U. S. 
182, 26 SCt 584, 50 L. ed. 963 [rev 
141 Fed. 5, 72 CCA 667]; Lovell-Mc- 
Connell Mfg. Co. v. Bindrim, 219 
Fed. 533, 135 CCA 283; U. S. v. Mon- 
tana Dist. Circ St:, 126 Fed. 169, 61 
CCA. 315; In re Paquet, 114 Fed. 437, 
52 CCA 239; The Margaret B. Roper, 
106 Fed. 740, 45 CCA 577; Travis 
County > vy. King, viron) Bridge; rete, 
Co., 92 Fed. 690, 84 CUA 620; Tay- 
lor v. Louisville, ete., R. Co., 88 Fed. 
350, 31 CCA 537; Lovell-McConnell 
Mfg. Co, v. Bindrim, 219 Fed. 533, 
135 CCA 283. 

“This court has never decided 
that certiorari was to be resorted to 
in place of a writ of error whenever 
it suited the convenience of parties. 
There must be ‘circumstances im- 
peratively demanding’ a departure 
from the ordinary remedy by writ 


of error or appeal.” Whitney v. 
Dick, 202 U. S. 1382, 140, 26 SCt 584, 
50 L. ed. 963. 

84. Jud. Code § 128; Doyle v. 
London Guarantee, ete., Co. 204 U. 
Ns 599,27 \SCt 313.) 51a, edt G4i* 


Ex p. National Enameling Co., 201 
U. S. 156, 26 SCt 404, 50 L. ed. 707; 
Gumbel v. Pitkin, 113 U. S. 5465, 
5 SCt 616, 28 L. ed. 1128; Krippen- 
dorf v. Hyde, 110 U. S. 276, 4 SCt 
27, 28 L. ed. 145; Savannah vy. 
Jesup, 106 U. S. 563, 1 SCt. 512, 27 
L. ed. 276; National Brake, etc., Co. 
~. Christensen, 258 Fed. 880, 169 
CCA 600 [rev on other grounds 254 
U.'S. 425, 40 SCt 54]; Hanley v. 
Pacific Live Stock Co., 234 Fed. 522, 
148 CCA 288; Crooker v. Knudsen, 
232 Hed,’ 857, 147 CCA. 51: Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co. v. Winn, 227 Fed. 
50, 141 CCA 598; Hmery v. Cen- 
tral Trust, ete, Co.,, 204 Fed. 965, 
123 CCA 287; Dexter Horton Nat. 
Bank v. Hawkins, 190 Fed. 924, 111 
CCA 514; Marinette Sawmill Co. v. 
Scofield, 174 Fed. 562, 98 CCA 344; 
Shumaker v. Security Life, ete., Co., 
159 Fed. 112, 86 CCA 302; Mann v. 
Gaddie, 158 Fed. 42, 88 CCA‘ 1; Mor- 


i | 
, ~~ ; 


[§§ 330-331 


[§ 331] D. Decisions Reviewable — 1. Final 
The statute expressly limits the review- 
ing powers of the circuit court of appeals to final 
decisions of the district courts,** and as the ques- 
tion of what are, or are not, final judgments or 
has already been fully discussed in this 
it is sufficient to refer in the note to a 
of illustrative cases, in which particular 
judgments or decrees have been held final so as to 
authorize a review,®® or not final, and hence not a 


rison v. Burnette, 154 Fed. 617, 83 
CCA 391 [app dism 212 U. S. 291,, 
29 SCt 394, 53 L.: ed. 517]; Collin 
County Nat. Bank v. Hughes, 152 
Fed. 414, 81 CCA 556; Campbell v. 
Golden Cycle Min. Co., 141 Fed. 610, 
73 CCA 260; Columbia Ave. Trust 
Co. v. MacAfee Co., 136 Fed. 402, 
69 CCA 246; Clement v. Wilson, 135 
Fed. 749, 68 CCA 3887; Bullock Elec- 
tric, etc., Co. v. Westinghouse Elec- 
tric, etc., Co., 129 Fed. 105, 63 CCA 
607 [certiorari den 194 U. S. 636, 
24 SCt 859, 48 L. ed. 1160]; Chris- 
tensen Engineering Co. v. Westing- 
house Air Brake Co., 129 Fed. 96, 


63 CCA 598; Morgan v. Thompson, 
124 Fed. 203, 59 CCA 672; Hutchins 
v. Briggs, 61 Fed. 498, 9 CCA 585; 


Standley v. Roberts, 59 Fed. 836, 8 
CCA 305 [app disin 17 SCt 999 mem, 
41yis ved. J. 7%— mem. 

fa] “The words ‘final decisions 
(1) in the district courts’ mean the 
same thing as ‘final judgment and 
decrees, as used in former acts 
regulating appellate jurisdiction.” 
Ex p. Tiffany, 252 U.S. 32, , 40 
SCt 239, 64 LL. ed. 443. (2) “The 
meaning of ‘final’ was a matter of 
statutory construction.’ National 
Brake, etce., Co. v. Christensen, 258 
Fed. 880, 882, 169 CCA 600 [rev on 
ie grounds 254 U. S. 425, 40 SCt 
4]. 

[b] From a final decision of a 
district judge at chambers an ap- 
peal will lie. Webb v. York, 74 Fed. 
753, 21 CCA 65. 


ve See Appeal and Error §§ 256- 
86. In re Tiffany, 252 U. S. 32, 


40 SCt 239, 64 L. ed. 443; Stevirmac 
Qi], ete: Co. y._Dittman,;) 2455 U.7S: 
210, 38 SCt 116, 62 L, ed. 248; Vicks- 
burg v. Henson, 231 U. S. 259, 34 SCt 
95, 58 L. ed. 209 [rev 203 Fed. 1023, 
121 CCA 664]; In re Merchants’ 
Stock, ete." Co. 228) WS? 46395 oe 
SCt 339, 56 L. ed. 584; Kingman v. 
Western Mfg. Co., 170 U. S. 675, 18 
SCt 786, 42 L. ed. 1192; Texas, etc., 
R. Co.-v"Gentry,. 163. U.S. «353, 16 
SCt 1104, 41 L. ed. 186; Hill.v. Chi- 
cago, .etesy_ RR.» C03 0140 Ul AS: “baal 
SCt 690, 35 L. ed. 331; Wheeling, 
ete., Bridge Co. v. Wheeling Bridge 
Coy, (L388. Uy Sv28G" Livy SCh. 300i eee 
L. ed. 967; Ormsby v. Webb, 134 
U. S. 47, 10 SCt 478, 33 L. ed. 805; 
Cleveland First Nat. Bank v. Shedd, 
L2-sU. S224, A ySCte 8075-30 sia eds 
877; St. Louis, ete, R. Co. v. South- 
ern Express Co., 108 U. S. 24, 2 SCt 
6, 27 L. ed. 6388; Sage v. Iowa Cent. 
Ri2Cos 96.10. «S.0 W025 24a eds G64 
Butterfield v. Usher, 91.517 .4-S5 246, 
23 L. ed. 318; Blossom vy. Milwau- 
Kee, ete., R. Co., 1 Wall. (U. .S.) 655, 
17 L. ed. 673; Bronson v. La Crosse, 
ete. p R., Cou 2) Black UCU-aS, wu 524 91¢ 
L. ed. 347; Beebe v. Russell, 19 How. 
(U._S.) 288, 15 L.-ed. 668; Forgay 
v. Conrad, 6 How. (U. S.) 201, 12 L. 
ed. 404; Michoud v. Girod, 4 How. 
(U. 8.)_ 508, 11 L. ed. 1076; Whit- 
ing v. U. S. Bank, 13 Pet. (U. S.) 
6, 10 L. ed. 33;. Columbian Ins. Co. 
Vv. Wheelwright, 7 Wheat. (U. S.) 
5345, (5 9 La, ed. 6516; Ray. vaiduaw, ws 
Cranch | GU.'9S.)).-179), -2 Ts edie 404: 
Central Trust Co. v. Chicago, etce., 
R. Co., 218 Fed. 336, 184 CCA 144: 
Emery v. Central Trust, 2ete:, » Co., 
204 Fed. 965, 123 CCA 287; Mitchell 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotaticns, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 331-332] 


subject of appeal or writ of error.’? 
2. Interlocutory Orders or Decrees as 
Where upon a hear- 


L§ 332] 
to Injunctions and Receivers. 


v. Porter, 194 Fed. 49, 114 CCA os | LL53) 
9 


Odbert v. Marquet, 175 Fed. 44, 
CCA 60 [aff 163 Fed. 892]; Morri- 
son yv. Burnette, 154 Fed. 617, 83 
CCASSIL fapp, dism (21200 S290) 
29 SCt 394, 53 L. ed. 517]; Stevens 
v. Nave-McCord Mercantile Co., 150 
Fed. 71, 80 CCA 25; United En- 
gineering, etc., Co. v. Broadnax, 136 
Fed. 351, 69 CCA 177 [certiorari 
den'+197 U.S.) 624) .25'*SCt - 800, °49 
L. ed. 911]; Scriven v. North, 134 
Fed. 366, 67 CCA 248; Chicago 
Wooden Ware Co. v. Miller Ladder 
Co., 133 Fed. 541, 66 CCA 517; Dodge 
v. Norlin, 138 Fed. 363, 66 CCA 425; 
Viquesney v. Allen, 131 Fed. 21, 65 
CCA 259; Bullock Electric, ete., Co. 
v. Westinghouse Electric, etc., Co., 
129 Fed. 105, 68 CCA 607 [certiorari 
den 194 U. S. 686, 24 SCt 859, 48 L. 
ed. 1160]; Jefferson Hotel Co. v. 
Warren, 128 Fed. 565, 63 CCA 193; 
Tornanses v. Melsing, 106 Fed, 775, 
45 CCA 615; Chase v. Driver, 92 Fed. 
780, 34 CCA 668; Hamlin v. Toledo, 
etc., R. Co., 78 Fed. 664, 24 CCA 271, 
36 LRA 826; Stroheim v. Deimel, 77 
Fed. 802, 23 CCA 467; Shreve v. 
Cheesman, 69 Fed. 785, 16 CCA 413; 
Salmon v. Mills, 66 Fed. 32, 183 CCA 
372; Standley v. Roberts, 59 Fed. 
836, 8 CCA 305 [app dism 17 SCt 
999 mem, 41 L. ed, 1177 mem]; Duff 
v. Carrier, 55 Fed. 433, 5 CCA 177; 
Brush Electric Co. v. Electric Impr. 
Co., 51 Fed. 557, 2-CCA 373; Grant 
WiASts. Otc... Col. 50° Med: 795; 
te COATT GSi Centrale 7Drust Corres 
Marietta, etc, R. Co., 48 Fed. 850, 
I) CCA 116; Craig v. Hartford, 6 iB. 
Cas. No. 3,333, McAll 91. d 
87. Deslions v. La Compagnie 
Generale Transatlantique, 210 U. S. 
95, 28 SCt 664, 52 L. ed. 973; Penn- 
sylvania Coal, etc., Co. v._ Cassatt, 
D0Ne Wi. 287,28. SCt_110) 52° Leed. 
163; Webster Coal, etc., Co. v. Cas- 
satt, 207 U. S. 181,28 SCt 108, 52 
L. ed. 160 [aff 150 Fed. 48, 81 CCA 
97]; Doyle v. London Guarantee, 
etc.; Go.,- 204 U.S. 599; 27 SCt 318, 
51 L. ed. 641; German Nat. Bank v. 
Speckert, 181 U. S. 405, 21 SCt 688, 
45 L. ed. 926; Guarantee Co. of 
North America v. Mechanics’ Savy. 
Banik: etc, 1Co., 173) U.S.) 682.) bo 
SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818; Clark v. Kan- 
sas City, 172 U. S. 334, 19 SCt_207, 
43 L. ed. 467; California Nat. Bank 
v. Stateler, 171 U. S. 447, 19 SCt 6, 
43 L. ed. 233; Kingman v: Western 
Mfg. Co., 170 U. S. 675, 18 SCt 786, 
42 L. ed. 1192; Kirwan v. Murphy, 
170 U. S. 205, 18 SCt 592, 42 L. ed. 
1009; Clarke v. McDade, 165 U. S. 
168-17 SCt 284, 41 LL. ed. 673; Hol- 
lander v. Fechheimer, 162 U. S. 326, 
16 SCt 795, 40 L. ed. 985; Union Mut. 
L. Ins. Co. v.. Kirchoff, 160 U. S. 
374, 16 SCt 318, 40 L. ed. 461; Wer- 
ner v. Charleston, 151 U._S. 360, 
14 SCt 356, 38 L. ed. 192; Latta v. 
Kilbourn, 150 U. S. 524, 14 SCt 201, 
37 L. ed. 1169; Hume v. Bowie, 148 
U. Si 245, 18 SCt 582, 37 L. ed. 438; 
Luxton v. North River Bridge Co., 
PAGANS) 83:7 13 SCt 356,137) L.xed. 
194; Brown v. Baxter, 146 U. Ss. 
619, 13 SCt 260, 36 L. ed. 1106; Mc- 
Gourkey v. Toledo, etc., R. Co., 146 
J. S.. 536, 18 SCt 170, 36 L. ed. 1079; 
Meagher v. Minnesota Thresher 
Mfe. Co., 145 U. S. 608, 12 SCt 876, 
36 L. ed. 834; Rice v. Sanger, 144 U. 
SON19 Tio?) (SCt1 664,367 Li. ced. 403, 
Lodge v. Twell, 1385 U. S._ 232, 10 
sct 745, 34 L. ed. 153; Keystone 
Manganese, etc., Co. v. Martin, 132 
WeeS91;- 10 SCtss2733) Lived. 275:; 
Terry v. Sharon, 131 U. S. 40, 9 
sct 705, 33 L. ed. 94 [dist Mackaye 
v. Mallory, 79 Fed. 1, 24 CCA 420]; 
Morey v. Lockhart, 123 U. S. 56, 8 
Sct 65, 31 Ll. ed. 68; Burlington, 
ete.,, R. Co. v. Simmons, 123 OR Se 
52, 8 SCt 58, 31 L. ed. 73; Parsons 
v. Robinson, 122 U. S. 112, 7 SCt 
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30 L. ed. 1122; Johnson v. 
Keith, 117 U. S. 199, 6 SCt 669, 29 
L. ed. 888; Crawford v. Haller, 111 
UaS. 796;. 49SCtl697, 28: Lived! 602% 
Bostwick vy. Brinkerhoff, 106 U. S. 
3, 27 L. ed. 73; Richmond, etce., R. 
Co. v. Thouron, 134 U. S. 45, 10 SCt 


517, 33 L. ed. 871; North Carolina 
R. Co. v. Swasey, 23 Wall. (U. S.) 
405, 23 L. ed. 186; Wells v. Mc- 


Gregor, 13 Wall-)"@U. 7 S3), 1:88; 20) i: 


ed. 538; Rankin v. Tennessee, 11 
Walkie CUp as. s8 0ntia Ome eda minh: 
Barton y. Forsyth, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 


190, 18 L. ed. 545; McCargo v. Chap- 
man, 20 How. (U. S.) 555, 15 L. ed. 
1021; Beebe v. Russell, 19 How. (U. 
S.) 283, 15 L. ed. 668; Craighead v. 
Wilson, 18 How. (U. S.) 199, 15 L. 
ed. 332; Ayres v. Carver, i7 How. 
CUS) 259m homie ea. 179 SPuliian 
v. Christian, 6 How. (U. S.) 209, 12 
L. ed. 409; Perkins v. Fourniquet, 
6 How. (U. S.) 206. 12 L. ed. 406; 
Forgay v. Conrad, 6 How. (U. S.) 
201, 12 L. ed. 404; Pepper v. Dun- 
lap, 5 How. (U. S.) 51, 12 LL. ed: 46; 
Young v. Smith, 15 Pet. (U. S.) 287, 
10 L. ed. 741; Lea v. Kelly, 15 Pet. 
GUYS) (213) LOT eavervdtos Waexey ive 
Fitzpatrick, 15 Pet. (U. S.) 167, 10 
L. ed. 699; Evans v. Gee, 14 Pet. (U. 
S.) 1, 10 L. ed. 327; Boyle v. Zach- 
arie, 6) Pet. GU "S:) 1648.8 fe “edt 
532; Winn v. Jackson, 12 Wheat. (U. 


S.) 135, 6 L. ed. 577; Houston v. 
Moore, 83 Wheat. (U. S.) 433, 4 L. 
ed. 428; Dry Dock, ete. R. Co. v. 


Petkunas, 261 Fed. 988; Caballero v. 
Criado, 250 Fed. 345, 162 CCA 415; 
Cordingly v. Kennedy, 239 Fed. 645, 
152 CCA 479; Crooker v. Knudsen, 
232 Fed. 857, 147 CCA 51; Rexford 
Vv. Brunswick-Balke-Collender Co., 
228-U. S; 339,.33 SCt 515, 57 Le. ead: 
864 [rev 181 Fed. 462, 104 CCA 210]; 
Bacon v. Gennett, 220 Fed. 663, 136 
CCA 271; Gladys Belle Oil Co. v. 
Mackey, 216 Fed. 129, 132 CCA 373; 


Emery v. Central Trust, etc., Co., 
204 Fed, 965, 123 CCA 287; Sheppy 
v. Stevens, 200 Fed. 946, 119 CCA 


330; Harding v. Corn Products Mfe. 
Co:, 198 Fed. 628, 117 CCA 332; Od- 
bert v. Marquet, 175 Fed. 44,° 99 
CCA 60 [aff 163 Fed. 892]; Cun- 
ningham v. Rodgers, 171 Fed: 835, 
96 CCA 507; Blaffer v. New Orleans 
Water Supply Co., 160 Fed. 389, 87 
CCA 341; Shumaker yv. Security Life, 
etc., Co. .159 Med.’ 112, 86°CCA 302; 
Columbia Ave. Trust -Co. v. Mac- 
Afee Co., 1386 Fed. 402, 69 CCA 246; 
Clement v. Wilson, 135 Fed. 749, 68 
CCA 387; Jabine v. Sparks, 131 Fed. 
440, 65 CCA 424; Clarke v. Eureka 
County Bank, 131 Fed. 145; Heinze 
Vv... Butte; mete, “Cons, Min. .Co., )129 
Fed. 274, 68 CCA 388 [certiorari den 
194 U. S. 632, 24 SCt 856, 48 L. ed. 
1159]; Star Brass Works y. Gen- 
eral Electric Co., 129 Fed. 102, 63 
CCA 604; Christensen Engineering 
Co. v. Westinghouse Air Brake Co., 
129 Wed. 96, 63.CCA 598; Born v. 
Schneider, 128 Fed. 179; Morgan v. 
Thompson, 124 Fed. 203, 59 CCA 672; 
Carmichael v. Texarkana, 116 Fed. 
845, 54 CCA 179, 58 LRA 911; Whit- 
worth v. U. S., 114 Fed. 302, 52 CCA 
214; Western Electric Co. v. Wil- 
liams-Abbott Electric Co., 108 Fed. 
952, 48 CCA 159; Southern R. Co. yv. 
Postal Tel. Cable Co., 93 Fed. 393, 
35 CCA 366. [aff 179) U.S. 641, 21 
SCt 249, 45 L. ed. 855]; Atlantic 
Lumber Co. v. L. Bucki, ete., Lum- 
ber= Co}, 92" Hed. 864, 35 CCA 59; 
Credits Commutation Co. v. U. S., 
91 Fed. 570, 34 CCA 12 [aff 177 U.S. 
311, 20 SCt 636, 44 L. ed. 782]; Mac- 
Leod v. Graven, 79 Fed. 84, 24 CCA 
449; Marden v, Campbell Printing- 
Press, etc., Co., 67 Fed. 809, 15 CCA 
26; Fisher v. Simon, 67 Fed. 387, 
14 CCA 448; Merriman v. Chicago, 
CLC ue h ceOuwe Osh 6d.< 535.)0 12) (CGA. 
275; Hamner v. Scott, 60 Fed. 343, 
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ing in equity §* in a district court,®® or by a judge 
thereof in vacation,®° an injunction is granted,® con- 


8 CCA 665; Gunn v. Black, 60 Fed. 
159, 8 CCA 542; Robinson v. Belt, 
56 Fed. 328, 5 CCA 521; The Elmira, 
16 Fed. 133; The New England, 18 
ee No. 10,151, 3: Sumn. (Ui-S.) 

88. Jud. Code § 129; Root v. 
Mills, 168 Fed. 688, 94 CCA 174; 
Union Pac. R. Co. v. Oregon, etce., 
Lumber Mfrs.’ Assoc., 165 Fed. 13, 
91 CCA 51; Northern Pac. R. Co. v. 
Pacific Coast Lumber Mfrs.’ Assoc., 
165. Meds 14 91M CCA 139) 

_ [a] The phrase “upon a hearing 
in equity” (1) is not used in a tech- 
nical sense, and an appeal lies from 
an order appointing a receiver, al- 
though the hearing was ex parte 
and without notice to defendant, the 
purpose of the statute, being to give 
the right of appeal to a defendant 
whose property is taken from his 
possession by such order. Joseph 
Dry Goods Co. v. Hecht, 120 Fed. 
760, 57 CCA. 64. (2) Where a re- 
ceiver was appointed ex parte and 
without notice or a hearing, an ap- 
peal lies from a subsequent order 
confirming such appointment, made 
on the hearing of an application by 
defendant for the discharge of the 
receiver, such order being the first 
adjudication of the question of the 
propriety of such appointment made 
“upon a hearing” and by a fair con- 
struction of the statute the one 
from which it is intended to give 
the right of appeal. Pacific North- 
west Packing Co. v. Allen, 109 Fed. 
515, 48 CCA 521. 

_ (b] Alaska Code § 507, authoriz- 
ing an appeal to the circuit court 
of appeals from any interlocutory 
order granting or dissolving an in- 
junction, authorized an appeal from 
an order granting an injunction, not 
“upon hearing in equity.” Lane v. 
Jordon, 116 Fed. 628, 54 CCA 79. 

89. Jud. Code § 129. 

[a] The rule does not apply to 
an order or a decree of the district 
court of the United States for Porto 
Rico. Lothrop v. Collazo, 1 Porto 
Rico Fed. 134. 

90. Jud. Code § 129. 

91. Jud. Code § 129; Ex p. Auto- 
matic Switch Co., 201 U. S. 166, 26 
SCt 407, 50 L. ed. 710; Ex p. National 
Enameling, ete., Co., 201 U. S. 156, 
26 SCt 404, 50 L. ed. 707; In re 
Tampa Suburban R. Co., 168 U. S. 
583, 18 SCt 177, 42 L. ed. 589; Crook- 
Knudsen, 232 Fed. 857, 147 
CCA 51; Joseph Dry Goods Co. v. 
Hecht, 120 Fed. 760, 57 CA 64; 
Staffords v. King, 90 Fed! 136, 32 
CCA 536; Lake Nat. Bank v. Wolfe- 
borough Sav. Bank, 78 Fed. 517, 24 
CCA 195 [motion den 84 Fed. 1018, 
28 CCA 688]. 

[a] What amounts to injunction. 
—(1) A preliminary restraining or- 
der requiring defendants to show 
cause why it should not be made 
permanent is dn order granting an 
injunction within the meaning of 
the statute, and is appealable. Tay- 
lor v. Breese, 163 Fed. 678, 90 CCA 
558. (2) Where receivers of differ- 
ent federal districts obtained funds 
misappropriated by a federal dis- 
bursing officer, in a suit by the 
United States to recover them, an 
order directing that such receivers 
retain possession of the moneys and 
properties in their hands until fur- 
ther order of the court was in ef- 
fect a temporary injunction, re- 
straining the law officers of the gov- 
ernment from taking the funds out 
of the hands of the receiver of the 
foreign district, and as such was 
appealable. U. S. v. Stone, 187 Fed. 
buila eL09) COA - 267. 

[b] Complainant should be al- 
lowed to waive his right to an in- 
juvetion until the decree becomes 
final, so as to deprive defendant of 
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tinued,®2 refused,®? or dissolved °* by an interlocu- 
tory order or decree,®® or an application to dissolve 
an injunction is refused,®* or an interlocutory order 


an opportunity to appeal from the 
interlocutory decree, in a cause 
where a patent is sustained after a 
full hearing upon the merits, and 
the taking of an account would in- 
volve little labor and expense. Lock- 


wood v. Wickes, 75 Fed.:118, 21 
CCA 257. 
92. Jud. Code § 129; Armat Mov- 


ing Picture Co. v. Edison Mfg. Co., 
125 Fed. 939, 60 CCA 3880; Joseph 
Dry Goods Co. v. Hecht, 120 Fed. 
760, 57 CCA 64. 

[a] An order giving force to an 
injunction after the lapse of the 
time at which it would expire under 
the original order continues the in- 
junction and is appealable. In re 
Tampa Suburban R. Co., 168 U. S. 
583, 18 SCt 177, 42 L. ed. 589; Armat 
Moving Picture Co. v. Edison Mfg. 
Co., 125 Fed. 939, 60 CCA 380; Texas 
Cons. Compress, etc., Assoc. v. Stor- 
row, 92 Fed. 5, 34 CCA 182; Dreut- 
zer v. Frankfort Land Co., 65 Fed. 
642, 13 CCA 73. { 

{b] An order continuing an in- 
junction as to certain defendants on 
motion to dissolve is appealable. 
Chicago Dollar Directory Co. v. Chi- 
cago Directory Co., 65 Fed. 463, 13 
CCA 8. 

{c] Denying reargument.—An on 
der made on an application for re- 
argument cf a motion for an in- 
junction and a motion to vacate, 
overruling both such motions and 
continuing the injunction previously 
granted, is appealable, although the 
original injunction was not form- 
ally vacated, but merely suspended 
pending the disposition of such mo- 
tions. Armat Moving Picture Co. v. 
Edison Mfg. Co., 125 Fed. 939, 60 
CCA 380. 

{d] An order denying a motion 
to dissolve (1) a temporary injunc- 
tion is not appealable as an order 
continuing the injunction. Pioneer 
Lace Mfg. Co. v. Dodd, 181 Fed. 688, 
104 CCA 586; Lewis’ v. Hitchman 
Coal, etc,..Co., 176° Med..549, 100 
CCA 137 [dism app 172 Fed. 963]; 
Berliner Gramophone Co. v. Sea- 
man, 113 Fed. 750, 51 CCA 440, 115 
Fed. 806, 53 CCA ‘376; Rowan v. 
Ide, 107 Fed. 161, 46 CCA 214 [cer- 
tiorari den 181 U. S. 619, 21 SCt 924, 
45 L. ed. 1031]. (2) An order which 
not only refuses to dissolve the in- 
junction, but continues it until final 
hearing, is appealable. Berliner 
Gramophone Co. v. Seaman, 108 
Fed, 714, 57 CCA -630. 

93. Jud. Code § 129. 

{a] Joining a prayer for an un- 
necessary injunction with a prayer 
for modification of a decree or order 
will not warrant a review of the 
decree or order, when a direct ap- 
peal therefrom is unauthorized by 
jaw. Fidelity Insurance, etc., Co. v. 
Dickson, 78 Fed. 205, 24 CCA 60. 

{b] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Southern R. Co. v. Carolina Coal, 
etc., Co., 151 Fed. 477, 81 CCA 15; 
March v. Romare, 116 Fed. 354, 53 
CCA 574; Western Electric Co. v. 
Williams-Abbott Plectric Co., 108 
Fed. 952, 48 CCA 159; American 
School Furniture Co. v. Vaught, 108 
Fed. 571, 47 CCA 496; National Auto- 


matic Mach. Co. v. Automatic 
Weighing, etc, Co. 105 Fed. 670, 
44 CCA 664; Westinghouse Air- 


Brake Co. v. Christensen Engineer- 
ing Co., 104 Fed. 622, 44 CCA 92; 
Columbia Wire Co. v. Boyce, 104 
Fed. 172, 44 CCA 588; Illinois Cent. 
R. Co. v. Adams, 93 Fed. 852, 35 CCA 
635 [rev on other grounds 180 U. 
Si28 21> SCt R261; 4b wed e410 
American Trust, ete., Bank v, Farm- 
rie L. & T. Co., 81 Fed. 924, 27 CCA 


“94, Jud. Code § 129. 
[a] Order staying issuance of in- 
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juaction.— The jurisdiction of the 
circuit court of appeals being only 
appellate, it cannot vacate an or- 
der directing that an injunction 
theretofore ordered to be issued 
should not be issued until further 
orders. North Bloomfield Gravel 
Min. Co. v. U. S., 83 Fed. 2, 27 CCA 
395. 

[b] Where dissolution harmless. 
—An order dissolving a temporary 
injunction, which under the circum- 
stances is harmless, will not be re- 
viewed in order to decide a question 
of jurisdiction. Lake St. El. R. Co. 
v. Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 77 Fed. 769, 
23 CCA 448 [overr app 72 Fed. 804]. 

[ec] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Adams, 93 
Fed. 852, 35 CCA 635 [rev on other 
grounds 180 U. S.. 28, 21 SCt 251, 
45 L.. ed. 410]; Baker v. Walter 
Baker» & Co., “Litd., 83 Fed. (3, 27% 
CCA 396 [dism app 77 Fed. 191, and 


certiorari den 168 U. S. 712, 18 
SCt, 9395.42) Tay ed.) 1274]. 
OS Jud iCodewsss 29 sey Tayloriy. 


Breese, 163 Fed. 678, 90 CCA 558. 
[a] Meaning of “interlocutory 
order or decree.”— ‘“We must as- 
sume that congress used the term 
‘interlocutory order or decree,’ in 
this connection, in its common and 
well-understood sense, and as _ in- 
tending the line of distinction ac- 
cepted and interpreted by the fed- 
eral courts; and it follows that all 
injunction orders and decrees which 
were interlocutory, and not final, 
within the meaning of the old stat- 
ute, and for that reason not ap- 
pealable, are interlocutory under the 
new statute, and therefore, by the 
same logic and upon the same rea- 
soning, are appealable. We think 
the term ‘interlocutory order or de- 
cree’ was used in its broadest sense, 
and that the purpose of congress 
was to confer the right of appeal 
from any decree or order granting 
an injunction, at any stage of the 
proceeding, whether technically pre- 
liminary, interlocutory, or final. As 
already said, we think the term was 
used in its broadest sense, and, in 
our opinion, full scope should be 
given to this provision of-the stat- 
ute, to the end that any party ag- 
grieved by any order or _ decree 
granting an injunction, at any stage 
of the proceedings, may have a 
speedy remedy by_ appeal. ftp As 
plain that the policy intended to 
be emphasized by this statutory ex- 
ception to the general provjsion of 
the statute and the rule of law, 
limiting the right of appeal to final 
decision, is this: that, as injunc- 
tion orders deprive parties of the 
possession and control of property 
and business, and, in case of error 
work irreparable mischief and great 
injustice, the party upon whom the 
order operates should have an early 
opportunity to have the record ex- 
amined by the appellate court, and, 
if error is discovered, to have it 
corrected without the delay neces- 
sarily incident to litigation in its 
various stages before reaching final 
judgment.” Richmond v. Atwood, 
Le ee LO 22,, 2) CCA (596,17 iA 
[b] A decree in a patent cause, 
whether upon préliminary applica- 
tion or upon final hearing, granting 
an injunction and_ referring the 
cause to a master for an account 
of profits and damages is  inter- 
locutory. Smith v. Vulean Iron 
Works, 165 U. S. 518, 17 SCt 407, 41 
L. ed. $10; Star Brass Works v. 
Hlectrich Commi 29M Heda. al 02,063 MOG 
604; Metallic Extraction Co. v. 
Brown, 104 Fed. 345, 483 CCA 568; 
Baker v. Baker, 83 Fed. 3, 27 CCA 
396; Raymond v. Royal Baking-Pow- 
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or decree ig made appointing a receiver,®? an appeal 
may be taken from such interlocutory order or 
deeree to the circuit court of appeals,°® notwith- 


der Co., 76 Fed. 465, 22 CCA 276; 
Lockwood v. Wickes, 75 Fed. 118, 21 
CCA 257; Richmond vy. Atwood, 52 
Fed. 10;-2  ©CA. 1596, 17 URA, 6155 
Jones Co. v. Munger Improved Cot- 
ton Mach. Mfg. Co., 50 Fed. 785, 1 
CCA 668. 

96. Jud. Code § 129. 

[a] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Heinze v. Butte Cons. Min. Co., 
107 Fed. 165, 46 CCA 219; Rowan v. 
Ide, 107 Fed. 161, 4@ CCA 214 [cer- 
tiorari den 181 U. S. 619, 21 SCt 924, 
45 L. ed. 103]; Baker v. Walter 
Baker & Co., Ltd., 83 Fed. 3, 27 CCA 
396 [dism app 77 Fed. 181]. 

97. Jud. Code § 129; Joseph Dry 
Goods Co. v. Hecht, 120 Fed. 760, 57 
CCA 64; Pacific Northwest Packing 
Co. v. Allen, 109 Fed. 515, 48 CCA 


Baie 

[a] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Highland Ave., ete., VECO Mas 
Columbian Equipment Co., 168 U. S. 
627, 18 SCt 240, 42 lL. ed. 605; Heinze 
v. Butte, ete, Cons. Min. Co., 107 
Fed. 165, 46 CCA. 219; 

[b] Question not appealable.—No 
appeal lies after demurrer. over- 
ruled, from an order allowing ap- 
pellees to intervene and to move 
for a rehearing or review of all 
former orders, suspending and modi- 
fying certain orders relating to a 
receiver’s acts, and requiring bonds 
of the original parties for compli- 
ance with further orders in regard 
to funds already paid them by the 


receiver. Jack v. State, 102 Fed. 
240, 42° CCA” 267. 
[ec] Appointment in Alaska.—Ap- 


peals from interlocutory orders ap- 
pointing receivers were authorized to 
be taken from the district court of 
Alaska under the act of congress 
of “June 6, 11900 (iv St. Jat Eh S27 
e 786), regulating appeals from that 
court, when read in connection with 
the Judiciary Act of March 38, 1891 
(262 Sti. at. Lv 1828) 16) SATE Saat eas 
amended by the act of June 6, 1900 
(31 St. at L. 660 c 803), by provid- 
ing for appeals from orders appoint- 
ing receivers. In re McKenzie, 180 
U. S. 536, 21 SCt 468; 45 L. ed: 657. 

98. Jud. Code § 129; In re Tampa 
Suburban ‘R. Co,,° 168. U.°S)) 583) 9°48 
SCt 177, 42 L. ed. 589; American 
Constr. Co. v. Jacksonville, ete., R. 
Co; 0148) Ui tS st27 135 SCte 5S. mor 
L. ed. 486; Crooker v. Knudsen, 232 
Fed. 857, 147 CCA 51; Bothwell v. 
Fitzgerald, 219 Fed. 408, 135 CCA 
212; Pacific Northwest Packing Co. 
v. Allen,-t09. (Med. '515, 48 C@AI52i: 
Berliner Gramophone Co. v. Seaman, 
108 Fed: 714, 47 CCA 630; Texas 
Cons. Compress, etc., Assoc. v. Stor- 


row, 92 Fed. 5, 84 CCA 182; Lake 
Nat. Bank v. Wolfeborough Sav. 
Bank; ( 78)" Peds i527, (2 a O©CAR Ose 


Lockwood v. Wickes, 75 Fed. 118, 21 
CCA 257; Bissell Carpet-Sweeper Co. 
v. Goshen Sweeper Co., 72 Fed. 545, 
LI FCCAN2Z5: 

[a]. Amount in controversy.—The 
jurisdiction of the circuit court of 
appeals of an appeal from an in- 
terlocutory order granting or dis- 
solving an injunction, or refusing to 
grant or dissolve an injunction, un- 
der Alaska Code Civ. Proc. § 507, 
giving the right of appeal from such 
orders without limitation as to the 
amount involved, was not limited by 
the provision of § 504 of such Code 
respecting appeals from final judg- 
ments or orders, and which limited 
such appeals to cases in which the 
amount or value involved exceeded 
five hundred dollars. J. P. Jorgen- 


son Co. v.. Rapp, 15Ti med 7320485 
COANC3 6455: 
[b] Cross appeal.— This excep- 


tion to the rule that only final de- 
crees are appealable does not au- 
thorize a cross appeal by complain- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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standing the fact that an appeal in such case might | such an appeal,? unless this is ordered by such court 


upon final décree be taken direct to the supreme 


eourt.®? 
Time for appeal. 


it should be dismissed.? 


Such an appeal takes precedence in the circuit 


eourt of appeals.* 
Effect on proceedings below. 


ants from a decree in a patent in- 
fringement suit, which, in addition 
to granting an injunction as to the 
claims of the patent held to be in- 
fringed, and sending the cause to 
a master for an accounting, dis- 
missed the bill as to the claims held 
invalid and those found not to be 
infringed Ex p. Automatic Switch 
Cou 7201 Ur Se OG. .26 eSCt, 4077) 50 
L. ed. 710; Ex p. National Enamel- 
ins;,,ete) Co.,- 201 Wa! S, 256, 26 SCt 
404, 50 L. ed. 707. 

[c] Where the unconstitutional- 
ity of a state statute is the basis 
of an application for an injunction, 
and such application is heard by 
three judges pursuant to Jud Code 
§ 266, an appeal goes direct to the 
supreme court and cannot be taken 
to, the -—circuit, court, of \ appeals. 
Jackson v. Cravens, 238 Fed. 117, 
151 CCA 193. See also supra § 263. 

99. Jud Code § 129; Seattle Elec- 
tric, Con v.. Seattle, ete; ,Ri7iCo,. 185 
Med. 3865, 10% CCA 421; ‘Grainger v. 


Douglas Park Jockey Club, 148 
aol lS, 78 CCAS (199, 8% AnnCas 
(P 

{al An appeal to the _ circuit 


court of appeals will lie, although: 
(1) The jurisdiction of the_ trial 
court is involved. In re Tampa 
Suburban R. Co., 168 U. S. 583, 18 
SCt 177, 42 L. ed. 589; Seattle Elec- 
tric Co. v. Seattle, ete, R. Co., 185 
Fed. 365, 107 CCA 421. (2) The 
only question raised is as to the 
jurisdiction of the trial court 
Northern Pac. R. Co. v. Pacific Coast 
Lumber Mfrs.’ Assoc., 165 Fed. 1, 91 
CECA’ 39” [foll) Union PaeniR. ‘Co! v. 
Oregon, etc., Lumber Mfrs. Assoc., 
165 Fed 13, 91 CCA 51]; Lake Nat 
Bank v. Wolfeborough Sav. Bank, 78 
Hed. oie 24: (CCAS 95.1. .¢3)" 5A, con- 
stitutional question is involved. 
Seattle Electric Co. v. Seattle, etc., 
R. Co., 185 Fed. 365. 107 CCA 421; 
Staffords v. King, 90 Fed. 136, 32 
GCA 536. 

[b] The circuit court of appeals 
may pass on the jurisdiction of the 
district court on appeal from an in- 
terlocutory order or decree granting 
or continuing an injunction. Su- 
preme Council R. A. v. Hobart, 244 
Medi (385,0157- CCA. 11. 

[ec] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Camnrbell v. Golden Cycle Min. Co., 
141 Fed. 610, 73 CCA 260;. Wright 
v. MacFarlane, 122 Fed. 770, 58 CCA 
570; Dawson v. Columbia Ave. Sav. 
Pund,eetesu (Co. 2102) Med! (200; 42 
COA 258) “Alinoiss Cente | R:), Cosy. 
Adams, 93 Fed. 852, 35 CCA 635 [rev 
on other grounds 180 U. S. 28, 21 
Sct 251, '°45 L. ed. 410]; Indianap- 
Olis, Wa Ceutral JTrust (Co..283 Med. 
529, 27 CCA 580 [dism app 82 Fed. 
1]: Fidelity’ Ins., ete; Co. v. Dick- 
son, 78 Fed. 205, 24 CCA 60; Lake 
Sit lea Coss yaumarmensn line dcukhs 
Go., 77. Fed. 769, 23 CCA 448; Wes- 
terly v. Seamen’s Friend Soc. 76 
Fed. 467, 22 CCA 278; Macon v. 
Georgia Packing Co., 60 Fed. 781, 9 
CCA 262. 

1. Jud. Code § 129. 

2. Rowan v. Ide, 107 Fed: 161, 
46 CCA 214. 2 

[aj] The fact that the citation 
was not issued until after the thirty 
days had expired does not defeat 
the jurisdiction of the court. Ber- 
liner Gramophone Co. v. Seaman, 108 
Fed. 714, 47 CCA 630. 


Tir Such an appeal must be taken 
within thirty days from the entry of the order or 
decree,’ and if not taken within the statutory time, 


) The proceeding in 
other respects in the court below is not stayed by 


in the statute,® 


or by the cireuit court of appeals, or a judge thereof, 
during the pendency of such appeal.® 

Scope of appeal and review. An appeal may be 
taken from the whole decree and is not restricted 
to the part granting or refusing the relief specified 


and the eireuit court of appeals 


has the right to pass upon and determine the merits 


of the case,’ although whether this will be done 


which frequently 


3 Jud. Code § 129; .Star Brass 
Works v. General Electric Co., 129 
Med L028 63) (CCAT 604: 

4 Jud. Code § 129; In re Haber- 
man Mfg. Co., 147 U.S. 525, 13 SCt 
d2k, ol @ ia ed. 266; iuglance, ~etc., 
Mfg. Co. v. Haberman Mfg. Co., 53 
Hedi 375 (att 55, Medi 292. bNCCA A1g, 
and overr Société Anonyme, etc. v. 
Blount, 51 Fed. 610]. 

5. Jud. Code. § 129; Masses Pub. 
ence 245 Hed. 192, 157 


{a] The inherent power of the 
appellate court to Stay or supersede 
proceedings on appeal from an order 
appointing a receiver was not inter- 
fered with by the provision of 
Alaska Code § 507, to the effect that 
on appeal to the circuit court of ap- 
peals from interlocutory orders 
granting or refusing an injunction, 
or an order to dissolve an injunc- 
tion. “‘the proceedings in other re- 
spects in the District Court... shall 
not be stayed during the pendency 
of such appeal, unless otherwise or- 
dered by the district court.” In 
re McKenzie, 180-U. S. 5386, 548, 21 
SCt 468, 45 L. ed. 657 

6. In re Tampa Suburban R. Co., 
16S, Wis Su s58sel SoSCt 17). 42) Laned: 
589; Smith v. Vulean Iron Works, 
165505, S. OLSvalasct. 400, 495 Tas ed: 
810; Highland Glass Co. v. Schmertz 
Wire Glass Co.. 178 Fed. 944, 102 
CCA 316 [certiorari den 219 U. S. 
588, 81 SCt 472. 55 L. ed. 348]; Texas 
Cons Compress, etc... Assoc. v. Stor- 
row, 92 Fed. 5, 34 CCA 182; U.S. 
Rubber Co. v. American Oak Leath- 
er (Cog San med.) 248 201 CCAr TT 85.96 
Hed: 891; 37 CCA 599 [rev 181. U..S: 
434, 21 SCt 670. 45 L. ed. 938]. 

[a] The propriety of the entire 
order may be _ considered. Uses: 
Rubber Co. v. American Oak Leath- 
Cie COwpenSane eis | 245) na? 1a COA 
118. 

[b] Refusal to decide jurisdic- 
tional question.—On appeal from an 
order granting a preliminary in- 
junction in aid of the appointment 
of a receiver, where the question 
as to the jurisdiction of the circuit 
court was of a grave and vital char- 
acter, it was held that the circuit 
court of appeals would not then de- 
termine it, but would decide the 
question of the propriety of the in- 
junction on its merits, and leave the 
jurisdictional question until after 
final decree below, so that the 
parties, if they so desired, might 
take it direct to the supreme court. 
Carson v. Combe, 86 Fed. 202, 29 
CCA 660. 

7, In re Tampa Suburban R. Co., 
TESMUE IS2 DSceelO OSGi lui weauelu.sea, 
589; Smith v. Vulean Iron Works, 
LO Spe. Some Omenliy, on SO baad Oly 940 eal, 
edi, SLO weuiehlands. Glass) ‘Cotvev. 
Schmertz Wire Glass Co., 178 Fed. 
944, 102 CCA 316 [certiorari den 
219 US. 588; slesCu 472, 55 i, ved. 
348]; Berliner Gramophone Co _ vy. 
Seaman, 110 Fed. 80, 49 CCA 99; 
Tornanses v. Melsing, 109 Fed. 710, 
47 CCA 596; Texas Cons. Compress, 
etc.,® Assoc. v. Storrow, 92 Fed. 5, 
34 CCA 182; Carson v. Combe, 86 
Fed. 202, 29 CCA 660; Knoxville v. 
Africa, 77 Fed. 501, 28 CCA 252 [re- 
manding 70 Fed. 729]. But com- 
pare Chadeloid Chemical Co. v. H. B. 
Chalmers Co., 243 Fed. 606, 610, 156 
CCA 304 (‘An appeal under this 


is a matter resting in the discretion of the court,? 


refuses to go into the merits.? 


section brings up nothing but the 
propriety of granting or refusing an 
Injunction or receivership, as the 
case may be’). 

{al Circumstances under which 
decision on merits proper or im- 
proper.— Where, by consent of the 
parties, a case has been submitted 
for a final determination of the 
merits, or upon the face of the bill 
there is no ground for equitable re- 
lief, the appellate court may finally 
dispose of the meritS upon an ap- 
peal from an interlocutory order; 
but where an application for a tem- 
porary injunction was submitted 
upon affidavits taken ex parte with- 
out opportunity for cross-examina- 
tion and without any consent that 
the court proceed to a final deter- 
mination of the merits, the circuit 
court of appeals could not deter- 
mine the merits, unless it appeared 
upon the face of the bill that there 
was no ground for equitable relief. 
Eagle Glass, etc., Mfg. Co. v. Rowe, 
245- U. S:.275;.588' -S€t 80, 62" liased: 
2864 [rev 219, Hed.) 7191385 CCA 


[b] Prior rulings of court below. 
—On such review the circuit court 
of appeals cannot be hampered or 
restricted by any prior ruling of the 
circuit court, involving the same 
question or any phase thereof, es- 
pecially when such ruling relates to 
the jurisdiction of the court. Lake 
St. Bk Re iCos vv, Barmers) i, Gp 
Co., 77 Fed. 769, 23 CCA 448 [overr 
app 72 Fed 804], 

8. Knoxville vy. Africa, 77 Fed. 
501, 23 CCA 252;, Marden v. Camp- 
bell Printing-Press. ete.,, Co., 67 Fed. 
S090 Li CCAS 26: 

[a] A distinction is made in re- 
spect to questions of law and 2 
case where the rights of the parties 
depend upon proof of facts. Knox- 
wine v. Africa, 77 Fed. 501, 23 CCA 

{b] Extent of investigation into 
merits.—On an appeal from an in- 
terlocutory order granting a _ pre- 
liminary injunction, the court will 
not ordinarily go into the merits of 
the case further than necessary to 
determine whether the court below 
had jurisdiction, and, if so, whether 
it exceeded a reasonable discretion 
in making the order, although if the 
record plainly exhibits the whole 
case, and the court is able without 
injustice finally to determine tha 
entire merits of the case, it may 
do so. Owensboro v. Cumberland 
Mele an Ctr COn, fetal dae CO OO. nao) 
CCAM. 

9. Owensboro v. Cumberland Tel., 
Cte CO. 1714s Medes iseG nos OCAgais 
Murray v. Bender, 109 Fed. 585, 48 
CCA 555; Lake Nat. Bank v. Wolfe- 
borough Sav. Bank, 78 Fed. 517, 24 
CCA 195; Duplex Printing-Press Co. 
v. Campbell Printing-Press, ete., Co., 
69. Ered: 250; 16 -CCA. 220. 

[a] When review on merits de- 
nied.— On appeal from an _ order 
granting a preliminary injunction, 
the circuit ceurt of appeals will not 
determine the cause on its merits, 
when the rights of the parties can 
only be made to appear by full 
proof of the facts, nor will it re- 
verse the decree, unless the court 
below .has abused its’ discretion. 
Knoxville v. Africa, 77 Fed. 501, 23 
CCA 252. 
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Determination. As the granting or refusing of a 
preliminary injunction is a matter of discretion,!” 
the aetion of the trial court will not be disturbed on 
appeal unless it violates the rules of equity which 
should govern the exercise of discretion in such 
eases;'1 but nevertheless the provision for appeals 
is for the very purpose of having such discretion 
reviewed, and where the action of the court below 
is manifestly wrong, the error will be corrected on 
appeal,!2 and where the trial court, in passing on 
an application for a preliminary injunction, acted 
on its views of a question of law and did not exer- 
eise discretion, the circuit court of appeals on an 
appeal from an interlocutory order will consider the 
legal question and direct the granting or withhold- 
ing of the injunction according to its view of the 
Jaw.18 

Disposition of cause, Where the question is raised 
whether the cause is one of equitable cognizance and 
the cireuit court of appeals is of the opinion that 
equity has no jurisdiction, it may dissolve the in- 
junction and dismiss the bill.1¢ It is also proper to 
direct the dismissal of the bill, where the court de- 
termines that complainant is not entitled to sue. 

Effect of decision on appeal. Where the merits of 
the case have been once determined by the cireuit 
court of appeals in reversing the interlocutory de- 
eree, they cannot be opened for reconsideration at a 
later stage of the same ease either in the court of 
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[§§ 382-335 


appeals or in the court below.?® 

[§ 333] 3. Order or Judgment Conforming to 
Mandate. 
cided a case brought up to it for review and issued 
its mandate to the trial court, a judgment or order 
of the trial court in conformity to such mandate 
is in effect the judgment or order of the cireuit 
court of appeals and cannot be brought up to that 
court for review.* 

[§ 334] HE. Mode of Exercising Jurisdiction. In 
bankruptey the circuit court of appeals has jurisdic- 
tion upon petition’ and notice to superintend and 


' revise.in matters of law the proceedings of the dis- 


trict court.18 But with this exception it has no 
power to vacate, set aside or modify any order, 
judgment, or decree of the district court except upon 
appeal or writ of error,'® and upon the hearing 
thereof.2° It cannot upon mere motion set aside 
orders of the district court,21 or direct the district 
court to do so.2? It can act upon the lower court 
only by mandate.2* Equity cases must be brought 
up by appeal, and law eases by writ of error, and 
for error in this regard many appeals and writs 
of error have been dismissed for want of jurisdie- 
tion.24 But now by virtue of express statute error 
in this respect must be disregarded.25 

[§ 335] F. Time for Seeking Review. In orde 
that the circuit court of appeals may have jurisdic- 
tion the appeal or writ of error must be sued out 


10. See Injunctions [22 Cye 746].|R. Signal Co., 61 Fed. 940, 10 CCA key Co., 194 U. S. 324, 24 SCt 665, 48 
11. Lehman v. Graham, 135 Fed.|176; Blectric Mfg. Co. Vv. Edison}; L. ed. 997 (contempt proceedings 
39, 67 CCA 513; Murray v. Bender,|Blectric Light Co., 61 Fed. 834, 10 | reviewed on writ of error); Panama 
109 Fed. 585, 48 CCA 555; Société|CCA 106; Butte City St. R. Co. v.| R. Co. v. Beckford, 231 Fed. 436, 145 
Anonyme, etc. v. Allen, 90 Fed. 815,| Pacific Cable R. Co., 60 Fed. 410,|CCA 430 (under Panama Canal Act 
33 CCA 282; Knoxville v. Africa, 77/9 CCA 41; Florida Constr. Co. v. of Augi2 41912 Fe Bs90rsisopieeS! 


Fed. 501, 23 CCA 252 [remanding 70 
Fed. 729]. 


Young, 59 Fed. 721, 8 CCA 281; Cur- 
tis v. Overman Wheel Co., 


v. Hudson Mfg. Co., 


200 Fed. 956, 
TLD) (CCAR 2935 


58 Fed. Cunningham v. Rod- 


12. Charles E. Hires Co. v. Con-|784, 7 CCA 493; Consolidated Pied- | Sers, 171 Fed. 835, 96 CCA 507; Prite 
sumers’ Co., 100 Fed. 809, 41 CCA|mont Cable Co. v. Pacific Cable R.!V. U. S., 169 Fed. 791, 95 CCA 257; 
us Co., 58 Fed, 226, 7 CCA 195; Temple|Toeg v. Suffert. 167 Fed 125, 92 

13. Cumberland Tel. ete. Co. v.|Pump Co. v. Goss Pump, etc. Mfg.|CCA 577; Thomson v. Travelers’ 
Memphis, 200 Fed. 657, 119 CCA 73.|Co., 58 Fed. 196, 7 CCA £74; North-| Ins. Co., 161 Fed 867, 89 CCa 61: 


14. Green v. Mills, 69 Fed. 852, 
16 CCA 516, 30 LRA 90 [app aia 


Fed. 182, 
TSI 1S. 46515" 416. SCte 13.2.0"40 


western Stove Repair Co. v. Lee, 58 
TmeCA R160 
Atwood, 52 Fed. 10, 2 


Kerr ov./U>S.,. 159 ‘Mea. 428) S86 CO 
408; Sena v. U. S., 147 Fed. 485. 78 
CCAy 27, Prev *12 Ns (Mi3970" 78. IP 


Richmond v. 
CCA 596, 17 


ed. 298]. TRA Gib: 58] (criminal cases go up by writ 
15. Metropolitan Water Co. v. 17. White v. Bruce, 109 Fed. 355, of error); Bessette v. W. B. Con- 
Kawe Valley> Drain.’ Dist 223 Ul /S. |.48°CCGA 400. key Co., 133 Fed. 165, 66° CCA 291 
519, 32 SCt 246, 56-L. ed. 533. 18. See Bankruptcy §§ 741-758. {app dism 111 Wed. 417, and cer- 
16. Smith v. Vulcan Iron Works,| 19. In re Paquet, 114 Fed. 437,| tiorari den 196 U. S. 638 mem, 25 
165 U. S. 518, 17 SCt 407, 41 L. ed.|52 CCA 239; U. S. v. Moy Yee Tai,|SCt 793 mem, 49 L. ed. 630 mem]; 
810; Great Western Tel. Co. v. Burn-|109 Fed. 1, 48 CCA 203; Brinkley v.| Bullock HBlectric, ete., Mfg. Co. v, 
ham, 162 U. S. 339, 16 SCt 850, 40 L. | Louisville, ete., R. Co., 95 Fed. 345.| Westinghouse lHlectric, ete. Mfg. 
ed. 991; Worth Mfg. Co. v. Bing- Certiorari see supra § 330. Co,, 129 Fed. 105, 68 CCA 607 [cer- 
ham, 116 Fed. 785, 54 CCA 119; Cab- 20. Strand v. Griffith, 135 Fed.|tiorari den 194 U. S, 636. 24 Sct 
aniss v. Reco Min. Co, 116 Fed. |739, 68 CCA 377. 859, 48 L. ed. 1160]; Frankfort v. 
318, 54 CCA 190; Texas Cons. Com- 21. Strand v. Griffith, 135 Fed.| Deposit Bank, 127 Fed. 812, 62 CCA 
press, etc., Assoc. v. Storrow, 92]|739, 68 CCA 877; U. S. v. Moy Yee| 492; De Lemos v. U. S., 107 Fed. 
Fed, 5, 84 CCA 182; Stover Mfg. | Tai, 109 Med. 1, 48 CCA 203. 121, 46 CCA 196 {certiorari den 181 
Gor "Vv. UMaist, 89° Bed. 7383, 732 CCA “It is clear, that, after an ap-| U. S. 622, 21 SCt 925, 45 L. ed 
231 [aff 177 U. S. 485, 20 SCt 708,|peal in equity to this court, we |1032]. See also Appeal and Error 
44 L. ed. 856]; Knoxville v. Africa,} cannot, upon motion, set aside a/|§§ 21, 40, 41. 
77 Fed. 501, 23 CCA 252: Standard | decree of the court below, and grant [a] Under the Tucker Act, the 


El. Co. v. Crane El. Co., 76 Wed.|a rehearing. We can only affirm, re-| distinction between cases at law and 
767, 22 CCA 549; Lockwood v.|verse, or modify the decree ap-|in equity was preserved, and judg- 
Wickes, 75 Fed. 118, 21 CCA 257; |pealed from, and that upon the hear-| ments of the district court were re- 
Dueber Watch-Case Mfg, Co. v. Rob-|ing of the cause. No new evidence | viewable by appeal or writ of error 
bins, 75 Fed. 17, 21 CCA 198; Bis-}can be received here. Rey. Stat. | according as the case was in equity 
sell Carpet-Sweeper Co. v. Goshen |sect. 698 [U. S. Comp. St. (1901) |or at law. U.S. v. Ady, 76 Fed. 359, 
Sweeper Co., 72 Fed. 545, 19 CCA 25;|p 568].” Roemer v. Simon, 91 U. S.| 22 CCA 223 [foll Chase v. U. S., 155 


Wheaton v. Norton, 70 Fed. 833, 17 
CCA 447; Erie Rubber Co. v. Ameri- | v. 


149, 150, 28 L. ed. 267 [quot Strand 
Griffith, 1385 Fed. 739, 68 CCA 377, 


U. S. 489, 15 SCt 174, 39 L. ed. 284}. 
25. Acts Septné 1916039) UUs. 1S t 


can Dunlop Tire Co., 70 Fed. 58, 16 
CCA 632; Green v. Mills, 69 Fed. 852, 
16 CCA 516, 30 LRA 90 [app dism 
159. U.S. "6515. 16 SCt 132; 40° Led: 
293]; Kilmer Mfg. Co. v. Griswold, 
67 Fed. 1017, 15 CCA 161; Marden 
vy. Campbell Printing-Press, ete., Co., 
67 Fed. 809, 15 CCA 26; Wright, 
ete., Wire-Cloth Co. v. Clinton Wire- 
‘Cloth Co., 67 Fed. 790, 14 CCA 646; 
Card v. Colby, 64 Fed. 594, 12 CCA 
819; Westinghouse Air-Brake Co. v. 
New York Air-Brake Co., 63 Fed. 
962, 11 CCA 528; Vulcan Iron Works 
v. Smith, 62 Fed. 444, 10 CCA 493; 
Union Switch, ete. Co. v. Johnson 


Sto 

[a] An order admitting defend- 
ants to bail pending proceedings for 
review: cannot be set aside on mo- 


tion in the circuit court of ap- 
peals. U. S. v. Moy Yee Tai, 109 
Fed. 1, 48 CCA. 203 (Chinese de- 


portation proceedings). 

22. North Bloomfield Gravel Min. 
Co. v. U. S., 838 Fed. 2, 27 CCA 395. 

23. North Bloomfield Gravel Min. 
Co. vw. U) S:, 83 Fed.-2, 27 “CCA 3952 

24, 443 Cans Frozen Egg Product 
Vin Uy (St) 226 JUEIShAli2 ye SomoCrou. 
57 L. ed. 174 [rev 193 Fed. 589, 113 
CCA 457]; Bessette v. W. B. Con- 


at L. 727 c 448 § 4) (which reads as 
follows: “That no court having 
power to review a judgment or de- 
cree rendered or passed by another 
shall dismiss a writ of error solely 
because an appeal should have been 
taken, or dismiss an appeal solely 
because a writ of error should have 
been sued out, but when such mis- 
take or error occurs it shall dis- 
regard the same and take the ac- 
tion which would be appropriate if 
the proper appellate procedure had 
been followed”); Sola v. Cintron, 237 
Fed. 61, 150 CCA 268 (statute ap- 
plied to sustain appeal in law case, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Where a cireuit court of appeals has de- | 


§§ 335-338] 


within six months after the entry of the order, judg- 
ment, or decree sought to be reviewed,2* except in 
the ease of interlocutory orders or decrees as to 
injunctions and receivers 27 and in other cases where 
a lesser time is prescribed by law.28 When the last 
day of the six months falls upon Sunday, it is not 
excluded, and an appeal cannot be taken on the 
next day.?® This subject is treated in detail else- 
where in this work.®° 

[§ 336] G. Procedure. The circuit courts of 
appeals are, in respect to the review of judgments 
and decrees, controlled exclusively by the acts of 
congress and the rules and practice of the federal 
courts without regard to state statutes or practice.?2 
The Cireuit Court of Appeals Act continued the 
then existing method by which appeals and writs of 
error were taken from the former circuit courts to 
the supreme court and made it applicable to the 
circuit courts of appeals.32 Any judge of a cireuit 
court of appeals, in respect of cases brought or 
to be brought before that court, has the same powers 
and duties as to allowance of appeals and writs of 
error, and the conditions of such allowances, as by 
law belong to the justices or judges in respect of 
other courts of the United States, respectively.% 
Each of the cireuit courts of appeals is authorized 
to prescribe the form of writs and other process 
and procedure as may be conformable to the exer- 


where review should have been 
sought by writ of error). 

26. Act March 3; 1891 °(26/U-' S. 
Stati i. 829 (ec) 5i7 § 11) + Old) Nick 
Williams Co. v. U. S., 215. U.S. 541, 
S0;SCt 221, 54 Ia ed), 318; Collins 


[a] Reason 
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in it, and there is, no statute or act 
excluding any of them, it 


[25C.J.] 971 


cise of its jurisdiction and has power to establish 
all rules and regulations for the conduct of the 
business of the court within its jurisdiction as con- ~ 
ferred by law.?4 The practice and procedure is 
largely regulated by court rules which, while variant 
in detail, are identical or closely similar in most 
essentials.*° By a rule in force in all cireuits it is 
provided that the practice shall be the same as in 
the supreme court of the United States so far as 
it shall be applicable.2® The practice and procedure 
on appeals and writs of error are treated in great 
detail elsewhere in this work.®? 

[§ 337] H. Scope of Review—1. In General. 
The scope and extent of review in the cireuit court 
of appeals is governed by the rules applicable to 
courts of appellate jurisdiction generally. On ap- 
peal in equity cases, the cuuse is heard de novo upon 
the record, and the review includes all questions 
both of law and fact.3® The same is true of ap- 
peals in admiralty.4° On writ of error in law cases 
only errors of law apparent of record can be con- 
sidered.41 : 

[§ 338] 2. Where Jury Waived. When an issue 
of fact in any civil cause is tried and determined 
by the court without the intervention of a jury in 
accordance with the statutory provision in that re- 
gard,*? the rulings of the court in the progress of 
the trial of the cause if excepted to at the time and 


son v. Meyers, 54 Fed. 417, 4 CCA 399. | Time [88 Cyc 309]. 
for rule. 1) 

“Where the time limited is such that 
one or more Sundays must fall with- 


30. See Appeal and Error §§ 1032— 


— ¢ 


1087. f 
31. The Presto, 93 Fed. 522, 35 
CCA 3894; Duncan vy. Atchison, etce., 
is cer-|R. Co., 72 Fed. 


Seas CCA 202. 


v. Huffman, 245 Fed. 554; Baxter v. 
Phillips, 219 Fed. 309; Robins Dry 
Dock, ete., Co. v. Chesbrough, 216 
Fed..121, 132 CCA 3865; In re Mar- 
tin, 201 Fed. 31, 119 CCA 368; Blaf- 
fer v. New Orleans Water Supply 
Co., 160 Fed. 389, 87 CCA 341; Hud- 
son v. Limestone Natural Gas Co., 
144 Fed. 952, 75 CCA 678; Rutan v. 
Johnson, 130 Fed. 109, 64 CCA 443; 
Butt v. U. S., 126 Fed. 794; Reynolds, 
v. Manhattan Trust Co., 109 Fed. 97, 
48 CCA 249; Brewster v. Evans, 93 
Fed. 628, 35 CCA 500; Green v. 
Lynn, 87 Fed. 839, 31 CCA 248; Con- 
don v. Central L. & T. Co., 73 Fed.: 
907, 20 CCA 110; Connecticut F. Ins. 
Co. v. Oldendorff, 73 Fed. 88, 19 CCA 
379; White v. Iowa Nat. Bank, 71 
Fed. 97, 17 CCA 621; Threadgill v. 
Platt, 71 Fed. 1; Stevens v. Clark, 
62 Fed. 321, 10 CCA 379; Desvergers 
v. Parsons, 60 Fed. 148, 8 CCA 526; 
Long v. Maxwell, 59 Fed. 948, 8 CCA 
410; Union Pac. R. Co. v. Colorado 
Eastern R. ° Co., 54 Fed. 22, 4-CCA 
1613. .U. -S. v.. Baxter, 54 .Fed.,- 624, 
2 CCA. 410; Couliette v. Thomason, 
50 Fed. .787, 1 CCA. 675. 

[a] Cases under the Tucker Act 
. are subject to this limitation. Butt 
Vim. iss, 226 HMeds°794: 

[b] Admiralty appeals are sub- 
ject to this limitation. Robins Dry 


Dock, etc, Co. v. Chesbrough, 216 
Hed, 121, 132 CCA. .365. See also 
Admiralty § 302. 

{[c] Supersedeas cannot be al]- 


lowed unless the appeal is perfected, 
or writ of error sued out and served 
within the period prescribed. Logan 
v. Goodwin, 101 Fed. 654, 41 CCA 
573; New England R. Co. v. Hyde, 
101 Fed. 397, 41 CCA 404 [certiorari 


den 181 U. S. 619, 21 SCt 924, 45 
I. ed. 1031]. 

27. See supra § 332. 

28. Act March 3, 1891 (26 U. S. 


uate s ager Lia's) LL yen 

[a] A rule of the district court 
fixing the time for the taking of 
appeals in admiralty is not a “law” 
within the meaning of this proviso. 
Robins Dry Dock, etc., Co. v. Ches- 
brough, 216 Fed. 121, 132 CCA 565. 

29. Meyer v. Hot Springs Impr. 
Co., 169 Fed. 628, 95 CCA 156; John- 


tainly not the province of the court 
to extend the time fixed by exclud- 
ing the last, the first, or any inter- 


mediate Sunday or holiday. Alder- 
man v. Phelps, 15 Mass. 225; Ex 
p. Dodge, 7 Cow. 147. Moreover, 


where the unit of measurement of 
the time limited is not the day, but 
is the month or year, there is still 
less reason to hold that any day 
that falls within the month or year 
can be excluded by the court. There 
are Sundays in every month... They 
are as much a part of the month as 
Saturdays, or any of the other days 
of the week; and where the time 
limited is measured by the month, 
and there is no statute excluding 
any day, there is no more reason for 
excluding the last Sunday of the 
last month from the six months 
limited by act of congress for tak- 
ing an appeal, when the last day of 
the six months falls on Sunday, than 
there is for excluding the first Sun- 
day of the first month, when the 
first day of the six months happens 
to fall on Sunday, or all the Sun- 


days in the six months, for that 
matter; and, if they were all ex- 
cluded, the time limited would be 


extended nearly another month. The 
result is that when the last day of 
the six months within which an ap- 
peal may be taken, or writ of error 
sued out, to review in this court a 
decree or judgment below, falls on 
Sunday, the appeal cannot be taken, 
or writ sued out, on any subse- 
quent day.” Johnson v. Meyers, 54 
Fed. 417, 418. (2) “While the codes 
and statutes of most of the states 
provide for the exclusion of Sun- 
day when it is the last day within 
which an appeal may be taken or 
other act performed under statutory 
authority, Congress has made no 
such provision in reference to ap- 
peals from any of the federal courts. 
The fact that it has made such pro- 
vision specially as to certain other 
proceedings is to be taken as indica- 


tive of its intention to limit the 
same to those proceedings.” Meyer 
vy. Hot Springs Impr. Co., 169 Fed. 


628, 629, 95 CCA 156. 
Computation of time generally see 


See also supra §§ 4, 6. 

32. Act March 3, 1891 (26 U. S. 
St. at L. 829 c 517 § 11) (providing 
as follows: “All provisions of law 
now in force regulating the methods 
and system of review, through ap- 
peals or writs of error, shall regu- 
late the methods and system of ap- 
peals and writs of error provided 
for in this act in respect of the cir- 
cuit courts of appeals”); Rederiak- 
tiebolaget Amie v. Universal Transp. 
Co., 245 Fed. 282, 157 CCA 474. 

33. Jud. Code § 132. 

34 Jud. Code § 122. 

35. See Court rules. 

[a] Annotated Circnit Court of 
Appeals Rules may be found in 2 U. 
S. Comp. St. (1916) p 1281 et seq. 
See also 90 Fed. xlix (where the 
rules as originally adopted and as 
subsequently amended in the several 
circuits are given with annotations). 

{[b] The rules of the circuit 
courts of appeals as. originally 
adopted were substantially the same 
in the different circuits. Since then 
some of the circuits have revised 
their rules. See latest Court Rules. 

[c] Instructions with regard to 
taking appeals, writs of error, mak- 
ing up records, etc., prepared by the 
clerk of the circuit court of appeals 
for the fourth circuit and published 
with the sanction of the court with 
a request that attorneys and clerks 
follow them as to matters of form 
and practice will be found in 90 Fed. 


lxxxv, and in Wow COMPice Str 
(1916) p 1858 et seq. 
[d] Forms of writ of error, re- 


turn, citation, supersedeas and cost 
bonds will be found in 2 U. S. Comp- 
St. (1916). p 1355 et seq. 


sé. Circuit Courts of Appeals 
Rules, rule 8 (2 Comp. St. [1916] 
p 1288). 


ah See Appeal and Error 3 C. J. 


p 
38. See Appeal and Hrror 
§§ 2536-2581. ; : 
39. See Appeal and Error 
§§ 2552, 2647. 


40. / See Admiralty § 312 et seq. 

41. See Appeal and Error § 2565. 

42. U. S. Rev. St. § 649 (which 
reads as follows: ‘Issues of fact 


972 [25C.J.] 


duly presented by-a bill of exceptions may be re- 
viewed upon a writ of error or upon appeal,*® and 
when the finding is special the review may extend 
to the determination of the sufficiency of the facts 
found to support the judgment.44 So far as the 
right to a review is concerned, the statutory pro- 
visions are jurisdictional.t® Further discussion of 
this statute will be found elsewhere in this work.*® 
The statutory provision that the finding of the court 
shall have the same effect as the verdict of a jury * 
brings such findings within the constitutional rule 
that ‘‘no fact tried by a jury shail be otherwise 
reéxamined in any court of the United States, than 
according to the rules of the common law’’4® and 
thus cuts off the right to review such findings upon 
the facts.49 The extent to which findings by the 
court may be reviewed on appeal is considered else- 
where in this work.®° 

[§ 339] 
Cause.*+ As a court of purely appellate jurisdic- 
tion >? the cireuit court of appeals is governed by 
the general rules applicable to any other appellate 
court in the determination and disposition of ap- 
peals and writs of error.5* The power conferred 
upon the supreme court to affirm, modify, or reverse 
any judgment, decree, or order lawfully brought be- 
fore it for review, or to direct such judgment, decree, 
er order to be rendered, or such further proceed- 
ings to be had by the inferior court as the justice 
of the case may require,®* is also conferred upon 
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I. Determination and Disposition of — 


[§§ 338-339 


the circuit court of appeals by the act establishing 
the court.°> Criminal eases are ineluded within the 
power granted by the statute.°* Express authority 
is given to grant new trials, in eases where there 
has been a trial by jury, for reasons for which new 
trials have usually been granted in courts of law,°* 
and it is further provided that ‘‘on the hearing of 
any appeal, certiorari, writ of error, or motion for 
a new trial, in any case, civil or criminal, the court 
shall give judgment after an examination of the 
entire record. before the court, without regard to 
technical errors, defects, or exceptions which do not 
affect the substantial rights of the parties.’’®8 On 
a writ of error to a judgment in an action at law, 
tried by a jury, the cirenit court of appeals can 
correct the error complained of only by directing a 
new trial, and cannot itself render or direct such 
judgment as should have been rendered below,®® be- 
ing precluded from doing so by the Seventh Amend- 
ment to the constitution which requires adherence 
to the rule of the common law that a verdict cannot 
be disturbed for an error of law occurring on the 
trial without awarding a new trial,®° even where the 
error consists in a refusal to grant a nonsuit or to 
direct a verdict.*t The rule is otherwise in a ease 
tried without a jury where the findings of the court 
are undisputed ®* or agreed wpon by the parties,®* 
or where the reversal is for error of law arising upon 
the pleadings or record proper,®* in which event the 
proper judgment may be rendered or directed 


in civil cases in any circuit court 
may be tried and determined by tho 
court, without the intervention of a 
jury, whenever the parties or their 
attorneys of record, file with the 
clerk a stipulation in writing waiv- 
ing a jury. The finding of the court 
upon the facts, which may be either 
general or special, shall have the 
Same effect as a verdict of a jury’’). 
[a] The repeal clause of the Ju- 
dicial Code does not include the 
above statute. Jud. Code § 297. 
{b] This statute applies to the 
present district courts which have 
succeeded to the place of the former 
circuit courts. St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. Co. v. Road Impr. Dist. No. 
2, 265 Fed. 524; Calaf v. Fernandez, 
229 Weds 195, Lb2 ‘CCAS 5813" Mc- 
Coach v. Continental Pass. R. Co., 
233 Fed. 976, 147 CCA 650; Good 
Pine Lumber Co. v. Duke, 229 Fed. 
714, 144 CCA 124; Phoenix Securities 
Co. v. Dittmar, 224 Fed. 892, 140 
CCA 336; Ladd, etc., Bank v, Lewis 
A. Hicks Co., 218 Fed. 310, 134 CCA 


106. 
420 7 Up SyoReV.- st. 8 LOUL 
44. U.S. Rev. St. § 700. 


45. See Appeal and Error § 2546 
note 92; and Annotations. 

46. See Appeal and Error § 2546 
text and note 92; and Annotations. 

47 Us So Reve St. § (649° 

48. U. S. Const. Amendm. VII. 

49. Martinton v. Fairbanks, 112 
U. S. 670, 5 SCt 321, 28 L. ed. 862. 

{a] Reason for rule.—‘'The only 
methods known to the common law 
for the re-examination of the facts 
found by a jury are, either by a new 
trial granted by the court in which 
the issue had been tried, or by the 
award of a venire facias de novo 
by the appellate court for some er- 
ror of law. Mercantile Mut. Ins. 
Co. v. Folsom; 18 Wall. 2387, 21 L. 
ed. 827. The court below having 
made a general finding, which by 
the statute. has the same effect as 
the verdict of a jury, the plaintiff 
in error can resort to no other 
means of redress than those open to 
it had the case been tried by a jury 
and a general verdict rendered.” 
Martinton v. Fairbanks, 112 U. S. 


670, 674, 5 SCt 321, 28 L. ed. 862. 

50. See Appeal and Error 
§§ 2546-2548, 2722-2729, 2853-2860. 

51. Mode of exercising jurisdic- 
tion see supra § 334. 

52. See supra § 327. 

53. Determination and disposition 
of cause generally see Appeal and 
Error §§ 30938-3314. 

Jurisdictional objections see supra 
§§ 95-107. 

Mandate and proceedings below 
see Appeal and Brror §§ 3255-3307. 

54, | Us Sl Rev. StTsei0e 

55. Act March 8, 1891 (26 U. S. 
StSaty ©, 829 se, bate Se Rye Ue noe Bee 
Nllinois Surety Co., 226 Fed. 653, 141 
CCA 409 [aff 244 U. S. 376, 37 SCt 
614, 61 L. ed. 1206]; American Trust, 
ete., Bank v. Zeigler Coal Co., 165 
Fed. 512; Farrar v. Wheeler, 145 
Fed. 482, 75 CCA 386; Whitworth v. 
Ul Ss .1145 Bede 38025752) GOA (204s 
Standard El. Co. v. Crane El. Co., 
76 Fed. 767, 22 CCA 649. 

56. Ballew v. U. S., 160 U. S. 187, 
16 SCt 268, 40 L. ed. 388; Scott v. 
We JS.) 165 ned: Lin. Ss GCAn 206s 
Whitworth v. U. S., 114 Fed. 302, 
"52 CCA 214. 

57. Jud. Code § 269. 

58. Jud. Code § 269, as amended 
by Act Febr. 26, 1919 (40 St. at L. 
1181 c 48). 

[a] Power to give or direct final 
judgment instead of awarding a new 
trial was not given or intended to 
be given by the above statute. New 
York L. Ins. Co. v. Anderson, 2638 
Fed. 527 (holding that otherwise the 
statute would be to that extent un- 
constitutional). 

59. New York lL, Ins. Co. v. An- 
derson, 263 Fed. 527; Farmer y. At- 
lantic Coast Line R. Co., 205 Fed. 


319. 
Slocum v. New York lL. Ins. 
Co: 228 eS. 364, os SCE 523) b0 tk. 
ed. 879, AnnCas1914D 1029 [rev 177 
Fed. 842]; Capital Tract. Co. v. Hof, 
17742 CT, (So ee AO ASCE V5 0 aS ele: 
873; Parsons v. Bedford, 3 Pet. (U. 
S.) 433, 7 L. ed. 732; Mutual Reserve 
L. Ins. Co. v. Heidel, 161 Fed. 535, 
88 CCA 477; U. S. v. Wonson, 28 F. 
Cas. No. 16,750, 1 Gall 5. 
[a] “The only modes known to 


the common law to re-examine such 
facts, are the granting of a new 
trial by the court where the issue 
was tried, or to which the record 
was properly returnable; or the 
award of a venire facias de novo, 
by an appellate court, for some er- 
ror of law which intervened in the 
proceedings.” Parsons v. Bedford, 3 


Pets OCUs (SSS AS a eR ye FT tea 
732 [quot Slocum vy. New York L. 
Ins. Co, 228 U.S. S645 S78n ssusce 
523, 57 L. ed. 879, AnnCasi914D 
1029]. 

61. Slocum v. New York L. Ins. 


Co., 228 U. S. 364, 33 SCt 523, 57 L. 
ed. 879, AnnCasi1914D 1029; Farmer 
v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 205 
Fed. 319; Denver, ete., R. Co. v. Ar- 
righi, 141 Fed. 67. 72 CCA 400. 

62. U. S. v. Illinois Surety Co., 
226 Fed. 6538, 141 CCA 409 [aff 244 
U. S. 376, 37 SCt 614, 61 L. ed. 1206). 

63. Thomas vy. Matthiessen, 232 
U. S. 221, 34 SCt 312, 58 L. ed. 577: 
U. S. ve Illinois Surety Co., 226 Fed. 
653, 141 CCA 409 [aff 244 U. S. 376, 
37 SCt 614, 61 L. ed. 1206]. 

64. Slocum v. New York L. Ins. 
Co., 228 U. S. 364, 382, 33 SCt 523, 57 
L. ed. 879, AnnCasi914D 1029. 

“The rules of the common law, 
permitting a judgment non obstante 
veredicto and the arrest of judg- 
ment on a verdict, did not embrace 
cases like the present, but only 
those in which the pleadings pre- 
sented no material issue requiring 
a trial or verdict.” Slocum vy. New 
York L. Ins. Co., supra. 

fa] * Reason for* rule—‘“We do 
not overlook the fact that at com- 
mon law there were two well-recog- 
nized instances in which the ver- 
dict could be disregarded and the 
ease disposed _of without a new 
trial. One was where the defend- 
ant’s plea confessed the plaintiff's 
cause of action and set-up matter 
in- avoidance which, even if true, 
was insufficient in law to constitute 
a bar or defense; and the other was 
where the plaintiff's pleading, even 
if its allegations were true, disclosed 
no right of recovery. If in either 
instance a verdict was taken, the 
court nevertheless could make such 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 339-342] 


thereon in the appellate court.*° When a question 
of jurisdiction is certified by the cireuit court of 
appeals to the supreme court, it is proper to reserve 
decision meanwhile on the other questions,®* but a 
cireuit court of appeals is not bound to withhold 
a decision of other questions presented, because on 
one out of many it desires the opinion of the supreme 
court.°7 The rule as to following decisions of the 
highest court of a state in matters of local law & 
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apples to decisions of the supreme court of Porto 
Rico © and of Hawaii,” and so far as local law 
is involved the decision of the supreme court ap- 
pealed from must be upheld unless plainly erro- 
neous.“ 

[§ 340] J. Rehearing. Rehearings in the cireuit 
courts of appeals are governed by the rules of such 
courts,”? and the rules as to rehearings in appellate 
courts generally.7% 


XI. CIRCUIT COURTS 


[§ 341] The Cireuit Courts of Appeals Act of 
1891 abolished all appellate jurisdiction of the cir- 
cuit courts,’* and the Judicial Code of 1911 abolished 
the circuit courts altogether and made provision for 
the transfer of their records, dockets, ete., to the 


[ 


| 


district courts.7* For this reason decisions relatin; 
to the constitution, jurisdiction, powers, ete., of the 
cireuit courts, as such, rather than to general powers 
as federal courts which are now vested in other fed- 
eral courts, are of no present importance. 


XII. DISTRICT COURTS 


[§ 342] A. Creation and Constitution—1. Ju- 
dicial Districts. The United States is divided into 
judicial districts in each of which a district eourt 
is held.7® An act creating a division of a judicial 
district should sufficiently show a distribution of 
territorial jurisdiction between the two divisions, as 
against a prior enactinent making the jurisdiction 
of district courts coextensive with the district.77 A 
division does not operate to abolish the original dis- 
trict, but merely affects its name and territorial ju- 


disposition of the caSe as was re- 
quired by the state of the pleadings, 
and this because the issues settled 


District Courts, it seems to us that|S. 
what Congress intended was a mer- 78. 
ger of the Circuit Courts 


risdiction, the organization of the original districé& 
not being changed, and its officers evntinuing in office 
charged with the same duties.78 If, however, a dis- 
trict is divided into distinct districts and district 
courts established in each with all the essential 
features of courts as originally created, such courts 
are limited in their jurisdiction over proceedings in 
rem. in admiralty to cases in which the res is situ- 
ated within their territorial limits." 


257, 17 SCt 302, 41 L. ed. 708. 
In re Mason, 85 Fed. 145. 
Courts left intact save as to 


into the [a] 


by the verdict were wholly imma-| District Courts.” Nashville Inter-| territorial jurisdiction—The act of 
terial. In the first instance the|]urban R. Co. v. Barnum, 212 Fed.} March 2, 1905 (33 St. at L. 824 
court’s action was invoked by a mo-| 634, 638, 129 CCA 170. c 1305), dividing the state of Wash- 
tion for judgment non _  obstante [b] Punishment for contempt in| ington into two judicial districts, 
veredicto, and in the latter by a] circuit court.—Under Federal Jud.|}did not in effect abolish the then 


motion to arrest judgment on the 
verdict.” Slocum v. New York L. 
Ins. ;Co. 228 U..S. 364, 38%, +33.SCt 
523, 57 L. ed. 879, AnnCas1914D 
1029. 
65. See supra notes 62-64. 
Rendering or directing final judg- 
ment or ordering new trial generally 
see Appeal and Prror §§ 3223-3247. 
66. Sun Printing, etc., Assoc. v. 
Edwards, 121 Fed. 826, 58 CCA 162; 
Pullman’s Palace-Car Co. v. Central 
Transp. Co., 88 Fed. 1, 27 CCA 389, 
76 Fed. 401, 22 CCA 246. 
67. Sigafus v. Porter, 84 Fed. 430, 
28 CCA 443 [rev on other grounds 
179 U.S; 116, 21 ‘SCt 34, 45 L. ed. 


113]. 
68. See supra §§ 169-190. 
69. Graham v. O’Ferral, 248 Fed. 


10, 160 CCA 150; Plazuela Sugar 
Co. v. Pastoriza, 245 Fed. 115; Rich- 
ardson v. Fajardo Sugar«Co., 237 
Fed, 195, 150 CCA 341; Henna v. 
Sauri, 237 Fed. 145; Sola v. Cint- 
ron, 237 Fed. 61, 150 CCA 263; Tru- 
jillo v. Rodriguez, 233 Fed. 208, 147 
CCA 214. 

70. Kinney v. Oahu Sugar Co., 
Ltd., 255 Fed. 732, 167 CCA 78 [cer- 
tiorari den 249 U. S. 616 mem, 39 
Sct 391 mem, 63 L. ed. 803 mem]. 

[a] A settled rule of construc- 
tion of conveyances and devises in 
the territory of Hawaii must be ac- 
cepted, in a, case coming from that 
district, as persuasive, if not of 
binding force. Kinney v. Oahu Sugar 
Co., Ltd., 255 Wed. 732, 167 CCA 78 
[certiorari den 249 U. S. 616 mem, 
39 SCt 391 mem, 63 L. ed. 803 mem]. 

71. See cases supra notes 69, 70. 

72. See Court rules. 

73. IS ae Appeal 

2 - } 
SS 4, Act pee Cae (26 U. S. 

A Th... 827. ¢ 5 
re, (6, Uses. Sits 


§ 
75. sanege § 289 
tan LlGit4).. 

[a] Merger of courts intended.— 
“Although in form the Judicial Code 
abolished the Circuit Courts and 
turned their business over to the 


and Error 


Code §§ 299, 300, a district court is 
empowered to impose punishment 
under contempt proceedings brought 
in the circuit court before it was 
aboliseds In re Steiner, 195 Fed. 


{c] Expedition of causes.—The 
abolition of the federal circuit court 
by the Judicial Code of March 3, 
1911 (86 St. at L. 1073 ¢ 231), does 
not repeal by implication the pro- 
vision of the act of Febr. 11, 1903, 
for organization of a circuit court 
of at least three circuit judges for 
expedition of certain specified cases, 
under the express provision of § 291 
of such Code. Ex-p. U.-S:,.226 Us S: 
420, 338 SCt 170, 57 L. ed. 281 (hold- 
ing also that a proceeding to en- 
force a mandate of the supreme 
court directing entry of a decree 
under which a combination of rail- 
road terminal facilities found to vio- 
late the Anti-Trust Act of July 2, 
1890, shall be reorganized, is within 
the provisions of the act of Febr. 11, 
1903, for expedition of the hearing 
of cases brought under the Anti- 
Trust Act by the organization of 
the circuit court of at least three 
eircuit judges). 

76. Jud. Code § 1. 

[a] The existing district courts 
were continued (1) by the Judicial 
Code of 1911. U. S. v. New De- 
parture Mfg. Co., 195 Fed. 778. (2) 
Accordingly the Judicial Code, in 
view of §§ 294 and 299, did not af- 
fect the power of a district court 
to punish as a contempt disobedience 
of orders previously made. More- 
house v. Giant Powder Co., 206 Fed. 
24, 124 CCA 158. 

[b] The district court for the 
District of Alaska created by the 
Organic Act of 1884 (23 St. 24 ¢ 53), 
if not abolished, was supplanted by 
the courts created by the Alaska 
Code (Act June 6, 1900 [31 St. at 
L. 321 c 786]), and their jurisdiction 
is limited by the provisions of such 
Code. U.S. v. Newth, 149 Fed. 302. 

77. (Rosencrans: v. U. S.,/ 165.,U. 


existing circuit and district courts, 
but left them restricted only as té: 


territory, and intact in all other 
respects. Tacoma R., ete, Co. v. 
Geiger, 145 Fed. 504, 76 CCA’ 252; 


Seattle Electric Co. v. Hartless, 144 
Meds 13:19, 9 eCCAG 31. 

79. In re Hamrick, 175 Fed. 279; 
Kibbler v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co., 147 
Fed. 879; O’Connor v. O’Connor, 146 
Fed. 994; The L. B. X., 88 Fed. 290; 
Williams v. The Sea Gull, 29 F. Cas. 
No. 17,736; Baldwin v. Rice, 44 Misc. 
64, 89 NYS 7388 [mod on, other 
grounds 100 App. Div. 241, 89 NYS 
738, 91 NYS 1086, and 183 N. Y. 55, 
75 NE 1096 (mod on other grounds 
184 N. Y. 528, 76 NE 1088)]. 

[a] Tllustration.— The effect of 
the act of March 11, 1902 (32 St. at 
L. 64 e 188), dividing the state of 
Texas into four federal judicial dis- 
tricts, which section transfers to 
the courts of the new southern dis- 
trict jurisdiction over all pending 
causes of which they would have 
had jurisdiction if they had been in- 
stituted when such causes were 
commenced, was to deprive the 
courts of the other districts of ju- 
risdiction to make any further or- 
ders in such causes. Stillman v. 
Hart, 126 Fed. 359, 61 CCA 309. 

[b] Creating division of district. 
—The act of congress of July 20, 
1892 (27 St. at L. 252), creating the 
southern division of the judicial dis- 
trict of Montana, provided that the 
act should “not affect the jurisdic- 
tion” of the court as to pending ac- 
tions, which should proceed as 
though the act had not been passed, 
but that the court might, in its dis- 
cretion, transfer to the new Givision 
such of them ‘‘as might properly be 
begun therein,’ was not sufficient, 
as against Rev. St. §§ 563, 629, mak- 
ing the jurisdiction of district 
courts coextensive with the district, 
to show a distribution of territorial 
jurisdiction between the two divi- 
sions. Rosecrans v. U. S., 165 U. &. 
257, 17 SCt 302, 41 L. ed. 708. 
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[§ 343] 2. Judges.8° The statute provides for 
the number and qualifications of judges and re- 
quires that every district judge shall reside in the 
district, or one of the districts, for which he is ap- 
pointed.s! During a vacancy in the office of district 
judge for a district coextensive with a state, no other 
judge is authorized to sit therein, and all judicial 
action remains in abeyance until the vacancy is 
filled, or another judge is designated, pursuant to 
law, to exercise the judicial functions temporarily.®” 
Provision is made, however, for the designation of 
another judge in case of a vacancy in the office of 
judge of a particular district, or disqualification of 
the judge.’ 

[§ 344] B. Character of Courts.°4 
district courts are courts of record.®® 

[§ 345] ‘C. Terms and Sessions.*° Acts of a 
court done at a session held in conformity with a 
repealed act and before the time appointed under 
the repealing act which divided the district are 
void.8? A court sitting in one division cannot make 
an order between terms of court of another divi- 
sion affecting a marshal’s acts under an order of 
sale in admiralty made in the latter division.8& Un- 
der the statute providing that special terms of any 
district court may be ordered by the district judge, 
and that. ‘‘any business may be transacted at such 
special term which might be transacted at a regular 
term,’’ a district court has jurisdiction at a special 
term to try a defendant on an indictment returned 
at a previous regular term, and it is not necessary 
that the order for the special term be incorporated 
in the record of the case to show such jurisdic- 
tion.8® The court is open from the beginning of 


80. See also generally Judges [23 92. 


The federal 
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each session to its end for the return of writs on 
the criminal side, although it has adjourned as a 
criminal court.®° 

[§ 346] D. Rules of Procedure.*t The district 
courts have power te make rules and orders regu- 
lating their own practice, provided such rules are 
not inconsistent with any law of the United States 
or any rule established by the supreme court with 
respect to practice in all district courts.°? Except 
as otherwise provided by statute, or by rule of 
court, the practice in suits of equity and of ad- 
miralty and maritime jurisdiction must be accord- 
ing to the principles, rules, and usages which be- 
long to courts of equity and of admiralty, respec- 
tively. 

[§ 347] E. Jurisdiction *—1. In General. The 
district courts are now the courts of general original 
jurisdiction in the federal judiciary system, and they 
have jurisdiction in all cases falling within the ju- 
risdiction of federal courts,®®> except in so far as 
particular cases fall exclusively within the original 
jurisdiction of the supreme court,®® laying out of 
consideration territorial and other similar statutory 
courts not vested with the federal judicial power.%? 
Formerly the jurisdiction of the district courts was 
much more limited, the general original federal 
jurisdiction being divided between the district and 
the former circuit courts. Speaking generally the 
district court had jurisdiction of enumerated classes 
of cases, mainly, but not exclusively, cases with a 
governmental aspect,98 while the cireuit court had 
jurisdiction of the great mass of litigation in cases 
of a civil nature between private parties,9® where 
the jurisdiction rested upon the citizenship, or char- 


mony); U. S. v. Block, 24 F. Cas. 


Cyc 499]. ton v. U. S. Bank, 1 Pet. (U. S.) 604, | No. 14,610, 3 Biss. 208 (condemna- 
81. Jud. Code § 1. 7 L. ed. 280; The Planet Venus, 113 tion proceedings); U. S. v. Inlots, 
82. U.S. v. Murphy, 82 Fed. 893.| Fed. 387. 26 KF. Cas. No. 15,441 [aff 91 U. S. 
83. Jud. Code § 18. See McDowell [a] A district court cannot by | 367, 23 L. ed. 449]. (2) An action 

v. U. S., 159 U. S. 596, 16 SCt 111, 40]xule abolish: chancery practice in|may be of a civil nature, and thus 

L. ed. 271; The Alaska, 35 Fed. 555;|that court, in violation of rules of | within the federal jurisdiction, al- 

National Home for Disabled Volun-|supreme court for the regulation of |though criminal in form. Illinois v. 

teer Soldiers v. Butler, 33 Fed. 374.| federal courts in equity. Story v. | Illinois Cent. R. Co., 33 Fed. 721 (in- 
[a] Where there are two or more} Livingston, 13 Pet. (U. S.) 359, 10 formation in nature of quo war- 

judges for a particular district, and|L. ed. 200. , ranto). (3) Actions to recover pen- 
the judge before whom an action or 93. U.S. Rev. St. § 913; Gaines v. |alties for violation of a statute are 
proceeding is to-be tried is dis-| Relf, 15 Pet. (U. S.) 9, 10 L. ed. 642 | not suits of a civil nature. Indiana 

qualified, a judge from another dis-| (decided in 1841). v. Alleghany Oil Co., 85 Fed. 870, 


trict may be designated, although 
the other judges of the district are 
not disqualified. In re DeRan, 260 
Fed. 732. 

{b] It is only in the event of a 
vacancy, and not in the absence of 
the judge, that the statute takes ef- 


infra § 350. 
95. 


97. 


fect. American L. & T. Co. v. East, [a] The former 
ete., R. Co., 40 Fed. 182. 
[c] In case of the death of the 


disabled judge, the appointed judge 
‘holds court without further appoint- 
ment as judge de facto if not de 
jure. Ball v. U. S., 140 U. S. 418. 

{d] After returning to his own 
district, a judge may entertain a 
motion for a new trial in a case 
theard in the other district. Chees- 
man v. Hart, 42 Fed. 98. 

84. Amount in controversy see 
Supra §§ 5, 79. 

85. In re Columbia Real-Est. Co., 


101 Fed. 965 [app dism 112 Fed. 643, | risdiction; 


94. Amount in controversy see 


See supra §§ 4-77. 

96. Original jurisdiction of su- 
preme court see supra §§ 191-199. 
See infra § 353 et seq. 

98. U.S. Rev. St. § 563. 


the district court, prior to the aboli- 
tion of the circuit court by the Ju- 
dicial Code, included: Jurisdiction of 
federal crimes and offenses; 
diction of suits for penalties and 
forfeitures incurred under the laws | 
of the United States; jurisdiction of 
suits at common law by the United 
States or any officer thereof; juris- 
diction of suits for forfeitures for 
debts to the United States; 
diction of actions arising under the 
postal laws; jurisdiction of all civil 
eases of admiralty and maritime ju- 
jurisdiction of suits by 


873 (“The contention that the action 
is civil, and not penal, in its na- 
ture, because the statute of the 
state declares it to be a civil ac- 
tion, is untenable. If congress had 
intended that the form of the ac- 
tion should determine the right of 
removal, apt language would have 
been used to indicate that purpose. 
The language employed is ‘suits of a 
civil nature.’ If the form, rather 


jurisdiction of 


juris- 
been intended to determine the right 
of removal, congress would undoubt- 
edly have used the words ‘suits civil 
in form,’ or perhaps the more gen- 
eral expression ‘civil suits,’ instead 
of using the language employed. 
using the language ‘suits of a civil 
nature’ it discloses the intent that 
the court should look beyond the 
form to the nature or purposes of 
the suit. Looking at the nature of 


juris- 


50 CCA 406]; Brown v. Bridge, 106] or against national banks; juris- | the present suit, it is apparent that 
Mass. 563. diction of suits to recover office |its purpose is penal. The penalty 
86. Of courts generally see} where denial of federal rights in-| prescribed is recoverable as a pun- 
Courts §§ 216, 271. volved; jurisdiction in_other cases |ishment for the doing of acts made 
87. McGlashan v. U. S., 71 Fed.| not here enumerated. U.S. Rev. St.|criminal by the statute. The state 
434, 18 CCA 172 [app dism 170 U.| § 563. has no other purpose than to recover 
S. 703, 18 SCt 948, 42 LL. ed. 1218]. 99. U. S. Rev. St. § 629; Act|a penalty for. a violated law, and 
88. Williams v. The Sea Gull, 29] March 3, 1875 c 137 as amended by | thereby secure obedience to it’); 
F, Cas. No. 17,736. Act March 8, 1887 and correctéd by | Texas v. Day Land, ete, Co., 41 
g9. Goll v. U. S., 151 Fed. 412, 80] Act Aug. 13, 1888 (25 St. at L. 433 | Fed. 228; U. S. v. Mexican Nat. R. 
CCA 642 (construing Rev. St. § 581).|c 866). Co., 40 Fed. 769; Ferguson v. Ross, 
90. U. S. v. Philadelphia, etc, R. [a] What are suits “of a civil|38 Fed. 161, 3 LRA 322; State v. 
Co:, 287 Fed. 292. nature” within (1) the meaning of | Chicago, etc., R. Co., 37 Fed. 497, 3 
Of courts generally see|the judiciary acts. Isreal v. Isreal,|L.RA 554 (notwithstanding statute 


91. 
Courts §§ 275-296. 130 Fed. 


237 (claim for future ali- 


provides for its recovery “in a civil 


¥or later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


iy 


than the nature, of the action had ~ 
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§§ 347-348] 


acter of the parties,' or the existence of a federal 
In certain cases the jurisdiction of the 
The Judicial Code abol- 
ished the cireuit court and transferred its jurisdic- 
tion to the district court* and this enlargement of 
its jurisdiction makes obsolete decisions as to the 
limits of its jurisdiction under former statutes. It 
is no longer of any importance or interest to con- 
sider the respective, exclusive, or concurrent juris- 
The district courts are 
the creatures of statutes enacted in pursuance of 
the constitution, and, apart from the powers inherent 
in a lawfully constituted judicial tribunal, such 
courts have no jurisdiction other than that conferred 


question.” 
two courts was concurrent. 


diction of the two courts. 


on them by acts of congress.® 


Lack of power to enforce judgment. 


action’), (4) “The only cases in 
which the courts of the United 
States have entertained jurisdiction 
over suits by a foreign state have 
been suits to enforce demands of a 
Strictly civil nature.” Indiana v. 
Alleghany Oil Co., 85 Fed. 870, 873. 

1. See supra §8§ 48-77. 

2. See supra §§ 29-47. 

3. See former statutes. 

4. See supra § 341. 

5. Ladew v. Tennessee Copper 
€o., 218 U.S. 357, 31 SCt 81,554 L. 
ed. 1069; Venner v. Pennsylvania 
Steel Co., 250 Fed. 292; Ostrom v. 
Edison, 244 Fed. 228; and cases supra 
$ 4 notes 49, 50. 

[a] No general common-law ju- 
risdiction.— Couture v. U. S., 256 
MOG o2orw26. Loe CCA 697 Cc The 
trial court ... had no general com- 
mon-law jurisdiction to punish the 


stealing of the property of any one. 


within its territorial jurisdiction”). 

6. Harrison v. Moncravie, 264 
Fed. 776, 782 (“In the case in hand 
Congress has expressly granted the 
power to hear and adjudge the 
claims of heirs of deceased incom- 
petent Osage Indians to any court 
of competent jurisdiction subject to 
the approval of the Secretary of the 
Interior. The court below is a court 
of competent jurisdiction. If it may 
not adjudge the claims of such al- 
leged heirs, then no court of com- 
petent jurisdiction may, the county 
court may not, and the contestants 
are remediless. It may be and per- 
haps is true that the supreme court 
is without power to review the 
judgments or decrees of the tri- 
bunals upon which the Congress has 
conferred the power to adjudicate 
these claims, but that fact is not 
conclusive of the jurisdiction of the 
court below or of this court. They 
are legislative courts, while the Su- 
preme Court is a_ constitutional 
court. Nor does the fact that the 
partitions and sales which the tri- 
bunals named in the act of April 18, 
1912, adjudge may not be affected 
until the Secretary of the Interior 


approves them much disturb our 
minds. They rest in the = abid- 
ing conviction that these decrees 


will commend themselves to his 
approbation, and the conclusion is 
that the court below had plenary ju- 
risdiction to hear and adjudge the 
issues in this case’). 

7. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20; Cor- 
nell Steamboat Co. v. U. S., 130. Fed. 
480 [aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 603 
(aff 202 U. S. 184, 26 SCt_ 648, 50 L. 
ed. 987)]; Strong v. U, S., 93 Fed. 
257. 

[a] Decisions under earlier stat- 
utes.—Hoyne v. U. S., 38 Fed. 542; 
Erwin v. U. S., 37 Fed. 470, 2 LRA 
999: Prestoniv. WU. Si, 37% Wed. 417; 
Gayer Vv. U.) S:, (83 Fed. 625. 

8, Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

[a] “In every cause of which the 
Court of Claims has jurisdiction the 
District Courts have a like jurisdic- 
tion, limited only in respect to the 
sum involved or in controversy, and, 
of course, the amount of the judg- 
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court is not deprived of jurisdiction to entertain 
a suit for the partition of Indian lands because it 
has no power to enforce its decree unless the par- 
tition or sale which it directs is approved by the 
secretary of the interior.® 

2. Claims against United States. The 
district court has jurisdiction? concurrent with the 
court of claims,’ of all claims® not exceeding ten 
thousand dollars 1° founded upon ™ the constitution 
of the United States? or any law of congress,}* or 
upon any regulation of an executive department, 
or upon any contract, express or implied, with the 
government of the United States,1® or for damages, 
liquidated or unliquidated,!® in cases not sounding 


in tort,’’ in respect to which claims the party 1% 


A district 


ment which can be- rendered.” 
Sochis v. U. S., 266 Fed. 446, 448. 

Jurisdiction of court of claims see 
infra §§ 374-429. 

9. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

{a] War claims.—‘‘When, there- 
fore,.in the different war measures 
enacted by Congress power was con- 
ferred to take possession of the 
property of individual citizens for 
public purposes, and the right to in- 
stitute proceedings against the 
United States for compensation for 
the property taken was also given, 
Congress thereby gave its consent 
to such proceedings being instituted 
in those tribunals which Congress 
had already provided for the pur- 
pose, and had intrusted with power 
to determine the rights of the claim- 
ants and of the United States. This 
meant that proceedings might be in- 
stituted in the Court of Claims, and 
also that they might be instituted 
in any District Court of the United 
States, provided the sum involved 
did not exceed the limitation above 
named, This we believe to have 
been the intent of Congress, and to 
be also within the fair meaning of 
the terms in which Congress has 
expressed its intent. Emphasis has 
been laid upon the fact that in some 
of. these acts of Congress reference 
is made to the Court of Claims and 
the Court of Claims only. We do 
not think this in any way to qualify 
the intent of Congress. The refer- 
ence to the court was a reference to 
the jurisdiction, and as the juris- 
diction of the Court of Claims and 
of the District Court is in this re- 
spect concurrent pro tanto consent 
to the exercise of the jurisdiction 
of the Court of ‘Claims is consent 
to the exercise of the jurisdiction 
of the District Courts, so far as the 
jurisdiction of the latter courts is 
concurrent with the jurisdiction of 
the former court.’ Sochis v. U. S., 
266 Fed. 446, 448. 

10. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20; U. 
St ives LE voslef: £237. Uc Sh: 3d @SCE 
459, 59 L. ed. 813, AnnCas1916A 286; 
Sochis v. U. S., 266 Fed. 446; Arch- 
bald v. U. S.,, 217 Fed.: 165; New 
York, ete., SS. Co. v. U. S., 202 Fed. 
Baus 

[a] Actions against the director 
general of railroads under the Fed- 
eral Control Act are not subject to 
this limitation. Westbrook v. Di- 
rector Gen. of Railroads, 263 Fed. 
211. 

{b] The United States Shipping 
Board Emergency Fleet Corporation 
(1) incorporated pursuant to act of 
congress under the laws of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, is merely an in- 
strumentality created bY the United 
States, acting in its sovereign ca- 
pacity for executing the purposes of 
the Shipping Board Act of Sept. 7, 
1916 (Comp. St. [1918]. .Comp. St. 
Ann. Supp. [1919] § 8146a et seq), 
and 4 suit. against ,it) isa ‘suit 
against the United States, not 
maintainable in a _ district court 
where the amount involved exceeds 
ten thousand dollars. Sloan Ship- 


would be entitled to redress against the United 


yards Corporation v. U. S. Shipping 
Bd. Emergency Fleet Corporation, 
268 Fed. 624. (2) Contra Lord, etc., 


Co. v. U. S. Shipping Bd. Emergency : 


Fleet Corp., 265 Fed. 955; Gould 
Coupler Co, v. U. S. Shipping -Ba: 
apres Fleet Corp., 261 Fed. 

11. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

“The argument that there is a 
distinction between claims ‘arising 
under’ (Jud. Code, § 24, First) and 
those ‘founded upon’ (id. § 24, 
Twentieth), a law of the United 
States, rests on the inadmissible 
premise that the great act of jus- 
tice embodied in the jurisdiction of 
the Court of Claims is to be con- 
strued strictly and read with an 
adverse eye.” U.S. v. Emery, etc., 
Realty? Co: 23:7. U1 Si 28) 82,35 SGe 
499° 5:5:0.054.59 dus .edwe 82:55 

12. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

13. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

[a] A claim for refund of reve- 
nue taxes improperly collected is 
founded on a law of congress and 
so within the jurisdiction of the’ 
district court. U. S. v. Emery, etc., 
Realty Co., 2387 U. S. 28, 35 SCt 499, 
59 L. ed. 825; U. S. v. Hvoslef, 237 
Una Si 135) SCt.459.),59; das edi Sii35 
AnnCas1916A 286 [aff 217 Fed. 680]; 
U. S. v. Finch, 201 Fed. 95, 119 CCA 
433, AnnCas1916A 319. 

[b] An action for a loss result- 
ing from a collision due to viola- 
tion of the navigation laws by. a 
government vessel is within the ju- 
risdiction of a district court. Watts 
v. U.-S., 123 Fed. : 

14. Jud. Code § 25 subd 20. 

15. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

[a] A claim for salvage is with- 
in the jurisdiction of the district 
court. U. S. v. Cornell Steamboat 
Co.,. 202 U. S...184, 26 SCt 648, 50 
L. ed. 987 [aff 187 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 
603 (aff 130 Fed. 480)]. 

16. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

17. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

[a] No jurisdiction in tort case. 
—Tempel v. U. S., 248 U. S. 121, 39 
SCt 565 63> Lie edii62. Mills. 
S., 46 Fed. 738, 12 LRA 673. 

{b] Salvage-—A federal district 
court has jurisdiction of a petition 
which is, in effect, a libel in per- 
sonam for the salvage of duties col- 
lected and paid over to the federal 
government on a cargo of sugar 
afterward saved from loss by fire 
while on board a lighter, in the har- 
bor of New York, and in the pos- 
session and control of the customs 
officers, since the claim may prop- 
erly be said to be one for unliqui- 
dated damages in a case “not sound: 
ing in tort,’ in respect of which 
the party would be entitled to re 
dress in a court of admiralty if tho 
United States were suable. U.S. v. 
Cornell Steamboat Co., 202 U. S. 
184, 26 SCt 648, 50° Li. ed. 987; 

18. Jud. Code § 24 subd 20. 

[a] An alien being entitled to 
sue the United States in the court 
of claims, a district court has con- 
current jurisdiction. New York, etc., 
SS°Co: “v. U.S.) 202" hedS sh 


976 [25C.J.] 


States either in a court of law, equity, or admiralty, 
if the United States were suable,!® and of all set- 
offs, counterclaims, claims for damages, whether 
liquidated or unliquidated, or other demands what- 
soever, on the part of the government of the United 
States, against any claimant against the government 
in such court,2° with the exceptions and limitations 
The statute refers only 
to original suits and does not permit the recovery 
of a demand against the United States by way of 


specified in the statute.?+ 


counterclaim.22 
[§ 349] 


19. Jud. 
20. Jud. 


21. Jud. 


Code § 24 subd 20. 
Code § 24 subd 20. 
Code § 24 (20). 

{a] The exceptions are: (1) 
claims” growing out of the 
Civil War; other claims rejected or 
reported on adversely prior to 
March 1887; claims for pensions; 
and cases brought to recover fees, 
Salary, or compensation for official 
services of officers of the United 
States. Jud. Code § 24 (20). (2) 
The act saved pending cases from 
abatement by reason of anything 
contained therein. Jud. Code § 24 
(20); U. S. v. McCrory, 119 Fed. 861, 
56 CCA 373. 

[b] Claims for official services.— 
(1) “The statute does not refer to 
all cases brought to recover for 
services rendered to the government 
by any of its servants, agents, offi- 
cers, or employés, but only to those 
which are brought by officers of the 
United States for official services. 
By the term ‘official services,’ as 
used in the statute, we are to under- 
stand only those services which are 
peculiar to the office of an ‘officer of 
the United States,’ and which such 
officers are by law authorized or 
required to perform. It is obvious 
that only cases brought to recover 
for ‘official services’ of ‘officers of 
the United States,’ a restricted class, 
are withdrawn from the jurisdiction 
of the federal courts.” Scully v. U. 
SS. 193 Wed, 185, 7186: (2) Letter 
carriers are “officers” within the ex- 
ception: “Wn S: v; McCrory, 91° Med, 
DOO OON OCGA DID: (3) A deputy 
United States surveyor appointed by 
a surveyor-general pursuant to stat- 
ute is not an “officer of the United 
States’? within the statutory excep- 
tion. Scully v. U. S., 193 Fed. 185. 
(4) The expense allowance of a 
judge of the former commerce court 
is not ‘fees, salary, or compensa- 
tion” for official services within the 
statutory exception, and may be re- 
covered by suit in the district court. 
Archbald v. U. Sa ROO mmcuilOrs 
rChDald. Ve si ss alt Med. 160. 
(5) An action by a United States 
marshal to recover disbursements in 
procuring bailiffs is not one to re- 
cover “fees, salary, or compensa- 
tion” within the statutory exception. 
Tp Suvars wilt, 139) Med, 2255 "71 CCA 


seo 
U. S. v. Nipissing Mines Co., 
206° Fed. 431, 124 CCA 313. 

23. See statutory provisions. 

[a] Equity jurisdiction prior to 
Judicial Code.—Bardes v. Hawarden 
First Nat. Bank, 178 U. S. 524, 20 
Sct 1000, 44 LL. ed. 1175 (bank- 
ruptey); Brumby v. Jones, 141 Fed. 
318, 320, 72 CCA 466 (“The District 
Court does not possess the general 
power to entertain a suit in equity, 
and, unless, the bankrupt act has 


‘War 
late 


8. Equity Jurisdiction. 
of federal courts prevailing prior to the Judicial 
code of 1911 the general equity jurisdiction was 
conferred on the circuit, as distinguished from the 
district courts, and, although equity jurisdiction was 
conferred on the district courts in certain limited 
classes of ‘cases, with this exception, and speaking 
generally, the district courts had no equity jurisdic- 
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tion.23 


[§ 350] 


[§§ 348-350 


Under the Judicial Code, transferring the 
jurisdiction of the former circuit court to the dis- 
trict court,?* the district court has general equity 
jurisdiction to the fullest extent 2° in all cases other- 
wise within the jurisdiction of the federal courts,?* 
where no plain, adequate, and complete remedy at 
law may be had.?? 

4, Amount in Controversy.?8 The juris- 
diction given the district courts of suits at com- 
mon law or in equity brouglit by the United States,?® 


or by any officer thereof authorized by law to sue,3° 


In the system 


conferred upon it jurisdiction to en- 
tertain a plenary suit in equity, such 


a suit cannot be maintained’); 
Havens.) etc.) «Cor ve. "Pierek, | £20 
Fed. 244, 245, 57 CCA 37 (“A pill in 
equity, if otherwise justifiable, 
would not lie in the district court 
sitting in bankruptcy against a 


party not assenting to the jurisdic- 
tion (Bardes v. Hawarden First Nat. 
Bank, 178 U. S. 524, 20 SCt 1000, 44 L. 
ed. 4175), and the district ‘court, 
otherwise than as a court of bank- 
ruptecy, has no jurisdiction of a bill 
in equity’); Pooley v. Luco, 76 Fed. 
146, 147 (‘Defendant contends in 
the next place that the _ district 
courts of the United States have no 
equity jurisdiction, and therefore 
cannot entertain suits of this char- 
acter. To this I cannot agree. If 
there were no legislation by con- 
gress on the st ubject other than sub- 
division 17 of section 563 of the 
Revised Statutes, I should hold that 
subdivision amply sufficient to con- 
fer equity jurisdiction on the dis- 
trict courts in the cases therein 
mentioned’); Dudley’s Case, 7 F. 
Cas. No. 4,114 (‘The judiciary act 
gave the district court no jurisdic- 
tion in cases in equity. The eleventh 
section conferred it on the circuit 
court. . .... A writ of injunction in 
an appropriate case in equity, could 
consequently issue from the circuit 
court, as it was within the jurisdic- 
tion of the court, necessary for its 
proper exercise, and consistent with 
the established principles of courts 
of equity; but the district court could 
issue none, because they had no 
jurisdiction of such cases’); Sand- 
ers v. Farwell, 1 Mont. 599, 603 
(“The power to determine actions 
in equity is not conferred. Neither 
the circuit or district courts of the 
United States have any jurisdiction 
but what is conferred upon them by 
congress”). 

24 See supra § 341. 


25. Jud. Code § 24. 

Equity jurisdiction of federal 
courts see Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 

26. Briggs v. United Shoe Mach. 
ooh 239 U. S. 48,7536 SCt: 6,60) 5.) ed: 
13 

ere =I Uf Se Rey. Sti '§) W28: See 
Equity §§ 6, 16, 17. 


28. See also Removal of Causes 


[34 Cye 1230]. 


29. U. S. v. Sayward, 160 U. S. 
493, 16 SCt 371, 40 . ed) 508s U. S. 
v. Sheridan, 119 Fed. 2368 “Oe homove 


Reid, 90 Fed. 522; U: S. vy. Flournoy 
Live-Stock, etc., Co., 71 Fed. 576; 
U. S. v. Kentucky River Mills, 45 
Fed. 273; U. S. v. Shaw, 39 Fed. 433, 
io oe 232. See also supra § 49. 
UssSa Vv. Sayward, 160) WAGs: 
493. ‘16 Sct 871, 40 L. ed. 508; Scho- 
field Vv. Palmer, 134 Fed. 7535 Ald- 
PLC avis Campbell, 97 Fed. 663, 38 


and of suits*between citizens of the same state 
claiming lands under grants from different states,31 
is conferred and exists wholly without regard to 
the sum or value of the amount in controversy.®” 
But where the controversy arises under the consti- 
tution or laws of the United States or treaties made 
under their authority, that is, where the jurisdiction 
is dependent on the existence of a federal question,?* 


CCA 347; Fales v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 32 Fed. 673. See also supra § 43. 
[al Actions at law by national 


bank receivers (1) are within this 
rule as being actions by federal offi- 
cers. Rankin v. Herod, 140 Fed. 661; 
Schofield vy. Palmer, 134 Fed. 753; 
Aldrich v. Campbell, 97 Fed. 663, 
38 CCA 347; Yardley v. Dickson, 47 
Fed. 835; Armstrong v. Trautman, 
36 Fed. 275; Armstrong vy. Ettlesohn,, 
36 Fed. 209. (2) Suits in district 
a bank located see infra note 


U. S. v. Sayward, 160 U. S. 
493. 146 SCtA 372, 240) ag edie bOSta ie 
S. v. Shaw, 39 Fed. 433, 3 LRA "232. 
See also supra § 56. 

32. Jud. Code § 24 (1); and cases 
supra notes 29-31. 

[a] Reénactment of prior stat- 
ute.—Jud. Code § 24 “but re-enacts 
the judiciary act of 1887-88 upon 
the question of jurisdiction of the 
federal courts as construed by the 
Supreme Court in U. S. v. Sayward, 
160 U. S. 493, 16 SCt 371, 40 L. ed. 
508, and in substantially the lan- 
guage of the court in that case.” 
Adams v. Chicago Great Western R. 
Co., 210 Fed. 362, 366. 

[b] Prior statutes (1) up to the 
Judiciary Act of 1887-1888, varied 
in their provisions concerning ju- 
risdiction of this class of cases as 
subject to the amount in contro- 


versy. “Act Sept. : 24,1789) (1 UW. .S: 
St. ate: 76"es20)6 Rev. St. §§ 563, 
629; Act March 38, 1875 (18 St. at 


. ed. 508; 
Rankin v. Herod, 130 "Red. SOO igs. 
v. Sheridan, 119 Fed. 236; Brown v.- 
Hillis, 95 Fed. 1; U. S. v. Shaw, 39 
Hed. 433, 8 LRA 232; Pierson v. 
Philips, 36 Fed. 837; U. S. v. Huff- 
master, 35 Fed. 84. (2) Act March 
3, 1887 (24 U. S. St. at L.:552 ¢ 3738), 
as corrected by Act Aug. 138, 1888 
(25 St. at L. 443 c 866): 1 Rev. St. 
Suppl. 611 was at first ‘held not to. 
change the act of 1875, supra, in 
this regard. WETS scave Huffmaster, 
35 Fed. 83; U. S. v. Huffmaster, 35 
Fed. 81. (3) But by subsequent con- 
struction, the act of 1887 was held 
to free jurisdiction of this class of 
cases from limitation as to amount 
or value. U.S. v. Sayward, 160 U. 
S. 493, 16 SCt 371, 40 L. ed. 508. And 
cases supra this note. 

833. Giles v. Harris, 189 U. S. 475, 
23 SCt 639, 47 U. S. 909; Fishback 
v. Western Union Tel. Co., 161 U. 
S. 96, 16 SCt’ 506, 40. 

U. S. v. Sayward, 160 U. S. 4938, 16 
SCt 371, 40 L. ed. 508; Adams v. 
Chicago Great Western ’R. Co., 210 
Fed. 362; Salander v. Tacoma, 208 
Fed. 427; Delaware, etc, R. Co. v. 
Lyne, 193 Fed. 984, 113 CCA 604; 
Risley v. Utica, 168 Fed. USTs Smelt. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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or where the suit is between citizens of different 
: states,** or is between citizens of a state and foreign 
states citizens or subjects,*> the grant of jurisdic- 
tion is conditional upon the fact that the sum or 
value of the matter in controversy exceeds the 
amount designated in the statute,*® unless the case 
falls within one of the express statutory exceptions, 
in which event federal jurisdiction exists without 
regard to the amount in controversy.?7 Being ju- 
risdictional, the requirement cannot be waived.3§ 
Only in actions against the United States is a maxi- 
mum amount of which the court may take cognizance 
prescribed by the present statute.®? 
Constitutionality. These restrictions have been 
sustained as against the objection that they consti- 
tute an unwarranted limitation upon the constitu- 
tional jurisdiction of the federal courts, and their 
legality is no longer open to question.?° 
The matter in controversy, within the meaning of 


Zer- wv St. Louis, ete:,- R. Co., 168 |notes. 33-35. 


the statute, is the subject matter of the litigation,* 
as presented by the record for determination by the 
court.*? It may consist of property,*® real 4* or per- 
sonal,#° or damages for injury to either 4° or to the 
person,*” or, more broadly, it may be the pecuniary 
consequence to the party as dependent upon the 
htigation,*® or a right sought to be enforced, or 
a wrong sought to be prevented. ope elieist to be dis- 
tinguished from the principle involved ®! and from 
matters out of which it arose.®? Most of the ques- 
tions concerning what constitutes the matter in con- 


troversy involve ‘considerations broader than federal - 


jurisdiction and are treated in a more general con- 
nection.®* 

The required amount has varied under the suc- 
cessive judiciary acts, having been consistently in- 
ereased, until it is now three thousand dollars, ex- 
clusiye ‘of interest and costs.°4 In accordance with 


pute,’ in the 12th section of the ju- 


Fed. 420; Turner v. Jackson Lumber 37. Jud. Code § 24 (1). diciary act, do not refer to the dis- 
Con5o: Med. 9235/9216) Sie COA M103, [a] Purpose of exceptions.—‘In | putes in the country, or the inten- 
106; Shewalter v. Lexington, 143] the special cases and particular sub-| tions or expectations of the parties 
Fed. 161; Schofield v. Palmer, 134] jects covered by paragraphs 2 to 25,| concerning them, but to the claim 


Fed. 753; Sullivan v. Swain, 96 Fed.| the Circuit Court 


had jurisdiction |} presented on the record to the legal 


259; Brown v. Ellis, 95 Fed. 1; Pier-| prior to the adoption of the Judicial | consideration of the court.” Ka- 

son v. Philips, 36 Fed. 837. Code of 1911, without regard to the} nouse v. Martin, 15 How. (U. S.) 198, 
Jurisdiction aah on federal|/amount in controversy. Spreckels | 207, 14 L. ed. 660. 

question see supra §§ 29-47. Sugar Refining Co. v. McClain, 192 Determination of amount see 


S46) Pinel va eine! 240) UWirS. 9594.) W358.) 397, 24 SC, 876, 48) Li. ed, 496; |sCotirts $s 47273. 
36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817; Holt v.| Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U. S. 244, 21 43. Felch v. Travis, 92 Fed. 210; 
Indiana Mfe. CoG ae Ss. 68, 20}SCt 770, 45 L. ed. 1088. This ju-| Lehigh Zine, ete., Co. v. New Jer- 
SCt 272, 44 L. ed. 374 [aff 80 Fed. risdiction has been transferred to] sey Zine, etc. Co., 43 Fed. 545; Mil- 


1, 25 CCA 301]; Fishback v. West- {the District Court. 


It must be held|ler v. Wattier, 24 Wed. 49. 


ern Union Tel. Co.,7*161 U.‘S. 96, 16° |-that the jurisdiction was not 44. Miller v. Wattier, 24 Fed. 49. 
Sct 506, 40 LL.) ed. 630 [cit. U. s. v.| changed by the added provision. It 45. Miller v. Wattier, 24 Fed. 49. 
Sayward, 160 U. S. 493, 16 SCt 371,| was merely inserted to make more 46. Miller v. Wattier, 24 Fed, 49. 
40 L. ed. 508) (circuit court); U.|]clear the jurisdiction, as it already 47. Miller v. Wattier, 24 Fed. 49. 
S. v. Sayward, 160 U. S. 493, 10 SCt] existed, under paragraphs 2 to 25 48. Wheless v. St. Louis, 180 U. 
371, 40 L. ed. 508; Bernards Tp. v.|of section 24. ‘The clause to the ef-|S. 379, 21 SCt 402, 45 L. ed, 583. 


Stebbins, 109 U. S. 341, 3 SCt 252,|fect that, as 


the remaining 49. McNeill v. Southern R. Co., 


PA en ed. 956; Royal Ins. Co. v.| clauses of the section, the court] 202 U. S. 548, 26 SCt 722, 50 L. ed. 
Stoddard, 201 Fed. 915, 120 CCA 434;] shall have jurisdiction without re-|1142 [mod 134 Fed. 82]; Whitney v. 
Peters v. Queen Ins, Co. of America, gard to the sum or value of the] American Shipbuilding Co., 197 Fed. 
182 Fed. 113; Risley v. Utica, 168]|property in dispute, was added for| 777; Oleson v. Northern Pac. Racor 
Fed. 737; Turner v. Jackson Lum-|the purpose of removing all doubt | 44 Fed. abs 


ber Co., 159 Fed. 923, 926, 87 CCAjupon the - point, 


and is to meet} 50. McNeill v. Southern R. Co. 


103, 106; Eaton v. Hoge, 141 Fed. 64,| claims similar to those advanced in} 202 U. S. 548, 26 SCt 722, 50 L. ed. 


72 CCA 74, 5 AnnCas 487; Schofield Miller-Magee Co. 


v. Carpenter, 34/1142 [mod 134 Fed. 82]. 


v. Palmer, 134 Fed. 753; Battle v.| Fed. 433; and in Ames v. Hager, 36 51. Wheless v. St. Louis, 180 U. 
Atkinson, 115 Fed. 384 [aff 191 U.| Fed. 129, 13 Sawy. 473, 1 LRA 377.’ |S. 379, 21 SCt 402, 45 L. ed. 583. 
S. 559, 24 SCt 845, 48 L. ed. 302]; | Note to paragraph 1, section 24, Ju- 52. McNeill v. Southern R. Co., 
Lehigh Zine., ete., Co. v. New Jersey | dicial Code, Document No. 1144.” | 202 U. S. 543, 26 SCt 722, 50 L. ed. 
Zine, ete., Co., 43 Fed. 545; Maxwell] Salander v. Tacoma, 208 Fed. 427,|1142 [mod 134 Fed. 82]. 


v. Atchison, etc., R. Co., 34 Fed. 286; | 428 


[a] Mllustration.—In a suit to 


Moore v. Edgefield, 32 Fed. 498; Express exceptions see infra text] enjoin the enforcement of a statu- 


Adams v. Douglas County, 1 F, Cas.}and note 72 et seq. 


tory penalty whereby plaintiff, a 


No. 52, McC. 235. 38. Pepper v. Rogers, 128 Fed. Cea ee ioe ae Roe would ee 
enship as ground of | 987. eprived o oing business in e 

aeiaasction ae anes §§ O76 Effect of assertion of set-off or| state, the matter in controversy was 
35. Fribourg v. Pullman a 176 | counterclaim see Courts § 69. held to be the right to do business in 
Fed. 981. See also supra §§ 57-— 58. Fictitious demands as conferring | the state or the liability or the 
36. Jud. Code § 24 (1); Mottley | jurisdiction see Courts § 54. penalty, as distinguished from a dis- 
v:- Louisville, -ete.,.R. Co; 211. U.S. Reduction of amount as affecting | pute over defendant’s liability to 


149, 29 SCt 42, 53 L. ed. 126 [rev | jurisdiction generally see Courts| plaintiff for demurrage, which led 


150 Fed. 406]; Swofford v. Temple- | §§ 72, 73. 
ton, 185 U. 8. 487, 22 SCt 783, 46 39. Jud. Code 


; to the conduct upon plaintiff’s part 
24 par 20. And! which, it was claimed, rendered it 


: i inkler, 179 | see infra text and note 92. liable to the penalty. MeNeill v. 
a o- es es ea 84; 40. Symmonds v. St. Louis, etc.,| Southern R. Co., 202 U. S. 5438, 26 
Northern Pac. R. Go. v. Walker, 148|R. Co., 192 Fed. 353; and cases pas-|SCt 722, 50 L. ed. 1142 [mod 134 


U. S. 391, 18 SCt 650, 37 Li. ed. 494; | sim. 


Fed. 82]. 


Walter v. Northeastern R. Co., 147 41. Wheless v. St. Louis, 180 U. 53. See Courts §§ 51-73. 


U. S. 370; 13 SCt 348, 37 L. ed. 206;)S. 379, 21 SCt_ 402, 


45 be ed. 1583; 54. Jud. Code § 24 (1). 


Postal Tél.-Cable Co.’ v. Mobile, 179 | Shewalter v. Lexington, 143 Fed. [a] Former statutes.—Act Sept. 
161 


Fed. 955; Fribourg v. Pullman Co., 


176 Fed. 981; Brickhouse v. Brooks, 42. Kanouse vy. 


ZA LISI Stra Iusiiene: 20) ies, 


Martin, 15 How.| Rev. St. § 629; Act March 8, 1875 


¥ ; i . Foster] (U. S.) 198, 14 L. ed. 660; Shewalter; (18 St. at L. 470 ec 137 § 1); Act 
Ee nine rece Gorm d6n Fed. ° 367: v. Lexington, 143 Fed. 161. March 8, 1887 (24 St. at L. 552 


Southern Land, etc., Co. v. Johnson, “‘By the matter 


in dispute,’ it|c 373) as corrected by Act Aug. 13, 


fford v. Cornu-| was said by the supreme court in| 1888 (25 St. at L. 433 c¢ 866), U. S. 
le tie eri Goons 40 Fed. 957; | Lee v. Watson, 1 Wall. (U. S.) 337,|Comp. St. (1901) p 508. 


Large v. Consolidated Nat. Bank, ie See goo.t, 


[involving the Su- [b] Retrospective ovyeration of 


2 s nO! vives reme Court’s jurisdiction of an ap- statute-—(1) The provision of the 
137 Fed. 168; Oregon De Tia: Vek peal from the Circuit Court] ‘is/act of 1887 increasing the jurisdic- 
1004]; Cowell v. City Water Supply | meant the subject of litigation,—the | tional minimum was held not to 
Co., 121 Fed. 53, 57 CCA 393 [rev|matter for which the suit is|apply to actions pending when the 
96 Fed. 769]; Robinson v. West Vir-| brought, and upon which issue is| statute went into effect. Moore v. 


ginia Loan Co., 90 Fed. 770; Fol-| joined, and in 


relation to which] Edgefield, 32 Fed. 498. (2) Simi- 


illi ed. 241;| jurors are called and witnesses ex-| larly, in view of the saving clause 
Diablo Staci eee 81 Fed. ae ea? Turner v. Southern Home| of the present Judicial Code (§ 299) 


521; U. S. v. Kentucky River Mills, | Bldg., etc., Assoc., 


45 Fed. 273; Louisville Southern R. | 41 CCA 379. 


101 Fed. 308, 318,/ it has been held that the increase of 


amount made by such code over that 


Pee LG) SNE a] Distinguished from matters] prescribed by the act of 1887 did 
314, Yo BL ol OsoP ia ase supra ee pede E he words ‘matter in dis-'not apply to an action pending 


[25 C. J.—62] 


78> [25 Ca 
the express language of the statute,°> the amount 
in controversy must exceed this sum; there is no 
jurisdiction when it is merely equaled but not ex- 
eeeded.?® 

Pecuniary valuation. In all cases where a juris- 
dictional amount is required,®? the matter in con- 
troversy must be such that it is capable of being 
valued in money, in order to come within the grant 
of jurisdiction.®s In the application of this rule 
it has been held that value may be predicated of po- 
litical or social rights,®® and of the right of a foreign 
corporation to engage in interstate commerce within 
a certain state,®° but not of the matter in contro- 
versy in habeas corpus,®! or in a suit by a stock- 
holder to compel a corporation to permit an inspec- 
tion of its books and records,®? or in a suit for 
divoree,®* even though alimony is claimed,®* or in a 
suit. to annul a divoree decree.®® The question as 
to what is susceptible of pecuniary valuation is not; 
however, distinctly a federal question, and is gen- 
erally merged in the consideration of the general 
question of ascertainment or fixation of the amount 
in controversy,®® 

Where a specific right of action is given by a 
statute which does not designate the particular court 
in which it may be brought and the action is actu- 
ally brought in the district court, the general limita- 
tion as to amount or value applies,®” unless of course 
the case falls within one of the classes of cases in 
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which jurisdiction is conferred regardless of the 
amount in controversy.®8. Similarly, where a statute 

provides that an action thereunder may be brought 
in a federal court ‘‘of competent jurisdiction,’’ the 
question of competency is determinable by reference 
to the general statutes concerning jurisdiction, so 
that the general limitation as to amount or value 
applies.®® 

The ascertainment of the amount in controversy 
is the same in federal as in other courts where the 
matter is material and therefore is considered else- 
where in this work.”° 

Ancillary jurisdiction is not dependent on the 
amount in controversy in the ancillary suit or pro- 
ceeding“! 

Express exceptions. It is expressly provided that 
the limitation as to the sum or value in controversy 
shall not be construed to apply to the following 
classes of cases, commencing with the second para- 
graph of the section and continuing to the twenty- 
fifth and last: (2) Crimes and offenses.72 (3) Ad- 
miralty, maritime, and prize cases, and also seizures 
on land or water not within admiralty or maritime 
jurisdiction.** (4) Cases under the slave trade 
laws.** (5) Cases under the internal revenue, eus- 
toms, or tonnage laws.** (6) Cases under the pos- 
tal laws.7® (7) Cases under the patent, copyright, 
or trade-mark laws.**7 (8) Cases under laws regu- 


when the code went into effect. Tay-|U. S. 487, 22 SCt 783, 46 L. ed. 1005; 71. See supra § 13 text and note 
lor v. Midland Valley R. Co., 197 | Wiley v. Sinkler, 179 U. S. 58, 21 SCt | 23. 

Fed. 323; Lincoln y. Robinson, 194/17, 45 L. ed. Brickhouse Vv. 72. Jud. Code § 24 par 2. 

Fed. 571. (3) It has also been held Brooks, 165 Fed. 534. 73. Jud. Code § 24 par 3. And 
that the amount prescribed by the 60, McNeill v. Southern R. Co.,|see The Paquete Habana, 175 U. S. 


present statute does not apply to a 
cause of action which accrued be- 


202 U. S. 548, 26 SCt 722, 50 L. ed. 
1142 [mod 134 Fed. 82]. 


677, 20 SCt 290, 44 L. ed. 320 (ju- 
risdiction of supreme court on ap- 


fore it went into effect. McKernan 61. Kurtz v. Moffitt, 115 U. S.| peal in admiralty or maritime case). 

v. North River Ins. Co., 206 Fed. | 487, 6 SCt 148, 29 L. ed. 458; Barry 74 Jud. Code § 24 par 4, 

984; Missouri, ete, R. Co. v. Chap- |v. Mercein, 5 How. 103, 12 L. ed. 70; 75. Jud. Code § 24 par 5; Follett 

pell, 206 Fed. 688; Dallyn v. Brady, |Ex p. Everts, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,581, |v. Tillinghast, 82 Fed. 241. 

197 Fed. 494; Taylor v. Midland Val-|1 Bond 197. ; {a] Repeal of former statute.— 

ley R. Co., 197 Fed. 323. Contra 62. Whitney v. American Ship- Rev. St. § 629 par 4 was not re- 

Sloane v. Kramer, 230 Fed. 727. building Co., 197 Fed. 777. pealed by the act of March 38, 1875 
Costs as part of amount in con- 63. De la Rama v. De la Rama,|(18 St. at L. 470), nor by the act 


troversy see Courts § 59. 


201 U. S. 303, 
Interest as part of amount in 


26 SCt 485, 50 L. ed. 
765; Barber v. ‘Barber, 21 How. 582, 


of March 38, 1887 (24 St. at L. 552), 
defining the jurisdiction of the cir- 


controversy see Courts § 57. 

55. Jud. Code § 24 (1). 

56 Pinel v. Pinel, 240 U. S. 594, 
36 SCt 416, 60 L. ed. 817; Royal Ins. 
Co. v. Stoddard, 201 Fed. 915, 120 
CCA 434; Kaufman y. I. Rheinstrom 
Sons Co., 188 Fed. 544, 
eer See supra text and notes 33- 

58." Kurtz v. Moffitt, 115 U. S. 
487, 6 SCt 148, 29 L. ed. 458; Barry 
v. Mercein, 5 How. 103, 12 L. ed. 
70; Whitney v. American Shipbuild- 
ing Co., 197 Fed. 777; Brickhouse v. 
Brooks, 165 Fed. 534; Bowman v. 
Bowman, 30 Fed. 849; Ex p. Everts, 
8. Betas” Noi 4,581.418 Bond (197; 
Caswell v. Caswell, 120 IlL-377, 11 
NE 342. 

“The conclusion is inevitable that 
a jurisdiction, conferred by Con- 
gress upon any court of the United 
States, of suits at law or in equity 
in which the matter in dispute ex- 
ceeds the sum or value of a certain 
number of dollars, includes no case 
in which the right of neither party 
is capable of being valued in 
money.” Kurtz v. Moffitt, 115 U. S. 
487, 498, 6 SCt 148, 29 L. ed. 458. 

59. Giles v. Harris, 189 U. S. 
AN5 eon eet ..639,0047 “Le sted. | +9095 
Swofford v. Templeton, 185 U. S. 487, 
22 SCt 783, 46 L. ed. 1005; Wiley v. 
Sinkler, 179 U. S. 58, 21 SCt 17, 45 
L. ed. 84; Brickhouse v. Brooks, 165 
Fed. 534. 

{a] The right to vote is suscep- 
tible of monetary valuation for ju- 
risdictional purposes. Giles v. Har- 
ris, 189°. Si. 475; 23° SCt 639, 47_ L. 
ed. 909; Swofford v. Templeton, 185 


16 L. ed. 226; Bowman v. Bowman, 

30 Fed. 849. See generally Divorce 
33. 

: 64. De la Rama v. De la Rama, 

201-U. S. 303, 26 SCt 485, 50). L.. ed. 

765; Barber v. Barber, 21 How. 582, 

16 L. ed. 226. 


[a] Rule applied.—In a suit for 
divorce, defendant. alleged in his 
petition for removal that the 


amount in controversy exceeded two 
thousand dollars, upon the ground 
that the complainant charged in her 
bill that he was the owner of val- 
uable real estate, and received an 
income of -not less than ten thou- 
sand dollars per annum, and prayed 
an award of alimony according to 
the equities of the case. It was 
held, in view of the fact that the 
allowance of alimony was discre- 
tionary and the amount uncertain, 
that it could not be said to be a 
suit wherein the matter in contro- 
versy exceeded the sum of two thou- 
sand dollars. Bowman v. Bowman, 
30 Fed. 849, 

{[b] An action for alimony 
awarded in a prior suit may be 
within the jurisdiction of the dis- 
trict court. Barber v. Barber, 21 
How. (U. S.) 582, 16 L. ed. 226 

65. Caswell v. Caswell, 120 Tl. 


S77, . TENE S422 
~ 66. See Courts §§ 52, 66. 
67. Smeltzer v. St. Louis, LROWALE RS 
Co., 168 Fed. 420. 
68. See supra text and notes 29- 
32; and infra text and ate 72-3. 
69. Delaware, etc. Cory -v: 


Lyne, 193 Fed. 984, 113 Koa 604. 
‘70. See Courts §§ 51-73. 


cuit courts, and these courts had ju- 
risdiction in suits arising under rev- 
enue laws, although the amount in 
dispute was less than two thou- 
sand dollars. Spreckels Sugar Re- 
fining Co. v. McClain, 192 U. S. 397, 
24 SCt 376, 48 L. ed. 496; Downes 
v. Bidwell, 182 U. S. 244, 21 SCt 770, 
772, 45 L. ed. 108s, Ames v. Hagar, 
36 Fed. 129, 13 Sawy. 473, 1 LRA 


377; U. -S. v. Shaw, 39 Fed. 433, 3 
LRA 232. 

76. Jud. Code § 24 par 6. 

{a] Under former statutes the 


rule was the same, both as to the 
circuit and the district courts. U. 
S. v. Shaw, 39 Fed. 433, 8 LRA 232. 

77... Jud. Code § 24 par 7; Holt 
v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 176 U. S. 68, 20 
SCt 272,°44 L. ed. 374; Follett v. 
Tillinghast, 82 Fed. 241; Pliable 
Shoe Co. v. Bryant, 81 Fed. 521; Mil- 
Pe ayy Co. v. Carpenter, 34 Fed. 
oo. 

“Under the statutes of the United 
States the circuit court has exclu- 
Sive jurisdiction of all cases arising 
under the patent-right laws of the 
United States, without reference to 
the amount involved. The act of 
1875 in no way changed or affected 
the jurisdiction. The act of March 
3, 1887, is only amendatory of the 
act of March:3, 1875, and in respect 
to patent cases, leaves the jurisdic- 
tion of this court just as it stood ~ 
prior to and after the passage of 
the act of 1875, so far as the amount 
involved is concerned. Before the 
act of 1875, this court had jurisdic- 
tion in patent suits without refer- 
ence to the amount involved. That 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 350] 


lating commeree.78 (9) Suits for penalties or for- 
(10) Suits by as- 
signees of debentures for drawbacks of duties, 
against the original grantees of such drawbacks or 
indorsers thereof to recover the amount thereof.’° 
(11) Suits for damages on account of injuries to 
person or property from acts committed under fed- 
eral laws for the protection or collection of federal 
revenues or to enforce the right to vote in the sey- 
(12) Suits authorized by law for 
the recovery of damages on account of injuries to 
person or property, or of deprivation of rights and 
privileges of citizens of the United States, by acts 
done in furtherance of any conspiracy covered by 
section nineteen hundred and eighty of the Revised 
(13) Suits for damages for failure to 
prevent or attempt to prevent such a conspiracy.®? 
(14) Suits at law or in equity for redress on account 
of deprivation, under color of law, custom, or usage, 
of civil rights, namely, rights, privileges, and im- 
munities secured by the federal constitution, rights 


feitures under federal laws.79 


eral States.81 


Statutes.&2 


act did not change this jurisdiction 
~ or introduce any requirement as to 
amount in dispute in patent cases; 
and in amending the act of 1875, no 
change in this respect is made by 
the act of March 3, 1887.” Miller- 
Magee Co. v. Carpenter, supra. To 
same effect Glotin v. Oswald, 65 Fed. 
151 (Trade-Mark Law). 

Cases under patent, copyright, or 
trade-mark laws see supra §§ 34-36. 

78. Jud. Code § 24 par 8; Adams 
v. Chicago Great Western R. Co., 
210 Fed. 362; Storm Lake Tub, etc., 
Factory v. Minneapolis, ete, R. Co., 
209 Fed. 895; Smeltzer v. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co., 168 Fed. 420. 

[a] Scope of exception.—‘‘The 
cases mentioned in paragraph 8 do 
not apply to causes of action that 
are not attributable to some viola- 
tion of the act to regulate com- 
merce, Storm Lake Tub, etc., Fac- 
tory v. Minneapolis, etce., R. Co., 209 
Fed. 895.” Adams v. Chicago Great 
Western R. Co., 210 Fed. 362, 366. 

[b] Rule applied.—An action by 
a railroad company against a ship- 
per to recover the difference between 
the freight paid on an interstate 
shipment and that due under the 
published schedules is within the ju- 
risdiction of a federal district court, 
regardless of the amount in contro- 
versy, under this subdivision, as one 
arising under the Interstate Com- 
merce Act. Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. 
Kinkade, 203 Fed. 165. 

[c] Where the case is not within 
the, exception but is based upon a 
federal statute concerning interstate 
commerce, jurisdiction depends upon 
the amount in controversy. Adams 
v. Chicago Great Western R. Co., 
210 Fed. 362; Smeltzer v. St. Louis, 
etc., R. Co., 168 Fed. 420. 

[dad] Prior to Judicial Code (1) an 
action under the Interstate Com- 
merce Act as amended by the Hep- 
burn Act, giving a right of action 
against a carrier issuing a through 
bill of lading for loss or damage 
caused by such carrier or a connect- 
ing carrier, was subject to the gen- 
eral limitation as to amount in con- 
troversy. Smeltzer v. St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co., 168 Fed. 420. (2) The Inter- 
state Commerce Act § 9, authorizing 
actions for violation of the act to be 
brought in any federal district or 
eircuit court of “competent jurisdic- 
tion,” did not confer jurisdiction re- 
gardless of the amount in contro- 
versy. Delaware, etc., R. Co. v. 
Lyne, 193 Fed. 984, 985, 113 CCA 604. 

79. Jud. Code § 24 nar 9; U.S. v. 
Whitcomb Metallic Bedstead Co., 45 
Fed. 89; U. S. v. Mexican Nat. R. 
Co., 40 Fed. 769. ; 

Jurisdiction of penalties and for- 
rally see supra § 347. 


feitures gene: 
Penalties under contract labor 
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by such title.88 


vice consuls.%° 
bankruptey.°? 


laws see infra text and note 99. 

80. Jud. Code § 24 par 10. 

81. Jud. Code § 24 par 11. 

ga. Jud. Code § 24 par 12. 

83. Jud. Code § 24 par 13. 

84, Jud. Code § 24 par 14; Holt 
v. Indiana Mfg. Co., 176 U. S. 68, 20 
SCt 272, 44 L. ed. 374; Raich v. 
Triax) QUuGivwedae vals pbatt voor Ue Se 
33, 36 SCt 7, 60 L. ed. 131, LRA1916D 
545]; Salander v. Tacoma, 208 Fed. 


{al Scope of section.—‘The four- 
teenth paragraph of section 24 has 
reference to civil rights only.” Sal- 
ander v. Tacoma, 208 Fed. 427, 429. 

[b] Rule applied. — (1) The dis- 
trict court has jurisdiction of an 
alien’s suit to enjoin enforcement of 
state law requiring employment of 
citizens in preference to aliens, ‘with- 
out regard to the amount in contro- 
versy. Raich v. Truax, 219 Fed. 273 
[aff 239 U. S. 33, 36 St -7,.60-L. ed. 
131, LRAI1916D 545]. (2) An action 
to recover money, paid under an al- 
leged unconstitutional city ordinance 
imposing a license tax on users of 
trading stamps, not involving three 
thousand dollars, is not within the 
jurisdiction of a district court, as 
one brought under this subdivi- 
sion. Salander v. Tacoma, 208 Fed. 
427. 

[c] Where, the case is not with- 
in the exception, jurisdiction must 
be found in the first paragraph of 
section twenty-four, and depends 
upon the amount in controversy. 
Salander v. Facoma, 208 Fed. 427. 

85. Jud. Code § 24 par 15. 

sé. Jud. Code § 24 par 16. 

Jurisdiction of actions by govern- 
ment against national banks gen- 
erally see supra § 46. 

87. Jud. Code § 24 par 16. 

Cases for winding up national 
banks generally see supra § 46. 

88. Jud. Code § 24 par 16. 

[a] Under former statutes.— 
Brown v. Ellis, 95 Fed. 1; St. Louis 
Third Nat. Bank v. Harrison, 8 Fed. 
721, 3 McCrary 162; St. Louis Nat. 
Bank v. Brinkman, 1 Fed. 45, 1 Mc- 
Crary 9; Mitchell v. Walker, 12 F. 
Cas. No. 9,670. 

[b] Actions by receivers of na- 
tional banks are actions by officers 
of the United States, and as such 
jurisdiction does not depend on the 
amount in controversy. See supra 
§ 46 text and note 13 and supra this 
section text and note 30. 

fc] Actions against receivers of 
national banks are suits arising un- 
der the laws of the United States 
and as such jurisdiction depends 
upon the amount in_ controversy. 
See supra § 46 text and note 17. 

Suits by or against national banks 
generally see supra § 46. 

89. Jud. Code § 24 par 17. 


(20) Claims 
States not exceeding ten thousand dollars founded 
upon the constitution of the United States °2 or any 
law of congress,9* or upon any regulation of an 
executive department,®* or upon any contract, ex- 
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under federal laws providing for equal rights of 
citizens of the United States or of all persons within 
its jurisdiction.®* 

of certain offices.®® 
United States, or by direction of any officer thereof, 
against any national banking association,8® cases 
for winding up the affairs of any such bank,’? and 
suits brought by any banking association established 
in the district for which the court is held, under the 
provisions of title ‘‘ National Banks,’’ Revised Stat- 
utes, to enjoin the comptroller of the currency, or 
any receiver acting under his direction, as provided 


(15) Suits to recover possession 
(16) Cases commenced by the 


(17) Suits by aliens for tort only, 


in violation of the laws of nations or a treaty of 
the United States. 


(18) Suits against consuls or 
(19) Matters and proceedings in 
against the United 


90. Jud. Code § 24 par 18. 

Suits against consuls generally see 
supra § 48, 

91. Jud. Code § 24 par 19; Milk- 
man_v. Arthe, 213 Fed. 642. 
[a] Under former statutes. — (1) 
Prior to the act of June 22, 1874 (18 
St. at L. 178), amending the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, it seems jurisdiction of 
a suit by an assignee in bankruptcy 
depended upon the amount in con- 
troversy. Payson v. Dietz, 19 F. 
Cas. No. 10,861, 2 Dill 504 (holding 
that the federal court had jurisdic- 
tion of a common-law or equity suit 
by an assignee in bankruptcy ap- 
pointed in another district, in a case 
of diverse citizenship, where the 
amount in dispute was _ sufficient). 
(2) But under ‘the Bankruptcy Act 
as amended June 22, 1874 (18 St. at 
L. 178), if not before, the assignee 
might sue in the circuit court to 
collect assets and debts due the es- 
tate, without reference to the 
amount claimed. Payson v. Coffin, 
ie Bin ¢Cas uNo niet 05859,0 bam Lee 

[b] Adverse claimants: in bank- 
ruptey proceedings may, in the 
proper case, sue or be sued, in the 
courts of the United States, when 
the bankrupt might have sued there 


1 on the same cause of action, namely, 


where there is a diversity of citi- 
zenship and the requisite amount 
is involved. In re MacDougall, 
One C.) 175 Fed. 400, 28 AmBankr 

92. Jud. Code § 24 par 20; Cornell 
Steamboat Co. v. U. S., 130 Fed. 480 
[decree aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 603 
and 202 U. S. 184, 26 SCt 648, 50 L. 
ed. 927]; U, S. v. Morgan, 99 Fed. 
570, 89 CCA 653; Follett v. Tilling- 
hast; 82) Med, 241 SHil) vil Ue. S540 
Fed. 441; Southern Pac. R. Co. v. U. 
S., 38 Med. 55; Chappell) vi Ul. -Sae34 
Fed. 673; Perrin v. U. S., 34 Fed. 354; 
Bier Vv. U.S: 34-Hed: 8534 23) Savnuy- 

98. Jud. Code § 24 par 20; Cornell 
Steamboat Co. v. U. S., 180 Fed. 480 
[aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 603, 202 
U. S.,184, 26 SCt 648, 50 L. ed. 927]; 
U..S. Vv. Morgan, 99 Fed. 570, 39 
CCA 653; Follett v. Tillinghast, 82 
Fed. 241; Chappell v. U. S., 34 Fed. 
673; Perrin vi. U. S., 34 Fed. 364; 
Baker v. U. S., 34 Fed. 353, 13 Sawy. 
221. 

94. Jud. Code § 24 par 20; Cornell 
Steamboat Co. v. U. S., 130 Fed. 480 
[aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 603, 202 
U. S. 184, 26 SCt 648, 50 L. ed. 927]; 
U. S. v. Morgan, 99 Fed. 570, 39 CCA 
653; Follett v. Tillinghast, 82 “Wed. 
JAI ‘Southern: Paci) Ro ‘Cohiva Uns. 
88 Red. 55; Chappell v. U. S., 34 Fed. 
673; Perrin v. U. S., 34 Fed. 354; 
Baker v. U. S., 34 Fed. 3538, 13 Sawy. 
221. 
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press or implied, with the government of the United 
States,°> or for damages, liquidated or unliquidated, 
in cases not sounding in tort, in respect to which 
claims the party would be entitled to redress against 
the United States, either in a court of law, equity, 
or admiralty, if the United States were suable,®* and 
all set-offs, counterclaims, claims for damages, 
whether liquidated or unliquidated, or other demands 
whatsoever on the part of the government of the 
United States against any claimant against the gov- 
ernment in such court.97 (21) Proceedings in equity, 
by writ of injunctiocn, to restrain violations of the 
provisions of laws of the United States to prevent 
the unlawful inclosure of public lands.°* (22) Suits 
and proceedings arising under any law regulating 
the immigration of aliens, or under the contract labor 
laws.®°® (23) Suits and proceedings arising under 
any law to protect trade and commerce against re- 
straints and monopolies.t (24) Actions, suits, or 
proceedings involving the right of any person, in 
whole or in part of Indian blood or descent, to any 
allotment of land under any law or treaty.2 (25) 
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Suits in equity brought by any tenant in common 
or joint tenant for the partition of lands in cases 
where the United States is one of such tenants in 
common or joint tenants.® 

An action by an assignee of a chose in action is 
prohibited by the statute, except in certain cases, 
unless action could have been brought in the dis- 
trict court thereon if there had been no assignment.* 
But this relates only to diverse citizenship as a 
ground of federal jurisdiction.® It does not prohibit 
an action upon assigned claims which in the ag- 
gregate reach the jurisdictional amount, although 
singly they are below it,® unless the assignments 
were made for the purposes of collection only.? 

[§ 351] 5. Issuance of Writs. The statute gives 
the district courts power to issue writs of ne exeat, 
scire facias, and injunction,® and in addition thereto 
general power to issue all writs not specifically pro-— 
vided for by statute which may be necessary for 
the exercise of their jurisdiction and agreeable to 
the usages and principles of law. 


XIII. COMMERCE COURT 


[§ 352] The Judicial Code of 1911 created a 
commerce court and prescribed the constitution, ju- 


risdiction, powers, etc., 
was abolished in 1913.12 


thereof;© but this court 


XIV. COURT OF CUSTOMS APPEALS 


[§ 35214] In 1909 the United States court of cus- 
toms appeals was established and given the juris- 
diction formerly possessed by the cireuit courts and 
the cireuit courts of appeals over customs cases on 


appeal from the board of general appraisers.1” 
This court is a court of record.1 The practice in 
this court is discussed elsewhere in this work.!* 


XV. COURTS OF TERRITORIES AND OUTLYING POSSESSIONS 


[§ 353] A. In General. Under the constitutional 
grant to congress of power to ‘‘make all needful 
Rules and Regulations respecting the Territory or 


95. Jud. Code § 24 par 20; 


and 
see Cornell Steamboat Co. v. Sg 


107 Fed. 769; Davis v. Mills, 99 Fed. 


other Property belonging to the United States’? 15 
it may create territorial courts and confer upon them 
judicial power.1® The fact that courts of the ter- 


| Separate suits thereon because the 


130 Fed. 480 [aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 
CCA. 603, 202 U. S. 184, 26 SCt 648, 
50 L. ed. 927]; U. (So v. Morgan, 99 
Fed. 570, 39 CCA 6538; Follett v. Til- 
linghast, 82 Fed. 241; Southern Pac. 
Re Co. vy. U.“S., 38 Fed. 55; Chappell 
Ween S.. 704 Fed. 673; Perrin v. U. Ss, 
34 Fed. 354; Baker v. U. S., 34 Fed. 
353, 13 Sawy. 221; Gayer v. U. S., 
33 Fed. 625. 

96. Jud. Code § 24 par 20; Cornell 
Steamboat Co. v. U. S., 130 Fed. 480 
[aff 137 Fed. 455, 69 CCA 608, 202 


U. S. 184, 26 SCt 648, 50 L. ed. 927]; 
U. S. v. Morgan, 99 Fed. 570, 39 CCA 
653; Follett v. Tillinghast, 82 Fed. 


241; Southern Pac. R. Co. v. U. S., 38 
Fed. 55; Chappell v. U. S., 34 Fed. 
673 seieerrin! vi WU, (Sil 847 hed) 1354: 
Baker v. U. S., 34 Fed. 353, 13 Sawy. 


221. 
97. Jud. Code § 24 par 20. 
United States see 


Suits against 
supra § 348. 

98. Jud. Code § 24 par 21. 

99. Jud. Code § 24 par 22. 

[a] Under former statute. — A 
suit under the act of Febr. 26, 1885, 
to recover penalties for importing 
foreigners under contract to perform 
labor, might be maintained regard- 
less of the amount, as being of a 
criminal nature. U. S. v. Whitcomb 
Metallic Bedstead Co., 45 Fed. 89; 
U. S. v. Mexican Nat. R. Co., 40 Fed. 
769. 

1. Jud. Code § 24 par 23. 

2. Jud. Code § 24 par 24. 

S$. Jud. Code § 24 par 25. 


4 Jud. Code § 24 par 1. See 
supra § 71. 
5. Davis v. Mills, 99 Fed. 39. And 


see supra § 71. 
6  Brigham-Hopkins Co. v. Gross, 


39; Bergman v. Inman, 91 Fed. 293. 
See also Courts § 65. 
fa] Restrictions as to amounts 
and as to actions by assignee dis- 
shed.—(1) “It has been, re- 
peatedly held that the restrictions 
as to amounts and as to suits by as- 
signees are distinct and independent 
in language and purpose; that the 
intent of all the legislation since the 
enactment of the judiciary act of 
1789 has been, by the provision as to 
amounts, merely to prevent the 
dockets of the federal courts from 
being crowded with small cases, and, 
by the provision as_ to assigned 
choses in action, to prevent the cre- 
ation of jurisdiction by the transfer 
of claims held by a citizen of the 
same state with the debtor to a citi- 
zen of another state. Stanley v. Al- 
bany County, 15 Fed. 483, 21 Blatchf. 
249; Hammond vy, Cleveland, 23 Fed. 
1, 10 Sawy. 621; Bernheim v..Birn- 
baum, 30 Fed. 885; Chase v. Sheldon 
Roller-Mills Co., 56 Fed. 625. In 
Bowden v. Burnham, 59 Fed. 752, 8 
CCA 248, Judge Caldwell, delivering 
the opinion of the court of appeals, 
said: ‘When the plaintiffs had ac- 
quired,-in -good faith, from citizens 
of states other than the state of 
which the defendants were citizens, 
claims amounting in the aggregate 
to $2,000, they had a right to sue 
the defendants on all of such claims 
in one action in the circuit court, 
although no one of the claims 
amounted to $2,000. The requisite 
amount and the citizenship neces- 
sary to confer the jurisdiction are 
united in the plaintiffs, and the ju- 
risdiction is not affected by the fact 
that the several assignors of the 
claims could not have maintained 


claim of each was less than $2,000 
a tage LOR Davis v. Mills, 99 Fed. 

7. Woodside v. Beckman, 216 U. 
S.-117, 30 SCt 367, .54 L. ed. 408 [aft 
142 Fed. 617]; Waite v. Santa Cruz, 
184 °U.S2 302,222" SCt132% “46uie ea" 
552 [rev 98 Fed. 387, 39 CCA 106]. 

8. Jud. Code §§ 261, 262, 268, 264. 

[a]. A writ of scire facias may be 
issued by a district court, although 
the writ has been abolished in the 
state where the court sits. Univer- 
sal Transp. Co. v. National Surety 
Co.. 263 Bed. 293. 

9. Jud. Code § 262. 
supra § 14. 

{a] The court has power to is- 
sue writs and process in accordance 
with the law to enforce judgments 
and decrees and also such powers as 
are necessary to regulate and con- 
trol its officers in the execution of 
final process. Bronson v. La Crosse, 


See also 


ete, R. Co. 1 Wall. (U. S.) 405, 17 
L. ed. 616. 
10. Jud. Code §§ 200-214. 


{a] Jurisdiction of commerce 
court.—U. S. v. Baltimore, ete, R. 
Gol) 22550. (S59306, 825SCEt 817, 56 L. 
ed.) 11003) Procter,” ete, uo, vo Us 
225 U. sg. 282, 32 SCt 761, 56 L. ed. 


1091. 
Act Oct..22,-1913 (38 U. St. 


11. 
at Li 319 0¢ 327% fea Comp. Geis 


§ 992. 
12:5 Act. Aug.- 5; 


tho §§ 28-30); Jud. Code §§ 188-— 


13. Jud. Code § 194. 

14. See Customs Duties § 283 et 
seq. 

15. Const. art 4 § 3. 

16. In re Jessie, 259 Fed. 694, 700. 

“The establishing of such courts 
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ritories may have jurisdiction of cases arising under 
the constitution and laws of the United States as is 
vested in the district courts does not make them 
courts of the United States in the constitutional 
sense.1? 

[§ 354] B. Former Territories Now Admitted 
as States. There beine at the present time no ter- 
ritories within the limits of the United States 
proper, questions as to the jurisdiction, powers, etc., 
of the courts of the former territories, now admitted 
as states, are of no present interest.1® 

[§ 355] C. Alaska. The district court for the 
district of Alaska is invested with the jurisdiction 
of district courts of the United States and with gen- 
eral territorial jurisdiction in civil, criminal, equity, 
and admiralty cases;1° and provision is made for 
the appointment of commissioners who shall be ex 
officio justices of the peace, recorders, and probate 
judges, and shall exercise all the powers conferred 
on United States commissioners generally.2° It has 
been considered that the district court of Alaska is 
not, strictly speaking, a court of the United States, 
and does not come within the purview of the acts 
of congress which speak of ‘‘ecourts of the United 
States’’ only.2!, But Alaska is one of the territories 
of the United States, and its district court is the 
supreme court of the territory.22 Its judgments or 
decrees can be reviewed on appeal or writ of error 
only in the cireuit court of appeals for the ninth 
circuit 22 or in the supreme court.2*4 It must fol- 
low the decisions of the federal supreme court in 
preference to those of state courts.25 There is no 
authority in incorporated towns in Alaska to create 
municipal courts independent of those created by 
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congress, and from which there is neither appeal nor 
other supervision.?¢ 

[§ 356] D. Canal Zone. In the Canal Zone there 
is a district court with two divisions,27 which court 
has original jurisdiction of all felony cases;?5 of 
offenses arising out .of violations of rules and regu- 
lations relating to the Canal Zone;?9 of all cases in 
equity °° or admiralty;3! and of all cases at law 
involving principal. sums exceeding three hundred 
dollars;°? and bas also jurisdiction of all appeals 
from judgements rendered in magistrates’ courts.33 
The president was given power to continue the ex- 
istence of the supreme court of the Canal Zone for 
such time as might to him seem necessary to deter- 
mine finally any causes and proceedings pending 
therein on August 24, 1912.24 Jn each town in the 
Canal Zone there is a magistrate’s court with ex- 
elusive original jurisdiction coextensive with the sub- 
division in which it is situated, of all cases in which 
the principal sum claimed does not exceed three 
hundred dollars ;*° of all cases in which the punish- 
ment that may be imposed does not exceed a fine of 
one hundred dollars, or imprisonment not exceeding 
thirty days, or both;°* of all violations of police 
regulations and ordinances;*7 and of all actions in- 
volving possession or title to personal property,3§ 
or the forcible entry and detainer of real estate.?9 
The cireuit court of appeals for the fifth cireuit has 
jurisdiction of appeals and writs of error coming 
up from the Canal Zone in certain classes of eases.*° 

[§ 357] E. Hawaii. The judicial power of the 
territory of Hawaii is vested in one supreme court, 
eireuit courts, and such inferior courts as the 
legislature may from time to time establish,t! and 


and the conferring of such authority 
constitutes appropriate means to the 
exercise of the power to make need- 
ful rules respecting such territory. 
In re Jessie, supra. 

17; Summers ‘vy; OU: S.,-231 U:S: 
92, 34 SCt 38, 58 L. ed. 187. See also 
supra § 2 text and note 28. 

18. Effect of admission of terri- 
tory as state see infra §§ 362, 363. 

19. Act June 6, 1900 (31 U. S. St. 
at L. 322 c 786 § 4), as amended by 
Aets March) 3/1909 11(35 U.S.) Stat 
L. 839 ec 269 § 2); Bird v. U. S., 187 
esr 1 Sees wete42, 47 Wy eds 100; 
Ex p. Cooper, 143 U. S. 472, 12 SCt 
4595636) Iai ed. usa, Us Sav. New th, 
149 Fed. 302. 

[a] Construction of  statute.— 
Such construction should be given 
to the statute establishing the dis- 
trict court as gives effect to the en- 
tire section, reconciles it with all 
other parts of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, and harmonizes with all 
other congressional legislation re- 
garding the organization of the 
court, its jurisdiction and procedure. 
U. S. v. North Pac. Wharves, etc., 
Co., 4 Alaska 552. 

[b] The district court has a dual 
jurisdiction; that is the jurisdiction 
of an ordinary court of record to 
hear, try, and determine all cases, 
both civil and criminal, of a local 
nature, and also the same jurisdic- 
tion as a district court of the United 
States for the purpose of adminis- 
tering federal laws applicable to_the 
district. ToS Vee TeNOutn.  wiPac. 
Wharves, ete., Co. 4 Alaska 552; U. 
S. v. Doo-Noch-Keen, 2 Alaska 624. 

[ec] The admiralty jurisdiction of 
the district court of Alaska is co- 
extensive with that of a district 
court of the United States. The 
Nugget, 1 Alaska 202. es 

[d] Procedure of grand juries.— 
If the grand jury is investigating a 
local crime, it should follow the spe- 
cific provisions of the Code of Crimi- 
nal Procedure; but if it is investi- 
gating national crimes, or infractions 


of laws not territorial, it should fol- 
low the procedure prescribed by the 
laws of the United States with re- 
spect to grand juries of the United 
States district and circuit courts. U. 
S. v. North Pac. Wharves, etc., Co., 
4 Alaska 552. 

{e] Transfer of causes.—An or- 
der of a judge ofthe district court 
of Alaska consolidating precincts in 
his division transfers all pending 
probate causes in the division abol- 
ished to the new division. Cheney 
v. Alaska Treadwell Gold Min. Co., 
148 Fed. 808, 78 CCA 498 [certiorari 
den 206 U. S..563, 27 SCt 795, 51 L. 
ed. 1189]. j : 

{[f] On appeal to the district 
court of Alaska from the commis- 
sioners’ court in criminal cases the 
case must be tried de novo. Car- 
tier v. U. S., 148 Fed. 804, 78 CCA 
494, 

{g] Effect of reorganization of 
courts.—The right of plaintiff com- 
mencing an action in the district 
court to prosecute it to final judg- 
ment under the law in force at the 
time of the passage of the act re- 
organizing the territorial courts 1S 
saved by the proviso in' the act and 
is not lost because at the time the 
act took effect the action was pend- 
ing in the supreme court of the 
United States. Shoup v. Marks, 128 
Fed. 82. 62 CCA 540. 

20. Act June 6, 1900 (31 U.S. St. 
abet Ola eC Teor ts 6) “Cheneye ve 
Alaska Treadwell Gold Min. Co., 148 
Fed. 808, 78 CCA 498 [certiorari den 
TVG ISs, DOs SCte00, ot ed. 
1189]; In re Munro, ] Alaska 279. 

United States commissioners gen- 
erally see United States Commission. 
ers [39 Gye T91)- 

21. Allen v. Myers, 1 Alaska 114. 
See also supra § 2. ; 

[a] The common-law and equity 
practice of the district court for the 
district of Alaska is governed by the 
code of Alaska. The Nugget, 1 
Alaska 202. 

[ob] The distinction between ac- 


tions at law and suits in equity hav- 
ing been abolished by statute, the 
rule of the federal courts in equity, 
requiring both a legal and an equi- 
table title to support a suit to quiet 
title, is not applicable. Fulkerson 
Ve Chisna . Mint-wetce.. Cos leomeneds 
782, 58 CCA 582. 

22. Steamer Coquitlam v. U. S. 
163 “Us Si 3465-16 SCtmait7., 4) be ed 
184 (under the act of March 3, 1891 
[26 St. at L. 826 c 517]); Lindeberg 
v. Howard. 146 Fed. 467, 77 CCA 23, 8 
AnnCas 709. 

23. See supra § 327. 

24. See supra § 269. 

25. Lindeberg v. Howard, 146 
Fed. 467, 77 CCA 23, 8 AnnCas 709. 

26. In re Munro, 1 Alaska 279. 

2in Acts Aug. $242 1910 (Sasi: 
Sit. gated. (565) er390)s$58). 

[a] Jurisdiction of former cir. 
cuit court.—Montilla v. Herbruger, 2 
Canal Zone 154; Kung Ching Chong 
v. Wing Chong, 2 Canal Zone 25. 

23, Act Aus. 245 1912" (37) WS. St. 
ate. 565 ce390 § 8). 

295 Act Aue. 24 1:91.20) "3.7 Wee Sones 
ate ler 6D. Cs o 0 Sims). 

so. Act Aug. 24,1912 (37 U.S. St. 
Aiveilae Ope Coy Omis) 1S.) 


, 


Sly PACT MANION. 245 enLO or Co iannmses 
St. at® 565) ec S908 Shz 

oan, Act VAue 24. e1oT2 NCS Wis s. 
StwWatwa. Go Cus) Onsneys 

Soe ACU PAU S245 e112 37 Uneise 
Sits. ate e560 CeseO saone 

34. ~Act, Avis.) (2451912. 4(3:7) Us ss 
Ste at uy SOO mero 90 S.9). 

Boe ACU AUST 24 Lode, Cou Uwe 
Sti ait 1a9'564 70) 89.08 7). 

eG. AetuAus” 24, 1912" C37. Uses 
Strate: 56491C.8910) $7). 

Siro Act. Anes 24551 912 (3% | Ores: 
St. ati, 564 ¢ 390, § 7). 

cont Act Ausie 24, 1912) Csi Unms. 
Stivell pes ee 390-8 7). 

Sone Acty mus. 24, -1O1 2 Coane 


Sti ate 564°C 390- § 5 
40. See supra § 327. 
41, sXNet April 30; 19008 (i Suis. 

Stat L. 157 ¢ 389 § 81); Prudysv- 

Janion, 2 Hawaii 453. 
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there is also established in Hawaii a district court 
which has all the jurisdiction of a district court of 
The latter court bears the 
same relation to the territorial courts as other fed- 
eral courts bear to the state courts in their respec- 
tive districts.4* The cireuit court of appeals for the 
ninth circuit has appellate jurisdiction of eases from 
the supreme and district courts, in specified cases.*# 
The judicial sys- 
tem prevailing in the Philippine Islands at the time 
of their acquisition from Spain has been continued 
substantially, first by executive order, and then by 
The judicial power is vested in a 
supreme court, courts of first instance, courts of jus- 
tices of the peace, municipal courts, and other spe- 


the United States.4? 


{[§ 358] F. Philippine Islands. 


legislation.*® 


cial tribunals.4® The jurisdiction 


respectively was fixed originally by act of the Phil- 
Subsequent acts of congress 
provide that the supreme court and the courts of 
first instance shall possess and exercise jurisdiction 


ippine commission.*7 


{a] The supreme court is not a 
court of general original common- 
law jurisdiction, but primarily an 
appellate court, with only such 
original jurisdiction as has been con- 
ferred on it. Matter of Pringle, 22 
Hawaii 589. 

{b] The first circuit court has 
superior and general jurisdiction. 
Gomez v. Whitney, 21 Hawaii 539. 

{c] The power of the Hawaiian 
judges at chambers in proceedings 
not incident or ancillary to some 
cause pending before a court, con- 
ferred by the Hawaiian laws in 
force at the passage of the Organic 
Actrof “April '30,°190.0" (31) St. at DL: 
141 c 339), was preserved by the pro- 
vision of § 81 of that act, continu- 
ing in foree the previous laws of 
Hawaii concerning the civil courts 
and their jurisdiction and procedure. 
Carter v. Gear, 197 U. S. 348, 25 SCt 
491, 49 L. ed. 787. 

[a] The rules of evidence in 
criminal cases are those in force in 
Hawaii at the time of the organiza- 
tion as a territory, except as subse- 
quently changed by congress. U. S. 
v. Moore, 3 Hawaii Fed. 66; U. S. v. 
Morimoto, 2 Hawaii Fed. 396. 

42. Act April 30, 1900 (31 St. at 
L. 158 ec 339 § 86), as amended by 
Act March 8, 1909 (35 St. at L. 838 
ec 269) (which provides that ‘‘the 
said court shall have, in addition to 
the ordinary jurisdiction of district 
courts of the United States, juris- 
diction of all cases cognizable in a 
circuit court of the United States’’); 
Young y. Chong, 24 Hawaii 95; Roy 
v. Scott, 17 Hawaii 598; Paris v. 
Scott, 17 Hawaii 426; U. S. v. Bur- 
rell Constr. Co.. 3 Hawaii Fed. 316. 

{a] Criminal jurisdiction.— Wynne 
Ve ease S. 234, 30 SCt 447, 
54 L. ed. 748. 

[b] Jurisdiction of action on con- 


_ tractor’s bond under the act of con- 


gress’ of Febr. 24, 1905. LOSSES aie g 
Burrell Constr. Co., 3 Hawaii Fed. 
316. 

{c] Power to issue writ of 
habeas corpus to free persons re- 
strained under process of territorial 
courts and rules governing issue, 
Soga vi Jarrett, 3 Hawaii Fed. 502; 
Matter of Atcherley, 3 Hawaii Fed. 


43. Soga v. Jarrett, 3 Hawaii Fed. 
502; Matter of Atcherley, 3 Hawaii 


{al The court will follow the 
construction of local laws (1) made 
by the highest court of the territory 
unless a federal question is involved. 
U. S. v. John Ii, Ltd., 3 Hawaii Fed. 
575. (2) A decision of the highest 
court of the territory, where no de- 
cree is entered, is not binding on 
the federal court. Weise ave | conn 
li, Ltd., 3 Hawaii Fed. 575. 
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law.*? 


record.®+ 


of these courts 


44. See supra § 327. 

45. Dis. op. Trono v. U. S., 199 U. 
S$. 5215 26. SCtvi12t. 505 Law 6d4292, 4 
AnnCas 173; Kepner Vani: nloo mus 
S. 100, 24 Sct T9T, 494 ed. 14: 
AnnCas 655. 

46. Philippine 
§ 2161. 

[a] Township courts.—Under the 
Township Government Act (Act No. 
1897 § 18 (g)), which creates the 
township courts, local residents are 
authorized to submit their conten- 
tions in civil matters to the town- 
ship court,-and, upon application to 
the court and the submission of an 
agreement in writing to abide by the 
decision, the court acquires jurisdic- 
tion to hear and determine the case, 
provided the value of the property 
involved does not exceed two hun- 
dred pesos and the judgment is final. 
Abac v. Acedera, 21 Philippine 195. 

47, Act June 11, 1901 [quot in 
part Kepner v. U. S., 195 U. S. 100, 
114, 24 SCt 797, 49 L. ed. 114, 1 Ann 
Cas 655]. 

485 [Act (AUS. 29) LOGS o Stas e 
L. 555 c 416 § 26); Act July 1, 1902 
(33°St, at!) E691 L369) $8.9). 

{a] Under this statute (1) the 
local legislature may increase, but 
not decrease, the jurisdiction of 
such courts, as it existed prior to 
July 1,.1902. Tajanlangit v. Pena- 
randa, 37 Philippine 155; Barrameda 
v. Moir, 25 Philippine 44, (2) Exist- 
ing right of appeal to supreme court 
in particular cases cannot be taken 
away. McGirr v. Hamilton, 30 
Philippine 563: (3) “The Philippine 
Legislature can not deprive Courts 
of First Instance of any of the ju- 
risdiction conferred upon them by 
the Organic Law.” Barrameda v. 
Moir, supra. (4) Pxclusive jurisdic- 
tion cannot be given to justices of 
the peace of cases within the juris- 
diction of courts of first instance 
prior to July 1, 1902. Barrameda v. 
Moir, supra. 

49. Act Aug. 29, 1916 (39 St. at 
L.. 555 ¢ 416 § 26); Act July 1, 1902 
(32S, at 2.7691 co 1369) $9). 

50. Act Aug. 29, 1916 (89 St. at 

y 


Commn, Acts 


‘L. 555 c 416 § 26 


51. Philippine Commn, Acts 
§ 2161. 

52. Philippine Commn, Acts 
§ 2177 


[a] Injunctions. — (1) “The Su- 
preme Court does not have original 
jurisdiction, in an action brought for 
that purpose, to grant a remedy by 
injunction. Said section provides 
that the Supreme Court shall have 
original jurisdiction to issue writs 
of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, 
habeas corpus, and quo warranto. 
No provision is made for the 2rant- 
ing of the writ of injunction as an 
original action in the Supreme 


[§§ 357-358 


as theretofore provided, and such additional juris- 
diction as may thereafter be provided by law,*® and 
that the municipal courts shall have the jurisdiction 
then provided by law subject in all matters to such 
alteration and amendment as may be provided by 
The admiralty jurisdiction of the supreme 
court and the courts of first instance cannot be 
changed except by act of congress.°° 
court and the courts of first instance are courts of 


The supreme 


The supreme court has original jurisdiction to 
issue writs ‘of mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, 
habeas corpus, and quo warranto, and in such other 
cases as may be provided by law.®? It has appellate 
jurisdiction of all actions and special proceedings 
properly brought to it from the courts of first im- 
stance, and from other tribunals when specially 
provided by law.5* On appeal the cause is tried de 
novo on the record both on the law and the facts,5* 
even in criminal cases,°> very much as appeals in 


Court.” Madarang v. Santamaria, 37 
Philippine 304, 305. (2). “An appli- 
eation for a preliminary injunction 
will be denied by the Supreme Court 
unless the same is petitioned for in 
connection with some other remedy 
or in an action actually pending in 
that court.” Madarang v. Santa- 
maria, supra. 

{b] Writs of attachment against 
the person or property of defendant 
may be issued by the supreme court, 
or a judge thereof in cases pending 
in the supreme court, as weli as in 
cases pending in the courts of first 
instance, La Compania General de 
Tabacos de Filipinas v. Trinchera, 7 
Philippine 708 (under Code Proc: 
§§ 412, 418, 424, 425). 

{c] Action to recover real prop- 
erty.—‘‘The Supreme Court of the 
Philippine Islands is also. given 
original jurisdiction to hear and de- 
termine all actions involving the title 
to any hospital, asylum, charitable 
institution, or other property of any 
description whatsoever, or the own- 
ership, right of administration or 
possession thereof which may be 
brought by the Government of the 
Philippine Islands against the 
Roman Catholic Apostolic Church or 
any archbishop, bishop, priest or 
other lawful representative thereof, 
or which may be brought -by such 
archbishop, bishop, priest, or other 
lawful representative of the Roman 
Catholic Apostolic Church against 
the Government of the Philippine 
Islands.” Roman Catholic Apostole 
Chureh v. Certain Municipalities, 10 
Philippine 8, 9 (the supreme court 
has no original jurisdiction of an ac- 
tion to recover property not falling 
within above provisions). 

53. Philippine Commn. Acts: 
2178; U. S. v. Samio, 3 Philippine 691 
(appeals in criminal cases); Obras 
Pias v. Regidor, 2 Philippine 151; 
U. S. v. Atienza, 1, Philippine 736; 
Eleizegui_ v. Manila Lawn Tennis: 
Club, 1 Philippine 303. 

[a] The supreme court has ap- 
pellate jurisdiction in all cases of 
final judgments rendered. by courts 
of first instance entered in the exer- 
cise of either its original or its ap- 
pellate jurisdiction. Hleizegui v. 
Manila Lawn Tennis Club, 1 Philip- 
pine 303. 

54. Serra.v. Mortiga, 204 U. S. 
470,27 SCt 342, 51 L. ed. 571; Kep— 
ner v.-U. S.,.195-U.'S. 100, 24 SCt 797, 
49 L. ed. 114, -1 AnnCas 655; La Com- 
pania General de Tabacos de Fili- 
pinas v. Trinchera, 7 Paiippins 708. 

55. Ocampo v.U. S., 234 U. S. 91, 
34 SCt 712) O8 eb. ed: 1331: Pendle- 
ton .w. Us. S216 Un‘S..805, 30 SCt 315, 
54 L. ed. 491; Serra v. Mortiga, 204 
U. S. 470, 27 "Sct 348, 51 Li. -ed. 571s 
U. S. v. Jamad, 37 Philippine 305; 
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equity are heard and determined in this country.>¢ 
Decisions of the Philippine supreme ¢ourt are sub-. 
ject to review in specified cases in the supreme court 


of the United States.5? 


The courts of first instance are the courts of gen- 
eral original jurisdiction, both civil and criminal.58 
They also have appellate jurisdiction over all causes 
arising in justices’ and other inferior courts in their 
1 The jurisdictional amount 
which must be in controversy is one hundred dol- 
lars exclusive of interest,®° but jurisdiction is given 
in all eases in which the subject of litigation is not 


respective provinees.®® 


capable of pecuniary estimation.® 


Justices. of the peace are given jurisdiction of 


U. S. v. Atienza, 1 Philippine 736; 
U. S. v. Abijan, 1 Philippine 83. 
{a] Rule applied.— The supreme 
court has power to reverse a judg- 
ment and sentence in a criminal case 
and -find accused guilty of a higher 
crime and increase the _ sentence. 
Ocampo v. U. S., 234 U. S. 91, 34 SCt 
G12, WS LaneGaulasie.-Lrono, Vv. S:, 
LOOE UnesusorL, w2on Set 1215.50 Lined, 


292, 4 AnnCas 773 [appr Pendleton 
VerU.uS:, (216.0.0S.) .305,) 309 SCt- 315; 
54 L. ed. 491]. 

56. See Appeal and Prror § 2552. 

57. See supra § 271. 

58. Philippine Commun, Acts 
§ 2204; Mangaldan v. Manaoag, 38 
Philippine 455; U. S. v. Grant, 18 
Philippine 122; Urrutia v. Pasig 
Steamer, etc., Co., 


15 Philippine 521 
(salvage cases); U. S. v. Arceo, 6 
Philippine 29; Oehlers v. Hartwig, 
5 Philippine 487 (recovery of pen- 
alty under Contract Labor Law is 
within jurisdiction of court of first 
instance); Ibanez v. Ortiz, 5 Philip- 
pine 325 (divorce); Collins v. Wolfe, 
5 Philippine 285 (territorial jurisdic- 
tion of courts of first instance of 
Manila); U. S. v. Jenkins, 5 Philip- 
pine 278 (original jurisdiction of 
eourts of first instance of Manila). 

“Tt was the intention of the Philip- 
pine Commission to give to the 
Courts of First Instance the most 
perfect and completé jurisdiction 
possible over the subject matters 
mentioned in connection therewith. 
Such jurisdiction is not made to de- 
pend upon locality. There is no sug- 


gestion of limitation. The _juris- 
diction is universal. . . It is no- 
where suggested, much less pro- 


vided, that a Court of First Instance 
of one province, regularly sitting in 
said province, may not under certain 
conditions take cognizance of an ac- 
tion arising in another province or 
- of an action relating to real estate 
located outside of the boundaries of 
the province to which it may at the 
time be assigned.” Manila R. Co. 


vy. Atty.-Gen., 20 Philippine 523, 
529. 

59. Philippine Commn., Acts 
§ 2206; U. S. v. Jenkins, 5 Philip- 


pine 278; Bleizegui v. Manila Lawn 
Tennis Club, 1 Philippine 303. 
60. Oechlers v. Hartwig, 5 Philip- 
pine 487. See Philippine Commn. 
Acts § 2205 (‘two hundred pesos or 


61. Philippine Commn. Acts 
§ 2205. 

[a] This is contrary to the rule 
prevailing, in the federal district 
courts of the United States. See 
supra § 350. 

62. Philippine Commn, Acts 
§ 2237. Tet 

“Article 74 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure of 1901 provides. that 


either of the parties to an action 
‘pending before a justice court may 
appeal against a judgment of a jus- 
tice of the peace to a Court of First 
Instance, the appeal to be tried at 
the next regular term of the said 
court. In accordance with the pro- 
visions of article 75 the effect of an 
appeal so taken is to vacate the 
judgment. of the justice court, and 
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specified minor causes.®2 

G. Porto Rico—l. Territorial Courts. 
The judicial power of Porto Rico is vested in the 
courts and tribunals of Porto Rico as now estab- 
lished,®? namely the supreme court,°* insular dis-. 
trict courts,®> municipal courts,** and courts of 
peace.®? 

[§ 360] 2. United States District Court. Porto 
Rico constitutes a federal judicial district,6* and the 
district court has jurisdiction in all cases cognizable 
in district courts of the United States.%9 
is expressly given jurisdiction of all controversies 


The court 


where all the parties on either side of the contro- 


the case, when duly entered in the 
Court of First Instance, is tried de 
novo on the merits, in accordance 
with the regular procedure of that 
court, as though it had not been 
tried before and had originally been 
brought therein.” Eleizegui v. Manila 
pee Tennis Club, 1 Philippine 303, 

63. Act March 2, 1917 (39 St. at 
L. 965°c¢ 145 § 40). 

[a] .A cause cannot be removed 
from the insular courts if defendant 
is a Porto Rican. Wenar v. Pohl, 1 
Porto Rico Fed. 37. 

64, Ana Maria Sugar Co., Inc. v. 
Quinones, 251 Fed. 499, 168 CCA 493 
[writ of certiorari granted 248 U. S. 
555,-39 SCt 11, 63 LL, ed. 419]; Fer- 
nandez v. Rosado, 20 Porto Rico 69; 
Martinez v. American R. Co., 20 Porto 
Rico 49; Dorado v. Parish Priest, 18 
Porto Rico 818; Herrera v. Otero, 18 
Porto Rico 434; Ocasio v. Monllor, 


18 Porto Rico 433; Mora v. Rosaly, 
18 Porto Rico 170; Alvarado v. Or- 
tiz, 15 Porto Rico 129; Desmornes 


v. Desmornes, 12 Porto Rico 125; 
D’Oiselay v. Aponte, 10 Porto Rico 
494; Roman Catholic Apostolic 
Church v. Peo., 10 Porto Rico 489; 
Palmer v. Guerra, 9 Porto Rico 499; 
Battistini v. Ponce Dist. Ct., 8 Porto 
Rico 562; Basanta v. Peo., 7 Porto 
Rico 480; Delgado v. Executive 
Council, 7 Porto Rico 401. 

65. Gutierrez v. Dias, 20 Porto 
Ricoy252;" \Garciay v. Torres, (20 
Porto Rico 157: Hernaiz v. Vivas, 20 
Porto Rico 99; Munoz v. Registrar, 
20 Porto Rico 68; Valdivieso v. Ri- 
vera, 19 Porto Rico 669; Truyol v. 
Guayama, 19 Porto Rico 517; Lo- 
wande v. Garcia, 13 Porto Rico 290; 
Bras v. Rivera, 12 Porto Rico 374; 
Lowande v. Garcia, 12 Porto Rico 


290; Zarate v. Villabaso, 12 Porto 
Rico 52; Amoros v. Guayama Dist. 
Co., 12 Porto Rico 33; Delgado v. 


Executive Council, 7 Porto Rico 401; 
Ex p. Diaz, 7 Porto Rico 153; Bx p. 
Bird, 5 Porto Rico 241. 


66. Munoz v. Registrar, 20 Porto 
Rico 68; Valdivieso v. Rivera, 19 
Porto Rico 669; Peo. v. Ortiz, 17 


Porto Rico 1149; Ex p. Pesquera, 17 
Porto Rico 706; Bayron v. Garcia, 17 
Porto Rico 512; Peo. v. Lopez, 17 Porto 
Rico 501; Peo. v. Ramos, 13 Porto 
Rico 325; Lowande v. Garcia, 13 
Porto Rico 290; Bras v. Rivera, 12 
Porto Rico 874; Lowande v. Garcia, 
12 Porto Rico 290; Zarate v. Villa- 
baso, 12 Porto Rico 52; Peo. v. Asen- 


cio, 11 Porto Rico 46; Abella v. 
Humacao Dist. Ct., 10 Porto Rico 
215. 

67. Ex p. Pesquera, 17 Porto Rico 
706. 

6s. Act March 2, 1917 (39 St. at 


L. 965 c 145 § 41). 

69. Act March 2,-1917. (39 St. at 
L. 965 c 145 § 41); Peo. v. Ramos, 
232, Wes. 627, (ety Ct, 46%, -58\ Lived: 
763; Fraenkl v. Cerecedo, 216 U. S. 
295, 80 SCt 322, 54 L. ed. 486; Gar- 
rozi v. Dantas, 204 U.S. 64, 27 
Sct 224, 51 L. ed. 369; Fernandez y 
Perez v. Perez y Fernandez, 202 U. 
S. 80, 26 SCt 561, 50 L. ed. 942; Ribas 
Sie) O@RVens Woe LOS U)., Saeokoy sae 
Sct 727, 48 L. ed. 994; Benedicto v. 


versy are citizens or subjects of a foreign state or 


West India, etc., Tel. Co., 256 Fed. 
417, 167 CCA 545; Hesse v. Ledesma, - 
7 Porto Rico Fed. 520; Grosch v: 
Central Vannina, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 
39; Berwind-White Coal Min. Co. v. 
Borinquen Sugar Co., 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 258; American R. Co. v. Feliu. 
6 Porto Rico Fed. 216; Vega v. 
Cayere, 5 Porto " Rico) "Meds 487% 
Standard Dredging Co. v. Gromer, 5 
Porto Rico Fed. 142; Navarro v. 
Post, 5 Porto Rico Fed. 56; Cuevas 
v. El Banco Territorial, 4 Porto Rico 
Fed. 509 [rev 4 Porto Rico Fed. 208]; 
Scoville v. Hadley, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 
457; Jaffe v. Fernandez, 4 Porto Rico 
Fed. 454 [rev 3 Porto Rico Fed. 72]: 
Pettingill v. Gandia, 4 Porto Rico 
Fed. 383; Cuebas v. Banco ‘Terri- 
torial, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 208; Rivera 
v. Pons, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 177; In 
re Archinard, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 174; 
Calderin v. Fabian, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 
152; U. S. v. Dickson, 4 Porto Rico 
Fed. 116; Munich v. Valdes, 4 Porto 
Rico Fed. 98 (rights of citizens of 
Spain under treaty of Paris); Am- 
sterdam v. Puente, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 
447; Rodriguez v. Oyanguren, 3 Porto 
Rico Fed. 849; Casado v. Ubarri e 


Yramategui, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 338; 
Vallecillo v. Bertran, 3 Porto Rico 
Fed. 175; Carreras v. Calzado, 3 


Porto Rico Fed. 118; Sixto v. Mal- 
donado, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 454; Lopez 
v. New “York, ‘etc., SS? Co. .2."Portoe 
Rico Fed. 395; Torres v. Fernandez, 
2 Porto Rico Fed. 367; Torrens v. 
Perez, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 350; Aguirre 
v. Sobrinos de Ezquiaga, 2 Porto 
Rico Fed. 139; Ortiz v. Alcala del 
Olmo, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 95; U. S. 
v. Hernandez, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 81; 
Martinez de Hernandez v. Bertran, 
2 Porto Rico Fed. 4; Charge to Grand 
Jury, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 397; Villegas 
v. Matino de Diego, 1 Porto Rico 
Fed. 378; Macklin v. Hollander, 1 
Porto Rico Fed. 376; Nadal v. Ramos, 
1 Porto Rico Fed. 363; Fajardo de 
Salazar v. Costa, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 
332; Martinez de Hernandez vy. Ber- 
tran, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 269; Matter 
of Carlo, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 216; U. S. 
v. Diaz, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 186; Kort- 
right v. Cruz de Godines, 1 Porto 
Rico Fed. 174; Borrero v. Compania 


Anonyma, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 42: 
Lothrop v. Collazo, 1 Porto Rico 
Fed. 128; Ex p. Sanchez, 18 Porto 


Rico 175; Peo. v. Ortiz, 17 Porto Rico 
1149; Sosa v. Rio Grande Agricola 
Co., 17 Porto Rico 1106; Caballero v. 
Pomales, 17 Porto Rico 691; Rio v. 
Vazquez, 17 Porto Rico 644; Hernan- 
dez v. Perez, 17 Porto Rico 579; Her- 
nandez v. Mayaguez Dist. Ct., 17 
PortormRicoe430r Calat ivi Calaiie 17 
Porto Rico 185; Del Toro v. Mu- 
nicipal-Ct., 16 Porto Rico 89: Andreu 
v. Martinez, 16 Porto Rico 77; Gon- 
zales v. Pirazzi, 16 Porto Rico 7; 
Scognaminglio Opera Co. v. Aldrey, 
14 Porto Rico 428. 

[a] No probate 
Garzot v. De Rubio, 209 U. S. 283, 
28 SCt 548, 52 L. ed. 794; Ramos v. 
Arsuaga, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 85; Mar- 
tinez v. Bertran, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 
468; Escalera v. San Juan Light, 
etc., Co., 4 Porto Rico Fed. 317; Aran 
v. Fritze, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 509; 


jurisdiction.— 
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states, or citizens of a state, territory, or district 
of the United States,’° not domiciled in Porto Rico,”? 
where the matter in dispute exceeds three thousand 
dollars, exclusive of interest or ecosts,’? and of all 
controversies in which there is a separable econ- 
troversy involving the jurisdictional amount and in 
which the citizenship of the parties is such as to 
give jurisdiction,“® and also jurisdiction for the nat- 
uralization of aliens and Porto Ricans." 
is required to proceed in the same manner as dis- 


trict courts of the United States.” 


rives its authority wholly from congress,’® but it 
conforms to the loeal law and procedure,’? except in 
matters in admiralty and equity,’® to the same ex- 
tent, and only to the same extent, as other district 


courts.?° 


[§ 361] 3. Concurrent and Conflicting Jurisdic- 
With respect to matters which may be within 
the jurisdiction of either court, the United States 
district court and the island territorial courts stand 


tion.®° 


Amsterdam vy. Puente, 3 Porto Rico 
Fed. 447. 

[b] After a cause has been re- 
moved from the insular court, the 
district court may enjoin further 
proceedings in that. court. Wenar v. 
Pohi, 1 Porto Rico) Fed. 37. 

[c] Where jurisdiction does not 
rest upon personal service but upon 
publication, defendant has a right to 
have the case reopened within a 
} 2 Perez v. Fernandez, 220 U. 
Si 0 4a le SO CE (44 Der OD alin eC. 
443. 


70. sAct..March 2:.0917 (39 St.rat 
i. 965 ¢ 145 § 41); Porto. Rico R. 
Teiehe. rete: 1 1Co;. V.. p Mora 2538 LU.5 iS: 
345, 40 SCt 516, 64 L. ed. 944; Cuebas 
y Arredondo v. Cuebas y Arredondo, 
DOOM Sar Slop loa Set yah p00 Tas CO: 
476; Martinez v. La Asociacion de 
Senoras Damas Del Santo Asilo de 
Ponce, 213 U. S. 20, 29 SCt 327, 53 
TA, eds 679) Ortega, v., ara, 202 U:)S. 
339, 26 SCt 707, 50 L. ed. 1055; Suce- 
Sores’ (des iiu. Villamil. y ete: +Cor. av. 
Merced, 239 Fed. 86, 152 CCA 136; 
Bigelow v. Porto Rico Planters Co., 
7 Porto Rico Fed. 349; Hernandez v. 
Ochoa, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 400; 
Sanchez v. Veve, 4 Porto Rico Fed. 
329; Wood v. Valdes, 3 Porto Rico 
Fed. 503; Nevers v. Central Alta- 
gracia, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 496; Puente 
v. Miranda, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 200; 
Lacourt v. Sabater, 3 Porto Rico 
Fed. 190; Martinez de Hernandez v. 
Bertran, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 66; Mar- 
tinez de Hernandez v. Casanas, 2 
Porto Rico Fed, 519: Laborde v. La- 
borde, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 493; San- 
tana v. Marguez, 2 Porto Rico Fed. 
271; Luce v. Mullenhoff, 2 Porto Rico 
Fed. 56; Vallecillo v. Bertran, 2 
Porto Rico Fed. 46; Ortiz de Rod- 
riguez v. Vivoni, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 
493; Compania Anonyma v. Ponce R., 
ete., Co., 1 Porto Rico Fed. 218; San 
Juan Light, etc., Co. v. San Juan, 1 
Pofto Rico Fed. 168. 

[a] A corporation not registered 
in accordance with the Porto Rican 
law does not lose the right to sue 
in the United States district court. 
San Juan Light, ete, Co. v. San 
Juan, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 168. 

71. Act March 2, 1917 (389 St. at 
I. 965 ¢ 145 § 41); Porto Rico .R., 
etc., Co. v. Mor, 266 Fed. 516. 

[a] ®he clause “not domiciled in 
Porto Rico” applies to aliens as well 
as American citizens. Porto Rico R. 
Light, ete. Co. v. Mor, 253 U. S. 345, 
40 SCt 516, 64 L. ed. 944; Diez v. 
Green, 266 Fed. 890; Porto Rico R., 
ete., Co. v. Mor, 266 Fed. 516; Vere 
v. Bianchi, 266 Fed. 367. 

72, Act March 2, 1917 (39 St. at 
L. 965 ¢ 145 § 41). 

Amount in controversy generally 
see supra § 350; and Courts §§ 47-73. 

73. Act March 2, 1917 (39 St. at 


FEDERAL COURTS 
[§ 362] 


The court 
This court de- 


[§ 363] 2. 


I.” 965 ve 145 8§ 41). 

74, Act March 2, 1917 (39 St. at 
L. 965 c 145 § 41); In re Bonnet, 2 
Porto Rico Fed. 70. 

2 LO CS Omots at 


75. Act March 
L. 965 ¢ 145 § 41); Benedicto v. 
Tel. Co. 256 Fed. 


West India, etc., 
417, 167 CCA 545. 

holding regular 
R, Co. v. Castro, 


[a] Place of 
SCu 466, 51 kL. ed? 


terms.—American 
204 U. S. 458, 27 
564. 

76. Romeu v. Todd, 206 U. S. 358, 
QUSCts724,) olin eds 1093" 

77. Fernandez y Perez v. Perez y 
Fernandez, 202 U. S. 80, 26 SCt 561, 
50 L. ed. 942; Santiago y Mufiiz v. 
Amangual, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 251; 
Welch v. Central San Cristobal, 7 
Porto Rico Fed. 205; Fuentes v. Mal- 
donado, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 77; Erwin 
v. Nater, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 690; In 
re Petit Jury, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 685; 
Martinez v. Paul Taylor Brewn Co., 
6 Porto Rico Fed. 435; Fernandez v. 
Perez, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 342; Fidalgo 
v. Echandi, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 187; 
Fowler v. Finlay Bros., ete., Trad- 
ine®=aCom.6 \ bortoy Ricos Weds Li: 
Stokes v. Dooley, 3 Porto Rico Fed. 
1; Diaz v. Fajardo Dev. Co., 2 Porto 
Rico Fed. 152; Luce v. Mullenhoff, 
2 Porto Rico Fed. 56; Puente v. Mi- 
randa, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 478; Desola 
v. Willoughby, 1 Porto Rico Fed. 
344; Peo. v. New York, etc., SS. Co., 
1 Porto Rico Fed. 242. 

fa] An adjournment may _. be 
granted, in order to afford the local 
authorities to act, where the case 
involves a tax question of great 


importance. Welch v. Central 
San Cristobal, 6 Porto Rico Fed. 
559. 

78. Fernandez v. Perez, 6 Porto 
Rico Fed. 342. 

79. Delgado v. Bernal, 7 Porto 


Rico Fed. 666; Sanchez v. Veve, 7 
Porto Rico Fed. 400; Fernandez v. 
Calaf, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 376; Fan- 
fan v. Fajardo Sugar Growers As- 
soc., 7 Porto Rico Fed. 364; Santiago 
vy. Amangual, 7 Porto Rico Fed. 
308; Semidey v. Central Aguirre, 7 
Porto Rico Fed. 290; Erwin v. Nater, 
7 Porto Rico Fed. 215; Gonzales v. 
Norwich Union F. Ins. Soc., 7 Porto 
Rico Fed. 116; Fernandez v. Calaf, 
7 Porto Rico Fed. 80; Martinez v. 
Paul Taylor Brown Co., 7 Porto Rico 
Fed. 8; Erwin v. Nater, 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 690; U. S. v. Casanova, 6 Porto 
Rico Fed. 592; Sanchez v. Veve, 6 
Porto Rico Fed. 514; Martinez v. 
Paul Taylor Brown Co., 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 4385; Ex p. Costa, 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 376; Root v. Porto Rico R., etc., 
Co., 6 Porto Rico Fed. 323; Dordal 
v. San Juan Light, etc, Co.) 6 Porto 
Rico Fed. 181; Fowler v. Finlay 
Bros., ete., Trading Co., 6 Porto Rico 
Fed. 174. 


‘enact 


[§§ 360-363 


on an equality, there being no question of relative 
dignity between them, and the court which first 
acquires jurisdiction will retain it.®+ 
H. Effect of Admission of Territory as 
State—1. In General. Upon the admission of a ter- 
ritory as a state, the territorial government, includ- 
ing the territorial courts established and organized 
under its laws, is extinguished,*? notwithstanding 
any provision impliedly to the contrary in the state 
constitution, and even though there 1s no appoint- 
ment of a district judge to the United States district 
court established therein.%* 
Transfer of Causes. 
mission of a territory as a state, provision is or- 
dinarily made for a transfer of cases pending in 
the territorial courts to other courts.** 
acter of a case is ordinarily made the determining 
factor in ascertaining the court to which it should 
be transferred,*> the general rule being that cases 
| which are of such character as to fall within the 


The char- 


Conformity to state practice gen- 
erally see supra §§ 108-162, 

State laws as rules of decision 
generally see supra §§ 163-190. ~ 


he See generally Courts §§ 576— 
81. Hesse v. Ledesma, 7 Porto 


Rico Fed. 520; Hesse v. Ledesma, 7 
Porto Rico Fed. 283; Grosch vy. Cen- 
tral Vannina, 7 Porto Rico Fed 55: 
Grosch v. Central Vannina, 7 Porto 
Rico Fed. 39; Aleman vy: Escalona, 
6 Porto Rico Fed. 509: Caja v. Ay- 
guabibas, 4 Porto Rico 265. - 

82. Koenigsberger v. Richmond 
Silver Min. Co.,- 158 U. S:° 41. 15. St 
751, 754, 39 L. ed. 889 (per Gray, J.); 
McNulty v. Batty, 10 How. (U. S.) 
27, 13 L. ed. 333, 576 [foll Preston 
v. Bracken, 10 How. (U. S.) 81, 13 
Li eds) 336) 57613) Simpson!iva Wa 
9 Efow: (CUn- (Ss) 578). 8a ede 65s 
Forsythe 'v. U. S., 9 How. (U. §.) 571, 
13 L. ed. 262; Benner v. Porter, 9 
How., (U2) °S:)' 2355) 13 tn, eda 
Ames v. Colorado Cent. R. Co, 1 F. 
Cas. No. 324, 4. Dill. 251: Trench 
v. Strong, 4 Nev. 87; Smith v. Tosini. 
1 S. D. 632, 48 NW 299; Western 
Union Tel. Co. v. Parsley, 57 Tex. 
Civ. VALS) 121 Swe Ge 

[a] Territorial judges exercising 
the jurisdiction and powers of dis- 
trict and circuit courts of the United 
States, under authority of an act of 
congress, retain their powers until 
their offices are abolished by express 
legislation of congress. Scott v. De- 
troit Young Men’s Soc, 1 Dougl. 
(Mich.) 119. 

83. Benner v. Porter, 9 How. (U. 
BS.) 9226, 913 Ab Hed! s17 9: 

84. Carter v. Bennett, 4 Fla. 283. 

[a] What are pending cases.— 
Southern Surety Co. vy. Oklahoma, 
241 U.S: 582, 36 SCt-692, 60 l, ede 
1187; Glaspell v. Northern Pac. R. 
Co. 2144, Si 211, 12 SCr bose ss 
L. ed. 409; Washington, ete, R. Co. 
v. Coeur D’Alene R., ete., Co., 60 Fed. 
981, 9 CCA 303 \[aff. 160 UL S.277.46 
SCt 231, 40 L. ed. 355). 

{b] Territorial laws do not af- 
fect the question whether a cause 
is “pending” under the enabling act 
so as to be transferable. Glaspell v. 
Northern: Pac: Ri Co; 144 Us Soin 
12 SCt 593, 86 L. ed. 409. 

{c] The concurrence of both fed- 
eral and state governments is req- 
uisite to transfer the rcvords. In- 
erarity v. Curtis, + Fla. 175. 

{d] The state has no authority to 
that records of territorial 
courts of appeal shall become rec- 
ords of its own courts or to provide 
for proceedings based thereon. Hunt 
v. Palao, 4 How. (U. S.) 589, 11 L. 
ed. 1115. 

85. Koenigsberger  v. 
Silver Min. Co., 158 U. S. 
TOIL S 9 PE eas 8 Sor 


Richmond 
41, 15 SCt 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


pon the ad- - 


Tins 


§§ 363-364] 


\ 


jurisdiction of the federal court should be trans- 
ferred to the United States court established in 
the new state,’* while cases which are not of this 
character are properly transferred to the state court 
within whose jurisdiction they fall.8? 
eral and state courts have concurrent jurisdiction 
of pending causes, they may be transferred to either 
the state or federal courts by either party possess- 
ing that option under existing laws,§* unless specific 
provision is made for such eases, in which event 
they must of course be transferred to the court 
It has been asserted, however, that 


designated.89 


FEDERAL COURTS 


If the fed- 


statutes.% 


[25 C.J.] 985 


the transfer of causes depends upon the judicial 
status of states, when the law was passed, with 
reference to judicial circuits and whether or not 
they were then attached to any cireuit.% 
statutory proyisions for the disposition of pending 
cases on the admission of territories as states have 
varied considerably in their terms, it would not be 
useful to attempt to lay down any rules applicable 
to such transfers beyond the general rules just 
stated; but reference is made in the note to numer- 
ous decisions respecting transfers under various 


As the 


XVI. UNITED STATES COURT FOR CHINA 


[§ 364] The United States court for China de- 
rives its entire authority from the federal govern- 
It is exclusively a court of the United 


ment,?? 


district courts.% 


States,°* and belongs in the same class with the 


86. Glaspell v. Northern ’Pac. R. 
Cos 144_U.S., 211; 12.SCt 5938, 36. L. 
ed. 409; Baker v. Morton, 12 Wall. 
(U. S.) 150, 20 L. ed. 262; Phillips 
VWenUeass 2 UlLo hed 259)5 220, CCAY 149): 
U. S. v. Baum, 74 Fed. 43; Back v. 
Sierra Nevada Cons. Min. Co., 46 
Fed. 673; Johnson v. Bunker Hill, 
éte;, Co., 46 Fed. 417; Carr v. Fife, 
44 Fed 718 [aff 156 U. S. 494, 15 SCt 
427, 39 L. ed. 508]; Bates v. Payson, 
2 F. Cas. No. 1,103, 4 Dill 265; Hig- 
gins v. Brown, 20 Okl. 355, 94 P 703; 
McDaniels v, U. S., 2 Okl. Cr. 587, 
L030P 137. 

“The courts of the United States, 
inferior to this court, having no ju- 
risdiction except as conferred by 
Congress, congressional legislation is 
necessary to enable those courts, 
after the admission of the State into 
the Union, to take jurisdiction of 
cases previously commenced in the 
courts of the Territory, and not yet 
finally adjudged. And such legis- 
Jation has been so construed and 
expounded by this court as to give 
effect, as far as possible, consist- 
ently with its terms and with the 
Constitution of the United States, to 
the apparent intention of Congress 
to vest in the courts of the United 
States the jurisdiction of such cases, 
so far as they are of a Federal char- 
acter, either because of their arising 
under the Constitution and laws of 
the United States, or because of 
their being citizens of different 
States.” Koenigsberger v. Richmond 
Silver Min. Co., 158 U. S. 41, 48, 15 
Sct 751, 39 L. ed. 889. 

87. Southern Surety Co. v. Okla- 
homa, 241 U. S. 582, 36 SCt 692, 60 L. 
ed. 1187 [aff 34 Okl. 781, 127 P 409]; 
Glaspell v. Northern Pac, R. Co., 144 
Wess Sits WT27SCrER5 98) 36.1.0. .4409); 
Baker v. Morton, 12 Wall. (U. S.) 
150, 20 L. ed. 262; Scott v. McGirth, 
Ale, OKi520, (189 Ps 5193)) Harriss y. 
Lynch, 29 Okl. 349, 116 P 942; Bur- 
dett v. Burdett, 26 Okl. 416, 109 P 
922, 35 LRANS 964; Eaves v. Mul- 
Jen, 25 Okl. 679, 107 P 433; Higgins 
v. Brown, 20 Okl. 355, 94 P 703; In 
rembpruitt, “11 Ok iCrs_ 695, 146) P 
1198; Reeves v. Terr., 2 Okl. Cr. 351, 
101% P 1039. 

[a] If the federal character of 
the case does not appear of record, 
the state court may proceed. Ames 
v. Colorado Cent. R. Co., 1 F. Cas. 
No. 324, 4 Dill. 251. 

88. Baker v. Morton, 12 Wall. (U. 
S.) 150, 20 L. ed. 262 [quot Glas- 
pell v. Northern Pac. R. Co., 144 U. 
Sie at ee SCr A b9382ec0" Li yed: 


09). 

‘ oo, U. S. v. Alamogordo Lumber 
Co., 202 Fed. 700, 121 CCA 162. 

. S. Express Co. v. Kountze, 
Sewall. CUS "S.))+3842,, 19) Led. 


91. U. S.—Arizona, etc. R. Co. v. 
Clark, 235 U. S. 669, 35 SCt 210, 
59 L. ed. 415 [aff 207 Fed. 817, 125 


The creation of this court and the 


nature and scope of its jurisdiction are treated 
elsewhere in this work.% 


CCA 305]; Hendrix v. U. S., 219 U. S. | Sittel, 21 Okl. 695. 97 P 362; Wash- 


79, 31 SCt 193, 55 L. ed. 102; Wash- 
ington, ete., R. Co. v. Coeur D’Alene 
Hg sete, \CovelG0s Us. ul, Lous Ce Zot, 
40 L. ed. 3855; Cowley v. Northern 
PacyRCon loon AS22569) 16 iSCt 27, 
40 L. ed. 263; Koenigsberger  v. 
Richmond Silver, Min. Co., 158 U. S. 
4a be SOtr 751,068 mlm ede Sous Carr 
v. Fife, 156 U.;S, 494, 15 SCt 427,39 
L. ed. 508; U. S. v. Alamogordo Lum- 
ber Co., 202 Fed. 700, 121 CCA 162; 
Goodwin v. U. S., 200 Fed. 121. 118 
CGA» 2955 Young. vo U.S. 176. hed. 
6125) St. louis, ete, Re Co. v.. Cuns 
dieff, 171 Fed. 319, 96 CCA 211; Moore 
Vin ipsa) So) eedee46bu 29) (CCA L269. 
Hecht v. Metzler, 82 Fed. 340; Mc- 
Cormick v Western Union Tel. Co., 
79 Fed. 449, 25 CCA 35, 38 LRA 684; 
Fraser v. Trent, 74 Fed. 423; Crown 
Point Min. Co. v. Ontario Silver Min., 
ete., Co., 74 Fed. 419; Blackburn v. 
Wooding, 56 Fed. 545, 6 CCA 6 [overr 
Johnson v. Bunker Hill, etc., Co., 46 
Fed. 417: Carson v. Donaldson, 45 
Tred, 821; Nickerson v. Crook, 45 Fed. 
658; Dunton v. Muth, 45 Fed. 390; 
Strasburger v. Beecher, 44 Fed. 209]: 
Sargent v. Kindred, 49 Fed. 485; 
Back v. Sierra Nevada Cons. Mun. 
Co., 46 Fed. 673; Burke v. Bunker 
Hill, ete., Min., etc., Co., 46 Fed. 644; 
Kenyon vy. Knipe, 46 Fed. 309; Blue- 
bird Min. Co, v. Murray, 45 Fed, 388; 
Carr v. Fife, 44 Fed. 713 [aff 156 U. 
S. 494, 15 SCt 427, 39 L. ed. 508]; 
U. S. v. Lynde, 44 Fed. 215; Straus- 
burger v. Beecher, 44 Fed. 209; Ham- 
ilton v. The Walla Walla, 44 Fed. 4; 
U. S. v. Taylor, 44 Fed. 2; Dorne v. 
Richmond Silver Min. Co., 43 Fed. 
690 \faff 158 UW..S.241, 15/SCt 754; 39 
L. ed. 889]; Herman v. McKinney, 43 
Fed. 689; Ames v. Colorado Cent, R. 
Co; lB. Cas No: 324,04 Dit, 251: 
U. S. v. Ta-wan-ga-ca, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,435, Hempst. 304. 

Ariz—La Porte v. State, 132 P 
563. 

N. D.—Campbell v. Coulston, 19 N. 
DD, 645,. 652, 124 NW) 689)! [eit -Cyels 
Sargent v. Kindred, 5 N. D. 8, 63 NW 
151, 49 Fed. 485; Miller v. Sunde, 1 
N. D. 1, 44 NW 301. 

Okl.—Scott v. McGirth, 41 Okl. 520, 
139 P 519; Southern Surety Co. v. 
State, 34 Okl. 781, 127 P 409; Sel- 
lers: Vv. "Terr: -32-OK05147...121) P 228: 
Scott v. Vulcan Iron Works Co., 31 
Okl. 334, 122 P 186; Northern Guar- 
anty Win, & aa Cos van MeCurtain;* 31 
Oki. 192, 120 P 663; Harris v. Lynch, 
29 Okl. 349, 116 P 942; MaHarry v. 
EKatman, 29 Okl. 46, 116 P 935; Gwin- 
nup v. Griffins, 26 Okl. 866, 113 P 
909; Burdett v. Burdett, 26 Okl. 416, 
109 P 922, 35 LRANS 964; Eaves 
VLU en, ae oe Oklten 67959, 107. 
433; In re Opinion of Judges, 25 
Okl. 76, 105 P 325; Crumb v. Pitch- 
ford, 24 Okl. 808, 104 P 911; Humph- 
reys v. Davidson, 23 Okl. 874, 102 
P 91; Moberly v. Roth, 23 Okl. 856, 
102 P 182; Choctaw, etc, R. Co; v. 


iS) 


Mood ve Us S.701.0 OKI CGrig2 5 4eanee 
P 184; Ex p. Howland, 3 Okl Cr, 
142, 104 P 927, AnnCasi912A 840; 
Kelley v. U. S., 3 Okl. Cr: 186, 104 
P 922; Reeves v. Terr., 2 Okl, Cr. 
351, 101 P 1039. 

ge ae ene, Vv... Barnhart, 5 2Or: 
92. In re Corrigan, 4 Mill. Rev 
2931 234.) Ue SiStmat. Tiles tanec 


3934, 

wees: In re Corrigan, 4 Mill. Rev. 
ooo In re Corrigan, 4 Mill. Rev. 
_District courts see supra §§ 342- 
3) 


History of court see Extraterri- 
toriality § 49. 

95. See HExtraterritoriality §§ 49~ 
55. See also Ambassadors and Con- 
suls §§ 44 notes 721% and 73%, 45 
note 74 [da]. 

Cross references: 

Admiralty jurisdiction see Hxtrater- 
ritoriality § 28 

Appellate jurisdiction see Extraterri- 
toriality § 54. See also Ambassa- 
dors and Consuls §§ 44, 45 perm. 
annot. 

Coneurrent jurisdiction 
territoriality § 52. 
Equity jurisdiction see Extraterri- 
toriality § 27. 

Exclusive jurisdiction see Extrater- 
ritoriality § 


see Extra- 


Jurisdiction: 
Cross demand see Extraterritorial- 

ity § 34. 
Divorce see Extraterritoriality 

§§ 33, 67. 
Foreign seamen see Extraterri- 


toriality § $7; 
f person generally see Extrater- 
ritoriality §§ 31, 51. 


En see Extraterritoriality 
Ship: \ 
Spite see Extraterritoriality 


On high seas see Extraterri- 
toriality § 41. 
On other waters see Extraterri- 
toriality § 42. 
Subject matter generally §§ 52, 53. 
Territorial: 
Generally see Extraterritoriality 
§§ 38, 50. 
Leased territory see Extraterri- 
toriality § 39. 
Mode of trial: 


Sires time see Extraterritoriality 
Assessors see Extraterritoriality 


Jury trial see Extraterritoriality 
Rule making authorit See Extra- 
territoriality §§ 29, 5 
Supervisory jurisdiction see Extra- 
territoriality § 55. 


“Laws of the United States’ mean-. 


ing of phrase see PExtraterritoriality 
§§ 23-26. 
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[§ 365] 


A provisional court established in con- 
quered or occupied territory by the military authori- 
ties, or the provisional government, is a federal court 


FEDERAL COURTS 
XVII. PROVISIONAL COURTS 


* deriving its existence and all its powers from the 
XVIII. COURTS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ' 


[§ 366] A. In General. 


(2) 


of the United States.® 


ot Scott v. Billgerry, 40 Miss. 
[a] Power to establish provision- 


al court.—The creation of the pro- 
visional court for Porto Rico be- 
tween April 11, 1899, when ratifica- 
tions of the treaty by which it was 
ceded were exchanged, and May 1, 
1900, when the act of April 12, 1900 
(31 St. at L. 77 c¢ 191), establishing 
a civil government, took effect, was 
within scope of the military power, 
acting by authority of the president 
as commander in chief, although 
peace then prevailed, and courts es- 
tablished under Spain were open. 
Santiago v. Nogueras, 214 U. S.. 260, 
293 SCE608,. be" Led. “989: 

97. Santiago v. Nogueras, 214 U. 
Se5260; 129 SCt—608,- 53). ed.7 989: 

[a] Griminal offenses.—An order 
of the war department establishing 
a provisional court in Porto Rico in 
1899 could not create. new offenses, 
but could recognize and punish such 
as were defined by statute; and the 
statutes were to be applied as inter- 
preted by the court of last resort in 
the United States. Basso v. U. S., 
40 Ct. Cl. 202. 

[b]. A controversy between a 
Porto Rican and a Spaniard fur- 
nishes diversity of citizenship which 
the order establishing the provisional 
court for Porto Rico made jurisdic- 
tional. Santiago v. Nogueras, 214 U. 
S. 260, 29 SCt 608, 53 L. ed. 989. 

[ec] Service of process of the pro- 
visional court for Porto Rico by de- 
livering the summons at usual place 
of defendant’s abode, into hands of 
his wife is sufficient, such service 
being in strict accordance with pro- 
eedure established by that court. 
Santiago v. Nogueras, 214 U. S. 260, 
29 SC 608; 53 i, edi) 7989: 

{d] Jurisdiction of commissioners 
under treaty with Spain of 1819. 
Meade v. U. Si; 2) Ct. Cl. 224 [aff 9 
Wall; ¢U...S.) 691.) 19. L. ed. 687). 

{e] Provisional courts established 
at time of Civil War.—Burke vv. 
Treere, 19 Wall... @U.S:) 519% 22 L. 
ed. 158; Mechanics’, etc., Bank v. 
Union Bank, 25 La. Ann. 387 [aff 
225 wall. (U. Si) 276, 22 Enved: 8711; 
Burke v. Tregre, 22 La. Ann. 629; 
Tharp v. Marsh, 40 Miss. 158; Scott 
v. Billgerry, 40 Miss. 119; Walsh v. 
Porter, 12 Heisk. (Tenn.) 401; Hef- 
ferman v. Porter, 6 Coldw. (Tenn.) 
391, 98 AmD 459; Isbell v. Farris, 
5 Coldw. (Tenn.) 426; Myers v. Whit- 
field, 22 Gratt. (63 Va.) 780. 

98. D. C. Code § 2. 

99. Act.of Febr. 17, 1909 (35 St. 
at=34...623)) 1 Diy Ga Code. § 2 

1, D. C. Code § 2- 

[a] Police court not a court of 
the United States.—U. S. v. Mills, 11 
App. (D. C.) 500. 

2. DC. Codes 2. 


The judicial power in ! 
the District of Columbia is vested in: (1) Inferior 
courts,°8 namely, the municipal court which super- 
seded justices of the peace,®® and the police court. 
Superior courts,? namely, the supreme court 
of the District of Columbia,® the court of appeals 
of the District of Columbia,* and the supreme court 
The superior courts of the 
district are courts of the United States within the 
meaning of various statutes,? and they have been 
held to be ‘‘inferior courts’’ of the United States 
in the constitutional sense,’ although this question 
has been left open by the supreme court.’ 


[§ 367] 


has jurisdiction 


view on appeal 


ale Crp Coders tae 

452 Du C. Code. vz. 

[a] This court is not a circuit 
court of appeals, although its func- 
tions are analogous by reason of its 
being an intermediate court of ap- 
peals between the District of Colum- 
bia courts of original jurisdiction 
and the supreme court of the United 
States. In re Mattulath, 37 App. (D. 


$2; 

Review of decisions of court of ap- 
peals of the District of Columbia by 
supreme court of the United States 
see Supra §§ 273, 274. 

6. James v. U. S., 202 U. S. 401, 
26 SCt 685, 50 L. ed. 1079 [rev 38 Ct. 


Cl. 615] (pay of judges after re- 
tirement); In re Mattulath, 37 App. 
(D. C.) 410 (proceedings in forma 


pauperis); U. S. v. Sampson, 19 App. 
(D. C.) 419 (appeal); Noerr v. Brew- 
er, 8 D. C. 507 (competency of wit- 
nesses). 

Tas JaAMeCSIV- SUIS vos Cth CLeGLS 
[rev on other grounds 202 U. S. 401, 
26 -SCt."685,— 50" hi, -ed.y L079]; See 
also supra § 2. 

“The superior courts of general 
jurisdiction of the District of Colum- 
bia have been repeatedly held to be 
courts of the United States, as dis- 
tinguished from mere territorial 
courts, But whether the court be- 
longs to the class of inferior courts 
provided for by the Constitution, or 
belongs to the class of territorial 
courts that Congress may provide 
for and establish in the organization 
of territorial government, can make 
no difference in the right of appeal 
in a case like the present. The ques- 
tion is, what jurisdiction has been 
conferred upon the court, and how 
that jurisdiction is to be exercised.” 


U.S: v."Sampson;,’ 1OtApprt (DSC) 
419, 4387. : 
[a] The statute declares that the 


Supreme court shall have the same 
powers and exercise the same juris- 
diction as the circuit and district 
courts ‘“‘fand shall be deemed a court 
of the United States.” D. C. Code 


§ 61. 

8. James v. U. S., 202 U. S. 401, 
26 SCt 685, 50 L. ed. 1079 (where 
question was left undecided because 
unnecessary to a decision). 

9. D. Cc. Code, § 226, 

[a] An order in habeas corpus is 
final and appealable to the court of 
appeals when made by the supreme 
court of the District dismissing the 
petition on writ of capias ad satis- 


faciendum. Contello vy. Palmer, 20 
App.:(D. C.) 210. 
{b] The action of a trial court 


on a motion for a new trial is not 

appealable to the court of appeals. 

er Ve Un Sits 20 SrAp pC D ae.) 
47, 


federal government.°¢ 
of such a court are governed by the order from 
which it derives its authority.®* 


£8§ 365-367 


The jurisdiction and powers 


B. Court of Appeals—l. Review of De- 
cisions—a. Of Supreme Court. The court of appeals 


to review on appeal any final ® 


order,’® judgment,'t or decree’? of the supreme 
court,!* or any justice thereof,!* including any final 
order or judgment in any ease heard on appeal from 
a justice of the peace,!® and also jurisdiction to re- 


all interlocutory !* orders of the 


supreme court or any justice thereof whereby the 
possession of property is changed or affected,!7 such 
as orders for the appointment of receivers,!® grant- 
ing injunctions,!® dissolving writs of attachment,2° 
and the like,?? and also:to review any other inter- 


[c]_ Framing of issues on caveat 
of will—No appeal to the court of 
appeals lies from an order of the 
Supreme court sitting as a probate 
court, framing issues upon the 
caveat of a will, as such an order 
is an interlocutory one only. Hut- 
ean v. Hutchins, 40 App. (D. C.) 

10. D. C. Code § 226; Parish v. 
Hedges, 34 App. (D GC.) 21, 

[a] In proceedings to condemn 
land (1) under the acts of congress 
relating te the elimination of grade 
crossings and providing for a union 
Station, the court of appeals has 
power to review the final ordér of 
the supreme court, affirming the 
award of the appraisers. Winslow 
v. Baltimore, ete., R. Co. 28 App. 
(D. C.) 126 [aff 208 U. S. 59, 28 Sct 
190, 52 L. ed. 388]. (2) An appeat 
will lie from a final order of the 
Supreme court confirming’ a condem- 
nation of land for public use, under 
Code c 15 (31 St. at L. 1265 ec 854). 
gare v. Macfarland, 28 App. (D. 

[b] An order awarding the cus- 
tody of a child is appealable to the 
court of appeals, and a supersedeas 
bond, if given, will Stay execution 
of the order until the appeal is de- 
termined, Nuckols: v. Nuckols, 38 
App. (D..G@:) 441, 

[ec] An order in contempt pro- 
ceedings, adjudging accused guilty 
of contempt of court and sentencing 
him to imprisonment for attemptiny 
corruptly to influence a member of 
the grand jury, is  appealable. 
Piereelv., U.S5°3T App. CD. Ch) 2582s 


Lo D- C.uCoder st2263 
12. D.C. Code § 226. 
13. D. C. Code § 226. 
[a] Refusal to vacate judgment 


of municipal court.—The supreme 
court of the District of Columbia be- 
ing without power, on motion, to va- 
cate a judgment of the municipal 
court, which has become final and 
been docketed in the clerk’s office of 
the former court under Code e 29, no 
appeal lies to the court of appeals 
from its refusal to grant such mo- 
tion. Hopper v. Supplee Hardware 
Co., 39 App. (D. C.) 596. 

14. D. C. Code § 226. 

15. D. C. Code’ § 226; Schrot v. 
Schoenfeld, 23 App. (D. GC.) 306; Key 
v. Roberts, 20 App. (D. ©.) 391; Groff 
Var Millers 220%) <atpp. IS GDr sey) 8535 
Sa ta v. Hancock, 4 App. (D. C.) 


fa] Aliter under earlier statute. 
—Ex p. Redmond, 3 App. (D, C.) 317. 

16. D.C. Code § 226. 

17%. DiC. Code §° 226: 

18; 9D: C4. Coders? 226: 

19. D. C. Code § 226. 

205) PD; :G, Codes s$"227'6) 

21. D.C. Code § 226. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 367-372] 


locutory order, in the discretion of the court of 
appeals, whenever it is made to appear to that court 
upon petition that it will be in the interest of jus- 
The court of appeals 
may affirm, reverse, or modify the order, judgment, 
or decree appealed from as may be just,?* but it will 
not disturb a finding by the trial court on con- 
flicting evidence in a case tried without a jury.24 
[§ 368] b. Of Police Court. The court of ap- 
peals has power to review, on writ of error,?> any 
ruling or instruction of the police court upon a 
A rule of the court requires that 
on the decision and filing of the opinion in such a 
case the mandate of the court of appeals shall at 


tice to allow such appeal.?2 


matter of Jaw.2°® 


once issue without delay.?” 


[§ 369] c. Of Commissioner of Patents. Juris- 
diction to determine appeals from the decisions of 
the commissioner of patents is also vested in the 
court of appeals.28 This jurisdiction is purely statu- 
tory,?® and extends merely to the review of final 
decisions of the commissioner; the court has no 
general supervisory power over him.*°® 

[§ 3870] d. Of Court of Claims. The court of 


22. D.C. Code § 226; Hutchins v. 
Dante, 47 App. (D. C.) 99; Parish v. 
Hedges, 34 App. (D. C.) 21. 

[a] Appeal from probate order.— 
The court of appeals has jurisdiction 
to entertain an appeal from a pro- 
bate order of the lower court, va- 
eating a previous order of that 
court approving and passing the ac- 
count of an executrix, and requiring 
her to give an additional bond, which 
order so appealed from was made 
upon the petition of a creditor of 
the estate, filed after final distribu- 
tion had been made, and of whose 
claim the executrix had no statutory 
notice before making such distribu- 
tion. Parish v. Hedges, 34 App. (D. 
Oana. 

[b] When special appeal denied. 
—Where a special appeal from an 
interlocutory order of the lower 
court, if allowed, could not have 
been heard in regular course until 
after the summer recess, during 
which time a final decree could be 
entered by the lower court and an 
appeal regularly taken, an applica- 
tion for such an appeal was denied. 
In re Rudolph, 38 App. (D. C.) 547. 

{c] Order directing loan by court 
trustee.—An order of the equity 
court authorizing a court trustee to 
loan one of the parties a given sum 
of money on her note secured by her 
interest in the estate, which is un- 
der the control of that court, is 
neither a final nor an interlocutory 
order, and is not appealable without 
special leave of the court of appeals. 
Hutchins v. Dante, 47 App. (D. C.) 


99) ‘ 
22 SDC. Code §t2c0- 

[a] Review of discretion. — The 
court of appeals has jurisdiction to 
inquire, on an appeal from an order 
of that court granting a writ of cer- 
tiorari, whether that court in grant- 
ing the writ exercised its discretion 


in accordance with established rules: 


and precedents governing the exer- 
cise of such discretion. Billings v. 
- Field, 36 App. (D. C.) ; f 

[b] Excessive verdict.—It is not 
within the province of the court of 
appeals to reverse a judgment for 
the reason that the verdict is ex- 
cessive. American Security, etc., Co. 
v. Kaveney,:39 App. (D. C.) 223. 

{c] An exception is unnecessary 
to bring up for review in the court 
of appeals of the District of Colum- 
bia a ruling sustaining a demurrer 
to a count in the declaration. Nalle 
v. Oyster, 230 U. S. 165, 33 SCt_1043, 
57 L. ed. 1439 [mod 36 App. (D..C.) 
36]. " 
La Kingan vy. Beall, 42 App. (D. 
C.) 487. . 
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[25 C.J.] 987 


claims is an independent tribunal *1 forming no part 
of the judicial system of the District of Columbia, 
and the court of appeals is invested with no power 
to supervise its proceedings, or review its judg- 


[§ 371] 2. Issuance of Writs. The court of ap- 
peals is given power to issue all necessary and 
proper remedial prerogative writs in aid of its ap- 
pellate jurisdiction.2? But it cannot issue writs as 
a court of original jurisdiction.3* 

[§ 372] C. Supreme Court. The supreme court 
of the District of Columbia is a single court of 
general jurisdiction *° and the court of general orig- 
inal jurisdiction within the district,?* oceupyng the 


seme relation to the District of Columbia that a 


25 DiC. (Code. 18 e22%a) Laylor Vv. 
Leesnitzer, 31 App. (D. C.) 92. 

[a] Certiorari cannot be issued to 
a police court. Sullivan v. District 
of ‘Columbia, \19 App. (Db) -C:) 210; 
Hendley v. Clark, 8 Apn. (D. C.) 165; 
Ex p. Dries, 3 App. (D. C.) 165. 

26. D:. C) Code. § 2275 District of 
Columbia v, Hauf, 33 App. (D. C.) 
{a] Formal defects.—Writs of er- 
ror to the police court are not: grant- 
ed to review formal defects in plead- 
ing merely; and such defects are 
waived by bringing a case up to this 
court on stipulated facts. Jefferson 
v. District of Columbia, 40 App. (D. 
Cres Silke 

[b] The proper time to give no- 
tice of intention to apply for a writ 
of error is when the first exception 
is taken; but it is not necessary to 
repeat the notice with every excep- 
tion taken. Tubins v. D. C., 21 App. 
CDSCC) e26% 

27. District of Columbia v. Gardi- 
ner, 39 App. (D. C.) 389 (a mandate 
issued in strict accordance with this 
rule, requiring the police court to 
declare the forfeiture of a liquor li- 
cense aS a part of the penalty for 
dispensing liquor to a minor, is not 
improvidently issued). 

23. D. C. Code § 228. See also 
Patents [30 Cyc 896]; Trade-Marks, 
Trade-Names, and Unfair Competi- 
tion [38 Cyc 861]. 

[a]. The court may frame rules 
to limit the time for appeals taken 
from the commissioner of patents. 
Hein v. Pungs, 9 App. (D. C.) 492. 

[b] Appeal from the commission- 
er in a reissue case will be dismissed 
when not taken from the original 
order refusing the reissue, within 
the limit prescribed by the rule of 
this court after the adoption of the 
act. In re Messinger, 12 App. (D. 
C.). 532. 

[ec] The court cannot award costs 
or execute any judgment therefor in 
appeals from the commissioner. 
Wells v. Reynolds, 5 App. (D. C.) 20. 

29. Hathaway v. Colman, 46 App. 
(D. C.) 40 [foll Blair v. Colman, 46 
App. (D. C.) 43]. 

30. Aufiero v. Ewing, 44 App. (D. 


31. Court of claims see infra 


32. Butler v. Indian Protective 
Assoc., 34 App. (D. C.) 284. $ 

Review by supreme court of judg- 
ments of court of claims see supra 


272, 
; 32. D. C. Code § 230; Nuckols v. 
Nuckols, 38 App. (D. C.) 441; U. S. 
v. Interstate Com. Commn., 37 App. 
(D. C.) 266; U. S. v. Barnard, 29 


state court of similar jurisdiction does to a state.37 
It possesses the same powers and exercises the same 
jurisdiction as a district court of the United States, 
and also has and exercises all the jurisdiction pos- 
sessed and exercised by the supreme court of the 
District of Columbia under the act creating that 
court, and at the date of the passage of the District 
of Columbia Code.** Provision is made for the hold- 


App. (D. C.) 481; U. S. v. Clabaugh, 
21 App. (D. C.) 440; Sullivan v. Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 19 App. (D. C.) 
a aaeieres ¥ Willige, 16 App. (D. 
jc . F Wie LOOX, de Arp Dy : 
C:) 368. PR 
[a] A previous attempt to invoke 
the appellate jurisdiction is not a 
prerequisite to the exercise of its 
vower to issue such writs. In re 
Macfarland, 30 App. (D. C.) 365. 
34. Universal Motor Truck Co. v. 
Et Motor Co., 41 App. (D. C.) 


weed Re Gompers, 40 App. (D. C.) 


Hos U. S. v. West, 34 App. (D. C.), 
[a] When congress provides for 
the District of Columbia a new civil 
remedy without placing the jurisdic- 
tion in a special court, unless it 
comes within the limited class of 
civil matters of which the inferior 
courts of the district are vested 
with special jurisdiction, it. must be- 
long to the supreme court of the 
District of Columbia. Zinkham v. 
Linaweaver, 34 App. (D. C.) 19. 

37. Lyttle v. National Surety Co., 
£5 Apps CDarGay 130: 

33. 7),D. (CS - Code’ "§™ 615) Eine sive 
Morse, 218 U. S. 493, 31 SCt 37; 54 
L. ed. 1123, 21 AnnCas 782; Hume v. 
Bowie, 148 U. S. 245, 18 SCt 582, 27 
L. ed. 438; Alexandria Mechanics 
Bank v. Withers, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 
106, 5) Ee ed. 217; Mendall v.. U.'Sai12 
Ct. Cl. 305; McAdoo v. Ormes, 47 
App. (D. C.) 364; Ryan v. McAdoo, 
46 App. (D. C.) 117; Doremus v. Na-~ 
tional Cotton Impr. Co., 39 App. (D. 
C.) 295; Nuckols v. Nuckols, 38 App. 
(D. C.) 441; Rhodes v. Rhodes, 36 
App. (D. C.) 261; Zinkham v. Lina- 
weaver, 34 App. (D. C.) 19; U. S. v. 
West, 34 App. (D. C.) 12; Beaulieu 
v. Garfield, 32 App. (D. C.) 398; In 
re Macfarland, 30 App. (D. C.) 365; 
Bryan iv, Curtis, .30)=Appe CDs 1G): 
234; Crosby v. Ridout, 27 App. (D. 
C.) 481; Booth v. Arnold, 27 App. 
(DEC) 287 Moss 7v..Uh) S., 23 App. 
(D. C.) 475; In re Moss, 23 App. (D. 
C.) 474; Brown v. Slater, 23 App. (D. 
C.) 51; Guilford Granite Co. v. Har- 
rison Granite Co., 23 App. (D. C.) 1; 
Ure Siav.) Sampson, 19 App. €Ds 62) 
419; Lanckton v. U. S., 18 App. (D. 
C.) 348; Armstrong v. U. S. Building, 
ete; Assoe,. 15 App. (D. Cc.) 1} Cook 
v. Speare, 18 App. (D. C.) 446; Mans- 
field v. Winter, 10 App. (D. C.) 549; 
Ex p. Huntt, 10 “App. | Gor.@) ano 
Craighill v. Van Riswick, 8 App. (D. 
C.) 185 [rev on other grounds sub 
nom. Wilson v. Lambert, 168 U. S. 
611, 18 SCt 217, 42 L. ed. 599]; Hend- 
ley v. ‘Clark,’ 8" “App:* "(D. ~C.) “1653 
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ing of general °° and special ¢° terms, and the special 
terms are known respectively as the circuit court,* 
the equity court,42 the criminal court,*? the pro- 
bate court,4* and the district court of the United 
States.4® 
court and the supreme court have coneurrent juris- 
diction is brought from the former court into the 
latter by certiorari, it becomes a case pending in 
the latter court the same as though it had been 
originally instituted therein;#® and a set-off may be 
asserted for the first time in the supreme court,*? 
which may render judgement thereon for an amount 
in excess of the jurisdiction of the municipal court.*% 

The court has power to issue writs of quo war- 
ranto, mandamus, prohibition, scire facias, certiorari, 
injunction, prohibitory and mandatory, ne exeat, and 
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Where a case over which the municipal | 


[§§ 372-375 


all other writs known in common law and equity 
practice that may be necessary to the effective exer- 
cise of its jurisdiction,#® and any justice of the 
court may issue writs of habeas corpus, to inquire 
into the cause of detention or discharge on giving 
bail.5° From the final decision of one of the jus- 
tices of the supreme court at chambers, upon the 
hearing and determination of habeas corpus dis- 
charging the prisoner an appeal may be taken to 
the general term at the instance of the attorney- 
general of the United States.®? 

[§ 373] D. Inferior Courts. The inferior courts 
of the District of Columbia are the municipal 
court,°? which is the successor of the justices of 
the peace,®* a police court,®>* and a juvenile court.®> 


XIX. COURT OF CLAIMS ** 


[§ 374] A. History and Purpose. The court of 
claims Was established in 1855 ‘‘for the triple pur- 
pose of relieving Congress and of protecting the 
government by regular investigation and of benefit- 
ing the claimants by affording them a certain mode 
of examining and adjudicating upon their claims.’’ 57 
Until the organization of the court the only recourse 
was in an appeal to congress.58 As at first organized, 
the court had very limited jurisdiction, and was 
merely an auditing board, authorized to pass on 
claims submitted to it, and report to the secretary 


of the treasury,®® and parties might petition the 
eourt and have their claims examined and reported 
to congress for its action thereon.®° But from time 
to time the authority and jurisdiction of this court 
have been enlarged, and it now possesses full judicial 
powers in many classes of cases.®? 

{§ 375] B. Jurisdiction—1. In General. The ju- 
risdiction of the court of claims extends throughout 
the United States. The court issues writs to every 
portion of the United States, and is specially au- 
thorized to enforce them.®? But the jurisdiction 


Gassenheimer vy. District of Colum-)(D, C.) 288; Rhodes v. Rhodes, 36 51. Matter of Taylor, 10 D. C. 426. 
bia, 6 App. (D. C.) 108; Hollohan v.| App. (D. C.) 261; Lesh v. Lesh, 21 52.. Act Hebr.. 17. 1909) (852 tgs. 
Young, 21 D. C. 183; Singleton v.| App. (D. C.) 475; Clark v. Mathew-| St. at L. 623); D. C. Code pp 384-386; 
Frank, 21 D. C. 46; Hetzel v. Balti-| son, 7 ADP. (D. C.) 382; Walter v.| Bliss v. Duncan, 44 App. (D.-C.) 93; 
more, ete, KR. Co. 14-D. C338 ;- Ui. SiiiSlater, 5.App. (D.C) 357; Tolman v.| Callan vy. District of Columbia, 43 


v. Ritchie, 14 D. C. 162; Walter v. 
Ward, 14 D. C. 65; McManus y. Stan- 
aish,-12°)D. C.. 1473) Dallas v. Atlan- 
ticwwete., RaiCo.. 9) DavC: 146: Wash- 
ington, etc., R. Co. v. Board of Pub- 
lic Works, 8 D. C. 119; Whitney v. 
Trisbie, 6 D. C. 262 [rev on other 
Sroends 69) Walle: (CU. SD ol8i2,L9) 
ed. 668]. 

[a] Rules inconsistent with acts 
of congress are controlled thereby.— 
Tuckerman v. Mearns, 262 Fed. 607. 

39. D. C. Code § 638; Spalding v. 
Viason, 161 U. S. 375, 16 SCt 592, 40 
Vite aos oe Ulee! Sau Ver YWVOOG, 82D: aC: 


IDA © weCodeinss 563.) 4 Cookwav, 
13 App. <D. C.) 446. 
Assignment of justices.—(1) 
The supreme court sitting in gen- 
eral term has the power to assign 
one of its justices to a special term 
temporarily or for any special -emer- 
gency, without formally revoking the 
assignment of the justice theretofore 
designated to hold such special term 
for the current year. McLane v. 
Cropper, 6 App. (D. C.) 422. (2) 
Where an assignment made by the 
general term limits the powers and 
duties of the justice assigned, such 
limitation, even if improper, will 
not in itself invalidate the assign- 
ment. McLane v. Cropper, supra, 
412i. -C; (Coden ss 643. Gordonii. 
Randle, 189 U. S. 417, 23 SCt 635, 47 
L. ed. 875; Clark v. Clark, 17 How. 
CURFS)) e3lb,e 15> Leted. AUT 5 aBivan's” we 
Evans, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,561, 2 Cranch 
Cc. C. 240; Hard v. Stone, 11 F. Cas, 
No, 6,046, 5 Cranch C. C. 503; Rut- 
ter v. Merchant, 21 F. Cas. No. 12,- 
179 eda CranchuG. C,i36s.ULUS.. v. uXxen= 
dally 26s Cas, No. 15;517; 6 Craneh: 
CrCr 163 ati oh2: Pet. 5245 9 vic medt 
1181]; U. S. v. Williams, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,712, 4 Cranch C. C, 372; Vasse 
v. Comegyss, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,894, 
WeOranch 7C,C. c004-0 On, Os, WA ve alti= 
more, ete, R. Co:, 26 App: (D. C.) 


§ 64; Cochrane v. 
Deener, 94 “ig S. 780, 24 L. ed. 139; 
Burlingame v. Manchester, 43 App. 


Tolman, 1 App. (D. C.) 299; Duncan- 
son v. National Bank of Republic, 18 
D. C. 348; In re Brent, 16 D. C. 352. 
43.0D..C. Code i$ 645 Hydeirv. 
Shine, 199 U. .S. 62, 25 SCt-760, 50 
Te .eds090s Os sSanvaGreeny. Pom Dine. 
230; Gilbert v. Morgan, 18 D. C. 296. 
44. D. C. Code § 64; Kenaday v. 
Sinnott, 179 U. S. 606, 21 SCt TO UMS) 
li; .ed.<339. previ dé App. i(D.-C.). 113 
Campbell v. Porter, 162 U. S. 478, 
16 SCt 871, 40 L. ed. 1044; Vaughan 
v. Northrup, 15 Pet. (1. S.) 1, 10 L. 
d. 639 (under the act of June, 1822); 
fichardson v. Cameron, 20 FE. Cas. 
No. 11,780a, 2 Hayw. & H. 155; Har- 
rison v. Washington L. & T, Co., 258 
Fed. 273, 49 App. (D. C.) 17; Miniggio 
Var, ELutchins, 643. Appia. .GD) Go) hk 
Hutchins v. Hutchins, 41 App. (D. 
C.) 867; Richards v. Geiger, 39 App. 


(D, C.) 278; Richardson v. Daggett, 
24 App. (D. C.) 440; Leach v. Burr, 
17. App. (DC) 1128 | Path assests: 


510, 28 SCt 393, 47 L. ed. 567]; Cook 
Vv. Speare, 13, Appi(D:; «C.) 446; Sin- 


nott v. Kenaday, 12- App. (D. C5) 
115; Perry v. Sweeny, 11. App. (D. 
C.) 404; Mann v. McDonald, 3 App. 


(D. C.) 456; In re McIntire, 16 D. C. 
293; Insre Wagener, 11. D.C, 395. 

45. D. C. Code § 64; Garfield Me- 
morial Hospital v. Macfarland, 31 
App. (D. C.) 447; U. S. v. Sampson, 
LOwApps: CDs Coed. 

46. New Arcade Co. v. Owens, 258 
Fed. 965, 49 App. (D. C.) 65; Brad- 
ford v. Brown, 22 App. (D. GC.) 455. 

47, New Arcade Co. v. Owens, 258 
Fed. 965, 49. App. (D.C) 65: 

48. New Arcade Co. v. Owens, 258 
Fed. 965, 49 App. (D. C.) .65. 

49. D. C. Code § 68; U. S. v. 
Stockslager, 129 U. S. 470, 9 SCt 382, 
82 Lb. ed. 785; U. S. v. Schurz, 102 U. 
Ss. 378, 26 L. ed. 167s Coxuaven Us 
Om Wall. CONS.) 2.98. 9) Wa ved57 9; 
Kendall v. U. S., 12 Pet. (U. S.) 524, 
9 L. ed. 1181; U. S. v. Latimer, 44 
App. (D. C.) 81; Bradford v.,“Brown, 
22 App. (D. C.) 455; District of Col- 
umbia v. Libbey, 9 App. (D. C.) 321; 
In re Poole, 9 D. C. 583, 29 AmR 628. 

50; DCH Coders 6s 


App. (D. C.) 338; Moses v. Hayes, 36 
ADD Gout. Djy LO 4s 

53. Fowler v. Quigley, 38 App. 
(D. C.) 214; Moses v. Hayes, 36 App: 
CBS Corto 4 

54. D. CC. Code § 2; Harris) v- 
Nixon, 32%. App..:(D..C.) 943500.) Suv. 
Mills, 11 App. (D. C.) 500; Gassen- 
heimer v. District of Columbia, 6 
App. (D. C.) 108; Ransdell v. Pat- 
terson, d-Apps (DEC) S489r Ue Some. 
Green, 19 D. GC. 230. 

55. Act March 19, 1906 (34 U.S. 
St. at L. 73); D. C. Code pp 387-394; 
Callan _v. District of Columbia, 43 
App. (D. C.) 338; Zinkham v. Lina- 
weaver, 34 App. (D. C.) 19; U. S. v. 
Wiest. 34-App eps Cyntss 

56. Court of private land claims 
see Public Lands [ 32 Cye 1220], 

57... W.7S. -vi Klein,, 13 9Wiehe (oR 
S.) 128, 20 L. ed. 519 Fafi.t Circle 
240]: Brandon v. U..S., 46 Ct. Cl... 559: 

58. Schillinger v. U. S., 155 U. S. 
166,15 SCt..85, $9 L, edi 108; Ui. Sz 


vr) Lee, 106. U. S.-196, 4 .SCt. 2405 2% 
Lavedy 7 1k 
{a] Court of commissioners of 


Alabama claims.—See Manning v. 
French, 149 Mass. 391, 21 NE. 945, 
4 LRA 339 [app dism 133 U. S. 186, 
10 SCt 258, 33 L. ed. 582]. 

59.,,. Langford -tv..,U. SS: 102 (Un Se 
341, 25 L. ed. 1010. 

605) Collie iv.) UnuS., sla iCES Clients 
[aff 97 Us Ss: 39]; Nourse v. U. S., 2 
Cty Clp2itAa, 

61. See infra §§ 375-3886. 

62. JU. S. v. Borcherling,, 185°.U- 
S. 223, 22 SCt 607, 46 L. ed. 884 
[afer Sb (Ct SCL esis 

[a] Place where cause of action 
arose.—In all questicns relating to 
the validity of contracts, the title to 
property, the distribution of estates 
and the proper party to prosecute a 
case, the court of claims is, to all 
intents and purposes, sitting in the 
state where the cause of action arose 
or where the claim accrued. Bor- 
cherling v, U. S., 35 Ct. Cl. 311 [aft 
ayy U. S. 228, 22 SCt 607, 46 L. ed. 


ile 
{b] Jurisdiction cannot be ree 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 375-376] 


of the court is purely statutory and cannot be ex- 
tended to cases not provided for by statute.¢? The 
court can act only on vested rights,** and, generally, 
It cannot take jurisdic- 


only on money demands. 
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General. 


States,°7 except 


tion by consent of the parties where it is without | stitution of the 


jurisdiction of the subject, matter.% 


stricted by a rule of court requiring 
a claimant first to present the claim 
to a department. Cyde v. U. S., 13 
Wall. (U. S.) 35, 20 L. ed. 479. 

Go. Ue Seve cba beock, 9250 “Us'S? 
328, 39 SCt 464, 68 L. ed. 1011 [rev 
53 Ct. Cl. 629]; Green v. Menominee 
Tribe of Indians, 233 U. S. 558, 34 
SCt 706, 58 L. ed. 1093; Thurston v. 
U. S., 232 U. S. 469, 34 SCt 394, 58 
LCs AO8 5) PPICel Voie Sy, wluidalls 1G 
Buin. Lo OCl wioo, 43 le. sed,» LOLM? 
Holmes v. U. S., 78 Fed. 513; Harllee 
Venue Sz 510 Ct) Cli23425 Denver; etc; 
PE COnvT Uso OUL@ ta iCle soo skiin= 
COIMTV Uses.) 49) Cho ClLie300. vrarn= 
ham v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 19; Jefferson 
PimMe. COs. sss 485 Ct Ole 2143 
INéphews ive SU, 2S43) 2 Ct. "Cl 4308 
Ayres v. U. S., 35 Ct. Cl. 26; Swope 
Volto os. Ct. (Cl! 223° ‘Brown lv. Us 
SU 32: (Ct. Cl. 4325 Labadie v. U. S., 
SLROtL Cleo Os sNoSstery var U4 Sin oorets 
Ol hors Mriend vee. Simeco, iota Ok 
425 [app dism 163 U. S. 687 mem, 
Loe SCte 1201 mem,n 41) Di jeds.308 
mem]. 

{a] MTllustration.—Inquiry into the 
validity of the method by which cer- 
tain amendments to the constitution 
of the Cherokee nation were adopted, 
or revision of the political or ad- 
_ministrative action of that nation, 
was not authorized by the provision 
of the act of June 28, 1898 (30 St. 
at L. 495 c 517), empowering the 
Delaware Indians residing in the 
Cherokee nation to bring suit in the 
court of claims for the purpose of 
determining the contractual rights 
of the Delawares in the Cherokee 
national lands and funds. Delaware 
Indians v. Cherokee Nation, 193 U. 
S. 127, 24 SCt 342, 48-L. ed. 646 
[mod 88 Ct. Cl. 234]. 

{b] Power of congress.—Whether 
congress can require ocean and coast- 
wise vessels registered and licensed 
in their home ports to pay a _ license 
tax for the privilege of incidentally 
touching at Alaskan ports and doing 
local business in Alaskan waters is 
a question of legislative power which 
the court of claims cannot consider. 
Pacific Coast SS. Co. v. U. S., 42 Ct. 
Cl. 228. : 

[c] Turisdiction to decide the re- 
spective rights as between attorneys 
entitled to share in fees allowed for 
services in prosecuting an Indian 
claim is not conferred on the court 
of claims by the act of June 21, 1906. 
Robertson v. Gordon, 226 U. S. 311, 
33) (SCE 105, 57 lu! eds" 236 [rev 34 
App. ((D:-;G>); 5391; : 

{a] Legislative acts of the Chica- 
saw nation are not subject to review 
by the court of claims. Hamilton 
Vere Sante Ct.2Cle2823 

[e] Issues between government 
and Indians.—Where the legislative 
intent is that the court shall try a 
lawsuit involving issues of law and 
fact between the government and the 
Indians and finally adjudicate the 
matter, jurisdiction must be con- 
ferred by statute. White River Utes 
RAE Ue Seat onCta Cla. 

{[f] Claims against individual In- 
dians as citizens of the United 
States, from individual contracts 
not connected with the tribal mem- 
bership or the dependency resulting 
from status as an Indian as dis- 
tinguished from citizenship, were not 
made justiciable in the court of 
claims by the act of May 29, 1908, 
§ 2, conferring jurisdiction on claims 
of certain specified Indian traders 
against the Menominee tribe of In- 
dians in Wisconsin and certain mem- 
bers of the tribe. Green v. Me- 
nominee Tribe of Indians, 233 U. S. 
558, 34 SCt 706, 58 L. ed. 1098 {aff 47 


| gress,7° on any 


Ct. Cl, 281]. 

[g] Where a building was taken 
by local authorities and used as a 
hospital for yellow fever patients, a 
claim for reimbursement made by 
the owner upon’the United States is 
neither ‘egal’ nor “equitable” 
within the meaning of the Tucker 
Act (Act March 8, 1887 [24 St. at L. 
505 c 359]), and the court is without 
jurisdiction. MecClenny v. U. S., 45 
CUTCle 305; 

[h] Wheye a jurisdictional act 
clearly embraces the claims of “all 
attorneys who have rendered serv- 
ices’ (Act June 21, 1906 [84 St. at 
L. 378 c 3504]), the court cannot 
limit its judgment to those who have 
entered into an agreement among 
themselves. Butler v. U. S., 43 Ct. 
Cl. 497. 

[i] When specific jurisdiction has 
been otherwise provided, the court 
of claims has not _ jurisdiction. 
Nicholls v. U. S., 7 Wall. (U. S.) 122, 
19 L. ed. 125. : 

64, Dailyiiv: UO. Sj cli Ct. Cr 144. 

655 MUS Sarwar Dre wee kole Ws. coma Ls 
Ie SCtNG7 25 33 Umeda.938; GUase Vv. 
Jones, 1381 U. S. 1 [rev 35 Fed. 561, 
and overr Southern Pac. R. Co. v. 
U. S., 388 Fed. 55;. Montgomery v. 
U. S., 36 Fed. 4, 13 Sawy. 383]. 

{a] The act of March 3, 18838 was 
not limited to money claims. Taylor 
VAR UE Saco tae lanco. 
wie Berzers vou Un is: o86 Gt. Cl. 

67.) JUN Codersad45c US. Ve 
Omaha Tribe, 253 U. S. 275, 40 SCt 
522, 64 L. ed. 901; Medbury v. U. S., 
31. SS. 492) 19 SCt 5038, 43) ed: 
779: Perin: v. Uz S., 12 Wail (CU. S.) 
35, 20 . edy 412) Wiooe-wiU:e S:, 
435(Ct Cla S0seSamst ovals oo Leu. 
Clo siSLs Roster’ ¥.. Gk! (Sse 32 Ce ‘Cl. 
170; Maddux v. U. y S P 
193; Mhaomas v.. U.-S:,-16-Ct) Cli522; 
Garclazva Ua. te Ct 1Ols 121 

[a] Where a claim has been al- 
lowed by an officer given jurisdiction 
to pass on it, and payment has been 
refused, the court has jurisdiction. 
Stotesbury v. U. S., 146 U. S. 196, 13 
SCt lL 36h beds 9400 fats 23°C Cl. 
285]; U. S. v. Pittsburgh Real WHst. 
Sav. Bank, 104 U.S. 728, 26 UL. ed. 
VOSeupatte 16y CEMICIENSS iii) Ue Spiive 
Kaufman,’ 96 UO: S: 567,24 1. ea. 792 
faihenlin Ct. «Clea 6ooitmeSybprandty Vv. 
Weisel oO Cts Clse46 1 Nixon ivenUee0:, 
18 Ct. Cl. 448. 

{b] Horses lost in military serv- 
ice.—Neither the act of Jan. 9, 1883 
(22) (St. at win 401" ests); snore the act 
of March 3, 1885 (23 St. at L. 350 e 
335), is a limitation on the jurisdic- 
tion of the court of claims in cases 
under Rev. St. § 3482 for horses lost 
in the military service. Cox v. U. S., 
AL Ct. Cla 86. 

[c] A claim once settled by the 
accounting officers cannot be re- 
viewed because of a Subsequent ad- 
judication by the supreme court or 
by the court of claims adverse to 
the ruling of the accounting officers; 
but if a claim is reopened by the 
action of the accounting officers then 
the decision of either court must be 
fcllowed in the final disposition of the 
claim. Blazek v. U.'S., 44 Ct. Cl. 188. 

{d] Indian claims.—The act of 
congress of March 1, 1907 (34 St. at 
L. 1055 c 2290), authorizing the court 
of claims to adjudicate the claims 
of the Sac and Fox Indians, gives in- 
dividual Indians a forum in which 
to assert such rights as they may 
possess. Iowa Sac, etc., Indians v. 
Cklahoma Sac, ete., Indians, 45 Ct. 
CIM287 wate 220) UW. S48d; 31; SCt 
403 bb Tn ed. 552], 


[e] The jurisdiction of a claim: 
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[§ 376] 2. Claims against United States—a. In 
The court of claims has jurisdiction to 
hear and determine all claims against the United 


for pensions,®* founded on the con- 
United States °° or any law of con- 
regulation of an executive depart- 


| for the value of real property in 
the possession of the United States 
1S not confined to a determination of 
the existence of titie ‘in the claim- 
ants’ grantor when the United States 
took possession, but extends to the 
question whether such grantor rati- 
fied a prior deed from her husband’s 
executor, under which the United 
States claims, where the statute con- 
fers jurisdiction to hear the claim, 
and, if the court finds from the evi- 
dence on file and to be “presented 
on either side’ that claimants “ac- 
quired a valid title to such real prop- 
erty, as claimed,” to award them the 
market value at the time possession 


was taken, and, in addition, states 
that any defense may be pleaded by 
the United States as defendants. 
FUSS Va ven Ua See oo ck Ue SS Soe SOL 
33, 56 L. ed. 106 [aff 44 Ct. Cl, 324]. 

68. Jud. Code § 145; Ingram v. 
U. S., 32. Ct. Cl. 147 [rev on other 
SVOUNG SH Lia Us sun oat LO ES OUR las 
43 Ea. ed. 465]; \Colelhvi Una S., 1299Ct: 
Cla 47s Gordon nv... UL Sec onCtn ol 
30s Dailyoye Un (Sap lal Cte @lugl 4 42 

[a]. Bounty land warrant claims 
excluded.—U. S. v. Alire, 6 Wall. 
CWS eros lS Wp ed 04-7 smo) (Ghee 
447 reve liste @leee ssi. 

69. Jyd. Code § 145; Hooe v. U. S., 
243 Uno wos. mol ds Cu, So mo 4etion eds 
epee Stovall) vim S..ucGie Cte. 

70. Jud. Code § 145; Medbury v. 
We Ss) Lis UaS: 492 hoe SChLo0s mae 
bed, 1795 Us S2valweld, 127... |S: 
51, 8 SCt 1000, 32 L. ed. 62; Camp- 
bell sve Ua Ss hOt MU Sa 40ne acto 
(59 ma Ted boa wauehiinuvya, Useses 
oa, Cte (Cla 2925) Masinnis. va HUsmaises 
52 Ct. Cl. 271; Newcomber v. U. S., 
51 Ct. Cl. 408; Sowle v. U. S., 38 
Cts Cli, 5255) Blountev. wis. see lee, 
Gla 20 45— JORdans vy, U.S alo Cue OlE 
£085) ) Huffman sv. sUa5 So. lie Choe 
doy Huis vee S lo Cty Claeoe2. 
BradleyrVenU.cos) L21.Crn Clb 78 fate 
104 U. S. 442, 26 L. ed. 824]; Moore 
Vin Wich Se 4s Ob Clay 1389 13 Onna reyer 
Gen. 166. 

[a] A claim by an informer for 
his portion of a forfeiture or fine 
is one founded on a law of congress. 
Shelton v. U. S., 8 Ct. Cl. 487. See 
also In re Jayne, 28 Fed. 419. 

[b] Where a state is a party in 
an action for a demand, arising upon 
an act of congress, against the 
United States, the court of claims 
has jurisdiction. U. S. v. Louisiana, 
TAS US .c00 2560 Soa Cited) ol laeeneds 
69. See also U. S. v. Alabama, 123 
We S3389 22 Se SCt al 3 a ed aaaiias 
hovisiana pve. Wiese cc Cte Olomspe 
Contra Milwaukee, etc., Canal Co. v. 
WAS leet Cl 18 7e 

[c] Where there is no disputed 
question of fact, and the decision of 
the secretary of the interior turns 
exclusively on the proper construc- 
tion of an act of congress, his de- 
cision is not final, and, if adverse to 
a claimant, the court of claims has 
jurisdiction of: the case, WU. \S. v. 
Commonwealth Title Ins., ete., Co., 
£93) UO. [Ss6515 24 SCt 646,48 Iu. ed: 
$30! (fall 37. Cirle 6321-1 Lo wsame 
effect American West Indies Trading 
Corvin UR Ss, 4oenCt. Ol, 488. (decision 
of commissioner of internal reve- 
nue). 

[d] Refusal to settle claim under 
private relief act.—Jurisdiction of 
the court of claims over a claim 
against the United States under a 
private relief act was not excluded 
because the statute directed the 
proper accounting officers to settle 
itso oMelean: Vas SS. 226.0), oS ots; 


33 SCt 122, 57 L. ed. 260 [rev 45 Ct. 
Cl. 95]. 
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ment,”! on any contract, express or implied, with the { government of the Untied States,’* or for damages, 


71. Jud. Code § 145. 

{a] This refers to such regula- 
tions as are made by the head of a 
department under a statute confer- 
ring that power, and having the force 


SOLplawa. Harvieyawe UsisSucomets Cl. 
38. 

[b] An army yregulation provid- 
ing a method for compensating 


squatters on reservations for ‘‘valu- 
able improvements” is such a regu- 


lation.. “Maddux v. Ui"S; 720 ‘Ct. (Cl. 
193 

Jud. Code § 145; E. W. Bliss 
Conv UsUSs. 253~ U, 1S.0 187, 404 SCt 
ADO OC ae. pede Sen Patt nose Ota els 
47]; Eastern Extension, etc., Tel. 


» 291 U. S355, 40 Sct 
ed. 305; U. S. v. Société 
Des Anciens Establish- 
ments Cail, 224 U. S. 309, 32 ScCt 
AWOn boy Lui edee (18> «Ue. US. Vine yllis 
ken Imprinting Co., 202 U. S. 168, 26 
SCt) 572) 50" Tay ed. 980° ' Harley. ‘v: 
Ue seu L980 U.S.) 229 25) SCt6 34s 
49 L. ed. 1029; U. S. v. Edmonston, 
Le US DOO 2k eOr ile. toudu, ede 
971; Bonner v. U. S., 9 Wall. (U. S.) 
156, 19 L. ed. 666; Gulf Transit Co. 
Vous. Syn 40) Cty. Cli 1835 Hopkins: ‘v. 
Wi Oslo Orn Cli 24. 

[a] Such a liability can be created 
only by some officer of the govern- 
ment lawfully invested with power 
to make such contracts or to per- 
form acts from which they may be 
lawfully implied. Eastern Exten- 
Sion ete. Tel Coy vs. Sip 2515 US. 
355, 40 Sct 168, 64 L. ed. 305; Ball 
Engineering Co. wm White, 250° Ui. S: 
55, 39 SCt 393, 63 L. ed. 835; Tempel 
Va Ss, G48 OOS. bata o SCE NOG, 
63 (bed. W'62° Uz Sav... Buffalo, ‘ete., 
Co; 234) UseSh 228, 34 SCt 840, 58 
i, eds) 1290" Laneford’ vy Us S:,) LOL 
say o4dy s 25.) ed.) -10h0), 

[b] Some consideration must have 
moved to the United States to con- 
stitute a cognizable contract for the 
payment of money, or the money 
must have been received charged 
with a duty of paying it over, or 
claimant must have had a lawful 
right to it when it was received, as 
in case of money paid by mistake. 
Knote v. U. S., 95 U. S. 149, 24 L. ed. 
442. 

[c] Jurisdiction extends to: (1) 
A claim to recover back money de- 


168, 64 1b¢ 
Anonyme 


posited with a collector of internal: 


revenue to be applied on a proposed 
compromise which is rejected by the 
government and the money applied 
to an assessment of taxes and penal- 
ties against the depositor. Bough- 
tonwvel De Saale Cts Cl. 330.(2))) he 
account of a circuit court commis- 
sioner.. U. S. v. Ewing, 140 U. S. 
142 (0INSCUUT43,, 85. Is ed/=38385 "U.S, 
Vv. Knox, 128 U. S. 230, 9 Sct 63, 
32° LL, ed. 465. (3) Salary claims. 
Meleaniava Uns. soe CtvCl. "95.7 Pats 
tonthven UL to Anew ety Clacioa: Moore v. 
ToS ACE wiCl., Loos nCs Aw GLspULTed. 
claim of a member of congress for 
mileage. Wilson v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 
428.. (5) A claim of a naval officer 
for expenses. U. v. McDonald, 
OBI. Sc edie o) SCt 117, 32 L. ed. 
506; Seat v. U. S., 18 Ct. Cl. 458. (6) 
A claim for repayment of an excess 
paid for public lands. Medbury v. 
Wiese glvs 2. Se S92y TOMS CGM 08: 
AQ ede Ceo CC), cA elaim! tor) the 
purchase price on an entry of public 
land canceled as void. Emmons v. 
U. S., 42 Fed.,.26. (8) A claim for 
money paid to the government by 
mistake. Knote v. U. S., 95 U. S. 149, 
94 L. ed. 442. (9) A claim for money 
erroneously taken by a revenue offi- 
cer, Schilesingersv.. U. S11, Ct. Vek 
16. (10) A claim for money received 
through the fraud of a government 
agent. _.U. S. v. Boston State Nat. 
Banks. 96 gL Sa eue 24, Ui. Sede 6aie 
(11) A claim to recover a fine paid 
to a court that had no jurisdiction. 
Devlin Wy. Sy lee Ste Ola 266. 22) 
A claim for the price of property 


which the government contracted 
for but refused to accept. Gibbons 
Vi U..S78 Walls CU Sp) s269,001 9) 1. 
ed. 453. (13) A claim for property 
delivered in pursuance of a void con- 
tract. Heathfield v. U. S., 8 Ct. Cl 
218. (14) A claim on a parol con- 
tract wholly or partly performed on 
one. ‘side. -Glarkl v.05 U. GS 30by US: 
539, 24 Le ed. 518. (15) A claim for 
Gamage to leased property. U. S. 
v. Bostwick, 94 U. S. 53, 24 L. ed. 
65. (16) A claim for salvage of 
property of the United States. U.S. 
v. Morgan, 99 Fed. 570, 39 CCA 653 
[app dism/°22)\SCt» 931,., 46! \ du. ed: 
1268]. (17) A claim by a lessee of 
the war department dispossessed be- 
fore the end of his term. Dunbar vy. 
Ue Si 22) Ct. vOleu 09. Cl8)_ AS selaim 
for the unpaid balance of interest 
on a judgment against the United 
States recovered in another court. 
Bloodsood Tyv2Us .Si, 39h iC Vel. 69: 
(19) A claim for money illegally ex- 
acted by a government officer. Doo- 
leyPve SHI S 20a: 22227 Zi SCt 
762, 45 L. ed. 1074; Swift, etc., Co. 
Vere tiene hme Siisa2, 14 aS Obl 44. 
28 L. ed. 341; New York Cons. Card 
Cots yi. NS 20 nC i Clivl TA A200) eA 
claim upon bonds assumed by the 
United States. Morrell v. U. S., 
Ct. Cl. 421. (21) A claim for private 
property -appropriated to public use. 
. S. v. Great Falls Mfg. Co., 124 
UM Sie 58a, SPS Chuesihvady lst edi b.2:75 
112, U. S. 645, 5° SCt 306, 28 L. ed. 
846; U. S. v. Russell, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 
623, 20 L. ed. 474; Hood v. U. S., 
46 Cts Cl. <303) Walls” we Wa Si; 244° Ct. 
482) Morris v. U..S.,.307 Ct. Cl 
Dunnington v: U. S., 24 Ct. 
404 [rev on other grounds 146 
US .338,0 13 SCe(9) 26 UL wed. 996) « 


Merriam w 5 Wi Sey 29 Ct. Cl 250., ! 622) 
A claim for a refund of taxes. Fi- 
delityfrust) Col Vv. iUs (S245: CticGie 


3862. (23) A claim for property sup- 
plied for the use of the army. Salo- 


TON SV. Ute Se, ae WV al leet US BS deta 
22 L. ed. 46. 
{d] Jurisdiction does not extend 


to: (1) Directing what adjustment 
of salaries shall be made by the 
postmaster-general. Birdsong Vv. 
U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 487. (2) A claim for 
mere nominal damages for breach of 
contract. Grant v. U. S., 7% Wall. 
CUS VSIMi8381, FLL Rede i945 Asa A. 
claim for repayment of the proceeds 
of property confiscated and sold by 
the confederate government. Faw- 
Cettnvel. Ss) eon Oty OL Pre~ G4) PAn: 
alleged contract, based on the state- 
ment of a commanding officer of a 
frontier post that he thought the 
government would pay a reasonable 
compensation for services. Legare 
v. U..S.,, 24 Ct. Cl..513." (6) An action: 
to recover fees as a witness before a 
committee of congress, where there 
is no statute allowing the same nor 
any implied contract therefor, Lilley 
v. Us Si: 14 Ct, Cl5394)'6), A peti= 
tion to cancel a judgment lien un- 
lawfully placed on property of the 
petitioner by a United States officer. 
Holmes v, U. S., 78 Fed.’ 518. (7) 
A claim for compensation as a wit- 
ness before congress. Lilley v. U. S., 
14 Ct. Cl. 539. (8) A claim for serv- 
ices as a pension’ agent. Knapp v. 
Ue Si Dev.iCuCli132) 7 oy rAnvobli= 
gation assumed by the government 
for the Indians by treaty. Langford 
Vi POM SSA Ze CEA CL e338: atts t0d) iS. 
341, 25 LL. ed. 1020]. ) (10) Acclaim 
for property destroyed in the bom- 
bardment of a town. Perin v. U. S., 
12 Wall. (U. S.) 315, 20 L. ed. 412 
[atl We Cty C223 Aa plier Ad clan 
for money org UT ALY, paid to the 
government. . v. Wilson, 168 
WHI SHS273, 228 Set 85, 42 L. ed. 464. 
(12) A claim for the proceeds of a 
captured vessel lost through failure 
of a bank. ."Coudert GyeoU. Si L75 
Ui S118) 2O.SCtas6, 445 Gs cdwili22. 
(13) A claim for compensation of 


deputies to court officers. U. S. 

Meigs, 95..U.. S. 1748, 24 Li ed, 578; 
U. S. v. McDonald, 72 Fed. 898, 21 
CCA 347; Powell v. U. S., Fed. 
687; Bollin v. Blythe, 46 Fed. 181. 
(14) A claim for the use of hired 
property by a government employee 
for a purpose other than that for 
which it was hired. Carpenter v. 
U. S., 45 Fed. 341. (15) A claim on 
a contract with the president for 
secret service. Totten v. U. S., 92 
U. S. 105, 238 L. ed. 605. (16) A claim 
for proceeds of confiScated property. 


Knote, v.. U.S.,,95° U.. S.0149, 24.5. 
ed, 442. 
{e] In patent cases (1) claims 


over which the court has jurisdic- 
tion extend to those for compensa- 
tion for the use thereof arising from 
contract expressed or implied. Farn- 
ham vii U. SS: 240) Ue, 8.953% 36 5SCt 
427, 60 L. ed. 786 [mod 49 Ct. Cl. 
19]; U. S. v. Société Anonyme des 
Anciens Etablissements Cail, 224 
U.S 309% 82 'SCty 47.05 56 hmeds ayes 
[afi 43 1Ct: Cl..:25];5 .U.. SS. we Palmer: 
128 U.S. 262, 9, SCt 104, 32 LL. ed. 
£42; Coston v..U. S:,33' ;Ct. (Ci, 433% 
Berdan Fire-arms Mfg. Co. v. U. §&., 
26 Ctr Cl, 483 "Gill. vie Uy Sez beet 
Cl. 415; Morse Arms Mfg. Co. v. 
U. S., 16 Ct. Cl. 296; McKeever v. 
UntSs, 14, Cr: Ch 396; Burns- ye U5 S35 
4. Ct. (Clo ALS. 2) Tt owas) formeriy 
held that in the absence of such 
contract such jurisdiction does not 
extend to infringement cases. Rus- 
selk iv. UU. Si 1382).U;,.Sj2516, 21, SCE 
899, 45 L. ed. 1210; U. S. v. Berdan 
Firearms Mfg. Co., 156 U. S. 552, 15 
SCt...420, 39 -Li_ ed. 530;).Henry (¥; 
Wee S538 Cur Cle 635s YW oodse., Uae 
3 . 418; Dashiell v. U. S., 36 
1153); Coston. via Uc Si4.338 ,Ct- 
. (8) But the act of June 25, 
1910. (36 U. S. St. at L. 851 ¢ 423) 
authorizes suits in the court of 
claims for compensation for the use 
of a patented invention by the 
United States without a license from 


the owner or lawful right. E. W. 
Bliss .Co.! ¥.-U: Ss (253 Ui eS ers ta eo 
SCt. 455, 644. ed. 852, [aff 53 Ct: 


Cl. 47]; Crozier v, Aktiengesellschaft, 
224 U. S. 290, 32 SCt 488, 56 L. ed. 


Td Se SG Bliss Cot Naa Ss oe 
Ct. Cl. 47; Brothers v. U. S., 52 Ct. 
Cl. 462. ‘ 

{f] Claims under the revenus 


laws (1) based on an implied con- 
tract to refund taxes paid, are 
within the jurisdiction of the court. 
Campbell v. U:. S., 107.U. S. 407, 2 
SCt e769 an 27atitos ed. 5923) ) Uiet Sy ove 
Pittsburgh Real Est. Sav. Bank, ike 
UW) So 172855. 26 eal 60.) 90.8 one ase 

Kaufman, 96 U, S. 567, 24 L. ed. 792: 
Durant v. U. S. 28 Ct. Cl. 356; Ken- 
hedy:. vieU. S.,.23 Ct. Cl. 363; Broula- 


tour v. U.. Soo U.Ct. Clo 65532 Schiess 
inger jv: -U. (S4yaLiCt. Gls W6s sBeatiy 
Vi. USS Dev. Ct piCle asl eda 


Where a claim for the refunding of 
a tax illegally collected is allowed 
by the commissioner of internal 
revenue, but payment is refused by 
the accounting officer, suit may be 
brought directly against the govern- 
ment in the court of claims. Edison 
Hlectric. Illum.,Co. v. U..S., $8 Ct. Cl. 
208. (83): In some earlier cases it 
was considered that controversies 
under the revenue laws were not 
within the jurisdiction of the court. 
Nicholl v.,. U..S.,..7, Wall, GU."S:). 12:2, 
19 L. ed. 125; Campbell ve U. S., 12 


Ch ORE 4703 Kaufman v. U. Soe 
CES GUC 59 Wiha IG SU (Sieiots | ataetae 
ed.m792 14) Turners Wee. So 9 Ct Gk 


367; Shelton Vj, Wen ti 58 Ct. Cl. 487; 
Nicoll, v. ‘U.° S300 Cty Clo36" Doherty 
Vines. 6. Ctn@l 90s sPortland co. 
ve. Ue S305 (Cth. Cle 441 “Capp dism) 15! 
Wall.) 1¢ 921) Ea-ed. 11:31. 

[g] Where a commissioner’s ac- 
count is suspended at the treasury 
for explanation, and none is given, 
the court will not exercise jurisdic- 
tion, Allen; vs US85.40) (Ct eel wre 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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liquidated or unliquidated,’? in cases not sounding 
in tort,"* in respect to which claims the party would 
be entitled to redress against the United States 
either in a court of law, equity, or admiralty, if 
the United States were suable;7® but it is provided 
that the jurisdiction of the court shall not extend to 
hearing and determining claims growing out of the 
late Civil War and commonly known as ‘‘war 


Pati 1204 25) Se58 1) 27 SCtas24, 51 
L. ed. 634]. 

{h] A petition for the reforma- 
tion of a contract with the federal 
government, and for damages for 
breach of such contract as reformed, 
is within the jurisdiction of the court 
of claims. U. S. v. Milliken Im- 
printing Co., 202 U. S. 168, 26 Sct 
a 50 L. ed. 980 [rev 40 Ct. Cl. 

73. Jud. Code § 145; Cramp, etc., 
Hip ete lds to, hiv Ue iS. 206 
U.'S. 494, 30 SCt 392, 54 L. ed. 587; 
Smithmeyer v. U. S., 147 U. S. 342, 
PITS Ct S21, 37 OL eds SHIGE ae Sete 
Great Falls Mfg. Co., 112 U. S. 645, 
5 SCt 306, 28 L. ed. 846; U.S. v. 
Clyde, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 35, 20 L. ed. 
479; Cameron v. U. S., 30 Ct. Cl. 340; 
Morris v. U. S., 30 Ct. Cl. 162; Mer- 
Flame WAN Us S329 (Ct oCh!) 250: ‘Shea 
v. U. S., 26 Ct. Cl. 17 [rev on other 
grounds 152 U. S. 178, 14 Sct 519, 
38 L. ed. 403]; Dunnington v. U. S., 
24 Ct. Cl. 404; Dunbar v. U..S., 22 
Ch Cie 1093 Bilountive WES) 21) Ct Ch, 
274; Mitchell v. U. S., 18 Ct. Cl. 281; 
Northern Pac. R. «Co. -v. U.. S., 15 Ct. 
peel. 4285) Devine we | Usp Sy) 2 Ctr acl: 
266; Morrell v..U. S., 7 Ct, Cl. 421; 
Bright. ve WU: 18506 (Ct sOl. 1185" Rado- 
vich v.°U. Sj 5 Ct. Cl. 541;.Sweeney 
Vee Wie oS s0eo Ct. Clee 85" Borent iW 
WHS vont Clan. 3. 

74. Jud. Code § 145; Basso v. 
UW. S., 239 U. S. 602, 36, SCt 2267 60 
L. ed. 462 [aff 49 Ct. Cl. 700]; Her- 
rera wv UO. iSite 222 Us S275585-382. SCt 
179, 56 L. ed. 316; Juragua Iron Co. 
VeuU., Si, (2227 UW. Si5297229 “SCt385; 
53 L. ed. 520 faff 42 Ct. Cl. 991; Rus- 
Selhsvau One S77 182 (U. (S=7516,..21) ‘SCt 
899, 47 L. ed. 1210; Belknap v. Schild, 
GEL. DS. W105 165 SCt443) 40 LL. ed. 
599; U. S. v. Berdan Firearms Mfg. 
Go) 1565 U.S. 552) 15 SCt! 420, 39 I. 
ed. 530; Schillinger v. U. S., 155 U.S. 
163, 15 S@t. 85,0 39 L. ved. 108) [dist 
U: S. v. Palmer, 128 U. S. 262, 9 SCt 
1:04, 32 du. ed. 442]; Hillsv.) U. S:, 149 
ULES.0593, 118) SCt 01, 370. ed.:862 
WeaSeevn Jones Malistin. S219 SCt 
669, 38 L. ed. 90; Langford v. U. S., 
TOA RUASees 41yy 2b dufved.. 1010; Uars. 
v. Smoot, 15 Wall. (U. S.) 36, 21 L. 
ed. 107; Morgan v. U. S.. 14 Wall. 
(U. S.) 531, 20 L. ed. 738; Gibbons 
WAL UI SVL CURIS pO, nora, ed. 
453; Bigby v. U. S., 103 Fed. 597 
{aff 188 U. S. 400, 23 SCt 468, 47 L. 
ed. 519]; Holmes v. U. S., 78 Fed. 
514; Mills v. U. S., 46 Fed. 738, 12 
LRA 673; Carpenter v. U. S., 45 Fed. 
341; Bowe v. U. S., 42 Fed. 761; Car- 
penter v. U. S., 42 Fed. 264, 45 Fed. 
$41; Castelo v. U. S., 51 Ct. Cl. 221; 
Bergeriv.) U.) Si, 36)Ct. Cl.-243; St. 
Mouis, vette, Transp Coty.) U. S.7..338 
Ct. Gl. 251 [aff 184 U. S. 247, 22 SCt 
350, 46 L. ed. 520]: Mann v. U. S., 
29) Gt, Cl: 580; Ingram -v. U.. S., 22 
Ct. Cl, 147 [rev on other grounds 
LOT OAS 8279 19 SCty 177, (43) Tasted: 
465]; Johnson v.-U. S., 31 Ct. Cl. 
262; Hayward v. U. S., 30 Ct. Cl. 219; 
McArthur v. U.’S., 29 Ct. Cl. 191; 
Gibson v. U. S., 29 Ct. Cl. 18 [aff 
166) U.S. 269, 17-(SCt. 578, 41 L.- ed. 
996]; Lanman v. U. S., 27 Ct. Cl. 


ee Se b-Ot. Chit IMsSfart 13) Wall, 
(U. S.) 633, 20 L. ed. 711]; Dennis 
are See oe Obes Cles20 spy Spicer). vi 
U. S., 1 Ct. Cl. 316; Milwaukee, etc., 
Ganal mo! WwvawWahSsiele Ct.) Cl 1875 
Bitcheriv. Ucesi) LC -Cly 7, 

[a] Where officers in the naval 
gervice of the government take a 
vessel from the possession of the 
master against his protest and place 
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a naval officer in command and send 
her to render assistance to another 
vessel in the service of the govern- 
ment, their act is tortious. No con- 
tract can be implied, and the owners 
are without remedy under the juris- 
diction of the court of claims. Plant 
Inv.) Colvin. S045, Ct Oly 3 TA: 

[b] The wanton destruction of 
property by soldiers who had been 
sent to the vicinity to protect it, to 
the exclusion of the local authori- 
ties, is a matter which may stronzly 
appeal to the legislative branch of 
the government, but as to which the 
court is without jurisdiction. Gar- 
ber wei UES, 46NCtn Cl, 508; 

[c] Where injury to premises was 
a consequence and not an immediate 
result of the construction of the 
tunnel for the water supply of 
Washington city, the court of claims 
had jurisdiction. Alexander v. U. S., 
25 .Ct. Cl. 329. 

[d] An action to recover back 
money illegally exacted under com- 
pulsion is not an action sounding in 
tort, and the court may entertain 
jurisdiction. Basso v. U. S., 40 Ct. 

{e] Abolition of office.—The order 
of the military governor of Porto 
Rico in 1899 abolishing the office of 
solicitor or procurator was not a 
tortious act, although it deprived 
claimant of an office. The court has 
jurisdiction of a suit to recover the 
value of the office. Such a claim 
arises out of the act of a public offi- 
cer and not out of the treaty with 
Spain; and the court is not inhibited 
from exercising jurisdiction by Rev. 
Alvarez v. U. S., 42 Ct. 


75. Jud. Code § 145; U. S. v. Cor- 
nell Steamboat Co., 202 U. S. 184, 26 
SCt 648, 50 L, ed: 987; Wells v. 
Roper, 44 App. (D. C.) 276. 

76. Act March 4, 1915 (38 St. at 
L. 996 c¢ 140 § 5). 

[a] For decisions with reference 
to war claims.—U. S. v. Winchester, 
ete RisCone 1639 Ue (S.02244.) 16 SCt 
993) 41 P Le ved. 1463) Austin: jv. 
Wty Sa) Ab Sees 41 bon SCURLOT, soo 
Ered 2060) Ue Savi Pugh 99 /ULAS: 
265, 25 L. ed. 322; Spencer v. U. S., 
OUPUNS OTT, Qe TeX eds (462: Us: 
v. Home Ins, Co., 22° Wall. (CU. S.) 
99, 22 LL. ed. 816; Sprott v. U. S., 
20) Wall. \GUEGS:) 8459, (22> Ly ed. 38715 
Slawson viii UL °SZei6) Walt? CUi4s.) 
810, 21 Laved. "356; Carlisle vi U:0S., 
16 Wall. (U. S.) 147,.21 L. ed. 426; 
U. S. v. Kimbal, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 636, 
20 L. ed. 508; Pugh v. U. S., 13 Wall. 
CURASS im 688e32 08, E. eCar ALL nUeS wh vie 
Russell, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 623, 20 L. 
ed. 474; Filor v. U. S., 9 Wall. (U. S.) 
45,019 as ced. 549s ove av. Un, S348 
Ct. Cle74:4 Brandonn ve ULS..246) Ce 
GHEY SboOBellahsrveeUre Ss.) noon etwt Cle 
896; Berkeley County Ct. v. U. S., 
38 Ct.-Cl. 205; Pennsylvania v. U. S., 
96) ‘Ct. Cle.1316-Grimes- iv. Us )S.5,'°32 
Gta Oli 38 ynehivieW Si (81, Ct.7 Cl; 
62.) Brown, v. Us S:, 929. Ct. Cl..394; 
Leightcn v. U. S., 29 Ct. Cl. 288 [aff 
161 U. S. 291, 16 SCt 495, 40 L. ed. 
7031; White wv. U. Si, 28. Ct. Cl. 575 
Stovall v. U. S., 26 Ct. Cl. 226; Haym 
Wi ous 26) Stay Cl L671. Conand yv. 
Wissen | Ct. Cl: .433 Watson iv. U.S. 
DE GtEGLaLtéy Duly Vv. Ui S.,, 24 Cth 
ClanssSOna Nance hv. sU5S.,. 28 Ct: Fel. 
463; Carter v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 326; 
Madison Female Inst. v. U. S., 23 Ct. 
Cl. 188; Overton Hotel Co. v. U. S., 
POmmGty, Ol, 16s ehunlons stn WesxiSe 
23. Ct. Cl. 32; Norfolk County Ferry 
GomImMLGtCe Viren fea Se, eer, Cty Clie dig: 
Myers v. U. S., 22 Ct. Cl. 80; Vance 
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claims,’’7® except claims for property sold under 
the Abandoned Property Act subsequent to June 
1, 1865,’7 or other claims, which, prior to March 3, 
1887, had been rejected or reported on adversely by 
any court, department, or commission authorized to 
hear and determine them.7§ 

[§ 377] b. Claims Referred by Congress. It is 
provided *° that, 


where any bill,8° except for a pen- 


Vv._-Usw'S;,. 21 Ct. Cl. 488; Mitchell vy. 
US. pelace Cl. 466s, blairevanUeess 
21, Ct C1.253's, Neal Vv, Us; S542) Ceuick 
240; Heflebower v. U. S., 21 Ct. Cl. 


So. 14. .€t)>.Cly {189.2 Thomas ave 
S., 12- Ct Cl. 273: Haycraft- ve 
UsnS:). 8, Ct. Clo 483ufatte 22) walle ele 
22 da veds VseS).  Conesicv.) Uwse Se. 


ball Ves.) 5 Ct. tCL Sahat irey fom 
other grounds 13 Wall. 636, 20 L. ed. 
5031; Russell v. U.. Si 5eCt. Cl, 127 
[aff 13 Wall. (U. S.) 623, 20 L. ed. 
474]; Bishop v. U. S., 4 Ct. Cl. 448; 
Waters v.-U. S), 4 Ctz Cl. 3893. Slaw= 
Soniy., Ui Sort Ct, Cl. Si Gaitherav. 
US. ont. Cl 191; Gearingiive Osass 
Sa CE CIS 165 Ayres wv, Wel Sy mone 
Cl hy @lark ov. WUhUS stole © tO enlabe 
Corbett vi U.cS.) 1 Cty Cl.7189) 

77. Jud. Code § 162; Thompson v. 
U. S., 246 U. S. 547, 38° SCt 349, 62 
L. ed. 876. 

[a] The effect of Jud. Code § 162 
is to revive the abandoned or cap- 
tured property act so far as the 
remedies it provided are concerned, 
and again to provide a forum for 
the enforcement declared _ therein. 
Lincoln iy: “USS 50 Cty Oly n0. 

{b] Case not within statute.—The 
court of claims has no jurisdiction 
to award to claimant proceeds of 
cotton seized under the act of March 
3, 1868, where cotton had been sold 
to Confederate states of America and 
payment had been made in bonds, al- 
though seller retained possession of 
cotton until seizure, and at that time 
bonds had become worthless, because 
of fall of Confederacy. Thompson v. 
U. S., 246 U. S. 547, 38 SCt 349, 62 
Teed.8/16. path. 51) Ct. Clay ol 0ur 

78. 22 U. S. St. at L. 485 ec 116 
§ 3; Emmons v. U. S., 42 Fed. 26; 
Hoyne v. U. S., 38 Fed. 542; Stanton 
v. U. S., 87 Fed. 252 [rev on other 
grounds 70 Fed. 890, 17 CCA 475]; 
Gayer v. U. S., 33 Fed. 625. . 

[a] Disallowance by first comp- 
troller is not a rejection by the de- 
partment. U. S. v. Harmon, 147 U. 
S. 268, 13. SCt327, .37 Ii. -ed. 264) fate 
43 Fed. 560];. U. S. v. Rand, 53 Fed. 
348, 3 CCA 556. Contra Preston y. 


US. oda bed. 41 Ran dy Vos Ue ase 


36 Fed, 671 [aff 53 Fed. 348, 3 CCA 
Soll, BlISSi~ Us Sims4 hedysisie 

[b] Merely referring to account- 
ing officers does not make the deci- 
sion of the official final, but the 
court has jurisdiction. Crispin v. U. 
S416. CuCl cb bos Valdez: wer Uses, 
16 Ct. Cl. 550; Shaw-v. WSs 9) Ct. Cl. 
388 [aff 93 U. S. 235, 23 L. ed. 880]; 
Bogert v. U. S., 3 Ct. Cl. 18; Powell 
Vi. Ue pad Ot. CLEA: 

79. Jud. Code § 151, 

[a] The intent of congress (1) 
was to grant to either house the 
power to refer to the court of claims 
for investigation any claim which 
congress might constitutionally pay. 
GhiévestvarUaa owe cue.» Cl. a2 lam C2) 
The object of the Bowman Act was 
to relieve congress and their com- 
mittees from the inconvenience and 
labor incident to the investigation of 
claims, and to secure to the govern- 
ment the protection of judicial in- 
vestigation. Widmayer v. U. S., 42 
Oley KONG hs 

80. Jud. Code § 151. 

[a] It is the bill referred which 
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sion,®*! is pending ®? in either house of congress,°* 
providing for the payment ** of a claim *® against 
the United States,8* legal or equitable,8’ or for a 
grant,®® gift,®® or bounty °° to any person,®! the 


gives character to the matter be- 
fore the court. Atlantic Works v. U. 
Si 46) Cet Ol .5% 

[b] The use of the word “claim” 
will not divest the court of jurisdic- 
tion if it appears that the reference 
was under the act and that a bill 
was pending: in the house referring 
it. Dowdy v. U. S., 26 Ct. Cl. 220. 

[c] General law.—A bill which, 
if enacted, would be simply a gen- 
eral law providing for the payment 
of a class of claims, is not a bill 
which may be referred. Shawnee, 
etc! “indtans? vet We1s.> 47. Cu Cle 320; 


81. Jud. Code § 151. 
g2. Jud. Code § 151; Mesha v. U. 
Se SIO Le Ole ao Ss 


83. Jud. Code § 151. 


84. Jud. Code § 151; Cahalan v. 
Wiis ee yO tea lae 280. 
[a] A bill referring a claim for 


use and occupation of real estate in 
New Orleans is equivalent to a bill 
‘for the payment of a claim against 
the United States, legal or equi- 
table,” and if from the language of 
the bill the court can determine 
that a claim exists which congress 
desires the court to investigate to 
aid them in determining whether 
such claim should be paid, the court 
ean take jurisdiction, although the 
bill does not in express terms pro- 
vide for the payment of the claim. 
EWneahy Vane on 4, CL. Cl. 265. 
Where the bill referred does 
not provide for the payment of a 
claim to any beneficiary whomso- 
ever, but is simply a direction to 
the secretary of war to investigate 
concerning the alleged taking or de- 
struction of property, it is not a bill 
contemplated by the statute, and the 
court is without jurisdiction. Bellah 
Vim Seo me or Clos oo. 

[ec] A bill which provides only 
for an “accounting” cannot be re- 
ferred, nor can the court entertain 
jurisdiction. Meeha v. U. S., 48 Ct. 
Cl. 258 


[d] Where the bill referred 
merely provides that the claimant 
may bring suit in the court of 
claims, it is not a bill for the pay- 
ment of a claim or for a grant, gift, 
or bounty pending in congress, but, 
on the contrary, it is a bill to take 
the claim out of the domain of con- 
gress. The court cannot be called 
upon to exercise in advance the les- 
ser judicial function of finding the 
facts in a case which, if the bill be- 
comes a law, it will later be called 
upon to “hear and determine.” Ca- 
HalanwvewU. us, 4c) Cte Cl 280% . 

[e] A bill which confers judicial 
_power upon the secretary of the in- 
terior to determine what amount is 
due to claimant is not a bill for the 
payment of a claim, although it di- 
rects the secretary of the treasury 
to pay the amount so found due. 
White River Utes v. U. S., 43 Ct. Cl. 
260. 

[fl] A bill directing the court to 
make findings and report to con- 
gress is not a bill for the payment 
of a claim or for a grant, gift, or 
bounty. Missouri v. U. S., 43 Ct. Cl. 


327. 

85. Jud. Code § 151. 

fa] A war claim cannot be re- 
ferred. To this extent the statute 


providing for reference was _ re- 
pealed by the Omnibus Claims Bill 


of March 4, 1915 § 5. Chase v. U. 
Ser 508 CEreOie e293. 

86. Jud.. Code § 151; Vincent v. 
Deis oo) CtaCleea bso. 

87. Jud. Code § 151; Duncan v. 
We Se 48) Ct. Cl 4838) Missouri’ ve UU: 
Se. 43 seu Cla. 

88. Jud. Code § 151. 

89. Jud. Code § 151. 
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90. Jud. Code § 151. 
91. Jud. Code § 151. 
92. Jud. Code § 151. 


[al Where a committee trans- 
mits a pending bill, the court is re- 
stricted to the relief claimed there- 
in; @(\Choteau. ¥., U.S. 20 Ctl, 250: 

{[b] When both houses unite in 
referring a claim by special statute, 
which either might refer by reso- 
lution, a rational purpose must be 
ascribed, to wit, that congress in- 
tended that the court should con- 
strue laws and treaties and estab- 
lish legal conclusions. The words 
“report the Same to Congress” in a 
special act do not in themselves 
destroy the power to enter judgment. 
Ayres) v.0UdaSs 44) Ct. Cl 110. 

93. Jud. Code § 151. 

[a] The jurisdictional restric- 
tions relating to claims growing out 
of treaty stipulations do not extend 
to cases transmitted for findings of 


fee only. Hayes v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 
493. 
[b] The court has no jurisdiction 


of questions of law under’the Bow- 
man Act except as incident to the 
settlement of facts. Griffin v. U. 
Sos) CLEC e228% 
[c] Whether a certain statute 
ought to be considered as retroac- 
tive is a question of law which 
the court cannot determine in a case 
referred, Davison Ww. Us Si 43 Ct. Cl. 


Recitals of ownership in a 
referring a certain claim 
for rentals do not require the court 
of claims to accept such ownership 
as a fact, nor operate as an estop- 
pel, but such court may consider the 
question of title. Kinkead v. U. S., 
TOU AS 4835 els SCtidi 72st as eds 
PLSZR dist aU. Sor ver Jordans yur 
S. 418, 5 SCt 585, 28 L. ed. 1013]. 

[e] The fact of loyalty is not ju- 
risdictional (1) under the Tucker Act, 
and, notwithstanding the disloyalty 
of the claimant, the court may find 
the facts relating to the merits, 
leaving it to congress to determine 
whether the claimant shall be paid. 
Mateler wa Wes S:, Ae Cte IGles 124s arG2 
The court may find the fact of loy- 
alty or disloyalty at the request of 
either party for the consideration of 
congress.) Huntey. (O. (S345. Ct cer: 
566. (3) Judicial Code § 184 was re- 
pealed by operation of the act of 
March 4, 1915 (38 U.’S. St. at L. 996 
C= 140'"'§ 95). 

{f] Question as to counterclaim. 
—Under the act of March 3, 1899 (30 
St. at L. 1191), providing ‘“‘that the 
awards in the cases of individual 
claimants shall not be paid until the 
Court of Claims shall certify to the 
Secretary of the Treasury that the 
personal representatives on whose 
behalf the award is made represent 
the next of kin,’ the fact that the 
claimant represents the next of kin 
alone can be certified, and the court 
will not try a question of counter- 
claim on a motion for a certificate. 
The Henry, 35 Ct. Cl. 393. 

{g] Special authority to examine 
into law.—(1) Questions of law and 
fact may be inquired into by the 
court where the terms of the refer- 
ence under a special act so author- 
ize. Oakes v. U. S., 174 U. S. 778, 19 
SCt 864, 43 L. ed. 1169 [aff 30 Ct. Cl. 
378]. (2) So where a jurisdictional 
act requires the court to determine 
the existence of a title “according 
to the rules and principles of law 
and equity” and to determine ‘what 
amount should be paid, if anything,” 
to the claimant “for the appropria- 
tion of the land,’ the decision in- 
volves not merely averments of fact 
but a conclusion of law, notwith- 
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house in which such bill is pending *2 may, for 
the investigation and determination of facts,®* refer 
it to the court of claims,** which shall proceed with 
it in accordance 


with such rules as it may adopt,°® 


standing the court is required to re- 


port the facts to congress. Ayres v. 
UeS5 844) Chen Cir L10r 
{h] Notwithstanding the court of 


claims has once found the facts (1) 
in a case under the Bowman Act, yet 
if it is again referred by one of the 
houses of congress under the Tucker 


Act, the .court will reéxamine the 
case and again report the _ facts. 
Martiens'+ vi "UiatSace42 2Ct. NC asa: 


Wihite <v,). U:4S9 133 =Ct. Cla 8685 7712) 
But where a ciaim investigated by 
the court of claims under the Bow- 
man Act is paid by congress on the 
statutory condition that the receipt 
of the amount awarded by the court 
shall be a full and final discharge 
of the claim, it is absolutely extin- 
guished and barred, and cannot be 
reéxamined by the court by virtue 
of a second reference by the come 


mittee. Pilkington v. U. S., 36 Ct. 
Clais5T 

94. Jud, Code § 151. 

[a] A resolution referring a 
claim (1) is merely the medium or 


vehicle by which a bill is trans- 
mitted to the court, and performs no 
other office. Missouri v. U. S., 43 Ct. 
Cl. 327. (2) It does not broaden 
or affect jurisdiction, which is de- 
rived from the statute and from it 
alone. One of the houses of con- 
gress cannot enlarge the statutory 
jurisdiction of the court. Sampson 
Vitis pcpru ta Ot Ot me oes A 

[b] Referring a claim does not 
confer jurisdiction on the court, 
where jurisdiction is exclusive in 
another tribunal or officer. Boehm 
V.LUSYS., 225 (CE LENS 90° 

{c] If the claim is referred by 
act of congress, the court will not 
go behind the act to ascertain what 
relief was intended by it. U.S. v. 
Weil,” 35> Cts Cl 42% 

{d] A claim for extra service is 
not ratified by a reference under an 
act to “determine and adjudge 
whether any, and if any, what 
amount is due said trustees for said 
extra service,’ even though it at 
the same time prescribes a rule for 
the measure of damages, and the 
extra service was rendered with the 
understanding that it was to be sub- 
ject to the approval of congress, 
Roberts v:" U.S. 6. Gt. ClLa342, 

{e] If a condition is imposed by 
the act referring the claim, it must 
be complied with. St. Louis, etc., 
Transp: CoLev.wU. aSouse, Ck Cll oon 


{aff.184 1. S. 247, 22 SCt 350, 46 
L. ed. 520]. 
{i] Effect of reference as admis- 


sion.— Under the act of June 6, 1900 
(31 St. at L. 1612 c 839), providing 
that the alleged items of pay due- 
and unpaid to a claimant for serv- 
ices as lieutenant commander in the 
United States navy be referred to 
the court of claims, the words “‘lieu- 
tenant commander,” in the navy, 
were not a concession by congress 
that the claimant was in law or in 
fact an officer in the naval service 
during the period of his dismissal. 


. Bishop Wye [ULeS:, 6385 CtiG@lir4 7ombate 
Ot S. 334, 25 SCt 440, 49 L. ed. 
95. Jud. Code § 151. 


{a] Extent of inquiry.—Winton v. 
Amos, 51 Ct. Cl.-284; Murphy v. U. 
S;,) 35 /Ct. 2 Chit 494°) Te Savi awelly nes 
Ct. 'Cl..425" U. Servi La. Abra ‘Silver 
Min. Co.,~ 32 Ct:) Cl. 7462) [aftem75 
U. S. 423, 20 SCt 168, 44 L..ed. 223). 

[b] The “case” referred under a 
Tucker Act reference by one of the 
houses of congress is the case set 
forth and described in the bill; and, 
if the bill for the relief of a claim- 
ant is limited to one amount named, 
it cannot be assumed that the house 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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and report to such house the facts in the case,% 
and the amount,®? where it can be liquidated,®® in- 
eluding any facts bearing upon the question whether 
there has been a delay or laches in presenting the 
elaim or applying for the grant, gift, or bounty,® 
and any facts bearing upon the question whether 
the bar of any statute of limitations should be re- 
moved, together with such conclusions as shall be 
sufficient to inform congress of the nature and char- 
acter of the demand,? and the amount, if any, legally 


or equitably due from the United 
ant.? If, however, it appears to 


would have referred a bill for a 
larger amount. Sampson v. U. S., 42 
We, (Cls iS: 

[c] Accompanying papers may be 
examined to determine what claim 
is intended to be investigated, since 
this’ will not be determined from the 
letter of transmission. Cofer v. U. 
Sh s0i Ct Gland 31. 

{d] The court will not confine 
the hearing to questions raised by 
special plea or ‘“cross-bill,’” but will 
proceed to hear the issues raised in 
the record. Atlantic Works v. U. S., 
50) Cty Cl2 16; 

96. Jud. Code § 151; Montgomery 
a2 Uy S34 o4 Cts Chrd74s Missouri! v; 
Ue S.) 438 NCt-E). 32735 Wilkes» v. U: 
S., 48 Ct. Cl. 152; Fond Du Lac Band 
of Chippewa Indians v. U. S., 34 Ct. 
Ciy 426-2 WwihitelivanU.oSs. ssl Cta Cl. 
368; Murfreesboro Presb. Church v. 
We tS oc Oba Clees3o; iGrifink Vv. eu. 
Supooict. Cla22see Taylor venUtisw 20 
€t. Cl 75: 

{a] The court will find facts 
only, leaving congress to apply the 
law and afford the relief, unless ju- 
risdiction of the subject matter is 
ada Wiebbivesd. S320) Ct. Gl, 
487. 

{b] Although the reference is by 
@ special statute to hear, determine, 
and report to the house, yet, the 
case being a congressional one, the 
court can find the facts only and 
report them. Griffin v. U. S., 33 Ct. 
Cl. 228. 

97. Jud. Code § 151. 

{a] Limit by jurisdictional act. 
—Where a claim is described in a 
jurisdictional act as “for loss and 
damage to barge, tools, and ma- 
chinery, resulting from a collision 
with the U. S. S. Colorado on the 
night of February 9, 1905,” the re- 
covery must be limited to the loss 
of the barge, tools, and machinery, 
and cannot be extended to incidental 
losses, although directly proximate. 
Snare, ete., Triest Co. v. U. S., 
CtpeCl e109) 

[b] Extra compensation. —If by 
the terms of a reference by con- 
gress the court is to pass on a claim 
and determine the amount due, it 
may allow extra compensation. Rob- 
erts vi U. Si) 92) U.S. 41, 23 LL. ed. 
646. 

98. Jud. Code § 151. 

[a] Where a claim is neither a 
legal nor equitable demand in its 
character, the court will find the 
facts, but cannot assess the dam- 
ages. The relief to be given, if any, 
will be a gratuity; and the amount 
of a gratuity must be a matter of 
legislative discretion. Widmayer v. 
is S42 Ce C519. 

{b] If a claim is referred back 
after disallowance and the resolu- 
tion so provides, the court may allow 
the actual value of supplies fur- 
nished, but it cannot under such 
reference award the claimant the 
contract price. Norris v. U. S., 2 Ct. 
Cl. 155. . 

99. Jud. Code § 151. 

1. Jud. Code § 151; Balmer v. U. 


Se OO te Cla nits 
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the satisfaction | partments. 


[a] The terms of the reference 
may be such (1) as to authorize the 
entry of judgment, or they may be 
so qualified that the court may omit 
the entry of judgment and report 
the facts to congress with its 
opinion. Fond du Lac Band of Chip- 
pewa Indians v. U.°S., 34 Ct. Cl. 
426. (2) Where the act directs 
both an ‘adjudication according to 
law’? and that the court “report the 
same to Congress,” a final judgment 
will be rendered and, in due course, 
reported to congress. Irwin v. U. 
S23 PCt.2-Cl-y 149 [reve on other 
grounds 127 U. S. 125, 8 SCt 1033, 32 
L. ed. 99]. 

{b] Where a claim for rent is 
referred, and a technical defense 
that claimant had no legal right as 
assignee to enforce the claim is 
waived by congress by joint resolu- 
tion, which remands the case and 
also provides that if claimant is 
found to be the equitable owner of 
the lease and ‘in justice and equity 
entitled to the rents the court 
should render judgment in his favor, 
the court may also entertain an ac- 
tion for all the rent, even that in 
addition to that included in claim- 
ant’s first petition, but the terms of 
such joint resolution cannot be ex- 
tended to other than the particular 
ease!) Cross: v~ Ui S14 Wall. CULS:) 
479, 20 L. ed. 721. 

{c] Equities.—If the act remand- 
ing the case opens up the whole case 
and confers “equitable jurisdiction” 
to “render judgment for such 
amount as right. and justice may 
demand” broader powers are con- 
ferred than existed when the case 
was before the court under its gen- 
eral jurisdiction. Inquiry should, 
however, be nevertheless conferred 
to the items of claims originally pre- 
sented to the proper department. 
Murphy v. U. S., 35 Ct. Cl. 494. 

5. TIUGS Code sols i. 

[a] This requirement is manda- 
tory.—Hood v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 669; 
Post v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 105; Stovall 
VERE. cor Oty Cl 22.6; 

[b] Report to congress.—The 
rendition of such judgment does not 
preclude the court from making a 
report to congress according to law. 
Hood, v.U._S:, 49- Ct. ‘Cl. 669. 

6. Jud. Code § 151. 

7, (Jud, ‘Code: § 151. 

8. Mille Lac Band of Chippewas 
Vie Ue sn 40) .Ce Clie424. 3 

[a] Power of court.—A_ special 
act of congress authorizing the court 
of claims to inquire into the merits 
of a claim, to determine what are 
the just rights in law of the claim- 
ant, “and if, on a full hearing, the 
court shall find the said claim is 
just,” to render judgment against 
the United States for the sum due, 
commits to the court the determina- 
tion of the legal rights of the claim- 
ant, and empowers it to pass upon 
all questions of law or fact affecting 
such rights. Oakes v. U. S., 174 U.S. 
778, 19 SCt 864, 43 L. ed. 1169 [aff 30 
CEC si8l" 

[b] Act Febr. 15, 1909 (35 St. at 
L. 619 c 126), giving the court of 
claims jurisdiction to hear and de- 
termine-a suit by the Mille Lac In- 
dians on account of losses from the 
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of the court that the subject matter of the bill is 
such that it has jurisdiction to render a judgment 
or decree thereon,* it must proceed to do so,> after 
giving to either party such further opportunity for 
hearing as justice requires;® and it must then report 
its proceedings in the matter to the house of con- 
gress by which the matter was referred to it.? 
Congress has also passed from time to time various 
special acts authorizing the court of claims to ad- 
judicate on particular claims.’ 

Claims Referred by Executive De- 
Where any claim or matter® is pend- 


opening of their reservation refers 
a cause of action, but determines 
no rights other than the one to liti- 
gate, and it provides a forum having 
authority to adjudicate and enforce 
rights. Mille Lac Band of Chippe- 
WAS SVen iWin 92,460 Ota Ole 4a4u 

9. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; U. S. v. New York, 
160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 402, 40 L. ed. 
551; In re Sanborn, 148 U. S. 222, 13 
SCt 577, 3% li. ed. 429; 

[a] Nature of claim.—‘“It is 
clearly contemplated that the claim 
or matter ‘pending’ in the depart- 
ment shall be one in which there is 
a claimant, and to which the United 
States are defendants, because that 
is the character of the ‘other cases 
pending in the Court of Claims,’ and 
also it is contemplated that the 
claim or matter refers to a money 
demand. The word ‘matter’ appear- 
ing in section 148 does not vary the 
character of the claim which is’ re- 
quired to be pending in the depart- 


ment or in any wise extend the power ~ 


of the court, because in any event 
the claim or matter must be one of 
which the court would have juris- 
diction upon the voluntary act of the 
claimant, seeking a judgment for 
money, except as the bar of the 
statute of limitations may be affect- 
ed.” In re Proposed Reference, 53 
CEAICIooiOs ; 

[b] Matters which may be re~ 
ferred: (1) A claim for a share of 
a statutory penalty. Ramsay v. U. 
So 21) Ctj2Cl 443" afi 120 UST 
30) Ly ed. 582]. (2) Claims arising 
under or connected ‘with revenue 


laws:* ‘Campbell vw.0UL Si 127 Creer 
470. (3) Claims growing out of 
treaty stipulations, except where, 


under the terms of the treaty, the 
decision of the department is made 
final, in which case the authority 
conferred on the department is ju- 
dicial. Chickasaw Nation v. U. S., 
22 Cte Cl 2225 " (4)) VAS claim for 
unliquidated damages. Myerle v. U. 
S:,. 33: Ct. Cle dshiMyerlerv.. Un Sot 
Stipe Ueswos. (5) A claim for liqui- 
dated damages, although the amount 
cannot be ascertained by the precise 
means contemplated by the contract. 
MeCluresvs Usa S a lOnGts (Cle diree 

{c] Matters which may not be 
referred: (1) Claims of which pay- 
ment is forbidden by law. Chesa- 
peake, etc." RR. Co. vz; Us4SSe20RCe 
Gl. 49; ilartav. UroSs 16) CtmCinma bo 
fate 17320. 2S. 625 6) SC 960 30m ia: 
ed. 9645) Hartav.nUe S:olomet ols 414. 
(2) War claims. U. S, v. Winches- 
teL, CCC. je CO. LOsm isn Soest 1G 
SCt 993, 41 L. ed. 145. (3) A diplo- 
matic claim presented by the British 
government to the state department 
and submitted. by it, for damages 
consequent on the capture of a Brit- 
ish vessel by an American war ves- 
Sclis Borecr- iva Unis; oon Ct. Ci, 
243. 

[a] Amount.—Under the acts of 
1887 and of 1883 and the present 
statute the amount is immaterial, 
while the act of 1868 specified the 
amount of three thousand dollars as 
one of the factors. U. S. v. New 
York, 160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 402; 40 
I. ed. 551; Glynn v. U..S., 32) Ct. Cl. 
Sor Bright v.lU. Sa 6 (Cty Clim iis: 
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ing 1° in any of the executive departments,!! which 
involves controverted questions of fact or law,!* the 
head of such department #3 may transmit the same,14 
with the vouchers, papers, documents, and proofs 
pertaining thereto,!® to the court of claims,!® which 
is then required to proceed in the matter under such 
When the facts and con- 
clusions of law have been found, 
report its findings to the department by which the 
matter was transmitted for its guidance and action,!8 
unless it appears to the satisfaction of the court 


rules as it may adopt.17 


Amoskeag Mfg. Co. v. U. S., 
Cl. 99. 


fe] Limitations.—(1) A claim 
which is pending in the department 
may be _ referred regardless of 
whether or not it is barred by the 
statute of limitations obtaining in 
the court of claims. Matter of 
Wright, 50 Ct. Cl. 19; New York v. 
U. S., 26> Ct. Cl. 467. [rev on other 
grounds 160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 402, 
40 L. ed. 551]; Green v. U. S., 18 Ct. 
F (2) All that is necessary is 
that the claim should be not barred 
when presented to the department. 
Ut Sieve, Lippitt) 100) WaiS: 663525 Eh 
ed. 747; Winchester, etc., R. Co. v. 
U. S., 27 Ct. Cl. 494 [rev on other 
grounds 163 U. S. 244, 16 SCt 9938, 41 
L. ed. 145]; McClure v. U. S., 19 Ct. 
Cl. 18. (3) A claim which is barred 
before presentation to the depart- 
ment cannot be referred. Alexan- 


Savage v. U. S., 23 Ct. 


Jud. Code § 148, U. 8. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; Byrd v. U. S., 44 
i aaee Armstrong v. U. S., 29 
. 148, 

[a] A claim is pending in the de- 
partment when it is presented for 
payment. Jayne v. U. S., 21 Ct. Cl 
311; Jackson v. U. S., 19 Ct. Cl. 504. 

{b] The claim must be pending 
in the department (1) in’ order to 
warrant transmission thereof. Mat- 
ter of Wright, 50 Ct. Cl. 19; Cot- 
£0n evar Ue Ss) 29. 4Ct. Gl. 2076 Arm- 
strong v. U. S., 29 Ct. Cl. 148; Jayne 
Vile srewctr. Cl. 31i4<Pope’ Vv. Us 
Siemoiiet, / Cl. 5 0 seodgeny. ©O..'S: 
Cite Gly S020 plilinois wa Wes, 20nCt, 


C13423) Pitman, vavUe S.;_ 120) (Ct. ‘Cl. 
25SKrwackson Vv. UraSse19) (Cts. Cly2504; 
McClure v. U. S., 19 Ct. Cl. 18. (2) 


A claim already adjudicated can- 
not be transmitted. Baltimore, etc., 
Ry Cov V5 U208;,034 Ct.” Cl, 484; .Cots 
ton Wie. Ss) 629" (Ctrl. 207... Arms 
StHONS Vv. BOs so co Ct. Cl. 143; Chesa= 
peake. etc., R. Co. v. U. S., 20 Ct. Cl. 
49. But compare Glynn v. U. S., 32 
GtaGles2-Gntra noterl4)a0i(3.) 71fta 
claim for transportation services has 
been disallowed in part and the bal- 
ance certified for the residue which 
is paid, and a reopening of accounts 
has been denied by the comptroller, 
the head of the department cannot 
refer the disallowed portion. Balti- 
eten Re Co. winUigSa css Comel, 
To same effect Cotton v. U, S., 
GU 207: 

{c] A claim reonened and recon- 
sidered by the auditor for the war 
department may be treated by the 
comptroller of the treasury as a 
pending claim and may be trans- 
mitted to the court of claims. 
Blazek v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 188. 

11. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139. 

fa] The department must have 
jurisdiction of a claim in order to 
have power to refer it. Matter 
Wrisht, 50. Ct.:Cl. 19; Cantua. v.-U. 
S448 GtarCl. 569>-Berger -v..+U. 
367, Ota Cliui243uCotton: iv. Ur Ss, 
207;, Armstrone v. U. S., 
. 148; Alexandria, etc., R. Co. 
eS 265 Cts i@lers2-03 peope * yr. 
Se 20 Ctr CH b 0 ahuinoisyv.n i. .S.,: 20 
Ct Clr342s4 Pitmaniv.2U. 95.0120 Ct: 
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% 


6 Ct. | Cl. 253. 


[b] Department in which claim 
pending.— Where the claim of an In- 
dian for property taken away by In- 
dians of another tribe in violation 
of treaty obligations is transmitted 
by the interior department to the 
proper auditor of the treasury, the 
claim must be deemed to be pending 
in the treasury department, and may 
be transmitted by the secretary to 
the court of claims, Byrd v. U. S., 
44 Ct. Cl. 498. 

12. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; U. S. v. New York, 
160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 402, 40 L. ed. 
561, 

[a] Stating reasons: for reference. 
—The interior department cannot re- 
lieve itself from the investigation 
of claims except where there are 
econtroverted questions of law _ or 
fact, and the reasons for the refer- 
ence of a claim to the court of 
claims should be stated in the letter 
of reference. Hayes v. U. S., 44 Ct. 


Ch Se 

13. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; In re Billings, 23 
Ct. Cl. 166; Delaware River Steam- 


HoataCol avi WA Sh Zot Clinbb. 

[a]. The provision for transmis- 
sion on the certificate of the auditor 
does not apply to any other than 
the treasury department. Baltimore, 
Ric CoxnveO BSa34) Cer Cl. 484; 

Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
(1916) § 1139;. Winnisimmet Co. 
ViVi pond 2 Cvs Cln3h 9: 

{a] When a claim is transmitted 
without the consent of a claimant, 
without specifying.the statute under 
which it is so transmitted, juris- 
diction may be taken under the Bow- 
man Act of 1883 which did not re- 
quire consent. Matter of Billings, 23 
Ct Cl. A668. 

{b] Effect of reference as sus- 
ponding award.—Where a claim al- 
lowed by the accounting officers of 
the treasury, and approved by the 
secretary, is subsequently referred 
to the court by, the secretary, under 
Rev. St. § 1063, the award is sus- 
pended and subordinated to the ju- 
risdiction of, the court. Glynn v. U. 
Sree Ct wl s82. 

15. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; Campbell v. U. S., 
44 Ct. Cl. 488. 

16. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; Winnisimmet Co. 
Vi cp Ser £22 CinGhe sig: 

17. Jud. Code § 148,,U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; Campbell v. U. S., 
fay Ctiop Clan 4885) fSrle btn. ek 8S. 16 
Ct. Cl. 118; Delaware River Steam- 
boat ;Cow Via. CtenClazoo: 

fa] Taking evidence.—‘If it be- 
comes necessary, in the judgment of 
the court, in order to find the facts, 
to take additional testimony, the 
court has the right to do so under 


its rules.” Matter of Wright, 50 Ct. 
Ole9s 298 
fb] Provision by congress for re- 


examination by devartment. — If, 
while a departmental case is pend- 
ing in the court, congress enact that 
the accounting officers shall reéxam- 
ine and allow such claims, further 
action by the court will be unnec- 
essary, and the papers in the case 
will be returned to the_ secretary 
who transmitted them. Massachu- 


[8§ 378-379 


that under the law it has jurisdiction to render a 
judgment or decree thereon, in which event it must 
proceed to enter such judgment or decree,?® after 
giving to either party such further opportunity for 
héaring as justice requires,?° and must then report 
its findings to the department by which the matter 
was transmitted.?+ 

d. Assigned Claims. The court of 
claims cannot entertain jurisdiction of a suit upon 
an assigned claim against the United States brought 
by an assignee thereof.?? 


SettsHyV Vel Samet Clim Cla ons. 

18. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139; U. S. v. New York, 
160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 402, 40 LL. ed? 
551; Pennsylvania v. U. S., 37 Ct. Cl. 
514; Wilson v. U. S., 25 Ct. Cl. 339; 
Jackson v. U. S., 19 Ct.\Cl. 504. 

[a] Nonappearance of claimant.— 
The secretary of the treasury. hav- 


ing referred a claim to the court, is 


entitled to have the facts found by 
the court and its opinion thereon 
for the guidance and action of the 
department, although claimant does 
not appear to prosecute the case. 
Pennsylvania R. Co. v. U. S., 85 Ct, 
Clu584; ; 

{b] The department is bound (1) 
by the findings of fact and conclu- 
sions of law reported by the court. 
Matter of Wright, 50 Ct. Cl. 19; 
Berger. vi. U."Ss 86" ConiGle 243 me 2) 
Under earlier statutes the report of 
the court was merely advisory. U. 
S. v. New York, 160 U. S. 598, 16 SCt 
402, 40 L. ed. 551; In re Sanborn, 148 
U. S. 222, 13 SCt 577, 87 L. ed. 429. 

[c] A reference for an advisory 
opinion is not authorized under the 
present statute. The reference must 
be to secure from the court a re- 
port of findings of fact and conclu- 
sions of law for the “guidance and 
action” of the department. Matter 
of Wright, 50 Ct. Cl. 19 [{foll In re 
Proposed Reference, 53 Ct. Cl. 370]. 

19. Jud. Code (1911) § 148, U. S. 
Comp. St. (1916) § 1139; Matter of 
Wright, 50 Ct. Cl. 19; Van Doren v. 
U.S. 45 Ct. Cl. 476s Blazeki v. Uvess 
44 Ct. Cl. 188; In re Engagement off 
Santiago Bay, 36 Ct. Cl. 200; Samp- 
son v. U. S., 35 Ct. Cl. 578; Borchel=- 
ing), vi. Siti 3he CenGl, 24¢_-fath eise 
U.S. 223, 22 SCt 607, 46 L. ed. 884]; 
LeMore v. U. S., 35 Ct. Cl. 9; Stovall 
v. U. S., 26 Ct. Cl. 226; Beaman v. 
UpiS. ol OT CGErGle be 

[a] Where a claim is one coming 
within the general jurisdiction of 
the court which the head of an 
executive department has referred 
under Rev. St. § 1063 and also under 
the Bowman Act (Act March 8, 1883 
(22 St. at L. 485 c 116 § 2]), and 
claimant has appeared and demanded 
judgment, the court will disregard 
the reference under the Bowman Act 
which provides only for findings of 
fact for the guidance of the depart- 
pene Van Doren v. U. §S., 45 Ct. Cl. 

{b] The court may render a final 
judgment on bounty claims, al- 
though they were referred by the 
secretary of the navy. Sampson vy. 
Ura sis ctu Ctrl bise 

{c] Where the claim is barred 
by limitations, the court has no 
power to render judgment on the 
merits. Wadell v. U. S., 25 Ct. Cl. 
323, 7 LRA 861. 

20. Jud. Code § 148, U. S. Comp, 
St. C916) S$), L139; 

21. Jud. Code § i48, U.S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1139. 
95 U. S. 407 


225° WS. -Glllis, : 
24. ed. 503; Sines v.-U.)S., 1 Gt; 
Cl. 12. But compare Forehand v. U. 
S., 23 Ct. Cl. 477, 482 (‘We do not 
understand that section 3477 of the 
Revised Statutes operates as a bar 
upon a claim. It forbids the trans- 
fer of a claim, but leaves the claim 
itself intact. Consequently it does 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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[§° 380] e. Claims Growing Out of Treaties. The 
ordinary jurisdiction of the court of claims does 
not extend to any claim against the government not 
pending therein on Dee. 1, 1862, growing out of or 
dependent on any treaty stipulation entered into 
with foreign nations or with Indian tribes,2* but 
special statutes have from time to time conferred 
upon the court jurisdiction to adjudicate upon 
claims arising out of particular designated treaties.24 

[§ 381] f. Indian Depredation Claims. The gen- 


éral jurisdiction of the court of 


not affect the jurisdiction of this 
court under the Bowman Act over 
cases transmitted to us by congress 
or by a committee thereof. On the 
contrary, it constitutes a defense to 
a suit by the assignee, and in Con- 
gressional cases it is an important 
fact, showing: the title to be in some 
person other than the present claim- 
ant; a fact which must be report- 
ed to Congress’’). 

[a] The jurisdiction conferred by 
@ private act cannot be extended to 
One not named therein, claiming to 
be owner of the cause of action by 
anterior assignment. Atocha v. U. 
Senor Ce CHNG 9. 

Prohibition of assignment of 
claims against United States see 
United States [39 Cyc 763]. 

25.4 Judy Coders 153,11) UN s.5Comp: 
St. (1913) § 1144; Hastern Extension, 
etc, ely Comey. Us Sgeeb ells weno 265 
84 °SCt 57,58 Ll. ed. 250 [rev 48) Ct. 
Gl. 33]; U.S. v.. Choctaw Nation, 
T79 Woe S. 494-221 (Set 149 445- bk. ed: 
DWOdem rev. 1 o4- (Cte Cl lid secAUIN gi avs 
hes LIA UL wa b62,~5) SCE 1080529 
i ed, 22; Paulisoni Vv. Ui Sep sl 20. 
Se 193.7 7b: | SOt 08, 6 28515. ed: 687; 
Great Western Ins. Co. v. U. S., 112 
Wes. 193) bv sSCe 095 v28) (sede CSc; 
Pix Uys ly mV lies GUligime eto Os iew 
L. ed. 696; Weld v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 
129 [aff 127 U. S. 51, 8 SCt 1000, 32 
Teed) 1627 i Kinkead-v. U._S.,..18¢Ct 
Gl. 5042) Dainese iv. U.-S3).15" Ct..C}. 
64; Langford v. U. S., 12 Ct. Cl. 338 
fatiutoleUleSrs4ioe25, tus ed. LO10T: 

[a] The jurisdictional restriction 
relates to cases of final adjudication, 
not to a case transmitted where the 
decision is only advisory. Chicka- 
saw Nation v. U. S., 22 Ct. Cl. 222. 

{b] The right must derive its 
existence from some treaty stinula- 
tion in order _to be outside of the 
jurisdiction. Eastern Extension, etc., 
Mal Ooo iV We. Ss Sole Ue Sal ocO,y OF 
SCt 57, 58 L. ed. 250 [rev 48 Ct. Cl. 
So GW. Se! Ve Weld, 22h Uses. 151,08 
Sct 1000, 32 L. ed. 62 [aff 23 Ct. Cl. 
126]; Eastern Extension, Australasia, 
etc., Tel. Co. v. U. S., 46.Ct. Cl. 646. 

24, U. S. v. Omaha Tribe, 253 U. 
S. 275, 40 SCt 522, 64 LL. ed. 901 
[mod 53 Ct. Cl. 549]; U. S. v. Chero- 
kee Nation, 202 U. S. 101, 26 SCt 588, 
50 L. ed. 949 [aff 40 Ct. Cl. 2621; 
Blackferther v. U. S., 190 U. S. 368, 
93 SCt 772, 47 L. ed. 1099 [aff 37 Ct. 
Cl. 233]; Pam-to-Pee v. U. S.. 187 U. 
S371j).28) SCt 142.247 Me edie2210 Lait 
. 427]; Choctaw Nation v. 
Te ier Oras. Rlsdiler SOLA On (30 
L. ed. 306 [rev 21 Ct. Cl. 59]; Ex p. 
TS, 27 Wall, GUz2S))5 43907 240 Le 
ed. 696; Otoe, etc., Tribes of Indians 
v. U. S., 52 Ct, Cl. 424; Whitmire v. 
U. S., 44. Ct. Cl. 4538; Delaware In- 
dians v. Cherokee Nation, 38 Ct. Cl. 
934 [aff 193 U. S. 127, 24 SCt 342, 
48 L. ed. 646]; Blackfeather v. U. 
S537. Ct Cl.2233 | Latt, 190 UiaSi3868> 
23 SCt 772, 47 Li. ed. 1099]; Pam-to- 
pee val. S. 36 Ct. Cl...427 e[att, 137. 
UWS. 37h, 238)8Ct- 1425 47 b.ved.) 224); 
Western Cherokee Indians v. U. S., 
27 Ct. Cl. 1 [aff 148 U. S. 427, 138 
Sct 650, 37 L. ed. 509]; Dudley v. 
Owen, 31 App. (D. C.) 177. 

[a] Construction of statutes.— 
Jurisdiction over the claims of in- 
dividual members of the Shawnee 
tribe of Indians was not included in 
the grant of jurisdiction to the court 
of claims by the act of Oct. 1, 1890 


extend to Indian depredations, which are, primarily, 
liabilities of the Indian tribes rather than of the 
United States.25 
Act of 1891 provided for the adjudication by the 
court of claims for property ‘‘taken’’ or ‘‘de- 
stroyed’’ by Indians,?* but as this act contained 
provisos barring all claims not presented within 
three years after its passage, and prohibiting any 
proceedings thereunder for depredations committed 
after its passage, a reference to decisions thereunder 


The Indian Depredation Claims 


claims does not | is deemed sufficient.?? 


(26 St. at L. 6386 c 1249), to hear 
and determine the rights of the 
Shawnee Indians to moneys, lands, 
and rights which may be due to “the 
said Shawnées” under the treaty of 
July 19, 1866 (14 St. at L. 110), be- 
tween the United States and the 
Cherokee Nation, and under articles 
of agreement between such nation 
and the Shawnees, DelJawares, and 
Cherokee freedmen, and to moneys 
due from the United States “to said 
tribes in reimbursement for their 
tribal fund for money wrongfully di- 
verted therefrom; nor was such 
jurisdiction conferred by the act of 
July 6, 1892 (27 St. at L:'86' ¢ 151), 
enlarging the scope of the earlier 
act so as to include all claims of “the 
Shawnee tribe or band ,.. arising 
out of treaty relations with the 
United States, rights growing out of 
such treaties, and from contracts, 
express or implied, under’ such 
treaties.” Blackfeather v. U. S., 190 
U.S. .368,-23 SCt 772, 47 L. ed. 1099 
fates (e Cty iClin 23 oil. 

[b] Counsel fees payable out of 
the amount awarded to the Hastern 
Cherokees as individuals by the 
court of claims, pursuant to the act 
of July 1, 1902 (32 St. at L. 726 
c 1375 § 68), which, as construed by 
the act of March 3, 1903 (32 St. at 
L. 996 ec 994), confers jurisdiction on 
that court to adjudicate any claim 
arising under treaty stipulations 
that the Cherokee tribe or any band 
thereof may have against the United 
States, in a suit to which both the 
Cherokee Nation and the Wastern 
Cherokees shall be made parties, and 
authorizes that court to render 
judgment in favor of the rightful 
claimants, and to determine, as be- 
tween the different claimants, to 
whom the judgment so rendered 
equitably belongs, either wholly or 
in part, may be allowed to the Chero- 
kee Nation, whose tribal existence 
and government is continued by the 
joint resolution of March 2, 1906, 
until all the tribal property shall be 
distributed among the _ individual 
members, although by the act of 
Junen7, 0189 %o(30).St.. ait Wis.62 Ke 13); 
the act of June 28. 1898 (30 St. at 
L. 495 ec 517), and the act of July 1, 
1902 (32 St. at L. 726 ¢ 1375 § 68) 
the Cherokee Nation was practically 
incapacitated from acting as trustee, 
and by § 68 of the latter act it was 
provided that the tribal government 
of the Cherokee Nation should not 
continue longer than March 4, 1906. 
U. S. v. Cherokee Nation, 202 U. S. 
101, 26 SCt 588, 50 L. ed. 949 [aff 40 
CriCi2521% 

[ec]. French spoliation claims.— 
The Brig Freemason, 45 Ct. Cl. 555; 
The Ship Poll Cary, 45 Ct. Cl. 219. 

25. Church v. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 262. 

26. Act March 8, 1891 (26 U. S. 
St. at L. 851 c 538). ; 

[a] The court has no jurisdiction 
of a claim for: (1) Merely conse- 
quential damages to property not 
taken or destroyed. Price v. U. S., 
74 UW: SH 373, 19) SCt-765;/ 43 oh. ved. 
1011; Davidson v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 
169: Swope v. U. S., 33 Ct. Cl. 223; 
Brice v. U. S., 32. Ct. Cl. 23. (2) 
Property destroyed or stolen in a 
foreign territory. Corralitos Co. v. 
Us SEa178 sU. Sin 280) 205 SCtr 941s 44 
L. ed. 1069. (8) Personal injuries. 
Swope v. U. S., 33 Ct. Cl. 223; Friend 


v. U. S., 29 Ct. Cl. 425 [app dism 
163 _U. S. 687 mem, 16 SCt 1201 mem, 
41 L. ed. 308 mem]. (4) “The dep- 
redations which Congress intended 
to afford a remedy for are those 
limited by the words ‘taken or de- 
stroyed,’ and are necessarily circum- 
scribed by that limitation to prop- 
erty which has been absolutely lost 
either by theft or destruction.” 
Davidson v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 169, 170. 

27.. Rex'v. U. Sj; 251 U. S. 382, 40 
SCt 181, 64 L. ed. 318 [aff 53 Ct. Cl. 
320]; Thurston v. U. S., 232 U.S. 469, 
34 SCt 394, 58 L. ed. 688: Sanderson 
V0 U.ES:, 21 0 MUS! 168,528 ISGENEGdeibe 
De “ed. 1007 se Neshittz vy. JUS Sen 1ee 
U. S. 153, 22 SCt 805, 46 L. ed. 1100; 
Conners v. U. S., 180 U. S. 271, 21 
SCt 362, 45 L. ed. 525; Montoya v. 
U. S., 180 U. S. 261, 21 SCt 358, 45 
Lh. ed. 521; Contzen v.'U. Si-179 UU; 
S. 191, 21 SCt 98, 45 L. ed. 148 [aff 
dorOteele 47 ha) Wh Si ve Andrews, 179 
U, 8.196, 21 SCt 46, 45) li. ed: 105; 
Corralitos Comevs Wee ser s7.8 lee 
280, 20 SCt 941, 44 L. ed. 1069 [aff 
33f Ct. Cll 3429s! Pricewv, Us S., 74 
U. S. 373, 19 SCt 765, 43 Li. ed. 1011 
{aff 33 Ct. Cl. 106]; Yerke v. U. S., 
LTS ee SAS 43 Oe LOS OLN Aan eae ele 
ed. 760; U. S. v. Navarre, 173 U. 8. 
77, 19 SCt 326, 43 L. ed. 620: U. Sg. 
v. Northwestern Express, etc., Co., 
164 U. S. 686, 17 SCt 206, 41 L. ed. 
D905, Marks» Vv. UsniSan 161 Wal Saneoz. 
16 SCt_476, 40 L. ed. 706; Leighton 
Vee US.) SL6I0 UL Sari Gus Obed as 
40 L. ed. 703; Johnson v. U. S., 160 
U. S. 546, 16 SCt 3877, 40 L. ed. 529; 
Otero iv; Un Si 48eCte Clie 10ers 
rard v. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 67; Vincent 
VV. sU50S:, (39) (Ct Cl 456; \Gallesos 
Ver Ue SGs89 sth) Cla 86:0 Butleravacws 
S., 38 Ct. Cl. 167; Wilson v. U. Si, 38 
Ct. Cl. 6; Vallejos v. U. S.,, 35 Ct, 
Cl. 489; Merchant v. U. S, 35 Ct. 
Cl. 402; Thomison v. U. S., 35 Ct. 
Cl..395;, Ayres v. U. S.,'35 Ct. Cl. 26; 
Luke) v. U. S., 85 Ct. Cl. 15; Her- 
nandez v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 455: Me- 
Kinzie v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 278; David- 
son v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 169; Rhine 
Vins usin oom Otin Glo v481 siLokealrese 
v. Burns, 12 Wall." (OU) S:)'%246; 20 
L. ed. 388]; Swope v. U. S., 33 Gt. 
Cla22335 Jaeker! ve UW. Soesss Cty Ct 
214s oduiteh field saves Ue “Sins SC te Gir 


S., 32 Ct. Cl. 432; Labadie v. U. S., 
32. Ct. Cl. 368 ;> Duran av. Orn neoeCt. 
Clog2135 tTanner iv, JU S382) <COumon 
1923, Welch v.. U. Sifvs2NCte Ciee06s 


Vay U, Sexi 825 Cts Clji6s Dullyave UWees:, 
320 Ct: Cl. yi \habadie: vases Sirs 
Ct. Cl. 436; Valencia v. U. S., 31 Ct. 
Cl. 388; Duran v. U. S., 31 Ct, Cl. 353; 
Gamelove.U."S:, sie t Cle sel) Here 
wer W.asisuSi,, 30 UCtrEC)) 405.4 Gra- 
ham v. U. S., 30 Ct. Cl. 318; Garrison 
Visit. Ss sOuCey Cle2i2 ae riendsv..iws 
S7e292Ct. Cl, 425 0happ=dism 163i 
S. 687 mem, 16 SCt 1201 mem, 41 
L. ed. 308 mem]; Weston v. U. S., 
29) iCts Cla 4206 Cox vit Ul SeacorGE 
Cl 349s Move: vor Ss 297CR Cle 3328 
LeightongavanUa, Sa 29 (CtCla2ss 
[aff 161 U. S. 291, 16 SCt 495, 40 L. 
ede (08ie, Bush vi U.S.) 29 9ChaGy 
LaValle wv. VU. S),029. Cer Cla62m ss 
Ct. Cl. 501 [aff 168 U. S. 703 mem, 
18 SCt 949 mem, 42 L. ed. 1211 
mem]; Hosford =v. U: S529) Ct Cl: 
son DL Johnsonivi UL Soro aCe Cle tT 
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[§ 382] 3. 


court of claims has jurisdiction to 


mine all set-offs, counterclaims, claims for damages, 
whether liquidated or unliquidated, or other de- 


mands whatsoever on the part of 


of the United States against any claimant against 


the government in that court.?® 


evidence accompanying the motion of the govern- 
ment for leave to file a counterclaim which tends 
to establish fraud and the right to have judgment 
for a larger amount than claimant could recover, 
a discontinuance asked for should not .be allowed.?® 
But if the court is without jurisdiction of the claim 


asserted against the United States 


jurisdiction of a counterclaim which has been 


pleaded.°®° 


{§ 383] 4. Claims against District of Columbia. 
The ordinary jurisdiction of the court of claims 
does not extend to claims against the District of 
Columbia,®! but an act of congress passed in 1880 
conferred on the court of claims jurisdiction with 
respect to certain contracts made by the district.?2 
As this act is no longer in force, it is sufficient to 


refer to cases decided thereunder.?? 


Reference of claims by congress. Congress has 


complete legislative control of the 


pateel60RUE Ss. 546; 167 SCt 377,40) Le 
COMO VialkKevs Wy 1S, 283°C Cl, 
ZAts. Marks: v8 Us S., +28) Ces "Cl. "147 
[afi 161 0. S. 297, 16 SCt 476, 40 Tu. 
ed. 706]. 

28. Jud. Code § 145; Allen v. U. 

Ss.204) US) 581, 29°SCt 324, 52 Ti. 
ed. 634; Allen v. U. S., 17 Wall. (U. 
S)). 207, 21 Lived: 553; Brashear v. 
Wiest, 7) Peto CUS S. i608, 18 ln ed. 
801; U. S. v. Giles, 9 Cranch (U. 8.) 
212, 3 L. ed. 708; Huske v. U. S., 46 
GEC 3577 Bochm vy, U.S. 20 Ct. chk 
42H Romaneye Ua sy, Lily Ch Clk Tels 
Macawleye WeiWs:, 2le Cte Cle (693% 
U. S. v. Saunders, 79 Fed. 407, 24 
CCA 649. 
_ [a] The government may plead as 
a set-off a release of an internal 
revenue tax on property, released by 
mistake of a treasury agent, but not 
on that retained by the agent. Ro- 
Tan MV ww Sy Leet. Cl> 716i, 

[b] The government may, as as- 
signee of a judgment, set off the 
same against an award by con- 
gress, even though such award was 
assigned, if assigned before notice. 
=Macauley: ve vUsUS. di (Ct. Cl 693: 

[ec] The court cannot go beyond 
the terms of a private act allowing 
a deduction and allow another set- 
Of gbly (veo. 1S.) 19" CrCl 65s. 

[d] An income tax imposed on 
the pay of officers of the government 


Set-Offs and Counterclaims. 


cannot be set off against a judgment 
against the government for salary. 
Foneseve Unis 4 Ct Clocto7: 

29. Huske v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 35. 
30. Baltimore, etc., R. Cov, U. 
S, 84 Ct. Cl. 484. 

31. Strachan v. District of Colum- 
bia, 20 Ct. Cl. 484. 

se. 21 U. S: St. at Li. 284 ¢ 248. 
33. District of Columbia Vv. 
Barnes, 197 U. S. 146, 25 SCt 401, 
40k. wed, 1699) ‘[affiesiect. Cl. 342]: 
Brown v. District of Columbia, 127 
U. S. 579, 8 SCt 1314, 32 L. ed. 262; 
Barnes v. District of Columbia, 37 
CtmiClars 42) fatl 197 US 146s 2548S Et 
401, 49 L. ed. 699]; Genau v. Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 20 Ct. Cl. 389; 
Dearing v. District of Columbia, 19 
Ct. Cl. 292; Dickson v. District of 
Columbia, 18 Ct. Cl. 643. 

34  Widmayer v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 


35. Jud. Code § 145; Stevens v. 
Ue Su 428 Cts (Cl 8445) Wood" Vv." U. Sy 
25 Ct. Cl. 98; Hoyle v. U..S., 21 Ct. 


Cl. 300; Grealish v. U. S., 3 
486; Scott ivi SUS ae Sn Ct. Cl. fe 


FEDERAL COURTS 
The 
hear and deter- 
district.*4 


the government 


Where there is 


it cannot retain 


[§§ 382-385 


lumbia, and either house or a committee thereof may 
refer to the court of claims a claim against the 


[§ 384] 5. Claims of Disbursing Officers for Re- 
lief from Responsibility. The court of claims has 
jurisdiction to hear and determine the claim of any 
paymaster, quartermaster, commissary of subsis- 
tence, or other disbursing officer of the United 
States,?5 or of his executors or administrators,*® for 
relief from responsibility 37 on account of loss 3° by 
capture ®® or otherwise,*® while in the line of his 
duty,*! of government funds, vouchers, records, or 
papers #? in his charge,*? and for which such officer 
was and is held responsible.4* Under this provision 
one can petition the court of claims for relief so 


long as the government, while holding him liable 


on account of a 


[§ 385] 6. 
Departments. 


loss, neglects to sue him in a court 


where his defense can be heard,*® and the jurisdic- 
tion of the court is acquired by claimant appearing 
and filing his petition for relief.*® 

Review of Decisions of Executive 
Where an executive department is 
clearly vested with exclusive jurisdiction of a claim, 


and its decision is made final, the court of claims 


District of Co- 


ELob Di vee Ue el Ota Claelso. 

[a] The term “other disbursing 
Officer” in the statute must be con- 
fined to the class of disbursing offi- 
cers previously described — therein, 
under the rule that, when general 
words follow particular and _ specific 
words, they must be confined to 
things of the same kind or class. 
Henderson vy. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 449. 

[hb] A collector df internal reve- 
nue is not a disbursing officer. Stapp 
VACUO Sa V4 Cl 219: 

{[c] Postmasters who disburse 
government funds to their em- 
ployees or redeem money orders 
drawn upon their offices do not be- 
long to the class whose duties are 
exclusively those of disbursing the 
government funds. Henderson v. U. 
Si," 42 Ct, Cl. 449. 

{[d] The smperintendent of a 
money order division in a post office 
has no account with the government, 
and consequently no credit can be 
allowed to him hy the auditor of the 
post \otfice department; and therefore 
he is not a disbursing officer and 
cannot by a decree of the court of 
claims obtain relief from responsi- 
bility for funds stolen from him. 
Henderson v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 449. 

[e] One who has not given bond 
may be entitled to relief. Wood v. 
WSs. corcCE Cleo 8: 

36. Jud. Code § 145. 

37. Jud. Code § 145; Glenn v. U. 
Si Cer eCl.2 601. 

{al The intent of the law is that 
the legal liability of disbursing offi- 
cers remains unchanged, but that the 
court of claims sitting as a court of 
equity can award specific redress in 
exceptional cases, that is, where the 
officer can establish the fact that his 


official conduct was faultless. Boggs 
Vou Un Sey O44 2CtiClwse67: 
[b] Relief from responsibility, 


and not from errors in settlement 
of accounts, ‘is given by this stat- 
UC tla Vis Ow S.) oe Otel On 

[ce] A broader discretion was 
conferred for relief under 20 U. S. 
St. at L. 617, authorizing such court 
to relieve a certain army officer and 
his sureties from the consequences 
of a robbery of public funds in his 
custody. Reynolds v. U. S., 15 Ct. 
Gis: 

3s. Jud. Code § 145. 

[a] Jurisdiction not confined to 
loss in time of war.—Penrose v. 


S., 42 Ct. Cl. 29 [app dism 209 U. S 


has no power to review such decision.*? 
the department is given exclusive jurisdiction only 


But where 


554 mem, 28 SCt 759 mem, 52 L. ed. 
923 mem]. 
- 39. Jud. Code § 145; Murphy v. 
USS. 3) Cl. Cl 2i2c) Primemvasbeese 
3 Ch CE 209: 

40. Jud. Code § 145. 

{a] This jurisdiction applies in 
case of loss by: (1) Accident. Smith 
v. U. S., 14 Ct. Cl. 114 [rev on other 
grounds HOD TORS S;.. 6205 8 26> nie eae 
1191]; Whittelsey v. U. S., 5 Ct. Cl. 
452. (2) Burglary or highway rob- 
bery. (Wood) Vv. Sh Sau Crane leone 
Broadhead “v.NW.Ss 19 9Cts Gin aloe 
Malone. Ven Uz SS. eOt, Ch 1486: cep 
Embezzlement. "Penrose V.. U0, S.,.42 
Ct. Cl. 29 [app dism 209 U. S. 554 
mem, 28 SCt 759 mem, 52 L. ed. 923 
mem]. (4) Failure of a designated 
depository. Hobb v. U. S., 17 Ct. Cl 
189. (5) Fire. Hoyle v. U. SJ 2d Ce 


Cl. 300. (6) Theft. Scott v. U. S., 
18 Ct, (Ch1;” Howell v. Ul Suu 7, Ct 
Cl. 512; Glenn v. U. S., 47° Ctr Ci 


501. But relief from such loss was 
denied in Martin v. U. S.,°37 Ct. Cl. 
527; Delaney v. U. S.-'31 Ct. Cl 44 
[aff 164 U.S. 282, 17 SCt 84,40) Te 
on 435]; Holman v. U. S., 11 Ct. Cl. 

41. Jud. Code § 145. 

42. Jud. Code § 145. 

43. Jud. Code § 145. 

[a] Funds on deposit in a bank 
are not in the officer’s ret eee Hall 
VATU SSeot Cheek 

44. Juda. Code § 145. 

45. Hobbs vi Ul. So dice: Cl. 189. 

46,  Boges ve Un Ss 44°C CL l36%e 

a US. We Babcock, 250° U.S. 
328, 39 SCt 464, 63 L. ed. 1011 [rev 
53 Ct. Cl. 629]; Waddell v. U. S., 25 
Ct. Cl. 323, 7 LRA 861; Calhoon v. 
U. S53 245Ct. Cl... 4143" Bofinger val U- 
Say en, Cum Gl at Se 

{a] TIlustrations.—(1) In a case 
which involves the exercise of ju- 
dicial discretion by the postmaster- 
general as to postal service the de- 
cision of that office is final. Chor- 
penning? Vv. ‘Us S.,) 3) Ct Clef 405 87 G2) 
An adverse decision of a commission 
on a French spoliation claim, even 
though it appeared to have been in- 
correct, is not reviewable. Adams vy. 
Us S.,°238"Ct. Cl. 226. (3) Ifa velain 
be subject to revision ‘‘only by con- 
gress or the proper court’? and its 
disallowance by the comptroller is not 
opened for fraud, mistake in calcu- 


1/5 | evidence, 


lation, or the filing of material new 
the decision is final and 
cannot be transmitted by the secre- 


Saath aR a ae NN NOR CA OA Se, SN IR DD 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 385-389] 


with respect to disputed questions of fact, a dis- 
allowance of a claim, based on a determination of 
questions of. law, is reviewable by the court of 
claims.*® The court of claims has jurisdiction where 
a private act directed the accounting officers of the 
treasury ‘‘to settle and adjust’’ an army officer’s 
right to back pay and emoluments, for in such 
ease, the duties of the accounting officers being 
simply administrative, they are not constituted a 
special tribunal to pass upon the matter, and their 
adjustment is not final.49 

[§ 386] 7. Review of Decisions of Prize Courts. 
A decision of a prize court allowing a claim for 
weighing and gauging the cargo of a condemned 
prize is a judicial determination which is not sub- 
ject to review by the court of claims.5° 

{§ 387] ©. Procedure—l. In General. The rules 
of procedure and practice in the court of claims 
are not materially different from the general rules 
which obtain in other courts.5! It is not unreason- 
able to require claimants to come within the juris- 
diction of the court and comply with whatever orders 
may be made relative to the litigation whigh they 
have instituted.®? 

[§ 388] 2. Conditions Precedent to Suit. In the 
absence of any statutory reauirement, a deinand on 
a department is not a condition precedent to a suit 
in the court of claims,®? but it is a very usual re- 
quirement of legislation with respect to claims 


tary of war to the court of claims. 
Armstrong v. U. S., 29 Ct. Cl. 148. [da] 


(4) Departmental action of claims in | nized as counsel.—Matter of Counsel, | 496; 


FEDERAL COURTS 


Counsel, 32 Ct: Cl. 
A law firm cannot be recog-| ed. 437; 


[25C.J.] 997 


against the United States that such claim be pre- 
sented to the proper accounting officers, and in such 
case presentation within the time allowed therefor 
is necessary as a basis for a suit in the court of 
claims.*4 

Claims for fees for services. An officer of the 
United States cannot sue the government in the court 
of claims for fees for services alleged to have been 
performed for the United States, until an account 
for such fees has been rendered and finally acted 
upon as required by law,®> unless the proper ac- 
counting officer of the treasury fails to act on the 
account within six months after it is received in 
his office.®® 

[§ 389] 3. Limitations. A claim against the 
United States which is cognizable by the court of 
claims is forever barred, unless the petition setting 
forth a statement of the claim is filed in the court, 
or transmitted to it by the secretary of the senate 
or the clerk of the house of representatives within 
six years after the claim first accrued,®7 unless the 
claimant was, when the claim accrued, a married 
woman, an infant, incompetent mentally, or beyond 
the seas, in which cases the petition may be filed 
or transmitted within three years after the dis- 
ability has ceased.°® The existence of disabilities 
other than those enumerated does not extend the 
time within which suit may be brought.59 This 
general limitation of action is not inconsistent with 
231. U; S,107 U. S. 123, 2 $Ct 277, 27 L. 


Quinn v seme Ct. Cl. 
Chase v. U. S., 50 Ct. Cl. 293; 


distributing certain fines and penal-|32 Ct. Cl. 231. Fort Pitt’ Gas Co. v. U. S., 49 Ct. 
ties to informers before suit is 52. Atlantic Contracting Co. v. U. Cl. 224: Curtis ov, Wests: 34 Ct. Cl. 
brought cannot be reviewed by the!/S., 40 Ct. Cl. 244. ie Myers: v2 UraSas 2226 Otmmer 
Counts Kenlose™ Vine 5S.,).Lb) (Ctl: S. v. Fletcher, 147 VE S. | 80. 


its he MOK 
372. (5) The act of April 19, 1910 |664, 13 SCt 434, 37 L. ed. 322; U. S. [a] 
(36 St. at L. 324 c 174), which pro-|v. Ewing, 140 U. S. 142, 11 SCt 743, 
LPN Knox, nh 8 
SO medee 4ob. Awe 


vides that “hereafter in administer- | 35 L. ed. 388; U. 


in he act of Congress approved 2 t 63, 
oa u vteod = 280, 9 SCE Fed. 578, 17 CCA 233) Fifth Amendment to the constitution 
entitled | [foll Clyde v. U. S., 
‘An act to provide for the relief of |35, 20 L. ed. 4791]; 
certain officers and enlisted men of |33 Fed. 625; Carlisle v. U. S., 
Cotton v. U. Ss. 


February twenty-fourth, 
hundred. and ninety-seven, 


the Volunteer forces,’ the decision of | Cl. 414; 


the War Department as to the right | 207; Spann Wen We umoay 


Ue So, ? 
21 Ct. Cl. 249; Leon-|to be paid at any time when cer- 


of any person to be held and con- Ravesis v. 
sidered to have been mustered into} Bryan v. U. S., 


When cause of action ac- 
crues.—(1) A cause of action for 
the value of private property, al- 
leged to have been taken within the 


13 Wall. (U. S.) by reason of the construction of a 
Gayer v. U.S. dam in aid of navigation, accrued 

29 Ct. when the dam was completed and 
29 Ct. Cl.} put in operation by the filling of the 
21 Ct. Cl. 267; | pool. Marion County Ct. v. U. S:, 53 
01. Ct. Cl. 243;/ Ct. Cl. 120. (2) Where a sum was 


the service of the United States un- 
der the provisions of said act shall 
be conclusive,” makes the decision 
of the war department in this class 
of cases final, and leaves this court 
without jurisdiction to find to the 
contrary, and such cases, when com- 
ing into the court by a reference 
will be reported to the house by 
which they were referred without a 
finding of facts. Acker v. U. S., 46 


S. v. Laughlin, 249 U. S. 
440° Sige SCt 340, 63 L. ed. 696 [aff 
52 Ct. Cl. 2921; Commonwealth Title 
DNS. vets. CO, We WUslOa Ol ueL. Clipose 
[aff 193 Uy. S! 651, 24 SCt 546, 48 L. 


ed. 830]. 
49. McLean v. U. S., 45 Ct. Cl. 
95. 
50. Root v. U. S., 5 Ct. Cl. 408. 
SL Murray Vv. ULss.,- 46 Ct. Cl, 94° 
[a] If notice is required that 
parties come in and assert their 
claims it may be done sufficiently 


by acts which constitute an actual 
notice. Pam-to-pee v. U. S., 36 Ct. 


iGize Ci. ee 


[b] ‘Where a case is submitted 
on printed arguments, and the evi- 
dence for defendants, although 
wholly incompetent, is not objected 
to by claimant, the case will be re- 
manded to the oe a nee oaks ae 
defendants to take urther  testi- 
Lender v. U. S., 5 Ct. Cl. 


[ce] Noting on the docket the 
mames of counsel is not a necessary 
condition to their employment, and 
will be done only on the written 
request of the attorney. Matter of 


Ardy v0 Us iS.; 18 Ct. Cl. 382; Kendall’s 
Case, 14 Ct. Cl. 122 [aff 107 U. S. 
123, 27 L. ed. 437] Bulkley’s Case, 8 
Ct. Cl. 517; Battelle’s Case, 7 Ct. Cl. 
29 

54. Goodman v. U. S., 52 Ct. Cl. 
944°) Griffis vo U. S., 62) Ct..€l. 170; 
Newcomber v. U. S., 51 Ct. Cl. 408; 
Kins seeto. Ct Cliasit: 

55. Jud. Code § 145; Summey v. 
Wens e suite Claro 9a Collins veo. 
Si2d0 pCt.,Cka 146: 

{a] A commissioner of the cir- 
cuit court is an officer, and where he 
has presented no account for his 
services to the proper court for ap- 
proval, or to the attorney-general 
for examination, the court of claims 
has no jurisdiction. Collins v. U. S., 
Som Ota lect, 

[b] Supplemental claim. —- Under 
‘the act of Febr. 19, 1890, granting 
reirahursement to the survivors of 
the officers and crews of the Tren- 
ton and Vandalia, a supplemental 
claim may be asserted, although it 
was not presented to the account- 
ing officers until after the original 
claim had been paid. Webster v. 
een et aeuarsoe. 

56. Jud. Code § 145; Summey v. 
SON Ct Cl ao oC Ollie myer Ue 


EVA. OOdGm Ss LOO. War S. ov 
Martinez, 184 Uz S. 441, 22 Sct 422, 
AGmLE ed. (68232 De wArmaudsv. Us Ss 
C5 UcS: 483, 14 SCt 374, 38 L. ed. 
244 USI. “v. Louisiana, 127 U. S. 182, 
8 SCt 1047, 32 L. ed. 66; Finn v. U. 
S., 123 U. S. 227, 8 SCt 82, S17 4h ed. 


128; Rice. Uns. 122° U.S) 6117 
SCECTSTF 80" Li ed. 793; 


Kendall v. 


tain checks against the credit of a 
certain person should be presented, # 
claim did not accrue until a demand 
for payment was made by the proper 
person and refused. U.S. v. War- 
ell VLi2 WSs 48, LON SCrisGr asians 
ead 3604 Pati 32°Ct.’ Clie30q. 

{b] Suit held brought in time.— 
Rights being created @vhere: they 
had not existed before, by the act of 
July 27, 1912, authorizing present- 
ment, on or before Jan. 1, 1914, 
of claims for refunding of internal 
tax erroneously or illegally assessed 
or collected under the act of June 
13, 1898 § 29, and providing for re- 
payment to such claimants “as have 
presented or shall hereafter so pre- 
sent their claims,’ and shall estab- 
lish such assessment and collection, 
suit thereon in 1917 is within the 
six years after the claim first ac- 
crued limited for suit in the court 
of claims, although the claim was 
presented before enactment of the 
act of 1912. Sage v.-U. S., 250 U.S: 
33, 39 SCt 415, 63 L. ed. 828 [rev 
5d Cte Gl 628% 

[c] The rejection of a claim by 
a department does not postpone the 
right of action or suspend the run- 
ning of the statute. Curtis v. U. S., 
S42 CT SCI, 

[d] The statute is: not applicable 
to an applicaton by a disbursing offi- 
eer to be relieved from responsi- 
bility for funds lost. U.S. v. Clark, 
96 U. S. 37, 24 L. ed. 696. 

58. Jud. Code § 156. 

59. Jud. Code § 156; Kendall v. 
WS lOve UL Sa 2s, oCueanit mec 
L. ed. 487. 


998 [250.J.] 


other statutes fixing particular limitations with re- 
spect to particular classes of cases,®° and yields to 
such particular limitations.* The provision limit- 
ing the time within which claims may be sued on in 
the court of claims is jurisdictional, and eimmnot be 
waived by defendant or overlooked by the court.®? 
’[§ 390] 4. Defenses. A private act which con- 
fers ‘‘jurisdiction and authority’? on the court of 
claims ‘‘to adjudicate, on terms of equity and jus- 
tice,’’? is not equivalent to a grant of authority to 
adjudicate the case upon its merits, irrespective of 
any leval bar or estoppel. Therefore the government 
may still insist on a defense, which has been held 
in similar cases to bar the claim, irrespective of 
the merits.®* 

[§ 391] 5. Parties. The question of who are 
proper or necessary parties to an action in the 
court-of claims is governed largely by the charac- 
ter of the claim and the statutes concerning juris- 
diction.“ Where a number of claimants allege an 
undivided interest in a common fund, they may unite 
in one petition,®® and the court may bring in par- 
ties. not before the court who are alleged to have 
an interest in the cause of action brought before 
it.°¢ Where no one of several claimants has any 
right, title, or interest in the causes of action of 
the others, there is a misjoinder of parties,®’ al- 
though if the cases are of a class, arising out of 
the same transaction, the several cases may be heard 
together.*8 Aliens may prosecute claims against the 
United States in the court of claims.°® 
Fort Pitt Gas Co. v. U. S., 49 


Ct. Cl. 224. 
be uote Pitt Gas Co. v. U. S.,-49 


Quinn Vv. U.'S.,.52-Ct»Cli 496; 
Chasev...U."S.,. ‘50. Ct.. Cl. 293; Red- 
eral Mite netc.,. Core WU. Ss, 4d (Ct: 
ae 318; Hanauer v. U. S., 12 Ct. Cl. 


Cherokee Nation. 


ta] 


funds. 
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Change by amendment. An amendment radically 
changing the party plaintiff by substituting another 
person is not allowable,’° and where, in a claim for 
Indian depredations, it appears that two separate 
depredations were committed by two distinct tribes, 
it is not allowable to make a change of parties by 
amending the petition so as to make both tribes 
joint defendants." 

Revival in name of administrator. A, claim pre- 
sented to the court by petition within the jurisdic- 
tional period by the attorney in ignorance of the. 
death of the party is not a cause pending, and ean- 
not be used as a basis for reviving the case in the 
name of the administrator after the expiration of 
the jurisdictional period.*? 

{[§ 392] 6. Process and Appearance. In suits 
against the United States, a copy of the petition is 
required to be served upon the attorney-general.? 
Where a claim is referred by congress, the claimant 
must appear or be cited in order to confer juris- 
diction.** Where an act of congress authorizes suit 
against an Indian nation and fails to prescribe 
the method of service of process, it is doubiful 
whether the court of claims ean direct the necessary 
or proper service to bring defendants before the 
court.7° 

[§ 393] 7. Pleading—a. In General. The court 
of claims is not bound by special rules of plead- 
ine,?® and its own rules are not so strict as in some 
jurisdictions,"? but it will nevertheless enforce those 
rules deemed necessary by all courts for the orderly 


sede the suit already brought by the |Ci. 62 [aff 168 U. S. 703 mem, 18 
Bastern Cherokees | SC 

VU eS abe Ct Cle bO4: fattia2.o 1, 
S275 72, 9325 SCtL120 7,50 med LaLa: 
A suit may be maintained 
against individual Indians under an 
act of congress authorizing ‘ 
providing for payment out of tribal 
The government has always 


t 949 mem, 42 L. ed. 1211 mem]. 
__[b] A Canadian corporation hav- 
ing an admiralty claim against the 
United States could prosecute it in 
the court of claims. Reid Wrecking 


63. Haskell v. U. S., 9 Ct. Cl. 410. 
awSi ive Burns; 12) Wall... 
S.) 246, 20 L. ed. 388; Tryon v. U. 
425;. Davenport v. U. 


Columbia, 17 Ct. Cl. 303; Burdette v. 
U. S., 15 Ct. Cl. 465; Shaw v. U..S., 
8 Ct. Cl. 488; Woodruff v. U.S., 5 Ct. 
Cl. 645. 

{a] Action for sheep captured by 
Indians.— Where the only interest of 
the herder was an interest in the in- 
crease of the flock and in the wool 
clipped therefrom, the title to the 
flock remained in the owner, and 
he was the proper party to bring an 
action under the Indian Depredation 
Act for sheep captured by Indians. 
Otero v. U. 'S.,;\.48 Ct. Cl. 216, 

[b] Action for infringement of 
patent.—Under the statute authoriz- 
ing the ‘owner’ of a patent in- 
fringed by the United States to re- 
cover compensation in the court of 
elaims, an infringement suit against 
the government can be maintained 
only by one who has such an in- 
terest in the patent as would sup 
port an infringement suit against 
another defendant. E. W. Bliss Co. 
VeswaeS:, 253: U. S.91 87,40: 5SCt,.455, 
64 L. ed. 852 [aff 53 Ct. Cl. 47, 641]. 

{c] The suit instituted by the 
Cherokee Nation under the act of 
July 1, 1902 (32 St. at L. 726 c 1375 
§ 67), giving the court of claims ju- 
risdiction to consider ‘any claim 
which the Cherokee tribe ... may 
have against the United States,” was 
for the benefit of all Cherokees. The 
individuals .known as the Eastern 
Cherokees were allowed to come in 
and be represented by their own at- 
torneys by the act of March 3, 1903 
(32 St. at L. 996 ¢ 994). But it was 
not the purpose of the act to super- 


exercised guardianship over IJndians 
and their tribal property, 
provided for the payment of money 
due by Indians 
tribal funds. 
Tribe of Indians, 46 Ct. Cl. 

65.20" Jonesyvi Us, Side Ct Cars. 

66. Globe Works v. U. S., 45 Ct. 


1 “40% 

{a] Zllustration.— Where an ac- 
tion directly relates to certain evi- 
dences of debt in the possession of 
third persons in which they profess 
to have a legal interest, claimant 
may take a citation requiring them 
to appear, so as to formally notify 
them of the pendency of the suit to 
have the notification appear of rec- 
ord, to the end that he shall not be 
hindered in the prosecution of the 
suit by their unseasonable interpo- 


Cc 


Sitionwe lt CXS Vig Oa Soe Oe Ol. oul. 
67. Jones v. U. S; 42 Ct. Cl. 178. 
63. . Jones v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 178. 
69.. Young v. U. S.;.97 U. S.. 39, 24 


L. ed. 992; Carlisle v. U. S., 16 Wall. 


CUS wld neh Ti Cdl e42 GU iS. Vss 
O’Keefe,, 11 Wall. (U.,.S.3..178,. 20 
L. ed. 131; Philippine Sugar WBst. 
DeVierCOMGViis Uses. oe ae leamaaos 
De. Bacau. WlcS:, 486; Clo (Che OXs 
Trabing; iv. OU. S:,4,-32 "Cb. Cly 440; 
Collie v. U.0S.,..12 Ct. Cl» 648. [aft 
97.U..S. 39, 24 L.. ed. 9927; Collie v. 
Us iS SVGE MC14743 ie Bicheraiiy. JO, 


S., 9 Ct. Cl. 254; Hill v. U. S., 8 Ct. 
Cl) 47085 DenGivesy, Ue 7Ss Wecu. Ch 
617: LaPlante: U. S356 Gt.cek sai 


Molinan ivan. hs. 6 Ct. Oe 6oe 
Dauphin. v. Us oS,, 6 (Ct Cl oe221s 
Rothschild “vyatUs S..6¢ Ch Cl 3204; 
BrownyrvieU. iS. 68 Ct; Cl. 1viesLobp- 


siser v. U. S., 5 Ct. Cl. 687; Brown v. 
Wie S.7-SuCtacClivona: 

{a] The government could deny 
this right to aliens, although giving 
it. to? citizens, . Valk) v.._U. S529 Ct. | 


if-sand Coty -U. S., 202 Fed. 314. 

{c] A citizen of Porto Rico is 
not an alien. Basso v. U. S., 40 Ct. 

Cl, 202. ; 
and has Oo Askins-v. U. S., 50 Ct: Cl. at 
71. Cofiield: ve Sa 527eh rata 
to traders out of 72. Gallegos v. U. S., 39 Ct. Cl. 86. 
Green v. engenass bs Turner Vo U.5Ss ole Cb. Olpdepe 


“The rules of the Court of Claims 
are not adapted to suits against 
others than the United States, and 
the statute provides that in suits 
against the United States a copy of 
the petition shall be served upon the 
Attorney General, who shall appear 


and defend.” Turner v. U. S., s 
74, Burdette v. U. S, 15 Ct. CL 
460; Bright“‘v. UW... S:,.6), Ct. Cl. 118: 


Lise aurnen/y, (U.S, 51 Ctr Ci tan. 
76, District of Columbia Vv. 
Barnes, 197 U. S. 146, 25 SCt 401, 40. 
L. ed. 699; U. S. v. Burns, 12 Wall. 
(U. S.) 246, 20 L. ed. 388; Seaboard 
Air, Line, R. .Cosv.-U.< Ss 6326s Gis 
107; Jones v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 178: 
{a]| The. exact rules of special 
pleading are not necessarily adapted 
to the jurisdiction of the court of 
claims. Peirce v. U. S., 1 Ct. Cl, 195. 
77. Wisconsin Cent. R, Co. v. U. 
S., 164 U. S. 190, 17 SCt 45, 41 L. ed. 
3995, Murray v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 94; 
Molina vy. Wo 855 6g Ct selny 2698 
“The strict rules of pleading are 
not applicable here.’ Denver, etc, 
Res Go. ova Ug Si 68 eGhAGlorl 5 hundighe 
“There are no settled rules of 
pleading in this court.” New Jersey 
Bats etc.,; Co. ves ai 49  CtyClho2 ah. 


{a] Forms of pleading will not 
preclude a recovery of what is justly 
due complainant on the facts stated, 
although due in a different aspect. 
oere Vo (Uze8., 998 U-\S,4539.59 45 bea: 

[b] It is not requisite that the 
pleadings should present a single is- 
sue for determination, such as is 


et ee ee ae 
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§§ 393-397] 


administration of justice and to secure to defend- 
ants the benefit of the principle of res judicata.78 

Construction of pleadings. The usual rules with 
respect to the construction of pleadings?® are ap- 
plied in the court of claims.%? 

[§ 394] b. Petition. The petition must set forth 
the full particulars of the claim,® and of the action 
taken thereon by any of the departments,®? and 
where the claim is such as is ordinarily settled in 
an executive department the petition must show that 
‘application was made to that department and its 
decision thereon.** A plain statement of facts is 
all that is required,’* and a petition which. shows 
that the claimant has a claim may be allowed 
whether or not it is artificially drawn.®5 Allega- 
tions to sustain the equitable jurisdiction of the 
court should not be too general and indefinite,®* and 
compliance with a condition precedent should be 
alleged and proved.8? Distinct causes of action can- 
not be brought together by proceedings subsequent 
to the bringing of the original action without the 
consent of both parties.8® 

Showing of representative capacity. The rule re- 
quirine the representative character of a trustee 
plaintiff to be filed with the petition in the form 
of a duly authenticated copy of the record of his 
appointment does not mean that proof of the ap- 
pointment is necessary as an integral part of the 
original petition, or that failure to make such proof 
at the time of filing the petition is fatal, but proof 
smay be furnished subsequent to the filing of the 
petition.’® 

Recovery on implied contract. The forms of 
pleading in the court of claims do not preclude a 
claimant from recovering, as on an implied con- 
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tract, what is justly due him on the facts stated 
in the petition and proved, although there is no 
count in the petition on the implied contract..° But 
where a petition is based on an alleged infringement 
of a patent, and no infringement has been shown, 
there can be no recovery as on an implied contract.9? 

Verification of the petition is usually required,” 
although it has been held that verification is not 
jurisdictional. 

[§ 395] c. Demurrer or Plea. The question of 
the sufficiency of the petition to show a right of 
recovery against the government may be raised by 
demurrer.°* An objection to the jurisdiction should 
be raised by plea,®> but a nlea by defendant that 
the cause of action declared on in a second suit 
against the government had accrued when the first 
suit was filed and might have been united in it is 
bad.°® The provision limiting the time within which 
suits may be brought in the court of claims being 
jurisdictional,®? limitations need not be pleaded.%% 

[§ 396] d. Counterclaims and Cross Bills. The 
forms of pleading in the court of claims do not re- 
quire that the right to recover on a counterclaim 
shall be restricted by the pleading. Omissions to 
plead counterclaims are never fatal to the rendition 
of such judgments as the facts demand? The court 
cannot declare a forfeiture for fraud in connection 
with the prosecution of a claim on a mere motion, 
but defendants must file a plea in the nature of a 
cross bill, setting up the matters constituting the 
fraud.t 

[§ 397] e. Amendments. The court should 
amend defects and wants of form other than those 
which are demurred to,” but other amendments rest 
in the discretion of the court.? The general rule 


generally considered indispensable; v. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 281. ifoffeld jiwv.1-Us 2S.) $6. Ot. Cle23 0: 
where the trial is by jury. Peirce v. SirrClydety: 1. 2Se 1b Ct-Cclits4 {a] Averments as to loyalty.— 
Meroe Cte Cleo b [rev on other grounds 13 Wall.|Carter v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 326; Woody 
[c] Claims outside of jurisdic- | (U. S.) 35, 20 L. ed. 479]. Vales rcon Ot pO lesreor ; 
tion.—The petition will not be dis- 82, Clyde v. UW): S.) 5 Ct. Cl. 134 88. Hager v. U. S., 33 Ct. Cl. 336: 
missed in a transmitted claim, | [rev on other grounds 13 Wall. (U.S.) 89.) 'Crocker vy. WU. S.4 480 CENCE 
where it contains counts for liqui- |35, 20 L. ed. 479]. 383. 
dated and counts for unliquidated $3) Glyde=ve U, (S25 Ct. Cla 134 90. Wood v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 119. 
damages, although there is a want|[rev on other grounds 13 Wall. (U. 91. Brothers: vooUsS., 62 Ct cor 
of jurisdiction as to the latter. Den-|S.) 35, 20 L. ed. 479]. ; 462. 
nistve Usvs, 20eCt. SCl. 311 95 84. District of Columbia v. 92. Gray v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 277; 
78. Jones v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 178. | Barnes, 197 U. S. 146, 25 SCt 401, 49} Woody v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 160; 


79. See Pleadings [31 Cyc 78]. 

80. See cases infra this note. — 

{a] MIlustrations.—(1) A petition 
in the court of claims, alleging that 
the petitioner had an exclusive li- 
cense to use a patented superheat- 
er in a specified make of torpedoes 
sold only to the United States gov- 
ernment; that on request it granted 
the government permission to pur- 
chase torpedoes containing such in- 
vention from another company, the 
amount of royalty to be settled later; 
that torpedoes so equipped were pur- 
chased by the United States, but no 
royalty was ever paid; that it de- 
manded five hundred dollars for each 
superheater, which the government 
refused to pay; and that it never 
granted any reduction, or consented 
to the use of the invention without 
payment of such royalty, did not 
show a contract, express or implied, 
to pay a royalty in any amount, but 
negatived the making of a contract. 
B®. WwW. Bliss Co. v. U. S.,-253 U.S. 
187, 64 L. ed. 852, 40 SCt 455. 
An allegation of damage and de- 
struction to agricultural land caused 
by the breakage of a canal bank due 
to the willful and negligent acts of 
the agents of the United States, be- 
ing the direct effect of the acts of 
such agents, is not the equivalent of 
an allegation that the land was 
“taken” for public use, or that de- 
fendants derived a benefit from the 
tortious act of their officers and 
agents, and a contract cannot be im- 
plied. North Platte Canal, etc., Co. 


L. ed. 699; U. S. v. Behan, 110 U.S. 
SoS N4aNSCraslales aul eds r168s Usa; 
v. Burns, 12 Wall. (U. S.) 246, 20 L. 
ed. 388; Wood v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 119; 
Atlantic Works v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 
57; Little v. District of Columbia, 19 
Ctr Cl,’ 323% i : 
“All that is necessary in setting 
out a claim is to so state it that the 
court is advised as to what it is.” 
Denver, etc, R. Co. v. U. S., 53 Ct. 
Gl. et55; 1165! : 
[a] Limits of rule—The_ state- 
ment must not be so general as to 
leave defendants in doubt as to what 
demands they must meet. Atlantic 
Works v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 57. 


85. New Jersey Fdy., etc., Co. v. 
UMS? 49nCE Cle 235. 
[a] If the petition raises ques- 


tions of importance affecting the in- 
terests of persons before the court it 
will not be dismissed on the ground 
that it shows no cause of action, but 
the real facts will be ascertained. 
Morrison v. U. S., 22 Ct. Cl. 206. 

86. Schierling v. U. S., 23 Ct. Cl. 
361; Cunningham v. New York, 141 
NYS 1000 [mod on other grounds 162 
App. Div. 851, 148 NYS Oud 

[a] A general charge by contract- 
ors for a government building of 
mismanagement or delay on the part 
of the United States, or of fraud or 
dishonesty on the part of their 
agents, is insufficient, as claimant’s 
pleading and request for findings 
should contain specific allegations. 
McLaughlin v. U. S., 37 Ct. Cl. 150. 

87. Henry v. U. S., 38 Ct. Cl. 635; 


Eastern Band Cherokee Indians v. 


Cherokee Nation West, 19 Ct. Cl. 35. - 


93. Eastern Band Cherokee In- 
dians v. Cherokee Nation West, 19 
Cte Cl 35, 

942) Pricesv.UisS: 33 Ct.1Clieto6 
[aff 174 U. S. 873, 19 SCt 765, 43 L. 
ed. 1011]. 

fa] Ilustration.—Where it is ap- 
parent that claimant must recover, 
if at all, under the terms of a con- 
tract which is set forth in or at- 
tached to the petition, the question 
of his right of recovery may be pre- 
sented by demurrer. New Jersey 
Mdyz) ete, Co. iv OLS5r491CteOniesh: 


95, . Pennsylvania’ (Co. (v.95 Uses..." 
CHLCL 4013 
[a] Jurisdiction is put in issue 


by a plea traversing the allegations 
of the petition that the original own- 
ers of the claim have at all times 
borne true allegiance, and such plea 
will not be stricken out. Peirce v. 
WAS: Nel THC Verso Se : 
ete Shrewsbury v. U. S., 9 Ct. Cl. 

Be 
97. See supra § 389. 

98 Quinn v. U. S., 52 Ct. Cl. 496. 

99. Huske v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 35. 

1. Globe Works v. U. S., 45 Ct 
Clea Gs 

2. Thomas v.-U./S:,) 15°Cty .Clessb: 

{a] Amendment should be al- 
lowed where the statute of limita- 
tions will bar a new action, and de- 
fendant raises no objection to the 
party claimant, but pleads to merits. 
Skelly v. U. S., 32° Ctrl 2277 

3. Thomas v. U. S., 15 Ct.-Cl. 335, 


aN 
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is that amendments designed to present a cause as 
the parties may be sunnosed to have understood it 
will be allowed,* but amendments to introduce new 
parties not in privity, to introduce a new cause of 
action, to enforce a penalty, or where the opposite 
party has been misled, or where an unfair advantage 
would result, will not be allowed.> An amended pe- 
tition cannot be filed, where a claim has been 
referred by a committee of congress and dismissed 
for want of jurisdiction,’ nor can an amended peti- 
tion be filed, without submission to and specific 
leave from the court, where a case is remanded to 
the general docket with merely a general leave to 
amend.’ When an amended petition is filed, the re- 
citals of the original are considered abandoned, ex- 
cept so far as they are incorporated in the amended 
petition, which must be complete in itself.§ 
Necessity for amendment. A petition seeking to 
have a suspension by the secretary of the interior 


‘of a contract for the construction of a dam held 


fraudulent need not be amended to enable plaintiff 
contractor to question the propriety of charges 
against his account for work and materials used 
by defendants in completing the contract.® 
_[§ 398] 8. Issues and Proof. Proof of the in- 
corporation of plaintiff corporation, in a suit for 
the proceeds of captured or abandoned property, is 
unnecessary in the absence of a plea of nu! tiel 
corporation.?° 

{§ 399] 9. Variance. There is a fatal variance 
where the allegation and proof as to a material fact 
differ substantially? but if a variance is merely 
as to a matter of form not going to the merits, 
judgment may be rendered in accordance with the 
proved facts.12 

[§ 400] 10. Evidence and Taking of Proof—a. 
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Presumptions. If the secretary of the interior has 
found facts from which the court may infer its 
own jurisdiction, the burden of proof is or defend- 
ants to show want of jurisdiction.1? In proceedings 
under the disbursing officers’ act before the court 
of claims by a disbursing officer to secure relief 
from liability for funds embezzled by his clerk, 
there exists a presumption of liability, and the bur- 
den of proof rests upon the officer.14 Where the 
decree of a prize court is silent as to the appear- 
ance of the master or owners, and there is neither 
protest nor proof to show that they were denied 
a hearing, the presumption is that they were given 
an opportunity to defend.1° It must be presumed 
that .a roll of Cherokee freedmen made under a 
decree of the court of claims was made in compli- 
ance with the decree because it was accepted by 
all parties and distribution was made under it with- 
out objection by any person.1® 

{[§ 401] b. Burden of Proof. As a rule, the 
burden rests upon claimant to establish every fact 
necessary to support his claim,” but if the petition 
sets forth a good cause of action and defendants 
have records in their possession which will defeat 
the claim they should produce them,!® and the bur- 
den of proving fraud rests upon the party alleg- 
Inge abs 

As to citizenship. Where citizenship of the claim- 
ant goes to the jurisdiction, is preliminary, and is 
questioned, the burden of proof is on claimant.?° 

[§ 402] cc. Admissibility. Where congress has 
not provided, and no special reason demands, a dif- 
ferent rule, the rules of evidence as found in the 
common law govern the action of the court of 
claims.?+_ Under the statutes, however, special pro- 
visions have been made in certain cases as to evi- 


4, Thomas v. U. S., 15 Ct. Cl. 335.) 23 L. ed. 707; The Ship Poll Cary, 45) of evidence, nor can they add any- 


[a] Showing ownership or repre-|Ct. Cl. 219. 
sentative capacity.—If the rightful [a] 


thing to what the law requires of a 


Tllustrations.—(1) Where the | claimant to make out his case. Todd 


claimant brings suit, but inadver-| military transactions of a state for |v. U. S., Dev. Ct. Cl. (U. S.) § 610. 


tently neglects to describe her rep- 
resentative capacity, or correctly 
allege a requisite ownership, and 
there is no conflict of interests be- 
tween claimants, and the _ proper 
party is before the court in due time, 
amendments will be allowed accord- 
Angle. Thomas: v, U. S., 15 6Ct. Cl: 
[b] Consent to filing amendments 
may be based upon acquiescence, 
without a formal agreement, and 
after delay by defendants to strike 
out amended petitions and when the 
statute of limitations would cut off 
part of the demands if a new suit 
were instituted, the court will on 
motion dismiss amendments, sever 
the causes of action, and treat the 
amended petitions as original peti- 
tions as of the time when each was 
filed, and the cases will proceed as 
distinct suits. Eager v. U. S., 33 Ct. 
Cl., 336. 
& Jones v. U.S. 42 Ctrche e173; 
Thomas verU. S:. 1L5/CRsCl 0335. 
Change of parties by amendment 
see supra § 391. 
G@* Dunbar ‘v..U. S019 Cts Ch 674. 
EEO A Wena Us Soe et.e Gis COs 
8 Jones v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 178. 
9. S. R. H. Robinson, etc, Con- 
tracting Co: v. U. S.,-53.Ct. Cl, 536. 
10. Basch v. U. S., 52 Ct. Cl. 134. 
See also Corporations § 2980. 
4 Saloisiav. 1.15... Cut Clag68. 
12) Molina ve U.S. 6 (CerCl E269: 
1335 Montoyaev. JU. US. -327 Ct 3Cl 


14. Boggs v. U..S., 44 Ct. Cl. 367. 
1d. (Che Snow ‘Thetis; 3% Ct. Cl. 


y 16. Whitmire v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 
53. 
ETN UP oe Na LOSS, to eC emia ZOU, 


the state and of the state for the 
United States were mingled in one 
account, it cannot be regarded as the 
account of the principal, the United 
States; and the state, as agent, must 
establish its expenditures specifically 
by other proof. Rhode Island v. U. 
S337 Cty (OK etal: (2) Where the 
jurisdiction of the court, as well as 
plaintiff’s right to recover, depends 
upon the use of the alleged inven- 
tion under such circumstances as to 
warrant an implied contract there- 
for, the use of plaintiff's invention 
must be established. Farnham. vy. 
TJ. S.. 49 Ct. Cl. 19. (3) Where a bill 
in congress is to reimburse a settler 
for all expenses incurred and sery- 
ices performed in all matters touch- 
ing the discovery, exploration, and 
development of a cavern, and the 
evidence fails to show the amount of 
money expended, the court cannot 
advise congress as to what might be 
a reasonable appropriation. Such a 
ciaim is not a legal or equitable one. 
The claimants can appeal alone to 
the bounty of congress. Jefferson 
Lime -Cow vows S., 48:.Gt.. Gly 274. 

[b] A general traverse may cast 
the burden of proof upon complain- 
ant, King v. U. S., 31 Ct. Cl. 304. 

{e] A statutory provision that 
the party electing to reopen the case 
shall assume the burden of proof 
requires the establishment of such 
facts as will lead the court to a con- 
clusion different from that of the 
secret ety Montoya v. U.'S., 32 Ct. 
Toned 

{d] Rules in force at the treas- 
ury department for the methodical 
conduct of business there cannot in 
court supersede the ordinary prin- 
ciples and requirements of the law 


18 Smith vs, UaiS.,; 36 Ct. .Glovan4. 
ite te Works. v. U.. Sx 45 "Ct 


ao Hernandez v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 


21.) ‘Moore v:.U. Si, 9h) Ua So 270s 
23 L. ed. 346. 

[a] Information for congress 
must be obtained in congressional 
cases in strict conformity with the 
rules of judicial procedure and from 
competent evidence, and letters and 
ex parte statements of every char- 
acter must be excluded, except where 
a Statute directs that they be con- 
Sidered. West Virginia v. U. S., 37 
Cie 2012 

{b] Where a state paid money 
for raising and equipping troops, 
and for the occupation of lands for 
camps, and the vouchers taken used 
the words “damages,” it is open to 
either party to show what was in- 
cluded in that term, whether use of 
or injury to property, or both. Penn- 
Sylvania vi U.S: 37 Cin Ci or. 

{c] If a recovery rests upon ex- 
pert testimony the competency of 
the witness must be satisfactorily 
established. Shultz v. U. S., 2 Ct. 
Chiss OF 

[d] Ancient documents. — Where 
corporate books were seized and 
have been in the custody of the 
United States fur over fifty years, 
they are admissible as ancient docu- 
ments aS a link in the chain proof 
of ownership. Basch.v. U. S., 52 Ct. 
Cl. 134. 

fe] The jurisdictional act in 
French spoliation claims not only 
requires evidence, but “proper evi< 
dence,’ that is, such evidence as 
may be presented under the rules es- 
tablished by law and recognized by 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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dence, witnesses, and taking proof,2? and the pro- 
visions of an act of congress prevail over local 
rules in the state where the cause of action arose.23 
So also under the terms of a reference by congress, 
letters and papers presented before congress, al- 
though not admissible under the ordinary rules of 
evidence, may be considered.24 The evidence, of 
course, must be competent and relevant,?> and waiv- 


ers as to incompetent evidence cannot be coun- . 


tenanced.?® The certificate of a referee in bank- 
ruptey is competent evidence to show that a party 
plaintiff has been appointed trustee in bankruptey.?? 

[§ 403] d. Judicial Notice. The court may take 
judicial notice of the laws of the several states, and 
claimant is not required to call witness to prove 
a rule of law of a state as a foreign law.?8 

[§ 404] e. Depositions. In taking testimony 
to be used in support of or against any claim, the 
adverse party is entitled to an opportunity to file 
interrogatories, or to examine the witnesses by at- 
torney, under such regulations as the court may 
preseribe.2® If by a rule of court certain require- 
ments exist as to reading and signing of depositions, 
they must be complied with, or the court may sup- 
press them on its own motion;*° and where a depo- 
sition fixes a jurisdictional fact, a second deposition 
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inconsistent therewith on such point may be dis- 
regarded.*1. Where a party has taken testimony 
without leave of court, and under objection of the 
other party, the deposition so taken will be sup- 
pregsed on motion.®? 

[§ 405] f. Affidavits. Ex parte affidavits are 
not evidence in the court of claims;3* and a stipu- 
lation between a claimant’s attorney and the at- 
torney-general that ex parte affidavits may be 
taken instead of depositions cannot be upheld by 
the courts so as to dispense wit» competent evi- 
dence which the court deems material.34 

[§ 406] g. Examination of Claimant. The court 
may make an order for the examination of a claim- 
ant.2° In the case of a corporation the officers 
thereof are ordinarily the proper persons to be ex- 
amined ;*° but where all of the stock of the company 
is owned by two persons, they are in fact and in 
legal effect the parties claimant, and are proper per- 
sons to be examined under the statute.37 

[§ 407] h. Power to Call on Departments for 
Information. The court has power to call upon any 
of, the departments for any information or papers 
which it may deem necessary,?% and is entitled to 
the use of all recorded and printed reports made 
by the committees of each house of congress when 


the courts. The Brig Betsey, 49 Ct. 
() a se ‘ 

22. The Ship Parkman, 35 Ct. Cl. 
406; In re Calls for Evidence, 33 Ct. 
CESS LVErUtt Wat Ue ss, CUnCe, Cle 19): 
Woolverton v. U. S., 26 Ct. Cl. 215; 
Atchison, etce., R. Co. v. U. S., 15 Ct. 
Cag 

2g.. Christie y. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 
293, 326 (“By the law of Alabama 
(where this cause of action arose) 
the testimony of a party in interest 
is not admissible as to alleged state- 
ments of a deceased person. De- 
fendants submit that this is pecu- 
liarly so while the deceased was act- 
ing as the agent of the United 
States (sec. 4007, Ala. Code). But 
we think the testimony is admis- 
sible for what it is worth; because 
by the act of March 8, 1887, 24 Stat. 
L., 505, commonly known as the 
Tucker Act, all claimants in this 
court were made competent wit- 
nesses in their own behalf without 
qualification. In Hobbs v. McLean, 
A Le Sue 6.67906) SC b28:0; ¢29) is, sed. 
940, it was held that where Con- 
gress had made no exception in 
qualifying parties as witnesses the 
court could make none’). 

24.6 Irwin ve.) Si, 23 <Ctin Gly 149 
[rev on other grounds 127 U. S. 125, 
8) SCt 1033) (32) Ll. ed.. 99]. 

25. Birdsong v. U. S., 34 Ct. Cl. 
437. 

[al Wheré the question is tho 
worth of an invention in the mar- 
ket, claimants cannot show what 
their patent as used by the sgovern- 
ment is worth to commerce. Wood 
Vee Sh-36) CEEC1Loi4180 

[b] An agreed statement of facts, 
on which a suit between owners and 
underwriters was based at a time 
contemporaneous with the loss, is 
not evidence for the representatives 
of the owners in a suit between them 
and the United States under the 
French Spoliation Act. The Sloop 
Margaret, 37 Ct. Cl. 13. 

[c] The recitals of a decree are 
considered a part of the evidence in 
a case, but the essential things to 
be investigated in such cases are 
the regularity of the proceeding in 
the prize court and the opportunity 
to appear and defend. The Snow 
Thetis, 37 Ct. Cl. 470. 

[d] Payment of money.—In a 
congressional case involving the pay- 
ment of money by the state for the 
United States, an allegation of an 
actual payment cannot be established 
by the proceedings of the local mili- 


tary board, such proceedings being 
ex parte and based apparently on 
muster rolls only made up long after 
the enlistments. West Virginia v. 
WNSavoi Cl Cle 20. 

[e] Statute as evidence.—Where, 
a statute authorizes an accounting 
between the United States and cer- 
tain Indian tribes, and directs the 
court to credit the Indians with ‘‘the 
value of all lands ceded by the said 
Indians which have been set apart 
and reserved from the public lands 
as public reservations or for other 
public uses under existing laws and 
proclamations of the President [Act 
Marchi 300190955355 (Sta ate. 2789 
ce 263)],’ the court, when ascertain- 
ing the value of the lands, may re- 
fer to the statutes authorizing or 
regulating the sale of the public 
lands as evidence and may take the 
minimum price named in the stat- 
utes as the value of the lands under 
consideration, although it is a mat- 
ter of common knowledge, of which 
the court takes notice, that portions 
of the lands are worth less in the 
market than the minimum _ price 
named in the statutes. Ute Indians 
Vannes ois Cty Cl 7440. 

{[f{] Judgment founded on incom- 
petent evidence.—The supreme court 
rule that, where the ultimace fact, 
in the findings of this court, on 
which the judgment rests is found- 
ed on incompetent evidence, there 
must be a reversal notwithstanding 
the terms of the finding, governs 
conclusions in the court of claims. 
West Virginia v. U. S., 45 Ct. Cl. 576. 

26. West Virginia v. U. S., 45 Ct. 
EL 576. 

27. Crocker v. U. S., 48 Ct.-Cl. 383. 

2s. Sykes v. U. S., 8 Ct. Cl. 330. 

29. Jud. Code § 169, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1160; Smith v. U. S., 19 
CE CL3,.69.0% 

[a] Notice of taking deposition.— 
If the purpose of the act of Juie 15, 
1880, requiring notice to claimant of 
the taking of evidence for the gov- 
ernment, is accomplished without 
notice, the want thereof will not 
vitiate the proceeding, and make the 
testimony incompetent. Grimes v. 
US SaetwiCln3 Ss: 

380. “Martin v. U.'S.,.3 Ct. Cl. -384. | 

21. Johnson vo .U-. S935 "Ct. Cl 
552. 

32. Curved Blectrotype Plate Co. 
Viele pe cote Cle Z6Se 

Seale Via anoe alc tas Cl. 54; 
Smithiavewlens.,, 19eCt. Cl 690; 5Wig= 
eins Vv. U.S 2°Cti Cl 346. 


{a] Ex parte affidavits forming 
exhibits in departmental reports 
printed as congressional documents 
were not made evidence in a suit in 
the court of claims, brought under 
the act of March 1, 1907 (34 St. at 
L. 1055 e 2290), by the provisions of 
that act that such reports shall be 
evidence, to be given such weight as 
the court may determine for them. 
Iowa Sac, etc., Fox Indians v. Okla- 
homa Sac., ete., Indians, 220 U. S. 
481, 31 SCt 478, 55 L. ed. 552 [aff 
45. Ct. Cl.. 2874. 

{[b] Affidavits of Indians, taken 
by an Indian agent in an investiga- 
tion authorized by treaty and re- 
turned as part thereof and found 
among documents transmitted with 
the case to the court, wili not be 
Summarily struck out as ex parte. 
Chickasaw Nation v. U. S., 19 Ct. 
Cla 2. : 

3%. Jones v. U..S., 42°Ct. Cl 178. 

35. Jud. Code § 166, U. -S. Comp. 
Sta (GL9A'6) 58) L157. 

[a] The statute recognizes the 
constitutional guaranties of the citi- 
zen; and the order of the court in 
permitting the examination of an in- 
terested party cannot go beyond the 
statute. Globe Works v. U.S., 45 Ct. 
CV ADTs 

[b] The rescission of a contract 
by the government for the alleged 
failure of the contractor to perform 
does not estop it, in an action on the 
contract, from setting up fraud or 
from examining claimants. Atlantic 
Contr Arne CosnivenUe (S33 ACKCER CH 

{c] Where a plea of fraud is in- 
terposed by defendants, they may 
examine claimants under the stat- 
ute; and the examination cannot be 
evaded by claimants alleging that all 
the facts are within the knowledge 
of defendants. Atlantic Contracting 
CoF wa WaiSt 40) CihuChe2 44: 

36. Atlantic Contracting Co. v. 
U. S., 40 Ct. Cl..244. 

37. Atlantic Contracting Co. v. 
UneSie 40n Ctl 244; : 

38. Jud. Code § 164, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1155; Robinson v. U. S., 
50 \C&c@ly, 159: 

[a] Such a call is in the nature 
of a subpcena duces tecum, and can- 
not be turned into a bill of discov- 
ery. In re Calls for Evidence, 33 
Cte Clar354. 

[b] Evidence presumptively in 
hands of claimant.—The court of 
claims will not call upon the depart- 
ments for evidence presumptively in 
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deemed necessary in the prosecution of its busi- 
ness;®° but the head of any department may refuse 
and omit to comply with any eall for information 
or papers when, in his opinion, such compliance 
would be injurious to the public interest.*° 
Objection for lack of certification. When it was 
agreed by the respective attorneys that certain 
papers selected by them from a departmental file 
should be filed in court, the objection that the papers 
so filed and printed were not certified under the 
seal of the interior .department comes too late after 
such action in the absence of any question as to 
their genuineness or any showing that they were 
filed through improvidence, mistake, or fraud.*1 
In case of a refusal, after notice and without just 
reason, to furnish original and competent evidence 
in the possession of the government, secondary evi- 
dence of the matters in question may be received.*? 
.[§ 408] i. Weight and Sufficiency. The gen- 
eral rules as to the weight and sufficiency of evi- 
dence 4® apply in the court of claims.*4 It has 
been. held that, where a subordinate engineer 
officer without explanation refuses to be governed 
by the construction given to the contract by the 
principal engineer, the final action taken by the 
local subordinate last in charge in conformity with 
the interpretation put upon the specifications by 
the chief engineer officer will be taken as the best 
basis for a just settlement.45 
[§ 409] 11. Trial. In congressional cases the 
court must inquire into every material fact neces- 
sary to enable congress to act intelligently when 


the hands of claimant. In re Calls 
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i 
Where a military board investigates 


[§§ 407-410 


disposing of the claims;4¢ and the court will con- 
sider and determine every issue necessary to the 
proper disposition of the matter.*7 The established 
rule of practice is that, when parties have closed 
their proofs and noted that fact upon the notice 
book, new testimony cannot be taken by either 
without an order of the court, and the application 
for leave to take further testimony must show the. 
grounds upon which the application rests, the issue 
upon which it will be used, ete.*® The court can- 
not make an.order compelling a claimant to take 
more testimony than he has taken. If defendants 
have evidence of their own to present, it is their 
privilege to take it. If they fail to do so, a claim- 
ant is entitled to have the issues tried in the regu- 
lar way.4® ‘The court determines the facts as well 
as the law,°° but is not obliged to rule specifically 
on separate requests of counsel.5! Where essential 
allegations are not established by elaimant’s eyvi- 
dence, the court will not determine what the rights 
and liabilities of the parties would be if the alle- 


. gations were proved.°? 


[§ 410] 12. References. The court may in 
proper cases refer a cause to a special commissioner, 
and after due deliberation approve his report, and 
the judyment rendered will be that of the court and 
not that of the commissioner alone.®? In the ab- 
sence of any rule of the court of claims on the 
subject, such references are to be governed by rules 
in similar cases, governing references to referees 
and masters, adopted by other federal ecourts.54 
Where a delay in discovering additional evidence 


competent jurisdiction, rendering a 


for Evidence, 33 Ct. Cl. 354. 

39. Jud. Code § 164, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1155. 

40. Jud. Code § 164, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) 8 1155. 

41. U..S. Fidelity, etc. 
We7S:7750" Gt.s@l; 316. 
se aee Robinson v. U. S., 50 Ct. Cl. 

43. See Evidence §§ 1730-1806. 
44. Globe Works v. U. S.; 53 Ct. 
Gl8 53823, Albright- viwULL S., 538-CtCl, 
2472 Otero v. U, S,, 53) Ct. .Cly. 163) 
The Brig Patsey, 49 Ct. Cl. 197;-The 
Brig Betsey, 49 Ct. Cl. 125; The Nan- 
tucket v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 297; Globe 
IWiorksesv. mii sed D. CtanCl. 1497): 
Boschke v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 397; Leach 
Vee es weaee Ct. HOMO) Swift tive 
U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 409; The Ship Park- 
man, 35. Ct. Cl. 406; Birdsong v. 
US) 34 Ct!) Cl. 487; Small iv. .U.)8., 
33 aC. #Cln4515 Salois, vulLUioSs. 82 
Ct. Cl. 68; Gossett v. U. S., 31 Ct. 
@1. 325s Gray iv. UsS31 23 Ct. Cly207, 

fa]. The evidence of one uncorrob- 
orated witness (1) is not sufficient 
to establish a claim. Salois v. U. S., 
32 Ct. Cl. 68. (2) This is especially 
true where it does not appear that 
such witness was qualified to testify 


Cosy: 


‘as to the fact. Brooke v. U. S., 
GENCIAVL&0, 
{[b] When testimony of claimant 


alcne sufficient—Where damages for 
breach of a contract by the United 
States naturally result from delay, 
and proof in defense, if any, is read- 
ily within reach of defendants, the 
testimony of claimant alone may be 


sufficient. Sanborn v. U. S., 46 Ct. 
Cl. 254. 
{c] An admission by government 


counsel of the government’s liability 
fs not controlling on the court of 
claims. Hooper v. U. S., 53 Ct. Cl. 
90. 

{d] Treasury agents’ reports con- 
eerning ownership of cotton seized 
are not conclusive against the claim 
of others that they are the real own- 
ers. ‘Basch v, U. S., 52 Ct. Cl. 134. 

{e] Report of military board.— 


nn eS 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a loss and finds the value of the 
property destroyed, and the report 
is put in evidence by one party with- 
out objection by the other, and is 
corrobornted, the court will assume 
that both parties are satisfied that 
it is correct. Florida, ete, R. Co. 
Ver, Sui 23 Ct Clb 72. ‘ 

{f] An estimate of damages is 
not a sufficient basis for a money 
judgment against the United States. 
Maryland Casualty Co. v. U. S., 53 
CtExe] set; ; 

{g] Documents purporting to be 
sworn to, but not properly authenti- 
cated by seal or certificate on the 
part of the person before whom they 
purport to have been acknowledged, 
cannot be considered “legal evi- 
dence” within the meaning of the 
statute and are insufficient to es- 
tablish jurisdiction. Otero v. U. S., 
48 Ct. Cl. 219. 

{h] fhe proof required to set 
aside an award need not be new, but 
the court will not take on conflict- 
ing evidence, and from it draw con- 
clusions different from those reached 
by the secretary. Montoya v. U. S., 
BPM Cited CONS efile 

{il Resubmission after disallow- 
ance.—A claim will be dismissed 
when it hos been disallowed by the 
southern claims commission, and is 
resubmitted to the court on the same 
evidence. Stern v. U. S., 32 Ct. Cl. 


533. 
45. Shippey v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 
51 


46, West Virginia v. U. S., 87 Ct. 
47. Pennsylvania Vie 1, Si a8, ‘Ct. 


Gl, 5 
Curved Electrotype Plate Co. 
Sit 42h CUMNCUS 268i 
Smitheman v. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 


Moore v. U. S., 91 U. S. 270, 
. ed. 346. 
The court may make a com- 
varison of handwriting.—Moore v. 
U..S., 9100, Si2707°23.)L. “ed. 346. 

{b] A judgment by a court of 


question res judicata between the 
same parties, cannot be reéxamined 
in this court in a case referred un- 
der the Tucker Act; but if it is 
clearly shown that a mistake in the 
former judicial proceedings occurred, 
which, if known, would have affected 
the judgment, and that the other 
court has lost jurisdiction of the 
case, this court may consider the 
question. Le More v. U. S., 39 Ct. 
Cl. 484. 

[ec] The court will not examine 
voluminous testimony to ascertain 
whether in trifling matters rates 
charged for transportation of gov- 
ernment freight exceeded the legal 
limitation attached to a grant of the 
road. Northern Pac. R. Co. vy. U. S., 
LOSCtwCw42 85 

[ad] Where claims against a for- 
eign conntry are authorized to be 
heard, and this government, formally 
and with knowledge of the facts, as- 
serted them to be valid and de- 
manded reparation, the point is set- 
tled, as between this government and 
claimant, that the claims constituted 
a legitimate reclamation upon the 
other country. Hubbell v. U. S., 15 
Ct. Cl. 546. 

fe] Whether a claim for taking a 
orivate vessel for blockade purposes 
is based upon a taking for govern- 
ment use or for destruction ‘is a 
question of fact. Walker v. U. S., 
34 Ct. Cl. 345. 

51. Union Pac. R. Co. v. U. S., 
20. Ct-Cls( 508; 

52). Peay vVioU. Si, V9 rGh-CLlLi77 

53. In re _ Intermingled Cotton 
Cases, 92 U. S.-651,, 23.L..ed. 756. 

[a] Revocation of appointment.— 
The appointment of a special com- 
missioner to take testimony may be 
revoked on the court’s own motion, 
where the person is of bad charac- 
yan ete.) Martin fv.5 Dias. 8 Cie Clay 


54. Johnson v. District of Colum- 
bia. 49 Ct. Cl. 8. 

fa] Where a deposition is taken 
without permission after the case 


§§ 410-412] 


and a failure to produce it are inexcusable, a re- 
quest to introduce additional evidence and again 
refer the case will not be granted.®5 

[§ 411] 18. Rules of Decision. Decisions of the 
supreme court are, of course, controlling on the 
court of claims.°® The liability of the government 
should be determined by the settled principles of 
law;°’ and the court will construe an act of. con- 
gress on which a claim is alleged to be founded, 
according to the rules of construction which long 
and continued experience has determined to be 
best adapted for the purpose.5® Beyond this, no 
general rules of decision can be laid down, but each 
case coming before the court of claims is necessarily 
to be determined according to its own peculiar 
facts.°° Where a former ruling would result in 
inequality to the officers and men who served in 
the late Spanish War, and where the comptroller 
of the treasury has construed certain statutes favor- 
ably to claimants, and congress has subsequently 
legislated on the same subject with apparent ap- 
proval, and certainly no disapproval, of the comp- 
troller’s ruling, the court will resolve all doubts 
in favor of claimants, who have no right of ap- 
peal.°° Where the jurisdiction conferred on the 
court of claims is to hear and determine a case 
according to principles of equity and justice, the 
case will be heard on the merits, and not decided 
upon an estoppel arising from the negligence of 
parties.®? 


The doctrine of res adjudicata is applicable in 
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the court of claims;®? but the United States is not 
bound by judgments against a state in state courts 
for moneys expended by the state for the benefit 
of the United States.®? 

[§ 412] 14. Findings or Report. With the trial 
in the court of claims the rights of counsel over 
the findings of fact cease and those of the court 
beoin.®* Jt is the duty of the court to make find- 
ings of the facts established by the evidence,®® 
and a separate statement of the conclusions of law 
upon the facts so found.®*® <A finding made in an 
action at law disposes of all matters of fact *7 and 
is final where there is any evidence of the fact,®’ 
and no exception is taken.®® In cases coming to 
a hearing on the report of a commissioner, parties 
dissatisfied with the facts found in the report must 
present their requests for additional findings at 
the hearing, and not afterward as in ordinary 
eases.” In a proceeding in equity, a finding of the 
ultimate facts for the consideration of the supreme 
court is not required, as the whole record goes 
up.™! Recitals in a finding, that the claim in suit 
was supported by the testimony of but two wit- 

j nesses, and that ‘‘the court is not satisfied by 
this evidence,’’ followed by the statement, in the 
opinion, that the court ‘‘has no reason, other than 
the lapse of time and the inaction of the claimant, 
to discredit the witnesses or suspect the claim,’’ do 
not justify a reversal, on the ground that the 
court attempted to create a rule of evidence as 
to the number of witnesses necessary to prove such 


has been referred upon the applica- 
tion of plaintiff, it is inadmissible as 
‘evidence and will be stricken. John- 
son v. District of Columbia, 49 Ct. 
C18) 

{b] A referee’s conclusions can- 
not be assailed by evidence which 
was not in the record when the re- 
port was made without first obtain- 
ing the permission of the _ court. 
Johnson v. District of Columbia, 49 
CECI 8} 

{c] Where a witness refuses to 
answer a question, unless it comes 
within an exception of which he may 
avail himself, the commissioner 
should report the facts, with the 
style of the cause and the name and 
address of the witness, to the court 
for such action as it may deem ap- 
propriate. U.S. Fidelity, etc. Co. v. 
UW Sik b0sCty Cl. 316. 

65. Johnson vy. District of Colum- 


bia, 49 Ct. Cl. 8. 
56.) Chicago, “ete, KR. Co. v. U,-S:, 
Illinois Cent. R. Co. 


Tort Cll 7s bor 
Ve LU Se L8ACn CL wis: 
57, Thierman v. U.S., 51 Ct. Cl. 35. 


58 Todd v. U. S., Dev. Ct. Cl. 
118. 
: [al] Where question doubtful._— 


A construction of a statute which 
has long prevailed should not be 
overturned, except for cogent rea- 
sons; but where a judgment based 
on a contrary construction of the 
statute was affirmed by an equal di- 
vision of the supreme court, and a 
subsequent judgment involving the 
same construction was reversed on 
another ground, the question must be 
regarded as so doubtful that judg- 
ment should be rendered in favor of 
the party who has no right of ap- 
peal, the claimant. Barnett v. U. S., 
37 Ct. Cl. 49 [rev on other grounds 


128907, S) 4745 238 SCt-639, 47 L. ed: 
908). 
aa. De Groot v. U. S., 5 Wall. 


(ie. Sf) 419. 185 lu. sed,” 70073 US. wv. 
Weil, 35 Ct. Cl. 42; Johnson v. U. S., 
99 Ct. Cl. 1; Ravenel v. U. S., 23 
Ct. Cl. 192; Cumming v. U. S., 22 Ct. 
344; Bogert v. U. S., 3 Ct. Cl. 


Hovey v. U. S., 40 Ct. Cl. 390. 
Wo Sava iwvelluson Ct. Clay 42: 
Senate MOLE ny. U.) S:, 00 Ct. Cl: 


9 (where claims are referred to the 
court of claims under the Tucker 
Act [24 St. at L. 485], and it ap- 
pears that claimants were inter- 
veners in a case in the supreme court 
arising under.the Nonintercourse Act 
PLZ Straten... 2obe 1 Strat 27304, 
wherein it was determined that the 
party under whom claimants claim 
was a naturalized American citizen 
resident in insurgent territory, the 
court. cannot receive evidence show- 
ing that such party was a resident 
of France when he sold the prop- 
erty out of which the claims arose 
to claimants; for the doctrine of res 
judicata is applicable to cases re- 
ferred to the court of claims under 
such acts). 

63. Pennsylvania v. U. S., 36 Ct. 
Cer si. 

64 Neal v. U. S., 14 Ct. Cl. 477. 

65. Beach v. U. S., 226 U. S. 243, 
33 SCt 20, 57 L. ed. 205 [aff 41 Ct. 
Cl. 110]; Smitheman v. U. S., 48 
Ct. Cl. 449; Gallagher v. District of 
Columbia, 18 Ct. Cl. 705. 

{a] The rules prescribing find- 
ings of fact are designed for the 
presentation of questions of law to 
the supreme court in appealable 
cases, if appealed. Where a case is 
not appealable, a finding of specific 
facts is useless. Howe v. U. S., 43 
Cts OIseLis.; 

[b] The court may dismiss the 
case as unsupported by sufficient 
proof without finding the _ facts. 
Gossett v. U. S., 31 Ct. Cl. 325. 

[c] The court should set forth 
in its findings (1) of facts the 
amount of loss, if any, which the pe- 
titioner has sustained. U. S. v. 
Clark, 94 U. S. 73, 24 L.-ed, 67. (2) 
In estimating damages, the court is 
not required to set forth the ele- 
ments of the calculation on which 
the final result is based. U.S. v. 
Smith, 94 U. S. 214, 24 L. ed. 115. 

[d] A mass of immaterial details 
need not be included, neither party 
requesting it, althoueh if on apneal 
a question of law is thereafter raised 
on the facts not included, the _find- 
ings may include such omitted de- 


fallise Centralreac, pi.) CO. V2 Un S., 
96 “Ct. CL 109. Compare Kirk v. 
U. S.; 28 Ct. Cl. 276 (after appeal 


allowed and record filed in the su- 
preme court, the court cannot change 
the findings of fact). 

{e] In French spoliation cases.— 
The Ship Parkman, 35 Ct. Cl. 406; 
The Ship Juliana, 35 Ct. Cl. 400; 
Patterson v. Buchanan, 92 Md. 334, 
48 A 158. 

66. Gallagher v. District of Co- 
lumbia, 18 Ct. Cl. 705. 

[a] In a case under the Indian 
Appropriation Act of April 4, 1910 
(36 St. at L. 269, 284) the report 
must be limited to the facts as they 
appear and the court has no juris- 
diction to report on a question of 
title, that being a question of law 
to. be determined from the facts as 
they appear. Yankton Sioux v. U. S,, 
dane t. Cle Gite 

6%ens Crocker (Via ie Seca One mess 
74, 36 SCt 245, 60 L. ed. 533; Cramp, 


etc), Shipy Bldg. Cor vi “Ui" S.5 2239 
Ul S. (221,736 SCt 70; 60. ted; 238% 
Sac, ete. Indians v. Sac, ete., In- 


dians, 220 U. S. 481, 31-SCt 473, 55 
L. ed. 552; U. S. v. New York In- 
dians, 173 U. S. 464, 19 SCt 487, 43 
li. ed. 769; Stone v. \U. 'S.,. 164 U1. Si 
380, 17 SCt 71, 41 L. ed. 477; Ayres 
Viv Une Ss. 44. -Cty Cle Ad. 0: 

[a] A finding of mixed fact and 
law, where the question of law is 
inseparable, is final and not review- 
able. U.S: ov. ,Omahav Pribe 253 
U. S. 275, 40 SCt 522, 64 L. ed. 901. 

60. U. S. v. Omaha Tribe, 253 
OW. S227 40 SCon bY 24564" wenered. 
901; District of Columbia v. Barnes, 
U7 WSS Pa G abstr 40 tn 40 
L. ed, 699; U. S. v. New York In- 
dians, 173 U. S. 464, 19 SCt 487, 438 
i. eds (69s Vancouv... O- Sy 60st. 


megeoess 
fa] Findings of the court are not 
judgments and create no vested 
rights. Calhoun v. Massie, 123 Va, 
673, 97 SE 576. 

69. S. v. New York Indians, 


See 
173 U. S. 464, 19 SCt 487, 43 L. ed. 


769 

Bright v. U. 'S..7 12°Cte Gives: 
U. S. v. La Abra Silver Min. 
Conese Ct. Cl. 462 shatt Svcs. 
423, 20 SCt 168; 44 L. ed. 223]; Hast- 
ern Band of Cherokees v. U. S., 20 
Ct. Cl. 449 [aff 117 U. S. 288, 6 SCt 
718," 29 Li ed. 880)" 
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a claim.7? 

Amendment or substitution of findings. The court 
retains jurisdiction over its findings and can enter- 
tain motions from either side to amend them until 
the granting of an appeal,7* and on a motion to 
amend its findings, the court may withdraw its 
findings and set aside its judgment and file new 
findings and enter a second judgment."* 

In a congressional case the findings by the court 
should show everything necessary for an understand- 
ing of the case in congress;*® but where the findings 
are sufficient to govern intelligent action by con- 
gress, the court will not make new or additional 
findings on a motion for a new trial.7© Where a 
suit is brought by virtue of a reference by con- 
gress, and the court refuses to enter judgment 
as requested, it will find the facts and report them 
to congress, as in other congressional cases.*? 
Where a bill referred by congress is for the pay- 
ment of a specific amount ‘‘in full payment and 
discharge of the claim,’’ the findings of the court 
must be limited to that amount;7® and where such 
a bill fixes the value of the property at an amount 
named, the court is without authority to exceed 
the amount when finding the value of the prop- 
erty.7? The report in a case referred by congress 
is neither a judgment, an award, nor a recommen- 
dation, but merely a recital of proved facts;®° and 
it follows that such reports create no vested rights.*+ 

The reply of the court to a request from the com- 
missioner of Indian affairs for an opinion on a 
question not passed upon in its original opinion, 
but of which it was given jurisdiction by statute, 
has been held a part of the decision of the case.82 

[§ 413] 15. Judgment and Relief **—a. In 
General. The court of claims has power to render 
a judgment against the United States.84 But where 
a judgment of the court of claims was absolutely 
reversed for an error as to interest, and the cause 
remanded for further proceedings, and after the 
filing of mandate and motion for judgment for the 


72>, stone v. U.,S.1164 UU. S,13880; 
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“allowances” in the sense in which 


[§§ 412-417 
principal without interest, but before the entry of 
judgment, the statute on which the proceeding was 
based, which conferred a mere gratuity, was res 
pealed, the court of claims had no jurisdiction to 
enter judgment.®® 

[§ 414] b. In case of Appropriation of Land. 
Where the government enters on a tract of land 
without designating the portion to be taken for pub- 
lic use, and the owner brings an action for the value 
of the whole tract, the court will institute pro- 
ceedings to ascertain how much is absolutely re- 
quired by the government, and wil! designate the 
portion so taken by metes and bounds, and render 
judgment for the value thereof.*® 
, [§ 415] ec On Petition to Ascertain Amount 
Due United States. Where the petition is for an 
ascertainment of the amount, if any, due to the 
United States, the court cannot go further than 
to adjudge that petitioner owes the government 
nothing, and cannot. render a money judgment in 
his favor.87 

[§ 416] d. In Case of Impressment or Capture 
of Property. If property is captured, intermingled, 
sold, and the proceeds paid into the treasury in a 
common fund, judgment may be rendered in each 
case for a sum which bore the same proportion 
to the whole fund still on hand that the quantity 
of claimant’s property did to the whole number 
represented by the fund. If a claim is referred 
for adjudication as to property taken and impressed 
into the service of the United States, it is erroneous 
for the court to render judgment based on damages 
arising from mere detention and delay of the prop- 
erty.6° In the case of French spoliation claims, 
the court found only as to the validity and amount 
of the claim, and the legal representations of the 
parties entitled thereto.®° 

[§ 417] e. On Division of Court. If the court 
is equally divided as to claimant’s right to recover 
the petition will be dismissed in order that he may 
take his appeal.°t Where the court is equally di- 


risdiction. Pennsylvania v. U. S., 36 


17 SCt 71, 41 L. ed. 477. the term is used in judicial tri-| Ct. Cl. 131. 

- 73. Plumley v. U. S., 45 Ct. Cl.| bunals, but are merely ancillary and [ad] Pro forma judgment for «ap- 
185. advisory to congress, and the find-| peal purposes.—If the court is ad- 
' 74, Plumley v. U. S., 45 Ct. Cl.|ings do not imply that the claims] verse to the claimant on the merits 
185 are payable at law or in equity.|it cannot render judgment against 


75. The Friendship, 49 Ct. Cl. 204. 

{a] Court should report facts 
found and its conclusions.—Mont- 
gomery v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 574. 

[b] Every issue material to a 
full investigation may be found for 
the information, collectively, of both 
houses of congress, so that the ‘“‘find- 
ings’ and “conclusions” shall un- 
mistakably show the nature and 
character of the case and of the re- 
lief which should be given by legis- 
lation. Atlantic Works v. U. S., 46 
Cts Clots 

[ec] Meaning’ of terms.—In deter- 
mining the meaning of the terms 
‘legal or equitable’ or “the amount 
legally or equitably due,” as used in 
the statutes, the court should con- 
fine itself to the meaning of those 
terms as found in other statutes or 


authoritative decisions. Montgom- 
Ory Wallis 49.6t. ClioT4: 
76. Glasgow Presb. Church v. 


U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 408 (property de- 
stroyed by acts of war). 

| 7H Post v. U.. S., 49 Ct... Cl, 105, 
7g. Sampson v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 


79. Love v. U. S., 48 Ct. Cl. 74. 
g0. Guttormsen v. U. S., 43 Ct. Cl. 
299: Widmayer v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 


o 
[a] The allowances made by the 


court in congressional cases are not’ 


Laughlin v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 224. 
f 81. Alleman v. U. S., 43 Ct. Cl. 
44, 

sa. U. S. v. Fisher; 222 U. S. 95, 
32 SCt 196, 56 L. ed. 364 [aff 35 App. 
(Dy Cy e24 1° 

83. Right to enter judgment in 
referred cases see supra §§ 377, 378. 

84..°U., Sx. Gorham, 165! Ua S:; 
316, 17 SCt 382, 41 L. ed. 729; Ayres 
Vir. US 44 Cte Cla: 

[a] “It is the only tribunal known 


to our laws as a judicial one which | 


can properly render a judgment 
against the United States that the 
government is in duty bound to re- 
spond to by way of appropriation.” 
U. S. v. Moore, 10 D. C, 226, .227. 

{b] Amount of judgment,—W here 
from the record it appears that the 
accounting officers, in the settlement 
of plaintiff’s account, failed, by mis- 
take, to pay him all that was due, 
judgment will be rendered in his 
favor for such sums as are shown 
to be due him under the terms of 
his contract of employment. Gove 
Va UpeSe 49p Cig Gl. e251: 

{c] Under a statute providing for 
reimbursement by the states on ac- 
count of expenses in raising troops 
during the Civil War, final judgment 


| can be rendered only where claimant 


could recover if the suit had been 
brought under the court’s general ju- 


the United States pro forma for thu 
purpose of an appeal to the Supreme 
court, because it would affect a Class 
of cases. U.S. v. Gleeson, 124 U. S. 
255, 8 SCt 502, 31 L. ed. 421. 

85. In re Hall, 167 U.S. 38, 17 
S@t: 723,042) Tae ed. 69: i 
86.6 Clarks vicl., (S..) ouGtin Gls owes 
“bee Gerding > VU Sh 284 Cte 


88. In re Intermingled Cotton 
Cases, 92.U, S:-651,-+23 Ti. edt 756; 
Minor ve. Ui. Syr 6) Gta Glenso3: 

[a] The recovery may be pro 
rata, or the case may be continued 
until all the parties are brought into 
court, Since claimant whose suit is 
first tried cannot have judgment for 
the full amount of which he is shown 
to be the owner. Geilfuss v. U. S., 
Sy Ci Gle Got 

89. “Us S.-i Va Irwin, 127% We Sa0t25, 
8 SCt 1033, 32 L. ed. 99. 

90. The Ship-Juliana, 35 Ct, Cl. 
400; The Scheouner Henry and Gus- 
tavus, 35 Ct. Cl. 398;—~Buchanan v. 


53 


chanan, 92 Md. 334, 48 A 158 [aff 
190..U.. Si) 853, 285 SCt 764) 47k: 
ed. 1093]. 

91... Reeside v.-U. Si22 CtGk, 481 
{rev on other grounds 8 Wall. (U. 8S.) 


38, 19 L. ed. 318] (action on mail 
contract). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 417-424] 


vided as to the right of a claimant to recover for 
the whole claim, but a majority of the judges are 
of the opinion that he should recover a part, a 
judgment will be ordered for the part, with leave 
to claimant to move to vacate it and have the case 
reheard before a full bench.®? 

[§ 418] f. Equitable Relief. The court of claims 
has no general equity powers;? but equity powers 
have from time to time been especially conferred 
upon it by particular statutes; and where such 
powers are conferred, the court may reform a con- 
tract and adjust the accounts of the parties there- 
under.®® 

[§ 419] g. On Counterclaim. Where a settlement 
of the account between plaintiff and defendants, 
taking into consideration the defendants’ valid 
counterclaim, shows a balance in favor of the gov- 
ernment, a judgment may be entered in favor of 
defendants for such balance.®® 

[§ 420] h. Interest. The court cannot allow in- 
terest on any claim up to the time of the rendition 
of judgment,®? unless upon a contract expressly 
stipulating for the payment of interest.%$ 

[§ 421] i. Dismissal °° or Discontinuance. It is 
proper to dismiss a claim which was disallowed by 
the southern claims commission and resubmitted to 
the court on the same evidence. 

Reinstatement. The court has announced that it 
will not indulge in the practice of allowing a dis- 
continuance or dismissal coupled with any right 
of restoration to the docket.2 Where a case has 
925. Hennerty v.. U. S., 3-Ct.. €l.'758:. 


437. 
93.5 Bonner tiv.) PU Ss 


FEDERAL COURTS 


5. 
95. Cramp, etc., Ship Bldg. Co. v. | Cases, 50 Ct. Cl. 395. 
Soa Wall UreSi 2S 9NUeSaaclens6ns Ct) 70, 960riz. 6a rKingiv.iU.28. 31ers Cl 3048 
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been dismissed for want of prosecution, it passes 
out of the jurisdiction of the court at the end of 
the term during which the dismissal is made, unless 
a motion for reinstatement is made during that 
term.® 

Requisites of motion to reinstate. Where an In- 
dian depredation case was dismissed for want of 
prosecution, a motion to reinstate under the stat- 
ute requiring reinstatement of such cases which 
had been dismissed for want of proof of citizen- 
ship * should show, from the evidence taken and filed 
or the court records, that the case would have failed 
upon the jurisdictional issue of citizenship, and that 
this was the reason of claimant’s failure to resist 
the motion to dismiss for want of prosecution.® 

[§ 422] j. Judgment by Default. Where the 
attorney-general fails to file a plea, the claimant 
cannot have judgment by default, but must estab- 
lish his claim by evidenece.® 

[§ 423] k. Entry of Judgment. Where the sev- 
eral claims of a large number of Indians are united 
in a single suit, the entry of judgment will be sus- 
pended until it appears which of the claimants are 
still living, who are the administrators of deceased 
claimants, ete.7 

[§ 424] 1. Finality of Judgment. A judgment 
rendered by the court of claims under its general 
jurisdiction, which stands unvacated and unreversed, 
is a final judgment® and within the rule of res 
judicata,® even though it is founded on an erroneous 
ruling of law.?° 


In re Indian Depredation 


GUE S:) L5o6i Loads: ed. 666; Jackson |}ed. 238; U. S. v. Milliken Imprint- 7.  Navarrenvian Ue. “Saison Ctarel 
ve Ue San on (tes Cla a7 4m Mawecet trav. ins’ -Co.1 202 Ua Se 168, 26 SCt- 512.4) 235 fati 173 U.S, 17%) 19 SCE. S26) 48 


Wee oen 2o Cty Claw 78s 


50 L. ed. 980; Harvey v. U. S. 105|L: ed. 620]. 


[a] Whe court cannot: (1) Exer-|U. S. 671, 26 L. ed. 1206; Ackerlind 8. Adams ty. U.'S.,36 Ct. Clie104. 
cise equitable discretion, although |v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl. 635; Adtna Constr. | But compare Nourse VeaUre Ss 2nee. 
claimants are friendless and unlet-|Co. v. U. S., 46 Ct. Cl. 113; South|Cl. 214 (under earlier statute). 
tered Indians, entitled to the pro-| Boston Iron Works v. U. S., 34 Ct. [a] Tlustration. — A judgment 


tection of a court of equity. Pam-|Cl. 174. 


rendered by the court of claims un- 


to-pee v. U. S., 36 Ct. Cl. 427 [aff 96. Johnson v. District of Colum-|der its general jurisdiction, which is 


187 WU. S. 371,.23 SCt 142, 47. lL. ed. | bia, 49 Ct. Cl. 8 


unreversed and existing at the time 


221]. (2) Compel specific perform- 97.) Jud: Code § 177; Todd v. U.|of the passage of the Bowman Act, 


ance. U 


9 SCt 669, 33 L. ed. 90. (3) Enforce | America Transp., 


v. Jones, 131 U. S. 1,/S., Dev. Ct. Cl. § 364; U. S. v. North | excludes a suit under that statute 
ete., Co., 253 U.|from the jurisdiction of the court. 


a resulting »trust: HKawcett ‘v. U:.S.,:|'S),)330,' 40 SCt 518, 642L. ed. 935 |Adams v..U. S., 36 CtsCl. 104: 


Bort. e CUS TUES. 


[b] An authorization to proceed | Tribe of Indians, 


[aff 53 Ct. Cl. 424]; U.S. v. Omaha [b] Where it does not appear 
253 U. S. 275, 40 |that competent evidence was over- 


as a court of equity (1) to adjust ac-|SCt 522, 64 L. ed. 901 [aff in part |looked by the court on a former 
counts for pen done and materials |and rev in part 53 Ct. Cl. 549]; U.|trial, or that the decision: of the 
furnished in bridge construction does|S. v. Sargent, 162 Fed. 81, 89 CCA} court was procured by fraud or 
not confer equity jurisdiction of a|]&1; New York Cent., ete, R. Co. v.|based on false testimony, the ques- 


claim for loss and damage from a|/U. §S., 24 Ct. Cl. 


22. tion of a claimant’s loyalty cannot 


har made by the United States in [al Although a reference is by | be retried in a second suit under 
the original Slama! Harvey v. U. S.,|special act, yet the rules of law/]anotker statute. Daigle v. U. S., 42 


13 Ct. Cl. 322. (2) Nor is equity ju- |applicable to the 


adjudication of |Ct. Cl. 124. 


risdiction conferred to reform a con-|claims by the court in the exercise [c] Claim referred by secretary 
tract by correcting a mistake therein |of its general jurisdiction may so}of war.—Where a claim has been 


under a reference of a claim “to be|}control as that 


interest not stipu-|referred by the secretary of war, a 


heard and determined according to]lated for under the contract claim|judgment upon the merits from 


law and justice.” Braden v. U. S.,|referred cannot 

HOP Ots Clini3892 i é 
[c] In cases of disputed rights |/ed. 543. 

under a partnership the court of 98. Jud. Code 


j ities of |S. wale 220 
ee ee tabes thet crounde 6. W (U. S.) 484, 18 L.|sidered by the court. U. S.- v. 


the parties, but will protect the|/erounds 6 Wall. 
rightful beneficiaries. McKinzie v./ed. 920]. 


be allowed therein. | which no appeal has been taken, and 
Tillson v. U. S., 100 U. S. 48, 25 L.|in which no motion for a new trial 


has been made, is final and conclu- 


§ 177; Tillou v. U.|sive as to all questions which were 


[rev on other |or might have been properly con- 


Moore, 10 D. C. 226. 


5 LOZ Rey, a] Where a treaty rrovides for 9.) In are Proposed Reference, 53 
Cay othe tomes has) competent tee ber of interest, an allowance of | Ct. Cl. 370; Butler v. Indian Pro- 


power to protect itself against|/interest is authorized. 


Western |tective Assoc., 34 App. (D. C.) 284. 


frauds.—U. S. v. Moore, 10 D. C. 226. | Cherokee Indians v. U. S., 27 Ct. Ck LO Adams Ve, UHeS.,.9386,° Cti 7) 


94. U. S. v. Old Settlers, 148 U.|1 [aff 148 U. S. 427,°13 SCt 650, 37 | 104. 


S. 427, 18 SCt 650, 37 L. ed. 509 (un-|L. ed. 5091]. 


der 25 U. S. St. at L. 694);, Pam-to- 99. On division 


pee v. U. S., 36 Ct. Cl. 427 [aff 187 U.|supra § 417. 


[a] If the court of claims mis- 
of court see|construes an act of congress con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon it to as- 


2 . 221). . Stern v. U. S., 32 Ct. Cl. 533.| certain and declare the value of the 
= ae) Soe rie fade oeune me McMullin v. U. S., 49 Ct. Cl.| services of attorneys for certain In- 


equitably due.—If a private statute | 379. 


authorizes the court to investigate, ay yin re Indian 
ascertain, determine, and adjudge|Cases, 50 Ct. Cl. 


dians, it is an error committed in 
Depredation|the exercise of its jurisdiction, 


395. But compare |which does not render its judgment 


the amount equitably due, if any,|Book v. U. S. 31 Ct. Cl. 272 (where | void and open to collateral attack 


for the loss or damage, remote dam-|a case has been dismissed for non- 


in whole or in part, and such error 


2 . A ] be corrected by another 
: d, nor in-| prosecution, the court may open the | can only 5 r 1 
ravedt Gene) detay fipayment while default after the expiration of the |court in the exercise of appellate ju- 


accounts were being audited at the | term). 


treasury 
business. Tillson v. U. S., 11 Ct. Cl. ! 791). 


risdiction. Butler v. Indian Pro- 


in the regular routine of 4, Act Jan. 11, 1915 (38 St. at .L.|tective Assoc, 384 App. (D. C.) 


284. 


i 


1006 [256.J.] 


[§ 425] m. 


had been known.?4 


court.!” 


[§ 426] n. 


way of appropriation.?® 
[§ 427] 0. Effect of Payment. 


Ae | Rymarkiewicz v. U. S., 
of 


[a] Laches in seeking amend- 
ment.—Where the moving parties 
applied in another court for an in- 
junction to prevent the payment by 
the United States of money as di- 
rected by a decree which was re- 
fused, and they did not appeal, and 
did not apply to the court of claims 
for an amendment of the decree 
until after the United States had 
paid the money to the attorneys 
pursuant to the decree, they are 
guilty of laches. Eastern Cherokees 
5 Sx 45 Ct. Cl. 104 [aff 225 U. 
S. 572, 32 SCt 707, 56 L. ed. 1212]. 

12. Hastern Cherokees v. U. S., 
A5 (Ct. Cl. 104. [aff 225 UO. S. 572; 32 
SCE 707, 568 luved.* 1212], 

1S;p7 Grant (v.00. -S., 118 "Ct. “Cl. 2732 
{app dism 110 U. S. 225, 3 SCt 5865, 
28 L. ed, 127]. 

14. See cases infra note 15. 

15. Ayres v. U. S., 44 Ct. Cl. 110; 


U. S. v. Moore, 10 D. C. 226. 
T6.e Russelletyvi cu, 'Si; VhitCte: Ce). 
168 (this is especially true where 


there was an arithmetical error as 
to the amount and the claimant re- 
mitted a part of the judgment to 
avoid a new trial). 

17, (‘Pilkington vs U.-S:, 36 Ct. Gl. 


fa] Notwithstanding a _  stipula- 
tion that an acceptance of the 
amount shall be without prejudice 
to claimant’s moving for a further 
allowance, yet if before he files such 
mot.on the judgment is satisfied the 
controversy is dead’ and cannot be 
reinstated by the motion, Vaughn 
Vit, Sik 34 5Ct? Ch 342. 

18: | Michot v. Ui Si,731 “Ct. Cl. 299, 

19. Jud. Code § 174, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1165. 

20. Jud. Code § 174, U. S. Comp. 
St 61916). 8: 1166! 

fa] Time for mot‘on.—(1) A mo- 
tion for a new trial, where the de- 
cision was in effect an _ interlocu- 
tory decree, and not a final judg- 
ment, may be made after the term, 
if made before final judgment. 
Sampson™v. -Di iS3 7 36° rene Clie 194. 
(2) A claimant’s motion for a new 
trial in a congressional case must 
be made before the case is reported 
to congress. When the record goes 
up, the court loses jurisdiction, and 
a committee is without levislative 
authority to award a new trial or to 
restore jurisdiction. Congress 
alone, as representing defendants, 
can consent to a_ second trial or 
waive the technical defense. 
Rymarkiewicz v. U. S., 42 Ct. Cl. 1. 

[b] Showing necessary. — On a 
claimant’s motion for a new trial 
his affidavit should be fortified by 


Amendment or Correction of Judg- 
ment. Where it clearly appears that competent evi- 
dence was overlooked by the court, or that its judg- 
ment or findings were based on fraudulent testimony 
or procured through the misconduct of either party, 
the court can correct the judgment or the findings 
as it would have done at the time if the real facts 
But the court cannot change 
a decree after it has been affirmed by the supreme 
Where by statute congress directed the 
court to reopen a claim and correct an error in 
rendering judgment upon its being so found, it be- 
ing apparent that congress supposed that an e-:ror 
had been made and the evidence not being incon- 
sistent therewith, the judgment was corrected.!% 

Enforcement of Judgment. 
the court of claims has no power to enforce a judg- 
ment against the United States,1* the government 
is in duty bound to respond to such a judgement by 


42 Ct.| the affidavits of witnesses. 


FEDERAL COURTS 


ment,+® 
court by virtue 
claim is paid, 


latter.18 
[§ 428] 16. 
Claimant. 


While 
[$§ 429] 


New Trial—a. 
When judgment is rendered against a 
claimant,!® the court may grant a new trial 2° for 
any reason which, by the rules of common law or 
chancery in suits between individuals, 
nish sufficient ground for granting a new trial.24 
b. On Motion of United States. At 
any time while any claim is pending before the 
court of elaims,?? or on appeal from it,?* or within 


[§§ 425-429 


ute provides that payment shall be a full discharge 
of claims against the government, the court of claims 
cannot afterward correct the amount of the judg- 
Nor can a claim be reéxamined by the 


of a second reference where the 


since by such payment it becomes 
absolutely extinguished.1* 
of a judgment, rendered on report of a commis- 
sioner, waives an error of computation by the 


Acceptance of payment 


On Motion of 


would fur- 


two years next after the final disposition of such 


Where the stat- | claim, the 


But Af 
he shows that those on whom he 
relies are clerks, under the control 
of the gevernment, it is a good rea- 
son for his not doing so. Murphy 
VeUCEeSir dl ae@tyiCiyc2 te 

[c] Where a second motion for 
a new trial is based on the samé 
grounds, and made amid the same 
circumstances as a former one 
which was denied, the denial of the 
first makes the matter res judicata. 
Child@ve USMSEr 6. Ct Cl. wA4s 

{d] An amendment to a motion 
for a new trial, striking out the 
words ‘in accordance with the pro- 
visions of section 1088 of the Re- 
vised Statutes,’ does not impair the 
motion, if it is authorized by other 
Sections of the Revised Statutes. 
McCollum v. U. S., 33 Ct. Cl. 469. 

{e] Affidavits as to newly dis- 
covered evidence.—Under Court of 
Claims Rules, rule 110, providinyt 
that a motion by the claimant for 
a new trial on the ground of newly 
discovered evidence will not be en- 
tertained unless it appears therein 
that the evidence came to the 
knowledge of the claimant or his 
attorney after the trial and before 
the motion was made and that it 
was not for want of due diligence 
that it did not sooner come to his 
knowledge and that the motion must 
be accompanied by the affidavit of 
the claimant or his attorney, show- 
ing that the facts were unknown 
until after the trial and that the 
evidence could not have been dis- 
covered before the trial by due dili- 
gence, where affidavits are offered 
to support a motion for a new trial 
with no explanation why the testi- 
mony of the witness was not taken 
before the trial, they cannot be con- 
sidered. Glasgow Presb. Church v. 
U. S.,044-Cto Cl. 408. 

{f_] The rule limiting the num- 
ber of motions for a new trial ex- 
cept by leave of court ‘‘was never 
intended, and has never been so 
construed, as at all permissive of 
innumerable motions.’’ Winton v. 
Amos, 52 Ct. Cl. 90, 98. 

21. Jud. Code § 174, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1165; Montoya v. U. 
S332 Curcl Ws Nancesiveethase 23 
re Cl. 463; Deeson v. U. S., 6 Ct. Cl. 
227. 

{a] If newly discovered evidence 
was discovered in time to be pro- 
duced at the first trial a new trial 
will not be granted. Garrison v. U. 
Sea CtiCls i382? 

[b] What constitutes newly dis- 
covered evidence in captured prop- 
erty case. Douglas v. U. S., 11 Ct. 
Gl. 655: 

[c] A mere assertion of wit- 


court of 


claims may?> on mo- 
nesses that they were mistaken as 
to the date stated in their deposi- 
tions is not ground for a new trial 
when the mistake is of vital im- 
portance and judgment has_ been 
rendered adversely to the party on 
their testimony. Burleson v. U. S., 
€8= Ct. .Cli 12605 

[d] An error on the part of coun- 
sel as to the issue presented can- 
not furnish ground for a new trial. 
Louisville, etc... yCo. WV. War se 
et. Cl. 2:99; 

[e] Circumstances warran 
new trial—Burleson v. U. S., 
Cl. 260; Murphy v. U. S., 
ray Johnson View U2 Ss, 15 Ct. Cl. 62. 

f ] Circumstances not calling 
for new trial.—Jaeger v. U. S., 33 
Ct. Cl.“21435. Rhine: vi- Ue tS) 5 ct Gk 
59; Armstrong Ve Ur2S806 Ct. Cl.922 

22. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

23. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp, 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

{a] Effect of granting new trial. 
—After judgment and while appeal 
is pending, if a new trial is grant- 
ed, the judgment is vacated and 
the court of claims resumes con- 
trol of the case and the parties. U.S. 
v. Young, 94 U. S. 258, 24 L. ed: 153. 

{b] Apart from the statute where 
the record of appeal is sent up, the 
court loses jurisdiction and cannot 
set aside the judgment and grant a 
cae trial. Monroe v. U. S., 37 Ct. 

24 Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
st. #1918) § 1166; Purcell Envelope 
Co. iv. Us S., 48 Ct. Cl. 66; McCollum 


Viv iSauus se OL 469; Murdock 
v. District of Columbia, 23 Ct. Cl. 41. 
[a] The limitation applies to 


the time for filing the motion, and 
not to the time for making the de- 
cision thereon. Sanderson v. U. S., 
etait S. 168, 28 SCt 661, 52 L. ed. 
{b] Affirmance of the jndgment 
on appeal does not take away the 
power to grant a new trial. Ex p. 
U. S., 16 Wall. (U. S.) 699, 21 L. ed. 
507; Ex p. Russell, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 
664, 20 L. ed. 682. 
_ (cl Second motion—‘‘It is not! 
in strict accord with ranid advance- 
ment of judicial proceedings to de- 
lay filing such a2 motion to a time 
Subsequent to a disposition of a 
similar motion filed in the ordinary 
way under the rules of the court, 
unless it affirmatively appear that 
some additional errors of import- 
ance have been discovered since the 
disposition of an ordinary motion 
of identical intent.” Axman v. U. 
S: 48 Ctasel 
25. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 429-430] 


tion,?® on behalf of the United States,2” grant a 
new trial,’* and stay the payment of any judgment 
in the case,?® upon such evidence, cumulative or 
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otherwise,*° as shall satisfy the court that any fraud, 
wrong, or injustice in the premises has been done 
to the United States.#1 


XX. CONCURRENT AND CONFLICTING JURISDICTION 22 


[§ 430] A. In General. Where actions between 
the same parties or their privies, 
same subject matter, are instituted in different 


ties and the cause of action is entitled to retain 


relating to the | such jurisdiction and dispose of the entire contro- 


versy,°* and it is proper for the court in which the 


United States courts of concurrent jurisdiction, the | later action was instituted to stay proceedings 


court which first acquired jurisdiction of the par- 


[a] “The word ‘may,’ as used in 
the statute, means ‘shall’ under the 
principle that where a statute di- 
rects the doing of a thing for the 
sake of justice or the public good 
the word may is the same as the 
word shall. . .. The statute does 
not so much give the court discre- 
tion as it does confer a power, and 
this power must be exercised when- 
ever a prima facie case is shown.” 
Purcell Envelope Co. v. U. S., 48 Ct. 
Cl. 66, 70. 

[b] A second trial cannot be ob- 
tained by a reference of a bill by 
one of the houses of congress, un- 
less the previous findings were pro- 
cured by malpractice or false testi- 
Guttormsen v. U. S., 43 Ct. 


95 

26. Jud. Code $175, Ui. S: Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

27. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

[a] The United States is not 
estopped to move for a new trial 
for want of jurisdiction, by the at- 
torney-general’s consent that judg- 
ment be rendered for the amount al- 
lowed by the secretary or by his 
signing a stipulation and agreeing 
not to reopen the case. McCollum 
Ne Set room ts Cleo. 

2s. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166; Sanderson v. U. 
S., 210 U. S.. 168, 28 SCt 661, 52 L. 
ed. 1007; McCollum v. U. S., 33 Ct. 
Cl. 469. 

29. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

{a]| Until an order is made stay- 
ing the payment of a judgment, it 
is payable as provided by law. Jud. 


Code a 

30. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166. 

[a] Nature of evidence required. 
—The statute “certainly does not 
mean that in all cases any cumula- 
tive evidence tending to show that 
the defendants have been wronged 
will entitle them to a new trial. If 
such an interpretation were given 
to this statute there would be no 
end to litigation in this court and 
the defendants could keep a _claim- 
ant in court for an unlimited time. 
We think at least two limitations 
should be placed upon this unusual 
provision: First, the court must be 
convinced that a fraud, wrong, or 
injustice has been done to the United 
States which said cumulative evi- 
dence will tend to remove; and, 
second, it must be such cumulative 
evidence as this court or any nisi 
prius court would have heard upon 
the first trial. For example, if 
the defendants upon the first trial 
introduced the testimony upon the 
point in question of as many wit- 
nesses as trial courts usually allow 
upon one disputed point, a new trial 
should not be granted to allow more 
witnesses upon the same _ point. 
Quite likely exceptions to this rule 
might arise, as, for instance, the 
probable superior knowledge of the 
new witnesses as to the facts in is- 
sue might be such as to convince 
the court that a wrong or injustice 
had been done the Government, but 
we believe the general rule should 
be as stated. In other words, a new 
trial will not be allowed for newly 
discovered cumulative evidence if 
all of the evidence of the same 
character properly allowable is al- 


ready in the case.” Goodrich v. U. 
Se tones (CLAY 61, 26D. 

831. Jud. Code § 175, U. S. Comp. 
St. (1916) § 1166; Purcell Envelope 
COD Vas Issn. 40. Ct. {Cl 66% -Deeson 
Ve Usa soretoCl. 227. Armstrong 
VNU SH aGvCt el. 22.6¢uChildijv.. Ur 
SEO Conel (44 cA vers wee Wel osnD. Ck, 
Cle i2* Haier va ULAS, beet Cr 
TOSsteLatbeve U.S.) bt. Cle638; 

[a] Whis provision was designed 
<o protect the government from un- 
conscionable advantages gained over 
it without laches or mistake on the 
part of its officers, and not to give 
it unconscionable advantages over 
the claimants through such laches 
or mistake, and hence when the al- 
leged “injustice” results solely from 
the omission Of treir counsel to offer 
at the trial the very evidence then 
in their possession, which is sub- 
sequently relied upon as furnishing 
ground for the new trial, the “in- 
justice’ was inflicted on defendants 
by their own officers and not by the 
claimants, and they cannot take ad- 
anges Gfoits ChildevsrU. Se onCt. 


Cr H 

{[b] It is not ground for a new 
trial that “the supreme court has 
heard and decided a similar case to 
an effect which gives great and un- 
expected importance to a fact which 
can be indisputably established,” if 
the fact now sought to be estab- 
lished by defendants was known to 
the law officers of the government 
at the trial and the evidence relied 
upon to establish it was in the gov- 
ernment’s possession then, since de- 
fendants’ omission to establish the 
important fact at that time was 
their mistake of law which is no 
ground for granting them a new 
trials se Childivs “U3 S216) Cth: Chu 44; 

{c] Error not sufficient ground.— 
A new trial cannot be granted by 
the court of claims on the ground 
that the decision is shown by a later 
decision of the supreme court to 
have been erroneous, since the stat- 
ute refers to matters of fact where- 
by fraud, wrong, or injustice has 
been done. In re District of Colum- 
bia, 180 U. S. 250, 21 SCt 357, 45 L. 
ed. 516. 

{d] An error of law which might 
be corrected on appeal is not such 
a fraud, wrong, or injustice as the 
statute contemplates. Purcell Envel- 
OPew Sos eve OS Ss 48 Cts Cl 66: 

[e] he court cannot try the 
case upon the merits on a motion 
for a new trial, but will grant the 
motion upon a showing which is 
prima facie sufficient. Tait v. U. 
Sari Ct. Clit 638: 

[f] The court may,.under a spe- 
cial act, determine whether there 
should be a new trial, if the award 
in question rested upon fraud and 
perjury, and if certain property was 
abandoned in Mexico and its value. 
US. v. La Abra Silver Min. Co., 
32 Ct. Cl. 462. 

[g] Where the judgment is 
wholly in favor of United States, 
it cannot be said that fraud, wrong, 
or injustice has been done to the 
United States thereby, and a new 
trial cannot be granted. Monroe v. 
WaseSaes7 Cte Cla 79: 

32. Of state and federal courts 
see Courts §§ 631-654. 

Sais Houisville,ete., ~R. .Coy vv. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 250 U. S. 
863, 39 SCt 518, 68 L. ed. 1032 [aff 


awaiting the determination of the court whose ju- 


233 Fed. 82, 147 CCA 152, 107 Miss. 
626, 65 S 650]; Louisville, ete. R. 
Co. v. Western Union Tel. Co., 233 
Fed. 82, 147 CCA 152) [aff 250 U.S. 
363, 39 SCt 513, 638 L. ed. 1032]; 
Equitable Trust Co. v. Western Pac, 
R. Co., 231 Fed. 478 [rev on other 
grourds 231 Fed. 571, 145 CCA 457]; 
Wo Sit v. Marrin, 227 Fed, 314; The 
Enterprise, 196 Fed. 404; Vowinckel 
v. Clark, 162 Ked. 91: 
Georgia, Wetec, IR. Cone 1127 meds 
838; Powell v. Redfield, 19 FE. 
Cas. No. 11,859, 4 Blatchf. 45; Rum- 
ford Chemical Works v. Hecker, 
a F. Cas. No. 12,132, 11 Blatchf. 

{a] Iustration—Where a rail- 
way system, composed of several 
companies, with continuous lines, 
extending through several states, is 
sued by the same stockholder or his 
privies in separate proceedings in 
different judicial districts of the 
United States, to defeat consolida- 


tion and break up the system, a — 


proper regard for the dignity and 
authority of the United States 
courts demands that the controversy 
should be disposed of in the first 
United States court having sufficient 
jurisdiction of the parties and cause 
of action. Dady v. Georgia, etc., R. 
Co., 112 Fed. 838. : 

{b] Bxtent to which rule ap- 
plicable.—Plaintiffs, who were citi- 
zens of Rhode Island, obtained a 
judgment at law in a federal court 
in Alabama against defendant, a 
corporation of New Jersey, which 
was superseded but subsequently af- 
firmed, and, after mandate, plain- 
tiffs, and also their attorneys, who, 
under the law of Alabama, were en- 
titled to a lien on the judgment for 
fees, filed separate motions for exe- 
cution thereon. Defendant had in- 
stituted a counter. action at law 
against plaintiffs in the federal 
court in Rhode Island, for the re- 
covery of a sum in excess of the 
Alabama judgment, which was still 
pending, and, after the motions for 
execution on such judgment, it filed 
a bill in equity in the Rhode Island 
court, asserting its equitable right 
of set-off, and ‘obtained an order 
from that court enjoining the de- 
fendants therein, and their attorneys 
and agents, from enforcing the Ala- 
bama judgment, and this order they 
set up by motion in the court of 
Alabama, and asked for a stay of 
execution. It was held that such 
order, having been made by a court 
which had jurisdiction both of the 
subject matter and of the parties, 
would be respected by the court in 
Alabama, which, through comity and 
in the exercise of its discretion, 
would refuse an execution to the 
judgment plaintiffs; but that it did 
not affect the lien of their attorneys, 
who were not parties thereto, nor 
their right to an execution to en- 
force the same, which could only 
be affected by a bill, filed in a court 
having jurisdiction over them, set- 
ting up superior equities. Chapman 
v. Montgomery Water Power Co., 
127 Fed. 839. 

{[c] A subsequent seizure of the 
property in cortroversy by an offi- 
cer of a court having jurisdiction 
concurrent with that of a court 
which has acquired prior jurisdic- 
tion by service of process will not 
deprive the latter court of such ju- 
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risdiction is prior.8¢ So where in such proceedings 
in a federal court of one state a decree of fore- 
closure rendered in a federal court of another state 
is ratified, with a reservation by the former court of 
certain rights as to the distribution of funds and 
the priority of liens, such court may determine the 
priority of claims filed therein on a judgment re- 
covered in such state over the lien of the mort- 
gage,*> and where a prisoner is under arrest under 
the process of a federal court, the jurisdiction of 
such court must be respected by other federal 
zcourts.36 

The rule does not extend so far as to preclude 
actions in different courts, between different par- 
ties, even though the same subject matter may be 
involved, where the court in which the first action 
was brought could not determine the matters in- 
volved in the second acticn.?? A fortiori, where the 
jurisdiction of one federal court has terminated, a 
subsequent suit relating to the same subject mat- 
ter may be brought in another federal court.*® 

{§ 431] B. Appointment of Receiver. The pos- 
session by a receiver of the property involved in 
a suit, where he has been appointed by a federal 
court, cannot be interfered with by another federal 
court of coordinate jurisdiction.® But ancillary re- 
ceivers may be appointed in another district;*° and 
where a claim is made by a citizen of a state in 
the federal court for such state against an insol- 
vent corporation, which is in the hands of a receiver 
appointed by a federal court for another state, the 
former court may assume jurisdiction to the extent 
of determining the existence and amount of such 
claim.*1 


[§ 432] C. Proceedings in Aid of Action of 


FEDERAL COURTS 


[8§ 430-434 


Another Court. One federal court may entertain 
proceedings which are properly ancillary to an ac- 
tion or proceeding in another federal court, as this 
is not an interference with, but an aid to, the 
jurisdiction of the court in which the main action 
is pending.*? But where a judgment has been ren- 
dered in a court of claims, interest thereon cannot 
be recovered in the United States circuit court, the 
question being incidental to the original suit and 
one for the former court to determine.*? 

[§ 433] D. Injunction against Proceedings. 
Where proceedings in one district, on which an exe- 
eution was founded, were, void, the court of another 
district had jurisdiction to restrain the marshal of 
its own district from enforcing and collecting such 
execution from property owned by the resident 
debtor located therein.*4 

[§ 434] E. Courts of Admiralty and of Bank- 
ruptcy. Under the settled law that admiralty courts 
have exclusive jurisdiction over maritime liens, and 
that other courts are powerless to establish and en- 
force such liens, or to displace them, where the 
jurisdiction of an admiralty court has become com- 
plete in a suit to enforce such liens, by a seizure 
of the vessel before the institution of bankruptcy 
proceedings against the owner, it cannot properly 
surrender such jurisdiction to the court of bank- 
ruptey, but should retain it for the purpose of de- 
termining all lien claims which may be asserted 
against the vessel in such suit,4® but the court of 
admiralty can exercise its jurisdiction only so far as 
to determine the rights of the parties in admiralty, 
and any rights claimed under the bankruptcy law 
must be submitted to, and determined by, the court. 
of bankruptcy having jurisdiction.*¢® 


risdiction. Owens v. Ohio Cent. R.| to the receiver appointed by it to) state, the lien of such certificates 


Co., 20 Fed. 10. 


surrender the control of the prop-| may be enforced by ancillary pro- 


34. Steinberger v. General Elec-/erty within the jurisdiction of the|ceedings in a federal court of an- 
tric Co., 207 Fed. 114; Ryan v. Sea-|court making the order of removal] other state. Mercantile Trust Co. yv-. 


board, ete, R. Co. 89 Ped. 1397, 


to the receiver whom it has ap-| Kanawha, ete, R. Co., 50 Fed. 874 


35. Central Trust Co. v. BHast| pointed. Central Trust Co. v. Wa-|[rev_on other grounds 58 Fed. 6, 
Tennessee, etc., R. Co., 69 Fed. 658.| bash, etc., R. Co., 29 Fed. 618. 1VCC Ari. 


36. Peckham v. Henkel, 216 U. S. {b] Admiralty 


483, 30 SCt 255, 54 L. ed. 579. 


proceedings. — [c] Where a debt owing by a 


Where, after possession of a:vessel, | nonresident was attached, an action 


Ex p. Equitable Trust Co.,|/the property of a railroad company]|to enforce the attachment lien was 


231 Fed. 571, 145 CCA 457 [rev 231]|has been taken by receivers of the} not required to be brought 


Fed. 478]. 


in the 


company appointed by a_ circuit | court out of which the attachment 
[a] The pendency of a suit for|court, such vessel comes into colli- | issued, but might be 
infringement of a patent is not|sicn with another 
ground for staying a second suit in |libeled therefor in the district court, | competent 


b properly 
vessel, and is} brought and prosecuted in any other 


jurisdiction. Helvetia 


another circuit against a different |the former court may refuse in its| Swiss F. Ins. Co. v. Brandenstein, 


defendant for infringement by a dif- 
ferent machine. HBlectric Vehicle 
Go. .v. Barney, 143 Fed. 551 

38. Chicago Great Western R. Co. 
v. Hulbert, 205 Fed. 248, 125 CCA 98 
(where plaintiff was injured by the 
negligence of receivers of a rail- 
road company appointed by a fed- 
eral court, but the road was sold 
prior to suit brought, plaintiff was 
not required to establish his claim 
in the court having jurisdiction of 
the receivership, but was entitled 
to sue the purchaser in a forum of 
plaintiff's own selection). 

39. In re Hudson River Plectric 
Power Co., 173 Fed. 934 [aff 183 Fed. 
701, 106 CCA 139, 39 LRANS 454]; 
Young v. Montgomery, etc., R. Co., 
30 F. Cas. No. 18,166, 2 Woods 606. 
See also U. S. Trust Co. v. Wabash, 
ete., R. Co., 42 Fed. 343; Central 
Trust Co. v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 
29 Fed. 618. 

[a] Where a _ federal. circuit 

acting within its circuit, re- 
moves! a receiver appointed by an- 
other circuit court, although such 
action is not in accordance with the 
rule of comity between such courts, 
the latter court may issue an order 


discretion, on the petition of the re- 
ceivers, to enjoin the proceedings 
in admiralty. Paxson v. Cunning- 
hames6spheai1325 teveCA 1 

40. Haydock v. Fisheries Co., 156 
Fed. 988. See also Receivers [34 
Cye 499]; and infra § 432. 

41. New York Security, etc., Co. 
ey, Equitable Mortg. Co., 71 Fed. 


42. Mercantile Trust Co. v. Ka- 
nawha, etc., R. Co., 50 Fed. 874 [rev 
on. other grounds 58 Fed. 6, 7 CCA 
3 


{a] Tlustration.— Where a fed- 
eral court at the domicile of a cor- 
poration appoints a _ receiver, or 
makes a decree winding up the cor- 
poration and disposing of its as- 
sets, or a decree of foreclosure, or 
any other decree looking to a dis- 
position of its property, having 
proper jurisdiction in equity there- 
for, the courts in other districts will 
ordinarily exercise ancillary juris- 
diction, and assist in carrying out 
the purpose of the court at the place 
of domicile. Conklin v. U. S. Ship- 
building Co., 123 Fed. 913. 

{b] Where receivers’ certificates 
are issued by a federal court of one 


168 Fed. 1020, 92 CCA 614 [aff 159 
Fed. 589, and writ of error dism 215 
U. S. 588, 30 SCt 405, 54 L. ed. 338, 
certiorari den 216 U. S. 621, 30 SCt 
575, 54 L. ed. 641]. 

[ad] A creditors’ bill in*the cir- 
cuit court of the United States to. 
enforce the Collection of a district 
court judgment rendered in an ad- 
miralty suit is not ancillary to the 
action in the district court. Win- 
she v. Swinburne, 8 Fed. 49, 10 Biss.. 

Ce] Limit of proceedings.— 
Where proceedings are pending in 
one court, ancillary to proceedings 
in another court for the foreclosure 
of a mortgage, the former court 
should only consider and dispose of 
rights and liens peculiar to its ju- 
risdiction and to the property par- 
ticularly within its charge. Clyde 
Nai ane etc.. Reo Co.;" 65 Hed. 

43. Bunton v. U. S.,-62 Fed. 171. 

44. Kirk v. 'U. S., 124 Fed. ‘324 
[aff 130 Fed. 112, 64 CCA 446]. 

45. The Bethulia, 200 Fed. 862; 
The Philomena, 200 Fed. 859. 

46. The William B. Kibbee, 164 
Fed. 653. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


FEDERALIST—FEE 


* FEDERALIST, THE. A series of eighty-five 
essays by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and 
John Jay, expounding and advocating the adoption 
of the constitution of the United States. 

FEDERATED STATE. An independent, central 
organism having its own machinery (rouages) which 
absorbs, in the view of international law, all the 
individual states which are associated together.? 

FEDERATION. An unincorporated union or as- 
sociation of persons for a common purpose.? 

FEE. [§1] A. Estate in Land. An estate 
of inheritance.* 

Fee damages. Damages sustained by an abutting 
owner, occasioned by the construction and operation 
of an elevated railroad in one of the streets of a 
city,> which are awarded against elevated street 
railways.® 

Fee farm. Lands held in fee to render for them 
annually the true value, or more or less, and is 
called a ‘‘fee farm’’ because a farm rent is re- 
served upon a grant in fee.” 

Fee farm rent. A rent charge issuing out of an 
estate in fee; a perpetual rent reserved on a con- 
veyance in fee simple.® 
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lar acts or services;!1 every kind of compensation 
allowed by law,}? pay,!* or perquisite,!4 as, the fees 
of clerks, sheriffs, lawyers, doctors, ete.;35 reward 
or compensation allowed by law to an officer for 
specific services performed by him in the discharge 
of his official duties;1® a sum certain given for a 
particular service;'7 the sums prescribed by law 
as charges for services rendered by -publie officers.1* 
Also the amount paid for a privilege.19 The term 
formerly embraced charges for weighing and gaug- 
ing merchandise entered for export.?° 

Other terms compared: ‘‘Allowance,’’ ‘‘commis- 
sion,’’ ‘‘costs,’’ ‘‘disbursements,’’ ‘‘percentage,’’ 
‘‘salary,’’ and ‘‘wages.’’ In some instances the 
word ‘‘fee’’ is used synonymously with the word 
‘‘nercentage’’ or ‘‘commission,’’?1 as commissions 
estimated by a percentage allowed by law on sums 
of money received or collected.2? ‘‘Fees’’ and 
‘feosts’’ are often used interchangeably, but when 
the two terms are accurately used they are clearly 
distinguishable.2* Under a statute allowing any 
citizen to prosecute any suit or action in the 
federal courts without prepaying fees and costs, 
the word means the fees of the clerk in the strict 


[§ 2] B. Compensation 


1. Webster Int. D. (they were 
first published [signed “A Citizen of 
New York” and later “Publius’] in 
the “Independent Journal” of New 
York City between Oct. 27, 1787, and 
April 2, 1788, with the exception of 
six, which were added when they 
were published in book form). 

[a] “The opinion of the Federal- 
ist has always [been] considered as 
of great authority. It is a complete 
commentary on our constitution; and 
is appealed to by all parties, in the 
questions to which that instrument 
has given birth. Its intrinsic merit 
entitles it to this high rank.’”’ Cohens 
v. Virginia, 6 Wheat. (U. S.) 264, 
418, 5 L. ed. 257, 

2. Molina v. Comision Reguladora 
del Mercado de Henequen, 91 N. J. 
L.- 382, 391, 103 A 397 (“The federal 
power has alone and exclusively the 
enjoyment and exercise of external 
sovereignty’’). See also United States 
[39 Cye 689]. 

3. Hughes v. State, 109 Ark. 403, 
404, 160 SW 209. Sey cre) 

a Synonymous union 
cen The ae iets v. State, 109 
Ark. 403, 404, 160 SW 209. 

4. See Estates §§ 6-20. 

5. Dode v. Manhattan R. Co., 70 
Hun 374, 375, 24 NYS 422. 

6. Peo. v. Barker, 165 N. Y. 305, 
S16) NEw 13st, oLoly [Cit Messenger 
v. Manhattan R. Co., 129 N. Y. 502, 
29 NE 955] (“Such damages are 
awarded for rights acquired from 
others for all time to come, or at 
least during the existence of the rail- 
road company. The rights acquired 
are the easements of light, air and 
access of the abutting property own- 
ers in the streets occupied by the 
elevated railroad structure’). See 
also Eminent Domain § 172. 

7. De Peyster v. Michael, 6 N. Y. 
467, 497, 57 AmD 470. 

8. De Peyster v. Michael, 6 N. Y. 
467, 497, 57 AmD 470 [cit 2 Black- 
stone Comm. p 43; 8 Cruise p 284]. 
See also Alexander v. Warrance, 17 
Mo. 228, 231 [quot Edwards v. Noel, 
88 Mo. A. 434, 444] (where the term 
is employed). 

9. See Compensation 12 C. J. p 229 
(cross references); Costs 15 C. J. p 
17 (cross references). 

10. Century D. [quot State v. Rus- 
sell, 51 Nebr. 774, 778, 71 NW 785]. 
To same effect McRoberts v. Hoar, 
28 Ida. 163, 171, 152 P 1046; Collman 


or Emolument.® A 
charge or emolument,!° or compensation for particu- 


ments.’’ 24 


v. Wanamaker, 27 Ida. 342, 149 P 
292; McPheters v. Morrill, 66 Me. 
123, 124; Finley v. Terr., 12 Okl. 621, 
U3ER. 273, 5208. 

11. Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 
Ariz. 234, 127 P 758, 760; Seiler v. 
State, 160 Ind. 605, 619, 65 NE 922, 
66 NE 946, 67 NE 448; Indianapolis 
v. Wasson, 74 Ind. 1338, 141; Cowdin 
v. Huff, 10 Ind. 83, 85; Hennepin 
County v. Dickey, 86 Minn. 331, 90 
NW 1775, 776; Callaway County v. 
ponder eer 119 Mo. 32, 24 SW 4837, 


{a] Similar definitions.—(1) Com- 
pensation allowed for any and all 
acts done in official capacity. Calla- 
way County v. Henderson, 119 Mo. 
32, 39, 24 SW 4387. (2) “Compensa- 
tion paid to professional men.” In 
re Stryker, 158 N. Y. 526, 528, 53 NE 
525, 70 AmSR 489 [cit Century D.]; 
Cochran v. A. S. Baker Co., 30 Misc. 
48. 61 NYS) 724, 9725; --(3)'" The re- 
quired compensation or wages al- 
lowed by law for services performed 
by one in the discharge of official 
duties. Burrill L. D. [quot Austin 
v. Johns, 62 Tex. 179, 182]; Nease 
v. Smith, 70 W. Va. 325, 73 SE 910. 

12. Ellis County v. Thompson, 95 
Tex. 22, 64 SW 927, 66 SW 48, 51. 

13; Finley v: Terr., 12. Okl. 621, 
Moroes Meiope oh oe 

14. Finley v. Terr., 12 Okl. 621, 73 
P 273, 278. 

15. Teller County v. Trowbridge, 
42 Colo. 449, 95 P 554, 555; Seiler 
Ve) State, 160)" Ind. 605,619, 665 SN 
922, 66 NE 946, 67 NE 448; Indian- 
apolis School Comrs. v. Wasson, 74 
Ind, 133, 142; ‘Cowdin v. Huff,, 10 
Ind. 83, 85; Callaway County v. Hen- 
derson, 119 Mo. 32, 39, 24 SW 437; 
State v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 774, 778, 
71 NW 785; Bly v. Peet, 52 N. J. Eq. 
734, 29 A 817, 818; Binley v. Terri, 
12 OK. 621, 73 P 273, 278. 

16. Stone v. State, 197 Ala. 293, 
72 S 5386; McRoberts v. Hoar, 28 Ida. 
163, 152 P 1046; State v. Carey, 44 
Ind. A. 659, 84 NE 761, 87 NE 670; 
St. Louis v. Meintz, 107 Mb. 611, 615, 
18 SW 30; State v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 
774, 778, 71 NW 785 [cit Mobile v. 
Southerland, 47 Ala. 511, 517]; Lan- 
dis v. Lincoln County, 31 Or. 424, 
426, 50 P 530; Williams v. State, 2 
Sneed (Tenn.) 160, 162; Austin v. 
Johns, 62 Tex. 179, 182 [cit Bouvier 
L. D.; Burrill L. D.; Webster Unabr. 
D.]. To same effect Mobile v. South- 


sense of the word, and does not relate to ‘‘disburse- 
‘‘Wees’’ in a strict sense have been 


erland, 47) Ala. Sil [517 sfeite Bacon 
Abr. 463]; State v. Oden, 10 Ind. A. 
136, 37 NE 731, 732; State v. Ather- 
ton, 19 Nev. 332, 346, 10 P 901; Com. 
v. Mann, 168 Pa. 290, 299, 31 A 1003; 
Bap eee Cullis 20 Needs aeliciommelicige 

{a] Similar definitions.—(1) ‘Re- 
ward or wages given to one as a 
compensation for his labor and 
trouble, for the execution of his 
Office.”’ Finley v. Terr., 12 Okl. 621, 
639, 73 P 273. (2) “Reward or wages 
given to one for the execution of his 
office.”” Bouvier L. D. [quot Pitts- 
burgh v.-Grenet, 238 Pa. 567, 575, 86 
A 462]. 

17. Pittsburgh v. Grenet, 238 Pa. 
567, 86 A 462, 465. 

18. McRoberts v. Hoar, 28 Ida. 
N63;) Lids 152" Piel046 Collmanmive 
Wanamaker, 27 Ida. 342, 149 P 292, 
293; St. Louis v. Meintz, 107 Mo. 611, 
18 SW 30, 31. 

19. Thompson v. Wyandanch Club, 
70 Misc. 299, 305,127 NYS 195 (not an 
obligation, but a voluntary payment). 

20:7 U. [Suave Jahn, 6dr Med ao, 
494, 13° CCA 134: 

[a] Charges for -weighing and 
gauging merchandise entered for ex- 
port, when provided by the’ act of 
congress of July 26,1866 (14 St. at L. 
289 c 269 § 1) were denominated as 
“fees.”’ But in subsequent legisla- 
tion the sections fixing the salary 
of weighers and gaugers had become 
inapplicable, and the words ‘fees” 
was dropped out of the statute. U. S. 
v. Jahn, 65 Fed. 792, 794, 13 CCA 134. 

21. Pittsburgh v. Grenet, 238 Pa. 
567, 86 A 462, 465. See also Com- 
mission 12°-C.c Js p 143; 

22. Smith v. Dunn, 68 Cal. 54, 56, 
8 P 625; Pittsburgh v. Grenet, 238 
Pa. 567, 86 A 462;.Bexar County v. 
Linden, (Tex. Civ. A.) 205 SW 478, 
482 [cit Cyc]; Brown v. Amarillo, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 180 SW 654. 

23. See Costs § 2. 

[a] “Expenses.” — Henderson vv. 
Pueblo County, 4 Colo. A. 301, 35 P 
880, 881; Jefferson County v. John- 
son, 64 Ill. 149, 150; Harter v. Boone 
County, (Ind.) 116 NE 304; State v. 
Madison County Dist. Ct., 53 Mont. 
350, 165 P 294; Grady County v. Cas- 
tleman, (Okl.) 166 P 891, 892; Bur- 
rows v. Balfour, 39 Or. 488, 65 P 
1062, 1068. See also Expenses ante 

172. 

: 24, Columb v. Webster Mfg. Co., 
76 Fed. 198, 200. See Costs § 2. 


* By WiLL1AM Mortimer CrowTHER (Federalist, The—Fence Pole inclusive except the Spanish words and phrases). 
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said to be sums fixed by law, while ‘‘allowances’’ 
are those made under the discretion of court, and 
not fixed.?© The term is distinguished from ‘‘ wages’’ 
or ‘‘salary’’ in that it refers to compensation for 
particular acts, whereas ‘‘wages’’ or ‘‘salary’’ re- 
fers rather to compensation for work during a def- 
inite period of time.2¢ ‘‘Fees’’ also are distinguish- 
able from ‘‘wages’’ in being compensation paid to 
professional men, while ‘‘wages’’ is applied to the 
payment for manual labor or other labor of manual 
or mechanical kind.?7 

Services, performance, and payment. The fee 
may be for acts or services done or performed,?® 
partially done or rendered,?® or to be done or ren- 
dered,?° or for services rendered at regular periods,*+ 
especially for personal, professional, or special serv- 
ices.32 The particular acts or services should be 
done or rendered in the line of some duty.3* The 
general rule is that fees should be paid by the 
persons obtaining the benefit of the acts, or receiv- 
ing the services,** or at whose instance they were 
done or performed,?> whether persons or municipal- 
ities,** to the person doing or performing the act 
or services,?7 or, inthe cases of an official, to him 


25. Nease v. Smith, 70 W. Va. 325, 


32. Webster D. 


FEE—FEEBLE HEALTH 


for his own *% or for the use of the public,®® and 
the payments should be in money.*® The amount of 
a fee may be optional,*! or be fixed by law **? or 
custom,** especially payment for professional serv- 
ices. Frequently the services rendered are in the 
progress of a cause.** 

Phrases: ‘‘Fees and emoluments,’’*> ‘‘fees and 
perquisites,’’?4* ‘‘fees, perquisites, and emolu- 
ments,’’ 47 ‘‘fees, salary, or compensation,’’ #8 ‘‘fees 
for collection,’’*® ‘‘fees... not  collected,’’ °° 
“fees of all kinds,’’ 5! ‘‘fees of a referee,’’ 5? ‘‘fees 
of office,’’ 53 ‘‘fees of the attorneys,’’ 5* and ‘‘mar- 
riage fees,’’ 55 

FEE BILL. The proper process to collect fees in 
favor of officers and witnesses against the party for 
whom the services are rendered.°® 

FEEBLE. The term as applied to corporations 
means financially weak;5" inability to sustain them- 
selves financially.®§ 

FEEBLE HEALTH. Words which import that 
the person in such health is weak, sickly, debilitated 
by disease or by age or decline of life;5® but they 
do not mean that the person is incapable of travel.°° 


2 


[quot McRoberts} County v. Henderson, 119 Mo. 32, 24 


73 SE 910, 913. See also Allowance.| v. Hoar, 28 Ida. 163, 171, 152 P 1046;|SW 437. 
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26. Seiler v. State, 160 Ind. 605, 
619, 65 NE 922, 66 NE 946, 67 NE 
448. To same effect State v. Bland, 
91 Kan. 160, 136 P 947, 950. 

“Lexicographers and some authori- 
ties class ‘salary’ and ‘wages’ as 
Synonymous but not so with 
‘salary’ and ‘fees.’ . . The term 
‘fees’ is not so inflexible as that 
it may not have been used in the 
sense of ‘salary’ or ‘wages.’” Landis 
v. Lincoln County, 31 Or. 424, 427, 50 
P 530 [cit Rapalje & L. L. D.; Web- 
ster D.; Com. v. Butler, 99 Pa. 535]. 
To same effect Crawford v. Brad- 
ford, 23 Fla. 404, 2 S 782, 783; Coch- 
ran v. Baker Co., 39 Misc. 48, 50, 61 
NYS 724. 

27. In re Stryker, 158 N. Y. 526, 
53 NE 525, 70 AmSR 489 [cit Cen- 
tury D.]. See also Salary [34 Cyc 
1826]; Wages [40 Cyc 240]. 

[a] “Pees, salary, or compensa- 
tion for official services of officers of 
the United States.”—Archbald  v. 
WEES 217 Mead? 16557 167. 

2s. Standard D. [quot Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz, 234, 127 
P 758, 760]; Webster D. [quot Mc- 
Roberts v. Hoar, 28 Ida. 163, 171, 152 
P 1046; Collman v. Wanamaker, 27 
Ida. 342, 149 P 292, 293]; Webster 
Int. D. [quot State v, Russell, 51 
Nebr. 774, 71 NW 785, 787]; Teller 
County v. Trowbridge, 42 Colo. 449, 
95 P 554, 555; Crawford v. Bradford, 
23 Fla. 404, 2 S 782, 783 [cit Abbott 
L. D.J; Collman v. Wanamaker, 27 
Ida. 342, 149 P 292; Callaway County 
v. Henderson, 119 Mo. 32, 39. 24 SW 
437 [cit Bouvier L. D.]; Finley v. 
Mere o12: Ok 6215 Tank) 28, 208, 

29. Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 
Ariz. 234, 127 P 768, 760. 

30. Standard D. [quot Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 234, 127 
P 758, 760]; Webster D. [quot Mc- 
Roberts v. Hoar, 28 Ida. 163, 171, 152 
P 1046; Collman v. Wanamaker, 27 
Ida, 342, 149 P 292, 293]; Webster 
Int. D. [quot State v. Russell, 51 
Nebr. 774, 71 NW 785, 787]; Teller 
County v. Trowbridge, 42 Colo. 449, 
95 P 554, 555; Crawford v. Brad- 
ford, 23 Fla. 404, 2 S 782, 783; Coll- 
man v. Wanamaker, 27 Ida. 342, 149 
P 292; Callaway County v. Hender- 
son, 119 Mo. 32, 39, 24 SW 4387; Fin- 
sey v. Terr., 12 Ok], 621, 73 P 273, 
78. 

31. Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 
Ariz. 234, 127-P 758, 760. 


ollman v. Wanamaker, 27 Ida. 342, 
149 P-292, 293]; Teller County v. 
Trowbridge, 42 Colo. 449, 95 P 554; 
Finley: v.. Terr., 12° O1:°621,. 73 'P. 
273, 278. 

33. Tillman v. Wood, 58 Ala. 578 
(construing a_ statute); Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 234, 127 
P 758, 760; Com. v. Bailey, 3 KyL 
110, 114. 

34 Tillman v. Wood, 58 Ala. 578; 
Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 
234, 127 P 758, 760; Com. v. Bailey, 
3 Kyl: 110, 114; In re Actuarial Fees, 
32) Pa) Co. 225, 234. 

35. Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 
Ariz. 234, 127 P 758, 760. 

36. Cochise County v. Wilcox, 14 
Ariz. 234, 127 P 758, 760; Landis v. 
Lincoln County, 31 Or. 424, 426, 50 
P 530 [cit Musser v. Good, 11 Serg. 
& Raia: 247.1. 

37. See cases supra note 15. 

38. Com. v. Bailey, 3 KyL 110, 

39. Com. v. Bailey, 3 KyL 110, 

40. Webster Int. D. [quot State 
v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 774, 778, 71 NW 
785]; Teller County v. Trowbridge, 
42 Colo. 449. 95 P 554; Crawford v. 
Bradford, (Fla.) 2 S 782, 783 [cit 
Abbott L. D.]; Collman v. Wana- 
maker, 27 Ida. 342, 149 P 292; Calla- 
way County v. Henderson, 119 Mo. 
32, 39, 24 SW 487 [cit Bouvier L. D.]. 

41. Standard D. [quot Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 234, 127 P 
758, -760]; Webster Int. D. [quot 
State v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 774, 778, 
71 NW 785]; Teller County v. Trow- 
bridge, 42 Colo. 449, 95 P 554; Craw- 
ford v. Bradford, 23 Fla. 404, 2 S 
782, 788; Collman v. Wanamaker, 27 
Ida. 342, 149 P 292; Callaway County 
v. Henderson, 119 Mo. 32, 24 SW 
437; Finley v. Terr., 12 Okl. 621, 73 
P2973) i278. 

42. Standard D. [quot Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 234, 127 
P 758, 760]; Teller County v. Trow- 
bridge, 42 Colo. 449, 95 P 554, 555; 
Finley v. Terr., 12 Okl. 621, 73 P 
273, 278. 

43. Standard D. [quot Cochise 
County v. Wilcox, 14 Ariz. 234, 127 
P 758, 760]; Webster Int. D. [quot 
State v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 774. 778, 
71 NW 785]; Teller County v. Trow- 
bridge, 42 Colo. 449, 95 P 554, 555; 
Crawford v. Bradford, 23 Fla. 404, 
2S 782, 783; Collman v. Wanamaker, 
27 Ida. 342, 149 P 292; Callaway 


_ 44. Troup v. Morgan County, 109 
Ala. 162, 166, 19 S 503; Williams v. 
Flowers, 90 Ala. 136, 137, 7 S 439, 
24 AmSR 772; Bradley v. State, 69 
Ala. 318, 321; Tillman v. Wood, 58 
Ala. 578, 579; Matter of Terry, 67 
Misc. 514, 123 NYS 258, 261; Howard 
Bldg., ete, Assoc. v. Philadelphia, 
ete., R. Co., 102 Pa. 220, 222; Mus- 
Bee v. Good, 11 Serg. & R. (Pa.) 

454 0. iSaeVeq HALE 20 Une oaatoss 
L3a, Fs SCt-'5 10... 30,5 1.60. 2627. ; 

46. Pittsburgh v. O’Brien, 239 Pa. 
60, 86 A 651. 

47. Lake County v. Westerfield, 
196 Ill. A. 482, 439. 

48. Archbald v. U. S., 217 Fed. 
LGH, ae Gieee 

49. Gaither v. Tolson, 84 Md. 637, 
640, 36 A 449 (“It is not unusual 
when an attorney receives a claim 
for collection for him to look for the 
payment of his fees exclusively to 
the sum collected’’). 

50. Galpin v. Chicago, 269 Ill. 27, 
46, 109 NB 713, LRA1917B 176. 

51. Curtin v. Harris County, (Tex. 
Civ., A.) 203 SW 453, .457;. Harris 
County v. Hammond, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
203 SW 445. 

“Rees of all kinds,’ embraces every 
kind of compensation allowed by law 
to a clerk of the county court un- 
less excepted by some provision of 
the statute.” Ellis County v. Thomp- 
son, 95 Tex. 22, 29, 64 SW 927, 66 
SW 48. 

52. Bottome v. Neely, 54 Misc. 
258, 104 NYS 429. See also Refer- 
ences [34 Cyc 892]. 

53. Harris County v. Hammond, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 203 SW 445. 

54. New Albany v. Smith, 16 Ind. 
215, 218. See also Costs §§ 248-259. 

55. Webster Int. D. [quot State 
v. Russell, 51 Nebr. 774, 778, 71 NW 
785]; ‘Finley v. Terr:, 12, Okl. 621; 
(ee CHE Orage 

56. Farris v. Smithpeter, 180 Mo. 
A. 466, 470, 166 SW 655 (“[It] be- 
comes, for this purpose, like an exe- 
cution against the cost debtor”). See 
also Costs § 777-778. 

57. French v. Lawrence, 76 N. H. 
234, 81 A 705. 

58. French v. Lawrence, 76 N. H. 
234, 81 A 705, 706. See generally 
Corporations § 3058. 
segs Lund v. Dawes, 41 Vt. 370, 
60. Lund v. Dawes, 41 Vt. 370, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


FEED. As a noun, food for cattle.®1 Asa verb, 
to lend additional support;*? to strengthen ex post 
facto.63 

In patent law. The word admits of some am- 
biguity.°* The ‘‘feed mechanism’”’ is a part of the 
machine, which clamps and controls the material.®® 
The material, when so clamped, partakes of the 
movements of the feed mechanism.** The material 
may thus be considered a part of the feed.%? 

A feed roll, or automatic feeder, used in connec- 
tion with a ripsaw, is a tootued appliance, something 
like a saw, but working in front of the saw proper, 
and feeding the board to it automatically, and tend- 
ing to prevent the board from being thrown against 
the sawyer by the hold its teeth take.*$ 

Feed stable includes the stable of a person who 
had exposed a sign, and who let stalls at a certain 
price per day to those desiring their use, and where 
a@ person renting a stall could either supply the 
food for the stock or defendant could furnish it 
from his store, charging only its market value, 
and where the stable was locked at night by de- 
fendant, and no stock was permitted to be taken 
out until both the stall rent and the account for 
food furnished was paid.®® 

Feed wire. A wire charged with a high potential 
current of electricity used to conduct and distribute 
the electricity throughout a city.7° 

FEEDER. A fountain, stream, or channel that 
supplies a main canal with water.’! 

As applied to cattle. Such as are not ready for 
slaughter but require fattening to place them in 
condition for consumption.’? 


FEED—FELO DE SE 


61. Atlas Feed Products Co. v. 
New Orleans, 113 La. 611, 37 S 531, [a] The word 


FEEL. To be conscious of;7* to have experi- 
ence of.4 

Phrases: ‘‘Feel able,’’7> ‘‘feels unsafe and in- 
secure,’’?7° ‘all who may feel interested,’’ 77 
‘‘might feel able to pay the same.’’ 78 
_ FEELINGS.”® A term broad enough properly to 
include both mental and bodily feelings.%° 

FEHACIENTE. In Spanish law, one who proves 
his ease, or point.®1 

FEIGNED ACCOMPLICE. The term has been 
applied to one who joins a criminal organization 
for the purpose of exposing it, even though, in order 
to aid in such exposure, he united in and apparent- 
ly approved its plans.8? 

FEIGNED ISSUE.®* 

FEIGNEDLY. The antithesis of actually.§4 

FELIX EST QUI POTUIT RERUM COGNOS- 
CERE CAUSAS.®* 

FELLATIO. In medical jurisprudence, an of- 
fense committed with the male sexual organ and 


74. Century D. 


the mouth,*¢ 

FELLOW PASSENGER.*? 

FELLOW SERVANTS.® 

FELLOW SERVANTCY. A coined term briefly 
to express the idea where there are two servants or 
employees of a common master or employer.®® ; 

FELO DE SE. A man of the age of discretion, 
and compos mentis, who voluntarily kills himself, 
by stabbing, poison, or any other way;® one who 
deliberately puts an end to his own existence, or 
commits any unlawful, malicious act, the conse- 
quence of which is his own death; he that commits 
felony by murdering himself.°? It is something 


Injury to see Damages §§ 151-161. 


“felt,” as used in 80. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 


633. a statement by a person that an-|Sweetman, 19 Tex. Civ. A. 435, 47 


[a] The duty of “feeding and | other felt in through a window and| SW _ 676, 677. 


See also Damages 


watering” live stock imposed by the |struck her, indicates deliberation, | §§ 151-161. 


contract of shipment does not in-|and an intent to deliver the blow 


clude the duty to shower them to} which followed. 


protect them from excessive heat. 88 Md. 525, 42 A 242, 245 (distin-|11 P 799, 800. 
The phrase has reference alone to |guishing ‘fell in’’). 


81. Escriche Diccionario. 
Thillman vy. Neal, 82. Peo. v. Bolanger, 71 Cal. 17, 
See also Criminal 


Law §§ 57, 115. 


the ordinary sustenance the animals 75. Pistel v. Imperial Mut. L. Ins. 83. See Equity § 721. 
require in the course of transporta-|Co., 88 Md. 552, 42 A 210, 212, 43 84 State v. Dawson, 39 Ala. 367, 


[a5 Cie) 2011. 


tion. Peck v. Chicago Great West- 
ern R. Co., 138 Iowa 187, 115 NW 
1113, 1114, 128 AmSR 185, 16 LRANS 
883. To same effect Illinois Cent. 
R. Co. v. Adams, 42 Ill. .474, 488, 
92 AmD 85; Pecos, etc., R. Co. 7. 
Morrison, (Tex. Civ. A.) 169 SW 1098. 
See also Carriers §§ 105-115. 

62. Black L. D. [cit Doe v. Oliver, 
5M. & R. 202, 207]. 

63. Black L. D. [cit Doe v. Oliver, 
5 M. & R. 202, 207] (feeding an 
estoppel). 

64. Jones Special Mach. Co. v. 
Pentucket Variable Stitch Sewing- 
Mach. Co., 104 Fed. 556, 44 CCA 33. 

65. Jones Special Mach. Co. v. 
Pentucket Variable Stitch Sewing- 
Mach. Co., 104 Fed. 556, 560, 44 
CCA 33. 

66. ‘Jones Special Mach. Co. v. 
Pentucket Variable Stitch Sewing- 
Mach, Co., 104 Fed. 556, 560, 44 CCA 
33 


67. Jones Special Mach. Co. v, 
Pentucket Variable Stitch Sewing- 
Mach, Co., 104 Fed. 556, 560, 44 CCA 

3. 
: 68. Dean v. St. Louis Wooden- 
ware Works, 106 Mo. A. 167, 80 SW 
292, 294. See also Automatic 6 C. J. 

866. 

. 69. Morgan v. State, 64 Miss. 511, 
613, 1 S 749. 

70. Atlanta Cons. St. R. Co. v. 
Ownings, 97 Ga. 663, 667, 25 SE 377, 
33 LRA 798. 

71. Graff v. Evergreen R. Co., 2 
Pa. Co. 502, 504 [cit Webster D.]. 

72. McGraw v. O’Neil, 123 Mo. A. 
691, 101 SW 132, 135. 

73. Webster Int. D. 


LRA 219. 

[a] A bond promising to pay as 
soon as the maker, a corporation, 
might feel able, means when the cor- 
poration’s officers, directors, or 
agents, whoever they may be, that 
have charge of such matters, feel 
able, that is to say, as the use of 
that term is understood, when they 
are conscious of being able, or know 
it is able. Pistel v. Imperial Mut. 
L. Ins. Co. of America, 88 Md. 552, 
42 A210, 212, 48 LRA 219. 

7G den lee Case ElOW y WVOLKS ive 
Marr, 33 Nebr. 215, 49 NW 1119. 1120; 
Lichtenberger v. Johnson, 32 Nebr. 
185, 49 NW 3836; Newlean v. Olson, 
22 Nebr. 717, 86 NW’ 155. 157, 3 
AmSR 286; Humpfner vy. Osborne, 2 
S. D. 310, 50 NW 88, 89 (used in a 
chattel mortgage providing that, in 
the event the mortgagee ‘feels un- 
safe and insecure” he may foreclose, 
these words do not mean that he may 
arbitrarily and without cause de- 
clare that he feels unsafe and in- 
secure. He has not an arbitrary dis- 
cretion in the premises, but the 
grantor must be about to do, or have 
done, some act which tends to im- 
pair the security). 

77. See All 2 C. J. p 1142 text and 
note 22. 

78. Pistel v. Imperial Mut. L. Ins. 
Co. of America, 88 Md. 552, 557, 42 A 
210, 48 LRA 219. 

79. Feelings: 

Ill feelings between: 
Deceased and accused see Homicide 
[21 Cye 894, 913]. 
Witness and party see Witnesses 
[40 Cyc 2656]. 


383. See also Actually 1C. J. p 1186 
note 89 [a]. : 

85. A maxim meaning “Happy is 
he who has been able to understand 
the causes of things.’ Peloubet Leg. 
Max. p 82. 

86. State v. Murry, 136 La. '253, 
260, 66 S 963 (it was never regarded 
at common law as the ‘‘crime against 
nature,” which meant only buggery 
or sodomy). See also Cunnilingus 17 
C. J. p 402; Sodomy [36 Cyc 501]. 

87. Assault by see Carriers 
§§ 1332-1334; Shipping .[36 Cyc 338]. 

88. See Master and Servant [29 
Cye 1276]. 

89. Jackson v. Norfolk, ete. R. 
Co.,. 43' W. Va. 380, 27 SH 278, 279; 
31 SE 258, 46 LRA 337. 

90. Life Assoc. of America v. 


Waller, 57. Ga. 638, 536 [cit Hale ‘P. 


Cc. p 411]; Clift v. Schwabe, 3 C. B. 
437, 475, 54 ECL 437, 136 Reprint 175, 
2C. & K. 134, 61 ECL 134 [quot Hale 
P. C. p 411, and cit 4 Blackstone 
Comm. p 189]. See generally Suicide 
[37 Cye 518) 

[a] Sanity essential. — Where a 
man of the age of discretion, which 
at common law was fourteen years, 
voluntarily kills himself after he 
loses his mind by sickness, infirmity, 
or accident, he is not “felo de se,” 
nor can he be said to commit murder 
upon himself. McMahan v. State, 168 
Ala. 70, 538 S 89, 91 [quot 1 Hale P. C. 
p 411]. 

91. 4 Blackstone Comm. p 189 
[quot Life Assoc. of America v. Wal- 
ler, 57 Ga. 533, 536]. 

92. Blount L. D. [quot Reg. v. 
Burgess, L. & C. 258, 260]. 
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more than self-sought or self-inflicted death.°* It 
is a species of crime or wickedness, something 
wrong, a kind of self-murder.®* 

In pleading. ‘The doctrine of ‘‘felo de se’’ is 
operative only where one cause of action stated is 
destroyed by another, which shows that no cause of 
action exists in fact, and does not apply where the 
petition states that deceased was negligently shot, 
if as a fact he was shot with criminal intent.% 

FELON.®® One who has committed felony ;°" one 
convicted of felony.%8 

FELONIA. In Spanish feudal law, an act of 
disloyalty or treason committed by a vassal against 
his lord, or of oppression by the latter against the 
former. The first was punished by forfeiture of the 
fief, and the second by loss of dominion.*® 

FELONIA, EX VI TERMINI SIGNIFICAT 
QUODLIBET CAPITALE CRIMEN FELLEO 
ANIMO PERPETRATUM.! 

FELONIA IMPLICATUR IN QUALIBET PRO- 
DITIONE.? 


FELO DE SE—FENCE POLE 


and contact with other strands.® 

FEMALE? A woman.® ‘‘Female’’ is not a 
word of technical character, and may be substituted 
by the use of synonymous words, or words which 
plainly indicate a female, such as ‘‘her’’ or ‘‘she’’ 
and proper names applied to females only.® 

FEME. A woman.'® It was used in the feudal 
legal nomenclature and in the earlier textbooks as 
properly expressing the feudal theory that the wife 
was subject to the husband.14 

FEME COVERT. A term derived from the 
French, meaning,’in our law, a married woman.}? 

FEME SOLE. The term is used in the law to 
designate an unmarried woman,}* but it is well set- 
tled that, when a married woman is acting or con- 
tracting with reference to her separate estate, she 
is to be regarded as a ‘‘feme sole.’’ 14 

FENCEH.1® <A term commonly applied to people 
in the business of receiving stolen goods.1® 

FENCED IN COMMON. Where two or more 
farms are inclosed by uniting the outside line fences, 


FELONIOUS.? 
FELONIOUSLY.* 
FELONY.® 


FELTING. A material caused by the tiny hooks 
or scales on wool, which grip and mat on pressure 


98. Life Assoc. of America v. 
Waller, 57 Ga. 533, 536. 

94. Life Assoe. of America v. 
Waller, 57 Ga. 5338, 536. 

95. O’Brien v. St. Louis Transit 
Co., 212 Mo. 59, 110 SW 705, 707, 15 
AnnCas 86. 

96. Felon: 

Arrest of see Arrest § 28. 

Attainder of see Convicts §§ 2-5. 
Bail of see Bail §§ 167-191. 

Calling person a felon see Libel and 

Slander [25 Cye 271]. 

Civil death of see Convicts § 7. 
Credibility of as witness see Wit- 

nesses [40 Cyc 2607]. 
Disqualification of, to: 

Hold public office see Officers [29 

Cye 1385]. 

Serve as juror see Grand Juries 
[20 Cye 1299]; Juries [24 Cyc 
198]. 

Testify as witness see Witnesses 
[40 Cye 2205]. 

Vote see Elections § 44. 

Extradition of see Extradition ante 

Dpu2b2. 

Presence of at trial see Criminal 

Law §§ 2066-2071. 

Rescue of see Rescue [34 Cyc 1632]. 

97. Black L. D. 

98. Black L. D. See also Convicts 
SAO Di solls 

[a] “Convicted felon.”—Perry v. 
Man, 1 R. I. 2638, 265. 

{[b] “Felon editor.’”— Leyman v. 
Qatimer, 3 Exch. D. 352. 

99. Escriche Diccionario. 

1. A maxim meaning “Felony, by 
force of the term, signifies any capi- 
tal crime perpetrated with a malig- 
nant mind.” Wharton L. Lex. [cit 
Coke Litt. p 391]. 

2. A maxim meaning “Felony is 
jmplied in every treason.” Wharton 
L. Lex. [cit 3 Coke Inst. p 15]. 

3. Felonious: 

Assault: 
Generally see Assault and Battery 
§ 176. 
With intent to: 
Kill see Homicide [21 Cyc 778]. 
Ravish see Rape [33 Cyc 1429]. 
Rob see Robbery [34 Cyc 1812]. 
Homicide see Homicide [21 Cyc 661]. 


heavy club.1® 


4. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 331]. 

5. See Criminal Law § 6. 

6. Werk v. Parker, 231 Fed.. 121, 
123, 145 CCA 309. 

7. Female: 

Admission to practice law see At- 

torney and Client § 22. 
Citizenship see Citizens § 12. 
Eligibility to office see Officers [29 

Cyc 1377]. 

Ree. from arrest see Arrest 

§ 135. 

Rape of see Rape [33 Cye 1415]. 
Right of: 

Naturalization see Aliens § 137. 

Suffrage see Elections § 42. 

See generally Husband and Wife [21 

Cyc TET: 

8 Myers v. State, 84 Ala. 11, 12, 
4 S$ 291 [cit Jackson v. State, 137 
Ala. 80, 81, 34 S 611]; State v. Hemm, 
82 Iowa 609, 610, 48 NW 971; Howell 
v. Com., 5 KyL 174 [quot Couch vy. 
Com., 29 SW 29,16 Kyl 477]; \Peo. 
v. Weinstock, 140 NYS 453; Gibson 
v. State, 17 Tex, A. 574, 577 [cit Rob- 
ertson v. State, 31 Tex. 36; Holland 


Vs wocatey 14. Tex) Ac gi S2ceeBatule 
Vv. State,./4. Dex. 0A, 2695, .. 30, -AmR 
Ney ea Bishop Cr. Proc. (8d ed) 


9. Taylor v. Com., 20 Gratt. (61 
Va.) 825, 827. 

[a] “Woman” compared. —It has 
been held that an indictment charg- 
ing one with having seduced an un- 
married female of previous chaste 
character sufficiently describes the 
offense described in the statute pun- 
ishing the seduction of an unmarried 
woman. ‘The court said: “It is true 
that, comprehensively considered, the 
term ‘female’ is generic, and includes 
a variety of species, while the word 
‘woman’ has a more limited signifi- 
cation, being of the human race. 
The two words, therefore, may have 
the same signification, depending on 
the subject tonsidered and their re- 
lation thereto. ‘Seduction,’ in its 
criminal sense, relates to persons, 
It has no other known application. 
The term ‘female’ in an indictment 
charging the crime of seduction as 


{ 


they are said to be ‘‘fenced in common.’’ 17 
FENCED OFF. A term meaning properly pro- 

tected, and not a fence in its literal sense.1® 
FENCE POLE. A term which may inelude a 


having ‘been committed against her, 


would unmistakably indicate a 
woman. That would be its common 
application.” State v. Hemm, 82 


Iowa 609, 610, 48 NW 971. 

[b] “#emale heirs” has been con- 
strued to mean the two daughters 
of a certain person. Beall v. Har- 
wood, 2 Harr. & J. (Md.) 167, 171, 
3 AmD 532. 

10. Black L. D. See also Female 
ante this page. 

11. Cummings v. Everett, 82 Me. 
260, 19 A 456. 

[a] “In the feudal theory of the 
common law, the wife was subject 
to the husband. They were styled 
in the earlier law books, baron and 
feme, or lord and woman... . Black- 
stone... Says that the disabilities 
of the wife are intended for the most 
part for her protection and benefit, 
‘so great a favorite is the female sex 
of the law of England.’” Cummings 
v.. Everett, .82, Me, 260, 262, 19sAc 


12. Hoker v. Boggs, 68 Ill. 161, 
162. See also Coverture 15 C. J. 
Husband and Wife [21 Cyc 
1119]; Marriage [26 Cyc 82i]. 

[a] Feme covert’s jus disponendi, 
—A phrase meaning “A married 
woman’s right of disposing” [of her 
estate]. Smith v. Morgan, 8 Gill 
(Md) ise, 139) i 

13. Kirkley v.: Lacey, 12 Del. 213, 
30 A 994, 995. 

14, Chew v. Henrietta Min., etc., 
Co., 2 Fed. 5, 8, 1 McCrary 222. See 
generally Husband and Wife [21 
Cyc 1450]. 


“Feme sole trader.’”—See Hus- 
band and Wife [21 Cye 1333]. 

15. See generally Fences post 
p 1018. 


16. Peo. v. Callahan, 73 Misc. 455, 
130 NYS 1041, 1042 [quot Peo. v. 
Levine, 208 N. Y. 578 mem, 101 NE 
1114 mem]. See also. Receiving 
Stolen Goods [34 Cyc 513}. 

17. Markin -v. Priddy, 40 Kan. 
684, 20 P 474. 

18. Honor v. Albrighton, 93 Pa. 
475, 478 


19. Baker v. Hope, 49 Cal. 598, 599. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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1. Injuries to Persons [§ 51] p 1040 
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CROSS REFERENCES 


Fences: Fences:—Continued 
Along or across way see Easements §§ 229, 240- Covenant of tenant to repair see Landlord and. 
242, Tenant [24 Cyc 1089]. 
Around: Effect of presence or absence of on liability for 
Common lands see Common Lands § 39 trespass by animals see Animals §§ 393- 
Public lands see Public Lands [32 Cyc 794]. 403. 
AS: Injunction against erection or removal see Injunc- 
Boundaries see Boundaries §§ 193, 199. tions [22 Cyc 829]. 
Fixtures see Fixtures [19 Cyc 1044 et seq]. Fencing: 
Indicia ey possession see Adverse Possession Abandoned mine see Mines and Minerals [27 Cyc 
§§ 13- 
Nuisance see Nuisances [29 Cyc 1173]. As constituting possession see Ejectment 
Obstructions of: § 30. : 
Highway see Highways [87 Cye 247, 288]. Railroad right of way see Master and Servant [26 
Light, air, and view see Adjoining Land- Cyc 1129]; Railroads [33 Cyc 3811, 360, 676, 
owners §§ 81-83, | 1170). 
I. DEFINITION AND NATURE. 
{6 1] A fence is an inelosing structure | ing more than a line of obstacle, and may be 
about a field or other space, or about any | composed of any material which will present 


object, composed of wood, 
terial, and intended to prevent 


iron, 


sufficient 
be constructed 


or other ma- | a 
intrusion from — 


without or straying from within.t It is noth- 


1. Mackie v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 54 
Iowa 540, 541, 6 NW 723; Brown vy. 
Johnson, (Tex. Civ. A.) 73 SW 49, 
50. To same effect Webster D. [quot 
Midland Valley R. Co. v. Bryant, 37 
Okl. 206, 131 P 678; Kimball v. Carter, 
a rie 77, 84,°27 SE 823, 38 LRA 

Om: 

{a] Other definitions.—(1) “An in- 
elosure.’”’ Et. Worth, etc., R. Co: v. 
Swan, 97 Tex. 338, 78 SW 920. And 
see Garretson v. Avery, 26 Wyo. 53, 
176 P 4388 (construing a statute to 
employ the words “fence” and “in- 
closure” synonymously). (2) ‘Any- 
thing that incloses land, whereby any 
character or kind of stock would be 
impeded or prevented from entering 
said inclosure.’’ Burch v._ State, 
(Tex. Cr.) 67 SW 500. 

{[b] Gvard—(1) “The strict defi- 
nition of the term ‘fence’ means noth- 
ing more than a sufficient guard to 
fend or keep off, or shut out.’ Ellis 
vi Arnisone £eBe& C.' 70.) 1258 DEL 
31, 107 Reprint 27. (2) “Kences, al- 
though they have been occasionally 
used as boundaries for the division 
of property, are nevertheless treated 
for the most part as guards against 
intrusion.” Woolrych Party Walls 
and Fences p 281 [cit 3 Halsbury L. 
Eng. § 250]. 

[ec] Protection.—(1) The object of 
a fence is to protect an inclosure. 


Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 8 P 
311. (2) A fence is “a protection of 
property, and a means of p-eserving 
the peace of society.” Stoner v. Hun- 
sicker.:'47 Pa. 51.4.515: 

“Building” as including “fence” see 
Building 9 C. J. p 683 note 70 [e]. 

Mivision fence: 

Defined see Division 18 ©. J. p 1408. 
Location requisite to constitute see 

infra § 36. 

“Inclosure” defined see Inclosure 
[22 Cye 62]: 

“Inclosed real estate” defined see 
Inclose [22 Cye 62]. 

2. Allen v. Tobias, 77 Ill. 169. 

[a] Obstruction or barrier.—(1) 
“A fence is a visible or tangible ob- 
struction, which may be a_ hedge, 
ditch, wall, or a frame of wood, or 
any line of obstacle interposed be- 
tween two portions of land so as to 
part off and shut in the land, and 
set it off as private property.” Kim- 
ball”. viveGarter,:” 95: oViaw Ta esos: 
SH 823;.88) TARAS b70us (C2 )inbt ese: 
line of obstacle, as a frame of wood. 
a wall, hedge, or ditch, interposed 
between two portions of land for the 
purpose of preventing cattle from go- 
ing astray, or for protecting a field 
or property from unlawful encroach- 
ment.” Worcester D. [auot Kimball 
v. Carter. supra]. (3) “A fence is an 
actual barrier which separates ad- 


obstruction.” 


Thus 
of barbed wire,’ 


a fence may 
or of wood, 


joining lands.” Johnson vy. Hanna- 


han, 34 S. C. L. 425, 435. (4) It is 
described as ‘fa barrier erected'as a 
landmark of boundary.’ Stoner v. 


Hunsicker, 47 Pa. 514, 515. : 

38. Ind.—Sisk v. Crump, 112 Ind. 
504, 14 NE 381, 2 AmSR 213. 

Mass.—Quigley v. Clough, 173 
Mass. 429, 430, 53 NE 884, 73 AmSR 
303. 45 LRA 500. 

Mian.—Oxborough y. Boesser, 30 
Minn. 1, 13 NW 906. 

Mo.—Teague v. Clemons, 180 Mo. 
A. 462, 166 SW 641. 

Or.—Siglin v. Coos Bay, ete, R., 
ete, ‘Coyl sh..Onr, “79; 66 9P 1011s 76 
AmSR 463. 

Tex.—Worthington v. Wade, 82 
Tex. 26, 17 SW 520; Galveston Land, 
etc., Co. v. Levy, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 104, 
30 SW 504. 

fa] A single strand of barbed 
wire running along a worm rail fence, 
and attached to eavh alternate lock 
joint thereof, is a component part 
of such fence.. Buckley v. Clark, 21 
Mice. 1388. 47 NYS 42. 

Sufficiency cf barbed wire fence 
under statute see infra § 8. 

Injuries to persons and live stock 
by barbed wire fences see infra §§ 51, 
53 

4 Wolf v. Schwill, 289 fll. 190, 
124 NE 389; Woodcock v. Calais, 68 
Me. 244 (light wooden fence placed 


—— 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 1] 
boards,® rails,? or stumps.’ 


dimensions.?3 


ing.16 


on stone wall); Kimball’v. Carter, 
95: Va. 77, 2%. SE 823, 38) URA 570. 

5. Cal.—Western Granite, etc., Co. 
ofeach are ase 103 Cal. 111, 37 P 
1 


gy Albright v. Bruner, 14 Ill. A. 


Kan.—Prather vy. Reeve, 23 Kan. 
627; Triplett v. Jackson, 5 Kan, A. 
nites AS ee) ISK; ’ 

. Mass.—Sparhawk v. Twichell, 1 Al- 
len 450. 

. Mich.—Rose v. Linderman, 147 
aed 372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 
198. 

Mo.—Mann vy. Williamson, 70 Mo. 
661 (post and plank fence). 

Pa.—Henry v. Wanamaker, 45 Pa. 
Super. 346. 

Ont.—Cook v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 

ny Ind.—Dorrell v. State, 80 Ind. 
566. 

Mich.—Rose v. Linderman, 147 
muck 372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 
198. 

Mo.—Pettigrew v. Lancy, 48 Mo. 

380. 
N. Y.—Carpenter v. Halsey, 60 
Barb. 45; Ferris v. Van Buskirk, 18 
Barb. 397. 

Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 

Tenn.—Clowers v. Sawyers, 1 Head 


156. 

[a] Worm fence. — The term 
“fence” includes an ordinary worm 
or Virginia rail fence. Rose v. Lin- 
derman, 147 Mich. 372, 110 NW 939, 
11 AnnCas 198. 

Location of rail or worm fences 
see infra § 36. 

7. Rose v. Linderman, 147 Mich. 
372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 198. 

8. I11.—Hill v. Tohill, 225 Ill. 384, 
80 NE 253, 8 AnnCas 423; Darst v. 
Enlow, 116 Ill. 475, 6 NE 215; Buck- 
man v. Watts, 162 Ill. A. 167; Robil- 
jard v. Beaupre, 68 Ill. A. 103; Camp- 
bell v. Feyerabend, 53 Ill. A. 225; 
Selover v. Osgood, 52 Ill. A. 260 
' (hedge fence separating pasture from 
field). 

lovaeokKinney v. Kinney, 104 Towa 
7203, 74 NW 688, 40 LRA 626; Hilliard 
vy. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 37 Iowa 442; 
Gantz v. Clark, 31 Iowa 254. 

Kan.—Usher v. Hiatt, 21 Kan. 548 
(hedge fer:ce sufficient to turn ordi- 
nary stock maintained by agreement). 

Mo.—Yoakum vy. Davis, 162 Mo. A. 
2538, 144 SW 877. 

Nebr.—Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 
59, 130 NW 986, AnnCas1912C_ 468. 

Va.—Kimball v. Carter, 95 Va. 77, 
27 SF 823, 38 LRA £70. 

Hedge as statutory fence see infra 
notes 31-33. 

9, Cal.—Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 
691; 8 -P 311: 

Conn.—Chesebro vy. Lockwood, 88 
Conn. 219, 91 A 188. 

Tll.—Allen v. Tobias, 77 Ill. 169. 

Towa.—Hilliard y. Chicago, ete, R. 
Co., 87 Iowa 442. 

N. Y.—Carpenter v. Halsey, 60 
Barb. 45. 

Tex.—Nolan v. Mendere, 77 Tex. 
565, 14 SW 167, 19 AmSR 801. 

Va.—Kimball v. Carter, 95 Va. 77, 


It may be a hedge,® a 
wall,® a trestle,!° or a ditch,1 or trench 12 of sufficient 
‘ A navigable or deep watercourse is 
sometimes deemed to be a fence, or equivalent to ora 
substitute for a fence;!* but the rule is otherwise 
as to a shallow stream that will not, under ordinary 
elrcumstances, prevent domestic animals from eross- 
A gate erected in a line of fence is a part 
of the fence.*® Although different in construction,!7 
a railroad cattle guard, gap, or pit is in a sense a 
fenee 18 and is deemed a fence within the meaning 
of some statutes.1® Posts merely set around a piece 
of land cannot be termed a fence.?° 
the term ‘‘fence’’ be construed to include a line of | not 
posts on which slats are nailed, where they are in- 
tended not to inclose or surround a field, but to 
prevent travelers from turning out of the road 
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Neither can 


27 SE 823, 38 LRA 570. 

Eng.—Matts v.: Hawkins, 5 Taunt. 
20, 1 ECL 24, 128 Reprint 593. 

[a] The rule is applicable to: (1) 
A brick wall forming one side of an 
inclosure. Allen v. Tobias, 77 Ill. 169. 
(2) A stone wall forming lower part 
of a fence. Woodcock v. Calais, 68 
Me. 244. 

{b] A “partition wali” has been 
construed to be merely a fence and 
not a party wall. Western Granite, 
ete., Co. v. Knickerbocker, 103 Cal. 
il Ey ese (in) 2a ye 

10. Hilliard v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Co., 37 Iowa 442. 

11. Conn.—Warner v. Southworth, 
6 Conn. 471. 

Ga.—Mathis v. Jones, 84 Ga. 804, 
11 SE 1018. 

Mass.—Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. 180. 

Mich.—Rose v. Linderman, 147 
ee 372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 
1 


Va.—Kimball v. Carter, 95 Va. 77, 
27 SE 823, 38 LRA 570. 

Eng.—Ellis v. Arnison, 1 B. & C. 
70, 8 ECL 31, 107 Reprint 27. 

{a] Thus a fence may compre- 
hend: (1) A six foot ditch. Warner 
v. Southworth, 6 Conn. 471. (2) A 
two and a half foot ditch. Newell 
v. Hill, 2 Mete. (Mass.) 180. (3) A 
deep ditch or drain, which was an 
immemorial boundary. Ellis v. Arni- 
son, 1°B: & €, 70, 72; (8 ECL 31,107 
Reprint 27. 

12. Hilliard v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 87 Iowa 442. 

13. Fox v. Beebe, 24 Conn, 271. 

[a] A shallow ditch partly filled 
is insufficient. Fox y. Beebe, 24 Conn. 


wale 

14. Ga.—Mathis v. Jones, 84 Ga. 
804, 11 SE 1018. 

Ill.—Headen v. Rust, 39 Ill. 186. 

Mich.—Rose v. Linderman, 147 
Mich. 372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 


198. 

N. C.—Runyan v. Patterson, 87 
N. C. 343. 

S. C.—Fripp v. Hasell, 32 S. C. L. 
178. 

[a] A water fence, or “fence run- 
ning into the water,” is “a fence 
terminating at deep water, where it 
must be carried to such a distance 
into the water, that the depth of 
water itself becomes a sufficient 
fence.” Lamb v. Hicks, 11 Mete. 
(Mass.) 496, 503. 

Location of fence across stream see 
infra § 36. 

15. Jones v. Witherspoon, 52 N. C. 
555, 78 AmD 268; State v. Lamb, 30 
N.C; 229. 

16. Cal.—Johnson yv. Southern Pac. 
Re Go. 1 Cal. Ay 278-104 R713. 

Ill.—Webash R. Co. v. Kime, 42 
Tis A. 2725 :Chicago}* etc.,. R. Com v. 
O’Brien, 34 Ill. A. 155. 

Towa.—Mvers v. Tallman, 169 Iowa 
104, 149 NW 259; Payne v. Kansas 
City, ete., R. Co., 72 Towa 214, 33 NW 
633; Mackie v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 
54 Towa 540, 541, 6 NW 723; McKin- 
ley v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 47 lowa 
76. 
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and trespassing thereon.?1 

A “‘possession fence’’ is an inclosure made by 
the lapping of fallen trees, and apparently con- 
structed only for the purpose of indicating a claim 
to the ownership of the land surrounded thereby.?? 

‘To fence’’ means to inclose with a fence or 
other protection.?* 
live stock, means to surround it by a fence, so as 
to prevent the intrusion of such animals upon the 
inclosed premises.?4 

Terms distinguished. A ‘‘lawful fence’? means a 
fence as defined by statute.25 An ‘‘ordinary fence’’ 
is a common or usual fence.?® ‘‘Lawful fences’’ is 
necessarily 
fences’’ 27 or ‘‘sufficient fences;’’ ?® but in applying 
a statute defining a sufficient fence the terms ‘‘law- 
ful’’ and ‘‘sufficient’’? are necessarily synony- 


To fence in a place, as against 


synonymous with ‘‘ordinary 


Me.—H#stes y. Atlantic, ete., R. Co., 
63 Me. 308. 

Mo.—Robinson v. Schlitz, 185 Mo. 
A. 32, 115 SW 472; Woods v. Mis- 
souls ete, Ri Cow (bE MoreeA5 00s 


Mont.—Scheffer v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 53 Mont. 302, 163 P 565. 

Nebr.—Fremont, ete, R.. Co. v. 
Pounder, 36 Nebr. 247, 54 NW $509. 

N. Y.—Poler v. New York Cent. R. 
Conn GH NwiYss 476% 

Tex.—Houston, etc., R. Co. v. Lee, 
(Civ. A.) 135 SW 694; Texas Cent. 
R, Co. v. Jenkins, (Civ. A.) 120 SW 
948; Texas Cent. R. Co. v.' Wills, 
(Civ. A.) 116 SW 145; Texas Cent. 
R. Co. v. Pruitt, 49 Tex. Civ. A. 370, 
110 SW 966. 

Eng.—Winter v. Charter, 3 Y. & J. 
3808, 148 Reprint 1197. 

[a]. The rule is applicable to: (1) 
A slide gate. Texas Cent. R. Co. v. 
Pruitt, 49 Tex. Civ. A. 370, 110 SW 
966. (2) A gate necessary to com- 
plete a hedge fence with an opening. 
Winter y. Charter, 3 Y. & J. 308, 148 
Reprint 1197. 

{[b] Part of partition fence.—(1) 
“A gate was in the partition fence 
in this case and it would come within 
the phrase ‘partition fence.’” Rob- 
inson v. Schlitz, 185 Mo. A. 32, 36, 
115 SW 472. (2) A swinging gate 
a rod long extending. from a fence 
post to a stream was considered part 
of a partition fence. Myers v. Tall- 
man, 169 Iowa 104, 149 NW 259. 

17. Carrollton Shert Line R. Co. 
v. Lipsey, 150 Ala. 570, 43 S 836. 

18. Carrollton Short Line R. Co. 
v. Lipsey, 150 Ala. 570, 43 S 836. 

19. Toledo, etce., R. Co. v. Frank- 
lin, 53 Ill. A. 682 [aff 159 Ill. 99, 42 
NE 319]; Welty v. Indianapolis, ete., 
R. Co., 105 Ind. 55, 4 NE 410; Louis- 
ville, ete., R. Co. v. Porter, 97 Ind. 
267; Grand Rapids, ete. R. Co. v. 
Jones, 81 Ind. 523; Pittsburgh, etc., 
RivComve Hhrhart.-36) Inds iis 

Fences and cattle guards along or 
on railroad right of way see Rail- 
roads [33 Cyc 311, 360, 676, 1170]. 

20. Bureh v. State, (Tex, Cr.)) 67 
SW 500. 

21. State v. Roberts, 101 N. C. 744, 
TSheias 

22. Freedman vy. Bonner, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 40 SW 47. 

23. Mackie v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 
54 Iowa 540, 6 NW 723. 

24. Et. Worth, etc., R. Co. v. Swan, 
97 Tex. 338, 78 SW 920. |To same 
effect Texas Cent. R. Co. v. Pruitt, 
101 Tex. 548, 109 SW 925; Texas, 
ete., R. Co. v. Sproles, 47.Tex. Civ. 
A. 294, 105 Siw 521. 

25. Russell v. Hannibal, etc., R. 
Co., 88 Mo. 507. 

id Hine vy. Wooding, 87 Conn. 
123. 

27. Hine v. Wooding, 37 Conn. 128. 

28. Robison v. Fetterman, 9 Pa. 
Cas. 604. 14 A 245. 

{a] Tllustration. — “Sufficient 
fences,” which a person must main- 
tain around premises or fields to en- 
title him to recover for a trespass 
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mous.?® While a hedge is ordinarily considered a 
fence,®*° and is so recognized by the statutes of some 
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jurisdictions,*! yet it is not within the meaning of 


[§ 2] A. In General. 


fences.®> 


thereon, do not necessarily mean law- 
ful fences, but mean fences such as 
farmers of practical knowledge and 
experience would consider as_ suffi- 
cient to protect the crop from injury 
by usually orderly cattle. Robison 
vee ar 9 Pa. Cas. 604, 14 A 

Sufficiency of fences generally see 
infra §§ 2, 3. 

29. See generally cases infra § 3. 

30. See supra note 8. 

31. Enders v. McDonald, 5 Ind. A. 
297, 31 NE 1056; Kinney v. Kinney, 
104 Iowa 703, 74 NW 688, 40 LRA 
626; Rose y. Linderman, 147 Mich. 
372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 198. 

82. Johnson v. Fiala, 161 Mo. A. 
359, 143 SW 537; Brown vy. Johnson, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 73 SW 49 (hedge of 
bois d’arc trees). 

[a] Large hedge. — A _ Givision 
hedge over fifteen feet high and from 
ten to twenty feet wide is not a 
statutory fence, either as to con- 
struction or maintenance. Johnson v. 
Fiala, 161 Mo. A. 359, 143 SW 587. - 

Statute relating to removal of 
fences see infra § 39. 

33. Griffith v. Carrothers, 86 Kan. 
93, 119 P 548. 


34. Colo.—Morris v. Fraker, 5 
Colo. 425. 

Ill.— Scott v. Buck, 85 Ill. 334; 
Scott v. Wirshing, 64 Ill. 102; 


Ketchum y. Stolp, 15 Ill. 341; Misner 
v. Lighthall, 18 Ill. 609; Leggett v. 
Minors) Cent nh -Co.,) W2r Ll tAw a7 7: 
Selover v. Osgood, 52 Ill. A. 260; Al- 
bright v. Bruner, 14 Ill. A. 319. 

Iowa.—Shellabarger v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 66 Iowa 18, 23 NW 158; 
Frazier v. Nortinus, 84 Iowa 82; 
Heath v. Coltenback, 5 Iowa 490. 

Kan,—uwUsher v, Hiatt, 21 Kan. 548. 

Me.—Gould v. Bangor, etc., R. Co., 
82 Me. 122, 19 A 84. 

Nev.—Chase v. Chase, 15 Nev. 259. 

N. C.—State v. Lamb, 30 N. C. 
229. 

Tex.—Texas Cent. R. Co. ve EGuitts 
101 Tex. 548, 109 SW 925; Ft. Worth, 
etc., R. Co. v. Swan, 97 Tex. 338, 738 
SW 920. 

[a] The purpose of a fence “is to 
prevent horses, mules, or other stock, 
not more than ordinarily addicted to 
mischief, from breaking into fields 
under cultivation. ...Can any fence, 
stream or water course, be deemed 
sufficient, that will not, under ordi- 
nary circumstances, secure the ac- 
complishment of this object? Surely 
not.”’” State v. Lamb, 30 N. C..229, 
232. 

[b] “fhe fence must be high 
enough and sufficient in other re- 
spects to prevent ordinary stock from 
breaking into the inclosure.” Chase 
v. Chase, 15 Nev. 259, 264. 

{c] At common law (1) ‘fences 
were designed to keep one’s own cat- 
tle at home and not to guard against 
the intrusion of those belonging to 
other people.” Tonawanda R. Co. v. 
Munger, 5 Den. (N. Y.) 255, 259, 49 
AmD 2389 [quot Webber v. Closson, 
35 Me. 26, 27]. (2) “Fences are al- 
ways good enovgh at common law, 
which answer their end, of keeping 


In the absence of an 
applicable statute defining what constitutes a suf- 
ficient fence, the rule is that a fence which will turn 
ordinary stock is a good and sufficient fence ;%* 
it is not necessary that it turn stock which is 
breachy or peculiarly vicious and prone to break 
Where a division line fence is not re- 
quired to be built of any particular height or size, 
or of any particular materials or particular style, 
it must be so built as to size, height, character, and 
kind of materials that it will be proper and suit- ' 


II. SUFFICIENCY 


one’s own cattle inclosed, and always 
insufficient, if they fail to answer 
that purpose.” Jackson v. Rutland, 
oie Rm: Coy 25 Vit. 15059168960 Amp 

{d] Incomplete inclosure  suffi- 
cient.—A fence erected along one side 
of pasture land by the owner thereof, 
sufficient to prevent his neighbor’s 
cattle from entering or crossing to 
reach public land on the other side, 
cannot be enjoined as unlawful, be- 
cause it was an incomplete inclosure. 
Anthony Wilkinson Live Stock Co. v. 
Mcllquam, 14 Wyo. 209, 83 P 364, 3 
LRANS 7338. 

[e] Rule applied to trespasser 
hunting.—Any barriers, whether nat- 
ural or artificial, which clearly sepa- 
rate one’s close from adjoining lands, 
and afford a_ sufficient protection 
against the inroads of horses, cat- 
tle, and hogs, are sufficient also to 
render liable as trespassers those 
who enter for the purpose of hunt- 
ing. Fripp v. Hasell, 32 S. C. L. 173 
(holding the sea about an island such 
a barrier). 

35. Conn.—Hine v. Wooding, 37 
Conn. 123. 

Ill.—Leggett v. Illinois Cent. R. 
Co., 72 Ill. A. 577; Albright v. Bruner, 
14 Ill. A. 319. Compare Chicago, etc., 
R. Co. v. Utley, 38 Ill. 410, 413 (hold- 
ing that a good and sufficient fence 
must be not merely one which will 
turn ordinary stock, for a slight bar- 
rier might do that, but one that will 
turn stock even though, to some ex- 
tent, unruly). 

Iowa.—Shellabarger v. Chicago, 
etc., R. Co., 66 Iowa 18, 23 NW 158. 

Mo.—Dietrich v. Hannibal, etc., R. 
Co., 89 Mo, A. 36. 

Tex.—Clarendon Land Inv. Agency 
Co. v. McClelland, 86 Tex. 179, 283 SW 
576,' 1100, 22 LRA 105. 

‘Tt has never been the policy of 
our law to require any man to fence 
against unruly cattle.’ Hine v. 
Wooding, 37 Conn, 123, 127. 

[a] Fence not an impassable bar- 
rier.—The term fence “does not mean 
an impassable barrier, or such a 
structure as is absolutely insur- 
mountable by any live-stock, however 
breachy or vicious the animals may 
be. Farmers or others, desiring to 
protect their lands and crops from 
the inevursions of live-stock, erect 
such fences as are reasonably suffi- 
cient for that purpose; and we think 
that, when there is a requirement 
to erect fences, such as are usually 
understood to be sufficient must be 
held to have been‘in the mind of the 


legislature.”? Shellabarger v.  Chi- 
cago, ete., R. Co., 66 lowa 18, 20, 238 
Nw 158. 


36. Rowland v. Baird, 18 AbbNCags 
ENEGY De 206% 

Fence as obstruction of light, air, 
and view see Adjoining Landowners 
§§ 81-83. 

387. Giller v. West, 162 Ind. 17, 69 
NE 548. 

38. Giller v. West, 162 Ind. 17, 69 
NE 548. 

89. Ala.—Hurd v. Lacy, 93 Ala. 
427, 9 S 378, 30 AmSR 61. 
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the statutes,3? or at least of some of the statutes,** 
of other jurisdictions relating to fences. 


able for all the purposes of such fence, and will be 
reasonably safe, and not necessarily cause injury to 
the adjoining owner or his property or animals.%° 
The law does not require that fences shall be con- 
structed of fine materials,?7 or that they shall be 
attractive in, appearance.*® 

[§ 3] B. Statutory Provisions. 
tutes a sufficient or lawful fence is sometimes pre- 
seribed by statute.*® 
not necessarily applicable to all fences or in deter- 
mining all classes of liability claimed to arise from 


What consti- 


Statutes of this character are 


Ark.—Thomas v. State, 30 Ark. 433. 
gue ee V8Dupuy, 17 Gare 
Beeching, Shay v. Howard, 68 Ga. 

Ida.—Spencer vy. Morgan, 10 Ida. 
542, 79 P 459. 

Ill.—Seeley v. Peters, 10 Ill. i30; 
Scott v. Jackson, 93 Ill. A. 529. 

Ind.—Tomlinson y. Bainaka, 163 
Ind. A. 112, 70 NE 155. 

Ilowa.—Myers v. Tallman, 169 Iowa 
104, 149 NW 259; Mitchell v. Graver, 
158 Iowa 188, 139 NW 460. 

Kan. —Missouri Pac. RCo -yvAlbax- 
ter, 45 Kan. 520, 26 P 49; Union Pac. 
R. Co. v. Rollins, 5 Kan. 167. 

Ky.—Burchett vy. Leslie, 185 Ky. 
361, 216 SW 850. 

Mass.—Bames v.. Salem;: iete:, oR. 
Co., 98 Mass. 560, 96 AmD 676; Rust 
v. Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

Mich. -—Rose vv. Linderman, 147 
ee 372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 

Miss.—Vicksburg, ete, R. Co. v. 
Patton, 31~*Miss. 156, 66 AmD 552; 
Dickson v. Parker, 4 Miss. 219, 34 
AmD 78. 

Mo.—King v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 
79 Mo. 328; Mann y. Williamson, 70 
Mo. 661 (statute regulating height); 
Canefox v. Crenshaw, 24 Mo. 199, 69 
AmD 427; Smith y. Chicago, ete., R. 
Co., 127 Mo. A. 160, 105 SW 10 Qaw- 
ful’ wire fence defined). 

Mont.—Smith v. Williams, 2 Mont. 


195. 

N. H.—Hubbard v. Gould, 74 N. H. 
25, 64 A 668; Durgin v. Kennett, 67 
Nise 292 29 A 414, 

Ae aes C.—Runyan v. Patterson, 8&7 
vggenn Staub v. Fantz, 11 Heisk. 


Tex.—Fennell v. Seguin St. R. Co., 
70 Tex. 670, 8 SW 486; Missouri, 
etc.,. RCo, v.. Tolbert, (Civ. A.) 90 
SW 508. 

Va.—Poindexter y. May, 98 Va. 143, 
34 SE $71, 47 LRA 588. 

Wash. —Kobayashi v. Strangeway, 
64 Wash. 36, 116 P 461 

yo. —Garretson v. Avery, 26 Wyo. 
53, iv6 P7433. 

B. C.—Plath v. Grand Forks, etce., 
R.Go.,.) 10 BAS 99% 

See also statutory provisions. 

What is known as the “fence law” 
was a law enacted by nearly ail the 
states in early days, “by which a kind 
of fence, sufficient in a general way 
to protect the cultivated ground from 
cattle and other domestic animals 
which were permitted to run at 
large, was prescribed.” Buford v. 
Houtz,. 133° US 320, -328,- 10) Sct 
305, 33 L. ed. 618. 

[al Sufficiency to turn particular 
animals.—(1) Statutes sometimes re- 
quire that fences shall be so con- 
structed as to turn hogs (Huber v. 
Wilkinson, 46 Iowa 458; Hoskins v. 
Huling, 2.Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 155) 
(2) or sheep (Baynes vy. Chastain, 68 
Ind. 376; Hinshaw v. Gilpin, 64 Ind. 
116; Enders v. McDonald, 5 Ind. A. 
27, 31 NE 1056; Byers v. Davis, 3 Ind. 


| A. 387, 29 NE 798). 


[b] In Indiana (1) a lawful fence 


- a 7 


§§ 3-4] 


failure to construct or maintain a proper fence.‘° 
In a case where the statute is applicable land must 
be inclosed by a fence of the character described,* 
or at least by an inclosure equivalent, in its capacity 
to turn stock, to the statutory fence.4? Thus, where 
the statute prescribes the manner of constructing 
barbed wire fences, one constructed otherwise is not 
A statutory pro- 
hibition of the use of barbed wire in certain cases 
must be obeyed in such eases, and such only, as 
Such a statute is consti- 
The height of a lawful fence being 
prescribed, the average height cannot be considered 
in determining its sufficiency; it is immaterial that 
it is higher in some places if it is lower in others.*é 


a lawful or sufficient fence.*? 


come within its terms.‘ 
tutional.*® 


FENCES 


statutory 


An immaterial variation from the statutory height 


[§ 4] 
General. 


has been defined by statute to be 
any structure, hedge, or ditch, in the 
nature of a fence used for the pur- 
poses of inclosure, which is such as 
good husbandmen generally keep. 
Hinshaw v. Gilpin, 64 Ind. 116; Bliz- 
zard v. Walker, 32 Ind. 437; Myers v. 
Dodd, 9 Ind. 290, 68 AmD 624; Enders 
v. McDonald, 5 Ind. A. 297, 31 NE 
1056. (2) But this statute has been 
modified as to partition fences by 
statutes requiring such fences to be 
sufficient to restrain sheep. Enders 
v. McDonald, 5 Ind. A. 297, 31 NE 
1056. And see cases supra this note 
[a] (2). ai. 

40. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

{a] Thus (1) a statute specifying 
the height of partition fences has no 
application to outside fences. Scott 
v. Buck, 85 Ill. 334; Scott v. Wirsh- 
ing, 64 Ill, 102. (2) Although not 
in terms so providing a statute re- 
lating in part to partition fences and 
elsewhere prescribing the dimen- 
sions of a lawful fence implies that 
a partition fence must be such a one. 
Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 8 P 
311. (3) “Suitable fences” for rail- 
roads required by statute need not 
comply with provisions for “legal 
and sufficient fences’ required to be 
puilt by adjoining proprietors of im- 
proved lands. Eames v. Salem, etc., 
R. Co., 98 Mass. 560, 96 AmD 676. 
(4) The Wyoming statute defines a 
lawful fence and provides for civil 
and criminal liability for construct- 
ing or maintaining an unlawful wire 
fence, but does not impose such lia- 
bility for constructing or maintain- 
ing any other kind of fence which 
is not so constructed or maintained 
as to be a lawful fence as defined 
by the statute. Garretson v. Avery, 
26 Wyo. 58, 176 P 433. (5) The stat- 
ute, fixing the kind of fence to be 
built whére a fence is required, has 
been construed to prescribe merely 
such a fence as would enable land- 
owners to enforce certain remedies 
against the owners of trespassing ani- 
mals, and not to prohibit any other 
kind of fence. Worthington v. Wade, 
82 Tex. 26,17 SW 520; Davis v. Davis, 
70 Tex. 123, 7 SW 886; Finley v. 
Bradley, (Tex. Civ. A.) 21 SW 609. 

41, -T1l.—Scott. v.. Jackson, 93° III. 
A. 529. 

Mo.—Canefox v. Crenshaw, 24 Mo. 
199, 69 AmD 427; Sharp v. Quincy, etc¢., 
R. Co., 139 Mo. A. 525, 1283 SW 507. 

Mont.—Smith v. Williams, 2 Mont. 


mes C.—Runyan v. Patterson, 87 
N. C. 343. 

Tex.--Hoskins v. Huling, 2 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 155. 

[a] Decayed posts.—A fence con- 
taining posts which are rotten and 
broken off is not a lawful fence 
within a statute providing that, in a 
county where swine are restrained 
from running at large, a fence com- 


A landowner’s obligation to build, main- 


III. PARTITION FENCES 


posed of three barbed wires tensely 
stretched on posts firmly set in the 
ground, not more than sixteen feet 
apart, Shall be a lawful fence. Smith 
VaeChicarion etey uke Conlon MolwA. 
160, 105 SW 10. 

42. Comerford v. Dupuy, 17 Cal. 
308; Rose v. Linderman, 147 Mich. 
372, 110 NW 939, 11 AnnCas 198; 
Sharp v. Quincy, etc., R. Co., 139 Mo. 
A. 525, 123 SW 507; Hubbard v. 
Gould, 74 N. H. 25, 64 A 668; Durgin 
v. Kennett, 67 N. H. 329, 29 A 414. 

[a] Although the statute specifi- 
cally prescribes what shall be ac- 
counted a legal and sufficient fence, 
yet any fence that answers the pur- 
pose of preventing the escape of do- 
mestic animals from the land of one 
to the land of the adjoining owner 
is, within the meaning of the statute, 
sufficient. Hubbard v. Gould, 74 N. H. 
25, 64 A 668; Durgin v. Kennett, 67 
N. Hi. 329, 29 A 414, 

[b] A fence of equal security with 
the defined lawful fence is some- 
times, by the express provisions of 
the statute, a lawful fence. Meade 
v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 8 P 311; Scott 
v. Jackson, 93 Ill. A. 529; Hilliard v. 
Chicago, etc., R. Co., 37 Iowa 442; 
Phillips v. Oystee, 32 Iowa 257. 

43. Hurd v. Lacy, 93 Ala. 427, 9 
S 378, 30 AmSR 61; Oxborough v. 
Boesser, 30 Minn. 1, 13 NW 906; Cook 
Var torstmania 2 Tex: —A. Civ. (Cas; 
§ 770; Woodward v. Griffith, 2 Tex. 
A. Civ. Cas. § 360. 

[a] The purpose of erection is im- 
material in determining whether a 
barbed wire fence was erected in 
accordance with the statute. Barr 
v. Green, 210 N. Y. 252, 104 NE 619, 
AnnCas1915B 855 [rev 148 App. Div. 
SOT, 132N VS. 739]. 

[b] A barbed wire fence protected 
by an upper rail or board of wood 
may be deemed a legal and sufficient 
statutory fence. Gould vy. Bangor, 
ete., R. Co., 82 Me. 122, 19 A 84, 

44. See cases infra this note. ; 

[a] Along street.—A barbed wire 
fence running diagonally across a 
yard from the house to the corner 
of the street is not within the statu- 
tory prohibition of barbed wire fences 
along a sidewalk or public street. 
Quigley v. Clough, 173 Mass 429, 53 
NE 884, 73 AmSR 303, 45 LRA 500. 

{[b] Consent of adjoining owner.— 
(1) Under the New York statute con- 
sent of the adjoining owner is un- 
necessary when a division fence of 
barbed wire is constructed as therein 
provided. Buckley v. Clark, 21 Misc. 
188, 47 NYS 42. (2) Under the Ken- 
tucky statute no barbed wire may 
be used in division fences without 
the consent of both parties to the 
fence, and an injunction may be had 


by the nonconsenting party. Mc- 
Kinney v. Thompson, 86 SW 543, 
27 KyL 733. 


[c] Wire other than harbed wire. 
—A wire consisting of flat iron 


[25 C.J.] 1017 


will be disregarded; substantial compliance with the 
statute is all that is required.*7 
a partition fence which requires a ‘‘sufficient 
fence,’’ without a more particular description, will 
be held to refer to and adopt the standard pre- 
scribed by statute.48 But statutory requirements as 
to the sufficiency of partition fences may be waived 
or modified by agreement,#® or acquiescence in the 
existence of a fence which does not come up to the 
requirements.°° The 
delegate to towns the power to make their own 
regulations as to the sufficiency of fences.5+ But an 
unreasonable ordinance enacted by a city or vil- 
lage in the exercise of legislative power to regu- 
late fences delegated to it will be declared void.” 


An agreement for 


legislature may 


A. Duty to Erect and Maintain—1l. In | tain, or contribute toward a partition fence arises 
by prescription, agreement, or statute, as otherwise 


twisted ribbons about one half inch 
wide, with teeth one and a half inches 
apart, is not a “barbed wire,” within 
the meaning of L. (1891) ¢ 367, pro- 
viding that barbed wire shall not be 
used in constructing fences required 
of a railroad company against ad- 
joining premises. Stisser v. New 
York Cent.,;ete., R.Co:,)382, App: eDiv: 
98, 52 NYS 861, 862. 

45. Buckley v. Clark, 21 Misc. 138, 
47 NYS 42. 

46. Hamilton v. Hcward, 68 Ga. 
288; Prather v. Reeve, 23 Kan. 627; 


| Polk v. Lane, 4 Yerg. (Tenn.) 36. See 


Eames y. Salem, etc., R. Co., 98 Mass. 
560, 96 AmD 676 (rail fence varying 
from two and one half to four feet 
high); Mann y. Williamson, 70 Mo. 
661 (post and plank fence varying 
from five feet ten inches to three 
feet eight inches not equivalent to 
statutory fence four and one half 
feet high). 

47. Smith v. Williams, 2 Mont. 
195. See Scott v. Jackson, 93 Ill. A. 
529, 534 (where the court said: “On 
account of the unevenness of the 
ground it was not practicable to 
make the fence at every place ex- 
actly the same number of inches 
above the surface’). But see Al- 
bright v. Bruner, 14 Ill.. A» 319 (one 
or two inch variation apparently con- 
sidered material); Prather v. Reeve, 
23 Kan. 627, 631 (where the court 
said: “Under the direction given, a 
fence of posts and planks three feet 
ten inches high would be a _ lawful 
fence. Such is not the reading of 
the statute. The height of the fence 
is particularly mentioned, and it is 
plain that a fence of the character 
of the one in dispute, to be lawful, 
must be at least four feet high. The 
maxim, de minimis non curat lex, 
has no room for operation in this 
case. To be on the safe side, per- 
sons intending to have their lands 
inclosed by a lawful fence ought to 
construct the fence in excess of four 
feet, rather than below that height”). 

[a] Where the evidence is con- 
flicting as to the exact height of a 
fence, the trial judge’s finding that 
it was built the height reauired by 
statute should not be _ disturbed. 
Cross v. Legag, 41 N. S. 419. 

48. Albright v. Bruner, 14 Ill. A. 
819; Panther v. Trauman, -89 Iowa 
101, 56 NW 289. 

49. Avary v. Searcy, 50 Ala. 54; 
Albright v. Bruner, 14 Ill. A. 319; 
Bruner v. Palmer, 108 Ind. 397, 9 NE 
$54; Milligan vy. Wehinger, 68 Pa. 
235 


50. Scott v. Jackson, 93 Ill. A. 529. 

51. Griffin v. Martin, 7 Barb. 
CNAYS) 297: 

Delegation of legislative power to 
towns generally see Constitutional 
Law § 359. 

52. Dixon v. Messer, 1386 Ill. A. 
488: Mason City v. Barngrover, 26 
Til, A. 296. 


' 983, 23 AmR 175 [aff 6 Hun 604]; 


1018 [25 0.J.] 


no such duty is incumbent upon him.** 
fence actually exists between adjacent lands, it will 
become a partition ‘fence, and the obligations and 
rights of the adjacent owners, under the partition 
fence statutes, will arise only on its being made a 
partition fence by agreement, or by proceeding in the 
manner prescribed by statute,°* unless the jurisdic- 
tion is one in which it is provided by statute that 
all fences constructed or used by adjoining owners 
otherwise 
agreed, shall be deemed partition fences, and shall 
be built, maintained, and paid for as in the statute 


as partition fences, unless 


provided.5> 


[§ 5] 2. Prescription or Custom. 
tion to maintain a partition fence may arise by 
preseription,®® or even by local custom.*? 
also been held that the respective owners may 


eat Ala.—Moore v. Levert, 24 Ala. 

Solos Mouris v. Fraker, 5 Colo. 

Iil.—Bohlen vy. Whitehouse, 159 Ill. 
A. 304. 

Ind.—Cook v. Morea, 33 Ind. 497; 
Myers v. Dodd, 9 Ind. 290, 68 AmD 
624; Stephenson v. Elliott, 2 Ind. A. 
233, ‘28 NE 3826. 

Towa.—De Mers v. Rohan, 126 Iowa 
488, 102 NW 413. 

La.—Bouchereau y. Guilne, 116 La. 
534. 40 S 863. 

Me.—Megquier v. Bachelder, 112 
Me. 340, 92 A 187; Knox v. Tucker, 
48 Me. 373, 77 AmD 233; Sturtevant 
v. Merrill, 33 Me. 62; Lord v. Worm- 
wood, 29 Me. 282, 50 AmD 586; Lit- 
tle v. Lathrop, 5 Me. 356. 
ER ND ea ek v. Milburn, 11 Md. 

Mass.—Thayer v. Arnold, 4 Metce. 
589; Minor v. Deland, 18 Pick. 266; 
Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

Mich.—Lantis v. Reithmiller, 95 
Mich. 45. 54 NW 7138; Aylesworth v. 
Herrington, 17 Mich, 417; Johnson v. 
Wing, 3 Mich. 1638. 

Mo.—Gillespie v. Hendren, 98 Mc. 
A. 622, '73 SW 361; O’Riley v.. Diss, 
41 Mo. A. 184. 

Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 

Combs, 37 


ie 11 NW 741. 
H.—Lawrence v. 
N. Ni 331, 72 AmD 3382; Glidden v. 
Towle, 31 N. H. 147. 
N. Y.—Beck v. Carter, 68 N. Y. 


Chamberlain v. Reed, 14 Hun 403; 
Hewitt v., Watkins, 11 Barb. 409; 
Holladay v. Marsh, 3 Wend. 142, 20 
AmD 678. 

Or.—Oliver v. Hutchinson, 41 Or. 
443, 69 P 139, 1024. 

Pa.—Roberts v. Shipley, 2 Wkly 
NC 496. 

is C.—Walker v. Chichester, 4 S. © 
tO 


Tex.—Nolan v. Mendere, 77 Tex. 
565, 14 SW 167, 19 AmSR 801. 
Vt.— Wilder v. Wilder, 38 Vt. 678; 
Hurd v. Rutland, etc., R. Coy, 25K VE. 
116; Jackson v. Rutland, etc., R. Co., 
25 Vt. 150, 60 AmD 246. 
Eng _—Erskine v. Adeane, L. R. 8 


Ch. 756; Hilton v. Ankesson, PABA Te a 
Rep. N. S. 519. 

Duty to inclose or restrain animals 
see Animals §§ 400, 

54. I1l.—McBride v. Lynd, 65 Il. 
411. 

Kan.—Markin y. Priddy, 39 Kan. 
462, 18 P 514. 

Me.—Sturtevant v. Merrill, 33 Me. 
62. 

‘Mass.—Thayer v. Arnold, 4 Metc. 
589. 

Mich.—Aylesworth v. Herrington, 
17 Mich. 417. 

Mo.—Jones v. Derosset, (A.) 185 
SW 239; Frederick v. Bruckner, 124 
Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 619; Demetz v. 
Benton, 35 Mo. A. 559. 

N. J.—Coxe v.) Robbins,-99N. J. Le. 
384. 

pela Fence built by one landowner. 
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Although a 


agreement.°® 


arise.°. 
specially 
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become bound by prescription to maintain a specific 
portion of such a fence,®® but there is authority to 
the contrary, holding that such obligation can arise 
only by virtue of a statute or by express or implied 
From a joint maintenance of a fence 
by adjoining owners, however long continued, no 
prescriptive obligation upon either of them to main- 
tain a separate and distinct part of the fence ean 
Where a fence is maintained only at inter- 
vals, and not continuously during the period of 
prescription, no prescriptive obligation can arise.* 
A statute as to partition fences will not interfere 


with an obligation as to the maintenance of such a 


The obliga- 
[§ 6] 
It has 


—A division fence built by one ad-!up at his own expense, 


joining owner, on his own land, at 
his own expense, without any agree- 
ment with the other adjoining owner, 
or any action under the statute regu- 
lating partition fences, is not a par- 
tition fence within the statute. Dixon 
v. Messer, 136 Ill. A. 488. 

Duty to maintain before division 
see infra § 13. 

55. Burck vy. Davis, 35 Ind. A. 648, 
73 NE 192. 

[a] Application of statute.—Un- 
der such a statute it is sufficient in 
an action to recover expense of main- 
tenance to show that the fence is 
such as must be deemed a partition 
fence, without showing any agree- 
ment, or how it became a partition 
fence. Burch v. Davis, 35 Ind. A. 
648, 73 NE 192. 

[b] In Kentucky the statute pro- 
vides that “wherever a_ division 
fence exists, each party thereto 
shall be required to Keep a lawful 
fence on his proportion of the line.” 
Poet v. Norse, 9 Ky. Op. 683, 
685 


56. Me.—Knox v. Tucker, 48 Me. 
3738, 77 AmD 233. 

Mass.—Bronson v. Coffin, 108 Mass. 
175.8 tiAmR)  835,) 118)! Mass) i156; 
Thayer v. Arnold, "4 Mete. 589; Bin- 
ney v. Hull, 5. Picks 503; Rust v. 
Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

N. J.—Titus v. Pennsylvania. R. 
Co., 87 N. J. L. 157, 92 A 944, Ann 
Cas1917B 1251; Castner v.. Riegel, 54 
N. J. L. 498, 24 A 484. 

N. Y.—Adams v. Van Alstyne, 25 
N.Y." 232. 

Eng.—Lawrence v. Jenkins, L. R. 
8 Q. B. 274; Nowel v. Smith, Cro. 
liz. 709, 78 Reprint 943; Barber v. 
Whiteley, 11. Jur. N. S. 822; Star v. 
Rookesby, 1 Salk. 335, 91 Reprint 295. 

But see Wright v. Wright, 21 Conn. 
329 (holding that an adjoining owner 
is not bound by prescription to main- 
tain a division fence, although his 
erantors had maintained it for thir- 
ty years under an unrecorded agree- 
ment) ; 

[a] Lost grant or agreement.— 
Prescription to fence is allowed as 
resulting from an original grant or 
agreement, the evidence of which is 
lost by lapse of time. Ancient as- 
sessments by fence views and ‘lost 
agreements made by the parties may 
have once existed and now be iost 
by lapse of time. Harlow v. Stinson, 
60 Me. 347; Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 

{b] Parol proof of a usage in the 
maintenance and renair of certain 
portions of a partition fence is ad- 
missible to show prescription. Heath 
v. Ricker, 2. Me. 72. 
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57. Knox v. Artman, 
283. 

[a] Tllustration.—‘‘Where the pro- 
prietor of a lot of land in the city 
of Charleston, refuses to join his 
neighbor in putting up a partition 
fence, and the other party puts it 


fence existing by preseription.® 
38. Agreement.®* 
lands may make valid agreements as to the construc- 
tion and maintenance of partition fences,®* even 


The owners of adjacent 


the party 
refusing to join is liable for a moiety 
of the expevise, by the custom of the 
city.” . Knox-v. Artman,) 37S: -@.. 44 
283, 285 [quot Walker v. Chichester, 
4°83, C. Li, 67]. 

58. Harlow v. Stinson, 60 Me. 347; 
Knox v. Tucker, 48 Me. 373, 77 AmD 
235; Heath v. Ricker, 2 Me. 72; Gib- 
vie v. Heyward, 67 N. H. 265, 30 A 

_{a] In New Hampshire it is pro- 
vided by statute that the division 
of a partition fence between owners 
of adicining lands may be established 
by usage and acquiescence. Gibson 
v. Heyward, 67 N. H. 265, 30 A 
407 [dist Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. H. 
147, decided prior to this statute]; 
Chase: v... Jefts, -58 N. He 43: 

59. Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. J. L. 
498, 24 A 484; Adams vy. Van Alstyne, 
25 N. Y. 232; Poirier v. Ladouceur, 
24 RevdeJur 117. [ 

[a] Applications of rule.—(1) The 
continued maintenance for any length 
of time of a division fence must be 
deemed to be referable, in the absence 
of proof of an express agreement, 
to an agreement or assignment made 
under the statute, and no presump- 
tion will arise of a perpetual obli- 
gation to maintain that portion of 
the fence. Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. 
J. L. 498, 24 A 484, (2) The con- 
tinued maintenance of half of a di- 
vision fence for twenty years, by 
one adjoining owner, under an agree- 
ment with the other to maintain his 
share, does not establish a_pre- 
scriptive right, where a statute pro- 
vides for such division and main- 
tenance. Adams v. Van Alstyne, 25 
N. . Y.282: 

Agreenient or statute as necessary 
basis of rights and duties generally 
see Supra § 4. 

60. Webber v. Closson, 35 Me. 26. 

61. Sea noerer v. Cook, 71 Vt. 110, 


62. Collins v. Cochran, 121° Ga; 
785, 49 SE 771; Binney v, Hull, 5 
Pick. (Mass.) 503; etsy v. Riegel, 
54 _N. J. L. 498, 24 A 484 

[a]. Effect of English inclosure 
act.—Where a _ prescriptive liability 
to repair a fence between am ancient 
inclosure and the waste lands of a 
manor existed, the prescriptive obli- 
gation was not taken away by the 
inclosure of the waste lands under 
the Inclosure Act. Barber v. White- 
leya LI Sur Ne Sir 8228 

63. Parol agreements see Frauds, 
Statute of [20-Cye 233]. 
nhs Colo. Tomkins v. Smith, 193 
»Gonn-—Sharp v. Curtiss, 15 Conn. 

Ga.—Collins v. Cochran, 12 ‘ 
ears fuse ray (ab ae pies 

—D’Arcy v. iller, 86 Till, 102; 
29 AmR 11. 

Ind.—Bruner v. Palmer, 108 Ind. 
397, 9 NE 354; Baynes v. Chastain, 
68 Ind. 376; Hinshaw v. Gilpin, 64 


a a Re 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative “Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


« 


— 
f 
A . \ 


§§ 6-7] 
where the subject is regulated by statute.6® The 
mutual promises to build and maintain a partition 
fence constitute a sufficient consideration to support 
such an agreement.°° The agreement carries with 
it, by implication, the right to do such things 
as are necessary in order to build the fence.®7 
Where the agreement mentions no time within 
which the fence is to be erected, the law implies a 
reasonable time.** So where the width of a partition 
fence is not stipulated, a reasonable width is im- 
plied. An agreement to maintain a portion of a 
partition fence may arise by implication,’ but an 
agreement will not be implied against an adjoining 
owner from mere silence during the erection of a 
partition fence with his knowledge,” nor will any 
agreement be implied, after his decease, against his 
son, who is not the owner of the property bene- 
fited.7* Where adjoining owners make an agree- 
ment relative to the duty of each-in maintaining a 
partition fence, and one of them dies, his admin- 
istrator is not bound by the contract for any future 
repairs.7®> Even if a reference in a deed, in its 
description of a division line, to a conditional fence 
may be taken as conclusive proof of an agreement 
‘by the parties to erect and maintain a division fence, 
the ruling will not be extended so as to apply to 
parts of the division line to which the deed does 
not so refer.7* Where a landlord contracts with 


Agreements 


Ind. 116; Lowe v. Guard, 11 Ind. A. 
2 see infra § 36. 


472, 39 NE 428, 54 AmSR 511 
Iowa.—Kinney v. Kinney, 104 Iowa 6 


ther v. Trauman, 89 Iowa 101, 56 
NW °289; Bodell v. Nehls, 85 Iowa! 319. 
164, 52 NW 123; Gantz v. Clark, 31 


FENCES 


concerning 


5. Ga.—Collins v. Cochran, 121 74, 
703, 74 NW 688, 40 LRA 626; Pan-| Ga. 785, 49 SE 771. 
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his adjoining owner to build, maintain, and repair 
part of a partition fence, his tenant, by virtue of his 
occupancy of the landlord’s land, is bound to the 
same extent as his landlord.7> But a tenant who 
has agreed to erect a partition fence cannot be com- 
pelled to build, and the injured party has no remedy 
but an action on the agreement.7¢ Where the con- 
trolling feature of a contract was the making of 
fences on specified lines, so that each of the parties 
should be restored to the possession of pasture held 
by him under his lease, such provision must prevail 
over any other general purpose stated by the con- 
tract.” 

Assignability. An agreement to fence is assign- 
able,’® and the obligation to fence will pass under 
the assignment of an instrument to which it is 
incident.?9 

Recording. A statutory requirement that the 
agreement be recorded is only for the purpose of 
giving notice that such an agreement has been 
made;*° the parties to an unrecorded agreement of 
course have notice thereof, and the agreement is 
just as effectual between them as if recorded.® 

[§ 7] 4. Statutes—a. In General. The duty 
to erect and maintain partition fences, and all mat- 
ters connected with their erection and maintenance, 
are usually regulated by statute.82 The partition 
fence statutes do not impose an absolute require- 


location pennies with land see Covenants 
’ Sturgill v. Sturgill, 180 Ky. 
170, 202 SW 8311. 


Tll.— Albright v. Bruner, 14 Ill. A. aoe Baynes v. Chastain, 68 Ind. 
Mo.—Kneale y. Price, 29 Mo. A. 76. Minor v. Deland, 18 Pick. 


Towa 254. 

Kan.—Robertson v. Bell, 86 Kan. 
748, 14 P 160; Usher v. Hiatt, 21 Kan. 
548; Baker v. Robbins, 9 Kan. 308. 

Ky.—Grief v. Kahn, 87 Ky. 17, 7 
SW 159, 10 KyL 87; Mitcheson v. 
Norse, 9 Ky. Op. 688. 

Mass.—Thayer v. Arnold, 4 Metc. 
589; Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

Minn.—Youngman v. Ahrens, 104 
Minn. 531, 116 NW 1135.- 

Mo.—McLean v. Berkabile, 123 Mo. 
A. 647, 100 SW 1109; O’Riley v. Diss, 
41 Mo. A. 184; Mackler v. Cramer, 
32 Mo. A. 542. 

Nebr.—Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 
59, 130 NW 986, AnnCasi912C 468. 

N. H.—Hubbard v. Gould, 74 N. H. 
25, 64 A 668. 

N. J.—Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. J. 
L. 498, 24 A 484; Ivins v. Ackerson, 
33° Nv 0'L.''220 [aff 39'N. J. L.714]. 

N. Y.—Dey v. Prentice, 90 Hun 27, 
35 NYS 563. 4 
aaa C.—Roberts v. Cole, 82 N. C. 


a hal v. Wehinger, 68 Pa. 
R. I.—Thayer v. Smith, 7 R. I. 164. 
Tenn.—Brown v. Sams, 119 Tenn. 

677, 109 SW 513; Stallecup v. Bradly, 

3 Coldw. 406. 

Tex.—Adair v. Stallings, (Civ. A.) 
165 SW 140. 

Wis.—Brooks v. Allen, 1 Wis. 127. 

Can.—La Commune de Berthier v. 
Denis, 27 Can. S. C. 147. 

Ont.—Cook v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 

[a] hus the parties may make a 
valid agreement to cultivate and 
maintain a partition hedge fence. 
Gantz v. Clark, 31 Iowa 254; Usher 
y. Hiatt, 21 Kan. 548. 

[b] Agreement to maintain entire 
fence.—The entire fence may be re- 
quired to be. built and maintained 
by one of the parties if they so agree. 
Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. (Mass.) 180; 
Talmadge v. Rensselaer, etc., R. Co., 
13 Barb. (N. Y.) 493; Tower v. Provi- 
dence, ete., R. Co., 2 R. I. 404. 

[ce] The burden of proving an 
agreement not to fence is on the 
party alleging it. Walters v. Stacey, 
134 ih. A. 336. 


227. 

Nebr.—Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 
59, 62, 130 NW 986, AnnCas1912C 468. 

Ont.—Lamb v. Mulholland, 5 U. C. 
QEBWOMSI 09: 

And generally see cases supra note 


4. 

“While the statute provides a pro- 
cedure for ascertaining and fixing the 
rights and duties of coterminous pro- 
prietors with respect to a division 
fence, it is not exclusive, but they 
may by contract adjust their respec- 
tive rights and obligations.’ Meyer 
v. Perkins, supra. 

Waiver of statutory provisions: 
Generally see infra § 7. 

Relating to sufficiency of fence see 
supra § 3. : 
66. Baynes v. Chastain, 68 Ind. 

376. 

67. ‘Newberry v. Bunda, 137 Mich. 
69, 100 NW 277. 

68. Lawton y. Fitchburg R. Co., 
8 Cush. (Mass.) 230, 54 AmD 753. 

69. Morton v. Reynolds, 45 N. J. 
L. 326, 46 AmR 776. 

Agreement not defining sufficiency 
of fence, application of statutory 
standard see supra § 3. 

70. Schnare v. Gehman, 
283. 

[a] Tlustration—Where a party 
builds a fence on half the line be- 
tween him and his neighbor and noti- 
fies the latter to build the other half 
and he does so, the former thereby 
securing the same result he might 


9 Iowa 


fence viewers, an agreement will be 
implied that each shall maintain his 
half as a partition fence; and on the 
former’s removing portions of his 
fence and thereby compelling the lat- 
ter to build the whole fence in order 
to protect his crops, an action by 
the latter lies to recover the eost of 
such fence. Schnare v. Gehman, 9 


Iowa 283. 
orl. Chesebro v. Lockwood, 88 
Lockwood, 88 


Conn. 219, 91 A 188. 
72. Chesebro v. 
, 219,91 A 188. 
73, Bland v. Umstead, 23 Pa. 316. 
| Govenants concerning fences as 


have obtained on application to the! 


(Mass.) 266. 
mle Tomkins vy. Smith, (Colo.) 193 

78. Parmelee v. Dann, 23 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 461. 

79. Parmelee y. Dann, 23 Barb. 
GNSS YS) 462. 

80. Little v. Laubach, 183 Iowa 
1370, 168 NW 155. 

81. Little v. Laubach, 183 Iowa 
1370, 168 NW 155. 

Soa, Ala.—Moore v. Levert, 24 Ala 

Cal.—Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 
oa 311; Gonzales v. Wasson, 51 Cal. 

oO. 

A Conn.—Wright v. Wright, 21 Conn, 

29. 

Ill.—Bigelow v. Burnside, 269 IIL 
324, 109 NE 1945; Hill v. Tohill, 225 
Ill. 384, 80 NE 253, 8 AnnCas 423; 
Selover v. Osgood, 52 Ill. A. 260; 
Boyd v. Lammert, 18 Ill. A. 632. 

Ind.—Rhodes v. Mummery, 48 Ind. 
216 (duty to rebuild fence destroyed 
by fire). 

Ilowa.—Little v. Laubach, 183 lowa 
1370, 168 NW 155; Mitchel v. Graver, 
158 Iowa 188, 1389 NW 460 (statutory 
duty to make partition fence tight); 
Foster v. Bussey, 132 Iowa 640, 109 
NW 1105; Farmer vy. Young, 86 Iowa 
382, 538 NW 279. 

Ky.—Mitcheson v. Norse, 9 Ky. Op. 
683. 

Mass.—Fay v. Elliott, 154 Mass. 
587, 28 NE 1052; Kennedy v. Owen, 
134 Mass. 227; Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 
90. 

Mich.—Scofield v. Haire, 122 Mich. 
265, 80 NW 1091; Carpenter v. Vail, 
36 Mich. 226. 

Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 
483, 11 NW 741. 

N. Y.—Barton v. Corcoran, 157 App. 
Div. 148, 141 NYS 883; Carpenter v, 
Halsey, 60 Barb. 45; Deyo v. Stewart, 
4 Den. 101. 

Oh.—Zatbaugh v. Ellinger, 99 Oh. 
St. 133, 124 NE 68, 6 LRA 208; Alma 
Coal Co. v. Cozad, 79 Oh. St. 348, 87 
NE 172, 20 LRANS 1092; Gatchell v. 
West, 32 Oh. Cir. Ct. 537. 

Okl.—Hejduk v. Snyder, 76 OkI. 
74, 1838 P 923. 


‘statutes.— (1) 
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ment to build and maintain such fences; the parties 
may dispense with them if they so agree.®® 
statutory remedy is not exclusive of relief at law 
or in equity.8¢ When the statutory provisions have 
_been waived the parties are left to their common- 
law rights and remedies,®> and the statutes have no 


application.®® 


[§ 8] b. 


are sustained as constitutional.’? 


within the constitutional prohibition against laws 
which deprive a person of property without due 
process of law,8* even though they do not expressly 
provide for notice of proceedings by the fence 


viewers.89 


_,Pa.—Stoner v. Hunsicker, 47 Pa. 

514; Scheidy v. Huey, 18 Pa. Dist. 967. 
Tenn.—Brown v. Sams, 119 Tenn. 

677, 109 SW 5138; Lightfoot v. Grove, 

5 Heisk. 473. _ 

Py er epee a v. Cavanaugh, 44 Vt. 

Wash.—Kobayashi vy. 
64 Wash. 36, 116 P 461. 

Wis.—Farr v. Spain, 67 Wis. 631, 
31 NW 21. 

N. B.—-Doherty v. McDevitt, 31 
N. B. 526. 

N. S.—Cross v. Legag, 41 N. S. 419. 

Ont.—Barber v. Cleave, 2 Ont. L. 
213; Cook v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 

See Oliver v. Hutchison, 41 Or. 443, 
69 P 139, 1024 (statute requiring all 
fields to be inclosed without distinc- 
tion between exterior and division 
fences). 

See also statutory provisions. 

[a] Antiquity of partition fence 
“The duty of adjoin- 
ers, with party fences, to unite in 
keeping them in repair, if it is not 
common law in this country, is very 
nearly so, for it was declared by the 
Act of ‘1700.” Shriver v. Stephens, 
20 Pa. 138, 141. (2) “The practice 
of submitting controversies between 
the owners of adjoining land, to the 
decision of fence-viewers, originated 
in the colonial government. The first 
law on the subject was passed in 
1750. . .. It has been retained, with 
some modifications, in every subse- 
quent revision of the laws.” Hewitt 
v. Watkins, 11 Barb. (N. Y.) 409, 413. 

{b] Duty of landowner who is not 
pasturing his land.—Where a statute 
provides for a fence suitable to re- 
strain certain stock, one landowner, 
wishing to pasture such stock, may 
compel an adjoiner to so fence, al- 
though the latter is not pasturing his 
land. Mitchell v. Graver, 158 Iowa 
188, 1389 NW 460. 

83. Ill—McGill v. Compton, 66 
Til. Ae Walters v. Stacey, 134 Il. 


A. . 

Iowa.—Bills v. Belknap, 38 Iowa 
225; Winters v. Jacobs, 29 Iowa 115. 

Kan.—Barker v. Robins, 9 Kan. 303. 

Some ler v. Diss, 41 Mo. A. 
184. 

Pa.—Milligan v. Wehinger, 68 Pa. 
235; Rangler v. McCreight, 27 Pa. 95. 

R. I.—Tower v. Providence, etc., R. 
Comat 1. 404. 

See Tumlin vy. Parrott, 82 Ga. 732, 
9 SE 718 (holding that an agreement 
to dispense with a partition fence is 
not equivalent to a legal fence, so as 
to justify the killing of intruding 
live stock). 

{a] Presumption of agreement not 
to fence.—(1) Where adjoining own- 
ers fence their lands in common, 
without building any partition fence 
between them, they will be presumed 
to have agreed not to fence, although 
they use their lands in severalty. 
Baker v. Robbins, 9 Kan. 303. (2) 
And where neither owner insists upon 
a partition fence, they will be pre- 
sumed to have dispensed therewith, 
agreeing to occupy their respective 


Strangeway, 


Constitutionality. Laws 
the building and maintenance of partition fences 
are enacted in the exercise of the police power and 


FENCES 


[§ 9] ¢. 
The 


regulating 10] 


They are not 


, Construction. 
statutes, being in derogation of the common law, 
are generally strictly construed,®® although substan- 
tial compliance has been held sufficient,® and some 
authorities favor a liberal construction.®? © 
statutes must be construed with reference to the 
conditions which existed at the time of their adop- 
tion and which ealled them into existence.%* 
d. Persons Affected by Statutes. 
tition fence statutes confer no rights or duties, ex- 
cept between the owners or occupiers of adjoining 
lands and those who hold under them.%* 
utes vary in the different jurisdictions, some con- 
ferring rights °° and imposing duties °° only on the 
occupiers of adjoining lands, while others are con- 


: &, 
[§§ 7-10 
The partition fence 


Such 


Par- 


The stat- 


strued to render the remedies provided available 


lands so that a partition fence will 
not be needed. Rangler v. McCreight, 
20) Bay 95% 

Agreement to fence as superseding 
statute see supra § 6. 

Waiver of statutory requirements 
as to sufficiency of fence see supra 


§ 3. 

84. State v. Burkit, (Ind.) 108 NE 
113 (statute providing for construc- 
tion and repair by township trus- 
tees, at expense of defaulting owner). 

85. Tomlinson v. Bainaka, 163 Ind. 
112, 70 NE 155; Baker vy. Robbins, 
9 Kan, 303, 7306: 

“Where either party chooses to 
build and maintain partition fences 
under these statutes probably the 
statutes are the measure of his 
rights, remedies, and-liabilities. But 
where both parties choose to do 
otherwise than to build and maintain 
a partition fence under the statutes 
the common law must govern.” Baker 
v. Robbins, supra. 

[a] Effect of waiver.—‘‘The agree- 
ment to inclose lands or farms in 
common, without a partition fence, 
amounts to a discharge or release, 
for the time, of each party from all 
obligation to build or maintain such 
partition fence. The agreement 
stands as and for the fence, and the 
liability of a party whose lands are 
thus inclosed in common, and who 
purposely turns his eattle upon his 
own land, from which they get upon 
his neighbor's land inclosed in com- 
mon with his, and do damage, is just 
the same as it would be if their 
lands were separated by a lawful par- 
tition fence.” Winters v. Jacobs, 29 
Iowa 115, 116. 

86. Milligan v. Wehinger, 68 Pa. 235. 

87. Tomlinson v. Bainaka, 163 Ind. 
112, 70 NE 155 (a well considered 
ease, citing numerous authorities, 
and approved in Collins v. Wilber, 
173 Ind. 361, 89 NE 3872); Coster v. 
Tide Water Co., 18 N. J. Eq. 54 [aff 
18 N. J. Eq. 518, 90 AmD 634]; Zar- 
baugh vy. Ellinger, 99 Oh. St. 133, 124 
NE 68, 6 LRA 208. See generally 
Constitutional Law §§ 412-443. 

Particular statutes or ordinances: 
Providing for lien see infra § 19. 
Relating to sufficiency of fence see 

supra § 3. 

88. Hill v. Tohill, 225 Ill. 384, 80 
NE 253, 8 AnnCas 423; Collins v. 
Wilber, 173 Ind. 361, 89 NE 372; Tom- 
linson y. Bainaka, 163 Ind. 112, 70 
NE 155 (disallowing objection that 
the act provides no tribunal to deter- 
mine the sufficiency jof a partition 
fence or the necessity of repairing 
or building it); McKeever v. Jenks, 
59 Iowa 300, 18 NW 295; Vincent v. 
Ackerman, 155 Mich. 614, 119 NW 
1085; Gilson v. Munson, 114 Mich. 
671, 72 NW 994. And see Constitu- 
tional Law § 1098. 

89. Gilson v. Munson, 114 Mich. 
671, 673, 72 NW 994. 

“Courts will assume that the legis- 
lature did not intend to deprive par- 
ties of their day in court where they 
might appear to protect their rights. 


The legislature undoubtedly under- 
stood that these officers would give 
necessary and reasonable notice of 
their meetings, and that it was un- 
necessary to provide for it in the act. 
The statutes of Maine and Massachu- 
setts are similar in this respect to 
that of this State. They do not ex- 
pressly provide for notice, and yet 
the courts of both States hold that 
they do by reasonable and necessary 
implication. Harris v. Sturdivant, 29 
Me. 366; Scott v. Dickinson, 14 Pick. 
(Mass.) 276.” Gilson v. Munson, 
supra. 

Notice of proceedings see 
§§ 27-30. 

90. McMillen v. Wilson, 3 Dana 
(Ky.) 154; James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 
557; Abbott v. Wood, 22 Me. 541; 
Mackler v. Cramer, 48 Mo. A. 378; 
Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 491, 32 
NW 757. See Butler v. Barlow, 2 
Wis. 10, 12 (“Although the statute 
is a salutary one, and ought to be 
liberally construed in furtherance of 
the object of its enactment, still we 
must bear in mind that it is in dero- 
gation of the common law rights of 
parties, and creates a species of tri- 
bunal for the determination of cer- 
tain specified matters, from which 
determination there is no appeal pro- 
vided. Hence we are called upen to 
see that their determination shall 
embrace no other matters than such 
as are specially confided to their ju- 
risdiction by the statute’’). 

Strict construction of statutes al- 
lowing recovery of double value see 
infra § 18. : 

91. Sharp v. Quincy, ete., R. Co., 
139 Mo. A. 525, 123 SW 507. 

92. Rhodes v. Mummery, 48 Ind. 
216; Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 Iowa 
572; Buckley v. Clark, 21 Mise. 138, 
47 NYS 42; Turner vy, Richards, 34 
Pa. Super. 624. 

{a] _ “Maintained” has been cun- 
trued to require a fence to be re- 
built as well as repaired. Rhodes v. 
Mummery, 48 Ind. 216. . 

{b] “Constructed or built’ has 
been liberally construed as “re- 
paired, constructed or built.” Buck- 
ley v. Clark, 21 Misc. 1388, 47 NYS 42. 

93. Kobayashi v. Strangeway, 64 
Wash. 36, 116 P 461. 

‘{a] Thus a fencing statute, 
adopted in 1863 when Washington 
was a sparsely settled territory gen- 
erally used as a cattle range, “must 
be construed with reference to the 
conditions which then prevailed and 
called it into existence.” Kobayashi 
“ pre neeways 64 Wash. 36, 41, 116 

94. Crandall v. Eldridge, 46 Hun 
(N. Y.) 411; Ryan v. Rochester, etc., 
R. Co., 9 HowPr (N. Y.) 453. 

95. Friedman v. Jaffe, 206 Mass. 
454, 457, 92 NE 704. 

“Owners of land, as such, can have 
none of these remedies., Their 
rights, if they have any, result only 
from the fact that they are the oc- 
cupants.” Friedman v. Jaffe, supra. 

96. Me—Weymouth v. Gile, 72 


infra 


For lator cases, developments ani changes in the lawisee cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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$§ 10-11] 


either to the owner or occupier of one tract of land %7 
against either the owner or occupier of an adjoining 
To be an oceupant in the sense of these 
statutes, a person must be in possession and have 
the use and control of the land, with the right to 
make erections; merely living and boarding upon the 
Some statutes specifically 
define the terms ‘‘owner’’ and ‘‘occupier’’ as used 
Although an owner is not liable under 
statute to an adjoining owner for erection or re- 
pairs of a partition fence, yet if he consents, as pied,® or improved.?° 
| 


tract.®8 


premises is insufficient.°° 


therein. 


owner, to the erection of the fence by the adjoining 
owner, he is estopped from denying his liability.? 
The grantee of one who has built a partition fence 
succeeds to the right of his grantor to enforce 
contribution from the adjoining owner or occupier ;? 
but there is contrary authority to the effect that the 
statutory right of contribution is a chose in action 


which is not assignable.* 


Me. 446. 

Mass.—Friedman vy. Jaffe, 206 
Mass. 454, 92 NE 704; Fay v. Elliott, 
154 Mass. 587, 28 NE 1052. 

Pope: catbenter v. Vail, 36 Mich. 


Mo.—Fenton yv. Montgomery, 19 


Mo. A. 156. 

N. H.—Tewksbury v. Bucklin, 7 
N. H. 518. 

97. Bronk v. Becker, 17 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 320; Williams v. Marsh Es- 
patos, COO MCAUILS EL, Orme nice as Es 


98. McClay v. Clarke, 42 Minn. 363, 
44 NW_ 255. 

Roce Carpenter v. Vail, 36 Mich. 

Construction of statutes limited to 
occupied lands see infra § 11. 

1. Williams vy. Marsh Estates, 
itd. cLoeAUstr (Cs ln ut. OOD. 

[a] A holder of a settlement lease 
is not within the statutes. Higgins 
Wes OLN 410) AUStrs . ©. lis RL? 618! 

2. Moore vy. Levert, 24 4xAla. 
310. 

3. Gray v. Edrington, 29 Kan. 208; 
Brawner vy. langton, 57 Mo. 516; 
Goldsbrough Mort. Co., Ltd. v..Lar- 
combe, 5 Austr. C. L. R. 263. 

4. Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252. 

5. Cummings v. Brock, 56 Vt 
308. 

6. Curtis v. Leasia, 78 Mich. 480, 
44 NW 500; Staub v. Fantz, 11 Heisk. 


(Tenn.) 766; Lightfoot v. Grove, 5 
Heisk. (Tenn.) 473; Brooks v. Allen, 
1 Wis. 127. 

eRe ta Voc INO SO UENY ook 


Sw 159, 10 KyL 87. 

sg. Ala.—Moore v. Levert, 24 Ala. 
310. 

Cal.—Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 
8 P 311; Gonzales v. Wasson, 51 Cal. 


295. 
Conn.—Sharp y. Curtiss, 15 Conn. 
6. 


D. C.—Slye v. Guerdrum, 29 App. 
550 (‘inclosed, used or occupied’). 
Tll._Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252; 
Boyd v. Lammert, 18 Ill. A. 632. 
Iowa.—Foster v. Bussey, 132 Iowa 
640, 109 NW 1105; Farmer v. Young, 
86 Iowa 382, 53 NW 279; Hewit v. 
Jewell, 59 Iowa 37, 12 NW 7388; Bills 
vy. Belknap, 38 Iowa 225. 
Ky.—Sturgill v. Sturgill, 180 Ky. 
170, 202 SW 311. ; 
La.—Bouchereau v. Guilne, 116 La. 
534, 40 S 863; In re Charlet, 116 La. 


534, 40 S 863. 
Me.—James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 


557. 

. Mass.—Fay v. Elliott, 154 Mass. 
587, 28 NE 1052; Field v. Nantucket, 
Cush. 11. r 
Mich.—Scofield v. Haire, 122 Mich. 
265, 80 NW 1091; Lantis v. Reithmil- 
ler, 95 Mich. 45, 54 NW 713; Johnson 

vy. Wing, 3 Mich. 163. 5 
Minn.—McClay v. Clark, 42 Minn. 


363, 44 NW 255; Boenig v. Hornberg, ' 


An administrator is not 
personally liable in an action under a statute which 
provides that when one of the owners of adjoining 


FENCES 


[§ 11] e. 


the country.’ 


required./? 


24 Minn. 307. 

Mo.—Kent v. Lix, 47 Mo. A. 567. 

N. Y¥.—Perkins vy. Perkins, 44 Barb. 
134) Chryslar v. Westfall, 41 Barb. 
od. 

Oh.—McDorman y. Ballard, 94 Oh. 
St. 183, 113 NE 836; Alma Coal Co. 
v. Cozard, 79 Oh. St. 348, 87 NE 172, 
20 LRANS 1092; Kingman v. Wil- 
liams, 50 Oh. St. 722, 86 NE 667: 
Compare Nichols v. Turner, 30 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 317 (holding that owners of 
adjoining lands are required to build 
and maintain partition fences in 
equal shares unless otherwise agreed 
upon between them in writing, al- 
though such lands may not be in- 
closed). 

Okl.—Hejduk v. Snyder, 76 OkKI. 
74, 183 PRP: $238. 

Pa.—Whyte v.. East Whiteland Tp., 
2 Chest. Co. 219; Loeb v. Nissley, 2 
LegChron 161, 21 PittLegJNS 158. 

Wis.—Hazard v. Wolfram, 31 Wis. 
149; Bechtel v. Neilson, 19 Wis. 49. 

“The uniform construction of such 
statutes has been to limit their ap- 
plication to inclosed lands. tetas 
landowner chooses not to-occupy that 
portion of his land adjoining his 
neighbor, or does not care to inclose 
it for his own purposes, the law 
does not compel him to do it for 
another.” antis v. Reithmiller, 95 
Mich. 45, 47, 54 NW 713. 

{a] Partial inclosure or improve- 
ment.—Only part of adjoining prem- 
ises being inclosed or improved par- 
tition fences can be compelled only 
as to such part. Farmer v. Young, 
86 Iowa 382, 53 NW 279; James v. 
Tibbetts, 60 Me. 557. 

{[b] Nature of inclosing fences.— 
(1) Such statutes apply where nat- 
ural barriers form part of the inclo- 
sure of the one making use of the 
fence (Gonzales v. Wasson, 51 Cal. 
295) (2) and it is not necessary that 
the fences forming such inclosure 
should be “lawful’’ fences (Meade 
v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591, 8 P 311; Boer 
nig v. Hornberg, 24 Minn. 307) (3) 
or that they should form complete 
existing inclosures (Scofield v. Haire, 
122 Mich. 265, 80 NW 1091, fence 
down on two Sides). 

9. Colo.—Maudlin vy. Hanscombe, 
12 Colo. 204, 20 P_619. 

Mass.—Rust vy. Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 

Vt.—Carpenter v. Cook, 67 Vt. 102, 
30 A 998; Miller v. Sanborn, 54 Vt. 
522. 

Ont.—Barber v. Cleave, 2 Ont. L. 
213. 


10. Ala.—Johnson vy. Frederick, 
163 Ala. 455, 50 S 910. 
Towa.—Bodell v. Nehls, 85 Iowa 


164, 52 NW 123. ; 
Ky.—Sturgill v. Sturgill, 180 Ky. 

170, 202 SW 311; Pitman v. Louis- 

ville, etc., R. Co., 104 SW 698, 31 KyL 


988. 
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lands neglects to build his proportion of a partition 
fence the person injured thereby may build it and 
recover therefor.5 

; Lands Affected by Statutes. 
times statutes as to partition fences apply only to 
agricultural lands and do not require fences be- 
tween urban lots;* but some statutes apply to all 
fences, those in towns and cities as well as those in 
Generally, statutes on the subject 
apply only to lands that are inclosed,? or oceu- 


Some- 


Where particular statutes of 


a jurisdiction are limited to improved or inclosed 
lands, other statutes of the same jurisdiction deal- 
ing with the same subject-may be construed to apply 
only to wild or unimproved lands.14 
within the meaning of such statutes, means use such 
as to make it advantageous, for the purpose of such 
use, to fence; actual residence on the land is not 
Land is under improvement when used 
to good purpose or turned to profitable account.1% 
Thus land which is used or occupied for pastur- 


Occupation, 


Me.—James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 557. 

Mass.—Fay v. Elliott, 154 Mass. 
587, 28 NE 1052. 

Mich.—Curtis v. Leasia, 78 Mich. 
480, 44 NW 500; Aylesworth v. Her- 
rington, 17 Mich. 417; Johnson v. 
Wing, 3 Mich. 163. 

Minn.—Boenig v. MHornberg, 24 
Minn. 307. 

N. H.—Walker v. Wetherbee, 65 
N. H. 656, 23 A 621; Perkins v. Boody, 
62 N. H. 452; Chase v. Jefts, 58 N. H. 
280; Jones v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134; 
Wiggin v. Baptist Soc., 43 N. H. 260; 
Lawrence vy. Combs, 37 N. H. 381, “72 
AmD 332. 

. J.—Coxe v. Robbins, 9 N. J. L. 


384. 
N. Y.—Chamberlain vy. Reed, 14 


Hun 403. 

Pa.—Odenwelder v. Frankenfield, 
153 Pa. 526, 26 A 97 (private lane 
considered unimproved); Stoner v. 
Hunsicker, 47 Pa. 514; Rangler v. Mc- 
Creight, 27 Pa. 95; Palmer v. Silver- 
ton, 32 Pa. 65; Potts v. Everhart, 26 
Pa. 493; Rohrer v. Rohrer, 18 Pa. 
367; Dysart v. Leeds, 2 Pa. 488; Pain- 
ter v. Reece, 2 Pa. 126. 

Tex.—Fennell v. Seguin St. R. Co., 
70 Tex. 670, 8 SW 486. 

“Tt is obviously the policy of our 
statutes to require adjoining land- 
owners to contribute to the main- 
tenance of division fences only when 
their lands are under improvement; 
and also to relieve them from the 
burthen when they shall cease to im- 
prove, or lay their lands in common; 
or, in other words, that they shall be 
compelled to coritribute to the main- 
tenance of fences only when they 
themselves have occasion for them.” 
Jones v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134, 139. j 

[a] Question of improvement for 
jury.—‘“‘The question, whether or not 
the land of adjoining owners is un- 
der improvement, is one of mixed law 
and fact, and was properly left to the 
jury.’ Chase v. Jefts, 58 N. H. 280, 
115. Sturgill yv. Stureill, 280) Ky. 
170)" 202: (Swe sit. 

12. Maudlin  v. 
Colo. 204, 20 P 619. 

13. Johnson v. Frederick, 163 Ala. 
455, 50 S 910; Boenig v. Hornberg, 24 
Minn. 307; Chase v. Jefts, 58 N. H. 
280, 281; Wiggin v. Baptist Soc., 43 
Nee E2608 

“The term ‘under improvement,’ 
as used in the statute, means used, 
occupied, employed, turned to profit- 
able account. The purpose of the 
statute was, to require owners of ad- 
joining lands, occupying or using 
them beneficially, using them in such 
a way as to derive some profit or 
advantage therefrom, to maintain the 
fences equally.” Chase v. Jefts, 
supra. 

{a] Profitable account or advan- 
tage.—The purpose of the statute is 


Hanscombe, 12 
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age 14 or buildings,!5 is considered improved, but land 
oecupied by public buildings and open to public use 
is not within the requirement of such statutes.1¢ 

Where a public lane 
separates the lands of two owners, one cannot be 
compelled to fence under a statute requiring owners 
who improve adjacent lands to fence,!7 and sub- 
stantially the same rule has been applied to lands 
separated by a private lane or a pent road upon the 
But the duty of adjoining 
owners to fence is not altered where such a pent 
road is wholly upon the land of one and contiguous 
Under the express terms of some 
statutes requiring the building of partition fences, 
an owner of a right of way used as a farm outlet is 


Lands separated by lane. 


land of both owners.}§ 


to the other.1® 


within its terms.?° 


[§ 12] 5. Termination of Duty. When a stat- 
utory method of terminating the obligation as to par- 
tition fences is prescribed, the obligation continues 
until such method has been complied with.?1 
at’ whose solicitation a division fence was appor- 
tioned after the adoption of a herd law, and who 
with the adjoining owner acquiesced in the appor- 
tionment and erected a fence accordingly, cannot 


to compel an owner of adjoining 
lands to.contribute to the maiten- 
ance of a partition fence, ‘“whenever, 
by the enclosure and occupancy of 
his own for any private and useful 
purpose, he derives from such divi- 
sion fence a like benefit and advan- 
tage as his adjoining proprietor.” 
penis v. Hornberg, 24 Minn. 307, 

14. Johnson v. Frederick, 163 Ala. 
455, 50 S 910; Maudlin v. Hanscombe, 


12 Colo. 204, 20 P 619; Boenig v. 
Hornberg, 24 Minn. 307; Piper v. 
Piper, 60 N. H. 98 (woodland used 


for pasturage). 

[a] Tllustration.—Where an ad- 
joining landowner had inclosed her 
lands with a wire fence, consisting 
of posts with four strands of wire 
attached thereto, and was using the 
land for a pasture for cattle, it was 


“a3 


turned to profitable account and “im- 
proved land,’ within Code (1907) 
§ 4247. Johnson v. Frederick, 163 
Ala. 455, 50 S 910. 

15. Wiggin v. Baptist Soc. 43 
N. H. 260. 

16. Wiggin v. Baptist Soc., 43 N. 


H. 260; Whyte v. East Whiteland 
Tp., 2 Chest, Co. (Pa.). 219 . (school- 
house lot). 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“‘There are 
many cases where a man may con- 
tinue to improve—that is, to use, 
occupy, turn to profitable account 
his land—where he can derive no 
advantage from a fence. Such are 
the cases of wharves, ship-yards, 
mill-yards, and the like, commons, 
and common fields, where, though 
the owner should be compelled to 
contribute to the common fence, he 
can derive no benefit from a parti- 
tion fence agailist his neighbor. . . 
The case of public buildings “seems 
to us to fall within this class. Meet- 
ing-houses, school-houses, town- 
houses, courthouses were heretofore 
often placed on open commons, be- 
side the highways. . It would 
not be reasonable to burden the own- 
ers of such property with the ex- 
pense of maintaining fences exclu- 
sively for the benefit of others.” 
weet v. Baptist Soc., 43 N. H. 260, 
63. : 

17. Rohrer v. Rohrer, 18 Pa. 367. 

18. Bland v. Hixenbaugh, 39 Iowa 
532; Bills.v. Belknap, 38 Iowa 225; 
Carpenter v. Cook, 67 Vt. 102, 30 A 
998, 72 Vt. 110, 41 A 1088. 

19. Carpenter v. Cook, 67 Vt. 102, 
30 A 998, 71 Vt. 110, 41 A 1038. 

20. Zarbaugh v. Ellinger, 99 Oh. 
St. 133, 124 NE 68, 6 LRA 208, 97 


FENCES 


pair.?? 


One 


Oh. St. 340, 120 NE 879. 

Lack of obligation of owner of 
servient estate to fence way gen- 
erally see Hasements § 229. 

21. Hoag v. Switzer, 61 Ill. 294; 
Brown v. Brown, 28 Ill. A. 90. 

22. Barrett v. Dolan, 71 Iowa 94, 
32 NW 189. 

23. Binney v. Hull, 5 Pick. (Mass.) 
503; Gibson y. Heyward, 67 N. H. 265, 
30 A 407. 

[a]. Reasons for rule. — “The 
remedial difficulty arising from the 
h.ability of a plaintiff to sue himself 
with others is obsolete in this state; 
and there is nothing, in the relations 
of joint owners, or in the nature of 
their titles, that renders it impos- 
sible that a division fence between 
their land and an adjoining lot be- 
longing to ome of them should be es- 
tablished by prescription or con- 


tract.” ,Gibson v. Heyward, 67 N. 
H. 265, 266, 30 A 407. 

24. Conklin v. Newman, 278 fll. 
30, 115 NE 849. 

25. Boyle v: Tamlyn, 6 B. & C. 
329, 18 ECL 156, 108 Reprint 473; 


Polus v. Henstock, 1 Vent. 97, 86 
Reprint 67. 

26. Ill.—Hale v. Andrews, 75 III. 
252; Selover v. Osgood, 52 Ill. A. 260; 
Boyd v. Lammert, 18 Ill. A. 632. 

Iowa.—Farmer v. Young, 86 Iowa 
382, 53 NW 279; Hewit v. Jewell, 59 
Iowa 37, 12 NW 738; Syas v. Peck, 


58 Iowa 256, 12-NW 3804; Bills v. 
Belknap, 38 Iowa 225. 
Ae ners er v. Robbins, 9 Kan. 


La.—Bouchereau v. Guilne, 116 La. 
534, 40 S 868. 

Me.—James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 557. 

Mich.—Lantis v. Reithmiller, 95 


Mich. 45, 54 NW 713. 
Minn.—Boenig v.: Hornberg, 24 
Minn. 307. 5 


Mont.—Hoar vy. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 
253, 74 P 452. 
12 Nebr. 


483, 11 NW 741. 

N. H.—Perkins v. Boody, 62 N. H. 
452: Jones. v. Perry, 50.N. H. 134; 
Wiggin v. Baptist Soc., 438 N. H. 260. 

N. J.—Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. J. 
L. 498, 24 A 484; Coxe v. Robbins, 
9 N. J. Li. 384 

N. Y.—Perkins v. Perkins, 44 Barb. 
134; Holladay v. Marsh, 3 Wend. 142, 
20 AmD 678. 

Okl.—Hejduk v, Snyder, 76 Okl. 74, 
183 P 923. 

Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 

[a] Illustration.—One of two ad- 
joining landowners who sets his 
fence in his own land and throws 


[§§ 41-12 


afterward of his own motion relieve himself of the 
obligation to keep his portion of the fence in re- 
A prescriptive obligation on the owner of 
land to maintain a partition fence is not destroyed 
by his becoming a tenant in common of the adjoin- 
ing land;?* but where adjoining lands which once 
belonged to different persons, one of whom was 
bound to repair the fences or a part thereof be- 
tween the two, afterward becomes the property of 
the same person, 
is destroyed by the unity of ownership.?* 
where the pérson who has so become the owner of 
the entirety afterward parts with one of the two 
closes, the obligation to repair the fences will not 
revive, unless express words are introduced into the 
deed of conveyance for that purpose.?® 
of the adjoining owners chooses to let his land, or a 
part of it, lie in common, he may do so, and be 
relieved of his corresponding obligation to con- 
tribute to the maintenance of a partition fence.*4 
Even though the land has been inclosed and im- 
proved, and assignment has been made of portions 
of a partition fence, the owner may yet elect to lay 
his land, or a part of it, in common, and be re- 


the preéxisting obligation to repair 
And 


Where one 


‘open to the public the land between 


his line and the fence is thus re- 
lieved from assisting to maintain a 
partition fence. Smith v. Johnson, 
76 Pa. 191; Rohrer v. Rohrer, 18 Pa. 
367 [dist Odenwelder v. Franken- 
field, 153 Pa. 526, 26 A 97]; Painter 
v. Reece, 2 Pa. 126. 

[b] Part of land lying in common. 
—(1) If an adjoining owner has occa- 
sion for a fence to proteet a portion 
of his land under improvement, he 
may be compelled to coutribute to 
maintain the fence so far as he has 
occasion for it, but if he chooses 
to Jet a part of his land lie in com- 
mon he may not be compelled to con- 
tribute to the fence on that part. 
Perkins v. Boody, 62 N..H. 452; Jones 
v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134; Chamberlain 
v. Reed, 14 Hun (N. Y.) 403; Chrys- 


lar v. Westfall, 41 Barb. (N. Y.) 159, 
161; Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 
(2) “The words ‘shal! chocse to let 


such land lie open,’ includes any case 
where the owner does not choose to 
enclose his land entirely. Whatever, 
therefore, may have been the general 
object of the statute .. it has 
made an exception in favor of those 
who choose to let their land lie open; 
and it by no means destroys its force 
because perhaps a case may occa- 
sionally arise where the owner of 
adjoining land who desires to avail 
himself of that exception finds his 
land fully eaclosed by reason of the 
action of adjoining owners in fenc- 
ing their land.” Chryslar v. West- 
fall, supra. (3) The rule has been 
applied where the unoccupied part 
of the land was a river bed. ‘The 
statute concérning the construction 
of a partition fence has no relation 
to such a situation, unless the bot- 
tom of the stream is to be reevarded 
as land from which no revenue or 
benefit is to be derived. The law 
contemplates the erection of the par- 
tition fence on the line between ad- 
joining farms; but this is utterly 
impossbile when the farms are sep- 
arated by a river, and the statute 
does not require a fence on each side 
of the river. In Such a case the 
river bed necessarily must be re- 
garded as uninclosed land, and the 
duty to fence devolves on no one.” 
Foster v. Bussey, 132 Iowa 640, 641, 
109 NW 1105. 

[ec] Segregation.— Lands are not 
held in common where they are seg- 
regated by a fence or by diverse use 
for pasture and cultivation of crops. 
Poms v. Jewell, 59 Iowa 37, 12 NW 
738. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and ncte number ; 
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§§ 12-14] 


lieved of such obligation,?? provided he gives the 
adjoining owner due notice of his intention.?8 
agreement between adjoining landowners or lessees 
may control the duration and termination of the 
duty to erect and maintain partition fences.?9 


[§ 13] B. Division—1. In 


there has been a division of a particular fence and 
assignment of a distinct portion to each party to 


build and maintain, the duty of 


entire fence rests equally on both of the parties, 


and neither can allege neglect on 
other.2° Statutes as to partition 


provide that the portions which adjoining landown- 
ers shall construct and maintain shall be assigned to 
them by officials known as fence viewers, upon appli- 
cation made by one of such owners when they can- 
The statutes have reference only to 
cases where the parties cannot or do not agree upon 
A division of the fence by agreement 


not agree.?+ 


a division.®? 


27. Bills v. Belknap, 38 Iowa 225; 
Boeniz v. Hornberg, 24 Minn. 307; 
Perl:ins v. Boody, 62 N. H. 452; 
Jones v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134; Smith v. 
Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 

Removal of fence after laying in 
common see infra § 39. 

Roedivision of remainder of fence, 
after laying in common of part of 
land see infra § 15. 

gis Boenig v. Hornberg, 24 Minn. 
307. 

29. Tomkins v. Smith, (Colo.) 193 
PP558. 

[a] Where lessees of adjoining 
lands stipulated each to build a cer- 
tain amount of fence, it must be pre- 
sumed that they intended that such 
fences would stand during the term 
of their leases, or at least for a rea~ 
sonable time, and one of them could 
be enjoined by the other from chang- 
ing the fence lines as established by 
the contract, the fences having been 
built. Tomkins v. Smith, (Colo.).193 
P 558. 

30. Iowa.—De Mers v. Rohan, 126 
Iowa 488, 102 NW 4138. 

Me.—Meequier v. Bachelder, 112 
Me. 340, 92 A 187. 

Mass.—Thayer v. Arnold, 4 Metc. 
589, 591. 

N. H.—Tewksbury v. Bucklin, 7 N. 
H. 518. 

N. J.—Coxe v. Robbins, 9 N. J. L. 
384. 

N. Y.—Angell v. Hill, 18 NYS 824. 

“The obligation to make and main- 
tain a partition fence is equally oper- 
ative upon both adjacent owners; 
each party is equally bound to move 
in the matter; and until such divi- 
sion, there can be no deficiency or 
neslect alleged as to the fence of 
either party, separately and indi- 
vidually.” Thayer v. Arnold, supra. 

[a] The Alabama statute while 
providing for a recovery by one ad- 
joining owner against another where 
the latter refuses, after due demand 
and notice, to make or repair a fence 
or to pay a moiety for a charge 
therefor, imposes upon each, and 
both, of the parties the duty of keep- 
ing every portion of the fence in good 
repair. Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala. 
493, 42 AmD 646. 

31. Ill.—Hill v. Tohill, 225 Ill. 
384, 80 NE .2538, 8 AnnCas 423; 
Thompson v. Bulson, 78 Ill. 277. 

Iowa.—Fermer v. Young, 86 Iowa 
382, 53 NW 279; Bodell v. Nehls, 
85 Iowa 164, 52 NW 123; Peschongs 
v. Mueller, 50 Iowa 237. 

Me.—Brives v. Haynes, 68 Me. 535; 
Abbott v. Wood, 22 Me. 541. 

Mass.—O’Malley_ v. Meyer, 221 
Mass. 198, 108 NE 1066; Currier v. 
Estey, 116 Mass. 577; Sears v. Charle- 
mont, 6 Allen 437; Rust v. Low, 6 
Mass. ; ; 

Nebr.—Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 
59, 130 NW 986, AnnCas1912C 468. 
VN. H.—Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. 
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FENCES 


The 


General. Until 


maintaining the 


the part of the 
fences generally 
thereof.38 


shall make and 


N. J.—Titman vy. Smith, 61 N. J. 
L. 191, 38 A 810; Castner vy. Riegel, 
54 N. J. L. 498, 24 A 484, 

N. Y.—Adams v. Van Alstyne, 25 
N. Y. 232; Burger v. Kortright, 4 
Johns. 414. 

Ie dh aloha gs v. Bradly, 3 Coldw. 
Vt.—Saxton v. Bacon, 31 Vt. 540. 
Wis.—Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 

Wis. 491, 32 NW 757; Farr v. Spain, 

67 Wis. 631, 31 NW 21; Butler v. Bar- 

low, 2 Wis. 10. 

N. B.—Doherty v. McDevitt, 31 N. 
B; 526. S 

Ont.—Delamatter v. Brown, 13 Ont 
WR 862. 

[a] The statutes apply, by their 
express terms, so as to authorize and 
require, on proper application to the 
fence viewers, an assignment of the 
parts of the fence which each land- 
owner is to construct where so fence 
has been erected and one is desired; 
and an assignment of the shares 
which each party is to keep up and 
maintain, where an existing fence is 
out of repair and the share of each 
party therein has never been adjust- 
ed. O’Malley v. Meyer, 221 Mass. 198, 
108 NE 1066. 

Fence viewers generally see infra 
§§ 25-35. 

32. Conn.—Guyer v. Stratton, 29 
Conn. 421. 

Mass.— Sears v. Charlemont, 6 
Allen 437. 

Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 
483, 11 NW 741. 

N. H.—Gliddan v. Towle, 31 N. H. 
147; York v. Davis, 11 N. H. 241. 

N. J.—Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. J. 
L. 498, 24 A 484; Coxe v. Robbins, 9 
N. J. L. 384; Miller v. Barnet, 5 N. 
J. L. 643. 

N. Y.—Adams v. Van Alstyne, 25 
Nw YY. 28:2) 

ReneS aoa v. Bradly, 3 Coldw. 
406. 

Wis.—Farr v. Spain, 67 Wis. 631, 
31 NW 21. 

{a] Agreed division altered by 
viewers.—Fence viewers have no au- 
thority to divide a partition fence 
where a division already exists by 
agreement. So where such an agree- 
ment has been made, and upon ap- 
plication of one of the parties fence 
viewers make another division, plac- 
ing upon the other party the bur- 
den of mzintaining an additional por- 
tion of the fence, such action by the 
fence viewers is beyond their au- 
thority, and in the absence of any 
remedy being provided im the stat- 
ute the injured party may have the 
division set aside in an action in 
the nature of a suit in equity. Rob- 
ertson v. Bell, 36 Kan. 748, 14 P 160. 

[b] Division by one party.—One 
of two adjoining owners may _ not 
choose what half of a division fence 
he will build, and having built it 
reduire his neighbor to build the 
other half. The matter must be de- 


[25C.J3.] 1023 


is of the same force and effect as a division by the 
fence viewers under the statute.?? Where adjoining 
owners divide a partition fence for maintenance un- 
der the statute, the agreement inures to their gran- 
tees.2* A positive disagreement is not necessary to 
give the fence viewers jurisdiction; the absence of a 
binding agreement is sufficient,?> except perhaps in 
cases of prescription.?® 
not necessary to assign the whole of a fence between 
adjoining owners; a division of a part is legal.3? 
In other jurisdictions the statutes contemplate a 
division of the whole fence and not merely a part 


In some jurisdictions it is 


[§ 14] 2. Equality. The statutes generally con- 
tain provisions designed to secure equality of bur- 
den, such as provisions that each adjoining owner 


maintain one half or a just pro- 


portion of the fence, or that the fence shall be di- 
vided into equal shares.®° 


Some statutes are con- 


cided by the fence viewers. Markin 
v. Priddy, 39 Kan. 462, 18 P 514. 

[ce] Recorded agreement. — Fence 
viewers are without jurisdiction to 
make an assignment when a written 
agreement has been made and record- 
ed under a statute providing that 
such a partition shall be forever 
binding oh the parties, assigns, and 
successive owners and _ occupants. 
Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. H. 147; York 
Vie Davisiet INS Geb oade 

33. Thayer v. Arnold, 4 Metc. 
(Mass.) 589; Adams v. Van Alstyne, 
26 N: Y. 2325) Bush wi) Brainard; 1 
Cow. (N. Y.) 78, 13 AmD 513;) Adair 
Presence (Tex. Civ. A.) 165 SW 

[a] Thus a binding division may 
be made by agreement of the parties, 
appointing third persons who are not 
official viewers to divide the fence. 
Adair v. Stallings, (Tex. Civ. A.) 165 
SW 140. 

34. Yoakum v. Davis, 162 Mo. A. 
253, 144 SW 877. 

85. Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. H. 147; 
York v. Davis, 11 N. H. 241. 

36. Adams v. Van Alstyne, 25 N. 
YY. 232; York ‘v. Davis, 11.N.. BH. 24173) 

37. Prescott v. Mudgett, 13 Me. 
hea Alger v. Pool, 11 Cush. (Mass.) 


[a] Division of part in dispute.— 
When a portion of a fence has been 
divided by agreement of the adjoin- 
ing owners, the residue may legally 
be divided by the fence viewers. 
Prescott v. Mudgett, 13 Me. 423. 

33. Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. J. L. 
498, 505, 24 A 484; Poirier-v. Ladou- 
ceur, 24 RevdeJur 117. 

“Jurisdiction to make any deter- 
mination in respect to this fence is 
also shown mot to exist by the mere 
proof that it: comprises only a part 
of the whole division fence between 
the Jands of the parties. The act 
plainly contemplates a division of 
the whole fence, and neither party 
can invoke its aid to divide it by 
peacemeal.” Castner v. Riegel, supra. 

{a] Irregularity.—Where the land 
inspector has jurisdiction to divide 
a line fence, or make a new division, 
he must divide the whole fence and 
not a part only. He acts irregularly 
in dividing only a portion of the 
fence, and under those circumstances 
the court cannot give effect to such 
proceedings and to such a division. 
Poirier v. Ladouceur, 24 RevdeJur 
un ye 

39. See statutory provisions; and: 

Colo.—Maudlin v. Hanscombe, 12 
Colo. 204, 20 P 619. 

Conn.—Sharp v. Curtiss, 15 Conn, 
526; Studwell v. Ritch, 14 Conn. 292. 

Tll—Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252; 
Buekman v. Watts, .162 Ill. A. 167; 
Selover v. Osgood, 52 Ill. A. 260. 

Me.—Prescott v. Mudgett, 13 Me. 
423. 

Mass.—Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. 180. 

Mich.—Curtis v. Leasia, 78 Mich. 
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strued to require each owner to build and maintain 
a portion that is equal, with reference to the cost 
and expense of construction and maintenance,*® or 
with regard to the conveniences! of fencing.*+ To 
secure equality of shares it is not necessary that the 
whole portion of the fence assigned to each owner 
should be contiguous.*? 

{§ 15] 3. Redivision. If the land of one ad- 
joining owner is sold in different parcels after a 
division of a partition fence, either by agreement or 
under the statute, so that new coterminous proprie- 
tors are introduced, each one extending over a part 
only of the line so divided, a new adjustment and 
division becomes necessary.*? Where, after a fence 
between adjoining landowners has been’ divided 
throughout the whole length, one of the owners lays 
a part of the land on the line in common or takes 
such other steps as relieve him from further con- 
tribution to maintain the fence there,** the other 
owner will be entitled to a new division of the rest 
of the fence.*® 

[§ 16] C. Contribution to Cost of—l. In Gen- 
eral. The statutes generally provide that, where one 
adjacent owner does not construct or maintain his 
portion of a partition fence, the other adjacent 
owner may construct all of it or make all necessary 
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repairs, and may recover from the defaulting owner 
the value of his proper share of such construction 
or maintenance,** after compliance with conditions 
precedent.*7 In some states the statutes provide for 
the construction or repair of partition fences by 
township trustees at the expense of a defaulting 
landowner.*® ‘To authorize recovery under a statute 
the case must of course be brought within the 
terms of the .statute.4® Generally an action to re- 
cover contribution: cannot be maintained unless the 
fence is built upon the line which divides the prem- 
ises of the parties, if this is known and undis- 
puted ;®° but if parties use a fence as a partition 
between their lands it is wholly immaterial whether 
it is on the exact boundary line, so far as the obliga- 
tion to maintain the fence or contribute to its con- 
struction is concerned;°+ and if there is in reality 
a partition fence, the fact that the line is in dis- 
pute does not relieve from the duty of contributing 
to maintenance,°? nor oust the proper tribunal of 


‘jurisdiction to enforce the duty.®* Where the owner 


of land which has been uninclosed ineloses it, he is 
required to pay one half or a just proportion of the 
value of a partition fence already standing to the 
owner who erected it.°* But the owner of lands 
which remain uninclosed cannot be charged with the 


480, 44 NW 500; Johnson v. Wing, 3 ) difficult, together with a portion also} Mo.—Brawner y. Langton, 57 Mo. 
Mich. 163. of the more remote and more diffi- | 516. 

Mont.—Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. |cult.’”’ Prescott v. Mudgett, 13 Me. Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 
253, ‘74 RP 452; 423, 424. aoe 11 NW 741. 


Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 
483, 11 NW 741. 

N. H.—Dean v. Sullivan R. Co., 22 
N. H. 316. 

N. J.—Titman v. Smith, 61 N. J. 
L. 191, 38 A 810; Castner v. Riegel, 
§4 N. J. L. 498, 24 A 484; Coxe v. 


Robbins, 9 N. J. L. 384. 
R. I.—Tower v. Providence, etc., 
R. Co., 2 R. I. 404 (proper portion). 


Vt.—Carpenter v. Cook, 67 Vt. 102, 
30 A 998. 

Ont.—Cook vy. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 

[a] The Indiana statute (1) pro- 
vides that, except when otherwise 
Specially agreed, partition fences 
shall be maintained equally by both 
parties. In the absence of agree- 
ment, ‘under these provisions, it is 
the duty of the adjoining landown- 
ers jointly to build and maintain 
partition fences.” Lowe v. Guard, 
11 Ind. A. 472, 39 NE 428, 429, 54 
AmSRi “511, (2) “The statute re- 
quires that a lawful partition fence 
shall be maintained throughout the 
year by both. In such a Case, each 
would be required to contribute a 
just proportion to the maintenance of 
the whole.” Bruner v. Palmer, 108 
Ind. 397, 399, 9 NE 354. 

40. McCormick v. Tate, 20 Ill. 
334; Holbrook v. McBride, 4 Gray 
(Mass.) 215; Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. 
(Mass.) 180; Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 
90; Peo. v. Dewey, 1 Hun (N. Y.) 


529; Milligan v. Wehinger, 68 Pa. 
235; Rohrer v. Rohrer, 18 Pa. 367; 
Painter v. Reece, 2 Pa. 126. 


41. Titman v. Smith, 61 N. J. L. 
191, 38 A 810; Castner v. Riegel, 54 
INGE Jie tds 4983 94 A 484. 

42. Prescott v. Mudgett, 13 Me. 


[a] Reason for rule.—“The stat- 
ute requires, that partition fences 
should be divided in equal halves; 
in other words, equally. Each 
should make half the fence; but it 
is not necessarily to be understood, 
that the whole portion of each 
should be contiguous. Ome portion 
may be more distant from the resi- 
dence of both parties, than the other; 
or may be from the nature of the 
ground more expensive or difficult to 
make. Equality would in such case, 
be best promoted by assigning to 
each a portion of the nearer and less 


43. Wright v. Wright, 21 Conn. 
329; Walker v. Wetherbee, 65 N. H. 
656, 660, 23 A 621; Pitman v. Gale, 
63 N. H. 75; Castner v. Riegel, 54 N. 
Ji das, 4985 34 A 484; Adams v. Van 
Alstyne, 95 N. Y. 232 

“A reasomable construction of the 
statute is, that the division fence 
made by. owners of adjoining lands 
under improvement, in writing, and 
recorded in the town records, is bind- 
ing upon the parties and all suc- 
ceeding owners and occupants of the 
land until the line is severed by a 
conveyance of a part of the land on 
one side when new divisions of the 
severed line are authorized.” Wal- 
ker v. Wetherbee, supra. 

44. See supra § 12. 

45. Jones v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134; 
Chamberlain v. Reed, 14 Hun (N. Y.) 
403, 408. 

“The action of the defendant in 
removing the portion of the fence 
adjoining his wood-land and in re- 
lieving himself, through the deter- 
mination of the fence viewers ren- 
dered on his application, from a duty 
of further maintaining it, must be 
regarded as a rescission on his part 
of the previously existing arrange- 
ment. If this view is correct, 
the plaintiff may proceed de novo 
to have the division fence appor- 
tioned, and if a dispute arises be- 
tween him and the defendant as to 
the proportion to be maintained by 
each, the fence viewerS may be 
called in to settle it.’”” Chamberlain 
v. Reed, supra. 

46. Conn.—Mosman v. Sandford, 
52 Conn. 23; Fox v. Beebe, 24 Conn. 
271. : 

Tll—Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252; 
McCormick v. Tate, 20 Ill. 334; Buck- 
man v. Watts, 162 Dll. A. 167; Dex- 
ter v. Heaghney, 47 Ill. A. 205. 

Iowa.—Farmer v. Young, 86 Iowa 
3882, 52 NW 279; McKeever v. Jenks, 
59 Iowa 300, 183 NW 295; Talbot v. 


‘Blacklege, 22 Iowa 572. 


Kan.—Griffith v. 
Kan. 93, 119 P 548. 


Carrothers, 86 


Ky.—MeMillen v. Wilson, 3 Dana 
154. 

Mass.—Sears v. Charlemont, 6 
Allen 437. 

Minn.—Boenig v. MHornberg, 24 
Minn. 307. 


H.—Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. 
H. Nips. 
N. J.—Coxe v. Robbins, 9 N. J. L. 


384. 
Pa.—Stoner v. Humsicker, 47 Pa. 
514; Stephens v. Shriver, 25 Pa. 78; 


Roberts v. Sarchet, 14 Pa. Co. 372. 
Wis.—Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757; Farr v. Spain, 67 
Wis. 631, 31 NW _ 21. 
N. S.—Cross v. Legag, 41 N. S. 419. 
Eng.—Williams v. Marsh Estates 
Ltd., 19 Austr. C. L. R. 665; Higgins 
Vv. Berry, 6 Austr. GC. ere soles 
Goldsbrough, Mort. & Co., Ltd. y. 
Larcombe, 5 Austr. C. L. R. 263. 
By and against whom remedies 
available see supra § 10. 
47. See infra § 21. 
48. Bartlett v. State, 
114 NE 692; 
108 NE 1138; 


186 Ind. 16, 
State v. Burkit, (Ind.) 
Tomlinson v. Bainaka, 
163 Ind. 112; 70 NE 155; State v: 
Kemp, 141 Ind. 125, 40 NE 661; Deem- 
seer Knight, 55 Ind. A. 397, 103 NE 

49. Robillard v. Beaupre, 68 Ill. 
A. 103; Kinney v. Kinney, 104 Iowa 
703, 74 NW 688, 40 LRA 626. 
Geeut Kennedy v. Owen, 131 Mass. 

[a] New fence on line.—Where 
one of two adjoining owners has 
erected, when the. two properties 
were both his, a fence which was 
not on the division line between the 
two lots, he may be made to con- 
tribute toward building a fence on 
the division line, it mot appearing 
that the existing fence had been 
maintained as a_ substitute for a 
division fence or to avoid contribu- 
tion thereto. Odenwelder v. Frank- 
enfield, 158 Pa. 526, 26 A-97. 

Necessity of location on line gen- 
erally see infra § 36. 

51. McAvoy v. Saunders, 161 Iowa 
143 NW 548; Card v. Dale, 67 
2, 25 NW 774. 

52. Robb y. Brachmann, 24 Oh. 
St. 3; Trego v. Pierce, 119 Pa. 139, 
re A 864; Stephens v. Shriver, 25 Pa. 
53. Stephens v. Shriver, 25 Pa. 78. 
54 Cal.—Bliss v. Sneath, 103 Cal. 
43, 36 P 1029, 

Colo.—Maudlin v. Hanscombe, 12 
Colo, 204," 20° P 619. 

Tll.— Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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expense of or be compelled to contribute to the cost 
of a partition fence for the sole benefit of his 


adjoining owner.®® 


[§ 17] 2. Amount of Recovery—a. In General. 
Under some statutes the amount recoverable extends 
to and is limited by one half of the value of the 


fence.®® The value of the fence in 


which it is found, rather than the cost or worth of 
the materials and labor entering into its construc- 
Some courts hold 
that half the value of a fence may be recovered, 
although it is a better or more expensive one than 
would have satisfied the requirements of the stat- 
ute;°> but other courts hold that contribution ean 
be enforced only for a legally sufficient fence.5® At 
any rate one who builds or repairs a fence must act 
reasonably, and has no right to be extravagant either 
No recovery can be had for 


tion or repair, is controlling.57 


in materials or work.®° 
the cost of unnecessary rebuilding.®! 


allow the party building the entire fence to recover 


all the damages arising from the 
other.®? 


[§ 18] b. Double Value. In some jurisdictions, 
by statute, a landowner who builds such part of a 
fence or makes such repairs as the adjoining owner 
should have built or made may recover from the 
owner who is in default double the expense or value 
of his portion of the fence or repairs.®* 


Iowa.—Farmer v. Young, 86 Iowa 
382, 53 NW 279; Bodell v. Nehls, 85 
Iowa 164, 52 NW 123. 

La.—Miller v. Mischeler, 9 La. A. 
(Orleans) 29. 


Minn.—Boenig v. Hornberg, 24 
Minn. 307. 

Mo.—Mackler v. Cramer, 32 Mo. 
A. 542. 


Mont.—Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 
253, 74 RP 452. 


Tenn.—Stallcup Vv. Bradly, 3 
Coldw. 406. 

Equality of burden generally see 
supra § 14. 


55. Boucherau v. Guilne, 116 La. 
534, 40 S 863; McDorman vy. Ballard, 
94 Oh. St. 188, 113 NE 836; Alma 
Coal Co. v. Cozad, 79 Oh. St. 348, 87 
NE 172, 20 LRANS 1092 (upon con- 
stitutional grounds). Contra Nicho- 
Jas, vy; Turner, 10° Oh. Cir. Ct; N: S. 
509. 

Limitation of statute to inclosed 
property generally see supra § 11. 

56. Miles v. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 
322, 81 NW 587; Griffith v. Carroth- 
ers, 86 Kan. 98, 119 P 548. 

57. Robb v. Brachmann, 24 Oh. 
St.) 3. 

[a] The value “may or may not 
equal the cost, depending, among 
other things, upon what economy 
was used in its construction, the 
suitableness of the materials, the 
character of the work, and whether, 
by reason of decay or other cause, 
it has deteriorated in value.’ Robb 
v. Brachmann, 24 Oh. St. 3, 11. 

58. Robb v. Brachmann, 24 Oh. 
St 


his. 
59. Griffith v. Carrothers, 86 Kan. 
937 119. 548 

60. Guyer v. Stratton, 29 Conn. 
421; Griffith v. Carrothers, 86 Kan. 
98, 95, 119 _P 548: : 

“Tf a party builds the whole of a 
division fence, as he may, he is 
necessarily limited to ome of the 
character known as a legal fence 
and to a reasonable selection and use 
of material and workmanship. He 
can compel the adjoining owner to 
contribute his share of a fence built 
out of materials and of the height, 
size and character of the fence pre- 
scribed in the statute and which is 
reasonably adapted to the purpose of 
restraining or turning ordinary 
stock. He can not build an un- 
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utes being penal as well as remedial are strictly con- 
strued, and will not be extended to cases not clearly 


within their provisions ;** and all proceedings pre- 


pair. 
the condition in 


Other statutes 


neglect of the 
or there is an 


Such stat- 


duly expensive or ornamental fence 
and impose the cost of it as a lien 
upon an unwilling neighbor.” In this 
case the court held that trees so 
large as to be suitable for telephone 
poles and fence posts could not be 
treated as part of the fence or in- 
cluded in its value. Griffith v. Car- 
rothers, supra. 


61. Trego v. Pierce, 119 Pa. 139, 
12 A 864. 
[a] Thus, where it appeared that 


after a report of fence viewers de- 
fendant rebuilt his portion of the 
fence in substantial accordance 
therewith, and that plaintiff, dissat- 
isfied with the style and kind adopt- 
ed, of her own motion took it down 
and built a new one in its place, she 
was not entitled to recover the cost 
thereof from defendant. Trego v. 
Pierce, 119 Pa. 139, 12 A 864. 

62. Mitcheson v. Norse, 9 Ky. Op. 
683; Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 483, 11 
NW 741; Sargent v. Slack, 47 Vt. 
674, 19 AMR 136; Saxton v. Bacon, 31 
Vt. 540. 

63. Conn.—Fox v. Beebe, 24 Conn. 
271. 

Me.—Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 107 
Men iOui Ae til Cobb wa COrbitt, 
78 Me. 242, 3 A 732; Abbott v. Wood, 
22 Me. 541; Eames v. Patterson, 8 
Me. 81. 

Mass.—Leonard v. Lyon, 210 Mass. 
248, 96 NE 670; Day v. Dolan, 174 
Mass. 524, 55 NE 384; Fay v. Elliott, 
154 Mass. 587, 28 NE 1052; Kennedy 
v. Owen, 131 Mass. 4381; Rust v. 
Low, 6 Mass. 90. 

Minn.—McClay v. Clark, 42 Minn. 
363, 44 NW 255. 

Ne EL Piper vy. seiner, (00. Ne fH. 
98; Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. H. 458. 

R. I—Howland v. Howland, 14 R. 
T. 560. 

Wis.—Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757; Farr v. Spain, 67 
Wis. 631, 31 NW 21. 

64, Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 107 Me. 
TiO A (ils Cobb. vy. Corbitt,» 7s 
Me. 242, 3 A 732; James y. Tibbetts, 
60 Me. 557; Abbott v. Wood, 22 Me. 
541; Kennedy v. Owen, 131 Mass. 
431: Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757; Butler v. Barlow, 2 
Wis. 10. 

[a] Under the Maine statute the 
person seeking to recover such 
double value must have built all of 


seribed by such statutes must be strictly followed.®> 

[§ 19] 3. Lien for Cost of Construction or Re- 
It is sometimes provided by statute that the 
expenses of building or repairing a fence shall be a 
lien on the land of the owner who is in default.® 
Such a statute is a proper exercise of the police 
power inherent in the state.°7 

[§ 20] 4. Actions to Enforce—a. 
Form. Contribution may be enforced in a civil 
action,®® but cannot be collected as a special tax.®® 
Except where the action or proceeding is one to en- 
foree a statutory lien, in which case’ it is one in 
rem,*° calling for the exercise of the equity powers 
of the court,’+ an action brought under a statute to 
enforce contribution for building or repairing a par- 
tition fence is legal in its nature.’ 
the case is the proper one for this purpose,’* and 
assumpsit will not he;** but where a custom exists,” 


Nature and 


An action on 


agreement 7® to pay half of the 


expense, assumpsit will lie. 

[§ 21] b. Conditions Precedent. Unless the ob- 
ligation sought to be enforced rests upon a deed,‘™ 
or upon agreement,’® whatever proceedings are pre- 
seribed by statute for the determination of the value 
of the fence or of other matters by the fence 


the portion assigned to the delin- 
quent, and not a part only. Cobb 
v. Corbitt, 78 Me. 242, 3 A 732. 

Construction of statutes generally 
see supra § 9. 


65. Me.—-Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 
HOTS Mees, U0 al Tae eT Brie es ive 
Haynes, 68 Me. 535; Eames vy. Pat- 
terson, 8 Me. 81. 

Mass.—Sears v. Charlemont, 6 
Allen 437. 

By ie ame nd St v. Vail, 36 Mich. 
we I—Franklin v. Wells, 6 R. I. 
“Wis.—Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68% 


Wis. 491, 32 NW 757. 


66. Cal.—Gonzales v. Wasson, 51 
Cal.) 295. 
Ind.—Collins v. Wilber, 173 Ind. 


361; 89 NE 372; Tomlinson v. Bain- 
aka. 10!) Nit foo a Burck vVameDavis, 
35. Ind, A. 648, 73) NE 192. 
Mich.—Gilson v. Mumson, 114 Mich. 
671, 72 NW 994. 
Pa.—Foulkrod v. Aukenbrandt, 2 


Pa. Co. 493. 

Wis.—Farr v. Spain, 67 Wis. 631, 
31 NW 21. 

67. Gilson v. Munson, 14 Mich. 
671, 72 NW 994 [foll Vincent v. 
ies) 155 Mich. 614, 119 NW 

68. Ready v. Schmith, 52 Or. 196, 
Gong eSide 

69. Brown v. Warner, 159 Mich. 
274, 123 NW 1113. 

70. Collins, v. Wilber, 173 Ind. 
361, 89 NE 372. 

71. Tomlinson v. Bainaka, 163 


Ind. 112, 70 NE 155. 
aoe v. Spain, 67 Wis. 631, 31 


Sharp v. Curtiss, 15 Conn 
Sanford v. Haskell, 50 Me. 86; 
. Patterson, 8 Me. 81; How- 
land v. Howland, 14 R. I. 560. 

74, Howland v. Howland, 14 R. I. 


560. 
us Walker v. Chichester, 4 S. C. 
6 


76. Strong v. Slicer, 33 Vt. 466. 

77, Kennedy v. Owen, 134 Mass. 
227. 

73. Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 90; 
Mackler v. Cramer, 32 Mo. A. 542. 

[a] Reason for rule.—“An agree- 
ment between such owners in rela- 
tion to the erection of’ a division 
fence is not within the statute.... 
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viewers "? must be taken before an action will lie 
to recover contribution.®° These rules,-however, are 
not universally adopted. In one jurisdiction the ap- 
pointment of viewers, although provided for by stat- 
ute, is not a condition precedent to recovery.®t In 
another jurisdiction it is held that, although the 
parties have by agreement fixed the part of a di- 
vision fence each is to keep in repair, a finding by 
the fence viewers, as provided by statute, of the 
necessity of repairs or rebuilding is a condition pre- 
cedent to recovery from the defaulting owner.*” 
Where the statute makes no provision for fence 
viewers, an appraisal by them is not necessary to 
entitle an adjoining owner to maintain an action 
for the recovery of the expense of building or repair- 
ing a partition fence.** 

Demand. Before bringing an action against the 
defaulting owner a demand for the amount claimed 
to be owing by him, as shown by the award of the 
_ fence viewers if such an award is necessary, must 
be made.** The exhibition to the delinquent of the 
proper certificate, accompanied by a request of pay- 
ment of the amount, is a sufficient demand.s®> The 
demand need not include a detailed statement or 
itemized account of costs and expenses.*® 

Consultation with adjoining owner. Where a stat- 
ute provides for: proceedings to enforce contribu- 
tion in case the adjoining owners cannot agree, and 
to determine the amount to be paid by each, there 
is no implied condition precedent that the moving 
party must consult the other concerning the kind 
of fence to be built and probable cost, before build- 
ing, in order to recover therefor.®* 

[§ 22] e¢. Time to Sue and Parties. Under a 
statute providing for recovery unless the cost is paid 
within ‘‘one month after demand,’’ an acticn com- 
menced before the expiration of a month after de- 
mand for payment is prematurely brought.®® A stat- 
ute providing that a’statutory len for the expense 
of building or repairing a partition fence may be 
collected in the same manner as municipal claims 
are by law collected does not have the effect of re- 
In all such cases the parties are 87. Johnson 
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quiring that a municipal corporation shall be made 
a party to the action or proceeding to enforce the 
hen.®® 

[§ 23] d. Pleading, Evidence, and Issues. 
Pleading. Plaintiff’s pleading must contain suf- 
ficient allegations of compliance with conditions pre- 
cedent °° and of defendant’s duty to build or re- 
pair.2t Where the action is brought under a stat- 
ute which fixes the rights and duties of the parties, 
general allegations bringing the ease within the 
statute are sufficient.°? Provisos not contained in 
the enacting clause of the statute need not be nega- 
tived.®% An action to enforce a statutory lien beiny 
one in rem,°* the complaint therein need not contain 
the allegations necessary in an action on contract. 

Evidence. The certificates of the fence viewers 
are admissible in evidence,®* and in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary are sufficient evidence of the 
faets recited therein.°* County records in which the 
certificates are recorded are admissible.°* In juris- 
dictions where the determination of these matters 
by fence viewers is not a condition precedent to the 
action,®® the insufficiency of a fence? and the ex- 
pense of building or repairing it? may be estab- 
lished by witnesses who know or can judge what it 
was. The burden is on defendant to show that his 
lands are not inclosed and are therefore within a 
statutory exception.® 

Issues. Where, in an action under a statute, de- 
fendant pleads a general denial, plaintiff must prove 
all the facts necessary to recovery under the stat- 
ute.4 The actual interest which the parties have in 
a fence is a question which cannot arise in an 
action for contribution brought under some stat- 
utes.® 

[§ 24] e. Trial. An action under statute to re- 
cover double the expense of building or repairing 
a partition fence is triable by jury.6 A jury trial is 
properly denied in an action to foreclose a statutory 
lien.? Where the action is tried before a jury, ques- 
tions of fact are to be determined by it.8 An affir- 
mative finding of fact that defendant’s land is not 
Frederick, 163 99. See supra § 21. 


left to their contracts. If the land-| Ala. 455, 50 S 910. 1. Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala. 493, 
Owners cannot agree, either of them 88. Sanford v. Haskell, 50 Me. 86. | 42 AmD, 646. 
can erect the division fence and ob- 89. Foulkrod v. Ankenbrandt, 28 2. Perkins y.. Perkins, 44 Barb. 
tain the benefit of the statute. But |Pa. Co. 493. (N. _Y.)--134; Bronk v. Becker, 17 
if they make an agreement, the 90. Meade v. Watson, 67 Cal. 591,| Wend. (IN. Y.) 320; Willoughby v. 
agreement and not the statute de-|8 P 311. Carletoneo). Johns. CNa Ye)eerses 
termines their rights.” Mackler v. [a] A demand is sufficiently al- 3S. Deemer v. Knight, 55 Ind. A. 
Cramer, 32 Mo. A. 542, 550. leged by stating the length of the|397, 103 NE 868. 
Validity of agreement sce supra |fence, its value per rod, and half its 4 Tomlinson vy. Bainaka, 163 
6. value at the time of its use to in-)| Ind. 112, 70 NH 155. 
79. See supra § 13; infra §§ 26-34.|close, and that on a certain day 5. Moore v. Levert, 24 Ala. 310. 
80. Iowa.—Lease v. Vance, 28] plaintiff demanded such sum, which 6. Farr v. Spain, 67 Wis. 631, 31 
Iowa 501. was refused. Meade vy. Watson, 67|NW 21 


Me.—Eames yv. Patterson, 8 Me. 81. 


Mass.—O’Malley v. Meyer, 221 
Mass. 198, 108 NE 1066. 
Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 


483, 11 NW 741. 
ee eae” Vv. 


Co. , 

{a] An award founded upon an 
award of fence viewers does not ac- 
crue until such award is made. 
Snyder v. Bell, 32 Kan. 230, 4 P 71. 


Block, 18 Montg. 


81. Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala. 493, 
42 AmD 646. 
82. Bigelow v. Burnside, 269 Ill. 


324, 109 NB 1045 [aff 193 Ill. A. 302]. 

83. Perkins v. Perkins, 44 Barb. 
CNe Ys) Sis4s5 Bronk ye Beckera~, L7 
Wend. (N. Y.) 320; Willoughby v. 
Carleton, 9 Johns. (N. Y.) 136. 

g4. Bartlett v. Adams, 43 Ind. 
447; Sanford v. Haskell, 50 Me. 86; 
Lamb v. Hicks, 11 Metc. (Mass.) 496. 


85. Oxborough v. Boesser, 30 
Minn. 1, 183 NW 906. 
86. Hollister v. Hollister, 35 Conn. 


241. 


Caleb 935487 Pra Ae 
91. Sharp v. Curtis, 15 Conn. 526. 
92. Bureck y. Davis, 35 Ind. A 648, 
73 NE 192; Rust v. Low, 6 Mass. 90. 
93. Tomlinson v. Bainaka, 163 
Ind? a2, > (ONE Lobs) Deemer. wv. 


Knight, 55 Ind. A. 397, 103 NE 868. 


94. See supra § 20. 
95. Collins v. Wilber, 173 Ind. 361, 
89 NE 372. 


96. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
NE 384. 
[a] Certificates of de facto offi- 
cers.—Although no record of the ap- 
pointment of certain persons as 
fence viewers is offered in evidence, 
yet where they acted as such and 
their authority was never challenged 
by defendant, their certificates are 
admissible as the acts of de facto 
officers. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. 

97. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. 

98. Burck v. Davis, 35 Ind. A. 648, 
73 NE 192. 


55 


7. Tomlinson Vv. 1638 
ST INGE a 
8 Buckman v. Watts, 162 Ill. A. 


Bainaka, 


167. 

[a] MTlustration.—In an action to 
recover the cost of trimming a hedge, 
the court said: “The questions of 
fact involved in this case as to 
whether the hedge was a division 
fence, and whether the various por- 
tions had bean allotted to plaintiff 
and defendant to be maintained by 
them, and whether plaintiff cut or 
trimmed his portion of the fence, 
and whether or not there was a fail- 
ure on the part of defendant to trim 
or cut his portion as required by the 
statute, and whether defendant de- 
sired to keep and maintain the north 
30 rods of the east line as a wind- 
break and had given plaintiff notice 
thereof, and whether plaintiff 
trimmed defendant’s portion of the 
hedge to a height of less than 4 
feet and if so whether any damage 
was occasioned thereby, were all 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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within a statutory exception need be made;? a fail- 
“ure to make any finding is equivalent to a finding 
that the land is not within the excepted eclass.1¢ 
[§ 25] D. Fence Viewers—l. Appointment or 
Election and Qualification. It is commonly pro- 
vided by statute that certain named local officers, 
such as township assessors, township trustees, com- 
missioners of highways, or county commissioners, 
shall be ex officio fence viewers in their respective 
jurisdictions.‘t Some of these statutes also provide 
for the determination of a particular controversy by 
a less number than all the viewers in the town or 
precinct, the selection of the particular viewers be- 
ing made by the complaining party on proper notice 
to the adverse party.12 Under other statutes fence 
viewers are elected as special officers.1* As fence 
viewers are quasi public officers, proof of their hav- 
ing acted officially is prima facie evidence of their 
appointment or election and qualification,!* and the 
party proceeded against is bound to take notice that 
they are fence viewers,!> except in cases where they 
have been appointed or qualified a short time pre- 
vious to their action.1® It is not necessary that their 
office should be proved by record.t* At common law, 
and under statutes not expressly providing what 
shall constitute disqualification, a fence viewer who 
is related to one of the parties within the fourth 
degree, by consanguinity or affinity, is disqualified 
to act.18 But the parties may waive such disquali- 
fication,!® or the objection that the board of viewers 
is defectively constituted.2° It is essential to the 
qualification of fence viewers that they take an oath 
of office,?1 but this requirement may also be waived 
by failure to object at the time of the hearing;? 
it is not absolutely essential to the validity of their 


questions of fact for the determina- | execution of it, 


tion of the jury upon the considera- 
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until the very day 
on- which their notice bears date, 
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proceedings or actions based thereon.?? It is not 


necessary that there should be any record of their 
taking tle oath.’ | 

[§ 26] 2. Powers, Duties, and Jurisdiction. The 
duties and functions of fence viewers are judicial in 
their nature.2?> However, they do not constitute a 
court;°° and some courts deem their functions to be 
more analogous to those of appraisers and inspectors, 
and other boards of that character, than of judges 
or of courts.27 Their duties are sometimes viewed 
as analogous to those of arbitrators.28 The statutes 
of various jurisdictions confer on fence viewers part 
or all of the following powers relating to partition 
fences, in cases where the adjoining landowners do 
not agree *® and due notice of the proceedings is 
given ;°° to assign to adjoining owners their due por- 
tions of a fence for erection or maintenance;*! to 
pass on the necessity of a fence;*? to prescribe the 
time within which a fence shall be built ;3% to inspect 
an existing fence;** to pass on the sufficiency of a 
fence;*> to determine the need for repairs or re- 
building ;°* to determine the value of a fence built 
wholly by one adjoining landowner;*7 to fix the 
amount which shall be paid to the owner erecting 
or repairing the fence by the other owner ;?8 and to 
determine all controversies arising under the stat- 
utes relating to partition fences.°® The statutes of 
the different jurisdictions vary and some of the 
powers enumerated above, while given by the stat- 
utes of some states, are withheld by the statutes of 
other states.4#° The powers of viewers are limited 
strictly. to those given by statute, and when they 
exceed those limits their determinations are void.*4 
They have no power to require one owner to build 
a part of the portion of the fence assigned to the 
Richards, 34 Pa. Super. 624. See 


Miles v. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 322, 
81 NW 587 (viewing and determina- 


tion of all the evidence in the case.” 
Buckman v. Watts, 162 Ill. A. 167, 
169. 

9. Collins v. Wilber, 173 Ind. 361, 
89 NE 372. 

10. Collins v. Wilber, 173 Ind. 361, 
89 NE 372. 

11. See statutory provisions; and 
Bigelow v. Burnside, 269 Ill. 324, 109 
NE 1045. 

12, -Thompson ‘vy. Bulson,, 78 Il. 
277 Male. v. Andrews, 75 Jl; 252; 
Scott. v. Jackson, 93. Ill. A. 529. 

13. Bradford v. Hawkins, 96 Me. 
484, 52 A 1019 (holding that the 
office of fence viewer must either be 
filled by election at the annual town 
meeting, or by' appointment by the 
selectmen, the latter not being au- 
thorized to act as viewers under the 
Maine statute). 


14. Hollister Vv. Hollister, 35 
Conn. 241. 
[a] Acquiescence of owners pres- 


ent.—Where persons act as fence 
viewers without objection on the 
part of landowners who were pres- 
ent or represented at the hearing, a 
finding that they are fence viewers 
de facto at least is justified, although 
no evidence of their appointment is 
introduced. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 
524, 55 NE 384. See Malone v. 
Maulkner,) 1 U.sC. QQ: B. 116, -123 
(where the court said: ‘“‘We think 
the award of the fence viewers was 
binding under the _ statute; and 
though there was mo evidence of 
their regular appointment, it is suffi- 
cient that they were the officers de 
facto to whom both parties sub- 
mitted themselves for settling the 
dispute between them’’). 
15 Pick, 1238. 


15. Rowe v. Beale, i : 
16. Rowe v. Beale, 15 Pick. 123, 
125 (where it appeared that ‘they 


were chosen six months before, and 
had not taken the oath, or done any 
act to manifest their acceptance of 
the office or to qualify them for the 


and probably for this very service. 
Nor did the subject matter unequivo- 
cally indicate, that they were act- 
ing in that capacity’’). 

17. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. 

18. Conant v. Norris, 58 Me. 451 
(holding a brother-in-law of one of 
the parties disqualified); Sanborn v. 
Fellows, 22 N. H. 473 (reviewing the 
authorities and holding an uncle of 
one of the parties disqualified and 
the proceedings void). 

[a] Reason for the rule.—‘It is 
so obvious a principle of justice, 
that all persons who are to act as 
judges, should be impartial, without 
any interest of their own in the 
matter of controversy, and without 
any such connexion with the parties 
in interest, as would be likely, im- 
properly, to influence their judgment, 
that it is hardly possible to doubt 
that such impartiality was required 
by the Common Law.... The duties 
of fence-viewers, we think of a 
character chiefly judicial.’ Sanborn 
v. Fellows, 22 N. H. -473, 481. 


19: Robb v. Brachman, 38 Oh. St. 
423 (waiver by failure to object 
until after award). 

20. Kellogg v. Brown, 32 Conn. 
108 (single selectman acting as 
board). 

O11. Hartshorn. v._Schoff, 61 N: .H. 


316, 58 N. H. 197; Gliddenev. Towle, 
31 N. H. 147; Gallup v. Mulvah, 26 
N. H. 132; Hannigan v. McLeod, .48 
N. S. 340. ; 

2o8 Hartshorn vV.iesGhott,. bi IN Et. 
316, 58 N. H. 197; Glidden v. Towle, 
31 N. H. 147; Gallup v. Mulvah, 26 
N.. H. 232. 

23. Shriver v. Stevens, 20 Pa. 1388. 

24. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. 

25. Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 
576, 146 NW 34; McClay v. Clark, 42 
Minn. 363, 44 NW 255; Samborn v. 
Hellows,. 22° Ny HH. 4733" Turner’ v. 


tion of costs and fees a judicial act). 


26. Sanborn v. Fellows, 22 N. H. 
473; Turner yv. Richards, 34 Pa. 
Super. 624. * 

Rea Edgerton y. Moore, 28 Conn. 

28. Miller v. McKenzie, 14 Ont 
WR 542. 

29. See supra § 13; infra notes 
30-39. 

30. See infra §§ 27-30. 

31. See gupra § 13. 

32. O’Malley v. Meyer, 221 Mass. 
198, 108 NE 1066. 
wee Peschongs v. Mueller, 50 Iowa 

34. Johnson v. Frederick, 163 Ala. 


455, 50 S 910; Bigelow v. Burnside, 
269 Ill. 324, 109 NE 1045 [aff 193 Til. 
A. 302]. 

35. O’Malley v. Meyer, 221 Mass. 
198, 108 NE 1066. 


36. Bigelow v. Burnside, 269 Til. 
pe 109 SNE OAS. faith 19S eet. 
302]. 

37. Peschongs v. Mueller, 50 Iowa 
23. 

38. Johnson y. Frederick, 163 Ala. 


465, 50 S 910. 

39. Little v. Laubach, 183 Iowa 
1370, 168 NW 155; Pickerell v. Davis, 
164 Iowa 576, 146 NW 34. 

40. See statutory provisions. 


41. Ill—Campbell v. Feyerabend, 
53 Ill. A. 225. 

Iowa.—Farmer vy. Young, 86 Iowa 
382, 538 NW 279. 


Me.—Longley v. Hilton, 34 Me. 332. 
Mass.—Sears vy. Charlemont, 6 


Allen 487. 

Mich.—Scofield v. Haire, 122 Mich. 
265, 80 NW 1091. 

N. H.—Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. 
H. 458. 

Ne S——Titman v. Smith, 61 Neo. 
Gedo SS A 810. 

N. Y.—Clark v. Brown, 18 Wend. 
Qilise 283. y 

Pa.—Painter v. Reese, 2 Pa. 126. 
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other ;*” to apportion fences which are not for any 
reason subject to apportionment, and they cannot 
conclude the parties by determining a fence to be a 
partition fence when in fact it is not;#® to make an 
assignment when a previous assignment has been 
made,** or when an obligation to maintain has arisen 
through prescription * or by agreement.*® Neither 
have they power to determine “the existence of an 
agreement to maintain a fence or a portion thereof.47 
However, under some statutes they have power to 
determine disputes arising under an agreement.*® 
Under a power to assign portions of a hedge for 
maintenance they cannot require each party to trim 
his own side for the whole distance.*® And, under 
a power to direct the repair or rebuilding of a par- 
tition fence, they cannot determine an invasion of 
property rights, by the negligent maintenance of an 
untrimmed hedge which shades the adjoining 
owner.5° Where they have power to fix the value 
of a fence, they have no power to determine whether 
such fence has been paid for, in whole or in part, 
and have no cortrol over the sum to be paid.®t And 
where they have power to adjudicate an equal 
division, they cannot award damages or money val- 
ues to either owner in order to equalize the di- 
vision.“ They have no authority to settle the 
rights of title of-different claimants of land,®* nor 
to establish boundary lines;5* but they are some- 
times authorized by statute to designate the line 
upon which a partition fence is to be built, where 
the boundary line is in dispute or is unknown.®° 


R. I.—Howland v. Howland, 14 R. 
I. 560; Franklin v. Wells, 6 R. I. 


FENCES 


708, 74 NW 688, 40 LRA 626 (deci- 
sion under a defective statute reme- 


(§§ 26-27 


The powers of viewers in a particular controversy 
are limited by the complaint or application under 
which they proceed ** and by the purposes stated 
in the notice of the proceedings.®? Under some stat- 
utes, when a fence is situated on the line between 
two towns, the fence viewers of one have jurisdic- 
tion to hear a controversy in the other, where the 
party proceeded against resides.58 Where fence 
viewers perform their official acts within their ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction, it is immaterial] that the clerical 
or ministerial work is done elsewhere.®® A deter- 
mination by fence viewers must be made by them 
sitting in consultation as a board,®° at least as to 
those matters with respect to which there may be an 
exercise of judgment and a difference of opinion 
as to the propriety of the course of action about to 
be adopted.*+ Also, the statutes expressly or im- 
pliedly require their determination to be based on 
personal inspection,®? but the inspection need not be 
made by all the members at the same time.® It is 
generally held that the action of a majority of the 
fence viewers is valid ®* where all have been duly 
notified to act;®> but some courts hold that the 
whole number of fence viewers contemplated by 
statute must act in the absence of evidence of a 
refusal of one viewer to act or the consent of the 
parties to the remaining viewers proceeding in the 
absence of one.°® 

[§ 27] 3. Notice of Proceedings *’—a. Neces- 
sity. Persons whose rights will be affected by the 
proceedings of fence viewers must have notice of the 


322, 81 NW 587. 
[a] Application of rule.—The pro- 


422. 

“These officers are created by stat- 
ute, and are not invested by it with 
any general power. Their authority 
is given, and their duties are pre- 
scribed in the same provisions of 
the statutes which call for their ac- 
tion, and they possess no other. They 
can take nothing by implication.” 
Clark v. Brown, supra. 

[a] Im Indiana viewers may limit 
the kinds of femce to be erected to 
those varieties most commonly used 
in the township, under a_ statute 
describing several kinds of fences, 
either of which is declared lawful, 
but requiring viewers to adopt “the 
plans and materials for such fence 
as is most commonly used by farm- 
ers in the township.’’ Tomlinson v. 
Bainaka, 163 Ind. 112, 70 NE 155. 

42. Longley v. Hilton, 34 Me. 332. 

43. Farmer vy. Young, 86 Iowa 3882, 
53 NW 279; Anderson v. Cox, 54 
Iowa 578, 6 NW 895 (fence alongs 
public alley); Bills v. Belknap, 38 
Iowa 225; James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 
557; American Baptist Publication 
Soe. v. Wistar, 11 Phila. (Pa.) 212; 
Bechtel v. Neilson, 19 Wis. 49. 

44. Sears v. Charlemont, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 437; Alger v. Poole, 11 Cush. 
(Mass.) 450. 

45. See supra § 1. 

46. See supra § 1 

47. Bartlett v. State, 186 Ind. 16, 
114 NE 692. 

4s. Burgin v. Kortright, 4 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 414. 

[a] Im Iowa under the statutes 
the township trustees acting as fence 
viewers have power to determine 
whether the agreement has been per- 
formed, and, if it has not been, to 
direct the time and manner of its 
performance. Huber v. Wilkinson, 
46 Iowa 458. 

Proceedings by viewers as condi- 
tion precedent to action for contri- 
bution see supra § 21. 

49. Campbell v. Feyerabend, 53 


Tl. Al 6226; 
50. Kinney v. Kinney, 104 Iowa 


died by Code [1897] § 2355). 

51.. Butler v. Barlow, 2 Wis. 10. 
But for statutes giving power to fix 
sum to be paid see supra note 388. 


52. Pitman Ve Smith 61 ON. al... 
191, 38 A 810. 
5S, tate ver Ord, Ne i br eos: 


Shaw v. Gilfillan, 22 Vt. 565. 
54, Conn.—Talcott v. Stillman, 28 


Conn., 193. 
Iowa.—McAvoy v. Saunders, 161 
Iowa 651, 148 NW 548; Boyd v. 


Shoop, 107 Iowa 10, 77 NW 482; Pes- 
chongs v. Mueller, 50 Iowa 237. 

N. H.—Glidden vy. Towle, 31 N. H. 
147; Gallup v. Mulvah, 24 N. H. 204. 

Pa. —Trego v. Pierce, 119 Pa. 139, 
12 A 864. 

Vt.—Camp v. Camp,'59 Vt. 667, 10 
A 748; Shaw v. Gilfillan, 22 Vt. 565. 

N. B.—Doherty v. McDevitt, 31 N. 
B. 526. 

N. S.—Hunter v. Ronne, 2 N. S. 
Dec. 113. ‘ 

Ont.—Delamatter v. Brown, 13 Ont 
WR 862. 

“The township trustees, acting as 
felace’ viewers, are clothed with no 
authority to establish or adjudicate 
upon division lines.’’ Peschongs v. 
Mueller, 50 Iowa 237, 238 [quot Boyd 
v. Shoop, 107 Iowa 10, 77 NW 482]. 

55. O’Malley v. Meyer, 221 Mass. 
198, 108 NE 1066; Kennedy v. Owen, 
131 Mass. 431; Currier v. Esty, 116 
Mass: 577; ‘Corlisi v.. Little, 2s Neo: 
L. 229; Miller v. Barnett, 5 N. J. L. 


Bais. Stave WV. OrG,, 1 SNe Je cla sos: 
Doherty Ty. MCDevitt; — cd- = Ne sos 
526. 


Location of partition fences gen- 
erally see’ infra § 36. 

56. Sears v. Charlemont, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 487; Franklin v. Wells, 6 R. 
I, 422. See Hartshorn v. Schoff, 51 
N. H. 316 (holding that the appli- 
cation need not include an express 
prayer for a limitation of the time 
to repair). 

57. See infra § 28. 

Ae Jaques v. Benton, 63 N. H. 

59. Miles vy. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 


ceedings of township trustees who 
act as fence viewers are not invali- 
dated because after meeting prop- 
erly upon the land where the fence 
is located and determining upon 
their findings, they go to an attor- 
ney’s office outside the township to 
reduce their findings to writing for 
recording, the findings being duly re- 
corded in the proper township. Miles 
Nand HBO Ds 110 Iowa 322, 81 NW 

60. Tubbs vy. Ogden, 46 Iowa 134. 

61. Turner vy. Richards, 34 Pa. 


Super. 624. 

62. Edgertom v. Moore, 28 Conn. 
600; Tubbs v. Ogden, 46 Iowa 134; 
Clark v. Brown, 18 Wend. (N. Y.) 
Brachmann, 24 Oh. St. 


cae Robb y. 

Sheets expected they will go upon 
the premises where the fence is to 
be found; that the particular fence 
which is the subject of inquiry will 
be pointed out to them by the parties 
or by the party invoking their ac- 
tion; and they are to proceed, upon 
actual view and personal examina- 
tion, to determine the matters sub- 


mitted to them.” Robb v. Brachmaun, 
supra. 
[a] Inspection aided by wit- 


nesses.—‘They are authorized to act 
upon their own knowledge or view, 
and not otherwise; they may issue 
subpcenas, swear and examine wit- 
nesses for the purpose of enabling 
themselves to overcome any inabil- 
ity to acquire on view a _ perfect 
knowledge of the subject, upon 
which they are to act; but for no 
other purpose.’* Clark v. Brown, 18 
Wiend.-GN. Y.) 21357233: 
63. Tubbs v. Ogden, 46 Iowa 134. 
64. Hartshorn v. Schoff, 58 N. H. 
197; Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. Hy 147= 
Miller v. Sanborn, 54 Vt. 522. 
Whee Guyer vy. Stratton, 29 Conn. 
BP. Miller v. McKenzie, 14 OntWR 
67. 


mote to build or repair see 
infra § 3 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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time and place of such proceedings,®* and this is 
true, although notice is not expressly provided for 
by statute.°® But where the statute does not ex- 
pressly require notice of the meeting of viewers, it 
has been held that notice of the insufficiency of the 
fence is al] that is required.’° And so, where a 
statute expressly requires notice of a meeting to 
assign shares of a fence to be built, but omits any 
requirement of notice of a meeting to ascertain the 
value of the fence, the latter notice is considered 
unnecessary in some jurisdictions,” although re- 
quired in others.’? If a party appears without ob- 
jecting to want of notice he thereby waives it.78 
[§ 28] b. Form and Contents—(1) In General. 
The notice must be sufficiently definite to inform the 
party as to the time and place of meeting and the 
fences to be passed upon.’4 The notice should be 
unqualified and unconditional of a meeting on a 
certain day.”> However, proceedings of fence view- 
ers should not be measured with technical nicety as 
to matters of form, but should be treated with at 
least the indulgence extended to proceedings before 
justices of the peace.7® Although several matters 
are to be passed upon by fence viewers, one notice is 
sufficient,77 but it must embrace all the matters to 
be considered, or it will be insufficient as to those 
omitted.78 In other words the jurisdiction of the 
viewers in the particular controversy is limited to 
the purposes stated in the notice."® The fact that 


68. Iowa.—Pickerell v. Davis, 164 | ute 
Towa 576, 146 NW 34 (reviewing au- 
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which gives 
prescribes all the details of proceed- 
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the notice was prepared by the attorney of one of 
the parties is immaterial.®? 

[§ 29] (2) Necessity of Writing. Notice in 
writing not being prescribed, oral notice is suf- 
ficient ;5+ but a written notice must be given when 
it is prescribed by the statute.S? 

[§ 30] c¢. Service. Where the statute prescribes 
service of notice as a summons in a civil action, 
service in any other manner or by anyone but a 
sheriff or constable is insufficient.8? It is no objec- 
tion to the validity of the notice that it was served 
by one of the fence viewers who described himself 
as a deputy sheriff.8¢ A written notice of the meet- 
ing of viewers addressed to the party in default, and 
left at his residence with his wife, is duly served.®> 
A recital of notice in the return or certificate of 
fence viewers is prima facie evidence that such no- 
tice was given.®® Where due notice is required but 
no period is designated, -the time of notice must be 
‘‘reasonable,’’ and merely time enough to enable 
one to get to the meeting is not sufficient, although 
a short time would ordinarily suffice.8? The service 
of notice after viewers have met and made their 
finding and order cannot relate back to give them 
jurisdiction.®§ 

[§ 31] 4. Decision or Order—a. Form and Con- 
tents—(1) In General. It is sometimes required 
that the decision of fence viewers shall be reduced 
to writing and a copy given to each party,®® that it 


action, to be done at one time; and 
one notice, indicating the purpose, 


the mode and 


thorities and holding an appraise-|ing, does not provide for any such|so that it may be reasonably intel- 
ment without prior notice void for/| notice; to require it, would be a|ligible, is sufficient.” Lamb v. Hicks, 
want of jurisdiction); Tubbs v. Og-| species of judicial legislation. . ..|11 Mete. (Mass.) 496, 501. (3) 


den, 46 Iowa 134; Lookhart v. Wes- 
sels, 46 Iowa 81. 

Me.—Briggs v. Haynes, 68 Me. 
535. 

Mass.—Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 
524, 55 NE 384. 

Mich.—Scofield v. Haire, 122 Mich. 
265, 80 NW_ 1091. 

Minn.—McClay v. Clark, 42 Minn. 
368, 44 NW 255. 

N. H.—Davis v. Hazen, 61 N. H. 
383; Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. H. 


458. 
Nis 3.——State: vi) Mord; oN. 5.0 d- 
53 


Oh.—Gatchell v. West, 32 Oh. Cir. 
Cryst: : 
Pa.—Roberts v. Shipley, 2 Wkly 
NC 406. 

{al Notice to one of several own- 
ers in common is sufficient. Moore 
v. Given, 39 Oh. St. 661. | 

69. Ill.—Holliday v. Swailes, 2 Ill. 
515. ‘ 

Towa.—Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 
576, 146 NW 34. 

Me.—Harris v. Sturdivant, 29 Me. 


366. 


Mass.—Lamb v. Hicks, 11 Metc. 
496; Scott v. Dickinson, 14 Piek. 
276. 


Mich.—Gilson v. Munson, 114 Mich. 
671, 673, 72 NW 994. k 
Minn.—McClay v. Clark, 42 Minn. 
363, 44 NW 25d. 
pb. Ceanriver v. Stephens, 20 Pa. 
138; Scheidy v. Huey, 18 Pa. Dist. 
°6F. J.—Franklin v. Wells, 6 R. I. 
422, ; 
aaeoutts will assume that the legis- 
lature did not intend to deprive 
parties of their day in court where 
they might appear to protect their 
rights. The legislature undoubtedly 
understood that these officers would 
give necessary and reasonable no- 
tice of their meetings, and that it 
was unnecessary to provide for it in 
the act.” Gilson v.’ Munson, supra. 
70. Edgerton v. Moore, 28 Conn. 


5071. Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 Iowa 


aes Reason for rule.—‘‘The stat- 


To require what the statute does not 
require, would operate as a Snare on 
parties and on men unlearned in the 
law, who are appointed to adminis- 
ter it. Express motice in one section 
(1529) being required, and in the 
other (1530) omitted, we must pre- 
sume this was done by design. It 
is a proper case for the application 
of the maxim: ‘expressio unius est 
exclusio alterius.’” Talbot v. Black- 
lege, 22 Iowa 572, 578. 

72. McClay v. Clark, 42 Minn. 363, 
365, 44 NW 255 (‘The duties of the 
supervisors, when acting as fence 
viewers, are judicial in their nature, 
and notice is necessary to give them 
jurisdiction to make an appointment 
of a partition. fence, and also to 
make an appraisal of the value of 
the same or the repairs thereof, and 
without such notice the proceedings 
are void, unless the parties volun- 
tarily appear’’). 

73. Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 Iowa 
572; Willoughby v. Carleton, 9 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 136; Shriver v. Stephens, 20 
Pa. -138. 

74, Bruner v. Palmer, i108 Ind. 
397, 9 NE 354; Emery v. Maguire, 87 
Me. 116, 32 A 781. 

75. EXmery v. Maguire, 87 Me. 116, 
32 A 781. : 

[a] Tiustration.— A notice to 
meet on a certain day “unless very 
stormy, and if very stormy on the 
next pleasant day following except 
Sunday,” was held void for uncer- 
tainty. Emery v. Maguire, 87 Me. 
116, 32 A 781, 

76. Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 Iowa 

164 Iowa 


572. 

77. Pickerell v. Davis, \ 

576, 146 NW 34; Lamb v. Hicks, 11 
Mete. (Mass.) 496; Gatchell v. West, 
327 Ohe Cir, Ct. 537: 

[a] One meeting or proceeding.— 
(1) As the statutes contemplate a 
continuous proceeding, the giving of 
the notice required by statute is 
sufficient for all purposes of the 
case. Gatchell v. West, 32 Oh... Cir: 
Ct. 537. (2) “The judging of the 
sufficiency of the fence, and ascer- 
taining the value, are all one trans- 


“The powers given to the trustees 
embrace essentially distinct actions 
which may be taken at different 
times, and for different purposes, 
looking to different objects. . Where 
these matters cain all be accomplished 
at one time and place of meeting, 
they may all be included in one no- 
tice.” Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 
576, 584, 146 NW 34. 

aS Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. H. 

79. Hale v. Andrews, 75 Ill. 252; 
Biederbeck v. Tucker, 205 Ill. A, 145; 
Scott -v. Jackson, 93 Ill. A. (529; 
Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 576, 146 
NW 34. 

80. Day v. Dolan, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. , 

81. Gantz v. Clark, 31 Iowa 254; 
Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 Iowa 572. 

82. Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 107 Me. 
170, 77 A 711; Briggs v. Haynes, 68 
Me. 535; Abbott v. Wood, 22 Me. 541; 
Hewitt v. Watkins, 11 Barb. (N. Y.) 
409; Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757 (notice in form of 
summons). 

83. Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757. 

84. Day v. Dolam, 174 Mass. 524, 
55 NE 384. 

85. Brown v. Petrie, 86 Iowa 581, 
53 NW 321. 

g6. Achorn v. Andrews, (Me.) 12 
A 793; Leonard v. Lyon, 210 Mass. 
248, 96 NE 670; Day v. Dolan, 174 
Mass. 524, 55 NE 384; Lamb v. 
Hicks, 11 Metc. (Mass.) 496. 

87. Tubbs v. Ogden, 46 Iowa 134. 

88. Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 
576, 146 NW 384 (notice served by 
publication after assessment by 
viewers). 

89. Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 107 Me. 
170, 77 A 711; Briggs v. Haynes, 68 
Me. 535; Hewitt v. Watkins, 11 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 409. 

[a] Copy delivered by attorney.— 
A copy of the adjudication and ap- 
praisal made by the opposing attor- 
ney and delivered to the delinquent 
is insufficient since the attorney had 
no authority to make and certify a 
copy. Briggs v. Haynes, 68 Me. 535, 
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shall be sworn to °° and recorded.®! It is not neces- 
sary that the report should be prepared and filed at 
the time of the view.°? Since the object of record- 
ing is to give notice of the action of the viewers, 
if the party has actual notice of their determina- 
tion recording is unnecessary.°? Some courts hold 
that, where the decision is recorded it becomes bind- 
ing upon the parties, without delivery of copies 
thereof to them;%* but other courts hold that record- 
ing is not equivalent to delivery of a copy.®> The 
courts are inclined ‘to construe the provisions con- 
cerning the form and contents of the award as 
merely directory rather than mandatory,°* and tech- 
nical objections to the form of an award are not 
favored.®”? An order is not vitiated because of mere 
surplusage in its contents;°* and it has been held 
that omissions in an award may be supplied by oral 
testimony.°? The report need not be signed by all 
the viewers at one time,! and even the fact that it is 
not signed has been held not to invalidate it.2, Under 
some statutes an award is void which does not de- 
clare the fence built by the complaining party to be 
sufficient ;? but under other statutes the rule is oth- 
erwise where the fence has never been divided and 
the proportion which each partv should maintain is in 
dispute.t When the dispute is as to the value of 
the fence and the proportion thereof which one party 
should pay to the other, the award should specify 
such sum,° or, at least, data from which the sum is 
ascertainable.6 An award is not void for failing to 
specify whether the value fixed is the actual or 
double value, if it appears from the whole award 


FENCES 


“wise be ambiguous.?® 


[§§ 31-33 


which is meant.’? But an award is void which, under 
a statute requiring an assessment of the ‘‘expense’’” 
of building a fence, finds its value.® 

[§ 32] (2) Order or Notice to Build or Repair.° 
An order or notice to build or repair a partition 
fence should fix the time for compliance?! definite- 
ly.14 But it has been held that omission to desig- 
nate the time for comphanee is not a fatal objection, 
a reasonable time being implied.1? The mailing of 
notice which is not received until after the time 
fixed therein for repair or rebuilding is insuf- 
ficient, where no evasion or attempt to prevent re- 
ceipt of the notice is shown.4% <A notice to repair 
need not specify the particulars in which the fence 
is deficient ;1* but it should specify the portion of the 
fence to be repaired, where the notice would other- 
An order requiring a delin- 
quent owner to repair his part of a division fence 
is not void because it makes no reference to the 
condition of the other part, for which the adjoining 
owner is responsible.1® Reasonable certainty is all 
that is required in the description of a fence in such 
notice.” In some jurisdictions, where a written 
notice requiring the building of a fence has been 
served upon a delinquent, parol evidence of its con- 
tents cannot be given without notice to him to pro- 
duce it;8 but in other jurisdictions the contrary rule 
prevails.?® 

[§ 33] b. Conclusiveness. The decision of fence 
viewers upon questions within their jurisdiction is 
conclusive,?° unless impeached for fraud or mis- 


90. Perkins v. Boody, 62 N. H.| essential to the validity of their re-| 560. 
452. port, and it has, therefore, been held 11. James v. Tibbetts, 60 Me. 557. 
[a] The oath may be waived.—| that where the duty has been sub- 12. Vincent v. Ackermam, 155 
Perkins v. Boody, 62 N. H. 452;| stantially performed their certificate | Mich. 614, 119 NW 1085; Lawrence 
Hartshorn vy. Schoff, 51 N. H. 316,| should have all the force intended|v. Jenkins, L. R. 8 Q. B. 275. 
58.N. 7H. 1972 by the statute.” Turmer v. Richards, 13. Goodwin v. Hodgkins, 107 Me. 
91. Ellis v. Ellis, 39 Me. 526;| 34 Pa. Super. 624, 627. 170, 77 A 711 (notice by régistered 
Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. H. 147. 98. Gallup v. Mulvah, 26 N. H.| mail received by delinquent’s wife 
{a] Filing and indexing the/| 132. : and not forwarded). ; 
original decision with the township 99. Shriver v. Stephens, 20 Pa. 14. Fox v. Beebe, 24 Conn. 271. 
clerk is a sufficient record. Vincent 8. iS. Rowe- v. | Beale, 15 | (Pick; 
v. Ackerman, 155 Mich. 614, 119 NW 1. Turner v. Richards, 34 Pa.| (Mass.) 123, 126 (“The notice there- 
1085. ‘ ‘ Super. 624. { fore leaves it entirely uncertain, 
{b] The Indiana statute, requir- [a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The sign-| whether the fence referred to lay 


ing that the statement which the 
township trustee gives to the con- 
tractor on the completion of the 
fence shall be recorded in the me- 
chanic’s lien record of the county is 
not ineffective for the reason that 
there is no such record as the me- 
chanic’s lien record, but there is a 
compliance with the statute where 
the statement is filed in the record 
in which mechanics’ liens are re- 
quired to be recorded. ‘Tomlinson 
v. Bainaka, #63 Ind. 112, 70 NE 155. 

92. Turner v. Richards, 34 Pa. 
Super. 624, 629 (where the court 
said concerning a report filed twelve 
days after the view: “Even if the 
act had fixed a time within which 
the report must be filed, a report 
filed at a later date would not have 
been invalid in the absence of nega- 
tive words in the statute”). 

93. Gantz v. Clark, 31 Iowa 254; 
Vihecent v. Ackerman, 155 Mich. 614, 
119 NW 1085. i 

94, Gallup v. Mulvah, 26 N. H. 
132 (holding the provision requiring 
delivery of copies merely directory 
to the viewers). And see Talbot v. 
Blacklege, 22 Iowa 572 (recording 
coupled with verbal notice). 

95. Briggs v. Haynes, 68 Me. 535. 

96. Vincent v. Ackerman, 155 
Mich. 614, 119 NW 1085; Gallup v. 
Mulvah, 26 N. H. 132; Roberts v. 
Sarchet, 14 Pa. Co. 372 (specification 
of value of fence). 

97. Bruner v. Palmer, 108 Ind. 
397, 9 NE 354. ; 

{al “No particular form is made 


ing of the report by the viewers was 
a ministerial act and if the report 
correctly set forth the result of 
their deliberation it is not invalid 
because the auditors were not all to- 
gether when they attached their sig- 
natures.’”’ Turner v. Richards, 34 Pa. 
Super. 624, 629: 

Necessity of viewers acting 
board generally see supra § 26. 

2. Bruner v. Palmer, 108 Ind. 397; 
9 NE 354. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The stat- 
ute does not, in terms, require that 
the assessment should be signed, and 
considering that the proceeding was 
manifestly intended to be applied by 
plain men, without professional aid, 
technical objections are not to be 
favored. The statute was satisfied 
by proof that the paper in question 
contained the actual assessment 
made by the appraisers. Bruner v. 
Palmer, 108 Ind. 397, 401, 9 NE 354. 


as 


” 


3. Emery v. McGuire, 87 Me. 116, 
So MAAS 1: 

4, Leonard v. Lyon, 210 Mass. 248, 
96 NE 670... 

5. Hewitt v. Watkins, 11 Barb. 
(No Y.).-409. 
as Roberts v. Sarchet, 14 Pa. Co. 

7 Guyer v. Stratton, 29 Conn. 421. 

8. Voelz v. Breitenfield, 68 Wis. 
491, 32 NW 757. 

9. Wotice of proceedings generally 


see supra §§ 27-30. 


10. Guyer v. Stratton, 29 Conn. 
421; Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. H. 
458; Howland v.. Howland, 14 R. I. 


within the one or the other of these 
towns; and yet as to one, it would 
be wholly inoperative and void. It 
did not give the defendant notice, 
that the portion of his fence, ad- 
judged deficient, was that portion of 
it which lay within the town of 
Milton, and therefore it was not 
such as to bring him within the pro- 
visions of the statute, and render 
him liable’’). 


16. Rainsberger vy. Leverton, 155 
Iowa 92, 185 NW 56. 
fone Guyer v. Stratton, 29 Conn. 
18. Abbott v. Wood, 22 Me. 541. 
19. Willoughby v. Carleton, 9 
Johns. (N. Y.) 136 (“The admission 


of parol proof of the written notice 
to defendant to repair was also cor- 
rect though no notice had been given 
to prdduce the writing’’), 

20. Conn.—Wright v. Wright, 21 
Conn. 329. See Edgerton v. Moore, 
28 Conn. 600, 604 (award ‘‘conclusive 
only as to the insufficiency of the 
fence when first examined, and the 
sufficiency and value of the repairs 
actually made’). 

Iowa.—Pickerell v. Davis, 164 Iowa 
576, 146 NW 34; McKeever v. Jenks, 
59 Towa 300, 183 NW 295; Bills v. 
Belknap, 38 Iowa 225. 

Mich.—Gilson v. Munson, 114 Mich. 
671, 72 NW 994. 
ay H.—Fairbanks v. Childs, 44 N. 


~ 458, 
an Y.—Clark v. Brown, 18 Wend. 


Wis.—Butler v. Barlow, 2 Wis. 10 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a 


§§ 33-36] 


take *4 or set aside on appeal.22 Thus the deter- 
mination of the viewers as to the amount of fence 
to be built and maintained,”® or as to the sufficiency 
of a fence already built,24 is conclusive. And a 
decision against the establishment of a fence on the 
ground that the land is uninclosed is binding upon 
the parties until it is otherwise determined on a new 
application.?® Where one party is bound by a cove- 
nant in a deed to maintain the whole of a fence, an 
apportionment by viewers does not conclude the 
other party °° who will not be estopped from assert- 
ing such obligation, although he assented to the 
apportionment.?7 It has been decided that the 
award of fence viewers is only prima facie evidence 
as to the amount of contribution to be made by one 
adjoining owner to another who has erected the 
whole fence.?8 

[§ 34] c. Appeal. The right to appeal from the 
decision of fence viewers is sometimes expressly 
provided by statute.2® Under a statute authorizing 
appeals in ‘‘qui tam and other actions for for- 
feitures and penalties,’’ appeal lies from the action 
of justices of the peace acting as fence viewers ;*° 
and where a statute provides for the entry of judg- 
ment by a justice of the peace ex parte on a fence 
viewers’ award if it is not paid within a certain 
time, an appeal lies from such judgment as from 
other judgments of such courts, the proceedings be- 
ing an ‘‘action’’ within the code and a judicial 
rather than a ministerial act.3t. Whether a land- 
owner was assessed by fence viewers with the cost 
of a more expensive fence than the law required 
must be decided on appeal and not on certiorari 
to review their proceedings.°? The appeal must be 
taken within the time prescribed by statute.38 
Where a bond is required it must be duly furnished 


(conclusive upon the parties and|be set aside. 


sion, repair, and erection, but no 22. 


further). 235" Grey Vv. 


Q@. B. 583, 535; Short v. Parmer, 24 | 529. 


FENCES 


Robertson v. Bell, 36 39. 
526 


their successors, in respect to divi-| Kan. 748, 14 P 160. " 
Right to appeal see infra § 34. 40. : 
Edrington, 29 Kan.| 322, 81 NW 587. 


Ont.—Matter of Cameron, 25 U. C.| 209; Peo. v. Dewey, 1 Hun (N. Y.) 41. 
24. Baker v. Lakeman, 12 Metc. 42. 
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or the appeal will be dismissed.*4 An appeal will 

not be dismissed because witness fees were paid by | 
the party appealing.*® Where there is a trial de 

novo on appeal, it is not error for the court in its 

instructions to the jury to recite the proceedings 

before the fence viewers, provided it does not refer 

to the findings of the viewers otherwise than by an 

instruction that the findings are not to be consid- 

ered as evidence by the jury.*¢ 

[§ 35] 5. Fees and Costs. The amount of the 
fees of fence viewers, liability therefor, and collee- 
tion thereof, are matters regulated by statute.37 De 
facto fence viewers cannot recover fees.88 Where 
fence viewers act upon a fair and reasonable view 
they may recover their statutory fees, although the 
line on which they direct the fence to be built is not 
the true line.*® Fence viewers have no right to in- 
clude the fees of the township clerk in their assess- 
ment.4? Where the costs are fixed by statute, and 
the viewers have no discretion with reference there- 
to, the imposition of costs on defendant cannot affect 
the validity of the report.4! Where the plaintiff, 
on appeal from the order of viewers, is successful in 
having the order set aside and in having an addi- 
tional portion of the fence assigned to defendant, 
half of the costs before the viewers and all of the 
costs on appeal should be taxed against defend- 
ant.4? 

[§ 36] E. Location.4? The statutes providing 
for and relating to partition fences contemplate 
fences on the boundary line between the lands of 
adjoining owners.** To constitute a partition fence 
it is not necessary that it is located precisely on the 
true line;*> but substantial compliance with the rule 
that a partition fence must be located on the line 
between adjoining landowners is necessary in the 


Doherty v. McDevitt, 31 N. B. 


Miles v. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 


Turner v. Richards, 34 Pa. 
Super. 624. 
Smith v. Ellyson, 137 Iowa 


UC Ow. 63s. : 

“The whole frame of this act con- 
vinees us that the legislature in- 
tended to provide for the summary 
and final determination of the mat- 
ters comprised within its scope, and 
erected a jurisdiction whose award 
and determination’ made within and 
pursuant to the provisions thereof 
was intended to be conclusive... . 
Their award is, as the act generally 
expresses it, their determination on 
the subject matter, and has its effect 
as a determination by the words of 
the act, making it binding on the 
parties (sec. 9), or by being declared 
final.” Matter of Cameron, supra. 

[a] Collateral attack.—“As de- 
fendant did not appeal from the or- 
der of the trustees as he might have 
done, he can not raise atay question 
on this appeal, save the jurisdiction 
of the trustees to make the order. 
No matter how erroneous the order 
may have been, it can not be ques- 
tioned in this appeal, save as it ap- 
pears that the trustees were with- 
out any authority to act or so far 
exceeded their authority as to make 
their action void.” Rainsberger v. 
Leverton, 155 Iowa 92, 96, 135 NW 


56. 

21. Oxborough ov. Boesser, 30 
Minn. 1, 13 NW 906; Robb v. Barch- 
mann, 24 Oh. St. 3. ; 

[a] Fraud in procuring redivi- 
sion.—Where an agreement exists 
between adjoining owners to main- 
tain equal shares of a _ partition 
fence, the attempt of one owner to 
require his adjoining owner to main- 
tain an additional portion of the 
fence, by procuring an award of 
fence viewers, is fraudulent and will 


(Mass.) 195. 

25. Miller v. Sanborn, 54 Vt. 522. 

26. Dey v. Prentice, 90 Hun 27, 
35 NYS 5638. 

O77. Deyn Varserentice, 990) Eun = 27, 
35 NYS 563. 

28. Snyder v. Bell, 32 Kan. 230, 
4 bs 71; Grey v. Edrington, 29 Kal. 
208. 

29. See statutory provisions; and 
In re McDonald, 30 U. C. Q. B. 4382 
(right of appeal to county judge 
under the Consolidated Statutes as 
well as under the amended act). 

30. Holliday v. Swailes, 2 Ill. 515. 

31. Lightfoot v. Grove, 5 Heisk. 
(Tenn.) 4738. 

32. Miles v. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 
$22, 81 NW 587. 

33. Miles v. Tomlinson, 110 Iowa 
322, 81 NW 587. 

84. Hahn v. Lumpa, 131 Iowa 722, 

0 


35. Smith v. Ellyson, 1387 Iowa 
391, 394, 115 NW 40 (“The money 
was due the witnesses as they were 
subpcenaed by plaintiff, and in pay- 
ing them plaintiff did not submit to 
the final order. She was merely pay- 
ing her debt’’). 

36. Smith v. Ellyson, 137 Iowa 
391, 115 NW 40. a 

87. See statutory provisions; and 
Biederbeck v. Tucker, 205 Ill. A. 145; 
Oxborough v. Boesser, 30 Minn. 1, 
13 NW 906; Roundy v. Smith, 68 N. 
H. 69, 34 A 677; Chase v. Jefts, 58 N. 
H. 43: Whittier v. Johnson, 38 N. H. 
160; Glidden v. Towle, 31 N. H. 147; 
Gallup v. Mulvah, 26 N. H. 132; Irish 
v. Blackmer, 56 Vt. 670. 

38. Hannigan v. McLeod, 48 N. 8. 


340. 


391, 115 NW 40. 

43. Location as affecting owner- 
ship see infra Me 

44. Cal.—aIngwerson v. Barry, 118 
Cal. 342, 50 P 536; Western Granite, 
ete., Co. v. Knickerbocker, 103 Cal. 
Da Biel > EOD 

eet es v. Messer, 136° Tl]. A. 
488. 
Iowa.—Foster v. Bussey, 132 Iowa 
640, 109 NW 1105; Hewit v. Jewell, 
59 Iowa 37, 12 NW 788. 

Kan.—Triplett v. Jackson, 5 Kan, 
PNG SIR uae: MAIS BARS 

. Mass.——Kennedy v. Owen, 131 
Mass. 431. 

Mich. ~Rose v. Linderman, 147 
Mich. 372, 110 NW 9389, 11 AnnCags 


198. 
Pa.—Kelly v. Donnelly, 19 Pa. 
Super. 456. 


Ont.—Cook v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 
Dispute as to boundary line as: 
Authorizing viewers to designate line 

for fencing purposes see supra 
§ 26. 
Defense to action for contribution 
see supra § 16. ; 
Justification for removal see infra 
Soo. 


Fence as boundary see Boundaries 
§§ 1938, 199. 

45. Cal.—Columbet v. Pacheco, 48 
Calesgoy 

Iowa.—Card v. Dale, 67 Iowa 552, 
25 NW 774; Talbot v. Blacklege, 22 
Towa 572. 

Minn.—Oxborough v. Boesser, 30 
Minn. 1, 13 NW 906. 

N. Y.—Rowland v. Baird, 18 Abb 
NCas 256. 

Oh.—Robb v. Brachmainn, 24 Oh. 
te 3s 
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absence of an express or implied agreement to locate 
Thus fences logated several feet 
from the line have been held not to be partition 
fences.47 A fence built by a person on his own land 
and claimed by him and his grantors as theirs ex- 
clusively is not a division or partition fence recog- 
Where landowners expressly 
agree as to the location of a partition fence,*® or 
acquiesce in its location for a long period,°° or treat 
a fence as being on the line,®! the fact that it is not 
Tf objection to the loca- 
tion of a partition fence is not duly taken in pro- 
ceedings before fence viewers it is waived.*? 
a partition fence which was not upon the true line 


it elsewhere.*é 


nized by statute.*§ 


on the line is immaterial. 


Pa.—Trego v. Pierce, 119 Pa. 139, 
12 A 864; Stephens v. Shriver, 25 Pa. 
78 


;Tenn.—Clowers v. Sawyers, 1 Head 
156. 


46. Ala.—Wheeler v. State, 199 
Ala. 56, 19° S'993. 

Conn.—Talcott v.. Stillman, 28 
Conn. 193. 

Ky.—Sturgill v. Sturgill, 180 Ky. 
170, 202 SW 3:11. 

Mass.— Kennedy v. Owen, 131 


Mass. 431. 

Mo.—Sims v. Field, 74 Mo. 139. 

Nebr.—Burr v. Hamer, 12 Nebr. 
483, 11 NW 741. 

N. C.—Whitfielad vy. Bodenhammer, 
61 N. C. 362 

R. I—Howland v. Howland, 14 R. 
TI. 560. 

[a] Reason for allowing substan- 
tial compliance.—Where a fence was 
rebuilt slightly out of the old line, 
jm, order to straighten and correct 
it, it was said: “These objections are 
quite too technical for the adminis- 
tration of a neighborhood law like 
this, which was -designed for the 
purpose of reasonable and practical 
justice'and to compel one neighbor 
to do justice to another.’ Scott v. 
Jackson, 98 Ill. 529, 5385 [quot Ket- 
chum v. Stolp, 15 Tl. 341]. 

47. Colo.—Maudlin vy. Hanscombe, 
12 Colo. 204, 20 P 619 (ten feet). 

Ind.— Byers Vv... Davis, 3) Inds A. 
387, 29 NE 798 (from five feet to an 
eighth of a mile). 

Kan.—Conklin v. Dust, 3 Kan. A. 
211, 43 P 431 (four feet). 

Mo.—Jeffries  v. Burgin, 57 Mo. 
327 (two or three feet); Frederick 
v. ha ee 124 Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 
619. 

Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191 
(a few feet). 


48. Huntley v. Osborn, (Mo. A.) 
198 SW 1115. 
49. Ky.—Grief v. Kahn, 87 Ky. 


LTOMESW 159; 10 Kys87. 

Minn. —Oxborough v. Boesser, 30 
Minn. 1, 13 NW 906. 

Mont.—Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 
253, 74. P 452. 

Nebr.—Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 
59, 130 NW 986, AnnCas1912C 468. 

Tenm.—Stalleup Vv. Bradly, 3 
Coldw. 406 (agreement adopting one 
half of fence on either side of lane 
as partition fence). 

50. Columbet v. Pacheco, 48 Cal. 
S9De) Grief. ve. Kahn, 2 87 weyt UT 7 
SW 159, 10 KyL 87; Robb v. Brach- 
mann, 24 Oh. St. 3. 

51. Garrett v. Sewell, 95 Ala. 456, 
10 S 226; Henry v. Jones, 28 Ala. 385; 
Moore v. White, 45 Mo. 206; Robb v. 
Brachmann, 24 Oh. St. 3. 

[a] Question for jury.—Whether 
a fence is treated by adjacent land- 
owners as a division fence is a ques- 


tion of fact for the jury. McNally 
v. O’Brien, 88 Ill. 237. 
52. Piper v. Piper, 60 N. H. 98 


(fence built around ledge instead of 
across, to avoid expense). 

53" Scott, vo. Jackson, 93) IlljcA. 
529. 

54, Slaughter v. Cullup, 22 Tex. 
Civ. A. 578, 55 SW 182. 
55. Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. (Mass.) 


FENCES 


Where 


neighbor for the 


180; Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 253, 
74 P 452; Morton v. Reynolds, 45 N. 
J. L. 326, 46 AmR 776. See Cook 
v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403 (referring to 
the inconvenience and practical im- 
possibility of making the fence co- 
incide with the mathematical line). 

56. Mass.—Holbrook v. McBride, 
4 Gray 215; Newell v. Hill, 2 Metec. 
180. See Kennedy v. Owen, 131 Mass. 
431 (holding that, where no part of 
the fence was built upon the line, 
except at one point where it crossed 
the line, some of it being entirely on 
one side of the line and some 
on the other, the statute implying 
that the fence must be built on the 
line was not complied with). 

Mich.—Rose v. Linderman, 147 
Mich. 372, 375, /110°INW 939; 2h Ann 
Cassy 19s -feit: Cycl: 
ERO een eae v. Lancy, 48 Mo. 

Mont.—Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 
25385 74 Pir4o2. 

N. J.—Morton v. Reynolds, 45 N. 
Jaki, 32650 46. AmR.. 776. 

N. Y.— Higgins v. Kingsley, 82 
Hun 150, 152, 31 NYS 100 faff 155 
ING pes 634, 49 NE 1098]: Warren v. 
Sabin, 1 Lans. 79; Carpenter v. Hal- 
sey, 60 Barb. 45. 

9. Pai. 


Pa.-—Kelly v. 
Super. 456. 

Ont.—Cook v. Tate, 26 Ont. 403. 

“There is no doubt of the rule 
that a division fence should be made 
equally upon the lands of each.” 
Higgins v. Kingsley, supra. 

“An occupant has a right to place 
his fence exactly on his boundary, 
in anticipation of its becoming a 
division fence; and consequently as 
much on his neighbor’s land as on 
his own.” Dysart v. Leeds, 2 Pa. 
488, 489. 

“Tt has become a part of the com- 
mon law of the state that adjoining 
owners of farms may erect such 
fences as division fences, occupying 
the necessary quantity of land upon 
each side of the mathematical line.” 
Ferris v. Van Buskirk, 18 Barb. (N. 
Y,«)! 18'9 7% <4.005 

[a] Reasons for rule—(1) ‘As 
every species of fence must take 
some land, and cannot stamd on a 
mathematical line, and as there is 
no reason why it should stand more 
on the land of oné than the other, it 
follows aS a necessary consequence 
that it is to stand equally on the 
land of both, or one-half on each. 
It is one of the cases where equality 
is equity. It is the common case, 
where a burden is to be borne, a 
duty to be performed, or an expense 
ineurred by two or more persons, 
and no law imposes a larger pro- 
portion on one than the other, it is 
to be borne equally.” Newell-v. Hill, 
2 Metec. (Mass.) 180, 183 [quot Hoar 
v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 253, 261, 74 
P 452]. (2) “Adjoining proprietors 
are under equal obligations, express- 
ly imposed upon them by law, to 
keep up and maintain suitable parti- 
tion fences between their respective 
estates; and they are to bear in 
equal proportions the expenses nec- 
essarily incurred in performance of 


Donnelly, 
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is rebuilt, it may be correctly located.5* As the line 
between adjacent landowners is imaginary, existing 
only in theory,®* and as every species of fence must 
take some land and cannot stand on a mathematical 
- line,®> a reasonable amount of land may be used for 
the erection of a partition fence, one half of such 
fence being placed on the land of each of the 
adjacent owners.*® 
usually known as Virginia or worm fences, may be 
built with one half resting upon the land of each 
adjoining owner,>? unless they infringe the rights of 
the parties under licenses or agreements.*® 
cupation by a landowner of the requisite land of his 


Thus crooked or zigzag fences, 


The oe- 


erection of a partition fence is not 


the duty required. And from this 
mutual obligation and responsibility 
is deduced the legal authority and 
right of each of the parties to oc- 
cupy, for the purpose of building 
and maintaining a fence, the land 
of the other, to the extent of one 
half the width of the necessary 
structure.” Holbrook vy. McBride, 4 
(Mass.) 215, 219. 

Test of reasonable amount of 
land.—(1) “It must be a reasonable 
quantity; and that is to be deter- 
mined by a just regard to the proper 
accomplishment of the purpose 
which both parties have in view, and 
in which they have a common inter- 
est. It is such a fence as will pre- 
vent the cattle of one party from 
escaping into the land of the other. 
In determining what is reasonable, 
regard would be had to the nature 
and character of the land to be di- 
vided. Further; in considering 
what is reasonable, great regard 
should be had to the usage and prac- 
tice of men of ordinary skill and 
judgment in the building of fences 
in their own lands on similar kinds 
of soil, and for like purposes.’ New- 
ell v. Hill, 2 Mete. (Mass.) 180, 
183 [appr Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 Mont. 
253, 74 P 452] (per Shaw, C. J.). (2) 
“What is a reasonable amount of 
space for that purpose is to be deter- 
mined by the situation of the land 
and the use to which it is devoted, 
and perhaps, to some extent, by the 
usage and custom of locality. New- 
ell: v. .Hill,.-2. Mete. (Mass!) (180. 
Usage and custom, however, cannot 
control the requirements of the li- 
cense.”’ Morton v. Reynolds, 45 N. 
J. Li. 326, 327, 46 AmR 776. 

[c] Application of rule—The rule 
has been applied to the construction 
of a ditch, which must be dug equally 
on each side of the line. Warner v. 
Southworth, 6 Conn. 471; Newell v. 
Hill, 2 Mete. (Mass.) 180. 

-[d] The burden is on an adjoin- 
ing owner to show that a division 
fence built partly on his land by his 
neighbor is unreasomable for the pur- 
pose intended. Hoar v. Hennessy, 29 
Mont. 253, 74 RP 452. 

57. Holbrook v. McBride, 4 Gray 
(Mass.) 215 (approximately one half 
resting on the land of each owner, 
adopting the center of the rails as 
the dividing line); Rose v. Linder- 
man, 147 Mich. 372, 110 NW 939, 11 
AnnCas 198; Pettigrew v. Laincy, 48 


Mo. 380; Carpenter v. Halsey, 60 
Barb. (N. Y.) 45; Ferris v. Van Bus- 
kirk, 18 Barb. (N._Y.)-3073 


58. Morton v. Reynolds, 45 N. J. 


es 326, -46 AMR 7768 Herrick Vv. 
Stover, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 580. 
[a] Thus (1) a license to build 


a fence upon a division line does not 
authorize the erection of a worm or 
zigzag fence crossing the line from 
side to side. Morton y. Reynolds, 45 
N. J. L. 326, 46 AmR 776. (2) Where 
a party obtains a right to a private 
road two rods wide, the owner of 
the land through which it passes 
cannot build .Virginia fences with 
their center lines on the sides of the 
road, and the angles ‘projecting into 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


a _— 


§§ 36-38] 


adverse but permissive.*® If more than half of such 
a fence is built upon the land of one of the adjacent 
owners, without his consent, he is entitled to relief.®° 
The rule which permits partition fences to be placed 
equally on the land of each adjoining owner does not 
apply to fences meeting on the front of adjoining 
premises. Such fences are required to terminate at 
the division line.*t Since fences must be located 
along the surface of the ground, whether even or 
uneven, an order to build a certain number of rods 
of partition fence is complied’ with by measurement 
along the undulating surface, instead of on the level, 
as in surveying.°? The existence of water courses 
sometimes makes the erection of a partition fence 
on the boundary between adjoining owners impos- 
sible or so expensive as to be practically impos- 
sible.6* Where such case is not provided for by 
statute it must be governed by principles of reason 
and justice.** Some statutes authorize fence viewers 
in such a case to direct the location of a suitable 
fence elsewhere than on the true line.** In com- 
plying with an order of viewers, an owner may 
extend a partition fence to the terminus of the 
adjoining owner’s, although the fence must be lo- 
cated across a stream, and the water is thereby ob- 
structed to some extent.°® The statutory duty of 
trustees, in certain cases, to construct partition 
fences, does not require them to erect a floodgate 
across a creek, over which the line of fence is lo- 


IV. REMOVAL, DESTRUCTION, AND 


[§ 38] A. Civil Liability—1. In General. A 
person who commits a trespass by removing or de- 
stroying a fence becomes liable to an action for dam- 


it. sae v. Stover, 5 Wend. (N. 70. 


Waand, 


FENCES 


Seymour v. Watson, 5 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 555, 86 AmD 556; Emrich v. 
55 Miss. 
Adams, 52 Wis. 554, 9 NW 17 

Title of purchaser of land.— 


[25C.J.j 1033 


cated.§? 

_[§ 37] F. Ownership.*® A fence which is en- 
tirely on the land of one person and which is not a 
partition fence by virtue of agreement, prescription, 
or statute belongs to the owner of the land on which 
it rests.°° This is true even where the fence was 
erected by another person,’® unless the latter acted 
in good faith under a misapprehension as to the 
location of the boundary line and with the consent, 
express or implied, of the owner of the land on 
which the fence is built,” or unless the case comes 
within a statute protecting a person who builds a 
fence on the land of another before the establish- 
ment of a boundary line by the county surveyor.’? 
A fence erected on the line between the lands of 
adjoining owners,’* or recognized by them as being 
on the line, although not so in fact,’4 generally be 
longs to them as tenants in common. At any rate, 
since a partition fence is required to be, and gener- 
ally is, built equally on both sides of tle line,’ it is 
presumed to be the common property of both own- 
ers, until the contrary is shown.** The statutes of 
some states make partition fences joint property, 
equally belonging to the adjoining. proprietors.?* 
However, a division fence may belong entirely to one 
owner,’® as where it was built by him and he has not 
been reimbursed for one half the value thereof by 
the adjoining owner, either voluntarily or under 
statutory compulsion.’? 


OTHER ACTS RELATING TO FENCES 


ages.2° The fact that a fence was not of the 
kind or dimensions prescribed by statute will not 


76. Quillen v. Betts, 17 Del. 53, 
39 A 595; Hoff v. Olson, 101 Wis. 118, 
76 NW 1121, 70 AmSR 903; Sayles 
v. Bemis, 57 Wis. 315, 15 NW 432. 

77. Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala., 


390; Kimball v. 
0. 


59. Higgins v. Kingsley, 82 Hun | Ireland, 
150, 31 NYS 100 [aff 155'N. Y. 634 
mem, 49 NE 1098 mem]; Dysart v. [a] 
Leeds, 2 Pa. 488. 

60. Rose v. Linderman, 147 Mich. 


372, 110 NW 9389, 11 AnnCas 198; 
Higgins v. Kingsley, 82 Hun 150, 31 
NYS 100 [aff 155 N. Y. 684 mem, 49 
NE 1098 mem]; Kelly v. Donnelly, 19 
Pa. Super. 456. 
Injunction against erection of 
fence see Injunctions [22 Cyc 830]. 
Right to remove see infra § 39. 
61. Hubbell v. Peck, 15 Conn. 133; 
Warren v. Sabin, 1 Lans. (N. Y.) 79. 
62. Myers v. Tallman, 169 Iowa 
104, 149 NW 259. 

63. Foster vy. Bussey, 132 Iowa 
640, 109 NW 1105. 

Watercourse as fence or substitute 
for fence see supra § 1. 

64. Bissel v. Southworth, 1 Root 


(Conn.) 269. 
65. luamb,..v. Hicks, 11) Metc. 
169 Iowa 


(Mass.) 496. 
66. Myers v. Tallman, A 
104, 149 NW 259. See Barton v. Boie, 
169 Iowa 706, 151 NW 1064 (insuffi- 
cient evidence of interference with 
drain, if located on true line). 

67. State v. Burkit, (Ind.) 108 NB 
118 (creek thirty feet wide). 

68. Fences and fencing materials 
as fixtures see Fixtures [19 Cyc 1044 
note 49, 1046 note 4, 1058 note 14, 
1070 note 85]. 

Ownership as affecting removal see 
infra § 39. 

69. Quillen v. Betts, 17 Del. 53, 
39 A 595: Bragg v. Rogers, 25 U. C. 
Ginkea L5G. 

[a] A presumption that a fence 
on the edge of a ditch separating 
two properties belongs to the owner 
of the land adjoining it is not re- 
butted or displaced by acts of owner- 
ship of a shadowy and neutral char- 
acter on the part of the other pro- 
prietor. Henniker v._ Howard, 90 L. 
T, Rep. N. S. 157; Craven v. Prid- 
more, 18 T. L. R. 282. 


—Where two adjoining proprietors 
agree to build a partition fence, each 
to own the part constructed by him- 
self, and the part built by one is mis- 
takenly located on the land of the 
other, a purchaser of the latter’s 
land, without notice of the agree- 
ment, will take the fence thereon 
along with the land. Climer v. Wal- 
lace, 28 Mo. 556, 75 AmD 135. 

71. Ousley v. Lambeth, (Mo. A.) 
199 SW 594. 

72. Scholl v. Kinitzer, 83 Wis. 
307, 538 NW 451. 

73. Ala.—Garrett v. Sewell, 95 
Ala. 456, 11 S 226; Henry v. Jones, 


28 Ala. 385. 
Ark.—Drees v. State, 37 Ark. 122. 


Del.— Quillen v. Betts, 17 Del. 53, 
39) 2A. 595: 

Ga.—Gilreath v. State, 96 Ga. 303, 
22 SE 907. 


Mass.—Newell v. Hill, 2 Metc. 180. 

Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa, 191; 
Stoner v. Hunsicker, 47 Pa. 514. 

Ss. C.—Gibson v. Vaughn, 2 Bailey 
389, 23 AmD 143. 

Eng.—Cubitt v. Porter, 8 B. & C. 
257, 15 BCL 133, 108 Reprint 1039 
[dist Matts v. Hawkins. 5 Taunt. 20, 
1 ECL 24, 128 Reprint 593]. 

“The common boundary is the 
property of both, and where a fixture 
is put on it by the labor of both, 
they are as to it, tenants in com- 
mon. Each had an undivided inter- 
est in both the property and posses- 
sion of it; and neither can maintain 
an action, which is predicated upon 
an exclusive right of property, or an 
actual possession.” Gibson Vv. 
Vaughn, 18 S. C. L. 389, 390, 283 AmD 
143 


74, Wheeler v. State, 109 Ala. 56, 
19 S 998; Garrett v. Sewell, 95 Ala. 
456, 11 S 226; Henry v. Jones, 28 Ala. 
385. 


75. See supra § 36. 


493, 42 AmD 646. 
rhc Murray v. Van Derlyn, 24 Wis. 

79. Jones v. Derosset, (Mo. A.) 
185 SW 239, 240. 

“Tt is only when the fence is both 
on the division line and the land- 
owner who has not constructed the 
same has, voluntarily or by statutory 
compulsion, paid the owner one-half 
the value thereof that the former be- 
comes a one-half owner aind the fence 
a division one.’ Jones v. Derosset, 
supra. 

80. 
Tll. 74. 
ye atte v. Withers, 12 B. Mon. 
Md.—Richardson v. Milburn, il 
Md. 340. 

Mich.—Graham vy. Poor, 50 Mich. 
153, 15 NW 61. 

Mo.—Robinson v. Schiltz, 135 Mo. 
A. 32, 115 SW 472; Frederick. v- 
Bruckner, 124 Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 619. 

Tex.—Jameson y. Board, (Civ. A.) 
171 SW 1037. 

Wis.—Scheer v. Kriesel, 109 Wis. 
125, 85 NW 188; Dhein v. Beuscher, 
83 Wis. 316, 53 NW 561. 

Newfoundl.—Evans v. Bell, 7 New- 
foundl. 564 (damages recoverable 
against road commissioner for tres- 
pass in undermining fence). 

Eng.—Matts v. Hawkins, 5 Taunt. 
20, 1 ECL 24, 128 Reprint 593. 

[a] MQTlustration. — A contractor 
for the building of a section of a 
turnpike road who is authorized by 
the charter of the company to enter 
the premises of a citizen in conduct- 
ing the work has .a mere license, and, 
if he is under the necessity of taking 
dowin a fence in passing and repass- 
ing, he must keep the fence in as 
good condition as before he pulled 
it down, and a failure will render 
him a trespasser ab initio and liable 


Ill—Buckmaster vy. Cool, 12 
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defeat an action for its willful destruction,** al- 
though it may defeat an action for partial cutting 
and removal, under a bona fide claim of right to re- 
pair.62 And the fact that the entry and temporary 
removal of the fence was legal and necessary in con- 
structing a road is no defense to an action for tres- 
pass, where the removal or rebuilding was negligent 
and resulted in damage.®* Trover lies against a 
person who removes a quantity of fence from the 
land of its owner, although such person was acting 
at the time under the direction of town officers and 
mistakenly supposed the fence to be upon the land 
of the town.8+ An owner of land is not liable for 
removing a fence built thereon. without his permis- 
sion.85 Persons who throw down or leave open 
fences are sometimes, by statute, made lable to a 
penalty recoverable in a civil action.®® Such stat- 
utes, being penal, must be strictly construed. The 
Object of such statutes being to preserve the integ- 
rity of the owner’s inclosure, the penalty may only 
be recovered for leaving open or throwing down 
part of a complete inclosure.§* 

[§ 39] 2. Rights and Liabilities of Adjacent 
Owners—a. In General. If a fence separating the 
lands of adjoining owners is entirely on the land of 
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one and is not a partition fence by virtue of agree- 
ment, prescription, or statute, he has a right to re- 
move it.8° Where a partition fence either on the 
boundary line or on a line recognized by the parties 
as the boundary line, although it is not so in fact, 
belongs to both owners as tenants in common,’? 
either may repair it and may lawfully enter on the 
land of the other for that purpose,*! but if either 
destroys or removes it he is liable to the other ten- 
ant ° in an appropriate action,®* unless the removal 
is with the consent or dn notice to the other owner,®# 
or unless it is for the purpose of replacing the fence 
with another on the same site.°° When a partition 
fence is rebuilt beyond the boundary line it may prop- 
erly be removed and replaced upon the correct line 
of the original fence.°® No trespass is committed by 
either owner in building a crooked or zigzag fence, 
one half resting upon the land of each adjoining 
owner.°? But where more than one half of a 
division fence is built on the land of one owner, 
without his consent, he may remove the excess,®® and 
if in order to effect such removal it becomes neces- 
sary to destroy the whole fence, he may rightfully 
do so.°° The fact that the boundary is in dispute 
does not justify one owner in removing the division 


accordingly. Crawford v. Maxwell, 
38 Humphr. (Tenn.) 476. 

{b] Injury to plaintiff by the act 
of defendant should be shown. 
Houx v. Seat, 26 Mo. 178, 72 AmD 
202. 

Injunction against removal see In- 
junctions [22 Cyc 829]. 

81. Norton v. Young, 6 Colo. A. 
187, 40 P 156; Fugate v. Smith, 4 
Colo. A...201, 85 P 283. 

82. Johnson v. Fiala, 161 Mo. A. 
359, 362, 143 SW 537, 538 (where, 
concerning the cutting of a hedge, 
the court said: ‘“‘The fence was not 
a statutory one, either as to the char- 
acter of its construction, or the cir- 
cumstances under which it was erect- 
ed or maintained, and therefore, the 
rights of the parties are not con- 
trolled by our statute in relation to 
division fences”’). 

Maxwell, 3 


83. Crawford v. 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 476. 

84. Smith v. Colby, 67 Me. 169. 

85. Thayer v. Wright, 4 Den. (N. 
Yiu. 180; 

86. Osborne v. Warren, 44 Conn. 
357; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Sanders, 
93 Miss. 107, 46 S 241 (action under 
statute for penalty and damages 
against railroad company for push- 
ing its cars against a fence built by 
a landowner across a spur track); 
Wright v. Brown, 163 Mo. A. 117, 145 
SW 518 (double damages); Frederick 
v. Bruckner, 124 Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 


619; Wilson v. Burton, 96 Mo. A. 
686, 70 SW 916. 
87. Wrisht v. Brown, 163 Mo. A. 


117, 145 SW 518; Robinson v. Schiltz, 
135 Mo. A. 32, 115 SW 472. 

gs. Sperry v. Hurd, 130 Mo. A. 
495, 109 SW 76; Wilson v. Burton, 
96 Mo. A. 686, 688, 70 SW 916. 

‘Tt was not the intention of the 
Legislature to protect owners’ fences 
as such, but his close, the ulterior 
Object being to enable him to re- 
strain his own stock and protect his 
crops from depredation by those of 
strangers. The only question be- 
fore tke court was whether there 
was an inclosure.’’ Wilson v., Bur- 
ton, Supra. 

g9. Del—dQuillen v. Betts, 17 Del. 
53, 39 A 595. 

Ky.—White v. Thompson, 187 Ky. 
481, 219 SW 434. - 

La.—Jones v. Henry, Mann. Unrep. 
Cas. 65. 


Tenn.—Clowers v. Sawyers, 1 Head 
156. 

Ont.—Bragge v. Rogers, 25 U. C. 
CP. 166. 


[a] Right to remove a support 
to a fence on the land of adjacent 
owner is carried with the right to 
remove fence. White v. Thompson, 
187 Ky. 481, 219 SW 434. 

90. See supra § 87. 

91. Garrett v. Sewell, 95 Ala. 
11 S 226; Henry v. Jones, 28 Ala, 
385; Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala. 493, 
ieee 646; Drees v. State, 37 Ark. 

[aj Right to trim hedge.—Hither 
adjoining owner having an interest 
in a partition hedge fence may re- 
pair it by trimming and cutting 
limbs that unduly extend over his 
land, without committing any tort or 
subjecting himself to a suit for dam- 


456, 


ages. Johnson vy. Fiala, 161 Mo. A. 
359, 143 SW 537. 
92. Ala.—Garrett v. Sewell, 108 


Ala. 521, 18 S %37, 95, Ala. 456, 11 S 
226; Henry v. Jones, 28 Ala. 385. 

Del.—-Quillen v. Betts, 17 Del? 53, 
39 A 595. 


Ky. — Vincent’ v. Mustain, 187 
Ky. 843, 220 SW 1070; Wells. v. 
eybepeuker, 15 SW 1068, 12 KyL 

La.—Gele v. Cotonio, 3 La. <A. 
(Orleans) 165. 

Mo.—Frederick v. Bruckner, 124 
Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 619. 

Y.—Carpenter v. Halsey, 60 


N. 
Barb. 45 (removal of stones in wall 
constituting a partition fence). 
Pa.—Smith v. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191; 


Stoner v. Hunsicker, 47 Pa. 514. 

Wis.—Scheer v. Krisel, 109 Wis. 
125, 85 NW 138; Murray v. Van 
Derlyn, 24 Wis. 67. 


See Gilreath v. State, 96 Ga. 303, 
22 SE 907 (holding removal a civil 
rather than criminal trespass). 

93. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Remedies of cotenant.—‘When- 
ever one tenant in common does an 
unlawful act, whereby his co-tenant 
is injured, the law affords an ap- 
propriate remedy; he may bring 
trover or trespass against his co- 
tenant, when the thing in common 
is destroyed, or the conversion is 
equivalent to aim exclusion of the 
right of the tenant suing. The re- 
moval of the fence from the original 
dividing line, on the land of the de- 
fendant, and its appropriation to his 
exclusive use, was tantamount to 
the destruction of the thing in com- 
mon.” Garrett v. Sewell, 95 Ala. 
456, 458, 11 S 226. See Conklin v. 
Newman, 278 Ill. 30, 115 NE 849 
(holding that trespass is not a 
proper remedy for destruction of 


a fence by a tenant in common 
thereof; but that the rule is other- 
wise where a portion of the fence 
is set off to each adjoining owner). 
But see Gilson v. Vaughn, 18 S. C. 
L. 389, 23 AmD 143 (holding that 
trespass would not lie for removal 
of a fence since “one joint tenant, 
or tenant in common, cannot main- 
tain trespass against his co-tenant 
for an injury done to the joint or 
common property’’). 

94. See infra § 40. 

95. Hill v. Tohill, 225 Ill. 384, 391, 
80 NE 258, 8 AnnCas 423; White v. 
Thompson, 187 Ky. 481, 219 SW 434; 
Ropes v. Flint, 182 Mass. 473, 65 
NE 812; Burrell v. Burrell, 11 Mass. 
294; Cubitt v. Porter, 8 B. & : 
257, 15. BCL °133,. 108+ Reprint 
1039. 

“The owner to .whom a portion 
of the fence has been so assigned 
has the right to remove it for the 
purpose of repairing it or replacing 
it by some other lawful partition 
fence.” Hill v. Tohill, supra. 

[a] Future use of premises imma- 
terial.—The fact that complainant 
intended in the future to locate an 
orchard and buildings at a _ place 
where a _ division hedge, if still 
standing, would protect them, did not 
entitle him to prevent the removal 
of the hedge and the substitution 
of some other lawful fence. Hill v. 
Tohill, 225 Ill. 384, 80 NE 253, 8 
AnnCas 428. ° 

96. Thayer v. Wright, 4 Den. (N. 
Y.) 180. 

97. Carpenter v. Halsey, 60 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 45; Ferris v. Van Buskirk, 
CNG Yr) So Te 

98. Kennedy v. Owen, 131 Mass. 
431; Sparhawk v. Twichell, 1 Allen 
(Mass.) 450. 

99. Sparhawk v. Twichell, 1 Al- 
len (Mass.) 450. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘“‘As any 
part of the structure in excess 
of such occupation is unlawful, and 
may be removed at all events, if it 
cannot be done without destroying 
the whole fence, that must be admit- 
ted to be a justifiable act, because 
it is a necessary and unavoidable 
consequence of the exercise of an 
unqualified right. If the law did 
not allow this, the injured party 
would be without adequate means 
of redress for am acknowledged in- 
jury, and would be unjustly deprived 
of the use and enjoyment of some 
portion of his land by an irremov- 
able nuisance placed upon it by a 


--For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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fence.1 Statutory penalties for removal of a par- 
tition fence do not of course apply to removal of a 
fence which is not a division fence.2 A hedge of 
growing trees is not removable as a fence under 
the statutes of some states authorizing one who 
constructs or owns a division fence or a part thereof 
to remove it on certain conditions;? but a division 
hedge fence is within the rules and statutes of 
other jurisdictions relating to removal of division 
fences. The owner of inclosed land which he ceases 
to improve or lays in common has no right to re- 
move any portion of a partition fence standing,® but 
is only relieved from the further duty of contribut- 
ing to its maintenance. Statutes sometimes provide 
that a landowner who desires to let his land lie open 
shall not remove his part of a partition fence if the 
adjoining owner pays him for it.?7/ An owner of land 
is not lable to an adjoining, owner for the mere pres- 
ence and natural growth on his land of noxious weeds 
which overhang and damage the boundary fence.® 

[§ 40] b. Consent or Notice. A fence, or a por- 
tion thereof, which is treated by the parties as a 
partition fence and which is their joint property 
cannot legally be removed by one owner without 
the consent of the other,® or without complying with 
the conditions of statutes authorizing removal.1¢ 
And where, by agreement or long acquiescence, the 
fences of adjoining owners are united, one owner 
cannot disunite the fences or remove his own fence, 
or a portion thereof, without giving reasonable no- 
tice of his intention to the other party.t! A personi 
removing a fence on his own land, constructed by 
his adjoining owner under a revocable license, is not. 
liable for a statutory penalty, where he has given 
due notice of revocation of the license.1? In some 
jurisdictions there are statutes which authorize the 
removal of partition fences, where notice of inten- 
tion to remove has been given by one adjacent 
owner to the other, at a prescribed time in advance 
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of the removal, and prohibit their removal where 
the prescribed notice has been given.t? Similar 
statutes in other jurisdictions prohibit the removal 
of a partition fence without consent except during 
certain months of the year and then only after giv- 
ing notice for a prescribed time.14 Written notice 
is sometimes expressly required by statute,!® but in 
the absence of such requirement notice by parol is 
sufficient..¢ The statutes are given a broad appli- 
cation and are not limited to a particular kind of 
partition fence.17 According to some authorities the 
prescribed notice must be given, although the fence 
is entirely upon the land of the party desiring its 
removal, if it is used as a partition fence by consent! 
of the parties;!* but in other jurisdictions the rule 
is otherwise,!® except where the person desiring re- 
moval has consented to the connection of his fence 
with that of an adjoining owner, in which case rea- 
sonable notice, rather than notice for the time pre- 
seribed by statute, is necessary.2° The fact that one 
adjacent owner has notified the other that he intends 
to remove will not justify the other in removing his 
part without notice; it is only where the party mak- 
ing the removal has given the notice that the statute 
affords any protection to him.?1. The effect of re- 
moving a partition fence upbn notice is to remit 
the parties to their common-law rights and duties.?? 

[§ 41] 3. Right to Remove Fences Placed by 
Mistake. If one of two adjoining landowners, with 
the knowledge of the other, erects a division or a 
partition fence which is by mistake placed upon the 
land of the latter, and the former upon discovering 
his mistake removes the fence, the latter cannot re- 
cover its value,”* nor is the former liable to an action 
of trespass for such removal.?* <A statute giving the 
right to remove fences placed by mistake on the 
lands of other persons has been held to apply only 
to natural persons, and to give no right to remove 
fences erected by mistake on lands of the state or 


trespasser.” Sparhawk v. Twichell, 13. Ill—MecNally v. O’Brien, 88|v. Kahn, 87 Ky. 17, 7 SW 159, 10 
1 Allen (Mass.) 450, 452. Ill. 237; McCormick v. Tate, 20 Ill.| KyL 87. 
1. Jones v. Motley, 13 SW 432,| 334; Brown v. Brown, 23 Ill. A. 18. Grief v. Kahn, 87 Ky. 17, 7 SW 
se KeyG, O24 90; Deimel v. Obert, 20 Til. A. 557; |/159,.10, Kyl 87; Jamison’ v. State, 
2. Jones v. Derosset, (Mo. A.) 185 | Boyd v. Lammert, 18 Ill. A. 632. 27 Tex. A. 442, 11 SW 483. 
SW 239. Mo.—Sims v. Field, 74 Mo. 139; 


“Unless, the landowner who builds 
a division fence between his land 
and that of another chooses to make 
the same a statutory division fence 
by accepting or forcing payment for 
one-half thereof from the other ad- 
jacent owner, such fence does not 
become a division fence, carrying 
with it the statutory penalties for 
removal or failure to repair.’ Jones 
v. Derosset, (Mo. A.) 185 SW _ 239, 
240. 

3. Griffith vy. Carrothers, 86 Kan. 
93, 119 P 548; Johnson v. Fiala, 161 
Mo. A. 359, 143 SW 537; Brown v. 
Johnson, (Tex. Civ. A.) 73 SW 49. 
See Slye v. Guerdrum, 29 App. (D. 
Cc.) 550 (removal of hedge resting on 
land of adjoinin owner not per- 
mitted under statute). 

Hedge as fence generally see sSu- 


pra -§1. 

4 Conklin v. 203° ~ Tl. 
80, 115 NE 849; Hill v. Tohill, 225 
Ill. 384, 80 NE 258, 8 AnnCas 423. 

5. Perkins v. Boody, 62 N. H. 452; 
Jones v. Perry, 50 N. H. 134; Smith 
vy. Johnson, 76 Pa. 191. 

6. See supra § 12. 

7. Haines v. Kent, 11 Ind. 126. 
8. Sparke v. Osborne, 7 Austr. C. 
lbye Been lispl f 

9. Vincent v. Mustain, 187 Ky. 
843, 220 SW 1070; Smith v. Johnson, 
Oma seo. 

10. See infra text and note 13. 

11. Shean v. Withers, 12 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 441; Burries v. Agnew, 6 Ky. 
Op. 10; Sims v. Field, 74 Mo. 139. 

12. Wright v. Brown, 163 Mo. A. 
117, 145 SW 518. 


, 


Newman, 


Jeffries v. Burgin, 57 Mo. 327; Robin- 
sony v. "Schiltz, 135 | Mo: ‘A. (32,1115 


SW 472; Knott v. Glaze, 22 Mo. A. 
352. 
N. Y.—Chamberlain vy. Reed, 14 


Hun 403; Holladay v. Marsh, 3 Wend. 
142, 20 AmD 678. 

Tenn.—Stallcup v. Bradly, 3 Coldw. 
406. 

Tex.—Long v. Cude, 75 Tex. 225, 
12 SW 827, 26 SW 1000; Brown v. 
sohnson, (Civ. A.) 73 SW 49; St. 
Louis Cattle Co. v. Gholson, (Civ. A.) 
30 SW 269; Jamison vy. State, 27 Tex. 
A. 442, 11 SW 4838. 

57 Wis. 


Wis.—Sayles v. Bemis, 


315, 15 NW 432. f 
[a] Notice to owner.—Where six 
months’ written notice is required 


to be served upon “the person own- 
ing the adjoining fields,’”’ the phrase 
should be construed to include an 
adjoining tenant. Robinson vy. Schiltz, 
1385 Mo. A; 32, 115 SW 472. 

14. Clemmons v. Grow, 102 Ky. 
499, 48 SW 728, 19 KyL 1544; Grief 


Vecinahnn 87) istyedjn SW. L594 10 
KyL 87; Gwinn v. Ditto, 8 Bush 
(Ky.) 547; Mene v. Horner, 7 Kyl 


293; Meyer v. Perkins, 89 Nebr. 59, 
130 NW 986, AnnCas1912C 468. 

15. Brown vy. Brown, 23 Ill. A. 90; 
Deimel vy. Obert, 20 Ill. A. 557; Grief 
Racal S75 w ESS yam iladiy; Mode SAV Vin ik. O hea) 
KyL 87; Robinson v. Schiltz 135 Mo. 
A. 32,115 SW 472; Jamison v. State, 
27 Tex. A. 442, 11 SW 483. 


16. Holladay v. Marsh, 3 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 142, 20 AmD 678. 
17. Clemmons vy. Grow, 102 Ky. 


499, 48 SW 728, 19 KyL 1544; Grief 


19. Sims v. Field, 74 Mo. 139 [expl 
Jeffries v. Burgin, 57 Mo. 327]. 

20. See supra text and note 11. 

21. Knott v. Glaze, 22 Mo. A. 352. 

22. Holladay v. Marsh, 3 Wend 
(N. Y.) 142, 20 AmD 678. 

23. Matson v. Calhoun, 44 Mo. 368; 
Jones v. Derosset, (Mo. A.) 185 SW 
239; Long v. Cude, 75 Tex. 225, 12 
SW 827. See Hobb v. Clark, 53 Ark. 
411, 14 SW 652, 9 LRA 526 (quere). 

24. Curtis v. Leasia, 78 Mich. 480, 
44 NW 500; Whitfield v. Bodenham- 
mer, 61.N. €. 362. 

[a] Removal of rail fence mis- 
placed.—‘‘Neither does the person 
building such fence, if he, without in- 
tent to commit trespass, places the 
same accidently a few feet over the 
line upon the neighbor, incur a for- 
feiture of any of his property to 
such negligent neighbor, but may re- 
claim his rails at his pleasure. Nor 
in obtaining them, if done in a care- 
ful manner, will he subject himself 
to an action of trespass by the other 
party; for the reason, the fence be- 
ing one for partition, he has the right 
to go upon his neighbor’s land, not 
exceeding the necessary and ordinary 
use in constructing line fences.” 
Curtis v. Leasia, 78 Mich. 480, 484, 44 
NW 500. 

[b] Adverse possession.—A per- 
son who incloses a farm by a fence 
which he believes to be on his land 
and occupies the land, using the fence 
for twenty years, and thereafter re- 
moves rails from the fence, is not lia- 
ble for trespass to an adjoining 
owner who improves his tract. Mc- 
Aninch v. Smith, 19 Mo. A. 240, 
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of the United States.*5 

[§ 42] 4. Pleading. In an action to recover a 
statutory penalty it is necessary and sufficient to 
allege facts bringing the case within the statute.?¢ 
Where, in an action of trespass, notice of intention 
to remove a partition fence is alleged, the pleading 
should show that the notice was given in due time 
and to a proper person.?7 

[§ 43] 5. Evidence. Direct and _ affirmative 
evidence is not necessary to establish the removal of 
a partition fence; it may be shown by any facts and 
circumstances sufficient to convince the jury.22 Ina 
civil action for a penalty the jury need not be 
convinced beyond a reasonable doubt, but only by a 
preponderance of evidence.?® In an action for dam- 
ages for the removal of a fence without notice, 
judgment for half the value of the fence is not 
supported by evidence of statements of defendant 
that he owned only one half of it, when the other- 
wise uncontradicted evidence shows that it was 
built wholly by defendant and that plaintiff’s gran- 
tor was merely permitted to connect with it.2° Un- 
der a statute imposing a penalty against one who 
shall voluntarily throw down or open any fence or 
gate and leave it open it is not sufficient to prove 
merely that defendant’ threw down a fence, but evi- 
dence, must be introduced to show that he left it 
down.*! It is not necessary to prove that the fence 
injured or removed inclosed a cultivated field,®? nor 
is 1t necessary to prove notice of removal of a 
fence built entirely on the land of one owner where 
the provision for notice relates exclusively to par- 
tition fences.2? In an action growing out of the 
removal of a fence, when the ownership of the land 
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on which the fence was situated is not in issue, 
evidence offered to show title to the land is prep- 
erly rejected.*4 And evidence of ownership of other 
tracts of land in the vicinity, by one of the adjoin- 
ing owners, is incompetent.2° A witness may tes- 
tify that a fence for the removal of which an action 
is brought was a partition fence, although the evi- 
dence does not show that it was a statutory partition 
fence, if he knows the fact that it was erected by 
agreement between the parties who owned the land, 
and the statement is not objectionable as a conclu- 
sion of law.*¢ 

[§ 44] 6. Trial. Questions of fact are to be 
determined by the jury.*7 Requested instructions 
which are not applicable to the evidence are prop- 
erly refused.%8 

[§ 45] 7. Damages. One who removes or de- 
stroys the fence of another is lable to respond in 
damages for any loss which is the natural or proxi- 
mate consequence of his act ;°® and where an adjacent 
owner removes a partition fence without notice 
to,*° or the consent *1 of, the other adjacent owner, 
when such notice or consent is required by statute, 
the measure of damages is the same. Where one 
who has given the proper notice commences the re- 
moval of a partition fence one day prior to the 
time authorized by statute, he is liable for nominal 
damages only, unless it is shown that actual loss 
has been sustained.4? Where a fence is destroyed 
by fire, the measure of damages is the value of the 
fence as it stood at the time of the fire,#* ascertained 
by the time and money properly expended to restore 
the fence to its former condition.4* And since the 


25. Blair v. Worley, 2 Ill. 178. 35. Shanks v. Williams, 93 Kan.|(Tenn.) 406; St. Louis Cattle Co. v. 

26. See cases infra this note. 5738, 144 PB 1007. Gholson, (Tex. Civ. A.) 30 SW 269. 

[a] A complaint is insufficient to 36. Avary v. Searcy, 50 Ala. 54. [a] MDlustration.—The person in- 
state a cause of action under the 37. Ousley v. Lambeth, (Mo. A.) |jured by such removal is entitled to 
statute, where “it is not possible to |199 SW _ 594. recover for the injury to his pasture 
tell whether it is based on the first 38. Bast v. Mason, (Mo. A.) 184] by defendant’s eattle straying 
clause of the statute, relating to|SW 398. thereon, the value of the grass con- 
tearing down fences other than those 39. Conklin v. Newman, 278 Ill.| sumed, and of his own eattle escap- 


that led into his own enclosure, or 
the second, relating to tearing down 
a partition fence,” or where “it omits 
essential averments to show that it is 
lodged on the statute at all.” Rob- 
inson v. Schiltz, 185 Mo, A. 32, 34, 
115 SW 472. 

.[b] Unnecessary allegations. — It 
is unnecessary to allege or prove that 
the fence cut or left open was a 
partition fence, or that it inclosed 
a cultivated field, or that no notice 
of intention to remove had been 
given, where the fence was entirely 
on plaintiff's land. Frederick  v. 
Bruckner, 124 Mo. A. 381, 101 SW 
Gs 

27. McCormick v. Tate, 20 Ill. 334. 
See Schieble v. Hart, 12 SW 628, 11 
KyL 607 (where the allegation as to 
notice did not show that the notice 
was given for the time prescribed 
by statute, but the objection to the 
pleading on this account was made 
too late). 

28. Robinson v. Schiltz, 1385 Mo. A. 
32, 115 SW 472. 

[a] Evidence held insufficient to 
show destruction of a division fence 


by defendant’s servants. Rako_ v. 
BHigin, etc., R. Co., 200 Ill. A. 401. 
29. Robinson v. Schiltz, 135 Mo. A. 


32, "115 SW 472. ; 
30. Long vy. Cude, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
26 SW 1000. 


31. Donovan v. Sallee, i9 Mo, A. 
593. 
32. Frederick v. Bruckner, 124 Mo. 


AL 31; 101 ‘SW. 619. 

83. Frederick v. Bruckner, 124 Mo. 
A. 31, 101 SW 619. 

34. Fitts v. Howard, 13 KyL 302. 


30, 115 NE 849; Woodcock v. Calais, 
68 Me. 244; Roby v. Reed, 39 N. H. 
461; Gulf, etc., R. Co. v. MecMurrough, 
41 Tex. Civ. A. 216, 91 SW 320. 

[a] Applications 6f rule.—(1) The 
fact that the cutting down of plain- 
tiff's hedge fence by defendant made 
it impossible for plaintiff’s tenant 
to turn hogs loose in a field to de- 
stroy noxious weeds, thus damaging 
a corn crop, is a proper element of 
damage in an action for trespass, 
where it appears that plaintiff was 
entitled to a portion of the crop as 
rent. Conklin v. Newman, 278 Ill. 30, 
115 NE 849. (2) But the value of 
the hedge as a windbreak is not a 
proper element of damage where it 
did not afford any protection as a 
windbreak to any “orchard or build- 
ings,’ within the meaning of the 
Fence Act § 8, and where the dam- 
age, if any, resulting from loss of the 
hedge as a windbreak was,to the pos- 
sessory right of the tenant and not 
to the reversionary right and inter- 
est of plaintiff. Conklin v. Newman, 
278 Ill. 30, 115 NH 849. 

{b] Negligent removal.—Where a 
defendant had a right under contract 
to remove plaintiff’s wire fence from 
a right of way, but he removed it in 
such a way that it was not practical 
to use it again and the wire thereby 
became worthless, it was held, in 
an action for damage for negligence 
in removing the fence, that the evi- 
dence sustained a verdict that plain- 
tiffs were damaged in the sum of 
one hundred and fifty dollars. Karr 
v. Bowen, 128 Ark. 307, 194 SW 498. 

40. Stallcup v. Bradly, 3 Coldw. 


ing thereby that were not recovered 
after proper diligence, but not the 
value of those alleged to have died 
during the following winter, as such 


damages would be too remote. St. 
Louis Cattle Co. v. Gholson, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 30-SW 269. 

[b] The cost of restoring the 


fence in addition to actual damage to 
crops or stock is recoverable. Deimel 
v. Obert, 20 Ill. A. 557; Richardson 
v. McDougall, 11 Wend. (N. Y.) 46. 
41. Mene v. Horner, 7 KyL 298. 
[a] Remote injury.—Damages al- 
lowed for removal of a division fence 
cannot include the inconvenience of 
keeping stock in a barn, where it 
does not appear that their straying 
across the line would have caused 
any injury, or that such damage re- 
sulted from removal of the fence. 
Mene v. Horner, 7 KyL 293. 
42. Clemmons y. Grow, 102 Ky. 
499, 19 KyL 1544, 43 SW 728. 
43. Steffens v. Fisher, 161 Mo. A. 
386, 148 SW 1101; Wiggins v. St. 


Louis; | €tes Ri Co.,, 11.9-Tor As 492° 
95 SW 311. : 
{a] Value as inclosure. — ‘The 


value of the fence as an enclosure 
of plaintiffs’ land is the measure 
of damages, and in arriving at that 
value, the jury may consider the cost 
of the rails and the cost of putting 
them into the fence; in other words, 
the cost of building the fence, includ- 
ing both the material and the labor 
necessary to construct it.” Gulf, ete., 
Ry Cos av, “Wallace, 14. Tex: Civ, Ay 
386, 387, 37 SW 382. 

44. Wiggins v. St. Louis, ete, R. 
Co., 119 Mo. A. 492, 95 SW 311. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 45-46] 


fence is a part of the realty, the difference in the 
value of the land caused by its destruction should 
be considered in measuring the damages.4® But 
where the injury to the realty is temporary only 
and readily repairable, as where fencing is par- 
tially impaired, the measure of damages is the cost 
of material and labor reasonably necessary to re- 
store the damaged property approximately to its 
condition when injured.*¢ Punitive damages may be 
awarded against one landowner for wrongfully and 
forcibly removing a partition fence against the pro- 
test of the adjacent owner;*7 but when one’s good 
faith in believing his land invaded by a fence is not 
impugned, he should not suffer punitive damages for 
tearing it down.*§ 

[§ 46] B. Criminal Liability—1. In General. 
Criminal liability for acts done or omitted as to 
fences, being prescribed by statutory enactments 
containing varying provisions, whether or not a 
prosecution can be sustained depends upon the terms 
of the particular statute under which it is brought.49 
As a general rule to be criminally liable for remoy- 
ing or destroying a fence one must have acted un- 
lawfully and willfully and committed some tres- 
pass;°° if the purpose is legitimate and no harm is 
done the offense is not committed.®! But if the stat- 
ute prohibits voluntarily throwing down a fence, 
malice or even willfulness is not essential,>? and if 
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the prohibition is against ‘‘unlawfully, maliciously 
or negligently’’ destroying a fence, proof that it was 
‘‘unlawfully’’ destroyed will authorize a convie- 
tion. Under most ®* but not all> of the crim- 
inal statutes relating to fences, there can be no con- 
viction of a person who, under a bona fide claim 
of right, removes a fence or performs some other 
prohibited act relative thereto. However, a mere 
claim of ownership is not conclusive evidence of good 
faith ;°* and where one’s belief in his right is due 
to negligence in not ascertaining the fact of owner- 
ship of the land on which a fence is located, he is 
held guilty.°7 One cannot be convicted for prevent- 
ing the removal and relocation of a fence, where the 
right of removal is doubtful and the line uncer- 
tain.5§ 

_ Nature of fence and lands inclosed thereby. Un- 
der some statutes, in order to establish criminal lia- 
bility, it must be shown that the fence constituted an 
inclosure ;>° but under a statute merely against mali- 
ciously or negligently throwing down a fence, it is 
not necessary that the fence form a part of an in- 
closure.*° The statutes in some states protect all 
fences inclosing lands, whether crops are grown 
thereon or not,®! while in other states the statutes 
apply only to fences inelosing cultivated fields or 
cleared ground under eultivation.£2 In criminal 
prosecutions for injuries to or acts done in connec- 


SW 431. 


45. International, ete, R. Co. v. 
McIver, (Tex. Civ. A.) 40 SW 438. 

46. Moore vy. Hope Natural Gas 
Co., 76 W. Va. 649, 86 SE 564. 

47. Fitts v. Howard, 13 KyL 302. 

48. Scheer y. Kriesel, 109 Wis. 125, 
85 NW 138. 

49. See statutory provisions; and: 

Miss.—Card v. State, 86 S 460. 

Mo.—State v. Zinn, 61 Mo. A. 476. 


N. C.—State v. Edmonds, 121 N. C. 
679, 28 SE 545. 

N. D.—Kuhnert v. Angel, 8 N. D. 
19856 TTIIN We 1025. 

Tex.—McCauley v. State, 43 Tex. 
874; McNeely v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 


279, 96 SW 1083; Scott v. State, (Cr.) 
56 SW 61; Gibbs v. State, 39 Tex. 
Cr. 476, 46 SW 645; Martin v. State, 
16 SW 749; White v. State, 24 Tex. 
A. 638, 11 SW 643; Roberts v. State, 
17 Tex. A. 148; Brumley v. State, 12 
Tex. A. 609. 

[a] Elements of trespass wanting. 
—A gratuitous licensor, who permits 
another to repair a fence upon land 
rented by the licensor, is not guilty 
of a willful or malicious trespass un- 
der Code (1906) § 1389, for tearing 
the fence down, where before doing 
so he notifies the licensee to remove 
it, and he declines. Card v. State, 
(Miss.) 86°S 460. 

50. State v. McCracken, 118 N. C. 
1240, 24 SE 530; State v. Headrick, 
48 N. C. 375, 67 AmD 249. 

fa] Willful or malicious trespass. 
—QOne who maliciously injures real 
property of another by tearing, down 
and removing a fence therefrom is 
guilty of willful or malicious tres- 
pass on the real and personal prop- 
erty of another, under Code (1892) 
§ 1315, and not of malicious mischief, 
under § 1209. Barkley v. State, 
(Miss.) 23 S 185. 

51. McNeely v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 
279, 96 SW 1083 (removal of posts 
and poles protruding onto defend- 
ant’s land); Camp v. State, 49 Tex. 
Cr. 396, 92 SW 845 (fence reset with- 
out withdrawing or separating it 
from adjoining fence); McCuen v. 
State, 43 Tex. Cr. 612, 68 SW_ 180; 
Scott v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 56 SW 61 
(no harm or injury in opening a 
water gate for cattle); Hooks v. 
State. 25 -Tex.71Al) 60148) S Wi8035 
Woodyard v. State, 19 Tex. A. 516. 


[a] Removal of structure en- 
joined.—Where an_ injunction had 
been obtained against the main- 


tenance of a fence or obstruction, 
the destruction of it did not render 
defendant liable for willfully and ma- 
liciously removing a fence. State v. 
Je plaweky, 169 Mo. A. 238, 152 SW 


[b] When cattle are unlawfully 
impounded one cannot be convicted 
who throws down a fence in order 
to recover them. Hill v. State, 104 
Ala. 64, 16 S 114; Klein v. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 39. SW 369. j 

91 Kan. 642, 


52. State v. Adams, 
138 P 580. 

53. Edwards v. State, 115 Ala. 52, 
22 S 564. See Wheeler v. State, 109 
Ala. 56, 19 S 993 (construing the 
terms “unlawfully, maliciously or 
negligently’). 

. Ga.—Shrouder vy. State, 121 
Ga. 615, 49 SE 702. ; 

Mich.—Peo. v. Ferguson, 119 Mich. 
373, 78 NW 334. 

Mo.—State v. Zinn, 26 Mo. A. 17 
[dist State v. Schaefer, 56 Mo. A. 
496]. 

eee VADrasseu 4onbass 5o,ec5 
A 233; Com. -v. Cole, 26 Pa. 187. 

Tex.—Bailey v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 
262, 87 SW 740; Ball v. State, 44 Tex. 
Cr..185, 69 SW 512. 

Vt.—State v. Buck, 
A 1087 (removal under advice of 
counsel, and in honest belief of 
right). 

Va.—Ratcliffe v. Com., 5 Gratt. (46 
Va.) 657. 

Ont.—Rex v. Johnson, 7 Ont. L. 
525, 3 OntWR 222. : ; 

[a] Claim of right involving re- 
moval.—Where defendant in good 
faith believed that he had a right to 
use a boat in crossing a stream, and 
its use invoked the breaking of a 
fence, he was not criminally liable. 
Giddings v. State, 50 Tex. Cr. 333, 96 
SW 926. i } 

{[b] Continued claim.—A _convic- 
tion for unlawfully, willfully, and 
knowingly fencing the land of an- 
other will not be sustained, where it 
appears that defendant has all along 
made claim to that portion of the 
land upon which the fence was 
erected, and it also appears that his 
vendors made a similar claim. Clark 
vy. State, 23 Tex. A. 618, 5 SW 168. 

55. Wallace v. State, 124 Ala. 87, 
26 S 932. 

56. Woods v. State, 10 Ga. A. 476, 
73 SE 608. 

57. Clark v. State, 50 Ark. 570, 9 


74 Vt. 29, 51. 


[a] Apparent ownership by long 
possession.—Where a person in pos- 
session and those under whom she 
claimed had been in possession for 
more than twenty years, the act of 
another in tearing down the fence 
on the premises as a step toward 
taking forcible possession was un- 
lawful. Johns v. State, 76 Tex. Cr. 
303, 174 SW 610. 

58. Boyd v. State, 28 Tex. A. 524, 
13 SW 864. 

59. Gundy v. State, 63 Ind. 528; 
Wilson v. Burton, 96 Mo. A. 686, 70 
SW 916; State v. Boone, 57 Mo. A. 
635; State v. Roberts, 101 N. C. 744, 
7 SE 714; Com. v. Rappold, 26 Pa. 
Dist. 586; Camp v. State, 49 Tex. Cr. 
396, 92 SW 845. See State v. Hays, 
110 Mo. A. 440,'441, 85 SW 127 (where 
the court said: “The word ‘inclosure’ 
is used in the statute at one place, 
but disjunctively. It is an offense, 
too, to throw down any bars or 
fences inclosing the land of another. 
But aside from those clauses there 
are other provisions by which it is 
constituted a crime ‘to pull down, 
injure or destroy a gate, post, rail- 
ing or fence, or any part thereof’ ”’). 

[a] Opening gate in inclosure.—In 
some states it is an offense to open 
and leave open a gate leading into 
the inclosure of another. Jolly v. 
State, 19 Tex. A. 76. 

60. Shaw v. State, 125 Ala. 80, 28 


S 390. 

61. Dennis v. State, 43 Tex. Cr. 
464, 66 SW 888. 

{a] Pastures.—This statute ap- 


plies to pasture as well as other in- 
closures. Jessel v. State, 42 Tex. 
Cr. 72, 57 SW 826; Hankins y. State, 
39. Tex. Cr. 261; 45° Swi 807. 

62. State v. Taylor, 69 N. C. 543; 
State v. Lamb, 30 N. C. 229; State v. 
Bell, 25 N. C. 506. 

[a] Application of statutes.—(1) 
A field not in crop at the time, if 
used for cultivation in the ordinary 
course of husbandry, is within the 
statute against destroying or remov- 
ing a fence around “a _ cultivated 
field.”” State v. Campbell, 133 N. C. 
640, 45 SE 344; State v. Allen, 35 
N. C. 36. (2) The smallness of the 
tract is immaterial. State v. Camp- 
bell, 1838 N. C. 640, 45 SE 344. (8) 
A town lot if inclosed and cultivated 
is within this statute. State v. Mc- 
Minn, 81 N. C. 585. £4) A pasture 
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tion with fences, it is immaterial whether or not the 
fence is a lawful one, that is, of such dimensions as 
would entitle the owner to bring a civil action for a 
trespass by the cattle of another.®? One cannot be 
convicted of tearing down a fence when his act is 
the pulling up of the posts on which no wire is 
strung, these not constituting a fence.®* 

Ownership or possession. The statutes punishing 
acts relating to fences are applicable only to fences 
of another, as to which defendant is without prop- 
erty or right. Generally a person is not criminally 
lable for removing, destroying, or doing other acts 
to fences which are on his own land,®* or fences on 
lands of which he is in actual possession,®* or a par- 
tition fence or a fence of which he is joint owner,®* 
or fences of which he is the owner,®® or of which 
he is in actual possession.®® It is not so much the 
title to land that controls in cases of this character 
as it is the quiet and peaceable possession of the 
property on which the fence is situate.“ The in* 
quiry as to the possession of the fence should or- 
dinarily be limited to the actual peaceable posses- 
sion, and not extended to the right of possession.” 
Where the actual possession is in the prosecutor, 
defendant cannot exculpate himself by showing title 
to the land upon which the fence was situated.’? 
Where the ownership of the fence is determined by 
agreement, it is immaterial on whose land it is 
located.7* Under a statute prohibiting anyone from 
injuring a fence belonging to and inclosing land 
not his own, the tence must both belong to and 
inclose land not belonging to the party charged with 


field is not within another statute 
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[§§ 46-48 


the offense.*4 

[§ 47] 2. Defenses.7® A trespass being a neces- 
sary element of such offenses, any fact may be shown 
in defense, in general, which might be shown by 
defendant in an action of trespass.‘° Thus consent 
of one of the cotenants in possession of the ad- 
joining tract is a sufficient defense in a prosecution 
for removal of a partition fence.?*7 It is no defense 
that defendant removed the fence in order to induce 
a elvil suit to.try title,“® or that the fence was not 
on a line fixed by agreement or arbitration,”® or 
that defendant was acting as agent of another and 
by his direction.8° But if defendant ordered his 
servants to pull down one party’s fence, and by mis- 
take they pulled down another’s, defendant cannot 
be convicted.®! Officials in charge of public roads 
or employees lawfuily working thereon are not crim- 
inally liable for removing a fence which constitutes 
an obstruction of the highway.®? But the removal 
of a fence, obstructing a road which is not a publie 
highway, is not justified.*® 

[§.48] 3. Affidavit, Indictment, or Information. 
The indictment or information must charge all the 
elements of the offense ** and connect defendant 
therewith.s> The general rules as to the form and 
sufficiency of indictments and informations are ap- 
plicable to prosecutions of this character,8* and 
therefore an indictment or information is generally 
sufficient which charges the offense in the language 
of the statute.8’ It is not generally necessary to 
allege the value of the fence,S* or the value or 


Cr. 483, 81 SW: 737; Smith v. State, 


punishing failure to make and keep 
during crop time a sufficient fence 
about cleared ground under cultiva- 
tion. State v. Perry, 64 N. C. 305. 

63. Hill v. State, 104 Ala. 64, 16 
S 114; Thomas v. State, 30 Ark. 433; 
plate v. Council, 1 Overt. (Tenn.) 

64. Burch v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 67 
SW _ 500. 

65. Ala.—Edgar v. State, 156 Ala. 
147, 47 S 295; Boyett v. State, 132 
Ata, 23,31 S ‘551. 

Ark,—Tegarden y. State, 115 Ark. 
607, 171 SW 910. 

Mo.—State v. Boone, 57 Mo. A. 

NAC: 


635. 

N. C.—State v. Watson, 86 
626 (division fence wholly on de- 
fendant’s land); State v. Headrick, 
48 N. C. 375, 67 AmD 249. 

Pa—Comy va Loft 4c. Pi, 62: 

Tex.—McCullers v. State, 216 SW 
182; McCoy v. State, (Cr.) 20 SW 826; 
Bybee v. State, (Cr.) 20 SW 824. 

[a] Fence erected by another per- 
son.—Where a fence is erected by one 
person upon the lands of another, it 
ordinarily becomes the property of 
the latter, who does not generally 
violate criminal fence statutes by 
removing it. Edgar v. State, 156 Ala. 
147, 47 S 295; Wheeler v. State, 109 
Ala. 56, 19 S 993; State v. McCracken, 
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Cole, 26 Pa. 187; Ratcliffe v. Com., 
5 Gratt. (46 Va.) 657. 

66. State v. Williams, 44 N. C. 
1:94. 

[a] Persons occupying land with 


the consent of the owner are not lia- 
ble for removing fences therefrom. 
State v. Williams, 44 N. C. 197. 

67. Boyett v. State, 132 Ala. 23, 
31 S 551; Drees v. State, 37 Ark. 122; 
Gilreath v. State, 96 Ga. 303, 22 SE 


907; Bray v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 219 
SW 1102. 
{a] In Texas (1) under the stat- 


ute a joint owner of a fence, that 
is, the owner of a ferice connected 
with any fence owned by another per- 
son, is criminally liable for remov- 
ing such fence (Jamison v. State, 27 


he gives to such other person the 
notice prescribed by statute of his 
intention to withdraw and cut loose 
his fence from such other person’s 
fence (Dennis v. State, 43 Tex. Cr. 
464. 66 SW 838). (3) However, in a 
subsequent case the court approved 
an instruction that one in actual pos- 
session of premises inclosed by a 
fence, or who alone or with another 
owns a fence, cannot be convicted of 
“unlawfully injuring the fence of an- 
other,’ but held that it was not ap- 
plicable. because of an absence of 
evidence that defendant was in actual 
possession of the premises. Smith 
v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 79 SW 34. 

68. Edgar v. State, 156 Ala. 147, 
47 S 295; Wheeler v. State, 109 Ala. 
560-19) 1S. 993: sState sve Sullivan, 14 
Kan. 170. 

[a] “The purpose of the statute 
is the protection of the owner of the 
soil, or of tenants of others having 
possession under him, against tres- 
passes, which prior to the statute 
were redressed only by a civil action 
for the recovery of damages. The 
destruction of a fence by its owner, 
or the failure to rebuild or repair it, 
is not within the purview of the 
statute.” Wheeler v. State, 109 Ala. 


56; 59), 19 S 998. 
69. Bray v. State, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
58 Tex, ‘Cr. 


219 SW 1102. 

70. Farmer v. State, 

171, 124 SW 925; Kalklosch vy. State, 
46 Tex. Cr. 94, 80 SW 85. 

712, Bray Vv. State, (rex eer yim 
SW 1102; Fitzsimmons v. State, 62 
Tex. Cr. 440, 188 SW 110; Arbuthnot 
v.- State, (38 Tex. Cr. 509; 34 SW 
269. 

[a] Constructive possession will 
not support a prosecution. State vy. 
Beacham, 125 N. C. 652, 34 SH 447. 

72. Wallace v. State, 124 Ala. 87, 
26°S 932°) State va Taylorsaiz2 Nn GC: 
892, 90 SE 294; State v. Campbell, 
133 N. C. 640, 45 SE 344; State v. 
Fender, 125 N. C. 649, 34 SE 448; 
State v. Marsh, 91 N. C. 632; State 
v. Piper, 89 N. C. 551; State v. Hovis, 
V6" Ni Ge 1s, Pate: v.¥ State; 7si whex: 


(Tex. Cr.) 79 SW 34; Carter v. State, 
18 Tex. A. 573; Behrens v. Staite, 14 
Tex. A. 121; Jenkins vy. State, 7 Tex. 
A. 146. 

73. State <v.. Buck; 74 Wt. 29, 751 
A 1087. 


74. State v. Coy, 47 Mo. A. 187. 

75. Bona fide claim of right see 
Supra § 46. 

Title or ownership see supra § 46. 

76. State v. Boone, 57 Mo. A. 635; 
State v. Clark, 29 N. J. L. 96; State v. 
McCracken, 118 N. C. 1240, 24 SBE 
530; Jones v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 20 SW 
926; White v. State, 27 Tex. Cr. 638, 
11 SW 643. 

77. Bailey v. State, 48 Tex. Cr. 262, 
87 SW 700, 122 AmSR 740. 


78. State v. Graham, 53 N. C. 397. 
. Le Shaw v. State, 125 Ala. 80, 28 

80. State v. Campbell, 133 N. GC. 
640, 45 SEH 344. 

81. Gordon vy. State, 53 Tex. Cr. 
624, 111 SW 146. 

82. Gowhenouer y. State, 33 Tex. 

. 588, 28 SW 201; Schott v. State, 
7 Tex. A. 616. 
oe Olson v. Peo., 56 Colo. 199, 138 

84. Meissner vy. State, 80 Tex. Cr. 
92, 188 SW 977. 

85., Carney v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 39 
SW 661. 

86. See generally Indictments and 
Informations [22 Cyc 157]. 

87. State v. Culbreath, 71 Ark. 80, 
71 SW 254; State v Hoover, 31 Ark. 
676; State v. Maclay, 180 Mo. A. 727, 
163 SW 544; State v.- Gift. 112 Mo. 
A. 200, 86 SW 593; State v. Biggers, 
108° N.C. 760; 22 SHe1024% State cv: 
Bell, 25 N. C. 506; Elkins- v. State, 
40 Tex. Cr. 589, 51 SW 372; Gibbs v. 
State, 39 Tex. Cr. 476, 46 SW 645; 
Carney v. State, (Tex. Cr:) 39 SW 
661; Koritz v. State, 27 Tex: A. 53; 
10 SW 757; Brewer v. State, 5 Tex. 
A. 248. 

{a] Form of indictment charging 
fence cutting under Texas statute. 
ereore v. State, 24 Tex. A. 537, 7 SW 

88. Dorrell v. State, 80 Ind. 566. 


eet 
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amount of material destroyed,®® or that damage was 
done by the removal.°° Neither is it necessary to 
allege express malice if not mentioned in the stat- 
ute,°* nor to conclude ‘‘contrary to the form of the 
statute.’’?°? A discrepancy of one month between 
the date of the offense charged in the information 
and that stated in the affidavit on which the infor- 
mation was founded is not cause for quashing the 
information after verdict.°% Having alleged that 
the fence was pulled down, it is not necessary fur- 
ther to charge that it was left down and open. 
Although the same particularity is not necessary in 
complaints or affidavits before inferior tribunals as 
would be required in an indictment,®® yet the af- 
fidavit or complaint must state the essential elements 
of the offense charged.°* A particular description 
of the land upon which the offense was committed 
is unnecessary.°* The ownership of the property 
must be accurately alleged in the indictment,®® and 
under some statutes the consent of all the owners 
must be negatived, or their want of consent al- 
Jeged.°® But under a statute against injuring or 
pulling down the fence of another without his con- 
sent, an allegation of ownership of the fence by 
one party is sufficient, although the evidence shows 
a joint ownership.t The ownership may properly be 
alleged in a tenant who at the time of the injury 
was in legal possession and control, and entitled to 
the use of the fence.? An information for failing 
to disconnect and remove a fence as prescribed by 
statute must allege that the fence was not removed 
within the time allowed after the requisite notice 
was given ® by the proper person.* Under a statute 
making it an offense to destroy or injure any fence 
or to injure any growing crops, an indictment alleg- 
ing that defendant removed a fence and injured the 
growing crops it inclosed charges but a single of- 
fense.2 An action for unlawfully malinge or 
permitting a fence to remain about the lands of 
another must be prosecuted in the name of the 
state, although half the fine goes to the informer 5° 
and a criminal prosecution and a civil action to re- 
cover a penalty cannot be joined where one statute 


200, 86 SW 593. 
[a] 


89. Dorrell v. State, 80 Ind. 566, 
568 (“It was not necessary that the 
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imposes treble damages for the benefit of the injured 
party for throwing down a fence and another makes 
such act a misdemeanor.’ 

[§ 49] 4. Evidence. In some jurisdictions the 
destruction or injury of a fence is presumed to have 
been done willfully and maliciously,’ and proof that 
defendant destroyed or injured the fence in the man- 
ner alleged throws upon him the burden of proving 
that he honestly believed he had a right to do 


so.? 

Admissibility. Evidence tending to show posses- 
sion, and the character thereof, is admissible;° but, 
at least under some statutes,.evidence along this 
line should be confined to possession and not ex- 
tended to title or ownership separate and apart 
from possession.1!_ One who is prosecuted for break- 
ing a fence may introduce a deed to the property 
upon which the fence was located as tending to show 
rightful possession,!2 or the proper location of a divi- 
sion fence.t* But he cannot introduce conveyances 
showing ownership inathird party.14 Evidence of 


The number 


title or ownership is inadmissible when the question 
involved is possession only; nor can accused intro- 
duce evidence of his rights in a tract of land not in 
controversy.‘® Although a fenee is realty, its own- 
ership, so far as is necessary to be proved, may be 
proved by parol.17 On the question of ownership 
defendant cannot put in evidence a survey not made 
in conformity to statutory provisions and not shown 
to have been by the consent of the adjacent owner;** 
but evidence of a survey made under agreement is 
admissible.t® Evidence that the party claiming the 
land upon which the fence was built had built it, 
and that parties holding under him had cultivated it 
without interference from the accused, is admissible 
to show possession and ownership of the fence.?4 
In order to prove his possession defendant may 
introduce the pleadings in a pending action between 
the same parties to try title, including the prose- 
cutor’s petition alleging possession of the property 
in defendant.?! And in order to show removal under 
a claim of right, evidence of a pending injunction 


SW _ 1102. 


of acres need 12. McCuen vy. State, (Tex. Cr.) 68 


number of rails and stakes should be 
stated, nor their separate values. 
They are sufficiently described as be- 
ing in and composing a fence on the 
land of the prosecuting witness’). 


90. State v. Culbreath, 71 Ark. 80, 
71 SW 254. 
91. State v. Schaefer, 56 Mo. A. 


496, 500 (“Express malice need not 
be averred or shown. If an act pro- 
hibited by the statute is done will- 
fully, wantonly and without legal 
right, and by wantonly is meant a 
eareless indifference to mischief, it 
amounts to a violation of the stat- 
ute’). See Shrouder vy. State, 121 Ga. 
615, 49 SE 702 (holding it unneces- 
sary to allege that the trespass was 
committed willfully, although an ele- 
ment of criminal intent must be pres- 
ent). 

92. State v. Culbreath, 71 Ark. 80, 
71 SW 254. 

93. State v. Gift, 112 Mo. A. 200, 
86 SW 593 (under statute making any 
date within a year of the filing of 
the information sufficient to sustain 
a conviction). 

94. State vy. Maclay, 180 Mo. A. 
727, 163 SW 544. Contra State v. 
Grubb, 71 Mo. A. 214. 

95. Brazleton vy. State, 66 Ala. 96. 
Ridings y. State, 16 Ala. A. 
Ale TAS VCR on Siena AES ARNO Oy0 CAL 
Mo. A. 214. 

97. Dorrell v. State, 80 Ind. 566; 
State v. Maclay, 180 Mo. A. 727, 163 
Sw 544; State v. Gift, 112 Mo. A. 


not be alleged where the indictment 
charges that a half section of land 
was inclosed. Gibbs v. State, 39 Tex. 
Cr. 476, 46 SW 645. 


98. Pate v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 491, 
113 SW 757. 
99. Anderson v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 


29 SW 786; Warder v. State, 29 Tex. 
A. 534, 16 SW 338; Govitt v. State, 
25 Tex. A. 419, 8 SW 478; Pate v. 
Stale noe he x Or 491 etal S iV Vao lls 
Keizewetter v. State, 34 Tex. Cr. 513, 
31 SW 395. 

1. Pate v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 491, 
113 SW 757 (under a statute allow- 
ing the ownership of property be- 
longing to an estate to be alleged 
as in the executor, administrator, or 


heirs of the deceased); Hurlbut v. 
State, 12 Tex. A. 252. 

2. Hill v. State, 104 Ala. 64, 16 
Ss 114. 

3. Elkins v..State, 40 Tex: Cr. 589, 
5 SW 302. 

4. Meissner v. State, 80 Tex. Cr. 


92, 188 SW 977. 


5. Ratcliffe’ v. Com., 5 Gratt. (46 
Va.) 657. 

&. Gibbs v. State, 39 Tex. Cr. 476, 
46 SW 645. 

7, Manville v. Felter, 19 Kan. 253. 

8. Woods v. State, 10 Ga. A. 476, 
73° SW 608. 

9. Woods v. State, 10 Ga. A. 476, 
73 SE 608. 

10. Hughitt v. State, 77 Tex. Cr. 


573, 179 SW 703. 


11. Bray v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 219 


SW 180. 

[a] Deed admissible on question 
of peaceable possession.—in a prose- 
cution for breaking a fence in viola- 
tion of Tex. Pen. Code (1895) art 794, 
defendant may introduce in evidence 
a deed, conveying the land inclosed 
by such fence to his wife, to show 
that the prosecutor was not in quiet 
and peaceful possession at the time 
of the alleged commission of the 
offense. Pate v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
Sie SW) sie : 

13. Fitzsimon y. State, 59 Tex. Cr. 
540, 128 SW 908. 

14. Wallace v. State, 124 Ala. 87, 
26 S 932. 

15., Bray vy. State, (Tex: Cr.) 219 
Sw 1102. 

16. State v.. Adams, 91 Kan. 642, 
138 P 580. 

17. Fitzsimon v. State, 59 Tex. Cr. 
540; 128 SW 9035" 30y ve States 4L 
Tex. Cr. 46, 51 SW 933. See McCuen 
v. State, 43 Tex. Cr. 612, 614, 68 SW 
180 (“It is held that this possession 
may be proved by parol, but this af- 
fords no reason why the same fact 
could not be proved by written testi- 


mony”). 

18.) Boett v: ‘State, 132:-Ala, 2385 32 
Sie 

19;. State v. Buck, 74 Vt. 29, 51 A 
1087. 

20. Kalklosch v. State, 46 Tex. 
Cr. 94, 80 SW : 

21. McCuen v. State, 43 Tex, Cr. 


612, 68 SW 180. 
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against maintenance of the fence is admissible.?? It 
may be shown in a prosecution for moving a division 
fence that in a prior civil suit between defendant 
and the prosecuting witness a judgment was ren- 
dered establishing the boundary where the fence was 
located.?? In a prosecution for destroying a fence, 
it is competent to prove declarations going to show 
motive, where accused made such declarations, or 
where ‘they were made in his presence and hearing 
and received either his active or tacit consent. 24 
It seems that declarations of the parties or their 
agents are also admissible to show want of consent 
to the breaking or removal of a fence.*® In a prose- 
eution for breaking down a fence, when the owner 
cannot be had before the court, it is competent to 
prove his want of consent by circumstances.2® No- 
tices published in a newspaper purporting to be 
signed by the owners of the land prohibiting tres- 
passing thereon are inadmissible to show want of 
consent of one of the owners in the absence of evi- 
dence that he published them, or authorized their 
publication.2”” And likewise the posting of notices 
about an inclosure by the foreman or servant of the 
owners is inadmissible to show want of consent of 
’ the owners.*® Acts and circumstances in relation to 
the breaking or pulling down of the fence are admis- 


sible as part of the transaction;?° but this rule does - 


not render admissible acts done so long after the 
transaction as not to be a part of the res gestex.°° 
Under a charge of cutting a fence inclosing land in 
two designated sections separated by a public road 
evidence is admissible of cutting the fence on either 
er both of the sections.2+ The custom of various 
parties to pass over the prosecutor’s fence with his 
knowledge and without his objection is admis- 
sible.*? 

Weight and sufficiency. The evidence must be suf- 
ficient to establish all the elements of the offense 
charged.?* Although a deed to the prosecutor mis- 
deseribed the land, ownership may be sufficiently 
shown by occupancy for the prescriptive period.*4 
Ownership in another than defendant is not sus- 
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tained by testimony of the prosecuting witness that 
the fence was his and on his land, but that he knew 
nothing about the line between him and defendant, 
when defendant and others testified that the fence 
was on defendant’s land and that they knew the 
line.2® A prosecution for throwing down and leaving 
open a fence is not supported by evidence of throw- 
ing down and going across the adjacent premises; it 
must affirmatively appear that the fence was left 
down.?® And a charge of malicious mischief in 
breaking, injuting, and pulling down a fence is not 
proved by evidence of assistance in carrying away a 
gate and hiding it after it had been removed by 
another.*7 But a charge of malicious mischief in 
pulling down and destroying a fence is sufficiently 
proved by showing the pulling out of a post or posts 
of a fence in process of erection.?® Some statutes 
require the conviction to be based on the testimony 
of a certain number of witnesses.®9 

[§ 50] 5. Trial. The instructions to the jury 
should contain correct statements of the law appli- 
cable to the evidence.*® Requested instructions which 
are misleading *! or are not called for by the evi- 
dence *? may and should be refused. Where the 
party accused of destroying the fence introduces no 
evidence of his title, an instruction that the title 
to the land will not be affected by the verdict, and 
that titles to land cannot be determined, is not prej- 
udicial.4® An instruction that it is a question for 
the jury to determine the weight and credit corr 
any’’ to be given to defendant’s statement is not 
objectionable as minimizing the importance of the 
statement.44 The credibility of witnesses and the 
ultimate fact of guilt being questions for the jury, 
a peremptory charge ‘by the court to find defendant 
guilty is erroneous.*® Questions whether the fence 
removed was within the terms of the statute,*® and 
whether the land ineclosed had been dedicated to 
public use as a street *7 are for the jury. The ques- 
tion of the sufficiency of a watercourse to serve as a 
fence being maierial, it was held to be a question of 
law for the court, the jury deciding the facts.*§ 


V. LIABILITY FOR INJURIES 


[§ 51] A. Improperly Constructed Fences—1. 
Injuries to Persons. The question whether a person 
is liable for personal injuries arising from the erec- 


tion of a fence depends on the ordinary principles 
or rules as to what constitutes negligence.4? The 
owner of the land upon which a fence is main- 


22. State v. Jablowsky, 169 Mo. A, 
238, 152 SW 390. 

23. Dorrell v. State, 83 Ind. 357. 

24. Smith v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 70 
SW 84. 

[a] Mlustration.—In a prosecution 
for malicious injury to a fence be- 
longing to a church, evidence of ex- 
pressions by defendant showing en- 
mity toward the officers and mem- 
bers while engaged in the business 
of the church is admissible so far as 
showing malice toward the society. 
Peo. v. Ferguson, 119 Mich. 373,. 78 
NW 334. 

25. Pate v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 491, 


SMES We Tio. 

26. Caudle v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 
SW 545. 

[a] An affidavit filed in the case 


and signed by one of the owners was 
admissible “as a circumstance” tend- 
ing to show his want of consent, it 
appearing that he himself was out 
of the state.. Caudle-y. State, (Tex. 
Cr.) 74 SW 545. 

27. Caudle v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 
Sw 545. 

28. Caudle v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 
SW 545 (holding, however, that the 
reception of such evidence is not 
prejudicial). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


29. a Uae v. State, (Tex, Cr.) 74 
SW 54 

30. Gaudie v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 74 
SW 54 

31. Rowe v. Morse, 66 Mo. A. 303. 

32. Caudle v. State, (Tex. Cr 74 
Sw 545. 

83. McCullers y. State, (Tex. Cr.) 
216 SW 182. 

[a] Evidence held insufficient to: 
(1) Sustain a verdict of guilty. Wil- 
liams v. State, 84 Tex. Cr. 35, 204 SW 
640; Williams v. State, 84 Tex. Cr. 
496, 208 SW 515. (2) Prove posses- 
sion of fence by person in whom own- 
ership was alleged. McCullers v. 
State, (Tex. Cr.) 216 SW 182. 

34. Peo. v. Ferguson, 119 Mich. 
3738, 78 NW 334. 

35. Oliver v. State, (Tex. Cr.) 37 
SW 427. 

36. State v. Howell, 34 Mo. A. 86. 
Meador v. State, 72 Tex. Cr. 
527, 162.SW 1155. 

38. Olson v. Peo., 56 Colo. 199, 138 


P 21, 
Lome New C. 


39. State v. 
213. 

[a] Statute construed.—In a stat- 
ute providing that neglecting to keep 
up a sufficient and lawful fence ren- 
ders the party indictable, but he must 


Sawyer, 


be convicted on the testimony of 
three indifferent witnesses, the term 
“indifferent,” is synonymous with the 
word ‘“competent.’’ State v. Sawyer, 
13 GN.) C2213: 

40. Becker vy. State, 56 Tex. Cr. 
92, 119 SW 95; Gordon v. State, 53 
Tex. Cr. 624, 111 SW 146; Hankins 
v. State,, 39 Tex. Cri, 261,, 45, “SW 


Wallace v. State, 124 Ala. 87, 
26 S 932. 

42. Kalklosch v. State, 46 Tex. Cr. 
94, 80 SW 85; Jessel y. State, 42 Tex. 
Cr. 72, 57 SW 826. 

43. Woods v. State, 10 Ga. A. 476, 
73 SE 608. 

44. Woods v. State, 10 Ga. A. 476, 
73 SE 608 (sugresting, however, that 
the practice of confining the charge 
to yhe exact language is much bet- 
ter). 

45. State v. Godwin, 145 N.C. 461, 
59 SE 132, 122 AmSR 467. 

46. State v. Godwin, 145 N. C. 461, 
59 SE 132, 122 AmSR 467. 

47. State v. Godwin, 145 N. C. 461, 
59 SE 132, 122 AmSR 467. 

48. State v. Lamb, 30 N. C. 229. 

49. Barr v. Green, 210 N. Y. 252, 
104 NE 619, AnnCas1$15B 855 [rev 
148 App. Div. 897, 132 NYS 739]. 
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tained, or other person who is responsible for its 
maintenance, is not an insurer against injury,°° or 
bound to provide against extraordinary conditions,°? 
but, so far as the exercise of ordinary care will 
enable him to do so, he is bound to keep it in such 
condition that it will not fall and injure persons 
passing along the highway.®? He is not liable for a 
personal injury caused by its fall if he uses the 
care of a prudent man in maintaining it; but 
where he negligently fails to maintain his fence in 
a condition reasonably safe, and not unreasonably 
dangerous, he is responsible for the natural and 
probable consequences of his neglect.54 If, as be- 
tween two adjoining owners, the duty of maintain- 
ing a partition fence rests exclusively upon one of 
them, the other owner is not liable to a third person 
for a personal injury caused by its fall.25 But the 
owner himself being responsible for maintenance of 
a defective or dilapidated fence, he cannot relieve 
himself of that obligation by an agreement with an- 
other in the nature of a lease, the lessee agreeing 
to repair and assuming liability for injuries.®¢ A 
landowner owes no duty to persons trespassing upon 
his lands, in the construction of fencing not along 
public highways, and there can be no negligence in 
the construction of such fencing.®? The rule is ap- 
plicable even where the fence is of barbed wire °° 
and the intrusion is accidental.°® Where a land- 
_ owner builds a barbed wire or other dangerous fence 
across a traveled road, without maintaining proper 
warning, and a traveler is thereby injured, a charge 
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within the issues,°° and a finding of negligence is 
justified.6 But where, in such ease, the road, al- 
though traveled and used by the public for some 
time, is entirely on defendant’s land and is not a 
public highway, his actionable negligence, if any, 
consists only in not giving such notice of the ob- 
struction across the way as would be reasonable 
under the circumstances.®2 

Proximate, concurring, and intervening causes. 
The fact that there was an intervening contributory 
cause does not preclude recovery where the circum- 
stances are such that the owner of the fence should 
have anticipated the oceurrence.®? Where a fence is 
insecurely built, and it blows down and injures a 
person passing, the fence is none the less the proxi- 
mate cause of the injury because the high wind was 
a concurring cause.** A defective fence maintained 
on the brink of a quarry or precipice, and which 
gives way to a person rightfully leaning over it, is 
the proximate cause of injury, the maintenance of 
the quarry itself being remote in the chain of causa- 
tion.® . 

Contributory negligence. Since ordinary prudent 
persons lean upon fences, rails, and banisters with- 
out thought of injury, reasonable care requires main- 
tenance thereof with reference to such usual and 
ordinary user.°° And a person is not guilty of con- 
tributory negligence for such user when the fence 
appears to be reasonably safe for the purpose.®? But 
the party so injured may be declared negligent as a 
matter of law, when the fence was known to him to 


permitting the jury to find such owner negligent is 


50. Henry v. Wanamaker, 45 Pa. 
Super. -346. . 

51. Quinn v. Crimmings, 171 Mass. 
255, 50 NE 624, 68 AmSR 420, 42 LRA 
101; Sutphen v. Hedden, 67 N. J. L. 
824, 520A 5721. , 

{a] Illustration.—In the erection 
of a fence, “the owner is required 
to make it sufficiently secure to with- 
stand any wind that a reasonably 
prudent man ought to have antici- 
pated in building such a fence. If it 
fall, causing injury, only because the 
wind was of such extraordinary vio- 
lence cr unusual character that a rea- 
sonably prudent man would not have 
anticipated it, the owner would not 
be liable.” Sutphen v. Hedden, 67 
ING ae ad S24 oI A721: 

52. Henry v. Wanamaker, 45 Pa. 

uper. 346. 

: 33. Quinn y. Crimmings, 171 Mass. 
255, 259, 50 NE 624, 68 AmSR 420, 
LRA 101. 
i view of the slight danger 
threatened by a common fence, we 
are of the opinion that, if the jury 
are instructed that the owner must 
use the care of a prudent man in 
maintaining it, it is not necessary 
to put the duty in more emphatic 
terms.” Quinn y. Crimmings, supra. 
54, Durgin v. Kennett, 67 N. H. 
29 A 414. 
328, Quinn v. Crimmings, 171 Mass. 
255, 257, 50 NE 624, 68 AmSR 420, 

LRA 101. f 
* the law makes the party who is 
bound to maintain the fence respon- 
sible to the public so far as they 
have any concern in the matter. 
There was no ce delectus per- 
gonarum as between him _and _the 
other possible defendant, his neigh- 
por, and it would be unjust to add the 
other as jointly liable for the con- 
dition of a structure which he did 
not maintain and perhaps had no 
right to touch.’”. Quinn v. Crimmings, 


‘ a. 
a6. Henry v. Wanamaker, 45 Pa. 
Super. 346 (excluding evidence of a 


i . ad 
lease or agreement with a billboarc 
company for use and repair of the 


fence). 
5 s v. Carr, 228 Mass. 339, 
11e INE 360, LRA1918A 954; Worth- 
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ington v. Wade, 82 Tex. 26, 17 SW 
520. See Bannon v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 29 Pa. Super. 231 (owner not lia- 
ble for fall of fence caused by large 
yee of trespassers climbing on 
it)'s 

[a] Falling from sidewalk on 
fence.—A landowner who maintained 
a fence entirely on his property is 
not liable to a person walking on a 
sidewalk who slipped on ice and 
snow, and in falling backward put 
out her hand, which struck the fence 
and was injured. Noyes v. Carr, 228 


neo ee 339, 117 NE 350, LRA1918A 
58. Upp v. Darner, 150 Iowa 403, 


130 NW 409, 32 LRANS 7438, AnnCas 
1912D 574; Quigley v. Clough, 173 
Mass. 429, 53 NE 884, 73 AmSR 303, 
45 LRA 500; Bishop y. Gulf, ete., R. 
Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 75 SW 1086. 

59. Quigley v. Clough, 173 Mass. 
429, 53 NE 884, 73 AmSR 3038, 45 
LRA 500; Bishop v. Gulf, ete., R. Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 75 SW 1086. 

[a] Tlustration.—-Where a house 
stands on a lot at the corner of two 
streets, but at some distance from 
both of them, and a barbed wire fence 
runs diagonally across such lot from 
the house to the corner of such 
streets, the owner of such lot is 
not liable to a person who by mis- 
take leaves the sidewalk in the dark 
and. is injured by running into the 
fence. Quigley v. Clough, 173 Mass. 
429, 53 NE 884, 73 AmSR 3803, 45 LRA 
500. 

60. Abilene Oil Co. v. Briscoe, 27 
Tex. Civ. A. 157, 66 SW 315 (deem- 
ing it immaterial whether the land 
belonged to defendant or to school 
trustees). : 

61. Abilene Oil Co, v. Briscoe, 27 
Tex, Civ. A. 157, 66 SW 315. 

62. Rosenburg v. Tennant, (Colo.) 
189 P 25. F 

[a] The matters to be considered 
in determining whether defendant 
was negligent in failing to give 
proper notice include the amount of 
travel on the road, the length of 
time it had been used, what defend- 
ant knew or should have known of 
such use, and the fact that the per- 
sons using the road were trespassers, 


be defective and unsafe.®8 


When, however, the 


unless shown by the evidence to be 
licencees. Rosenburg vy. Tennant, 
(Colo.) 189 P 25. 


63. Marton v. Jones, (Cal. A.) 186 
P 410. F 
{a] MTlustration. — A pedestrian, 


who fell because of a pebble on a 
sidewalk and was injured in throw- 
ing her hand against a barbed wire 
fence, is entitled to recover against 
the owner of the fence, although: 
the existence of the pebble on the 
Sidewalk was an intervening con- 
tributing cause, Since the owner of 
the fence should have anticipated 
that such an injury might have oc- 
curred as the result of his fence be- 
cause of the many substances upon 
the walk tending to cause pedestrians 
to slip or fall. Marton y. Jones, (Cal. 
A.) 186 P 410. 


64. Sutphen v. Hedden, 67 N. J. L. 
324, 51 A 721. See Henry vy. Wana- 
maker, 45 Pa. Super. 346 (holding 


that evidence that the fence was rot- 
ten and very dilapidated, and that 
during a high wind it fell and injured 
a person was sufficient, if believed, 
to sustain a finding that the omis- 
sion to exercise reasonable care was 
the proximate cause of the injury, 
and that therefore the question of 
negligence was for the jury). 

[a] Reason for rule. — “It is 
true that without this concurring 
force the accident could not have 
happened, but it is equally true that 
if the fence had not given way under 
the violence of the wind, the acci- 
dent could not have occurred. Such 
a concurrence of causes does not 
necessarily render either a remote 
cause. They may both be proxi- 
mate.’ Sutphen vy. Hedden, 67 N. J. 
L. 324, 329, 51 A 721. 

65. Herdt v. 137 Mo. A. 
589, 119 SW 56. : 

‘66. Herdt v. 137 Mo, A. 
589, 119 SW 56. 

67. Herdt v. 137 Mo. Ay 
589, 119 SW 56. 

68. Herdt v. Koenig, 137 Mo. A. 
589, 119 SW 56 (although the party 
injured was a boy of twelve years); 
Knox v. Hall Steam Power Co., 69 
Hun 231, 23 NYS 490 (boy of twelve 
years leaning over a chain guarding 


Koenig, 
Koenig, 


Koenig, 
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party injured has no knowledge of the defective 
fence, the question of contributory negligence should 
be left to the jury. The jury should also deter- 
mine the question of negligence in the erection of an 
unprotected barbed wire fence along a schoolhouse 
lot where children were accustomed to play, and 
of contributory negligence of a child in running into 
the fence while looking backward.?° Where the nn- 
contradicted evidence shows that the fall of a fence 
was caused by a large number of trespassers climb- 
ing upon it, and that it did not give way under the 
pressure for several minutes, although it was many 
years old and somewhat rotten, it is the duty of the 
court to withdraw the case from the jury and direct 
a verdict for defendant, the proximate cause being 
the trespass, and not the condition of the fence." 

[§ 52] 2. Injuries to Live Stock—a. In Gen- 
eral. One who builds or maintains a fence must see 
that it is in a reasonably safe condition and unlikely 
to injure live stock rightfully coming in contact with 
it, and for all injuries caused by a failure in this 
respect he is liable to respond in damages.** A.land- 
owner is liable for injuries to stock resulting from 
the negligent construction of his fence by his agent 
or servant.7? But the owner’s agent is not respon- 
sible for the negligence or want of care of a sub- 


FENCES 


[§§ 51-53 
agent employed by him, where he has been reason- 
ably careful in the selection of a subagent.”* 

[§ 53] b. By Barbed Wire Fences. The act of, 
a landowner in erecting a barbed wire fence does 
not in itself render him liable to one whose live 
stock sustains injuries therefrom;’> but one negli- 
gently constructing or maintaining such a fence and 
thereby causing injury to stock lawfully at large or 
on the adjacent lands is liable therefor;** and if 
there is gross negligence, or entire want of care 
in its construction, punitory damages are recover- 
able.*7 When the defective barbed wire fence 
causing the injury is entirely on defendant’s land, 
and not near & highway, ordinarily defendant is not 
hable.** But when a barbed wire fence is so negli- 
gently constructed as to constitute a trap for passing 
live stock, liability exists for injuries sustained by 
them, even though it is constructed entirely upon 
defendant’s land and the stock are trespassing when 
injured.’® Where a landowner, having allowed the 
public to travel a well defined road across his land 
for a considerable time, although not for the pre- 
seriptive period, stretches a barbed wire across the 
road without proper warning, he is liable for in- 
juries caused thereby to horses or other animals 
driven over the road after dark.8° One who in con- 


elevator shaft guilty of contributory 
negligence). 

69. Cincinnati, ete., Spring Co. v. 
Brown, 32 Ind. A. 58, 69 NE 197 (child 
of twelve years playing near defec- 
tive barbed wire fence in evening). 

70. Barr v. Green, 210 N. Y. 252, 
104. NE 619, AnnCasi915B 855. 

71. Bannon v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
29 Pa. Super. 231 (holding that the 
owner’s knowledge of former similar 
trespasses is immaterial). 

72. Ala.—Louisville, etce., R. Co. 
v. Harrison, 16 Ala. A. 609, 80 S 
683. 

Mo.—Shell v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
132 Mo. A. 528, 112 SW 39; Smith 
v. St. Louis, ete., R. Co., 182 Mo. A. 
612, 112 SW 32. 

N. H.—Hubbard v. Gould, 74 N. H. 
25, 64 A 668; Durgin v. Kennett, 67 
ING VE 29, 29 A 414. 

N. Y.—Rowland v. Baird, 18 AbbN 
Cas 256. 

N. C.—_Winkler’ v. Carolina, etc., R. 
(Gol SONG eas hs OO. Luma CS, 
AmSR 663. 

Okl.—Mullen v. Renzleman, 31 Okl. 
53, 119 P 641, AnnCas1913D 1778. 

Eng. —Rooth v. Wilson, 1 B. & Ald. 
59, 106 Reprint 22, 19 ERC 15; Anony- 
mous, 1 Vent. 264, 86 Reprint ‘177. 

[a] Natural propensity of ani- 
mals.—“It is the duty of the land- 
owner to take notice of the natural 
propensity of domestic animals, and 
to exercise reasonable care to pre- 
vent his fence from becoming dan- 
gerous, and, if it is constructed and 
maintained in such manner as to con- 
stitute negligence, he is properly held 


liable.” Louisville, etce., R. Co. v. 
Harrison, 16 Ala. A. 609, 611, 80 S 
683. 

{[b] Dangerous trap.—‘“When a 
fence is so constructed and main- 


tained as to constitute a dangerous 
trap, ‘into which domestic animals 
in search of food, or, following their 
natural instincts as to general direc- 
tions in returning home, are liable 
to wander, this would constitute ac- 
tionable negligence, provided, of 
course, there was the requisite 
scienter, and injury.’ Louisville, 
ete., R. Co. v. Harrison, 16 Ala. A. 
609, 80 S 683. 

[ce] Improper construction a tres- 
pass.—Where a fence is not con- 
structed in the manner required by 
statute, its construction is a trespass 
upon the rights of others, and those 
constructing it are liable for result- 
ing injuries. Siglin v. Coos Bay, etc., 


BReCo.. 85) Or 9756 Fel 011 e762 AmS 
463; Cook v. Horstman, 2 Tex. A. Civ. 


Cas. § 770; Woodward v. Griffith, 2 
Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 360 
{d] Stock injured by eating de- 


cayed fence.—The owner of a decayed 
fence of old wire rope, which fell 
to pieces, is liable to the adjoining 
owner for loss of stock which swal- 
lowed a piece of the rope. Firth v. 
Bowling Iron Co.,.3 C. P. D. 254. 

Liability of railroad company see 
Railroads [33 Cye 1170 et seq]. 

73. Roney v. Aldrich, 44 Hun 
CONEY.) 5 3205: 

74. Kuhnert v. Angell, 8 N. D. 198, 
[7 NW 1015. 

75. Ind.—Sisk v. Crump, 112 Ind. 
504, 14 NE 381, 2 AmSR 213; McFar- 
land v. Swihart, 11 Ind. A. 175, 38 NE 
483, 54 AmSR 499. 

Iowa.—Golden yv. Coonan, 107 Iowa 
209, 77 NW 852; Panther v. Trauman, 
89 Iowa 101, 56 NW 289. 

Ky.—Hoard v. Morris, 10 KyL 771. 

Me.—Gould v. Bangor, ete., R. Co., 
&2 Me. 122, 19 A 84. 
cia Ara v. Sutherland, 32 Mo. 

Okl.—Mullen v. Renzleman, 31 Okl. 
53, 119 P 641, AnnCas1913D 778. 

Tex.—Galveston Land, etce., Co. v: 
Levy, 10 Tex. Civ. A. 104, 30 SW 504; 
Hester v. Windham, (Civ. A.) 27 SW 
1078; Presnall v. Raley, (Civ. A.) 27 
SW 200; Robertson v. Wooley, 5 Tex. 
Civ. A, 237, 238, 23 SW 828. 

Hr arias ir Vv. Rude) Altar i, 

B. C.—Plath v. Seen Forks, etc., 
Re COselOme he. 29 

Ont. Hillyard y Grand Trunk re 
Cone Ont osicr 

“We should hesitate long before 
holding that the mere proof that the 
fence consisted of barbed wire 
stretched upon posts is sufficient to 
show that the parties constructing 
it were guilty of negligence, even 
shoula the fence have been along a 
public highway.” Robertson Vv. 
Wooley, supra. 

[a] Guard board or rail.—The 
building of a barbed wire fence with- 
out a board between the posts, as 
preseribed by law, is not as a matter 
of law negligence, so as to render the 
landowner liable to a person whose 
horse is injured thereby. Hester v. 
Windham, (Tex. Civ. A.) 27 SW 1078. 

76. Ala.—Hurd v. Lacy, 93 Ala. 
427, 9 S 378, 30 AMSR 61. 

Cal.—Loveland v. Gardner, 79 Cal. 
O17, Zan P66; 4eVEVAN SOS. 


Ind.—Sisk Nk Crump, 112 Ind. 504, 
14 NE 381, 2 AmSR 213; McFarland 
v. Swihart, 11 Ind. A. 175, 38 NH 483, 
54 AmSR 499. 

Mo.—Gooch vy. Bowyer, 62 Mo. A. 
206; Foster v. Swope, 41 Mo. A. 137. 

N. H.—Durgin vy. Kennett, 67 N. H. 
329, 29 A 414. 

N.Y Y.—Roney v. Aldrich, 44 Hun 320; 
Rowland v. Baird, 18 AbbNCas 256. 

N. C.—Winkler v. Carolina, etc., R. 
Go. 2126" Ni C. 370, 35 SE 621, 78 
AmSR 663. 

Okl.—Mullen y. Renzleman, 31 Ok. 
538, 119 P 641, AnnCas1913D 778 (for- 
mer liability in Indian Territory). 

Pa.—Pim v. Griffith, 3 Pa. Co, 17% 

Tex.—Abilene Oil Co. v. Briscoe, 
27 Mex: “Civ. “A> (157; 66 USiw i) 345; 
Williams v. Mudgett, 9 "Tex. Rev. 
337, 29 AlbLJ 28; Cook v. Horstman, 
2 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 770; Woodward 
v. Griffith, 2 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. § 360. 
so Ml2®—Garrioch v. McKay, 13 Man. 

[a] Damages.—The measure of 
damages for injury to a farm horse, 
when the horse is both disabled tem- 
porarily for service in the season for 
Tarm labor, and permanently im- 
paired in market value, includes rea- 
sonable hire for the time of disabil- 
ity and the amount of diminution in 
market value, in all not exceeding 
the value of the animal. Atlanta, 
ete., R. Co. v. Hudson, 62 Ga. 279. 

Ti. Cook! 'v: Horstman, 2nTex.gAs 
Civ. Cas. § 770. 

78. Teague v. Clemons, 180 Mo. A. 
462, 166 SW 641 (plaintiff's horse, 
turned loose in a field adjoining de- 
fendant’s, injured by a one strand 
barbed wire fence entirely on de- 
fendant’s land); McLean y. Rudd, 1 


Alta. L. 505. 
LD Ala.—Hurd v. Lacy, 93 Ala. 
427, 9 S 378, 30 AmSR 61 


Cal. —Loveland Vv. Gardner, 49: 1Cale 
317, 21 P 766, 4 LRA 395. 


Til.—Wabash R. Co. v. Crews, 65 


Ill. A, 442. 
Ind.—Sisk v. Crump, 112 Ind. 504, 
14 NE 381, 2 AmSR 213. 


N. C.—Winkler v. Carolina, etc., R. 
Co.) 126. No C.1370; «355 SHy 6215978 
AmSR 663. 

Tex.—Woodward vy. Griffith, 2 Tex. 
A. Civ. Cas. § 360. 

80. Morrow v. Sweeney, LO) Ind Ay 
626, 838 NE 187; Carskaddon v. Mills, 
5 Ind. A. 22, 31 NE 559; Abilene Oil 
Cont: Briscoe, ATE Tee Cina Avge aT, 
66 SW 315. 

Injuries to persons see supra § 51. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 53-56] 


structing a division fence of barbed wire leaves the 
wire on the ground without protection is liable to 
respond in damages to the adjoining owner whose 
stock is injured by it.*! But one who erects only 
part of a barbed wire fence to inclose a pasture is 
not liable for injury to another’s horses while in 
the pasture, especially where the latter owned the 
surrounding land and wrongfully restrained him 
from completing the fence.®? 

[§ 54] ¢. Contributory Negligence. One whose 
negligence contributed to the injury of his live stock 
cannot recover therefor ;** and an owner who permits 
his live stock to stray upon the common, and tres- 
pass upon others’ lands, cannot recover for injuries 
to such stock by fences placed on others’ lands, and 
not located unreasonably close to a highway ;** but 
it is not contributory negligence for one to turn his 
stock loose in his own field, or in a public highway, 
with knowledge that a fence constructed by another 
partly around such field or along such highway is im- 
properly and negligently constructed, as he cannot 
be deprived of the use of his own premises or the 
public highway by another’s violation of duty.® 
And one is not guilty of contributory negligence in 
failing to maintain his portion of a partition fence 
over which live stock escapes, where the injury is 
immediately caused by defendant in driving the ani- 
mal against a barbed wire fence, while attempting 
to catch and return it.®® 

[§ 55] d. Actions. A petition or complaint is 
sufficient where it specifies matters constituting neg- 
ligence on defendant’s part in constructing the fence 
and alleges injury to plaintiff’s animal by coming in 


81. Lowe v. Guard, 11 Ind. A. 472, [a] 
39 NE 428, 54 AmSR 511. 
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The reasons for the rule are 
that a fence, although generally con- 
sidered to be a part of the realty 
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contact therewith.8? In an action against a tenant 
his landlord is not a necessary party.8° When the 
ownership of a fence is in issue, it may be proved by 
parol.®® The question of negligence in constructing 
the fence is for the jury °° where there is evidence of 
improper construction.®+ 

[§ 56] B. Failure to Erect or Maintain. One 
whose duty it is to build or maintain a fence is as a 
general rule liable for all injuries which may be 
fairly said to be the legal and natural consequence 
of his neglect to do so,°? including injuries to live 
stock °* or crops.®* The rule is not applicable where 
there is no duty to fence,®® or where there is no 
neglect,®°° or where the neglect is not the proximate 
cause of the injury.®°7 An agreement between ad- 
joining owners to dispense with a partition fence 


. exempts each from lability to the other for injuries 


resulting from failure to fence.*8 And where ad- 
joining owners enter into an agreement that each 
will maintain half of a partition fence, neither can 
maintain trespass against the other for injuries re- 
sulting from an insufficient fence, the proper remedy 
being for breach of contract.°® Some courts hold 
that, where the obligation to maintain a partition 
fence does not arise by virtue of agreement or pre-~ 
scription, but only by virtue of statute, and the 
statute does not impose lability for injury to ani- 
mals, a person who has been diligent in keeping up 


_his part of the fence as required by statute cannot 


recover damages, against the adjoining owner who 
is delinquent in his duty, by reason of the former’s 
cattle going through the defective fence on the land 
of the adjoining owner and there suffering injury.? 
127 (app allowed on other grounds 


31 Can. §S. C. 420)]; McAlpine .v. 
Grand, Trunk 9R: Co... 3812s Ci@ae bs 


82. Godden v. Coonan, 107 Iowa 
209, 77 NW 852. 

83. Foster v. Swope, 41 Mo. A. 
137; Rowland v. Baird, 18 AbbNCas 
CNAzY;) 256. 

{a] Knowledge of dangerous fence. 


—(1) An action to recover for in- 
juries sustained by plaintiff’s horse 
in becoming entangled in a partition 
fence on defendant’s land will not lie 
where plaintiff knew of the danger- 
ous condition of the fence, and had 
complained thereof to defendant be- 
fore the horse was turned in the 
pasture inclosed by the fence. Ray 
v. Stuckey, 113 Wis. 77, 88 NW 900, 
90 AmSR 844. (2) Where plaintiff’s 
horse was injured by coming in con- 
tact with a defective partition fence 
constructed by defendant, plaintiff 
cannot be charged with such notice of 
defendant’s negligence as would as 
a matter of law charge him with con- 
tributory negligence. McFarland v. 
Swihart, 11 Ind. A. 175, 38 NE 483, 
54 AmSR 499. 

84. Teague v. Clemons, 180 Mo. A. 
462, 166 SW 641. 


85. Ill.—Chicago, ete, R. Co. v. 
Nevitt, 122 Ill. A. 505; Baltimore, 
etc., R. Co. v. Seitzinger, 116 Ill. A. 
Bos : 


Mo.—Gooch v. Bowyer, 62 Mo. A. 
206; Foster v. Swope, 41 Mo. A. 137. 
Or-—Sieglin v. Coos: Bay, ete, R., 
79. 66) PY LOM 7.6 


Sten Cot so) OL. 
AmSR 463. - 
Tex.—Boyd v. Burkett, (Civ. <A.) 
27 SW 223 (quere). 
Vt.—Eddy v. Kinney, 60 Vt. 554, 


15 A 198. 

Ont.—Fenson v. Canadian Pac. R. 
Co., 3 OntWR 227. 

86. Bullard v. Mulligan, 69 Iowa 
416, 29 NW 404. 


87. McFarland y. Swihart, 11 Ind. 
AY 175, 38 NE 488, 54 AmSR 
499. . 


88. Buckley v. Clark, 21 Misc! 138, 
47 NYS 42. 

89. Siglin v. Coos Bay, etc, R., 
CLC Oo OL a0 0 Om bent OLE 276, 
AmSR 463. 


upon which it is built, is not univer-= 
sally so; and if the rule obtained that 
the ownership of the fence is, to be 
conclusively established by proof of 
ownership of the realty upon which 
it is built, then a person building a 
fence could escape liability by plac- 
ing it beyond the limits of his real 
property and could shift liability to 
the owner of the land on which the 
fence is built. Siglin v. Coos Bay, 
CLOMT I CLGa COlymoD) “ORS, ano Ore: 
1011, 76 AmSR 463. 

90. Mullen v. Renzleman, 31 OkIl. 
53, 119 P 641, AnnCas1913D 778; Hes- 
ter v. -Windham, (Tex. Civ. A.) 27 
SW 1078. 

91. Mullen v. Renzleman, 31 Okl. 
538, 119 P 641, AnnCas1913D 778. 

92. Mitcheson vy. Norse, 9 Ky. Op. 
683; McLean v. Berkabile, 123 Mo. A. 
647, 100 SW 1109; Gilman v. Noyes, 
Si, INE. El. 6217 we. Cate. v, Cate: .50) IN. Ef. 
144, 9 AmR 179; Saxton v. Bacon, 31 
Vt. 540, 5438. 

93. Conn.—Kelsey v. Rebuzzini, 87 


Conn. 556, 89 A 170, 52. LRANS 
103. 

Ga.—Collins v. Cochran, 121 Ga. 
785, 49 SE 771. 


TIowa.—Nelson v. Wilson, 157 Iowa 
80, 137 NW 1048. : 

N. H.—Cate v. Cate, 50 N. H. 144, 9 
AmR 179. } 
N. Y.—Clark v. Brown, 18 Wend. 
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Vt.—Wilder v. Stanley, 65 Vt. 145, 
296 A 189, 20 LRA 479; Sargent \v. 
Slack, 47 Vt. 674, 19 AmR 1386; Sax- 
ton v. Bacon, 31 Vt. 540. 

Eng.—Lawrence v. Jenkins, L. R. 8 
Q. B. 274; Rooth v. Wilson, 1 B. & 
Ald. 59, 106 Reprint 22, 19 HRC. 15; 
Powell v.. Salisbury, 2 Y. & J. 391, 
148 Reprint 970. : 

B. C.—Coen vy. New Westminster 
Southern R. Co., 12° B. C.. 419. 

N. B.—Daigle v. Temiscouata R. 
Co., 37 N. B. 219; Lizotte v. Temis- 
CouAtaAs RIN CO. 3 GON. B.. 39T 

Ont.—James v. Grand Trunk R. 
Co., 31 Ont. 672 [app dism 1 Ont, L. 


446. 

[a] The rule has been applied: 
(1) Where sheep escaped to an ad- 
joining field ‘and becarne diseased by 
contact with other sheep. Sargent v. 
Slack, 47 Vt. 674, 19 AmR 136. (2) 
Where a cow escaped through a de- 
fective fence of defendant and was 
bitten by a dog. Cate vy. Cate, 50 
N. H. 144, 9 AmR 179. (8) Where 
the death of live stock was caused 
by eating leaves of a poisonous tree 
in an adjacent field to which they 


had escaped through a_é defective 
fence. Lawrence v. Jenkins, L. R. 
8 Q@. B. 274. é 


Injuries to animals generally 
Animals § 484 et seq. 

Liability of railroad companies for 
injury to animals see Railroads [33 


see 


Cyc 11704. 
94. I1l—Ozburn v. Adams, 70 Ill. 
291. 


Ky.—Elizabeth, ete, R. Co. v. 
Prewitt, 8 Ky. Op. 654. 

N. Y.—Parmelee y. Dann, 23 Barb. 
461. 


N. C.—Roberts v. Cole, 82 N. C. 
292. 

Tenn.—Crawford v. Maxwell, 3 
Humphr. 476. 

Tex.—Adair v. Stallings, (Civ. A.) 
165 SW 140. 

95. Garretson vy. Avery, 26 Wyo. 


53, L7G P 433: 

96. Fennell v. Seguin St. R. Co., 
70 Tex. 670, 8 SW 486. 

97. Kelsey v. Rebuzzini, 87 Conn. 
556, 89 A 170, 52 LRANS 103; Fales 
v. Cole, 153 Mass. 322, 26 NE 872. 


98. Walters v. Stacey, 134 Ill. A. 
336. 
99. Walker v. Watrous, 8 Ala. 493, 


42 AmD 646. Compare Barber v. 
Cleave, 2 Ont, L. 213 (allowing dam- 
ages for injury to plaintiff's orchard 
by defendant’s cattle and sheep 
breaking the part of a partition fence 
which defendant agreed to maintain). 

1. Van Nest v. Dealman, 85 N. J. 
L. 650, 90 A 308, 52 LRANS 99 [rev 
84 N. J. L. 564, 87 A 329]. 
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Where the injury is caused by defect in a partition 
fence, it must be shown that the injury resulted 
from a defect in that portion of the fence which it 
is the duty of defendant to maintain; but the fact 
that the portion of the fence which it is the duty of 
the adjoining landowner to maintain is defective also 
does not relieve from liability. One who fails to 
maintain his portion of a partition fence properly is 
without redress for injuries occasioned by his neigh- 
bor’s stock breaking through such portion, as the 
loss is occasioned by his own negligence. Some 


FENCES 


[§§ 56-58 


statutes render a person liable in double damages 
for killing or injuring a domestic animal which has 
entered his field for want of a lawful fence.” In an 
action under the statute it is not essential to recoy- 
ery that plaintiff prove the precise spot at which 
his animal entered defendant’s field;® he may under- 
take to show that the entire fence around the field 
was an unlawful fence and in bad condition’ and, 
for this purpose, may introduce evidence of its con- 
dition at places other than the one at which the 
animal entered.® ~ 


VI. FENCE DISTRICT LAWS °® 


[§ 57] A. In General. The statutes of some 
states provide for the establishment of fencing dis- 
tricts In accordance with the wishes of the resi- 


dents of such districts, as ascertained by an election - 


or by petition.t° Such statutes generally provide the 
qualifications of the persons who may vote or sign 
the petition,!! and the number or proportion of own- 
ers who must sign the petition.‘ The official or of- 
ficials under whose direction such elections are to 
be held and by whom the result is to be ascertained 
and declared are usually designated by statute.1* 
The action of such officials is ministerial and not 
judicial,'* and consequently they have no power to 
entertain a counterpetition, or pass upon a contest 
over the result of an election.1> But where no re- 
view is provided by statute their action within their 
jurisdiction is final and conclusive,!* and the courts 
have no power to interfere therewith.” It is their 
province and duty to declare the result,}® and if 
they refuse to declare the result, they may be com- 
pelled to do so by mandamus.!® Where so required 
by statute, an application to an ordinary or other 
2. D’Arcy vy. Miller, 86 Ill. 102, 29 
AmR 11; Saxton y. Bacon, 31 Vt. 540; 
Barber v.-Cleave, 2 Ont. L. 218. 
S$. Ozburn v. Adams, 70 Ill. 291; 


Saxton v. Bacon, 31 Vt. 540. 
4. See Animals § 401. 


769, 12 S 904. 


of the district fence which forms the 
boundary between them. 
ery County v. State, 71 Miss. 153, 15 
S 28; Leflore County v. State, 70 Miss. 17. 


official acting in a fence district election to examine 
and count certain returns should be made in writing, 
distinetly setting forth the grounds of the proceed- 
ines desired,?° and such application should be made 
before the official declares the result.21 Such an 
election is not void for mere irregularities ;?? but an 
election held on any other date ?* or at any other 
place 24 than that provided by statute is necessarily 
void. 

Fencing board. Some statutes require members of 
a fencing board to take an oath of office,?> to adopt 
written plans for the construction of a fence,?* and 
to file a written report of the cost with a designated 
county officer.2” But failure to take these steps is 
not a jurisdictional defect ;?* it is waived by a fail- 
ure to object thereto within the time limited by 
statute.?® 

[§ 58] B. Taxation. The legislature may pro- 
vide for levying a tax to defray the cost of the fence 
erected around a fencing district.2° A tax will not 
be defeated for mere irregularities which can be cor- 
rected,*t or for failure to follow provisions which 


Cain v. Davie County, 86 N. C. 8; 
Simpson v. Mecklenburg, 84 N. C. 


TSS 
Seymour v. Almond, 75 Ga. 
112; Skrine v. Jackson, 73 Ga. 377. 


Montgom- 


5. See statutory provisions, 

6. Ward v. Proffer, (Mo. A.) 204 
SW 559. 

7. Ward v. Proffer, (Mo. A.) 204 
SW 559. 

8. aaa vy. Proffer, (Mo. A.) 204 

9. Stock laws see Animals §§ 580- 

10. See statutory provisions; 
Suddeth v. Ellis, (Ala.) 15 S 899; 
Hill v. Gibson, 107 Ark. 130, 154 SW 
203; Henderson v. Dearing, 89 Ark. 
598, 117 SW 1066; Flowers v. State, 
83 Ark. 208, 103 SW _ 384; Stiewel 
Veamencina Dist: MNO: Gwud Ark S17, 
70 SW 308, 71 SW 247; Burgwyn v. 
Whitfield, 81 N. C. 261. 

[a] In Georgia (1) it was decided 
that the erection of a fence was sim- 
ply a means for the better carrying 
out of the law and was not a neces- 
sary condition to its going into effect. 
Hollman v. Kingery, 81 Ga. 624, 8 SH 
535; Dover v. State, 80 Ga. 781, 6 SH 
589. (2) But this has been changed 
by statute. Code (1901 Suppl.) § 6154. 
(3) It has been decided in this state 
that when the lines of a militia dis- 
trict are changed, and territory added 
to such district, the added territory 
becomes subject to the system of 
fences or stock .law which prevails 
in that district without an election 
in such territory. Hackney v. Leake, 
91 Ga. 141, 16 SEH 966; Drummond v. 
Lowery, 88 Ga. 716, 16 SE 28. 

{b] Shiability of adjoining’ county. 
—The legislature may provide that, 
where a county has voted to form a 
fence district, an adjoining county 
which has not so voted shall be 
jointly liable with it for the build- 
ing and maintenance of that portion 


Constitutionality of statutes see 18. 


evore § 580; Constitutional Law 

11. Flowers v. Grant, 129 Ala. 275, 
30 S 94 (recitai that petitioners are 
freeholders essential); Dyson v. Pope, 
71 Ga. 205; Hannah vy. Shepherd, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 25 SW. 1387. 

12. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 
6, 71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247 
(two thirds of owners required). 

13. See statutory provisions, 

[a] In Georgia (1) the ordinary 
is required, under certain circum- 
stances, to order an election to deter- 
mine the question of ‘fence or no 
fence;” and the returns are to be 
made, and he is required to examine 
them and decide upon all questions 


that may arise out of the election, 
and proclaim the result. Harris v. 
Perryman, 103 Ga. 816, 30 SE 6638; 


Skrine  v. Jackson,)-73: ‘Ga. 877. ¢€2) 
The managers of the districts or pre- 
cincts should consolidate the returns 
and then turn them over to the ordi- 
nary for that officer to hear and de- 
termine the questions which arise. 
Dyson v. Pope, 71 Ga. 205. 

14. Meadows v. Taylor, 82. Ga. 738, 
10 SE 204; Seymour v. Almond, 75 
Ga. 112, 114; State v. Hdgefield 
County, 18S, C..597. 

“The ordinary, in respect to this 
election, is not a court or judicatory, 
but an officer of the body politic of 
the state to whom is confided the or- 
dering, supervision and announce- 
ment of the result of an election on 
the issue of fence or no fence.” Sey- 
mour v. Almond, supra. 

15. Harris v. Perryman, 103 Ga. 
816. 30 SE 663; Meadows v. Taylor, 
82 Ga. 738, 10 SE 204. 

16. Skrine v. Jackson, 73 Ga, 377; 


Steward v. Peyton, 77 Ga. 668. 
19. Steward v. Peyton, 77 Ga. 668. 
20. Dyson v. Pope, 71 Ga. 205. 

21. Dyson v. Pope, 71 Ga. 205. 

22. Mize v. Speight, 82 Ga. 397, 9 
SE 1080; Newsom v. Earnheart, 86 
N. C. 391; Hannah y. Shepherd, (Tex. 
Civ VAS) Zo do te 

{a] Yustration.—Where the no- 
tice of registration gave the regis- 
trar’s house as the place of registra- 
tion and the registrar kept his books 
and registered voters at his store 
three hundred yards distant, leaving 
word at the house for persons ap- 
plying for registration to come to 
the store, this did not render the elec- 


tion void. Newsom y. Earnheart, 86 
ING KOsacwsle 

23. Reeves y. Gay, 92 Ga. 309, 18 
SE 61. 


24. Dyson v. Pope, 71 Ga. 205 
(votes of two militia districts, im- 
properly combined in one precinct, 
where statute made each militia dis- 
trict a precinct for voting). 

25. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
TIAALPK SU 20S SIWa S080 Sis neiaete 

26. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No: 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 74 SW 247. 

27. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, .70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

28. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
17, 70 SW. 308) Ti. SW 247. 

29. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

30. Browning vy. Mathews, 73 
Miss. 348, 18 S 658; Busbee v. Wake 
County, 93 N. C. 143; Greene County 
Comrs. vy. Lenoir County Comrs., 92 
N. C. 180. x 

81. Simpson vy. Mecklenburg, 84 
N.C. 158: 


[a] Presumption of regularity.— 
Regularity of the proceedings will be 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 58] 


are directory merely,?? such as advertising for pro- . 


posals for contract work.3* - And the fact that the 
money used in construction of the fence is borrowed 
by the county commissioners on their individual ae- 
count will not invalidate an assessment.°4 An ob- 
jection that the assessment does not comply with the 
petition is not well taken where the change or devia- 
tion in the original plans did not increase the length 
or cost of the fence.*®? And in absence of fraud an 
assessment approximately equal to the actual cost is 
not excessive or illegal.** But the assessment must 
be for the benefit of the land taxed,?7 and must con- 
form to the requirements of the act, or it is alto- 
gether unauthorized.*® Since fencing districts are 
ereated exclusively for the benefit of agricultural 
lands, the roadbed or right of way of a railroad is 
not intended to be included in such districts for as- 
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sessment.?® Likewise coal mines are not subject to 
assessment for construction of fences, unless the 
coal bearing land is also useful for agricultural pur- 
poses.4° The tax must be uniformly apportioned on 
all the assessable realty in the fencing district, irre- 
spective of the amount of fencing required in each 
county included in the district.44 In a suit to en- 
force a fencing assessment as a lien against the 
property assessed, the description of the land in 
the complaint, or exhibits attached thereto, must 
be definite and certain.t? Where a statute provides 
that suits to enforce collection of fencing assess- 
ments shall follow the procedure in suits for eollec- 
tion of assessments for local improvements, such 
provision has reference only to the mode of pro- 
cedure and does not give the right to tax an attor- 
ney’s fee.43 


*PENCE WIRE.* 

FENDER. The term is well defined and readily 
understood.? As applied to street railway cars, a 
guard or protection against danger to pedestrians ;* 
a kind of steel basket attached to the front of a 
ear.* As applied to sawmills, a guard to protect em- 
ployees from flying pieces of wood driven by the 


saws.° 
FEODUM EST QUOD QUIS TENET EX QUA- 


presumed and the presumption ‘is in | the 


last assessment roll, 


CUNQUE CAUSA SIVE SIT TENEMENTUM 
SIVE REDITUS.® 

FEODUM SIMPLEX EX FEODO SIMPLICI 
PENDERE NON POTEST.’ 4 

FEOFFMENT. The term is derived from the 
word ‘‘feoffare’’ or ‘‘infeudare,’’ to give one a 
feud,® and is properly donatio feudi.2 At common 
law, the mode of transferring a freehold estate in 
lands ;*° a conveyance of corporeal hereditaments, by 


railroad 7 A maxim meaning “A simple 


favor of the validity of the assess- 
ment. Eagle v. Fencing Dist. No. 2, 
91 Ark. 378, 121 SW 340 (presumption 
of validity.as against objection that 
assessment was made by the board of 
commissioners instead of the county 
court). 

32. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

33. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71,.SW 247. 

34, Eagle v. Fencing Dist. No. 2, 
91 Ark. 378, 121 SW 340. 

35. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

86. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

37. Browning v. Mathews, 713 
Miss. 348, 18 S 658; Harper v. New 
Hanover County, 133 N. C. 106, 45 
SE 526; Bradshaw v. Guilford County, 
92. N., C.. 278. : 

[a] hus an assessment against 
the real estate of a township with- 
drawn from the benefit of the stock 
law by express legislative enactment 
is unauthorized. Harper v. New Han- 
over County, 133 N. C. 106, 45 SE 526. 

[ob] Presumption of benefit.—(1) 
The presumption from an act creat- 
ing a fencing district is that property 
owners therein will be benefited. 
Henderson vy. Dearing, 89 Ark. 598, 
117 SW 1066. (2) An assessment 
against property within a fencing 
district for the construction of the 
fence constituted a prima facie find- 
ing that the property was benefited 
by the fence. Stiewel v. Fencing 
Dist. No. 6, 71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 
SW 247. ? 

88. Bradshaw v. Guilford County, 
92> N, ©. 278. 4 \ 

39. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. &, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247; 
Little Rock, ete., R. Co. v. Huggins, 
64 Ark. 432, 48 SW 145. 

[a] Exemption of railroads and 
other property.—(1) Under a statute 
providing for a tax on all real es- 
tate in the district taxable by the 
state or county, real estate or schools 
and railroads which are not taxable 
for general purposes are not taxable 
(Bradshaw v. Guilford County, 92 
N. C. 278); (2) and the assessment 
being against lands in the district 
according to the values as shown by 


lands which do not appear on such 
roll are not assessable (Little Rock, 
etc., R. Co. v. Huggins, 64 Ark. 432, 
43 Sw 145). (3) Where the right of 
way of a railroad company and a 
poor farm were included within a 
fencing district, but the county court, 
in making the assessment, assessed 
neither, it would be presumed that 
the property was included in the dis- 
trict for convenience merely, and that 
the court found that the railroad 
property was not legally assessable, 
and that the poor farm was not bene- 
fited. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71' Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

40. Stiewel v. Fencing Dist. No. 6, 
71 Ark. 17, 70 SW 308, 71 SW 247. 

41. Greene County Comrs. v. 
Lenoir County Comrs., 92 N. C. 180. 
See State vy. Edgefield County, 18 
S. C. 597 (tax chargeable to county 
benefited). 

[a] Reapportionment on changing 
boundaries.— Where the boundaries 
of a district are changed, reappor- 
tionment of the fencing must be 
made, although no allowance is made 
for any further survey. Henderson 
vy. Dearing, 89 Ark. 598, 117 SW 1066. 

42. Tittle’ Rock, etc, R.,. Co. v. 
Huggins, 64 Ark. 432, 43 SW 145. 

43. Wagle v. Fencing Dist. No. 2, 
91 Ark. 378, 121 SW _ 340. 

1. See Larceny [25 Cyc 16]. 

2. Cape May, etc, R. Co. v. Cape 
May, 59 N. J. L. 396, 403, 36 A 696, 
386 LRA 653. 

3. Whilt v. Public Serv. Corp., 74 
Nowd: le t4ine 64VAngT2% Cape, May, 
etc., R. Co. v. Cape May, 59 N. J. L. 
896, 402, 36 A 696, 36 LRA 653; 
Spiking v. Consolidated R., ete., Co., 
29 Utah 313) 334) <93 sR 838 quot 
Cye]s ; 

4, Galveston Electric Co. v. 
Swank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 188 SW 704, 
705. See also Street Railroads [36 
Cye 1457, 1516, 1614]. 

[a] “Life guard’ synonymous.— 
Galveston Blectric Co. v. Swank, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 188 SW 704, 706. 

5. Burns v. Ruddock-Orleans Cy- 
press Co., 114 La. 247, 38 S 157, 158. 

6 A maxim meaning “A fee is 
that which any one holds from what- 
ever cause, whether tenement or 
rent.’ , Black L. D: 


fee cannot depend upon a simple fee.” 
Morgan Leg. Max. 

8. Thatcher v. Omans, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 521, 532 [cit 2 Blackstone 
Comm. p 810]. 

9. Thatcher v. Omans, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 521, 532 [cit 2 Blackstone 
Comm, p 310]. ‘ 

10. French v. French, 3 N. H. 234, 
260; Thompson vy. Bennet, Smith (N. 
H.) 327, 328. See also Deeds 8 10. 

[a] Historical—The mode ‘was 
for the seller to go with the pur- 
chaser on to the lands, and there de- 
clare (for in early times writing was 
very little known), in the presence of 
the neighboring tenants, the sale; 
show the boundaries; and deliver pos- 
session to the purchaser. This was 
called a feoffment, and, for ages, was 
the only mode of passing a fee-sim- 
ple; and, though it serves equally 
well to pass other estates of free- 
hold, yet it was held properly to sig- 
nify a conveyance in fee.” Thomp- 
ce v. Bennet, Smith (N. H.) 327; 

[b] “Tortious conveyance.” — A 
conveyance by feoffment is attended 
with livery of seizin. It therefore 
operated on the possession, and ef- 
fected a transmutation thereof; and, 
as “possession” and “freehold” were 
synonymous terms, no person being 
considered to have the possession of 
lands but he who had himself, or 
held for another, at least an estate 
of freehold in them, a conveyance 
which transferred the possession 
must necessarily be considered as 
transferring an estate of freehold, 
or, to speak more accurately, the 
whole fee. <A feoffment, therefore, 
conveying the whole fee and not 
merely the right or estate which a 
party had a right to convey was 
called a “tortious conveyance.” Orn- 
doff v. Turman, 2 Leigh (29 Va.) 200, 
233, 21 AmD 608 [cit Coke Litt. p 
271b note 1 § 1]. 

{c] “Bargain and sale” compared, 
—‘The exact line of distinction be- 
tween a bargain and sale and a feoff- 
ment, is not readily, in all cases, per- 
ceivable.” Perry v. Price, 1 Mo. 553, 
554. See also Bargain and Sale 7 
Cc. J. p 921; Deeds § 28. 


* By Witu1AmM Mortimer CROWTHER (Fence Wire—Ferriage inclusive except the Spanish words and phrases). 
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delivery of the possession upon or within view of 
the land;11 a deed under the seal of the grantor, 
whereby ‘he grants or gives lands to the grantee ;1* 
the gift of any corporeal hereditament to another.?® 
But by the mere words of the deed the feoffment is 
by no means perfected.1* There remains a, very ma- 
terial ceremony to be performed, called ‘‘livery of 
seisin,’’ without which the feofee has a mere estate 
at will.15 

FERA NATURZ.1° 

FERE IN OMNIBUS PCENALIBUS JUDICIIS, 
ET ATATI ET IMPRUDENTIA, SUCCURITUR."’ 

FERIA. In Spanish law, a fair, that is, a con- 
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course of merchants at a fixed time and place for 


the exchange of commodities.15 The courts were 
closed and other business suspended on the day of 
fair; hence the phrase ‘‘dia feriada.’’ 1° 

FERMENTED LIQUORS.?° 

FERMER or FERMOR. A lessee;* a farmer.” 

FERRET.?? 

FERRIAGE. Literally speaking, the price or fare 
fixed by law for the transportation of the traveling 
public, with such goods and chattels as they may 
have with them, aéross a river, bay, or lake;?* the 
transportation of persons and things for hire.?® 


11. French v. French, 3 N. H. 234, 
260 (“No charter of feoffment was 
necessary; and when it was used, the 
lands were supposed to be trans- 
ferred, not by the charter, but by the 
livery’’). 

12, Perry v. Price, 1 Mo. 553, 554 
[cit 2 Blackstcne Comm. p 309]. 

[a] Essential words.—‘“The words 
enfeoff or grant, are sufficient words 
in a deed to create a feoffment.” 
Perry v. Price, 1 Mo. 553, 554 [cit 2 
Blackstone Comm. p 309]. 

13. -Thatcher v. Omans, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 521, 532 [cit 2 Blackstone 


Comm. p 310]. 

14, Thatcher v. Omans, 2 Pick. 
(Mass.) 521, 532 [cit 2 Blackstone 
Comm. p 310]. 

15. Thatcher v. Omans, 3 Pick. 


(Mass.) 521, 
Comm. p 310]. 
14 


582 [cit 2 Blackstone 
See also Deeds §§ 10- 


16. See Animals §§ 5-18. 

17. A maxim meaning “In almost 
all criminal trials, let allowance be 
made for youth and 
Morgan Leg. Max. 

18. Escriche Diccicnario (it dif- 
fered from a market [mercado] in 
its intermittent character and briefer 
duration, but fairs and markets were 
the subjects of extensive regulation 
in the Spanish laws commencing with 
the Partidas). See also Fair ante 
p 430; Market [26 Cyc 818]. 

19. Escriche Diccionario. 

20. See Intoxicating Liquors [23 
Cy.ero ON 

21S Black: wwe. 


imprudence.” 


See also Sackett 


v. Sackett, 8 Pick. (Mass.) 309, 313 
(where the word appears). 

{a] “The term ‘fermors’... [in 
the statute of Marlbridge (c¢ 345], 
comprehended all who held by lease 
for life or lives, or for years by deed 
or without deed.” Woodhouse v. 
Walker, 5 Q..B. D.. 404, 406 [cit 2 
Coke Inst. p 300]. 

22. Black L. D. See also Farm 
ante p 670; Farmer ante p 673. 

23. See Larceny eo Sue 18]. See 
also Animals 3 C. J. 

24. Peo. v. San Puaheees, ete., R. 
Co., 35 Cal. 606, 619. 

25. Peo. v. San Francisco, etc., R. 
Co., 35 Cal. 606, 615. See generally 
Ferries §§ 17, 49. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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; FERRIES 


By Samurt Boyp Daring 
(Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 1048] 


ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITION AND NATURE [§ 1] p 1048 


II. ESTABLISHMENT, MAINTENANCE, AND FRANCHISES [65 2-45] p 1051 
A. Right to Establish in General [§§ 2-4] p 1051 ' 
1. Private Ferries [§ 2] p 1051 
2. Public Ferries [§§ 3-4] p 1051 
a. Necessity for Legislative Authority [§ 3] p 1051 
b. Remedies for Unlawful Establishment [§ 4] p 1052 
B. Power to Grant Franchise [§§ 5-9] p 1052 
1. In General [§ 5] p 1052 
2. Power to Impose Conditions [§ 6] p 1053 - 
3. Delegation of Power to Inferior Bodies [$$ 7-8] p 1053 
a. To What Bodies Delegated [§ 7] p 1053 
b. Limitation of Authority of Inferior Body [§ 8] p 1054 
4. Power to Establish Ferries on Boundary Waters [§ 9] p 1055 
. Prescription [§ 10] p 1055 
. Who May Acquire Franchise [§§ 11-12]’p 1056 
1. In General [§ 11] p 1056 
2. Preferred Rights of Riparian Owners [§ 12] p 1056 
E. Procedure to Acquire Franchise [§§ 13-15] p 1057 
1. In General [§ 13] p 1057 
2. Sale or Lease to Highest Bidder {§ 14] p 1059 
3. Review [§ 15] p 1059 
F. Nature of Franchise [§§ 16-18] p 1059 
1. In General [§ 16] p 1059 
2. Right to Collect Tolls [§ 17] p 1060 
3. Right to Land and Embark [§ 18] p 1061 ; 
. Sufficiency and Construction of Grant; Extent and Duration [§ 19] p 1061 
. Exclusiveness of Franchise [§§ 20-22] p 1062 
1. In General [§' 20] p 1062 
2. Power to Make Franchise Exclusive [§ 21] p 1063 
3. Statutory Regulations [§ 22] p 1063 
I. Infringement of Franchise [§§ 23-36] p 1064 
1. In General [§ 23] p 1064 
2. Remedies for Infringement [§§ 24-36] p 1067 
a. Injunction [§§ 24-29] p 1067 
(1) In General [§ 24] p 1067 
(2) Right to Maintain Suit [§ 25] p 1067 
(3) Defenses [§ 26] p 1067 
(4) Pleading |§ 27] p 1068 
(5) Evidence [§ 28] p 1068 
(6) Decree [§ 29] p 1068 
b. Action for Damages [§§ 30-35] p 1068 
(1) In General [§ 30] p 1068 
(2) Defenses [§ 31] p 1068 
(3) Parties [§ 32] p 1069 
(4) Pleading [§ 33] p 1069 
(5) Evidence [§ 34] p 1069 
(6) Damages [§ 35] p 1069 
ec. Penalties and Forfeitures [§ 36] p 1070 
J. Transfer or Lease of Franchise [§§ 37-39] p 1070 
1. In General [§ 37] p 1070 
2. Mode and Sufficiency of Transfer [§ 38] p 1071 
3. Construction of Instrument [§ 39] p 1071 
K. Renewal of Franchise [§ 40] p 1071 
L. Termination of Franchise [§§ 41-45] p 1071 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, rage and note number. 
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. In General [§ 41] p 1071 

Nonuser or Refusal to Transport [§ 42] p 1071 
Abandonment or Surrender [§ 43] p 1072 

. Noncompliance with Conditions of Grant [§ 44] p 1072 


. Enforcement of Forfeiture [§ 45] p 1072 


III. REGULATION AND CONTROL [§§ 46-49] p 1073 : 
A. In General [§ 46] p 1073 
B. Extent of Power [§§ 47-49] p 1073 
1. In General [§ 47] p 1073 
2. License Fees [§ 48] p 1073 . 
3. Ferriage Rates [§ 49] p 1073 


IV. OPERATION [§§ 50-67] p 1074 
A. Duties and Liabilities of Ferrymen Generally [§§ 50-59] p 1074 
1. Status as Common Carriers [§§ 50-51] p 1074 
a. Of Passengers [§ 50] p 1074 
b. Of Goods [§ 51] p 1075 
2. Duty to Operate Ferry [§ 52].p 1075 
3. Duty to Transport [§ 53] p 1076 
4, Safety of Passengers and Property [§\ 54-59] p 1076 
a. Care Required in General [§ 54] p 1076 
b. Sufficiency and Safety of Boats [§ 55] p 1077 
c. Safety of Means and Appliances [§ 56] p 1078 
d. Safety of Landings and Approaches [§ 57] p 1078 
e. Passenger’s Contributory Negligence [§ 58] p 1079 
f. Effect of Owner’s Custody and Control [§ 59] p 1080 
B. Liability on Statutory Bond [§ 60] p 1081 
C. Liability of Private Ferryman [§ 61] p 1081 
D. Liability of Unlicensed Ferryman [§ 62] p 1081 
E. Liability of Lessor and Lessee [§ 63] p 1081 
F. Liability of Municipal Corporations, Counties, Etc. [§ 64] p 1081 
G. Actions to Enforce Liability [§§ 65-67] p 1082 
1. In General [§§ 65-66] p 1082 
a. For Personal Injuries [§ 65] p 1082 
b. For Loss of, or Injury to, Property [» 66] p 1083 
2. On Statutory Bond [§ 67] p 1083 


CROSS REFERENCES 


Admiralty jurisdiction see Admiralty §§ 16-128. Franchises generally see Franchises [19 ats + hb. 
Bridges see Bridges 9 C. J. p 417. Interstate commerce see Commerce 12 C 
Canals see Canals 9 C. J. p 1123. Licenses generally see Licenses [25 Cyc cosh. 
Carriers: Liens on ferryboats see Maritime Liens [26 Cyc 735]. 
Generally see Carriers 10 C. J. p 1. Navigable waters see Navigable Waters [29 Cyc 285]. 
Of explosives see Explosives § 27. Obstruction of navigation see Navigable Waters [29 
Collision see Collision 11 C. J. p 1004. Cyc 307]. 
Commerce generally see Commerce 12 C. J. p 1. Regulation of commerce see Commerce §§ 5-16. 
Corporations generally see Corporations 14 rol eee Taxation of: 
Delegation of power to regulate carriers see Constitu- Carrier’s property see Taxation [37 Cyc 841, 
tional Law §§ 330-345, 356-364; Municipal Cor- 1035]. 
porations [28 Cyc 694]. 
Eminent domain see Eminent Domain § 62. 


I. DEFINITION AND NATURE 


S2a4 A ferry is a liberty to have a boat upon a | vehicles with their contents, for a reasonable toll.t 
stream, river, arm of the sea, lake, or other body of | The term is also used to designate the place where 
water, for the transportation of men, horses, and 


on HS OO DO 


915, 
Commerce see Commerce §§ 126-162. 


eb U. S._St. Clair County v. In- N. D.—State v. Olson, 176 NW 8383, | Co., 34 Pa. Co. 338. 
terstate Sand, etc., Co., 192 U. S, 454, | §36 [cit Cyc]. [a] The term implies a boat which 
24 SCt 300, 48 L. ed. 518; Charles Pa.—Schuylkill Bridge Co. v.|moves back and forth across a 
River Bridge v. Warren Bridge, 11] Frailey, 13 Serg. & R. 422; Greens-|stream from bank to bank. Parrot 


Pet. 420, 471, 9 L. ed. 773, 938. 

Ark.—Hunter v. Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 
51 AmR 589. 

Ga.—Futch y. Bohannon, 134 Ga. 
313, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 19 
AnnCas 1032; Averett v. Brady, 20 
Ga. 523, 529. 

Tll. Ads ear Vow black; 14) Dis YAY 


381, 

La.—Chapelle v. Wells, 4 Mart. 
N. S. 426 

Me.—State v. Wilson, 42 Me. 9. 

Mass.—Atty.-Gen. v. Boston, 
Mass. 460. 


Mo.—Alexandria, etc., Ferry Co. v. 
Wisch, 73 -Mo. 655, 657, 39 AmR 535. 


. J.—St ; s 0 23 
Nod. i. 206) [aff 24 N. J. Li. 718). 

N. Y.—Akin v. Western R. Corp., 
30 Barb. 305, 310 [rev on other 
grounds 20 N. Y. 370]. 

N. C.—Broadnax v. Baker, 94 N. C. 
675, 55 AmR 6338. 
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boro Ferry Co, v. New Geneva Ferry 
Co., 34 Pa. Co. 38; Com. v. Rees, 10 


Pa. (Co: 15.45. 

Eng.—Newton vy. Cubitt, 12 C. B. 
N. S. 32, 104 ECL 32, 142 Reprint 
1053 [aff'13 C. B. N. S. 864, 106) ECL 
864, 1438 Reprint 341]; Huzzey v. 
Field, 2 C. M. & R. 432, 150 Reprint 
186; North, etc., Shields Ferry Co. v. 
Barker, 2 Exch. 136, 154 Reprint 437. 

“A ferry franchise is a privilege 
to take tolls for transporting men, 
horses, cattle and vehicles, with or 
without their loading, across a lake 
or stream, or some other body of 
water. Except in the mode of trans- 
porting, it differs in no essential from 
a bridge franchise. Both are for the 
same purpose, that is to get men, cat- 
tle and vehicles across a stream.” 
Hunter v. Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 188, 51 
AmR 589. To same effect Greens- 
boro Ferry Co. v. New Geneva Ferry 


v. Lawrence, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,772, 
2 Del. 332. 

{b] As employed in statutes.— 
(1) A railroad ferry adapted and used 
only for transportation of railroad 
cars is not a ferry in the sense of 
the term as used in statutes regulat- 
ing ferries generally. St. Clair 
County vy. Interstate-Sand, ete., Co., 
192 U. S. 454, 24 SCt 300, 48 L. ed. 
518; New York Vv. New England 
Transf. Co., 18 ‘Cassy Nore! 0, 19%. mle 
Blatchf. 159: New York Cent., etc., R. 
Co. v. Hudson County, 74 she) ieee 
367, 65 A S60 [rev on other grounds 
76 N J. L. 664, 74 A 954, 16 AnnCas 
858]. (2) An excursion boat is not 
a ferry within the meaning of the 
Sunday law exempting ferrymen 
from the penalties imposed by the 
act. Com. y. Rees, 10 Pa. Co. 545. 

[ce] “Ferryboat. »_Steamers oper- 
ated by a railroad company on Lake 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§ 1] 


the right is exercised,? and sometimes as limited to 
the landing place.* Ferries are frequently referred to 
or regarded as public highways, being continuations ° 
of the highways with which they connect, and serv- 
ing the purpose of a bridge where a bridge is imprac- 
ticable.6 But the terms ‘‘ferry’’ and ‘‘bridge’’ are 


Tahoe which carry goods and passen- 
gers between California points, Ne- 
vada points, and interstate points are 
not “ferryboats’ within Pol. Code 
§ 3643, defining a ferryboat as a 
vessel traversing across any of the 
waters of the state between two con- 
stant points regularly employed for 
the transfer of passengers and 
freight, authorized by law so to do, 
and also any boat employed as a 
part of the system of a railroad for 
the transfer of passengers and 
freight plying at regular and stated 


periods between two points. Lake 
Tahoe R., etce., Co. v. Roberts, 168 
ena 551, 143 P 786, AnnCas1916E 


cante ine tolls as element see infra 


$ 5 

2. Ill.—Hinstman v. Black, 14 Ill. 
A. 381. 

Ky.—Newport vy. Taylor, 16 B. Mon, 
699; New-Port v. Taylor, 6 J. J. 
Marsh. 134. 

N. J.—State v. Hudson County, 23 
N: J. L. 206 [aff 24 N. J. L. 718]. 
tant Y.—Peo. v. Babcock, 11 Wend. 


Pa.—Com. v. Rees, 10 Pa. Co. 545. 

“A ferry is a place where persons 
and things are taken across a river 
or other stream in boats or other 
vessels for hire.” Einstman v. Black, 
supra. 

[a] As limited to particular place. 
—It does not mean a mere naked 
line, or right to pass from the exact 
landing on one side of the river to 
the exact landing place on the other, 
excluding the right to shift a few 
feet or rods, the better to accommo- 
date the same line or course of 
travel, such variation being nothing 
more than the travel of a few more 
feet or rods to enter or leave the 
ferryboat. The identify of the ferry 
is still preserved. MHartford Bridge 
Co. v. Union Ferry Co., 29 Conn. 210. 

8. New York Cent., etc., R. Co. 
v. Hudson: County, 74 N. Ji LL. 367, 
65 A 860 [rev on other grounds 76 
N. J. L. 664, 74 A 954, 16 AnnCas 
858]. 

“A ferry is in respect of the land- 
ing place and not of the water. The 
water may be to one, and the ferry to 
another.” 13 Viner Abr. p 208 (A) 
[quot Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black 
(U. SS!) 603, 629, 17 L. ed.1191; Averett 
v. Brady, 20 Ga. 528, 529]. 

[a] In statutes authorizing regu- 
lation of fares.—‘“‘Ferry,”’ within the 
meaning of a _ statute authorizing 
freeholders to fix the rate of fare 
to be taken at ferries within their 
respective counties, is construed to 
designate the wharf and establish- 
ment set up at the terminus within 
the state. State v. Hudson County, 
23 Nw Je lis 206.212 Mate 24 Nid. Tu, 
718, and dist New York Cent., etc., 
R. Co. v. Hudson County, 74 N. J. L. 
867, 65 A 860 (rev on other grounds 
76 N. J. L. 664, 74 A 954, 16 AnnCas 


858) ]. 
[b] Railroad ferry. — The word 
“ferry” cannot be held to mean 


merely the landing place where it is 
operated by a railroad company and 
is a mere link in a great line of 
communication. New York Cent., 
etc., R. Co. v. Hudson County, 74 N. J. 
L. 367, 65 A 860 [rev on other grounds 
76 N. J. L. 664, 74 A 954, 16 AnnCas 
858]. 

a U. S:—St. Clair County v. In- 
terstate Sand, etc., Co., 192 U. S. 454, 
24 SCt 300, 48 L. ed. 518. 

Towa.—U. S. v. Fanning, Morr. 348. 

Ky.—Warner v. Ford Lumber, etc., 
Co., 123 Ky. 103, 98 SW 650, 29 KyL 
527, 12 LRANS 667; Richmond, etc., 
lees Road Co. v. Rogers, 1 Duv. 

35. : 
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Mo.—State v. Wiethaupt, 231 Mo. 
449, 465, 138 SW 329; Southern Illi- 
nois, etc., Bridge Co. v. Stone, 174 
Mo. 1, 73 SW 453, 68 LRA 301. 

Mont.—Reid y. Lincoln County, 46 
Mont. 31, 125 P 429. 

N. Y.—New York v. Starin, 106 
NG Yoad, 2 NEN 63 10 

N. C.—Broadnax y. Baker, 94 N. C. 
675, 55 AmR 633. 

N. D.—Patterson vy. Wollmann, 5 
eer 608, 612, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 


Or.—Hackett v. Wilson, 12 Or. 25, 
6 P 652; Montgomery v. Multnomah 
wi COs, ditOreIoa4 ero S435" Mails 
v. Learn, 2 Or. 215; Gant v. Drew, 1 
Or: 35. 

HKng.—Newton v. Cubitt, 12 C. B. 
N. S. 32, 104 HCL 32, 142 Reprint 
1053 [aff 138 C. B. N. S: 864, 106 ECL 
864, 143 Reprint 341]; Huzzey v. 
Field, 2 C. M. & R. 432, 150 Reprint 
186; North, etc., Shields Ferry Co. 
v.. Barker, 2 Exch. 149, 154 Reprint 


437. 

Ferries as highways.—(1) 
“A ferry is a continuation of the 
highway from one side of the water 
over which it passes to the other, 
and is for transportation of passen- 
gers or of travellers with their teams 
and vehicles and such other property 
as they may carry or have with 
them.” Per White, J., in St. Clair 
County v. Interstate Sand, ete., Co., 
192 U. S. 454, 466; 24 SCt 300, 48 L. 
ed. 518. (2) “Merely the continuance 
of a road across a river. It is only 
a substitute for a bridge.” U.S. v. 
Fanning, Morr. (Iowa) 348, 351. (3) 
CA SLEPT). has been aptly called 
a public highway across a stream 
of water by boat, instead of by 
bridge.” Warner v. Ford Lumber, 
ete., Co., 123 Ky. 103, 111, 93 SW 650, 
29 KyL 527, 12 LRANS 667. (4) “A 
public highway or . thoroughfare 
across a stream of water or river 
by boat instead of by a bridge.” Chil- 
vers v. Peo. 11 Mich. 48, 51. (5) 
“The idea of a ferry presupposes a 
road travelled by the public which is 
bisected by the watercourse, the ferry 
serving in a different way the same 
purpose that is served by a bridge. 
As the bridge is made for the road, 
not the road for the bridge, so is the 
ferry made for the road, not the road 
for the ferry; the ferry is the inci- 
dent, the road is the_ principal.” 
State v. Wiethaupt, 231 Mo. 449, 465, 
HSS (SW) is20- (6) “Property taken 
for tollbridges and ferries is for a 
public use. They are public high- 
ways.’ Southern Illinois, etc., Bridge 
Co. v. Stone, 174 Mo. 1, 22, 73 SW 
453, 457, 63 LRA 301 [cit State v. 
Maine, 27 Conn. 641, 71 AmD 89; 
Arnold v: Covington, ete., Bridge Co., 
Dive Kay) oiaik CT). AS public 
ferry being merely a part of the high- 
way, a county may establish such 
ferries in the absence of special 
statutory authority. Reid _v. Lincoln 
County, 46 Mont. 31, 125 P 429. (8) 
“A ferry is a moving public highway 
upon water. ... The franchise does 
not consist of the right to sail his 
boat upon the stream, or to moor it 
by the shore. -It is the privilege of 
operating a floating highway, of es- 
tablishing and maintaining a public 
thoroughfare over water, and of 
charging tolls for the facilities for 
passage so afforded.’ Patterson v 
Wollmann, 5 N. D. 608, 612, 67 NW 
1040, 33 LRA 536 [quot State v. Ol- 
son, (N. D.) 176 NW_ 833, 835]. (9) 
“In a general way a ferry is a public 
highway or thoroughfare across a 
stream of water by boat instead of 
by a bridge, or it is a moving public 
highway on water. <A public ferry 
is’ this; and‘ more. . 
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not ordinarily capable of use as synonymous terms,® 
and it has been denied that ferries are highways in a 
strict sense.” There are some authorities holding it 
to be essential that a public ferry must be in con- 
| tinuation of a public highway.’ 
ferry proper are the high-water mark at either ter- 


The limits of the 


ferry’ is more than merely a con- 
tinuation of the highway across 
water, and includes the idea of pub- 
lic service with its incidents of toll 
and probable monopoly.” Greensboro 
Ferry Co. v. New Geneva Ferry Co., 
34 Pa. Co. 33, 438. (10) When a pub- 
lic highway crosses a stream of 
water it is not interrupted, but the 
water and the soil beneath it, within 
the limits of the road, are a con- 
tinuous part of the road; when nec- 
essary for the proper use and enjoy- 
ment of the highway by the public, 
the ferries and bridges are also parts 
and parcels of the road. Mills v. 
Learn, 2 Or. 215. 

5. Gilman y. Philadelphia, 3 Wall. 
(U. S.) 713, 18 L. ed. 96; Peo. v. San 
Francisco, ete., R. Co.,.35 Cal. 606, 
619; Oliff v. Shreveport, 52 La. Ann. 
1203, 27 S 688. 

[a] Equally subject to state con- 
trol—As being equally subject to 
the state regulatory power, “bridges 
are of the same nature with ferries.” 
Gilman vy. Philadelphia, 3 Wall. 
(UirS2) TLS 265 1 Sees edno.Gs 

{b] Application of rule.—Power 
to establish a toll ferry, granted to 
a city, by necessary implication, in- 
cludes power to establish, as a sub- 
stitute for a toll ferry, a toll bridge. 
Oliff v. Shreveport, 52 La. Ann. 1203, 
27 S 688. 

6. Parrott v. Lawrence, 18 F. Cas. 
No. 10,772, 2 Dill. 832; Lafourche 
v. Robichaux, 116 La. 286, 40 S 705; 
Schuylkill Bridge Co. v. Frailey, 13 
Sere. & oR. iCPae)) 422: 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) A _ bridge 
is not a ferry within the meaning of 
a statute taxing ferries. Schuylkill 
Bridge Co. v. Frailey, 13 Serg. & R. 
(Pa,) 422. (2) A ferry is not a 
bridge within the meaning of a bridge 
company’s charter giving it the ex- 
clusive right to maintain a bridge, 
so as to make its maintenance an 
infringement of the bridge com- 
pany’s rights. Parrot v. Lawrence, 
18H. Cas) No. -10;772; 2) Dill. 3323 

7. Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 178 
Cal, 475, 174 P 48. 

[a] A ferry is not a highway (1) 
within the meaning of a statute al- 
lowing an action against a county for 
damages caused by defective high- 
ways, causeways, or bridges. Chick 
v. Newberry County, 27 S. C. 419, 
38 SE 787. (2) Nor within a statute 
relating to the grant and the aban- 
donment of franchises to take tolls 
on public highways. Menzel Est. Co. 
v. Redding, 178 Cal. 475, 174 P 48. 

8. Broadnax v. Baker, 94 N. C. 675, 
681, 55 AmR 633; Newton v. Cubitt, 
POWiGs Br iNelSe o2y) Oo Oa arn @ibeneas 
142 Reprint 1053 (aft 13 CLeBA NAS, 
864, 106 ECL 864, 143 Reprint 341]; 
Huzzey v. Field, 2 C.-M. & Ri.'432; 
442, 150 Reprint 186. But see Patrick 
v. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 Va.) 209, 40 
AmD 740 (where there is a ‘dictum 
to the effect that the termini, al- 
though generally upon some publie 
road, may, however, be altogether on 
private property). 

“The essential element in a ferry, 
is the transportation over interrupt- 
ing water—a crossing from shore to 
shore, at points conveniently oppo- 
site, and forming connection with 
thoroughfares at each terminus.’ 
Broadnax v. Baker, supra. 

“A ferry exists in respect of per- 
sons using a right of way, where the 
line of way is across water. There 
must be a line of way on land, com- 
ing to a landing place on the water’s 
edge.” Per Willes, J., in Newton v. 
Cubitt. supra. 

“A public ferry, then, is a public 
highway, of a special description, and 


‘A public iits termini must be in places where 
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one place on one shore to a single 


posite shore;!° nor is there any particular limit to 
the distance over which it may be operated,'! pro- 
vided only the intervening waters are not wide and 
can be traversed at regular and brief intervals by 
boats adapted to a ferry business. 


consist of the right to transport 


There is nothing in the nature of a ferry 
which requires that it should be operated from but 
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stream.!* 


point on the op- 


12 A ferry may 
from one shore 


only, or from one shore to the middle of the iy 


the public have rights, as, towns or 
vills, or highways leading to towns 
or vills.””’ Per Lord Abinger in Huz- 
zey v. Field, supra. 

9. State v. Wilson, 42 Me. 9, 
Dtace tv, Peckham, 19) UR. ei 
(“strictly 
peels Aas a ferry only at the water’s 
edge’’). 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The pur- 
pose of a ferry necessarily requires 
such privileges as will make it ef- 
fectual. Passengers with their 
horses, carriages, &c., which may be 
transported, may be received and 
landed at the margin of the water 
upon the shore, at all times of the 
tide and in all states of the river. 
When the tide is out, and the shore 
or space between low and high water 
is partially or wholly bare, passen- 
gers may pass over the shore without 
exposure to pay damages to a ri- 
parian proprietor, and without hin- 
drance. When the river is full, the 
ferry extends to high water mark, 
and the passenger is entitled to be 
there landed with his team and goods 
transported. The limits of the ferry, 
eonsequently, are high water mark 
on each side of the river.’ State v. 
Wilson, 42 Me. 9, 20. 

10. Capital City Ferry Co. v. Cole, 
etc., Transp. Co., 51 Mo. A, 228; New 
York v. New Jersey Steam-Boat Nav. 
Co., 106 N. Y. 28, 12 NE 435; General 
Estates Co., Ltd. v. Beaver, [1913] 2 


See 


K. B. 433 [app dism [1914] 3 K. B. 
918]. 
[a] Considerations against a fixed 


landing place.—‘‘The objective points 
between which the ferry was in- 
tended to operate were Cedar City on 
the Callaway side and Jefferson City 
on the Cole county side of the river. 
It transpires, however, that owing to 
the existence ordinarily of sandbars 
along the Callaway shore, and in 
front of Cedar City, it is not possible 
at times to land the boat immediately 
at the town. The evidence clearly 
shows that occasionally it becomes 
necessary to conduct the ferrying 
from points above, and at others 
from points below Cedar City; but 
all the time from the shore between 
the Boone and Callaway line and 
Cedar Island. It seems then entirely 
reasonable that the license should 
name this extent of shore as_ the 
place from which plaintiff’s ferry 
should operate. There is nothing in 
the statute requiring a definite and 
particular spot to be named, nor is 
‘there anything in the nature of the 
ferry business which requires that a 
ferry shall be operated but from one 
place on one shore to 2 single place 
on the opposite shore.’ Capital City 
Ferry Co. v. Cole, etc., Transp. Co., 51 


Mo. A, 228, 235. 

[b] Warious points on three 
shores.—‘‘The business of the defend- 
ant did not lose its character as a 
ferry business because its boats in 
their passages stopped at places upon 
the New Jersey shore as well as at 
places upon the Staten Island shore. 
It was undoubtedly engaged in a 
ferry business between every point’ 
at which its boats touched for pas- 
sengers and the city. In the carriage 
of passengers from one place on the 
New Jersey shore or the Staten 
Island shore to other places on the 
same shore, it was simply doing the 
business of a common carrier as its 


boats did not pass over intervening 
waters. But in going from the city 
its boats could leave passengers from 
\the city at each of the places at 
‘which they stopped, and so in re- 


: 8 {turning they could take passengers 
speaking, a highway con-' 


at each of the places and carry them 
to the city, and in doing this they 
would be engaged in a ferry busi- 
ness.”’ New York v. New Jersey 
Steam-Boat Nav. Co., 106 N. Y. 28, 31, 
12 NE 435. 

{c] Vill to vill ferry.—‘It was 
urged that Gorleston and Little Yar- 
mouth are two vills, and not one vill, 
and that in law there could not be an 
exclusive right from a vill to or from 
two vills. First, I think that in sub- 
stance Gorleston and Little Yarmouth 
are treated as one vill, although ‘in 
strictness they may have been two 
vills; secondly, I can see no reason 
why such a franchise should not be 
valid in law.” Per Lord Reading, C. 
J:, InwGeneral Mstates ,Co,.,. Ltd. v. 
Beaver, [1918] 3 K. B. 918, 929. 

11. ‘The .Sylph,/ 23 EF. Cas..No. 13,- 
711, 4 Blatchf. 24; New York v. New 
Jersey Steam-Boat Nav. Co., 106 N. Y. 
28, 12 NE 435; North River Steam- 
boat Co. v. Livingston, 3 Cow. (N. Y.) 
713, 2 Wheel. Cr. 483. 

[a] Twenty-four mile route.—A 
boat starting from New York City 
and touching at points in New Jersey 
and Staten Island, returning to New 
York City, the round trip being about 
twenty-four miles, is a public ferry. 
New York v. New Jersey Steam-Boat 
Nay. Co., 106 Ni Y.-28, 12 NE 435. 

[b] New York and Port Richmond, 
Staten Island.—A steamboat plying 
on a ferry line between New York 
and Port Richmond is a ferry boat 
under the act of Aug. 30, 1852*§ 42 
(10 U. S. St. at L. 75) exempting 
ferryboats from the provisions of the 
act requiring steamboats to have on 
board a licensed pilot and licensed 
engineer. The Sylph, 23 F. Cas. No. 
18,711, 4 Blatchf. 24. 


12. New York v. New Jersey 
Steam-Boat Nav. Co., 106 N. Y. 28, 12 
NE 435. 

[a] Albany to New York.—The 


term “ferry” does not apply to a line 
of steamboats from Albany to New 
York. “To speak of a ferry from 
New York to Albany is as great an 
abuse of terms as to talk of a ferry 
from New Orleans to St. Louis or 
Pittsburg, and even from New York 
to Liverpool.’’ North River Steam- 
boat Co. v. Livingston, 3 Cow. (N. Y.) 
713, 748, 3 Wheel. Cr. 483. 

18. Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 603, 17 L. ed. 191; State v. Hudson 
County, 23 N. J. L. 206 [aff 24 N. J. 
L.. 718]; Power v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 
592, 2 NE 609; Peo. v. Babcock, 11 
Wend. (N. Y.) 586; Pim v. Curell, 6 
M. & W. 234, 151 Reprint 395. 

{a] Applications of rule.—A right 
granted by charter to a city to es- 
tablish a ferry from q city to the op- 
posite or western shore of the Hud- 
son river gave no right by implica- 
tion to establish a ferry from the 
western shore to the city. “The leg- 
islature having jurisdiction of the 
whole subject may limit a ferry fran- 
chise according to its pleasure. It 
may confer the right to operate a 
Loree across a river between two 
plages in both directions, or it may 
imit the right so that the ferry can 
be operated from one side of the river 


Be A ts fei 


[§1 


It is immaterial by what means the ferry- 
boat is propelled.1* 

Private and public ferries distinguished. A dis- 
tinction is made between private ferries, which ri- 
parian owners may under certain restrictions estab- 
lish for their own convenience, and public ferries 
which are franchises that cannot be exercised with- 
out the consent of the state and must be based upon 
grant, license, or prescription.1® 


only. A legislative grant of a ferry 
franchise across a river from a place 
on one side to a place on the other 
side, standing alone, unexplained, 
would ordinarily be construed to give 
the right of a ferry across the river 
between the two places in both direc- 
tions. Common sense and public con- 
venience would require such a con- 
struction. But to determine whether 
a legislative grant authorizes a ferry 
in both directions or only in one, all 
the. language of the grant must be 
scrutinized, and all legislative acts in 
pari materia and the user under them 
and the circumstances of the particu- 
lar case must be considered.’’ Power 
v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 592, 598, 2 NE 609. 

[b] Transfer of a one way ferry. 

—‘‘We have had an opportunity of 
looking at the terms of the lease, and 
we think it cannot be construed so 
strictly as that a ferry one way only 
could not pass under it. There is no 
authority to shew that a right of 
ferry one way may not pass under a 
conveyance of a ferry both ways.” 


Per Parke, B. in Pim v. Curell, 6 M. 
& W. 234, 269, 151 Reprint 395. 
14. Parrott v. Lawrence, 18 F. 


Cas wNond 05772, 722i Ss2- 

[a] Connected by cable.—‘“It is 
clear that the means used to cross the 
river by the defendant, Wilson—-viz: 
a flat-bottomed boat, connected with 
cables spanning the stream, and 
moved or propelled back and forth 
across it by power supplied by a sta- 
tionary engine on the bank—is a 
ferry, as distinguished from a bridge, 
both under the legislation of the 
state and according to the usual 
meaning of the word. The passage 
over streams is generally effected in 
one of two ways, viz: by bridges, 


_ Which, as commonly constructed for 


the use of travelers and teams, are 
immevable structures or extensions 
of the highways over and across the 
water; and by boats, which are mov- 
able and propelled by steampower, 
horse-power, the action of the cur- 
rent, or similar ageneies. When the 
passage is by the latter mode it is 
ealled terrying, which implies a boat 
that moves back and forth across the 
stream, from bank to bank.” Par- 
rott v. Lawrence, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,- 
Wee 29 Dil 83 2esebs 

15. Ga.—Futch v. Bohannon, 134 
Ga. 313, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 19 
AnnCas 1032 Hudspeth v. Hall, ‘411 
Ga. 510, 36 SE 770; Greer v. Hauga- 
book, 47 Ga. 282. 

Di Binstman v. Black, 14) THe Ay 
381. 

Iowa.—Prosser vy. Wapello County, 
18 Iowa 327. 

La.—Lafourche y. Robichaux, 116 
La. 286, 40 S 705. 

Tex.—Parsons y. Hunt, (Civ. A.) 81 
SW 120. 

[a] A “private ferry,” as distin- 
guished from a “public ferry,” is one 
mainly for the use of the owner, who, 
although he may take pay for fer- 
riage, does not follow it as a busi- 
ness, the ferry not being open to the 
public at its demand. St. Paul F. & 
M. Ins. Co. v. Harrison, 140 Ark, 158, 
215 SW 698. 

{[b] Transportation of employees 
and wagons and teams across a 
stream to and from employer’s saw- 
mill, but not transporting any part 
of the public for hire, constitutes a 
private ferry. Futch v. Bohannon, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


ss 
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II. ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTENANCE AND FRANCHISES 


[§ 2] A. Right to Establish 
Private Ferries. 


a regular business;!° but he has no 


regular compensation either directly or indirectly, 
or to operate the ferry for the accommodation of 
any considerable portion of the general public.17 
A riparian proprietor operating a private ferry from 
his own land has no right to land upon the property 


of the opposite owner without the 
sion;'® nor can he, for a private 


condemned for a public highway without the con- 


134 Ga. 313, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 
19 AnnCas 1032. 

[c] A free pontoon bridge con- 
structed by individuals without au- 
thority of law, within a short dis- 
tance of a public toll bridge, can- 
not be considered in the light of a 
private ferry. Lafourche v. Robi- 
chaux, 116 La. 286, 40 S 705. 

{d] Occasional taking for hire.— 
“A man may have a flat on a stream, 
and may use it to carry over his own 
people, wagons, ete., and he may oc- 
casionally take over a neighbor and 
take pay for it, yet it is not, neces- 
sarily, a public ferry, because he does 
not make it a constant, regular busti- 
ness. There is the same distinction 
between a carrier and a common car- 
rier, between one who may, on oc- 
casions, hire out his horse, and a 
livery man, or one who may, at times, 
take pay for a meal or bed from a 
traveler, and an inn-keeper. Perhaps 
this, then, is the true meaning of 
these statutes, taken together. A pub- 
lic ferry is open to all. Regular fare 
is established. The ferryman is a 
common carrier. He is bound to take 
over all who come, and he is bound to. 
keep up, and in good order, his ferry, 
and he is held to strict liability. Such 
a right exists, not as appurtenant to 
his land, but is a franchise which 
needs the grant of the proper public 
authority. A private ferry is mainly 
for the use of the owner, and though 
he may take pay for ferriage, he does 
not follow it as a business. His ferry 
is not open to the public, at its de- 


mand, He may, or may not, keep it 
going, etc.” Greer vy. Haugabook, 47 
Ga. 282, 286. 


[e] Frequency of crossings.—‘‘The 
right of establishing a private ferry, 
under the code, is incident to the 
ownership of lands on both sides of 
the stream, and that the prime ob- 
ject in the establishment of a private 
ferry is to subserve the convenience 
of the owner of such lands; and while 
the owner may lawfully charge toll 
for persons crossing thereat, it must 
follow, in order to give effect to the 
intention of the legislature, that the 
number and frequency of such cross- 
ings may serve to divest such ferry 
of its private character, and thus ren- 
der its use unlawful, unless the own- 
er receives from the authorities a 
grant to operate it as a public ferry. 
Tt can not be held that one may law- 
fully establish a private ferry and 
seek the business of the public. The 
provision of law which allows the es- 
tablishment of a private ferry will 
not be enlarged by construction so as 
to authorize the owner to enter into 
the business of carrying the public, 
or any considerable portion thereof, 
across the stream on which it is lo- 
eated. Its operation must be con- 
fined to the legitimate purposes for, 
which it was authorized to exist, and 
when crossings are made by the pub- 
lic as a rule, and not as the exception, 
the ferry ceases to be a private one 
under the statute, and can not law- 
fully be operated without a grant 
from the public.” Hudspeth v. Hall, 
411 Ga. 519,517, 36 SE 770. 


vate A riparian owner may, without 
legislative authority, establish a ferry for his own 
use, and may occasionally carry others and receive 
compensation therefor, provided it is not done as 


in General—l. 


[§ 3] 


right to receive 


latter’s permis- 
ferry, use land 


Nature of franchise see infra § 16. 

Right to establish private ferries 
see infra § 2. 

Right to establish public ferries 
see infra § 3. 

16. Ark.—St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. 
v. Harrison, 140 Ark. 158, 215 SW 
698; Hunter y. Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 51 
AmR 589. 

Ga.—Futch v. Bohannon, 134 Ga. 
313, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 19 
AnnCas 1032; Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 
Ga. 510, 36 SE 770; Greer v. Hauga- 
book, 47 Ga. 282. 

Iowa.—Prosser v. Wapello County, 
18 Iowa 327. 

La.—Lafourche vy. Robichaux, 116 
La. 286, 40 S 705; Blanchard v. Abra- 
ham, 115 La. 989, 40 S 379. 

Me.—Peru v. Barrett, 108 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 567. 

Mo.—Alexandria, ete., Ferry Co. v. 
Wisch, 73 Mo. 655, 39 AmR 535. 

N. W. Terr.—Humberstone y. Din- 
ner, 2 Terr. L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. 
S. GC. 252]; Hale’ De Jure Maris 
(Hargrave Law Tracts), c 2, 16. 

17. Norris v. Farmers, etc., Co., 6 
Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535; Hudspeth v. 
Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 36 SE 370; Peru v. 
Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 60 A 968, 109 
AmSR 494, 70 LRA 567; MeiInnis v. 
Pace, 78 Miss. 550, 29 S 835. 

[a] Transportation of customers. 
—A ferry for persons trading at the 
proprietor’s store is for the use of 
the public and cannot be established 
or maintained without a franchise. 
Hudspeth vy. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 36 SE 
770; Hatten v. Turman, 123 Ky. 844, 
97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 194, 
382; Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 60 
A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 567. 

{b] A pontoon bridge, where no 
tolls are charged, established by in- 
dividuals for their private conveni- 
ence, but open to the public on the 
same terms, is not a private ferry. 
Lafourche vy. Robichaux, 116 La. 286, 
40 S 705 [foll Blanchard vy. Abraham, 
115 La. 989, 40 S 879]. 

{c] Codperative association. — A 
ferry owned by a nonincorporated as- 
sociation of persons which issues 
tickets to its members to the amount 
of their respective shares in the as- 
sociation, and whose membership is 
open to any of the public who buy 
tickets, is not a private ferry_and 
cannot operate without license. Hum- 
berstone vy. Dinner, 2 Terr. L. 106 
[app dism 26 Can. S. C. 252]. 


18. Chess v. Manown, 3 Watts 
GBan yr r29) , 
19. Buford v.. Smith, 2 Tex. Civ. 


NTRS: Salle SIWig Las: 

20. Ala.—Graham vy. Caperton, 176 

Ala. 116, 57 S 741; Milton v. Haden, 32 
Ala. 30, 70 AmD 523; Dyer v. Tuska- 
loosa Bridge Co., 2 Port. 296, 27 AmD 
655. 
Ark.—Shults v. Munn, 124 Ark. 415, 
187 SW 316; Finley v. Shemwell, 94 
Ark.) 190). 126 Swi, (17, Darnell v. 
State, 48 Ark. 321, 3 SW 365; Bell’ v. 
Clegg, 25 Ark. 26; Murray v. Menefee, 
20 Ark. 561. 

Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCasi914C 1197; Fall v. Sutter 
County, 21 Cal. 237; Norris v. Farm- 


sent of the owner of the land so condemned, in 
states where such owner is given a preferable right 
to call for a public ferry franchise, when a ferry 
becomes necessary.!® 

2. Public Ferries—a. Necessity for Leg- 
islative Authority. The right to establish and main- 
tain a public ferry is a franchise which cannot be 
exercised without the consent of the state, and no 
person, although he may own the land on both sides 
of a stream, may establish such a ferry unless au- 
thorized to do so by the proper public authority.?° 
Nor can the grant to the proprietor be altered or 
enlarged except by a supplemental grant or the 
consent of the proper public authorities.24 


Unless 


ers, etc., Co., 6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535. 
Ga.—Hudspeth vy. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 

386 SE 770; Harrison y. Young, 9 Ga. 

359; Young v. Harrison, 6 Ga. 130. 

Ill.—School Trustees vy. Tatman, 13 
MW 70s 4 

lowa.—Prosser v. Wapel 
18 Towa 327. ota 

e.—Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmMSR 494, 70 LRA 567: 

Mass.—Atty.-Gen. v. Boston,’ 123 

barr ee Fay, 15 Pick. 243. 
inn.—McRoberts ' 
10 Minn. 23. Yeu at caus 

Mo.—Stark v. Miller, 3 Mo. 470; 
State v. Sickmann, 65 Mo. A, 499. 

N. Y.—New York v. Starin, 106 N. 
Y. 1, 12 NE 631; Power v. Athens, 99 
N. Y. 592, 2 NE 609 [aff 26 Hun 282]; 
Chenango Bridge Co. v. Paige, 83 N. 
Y. 178, 38 AmR 407; Benson v. New 
fore rh rat 223; Lansing v. Smith, 

end. 9, 21 AmD 89; Vanderbilt v. 
ehaee (pigeue 349. Nf 
. C.—In re Spease Ferry, 1 . 
C. 219, 50 SH 625. seg th 

N. D.—Patterson y. Wollmann, 5 
N. D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. 

Okl.—Hale v. Record, 176 P 756. 

Pa.—Douglass’ App., 118 Pa. 65, 12 
A 834; Greensboro Ferry Co. v. New 
Geneva Ferry Co., 34 Pa. Co. 33. 

Ss. C.—Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. 
L. 397 note. 

S. D.—Evans v. Hughes County, 3 
S. D. 5890, 54 NW 603. , 

Tex.—Parsons v. Hunt, 98 Tex. 420, 
84 SW 644 [rev (Civ. A.) 81 SW 120]; 
Johnson v. Erskine, 9 Tex. 1. 

Eng.—Peter vy. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 
703, 13 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610; 
Huzzey “v. HKield,"-2.-C." Me “RY 4392" 
150 Reprint 186; Pim v. Curell, 6 M. 
& W. 234, 151 Reprint 395; Ipswich 
v. Brown, Sav. 11, 123 Reprint 985; 
Blissett v. Hart, Willes 508, 125 Re- 
print 1293; Trotter v. Harris, 2 Y. & 
J. 285, 148 Reprint 926. 

“A ferry is publici juris and can- 
not be created without a license from 
the state.” Atty.-Gen. v. Boston, 123 
Mass. 460, 478. 

“A franchise for the operation of a 
ferry is a creature of the sovereign 
power and cannot be exercised with- 
out the consent of the State.” Shults 
Pees 124 Ark. 415, 417, 187 SW 
v0 . 

“These authorities abundantly es- 
tablish that, in this country, a ferry 
franchise must be conferred by the 
government; must be founded upon 
a grant or license, or upon prescrip- 
tion which presumes the existence of 
such grant or license; that ownership 
of the soil will not confer the right 
to set up or exercise the franchise; 
that the most such riparian owner- 
ship can do is to authorize the pro- 
prietor to establish a ferry for his 
own convenience and that of his 
family, or, at farthest, to ferry not 
for tolls, that is, for a fixed price in- 
dependent of contract, but upon a 
contract express or implied, when 
not forbidden by statute, and when 
this does not injure or affect any es- 
tablished public ferry.” Prosser y. 
Wapello County, 18 Iowa 327, 335. 

21. Price v. Knott, 8 Or. 488. 

[a] Change in location.—The loca- 
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otherwise provided by statute,?? the grant of author- 
ity to conduct a ferry must be express,?? except 
where it may be held to be necessarily incidental to 
other powers granted.?* An express power to estah- 
lish a ferry to effectuate other powers granted does 
not confer a right to establish a ferry independent 
of the exercise of such powers.”®> A right to estab- 
lish a ferry will not be inferred, by implication, from 
a mere grant of land,’® or of articles of incorpora- 
tion,?’ or of privileges other than that of maintain- 
ing’ a publie ferry, to the exercise of which the ferry 
right is not a necessary incident.?® In some states 
the legislative authority conferred by general stat- 
utes obviates the necessity of an express grant or 
license in certain specified instances,” as, for exam- 
ple, ferries maintained by riparian proprietors at 
points other than at a public road crossing.®° 

[§ 4] b. Remedies for Unlawful Establishment. 
If a public ferry is established without authority, 
the state has a remedy by quo warranto or other 
equivalent proceeding,*t and any. prior grantee, 
whose rights are infringed, by action.2? A defend- 
ant charged with unlawfully usurping the franchise 
for a public ferry must show that he has a valid 
tion of a ferry cannot be changed 


from one highway to another without 
the consent of the proper authorities. 


purposes 
their road.” 


FERRIES 


in nowise connected with 
Harding v. The Maver- 
ick, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 


[§§ 8-5 


title,?> or that he is not using the franchise,?+ in 
order to make a good defense. The statutes in many 
jurisdictions make the unauthorized establishment 
of a ferry a criminal offense,*> or provide a penalty 
to be recovered by persons operating authorized fer- 
ries whose rights are infringed.*¢ 

[§ 5] B. Power to Grant Franchise—1. In 
General. In England the power of granting ferry 
franchises emanates from the crown.*” In Canada 
the right is vested in the provinces, except as to 
ferries between a*province and any British or for- 
eign country or between two provinces, which are 
subjects of Dominion legislation.2® In the United 
States ferries are established by the legislative au- 
thority of the states, which is exercised either di- 
rectly by a special act of the legislature, or through 
some inferior body to which power has been dele- 
gated under the provisions of a general law.?® In 
the making of such general laws territorial legisla- - 
tures have the same power as those of the states.*® 
The power of establishing ferries is never exercised 
by the federal government, but lies within the scope 
of those undelegated powers which are reserved to 


the states respectively.*4 
the ferry was operated. Wheat v. 
State, 6 Mo, 455. 

{b] The burden is on the prose- 


Price v. Knott, 8 Or. 438. 

22. See infra notes 29, 380. 

23. Harding v. The Maverick, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 23; Harri- 
son v. Young, 9 Ga. 359; Hoggard v. 
Monroe, 51 La. Ann. 683, 25 S 349, 44 
LRA.477; State v. Portland Gen. Hlec- 
triciCo., 52 Or. 502,95 P 722,98. P1600. 

24. Reid vy. Lincoln County, 46 
Mont. 31, 125 P 429. a‘ 

[a] Ferries incidental to a high- 
way project.—A legislative grant of 
authority to establish certain high- 
ways and to issue bonds to defray the 
cost carries with it authority to es- 
tablish ferries necessarily incidental 
to the project, and to issue bonds for 
the establishment of the ferries. Reid 
v. Lincoln County, 46 Mont. 31, 125 


P 429. 

25. Darnell vy. State, 48 Ark. 321, 
3 SW 365. 

[a] Ferry incident to toll road.— 


Right conferred by charter to build 
a toll road and to establish a ferry 
as an incident to the road is not a 
right to establish and maintain a 
public ferry independently of the 


road. Darnell v. State, 48 Ark. 321, 
3 SW 365. 
26. Ala.—Graham y. Caperton, 176 


Ala. 116, 57 S 741, 

Ga.—Harrison v. Young, 9 Ga. 359. 

Ill.—School Trustees v. Tatman, 13 
Til. 27. 

Mass.—In re Fay, 15 Pick. 2438. 

N. Y.—New York v, Starin, 106 N. 
Y. de 2 ND. 63h. 

27. State v. Portland Gen. Electric 
Gon D2 Or4 502,95 me, U22..05 b:,100- 

[a] A municipal charter does not 
confer, by implication, a right upon 
the city to establish and maintain a 
public ferry. Hoggard v. Monroe, Didi 
La. Ann. 683, 25 S 349, 44 LRANS 
477; Millsaps v. Monroe, 37 La. Ann. 
641; In re Wooley, 75 Wash. 206, 1384 
P 825. 

28. Harding v. The Maverick, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 23. 

[a]. A railroad authorized by its 
charter to continue its line by means 
of boats across a body of water can- 
not use such boats to maintain a gen- 
eral public ferry. ‘The ferry is men- 
tioned only to designate the route 
over which the corporation were to 
pass by steamboats, or other boats, 
for the purposes of a railroad. It 
certainly is not to be understood that 
this railroad corporation was author- 
ized to establish and maintain a ferry 
and take toll for all travel, and for 


23, 26. 

29. See statutory provisions. 

30. Tuscaloosa County v. Foster, 
132 Ala. 392, 31 S 587. 

[a] In Alabama under Code “sec- 
tion 2514 the riparian owners may 
maintain as many ferries as they 
please along the stream elsewhere 
than at the intersection of the stream 
and a public road, without giving 
bond, without a license, without regu- 
lation of rates, at least so long as 
they charge usual and customary 
rates, by the commissioners’ court, 
and without violating or being amen- 
able to the penalties or punishments 
prescribed by sections 2509, 5553, and 
5556, those sections and -indeed all 
the provisions of article 3, Ch. 59 of 
the Code outside of section 2514 hay- 
ing reference only to licensed fer- 
ries.” Tuscaloosa County v. Foster, 
1382 Ala.-392, 400, 31 S 587. 

31. Darnell v. State, 48 Ark. 321, 
3 SW 3:65; Gunterman vy. Peo., 138 
Tll. 518, 28 NE 1067; New York v. 
Starin, 106 N. Y. 1, 12 NE 631; Mc- 
Gowen: .v. Stark,./10).S: €...E. 337, 9 
AmD 1712; Huzzey v. Field, 2 C. M. & 
R. 482, 150 Reprint 186; Blissett v. 
Hart, Willes 508, 125 Reprint 1293. 

Quo warranto generally see Quo 
Warranto [32 Cye 1410]. 


32. See infra §§ 24-36. 

83. Gunterman vy. Peo. 138 Ill. 
518, 28 NE 1067. 

4. Gunterman v. Peo., 138 Ill. 


3 
518, 28 NE 1067. 

35. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ala.—Milton vy. Haden, 32 Ala. 30, 
70 AmD 528. 

Cal.—Ward v. Severance, 7 Cal. 126; 
Norris v. Farmers, ete., Co., 6 Cal. 
590, 65 AmD 5385. 

Tll.—EHinstman vy. Black, 14 Ill. A. 
381 


Ind.—State v. Wise. 7 Ind. 645. 
Kan.—Terr. v. Reyburn, McC. 134. 
Mo.—Carroll v. Campbell, 110 Mo. 
557, 19 SW 809; Harrison v. State, 9 
Mo. 530; Wheat v. State, 6 Mo. 455. 

N. Y.—Peo. vy. Babcock, 11 Wend. 
586. 

N. D.—State v. Olson, 176 NW 833. 

Or.—Multnomah County v. Knott, 
6 Or: 279. 

N. B.—Ex p. Savoy, 39 N. B. 591, 
16 CanCrCas 457 (the Ferries Act 
[Can. Rey. St. (1906) e¢ 108] does not 
apply to local ferries running be- 
tween points in the same province). 

[a] Indictment.— The indictment 
must specify the stream on which 


cution to prove that defendant has 
no license. Terr. v. Reyburn, McC. 
(Kan.) 134. 

36. See infra § 36. 

37. Blissett v. Hart, Willes 508, 
125 Reprint 1293. 

38. In re International, ete., Fer- 
ries,’ 36. Can. (S.C. 206: Dinner™y. 
Humberstone, 26 Can. S. C. 252; An- 
derson v. Jellet, 9 Can. S. C. 1; Perry 
v. Clergue, 5 Ont. L. 357, 2 OntWR 89. 

39. Cal—vVallejo Ferry. Co. v. So- 
lano Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 
864, AnnCas1914C 1197; Chard v. Har- 
rison, 7 Cal. 113. 

Minn.—McRoberts v. Washburne, 
10 Minn. 23. 

N. C.—In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. 
C. 219, 50 SE 625. 

Okl.—Hale v. Record, i176 P 756. 

Or.—Dean vy. Washington Nav. Co., 
59Or. 91, /415) PR) 284: 

S. D.—Evans v. Hughes County, 3 
S. D. 580, 54 NW 603. 

Tex.—Hudson vy. Cuero Land, etce., 
Co., 47 Tex. 56, 26 AmR 289. 

Va.—Patrick v. Ruffners, 2 Rob. 
(41 Va.) 209, 40 AmD 740. 

W. Va.—-State v. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 
122,-46 SE 269, 102 AmSR 927, 63 
LRA 877. 

See also infra §§ 7, 8. 

40. Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 67 
NW 57, 32 LRA 3815. 

41. U. S.—Conway v. Taylor, 1 
Black 603, 17 L. ed. 191. 

Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 

Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCasi914C 1197. 
Pe vegies v. Taylor, 16 B. Mon. 
. Miss.—Marshall v. Grimes, 41 Miss. 
27. 

Mo.—St. Louis v. Waterloo-Caron- 


.delet Turnp., etc., Co., 14 Mo. A. 216. 


N. J.—Hudson County v. State, 24 
N. J. L. 718; State v. Hudson County, 
230N. diadu, 206. [aft 24 IN. rd, Cade 

N. —U. S. v. The Steamboat 
James Morrison,-4 NYLegObs 333; 
Peo. v. Babcock, ii Wend. 586. 

S. D.—Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 
67 NW 57, 32 LRA 3815. 

Tex.—Tuegwell v. Hagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74 Tex. 480, 9 SW 120, 18 SW 654. 

“There has been now nearly three- 
quarters of a century of practical in- 
terpretation of the Constitution, Dur- 
ing all that time, as before the Con-* 
stitution had its birth, the States 
have exercised the power to establish 
and regulate ferries; Congress never. 
We have sought in vain for any act 


1S Se ee ee ee eee EE eee eae 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 5-7] 


Establishment by special act. There are constitu- 
tional provisions in some states prohibiting the grant 
of franchises by special acts in enumerated cases,*? 
extending in some instances to the chartering or li- 
censing of ferries.4? Such provisions are prospec- 
tive and do not operate to destroy existing ferry 
franchises.44 A similar prohibition prevailed in 
the territories.*® 

Ferries over navigable waters. The state has the 
same right to grant ferry franchises over navigable 
waters that it has to grant such franchises over 
nonnavigable waters.*% 

Presumption of authority. A grant of a ferry 
franchise by the proper granting agency, but by an 
officer or board having only a de facto existence, 
will be presumed, in the absence of proof to the 
contrary, to have been made with authority.47 

[§ 6] 2. Power to Impose Conditions. The 
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terms and conditions upon the right to enjoy it as 
may be necessary to its proper regulation.ts The 
conditions imposed are operative only within the 
jurisdiction of the state granting the franchise.‘ 

[§ 7] 8. Delegation of Power to Inferior Bodies 
—a. To What Bodies Delegated. In most juris- 
dictions the power of establishing ferries has been 
delegated by the state to certain inferior bodies, 
which are authorized under general laws to issue 
licenses for this purpose,°° such as county or ses- 
sion courts,°* county commissioners,®? boards of 
county supervisors,”’ police juries,®+ municipalities, 
and other bodies.5° But in the absence of such a 
delegation of power, the inferior body has no power 
to authorize the establishment of a ferry.57 The 
inferior body, to whom power is delegated,. is the 
agent of the state, and the license to establish the 
ferry, when granted by the inferior body, is still 
one emanating from the state.®* The delegation of 


state in granting a ferry franchise may impose such 


of Congress which involves the exer- 
cise of this power. That the au- 
thority lies within the scope of ‘that 
immense mass’ of undelegated powers 
which ‘are reserved to the States re- 
spectively,’ we think too clear to ad- 
mit of doubt.” Per Swayne, J., in 
Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black (U. 8.) 
6038, 635, 17) L. ed. 191. 

[a] A revocable permit from the 
United States government to land 
launches at the government fioats at 
times and under circumstances which 
will not interfere with the govern- 
ment’s use of the floats, and with 
the expres's understanding that the 
permit should be revoked if declared 
to be an interference with an exist- 
ing ferry franchise, is not a federal 
license paramount to the ferry fran- 
chise. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCasi1914C 1197, 

Ferries engaged in interstate or 
foreign commerce see Commerce §§ 43, 
121, 153 note 25, 

42. Constitutional prohibitions on 
special or local legislation generally 
wee Statutes [36 Cyc 990]. 

43. See constitutional provisions. 

44, Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Lang, 161 
Cal. 672, 120 P 421. 

45. Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 67 
NW 57, 32 LRA 315 (holding that a 
ferry law applicable to all counties 
in the territory is not a special or 
local law within the meaning of the 
prohibition). 

46. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Lang, 161 
Gal) 672, 120 P 421; ‘Chiapella | v. 
Brown, 14 La. Ann. 189. 

[a] he act of congress declar- 
ing the Mississippi river to be a com~ 
mon highway, free to all citizens of 
the United States, was not intended 
to interfere with the right of the 
state to create and regulate ferries 
over that river. Chiapella v. Brown, 
14 La. Ann. 189. ; 

47. Davis v. Concordia Police Jury, 
1 La. Ann. 288. 

[a] Grant by de facto governor 
of the Spanish province of Louisiana, 
Davis v. Concordia Police Jury, 1 La. 
Ann, 228. 

48. State v. Sewell, 45 Ark. 387; 
Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano Aquatic 
Club, 165 Cal. 255, 271, 181 P_ 864, 
AnnCas1914C 1197; Combs v. Hogg, 
101 Ky. 178, 40 SW 453, 19 KyL 356; 
State v. Sickmann, 65 Mo. A. 499; 
Power v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 592, 598, 2 
NE 609 [aff 26 Hun 282]. Rene 

“The legislature having jurisdiction 
of the whole subject may limit a 
ferry franchise according to its pleas- 
ure. It may confer the right to 
operate a ferry across a river be- 
tween two places in both directions, 
or it may limit the right so that the 
ferry can be operated from one side 
of the river only.’”’ Power v. Athens, 
supra. ; ' 

“These grants are primarily made 
for the benefit of the state, only sec- 


ondarily for the benefit of the grantee 
of the franchise. They are accom- 
panied by exactions as to the service 
to be performed, the times thereof, 
the conveniences attending them, and 
they are further accompanied by 
regulatory measures affecting charges 
and tolls.” Vallejo Ferry Co. v. So- 
lano Aquatic Club, supra. 

[a] Right of way on opposite 
shore to be secured.—In case of a 
grant to one who owns the land on 
only one side of a stream the writ 
of ad quod damnum to ascertain the 
damages the owner of land on the 
opposite side will sustain by estab- 
lishing the necessary right of way 
over his land may be dispensed with, 
and the franchise granted upon the 
condition that the grantee shall pro- 
eure the right from the opposite 
landowner. Combs v. Hogg, 101 Ky. 
178, 40 SW 453, 19 KyL 356. 

{b] The rates of ferriage may be 
limited as a condition of the grant. 
State v. Sickmann, 65 Mo. A. 499. 

Regulation generally see infra 
§§ 46-49. 1 
Pest State v. Sickmann, 65 Mo. A. 

[a] Round trip rates on inter- 
state ferries.—‘‘A ferry license is a 
privilege of highway, and the right 
to grant such a franchise belongs 
to the state and is possessed with- 
out restriction or limitation. It may 
be granted or withheid, and the right 
to prohibit undoubtedly carries with 
it the right to impose conditions. In 
this state this right is vested by 
statute in the county courts (act- 
ing within the borders of their re- 
spective counties) and the duty of 
fixing the rate of ferriage is im- 
posed on them. Chap. 66 R. S. 1889. 
In the exercise of these powers the 
statute makes no restrictions. Of 
course, the county court of Missis- 
sippi county [Missouri] would have 
no power to regulate the rate of fer- 
riage from Cairo [Illinois] to Green- 
field Landing, but we think it did 
have the right to make round trip 
rates, and the defendant must con- 
form to them whenever demanded by 
patrons of the ferry on the Missouri 
side of the river. If these conditions 
were too onerous or for any reason 
could not be complied with, the de- 
fendant ought not to have accepted 
the franchise.” State v. Sickmann, 65 
Mo. A. 499, 501. 

50. See statutory provisions. 

51. Ark.—lMurray v. Menefee, 
Ark, 561. 

Ky.—Coombs v. Sewell, 60 SW 933, 
23 KyL 169; Stahl v. Brown, 84 Ky. 
325, 1 SW 540, 8 KyL 279; Richmond, 
ete., Turnpike Road Co. v. Rogers, 1 
Duv. 135. 

Me.—Day v. Stetson, 8 Me. 3865. 

N. Y.—Matter of Pierce, 185 App. 
Div. 212, 172 NYS 852. 

N. C.—Barrington vy. Neuse River 
Ferry Co., 69 N. C. 165. 
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Or.—Dean vy. Washington Nav. Co., 
59 Or. 91, 115 P 284; Hackett v. Wil- 
son, 12 Or. 25, 6 P 652. 

Tenn.—Levisay v. Delp, 9 Baxt. 
415; Nashville Bridge Co. v. Shelby, 
10 Yerg. 280. 
duh Ta a v. .Breeden, 77 Va. 

W. Va.—Egerton v. Flesher, 76 W. 
Va. 519, 86 SE 34, LRA1916D 828. 
ihe Ala.—Collins v. Ewing, 51 Ala. 

N. C.—In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. C. 
219, 50 SE 625. 

Okl.—Hale v. Record, 176 P 758. 

Ss. D.—Wilson vy. Gabler, 11 S. D. 
206, 76 NW 924. 

Tex.—Burrows v. Gonzales County, 
5 Tex. Civ. A. 232, 23 SW 829. 

53. Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 178 
Cal. 475, 174 P 48; Finch vy. Tehama 
County, 29 Cal. 453; Chard v. Harri- 
son, 7 Cal. 113; Prosser v. Wapello 
County, 18 Iowa 327; Chapin v. 
Crusen, 31 Wis. 209. 

54. Lafourche v. Robichaux, 116 
La. 286, 40 S 705; Blanchard y. Abra- 
ham, 115 La. 989, 40 S 379; Gillespie 
v. Freeman, 7 La. Ann. 350; Miles v. 
Craig, 3 La. Ann. 635; Hebert v. Mail- 
lan, 16 La. 585; Parish Treasurer v. 
Russell, 3 La. 93; New Orleans Police 
ae v. New Orleans, 3 Mart. (La.) 
710. 

55. Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. So- 
lano Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 
P 864, AnnCas1914C 1197. 

Mo.—Cauble v. Craig, 94 Mo. A. 
675, 69 SW 49. 

N. Y.—In re Union Ferry Co., 98 
N. Y. 139 [rev 32 Hun 82]; New York 
v. Longstreet, 64 HowPr 30; New 
York v. New York, ete., Ferry Co., 49 
HowPr 250. 

N. D.—State v. Olson, 176 NW 833. 

Can.—Dinner v. Humberstone, 26 
Can. S. CG. 252. 

Aye B.—Currey v. Victoria, 35 N. B. 

Las 

N. W. Terr.—Humberstone v. Din- 
ner, 2 Terr. L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. 
S.C. 2527. 

[a] In North Dakota Comp. L. 
(1913) § 2063 gives a city exclusive 
authority to grant license to operate 
a ferry only in the county in which 
it is located. State v. Olson, 176 NW 
830. 

56. In re International, ete., Fer- 
ries, 36 Can. S. C. 206. 

{a] Delegation by parliament of 
Canada to governor-general in coun- 
cil.—In re International, etce., Ferries, 
36 Can. S. C. 206. 

57. New York v. New York, etc., 
Ferry Co., 40 N. Y. Super. 232. 

[a] Dock department of New York 
City has received no power from leg- 
islature to grant a ferry license, and 
cannot make such grant. New York 
v. New York, etc. Ferry Co., 40 N. 
Y. Super. 232. 

58. Fall v. Sutter County, 21 Cal. 
237, 252. 

“These franchises, being sovereign 
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this authority to an inferior body does not prevent 
the legislature from exercising the same right,°? 
and, when a ferry is established by a direct legis- 
lative grant, no further license from the inferior 
The legislature has the same 
right in eases where the authority of the inferior 
body is conferred by a state constitution,®! unless 
its power in this regard is expressly denied.®? 

The power delegated to one in- 
ferior body may be recalled, expressly or by impli- 


body is necessary.®° 


Recall of power. 


cation, and delegated to another.®? 


[§ 8] b. Limitation of Authority of Inferior 
Body. ‘The extent of the authority to establish fer- 
ries delegated to the inferior body depends upon the 
construction of the statute delegating the power.** 


prerogatives, belong to the political 
power of the State, and are primarily 
represented and granted by the Leg- 
islature as the head of the political 
power; and the subordinate bodies or 
tribunals making the grants are only 
agents of the Legislature in this re- 
spect. But the delegation of these 
powers to these subordinates in no 
way impairs the power of the Legis- 
lature to make the grant. The effect 
of the grant is unquestionably to 
give a right of property to the 
grantée or licensee; and it would not 
be in the power of the Legislature 
to divest this property or transfer it 
to another person, so long as the 
owner held in obedience to the law.” 
Fall v. Sutter County, supra. 

59. U. S.—Wright v. Nagle, 101 U. 
SO, 2 belun ed, 921% 

Ala.—Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge 
Co., 2 Port. 296, 27 AmD 655. 

Ind.—Bush y. Peru Bridge Co., 3 
ind. 21. 

Me.—Day v. Stetson, 8 Me. 365. 

Mo.—Harrison v. State, 9 Mo. 530. 

N. C.—In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. 
C. 219, 50 SE 625. 

Va.—Somerville vy. Wimbish, 7 
Gratt. (48 Va.) 205. 

Wis.—Chapin v. Crusen, 31 Wis. 
209, 

Can.—In re International, etc., Fer- 
ries, 36 Can. S. C. 206. 

“The question here is whether the 
legislature of Georgia conferred on 


the inferior courts of its several 
counties the power of contracting 
away the right of the State to es- 


tablish such ferries and bridges in a 
particular locality as the ever-chang- 
ing wants of the public should in 
the progress of time require. In our 
opinion it did not. It gave these 
courts the right to establish ferries 
or bridges, but: not to tie the hands 
of the public in respect to its future 
necessities.’ Wright v. Nagle, 101 
WS? 791) 796; 25 Ti, ed. 921, 

“The power of the Legislature to 
establish particular ferries by direct 
and special enactments has been free- 
ly exercised, from an early period of 
our colonial history down to the 
present time; and our statute book 
is full of such laws. This eminent 
authority never has been, and never 
could have been, surrendered by the 
delegation of it to any. extent, 
whether limited or unlimited, to ju- 
dicial or other tribunals; and has con- 
tinued to be exercised, notwithstand- 
ing the power given by the act of 
105, 1Gsn then. “Sty 475),vand sof sl79i2; 
(eStatnn aN. S:.0° L52)9to the County, 
courts, in general terms, to appoint 
such ferries over rivers and creeks, 
in their respective counties, as should 
be deemed convenient and necessary.” 
Somerville v. Wimbish, supra. 

60. Roy* v. Henderson, 132 Ala. 
175, 31 S 457; Terr. v. Reyburn, McC. 
(Kan.) 134; Multnomah County v. 
NOE. 26 JOT! ra 19e 

61. Blake v. McCarthy, 56 Miss. 
654; In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. C. 219, 
50 SE 625; Barrington v. Neuse River 
Ferry Co., 69 Nw C. 165. 

62. Chapin v. Crusen, 31 Wis. 209. 
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{a] Ferry wholly within state 
cannot be established by the legis- 
lature under the provisions of the 


Wisconsin constitution. Chapin v. 
Crusen, 31 Wis. 209. 
68. In re Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 


243; New York City v. New Jersey, 
ete., Ferry Co., 92 Misc. 40, 155 NYS 
937 [aff 173 App. Div. 496, 159 NYS 


434], 

64, Ala.—Jones vy. Johnson, 2 Ala. 
746. 

Cal. — Johnston vy. Sacramento 


County, 137" Call 204, 69), P7962: 
Ill.— Betts v. Menard, 1 Ill. 395. 
N. C.—Anonymous, 2 N. C. 457. 
N. D.—Patterson v. Wollmann, 5 

N. D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. 
Or.—Cason v. Stone, 1 Or. 39. 
Tenn.—Guinn y. Eaves, 117 Tenn. 

524, 101 SW 1154. 

Tex.—Burrows v. Gonzales County, 

5) Tex, Civ, A. 232,23 SW. S29. 


Va-—Zane v. Zane, 2 Va. Cas. (4 
Va.) 63. . 
[a] Power to establish ferries 


within the county: (1) Does not au- 
thorize establishment of _ ferries 
across a navigable river which is the 
boundary of the state. Ogden v. Lund, 
11 Tex. 688; Zane v. Zane, 2 Va. Cas. 
(4 Va.) 68. (2) Does not authorize 
establishment over a river dividing 
two counties. Johnston vy. Sacra- 
mento County, 137 Cal. 204, 69 P 962; 
State v. Olson, (N. D.) 176 NW 833. 
Contra Jones v. Johnson, 2 Ala. 746. 
(3) Does not authorize establishment 
of a ferry from a point in an un- 
organized county attached for ju- 
dicial purposes to the jurisdiction of 
a board of county commissioners of 
a neighbcring county to a point in 
an organized county other than the 
one whose board granted the fran- 
chise. Patterson v. Wollmann, 5 N. 
D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. | 
[b] Discretionary power as to 
number.-—(1) In North Carolina the 
county courts have power to estab- 
lish two ferries at the same point. 
Anonymous, 2 N. C. 457. (2) In Ore- 
gon the board of commissioners may 
establish as many ferries, and as 
near,to each other, as the public ne- 
cessities require, and they are the 
final judges of such necessity. Cason 
v. Stone, 1 Or. 39. (3) In Tennessee 
the courts have discretion to de- 
termine all questions as to number, 
location, and necessity. Guinn v. 
Eaves, 117 Tenn. 524, 101 SW 1154. 
[ec] Power to issue licenses to 
“qualified persons.”—The act of Febr. 
12, 1827, authorizing the county com- 
missioners to grant ferry licenses to 
“qualified persons” and requiring the 
licensee to execute a bond conditioned 
that “he, she or they” will keep such 
ferry according te the law, and grant- 
ing to ferry keepers certain privileges 
including exemptions from perform- 
ance of militia, jury, and other duties, 
did not authorize the commissioner’s 
court to grant ferry privileges to a 


corporation. Betts vy. Menard, 1 Ill. 
396. 
{d] Power of county to operate 


ferry.—Rev. St. art 1514, empower- 
ing the county commissioners’ court 


[§§ 7-8 


But a general authority granted to an inferior body 
to establish ferries may be limited by implication 
by the terms of a subsequent legislative grant of a 
ferry franchise.® 
strict conformity with the law by which its powers 
are conferred, and when its authority is limited any 
act done in excess of such authority is void.*® Where 
the act done is separable into authorized and unau- 
thorized parts, the grant is void only as to the un- 
authorized part,®? and where the act is separable 
into parts, any one of 
in excess of the granting power’s authority, but 
which are within that authority when taken in the 
aggregate, it is valid.&$ 


The inferior body must act in 


which, by itself, would be 


to establish public ferries authorizes 
it to create and operate a ferry itself, 
and such power is not taken away by 
Rev. St. tit 87 ¢ 6, authorizing such 
court to grant licenses for ferries. 
Burrows v. Gonzales County, 5 Tex. 
Civ. A. 232, 23 SW 829. 

Power to make franchise exclusive 
see infra § 21. 

5. In re Spease Ferry, 138 N. C. 
219, 50 SE 625. 

[a] Exclusive features in legisla- 
tive grant.—An act granting a ferry 
franchise, and making it unlawful to 
establish any other ferry in one and 
one-half miles thereof, is a restric- 
tion upon the general power conferred 
upon county commissioners. under 
Code § 2014 ‘to appoint and settle 
ferries,” and the commissioners have 
no power to authorize a ferry within 
the prohibited distance. In re Spease 
Ferry, 138 N. C. 219, 50 SE 625. 

66. Ala. — Lamar v. Marshall 
County Comrs: Ct cloNlaaeivos 

Ark.—In re Howell, 36 Ark. 466; 
Murray v. Menefee, 20 Ark. 561. 

Cal—Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 
178 Cal. 475, 174 P 48. 

Il1l—Lombard vy. Cheever, 8 Ill. 469; 
Munsell vy. Temple, 8 Ill. 93. 

Or.—Hackett v. Wilson, 12 Or. 25, 
6 P 652; Montgomery v. Multnomah 
Re Con lt Or. 344." Sip eatooe 

Ss. D.—Nixon_ v. Reid, 3 S- Dr 507; 
67 NW 57, 32 LRA 315. 

[a] A license issued for a less 
sum, than that required by statute is 
void. Lombard v. Cheever, 8 Ill. 469. 

[b] A license issued on credit, 
where the statute required a fee to 
be paid, is void. Munsell vy. Temple, 
8 Ill. 93. 

{c] A license issued for a shorter 
term than that required by statute is 
void. In Oregon a ferry cannot be 
established by the county commis- 
sioners for one year only. It must be 
permanent. Cason y. Stone, 1 Or. 39. 

{d] Where a county court is au- 
thorized to grant licenses only to 
landowners, a grant to any other per- 
son is void. Mayville v. Boon, 2 J. J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 224. 

{e] Where an inferior body is pro- 
hibited from licensing ferries within 
a stated distance of an established 
ferry, a grant of a franchise within 
the prohibited distance is void. In re 
Howell, 36 Ark. 466; Murray v. Mene- 
fee, 20 Ark. 561; Hackett v. Wilson, 
12 Or. 25, 6 P 652; Montgomery v. 
Multnomah R. Co., 11 Or. 344, 8 P 435. 

67. La Salle County v. Simmons, 
10 Ill. 513; Carroll v. Campbell, 108 
Mo. 550, 17 SW 884. 

{a]_ A license issued for a greater. 
sum than that required by statute is 
not void, but the excess payment may 
be recovered by the grantee of the 
license. La Salle County v. Simmons, 
TOMI oS. 

{b] Power to grant a nonexclusive 
ferry privilege does not authorize the 
grant of an exclusive ferry privilege, 
but a grant so made is void only as 
to the unauthorized part. Carroll v. 
Campbell, 108 Mo. 550, 17 SW 884. 

68. Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 67 
NW 57, 32 LRA 315. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 8-10] 


Exclusive franchises. The inferior body, by a 
grant of an exclusive ferry privilege, cannot divest 
itself of power to perform its full duty, under the 
statute, to the public.®® 

[§ 9] 4. Power to Establish Ferries on Boun- 
dary Waters. The states, and not the federal gov- 
ernment, have the authority to establish ferries upon 
waters forming a boundary between the states,” or 
between a state and a foreign country.”! The fran- 
chise of one state can confer no rights as to landing 
upon or ferrying from the other state,” but is valid 
as far as the jurisdiction of the state which grants 
the franchise extends, without any concurrent ac- 
tion on the part of the other state.*? The franchise 
of either state may be made exclusive as to ferrying 
from its own shore,’* but it cannot be made to ex- 
clude ferries operating under franchises granted by 
the state on the opposite shore.?®> The jurisdiction 
of a state over a ferry is determined by its point of 
departure, and the fact that the landing place is in 
another jurisdiction does not take it out of the 
jurisdiction of the authority which granted the 
franchise.*° Where a stream separates two counties 
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of the same state, the counties on each side may have 
concurrent jurisdiction,’’ or each may have exclu- 
Sive jurisdiction on its own side to the center of the 
stream.*8 

Power of inferior bodies. The power of an in- 
ferior body to establish ferries on boundary waters 
depends upon the terms of the statute conferring 
authority upon it. Where the statute is construed 
to give the inferior body jurisdiction as ample as 
the legislature possesses, its authority to establish 
ferries upon boundary waters cannot be impeached.”® 
But statutes enumerating the instances in which the 
inferior body is given authority to establish ferries, 
and not specifically referring to the establishment 
of ferries ‘upon boundary waters, have been con- 
strued not to give authority to the inferior body 
to establish ferries upon waters forming a boundary 
between states.®° 

[§ 10] ©. Prescription. By the weight of au- 
thority a ferry franchise may be acquired by pre- 
scription.*? It is held, however, in a few jurisdic- 
tions, that it cannot be so acquired,*? although the 
right to land upon the property of another may 


[a] A license issued for a shorter 
term than that required by statute, 
but with privilege of renewal for a 
further term, both terms aggregating 
the statutory period, is valid. Nixon 
War Reid, 8' "S27 D.) "5070-67 INiWe 57,) 32 
LRA 315. 

69. Gales v. Anderson, 13 Ill. 413; 
In re Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 243. 

[a] Requirements of public con- 
venience.—Where the statute re- 
quires the county commissioners to 
establish ferries whenever the public 
convenience requires it, they cannot 
divest themselves of this power by 
granting an exclusive franchise. 
Gales v. Anderson, 13 Ill. 413; In re 
Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 243. 

70. U. S.—Wiggins Ferry Co. v. 
East St.. Louis, 107 U. S: 365, 2 SW 
257, 27 L. ed. 419; Conway v. Taylor, 
1 Black 603, 17 L. ed. 191; Fanning v. 
Gregoire, 16 How. 524, 14 L. ed. 1043; 
Mills v. St. Clair County, 8 How. 569, 
12 L. ed. 1201; Bowman vy. Wathen, 
38 F. Cas. No. 1,740, 2 McLean 376. 

Ky.—Newport v. Taylor, 16 B. Mon. 
699. 

Miss.—Marshall v. Grimes, 41 Miss. 
27. 

Mo.—Carroll v. Campbell, 108 Mo. 
550, 17 SW 884; St. Louis v. Water- 
loo-Carondelet Turnp., etc., Co., 14 
Mo. A. 216. : 

N. J.—Columbia Delaware Bridge 
Co. v. Geisse, 38 N. J. L. 39 [aff 38 
N. J. L. 580]; Hudson County v. State, 
DA ING de Piet Lor 

W. Va.—State v. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 
122, 46 SEH 269, 102 AmSR 927, 638 
LRA 877, 1 AnnCas 104. 

[a] Between state and Indian res- 
ervation.—The state has authority 
to grant the franchise where the 
stream is a boundary between the 
state and an Indian _ reservation. 
Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 67 NW 57, 
32 LRA 315. 

71. Peo, v. Babcock, 11 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 586; Tugwell v. Hagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74 Tex. 480, 9 SW 120, 18 SW 654. 

{a] Canadian rule.—The right to 
create and license all ferries includ- 
ing ferries on boundary waters, hav- 
ing been one of the jura regalia, or 
royalties which belonged to the sev- 
eral provinces at the union, continued 
to belong to them after consideration, 
as declared by the British North 
America Act § 109, notwithstanding 
§ 91, subs § 13, giving the Dominion 
legislative power in relation to fer- 
ries on boundary waters. Perry Vv. 
Clergue, 5 Ont. L. 357, 2 OntWR 89. 

[b] Ferries between two _ prov~ 
inces.— “The policy of the British 
North America Act is to leave all in- 
ternational or interprovincial under- 
takings within the federal power, And 
that, it is evident, must necessarily 


be so as to ferries. Taking for in- 
stance a ferry on the Ottawa River 
between Ontario and Quebec, neither 
Ontario nor Quebec has the right to 
effectually grant a license for a ferry 
abutting on the opposite shore over 
which it has no jurisdiction. And if 
the provinces have not that right the 
federal parliament must have it.’ In 
re International, etc., Ferries, 36 Can. 
S. C. 206, 208. 

Regulation of ferries engaged in in- 
terstate or foreign commerce sce 
Commerce §§ 43, 121, 153 note 25. 

72. Ill.—Gear v. Bullerdick, 34 Ill. 
74. 

Iowa. — Burlington, ete, County 
Ferry Co. v. Davis, 48 Iowa 133, 30 
ee 390; Weld v. Chapman, 2 Iowa 
524. 

Ky.—Newport vy. Taylor, 16 B. Mon. 
699. 

Mo.—Challiss v. Davis, 56 Mo. 25. 

Tex.—Parsons v. Hunt, 98 Tex. 420, 
84 SW 644 [rev (Civ. A.) 81 SW 120]. 

Vt.— Jones v. Hoag, 92 Vt. 78, 102 
A 57, 

73. Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 603, 17 L. ed. 191; Vallejo Ferry 
Co. v. Solano Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 
255, 131 P 864, AnnCasl1$14C 1197; 
Columbia Delaware Bridge Co. v. 
Giesse,-38°N..J. . 39) faff.38 Noid. L. 
580]; Jones v. Hoag, 92 Vt. 78, 102 
A 57. 

74. Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black (U. 
S.) 603, 17 L. ed. 191; Burlington, ete., 
County Ferry Co. v. Davis, 48 Iowa 
133, 30 AmR 390; Jones v. Hoag, 92 
Wit. (8,7 LOZ ADS 7. 

75. Cross v. Hall, 6 W. Va. 323; 
Bx p. Dufour, 32 N. B. 357. 

[a] International river. — ‘‘The 
Saint John is an international river, 
and under the terms of the Ashbur- 
ton treaty, is free alike to citizens 
of each country. We do not think 
that it is in the power of this coun- 
try, or the State of Maine, to grant 
a license which would entitle the 
licensee to ferry from Canada to the 
United States side, and vice versa, to 
the exclusion of any person else who 
chooses to do so.” Ex p. Dufour, 32 
NS BMS 5.71359: ; 

76, Menzel Hst. Co. v. Redding, 178 
Gal. 475, 174 P 48; Vallejo Ferry Co. 
v. Solano Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 
131 P 864, AnnCas1914C 1197. 

77, Jones v. Johnson, 2 Ala. 746. 


7g. State vy. Olson, (N. D.) 176 NW 
833. > : 
79. Memphis Corp. v. Overton, 3 


Yere. (Tenn.) 387. 

80. Zane v. Zane, 2 Va. 
Va.) 63. 

81. Ga.—Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 Ga. 
510, 36 SE 770; Harrison v. Young, 9 
Ga. 359; Williams v. Turner, 7 Ga. 


348. 


Cas. (4 


N. C.—Barrington y. Neuse River 
Ferry Co., 69 N. C. 165; Smith v. Har- 
kins, 38 N. C. 613, 44 AmD 88: Pip- 
kin v. Wynns, 13 N. C. 402. 

S. C—Stark vy. McGowen, 10'S. C. 
L. 397 note. 

Hy Ree pee v. Martin, 52 Tex. 

Eng.—Dysart v. Hammerton, [1914] 
1 Ch. 822 [rev on other grounds 
PLOTET DAC. (57 lj Rickardsiwv-aRens 
nett, 1 B. & C. 223, 8 HCL 96, 107 
Reprint 83; Huzzey v. Field, 2 Cc. M. 
& R. 432, 150 Reprint 186; Matthews. 
v. Peache, 5 HE. & B. 546, 85 ECL 546, 
119 Reprint 583; Pelham v. Pickers- 
Sill, 15 Ts Ree (660; 399. Reprint. 13063 
Trotter v. Harris, 2 Y. & J. 285, 288, 
148 Reprint 926. 

“T agree that the commencement 
of a ferry must be by royal grant or 
licence from the Crown, and that the 
grant must be shewn, or such evi- 
dence of ancient user must be ad- 


duced, as will satisfy the Jury that 


it originally had that commencement, 
although the grant may not be forth- 
coming. But I can see no difference 
between this and other ordinary cases 
or prescription.” Per Alexander, L. 
C. B., in Trotter v. Harris, supra. 
[a] Reason for rule—‘“‘The doc- 
trine of presuming a lost grant rests 
upon the principle that for a right 
capable of a legal origin, which has 
been long enjoyed and is otherwise 
unexplained, the Court will presume 
that a legal origin exists.’”’ Per Buck- 


ley, L. J. in Dysart v. Hammerton, 
[1914] 1 Ch. 822, 841. 
[b] In Alabama (1) the rule of 


law as’ first declared was that a ferry 
franchise could not be acquired by 
prescription. State v. Talladega 
Roads Comrs., 3 Port. (Ala.) 412. (2) 
The rule was changed in later cases 
holding that a ferry franchise could 
be acquired by prescription. Milton v. 
Haden, 35 Ala. 230; Milton v. Haden, 
32) Ala30;1 70 ‘AmD 752350 4¢3)) Dhis 
later ruling has been challenged in 
a subsequent case in which, however, 
the issue was not raised, but where 
the court, recognizing the conflict in 
the earlier cases, was inclined to the 
opinion that a ferry franchise could 
not be acquired by prescription. Tus- 
caloosa County v. Foster, 132 Ala. 
392, 31 S 587. 

[c] Ikegislative confirmation of 
prescriptive right.—A statute author- 
izing the continuance of an ancient 
ferry is merely a confirmation by ex- 
press grant of the preéxisting rights 
of the ferry owner, and gives him 
additional privileges and safeguards. 
Columbia, ete., Bridge Co. v. Geise, 34 
Nd, Ty 268 Laff: 35. IN. Sa Ls, 558). 

82. Sullivan v. Lafayette County, 
58 Miss. 790 [overr Leake County v. 
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be.88 The prescriptive right is based on the presump- 
tion of a lost grant from the state,’ which presump- 
tion may be rebutted by evidence showing that no 
grant ever was made.®*® The length of possession nee- 
essary to raise the presumption of a lost grant varies 
in the different states, in some states following the 
English term of twenty years,®® and in other states 


following the term fixed in the 
acts.e* 


ing the prescriptive period.’8 


[§ 11] D. Who May Acquire Franchise—1. In 
It is not necessary that a ferry franchise 
should be granted to a single individual; it may be 
granted to several persons together,®® or to a cor- 
poration,®® except where the language of the act 


General. 


McFadden, 57 Miss. 618]; Bird v. 
pate 8 Watts (Pa.) 434, 34 AmD 

[a] Reason for rule.—(1) ‘It is 
clear that by no act of an individual 
can a public ferry be established, 
even on land owned by him; on this 
point the authorities are unanimous 
and uniform. If the grant of 
the franchise was made by the sov- 
ereign power, the evidence thereof is 
to be found of record; and for grants 
so to be. proved, no claim can be 
made by prescription. Prescription 
presupposes a grant, the evidence of 
which has been lost by lapse of time. 
The question may be fairly treated 
as res nova in this state, and we are 
confident the sound and conservative 
rule to establish is, that the grant 
of a franchise must be proved by the 
record of the grant, or, if it is lost, by 
proof of its contents; and that it can- 
not be proved by prescription.” Sulli- 
van v. Lafayette County, 58 Miss. 790, 
801. (2) “The right of navigation, 
transverse or otherwise, being en- 
joyed in common, is susceptible of 
exclusive appropriation only by grant 
from the public, to whom it belongs; 
and we have, consequently, no such 
thing as a ferry by prescriptive right, 
or presumptive grant of exclusive 
navigation from length of time. The 
doctrine of nullum tempus alone 
would prevent a title drawn from a 
source so like the Statute of Limi- 
tations from being set up against the 
Commonwealth or her grantee. ... 
The presumptive grant of an incor- 
poreal right, sustained as it is by 
analogy to the Statute of Limitations, 
is founded in an adverse assertion 
of right, and can have no place in re- 
spect.to a thing of which there can- 
not be an adverse use; consequently, 
it can have no place in respect to a 
river which is navigated by general 
license, pursuant to which the in- 
dividual does nothing to challenge the 
general right.’’ Per Gibson, C. J., in 
Bird v. Smith, 8 Watts (Pa.) 434, 438, 
439, 34 AmD 483. 

83. Bird v. Smith, 8 Watts (Pa.) 
434, 34 AmD 483. 

84. See cases supra note 81. 

Presumption of lost grant generally 
see Adverse Possession §§ 650-655. 

85. Valdes v. Grahame, 3 Porto 
Rico Fed. 417; Dysart v. Hammerton, 
f1914] 1 Gh. 822 [rev on other 
srounds [1916]) PeAwCy 577: 

86. Mills v. St. Clair County, 4 Ill. 
53: Trotter v. Harris, 2 Y..& J. 285, 
148 Reprint 926 

87. Williams v. Turner, 7 Ga. 348. 

fa] In Georgia seven years con- 
tinued and exclusive possession of a 
ferry creates a presumption of a 
grant. Williams v. Turner, 7 Ga. 348. 

88. Matthews v. Peache, 5 HB. & B. 
546, 85 HCL 546, 119 Reprint 583. 

[al Location cannot be changed.— 
A prescriptive right to operate a 
ferry from a given landing place in 
M, to a given landing place in K 
does not authorize the running of the 
ferry from another place in M, eight 


A prescriptive right to maintain a ferry will 
be confined strictly to the limits of its exercise dur- 
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grantees.°! 


state limitation 
located.%® 


whose petitions 


[§ 12] 
ers. 


hundred yards distant from the an- 
ecient landing place. Matthews v. 
Peache, 5 KH. & B. 546, 85 HCL 546, 119 
Reprint 588. 

89. Ill—Haven y. Mehlgarten, 19 
igbe eek 
fg RR ROE CES vy. Penniston, 16 Mo. 

Or.—Hackett v. Multnomah R. Co., 
12, Or) 124,16 PB 659) 53 AmiR, 32:7. 

S. C—Puckett vy. Smith, 36 S. Cc. L. 
26, 53 AmD 686. 

Pee ie aaa Bese v. Woodward, 20 Wis. 
Jo, 

[a] Grant to tenants in common. 
—Where several persons are author- 
ized to establish a ferry, no corpora- 
tion being created, they are tenants 
in common of the property in fran- 
chise. Haven v. Mehlgarten, 19 Ill. 
91; Rogers vy. Penniston, 16 Mo. 432; 
Hackett v. Multnomah R. Co., 12 Or. 


124,, 6 P .659,. 53> AmR® 327; Puckett 
Nee: BOicS. IC Ds 12/6 535 Am 
905. Maysville, ve “Boone” Inoue 
Marsh. (Ky.) 224. 
91. Betts v. Menard, 1 Ill. 395, 
92. Starin v. New York, 42 Hun 


549 [rev on ts grounds 112 N. Y. 
206, 19 NE 67 

[al Balirond ferries.—The general 
laws of the state of New York, pro- 
viding for the incorporation of rail- 
road companies, and Acts (1884) 
e 193, authorizing railroad companies 
to operate ferries, do not authorize 
them to acquire a license for a ferry 
not connected with the railroad. Star- 
in v. New York, 42 Hun 549 [rev on 
other grounds 112 N. Y. 206, 19 NH 


ini 

rry rights incidental to exercise 
of rigets under charter see supra § 3 
note 24. 

93. Helm v. Grayville, 224 Ill. 274, 
79 NE 689; Dover v. Fox, 9 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 200; Mayville v. Boon, 2 J. J. 
Marsh. (Ky.y 224; Peru v. Barrett, 
100 Me. 213, 60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 
70 LRA 567; Opinion of Justices, 231 
Mass. 603, 122 NE 763; Waterbury v. 
Laredo, 68 Tex. 565, 5 SW 81; Bur- 
rows v. Gonzales County, 5 Tex. Civ. 
A. 232, 23 SW 829. 

[a] Operation by counties. — A 
county authorized and required to 
establish public ferries may operate a 
ferry. Burrows'v. Gonzales County, 
5 Tex. Civ. A. 232, 23 SW 829: Hart 
v. King County, 104 Wash. 485, ATP 


344, ' 

94. Betts v. Menard, 1 Ill. 395. 

Grant of ferry franchise not in- 
ferred from municipal charter see 
supra § 3. 

95. See statutory provisions. 

[a] In Kentucky.—(1) Under for- 
mer statutes a franchise to operate 
a ferry to cross the Ohio river could 
not be granted except to the owner 
of the property on the Kentucky 
shore. Churchill v. Grundy, 5 Dana 
99; Henry v. Underwood, 1 Dana 245; 
New-Port v. Taylor, 6 J. J. Marsh. 
134; Lytle v. Breckenridge, 3 J. J. 
Marsh, 663; Mayville v. Boon, 2 J. J. 
Marsh. 224; Jefferson Seminary v. 


[§§ 10-12 


shows that only natural persons were intended as 
But a corporation may be restricted in 
its right to acquire a ferry franchise by the pro- 
visions of its charter.°? 
eranted to a municipal corporation,®? except where 
the act of incorporation does not authorize it to 
exercise ferry rights.°* 
where the law expressly requires ownership,®® that 
the grantee should own the land where the ferry is 
Mere priority in filing a petition for a 
ferry license by one of several competing claimants 


A ferry franchise may be 


It is not necessary, except’ 


are considered together does not 


confer a right to the license upon the prior claimant 
in preference to the others.°” 

2. Preferred Rights of Riparian Own- 
The statutes in many jurisdictions give a pref- 


Wagnon, 2 A. K. Marsh. 379. (2) On 
any stream except the Ohio it was 
unnecessary that the grantee of a 
ferry Should own land on the stream. 
Richmond, ete., Turnp. Road Co. v. 
Rogers, 1 Duv. 135. (38). Under Rev. 
St. c 39 § 4, and Gen. St. c 42 § 1803, 
the Ohio river and other streams are 
all placed on the same footing, and a 
ferry may be granted to the riparian 
owner or to one who has obtained 
from him the privilege of using his 
land for ferry purposes. Ryan v. 
Hobson, 182 Ky. 573, 206 SW _ 785; 
Burke v. Layoff, 178 Ky. 588, 199 SW 
775. (4) A ferry privilege in a town 
bordering on a navigable stream is 
properly granted to the trustees of 
the town. Dover vy. Fox, 9 B. Mon. 
200; Maysville v. Boon, 2 J. J. Marsh. 
224 


[b] West Virginia.—Under a stat- 
ute providing that any person ‘who 
owns or has contracted for the use 
of land at the point at which he 
wishes to establish the same, may 
present his application” for a ferry, 
a person who owns land on the West 
Virginia side of the Ohio river may 
make application for a ferry. Sisters- 
ville Ferry Co. v. Russell, 52 W. 
Vak. 356508594 435 SEH S207, 59 LRA 


5i3e 

96. Ill.—Mills v. St. Clair County 
Comrs:, 4 Tl. 53. 

Ky.—Richmond, ete., Turnp, Road 
Co. v. Rogers, 1 Duv. 135; Harvie v. 
Cammack, 6 Dana 242; Lawless v. 
Reese, 4 Bibb 309. 

Mass.—lIn re Fay, 15 Pick. 243. 

Fe er Macs 2 v. McCarthy, 56 Miss. 

N. J.—Columbia Delaware Bridge 
Co,-v--@éisse, 38 N. J. L. 39 [aff 38 
N. J. L. 580 mem]. 

N. Y.—New York v. New York, etce., 
Ferry Co., 40 N. Y. Super. 232 [aff 
49 HowPr 250]. 

N. C.—Raynor v. Dowdy. 5 N. C. 
279. Compare Fitkin v. Wynns, 13 
N. C. 402 (holding that grant may 
issue to another only when owner re- 
fuses to exercise the franchise). 

Or.—Dean v. Washington Nav. Co., 
59 Or. 91, 115 P 284; Gant v. Drew, 1 
Or... 35. 

Pa.—Greensboro Ferry Co. v. New 
a ae Kerry Cov S34. 38an  Conreu, 


Hng.—Peter vy. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 
7038, 13 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610. . 

“The owner of a ferry need not 
have the property in the soil on 
either side. It is sufficient if he has 
secured the privile ge of using it, al- 
though the title is in another.” 
Greenskoro Ferry Co. v. New Geneva 
Ferry Co., 34 Pa. Co. 33, 44. 

- fa] Landowner’s right to compen- 
sation.—When a franchise is granted 
to another than the riparian owner, 
the grant is made subject to the land- 
owner’s right to compensation. Blake 
v. McCarthy, 56 Miss. 654. 

Preferred rights of riparian own- 

ers see infra § 12. 

97. Oxford Ferry Co. 

County, 19 Kan, 293. 


v. Sumner 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 12-13] 


erence to the person owning the land where the ferry 
is to be located.°® Where the opposite banks are 
owned by different persons, one is not entitled to a 
preference over the other,®® but either will be pre- 
ferred to one not a landowner. Some statutes have 
been construed not to give the riparian owner a 
preference at points where public roads have been 
established across streams.2 These statutes do not 
give to the owner an absolute right to have a ferry 
established upon his land, but only make him a pre- 
ferred claimant for the right whenever the proper 
authorities have decided that the establishment of a 
ferry is necessary.? If the landowner fails or re- 
fuses to avail himself of his right or is adjudged not 
to be a proper person to exercise the franchise, it 
may be granted to another.* In such cases, before 
making the grant, the owner of the land must be 
given notice of the application for the establish- 
ment of the proposed ferry. One tenant in com- 
mon of riparian land may acquire a ferry franchise,® 
but not without default in the others.? 

Possessory title. Under the statutes in some 
states mere possession is not sufficient title to entitle 
the person in possession to a ferry franchise as 
riparian owner,® while under the statutes in other 
states actual possession of lands, in the absence of 
other proof, places the one in possession on the same 
footing as the owner.® A preémption right to land 
on both banks of a river unaccompanied by pos- 
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session will not, however, entitle the owner to ex- 
clusive ferry privileges under a statute giving a right 
to an exclusive ferry franchise only to those who 
own the land, or have possession of it by preémption 
right, or settlement, on both opposite banks of a 
river,1° 

Evidence of title. A certificate of the register of 
the land office is sufficient evidence of the ownership 
of the land to give the owner preferential rights to 
a ferry franchise, nor can the applicant’s title be 
further inquired into in the hearing on his peti- 
tion,14 

Recovery of land by rightful owner does not. 
operate to revoke the franchise of the person in, 
possession,’ nor to vest title to the franchise in 
the owner of the land.1* 

[§ 13] EH. Procedure to Acquire Franchise—1. 
In General. In the execution of the power to estab- 
lish ferries conferred upon an inferior body there 
must be a compliance with the statutory require- 
ments.14 In general, a formal application should be 
made 1° by one entitled to acquire the franchise,!é 
stating the location of the proposed ferry,!? and the 
applicant’s ownership of the land or other facts es- 
sential to his right to receive the franchise.1§ 

Notice. A notice of the application is usually 
required to be given, either publicly by posting no- 
tices ?® or personally on certain persons,?° so that, 
anyone entitled to contest the granting of the ap- 


98. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ala.—Tuscaloosa County y. Foster, 
132 Ala. 392, 31S 587. 

Cal.—Pool vy. Simmons, 134 Cal. 621, 
66 P 872. 

Ill —Mills v. St. Clair 
Comrs., 4 Ill. 53. 

Iowa.—Prosser v. Wapello County, 
18 Iowa 327. ; 

Ky.—Ballow v. Pettus, 3 Bush 608. 

Miss.—McCearly v. Swayze, 65 
Miss. 351, 3 S 657; Blake v. Mc- 
Carthy, 56 Miss. 654. 

N. Y.—New York v. New York, etc., 
Ferry Co., 40 N. Y. Super. 232 [aff 49 
HowPr 250]. 

Okl.—Hale v. Record, 176 P 756. 

Or.—Dean v. Washington Nav. Co., 
59 Or. 91, 115 P 284; Beckley v. Learn, 
3 Or. 544; Knott v. Frush, 2 Or. 237; 
Mills v. Learn, 2 Or. 215; Gant v. 
Drew, 1 Or. 35. 

Tenn.—Guinn v. Eaves, 117 Tenn. 
524, 101 SW 1154; Sparks v. White, 
7 Humphr. 86; Nashville Bridge Co. 
v.. Shelby, 10 Yerg. 280; Allen Vv. 
Farnsworth, 5 Yerg. 189; Memphis v. 
Overton, 3 Yerg. 387. 

Tex.—Hudson v. Cuero Land, etc., 
Co., 47 Tex. 65, 26 AmR 289. 

99. Guinn y. Eaves, 117 Tenn. 524, 
101 SW 1154. ; 

{a] Land ownership on both sides. 
—‘It [ferry franchise] may be grant- 
ed to a person owning land upon both 
sides of the stream, where the land- 
ings are to be made on such lands; 
or, where the land on the respective 
sides of the stream are owned by 
different persons, each may be grant- 
ed a ferry privilege, but the prefer- 
ence should be given ane ae Maa tet ber 
ing the land upon both sides,” uinn 
Gs Huis; 117 rei. 524, 530, 101 SW 
1154. 

1. Collins v. Ewing, 51 Ala. 101. 

2. Tugwell v. Hagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74 Tex. 480, 9 SW 120, 13 SW 654. 

8. Tuscaloosa County v. Foster, 
132 Ala. 392, 31 S 587; Kennedy v. 
Covington, 4 J. J. Marsh. (Ky.) 538; 
Brown v. Given, 4 J. J. Marsh. (Ky.) 
28; Guinn v. Eaves, 117 Tenn. 524, 101 
SW 1154; Nashville Bridge Co. vy. 
Shelby, 10 Yerg. (Tenn.) 280; Hud- 
son v. Cuero ae etc., Co., 47 Tex. 
65, 26 AmR 289. 7 

[a] Reservation of ferry privileges 
by the vendor of land does not pre- 


[25 C.-J.—67] 


County 


vent a grant of a ferry to the pur- 
chaser. Kennedy vy. Covington, 4 J. 
J. Marsh. (Ky.) 538; yeaa v. Given, 


14 J. J. Marsh. (Ky.) 2 


[b] Right to preference not trans- 
ferable.—The preference to keep a 
ferry, given by statute to the owner 
of land adjoining or embracing the 
stream where the proposed ferry is to 
be established, does not apply to the 
grantee of such owner of a right to 
use his land for landing places for 
another ferry. Knott v. Jefferson St. 

. — Prosser v. 


i Wapello 
County, 18 Iowa 327. 
Ky.—Lawless v. Reese, 4 Bibb 309. 
Miss.—Blake v. McCarthy, 56 Miss. 
4 


654. 

x C.—Pipkin v. Wynns, 13 N. C. 
402. 
Or.—Mills v. Learn, 2 Or, 215; Gant 
v. Drew, 1 Or. 35. 

Tenn.—Sparks vy. White, 7 Humphr. 
8 


6. 
[a] The grantee is not bound to 


account to the landowner in such 
eases for any of the profits. Sparks 
v. White, 7 Humphr. (Tenn.) 86. 


5, Lawless v. Reese, 4 Bibb (Ky.) 
309; Dean v. Washington Nav. Co., 59 
Or. 91, 115 P 284. 

6. Guinn v. Haves, 117 Tenn. 524, 
101 SW 1154. 

7. Pipkin v. Wynns, 13 N. C. 402. 

8) Mullis) vy." Cavins, 5. Blackf. 
(Ind.) 77. 

9 Henshaw v. Butte County, 19 
Cal. 150; Givens v. Pollard, 3 A. K. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 3220. 


10. Cloyes v. Keatts, 18 Ark. 19. 

11. Cox v. Haster, 1° Port. »(Ala.) 
130. 

12. McCearly v. Swayze, 65 Miss. 
Sbily wot SOO. 

13. Fisher v. Higgins, 5 T. B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 140. 

14. See statutory provisions; and 
Wethersfield v. Humphrey, 20 Conn. 


218; Muire v. Smith, 2 Rob. (41 Va.) 
458. 


15. Givens v. Pollard, 3 A. K. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 320. 
[a] An attorney at law as well 


as an attorney in fact may make ap- 
plication in behalf of his client. 
Givens v. Pollard, 3 A. K. Marsh 
(Ky.) 320. 

16. Ryan v. Hobson, 182 Ky. 573, 


206 SW 785. 

[a] The heirs of a deceased owner 
and not the personal representatives 
are the proper applicants, under stat- 
utes limiting the right to owners. 
Ryan vy. Hobson, 182 Ky. 573, 206 SW 
785 (holding that the heirs may be 
substituted for the personal repre- 
sentatives by amendment). 

Who may acquire franchise see 
supra § 11. 

17. Sistersville Ferry Co. v. Rus- 
BrP 52 W. Va. 356, 43 SE 107, 59 LRA 
oO 


3: 

[a] Sufficiency of averment.—The 
exact point of location need not be 
stated if it is described with reason- 
able certainty. Sistersville Ferry Co, 
v. Russell, 52 W. Va. 356, 43 SE 107, 
59 LRA 518. 

18. Hazleton v. De Priest, 143 Ind. 
368, 42 NE 751; Zane vy. Zane, 2 Va.’ 
Cas. (4 Va.) 63. 

19. Hatten v. Turman, 123 Ky. 844, 
97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 194, 
382; Clark County Ct. v. Warner, 116 
Ky. 801, 76 SW 828, 25 KyL 857; 
Hazelip v. Lindsey, 93 Ky. 14, 18 SW 
832, 13 KyL 913; Stahl v. Brown, 84 
Ky. 325, 1 SW 540, 8 Kyl 279; Lex- 
ington, ete., Turnp. Road Co. v. Mc- 
Murtry, 3 B. Mon. (Ky.) 516; Givens, 
v. Pollard, 3 A. K. Marsh. (Ky.) 320; 
Watts v. Horsley, 3 Bibb (Ky.) 374; 
Combs v. Sewell, 60 SW 933, 23 KyL 
169; In re Talcott, 31 Hun (N. Y.) 
464; Wiswall v. Wandell, 3 Barb. Ch. 
(ON. bY) ol2se Drew, VieGant,. Or elo7. 

{a] The posting of notice is equiv- 
alent to the service of\process on all 
persons interested. Clark County Ct. 
v. Warner, 116 Ky. 801, 76 SW 828, 
25 KyL 857; Combs v. Sewell, 60 SW 
933, 23 KyL 169 

20. Lexington, ete, Turnp. Road 
Co. v. McMurtry, 3 B. Mon. (Ky.) 
516; Givens v. Pollard, 3 A. K. Marsh, 
(Ky.) 320; In re Talcott, 31 Hun (N. 
Y.) 464; Wiswall v. Wandell, 3 Barb. 
Chi ON@GY.) woz: 

[a] The owner of the land through 
which the highway adjoining the 
ferry runs must be given notice of 
the application. In re Talcott, 31 
Hun (N. Y.) 464; .Wiswall v. Wan- 
dell, 3 Barb. Ch. (N. Y.) 312. 

[b] A turnpike road company, al- 
though not having a vested interest 
in the land over which its road 
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plication may have an opportunity to do so.21_ Where 
the applicant proposes to supplant an existing ferry 
by establishing another in leu of it, the notice 
should contain a claim that the existing ferry cannot 
properly do all of the business, or that the public 
convenience requires another ferry.22 Statutory re- 
quirements as to affidavit of publication of notice 
must be complied with,?* 

Hearing and contest. Anyone whose rights may 
be interfered with may appear and contest the 
granting of the application ;24 but not one with no 
rights which can be affected.2°. The owner of a 
prior established ferry is under no obligation to ap- 
pear and contest the application,’® but if he does so 
and the proceedings are erroneous, his remedy is by 
appeal, and not by injunction to restrain the other 
ferry.27 Controverted questions of fact may be 
passed upon at the hearing.28 The burden of show- 
ing the publie need is on the applicant for an addi- 
tional ferry.22 On hearing of the application, the 
finding of the jury on the issue whether public 
convenience will result from the establishment of 
a proposed ferry, for which proceedings statutory 
provision is made in some states, is merely evidence, 
and the weight of it under all the circumstances is a 
matter for the discretion of the court.2° The owner- 
ship of an existing ferry, in controversy between dif- 
ferent claimants, cannot be settled in a proceeding 
to establish a new ferry.** 

Costs. A contestant is not liable for costs in the 
ubsence of statute providing therefor.** 

Record. In accordance with the general rule in 
respect to the proceedings of inferior courts and 
cribunals,®* it has been held that in order to support 


FERRIES F 


v. Oldham, 


See Courts §§ 158-163. 
34. Dean v. Washington Nav. Co., 


“The recitals of the record on 
the renewal of the license are not 


[§ 13 


the grant of a ferry license or franchise the record 
of the proceedings must show the existence of all 
jurisdictional facts,** such as the giving of the pre- 
seribed notice,*> and that an insufficient record in 
this respect cannot be aided by oral evidence.2® On 
the other hand, it has been held that if the jurisdic- 
tional facts exist, and a license or franchise is issued 
by the proper board or other body, it is valid, al- 
though such facts are not made a matter of record ;3* 
that in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the 
license is prima facie sufficient to show the right of 
the licensee to establish and operate the ferry, the 
presumption being in favor of the regularity of the 
proceedings ;?* and that evidence, other than the 
record, is competent to show the facts.®9 

Acceptance of grant and establishment of ferry. 
A legislative grant of a ferry franchise must be ac- 
cepted by the grantee, or by all the grantees, if more 
than one, before it will become operative.*°?. The 
grant of a license by an inferior body to establish 
a ferry is complete when a definite order that the 
ferry be settled, laid out, and established has been 
made and the required bond has been execuied,tt 
and such order operates as a valid establishment of 
the ferry,*? although according to some authorities 
the ferry is not established until the grantee has 
provided the necessary facilities and has begun to 
operate the ferry for the public.* 

Bond. The grantee of the franchise is in some 
cases required to give bond,** and to renew his bond 
at fixed periods.*® 

Fixing rates. Unless otherwise provided by stat- 
ute, an order establishing a ferry need not fix the 
rates of toll; this may be done by a separate and 
Gresham, 5 Ky.) man, 123 Ky. 844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 

1000, 30 KyL 194, 382. 
TUN NS RS [a] “The posting of the notice is 
necessary to confer jurisdiction upon 
the court, and the establishment of a 
ferry without giving the notice re- 
quired would be a void proceeding. 


Hazelip v. Lindsey, 93 Ky. 14, 18 SW 
832, 13 Kyl 913. But there is no 


sufficient to show that the court had 


passes, has such an interest as en- 31. Gresham v. 
titles it to notice of an application | Op. 665. 
for the establishment of a ferry on 32. Ackler 
the road. Lexington, ete., Turnp. | Marsh, (Ky.) 471. 
Road Co. v. McMurtry, 3 B. Mon. 33. 
(Ky.) 516. 
{c] Persons having established | 59 Or. 91, 115 P 284. 
ferries within a mile of the proposed [a] 
ferry are entitled to notice. Givens 
ik se 3)A. K. Marsh. (CkKy:) 
320. 


21. Williamson v. Hays, 35 W. Va. 
52, 12 SE 1092. 

22. Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 
140. SW_ 199. 

23. Pool v. Simmons, 134 Cal. 621, 
66 P 872. 

94. Carter v. Kalfus, 6 Dana (Ky.) 
43; Knott v. Jefferson St. Ferry Co., 
9 Or. 5380; Williamson v. Hays, 25 W. 
Va. 609. 

fa] The owner of a prior estab- 
lished ferry at the same place may 
contest the application. Carter v. Kal- 
fus, 6 Dana (Ky.) 48; Williamson v. 


Hayes, 25 W. Va. 609; William- 
son v. Hays, 35 W. Va. 52, 12 SH 
1092. 


25. See cases infra this note. 

[a] The owner of a discontinued 
ferry cannot intervene as contestant 
in a proceeding by another to estab- 
lish a ferry at or near the same place. 
Polley v. Gilleland, 72 W. Va. 301, 78 
SE 96 [quot Trent v. Cartersville 
Bridge Co., 11 Leigh (Va.) 521]. 

[b] She owner of a ferry without 
exclusive privileges cannot contest an 
application for another ferry at a 
different place on the same river. 
Knott v. Jefferson St. Ferry Co., 9 Or. 
530. 

26. Lindsay v. Lindley, 20 Ark. 
573; Murray. .v. Menefee, 20 Ark. 561. 

27. Lindsay v. Lindley, 20 Ark. 
573. 

23. Matter of Pierce, 185 App. Div. 
212, 172 NYS 852.- 

29. Egertcn v. Flesher, 76 W. Va. 
519, 86 SE 34, LRA1916D 828. 

30. Muire v. Smith, 2 Rob. (41 
Va.) 458. See also infra § 15. 


jurisdiction in the original instance.” 
Dean vy. Washington Nay. Co., 59 Or. 
OF 94> ako P28: 

35. Dean vy. Washington Nay. Co., 
59 Or. 91, 94, 115 P 284. 

“It is essential to the jurisdiction 
of the court that the notice should 
not only have been given, but that 
proof thereof as required by law 
should be on file in that court before 
it proceeded to act.” Dean v. Wash- 
ington Nav. Co., supra. 

86. Dean v. Washington Nay. Co., 
LOL mil Lota Zeias 

37. Sims v. Milwaukee Land Co., 
20Midarthis) 524 Mone sieklatteney. 
Turman, 128 Ky. 844, 97 SW 770, 98 
SW 1000, 30 Kyl 194, 382. 

“The court was in error in hold- 
ing that the statutory requirements 
with reference to procuring a license 
and the procedure before the board 
must be shown affirmatively upon the 
records of the board. While these 
matters are matters that are required 
by law to be done, such as making 
the application and giving the notice 
and fixing the bond and the license 
fee by the commissioners, a record 
of which should have been made in 
the minutes of the board, still if they 
were done and the board issued a li- 
cense, the license would be valid in 
the first instance notwithstanding the 
fact that such facts were not shown 
upon the minutes of the board’s pro- 
ceedings.” Sims v. Milwaukee Land 
Co., supra. 

38. Sims v. Milwaukee Land Co., 
QOMTday bale 19) Woke 

39. Sims v. Milwaukee Land Co., 
20 Ida. 513, 119 P 37; Batten v. Dur- 


statutory direction that this notice 
shall be recorded or preserved, and 
evidence was introduced showing that 
proper notice was published. This 
evidence was competent and sufficient 
in the absence of any testimony to 
the contrary, and giving to the judg- 
ment of the county court establish- 
ing the ferry the credit to which it 
is entitled. it must be presumed that 
it did not make the order without 
evidence of the fact that the statu- 
tory notice had been given.’ Hatten 
v. Turman, 123 Ky. 844, 850, 97 SW 
770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 194. 

40. Chapin v, Crusen, 31 Wis. 209; 
Ferrell vy. Woodward, 20 Wis. 458. 

[a] Sufficiency of acceptance.—An 
acceptance of a franchise is suffi- 


ciently shown by the fact that the’ 


grantees took a boat to the proper 
place for the operation of the ferry 
and twice stretched a rope across the 
river. Chapin y. Crusen, 31 Wis. 209. 

41. Collins v. Ewing, 51 Ala. 101; 
ee v. Lamb, 129 N. C. 16, 39 SH 
9, 

42. Robinson vy. Lamb, 129 N. C. 
16, 39 SH 579. 

43. Munn y. Shults, 130 Ark. 291, 
197 SW_ 570. 

44, Walker v. Armstrong, 2 Kan. 
198; Sanders vy. Craig, 1 A. K. Marsh. 
(Ky.) 196. 

[a] Bond must be furnished by 
owner of privilege and not by as- 
signee. Ryan v. Hobson, 182 Ky. 578, 
206 SW 785. 

{[b] The record need not show that 
the applicant has executed a bond. 
Conner vy. Paxson, 1 Blackf. (Ind.) 

45. Garrett v. Ricketts, 9 Ala. 529. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 13-16] 


independent order.4é 

[§ 14] 2. Sale or Lease to Highest Bidder. The 
statutes in some cases authorize the right of estab- 
lishing ferries to be disposed of at public auction 
by a sale or lease to the highest bidder.47 But a 
statute relating to franchises generally and provid- 
ing for their sale to the highest bidder will not ap- 
ply, where the statute relating specifically to ferry 
franchises contains different requirements.*8 The 
terms of sale imposed by the statute control,*® and 
the highest bidder is not entitled to exercise the 
franchise until he has complied with all its condi- 
tions.°° Irregularities in the manner of exercising 
the right.to sell a ferry franchise at public auction 
may be ratified or cured by estoppel.®4 

[§ 15] 3. Review. Under statutes regulat- 
ing procedure in the granting of ferry franchises, a 
review may generally be had,®? by appeal,®? error,54 
or certiorari.®°> Noncompliance with statutory re- 
quirements is reversible error.°° But the exercise of 
discretion in determining whether the public con- 
venience requires the establishment of a ferry, while 
it is not unlimited and may be reviewed,>? will not 
be interfered with where it does not clearly appear 
to have been abused.®> Amendments in the interest 
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of justice have been permitted on appeal, where no 
one was prejudiced thereby.®® 

Collateral attack. The establishment of a ferry is 
a judicial act, and the judgment of a court estab- 
lishing a ferry like any other judgment, cannot be 
attacked in a collateral proceeding.®° 

[§ 16] F. Nature of Franchise*—1. In Gen- 
eral. <A ferry franchise is property and entitled as 
such to the same protection as any other property.®? 
It is private property within the constitutional pro- 
visions against taking or damaging private property 
for public use without just compensation,®? or with- 
out due process of law.®¢ Although there is author- 
ity to the contrary,®* it is generally classed as real 
property,°* and must be conveyed in the manner pro- 
vided for conveyances of realty.°7 It is an incor- 
poreal hereditament.®§ 

Contractual character. A legislative grant of a 
ferry franchise without reservation, when duly ae- 
cepted, is a contract between the grantee and the 
state which cannot be impaired by subsequent legis- 
lation,®® except in so far as the right to do so has 
been reserved.”° A legislative act in derogation of 
a former grant by the state is void.74 Where the 
right of repeal is reserved on failure of the grantee 


46. Conner vy. Paxson, 1 Blackf. 
(ind.) 189; Pentecost v. Miller, 7 T. 
b. Mon. (Ky.) 312; Ackler v. Old- 
ham, 1) CAS) Ky Marsh.) Sdisy.)) 472; 
Lawless v. Reese, 4 Bibb (Ky.) 309. 

47. Owens v. Roberts, 6 Bush 
(Ky.) 608; Parish Treasurer v. Rus- 
sell, 3 La. 93; Starin v. Edson, 112 N. 
Y. 206, 19 NE 670; Peo. v. New York, 
32 Barb. (N. Y.) 102; Hale v. Record, 
(Okl.) 176 P 756; Currey v. Victoria, 
35 N. B. 605. 

48. Pool v. Simmons, 134 Cal. 621, 
66 P 872. ; 

49. Phillips v. New York City, 124 
App. Div. 307, 108 NYS 1059. 

50. Patterson y. Wollmann, 5 N. 
D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. 

51. Prince v. Concordia Parish 
Police Jury, 112 La. 257, 36S 342. 

52. See statutory provisions. 

53. Murray v. Mariposa County, 23 
Cal. 492; Webb v. Hanson, 2 Cal. 133; 
Stahl v. Brown, 84 Ky. 325, 1 SW 


.540, 8 KyL 279. 


[a] A supersedeas bond is not nec- 
eseney under the statute in such ap- 
peals. Ballow v. Pettus, 3 Bush (Ky.) 
608. 

54. Casey v. Jones, 2 Litt. (Ky.)- 
301; Lawless v. Reese, 4 Bibb (Ky.) 
309. : 

55. In re Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.)- 
56. Kennedy v. Covington, 8 Dana 
(Ky.) 50; lawless v. Reese, 4. Bibb 
(Ky.) 309; Carothers v. Wheeler, 1 
Or. 194. 
' [a] Record on appeal.——(1) An or- 
der establishing a ferry will be re- 
versed, where the record does not 
show a state of facts authorizing the 
establishment of a ferry at that place 
under the statute. Casey‘v. Jones, 2 
Mitts Cicya) oO. C2) he order will 
be reversed where the record does 
not show either that the applicant 
was the owner of the land on one or 
both sides of the stream or that no- 
tice was given as required by stat- 
ute, where the applicant is not such 
owner. Givens v. Ferguson, 6 T. B. 
Mon. (Ky.) 187; Givens v._ Ferguson, 
6 T. B. Mon. (Ky.) 186; Lawless v. 
Reese, 4 Bibb (Ky.) 309; Rees v. 
Lawless, 1 Bibb (Ky.) 495. 

57. Harvie v. Cammack, 6 Dana 
(Ky.) 242; Sistersville Ferry (Oy Ae 
Russell, 52 W. Va. 356, 43 SE 107, 59 
LRA 513. But see Lawless v. Reese, 
4 Bibb (Ky.) 309 (holding that if the 
county court conforms to the statute, 
it has in all other respects “an un- 
limited discretion” not subject to re- 
view). 

. Hudspeth v. Hall, 113 Ga. 4, 
38 SE 358, 84 AmSR 200; Harvie v. 
Cammack, 6 Dana (Ky.) 242; Carter 


v. Kalfus, 6 Dana (Ky.) 43; Lawless 
v. Reese, 4 Bibb (Ky.) 309; In re 
Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 243; Guinn v. 
Haves, 117 Tenn. 524, 101 SW 1154; 
pale v. Carmichael, 2 Yerg. (Tenn.) 

[a] Discretion of court not abused 
in granting a franchise to operate a 
second ferry across a stream, even 
though the existing ferry granted to 
another is sufficient to accommodate 
the traveling public, and if carried 
on properly, no public exigency de- 
mands two ferries. Guinn vy. Eaves, 
117 Tenn. 524, 101 SW 1154. 

59. Ryan v. Hobson, 182 Ky. 578, 
206 SW 785 (amendment substituting 
parties and curing failure to certify 
copy of judgment appealed from). 

60. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Lang, 161 
Cal. 672, 120 P 421; Hatten v. Tur- 
man, 123 Ky. 844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 
1000, 30 KyL 194, 382. 

fa] What constitutes collateral at- 
tack.—The judgment of tthe court 
denying the right of one who claims 
an existing ferry franchise to inter- 
vene to oppose the establishment of 
another ferry is not a collateral at- 
tack upon such claim. Polley v. Gil- 
leland, 72 W. Va. 301, 78 SE 96. 

61. Franchises generally see Fran- 
chises [19 Cyc 1451 et seq]. 

62. U. S.—Conway v. Taylor, 1 
Black 603, 17 L. ed. 191. 

Iowa.—Lippencott vy. Allender, 27 
Iowa 460, 1 AmR 299. 

Ky.—Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 
140 SW 199. 

Mich.—Billings v. Breinig, 45 Mich. 
65, 7 NW 722. 

Minn.—McRoberts v. Washburne, 
10 Minn. 23. 

Mo.—Carroll v. Campbell, 108 Mo. 
550, 17 SW 884; Cauble v. Craig, 94 
Mo. A. 675, 69 SW 49; Capital City 
Ferry Co. v. Cole, etc., Transp. Co., 51 
Mo. A. 228; New York v. Starin, 106 
ING, Noe cle ily IRDA Osis 

Right in ferry as a vested right see 
Constitutional Law § 540 note 55 [a]. 

6S. Mason Ms Harper’s: Ferry 
Bridge Co., 17 W. Va. 396. 

64. Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 
140 SW 199 (‘due process of law 
in a case of this character requires a 


direct proceeding for that purpose 
and upon notice’’). 5 
65. Morse v. Garner, 32 S. C. L. 


514, 47 AmD 565. in 
66. U. S—Mabury v. Louisville, 
etc., Ferry Co., 60 Fed. 645, 9 CCA 
174: Bowman vy. Wathen, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,740, 2 McLean 376. 
Ala.—Lewis v. Gainesville, 


85. 
Tll.—Dundy vy. Chambers, 23 Ill. 
369. 


7 Ala.’ 


Mass. — Chadwick v. Haverhill 
Bridge Co., 2 Dane Abr. 686. 

Va.—Patrick v. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 
Va.) 209, 40 AmD 740. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Cambrian R. Co., L. 
om @ see aags 

[a] Descent.—A ferry franchise 
descends to heirs as such and is sub- 
ject to dower and to all the inci- 
dents of real property. Bowman v. 
guacnen, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,740, 2 McLean 


{[b] Partition.—‘‘Strictly speaking, 
it may be conceded that a ferry fran- 
chise is not real estate, but it par- 
takes so far of the nature of real 
estate that we are inclined to hold 
that it may be partitioned in the 
same manner as_ real property.” 
Rohnyyv. Harris, 130) Dll 5255. 500) mcm 
NE 587. 

[c] Lands.—A ferry is “lands” 
within the meaning of acts providing 
compensation to the owner for any 
damage to lands injuriously affected 
by the construction of a _ railway, 
etc) Ree.. y. Cambrian’ BR. Coy LE Re 
6 Q. B. 422. 

67. See infra § 38. 

68. Averett v. Brady, 20 Ga. 523; 
Evans v. Kroutinger, 9 Ida. 153, 72 
P 882, 2 AnnCas 691; New York v. 
Stari, LOG ING Yolo a NE osileeGs2 
New York v. Starin, 8 NYSt 655. 

69. Cal.—Norris v. Farmers’, etce., 
Co., 6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535. 

Kan. — Terr. v. Reyburn, McC. 
134. 

Ky.—Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 


140 SW 199; Dufour v. Stacey, 90 
Ky. 288, 14 SW 48, 29 AmSR 3874, 
12 KyL 268. 

La.—Blanchard vy. Abraham, 115 
La, 989, 40 S 379. 

Minn.—McRoberts v. Washburne, 
10 Minn. 28. 

N. H. — Proprietors Piscataqua 
Bridge v. New Hampshire Bridge, 7 
NGRET. cio 

N. Y.—Benson vy. New York, 10 
Barb. 223. 


But see Chapin vy. Crusen, 31 Wis. 
209 (where it was held that to give 
a ferry franchise the force of a con- 
tract the grant must by its terms 
show that such was the intention of 
the legislature, unless perhaps in 
cases where the grantee assumes ob- 
ligations as to the operation of the 
ferry or incurs large expenses in its 
establishment). 

Legislative grants within consti- 
tutional prohibition generally see 
Constitutional Law § 608 et seq. 

70. Perrin v. Oliver, 1 Minn. 202; 
Stephens v. Powell, 1 Or, 283. 

71. Hartford Bridge Co. v. Hast 
Hartford, 16 Conn. 149. 
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to perform certain duties imposed upon him, the 
legislature may repeal the grant without a judicial 
ascertainment of nonperformance*by the grantee, 
the question whether he has in fact failed, so as 
to make the repeal effectual, being for the courts.” 
A grant to a municipal corporation is not gen- 
erally regarded as a contract between the state and 
the corporation, within the meaning of the constitu- 
tional prohibition, inasmuch as the power of the 
legislature to regulate such corporations includes 
power to repeal the grant,’* but where by the ex- 
press terms of the grant it is construed as giving an 
_indefeasible title to the city, a contractual obligation 
is held to exist.74 
Revocability of license. There is no contractual 
relation growing out of a mere license to operate a 
ferry acquired under a general law, which may not 
be impaired or revoked,’® and a license so given will 
be subject to rights under a franchise where the two 
are conflicting,“® even where the license is given 
by the federal government, and the franchise rights 
are granted by the state from a point in the state 
to property belonging to the federal government,’’ 
provided the ferry licensed by the federal govern- 
ment is not a necessary incident to the execution of 
government work.7® But a license, renewed an- 
nually, will be as effective to confer exclusive priv- 
ileges, as long as it is not revoked, as a fran- 
chise.7® 
Extent and scope. A ferry franchise consists not 
merely in the establishment of a ferry with its land- 
ing place and boats, but in its operation as a ferry.*° 
This right, when exercised over navigable waters, is 
subject to the right of the public to use the waters 
as a highway,®! and to the right of the federal 
government to improve the waterway for purposes 
of navigation.<? But where the landing place is 


72. Myrick v. Brawley, 33 Minn. | Greene 433, 
377, 23 NW 549. See also Con- 
stitutional Law § 652 text and 


675, 55 AmR 633. 
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Mass.—In re Fay, 15 Pick. 243. 
N. C.—Broadnax vy. Baker, 94 N. C. 


~~ wl eee 
i es, vol k a 


[§§ 16-17 


owned by the owner of the ferry franchise, steam- 
boats navigating the river as common carriers have 
no right without the ferry owner’s consent to re- 
ceive and discharge passengers or freight at the 
ferry landing.** 

[§ 17] 2 Right to Collect Tolls.6* The grant 
of a ferry franchise implies in its very nature the 
taking of tolls by the grantee,*° and the right to 
collect tolls exists as long as the right or duty of 
operating the. ferry continues.*® The right to col- 
lect toll is a right-to collect from all persons using 
the ferry in crossing,*? but not from persons crossing 
in other boats and using the ferry merely in land- 
ing,®® nor from persons entitled to be passed free 
of charge either because of some custom entitling a 
certain class to free ferriage,®® or because of a 
reservation in the sale or lease of a ferry franchise,°?° 
or because of an agreement for free passage entered 
into between the person claiming the privilege and 
the ferry owner,®! with the reservation, however, 
that a ferryman cannot bind his successors to the 
performance of such agreement.®°? A ferryman can 
collect no greater toli than is allowed by statute.% 
Where a statute fixes rates for wagons, a ferryman 
cannot charge for the contents of a wagon separately 
from the wagon, although the wagon and contents 
belong to different persons.°* Under a statute fix- 
ing the rate for vehicles according to size or capac- 
ity, and not according to the number of passengers 
therein, no charge may be made for bona fide pas- 
sengers crossing in vehicles.°° Where a passenger 
is obliged to pay a greater rate than that allowed 
by law, the excess, if not voluntarily paid, may be 
recovered.°® In some jurisdictions, the ferryman is 
liable to prosecution and fine for charging more than 
the statutory rate,*’ but, of course, this liability at- 
taches only for acts done within the jurisdiction of 
603, 1 Show. 248, 255, 89 Reprint 5. 

90. Stephens v. Knott, 2 Or. 304. 


91. Potts v. Park, 106 Ky. 202, 49 
SW 1058, 20 KyL 1774. 


notes 92-94; § 993 text and notes 
45-49, ; 

73. Vested rights of municipal 
corporations generally see Constitu- 
tional Law § 540. 

. Benson v. New York, 10 Barb. 
(N~ Y,)0228. 

75. Sullivan vy. Lafayette County, 
58 Miss. 790. See also Constitu- 
tional Law § 610. 

Tnicenses generally see Licenses [25 
Cyeb93 

76. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCas1914C 1197. 

[a] A revocable permit given by 
the United States to a nonprofit co- 
operative corporation formed by its 
employees to land its launches at the 
government floats does not amount 
to a license paramount to any ferry 
franchise granted under state au- 
thority. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCas1914C 1197. 

77. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCasi1914C 1197. 

78. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCas1914C 1197. 

79, Crane y. Jackson, 116 Ark. 100, 
172 SW 890. 

80. McGregor v. Erie R. Co., 35 
Neo bs Sore Patrick. \Vemiuit ners 
Rob. (41 Va.) 209, 40 AmD 740. 

[a] Use of the landings and out- 
lets is a part'of the franchise. Pat- 
rick v. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 Va.) 209, 
40 AmD 740. 


81. U. S—Conway v. Taylor, 1 
Biack 603, 17 L. ed. 191. 

Ala.—Babcock v. Herbert, 3 Ala.. 
392, 87 AmD 695. 

Iowa.—The Globe v. Kurtz, 4 


82. Lonergan vy. Mississippi River 
Bridge Co., 5 Fed. 777, 2 McCrary 
451; Mississippi River Bridge Co, v. 
Lonergan, 91 Ill, 508. 

83. Shearer vy. Prewitt, 172 Ky. 
357, 189 SW 238. 

‘84. Right to collect tolls as af- 
fected by statutory requirements as 
to posting rates see infra § 49. 

85. Futch vy. Bohannon, 134 Ga. 
313, 315, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 
19 AnnCas 1032; Mississippi River 
Bridge Co. v. Lonergan, 91 Ill. 508; 
Mills v. St. Clair County, 7 Ill. 197; 
Chapelle v. Wells, 4 Mart. N. S. (La.) 
426; Atty.-Gen. v. Boston, 123 Mass. 
460; Proprietors Charles River Bridge 
v. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 344 [aff 11 Pet. (U. S.) 420, 9 
L. ed. 778, 938]; Akin-v. Western R. 
Corp., 80 Barb. 305 [rev on other 
grounds 20 N. Y. 370]; 2 Dane Abr. 
GLb Ant sl. 

McCauly vy. Givens, 1 Dana 
(Ky.) 261 


87. Addison v. Hard, 17 S. CG. L. 
431. 

88. Henry v. Turner, 2 Port. (Ala.) 
2 


oe 

fa] Dlustration.—A person cross- 
ing the river in a boat not belonging 
to the owner of the ferry is not liable 
for toll, although in landing he steps 
upon the ferryboat. Henry v. Turner, 
2 Port. (Ala.) 23 (“However the de- 


fendant may ‘be liable for invasion’ 


of the plaintiff's franchise, or for 
trespass done by getting into, his 
ferry boat, he was not responsible for 
the rate of ferriage allowed by law, 
as if he had been ferried over the 
stream in the craft of the plaintiff’). 

89. Pain v. Patrick, 3 Mod. 289, 87 
Reprint 191, 2 Salk. 719, 91 Reprint 


92. Potts vy. Park, 106 Ky. 202, 49 
SW 1058, 20.-KyL 1774. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The right 
of ownership in a ferry is only a 
qualified one. It is a mere privilege. 
Power is given to the several county 
courts of this Commonwealth to 
‘grant, regulate and revoke’ the privi- 
lege, and the-public has distinct 
rights with reference thereto; and 
the owncr of such a privilege has 
no power to incumber the franchisé 
by burdens, the tendeney of which 
would be to destroy its usefulness, 
If the temporary owner of such a 
privilege could make contracts by 
which, in consideration of certain 
benefits to himself, the franchise was 
to be perpetually incumbered by bur- 
dens in the nature of free tolls to 
individuals, it is evident that it 
would be in his power to render the 
franchise worthless, and to make it 
impossible to perform the duties to 
the public imposed upon him by the 
grant of the privilege to operate the 
ferry.” Potts v. Park, 106. Ky. 202, 
205, 49 SW 1058, 20 KyL 1774. 

93. Newport Ferry Co. v. Stephens, 
137 Ark. 544, 209 SW 726; Kelly v. 
Altemus, 34 Ark, 184, 36 AmR 6; Ed- 
Ape iv. Abeel 3207 Elum GN ys) 
441, 

Regulation of tolls see infra § 49. 

94, Kelly v. Altemus, 34 Ark. 184, 
386 AmR 6. 

95. Newport Ferry Co. v. Stephens, 
137 Ark. 544, 209 SW 726 (notwith- 
standing other persons have been 
evading tolls by crossing in vehicles). 

96. Edmonds vy. Abeel, 20 Hun 
(N. Y.) 441. 
reat State vy. Sickmann, 65 Mo. A. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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the state fixing the rate.°S The right to collect im- 
plies the right to employ all reasonable methods for 
collection, and.it has been held that a regulation 
properly posted charging persons a certain sum upon 
entering’ the wharf and a further sum upon leaving 
it is valid.®® In some states a power of distress to 
enforce the right to tolls is given to a ferry com- 
pany,’ and such a provision has been held to be 
constitutional.? 

[§ 18} 3. Right to Land and Embark.? As to 
public ferries at places other than publie highways, 
the legislative grant of the franchise does not of it- 
self confer upon the grantee the right of landing 
and embarking upon private property on the shores 
of the water over which the ferry is operated,‘ nor 
is such right conferred by a statutory provision that 
a person operating a public ferry_and owning land 
on one side of a stream shall have the privilege of 
landing his ferryboat on the opposite shore and of 
making the landing and road up the bank.® In order 
to render his franchise effective, the grantee of the 
franchise must acquire the right to use the landing 
on both sides of the water for the purpose of landing 
and embarking,® but it is not necessary that the 
ferry owner should secure a title in fee to the land 
at the landing place,’ and a statute authorizing the 
acquirement of landing rights does not impliedly 
require the ferry owner to acquire the fee thereto.8 
A mere personal license to-use a landing place ter- 
minates on a transfer by the licensee.® As to pub- 
lic ferries whose termini are public highways, the 
grant of the franchise carries with it whatever 


to the roadbed, the grantee of the ferry franchise 
has a right to use the highway for landing and 
embarking,4+ but not- to make such a use of the 
right as to obstruet access to navigable water.?? 
Where the landowner retains the fee and the publie 
has only an easement for passage, the decisions are 
conflicting, some holding that this right of way 
includes the right to use the highway for landing 
and embarking,1* while others hold that this is not 
so much a public use as a use by the holder of the 
ferry franchise for his own gain, and that it is an 
additional burden upon the land for which compen- 
sation must be made to the owner24 A_ public 
wharf may be used as a landing place upon payment, 
of lawful wharfage charges,’ and the right to use a 
public wharf may be given and limited by statute.1¢ 
A grant of the right of landing and embarking may 
be presumed from usage,1? which may be rebutted by 
evidence tending to show a permissive use.!8 It has 
been held that, where a riparian owner who would 
be a preferred claimant for the franchise fails to 
apply for it, he waives the right to object to this 
use of his land by the person to whom the franchise 
is granted.?® 

Eminent domain. The acquisition of the right to 
land and embark may be authorized by condemna- 
tion proceedings under the power of eminent do- 
main, as the use of property for ferry purposes is a’ 
public use for which property may be taken.?° 

Under deed or lease. The scope of the right, to 
land or embark under a deed or lease depends upon 
the terms of the instrument as construed by the. 


rights the publie then has or may afterward acquire | court.?1 
to the use of the highway for this purpose.t° Where [§ 19] G. Sufficiency and Construction of 
the public, by dedication or condemnation, has title | Grant; Extent and Duration. Any words which 


98. State v. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 122, 
46 SE 269, 102 AmSR 927, 68 LRA 
877, 1 AnnCas 104. 

[a] TIllustration.—One state can- 
not punish one who acts under 
ferry franchise given by another 
state to operate a ferry from the 
lattér’s side of the river, over that 
river, for charging one coming. from 
the latter state more than is allowed 
by the law of the former state for 
ferriage over that river. State v. 
Faudre, 54 W. Va. 122, 46 SE 269, 102 
AmSR 927, 63 LRA. 877. 

99. Robinson v. Balmain 
Ferry Co., Ltd., [1910] A. C. 295. 


New 


Cas 104. 

5. Lake vy. Combs, 84 Ark. 21, 104 
SW 544, 1094. 

6. State v. Wilson, 42 Me. 9; Chess 
v. Manown, 3 Watts (Pa.) 219; Cham- 
bers v. Furry, 1 Yeates (Pa.) 167; 
Peter v. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 703, 13 
ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610. 

7. Peter v. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 703, 
13 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610. 

8. Douglass’ App., 118 Pa. 65, 12 
A 834. ) 

9. Bryant v. West, (Mo.) 219 SW 
oOo. 

10. Somerville v. Wimbish, 7 Gratt. 
(48 Va.) 205. 


Smith, 8 Watts (Pa.) 434, 34 AmD 
483; Chess v. Manown, 3 Watts (Pa.) 
219; Cooper v. Smith, 9 Serg. & R. 
(Pa.) 26, 11 AmD 658; Chambers v. 
Furry, 1 Yeates (Pa.) 167. : 

15. State v. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 122, 
46 SE 269, 102 AmSR 927, 63 LRA 
877, 1 AnnCas 104. 

16. Peo. v. San Francisco, ete., R. 
Co., 35 Cal. 606. 

17. Clark v. White, 5 Bush (Ky.) 
353; Bird v. Smith, 8 Watts (Pa.) 434, 
34 AmD 483. 

18. Chapman v. Dean, 58 Or. 475, 


(115 P 154, 


[a] Illustration.—Where the own- 


fa] Rule applied. — Defendants 11. Clark v. White, 5 Bush (Ky.) | ers cf a ferry for a long time landed By 
were owners of a ferry and wharf, | 353; Mills v. Learn, 2 Or. 215; Tug-| upon a riparian owner’s land during A 
whereon was exhibited a notice that | well v. Eagle Pass Ferry Co., 74 Tex. | the several months of high water, ‘Ss 
one penny must be paid on entering | 480, 9 SW 120, 13 SW 654; Somer-|and were more or less interrupted, id 
or leaving the wharf, and that no ex-| ville v. Wimbish, 7 Gratt. (48 Va.) | sometimes by fences, and sometimes bi 
ception would be made to the rule} 205. by the stage of the water, there is ‘ r 


whether the passenger had traveled 
by the ferry or not. Plaintiff paid a 
penny for admission with the view of 
erossing the ferry; but, finding there 
would be no steamer for a consider- 
able time, he changed his mind and 
proceeded to leave the wharf. The 
attendant demanded a penny, which 
plaintiff refused to pay. He was 
therefore detained by force on the 
wharf. An action for damages for 
assault and imprisonment failed on 
the ground that the charge for en- 
trance and exit was reasonable, and 
that the terms of the notice were 
binding. Robinson v. Balmain New 
Ferry Co., Ltd., [1910] A. C. 295. 

1. State v. Patrick, 14 N. C. 478. 

2. State v. Patrick, 14 N. C. 478. 

3. Private ferry see supra § 2. 

4. Singer v. Carondelet Canal, etc., 
Co., 39 La. Ann, 478, 2 S 102; Chap- 
man v. Hood River County, 91 Or. 92, 
178 P 379; Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co. v. 
Jones, 111 Pa. 204, 2 A 410, 56 AmR 
260; Cooper v. Smith, 9 Serg. & R. 
(Pa.) 26, 11 AmD 658; Somerville v. 
Wimbish, 7 Gratt. (48 Va.) 205; State 
v. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 122, 46 SE 269, 
102 AmSR 927, 68 LRA’ 877, 1 Ann 


[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The land 
has already been condemned for the 
road. The original proprietor is not 
injured by the landing of a ferry-boat 
on it, and the public, as must be 
presumed, benefited. Nor is the land 
thereby appropriated to a different 
purpose from that for which it was 
condemned.” Clark v. White, 5 Bush 
(Ky..)) 353, 357. 

12. Horgan v. Jamestown, 32 R. I. 
528, 80 A 271. 

fa] Mllustration.—A statute au- 
thorizing a ferry company to use 
shores belonging to the state, etc., 
does not authorize it or its succes- 
sors to make a fill at the end of a 
street obstructing access to navigable 
water. Horgan v. Jamestown, 382 
R: I. 528, 80 A 271. 
"18. Hale v. Record, (Okl.) 176 P 
756; Gant v. Drew, 1 Or. 35; Patrick 
vy. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 Va.) 209, 40 
AmD 740. 

14. Prosser v. Wapello County, 18 
Iowa 327; Pearsall v. Post, 20 Wend. 
(N.-Y.) 111 [aff 22 Wend. 425]; Pip- | 
kin v. Wynns, 13 N. C. 402; Pitts- 
burgh, etc., R..Co. v. Jones, 111 Pa. 
204, 2 A 410, 56 AmR 260; Bird v. 


nothing to show that this was other 
than a permissive use, which might 
be revoked, Chapman y. Dean, 58 
Or. 475, 115 P 154. 

19, Mills v. Learn, 2 Or. 215. But 
see Pipkin v.. Wynns, 13 N. C. 402 
(where it is intimated that in such 
ease the state should condemn the 
land, pay for it, and then grant it to 
the owner of the franchise). 

20. See Eminent Domain § 62. 

21. The Harry v. Hollins, 125 Fed. 
430; Bonos v. Ferries Co., 113 Vaa 
495, 75-SH, 126. 

[a] Leases construed.—(1) A lease 
of ferries and other property of the 
lessors now used, “or subject to be 
used,” for the uses and purposes of 
the ferries, includes land liable to be 
used for ferry purposes, although 
not already actually so used. Bonos 
v. Ferries Co., 113 Va. 495, 75 SHE 126; 
Consolvo v. Ferries Co., 112 Va. 318, 
71 SE 634. (2) The lease of a slip 
to a ferry owner held not to confer 
a right to appropriate the waters 
abutting the bulkhead below such 
slip to the extent of shutting out the 
use of such bulkhead in the custom- 
ary manner for the mooring of ves- 
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clearly show the intention. of the legislature 
to grant a ferry franchise are sufficient, no 
set form being necessary.22-In construing such 
grants, in eases of ambiguity, a construction 
will be given which will make the grant effective 
rather than one which will entirely defeat it, if such 
a construction is within the reasonable meaning of 
the terms employed;?* but as to the privileges con- 
ferred, ferry franchises have generally been held 
to fall within the rule of strict construction against 
the grantee and in favor of the government,‘ al- 
though there is authority holding that the rule of 
striet construction against the grantee is not appli- 
cable to the grant of a ferry franchise, which is 
never without a consideration.?® 

Termini. A grant of a ferry franchise usually 
describes the ferry to be established as lying be- 
tween two or more designated points,?* but this 
is not essential where it is impracticable to do 
so.27 Generality in the description of the termini 
will not affect the validity of the grant on a peti- 
tion for certiorari to quash the proceedings of the 
inferior body making it,?* while it may be taken 
advantage of in an action brought for alleged in- 
fringement of the franchise.?® 

One-way or both-way ferry. <A legislative grant 


sels. The Harry v. Hollins, 125 Fed. 

22. Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. L. 
397 note, 9 AmD 712, 

[a] Sufficiency of language of 
grant.—An act declaring that a cer- 
tain ferry be ‘re-established in the 
name of A., his heirs,” etc., is suffi- 
cient to vest a ferry in A. McGowen | Op. 123 
win Stark, AOS Si 5 Ci) Le 88793264 D 


[b] A mere grant of land on a 
stream confers no right to keep a 
public ferry; but the right of private [a] 


36 SE 770. 


198. 
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L. ed. 1201; The Maverick, 16 F. Cas, 
430. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 23. 
Conn.—Fitch v. New Haven, etc., R. 
Co., 80 Conn. 38; Hartford Bridge Co. 
y. Union Ferry Co., 
Ga.—Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 31. 


Ky.—Southworth y. Lutch, 12 Ky. 32. Peo. v. 
Pa.— Westfall v. Mapes, 
Va.—Snidow v. Giles County, 123 33. 
Va. 578, 96 SE 810. 


Grants to railroads.—(1) The 
grant to a railroad company of the 


[§§ 19-20 


of a ferry franchise across a river from a place on 
one side to a place on the other side, standing alone 
and unexplained, will ordinarily be construed to give 
the right of ferriage across the river between the 
two places in both directions.*° But other portions 
of the grant, and other acts in pari materia, and the 
actual user under them in connection with the sur- 
rounding circumstances may limit the grant to a 
ferry in one direction only, by showing that such 
was the legislative intent.?+ 

Maintenance. A’grant of authority to maintain a 
ferry carries with it, by necessary implication, the 
right to acquire what*is essential to its operation.*? 

Duration. All grants, unless the term is other- 
wise specifically provided, are perpetual.*% 

[§ 20] H. Exclusiveness of Franchise—l. In 
General. At common law a ferry franchise was in 
its nature exclusive of contiguous competition,** and 
this is certainly true as to competing ferries sought 
to be established without authority of law.3® But as 
to other ferries established by authority of law, the 
rule is that a prior franchise will not be considered 
as exclusive unless it is expressly so provided,?® 
and the legislature or other proper authority may 
establish as many other ferries at or near the same 
place as the necessities of the public may require.** 


the town of Belleville and Amelias- 
burg, not merely a right, to ferry 
from Belleville to Ameliasburg ead 
not from Ameliasburg to Belleville. 
Anderson v. Jellet, 9 Can. S: C. 1. 
Power v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 592, 
2 NE 609 [aff 26 Hun 282]. 
Brooklyn Assessors, 
Viiv Ni Y."(505, "19 NE 90,"2°LRA“148 
[aff 47 Hun. 388, 14 NYSt 623, 19 
AbbNCas 158]. 
Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 
140 SW 199. 

Duration of franchises generally 
see Franchises [19 Cyc. 1451]. See 


29 Conn. 210. 


38 Grant 


ferry passes as appurtenant. Harri- 
son v. Young, 9 Ga. 359. 
23. U:. S.—Mills v. St. Clair 


County, 8 How. 569, 12 L. ed. 1201. 

Conn,—Hartford Bridge Co. - v. 
Union Ferry Co., 29 Conn. 210. 

Tll— Mills v. St. Clair County, 7 
THe 4973 

Ky.—Hatten v. Turman, 123. Ky. 
844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 
194, 382. 

Mass.—Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge vy. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
7 Pick. 344 [aff 11 Pet, 420, 9 L. ed. 
773; 2938]. 

Ss. C.—Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. 
£939 7s note: 

Can.—Anderson v. Jellet, 9 Can. 
Ss. C.°1 [allowing app on other 
grounds 7 Ont. A. 341]. 

Ont.—Smith v. Ratte, 15 Grant Ch. 
(UO. Ci). 473 aff’ 13. Grant Ch. 696]. 

fa] Dlustrations.—(1) Where a 
statute provides that no ferry right 
shall be granted for a longer period 
than twenty years, and an order es- 
tablishing a ferry does not specify 
the period for which the right is 
granted, the statute will be read into 
the order and it will be conclusively 
presumed that it is granted for 
twenty years. Hatten v. Turman, 123 

ty. 844, 97 SW 770, 98: SW 1000, 30 

yvL 194, 382. (2) A statute pro- 
viding “the ferry between Boston and 
Charlestown is granted to the col- 
lege’? may be construed as a grant 
of a preéxisting ferry with all its 
rights existing at the time of the 
grant. Proprietors Charles _ River 
Bridge v. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
7 Pick. (Mass.) 344 [aff 11 Pet. 
(U. S.) 420, 9 L. ed. 773, 938]. 

24. iggins Ferry Co. v. 
East St. Louis, LOTUS. 9865, 2°SCt 
257, 27 L. ed. 419; Minturn v. Larue, 
23 How. 4385,°16* L. ed. 574 [aft 17 
F. Cas. No. 9,646, McAll. 370]; Mills 
v. St. Clair County, 8 How. 569, 12 


right to establish a ferry from the 
termination of the railroad on the 
east side of N harbor to some con- 
venient place on the west side of the 
harbor, “as a part of their railroad 
or route, to connect the same with 
said railroad on the west side,’’ does 
not grant’ a general ferry franchise, 
but merely one for the transportation 
of the passengers and freight of the 
railroad. Fitch v. New Haven, etc., 
R. Co., 30 Conn. 38. °(2). The charter 
of a railroad company locating its 
line to a certain point and “thence 
by steamboats or other boats over 
and across the ferry, to B.,’”’ does not 
authorize the company to maintain a 
ferry for travel disconnected with 
its railroad. The Maverick, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 23. 

25. New York v. Starin, 106 N. Y. 
i 2A NE 631. 

26. In re Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 
243; Newton vy. Cubitt, 13 C. B. N. S. 
864, 106 HCL 864, 143 Reprint 341. 

27. Capital City Ferry Co. v. Cole, 
ete., Transp. Co., 51 Mo, A. 228. 

{a] Yerminus not fixed because of 
sandbars.—A ferry franchise is not 
invalid for not fixing the landing 
place at a point certain, where it 
appears that by reason of the ex- 
istence ordinarily of sandbars such 


requirement is impracticable. Capi- 
tal -Gity Ferry. Co. <+v. Cole,+.ete.; 
Transp, Co:, 51° Mor A. 228. 

28. In re Fay, 15. Pick: ) (Mass) 
243. 

29. In re Fay, 15 Pick. (Mass.) 
248. 


30. Power v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 592, 
2 NE 609; Anderson v. Jellet, 9 Can. 
Soils 
[a] _Mlustration.—A license to the 
town Belleville giving the right to 
ferry “between the town of Belle- 
ville and Ameliasburg’”’ contemplates 
the establishment of a ferry between 


also Electricity § 21; and other simi- 
lar titles. 

84 Green vy. Ivey, 45 Fla. 338, 33 
S 711; Shorter v. Smith, 9 Ga. 517; 
Anonymous, 2 N. C. 457; 3 Blackstone 
Comm. p 219; 3 Kent. Comm. p 7459. 

35. Phillips vy. Bloomington, 1 
Greene (lowa) 498; Blanchard © -v. 
Abraham, 115 La. 989, 40 S 379; Me- 
Innis v. Pace, 78 Miss. 550, 29 S 835; 
Broadnax v. Baker, 94 N. C. 675, 55 
AmR 63838; State v. Clarke, 13 S.C. L. 
47, 18 AmD 701; Humberstone vy. Din- 
ner, 2 Terr. L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. 
S--€272524 
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36. Wright v. Nagle, 
921; Power v. Athens, 


T91; 25. i. ed: 
99 IN Yu 592,52 NE 609 [aff 26 Hun 
2821; Snidow v. Giles County, 123 
Va. 578, 96 SH 810; Brigham v. Reg., 
So S. C. 620, 20 CanLTOccNotes 

37. U. S.—Fanning v. Gregoire, 16 
How. 524, 14 L. ed. 1043; East Hart- 
ford v. Hartford Bridge Co., 10 How. 
Bid. 13s .ed. 518,531 faff. 17 -Conn. 
79]; Charles River Bridge v. War- 
ee Bridge, 11 Pet. 420,.9 L.-ed.. 773, 

Ala.—Columbus v. Rodgers, 10 Ala. 
37: Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge Co., 
2 Port. 296, 27 AmD*+655. 

Cal.—Fall v. Sutter County, 21 Cal. 
237; In re Hanson, 2 Cali-262. 

Fla.—Green v...dvéy, 45 Fla. 338, 
ROS geal 

Ga.—Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 
eee 770; Shorter v. Smith, 9 Ga. 
Bani 

Ill.— Mills v. St..Clair County, 7 
Tis, 197% 

Ind.—Bush v. Peru Bridge Co., 3 
Ind. 21 

LOS Rey ee v. Taylor, 4 Greene 


Ky.—Piatt Vv. Covington, 
Bridge’ Co., 8 Bush 31; 
Given, 4. J. J. Marsh. 28, 


etc.; 
Brown v. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 20-22] 


It is for the legislature, or other body vested with 
jurisdiction to establish the second ferry to deter- 
mine whether the public convenience requires a sec- 
ond ferry,** and such decision cannot be questioned 
in a collateral action.*® The right to operate a ferry 
over the same route as another ferry depends upon 
express grant and will not be implied.4°? Exclusive 
ferry privileges, founded on a general legislative act 
prohibiting the licensing of other ferries within a 
specified distance of an established ferry, have been 
held not. to invade ‘private rights nor to bestow 
special privileges, nor to interfere with the free 
right of navigation.4! Their exclusive character, 
however, will not survive the repeal of the act upon 
which they are founded, in the absence of a saving 
clause.*? In any case the grant is always taken sub- 
ject to the rights of the public upon navigable 
waters,*? and subject to the right of the federal 
government to make such improvements in these 
waters as may be necessary in its regulation of inter- 
state commerce.*+ 

[§ 21] 2. Power to Make Franchise Exclusive. 
There is no doubt that the legislature may, subject 
to the restrictions above mentioned, make the grant 


of a ferry franchise exclusive,*® nor is it deprived 


of its power by delegation of its authority to an 
inferior body,** nor by constitutional provisions giv- 
ing the supervision and control of ferries directly to 
an inferior body,** nor by a constitutional prohibition 


FERRIES 


_ileges.4° 


[25 C.J.]- 1063 


against the grant of monopolies or special privi- 
leges.48 The delegation of authority to an inferior 
body merely to grant licenses does not earry with 
it, by implication, a right to confer exclusive priv- 
Nor is the power to be implied where the 
delegation of authority is in terms giving the in- 
ferior body full jurisdiction over ferries,°° or where 
it is empowered to lay out ferries and authorize the 
construction of them,*! or to authorize the establish- 
ment of such ferries as it may think necessary,>2 or 
to appoint and settle ferries.®? But the delegation 
of authority will be construed to give the right to 
grant exclusive privileges, where the authority dele- 
gated 1s expressed to be the same that before be- 
longed to the delegating body,®+ and a power to 
grant or refuse licenses has been construed to give 
that right.®° 

Effect of unlawful exercise of power. Where a 
grant from an inferior body purports to convey an 
exclusive ferry privilege, and the body may not 
grant such exclusive privilege, the grant is good to 
the extent of the right of the inferior body.*4 

[§ 22] 3. Statutory Regulations. In the ab- 
sence of statute there is no particular limit within 
which the keeper of a public ferry is secure against 
the establishment of another publie ferry,®* but in 
most cases the special act authorizing the establish- 
ment of the ferry, or a general law, provides a limit 
within whicn other ferries may not be established.58 


Neen ae v. Oliver, 1 Minn.| Co, vy. Davis, 48 Iowa 133, 20 AmR]| view to promoting the public interest, 


N. Y.—Power v. Athens, 99 N. Y. 
592, 2 NE 609 [aff 26 Hun 282]; Au-| Morr. 


390M So Philh psi av. 
Greene (Iowa) 498; U. S. v. Fanning, 
(Jowa) 348; 


Bloomington, 1) bind itself by contract with a person 
licensed to issue no other license.’ 


Broadway, ete., | Burlington, etc., Ferry Co. vy. Davis, 


burn, etc., Plankroad Co. vy. Douglass, 
Qe Noy h44as ©ostarnis vice rushiy 25 
Wend. 628; Meads v. Wandell, 4 
ChSent 14; Thompson vy. New York, 
etes KR. Co..3' sandt Che 625. 

Pa.—Riverton Ferry Co. v. Mc- 
Keesport,.. etc., Bridge .Co., 179. Pa. 
466, 36 A 186 [rev 1 Pa. Super. 587]; 
Westfall v. Mapes, 3 Grant 198. 

Tenn.—Hydes Ferry Turnp. Co. v. 
Davidson County, 91 Tenn. 291, 18 
SW 626; Moses v. Sanford, 11 Lea 
731, 

Va.—Tuckahoe Canal Co. v. Tucka- 
hoe, etc., River R. Co., 11 Leigh (38 
Va.) 42; 36 AmD 374. 

W. Va.—Hostler vy. Marlowe, 44 W. 
Va. 707, 30 SE 146; Wheeling Bridge 
Co. v. Wheeling, etc., Bridge Co., 34 
W. Va. 155, 11 SE 1009 [aff 138 U.S. 
287, 14 SCt-301,434-L. ed.2967]-. 

88. Lindsay v. Lindley, 20. Ark. 
573; Fall v. Paine, 23 Cal. 302; Fall 
v. Sutter County;~21, Cal.2237; Green 
v. Ivey, 45 Fla. 338, 33 S 711; Egerton 
v. Flesher, 76 W. Va. 519, 86 SE 34, 
LRA1916D 828. 

Review of discretion see 

ee 
s 39: Fall v. Paine, 23 Cal. 302. 

40. Anderson Steamboat Co. Vv. 
King County, 84 Wash. 875, 146 P 
855. 
41. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 
864, AnnCas1914C 1197; : 
Hughes County, 6 Dak. 102, 50 NW 
720; Mills v. St. Clair County, 7 Ill. 
197; Carroll v. Campbell, 108 Mo. 
550, 17 Sw 884, 110 Mo. 557, 19 SW 
809. : 
42. Wheeling, ete., Co. v. Wheel- 
ing Bridge Co., 138 U. S. 287, 11 SCt 
301). 84 lus ted-~.967/ Upatt 34 oW. Va- 
155, 11 SE 1009]. 

Right to exclusive exercise of fran- 
chise generally see Constitutional 
Law § 659. : 

43. Babcock yv. Herbert, 3 Ala. 392, 
37 AmD 695; The Globe v. Kurtz, 4 
Greene (Iowa) 433; Broadnax_ v. 
Baker, 94 N. C. 675, 55 AmR 633. 

44, Mississippi River Bridge Co. 
v. Lonergan, 91 Ill. 508 [foll Loner- 
gan v. Mississippi River Bridge Co., 
5 Fed. 777, 2 McCrary 45]. . 

45. Burlington, ete., County Ferry 


Supra 


Solano 
ifs le 2? 


Ferry Co. v. Hankey, 31 Md. 346; New 
York. vasStaring-L06 °N: Y.. 1) 122 NE 
631; Patterson v. Wollmann, 5 N. D. 
608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. 

46. See supra § 7. 

47. See supra § 7. 

48. See cases supra note 45. 

49. Gales v. Anderson, 13 Jll. 413; 
Carroll v. Campbell, 108 Mo. 550, 17 
SW 884. 

50. Montjoy v. Pillow, 64 Miss. 
705, 2 S 108; Seal v. Donnelly, 60 
Miss. ~658; Sullivan .v. Lafayette 
County, 58 Miss. 790. 

51. Minturn v. Larue, 23 How. 
(UitS:) 485-16. Te ed. 574. 

52. Wright v. Nagle, 101 U. S. 
FOL; 25 7Ls, sed. 921. 


53. Barrington v. Neuse River 
Ferry Co., 69 N. C.°165. 
54. Costar vy. Brush, 25 © Wend. 


(N. Y.) 628; Humberstone v. Dinner, 
2 Terr. L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. S. C. 
252). ; 

[a] New York City Charter. 
“The corporation of the city pos- 
sessed the same power in respect 
to the establishment of ferries across 
the East river, that before belonged 
to the crown or the legislature; and 
the exclusive privileges, therefore, 
extended to the lessees of the Fulton 
ferry were fully within its municipal 
authority, and binding both upon the 
city and the public.’ Costar — v. 
Brush, 25 Wend. (N. Y.) 628, 631. 

55. Burlington, ete., County Ferry 
Co, v. Davis, 48 Iowa 133, 30 AmR 
390. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘The power 
to grant an exclusive license must 
be found, we think, if at all, in other 
words of the charter. Upon looking 
into it, we find that it conferred the 
‘power to grant or refuse license.’ 
Herein, we think, was conferred the 
power to grant an exclusive license. 
The power to license necessarily in- 
cludes ,the power to prohibit unli- 
censed persons from doing the acts 
authorized by the license. The power 
to refuse license necessarily gives 
the power to limit the issuance of 
licenses. And if the city council has 
power to limit the issuance of li- 
censes, we see no reason why it may) 
not, in its discretion, and with a 


48 Towa 133, 135, 30 AmR 390. 

56. Hall v. Minturn, 55 N. Y. 676 
mem. 

57. O’Neill v. Caddo Parish Police 
Jury, 21 La. Ann. 586; Guinn v. 
Haves, 117 Tenn. 524, 101 SW 1154. 

58. Ark.—Finley v. Shemwell, 94 
Ark. 190, .126 SW 717; Murray v. 
Menefee, 20 Ark. 561. 

Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club; 165 Cal. 255,. 131° RP 
864, AnnCas1914C 1197; In re Han- 
sSonwy2 Cal. 2. 

Ky.—Churehill v. Grundy, 5 Dana 
99; Cotton v. Houston, 4 T. B. Mon. 
288; Kevil v. Wharton, 12 Ky. Op. 
339; Southworth y. Lutch, 12*Ky. Op. 


123. 

N. C.—Broadnax v. Baker, 94 N. C. 
675, 55 AmR 633. 

N. D.—Patterson y. Wollmann, 5 
N. D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA-536. 

S. D.—Chamberlain Ferry, ete., Co. 
v. King, 41 S. D. 246, 170 NW 145; 
Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. D. 507, 67 NW 
BUS 2) KER AS 15s : 

W. Va.—Mason v. Harper’s Ferry 
Bridge, Cox 17 W. Va. 396. 

[a] Restriction construed. — An 
agreement not to establish or permit 
a ferry between two rifts-in a river 
is construed to mean from the lower 
extremity of the upper to the upper 
extremity of the lower rift. West- 
fall. v; Mapes, 3 Grant (Pa.) 198. 

[b] The limitation applies): (1) To 
a bridge. Mason v. Harper’s Ferry 
BridgesCo,clT Wil Via.) 896cG. (2) Doe 
a free ferry as well as to one where 
tolls are charged. In re Howell, 36 
Ark. 466; Norris v. Farmers’, etc., 
Co.,5.6:-Cal.-590,.65 AmD 535. (38) To 
the grant of a second ferry within 
the prohibited distance on a bound- 
ary river between counties, by either 
county, where the grant of the first 
ferry was by the county on the oppo- 
site shore. Jones v. Johnson, 2 Ala. 
746. 

[ec] In North Carolina the act of 
1897 amending acts of 1873-1874, and 
changing the limit from three to two 
miles was repealed by the act of 
1901 which restored the three-mile 
limit. Robinson v. Lamb, 129 N. C. 
16, 39 SEH 579. k 

[d] In Pennsylvania the limita- 
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Of course, such statutory restrictions refer only to 
grants by the same sovereignty ;5® they cannot pre- 
vent the establishment of a ferry by an adjoining 
Such prohibiting acts 
have no retroactive effect on ferries already estab-- 
lished within the prohibited’ limits.® 
prohibiting establishment of other ferries within a 
limited distance, however, usually make an excep- 
tion of cases where the public necessities demand 
other ferries, or in regard to certain localities or 
conditions, as in the case of ferries located on cer- 
tain rivers or at or near cities or towns or rendered 
establishment of public high- 
Where it is shown that a public highway 
is established on one shore, but not on the other, 
the case is brought within the statutory exception.% 
Infringement of Franchise—1l. In 
General. A franchise for a ferry between two points 
is infringed by the unauthorized operation of an- 
other ferry between the same points, or between 
points so near thereto as to be in substance the 
same, making no material difference to travelers.%4 


. State over a boundary river.®° 


necessary by the 
ways.°? 


[§ 23] 1 


tion of three thousand feet provided 
by the act of April 29, 1874, within 
which a ferry company has exclu- 
sive privileges, is annulled by the 
act of April 17, 1876, the latter act 
being supplementary to the former 
and omitting reference to said limi- 
tation. Bridgewater Ferry Co. v. 
Sharon Bridge Co:, 145 Pa. 404, 22 
A 1039; Braddock Ferry Co.’s App., 
3 Pennyp. 32. 

59. Weld v. Chapman, 2 Iowa 524. 

[a] Mlustration.—The statute pro- 
hibiting the grant of a ferry on the 
Mississippi river within two miles of 
another licensed ferry refers only to 
licenses granted by the state of Iowa. 
Weld v. Chapman, 2 Iowa 524. 

60. See supra § 9. 

61. Robinson v. Lamb, 129 N. C. 
16; 3 SE) 579. 

62. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ark.—Murray vy. Menefee, 20 Ark. 
561. 

Cal.—In re Hanson, 2 Cal. 262. 

Ky.—Churchill v. Grundy, 5 Dana 
99; Cotton v. Houston, 4 T. B. Mon. 
Hy Southworth vy, Lutch, 12 Ky. Op. 
123. 

Tex.—Alabama Ferry Co. v. Leath- 
ers, 30 Tex. Civ. A. 16, 69 SW 117. 

W. Va.—Cross v. Hall, 6 W. Va. 
323. ’ 


{a] In Kentucky the statute ex- 
cepts cases where the ferry is in a 
town or where an impassable stream 
intervenes. Churchill v. Grundy, 5 
Dana 99; Cotton v. Houston, 4 T. B. 
Mon. 288; Southworth v. Lutch, 12 
Ky. Op. 123. 

[b]. In South Dakota Pol. Code 
§ 1785, as amended by lL. (1903) c 
143, gives anyone the right without 
a license to operate a ferry across 
any stream in the state during times 
of high water, but only within ter- 
ritory not covered by a license al- 
ready in force. in view of §§ 1778 and 
1779, as amended by said chapter 143, 
under which a ferry license is an ex- 
elusive franchise. Chamberlain Ferry, 
etc!) Co; ‘v. King; 41 8S.) Do 4246-1-70 
NW 145. 

63. Alabama Ferry Co. v, Leath- 
ers, 30. Tex. Civ. A. 16,.69 SW 11%, 

64. Ramsey v. Nevills, 133. Ark. 
93, 201 SW 805; McInnis v. Pace, 78 
Miss. 550; .29 $ 835; New York v. 
New Jersey Steam Boat Nav. Co., 106 
N. Y. 28, 12 NE 435; New York v. 
Starin, 106 N. Y. 1, 12 NE 631; Ham- 
merton v. Dysart, [1916] 1.A. C. 57; 
Newton-v. Cubitt, 12 C. B. N.S. 32, 
104 ECL. 32, 142 Reprint..1053 - [aff 
13 C. B. N. S. 864, 106 ECT 864, 143 
Reprint 341]; Huzzey v, Field, 2 Cs M. 
& R. 432, 150 Reprint 186; Tripp v. 
Frank, 4 T. R. 666, 100 Reprint 1234. 

{a] Rule applied.—Where there is 
a ferry from A to B which leads 
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These laws, 


actionable.® 


to a public highway, and another 
constructs a landing place at C, a 
short distance from B, and carries 
passengers over from A to C, from 
whence they pass to the same high- 
way upon which the ancient ferry is 
established, before it reaches any 
town or village, it is an infringement 
of the ancient ferry for which an 
action will lie. Huzzey v. Field, 2 
Cc. M. & R. 432, 150 Reprint 186. 

65. Hammerton v..Dysart, [1916] 
1 A. C. 57, 71 Cwhere. Lord Haldane 
said: “If the actual line of ferry con- 
ferred by the franchise were violated, 
it would seem, on principle and an- 
alogy, that here at least thore is a 
violation of a right which is defined 
in the grant, and actionable as such 
apart from actual pecuniary loss’’). 

66. Ala.—Gates v. McDaniel, 2 
Stew. 211, 19 AmD 49. 

Cal.—Norris v. Farmers’, ete., Co., 
6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535. 

Fla.-—Green v. Ivey, 45 Fla. 388, 
3388 711, 

Ky.—Blackwood v. Tanner, 112 Ky. 
672,.66 SW. 500, 28 KyL 1919. 

Minn.—McRoberts v. Washburne, 
10 Minn, 23. 

Mo.— Carroll vy: Campbell, 108 Mo. 
550, 17 SW 884; Cauble vy. Craig, 94 
Mo, A. 675,'69 SW 49; Capital City 
Ferry Co. v. Cole, ete., Transp. Co., 
51 Mo. A. 228. 

N. Y¥Y.—New York v. Starin, 106 
N. Y. 1,°12 NH 631; New York. v. 
New York, ete., Ferry Co., 49 HowPr 
250; Newburgh, ete., Turnp. Road Co. 
v. Miller, 5 Johns. Ch, 101, 9 AmD 
274. 

N. C.—Smith v. Harkins, 88 N. C. 
Begs AmD 83; Long vy. Beard, 7 

Ni. 

N. D.—Patterson v.. Wollmann, 5 
N. D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 38 LRA 536. 

Pa.—Douglass’ App., ‘118 Pa. 65, 12 
A 834. 

Tex.—Tugwell v. Hagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74. Tex. 480, 9 SW. 120,.13 SW 
654. But see Butt v. Colbert, 24 Tex. 
355 (where injunction was denied on 
the ground that it was not shown 
that plaintiff’s franchise was exclu- 
sive). 

W. Va.—-Mason v. Harper’s 
Bridge Co., 17 W. Va. 396. 

Eng.—Hammerton vy. Dysart, [1916] 
1 A. C. 57; Letton v. Goodden, L. R. 
2 Eq. 123; Blacketer v. Gillett, 9.C. B. 
26, 67 HO. 26). 137 Reprint +800; 
Huzzey v. Field, 2 C. M. & R.. 432, 
150 Reprint 186. 

67. Golconda vy, Field, 108 Ill. 419; 
Aikin v. Western R. Co., 20\.N. Y. 
370; Newburgh, ete., Turnp. Road Co. 
v. Miller, 5 Johns. Ch. (NOY) L005 
9 AmD 974; Smith v. Harkins, 38 
INC A663) 44 AmD 83; Hammerton 
v. Dysart, [1916] 1 A. C. 57; Letton 
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This is an infringement of an absolute property 
right, and it is not necessary to prove damages in 
order to support an action for such infringement.** 
A ferry franchise is also infringed by the unauthor- 
ized operation of a ferry so near to the line of such 
franchise ferry as to cause damage by the diversion 
of traffic which otherwise would naturally have used 
such franchise ferry.® - 
remedy is afforded upon the ground that the compet- 
ing ferry is a private nuisance,*’ and damages are 
the gist of the action and must be proved.®® A 
mere casual or slight interference is not necessarily 
Where the statute or grant expressly 
makes the franchise exclusive within specified terri- 
torial limits,’° any unauthorized operation of a ferry 
within such limits is of course an infringement. 
But in the absence of any such express provision 
there is no fixed rule as to the distance within 
which a ferry will be protected against unauthorized 
competition, further than that a rival ferry will not 
be permitted so near as to result in damage by 
diversion of traffic.’? 


In this class of cases, the 


If passengers are substan- 


v. Goodden, L. R. 2 Hq. 123; Newton 
vi Cubitt; 42.C. BoN: S:.32.104 ECL 
32, 142 ‘Reprint: 1053 [aff 13 C. B. 
Need 864, 106 ECL 864, 143 Reprint 
68. Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge vy. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
t-* Pick.) (Mass.)i< 344 o-Pafh, 11) “Pet. 
(U._S.) 420,.9 L. ed. 778, 9381]. 


69. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 .Cal.. 255, 131 Pe 
864, AnnCas1914C 1197; Hopkins v. 
Great, GNortherniikR.,:Co..02 0 2 BaD, 


224, 12° ERC 149. 

“A ferry otherwise lawful will not 
be rendered unlawful because now 
and again it is resorted to by per- 
sons who but for its existence would 
have used the franchise ferry.’’ Per 
Lord Parker in Hammerton vy. Dy- 
Sant, hLGL6] GAS Co SRE SsGF 

70. See supra § 22. : 

T71.;. Shinn. .v ; Cotton; 52 SArks9 86; 
12 SW 157; In re Howell, 36 Ark. 
466; McEwen v. Taylor, 4 Greene 
(lowa) 532 (where, however, injunc- 
tion was denied upon ground that 
plaintiff’s license was not exclusive 
within the limits stated, and because 
the petition did not aver that de- 
fendant’s ferry was unauthorized and 
that it crossed passengers for pay); 
Burke v. Layoff, 178 Ky. 588, 199 SW 
775; Chapelle v. Wells, 4 Mart. N. S. 
(la.) 426, 

{a] How measured. — Where the 
franchise is made exclusive within a 
certain distance, the distance is to be 
measured on the course of the river. 
McLeod vy. Burroughs, 9 Ga. 213. 

72. Chard. va Stone 7 eCalna11t; 
Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 60 A 
968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 567; Pro- 
prietors Charles River Bridge v. Pro- 
prietors .Warren=“Bridge, 7. Pick. 
(Mass.) 344 [aff 11 Pet. (U. S.) 420, 
9 L. ed. 778, 938];  Hammerton v. 
Dysart, [1916] 1 A. C. 57; Letton v. 
Goodden, L. R. 2 Hq. 123; Atty.-Gen. 
v. Richards, 2 Anstr. 603, 145 Reprint 
980; Huzzey v. Field, 2:-C. M.. & R. 
432, 150 Reprint 186; Tripp v. Frank, 
4 T. R. 666, 100 Reprint 1234. 

“Tf the public convenience requires 
a new passage at such a_ distance 
from the old ferry as makes it to be 
a real convenience’to the public, the 
proximity seems to us not .action- 
able. . . . The area for the monopoly 
of a ferry would depend on the need 
of the public for passage.’ Newton 
ve ‘Cubitt, *127,C.7BOSN:48.532; 603) 104 
ECL 32,: 142 Reprint 1053. [aff 13 
C. B. N. S. 864, 106 HCL 864, 143 Re- 
print 341]. 

[a] Dlustrations.— (1) Running 
an unlicensed ferry within one mile 
of an established ferry has been held 
an infringement. Chard vy. Stone, 7 
Cal. 117. (2) A ferry on the river 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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_ tially and not colorably carried to a different place 

than that served by the older ferry there is no 
The carrying of a ‘‘new and dif- 
ferent traffic’? which has grown up and requires ac- 
commodation is not a diversion of traffic from an 
older ferry, and hence is not an infringement of it, 
although the new ferry is quite near,’* provided it 
does not operate upon the line of: the older ferry.” 
Subject to constitutional provisions with respect to 
vested rights,’® the taking of private property for 
public use,’7 and the impairment of the obligation 
of contracts,’*® the state may authorize the operation 
of a competitive ferry 7® or bridge,®° and any dam- 
age to an established ferry caused: thereby is dam- 
But the state may make an 
irrevocable grant of an exclusive ferry franchise 
which will be protected by the constitution from im- 
pairment by subsequent legislation,’? other than an 
exercise of the power of eminent domain involving 
payment of compensation,§? and accordingly, de- 
pendent upon the terms and construction of the 
grant, a ferry franchise may be infringed by an- 


infringement.7§ 


num absque injuria.®! 


Thames within three-quarters of a 
mile of an established ferry was held 
an infringement. Atty.-Gen. v. Rich- 
ards, Anstr. 6038, 145 Reprint 980. 
(3) A ferry fifteen yards from an eés- 
tablished ferry was held an infringe- 
ment. Letton v. Goodden, L. R. 2 
Eq. 123. (4) Opening of a new ferry 
some five hundred yards away from 
a point-to-point ferry, held not a 
disturbance, where a new and differ- 
ent traffic was served. Hammerton v. 
bysarticl1916) 2. A, Ce 5%; 

73. Newton. v.. .Cubitt, .12- C, B. 
N. S. 32, 104 ECL 32, 142 Reprint 1053 
[aff 13 C. B. .N. S. 864, 106 ECL 864, 
143 Reprint 341]; -Tripp v. Frank, 
4 T. R. 666, 100 Reprint 1234. 

[a] Rule applied.—An _ exclusive 
ferry franchise from A to B does 
not prevent the carrying of passen- 
gers from A directly to C, two miles 
from B, provided it is not done as a 
pretense for avoiding the ferry from 
A-to B. Tripp v. Frank, 4 T. R:° 666, 
100 Reprint 1234. 

74, Hammerton v. Dysart, [1916] 
1 A. C. 57; General Hstates Co., Ltd. 
v. Beaver, [1914] 3 K. B. 918 (hold- 
ing that no change of circumstances. 
or new and different’ traffic had 
arisen); Cowes Urban Dist. Council 
v. Southampton, etc., Royal Mail 
Steam Packet Co., [1905] 2 K. B. 287; 
Hopkins v. Great Northern R. Co., 2 
Q@. B. D. 224, 12 ERC'149 [overr Reg. 
Vv, Cambrian (RR. Co,’ 7 R.76>Qi;7B: 
4221]; Newton y. Cubitt, 12 C. B. N.S. 
32, 104 ECL 32, 142 Reprint 1053 [aff 
13 Cc. B. N. S. 864, 106 ECL 864, 143 
Reprint 341]. 

[a] What constitutes new and dif- 
ferent traffic. — (1) Traffic which 
would not resort to an old ferry in 
the absence of the new ferry is new 
traffic which the new ferry may law- 
fully carry (Hammerton v, Dysart, 
[1916] 1 A. C. 57), (2) and if it does 
resort to the old ferry while the new 
ferry is being made, simply because 
there is no other way across. the 
river, its character as new traffic is 
not changed (Hammerton vy. Dysart, 
[1916] 2. A.. C.. 57).. (3) But» to be 
new traffic it must be an entirely dif- 
ferent traffic. An increase and de- 
velopment and alteration in the na- 
ture of the same traffic is not new 
traffic within the rule. General Es- 
tates Co., Ltd. v. Beaver, [1913] 2 
K. B. 483. [app dism [1914] 3 K. B. 


75. See supra text and note 64. — 
76. See Constitutional Law § 485 


77. See Eminent Domain § 3. 

78. See Constitutional Law § 593 
et seq; also supra § 21. . 

79. Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge Co., 
2 Port. (Ala.) 296, 27 AmD 655; Sni- 
dow v. Giles County, 123 Va. 578, 96 
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SE 810. 

80. U. S.—East Hartford v. Hart- 
ford Bridge Co., 10 How. 511, 13 L. 
ed. 518,531: 

Ala.—Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge 
Co., 2 Port. 296, 27 AmD 655. 

Pa.—Riverton Ferry Co. v. Mc- 
Keesport, etc., Bridge Co., 179 Pa. 
466, 36-A 186 [rev 1 Pa. Super. 587]; 
Pittsburgh, ete., R. Co. v. Jones, 111 
Pa. 204, 2 A 410, 56 AmR 260. See 
also Johnson’s App., 95 Pa. 78 (where 
a ferry was complained of as divert- 
ing traffic from a toll bridge). 

Tex.—Jones vy. Keith, 37 Tex. 394, 
14 AmR 382. 

Va.—Snidow v. Giles County, 123 
Va. 578, 96 SE 810. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Cambrian R. Co., 
L. R. 6 Q. B. 472, 

See Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 178 
Cal. 475, 174 P 48 (point assumed but 
not decided). ; 

81. Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge 
Go., 2 Port., (Ala.) 296, 27. AmD 655; 
Mason vy. Harper’s Ferry Bridge Co., 
17 W. Va. 396; Hopkins vy. Great 
Northern R. Co.; 2 Q. B. D. 224, 12 
ERC 149. 

82. Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge y. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
112 Pet. (U. S.) 420, 9 L. ed. 773, 938; 
Dyer v. Tuskaloosa Bridge Co., 2 
Port. (Ala.) 296, 27 AmD 655; New 
Vork sveustarini 106 INs Wed 2 NE 
631; Benson v. New York, 10 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 223; Snidow v. Giles County, 
123 Va. 578, 96 SE 810. 

83. Blanchard v. Abraham, 115 La. 
989, 40 S 379. 

84. Golconda vy. Field, 108 Ill. 419; 
New York’ v. Starin, 106 N. Y. 1, 12 
NE 631; New. York v. New York, 
ete., Ferry Co., 40 N. Y. Super. 232. 

85. Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge v. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
7 Pick. (Mass.) 344 [aff 11 Pet. 
(U. S.) 420, 9 L. ed. 773, 938]; Mason 
v. Harper’s Ferry Bridge Co., 17 W. 
Va, 396. i 

86. Hopkins v. Great Northern R. 
Col, 22 @. HB AD. e-224,. 2020 ERC ei); 
Dibden v. Skirrow, [1907] 1 Ch. 437 
fapp dism [1908] 1 Ch. 41, 12 Ann 
Cas 252, 1 BRC 333]. 

87. Norris v. Farmers’, etc., Co., 
6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535; Blanchard 
vy. Abraham, 115 La. 989, 40 A 379 
(pontoon bridge). t 

88. Gates v. McDaniel, 2 Stew. 
(Ala.) 211, 19 AmD 49; Menzel Est. 
Co. v. Redding, 178 Cal. 475, 174 P 
48: Mason v. Harper’s Ferry Bridge 
Co., 17 W. Va. 396; Reg. v. Cambrian 
Ri. Go., L. Ro'6 Q. Be 472. “See: Ham- 
merton v. Dysart, [1916] 1 A. C. bide 
71 (where Lord Haldane said: “I do 
not see why abstracting tolls by 
pbuilding a bridge close to the ferry 
should not be a wrong, and yet it 
has been decided that it is not ac- 
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other ferry ®* or bridge ®* attempted to be author- 
ized or established in violation of the prior grant. 
Upon the theory that a ferry is merely an exclusive © 
right to carry by boat, it has been held that a ferry 
is not infringed by a bridge,’* although it is other- 
wise of course where a competitive bridge is pro- 
hibited by statute.’? 
statutory prohibition, an unauthorized competitive 
bridge has been held to infringe a ferry franchise,®* 
and damages may be recovered for a physical inter- 
ference with a ferry by building a bridge structure 
on the landing place and across the line of the ferry, 
thereby destroying the 
Fording, or showing others a ford, is not an in- 
fringement, although it impairs the income of the 
ferry.°° Where the operation of a ferry or bridge 
would otherwise constitute an infringement of an 
existing ferry, it is none the less so because it is 
operated free, since the evil is the same whether 
tolls are charged or not.®! The taking of tolls or com- 
pensation may be necessary to constitute a violation. 
of particular statutes, prohibiting only the opera- 


But apart from any express 


business of the ferry.8* 


tionable’’). 

89. Riverton Ferry Co. v. McKees- 
port, ete., Bridge Co., 179’ Pa. 466, 
36 A 186 [dist Bridgewater Ferry 
Co. v. Sharon Bridge Co., 145 Pa. 
404, 22 A 1039]. ; 

90. Hunter v. Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 
189, 51 AmR 589 (“That would be 
‘damnum absque injuria’”). 

91. Ark.—Ramsey v. Nevills, 133 
Ark. 98, 201 SW 805; Crane v. Jack- 
son, 125 Ark. 396, 188 SW 1188; Shinn 
v. Cotton, 52 Ark. 90, 12 SW 157. ' 

Cal.—Norris v. Farmers’, etc., Co., 
6 Cal. 590,.65 AmD 535. 

Bh Wasa Pee mon v. Taylor, 4 Greene 


La.—Blanchard v. Abraham, 115 
La. 989, 40 S 379; Chiapella v. Brown, 
14 La. Ann. 189. 

Miss.—McInnis v. Pace, 78 Miss. 


550, 29 S 835 (pay received when vol- 


untarily offered). 

Mo.—Capital City Ferry Co. v. Cole, 
ete; stranspy Cop. sae Mo. At S228" 

. Y.—Aikin’ v. Western R. Corp., 
20 N. Y. 370 [rev 30 Barb. 305]. 

N. C.—Taylor v. Wilmington, ete., 
R. (Co;,. 49. N. -C.°277; Smith: ve dHar- 
kins, 38 N.-C. 613, 44 AmD 83; Long 
v. Beard, 7 N. C. 5%. : 

[a] Reason for rule. — (1) “It 
would seem to be true, as suggested 
by the Supreme Court, that the right 
to take toll is ‘essential to every 
ferry, considered as a franchise; and 
it may be that any private person 
might establish a free ferry across 
a navigable river, where no previous 
ferry existed, without subjecting 
himself to a quo warranto, or other 
prosecution on behalf of the govern- 
ment. The penalty imposed by our 
act regulating ferries, for the unau- 
thorized transportation of persons or 
goods across any river or lake, is 
confined to cases where such trans- 
portation is ‘for profit or hire” (1 
R. S., 526, § 8.) Until, by the crea- 
tion of a franchise, there exists some 
private right to be invaded, the estab- 
lishment of a free ferry, being a2 
public benefit, might not be obnoxious 
to any punishment. But the ques- 
tion here is, whether after the estab- 
lishment of a ferry by one person, 
under a grant from the government, 
vesting in him the exclusive right, 
another person can set up a free 
ferry by the side of it, without sub- 
jecting himself to any liability to the 
owner of the franchise. The remedy 
afforded by the law in all such cases 
proceeds upon the ground that the 
competing ferry isa private nuisance; 
and it is obvious that a free ferry 
would be productive of far more seri- 
ous injury to the proprietor of the 
franchise, ‘than one which charged 
toll. If where no ferry has been 
previously granted, one may estab- 
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tion of a ferry for hire.®? or to the recovery of a 
statutory penalty for such operation,®* and the 
taking of compensation for carriage may be decisive 
of the question whether defendant is operating a 
public ferry, and therefore guilty of infringement.®* 
In all such cases where the taking of tolls is ma- 
terial, it is sufficient if compensation for carriage 
is taken either directly or indirectly. 
infringement for persons to use their own boats 
within the limits of a ferry franchise in crossing 
themselves, their families, employees, guests, and 


lish a free ferry with impunity, it 
is not because he has any legitimate 
right to do so, but simply for the 
reason that as no person is injured by 
his unauthorized act there is no one 
to complain. But the case is very 
different where vested rights are in- 


vaded.’’ Aikin vy. Western R. Corp., 
20 N. Y, 370, 379. (2) “A free bridge 
or terry, in the immediate vicinity 


of one regularly licensed and receiv- 
ing toll, would be much more _ in- 
jurious than the establishment of a 
regularly licensed bridge or ferry— 
for the one would only divide the 
profits, the other would be apt to ren- 
der the bridge or ferry receiving toll 
of no. value whatsoever.” Norris v. 
Farmers’, ete:, Co., 6 °Cal. 590, 597, 
65 AmD 535. 

92. Shinn vy. Cotton, 52 Ark. 90, 
12 SW 157. 

93. Gates v. McDaniel; 2 Stew. 
(Ala.) 211, 19 AmD‘49; Shinn v. Cot- 
ton, 52 Ark. 90, 12> SW +157; Aiken 
v. Western R. Corp; 20 N. «=Y.. 370 
[rev 30 Barb. 305]. 

94. Blanchard v. Abraham, 115 La. 
989, 40 S 3879 [dist Chiapella v. 
Brown, 14 La. Ann. 189; Chapelle v. 
Welis, 4 Mart. N. S. (La.) 426]. 

95.  Ark.—Shemwell*v. Finley, 88 
Ark. 330, 114 SW. 705; Shinn v. Cot- 
ton, 52 Ark. 90, 12>SW 157. 

Cal.—Norris v-° Farmers’, etc., Co., 
6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535. 

Ga:—Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 
36 SE 770. 

Ky.—Hatten. v. Turman, 123 Ky. 
844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 
194, 382; Kevil v. Wharton, 12 Ky. 
Op. 339. 

La.—Blanchard y. Abraham, 115 
La. 989, 40 S 379; Fenner v. Watkins, 
16 La. 204. 

Me.—Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 958, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 
567. 

Miss.—McInnis y. Pace, 78 Miss. 
550, 29 S 835. 

Can.—Dinner v. 26 
Can: S.A Cwi2p 2. 

N. W. Terr.—Humberstone v. Din- 
ner, 2 Terr. L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. 
S:°C. 252]. é 

[a] Accepting pay for incidental 
service, as where the ferryman re- 
ceives compensation by caring for 
the horses of those crossing, is a col- 
lection of tolls and constitutes an 
infringement. Chiapella. v. Brown, 
14 La. Ann. 189. 

[b] Services in lieu of tolls.—One 
who agrees to ferry without charge 
others assisting him in repairing and 
Jaunching his ferryboat, and does so 
ferry them, violates the statute, the 
services of such, others being valu- 
able things charged in,advance for 
the transportation. Shemwell v. Fin- 
ley, 88 Ark. 330, 114 SW 705. 

[c] Accepting pay for tickets al- 
leged to represent an interest in the 


Himberstone, 


ferry is an infringment. Norris -v. 
Farmers’, ete., Co. 6 Cal. 590, 65 
AmD 535. : : 

[dj] Securing trade at store is 


tantamount to a collection of tol!s, 
and constitutes an infringement. 
Hudspeth v. Hall, 111 Ga. 510, 36 SE 
770; Hatten v. Turman, 123 Ky.) 844, 
97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 194, 
882; Kevil v. Wharton, 12 Ky. Op. 
839; Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 
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t is not an 


567. 

{e] Securing patronage at hotel 
is a substitute for tolls, and is an 
infringement. Fenner vy. Watkins, 
16-La, 204. ' 

[f] Securing shares in a ferry 
partnership.—A ferry operated by a 
partnership of which any person 
could, by taking a share, become a 
member, which would entitle him to 
a certain’-number of trips across the 
ferry, is not a private ferry and is 
an infringement of a licensed ferry 
within whose exclusives limits it is 
operated. Dinner v. Humberstone, 26 
CanviS: Guy 252. 

{g] Issuing monthly certificates 
entitling to passage.—The fact that 
an association whose bridge was con- 
structed within the exclusive limits 
of an established ferry issued certi- 
ficates, the holders of which were en- 
titled to passage over the bridge for 
one month, does not constitute the 
holders joint owners in the bridge 
and so prevent the bridge from being 
an infringment of the ferry fran- 
chise on the ground that it is a pri- 
vate bridge. Norris v. Farmers’, etc., 
Co;, 6 Cal.’-590,°65 -AmD 535. 

96. Ark.—Ramsey v. Nevills, 133 
Ark,” °93,- "201 SW #8057" Bunter -v. 
Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 51 AmR 589. 

Cal.—Norris v. Farmers’; ete., Co., 
6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535. 

Ga.—Futch vy. Bohannon, 134 Ga. 
313, 67 SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 19 
AnnCas 1032. 


Iowa.—Weld vy. Chapman, 2 Iowa 
524. 

La.—Chapelle v. Wells, 4 Mart. 
N.S. 426 


Mo.—Alexandria, ete., Ferry Co. v. 
Wisch, 73 Mo. 655, 39 AmR 535. 

N. C.—Long v. Beard, 7 N. C. 57. 

Va.—Trent v. Cartersville Bridge 
Co., 11° Leigh (88 Va.) 521. 
gaint ia VirCalvins 3 Ui CH=O7e8. 
464. 

[a]. Transportation of employees. 
—One employing a flatboat to convey 
his employees and teams to a Saw- 
mill across a stream, and not convey- 
ing any part of the public or freight 
for hire, does not infringe on the 
rights of the owner of a public ferry. 
Futch vy. Bohannon, 134 Ga. 313, 67 
SE 814, 30 LRANS 462, 19 AnnCas 
1082. 

{b] Lending boats to each other 
is not an infringement. Hunter 
v. ‘Moore, 44 Ark. 184, 51 AmR 
589, 
{c] A mail carrier may ferry his 
mail coach in his own boat, but may 
not carry passengers in the coach. 
Weld v. Chapman, 2 Iowa 524. 

97. Ark.—Ramsey v. Nevills, 133 
Ark, 93, 201 SW _ 805. 

Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal, 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCasi1914C 1197; Norris v. Farm- 


ers’, Tete), .Co;,, 6) Cal. 590; 65, “Am'D 
535. 
Iowa.—Weld v. Chapman, 2 Iowa 


524. 
Ky.—wWarren v. Tanner, 56 SW 167, 
21 KyL 1678, 49 LRA 248. 


La.—Blanchard. yv. -Abraham, 115 
La. 989, 994, 40 S 379; Chiapella v. 
Brown, 14 La, Ann. 189, 191. 

Miss.—McInnis v. Pace, 78 Miss. 
550, 29 S 835. 

Can:—Dinner v. Humberstone, 26 


Cana S8C4 252: 


occasionally others, where no tolls are charged.% 
But any attempt to operate a private ferry within 
such limits for the accommodation of any consider- 
able portion of the general public is an infringe- 
ment.97 The use of vessels upon navigable waters 
for purposes of commerce is not an infringement of 
a ferry,?® but such vessels have no right to use the 
ferry landing for the purpose of receiving and dis- 
charging freight and passengers,®® nor to use their 
boats to make regular ferry trips in competition 
with the lawfully established ferry. 


“The privilege of crossing one’s 
friends cannot extend to the whole 
community.” Chiapella vy. Brown. 
supra [quot Blanchard vy. Abraham, 
supra]. 

[a] Where a large number of per- 
sons combine (1) to buy a boat and 
hire a common ferryman for their 
own convenience in crossing within 
the prohibited distance of an estab- 
lished ferry, the combination will be 
enjoined as an infringment. Warren 
v. Tanner, 56 SW 167, 21 KyL 1678, 
49 LRA 248. (2) A combination of 
a large majority ,f the patrons of 
a licensed ferry, each one subscrib- 
ing a certain sum for the construc- 
tion and operation of a pontoon ferry 
bridge across a navigable stream, is 
an unlawful infringement of the 
franchise of the lessee, and they can- 
not be considered in the light of in- 
dividuals operating a private ferry 
for the benefit of themselves and 
families. Blanchard v. Abraham, 115 
La. 989, 40 S 379 [foll Lafourche v. 
Robichaux, 116 La. 286, 40 S 705]. 
(3) “A combination to cross a large 
majority of the former patrons of 
plaintiff’s ferry cannot be assimilated 
to the case of an individual crossing 
himself and family or a few friends 
or neighbors as a matter of accom- 
modation.” Blanchard y. Abraham, 
supra [quot and foll Ramsey v. Ne- 
vills, 133 Ark. 93, @6, 201 SW 805]. 
(4) “While any citizen could use his 
own boats within the limits of a 
ferry for his own purposes, the com- 
bination of many persons for this 
purpose would constitute an unwar- 
ranted ferry system for the many, 
and would be in violation of the 
franchise of a ferryman.” Ramsey 
v. Nevills, supra. (5) “No concert 
of action nor community of interest 
has been held sufficient to warrant 
such an invasion of franchise rights.” 
Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano Aquatic 
Club; 3165; Cala. 255; c2i0 to eee eae 
AnnCas1914C 1197. (6) Where about 
twenty men formed an association, 
bought a-boat, hired a man to oper- 
ate it, and all members, relatives, 
and employees of members were car- 
ried free, an injunction was granted 
notwithstanding a claim that each 
member was but doing his own ferry- 
ing. Ramsey v. Nevilis, supra. 

{b] A ferry operated for its 
owner’s own use, and for the use of 
such other persons as chose to cross 
there, from whom pay was taken 
when voluntarily offered, is an in- 
fringement of a licensed ferry at 
that point. McInnis v. Pace, 78 Miss. 
550, 29: S+835- 

98. Conway v. Taylor, 1 Black 
(U. S.) 603,17, Ly ed: 191+ Broadnax 
v. Baker, 94 N. C.'675:255 AmR 633; 
Huzzey v. Field, 2 C. M.-& R. 432, 150 
Reprint 186. 

fa] Owners cf fishery right.—Per- 
sons having a prescriptive right of 


fishery cannot ‘carry passengers for 
hire to the injury of an established 
ferry. Tarbet “v. Bogle,- Mor. D. 
4167. 

99. Shearer v. Prewitt, 172 Ky. 
357, 189 SW 238. 

1. Midland Terminal, ete., Co. v. 


Wilson;. 28 N. J. Hq. 537; New York 
woeStarin, 106 IN. “Yorn V2" NE 6315 
New York v. Longstreet, 64 HowPr 
ONE Y,).30. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 23-26] 
Railroads. 


regular ferry business.* 
Federal government. 


[§ 24] 


2. New York v. New England 
Transfer ='Co., .19:,F..Cas. No. 10,197, 
14 Blatchf. 159. 

[a] A railway bridge or ferry con- 
veying railway traffic from the rail- 
way on One side of the water to the 
railway on the other side does not 
infringe a neighboring ferry, because 
such traffic is new and different 
traffic. Hopkins v. Great Northern 
ReCoye?) OB. D. 224512: BRE 149; 

{[b] Operating a ferry during the 
reconstruction of a bridge where only 
the freight and passengers of the 
road are carried is not an infringe- 
ment. Pugh y. Raleigh, etc., R. Co., 
61..Nz_.C. -3859. 

3. Fitch v. New Haven, etc., R. 
Co., 30 Conn. 38; Aikin v. Western 
R._Corp., 20 N.. Y¥.-370 [rev 30 Barb. 
305]. 

4. Vallejo’ Ferry Co. 
AGuatic. (Club, o'6o  Cali255, 131. P. 
864, AnnCas1914C 1197. 

5. Vallejo. Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatie Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 864, 
AnnCas1914C 1197. 

6. Injunction generally see Injunc- 
tions [22 Cyc 724]. : 

7. Ala—Gates .-y. McDaniel, 2 
Stew. 211, 19 AmD 49. 

Ark.—Finley v. Shemwell, 94 Ark. 
190, 126 SW 717; Murray v. Menefee, 
ZO eA TCG 

Cal.—Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, 131 P 


v. Solano 


864, AnnCas1914C 1197; Norris. v. 
Farmers’, etc., Co. 6 Cal. 596, 65 
AmD 535. 


T1l.— Golconda v. Field, 108 Til. 419. 

Kan.—Walker vy. Armstrong, 2 Kan. 
198. 

Ky.—Burke v. Layoff, 178 Ky. 588, 
199 SW 775; Hazelip v. Lindsey, 93 
Ky. 14, 18 SW 832, 13 KyL 913; Kevil 
v. Wharton, 12 Ky. Op. 339. 


Minn.—McRoberts v. Washburne, 
10 Minn. 23. : 
Miss.—McInnis v. Pace, 78 Miss. 


0, 28 S 835. 
Pee. Canton v. Campbell, :108 Mo. 
550, 17 SW 884; Cauble v. Craig, 94 
Mo. A. 675, 69 SW. 49. 

N. jJ.—Midland Terminal, etc., Co. 
v. Wilson, 28 N. J.. Eq. 537. | 

N. Y.—New York v. Starin, 106 
N. Y. 1, 12 NE “631; New York Vv. 
New York, etc., Ferry Co., 49 HowPr 
250; Livingston v. Van_ Ingen, 9 
Johns, 507; Newburgh, ete. Turnp. 
Road Co. v. Miller, 5 Johns. Ch. 101, 

AmD 274. 
Z N. C.—Smith v. Harkins, 38 N.C. 
613, 44 AmD 83. 

N. D.—Patterson yv. Wollmann, 5 
N. D. 608, 67 NW 1040, 33 LRA 536. 

Tex.—Tugwell v. Eagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74 Tex. 480; 9 SW 120, 13 SW 


654. 


A railroad authorized to operate a 
ferry as a connecting link in its road may use it to 
transport its own freight and passengers without 
infringing the franchise of a regular ferry at the 
same place,’ but it cannot use its boats to carry on a 


The United States may, in 
the exercise of its inherent powers of sovereignty, 
transport its employees, notwithstanding the exist- 
ence of any exclusive ferry franchise,* but its em- 
ployees may not combine to maintain a ferry which 
interferes with an existing ferry franchise.> 

2. Remedies for Infringement—a. In- 
junction °—(1) In General. Injunction is a proper 
remedy to protect a party in the enjoyment of a 
ferry franchise, the equity jurisdiction resting upon 
the ground of its necessity to avoid a multiplicity 
of suits and to’afford adequate protection to plain- 
tiff’s property in his franchise.’ An injunction may 
be denied where, under the circumstances of the 
particular case, the legal remedy is adequate,’ or 
where the granting of an injunction would be futile.® 
. A right to sue for statutory penalties is not an 


W. Va.—-Mason y. Harper’s Ferry 
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[§ 25] 


iff 


thority.1? 


[§ 26] 


Bridge Co., 17 W. Va. 396. 

Eng.—Cory v. Yarmouth, etc. R. 
Co., 3 Hare 593, 25 EngCh 593, 67 
Reprint 516 (preliminary injunction). 

B. C.—North Vancouver Ferry, etc., 
Co., Ltd. v: Bunbury, 16 B. C. 170.. 

8. Blewitt v. Vaughn, 6 Miss. 418; 
Long v. Merrill, 4 N. C. 549, 7 AmD 
700; Ross v. Page, 6 Oh. 166; Letton 
v. Goodden, L. Ri 2 Hq. 123; Cory vy. 
Yarmouth, etc., R. Co., 3 Hare 593, 
25 EngCh 5938, 67 Reprint 516. 

[a] Trespass adequate remedy.— 
(1) An injunction will not lie where 
the injury complained of is not an 
invasion of plaintiff’s franchise, but 
a mere trespass upon the property. 
Blewitt v. Vaughn, 6 Miss. 418; Ross 
v. Page, 6 Oh. 166. (2) But repeated 
and continuous trespasses on land 
may be enjoined. See Injunctions [22 
Cyc 836]. 

{b] Difficulty in determining loss 
of profits—An injunction was re- 
fused because the complaint, which 
was based on the loss of complain- 
ant’s profits, did not allege any diffi- 
culty in determining combplainant’s 
loss, and therefore did not show that 
the remedy at law was inadequate. 
Long vy. Merrill, 4 N. C. 549, 7 AmD 
700. 

9, Levisay v. Delp, 9 Baxt. (Tenn.) 
415. 

[a] Defendant legally entitled to 
license.—The operation of a rival un- 
licensed ferry at the instance of the 
owner of a ferry franchise, where 
both owned the land on either side 
of the stream, and where both, be- 
cause of their ownership, were en- 
titled under the statute to take out 
licenses, will not be enjoined. Levi- 
say v. Delp, 9 Baxt. (Tenn.) 415. 

10. Cory v. Yarmouth, etc., R. Co., 
5 Hare 593, 25 HngCh 593, 67 Reprint 
516. 

11. Norris v. Lapsley. 5 Cal. 47; 
Owens y. Lockwood, 83 Ky. 266 [dist 
Wilson v. Sullivan, (Ky.) 77 SW 193, 
25 KyL 1110]; Willard v. Forsythe, 2 
Mich. N. P. 190; Parsons vy. Hunt, 
98 Tex. 420, 84 SW 644. he 

[a] Rule applied.—Where plaintiff 
continued to run his ferry after ex- 
piration of his license, without com- 
plying with the requirements of law 
necessary to entitle him to a renewal, 
an injunction against interference 
was denied. Norris v. Lapsley, 5 Cal. 
47, 48 (“The plaintiff, being in this 
situation in regard to his ferry, has 
no right of action, as against another 
who may be at the time running a 
ferry-boat within one mile of his 
crossing. ‘The respondent himself 
must have fully complied with the 
laws, to entitle him to bring suit for 
an interference with his ferry privi- 
leges, and to entitle him to claim a 
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adequate remedy, where the infringement is a con- 
tinuing infringement from day to day.1° 

(2) Right to Maintain Suit. 
must have a right or title to his ferry before he 
can maintain a bill to enjoin an interference with 
But long actual use and enjoyment of ferry 
privileges has been held a sufficient title to support 
an injunction against one operating without au- 
By the weight of authority it is not 
necessary that the franchise be exclusive to entitle 
the owner to enjoin an infringement,!? although in 
some courts an injunction has been refused because 
the franchise of complainant was not exclusive.!4 

(3) Defenses. 
granted by competent authority, is not subject to col- 
lateral attack, by way of defense, in a suit for its 
infringement.1°> Defendant has no standing to assert 
a forfeiture of plaintiff’s franchise.1¢ 
equitable relief is never a matter of strict right, 
being always to a degree discretionary,!7 where 
plaintiff has been guilty of inequitable conduct,!8 and 
comes into court with unclean hands,!® he may be 
denied an injunction,?° as where plaintiff has so 


Plaintiff 


A franchise, having been 


But since 


renewal of his license, as a vested 
right, in the privileges of keeping 
and maintaining his ferry’’). 

Collateral attack on franchise see 
infra § 26. See also generally Fran- 
chises [19 Cye 1451]. ‘ 

12. Davis v. Connolly, 104 Ky. 87, 
46 SW 679, 20 KyL 411. 

13. U. S.—East Hartford v. Hart- 
ford Bridge Co., 10 How. 511, 13 L. 
Cah SiS eb si. 

Minn.—McRoberts yv. Washburne, 
10 Minn, 23. 

Mo.—Carroll vy. Campbell, 108 Mo. 
550, 17 SW 884. 

N. C.—Smith’ v. Hawkins, 38 N. C. 
618, 44 AmD 83. 

S. C.—Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. 
L.. 387, 9 AmD 712. 

Tex.—Tuegwell v. Hagle Pass Ferry 
Co., 74 Tex. 480, 493,°9 SW.120, 13 
SW_ 654. 

“Tt is not necessary that the grant 
should exclude the power to grant a 
license for anothcr ferry. It is suffi- 
cient that no such second license has 
in fact been granted. The operation 
of an unlicensed ferry is unlawful, 
and a licensee is entitled to protec- 
tion against a competition carried 
on in violation of law.’ Tugwell v. 
Eagle Pass Ferry Co., supra. 

14. McEwen vy. Taylor, 4 Greene 
(lowa) 532; Butt v. Colbert, 24 Tex. 
re Letton vy. Goodden, L. R. 2 Hq. 
12: 


15. Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 
178 Cal. 475; 174 P 48; Vallejo Ferry 
Co. Vv. ang, 161 Cal.672,, 120. P-424% 
Owens v. Roberts, 6 Bush (Ky.) 608. 
See also generally Franchises [19 Cye 
1451]. 

{al Tilustration.—It is no defense 
that the license had been granted 
at private sale, and not at public 
auction as required by statute. 
Owens v. Roberts, 6 Bush (Ky.) 608. 

16. New Albany, ete, R. Co. ‘v. 
Huff, 19 Ind. 315; Wilson *v. Sulli- 
van, 77 SW 193, 25 KyL 1110 [dist 
Owens v. Lockwood, 83 Ky. 266]; 
Douglass’ App., 118 Pa, 65, 12 A’834. 
See also infra § 31. 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) It is no de- 
fense that plaintiff ferry-owner had-~ 
not regularly vaid his license fees. 
New Albany, ete., R. Co. v. Huff, 19 
Ind. 315. (2) It is no defense that 
plaintiff ferry company is engaged in 
pool and combination in violation of 
the statute. Wilson v. Sullivan, 77 
Sw 1938, 25 KyL 1110. 

{b] Mere inadequacy of a ferry 
is no defense. General Estates Co., 
Ltd. v. Beaver, [1913] 2 K. B. 433, 453 
[app dism (1914) 3.K. Byorsy: 

17. See Equity § 12. 

18. See Equity § 151 et seq. 

19. See Equity § 163 et seq. 

20. See Injunctions [22 Cyc 776]. 
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grossly neglected his duty as to make the establish- 
ment of another ferry a publie necessity? or where 
he has been guilty of using unfair means to divert 
traffic from defendant’s licensed ferry.**.or where 
he has been guilty of laches2*5 The mght to an in- 
junetion is not defeated by the expiration of a ferry 
owner's license pendente hte where his failure to get 
a renewal is due to the incompeteney or refusal of the 
authorities to aet in the premises** A lheense im- 
properly granted to defendant to operate a ferry 
within a prohibited distance of plaintiff’s previously 
licensed ferry is no bar to an injunction; the order 
granting such license is not binding on plantif 
and may be collaterally impeached.*> 

[§ 27] (4) Pleading. The bill must allege a 
eompliance with the conditions authorizing plaintiff 
to operate his ferry,** and that he has established his 
ferry and is offering his services to the public," and 
all the facts necessary to show that defendant has 
violated or threatens to violate plaintiff’s rghts.*5 
The bill must also allege facts showing that plain- 
tiff’s remedy at law is imadequate** Where the 
right to an injunction depends upon plaintiff's fran- 
ehise being exelusive,®® the bill must allege that sueh 


franchise is exclusive? but where the act com- 
plained of is a trespass on plaintiff’s lands, sueh 


allegation is not necessary.™ 
" [§ 28] (5) Ewidence. Proof of the repeated 
issuance of annual licenses by the elerk of the county 


21. Crane v. Jackson, 116 Ark. 100, 


20 Wis. 458. 

fa] Beason for rule—(1) “His 
failure to discharge, his duty as | 
ferryman, which makes it necessary 
for others to seek another means of 
erossing, is Im effect a temporary 
abandonment te the extent that it 
ealls for a denial of any equitable 
relief. For, as long as he refuses to! 7 AmD 700. 


a48. 


198. 


| (lowa) 532. 
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| 


must be alleged that he owned Iand | cerned. 
172 SW 880: Willard v. Forsythe, 2 | on which the grant could operate at | isted at common law, 
Mich. N. P. 190; Ferrel v. Woodward, | the time of the grant or within the 

time the ferry was required to be /| lative... 
j}established. Mills v. Brown, 


Walker v. Armstrong, 2 
28. McEwen vy. Taylor, 4 Greene 
29. Long v. Merrill, 4 N. 


court is sufficient to make out a prima 
of the court’s establishment of a ferry.** : 
[§ 29] (6) Decree. An injunction in broa 


general terms will be construed as not operative 


after plaintiff’s ferry, which it protects, has been 
abandoned by the owner or discontinued by order of 
court.** In the ease of ferries between two sover- 
eign jurisdictions, an injunction may restrain extra- 
territorial action,®> subject to the established re- 
strictions.** | 

[§ 30] b. Action for Damages—-(1) In Gen- 
eral. An invasion of a ferry right is a nuisance, 
and the party aggrieved has a remedy at law in an 
action on the ease for the disturbance,** except in 
jurisdictions where both the right and the remedy is 
purely statutory in which ease, in accordance with 
the general rule,** the statutory remedy is exclu- 
sive, and a common-law action for damages will not 
lie,=* unless the statute expressly authorizes such an 
action.*® In other jurisdictions the statutory remedy 
is eumulative and not exclusive of a common-law 
action for damages,*t and counts on both the ¢om- 


mon-law and statutory liabilities may be joined in . 


the same declaration.*? The mere possession of an 
established ferry has been held sufficient to sustain 
an aetion for infringement of it.*% 

[§ 31] (2) Defenses. It is no defense to an 
action for damages that plaintiff has been guilty 
of conduct authorizing the forfeiture of his fran- 


If, however, the right ex- 
: the remedy 
provided by statute is merely cumu- 
. Ferry-privileges are cre- 
ated by statute of this State, and 
|no remedy by an action on the case 
Kan. jis given. Our conclusion is strength- 
| ened by the fact that the former act, 
| providing a remedy by a civil action, 
has been repealed. We do not wish 
C. 549,|to be understood as. deciding that 


3 Hi. 


See also Equity $§ 396, | the party aggrieved may not resort 


to a Court of Chancery for relief; for, 


ferry travelers across the river, or, | 404; Injunctions [22 Cye 928]. 
what is the same thing, fails to pro-|; 3 


vide adequate means for doing so, 
he can not ask @ court of equity to 
restrain another from doing that 
which he fails or refuses himself to 
de.” Crane v. Jackson, 116 Ark. 100, 
103, 172 SW 890. (2) “While it is 
probable that such & misuser will not 
et itself, without some direct 
judication of forfeiture on a compe- 
tent court enable the title of the 
Hieensee to be attacked collaterally, 
yet if he would invoke the aid of 
the Court by the extraordinary rem- 
edy of injunction, he must have Kept 
and operated.a ferry that would at 
all times have accommodated the 
public. Ferrel v. Woodward, 20 Wis. 
458 This is but an application of 


the familiar rule, that he whe seeks | 


equity must do equity”. Willard v. 
Forsythe. 2 Mich. N. P. 190, 193, 

22. Hill v. Averett, 27 Ala. 434. 

23. Bowman v. Wathen, 3 F. Cas. 
No. 1.740, 2 McLean 376; Brearly V- 
Norris, 23 Ark. 514: Vallejo Ferry 
Co. v. Selano Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 
255, 131 P 864, AnnCasi914C 1197. 

aches generally see Equity §§ 211—- 
253, : 

24 Chard v. Stone, 7 Cal. 117. 

25.. Finley .v. Shemwell, 94 Ark. 
190. 126. SW 717; Brearly v. Norris, 
23 Ark. 514: Murray v. 


ad- | 


. See supra § 25. 
31. Butt v. Colbert, 24-Tex. 355. 
32. Wilson v. Sullivan, 77 SW 193, 
25 KyL 1110 [dist Owens v. Lock- 
wood, $3 Ky. 266]. 
33. Finley v. Shemwell, 94 Ark. 


190, 128 SW Tit. 
34 Finley v. Shemwell, 94 Ark. 
190, 126 SW Tit. P f 
35. Vallejo Ferry Co. v. Solano 
Aquatic Club, 165 Cal. 255, .13f P 


$64, AnnCasi914C 1197. .- 4 
S6&. See Courts § 120; Equity §130— 


'133: Injunctions [22 Cye $13]. 


37. Golconda vy. Field, 108 Il. 419; 
New York v. Starin, 106 N. ¥. 1. 12 


| NE 631: Ogden v. Gibbens, 4 Jehns. 
|Ch. (CN. ¥.) 150; Blacketer v. Gillett, 


bet Tf) Mme PO 


Cc. B. 26, 67 ECL 26, 137 Reprimt 
Q: Huzzey v. Field, 2 C. M & R. 
2. 150 Reprint 186; North, etc, 
hields Ferry Co. v. Barker, 2 Exch. 
36, 154 Reprint 437. 

Action for nuisance generally see 


ws 


| Nuisances [29 Cye 1254]. 


$8. See Actions § 102. 

39. Cal—Ward v. Severance, 7 
Cal. 126. 

Ind—Lang v. Scott, 1 Blackf. 405, 


112 AmD 257. 


Menefee, 20} 


Ark. 561: Chard v. Stone, T Cal. 11T. | 


26. - See cases infra this note. See 
also Supra § 25. 

[aj Wstrations.—(1) Where the 
execution of a bond is a_ condition 
precedent to the granting of a license, 
its exeention and approval must be 
alleged. 
NE. 190. (2) Where plaintiff's 
‘crant is to operate a ferry “from 
jands that may beleng to him,” it 


Me—Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 
5 


Mo—Carrolt vy. Campbell, 110 Mo. 
7, 19 SW S02. 

N. ¥—Almy v. Harris, 5 Johns. 175. 
fa] 


mute . 4 


Reason for rule.—‘The stat- 
. confers only a limited right 


| upon the party, for the protection of 


Willard v. Forsythe, 2 Mich. | 


| statutory 


which provision is made by indict- 
ment. Where a new right jis intro- 
need by statute, the party domplain- 
ing of its violation is confined to the 
remedy, so far as the 


Courts of Common Law are con- 


70 LRA | 


/ 


under the decision of this Court, in 
the case of Norris v. Farmers’, etc., 
Company, 6 Cal. 590, 65 AmD 535, 
that right is directly affirmed.” Ward 
wv. Severance, 7 Cal. 126, 129. 

40. Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 
567 (statutory remedy by action on 
ease); Carroll v. Campbell, 110 Mo. 
557, 19 SW 809. 

41. Ark—Crane vy. Jackson, 125 
Ark. 396, 188 SW 1188; Shinn v. Cot- 


} ton, 52 Ark. 99, 12 SW 15T. 


La.—Fenner vy. Watkins, 16 La. 204. 

N. C—Taylor v. Wilmington, etc., 
R. Co., 49 N. C. 277; Long’ v. Beard, 
te CG: -57. 
a C.—Gibbes v. Beaufort, 20 S. C. 

Eng.—wNorth, ete. Shields Ferry 
Co. v. Barker. 2 Exch. 136, 154 Re- 
print 437. 

42. Crane y. Jackson, 125 Ark. 396, 
188 SW 1188. 

fa] Double recovery.—‘“Of course 
appellant could not recover’ the 
statutery penalties for carrying per- 


}sons and property for hire and also 


damages for less of tolls upon being 
deprived of such traffic carried by 
the unlicensed ferry.” Crane-v. Jack- 
son, 125 Ark. 396, 399,288 SW 1188. 

43. Ill—Mississippi River Bridge 
Co. v. Lonergan, 91 Til. 508. 

N. J.—State v. Richards, 30 N. J. 
L.. 266. y 

Or—kKnott v. 
Co., 9 Or. 530. 


Va.—Patrick v. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 


Va.) 209. 40 AmD 740. 
Eng.—Peter vy. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 


703, 13 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610; — 


Blissett v. Hart, Willes 508, 512 note, 
125 Reprint 1293. 
See also supra § 25. 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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facie case 


§§ 31-35] 


chise,** nor that the public convenience required such 
infringement.*® The judgment establishing the ferry 
cannot be attacked by way of defense.*® But it is a 
good defense that defendant’s ferry is duly author- 
ized by a competent tribunal,*7 or that the traffic 
carried by defendant’s ferry was new and different 


traffic, and not traffic diverted from plaintiff’s 
ferry.*® 
[§ 32] (3) Parties4®° The proprietor of the 


ferry who is entitled to the tolls is the proper 
party plaintiff.°° Where a license’ for operating a 
ferry is issued to two persons jointly, they may 
maintain a joint action for damages for infringe- 
ment,°1 

[§ 33] (4) Pleading.®? The complaint must al- 
lege facts, not conclusions of law,5* showing plain- 
tiff’s authority to operate his ferry,54 and to collect 
tolls.5> In an action by a lessee it must be alleged 
that the lessor was owner of the franchise and had 
the right to lease it to plaintiff.5¢ It is not necessary 
to allege ownership of the soil,®” nor to describe the 
termini minutely,®* nor to refer to the statute under 
which the action is brought.5® Nor is it necessary 
for plaintiff to allege that he kept sufficient boats 
and ferrymen.®° The complaint must allege facts 
to show that defendant collected tolls without law- 
ful authority,*! where the collection of tolls is neces- 
sary or material to the cause of action,®? or that 
defendant operated the ferry other than for his per- 
sonal use. 

Issues. Where defendant pleads that plaintiff 
was not possessed and that there was no such ferry 
as in the declaration mentioned, he is taken to have 
admitted the disturbance of the right.* 

[§ 34] (5) Evidence.*> Private acts creating 


44, Ala.—Harrell v’ Ellsworth, 17 
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profits of the ferriage and have a 


[25C.J.] 1069 


or establishing ferries must be proved, as the courts 
cannot take judicial notice of such acts.°® It has 
been held that reputation is admissible in evidence 
to prove the existence of a ferry,®’ as is also a 
judgment touching the same ferry right, although 
between third persons.°8 Where plaintiff’s owner- 
ship has been settled by a former appeal, he is not 
bound to show ownership at the time of the trial.®® 
It is sufficient for plaintiff to show diminution in 
the receipts of his ferry, and the use of the pro- 
hibited ferry by the public, for the law will pre- 
sume then that damage has resulted.7° 

[§ 35] (6) Damages.7+ The measure of dam- 
ages for the infringement of a ferry franchise is 
ordinarily the amount of tolls lost to the owners 
by diminution in the number of customers using the 
ferry,’? and evidence of the income derived in 
former years is competent to show the extent of the 
losses.7? But where it is shown that defendant also 
used unwarrantable means to divert the travel from 
plaintiff’s ferry, defendant’s clear gains can be 
made the measure of damages.7* To the amount 
of tolls lost by diminution in number of customers 
may also he added damages for obstruction to the 
landing where this occurs, the measure being the 
diminution in value of the landing place property 
caused by the obstruction.’® In estimating damages 
for infringement of a ferry franchise the franchise 
must be considered as permanent,’® it not being per- 
missible to take into consideration the possibility 
that the legislature may repeal the law under which 
plaintiff is enjoying his ferry privileges,’’ but no 
recovery can be had for any time during which it is 
not shown that plaintiff had a license.*® A ferry 
franchise, made valueless by a free bridge con- 


tion R. Co., 52 Ark. 61, 11 SW 965; 


Ala. 576. 

Ind.—New Albany, etce., R. Co. v. 
Huff, 19 Ind. 315; Conner y. Paxson, 1 
Blackf. 168. 

Ss Rag toe ge v. Armstrong, 2 Kan. 
198: 

Mo.—Capital City Ferry Co. v. Cole, 
ete.,. Transp. Co., 51 Mo. A. 228, 

Eng.—Peter v. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 
703, 13 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610. 

N. B.—New Brunswick Univ. v. 
McCluskey, 11 N. B. 136. 

Ont.—Hickley v. Gildersleeve, 10 
Whe ©. AC. 460. : 

See also supra § 26. 

[a] Reason for rule.—The only 
persons concerned in these matters 
are the authorities granting the fran- 
echise and plaintiff. Capital City 
Ferry Co. v. Cole, etc., Transp. Co., 
51 Mo, A. 228. 

{b] Violation of ferry regulations. 
—The violation by the owner of a 
ferry franchise of the statutory pro- 
visions for the regulation of ferries 
is no defense to an action on the 
case against a person running a rival 
ferry without a license. Walker v. 
Armstrong, 2 Kan. 198. : 

[c] Nonpayment of license fee is 
no defense to an action for encroach- 
ments upon the franchise. New Al- 
pany, etc., R. Co. v. Huff, 19 Ind. 315. 

45. Newton v. Cubitt, 5 C. B. N.S. 
627, 94 HCL 627, 141 Reprint 252. 

46. Hatten v. Turman, 123 Ky. 
844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 
194, 382. See also supra § 26. 

47, Conner v. Paxson, 1 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 168. See also supra § 23 text 
and notes 79-81. 

4g. See supra § 28 text and notes 
74-75. 

49. sic ate generally 

30 Cyc 5 
; 50. perl vy. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 


567. 

[a] In Maine.—‘‘When the towns 
provide a person to keep the ferry 
they are entitled to the tolls and 


see Parties 


right of action against those inter- 
fering with them.’’ Peru v. Barrett, 
100 Me. 213, 215, 60 A 968, 105 AmSR 


494, 70 LRA 567. 
51. Blackwood v. Tanner, 112 Ky. 
672, 66 SW 500, 23 Kyl 1919 (the 


right to sue jointly is not affected 
by the fact that one grantee operated 
the ferry one week and the other the 
next). 

52. Pleading generally see Plead- 
ing [381 Cye 1]. 

58. Owens vy. Lockwood, 838 Ky. 


54. Hanger vy. Little River Junc- 
tion R. Co., 52 Ark. 61, 11 SW 965; 
Hanson vy. Webb, 3 Cal. 236. 

[a] In Maine.—‘It is unnecessary 
to allege in the declaration the ac- 
tion of the town in -providing the 
ferry keeper or that the keeper was 
licensed and gave bond as required 
by law. It is presumed that all 
things have been correctly done by 
the plaintiffs to entitle them to a 
right of action. If any prerequisites 
have been omitted the defendants 
may raise the question in defense.” 
Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 215, 60 
A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 567. 


55. Owens v. Lockwood, 83 Ky. 
266,018 Koy, LOSe 
56. Owens v. Lockwood, 83 Ky. 


266, 7 Kyl 193 [dist Wilson v. Sul- 
livan, 77 SW 1938, 25 KyL 1110]. 

57. Patrick v. Ruffner, 2 Rob. (41 
Va.) 209, 40 AmD 740. 

58. North, ete., Shiélds Ferry Co. 
v. Barker, 2 Exch, 136, 154 Reprint 
437. 

59. Peru v. Barrett, 100 Me. 213, 
215, 60 A 968, 109 AmSR 494, 70 LRA 
567 (“It is not necessary in a civil 
action to set out the statute or to 
make any reference to it in the decla- 
ration, but the case must be brought 
within its provisions by alleging the 
requisite facts’’). 

€0. Blissett' v. Hart, Willes 503, 
125 Reprint 1293. | 

61. Hanger v. Little Rock Junc- 


Hanson v. Webb, 3 Cal. 236; Blacketer 
V- Gillett) 9.C. (1B. 26,5) 67 {Cie 26aete7 
Reprint 800. 

Nery See supra § 23 text and notes 
63. Hanson v. Webb, 3 Cal. 236. 
64. Giles v. Groves, 12 Q. B.: 721, 

64 ECL 721, 116 Reprint 1041. 

65. Evidence generally see Evi- 
dence 22 C. J: pd. 

66. Carrow v. Washington Toll- 
Bridge Co., 61 N. C. 118. See also 
Evidence § 1952. 

67. Pim y. Curell, 6 M. & W. 234, 
151 Reprint 395. 

68. Pim v. Curell, 6 M. & W. 234, 
151 Reprint 395. 

69. Mason Vv: Harper’ 

Bridge Co., 20 W. Va. 223. 

70. Hatten v. Turman, 123 Ky. 844, 
eS 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 194, 
382. 

71. Damages generally see Dam- 
BeeSal iCal dD Ons ; 

72) Hatten  v. “Turman,) 1230P key. 
844, 97 SW 770, 98 SW 1000, 30 KyL 
194, 382; Blackwood v. Tanner, 111 
Ky. 672, 66 SW 500, 23 KyL 1919. 

73. Blackwood v. Tanner, 111 Ky. 
672, 66 SW 500, 23 KyL 1919; Colum- 
bia Delaware Bridge Co. v. Geisse, 
SB ING ale ed moO 3 Pall ear Gun ING arclemelers 
580]. 

74, Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. L. 
397 note, - 

{a] Obstructing road to plaintiff’s 
ferry is ground for making defend- 
ant’s gains the measure of damages. 
Stark v. McGowen, 10 S. C. L. 397 
note. A 

75. Pittsburgh, ete... Riv CowmPy. 
Jones, 111 Pa. 204, 2 A 410, 56 AmR 
260. 
76. Columbia Delaware Bridge Co. 
v. Geisse, 388 N. J. L. 39 [aff 38 N. J. 
L. 530 mem]; Mason v. Harper’s 
Ferry Bridge Co., 20 W. Va. 228. 


Ferry 


77. Mason vy. MHarper’s Ferry 
Bridge Co., 20 W. Va. 223. 
78. Carroll vy. Campbell, 110 Mo. 


557, 19 SW 809. 


TOTO: (2a sce 


structed by a city across the river without partici- 
pation of the county authorities on the other side, 
was not a divisible entity, and the owners could 
recover their entire damages from the city.7°» Where 
plaintiff’s landings are not safe and convenient, his 
damages for injuries to his ferry franchise caused 
by construction and operation of a bridge may be 
reduced by such an amount as would be necessary 
to put them in such condition,®® but they cannot be 
reduced on the ground that plaintiff was not the 
owner of the land at the landing place, but a tres- 
passer there, defendant not being entitled to benefit 
from this fact.’! 

[§ 36] c¢. Penalties and Forfeitures.*? The stat- 
utes in some states provide a penalty to be recov- 
ered by or for the owner of an authorized ferry in 
cases of infringement,**? which remedy is sometimes 
exclusive, and precludes a remedy at common law 
for the recovery of damages.84 Under other stat- 
utes the penalty is not available as a remedy for the 
private wrong to an established ferry.8> By the 
terms of some statutes the penalty may be recoy- 

79. Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 178 
Cal. 475, 174 P 48. 

80. Mason AG Harper’s 


Bridge Co., 20 W. Va. 223. 
[a] Reason for rule.—‘If his land- 


Ferry I 
a resident 
year is required. 
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1459; Hazelip v. Lindsey, 
i8 SW 832, 13 KyL 913. 

of nonresident ownership a sale to 
in the state within 


[§§ 35-37 


ered only where defendant’s ferry was operated for 
pay; not where it was free.*¢ 

Forfeiture of the boat used in operating an un- 
licensed ferry within a prohibited distance of an au- 
thorized ferry to the proprietor of such authorized 
ferry has been provided for as a statutory rem- 
edy.8? A judicial proceeding to declare the for- 
feiture is necessary.*® 

[§ 37] J. Transfer or Lease of Franchise °°— 
1. In General, In some states the right to transfer 
a ferry franchise is regulated by statute.°° In ju- 
risdictions where the right is not so regulated the 
authorities are conflicting; some cases holding that 
the franchise is property which may be trans- 
ferred,®! and others holding that, under the par- 
ticular applicatory statutes the franchise involves a 
personal trust, and that the duties and obligations 
assumed by the grantee cannot be relieved by sub- 
stitution... A transfer is always permissible if 
made with the consent of the proper authority.°* In 
any case the right of the transferee to exercise the 
rights and privileges of the franchise can be ques- 


93 Ky. 14, 
(2) In case 


Miss.—McCearly  v. 
Miss. 351; "3" S657. 

Mo.—Stark v. Miller, 3 Mo. 470. 

Pa.—Johnson’s App., 95 Pa. 78. 


Swayze, 65 


one 


ings were not good, and he could 
make them so, then his quantum of 
damages ought only to be iessened to 
the extent of the cost necessary to 
make the landings good. The dam- 
age, inflicted upon him by the con- 
struction aud operation of the bridge 
was to his franchise and not to his 
landings.” Mason y. Harper’s Ferry 
Bridge Co., 20 W. Va. 223, 236. 

81. Mason v. Harper’s 
Bridge Co., 20 W. Va, 2238. 

82. Penalties generally see Penal- 
ties [30 Cyc 13381]. 

83. (Ark.—Munn | ‘v. .. Shults; 130 
Ark. 291, 197 SW 570; Crane v. Jack- 
son, 125 Ark. 396, 188 SW 1188; Shinn 
v. Cotton, 52 Ark. 90, 12 SW 157. 

Ind.—Lang y. Scott, 1 Blackf. 405, 
12 AmD 257. . 

N. Y.—Almy v. 5 Johns. 
175: 

N. C.—Taylor v. Wilmington, etc., 
Rea@o:,, 49) NC. 277. 

S. C.—Gibbes v. Beaufort, 20 S. C. 


Ferry 


Harris, 


213. 

' 84. See supra § 30. 
85. Miles v. Craig, 3 La. Ann. 635. 
{a] In Louisiana the penalty must 


be enforced in the name of the police 
jury and not of the party injured. 
Miles v. Craig, 3 La. Ann. 635 (dam- 
ages and injunction are the only rem- 
edy available to the lessee of a ferry 
for infringement). 

86. Crane v. Jackson, 125 Ark. 396, 
188 SW 1188; Shinn v. Cotton, 52 Ark. 
90, 12 SW 157. | 

87. Gear v. Bullerdick, 34 Ill. 74; 
Lombard v. Cheever, 8 Ill. 469. 

88. Gear v. Bullerdick, 34 Ill. 74. 

89. Contract between ferry com- 
pany and railroad company as in re- 
straint of trade see Contracts § 422. 

Franchises generally see Franchises 
[19 Cye 1451]. 

Liability of lessee see infra § 638. 

Sale of ferry franchise as consider- 
ation of note see Bills and Notes 
§ 361 note 44. 


90. _See statutory provisions. 
[a] Im Indiana the statute ex- 
pressly authorized a transfer. Bow- 


man v. Wathen, 3 I. Cas. No. 1,740, 2 
‘McLean 376. 

[b] In Kentucky (1) the transfer 
must be with leave of court, and the 
purchaser or lessee must execute a 
covenant with sufficient surety in lieu 
of the former covenant. Brooker v. 
Maysville, ete, I. Co., 119 Ky. 187, 
83 SW 117, 26 KyL 1022; Paynter v. 
Miller, 80 SW 469, 25 Kyl 2222; 
Davis v. Connolly, 55 Sw 691, 21 KyL 


ville, etc., R. Co., 119 Ky. 137, 83 Sw 
117, 26 KyL 1022; Paynter v. Miller, 
118 Ky. 29, 80 SW 469, 25 KyL 2222. 
(3) Failure to sell to a resident with- 
in the year does not render the title 
of the nonresident void, but only 
voidable. Paynter v. Miller, supra. 
(4) It is too late to raise the ques- 
tion of the failure of a nonresident 
owner of a ferry privilege to transfer 
it to a resident within a year, as re- 
quired by St. (1903) § 1808 subd 3, 
after he has transferred his lease to 
a domestic corporation, with the con- 
sent and approval of the county court. 
Paynter v. Miller, supra. (5) A lease 
or transfer to a foreign corporation 
is unauthorized. Brooker v. Mays- 
ville, etc., R. Co., supra. 

[ec] Im New York (1) under N. Y. 
City Cons.) Act! Gi prss2i 288) 170; 
180, 716) ferry leases were required 
to be made at public auction to the 
highest bidder. Starin v. Hdson, 112 
N. Y. 206, 19 NE 670. (2) The wharf 
or pier was required to be leased in 
connection with the ferry franchise, 
as constituting -together one entire 
property. Starin v. Edson, supra. (3) 
Bids not in conformity to the terms 
of sale may properly be rejected. 
Starin v. Edson, supra. 

{d] In Washington (1) under L. 
(1899) p 39, a county, may lease a 
ferry owned by it to private individ- 
uals. State v. King County, 29 Wash. 
3592'69° P1106" (2). G90) FprL03; 
in regard to the leasing of county 
property by competitive bidding, has 
no application to a contract by a 
county for the lease of its ferry. 
State v. King County, supra. 

91. U. S—Bowman v. Wathen, 3 
F. Cas. No. 1,740, 2 McLean 376 (un- 
der laws of Indiana). 

Ala.—Lewis v. Gainesville, 7 Ala. 
85. 

Ark.—Clegg v. Roane, 21 Ark. 361. 

Cal.—Menzel Est. Co. v. Redding, 
1978 Call = 4715, L742 P 48 (follPeow av. 
Lawley, 17 Cal. A, 331, 119 P 1089 (a 
toll road case) ]. 

Conn.—Rocky Hill v. Hollister, 59 


Conn. 434, 22 A 290 
Ga.—Greer v. Haugabook, 47 Ga. 
282. 


Ida.-Evans wv. Kroutinger, 9 Ida. 
1538,.72 P 882, 2 AnnCas 691. 
Iowa.—Lippencott v. Allander, 27 
Iowa 460, 1 AmR 299. 
Mass.—In re Fay, 15 Pick. 248. 
Mich.—Billings v. Brenig, 45 Mich. 
65, 7 NW 722. Contra Willard v. For- 
sythe, 2 Mich. N. P. 190. 


Brooker v. Mays- Wash.—State v. King County, 29 
Wash. 359, 69 P 1106. 
Eng.—Peter v. Kendal, 6 B. & C. 


703, 18 ECL 316, 108 Reprint 610; 
Willoughby v. Horridge, 12 C. B. 742, 
74 ECL 742, 188 Reprint 1096; Pim v. 
Curell, 6 M. & W. 234, 151 Reprint 
BOOS Bridgland Vv. Shapter, 5 M: & W. 
375, 151 Reprint 159. 

[a] Sale on execution.—In Iowa 
the franchise may be sold under exe- 
cution. Lippencott v. Allander, 27 
Iowa 460, 1 AmR 299. 

{[b] Consideration.—The lease of a 
ferry to the proprietor of a rival 
ferry authorized to operate at the 
same place is a sufficient considera- 
tion for obligations given for such 
lease. Clegg v. Roane, 21 Ark. 361. 

92. . S—The Maverick, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,316, 1 Sprague 23; The 
LeepErd, 15 F. Cas. No. 8,264, 2 Ware 
SY 

Cal.—Peo. v. Dunean, 41 Cal. 507; 
Wood v. Truckee Turnp. Co., 24 Cal. 
474; Thomas v., Armstrong, 7 Cal. 
286; Munroe v. Thomas, 5 Cal. 470. 
But these cases have been expressly 
overruled. Menzel Est. Co. v. Red- 
ding, 178 Cal. 475, 481, 174 P 48 (“All 
force which those decisions may have 
had originally has been lost by sub- 
sequent legislation and decision’’). 

aim Speke Vi rush enor were 
so) ‘Tie Vas 


fal The franchise cannot be sold 
under execution (1) in jurisdictions 
where it is held to be a _ personal 
trust. Thomas v. Armstrong, 7 Cal. 
286; Munroe v. Thomas, 5 Cal. 470. 
(2) But this is no longer true in Cali- 
forniai: | Peo. va Wawleys ai-iGalAc 
331, 119 P 1089 [foll Menzel Est. Co. 
v. Redding, 178 Cal. 475, 174 P 48]. 

[b] Forming a partnership, in the 
operation of the ferry, between the 
licensee and another is not a viola- 
tion of a restriction in the license 
against assignment of it. Carroll v. 
Campbell, 110 Mo. 557, 19 SW 809. 

{e] Implied restriction on assign- 
ment.—A restriction un the right to 
transfer a ferry franchise may be 
implied from a statutory requirement 
that ferry licenses be granted only 
to suitable persons. Willard v. For- 
sythe, 2 Mich. N. P. 190. 

93. Hackett v. Multnomah R. Co., 
L2 Or: 124, 46659, 2539 Am R A827: 
Nixon v. Reid, 8 S. 1D. 507, 67 NW 
57, 32 LRA: 315. 

[a] Legislative confirmation.—An 
act of the legislature confirming the 
transfer of ferry property does nat 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 37-42] 


tioned only by the state, and cannot be collaterally 
attacked.°* A municipal corporation authorized to 
maintain a ferry, or charged with the duty of doing 
so, may lease it to a private individual.®® But there 
is authority to the contrary.°* Such a lessee is an 
independent contractor and not a public officer.” 
[§ 38] 2. Mode and Sufficiency of Transfer. 
Ferry franchises can be conveyed only by deed,®8 
but where the franchise, including boat and appur- 
tenances, is sold without a conveyance, the price 
paid and possession taken, an equitable title passes.%® 
Where ferry rights are appurtenant to the soil of 
riparian owners, a reservation of the ferry right in 
a grant of the fee, or a grant of the ferry right 
without ‘also granting the fee, is valid,! although 
there is authority to the contrary.2. But a ferry 
franchise may be appurtenant to the freehold so as 
to descend with it.® 
_{§ 39] 38. Construction of Instrument. Where 
the right to a public ferry is annexed to a tract of 
land as appurtenant thereto, a conveyance of the 
land, with its appurtenances, passes the ferry; but 
the rule is otherwise where the ferry rights are in- 
dependent of the land.» A lease of ferries and all 
other property of the lessors now used ‘‘or subject 
to be used,’’ for the uses and purposes of such fer- 
ries, includes land lable to be used for ferry pur- 
poses, although not already actually so used. A 
lease of ferries to a railroad, reserving to the lessor 
a percentage of the gross receipts, gives to the les- 
sor out of the receipts for through tickets including 
ferry and railroad transportation charges a _ per- 
centage only on the gross receipts after making a 
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reasonable allowance to the railroad for its railroad 
transportation charges.? 

[§ 40] K. Renewal of Franchise. In some 
states the statutes give the former owner a right to 
have his license renewed if he has kept the ferry 
according to law.® In other states the statutes make 
the former keeper of a ferry a preferred claimant 
for. the right to a renewal when the original fran- 
chise has expired.® In jurisdictions where riparian 
owners are preferred claimants for the franchise in 
the first instance, they are entitled to the same 
preference as to a renewal.?° The application must 
show validity of the original license as a foundation 
for its renewal.1t_ The granting of a renewal is dis- 
cretionary with the authorities having power to 
make the grant, and if they deem it for the public 
good they may refuse a renewal and discontinue the 
ferry.!? 

[§ 41] L. Termination of Franchise ’*—1. In 
General. A ferry franchise terminates upon the ex- 
piration of the term for which it is granted, or it 
may ke terminated by act of the legislature, provided 
the right to repeal was reserved in the original grant, 
or in the general law under which the franchise was 
granted.* Unless limited, a franchise is  per- 
petual.5% <A ferry license is not vacated, nor the 
franchise lost, by the death of the grantee,® except 
in jurisdictions where the franchise is held to be a 
personal trust imposed upon the grantee alone.1? 

[§ 42] 2. Nonuser or Refusal to Transport. The 
right to exercise a ferry franchise may be lost by 
nonuser,'® and in some states, by a refusal to trans- 


affect the rights of third persons, but 
merely confirms in the purchaser such 
rights as he has acquired by his pur- 
ehase. Rohn vy. Harris, 130 Ill. 525, 
22 NE 587. 

94. Evans v. Kroutinger, 9 Ida. 
153, 72 P 882, 2 AnnCas 691; Hackett 
v. Multnomah R. Co., 12 Or. 124, 6 P 
659, 53> AmR 327; Hackett- v. Wil- 
son, 12 Or. 25, 6 P 652; Montgomery 
v. Multnomah R. Co., 11 Or. 344, 3 
IPMAS 5 noth Va Ieiersonwst. Merny 
Corn Ore 530: 

95. Rocky Hill v. Hollister, 59 
Conn., 434, 22 A 290; State v. King 
County, 29 Wash. 359, 69 P 1106. 


96. Roper v. McWhorter, 77 Va. 
214, 
$7. Rocky Hill v. Hollister, 59 


Conn. 434, 22 A 290. 

[a] Right to tolls as official fees. 
—The lessee cannot resist the pay- 
ment of the rent reserved in the lease 
on the ground that the tolls are pub- 
lic fees for the discharge of a pub- 
lic duty, which he is forbidden to 
divide with another. Rocky Hill v. 
Hollister, 59 Conn. 434, 22 A 290. 

98. Gunterman y. Peo., 138 Ill. 518, 
28 NE 1067; Dundy v. Chambers, 23 
Tll. 369; Higgins v. Hogan, 7 U. C. Q. 
B. 401. 

[a] Deed on condition subsequent. 
—St. (1854) ¢ 124 does not authorize 
the proprietors of the New Bedford 
and Fairhaven Ferry to transfer their 
charter by a deed on condition subse- 
quent; and a deed under such statute 
is not to be deemed a deed on condi- 
tion, although it contains a provision 
that it is made upon the condition 
that the grantee and its successors 
shall at all times discharge the duties 
and become and remain subject to 
the liabilities set forth in the char- 
ter. Brownell v. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169. 

Ferry franchises as real estate see 
supra § 16. ’ 

99. Mississippi River Bridge Co. 
vy. Lonergan, 91 Ill. 508 [foll Loner- 
gan v. Mississippi River Bridge Co., 
5 Fed. 777, 2 McCrary 45]. 

1. Bowman v. Wathen, 3 F. Cas. 


i tain the fee in the land. 


No. 1,740, 2 McLean 376. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The stat- 
ute of Indiana recognizes the right 
of the proprietors of lands on the 
margin of the river, and to none 
others can ferry rights be granted; 
and, it is supposed, that this limits 
the right to the grantee of the soil. 
But this construction of the statute 
can not be sustained. By the stat- 
ute, nothing more could have been in- 
tended than to rescue, from violation, 
the right of the riparian proprietor. 
This right is appurtenant to the soil; 
but he may convey it, and still re- 
And, by 
such conveyance, the grantee holds 
the right which the statute was de- 
signed to protect. He has the use of 
the soil for a ferry landing, and for 
ferry ways, so far as the public ac- 
commodation is concerned, as fully 
and completely as could be exercised 
by the grantee of the soil; but for no 
other purpose has he a right to enter 
upon the soil. Now, it must be per- 
ceived, that the right thus possessed, 
is as much within the policy of the 
statute, as if it were a fee simple in 
the soil. Indeed, it is within the 
letter of the statute. For the grantee 
of such a right may, in the strictest 
sense, be considered, for all the pur- 
poses of the ferry, ‘the proprietor of 
land on the margin of the river.’ This 
right, as before remarked, is real 
estate. It descends to heirs, as such, 
is subject to dower, and to all the 
incidents of real property.” Bowman 
v. Wathen, 3 F. Cas. No. 1,740, 2 Mc- 
Lean 3876, 389. 

2. Waynes v. Wells, 26 Ark. 464. 
See also Greensboro Ferry Co. v. New 
Geneva Ferry Co., 34 Pa. Co. 33 (hold- 
ing that grantor cannot reserve ex- 
elusive ferry privileges). 

3. Stoops’ Hst., 14 PittsbLegJNS 
(GEE) Ses 

4 State v. Willis, 44 N. C. 
Biggs v. Ferrell, 34_N. C. 1. 

5, Haithcock v. Swift Island Mfg. 
Co., 72 N. C. 410; Gourdine y. Davis, 
Li Sa ©. 469. 

[a] Application of rule.—A_ rent 
reserved on the lease of a ferry is not 


2233 


extinguished by the lessee becoming 
tenant in fee of the landing place. 
Gourdine! vi Davis, 7 Si Coming 469% 

6 Bonos v. Ferries Co., 113 Va. 
495, 75 SE 126. 

7. Staten Island Rapid Transit Co. 
VaNew York; 1190N: Y.296) 23 NE 75>: 

8. Finch v. Tehama County, 29 
Cal. 453; Thomas vy. Armstrong, 7 
Cal. 286; Chard v. Stone, 7 Cal. 117. 

[a]. The application for renewal 
must show that the ferry has been 
kept according to law. Finch vy. Te- 
hama County, 29 Cal. 453, 

[b] Failure or refusal of officials 
to act.—This statutory right to a 
renewal will not be defeated by the 
incompetency or refusal of the li- 
censing officials to act, and a remedy. 
may be had by mandamus or injunc- 
tion. Thomas vy. Armstrong, 7 Cal. 
286: .Chardikvya Stones We Cala 
eal Lippencott v. Allander, 23 Iowa 


[a] Discretion of supervisors.— 
The Iowa statute makes the former 
owner a preferred claimant for a re- 
newal, but provides that it may be 
granted to another, if in the discre- 
tion of the supervisors the former 
owner is an improper person to re- 


ceive it. Lippencott v. Allander, 23 
Iowa 536. 
10. Beckley v. Learn, 3 Or. 544. 


Preferred rights of riparian owners 
see supra § 12 

11. Dean v. Washington Nav. Co., 
59 Or: (9, 1115 PP 284. 


12. Shemwell v. Finley, 95 Ark. 
342, 129 SW 792; Bell v. Clegg, 25 
ATI 265 


13. Waking under power of emi- 
nent domain see Hminent Domain § 88 
et seq. 

14. Bell v. Clegg, 25 Ark. 26; Brad- 
ley v. Reppell,,133 Mo. 545, 32 SW 
645, 34 SW 841, 54 AmSR 685; Cauble 
vy. Craig, 94 Mo. A. 675, 69 SW 49. 

15. See supra § 16. 

15%. See supra § 19. 

16. Lippencott v. Allander, 27 Iowa 
460, 1 AmR 299. 

17. Knott wv. erush, 22Ore23%, 

18. Munn vy. Shults, 130 Ark. 291, 
197 SW 570; Jeffersonville y. The 
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port.1® An unreasonable delay in putting the ferry 
in use °° or circumstances showing bad faith and a 
purpose to deprive the public of the benefits of the 
ferry *1 may operate as a forfeiture. But evidence 
of nonuser may be rebutted by showing that the 
ferry owners used other effective methods to serve 
the public during the time the ferry was not in 
operation,”? or that the boat, although it was seized 
and sold under judicial process and temporarily dis- 
continued during the proceedings, was put into sery- 
ice again by the purchaser immediately after the 
sale,?* or that the operation of the boat was tem- 
porarily interrupted in consequence of the river 
being frozen.?* 

[§ 43] 38. Abandonment or Surrender. A ferry 
franchise may be lost by abandonment or surren- 
der,?> evidence of which is the failure to exercise 
the franchise for a long period of time after the 
grant,?° or during the term of the franchise.2* Sub- 
sequent operation of the ferry without a license will 
not serve to restore the ferryman to his rights under 
a franchise which he had allowed to lapse.?8 Fail- 
ure to renew the bond as required by statute is evi- 
dence of abandonment.?® But absence of licensee 
from the state is not, per se, an abandonment.*° 
Nor is a grant of a franchise by two counties on 
opposite sides of a river abandoned by having the 
ferry rights recorded in the county court of a new 
county, formed by a merger of the counties origi- 
nally granting the franchise.*t Accepting a subse- 
quent limited grant is not a waiver or surrender of 
a prior grant in fee.*? 

[§ 44] 4. Noncompliance with Conditions of 
Grant. The franchise may be forfeited by failure 


John Shallcross, 35 Ind. 19; Maysville , 613, 44 AmD 83. 
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to comply with the conditions upon which it was 
eranted,?* but a subsequent recognition of the exist- 
ence of the franchise by the granting authority may 
operate to exempt the owner from forfeiture of his 
franchise on that particular ground.** 

[§ 45] 5. Enforcement of Forfeiture. The state 
alone can insist upon the forfeiture of a ferry fran- 
chise,°> and if for any cause the owner of the fran- 
chise subjects his right to forfeiture, the fact must 
be ascertained by an appropriate judicial proceeding 
instituted for’ that, purpose;*° it cannot be deter- 
mined in a collateral proceeding.**? The forfeiture 
dates only from the date of the judgment of ouster.*® 
Proceedings for forfeiture are not necessary where 
the ferry franchise has been lost or discontinued by 
nonuser under the statute, the discontinuance being 
complete without judgment of ouster,?® or where 
the ferry is maintained as an incident to a char- 
tered turnpike and the turnpike franchise has been 
forfeited.4° A proceeding in the nature of quo 
warranto is the appropriate judicial proceeding for 
trying the question of forfeiture.*+ Equity has ju- 
risdiction to cancel a lease of a municipal ferry to 
a private eperator for nonperformance of its terms.*? 
In states requiring a renewal of licenses at regular 
intervals, the licensing authority has power to dis- 
continue a ferry franchise, by refusing a renewal of 
the license, when the publie welfare requires it.*% 
All statutory requirements as to conditions pre- 
cedent to the commencement of proceedings must be 
observed,** as giving statutory notice to execute a 
new bond or a sufficient bond, before instituting pro- 
ceedings for forfeiture for failure to give the bond 
as required.4® Statutes also provide for giving no- 


is an approval of the lease by the 


where the change was made with the 
consent of the police jury who had 
the right to control it, is not a non- 
user. Davis v. Concordia Police Jury, 
1 La. Ann. 288. (2) Where the ferry 
owners kept a sufficient bridge dur- 
ing the time the ferry was not in 
operation, the franchise will not be 
forfeited for nonuser.. Com. v. Hul- 
ings, 129 Pa. 317. 18 A 138. 

23. Heywood v. Berkeley L. & T. 
Impr. Assoc., 71 Cal. 349, 12 P 232. 


24. Bridgewater Merry, | CO. aks 
Sharon Bridge Co., 145 Pa. 404, 22 
A 1039. 

25. Ark.—Munn vy. Shults, 130 Ark. 


291, 197 SW 570; Brearly v. Norris, 23 
Ark. 514. 
Conn.—Hartford Bridge Co. v. Hast 
Hartford, 16 Conn. 149. 
Mass.—-Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge v. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
7 Pick. tee vate Pet. (U. S.) 420, 
ed. 77 
‘ N C.—Smith v. Harkins, 38 N. C. 


29. Finley v. Shemwell, 94 Ark. 
190, 126 SW. 717. 

30. Garrett v. Ricketts, 9 Ala. 529. 

31. Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95; 
140 SW 199. 

32. Golconda v. Field, 108 "Th. 419 
(in such case they may claim and 
hold under both grants without preju- 
dice to either one). 

83. School Trustees v. Tatman, 13 
Ill. 27; Phillips v. Bloomington, 1 
Greene (Iowa) 498. 

34. Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 
140 SW_ 199. 

{a] Tllustration.—St. (1909) § 1808 
(Russell St. § 5880) provides that a 
lease of a ferry right must be with 
leave of the court. The owners of a 
perpetual ferry franchise leased it 
without leave of the county court, but 
the court entered an order after the 
lease, which recited that the lessors 
were the owners of the franchise, 
and that it consented that they might 
lease it for a certain time. The order 


Vewsoon, 2 Vide, de Mar ‘sh.  (Ky.) Wis.—Janesville Bridge Co. v.|court; and hence there is no loss or 

224; State v. Council Bluff, etc.,| Stoughton, 1 Pinn. 667. forfeiture of the perpetual franchise. 

Co., 11 Nebr. 354, 9 NW 563; Ben- Eng.—Rex v. Amery, 2 T. R. 515, | Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 140 Sw 

son v. New York, 10 Barb. (N. Y.) | 100 Reprint 278. 199. 

223. 26. Brearly v. Norris, 23 Ark. 514; 35. U. S.—Mackall v. Chesapeake, 
19. Phillips v. Bloomington, 1)] Hartford Bridge Co. v. Hast Hart-|etc., Canal Co., 94 U. S.-308, 24 L. ed. 

Greene (Iowa) 498; Carter v. Com., 2| ford, 16 Conn. 149; Smith v. Harkins, | 161. 

WVa..Cas. (4:Va.) 35A. 38 N. C. 6138, 44 AmD 88. Ala,—Harrell v. Ellsworth, 17. Ala. 
20. Phillips v. Bloomington, 1 {a] MDlustrations.— (1) Failure to | 576. 

Greene (Iowa) 498; Clarke v. Callo- | exercise the francise for forty years 1lll.—School Trustees y. Tatman, 13 

way, Ky. Dec. 46, 2 AmD 706. amounts to an abandonment of the] Ill. 27. 
21. Polley v. Gilleland, 72 W. Va.|right. Smith v. Harkins, 38 N. C. 613, Ind.—New Albany, ete., R. Co. v. 

301, 8. Leyes du) 90% 44 AmD 838. (2) Twenty years non-| Huff, 19 Ind. 315; Conner v. Paxson, 1 
[a]  Tlustration.—Indifferent use|user amounts to abandonment of Blackf. 168. 

of a skiff ferry in place of the steam| right. Brearly v. Norris, 23 Ark. 514. Pa.—Douglass’ App., 118 Pa. 65, 12 

ferry authorized under circumstances | (3) Highteen years nonuser amounts] A 834; In re Ritter, ete. Ferry Co., 

‘showing bad faith is sufficient ground | to an abandonment of the right. Hart-|14 Pa. Co. 10. 

for forfeiture. Polley v. Gilleland, 72 | ford Bridge Co. v. East Hartford, 16 See also supra §§ 26, 31. 

W. Va. 301, 78 SE 96. Conn. 149. 36. Brown v. Given, 4 J. J. Marsh. 
22. Davis v. Concordia Police Jury, Nonuser a gence for forfeiture | (Ky.) 28. 

1 La. Ann. 288; Com. v. Hulings, 129] see supra § 4 37. Terr. v. Reyburn, McC. (Kan.) 

Pa. 317, 18 A 138. 27. ‘Munn i Shults, 130 Ark. 291, | 134; Willis v. Calhoun, 145 Ky. 95, 140 
[a] Zlustrations—(1) To estab-|197 SW 570. Sw 199; Mayville v. Boon, 2 J. J. 

lish a ferry a short distance from 28. Munn v. Shults, 130 Ark. 291, | Marsh. Ky.) 224; Douglass’ App., 

the place designated by the grant, |197 SW 570. 118 Pa. 65, 12 A 834 


[a] 
a forry without a license, the court 
cannot try the question of forfeiture 
of the franchise. Terr. v. Reyburn, 
1 Kan, 551. 


AR Greer v. Haugabook, 47 Ga. 

39. ross, v. Gilleland, 72 W. Va. 
301, 78 SE 9 

40. Peel v State, 48 Ark. 321, 
3 SW 365. 

41. Terr. v. Reyburn, 1 Kan. 551. 


Quo warranto as remedy to try for- 
feiture of franchise generally see Quo 
Warranto [32 Cyc 1419]. 

42. Phillips v. Bloomington, 1 
Greene (Iowa) 498. 

43. Sherw elt v. Finley, 95 Ark. 
342, 129 SW 792 

44, Lamar y. Marshall County, 21 
poe 772; Garrett v. Ricketts, 9 Ala. 

45. Lamar v. Marshall County, 21 


aaa 772; Garrett v. Ricketts, 9 Ala. 


i t 
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tice of the proceedings *¢ informing the owner of the 
nature of the complaint.47 Such notice is jurisdic- 
tional,*® and the mere fact that the owner is in court 
on his own motion to renew his covenant is not suf- 
ficient to give the court jurisdiction.4® A private 
relator in proceedings for forfeiture must show some 
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interest in himself authorizing him to prosecute the 
proceedings, in the absence of an order of court 
authorizing him to do so.5° It is no defense to quo 
warranto proceedings that the owner of the fran- 


chise had given bond for the faithful performance 
of his duties.5t 


Ill. REGULATION AND CONTROL * 


[§ 46] A. In General. The power to regulate 
and control ferries rests primarily in the legisla- 
tures of the different states,>* and is a part of the 
police nower of the states,54 in the exercise of which 
each state’s power is confined to its own jurisdic- 
tion.®> The respective rights of the state and fed- 
eral governments in regard to the regulation and 
control of ferries upon navigable and boundary 
waters have been treated in a former title.5¢ The 
power to regulate is usually exercised through 
courts, commissioners, municipal corporations, or 
other inferior bodies.®°7 The exercise of the dele- 
gated power to regulate ferries does not violate a 
constitutional inhibition against the enactment of 
local or special laws.5® When the power is dele- 
gated in terms authorizing an inferior body to regu- 
late ferries within its jurisdiction, it is sufficient if 
one terminus only is within its jurisdiction.®® Regu- 
lation need not necessarily be by ordinance or by- 
law; it may take the form of an agreement with the 
licensee.®° 

[§ 47] B. Extent of Power—1. In General. 
The state, in the exercise of its police power, may 
make such rules and regulations as may be neces- 
sary to insure that a ferry franchise shall not be 
abused to the serious detriment or inconvenience of 


the public.*t Regulations prohibiting the carrying 
of certain dangerous articles,®2 or the continuance 
of unsanitary conditions on the boats,®* or fixing 
the hours during which the ferry shall be oper- 
ated, and the number and frequency of trips,°* are 
a valid exercise of the power. Ferries and ferry- 
men may be required under bond to do specific things 
requisite or proper in operating a ferry,®* as, for 
example, to keep safe and convenient boats, with a 
sufficient number of ferrymen, and to pay a statutory 
penalty to one unreasonably detained.®® 

[§ 48] 2. License Fees. The state may, through 
the proper authorities, require the payment of a 
lieense fee from ferries operating within its juris- 
diction.®? A license fee or tax is payable only 
upon the issuing of the license, and is not taxable 
upon a riparian owner’s right to a ferry franchise 
in advance of his acting upon it.6® An annual li- 
cense: fee, required by statute, becomes payable at 
yearly intervals, without giving notice to the licen- 
see, in the absence of express requirement of no- 
tice.®® 

[§ 49] 3. Ferriage Rates.7° The state, either 
directly or through an inferior body to which the 
power has been delegated, may fix the rates of fer- 
riage,‘t even though there is no express reservation 


46. Brown v. Given, 4 J. J. Marsh. 
(Ky.) 28; Mayville v. Boon, 2 J. J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 224. 
see Brown v. Givens, 1 Dana (Ky.) 

48. Combs vy. Sewell, 59 SW 526, 22 
KyL 1026. : 

[a] Sufficiency of notice.—A no- 
tice is insufficient which amounts 
only to a general charge that defend- 
ant failed to comply with the law; it 
must specify in what manner he so 
failed. Com. v. Little, 6 Ky. Op, 440. 

49. Combs v. Sewell, 59 SW 526, 22 
KyL 1026. 

50. _Com. vy. Little, 6 Ky. Op. 440. 

[a] he remedy for injury to in- 
dividuals is ordinarily, by action on 
the ferryman’s bond. Com. v. Little, 
6 Ky. Op. 440. 

51. Peo. v. Thompson, 21 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 285 [rev on other grounds 23 
Wend. 537]. 

52. Taxation of ferries see Com- 
merce § 131 et seq. 

53. Wiggins Ferry Co. v. Hast St. 
Louis, 102 Ill. 560; Milis v. St. Clair 
County, 7 Ill. 197; Parker v. Metro- 
politan R. Co., 109 Mass. 506; Mar- 
shall v. Grimes, 41 Miss. 27; State v. 
Hudson County, 23 N. J. L. 206 [aff 
24 N. J. L. 718]; Peo. v. New York, 
32 Barb. (N. Y.) 102. 

54. New Orleans Gas-Light Co. v. 
Louisiana Light, ete., Producing, etc., 
Co., 115 U. S. 650, 6 SCt 252, 29 L. ed. 
516; Brownell v. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169; Charles River 
Bridge v. Warren Bridge, 7 Pick. 
(Mass.) 344; Johnson v. Erskine, 9 
Mex. 

55. New York Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
Hudson County, 74 N. J. L. 367, 65 A 
860 [rev on other grounds 76 N. J. L. 
664, 74 A 954, 16 AnnCas 858]; State 
vy. Faudre, 54 W. Va. 122, 46 SE 269, 
102 AmSR 927, 63 LRA 877, 1 AnnCas 


104. 4 
56. See Commerce §§ 43, 69, 153. 
57, Ark.—Arkadelphia Lumber Co. 


v. Arkadelphia, 56 Ark. 370, 19 SW 
1053. 


[25 C. J.—68] 


Ill.— Wiggins Ferry Co. v. East St. 
Louis, 102 Ill. 560; Rohn y. Beards- 
town, 32 Ill. A. 407. 

Ind.—Madison yv. Abbott, 118 Ind. 
337, 21 NE 28. ; 

Mo.—St. Louis v. Waterloo-Caron- 
delet Turnp., etc., Co., 14 Mo. A. 216. 

N. J.—Hudson County v. State, 24 
Nig.) Dees. 

N. Y.—In re Union Ferry Co., 98 
N. Y. 139 [rey 32 Hun 82], 

N. C.—Robinson vy. Lamb, 126 N. 
C. 492, 36 SE 29. 

Or. — Kadderly Vv. Multnomah 
County Cty 032) Ors560) b2<Py515. 

S. C.—Edgefield County v. Georgia- 
Carolina Power Co., 104 S. C. 311, 88 
SE 801. 

W. Va.—Huntington Chamber of 
Commerce y. Public Sery. Commn., 99 
SE 285. 

{a] In Washington, the Public 
Service Commission Law did not re- 
peal, by implication, the Ferry Law, 
and therefore the public. service 
commission has no jurisdiction over 
ferries, such jurisdiction being vest- 
ed in the county commissioners. State 
v. Commn., (Wash.) 190 P 1012. 

58. St. Louis vy. Waterloo-Caron- 
delet Turnp., etc., Co., 14 Mo. A. 216. 

59. Arkadelphia Lumber Co. v. 
Arkadelphia, 56 Ark. 370, 19 SW 1053; 
Parsons v. Hunt, 98 Tex. 420, 84 SW 
644 [rev (Civ. A.) 81 SW 120]. 

60. Humberstone v. Dinner, 2 Terr, 
L. 106 [app dism 26 Can. S. C. 252]. 

61. Peo. v. New York, 32 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 102; Benson v. New York, 10 
Barb. (N. Y.) 223. ; 

{a] Assignment.—The governing 
power can exercise the same control 
over the grant when in the hands of 
an assignee as it could while en- 
joyed by the original grantee. Evans 
v. Kroutinger, 9 Ida. 153, 72 P 882, 
2 AnnCas 691. 

62. The Nassau, 188 Fed. 46, 110 
CCA 184 [certiorari den 223 U. S. 722, 
32 SCt 524, 56 L. ed. 630]. 


68. Valdés v. Grahame, 3 Porto 
Rico Fed. 417. 
64. Madison v. Abbott, 118 Ind. 


337, 21, NE 28. 

65. Botts v. Bridges, 4 Port. (Ala.) 
274; Johnson y. Erskine, 9 Tex. 1. 

66. Koretke v. Irwin, 100 Ala, 328, 
13 S 943, 21 LRA 787. 

67. Wiggins Ferry Co. v. East St. 
Louis, 102 Ill. 560; Madison vy. Abbott, 
118 Ind. 337, 21 NE 28; Chilvers v. 
Peo., 11 Mich. 43. i 

[a] In Indiana, under a general 
act for the incorporation of cities, it 
was held, in view of other provisions 
therein, that the delegated power ‘“‘to 
regulate ferries,’ did not include the 
power to prohibit ferries unless they 
first obtained a license from the city. 
Shallcross v. Jeffersonville, 26 Ind. 
ee Duckwall v. New Albany, 25 Ind. 

83. : 

As regulation of interstate com- 
merce see Commerce §§ 141, 142. 

68. Gates v. Com., 127 Ky. 395, 105 
SW 4382, 32 KyL 301. 

69. Independence County v. Duf- 
fey, 95 Ark. 352, 129 SW 794. 

70. Right to collect tolls see supra 


Lis 
71. Parker v. Metropolitan R. Co., 
109 Mass. 506; Hudson County v. 


State, 24 N. J: L. 718; Peo. vo New 
York, 32-Barb. (N. Y.) 102; Hunting- 
ton Chamber of Commerce v. Public 
Serv. Commn., (W. Va.) 99 SE 285. 

{a] A statute prescribing rates 
is mandatory upon the inferior body. 
Ryan v. Hobson, 182 Ky. 573, 206 SW 
785. 

[b] A patron of a ferry has such 
an interest in a proceeding to increase 
ferry rates as gives him the right to 
challenge by appropriate proceeding 
the jurisdiction and authority of tri- 
bunal attempting to increase such 
rates. Huntington Chamber of Com- 
merce v. Public Serv. Commn., (W. 
Va.) 99 SH 285. 

[ec] In Kentucky.— “The statute 
makes the charge for a horse the 
basis of the other rates, and, when 
the charge for the horse is fixed, the 
other charges mentioned in the stat- 
ute are automatically graded accord- 
ing to this basic rate and should be 
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of such power in the legislative grant of the fran- 
chise.”2 The rates so fixed must be reasonable ™ and 


to be so must allow a fair return upon the value of the 
property employed in the public service,’* valued as 


of the time of the inquiry,” after setting aside a © 


proper sum for depreciation and replacement.’ The 
reasonableness of the rate is ultimately a question 
for the court,’7 and the order of the inferior body is 
therefore, always subject to review by the court.’§ 
But ordinarily a court has no jurisdiction over the 
fixing of rates in the first instance, even though the 
case is before it on another point,”® and if the rate 
fixed is not unreasonable, the court cannot inter- 
fere.®° The statutes in some states provide that 
rates must be fixed at the same time the ferry is 
established,®? but, under statutes so providing with- 
out further restrictions on the power, it is not neces- 
sary that the rates be fixed in the same order as that 
establishing the ferry.8?- Rates, once established, 
may be reduced 8? upon giving notice, as required by 
statute, to the owner of the ferry,*+ which notice 
must comply with a statutory requirement that it 
contain a statement of the proposed reduction.®® 
The judgement of the court cannot go beyond the re- 
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duction proposed in the notice.8® Rates once fixed 
in a judicial proceeding cannot be relitigated in an- 
other similar proceeding without showing a sub- 
stantial change in conditions.5’ The power to regu- 
late fares charged at a terminus within the state 
exists over corporations, even though incorporated 
under, and claiming the protection of, the laws of 
the state on the opposite side of the river.®® 

Posting rates. Some statutes require the ferry- 
man to poststhe rates for transportation upon the 
boat or in some conspicuous place in the approaches 
or entrance to the ferry, and impose a penalty for 
failure to do so.8® Under other statutes the failure 
to post the rates results in a forfeiture of the right 
to collect tolls.°° But under a statute so providing, 
failure to post rates of toll does not deprive the 
ferryman of his right to collect tolls where the pas- 
senger knows the rates, does not object to them, and 
accepts the service under these circumstances.** 
Such statutes have no application to ferries operating 
under a foreign charter in the absence of a definite 


and plainly expressed statutory provision requiring 
if.32 


IV. OPERATION 


[§ 50] A. Duties and Liabilities of Ferrymen 
Generally—1. Status as Common Carriers °**—a. Of 
Passengers. A ferryman is a common carrier of 
passengers.°* Like other common carriers the ferry- 
man is not an insurer of the passenger’s safety, but 
is required to exercise the highest degree of care, 
skill, and foresight to protect him from injury.®® 
As soon as a ferryman signifies his assent or readi- 


ness to receive the passenger, he becomes liable for 
his safe transit and delivery.°® Assent is a matter 
of fact for the jury to be determined upon the evi- 
dence in the case, and its bearing upon the issue, in 
the light of such customs or usages in the receiving 
of passengers as may exist at the time and at the 
particular place.®* The duty to protect the passen- 


so fixed.” Ryan vy. Hobson, 182 Ky. 
5738, 578, 206 SW 785. 

{d] In West Virginia that part of 
Public Service Commission Act au- 
thorizing the public service commis- 
sion to prescribe rates of toll for 
ferries operating in the state does 
not violate Const. art 8 § 24, relating 
to powers of county courts. Hunt- 
ington Chamber of Commerce v. Pub- 
lic Serv. Commn., 99 SE 285. 

Impairment of the obligation of 
contracts generally see Constitutional 
Law § 660. 

As regulation of interstate com- 
merce see Commerce §§ 43, 121. 

72. Proprietors Charles River 
Bridge y. Proprietors Warren Bridge, 
7 Pick.’ (Mass.) 344 [aff 11 Pet. (U. 
S420 Oo ee ede 773) 98a 

73. Rohn vy. Beardstown, SO) TAY 
407; Port Richmond, etc., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 264 Fed. 998 (rate 
fixed held unreasonable). 

[a] The reasonableness of tolls 
fixed by public authority cannot be 
inquired into on a bill to enjoin the 
charging of excessive tolls. New- 
port Ferry Co. v. Stephens, 137 Ark. 
544, 209 SW_ 726. 

74. Port Richmond, etc., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 264 Fed. 998. 

75. Port Richmond, ete., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 264 Fed. 998. 

76. Port Richmond, etec., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 264 Fed. 998. 

77. Covington ve St. Francis 
County, 77 Ark. 258, 91 SW 186. 

fa] Reduction held unreasonable. 
—Troutman v. Smith, 105 Ky. 231, 48 
SW 1084, 20 KyL 1134. 

78. Robinson v. Lamb, 126 N. C. 
492, 36 SE 29. 

79. Robinson vy. Lamb, 126 N. C. 
492, 36 SH 29. 

80. Port Richmend, etc., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 264 Fed. 998. 

81. Lawless v. Reese, 4 Bibb. (Ky.) 


3809. 
82. Pentecost v. Miller, 7 T. 


Mon. (Ky.) 312; Ackler v. Oldham, a 


A. K. Marsh. (Ky.) 471. 

83. Troutman vy. Sinith, 105 
231, 48 SW 1084, 20 KyL 1134. 

84. Troutman vy. Smith, 105 
231, 48 SW 1084, 29 KyL 1134. 

85. Troutman v., Smith, 105 
231, 48 SW 1084, 20 KyL 1134. 

86. Troutman v. Smith, 105 Ky. 
231, 48 SW 1084, 20 KyL 1134. 

87. Calhoun vy. Alexander, 156 Ky. 
597, 161 SW 980. 

88. Port Richmond, etec., Ferry Co. 
v. Hudson County, 82 N. J. L. 536, 82 
A 729 [aff 80 N. J. L. 614, 77 A 1046]. 

89. State v. Arkadelphia Lumber 
Co., 70 Ark. 329, 67 SW 1011; Blan- 
chard v. Hoboken Land, ete., Co., 3 
Silv. Sup. 22, 6 NYS 279; Wray v. 
New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 4 NYS 


30 Ds 
[a] Defenses.—A ferryman is not 
liable for the penalty where the 


rates fixed by the court have _ not 
been furnished to him by the clerk. 
State v. Arkadelphia Lumber Co., 70 
Ark. 329, 67 SW 1011. 

{b] Pleading.—A complaint in an 
action to recover the penalty should 
set forth each alleged violation as 
a separate cause of action. Wray v. 
Pennsylvania R. Co., 4 NYS 354, 


90. Addison v. Hard, 17 S. C. L. 
431; Frazier v. Drayton, 11 S. C. L. 
471. 

91, Addison v. Hard, 17 8. €. L. 
431. 

92. Blanchard y. Hoboken Land, 
ete., Go 3 Silv; Sup: 22; 6uNYS 279. 

93. Carriers generally see Carriers 
LOG Pep hs 

94, Cal—May v. Hanson, 5 Cal. 


360, 68 AmD 135. 

Iowa.—Slimmer v. Merry, 23 Iowa 
90; Whitmore vy. Bowman, 4 Greene 
148. 

187 


Mass.—Townsend vy. Boston, 


Mass. 283, 72 NE 991; Le Barron v. 
Hast Boston Ferry Co., 11 Allen 312, 
87 AmD 717. 


Mich.—Meisner vy. Detroit, ete, 
Ferry Co., 154 Mich. 545, 118 NW 14, 


| Riley v. Vallejo Ferry Co., 


129 AmSR 493, 19 LRANS 872. 

Minn.—Blakeley v. LeDuc, 19 Minn. 
eo McLean y. Burbank, 11 Minn. 

7 

N. Y.—Brockway v. Lascala, 1 Edm. 
Sel. Cas. 135. 
ae C.—Spivey v. Farmer, 3 N. C. 

[a] A city operating a ferryboat 
is a common carrier. Davies v. Bos- 
ton, 190 Mass. 194, 76 NE 663. 

[b] County liable as common car- 
rier. Hart v. King County, 104 Wash. 
485, 177 P 344. 

[c] Boat to amusement park.—A 
company incorporated to own and 
operate ferries on a river, which also 
owns and operates a private amuse- 
ment park and steamers for the 
transportation of persons to and 
from such park, is not a common car- 
rier while engaged in transporting 
such persons to the park. Meisner 
v. Detroit, etc., Ferry Co., 154 Mich. 
545, 118 NW 14, 129 AmSR 493, 19 
LRANS 872. 

95. See cases infra § 54 note 26. 

96. Riley v. Vallejo Ferry Co., 173 
Fed. 331; May v. Hanson, 5 Cal. 360, 
63 AmD 135; Bartnik v. Erie R. Co., 
36 App. Div. 246, 55 NYS 266: St: 
John v. McDonald, 14 Can. S. C. 1. 

[a] MTllustration.—(1) A person go- 
ing down the gangplank on board a 
ferryboat and being assisted by deck- 
hands on the boat is a passenger. 
173 Fed. 
331; Bartnik v. Erie R. Co., 36 App. 
Div. 246, 55 NYS 266. (2) Accept- 
ance of a coupon detached from a 
railroad ticket is evidence of assent. 
St. John v. McDonald, 14-Gan. .S. C. f. 

97. Walker v. Jackson, 10 M. & W. 
161, 152 Reprint 424, 

[a] MTlustration.—A ferryman is, 
as a matter of law, under no obliga- 
tion to put the carriage upon the boat 
or discharge it therefrom, although 
from usage this might become his: 
duty, and it is properly left to the 


‘jury whether it is the duty of the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 50-52] 


ger aS a passenger continues until he has been 


landed.°8 


Expulsion of passenger. A ferryman has no right 
to expel a passenger from a ferryboat for violating 
a rule of the company without first informing the 
passenger of the existence of the rule, nor has he 
any right to touch the person of the passenger with- 
‘out first notifying him that unless he leaves the boat 
such extreme measures will be resorted to. 
the use of only sufficient force to compel a passen- 
ger to alight at destination as required by the rules 


of the ferry is not actionable.t 
[§ 51] b. Of Goods. 


ferry.* 


ferryman as such to place the wagon 
upon the wharf or whether his lia- 
bility as ferryman ceased when the 
wagon was placed upon the slip. Wal- 
ker v. Jackson, 10 M. & W. 161, 152 
Reprint 424. 

98. Dodge v. Boston, etc., SS. Co., 
148 Mass. 207, 19 NE 373, 12 AmSR 
541, 2 LRA 83. 

[a] Illustration.—The ferryman is 
under the duty to protect a passen- 
ger, as such, while he is upon the 
slip in leaving the boat. Dodge v. 
Boston, etc., SS. Co., 148 Mass. 207, 
19 NE 3738, 12 AmSR 541, 2 LRA 83. 

99. Compton yv. Van Valkenburgh, 
€tG, 5 C01, 34 N,. die a 134. 

1. Young vy. Southern Impr., etc., 
Co., 146 La. 882, 84 S 168. 

2. Ala.—Babcock vy. Herbert, 3 
Ala. 392, 37 AmD 695. 


Ark.—Harvey v. Rose, 26 Ark. 3, 
7 AmR 595. 
Cal.— Griffith v. Cave, 22 Cal. 534, 


83 AmD 82; May v. Hanson, 5 Cal. 
360, 63 AmD 135. 

Ga.—Deen v. Wheeler, 7 Ga. A. 507, 
67 SE 212. 

Iowa.—Slimmer v. Merry, 23 Iowa 
90; Whitmore vy. Bowman, 4 Greene 
148. 

Mass.—Le Barron vy. East Boston 
Ferry Co., 11 Allen 312, 87 AmD 717. 

Mo.—Pomeroy v. Donaldson, 5 Mo. 


36. 

Oh.—wWilson v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 
722. ze. 
Pa.—Smith v. Seward, 3 Pa. 342; 
Bauer v. Verona Ferry Co., 33 Pa. 
Super. 607. 

S. C.—Cohen v. Hume, 12 S. C. L. 
439: Miles v. James, 12 S. C. L. 157. 
But see Rutherford v. McGowen, 10 
SL _CG- 1.17 @where the court was 
evenly divided). 


es ee v. Young, 1 Head 

P1Se Om A TOLD LO. 

Tex.—Albright v. Penn, 14 Tex. 290. 
Eng.—Walker v. Jackson, 10 M. 


& W. 161, 152 Reprint 424. 

“We have been wholly unsuccess- 
ful, after very careful research, in 
finding where it was even doubted 
that a ferryman, occupying a posi- 
tion in a line of public travel, and 
holding himself out for general em- 
ployment, was not a common car- 
rier, and, as such, subject to all the 
liabilities incident to that position. 
That he is such is unqualifiedly as- 
serted by the best text-writers, and 
enforced in a large number of decided 
cases.” Wilson v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 
Lr ere Het le ; : 

“Rerrymen in the exercise of this 
franchise as to property received on 
their boats are exercising a ealling 
in many respects analogous to that 
of common caers and in BO inice 
re held to similar responsibilities. 
Hinstman vy. Black, 14 Ill. A. 381, 384. 

3. Ala.—Garner v. Green, 8 Ala. 
96; Babcock v. Herbert, 3 Ala. 392, 37 


AmD 695. 


By the great weight of 
authority, a ferryman is a common carrier of goods,” 
and like other common carriers is an insurer of the 
property committed to his care and is responsible 
for all injuries to it, except such as may be caused 
by the act of God or a public enemy.* 
wise where the ferry is a private, not a public, 
Some decisions, however, limit the applica- 
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on his part.® 


But 


per.® 


[§ 52] 


It is other- 


Ark.—St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. v. 
Harrison, 140 Ark. 158, 215 SW 698; 
ree, v. Rose, 26 Ark. 3, 7 AmD 

Ga.—Deen y. Wheeler, 7 Ga. A. 507, 
67 SE 212, 

Ill.— Fisher y. Clisbee, 12 Ill. 344. 

Ky.—Hall v. Renfro, 3 Mete. 51. 

Miss.—Powell v. Mills, 37 Miss. 691. 
Pee oar abr ea v. Donaldson, 5 Mo. 

N. J.—Dudley v. 


Camden, etc., 


Ferry Co., 45 N. J. L. 368, 446 AmR 
a3 C.—Spivey v. Farmer, 3 N. C. 


Pa.—Bauer v. Verona Ferry Co., 33 
Pa. Super. 607. 

S. C.—Peixotti v. McLaughlin, 32 
Ss. Cc. L. 468, 47 AmD 563; Little- 
john v. Jones, 27 S.C. L. 365, 39 AmD 
132; Clarke vy. Edisto Island Ferry 
Co., 22 S. C. L. 300; Cohen v. Hume, 
12 S. C. L. 4389; Miles v. James, 12 S. 
Cul. 157 Cools vs Gourdin; 1129 Ce Lk. 
19; Rutherford v. McGowen, 10S. C. 
1a (a 

Tex.—Albright v. Penn, 14 Tex. 290. 

Eng.—Oakley v. Portsmouth, etc., 
Steam Packet Co., 11 Exch. 618, 156 
Reprint 977; Walker v. Jackson, 10 
M. & W. 161, 152 Reprint 424; Amies 
v. Stevens, Str. 128, 93 Reprint 428. 

See also infra § 54 note 26; § 59. 

4 St. Paul F. & M. Ins. Co. v. Har- 
rison, 140 Ark. 158, 215 SW _ 698; 
Self v. Dunn, 42 Ga. 528, 5 AmR 544. 
See also infra § 61. 

[a] But even the owner of a pri- 
vate ferry, operated to accommodate 
those passing over a road which is 
not a public highway, may, by under- 
taking for hire to carry all persons 
indifferently, render himself liable as 
a common carrier. Hall v. Renfro, 3 
Mete. (Ky.) 51; Littlejohn yv. Jones, 
OT Sui 565,59) Amba a2. 

5. The Nassau, 182 Fed. 696, 698 
[rev on other grounds 188 Fed. 46, 
110 CCA 184 (writ of error den 223 
Ui Si722,, 32) SCt 524) 456 ted: 630) i. 

“The individual maintaining the 
ferry would be a common carrier in 
the sense that he could not refuse to 
carry any person properly applying 
within the law for passage. He would 
be bound to use care and avoid neg- 
ligence, in so far as the obligation 
rested upon him to perform such 
duties toward the passengers, and to 
be responsible to the extent that the 
statutes and public policy mi€ht de- 
termine for the persons and property 
within the scope of the service ren- 
dered. On the other hand, such a 
ferry corporation would not be re- 
sponsible in the way in which a rail- 
road or steamboat line is responsible 
for goods committed to its care. It 
would not be a common carrier in the 
sense of receiving into its own control 
and charge goods for transportation, 
to be given out of its control at the 
end of the route. The control of the 
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tion of this doctrine and hold that while a ferryman 
is a common earrier in the sense that he cannot 
refuse transportation of goods to any person apply- 
ing therefor, he does not assume the obligation of a 
common carrier with reference to the transportation 
of goods, but is liable only in ease of neglect or fault 
Where a ferryman carries property 
gratuitously, he is liable for gross negligence only.® 
As in the case of transportation of passengers, lia- 
bility attaches as soon as there is assent to receive 
the goods for transportation.? His responsibility in 
regard to animals is the same as in the case of other 
property,® except where the loss or injury is due to 
the animal’s own restiveness or viciousness of tem- 


2. Duty to Operate Ferry. The accept- 
ance of a ferry franchise imposes upon the grantee 
the duty of operating the ferry,!° which duty is of 
course limited to the extent to which the grantee has 


ferryboat is limited and applies only 
to matters connected with the navi- 
gation of the boat and the furnish- 
ing of a place or highway for the 
purpose of transportation. Harvey v. 
Rose, 26 Ark. 3, 7 AmR 595; White v. 
Winnisimmet Co., 7 Cush. (Mass.) 
155; Wyckoff v. Queens County Ferry 
Co., 52 N. Y. 32, 11 AmR-650. In this 
way the rights and responsibilities of 
a ferry are much nearer those of a 
toll road or bridge, where the charge 
is for a right to use—that is, to en- 
joy—a public highway, including pro- 
pulsion; that is, the force necessary 
for actual transportation.” The Nas- 
sau, supra. 

6. Self v. Dunn, 42 Ga. 528, 5 AmR 
544; Dudley yv. Camden, ete., Ferry, 
etc., Co., 42 N. J. L. 25, 86 AmR 501. 

7. Cohen v. Hume, 12 8. C. L. 439; 
Wilson y. Alexander, 115 Tenn. 125, 
88 SW 935. 

{a] Dlustrations.—(1) A ferryman 
becomes responsible for the safety of 
a team which undertakes to use the 
ferry as soon as the operator of the 
ferry directs the driver of the team 
to drive upon the ferryboat. Wilson 
v. Alexander, 115 Tenn. 125, 88 SW 
935. (2) The ferryman’s liability as 
a common carrier was heid to attach, 
although the vehicle was only upon 
the slip and was being driven by the 
servant of the owner. Cohen v. Hume, 
12 S.C. 1439. (3) AS ferryman is; 
as a matter of law, under no obliga- 
tion to put the carriage upon the 
boat or discharge it therefrom, al- 
though from usage this might become 
his duty, and it is a question for the 
jury whether it is the duty of the 
ferryman, as such, to place the wagon 
upon the quay or whether his liability 
as ferryman ceases when the wagon 
is placed upon the slip. Walker v. 
Hon ae 10 M. & W. 161, 152 Reprint 

8. Wilson v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 
722; Bauer v. Verona Ferry Co., 33 
Pa. Super. 607. 

[a] The act of swimming cattle 
across a river is no part of the duties 
required of a ferryman by law, and 


he could not be held liable for its 
nonperformance. Hinstman y. Black, 
TEE NUL Ne Pokal 

Cissy) 


9. Hall v. Renfro, 3 Metc. 
1 


10. Charles River Bridge v. War- 
ren Bridge, 11 Pet. (U. S.) 420, 9 L. 
ed. 778, 938; Peo. v. Brooklyn As- 
sessors, 111 N. Y. 505, 19 NE 90, 2 
LRA 148 [aff 47 Hun 383, 14 NYSt 
623, 19 AbbNCas 158]; Matter of 
Wheeler, 62 Misc. 37, 115 NYS 605 
[aff 137 App. Div. 894 mem, 121 NYS 
1143 mem]; State v. Feckham, 9 R. I. 
1; Payne v. Patrick, 3 Mod. 289, 87 
Reprint 191, 2 Salk. 719, 91 Reprint 
603, 1 Show. 257, 89 Reprint 549. 

[a] Railroad ferry.—If the own- 
er of the ferry is a railroad and its 
charter directs the operation of the 
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lawful right and power to operate.1? 
lies to compel the operation of a ferry.!? It has also 
been said that failure on the part of the owner of the 
franchise to operate the ferry is an indictable of- 


fense.13 
Waiver by state. 


or implying it.1° 


enforcing the duty." 


[§ 53] 3. Duty to Transport. It is the duty of 
a public ferryman to transport passengers at all 
reasonable hours and without unnecessary delay,*® 
and any person who is refused transportation or un- 
reasonably delayed may maintain an action for the 
damages sustained,!® upon allegation and proof that 
the toll was either paid or tendered.?® The statutes 


ferry as a part of the railroad sys- 
tem, the railroad will not be allowed 
to discontinue the ferry, and to con- 
tinue the operation of the rest of its 
line, even though the operation of 
the ferry is unprofitable. Brownell 
v. Old Colony R. Co., 164 Mass. 29, 
41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 442, 29 LRA 169. 

11. Matter of Wheeler, 62 Misc. 37, 
115 NYS 605 [aff 137 App. Div. 894 
mem, 121 NYS 1143 mem]. 

[a] MTlustrations.—(1) Where a 
statutory grant of a ferry franchise 
provides for its assignment by lease, 
and for operation by the lessee, the 
duty of performance resting on the 
grantee is so far limited. Matter of 
Wheeler, 62 Mise. 37, 115 NYS 605 
[aff 137 App. Div. 894 mem, 121 NYS 
1143 mem]. (2) Where the statutory 
grant of a ferry franchise, providing 
for its assignment by lease, also pro- 
hibits an assignment of the lease 
without the consent of the lessor, an 
assignee of the lessee holding under 
an assignment made without consent 
of the lessor has no right to operate 
under the franchise, and is therefore 
under no duty to operate. Wurster v. 
New York, 66 Misc. 541, 115 NYS 192 
[aff 186 App. Div. 408, 120 NYS 1029]. 

12. Brownell vy. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169. 

[a] Mandamus will lie where the 
ferry franchise is blended with a 
railroad franchise, and where the for- 
feiture of the ferry franchise for 
nonuser would leave the grantee in 
full enjoyment of his privileges un- 
der the railroad charter, to the detri- 
ment of the public interest. Brownell 
v. Old Colony R. Co., 164 Mass. 29, 
41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 442, 29 LRA 169. 

13. Charles River Bridge v. War- 
ren Bridge, 11 Pet. (U. S.) 420, 9 L. 
ed. 778, 938. 

14. Brownell v. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass, 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169. 

Re Gos 
AmSR 


15. Brownell v. Old Colony 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 
442, 29 LRA 169. 

16. Brownell v. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169. 

17. Brownell v. Old Colony R. Co., 
164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 49 AmSR 
442, 29 LRA 169. iy 

[a] Illustration. —- Omission by 
officers of the state to take action to 
compel operation, of a ferry for 
twenty years after abandonment does 
not constitute a waiver. Brownell v. 
Old Colony R. Co., 164 Mass. 29, 41 
NE 107, 49 AmSR 442, 29 LRA 169. 

1g. Ala.—Koretke v. Irwin, 100 
"Ala, 323, 13 S 948, 21 LRA 787; Pate 
v. Henry, 5 Stew. & P. 101. 

Ark.—State v. Sewell, 45 Ark. 387; 
Jabine v. Midgett, 25 Ark. 474. 

* Towa.—Slimmer v. Merry, 23 lowa 
90. 


The duty is an obligation to 
the state 1* which can be waived only by the state,1® 
and such waiver will not be presumed without the 
use of language in some statute clearly expressing 
It will not be inferred from the 
omission of officers of the state to take steps for 
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[§ 54] 


a. 


Ky.—Warner y. Ford Lumber, etc., 
Co., 223° Ky.)1038, -111,.938-SWw_ 650; 29 


KyL 527, 12 LRANS 667; Reeves 
y. Little, 7 Bush 469. 

Tenn.—Wallen v. McHenry, 3 
Humphr, 245. 

Eng. — Churchman v. ‘Tunstal, 


Hardres 163, 145 Reprint 432. 

[a] Duty to transport after night- 
fall—A ferryman is bound to trans- 
port passengers after nightfall, un- 
less there is some further sufficient 
excuse for not doing so, Koretke v. 
Irwin, 100 Ala. 328, 13 S 9438, 21 LRA 
187; Pate -v. “Henry,, 5 Stews & +P. 
(Ala.) 101. 

19. Jabine v. Midgett, 25 Ark. 474. 

{a] High water as an excuse for 
delay.—A delay of fourteen hours in 
crossing a passenger was held not to 
be justified merely on account of the 


existence of high water. Jabine v. 
Midgett, 25 Ark. 474. 
20. Pain y. Patrick, 3 Mod. 289, 


87 Reprint 191, 2 Salk. 719, 91 Reprint 
608, 1 Show. 248, 255, 89 Reprint 549. 
21. Koretke v. Irwin, 100 Ala. 328, 
13 S 948, 21 LRA 787; Pate v. Henry, 
5 Stew. & P. (Ala.) 101. 
22. Wallen v. McHenry, 3 Humphr. 
(Tenn.) 245. 
ee Reeves v. Little, 7 Bush (Ky.) 
Power to regulate and control not 
extraterritorial see supra § 5 
24. Meisner y. Detroit, etc., Ferry 
Co., 154 Mich. 545, 118 NW 14, 129 


AmSR 493, 19 LRANS 872. See also 
supra § 2. 
[a] Ferries to amusement parks.— 


Where a ferry is operated simply for 
the purpose of furnishing transporta- 
tion to a private amusement enter- 
prise, the ferry partakes of the char- 
acter of the enterprise it serves, and 
anyone may be refused transporta- 
tion at the pleasure of its owner. 
Meisner v. Detroit, etc., Ferry Co., 154 
Mich. 545, 118 NW 14, 128 AmSR 493, 
19 LRANS 872. 

25. See also generally Carriers 
§§ 129-166; 1294-1322. 

26. U. S.—Riley v. Vallejo Ferry 
Co: LT3ab ed 2ood, 

Ind.—Louisvilie, ete., Ferry: Co. v. 
Nolan, 135 Ind. 60, 34 NE 710. 

La.—Richarme yv. Union Ferry Co., 
4 La. A. (Orleans) 6; Flesh vy. Union 
Ferry Co., 2 La. A. (Orleans) 359. 


Mass.—Townsend v. Boston, 187 
Mass. 2838, 72 NE 991. 
Minn.—McLean v. Burbank, 11 


Minn. 277. 

Miss.—Powell v. Mills, 37 Miss. 691. 

N. J.—Bunce: v. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 85 N. J. L. 367, 88 A 1078; Peters 
v. Philadelphia, etc., Ferry Co., 77 N. 
J. L. 540, 72 A 106. 

N. Y.—Meisle v. New York Cent., 


ete, Ri Cogw 209m Ne Ye med teal INGE! 
347, AnnCas1918E 1081; Hawks. vy. 
Winans, 74 N. Y. 609; Cleveland v. 


New Jersey Steamboat Co., 68 N. Y. 


[§§ 52-54 


in some states provide a penalty to be recovered in 
such eases by the injured party,?1 which remedy has 
been held to be cumulative, and no bar to an action 
on the case for damages.?? 
transport across boundary waters between states, 
the statutory remedy can be invoked only where the 
refusal was to transport from the state where the 
statute 1s operative.?* 
rests upon a private ferry.”4 

4. Safety of Passengers and Property— 
Care Required in General.25 
exercise the utmost care, skill, and vigilance in man- 
aging his boat and in providing against injury to 
passengers and property while in course of trans- 
portation, and failure in duty in this respect result- 
ing in injury to a passenger or to property renders 
the ferryman liable in an action for damages.2* Neg- 
ligence in operation often consists of a number of 
concurring elements, no one of which by itself is 


In eases of refusal to 


No duty of transportation 


A ferryman must 


306,125 N. Y. 299, 26 NE 327; Haz- 
man v. Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 50 N. 
Y. 53; Ferris y. Union Ferry Co., 36 
N. Y. 312; Cash v. New York Cent., 
etc., R. Co., 56 App. Div. 473, 67’/NYS 
823; Mueller v. Tenth, etc., St. Ferry 
Co., 46 App. Div. 560, 61 NYS -986; 
Bartnik v. Erie R. Co., 36 App. Div. 
246, 55 NYS 266; Tonkins v. New 
York Ferry Co., 47 Hun 562 [aff 113 
N. Y. 653 mem, 21 NE 414 mem]; 
Hawks v. Winans, 42 N. Y. Super. 451 
[aff 74 N. Y. 609 mem]; Dougherty 
v.. New “York, Cent:, ete, R: Coy 86 
NYS 746; Snelling vy. Brooklyn, ete., 
Ferry Co., 13 NYS 398 [aff 128 N. Y. 
579 mem, 28 NH 250]; Brockway v. 
Lascala, 1 Edm. Sel. Cas. 135. 

ae C.—Cook v. Gourdin, 11 S§. GC. L. 

Can.—St. John v. MacDonald,' 14 
Cangsuicins. 

[a] Failure to have gangplank in 
position in a badly lighted passage- 
way is evidence of negligence. Dough- 
erty v. New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 
86 NYS 746, 

[b] Failure to secure gangplank 
is evidence of negligence. Peters v. 
Philadelphia, ete., Ferry Co., 77 N. J. 
L. 540, 72 A 106. 

[c] Suddenly changing gangplank. 
—Suddenly to lower the bridge used 
for exit from the boat as a passenger 
is about to step upon it is evidence 
of negligence. Hawks v. Winans, 74 
N. Y. 609. 

{d] Failure of deck hands to warn 
passengers not to board a boat on the 
point of starting is evidence of negli- 


gence. Riley v. Vallejo Ferry Co., 173 
Fed. 331. 
{e] Failure to secure boat to its 


mooring is evidence of negligence. 
Peters v. Philadelphia, ete., Ferry Co., 
77 N. J. L. 540, 72 A 106; Mueller v. 


Tenth, etc, St. Ferry Co., 46 App. 
Div. 560, 61 NYS 986. 
[f]. Difference in level between 


boat deck and ferry bridge is evidence 
of negligence. Bunce v. Pennsylvania 
RicConv sb NT S67 ae Sa A SL OTee 

[g] Failure to block a wagon so 
that it runs back on to another wagon 
is evidence of negligence. Townsend 
v. Boston, 187 Mass. 283, 72 NE 991. 

[h] Striking of a_ ferryboat 
against the slip with unusual vio- 
lence, and when there is no excep- 
tional weather or tide to make the 
landing difficult, is sufficient evidence 
of negligence to warrant a recovery 
by a passenger who is thrown and 
injured. Cash v. New -York Cent., 
etc., Co., 56 App. Div. 478, 67 NYS 
823; Snelling v. Brooklyn, etc., Ferry 
Cone 13; INVSES93. 

{i] Ordering teams off the boat 
before the bridge is properly adjust- 
ed to the level of the boat is evidence 
of negligence. Haziman .v. Hoboken 
Land, ete:, Co.,/ 50 INF we “53. 

{j] Failure to have employee at 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 54-55]. 


sufficient evidence of actionable negligence.27 It is 
not necessary that the ferryman should have had no- 
tice that a failure to take certain precautions would 
result in accident, if the possibility of its happening 
was clear to the ordinarily prudent mind.2* A ferry- 
man is chargeable with knowledge that animals are 
easily frightened,?® and that automobiles may not 
be, at all times, under adequate control.2° But 
where the accident is an extraordinary one that 
could not reasonably have been anticipated as result- 
ing from the ferryman’s alleged negligent act, the 
ferryman is not liable.2t. The liability of a ferry 
owner for the acts of another on the boat-are goy- 
-erned by the usual rules as to the liability of a mas- 
ter for the acts of his servant.22 There must be 
proof that the negligent act was the act of an em- 
ployee,?? and that the employee’s act was within 
the course and scope of his employment.?4 <A tres- 
passer is not entitled to the same degree of care on 
the part of the ferryman as is due to passengers, 
and those rightfully on the premises.*® 

Collisions. Ferries are subject to the same rules 
as other vessels with regard to moving cautiously or 
coming to anchor to avoid collisions with other ves- 


exit bar is evidence of negligence. | anticipated. 
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sels, in cases of fog or darkness.¢ But it has been 
said that a ferryboat may be justified in leaving her 
dock upon her regular trips in fog or darkness, 
and moving cautiously in her usual course, when it 
would be improper for vessels in other service to d 
so. 
Jettison. If a ferryman overloads the boat and 


_the property is lost, the ferryman is liable, although 


the property was thrown overboard to save the pas- 
sengers, but he is not liable if the boat is not over- 
loaded and the necessity for casting the property 
overboard arises from an act of God.?8 

[§ 55] b. Sufficiency and Safety of Boats. A 
ferryman must provide a sufficient boat or boats to 
accommodate the usual traffic at his place of busi- 
ness without unreasonable delay.2® He must use due 
care in keeping his boats in good repair and run- 
ning order,#? and in a safe condition, free from 
anything likely to eause injury to passengers or 
their property.44 But mere failure to provide suf- 
ficient seats for all passengers that a boat ean 
safely carry is not of itself proof of negligence.t? 
He is not required to put himself to unreasonable 
expense and trouble to guard against all possible 


Cleveland v. New Jer- | 219, 73 AmD 175. 


Richarme v. Union Ferry Co., 4 La, |sey Steam-Boat Co., 125 N. Y. 299, 26 40. Slimmer v. Merry, 23 Iowa 90. 


A, (Orleans) 6. NE 327. 


41. U. S.—The Pilot Boy, 23 Fed. 


{k] Letting down exit bar before 82. See Master and Servant [26 |103; The Nederland, 7 Fed. 926. 


securing boat is evidence of negli- | Cyc 1518]. 


lowa.—Whitmore v. Bowman, 4 


gence. Flesh y. Union Ferry Co., 2 33. Joy v. Winnisimmet Co., 114! Greene 148. 


La. A. (Orleans) 359; Ferris v. Union | Mass. 63; Cleveland v. New Jersey 
Ferry Co., 36 N. Y. 312; St. John y. | Steam-Boat Co., 68 N. Y. 306. 
MacDonald, 14 Can. S. C. 1. [a] Illustration. — (1) Evidence 
Lhiability as insurer for loss of | that the chain securing the passage- | Mass. 283, 72 NE 991; Rosen vy. Bos-- 
way had been removed, but not by |ton, 187 Mass. 245, 72 NE 992, 68 


‘property see supra § 51. 


La.—Lobdell v. Bullitt, 13 La. 348, 
33 AmD 567. 
Mass.—Townsend vy. Boston, 187 


27. Aiken v. Southern Pac. Co., 104; the servant in charge, is not suffi-| LRA 153; Peverly v. Boston, 136 


Basler, 29 Sel. 
[a] Striking of boat against slip, |of the company. 


cient proof of negligence on the part | Mass. 366, 49 AmR 37; Simmons v. 
Joy v. Winnisim- | New Bedford, etc., Steamboat Co., 100 


in itself without other. evidence, is | met Co., 114 Mass. 63. (2) Displac- | Mass. 34. 


not sufficient evidence to establish 
the negligent operation of the ferry. 
Aiken v. Southern Pac. Co., 104. La. 


28. Meisle v. New York Cent., etc., 
R. Co., 219 N. Y. 317, 114 NE 347, Ann 
Cas1918E 1081. ; " 

29. Sparkman v. Graham, 79 Miss. 
376, 30 S 713; Wilson v. Alexander, 
115 Tenn. 125, 88 SW 985. 

[a] Tllustrations.— (1) A _ ferry- 
man on whose boat mules were being 
driven, which, in backing, pushed the 
boat from under them, and were 
drowned, was negligent in having his 
boat secured to the_ bank, in per- 
mitting holes through which water 
could be seen to be in the floor of the 
poat, and in not anticipating that the 
mules might back off the boat before 
they were safely upon it. Wilson v. 
Alexander, 115 Tenn. 125, 88 SW 935. 
(2) It is negligent for the owner of 
a ferry, which has to pass under a 
rope stretched across the river, not 
to take precautions against the rope 
frightening horses on board. Svark- 
man v. Graham, 79 Miss. 376, 30 S 
t13. 

30. Meisle v. New York Cent., etc., 
R, Co., 219 N. Y. 317, 114 NE 347, Ann 
Casi1918E 1081. ‘ 

[a] Automobile starting up and 
pushing passenger through open 
gangway into water isa result which 
could reasonably have been foreseen, 
from having automobile on. board 
without blocking it or exercising su- 
pervision over it. Meisle v. New York 
Cent., ete, R. Co., 219 N. Y. 317, 114 
NE 347, AnnCas1918E 1081. 

81. Cleveland v. New Jersey 
Steam-Boat Co., 125 N. Y. 299, 26 NE 
327. 
[a] Being pushed through open 
fangway into the water by passen- 
gers crowding to the edge of the boat 
at the moment of starting, to see an- 
other passenger who had fallen over- 
board in attempting to jump off the 
poat as it started, is not a result of 
the ferryman’s method of operation 
‘which could reasonably have been 


ing of gate across gangway by un- 
authorized third person will not ren- 
der ferryman liable for injuries re- 
sulting therefrom. Cleveland v. New 
Jersey Steamboat Co., 68 N. Y. 306. 

34, Scanlon y. Suter, 158 Pa. 275, 
2 Am oOes 

[a] Dlustration.— Injuries to a 
passenger resulting from unlawful 
violence on the part of employee out- 
side of the line of his duty, and com- 
mitted without the authority or con- 
sent of the ferry owner, cannot be 
compensated for in damages in an 
action against the ferry owner. Scan- 
lon v. Suter, 158 Pa. 275, 27 A 963. 

35. Malloy vy. Staten Island Rapid 
Sane R. Co., 78 Hun 166, 28 NYS 

[a] Mlustration.—A person sitting 
upon the edge of the wharf fishing, 
with his legs hanging over, and 
while in this position injured by a 
ferryboat entering the slip is a tres- 
passer, and under the circumstances 
not entitled to recover. Malloy v. 
Staten Island Rapid Transit R: Co., 
78 Hun 166, 28 NYS 979. 

86. Hoffman v. Union Ferry Co., 
68) INDY. (BSib. 

Navigation of ferryboat in fog see 
Collisions §§ 185, 190. 

37. Hoffman v. Union Ferry Co., 
68 N. Y. 385. 

Speed of ferryhoat in fog see Col- 
lision § 202, 

38. Mouse’s Case, 12 Coke 63, 77 
Reprint 1541. 

Jettison generally see Shipping [36 
Cye 241]. 

39. U. S.—Burton v. West Jersey 
Ferry Co., 114 U. S. 474, 5 SCt 960, 29 
L. ed. 215. 

Ala,—Taylor v. Rushing, 2 Stew. 
160. 

Ark.—State v. Sewell, 45 Ark. 387. 

Miss.—Richards v. Fuqua, 28 Miss. 
792, 64-AmD 121. 

N. Y.—Weet v. Brockport, 16 N. Y. 
161 note. : 

Pa.—Bauer v. Verona Ferry Co., 33 
Pa. Super. 607. 

Tenn.—Sanders v. Young, 1 Head 


Miss.—Richards vy. Fuqua, 28 Miss. 
792, 64 AmD 121. 

Mo.—Burke vy. St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. Co., 120 Mo. A. 683, 97 SW 981. 

N. Y.—Crocheron y. North Shore 
Staten Island Ferry Co., 56 N. Y. 656; 
Dougan v. Champlain Transp Co., 56 
N. Y. 1; Caldwell v. New Jersey 
Steamboat Co., 47 N. Y. 282; Garoni 
v. Compagnie Nationale de Naviga- 
tion, 14 NYS 797 [aff 181 N. Y. 614 
mem, 30 NE 865 mem]. 
Aer C.—Wilson v. Shulkin, 51 N. C. 


Co;, 143 Pa. S122) -22,-Ay 708i) 13 RA 
366; American SS. Co. v. Landreth, 
102 Pa. 131, 108 Pa. 264, 48 AmR 196; 
Richter vy. The Netherland, 14 Phila. 
601 


Tenn.—Wilson v. Alexander, 115 
Tenn. 125, 88 SW _ 935. 

Iing.—Willoughby v. Horridge, 12 
C. B. 742, 74 HCL 742, 142 Reprint 
252. 

[a] Exposed spike.—It was held 
to be negligence to have an iron 
spike exposed on a ferryboat, where 
animals which were being transport- 
ed could be injured thereon, Wilson 
Vp Shulkin SiaN.2Guosto. 

{b] Ice and snow.—(1) A prima 
facie case entitling plaintiff to go to 
the jury is made out by showing the 
existence of a slippery condition of 
a dangerous character, and so ex- 
tensive. or solid as to preclude the 
possibility of its being overlooked 
by the ferryman in the exercise of 
due care. Rosen v. Boston, 187 Mass. 
245, 72 NE 992,°68 LRA 153. (2)<It 
is not negligence on the part of the 
ferryman for his boat to be in a 
slippery condition during a snow- 
storm, where there is no defect in the 
construction of the boat nor any ac- 
cumulation of ice or snow from pre- 
vious storms. Fearn v. West Jersey 
Ferry Co., 143 Pa. 122, 22 A 708, 13 
LRA 366. 

42. Burton v. West Jersey Ferry 
Co., 114 U. S. 474, 5 SCt 960, 29 L. ed. 
215. 


Pa.—Fearn v. West Jersey Ferry 


L078 [25 C.J.) 


accident,#? nor, on the other hand, is it necessary 
that he should have had notice of the particular 
method in which an accident would occur, if the 
possibility of an accident was clear to the ordinarily 
prudent eye.‘4 The application of these rules is lim- 
ited to cases where the loss or injury arises in the 
operation of the ferry and to one entitled to its 
service.** Where a city operates a ferry, its duty 
as a common earrier of passengers with reference 
to the care required to keep boats in a safe con- 
dition is greater than the duty of care required of 
it to keep its highways free from defects.*° 

‘[§ 56] -c. Safety of Means and Appliances. A 
ferryman must equip his boat with such guard 
rails, chains, barriers, and other appliances as are 
necessary to secure the safety of passengers and 
property in transportation,‘’ but not the safety of 
trespassers on the boat while it is moored to its 
landing.*® It is not necessary that the ferryman 
should have had notice that his failure to provide 
safeguards would result in accident, if the possi- 
bility of accident should have been foreseen.*® But 


43. Meisle v. New York -Cent., etc., 
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negligence cannot be predicated on the use of the 
means afforded passengers to land, where such means 
have been in common use for many years, and had 
never been found to be dangerous or ineffective.5° 
Statutory requirements in some states as to the 
equipment of boats, and regulations passed by prop- 
erly authorized boards or commissions, will affect 
the issue whether sufficient care in this respect has 
been used in a particular case,°1 but it has been 
held that an order of court pursuant to such stat- 
utes, excusing the. keeper of a ferry from having 
certain appliances on his boat, does not release 
him from any part of his liability at common 
law.°? Where the duly authorized board makes no 
requirement as to particular appliances, that fact 
gives rise to a presumption which is entitled to some 
weight in determining the question of legal duty.®? 

[§ 57] d. Safety of Landings and Approaches. 
A ferryman must maintain safe and suitable landing 
places for the ingress and egress of passengers and 
teams,°* and his hability for maintenance of an 
unsafe landing place attaches, even though the own- 


the boat through a defective guard,three feet above the sill, was held 


[§§ 55-57 


R.2Co5c219°N, VY. 817, 11 0NE,_ 347, Ann 
Cas1918E 1081. 

44. Meisle v. New York Cent., etc., 
R. Co., 219 N. Y. 317, 114 NE 347, Ann 
Cas1918E 1081. 

45. Evans v. Goodrich, 46 Minn, 
388, 49 NW 188. 

[a] Assumption cf risk.—An em- 
ployee of an independent contractor 
employed by a company operating a 
ferryboat known to be without rail- 
ings assumes the ris« of traveling on 
the boat and cannot recover against 
the company for the loss of his team 
by drowning. Weber v. City Water 
Com 20 Ge Tie TAT aii: 

46. Rosen vy. Boston, 187 Mass, 245, 
72 NE 992, 68 LRA 1538. 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘‘We are of 
opinion that in respect to keeping 
this part of the deck in a fit condi- 
tion for passengers gcing over it, the 
degree of care: due on the part of 
the city as a common carrier is 
greater than that due from a town 
to keep its highways free from de- 
fects, poth from the fact that this 
passageway is small, that passengers 
go over it in a crowd, and that the 
defendant’s liability is conceded, for 
the purposes of this case, to be that 
of a carrier of passengers.’’ Rosen v. 
Boston, 187 Mass.. 245, 247, 72 NE 992, 
68 LRA. 153. 

47. U. S.—Holmes vy. Oregon, etc., 
R. Co., 5 Fed. 523, 6 Sawy. 276. 


Cal-——Grifuth v. Cave, 22 Cal. 534, 
83 AmD 82. 

Tll.—Fisher v. Clisbee, 12 Ill. 344. 

Mass. —Peverly v. Boston, 136 
Mass. 366, 49 AmR 37; Lewis v. 


Smith, 107 Mass. 334. 
Miss.—Powell v. Mills, 37 Miss, 691. 
N. Y.—Meisle v. New York Cent., 


ete. RinGoy., 219 UN. YY. 317,012 NE 
347, AnnCas1918H 1081; Wyckoff v. 
Queens County Ferry Co., 52 N. Y. 


82, 11 AmR 650; Tonkins v. New 
York Ferry Co., 47 Hun 562 [aff 113 
N. Y: 653 mem, 21 NE’ 414 mem]; 
Hazman v. Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 2 
Daly 130; Short v. Knapp, 2 AbbPrNS 
241, 

Oh.—wWilson v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 
722. 

Pa,—Amos v. Delaware River Ferry 
Coy 228 Pa. 362, 77 A 12; Sturgis -v. 
£65 Pa. 358,80 Ants 277 
LRA 390. 

Tenn.—Sanders yv. Young, 1 Head 
219, 73 AmD-175. ] 

Eng.—Willoughby v. Horridge, 12 
CB. 742, 74 ECL. 742,-142° Reprint 
252, 

[a] Defective barriers on boat.— 
(1) A ferryman was held liable for 
the loss of a horse which, on being 
frightened by a whistle, backed from 


chain. , Sturgis v. Kountz, 165 Pa. 
358) SOR Al VOTO yee EAM 39 Ol 2) one 
ferryman was also held liable for the 
loss of a horse and wagoil through 
his failure to keep a sufficient bar- 
rier at the forward end of the boat, 
although the wagon was not put un- 
der the care of the ferryman so as to 
render him liable as a common car- 
rier. Wyckoff v. Queens County 
Merry. County; /52'N..¥.° 32) 117 AmR 
650. (3) A ferryman was held liable 
for injuries to a horse which fell 
from the slip in leaving the boat, 
owing to the defective condition of 
the guard rail. Willoughby v. Hor- 
ridge, 12 C. B. 742, 74 ECL 742, 142 
Reprint 252. 

{b] Absence of guard chains to 
prevent passengers from attempting 
to go ashore before the boat is prop- 
erly secured is evidence of the ferry- 
man’s negligence. Holmes v. Ore- 
gon, ete., R. Co., 5 Fed. 523, 6 Sawy. 
276. 

{c] Failure to put up barrier.— 
Plaintiff was held entitled to recover 
for the loss of a horse which was 
under his control while on the boat, 
and which fell from the boat for 
want of barriers at the forward ‘end. 
Lewis v. Smith, 107 Mass. 334. 

{d] Absence of guards between 
pedestrians and wagons is evidence of 
negligence. Tonkins v. New York 
Ferry. Co, 47: Hun 562° Laff. 113 N. Y. 
653 mem, 21 NE 414 mem]. 

fe] Absence of partitions between 
pedestrians and automobiles is negli- 


gence. Meisle v. New York Cent., 
6te.ny Ra OOn a1 ONE Yee co L Th) dahae INGE 
347, AnnCasl1918E .1081;. Hazman v. 
Hoboken Land, ete., Co., 2 Daly (N. 
Ve) ROS 

{f] Failure to have gangplank is 


evidence of negligence. Amos v. Del- 
aware River Ferry Co., 228 Pa. 362, 


Uh, Ailes 

48. Evans v. Goodrich, 46 Minn. 
888, 49 NW 188. 

[a] Tlustration.— The failure to 
keep up the barriers on the boat 


while the boat is moored to the bank 
does not render the ferry owner liable 
for the loss of a runaway horse, pass- 
ing over the boat into the water. 
Evans y. Goodrich, 46 Minn. 388, 49 
NW 188. 

49. Meisle v. New York Cent., etc., 
Ry Co. 29 No -Y¥. 317 114 NEi347, Ann 
Casi918E 1081. 

50. Loftus v. Union Ferry Co., 84 
N. Y. 455, 38 AmR 533; Scribner v. 
Lone island RCo. S8eNwoyaop de 

[a] TZlustration.—A guard rail to 
the bridge upon which passengers 
landed from the boat, consisting of a 
sill eight inches high and a railing 


sufficient, and the ferry company was 
not liable for the death of a child 
caused by- its falling from the bridge 
through the space between the sill 
and the railing, such guard rails be- 
ing in common use upon the bridges 
of ferryboats, Loftus vy. Union Ferry 
Co., 84. N;.Y. 455, 38 AmR) 533%) “soe 

51. Gillette v. Goodspeed, 69 Conn. 

Young, 


363, 37 A 978. 

52. -Sanders vy. 1 Head 
(Tenn.). 219, 73 AmD:175: 

53. Gillette v. Goodspeed, 69 Conn. 
363, (37 A. 973. 

{a] MTllustration.—Gen. St. (1888) 
c 162 p 604 empowers the ferry com> 
missioners to compel ferrymen to 
provide their boats with the neces- 
sary apparatus for the safety of pas- 
sengers and teams transported. For 
over twenty years such commission- 
ers did not require ferrymen to pro- 
vide their boats with barriers. It 
was held that the failure of a ferry- 
man to provide his boat with barriers 
was not negligence as a matter of 
law. Gillette v. Goodspeed, 69 Conn. 
363, 37 A 973. 

54. Cal.—May 5ae@al- 
360, 68 AmD 1835. 

Ind.—Yerkes v. Sabin, 97 Ind. 141, 
49 AmR 434. 

Miss.—Richards vy. Fuqua, 28 Miss. 
792, 64 AmD 121. 

Mo.—Burke v. St. Louis South- 
Westary h. Co., 120 Mo. A. 6838, 97 SW 
98 


v. Hanson, 


N. J.—Yetter v. Gloucester Ferry 
Co; T6°N. J. la: 249,69" AP 1079" Pale 
Tae aN New) Jersey Ri Cons s3Ne oe 

N. Y.—Osborn v. Union Ferry Co., 
53 Barb. 629; Bartholomew v. Pough- 
keepsie, etc., Ferry Co., 4 Silv. Sup. 
591, 7 NYS 785; Hazman v. Hoboken 
Land} ete: Cow 2 *Dalyn 130% 

Pa.—Amos v. Delaware River Ferry 
Con 228 Rar 6277 oAnaies 
Nerd C.—Miles v. James, 12 °S..C. I. 
Bef Va.—Quinn v. Flesher, 102 SE 


Can.—St. John v. Macdonald, 14 
Cane 1Cane 
N. B.—Collins v. St-John, 38 N. B. 


6. 

[a] Absence of fence to keep back 
ongoing passengers until the others 
are discharged is evidence of negti- 
gence. Hazman vy. Hoboken Land, etce., 
Coe 24Daly CN. Y.)" 130% 3 

{[b] Failure to have ferry bridge 
which can be raised or lowered with 


the tide to the level of the boat is* 


evidence of negligence. Hazman v. 
Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 2 Daly (N. 
NV EEK 

[c] Obstructions at landing places. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 57-58] FERRIES [250.J3.] 1079 
ership of the landing is in another.*> The duty to | injury resulting from a condition impossible to 
remedy obvious dangers is not less stringent remedy,®* but the evidence must affirmatively show 
because of the fact that a large number | that the condition is such as to be impossible to 
of persons pass over the ferry without in- remedy.®4 


jury.°° The duty as to the safety of landings ap- 
plies not only to the immediate means of getting 
on and off the boat, but requires the ferryman to 
furnish ‘safe passageways between the ferryhouses 
and the streets.°7 Passageways habitually used by 
foot passengers, although designed for vehicles, 
must be kept in reasonably safe condition for foot 
passengers.°* The ferryman must use due care in 
‘-having appliances of sufficient strength to hold the 
boat securely to her mooring.®® There is no duty 
to guard against all possible accidents which could 
not reasonably have been foreseen.*° But the ex- 
traordinary character of the accident does not re- 
lieve him from liability, if it was in fact caused by 
his negligent act.°1 He is not bound to adopt new 
and improved methods, where those already in use 
are reasonably safe.°? Where he does adopt the best 
appliances known, he will not be responsible for an 


[§ 58] e. Passenger’s Contributory Negli- 
gence.® A passenger may assume that the ferryman 
has performed his full duty toward him in the main- 
tenance and operation of the boat, in the absence of 
circumstances putting him on guard,®* and if he 
conducts himself as a reasonably prudent man 
would under the circumstances, he will not be held 
guilty of contributory negligence.** But if, acting 
on the assumption of the ferryman’s full perform- 
ance of his obligations, the passenger still conducts 
himself without a reasonable degree of care under 
the circumstances, and if his negligence contributes 
to his injury, he cannot recover against the ferry- 
man.®* Nonperformance of a ferryman’s obligation 
to the passenger does not relieve the passenger from 
the duty of exercising proper care, under circum- 
stances showing the passenger’s knowledge of exist- 
ing conditions.®® Reasonable rules and orders of the 


—Where there 
struction at the landing place of a 
ferry, the ferryman must do every- 
thing in his power to guard against 
danger. Yetter v. Gloucester Ferry 
Co., 76 N. J. L.' 249, 69° A 1079; Os- 
born y. Union Ferry Co., 53 Barb. (N. 
VED HOARE : 

{d] Defective landings. — Condi- 
tion of railroad tracks and equip- 
ment for loading trains on ferryboat 


was held sufficient evidence of lack 


ef due care in providing a safe land+ 
ing place for foot passengers. Burke 
v. St. Louis Southwestern R. Co., 120 
Mo. A. 683, 97 SW 981. 

{e] Failure to have gangplank is 
evidence of negligence. Amos v. Del- 
aware River Ferry Co., 228 Pa. 362, 
77 A 12; Collins v. St. John, 38 N. B. 


86. 

{f] A hole in the floor of a float 
or barge used as a landing place, and 
where passengers might reasonably 
go, is actionable negligence. Quinn v. 
Flesher, (W. Va.) 102 SE 300. 

55. Fortein v. Delaware, etc. R. 
Cor, JOR, Jala 13,100) Ay U9 450 vet- 
ter v. Gloucester Ferry Co., 76 N. J. 
L. 249, 69 A 1079. 


56. Bartholomew v. Poughkeepsie, 
etc., Ferry Co., 55 Hun 605, 7 NYS 
785 


57. Magoric v. Little, 25 Fed. 627, 
23. Blatchf. 399; Bauer v. Verona 
Ferry Co., 33 Pa. Super. 607. 

[a] Rule applied.—Where a street 
railroad and county, operating ferry- 
boat, jointly maintained plank road- 
way from terminus of street car to 
wharf, duty of keeping roadway in 
repair was on both street railroad 
and county, and both were answer- 
able for neglect of mutual duty, re- 
sulting in injury to passenger. Hart 
v. King County, 104 Wash. 485, 177 P 
344. 

58. Wolf v. Brooklyn Ferry Co., 
54 App. Div. 67, 66 NYS 298. ‘ 

59. Blakeley v. Le Duc, 19 Minn. 
187; Richards v. Fuqua, 28 Miss. 792, 
64 AmD 121; Bauer v. Verona Ferry 
Co., 33 Pa. Super. 607; Albright v. 
Penn, 14 Tex. 290. 

[a] Defective moorings.—A ferry- 
man was held liable for the loss of a 
wagon and mule attached thereto, 
eaused by the boat, which was not 
provided with an apron, breaking 
from its moorings, owing to their de- 
fective condition, when the gunwale 
was struck by the rear wheels of 
the wagon. mie vy. Fuqua, 28 
‘ iss. 792, 64 AmD 121. 
ees Tolin v. Terrell, 133 Ky. 210, 
117 SW 290; Cleveland v. New Jer- 
sey Steamboat Co., 68 N. Y. 306; 
Dougan v. Champlain Transp. Cow 6 
N. Y. 1; Loftus v. Union Ferry Co;, 
99 Hun (N. Y.) 33 [aff 84 N. ¥. 455, 
33 AmR 533]; Bauer v. Verona Ferry 


is a dangerous ob-j|Co., 33 Pa. Super. 


607. 

{a] Dlustrationm—Where plaintiff 
drove his mule on a ferryboat, and 
the mule stood some three feet from 
the treadmill horse which propelled 
the boat, the treadways being fenced 
from the driveway by a frame about 
the height of the horse’s shoulders, 
it could not have been reasonably an- 
ticipated that, because there was no 
screen the horse would reach over 
the framework and bite the mule and 
cause it to kick, so that the absence 
of such screen was not the proximate 
cause of injuries to one kicked by the 


mule. Tolin v. Terrell, 133 Ky. 210, 
117 SW_ 290. 
61. Cash v. New York Cent., etc., 


R. Co., 56 App. Div. 473, 67 NYS 823. 

62. Le,Barron y. East Boston 
Ferry Co., 11 Allen (Mass.) 312, 87 
AmD 717; Scribner v. Long Isiand R. 
Co., 88 NYS 351; Bauer y. Verona 
Ferry Co., 33 Pa. Super. 607. 

63. Race v. Union Ferry Co., 138 
N. Y. 644, 34 NE 280; Duke v. Tenth 
St., ete., Ferry Co., 9 Mise. 268, 29 
wae 739 [aff 145 N. Y. 640, 41 NE 
Q 


8]. : 

[a] Dlustrations.—(1) Where the 
ferryman uses tre best appliances 
known and it is impossible under cer- 
tain conditions to bring the bridge 
and boat to an exact level, he will 
not be responsible for an injury re- 
sulting therefrom. Duke v. Tenth St., 
etc., Ferry Co., 9 Misc. 268, 29 NYS 
739 [aff 145 N. Y. 640, 41 NE 88]. (2) 
The fact that there is a difference of 
from one to eight inches between the 
level of the boat and the bridge, which 
is a floating bridge, such discrepancy 
being evitable, does not render the 
ferry company liable for injuries to 
a passenger received in a fall caused 
thereby. Race v. Union Ferry Co., 138 
N. Y. 644, 34 NE 280. 

64. Spero vy. Long Island R. Co., 21 
Misc. 683, 47 NYS 1093. 

[a] Dangers caused by backward 
impulse of boat.—Where a passen- 
ger’s foot is caught in the space be- 
tween the wharf and the boat, owing 
to the backward impulse of the boat, 
the ferryman is liable, in the absence 
of evidence to show that it is im- 
possible to provide against such 
packward impulse. Spero v. Long 
Island R. Co., 21 Misc. 683, 47 NYS 
1098. 

65. Contributory negligence gen- 
erally see Negligence [29 Cyc 403]. 
See also Carriers §§ 1481-1528. 

66. La.—Richarme v. Union Ferry 
Co., 4 La. A. (Orleans) 6. 

Ni. J.—Palmer v. New. Jersey R. 
CO. oo) Ninos ae oe 

N. Y.—Spero v. Long Island R. Co., 
21 Misc. 683, 47 NYS 1093; Dougherty 
VANe win Volk Cent, selene in nCO., (S86 
NYS 746. 


Tenn.—Wilson y. Alexander, 115 
Tenn, 125, 88 SW 985. 
W. Va.—Quinn y. Flesher, 102 SE 


Mass. 366, 49 AmR 37. 
Mo.—Burke v. St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. (Co., 120; Mo. A.. 6838,. 97 SW 


981. 

N. J.—Bunce vy. Pennsylvania R. 
Co., 85 N. J. L. 367, 88 A 1078; Peters 
v. Philadelphia, etc., Ferry Co., 77 N. 
Js) Lit 540, 612) A ALOG. 

N. Y.—Cash v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 56 App. Div. 473, 67 NYS 823; 
Bartnik v. Erie R. Co., 36 App. Div. 
246, 55 NYS 266 [cit Hazman v. Ho- 
boken duand,ece:,. ‘Co; 50) NawYn 5312 
Bartlett v. New York, etc., Transp. 
Co., 57 N. Y. Super. 348, 8 NYS 309; 
Dougherty v. New York Cent., etc., 
R. Co., 86 NYS 746; Snelling v. Brook- 
lyn, ete., Ferry -Co., 13 NYS 398 [aft 
128 N. Y. 579 mem, 28 NE 250 mem]. 

Pa.—Lipman vy. Delaware River 
Ferry Co., 107 A 219; Amos v. Dela- 


ware River Ferry Co., 228 Pa. 362, 
77 A 12. : 
fa] Rule applied.—That a ferry 


passenger stood at his horses’ heads 
as the ferry entered a slip, where it 
violently struck a piling, was not 
contributory negligence, barring his 
recovery for injuries from the col- 
lision. Griffee v. Delaware River 
Ferry Co., 91 N. J. L. 280, 102 A 694, 

68. U. S.—Bohem v. Atlantic City 
R. Co; 274 Fed. 302;. The -Lacka- 
wanna, 151 Fed. 499. 

La.—Williams v. Union Ferry Co., 
126 La. 502, 52 S 678, 139 AmSR 542. 

N. J.—Gassert v. New Jersey Cent. 
R. Co., 74 N. J. L. 11, 64 A 1014; Ho- 
boken Ferry Co. v. Feiszt, 58 N. J. L. 
198, 35 A 299. 

N. Y.—Larkin v. New York, etc., R. 
Go., 19 NYSG¥479" Taft 138 4Ne 6384 
mem, 33 NE 1084 mem]; Strutt v. 
Brooklyn, ete., R. Co., 18 App. Div. 
134, 45 NYS 728. 

Pa.—Hopkins v. West New Jersey, 
ete:, R. Co., 225 Pa. 193 73. A 104, 17 
AnnCas 370; Fish v. Coopers Point, 
etc., Ferry Co., 4 Phila. 103. 

Can.—Quebec, etc., Ferry Co. v. 
Jess, 35 Can. S. C:-693. 

{a] Proximate cause.—Even were 
it negligent for a ferry passenger to 
be standing at his horses’ heads and 
not seated in the cabin when the boat 
violently struck a piling, it would 
not bar his recovery for injuries from 
such collision, not being a proximate 
cause. Griffee v. Delaware River 
Ferry Co., 91 N. J. Li. 280, 102 A 694. 


69. Keokuk Packet Co. v. Henry, 
50 Ill. 264. 
fa] Dlustration.—A passenger {is 


not justified in jumping from a ferry- 
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ferryman,’® when brought to the notice of the pas- 
senger,“1 and customary methods of boarding or 
leaving a ferryboat at a particular place have a 
bearing upon the legal character of the act, whether 
negligent or otherwise.7* A customary method ac- 
quiesced in by the ferryman, even though in viola- 
tion of his rules, is evidence of their abrogation.”? A 
passenger who endeavors to board a ferryboat after 
it has left its moorings,’* or who fails, without ex- 
euse for doing so, to look where he is walking in 
passing between the dock and ferryboat,’® or who 
occupies a place not intended for passengers,’® is 
euilty of contributory negligence. It is negligent 
for a driver of a team not to remain in a position 
where he can control his horses, or to refuse to 
unhitch horses from his wagon when requested to do 
so by the ferryman.’® It is not, as a matter of law, 
contributory negligence for a passenger to leave 
the cabin and stand on the deck between the cabin 
and the end of the boat,’® or to stand near a stair- 
way, or go down a stairway without taking hold of 
the railing,®° or to rise from his seat before the 
boat is safely moored,®! nor can the movements of a 
person in an endeavor to regain his feet be held an 
act of negligence on his part.®? It is not negligent 
for a passenger to step over the guard chain and 
pass to the wharf before the boat is secured, even 
though contrary to the rules of the ferry company, 
it being in evidence that it was customary for pas- 
sengers to leave the boat in that way,®* nor for a 
passenger to leave by the carriageway, when it is in 
evidence that it was customary for pedestrians to 
use the carriageway.®* It has been said, however, 
that a person who is in a place not intended for pas- 
sengers is under the duty of exercising a greater 
degree of care than would be required if occupying a 
place intended for passengers.*® It is not negli- 
gent for the owner of a young horse to take it upon 
a ferryboat, even though it is timid and easily fright- 
ened,’ nor for a truck driver to stand upright on 
his truck while it is being driven on to a ferry- 


boat by the fact that the boat was 


violating the law by racing with an-|etc., R. Co., 
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Pa.—Hopkins v. West New Jersey, 
225. Pa pls eto) eAch COA. dd: [a] 
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boat,§? nor for a driver to start his horse and wagon 
up a steep drop following a heavy team when he sees 
a deck hand standing there whose duty it is to block 
teams going up the drop.88 A passenger is justified 
in assuming that when the guard chains are taken 
down, or the gates opened for passengers to leave, 
the boat will remain securely fastened.® He may 
also assume that the landing place is in a safe con- 
dition,®° and when following immediately behind 
other passengers need not examine particularly to 
see if there is a va¢ant place between the bridge and 
the boat.°! But where a landing place is sufficiently 
safe for persons of ordinary prudenee, and the pas-. 
senger is injured by failure to exercise such pru- 
dence, he cannot recover.°? A driver of a wagon 
may rely on the skill of a ferryman who directs his 
movements, even though he knows that the ferry is 
not fastened.9? 

[§ 59] f. Effect of Owner’s Custody and Con- 
trol.°* There is a diversity of opinion as to the 
liability of a ferryman for property which a pas- 
senger takes with him upon a ferryboat for trans- 
portation and does not deliver into the custody of 
the ferryman, but retains under his own control and 
management. It has been held that in such a ease 
the owner acts, in the control of his property, solely 
as the agent of the ferryman, whose responsibility 
is that of a common carrier insuring the safety of 
the property against all loss, except such as may re- 
sult from the act of God or the public enemy,°® 
and, with the further exception, not occurring gen- 
erally in transportation by a common carrier, that 
the ferryman will not be liable for loss resulting 
from negligence on the part of the owner in control 
of the property.°* On the other hand it has been 
held that, where the passenger retains the custody of 
his property, the ferrymean is not liable as a common 
carrier, but only for loss or injury resulting directly 
from his failure to provide safe and suitable boats 
and appliances, or his failure to exercise proper care 
and skill in managing them.®’ The passenger who 


33 N. J. L. 90. 


Jersey R. Coa.; 
Rule applied.—“‘It cannot be 


other boat, not allowing a reasonable 
time at the landing place to leave the 
boat in the usual manner. Keokuk 
Packet Co. v. Henry, 50 Ill. 264. 

70. The Manhasset, 19 Fed. 480; 
McFadden v. Fortier, 20 Ill. 509; 
Dodge v. Boston, etc., SS. Co., 148 
Mass. 207, 19 NE 378, 12 AmSR 541, 
2 LRA 83. 

[a] Direction as to position of ve- 
hicles.—The ferryran has a right to 
assign to each vehicle its position on 
the boat and those first arriving at 
the landing do not necessarily have 
the right to demand the first place 
on the boat. McFadden y. Fortier, 20 
Ill. 509. 

71. Dodge v. Boston, etc., SS. Co., 
148 Mass. 207, 19 NE 373, 12 AmSR 
541, 2-LRA 83. 

72. The Manhasset, 19 Fed. 430; 
Hazman v. Hoboken Land, etc., Co., 
2° Daly. GN. LY.) 2130, 

73. The Manhasset, 19 Fed. 430. 

74, Williams v. Union Ferry Co., 
126 La, 502, 52 S 678, 1839 AmSR 542; 
Quebec, ete., Ferry Co. v. Jess, 35 
Can. iS €., 693, 

75. U. S.—The Lackawanna, 151 
Fed. 499. 

La.—Williams v. Union Ferry Co., 
126 La.-502, 507, 52 S 678, 139 AmSR 
542. 

N. J.—Gassert v, New Jersey Cent. 
IBY og TAIN a dt 64 cAs 1014. 

Y¥.—Strutt vy. Brooklyn, ete.. R. 
Coy 18 App. Div. 134, 45 NYS 128; 
Fogassi v. New York Cent., etc., R. 
Co., 17 App. Div. 286, 45 NYS 175. 


(A. 683, 97 SW 981; 


AnnCas 570. 

76. Bohem vy. Atlantic City R. Co., 
174 Fed. 302; Graham vy. Pennsylvania 
R. Co., 39 Fed. 596; Hopkins v. West 
New Jersey, etc., R. Co., 225 Pa. 193, 
73 A 704, 17 AnnCas 370. But: see 
cases infra notes 84, 85. 

77. Dudley v. Camden, etc., Ferry 
Co., 45 N. J. L. 368, 46 AmR 781. 

78. Frierson vy. Frazier, 142 Ala. 
232, 37 S 825. 

79. Peverly v. Boston, 186 Mass. 


366, 49 AmR 387. 
80. Bartlett v. New York, etc., 
Y. Super. 348, 8 


Mens pit. COvmeDi te Ne 
Brooklyn,  etc., 


NYS 309. 

81. Snelling v. 

Ferry Co., 13 NYS 398 [aff 128 N. Y. 
579 mem, 28 NE 250]. 

82. Cash v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
56 App. Div. 473, 67 NYS 823. 

83. The Manhasset, 19 Fed. 430. 

84, Hazman y. Hoboken Land, etc., 
Co; 12 Daly aN; Y.) £30. 

85. Weill v. New York City, 147 
App. Div. 634, 132 NYS 609. 

gs6. Clark v. Union Ferry Co., 35 
N. Y. 485, 91 AmD 66. 

87. Bunce v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 
SO Ne Julio Ol oo ea LO Ss 

88. ‘Townsend v. Boston, 187 Mass. 
288, 72. NE.991, 

89. Spero v. Long Island R. Co., 
21 Misc. 683, 47 NYS 1093; St. John 
v. Macdonald, 14 Can. S. C. 1. 

90. Richarme v. Union Ferry Co., 
4 La. A. (Orleans) 6; Burke v. St. 
Louis Southwestern R. Co., 120 Mo. 
Palmer v. New 


doubted that a passenger has a right 
to assume that the platform over 
which the carrier invites him to pass. 
is reasonably ‘safe for the purpose. 
The passenger is under no obligation 
to look for defects before proceeding 
to use the means provided by the car- 
rier for his convenience.” Quinn 
Wee Flesher, (W. Va.) 102 SE 300, 


91. Palmer y. New Jersey R. Co., 
SOuNc ale Las 90. 

92. Race v. Union Ferry Co., 138 
N. Y. 644, 34 NE 280 [rev 19 NYS 
6751; Fogassi v. New York Cent., ete., 
1S Co., LIU App, | Div. '286)45 Niy Ss: 
alga [aft 19 Mise. 108, 43 NYS 268]. 

93. Wilson Ns Alexander, 115 Tenn. 
125, 88 SW 93 

94. See alae supra Span 


Contetbayery, negligence see supra. 


oe Tll—Fisher y. Clisbee, 12 Ill. 


Iowa.—Whitmore y. Bowman, 4 


Greene 148, 
Pe itech v. Mills, 37 Miss. 


PSS nied v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 

Pa.—Bauer v. Verona Ferry Co., 33 
Pa. Super. 607. 

96. Powell v. Mills, 37 Miss. 691; 
Wilson v. Hamilton, 4 Oh. St. 722. 

97. U. S.—The Nassau, 182 Fed. 
696 [rev on other grounds 188 Fed. 
46, 110 CCA 184 (writ of error den 
q28.. S. 722, 32 SCt 524, 56-L. ed. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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retains control of his property must use due care 
to protect it from injury, and if his own negligence 
in this regard contributes to the injury, he cannot 
recover.°* But in such cases the ferryman will still 
be liable if it is shown that the loss or injury is 
the direct result of his omission to use due care to 
avoid it after becoming aware of the owner’s negli- 
gence.°® In order to exempt the ferryman from lia- 
bility as a common carrier it must appear affirma- 
tively that the passenger retained the custody and 
control of his property. 

[§ 60] B. Liability on Statutory Bond. In 
some jurisdictions keepers of public ferries are re- 

quired to give bonds fer the faithful performance of 
their duties as such, on which actions may be brought 
by or for the benefit of persons damaged by the 
failure of such ferrymen to comply with the con- 
ditions of their bonds.2 If the conditions of the 
bond enlarge the liability beyond the statutory limit, 
it will be void to that extent.’ Liability beyond the 
statutory limit can only be enforced against the fer- 
ryman as a common carrier.* 

[§ 61] ©. Liability of Private Ferryman. One 
who keeps a private ferry for his own use is not 
liable as a common carrier, although others are car- 
ried,*> but is liable only for negligence,* and only 
for gross negligence where no toll is taken.? The 
occasional use of a private ferry for hire does not 
subject the ferry owner to a Gommon earrier’s lia- 
bility. But where the owner of a private ferry un- 
dertakes for hire to convey all persons indifferently 
with their carriages and goods he subjects himself 
thereby to the liability of a common earrier.? The 
character of the use of the ferry, whether public or 
private, is a question for the jury.?° 

[§ 62] D. Liability of Unlicensed Ferryman. 
One who without authority operates a public ferry 
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and holds himself out as a public ferryman is liable 
as such, and cannot take advantage of his own wrong 
to avoid the responsibilities of his calling! By 
statutes in soine states, a ferry owner who operates 
his ferry without license subjects himself to liabil- 
ity for statutory penalties.?2 

[§ 63] E. Liability of Lessor and Lessee. 
Where the owner of a ferry, under a power to lease 
and in valid exercise of that power, leases it to an- 
other who has the control and management of it, 
the lessee and not the owner is liable for any loss 
or injury caused by the defective condition ‘of the 
ferry, or negligence in its management.!® But if the 
lease of the ferry privilege is unauthorized, the les- 
sor is not relieved from liability for injuries occur- 
ring while the ferry is being operated by the les- 
see.4# Where the lessor is primarily liable to the 
injured party, a lessee operating the ferry is bound 
to indemnify the lessor against damages caused by 
the lessee’s negligence.* A person employed to 
operate a ferry on shares, although in exclusive con- 
trol, is a servant for hire and not a lessee, and in 
such case the owner is liable for injuries due to 
negligence in its operation.'® Under statutes in some 
states a landowner who leases his land on which a 
public ferry is situated will be held liable for its 
negligent use by his tenant, unless he is able to show 
that he has done all in his power to prevent the ferry 
from being used as a public ferry.17 

[§ 64] F. Liability of Municipal Corporations, 
Counties, Etc. Municipal corporations or other pub- 
he bodies charged with lke duties are not liable to 
civil actions for damages for losses or injuries sus- 
tained in the operation of ferries by them, unless 
made so by statute,4® and unless engaged in a duly 
authorized operation of the ferry under the stat- 
ute,!® because a municipal corporation is not liable 


Ala.—Frierson vy. Frazier, 142 Ala. 
232, 37 S 825: 

Ind.—Yerkes y. Sabin, 97 Ind. 141, 
49 AmR 434, 

Mass.—White v. Winnisimmet Co., 
7 Cush. 155. 

N. J.—Dudley v. Camden, etce., 
Ferry Co., 42 N.. J. L. 25, 36 AmR 
501, 45 N. J. L. 368,°46 AmR 781. 

N. Y.—Wyckoff v. Queens County 
Ferry Co., 52 N. Y. 32, 11 AmR 650. 


Que.—Roussel v. Aumais, 18 Que. 
Super. 474. 
98. Frierson v. Frazier, 142 Ala. 


232, 37 S 825; White v. Winnisimmet 
Co., 7 Cush. (Mass.) 155. 

99. Evans v. Rudy, 34 Ark. 383; 
Harvey v. Rose, 26 Ark. 3, 7 AmR 
595; 


1. Harvey v. Rose, 26 Ark. 3, 7 
AmR 595. 
2. Harris v. Plant, 31 Ala. 639; 


Botts v. Bridges, 4 Port. (Ala.) 274; 
Wells v. Steele, 31 Ark. 219; Miller 
v. Pendleton, 8 Gray (Mass.) 547. 

Pe Botts v. Bridges, 4 Port. (Ala.) 
274. 

4. Botts v. Bridges, 4 Port. (Ala.) 
274. 

6. St. Paul. & “MM. -Ins) .Co.2 v. 
Harrison, 140 Ark. 158, 215 SW 698; 
Self v. Dunn, 42 Ga. 528, 5 AmR 544; 
Roussel v. Aumais, 18 Que. Super. 
474. 

Private and public ferries distin- 
guished see supra §§ 1, 2. 

6. Frierson v.. Frazier, 142 Ala. 


232, 37 S 825; Self v. Dunn, 42 Ga. 
528, 5 AmR 544. ; 

7, Frierson vy. Frazier, 142 Ala. 
232, 37. S 825. 

8. Nugent vy. Smith, 1 C. P. D. 423, 
433, 1 ERC 218; Roussel v. Aumais, 


(Que.) 20 CanLTOccNotes 445. 

“It is essential to the character of 
a common carrier that he is bound 
to carry the goods of all persons 
applying to him, while it never has 
been held, and, as it seems to me, 


could not be held, that a person who j 229. 


lets out vessels or vehicles to indi- 
vidual customers on their application 
was liable to an action for refusing 
the use of such vessel or vehicle if 
required to furnish it.” 
Smith, supra. 

9. Hall v. Renfro, 3 Metc. (Ky.) 
51; Littlejohn v. Jones, 27 S. C. L. 
365, 39 AmD 132. 

10. Littlejohn v. Jones, 27 S. C. 
L. 365, 39 AmD 132. 


11.0. Polis vy, Coffinjad :Caln56,— (‘See 
also cases supra § 61 note 9. 
12. See statutory provisions. See 


also supra § 36. 5 

[a] In Arkansas, (1) under Kirby 
Dig. §§ 3558, 3570, 3582 this liability 
is restricted to the unlicensed oper- 
ation of a ferry at public road cross- 
ings. Shults v. Munn, 124 Ark. 415, 
187 SW 316. (2) But where there is 
a public road on each side of a 
stream, a ferry which connects them 
is within the statute. Shults v. 
Munn, 124 Ark. 415, 418, 187 SW_ 316 
(“it was as much a ferry at which 
the public county road crossed as 
though the road had run directly to 
the ferry and stopped there... . It 
was a ferry at which the _ public 
county road crossed, since the per- 
sons, vehicles and stock traveling 
same crossed at the ferry to which 
the public roads extended on each 
side of the river within the meaning 
of the act’’). f 

1357) Wa. —Taylors ve Rushing; 2 
160; Ladd v. Chotard, Minor 


Tll.—Claypool vy. McAllister, 20 Ill. 
504. 

Mc.—Emery v. Hersey. 4 Me. 407, 
16 AmD 268; Thompson v. Snow, 4 
Me. 264, 16 AmD 263. ' 

Mass.-—Taggard v. Loring, 16 Mass. 
336, 8 AmD 140; Reynolds v. Top- 
pan, 15 Mass. 370, 8 AmD 110. 

N. Y.—MclIntyre v. Bowne, 1 Johns. 


Nugent v. | 


N. C.—Bigegs v. Ferrell, 34 N. Cc. 1. 

S. C.—Rutherford v. McGowen, 10 
SG. Lay: 

Tex.—Hale y. Dutant, 39 Tex. 667; 
Henryaive Voltz,, J oex. As, Clive Case 


§ 775. 

Vt.—Felton v. Deall, 22 Vt. 170, 
54 AmD 61. 

Va.—Bowyer v. Anderson, 2 Leigh 
(29 Va.) 550. 

Eng.—Frazer v. Marsh, 13 East 


238, 104 Reprint 362. 

14. Brooker v. Maysville, ete, R. 
eo. 119 Ky. 137, 83 SW 117, 26 KyL 
F 15, -Harris! v. Plant, Si AlaseGeo. 
47. 

“The lessee of the ferry, who had 
charge of it under his lease, and was 
receiving tolls at the time of the 
loss of the plaintiff’s property, was 
certainly bound to indemnify the les- 
sor against any damage resulting 
from his negligence; and as the les- 
see had notice of the proceeding, he 
would not only be liable over to the 
defendants, but the verdict and judg- 
ment rendered against them would be 
evidence against him, and, if other- 
wise, evidence for him, completely 
shielding him against any suit by the 


plaintiff.’ Harris v. Plant, supra. 

16. Taylor v. Rushing, 2 Stew. 
(Ala.) 160. 

17. Printup vy. Patton, 91 Ga., 422, 
18 SE 311. 2 

18. Townsend vy. Boston, 187 Mass. 


283, 72 NE 991; Morgan County v. 
Marietta Transf., etc., Co., 75 Oh. St. 
244, 79 NE 237; Chick v. Newberry 
Gountyawe ass G2 4195)38 SHOTS. 

19. Hoggard v. Monroe, 51 la. 
Ann. 683, 25 S 349, 44 LRA 477. 

[a] Authority to provide ap- 


proach.—County, empowered to con- 
duct a ferry and collect tolls, under 
Remington Code (1915) § 5013, has 
implied authority to provide approach 
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for ultra vires acts of its officers or agents.2° But 
where the municipality operates a ferry in its pro- 
piletary capacity, it is liable for damages the same 
as any individual or corporation.?t Statutes pro- 
viding for the recovery from municipal corporations 
of damages caused by defects in a highway, cause- 
way, or bridge do-not authorize the recovery of dam- 
ages for injuries resulting from the negligent opera- 
tion of ferries.2? Statutes in some states provide 
that there shall be no recovery against municipal cor- 
porations for injuries resulting from negligence in 
operation of ferries where no toll is charged.?* 

[§ 65] G. Actions to Enforce Liability—1. In 
General—a. For Personal Injuries. The general 
rules governing actions for personal injuries against 
common carriers apply to actions for injuries result- 
ing from the negligent operation of ferries.?* 

Pleading.2®> In states where the action for dam- 
ages for injuries resulting from negligence in opera- 
tion of a ferry is a statutory remedy, the declara- 
tion may charge negligence in the language of the 
statute.2® Where the authority of a town to oper- 
ate ferries rests entirely upon a special grant, the 
complaint in an action against the town must allege 
the existence of the grant.27 An amendment intro- 
ducing an entirely different negligent act than that 
originally charged, making substantially a new cause 
of action, will not be allowed.?® 
from terminus of street railroad to 


landing place. Hart v. King County, 
104 Wash, 485, 177 P 344. 


The Reliance, 
420. 
Cal.—Yeomans 


FERRIES 


2 Fed. 249, 4 Woods 


[8§ 64-65 


Burden of proof and presumption.2® The burden 
of proof is on the injured passenger to show the 
ferryman’s negligence, resulting in his injuries.®° 
There is a class of cases where the nature of the 
accident itself affords proof of defendant’s negli- 
gence, and where it is held that a presumption of 
defendant’s negligence arises from evidence that 
plaintiff is a passenger rightfully on the ferry, that 
he was in the exercise of due care, that he was 
injured in transportation, and facts showing how the 
accident happened.. In these cases the burden shifts 
to defendant to rebut the presumption of his negli- 
gence from the facts shown.*t The presumption of 
defendant’s negligence does not arise, however, 
where the injury is of such a character that it 
might reasonably have happened without any neg- 
ligence on the part of the ferryman,*? or is caused 
by something not connected with the machinery of 
transportation,®? or where the cause of the injury 
is equally well known to both parties.** The rule as 
to the burden of proof to show the passenger’s due 
care or contributory negligence varies in the dif-. 
ferent jurisdictions,*° it being incumbent upon the 
passenger, in some states, to prove the exercise by 
him of ordinary care to ayoid the injury,?* while in 
other states the burden is on the ferryman to prove 
the passenger’s contributory negligence.?? 

Questions of fact.°* The ferryman’s negligence 


had, on invitation cf the employees 
of the ferry company, passed out on 


Contra Costa|an iron bridge leading to the ferry- 


20. See Municipal Corporations | Steam Nay. Co., 44 Cal. 71. boat, and while standing thereon it 
[28 Cye 1274]. Ill.—Hagle Packet Co. v. Defries, | broke, precipitating her into the 
21. Hart v. King County, 104 | 94 Ill. 598, 34 AmR 245. river. Patton v. Pickles, 50 La. Ann. 
Wash. 485, 177 P 344. Ind.—Louisville, ete., Ferry Co. v. | 857, 24 S 290. (7) Presumption of de- 
22. Morgan County v. Marietta | Nolan, 135 Ind. 60, 34 NE 710. fendant’s negligence arises trom 
Transf., etc.,.Co., 75 Oh. St. 244, 79 Mass.—Rosen v. Boston, 187 Mass.| facts showing that. plaintiff re- 
NE 237; Chick v. Newberry County, | 245, 72 NE 992, 68 LRA 153. ceived his injuries from the fall- 
27S: G. 419, 3 SE 787. Minn,—Fay v. Davidsen, 13 Minn.|ing of a bridge due to the break- 
23. Arline vy. Laurens County, 77 | 523. ing of a chain support. Bartnik 


Ga. 249, 2 SE 833. 

24. See Carriers §§ 1403-1480. 

Negligence generally see Negli- 
gence [29 Cye 400]. 

25. Pleading generally see Plead- 
ing [3% Cye Tj. f 

Pleading in action against carrier 
generally see Carriers §§ 1407-1417. 

26. Deen vy. Wheeler, 7 Ga. A. 507, 
67 SE 212. 

[a] MTlustration.—In an action for 
damages under Pol. Code (1895) 

622, making the proprietor of a 
ferry liable for any damage from his 
nonattendance, neglect, carelessness, 
or bad conduct, a charge using the 
terms “carelessness” and ‘“inexcus- 
able neglect” is not error, being in 
the language of the statute. Deen v. 
Wiheclerne se 1Gan Ae O0l 5 6% Si 
adver 

27. Hoggard v. Monroe, 51 la. 
Ann, 683, 25 S 349, 44 LRA 477." 

28. Scribner v. Long Island R. Co., 
88 NYS 351. ; 

fa] Dlustration.—In an action for 
injuries received by a passenger at 
the landing of a ferry, it was error 
to permit an amendment alleging, 
for the first time, insufficient light- 
ing as an act of negligence. Scrib- 
ner v. Long Island R. Co., 88 NYS 
Sole 

29. Presumptions and burden of 
proof in action against carrier gen- 
erally see Carriers §§ 1424-1436. 


80. Le Barron y. East Boston 
Ferry Co., 11 Allen (Mass.) 312, 87 
AmD 717. ; 

[a] Evidence held sufficient to 
show that defendant operated the 
boat. Weber v. City Water Co., 206 
Til. A. 417. 

31. U. S—The SS. New World v. 
King, 16 How. 469, 14 L. ed. 1019; 


Walker v. Wilmington Steamboat Co., 
117 Fed. 784; In re California Nav., 
ete., Co., 110 Fed. 670; Dunlap v. 


N. Y.—Miller v. Ocean SS. Co., 118 
N. Y. 199, 23 NE 462; Caldwell v. New 
J oteee Steamboat "Co.,/(47  Niw’ Y. 

82. 

Pa.—Spear v. Philadelphia, ete., R. 
Co.,.119 Pa. 61, 12 A 824; Finnegan 
v. Delaware River Ferry Co., 68 Pa. 
Super. 428. 

Wash.—Hart v. King County, 104 
Wash. 485, 177 P 344. 

{a] Illustrations. — (1) Presump- 
tion of defendant’s negligence arises 
from undisputed evidence that plain- 
tiff was injured by slipping on piece 
of ice frozen to deck of defendant’s 
ferryboat in absence of evidence 
showing that ice might have been 
frozen on that trip. Rosen v. Bos- 
ton, 187 Mass. 245, 72 NE 992, 68 LRA 
153. (2) Presumption of defendant's 
negligence arises from explosion of a 
boiler on defendant’s boat. The SS. 
New World v. King, 16 How. (U. S.) 
469, 14 L. ed. 1019; In re California 
Nav., etce., Co., 110 Fed. 670; Dunlap 
v. The Reliance, 2 Fed. 249, 4 Woods 
420; Yeomans y. Contra Costa Steam 
Nav. Co., 44 Cal. 71; Fay v. David- 
son, 13 Minn. ‘523; Caldwell v. New 
Jersey Steamboat Co., 47 N. Y. 282; 
Spear y. Philadelphia, etc, R. Co., 
119 Pa. 61, 12 A 824. (8) Presump- 
tion of defendant’s negligence arises 
from failure of engine on defend- 
ant’s boat to act. Walker v. Wil- 
mington Steambcat Co., 117 Fed. 784. 
(4) Presumption of defendant’s neg- 
ligence arises from falling of gang- 
plank on defendant’s boat. Eagle 
Packet Co. v. Defries, 94 Ill. 598, 34 
AmR 245. (5) Presumption of de- 
fendant’s negligence arises from the 
breaking of the boat’s mooring to the 
wharf. Miller v. Ocean SS. Co., 118 
N. Y. 199, 23 NE 462. (6) Presump- 
tion of defendant’s negligence arises 
from facts showing that plaintiff, 
having paid for a ticket for ferriage, 


v. Erie R. Co., 36 App, Div. 246, 55 
NYS 266. 


Res ipsa loquitur see Carriers 
§§ 1426-1434; Negligence [29 Cyc 
590]. 

32. Le Barron y. East Boston 


Ferry Co., 11 Allen (Mass.) 312, 87 
AmD 717. 

[a] fllustration.— The presump- 
tion of defendant’s negligence in not 
providing a safe exit does not arise 
from evidence showing that the 
wheels of plaintiff's wagon, while it 
was passing off the boat, struck vio- 
lently against the drop of the ferry. 
Le Barren v. Hast Boston Ferry Co., 
ae Allen- (Mass.) , 312, 87 AmD 

33. Hayman vy. Pennsylvania R. 
Coseirs: Pal 508,00! Ae Sis 

[a] Tllustration.—Presumption of 
defendant’s negligence does not arise 
from facts showing’ that plaintiff 
was injured by a swinging door in a 
passageway striking him. Hayman 
v. Pennsylvania R. Co,, 118 Pa. 508, 
11 A 815. 

34. Le -Barron v. East Boston 
Ferry Co., 11 Allen (Mass.), 312, .87 
AmD 1717; Fearn v. West Jersey 
Merry: .Co.5- 143) Par a22, 22 ATO8, obo 
LRA 366; Hayman vy. Pennsylvania 
Re Co.,, 218 Pal 508, TRANS 15: 

[a] Illustration.—Presumption of 
defendant’s negligence does not arise 
from plaintiff's slipping on snow 
which had only just: fallen on the 
deck. Fearn v. West Jersey Ferry 
Gey 143 Pa. 122, 22 A’ 708, 138 LRA 

35. See Carriers § 1517. See also 
Negligence [29 Cyc 601]. 

36. Weill v. New York City, 147 
App. Div. 634, 1382 NYS 609. 

387. May v. Hanson, 5 Cal. 360, 63 
AmD 155. 

38. Questions of law or fact gen- 
erally see Carriers §§ 1453-1473. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 65-67 


with respect to the injury sustained by the passen- 
ger is one of fact for the jury, and should be sub- 


mitted to them where there is sufficient evidence. 


to go to the jury, and it is conflicting or such that 
different conclusions reasonably might be drawn 
therefrom ;*° and the same is true of the passen- 
ger’s contributory negligence.?° 

[§ 66] b. For Loss of or Injury to Property.‘ 
Where property is lost or damaged by the negli- 
gence of the ferryman, the owner may sue either 
on the ferryman’s contract as a carrier or in tort.*? 
The complaint must specify the articles lost or dam- 
aged so as to inform defendant of the extent of the 
action.** Although allegations of defendant’s neg- 
ligence are usual, they are not necessary where de- 
fendant is liable as a common earrier, and amend- 
ments setting up additional acts of negligence are 
surplusage, and not prejudicial;44 but where negli- 
gence is necessary to fix defendant with liability, 
it must be alleged.4® In an action of contract 
against a ferryman for loss of, or damage to prop- 
erty, it is sufficient for plaintiff to show the receipt 
of the property by the ferryman and the loss or 
damage; the burden is upon defendant to show that 
his failure to perform his agreement was due to a 
cause which would relieve him from liability.4® Evi- 
dence is not admissible of any losses or injuries 
other than those alleged in the complaint,** nor of a 
custom or usage among ferrymen which would make 
the safety of a passenger or his property to depend 
upon his own conduct and not upon the care and 
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vigilance of the ferryman.*® Defendant’s precan- 
tionary acts after the loss of property, while not 
admissible to show defendant’s negligence, may be 
admitted in cross-examination after defendant has 
testified that such acts are not necessary or cus- 
tomary for the protection of the property.4? The 
recovery should be for whatever damage was the 
natural and proximate consequence of the injury 
complained of.°° When property is lost the measure 
of damages is the value of the property, together 
with compensation for the actual expenses, and loss 
of time, caused by the detention on account of the 
accident.>! 

[§ 67] 2. On Statutory Bond.®? The remedy 
given on the bond of a public ferryman ** is in the 
nature of a common-law action on the case for dam- 
ages caused by the ferryman’s negligence. It may 
be a cumulative remedy and not exclusive of the 
common-law right of action.°* Whether an action 
on a ferry bond can be brought in the name of the 
party injured depends upon the provisions of the 
statute.®> It has been held that a ferry bond is 
not the bond of an officer, or a bond given in an 
official capacity, within the meaning of a statute pro- 
viding that an action on an official bond may be 
brought in the name of the party injured,®® but that 
a complaint improperly brought in the name of the 
party injured may be amended.®? The complaint 
must allege facts showing clearly a breach of the 
conditions of the bond.®8 


*FERROCARRILES (Railways).t In Spanish 
law, railways have been a subject of legislation be- 
ginning with 1855. The general railway law now in 
force is that of 1877 which covers such subjects as 
concessions, eminent domain, operation, ete.” 

FERROCHROME. A substance produced by re- 
ducing chrome iron ore with carbon in an electrical 
furnace, and containing iron, chrofnium, and carbon.® 

FERROMANGANESE. A substance produced by 


smelting the ore containing iron and manganese.* 
39. Mass.—Townsend vy. Boston, 
187 Mass. 283, 72 NH 991. 
N. J.—Griffee v. Delaware River 
Ferry Co., 91 N. J. L. 280, 102 A 694; 
Bunce v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 85 


tor, 


demurrable as omitting to aver that 
the duty rested on defendant opera- Le 
rather than the county, 
vide a barrier for the boat, and as 
failing to aver negligence on the part | in 


FERROTUNGSTEN. Tungsten iron or ‘‘ferro- 
tungsten’’ is made from tungsten or wolframite by 
roasting it, freeing it from sulphur and arsenic by 
treatment with muriatic acid, and strongly igniting 
it with charcoal in a closed crucible, giving a sin- 
tered or scaly mass which is fusible with iron ore.® 

FERRULE. A metallic ring or sleeve on the 
handle of a tool or the end of a stick to keep the 
wood from splitting;° a ring or short tube of metal 
fitted on or inclosing the lower end of a cane or um- 
lemento. 

U. S. v. Roesseler, etce., Chemi- 
call Con 137 Hedy 70 ids S70 COA 


346 (“One of its principal uses is 
the manufacture of armor- 


to pro- 


INGER UG) La. oO Os Ak LOTS: 

N. Y.—Meisle v. New York Cent., 
eten ee. -Co:, 219 Ne-yo Sit 114, NE 
347, AnnCas1918E 1081. 


~ Pa.—Lipman vy. Delaware River 
Berry Co: 107 A 219; Prethrow _v. 
West Jersey, ete, R. Co. 214 Pa. 


112, 68 A 415, 112 AmSR 736. 
_Wash.—Hart v. King County, 
Wash. 485, 177 P 344. 

40. Townsend vy. Boston, 187 Mass. 
283, 72 NE 991; Tipman v. Delaware 
River ererry. Co. (ba.) 10% -A 219; 
Amos vy. Delaware River Ferry Co., 
228 Pa. 362, 77 A vl2. : 

41. Actions a arcmtS Copiers td gener- 
lly see Carriers §§ _ : 

8 42. Smith v. Seward, 3 Pa. 342. 

43. SAE Sade Vv. Bowman, 4 

ene (Iowa) 148. ; 
Oe. Deen =) Wheeler, 7 Ga. A. 507, 
67 SE 212. See also Carriers § 544. 

45. Hilburn v. McKinney, (Ala.) 
5 S 496. 
8 [a] Rule applied—A count of 
complaint against the operator of a 
ferry for the drowning of mules and 
the loss of harness and part of a 
wagon, complaint being open to the 
construction that the ferry was a 
public one operated for county, under 
Code (1907) § 3023 et seq, was held 


104 


of such operator. Hillburn v. Mc- 
Kinney, (Ala.) 85 S.496. 


46. Lewis v. Smith, 107 Mass. 334. 

47. Whitmore Vv. Bowman, 
Greene (Iowa) 148. 

48. Miller v. Pendleton, 8 Gray 
(Mass.) 547. ‘ 

{a] MNlustration.—Evidence is in- 


admissible of a custom at other fer- 
ries on the same river to put up 
guard chains at the request of pas- 
sengers and not otherwise. Miller 
v. Pendleton, 8 Gray (Mass.) 547. 

49. Frierson v. Frazier, 142 Ala. 
PO, Oe Ke) A See also Carriers 
§ 1447; Negligence [29 Cyc 616]. 

50. Evans v. Rudy, 34 Ark. 383. 

51. Evans v. Ruby, 34 Ark. 383. 

52. Bonds generally see Bonds 9 
(Oe ie Ten 

53. See supra § 47. 

54. Wells v. Steele, 31 Ark. 219; 
Miller v. Pendleton, 8 Gray (Mass.) 
547: Sparkman vy. Graham, 79 Miss. 
SOM SOM SRN Los 

55. See Bonds § 152. 

56. Harris v. Plant, 31 Ala. 639. 

57. Harris v. Plant, 31 Ala. 639. 

58. Judge Wilcox County Ct. v. 
Pharr, 4 Stew. & P. (Ala.) 332. 

1. See Railroads [23 Cyc 1]. 

2. -Escriche Diccionario and Sup- 


piercing projectiles and armor plates. 
It is also generally used to impart 


hardness and toughness to. steel 
structures and implements where 
these qualities are particularly 


needed, such as burglar-proof safes, 
crushers, cutting tools, and _ the 
like’’). 

4. U.S. v. Roesseler, ete., Chemi- 
Cala Co. Watered ia Gi0," Wil. ON CGA 
346 (‘It is added to steel in the proc- 
ess of manufacture. It is used in 
making steel for the cheaper class 
of projectiles and for other pur- 
poses where hardness, strength, and 
ductility are necessary’’). 

5. Hempstead v. Thomas, 122 Fed. 
538) 539,59 CECA! 342. 

6. Knight Mechanical D. 
Evans v. Newark Rivet Works, 126 
Fed. 492, 498, 61 CCA 474]. 

[a] Similar definitions.—(1) ‘Aj 
ring of metal put around a column, 
cane, or other thing to strengthen it 
or prevent its splitting.” Imperial 
D. [quot Evans v. Newark Rivet 
Works, 126 Fed. 492, 493. 61 CCA 
474]. (2) SA ring “or, cap of 
metal put on a column, post, or 
staff, as on the lower end of a cane 
or umbrella, to strengthen it or pre- 


[quot 


* By WiLLIAM MoRTIMER CROWTHER (Ferrocarriles to Fidelity Guaranty inclusive except the Spanish words and 


phrases). 


‘ety 
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brella stick.’ 

FERRYBOAT.§ 

FERRY BRIDGE. Generally a floating structure 
hinged or chained to a wharf.® 

FERTILIZER.*° 

‘FESTINATIO JUSTITLZ EST NOVERCA IN- 
FORTUNII.? 

FESTINUM REMEDIUM. Literally ‘‘A speedy 
remedy.’’12 The writ of assise was thus charac- 
terized, in comparison with the less expeditious 
remedies previously available, by the Statute of 
Westminster II (13 Edw. I ¢ 24).1% 

FETTERS.1+ 

FEUD. In feudal law, an estate in land held of 
a superior on condition of rendering him services.1° 

FEUDA AD INSTAR PATRIMONIORUM SUNT 
REDACTA.?® 

FEUDAL. Pertaining to feuds or fees;17 distin- 
guished from ‘‘allodial.’’ 18 
Feudal action. Real actions were anciently so 
called.?® 

Feudal law. The law anciently regulating the 
property relations of lord and vassal, and the crea- 
tion, incidents, and transmission of feudal estates.?° 

Feudal possession. The equivalent of ‘‘seizin’’ 
under the feudal system.?? 

Feudal system. The system of feuds.?? 

Feudal tenures. The tenures of real estate under 
the feudal system, such as knight service, socage, 
villenage, ete.?3 

FEUDALISMO. In Spanish feudal law, the body 
of rights enjoyed by a lord; also the abuse of such 
rights.”4 

FEUDA NOVA. In feudal law, a term used to 
designate an interest in land which was acquired by 
the possessor in any other way than by succession 
as heir to his ancestor.?® 

FEUDATARIO. In Spanish feudal law, a vassal 


vent it from splitting.” Century D. 


and thirteenth centuries, and is sup- 25. 


with a fief; also a fund subject to the payment of 
feudal dues.?° 

FEUDISTA. In Spanish law, an author who 
writes about fiefs.?7 

FEUDO. In Spanish law, fief; a species of bene- 
fice which one gives to another so that the latter may 
become the former’s vassal.?® 

Nature. ‘‘The fief,’’ says Escriche, ‘‘who is dis- 
posed to ascribe the origin of the system to the 
Lombards, may be considered as a contract or as a 
right in a thing similar to a pledge, mortgage, or 
emphyteusis.’’ 7° 

Classification. A fief may be proper or improper. 
It is the former when it is conceded purely and sim- 
ply without determination as to time or service. 
When conditions as to such matters are added, the 
fief becomes improper, but in case of doubt the fief 
is presumed to be a proper one.®° A fief is royal 
(real)** when granted by a king or emperor with 
some dignity or royal privilege, as kingdom, prin- 
cipality, dukedom, ete. A simple fief had no such 
appurtenance. A lege (ligio) fief is one by which 
the vassal bound himself to serve the lord in war 
against anyone, and is therefore exclusive.*? The 
ordinary fief, however, did not preclude the vassal 
from agreeing to serve another lord in war.** Fiefs 
were also ecclesiastical when the subject was church 
property, and: lay when it was not;** they were 
termed ‘‘new’’ when received by the vassal direetly 
from the lord, and ‘‘old’’ when acquired by in- 
heritance ;*° ‘‘hereditary’’ when transmissible by in- 
heritance or will, and ‘‘familiar’’ when succession 
is confined to male heirs of the first vassal;3¢ ‘‘mas- 
culine’’ when succession was so confined, and ‘‘femi- 
nine’? when female heirs were admitted in default 
of male;*’ ‘‘franco’’ when free from the obliga- 
tion of personal service;* and ‘‘personal’’? when 
limited to the vassal who received it.?9 


Priest v. Cummings, 20 Wend. 


[quot Evans v. Newark Rivet Works, 
121 Fed. 138, 134 (aff 126 Fed. 492, 
61 CCA 174) ]. 

7. Evans v. Newark Rivet Works, 
121 Fed. 1383, 134 [aff 126 Fed. 492, 
61 CCA 174] (“a hollow metallic 
tube adapted to fit over and be at- 
tached to the end of an umbrella 
or cane, together with the metallic 


or steel point or tip which is in- 
verted in one end’’). 
8. See Admiralty § 61. See gen- 


erally Ferries § 1. 
9. Cope v. Vallette Dry Dock Co., 


119 UW. S: 5625, 630): 7 SCt) 3386, 30 ih. 
ed. 501. 
10. See Agriculture §§ 32-46. 


11, A maxim meaning “Hasty 
justice is the step-mother of mis- 
fortune.” Black L. D. 

12) s Black. whe nD: 

13. Black L. D. See also Fast 
ante p 675. 

14. See Criminal Law § 2075. 


Black L, D. See also Estates 
A maxim meaning “Lands 
held feu are reduced to the charac- 
ter of patrimony or _ succession.” 
Trayner Leg. Max. 

Ree ipnjack, da.) 'D. 


" Black LL. D. 
Ginled2e Ged, 1D) lod. 


See also Hstates 


See also Allo- 


19. 3 Blackstone Comm. p 11T. 
See generally Real Actions [33 Cyc 
1541]. 

20. Black L. D. 

21. Black L. D. 

Oi Pe AZIENG (ell Op wD 

[a] “A political and social sys- 


tem which prevailed throughout Eu- 
rope during the eleventh, twelfth, 


posed to have grown out of the pe- 
culiar usages and policy of the Teu- 
tonic nations who overran the con- 
tinent after the fall of the Western 
Roman Empire, as developed by the 
exigencies of their military domina- 
tion, and possibly furthered by no- 
tions taken from the Roman juris- 
prudence. It was introduced into 
England, in its completeness, by Wil- 
liam I., A. D. 1085, though it may 
have existed in a rudimentary form 
among the Saxons before the Con- 
quest. It formed the entire basis of 
the real-property law of England in 
medieval times; and survivals of the 
system, in modern days, so modify 
and color that branch of jurispru- 
dence, both in England and America, 
that many of its principles require 
for their complete understanding a 
knowledge of the feudal system. 
The feudal system originated in the 
relations of a military chieftain and 
his followers, or king and nobles, or 
lord and vassals, and especially their 
relations as determined by the bond 
established by a grant of land from 
the former to the latter. From this 
itygrew into a complete and intricate 
complex of rules for the tenure and 
transmission of real estate, and of 
correlated duties and services; while, 
by tying men to the land and to 
those holding above and below them, 
it created a. close-knit hierarchy of 
persons, and developed an aggregate 
of social and political institutions.” 


Black L. D. See also 2 Blackstone 
Comm. p 44. 

2s. Black L. D. 

24. Eiscriche Diccionario. See 


also Feudal ante this page. 


(N. Y.) 338, 349 [cit Sandford Herit. 
Suce. p 30] (distinguishing feuda 
antiqua). See also Feudo post this 
page text and note 35. 

26. Escriche Diccionario. 

27. Escriche Diccionario. 

28. Partidas IV tit XXVI ley I 
and prolog. See Feud ante this page. 

29. Escriche Diccionario. See 
also Emphyteusis 20 C. J. p 1288. 

{a] As a contract the fief is a 
recipruval agreement between lord 
and vassal, the former conceding the 
useful ownership (dominio util) and 
the latter recognizing the former as 
the ultimate owner and promising 
him fidelity, military and other serv- 
ice, and perhaps payment of dues. 
Escriche Diccionario. 

[b] As a right in a thing a fief 
is the title, shared by the lord and 
vassal, which arises from. investi- 
ture, and which precludes alienation 
or enctmbrance of the fief without 
the lord’s consent, is forfeited for 
felonias or feudal crimes, involves 
certain services, and escheats to the 
lord upon the vassal’s death without 
male heirs. Escriche Diccionario. 

380, HEscriche Diccionario, 

31. Escriche.-Diecionario p 689. 
But see Escriche Diccionario p 690 
(where the term “real’’-is applied to 
a transmissible fief). 

32. Escriche Diccionario. 

33.  Escriche Diccionario p 689, But 
see Escriche Diccionario p 690 (V).: 

34. Escriche Diccionario. 

35. Escriche Diccionario.: 
Escriche Diccionario. 
Escriche Diccionario. 
Escriche Diccionario. 
Escriche Diccionario. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


in the family for generations.‘1 


FEUDUM SINE INVESTITURA NULLO MODO 


CONSTITUIL POTUIT.*” 


FEW. An indefinite expression for a small or 


limited number ;#* not many;* of 


indicating a small number of units or individuals 
It is a relative term and 


which constitute a whole.*® 
of great elasticity of meaning.47 


Phrases: ‘Hew copies,’’ 48 ‘‘few gross,’’ #9 ‘‘few 
minutes,’’ °° ‘few people,’’ 51 ‘‘few rods,’’ 52 ‘‘few 


stones.’? 53 


F.G. A. These letters in connection with marine 


40. English L. D. 

41. English L. D. See also Gard- 
ner v./Collins, 2, Pet. (UW: S:) 58; 92,7: 
ed. 347 (where the term is employed). 
See generally Estates § 8; and Feudo 
ante p 1084 text and note 35. 

[a] Feuda antiqua. — In feudal 
law, a term used to designate an 
interest in land to which the pos- 
sessor succeeds as heir to his an- 
cestor. Priest v. Cummings, .20 
Wend, (N. Y.) 338, 349 [cit Sandford 
Herit. Suce. p 30]. 

42. A maxim meaning ‘A freehold 
estate cannot be created except by 
investiture or some mode of consti- 


tuting.”’ Thatcher v. Omans, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 521, 525. 

43. Bouvier L. D. [quot Pitts- 
burgh, etce., R. Co. v. Broderick, 56 


Ind. A. 58, 102 NE 887, 893]. 

44, Webster Int. D. [quot Provyi- 
dent Loan Bank v. Parham, 137 Tenn. 
483, 194 SW 570, 571]. 


45. Webster Int. D. [quot Provi- 
dent Loan Bank v. Parham, 137 
Tenn. 483, 194 SW 570, 571]. : 

46. Webster Int. D. [quot Provi- 
dent Loan Bank v. Parham, 137 
Tenn. 483, 194 SW 570, 571). 

47. Anderson v. Williams, 44 
WklyNC (Pa.) 418, 420; Klann v. 
Minn, 161 Wis. 517, 154 NW 996. 

48. Myers v. Gross, 59 Ill. 436, 


488 (a contract between a bookseller 
and the publisher, the publisher re- 
serving the privilege of selling at 
retail what ‘few copies’ might be 
demanded through him without com- 
missions to the bookseller, does not 
include so large a proportion of the 


edition as to exceed one third 
thereof). 
49. Allen v. Kirwan, 159 Pa. 612, 


617, 28 A 495 (an offer to sell a 
few gross of a certain article was an 
offer of an indefinite quantity, and 
gave the party a right to name the 
quantity, which, if accepted by the 
other party, they would be bound to 
deliver, but the offer alone is too 
indefinite to create a contract). 

50. Klann v. Minn, 161 Wis. 517, 
154 NW 996 (a complaint, alleging 
the destruction of a building and the 
death of plaintiff’s intestate, which 
averred that a few minutes after he 
was caught by the flames and ex- 
posed to the burning he then and 
there died, is sufficient to show con- 
scious suffering between the begin- 
ning of his injuries and his death). 

51. Indianapolis St. R. Co. v. Rob- 
inson, 157 Ind. 414, 418, 61 NE 936 
(as used in proposed evidence that 
between 3 and 4 P. M. on Sundays 
during the summer of 1899 but few 
people returned to the city by a cer- 
tain street railroad is very uncer- 
tain, for, in the connection used, it 
might mean fifty persons or five hun- 
dred). 

52. Butts v. Stowe, 53 Vt. 600, 
603 (in a notice of an injury from a 
defect in a highway which described 
the place of the injury as at a point 
“a9 few rods” from S’s starch factory, 
in a certain town, it was held that 
the term “a few rods” was an in- 
definite expression, which might ap- 
ply to the whole length of the side- 


FEUDUM ANTIQUUM—FIAR 
FEUDUM ANTIQUUM. A feud which descended 


to a vassal from an ancestor;*? one which had been 


FIADO. 


small number ;* 


FIANZA. 


undertakine.59 


walk, which was only a few rods in 
length, and hence the notice did not 
sufficiently show the place where the 
accident happened). 

53. Wheelock v. Noonan, 108 N. 
Y. 179, 184, 15 NE 67, 2 AmSR 405 
(a permission to place a few stones 
on plaintiff's lot does not justify 
covering the lot with heavy boul- 
ders to a height of fourteen to 
eighteen feet). 

54. Wharton lL. Lex. (“They 
sometimes mean ‘foreign general 
average,’ and the precise meaning 
they denote must be gathered from 
the context’’). 

55. Escriche Diccionario. 
Principal and Surety [32 Cye 1]. 

56. Escriche Diccionario. 

57. Escriche Diccionario. 
Principal and Surety [32 Cyc 1]. 

58. Escriche Diccionario. 

59. Escriche Diccionario. Seealso 
Martinez v. Runkle, 57 N. J. L. 111, 
125, 30 A 593 (‘ia Spanish word of 
generic meaning, sufficiently broad 
to designate general obligation, as 
well as restricted liability under a 
single inStrument’’). 

[a] Fianza de indemnidad.—An 
obligation of guaranty as. distin- 
guished from “ordinary suretyship,” 
the fiador agreeing to pay only after 
exhaustion of the principal debtor’s 
assets. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Guaranty [20 Cyc 1392]. 

{b] Fianza de mancomunidad.— 
The joint obligation of two or more 
fiadores and which may be either 
simple, when the liability of each is 
limited to an aliquot part of the 
debt, and solidary when all are 
liable, jointly and severally, for the 
whole. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Principal and Surety [32 Cyc 125]. 

{ce] Fianza de estar 4 derecho.— 
An undertaking on the part of de- 
fendant in a cause, criminal or civil, 
to appear at the trial. Escriche Dic- 
cionario. See Bail 6 C. J. p 883. 

{d] Fianza de estar 4 las resultas 
del juicio.—An undertaking to pay a 
money judgment against defendant 
in a cause criminal or civil. Escriche 
Diccionario. 

{e] Fianza carcelara (de carcei 
segura).—An undertaking to return 
accused to custody on demand. 
Escriche Diccionario. See Bail 6 C. 
J. p 883. 

{f] Fianza de la haz.—A phrase 
which includes any of the three last 
previous forms of undertaking. 
Escriche Diccionario. 


See 


See 


{g¢] Fianza de arraigo.—(1) An 
undertaking secured by pledge, 
mortgage, or personal surety, to 


carry out the results of an action. 
Escriche Diccionario. (2) It might 
be enforced upon the debtor’s aliena- 
tion of his property with intent to 
change his domicile (Fuero Real lib 
II, tit XVIII leyes I, IJ), (3) pro- 
vided the debt had been previously 
proved by authenticated document, 
witnesses, or the debtor’s admission 
(Novisima Recopilacion lib X tit XI 
ley V, of Foro). 

{h] Fianza depositaria.—An un- 
dertaking to hold certain property 
subject to the order of the court, to 


[25C.J.] 1085 


insurance mean ‘‘free from general average.’’ °4 
In Spanish law, one who is obligated 
or accepted as surety for another.®> 

The phrase ‘‘under bond,’’ relating to an ac- 
cused, is expressed in Spanish law by en fiado or 
al fiado, although the latter is also used in the sense 
of the English phrase ‘‘on eredit.’’ 5° 

FIADOR. - In Spanish law, surety.57 

Fiador lego, llano y abonado, a solvent surety 
subject to no exemptions or privileges.5§ 
In Spanish law, security, bond, or 


FIAR. In Spanish law, to guarantee performance 
or payment by another; also to sell on ecredit.°° 


secure a debt of the obligor or an- 
other, or to deliver them, in case the 
debt is paid, to some other creditor. 
Escriche Diccionario. 

[i] Fianza de accredor de mejor 
derecho.— A form of the proceeding 
given by a creditor upon being 
awarded property of the debtor and 
by which he undertakes to restore it 
if another creditor is found entitled 
thereto, or if the judgment award- 
ing it is reversed. Escriche Dic- 
cionario. 

[j] Fianza deley de Madrid.—An 
undertaking (authorized by Royal 
Ordinance of Madrid in 1502) by the 
prevailing party in an arbitral pro- 
ceeding or compromise, to restore 
with rents and profits property re-’ 
ceived under the award in case it 
should be set aside at the instance 
of the prevailing party. Novisima 
Recopilacion lib XI tit XVII leyes 
V, V and note; Escriche Diccionario. 

{k] Fianza de ley de Toledo.— 
An undertaking (authorized at To- 
ledo in 1840) in an executive pro- 
ceeding to restore in double amount, 
as penalty and interest, in case the 
judgment is set aside, whatever is 
collected thereunder. Escriche Dic- 
cionario. 

{1] Fianza de calumnia.—(1) An 
undertaking required of an accuser 
in a criminal proceeding, as a pre- 
caution against malicious prosecu- 
tion, to indemnify accused in case 
the charge is not proved. Escriche 
Diccionario. (2) It is imperatively 
required in accusations by private 
individuals before the audiencias 
(higher tribunals) against judges of 
inferior courts. Reglamentos of 
Sept. 26, 1835 art 73. 

[m] Fianza con informacion de 
abono.—An undertaking secured by 
specific property shown to belong to 
the obligor and to be free and suffi- 
cient to meet the purpose of the in- 
strument. It is especially employed 
in cases where a defendant, civil or 
criminal, is without surety or prop- 
erty at the locus fori but has prop- 
erty elsewhere, which is thus. ac- 
cepted upon due proof of ownership. 
HEscriche Diccionario. 


[n] Fianza de seguridad de la 
vida.—An undertaking, similar to 
the “bond to keep the peace” in 


Anglo-American law, based upon in- 
vestigation of a complaint that an- 
other threatens bodily harm to com- 


plainant, and requiring the former 
to observe good conduct. Escriche 
Diccionario. See Breach of the 


Peace §§ 20—58. 

{o] Fianza subsidiaria.—An un- 
dertaking to carry out some other 
undertaking. Escriche Diccionario. 

[p] Fianza de saneamiento.—An 
undertaking with surety, by an ex- 
ecution debtor, to avoid imprison- 
ment, that he will satisfy the judg- 
ment. It should appear that prop- 
erty offered as security is the debt- 
or’s, or, should it prove otherwise, 
other sufficient property will be sub- 


stituted. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Baile: Jt pis83. 
60. Escriche Diccionario. See 


Guaranty [20 Cyc 1392]. 


1086 (250. J.] 


FIAT (Latin, **Let. it be’’). 


notarial fee abolished in 1842.® 


FIAT JUS, RUAT JUSTITIA. 
FIAT JUSTITIA, RUAT C@LUM.® 
FIAT PROUT FIERI CONSUEVIT, NIL TE- 


MERE NOVANDUM.* 


FIBROUS. As used in: the steel making art, it, 
is a generic term to denote a condition in contrast 
The ‘‘fibrous’’ state is 


to the crystalline state.® 
obtained by annealing.*® 


FICCION. An assumption which conceals, or as- 
sumes to conceal, that the law has changed.*®? 
FICTIO CEDIT VERITATI, FICTIO JURIS 


NON EST UBI VERITAS.* 


FICTIO EST CONTRA VERITATEM, SED PRO 


VERITATE HABETUR.®® 


FICTIO JURIS NON EST UBI VERITAS.” 
FICTIO LEGIS INIQUE OPERATUR ALICUI 


DAMNUM VEL INJURIAM.”! 


FICTIO LEGIS NEMINEM LADIT.7 
FICTION. A false averment on the part of plain- 


61. Escriche Diccionario. 

{ 62. A maxim meaning “Let law 
‘prevail, though justice fail.’ Whar- 
ton L. Lex. 

63. A maxim meaning ‘Let jus- 
tice be done, though the heaven 
should fall.” Bouvier L. D. [cit 
Branch Prine. p 161] . 

[a] Applied or explained in: Bush 
v. Canfield, 2 Conn. 485, 492; Sopher 
v. State, 169 Ind. 177, 81 NE 913, 922, 
14 LRANS 172, 14 AnnCas 27; La- 
mont v. Cheshure, 6 Lans. (N. Y.) 
234, 238; Laughton vy. Sodor, L. R. 
AAPG. 4953.5 05% : 

{[b] “The justitia of that maxim 
means, legal justice—justice evolved 
and made operative by the adminis- 
tration of the law.” Vermont, etc., 
BR. Ce.) ve Wermont. Cent, BR Co,,.°b0 
V€.):500, 595% 

64. A maxim meaning “Let it be 
done as formerly, let no innovation 
be made rashly.” Bouvier lL. D. 
[eit Jenkins Cent. p 116; Branch 
Princ.]. 

65. Fried. Krupp Aktien Gesell- 
schaft v. Midvale Steel Co., 191 Fed. 
588, 607, 112 CCA 194. 

66. Fried. Krupp Aktien Gesell- 
schaft v. Midvale Steel Co., 191 Fed. 
588, 607, 112 CCA 194. h 


[a] Fibrcus vegetable substances. 
—Reed v. U. S., 172 Fed. 453. 
67. Maine Anc. L. ec 2; BHscriche 


Diccionario. See Fiction post this 
page. 

68. A maxim meaning “Fiction 
yields to truth. Where there is 


truth, fiction of 
Wharton L. Lex. 

69. A maxim meaning “Fiction is 
against the truth, but it is to be 
esteemed truth.” Bouvier L. D. 

70. A ' maxim meaning ‘Where 
truth is, fiction of law does not ex- 
ist.” Bouvier L. D. 

71. A maxim meaning ‘A legal 
fiction does not properly work loss or 
injury.”’ Wharton L. Lex. 

72. A maxim meaning “A fiction of 
law injures no one.’’ Bouvier L. D. 
{cit 3 Blackstone Comm. p 43; 2 
Rolle Abr. p 502]; Dis. op. Low v. 
Little, 17 Johns. (N. Y.) 346, 348. 

73. Snider v. Newell, 132 N. C. 
614, 625, 44 SE 354 [cit Best Ev. p 
419; Black L. D.; Maine Anc. L. p 
25] (per Clark, C. J.). 

[a] “When logic and the policy of 
a state conflict with a fiction due to 
historical tradition, the ‘fiction’ must 
give way.” Blackstone v. Miller, 188 
U.S. 189, 23 SCt 277, 278, 47 L. ed. 439. 

{[b] “Presumptions of law” dis- 
tinguished.—‘‘Fictions are to be dis- 


law exists not.” 


In Spanish law, 
the act of favor extended to one who is empowered 
to act as clerk of a court; also the name of a 


FIAT—FICTITIOUS 


object being to 


actual facts .of 


allowed.7® The 


TAS.7§ 


Phrases: 


tinguished from presumptions of law. 
By the former, something known to 
be false or unreal is assumed as true; 
by the latter, an inference is set up, 
which may be and probably is true, 
but which, at any rate, the law will 


not permit to be’ controverted.” 
Black L. D. p 495. See also Evidence 
§ 25 et seq. 


74. WHibberd v. Smith, 67 Cal. 547, 
561, 4 P 473, 8 P 46, 56 AmR 726 [cit 
Johnsen v. Smith, 2 Burr. 950, 962, 97 
Reprint 647; Broom Leg. Max.]. 

[a] “Intendment of law” distin- 
guished.—A legal proceeding which is 
founded on an intendment of law 
cannot be contradicted by the par- 
ties. Thus a deed operates by rela- 
tion from its delivery, although not 
acknowledged until long after; a 
patent or charter operates from its 
date, although not promulgated until 
afterward; in England, judgments 
operate by relation to the first day 
of the term when entered, while in 
this country they operate by relation 
to the last day of the term. Thus, 
in transitory actions the allegation 
that the cause of action arose in the 
county where the suit is brought 
cannot be contradicted so as to de- 
feat the jurisdiction of the court over 
the ‘cause; in trover, the allegation 
as to the loss and finding of the 
property, although generally a fic- 
tion, cannot be contradicted for the 
purpose of defeating the action; and 
in England, where in the ordinary 
practice judgment is not rendered 
until the fourth day of the subse- 
quent term, and is then entered as 
of the preceding term to give it an 
earlier operation, defendant is never 
permitted to avoid such operation by 
evidence of the true time when judg- 
ment was agreed upon, for the delay 
was to enable him to move in arrest 
of judgment or for a new trial. 
There is also a principle that a fic- 
tion allowed by a court can in no 
case be contradicted. The contra- 
diction is of only such fictions as are 
voluntarily inserted by the party 
himself in his writ or declaration. 
Therefore, whether the entry of a 
judgment after judgment nisi as of 
the preceding term was by relation 
or by fiction of law, its operation as 
of such earlier date cannot be con- 
tradicted by defendant, and a writ 
of review will be barred within one 
year from such earlier date. New 
Hampshire Strafford Bank v. Cornell, 
2 N. H. 324, 326. 

{[b] Land as money and vice 
versa.— ‘The law often regards 


FICTITIOUS.” 
counterfeit; false; not genuine;®° nonexistent.** 
“‘Wictitious 


tiff which defendant is not allowed to traverse, the 


give the court jurisdiction.”* 


Fiction of law. A legal assumption that a thing 
is true which is either not true, or which is as 
probably false as true;7* an assumption or suppo- 
sition of law that something which is or may be 
false is true, or that a state of facts exists which 
has never really taken place;7> an allegation in 
legal proceedings that does not accord with the 


the case, and which may be con- 


tradicted for every purpose, except to defeat the 
beneficial end for which the fiction is invented and 


rule on this subject is that the 


court will not endure that a mere form or fiction 
of law, introduced for the sake of justice, should 
work wrong, contrary to the real truth and sub- 
stance of the thing.”” 

FICTIONE JURIS SEMPER SUBSISTIT AQUI- 


Feigned; imaginary; not real; 


action’2* Yoree “suite 


money as land and land as money, 
and, through the forms in which 
property may be put, will, if possible, 
trace and establish the original own- 


ership.” McIntosh v. Aubrey, 185 
pS 122, 125, 22 SCt 561, 46 L. ed. 
34. 

75. Leavell v. Blades, 237 Mo. 695, 


141 SW 893, 895. 

76. New Hampshire Strafford Bank 
v. Cornell, 2 N. H. 324, 327. 

77. Hibberd v. Smith, 67 Cal. 547, 
561, 4 P 473, 8 P 46, 56 -AmR ‘726 
[cit Johnson v. Smith, 2 Burr. 950, 
962, 97 Reprint 647]. 

“It seems to be a rule founded in 
common sense, as well as strict jus- 
tice, that ‘fictions of law’ shall not 
be permitted to work any wrong, but 
shall be used ut res magis valeat 
quam pereat.” U.S. v. 1,960 Bags of 
Coffee, 8 Cranch (U. S.) 398, 415; 3 L. 
ed. 602. i 

[a] Nune pro tunc judgment.— 
Although a judgment upon an entry 
nune pro tune, in taking effect by a 
legal relation at a time before it was 
actually entered or existed, is based 
on a “fiction of law,’ it cannot be 
contradicted. Mahaska County  v. 
Pennett, 150 Iowa 216, 129 NW 838, 

78. A maxim meaning “In a fic- 
tion of iaw equity must always ex- 
ist.”. «Low v. Little; 17 Johns. “CN. 
Y.) +346, 348; Morrice v. Bank of 
England, 3 Swanst. 578, 582, 36 Re- 
print 980. 

79. Fictitious: 
Census see Census § 6. 
Paper see Counterfeiting § 1; For- 

gery [19 Cyc 1867]. 

80. Stein v. Howard, 65 Cal. 616, 
617, 4 P 662 [cit Webster D.]. 


81. Murray D. [quot Rex v.- Le 
Clair, 39 Ont. L. 436, 438]. 
82.5 Smith \v. ~Junction Re-Co.) 29 


Ind. 546, 551 (“fa mere colorable dis- 
pute, to obtain the opinion of the 
court upon a question of law which 
a party desires to know for his own 
interest or his own purposes, when 
there is no real and substantial con- 
troversy between those who appear 
as adverse parties to the suit’). To 
Same effect ‘Massie v. Watts, 6 
Cranch (U. S:)) 148, 3 “Ds. ed. 181; 
Hotchkiss v. Jones, 4 Ind. 260; 
Brewington v. Lowe, 1 Ind. 21, 48 
AmD 349; Coxe v. Phillips, Cas. t. 
Hardw. 237, 95 Reprint 152. 

Fictitious action or suit: 
Generally see Actions § 69. 
Contempt of court see Contempt § 10. 
Ground for involuntary dismissal see 
{ Dismissal and Nonsuit § 88. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


FICTITIOUS—FIDELITY GUARANTY 


‘*fietitious 
_ titious 


bail,’’ 88 ‘‘ fietitious 
consideration,’’ 8° 


‘‘fictitious person,’’®* ‘fictitious plaintiff,’’ 

‘*fictitious trustee.’’ 9° trust.? 
FIDE-COMMISSARY oor FIDEI-COMMIS- FIDEI-COMMISSUM. 

SARY.°’. rangement resembling the 


FIDEI-COMISO. A disposition by which the 
donee, heir, or legatee is charged to preserve for, 
or return a thing to, a third person.°% 

In Spanish law, a term 
used in two senses, one as having a meaning similar 


FIDEI-COMISSARIO. 


Review of see Appeal and Error 
§ 114. 


Right of court to entertain see 
Courts § 77. 

To determine constitutionality of 
Sorat see Constitutional Law 
83. See Bail § 25. 

84. See Appeal and Error § 198; 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors 
§§ 65, 229; Courts § 54; United States 
[39 Cye 769]. 
85. See Deeds § 221; 
Conveyances [20 Cye 441]. 


Fraudulent 


86. See Courts § 54. 
87. Wrightsville Hardware Co. v. 
McElroy, 254 Pa. 422, 98 A 1052; 


Rolapp v. Ogden, etc., R. Co., 37 Utah 
B40) 11-0) P 364; 37 

88. Carlock v. Cagnacci, 88 Cal. 
600, 26 P 597; Pollard v. Fidelity F. 
Ins; Co.,,)1.S.D. 570; 47 NW. 1060. 

Fictitious name: 

Generally see Names [29 Cye 270]. 
As trade-mark see Trade-Marks, 

_Trade-Names, and Unfair Com- 

petition [38 Cye 721]. 

In mortgage see Mortgages [27 Cyc 

1085]. 

In partnership see Partnership [30 

Cye 420]. 

In pleading see Pleading [31 Cyc 98]. 
Of payee see Bills and Notes § 304. 
See also Counterfeiting 1 C. J. p 355; 

Forgery [19 Cyc 1382]. 

89. See Assignments for Benefit 
of Creditors §§ 65, 229. 

90. Seaboard Nat. Bank v. Bank 
of America, 198 N. Y. 26, 35, 85 NE 
829, 831, 22 LRANS 499; Macbeth v. 
North, ete., Wales Bank, [1906] 2 K. 
B. 718; Clutton v. Attenborough, 
[1895] 2 Q. B. 306 [app dism [1895] 
2.0: (B10: 

91, See Courts § 77. ; 
See Dismissal and Nonsuit 

Edgerton v. Preston, 15 Ill. A. 
See also Bills and Notes § 304. 

94. Bank of England v. Vagliano, 
USO Ate Own MLO tee aCe 690. Welt, 
Clutton v. Attenborough, [1897] A. 


23. 


Cob SO Weal 

95. See Parties [30 Cyc 28]. 

96. See Corporations § 1601. 

$7. See Fidei-Commissarius post 
this page. 

98. La. Civ. Code art 1507 [quot 
Gortario v. Cantu, 7 Tex. 35, 42]. See 
also Fidei-Commissum post this 
page. 


[a] Fidei-comiso (1) in its origin 
was a pure, simple trust, the trustee 
taking for the mere purpose of con- 


claim,’’ 84 
‘* fictitious 
“fictitious increase of indebtedness,’’ 87 ‘fictitious 
name,’’ *§ ‘‘fictitious or invalid claims,’’ 8° ‘‘fieti- 
tious or nonexisting person,’’ ®° ‘fictitious or un- 
necessary controversies and questions,’’ 1 ‘‘ficti- 
tious or vexatious suits,’’ ® ‘‘fictitious payee,’’ 3 


‘fie. 
demand,’’ 8¢ 


equity.* 


veying to another. Gortario. v. 
Cantu, 7 Tex. 35, 42. (2) They were 
subsequently applied to other pur- 
poses. Gortario v. Cantu, supra. 

99. Escriche Diccionario (where it 
is said that its use in the latter 
sense is the more frequent). See also 
Fidei-Commissarius post this page. 

[a] An executor may be embraced 
with the meaning of the term. 
Escriche Diccionario. 

1. Brown v. Brown, 83 Hun 160, 
164, 81 NYS 650; Gortario v. Cantu, 
iy Text35,0425 Abbott: Da) Burrill 
Io Dy 

CH Sa spear thio aD) 

3. Trayner Leg. Max. p 220. 

[a] In the Anglicized form, ‘‘fidei- 
commissary” or “fide-commissary”’ 
has been proposed and preferred as a 
substitute for “cestui que trust.” 
Abbott L. D.; Burrill L. D.; Rapalje 
So Linge: 


[b] The word ‘“fiduciarius” de- 
noted a person who in the English 
law is called the “trustee.” Rapalje 


& L. L. D. See also Fiduciarius post. 

4 McDonogh vy. Murdoch, 15 How. 
(U. S.) 367, 407, 14 L. ed.°732; Gor- 
tario v. Cantu, 7 Tex. 35, 44; Escriche 
Diccionario and Supplemento Civ. 
Code lib TII tit III cap II. See also 
Trusts [39 Cyc 1]; Wills [40 Cye 


1727]. 

[a] Similar definition. — (1) “A 
disposition, causa mortis, by which 
the heir, or legatee, is requested to 
give, or return, a certain thing to 
another person.’ Meunier’s Suce., 52 
La. Ann. 79, 88, 26 S 776, 48 LRA 77; 
Ducloslange v. Ross, 3 La. Ann. 4382, 
433. (2) By ‘another person” is 
meant a person or institution so 
named or indicated as to individual- 
ize chim, Or her, or” it: Meunier’s 
Succ., supra. 

{b] Fidei-commissa, in their ori- 
gin, were pure, simple trusts, the 
trustee taking for the mere purpose 
to convey to another. They were 
subsequently applied to other pur- 
poses. The trustee or fiduciary heir 
had a usufruct or a vested estate in 
the property, the extent and char- 
acter of his interest being dependent 
on the terms of:the bequest. Gor- 
tario v. Cantu, 7 Tex. 35, 44. 

{c] “Substitution” compared and 
distinguished. — (1) ‘‘Fideicommis- 
sary substitution is that in which 
the testator recommends the first 
taker (known as fiduciary) to de- 
liver the, inheritance to someone else 
(known as fideicommisario, or cestui 
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to ‘‘trustee,’’ and the other as having a meaning 
similar to ‘‘cestui que trust’’ or ‘‘beneficiary.’’ 

FIDEI-COMMISSARIUS. 
term corresponding to ‘‘cestui que trust’’ or ‘‘ bene- 
ficiary in American and English law’’;1 a person 
who had a beneficial interest in the estate, which for 
a time was committed to the faith or trust of 
another;? the person who took benefit under the 


In the civil law, a 


In the civil law, an ar- 
‘‘trust’’ of English 


FIDELITY. Good faith.5 

PIDELITY GUARANTY. A name given to a 
form of insurance which is included in the broader 
term of ‘‘guaranty insurance.’’ © 


que trust). If the fideicommissary 
substitute dies before the delivery of 
the inheritance, any rights of said 
substitute do not pass or descend to 
her heirs if the substitution is a con- 
ditional one.’’ Escriche Diccionario 
[quot Delgado v. Bernal, 7 Porto 
Rico Fed. 666, 680]. (2) Fidei-com- 
missary substitution has been defined 
to be ‘‘the establishment of an heir 
who is placed or made dependent on 
the fidelity of another, the inheri- 
tance being left in the hands of the 
latter that he may give it to the 
former.” Gortario vy. Cantu, 7 Tex. 
35, 40. (3) A “substitution fidei 
commissaire” has been termed ,an 
“oblique substitution.” McDonogh y. 
Murdoch, 15 How. (U. S.) 367, 408, 
14 L. ed. 731. (4) “The substitution 
is oblique, because the true heir does 
not receive the inheritance directly 
or immediately, but by means of an- 
other intrusted with the charge of 


restoring it.’ Gortario v, Cantu, 
supra. (5) A ‘“fidei commissum”’ 
differs from the “substitution,” in 


that the charge imposed on the first 
recipient is to be executed during 
his life. A better founded distinc- 
tion, perhaps, lies in the fact that in 
case of a substitution the first re- 
cipient and ultimate beneficiary both 
take title to the thing given directly 
from the donor, while in the case of 
the fidei-commissum the title vests 
in the ultimate beneficiary, for whom 
the first recipient holds and admin- 
isters the gift as trustee. In re Bil- 
lis, 122 La. 539, 47 S 884, 886, 129 
AmSR 355. 

5. Matter of Burr, 48 Misc. 56, 67, 
96 NYS 225 [quot King v. Talbot, 40 
N. Y. 76] (the term imports a sin- 
cere and single intention to act ac- 
cording to the duty imposed). 

[a] “Impartially” distinguished,— 
The word “fidelity,” in an oath of 
viewers appointed to lay out a public 
road, to perform their duties with 
fidelity, and according to the best of 
their judgment, cannot be used in 
lieu of the word “impartially,” in 
view of the statute requiring such 
viewers to take an oath to perform 
their appointment impartially and 
according to the best of their knowl- 
edge. In re Jackson Tp. Road, 2 
LackLegN (Pa.) 328. 

6. Peo. v. Rose, 174 Ill. 310. 51 NE 
246, 44 LRA 124. See also Fidelity 
Insurance post p 1088; Guaranty In- 
surance [20 Cyc 1498]. 
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Accident Insurance 1 C. J. p 397. Life Insurance [25 Cyc 687}. 
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§§ 1-2] 


[§ 1] Fidelity insurance, as the term is usually 
employed, is a contract whereby one, for a consid- 
eration, agrees to indemnify another against loss 


FIDELITY INSURANCE 
I. DEFINITION 


trust. 
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arising from the want of honesty, integrity, or fidel- 
ity of employees or others holding positions of 


Ii. FORM, NATURE, AND VALIDITY OF CONTRACT 


[§ 2] The contract is sometimes in a form very 
similar to that of a policy of insurance,? while fre- 
quently it is in the form of a bond of indemnity.’ It 
is sometimes issued upon the application of the em- 
ployer * and sometimes upon the application of the 
But whatever the form of the contract, 


employee.® 

i. John Church (Co. vy. tna 
Indemn. Co.,'13 Ga. A. 826, 831, 80 
SE 1093. And see U. S. Fidelity Co. 


v. Dundee First Nat. Bank, 233 I11. 
475, 84 NE 670; Peo. v. Rose, 174 
Tll. 310, 51 NE 246, 44 LRA 124; Fi- 
delity, ete., Co. v. Western Bank, 94 
SW 3, 29 KyL 239; Bryant v. Ameri- 
can Bonding Co., 77 Oh. St. 90, 82 
NE 960; American Surety Co. v. Folk, 
124 Tenn. 139, 135 SW 778, AnnCas 
1912D 1024 [cit 1 Joyce Ins. § 12]; 
Vance Ins. § 247, 

2. Guarantee Co. of North Amer- 
ica v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 
1S3 US. 402, 22 7SCt_ 124; 46) Ts. ed: 
253; Tarboro Bank v. Maryland Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 126 N. C. 320, 35 SE 
588, 838 AmSR 682. . 

3. U. S.—Maryland Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
$33, 46 L. ed. 1193; Adtna Indemn. 
Co. v. J. R. Crowe. Coal, etc., Co., 154 


Fed. 545, 83 CCA 431 [certiorari den 
ee S. 589, 28 S€t 256, 52 L. ed; 


Ark.—American Bonding Co. v. 
Morrow, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 6138, 117 
etc., 


AmSR 72. 

Colo.—American Bonding, Co. 
v. Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 

Fla.—National Surety Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212.. 

Il1.—T. Wilce Co. v. Royal Indemn. 
Co., 289 Ill. 383, 124 NE 635; Ameri- 
can Bonding, etc., Co. v. New Am- 
sterdam Casualty Co., 125 Ill. A. 33. 

Md.—wWilliams v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 

Minn.—Pearson v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 138 Minn. 240, 164 NW 919. 

Mo.—Commercial Bank v. Mary- 
land Casualty Co., (A.) 187 SW 103. 

Nebr.—Lion Bonding, etce., Co. v. 
Capital F. Ins. Co., 96 Nebr. 51, 146 
NW 1051. é 

N. J—Atlantic City Aerie No. 64 
F. O. O. EB. v. International Fidelity 
tas! Co. 83 ON. Jey le 583.) 90. A 325. 

N. Y.—EHast Islip First Nat. Bank 
v. National Surety Co., 228 N. Y. 
469, 127 NE 479; National Surety 
Co. v. Stallo, 171 App. Div. 206, 156 
NYS 988 [aff 226 N. Y. 707 mem, 123 
NE 880 mem]. : 

Oh.—Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh, St. 267, 99 NE 314; Bryant 
vy. American Bonding Co., 77 Oh. St. 
90, 82 NE 960. ‘ 

Se. Clifton Miz. Cov. U. Ss: Hi= 
delity, etc., Co., 60 S. C. 128, 38 SE 
790. 

Wis.—United American F. Ins. Co. 
v. American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 
573, 131 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 

4, Phenix Ins. Co. v. Guarantee 
Co. of North America, 115 Fed. 964, 
53 CCA 360. 

5, American Surety Co. v. Pauly, 
TOMES Ise aS OCtrpoe, steel, eds 
977; T. Wilce Co. v. Royal Indemn. 
Co., 289 Ill. 383, 124 NE 635; National 
Surety Co. v. Rieves. 112 Miss. 747, 
713 S$ 732; Imperial Bldg., etc., Co,_Vv. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 23 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. Jee 


6. 
Pauly, 


. S.—American Surety Co. v. 
170) Ula Seelos, 1S SCtyob26 42 
L. ed. 977 [aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 
644]; Atna Indemn. Co. v. Ud Bc 
Crowe Coal, ete., Co., 154 Fed. 545, 
83 CCA 431 [certiorari den 207 U. S. 


[25 C. J.—69] 


589, 28 SCt 256, 52 L. ed. 354]. 

Ark.—Title Guaranty, etc. Co. v. 
Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 
537, 33 LRANS 676. 

Colo.—American Bonding, ete., Co. 
v. Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 

Ga.—Columbus Home Sav. Bank v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 19 
Ga. A. 352, 91 SE 494; John Church 
Co. v. Attna Indemn. Co., 13 Ga. A. 
826, 80 SH 1093. 

Ill.—tU. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE 670 [aff 137 Ill. A. 382]; Peo. v. 
Rose, 174 Ill. 310, 51 NE 246, 44 LRA 
124; American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
ie He ae Casualty Co., 125 Ill. 

. oO. 

Ky.—American Bonding Co. y. Bal- 
lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 176 SW 
368; Fidelity, ete, Co. v. Western 
Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639; Cham- 
pion Ice Mfg., ete., Co. v. American 
Bonding; Jetes [Co:;, 1115 “Ky. «863,15 
SW 197, 25 KyL 239, 103 AmSR 356. 

Md.—Union Cent. ins = Con ive 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 99 Md. 423, 
58 A 4387. 

Mich.—Ladies Modern Maccabees 
v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 
163 NW 7; Crystal Ice Co. v. United 


eee Co., 159 Mich. 102, 123 NW 
Minn.—Thomas Co. v. National 


Surety Co., 142 Minn. 460, 172 NW 
697; Pearson v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 138 Minn. 240, 164 NW 919; New 
York Fidelity, ete. Co. v. Hickhoff, 
63 Minn. 170, 65 NW 351, 56 AmSR 
464, 30 LRA 586. 

Mo.—St. Louis Police Relief Assoc, 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 
430, 196 SW 1148: Krey Packing Co. 
v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 189 Mo. A. 
591, 175 SW 322; Long Bros. Grocery 
Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 130 Mo. 
Ax 421, 1109 SW 29%" Roark -v. ‘City 
Trust, etc., Co., 130 Mo. A. 401, 110 
Sw 1. But see Commercial Bank v. 
American Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 
224, 187 SW 99 (holding that Rev. St. 
[1909] $§ 7024, 7026 relating to the 
construction of warranties of fact, 
and § 69387 relating to misrepresenta- 
tion, do not apply to contracts cov- 
ered by indemnity bonds). 

N. Y.—East Islip First Nat. Bank 
v. National Surety Co., 228 N. Y. 469, 
127 NE 479. 

N. C.—Tarboro Bank v. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 128 N. ©. 366, 38 SH 908, 83 
AmSR 682; 126 N. C. 320, 35 SE 588, 
83 AmSR 682, 

Or.—Bissinger v. Bonding, etc., Co., 
83) Or: 1288,°163 PP 592- 

Tenn.—Codperative Stores Co. v. 
Guts Midelity, Petey, .Co.2 1387 Tenn. 
609, 195 SW 177; Hunter v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 129 Tenn. 572, 167 
Sw 692; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity. etc., Co., 125 Tenn. 
658, 148 SW 671; American Surety 
Co. v. Folk, 124 Tenn. 139, 1385 SW 
778, AnnCas1912D 1024. é 

Tex.—Southern Surety Co. v. Citi- 
zens’ State Bank, (Civ. A.) 212 SW 
556; National Surety Co. v. Murphy, 
(Civ. A.) 174 SW 997. : 

Wash.—Remington v. Maryland Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 
989 


Wis.—Whinfield v. Massachusetts 


it is well established that guaranteeing the fidelity 
of employees® and persons holding positions of 
trust’ is a form of insurance,’ and that such a 
contract is subject to the rules applicable to insur- 
ance contracts generally,? and not to the rules 


Bonding, etc., Co., 162 Wis. 1, 154 
NW 632; Crandon First Nat. Bank v. 
U. S.. Fidelity, etc., Co., 150 Wis. 
601, 137 NW 742. 

West  v. London 


Ont.—London 
Guarantee, etc. Co. 26 Ont. 520; 
Crown Bank vy. London Guarantee, 
ete., Co., 17-Ont. L. .95, 12 OntwR 
349 [dism app 10 OntWR 1070]. 

But see Mutual Loan, ete., Assoc. 
v. National Surety Co., 215 Pa. 495, 
101 A 830 (holding that the authori- 
ties to the effect that for certain 
purposes fidelity bonds are viewed 
in the law as insurance contracts 
do not apply). 

7. State v. Chicago Bonding, etce., 
Co., 279 Mo. 535, 215 SW 20; Bryant 
v. American Bonding Co., 77 Oh. St. 
90, 82 NE 960; Western Indemn. Co. 
v. Free and Accepted Masons, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 198 SW 1092. 

8. See cases supra notes 6, 7. 

“Tt is undoubtedly true that while 
the bond in this case may resemble 
a contract of suretyship, it is in 
effect a contract of insurance, to 
which the rules of construction pe- 
culiar to contracts of suretyship 
proper would not apply, but to which 
the rules governing ordinary con- 
tracts of insurance are applicable.” 
Home Sav. Bank.v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 19 Ga. A. 352, 362, 
91 SE 494. 

_ “In fact, the contract of suretyship 
is inherently that of insurance. The 
surety is an insurer of the debt, the 
fidelity, or the undertaking of his 
principal] . and when he engages 
in the business of furnishing surety 
for hire, his obligation is no longer 
construed under the strictissimi juris 
rule, but is subject to the rules of 
construction applicable to insurance 
policies generally. So, that speaking 
generally, the contracts of suretyship 
issued by surety companies, organ- 
ized for the purpose of furnishing 
surety for hire, such as the defend- 
ant, are contracts of insurance. In 
current decisions dealing with such 
contracts the courts continually refer 
to them indifferently as ‘bonds,’ ‘in- 
demnity contracts,’ ‘insurance bonds,’ 
‘insurance contracts’ and ‘guaranty 


policies.” State vy. Chicago Bonding, 
oie Co., 279 Mo. 535, 553, 215 SW 
20. 

{a] Insurance company.—(1) A fi- 


delity company is an insurance com- 
pany. American Surety Co. v: Folk, 
124 Tenn. 139, 1385 SW 778, AnnCas 
1912D 1024; Western Indemn. Co. v. 
Free and Accepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 198 SW 1092. (2) A company 
proposing to transact the business of 
“suaranteeing the fidelity of persons 
holding public or private places of 
trust’? cannot be incorporated under 
a general corporation law which ex- 
cludes from its operation corpora- 
tions formed for the purpose of in- 


surance. Peo. v. Rose, 174 Ill. 310, 
51 NE 246, 44 LRA 124, 
9. U. S.—Aitna Indemn. Co. v. 


J. R. Crowe Coal, etc., Co., 154 Fed. 
545, 88 CCA 431 [certiorari den 207 
UW. S.7589, 28 SCt 256, 52 L. ved. 354]. 

Ga.—Home Say. Bank vy. Massachu- 
setts Bonding, etc., Co., 19 Ga. A. 
352, 91 SE 494; John Church Co. v. 
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applied to ordinary sureties for accommodation.?° 
A contract of an insurer guaranteeing the honesty | 
of employees is not void as being against public 
policy on the ground that the effect of it is to 
make it a matter of indifference to the employer 
whether he employs honest or dishonest agents to 
deal with his patrons or customers.1? Where a bond 


given by an insurer of the fidelity 


4atna Indemn, Co., 18 Ga. A. 826, 80 
SE 1093. 

Ill.—vU. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE 670 [aff 137 Ill. A. 382]; American 
Bonding, etc., Co. v. New Amsterdam 
Casualty Co., 125 Ill. A. 33. 

Mo.—State v. Chicago Bonding, 
ete:, Co.,. (279 Mo. 535, 215 SW») 20; 
Long Bros. Grocery Co. v. U. Ss. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 1380 Mo. A. 421, 110 
Sw 29. 

Okl.—Willoughby v. Fidelity, etc., 
Co.) 16Okls "546525525" 85. | Pwil see 
LRANS 548, 8 AnnCas 603 [aff 205 
U. S. 587 mem, 27 SCt 790 mem, 51 L. 
ed. 920 mem]. 

gO native Stores Co. v. 

S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 137 Tenn. 609, 
105 SW 177. 

See also Western Indemn. Co. v. 
Free and Accepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 198 SW 1092 (by statute). And 
see infra § 3. But see Illinois Surety 
Co. v. Donaldson, 202 Ala. 188, 79 S 
667 (not subject to provisions of 
Code [1907] § 4579). 

“Fidelity and guaranty insurance 
is of comparatively modern origin, 
and has not had the consideration in 
the books that has been bestowed 
upon fire and life insurance. But 
while it is of but comparatively mod- 
ern origin, it is nevertheless already 
a thoroughly established and legiti- 
mate line of insurance that has come 
to stay, and indeed is filling a most 
important part in the modern. busi- 
ness world. From reason and an- 
alogy, however, it is plain that many 
of the principles underlying and gov- 
erning fire and life insurance must 
apply to fidelity and guaranty insur- 
ance.” Willoughby v. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., supra. 

[a] When agreement complete.— 
(1) The rule as to fire insurance 
policies that when an application is 
made and the terms thereof agreed 
upon between the insurer’s author- 
ized agent and the insured, and the 
policy agreed to be issued embodying 
such terms, the agreement is com- 
plete, even though credit be extended 
for the premium, and that if a policy 
is afterward issued it relates back to 
the time specified for the insurance 
to begin and covers a loss within 
that time (Fire Insurance § —), (2) 
has been applied to fidelity contracts 
(Roark v./ City. Trust; rete:, \Co:,7:130 
Mo. A. 401, 110 SW 1). 

{b] Powers of agents.—(1) The 
rules as to the rights of insurance 
agents to make changes and waive 
conditions in insurance policies (see 
Insurance [22 Cyc 1429]), (2) have 
been applied to fidelity contracts (Co- 
Operative Stores Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, 

5. €o.,. 137) Denny: 609,) 195 oSW 
ily er 


10. Supreme Council C. K. v. Ft- 
delity, ete., Co., 63 Fed. 48, i1 CCA 
96; U. S. Fidelity Co. v. Dundee First 
Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 NE 670 
{aff 137 Til. A. 38243 Crandon First 
Nat. Bank v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 
150 Wis. 601, 137 NW 742. 

Construction of contracts of surety- 
ship see Principal and Surety [32 Cyc 
71 et seq]. 

11. New York Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Hickhoff, 63 Minn. 170, 65 NW 351, 56 
AmSR 464, 30 LRA 586. 

12. U. S.—Blackmore v. Guarantee 
Co. of North America, 71 Fed. 363, 
18 CCA -77. 

Tll.—Walker-Edmund Co. v. Bank- 
ers’ Surety Co., 148 Ill. A. 73. 

Md.—Union Cent. L. Ins. Co. v. Fi- 
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of an employee ! invalid.1# 
delity, etc., ee 99 Md. 4238, 58 A St 
105 AmSR 31 

Mane ewileock v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 223 Mass. 482, 112 
NE 81. 

Miss.—National Surety Co. v. 
Rieves, 112 Miss. 747, 73 S 732. 


Nebr.—U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. 
ona ep 70 Nebr. 622, 97° NW 

N. ¥.—Adelberg v. U. 8. Fidelity, 
rie Co;," 45 “Misece 37165, 52910 SENS 

Okl.—Oklahoma Sash, ete., Co. v. 
American Bonding Co., 153 P 1151, 
nL (Cian Sh fa Ip 5 

[a] This is true even though there 


is nothing in the bond to indicate 
that the insured, and not the insurer, 
is to procure the employee to sign 
the bond, and notwithstanding sub- 
sequent renewals of the bond, they 
being made subject to all the condi- 
tions contained in the original bond. 
Union 'Centmi.-Ins:) Co. tv... Sia Bi- 


delity, ete,.-Co., 99 Md. 423, 58 A 
437. 

13. U. S,—Proctor Coal Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete. Co., 124 Fed. 


424. 

Kan.—Fowler v. Title Guaranty, 
etc., Co., 88 Kan. 455, 129 P 171. 

Md.—Union Cent. L. Ins. Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co, 99 Md. 423, 
58 A 487, 105 AmSR 313. 

Mass.—Wilcoeck v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 223 Mass. 482, 112 
NE 81. 

Miss.—National Surety Coe Savi 
Rieves, 112 Miss. 747, 78 S 732. 

Mo. —st. Louis Police Relief Assoc. 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 
430, 196 SW 1148. 


Nebr.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Cog TNs 
idee y 70 Nebr. 622, 97. NW 
N. Y.—General R. Signal Co. v. 
Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 203 N. Y. 


407, 96 NE 734 [aff 139 App. Div. 925, 
123 NYS °1117]. 

Okl.—-Oklahoma Sash, ete., Co. v. 
American Bonding Co., 153 P 1151, 
TOM VAs 

Wash.—Prosser Power Co, v. U..S. 
yige etc., Co., 73 Wash. 304, 132 
Ie 


[a] What. constitutes waiver.— 
(1) Where the agents of the insurer, 
to whom the application for the bond 
was made and who caused the bond 
to be executed and delivered to the 
employer, knew that it had not been 
signed by the employee and delivered 
it without such signature with a let- 
ter stating that it was “duly exe- 
cuted,” on behalf of the employee, 
it will be presumed that they in- 
tended to waive the condition requir- 
ing the signature. General R. Signal 
Co. v. Title Guaranty, ete. Co., 203 
N. Yu 407,96 NE 734 Pfaff 239.,A pp. 
Div. 925, 123 NYS 1117 and dist Wil- 
cock v. Massachusetts Bonding Co., 
223 Mass. 482, 112 NE 81 (accompany- 
ing letter not stating that the bond 
was duly executed on behalf of the 
employee)]. (2) Where, although 
the bond was not signed by such 
employee, the usual provisions of 
such bond were supplemented by 
separate agreement of indemnifica- 
tion given by such employee to the 
surety company, it will be presumed 
that the agents of the insurer con- 
sidered its interest as well protected 
by such separate covenant as if the 
employee had subscribed to it upon 
the bond, and the legal presumption 
of a waiver will attach. General R. 
Signal Co. v. Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 
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makes it essential to its validity that the signature © 
of the employee shall be subscribed thereto, but it is 
never so signed by the employee, the bond is in- 
valid,!? unless such signature is waived.1? 
' where such a bond does not stipulate that it is es- 
sential to its validity that the employee should 
sign it, his failure to sign does not render the bond 
It has been held that a bond making 


But 


supra; Prosser Power Co. v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 73 Wash. 304, 132 P 
48. (3) A written application by an’ 
employee for an employee’s fidelity 
bond, which expressly stipulated that 
he would reimburse the insurer for 
any loss sustained by it on account 
cf the bond, did not constitute a 
waiver on the part of the insurer of 
the provision in the bond that it 
would be invalid unless signed by the 
employee, since the insurer was not 
compelled to make the bond at ail and 
it had the right to set forth in the 
bond the terms upon which it would 
be liable for the honesty of the em- 
ployee. National Surety Co. v. Rieves, 
112 Miss. 747, 73 S 732. (4) The ac- 
ceptance and retention of premiums 
and one renewal premium by the in- 
surer in ignorance of the employee’s 
failure to sign the bond does not 
constitute waiver. National Surety 
Co. v. Rieves, supra. (6) Such. a 
stipulation is waived where the in- 
surance company issues and delivers 
the bond without the employee’s sig- 
nature, accepts premiums from year 
to year, and treats the instrument as 
one properly executed until a loss 
has occurred. St. Louis Police Re- 
lief Assoc. v. American Bonding Co., 
197 Mo. A. 430, 196 SW 1148. (6) 
Such a bond will not be held invalid 
because not signed by the employee, 
although the bond expressly so pro- 
vides, when the bond has been de- 
livered by an agent of the insurer to 
the insured and the premium col- 
lected and when the insurer has a 
separate writing, signed by the em- 
ployee, which imports the same un- 
dertaking by the employee as would 
his signature to the bond; on the con- 
trary, the condition will be held to 
have been waived. Fowler vy. Title 
Guaranty, etc., Co., 88 Kan. 455, 129 
P 171. (7) The issue of renewal re- 
ceipts is not a waiver of this condi- 
tion, where they are declared to be 
subject to all the conditions of the 
original bond. Union Cent. L. Ins. 
Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co., 99 Md. 
423, 58 A’ 487, 105.AmSR:, 3132—- (8) 
Where the insurer receives premiums 
for two renewals, with the knowledge 
that the bond did not have the sig- 
nature of the employee, this condi- 
tion is waived. Proctor Coal Co. 
revags Ss. Fidelity, , etc., Co., 124 Fed. 

[b] Ignorance of officers of in- 
surer.—The requirement that the em- 
ployee sign a fidelity bond is not 
waived where none of the officers of 
the insurer authorized to waive knew 
that it was not signed. Wilcock v. 


Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 223 
Mass, 482, 112 NE 81. 
14. Title Guaranty, ete. Co. v. 


Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 
5387, 33 LRANS 676. See also AXtna 
Indemn, Co. v. J. B. Crowe Coal, ete., 
Co., 154 Fed. 545, 83 CCA 431 [cer- 
tiorari den 207 U. S. 589, 28 SCt 256, 
52 L. ed. 354] (where the execution 
by a servant ofa fidelity bond was 
not made a consideration for, nor a 
condition of, the creation of liability 
by the insurer, but the latter there- 
after continued the bond, which was 
not signed by the servant, three 
times for a further new considera- 
tion, subject to the conditions and 
covenants of the bond, defendant was 
not entitled to object that it was 
not liable on the last renewal, be- 
cause the bond was not originally 
signed by the servant as contem- 
plated). 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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it essential that the signatures of both the em- 
ployee and the employer shall be subscribed thereto 
is not invalid because of the failure of the employer 
to sign it until after it has expired by limita- 
tion.® A contract of insurance of the fidelity of 
employees is an original undertaking insuring 
against loss through the dishonesty of employees 
and is not within the statute of frauds requiring a 
special promise to answer for the debt, default, or 
doings of another to be in writing.1¢ An oral 
contract of present insurance for the fidelity of an 
employee?” or for such insurance to be effective 
from date‘ is valid. A bond guaranteeing the fi- 
delity of an employee is not invalidated because 
his employer is doing business without a license or 
bond as required by statute, since the statute does 
invalidate contracts made by such a person and the 
failure to comply with the statute is collateral to 
the bond.1® Where by statute an insurance policy 
is required to be accompanied by a copy of the 


III. CONSTRUCTION 


{[§ 3] Contracts of fidelity insurance are sub- 
ject to the same general rules of construction as 
apply to other insurance contracts.27 Thus if, look- 
ing at all its provisions, such a contract is fairly 
and reasonably susceptible of two constructions, one 
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application and a copy of all questions asked and 
answered,”° the effect of the failure to comply with 
such requirement is to exclude such application and 
questions and answers from the insurance con- 
tract,?1 and such failure is not a good defense to 
an action for the breach of a fidelity bond.?? 

Delivery. The delivery of a fidelity bond by the 
insurer’s agent to the employee whose fidelity is 
guaranteed, with intent that he should deliver such 
bond to his employer, is a sufficient delivery.2% 
Where an insurer, having aecepted and approved an 
appheation for fidelity insurance and signed the 
bond, forwards it unconditionally to his agent with 
instructions to deliver it to the insured, this is 
tantamount to a delivery to the insured, even though 
the agent has never parted with the possession of 
the bond.?* In fact acceptance of an application for 
fidelity insurance and mailing the bond are all that 
is necessary or essential to put the contract into 
force.?> 


OF CONTRACT 76 


favorable to the insured and the other to the in- 
surer, the former construction, if consistent with 
the objects for which the contract was made, must 
be adopted,?® especially where the insurer prepared 


15. American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
er eee Casualty Co., 125 Ill. 


16. See Frauds, Statute of [20 Cyc 
160 et seq]. 

17. Quinn-Shepherdson Co. vy. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 142 Minn. 428, 172 
NW 693. 

18. Quinn-Shepherdson Co. v. U.S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 142 Minn, 428, 172 
NW 693. 

19. Ferguson-Hendrix Co. v. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co., 79 Wash. 528, 
140 P 700. 

20. See statutory provisions; and 
Southern Surety Co. yv. Citizens’ State 
Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 212 SW _ 556 
(construing Rev. St. [1911] c¢ 15 tit 
71 art, 4951). “ave 

21. Southern Surety Co. v. Citi- 
zens’ State Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 212 
SW 556. fo 

22. Southern Surety Co. v. Citi- 
zens’ State Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 212 
SW _ 556. : 

23. Prosser Power Co. v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 73 Wash. 304, 132 P 


48. 

24. Title Guaranty, ete. Co. v. 
Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 
537, 33 LRANS 676. 

25. Title Guaranty, etc. Co. Vv. 
Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 
537, 33 LRANS 676. 

26. Construction of contracts gen- 
erally see Contracts § 481 et seq. 

= Us S.——Antna Indemn. Co! v. 
J. R. Crowe Coal, etc., Co., 154 Fed. 
545, 83 CCA 4381 [certiorari den 207 
U. S. 589, 28 SCt 256, 52 L. ed. 354]; 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Woodson 
County, 145 Fed. 144, 76 CCA 114; 
Guarantee Co. of North America v. 
Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 80 
Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev on other 
grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 551, 
43 L. ed. 818]; Supreme Council C. K. 
v. New York Fidelity, etc., Co., 63 
Bed, 48, 11)’ CCAY 96." 

‘Ala.—Alabama Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
2 Rien AB} 


nig te SL ridelity, Vete.. Co. v: 
California-Arizona Constr. Co., 186 P 
2. 
ip eo eaop S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 


Batesville Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 
957 [quot Cyc]. 


Cal.—Laventhal v._ Fidelity, etc., 
€Go., 9 Cal. A. 275, 98 P 1075. 
Colo.—American Bonding, etc., Co. 


. Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. ; 
MS Fla.—National Surety Co. v. Wil- 


liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212. 

Ga.—John Church Co. vy. Attna 
Indemn. Co.,13 Ga. A. 826, 80 SE 1093. 

Ill. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE 670 [aff 137 Ill. A. 382]. 

Iowa.—Sinclair v. National Surety 
Co., 132 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

Ky.—Champion Ice Mfg. Co. v. 
American Bonding, ete., Co., 115 Ky. 
868, 872, 75 SW 197, 1083 AmSR 356, 
25 Kyi 239; 

Md.—Williams v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 

Mo.—Long Bros. Grocery Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 130 Mo. A. 
421, 110 SW 29; Roark v. City Trust, 
etc., Co., 130 Mo. A. 401, 110 SW 1. 

N. Y.—Auchinloss y. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 190 App. Div. 6,179 NYS 454. 

N. C.—Tarboro Bank vy. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 128 N. C. 366, 38 SE 908, 83 
AmSR 682, 126 N. C. 320, 35 SE 588, 
83 AmSR 682. 

Oh.—Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314; Living- 
ston v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 76 Oh. St. 
253, 81 NE 330. : 

* Okl.—Southern Surety Co. v. Tyler, 
etc., Co., 30 Okl, 116, 120 P 936. 

Pa.—Equitable Trust Co. v. Na- 
tional Surety Co., 214 Pa. 159, 63 A 
699, 6 AnnCas 465. 

Tenn.—Green y. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 134 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726; Hun- 
ter, ve Us'S. Fidelity, vate, ‘Co... 129 
Tenn. 572, 167 SW 692. 

Tex.—Western Indemn. Co. v. Free 
and Accepted Masons, (Civ. A.) 198 
SW 1092; National Surety (Co. v. 
Murphy-Walker Co., (Civ. A.) 174 SW 
Os 
Wash.—Green v. National Casualty 
Co., 87 Wash. 287, 151 P 509; Reming- 
ton v. Maryland Fidelity, ete., Co., 27 
Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

Bng.—North British Ins. Co. v. 
Lloyd, 10 Exch. 528, 156 Reprint 545. 

“Contracts of this character, like 
policies of fire insurance to which 
they are closely analogous though 
with which they are not strictly 
identical, must receive a reasonable 
construction so as to give effect to 
the intention of the parties thereto, 
and so as)to carry out rather than 
defeat the purposes for which they 
were executed. They should neither, 
on the one hand, be so narrowly or 
technically interpreted as to frus- 
trate their obvious design; nor, on 
the other hand, so loosely or in- 
artificially as to relieve the obligor 


from a liability fairly within the 
scope or spirit of their terms.’ 
Union Cent. Ins. Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 99 Md. 423, 430, 58 A 437, 
105 AmSR 318. 

[a]. Application and fidelity bond 
should be construed together. Wink- 
ler Brokerage Co. v. Maryland Fi- 
eee ete., Co., 4 La, A. (Orleans) 

{[b] The original and the renewal 
policy may be construed together in 
a proper case to ascertain the inten- 
tion of the parties. Rankin v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 
NE 314. 

Construction of insurance contracts 
generally see Accident Insurance 
§ 37 et seq; Fire Insurance [19 Cyc 
655 et seq]; Life Insurance [25 Cyc 


739 et seq]; and other insurance 
titles. 
28. U. S.—Maryland Casualty Co. 


v. Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
246 U. S. 670, 38 SCt 345,.62 L. ed. 
931]; Carstairs v. American Bonding, 
ete), Cot, LG Med. 74492054 CGA 85 
[certiorari den 187 U. S. 644, 23 SCt 
844, 47 L. ed. 346]; Guarantee Co. of 
North America v. Mechanics’ Sav. 
Bank, ete., Co., 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 
146 [rev on other grounds 173 U.S. 
582, 19 SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818]. See 
also Cotten y. Fidelity, ete., Co., 41 
Fed. 506. 

Ala.—lIllinois Surety Co. v. Donald- 
son, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S667. 

Ariz.—U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 
aes Litas ape Constr. Co., 186 P 


Ark.—American Bonding Co. vv. 
Morrow, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 618, 117 
AmSR 72. 

Ill.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE 679; City Trust, etc., Co. v. Lee, 
204 Ill. 69, 68 NE 485; Marmon Chi- 
cago Co. v. Heath, 205 Ill. A. 605. 

Towa.—Sinclair v. National Surety 
Co., 182 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

Ky.—Champion Ice Mfg., etc., 
v. American Bonding, etc., Co., 115 
Ky. 863, 75 SW 197, 25 KyL 239, 103 
AmSR 356. 

Mo.—Long Bros. Grocery Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 180 Mo. A. 
421, 110 SW 29; Roark v. City Trust, 
etc., Co., 130 Mo. A. 401, 110 SW 1. 

Oh.—Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314; Bry- 
ant v. American Bonding Co., 77 Oh. 
St. 90, 82 NE 960. 
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the obligation and chose the language used;?° but 
this rule cannot be invoked where the terms of such 
a contract are unequivocal or unambiguous, or where 
the language has acquired, by judicial construction, a 
Nor can it be carried 
to the extent of construing such a contract contrary 
to the manifest intention of the parties.?+ 
and phrases in a fidelity bond are to be construed 
according to their context;°? and, if they are clear 
and unambiguous, their terms are to be taken and 
understood in the plain, ordinary, and popular 
A bond for the faithful discharge of the 
duties of one legally intrusted with public funds is 


clear and definite meaning.®° 


sense.°3 
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traciecs 


Words 


ter state.°® 


an official bond, and statutory provisions relative 


IV. LIABILITIES UNDER CONTRACT °° s 


[§ 4] A. In General. Liability upon a fidelity 
insurance contract is to be determined and meas- 


Okl.—Southern Surety Co. v. Tyler, 
3 Okl. 116, 120 P 936. 

Tex.—Griffin v. Zuber, 52 Tex. Civ. 
A. 288, 113 SW 961. 

Wash. — Remington v. Maryland 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 
P 989, 

See also cases supra note 27. 

“The bond is in the terms pre- 
scribed by the surety, and any doubt- 
ful language should be construed 
most strongly against the surety and 
in favor of the indemnity which the 
assured had reasonable ground to 
expect.” Supreme Council C. K. v. 
pee ltys etc., Co., 63 Fed. 48, 11 CCA 


29. Illinois Surety Co. v. Donald- 
son, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S 667; Griffin v. 
Zuber, 52 Tex. Civ. A. -288,.113 SW 


961. 

30. U. S.—Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, 
Cte Co. 18s) Uy. Si, 402, 22° SCt 124 


46 L. .ed. 253 [rev 100 Fed. 559, 40 
CCA 542, and in effect overr Me- 
chanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co. v. Guar- 
antee Co. of North America, 68 Fed. 
459 (aff 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev 
on, other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 
SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818])]; New York 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Consolidated Nat. 
Bank, 71 Fed. 116, 17 CCA 641 [rev 
67 Fed. 874]; Carstairs v. American 
Bonding, etc., Co., 116 Fed. 449, 54 
CCA 85 [certiorari den 187 U. S. 644, 
23 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 346]. 

Ala.—lIllinois Surety Co. v. Donald- 
son, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S 667. 


Ariz.—U. S. Fidelity, etc.,, Co. v. 
California-Arizona Constr. Co., 186 
P 502. 

Cal.—Treloar v. Keil, 36 Cal. A. 


159, 171 P 823; Laventhal v. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 9 Cal. A. 275, 98 P 1075. 

Ga.—John Church Co. y. Altna 
Indemn. Co., 138 Ga. A. 826, 80 SE 
1093. 

Jll.—Marmon Chicago Co. v. Heath, 
205 Ill. A. 605. 

Mdai—Uni on”) Cent. sL. Ins.7..Co,) iv. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 99 Md. 423, 
58 A 4387. i 

N. Y.—Turner v. National Surety 
Gowler App. eDiviw 2L9,2163 WY Sais 
National Surety Co. v. Stallo, 171 
App. Div. 206, 156 NYS 988 [aff 226 
N. Y. 707 mem, 123 NE 880 mem]. 

Tenn.—Hunter v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 129 Tenn. 572, 167 SW 692. 

Wash.—Green vy. National Casualty 
Gos 8SiTawash: 237, 1511P)509. 

See also Accident Insurance § 37 
et seq; Fire Insurance [19 Cyc 655 
et seq]; Life Insurance [25 Cyc 
729 et seq]; and other insurance 


titles. ! 

81. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Cali- 
fornia-Arizona Constr. Co., (Ariz.) 
186 P 502. 

82. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Courtney, 
103 Fed. 599, 43 CCA 331 [aff 186 
Ty. S53 3425.22 SCt $33.46. Gs ed, 1193]; 
Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc. Co., 
86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314; Hunter v. 


U. S. Fidelity, Co., 129 Tenn. 
572, 167 SW. 692. 

[a] “Other emplcoyees.”—Auchin- 
losspve-Us Su Hidelity,.ete>. Co... 190 
App. Div. 6, 179 NYS 454, 

33. U. S.—U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. 
v. Woodson County, 145 Fed. 144, 76 
CCA 114; Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., 
Co., 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev 
on other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 
SCt 551, 48 L. ed. 818]. 


etc., 


Ala.—Illinois Surety Co. y. Don- 
aldson, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S 667. 
Ariz.—vU. S. Fidelity, ete. Co. v. 


ee Orn ia A zone: Constr. Co., 186 P 


Cal.—Treloar v. Keil, 36 Cal. A. 
159, 171 P 823; Laventhal v. Fidelity, 
ete; Co. 9 1Gals, Ay 275,498) P sL0'75- 

Ga.—John Church Co. v. Aitna 
Endernn. Co., 138 Ga. A. 826, 80 SEH 
1 . 

Ill.—Marmon Chicago Co. v. Heath, 
205. Tl) A. 605: 

Md.—Williams v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 


Oh.—-Livingston y. Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 76.0h:. St: 253,81 2NE 330. 
Pa.—Equitable Trust Co. v. Na- 


tional Surety Co., 214 Pa. 159, 63 A 
699, 6 AnnCas 465. 

Wash.—Green y. National Casualty 
Co., 87 Wash. 237, 151 P 509. 

[a] “Employee.’”’— Auchinloss _ v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co., 190 App. Div. 
6, 179 NYS 454. 

34. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Mc- 
Laughlin, 76 Nebr. 307, 107 NW 577, 
109 NW 390. 

35. See generally Conflict of Laws 
12 Cy J. pr42t. 

36. Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 430; 
Grand Lodge A. O, U. W. v. Massa- 
chusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 38 R. I. 
276, 94 A 859. 

37. Matthews v. Hmployers’ Lia- 
bility Assur. Corp., 127 App. Div. 195, 
Lae IN S76. 

38. Under renewal policy see infra 
§ 16. 

39. U. S.—Maryland Casualty Co. 
v. Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
246 U.S: 670; 38 SCtr 345; 62-L. ed: 
931]. 

Ala.—Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
Sols UOL me eLOS: 

Ark.—Kaufman ov. Marshall, 89 
Ark. 1, 115 SW 680. 

Fla.—National Surety Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212. 

Ga.—John Church Co. v. Adtna 
Indemn, Co., 13 Ga. A. 826, 80 SE 
1093. 

Ill.— Mid-City Trust, ete., Bank v. 
National Surety Co., 202 Ill. A, 6. 

Kan.—MclIntyre v. American Surety 
Co., 97 Kan. 629, 156 P 690. 

N. J.—Roseville Trust Co. v. 
American Surety Co., 91.N. J. L. 588, 
103 A 182, 

N. 


Y.—Granger vy. Empire State 


What law governs.*® 
prepared in one state but is sent to another state 
for delivery and acceptance, the contract is to be 
construed and enforced under the laws of the lat- 
Where a contract indemnifies an em- 
ployer against fraud or dishonesty of an employee 
amounting to embezzlement or larceny, and the 
employee collects and misappropriates funds in an- 
other state, the question of larceny is to be deter- 
mined under the laws of the state where the con- 
tract was made.%7 
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thereto enter into and become a part of the con- 


Where a fidelity bond is 


| ured by the terms of the contract,?® construed in 


Surety Co., 132 App. Div. 437, 116 
NYS 973. 
Oh.—Livingston v. Fidelity, 
Co... 76 .Ohs"St. 253; 81 NE" 3380. 
S. C.—Clifton Mfg. Co. v. U. S. Fi- 
rte etc; Co, 200 Ss Cal 2S oS SE 


ete: 


Tex.—American Surety Co. v. John- 
ston, (Civ. A.) 194 SW 958. 

Wash.—American Sav. Bank, etc., 
Co. v. National Surety Co., 91 Wash. 
307, 157 P 877, LRA1916F 435. 

Eng.—Benham y. United Guarantie, 
ace Co., 7 Exch. 744, 155 Reprint 

Man.—London Guarantee, etc., Co. 
v, Cornish, 17 Man. 148. j 

Ont.—U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 
Union Bank, 39 Ont. L. 338, 12 Ont 
WN 141, 36 DomLR 724; Hay v. Em- 
ployers’ Liability Assur. Corp., 6 
OntWR 459; Charlottenburgh v. Bar- 
rett, 16 OntWN 154. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) The fidelity 
bond of an insurance agent secured 
the faithful performance of his du- 
ties, and contained a clause obligat- 
ing him to pay over all moneys 
collected, and also all moneys which 
he owed or might thereafter owe the 
general agent, either for advances 
or otherwise. Such latter provision 
only secured advances made in the 
line of the agency, and did not in- 
clude other personal advances. Kauf- 
man v. Marshall, 89 Ark. 1, 115 SW 
680. (2) A bond assuring the fidel- 
ity of a paying and receiving teller 
in a bank does not restrict the scope 
and effect of its obligation to crimi- 
nal breaches of those particuiar du- 
ties, but comprehends the assurance 
that the employee will not prove dis- 
honest within the definition of the 
instrument in relations and under 
circumstances which his position and 
duties as paying and receiving teller 
affords him to gain possession of and 
to embezzle the funds of his em- 
ployer, and hence the indemnitor is 
liable for the loss of funds procured 
by the employee by signing checks 
as “cashier.” Alabama Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 
Ala. 337, 76 S 103. (8) One who has 
agreed tc indemnify an employer 
against such pecuniary loss as may 
be sustained by reason of the fraud 
or dishonesty of employees, including 
salesmen, amounting to embezzlement 
or larceny connected with their du- 
ties, is liable for moneys collected 
by a salesman from customers of the 
insured and converted, where the 
bond does not: define the duties of 
salesmen. This is so, whether the 
orders for the goods sold were given 
to the salesmen personally or directly 
to the insured. But the insurer is not 
liable for the purchase price of goods 
stolen by a salesman and sold by 
him to customers of the insured. 
Granger v. Empire State Surety Co., 
1382 App. Div. 437, 116 NYS 973. (4) 
A bond, indemnifying a bank against 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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accordance with the rules applicable thereto? A 
mere recital in a fidelity bond, given by an agent, 
that he has been appointed agent at a certain place 
does not limit the scope of the bond or the liability 
of the insurer to business done by the agent at such 
place.*4 Where a fidelity bond provides that upon 
notice in writing and acknowledgment thereof the 
employer shall have the right to substitute and add 
employees, an insurer is liable for the defaleation of 
a substituted employee, where the application of 
such employee and an employer’s statement have 
been received and indorsed by an employee of the 
The right of recovery under a_ bond, 
guaranteeing the fidelity of a named employee, is 
not defeated merely by reason of the business of 
the assured being carried on in the name of a com- 
pany in which the employee had been given a right 
to a share of the profits by his employer to encourage 
greater business activity on the employee’s part, 
where the entire capital had been contributed by 
the assured and the insurer knew the true state of 


insurer.*2 


the dishonesty of its employees, sepa- 
rately stating the limit of liability 
growing out of the acts of each, giv- 
ing the indemnitor the right to de- 
fend upon the ground of the previ- 
ously known dishonesty of an em- 
ployee, providing that the bank 
should render every assistance to aid 
in bringing such an employee to jus- 
tice, and that the surety’s liability 
should immediately terminate as to 
the subsequent acts of any employee, 
is in legal effect a Separate bond as 
to each employee named in the 
schedule attached to it, so that the 
bank cannot recover for a theft of 
which some one of three of its em- 
ployees must have been guilty, the 
particular guilty one being undeter- 
mined. American Sav. Bank, etc., Co. 
v. National Surety Co., 91 Wash. 307, 
157 P 877, LRA1916F 435. (5) Under 
policy providing for payment of loss 
caused by robbery, fraud, defalca- 
tion, breach of trust, or any other in- 
tentional offense against the property 
of employer, recovery may be had 
for loss caused by fraud or breach 
of trust without proof of embezzle- 
ment. McIntyre v. American Surety 
Coro ie Kans W629461 5 Ge 6905 ib G6). 
Where, in a suit upon a bond exe- 
cuted to a loan company guarantee- 
ing the honesty of an employee, it 
appears that it was stipulated in 
the application for such bond that 
the duties of such employee are to 
receive and deposit all moneys re- 
ceived by the company, to indorse 
checks for deposit only, and not au- 
thorized to sign checks or accept 
drafts, or pay out on account, with 
no authority to withdraw money, and 
the obligation of the bond is to make 
good any loss occasioned by_ the 
fraud or dishonesty of such employee 
in connection with his duties as 
specified, and the bondsman not to 
be liable for other than the personal 
acts of such employee within the 
direct scope of his specified duties, 
the bondsman will not be held for 
the dishonesty of such employee in 
inducing the loan company to accept 
a loan to a fictitious person, on fic- 
titious security, and procuring the 
money from the bank where moneys 
of the company are on deposit, on a 
check issued by the company in the 
name of such fictitious borrower. by 
forging his name upon _ the check. 
Livingston v. Fidelity,.etc., Co., 
Oh. St. 253, 81 NE 330. : 
[b] Misappropriation.—(1) A mis- 
appropriation of funds does not nec- 
essarily mean a misappropriation of 
actual cash, as “funds” is a much 
more comprehensive term, and may 
include other assets or. property. 
National Surety Co. v. Williams, 74 
Fla. 446, 77 S 212. (2) Where a 
bank cashier, without authority, has 
“loaned” to himself excessive amounts 
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of the bank’s funds without security, 
and his bills. receivable are less than 
his bills receivable account, he has 
misappropriated the bank’s funds, al- 
though he has placed his valueless 
notes’ in the bank in place of the 
funds. National Surety Co. v. Wil- 
liams, Supra. 

[c] Misapplication.— The action 
of the agent of an insurance com- 
pany in collecting premiums and fail- 
ing to deliver them to his employer 
constitute a ‘misapplication’ within 
the provisions of a bond indemni- 
fying the employer against loss 
sustained by’ any misapplication of 
such agent. American Surety Co. 
Ne eh (Tex. Civ. A.) 194 SW 

{d] Willful misapplication.—As 
used in a fidelity bond given for the 
protection of a trust company against 
the willful misapplication of its 
funds by its teller, the words “will- 
fully misapplied’ mean a conversion 
of funds of the trust company to the 
use or benefit of the teller or of 
some one other than the trust com- 
pany, with intent to injure and de- 
fraud the company. By the ‘term 
“willfully” is meant purposely or de- 
signedly. The intent to injure and 
defraud, which is essential, does not 
necessarily involve malice or ill will, 
but merely that general intent to in- 
jure and defraud which always 
arises, in contemplation of law, when 
one willfully or intentionally does 
that which is illegal and fraudulent, 
and which, in its necessary and nat- 
ural consequences,’ must injure an- 
other. Roseville Trust Co. v. Ameri- 
Ss Surety Co., 91 N. J. L. 588, 103 A 
182. 

40. See supra § 3. 

413. Citizens’, ‘Trust, .ete:,., Co.» v. 
Globe, ete., F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 326, 
143 CCA 446, AnnCas1917C 416. 

42. Schultz v. Massachusetts Bond- 
ing, ete., Co., 220 N. Y. 741, 116 NE 
1074 [aff 164 App. Div. 948, 149 NYS 
1074]. 

43. Reichnitzer v. Employers’ Lia- 
bility Assur. Corp., 4 OntWN 875, 24 
OntWR 157, 9 DomLR 685. 

44. Colony State Bank v. Watson, 
104 Kan. 3, 177 P 544. 

45. Alabama Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76S 108. ‘ 

46. Monongahela Coal Co. vy. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 94 Fed. 732, 36 CCA 
444; U, S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Merk- 
ley, 65 SW 614, 23 KyL 1570; Coyle 
v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 217 Mass. 
268, 104 NE 559; American Sav. 
Bank, ete., Co. v. National Surety Co., 
91 Wash. 307, 107 P 877, LRA1916F 
435. 

47, U. S.—Dominion Trust Co. v. 
National Surety Co., 221 Fed. 618, 
137 CCA 342, AnnCas1917C 447. 

Colo.—American Bonding, etc., Co. 


© 
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affairs when it entered into the bonding contract.** 
The lien, if any, of a bank on the stock of its cashier 
interposes no obstacle’ to its looking to the fidelity 
bond of the cashier for indemnity for money il- 
legally appropriated by him.** The fact that a bank 
has an enforceable claim against a second bank, 
for sums deducted from the first bank’s accounts 
on checks drawn upon such account by the first 
bank’s teller as cashier, does not qualify the right 
of the first bank to enforce an indemnity bond as- 
suring the fidelity of such teller.*® 

B. Liability for Fraud, Dishonesty, Lar- 
ceny, Embezzlement, or Negligence. 
usual, a fidelity policy or bond covers only losses 
due to fraud or dishonesty,® or occasioned by lar- 
ceny or embezzlement,*” the liability of the insurer 
is restricted to claims based upon such grounds,*® 
and his obligation does not cover every liability 
or claim which may accrue in favor of the employer 
and against the employee.* 
from the employee’s carelessness or inattention to 


Where, as is 


Thus a loss resulting 


v. Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 

Ill.—Tonsor v. Maryland Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 158 Tll. A. 515. 

Kan.—Kansas State Mut. Hail 
Assoc. v. Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 
SimKanee2ih al Oo me elise 

Mda.—Williams v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 

Nebr.—Lion Bonding, ete, Co. v. 
Capital F. Ins. Co., 96 Nebr. 54, 146 
NW 1051. 

Oh.—Rankin vy. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314; Living- 
ston v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 27 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 662. 

Or.—Seaside v. Oregon Surety, etce., 
Cow580) Or. 345,050 se 150: : 

Philippine.—Heinszen y. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 6 Philippine 641. 

Tenn.—Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. Nelson, 
128 Tenn. 70, 157 SW 416. 

Tex.— Griffin v. Zuber, 52 Tex. Civ. 
A. 288, 113 SW 961. 

Wash.—Clarke y. Maryland Fidel- 
ity, pete, CO.n iis) WViaShgrG2,) mois en 
468. 

Wis.—United American F, Ins. Co. 
v. American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 
573, 131 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661; 
Milwaukee Theatre Co. v. Fidel- 
ey ete., Co. 92 Wis. 412, 66 NW. 
360. 

[a] Acts constituting embezzle- 
ment.—Defalcations by the secretary 
of a building and loan association 
which were accomplished by his rec- 
ommendation of loans to fictitious 
property holders, the indorsement of 
the checks issued by the board of 
directors in pursuance of such pur- 
pose with such fictitious names, and 
the subsequent conversion of the 
funds obtained therefrom to his own 
use, are embezzlements within the 
purview of the statute sufficient to 
charge a surety company on a fidelity 
bond applicable only to embezzle- 
ment or larceny perpetrated within 
the scope of an officer’s duties. Liv- 
ingston v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 27 Oh. 
Cin Gey 662% 

48. Monongahela Coal Co. v. Fidel- 
ity, ete., Co. of America, 94 Fed. 732, 


386 CCA 444; and see cases supra 
notes 46, 47. 

49. Monongahela Coal Co. v. Fidel- 
DNA mW ee (Olay eRe ei te Leia BXiye KOlOvAY 
444; Milwaukee Theatre Co. v. Fidel- 
iw etc., Co, 92 Wis. 412, 66 NW 

{a] Rule applied. — An arrange- 


ment between a corporation and its 
treasurer by which he is to pay in- 
terest on the moneys in his hands 
makes him, as to such moneys, 
merely a debtor of the corporation, 
and his failure to pay them over to 
his successor on demand is therefore 
not an embezzlement thereof such as 
will create a liability upon a bond 
to reimburse to the corporation any 
loss resulting from embezzlement or 
larceny by such treasurer. Milwau- 


% 
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business,°° or other acts or omissions not fraudulent 
or dishonest,®>1 imposes no liability on the insurer. 
Proof of a balance due from the employee to the 
employer, and a failure to pay it when demanded, is 
not sufficient to justify a recovery.®2 The merely 
technical conversion of property is not a breach of a 
fidelity bond indemnifying against personal dishon- 
-esty.53 A fidelity bond insuring against loss py 
any act, larceny or embezzlement of one under con- 
tract to sell goods on consignment and remit often 
enough so that the amount due on the consigned 
account shall never exceed a certain amount, does 
not cover indebtedness due on the account, nor pro- 
tect against losses by reason of poor business judg- 
ment whereby sums on the consigned account are 
spent in attempting to put the business on a paying 
basis and for the mutual benefit of the parties, noth- 
ing having been misappropriated to the use of the 
employee.°* The meaning of fraud and dishonesty, 
however, extends beyond acts which would be crim- 
inal.°> These terms are to be given a _ broad 
signification,®® and include any acts which show a 
want of integrity or a breach of trust.’ Where 
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there is a breach of trust, a want of financial integ- 
rity, coupled with deceit and concealment and result- 
ing in financial loss to the employer, this is both 
fraud and dishonesty within the meaning of a 
bond indemnifying an employer against loss by any 
act of fraud or dishonesty.°* Where a fidelity con- 
tract insures against loss by larceny or embezzle- 
ment, it has been held that the word ‘‘embezzle- 
ment’’ is to be construed in the same way as it 
would be construed when used in an indictment.®? 
Where, however, such a contract insures against 
loss through fraud or dishonesty, amounting to em- 
bezzlement or larceny,®® according to some of the 
authorities, the words ‘‘fraud or dishonesty’’ are 
to be taken in their ordinary sense, and it is not | 
necessary that the acts of the employee should have 
been such as to subject him to an indictment and 
conviction for larceny or embezzlement ;*! and in 
order that lability may attach on a bond condi- 
tioned to insure an employer against larceny or em- 
bezzlement by an employee, it is not necessary for 
the employer to introduce such proof as would con-- 
vict the employee of the crime of larceny or em- 


kee Theatre Co. v. ered ete., Co., 
92 Wis. 412, 66 NW 36 

{b] An nope ene ‘from the em- 
ployee to the employer is not of it- 
self sufficient to authorize a recov- 
ery by the employer. Monongahela 
Coal Co. v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 94 Fed. 
732, 36 CCA 444. 


50. Monongahela Coal Co. v. Fidel- 
ity, etce., Co., 94 Fed. 732, 36 CCA 
444; State Bank vy. Hartford Acc., 


etc., Co., 28 Pa, Dist. 847. 

51. Monongahela Coal Co. v. Fidel- 
ity, ete, Co. 94 Fed. 732, 36 CCA 
444; Sinclair v. National Surety Co: 
132 Iowa 540, 107 NW 184; Kansas 
Flour Mills Co. v. American Surety 


Co., 98 Kan. 618, 158 P 1118. 
[a] Bule applied. — (1) Surety 
bond, indemnifying principal against 


loss sustained by fraud or misappli- 
cation of agent, does not extend to 
loss by simple mistake of agent, 
without fraud, in paying for mer- 
chandise. Kansas Flour Mills Co. v. 
American Surety Co., 98 Kan. 618, 
158 P1118. (2) Where a fidelity bond 
insured the obligee as_ principal 
against loss through the personal dis- 
nonesty of its factors, the mere fail- 
ure of the factors to turn over to 
the principal on demand property be- 
longing to the principal, or the pro- 
ceeds thereof, is not a breach of the 
bond, rendering the surety company 
liable. Sinclair v. National Surety 
Co., 182 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

[b] Withholding amount claimed 
due.—The general rule is that an 
agent is guilty of fraud or dishonesty 
when he collects money belonging to 
his principal and uses it for his own 
purposes, or refuses to turn it over. 
But if there are mutual demands, and 
the failure to settle is due to an 
honest conviction of the agent that 
he has good offsets against the bal- 
ance appearing against him, he can- 
not be said to be acting fraudulently 
or dishonestly in the mere withhold- 
ing of the balance to the extent of 
the amount claimed by him until the 
true, amount due by him is ascer- 
tained. Nevertheless, under such cir- 
cumstances, the agent is bound in 
honesty not to use they money col- 
lected for his principal, but to hold 
the whole amount ready for settle- 
ment when the offsets claimed are 
passed upon, and the true balance as- 
certained; and if he uses the money, 
so that he is unable to pay. it over 
upon the final settlement, he is guilty 
of dishonesty. Citizens’ Trust, etc., 
Co. v. Globe, etc., F. Ins. Co., 929 Fed. 
326, 329, 143 CCA 446, AnnCas1917G 


416. 
52. Williams v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 


Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 

53. Sinclair v. National Surety Co., 
132 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

54. Clarke v. Maryland Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 73 Wash. 62, 67.\P 468: 

Son ~Citizens’ -“Prust,= ete: = Cos iv. 
Globe, ete., F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 326, 
143 CCA 446, ‘AnnCasi917C 416; U.S. 
Fidelity, ete.,, Co. v. Hgg Shippers’ 
Strawboard, etc., Co., 148 Fed. 353, 
78 CCA 345. 

56. Citizens’ Trust, ete, Co. v. 
Globe, etc., F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 326, 
143 CCA 446, ‘AnnCas1917C 416; U.S. 


Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Ege Shippers’ 
Strawboard, etc., Co., 148 Fed. 353, 
78 CCA 345. See also Maryland 


Casualty Co. v. Montgomery First 
Nat. Bank, 246 Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 
(certiorari den 246 U. S. 670, 38 SCt 
345, 62°L. ed; 931]. - 

57. U.S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. Ege 
Shippers’ Strawboard Co., 148 Fed. 
353, 78 CCA 345. 

[a] Rule applied.—The petition in 
an action on a fidelity bond insuring 
a corporation against loss through 
the fraud or dishonesty of its treas- 
urer states a cause. of action, where 
it alleges that such treasurer falsely 
eredited himself on the company’s 
books with a disbursement which he 
did not make, making him short in 
his accounts, and that having author- 
ity to execute notes and accept 
drafts for the company representing 
its valid indebtedness and not other- 
wise, he accepted drafts for large 
amounts which it did not owe, and 
used its funds in paying them, result- 
ing in loss to it through the insol- 
vency of the drawer, all of which acts 
he concealed from its directors. U.S. 


Fidelity, etc, Co. v. Egg Shippers’ 
Strawboard, ete., Co., 148 Fed. 353, 
78 CCA 345. 

[b] Extending credit, knowing 


that one is not entitled thereto, by 
a cashier for deriving personal finan- 
cial benefit from the transaction, con- 
stitutes a loss “arising from the 
fraud or dishonesty of the cashier 
amounting to embezzlement or lar- 
ceny.” Rankin vy. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NH 314. 

fe WW Syn Widelity, etc., Co. v. Hgg 
Shippers’ Strawboard, etc., Co., 148 
Fed. 353, 78 CCA 345. 

59. Debenhams v. Excess Ins. Co., 
DAS MM oid ire Bey LDS 

60. U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. 
Batesville Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 
aya 1 Oe (Si Fidelity, ete, Co. Ive) Over-= 
street, 84 SW 764, 27 Kyl 248; Can- 
ton Nat. Bank vy. American Bonding, 
etc., Co., 111 Md. 41, 73 A 684, 18 
AnnCas 820; Granger v. Empire State 
Surety Co., 132 App. Div. 487, 116 


NYS 973; Matthews v. Employers’ 
Liability Corp., 127 App. Div. 195, 
111 NYS 76. 

61. City Trust, ete., Co. ‘v. Lees, 
204 Ill. 69, 68 NE 485 [aft 107 Ill. A. 
263]; Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 279, 99 NE 314; 
Green v. U. S. Fidelity, efe., Co., 135 
Tenn, 117, 185 SW 726; London Guar- 
antee, ete., Cow wv. Hochelaga Bank, 
3 Que. Q. ‘B: 25. But see American 
Bonding, etc., Co. v. Amsterdam Cas- 
ualty Co., 135 Il. A. 33 [dist City 
Trust, ete., Co. v. Lee, supra, on the 
ground of a difference in the provi- 
Sion of the fidelity bond]. 

“The parties were stipulating for 
the indemnity of the obligee. They 
were not concerned with the enforce- 
ment of the criminal laws of the 
state. It was not intended to in- 
demnify against loss from the cash- 
ier’s negligence or bad judgment. 
They adopted as descriptive of the 
misconduct contemplated, the phrase 
fraud or dishonesty amounting to 
embezzlement or larceny. If only 
indemnity on account of conduct 
amounting to technical embezzlement 
or larceny had been intended that 
intention would have been naturally 
expressed more clearly in fewer 
words. Certainly we should not 
reach the correct conclusion with re- 
spect to this question if we should 
deny all effect of the words ‘fraud 
or dishonesty amounting to.”’” Ran- 
kin v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., supra. 

[a] “The reasoning of these cases, 
which leads us to adopt the rule they 
announce is: That the parties were 
not contracting on the basis of an 
enforcement of the criminal laws of 
the State; that, if only indemnity for 
losses suffered by reason of techni- 
cal larceny or embezzlement had been 
intended, that purpose could: have 
been expressed clearly and in fewer 
words; that the words ‘larceny and 
embezzlement,’ in the bond, are used 
as generic terms to indicate the dis- 
honesty and fraudulent breach of 
any duty or’obligation upon the part 
of the officer in connection with his 
duties as president.” Green v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 1385 Tenn. 117, 123, 
LIBS Weeir2iGr = 

{b] Rule applied. — Where the 
cashier of a -bank removed a bundle 
of notes from the bank premises to 
his residence for the purpose of 
signing them, but it appeared that he 
brought them all back, and subse- 
quently, in his office in the bank, he 
put a number of five-dollar notes 


-in the bundle instead of ten-dollar 


notes, and thus defrauded the bank, 
it was held that in intrusting the 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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bezzlement as defined by the laws of the state.62 
But there are authorities which seem to construe 
such a provision strictly and to limit liability to 
losses occasioned by acts legally constituting larceny 
A bond indemnifying an em- 
ployer against the fraud or dishonesty of an em- 
ployee amounting to larceny or embezzlement does 
not cover a loss due to carelessness of the em- 
Under a bond so conditioned the insurer 
is not liable for money advanced to the employee or 
paid to his creditors and not repaid by him, but 
is hable for money belonging to the employer col- 
lected and misappropriated by the employee.% 
fidelity bond, conditioned to make good those losses 
of a bank which may result from such fraudulent 
actions of its cashier as are equivalent to embezzle- 
ment or larceny, does not make the insurer liable for 
the amount of overdrafts on the bank paid by the 


or embezzlement.®? 


ployee.*4 


notes® to the cashier to be signed 
there was no negligence on the part 
of the bank involving a violation of 
the terms of a contract of fidelity in- 
Surance, and that the loss was one 
caused by “fraud and dishonesty 
amounting to embezzlement” on the 
part of the cashier and came within 
the guaranty given by the policy. 
London Guarantee, ete., Co. v. Hoch- 
elaga Bank, 3 Que. Q. B. 25. 

62. National Surety Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212; Delaware 
State Bank v. Colton, 102 Kan. 365, 
170 P 992; Champion Ice Mfg., ete., 
Co. v. American Bonding, etc., Co., 
115 Ky. 863,.75 SW 197, 25 Kyl 239, 
103 AmSR 356; Green v. U. S. Fidel- 
re etc., Co., 185 Tenn; 117, 185 SW 


63. Dominion Trust Co. v. Na- 
tional Surety Co., 221 Fed. 618, 137 
CCA 242, AnnCasi1917C 447; Canton 


Nat. Bank v. American Bonding, etc., 
Co., 111 Md. 41, 73 A 684, 18 AnnCas 
820; Farmers’ State Bank v. Title 
Guaranty, ete. Co., 133 Mo. A. 705, 
113 SW 1147; Reed v. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 189 Pa. 596,°:42 A 294. 


64. U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 
acu Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 
65. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Over- 


street, 84 SW 764, 27 KyL 248. 

66. Guarantee Co. of America v. 
Mechanics’ Say. Bank, ete., Co., 100 
Fed. 559, 40 CCA 542 [rev on other 
grounds 188 U. S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 
46 L. ed. 253]. 

67. Crown Bank v. London Guar- 
antee, etc., Co., 17 Ont. L. 95, 12 Ont 
WR 349 [dism app 10 OntWR 1070]; 
Re Citizens’ Ins. Co., 16 CanLJNS 
334; European Ins. Soc. v. Toronto 
Bank, 7 Revleg 57; Colonial Bank 
v. European Ins., ete., Soc., 1 Wy. W. 
& A’Beck. (Vict.) 15 [dist Ionides v. 
Universal Mar. Ins?) (Coy, °14.C. °B: 
N. S. 259, 108 ECL 259, 143 Reprint 
445, 14 ERC 271]. 

[a] Tilustrations. — (1) Allowing 
accounts to be overdrawn. WHBuropean 
Assur. Co. v. Toronto Bank, 7 RevLeg 
CBT. (2) Where an employee of a 
railroad company left a large sum 
of money in two bags in his room, 
the door of which was insecurely 
locked, while he went to lunch, and 
during his absence most of the money 
was carried off, there being open to 
him various means of safe-keeping 
of which he neglected to avail him- 
self, he was guilty of negligence so 
as to render the guaranty company 
liable. Re Citizens’ Ins. Co., (Que.) 
16 CanLJNS 334. 

68. U.S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Des 
Moines Nat. Bank, 145 Fed. 273, 74 
CCA 553; Great Northern Express Co. 
v. National Surety Co., 113 Minn. 162, 
129. NW 127, 31 LRANS 775; City 
Trust, etc., Co. v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 
58 App. Div. 18, 68 NYS 601 [aff 
171 N. Y. 666 mem, 64 NE 1119 mem]; 
Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. U. S. Fidel- 
nh etc., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 SW 
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69. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Des 
Moines Nat. Bank, 145 Fed. 278, 74 
CCA 553; Great Northern Express 
Co. v. National Surety Co., 113 Minn. 
162, 129 NW 127, 31 LRANS 1775; 
Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. U. S. Fidel- 
ee etc., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 SW 

{a] MIlustration.—The conduct of 
a clerk in railroad freight office in 
delivering goods consigned. to the 
shipper’s order, with draft against 
the consignee attached, to the con- 
signee, without requiring the surren- 
der of the original bill of lading 
properly indorsed is culpable negli- 
gence within the meaning of a bond 
defining such negligence to mean the 
“failure to exercise that degree of 
care and caution which men of ordi- 
nary prudence and intelligence usu- 
ally exercise in regard to their own 
affairs of the same character.” Louis- 
villeetes (Ri Co, ve UlSeS) Hidelity; 
etc., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 SW 671. 

{[b] Degree of care.—Where cul- 
pable negligence is defined as failure 
to exercise that degree of care which 
men of ordinary prudence and intel- 
ligence usually exercise, this does not 
mean that the degree of care, failure 
to exercise which will render the 
guaranty company liable. is ‘‘the very 
highest, you might almost say the 
highest possible,” and ‘‘an extraordi- 
nary and a very high degree.” U-S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Des Moines Nat. 
Bank, 145 Fed. 273, 74 CCA 553 

{c] Enlargement of standard by 
insured.—A policy of indemnity in- 
surance, insuring an express company 
against loss sustained through cul- 
pable negligence of any employee 
covered by the policy, and providing 
that the insurance company should 
not be liable for any loss occasioned 
by robbery, unless by or with con- 
nivance or culpable negligence of the 
employee, such negligence to mean 
failure to exercise that degree of care 
which men of ordinary prudence and 
intelligence usually exercise in re- 
gard to their own affairs, defines the 
standard of care to be exercised by 
such an employee to absolve the in- 
surer from liability for his acts; and 
the insured could not enlarge, as 
against the insurer, such standard of 
care, by eStablishing rules for the 
conduct of its business requiring an 
express messenger to keep the car 
doors chained on the inside, although 
such a rule would be admissible in an 
action on the policy to show what 
were the duties pertaining to the em- 
ployee’s position. Great Northern 
Express Co. v. National Surety Co., 
113 Minn, 162, 129 NW 127, 31 LRANS 
WGUsys 

70. Cosford Union v. Mutual Guar- 
anty Assoc., 103 L. T. Rep. N. S. 468. 

71. Time covered by renewal 
policy see infra § 16. : 

7A U. S.—Supreme Council C. K. 
etc., Co., 63 


v. New York Fidelity, 
Fed. 48, 11 CCA 96. 
Tll.—American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
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cashier without authority from the bank, when it 
is not shown that the cashier received any part of 
such amount, or any benefits therefrom.® 
policy guarantees not only the honesty but also the 
diligence and faithfulness of the employee, any loss 
due to his negligence or irregularities must fall on 
And losses occasioned by culpable 
are 
against,®°> and such negligence expressly defined.®? 
A policy guaranteeing the honesty of a person em- 
ployed in one capacity does not protect the assured 
against the dishonesty of the same person in an- 
other capacity.7° 

[§ 6] C. Time Covered by Policy.” 
tract usually covers only losses from acts of the per- 
son whose fidelity is guaranteed, committed while 
it is in force,’* and does not render the insurer liable 
for losses resulting from acts committed before the 


Where a 


sometimes expressly insured 


The con- 


New Amsterdam Casualty 
Ty A. ' 33. 

S. D.—Adams Co. vy. 
onan Co. e384) Seo Da194 


Tenn.—Model Mill Co. v. 
ete Co., do Tenn (Chey Alss65. 
Tex.—Western Indemn. Co. v. Free 
and- Accepted Masons, (Civ. A.) 198 
SW 1092. 
_ Wis.—Roth v. Massachusetts Bond- 
ing, ete., Co., 158 Wis. 469, 149 NW 


Ont.—Paris Bd. of Education v. 
Citizens’ Ins:; ‘ete: Co: 30 1U1Cs CAPs 
136; U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Union 
Bank, 39 Ont. L. 338, 12 OntWN 141, 
36 DomLR 724. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Where ob- 
ligations of a beneficial association, 
which should have been paid by the 
treasurer during his former term 
were carried forward by him into his 
new term, and paid out of current re- 
ceipts, as such obligations were not 
discharged when assessments were 
made sufficient to meet them, but con- 
tinved obligations until paid, their 
payment out of funds of the associa- 
tion did not amount to embezzlement 
or larceny committed during the new 
term, and the surety was not liable 
for the misappropriation. Supreme 
Council C. K. A. v. New York Fidel- 
ity, etce., Co., 63 Fed. 48,11 CCA 96. (2) 
If the treasurer of a lodge against 
whose defalcation a surety bond was 
taken had made a defalcation before 
the bond was taken and borrowed 
money to cover the shortage, and after 
the execution of the bond repaid the 
money borrowed with the funds of 
the lodge, there was a new defalca- 
tion for which the surety was liable. 
Western Indemn. Co. v. Free and Ac- 


CoZo 125 


Western 
151 NW 


Fidelity, 


cepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. A.) 198 
SW 1092. 
[b] When contract in force.— 


Where a bond recited that it was 
made July 1, 1891, and stated that it 
was for a term ending July 1, 1892, 
and an indorsement on its back stated 
those days to be the dates of the 
bond and of its expiration, and the 
premium received covered one year, 
but the bond was dated July 10, 1891, 
it was held that the bond was prop- 
erly construed as in effect from July 
1, 1891, without regard to evidence as 
to when it was accepted. Supreme 
Council C. K. A. v. New York Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co., 63 Fed. 48, 11 CCA 96. 
{c] To what period deficit attribu- 
table.—The plaintiffs made, on Jan. 
1, 1879, their claim under the policy, 
which only extended to losses occur- 
ring within the period of twelve 
months prior to such claim being 
made. It appeared that at the end 
of 1877, the default was six hundred 
and seventy-four dollars, which was 
inereased during the first two months 
of 1878, to one thousand two hundred 
and sixty-one dollars and fifty-seven 
cents, but in the next four months 
the deficiency was reduced by pay- 
ments to two hundred and ninety-two 
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contract was entered into;7* in the absence of some- 
thing in the policy or bond itself 7* or in the sur- 
rounding circumstances 7° clearly showing a contrary 
Where an office is annual, the parties to 
the officer’s indemnity bond are presumed by law to 
bind themselves accordingly, if there are no words 
inserted in the bond clearly extending it.7* A bond 
guaranteeing the fidelity of a public official, in- 
definite as to duration, will, standing alone, remain 
in force during the incumbency of the officer in his 
But where the application has been 
made a part of the bond and its language taken in 
connection with that of the bond imports that while 
the bond may run indefinitely, but one year at a 
time, and continued provided the annual premium is 


intent. 


present term.”? 


dollars and eighty-five cents, after 
which it again increased until, at the 
end of 1878, it amounted to eight 
hundred and forty-four dollars and 
twenty-two cents. It was held that, 
in the absence of any specific appro- 
priation, the payments must be ap- 
propriated to the earliest items of 
the default, thereby paying off the 
whole of the default due at the end 
of 1877, so that the whole amount of 
eight hundred and twenty-four dol- 
lars and twenty-two cents, due at the 
end of 1878, must be deemed to have 
accrued due within that year. Paris 
Bd. of Education v. Citizens’ Ins., 
Ot, COs) SONU. (Ca Ce RP, 3 2 

[ad] Conclusiveness of entries, re- 
ceipts, and reperts.—(1) On the re- 
appointment of the treasurer of a 
beneficial association for a new term, 
a surety company gave to the asso- 
ciation its bond to make good “such 
pecuniary loss, if any, as may be sus- 
tained by the employer by reason of 
fraud or dishonesty of the employed 
in connection with the duties referred 
to, amounting to embezzlement or 
larceny, which was committed and 
discovered during the continuance of 
said term, or any renewal thereof,” 
it was held that entries, receipts, and 
reports made by the treasurer during 
the life of the bond, in the ordinary 
course of his duty as treasurer, 
charging himself with certain items, 
were not conclusive against the 
surety as to the time when such 
items were received, there being no 
circumstances creating an estoppel 
in pais. Supreme Council C. K. A. v. 
New York Fidelity, etc., Co., 63 Fed. 
48, 11 CCA 96. (2) When the treas- 
urer of a beneficial association is 
reélected and becomes his own suc- 
cessor, and at the commencement of 
the second term reports a certain sum 
in his hands and gives a fidelity bond 
to account for and pay over the 
money that has come into his hands 
during the term, the bonding com- 
pany when sued will be responsible 
for the sum so reported in his hands, 
and will not be allowed to show that 
the defalecation in fact occurred dur- 
ing the previous term. Swisher v. 
Maryland Fidelity, etce., Co., 164 Ill. 
A, 243. ; 

{e] Future losses.—It is the gen- 
eral rule that such contracts as fidel- 
ity bonds and insurance policies look 
only to the future and bind the surety 
or insurer only for future losses. 
Adams Co. v. Western Surety Co., 35 
S. D. 194, 151 NW 890. 

73. Ga.—Dorsey v. Fidelity, 
Co., 98 Ga. 456, 25 SE 521. 

Ilowa.—Sinclair v. National Surety 
Co., 182 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

Ss. D—Adams Co. v. Western 
Surety Co., 35 S. D. 94, 151 NW 890. 


etc., 


Man.—London Guarantee, etc., Co. 
v. Cornish, 17 Man. 148. 
Ont.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 


Union Bank, 39 Ont. Li 388, 12 Ont 
WN 141, 86 DomLR 724. 

Que.—La Banque Nationale v. Les- 
pérance, 4 Montr. Leg. N. 147. 

{a] Rule applied.—(1) A fidelity 
insurance company, by its’ bond, 
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employee’s 


[§ 7] 
bility. 


covenanted with a receiver engaged 
in operating a railroad that, during 
the continuance in force of such bond, 
certain specified employees of the re- 
ceiver should “faithfully and hon- 
estly discharge their duties in their 
several capacities, and shall also 
faithfully and truly account for all 
moneys and property and other things 
which may come into their possession 
in their respective employments, 
whenever thereto required by the em- 
ployer or a duly authorized officer in 
that behalf, and at the termination 
of their said employments, shall sur- 
render and deliver up to the em- 
ployer, or a duly authorized repre- 
sentative, all moneys, books, vouch- 
ers, papers, tickets, and all other 
property belonging to the employer, 
or for which the employer shall be 
liable to another, or other party or 
parties, which shall then be or which 
ought to be in the hands, possession, 
or custody of the employees, or either 
of them; and the company hereby 
indemnifies the employer against all 
loss which the employer shall sustain 
by reason of the default of any or 
either of the employees in the prem- 
ises, not exceeding in the whole the 
sum or sums as hereinafter pro- 
vided.” It was held that the insur- 
ance company was not liable to the 
insured in damages for a loss result- 
ing from a wrongful delivery of 
freight by one of its employees, in 
consequence of which the receiver 
was compelled to pay the value of 
such freight to its true owner, the 
wrongful delivery having occurred 
before the bond was executed; and 
that this is so notwithstanding the 
employee, at the termination of his 
employment, although liable to do so, 
failed and refused to pay the receiver 
the damages which the latter had 
sustained because of such wrongful 
delivery. Dorsey v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 
98 Ga. 456, 25 SH 456. (2) Where the 
evidence showed that a teller of a 
bank indorsed on a parcel of bank 
notes the amount which it was sup- 
posed to contain, and it was subse- 
quently discovered that the parcel 
was nine thousand three hundred dol- 
lars short, and it was also ascer- 
tained that a dcficiency of the same 
amount existed in the teller’s ac- 
count, and had been during several 
years skilfully covered up and con- 
cealed from the authorities of the 
bank, who made the usual inspec- 
tions, the insurance company which 
had guaranteed the fidelity of the 
teller was liable for the deficiency, 
but only to the extent which oc- 
curred after the contract was made. 
La Banque Nationale v. Lespérance, 
4 Montr. Leg. N. 147. 

74, Maryland Casualty Co. v. Mont- 
gomery First Nat. Bank, 246 Fed. 
892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 246 
Ue S.06'70,.88 SCte345i062) ta eda Oot. 
Com. v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 224 Pa. 
95, 73 A 327, 182 AmSR 755; Adams 
Co. v. Western Surety Co., 35 S. D. 
194, 151 NW 890. 

75. Com. vy. Fidelity, etc., Co., 224 
Pa. 95, 73 A 327, 182 AmSR 755. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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paid, the contract should be regarded as continu- 
ing only upon the condition of mutual assent."* An 
bond specifying that the obligation 
should be continuous and cover the full period or 
periods of employment, including the present and 
any and all subsequent terms for which he might 
be employed by the obligee, whether under the 
present or under any future contract, covers the 
entire period of employment, which was continu- 
ous under various contracts.’® 

D. Time of Discovery as Affecting Lia- 
The bond or policy sometimes contains a 
provision limiting the liability of the insurer to 
losses discovered during the time of its continu- 
ance,®° or of any renewal thereof,’+ or within a 


76. Macdonald v. Attna Indemn. 
Co., 90. Conn. 226,96 A, 926. 

77. Bryant y. American Bonding 
Con wi2On- 'St-90)2 $2) -Nis= 9605 

78. Bryant v. American Bonding 
Co., 77 Oh. St. 90, 82 NE 960.” 

79. Stamets v. Plano Mfg. Ca., 40 
Ind. A. 620, 82 NE 122, 923. 

80. U. S.—American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 160, 18 SCt 563, 42 
L. ed. 987; American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U.S. 1338,-18 SC@t 552, 42 
LL. ed..977, [aff..72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 
644]; Miners’, ete., Bank v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, ete., Co., 233 Fed. 654, 147 CCA 
462; Proctor Coal Co. v. U. S. Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co., 124 Fed. 424; Guarantee 
Co. of North America v. Mechanics’ 
Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 766,: 26 
CCA 146 [aff 68 Fed. 459, and rev 
on other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 
SCt 561, 43 L. ed. 818]. 

Ga.—Third Nat. Bank v. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 145 Ga. 128, 88 SE 584. 

Ky.—U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 
Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487; U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 
Ky. 285, 1483 SW 997; Fidelity Deposit 


Co. v. Champion Ice Mfg., ete., Co., 

133 Ky. 74, 117 SW 393. ' 
Miss.—U. S. Fidelity, ete.,- Co. v. 

Williams, 96 Miss. 10, 49 S 742. 
Nebr.—U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. 


McLaughlin, 76 Nebr. 307, 107 NW 
577, 109 NW 390. 

N. Y.—Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete.,.Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 90 NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 
1096 mem]; Sullivan v. Fraternal So- 
cieties’ Co-operative Indemn,. Union, 
36 Misc. 578, 73 NYS 1094. 

Pa.—Larrabee v. Title Guaranty, 
etc., Co., 250 Pa. 135, 95 A 416, LRA 
1916F 709. 

Wash.—Remington v. Maryland Fi- 
Gentes etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 
89. 

Que.—Commercial Mut. Bldg. Soc. 
v. London Guarantee, etc. Co., 7 
Montr. Q. B.. 307. 

Viet.—Fanning v. London Guaran- 
tee, etc., Co., 10 Vict. Li. 8. 

{a] Validity of provision.—An in- 
demnity bond, limiting the insurer’s 
liability to losses occurring and dis- 
covered during the continuance of the 
bond, or any renewal thereof; or 
within six months thereafter, is not 
invalid on the ground that it fixes a 
period of limitation within which ac- 
tions for fraud or mistake may be 
brought, different from St. § 2519, or 
on the ground that it is against the 
public policy of the state. Ballard 
County Bank v. U.S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 150 Ky. 236, 150 SW 1, AnnCas 
1914C 1208. 

81. U. S.—Miners’, etc., Bank v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co., 233 Fed. 654, 
147 ‘CCA 462") Proctor Coal, Conky: 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 124 Fed. 424. 

Ga.—Third Nat. Bank v. Fidelity, 


Se Cowl 1454) Gave 123) 288". Ss 
84, . 
Ky.—U. S. Fidelity, ete. Co. v. 


Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487; Ballard County 
Bank v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 150 
Ky. 236, 150 SW 1, AnnCas1914C 1208. 


— 
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fixed period thereafter? or within a fixed period 
after the death, dismissal, or retirement of the em- 
ployee,** or to losses sustained within a given time 
prior to discovery.** And where the liability of the 
insurer is thus limited, there is no liability unless 
the fraud, dishonesty, or negligence, causing the 
loss, not only occurred but was discovered within 
the time limit;®° and this is true, although such 
discovery was prevented by a falsification of the 
employee’s books,** or by other means taken to 


conceal the fraud or dishonesty.87 


[§ 8] 
Duties. 


guaranty was required.®® 

Miss.—U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. 
Williams, 96 Miss. 10, 49 S 742. 

Nebr.—U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
McLaughlin, 76 Nebr. 307, 107 NW 
577, 109 NW 390. 

N. Y.—Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 80 NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 
1096 mem]. 

Oh.—Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, ‘etc., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314. 

82. U. S.—American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 160, 18 SCt 563, 42 
L. ed. 987; American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly.) 170. U..S.,133;-18) .SCt 552,.42 
i, ed. 977 [aft 72 Med. 470, “18-—CCA. 
644]; Miners’, etec., Bank v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, ete. Co. 233 Fed. 654, 147 
CCA 462; Proctor Coal Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 124 Fed. 424. 

Ga.—Columbus Third Nat. Bank v. 
Fidelity, etce., Co., 145 Ga. 123, 88 SE 
584; Chatham Real Est., ete., Co. v. 


WW. S. SRidelity,” ete... Co., 18 Ga. A. 
588, 90 SE 88. 
Ky—U. "Se Midelity, ete. Co. v. 


Shepherd’s Home Lodge No, 2, 163 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487; Ballard County 
Bank v. U.S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 150 
Ky. 236. 150 SW 1, AnnCas1914C 1208; 
U.S. Fidelity, ete; Co. v.- Citizens’ 
Nat. Bank, 147 Ky. 285, 143 SW 997; 
Fidelity Deposit Co. v. Champion Ice 
Mts Neto) Co., 133) Ky. 74, 107s Sw. 
393 


Md.—Canton Nat. Bank v. Ameri- 
can Bonding, etc. Co., 111 Md. 41, 
73 A 684, 18 AnnCas 820. 

Miss.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Williams, 96 Miss. 10, 49 S 742. 

Nebr.—U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. 
McLaughlin, 76 Nebr. 307, 107 NW 
577, 109 NW 390. ; ; 

N. Y.—Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 80 NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 
1096 mem]. ; , 

Oh.—Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co.. 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314. 

Pa.—Larribee v. Title Guaranty, 
etc., Co.. 250 Pa. 135, 95 A 416, LRA 
1916F 709. : 

83. U. S—American Surety Co. 'v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 160, 18 SCt 563, 42 
L. ed. 987; American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 133, 18 SCt 552. 42 
L. ed. 977 [aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 
644]; Miners’, etc., Bank v. U.S. Fi- 
delity, etc. Co., 233 Fed. 654, 147 
CCA 462; Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, 
etc., Co. 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 
[rev on other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 
19 SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818]. 

Ky.—vU. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487. 

Mich.—lLadies of Modern Macca- 
bees v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 
27, 163 NW 7. 


N. Y.—Hawley v._U. S&S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 80 NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 


1096 mem]. 


E. Change in Employee’s Position or 
Where there is a material change in the 
duties and responsibilities of the employee, the in- 
surer is released from liability on his policy or 
bond,** especially where according to the express 
terms of the contract, the employee is not to be 
permitted to perform any other services or carry 
on any other business than those for which the 
And where it is stipu- 
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ments made in 
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lated that the business of the employer shall con- 
tinue to be conducted and the duties of the em- 
ployee shall remain in accordance with the state- 


the application for insurance, a 


change in the business of the employer which largely 
increases the duties and responsibilities of the em- 
ployee will relieve the insurer from liability.% 
fidelity policy, insuring a bank against loss ocea- 
sioned by its assistant cashier, owning a small per- 
cent of the capital stock of the bank, is terminated 


A 


when the assistant cashier, without notice to the in- 


Wash.—Remington v. Maryland Fi- 
meal ete., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 


Que.—Commercial Mut., ete., Soc. 
v. London Guaranty, ete., Co., 
iMontrye @ 5 7Be 30, 

[a] Tllustrations.—(1) Where a 


bond limited the risk to a loss sus- 
tained and ‘discovered during the 
continuance of the currency of this 
bond, and within six months from 
the employé ceasing to be in the said 
service,” to hold the insurance com- 
pany liable on its bond, the discov- 
ery must have been made within six 
months after the expiration of the 
bond, whether the employee had quit 
the said service or not. Guarantee 
Co. of North America v. Mechanics’ 
Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 766, 26 
CCA 146 [aff 68 Fed. 459, and rev on 
other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 
551, 438 L. ed. 818]. (2) Where an em- 
ployee’s bond stipulated that the 
surety should be liable for any mis- 
appropriation by the employee dur- 
ing the continuance of the bond or a 
renewal thereof, and discovered dur- 
ing such continuance or within six 
months thereafter, or within six 
months from the dismissal of the 
employee, the surety was liable for a 
misappropriation occurring during 
the continuance of the bond, although 
not discovered until more than six 
months thereafter, where the em- 
ployee was dismissed at once on the 
discovery being made. Hawley v. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 100 App. Div. 
12 (90 NYS 893 cfafi 184, No Y¥. 549 
mem, 76 NE 1096 mem]. 

[b] What constitutes retirement. 
—Where, by the terms of the bond, 
the insurer agreed to make good and 
reimburse any loss to the insured, a 
bank, caused by any act of fraud 
or dishonesty on the part of an offi- 
eer, not only with regard to his 
duties as such officer, but in connec- 
tion with the duties to which, in the 
employer’s service, he might be sub- 
sequently appointed, and the liability 
was limited to losses occurring dur- 
ing the continuance of the bond and 
discovered during such continuance 
or within six months thereafter, and 
within six months from the death, 
dismissal or retirement of the em- 
ployee from the service of the em- 
ployer, it was held that where the 
bank suspended and the bank exam- 
iner entered upon an investigation of 
its affairs, the officer did not retire 
from the service of the bank, within 
the meaning of the bond, but re- 
mained in the service of the employer 
during at least the investigation of 
the bank’s affairs and the custody of 
its assets by the national bank ex- 
aminer, which lasted until the ap- 
pointment and qualification of a re- 
ceiver, and hence that notice given 
within six months from the latter 
date was sufficient. American Surety 


surer,-acquires a majority of the stock of the bank 
and becomes a director and acts as cashier, since the 
object of the policy is not to insure the employer 
against his own fraudulent acts.% 
part of the insured to give notice of a material 
change in the position of the employee, as required 
by the policy, which change reduces his salary, will 
avoid the policy, since the company guaranteeing his 


Failure on the 


Co. Vv. Pauly, 170) Un. S: 160.18 .SO5 
563, 42 L. ed. 987; American Surety 
Com we Paulye On Un Sel ooeel oS er 
552, 42 Tu. ed. 977 [aff 72 Fed. 470, 
18 CCA 644]. 

84. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. Timons- 
wae Bank, 139 Fed. 101, 71 CCA 


fa] Mlustration.—Where an em- 
ployee’s bond, containing a condition 
for the reimbursement of any damage 
sustained by the employer for the 
dishonesty and infidelity in the per 
formance of his duties, provided that 
“any claim made under this bond, 
or a renewal thereof, shall embrace 
and cover only for acts and. defaults 
committed during its currency, and 
within twelve months next before the 
date of the discovery of the act or 
default upon which such claim is 
based,” the bond did not extend to a 
default which was committed more 
than twelve months prior to discov- 
ery, although an earlier discovery 
was prevented by the fraudulent acts 
of the employee. Fidelity, ete., Co. 
v. Consolidated Nat. Bank 71 Fed. 
LLG DIE CCASG 412 

85. U. S—American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 160, 18 SCt 563, 
L. ed. 987; American Surety Co. 
Pauly. LiOwWieS: Use. eUsisSOCraboor 
Lived. 977; Proctor Coal) Con wv. UsiS: 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 124 Fed. 424: Cali- 
fornia Sav. Bank v. American Surety 
Co., 82 Fed. 866; Guarantee Co. of 
North America v. Mechanics’ Sav. 
Bank, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 
146 [rev on other grounds 173 U. S. 
582, 19 SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818]; New 
York Fidelity, etc, Co. v. Consoli- 
deied Nat. Bank, 71 Fed. 116, 17 CCA 

Ga.—Third Nat. Bank v. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 145 Ga, 123, 88 SE 584. 

Ky.—Ballard County Bank v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete, Co., 150 Ky. 236). 150 
SW 1, AnnCasi914C 1208. 

Mich.—Ladies of Modern Macca- 
bees v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 
27, 168 NW 7. 

Tenn.—Green v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 185 Tenn, 117, 185 SW 726. 

And see cases supra notes 80-84. 

86. New York Fidelity, ete., Co. 
v. Consolidated Nat. Bank, 71 Fed. 
116, 17 CCA 641 [rev 67 Fed. 874]. 

87. Larrabee v. Title Guaranty, 
ete, Co.,.250 Pa. 135, 95 A 416, LRA 
1916F 709. 

ss. Sun L. Ins. Co. v. U. S. Fidel- 
ity; ete, -Co., slsOc ING Cor i29) 408SE 
975; Hay v. Employers Liability 
Assur. Corp., 6 OntWR 459. 

89. Hay v. Employers Liability 
Assur. Corp., 6 OntWR 459. 

90. Elgin Loan, etc., Co. v. London 
Guarantee, ete, Co. Ltd., 8 Ont. L. 
117, 4 OntWR 99 [aff 9 Ont. L. 569, 
5 OntWR 349 (app dism 11 Ont. L. 
330, 7 OntWR 109)]. 

91. Farmers’, etc., State Bank v. 
U. Si Hidelity,.etes).Co.,28 S, =p S15, 
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fidelity is entitled to know the earning power of 
the employee to satisfy itself that no temptation is 
placed in his way by a changed pecuniary posi- 
tion.°2 A fidelity contract may, however, insure 
the faithful performance of the duties of the em- 
ployee as they are at the time of the contract, or 
as they shall be in the future, provided that written 
notice of a change therein is given to the insurer.®* 
And where the obligation in terms covers the acts 
of the employee in any position or duties to which 
he may be assigned in the employer’s service, as 
well as in regard to his position and duties at the 
time the obligation is entered into, a change in the 
position or duties of the employee will not dis- 
charge the insurer.°* Where the original statement 
of the employer and those made annually thereafter 
conclusively show that it was not the intention that 
the employee’s duties should be limited to those de- 
seribed in a fidelity bond, and the fidelity company 
continues to accept premiums thereon for a number 
of years, it cannot avoid liability on the ground that 
the employee has been given additional duties, un- 
less it can show that such extra duties were the 
cause of the employee’s default or led to it,% 
enlargement of the duties of an employee, in no way 
interfering with or modifying those existing when a 
bond for the faithful performance of his duties was 
given, will not discharge the insurer from liability 
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The: 


[§§ 8-10 


for the breach of one of his original duties.°* The 
fact that, pecause of added duties as cashier, a pay- 
ing and receiving teller is subject to greater tempta- 
tion to dishonesty is immaterial to the question of the 
liability of his indemnitor to his employer for dis- 
honesty in his capacity as teller.°7 A contention 
that the duties of an agent were increased by his 
appointment as general state agent, whereas the 
bond was executed as the bond of a special county 
agent only, is without merit, where the contract’ 
appointing the agent as general agent was made be- 
fore the date of the bond, and the default com- 
plained of was not in reference to his acts as gen- 
eral agent.°® Although the principal on a fidelity 
bond against his defaleations as ‘‘employee’’ is, 
during a part of the year covered thereby, compen- 
sated on a net profit basis, the surety company is 
liable for his dishonesty, for he does not cease to be 
an ‘‘employee’’ because of the change in the method 
of fixing a portion of his compensation. . 

[§ 9] F. Liability of Employee. Under a fidel- 
ity bond the obligation of the employee and the 
insurer may be joint and several,! but where an em- 
ployee for whom a fidelity bond is executed to the 
employer joins in the bond merely to enter into cer- 
tain obligations to the insurer, the liability of the 
employee and the insurer is not joint.? 


V. TERMINATION OF AND RELEASE FROM LIABILITY 


[§ 10] The liability of a fidelity insurer upon a 
bond given to secure the honesty of a person as em- 
ployee of the insured terminates at the death of the 
insured, except as to prior acts of the employee,* 
although the latter remains in the employ of the 
personal representatives who continue the business 
of the insured.® Relief from liability on a fidelity 
bond does not result from the fact that the em- 
ployer has recovered a part of the money taken by 
the employee,® where there is a balance of loss re- 
maining which exceeds the amount of the bond,’ 
or that the amount lost might be recovered by the 
employer from other sources.® It has been said that 
it is well-settled law that the insurer is not hable 
for any acts of fraud or dishonesty committed by 
the employee after the employer becomes aware of 
any act which might be made the basis of a claim;° 


133 ‘NW 247, 36 LRANS 1152. 
92. Gray v. Employers’ Liability 


to the bank losses occasioned during 
the period covered by the contract 


and certainly where a fidelity bond is conditioned 
that if the employer, without consent of the com- 
pany, shall intrust his employee with money after 
having discovered any act of dishonesty, the bond 
shall be null and void, the act of the employer in 
retaining his employee in. a position of trust after 
discovery of his dishonesty is at his own risk, and 
he cannot hold the guaranty company liable for de- 
faleations occurring after his discovery and before 
notice to the guaranty company.'° Under a pro- 
vision in a fidelity bond that it shall be null and 
void if the employer shall condone any act of a dis- 
honest employee for which the company may be 
liable, or make any settlement with the employee 
for any loss under the bond, the insurer is not 
relieved of liability because of the acceptance on 
the part of the employer of money and property 


see supra § 8. 


Discovery affecting liability see 


Assur. Con (Man.) 10 DomLR 369, 23 
WestLR 527, 4 WestWkly 106. 

93. Illinois Surety Co. v. Donald- 
202 Ala. 1838, 79 S 667. 

94. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Gate City 
Nat. Bank, 97 Ga. 634, 25 SH 392, 54 
AmSR 440, 33 LRA 821; Champion 
Ice Mfg., etc., Co. v. American Bond- 


ing, ete, Co., 115 Ky. 863, 75 SW 
197, 25 Kyl 239, 103 AmSR_ 356; 
Farmers’, etc., State Bank v. U. S. 


Fidelity, etc. Co, 28 S. D. 315, 133 
NW 247, 36 LRANS 1152. 

[a] THlustrations.—Under a con- 
tract by which a fidelity company 
binds itself to make good to, a bank, 
to a specified extent, such pecuniary 
loss as the latter may sustain by 
reason of the dishonesty of a named 
employee in connection with his du- 
ties as receiving teller, ‘or the du- 
ties to which, in the employer’ s serv- 
ice, he may be_ subsequently ap- 
pointed or assigned by the employer,” 
the bank may, without notifying the 
company, confer upon such employee 
the position of assistant cashier in 
addition to that of receiving teller, 
and upon this being done the com- 
pany is as much bound to make good 


by reason of the employee’s fraud or 
dishonesty while acting in the ca- 
pacity of assistant cashier as in that 
of receiving teller. Fidelity, ete., Co. 
v. Gate City Nat. Bank, 97 Ga. 634, 
Soe 392, 54 AmSR 440, 33 LRA 

95. Fidelity, etce., Co. v. Colorado 
Ice, etc., Co., 45 Colo. 443, 103 P 383. 

96. Harrisburg Sav., ete. Assoc. 
Vv. Us “St "Ridelltyy rete. iCoenr1ei7 ebax 
EU 46) Ad 90; 

97. Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S 108. 

98. Boyd v. Agricultural Ins. Co., 
20 Colo. A. 28, 76 P 986. 

99. Adams Co. v. Nesbit, 38 S. D. 
6, 159 NW 869. 

1. Guaranty Co. of North America 
v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, ete., Co., 80 
Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev on other 
grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 551, 43 
L. ed. 818]. 

2. Guarantee Co. of North Amer- 
ica v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, ete., Co., 
80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev on 
other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 
551, 48 L. ed. 818]. 

3. Change in position or duties 


supra § 7. 
4 Roth v. 


Massachusetts Bonding, 
ete..°Co,, 158 


Wis. 469, 149 NW 143. 
5. Roth v. Massachusetts Bonding, 
etc., Co., 158 Wis. 469, 149 NW 148. 
6. London Guarantee, ete., Co. v. 
Hochelaga Bank, 3 Que. Q. B. 25. 
7. London Guarantee, ete., Co. v. 


pornelaes Bank}. 3a (Quer _.Q? 4Be 
Ss: Champion Ice Mfg., ete., Co. v. 
American Bonding, ete., Co., 115 Ky. 


863, 175 SSW L9TAo25 KyL 239, 
AmSR 356 (the fact, although con- 
ceded, that a bank was liable for a 
loss resulting to an-employer through 
the fraudulent act of his employee 
in raising the amount of checks 
drawn on the .bank, would not re- 
lease such employee’s surety on a 
fiduciary bond from liability to the 
employer). 

9. Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 


Gs oh Fidelity, etc., Co., (Cal. A.) 183 
i 
10. Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 


U. S. Fidelity, “ete., Co., (Cal. A.) 183 
iP; Gas Remington v. Maryland Fi- 
gouty: etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 


A AL AAA PIE AE AAA LL A 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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turned over by the employee in part payment of 
the indebtedness due to his defaleation,1 when 
such payment was not accepted with intent to von- 
done the offense and was used to reduce the amount 
claimed from the guaranty company.!? A claim on | 


[§ 11] A. In General. 


contract.14 


11. Perpetual Bidg., ete., Assoc. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 729, 
92 NW 686; Remington y. Maryland 
Hidelity, etc, Col, 220 Wash. 429,67 


_ 12. Remington v. Maryland Fidel- 

ity, ete., Co. 27° Wash. 429,67 P 989: 
13. London Guarantee, ete., Co. v. 

Hochelaga Bank, 3 Que. Q. B. 25. 

14. Gray v. Employers’ Liability 
Assur. Corp., (Man.) 10 DomLR 369, 
23 WestLR 527, 4 WestWkly 106; 
Lachine School Comrs. vy. London 
mee oe: etc., Co., (Que.) 3 DomLR 

35. 

15. Guarantee Co. of North Amer- 
ica v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 
80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 [rev on other 
grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 551, 
43 L. ed. 818]. 

“The old-fashioned bond to secure 
fidelity of trust administration be- 
ing a contract of suretyship, strictly, 
and not of indemnifying insurance, 
in the expansion of the modern con- 
trivance of organizing incorporated 
companies to furnish a guaranty of 
fidelity these contracts naturally took 
the form of a bond, as these do, 
rather than that of a policy of in- 
surance. But as to this subject-mat- 
ter of indemnity, as well as to the 
multitude of others formerly covered 
by bonds to which the principle of 
insurance is being so comprehen- 
sively applied, the general object is 
that of a protection as broad at least 
as that afforded by the old-fashioned 
bond, the form of which has been 
assumed, and for which the modern 
contrivance is intended to be a sub- 
stitute. Marine, fire, or life insur- 
ance against the destructive forces of 
nature is not quite the same thing 
as an insurance against the dangers 
of dishonesty; and, the risk being of 
an entirely different nature, the 
courts must interpret the contract in 
view of this difference, applying the 
words used to the purpose of cover- 
ing the peculiarities of the risk as- 
sumed on the one hand, and on the 
other intended to be discarded or 
shifted to others. And if these new 
contracts, whatever their form, are 
to be turned into contracts of insur- 
ance, the courts will be careful not to 
again perplex themselves with re- 
grettable technicalities of law such 
as have sometimes crept into the 
older contracts of insurance, and 
have required statutes for their re- 
moval. In marine, fire, and life in- 
surance, it is not an unreasonable 
assumption that the owner knows 
more intimately than others can 
know the conditions which are ma- 
terial to the risk assumed, and it is 
therefore not unreasonable to require 
him to disclose those conditions to 
the insurer, and to hold him strictly 
to that duty. But in an_insurance 
like this the insurer and the insured 
deal at arm’s length with each other, 
and upon a plane of equal oppor- 
tunity for information. Indeed, the 
risk does not depend so much on 
conditions of fact as upon a mere 
judgment about human character in 
the subject of the insurance,—his in- 
dividuality of moral qualities. About 


One who is insured 
against loss by dishonesty or infidelity must com- 
ply strictly with all material conditions, stipula- 
tions, and undertakings contained in the fidelity 
But it has been held that the obligor 
in a fidelity bond is not released from liability by 
the want of even ordinary prudence on the part 
of the insured in lessening the risk, unless he ex- 
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VI. DUTIES OF INSURED 


this the insurer can inform himself, 
and the assured is not presumed to 
know anything, as in the case of the 
Owner of a property or a life which 
has been insured. Hence it is not un- 
reasonable to hold the insurer to his 
risk in the broadest sense that is re- 
quired to indemnify the assured for 
any loss by dishonesty which falls 
fairly within the:employment of the 
person whose honesty is guaranteed, 
and to permit no escape except by 
lines of retreat or avenues of deliver- 
ance clearly defined, well marked, 
and mutually understood as part of 
the contract, evidenced by the use 
of unambiguous language for that 
purpose. It would be contrary to 
public policy to inconsiderately allow 
the protection afforded by this new 
insurance to the vast business inter- 
ests of the country, in public admin- 
istration, as elsewhere, to be endan- 
gered by any lesser indemnity than 
that of the old form by bond, which 
is being so rapidly displaced, the 
new contracts being offered by the 
companies as superior to the old in 
safety.” Per Hammond, J., in Guar- 
antee Co. of North America v. Me- 
chanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co., 80 Fed. 
766, 772, 26 CCA 146 [rev on other 
grounds 173 U. S. 582, 19 SCt 551, 
43 L. ed. 818]. 


16. National Surety Co. v. West- 
ern Pac: Ri /Co4200 Bedi 675, 129 
CCA 91's) Louisville, vete:, R. .Cot cv. 


Fidelity, etc., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 
SW 671. 


[a] Provision construed.—A pro- 
vision in an indemnity policy, in- 
suring a corporation against loss 


through the negligence of its treas- 
urer, requiring it to take all reason- 
able precautions to prevent such loss, 
does not require it to examine the 
books of a bank in which the treas- 
urer deposited to ascertain its finan- 
cial condition. National Surety Co. 
v. Western Pac. R. Co., 200 Fed. 675, 
PLIRCC AV Ie 

17. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co. vy. 
Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 46 
L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 43 CCA 
331]; American Bonding Co. v. Bal- 
lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 638, 176 
SW 368; Southern Surety Co. v. 
Tyler, etes Col), 30 .OkKI2116,' 120 7P 
936; United American F. Ins. Co. v. 
American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 573, 
131 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 

[a] Degree of care.—The officers 
and directors of a bank, in the super- 
vision which they should exercise 
over their employees, to prevent de- 
fault, must exercise that degree of 
eare, which ordinarily prudent direc- 
tors of a bank similarly situated 
would exercise under like or similar 
circumstances. American Bonding 
Co. v. Ballard County Bank, 165 Ky. 
63, 176 SW 368. 

[b] Condition subsequent.— Where 
a fidelity bond provided that the em- 
ployer should immediately notify the 
surety of any default on the part of 
the agent, and should exercise due 
and customary supervision over his 
acts, such provisions should be con- 
strued as conditions subsequent. 
United American F. Ins. Co. v. 


pressly stipulates therefor.15 
there is imposed upon the insured by a fidelity con- 
tract or the proposal or application upon which it 
is based and which is made a part thereof, the duty 
of taking all reasonable precautions to prevent loss 
or default,1® or of supervising the conduct of those 
persons whose honesty or fidelity is guaranteed,? 
by examining their books or accounts,!§ by counting 
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a policy of fidelity insurance is not affected hy. 
communications of the employer with the employee 
after his appropriation of the employer’s funds and 
flight where such communications did not have 
any injurious effect as regarded the insurer.13 


Where, as is usual, 


American Bonding Co., 176 Wis. 573, 
131 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 

[c] Where the employer is a cor- 
poration, a stipulation “that the em- 
ployer shall observe, or cause to be 
observed, due and customary super- 
vision over the employee for the pre- 
vention of default, and if the em- 
ployer shall at any time during the 
currency of this bond condone any 
act or default upon the part of the 
employé which would give the em- 
ployer the right to claim hereunder, 
and shall continue the employé in 
his service without written notice to 
the company, the company shall not 
be responsible hereunder for any de~ 
fault of the employé which may 
occur subsequent to such act or de- 
fault so condoned” in reason imports 
that the things forbidden to be done 
or agreed to be done are to be either 
done or left undone by the corpora- 
tion in its corporate capacity, speak- 
ing and acting through the repre- 
sentative agents empowered by the 
charter to do or not to do the things 
pointed out, and such a stipulation is 
not fairly subject to the construction 
that it was the intention that the 
neglect or omission of a minority in 
number of the board of directors, or 
the neglect or omission of subordinate 
officers or agents of the corporation, 
should be treated as:the neglect or 
omission of the corporation. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Courtney, 
186 U. S. 342, 362, 22 SCt 833, 46. 1, 
ayia [aff 103 Fed. 599; 43 CCA: 

18. U.S.—Title Guaranty, etc., Co. 
v. Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 SCt 475, 
56 L. ed. 795 [aff 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 
825]; Hunt v. New York Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 99 Fed. 242, 39 CCA 496. 

Ark.—Hquitable Surety Co. Vv, 
Hazen Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 
279; U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v.,Bates- 
ville Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 957; 
American Bonding Co. v. Morrow, 80 
Ark. 49, 96 SW 613, 117 AmSR 72. 

Cal.—Larrimore v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete;.1Co., 21. Cal. A. %67, 132 Po L050: 

Colo.—-U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Downey, 38 Colo. 414, 88 P 451, 120 
AmSR 128, 10 LRANS 323. 

Tll.—Whyland vy. Chicago Bonding, 
etc., Co.,; 209) Tl. -As 485. 

Ky.—vU. S. Fidelity, 
Foster Deposit Bank, 
156 SW 371. 

Okl.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Boley Bank, etc., Co., 43 Okl. 819, 144 
P 615; Southern Surety Co. v. Tyler, 
etc., Co., 30 Okl. 116, 120 P 936. 

S. D.—Adams Co. vy. Nesbit, 38 S. D. 
Cy LSS INI Wir 86.9: 


etc.,. Co. Vv: 
153 Ky. 698, 


Tex.—Southern Surety Co. v. Mont- 
gomery First State Bank, (Civ. A.) 
167 SW 833. 


Wash.—Prosser Power Co, vy. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 73 Wash. 304, 132 
P 48. 

Wis.—United American F. Ins. Co. 
v. American Bonding Co., 176 Wis. 
573, 181 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 

Man.—Gray v. Employers’ Liability 
Assur. Corp., 10 DomLR 369, 23 West 
LR 527, 4 WestWkly 106. 

[a] Care required in examination. 
—(1) The agreement of a bank pro- 
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the funds,’® or examining the goods *° in their pos- 
session, by requiring reports from them,?! at pre- 
seribed times, and the like,?? such duties must be 
performed in order to warrant a recovery upon 
Where there is no requirement to 
that effect 1n the bond, the employer is not under 
duty to make continuous effort to be advised at all 
times of the habits of the employee.”4 
that the employer could by the exercise of extraor- 
dinary and constant vigilance, not provided nor con- 
templated by the terms of the contract, have dis- 
covered and prevented the loss in whole or in part 
will not relieve the insured from liability.?° 


such contract.?? 


curing a bond indemnifying it 
against embezzlement by its cashier, 
obligating the directors to verify 
the cashier’s accounts, placed upon 
them the duty merely of exercising 
ordinary care, and did not require 
them to make such a thorough in- 
vestigation of the cashier's accounts 
as a bank examiner or skilled book- 
keeper would have made. U.S. Fi- 
delity, ete. Co. v. Foster Deposit 
Bank, 153 Ky. 698, 156 SW 871. (2) 
The degree of care required by the 
directors is that degree of care which 
ordinarily prudent directors, simi- 
larly situated, would use under simi- 
lar circumstances. Fidelity, etc., Co. 
v. Kane, 182 Ky. 648, 206 SW 888. 

{[b] Examination by experts not 
required.—(1) Where the contract of 
a surety company indemnifying a 
bank against loss by reason of the 
larceny or embezzlement of its em- 
ployee provides that the books and 
accounts of such employee shall be 
examined by the officers of such bank, 
it is charged with a knowledge of the 
race, intelligence, and business ca-~ 
pacity of such officers, and is not 
entitled to have such books and ac- 
counts examined and reported upon 
by expert accountants. U. S. Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co. v. Boley Bank, etc., Co., 
43 Okl. 819, 144 P 615. (2) A stipu- 
jation in an application for renewal 
of a bank cashier's fidelity bond that 
his accounts would be examined 
monthly by the auditing board,of the 
bank did not call for an examination 
by a committee of expert account- 
ants, but only such an examination as 
the auditing board was capable of 
making. American Bonding Co. v. 
Morrow, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 613, 117 
AmSR 72. 

{c] Examination of copies insuffi- 
cient.—A condition of a fidelity bond 
that the principal’s books and ac- 
counts shall be examined monthly by 
the obligee is not complied with by 
examination of purported copies of 
such books and accounts. Adams Co. 
v. Nesbit, 38 S. D. 6, 159 NW 869. 

[d] Time of examination—(1) A 
promissory warranty that an em- 
ployee’s accounts will be examined 
each month does not require an ex- 
amination on any particular day of 
the month. American Bonding Co. v. 
Morrow, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 613; 
Southern Surety Co. v. Montgomery 
First State Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 167 
SW 833. (2) But an examination 
once during each month is sufficient. 
Scuthern Surety Co. v. Montgomery 
First State Bank, supra. 

{e] Checking books and cash.—(1) 
An agreement to make a quarterly 
examination of an employee’s ac- 
counts is not sufficiently complied 
with by examining the employee’s 
bank book and cash, without as- 
certaining that the amount shown 
by the book was actualiy in the 
bank Ue So (Midelity," €te, (Comin. 
Downey, 38 Colo. 414, 88 P 451, 120 
AmSR 128, 10 LRANS 323. (2) Prom- 
ise of assured to make monthly com- 
parison of money in its agent’s hands 
with his accounts and vouchers is 
not fulfilled by a monthly compari- 
son of the checks sent it by him by 
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the insurer.?® 
The fact 
Loss. 


It is 


the accounts and vouchers sent by 
him two months before. Hunt v. New 
York Fidelity, etc., Co., 99 Fed. 242, 
39 CCA 496. 

19. Equitable Surety Co. v. Hazen 
Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 279; At- 
lantie City Aerie No. 64 F. O. O. E. v. 
International Fidelity Ins. Co., 83 N. 
Jae S83 285 Aw 8258 Bissingzereav. 
Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 83 
Or. 288, 163 P 592, ' 

{a] Cash securities—Where pol- 
icy guaranteeing employer from loss 
by peculations of employee provided 
for monthly counting of cash se- 
curities in employee’s custody, term 
“cash securities’ must be treated as 
meaning® bonds or negotiable instru- 
ments easily convertible into money. 
Bissinger v. Massachusetts Bonding, 
etc., Co., 83 Or. 288, 163 P 592. 

20. Bissinger v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 83 Or. 288, 163 P 
592. 

21. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Alabama 
Fuel, etc., Co., 190 Ala. $97, 67 S 318; 
Marion Iron, etc., Co. v. Empire State 
Surety Co., 52 Ind. A. 480, 100 NE 882; 
Gray v. Employers’ Liability Assur. 
Corp., (Man.) 10 DomLR 369, 23 
WestLR 527, 4 WestWkly 106. 

22. Phenix Ins. Co. v. Guarantee 
Co. of North America, 115 Fed. 954, 53 
CCA 360 [certiorari den 187 U.S. 640, 
23 SCt 841, 47 L. ed. 345). 

{a] Dllustration-—An application 
to a surety company for a bond to 
secure the faithful performance of 
his duties by the cashier of the ap- 
plicant, a corporation, contained the 
following question and answer: “It 
is suggested: (1) That all moneys 
and checks received be deposited in- 
tact in bank, and all disbursements 
be made, either by check or from a 
petty cash fund drawn from the bank 
as required; and (2) that all checks 
received be indorsed ‘For deposit,’ to 
prevent any loss or conversion. To 
what extent will these practices be 
followed?” Answer: “Fully.” It was 
held that the employer complied with 
such warranty by adopting a regula- 
tion requiring all checks to be de- 
posited, indorsed as therein specified, 
and by exercising reasonable super- 
vision over its cashier to see that thé 
practice was pursued; and that the 
answer to such question could not be 
construed as an absolute warranty 
by the employer that its cashier 
would deposit all checks, properly in- 
dorsed, and to relieve the surety from 
liability for the failure to make such 
deposits, contrary to the employer’s 
regulations, and without its knowl- 
edge, where it exercised reasonable 
diligence in the premises. Phenix 
Ins. Co. v. Guarantee Co. of North 
America, 115 Fed. 964, 53 CCA 360. 

23. . S.—Rice v. Maryland Fi- 
delity, etce., Co., 103 Fed. 427, 43 CCA 
270; Hunt v. New York Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 99 Fed. 242, 29 CCA 496. 

Ark.—U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Batesville Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 
957. 

Cal.—Young v. Pacific Surety Co., 
137 Cal. 596, 70 P 660; Larrimore v. 
U.S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 21 Cal. A. 767, 
132 P 1050. 
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not the duty of a fraternal organization or its of- 
ficers to require its treasurer, whose fidelity and 
honesty is guaranteed, to keep the funds of the 
organization in any particular manner or depository, 
and his failure to keep them separate from his own 
does not constitute a defense to an action against 


[§ 12] B. Notice of Dishonesty, Default, or 
It is very usually stipulated in fidelity poli- 
cies or bondssthat the insured shall notify the in- 
surer of any act of dishonesty or infidelity or other 
default, involving a loss under such contracts,?? or 


pire State Surety Co., 52 Ind. A. 480, 
1600 NE 882. 

S. D.—Adams Co. v. Nesbit, 38 S. 
D. 6, 159 NW 869. 

Man.—Gray vy. Employers’ Liability 
Assur. Corp., 10 DomLR 369, 23 West 
LR 527, 4 WestWkly 106. 

Ont.—Board of Education v. Citi- 
ot Ins. -€Lesr COs, 30). Oe (Onn 

32. 

[a] Waiver.— Where a _ written 
statement, made by an employer to 
the vubligor in a bond of indemnity 
against the dishonest acts of an em- 
ployee, provided that such em- 
ployee would be authorized to draw 
checks, to which the counter signa- 
ture of another employee would in- 
variably be required, the acceptance, 
by the general agent of the obligor, 
of a check signed by such employee 
without counter signature, in pay- 
ment of a premium on a bond of a 
third person, does not constitute a 
waiver of the requirement as to the 
counter signature. Rice v. Fidelity, 
etc., Co. 103 Fed. 427, 43 CCA 270. 

Effect of promissory representa- 
tions as to supervision see infra § 15. 

24. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Colorado 
Ice, etc., Co., 45 Colo. 443, 103 P 383. 

25. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 137 Ill..A, 382 
[aff 233 Ill. 475, 84 NE 670]. 

26. Swisher vy. Maryland Fidelity, 
ete., Co..164 Tle A... 243: 

27. U.S.—Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Savy. Bank, 
etc., Co:, 183 U.S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 46 
L. ed. 253 [rev 100 Fed. 559, 40 CCA 
542]; American Surety Co. v. Pauly, 
L700, Uw 6S. 1335.18 (SCt 5525.42) dan vede 
977, [aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 644]; 
U. S. v. Fidelity, ete.™Co.,, 224 Fea: 
866, 140 CCA 288; Dominion Trust Co. 
v. National Surety Co., 221 Fed. 618, 
137 CCA 342, AnnCas1917C 447. 

Ala.—Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Say. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S 103; Alabama Fidelity, etce., 
Co. v. Alabama Fuel, etc., Co., 190 Ala. 
397, 67 S 318. 

Cal.—Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
oe S. Fidelity, ete., Co., (A.) 183 P 

Fla.—Surety Co. 74 
Fla. 446, 77 S 212. 

Ill—Grand Lodge I. W. S. O. v. 
Illinois Surety Co., 189 Ill. A. 340; 
American Bonding, ete., Co. v. New 
a Stereate Casualty Co., 125 Til. Aw 

Iowa.—Perpetual Bldg., etc., Assoc. 
v U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 
729, 92 NW 686. 

Ky.—Employers’ Liability Assur. 
Corp. v. Stanley Deposit Bank, 149 
Ky. 735, 149 SW 1025. 

Minn. — Gamble-Robinsoi Co. v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 113 
Minn. 38, 129 NW 181. 

Mo.—Long Bros. Grocery Co. v. U. 
S. Fidelity Co., 130 Mo. A. 421, 110 
SW 29. 

N. J.—National Union F. Ins. Co. v. - 
Empire State Surety Co., 80 N. J. L. 
405, 78 A 164. 

N. Y.—Supreme Ruling F. M. C. v. 
National Surety Co., 114 App. Div. 
689, 99 NYS 1033; Sullivan v. Fra- 
ternal Societies’ Co-operative Indemn. 


v. Williams, 


Ind.—Marion Iron, etc., Co. v. Em- (Union, 36 Misc. 578, 73 NYS 1094. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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of any loss resulting therefrom,” immediately, or as 
soon as practicable,?® and the failure of the insured 
to comply with such a requirement will defeat a 
It is frequently required that such no- 
: The requirement of im- 
mediate notice *? or notice as soon as practicable 33 
ordinarily means notice within a reasonable time. 
What constitutes knowledge on the 


recovery.°° 
tice shall be in writing.*4 


sured,*4 and what is a reasonable 


... Or.—Seaside v. Oregon Surety, etc., 
Co., 80 Or. 345, 157 P 150. 

Wis.—United American F. Ins. Co. 
v. American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 
573, 131 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 

Ca v. Muzio, L. R. 8 Ir. 

Can.—Montreal Harbour Comrs. v. 
Guarantee Co. of North America, 22 
Can. S. C. 542; Commercial] Mut. Bldg. 
Soc. v. London Guarantee, etc., Co., 21 
RevLeg 275. 

Ont.—Royal Canadian Bank v. Eu- 
ropean Assur. Soc., 29 U. C. Q. B. 579. 

Que.—Commercial Mut. Bldg. Soc. 
v. London Guarantee, ete, Co. 7 
Montr. Q. B. 307. 

[a] The object of giving such a 
notice is to enable the insurer to take 
steps for his protection. Gamble-Rob- 
inson Co. v. Massachusetts Bonding, 
ete., Co., 1138 Minn, 38, 129 NW 1831. 

{b] Time to which condition re- 
lates—Where defendants, by their 
agreement, contracted to guarantee 
plaintiff against loss sustained by 
any act of fraud, dishonesty, etc., of 
an employee, provided that plaintiff 
should, “within ten days after the 
discovery by him of any fraud or dis- 
honesty of the ‘said persons em- 
ployed,’ and of any matter in respect 
of which any claim may be intended 
to be made, give notice in writing, at 
the office of the society, as far as 
the case will admit, of all the particu- 
lars thereof; and after any such dis- 
covery, the guaranty herein con- 
tained shall, as to loss by an ‘act of 
fraud or dishonesty, subsequent 
thereto, be at an end,’ it was held 
that the proviso required notice to 
be given of such fraud or dishonesty 
only as would form the foundation of 
a claim under the guaranty and did 
not impose upon plaintiff an obliga- 
tion to give notice if he discovered 
that fraud or dishonesty had oc- 
eurred on the part of the person em- 
ployed, before the guaranty was en- 
tered into or the employment under 
himself commenced. Byrne v. Muzio, 
I wiEY ote aloo 6. is i 

[c] Acts concerning which notice 
unnecesSary.—The insured has been 
held to be under no duty to give no- 
tice of one instance of drunkenness 

on the part of his employee, during 

which he had been robbed of money 
supposed by the employer to belong 
to the employee, nor of the fact that 
permission was given to such_em- 
ployee to overdraw his account. Long 
Bros. Grocery Co. v. U. S. Fidelity 
Co., 130 Mo. A. 421, 110 SW 29. 

{[d] Notice to agent.—The agent 
of a fidelity company, who issued a 
bond insuring an_ employer against 
Joss from the defaleation of a cer- 
tain employee, has authority to re- 
ceive notice of the employee’s de- 
faleation. Crystal Ice Co. v. United 
Surcty Co., 159 Mich. 102, 123 NW 619. 

23. U. S—Maryland Fidelity. etc., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
$33, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]; Citizens’ Trust, etc., Co. 
v. Globe, etc. F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 
326, 143 CCA 446, AnnCas1917C 416. 

Ark. —Eauitable Surety Co. Vv. 
Hazen Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 
279. 

ae eer State Bank v. Col- 
ton, 102 Kan. 865.170 P 992. 
La.—Tutwiler Coal, ete., Co. v. De- 
elaux, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 491. 
Or.—Seaside v. Oregon Surety, etc., 
Cor080, Ora s45,, 167 P 150. 
29. UU. S.—Widelity, etc. Co. vy. 
Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 
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part of the in- 
time for giving 


46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 43 
CCA 33]; American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 138, 18 SCt 552, 42 
Tete 977 [aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 

_Ga.—Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Gates City 
Nat. Bank, 97 Ga. 634, 25 SE 392, 54 
AmSR 440, 33 LRA 821. 

N. Y.—WNational Discount Co. v. U. 
S. Fidelity, etce., Co., 47 Misc. 678, 94 
NYS 457. 

Oh.—Rankin -v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314. 

Or.—Seaside v. Oregon Surety, etc., 
Co, 80- Or. 1345, 157 | P 150. 

Wash.—Remington y. Maryland Fi- 
Couey, ete., Co.; 2% Wash. 429, 67 P 


Can.—Molsons Bank v. Guarantee 
a: of North America, 4 Montr. Super. 

[a] “The earliest practical mo- 
ment” for giving notice of the dis- 
covery of an act which may create 
liability under the policy may imply 
a reasonable and necessary delay. 
Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 86 
Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314, 

[b] Knowledge of coemployee.— 
Where the contract contained no 
stipulation making it in the least de- 
gree incumbent upon the insured, a 
bank, to exercise any diligence or 
care in inquiring into or supervising 
the conduct of the particular ’ em- 
ployee, or of any of his coemployees 
in its service, and imposed upon it 
no duty of vouching for the fidelity 
or efficiency of the latter, or of re- 
quiring them to watch or report upon 
his actions and doings, intormation 
or knowledge on the part of the 
bank’s cashier, he being only such a 
coemployee, as to, the matters con- 
cerning which the company had stipu- 
lated for notice, would not, rela- 
tively to it, be, under these circum- 
stances, imputable to the bank itself, 
Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Gate City Nat. 


Bank, 97 Ga. 634, 25 SE 392, 54 AmSR 
440, 33 LRA 821. 
{c] In Texas, under  Vernon’s 


Sayles Civ. St. Annot. (1914) art 5714, 
a reyuirement of notice of loss with- 
in less than nirety days is void. 
Western Indemn. Co. v. Free and Ac- 
cepted Masons, (Civ. A.) 198 SW_ 1092. 

30. See cases supra notes 27-29. 
But see Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 430 
(where a fidelity contract only pro- 
vides that the insured give imme- 
diate notice of the default of the em- 
ployce, a failure of strict compliance 
in giving the notice will not always 
prevent a recovery, the provision not 
being in the form of a condition or an 
express warranty). ‘ 

{a] Materiality of requirement.— 
Failure to serve notice cannot be ex- 
cused on the ground that the provi- 
sion was immaterial. Los Angeles 
Athletic Club v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Cok (Cala) wisioe ee eli4. 

31. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 
46 Li. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 43 
CCA 331]; Crystal Ice Co. v. United 
Surety Co., 159 Mich. 102, 123 NW 
619: National Discount Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co. 47 Misc. 678, 94 
NYS 457. And see cases supra notes 
27, 28. Nd ; 

[a] Actual notice sufficient.—It is 
not a defense to an action on a fidel- 
ity bond which provides for notice to 
the fidelity company by registered 
letter, that the registered letter was 
not sent as required by the contract, 
where actual notice is promptly given 
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notice to the insurer *5 depend entirely upon the cir- 
cumstances of each particular ease. 
of an officer and director of a corporation is the 
knowledge of the corporation.%6 
requires notice to be given of such fraud or dis- 
honesty only as will form the foundation of a claim 
under the guaranty,3" and it does not impose upon 
the employer an obligation to give notice if he dis- 
covers that fraud or dishonesty has oceurred on the 


The knowledge 


Such a provision 


of the default to the agent of such 
company, who promptly notifies his 
principal. Crystal Ice Co. v. United 
eumety: Co., 159 Mich. 102, 123 NW 

82. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Timmons- 
ville Bank, 139 Fed. 101,.71 CCA 299; 
Perpetual Bldg, ete., Assoc. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 729, 92 NW 
686; Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 430; 
Remington v. Maryland Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

[a] “Immediately” means “as soon 
as reasonably practicable and with 
promptness.” Fidelity, etc:, Co. v. 
Courtney, 103 Fed. 598, 43 CCA 3381 
[aff 1s86-U; SS. 342) 22" SCt 833.946 Une 
ed. 1193]. 

33. American Surety Co. v. Pauly, 
170 U. S. 133, 18 SCt 552,42 Li. ed. 977 
[aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 644]. See also 
Rankin vy. U. S. Fidelity, ,ete., Co., 86 
Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314 (a provision 
in a bond indemnifying a bank 
against loss from the fraud or dis- 
honesty of a cashier requiring the 
insured to give notice of any acts 
creating a liability at the earliest 
practical moment contemplates only 
such delay as may be reasonably nec- 
essary to acquire precise informa- 
tion). 

34. Gamble-Robinson Co. v. Massa- 
chusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 113 Minn: 
38, 129 NW 1321. 

35. U. S—Maryland Fidelity, ete., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
833, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]; National Surety Co. v. 
Western Pac. R. Co., 200 Fed. 675, 119 
CCA 91. 

Ilowa.—Perpetual Bldg., ete., Assoc. 
v. U, S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 
729, 92 NW 686. 


Ky.—Employers’ Liability Assur. 


Corp. v. Stanley Deposit Bank, 149 
Ky. 735, 149 SW 1025. 
Minn. — Gamble-Robinson Co. v. 


Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 113 
Minn. 38, 129 NW 181. 

Wash.—Remington v. Maryland Fi- 
Gene etc!, Co.) 27 Washi 429) 6742 

Can.—Montreal Harbour Comrs. v. 
Guarantee Co. of North America, 22 
Can:S, €.. 542: 

Que.—London Guarantee, etc., Co. 
v. Hochelaga Bank, 3 Que. Q. B. 25. 

[a] Notice held within reasonable 
time.—(1) A notice given within from 
ten to seventeen days after the first 
discovery of the default. Maryland 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. 
S. 342, 2° SCt 833) 46 L. edi 1192 faff 
103 Fed. 599, 43 CCA 311]. (2) No- 
tice given to the local agent of the 
fidelity company the day after the de- 
fault was committed by the employ- 
er. London Guarantee, ete., Co. v. 
Hochelaga Bank, 3 Que. Q. B. 25. 

{[b] Notice held too late.—(1) 
Where the employer, although aware 
of a defalcation on the twenty-fifth, 
did not give notice thereof to the 
guarantor until the twenty-seventh, 
after the employee had fled the coun- 
try. Molsons Bank vy. Guarantee Co. 
of North America, 4 Montr. Super. 
376. (2) Where the guarantors were 
not notified until a week after the 
employer had full notice of the em- 
ployee’s defaleation and he had left 
the country. Harbour Comrs. v. Guar- 
antee Co. of North America, 22 Can. 


S. €: 542. 

86. National Discount Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 47 Misc. 678, 94 
NYS 457. 

87. Byrne v. Muzio, L. R. 8 Ir. 396. 
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part of the person employed before the guaranty 
was entered into or employment finder himself com- 
menced.*8 The insured is not bound to report his 
suspicions of the dishonesty or other misconduct of 
the employee to ‘the insurer,®?® even though they are 
strong enough to justify, in his opinion, the dis- 
charge of the employee,*? but, after suspicion is 
aroused, reasonable diligence must be used in pur- 
suing inquiries as to the facts.44 Such a provision 
does not réquire immediate notice to the insurer of 
apparent errors in the monthly accounts of an em- 
ployee but applies only to those acts that imply a 
default.42 An employer is only required to notify 
the insurer of facts actually coming to his knowl- 
edge and not as to facts of which he might have 
acquired knowledge by an examination of the em- 
ployee’s books.#2 While under a fidelity bond, 
which requires the employer to make disclosure of 
any dishonesty of the employee known to him, the 
employer is not bound to use diligence to discover 
such dishonesty, yet where, in the exercise of or- 
dinary and reasonable care and prudence in giving 
attention to facts known to him, he could not have 
failed to draw the inference that the employee was 
a defaulter, he may properly be charged with knowl- 
edge of such fact.44 Where the notice required is 
one which would charge the employee with the com- 
mission of a felony, the employer is not bound to 
give notice until he has aequired knowledge suf- 
ficient to justify a reasonable man in making such 
a charge.*® Failure to notify the insurer of acts of 

38. Byrne v. Muzio, L. R. 8 Ir, 396. | 729, 92 NW 686. 


39. American Surety Co. v. Pauly, 
LOS. <S., 138; 19 SCt..652, 442. Tos ed, 
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Tex.—Western Indemn. Co. v. Free 
and Accepted Masons, 
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which the insured knew and which were in fact dis- 
honest, if they were not known to be so at the 
time, will not invalidate a fidelity bond.*® It has 
been held, however, that a provision requiring the 
insured to notify the insurer immediately upon 
‘“becoming aware’’ of the employee being engaged 
in speculation or gambling means that such notice 
shall be given when the insurer is ‘‘informed of,’” 
‘fapprised of,’’ or ‘‘put on guard in respect to’’ 
such conduct on the part of the employee, and the 
phrase ‘‘becoming aware’’ cannot be considered as. 
meaning ‘‘having knowledge,’’ nor can it be consid- 
ered equivalent to ‘‘becoming satisfied.’’ 47 Under 
such a provision it is not necessary to give notice 
of each item or false entry appearing during the 
examination of a defaulting employee’s accounts.?® . 

Waiver. The requirement as to notice,*® or any 
insufficiency therein,®° may be waived. An uneon- 
ditional denial of all liability on a fidelity bond 
constitutes a waiver of compliance on the part of 
plaintiff with the condition in the bond requiring 
him to give the company notice of a loss.5! Where 
no formal notice of the fraud or dishonesty of the 
employee is given, as required by a fidelity policy, 
but information thereof is promptly communicated 
to the insurer and he takes steps to ascertain the 
facts fully, this provision is waived.®? 

[§ 13] ©. Filing Claim and Proof of Loss. It 
is usually required that the insured shall file with 
the insurer his claim,°? with the particulars there- 
of,5* and proofs of its correctness,°> immediately or 


52. Globe Sav., ete. Co. v. Hm- 
ployers’ Liability Assur. Corp., 13 
(Civ. A.) 198 | Man. 531. 


977; National Surety Co. v. Western 
Pac. R. ;Co.; 200. Fed, 675, 119 CCA 
91; Perpetual Bldg., ete., Assoc. v. U. 
S: Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 729, 92 
NW 686; Fidelity, ete., Co. v. West- 
ern Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639; Ward: 
v. Law Property Assur., etc., Soc., 4 
Wkly. Rep. 605. 

“He [insured] may have had suspi- 
cions of irregularities; he may have 
had suspicions of fraud, but he was 
not bound to act until he had acquired 
knowledge of some specific fraudu- 
lJent or dishonest act which might in- 
volve the defendant in liability for 
the misconduct.” | American Surety 
Co: v. Pauly, 170 U..S. 188, 145, 18 SCt 
562, 742092 ed. 97T. 

40. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639. 

41. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Western 
Bank, 94 SW 38, 29 KyL 639. 

42. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Maile, 177 
Mich. 231, 142 NW 1087. 

43. First Nat. Bank v. U. S. Fidel- 
ity, ete, Co., 150 Wis. 601, 137 NW 
742, 

44. Asheville Nat. Bank vy. Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co.,.89 Fed. 819, 32 CCA 355. 

45. ANtna Indemn, ‘Co. v., J. R. 
Crowe Coal, ete., Co., 154 Fed. 545, 83 
CCA 431 [certiorari den 207 U. S. 589, 
28 SCt 256, 52 L. ed. 354). 

46. AXtna Indemn. Co, v. Farmers’ 
Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 736, 95 CCA 169 
[certiorari den 215 U. S. 601, 30 SCt 
401, 54 L. ed. 344]. 

47. Guarantee Co. of North Amer- 
ica v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, ete., Co., 
183 U. S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 46 L. ed. 
253 [rev 100 Fed. 559, 40 CCA 542, and 
overr Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co. 
v. Guarantee Co. of North America, 68 
Fed. 459 (aff 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146 
[rev on other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 
19 SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818])]. 

48. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Western 
Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639. 

49. U. S.—Citizens’ Trust, etc., Co. 
v. Globe, etc., F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 326, 
143 CCA 446, AnnCas1917C 416. 

Jowa.—Perpetual Bldg., ete., Assoc. 
v. U. S. Fidelity, ete. Co., 118 Iowa 


Western 


SW 1092. 

Wis..—Goldman v, Fidelity, etc., Co., 
125 Wis. 390, 104 NW 80. 

Man.—Globe Sav., ete., Co. v. Em- 
ployers’ Liability Assur. Corp., 13 
Man. 531. 

{a] Acts constituting waiver.—(1) 
Where the insurer in an employers’ 
indemnity policy made no objection 
on the ground that it had not been 
immediately notified of the em- 
ployee’s embezzlement, but called on 
the employer to make an effort to ef- 
fect a settlement with the employee, 
and then required him to make an 
itemized proof of loss, and subse- 
quently called on the employer to 
take steps for the criminal prosecu- 
tion of the employee, and in an action 
on the policy failure to give imme- 
diate notice was not relied on as a 
defense, it was waived. Goldman v. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 125 Wis. 390, 104 
NW 80. (2) Where a surety com- 
pany sent an inspector to ascertain 
the nature and extent of the delin- 
quencies of an employee it had bond- 
ed, and such inspector insisted on the 
examination of the employee’s books 
by an expert accountant, the surety 
company was charged with notice of 
what was going on, and likely to-be 
ascertained, at least so far as to con- 
stitute waiver of notice of defalca- 
tions subsequently discovered, until 
the examination had been completed, 
although the contract required im- 
mediate notice. Perpetual Bldg., etc., 
Assoc, v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 118 
Iowa 729, 92 NW 686. 

50. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Pax- 
ton, 106 SW 841, 32 KyL 707; Roark 
v. City Trust, ete., Surety Co., 130 Mo. 
A. 401, 110 SW 1, 

[a] Written notice may be waived. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Paxton, 106 
SW 841, 32 KyL 707. 

51. Equitable Surety Co. v. Hazen 
Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 279; Del- 
aware State Bank v. Colton, 102 Kan. 
365, 170, P9924 ‘Tutwiler, Coal, etc., 
Co. v. Declaux, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 491 
(semble). 


53. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Courtney, 186. U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 
46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 43 
CCA 331]; Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. 
v. Alabama Penny Say. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S 103; Remington v. Maryland 
ee ath ete., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 

[a] A second notice of claim un- 
der an indemnity bond is not effective 
to contradict or waive the aggregate 
of the net sum asserted to have been 
lost in a first notice and in the com- 
plaint in an action on the bond, par- 
ticularly where the second notice is 
supplemental to the first notice. Ala- 
bama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Alabama. 
Penge Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 


54. U. S.—Maryland Fidelity, etce., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
833, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]; Maryland Casualty Co. 
v. Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
ree ie S. 670, 38 SCt 345, 62 L. ed. 

Cal.—Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
a Fidelity;, eto:,.-Co.,. (A.) 183. 2 

Mo.—Hough vv. 
Cose9 OM Acr 47/be 

N. Y.—Wieder v. Union Surety, 
etc., Co., 42 Mise. 499, 86 NYS 105. 

Tenn.—Green vy. U. S. Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 185 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726. 

Wash.—Remington y. Maryland Fi- 
Gelleys ete, -Co,, 27 Wash. 429). 67) BP 

[a] Statement of claim held suffi- 
cient.—Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
246. U.S. 670, 38 SCt 345,62 L. ed... 
931]; Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
U.S. Fidelity, ete., .Co., (Cal. A.) 183. 
Po“. “ 

55. Hough v. American Surety Co., 
90 Mo. A. 475; Miles v. Casualty Co. 
of America, 1386 App. Div. 908 mem, 
120 NYS 1135 mem [mod on other 
grounds 203 N. Y. 4538, 96 NE 744]; 
Wieder v. Union Surety, ete., Co., 42 


American Surety 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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as soon as practicable after giving notice of a de- 
fault or loss,°® or within a prescribed time.5?7 A 
condition in a fidelity bond requiring the furnish- 
ing of proof of loss to the satisfaction of the insurer 
is not to be construed as compelling the insured to 
establish to the satisfaction of the insurer the abso- 
lute liability of the latter and the absence of any 
defense. A statement of alleged embezzlements 
or lareenies of an employee delivered to an insurer, 
to the extent that it reflects information contained 
in the books and records of the employer kept in 
the regular and ordinary course of his business, is 
based on ‘‘the accounts of the employer’’ within a 
provision of a fidelity bond making such a state- 
ment prima facie evidence of the loss.°® Where a 
fidelity poley or bond contains a provision that 
no claim shall be paid unless it is filed within a pre- 
seribed time from the expiration or cancellation of 
such policy or bond,®° a failure to comply with such 
provision is a defense to an action on such policy 
or bond.*! It has been held that such provision does 
not amount to a limitation as to the time of suit.°? 
Waiver. Compliance with provisions as to notice 
of claim and proof of loss may be waived.** The 
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right to proofs of loss is waived by the insurer’s 
absolute denial of liability °¢ on the ground that the 
policy was void from its inception.®> 

[§ 14] D. Criminal Prosecution of Employee. 
A criminal prosecution of the employee by the em- 
ployer, if required by the insurer, is sometimes, by 
the terms of the contract, made a condition pre- 
cedent to a recovery against the insurer.*6 Such a 
provision is a reasonable one.&* In the absence of 
such a provision in the contract a criminal prosecu- 
tion is not a condition precedent to a recovery 
thereon.®§ A provision that ‘‘the employer is 
obliged, if the company so requires, to arraign the 
employee before the courts,’’? without declaring 
whether it should be before the civil or criminal 
courts, is vague and must be construed against the 
insurance company by which the condition is stipu- 
lated.®® A condition in a fidelity bond securing an 
employer for embezzlements of an employee, that 
the employer should, if required, prosecute the de- 
faulting employee to conviction, is satisfied by a 
judgment against the employee in a civil case and 
does not require a criminal prosecution.7° 


VII. WARRANTY, REPRESENTATION, AND CONCEALMENT 


{§ 15] The general doctrines of warranty, rep- 
resentation, and concealment, which apply to fire, 
life, marine, and other forms of insurance,” are 
applicable to fidelity insurance contracts.’2 State- 
ments or answers to questions, contained in an ap- 


plication for a fidelity policy or bond or a renewal 
thereof, as to the character, habits, and past con- 
duct of the person whose honesty or fidelity is in- 
sured, the state of his accounts, and the like,?7* which 
are intended to and do enter into the contract and 


Misc. 499, 86 NYS 105; Green v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 135 Tenn. 117, 185 
SW 726; Globe Sav., etc., Co. v. Em- 
ployers’ Liability Assur, Corp., 13 
Man. 531. 

56. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 46 
L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 48 CCA 
331]; Los Angeles Athletic Club v. U. 
S. Fidelity, etc., Co., (Cal. A.) 183 P 
174; Remington v. Maryland Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

{a] A claim is filed in time when 
made as soon as practicable after the 
full particulars as to the default are 
ascertained. Maryland Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
$33, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]. ; 

57. Green y. U. S. Fidelity, 

Co., 185 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726. 

[a] Claims against surety are 
Sometimes required to be presented 
within stated time after termination 
of surety’s liability, and such provi- 
sion is construed to require presenta- 
tion while the duty and obligation of 
surety to make good the losses con- 
stituting the claim exist. East Islip 
First Nat. Bank v. National Surety 
Co., 228 N. Y. 469, 127 NE 479. 


éte., 


58. Globe..Sav., etc., Co.’ v. m- 
ployers’ Liability Assur. Corp., 13 
Man. 531. 


59. Security Mut. L. Ins. Co. v. 
Z@tna Indemn. Co., 124 App. Div. 50, 
108 NYS 171. 

60. Colony State Bank v. Watson, 
104 Kan. 8, 177 P 544; American 
Bonding Co. v. Ballard County Bank, 
165 Ky. 63, 176 SW 368; Hast Islip 
First Nat. Bank vy. National Surety 
Co., 228 N. Y. 469, 127 NE 479; Rem- 
ington v. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co., 
27 Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

61. Colony State Bank v. Watson, 
104 Kan. 8, 177 P 544; American 
Bonding Co. v. Ballard County Bank, 
165 Ky. 68, 176 SW 368. 

62. Colony State Bank v. Watson, 
104 Kan. 3, 177 P 544. ; 

63. See cases infra this section. 

[a] Acts not constituting waiver. 
—Fidelity insurer did not impliedly 
waive provision of bank employee's 
bond, requiring disclosure of | loss 
during continuation of suretyship or 


within specified period after termi- 
nation thereof, and notice to surety 
within specified period after discov- 
ery, by calling for proofs of loss and 
furnishing blanks therefor on dis- 
covery of loss subsequent to expira- 
tion of specified period following ter- 
mination of suretyship, where such 
acts of the insurer did not cause bank 
expenses or inconvenience. Bankers’ 
Trust Co. vy. American Surety Co., 
(Wash.) 191 P 845. 

64. Miles v. Casualty Co. of Amer- 


ica, 136 App. Div. 908 mem, 120 NYS. 


1135 mem [mod on other grounds 203 
N. Y. 4538, 96 NE 744]; Tutwiler Coal, 
ete.; Co) Vv. “Duclaux, \7 La. A.-|((Or- 
leans) 491 (semble). 

65. Miles v. Casualty Co. of Amer- 
ica, 136 App. Div. 908 mem, 120 NYS 
1135 mem [mod on other grounds 203 
N. Y. 453, 96 NE 744]. 

66. Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Laurel Oil, etc., Co., 116 Miss. 283, 76 
S 875; London Guarantee Co. v. 
Fearnley, 5 App. Cas. 911; Globe Sav., 
ete., Co. v. Employers’ Liability As- 


sur. Corp., 13 Man. 531. 

67. Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Laurel Oil Co., 116 Miss. 2838, 76 S 
875. 


68. Tutwiler Coal, ete., Co. v. Du- 
claux, 7 La. A, (Orleans) 491. 

69. Quebec F. Ins. Co. v. Prevoy- 
ance, 50 Que. Super. 300. 

70. Sullivan vy. Fraternal Societies’ 
Co-op. Indemn. Union, 86 Misc. 578, 
78 NYS 1094. 

71. See Fire Insurance [19 Cyc 
677 et seq]; Life Insurance [25 Cyc 
796 et seq]; Marine Insurance [26 
Cyc 613 et seq]; and other insurance 
titles. 

72. U. S.—Asheville Nat. Bank v. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 89 Fed. 819, 32 CCA 
355; Missouri, etc., Trust Co. v. Ger- 
man Nat. Bank, 77 Fed. 117, 23 CCA 
65; Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etc., Co. v. 
Guarantee Co. of North America, 68 


Fed. 459 [aff 80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA 146] 


(rev on other grounds 173 U. S. 582, 
19 SCt 551, 43 L. ed. 818)]. 
Colo.—American Bonding, etc., Co. 
vy. Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 
Tll.—U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE! 670 “Laff 137 Ill. A. 382]; Peo: v. 


pore 174 Ill. 310, 51 NE 246, 44 LRA 


La.—Max J. Winkler Brokerage Co. 
Vv. Hidelity,. ‘ete: Co. 40kav AY (r= 
leans) 341. 

Mo.—Commercial Bank v. Maryland 
emu oh Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 


N. J.—Dime Sav. Inst. v. American 
ieee Co., “68 N.S. Da. -4405)-53 A 

Tenn.—Hunter y. U. S. Fidelity. 
etc., Co., 129 Tenn. 572; 167 SW 7692: 

Eng.—Phillips v. Foxall, L. R. 7 Q. 
B. 666. " 

[a] Warranties not favored. — (1) 
The rule that warranties by the in- 
sured are not favored by construc- 


tion (see Insurance) (2) applies 
to fidelity contracts (Missouri, etc., 
Trust Co. v. German Nat. Bank, 


77 Fed,-117, 23 CCA: 65; ‘Hunter v.-U. 
S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 129 Tenn. 572. 
167 SW 692). (3) Statements or dec- 
larations by the insured will be re- 
garded as representations, and not 
warranties, unless the contract makes 
them so. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Colo- 
rado Ice, etc., Co., 45 Colo. 443, 103 P 
383; American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. (4) 
When a policy contains contradictory 
provisions, or is so framed as to ren- 
der it doubtful whether the parties 
intended that the exact truth of the 
applicant’s statements should be a 
condition precedent to any binding 
contract, that construction which im- 
poses upon the assured the obliga- 
tions of a warranty should not be 
favored. Max J. Winkler Brokerage 
Go. vi ‘Pidelity,etes Col, “4 Thal Ae 
(Orleans) 341. 

{b] Making application part of 
policy.—Statements contained in an 
application are always construed as 
representations, unless, by the ex- 
press provisions of the policy, the 
application is made a part thereof, 
and the intent is manifest to give 
them the effect of warranties. Mis- 
souri, ete., Trust Co. v. German Nat, 
Bank, 77 Fed. 117, 23 CCA. 65. 

73. See cases infra notes 74-78. 

{a] Responsibility for negligence 
of examiner.—(1) Where an employ- 


er, in order to acquire knowledge on 
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become the inducement in part for the issuing of 
such policysor bond,"* especially where they are ex- 
pressly made a part of such contract or the basis 


which to base his statements as to 
the honesty of an employee in an 
application to a fidelity company for 
a bond for such employee, employs 
an expert examiner to examine sucn 
employee’s accounts, on whose exami- 
nation and report he bases such state- 
ments, he is not chargeable with such 
examiner’s negligence. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Western Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 
639. (2) In such case, the employer is 
chargeable only with the exercise of 
ordinary care in selecting a compe- 
tent examiner to investigate the em- 
ployee’s accounts. Fidelity, etc., Co. 
v. Western Bank, supra. 

[b] Statement iturnished after 
bond procured.—Where a surety com- 
pany issued a bond to a local agent 
with instructions not to deliver it 
until the employer of the persons 
whose fidelity was insured had made 
a certain written statement, and the 
employer with knowledge of the in- 
stiuctions procured the bond and 
afterward furnished the statement, 
this statement was properly regarded 
as the foundation for issuance of the 
bond. American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 

74. American Bonding, etc., Co. v. 
Burke, 36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692; T. Wilce 
Co: v. Royal Indemn. Co., - 289. -Ill. 
383, 124 NE 635; Livingston v. Fi- 
Gelitys etc., Co., 76 Oh. St. 253, 81 NE 

30. 

75. U. S.—Maryland Fidelity, etce., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
833, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]; Guarantee Co. of North 
America v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, 
ete., Co., 183 U. S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 46 
L. ed. 253 [rev 100 Fed. 559, 40 CCA 
542, and in effect overr Mechanics’ 
Say. Bank, ete., Co. v. Guarantee Co. 
of North America, 68 Fed. 459 (aff 
80 Fed. 766, 26 CCA’146 [rev on other 
grounds 173 U..-S. 582, 19 SCt 551, 43 
L. ed. 818])]; Carstairs v. American 
Bonding, ete., Co., 112 Fed. 620 [aff 
116 Fed. 449, 54 CCA 85 (certiorari 
den 187 U. S. 644, 28 SCt 844, 47 L. 
ed. 346)]. 

Cal.—Young v. Pacific Surety Co., 
137 Cal. 596, 70 P 660. 

D. C.—Waring v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 24 App. 119. 

Ill.—T. Wilce Co. v. Royal Indemn. 
Co., 289 Ill. 3838, 124 NE 635. 

R. I.—Grand Lodge A, O, U. W. v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, etce., Co., 38 
R. 3D. 276,94 A 859. 

Tenn.—Model Mill Co. v. Maryland 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 1 Tenn. Ch. A. 365. 

{a] In Ontario (1) under Insurance 
Act [1897] ec 203 the insurer’s ap- 
plication and the statements therein 
contained are, by reference thereto 
in the policy, sufficiently incorporated 
therewith and set out in full therein, 
and therefore form the basis of and 
are a part of the contract between the 
parties. Arnprior v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 30 Ont. L. 618, 5 OntWN 947, 
20 DomLR 929 [app dism 51 Can. S. 


C. 94, 21 DomLR 343]; Elgin Loan, 
etc., Co. v. London Guarantee, etc., 
Co., 11 Ont. L. 330, 7 OntWR 109. (2) 


The answers of the mayor of a mu- 
nicipality to the series of written 
questions in application for a fidelity 
insurance bond in resneet to a civic 
employee may be sufficiently incor- 
porated by reference thereto in the 
renewal vwolicy issued on the like 
terms as the original, to satisfy the 
provisions of tkis statute, and to 
form part of the contract. Hay v. 


Employers’ Liability Assur. Corp., 6 
OntWR 459. ; 
76. Hunt v. New York Fidelity, 


etc., Co. 99 Fed. 242, 39 CCA 496; 
Sunderland Roofing, ete., Co. v. U. s 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 84 Nebr. 791, 122 
NW 25; Livingston v. Fidelity, etc., 
76 Oh. St. 253, 81 NE 330; Grand 
Lodge Ae OM U-eiWaivs Massachusetts 
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Bonding, €tes Co., 38 R. 1.7276, 94 A 


859. 

77. U. S.—Maryland Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 
8383, 46 L. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Fed. 599, 
43 CCA 331]; Aitna Indemn. Co. v. 
Farmers’ Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 CCA 
169 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 601, 30 
SCt 401, 54 L. ed. 344]; Fidelity, etc. 
Co. v. Limmonsville Bank, 139 Fed 
102, 71 °CCA 299; Carstairs: v. Ameri- 
can Bonding, etc., Co., 116 Fed. 449, 
54 CCA. 85 [certiorari den 187 U. S. 
644, 23 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 346]; Rice 
v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 103 Fed. 427, 43 
CCA 270; Asheville Nat. Bank vy. Fi- 
delity, ete., Co., 89 Fed. 819, 32 CCA 
355. 

Colo.—U. S§S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Downey, 38 Colo. 414, && P 451, 120 
AmSR 128, 10 LRANS 323; Ameri- 
can Bonding, ete., Co. v. Burke, 36 
Colo. 49, 85 P 692. 

Dre ——Waring v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 24 App. 119. 

Ga.—Home Sav. Bank y. Massa- 
chusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 19 Ga. A. 
352, 91 SH 494. 

Ill.—T. Wilce Co. v. Royal Indemn. 


Co., 289 Ill. 3838, 124 NE 635; U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dundee First 
Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 NE 670 


[aff 137 Til. A. 382]; Whyland v. Chi- 
cago Bonding, etc., Co:, -209 TIE A. 
485. 

Iowa.—Perpetual Bldg., etc., Assoc. 
v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 118 Iowa 
729, 92 NW 686. 

Ky.—Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Kane, 182 
Ky. 648, 206 SW 888; Hardinsburg 


Bank, etc., Co. v. Bonding Co., 153 
Ky. 579, 156 SW 394. 

La.—Cotton Valley Bank v. Mc- 
Innis, "143. La. 436, 78 S727; ‘Max. J. 
Winkler Brokerage Co. v. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 119 La. 735, 44 S 449. 

Minn.—Thomas Co. v. National 
SU oey Co., 142 Minn. 460, 172 NW 
Grr 


Mo.—Krey Packing Co. v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, .ete., Co., 189 Mo. A. 591, 175 
SW 322. 

Nebr.—Sunderland Roofing, etc., Co. 
v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 84 Nebr. 
791,. 122, NWi 25. 

N. Y.—Edward C. Moore Co. v. 
American Credit Indemn. Co., 170 
App. Div. 660, 156 NYS 737 [aff 224 
N. Y. 663 mem, 121 NE 866 mem]; 
Buchner vy. Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 
144 App. Div. 326, 128 NYS 1007 [aff 
207 N. Y. 672 mem, 100 NE 1125 
mem]; Stapleton Nat. Bank v. U. 8. 
Fidelity, ete, Co., 60 Mise. 206, 113 
NYS 25 [rev on other grounds 131 
App. Div. 157, 115 NYS 3:72]. 

N, C.—Tarboro Bank v. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 126 N. C: 320, 35 SE 588, 83 


AmSR 682. 

Oh.—Livingston v. Fidelity, etce., 
Co., 76 Oh. St. 253, 81 NE 330; Im- 
perial Bldg., etc., Co. v. U. S. Fi- 


delity, etce., Co., 23 Oh. Cir. Ct. 248. 
Okl.—Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Guthrie 
Nat. Bank, 17 Okl. 397, 37 P 200; Wil- 
loughby v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 16 Okl. 
546, 85 P 713, 7 LRANS 548, 8 Ann 
Cas 603 [aff 205 U. S. 5387 mem, 27 
SCt 790 mem, 51 L. ed. 920 mem]. 


Pa.—Mutual Loan, etc., Assoc. v. 
National Surety Co., 257 Pa. 495, 101 
A 830; National Bank y. Equitable 


Trust Co., 2238 Pa. 328, 72 A794, 

R. I.—Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 38 
Rik, 276; 94. A p859. 

Wash.—Union v. Williams, 58 
Wash. 64, 107 P 1040, 187 AmSR 1041. 

Ont.—Arnprior v. U. S. Widelity, 
etc., Co., 30 Ont. L. 618, 5 OntWN 947, 
20 DomLR 929 [app dism 51 Can. S. 
C. 94, 21 DomLR 343]; Elgin Loan, 
etc., Co. v. London Guarantee, etc., 
Co., 9 Ont. L. 569, 5 OntWR 349 [app 
dism 11 Ont. L. 330, 7 OntWR 109]; 
Ottawa Agricultural Ins. Co. v. Can- 
ada Guarantee Co., 30 U. C. C. P. 360. 
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thereof,’® are in the nature of warranties,’® and, if 
they are false or misleading in any material par- 
ticular,’? the insured cannot enforce such policy or 


{a] Rule applied.—(1) Where, on 
application for a renewal the applica- 
tion stated that the employee had 
faithfully accounted for all money 
in his hands, and “is not now in de- 
fault” and the statement was untrue, 
the company was not liable on the’ 
renewal policy, whether _the state-, 
ments were designated as warranties 
or representations. Max J. Winkler 
Brokerage Co. v, Fidelity, etc., Co., 
119 La. 735, 44 S 449. (2) If in fact 
the employee sustained relations to 
the company other than those indi- 
cated in its statement on which the 
bond was executed, and which were 
essentially different, and involved the 
receipt and expenditure of the em- 
ployer’s money, the failure to dis- 
close such relations is a defense to 
liability of the surety company on 
its bond. Issaquah Coal Co. y. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 126 Fed. 89, 61 
CCA 145. (3) Where the application 
set out that no fact had come to the 
employer’s knowledge tending to in- 
dicate an employee was unreliable, 
deceitful, dishonest, or unworthy of 
confidence, and no veason why a 
surety company should not become a 
surety, and the surety company is- 
sued a policy to make good any loss 
the employer might sustain by any 
act of personal dishonesty, forgery, 
or embezzlement by the employee, 
the employer could not recover on the 
policy, where the employer knew the 
employee had previously overdrawn 
his accounts, and the books of a 
branch office in his charge showed 
further overdrafts. National Surety 
Co. v. Globe Grain, ete., Co., 256 Fed. 
601, 167 CCA 631, 4 ALR 552. (4) 
Where the insurer before issuing a 
bond indemnifying an employer 
against loss through embezzlement or 
larceny by the employee required a 
statement from the employer as to 
when the cmployee’s accounts were 
last examined whether they were 
correct, whether there was any short- 
age and whether the employee was 
indebted to the employer at the time, 
answers to these questions were ma- 
terial to the risk and false answers 
rendered the bond void. American 
Bonding, ete., Co. v. Burke, 36 Colo. 
49, 85 P 692. (5) An employer can- 
not recover on fidelity bond to in- 
demnify him against loss for dis- 
honesty of a traveling salesman and 
collector, when statements in his ap- 
plication in respect to the salary of 
the employee, and as to weekly state- 
ments sent to customers, were false, 
Krey Packing Co. v. U. §S. Fidelity, 
etc, Co. 189 (Mo. “Aa 591s iis SWe oes. 
(6) Where a policy provided that 
statements theretofore or thereafter 
made by the employer relative to the 
subject of the risk should constitute 
an essential part and form the basis 
of the contract,- and to secure re- 
newal of such policy the employer 
certified that on a certain day the 
books and accounts of the employee 
were examined, and found correct and 
all moneys handled by him accounted 
for, and that nothing was known 
affecting unfavorably his title to con- 
fidence, when in fact no examination 
of his books or accounts had been 
made for nearly a year prior to the 
date stated, and he was on such 
date a defaulter in a large sum, as a 
cursory examination of his books 
would have shown, the renewal of 
such policy, based on such certificate, 
was void. Carstairs v. .American 
Bonding, etce., Co., 112 Fed. 620 [aff 
116 Fed. 449, 54 CCA 85 (certiorari 
den 187 U. S. 644, 23 SCt 844, 47 L. 
ed. 346)]. (7) Recovery on a bond 
issued to a municipality against loss 
through the fraud or dishonesty of 
its tax collector may be denied where 
it was represented 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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bond.7§ Where a fidelity contract is made upon the 
express condition that a full and true declaration 
is made of all the circumstances required to be 
known as the basis of the contract, a misrepresenta- 
tion or nondisclosure within the meaning of the 
independently of 
It is quite immaterial that the statement 
is not called a warranty.s° An employer, in asking 
security for the honesty of his employee, impliedly 
represents that to his knowledge the employee is not 


condition avoids the contract 
fraud.” 


dishonest.%2 


Distinction between warranty and representation. 
A distinction has been made in this connection be- 
tween representations and warranties.®? 
ment in an application that the employer will apply 
certain checks to the acts of the employee and 
exercise certain supervision as to his duties, ac- 
counts, ete., which the parties expressly agree by the 
application itself and by the fidelity bond shall be 
the basis of the latter and a condition precedent to 


given on behalf of the municipality 
with the application to the insurer 
that auditors would examine the tax 
rolls and vouchers yearly, and on 
each renewal of the bond a further 
representation was made that the 
collector's books and accounts had 
been examined and found correct, 
when in fact neither the municipal 
auditors nor any one on behalf of 
the municipality checked up the col- 
lector’s tax rolls for arrears of pre- 
vious years which it was his duty 
to collect and in respect of which the 
defalcation occurred. Arnprior v. U. 
S. Fidelity, éte., Co., 30 Ont. L. 618, 
5 OntWN 947, 20 DomLR 929 [al- 
lowing app 4 OntWN 1426, 24 OntWR 
718, 12 DomLR 630, and app dism 51 
Can. S. C. 94, 21 DomLR 343]. 

7g. National Surety Co. v. Globe 
Grain, \ete:, \Co;, 256 “Fed! 602). 167 
CCA 631, 4 ALR 552; Sunderland 
Roofing, etc. Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 84 Nebr. 791, 122 NW 25; 
Livingston v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 76 
Oh. St. 253, 81 NE 330; Owen v. U. 
S. Surety Co., 38 Okl. 123, 181 P 1091; 
and cases supra note 77. ‘ 

fa] Void for fraud.—A misrepre- 
sentation in an application for an 
insurance policy renders the policy 
void on the ground of fraud. Owen 
v. U. S. Surety Co., 38 Okl. 123, 131 
ie? ents , 

79. Benham v. United Guarantie, 
ete., Cc., 7 Exch. 744, 155 Reprint 
1149; Towle v. National Guardian Ins. 
Soe 7 Jur. “N.S: 1009: ; ‘ 

80. Hunt v. New York Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 99 Fed. 242, 39 CCA 496. | 

81. Howe Mach. Co. v. Farring- 
ton, 82 N. Y. 121 [aff 16 Hun 591]. 

82. Commercial Bank v. American 
Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 
o9; 


83. U. S.—Rice v. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 103 Fed, 427, 43 CCA 270; Hunt v. 
New York Fidelity, etc. Co., 99 Fed. 
242, 39 CCA 496. 

Golo-—U.  S:)" Fidelity, ete. "Co; v. 
Downey, 38 Colo. 414, 88 P 451, 120 
AmSR 128, 10 LRANS 323. 

Ky.—Warren Deposit Bank _ Vv. 
Marviand Fidelity, ete., Co., 116 Ky. 
88, 74 SW 1111, 25 KyL 289. 

La.—BEllzey v. Massachusetts Bond- 
ing,-ete,, Co., 142 La. 818, 77 S 642. 

Mo.—Krey Packing Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 189 Mo. A, 591, 175 
SW 322. . ‘ 

Nebr.—U. 8S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Ridgley, 70 Nebr. 622, 97 NW 836. 

Or. —Bissinger v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, ete. Co., 83 Or. 288, 163 P 
592. 
R. L—Grand Lodge A. O. U._W. v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 38 
R. I. 276, 94 A_ 859. 4 

Ont.—Paris Bd. of Education v. 
Citizens’, etc., Ins. Co., 30 U. 


. 132. AWE: 
s fa] Tlustration.—A provision in a 
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A state- 


contract of insurance against loss 
through embezzlement by assured’s 
agent, that assured will make month- 
ly comparison and verification of 
cash in agent’s hands with his ac- 
counts and vouchers, is a warranty. 
Hunt v. New York Fidelity, etc., Co., 
99 Fed. 242, 39 CCA 496. 

84. Champion Ice Mfg., ete.. Co. v. 
American Bonding, etc., 
863, 75 SW 197, 
AmSR 356 (construing St. 
§ 639); Benham vy. United Guarantie, 
eter, Cos, 17 thxehy- (7447955 Reprint 
1149; Hay v. Employers Liability As- 
sur. Corp., 6 OntWR 459. See also 
St. Louis Police Relief Assoc. v. 
American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 430, 
196 SW 1148 (such statements are 
promissory warranties the breach of 
which might operate to defeat the in- 
surance contract after it has come 
into effect). 

[a] Rule applied.—The defendants 
granted to plaintiff, the treasurer of 
a literary institution, a policy of 
guaranty against loss occasioned by 
the want of integrity of W, the sec- 
retary of the institution. The policy 
recited that as the basis of the con- 
tract for such guaranty plaintiff had 
lodged at the office of defendants 
a certain statement in writing, con- 
taining a declaration, signed by plain- 
tiff, of the truth of the answers there- 
by given to the question therein con- 
tained. This statement contained, 
among others, the following ques- 
tions and answers: “Is the applicant 
at present in your employment, and, 
if so, in what capacity; and has he 
hitherto performed the duties of his 
situation faithfully and to your satis- 
faction?’ Answer: “He is secretary of 
the Marylebone Literary Institution.” 
“Ts the applicant personally known 
to you or any of your firm; or by 
whom has he been introduced or rec- 
ommended to you?” Answer: “Only as 
above.” “In what capacity do you 
intend to employ the applicant, and 
with reference to this question, state, 
as far as circumstances will permit, 
(A.) the nature of his intended duties 
and responsibilities. (Cie The 
checks which will be used to secure 
accuracy in his accounts, and when 
and how often they wili be balanced 
and closed. ... (D.) The salary or 
emolument which will be paid to him, 
and how and when it will be paid.” 
The respective answers were: ‘(A.) 
Mr. Weir is secretary of the Maryle- 
bone Literary Institution, of which 
I am the treasurer. ... (C.) Hxam- 
ined by finance committee every fort- 
night. ... (D.) £80 a year at pres- 
ent.” It was held that the state- 
ment that the accounts would be 
examined by the finance committee 
every fortnight did not amount to a 
warranty, but was a mere representa- 
tion of the intention of the plaintiff; 
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a recovery upon it, is in the nature of a warranty 
and not of a representation, and a failure to comply 
with the promise it contains is fatal to an action 
upon the bond.* 
ments in an appleation as to the conduct of the 
employer’s business, the checks to be used to de- 
tect error or fraud on the part of the employee, 
the amount with which he will be intrusted, and the 
like, are mere promissory representations of inten- 
tion rather than warranties ** and that a failure to 
comply with such statements, when made in good 
faith,*° will not prove fatal to a recovery upon the 
insurance contract,°° when it does not appear that 
such contract was induced thereby.®? 

Nature of the representation or warranty. A mis- 
representation to avail as a defense against a fidel- 
ity policy or bond must be material.§§ 
tation, although false in fact and material, will not 
avail as a defense if made in good faith.8® But if 
material representations are made by the assured 


But it has been held that state- 


A represen- 


and, consequently, that he was en- 
titled to recover in respect of a loss 
arising from the want cf integrity 
of W, although such loss was oc- 
casioned by the neglect to examine 
the accounts in the manner specified. 
Benham v. United Guarantie, etc., Co., 
7 Exch. 744, 155 Reprint 1149, 

85. Benham v. United Guarantie, 
ete., Co., 7 Exch. 744, 155 Reprint 
1149. 

86. 
American Bonding, ete., 
S63; 0D SW @197p 2b Riya 73 99) Slog 
AmSR 356 (construing St. [1899] 
§ 639); Benham v. United Guarantie, 
ete., (Co., 7 Exch. 744, 155 Reprint 
1149. 

Duty of insured as to complying 
with such statements see supra 


Champion Ice Mfg., etc.) Co. v. 
Col, 115) key. 


Senale 

87. Champion Tce Mfg., ete. Co. 
v. American Bonding, ete., Co., 115 
Ky. 863, 75 SW 197, 25 KyL 239, 103 


et 356 (construing St. [1899] 
88. American Bonding Co. v. Bal- 


lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 176 
SW 368; Commercial Bank v. Ameri- 
can Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 


Sw 99. 
89. U. S.—Rice v. Fidelity, etce., 
Cox, 103° Medy 42743 (CCA 270. 
Ark.—Title Guaranty, ete., Co. v. 


Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 537, 
33 LRANS 676. 

Ga.—Columbus Home Say. Bank v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 19 
Ga. A, 352, 91 SE 494. 

Ky.—American Bonding Co. v. Bal- 
lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 176 SW 
368; Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Western 
Bank, 94 SW 3, 4, 29 EyL 639. 

Mo.—St. Louis Police Relief Assoc. 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 
430, 136 SW 1148; Commercial Bank 
v. American Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 
224, 187 SW 99. 

Oh.—Legler v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 88 Oh. St. 336, 103 NE 897. 

“Before assuming the risk, the in- 
surer has a right to inform itself of 
the employé’s past conduct, so that 
it may determine whether it can af- 
ford to guaranty his future conduct. 
It asks the employer for what infor- 
mation he may have on that subject. 
It is entitled to a truthful answer. 
This does not imply, though, that the 
answer must be true. It may not be, 
in fact. If the employer in making 
his answers uses all the knowledge or 
information he has bearing on the 
subjects inquired about, and if he 
believes in good faith what he says, 
and has endeavored in good faith and 
with proper care to acquaint himself 
with the facts before answering, that 
is all that is required of him. If it 
were otherwise, it would result that 
the employer would be insuring his 
employé; would be insuring the in- 
surer against the latter’s liability 
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which are untrue to his knowledge °° or which are 
not known to be true, although stated positively as 
true,°+ or if material representations are made by 
him concerning matters the truth of which he could 
have ascertamed by the exercise of ordinary care 
any reasonable effort on 
his part to inform himself thereon,®* and they prove 
to be untrue, there can be no recovery upon the 
A statement, which under the terms 
of the contract amounts to a warranty, must be true 
whether material to the risk or not,®* and must also 
be true in fact,°> and it is immaterial that the as- 
It has beén expressly 
held, however, that where a statement, although not 
a warranty, is material its falsity is a good defense 
to an action on a fidelity contract,®? and that it does 


and dilgence,®? without 


policy or bond. 


sured believed it to be true.%® 


not matter that such statement 


made,°> it not being necessary that it should be 
fraudulent. 2° And other author: ities, In passing upon 
have adhered to what is said to be 
the rule as to insurance contracts generally,! ‘that a 
Fidelity, | delity, 


fidelity bonds, 


which it was undertaking.” 
ete., Co. v. Western Bank, supra. 

[al Rule applied.— (1) Where a 
fidelity bond does not state that the| 
representations on which the bond 
Was issued shall be regarded as a 
warranty, hut only recites that they 
shall constitute a part of the con- 
tract, such statements will be con- 
sidered as mere representations, the 
falsity of which will be insufficient to 
bar a recovery on the bond in the ab- 
sence of bad faith. Title Guaranty, 
ete., Co. v. Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 
117 SW 537, 32 LRANS 676. (2) When 
an employer is called upon by the 
proposed insurer for information in 
regard to the employee, and the em- 
ployer in good faith states all that he 
knows, and in good faith believes 
what he says, and exercises ordinary 
eare to find out the truth of the 
things about which he states before 
making the representations, he has 
done all that can be required of him, 
and the fact that the representation 
turns out to be false will not avail as 
a defense to a recovery upon the 
bond. American Bonding Co. v. Bal- 
lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 176 
SW 368. 

90. tna Indemn. Co. v. Farm- 
ers’ Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 CCA 
169 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 601, 20 
SCt 401, 54 L. ed. 344]; Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Kane, 182 Ky. 648, 206 SW 888; 
New York Fidelity, etc., Co. v. West- 
ern Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639; Com- 
mercial Bank y. American Bonding 
Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 99; Wil- 


loughby v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 16 Okl. 
546, $5 P 713, T LRANS 548, 8 AnnCas 
603 [aff Cherry v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 


205 U. S. 537 mem, 27 SCt 790 mem, 
51 L. ed. 920 mem]. 

91. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Kane, 182 
Ky. 648, 206 SW 888; New York Fi- 
delity, etc., Co. v. Western Bank, 94 
SW 3. 29 KyL 639; Commercial Bank 
v. American Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 
224, 187 SW 99. 

[a] Estoppel. — Employer cannot 
deny Knowledge where some of the 
statements must have been known to 
be untrue, and as to others, whether 
known or not, it assumed Knowledge 
of the facts in application. T. Wilce 
Co. v. Royal Indemn. Co., 289 Ill. 388, 
124 NE 635. 

92. American Bonding Co. v. Bal- 
lard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 176 SW 
368; Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Kane, 182 
Ky. 648, 206 SW 888; New York Fi- 
delity, ete.. Co. v. Western Bank, 94 
SW 3, 29 KyL 639. 

93. AStna Indemn. Co. v. Farmers’ 
Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 CCA 169 
{certiorari den 215 ite S. 601, 30 SCt 


401, 54 L. ed. 344]; S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Blackly, id Ky. 127, 77 SW 
709, 25 KyL 1271; Legler VW. ls sen Big 
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false,? 


recovery.® 


was innocently 
bound.® 


etc., Co., 88 Oh. St. 336, 102 
NE 897; Poultry Producers’ Union 
v. Williams, 58 Wash. 64, 107 P 1040, 
137 AmSR 1041. 

[a] It is the duty of an employer 
(1) to use ordinary care to ascertain 
the truth ef his statements before 
making them. Poultry Producers’ 
Union vy. Williams, 58 Wash. 64, 107 
P 1040, 137 AmSR 1041. (2) And 
while he is not charged with a knowl- 
edge which could only be discovered 
by an expert (Poultry Producers’ 
Union v. Williams, supra) (3) he is 
nevertheless charged with such 
knowledge as a cursory examination 
would have revealed (Poultry Pro- 
ducers’ Union y. Williams, supra). 

94. ANtna Indemn. Co. v. Farmers’ 
Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 CCA 169 
[certiorari den 215 U. S. 601, 30 SCt 
401, 54 L. ed. 344]; Cotton Valley 
Bank v. McInnis, 143 La. 436, 441, 78 
S 727; Commercial Bank v. American 
epee Co., 194 Mo. A, 224, 187 SW 


“When the parties themselves have 
seen fit to make certain facts the 
basis of a contract of fidelity insur- 
ance, the courts will not assume to 
correct the understanding of the 
parties as to the materiality of such 
facts. When the parties have stipu- 
lated that a fact is material, the false 
representation of the existence or 
nonexistence of any such fact will 
avoid the contract.” Cotton Valley 
Bank v. McInnis, supra. 

95. U. S—A#tna Indemn. Co. v. 
Farmers’ Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 
CCA 169 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 
601, 30 SCt 401, 54 L. ed. 344]; Rice 
v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 103 Fed. 427, 43 
CCA 270. 

Cal—wWolverine Brass Works v. 
Pacific Coast Casualty Co., 26 Cal. A. 
183, 146 P 184. 

La.—Cotton Valley Bank v. Mc- 
Innis, 143 La. 436, 78 S 727. : 

Mo.—Commercial Bank v. Ameri- 
ean Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 
SW 99. 

R. I1—Grand Lodge A. O. U. W. v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 38 
R. 1..276, 94 A 859. 

Tenn.—Model Mill Co. v. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 1 Tenn. Ch. A. 365. 

Wash.—Poultry Producers’ Union 
v. Williams, 58 Wash. 64, 107 P 1040, 
137 AmSR 1041. 

96. Wolverine Brass Works v. Pa- 
cific Coast Casualty Co., 26 Cal. A. 
183, 146 P 184. 

97. Sullivan y. Fraternal Societies’ 
Co-op. Indemn. Union, 36 Misc. 578, 73 
NYS 1094, 

98. Sullivan vy. Fraternal Societies’ 
Co-op. Indemn. Union, 36 Misc. 578, 73 
NYS 1094. 

99. Sullivan v. Fraternal Societies’ 
Co-op. Indemn. Union, 36 Misc. 578, 


misrepresentation of a material fact, 
upon which a contract of insurance is issued, will 
avoid the contract and that it is not essential that 
such a misrepresentation should be known to be 
and that 
whether made intentionally and knowingly or 
through mistake and in good faith, will prevent a 
A fidelity contract will not be affected 
by loose parol agreements, or by concealment of 
facts about which no inquiry was made, or by con-. 
duct upon which no reliance was placed;* but it has” 
been held that where an employer has knowledge of 
previous dishonesty of an employee and accepts the 
assurance of an indemnitor of the employee’s future 
fidelity in the employer’s service, without disclosing 
such knowledge to the innocent indemnitor, a fraud 
is committed against the indemnitor, and he is not 
Statements in an application expressly 
based merely on knowledge and belief are not 
strictly warranties and do not avoid the insurance 
contract, although untrue,® unless it is shown that 
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in reliance 


a material misrepresentation, 


73 NYS 1094. 

1. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
NE 670 [aff 137 Ill. A. 382]. 

2. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Ill. 475, 84 
INE 670 fiafe'3 7s TIL ALN S821. 

3. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dun- 
dee First Nat. Bank, 233 Tl. 475, 84 
NE 670 [aff 137 Ill. "A. 382]; Glidden 
v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 198 Mass. 
109, 84 NE 143; Guarantee Co. of 
North America v, First Nat. Bank, 95 
Va. 480, 28 SE 909; Poultry Pro- 
ducers’ Union Vv. Williams, 58 Wash. 
64, 107 P 1040, 137 AmSR 1041. 

Tal Rule applied. — A statement 
that an employee’s accounts have 
been examined up to a certain date 
and found correct is material to the 
undertaking of an insurer of the fidel- 
ity of such employee, and, if false, 
whether intentionally or from honest 
mistake, the insurer is not liable on 
a contract made in part on his faith 
thereon. Glidden vy. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 198 Mass. 109, 84 NE 143. 

4 Supreme Council C. K. v. New 
pode Fidelity, etc., Co., 68 Fed. 48, 11 

[a] Patines to disclose payments 
merely overdue from the employee, in 
answer to questions as to his prior 
default, is not within the rule. Pacific 
F. Ins. Co. v. Pacific Surety Co., 93 
Cale F428) 8425 

{[b] Mere failure to disclose facts 
or give information where no ques- 
tions are asked does not constitute 
concealment within the rule. Howe 
Mach. Co. v. Farrington, 82 N. Y. 121 
[aff i6 Hun 591]; Attna L. Ins. Co. v. 
Mabbett, 18 Wis. 667. 

5. Asheville Nat. Bank v. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 89 Fed! 819, 32 CCA 355; Ala- 
bama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Alabama 
Popes: Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 

{a] Knowledge necessary. — This 
wholesome doctrine is predicated of 
knowledge only, not upon a failure 
or omission to gain knowledge where 
that could have been acquired by 
inquiry or investigation; and so, even 
though the employer had notice of 
facts which if diligently followed up 
would have brought knowledge of 
acts of dishonesty on the part of his 
retained employee, since notice is not 
the equivalent of knowledge. Ala- 
bama Fidelity; ete., Co. v. Alabama 
stews Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 

6 American Bonding Co. v Spo- 
kane Bldg., etc., Soc., 180 Fed. 737, 65 
CCA 121; Equitable Surety Co. v 
Hazen Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 
279; Southern Surety Co. v. Tyler, 
etc., Co., 30 Okl. 116, 120 P 936. See 
also Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, ete, 
Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 90 NYS 893 [aff 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the statements were known to be false at the time 
they were made.?’ And such statements are not to 
be deemed express warranties, even though the bond 
itself declares them to be such, where that declara- 
tion is qualified by other stipulations showing that 
the intent of the parties was merely that the em- 
ployer should in such application state the facts 
honestly and correctly to the best of his knowl- 
edge. A statement in an application for renewal 
of a bank cashier’s fidelity bond that such cashier 
was not ‘‘engaged in any other business or employ- 
ment than the bank’s service,’’ made a warranty by 
the terms of the bond, will be deemed to refer to 
unportant and material matters calculated to affect 
the risk, and not to unimportant ones which have 
no effect or bearing thereon.® 

Illustrations; defeating recovery. In applying 
the rules above stated !° cases are referred to in the 
note in which recovery has been denied. Under a 
policy providing that ‘‘any misrepresentation, 
whether arising from false statement, or from the 
suppression of the truth, or from any other cause, 
in any declaration, in consequence of which any pol- 
icy is granted, will render such policy void from the 
beginning,’’ misrepresentations in such statements 
have been held to vitiate the policy.12 Where a 
fidelity bond provides that any ‘‘willful, misstate- 
ment’’ or suppression of fact by the employer, in 
his statement or declarations concerning the em- 
ployed, should render the bond void from the begin- 
ning, the phrase ‘‘ willful misstatement’’ is intended 
to mean any material false statement made with 
knowledge of its falsity, voluntarily, and not inad- 
vertently;1* and where such a bend so provides, a 
mere belief on the part of the employer that it is 
immaterial whether the questions asked are: an- 
swered truly or not does not render such answers 
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immaterial.14 

Illustrations; not defeating recovery. In applying 
the rules above stated 15 cases are referred to in the 
note in which the concealment, representation, or 
alleged warranty did not prevent recovery on the 
policy or bond of indemnity.1¢ Where the contract 
between assured and its agents described the latter 
as brokers or commission merchants, a representa- 
tion to an insurer insuring the fidelity of such agents 
that they were brokers, is not a fraud vitiating the 
bond.17 A statement that the accounts of an em- 
ployee have been examined and found correct is not 
an absolute warranty of such correctness but merely 
that the examination has been made as represented.!8 
A renewal fidelity bond, insuring a principal against 
loss by reason of the fraud or dishonesty of an 
agent, which was procured by the agent, is not 
invalidated by the fact that, when the renewal was 
made, the agent owed the principal a considerable 
balance, of which the insurer was not advised, 
where the principal had no communication with the 
imsurer, was not asked the state of its account, 
and had no knowledge of fraud or dishonesty on the 
part of the agent.1®° Where a fidelity bond makes 
statements of the employer as to an employee’s in- 
debtedness warranties so far as the employer has 
knowledge, a later statement furnished to obtain 
an increase in the bond must be considered as modi- 
fied by the existing bond, and cannot be considered 
as a positive affirmation of the truth of the matter 
therein contained, but is limited to the knowledge 
of the employer.?° Where an employer has obtained 
a complete contract of insurance against loss 
through the dishonesty of an employee, but has not 
procured the policy of the insurance, the employer 
is not guilty of fraud in not disclosing his knowl- 
edge of a loss, which knowledge was obtained by him 


184 N. Y. 548 mem, 76 NE 1096 mem] 
(where an employer, in making a 
certificate to the surety on the giving 
of a bond by the employee, stated 
that the employee was trustworthy, 
to the best of his knowledge, the 
fact that the employee had misap- 
propriated funds did not constitute 
a breach of the warranty in the cer- 
tificate, in the absence of any show- 
ing that the employer had any knowl- 
edge or suspicion at that time that 
the employee was not honest and re- 
liable). 

[a] Rule applied. — Statements 
made by assured that its secretary 
wes not in arrears or was not to 
the knowledge of the employer or its 
officers in arrears or a defaulter or 
in debt to it, etc., did not constitute a 
warranty that the secretary was not 
indebted to it at the time as a fact, 
put only that he was not so indebted, 
etc., to the knowledge of the associa- 
tion or its officers. American Bond- 
ing Co. v. Spokane Bldg., etc., Soc., 
130 Fed. 737, 65 CCA 121. 

7. Equitable Surety Co. v. Hazen 
Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 279. 

8. Whinfield v. Massachusetts Bond- 
ing, etc., Co., 162 Wis. 1, 154 NW 632. 

9g. American Bonding Co. v._ Mor- 
row, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 613, 117 AmSR 
72 


10. See cases supra this section. 

11. National Surety Co. v. Globe 
Grain, etc., Co., 256 Fed. 601, 167 CCA 
631, 4 ALR 552; Issaquah Coal Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 126 Hed. 89, 
61 CCA 145; Carstairs v. American 
Bonding, etc., Co., 112 Fed. 620 -[aff 116 
Fed. 449, 54 CCA 85 (certiorari den 
187 U. S. 644, 28 SCt 844, 47 L. ed. 
346)]; Hunt v. New York Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 99 Fed. 242, 39 CCA 496; 
American Bonding, etc., Co. v. Burke, 
36 Colo. 49, 85 P 692; Max J. Winkler 
Brokerage Co. v. Fidelity, etc., Co., 
4119 La. 725, 44 S 449; Krey Packing 


Co. v. U. S. Fidelity,-etc., Co., 189 Mo. 
A. 591, 175 SW 322; Arnprior v. U.S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 30 Ont. L. 618, 5 
OntWN 947, 20 DomLR 929 [allow- 
ing app 4 OntWR 426, 24 OntWR 718, 
12 DomLR 630, and app dism 51 Can. 
SiO eee Domina wotauh eta. 1aVs 
Employers Liability Assur. Corp., 6 
OntWR 459. 

12. Towle v. National Guardian 
Ins. Soc., 7 Jur. N. S. 1009. 

13. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Timmons- 
ville Bank, 139 Fed. 101, 71 CCA 299. 

14. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Timmons- 
ville Bank, 139 Fed. 101,.71 CCA 299. 

15. See supra this section, 

16. U. S—American Bonding Co. 
v. Spokane Bldg., etc., Soc., 130 Fed. 
Risiemoor OGA abet 

Ark.—Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Fulton Bank, 89 Ark, 471,117 SW 537, 
33 LRANS 676. 


Ky.—American Bonding Co. v. 
Ballard County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 
176 SW 368; Fidelity, etc. Co. v. 


Western Bank, 94 SW 8, 29 KyL 639; 
Champion Ice Mfg., etc., Co. v. Ameri- 
can Bonding, etc., Co., 115 Ky. 863, 75 
SW 197, 25 KyL 239, 103 AmSR 356. 

N. Y.—Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, 
Stel, .Co,, 100 App. Div. 12;. 90) NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 
1096 mem]. 

Eng.—Renham v. United Guarantie, 
etc., Co., 7 Exch. 744,155 Reprint 1149. 

Ont.—Chicago lL. Ins. Co. v. Dun- 
comhbe, 10 OntWR 425. 

17. Sinclair v. National Surety Co., 
132 Iowa 549, 107 NW 184. 

1SeeeDitlen Guaranty) etc, . CO” Vs 
Nichols, 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 825 [aff 
DOAPULAS O46, ote SCtr4ib, 56 Ja. ced. 
795]; Hunter v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 129 Tenn. 572, 167 SW 692; Rem- 
ington v. Maryland Fidelity, etc., Co., 
27 Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

[a] Rule applied.—(1) Where a 
certificate for the extension of a 
fidelity bond states that the books 


and accounts of the employee have 
been examined and found correct in 
every respect end all moneys handled 
by him accounted for and the person 
making such certificate has no knowl- 
edge or suspicion of any default on 
the part of the employee and has no 
means of determining that there was 
any default, the certificate is a rep- 
resentation of a fact and not a war- 
ranty of the trath thereof. Remington 
v. Maryland Fidelity, etc, Co. 27 
Wash. 429,67 P 989. (2) A bond guar- 
anteeing the honesty of a cashier was 
issued on condition that the cashier 
would be required to make monthly 
accounts to the directors, and that his 
accounts would be examined monthly 
by the auditor of the bank. A renewal 
bond was issued on the application 
of the bank, stating that the accounts 
of the cashier had been examined 
and found correct, and that he had 
performed his duties in an accept- 
able manner. The evidence showed 
that the bank had examined the ac- 
counts of the cashier, and had found 
them correct, and that the auditor 
had examined the accounts monthly, 
an@ had found them correct. The 
cashier had embezzied the bank’s 
money, but the examination failed to 


detect it because of the method of 
concealing his crime. It was held 
that the renewal bond was en- 


forceable because the bank had not 
cuaranteed the correctness of the 
cashier’s accounts. but had _ only 
stated that the accounts had been 
found correct on an_ examination. 
Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. Nichols, 
12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 825 [aff 224 U.S. 
346, 32 SCt 475, 56 L. ed. 795]. 

19. Citizens’ Trust, etc., Co. | Vv. 
Globe, etc., F. Ins. Co., 229 Fed. 826, 
148 CCA 446, AnnCas1917C 416. 

20. Home Sav. Bank v. Massachu- 
setts Bonding, etc., Co., 19 Ga. A. 352, 
91 SE 494. 
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subsequent to the completion of the contract, when 
writing to the insurer and its agent inquiring why 
the policy has not been issued and delivered to him, 
since the knowledge or ignorance of the defaleation 
of the employee would not in any way affect the 


eontract.2 


Representations or statements of officers or agents 
Where the insured is a corporaticn, 


of assured. 


statements and answers made by an officer, 
in making them represents and is properly acting 
for the corporation, are binding upon it;?? and it is 
not material which of its officers acts for it or 
whether he is the one whose honesty and fidelity is 
But personal statements of an 
officer of the assured not authorized by or purport- ' 
ing to emanate from the corporation, do not bind 
A bank cannot sue on a fidelity bond, 
procured by its eashier for one of its officers or 
employees, and at the same time repudiate the state- 


to be insured.?8 


the latter.?¢ 


ain noark » Va. City. Trust), ete:, 
Surety Co., 130 Mo. A. 401, 110 SW 1. 

22. Maryland Fidelity, ete., Co. v. 
Courtney, 186 U. S. 342, 22 SCt 833, 46 
i. ed. 1193 [aff 103 Med. 599, 43 CCA 
331, and dist American Surety Co. v. 
Pauly, 170 U. S. 133, 18 SCt 552, 42 L. 
ed. 977]; Guarantee Co. of North 
Ameriea v. Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, etce., 
Co., 183 U. S. 402, 22 SCt 124, 46 L. ed. 
253 [rev 100 Fed. 559, 40 CCA 542, and 
in effect overr Mechanics’ Sav. Bank, 
ete., Co. v. Guarantee Co. of North 
America, 68 Fed. 459 (aff 80 Fed. 
766, 26 CCA 146 [rev on other grounds 
1735 Ue Si582; 19 SCt 554, 43 L. ved. 
$18])]; Carstairs vy. American Bond- 
ing, etc., Co, 116 Fed. 449, 54 CCA 
85; Stapieton Nat. Bank v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 181 App. Div. 157, 115 
NYS 372 [rev on other grounds 60 
Mise, 206, 113 NYS 25]. 

23. Stapleton Nat. Bank v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 131 App. Div. 157, 
115 NYS 3872 [rev 60 Misc. 206, 113 
NYS 25]. 

24. American Surety Co. v. Pauly, 
HO HU. S133; 28 SCt 652,42: Lb. ed. 
977 [aff 72 Fed. 470, 18 CCA 644]; 
Equitable Surety Co. v. Hazen Bank, 
121 Ark, 422, 181 SW 279; Perpetual 
Bldg., etc., Assoc. v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete. Coy 148) pTowa 129, 92 NW 


686. 
Willoughby v. Fidelity, etc., 

Co., 16 Okl. 546, 85 P 713, 7 LRANS 
548, 8 AnnCas 603 [aff: Cherry v. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 205 U. S. 537 mem, 
27 SCt 790 mem, 51 L. ed. 920 mem]; 
National Bank v. Equitable Trust Co., 
223 Pa. 328, 72 A794. 

26. Western Indemn. Co. v. Free 
and Accepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
198 SW 1092. 


27. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Boley 
Bank, etce., Co., 43 Okl. 819, 144 P 
615. 


28. See statutory provisions. 


29. Whinfield v. Massachusetts 
Rondins. etex, Co: 162, Wis.) J54154 
NW 6382. 

fa] In Iowa a writing executed 


by a corporation for the purpose of 
procuring a fidelity bond insuring it 
against loss through the fraud or 
dishonesty of an officer, which ¢on- 
tains questions and answers and rep- 
resentations which are made warran- 
ties, and a breach of which by the 
terms of the bond thereafter issued 
will render it void, is an application 
for insurance within the meaning of 
Code (1897) § 1741, which requires 
jnsurance companies to attach a 
copy of the application to each policy 
of insurance, and provides that the 
omission to. do so shall preclude the 
company from pleading or proving 
any part of such application or the 
falsity of any representations made 
therein in an action on the policy. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Egg Ship- 
pers’ Strawboard, ete., Co., 148 Fed. 
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ments and warranties made by the cashier upon 
which the bond was secured, as being beyond the 
authority of the cashier to make.?> 
of pleading or evidence to show such authority upon 
his part, the grand master of a lodge cannot bind 


In the absence 


the lodge by his statements in an application for 


who 


been enacted in 


353, 78 CCA 345. 

[b] In Kentucky (1) St. § 639, 
which provides that ‘all statements 
or descriptions in any application for 
a policy of insurance shall be deemed 
and held representations and not war- 
ranties, nor shall any representation, 
unless material or fraudulent, pre- 
vent a recovery on the policy,” ap- 
Plies to fidelity insurance contracts. 
American Bonding Co. v. Ballard 
County Bank, 165 Ky. 63, 68, 176 SW 


368; Employers’ Liability Assur. 
Corp. v. Stanley Deposit Bank, 149 
Ky. 735, 149 SW 1025; U. S. Fidelity, 


ete., Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 
Ky. 285, 143 SW 997 [overr motion 
to correct judgment 147 Ky. 810, 145 
SW 750]; Fidelity, etc., Co. v. West- 
ern Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 KyL 639; 
Champion Ice Mfg., ete., Co. v. Ameri- 
can Bonding, ete., Co., 115 Ky. 863, 
75 SW 197, 25 KyL 239, 103 AmSR 
356; Warren Deposit Bank vy. Fidel- 
ity; wetes7 Cos 116. Ky 385 72.1 SW 
1131, -25 Ky. 289.- (2) Under this 
statute misrepresentations which are 
material to the risk in this character 
of cases, whether fraudulent or not, 
will invalidate the bond, Warren De- 
posit Bank v. Fidelity, etc. Co., 
supra. (3) Representations in an ap- 
plication by a bank for fidelity in- 
surance against loss by the fraud of 
the cashier of the bank that monthly 
the directors would by an examina- 
tion of the books ese cata the cor- 
rectness of his accounts are repre- 
sentations, and not warranties, 
within this statute, and a substantial 
compliance with the representations 
is sufficient; while, in case of warran- 
ties, there must be a strict compli- 
ance. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Fos- 
ter Deposit Bank, 148 Ky. 776, 147 
SW 406. (4) Under this statute, rep- 
resentation by a bank, in application 
for a bond to indemnify it against 
dishonesty of cashier, that books, ac- 
counts, securities, etc., would be ex- 
amined and checked once each week, 
was a promissory representation, and 
a substantial compliance therewith, 
using that degree of care which or- 
dinarily prudent directors similarly 
situated would use, was all that was 
necessary, although designated a con- 
dition precedent in the application. 
Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Kane, 182 Ky. 
648, 206 SW 888. (5) Representation 
by bank, in application for bond in- 
deinnifying it against dishonesty of 
cashier, that cashier had always 
theretofore faithfully, honestly, and 
punctually accounted for all money 
under his control, was material to the 
risk, under this statute. Fidelity, 
ete., Co. v. Kane, supra. 

{c] In Minnesota (1) the statute, 
which provides that “No oral or writ- 
ten misrepresentation made by the 
assured, or in his behalf, in the nego- 
tiation of insurance, shall be deemed 


to fidelity insurance contracts.?° 


fidelity insurance for the treasurer of the lodge.?® 
Estoppel of insurer to deny liability. Where a 
fidelity bond has been continued in force from year 
to year, on representations that the accounts of the 
employee have been examined from time to time in 
the regular course of business and found correct, 
the insurer is estopped to deny liability because the 
examinations were made at more extended periods 
than those provided for in the original application.?* 
Statutory provisions as to statements and answers 
in applications for insurance policies, which have 


some jurisdictions,?® usually apply 
But it has been 


material, or defeat or avoid the 
policy, or prevent its attaching, un- 
less made with intent to deceive and 
defraud, or unless the matter misrep- 
resented increases the risk of loss” 
applies to fidelity contracts. W. A. 
Thomas Co. vy. National Surety Co., 
142 Minn. 460, 464, 172 NW 697. (2) 
Under this statute if the matter mis- 
represented increases the risk of loss, 
such misrepresentation avoids the 
contract regardless of the intent with 
which it was made. W. A. Thomas 
Co. v. National Surety Co., supra. (3) 
Rev. L. (1905) § 1616, providing that 
a statement in full of the conditions 
of insurance shall be incorporated in 
or attached to every policy, and 
neither the application of the in- 
sured nor the by-laws of the com- 


pany shall be considered as a war- 
ranty or a part of the contract, 
except in so far as they are so in- 
corporated or attached, is applicable 
to fidelity insurance bonds. Pearson 
v. U. S. Fidelity, etce., Co., 138 Minn. 
240, 164 NW 919. 


{d] In Tennessee Shannon Code 
§ 3306, providing that no repre- 
sentation or warranty made in ne- 


gotiation for a contract or policy of 
insurance or in any application there- 
for, shall be deemed material or defeat 
the Policy or prevent it from attach- 
ing, unless with actual intent to de- 
ceive, or unless the matter represented 
increases the risk, applies to fidelity 
bonas given to an employer to indem- 
nify him from loss by the fraud or 
dishonesty of an employee. First Nat. 


Rank vy. _U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 110 
aes 10, 75 SW 1076, 100 AmSR 
765. 

fe] Im Texas (1) Vernon Sayles 


St. Annot. (1914) art 4948. providing 
that in all suits brought upon insur- 
ance contracts or policies no defense 
based upon misrepresentations made 
in the application for or obtaining or 
securing the said contract shall be 
valid, unless the insurer shall show 
on the trial that, within ninety days 
after discovering the falsity of the 
misrepresentations so made it gave 
notice to the assured, applies to fidel- 


ity insurance contracts. Southern 
Surety Co. v. Citizens’ State Bank, 
(Civ. A.) 212 SW 556; Western 


Indemn. Co. v. Free and Accented 


Masons, (Civ. A.)~ 198 SW 1092; 
National -Surety Co. v. Murphy- 
Walker Co., (Civ. A.) 174 SW 997; 


Commonwealth: Bonding. ete., Co. v. 
Wright, (Civ. A.) 171 SW 1043. (2) 
Failure to attach application and 
questions and answers, as required 
by Vernon Sayles Civ. St. Annot. 
(1914) art 4951, deprives an insurer 
on a fidelity bond of the defense that 
misrepresentations made with knowl- 
edge of their falsity, and with no in- 


tention to deceive, would vitiate the 
| policy. Southwestern Surety Ins. Co. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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held that the Missouri statutes relating to the con- | sentations 4 do not apply to such contracts.?? 
struction of warranties of fact °° and to misrepre- , 


[§ 16] The rule generally recognized 
renewal of a fidelity policy or bond constitutes a 
separate and distinct contract,?? for the period of 
time covered by such renewal,*4 unless it appears 
to be the intention of the parties, 
the provisions thereof, that such policy or bond and 
the renewal thereof shall constitute one continuous 
contract.*° It has been held, however, that the effect 
of renewing a fidelity policy or bond, subject to the 
terms of the original contract, is merely to extend 
the time covered thereby.** A renewal of a fidelity 
policy or bond is a contract with the same terms 
and conditions as evidenced by the policy or bond 
which is renewed, where the renewal receipt recites 
that it is renewed in accordance with the terms of 
the policy or bond,®7 or, it has been held, unless it 
is otherwise provided by such renewal receipt.®8 
Where a fidelity bond is issued on an application 
made by an employer and is expressly limited to the 
term of one year, but provides for its renewal on 
the payment of a like or agreed premium annually 
‘“so long as the employer may wish to continue this 
bond and the company shall consent to receive such 


Ae Hico Oil Mill, (Civ. A.) 203 SW 


ts 

{f] In Ontario Ins. Act (1892) 
$§ 33 subs 2, provides that no con- 
tract of insurance made or renewed 
after the commencement of the act 
shall contain any condition that the 
contract shall be avoided by reason 
of any statement in the application 
therefor, or inducing the entering 
into of the contract by tne corpora- 
tion, unless such condition is limited 
to cases in which such statement is 
material to the contract, and no con- 
tract within the intent of such sec- 
tion of such act shall be avoided by 
reason of the inaccuracy of any such, 
statement unless it is material to the 
contract. Accordingly a condition of 
such character which is not limited 
to cases in which the statement in- 
ducing the contract is material to the 
contract is illegal and cannot be re- 
lied upon to defeat a claim under the 
contract. London West v. London 
Guarantee, etc., Co., 26 Ont, 520. 


30. Rev. St. (1909) §§ 7024, 7026. 
31. Rev. St. (1909) § 6937. ; 
32. Commercial Bank v. American 


Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 
99 


33. U. §.—Maryland Casualty Co. 
v. Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
246 U. S. 670, 38 SCt 345, 62 L. ed. 
931]; Proctor Coal Co. v. U. S. Fidel- 
ity, ete., Co. 124 Fed. 424; Florida 
Cent., etc., R. Co. v. American Surety 
Co., 99 Fed. 674, 41 CCA 45. 

Ky.—De Jernette v. Fidelity, etc., 
| 98 Ky. 558, 38 SW 828, 17 KyL 
1088. 

ich.—Ladies Modern Maccabees 
Vv. Milinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 

3 NW 7. 

16 Frise —U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Williams, 96 Miss. 10, 49 S 742. 

Mo.—Commercial Bank v. American 
Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 sw 
99: Long Bros. Grocery Covi Uae: 
Fidelity, etc, Co. 130 Mo. A. 421, 
110 SW 29. 

N. Y.—Campbell Milk Co. v. U. Ss. 
Fidelity, ete, Co., 161 App. Div. 738, 
146 NYS 92; Hawley v. U. S. Fidel- 
ity, ete, Co., 100 App. Div. 125090 
NYS 893 tate ie N. Y. 549 mem, 76 

1096 mem]. ’ ; 
Sonn ecreon vy. U. S. Fidelity, 
Co., 135 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726. 

34. Florida Cent., etc. R. Conv: 
American Surety Co., 99 Fed. 674, 41 
CCA 45; De Jernette v. Fidelity, etc., 


Co.. sv: 


etc., 


VIII. RENEWALS 
is that a 


as evidenced by 


indemnity bond 


Co., 98 Ky. 558, 38 SW 828, 17 KyL 
1088; Commercia] Bank v. American 
Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 
995) Longe Bros: ‘Grocery ‘Co. vy. U. S: 


Fidelity, etc, Co., 130 Mo. A. 421, 
110 SW 29. 
35. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Shep- 


herd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 Ky. 
706, 174 SW 487; U. S. Fidelity, ete., 


Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 Ky. 
285, 143 “SW. 997: Green v. U.S. 
Bidelity,, sete. Co., Ashe Tenn. 117; 
185 SW 726. 

36. Chatham Real Est., etc., Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete. Co., 18 Ga. A. 


588, 90 SE 88; John Church Co. v. 
tna Indemn. Co., 13 Ga. A. 826, 80 


SE 1098; Pearson y. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 1388 Minn. 240, 164 NW 
919; 

37. Commercial Bank vy. American 


Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 
99; Long Bros. Grocery Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 130 Mo. A. 421, 
110 SW 29. 

8s. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 96 Miss. 10, 49 S 742. 

39. Danvers Sav. Bank v. National 
Surety Co., 166 Fed. 671, 92 CCA 424. 

40. See also supra § 6. 

41. See supra text and note 33. 

42. U. S.—Proctor Coal Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 124 Fed. 424, 
427. 

Ky.—De Jernette v. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 98 Ky. 558, 33 SW 828, 17 KyL 
1088. 


Mich.—Ladies Modern Maccabees 


v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 
163 NW 7. 

Miss.—U. S. Fidelity, etc.,, Co. v. 
Williams, 96 Missy, 10,7 16, (49) S 
742. 


Tenn.—Green v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 135 Tenn. 117, 185 SW_ 726. 

“T think the contention of counsel 
for defendant that these renewals 
are separate and distinct contracts 
is sound. It is urged that certain 
language in the bond shows that it 
was intended to be a continuous con- 
tract covering the period of the bond 
or of any subsequent renewals, The 
language referred to is this: ‘Make 
good and reimburse to the employer 
all and any pecuniary loss sustained 
by the employer,’ ete., ‘occurring dur- 
ing the continuance of this bond or 
any renewal thereof, and discovered 
during said continuance, or within 
six months thereafter.’ I am unable 
to agree with the argument of plain- 
tiff as to the proper construction to 


premium,’’ renewals are left as a matter for future 
contracts between the parties, and where new appli- 
cations therefor are required and made, they, and 
not the original application, govern as to the re- 
newal terms based thereon.*® 
Periods and losses covered.*° 
general rule *! it has been held that the liability on 
a fidelity contract and each renewal thereof is lim- 
ited to such losses as occur during the separate life 
of each, as fixed by such contract and discovered 
within the prescribed time, and that there can be 
no recovery on any renewal contract for a loss oe- 
curring during the life of the original contract or 
any previous renewal;*? but there is authority ap- 
parently directly to the contrary;** and a distinction 
has been recognized in eases where there are pro- 
visions showing a contrary intention, or where 
there are provisions from which the assured might 
conclude that there was at all times a continuous 
protection;*® and, if there is any doubt as to the 
meaning of such provisions, they will be construed 
against the insurer.*® 


In applying the 


Where an application for an 
to the state for the performance of 


be put upon this language. I think 
it should be construed so as to read 
in this way: ‘Occurring during the 
continuance of this bond or any re- 
newal thereof, and discovered during 
the continuance of this bond, or dur- 
ing the continuance of any renewal;’ 
that is, that the discovery must be 
within six months of the expiration 
of the original bond, or within six 
months of the expiration of any re- 
newal thereof. I do not think the 
language is sufficient to justify the 
conclusion that this was a continu- 
ous contract of suretyship running 
through the whole period covered by 
the original bond and the two re- 
newals.” Per Newman, J., in Proctor 
Coal Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co., 
supra. 

“These bonds are separate and 
distinct contracts, and do not consti- 
tute a continuing bond, as contended 
by counsel for appellee. Bach bond 
is liable for such losses, and only 
such losses, as occur during its 
separate life, which is fixed by the 
contract for one year each, and dis- 
covered during the continuance or 
renewal, or within six months after 
the expiration of the year, but al- 
ways limiting the right of recovery 


to losses which actually happen 
within the life of the particular 
bond, U.S WMidelity sete. Commve 


Williams, supra. 

43. Chatham Real Hst., etc., Co. v. 
U. St Hidelity, sete; .Coy, 18) Gas Ac 
588, 90 SE 88. 

44. Green v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co.,. 185. Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726: 

45. Pearson v. U. S. Fidelity, etce., 
Co., 188 Minn. 240, 164 NW 919. 

46. Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, etc. 
Co., 86 Oh. St. 267, 99 NE 314.’ And 
see supra § 3. 

[a] Rule applied.—A bond being 
executed for one year to indemnify 
a bank against the dishonesty of its 
cashier occurring during the term 
of the bond, or any renewal thereof, 
and discovered within six months of 
such term or renewal, and there be- 
ing a subsequent instrument to con- 
tinue the former in force for another 
year according to its terms and con- 
ditions, the instruments will be con- 
strued as though the bond had been 
originally executed for two years, 
there being no terms employed in 
either instrument to indicate the in- 
tention that an act of dishonesty 
occurring in the first year must be 
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the duties of an officer thereof provides that the 
bond is to run indefinitely one year at a time, and 
that the contract shall continue only on mutual 
consent by both the parties and the officer refuses 
to assent to a renewal and to pay the annual 
premium, the obligation of the company under the 
bond ‘to the state for future conduct of the officer 
does not attach.*7 Of course where the subsequent 
bond or policy is not in any sense a renewal, as 
where it contains different conditions from one pre- 
viously executed for the same purpose, no recovery 
ean be had thereunder for defaults occurring prior 
to its execution.*® 

Amount of loss.4® Under the view usually taken 
of renewals®*°® it has been held that the insurer’s 
liability is not limited to the amount named in the 
original fidelity contract, but that there is a liabil- 
ity for the amount fixed by such original contract 
for a loss occurring during its life and likewise a 
liability for the amount fixed in any renewal for a 
loss oceurring during its lfe.®1 When, however, as 
may be the case, a fidelity policy or bond and the 
renewals thereof are intended by the parties to con- 
stitute one continuous contract,®? the liability of the 
insurer is limited to the sum named in the original 
bond.®* And where a fidelity contract has been re- 
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newed, subject to the conditions of the original con- 
tract, this, it has been held, simply extends to a new 
period of time the mdemnity provided by the orig- 
inal contract and does not operate to increase the 
amount for which the insurer is liable, there is still 
only one penalty;°* and a fidelity contract or a re- 
newal thereof may be so conditioned as to preclude 
the insurer from recovering more than the amount 
named in the original,®® 

Warranties. and representations.°*° The original 
warranties in a fidelity policy or bend run through 
any renewal,>?7 and where a bond is renewed, the 
insurer may show that any statements.in the orig- 
inal application for the bond were untrue.®® This 
does not mean, however, that such statements are 
promissory covenants or warranties which will ren- 
der the policy or bond void if the conditions exist- 
ing between the employee and employer become 
changed.®® The answers of the assured on the ap- 
plication for the original fidelity bond are to be 
looked at and their materiality considered in an 
action on a renewal of such bond, issued without 
fresh questions to the assured, where the original 
answers are stipulated to be the basis of the bond 
then applied for ‘‘or any renewal or continuation 
thereof or of any substituted bond.’’ °° 


Ix. PREMIUMS 


{§ 17] Where, in an action to recover against a 
public officer the premium on a fidelity bond, the 
application is introduced in evidence to show the 
right to recover, the instrument becomes a part of 
the bond, and if its language taken in connection 
with that of the bond imports that the bond is to 
run indefinitely, one year at a time, and provides 
for annual premiums, the contract will be treated 
as a continuing one on the condition of mutual as- 
sent by the parties, and if such assent is not had 
the officer will not be liable to the company for such 
premium.*t 


Tendering return of premium. It is not neces- 
sary for the insurer to tender a return of the 
premium in order to assert a forfeiture of,°* or to 
defeat an action on,®* a fidelity policy or bond upon 
the ground that the assured has not complied with 
material representations or warranties made in the 
application. 

Recovery of premium. Where the person whose 
fidelity is insured dies before the term of the fidelity 
contract expires, no part of the premium paid can 
be recovered.®* 


X. ACTIONS 


{[§ 18] A. Right of Action. A bank may main- 
tain a suit against a surety company to recover upon 
fidelity bonds the amount of its cashier’s defalea- 
tions, although the directors have already refunded 


the money to the bank, the bank still retaining legal 
title to the bonds, and the surety company claiming 
no defense under the bonds as against the directors, 
who are not complaining.® 


discovered within six months from 
the expiration of that year. Rankin 
v. U.S: Fidelity, etc., Co: 86 Oh;.St. 
267, 99 NE 314. 

47. Bryant vy. American Bonding 
COn T1LOD. St, 00; 32,.N er 960. 

48. Miners’, etc., Bank v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc., Co., 233 Fed. 654, 147 
CCA 462. 

49. See infra § 32. 

50. See supra text and notes 33, 


. Campbell Milk Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 161 App. Div. 738, 
146 NYS 92; Hawley v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 100 App. Div. 12, 90 NYS 
893 [aff 184 N. Y. 549 mem, 76 NE 
1096 mem]. 

52. See supra text and note 35. 

53. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Shep- 
herd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 Ky. 
706, 174 SW 487; U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 Ky. 
143 SW 997. 
Rule applied.—Where a fidel- 
ity bond is continued from time 
to time and the certificates of con- 
tinuarces provide that the insurer’s 
liability _shall not exceed a speci- 
fied sum, whether the loss occurs 
“during the term above mentioned 
or during any continuation or con- 
tinuations thereof, or partly during 
the said term or partly during said 
continuation or continuations,” the 


insurer cannot be held responsible for 
a loss exceeding the sum specified no 
matter when it occurred, provided 
that it was within the period coyv- 
ered by the bond or certificate, and 
each renewal cannot be treated as a 
separate contract so as to authorize 
a recovery for an amount exceeding 
the amount specified. Fidelity De- 
posit Co. v. Champion Ice Mfg., etce., 
Co., 1383 Ky. 74, 117 SW 393 [dist De 
Jernette v. Fidelity, etce., Co., 98 Ky. 
558, 33 SW 828, 17 KyL 1088 (where 
the only question before the court 
was whether or not a defalcation was 
discovered within the time limited 
in the bond) ]. 

54 John Church Co. v. Attna 
Indemn. Co., 13 Ga. A. 826, 80 SH 
1093; Green v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co.,, 135 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726; First 
Nat. Bank v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 
110 Tenn. 10, 75 SW 1076, 100 AmSR 
765. 

55. American Bonding Co. v. Mor- 
row, 80 Ark. 49,96 SW 613,117 AmSR 
72: U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dundee 
First. Nat. Bank, 137 Ill. A. 382 [aff 
233 Ill. 475, 84 NE 607]. : 

fa] Tiustration.—Where a policy, 
providing that it should continue in 
force if renewed at certain periods, 
stipulated that in case of renewals 
|there should be no cumulative lia- 
‘pility, the amount of the bond was 


the limit of the insurer’s liability for 
the period covered by the bond and 
all rencwals. American Bonding Co. 
v. Morrow, 80 Ark. 49, 96 SW 613, 
117 AmSR 72: 

56. See supra § 15. 

57. Columbus Home Sav. Bank v. 
Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 19 
Ga. A. 352, 91 SE 494; Commercial 
Bank vy. American Bonding Co., 194 
Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 99. 

58. Commercial Bank vy. American 
Bonding Co., 194 Mo. A. 224, 187 SW 


$3: 
59. Commercial Bank vy. American 
Eee Co},, (194) Mose AUS oA Ea 


60. Arnprior‘v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., | 


Co., 30 Ont. L. 618, 5 OntWN 947, 20 
DomLR 929 [app dism 51 Can. S. C. 
94, 21 DomLR 3438]. 

61. Bryant v. Américain Bonding 
Co.. 77. Oh. St.2790, 982 NE 960- 

62. Marion iron, ete, Co. vy. Em+ 
pire State Surety Co., 52 Ind. A. 480, 
100 NE 882. 

63. Bissinger_ v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 83 Or. .288, 163 
PP 592: 

64. Crouch v. Southern Surety Co., 
131. Tenn. 260, 174 SW 1116, LRA 
1915D 966, AnnCasi916C 1220. 

65. Southern Surety Co. v. Citi- 
zens’ State Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 212 
SW 556. 


"ror later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 19-22] 


[§ 19] B. Form of Action. When a surety 
company is lable upon a fidelity bond to the ecred- 
itors of one who has defaulted. the fund can be 
reached only by an action in equity in behalf of 
all of such creditors.%¢ 

[§ 20] ©. Conditions Precedent.*7 A fidelity 
bond indemnifying against dishonesty is essentially 
an imsurance contract guaranteeing payment, and is 
not a mere guaranty of collection upon which the in- 
surer can recover only after exhausting his remedies 
against those primarily liable.*s 

[§ 21] D. Time to Sue and Limitations.*® In 
the absence of statutory provisions to the contrary,” 
@ provision in a fidelity contract limiting the time 
within which an action may be brought thereon 7 
is valid and enforceable,’? although the period named 
is less than that preseribed by the statute of limi- 
tations.‘* But the insurer must use clear and un- 
mistakable terms to cut off liability for delayed 
claims,’* and such provisions will be strictly con- 
strued against him.?> Such a provision may be 
waived,“® and a denial of liability on a fidelity 
bond, made when notice of a claim is given, waives 
the provision of the bond tending to render a suit 
premature, if brought before the expiration of a 
specified period after a proof of loss.77 

66. Illinois Surety Co. v. Mattone, 
138 App. Div. 173, 122 NYS 928. 


67. Criminal prosecution of em- 
ployee as see supra § 14. 


that 
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and the bond contains a stipulation 
‘no suit or proceeding at law 
or in equity shali be brought after 
365 days shall have passed from the 


[25C.J.] 1111 

[§ 22] E. Defenses. The rule that a forfeiture 
or a defense to an action on an insurance policy 
may be waived by acts in pais from which an inten- 
tion to waive may be inferred, and ‘that such a 
waiver need not be based on a new consideration, 
or amount to a technical estoppel,’® has been applied 
to fidelity policies.” Where the insurer in negotia- 
tions or transactions with the insured recognizes the 
continuing validity of the policy, after knowledge 
on its part of the conditions upon which a claim of 
forfeiture is based, or if it does acts based on the 
validity of such policy, or requires the assured by 
virtue thereof to do some act, or incur some trouble 
or expense, the forfeiture is, as a matter of law, 
waived ;°° but where the assured is not in any way 
induced to alter his position to his detriment nor 
incur any expense or forego any right, the insurer 
is not estopped to assert his defenses to a recovery 
upon a fidelity bond.st | Where the assured inquired 
of the insurer his reasons for failing to indemnify 
the former for losses arising from the misconduct of | 
his employee, and the insurer answered that among 
other reasons the employee was acting beyond the 
scope of the duties contemplated in his bond, the: 
insurer does not waive other defenses not men- 
tioned.*? The fact that an insurer makes an exam- 


74 ‘East Islip First Nat. Bank v. 
National Surety Co., 182 App, Div. 


_ 68. First Nat. Bank vy. U. S. Fidel- 
ity etc., Co., 150 Wis. 601, 137 NW 


69. See generally Limitations of 
Actions [25 Cyc 968]. 

70. See statutory provisions; and 
National Surety Co. v. Williams, 74 
Fla. 446, 77 S 212. 

fa] In North Carolina Rev. (1905) 
§ 4809, prohibiting insurance com- 
panies from limiting the time fer 
suing to less than one year, applies 
to ficelity insurance contracts. 
Dixie F. Ins. Co. v, American Bond- 
INA sO©OGss L672. 50 Na Cn (8842-78) SE 


430. 

71. U. S—wU. S. v. Fidelity, 

Co., 224 Fed. 866, 140 CCA 288. 

Conn.—Macdonald v. 4tna Indemn. 
Co., 90 Conn. 226, 96 A 926. 

Ga.—Third Nat. Bank v. American 
Bonding Co., 145 Ga. 126, 88 SE 585. 

Mich.—Ladies Modern Maccabees 
v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 
163 NW 7. 

Minn.—Fitger Brewing 
American Bonding Co., 115 Minn. 
131 NW 1067. 

Or.—Seaside v. Oregon Surety, etce., 
Gos. SONOrs 34550150 =P, 150: 

[a] Meaning of breach ‘of con- 
tract.—Where a proviso in a fidelity 
bond limits the right to bring suit 
thereon to a period of six months 
after the first breach of «the con- 
tract secured, the breach of the con- 
tract referred to is a breach creating 
a liability on the bond Fitger Brew- 
ing Co. v. American Bonding Co., 115 
Minn. 78, 131 NW 1067. g 

[b] Meaning of “shall cease.”—In 
a bond to indemnify a town from any 
loss through its treasurer, an offi- 
cer elected for an annual term, the 
provision that the insurer’s liability 
“shall cease’ in one year from the 
expiration of the stated term of office 
means that its liability shall become 
extinct within one year from the 
expiration of the officer’s last term 
of office, and assured cannot enforce 
any claim after such time, the words 
“shall cease’? meaning to put a stop 
to, to become extinct, to pass away. 
Macdonald v. Attna Indemn. Co., £0 
Conn. 226, 96 A 926. 

[c] Failure to discover loss within 
period.—Where a fidelity company 
enters into a bond to indemnify a 
bank against loss which it may incur 
through the dishonesty or fraud of 
an employee, for a designated term, 


etc., 


Co. Vv. 
78, 


date upon which the surety’s respon- 
sibility for the further acts of the 
employee ceased,” a suit based upon 
a claim for default of the employee 
cannot be maintained by the obligee, 
if brought more than three hundred 
and sixty-five days after the expira- 
tion of the term covered by the bond; 
and the fact’ that a default is not 
discovered by the obligee or its offi- 
cers until the lapse of more than a 


|; year from the expiration of the term 


of the bond and its continuance will 
not have the effect of extending the 
time within which suit may be 
brought. Third Nat. Bank v. Ameri- 
can Bonding Co., 145 Ga. 126, 88 SE 
585. 

[d] Effect of renewal——A clause 
in a fidelity bond requiring action 
for defalcations occurring during the 
life of the bond to be brought within 
one year, is not extended by the re- 
newal, but action for defalcations 
occurring during. the term of the 
original bond must be brought within 
one year from termination of such 
bond, and for defaleations during the 
continuance of the bond must be 
brought within one year from the 
termination of the renewal period. 


Ladies Modern Maccabees vv. Illi- 
nois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 163 
NW 7. - 

72. Macdonald v. Adtna Indemn. 


Co., 90 Conn. 226, 96 A 926; Ladies 
Modern Maccabees v. Illinois Surety 
Co., 196 Mich. 27, 163 NW _7; Hast 
Islip First Nat. Bank vy. National 
Surety Co., 169 NYS 774 [rev on 
other grounds 228 N. Y. 469, 127 NE 
479]. 

[a] Reason for rule.— ‘It is for 
the interest of the parties to these 
indemnity contracts, and to the pub- 
lic generally, that defalcations of 
parties holding positions of trust and 
confidence should be promptly dis- 
covered and stopped, and those guilty 
of such defalcations promptly dealt 
with. Provisions tending to bring 
about such results are not against 
public policy, but are valid and en- 
forceable.” Ladies Modern Macca- 
bees v. Illinois Surety Co., 196 Mich. 


OThmO ove LiGise INI War ly, 1a. 
73. Macdonald vy. Adtna Indemn. 
Co., 90 Conn. 226. 96 A 926; Hast 


Tslip First Nat. Bank _v. National 
Surety Co., 182 App. Div. 262, 169 
NYS 774 [rev on other grounds 228 
N. Y. 469, 127 NE 479]. 


262, 169 NYS 1774 [rev on other 
yy as 228 SN.) Yu j469;60 02 emer 
75. National Surety Co. v. Wil- 


liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212; Fitger 
Brewing Co. v. American Bonding 
Co., 115 Minn. 78, 131 NW 1067. 

[a] “Liability” construed.—Under 
a fidelity bond requiring a claim to 
be presented to the surety within six 
months after the ‘‘date of the termi- 
nation of the surety’s liability,” the 
claim was required to be presented 
within six months after termination 
of the insurance by expiration of the 
time for which the premium was 
paid, the ‘‘date of termination of the 
surety’s liability” not being, as 
claimed, the date when limitations 
had fully run against an action, as 
“liability” was not used as meaning 
a fixed and absolute obligation to 
make good a defalcation, but as 
meaning the condition of being ex- 
posed to the upspringing of an obli- 
gation to discharge or make good an 
undertaking of another, or a loss or 
deficit, or the being exposed or sub- 
ject to a given contingency, risk, or 
casualty which is more or less prob- 
able. East Islip First Nat. Bank v. 
National Surety Co., 228 N. Y. 469, 
127 NE 479 [rev 182 App. Div. 262, 
169 NYS 774]. 

76. U.S. v. Fidelity, ete., Co., 224 
Fed. 866, 140 CCA 288 (under the 
facts of this case such provision was 
not wholly waived but at most only 
extended). 

77. Green v. U. S. Fidelity, 
Co., 185 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726. 

78. See Insurance. 

79. Missouri, ete., 
German Nat. Bank, 77 Fed. 117, 23 
CCA 65; Western Indemn. Co. v. 
Free and Accepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 198 SW 1092. 

{a] Forfeiture for misrepresenta- 
tions waived.—Any right of forfeiture 
on the part of insurer by reason of 
alleged misrepresentations contained 
in the application may be waived. 
Western Indemn. Co. v. Free and Ac- 


etc., 


Trust. (Co. iv. 


cepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. A.) 198 
Sw 1092. 
80. Western Indemn. Co. v. Free 


and Accepted Masons, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
198 SW 1992. 

81. Krey Packing Co. v. U. S. Fi- 
delity, etc, Co., 189 Mo. A. 591, 175 
SW 322. 

82. Michigan Sav., etc., Assoc. v. 
pa ete, Lrust,'Co., 13) Mow Ag 
161. 


1112 [25C.J.] 


ination of the books of the assured in order to see 
if there is really a loss from dishonesty, conducts a 
full investigation of the circumstances attending the 
defaleation, and takes steps to arrest the defaulting 
employee, does not constitute a waiver of all de- 
validity of a fidelity bond, where 
the insured is placed in no worse position by such 


fenses against the 


acts.85 


[$223]... Fuy Venue.s* 


statutory provisions.*®> 
[§ 24] G. Parties.®® 


assignment, turned over property 


make good the embezzlement of an employee in or- 
der to prevent its liquidation, the court may find as 
a matter of law that the bank and not the stock- 
holder is the real party in interest, entitled to sue 
an insurer who has guaranteed the fidelity of the em- 
In an action against an em- 
‘ployee to recover money converted to his own use, 
an insurer who has executed a fidelity bond guaran- 
teeing the employer against loss by the employee’s 
defaleation is properly joined as a party defendant 


bezzling employee.‘* 


to avoid multiplicity of suits.§8 
[§ 25] 


suranee contracts the usual rules 


83. Ashville Nat. Bank vy. Fidel- 
ity, etc., Co., 89 Fed. 819, 82 CCA 355. 
ios See generally Venue [40 Cyc 

85. See statutory provisions; and 
Ransbury v. Fidelity, ete. Co., (Ind. 
A.) 124 NE 765; State v.: Seventh 
Judicial Dist. Ct., 55 Mont. 330, 176 
P 613; Farmers’ State Bank vy, Equi- 
table, ete. Guaranty Co. f0S6 es. De 
385, 152 NW 512. 

{ 86. See generally Parties [30 Cyc 

] 


87. East Islip First Nat. Bank v. 


National Surety Co., 182 App. Div. 
262, 169, oNYS 9774 [rev on other 
grounds 228 N. Y. 469, 127 NE 479]. 

gg. Stephenville North, StCn. Re. GO: 
v. Grier, (Tex. Civ. A.) 178 SW 984. 

89. See Insurance; Pleading [81 
Cye 1]. 

90. U. S—uU. S. Fidelity, ete. Co. 
v. Egg Shippers’ Strawboard, ete., 
Co., 148 Fed. 3538, 78 CCA 345. 

Ala,—Illinois Surety Co. yv. Don- 


aldson, 202 Ala. 188, 79 S 667; Ala- 
bama Fidelity, ete, Co. v. Alabama 
Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 
103. 

Colo.—U:. Ss Bidelity,. ete, Cos vy; 
Newton, 50 Colo. 379, 115 P 897. 
i \ . v. Farm- 
ers’ State Bank, 145 Ga. 461, 89 SE 
581; Oliver v. Attna Indemn. Co., 132 
Ga, 819, 65 SE 116. 

Tll—Tonsor v. Maryland Fidelity, 
etc... Cow Jb8, Dy As616. 

Ind.—Stamets v. Plano Mfg. Co., 40 
Ind. A. 620, 82 NE 122, 928. 

Ky.—U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co. v. 
Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 


Ky. 706, 174 SW 487. 

‘Md.—Canton Nat. Bank v. Ameri- 
can Bonding, ete. Co., 111 Md. 41, 
73 A 684, 18 AnnCas 820. 

Minn.—Fidelity. ete, Co. yv. Hick- 
hoff, 63 Minn. 170, 65 NW 351, 56 
AmSR 464, 30 LRA 586., 


N. Y.—Stapleton Nat. Bank v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 181 App. Div. 157, 
115 NYS.372. . 

Okl.—Oklahoma Sash, ete. Co. v. 
American Bonding Co., 153 P 851, 170 
PY StL. 

Ss. D.—Adams Western 
Surety Co., 385 S. EDe 151 NW 
890. 

Tenn.—Green v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 135 Tenn. 117, 185 SW 726. 

Eng.—Byrne v. Muzio, L. R. 8 Ir. 


396. 
; Ont.—Manufacturers’, ete., Mut. F. 


our a Vs 
94, 


The venue of actions on 
fidelity contracts depends frequently upon special 


Where it appears that a 
stockholder of a bank, without taking an actual 


H. Pleading. In actions on fidelity in- 
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ficient °° 


1 


[§§ 22-25 


which obtain in civil actions generally,s® are appli- 
eable;°° and express provisions as to pleadings in 
eivil actions generally also apply.* 

Plaintiff’s pleadings have been held to be suf- 
or insufficient,°s depending upon whether 
they substantially comply with or fail to comply 
with these rules.®# 


While it is not necessary to set 


out in a separate count each breach of the bond,°> 


breaches.°§ 
bility 


to the bank to 


the assignment of each breach must be perfect in it- 
self and cannot be assisted by reference to other 
Wheré the bond limits an insurer’s lia- 
to losses occurring and discovered within a 
specified time, a petition that does not allege that 
the loss sustained was discovered within the time 
fixed is bad on demurrer.** 
is in consideration of a stipulated premium, although 
not a sealed instrument, imports a consideration, and 
a general allegation in the petition that, in considera- 
tion of the premium paid, defendant executed the 
bond is not subject to special demurrer.*s 
allegation that an employee embezzled and stole 
money sufficiently charges fraud. 
complaint to fully set out the contract is cured where 
it is set out in full im the answer+ 


A bond reciting that it 


An 


A faire of the 


Defendant’s pleadings have heen held to be suf- 


as to pleading, 
Ins. Co. v. Canada Guarantee Co., 
Ss ies Oa 8 Yep: Sy Es 

91. See statutory provisions; 
Edward F. Gerber Co. vy. 


and 
Title Guar- 


anty, ete, Co. 216 Fed. 980; ° UL S- 
Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Newton, 50 Colo. 
379, 115 P 897; Perpetual Bldg., etc., 
Assoc. v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 118 
Iowa 729, 92 NW 686. 

{al Im Pennsylvania it is pro- 
vided by statute (Act May 25, 1877 


§ 1) that all demands previously re- 
ecoverable in debt, assumpsit, or 
covenant shall be sued tor and re- 
eovered in an action of assumpsit 
and that it shall be the duty of de- 
fendant in assumpsit to file an affi- 
davit of defense, 
tiff brings suit on a fidelity bond for 
misappropriations by one of its em- 
ployees, the bond containing a defi- 
nite promise to pay plaintiff a sum 
of money to be measured by the 
amount of loss sustained through the 
conduct of the employee up to the 
maximum provided in the bond, 
which amount is set forth in plain- 
tiff's statement and is easy of liqui- 
dation, the action is not in tort to 
recover a penalty, but is within the 
statute, and defendant is bound to 
file a proper affidavit of’ defense. Ed- 
ward EF. Gerber Co. v. Title Guaranty, 
etc.,, Co., 216 Fed. 980. 

92. -U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Egg 
Shippers’ Strawboard, ete. Co., 148 
Fed. 353, 78 CCA 345; T. Wilce Co. 


v. Royal Indemn. Co., 289 Ill. 383. 124 | 


NE 685; Fidelity, 
hoff, 63 Minn. 170, 65 NW 351, 56 
AmSR 464, 30 LRA 586; Oklahoma 
Sash, etc., Co. v. Bonding, etc., Co., 
(Okl.) 153 P 1151, 170 P 511; Green 


ete., Co. v. Hick- 


v. U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co., 135 Tenn. 
117, 185 SW 726. 
fa] Embezzlement held sufficiently 


alleged.—Oklahoma Sash, ete., Co. v. 
American Bonding Co., 
Shde TET OLE 

[b] Waiver of signature.—aA peti- 
tion alleging that Gefendant received 
the premium for a fidelity bond and 
signed it, knowing that the princi- 
pal had not signed, and delivered it 
to plaintiff as a completed instru- 
ment, sufficiently alleges defendant's 
waiver of the principal’s signature. 
Oklahoma Sash, ete., Co. v. Ameri- 
ean Bonding Co., (Okl.) 153 P 1151, 
L7OnP B14. 

{c] Statements made by employer 
to procure the bond need not be set 


| 


| 
| 
| 
| 


| Stated during the currency 


and so where plain- | 


} Royal Indemn. Co., 289 Ill. 383, 


|assuring an employee's 


ficient > -or insuffieient,s. depending upon whether 
they substantially comply with or fail to comply 


T. Wilce Co. v. 


124 


Maryland Fidelity, 
158 Ill. A. 515; Canton Nat. 
| Bank v. American Bonding, ete., Co., 
111 Mad. 41, 73 A 684, 18 AnnCas 
Adams Co. vy. Western Surety 
34 S. D. 194, 151 NW 890. 
See supra text and notes 89— 


out in the complaint. 


NE_ 635. 
98. Tonsor v. 
ete., Co., 


{a] Thus to draw up a count, free 
from appropriate demurrer, on a bond 
fidelity as to 
duties that have been or are to be 
of the 

in writing by the employer to 
indemnitor, the pleader should 


bond, 
the 


|} incorporate allegations that attribute 


66 


| Bonding, etc., 


the claimed pecuniary loss to the act 
of larceny or embezzlement connected 
with the duties defined in the writ- 
ings mentioned. Illinois Surety Co. 
v._ Donaldson, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S 


i. 
95. Canton Nat. Bank v. American 
ene etc, Co, 111 Md. 41; 73 A 
6$4.-— 

96. Oanton Nat. Bank v. American 
Co., 111 Md. 41, 73 A 
6S4, 18 AnnCas 820. 


97. Ballard County Bank v. GU. S. 
| Fidelity, ete. Ce. 150 Ky. 236, 150 
Sw 1, AnnCasl914C 1208. 

98. National Surety Co. v. Farm- 
et State Bank, 145 Ga. 461, 89 SE 
581. 

99. Seaside v. Geen. Surety, etc., 
}Co., 80 Or. 345. 157 P 1 

1. Tarboro Bank vy. ‘Fidelity, etc.. 
Co; ) 126:-N GC. 320; 935 (NE Ssaes 
AmSR 682. 

2. Stapleton Nat. Bank v. U. S. 
Fidelity, ete, Co., 131 App. Div. 157, 


/—Columbus 
(Okl.) 153 P| 


115 NYS $72. 

{a] Answers held not demurrable. 
Home Say..-Bank vy. 
Massachusetts Bonding, etc. Co., 19 
Ga. A. 352, 91 S494: U.-S. Fidelity, 
ete.. Co. vy. Shenherd’s Home Lodge 
No. 2, 168 Ky. 706, 174 SW 487. 

8. Alabama Fidelity, ete. Co. v:- 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S 103. 

[a] Thus a plea that the employee 
was short in his accounts at the time 
of the execution of the bond is not 
effective to charge dishonesty in the 


| premises, in the absence of an alle- 


gation that he was short in respect to 
funds or other valuables to which he 


‘had access or with reference to which 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 25-27] : 


with these rules. The rule that there is an im- 
plied condition in every insurance contract of the 
truth of all representations cf the insured material 
to the risk on the faith of which the contract was 
made, although they are dehors the policy,® is ap- 
plicable to fidelity contracts and therefore a pleaded 
defense of the breach of such condition, instead of 
the fraudulency of the statement, or that it was a 
mutual mistake of fact, suffices.6 Defendant must 
aver and prove breaches of the stipulations of plain- 
tiff contained in his application where stich breaches 
are relied on;* and a breach of warranty is not avail- 
able as a defense unless expressly pleaded.’ Pro- 
visions as to notice of default and supervision over 
the acts of the employee, when not declared condi- 
tions precedent, should be construed as conditions 
subsequent, a breach of which must be pleaded and 
proved to defeat lability.2 The falsity of state- 
ments made by the employer as the basis of the 
bond, whether deemed representations or warran- 
ties, cannot be available unless expressly pleaded,?° 
even if such falsity is shown by the evidence.1!. The 
defense that the employee has paid the amount of 
his defaleation must be taken advantage of by the 
plea of payment.12 A defendant who relies on a 
breach of warranty in the application need not 
plead an offer to return the premiums.'* That the 
suit is prematurely brought, contrary to a provision 
in the bond, must be taken advantage of by defend- 
ant by a special plea.14 Where insurer’s defense 
is the policy limitation of the period in which a 


FIDELITY INSURANCE 


[25 CJ 1013 


suit may be brought, such limitation appearing upon 
the face of the bond, which is made a part of the 
declaration, it is not necessary for defendant to give 
notice of such defense, it being patent from the 
declaration, 1 

_ [§ 26] I. Issues, Proof, and Variance.1® Where, 
in an action on a bond, guaranteeing the honesty of 
a bank cashier, the bank shows a compliance with 
the bond by making the required examinations of 
his accounts, and no issue is raised as to the com- 
petency of the auditor making the examinations, the 
questions as to the fidelity and diligence of the au- 
ditor, and the reasons why the defaleations were not 
earlier discovered, are immaterial, except in deter- 
mining whether the examinations were made in good 
faith.” Where, in an action upon a bond for a loss 
suffered through embezzlement, it appears that it is 
impossible to fix with certainty the dates upon which 
the misappropriation of the funds occurred, a peti- 
tion which fixes such misappropriation as oceurring 
on or about the date when the employee sought to 
conceal it by false entries en his books is sufficiently 
certain, and the assured in order to recover is not 
bound to prove that the actual misappropriation of 
the funds occurred on that date, but may show that 
it covered an extended period during the term of the 
bond.1§ 

[§ 27] J. Evidence—l. Presumptions and Bur- 
den of Proof. In accordance with the rules in civil 
actions generally,!® it is incumbent upon plaintiff to 
prove his ease as laid,?° and upon defendant to es- 


he had duties. Alabama Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 
Ala. 337, 76 S 103. 

{b] Alternative averment.—In an 
action on a bank teller’s fidelity 
bond, defendant’s plea that employee 
had been guilty before execution of 
the bond of acts of dishonesty 
amounting to embezzlement, which 
were known, or ought to have been 
known to the officers of the bank, 
etc., is rendered defective by inter- 
polation of the alternative averment, 
“or ought to have been known.” Ala- 
bama Fidelity, etc. Co. v. Alabama 
Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 
103. 

[ec] Conflicting averments.—In a 
suit on an employee’s bond under a 
written contract of employment set 
out in the complaint, requiring him 
to perform such duties as the em- 
ployer might from time to time direct 
in such territory as the employer 
might assign, an answer pleading 
that, under the contract, the employee 
was to be a local agent at a specified 
place, was demurrable, since the an- 
swer, not purporting to set up a dif- 
ferent contract between the parties, 
and being addressed to the complaint 
based on the written contract, con- 
flicts with the contract, which must 
control. Stamets v. Plano Mfg, Co., 
40 Ind. A. 620, 82 NE 122, 923. 

[d] Necessity of pleading fraud.— 
A plea that the contract was entered 
into by defendants on the faith of a 
certain statement and representation 
made by plaintiff and the person em- 
ployed that there had been no balance 
outstanding from the latter, nor any 
irregularity in his accounts, and that 
such representation was untrue, was 
held bad on demurrer, for not alleg- 
ing, either that the statement was 
fraudulent or circumstances from 
which fraud could be inferred as mat- 
ter of law. Byrne v. Muzio, L. R. 
8 Ir. 396. 

[e] Defective amendment.—Where 
defendant filed an amendment to its 
plea, which amendment alleged that 
the employee had, within the knowl- 
edge of plaintiff, been guilty of a 
specified default, such amendment 
not being legally complete without 
further alleging that plaintiff had 


failed to duly notify defendant of the 
default in question, was properly 
stricken on demurrer. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Gate City Nat. Bank, 97 Ga. 
634, 25 SE 392, 54 AmSR 440, 33 
LRA 821. 

4. See supra text and notes 89- 


Gal 

[a] Averment of condonation of 
employee’s act.—To avail himself of 
the forfeiture provision in an indem- 
nity bond, it was the pleader’s obliga- 
tion to aver that the employer con- 
doned the defined act of employee, 
and also continued employee in its 
service without written notification 
to indemnitor. Alabama Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 
Ala. 337, 76 S 103. 

[b] Averment of enhancement of 
insurer’s risk.—Pleas on the theory 
of enhancement of indemnitor’s risk 
by added duties and temptations of 
a paying and receiving teller, to be 
perfected as defenses, must have 
averred that such added duties ma- 
terially interfered with the discharge 
by employee of the duties dishonestly 
breached by him in his capacity as 
teller. Alabama Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S 103. 

& See Insurance. 

6. .Stapleton Nat. Bank v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 131 App. Div. 157, 
115 NYS 372. 

7. Title Guaranty, etc. Co. vy. 
Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 SCt 475, 56 
L. ed. 795; Alabama Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 
Milas Savon: Lo rhe awWilcetCon. Vv. 
Royal Indemn. Co., 289 Ill. 3838, 124 
NE 635; Tarboro Bank vy. Fidelity, 
ete... 6o., 126. Ne G8 320; 35 NE *588) 
83 AmSR 682. 

8. French v. Fidelity, etce., Co., 135 
Wis. 259, 115 NW 869, 17 LRANS 
1011. 

9. United American F. Ins. Co. vy. 
American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 578, 
131 NW 994. 40 LRANS 661. 

10. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. New- 
ton, 50 Colo. 379, 115 P 897; Goldman 


vy. Fidelity, etc, Co., 125 Wis. 390, 
104 NW 80. 
11. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. New- 


ton, 50 Colo. 379, 115 P 897. 


12. Oklahoma Sash, etc. Co. v. 


American Bonding Co., (Okl.) 153 P 
Clip ine Uris Nesom ole 
13. Bissinger v. Massachusetts 


POnOnDE: etc., Co;) 33, Or) 283) 163 ee 


14. U.S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. New- 
ton, 50 Colo. 379, '115 P 897. 

15. Ladies Modern Maccabees v. 
Tpels Surety Co., 196 Mich. 27, 163 


16. See generally Pleading [31 
Cye 670 et seq]. 
17. Title Guaranty, ete, Co. v. 


Nichols, 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 825. 

18. Tutwiler Coal, etc, Co. v. Du- 
claux, 7 La. A. (Orleans) 491. 

“ 18. See Evidence § 14 et seq. 

20. Ala.—illinois Surety Co. v. 
Donaldson, 202 Ala. 183, 79 S 667; 
Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Ala- 
bama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 
76 S 103. ‘ 

Cal.—Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
USS! sWidelity#? ete. > Coe \(Anias3 
PA. 

Ga.—Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Gate City’ 
Nat. Bank, 97 Ga. 634, 25 SE 392, 
54 AmSR 440, 33 LRA 821. 

Ill.—Tonsor v. Maryland Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 158 Ill. “A. 515; 


Kan.—Kansas State Mut. Hail 
Assoc. v. Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 
OF Kane 27d 055) Pe 13. 


Ss. D.—Adams Co. v. Nesbit, 38 S. D. 
6, 159 NW 869. 

[a] Thus in an action by an ath- 
letic club against a company insuring 
it against loss by reason of the dis- 
honesty of the club manager, who, it 
was charged, in violation of his con- 
tract of employment, consumed with- 
out payment large amounts of liquors 
belonging to the stock of the club, 
the club had the burden of proving 
that the manager did not pay for the 
liquor consumed. Los Angeles Ath- 
letic Club v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co., 
(Cal. PAD S183) Ps 174. 

[b] Compliance with duty im- 
posed.—In an action on a bond re- 
quiring the obligee, as condition of 
the surety’s liability, to make cer- 
tain examinations of the books kept 
by the principal, plaintiff obligee has 
the burden of proving compliance 
with such condition. Adams Co. v. 
Nesbit, 38 S. D. 6, 159 NW 869. 

{c] Truth of statements made by 


1114 [25 C.J.] 


tablish his defenses thereto,*! including his affirma- 
The burden is upon the insurer to 
plead and prove the breach of a bank’s agreement 
that monthly~examinations of its cashier’s books 
should be made, since such requirement, if a con- 
dition at all, is a condition subsequent rather than 


tive pleas.?* 


precedent.” 
Fraud and dishonesty are not 
must be proved.?* 


[§ 28] 


employer to procure the bond need 
not be proved by him. T. Wilce Co. 
v. Royal Indemn. Co., 289 Ill. 388, 
124 NE 635. 

21. Ark.—Equitable Surety Co. v. 
one Bank, 121 Ark. 422, 181 SW 

Ky.—U. S. Fidelity, etc, Co. v. 
Foster Deposit Bank, 148 Ky. 776, 
147 SW 406. ‘ 

Mo.—St. Louis Police Relief Assoc. 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 
430, 196 SW 1148. 

Okl.—Southern Surety Co. v. Tyler, 
30) OKI. 116; 120 P 936. 

Wis.—Goldman y. Fidelity, 
Co., 125 Wis. 390, 104 NW 80. 

Ont.—Arnprior v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 4 OntWN 1426, 24 OntWR 
718, 12 DomLR 630 [app allowed on 
other grounds 30 Ont. L. 618, 5 Ont 
WR 947, 20 DomLR 929 (app dism 
51 Can. S. C. 94, 21 DomLR 348)]. 

[a] Burden is on defendant to 
prove: (1) Allegations charging a 
breach of warranty relied on as a 
defense. Southern Surety Co. Vv. 
Tyler, 30 Okl. 116, 120 | P*'936, (2) 
Nonecompliance by assured with the 
representations in the application. 
Sinclair y. National Surety Co., 132 
Iowa 549, 107 NW 184; U.S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co. v. Foster Deposit Bank, 148 
Ky. 776, 147 SW 406. 

22. Columbus Home 


etc:, 


Sav. Bank v. 


Massachusetts Bonding, etc., Co., 19 
Ga. A. 352, 91 SE 494. 

23. Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 SCt 475, 


56 L. ed. 795 [aff 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 
825]; St. Louis Police Relief Assoc. 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. A. 
430, 196 SW 1148. C 

24. Williams v. U.S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. 

25. U. S.—wU. S. Fidelity, etc., Co. 
v. Egg Shippers’ Strawboard, etc., 
Co., 148 Fed. 353, 78 CCA 345; Ameri- 
can Surety Co. v. Pauly, 72 Fed. 470, 
18 CCA 644 [aff 170 U. S. 133, 18 SCt 
552, 42 L. ed. 977]. 

Ala.—Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Alabama 
Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337, 76 S 
103. 

Ariz.—Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Nichols, 12 Ariz, 405, 100 P 825. 

Ill.—T. Wilce Co. v. Royal Indemn. 
Co., 289 Il]. 388, 124 NE 625; Mid- 
City Trust, ete, Bank v. National 
Surety Co., 202 Ill, A. 6. 

Ney) Y.—National’ ‘Surety? yCow). vs 
Breuchaud, 165 App. Div. 395, 150 
NYS 826. 


S@O'— “Clifton Mites Cor ive) en Ss: 
Fidelity, etc, Co. 60 S. C. 128, 38 
SE 790. 


Wis.—Goldman vy. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 125 Wis. 390, 104 NW 80. 

{a] Tlustrations.—(1) Where de- 
fendant contracted to indemnify 
plaintiff against any loss arising 
from the fraud or dishonesty of 


plaintiff’s agent in his management 
of piaintiff’s money intrusted to him 
to buy cotton, and by the written 
contract with plaintiff the agent 
agreed that such mcney should be 
kept separate from any other funds, 
and that on demand he would return 
any unexpended moneys of plaintiff, 
any evidence tending to show a crimi- 
nal intent on the part of the agent 


2. Admissibility. In an action upon a 
fidelity insurance contract evidence is admissible 7° 
or inadmissible 7° in accordance with the usual rules 
regulating the competency, relevancy, and material- 
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presumed, they 


L§§ 27-29 


ity of evidence in civil cases generally.27_ Testimony 
of the employee that he had not stolen any of his 
employer’s property is improperly excluded.?® Dec- 
larations or admissions made by the employee after 
his employment has ceased are not admissible 
against the insurer.?® 
against his employee is admissible in a suit by the 
employer on a fidelity bond, *° but it is prima facie 


A judgment for an employer 


evidence only of the insurer’s liability and is sub- 


take.?1 


in the use and disposition of the 
money was competent, since plain- 
tiff could recover. on the guaranty 
only on showing fraud or dishonesty. 
Clifton Mfg. Co. v. U.S. Fidelity, etc., 
Go., 60S. C.0128,) 38 SH790). (2)\iIn 
an action by an insurance company 
to recover on an indemnity bond for 
losses due to the embezzlements or 
larcenies of-an agency director, when 
plaintiff’s auditor. admits that the 
proof of loss furnished the indem- 
nity company was based on a cash 
book made by the cashier of the 
agency director from check stubs and 
such data as he was able to find, no 
regular accounts being kept, and 
gives his version of conversation 
with the cashier concerning the same, 
it is reversible error to exclude the 
cashier’s version when offered by de- 
fendant. Security Mut. L, Ins. Co. v. 
Aitna Indemn. Co., 124 App. Div. 50, 
108 NYS 171. (3) An auditor who 
examined the books of a bank was 
properly permitted to testify that 
certain specific amounts of money 
alleged to have been embezzled by 
an employee were not noted or ac- 
counted for on the books, where the 
volume of the books was such that 
an examination thereof could not be 
conveniently made in court and it 
was Shown affirmatively that the em- 
ployee’s duties included tne duty to 
make and keep records from which 
the bookkeeper would transfer the 
entries to the more permanent books 
used to perpetuate the bank’s daily 
operations. Alabama Fidelity, etc., 
Co. vy. Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 
Ala, 337, 76'S :103. 

{b] Account books.—(1) In an ac- 
tion on a bond insuring the fidelity 
of a bank cashier, for the purpose 
of showing the dealings with the 
bank of the president, who was 
charged with having misappropriated 
the bank’s money with the cashier’s 
aid, the president’s ledger account 
was put in evidence, together with 
the testimony of the bookkeeper who 
made the entries, and who swore that 
they were correctly made from the 
original deposit slips and checks fur- 
nished to him by the teller, who had 
died before the trial; that it had been 
the teller’s duty to verify all deposit 
slips and to pay the checks; and that 
all such slips and checks, when 
reaching the bookkeeper’s hands, bore 
marks indicating that they had been, 
verified or paid by the teller. It was 
held that the account was competent 
and sufficiently proved. American 
Surety Co. v. Pauly, 72 Fed. 470, 18 
CCA 644 [aff 170 U. S. 133, 18 SCt 
052, 42° Li. ed. 977}. (2). ‘Ehe) “tel- 
ler’s book” of the bank, which had 
been kept by a person who died be- 
fore the trial, and which was offered 
in evidence to show that on certain 
days no money was received for cer- 
tificates of deposit, was competent, 
in connection with evidence of the 
course of business by which, if re- 
ceived, such money would be entered 
in the book, although not conclusive. 
American Surety Co. v. Pauly, supra. 
(3) Where. it appeared that records 
to be made by the bookkeeper of a 
bank would be taken from the orig- 


ject to impeachment for fraud, collusion, or mis- 


[§ 29] 3. Weight and Sufficiency. The general 
rules which govern in other civil actions, in regard: 


inal records made by the teller in the 
discharge of his duties, the books 
regularly kept by the pbookkeeper, 
presumptively correctly, were admis-. 
sible, although in a sense collateral 
to the particular inquiry of the em- 
ployee’s infidelity in the premises, 
without showing that they were kept 
by or under the direction of the tel- 
ler, or that they were correctly kept: 
Alabama Fidelity,. ete., Co. v. Ala- 
bama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 337; 
76S 103. 

[c] Previous fraudulent or dis- 
honest acts of employee.—In an ac- 
tion on a bond iisuring the fidelity 
of a bank cashier, evidence of acts 
of fraud and dishonesty by the cash- 
ier, Occurring before the date of the 
bond, and for which no claim was 
made against the surety company, 
but which were similar to the acts 
on which the claim was based, was 
admissible to show that the acts on 
which the claim was based were in- 
tentional, and not merely negligent 
or due to oversight. American 
Surety Co. v. Pauly, 72 Fed. 470, 18 
CCA 644 [aff 170 U.S. 133, 18 SCt 
552, 42 L. ed. 977]. ; 

26. U. S.—National Surety Co. v. 
Western Pac. R. Cc., 200 Med. 675, 
119 COAST. 

Ill.—Whyland y. Chicago Bonding, 
ete., Co.,,,209 Ill, A... 485, 

Iowa.—Perpetual Bldg., ete., Assoc. 
v. U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co., 118 Iowa 
729, 92 NW 686. 

La.—New Orleans R., etce., Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete, Co., 145 La. 364, 
82 S 372. 


Mass.—Glidden vy. U. S. Fidelity, 
bie Co,,.). 198) Mass) T09,. (84> Ne 
[a] Mlustrations—(1) A_ state- 


ment made in an application by a 
corporation to a surety company, as 
a basis for a bond indemnifying the 
corporation against loss through the 
dishonesty of its treasurer, that all 
checks drawn by him should be coun- 
tersigned by another officer, is imma- 
terial in an action on a subsequent 
bond of a different tenor, not based 
on such application, and containing 
no reference to it. National Surety 
Co. v. Western Pac. R. Co., 200 Fed. 
675;/ 119. CCA. 92.132)" On “an! sissue 
whether the president of a building 
and loan association had made false 
representations to a surety company 
as to the business integrity of an em- 
ployee, a question whether, at the 
time of such statement, he knew that 
the employee had failed to make his 
semiannual report was properly ex- 
cluded, where there was no evidence 
that it was the employee's duty to 
make such report. Perpetual Bldg., 


ete., Assoc. v. U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co., 118 Iowa 729, 92 NW 686. 

27. See Evidence § 89 et seq, 

28. Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Laurel Oil, ete., Co., 116 Miss. 283, 
%6 S 875. 

29. United American F, Ins, Co. 
v. American Bonding Co., 146 Wis. 


573, 181 NW 994, 40 LRANS 661. 
30. Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. ©. 384, 78 SE 430. 
81. Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 430. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. ~ 
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§§ 29-30] 


to the weight and sufficiency of evidence,?? are ap- 
plicable to actions to recover upon fidelity insur- 
A preponderance of evidence 
showing any material fact is sufficient.34 
a charge of fraud or other wrongdoing is involved, 
the strictness of proof required in a criminal prose- 
Circumstantial evidence of 
theft may be sufficient to sustain a recovery, al- 
though the policy provides that the evidence of theft 
shall be direct.*° It has been held that a stipulation 
in the policy that the voucher or other evidence of 
payment by the fidelity company to the employer 


anee contracts.?3 


eution is not essential.?5 
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should be conclusive evidence against the employee 


32. See Evidence § 1730 et seq. 
33. See cases infra this note. 


fa] Evidence held sufficient for 
recovery.—Citizens’ Trust, etc., Co. 
v.. Globe,. ete., F. Ins.’ Co., 229 Fed. 


326, 143 CCA 446, AnnCas1917C 416; 
Mid-City Trust, ete., Bank v. National 
Surety Co., 202 Il. A. 6; Vilm Mill- 
ing Co. v. Kansas Casualty, etc., Co., 
(Kan.) 180 P 782; U. S. Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 
2, 163 Ky. 706, 174 SW 487; Pearson 
v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co., 138 Minn. 
240, 164 NW 919; Marcus v. Mary- 
land Fidelity, etc., Co. 145 NYS 49; 
Louisville R. Co. v. U. 8S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 SW 671. 

{b] Evidence held insufficient for 
recovery.—Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Fulton Bank, 89 Ark. 471, 117 SW 
537, 33 LRANS 676; National Union 
¥F. Ins. Co. v. Empire State Surety 
Conoews Nad. plas 1225 isivAlrzs3snl:. 

{c] Evidence held sufficient for 
submission to jury.—National Union 
¥F. Ins. Co. v. Empire State Surety 
Co., (N. J.) 78 A 164; Clifton Mfg. 
Gounyv.y Un JS. seidelity.- etc: 'Co.,%. 60 
S. C. 128, 38 SE 790. 

[ad] Evidence held sufficient to 
show: (1) Change by agent as_ to 
proof of dishonesty required. Co- 
operative Stores Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete.) Co.,.137- Tenn. 609, 195 SW 177. 
(2) Compliance with warranties as to 
examinations of acccunts. Southern 
Surety Co. v. Montgomery First State 
Bank, (Tex. Civ. A.) 167 SW 833. 
(3) Dishonesty, and not mere: error, 
First Nat. Bank v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 150 Wis. 601, 137 NW 742. 
“~4) Fraud or dishonesty. Citizens’ 
Trust, etc., Co. v. Globe, etc., F. Ins. 
Co., 229 Fed. 326, 148 CCA 446, Ann 
€as1917C 416. (5) Notice of default. 
Astna Indemn. Co. v. J, R. Crowe 
Coal, etc., Co., 154 Fed. 545, 83 CCA 
431 [certiorari den 207 U. S. 589, 
98 SCt 256, 52 L. ed. 354]. (6) State- 
ments as to honesty made in_ good 
faith. U. S. Fidelity, etc, Co. v. 
Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. ad ATS 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487. (7) That ma- 
terial representaticns were not false. 
U. §S. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Dundee 
First Nat. Bank, 137 Ill. A. 382 {aff 
933 Ill, 475, 84 NE 670]. (8). That 
oral contract of present insurance 
was not made. Quinn-Shepherdson 
Go. v. U. S.. Fidelity, etc., Co., 142 
Minn, 428, 172 NW 693. (9) Want 
of knowledge of previous defaults 
or irregularities. Western Indemn. 
Co. v. Free and Accepted Masons, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 198 SW 1092. 

[e]. Evidence held sufficient to 
sustain a finding against larceny or 
embezzlement.—idelity, etc., Co. Vv. 
Nordmarken, 32 N. D. 19, 155 NW 
660 Evidence held insufficient to 
show: (1) Conversion of employer’s 
money to employee’s use. Lion 
Bonding, ete., Co. v. Capital F. Ins, 
Co., 96 Nebr. 51, 146 NW 1051. (2) 
Defalcation. Miners’, etc., Bank Vv. 
American Bonding Co., (Mo. A.) 186 
Sw 1139. (3) Larceny or embezzle- 
ment. New Orleans R., ete., Co. v. 
U. S. Fidelity. etc., Co., 145 La. 364, 
82 S 372; Williams v. U. S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 105 Md. 490, 66 A 495. (4) 
Neglect of precautions to detect de- 
fault. Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. U.S. 


Fidelity, ete., Co., 125 Tenn. 658, 148 
SW 671. (5) Prompt notice of de- 
fault. Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
U. §. Fidelity, ete.; Co., (Cal. <A.) 
183 P 174. (6) Shortage in accounts. 
U. S. Fidelity, etc., Co.. v. Batesville 
Bank, 87 Ark. 348, 112 SW 957. 

[g] Evidence as to execution of 
policy held insufficient. — Fidelity, 
Hee Co. v. Yoder, 63 Kan, 880, 64 P 

{h] Evidence held insufficient to 
overcome employee’s testimony as to 


whom a loan made.—Lion Bounding, 
eter Con Vv. Capitalln. Ins.9 Co. 96 
Nebr. 51, 146 NW: 1051. 


{i] Evidence held insufficient. to 
establish a cause of action on the 
ground of subrogation.—Lion Bond- 
ins, wetecss COmVAICapiLaAlwHs tos: Go}, 
96 Nebr. 51, 146 NW 1051. 

{ij] Allegations in criminal infor- 
mation control as to the time of 
defalcation, where employee under 
bond pleaded guilty to the criminal 
charge and stated on his examination 
at time of making plea that it took 
place at that date. Armenia Lodge 
Nos oviive JONES? Bidelity- ete; ‘Cor 
(Wis.) 176 NW 68. 

{k] Proof of fraud or breach of 
trust is sufficient to warrant recov- 
ery without proof of embezzlement. 
Vilm Milling Co. v. Casualty, etc., 
Co., (Kan.) 180 P 782. 

34. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Colorado 
Ice, ete., Co., 45 Colo. 443, 103 P 383; 
Home Sav. Bank v. Massachusetts 
Bonding, etc., Co., 19 Ga, A. 352, 91 
SE 494; McIntyre v. American Surety 
Co., 97 Kan, 629, 156 P 690; Kansas 
State Mut. Hail Assoc. v. Title Guar- 
antee, etc.,' Co., 97 Kan. 271, 155 P 


13. 

[a] Embezzlement or larceny.— 
In an action on a policy indemnify- 
ing against embezzlement or larceny 
by an employee a preponderance of 
evidence as to the embezzlement or 
larceny is sufficient. Fidelity, etce., 
Co. v. Colorado Ice, ete., Co., 45 Colo. 
443, 103 P 383. 

85. National Surety Co. v. Wil- 
liams, 74 Fla. 446, 77 S 212; Vilm 
Milling Co. v. Kansas Casualty, etc., 
Go., (Kan.) 180 P 782; Mcintyre’ v. 
American Surety Co., 97 Kan. 629, 156 
P 690. 

[a] ‘Technical proof of fraudulent 
acts as required in criminal prose- 
ecutions for embezzlement or larceny 


is not necessary. Delaware State 
Bank v, Colton, 102 Kan. 365, 170 P 
992. 


86. Miller v. Massachusetts Bond- 
ing, ete:, Co, 287 Pa. 182; 93 A 320, 
LRA1915D 615. . 

37. Fidelity, etc., Co. v. Hickhoff, 
63 Minn. 170, 65 NW 351, 56 AmSR 
464, 30 LRA 586. 

S33 Guarantee Co. Vv. Pitts, 78 
Miss. 837, 38 S 758. 

89. See Trial [38 Cyc 1511 et seq]. 

40. Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 
Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 
430. 

41; U. S.—4£tna Indemn. Co. v. 
Farmers’ Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 787, 95 
CCA 169 [certiorari den 215 U.S. 601, 
30 SCt 401, 54 L. ed. 344]. 

Ga.—Columbus Home Sav. Bank v. 


Massachusetts Bonding, ete., Co., 19 
Ga. A. 352, 91 SE 494. : 
Kan.—Kansas State Mut. Hail 
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as to the fact and extent of his liability to sueh 
company is void, as against public poliey,3? but there 
is authority to the contrary.%* 

K. Trial—1. 
Fact. In actions upon fidelity contracts, as in other 
civil cases,°° questions of law are for the determina- 
tion of the court; #? while on the other hand ques- 
tions of fact or of mixed law and fact are ordinarily 
to be determined by the jury under proper instrue- 
tions from the court.*! 
substantial compliance with promissory representa- 
tions in an application for fidelity insurance is for 


Questions of Law and 


Whether there has been a 


Assoc. v. Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 97 
Kan. 271, 155 P 13. - 

Ky.—U, S. Fidelity, etc., Co, v. 
Shepherd’s Home Lodge No. 2, 163 
Ky. 706, 174 SW 487; U.\S. Fidelity, 
etc., Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 
Ky. 285, 810, 148 SW 997, 145 SW 
L005 eS Unl Sel) B1delitye, 6tC Cou va 
Blackly, 117 Ky. 127, 77 SW 709, 25 
Kyl 1271. 

Minn.—Great Northern Express Co. 
v. National Surety Co., 113 Minn. 162, 
129 NW 127, 31 LRANS 775. 

Miss.—Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Laurel Oil, ete., Co., 116 Miss. 283, 
76 S 875. 

N. J.—National Union F. Ins. Co. v. 
Empire State Surety Co., 80 N. J. L. 
405, 78 A 164. 

_ N. Y.—Marcus v. Maryland Fidel- 
Ity, ete. Cov 145 Ny S: 49: 

Tenn.—Hunter v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete., Co., 129 Tenn, 572, 167 SW 692. 

{a] Thus it has been held proper 
for the jury to determine: (1) 
Whether any representations induc- 
ing execution of bond were true or 
untrue, and whether statements were 
so material as to vary the nature and 
character of risk. Columbus Home 
Sav. Bank v. Massachusetts Bonding, 
ete., Co., 19 Ga. A. 352, 91 SH 494, 
(2) Whether the employer had rea- 
son to suspect employee, and whether 
he used reasonable care to ascertain 
his dishonesty. U. S. Fidelity, etc, 
Co. v. Citizens’ Nat. Bank, 147 Ky. 
285, 148 SW 997. (3) Whether rea- 
sonably proper monthly examina- 
tions of an employee’s books were 
made. Title Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 SCt 475, 
56 L. ed. 795 [aff 12 Ariz. 405, 100 
P 825]. (4) Whether the officers of 
assured knew or ought to have known 
that the acts of a cashier were dis- 
honest. Adtna Indemn. Co. v. Farm- 
ers’ Nat. Bank, 169 Fed. 737, 95 CCA 
169 [certiorari den 215 U. S. 601, 30 
SCt 401, 54 L. ed. 344]. 

{b] Good faith.—(1) Questicns of 
assured’s good faith in applying for 
a renewal, and whether it had used 
due care to learn of any default in 
duty by its officer, are for the jury. 
U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Shepherd’s 
Home Lodge No. 2, 163 Ky. 706, 174 
Sw 487. (2) The good faith of a 
bank in certifying in contemplation 
of the renewal of the cashier’s bond 
that its accounts have just been ex- 
amined and found correct is a ques- 
tion for the jury in an action on the 
new bond, where there is evidence 
that due diligence was used in mak- 
ing the examination, although it 
failed to disclose discrepancies cov- 
ered up by false entries or other 
bookkeeping devices. Title Guaranty, 
etc., Co. v. Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 
Sct 475, 56 Li. ed. 795 [aff 12 Ariz; 
405, 100 P° 825]. (3) Whether the 
employer should have mentioned in 
his application for an indemnity bond 
an advance made to the employee 
and whether failure to mention it 
was from bad faith is for the jury. 
Kansas State Mut. Hail Assoc. v. 
Title Guaranty, etc., Co.. 97 Kan. 271, 
155 P 13 f[reh den’ 97 Kan. 651, 156 
Os i 

{e] Negligence.—Where an em- 
ployer is indemnified against the neg- 
zligence of his employee, it is a ques- 
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the jury.42, Whether the employer had knowledge 
that the employee was dishonest or unfaithful may 
be a question for the jury.4® Whether timely notice 
of a loss #4 or a default 4° was given has been held a 
question for the jury, unless the lapse of time is so 
long as to be obviously a noncompliance with the 
fidelity contract.4° But it has also been held that, 
where the facts are undisputed, it becomes a ques- 
tion of law to be passed upon by the court as to 
whether or not a delay in notifying the insurer is 
unreasonable.4? 

[§ 31] 2. Instructions. The rule as to framing 
and submitting instructions applicable in civil cases 
generally 48 govern as to instructions in actions to 


XI. AMOUNT 0O 


[§ 32] Where a fidelity bond secures faithful- 
ness in holding, transmitting, and paying over 
moneys received on deposit and for its transmission 
to foreign countries and the person whose faithful- 
ness is insured absconds, the insurer’s liability to 
all of the absconder’s creditors is limited to the 
amount of the bond,®® and this amount constitutes 
a fund for the payment of the creditors pro rata, 
and is to be distributed among them equitably ac- 
cording to their respective claims.5*. From the 
amount of an employee’s shortage, existing and 
known at the time of notification to the insurer, an 
amount subsequently recovered from the resources 
of the employee is properly deducted.®7 But the 
amount represented by the employee’s shortage and 
properly reported to the insurer cannot be reduced 
by the amount of a recovery by the employer of a 
portion of an amount subsequently taken, which was 


_ FIDELITY INSURANCE 


not within the insurance contract because of the 
employer’s failure to notify immediately the insurer 


[§§ 30-33 


recover upon fidelity insurance contracts; thus in- 
structions must not be misleading,*® confusing,°? 
inadequate,*! or conflicting.®? Requested instructions 
which are not appropriate to the issues presented or 
are so involved as to be of doubtful help to the jury 
are properly retused.®? Where, in an action on a 
contract of indemnity against loss by or through the 
culpable negligence of an employee, a loss has oc- 
curred, which it is claimed resulted from such negli- 
gence, it is net error to refuse defendant’s requests 
to charge respecting culpable negligence after the 
court, in its general charge, has correctly and fully 
instructed the jury on that subject.°* 


F RECOVERY 


upon knowledge of his loss.5* The amount for which 
the insurer is liable and for which recovery may be 
had under a renewal is not affected by the amount 
of lability recoverable under the original policy,** 
and vice versa,®°° under the rule that a renewal is a 
distinct and separate contract from the original 
policy.%! 

Penalty for delayed payment. Statutes providing 
for damages and attorney’s fees, where an insur- 
ance company has vexatiously refused to pay the 
loss,®* have been held applicable to fidelity con- 
tLActs.cs 

Finding as to amount. Although the court has 
the right to arrive at an estimate of an employee’s 


_misappropriation, which consists largely of consum- 


ing the employer’s stock of liquors, by an approx- 
imation of the daily articles consumed, a finding 
which does not show what proportion of the value 
taken by the employee accrued prior to the discovery 
of his dishonest acts is insufficient.® 


XII. SUBROGATION TO RIGHTS OF INSURED © 


[§ 33] The general rule that the insurer, on pay- © 


tion for the jury whether, under all 
the facts which the evidence tends 
to show, the latter omitted to do any- 
thing in connection with the duties 
pertaining to his position which a 
man of crdinary prudence would usu- 
ally do in his own affairs of like im- 
portance. Great Northern Express 
Co. v. National Surety Co., 113 Minn. 
162, 129 NW 127, 31 LRANS 77. 

42. Title Guaranty, etc, Co. v. 
Nichols, 224 U. S. 346, 32 SCt 475, 56 
L. ed. 795° faff 12. Ariz. 405,100 PB 
825]; U. S. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Foster 
Deposit Bank, 148 Ky. 776, 147 SW 
406; St. Louis Police Relief Assoc. 
v. American Bonding Co., 197 Mo. 
A. 430, 196 SW 1148; Hunter v. U.S. 
Fidelity, ete., Co.,.129 Tenn. 572, 167 
SW 692. 

43. National Union F. Ins. Co. v. 
Empire State Surety Co., 80 N. J. L. 
405, 78 A 164. 

44. National Surety Co. v. West- 
ern Pac. R. Co., 200 Fed. 675, 119 CCA 
oie 

45. Employers’ Liability Assur. 
Corp. v. Stanley Deposit Bank, 149 
Ky. 735. 149 SW 1025; Fidelity, etc., 
Co. v. Western Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 
KyL 689; Rankin v. U. S. Fidelity, 
ete; ‘Con 86) Oh. St..26%, 99 NE, 314; 
Remington v. Maryland Fidelity, 
etc., Co., 27 Wash. 429, 67 P 989. 

46. Employers’ Liability Assur. 
Corp. v. Stanley Deposit Bank, 149 
Ky. 735, 149 SW 1025; Fidelity, etce., 
Co. v. Western Bank, 94 SW 3, 29 
KyL 639. 

47. Dixie F. Ins. Co. v. American 


Bonding Co., 162 N. C. 384, 78 SE 
430. 
48. See Trial [38 Cyc 1595 et seq]. 


49. ‘Title’ Guaranty, “eters ~Co-: “Vv: 
Nichols, 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 825. 


{a] Bule applied.—In an action 
on a bond guaranteeing the honesty 
of the cashier of a bank, issued on an 
application, stating that the cash- 
ier’s accounts had been examined, and 
had been found correct, an instruc- 
tion that, if the statement of the 
bank was “untrue,” there could be no 
recovery for any defalcation was mis- 
leading, as leading the jury to apply 
the word “untrue” to the correctness 
of the cashier’s accounts, instead of 
applying it to the statement of ex- 
amination. Title Guaranty. etc., Co. 
v. Nichols, 12 Ariz. 405, 100 P 825. 

50. Kansas State, etc., Assoc. v. 
Title Guaranty, etc., Co., 97 Kan. 271, 
155 P13 [reh den 97 Kan. 671, 156 P 
715]. 

51. Danvers Sav. Bank v. National 
ey Co., 166" Hed. (671; “92 (CCH 
424, 


52. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Colorado 
Ice, ete. Co., 45 Colo. 443, 103 P 
383. 

{a] Instruction held not conflict- 


ing.—In an action on a policy of in- 
demnity against default of an em- 
ployee, an instruction that the bur- 
den rested on plaintiff to show that 
the employee collected money belong- 
ing to plaintiff for which he failed to 
account, and another instruction im- 
posing on defendant the burden of 
showing defense that the money al- 
leged to have been embezzled was 
not embezzled, but was used by the 
employee while acting as a solicitor 
of business for plaintiff, were not 
conflicting. Fidelity, ete, Co. of 
Maryland v. Colorado Ice, ete., Co., 
45 Colo. 443, 103 P 383. 

53. Pearson v. U. 8. Fidelity, etce., 
Co., 138 Minn. 240, 164 NW 919. 

54. City Trust, ete, Co. v. Fidel- 


ing to the assured the amount of the loss, is subro- 


ity, ete). (Cone 5S, App ebDite Loeos 
NYS 601 [aff 171 N. Y. 666 mem, 
64 NE 1119 mem]. 

55. Illinois Surety Co. v. Mattone, 
138 App. Diy. 173, 122 NYS 928. 

56. Illinois Surety Co. v. Mattone, 
138 App. Div. 173, 122 NYS 928. 

57. Alabama Fidelity, ete., Co. v- 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76 S° 103. 

58. Alabama Fidelity, etc., Co. v. 
Alabama Penny Sav. Bank, 200 Ala. 
337, 76S 108. 

59. Maryland Casualty fs 
Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari 
den 246 U. S. 670,-38 SCt 345, 62 
L. ed. 931]. 

60. Maryland Casualty Co. v. 
Montgomery First Nat. Bank, 246 
Fed. 892, 159 CCA 164 [certiorari den 
246 U. S. 670, 88 SCt 345, 62 L. ed. 
9315- 

61. 


Cas} fy 


See supra § 16. 

62. See statutory provisions. 

{a] The Texas statute (Vernon's 
Sayles Civ. St. Amnot. [1914] art 
4955), which provides that all the 
provisions of the laws applicab'e to 
life, fire, etc., insurance shall apply 
to other forms of insurance, being 
void because in eonflict. with Const. 
art 3 § 35, relating to the title of 
bills, damages, and attorneys’ fees 
for delay in payment of a fidelity 
insurance claim cannot be awarded. 
Western Indemn. Co. v. Free and Ac- 
cepted Masons, (Civ. A.) 198 SW 1092. 

68. State v. Chicago Bonding, etc., 
Co., 279 Mo: 535, 215 Sw 20. 

64. Los Angeles Athletic Club v. 
U.S. Fidelity; “ete2— Cot) (Gale Ae» 
183 P 174. 

65. See Subrogation [37 Cyc 402 
et seq]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 33-34] 


gated in a corresponding amount to the assured’s 
right of action against any other person responsible 
for the loss is applicable to fidelity insurance con- 
tracts.°6 Where insurer has indemnified an em: 
ployer for a loss ‘sustained by reason of the dis- 
honesty or infidelity of an employee, the insurer 
then stands in the shoes of the employer and has 
the right to be subrogated to all the rights of 
the employer in the prosecution of the dishonest 
employee.®’ It has been held, however, that, where 
an employer has recovered on a fidelity bond by 
reason of his employee appropriating his money 
deposited in a bank by raising checks, the insurer 
is not entitled to subrogation to any right of action 
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of the employer against the bank.’ Generally 
speaking, the right of subrogation does not arise 
primarily from any terms of the fidelity contract.®® 
For while it frequently happens that provision is 
made for it in the policy, yet the right exists 
irrespective thereof.7° Where the bond was exe- 
cuted at the request of an employee whose honesty 
was to be guaranteed, his obligation to indemnify 
the insurer is coextensive with that of the insurer 
to reimburse the assured and any provisions in the 
bond as to proof of liability binding on the in- 
surer are equally binding on such employee in an 
action brought by the insurer against him to recover 
indemnity for what it has paid on his behalf.7 


XIII. REINSURANCE 7 


_ [§ 34] A fidelity company may, like companies 
issuing policies for any other form of insurance, 


reinsure the whole or any part of its risks,7? and’ 


may place such reinsurance with companies of its 
own selection,“* and upon such terms as may be 
agreed upon with them.7> The general rule that 
an insurer may recover from the reinsurer before 
the former has actually paid the insured 7* has been 
applied to fidelity contracts.77 The question whether 


a provision in a contract whereby a bonding com-- 


pany reinsures a guaranty eompany is a condition 
or a limitation of liability is to be determined upon 
a full consideration of the subject matter of the 


*FIDES EST OBLIGATIO CONSCIENTIZ: ALI- 
CUJUS AD INTENTIONEM ALTERIUS.! 
FIDES SERVANDA.’ 


contract and the object sought to be accomplished 
by the parties who executed it and the motives and 
inducements which led them to deal with each 
other.?® Where defendant contracts to indemnify 
plaintiff for a portion of any sum it may become 
hable to pay under its bond to indemnify an em- 
ployer against any loss by reason of the culpable 
negligence of an employee, payment under the bond 
to be made at the expiration of a prescribed period 
after satisfactory proof of loss is furnished, plain- 
tiff may waive the condition as to the time of pay- 
ment and pay the loss at once without affecting its 
right to recover from defendant.” 


FIDES SERVANDA EST; SIMPLICITAS JU- 
RIS GENTIUM PRA:VALEAT.’ 


66255 .2'Su VC LU. YS? Midelity,.. etc., 
Co., 247 Fed. 16, 159 CCA 234; Bate- 
man v. Sarbach, 89 Kan, 488, 132 P 
169; General R. Signal Co. v. Title 
Guaranty, etc., Co., 203 N. Y. 407, 96 
NE 734 [aff 139 App. Div. 925 mem, 
123 NYS 1117 mem]; Crown Bank v. 
London Guarantee, etc., Co., 17 Ont. 
L, 95, 12 OntWR 349. 

67. London Guaranty, etc., Co. v. 
Geddes, 22 Fed, 639, 640. 

“The only quéstion raised is 
whether this shows such a case of 
fraud as justifies the issue of a 
capias. It is very clear there would 
be no liability for the amount claimed 
in this case but for the embezzle- 
ment of the defendant as charged. 
If this defendant had faithfully and 
honestly performed his duty to the 
railway company, the plaintiff would 
have had no cause of action against 
him; and I take it there can be no 
legal difference in the relation which 
this guaranty company sustains to 
the defendant, and the relation which 
a surety on his bond would have sus- 
tained. If he had asked a person 
to become surety on his bond, and 
then embezzled the money of his em- 
ployer, and the surety had been coim- 
pelled to pay it, it would not fie in 
the mouth of the defendant to say 
that the liability to the surety did not 
arise out of a fraud. I find no spe- 
cial authority on this question. This 
class of contracts is new, and I do 
not find that they have been very 
much before the courts as yet; but 
it seems to me so clear there is 
hardly room for a doubt that there 
would have been no right of action 
put for the fraud of the defendant, 
and it seems to me his surety should 
have the same remedy as the orig- 
inal employer would have. The 
surety stands in the shoes of the em- 
ployer, and has a right to be subro- 
gated to all the rights of the em- 
ployer in the prosecution of dishon- 


*By Jvan D. Miranpsa (Fides Bst 
clusive except the Spanish words 


est employes, The case is largely 
analogous to the very numerous class 
of cases that occur in our admiralty 
courts, where insurance companies 
are subrogated to ‘the place of the 
insured in eases of fraud or negli- 
gence on the part of other parties, 
whereby losses occur to ships for 
which an insurance company is lia- 
ble and compelled to pay under its 
policies. Further than that, it seems 
to me there is a principle of public 
interest involved in this question 
that should entitle this plaintiff to 
all the remedies that the employer 
would have. We all know that in 
cases of large corporations, whose 
sole business it is to make, handle, 
and disburse money for the benefit of 
their stockholders, or parties inter- 
ested in their earnings, if they get 
their money from the sureties of 
their dishonest employes, they will 
not prosecute the employe either 
civilly or criminally. They will sim- 
ply stand on their bond, and, if they 
get the money from the surety, they 
leave the punishment of the dishon- 
est servant to the man who has suf- 
fered, rather than spend their money 
in prosecutions which either directly 
or indirectly may punish the wrong- 
doer; and inasmuch as we know that 
it is almost the universal custom 
for bankers, railroad companies, and 
all large corporations, employing nu- 
merous agents and servants, who 
handle their funds in one capacity 
or another, to exact a bound, whether 
it may be such a policy as this or 
the ordinary bond, it seems to me the 
common dictates of public policy 
should give to the’ sureties of such 
employes the same remedy that the 
defrauded ermployer would have.” 
Per Blodgett, J., in London QGuar- 
anty, etc., Co. v. Geddes, supra, 

68. American Bonding Co. v. First 
Nat. Bank, 85 SW 190, 27 KyL 393. 

69. Crown Bank v. London Guar- 


antees ete.) Co, 1 Ont. Ee 9 be Loe 
12 OntWR 349 [quot Frost Guaranty 
Ins. p 453f. 

70. .Crown Bank y. London Guar- 
antee,? ete.71 Con a1 Ont a lh obsess 
12 OntWR 349 [quot Frost Guaranty 
Inssipmi45os 

71. Fidelity, ete., Co. v. Eickhoff, 
63 Minn. i170, 65 NW 351, 56 AmSR 
464, 30 LRA 586. 

72. See Insurance; and other in- 
surance titles, 

730 jU-6 IS. Hidelity jetesmeCo:mnva 
French Mut. Gen. Soec., 212 Fed. 620, 
129 CCA 156 [rev on other grounds 
203 Fed. 558]; Peo. v. National Surety 
Co., (Colo.) 188 P 653; American 
Bonding Co. v. U. S. Fidelity, ete., 
Co., 131 Md. 189, 102 A 369. 

74. sai LHIdelitys, MeUC. sr CO-mhVs 
French Mut. Gen. Soc., 212 Fed. 620, 
129 CCA 156 [rev on other grounds 
203 Fed. 558]. 

75. Uses. midelity, .ete..4 Counve 
French Mut. Gen. Soe., 212 Fed. 620, 
129 CCA 156 [rev on other grounds 
202 Fed. 558]. 

76. See Insurance; and other in- 
Surance titles. 

Win. Hrench Miuty Gens SOC. Vas UEes. 
Fidelity, ete., Co., 203 Fed. 558 [rev 
on other grounds 212 Fed. 620, 129 
CCA 156]. 

78. American Bonding Co. v. U. S. 
Fidelity, etc., Co., 131 Md. 189, 102 
A 369. 

79. City Trust, etc. Co. v. Fidel- 
ItYew ClC. CO) OSA DDa ive clo msOS 
NYS 601 [aff 171 N. Y. 666 mem, 64 
NE 1119 mem]. 

1. A maxim meaning “A trust is 
an obligation of conscience of one 
to’ the will of another.” Black 

D 


2. A maxim meaning ‘Good faith 
must be observed.” Bouvier L. D. 
[a] Applied in: McCoy v. Art- 
Cherwomeanbs ONE Yom ozo oour 
3. A maxim meaning “Good faith 
is to be preserved; the simplicity of 


Obligatio Conscientiz Alicujus Ad 
and phrases). 


Intentionem Alterius—Finding in- 
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FIDUCIA. Faith reposed.t 

FIDUCIAL. Having the nature of a trust.® 

FIDUCIARIO. The one to whom property is in- 
trusted by a testator for delivery to another.® 

FIDUCIARY.” [§ 1] A. In General. A gen- 
eral definition of the word which is sufficiently com- 
prehensive to embrace all cases cannot well be 
given. The term is derived from the civil law.® 
It involves the idea of trust, confidence;1° it has 
been held to apply to all persons who occupy a 
position of peculiar confidence toward others;1! it 
refers to the integrity, the fidelity, of the party 
trusted, rather than his credit or ability;!? it con- 
templates good faith, rather than legal obligation, 
as the basis of the transaction.1* 

[§ 2] B. As a Noun. A trustee;** one who 
holds a thing in trust for another.’ 

[§ 3] C. As an Adjective—l. In General. 
Analogous to a trust; having the characteristics of 
a trust;1® holding or held or founded in trust;!7 re- 
lating to, or founded upon, a trust or confidence.18 

[§ 4] 2. Fiduciary Bequest. In the Roman 
law a disposition by which the testator prayed his 
heir or executor to deliver to some person either 


the law of nations should prevail.” 


22. 
Bouvier L. D. [cit Story Bills § 15]. 


Crisfield v. State, i 
194 (a debt due by an executor is a 


Discharge of fiduciary debts of 


FIDUCIA—FIDUCIARY 


the whole succession or a part thereof, or something 
in particular;!® a disposition by which the donee, 
heir, or legatee is charged to preserve for or return 
a thing to a third person; a bequest by which the 
testator requested his executor to restore either the 
whole inheritance or some particular thing to the 
person whom he named.*? 

[§ 5] 3. Fiduciary Debt. A debt founded or 
arising from some confidence or trust as distin- 
guished fron? a debt founded simply on contract.?* 

[§ 6] 4. Fiduciary Capacity.?? Cases may un- 
doubtedly occur in which it may not be easy to 
determine when such capacity exists.24 The term 
is not restricted to technical or express trusts;?° 
it may include such offices or relations as those 
of agent,?° attorney at law,?’ broker,?® director of a 
corporation,?® executor,®° factor,?! guardian,®? or in- 
deed anyone in whom is reposed a trust,®* such as 
is usually reposed in these persons in their ordi- 
nary or regular business.*4 

[§ 7] 5. Fiduciary Contract. An agreement by 
which a person delivers a thing to anothér on con- 
dition that he will return it to him.*> 

[§ 8] 6. Fiduciary Relation *°—a, 


55 Md, 192, 


In General. 


494, 509, 144 P 405. To like effect 
Mallory v. Mallory Wheeler Co., 61 
Conn, 131, 138, 23 A 708. See Guar- 
dian and Ward [21 Cyc 101}. 


[a] Applied in: Pillans v. Van| fiduciary debt). 
Mierop, 38 Burr. 1663, 1672, 97 Re- 
print 1035. 


4 Moffatt v. Fulton, 
+5075) 515, 30° NE 992, 

5. Webster New Int. D. 

[a] “Fiducial office.’”—Moss 
aow lett 112 Ky. 121, 65 SW 153, 154, 

6. Escriche Diccionario. See Fidei- 
Commissario ante p 1087. 

7. “Confidential” defined 
Cys. DP 420. 

8. Smith v. Ogilvie, 127 N. Y. 143, 
148, 27 NE 807. 

9. Smith v. Ogilvie, 127 N. Y. 1438, 
148, 27 NE 807 [quot Bouvier L. D.] 

10. Stoll v. King, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 
298, 299. See Svanoe v. Jurgens, 144 
T1l. 507; 513, .33' NE °955. [quot Bou- 
wierels. VD.) Smith. v..Ogilvie;, 127 
N. Y. 1438, 148, 27 NE 807. 

11. Glover v. National Bank of 
Commerce, 156 App. Div. 247, 255, 
141 NYS 409 [cit Bouvier L. D.]. 

12. Stoll v. King, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 
298, 299. See Smith v. Ogilvie, 127 
N. Y.. 1438, 148, 27 NE 807. 

13. Stoll v. King, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 
298, 299. See Smith v. Ogilvie, 127 
IN eM, h43,0) 148) 27, SIN) S07, 

[a] Jurisdiction in suits on 
“ponds of fiduciaries.”—-Under Const. 
(1890) § 161 conferring on the chan- 
cery court jurisdiction of suits on 
“bonds of fiduciaries,’ the word 
“‘fiduciaries’ embraces those and 
those only who are bound for the 
discharge of express trusts—techni- 
cal trusts, where bond is required to 
be given by law—and it does not in- 
clude those engaged in the execu- 
tion of trusts springing from con- 
tract.” Barnard v. Sykes, 72 Miss. 
297, 302, 18 S 450. 

14. Webster D. [quot Svanoe v. 
Jurgens, 144 Ill. 507, 513, 33 NE 955). 

15. Webster D. [quot Svanoe v. 


ES2 Na Nee 


see 12 


Jurgens, 144 Ill. 507, 514, 44 NE 
955]. 

16.. Black lL. .D: 

17. Webster D. [quot Svanoe v. 
deseo TAAL DOG. Lo ni oo sede 
5b. 

18. Black L. D. 

19, »Gortario v.. Cantu, .7..Tex. 35, 


41 [cit Domat 
amble to tit 2]. 

20. Gortario 
442 L.Cit: luaniCiv. 
_ 21. Gortario 
41 [cit Domat 
amble to tit 2]. 


Civ. L. book 4 pre- 


Vee Canty (iy LOX. GOs 
Code art 1507]. 

Vio Cantu, 7. Tex.) 35; 
Civ. L book 4 pre- 


bankrupt see Bankruptcy § 722. 

Fiduciary debt as ground of arrest 
see Arrest §§ 103-107. 
ba See cross reference infra note 

Failure to account for money re- 
ceived in a fiduciary capacity as 
ground for arrest see Arrest §§ 103- 
107. 

Fiduciary capacity within the 
meaning of the Bankruptcy Act see 
Bankruptey § 722. 

24. Fowles v. Treadwell, 24 Me. 
3UT. 

25. Templeton v. Bockler, 73 Or. 
494, 509, 144 P 405, 409 [cit Black L. 
D.]. To like effect Mallory v. Mal- 
lory Wheeler Co., 61 Cunn. 131, 138, 
23 A 708. 

26. Britton v. Ferrin, 171 N. Y. 
235, 242, 63 NE 954; Goodrich v. Dun- 
bar, 17 Barb. (N. Y.) 644, 646 [quot 
Turner v. Thompson, 2 AbbPr (N. 
Y.) 444, 445; Duguid v. Edwards, 32 
HowPr (N. Y.) 254, 257; Frost v. 
McCarger, 14 HowPr (N. Y.)- 131, 
137]. To like effect Mallory v. Mal- 
lory Wheeler Co., 61 Conn. 1381, 138, 
23 A 708. See Agency § 353. 

27. Templeton v. Bockler, 73 Or. 
494, 509, 144 P 405. See Attorney and 
17 Barb. 


Client § 211. 

28. Goodrich v. Dunbar, 
(N. Y.) 644, 646 [quot Turner v. 
Thompson, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 444, 445; 
Duguid v. Edwards, 32 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 254, 257; Frost v. McCarger, 14 
HowPr (N. Y.) 131, 187]. See Brokers 


§ 34. 

29. Allen-Foster-Willet Co.’s Pet., 
22 Massr” bod, 5 600.0 iL LGpe NE poco): 
Templeton v. Bockler, 73 Or. 494, 509, 
144 P 405. To like effect Mallory v. 
Mallory Wheeler Co., 61 Conn. 181, 
T88y 28 ALY 08s See Corporations 
§ 1866. 

30. Templeton v. Bockler, 73 Or. 
494, b09,9 144 3P° 405, 7 Moe vine 
effect Mallory v. Mallory Wheeler 
Cos (61 (Conn. 1131) 6138." 23 AS 708. 
See Executors and Administrators 
§ 387. 

B81.) Brivton eV A enrin, pallu Neen Yan 
235, 242, 63 NE 954; Goodrich v. 
Dunbar, 17 Barb. (N. Y.) 644, 646 
[quot Turner v. Thompson, 2 AbbPr 
(CN. Y.) 444, 445; Duguid v. Edwards, 
32 HowPr (N. Y.) 254, 257; Frost wv. 


McCarger,.14 HowPr (N. Y.) 181, 
137]. See Factors § 5. 
32. Templeton v. Bockler, 73 Or. 


33. Goodrich v. Dunbar, 17 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 644, 646 [quot Turner v. 
Thompson, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 444, 445; 
Duguid v. Edwards, 32 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 254, 257; Frost v. McCarger, 14 
HowPr (N. Y.) 131, 137]. See Hus- 
band and Wife [25 Cye 1119]; Part- 


nership [380 Cye 4388]; Trusts [39 
Cyc Vit 
[a] “The words, ‘any fiduciary 


character,’ are not more comprehen- 
sive than the words ‘any other fidu- 
ciary capacity.’’’ Woolsey v. Cade, 
54 Ala. 378, 381, 25 AmR 711. 

34. Goodrich v. Dunbar, 17 Barb. 
(N. Y.) 644, 646 [quot Turner v. 
Thompson, 2 AbbPr (N. Y.) 444, 445; 
Duguid v. Edwards, 32 HowPr (N. 
Y.) 254, 257; Frost v. McCarger, 14 
HowPr CNY.) 931591371 

[a] “A&A person is said to act or to 
receive money or contract a debt in 
a fiduciary capacity when the busi- 
ness which he transacts or the 
money or property which he handles 
is not his own or for his own bene- 
fit, but for the benefit of another per- 
son to whom he stands in a relation 
implying and necessitating great con- 
fidence and trust on the one part and 
a high degree of good faith on the 
other.” Templeton v. Bockler, 73 
Or. 494, 508, 509, 144 P 405. 

{[b] “Where one intrusts his prop- 
erty to another for a particular pur- 
pose, it is received in a fiduciary ca- 
pacity, and when turned into money 
that is also received in the same ca- 
pacity. Britton v. Merrin, 171 Noy 
235, 242, 68 NE 954. 

35., Bouvier L. D. {quot Smith v. 
Ogilvie, 127 N. Y. 148, 148, 27 NE 
807]. 

36. 


Generally see Agency §8§ 1, 
3533 


Attorney and Client § 211; 


‘Brokers §§ 34-42; Executors and Ad- 


ministrators § 387; Factors § 
Guardian and Ward [21 Cyc 1o11: 
Husband and Wife [21 Cye 1119]; 
Partnership [30 Cye 438]; Trusts [39 
Cyen lil: 
As affecting validity o 
Contract see Contracts ay 331- Oot. 
Deed see Deeds §§ 168-171. 
Will see Wills [40 Cyc 1148]. 
Persons in: 
Arrest in civil action for fraudulent 
act by see Arrest §§ 103-107. 
Discharge from debt created by see 
Bankruptcy § 722; Insolvency [22 
Cye 1845] 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


It is difficult to define the term ‘‘fiduciary rela- | tion may spring 


tion;’’ 87 it is a very broad one.°8 
[§ 9] b. When It Exists. 


cestui que trust.®® 
great variety of circumstances ;*° 


cases where there has been a special confidence 
reposed in one who in equity and good conscience 
is bound to act in good faith, and with due regard 
to the interests of the one reposing the confidence.*+ 
It arises wherever a trust, continuous or temporary, 
is specially reposed in the skill or integrity of an- 
other,*? or the property 4* or pecuniary interest,*4 
in the whole or in a part,*® or the bodily eustody 4° 
of one person is placed in the charge of another.*7 
Courts of equity have refused to set any bounds 
to the circumstances out of which a fiduciary rela- 


' It is a relation in 
which, if a wrong arises, the same remedy exists 
against the wrongdoer on behalf of the principal 
as would exist against a trustee on behalf of the 
The relation may exist under a 


FIDUCIARY 


it exists in all 


Embezzlement by see Embezzlement } Armagast, 158 Iowa 507, 188 NW 873; 


Transaction between: 

As creating: 

Constructive trust see Trusts [39 
Cye 182]. 

Resulting trust see Trusts [39 
Cyc 148] 

When fraudulent as to creditors 
see Fraudulent Conveyances [20 
Cyc 601]. 

Disclosures of communication hbe- 
tween persons in, on trial of cause 
see Witnesses [40 Cyc 2352]. 

“Confidential relation” synonymous 
see 12 C. J. p 421. 

37. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44, 51 SE 4 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

“No invariable rule can be laid 
down by which to determine the 
existence of a fiduciary relationship.”’ 
Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. A. 8, 112 
NE 527, 528. 

“The law is as cautious in defining 
a fiduciary relation in the sense in 
which we are now uSing that term 
as it is in limiting by definition the 
boundaries within which fraud may 
be pursued.” Studybaker v. Cofield, 
159 Mo. 596, 612, 61 SW 246. 

38. 2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) 
§ 955 [quot Thomas v. Whitney, 186 
Ill. 225, 230, 57 NE 808 (quot Stahl 
v. Stahl, 214 Ill. 131, 137, 73-NE 319, 
105 AmSR 101, 68 LRA 617, 2 Ann 
Cas 774; Mayrand v. Mayrand, 194 
Ill. 45, 48, 61 NW 1040 [quot Beach 
v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 418, 422, 91 NE 
492]; Ewing v. Ewing, 33 Okl. 414, 
T2632 48Lt) I: 

39. Smith v. Smith, 222 Mass. 102, 
105, 109 NE 830; In re West of Eng- 
land; ete; Bank 1141) Che) DD?) 772, 18 


[quot Central Nat. Bank v. Connecti-- 


eut Mut. L. Ins. Co., 104 U. S. 54, 68, 
26 L. ed. 693]. 

40. Curtis v. Armagast, 158 Iowa 
507, 188 NW 878, 878. 

41. Dick v. Albers, 243 Ill. 231, 
236, 90 NE 683, 134 AmSR 369. To 
like effect Bacon v. Soule, 19 Cal. A. 
428, 484, 126 P 384; Hemenway v. 
Mppotts suCal:, Avw450;0972P 190,°195; 
Fricker v. American Mfg., etc., Co., 
124 Ga. 165, 175, 52 SE 65; Mors v. 
Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 536, 104 NE 
216; Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 413, 
422, 91 NE 492; Hensan v. Cooksey, 
937 Tis $620; 86 ONE C1107, 911095. 27 
AmSR 345; Bishop v. Hilliard, 227 
Tll. 382, 387, 81 NE 403; Calkins v. 
Worth, 215 Ill. 78, 74 NE 81; Irwin 
v; Sample, 213 Ill. 160, 167, 72 NE 
687 .[quot 2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (3d 
ed) § 947]; Walker v. Shepard, 210 
Till. 100, 71, NB 422; Thomas v. Whit- 
ney, 186 Ill. 225, 57 NE 808; Svanoe 
v. Jurgens, 144 Ill. 507, 33 NE 955; 
Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 300, 337, 
25 NE 777; Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. 
A. 8, 112 NE 527, 528; Dawson v. Na- 
tional lL. Ins. Co., 176 Iowa_362, 157 
NW 929, LRA1916E 878; Curtis v. 


Meyer v. Reimer, 65 Kan. 822, 70 P 
869, 870; Fowles. v. Treadwell, 24 
Me. 377; Ryan v. Ryan, 174 Mo. 279, 
73 SW 494; Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 
Mo. 596, 61 SW 246; Cowee v. Cor- 
nell, 75 N. Y. 91; 31 AmR 428; Beare 
v. Wright, 14 N. D. 26, 103 NW 632, 
69 LRA 409, 8 AnnCas 1057; Rowe 
v. Freeman, 89 Or. 428, 172 P 508, 
511, 174 P 727; McKinley v. Lynch, 
58 W. Va. 44, 51 SE 4, 9; Miranovitz 
eee 168 Wis. 246, 252, 157 NW 

{a] Undue infinence.—“There is a 
well defined distinction between un- 
due influence. arising from _ acts 
which the law deems fraudulent, and 
undue. influence resulting from fidu- 
ciary relations existing between the 
parties.” Thomas v. Whitney, 186 
Tll. 225, 230, 57 NE 808 [quot Stahl 
v. Stahl, 214 Ill. 131, 137, 73 NE 319, 
105 AmSR 101, 68 LRA 617, 2 AnnCas 
774; Mayrand v. Mayrand, 194 Ill. 45, 
61 NE 1040]. 

42. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44, 51 SE 4, 9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

43. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
Se SE 4, 9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

44. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44,51 SE 4,9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

45. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44,51 SE 4, 9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

46. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44,51 SE 4, 9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. 

47. McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 
44,51 SE 4, 9 [quot 1 Bigelow Frauds 
p 262]. / 

48. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. To like-effect 2 
Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (38d ed) § 956 
[quot Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 413, 
422, 91 NE 492; Roby v. Colehour, 
135 Til: 300, 338, 25 NE 777]; Me- 
Kinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 44, 51 SH 
4 


“The courts have always been care- 
ful not to fetter this useful jurisdic- 
tion by defining the exact limits of 
its exercise. Wherever two persons 
stand in such a relation that, while 
it continues, confidence is necessarily 
reposed by one, and the influence 
which naturally grows out of that 
confidence possessed by the other, 
and this confidence is abused, or the 
influence is exerted to obtain an ad- 
vantage at the expense of the con- 
fiding party, the person availing him- 
self of his position will not be per- 
mitted to retain the advantage, al- 
though the transaction could not 
have been impeached if no confiden- 
tial relation had existed.” Per Lord 
Chelmsford in Tate v. Williamson, 
Lee Ch 55, 61 .lauot Robyn; 
Colehour, 135 Ill. 300, 337, 25 NE 
717]. See Equity §§ 82-92. 
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“8 Tt not only includes ‘all legal 
relations,*® such as attorney and client,5° broker 
and principal, executor or administrator, and heir, 
legatee, or devisee,°* factor and principal,®* guardian 
and ward,°** husband and wife,®® partners,®* princi- 
pal and agent,®7 trustee and cestui que trust,®® but 
it extends to every possible ease in which a fiduciary 
relation exists in fact,°® and in which there is con- 
fidence reposed on one side and resulting domination 
and influence on the other.®® 
every guardian, attorney, or priest, quia eo nomine, 
who is to be adjudged to hold a fiduciary relation 
with the party in regard to a particular subject ;°1 
in some relations there must exist confidence of the 
one in the other,®? together with conditions extend- 
ing to the one an advantage over the other,®? and 
this may be by reason of the superior intelligence 
of the one over the other ** or a superior knowledge 


However, it is not 


49. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. See cases infra 
notes 50-58. 

50. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. See cases infra 
Aer ey 66-70; Attorney and Client 

51. See cases infra notes 66-70; 
Brokers §§ 74-42. 

52. See cases infra notes 66— 
TE oe and Administrators 


53. See cases infra notes 66-70; 
Factors § 5. 

54. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. See cases infra 
notes 66-70; Guardian and Ward [21 
Cye 101]. 

55. See cases infra notes 66-70; 
Husband and Wife [25 Cyc 1196]; 
Trusts [39 Cye 136]. 

56. See cases infra notes 66-70; 
Partnership [30 Cyc 438]. 

57. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. See cases infra 
notes 66-70; Agency § 353. 

58. See cases infra notes 66-70; 
Trusts [39 Cyc 17, 148, 182]. 

59. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
Bee 104 NE 216; and see infra note 

60. Mors v. Peterson, 21 Ill. 532, 
536,104 NE 216. To like effect Robins 
v. Hope, 57 Cal. 493, 497; Hemen- 
way v. Abbott, 8 Cal. A. 450, 97 P 
190, 195; Beach v. Wilton, 244 Tl. 
413, 91 NE 492; Dick v. Albers, 243 
Til. 231, 236, 90 NE 683, 134 AmSR 
369; Meyer v. Reimer, 65 Kan. 
822, 70 P 869, 870; Studybaker v. 
Cofield, - 159) Mo 596, 612; 61° Siw; 
246; 2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (3d ed.) 
§ 956 [quot Beach v. Walton, 244 
Ill. 413, 422, 91 NE 492; Roby 
Ue Mia et 135 Ill. 300, 337, 25 NE 

61. Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 Mo. 
596, 612, 61 SW 246. 

[a] Question of fact in each case. 
—Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 Mo. 596, 
618, 61 SW 246 (where it appeared 
that a niece was not the exclusive 
nurse of decedent, but merely as- 
sisted in taking care of him, al- 
though no other relative was pres- 
ent, She did not stand in a fiduciary 
relation). 

62. Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. A. 
8, 112 NE 527, 528. 

63. Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. A. 
8, 112 NE 527, 528. To like effect 
Yuster v. Keefe, 46 Ind. A. 460, 90 
NE 920, 922, 

“There must be not only confidence 
of the one in the other, but there 
must exist a certain inequality, de- 
pendence, weakness of age, of men- 
tal strength, business intelligence, 
knowledge of the facts involved, or 
other conditions giving to one advan- 
tages over the other.’ Yuster v. 
Keefe, supra. 

64. Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. A. 
8. 112 NE 527, 528. 


° 1120 [25 0.J.] 


of the facts involved in a business*transaction.® 
is not necessary that the relation and duties involved 
be legal;®* they may be either moral,*’ social,®* do- 
The origin of the 
confidence and the source of the influence are im- 


mestic,°® or merely personal.?° 


material.71 


[§ 10] c¢. Effect of Relation. It is against public 
policy to allow persons occupying fiduciary rela- 
tions to be placed in positions in which there will 
be constant danger of a betrayal of trust by the 
vigorous operation of selfish motives.‘? 
well-settled equitable rule that anyone acting in 
a fiduciary relation shall not be permitted to make 


65. Koehler v. Haller, 62 Ind. A. 
8, 112 NE 527, 528. 


66. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216; Hensan v. Cook- 
sey, 237 Ill. 620, 86 NE 1107, 1109, 


127 AmSR 345; Miranovitz v. Gee, 163 
Wis. 246, 253, 157 NW 790; 2 Pome- 
roy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) § 956 [quot 
Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 413, 422, 91 
NE 492; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Iil. 
300, 338, 25 NE 777]. To like effect 
Hemenway v. Abbott, 8 Cal. A. 450, 
97 P 190, 195; Dick v. Albers, 243 
Ill. 231, 236, 90 NE 683, 134 AmSR 
369; Stahl v. Stahl, 214: Ill. 131,73 
NE 319, 321, 105 AmSR 101, 68 LRA 
617, 2 AnnCas 774; Irwin v. Sample, 
213 Ill. 160, 167, 72 NE 687 [quot 2 
Pomeroy Ea. Jur. (8d ed) § 947]; 
Walker v. Shepard, 210 Ill. 100, 110, 
71 NE 422; Mayrand v. Mayrand, 194 
Ill. 45, 48, 61 NE 1040 [quet Beach 
v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 418, 422, 91 
NE 492]; Thomas v. Whitney, 186 Ill. 
225, 231, 57 NE 808 [quot 2 Pomeroy 

evKiqa Jars (3d ed) ~§ 95515)" Roby: v:. 
Colehour, 135 Ill. 300, 338, 25 NE 777; 
Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 Mo. 596, 
61 SW 246. 

“The fiduciary relation may exist 
wherever special confidence is re- 
posed, whether the relationship be 
that of blood, business, friendship, 
or, association, by one person in an- 
other who are in a position to have 
and exercise or do have and exer- 
cise influence over each other.’ Daw- 
son v. National L. Ins. Co., 176 Iowa 
362, 376, 157 NW 929. To like effect 
Curtis v. Armagast, 158 Iowa 507, 
138 NW 873. 

[a] “A fiduciary relation may 
exist in the absence of a trust or 
agency.”—Rowe v. Freeman, 89 Or. 
428, 437, 172) P 5608, 174 P 727. 

[b] “The law regards the real 
rather than the nominal condition.”— 
Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 Mo. 596, 
613, 61 SW 246. 

67. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104:NE 216; Hensan v. Cooksey, 
237. Ill. 620, -86 NE 1107,- 1109, 127 
AmSR 345; Miranovitz v. Gee, 163 
Wis. 246, 253, 157 NW 790; 2 Pomeroy 
Eq. Jur. (8d ed) § 956 [quot Beach 
v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 413, 422, 91 NE 
492; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 300, 
339, 25 NE 777]. 

68. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216; Hensan vy. Cooksey, 
237 Tll. 620, 86 NE 1107, 1109, 127 
AmSR 345; Miranovitz v. Gee, 1638 
Wis. 246, 253, 157 NW 790; 2 Pome- 
roy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) § 956 [quot 
Beach v. Walton, 244 Ill. 418, 422, 91 
NE 492; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 
300, 339, 25 NE 777]. 

69. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536,104 NE 216; Hensan v. Cooksey, 
ao ll 6205 86 NE 210%, 1109; \ 127 
AmSR 345; Miranovitz v. Gee, 163 
Wis. 246, 253, 157 NW 790; 2 Pome- 
roy Eq. Jur. (8d ed) § 956 [quot 
Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 418, 422, 91 
NE 492; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 
300; 309), 20" NEY Cle 

70. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536,104 NE 216; Hensan v. Cooksey, 
237  L11." 620; 86 INE) 1107, 1109, 127 
AmSR 345; Miranovitz v. Gee, 163 
Wis. 246, 253, 157 NW 790; 2 Pome- 
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use of that relation to benefit his own personal 
interest,’ except with the full knowledge and con- 
sent of the other person,’* and such other person 
must be in possession of all his powers before he 
can be bound by that knowledge or consent.7> When 


a fiduciary relation is established between parties, 


ieasera! 


roy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) § 956 [quot 
Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill, 413, 422, 91 
NE 492; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 
300, 339, 25 NE 777]. 

71. Hemenway v. Abbott, 8 Cal. 
A. 450, 97 P 190, 195; Dick v. Albers, 
243 -Tll, 231,286, 90 -NE 683, -134 
AmSR 369; Stahl v. Stahl, 214 Ill. 
131, 78 NE 319, 321, 105 AmSR 101, 
68 LRA 617, 2 AnnCas 774; Irwin v. 
Sample. 213 Ill. 160, 72 NE 687 [quot 
2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) § 947]; 
Mayrand v. Mayrand, 194 Ill. 45, 61 
NE 1040 [quot Beach v. Wilton, 244 
Ill. 413, 422, 91 NE 492]; Thomas v. 
Whitney, 186 Ill. 225, 226, 57 NE 808 
[quot 2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (8d ed) 
§ 955]; Studybaker v. Cofield, 159 
Mo. 596, 613, 61 SW 246. 

72. Barnes v. Brown, 80 N. Y. 527, 
535 {mod 11 Hun 315, quot Carr v. 
Kimball, 153 App. Div. 825, 842, 139 
NYS 2538, and cit San Remo Copper 
Min. Co. v. Moneuse, 132 NYS 570, 
571; Barr v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
125 N. -Y. 263, 274, 26 NE 145; Pal- 
mer v. Cypress Hill Cemetery, 122 N. 
Ve TAZ 9 N0AS 5, 1 25FONE 983i hBiexr som avs 
McCurdy, 33 Hun (N. Y.) 520, 527; 
Poppenhusen v. Poppenhusen, 68 
Misc. 548, 125 NYS 269, 273]. 

73. Mallory v. Mallory Wheeler 
Oo Mele Conn 1 Si weis  gantAL G0 Ste LO 
like effect Michoud v. Girod, 4 How. 
(U. 8.) 503, 11 Li. ed. 1076; Robins. v. 
Hope," 57 Calo 493; 4975 “Bacone «v. 
Soule, 19 Cal. A. 428, 434, 126 P 384; 


Hemenway v. Abbott, 8 Cal. A. 450, | 


97 P 190, 195; Disbrow v. Secor, 58 
Conn. 35, 18 A 981; Potter’s App., 56 
Conn. 1, 12 A 513, 7 AmSR 272; Clem- 


ent’s App., 49 Conn. 519; Candee v. 
Skinner, 40 Conn. 464; Caldwell v. 
Sigourney, 19 Conn. 37; Banks v. 


Judah, 8 Conn. 145; Fricker v. Ameri- 
cus Mfg., ete., Coil, 124 Ga. 165, 52 
Si 65; Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
104 NE 216; Beach v. Wilton, 244 Ill. 
413, 422, 91 NE 492; Dick v. Albers, 
243 Ill. 231, 236, 90 NE 683, 134 AmSR 
369; Hensan v. Cooksey, 237 Ill. 620, 
86 NE 1107, 1109, 127 AmSR 345; 
Bishop vse Hilliard, (2277 111.4332.) 387, 
81 NE 403; Calkins v. Worth, 215-111. 
78, 74 NE 81; Irwin v. Sample, 213 
Tll. 160, 72 NE 687; Walker v. Shep- 
ard, 210 Ill. 100, 71 NE 422; Thomas 
v. Whitney, 186 Ill. 225, 230, 57 NE 
808 [quot Stahl v. Stahl, 214 Ill. 131, 
137, 73 NE 319, 105 AmSR 101, 68 
LRA 617, 2 AnnCas 774; Mayrand v. 
Mayrand, 194 Ill. 45, 48, 61 NE 1040; 
Ewing v. Ewing, 33 Okl. 414, 126 P 
811]; Svanoe v. Jurgens, 144 Ill. 507, 
33 NE 955; Roby v. Colehour, 135 Ill. 
300, 338, 25 NE 777; Koehler v. Hal- 
ler, 62 Ind. A. 8, 112 NE 527, 528; 
Yuster v. Keefe, 46 Ind. A. 460, 90 
NE 920; Dawson v. National L. Ins. 
Co., 176 Iowa 362, 157 NW 929, LRA 
1916E 878, AnnCas1918B 230; Curtis 
v. Armagast, 158 Towa 507, 138 NE 
873; Meyer v. Reimer, 65 Kan. 822, 
70 P 869, 870; Fowles v. Treadwell, 
24 Me. 377; Smith y. Smith, 222 Mass. 
102, 109 NE 830; Ryan v. Ryan, 174 
Mo. 279, 73 SE 494; Studybaker v. 
Cofield, 159 Mo. 596, 612, 61 SW 246; 
Barnes v. Brown, 80 N. Y. 627, 535 
{mod 11 Hun 315, quot Carr v. Kim- 
ball, 153 App. Div. 825, 842, 1389 NYS 


courts of equity scrutinize very closely any trans- 
action between the parties by which the dominant 
party secures any profit or advantage at the ex- 
pense of the person under his influence.’® All trans- 
actions between parties in this relation are pre- 
sumptively fraudulent and void."7 

FIEF. A term used in the Norman law to desig- 


253, and cit San Remo Copper Min. 
Co. v. Moneuse, 132 NYS 570; Barr 
v. New York, etc., R. Co:, 125 N. Y. 
263, 274, 26 NE 145; Palmer vy. Cy- 
press Hill Cemetery, 122 N. Y. 429, 
435, 25 NE 983; Pierson v. McCurdy, 
33 Hun (N. Y.) 520, 527; Poppen- 
husen v. Poppenhusen, 68 Misc. 548, 
125 NYS 269, 273]; Cowee v. Cornell, 
75 N. Y. 91, 31 AmR 428; Gardner v. 
Ogden, 227Ni\ ¥.: 327, 48 “Aun D) 1925 
Beare v. Wright, 14 N. D. 26, 103 NW 
632, 69 LRA 409, 8 AnnCas 1057; 
Rowe v. Freeman, 89 Or. 428, 172 P 
508, 174 P 727; McKinley v. Lynch, 
58 W. Va. 44, 58, 51 SE 4 [quot New- 
comb v. Brooks, 16 W. Va. 32]; Mir- 
anovitz v. Gee, 163 Wis. 246, 252, 157 
NW 790; In re West of England, etce., 
Bank, 11 Ch. D. 772, 778 [quot Cen- 
tral Nat. Bank v. Connecticut Mut. 
L. Ins. Co., 104 U. S. 54, 68, 26 L. ed. 
693]; 2 Pomeroy Eq. Jur. (3d ed) 
$$5-958)- 959) 1050751077; 

{a] “The underlying thought is 
that an agent or other fiduciary 
should not unite his personal and his 
representative characters in the same 
transaction; and equity will not per- 
mit him to be exposed to the tempta- 
tion, or be brought into a situation 
where his own personal interests 
conflict with the interests of his 
principal and with the duties he 
owes to his principal.” Mallory v. 
Mallory Wheeler Co., 61 Conn. 131, 
138, 23 A 708. 

As affecting validity of: 

Contract see Contracts §§ 331-337. 
Deed see Deeds §§ 168-171. 
Will see Wills [40 Cye 1148]. 

74. Meyer v. Reimer, 65 Kan. 822, 
70 P 869, 870. 

75. Meyer v. Reimer, 65 Kan. 822, 
70 P 869, 870. 

76. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
536, 104 NE 216. And see cases supra 
note 73. 

77. Mors v. Peterson, 261 Ill. 532, 
936, 104. NE 216. See Smith v. 
Ozvilvie; eZ TPN Yay 43) Se Se Te 
807 [aff 6 NYS 2383 (aff 5 NYS 382)]. 
See McKinley v. Lynch, 58 W. Va. 44, 
51 SE 4. 

{a] Burden of proof.—(1) “Trans- 
actions between a _ party and one 
bearing a fiduciary relation to him 
are upon his motion prima facie 
voidable upon grounds of public 
policy, and the burthen of proof, the 
fiduciary relation being established, 
is upon the one receiving the benefit 
to show an absence of undue in- 
fluence, by establishing the fact that 
the party acted upon competent and 
independent advice of another, or 
such other facts as will satisfy the 
court that the dealing was at arm’s 
length, or he must show that the 
transaction was had in the most per- 
fect good faith on his part and was 
equitable and just’ between the 
parties, or, as some of the authori- 
ties say, that it was beneficial to the 
other party.” ‘Thomas v. Whitney, 
186) Tle 225,230,457! INE G80 85 @) 
“Whenever, however, the relations 
between the contracting parties ap- 
pear to be of such a character as to 
render it certain that they do not 
deal on terms of equality but that 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


FIEF—FIERI FACIAS 


nate real estate.7§ 

FIEL. In Spanish law, a depositary or custo- 
dian;’° also the public weighmaster.* 

FPIELD.*! A term which has no technical signifi- 
cation in law,®? but which has been frequently em- 
ployed as applying to cleared land as distinguished 
from woodland;%* cleared land for cultivation or 
other purposes, whether inclosed or not;** culti- 
vated land;*° a cultivated tract of land;%* a 
garden ;*’ a wide extent of land, suitable for tillage 
or pasture.®® 

Phrases: ‘‘Corn field,’’ ®® ‘‘cultivated field,’’ ° 
“‘fields and fenced lands,’’ 1 ‘‘in his field,’’ 92 ‘‘in 
the field,’’ 9 ‘‘old field,’’ 94 ‘‘potato field,’’ > ‘‘re- 
enlisted in the field,’’®* ‘‘veterans re-enlisting in 
the field,’’?®’ ‘‘wheat field,’’°8 also ‘‘field depu- 
ties, ’7 99) “‘fieldiman,’’+,“‘field marshals,’?2 “field 
run potato.’’® 

FIELDAD. In Spanish law, custody, possession 
in trust; also an order dispatched by the treasury 
board regarding the collection of revenues.* 

FIELD NOTES. Notes made by the surveyor in 
the field while making the survey, describing by 
course and distance, and by natural or artificial 
marks found or made by him, where he ran the 
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lines and made the corners.® 

FIELD STORAGE WAREHOUSING.’ Ware- 
housing the owner’s goods on the premises of the 
owner or of the former owner.’ 

FIERI FACIAS.® Literally, ‘‘That you cause to 
be made.’’® A judicial writ;!° the process to en- 
force the collection of a claim which has gone 
to a judgment which has become final and execu- 
tory.14 rs 

Fieri facias de bonis ecclesiasticis. When a sheriff 
to a common fieri facias returns nulla bona, and 
that defendant is a beneficed clerk, not having any 
lay fee, a plaintiff may issue a fieri facias de bonis 
ecclesiasticis, addressed to the bishop of the dio- 
cese or to the archbishop, during the vacaney of 
the bishop’s see, commanding him to make of the 
ecclesiastical goods and chattels belonging to de- 
fendant within his diocese the sum therein men- 
ticned.!? 

Fieri facias de. bonis propriis. A writ for the 
seizure of the goods of an executor, where devas- 
tavit has prevented satisfaction of a‘ judgment from 
goods of the testator.1° 

Fieri facias de bonis testatoris. The writ issued 
on an ordinary judgment against an executor when 


either on the one side from superior 
knowledge of the matter derived 
from a fiduciary relation, or from 
overmastering influence, or on the 
other from weakness, dependence, or 
trust justifiably reposed, unfair ad- 
vantage in a transaction is rendered 
probable, there the burden is shifted, 
the transaction is presumed void, 
and it is incumbent upon the strong- 
er party to show affirmatively that 
no deception was practiced, no un- 
due influence was used, and that all 
was fair, open, voluntary and well 
understood. This doctrine is well 
settled.” Cowee v. Cornell, 75 N. Y. 
91, 99, 31 AmR 428 [quot Dawson v. 
National L. Ins. Co., 176 Iowa 362, 
377, 157 NW 929, LRA1916E 878, Ann 
Cas 1918B 230]. 

Presumption and burden of proof 

in actions against: 

Generally see Evidence § 82. 

Agent see Agency § 656. 

Attorney see Attorney and Client 

§ 259. ; 

Broker see Brokers § 55. 
Corporate officers see Corporations 

§§ 1929, 1943. : 
Executor or administrator see Hxec- 

utors and Administrators §§ 2170, 

2469. 

Factor see Factors § 121. 
Trustee see Trusts [39 Cye 630]. 

78. Dowdel v. Hamm, 2 Watts 
(Pa.) 61, 65. 

79. Esscriche Diccionario. See Bail- 
ments 6 C. J. p 1080; Depositaries 18 
Cr: pL: 

[a] Fiel cogidor.—Public revenue 
collector. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Customs Duties 17 C. J. p 528; Inter- 
nal Revenue [22 Cye 1592]. . 

[b] Fiel de fechos.—A substitute 
eourt clerk in places where there 


was no actual one. Escriche Dic- 
cionario. See Clerks of Courts 11 C. 
J. p 845. : 

[c] Fiel ejecutor.—A food inspec- 
tor with power to impose fines. 
Escriche Diccionario. See Food [19 
Cyc 1084]. : 

80. Escriche Diccionario. See 


Weights and Measures [40 Cyc 884]. 

81. In horse racing parlance see 
Gaming. 

‘89. State y. Staton, . 66. No.C.,.640, 
643 [cit 1 Chitty Gen. Pl. pn 160]. 

83. State v. Staton, 66 N. C. 640, 


a Com. v. Leigh (36 


84. 
.) 648, 649. : 
Me “Racefield.”’”,—Com. v. Wilson, 


props er ay 


Wilson, 9 


9 Leigh (36 Va.) 648, 649. A 58, 59, 

{b] Statutory use. — The word 99. Murray v. Pfeiffer, (N. J.) 59 
“field”? as used in the statutes requir-| A 147, 148. 
ing every railroad company whose 1. Jagger v. Green, 90 Kan. 153, 
road passes through a “field” to place | 133 P 174. 


and maintain cattle guards at the 
points of entry means land inclosed 
by a fence which will prevent the 
ingress of live stock, and a railroad 
company need not provide cattle 
guards unless its track passes 
through an undivided field inclosed 
by the owner, as distinguished from 
separate fields so inclosed. St. Louis 
Southwestern R. Co. of Texas v. Lee, 
(Pex. Civ. As) 151 SW 3315332. 

[c] Distinguished from ‘‘inclos- 
ure.’—State v. Staton, 66 N. C. 640, 
648; ‘Southern Kansas R.. Co. v. 
Isaaes, ,20 Tex. Civ. A. 466, 467, 49 


85. State v. Mack, 92 Vt. 103, 102 
A. -58, 59. See Cultivate 17 C:i J. 
p 397 note 25 [a]. 

86. State v. McMinn, 81 N. C. 585, 
587 [cit Worcester D.]. See Wiggins 
v. State, 119 Ga. 216, 218, 46 SH 86. 

[a] A lot if inclosed and culti- 
vated is as much a ‘‘field” as if it 
lay in the country. State v. McMinn, 
81 N.C. 585, 587. 

[b] “An acre of land lying in the 
country, fenced and cultivated, would 
certainly be called a field. The fact 
of its lying on one or the other side 
of the corporate boundary of a town 
would make no difference.” State v. 
McMinn, 81 N. C. 585, 587. 


.SW 690. 


87. Com. v. Josselyn, 97 Mass. 411, 
412. 

88. Southern Kansas R. Co. v. 
Isaacs, 20 Tex. Civ. A. 466, 467, 49 
SW 690. 

89. State v. Mack, 92 Vt. 1038, 102 


Ace58, +593 

‘90. See Cultivate 17 C. J. p 398 
note 25 [a]. 
91. Hearst v. Pujol, 44 Cal. 230, 


92, Com. v. Josselyn, 97 Mass. 
411, 412. 

93. State v. Staton, 66 N. C. 640, 
641 


94. State v. Staton, 66 N. C. 640, 
643 (“old field” generally signifies a 
piece of land uninclosed). 


95. State v. Mack, 92 Vt. 103, 102 
AC 5854 59) 
96. Sargent v. Ludlow, 42 Vt. 726, 
W29. 
97. Sargent v. Ludlow, 42 Vt. 726, 
729 
State v. Mack, 92 Vt. 103, 102 


2. Murray vy. Pfeiffer, (N. J.) 59 
A 147, 148. 

3. Emmis Brown Co. v. Hurst, 1 
Cal. A. 752, 82 P 1056, 1059. 

4. Escriche Diccionario. 

[a] Meter en fieldad.—To deposit 
by way of security. Escriche Dic- 
cionario. 

5. State v. Palacios, (Tex. Civ. 
A.) 150 SW 229, 236. See generally 
Boundaries 9 C. J. p 11. 

6, See. Pledges [31 Cye 779]. 

7 American Can Co. v. Erie Pre- 
serving Co., 183 Fed. 96, 97, 105 CCA 
388. See Philadelphia Warehouse Co. 
v. Winchester, 156 Fed. 600. 

8. [a] Distinguished from: (1) 
“Attachment execution.” Dobbin v. 
Alleghany, 7 F. Cas. No. 3,941; Ameri- 
can Nat. Bank v. Childs, 49 La. Ann. 
1359, 1366, 22 S 384. (2) “Sequestra- 
tion.” American Nat. Bank v. Childs, 
supra. (3) ‘‘Mandamus.” lLoague v. 
Brownsville Taxing Dist., 86 Fed. 
149, 151 (“That writ belongs to the 
judgment as a kind of inherent and 
attendant incident of it, undoubtedly, 
and a mandamus does not’’). (4) 
Supersedeas:’ Lum v. Reed, 53 Miss. 
ee ia 

9. English L. D. 

10. Loague v. Brownsville Tax- 
ing Dist.; 86 Fed. 149, 151; Mack v. 
Nichols, 5 Vt. 200, 201. 

11. American Nat. Bank v. Childs, 
49 La. Ann. 1359, 13866, 22 S 384. See 
generally Executions § 2. 

[a] “Writ of fieri facias and war- 
rant of execution are convertible 
terms, meaning the same thing when 
relating to the ordinary execution 
issued upon +a judgment to enforce 


it.’ Macfie v. Hunter, 9 Ont. Pr. 149, 
155. See Executions § 2. 
[b] “The office of the fieri facias 


is to create the lien and then to en- 
force the lien created by itself, but 
not to enforce liens created in any 
other way.’ Baltimore, ete, R. Co. 
v. Wilson, 2 W. Va. 528, 552. 

{c] A fieri facias is included in 
the generic word “process.’’—HEpper- 
son v. Graves, 3 Kyl 527, 528. 

Le eplack In Da Lfcits 2 ehutty- 
Archibold Pr. (12th ed) p 1062]. 

is. English L. D. See generally 
Executors and Administrators § 2240 
et seq. 
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sued for a debt due by his testator.1# 

FIERI FECI. Literally ‘‘I have caused to be 
made.’’?15 The name given to the return made by 
a sheriff or other officer to a writ of fieri facias, 
where he has collected the whole or a part of the 
sum directed to be levied.1® 

FIERI NON DEBET, SED FACTUM VALET.'’ 

FIERI NON OPPORTUIT FACTUM VALET.1® 

FIESTA. In Spanish law, festival or holiday, 
particularly one set aside by the church for cele- 
brating mass and abstaining from labor.18”% - 

FI. FA. An abbreviation of ‘‘fieri facias.’’ 1° 

FIFTEENTH AMENDMENT.”° 

FIFTH QUARTER. A term understood among 
butchers to embrace the head, heart, hide, hoofs, 
horns, liver, tail, tallow, tongue, and tripe of ani- 
mals slaughtered.?! 

FIFTY TRIP TICKET.?? 

FIG. The common name for species of the genus 
Ficus, and for their fruit.22 When used without 
qualifying descriptive terms, with commercial sig- 
nificance, it refers to the dried figs commonly im- 
ported and sold in baskets or boxes, and not the 
preserved fruits.?* 

14. Cyclopedic L. D. See gener- 
ally Executors and Administrators 
§ 2240 et seq. 


15. Burrill L. D. 
16% Burrill L. SD, [cit 2) Tidd\ Pr. 


knocked down on the ‘first pass,’ 
that is the end of it. 
both guilty of an affray? 
‘a fight by mutual consent.’” 
v. Gladden, 73 N. C. 150, 155. 


FIERI FACIAS—FILCH 


FIGHT.2> Asa noun. A battle; a combat; act 
or method of fighting.?® 

As a verb. To attempt to defeat, subdue, or 
destroy an enemy, either by blows or weapons;™ to 
strike or contend for victory, in battle ?® or in sin- 
gle combat.?° 

FIGURE.*° The numerical character by which a 
number is expressed or written.2t | The term has 
been held not to include punctuation marks.*” 

In art. The artificial representation of a form,** 
as in drawing,?4* embroidery,®?> painting,?° sculp- 
ture;°" especially the human body represented by 
art of any kind.*® 

FILAMENT. A long, thread-like process;*® a 
substance like a thread;*° fiber.*+-#? 

FILCH. The word is ordinarily applied to things 
of little value,4* but may apply to the most 
precious.*4 It carries with it the idea of 
seerecy.*° 

As a noun. A hooked staff used by thieves to 
snatch articles;*® one that filehes or pilfers;*” the 
thing filehed.*® 

As a verb. In its primary and ordinary meaning, 


and |{966; Perdue y. Fraley, 92 Ga. 780, 
781, 19 SE 40; Gilpatrick v. Foster, 
12 °IN}”? 365; 357; Jaqua v- “Witham, 
etc., Co., 106 Ind. 545, 546, 7 NE 314; 
Diamond Plate-Glass Co. v. Ten- 


Are they not 
This is, 
State 


p 1018]. 
17. A maxim meaning “It ought 


not to be done, but done it is valid.” 


Bouvier L. D. 
[a] Applied or explained in: 
19 Johns. (N. 


Nichols v. Ketcham, 
Denniston v. Cook, 12 


Yo)» 84, 923 

Johns. (N.. Y.) 376, 378; Yates v. 
Foot, 12 Johns. (N. Y.) 1, 10; Thread- 
gill v. Colcord, (Okl.) 85 P 7038, 706; 
Stoddard v. Smith, 5 Binn. (Pa.) 355, 
368; Tey’s Case, 5 Coke 38a, 38b, 77 
Reprint 111; Mills v. Keyes, Fitzg. 
290, 294, 94 Reprint 761; Chancy v. 
Needham, Str. 1081, 93 Reprint 1045; 
Fisher v. Emerton, Str. 526, 93 Re- 
print 677; Billing’s Case, T. Raym. 
58, 83 Reprint 32; Magrath v. Todd, 
Zon Use22@,. BeS TS 9Cull iv: *Wake- 
field, 6 U. C. Q. B. O. S. 178, 180. 

18s. A maxim meaning art ought 
not to be done, but done it is valid.” 

[a]. Applied in: Green v. Thomp- 
son, Johns. 418, 423, 70 Reprint 485. 

181%. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Holidays [21 Cyc 440]. 

{a] Fiesta de consejo.—A day 
when the courts suspend sessions. 
Escriche Diccionario. 

19. Cyclopedia L. D. 
Facias ante p 1121. 

20. See Constitutional Law § 8. 

21. Gibbons’ Case, 5 Ct. Cl. 416, 


22. See Excursion Ticket 23 C. J. 


See Fieri 


a Century D. 

U. S. v. Reiss, 136 Fed: 741, 
143, “69 CCA 393. 

25. See Affray 2 C. J. p 383; yea 
sault and Battery 5 C. J. p 608; Com- 
bat 11. C. J. p 1228; Homicide [21 
ae 748]; Prize-Fighting [382 Cyc 
3 

26. Webster Int. D. 

{a] “A fight by consent (1) is a 
fight had upon a mutual agreement 
to fight together.’”’ Carpenter v. Peo., 
31 Colo. 284, 288, 72 P 1072. (2) “This 
depends upon what is meant by ‘a 
fight.’ Is it necessary that both 
parties should give and take blows, 
or is it sufficient that both parties 
should voluntarily put their bodies 
in a position to give and take blows, 
and with that intent? To illustrate: 
Suppose Rippy had not been killed. 
Upon an indictment for an affray, 
would he not have been convicted? 


27. Webster D. [quot Sullivan v. 
State, 67 Miss. 346, 351, 7 S 275]. 

28. Webster D. [quot Sullivan v. 
State, 67 Miss. 346, 351, 7 S 275]. 

[a] “Fighting ships.”—U. S. v. 
Hamburgh-American SS. Line, 216 
Fed. 971, 973, 974. 

29. Webster D. [quot Sullivan v. 
State, 67 Miss. 346, 351, 7 S 275]. 

39. Figures: 
Abbreviation of see Abbreviations 


§ 3. 

Alteration of see Alteration of In- 

struments §§ 37-89. 

As part of the English language see 
. English 20 C. J. p 1262 note 61 [a]. 

n: 

Award see Arbitration and Award 
§ 261. 

Bill oe note see Bills and Notes 

254. 

Indictment or information see In- 
dictments and Informations [22 
Cye 289]. 

ol see Judgments [23 Cyc 

Pleading see Pleading [381 Cye 77]. 

Tax proceeding see Taxation [37 
Cye 1059): 

Verdict see Trial [88 Cyc 1879]. 

Subject of ownership as trade-marks 
see Trade-Marks, Trade-Names, 

719] Unfair Competition [38 Cyc 

81. .Wharton L. Lex. See Ex p. 
Stephens, 3 Ch. D. 659, 660. 

{a] “The figure ‘4’ after ‘N.E.’ evi- 
dently means ‘quarter,’ and should 
be read so.” Diamond Plate-Glass 
Co. v. Tennell, 22 Ind. A. 132, 52 NE 
168, 169. 

[b] “Whenever figures are used 
intending to represent money, such 
figures must, of course, be under- 
stood to represent ‘dollars,’ unless a 


different intention is clearly ex- 
pressed.” Hunt v. Smith, 9 Kan. 137, 
152. 


{c] “5x16”, when speaking of 
shingles, means five inches wide and 


sixteen inches long. Birmingham, 
ete., R. Co. v. Maddox, 155 Ala. 292, 
46 S 780, 781. 


{d] Illustrations of the use of fig- 
ures see Burrow-Giles Lith. Co. v. 
Sarony, 211) U.9S:453; 55; 49SCte279, 
28 L. ed. 349; Bolles v. Outing Co., 
77 Fed. 966, 969, 283 CCA 594; Snow 
v. Mast, 65 Fed. 995; Gardiner v. 
McDonogh, 147 Cal. 313, 81 P 964, 


Two men go out to fight. One is 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, 


nell, 22 Ind. A. 132, 52 NE 168, 169; 
Medsker v. Pogue, 1 Ind. A. 197, 27 
NE 432, 433; Hunt v. Smith, 9 Kan. 
137, 152; Com. v. Traylor, 45 SW 356, 
450, 20 KyL 97; Johnson y. Robert- 
son, 31 Md. 476, 489; Com. v. Hagar- 
man, 10 Allen (Mass.) 401, 402; Gol- 
termann v. Schiermeyer, 111 Mo. 404, 
413, 19 SW 484, 20 SW 161; Stout v. 
Hopping, 6 N. J. L. 125, 126;> Brown 
v. Butchers’, etc., Bank, 6 Hill (N. 
Y.) 443, 41 AmD 755; Dieter v. Fal- 
lon, 12 NYS 33; State v. Chicco, 82 
S. C. 122, 63 SE 306, 307; Gulf, etc., 
RY ‘Cov vi... Bink, 4 . Tex: (Civ. SAS 269. 
270, 23 SW 330; Isaacs v. Wiley, 12 
Vt. 674, 678; State v. Hodgeden, 3 
Vt. 481, 485; Middlebury College v. 


Cheney, 1 Vt. 336,° 350; State <v. 
Sonrare 64 Wis. 432, 434, 25 NW 
Lie 


32. Matter of Murtaugh, 71 Misc. 
513, 128 NYS 850, 851. 

33. Century D. [quot Peo. v. East- 
man, 89 Misc. 596, 152 NYS 314, 317]. 

34. Century D. [quot Peo. v. East- 
man, 89 Misc. 596, 152 NYS 314, 317]. 

35. Century D. [quot Peo. v. East- 
89-~Misc. 596, 152 NYS* 344, 


36. Century D. [quot Peo. v. East- 
, 89 Misc. 596, 152 NYS 314) 817). 
37. Century D. [quot Peo. v. Hast- 
Man, 89 Misc. 596, 152 NYS 314, 317]. 
38. Century D. [quot Peo. v. East- 
man, 89 Misc. 596, 152 NYS 314, 3i7]. 
39. Worcester D. [quot Lucke- 
meyer v. Magone, 38 Fed. 30, 34]. 

40. Worcester D. [quot Lucke- 
meyer v. Magone, 38 Fed. 30, 34]. 

41-42. Webster Int. D. See also 
Haskell Golf Ball Co. v. Perfect Golf 
Ball Co., 1438 Fed. 128, 130. 

{a] Similar definition.—‘‘The word 
‘filament’ may mean a separate fiber 
or fibril of any vegetable or animal 
tissue or product, natural or artifi- 
cial, or a fibrous mineral; as a fila- 
ment of silk, wool, cobweb, or asbes- 
tos.” Haskell Golf Ball Co. v. Per- 
fect Golf Ball Co., 143 Fed. 128, 130. 

43. Webster D. [quot Peo. v. Ful- 
ler, 141 Ill. A. 874, 378]. 

44. Standard D. [quot Peo. v. Ful- 
LP Ill. A. 374, 378]. 


Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 124, 


87 NE 336. 
46. Webster Int. D. 
47. Webster Int. D. 
48. Webster Int. D. 


same title, page and note number, 


to steal;*° to pilfer;>° to steal, especially in a small, 
sly way; ;3>1 to steal privily ;5? ‘to take from another 
in an underhand way,°? as by violation of trust or 
good faith;** to take wrongfully from another.®5 


FILE. [§ 1] A. In General. 


defined meaning,®® which may, however, be used in 
It is derived from the Latin word 
The original and technical application 
of the word ‘‘file’’ has long gone out of use,®* and 
its present application is drawn from the ancient 
practice of placing papers upon a thread or wire 
for the more safe keeping and ready turning to 


several senses.>? 
“¢filum.’? 58 


them.®° 


[§ 2] 


B. Asa Noun. A paper placed with the 
officer, and assigned by the law to his official cus- 
tody ;°* a record of the court; a thread, string, or 
wire upon which writs and other exhibits in courts 
and offices are fastened or filed for the more safe 
keeping and ready turning to them;°* papers put 
together and tied in bundles;°* and, more loosely, the 


FILCH—FILE 
are kept.% 
On file. 


A word of well Phrases: 


official custody of the court or the place in the 


Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 
24. "87 NE 336 [aff 141 Ill. A. 374, 


fa] “The synonymns usually 
given . - * are ‘steal,’ ‘thieve,’ ‘rob,’ 
‘purloin,’ ‘pilfer.’’? Peo. v. Fuller, 
238 Ill. 116, 124, 87 NE 336 [aff 141 
Tll. A. 374, 378). 


50. Peo. Vee Muller 238 Ll 116; 
278i 87 NE 336 [aff 141 Ill. A. 374, 

51. Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 
Hag 87 NE. 336 [aff 141 Ill. A. 374, 

52. Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 
124, 87 NE 336. 

53. Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 
3781 87 NE 336 [aff 141 Ill. A. 374, 
378]. 

54. _Peo. v. Fuller, 238, Ill. 116, 
ae 87 NE 336 [aff 141 Ill. A. 374, 
378]. 

55. Peo. v. Fuller, 238 Ill. 116, 
124, 87 NE 336. 

56. Dallas v. Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. 
A. 335, 339, 45 SW 626. 

57. Chapin vy. Kingsbury, 138 


Mass. 194, 196. 

[a] “The word ‘file,’ as used in 
statute, is [not] to be understood in 
that technical sense in which it is 
used in courts of record.” Hartley 
v. Lee County Suprs., 179 Iowa 814, 
821, 162 NW 48. 

58. U. S. v. Lombardo, 228 Fed. 
980, 983 [quot U. S. v. Lombardo, 241 
WIS e735 162-30) SCE 508; 60 Jl: ved. 
897]; Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala. 248, 
251; Demers v. Cloud County, 5 Kan. 
AS2TI ATP 567, 569;''Thompson Vv. 
Southern Express Co., 147 N. C. 343, 
61 SE 182, 188; King v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 86 S. C. 510, 512, 
68 SE 769; Gove v. Armstrong, (Vt.) 
89 A 868, 869. See Meridian Nat. 
Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 74 Miss. 221, 
21 S 12, 18, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 
796; State v. Clardy, (Mo.) 185 SW 
184, 187; Stokes v. Logan County, 2 
Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestL 
Month 590. 

“Filum” defined see post pelt29? 

59. Ex p. State, 51 Ala. 69, 74. 

60. Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala. 248, 
251; Demers v. Cloud County, 5 Kan. 
A. 271, 47 P 567, 569; Thompson v. 
Southern Express Co., 147 N. C. 343, 
61 SE 182, 188. See U. S. v. Lom- 
bardo, 228 "Fed. 980, 983 [quot 241 U. 
S, 73, 7636 SCt 508, 60) LE. ed: 89717; 
Meridian Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 
TAO Missn 2245024 “S12; 7137-60 AmSR 
504, 36 LRA 796; State v. Clardy, 
(Mo.) 185 SW 184, “187; Dawson v. 
Cross, 88 Mo. A. 292, 299 {quot Bar- 
ber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. O’Brien, 128 
Mo. A. 267, 107 SW 25, 29]; Gove v. 
Armstrong, (Vt.) 89 A 868, 869. 

fa] “In modern practice, the file 
is the matter adopted for preserv- 
ing papers. The mode is immaterial. 


Such papers as are not for transcrip-~- 
tion into records are folded simi- 
larly, indorsed with a note or index 
of their contents, and tied up in a 
bundle—a file.’”’ Anderson L. D. [quot 
Meridian Nat. etc., 
Co., 74. Miss. 221, 226,21 S 12, 60 
AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796]. 

61. Jones v. Wells, 3 Tex. A. Civ. 
Cas. § 94. To like effect Holman v. 
Chevaillier, 14 Tex. 387, 339 (‘The 
paper placed with the clerk and as- 
signed by the law to his official keep- 
ine’). 

62. Holman v. Chevaillier, 14 Tex. 
337; 3389; Jones v. Wells, 3 Tex. A. 
Civ. Cas. § 94, 

[a] “The ‘file’ in a cause includes 
all papers belonging to the cause.’ 
Jackson v. Mobley, 157 Ala. 408, 415, 
47 S 590. 

63. Wilkinson y. Elliott, 43 Kan. 
590, 595, 28 P 614, 19 AmSR 158 [cit 
Bouvier L. D.; Wharton L. Lex.]; 
Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 81, 86 
{cit Bouvier L. D.; Wharton L. 
Lex.]; Meridian Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, 
etc., Co., 74 Miss. 221, 226, 21 S 12, 
60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796 [cit An- 
derson L. D.; Century D.; Webster 
Int. D.]; Dawson v. Cross, 88 Mo. A. 
292, 299 [cit Jones v. Parker, 73 Me. 
248; Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 
81]. See Barber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. 
O’Brien, 128 Mo. A. 267, 107 SW 25; 
Stokes v. Logan County, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestLMonth 
590, 594. 

64. Fanning v. Fly, 2 Coldw. 
(Tenn.) 486, 488. See Stokes v. Logan 


County, 2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 688, 
691, .4 WestLMonth 590. 

65. Black L. D. 

66. Slosson v. Hall, 17 Minn. 95. 
See Southern Bldg., etc., Assoc. v: 
Carey, 117 Fed. 325, 333; Snider v. 


Methvin, 60 Tex. 487, 493 [cit Hol- 
man v. Chevaillier, 14 Tex. 337; Beal 
v. Alexander, 6 Tex. 531]. 

[a] “A paper is said to be on file 
when delivered to the proper officer 
to be kept on file.’ In re Von Borcke, 
94 Fed. 352. 

[b] “A document may be on file 
in legal contemplation although it is 
not physically in the clerk’s posses- 
sion or in his office.’”’ Poole v. Poin- 
dexter, 72 Kan. 654, 657, 83 P 126. 


{[c] “The words ‘filed or depos- 
ited’... are equivalent to ‘on file 
or on deposit.’’”’—Peo. v. Tomalty, 14 


Cal. Av'224, 232, 111 P 513: 

67. Slosson v. Hall, 17 Minn, 95. 

68. State Bank v. Plummer, 
Colon, 278; 102 PB. 1082. 

[a] “ ‘All the files’ include, all the 
pleadings, and process and_ such 
other documents as may be filed in 
the case.” State Bank v. Plummer, 
46mColow (janis;  LO2ZhP) LO82t 

69. State v. Board of- Equaliza- 


46 
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offices of a court where the records and papers 


Deposited,°® as distinguished from a 
technical filing.®7 
‘¢ All the files,’’ 68 ‘‘among the files,’’ 
‘“in the files,’’ 7° ‘‘recvord and files of his office.’’ ™ 
[§ 3] ©. Asa Verb. To arrange or insert in 
a bundle,‘? as papers, indorsing the title on each 
paper ;*° to bring before a court or legislative body 
by presenting proper papers in a regular way,*! as 
to file a petition or bill;*° to deposit;** to deposit 
papers in official custody;*’ to deposit with the 
proper custodian for keeping;*® to fix upon a string 
or wire;*® to give notice to the officers;*° to indorse 
a paper, as received into custody, and give it its 
place among other papers—to file away;*! to in- 
dorse on a paper the date of its reception, and re- 
tain it in the office, subject to inspection by whom- 
soever it may concern;®* to leave a paper with an 
officer for action or preservation;®* to note on a 


tion, 7 Nev. 83, 97. 

70. Moores v. State, 4 Nebr. (Un- 
off.) 781, 96 NW 225, 226. 

71. Jacksonville St. R. Co. v. Wal- 
ton, 42 Fla. 54, 61, 28 S 59. 

72. Webster D. [quot Bishop v. 
Cook, 13 Barb. “GN: Y-:) 326, 329; 
Stokes v. Logan County, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestLMonth 


590, 594]. 
73. Webster D. [quot Bishop v. 
Cook, 13° ‘Barb; “(Ne ~¥.) 326," 329% 


Stokes v. Logan County, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestLMonth 
590, 594]. 

74, Webster D. [quot Dallas v. 
Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. A. 335, 339, 45 


SW 626]. 

75. Webster D. [quot Dallas v. 
Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. A. 335, 339, 45 
SW 626]. 

76. 75 Iowa 


Harrison v. Clifton, 
736, 740, 38 NW 406. 

77. Abbott L. D. 
Lewis, 49 La. Ann. 1207, 1211, 22 S$ 
327; In re’ Conant} -43 ‘Or. 630) 1635, 
73 P 108, and cit State v. Lewis, 49 
La. Ann. 1207, 22 S 827, 328]. See 
In re Industrial Board, 65 Ind. A. 
550, 117 NE 546. 

78. In re Dewar, 10 Mont. 426, 
437, 25 P 1026 [cit Howell v. Slau+ 
Son, 83 ‘Cal.’ 539, 23) P 692; Smith y- 
Biscailuz,'83 Cal. 344, 21 P 15, 23 P 
314; Tregambo v. Comanche Mill, 
ete., Co., 57 Cal. “5015 Lamson “vi 
Falls, 6 Ind. 309; Engleman v. State, 
2 Ind. 91, 52 AmD 494; Harrison v. 
Clifton, 75 Iowa 736, 
Bishop v. Cook, 
326; Holman v. Chevaillier, 
337; Bouvier L. D.]. To like effect 
Pendrey v. Brennan, 31 Ida. 54, 169 
Peis tb Lous Cycles O:Connoreae 
Bear Lake County, 17 Ida. 346, 350, 
105 P 560; In re Burk, 66 Ind. A, 435, 
118 NE 540. 

79. Ex p. State, 51 Ala. 69, 74. 

80. Powers Regulator Co. v. Tay- 
lor, 225 Mass. 292, 298, 114 NE 356. 

81. Medland v. Linton, 60 Nebr. 
249, 255, 82 NW 866 Feit Anderson 
EeDy]; 

82. Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 
UGieMeds Oli 62d magia COA 425 Mert 
Burrill L. D.; Webster Int. D.]; Me- 
ridian Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 
74 Miss. 221, 226, 21 S 12, 60 AmSR 
504, 86 LRA 796. See McCann v. 
McCann, 20 Cal. A. 564, 129 P 966. 

[a] “To file on the part of the 
clerk is to indorse upon the paper 
the date of its reception, and retain 
it in his office, subject to inspection 
by whomsoever it may concern.” 
Burrill L. D. [quot Meridian Nat. 
Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 74 Miss. 211, 
2726, 21 S12, 60 AmSR 504,736 ERA 


[quot State v. 


OBE 
83. Anderson L. D. [quot Meridian 
Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 74 Miss. 
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paper the fact and date of its reception in court;** 
to place in the official custody of the clerk;*° to 
place papers upon a file;S* to present or exhibit 
officially, or for trial,S? as, to file a bill in chan- 
cery ;55 to preserve;®® to put upon the files or among 
the records of a court;°° to receive a paper into 
eustody;°! to receive papers officially for orderly, 
systematic safe keeping;°? to serve notice upon the 
officers ;°° to string, to fasten, as papers, on a line 
It refers to the act 
either of the party in bringing the paper and de- 


or wire for preservation.°* 


221, 21 S 12, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 
796, and cit Medland_v. Linton, 60 
Nebr. 249, 255, 82 NW 866; Stone v. 
Crow, 2.-S. D. 525, 51. NW .3351. 

84 Webster D. [quot Dallas V. 
Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. A. 335, 339, 45 
SW 626]. 

85. Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 
76 Fed. 617, 621, 22 CCA 425 [cit Bur- 
rill L. D.; Webster Int. D.J; Me- 
ridian Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 
74 Miss. 221, 226, 21 S 12, 60 AmSR 
504, 36 LRA 796. See McCann v. Mc- 
Cann, 20 Cal. A. 564, 129 P 966; Pend- 
rey v. Brennan, 31 Ida. 54, 169 P 174, 
175 [cit Cyc]; Daniel v. Blanken- 
ship, 177 Ky. 726, 198 SW 48. 

[a] “To file the demurrer it must 
be deposited with, or placed in the 
custody of, the proper officer, whose 
duty it is to place his filing mark 
upon it, and it is incumbent upon 
the party filing to see that the paper 
is so deposited or placed in the cus- 
tody of such officer before he may 
claim that it is properly filed.” Pend- 
rey v. Brennan, 31 Ida. 54, 58, 169 P 
174 - Leit. Cye}; 

sé. Abbott L. D. [quot State v. 
Lewis, 49 La. Ann. 1207, 1211, 22 S 
327; In re Conant, 43 Or. 530, 535, 73 
P 1018]. See In re Industrial Bd., 65 
Ind. A. 550, 117 NE 546. 

87. Webster D. [quot Bishop v. 
Cook, 13 Barb. (N. Y.) 326, 3291. 

ss. Webster D. [quot Bishop v. 
Cook, 13 Barb. CN. Y.) 326, 329]. 

gs9. Webster D. [quot Stokes v. 
Logan County, 2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 
688, 691, 4 WestLMonth 590]. 

[a] “The expression ‘carefully 
preserve,’ does not, in ordinary 
usage, mean ‘to file’ or ‘carefully file,’ 
—filing and preserving are different 
duties. Various legislative acts have 
given a legislative interpretation, 
distinguishing between the duty of 
filing, and of ‘carefully preserving’ 
papers.” Stokes v. Logan County, 2 
Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 688, 691, 4 West 
LMonth 590. 

90. Webster D. 
Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. A. 335, 
SW 626]. 

[a] “The word ‘file’ referring to 
papers in judicial proceedings, 
usually means to place them in the 
eustody of the clerk or court, or 
among the court records.” Dawson 
v. Phillips, 78 W. Va. 14, 17, 88 SE 
456. 

91. Thompson v. Southern Ex- 
press Co., 147 N. C. 343, 61 SE 182, 
183 [cit Lamson y. Falls, 6 Ind. 309; 
Beebe v. Morrell, 76 Mich. 114, 42 
NW. 1119, 15 AmSR 288; tate v. 
Lamm, 9 S. D. 418, 69 NW 592; Black 
iW DE 

92. Abbott L. D. [quot State v. 
Lewis, -49 La. Ann. 1207, 1211, 22 S 
327; In re Conant, 43 Or. 530, 5385, 
73 P 1018]. 

98. Powers Regulator Co. v. Tay- 
lor, 225 Mass. 292, 298, 114 NE 356. 

94 Webster D. [quot Bishop v. 
Geok; . 13.) Barb) GN. YY.) 326;" 3293 
Stokes v. Logan County, 2 Oh. Dec. 


[quot Dallas v. 
339, 45 


(Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestLMonth 
590]. 

95. Abbott L. D. [quot State v. 
‘Clardy, 267 Mo. 371, 185 SW 184, 
187]. 

96. Abbott L. D. [quot State v. 
Clardy, 267 Mo. 371,. 185 SW 184, 


FILE 


up the paper.®® 
Phrases: 


file.27/3 


187]. 

97. State v. McElhinney, 199 Mo. 
67, 97 SW 159, 161. 

98. Franklin County v. State, 24 
Fla. 55, 62, 3 S 471, 12 AmSR 183. 

99. Williams, ete, Co. v. Bailey, 
68 W. Va. 681, 70 SE 696, 697. 

1. U. S. v. Lombardo, 228 Fed. 
980, 983. 

2. Webster D. [quot Dallas v. Bee- 
man, 18 Tex. Civ. A. 335, 339, 45 SW 


626]. 
3. Emmons vy. Marbelite Plaster 
Co., 193 Fed. 181,.183 [cit Cyc]; In 


re Von Borcke, 94 Fed. 352; Fore- 
hand vy. Higbee, 133 Ark. 191, 202 SW 
29, 31; Eureka Stone Co. v. Knight, 


82 Ark. 164, 100 SW 878, 881; Ed- 
wards v. Grand, 121 Cal. 254, 256, 
53 P 796; Tregambo v. Comanche 


Mills, ete., Co., 57 Cal. 501, 506 [quot 
Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 76 
Fed. 617, 620, 621, 22 CCA 425; Peo. 
v. Marsh,. 30 Cal. A. 424, 430, 259 P 
191]; Franklin County v.. State, 24 
Bla.°55, 62, 3 S 471, 12: AmSR. 183; 
Floyd v. Chess Carley Co. 76 Ga. 
752, 754; Peterson v. Taylor, 15 Ga. 


483, 484, 60 AmD 705; Pendrey v. 
Brennan, 31 Ida. 54, 169 P 174, -175 
[cit Cyc]; O’Connor vy. Bear Lake 
County, 17 Ida. 346, 105 P 560, 561 
[cit Cyc]; Oats v.. State;-153 Ind. 
436, 438, 55 NE 226 [cit Gove v. 
Gove, 87 Vt. 468, 89 A 868, 869]; 


State v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 145 Ind. 
229, 237, 483 NE 226; Powers v. State, 
87 Ind. 144, 148; Engleman v. State, 
2 Ind. 91, 52 AmD 494; McClellan v. 
Tootle, 3 Ind. T. 325, 329, 58 SW 555; 
Noyes v. Guy, 2 Ind. T. 205, 213, 48 
SW 1056; State v. Heth, 60 Kan. 560, 
563, 57 P 108; Wilkinson vy. Elliott, 
43 Kan. 590, 595, 23 P 614, 19 AmSR 
158; State v. Lewis, 49 La. Ann. 1207, 
1210, 22 S 327; Reed v. Acton, 120 
Mass. 1380, 131; Beebe v. Morrell, 76 
Mich. 114, 120, 42 NW 1119, 15 AmSR 
288; Appleton Mill Co. v. Warder, 42 
Minn. 117, 119, 43 NW 791; Smith v. 


Headley, 33 Minn. 384, 388, 23 NW 
550; Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 


81, 87; State v. Clardy, 267 Mo. 371, 
383, 185 SW 184; State v. Hockaday, 
98 Mo. 590, 598, 12 SW 246; Dawson 
v. Cross, 88 Mo. A. 292, 299 [quot 
Barber Asphalt Co. v. O’Brien, 128 
Mo. A. 267, 107 SW 25, 291; Medland 
v. Linton, 60 Nebr. 249, 256, 82 NW 
866; Manhattan Co. v. Laimbeer, 108 
N. Y. 578, 581, 16. NE 712; 21 AbbN 
Cas 27; Peo. v. Peck, 67 Hun 560, 
570, 22 NYS 5763. Yaltz.v.- State, 3 
Ot. Cre n20) T1038 PV 1904, 3106s Hilts 
v., Hilts, 43° Or. 162; 265,025 P 697s 
King v. Altantic Coast Line R. Co., 
86 S. C. 510, 512, 68 SE 769; Areher 
v. Long, 46 S.C. 292, 294, 24 SH 83; 
Sternberger v. McSween, 14 S. C. 
35,.43; State v. Axness, 31 S. D. 125, 
139 NW 791; Starkweather v. Bell, 
12 S. D. 146, 152, 80 NE 183; Stone 
Vv» Crow, 2 S.> Dx 526; 528 61) NW 
335; Fanning v. Fly, 2 Coldw. (Tenn.) 
486, 488; Brothers v. Mundell, 60 Tex. 
240, 244; Dallas v. Beeman, 18 Tex. 
Civ. A. 335, 339, 45 SW 626; Westcott 
¥. Eccles, 3 Utah 258, 264, 2 P 525; 
Darnell v. Flynn, 69 W. Va. 146, 149, 
71 SE 16; Bergeron v. Hobbs, 96 Wis. 
&41, 654, 71 NW 1056, 65 AmSR 85. 
See Bouvier L. D. [quot Peterson v. 
Taylor, 15 Ga. 483, 484, 60 AmD 705 
(quot Dallas v. Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. 


[§ 4] D. Filed. 
defined meaning,” signifying delivered to the proper 
officer and by, him received to be kept on file;* de- 
livered into the actual custody of the officer desig- 
nated by the statute, to be kept by him as a perma- 


positing it with the officer, for keeping,®® or the 
act of the officer in folding, indorsing, and putting 


‘‘File in the cireuit court,’’% ‘‘file 
the returns,’’ % ‘‘file with the owner,’’° ‘‘shall 


The word ‘‘filed’’ has a well 


A. 3835, 339, 45 SW 626, and cit 
Powers v. State, 87 Ind. 144); Hastay 
v. Bonness, 84 Minn. 120, 125, 86 
NW 896; In re Conant, 43 Or, 530, 
534, 73 P 1018; Townsend v. Sparks, 
50 S. C. 380, 384, 27 SE 801; Archer 
v. Long, 46 S. C. 292, 294, 24 SBE 83]; 
U. S. v. Lombardo, 228 Fed. 980, 983; 
Falley v. Falley, 163 Ala. 626, 50 S 
894, 895; Dillon v. County Super. Ct., 
24 Cal_A. 760, 142 P 503; Yates v. 
Tatum, 60 Colo. 484, 155 P 328, 329; 
Hull vy. Louth, 109 Ind. 315, 10 NE 
270, 58 AmR 405; State v. Foulkes, 
94- Iud. 493; Masterson v. Southern 
R. Co., (Ind. A.) 82 NE 1021; Bed- 
ford v. Carroll County, 161 Iowa 588, 
144 NW 301, 303; Fitzgerald v. Pais- 
ley, (Iowa) 119 NW 166; Peo. v. 
Fisch, 164 Mich. 680, 130 NW 341; 
Willis v. Jelineck, 27 Minn. 18, 6 NW 
3738, 375; Carolina Tennessee Power 
Co. v. Hiawassee River Power Co., 
175 N. C. 668, 96 SE 99, 101; King v. 
Penn, 43 Oh. 57, 1 NE 84, 86 [cit 
Nimmons v. Westfall, 33 Oh. St. 213; 
Haines v. Lindsey, 4 Oh. 88, 90, 19 
AmD 586]; Covington v. Fisher, 22 
Okl. 207, 97 P 615, 617; Goodwin v. 
Bickford, 20 Okl. “91; 93,93. P b435 
129 AmSR 729; State v. Holloway, 57 
Or. 162, 110 P 397, 398, 791; Hanover 
F. Ins. Co. v. Shrader, 89 Tex. 35, 42, 
32 SW 872, 33 SW 112, 59 AmSR 
25, 30 LRA 498; Darnell v. Flynn, 69 
W. Va. 146, 71 SE 16. 

[a] Similar definitions.—(1) ‘‘Or- 
dinarily a paper is properly said to 
be ‘filed’ in a particular office when- 
ever it is placed there as a part of 
the records of the office.’ Ander- 
son v. Roberts, 86 Kan. 175, 177, 119 
P 354. (2) “Where a. paper is de- 
posited with the clerk of a court 
for the purpose of making it a part 
of the records in the case it is filed.” 
Hanover F. Ins. Co. v. Shrader, 89 
Tex. 35, 42, 32 SW 872, 33 SW 112, 
59 AmSR 25, 27, 30 LRA 498. (3) “A 
paper is filed by lodging it with the 
clerk of the court, where it is per- 
missible to be done.” Day, ete., Lum- 
ber Co. v. Stadler, 139 Ky. 587, 592, 
69 SW 712. (4) “A document may 
properly be said to be filed with a 
town clerk when it is placed in his 
official custody, and is deposited in 
the place where his official records 


and papers are usually kept.” Reed 
v. “Acton, 120. Mass.0130;) 131. 
{b] “A demurrer is not ‘filed’ 


until a memorandum thereof is made 
in the appearance docket, and this is 


so of a demurrer upon which a ref- . 


eree is asked to rule.” Sloanaker v. 
Powered: 182 Iowa 487, 495, 166 NW 
(3. = 

{c] “In modern days it is usually 
held that a paper is filed on the 
part of the party who is required to 
file it when he has presented it at 
the proper office and left it with the 
person in charge thereof.’ City St. 
Impr. Co. v. Babcock, (€al.) 68 P 
584, 585. See Com. v. O’Bryan, etc., 
Co., 153 Ky! 406, 409, 155 SW 1126. 

{d] Indorsement.—(1) “The term 
‘filed’... has a‘broader signification 
than the mere indorsement to that 
effect, and comprehends more es- 
pecially, in its proper interpretation, 
the entry made by the clerk on the 
record.” Fulkerson y. Hots, 55 Mo. 
301, 302 [quot Pope v. Thomason, 66 


soe Ne eS Ad a tk 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


nent record of his office;* also strung upon the 
thread, string, or wire;® and sometimes, made, as 
The word carries with it the idea 
of permanent preservation of the thing so delivered 
and re-eived that it may become a part of the 
public record,’ and includes the idea that the paper 
is to remain in its proper order on the file in the 


of an affidavit.® 


Mo. 661, 662; Johnson v. Hodges, 65 
Mo. 589, 590; Williams y. Williams, 
26 Mo. A. 408, 409]. (2) “The evi- 
dence which is looked to by the 
court in determining whether the 
paper has been filed or not is the 
clerk’s indorsement of the fact upon 
the paper itself.” Hanover F. Ins. 
Co. v. Shrader, 89 Tex. 35, 42, 32 SW 
872, 33 SW 112, 59 AmSR 25, 27, 30 
LRA 498. Cou ee Ver LOnRM Of me ut. 
[the], indorsement is usually the 
word ‘filed,’ with the date.” Hanover 
F. Ins. Co. v. Shrader, supra. (4) 
“The placing by the officer of his 
mark or indorsement upon such in- 
strument is only a memorandum of 
evidence that the filing has been 
made.”’ Norris v. Cross, 25 Okl. 287, 
296, 105 P 1000 [cit Bettison v. Budd, 
21 Ark. 578; Jacksonville St. R. Co. 
v. Walton, 42 Fla. 54, 28 S 59; Oats v. 
State, 153 Ind. 436, 55 NE 226; State 
v. Heth, 60 Kan. 560, 57 P 108; Rath- 
burn v. Hamilton, 538 Kan. 470, 37 P 
20; Wilkinson v. Elliott, 43 Kan. 590, 
23 P 614, 19 AmSR 158; Covington 
Vv. Kisher, 22 Okl. 207, 97 P 615]. See 
Tregambo v. Comanche Mill, etc., 
Co., 57 Cal. 501, 505; Franklin County 
v. State, 24 Fla. 55, 62, 3.S 471, 12 
AmSR 183; Willingham v. State, 21 
Fla. 761, 789; Floyd v. Chess-Carley 
Co., 76 Ga. 752, 754; Smith v. Blairs~ 
bure Independent School Dist., 
(lowa) 159 NW 1027, 1029; Wescott 
v. Eccles, 3 Utah 258, 264, 2 P 525. 
(5) “Marking the paper ‘filed’ is not 
filing it.” Meridian Nat. Bank -v. 
Hoyt, etc., Co., 74 Miss. 221, 228, 21 S 
12, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796. (6) 
“The failure to mark thereon the 
word ‘filed’ or to write thereon the 
proper official designation of the 
officer does not destroy the filing or 
prove that such paper was not filed.” 
O’Connor v. Bear Lake County, 17 
Ida. 346, 350, 105 P 560. See Zavelo 
v. Goldstein, 3 Ala. A. 478, 480, 57 S 
102; Brinkley v. State, 54 Ga. 371, 
375; Harlow v. Rosser, 28 Ga. 219, 
221; Daniel v. Blankenship, 177 Ky. 
726, 732, 198 SW 48; Carolina Ten- 
nessee Power Co. v. Hiawassee River 
Power Co., 175 N. C. 668, 96 SE 99, 
101 [cit Bureka Stone Co. v. Knight, 
82 Ark. 164, 100 SW 878; Edwards 
vw.) Grand, 121%-Cal. 254, 53 P 796; 'Tre- 
gambo v. Comanche Mill, etc., Co., 
57 Cal. 501; Hull v. Louth, 109 Ind. 
315, 10 NE 270, 58 AmR 405; State 
v. Foulkes, 94 Ind.*493; Masterson v. 
Southern R. Cor Cin eel) 1S ZN Bs 
1021; Peo. v. Fisch, 164 Mich. 680, 130 
NW 341; Darnell v. Flynn, 69 ; 
Va. 146, 71 SE 16]. Compare Mutual 
'L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 76 Fed. 617, 
621, 22 CCA 425 (“In Fost. Fed. Prac. 
(2d ed) 598, it is said: ‘No paper is 
considered filed unless it has the 
proper indorsement by the clerk.’ 
This, however, is said in treating of 
the subject of ‘costs at law and in 
equity.’ And so was the court speak- 
ing of fees proper to be allowed in 
the case of Amy v. Shelby Co., 1 F. 
Cas. No. 345, 1 Flipp. 104, when it 
said: ‘No paper is filed unless it has 
the proper indorsement of the clerk; 
merely placing it in the court papers 
is no filing. It may be, as already 
observed, that the indorsement of 
the clerk may not in all cases be es- 
sential to constitute . nou Pte 

e Necessity of delivery. — - 
okie Case, 227 Mass. 456, 460, 116 
NE 811; Beal v. Alexander, 6 Tex. 
531, 541; Garlick v. Sangster, 9 
Bing. 46, 23 ECL 479, 131 Reprint 


53i, 
[f] Payment of fee as necessary 


FILE 


office.® 
Phrases: 


before a paper is said to be filed see 
Tregambo v. Comanche Mill, etc., Co., 
57 Cal. 501, 506; Pinders v. Yager, 29 
Iowa 468, 469; Demers v. Cloud 
County.a 5 kane VAL aud, 4 S56 
Fans v. Hilts, 43 Or. 162, 164, 72 P 

[ge] “A bill in chancery is said to 
be filed, (1) when it is delivered to 
the clerk, and he states the day when 
it was brought into his office; num- 
bers it, and receives it into his cus- 
tody.” Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala. 248, 
251 [cit 1 Daniell Ch. Pl. & Pr. p 454]. 
(2) “In the English chancery prac- 
tice a bill is not deemed filed until 
it receives the proper indorsement of 
the yclerk2] SMutual.u. nse sCosev. 
Phinney, 76 Fed. 617, 621, 22 CCA 
425 [cit Amy v. Shelby County, 1 F. 
Cas. No. 345, 1 Flipp. 104; Pinders 
v. Yager, 29 Iowa 468; Daniel Ch. Pr. 
& Pl. (6th Am. ed) p 399; Foster 
Fed. Pr. (2d ed) p 598]. 

[h] As applied to telegrams.— 
“The word ‘filed’ might be construed 
to mean only such messages as the 
company chose to accept and file for 
transmission. In its strict sense, it 
would not include even messages re- 
ceived and sent at once before filing.” 
State v. American, ete., Commercial 
News Co., 43 N. J. L. 381, 384. 

{i] “The present ordinary sense 
of the word ‘filed,’ would be pre- 
sumed to be the legislative sense, 
unless the contrary is made to ap- 
pees Gorham vy. Summers, 25 Minn. 
He Sits 

4. Norris v. Cross, 25 Okl. 287, 
296, 105 P 1000. See O’Brien v. 
TO Gk Gee ai 88 Nebr. 479, 129 NW 1002, 


[a] Nature of the custody.—‘‘This 
custody may, however, be in certain 
cases prescribed by statute tempo- 
rary in its nature. The nature of 
the custody depends in a great meas- 
ure upon the terms of the law au- 
thorizing or requiring the deposit. 
In the class of the temporary de- 
posits are included such as were 
made under our statutes for the pur= 
pose of registration, or spreading a 
copy at length upon books provided 
for the purpose. When a deed or 
mortgage of land is filed for record 
with the county clerk, it is for the 
purpose of having it copied into his 
books and returned to the party de- 
positing it, and not for the purpose 
of becoming a permanent record in 
his office. The books are the rec- 
ords of his office, not the instru- 
ment filed.” Brothers v. Mundell, 
Co., 60 Tex. 240, 244. 

“A paper is filed in contem- 
plation of law when it is delivered 
to the proper officer with the inten- 
tion that it shall become a part of 
the official record, and by him re- 
ceived to be kept on file, and such 
filing is not affected by the officer’s 
failure to indorse the same.’ Bade 
v. Hibberd, 50 Or. 501, 508, 93 P 364 
fc1tsinwner Conant.) 436Orl 25307 735 P 
1018; McDonald v. Crusen, 2 Or. 258]. 
See Meek v. State, 172 Ind. 654, 661, 
88 NE 299, 89 NE 307; Oats v. State, 
153 ind. 436, 55 NE 226; Johnson v. 
Crawfordsville, ete., R. Co., 11 Ind. 
280; Engleman v. State, 2 Ind. 91, 52 
AmD 494; Christensen v. Christen- 
sen, 52 Utah 253, 173. P 383, 386, 4 
ALR 641. 

5. Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 
81, 87. 

6. Cole v. State, 169 Ind. 393, 396, 
82 NE 796. 

7, Spackman. v. Gross, 25 §S. -D. 
244, 126 NW 389, 393. See Bouvier 
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‘*A lien filed,’’® ‘‘and filed,’’ 2° ‘‘by 
affidavit filed in term time,’’!! ‘‘deposited to be 
filed,’’ 1" ‘‘duly filed,’’1* ‘‘filed and recorded,’’ 14 
‘“filed away,’’)> ‘‘filed by him,’’1® ‘‘filed for ree-~ 
ord,’’ +” ‘‘filed herewith,’’ 18 ‘‘filed in my office,’’ 1° 
“‘filed in open court,’’?° ‘‘filed in the clerk’s of- 


L. D. [quot Yates v. Tatum, 60 Colo. 
484, 155 P 328, 329]; Delaware Surety 
Co. v. Layton, (Del.) 50 A 378, 379; 
Gorski’s Case, 227 Mass. 456, 460, 116 
NE 811; Brannon v. Pringle, 94 Miss. 
215,217, 47 S 674; Medland v. Lin- 
ton, 60 Nebr. 249, 256, 82 NW 866 [cit 
Pfirmann v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 145; 
Gorham y. Summers, 25 Minn. 81; 
Peo. v. Peck, 67. Hun 560, 22 NYS 
aor aie D.; Rapalje & L. 


[a] “When a paper is filed, it is a 
record.”—Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala. 
248. 251. See Dawson v. Phillips, 78 
W. Va. 14, 88 SE 456, 457. 

{b] “Recorded” equivalent to 
“filed.”—Wood v. Union Gospel 
Church Bldg. Assoc., 63 Wis. 9, 13, 
22 NW 756. 

{[c] “Recorded” includes “filed.”— 
“The former [recorded] includes the 
latter [filed], and answers all the 
purposes intended by the statute.” 
Willis v. Jelineck, 27 Minn. 18, 23, 6 
NW 373. : 

{d] “The terms ‘entered’ and ‘filed’ 
frequently occur in the statute, but 
they are never used as synonymous 
terms.” State v. Lamm, 9 S. D. 418, 
420, 69 NW 592 [cit Locke v. Hub- 
bard, 9 S. D. 364, 69 NW 588]. 

8. Bergeron v. Hobbs, 96 Wis. 641, 
643, 71 NW 1056, 65 AmSR 85 [cit 
Bouvier L. D.]. See King v. Penn, 
43 Oh. St. 57, 61, 1 NE 84. 

9. Bouvier L. D. [quot Archer v. 
aeope! 46 S. ©. 292,) 294,° 24S 


10. Rex v. Wade, 1 B. & Ad. 861, 
873, 20 ECL 721, 109 Reprint 1006. 


11. Cole v. State, 169 Ind. 398, 
396, 82 NE 796. 
12. Rex v. Wade, 1 B. & Ad. 861, 


873, 20 HCL 721, 109 Reprint 1006. 
13. Burnett v. Prince, 272 Mo. 68, 
74, 197 SW 241 (‘filed within the 


time provided, then it is ‘duly 
filed’ ’’). 

14. Pfirmann v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 
145, 149. 

15. Phillips v. Arnett, 164 Ky. 426, 


430, 431, 175 SW 660 [quot Aikman v. 
South, 97 SW 4, 5, 29 KyL 1201]. 


16. Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. Bur- 
nee (Text Crys cA® EL dSG MiSiWeessi. 
17. Bowen v. Fassett, 37 Ark. 507, 


509; Pfirmann v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 145, 
152; Cook v. Halsell, 65 Tex. 1, 5; 
Brothers v. Mundell, ete., Co., 60 Tex. 
240, 244; J. M. Guffey Petroleum Co. 
Va Hooks, (57 = Tex. (Civ, JAs fi b60721,06 
SW 690, 693. 

{a] “An instrument is filed for 
record when it is deposited in the 
proper office, with the person in 
charge thereof, with directions to 
record it. . .. Delivering an instru- 
ment to the proper officer at a place 
other than the office where it is re- 
quired to-be filed is not sufficient, 
even though the officer indorse it as 
properly filed.’ Hdwards v. Grand, 
121 Cal. 254, 256, 53 P 796 [quot 
Hoyt, Vo stark LeamiG@alee LiSht 18 i 6G 
P 223, 86 AmMSR 246; Peo. v. Marsh, 
30 Cal. A. 424, 430, 159 P 191]. 

18. Reed v. Broadbelt, 68 Ind. 91, 
92 [quot Thompson v. Recht, 158 Ind. 
302, 308, 68 NE 569]. 

19. Cleveland, etc., R. Co. v. Mor- 
rey, 172 Ind. 513, 516, 88 NE. 932 
(“ ‘filed in my office’ include filing 
in open court’’). 

20. Boyett v. State, 8 Ala. A. 93, 
96, 62 S 984 [cit Cross v. State, 117 
Ala. 73, 23 S 784; Ex p. Winston, 52 
Ala. 419]; McKenzie v. State, 24 Ark, 
636. 6388; McClellan v. Tootle, 3 Ind. 
T7325, 58 4SiW. 555) 556. 
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fice,’’ 21 ‘filed in the office,’’ 2? ‘‘filed it as of that 
day,’’ 2° ‘‘filed the same for record,’’ *4 ‘‘filed with 
the clerk,’’ > ‘‘filed with the clerk, to be recorded 
as required by law,’’ *° ‘‘filed with the justice,’’ 7 
‘‘filed with the pleading,’’ 2° ‘‘filed with the reg- 


istrar,’’2° ‘‘mortgage  filed,’’ 3° 


filed,’’®1 ‘‘so filed,’’ 82 ‘‘the copy filed with the 
pleading,’’ °? ‘‘the mortgage is filed.’’ *4 

Originally the filing of a 
paper consisted in having the proper officer put it 
upon a string (filum) upon which the other papers 


[Seo RES earings’ 


in the proceeding were placed.*® 


an act of the clerk;*? depositing;** depositing for 


. 21. Cooper v. Frierson, 48 Miss. 
300, 310; Medland v. Linton, 60 Nebr. 
249, 82 NW 866, 868. 

22. Gates v. State, 128 N. Y. 221, 
228, 28 NE 3873. 

23. Marlet v. Hinman, 77 Wis. 136, 
140, 45 NW 958, 20 AmSR 102. 

24, Smith v. Headley, 33 Minn. 
384, 385, 23 NW 550. 

25. In re State, 185 Ala. 347, 64 
S 310, 311; Matter of Norton, 25 Misc. 
48, 49, 53 NYS 924; American Exch. 
Nat. Bank v. Colonial Trust Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 186 SW 361, 363. 

{a] “In order to be ‘filed’ with 
the clerk, a paper must be delivered 
to him in his office, where the law 
requires him to keep his books and 
files, and to receive and file papers.” 
Matter of Norton, 25 Misc. 48, 49, 53 
NYS 924. 

26. American Exch. Nat. Bank v. 
Colonial Trust Co., (Tex. Civ. A.) 
186 SW 361, 363. : 

27. Galveston, etc., R. Co. v. Bur- 
ris, (Tex. Civ. A.) 186 SW 381, 382. 

28. Thompson vy. Recht, 158 Ind. 
302, 303, 63 NE 569; Lamson v. Falls, 
6 Ind. 309, 310. 

29. In re Yolland, [1908] 1 Ch. 
152, 157 (“ ‘Filed with the registrar’ 
really means ‘supplied to the regis- 
trar for registration,’ or ‘furnished 
to the registrar for registration’ ’’). 

30. Gorman vy. Summers, 25 Minn. 


, 86. 
831. Dallas v. Beeman, 18 Tex. Civ. 
A. 335, 3389, 45 SW 626. 
32. Marlet v. Hinman, 77 Wis. 
136, 141, 45 NW 953, 20 AmSR 102. 
83. Wilson v. Vance, 55 Ind. 584, 
588 [quot Thompson vy. Recht, 158 
Ind. 302, 303, 68 NE 569]. 
34. Gorham y. Summers, 25 Minn. 
81 


35. Filing: 

For the purpose of record see As- 
signment for Benefit of Creditors 
§§ 172-180; Chattel Mortgages 
§§ 186-244; Deeds §§ 184-194; 
Judgments [23 Cyc 835]; Liens [25 
Cyc 669]; Mechanics’ Liens [27 
Cyc 124]; Mortgages [27 Cyc 
1155]; Public Lands [32 Cye 759]; 


Records [34 Cyc 587]; Sales [35 
Cyc 338]. 
36. City St. Impr. Co. v. Babcock, 


(Cal.) 68 P 584, 585; Com. v. O’Bryan, 


etc., Co., 153 Ky.) 406, 409, 155 SW 
1126. 
{a] “hough the ancient mode of 


filling papers has gone into disuse, 
the phraseology of the ancient prac- 
tice is retained in the common ex- 
pressions ‘to file,’ ‘to put on file,’ ‘to 
take off the files.’’’ Holman v. Chev- 
aillier, 14 Tex. 337, 339. 

87. Lee v. Cook, 1 Wyo. 4138, 418. 

38. Cleveland, ete., R. Co. v. Mor- 
rey, 172 Ind. 513, 516, 88 NE 932. See 
Whitcomb vy. Cook, 39 Vt. 585, 588 
{cit Phillips v. Wood, 31 Vt. 322]. 

{a] “To deposit is not synony- 
mous with ‘filing.’’—Clark v. Cole 
County, 272 Mo. 135, 141, 197 SW 
905, 907 [cit U. S. v. Van Duzee, 185 
WU. .Sv 278,. 22 S@b 648, 46° L. edi 909, 
910; Peo. v. Peck, 67 Hun 560, 22 
NYS 576, 583). 

39. Rex v. Wade, 1 B. & Ad. 861, 
872, 20 ECL 721, 109 Reprint 1006. 
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‘“‘received and 


It now signifies 


of the officer in 


[a] “The sole object of filing is 
to deposit the document in a public 
place.so that it may be seen and 
examined by any person interested.” 
Matter of Lance, 55 Misc, 13, 19, 106 
NYS, 211, 215. 

40. Noyes v. Guy, 2 Ind. T. 205, 
213, 48 SW 1056; Beebe v. Morrell, 
76 Mich. 114, 42 NW 1119, 15 AmSR 
288; Bouvier L. D. [quot McClellan 
v. Tootle, 3. Ind. 'T.°325,:329, 58 Sw 
555]. See Erwin v. McGuire, 44 Ala. 
499, 504; Hammond, etc., Electric R. 
Co. v. Antonia, 41 Ind. A. 335, 83 NE 
766, 769 [cit Powers v. State, 87 Ind. 
144, 148; Engleman v. State, 2 Ind. 
91,52 AmD 494]; Masterson vy. South- 
ern R. Co., (Ind. A.) 82 NE 1021, 
1023; Reed v. Acton, 120 Mass. 130, 
131; Covington v. Fisher, 22 Okl. 207, 
211, 97 P 615; Brogden v. State, 63 
Tex. Cr. 475, 478, 140 SW 352, 353. 

{a] “The most accurate definition 
of filing a paper is that it is its de- 
livery to the proper officer, to be kept 
on file.” Meridian Nat. Bank v. 
Hoyt, etce., Co., 74 Miss. 221, 228, 21 
S 12, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796. 

41. Pfirmann v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 
145, 152 [quot Meridian Nat. Bank 
v. Hoyt, ete., Co., 74 Miss. 221, 226, 
21 S 12, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796]. 
See Price v. Cloud, 28 Del. 78, 90 A 
415. : 

{a] “Filing a paper, ex vi ter- 
mini, means placing and leaving it 
among the files.” Pfirmann v. Hen- 
kel, 1 Ill. A. 145, 152 [quot Meridian 
Nat. Bank v. Hoyt, etc., Co., 74 Miss. 
221,227, 21 S 12,.60 AmSR 504, 36 
LRA 796]. 

[b] “ ‘Filing’ and ‘registration’ 
... do not mean the same thing.’ Ex 
p. Thorne, L. R. 8 Ch. 722,-726. 

{c] “Filing” included under the 
word “returning.’—‘‘The duty of fil- 
ing [in reference to matters of prac- 
tice] may be properly considered as 
included under the word ‘returning.’ ” 
Hunter v. Caldwell, 10 Q. B. 69, 81, 
59 ECL 69, 116 Reprint 28. 

42. Naylor v. Moody, 2 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 247, 248; Demers v. Cloud 
County, 5 Kan. A. 271, 47 P 567, 569. 
See Justice v. Gallert, 131 N. C. 398, 
395, 42 SE 850. 

[a] “The test of filing seems to 
be whether the officer in whose cus- 
tody the paper is placed is the one 
entitled to retain the same.’ In re 
Von Borcke, 94 Fed. 352. 

{b] “Filing” distinguished from 
“custody.”—Pinders v. Yager, 29 
Iowa 468, 470. 

43. Anderson v. Roberts, 86 Kan. 
175, 177, 119 P 354 eit: Cyc]; Med- 
land v. Linton, 60 Nebr. 249, 255, 256, 
82 NW 866; Hart v. Prather, 61 Or. 
7, 119°P 489, 491 [cit Cye]; Stone v. 
Crow, 2.:Si DD: .525,° 628, 51 NW, “335 
[cit Fulkerson v. Houts, 55 Mo. 301; 
Bouvier L. D.]. See Wilkinson v. 
Elliott, 48 Kan. 590, 595, 23 P 614, 
19 AmSR 158; Holman v. Chevaillier, 
14 Tex. 337, 339; Gove v. Armstrong, 
(Vt.) 89 A 868, 869; Jones v. Bow- 
man, 10 Wyo. 47, 53, 65 P 1002; Bur- 
rill L. D. [quot Mutual L. Ins. Co. v. 
Ceepaee 76 Fed. 617, 620, 22 CCA 


{a] “The duty of filing usually 


the purpose of being filed;®° delivery of a paper to 
the proper officer to be kept on file;*® placing and 
leaving a paper among the files;*! placing a paper in 
the proper official custody ;** placing a paper in the 
proper official’s custody by the party charged with 
this duty, and the making of the proper indorse- 
ment by the officer;4* presenting a paper at the 
proper office and leaving it there, deposited with the 
papers in such office;** receiving a paper into cus- 
tody, and giving it a place among other papers ;** 
the act of either party bringing the paper and de- 
positing it with the officer for keeping,*® or the act 


folding, indorsing, and putting up 


includes that of putting on such 
[filing] marks.” Franklin County 
Comrs. v. State, 24 Fla. 55, 62, 3 S 
471, 12 AmSR 183. 

44, Tregambo v. Comanche Mill, 
ete., Co., 57 Cal. 501, 506 [quot Mu- 
tual L. Ins. Co. v. Phinney, 76 Fed. 
617, 620, 621, 22 CCA. 425; Hoyt v. 
Stark, 134 Cal. 178, 180, 66 P 223, 86 
AmSR 246; Edwards v. Grand, 121 
Cal... 254. "2565 6537 .P. 7965 > Peguewe 
Marsh, 30 Cal. A, 424, 430, 159 P 191]. 
See Lamson v. Falls, 6 Ind. 309, 310; 
Appleton Mill Co. v. Warder, 42 
Minn. 117, 119, 48 NW 791; Todd v. 
Peterson, 13 Wyo. 513, 81 P 878, 880. 

[a] “The thing essential to a 
filing is a deposit of the paper with 
the officer, with notice of the pur- 
pose, and intent that _he should re- 
tain itt. Yatesivo, Tatum, ¢Colon 
155 P 328, 329. See Daniel v. Blank- 
enship, 177 Ky. 726, 732, 198 SW 48. 

{b] Filing of plea.—‘‘The filing 
must be effected by a deposit of the 
plea in the Clerk’s office, and in no 
other way can it be done. It is filed 
for inspection, and it cannot be in- 
spected without filing.’ McDougald 
v. Banks, 13 Ga. 451, 455. 

[c] Filing dependent on perform- 
ance of statutory conditions prece- 
dent.—(1) “But a filing may depend 
upon the terms of the statute au- 
thorizing it, and will not become 
operative until the requisites are first 
complied with, at least in substance.” 
Hilts v. Hilts, 43 Or. 162, 164, 72 P 


697. (2) ‘And, if a fee is made a 
necessary prerequisite thereto, no 
filing is accomplished or effected 


without the payment of such fee.” 
Hilts v. Hilts, supra [cit State v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 145 Ind. 229, 43 
NE 226]. See Amy v. Shelby County, 
1 F. Cas. No. 345, 1 Flipp. 104. 

{d] “The word ‘filing’, in refer- 
ence to matters of practice, is very 
commonly used to express the duty 
of bringing to the proper office, as 
the case may be, writs, pleadings, af- 
fidavits and other such matters for 
safe custody, or enrollment.” Hunter 
v. Caldwell, 10 Q. B. 69, 81, 59 ECL 
69, 116 Reprint 28. 

[e] “Filing” distinguished from 
“service.’—Boyd vy. Burrel, 60 Cal. 
280, 282. 

(f{] “Filing” distinguished from 
“presentation.”—-Matter of Lance, 55 
Mise. 13, 20, 106 NYS 211. 

“Docketing” compared see Docket 
LO Oy Taub 88a 

45. State v. Lamm, 9 S. D. 418, 
420, 69 NW 592 [quot Anderson L. 
D., and cit Bouvier L. D.; Web- 
ster D.]. 

46. Abbott L.-D. [quot State v. 
Lewis, 49 La. Ann. 1207, 1211, 22 § 
327; In re Conant, 48—Or. 530, 535, 
73 P 1018, and cit State v. Clardy, 
267 Mo. 371, 383, 185 SW 184]. 

{a] “The origin of the term indi- 
cates very clearly, that the filing of 
a paper can only be effected by 
bringing it to the notice of the offi- 
cer, who anciently put it upon the 
‘string’ or ‘wire. Accordingly, we 
find that filing a paper is now under- 
stood to consist in placing it in the 
proper official custody, on the part 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number 


the paper.*7 The term imports that the paper shall 
remain with the clerk as a record.*® 
complete until the document is delivered and re- 
ceived ;*® anything short of delivery would leave 
Although it has been 
said that the word ‘‘filing’’ describes the indorse- 


the filing a disputable fact.°° 


of the party charged with the duty 
of filing the paper, and the making 
of the appropriate endorsement by 
the officer.’”’ Phillips v. Beene, 38 
Ala. 248, 251 [quot Smith v. Geraty, 
58 Misc: 556, 109 NYS 738, 739, and 
cit Holman v. Chevaillier, 14 Tex. 
Sos) Pouvier,1..0D);. Burrill; Li: D:: 
Marriott L. D.; Tomlin L. D.]. See 
City St. Impr. Co. v. Babcock, (Cal.) 
68 P 584, 585 [cit Tregambo vy. Co- 
manche Mill, etc., Co., 57 Cal. 501; 
Demers: v. Cloud County, 5 Kan. A. 
ZL CAT Po b67,. 1569). 

[b] “Recording” distinguished.— 
(1) “Recording it is not equivalent 
to filing it.’ Chapin v. Kingsbury, 
135 Mass. 580, 581. (2) ‘The filing 
for record is one thing and the re- 
cording another. ... It is not to be 
considered recorded simply because 
it is filed.” Benson v. Green, 80 Ga. 
230, 231, 4 SH 851. 


{[c] “Filing and entering of rec- 
ord are not’ synonymous they 
always convey distinct ideas. Fil- 


ing, originally, signified placing the 
papers in order on a thread or wire 
for safe-keeping. In this country, 
and at this day, it means, agreeably 
to our practice, depositing them in 
due order in the proper office. En- 
tering of record uniformly means 
writing.” Naylor v. Moody, 2 Blackf. 
(Ind.) 247, 248. See Cheney v. In- 
habitants of Dover, 205 Mass. 501, 
91 NE 1005, 1006; State v. Lamm, 
OS Dr aL Or SLO, TOWN Vee De 
[eit, ‘Anderson, L.. D.] (where it 
is, Saiae’ There, is, however, a 
marked distinction between enter- 
ing a paper of record and filing the 
same’). ° 

47. Abbott L. D. [quot State v. 
Lewis, 49 La. Ann. 1207, 1211, 22 
S 327; State v. Clardy, 267 Mo. 371, 
185 SW 184, 187; In re Conant, 43 Or. 
G30s body io LOS |). 4 

48. Cooper v. Frierson, 48 Miss. 
300, 310 [quot Meridian Nat. Bank 
v. Hoyt, ete. Co., 74 Miss. 221, 21 
S 12, 60 AmSR 504, 36 LRA 796]. 
See Chapin v. Kingsbury, 138 Mass. 
194, 195. 

{a] Limited or special filing.— 
“Where a paper is required to be 
filed only for a specified purpose, or 
to remain on file for only a limited 
time, the special or limited charac- 
ter of such filing is usually indicated 
by the statute.” Pfirmann v. Hen- 


kel} 1 dll. A: (145, 152. 

49. U. S. v. Lombardo, 228 Fed. 
980, 983. See Whitcomb v. Cook, 39 
Vt. 585, 588 [cit Phillips v. Wood, 
Bi Vt, 322.9325>) earkhurst v.. Pear- 
sons, 30 Vt. 705, 706]. 

[a] Distinguished from ‘“deliv- 


ery.”—Hoyt v. Stark, 134 Cal. 178, 
66 P 228, 224,86 AmSR 246. 

[b] Place of delivery.—Matter of 
Norton, 25 Misc. 48, 49, 53 NYS 924 


{cit Hathaway v. Howell, 54 N. Y. 


97]. 
: Fol U. S. v. Lombardo, 228 Fed. 
980, 983. 

{a] “There can be no filing of a 


paper in a legal sense except by its 
delivery to an official whose duty is 
to file papers and who is required to 
keep and maintain an office or other 
public place for their deposit, and 
that the paper must either be deliv- 
red personally to such officer, with 
he intent that the same shall be 
filed by him, or delivered at the place 
where the same _ should be filed.” 
Matter of Lance, 55 Misc. 13, 19, 
106 NYS 211. 

51. See Lent v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 130 N. Y¥. 504, 509, 29 NE 988; 
Jones v. Wells, 3 Tex. A. Civ. Cas. 
§ 94. 


LID LT LL OPN 3 5 4, 


FILE 


Filing is not 


Phrases: 


[a] Necessity of indorsement.— 
(1) “The filing of a document which 
is not to be transcribed into the for- 
mal records of the office must bear 
the official indorsement of the officer 
in whose custody it is placed; other- 
wise it does not become a matter of 
official record.” City St. Impr. Co. 
v. Babcock, (Cal.) 68 P 584, 586. 
(2) “It clearly results that the filing 
of a document consists both in the 
handing of it to the clerk and in the 
indorsement of it by that officer, with 
the date on which it came to his 
hands. It is of time immemorial 
usage, that besides, the clerk or 
his deputy attests the  indorse- 
ment under his official signature.” 
ieee v. Brooks, 35 La. Ann. 151, 

52. Anderson v. Roberts, 86 Kan. 
See Bettison v. 
Budd, 21 Ark. 578, 580 [quot Oats v. 
Walls, 28 Ark. 244, 248]; State 
v. Gowen, 12 Ark. 62, 64; Keath v. 
Berkley, 7 Ark. 469; Thompson v. 
Foster, 6 Ark. 208, 210; McCann v. 
McCann, 20 Cal. A. 564, 129 P 966, 
967; Pfirmann v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 
145, 152; Powers v. State, 87 Ind. 
144, 148 [cit Oates v. State, 153 Ind. 
436, 438, 55 NE 226]; Johnson v. 
Crawfordsville, ete., R. Co., 11 Ind. 
280, 284; Hammond, etc., Electric R. 
Co. v. Antonia, 41 Ind. A. 335, 83 NE 
766, 769 [cit Engleman y. State, 2 
Ind. 91, 92, 52 AmD 494]; Rathburn 
v. Hamilton, 58 Kan. 470, 474, 37 P 
20 [quot State v. Heth, 60 Kan. 560, 
563, 57 P 108]; Burkleo v. Baytown, 
108 Minn, 224, 226, 121 NW _ 874; 
Baker v. Henry, 63 Mo. 517, 519; 
Grubbs v. Cones, 57 Mo. 83, 84 [quot 
State v. Hockaday, 98 Mo. 590, 593, 
12 SW 246]; Manhattan Co. v. Laim- 
beer, 108 N. Y. 578, 15 NE 712, 713; 


Cullen v. Miller, 9 NYLegObs 62, 64; | 


Norris v. Cross, 25 Okl. 287, 296, 105 
P 1000; Palmer v. Simons, 107 S. C. 
93, 92 SE 23, 24; Reed v. Todd, 40 
S. D. 27, 166 NW 167, 168; Stark- 
weather v. Bell, 12 S. D. 146, 80 NW 
183, 185; Darnell v. Flynn, 69 W. Va. 
146, 71 SE 16, 18; Marlet v. Hinman, 
77 Wis. 1386, 140, 45 NW 953, 954, 
20 AmSR 102. 

“By filing we do not mean the af- 
fixing of filing marks by the clerk, 
a ministerial duty, but the delivery 
of the decision to the clerk for filing 
and record, and constituting the 
same a part of the judgment roll.” 
Crane v. First Nat. Bank, 26 N. D. 
268, 278, 144 NW 96. 

“‘The filing of an instrument con- 
sists, not in the indorsement or cer- 
tificate of the officer, but in its being 
delivered to and accepted by him for 
the purpose of being placed and kept 
in his office as a permanent record 
or file.””-: State v. Crosley Park 
Land Co., 63 Minn. 205, 207, 65 NW 
268 [quot Foster v. Brick, 121 Minn. 
173) vdeo sl 44. NW LOTT: 

[a] “The word ‘filing’. . . [does 
not include] endorsing or indexing.” 
—Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 81, 


85. 

[b] “The filing party is entitled 
to the benefit of his act when he 
places the document in the custody 
and control of the proper officer for 
the purpose of filing, if accompanied 
by payment or tender of fees, when 
fees are required, unless advance 
payment is waived.” Gove v. Arm- 
strong, (Vt.) 89 A 868, 869. 

53. Jacksonville St. R. Co. v. 
Walton, 42 Fla. 54, 61, 28 S 59; Oats 
vy. State, 153 Ind. 4386, 438, 55 NE 
226 [cit Powers v. State, 87 Ind. 144, 
148: Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn. 
81, 85]; Anderson v. Roberts, 86 Kan. 


[25 C.5.] 1127 


ment on a paper of the day when it is left in a pub- 
he office,°! the indorsement upon the paper of the 
time of its reception is not, strictly speaking, a part 
of the operation of filing;°? it is a mere memorandum 
serving as evidence of the fact.5? 

‘Filing a claim,’ 54 ‘filing a com- 


175, 177,119, Po 354;"'State av, Heth, 
60 Kan. 560, 563, 57 P 108; In re 
Dewar, 10 Mont. 426, 437, 25 P 1026; 
Bishop v. Cook, 13 Barb. (N. Y.) 326, 
329; King v. Penn, 43 Oh. St. 57, 61, 
1 NE 84; Nimmons v. Westfall, 33 
Oh. St. 218, 223; Haines v. Lind- 
sey, 4 Oh. 88, 89, 19 AmD 586; Stark- 
weather v. Bell, 12 S. D. 146, 152, 80 


NW 183. See Ex p. State, 51 Ala. 
69, 74; McCann v. McCann, 20 Cal. 
A. 564, 129 P 966, 967; Franklin 


County v. State, 24 MPla.'55;962,'3 S 
471, 12 AmSR 183 [cit Willingham 
v. State, 21 Fla. 761, 789]; Pfirmann 
v. Henkel, 1 Ill. A. 145, 152; Powers 
v. State, 87 Ind. 144, 148 [cit Oats 
v. State, 153 Ind. 436, 438, 55 NE 
226]; Johnson vy. Crawfordsville, 
ete.) R. Co. 11 -Ind)1230)9 284") Rathe 
bun v. Hamilton, 53 Kan. 470, 474, 
37 P 20 [quot State v. Heth, 60 Kan. 
560, 568, 57 P 108]; Day, ete, Lum- 
ber Co. v. Stadler, 139 Ky. 587, 592, 
69 SW 712; Baker v. Henry, 63 Mo. 
517, 519; King v. Penn, 43 Oh. St. 
57, 61, 1 NE 84; Nimmons v. West- 
fall, 33 Oh. St. 213, 221 [cit Haines 
v. Lindsey, 4 Oh. 88, 89, 19 AmD 
586]; Palmer vy. Simons, 107 S. C. 93, 
92 SE 23, 24; Reed v. Todd, 40 S. D. 
27, 166 NW 167, 168; Starkweather 
Manta oe 12 S. D. 146, 152, 80 NW 

[a] “If the filing can be proved 
by parol, the proof must show an 
actual delivery of the paper to the 
clerk or one of his deputies, and the 
proof should be clear and positive. 
It is not enough to show the paper 
in the office of the clerk. It must 
be delivered to him for the purpose 
of filing.” Boyd v. Desmond, 79 Cal. 
250, 254, 21 P 755. 

{b] “The file mark of the officer 
is evidence of filing, but it is not the 
essential element of the act.” Mas- 
terson v. Southern R. Co., (Ind. A.) 
82 NE 1021, 1023 [cit Hull v. Louth, 
109 Ind. 315, 336, 10 NE 270, 58 AmR 


736] State v. Foulkes, 94 Ind. 493, 
[c} “The date of filing indorsed 


by the filing officer (1) is... prima 
facie the date of actual filing, and 
must control until it has been shown 
by competent evidence to be incor- 
rect and the rule as to the 
quantum of proof is that the evi- 
dence of error must be clear and 
free from doubt.” Foster v. Brick, 
121 Minn. .173, 175, 141 NW 101. (2) 
“The date of the filing mark in... 
@ paper.is not conclusive, and... 
the actual date of the delivery of the 
instrument to the proper custodian 
controls, and... such delivery may 
be shown by parol evidence contra- 
dicting the filing mark.’ State Nat. 
Bank v. Lowenstein, 52 Okl. 259, 266, 
155 P 1127. See Barber Asphalt Pav. 
Co. v. O’Brien, 128 Mo. A. 267, 107 
SW 25, 29. (3) “The indorsement 
by the clerk is the highest legal evi- 
dence of the filing, yet the filing, i'n 
contemplation of law, is as perfect 
before as after such indorsement, 
and dates from the receipt by the 
clerk and its lodgment in his office.’ 
Eureka Stone Co. v. Knight, 82 Ark. 
164, 171,.100 SW 878. 

{d] “The fact of filing it is to be 
regarded as matter in pais.”—-Haines 
v. Lindsey, 4 Oh. 88, 90, 19 AmD 586 
{quot Stokes v. Logan County, 2 Oh. 


Dec. (Reprint) 688, 691, 4 WestL 
Month 590). 

54, Erwin v. McGuire, 44 Ala. 
499, 604; Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala, 


248, 251; Justice v. Gallert, 131 N. C. 
393, 395, 42 SE 850; King v. Atlantic 
Coast. R: Co), 86 S.C) 610s 612,, 68 
SE 769. . 
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plait. 72> 
“filing away,’’°® ‘‘filing 


tract,’? °° ‘filing 


ment,’’ 78 ‘original filing.’’ 74 


FILIACION. In Spanish law, filial relationship.” 
FILIATION. The relation of parent and child.”® 
FILIATIO NON POTEST PROBARI.” 


FILIUS. A child, a son.78 


Filius nulius. The son of no one.?® 
The son of the people.®° 
FILIUS CONSTAT ESSE IN FAMILIA PATRIS 


Filius populi. 
ET NON MATRIS.*! 


FILIUS EST NOMEN NATURA, SED HARES 


NOMEN JURIS.* 


FILIUS IN UTERO MATRIS EST PARS VIS- 


CERUM MATRIS.** 


FILL. As a noun. That which fills;8* an em- 


55. Cheney v. Dover, 205 Mass. 
501; 503, 91 NE 1005. 
j ee Cullen v. Miller, 9 NYLegObs 
62, 6 


57. Adams v. Goodwin, 99 Ga. 138, 
25 SE 24. 


58. Powers El. Co. v. Pottner, 
N. D. 359, 361, 113 NW 703, 704. 

59. Phillips v. Arnett, 164 Ky. 
426, 430, 431, 175 SW 660 [quot Aik- 
man v. South, 97 SW 4, 5, 29 KyL 
1201]. 

60. Roberts v. State, 83 Tex. Cr. 
139, 201 SW 998, 999. 

61. Medland v. Linton, 60 Nebr. 
249, 255, 82 NW 866. 

62. Albany Nat. Bank v. Georgia 
Banking Co., 137 Ga. 776, 74 SE 267; 
J. M. Guffey Petroleum Co. v. Hooks, 
57 Tex. Civ. A. 560, 106 SW 690, 693. 

63. Matter of Norton, 25 Misc. 48, 
49, 58 NYS 924. 

64. State v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
145 Ind. 229, 237, 48 NE 226. 

65. Knoxville Iran Co. v. Wilkins, 
74 Ga. 493, 496. 


66. Burnett v. Glas, 154 Cal. 249, 
97 P 423, 425. 
67. Dunlop v. Dunlop, 60 Tex. Civ. 


A. 389, 390, 130 SW 715 [quot Klas- 
ner v. Klasner, 23 N. M. 627, 170 P 


745, 746]. 

68. Trenton, etc., Turnp. Co. v. 
American, etc. Commercial News 
Co.;- 43 IN. J. Las 381; 385. 

69. Chestnut Hill, etc., Turnp. 


Road Co. v. Montgomery County, 228 
Pay 1.76. A. 726; 27. 


70. Sebastian v. Rose, 135, Ky. 
197, 203, 122 SW 120 (“ ‘filing the 
case away’ was, in effect. keeping 


control of the case, to be redocketed 
upon notice’). 


eee Ex p. Thorne, L. R. 8 Ch. 722, 
72. Peo. v. Fisch, 164 Mich. 680, 


682, 130 NW 341; Fink v. Wallach, 
47 Misc. 247, 95 NYS 872, &74. 

73. Reed v. Todd, 40 S. D. 27, 166 
NW 167, 168. 
win ee Gorham v. Summers, 25 Minn, 

75. Escriche Diccionario. 
Filiation post this page. 

76. Lay v. Fuller, 178 Ala. 375, 
59 S 609, 610. See generally Bas- 
tardsi. Cid. p93. 

77. A maxim meaning “Filiation 
cannot be proved.” Peloubet Leg. 
Max.; Coke Litt. p 126a. 


See 


78: Black .. >> 

79. Jackson v. Hocke, 171 Ind, 
371, 84 NE 830, 831. See Blacklaws 
ek 82 Til. 505, 506, 15 AmR 
339. 


‘‘filing an administrator’s 
‘filing an affidavit,’’ 57 ‘‘filing and foreclosure,’’ *§ 
back,’’ °° ‘filing certifi- 
cates,’’ 1 ‘‘filing for record,’’ ° ‘‘ filing in the office 
of the elerk,’’ * ‘‘filing of articles of consolida- 
tion,’’ * ‘‘filing of the bill,’’ © ‘‘filing of the con- 
of the suit,’’ 7 ‘‘filing telegraph 
despatches,’’ ®° ‘‘filing thereof,’’ °° ‘‘filing the case 
away,’’7° ‘‘filine the resolution,’’™ ‘‘filing with 
the clerk,’’?2 ‘‘immediately after filing the judg- 
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bond,’’°® | bankment.®> 


relates. s 
Filled stope. 


proceeds.°? 


Asa verb. To occupy so that no space remains ;*® 
to insert in or make complete;*’ to hold, as an 
office ;85 to compouud.®? 
employed as implying a promise to pay.®? 

Filled. While, strictly speaking, not a commer- 
cial term,®! to a limited extent it is used in com- 
merce, but its meaning depends upon its significa- 
tion among the manufacturers to whose business it 


Also, the term may be 


In mining parlance a room ‘where 


the waste drop taken out of the vein is left on the 
floor of the stope, thus raising the floor as work 


Filled with. Packed or reinforced with. 


that fills.°® 


Filling. In its ordinary sense it means something 
The term has a well settled meaning 
among civil engineers and contractors in that line 


of business;°° it means to be filled with clay, sand, 


clean earth, or any solid, imperishable material.°? 


The term in commercial usage has come to be an 


used loosely.°® 


“Bastard” defined see Bastards 
iP 

80. Jackson v. Hocke, 171 Ind. 
371, 84 NE 830, 831. See Blacklaws 
Vv... Milne, 825-11 505,°.506, 15 AmR 
3389. 

81. 
pears to be 
father, and not 
Trayner Leg. Max. 
rent & Child p 99]. 

sz. A maxim meaning “Son is a 
name of nature, but heir is a name 
of law.” Peloubet Leg. Max. 

83. A maxim meaning “A son in 
the mother’s womb is part of the 
mother’s vitals.” Wharton L. Lex. 

84. Webster Int. D. 

[al A “fill? in connection with 
the grading of streets.—In re Sedg- 
a Ave., 217 Pa. 3138, 316, 66 A 546, 

85. Anderson v. Birmingham Min- 
eral) RviCo., LOOwA lag T2829) eal OS 
519. See Romaniuk vy. Grand Trunk 
Pac. R. Co., 24 Man. 797, 20 DomLR 
301, 29 WestLR 766, 7 WestWkly 
399. See also Embankment 20 C. J. 
p 403. 

86. English L. D. 

87. Standard D. 

[a] “ ‘Fill in the agreement’ . : 
amounts to fill in the blank spaces 
in the agreement.” Dozier v.—Na- 
tienal Borax Co., 35 Cal. A. 612, 618, 
170 PP 638. 

To fill blanks see Alteration of In- 
struments §§ 87-89; Bills and Notes 
$$ 2805315 e365 sli Bends: sas 
Deeds §.77; Forgery [19 Cyc 1383]. 

88. English L. D. 

fa] “Fill up such vacancy.”— 
Johnston v. Wilson, 2 N. H. 202, 204, 
9 AmD 50. 

89. Standard D. 
pound 12 C. J. p 302. 

[a] “To fill a prescription is to 
furnish, prepare and combine the 
requisite materials in due proportion 
as prescribed.” Ray v. Burbank, 61 
Ga. 505, 511, 34 AmR 103. See Drug- 
gists § 41. 

90. Bangor Bridge Co. v. Mc- 
Mahon, 10 Me. 478, 480 (where one 
subscribed for shares and agreed “to 
take and fill the number of shares 
set against his name’’). 

{al “Yo fill up, is to pay the as- 
sessments.’—Bangor Bridge Co. v. 
gre hem 10 Me. 478, 480. 

U. S. v. Pinney, ete., Co., 105 
Fed. 934, 935, 45 CCA 138 (that. is 
to say, no goods are ever bought or 
sold or inquired about as filled 
goods’). See also Wimpfheimer v. 


A maxim meaning “A son ap- 
in the family of the 
of the mother.” 

{cit Fraser Pa- 


See also Com- 


elastic one,9® and in business directions is often 


FILLERS. Leaves that make up the main body 


U. S., 142 Fed. 849, 852. 
62> (UL S. Vi 2einn éy, etc... Coane Ou 
Hed. 934, 935,245" (CCA LA33 (“the 


term is a technical one, used by the 
manufacturers, and relates to the 
process of manufacture, and there- 
fore is also employed, to a certain 
extent, by the commission merchant, 
or by the importer, who is naturally 
familiar with the method of manu- 
facture by which the goods which he 
sells are presented to the public’’). 


[a] “Filled cotton goods” synony- 
mous with “weighted goods.”-—‘‘For- 
merly, in England, the term ‘filled 


cotton goods’ was synonymous with 
‘weighted goods,’ and meant that the 
interstices of the fabric were loaded 
or weighted with foreign sub- 
stances, among which inorganic sub- 
stances, like china clay, chalk, or 
Glauber’s salts were used; and that, 
although starch was used, some 
other material, like clay, or perhaps 
glue or glucose, must be used also.” 
U. S. v. Pinney, ete., Co., 105 Fed. 
934, 935, 45 .CCA. 138, 

93. Creede United Mines Co. v. 
Hawman, 23 Colo. A. 125, 127 P 924, 
926 (the object being “to keep the 
floor of the stope at all times con- 
veniently close to the roof, iia order 
that the miner may, while standing 
on the floor, be able to drill holes 
in the roof and blast out materials’). 
See Stope [86 Cye 1325] 

94. Standard D. 

{a] “Filled in with brick.”—Fow- 
ler .v. Adtna’ F.. Ins. Co: 96. Cows 
(N. Y.) 6738, 16 AmD 460, 7 Wend. 
270, 274. 


95. Wimpfheimer v. U. S., 142 
Fed. 849, 851. : 
{a] Synonymous with “weft.”— 


“In weaving it is synonymous with 
‘weft,’ and relates to the threads that 
fill the interstices in the warp, and 
thus form the _ fabric.” Wimpf- 
heimer v. U. S., 142 Fed. 849, 851. 

{b] “Filling of the place’ 
‘office.’ »—Opinion to Governor, 
R. 1.635, 640, 51. A227, 

96. Levy v. Chicago, 113 Ill. 
653. 

97. 
653. 


or 
23 


650, 
Levy v. Chicago, 113 Ill. 650, 


98. U. S. v. Pinney, etc., Co., 105 
Fed. 934, 936. 

{a] “Filling chamber.” — Crown 
Cork, ete., Co. v. Carper Automatic 
Bottling Mach. Co., 229 Fed. 748, 754. 

99. U.S. v. Pinney, etc., Co., 105 
Fed. 934, 936. 

{a] “The importer’s definition of 
filling is satisfied if the goods con- 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


az 


FILLERS—FINAL 


of a cigar. 

FILLY. A female colt,? a young horse,? espe- 
clally a young mare.‘ A term also applied to a 
lively, roistering, or wanton girl. 

FILM. The layer, usually of gelatin or collodion, 
containing the sensitive salts of photographic 
plates ;° also the flexible sheet of celluloid or similar 
material upon which this layer is sometimes 
mounted.* 

FILTER. As a noun. Any porous article, as a 
cloth, paper,’ sand, or charcoal, through which wa- 
ter or other liquid is passed to separate from it mat- 
ter held in suspension,!° or in some eases dissolved 
impurities or coloring matter;11 a chamber or device 
containing such substance.?? 

As averb. To purify * or defecate.14 

FILTH. Anything that soils or defiles;1> any- 
thing that sullies or befouls the moral character: oe 
_defilement;'” foul, offensive matter ;1§ pollution.29 

FILTHY. Containing or involved in filth ;?° con- 
temptible;?1 defiled by sinful practices;?? foul, 
dirty ;?° low;?4 mean;?5 morally foul; nasty ;27 
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noisome ;?° polluted ;”° scurvy ;*° that which is nasty, 
dirty, vulgar, indecent, offensive to the moral sense, 
morally depraving and debasing.*1 

FILTRATE. The residue after filtration.** 

FILTRATION. Passing through;** the act or 
process of filtering;*4 the mechanical separation of 
a liquid from the dissolved particles floating in it.%° 

FILUM. A latin word signifying a thread.*® 
Applied to watercourses, an imaginary thread or 
line passing through the middle of a stream or 
road.** 

-Filum aque. Middle of the river; the thread 
of a stream.*® 

Filum foreste. The border of the forest.*° 

Filum vie. The middle line of a road.*? 

FINAL.*2 A word of well understood ‘and ae- 
cepted meaning 4? derived from the Latin word 
‘“finis.’?44 In its ordinary signification, last;** 
latest ;4® relating to the end;#? ultimate.*® It also 
signifies conclusive ;*° precluding further controversy 
on the question passed upon;°° that which absolutely 
ends or concludes a matter;*! that which terminates 


tain in addition to starch an appre-|for food purposes, is certainly |AmD 584. 

ciable quantity of inorganic ma-| ‘filthy.’” U. S. v. Sprague, 208 Fed. 42. Final: 

terial.” U. S. v.: Pinney, etc., Co., |.419, 421, Account of: 

105 Fed. 934, 935. 21. Century D. [quot U.S. v. Dav- Executor or.administrator see Ex- 
1. Falk v. Robertson, 137 U. S.|idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. ecutors and Administrators 

22530-2015 11 SCt a4 34 Ti ved. 645 [a] Filthy letter.—U. S. v. David- § 2299 et sea. 

(“Leaf tobacco consists of three |son, 244 Fed. 523, 532. Guardian see Guardian and Ward 

classes, ‘wrappers,’ ‘fillers,’ and 22. Century D. [quot U.S. Dav- [21 Cye 150 et seq]. 

‘binders.’ ‘Wrappers’ are leaves suit- |idson, 244 Fed. 528, 529]. Receiver see Receivers [34 Cye 450 

able for the outside finish of a cigar. 23. Century D. [quot U.S Dav- et seq]. 

‘Fillers’ are leaves that make up the |idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. Award see Arbitration and Award 

main body of the cigar; and ‘bin- 24 Century D. [quot U. S. Day- §§ 333-349. 

ders’ are the secondary or inside |idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. Cost see Costs § 1. 

wrapper, and hold together the loose 25. Century D. [quot U.S Dav- | Judgment, order, or decree: 


material which constitutes the fill- |idson, 244 Fed. 5238, 529]. 


In general see Equity § 822; Judg- 


SRS yore Sas Sa sor 


ing’’). 26. Century D. [quot U.S Dav- ments [23 Cyc 672]. 

[a]. “Filler tobacco.”—U. S. v.|idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. As affecting right of review see 
Seventy-Five Bales of Tobacco, 147 27. Century D. [quot U.S Dav- Appeal and Error §§ 256-285; 
Fed. 127, 132, 77 CCA 353; Domim- |idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. Certiorari §§ 74-77; Justices of 
guez v. U. S) es Fed. 556, 557. 28. Century D. [quot U.S. Dav- the Peace [24 Cyc 649]. 

2. Webster [quot Lunsford v.|idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. On certiorari §§ 376-387. 

State, 1 Tex ae 448, 450, 28 AmR 29. Century D. [quot U.S Dav- To bar subsequent action secé 
414]. idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. Judgments [23 Cyc 1126]. 

3. Webster D. [quot Lunsford v. 30. Century D. [quot U.S. Dav- [a] “Sentencia firme” and “sen- 
State, 1 Tex. A. 448, 450, 28 AmR|idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. tencia final” distinguished.—Ex p. 
414]. 31. Tyomies Pub. Co. v. U. S., 211 | Bolivar, 12 Porto Rico 261, 264. 

‘4, Webster D. [quot Lunsford v. | Fed. 385. 390, 128 CCA 47. 43. Pittsburgh, ete., R. Co. v. Gil- 
State, 1 Tex. A. 448, 450, 28 AmR 32. U.S. v. Proctor, 145 Fed. 126, | lespie, 158 Ind. 454, 458, 63 NE 845. 
414]. 129 (where the term is used with 44. State v. Twenty-First Ju- 

5. Webster D. [quot Lunsford v.|respect to a “water filtrate’). dicial Dist. Democratic Committee, 
State, 1 Tex. A. 448, 450, 28 AmR 83. Pendleton v. Saunders, 19 Or.|122 La. 83, 90, 47 S 405. 

414}. 9, 34, 24 P 506. “Finis” defined see post. 
6. Webster Int. 34. Pendleton v. Saunders, 19 Or. 45. Saylor v. Duel, 236 Ill. 429, 


[a] “Film or other pictorial rep- | 9, 22, 24 P 506. 


432, 86 NE 119, 121, 19 LRANS 377; 


resentation of a prize fight.”—Kalis- 35. Pendleton. v. Saunders, 19 Or.| Johnson v. New York, 1 NYS 254, 


thenic Exhibition Co. v. Emmons, 225 |9, 22, 24 P 506. 


255; Witmer’s Est., 15 Pa. Dist. 467; 


Fed. 902. 36. Phillips v. Beene, 38 Ala, 248,| Garrison v. Dougherty, 18 S. C. 486, 


[b] “A tape film.”—Edison v.| 251; Meridian Nat. 


i Mutoscope, ete, Co., 144] etc, Co., 74 Miss. 221, 228, 21 S 12, 
ee, he Ie 60 AmSR 504, 86 LRA 796; Holman |S. C. 486, 488. 


v Chevaillier, 14 Tex. 337, 339. See 47. Garrison v. Dougherty, 18 
File ante p 1123. 


a rin, aper.? — Murph 87. Black. L. D. 
eS git 5. Be iia Hadden, 5 Taunt. 125, 134, 1 ECL 74, | LRANS 377. 


128 Reprint 634. 


Fed. 121, 123. 
7. Webster Int. D. 
8. Webster Int. D. 


v. U. S., 148 Fed. 336. 
9. Webster Int. D. 


Bank v. Hoyt, | 488. 
46. Garrison v. Dougherty, 18 


S. C. 486, 488. See Saylor v. Duel, 
See Woodyer v.|236 Ill. 429, 86 NE 119, 121, 19 


See also Bound- 48. Garrison vy. Dougherty, 18 


i ints D: aries § 65. S. C. 486, 488. 
il. Webster Tai D. 38. Ingraham . Wilkinson, 4 49. Saylor v. Duel, 236 Ill. 429, 86 
12. Webster Int. D. Pick. (Mass.) 268, 273, 16 AmD 342.|NE 119, 121, 19 LRANS 377; Pitts- 


13, Pendleton v. Saunders, 19 Or.|See Tyler v. Wilkinson, 24 F. Cas. burgh, ete., R. Co. v. Gillespie, 158 


9, 22, 24 P 506. 


v. Saunders, 19 Or. |v. Pease, 2 Conn. 
Op ay deca a Ipswich, 24 Pick. 


9, 22, 24 P pee : hee! “ 
15. Century D. [quo . S. v. Dav- 
idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 371, 9 AmD 88; 


No. 14,312, 4 Mason 397, 400; Adams |Ind. 454, 63 NE 845; Blanding v. 


481, 483; In re|]Sayles, 23 R. Iv 226, 283, 49 A 992; 


(Mass.) 348, 344; | Reg. v. Hunt, 6 EB. & B. 408, 88 ECL 
Claremont v. Carlton, 2 N. H. 369, | 408, 119 Reprint 918. 
‘Arnold v. Mundy, 50. Pittsburgh, etc., R. Co. v. Gil- 


[a]. Snow as filth——Reg. v. Wood, |6 N. J. L. 1, 67, 10 AmD 356; Child|lespie, 158 Ind. 454, 63 NE 845 [quot 


5 EW. & B. 49, 55,°85. HCL! 49, 119 Re- | v. Starr, 4 Hill 
print 400. Canal Comrs. 


16. Century D. [quot U. S. v.|(N. Y.)_ 423, 430; 


Davidson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 


(N. Y.) 3869, 382;)Century D. and cit In re New York, 


Peo., 5 Wend.|49 N. Y. 150]; State v. Twenty-First 


Peo. v. Platt, 17] Judicial Dist. Democratic Committee, 
Johns (N. Y.) 195, 210, 8 AmD 382;)122 La. 88, 90, 47 S 405 [quot Cen- 


17. Century D. [quot U. S. v. Dav- | Williams v. Buchanan, 23 N. C. 535, | tury D.]. See: D’Alemberte v. State, 


idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 539, 35 AmD 760. 


56 Fla. 162, 47 S 489, 499; Hoste v. 


18. Century D. [quot U.S. v. Dav-| [al “Usqua ad filum aque.”— | Dalton, 137 Mich. 522, 100 NW_ 750, 


idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 
19. Century D. [quot U. S.v. Dav- | 371, 9 AmD 88 


‘idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 39. Knight v. 
D. fauot U.S. v. Dav- | (Mass.) 199, 207, 48 AmD 660. 286. 

20. Century [quo Ce aa Ae b. 
AVP lack wu.aD: 


‘ such a “Usque ad filum medize.”— L 
tere liable to cause disease, to su [a] JOD aaa SA 186 UU poslted; dt-aaneans 


idson, 244 Fed. 523, 529]. 
[a] “A substance containing ba- 


an extent as to make it dangerous Cox v. Freedley, 


Claremont v. Carlton, 2 N. H. 369,|751; School Dist. No. 14 v. Sims, 


193 Mo. A. 480, 484, 186 SW 4; State 


Wilder, 2 Cush.|v. Harmon, 87 Oh. St. 364, 101 NE 


51. Rondeau — v. Beaumette, 4 

Minn. 224, 228 [cit Burrill L. D.]. 
[a] Im reference to a check de- 

that the matter 


1130 [25 C.J.] 


or ends a matter or proceeding,®? not. necessarily | 


absolutely, however.** 


As applied to a judgment or judicial award, it has 
a technical, fixed, and appropriate meaning;°* it 
denotes the essential character, not the mere con- 


FINAL 


cision’’ or 
tions Serena 


firmation, 763 “final consummation,’’ ®* ‘final de- 
‘‘final decisions,’’ ® 


"ecfinal destina- 
determination,” 67 ‘final disposi- 


tion, 768 <<final disposition of the cause,’’ ® ‘‘final 
distribution, 7770 “final division,’? 74 ‘final division 


sequences, of the order;®° it is used in contradiction | and distribution, 172 S eo fmall, estimate, 7218-6 Aina 
to ‘‘interlocutory.’’ °° hearing,’’ 74 ‘fal in its nature, 3975 «final 
Phrases: ‘‘Final account,’’ 57 ‘‘final action,’’5® | judges,’’° ‘‘final jurisdiction,’’ ‘7 ‘¢final loca- 


‘final adjustment,’’>9 ‘‘final and conclusive,’’ © 


“final balanee,’’ ®! ‘‘fina] certificate,’’ °° ‘final con- 


is settled and that the check is taken 
as cash and the transaction is 
ended.” Mudd v. Farmers’, etc., 
pane 175 Mo. A. 398, 402, 162 SW 

52. Rondeau vy. Beaumette, 4 
Minn. 224, 228. See also Hoste v. 
Te 187 Mich. 522, 100 NW 750, 


53. Rondeau v. Beaumette, 4 
Minn. 224, 228 [cit Burrill L. D.]. 
See also Rodgers Vy War S00) WELeG. 
381, 385, 85 CCA 79; D’Alemberte v. 
State, 56 Fla. 162, 47 S 489, 497; 
Anderson v. School Dist. No. 15, 89 
App. Div. 231, 85 NYS 9438, 945. 

N. 


54. State v. Wood, 23 Seu pss 
560, 561. 

55. Indianapolis Union R. Co.) v. 
Waddington, 169 Ind. 448, 82 NE 
1030, 1032; State v. Wood, 23 N. J. 
L. 560, 561. A 

56. Bixler’s App., 59 Cal. 550, 556 


(“A judgment is sometimes said to 
be final to distinguish it from an 
interlocutory order or judgment in 
the same court’’); State v. Wood, 23 
IN dh dus 6.0; 561. 

57. Morse’s App., 92 Conn. 286, 
292, 102 A 586. 

58. Snyder v. State Liability Bd. 
of Awards, 94 Oh. St. 342, 114 NE 


268, 270. 
69. Lexington,» -etc:, Rs Co. |v: 
Ford Plate Glass Co., 84 Ind. 516, 


ae Copper v. Metzger, 74 Ind. 544, 


60. Lane v. U. S., 241 U. S. 201, 
209, 36 SCt 599, 60 L. ed. 956; Grub- 
nau v. U. S., 176 Fed. 904, 906, 100 
CCA 374; Carter v. Sonoma County 
Super. ;Ct., 1388 Cal. 150,;'°70: P 1067; 
Lambert v. Bates, 137 Cal. 676, 678, 
70 P 777; Tyler v. Connolly, 65 Cal. 
28,' 31, 2 P 414; Houghton’s App., 
42. Cal. 35, 55; Rash v. Allen, 24 
Del. 444, 76 A 370, 376; Pittsburgh, 
ete., R. Co. v. Gillespie, 158 Ind. 
454, 63 NE 845; Vigo County v. 
Davis, 136 Ind. 508, 508, 36 NE 141, 
22 LRA 515; Hammond y. Ridgely, 
5 Harr. & J. (Md.) 245, 268, 9 AmD 
522; Gilroy v. Supreme Ct. I. O. F., 
TSIN. ds T5584) 674A 1037, (1039, 14 
LRANS 632; Ackerman v. Taylor, 9 
N. J. L. 65, 69; In re Delaware, etc., 
Co., 69 N. Y. 209; In re Central Park, 
50 N. Y. 493; Matter of New York, 
49 N. Y. 150, 154; King v. New York, 
36° N.Y. 182,187 Inore Canal St., 
12 N. Y. 406; New York Cent. R. 
Co. v. Marvin, 11 N. Y. 276; Matter 
of Cedarhurst, 121 App. Div. 576, 578, 
106 NYS 275; Peo. v. Kingston, 53 
App. Div. 58, 60, 65 NYS 590; Peo. 
VaanCanallBa.,105 Juans:, Nt on) a0, 
223; Clark v. Patterson, 6 Binn. (Pa.) 
128; Mussina v. Hertzog, 5 Binn. 
(Pa.) 387, 389; Mau v. Stoner, 14 
Wyo. 183, 83 P 218, 221; Murphy v. 
Rex, [1911] A. C. 401, 405; Barker 
v. Edger, [1898] A. C. 748, 753; Reg. 
v. Bridge, 24 Q. B. D. 609, 611; Death 
Vv. (Harrison, lb. RR.) 6:hxch, 715,19; 
Ex p. Hebert, (N. B.) 4 CanCrCas 
153; 155, 

61. Capehart v. Logan, 
442, 445. 

62. Johnson v. Hogg, 
253, 254; 

Ay 222, 22 


20 Minn. 


202 Ill. A. 
Schaefer v. Hiser, 202 Ill. 
3; 


63. Norris v. Moody, 84 Cal. 143, 
152, 24 P 37; Sabichi v. Aguilar, 
43 Cal. 285, 290; San Jose v. Trim- 
ble, 41 Cal. 536, 541; Davis v. Davis, 
26 Cal. 23, 46, 85 AmD 157 [cit Rich- 


24 Cal. 2891; 
20 Cal. 225, 
29° ‘Cal. 


ardson vy. Williamson, 
Johnson v. Van Dyke, 
229 [cit Beach v. Gabriel, 
580, 585]. 

64. In re King, 3 Fed. 839, 840. 

65. J. W. Calnan Co. v. Doherty, 
224°. |S. 145,147, 32) SCt..460,- 461, 
56 L. ed. 702; Treadwell v. Corker, 
245 Fed. 3848, 349, 157 CCA 540; 
Economy Fuse, etc., Co. v. Killark 
Blectric Mfg. Co., 235 Fed. 120, 121, 
148 CCA 614; The Transfer No. 21, 
218 Fed. 636, 637, 184 CCA 394; Ste- 
vens v. Nave-McCord Mercantile Co., 
150 Fed. 71, 73, 80 CCA 25; Cassatt 
v. Pennsylvania Coal, ete., Co., 150 
Bed} 48, )/81iCCA “9%; > Cassatt <v. 
Mitchell Coal, etce., Co., 150 Fed. 22, 
34, 81 CCA 80, 10 LRANS 99; Land 
Title, etc., Co. v. Asphalt Co., 127 
Fed. 1, 20, 62 CCA 23; McGhee v. 
Mathis,. 21) Ark. 40, 55; Moore’ v. 
Mayfield, 47 Ill. 167, 169; Galvin v. 
Logan, 182 Ind. 647, 106 NE 871; 
Dobson v. Holmes, 83 Kan. 476, 112 
P 131, 132 [cit Weston v. Charles- 
ton,* 2. Pet’ (U."S.) 5449, +464, 7 Tanned. 
481]; Porter v. Griffin, 143 Ky. 138, 
136 SW 130, 131; Real Property Co. 
v..-Pitt, 230 Mass. 526, 120 NE 141; 
Ashton v. Thompson, 28 Minn. 330, 
334, 9 NW 876; Mettler v. Adamson, 
38 Mont. 198, 99 P 441, 443; Ander- 
son v. Cortlandt School Dist. No. 15, 
89 App. Div. 231, 234, 85 NYS 943; 
Crane v. McHenry First Nat. Bank, 
26 N. D. 268, 144 NW 96, 99; Mannix 
v. Hamilton County, 48 Oh. St. 210, 
211, 1 NE: 322; Sturgis v. Sturgis, 
51 Or. 10, 93 P 696, 698, 131 AmSR 
724, 15 LRANS 1034; Reg. v. Hunt, 
6 E. & B. 409, 88 .ECI, 409, 119 Re- 
print 918; Reg. v. Napton, 2 Jur. 
NiSfe L138, (li39: 


66. Beddall v. British, etc., Mar. 
Inshs' Coy) ZeNVSw 7095.07 Lie 
67. Swarthout vy. Curtis, 4 N. Y. 


415, 416; Baker v. Ancient Order of 
Hibernians, 170 App. Div. 844, 156 
NYS 619; Keystone State Constr. Co. 
v. Williams, 152 App. Div. 575, 137 
NYS 405, 407; Dean v. Marschall, 
90 Hun 335, 339, 35 .NYS 724; Hanby 
v. Hereford First Nat. Bank, (Tex. 
Civ. A.) 1683 SW 415, 420. 

68. Citizens’ Banking Co. v. Ra- 
venna Nat. Bank, 234 U. S. 360, 366, 
34 SCt 806, 58 L. ed. 1352; Ex p. Rus- 
sell, 13 Wall. (U. S.) 664, 667, 20 
L. ed. 632;‘In re Tupper, 163 Fed. 
766, 770; In re Brightman, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 1,879, 14 Blatchf. 130; Rice v. 
Ware, 3 Ga. A. 573, 60 SE 301, 303; 
Colcord v. Fletcher, 50 Me. 398, 401 
{eit Lincoln v. Whittenton Mills, 12 
Metc. (Mass.) 31; Waite y. Barry, 
12 Wend. (N. Y.) 377]; Peo. v. New- 
comb, 75 Misc. 258, 135 NYS 151, 153. 

69. In re Brightman, 4 F. Cas. 
No. 1,879, 14 Blatchf. 130. 

70. Rogers v. Gillett, 56 Iowa 266, 


268, 9 NW 204; Witmer’s Bst., 15 
Pa. Dist. 467. 

71. Kempster v. Evans, 81 Wis. 
247, eb L VINWe82 7, S28 doe UR Amigos 


In re Wilkins, 18 Ch. D. 634, 637. 

72. Steinkopf v. Steinkopf, 165 
Wis. 224, 229, 161 NW 757, 1 ALR 
1003. - 

73. U. S. v. Vemable Constr. Co., 
124 Fed. 267, 272. 

74, Vannevar v. Bryant, 21 Wall. 
(U. S.) 41, 43, 22 L. ed. 476; Home 
I. ‘Ins.¢ Co. v0 Dunn; 19) Wiall.£60."S;) 
214, 219, 22'L. ed: 68; Louisville, 
ete: -R. Coy-va) W.0cS., mez ete Wed.i25 8. 


tion,’’ 78 ‘‘final order,’’ 7° ‘‘final order affecting a 


272; Michigan Aluminum Fdy. Co. v. 
Aluminum Co., 190 Fed. 903, 904; Os- 
born v. Osborn, 5 Fed. 389, 390, 2 
McCrary 455; Akerly v. Vilas, 1 F. 


Cas. No. 119, 1 Abb. 284, 288, 2 Biss. 
110; McArthur’ Bros..Co. v:; Com., 
197 - Mass: ~137,. 83> “NE. 334, °335;5 
Bryant v. Rich, 106 Mass. 180, 
192,83 ,.AmR, 311; .Bull- vy.0. adnter- 
national Power Co., 84 N. J. Eq. 6, 


92 A 1796; Beery v. Irick, 22 Gratt. 
(63 Va.) 484, 489, 12 AmR 539; Johnr- 
stad v. Lake Superior Terminal, etc., 
R. Co., 165 Wis. 499, 501, 162 NW 
659. See also Admiralty § 339 note 
39 [a]; Equity § 708 note 29 [b]; 
Hear [21 Cyc 408]. 

{a] “‘On a final hearing’ [im- 
plies] that the cause has been pre- 
sented to the court in such manner 
as to invoke its judgment on the 
merits of the controversy, either 
upon the facts or upon the law, 
whereby a determination is reached 
which disposes of the controversy.” 
Albion Lumber Co. v. Inter-Ocean 
Transp. Co., 240 Fed. 1019, 1020. 

75. Brennen v. Thompson, (Ont.) 
22 DomLR- 375, 380 [cit Davis Acety- 
lene Gas Co. v. Morrison, 34 Ont. L. 
Bee 8 OntWN 474, 23 DomLR 871, 
‘ 

76. Selleck v. South Norwalk, 40 
Conn. 359. See also State v. Piper, 
50 Nebr. 25, 69 NW 3878; Simon v. 
Portland, 9 Or. 437, 441. 

77. State v. Fox, 83 Conn. 286, 
76 A 302, 304, 19 AnnCas 682; State 
Vis Campane, 76 Conn, 549, 57 “he RG, 

78. Hall v. Pickering, 40 Me. 548, 
555; Memphis, ete., R. Co. v. Union 


sy 116 Tenn. 500, 95 SW 1019, 
79. Odell v. H. Batterman Co., 
223 Fed. 292, 295, 138) CCA. 634; 


Storey v. Storey, 221 Fed. 262, 264: 
Mitchell v. Porter, 194 Fed. 49, 54, 
114 CCA 69; Nelson v. Meehan, 155 
Bedi i¢ 3; 83 CCA 597, 12 LRANS 
374; Vicksburg Waterworks Conde 
Vicksburg, 153 Fed. 116, 12¢, 82 CCA 
250; Hayes v. Hayes, 192 ‘Ala. 280, 
68 Ss 351, 352; Reed v. Hughes, 193 
Ala. 162, 68 $ 334; Mohave County 
v. Stephens, 17 Ariz. 165, 149 P 670, 
672; Aiton v. Medical Examiners Bd., 
13 ‘Ariz. 74,2108) PO22165292- Damon 
v. Barker, 239 Ill. 637, 88 ‘NE 278, 
279; Ousley v. Curphey, 95 Kan. 254, 
259, 147 P 1110; Snavely v. Bugey 


Co., 36 Kan. 106, AD sePib 22) bese 
Chesapeake, ete, R. Co. v. Helton, 
141 Ky. 404, 132 SW 1024, 1025; 


Rural Home Tel. Co. v. Kentucky, 
ete, Tel., etc.,. Co., 100 SW. 847,. 848, 
30 KyL 1230; Tipton v. Harris, 87 
SW 1074, 1075, 27 Kyl 1175 [quot 
Maysville, ete., R. Co. v. Punnett,: 15 
B. Mon. 47]; ‘Erwin v. Benton, 120 
Ky. 536, 87 SW 291, 292, 27 KyL 909, 
9 ‘AmnCas 264; Boggs v. Inter-Ameri- 
can Min., etc., Co., 105 Md. 371, 66 
A 259, 262: Shingluff v. Hubner, 101 
Ma. 652, 61 A 326, 328; Adams v, 
Brown County, 104 Minn. 527, 116 
NW 484; Prahl v. Brown County, 104 
Minn. 227, 116 NW 483, 484; Ray- 
mond v. Raymond, 32 Mont. 170, 79 
P 1056, 1057; Wunrath v. People’s 
Furniture, etc., Co., 98 Nebr. 342, 
152 NW 736, 738; State v. State Bd. 
of Equalization, etce., 81 Nebr. 139, 
115 NW 789. 791; Huffman v. Rhodes, 
72 Nebr. 57, 100 NW 159, 160; In re 
Earnshaw, 196 N2Y...-33:0;) 89 NE 825, 
826; Matter of Gibson, LO 5 eo INR Ye 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


substantial right,’’8° ‘final 
‘‘final passage,’’ 82 ‘‘final 


from the Latin word ‘‘finis.’’ 2 


466, 88 NE 1100, 1102; Peo. v. Dur- 
yee, 188 N. Y. 440, 81 NE 8138, 314; 
In re Witzsimons, 174 N. Y. 15, 66 
NE 554, 556; Matter of Van Dusen, 
132 App. Div. 592, 116 NYS 915, 916; 
Lake v. Lake, 124 App. Div. 89, 108 
NYS 964, 965; Siegel v. Solomon, 92 
NYS 238, 239; Van Ingen v. Berger, 
82 Oh. St. 255, 92 NE 438, 434, 19 
AnnCas 799; Lowellville Coal Min. 


Co. v. Zappio, 80 Oh. St. 458, 89 NE | 25 


97, 100; Grunawalt v. Grunawalt, 24 
Okl. 756, 104 P 905, 906; Maddle v. 
Beavers, 24 Okl. 708, 104 P 909; 
Maggert v. Keele, 20 Okl. 681, 95 P 
466, 467; Pomeroy First Nat. Bank v. 
McCullough, 50 Or. 508, 93 P 366, 
369, 126 AmSR 758, 17 LRANS 1105; 
Farnsworth v. Hatch, 47 Utah 62, 
151 P 537, 538; Hewlett Bros. v. Mal- 
Jett 39. Utah 3545-117) P. 68,0705 Postal 
Tel. Cable Co. v. Norfolk, ete, R. 
Co., 87 Va. 349, 12 SE 613; Ludlow 
v. Norfolk, 87 Va. 319, 12 SE 612; 
Alexander v. Byrd, 85 Va. 690, 8 SH 
577; Burch v. Hardwicke, 23 Gratt. 
(64 Va.) 51; Lowe v. Lowe, 53 Wash. 
50, 101 P 704, 705; Kath v. His- 
togenetic Medicine Co., 50 Wash. 
454, 97 P 464; Vaktaren Pub. Co. v. 
Pacific Tribune Pub. Co., 41 Wash. 
355, 883 P 426; White Oak R. Co. v. 
Gordon, 61 W. Va. 519, 56 SE 837, 
838; Wheeling Bridge, etc, R. Co. 
v. Wheeling Steel, ete, Co., 41 W. 
Va. 747, 24 SE 651; Pack v. Chesa- 
peake, etc., R. Co., 5 W. Va. 118; 
Griswold v. Barden, 146 Wis. 35, 130 
NW 952, 953; Sly v. Kilbourn City, 
144 Wis. 203, 128 NW 872, 873; In 
re Horicon Drainage Dist., 129 Wis. 
42, 108 NW 198, 201; Kingston v. 
Kingston, 124 Wis. 263, 102 NW _ 577, 
578; Ledebuhr v. Grand Grove Wis- 
consin O. O. D., 97 Wis. 341, 72 NW 
884, 885; Anderson v. Englehart, 18 
Wyo. 196, 105 P 571, 572, AmnCas 
1912C 894; Mayott v. Knott, 16 Wyo. 
108, 92 P 240, 241. 

80. Collins v. Case, 25 Wis. 651, 
653; Ballston Spa Bank yv. Milwau- 
kee Mar. Bank, 18 Wis. 490, 491 [cit 
Livingston v. Swift, 23 HowPr 
(N. Y.) 1; In re Fleming, 16 Wis. 
70]. 

81. Sanders v. Sanders, 28 Okl. 
59, 117 P 338, 342. 

82. Roberts v. Paducah, 95 Fed. 

62, 67; State v. Buckley, 54 Ala. 
599, 613; Solomon v. Alexander, 161 
Cal, 23, 118 P 217, 219; State v. Dil- 
lon, 42 Fla. 95, 115, 28 S 781; John- 
son v. Great Falls, 38 Mont. 369, 99 
P 1059, 1069, 16 AnnCas 974; Roane 
Iron Co. v. Francis, 130 Tenn. 694, 
697, 172 SW 816. 
Illinois Surety Co. v. U. S., 
, 214, 218, 86 SCt 321, 60 L. 
ed. 609; American Bonding Co. v. 
U. S., 283 Fed. 364, 366, 147 CCA 300; 
Young Men’s Christian Assoc. v. Rit- 
ter, 90 Kan. 332, 337, 133 P 894. 

84. U.S. v. Barker, 24 F. Cas. No. 
14,516, 5 Mason 404, 406; Moore v. 
Taylor, 1 A. & EB. 25, 29, 28 ECL 37, 
110 Reprint 1117 [cit Inglis v. Vaux, 


b. 437). 
aca j 174 Fed. 429, 


85. The Larimer, 
430. 
86. McGinn v. Lighthouse, 137 


NYS 110, \111. 

87, Amis v. Smith, 16 Pet. (U. Ss.) 
303, 3138, 10 L. ed. 973; Collier v. 
Blake, 16 Ga. A. 382, 85 SE 354; Long 


participation,’’ *1 
payment,’’ 8° 
port,’’ ** “‘final port of discharge,’’ ®° ‘final pro- 
ceeding,’’ 8° ‘‘final process,’ 8? ‘final record,’’ 8 
‘‘final sailing,’’ ®® ‘‘final sentence,’’®° ‘‘final set- 
tlement,’’ ®1 ‘‘final submission,’’®? ‘‘final termina- 
tion,’’ °° ‘‘final termination of the case,’’ * ‘final 
terminus,’’®> ‘‘final trial,’’?®* ‘‘final, unless ap- 
pealed against,’’ *? ‘‘final, without exception or ap- 
peal,’’ 98 ‘‘when expressly made final.’’ % 
FINALITY. A word of clear meaning! derived 
It pertains to the 


FINAL—FINANCE 
““final 


ultimately.® 
Phrases: 


Ole einalliy; 


cuniary affairs; 
Kae Clark, 16 Ga. <A. 365, 85 SE 

88. Jordan v. State, 16 Ala. A. 51, 
74 S 864, 865. 

89. Sailing-Ship Garston Co. v. 
Hickie, 15 Q. B. D. 580, 586; Price v. 
Livingstone, 9 Q. B. D. 679, 681, 682 
[cit Hudson v. Bilton, 6 E. & B. 565, 
88 ECL 565, 119 Reprint 975]; Roe- 
jlandts v. Harrison, 9 Exch. 444, 449, 
EngL&Eq 470, 156 #£,Reprint 


v. The Peggy, 1 Cranch 
109, 2 L. ed. 49; Wilson 


189. 
90. U.S. 
(U. S.) 103, 


v. Shawinigan Carbide Co., 37 Can. 
S.C. 535, 638° [eit Cye]. 
91. Illinois Surety Co. v. U. §S 


240° Ui." Ss (214.1 219, (221, 36 »SCt (321, 
60 L. ed. 609; American Bonding Co. 
v. U. S., 233 Fed. 364, 366, 147 CCA 
300; Illinois |Surety Co. v. U. S., 
215 Fed. 334, 337, 131 CCA 476; U.S. 
v. Massachusetts Bonding, etce., Co., 
215 Fed. 241, 2438; U. S. v. Robin- 
son, 214 Fed. 38, 39, 130 CCA 432; 
U. S. v. Bailey, 207 Fed. 782, 784; In 
re Hirsch, 97 Fed. 571, 574; Sims v. 
Waters, 65 Ala. 442, 445; France vy. 
Shockey, -92 Ark. 41, 121 SW 1056, 
1057; American Bonding Co. v. Peo., 
46 Colo. 394, 104 P 81, 83: Roberts 
v. Spencer, 112 Ind. 85, 13 NE 129; 
Parsons v. Milford, 67 Ind. 489; 
Johnson v. Hedrick, 33 Ind. 129, 5 
AmR 191; Dufour v. Dufour, \28 Ind. 


421; Mefford v. Lamkin, 38 Ind. A. 
33, .76 INE 1024, 1025, 77 NE 960; 
Dickerson v. Robinson, 6 N. J. L. 


195, 206, 10 AmD 396; Pomeroy v. 
Mills, 37 N. J. Eq. 578, 580 [cit. Ste- 
venson v. Phillips, 21 N. J. L. 70]; 
Richards’ Case, 6 Serge. & R. (Pa.) 
462, 465; Palace Shipping Co., Ltd. 
Rear [1907] A. C. 386, 9 AnnCas 

[a] “Financial settlement” equiva- 
lent to “final settlement.’”—Beyer v. 
Martin, 120 Ill. A. 50, 54. 

[b] “Performance” and “final set- 
tlement” are not synonymous.—vU. S. 
v. Bailey, 207 Fed. 782, 788. 

Final settlement of: 

Executor or administrator see Pxec- 

bees and Administrators §§ 2299— 
Guardian see Guardian and Ward 

[21 Cye 150 et seq]. 

Receiver see Receivers [34 Cyc 450 
et seq]. 
Trustee see Trusts [39 Cyc 464]. 

92. Dutfy v. Glucose Sugar Re- 
fining Co., 141 Fed. 206, 207; Dicker- 
man v. Crane, .8° Kan. A. 795, 57 BP 
305, 306; Vertrees v. Newport News, 
ete.) -B. -Coty 95) (KY2e3814) 2b Swi; 
State v. District Ct., 46 Mont. 348, 
128 P 582, 583; State v. Ninth Ju- 
Gicial, Dist. Ct..737 Mont. 298,796. Pp. 
337, 339; Bee Bldg. Co. v. Dalton, 68 
Nebr. 38, 98 NW 930, 931, 4 AnnCas 
508; Turner v. Pope Motor Car Co., 
79 Oh. St. 153, 86 NE 651, 655; State 
v. Ferrell, 69 Oh. St. 521, 69 NE 
995, 996; Turner v. Pope Motor Car 
Col," 29" On) Cirs Ct W831) 184: 

93. Commercial Union Assur. Co. 
v. Chattahoochee Lumber Co., 130 
Ga. 191, 60° SE 554, 555; Light w. 
Hunt, 17 Ga. A. 491, 87 SE 763; Fox 
v. Smith, 130 Tenm. 611, 618, 172 SW 


Bile 
[a] “A ‘legal termination’ does 
not necessarily mean a ‘final ter- 


a9 


mination. Light v. Hunt, 17 Ga. 
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conclusion and the end.’ 

FINALLY. A word which has a meaning to which 
some effect should be given.* 
meaning at last;°> at the end or conclusion;® lastly ;’ 


It may be used as 


‘‘Finally determine’’ or ‘‘finally de- 
termined,’’® ‘‘finaliy determining,’’?°.‘‘finally dis- 
pose’’ or ‘‘finally disposed,’’1! ‘‘finally disposed 


passed,’’ 1° ‘finally recover’’ or 


‘finally recovered,’’ 14 ‘‘finally settled.’’ 15 
FINANCE. As a noun. 


Monetary affairs;® pe- 


17 also, funds on hand or coming 


A. 491, 87 SE 763. 

94. Beasley v. State, 134 Tenn. 
660, 664, 185 SW 687. 

95. Citizens’ St. R. Co. v. Africa, 
100 Tenn. 26, 42 SW 485. 

96. State v. Newman, 24 Fla. 33, 
3 S 467 [quot Wynne v. Stonecypher, 
146 Ga. 5, 6, 90 SE 284; Swearengen 
v. State, 146 Ga. 3, 4, 90 SE 283]; 
Swearemgen v. State, 18 Ga. A. 763, 
90 SE 653; Herrera v. Barretto, 26 
Philippine 304, 308. 

97. Blanding v. Sayles, 23 R. I. 
226, 232, 49 A 992; Reg. v. Hunt, 6 
E. & B. 408, 4138, 88 ECL 408, 119 
Reprint 918. 

98. Williams v. Danziger, 91 Pa. 
232, 233 [cit McCahan v. Reamey, 
33 Pa. 535]; Mau v. Stoner, 14 Wyo. 
L83 783 2USs 220. 

26 Fed. 337, 


99. Sharon vy. Hill, 
390, 11 Sawy. 291. 

1. State v. Twenty-First Judicial 
Dist. Democratic Committee, 122 La. 
83, 90, 47 S 405. 

2. State v. Twenty-First Judicial 
Dist. Democratic Committee, 122 La. 
83, 90, 47 S 405. 

“Finis” defined see Finis post. 

3. State v. Twenty-First Judicial 
Dist. Democratic Committee, 122 La. 
83, 90, 47 S 405. See also Final ante 
p 1129. 

- & State v. Twenty-First Judicial 
Dist. Democratic Committee, 122 La. 
83, 47 S 405, 467. 

5. Century D. 

6. Webster D. -[quot Bear v. 
Reese, 44 Ind. A. 465, 89 NE 522, 
523]. See State v. Twenty-First 
Judicial Dist. Democratic Committee, 
122 La. 83, 47 S 405, 406. 

[a] Statutory use.—‘“The word 
‘finally’ as used in [Domestic Rela- 
tion Law (Consol. L. [1909] e¢ 14, 
§ 6)] relates to the finality of the 
judgment imposing the _ sentence.’ 
Gargan v. Sculley, 82 Misc. 667, 144 
NYS 205, 207. 


7. Webster D. [quot Bear v. 
ee 44 Ind. A. 465, 89 NE 522, 
8. Webster D. [quot Bear v. 
a 44 Ind. A. 465, 89 NE 522, 
oa In re Rector, 9 Fed. 16, 17; 


Southern Pac. R. Co. v. Painter, 113 
Cal. 247, 45 P 320, 321; Rex v. Plow- 
right, 3 Mod. 94, 95, 87 Reprint 60. 

10. In re Small, 158 N. Y. 128, 52 
NE 723, 724; Van Arsdale v. King, 
155 N. Y. 325, 49 NE 866, 867. 

11. Robins v. Wood, 87 L. J. K. B. 
224, 226; Boston Law Book Co. v. 
Canada Law Book Co., 43 Ont. L. 
233, 235 [dism app 43 Ont. L. 13]. 

12. Peo. v. Newcomb, 75 Misc. 
258, 185 NYS 151, 153. 

13. Upper Canada Law Soc v. 
Toronto, 25 U. C, Q. B. 199, 203. 

14. Fisk v. Gray, 100 Mass. 191, 


193; George vy. Pangborn, 6 Allen 
(Mass.) 248. 
16,c0llinoiss surety ‘Co, fv.Uvies., 


240 U. S. 214, 219, 36 SCt 321, 60 L. 
ed: 609;, McGrew’s App., 14 Serge. & 
R. (Pa.) 396, 397; Carpenter’s App., 
11 WklyNC (Pa.) 162. 

16. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
Dive ew 91, 792, 160) NMS SLs ete 
Standard D.]. 

17. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
Div. 791,- 792; 150 NYS 175 [ck 
Standard D.] 
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in;'8 income;!® revenue;?° revenue, funds in the 
treasury or accruing to it.?? 

‘As a verb. To conduct the finances of ;?? to pro- 
vide capital for.?* \ 

FINANCIAL. Pertaining to finance or to reve- 
nue.”4 

Phrases: ‘‘ Any financial arrangement,’’ 7° ‘‘finan- 
cial institution,’’ *® ‘‘ financial member,’’ 27 ‘‘finan- 
cial officer,’’ 2° ‘‘financial settlement.’’ 2° 

FINANCIALLY. In relation to finance; in re- 
spect to funds.°° 

FINANCIER. Asa noun. One who is intrusted 
with the control of financial interests;3! one who 
regulates or manages the public revenues.*? 

FINCA. In Spanish law, real property; usually 
acquired by inheritance.** 

FIND. [§1] A. As a Noun. A finding, or 
something found.*4 

[§ 2] B. As a Verb—l. In General. In its 


primary meaning, to come to;*° to arrive at;°° to 


FINANCE—FIND 


may mean to furnish,*! to supply.*? In the mean- 
ing of the law, to ascertain by judicial inquiry ;** 
_to determine and declare an issue of fact by its 
verdict or decision as a court or jury.** 

Phrases: ‘‘Do find for the plaintiff,’’ 4° ‘‘find a 
buyer,’’ #¢ ‘find and establish the boundary line,’’ #7 
‘“find help,’’ 48 ‘‘find the complaint to be true,’’ *° 
‘find the expense money,’’*° ‘‘find they do the 
work.’’ 54 

[§ 3] 2. Finding.5? In the present participle, 
the verb may mean ‘‘supplying.’’ >? 

Phrases: ‘‘Finding of the money inclosed,’’ 4 
‘finding or producing a purchaser,’’ >> 

[§ 4] 3. Found.®® The past participle of 
‘¢find,’’ 57 and the equivalent of the Latin word ‘‘in- 
ventus.’’58 The term has been defined variously 
as meaning ascertained to lie and be;5® chanced 
upon ;°° discovered ;*! fell in with;°? got at;®* met 
with by accident;** perceived;® reached;®* seen;*%? 
supphed;®* traced to.®°® In eriminal law the word 


attain to;°” to discover;*> to meet;*® to reach.*° It 


18. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
Dives ots loo mel oOaeND SS! VLiviby SHiCLe 
Standard D.] 

19. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
DDiVee CO, ee Oot LO Ome NES 1175 ARCIt 
Standard D.] 

20. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
Divewn ole, Loose LOO SEN YS e IW Desf cut 
Standard D.] 

21. Newburgh v. Dickey, 164 App. 
Diva 91 2.9 3250 NYS 1759 ‘Teit 
Century D.]. 

22. Webster Int. D. 

23. Webster Int. D. 

[a] To “finance” a corporation.— 
Hobgood v. Ehlen, 141 N. C. 344, 53 
SE 857, 859. 

24. Century D. 

[a] A synonym of “fiscal.”—Arm- 
strong v. State Bank, 177 App. Div. 
265, 270, 165 NYS 5. See also Fiscal 
post 26 C. J. p 592. 

25. Farjeon v. Indian Territory 
Tiluminating Oil Co., 146 App. Div. 
23, 1380 NYS 532, 534. 

26. Canadian Northern Pxpress 
Co, v. Rosthern, 8 Sask. L. 285, 23 
DomLR 64, 67, 8 WestWkly 1181, 31 
WestLR 868. 

27. Meyer v. American Star Or- 
der, 2 NYS 492; Mullin v. Hastings, 
30MPas Comedy 3125 315. 

28. Hazard v. Swedesboro Bd. of 
*sEducation) (Git S.. Ch.) 75 A237, (239) 
Armstrong v. State Bank, 177 App. 
Dive 265,-270,7165. NYS (5: 

29. Beyer v. Martin, 120 Ill. A. 


30. Century D. 

{a] “Financially dependent.” — 
Davis v. East St. Louis Lodge No. 4, 
197 Ill. A. 25, 28. 

{b] “Financially solvent.’’—Mat- 
ter of Farmers’ L. & T. Co., 65 Misc. 
418, 121 NYS 1099, 1100. 

31. Century D. 

[a] As applied to the officer of a 
lodge.—Backdahl v. Grand Lodge 
A. O. U. W., 46 Minn. 61, 64, 48 NW 
454. 

32. eCentury D. 

33. Escriche Diccionario. See 
Property [32 Cyc 6389]. 

34. Webster Int. D. 

35. Webster D. [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42 N. Y. Super. 169, 172]. 
[a] “*To find’ .. . ‘coincides in 
origin with venio,’ but in sense with 
invenio. And the literal significa- 
tion of ‘invelnio’ is to come upon, to 
get at.” Webster D. [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42 N. Y. Super. 169, 172]. 

36. Webster D. [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42) N. Y.-Super. 169,172]. 

87. Webster D. [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42 N. Y. Super. 169, 172]. 

38. Smith v. Hickman, 14 Pa. 
Super. 46, 51. 

39. Webster D., [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42 N. Y. Super. 169, 172]. 


40. Webster D. [quot Carter v. 
Youngs, 42 N. Y. Super. 169, 172]. 

41. Smith v. Hickman, 14 Pa. 
Super. 46, 51. See also Ladd v. Pat- 


ten, 66 Me. 97, 99; Gregory v. Tom- 
linson, 68 Vt. 410, 412, 35 A 350 
(‘To find’ a team and to ‘furnish’ 


a team are the same thing. ‘To find’ 
twenty cows and ‘to furnish’ twenty 
cows are the same thimg”’). 

42. Smith v. Hickman, 14 Pa. 
Super. 46, 51. See Abbott v. Bates, 
AD Mie SC oe Lee 20: 

43. State v. Bulkeley, 61 Conn. 
287, 369, 23 A 186, 14 LRA 657; State 
v. Crandall, 269 Mo. 44, 190 SW 889, 
893 [quot Cyc]. 

[a] “Zhe word ‘find’ or ‘finding’ 
in legal proceedings does not always 
imply the same thing.—Where a 
cause is tried by the court, the find- 


-|ing means the facts which the court 


considers the evidence establishes. 
The court states such facts which 
constitute the finding. The jury 
finds a verdict or an issue in favor 
of one party or the other without 
stating any facts, except in a spe- 
cial verdict.” State v. Beloit, 74 
Wis. 267, 269, 42 NW 110. 

{[b] ‘The words ‘to the satisfac- 
tion of the jury’ [used in an instruc- 
tion authorizing a verdict on proof 
to the satisfaction of the jury, etce.,] 
are equivalent to ‘find’ or ‘believe.’ ” 


Terre Haute fTract., ete, Co. v. 
Payne, 45 Ind. A. 132, 89 NE 413, 
417. 


44. Webster Int. D. [quot State 
v. Crandall, 269 Mo. 44, 190 SW 889, 


893]. See Finding post p 1133. 
45. Young v. Porter, .5 Yerg. 
(Tenn.). 98, 99. 


46. Flynn v. Van Kleek, 91 Iowa 
78, 80, 58 NW 1091; McCormick v. 
Stephany, 61 N. J. Eq. 208, 209, 48 
INP HR 


47. Woeks v. Trask, 81 Me. 127, 
131, 16 A 413, 2 LRA 532. 

48. Ladd v. Patten, 66 Me. 97, 98. 

49. State v. Beloit, 74 Wis. 267, 
42 NW 110. 

50. Rich y. Braxton, 158 U. S. 375, 
387, 15° SCt 1006, 39 L. ed. 1022. 

51. Garden: -City, “ete.,,° 9 (Co. -v. 
Kause, 67 Ill. A. 108, 110. 

52. Finding as a noun see Finding 
post p 1133. 

53. Abbott v. Bates, 45 L. J. C. P. 


117, 120. 
[a] “Seizing” distinguished.—‘“It 
is clear, that the word ‘finding’ 


means something distinet from seiz- 
ing; for the seizing is to be conse- 
quent on the finding; and the search 
for the purpose of seizing is not to 
be made till after the finding, in one 
sense; so that it is plain, that the 
finding, the searching for, and the 
obtaining possession, are mot the 


same thing, but have, in the contem- 
plation of this act, very distinct 
meanings.” Atty.-Gen. v. Delano, 6 
Price 383, 397, 146 Reprint 841. 
54. Keron v. Cashman, (N. J. Ch.) 
33 A 1055, 1056. 
55. Baars v. Hyland, 65 Minn. 150, 
152, 67 NW 1148. 
56. See also Found 26 C. J. p 1002. 
Found in jurisdiction of court see 
Courts § 82 et seq. 
In oil, gas, and mineral leases see 
Pe and Minerals [27 Cye 1728, 
Within the meaning of statutes re- 
lating to: 
ees running at large see Animals 
Penalties for infringement of copy- 
right see Copyrights and Literary 
Property § 371. 
Process: 
Generally see Process [32 Cyc 455]. 
On domestic corporation see Cor- 
porations § 2905. 
On foreign corporation see Corpo- 
rations § 4139. 
Venue of actions against corpora- 
tion see Corporations §§ 2875 et 
seq, 4121. 
57. State v. Crandall, 269 Mo. 44, 
57, 190 SW 889. 


58. ‘Carter v. Youngs, 42) N. Y. 
Super. 169, 172. 
59. Jowett v. Spencer, 1 Exch. 


647, 650, 154 Reprint 275 [quot Mec- 
Nair v. Cottins, 27 Ont, Gus 44.956.)/3 
OntWN 16389, 2 OntWR 891]. 

60. McNair v. Collins, 27 Ont. L. 
44, 3 OntWN 1639, 22 OntWR 891, 
6 DomLR 510, 512. 

[a] “Frequently” distinguished.— 
Ree. v. Clark,.54-1, J: Ms Guy66eese 

61. Chicago v. Atwood, 269 Ill. 
624, 627, 110 NE 127; State v. Min- 
nick, 54 Or. 86, 102 P 605, 607: Atty.- 
Gen. v. Delano, 6 Price 383, 396, 397, 
398, 400, 146 Reprint 841; McNair v. 
Collins, 27 Ont. L. 44, 3 OntWN 1639, 
22 OntWR 891, 6 DomLR 510, 512. 

62. McNair vy. Collins, 27 Ont. L.. 
44, 3 OntWN 1639, 22 OntWR 891, 
6 DomLR 510, 512. 

63. Steinhardt v. Baker, 20 Misc. 
470, 472, 46 NYS 707. 

64. McNair v. Collins, 27 Ont. L. 
44, 3 OntWN 1639, 22 QniwWwR 891, 
6 DomLR 510, 512. 

65. Chicago v. Atwood, 269 M11. 
624, 627, 110 NE 127. 

66. Steinhardt v. Baker, 20 Misc. 
470, 472, 46 NYS 707. 

67. Atty.-Gen. v. Delano, 6 Price 
383, 396, 397, 398, 400, 146 Reprint 


841. \ 

68. Smith v. 14 Pa. 
Super. 46, 52. 

69. State v. Minnick, 54 Or. 86, 
102 P 605, 607. , 

[a] Used in contradistinction to 


Hickman, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


FIND—FINDING 


has a well defined meaning regarding indictments.” 
_ Phrases: ‘‘As much longer as oil or gas is found 
mm paying quantities,’’?71 ‘‘cannot be found,’’ 7 
“dogs found and being without a collar,’’ 78 ‘‘found 
by the broker,’’* ‘‘tound committing,’’ 7 ‘found 
due,’’ 7° ‘‘found employed,’’7? ‘‘found in a state 
of intoxication,’’ *§ ‘‘found indorsed,’’ 7° ‘‘found in 
paying quantities,’’®° ‘‘found in the county,’’ 
“‘found’’ in the district,8? ‘‘found in the possession 
ortakéepine nor,” *°. ‘found’ in «this State,’ = 
‘‘found neglected,’’ ® ‘‘found not to possess the 
statutory qualifications,’’** ‘‘found offending 
against this Act,’’§7 ‘‘found on such premises,’’ 88 
‘‘found on the demised premises,’’ *® ‘‘found or 
heard of,’’ ®° ‘‘found running at large,’’ ®! ‘‘found 
therein,’’ ®? ‘found to be a nuisance,’’®? ‘‘found 
to be due,’’ ®* ‘‘found to be erroneous or illegal,’ %5 
“‘found to be of unsound mind,”’ °¢ ‘‘found’’ within 
the jurisdiction,®’ ‘‘found within the state,’’ °° 
“‘found with the will,’’®® ‘‘is found,’’1 ‘‘not 


“reside.’”—Tiedemann v. Tiedemann, 88. 


35 & 36 Vict. c 94 § 25. 
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found,’’ ? ‘‘no sufficient distress to be found on the 
demised premises,’’* ‘‘unless said pole caps shall 
be found at any time to infringe other patents,’’ * 
‘when it shall be found necessary.’’ 5 

FINDER OF PROPERTY.® 

FINDING.“ A word which imports the ascer- 
tainment of a fact in a judicial proceeding,’ and 
commonly is applied to the result reached by a 
judge.® The term is universally used by the pro- 
fession and by the courts as meaning the decision 
of a trial court upon the facts;!° it is never used, in 
the statutes or in common parlance, to designate 
the decision of the appellate court upon appeal.'* 
Sometimes, however, as a matter of interpretation it 
has been treated as a ruling of law.” 

Finding of fact. A determination by a court,- 
found on the evidence of a fact averred by one party 
and denied by the other;!* the written statement of 
each issuable fact established by the evidence.'* 


Appeal and Error §§ 3060-3074. 


36 Nev. 494, 500, 187 P 824. 89. Hammond v. Mather, 3 F. & Jury see Trial [38 Cyc 1907]. 

70.) Derr. yv. ‘Pendry,. 9 Mont, “67, |. 151. Master or commissioner see 
72, 22 P 760. See Indictments and 90. Powers v..McFerran, 2 Serg. Equity §§ 773-797. 
Informations [22 Cye 204]. & R. 44, 46. Referee see References [34 Cyc 

71; Smith «vy. Hickman; -14 Pa. 91. See Animals § 611. 838]. 

Super. 46, 51 (meaning “as much 92. Murphy v. Arrow, [1897] 2]|Conformity of judgment to _ see 


longer as, under the operations of 
the lessee, oil or gas continues to 
be produced in paying quantities’’). 


Q. B. 527, 533. 


93. Chicago v. 
624, 627, 110 NE 127. 


Atwood, 269 Ill. 


Judgments [238 Cyc 623]. 
Harmless error in see Appeal and 
Error §§ 3040-3045. 


72. Carter v. Youngs, 42.N. Y. 94 In re Crawshay, 39 Ch. D.| Irregularities in, ground for new 
Super. 169, 172. 5B2, DOD. trial see New Trial [29 Cyc 815]. 

73. Tower v. Tower, 18 Pick. 95. Union Pac. R. Co. v. Weld|On inquisition of lunacy see Insane 
{Mass.) 262, 268. County, 217 Fed. 540, 542, 183 CCA Persons [22 Cye, 1129). 

74. Evans v. Gay, (Tex. Civ. A.) | 392. Review in appellate court see Ap- 
74 SW 575, 576. 96. In re Maltby, 1 Q. B. D. 18, peal and Error §§ 2830-2877. 

755 (Grito Vas baAy lore ce. by eb: 25. Special see Trial [38 Cye 1907]. 
194). 197; - Downing v. Capel; i. R. 97. Reg. v. Lopez, 6 Wkly. Rep.| “Decision” distinguished see De- 
2 C. P. 461, 464; Simmons v. Millin- | 227, 230. cisions 13, CJaipn 2 
Zen, 2).C. Be 524, 532)552. HCl. 524, 98. Galveston City R. Co. v. Hook, 8. Garden Cemetery Corp.  v. 
135 Reprfnt 1051; Roberts v. Or-|40 Ill. A. 547, 556. Baker, 218 Mass. 339, 346, 105 NE 
chard, 2 H. & C. 769, 773, 159 Reprint 99. Bryan’s App., 77 Conn. 240, 58 |1070, AnnCas1916B 75. 

318, 19 ERC 255. A 748, 749, 107 AmSR 34, 68 LRA [a] “In accordance with this find- 


76. Cooper v. Crane, 9 N. J. L. 178, 
187 


77. State v. Canton, 43 Mo. 48, 
3 


78. State v. Bromley, 25 Conn. 6, 
S: Res, vs Pelly,, [189%] -2° Q. -B..2383; 
35; Lester v. Torrens, 2 Q. B. D. 408, 


404, 

79. Terr. v. Pendry, 9 Mont. 67, 
T2snee 2 60% 

80. Ardizonne v. Archer, (Okl.) 
178 P 263, 264; South Penn Oil Co. 
v. Snodgrass, 71 W. Va. 438, 448, 76 
SE 961, 43 LRANS 848. 


81. McNab v. Bennet, 66 Ill. 157, 
160. 
82. McCoy v. Cincinnati, etc, R. 


Co., 13 Fed. 3, 4. 

83. Reg. v. Dennis, [1894] 2 Q. B. 
458, 464; Laws v. Read, 63 L. J. Q. B. 
683, 685. 

84. Merchants’ Mfg. Co. v. Grand 
Trunk R. Co., 13 Fed. 358, 11 AbbN 


Gas) “GNA YS): 2183F185,4°63' HowPr 
(N. Y.) 459. 

85. Rex v. Radcliffe, [1915] 3 
K. B. 418. 

86. State v. Crandall, 269 Mo. 44, 


56, 190 SW 889. 

87. Horley v. Rogers, 2 BH. & BH. 
674, 676, 105 ECL 674, 121 Reprint 
253. 


353, 1 AnnCas 393. 

1. IDles v. Heidenreich, 201 Ill. A, 
619, 625; Juckett v. Brennaman, 99 
Nebr. 755, 157 NW 925, 927; State 
v. Bellows, 62 Oh. St. 307, 310, 56 
NE 1028. 

[a] “A body ‘is found’ within the 
county when it is ascertained by any 
means that it is within the county.” 
State v. Bellows, 62 Oh. St. 307, 310, 


56 NE 1028. 

2.) \CommyyasHale- 2 sVa.mCas. (4 
Va.) 241, 242. 

3. Doe v. Franks, 2 C. & K. 678, 
61 ECL 678. 


4, Potterton v. Condit, 218 Mass. 
216, 219, 105 NE 4438. 

5. Spear v. Bicknell, 5 Mass. 125, 
132. 

[a] 
equivalent.—Spear  v. 
Mass. 125, 131. 

6. See Finding Lost Goods post 
p 1134. 

7. Finding: 
As part of record see Appeal and 

Error § 1767. 


y: 

Arbitrator 
Award i51Cr J. p. i. 

Court see Trial [38 Cyc 1953]. 

Intermediate appellate court see 


“When it shall be necessary” 
Bicknell, 5 


see Arbitration and 


ing.’—Garden Cemetery Corp. v. 
Baker, 218 Mass. 339, 346, 105 NE 
1070, AnnCasi1916B 75. 

9. Garden Cemetery Corp.  v. 
Baker, 218 Mass. 339, 346, 105 NE 
1070, AinnCas1916B 75. See Hamil- 
ton v. Murray, 29 Mont. 80, 74 P 


75, 76 [cit Froman vy. Patterson, 10 
Mont. 107, 24 P 6921. 


10. Williams v. Giblin, 86 Wis. 
648, 57 NW 1111. 

11. Williams v. Giblin, 86 Wis. 
648, 57 NW 1111. 

12. Garden Cemetery Corp. v. 
Baker, 218 Mass. 339, 346, 105 NE 


1070 [cit Clapp v. Wilder, 176 Mass. 
332, 337, 57 NE 692, 50 LRA 120]. 

13. Miles v. McCallan, 1-Ariz. 491, 
492, 3 P 610. See Brock v. Louis- 
ville,” ete, VRS Co. 1149 Mamaia 
S 994, 995; Murphy v. Bennett, 68 
Cal. 528;.9 P 738s Hamilton ‘v. Maur= 
ray, 29 Mont. 80, 74 P 75; Peo. v. 
Barker, 152 N. Y. 417, 46 NE 875; 
Amherst College Trustees vy. Ritch, 
woe INS OY. $282) 45 NES 76, Sie Ee As 

[a] “Special verdict” distin- 
guished.—Morbey v. Chicago, etc., R. 
Co., 116 Iowa 84, 89 NW 105, 107. 

14. Elder v. Frevert, 18 Nev. 278, 
3 P 287. 
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FINDING LOST GOODS 


By Juan D. Miranpa 


[Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see, Cross References infra this page] 


ANALYSIS 


I. DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PRINCIPLES [§ 1] p 1134 


II. TITLE TO THING FOUND [§§ 2-11] p 1136 
A. Of Finder [§§ 2-10] p 1136 
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I. DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PRINCIPLES 


[§ 1] Goods or chattels are lost in the legal | casually and involuntarily parted with, so that the 
sense of the word only when the possession has been | mind has no impress of, and can have no recourse to, 


1. Conn.—State yv. Courtsol, 89 
Conn. 564, 94 A 973, LRA1916A 465. 

Mass.—McAvoy v. Medina, 11 Allen 
548, 87 AmD 733; Kincaid y. Eaton, 
98 Mass. 139, 98 AmD 142. 

Mo.—Foster v. Fidelity Safe De- 
Hose Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 
139. 

N. Y.—Loucks v. Gallogly, 1 Misc. 
22, 23 NYS 126. 

Or.—Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 
77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648; Sovern v. 
Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 20 P 100, 8 AmSR 
293 (holding that under a statute 
providing that “if any person shall 
find any money” he shall give notice, 
etc.,.and “if the owner of such lost 
money appear,” etc., money found hid 
in the earth where it had been in- 
tentionally deposited for safe-keeping 
is not lost money). 

Pa.—Hamaker y. Blanchard, 90 Pa. 


377, 35 AmR 664; Huthmacker v. Har- 
ris, 38 Pa. 491, 80 AmD 502; Commer- 
cial Bank v. Pleasants, 6 Whart. 375. 

Tenn.—Deaderick v. Oulds, 86 Tenn. 
14, 5 SW 487, 6 AMSR 812; Lawrence 
v. State, 1 Humphr. 228, 34 AmD 
644. 

W. Va.—Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
11 AnnCas 700. 

Eng.—Merry v. Green, 7 M. & W. 
623, 151 Reprint 916; Cartwright v. 
Green, 8 Ves. Jr. 405, 32 Reprint 412. 

{a] “The circumstances must be 
such, considering the place and the 
conditions under which the property 
was found. as to lead to the inference 
that the property was casually or 
involuntarily left where found, or 
there can be no losing.” Ferguson v. 
Ray, 44 Or. 557, 566, 77 .P 600, 102 
AmSR 648, 1 LRANS 477, 1 AnnCas 1. 


[b] Accidentally leaving goods in 
a particular place is not a case of 
‘Jost property,” and the taking would 
be from the owner’s possession. 
Moxie v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 529, 114 
SW 375. 

[c] “Mislaid property” is not lost 
property. Foulke v. New York Cons. 
eee 228 N. Y. 269,273, 227 NB 


[ad] “eft property” is not lost 
property. Foulke y. New York Cons. 
Be ae 228 .N. Y. 269, 273,127. NH 

[e] Money found between the 
outer casing and the lining of a safe 
was held to be lost property. Durfee 
A eri LL SR. 1.958850 591,423) Amer 


[f] A pocketbook found under or 
near a table at a place of amusement 
has been. held to have been 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. i 


Sl 


the event.? A thing voluntarily laid down and for- 
gotten is not lost within the meaning of the rule, 
giving the finder title to lost property. Although 


as a general rule the title and right 


the finder is not affected by the ownership of the 
property in or upon which the thing lost is found,‘ 
in determining whether property has been lost or 
only misplaced or concealed, the place in which the 
property claimed as lost was found is a potent 
Property in some one’s possession cannot 


factor.5 


and not intentionally laid down there | 
and forgotten. Hoagland vy. Forest 
Park Highlands Amusement Co., 70 
Mo. 335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

2. Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 5a7, 
564, 77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648. 

“Losing” distinguished from “aban- 
donment” see Abandonment § 5. 

8. Me.—Livermore v. White, 74 
Me. 452, 43 AmR 600. 

Mass.—Kincaid v. Eaton, 98 Mass. 
1389. 93 AmD 142; McAvoy v. Me- 
dina, 11 Allen 548 87 AmD 733. 

Mo.—Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740; State 
v. McCann, 19 Mo, 249; Foster v. 
Fidelity Safe Deposit Co., 162 Mo. A. 
165, 145 SW 139. 

N. Y.—Foulke v. New York Cons. 
i CO: 228) Niy Ye r269 en (127 RNB es Ts 
Loucks v. Gallogly, 1 Misc. 22, 23 
NYS 126. 

Or.—Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 
77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648, 1 LRANS 
477, 1 AnnCas 1. 


Tenn. — Lawrence v. State, 1 
Humphr. 228, 34, AmD 644. 
W. Va.—Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 


W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
11 AnnCas 700. 

Eng.—South Staffordshire Water 
Co. vv. Sharman, [1896] 2° Q-—B. , 44; 
Merry v. Green, 7 M. & W. 623, 151 
Reprint 916; Cartwright v. Green, 8 
Ves. Jr. 405, 32 Reprint 412. 

“In order to constitute legal los- 
ing, the thing must have been actu- 
ally lost by the owner and not merely 
mislaid; that is, he must not volun- 
tarily and purposely have laid it 
away in a certain place, for a time, 
with the intention of retaking it, and 
then have forgotten where he had 
placed it; but it must have involun 

| 


tarily and accidentally. as respects 
the owner gotten out of his posses- 
sion.’”’ Loucks v. Gallogly, 1 Misc. 
22, 24, 23 NYS 126 [quot Foster v. 
Fidelity Safe Deposit Co., 162 Mo. 
A. ‘165, 175,:145 SW 139]. 

[a] Leading case.— Lawrence v. 
State, 1 Humphr. (Tenn.) 228, 232, 34 
AmD 644 [quot Foster vy. Fidelity 
Safe Deposit Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 175, 
145 SW 1389] (“To place a pocket- 
book, therefore, upon a table, and to 
omit or forget to take it away, is 
not to lose it in the sense in which 
the authorities referred to speak of 
lost property’’). : 

{b] Discovery of article volun-! 
tarily laid down—(1) Kincaid v. 
Eaton, 98 Mass. 139, 92 AmD 142; 
Foster v. Fidelity Safe Deposit Co., 
162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 139; Loucks 
v. Gallogly. 1 Misc. 22, 23 NYS 126. 
(2) “It is essential... that the prop- 
erty must be found; that is, it must, 
at the time when the finder came 
upon it, have been in such a situa- 
tion as to clearly indicate that it 
was lost, and not voluntarily placed 
by the owner where it was found, by 
carelessness or forgetfulness. . . 
If a pocket-book is found upon a desk 
or counter in a store or bank, the 
presumption is that the owner placed 
it there and forgot it.’”’ Deaderick v. 
Oulds, 86 Tenn. 14, 18, 5 SW_ 487, 
6 AmSR 812 [quot Foster v. Fidel- 
ity Safe Deposit Co., supra]. To 
same effect Loucks v. Gallogly, supra. 
(3) “This property was voluntarily 
placed upon a table in the defend- 
ant’s shop by a customer of his who 
accidently left the same there and 
has never called for it. The plaintiff 
also came there as a customer, and 
first saw the same and took it up 
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to possession of 


from the table. The plaintiff did 
not by this acquire the right to take 
the property from the shop, but it 
was rather the duty of the defendant, 
when the fact became thus known to 
him, to use reasonable care for the 
safe keeping of the same until the 
owner should call for it. ih the case 
of Bridges vy. Hawkesworth, 15 Jur. 
1079, 7 Englu&Eq 424, the property, 
although found in a shop, was found 
on the floor of the same, and had 
not been placed there voluntarily by 
the owner, and the court held that 
the finder was entitled to the posses- 
sion of the same, except as to the 
owner. But the present case more 
resembles that of Lawrence v. State, 
1 Humphr. (Tenn.) 228, 34 AmD 644, 
and is indeed very similar in its 
facts.” Per Dewey, J., in McAvoy v. 
Medina, 11 Allen (Mass.) 548, 549, 87 
AmD 733 [quot Foster v. Fidelity 
Safe Deposit Co., 162 Mo, A. 165, 175, 
145 SW 139]. 

[c] Hides placed in vats and for- 
gotten.— Where the owner of a tan- 
nery placed hides in vats intention- 
ally and in the ordinary course of 
business, and on the subsequent sale 
of the land on which the tannery 
stood the hides were accidentally 
overlooked and left in the vats, they 
were held to remain the property of 
the owner as against a subsequent 
finder. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 48 AmR 600. 

[d] Money left on a desk in a 
bank, provided for the use of the cus- 
tomers of the bank, is not lost. Kin- 
caid v. Eaton, 98 Mass. 139, 98 AmD 
142; Foster v. Fidelity Safe Deposit 
Col; 162 MoirA. 165% 145: 9S'w 11389; 
Loucks v. Gallogly, 1 Misc. 22, 23 
NYS 126. 

[e] Property left in street car. 
—(1) “After the passenger owner 
had left the car, forgetting to take 
the package with him, [a fellow pas- 
senger] knew the package was not 
lost property. It or the custody of 
it did not belong to [the fellow pas- 
senger] then any more than it did 
while its owner was in the car. He 
saw and knew the owner had for- 
gotten it, had left it by mistake. It 
then had become in the custody and 
the potential actual possession of the 
{earrier]. It was the right of the 
{earrier] and its duty to become as 
it and its owner a _ gratuitous 
Foulke v. New York Cons. 
4) 228 N. Yur269,0274,°127 NE 
(2) “[The owner] is in con- 
structive possession of property for- 
gotten or mislaid.” Foulke v. New 
York Cons. R. Co., 228 N. Y. 269, 127 
NE 2387. 

4 See infra § 5. 

5. Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 W. Va. 87, 
56 SH 48,8 LRANS 94,11 AnnCas 700. 

6. Foster v. Fidelity Safe Deposit 
Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 139; Moxie 
v. State, 54 Tex. Cr. 529, 114 SW 375. 
See also Forster vy. Juniata Bridge 
Co., 16 Pa. 3938, 55 AmD 506 (the own- 
er of land on which property is 
stranded cannot appropriate it, al- 
though he may cast it back into the 
stream after notice to the owner to 
remove it and the owner’s neglect or 
refusal to do so). ee. 

fa] Reason for rule.—‘“For it is 
not within the bounds of reason or 
good understanding to say that a 
thing is lost which is in the posses- 
sion of another and under that other’s 
protection.” Foster vy. Fidelity Safe 
Deposit Co., 162 Mo, A. 165, 171, 145 
SW 139. 
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be found;® thus if the article is in the possession and 
protection of the owner of the place where it is 
found, it is not lost in the legal sense.7 
Treasure-trove. 
made between lost property and treasure-trove.’ 
Treasure-trove is usually defined as any gold or 
silver in coin, plate, or bullion found concealed in 
the earth,® or in a house or other private place,!® 
but not lying on the ground, the owner of the dis- 


At common law a distinetion was 


7 Foster y. Fidelity Safe Deposit 
Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 139; 
South Staffordshire Water Co. v. 
Sharman, [1896] 2 Q. B. 44. 

[a] Presumption of possession.— 
(1) Where anyone is in possession of 
house or land which he occupies, and 
over which he manifests an intention 
of exercising a control and prevent- 
ing unauthorized interference, and 
something is found in that house o1 
on that land by a stranger or 4 
servant, the presumption is that the 
possession of the article found is in 
the owner of the locus in quo. South 
Staffordshire Water Co. v. Sharman, 
[1896] 2 Q. B. 44 [quot Foster 
vy. Fidelity Safe Deposit Co., 162 Mo. 
A. 165, 145 SW 139; Ferguson vy. Ray, 
44 Or. 557, 77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648, 
1 LRANS 477,1 AnnCas 1]. (2) Where 
the property found imbedded in the 
soil is not treasure-trove, it is pre- 
sumed to be in the possession of the 
owner of the locus in quo. Ferguson 
v. Ray, supra. 

Things imbedded in the soil gen- 
erally see infra § 6. 

8. Danielson v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 
74 P 918, 102 AmMSR 627, 65 LRA 526. 

Modern authorities make them prac- 
tically synonymous see infra § 3 text 
and note 31. 

9. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 264, 
71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 19 LRANS 
1201, 15 AnnCas 1156; Livermore v. 
White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR _ 600; 
Danielson vy. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 
P 913, 102 AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526; 
Sovern v. Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 20 P 
100, 8 AmSR 273; Kuykendall v. Fish- 
er, 61 W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 
94, 11 AnnCas 700; Atty.-Gen. v. Brit- 
ish Museum, [1903] 2 Ch. 598; Atty.- 
Gen. v. Moore, [1893] 1 Ch. 676; Reg. 
v. Tooie, Ir. R. 2 C. L. 36; Maguire v. 
Longford, 14 Ir. L. T. 103; Reg. v. 
Thomas, L. & C. 313. 

10. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 264, 
71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 19 LRANS 
1201, 15 AnnCas 1156; Kuykendall v. 
Fisher, 61 W. Va. 87, 56 SEH 48, $ 
LRANS 94, 11 AnnCas 700; Atty.-Gen. 
v. Moore, [1893] 1 Ch. 676, 683 [quot 
Chitty Prerog. p 150]; Atty.-Gen. v. 
British Museum, 19 T. L. R. 555, 559 
{quot Chitty Prerog. p 152]. See 
Huthmacher v. Harris, 38 Pa. 491, 
499, 80 AmD 502 (“And it is not nec- 
essary that the hiding should be.in 
the ground, for we are told in 8 Inst. 
132, that it is not ‘material whether 
it be of ancient time hidden in the 
ground, or in the roof, or walls, or 
other part of a castle, house, build- 
ing, ruins, or otherwise’ ”’). 

[a] Property found concealed in a 
chattel transferred by sale has been 
said to be treasure-trove. Huthmach- 
er v. Harris, 38 Pa. 491, 80 AmD 502. 

11. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 19 
LRANS 1201, 15 AninCas 1156; Liver- 
more v. White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR 
600; Sovern v. Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 276, 
20 P 100, 8 AmSR 293; Kuykendall 
v. Fisher, 61 W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 
8 LRANS 94, 11 AnnCas 700; South 
Staffordshire Water Co. v. Sharman, 
[1896] 2 Q) RB. 44; Atty.-Gen. v. 
British Museum, [1903] 2 Ch. 598; 
Jacobs L. D. [quot Livermore v. 
White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR 600]. 

[a] Intention to deposit. — The 
property must have been intention- 
ally deposited in the place where 
found in concealment. Sovern v. 
Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 20 P 100, 8 AmMSR 
9 


273. 
[b] A hiding is necessary.— 


\ 
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covered treasure being unknown.” 


the property is known, or if it can be ascertained 
who is the owner, the property is not treasure- 
trove.t® It seems to be generally considered that the 
treasure must be either gold or silver, coin or bul- 
lion;'4 but articles manufactured of gold and silver 
have been conceded and held to be treasure-trove,’ 
and it has been said that at the present time treas- 
ure-trove may ‘‘be taken to inelude paper represen- 
tatives of gold and silver, especially when they are 
found hidden with both of these precious metals.’’ 1°% 


[§ 2] A. Of Finder—1. In General. The mere 
fact of finding is not sufficient to vest in the finder 
any right or title to the thing found, although he 
may at the time have intended to appropriate it; his 
title as such finder may become complete only when 
he has taker such possession of the thing as ‘its 
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Tf the owner of 


II. TITLE TO THING FOUND 
[§ 3] 2. 


General. 


nature and circumstances will permit.?” . 


Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 452, 43 
AmR 600; KuykKendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
311 AnnCas 700; South Staffordshire 
Water Co. v. Sharman, [1896] 2 Q. 
B. 44; Atty.-Gen. v. British Museum, 
[1903] .2 Ch. 598. 

12. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 264, 
71 A 858, 129 AmSR+390, 19 LRANS 
1201, 15 AnnCas 1156; Livermore v. 
White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR 600; Sov- 
ern v. Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 20 P 100, 
8 AmSR 273; Kuykendall v. Fisher, 
61 W. Va. 87, 56 SH 48, 8 LRANS 


94, 11 AnnCas 700; Atty.-Gen. v. 
British Museum, [1903] 2 Ch. 598; 
Atty.-Gen. v. Moore, [1893] 1 Ch. 


676; and see the next section. 

{a] Other definitions.—(1) Treas- 
ure-trove is defined as “where any 
money is found hid in the earth, but 
not lying upon the groun and no 
man knows to whom it elongs.” 
Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 452, 456, 
43 AmR 600. (2) “Treasure trove 
is properly money supposed to have 
been hidden by some owner since 
deceased, the secret of the deposit 
having perished.’ Reg. v. Thurborn, 
19 Den. ‘C..cCs 387, 1890)" 20) Vins Abr. 
(2d ed) p 414. 

13. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 456, 43 AmR 600; McLaughlin 
v. Waite, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 404, 21 
AmD 2382; Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
11 AnnCas 700; Maguire v. Long- 
Lord S4eitre ta, Tel 03:, 

“Nor can this be deemed treasure 
trove, which is thus defined in 
Jacob’s Dictionary. It is ‘where any 
money is found hid in the earth, but 
hot- lying upon the ground, and no 
man knows to whom it belongs.’ 
Nothing is treasure trove but gold 
or silver. ‘It is not treasure trove 
if the owner can be known. Nor 
though the owner be dead; for his 
executor or administrator shall have 
it’ Com. Dig., ‘art. Waite %G. All 
the elements constituting treasure 
trove are wanting. Here was no 
hiding. Here was no secrecy. The 
owner was known. The deposit was 
not for concealment but in the usual 
and ordinary mode of _ business.” 
Livermore v. White, supra. 

14. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 48 AmR 600; Ferguson v. Ray, 
44 Or. 557, 77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648; 
Elwes v. Brigg Gas Co., 33 Ch. D. 
562; and cases infra note 15. 

[a] Prehistoric boat.—A _ prehis- 
toric boat embedded in the soil six 
feet below the surface was held not 
to be treasure-trove. Elwes v. Brigg 
Gas Co., 33 Ch. D. 562. 

{b] HMides.—Where the owner of 
a tannery sold it and accidentally 
omitted to remove a few hides from 
the vats, which were found many 


years afterward by a laborer, it was 
held that the hides did not consti- 
tute treasure-trove. Livermore v. 
White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR 600. 

[c] Gold bearing quartz rock 
found buried in the loose surface 
earth is wneither gold nor bullion, 
“and there is clearly nothing else that 
will give it the stamp of treasure 
trove.”’' Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 
564, 77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648 (where 
the proportion of gold to other sub- 
stances in the rock was estimated 
from one quarter to three quarters). 

15. Atty.-Gen. v. British Museum, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 598; Atty.-Gen. v. Moore, 
[1893] Lech: 676. 

15144. Huthmacher v. 38 
Pa. 491, 499, 80 AmD 502. 

16. See statutory provisions; and 

Kirk v. Smith, 48 Mont. 489, 138 P 
1088; Coverlee v. Warner, 19 Oh, 29; 
MacFarlane v. Bloch, 59 Or. 1, 115 
P 1056, AnnCas1913B 1275; Sovern 
Venvoran,7 L6..@Ori269) 205P s100388 
AmSR 293; 2 Kent Comm. pp 356 
360. 
Operation of statnte—(1) A 
state statute providing that prop- 
erty found must be appraised and 
the appraisal left with the town 
clerk for a year before the owner’s 
title can be divested does not apply 
to property found in waters not 
wholly within the state, unless it is 
shown that the property was found 
within that part of the waters with- 
in the state. Cummings v. Stone, 13 
Mich. 70. (2) Some statutes provid- 
ing for disposition of lost property 
do not apply to a finding of lost 
goods where the owner is known and 
can be easily identified. MacFarlane 
vy. Bloch, 59 Or. 1,°115 P 1056, Ann 
Cas1913B 1275. 

{[b] Treasure-trove.—Some of the 
statutes modifying the common rule 
respecting the rights and duties of 
finders of lost goods do not apply 
to the law of treasure-trove. Weeks 
v. Hackett, 104 Me, 264, 71 A 858, 129 
AmSR 390, 19 LRANS 1201, 15 Ann 
Cas 1156 (holding that Rev. St. c 100 
§ 10 et seq has no reference to the 
law of treasure-trove). 

{c] In the Philippines.—‘“A person 
finding any personal property, which 
is not treasure, must return it to 
its former possessor. Should the 
latter be unknown, he must deliver 
it immediately to the mayor of the 
town where the find was made.” Civ. 
Code art 615. See U. S. v. Cerna, 21 
Philippine 144. 

17. Eads v., Brazelton, 22 Ark. 499, 
79 AmD 88; Lawrence v. Buck, 62 
Me. 275. 

[a] Tlustrations.— (1) Where a 
chain cable was found in the water, 
and one end of it was hauled ashore 
and piled up and left there until the 


Harris, 


Statutory provisions. 
a finder of lost goods are now generally regulated 
by statutes which provide, inter alia, for the adver- 
tisement of the goods found, and that if the owner 
does not appear within a certain time they shall 
belong absolutely to the finder, or partly to the finder 
and partly to some public fund; and in some juris- 
dictions the right is given exclusively to the public, 
making an allowance to the finder of his necessary 
expenses and costs.*6 


[$§ 1-3 
The rights and duties of 


Against Ali but True Owner—a. In 
By the general rule of the common law 
one who finds and appropriates 18 a lost ?® chattel 
not buried in or attached to the soil 2° aequires the 
title thereto and the right to possession thereof 
against all the world except the true owner.” If the 


finder could obtain the necessary ap- 
pliances for getting the other end 
out of the water, it was held that the 
finder was sufficiently in possession. 
Lawrence v. Buck, 62 Me. 275. (2) 
Finding a sunken wreck and marking 
its location by means of a buoy is 
not a sufficient taking of possession 
to vest title in the finder as against 
another person who comes after- 
ward and removes the wreck. Eads 
v. Brazelton, 22 Ark. 499, 79 AmD 88. 


18. Necessity of appropriation see 
supra § 

19. See supra § 1. 

20. See infra § 5. 

21. Ala.—Brandon vy. Planters’, 


etc., Bank, 1 Stew. 320, 18 AmD 48. 
Del.—Clark v. Maloney, 3 Del. 68. 
Ind.—Williams v. State, 165 Ind. 

472, 75 NE 875, 2 LRANS 248; Bowen 

v. Sullivan, 62 Ind. 281, 30 AmR 172. 
Me.—Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 

264, 267, 71 A 858, 1295 AmSR 390, 

19 LRANS 1201, 15.-AnnCas 1156 [cit 

Cyc]; Lawrence v. Buck, 62 Me. 275. 


Mass.—Chase v. Corcoran, 106 
Mass. 286; McAvoy v. Medina, 11 
Allen 548, 87 AmD 7338; Ellery v. 


Cunningham, 1 Metce. 112. 

Mich.—Wood vy. Pierson, 45 Mich. 
313, 7 NW 888; Cummings v. Stone, 
13 Mich. 70. 

Mo.—Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

Pen H.—Pinkham v. Gear, 3 N. H. 

N. Y.—Burdick v. Chcesebrough, 94 
App. Div. 532, 88 NYS 18; New York, 
ete, JR Coyly.2haws, 5GGaN® Ye ros 
Hendricks v. Decker, 35 Barb. 298; 
New York, ete., R. Co: v. Haws, 35 
N. Y. Super. 372; Mathews v. Har- 
sell, 1 E. D. Smith 393;. Loucks: v. 
Gallogly, 1 Mise:—22°23 NYS 1265 
McLaughlin v. Waite, 9 Cow. 670. 

Or.—Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 
114 P 100, 35 LRANS 979; Daniel- 
son v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 913, 
102 AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526. 

Pa.—Hamaker vy. Blanchard, 90 Pa. 
377, 35 AmR 664; Batteiger v. Penn- 


sylvania Co., 64 Pa. Super. 195; 
Tatum v. Sharpless, 6 Phila. 18. 
I—Durfee v. Jones, 11 R. I. 


R. 

588, 23 AmR 528. 
S. C.—Bone v. Hillen, 8 S. C. L. 197. 
Va.—Tancil v. Seaton, 28 Gratt. 

(69 Va.) 601, 26 AmR 380, 

W. Va.—kKuykendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 11 
AnnCas 700. 

Eng.—Bridges v. Hawkesworth, 15 
Jur. 1079, 7 EngL&Hq 424; Armory 
v. Delamirie, Str. 505, 93 Reprint 664. 

See also Agnew v. Baker, 204 Ill 
A. 56759) [cit ‘Cye]: 

[a] eading case.—Armory  v. 
Delamirie, Str. 505, 93 Reprint 664 
[cit New York, etc., R. Co. v. Haws, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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thing has not been lost,22 the owner of a shop,?* 
bank,** or other piace 2° where the thing has been 
left, is the proper custodian rather than the person 
who has happened to have discovered it and rather 
than all other persors except the owner. 

_ By the early common law the 
finder of treasure-trove took title thereto against all 
the world, except the true owner,?* but by 4 Edw. I 
the title to treasure-trove was vested in the crown, 
subject to the claim of the true owner.27 This seems 
to have been the general rule of law of nearly all 
nations ** and remains the law of England at the 
As between the true owner of the 
property and the sovereign, the sovereign has no 
It has been said that in 
this country the law relating to treasure-trove has 
generally been merged into the law relating to lost 


Treasure-trove. 


present time.?° 


claim to treasure-trove.®° 


property found;*+ and hence, in 


statute the title to treasure-trove belongs to the 
finder as against all the world except the true 


35 N. Y. Super. 872; Batteiger v. 
Pennsylvania Co., 64 Pa. Super. 195; 
Tancil v. Seaton, 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 
601, 26 AmR 880]. 

{b] Well considered case.—Dan- 
ielson v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 
913, 102 AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526 
[quot Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 264, 
TIS AS S585 860; 791129" Am SR 2390; O19. 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156]. 

[c] Goods waived or scattered by 
a thief in his flight belonged at com- 
mon law to the king, for there was 
supposed to be a default in the party 
robbed in not making fresh pursuit 
of the thief and reclaiming the goods 
before the public officer seized them. 
2 Kent Comm. p 358 [cit Foxley’s 
Case, 5 Coke 109, 77 Reprint 224, Cro. 
Eliz. 693, 78 Reprint 929]. 

{[d] The finder of a jewel has 
such a title to it as will enable him 
to keep the possession against all 
persons but the rightful owner. Arm- 
ory v.: Delamirie, Str. 505, 96 Re- 
print 664. 

fe] “The finder of money has 
title to it against all the world ex- 
cept the true owner.” Warren v. 
Ulrich, 130 Pa. 418, 414, 18 A 618. 

22. See supra § 1. 

23. McAvoy v: Medina, 11 Allen 
(Mass.) 548, 87 AmD 733; State v. 
McCann, 19 Mo. 249; Lawrence v. 
State, 1 Humphr. (Tenn.) 228, 34 
AmD 644. 

24. Kincaid v. HEaton, 98 Mass. 
139, 98 AmD 142 (where the chattel 
- was laid down by the owner on a 
desk provided for the use of such 
persons as should have business at 
the bank); Foster v. Fidelity Safe 
Deposit Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 
139. 

25. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

26. Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 
717 P 600, 102 AmSR 648, 1 LRANS 
477, 1 AnnCas 1; 1 Blackstone Comm. 
p 296; 2 Kent Comm. p 358. 

27. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 43 AmR 600; McLaughlin v. 
Waite, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 404, 21 AmD 
232; Atty.-Gen. v. Moore, [1893] ri 
Ch. 676; 1 Blackstone Comm. p 296; 
2 Kent Comm. p 357. ? 

28. 2 Kent Comm. p 358 [cit Gro- 
tius De Jure Belli et Pacis bk 2 c 8 

(al 
; [a] By the law of Emperor Ha- 
drian, which was adopted by Jus- 
tinian, the finder of treasure-trove 
took title, except as against the true 
owner, if the thing found was on his 
own land, but if it was found by 
chance on the land of another, half 
of the treasure “went to the proprie- 
tor of the soil and the other half to 
the finder. Livermore v. White, 74 
Me. 452, 43 AmR 600 [cit McKenzie 
Rom. L. p 170]; 2 Kent Comm. p 358 
[cit Justinian Inst. pp Pl Selo 

[b] Rule adopted by the civil 
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FINDING LOST GOODS 
owner.?2 


er’s Title—(1) 


lost.34 


[$ 5] 


the absence of 


codes of France.—Cachard French 
Civ. Code art 716; Livermore v. 
White, 74 Me. 452, 48 AmR 600; 
Louisiana Civ. Code art 3423. 

29. Atty.-Gen. v. British Museum, 
[1903] 2 Ch. 598;  Atty.-Gen> v. 
Moore, [1893] 1 Ch. 676. 

[a] The prerogative of treasure- 
trove does not pass in a royal grant 
under the general word “franchise.” 
Atty.-Gen. v. British Museum, [1903] 
2 Ch. 598. 

30. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 43 AmR 600; Sovern v. Yoran, 16 
Or. 269, 20 P 100, 8 AmSR 273; War- 
ren -v. Ulrich, 130 Pa. “4113;518 RA) 6138; 
McKiernan vy. Kernan, 4 Ir. Eq. 269; 
Maguire v. Longford, 14 Ir. L. T. 
103; 1 Blackstone Comm. p 308; 2 
Blackstone Comm. p 402. 

[a] Paramount title of true own- 
er.—The rule of the common law, 
in regard to treasure-trove as laid 
down by Bracton lib 3 cap 3, and as 
quoted in Viner Abr. is ‘that he to 
whom the property is, shall have 
treasure-trove, and if he dies be- 
fore it be found, his executors shall 
have it, for nothing accrues to the 
King unless when no one knows 
who hid that treasure.” Huthmach- 
eon Harris, 38 Pa. 491, 499, 80 AmD 
502. 

81. Brandon v. Planters’, ete., 
Bank, 1 Stew. (Ala.) 320, 18 AmD 
43; Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 114 
P 100, 35 LRANS 979; Danielson v. 
Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 9138, '102 
AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526. 

32. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 71)A 858, 129 -AmSR 390, 019 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. See 
Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 227, 114 
P 100, 35 LRANS 979 (“It seems to 
be the principle respecting treasure 
trove, owing to its peculiar nature 
of being coin, that the present prop- 
erty is in the finder, as against every 
one but the true owner, provided 
that the true owner is unknown, and 
it matters not where or when the 
same is found, so that it is secreted 
in the earth or other private place’’). 

33. McLaughlin v. Waite, 5 Wend. 
(N. Y.) 404, 21 AmD 232 [aff 9 Cow. 
670] (where a person found a cer- 
tificate which entitled the holder to 
one half the prize that might be 
drawn by a certain lottery ticket). 

[a] Criticism of rule.—“The rea- 
soning of the distinguished chancel- 
lor (Walworth) in [McLaughlin v. 
Waite, 5 Wend. (N. Y.) 404, 21 AmD 
232] is somewhat subtle and not 
very satisfactory: but if his conclu- 
sion is sound that negotiable notes, 
bankers’ checks and lottery tickets, 
payable to the holder, are not within 
the operation of the rule, still it by 
no means follows that current bank 
notes, convertible at par into money, 
are not subject to the rule. The 
finder of money, we apprehend, 
would acquire by the finding the 
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[§ 4] b. Special Circumstances Affecting Find- 


Character of Thing Found. The 


rule that the finder of the lost chattel has title 
against all the world except the true owner does not 
under some decisions include choses in action.®? But 
banknotes, ete., which, although not money in a strict 
sense, ordinarily pass as such by delivery from hand 
to hand, are subject to the same rules as other chat- 
tels when they are lost by the owner; that is to say, 
the finder acquires a complete title as against all the 
world except the former owner by whom they were 


(2) Place of Finding—(a) In General. 
As a general rule the title and the right to posses- 
sion of the finder is not affected by the ownership of 
the property in or upon which the thing lost * is 
found.*® Thus, if a lost article is found on the sur- 
face of the ground,?7 on the floor of a shop,?8 in 
the public parlor of a hotel,®® or near a table at an 


same title to it that the chimney 
Sweeper’s boy in the leading case 
acquired to the jewel which he 
found, and which he was permitted 
to recover in an action against a 
wrongdoer.” Tancil v. Seaton, 28 
ree (69 Va.) 601, 604, 26 AmR 

34. Bowen v. Sullivan, 62 Ind. 
281, 30 AmR 172; New York, etc., 
Re Co. Ev tae Elaiwsiienb Gm Nee ame euips 
Mathews v. Harsell, 1 E. D. Smith 
GN ae) Riso sce Lancet Mya! eSeatonsacs 
Gratt. (69 Va.) 601, 26 AmR 380; 
Miller v. Race, 1 Burr. 452, 97 Re- 
print 398; Bridges v. Hawkesworth, 
15 Jur. 1079, 7 EnglL&Eq 424; Arm- 
ah v. Delamirie, Str. 505, 93 Reprint 

35. See supra § 1. 

36. Ind.—Bowen v. Sullivan, 62 
indy 28ie 30m Amir 17.2, 

Me.—Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 71 A 858; 129 AmSR E3900 9 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. . 

Mass.—McAvoy v. Medina, 11 Allen 
548, 87 AmD 733. 

Mo.—Hoagland vy. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

N. Y.—Burdick vy. Chesebrough, 94, 
App. Div. 532, 88 NYS 138; New York, 
etc Rey COstv. ME wiSin Do uINE mie Liza 
New York, etc., R. Co. v. Haws, 35 
N. Y. Super. 372; Mathews v. Har- 
sell, 1 E. D. Smith 393; Loucks v. 
Gallogly, 1 Misc. 22, 28 NYS 126. 

Or.—Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 
114 P 100, 35 LRANS 979; Daniel- 
son v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 913, 
102 AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526. 

Pa.—Hamaker v. Blanchard, 90 
Pa. 377, 35 AmR 664; Batteiger v. 
Pennsylvania Co., 64 Pa. Super. 195; 
Tatum v. Sharpless, 6 Phila. 18. 

R. I.—Durfee v. Jones, 11 R. I. 588, 
23 AmR 528. 

Tenn.—Deaderick v. Oulds, 86 
Tenn. 14, 5 SW 487, 6 AmSR 812. 

W. Va.—Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
11 AnnCas 700. 

Eng.—Bridges v. Hawkesworth, 15 
Jur. 1079, 7 EngL&Eq 424 [dist South 
Staffordshire Water Co. v. Sharman, 
[1896] 2 Q. B. 44]. 

[a] Tenant as against finder.— 
That a bailee of goods found was a 
tenant of the place in which it was 
found by his employee does not nec- 
essarily show title in the bailee as 
against the employee. Roberson v. 
BES (Sb 8erOrgee2 19, © 114 3Ps e100} 8b 
LRANS 979. 

37. Burdick v. Chesebrough, 94 
App. Div. 532, 88 NYS 13; Danielson 
v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 913, 102 
AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526 (where 
money was found while removing 
loose dirt and débris). 

38. Bridges v. Hawkesworth, 15 
Jur. 1079, 7 EngL&HKq 424. 

39. Hamaker v. Blanchard, 90 Pa. 
877, 35 AmR 664. 
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open-air place of amusement,*® or in the car of a 
railroad,*! it becomes, except as against the loser, 
the property of the finder who appropriates it, with- 
out any reference to the ownership of the property 
in or upon which the article was found or from which 
it was taken. So too if the lost thing is found 
within a chattel transferred by sale, the finder takes 
title to the thing found unaffected by the property 
rights of the purchaser of the chattel,*? for unless 
the purchaser of the chattel had knowledge, when 
he made his purchase, of the thing contained there- 
in,*® or had reason to believe that anything more 
than the chattel was sold to him,** no title to the 
thing found passed to him by the sale. However, by 
some courts, evidently influenced by the principle 
that property in the possession of another cannot be 
‘‘found,’’ 45 this rule, that the title of the finder is 
unaffected by the fact that the thing was found in 
or upon the property of another, has been limited in 
some cases.*6 ) 

[§ 6] (b) Things Imbedded in Soil. If a chat- 
tel is buried or imbedded in the soil and does not 
belong to that class of chattels which when so found 

40. Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 


335, 70 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 
41. New York, etc. R. Co. v. 


while 
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OCr.—Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 77 
P 600, 102 AMSR 648 (where plaintiff, 
in. possession of defendant’s 
premises under a lease, 


[§$§ 5-8 


should be considered treasure-trove,*? title is in the 
owner of the soil, unless in some instances at least 
the depositor owner is known.*® Such a chattel 
becomes a part of the soil and passes by gift, sale, 
or descent of the real property as a part thereof.*® 

Treasure-trove. The owner of the soil in which 
treasure-trove is found acquires no title thereto by 
virtue of his ownership of the land.®° 

[§ 7] (8) Relation of Finder to Third Person. 
It has generally been held that where the finder 
stands in the relation of servant or employee to a 
third person, he is not, by virtue of such relation, 
deprived of his rights as finder, and that the master 
or employer has no right to the thing found, although 
it was found on his premises while the finder was 
engaged in the performance of the duties of his em- 
ployment.5! However, it has been held that where 
a servant, while engaged in the performance of his 
duties as such, found an article which had been lost 
on his master’s premises, the master and not the 
servant was entitled to the thing so found.®? 

[§ 8] 3. Against Subsequent Finder. It is a 


393, 394 (“I am by no means pre- 
pared to hold that a house servant 
who finds lost jewels, money or chat- 


discovered | tels in the house of his or her em- 


Haws, 35 N. Y. Super. 372; Batteiger 
v. Pennsylvania Co., 64 Pa. Super. 
195; Tatum v. Sharpless, 6 .Phila. 
(Pa.) 18. But compare Foulke v. 
New York Cons. R. Co., 228 N. Y. 
269, 127 NE 2387, supra § 1 note 8 [e]. 

42. Bowen v. Sullivan, 62 Ind. 2&1, 
30 AmR 172 (where one found money 
inside of an envelope bought by her 
employer as waste paper); Durfee v. 
Jones,” 11 “RR. 1. 588, 23. AmR - 528 
(where a person bought a safe and 
left it with another, who found 
money in it). 

43. Huthmacher v. Harris, 38 Pa. 
491, 80 AmD 502. 


44. Merry v. Green, 7 M. & W. 
623, 153 Reprint 916. 

45. See supra § 1. 

46. Ferguson v. Ray, 44 Or. 557, 


77 P 600, 102 AmSR 648 [foll South 
Staffordshire Water Co: v. Sharman, 
[1896] 2 Q. B. 44]; South Stafford- 
shire Water Co. v. Sharman, [1896] 
2 Q. B. 44, 46 (where defendant, a 
laborer, found while cleaning out a 
pool on plaintiff’s property two gold 
rings which were held by the court 
to belong to the landowner, and the 
court said: “The principle upon 
which this case must be decided, and 
the distinction which must be drawn 
between this case and that of Bridges 
v. Hawkesworth, 15 Jur. 1079, is to 
be found in a passage in Pollock and 
Wright’s Essay on Possession in the 
Common Law, p 41: ‘The possession 
of land carries with it in general, 
by our law, possession of everything 
which is attached to or under that 
land, and, in the absence of a better 
title elsewhere, the right to possess 
it also. And it makes no difference 
that the possessor is not aware of 
the thing’s existence. ... It is free 
to any one who requires a specific 
intention as part of a de facto pos- 
session to treat this as a positive 
rule of law. But it seems prefer- 
able to say that the legal posses- 
sion rests on a real de facto pos- 
session constituted by the occupier’s 
general power and intent to exclude 
unauthorized interference’ ’’). 

47. See supra § 1 text and note 14. 

48. Ill.—Maas v. Amana Soc., 15 
AlbJ 216, 16 AlbLJ 76. 

Iowa.—Goddard v. Winchell, 86 
Iowa 71, 52 NW 1124, 41 AmSR 481, 
17 LRA 788. 

Mo.—Foster y. Fidelity Safe .De- 
posit Co., 162 Mo. A. 165, 145 SW 139. 

N. Y.—Burdick v. Chesebrough, 94 
App. Div. 532, 88 NYS 13. 


rich specimens of gold-bearing quartz 
lying on top of the ground, and in- 
vestigated and dug up a large quan- 
tity of such quartz found lying in the 
soil unconnected with any natural de- 
posit, and it was held that the quartz 
belonged to the owner of the soil, not 
to the finder). 

Te See ae v. Brigg Gas Co., 33 


it seems to have been 
thought necessary, as said to be 
shown in one of the parables, if a 
man wanted title to a treasure he 
had found hidden in a field, that he 
should ‘buvyeth that field.’” Foster 
v. Fidelity Safe Deposit Co., 162 
Mo. A. 165, 169, 145 SW 139. 

{a] Where a prehistoric boat was 
found by the lessees of the land im- 
bedded in the soil six feet below 
the surface, the owner of the fee 
was entitled to the boat. Elwes v. 
Briggs Gas Co., 33 Ch. D. 562. 

[b] An aérolite belongs to the 
owner (1) of the fee of the land 
upon which it falls, and mot to one 
who discovered it the day after its 
fall and dug it up out of the ground. 
Goddard vy. Winchell, 86 Iowa 71, 52 
NW 1124, 41 AmSR 481, 17 LRA 788. 
(2) A pedestrian upon a highway 
who first discovers it cannot claim 
title to it, the highway being a mere 
easement for travel. Maas v. Amana 
Soc., 16 AlbLJ 76. 

{c] Gold rings found by a laborer 
while cleaning out a pool on his em- 
ployer’s land belong to the _ land- 
owner. South Staffordshire Water 
Co. v. Sharman, [1896] 2 Q. B. 44. 
But see Danielson v. Roberts, 44 Or. 
108, 74 P 918, 103 AmSR 627; 65 LRA 
526 (where money found in loose 
earth or débris by a person employed 
to remove such earth or débris was 
held to belong to the finder at least 
as against the person occupying the 
land). \ 

49. Burdick vy. Chesebrough, 94 
App. Div. 532, 88 NYS 13. 

50. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264,' 71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 19 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156; Reg. 
v. Thomas, L. & C. 313. 

L Sch tracked hor i defined see supra 

51. Ind.—Bowen v. Sullivan, 62 
Ind. 281, 30 AmR 172. 

Mass.—Ellery v. Cunningham, 1 
Metce. 112. 

N. Y.—Hume v. Elder, 178 App. 
Div. 652, 165 NYS 849. But see 
Mathews v. Harsell, 1 E. D. Smith 


ployer, acquires any title even to re- 
tain the possession, against the will 
of the employer. It will tend much 
more to promote honesty and jus- 
tice, to require servants in such 
cases to deliver the property so found 
to the employer for the benefit of 
the true owner’). 

Or.—Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 
114 P 100, 35 LRANS 979; Danielson 
v. Roberts, 44 Or. 108, 74 P 913, 102 
AmSR 627, 65 LRA 526. 

Pa.— Hamaker vy. Blanchard, 90 Pa. 
377, 35 AmR 664. 

[a] Goods found by domestic 
servant.—Where the finder was a 
domestic servant in a hotel and her 
title was held good as against the 
proprietor. Hamaker v. Blanchard, 
90 Pa. 377, 35 AmR 664. 

{b] Goods found by railroad con- 
ductor.—A railroad conductor who 
found money in a car in the course 
of his employment was held entitled 
to the money as against the receiver 
of the railroad with whom he -had 
left it while the loss and the find- 
ing were being advertised. Tatum v. 
Sharpless, 6 Phila. (Pa.) 18. 

{c] Goods found by § slave.— 
Where gvods were found by a slave, 
it was held that the right accrued 
to the master, because a slave could 
acquire no right of property. Bran- 
don v. Huntsville Bank, 1 Stew. 
(Ala.) 320, 18 AmD 48; Peay v. Mc- 
Ewen, 42 S. C. L. 31. 

52. McDowell v. Ulster Bank, 66 
AlbLJ 346, 347 (where a bank por- 
ter, while Sweeping the floor after 
the bank had closed for the day, 
found a roll of bank notes under a 
table provided for the use of cus- 
tomers, the bank and not the porter 
was entitled to them, the court say- 
ing: “I decide it on the ground of 
the relation of master and servant, 
and that it was by reason of the 
existence of that relationship and 
in the performance of the duties of 
that service that the plaintiff ac- 
quired possession of this property. 
I conceive that it is the duty of the 
porter of the bank, who acts as 
caretaker, to pick up matters of this 
description, and to hand them over 
to the bank. I hold that the posses- 
sion of the servant of the bank was 
the possession of the bank itself, and 
that, therefore, the element is want- 
ing which would give the title to 
the servant as against the master. 
He relies as against his master on 
the possession. In this case it was 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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.* 


necessary consequence of the general rule as to 
the title of the finder of a lost chattel5? that the 
first finder who appropriates the chattel found and 
then loses it has a superior title to that of a sub- 
sequent finder, against whom the first finder’s rights 


ean be enforced.*4 
[§ 9] 4. Against His Bailee. 


the true owner.55 


the owner can be found.®¢ 


[§ 10} 


Where the finder 
of a lost article has delivered it to a third person 
to be kept for the owner, or for the finder in ease 
the owner does not claim it, the finder, on the re- 
fusal of the bailee to return the article, may recover 
it, if no claim has in the meantime been made by 
However, where a bailee of a 
finder ascertains that the finder has the intention 
wrongfully to convert the property to his own use, 
it becomes the duty of the bailee to retain it until 


5. Against Owner or His Representative. 
The finder is only the apparent general owner of the 
thing found, under an uncertain or contingent title 
which may be defeated by the discovery of the true 
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mon.® 
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owner ;°? the owner and loser’s title is unaffected by 
the mere fact that his chattel has been lost.°8 Be- 
fore a perfect title accrues to the finder, it is neces- 
sary that the true owner should have completely 
relinquished and abandoned his title,®® although the 
finder’s inchoate title is sufficient to maintain trover 
thereon against everyone except the true owner.® 
Since the finder acquires no title to the goods found, 
as against the true owner, he can transmit none to 
any other person;°* but if the thing found is of a 
perishable nature, he may sell it and retain the pro- 
ceeds for the owner, in case he shall be found.®? If 
the true owner dies before his title and right to the 
lost chattel is discovered, his personal representative 
has the same right over the lost chattel as he has 
over other property of decedent’s estate.%% 

[§ 11] B. Amongst Joint Finders. 
chattel is discovered by two or more persons under 
circumstances which fairly show that it was found 
by all, the finders take a qualified title in com- 


If a lost 


iI. DUTIES OF FINDER TO OWNER 


[§ 12] A. Return of Property. 
lost chattel should restore it to its owner,®> and 


the possession of the bank, and the 
servant held the notes as servant’). 
See also Mathews v. Harsell, 1 E. D. 
Smith (N. Y.) 393 (where the court 
doubted whether a house servant 
who finds lost money, jewels, or 
chattels in his master’s house ac- 
quires any title even to retain the 
possession as against the will of 
the master). 

53. See supra § 1. 

54 Clark v. Maloney, 3 Del. 68; 
Cumming v. Cumming, 3 Ga. 460; 
Lawrence v. Buck, 62 Me. 275; 
Deaderick v. Oulds, 86 Tenn. 14, 5 
SW 487, 6 AmSR 812. See Agnew 
v. Baker, 204 Ill. A. 56, 59 [cit Cyc]. 

55. Bowen v. Sullivan, 62 Ind. 281, 
30 AmR 172; New York, etc., R. Co. 
v. Haws, 56 N. Y. 175; Tancil v. Sea- 
ton, 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 601, 26 AmR 
380; Bridges v. Hawkesworth, 15 
Jur. 1079, 7 EngL&Eq 424. 

[a] Effect of claim of rightful 
owner.—Defendant Haws, a passen- 
ger in one of plaintiff’s railroad cars, 
found a package of money in the car 
and turned it over to plaintiff’s offi- 
cers to inquire for the owner; sev- 
eral months afterward, the owner 
not being found, Haws demanded the 
money of plaintiff, and, on its re- 
fusal, sued and recovered a verdict 
for the amount; before judgment was 
entered on the verdict, the owner of 
the money appeared and claimed it 
and threatened to sue plaintiff com- 
pany if the money should not be 
paid to him; thereupon the company 
brought an action to determine the 
right of the claimant to the money 
and to restrain Haws from further 
proceedings on the verdict; the court 
found that claimant was the lawful 
owner of the money and granted the 
injunction. New York, etc, R. Co. 
v. Haws, 56 N. Y. 175. 

56. Lavelle v. Belliu, 121 Mo. A. 
442, 97 SW 200. 

57. Brandon v. Planters’, etc., 
Bank, 1 Stew. (Ala.) 320, 18 AmD 48. 
See Agnew v. Baker, 204 Ill. A. 56, 
59 [quot Cyc]. See also Coverlee v. 
Warner, 19 Oh. 29 (under Swan St. 
ce 874 §§ 12-16, providing that a\ny 
person finding a raft adrift may 
take it up, and if the owner does not 
eall for it within thirty days and 
the raft exceeds five dollars in value 
it shall be delivered to a constable, 
who shall advertise and sell it, the 
finder of a raft has no right therein 
as against the. owner if he appears 
within thirty days, and if the own- 
er takes the raft into his possession 
by force the finder cannot replevy 


The finder of a 


LG)e 

58. U. S.—Gardner v. Ninety-Nine 
Gold Coins, 111 Fed. 552; Lears vy. 
One Cask Oil, 14 F. Cas. No. 8,161a. 

Ala.—Brandon vy. Planters,’ etc., 
Bank, 1 Stew. 320, 18 AmD 48. 

Ill.—Brink’s Chicago City Exp. Co. 
v. Hunter, 156 Ill. A. 5387. 

Me.—Livermore vy. White, 74 Me. 
452, 48 AmR 600. 

N. Y.—New York, etc, R. Co. v. 
Haws, 56 N. Y. 175. 

Pa.—Huthmacher v. Harris, 38 Pa. 
491, 80 AmD-502. 

W. Va.—Kuykendall v. Fisher, 61 
W. Va. 87, 56 SE 48, 8 LRANS 94, 
11 AnnCas 700. 

59. HEastman v. Harris, 4 La, Ann. 
193; 2 Kent Comm. p 3856. 

[a] By the Roman Law, if the 
chattel found had no owner, the 
finder would take absolute title by 
occupation. Quod enim ante nullius 
est 1d naturali ratione occupanti con- 
ceditur. Inst. pp 2, 1, 12 [quot Liver- 
Bed. v. White, 74 Me. 452, 43 AmR 

What constitutes abandonment see 
Abandonment §§ 7-11. 

60. See infra § 14. 

61. New York, etc, 
Haws, 56 oN. Y. 175. 

Negotiable instruments found see 
Bills and Notes § 1052. 

62. Millcreek Tp. v. Brighton 
Stockyards Co., 27 Oh. St. 435. 

638. Livermore v. White, 74 Me. 
452, 483 AmR 600; Huthmacher v. 
Harris, 38 Pa. 491, 80 AmD 6502 
(where a chattel sold at auction by 
an administrator contained money 
and other valuables secreted there- 
in by decedent, of which neither 
party to the sale had knowledge, and 
it was decided that the purchaser 
of the chattel held the discovered 
money and valuables for the admin- 
istrator). 

[a] Where money was taken from 
a body found floating in the sea and 
paid into the registry of an ad- 
miralty court and an award for sal- 
vage services made, the public ad- 
ministrator of the county in which 
the admiralty court was located, who 
had been granted letters on the es- 
tate, was held entitled to the pos- 
session of the remainder of the fund 
left after paying salvage, in prefer- 
ence to the salvors, who claimed as 
finders of lost goods whose owner 
was unknown, and in preference to 
the United States claiming as suc- 
cessor to the prerogative rights of 
the king of England. Gardner v. 
Ninety-Nine Gold Coins, , 111 Fed. 


Rie Coveeve 


generally in the manner provided by statute.°® It 
seems that the finder is bound to give to one who 


552. 5 
_ [b] Prerogative of United States 
in surplus proceeds of derelict prop- 
erty found at sea after awarding to 
salvors a proper compensation see 
Peabody v, Proceeds of Twenty-Hight 
Bags of Cotton, 19 F. Cas. No. 10,869. 

64. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 19 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156; Cum- 
mings v. Stone, 18 Mich. 70; Keron 
VaunCashman;, | #GNiie Ie 'Che)s Gesiera 
1055. 

[a] The finding was joint: (1) 
Where plaintiff’s tug, while towing a 
raft belonging to defendant, slack- 
ened speed, and on starting again 
the towline caught and drew up an 
anchor and chain, which were se- 
cured and put on the raft by defend- 
ant. Cummings v. Stone, 13 Mich. 
70. (2) Where one of several bcys 
picked up a stocking in which some- 
thing was tied, and after he had 
swung it about in play for a time, a 
second one of the boys snatched it, 
or, it having been thrown by the 
finder, the second boy picked it up, 
and began striking the other boys 
with it, and so it passed from one to 
another, and finally while the sec- 
ond boy was swinging it, it broke 
open, and money was found thereiin, 
all then examining it together. Keron 
v., Cashman, €N.- J: Ch.) 33) A “1056: 

65. Tome v. Four Cribs of Lum- 
ber, 24 EF. Cas. No. 14,083, Taney 
533; Peters v. Bourneau, 22 Ill. A. 
177; Dougherty v. Posegate, 3 Iowa 
88; Isaack v. Clark, 2 Bulstr. 306, 
80 Reprint 1143. 

Right form of action for failure to 
return see infra § 16. 

66. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra this note. 

[a] If the finder pursues the 
statutory method and fails to ascer- 
tain the owner, and then makes dis- 
tribution according to the _ statute 
under the belief that the statute ap- 
plies, he is not liable for conver- 
sion. Sovern v. Yoran, 16 Or. 269, 20 
P 100, 8 AmSR 293. 

{b] If the finder knows the own- 
er (1) it is not always necessary to 
follow the statute. Jones v. Smyth, 
18 N. H. 119 (he need not advertise 
or appraise the goods as prescribed 
by statute). (2) If the circumstances 
charge the finder with notice that 
the property belongs to a_particu- 
lar person, the finder should inquire 
as to the ownership before taking 
action under the statute to ascertain 
the owner. Sovern v. Yoran, 15 Or. 
644, 15 P* 396. 
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claims as owner a fair and just opportunity, depend- 
ent on the circumstances of the case, to inspect the 
property found for the purpose of identification.®” 
[§ 13] B. Care and Custody of Property. It is 
entirely at the option of the finder of lost property 
whether he will or will not take possession of it;°* 
but if he takes possession he assumes the duties of a 
bailee ®° without compensation.“? One who volun- 
tarily assumes the duty of such finder also holds 


FINDING LOST GOODS 


[§§ 12-15 
as bailee for the owner.7! One who has found an 
article and assumed possession of it is bound to 
exercise only slight diligence, and is responsible only 
for gross neglect.72. The care required of the finder, 
however, must be determined by the cireumstances 
of each particular case.7* This is in accord with the 
general rule in respect to bailments for the sole 
benefit of the bailor.™* 


IV. FINDER’S RIGHT TO COMPENSATION * 


_ [§ 14] The finder of lost goods is entitled to 

recover from the owner his necessary and reasonable 
expenses incurred in the successful recovery and 
preservation of the goods,** and perhaps for his time 
and trouble,77 but he has no lien therefor,’® and he 
cannot pay himself for his expense and trouble by 
using the property for that purpose.’® The fact that 
the finder was caring for like goods is no obstacle 


to his recovery for services and expenses, if such 
services and expenses can be ascertained.®° 

Under statutes. Some statutes specifically provide 
that the finder of a thing is entitled to compensa- 
tion for all expenses necessarily incurred by him in 
its preservation and for any other service necessarily 
performed by him about it, and to a reasonable 
reward for keeping it.®+ 


Vv. ACTIONS BY OR AGAINST OWNER OR FINDER * 


[§ 15] A. Right and Form—1l. By Finder. The 
finder may protect his rights by an action against 
any one who infringes them.8* At common law he 
has a special property in the thing found sufficient 
to enable him to maintain trover for its conversion 
against any one except the true owner.®+ Thus a 
first finder may maintain trover against a subse- 
quent finder,®® and, where each of several joint 
finders of treasure-trove consisting of coins is en- 


67. Wood v. Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 74, 
7 NW 888. 


See Bailments § 65. 


titled: to the possession of an equal share of the 
coins, if one joint finder having possession of all 
the coins refuses to surrender to the others their 
respective shares, each of such other joint finders 
may maintain an action of trover against him.%¢ 
Where the finder of money has delivered it to a 
third person to be kept for the owner, or for the 
finder in case the owner does not claim it, upon 
the refusal of the third person to return it, the 


[a] A finder told by the owner to 


Duty te submit property for in- 
spection as a question for the jury 
see infra § 20. 

68. Isaack v. Clark, 2 Bulstr. 306, 
80 Reprint 1143. See Murgoo vy. 
Cogswell, 1 E. D. Smith (N. Y.) 359 
(“One who finds any species of per- 
sonal property is under no obligation 
to take care of it’’). 

69. Burns v. State, 145 Wis. 373, 
128 NW 987, 140 AmSR 1081. 

Liability of bailees in general see 
Bailments §§ 42-115 

L7G) aN. 


Meekins aon! Simpson, 

71. Burns v. State, 145 Wis. 373, 
128 NW 987, 140 AmSR 1081. 

72. Dougherty v. Posegate, 3 Iowa 
88; Story Bailm. §§ 85a, 86, 87. See 
Burns v. State, 145 Wis. 373, 381, 128 
NW 987, 140 AmSR 1081 (“The find- 
er of property who voluntarily bona 
fide takes it into his possession, im- 
mediately, thereupon, has imposed 
upon him by law the duties of a de- 
positary, the mildest type, as re- 
gards degree of duty, of bailee’’). 
But see Murgoo y. Cogswell, 1 E. 
D. Smith (N. Y.) 359 (where it is 
said: “If he [the finder] takes it 
[the thing found] in his possession 
and lays it away, and it becomes in. 
jured by want of any special care, 
‘he is not liable therefor’); Mulgrave 
v. Ogden, Cro. Bliz. 219, 76 Reprint 
475 (where it was said that the law 
does not compel the finder of lost 
preperty to keep it safely, but makes 
him answerable only for its con- 
version to his own use, or for the 
willful injury or destruction of it). 

[a] The finder of money is re- 
quired to exercise only slight Gili- 
gence in the care of the money, and 
is answerable for gross negligence 
only. Dougherty v. Posegate, 3 Iowa 
88. 

[b] A bailee of the finder. is not 
liable to his bailor if the chattel is 
stolen without the bailee’s gross 
negligence. Tancil v. Seaton, 28 
Gratt. (69 Va.) 601, 26 AmR 380. 

73. Newmain v. Bourne, 31 T. L. 
Rey 20.9% 


75. Right to reward see Rewards 
[34 Cye 1728]. 

76. U. S.—Tome v. Four Cribs of 
Lumber, 24 BF. Cas. No. 14,083, Taney 
533 (semble). 


inet eet v. Anderson, 4 Dana 
Si 

Mass.—Chase v. Corcoran, 106 
Mass. 


N. Y.—Sheldon v. Sherman, 42 N. 
Y. 484, 1 AmR 569 [aff 42 Barb. 368]; 
Baker v. Hoag, 7 Barb. 113 [rev ‘on 
other grounds” " Nv Vit. 55513 Amory 
v. Flyn, 10 Johns. 102, 6 ‘AmD 316. 

N. C.—Meekins v. Simpson, 176 N. 
C. 130, 96 SH 894. 

Or.—Watts v. Ward, 1 Or. 86, 62 
ger 299. 

ng.—Nicholson v. Chapman, 2 H. 

BI mye 126 Reprint 536 (semble). 

But see Hendler v. Perkins, 4 Pa. 
Super. 344, 347 (where it is said: 
“It is doubtful if a finder of lost 
property cain recover for expense and 
labor voluntarily bestowed upon the 
thing found’). 

{a] Inference as to expense.— 
Under the principles of indebitatus 
assumpsit, no expense for keeping a 
lost dog would be inferred when 
found within a few miles of owner’s 
home and no adequate effort was 
made to ascertain owner. Meekins v. 
Simpson, 176 N. C. 130, 96 SE 894. 

77. Reeder v. Anderson, 4 Dana 
(Ky.) 198; Nicholson v. Chapman, 2 
H. Bl. 254, 126 Reprint 536. 

78. U. S—Tome v. Four Cribs of 
Terabe 24 EF. Cas. No. 14,083, Taney 
Ay ae Oe v. Neale, 12 Gray 

Mich.—Wood vy. Pierson, 45 Mich. 
313, 7 NW 888. 

N. Y.—New: York, etc., R. Co., v. 
Haws, 35 N. Y. Super. 372. 

N. C.—Meekins v. Simpson, 176 N. 
C. 120, 96 SE 894. 

Pa—Etter v. Edwards, 4 Watts 
oy Hendler v. Perkins, 4 Pa. Super. 

Eng.—Nicholson v. Chapman, 2 H. 
Bl. 254, 126 Reprint 536; 2 Kent 
Comm. p 356; 
W. Bl. 1117, 96 Reprint 660. 


Binstead v. Buck, 2 | 


care for the chattel until he calls 
and pays the sum demanded for res- 
cuing it from a flood is entitled to 
a lien for such payment. Hendler 
v. Perkins, 4 Pa. Super. 344. 

79." Watts’ v: Ward, 1’ Ore) 867762 
AmD 299. 

80. Kirk v. Smith, 48 Mont. 489, 
188 P 1088. ; 

81. See statutory provisions; and 
a v. Smith, 48 Mont. 489, 138 P 

82. Actions generally see Actions 
PEE Dc) One 

Election of remedies see Election 
of Remedies 20 C. J. p 1. 

83.. New > York; “ete, “Raa Cov ave 
Haws, 35 N. Y. Supers 372; Tan- 
cil v. Seaton, 28 Gratt. (69 Va.) 601, 
26 AmR 380 (the finder may recover 
from the bailee to whom he intrusted 
the chattel). 
oe Del.—Clark v. Maloney, 3 Del. 

Me.—Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 129 AmSR 390, 71 A 858, 19 
LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. 

Mass.—Ellery v. Cunningham, tlt 
Mete. 112. 

Mo.—Hoagland v. Forest Park 
Highlands Amusement Co., 170 Mo. 
335, %0 SW 878, 94 AmSR 740. 

N. Y.—Mathews v. Harsell, 1 E. D. 
Smith 393. 

Pa.—Batteiger v. Pennsylvania Co., 
64 Pa. Super. 195 

Bng.—Armory v. 
505, 93 Reprint 664. 

[al Leading case.— Armory vy. 
Delamirie, 1 Str. 505, 93 Reprint 664 
[quot Batteiger v. Pennsylvania €o.; 
64 Pa. Super. 195,.198] (“This case 
has been uniformly followed in Eng- 
land and America’’). 

Trover and conversion generally 
foe coe and Conversion [38 Cyc 
85. Clark v. Maloney,’ 3 Del. 68. 
Finder’s title as against subse- 
quent finder see supra § 8. 
86. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 Me. 
264, 71 A> 858; 129: AmSRm390; 19 

LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. 
arene of joint finders see supra 

iil 


Delamirie, Str. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


-§§ 15-21] 


finder may protest his rights by an action against 
the bailee to recover the money.®? 

[§ 16] 2. By True Owner. The true owner may 
enforce his rights against the finder by trover,’8 
or replevin,*® or, if it was money that was lost, 
the owner may bring an action against the finder for 
money had and received.®° However, the finder may 
retajn possession of the property until the owner 
furnishes proof of his ownership, and for doing this 
he is not liable as for conversion.®t The owner’s 
right of action for property for the return of which 
he has offered a reward is not defeated by neglect to 
tender the reward.” 

[§ 17] B. Pleading. In accordance with the 
general rules of pleading,®* in actions to enforce 
rights or liabilities arising out of finding lost goods, 
the declaration must, by definite and certain allega- 
tions, aver every material fact which constitutes 
plaintiff’s cause of action.°* Thus in trover by a 
finder against his bailee, he must allege some owner- 
ship in himself,®> and in an action brought under a 
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statute entitling the finder to compensation for his 
services and reward, the complaint must allege that 
the goods were lost.°¢ 

[§ 18] ©. Issues, Proof, and Variance.’? An 
allegation of ownership of goods admits proof of 
general or special ownership.®® There is no fatal 
variance between a complaint for money had and 


received and evidence that defendant found coupons 


and had them redeemed, for plaintiff had the right 
to waive the tort and sue in contract.®? 

[§ 19] D. Evidence. The general rules of evi- 
dence in civil cases+ apply in actions to enforce 
rights or liabilities arising out of finding lost goods.” 

[§ 20] E. Questions of Fact. As in other civil 

actions,* in these actions disputed questions of facts 
are for the jury.* 
_ [§ 21] F. Measure of Recovery.® If the finder 
is successful in an action for conversion of the thing 
found, defendant is liable for its value ® and the in- 
terest thereon, running usually from the time of the 
conversion.” 


* FINE.t A sum of money or price paid for ob- 
taining a benefit, favor, or privilege.” 

In conveyancing. An amicable composition or 
agreement of a suit, either actual or fictitious by 


87. Batteiger v. Pennsylvania Co., 


er for his expenses in preserving the 


leave of the court, by which the lands in question 
become, or are acknowledged to be, the right of 
one of the parties.? 


In the law of tenure. A fine is a money payment 


3. 
4. 


See Trial [38 Cyc 1511 et seq]. 


64 Pa. Super. 195. 

88. Wood v. Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 
7 NW 888; Amory v. Flyn, 10 Johns. 
GN.) iy SLO eG AIIM SiG ever! ivi 
Race, 1 Burr. 452, 97 Reprint 398; 
Nicholson v. Chapman, 2 H. Bl. 254, 
126 Reprint 536; Anonymous, 1 Salk. 
126, 91 Reprint 118. 

89. Tome v. Four Cribs of Lum- 
ber, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,083, Taney 533; 
Etter v. Edwards, 4 Watts (Pa.) 68. 

90: Holiday. v. Sigil, 2 C. & P. 
WiGeet 2) Cl, 635 

91. Wood v. Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 
7 NW 888; Isaack v. Clark, 2 Bulstr. 
306, 80 Reprint 1143. 

92. Wood v. Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 
7 NW 888. 

Right to reward see Rewards [34 
Cye 1728]. 3 

93. See Pleading [31 Cyc 100]. 

94. Kirk v. Smith, 48 Mont. 489, 
138 P 1088; Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 
219, 114 P 100, 85 LRANS 979. 

95. Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 
dae 100) 35) LRANS! 979: 


96. Kirk v. Smith, 48 Mont. 489, 
138 P 1088. 

97. See Pleading [31 Cyc 674 et 
seq]. 

98. Roberson v. Ellis, 58 Or. 219, 


114 P 100, 35 LRANS 979. 
99. Rittenhouse v. Knoop, 
A, 128. 36 NE 384. 


9 Ind. 


I. See Hvidence 22 C. J. pl. 

2 U. Si—Lears v. One Cask Oil, 
15 F. Cas. No. 8,161a. 

Cal.—McFadden v. Goettert, 131 


Cal. 3338, 68 P 477. 
Ind.—Rittenhouse v. Knoop, 9 Ind. 


A. 126, 36 NE 384. 
Hackett, 104 Me. 


Me.—Weeks vv. 
264 071) VAL 858.129 “AmSR 390; 719 
106 


LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. 
Mass.—Chase v. Corcoran, 
Mass. 286. é 
Mich.—Wood vy. Pierson, 45 Mich. 
313, 7 NW 888. 
Pa.—Warren v. Ulrich, 130 Pa. 413, 


18 A 618. I 
Tex.—Joy v. Crawford, (Civ. A.) 
154 SW 357. 
[a] Burden of proof.—In trover, 


by an alleged finder against his 
pailee, the finder must prove some 
ownership in himself. Roberson v. 
Pillissps Or e219. bl4 yb 1005085 
LRANS 979. ; 
[b], Evidence held inadmissible. 
—(1) Where in an action by the find- 


property he testifies without objec- 
jection that the chattel when found 
was worth a certain sum, evidence 
of what, when he found the chattel, 
he considered it worth is immaterial. 
Chase v. Corcoran, 106 Mass. 286. 
(2) In an action against the finder 
for conversion by refusing to give 
the chattel up, the fact that after 
suit was begun the finder learned 
that it really belonged to claimant 
has no tendency to show that he had 
fair and reasonable evidence there- 
of before suit. Wood v. Pierson, 45 
Mich. 313, 7 NW 888. 

[c] Evidence held sufficient.—(i) 
To submit question of ownership to 
the jury. Warren v. Ulrich, 130 Pa. 
413, 18 A 618. (2) To support a ver- 
dict for the finder, because plaintiff’s 
ownership was not sufficiently 
proved. McFadden v. Goettert, 131 
Cal.-333, 63.2 477. (3) To warrant a 
finding that the discovery was but 
one transaction, and that the partici- 
pation of plaintiffs was sufficient to 
constitute them joint finders with 
defendant. Weeks v. Hackett, 104 
Me. 264, 71 A 858, 129 AmSR 390, 
19 LRANS 1201, 15 AnnCas 1156. 
(4) In an action for damages for 
Inicks put in a diamond by defend- 
ants who found it and were later 
compelled to return it to plaintiffs, 
to make a prima facie case that the 
diamond was damaged while in the 
possession of defendants. Joy v. 
Crawford, (Tex... Civ. A.) .154 SW. 
857. (5) In an action against the 
finder by one claiming as the true 
owner, evidence from which a legi- 
timate and reasonable’ inference 
may be drawn that the property 
belongs to plaintiff is sufficient to 
support a verdict in his favor. 
Rittenhouse v. Knoop, 9 Ind. A. 
126, 36 NE 384; Warren v. Ul- 
rich, 130 Pa. 418, 18 A 618. (6) Evi- 
dence that libellant’s whaling ves- 
sel was recently wrecked in the vi- 
cinity where a cask of oil was picked 
up at sea, that similar casks of oll 
were picked up and delivered to 
libellant, aind that the currents were 
such as to drift casks in that di- 
rection from the wreck is sufficient 
prima facie proof of ownership as 
against the finder who concealed the 
cask. Lears v. One Cask Oil, 15 F. 
Cas. No. 8,161a. 


Wood yv. Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 
7 NW 888; Roberson vy. Ellis, 58 Or. 
219, 114 P 100, 35 LRANS 979; War- 
ren v. Ulrich, 130 Pa. 418, 18 A 618; 
Newman v. Bourne, 31 T. L. R. 209. 
{a] Treasure-trove.—In an action 
by the finder of lost money to re- 
cover it from his bailee, whether 
the money was treasure-trove was 
under the evidence a jury question. 
Roberson v. Hllis, 58 Or. 219, 114 P 
100, 35 LRANS 979. 
_ [b] Inspection by person claim- 
ing as owner.—It was a question for 
the jury whether the finder of a lost 
article was obliged to allow a per- 
son claiming to be the owner to 
examine it in order to determine the 


question of ownership. Wood ov. 
Pierson, 45 Mich. 313, 7 NW 888. 
[c] Negligence. — Whether’ the 


finder has exercised proper care of 
the thing found is a question for the 


jury, under the particular circum- 
stances of the case. Newman vy. 
Bourne, 31) Di. R209: 


5. See generally Damages 17 C. 
Jey De69 92 

6. Ellery v. Cunningham, 1 Metce. 
(Mass.) 112; Mathews v. Harsell, lL 
Ey DeSmith iGNe oy) 2393r 

[a] Measure of value of concealed 
jewel.—In the leading case of Arm- 
ory v. Delamirie, Str. 505, 93 Re- 
print 664, it was held that the jury 
should presume against a goldsmith 
to whom a jewel had been intrusted 
by plaintiff and who had extracted 
the stones therefrom that the stones 
were of the finest water and find 
the value accordingly, unless he 
should produce the jewel and show 
it to be not of the finest water. 

7. Mathews v. Hartsell, 1 E. D. 
Smith CN Ye.) 393: 

[a] If the finder makes defend- 
ant his factor to sell the chattels 
found, interest begins to run only 
from the day when the finder de- 
mands an account from defendant, 
he being in no default before that 
day. Ellery v. Cunningham, 1 Metce. 
(Mass.) 112. 

1. In criminal law see Fines § 1. 

2. Burrill L. D. [quot De Peyster 
v. Michael, 6 N. Y. 467, 495, 57 AmD 
470] (as the ancient fines for ob- 
taining a writ, and for alienation). 

3. Black L. D. To like effect Hitz 
v. Jenks, 123 U. S. 297, 302, 8 SC€t 


* By Juan D. MiranpAa (Fine—Fine Pro Redisseisina Capiendo inclusive 


phrases). 


except the Spanish words and 


. 
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made by a feudal tenant to his lord.* 

FINE ANULLANDO LEVATO DE TENEMENTO 
QUOD FUIT DE ANTIQUO DOMINICO. An 
abolished writ for disannulling a fine levied of lands 
in ancient demesne to the prejudice of the lord.® 
The arts whose aim is beauty 
rather than utility,’ although not necessarily to the 
exclusion of utility when the two can be com- 
According to the universal acceptation of 
the term, music,® painting,!® and sculpture.14 

FINE CAPIENDO PRO TERRIS. An obsolete 


FINE ARTS.°® 


bined.® 


143, 31 L. ed. 156; McGregor v. Com- 
stock, 17 N. Y. 162, 166; Helena First 
Nat. Bank v. Roberts, 9 Mont. 323, 
337, 28 P 718. See also Common Re- 
om 12 C. J. p 206; Estates §§ 50, 

{a] Origin and history—(1) “The 
practice of levying fines is as ancient 
in England, from which country we 
derived it, as any court of record, 
and dates back beyond the Conquest.” 
McGregor v. Comstock, 17 N. Y. 162, 
166. To like effect Helena First Nat. 
Bank v. Roberts, 9 Mont. 323, 337, 23 
PMA ss (2) “It continued in this 
state [New York] as a mode of con- 
veyancing from its earliest settle- 
ment by the English till the year 
1830, when with other antiquities it 
was abolished by the legislature, and 
a simpler system substituted in its 
stead.” McGregor v. Comstock, 17 
N: -¥. 162; 166. 

[b] It “derived its very name 
from its putting an end to that suit 
and to all other Controversies con- 
cerning the same matter.” Hitz v. 
Jenks, 123 U. S, 297, 302, 8 SCt 148, 
31 L. ed. 156 [cit 2 Blackstone Comm. 
p 349; Coke Litt. p 262a]. To like 
prch Murrah v. State, 51 Miss. 652, 

[ec] “Its object is to quiet titles 
more speedily than by the ordinary 
limitation of twenty and twenty-five 
years. By means of this final pro- 
ceeding, one of two contesting claim- 
ants of real estate could compel an 
assertion or abandonment of the pre- 
tensions of his adversary in one-fifth 
the usual period of delay.” McGre- 


gor v. Comstock, 17 N. Y. 162, 166. 

{d] Judicial character of proceed- 
ings.— “It was a proceeding in a court 
of record; and consequently the pro- 
ceedings, and record thereof, could 
properly be termed ‘judicial.’ ’”’ Helena 
First Nat. Bank v. Roberts, 9 Mont. 
5238, 337, 23 P 718. 

[e] Blackstone’s discussion of 
proceedings.—“‘A fine is sometimes 
said to be a feoffment of record; 
though it might with more accuracy 
be called an acknowledgment of a 
feoffment on record.. By which it is to 
be understood, that it has at least the 
same force and effect with a feoff- 
ment, in the conveying and assur- 
ing of lands; though it is one of 
those methods of transferring estates 
of freehold by the common law, in 
which livery of seisin is not neces- 
sary to be actually given; the suppo- 
sition and acknowledgment thereof in 
a court of record, however fictitious, 
inducing an equal notoriety. But, 
more particularly, a fine may be de- 
scribed to be an amicable composi- 
tion or agreement of a suit, either ac- 
tual or fictitious, by leave of the king 
or his justices: whereby the lands 
in question became, or acknowledged 
to be the right of one of the parties. 
In its original it was founded on an 
actual suit, commenced at law for 
recovery of the possession of land 
cr other hereditaments; and the pos- 
session thus gained by such com- 
position was found to be so sure and 
effectual, that fictitious actions were, 
and continued to be, every day com- 
menced for the sake of obtaining the 


FINE—FINE PRO REDISSEJSINA CAPIENDO 


writ which lay for a person who, upon conviction 
by jury, had his lands and goods taken, and his body 
imprisoned, to be remitted his imprisonment, and 
have his lands and goods redelivered to him, on 
obtaining favor of a sum of money, etce.}? 

FINE NON CAPIENDO PRO PULCHRE PLA- 
CITANDO. An obsolete writ to inhibit officers of 
courts to take fines for fair pleading.1% 

FINE PRO REDISSEISINA CAPIENDO. An 
old writ that Jay for the release of one imprisoned 
for a redisseizin, on payment of a reasonable fine.1* 


same security.” 2 Blackstone Comm. 
p 348 [quot Helena First Nat. Bank 
Par epegLe: Sy Monte 3235 LSodao nS 

Method of conveying by married 
woman at common law see Husband 
and Wife [21 Cyc 1204]. 

4 Black L. D. (“the most usual 
fine is that payable on the admit- 
tance of a new tenant, but there are 
also due in some manors fines upon 
alienation, on a license to demise 
the lands, or on the death of the 
lord, or other events”). See also De 
Peyster v. Michael, 6 N. Y. 467, 495, 
57 AinD 470. 

5 eB lackyg ts.en dD. 
p 15]. 

6. “Art” defined see Art 5 C. J. 


[cit Reg. Orig. 


p 588. 

7 Almy v. Jones, 17 R. I. 265, 
266, 21 A 616, 12 LRA 414. 

8. Almy v. Jones, 17 R. I, 265, 


266, 21 A 616, 12 LRA 414. 

[a] ‘*Works of the fine arts” which 
may be copyrighted see Rosenbach 
v. Dreyfuss, 2 Fed. 217, 219; and gen- 
erally Copyright and Literary Prop- 
erty §§ 17, 114. 


9. Vredenburg v. Behan, 33 la. 
Ann, 627, 687. 
10. Vredenburg v. Behan, 33 La. 


Ann, 627, 637. 
11. Vredenburg v. Behan, 33 La. 
Ann. 627, 637. 


12. Black L. D. [cit Reg. Orig. 
p 142]. 

Id. Black 13. 21); 

14. Black L. D. [cit Reg. Orig. 
p 222]. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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FINES, FORFEITURES, AND PENALTIES 


-By Juan D. Miranpa anp Louis Loucer Hammon 


{Matters not in this Title, treated elsewhere in this Work, see Cross References infra p 1146] 


ANALYSIS 


PART ONE: FINES 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS [(§§ 1-3] p 1148 
A. In General [§ 1] p 1148 
B. Forfeiture Distinguished [§ 2] p 1149 
C. Penalty Distinguished [§ 3] p 1149 


II. ORIGIN AND SOURCE [§ 4] p 1150 


III. RECOVERY AND IMPOSITION [§§ 5-11] p 1150 
A. Proceedings to Recover [{§§ 5-7] p 1150 
1. In General [§ 5] p 1150 
2. Statutory Mode as Exclusive [§ 6] p 1151 
3. Waiver of Proper Proceeding [§ 7] p 1151 
B. Imposition [§§ 8-11] p 1151 4 
1. In General [§ 8] p 1151 
2. Province of Court and Jury [§ 9] p 1151 
3. Amount of Fine [§ 10] p 1152 
4. Joint Offenders [§ 11] p 1152 


IV. PAYMENT AND SECURITY [§§ 12-39] p 1152 
A. Payment and Satisfaction [§§ 12-17] p 1152 
1. Medium of Payment [§§ 12-13] p 1152 
a. In General [§ 12] p 1152 
b. Confession of Judgment [§ 13] p 1153 
2. Time of Payment [§ 14] p 1154 
3. To Whom Payment Is to Be Made [§ 15] p 1154 
4. Interest on Fines [§ 16] p 1154 : 
5. Effect of Death [§ 17] p 1154 
B. Enforcement of Payment [§§ 18-37] p 1154 
1. By Execution [§§ 18-20] p 1154 
a. Against Property [§ 18] p 1155 
b. Against Person [§§ 19-20] p 1156 
(1) Capias Pro Fine [§ 19] p 1156 
(2) Capias Ad Satisfaciendum [§ 20] p 1157 
2. By Imprisonment [§§ 21-33] p 1157 
a. Power to Imprison [§§ 21-23] p 1157 
(1) In General [§ 21] p 1157 
(2) Where Both Fine and Imprisonment Are Imposed [§ 22] p 1159 
(3) Necessity of First Proceeding against Property [§ 23] p 1159 
b. Place of Confinement [§ 24] p 1159 
e. Duration of Imprisonment [§§ 25-27] p 1160 
(1) In General [§ 25] p 1160 
(2) Reduction of Imprisonment by Partial Payment [§ 26] p 1160 
(3) Deduction of Time during Unauthorized Release [§ 27] p 1161 
d. Time of Commitment and Suspension of Sentence [§ 28] p 1161 
e. Discharge from Imprisonment [§§ 29-32] p 1161 
(1) In General [§ 29] p 1161 
(2) Inability to Pay [§ 30] p 1161 
(3) Payment as Ground for Discharge [§ 31] p 1162 
_ (4) Improper Discharge or Escape [§ 32] p 1162 
f. Imprisonment as Discharging Fine [§ 33] p 1162 
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3. By Application of Defendant’s Funds in Possession of Court [§ 34] p 1163 
4. By Working Out [§ 35] p 1163 
5. Lien of Judgment ee Fine [§ 36] p 1164 
6. Staying Collection [§ 37] p 1164 
C. Recovery Back of Fines Paid [§§ 38-39] p 1164 
1. In General [§ 38] p 1164 
2. Restitution after Vacation of Judgment [§ 39] p 1165 


. DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS [§§ 40-41] p 1165 


A. In General [§ 40] p 1165 ‘ 
B. Informer’s Share [§ 41] p 1167 


REMISSION OF FINES [§ 42] p 1168 
PART TWO: FORFEITURES 


. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS [§§ 43-45] p 1169 


A. In General [§ 43] p 1169 
B. Penalty Distinguished [§ 44] p 1170 
C. Other Terms Distinguished [§ 45] p 1170 


COMMON-LAW AND STATUTORY IN REM FORFEITURES [(§§ 46-47] p 1171 
A. Distinguished and Compared [§ 46] p 1171 
B. Owner’s Knowledge or Consent [§ 47] p 1171 


. GROUNDS OF AND PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FORFEITURE [§ 48] p 1171 
. EXTENT [§ 49] p 1172 
. CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS [§§ 50-52] p 1172 


A. Validity [§ 50] p 1172 
B. Construction [§ 51] p 1172 
C. Effect of Repealing Act [§ 52] p 1172 


. ENFORCEMENT [(§§ 53-64] p 1172 


A. Necessity of Judicial Determination [§ 53] p 1172 
B. Seizure [§§ 54-55] p 1173 
1. Right of [§ 54] p 1173 
2. By Whom Made [§ 55] p 1173. 
C. Action [§§ 56-64] p 1173 
1. Jurisdiction [§ 56] p 1173 
. Form of Action and Method of Procedure [§ 57] p 1173 
. Defenses [§ 58] p 1174 
. Parties [§ 59] p 1174 
. Pleading [§§ 60-61] p 1174 
a. Libel or Information [§ 60] p 1174 
b. Defendant’s Pleadings [§ 61] p 1175 
6. Issues, Proof, and Variance {§ 62] p 1175 
7. Judgment or Decree {§ 63] p 1175 
8. Costs [§ 64] p 1175 


OPERATION AND EFFECT [§§ 65-68] p 1175 
A. In General [§ 65] p 1175 
B. Title and Right to Forfeited Property [§ 66] p 1176 
C. Effect on Concurrent Penalty [§ 67] p 1176 
D. Effect on Contracts [§ 68] p 1176 


OU G po 


. TITLE OF PURCHASER AT SALE UNDER DECREE [§ 69] p 1176 
. RIGHT AND REMEDIES OF INFORMERS [§ 70] p 1177 
. REMISSION [§ 71] p 1177 


PART THREE: PENALTIES 


_ DEFINITION [§ 72] p 1178 

_ CREATION [6 73] p 1179 

. POWER TO IMPOSE [§ 74] p 1179 

, AMOUNT AND EXTENT [(§ 75-78] p 1180 


A. In General [§ 75] p 1180 
B. Accumulated or Aggregated Penalties [§§ 76-78] p 1180 


—— a a a a 
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1. Where Offense Repeated [§ 76] p 1180 
2. Continuing Offense [§ 77] p 1180 
3. Several Penalties for Single Transaction [$ 78] p 1180 


V. ACTIONS AND OTHER PROCEEDINGS TO ENFORCE [$$ 79-154] p 1181 
A. Nature ond Form [§§ 79-91] p 1181 
1. In General [§ 79] p 1181 
2. Character as Civil or Criminal [§§ 80-82] p 1181 
a. In General [§ 80] p 1181 
b. Determination of Character [§ 81] p 1182 
c. Procedure Generally [§ 82] p 1182 
3. Contract or Tort [§ 83] p 1183 
4. Popular and Qui Tam Actions [§ 84] p 1183 
5. Particular Form of Proceeding [§§ 85-91] p 1183 
a. In Absence of Provision in Statute Imposing Penalty [§§ 85-89] p 1183 
(1) In General [§ 85] p 1183 
(2) Action of Debt [§ 86] p 1183 
(3) Assumpsit [§ 87] p 1184 
(4) Indictment [§ 88] p 1184 
(5) Motion [§ 89] p 1185 
b. Provisions in Statutes Imposing Penalty [§§ 90-91] p 1185 
(1) In General [§ 90] p 1185 
(2) Effect on Right to Maintain Criminal Prosecution [§ 91] p 1185 
What Law Governs [§ 92] p 1186 
Conditions Precedent [§ 93] p 1186 
. Time to Sue and Limitations [§ 94] p 1186 
. Defenses [§ 95] p 1187 | 
. Jurisdiction [§ 96] p 1187 | 
. Parties [§§ 97-107] p 1188 | 
1. Plaintiffs {§§ 97-103] p 1188 
‘a. Persons Entitled to Enforce Penalties [§§ 97-100] p 1188 
(1) In General [§ 97] p 1188 
(2) No Provision in Statute as to Who May Enforce [§ 98] p 1189 
(3) Person Injured or Aggrieved [§ 99] p 1189 
(4) Informers or “Any Person Who Will Sue” [§ 100] p 1190 
b. Name in Which Action Brought [§ 101] p 1191 
e. Joinder [§ 102] p 1192 
d. Control of Proceedings [§ 103] p 1193 
2. Defendants [§§ 104-107] p 1193 
a. Persons Liable [§§ 104-106] p 1193 
(1) In General [§ 104] p 1193 ; 
(2) Master cr Principal and Servant or Agent [§§ 105-106] p 1193 | 
(a) Liability of Master or Principal [§ 105] p 1193 
(b) Liability of Servant or Agent [§ 106] p 1194 
. b. Joinder [§ 107] p 1194 
H. Process [§§ 108-111] p 1195 
1. In General [§ 108] p 1195 
2. Indorsements and References to Statutes [§§ 109-110] p 1195 
a. Necessity and Sufficiency [§ 109] p 1195 
b. Effect of Failure to Indorse [§ 110] p 1196 
3. Waiver and Cure of Defects [§ 111] p 1196 
I. Pleading [§§ 112-131] p 1197 
1. Complaint, Declaration, or Partition [§§ 112-127] p 1197 
a. Sufficiency in General [§ 112] p 1197 
b. Following Language of Statute [§ 113] p 1198 
ce. Reference to or Recital of Statute. [§§ 114-115] p 1199 - 
(1) Necessity [§ 114] p 1199 
(2) Sufficiency [§ 115] p 1199 
d. Conclusion against Form of Statute [§§ 116-117] p 1200 
(1) Necessity [§ 116] p 1200 
(2) Sufficiency [§ 117] p 1200 
e. Negativing Exceptions in Statute [§ 118] p 1201 
f. Variance between Writ and Declaration [§ 119] p 1201 
g. Joinder of Offenses or Penalties | 120] p 1201 
h. Particular Allegations [§§ 121-127] p 1202 
(1) Right to Sue [§ 121] p 1202 ; 
(2) Use or Disposition of Penalty [§ 122] p 1202 
(3) Name of Complainant [§ 123] p 1202 
(4) Precise Sum Claimed [§ 124] p 1202 
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(5) Indebtedness [§ 125] p 1202 
(6) Damages [§ 126] p 1202 
(7) Negativing Defenses [§ 127] p 1203 
2. Plea or Answer [§ 128] p 1203 
3. Amendments [§ 129] p 1203 
4. Aider by Verdict [§ 130] p 1204 
5. Reference of General Verdict to Good Count [§ 131] p 1204 
J. Issues, Proof, and Variance [§ 132] p 1204 
K. Evidence [§§ 133-135] p 1205 
1. Presumptions and Burden of Proof [§ 133] p 1205 
2. Admissibility [§ 134] p 1205 
3. Weight and Sufficiency [§ 1385] p 1205 
L. Dismissal before Trial [§ 136] p 1206 
M. Trial [§§ 137-139] p 1206 
1. In General [§ 137] p 1206 
2. Assessment of Penalty [§ 138] p 1206 
3. Verdict and Findings [§ 139] p 1207 
N. Judgment and Record [§§ 140-150] p 1207 
1. Judgments [§§ 140-149] p 1207 
a. Time and Manner of Entry [§ 140] p 1207 
b. Parties [§§ 141-142] p 1207 
(1) Persons to Whom Awarded [§ 141] p 1207 
(2) Joint Defendants [§ 142] p 1208 
ce. Contents and Recitals [§§ 143-144] p 1208 
(1) In General [§ 143] p 1208 
(2) Provisions for Enforcement [§ 144] p 1208 
d. Amount [§§ 145-147] p 1208 
(1) In General [§ 145] p 1208 
(2) In Case of Joint Defendants [§ 146] p 1209 
(3) Variance from Declaration [§ 147] p 1209 
e. Operation and Effect [§ 148] p 1209 
f. Tender [§ 149] p 1209 
2. Record [§ 150] p 1209 
O. New Trial [§ 151] p 1209 
P. Appeal and Error [§ 152] p 1210 
Q. Costs [§§ 153-154] p 1211 
1. In General [§ 153] p 1211 
2. Security for Costs; Proceedings in Forma Pauperis [§ 154] p 1212 


VI. PAYMENT [§ 155] p 1213 


VII. REMISSION [§{§ 156-157] p 1213 
A. By Legislature or Executive [§ 156] p 1213 
B. By Court [§ 157] p 1213 


VIII. COMPOUNDING [§§ 158-159] p 1214 
A. What Constitutes [§ 158] p 1214 
B. Right to Compound [§ 159] p 1214 


IX. DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS [§§ 160-161] p 1214 
A. In General [§ 160] p 1214 
B. Rights of Informers [§ 161] p 1215 


CROSS REFERENCES 


Amercement of sheriffs and constables see Sheriffs and 
Constables [35 Cyc 1882]. 
Confiscation of property see wee [40 Cye 332]. 
Convict see Convicts 13 C. J. p 911. 
Criminal law generally see Criminal Law 16 C. J. p 1. 
Discovery in case of forfeiture see Discovery § 41. 
Fine for: 
Contempt see Contempt §§ 133, 135 
Cruelty to animal see Animals §§ 241, 243, 
Violation of: Forfeiture of: 
Municipal ordinance see Municipal Corporations [28 Annuity see Annuities § 1 
Cye 815]. Bailbond’ see Bails 8§ 316. 322. 
Revenue law see Customs Duties §§ 359-365; In- Bail, relief from see Bail §§ 323-335 
ternal Revenue [22 Cyc 1693]. Bond see Arrest §§ 265-270; Bail §§ 316-322. 
Forfeiture by commingling goods see Confusion of Certificate of registration see Druggists § 19 
Goods § 3. ; Charter see Banks and Banking §§ 469-481; Corpora- 
Forfeiture for: tions § 3670 et seq: Insurance [22 Cyc 1406, 1420]: 
Breach of condition, waiver of see Deeds §§ 428-435. Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 250]. 


Forfeiture for violation of: 
Customs laws see Customs Duties vr Soret: 
Embargo laws see War [40 Cye 31 
Gaming laws see Gaming § 251. 
Liquor laws see Intoxicating Liquors [23 Cyc 292]. 
Nonintercourse laws see War [40 Cyc 311]. 
Revenue laws see Internal Revenue [22 Cyc 1680]. 
Tax laws see Taxation [37 Cyc 1547], 
Usury laws see Usury [39 Cyc 1094]. 


Delay in performance of contract see Building and 
Construction Contracts § 49: Contracts § 784 
Infringement of copyright see Copyright §§ 367-370. 


Citizenship. see Elections § 43 
Compensation see Assignments for Benefit of Creditors 
§ 409; Executors and Administrators § 2431. 
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Forfeiture of:—Continued 


Contract see Contracts §§ 642-647, 

Deposit see Bail § 316. 

Devise see Wills [40 Cyc 1932]. 

Dower see Dower § 116. 

Easement see Easements § 174. 

oe nee Curtesy He 48-58. 

xemption see Assignments for Benefit Cr 
§ 518; Exemptions § 190 et seq. ne nea! 

Franchise see Canals § 61; Colleges and Universities 
§ 39; Corporations § 3670; Electricity § 21; Fran- 
chises § 112. 

Grant see Public Lands [32 Cyc 788, 1097]. 

Homestead see Homesteads [21 Cyc 597]. 

Insurance see Accident Insurance § 59; Fire Insurance 
§ 236; Life Insurance [25 Cyc 821]; Mutual Benefit 
Insurance [29 Cyc 167]. 

Lease see Landlord and Tenant [24 Cyc 1347]; Mines 
and Minerals [27 Cyc 734]. 

Legacy see Wills [40 Cyc 1932]. 

License see Inicenses [25 Cyc 593]. 

Office see Officers [29 Cyc 1356]. 

OO perry see Bail § 316; Breach of the Peace 

hig Crease aie see Descent and Distribution 

Stock see Building and Loan Associations §§ 59-62; 
Corporations §§ 972-995. 

Ticket see Carriers § 1127. 

Vessel see Neutrality Laws [29 Cyc 684]. 

Wages see Seamen [35 Cyc 1217]. 

Water rights see Waters [40 Cyc 725]. 


Membership fine imposed by: 


Building and loan association see Building and Loan 
Associations §§ 53-55. 

Corporation generally see Corporations § 1287. 

Exchange see Exchanges § 16. 
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Penalty :—Continued 
For particular acts or omissions:—Continued 
Failure to:—Continued 
Obey subpcena See Witnesses [40 Cyc 2179]. 
Pay claim against decedent's estate see Executors 
and Administrators § 1346. 
Produce will for probate see Wills [40 Cyc 1226]. 
Provide pound see Animals § 665. 
eras bridge See Bridges § 55. 
eturn list of taxable property see 
Cyen9 97; 1543). ag one ae bt et 
Satisfy: 
Chattel mortgage of record see Chattel Mort- 
gages §§ 474-478. 
pee Oa of record see Judgments [23 Cyc 
Realty mortgage of record se 2 
Cye 1425], horns Soh 
Supply: 
Electricity see Electricity §§ 33, 34. 
Gas see Gas [20 Cye 1164]. . 
uibea rite os eo pevants See Fraudulent Conveyances 
ye 3 
Frivolous appeal see Costs §§ 692-710. 
Gaming see Gaming [20 Cyc 875]. 
Holding over by tenant see Landlord and Tenant 
[24 Cye 1193]. 
ay enh exaciion of bridge tolls see Bridges § 61. 
egally solemnizin marriage s 2 
Rea: g B ee Marriage [26 
Infringement of: 
Copyright see Copyright §§ 371-373. 
Patent see Patents [30 Cyc 1023]. 
Injuries by dog to person or other animal see 
_ Animals § 388. 
Injury to bridge see Bridges §§ 115-118. 
Keeping nonlicensed dog see Animals §§ 31-37. 
Malicious killing of animals see Animals § 540. 


Pardon see Pardons [29 Cyc 1558]. 
Penal bond see Bonds 9 C. J. pl. 
Penal statute: 


Nonpayment of: 
Claim against assigned estate see Assignments 


Class legislation see Constitutional Law § 870. 

Construction of see Statutes [36 Cyc 1183]. 

Denial of equal protection of law see Constitutional 
Law §§ 926-928. 

Deprivation of property without due process of law 
see Constitutional Law §§ 1031, 1032. 

Encroachment on judiciary see Constitutional Law 


§ 283. 
Ex post facto operation of see Constitutional Law 


814, 
Pxtraterritorial operation see Conflict of Laws § 12; 
Courts § 75. 
Impairment of obligation of contract by see Con- 
stitutional Law § 762. 
Repeal of: % y 
As to intoxicating liquors see Intoxicating Liquors 
(23 Cyc 86]. 
§ By implication see Statutes [36 Cyc 1095]. 
Retroactive effect of statutes repealing: 
Generally see Statutes [36 Cyc 1227-1234]. 
On pending proceedings see Statutes [36 Cyc 1229- 


1234]. 
What constitutes see Statutes [36 Cyc 1180]. 


Penalty: 


For particular acts or omissions: 
Adulteration see Adulteration § 18. 
Allowing animals to run at large see Animals §§ 579, 
dpe 
Breach of: 
Contract see Damages §§ 231-267. 
Depositary’s bond see Depositaries § 91. 
Bringing pauper into state, county, or town see 
Paupers [30 Cyc 1121]. R 
Claim of excessive witness fees see Witnesses 


[40 Cye 2191]. ‘ 
Communication of disease by animal see Animals 


§ 165. 
Conveying land held adversely see Champerty and 
pipet ne ce § 122. 
Cutting timber: 
By tenant see Waste [40 Cyc 535]. 
On another’s lands see Trespass [38 Cyc 1164]. 
On state lands see Public Lands [32 Cyc 791]. 
Death by negligence see Death § 188. 
Driving animal from range or pasture see Animals 
249. 


Evasion: 
Of bridge tolls see Bridges § 35. 
Or obstruction of tax laws see Taxation [37 Cyc 


997, 1542 et seq]. 

Excessive charge by wharfinger see Wharves [40 
Cye 910]. 

Extortion see Extortion § 35; Justices of the Peace 
[24 Cve 435]; Officers [29 Cyc 1425]; Sheriffs 
and Constables [35 Cyc 1558]. 

Failure of: 

Auctioneer to take out license see Auctions and 
Auctioneers § 4. _ 
Carrier to stop at station see Carriers § 1270. 

Failure to: fy 

Discharge mechanic’s lien of record see Mechanics’ 
Liens [27 Cyc 304]. 
Kill vicious dog see Animals § 342. 


for Benefit of Creditors § 469. 
tee tax see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
aes Subscription assessment see Corporations 


Tax see Taxation [37 Cyc 1544]. 

Obstructicn: 

i Harbor eae Navigable Waters [29 Cyc 303]. 

Navigable waters generally see Navi 

‘ Waters [29 Cyc 322]. bah de 

r encroaching on streets see Municipal Corpora- 
_tions [28 Cyc 906]. P is 

Permitting defect in street see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cyc 1777]. 

Refusai of: 

Carrier to issue or accept transfer see Carriers 

§§ 1252-1257. 
Corporate secretary to transfer shares see Cor- 
porations § 1164. 

Inspection of corporate books and records: 
Liability of corporation see Corporations § 1314. 
Liability of officers see Corporations § 1947. 

Writ_of habeas corpus see Habeas Corpus [21 

Cyc 314]. 

Removal of property subject to landlord’s lien see 
Landlord and Tenant [24 Cyc 1270]. 

Setting fires see Fires § 13. 

Trespass to realty see Trespass [38 Cyc 1164]. 

Usury see Usury [39 Cyc 1087]. 

Vexatious refusal to pay insurance claim see Acci- 
dent Insurance § 362; Fire Insurance § 796; 
Life Insurance [25 Cyc 956]. 

Violation of: 

sania regulations see Customs Duties §§ 359- 


Duty by: 
Carrier of goods see Carriers §§ 942-1007. 
Clerk of court see Clerks of Court, § 129. 
Shipper of goods see Carriers §§ 942-1007. 

Election laws see Blections § 459. 

Fish laws see Fish [19 Cyc 1022]. 

Food laws see Food [19 Cyc 1096]. 

Foreign corporation laws see Corporations §§ 3975, 
fe F408 


Health regulations see Health [21 Cyc 400]. 
Immigration laws see Aliens §§ 79-85. 
Inspection laws see Inspection [22 Cyc 1369]. 
Insurance laws see Insurance. 
Internal revenue laws see Internal Revenue [22 
Cye 1679]. } 
License laws see Licenses [25 Cyc 630, 634]. 
Liquor laws see Intoxicating Liquors [23 Cyc 168]. 
Logging laws see Logging [25 Cyc 1601]. 
Lottery laws see Lotteries [25 Cyc 1652]. 
Municipal ordinances see Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 389, 775 et seq]. 
Pharmacy regulations see Druggists §§ 20-35. 
Pure drug acts see Druggists §§ 90-93. 
Railroad regulations see Railroads [33 Cyc 677]. 
Regulation of carrier of passengers: 
Generally see Carriers § 1069. 
Issuing passes see Carriers § 1149. 
Unauthorized charges see Carriers §§ 1093-1099. 
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Penalty :—Continued 


For particular acts or omissions:—Continued 


Violation of:—Continued 
Regulations as to: 
Banks and banking; 


Factors see Factcrs § 8. 
Fences see Fences § 38. 


Hawkers and peddlers see Hawkers and Ped- 


dlers [21 Cyc 377]. 


Justices of the peace see Justices of the Peace 


[24 Cye 435]. 


Livery stable keepers see Livery Stable Keepers 


[25 Cye 1515]. 


Obstruction or encroachment see Highways [37 


Cye 2581. 


Officers generally see Officers [29 Cyc 1425]. 

Partnership name see Partnership [30 Cyc 420]. 

Pilots see Pilots [30 Cyc 1623]. 

Private roads see Private Roads [32 Cyc 386]. 

Seamen see Seamen [35 Cyc 1200]. 

Sheriffs’ and constables’ illegal fees see Sheriffs 
and Constables [35 Cyc 1558]. 

see 

Measures [40 Cyc 885, 887]. 
-Scheol laws by officers see Schools and School 


Weights and measures 


Districts [35 Cyc 918]. 
Shipping regulations: 


Generally see Shipping [36 Cyc 20]. 
As to passengers see Skipping 
Sunday laws see Sunday [37 Cyc 543, 576]. 
Toll road regulations see Toll Roads [38 Cyc 403]. 
Trade-name regulations see Trade-Marks, Trade- 
Names, and Unfair Competition [38 Cyc 850]. 
Warehouse regulations see Warehousemen [40 


Cyc 485]. 


liability of officers see 
Banks and Banking § 168. 

Civil rights see Civil Rights §§ 22-44. 

Estrays see Animals §§ 295-298. © 
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Penalty :—Continued 


For particular acts or omissions:—Continued 


Violation of:—Continued 
Waste see Waste [40 Cyc 535]. . 


Wrongful issue, imitation, or defacement of na- 


tional bank notes see Banks and Banking § 742. 


Imposition of 


by contract as barring injunction 


against breach see Injunctions [22 Cyc 869]. 


Liability for penalty as affecting privilege of witness 
see Witnesses [40 Cyc 2533]. 


Liability of: 
Corporations: 


§§ 1947, 
Liability of 


2206-2208 
Judge for penalty see Judges [23 Cyc 574]. 


Liability of corporate officers see Corporations 


1986-1990, 2008-2071. 
€orporation see Corporations §§ 30, 


Justices of the peace see Justices of the Peace 


Provision 


Weights and 


Recovery of: 


§ 362. 


[36 Cyc 325]. 
Cye, 3771: 


Cyc 1253]. 


[24 Cye 420, 435]. 
Railroads for operation see Railroads [33 Cyc 677]. 
Telegraphs and telephones furnishing service see 
Telegraphs and Telephones [37 Cyc 1702]. 
Liquidated damages distinguished see Damages § 232. 
Provable claim in bankruptcy see Bankruptcy § 501. 
in note for attorney’s fees see Bills and, 
Notes §§ 255-258. 


As barred by conviction of crime see Criminal Law 

As bar A prosecution for crime see Criminal Law 
Remedy vor ad’ barvihe in dloumont races ieaane [33 
neue against forfeiture in equity see Equity §§ 70— 


Searches and seizures see Searches and Seizures [35 


Sentences, Sufficiency of see Criminal Law § 3091. 


PART ONE: FINES 
[By Juan D. Mrranpa] 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS 


[§ 1] A. In General. The terms ‘‘fine,’’ ‘‘for- 
feiture,’’ and ‘‘penalty’’ are often used loosely,? 
However, the term ‘‘fine’’ 


and even confusedly.? 
has 


1. Gosselink vy. Campbell, 4 Iowa 
296, 300. 

2. Gosselink vy. Campbell, 4 Iowa 
296, 300. 

8. Hart v. Norman, 92 Misc. 185, 
155 NYS 238. 

4 Bouvier L. D. [quot U. S. v. 
Nash, “1i1) Hed. 525, 528; Peo. -v. 
Nedrow, 122 Ill. 363, 366, 13 NE 533; 
Com. v. French, 130 Ky. 744, 114 SW 
255, 17 AnnCas 661; State v. Howe 
Scale Co., 182 Mo. A. 658, 166 SW 
328; Hudson v. Granger, 23 Misc. 
401, 403, 52 NYS 9; State v. Provi- 
dence Gas Co., 27 R. I. 142, 61 A 44; 
Southern Express Co. v. Com., 92 Va. 
59, 63, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436; Fein 
Vin Uris WV yvO. 246.) S410 5) Dee. 
Mitchell, 163 Fed. 1014, 1016 [aff 173 
Bed) 254,797 CCAP 420, ©19° AnnGas 
1145, and quot Cyc]. To like effect 
U. S. v. Mann, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,718, 


1 Gall. 177; Indianapolis v. Fair- 
child, 1 Ind. 315; State v. Missouri 
Pac. R. Co., 64 Nebr. 679, 90 NW 
877; Slayton v. Marshall, 64 N. H. 
549, 15 A 210, 1 LRA 51; Lancaster 
v. Richardson, 4 Lans. (N. Y.) 1386; 


Fuller v. Redding, 16 Mise. 634, 39 
NYS 109 [rev on other grounds 13 
AppawbDive 61, °43 “NYS "9615. ~Wance 


County Bd. of Education v. Hender- 
son, 126 N. C. 689, 36 SE 158; State v. 
Burton, 113 N. C. 655, 18 SE 657. 
[a] Other definitions.—(1) “A 
pecuniary punishment for an offense 
or a contempt committed against the 
King.” State v. McConnell, 70 N. 
H. 158, 46 A 458; Coke Litt. p 126b 
[quot State v. Ostwalt, 118 N. C. 
1208, 1213, 24 SE 660, 82 LRA 396; 
State v. Button, 113 N. C. 655, 662, 
18 SE 657]. See also Jacob L. D. 
(2) “A pecuniary punishment im- 
posed by the judgment of a court 
upon a person convicted of crime.” 
State v. Steen, 14 Tex. 396, 398. (3) 
“Pecuniary punishments of offences, 
which are inflicted by sentence of 
a court in the exercise of criminal 


jurisdiction.”” Hanscomb v. Russell, 
11 Gray (Mass.) 373, 374. (C4) SeAs 
sum of money exacted of a person 
guilty of a misdemeanor or a crime, 
the amount of which may be fixed 
by law or left in the discretion of 
the court.’”’ Lancaster yv. Richard- 
son, 44iduans» CNoONY 2 286,- 246; (5) 
“A sum of money ordered to be paid 
by an offender as a punishment for 
an offence.” . Rapalje & UL: *L. ®. 
[quot State v, Burton, 113 N.C. 655, 
662, 18 SE 657]. (6), OA AU Sim gor 
money paid at the end, to make an 
end of a transaction, suit, or prose- 
eution; mulect; penalty.” Atchison, 
etc:, GRivCon. v.. State, 22 ‘Kan.ol,, 15 
[cit Webster D.; Richardson D.]. (7) 
“A pecuniary punishment for an of- 
fense inflicted by sentence of a court 
having authority to impose it.” Wil- 
cox v. Knoxville Borough,’ 12 Pa. 
Co. 641, 646 [cit Anderson L. D.]. 
(8) “The sentence pronounced by the 
Court for a violation of the criminal 
law of the State.” Board of Edu- 
cation v. Henderson, 126 N. C. 689, 
691, 36 SE 158. To like effect Indian- 
apolis v. Fairchild, 1 Ind. 315. (9) A 
sum of money imposed by a criminal 
law. State v. Stobie, 194 Mo. 14, 92 
Sw 191. (10) “Amends, or pecuniary 
mulet for an offence committed.” 
State v. Robertson, 49 S. C. L. 17, 20. 
To like effect Lord v. State, 37 Me. 
177. (11) “A pecuniary penalty, and 
is commonly [perhaps always] to be 
collected by suit in some form.” 
Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 Iowa 296, 
S005 85 Cla ress’ . . pecuniary pun- 
ishment for the commission of a 
crime or misdemeanor.” Hart v. Nor- 
man, 92, Mise. 185, 189, 155 NYS 238. 
(13) ‘A pecuniary punishment for 
an offense or a contempt committed, 
imposed by the judgment of a court.” 
Com. v. French, 130 Ky. 744, 748, 114 
SW 255, 17 AnnCas 601. To like ef- 
fect State v. McConnell, 70 N. H. 158, 
46 A 458; State v. Addington, 143 N. 


ment imposed by a lawful tribunal upon a person 
convicted of crime or misdemeanor. Strictly speak- 
ing the term does not embrace those pecuniary 
a distinct meaning;? it is a pecuniary punish- | penalties or forfeitures provided by statute that 


C. 683, 57 SE 398, 11 AnnCas 314; 
State v. Ostwalt, 118 N. C. 1208, 24 
SE 660, 32 LRA 396; State v. Burton, 
113 IN. “C2655, 98 /SEN 65%. Tahsin 
judgment.” Dasey v. State, 21 Del. 
457, 460, 62 A 300; State v. Steen, 14 
Tex. 396, 398. 

{b] “The primary definition of a 
fine is a pecuniary punishment in- 
flicted ‘by the sentence of a court 
exercising criminal jurisdiction. And 
this is the sense in which the term 
is used in common speech.” State 
v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 64 Nebr. 679, 
682, 90 NW 877, 878. 

{c] “*"The word “fine” is derived 
from “finis,’”’ and is so called because 
it puts an end to the offense for 


which it is imposed.” Com. v. 
French, 130 Ky. 744, 748, 114 SW 
255, 17 AnnCas 661 [quot State v. 


Steen, 14 Tex. 396]. To like ef- 
fect Atchison, ete., R. Co. v. State, 
22 Kan. 1, 15; Murrah v. State, 51 
Miss. 652, 657; Coke Litt. p 126b. 

{dj “In ordinary legal language, 
the term ‘fine’ means a sum of 
money, the payment of which is im- 
posed by a court according to law, 
as punishment for a crime or misde- 
meanor.” State v. Providence Gas 
Cow dns ba L424 os 6 fae Aer ae 

[e] Measure of compensation.— 
The term has been used to designate 
the measure* of compensation to be 


received by an injured party. Ever- 
son v. State, 66~Nebr. 154, 92 NW 


137 (construing a statute providing 
that a person convicted of embezzle- 
ment shall be imprisoned and shall 
in addition pay a fine which shall 
operate as a judgment at law for the 
use of the person whose money or 
property has been embezzled). 

{[f] Money paid to procure a nolle 
prosequi on a criminal proceeding 
constitutes a fine. Com. vy. Whitley, 
19 Pa. Dist. 1016 (a fine need not 
necessarily be imposed as a part of 
a formal sentence if it is imposed 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 1-3] 


a civil action may be brought to recover. 
sense ‘‘fine’’ is synonymous with ‘‘punishment;’? 6 
but a fine is distinguishable from a sentence of 
Imprisonment in that it is pecuniary rather than 
I The word ‘‘fine’’ as used 
in some constitutional and statutory provisions has 
been held to be Himited to fines imposed as punish- 
ment for offenses against the state® and not to 
include fines imposed for violation of municipal 


personal punishment.? 


ordinances or regulations.® 


[§ 2] 


property.14 


fine may include a forfeiture.1® 


[§ 3] 


by the court as part of the punish- 
ment for an alleged offense). 

ge] “Fine actually imposed.”— 
“Costs follow sentence; but are no 
part of the ‘fine actually imposed.’ ” 
State v. Price, 124 La. 917, 920, 50 
ane 184° AmSR 523, 18 AnnCas 

“Debt” distinguished see Debt § 7. 

5. Southern Express Co. v. Com., 
92 Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436 
faff 168 U. S. 705 mem, 18 SCt 947 


mem, 42 lL. ed. 1212 mem]. 
[a] Money paid on a forfeited 
recognizance is not a fine and is 


not a substitute for a fine, although 
the alleged crime was one which 
might have required ,the imposition 
of a fine if defendant had appeare 
and had been convicted. U. S. v. 


Fanjul, 25 EF. Cas. No. 15,069, 1 
Lowell 117. 
[b] Personal liabilities imposed 


on public officers for the nonper- 
formance of official duties are not 
fines. Porter v. Thomson, 22 Iowa 
Bwhils : 

“Forfeiture” distinguished see in- 
fra vs 2) 

“Penalty” distinguished see infra 

3. 

6. Beggs v. State, 122 Ind. 54, 56, 
23 NE 693. 

7, Hart v. Norman, 92 Misc. 185, 
188, 155 NYS 238. q 

“A sentence to a term of imprison- 
- ment is personal punishment for the 
commission of a crime or misde- 
meanor imposed by a court, whereby 
a person is involuntarily deprived of 
his liberty and confined in a prison 
for a definite term. A fine is pe- 
cuniary punishment for the commis- 
sion of a crime or misdemeanor; the 
provision that he stand committed 
until the fine is paid is not part of 
the punishment, but a means of 
compelling the defendant to pay the 
fine. If he refuses to pay, he is not 
sentenced to a term in prison, the 
duration of his imprisonment is in 
his own control; by payment of the 
fine he can at any time secure his 
release.” Hart v. Norman, supra. 

8. State v. Hamley, 137 Wis. 458, 
119 NW 114; Stoltman v. Lake, 124 
Oshkosh _ v. 


Wis. 462, 102 NW 920; 
Schwartz, 55 Wis. 483, 13 NW 552; 
Platteville v. Bell, 43 Wis. 488. 


9, State v. Hamley, 137 Wis. 458, 
119 NW 114; Stoltman v. Lake, 124 
Wis. 462, 102 NW 920; Ogden v. 
Madison, 111 Wis. 413, 87 NW 568, 55 
LRA 506; Oshkosh v. Schwartz, 55 
Wis. 483, 13 NW 552; Platteville v. 
Bell, 43 Wis. 488. 

Punishment for violation of mu- 
nicipal ordinances and regulations 
generally see Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 815 et seq]. 


; B. Forfeiture Distinguished.’° 
a pecuniary penalty, while a forfeiture is a penalty 
by which one loses his rights and interests in his 
The terms have been used indiscrimin- 
ately 12 and as synonymous }* and it has been held 
that the word ‘‘forfeit,’’ or ‘‘forfeiture,’’? when 
used in a criminal statute to denote a punishment 
for crime, is equivalent to ‘‘fine,’’!* and. that a 


C. Penalty Distinguished.1¢ 
est sense ‘‘penalty’’ is a generic term which in- 
cludes fines as well as all other kinds of punish- 
ments;?* but in its narrower sense a penalty is the 
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In a 


a fine,?1 
A fine is 


In its broad- 


§ ae “Forfeiture” defined see infra 

11. Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 Iowa 
296, 300; State v. Price, 124 La. 917, 
920, 50 S 794, 184 AmSR 5238, 18 Ann 
Cas 881 [cit Cyc]; Johnson v. Daw, 
53) Mo, “Av372: 

“In like manner the forfeiture in 
question is no part of the fine, since 
the word ‘fine’ in its ordinary ac- 
ceptation has the distinct meaning of 
a pecuniary penalty.’ State v. Price, 


supra. 
12. Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 Iowa 
296; Hanscomb v. Russell, 11 Gray 


(Mass.) 8738; State v. McConnell, 70 
N. H. 158, 46 A 458; Southern Ex- 
press’ Co. v.-Com., 92: Va. 59,22 SE 
809, 41 LRA 436 [aff 168 U. S. 705 
mem, 18 SCt 947 mem, 42 L. ed. 1212 


mem] 
13. Com. v. Avery, 14 Bush (Ky.)} 
625, 638, 29 AmR 429; Oshkosh y. 


Schwartz, 55 Wis. 483, 13 NW 552. 
14. Com. v. Avery, 14 Bush. (Ky.) 
625, 688, 29 AmR 429; Armbruster v. 
Behan, 3 La. A. (Orleans) 184, 197; 
State v. Mumford, 73 Mo. 647, 39 


AmR 532; Ex p. Alexander, 39 Mo. A.. 


108, 109; State v. Sellner, 17 Mo. A. 
39; State v. McConnell, 70 N. H. 
158, 159, 46 A 458; Ex p. Marx, 86 Va. 


| 40, 9 SE 475. 


“A pecuniary punishment called a 
forfeiture is equivalent to the same 
pecuniary punishment called a fine.” 
State v. McConnell, supra. 

15. State v. Addington, 143 N. C. 
683, 57 SE 398, 11 AnnCas 314. 

16. See generally. infra §§ 72-161. 

17. U. S—The Strathairly, 124 U. 
S. 558, 8 SCt 609, 31 L. ed. 580; U.S. 
v. Mann, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,718, 1 Gall. 
Luce 

Cal.—San Luis Obispo County v. 
Hendricks, 71 Cal. 242, 11 P 682. 

Towa.—Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 


Iowa 296. ’ 
Mich.—Grover v. Huckins, 26 Mich. 
476 


Mo.—State v. Howe Scale Co., 182 
Mo, A. 658, 166 SW 328; Casey v. St. 


Louis Transit Co. 116 Mo. A. 235, 
91 SW 419. 

N. S.— Ree. v. Gavin, 1 CanCrCas 
59) 

[a] Includes imprisonment as 


well as fine.—‘‘While the word ‘pen- |. 


alty’ is generally applied to pecu- 
niary punishment, its primary mean- 
ing includes punishment by impris- 
onment as well as punishment by 
(N. S.) 1 Can 


fine.’ Reg. v. Gavin, 
Cr@as' 59,9 62. 
18, Lancaster v. Richardson, 4 


Lans. (N. Y.) 136; Hudson v. Gran- 
ger, 23 Misc. 401, 52 NYS 9; Fuller 
v. Redding, i6 Misc. 634, 39 NYS 
109 [rev on other grounds 13 Ap. 
Div. 61, 43 NYS 96]; Board of Hdu- 
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amount recovered for a violation of the statute 
law of the state or a 
violation may or may not be a crime;'S while a fine 
1S a pecuniary punishment inflicted by the sentence 
of a court of criminal jurisdiction on a person 
convicted of crime.!® 
used in its restrictive sense it does not convey 
the idea expressed by the word ‘‘penalty.’’ 2° While 
a fine is always a penalty, a penalty is not always 
The main distinction between the terms, 
as used in the restricted sense,.seems to be based 
upon the fact that a penalty may be incurred by 
reason of acts or omissions that involve no idea 
of criminality.2? 
certain which goes to the statutory beneficiary, 
while a fine is discretionary within the limits pre 
scribed and is paid to the state.2* The terms ‘‘fine’’ 
and ‘‘penalty’’ are, however, often used as synon- 
ymous;** and the term ‘‘fine’’ has been held broad 
enough to include penalties for the violation of 
law, recoverable in civil actions when such viola- 
tions are neither made misdemeanors nor felonies.25 
Sometimes the word ‘‘penalty’’ is used to signify 


municipal ordinance which 


When the word ‘‘fine’’ is 


Ordinarily a penalty is a sum 


cation v. Henderson, 126 N. C. 689, 
36 SE 158; Southern Express Co. v. 
Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SH 809, 41 LRA 
436; Reg. v. Brown, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
See also Atty.-Gen. y. Brad- 
laugh, 24 '@.9B DN 6674 
19. See supra § 1. 

_ 20. State v. Price, 124 La. 917, 
ee 794, 134 AmSR 523, 18 AnnCas 


21. U. 8S. v. Nash, 111 Fed. 525; 
Poindexter v. State, 137 Tenn. 386, 
193 SW 126, LRA1917C 954, 

22. Ewhbanks v. Ashley, 36 TIIl. 
177; Bemis v. Becker, 1 Kan. 226; 
Southern Express Co. v. Com., 92 
Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436 [aff 
168 U. S. 705 mem, 18 SCt 947 mem, 
42 LL. ed. 1212 mem]; Huntington 
Ve -AtErilly [13.93] VAY C8 La0e Resave 
Brown, [1895] 1 Q. B. 119, 126. 

“The word ‘penalty,’ has no appli- 
cation where we are dealing with an 
indictable offence.” Reg. v. Brown, 
supra. 

23. State v. Maultsby, 139 N. C. 
583, 51 SE 956; Poindexter v. State, 
137 Tern. 386, 193 SW 126, LRA1917C 


954, 

24. Ill.—Peo. v. Nedrow, 122 Ill. 
308 LoENBP Sse. 

La.—State v. Price, 124 La. 917, 


ge 794, 184 AmSR 523, 18 AnnCas 

Md.—State v. Baltimore, ete, R. 
€o., 142 Gill & J. 279; 38) AmD 317. 

Mass.—Hanscomb vy. Russell, 11 
Gray 373. 

Minn.—State v. Horgain, 55 Minn. 
183, 56 NW 688. 

Mo.—State v. West Plains Tel. 
Co., 2382 Mo. -579, 135 SW 20; State 
v. Howe Scale Co., 182 Mo. A. 658, 
166 SW 328. 

N. H.—State v. McConnell, 70 N. 
H. 158, 46 A 458; Slayton v. Mar- 
shall, 64 N. H. 549, 15 A 210, 1 LRA 
ban 

N. M.—Keinath v. Reed, 18 N. M. 
358, 137 P 841, 844. 

Tenn.—Poindexter v. State, 1387 
sep 386, 193 SW 126, LRA1917C 
954. 

Ee COLME es 


Tex,—Missouri, etc., 


State) (Civ AL) Sues We (24: 

25. Il1.—Peo. v. Nedrow, 122 Ill. 
360,- Le INE) 5335 

Kan—Atehisom, Tete. - bu) COqunve 
Staite; 22; Kamal: 

Mass.—Hanscomb v. Russell, il 


Gray 3738.. 

Mo.—State v. West Plains Tel. 
Co., 232 Mo. 579, 185 SW 20. 

NGM "Terne Vo Bacay cep NaseNee 
188. 


N. C.—State v. Addington, 143 N. 
G. 683,. 57 SH 398, 11 AnnCas 314; 
Buncombe County School Directors 
vy. Asheville, 187 N. C. 503, 50 SE 
279: Buncombe County Scheel Wi- 
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a fine.”6 


[§ 4] 


The true signification of these terms, when 
used in a statute or constitution, must be ascer- 


Fines constitute in whole or in part the 
punishment for many offenses at common law,?* as 
well as tor many offenses created by statute.?® Sub- 
ject to constitutional restriction,®° the imposition 
and regulation of fines belong to the legislature,*+ 
and to its judgment and discretion in this behalf 
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pretation.?? 
II. ORIGIN AND SOURCE 


[$§ 3-5 


tained according to the ordinary methods of inter- 


a wide latitude must necessarily be accorded.** 
Fines are fixed with reference to the object they 
are designed to accomplish.?% 
ality of the offense,** and the illegality or impolicy 
of the act intended to be punished or prevented, 
are elements that are considered.®® 


The degree of crimin- 


III. RECOVERY AND IMPOSITION 


[§ 5] A. Proceedings to Recover *°—1. In Gen- 
Since the word ‘‘fine’’ in its strict technical 
sense is to be regarded as a punishment for a_ 
criminal offense? a criminal prosecution is the 
But the mode in which 
fines and penalties are to be recovered is a matter 
of legislative discretion ;?° and the method pursued 


eral. 


usual mode of recovery.*® 


rectors v. Asheville, 128 N. C. 249, 38 
SE 874. 

“In all cases where money is im- 
posed merely as punishment for the 
violation of some law, we think the 
imposition of such money should be 
ealled a fine.” Atchison, etc., R. Co. 
v. State, 22 Kan. 1, 15. 

26. State v. Horgan, 55 Minn. 188, 
56 NW 688; Buncombe County School 
Directors v. Asheville, 137 N. C. 503, 
50 SE 279; Buncombe County School 
Directors v. Asheville, 128 N. C. 249, 
38 SE 874. 

27. State v. Rose, 78 Kan. 600, 
97 P 788; State v. Addington, 143 N. 
C. 683, 57 SE 398, 11 AnnCas 314. 

28. State v. Burton, 113 NeiCl 1655; 
18 SE 657; Southern Express Co. v. 
Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 
436 [aff 168 U. S. 705 mem, 18 SCt 
947 mem, 42 L. ed. 1212 mem]. See 
Criminal Law §§ 3204, 3214. 

29. State v. Burton, 113 N. C. 655, 
18 SE 657; State v. Constantino, 76 
Vt. 192, 56 A 1101; Southern Express 
Co. v. Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 
LRA 436 [aft 16800. s. 705 mem, 18 
SCt 947 mem, 42 L. ed. 1212 mem]. 
And see Criminal Law §§ 3215, 3216. 

30. See Criminal Law § 3187 et 
seq. 
Statutes imposing excessive fines 
see Criminal Law § 38200 et seq. 

31. U. S.—Missouri Pac. Co. 


Xs 
v. Humes, 115 U. S. 512, 5238, 6 SCt, 


110,29 L.- ed: 463. 


Ind.—State v. Hogreiver, 152 Ind.. 
652, 538 NE 921, 45 LRA 504. 
N. M.—In re Roe Chung, 9 N. M. 


130, 49 P 952. 

N. C.—State v. Ostwalt, 118 N. C. 
1208, 24 SE 660, 32 LRA 396. 

Oh.—Beamer v. State, 21 Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 440;. 12 Oh. Cir, Dec. 4. 

Vt.—State v. Constantino, 76 Vt. 
192; 156, AL. 0 1s 

Va.—Southern Express Co. v. Com., 
92 Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436; 
Thomas v. Rowe, 22 SE 157. 

Can.—Canada Atty.-Gen. v. On- 
tario Atty.-Gen., 28 Can. S. C. 458 
{foll Hodge v. Reg., 9 App. Cas. 117]. 

“The power of the State to impose 
fines and penalties for a violation 
of its statutory requirements is 
coeval with government.” Missouri 
Pac. R: Co. v.. Humes, 115 U. S. 512, 
523, 6 SCt 110, 29 L. ed. 468. 

Power of legislature to prescribe 
punishment generally see Criminal 
Law § 3187 et sea. 

Delegation of power to municipal 
corporations see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cyc 759, 815 et seq]. 

32. State v. Rodman, 58 Minn. 
393, 59 NW 1098; State v. Constan- 
tino, 76 Vt. 192, 56 A 110%; Southern 
Express Co. v. Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SE 
809, 41 LRA 4386 [aff 168 U. S. 705 
mem, 18 SCt 947 mem, 42 L. ed. 
1212 mem]. 

[a] Remedy for collection by in- 
formation or indictment does not 
change substance of power. Peo. v. 


indictment.42 


Sheffield Farms-Slawson-Decker Co., 
225 N. Y. 25, 121 NE 474. 

33. State v. Constantino, 76 Vt. 
192, 56 A 1101; Southern Express Co. 
v. Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SEH 809, 41 
LRA 436 [aff 168 U. S. 705 mem, 18 
SCt 947 mem, 42 L. ed. 1212 mem]. 

Excessive fines see Criminal Law 
§ 3200 et seq. 


34. State v. Constantino, 76 Vt. 
192, 56 A 1101. 
85. State v. Constantino, 76 Vt. 


192,56) A c1101. 

36. Nature of proceedings to re- 
cover fines or penalties for viola- 
tion of municipal ordinances and 
regulations see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cye 781]. 

Proceedings to recover: 

Forfeiture see infra §§ 53-64. 
Penalty see infra §§ 79-154. 
oh See supra. Sisal; 
18K S. v. Atlantic Fruit 


Gar 206 Fed, » 440, 124° CCAVA22' ur. SS: 
v. Morin, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,810, 4 
Biss. 93. 

Ark.—-St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. 


State, 125 Ark. 40, 187 SW 1064. 

Ga.—_-McDaniel v. Gate City Gas- 
Light Co., 79 Ga. 58, 3 SE 693. 

La.—State v. Williams, 7 Rob. 252. 

Mass.—Bryant v. Rich’s Grill, 216 
sae 344, 103 NE 925, AnnCas1915B 

Minn.—State v. Horgan, 
183, 56 NW 688. 

Nebr.—State v. Missouri Pac. R. 
Cor me Nebr. 679, 90 NW 877. 

N. H.—State v. McConnell, 70 N. 
H. 158, 46 A 458; Slayton v. Mar- 
Sa! 64 N. H. 549, 15 A 210, 1 LRA 

N. aah age v. Granger, 23 Misc. 
401, 52 NYS 9 

Pa.—In re Oleomargarine Fines, 36 
Pa.Co...286, 12: Danphi Co. 127: 

R. I.—State v. Smith, 35 R. I. 285, 
86 A 887; State v. Providence Gas 
Go, *27 RR, 1.142) 61 AL 44, 

Wis.—State v. Hanley, 137 Wis. 
458, 119 NW 114. 

Indictments generally see Indict- 
ments and Informations [22 Cyc 
L567]: 

39. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Humes, 
PTUs IS be 6m SCt abl 29) GL wed. 
463; State v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 64 
Nebr. 679, 90 NW 877; In re Roe 
Chung, 9 N. M. 130, 49 P 952. 

40. Com. v. Wormser, 7 Pa. Dist. 
; Wells v. Com., 107 Va. 834, 57 
See State v. Howe Scale 
A. 658, 166 SW 328 
(holding civil action was not ex- 
cluded by use of word “‘fine’’). 

Statutory mode as exclusive see 
infra § 6. 

41. La.—State v. Thomas, 12 Rob. 


48 
469; 


55 Minn. 


Coax 


Mo.—State v. Ford, 70 Mo. 
State v. Mackin, 51 Mo. A. 129. 

Pa.—Com, v. Davison, 11 Pa. Super. 
180; City v. Junker, 9 Pa. Dist. 673; 
Com. v. Wormser, 7 Pa. Dist. 318. 

Va.—Ex p. Marx, 86 Va. 40, 9 SH 


for the recovery of a fine depends upon the par- 
ticular statutes rather than upon any rule of gen- 
eral application.*° 
for the recovery of fines by civil action*! or by 
A statute providing that on convic-. 
tion the party guilty of violating it shall be fined 
or imprisoned or both ordinarily contemplates a 


Many of the statutes provide 


475. 
Fe (ime ap aanieas, Vo UogS Washes 


Ont.—Asseltine v. Shibley, 9 Ont. 
L. 327, 5 OntWR. 109. 

See also Debt, Action of § 16. 

[a] In Kentucky (1) under statutes 
providing that a public offense for 
which the only punishment is a fine 
may be prosecuted by penal action 
in the name of the commonwealth, 
it has been held that a fine may be 
recovered in a civil action unless the 
statute creating the offense provides 
that the proceeding must be by in- 
dictment. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. 
Com., 112 Ky. 635, 66 SW 505, 23 Kyl 
1900; Com. v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 80 Ky. 291, 44 AmR 475; Harp v. 
Com., 61 SW 467, 22 KyL 1792; Com. 
v. Louisville, etc. R. Co. 37 SW 
589,-18 KyL 610. (2) Const. § 12, 
providing that, with certain excep- 
tions, “no person for an indictable 
offense shall be proceeded against 
criminally by information,” does not 
apply to misdemeanors punishable 
by fine, and therefore the legislature 
had power to provide for the prose- 
cution of such offenses by penal ac- 
tion. Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Com., 
112 Ky. 685, 66 Sw 505, 23 KyL 1900; 
Equitable Ta Assur, Soe. v. Com., 113 
Ky. 126, 67 SW 388, 23 KyL 2359. 

[b] Preponderance of evidence 
sufficient for recovery.—Under a 
statute providing that the fine im- 
posed for a violation of its provision 
may be enforced by criminal prose- 


-cution or sued for and recovered be- 


fore a justice, a suit for the fine is 
not a criminal prosecution but is a 
civil action in which a recovery is 
justified by the preponderance of evi- - 


tee Proetor )v. Peo. /24.0)15 As 
"42. Ky.—Com. v. Spiller, 165 Ky. 
| 758, 178 SW 1089; Com. v. Jellico 


Coal Co., 97 Ky: 246, 30 SW 611, 
17 KyL 109; Com. v. Louisville, etc., 
R. Co., 37°-Sw 589, 18 KyL 610. 

Me.——In re Hersom, 39 Me. 476. 
fea: .—-State v. Mackin, 51 Mo, A. 

Or.—State v. Carr, 6 Or. 133. 

R. I.—State v. Providence Gas Co., 
27 R. I. 142, 61 A 44; State v. Slocum; 
QOTUR LISTS, 

[a] Indictment as “an action at 
law.”—It has been held that an in- 
dictment is an action at law within 
the meaning of a_ statute which 
makes gambling a misdemeanor, 
punishable by fine and imprisonment 
until such fine is paid, and provides 
that all fines and forfeitures under 
the act shall be recovered by “an 
action at law,” to be brought in the- 
name of the state. State v. Carr, 6 
Or133" 

[b] Fines incurred under the laws 
of the United States may, under Rev. 
St. § 3214 be recovered by indict- 
ment. U.S. v. Craft, 43 Fed. 374; a 
S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 2482) Use Slave 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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criminal proceeding only.4? So also where the 
statute creating the offense makes it a misdemeanor 
punishable by fine and imprisonment, without more, 
an indictment will lie as at common law.t* The 
rule has been laid down that in the absence of any 
special provision as to the mode of procedure, 
the use of the word ‘‘fine’’ determines the form of 
the remedy ;#° and the remedy is a criminal prose- 
cution.*® Where the statute does not prescribe any 
particular proceeding, but authorizes recovery in 
any appropriate form of action or’ proceeding an 
indictment will ordinarily lie.47 Where a statute 
specifies a ‘‘bill, plaint or information,’’ as a mode 
of recovering a fine it has been held that an in- 
dictment will not lie;*8 but the contrary has also 
been held.4® Under a statute which provides that 
a forfeiture may be sued for and recovered in a 
civil action and that the word forfeiture shall in- 
clude any penalty in money or goods, other than 
a fine, a criminal prosecution in the name of the 


state is the proper remedy to recover a fine from’ 


a person charged with a public offense committed 
in violation of a statute of the state;5° but the 
word ‘‘fine’’ as used in the statute does not in- 
clude fines imposed for breaches of municipal 
ordinances which are not also misdemeanors,®! and 
the proper remedy for the recovery of such fines is 
by civil action.®? 

Nature of civil action. Although the recovery 
may be sought in the form of a civil action such 
a proceeding in nature and effect is a proceeding for 
the punishment of a criminal offense °* and should 
substantially adhere to the essential principles gov- 
erning such proceedings.5+ The technical rules goy- 
erning summary convictions do not apply with the 
same strictness to such an action.°> However, the 
essential principles governing such summary pro- 
ceedings, necessary for the protection of the cit- 
izen, have never been relaxed, and many of them 
are applicable.®® 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


[25C.J.] 1151 

[§ 6] 2. Statutory Mode as Exclusive. Where 
a statute creating a new offense and imposing a fine 
also prescribes the mode of its enforcement, the 
mode so prescribed will be held to be exclusive.5? 
But where the proceeding is designated in a statute 
subsequent to that prohibiting the aet,53 or in a 
subsequent, distinct, substantive clause of the same 
act,°° such remedy is not exclusive. Under some 
statutes by express provision the fine may be re- 
covered by indictment, although the statute de- 
fining the offense may provide for another specified 
remedy.®° 

[§ 7] 3. Waiver of Proper Proceeding. When 
the court has jurisdiction of the person of defendant 
and of the subject matter, the objection that the 
proceeding is by indictment instead of by civil ac- 
tion is waived unless seasonably taken. 

[§ 8] B. Imposition®**?—1. In General. The 
imposition of a fine necessarily presupposes for- 
bidden conduct by the party punished,** and juris- 
diction of the court over the offense.*4 The fine 
must be’ imposed in compliance with the law at 
the time the offense is committed.*® The court or 
jury in assessing the fine on conviction of an offense 
must conform to the statute prescribing the punish- 
ment for the offense, and as a general rule any 
departure therefrom makes the sentence illegal.®¢ 

[§ 9] 2. Province of Court and Jury. Accord- 
ing to the common-law practice, the jury find 
whether or not the prisoner is guilty, and if they 
find him guilty the court must assess the fine.67 But 
the rule making it the province of the court to assess 
the fine has been variously modified by statute in 
the different jurisdictions.** Under some statutes 
the jury must assess the fine.** And the jury can- 
not find a defendant guilty and fine him or not fine 
him as they choose.”° So, it has been provided that, 
when a fine is limited between two fixed amounts, 
it is to be assessed by the jury; and this has been 
held to be necessary even upon a plea of guilty.’? 


Bougher, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,627, 6 Mc- 
Lean 277. 

43. U. S. v. Claflin, 97 U. S. 546, 
24 L. ed. 1082, 1085; U. S. v. Morin, 
26 F. Cas. No. 15,810, 4 Biss. 93; U.S. 
v. Jourden, 4 Alaska 354; Pardee v. 
Smith, 27 Mich. 33; New York v. 
Walker, 4 E, D. Smith (N. Y.) 258. 

44, Peo. v. Brown, 16 Wend. (N. 
Y.) 561; Peo. v. Stevens, 13 Wend. 
(N.. Y.) 341. : 

45. State v. Horgan, 55 Minn. 183, 
56 NW 688; State v. Missouri Pac. R. 
Co., 64 Nebr. 679, 90 NW 877; State 
v. McConnell, 70 N. H. 158, 46 A 458; 
Slayton v. Marshall, 64 N. H. 549, 15 
A200, TeEvAs ibd): 

46. See cases supra note 45. 

47. U. S. v. Craft, 43 Fed. 374; 
U. S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 248; U. S. v. 
Bougher, 24 FEF. Cas. No. 14,627, 6 


McLean 277. 

43. State v. Corwin, 4 Mo. 609. 

49tuState Sve Heltrids il Saice L- 
233, 10 AmD 591. Contra State, v. 
Mathews, 4S. C. L. 82. 

50. State v. Hamley, 137 Wis. 458, 
119 NW 114. f 

51. State v. Hamley, 137 Wis. 458, 
119 NW 114; Oshkosh v. Schwartz, 55 
Wis. 483, 18 NW 552. ! 

52. Oshkosh vy. Schwartz, 55 Wis. 
483, 13 NW 552. See generally Mu- 
nicipal Corporations [28 Cyc 782]. 

53. Com. v. Davison, 11 Pa. Super. 
130. 

54, Com. v. Davison, 11 Pa. Super. 
130. 

55. Com. v. Davison, 11 Pa. Super. 
130;. City v. Junker, 9 Pa. Dist. 673. 

56. Com. v. Davison, 11 Pa. Super. 
130; City v. Junker, 9 Pa. Dist. 673. 

67. U. S.—U. S. v. Craft, 43 Fed. 
374; U. S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 248. 

Cal.—Peo, v. Craycroft, 2 Cal. 243, 


56 AmD 3881. 
Mo.—State v. Corwin, 4 Mo. 609; 
Journey v. State, 1 Mo. 428. 
IN. ¥.—-Peo.) vs Hislop, 77 Nay. 33. 
Si '@:=——State; vaebelfiridjlinss Ca 
238, 10: AmD 591. 
‘TLenn.—State v. Maze, 


State, 


6 Elumphr. 


ity 
A cage ane Vv. Los Bex. 
And generally see Actions § 102; 
Debt, Action of § 16; Penalties [30 
Cye 1344]. x 
[a] Statute designating prosecu- 
tor.—Where a statute provides that 
a designated officer shall prosecute 
all fines which may inure to a city, 
a prosecution by an officer other than 
the one designated in the statute 
cannot be sustained. Com. v. Smith, 
111 Mass. 407; Com. v. Fahey, 5 
Cush. (Mass.) 408. ; 
58. Phillips v. State, 19 Tex. 158. 
59. Phillips v. State, 19 Tex. 158. 
60. State v. Mackin, 51 Mo. A, 129. 
[a] In Kentucky.—It has been 
held that under St. § 793, providing 
that the fine imposed on railway 
companies for failure to give the 
statutory signals at grade crossings 
is to be “recovered by indictment,” 
such fine can only be recovered by 
indictment, although § 1139 provides 
that a fine may be recovered by civil 
proceedings or by indictment. Com. 
Vv. Loulsy ile cure Rei Co.,6 37. SW 
589, 18 KyL 3 
61. State v. Saxauer, 48 Mo. 454; 
State v. Warnke, 48 Mo. 451. 
62. Directing to whom fine shall 
be paid see Criminal Law § 3085. 
Presence of accused at time of sen- 
tence see Criminal Law §§ 3058, 3054. 
63. State v. Rose, 78 Kan. 600, 97 
P 78&- 


64. State v. Rose, 78 Kan. 600, 97 
P 788; State v. Nast, 209 Mo. 708, 
108 SW 563; Peo. v. New York Bd. 
of Bducation, 143 N. Y. 62, 37 NE 
een! 4 NYSt 747, 25 NYWklyDig 


65. Derby v. State, 24 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
304; Smith v. State, 12 Okl. Cr. 513, 
159P 9415 

66. See Criminal Law § 3209. \ 

67. © U.iSe wv. Mundell, #272un Cast 
No. 15,834, 1 Hughes 415, 6 Call (10 
Va.) 245; Hawkins v. State, 3 Stew. 
& P. (Ala.) 63; State v. Bangor, 41 
Mery beex. le 'Chitty ir stip 809. 

68. Ala.—Spicer v. State, 105 Ala. 
123, 16 S 706; Bibb v. State, 84 Ala. 


138, 4 S 275; Melton v. State, 45 Ala. 
age Hawkins v. State, 3 Stew. & P. 
3 

U. S., 1 Greene 


g1owa-—Cook Vv. 


Ky.—Herron View COM Geer OMS Yn IO O's 
Canada v. Com., 9 Dana 304. 
pene — State v. James, 63 Mo. 
Tenn.—Madden v. State, 67 SW 74; 
State v. Schlitz Brewing Co., 164 


Tenn. 715, 59 SW 1033, 78 AmSR 941; 
France v. State, 6 Baxt. 478. 


Tex.—March v. State, 35 Tex. 
11.5, 

Va.—Com. vy. Frye, 1 Va. Cas. (3 
Va.) 19. 

See also Criminal Law §§ 2603, 
2604. 

69. Nelson v. State, 46 Ala. 186; 


Welsh vy. State, 126 Ind. 71, 25 NE 
883, 9 LRA 664; Clark v. State, 77 
Ind. 399. 

70. Welsh v. State, 126 Ind, 71, 
25 NE &83, 9 LRA 664. 

71. Herron v. Com., 79 Ky. 38. 
Ervin v. Com., 5 Dana (Ky.) 
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When a fine is over a certain amount, it must, under 
some statutes, be fixed by the jury and not by 


the court.** Where the statute 


tainty the amount of the fine which can neither be 
inereased nor diminished by the jury, the verdict 


of the jury need not assess it.74 


Adoption by court of jury’s assessment. When 
the jury are not authorized to fix the fine; but that 
duty devolves upon the court, an assessment made 
by the jury may be adopted by the court as its 


judgment.*® 


[§ 10] 3. Amount of Fine. 


court within constitutional 


At common law, 
when an offense was punishable by fine, the amount 
thereof was usually left to the discretion of the 
boundaries.”® 
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fixes with cer- 
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of statutory regulation;’”7 and as a general rule 
a sentence to have full force and effect must con- 
form to the statute.78 
amount prescribed by law.7® 
Minimum fine fixed by statute. 


The fine cannot exceed the 


Where the stat- 


ute fixes the minimum amcunt of fine to be im- 


posed upon conviction of a certain offense, the court 
or jury has no authority to impose a judgment for 
an amount less than such minimum.*° 
statutes where the jury assesses the fine at less than 


Under some 


the lowest limit ‘prescribed, the court may render 


[§ 11] 
The 


amount of fines is now, however, generally a matter 


[§ 12] 
dium of Payment—a. 


73. Madden v. State, 
SW 74; McGhee v. State, 2 Lea 
(Tenn.) 622; Wickham v. State, 7 
Coldw. (Tenn.) 525. 


74, McPherson v. State, 54 Ala. 
22 Adams, vy. .Com., Witt. ‘Sel. Cas. 
Cky ah 107) Derr’ wv. “Romine, 2) oN. 
M. 114; France v. State, 6 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 478. 

‘75. Armstrong v. Peo., 37 Ill. 459; 
Young v. Pea., 6 Ill. A. 434. 


76. 4 Blackstone Comm. p 378; 
IMChittyeCr., B.) pr8l0! 

[a] Nominal fine imposed. — It 
was held that, where a prisoner is 
convicted of a misdemeanor on his 
own confession in open court, and no 
circumstances attending the offense, 
either by way of aggravation or ex- 
tenuation, were shown, the court had 
no criterion by which to regulate its 
discretion in fixing the punishment, 
and hence a nominal fine only would 
be imposed. Peo. v. Cochran, 2 Johns. 
Case GNes yo) Up 

77. See statutory provisions; and: 

Ark.—Graham v. State, 1 Ark. 171. 

Cal.— Ex p. Bernert, 62 Cal. 524. 

Conn.—Taff v. State, 39 Conn. 82. 

Mo.—State v. McQuaig, 22 Mo. 
319. 

Nev.—State v. Lawry, 4 Nev. 161. 

Oh.—Kubach v. State, 25 Oh. Se 


Ct. 488; Derby v. State, 24 
Cir. Ct. 304. ; 

S. C.—Greenville v. Kemmis, 58 
SiG. 427, 36 Sh-727, 50 LRA 725; 
State v. Sheppard, 54 S. C. 178, 32 SE 
46n me 

Wis.—Taylor v. State, 35 Wis. 298. 

Excessive fines see Criminal Law 

3200. 


§ 

Province of court and jury see 
supra § 9. 

7g, Ui. ‘S:.—Ex ‘p. Davis; 172° Ped. 


139; U. S. v. Vickery, 128 F. Cas. No. 
16, 619, 1 Harr. & J. (Md.) 427. 

‘Ark.—Graham v. State, 1 Ark, 171. 

Cal.——Ex -p. Gilmore, -71 “Cail. 624, 
12 P 800. 
~ Conn.—Taff v. State, 39 Conn. 82. 

Nev.—State v, Lawry, 4 Nev. 161. 

Oh.— Derby v. State, 24° Oh. Cir. 
Ct. 304. 

Tenn.—Madden v. State, 67 SW 74. 

Tex.—Sager v. State, 11 Tex. A. 
110; Fowler v. State, 9 Tex. A. 149. 

Wis.—Taylor v. State, 35 Wis. 298. 

See also Criminal Law § 3209. 

[a] Where maximum amount in- 
cludes costs.—Where the _ statute 
provides for a fine not exceeding, 
with the costs of the case, a certain 
amount, a fine for such amount 
without mention of costs is legal. 
Rex v. Stark, 21 Man. 345, 19 CanCr 
Cas 67, 18 WestLR 419. 

Excessive fines see Criminal Law 
§ 3200. 

Sufficiency of verdict when assess- 
ing fine see Criminal Law §8§ 2603, 
2604, 

79. 


Pervear v. Massachusetts, 5 


A. Payment and Satisfaction—1. 
In General. 


(Tenn.) 67 


IV. PAYMENT AND SECURITY 


of language to the contrary, it will be presumed 
that the court in imposing a fine contemplated pay- 


Me- 
In the absence 


Wall. (U. 8.) 475, 18 L. ed. 608; Derby 
v. State, 24 Oh. Cir. Ct. 304; State v. 
Thompson, 33.S) C.. LL, 12, 47, AmD 
588: Rex Vv. Booth, 31,Ont.) Li. 5895-6 
OntWN 549, 23 CanCrCas 224. See 
also Criminal Law 3093. 


ea Ark.—Graham v. State, 1 Ark. 
Cal.—Ex p. Bernert, 62 Cal. 524. 


Conn.—Taff v. State, 39 Conn. 82. 
Ind.—Welsh v. State, 126 Ind. 71, 
NE 883, 9 LRA 664. 

Nev.—State v. Lawry, 4 Nev. 161. 

Wis.—Taylor v. State, 35 Wis. 298; 

Haney v. State, 5 Wis. 529. 

See also Criminal Law § 3092. 

[a]. Reason for rule.—‘‘To justify 
or sustain such a proceeding, would 
be ascribing to the courts and juries 
in criminal and penal cases, a dis- 
cretionary power, paramount to all 
legal restraint, and alike subversive 
of public justice and the laws of 
the land. A practice so illegal, and 
so liable to be abused, and perverted 
to the purposes of persecution and 
injustice, can never receive the sanc- 
tion of this court, or the approba- 
tion of a just and intelligent com. 
munity. To what good purpose has 
the Legislature defined punishment, 
and prescribed the quantum thereof, 
if the courts and juries are at lib- 
erty to disregard the former, or, in 
their discretion, pass the limits pre- 
scribed for the latter? Certainly not 
any. In this view of the subject, 
(and we think it is the only correct 
view of it which can be taken,) it is 
unimportant whether they undertake 
to mitigate or increase the punish- 
ment or fine: the one is aS much a 
departure from the legal standard 
as the other. The former tends to 
favor, the latter to oppress, the per- 
son upon whom it is to operate. In 
either case, the law is violated, and 
public justice impaired or refused.” 
Graham vy. State, 1 Ark. 171, 183. 

81. State v. McQuaig, 22 Mo. 319. 

82. Cross references: 

Form and sufficiency of verdict where 
there are joint defendants see 
Criminal Law §§ 2589-2591. 

Responsiveness of sentence to ver- 
dict see Criminal Law §§ 3075, 
3076. 

Sentence of defendants tried jointly 
generally see Criminal Law 
§§ 3024, 3025. 


25 


83. See Indictments and Informa- 
tions [22 Cyc 376-404]. 
Nene See Criminal Law §§ 148- 


85. U. S.—wU. S. v. Babson, 24 F. 
Cas. No. 14,489, 1 Ware 462. 
Ala.—Perry v. State, 149 Ala. 40, 
43 S 18. 
et ink aon v. State, 16 Ark. 
Ill—Moody v. Peo., 20 Ill. 315; 
Peo, v. Landes, 151 Ill. A. 181; Miller 
v. Peo., 47 Ill. A. 472. 


judgment for the lowest limit fixed by law.*! 
4, Joint Offenders.®? 
persons may be jointly indicted ®* and jointly tried,°* 
they must be severally fined.®® 


Although several 


fob —State v. Hopkins, 7 Biackf. 
Ky.—Curd v. Com., 14 B. Mon. 386; 

Caldwell v. Com., 7 ‘Dana 229. 
Mo.—State v. Berry, 21 Mo. 504; 


State v. Gay, 10 Mo. 440. 

N. Y.—March v. Peo., 7 Barb. 391. 
ae: C.—State v. Smith, 10 S. Cc. L. 

Tex.—Allen v. State, 34 Tex. 230; 
Flynn v. State, 8 Tex. A. 398 [overr 
Bermett v. State, 30 Tex. 523]. 

Va.—Com. v. Hamor, 8 Gratt. (49 
Va.) 698;.- Com. v. Harris, 7 Gratt. 
{48 Va.) 600; Jones v. Com., 1 Call 
(6 Via.) 5553 Com. v. Ray, 1 Va. Cas. 
(3 Va.) 262. 

W. Va.—Gil v. State, 39 W. Va. 
pies 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 26 LRA 
55. 

Wis.—Waltzer v. State, 3 Wis. 785. 
Eing.—Beecher’s Case, 8 Coke 58a, 

Reprint 559. 
“In criminal cases, though sev- 
eral persons, concerned in the same 
effence, may be jointly indicted and 
tried together . . yet each one is 
answerable for his own criminal con- 
duct, and not for his associates, and 
the verdict and judgment against 
them should be several; that is, 
should fix the fine or punishment, to 
be paid, or suffered, by each—but 
the judgment for costs may be 
joined.” Straughan y. State, 16 Ark. 
37, 44 [quot Flynn v. State, 8 Tex. A. 
398, 399]. 

[a] Reason for rule—‘The rea- 
son is apparent, viz., that payment 
of the whole fine may be recovered 
from one of the defendants, thus 
permitting the others to escape pun- 
ishment, and thereby savoring of the 
punishment of one man for the guilt 
of. another.” Perry v. State, 149 Ala. 
40, 42, 43 S 18. To like effect Jones 
v. €Com., 1 Call (5 Vase) 555. 

[b] Husband and wife.—It has 
been held that the fine should be 
separately assessed, even though de- 
fendants are husband and wife. Com. 
Vi URay, ob Vas (Cais? -CsiaiVan)mc Ger 

{c] Construction of judgment.— 
A judgment that one of two defend- 
ants should pay a fine of a certain 
amount alnd that the other should 
pay a fine of another certain amount, 
“and that they stand committed until 
the fine and costs be paid,” was ob- 
jected to on behalf of one of de- 
fendants, because it did not appear 
by the record whether he was sen- 
tenced to pay a fine and to stand 
committed until the fine and costs 
were paid, or to pay a fine and to 
stand committed until the fine im- 
posed on him and other defendant 
and the costs were paid. The court 
held that the sentence was in legal 
effect that defendant pay the fine 
imposed upon him and the costs, and 
that he stand committed until the 
fine and costs were paid, and that 


77 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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ment of the fine in the ordinary currency of the 
country.*® Except to the extent that he is authorized 
to do so by statute an officer has no authority to re- 
ceive anything other than money in payment of a 
fine.6’? Under statute in some jurisdictions it has been 
held that fines may be paid in county warrants,%? 
in coupons from state bonds,®* or by defendant 
giving his promissory note % or some other secur- 
ity.°1 And under some statutes defendant arrested 
upon execution for a fine may surrender land in 
discharge of his body.®? The nature of the secur- 
ity which may be accepted is dependent on the pro- 
visions of the statute.°? Some statutes contemplate 
personal security only and not a mortgage or lien 
upon property.°* The security given and accepted 
for the payment of a fine must conform to the 
statute.°> But the failure of such security to con- 
form with the provisions of the statute does not 
invalidate it as a common-law obligation, and binds 
the principal and surety for the payment of the 
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Defenses in actions on notes.°7 In an action on 
a note given in payment of a fine it has been held 
that it is no defense that the court imposing the 
fine had no jurisdiction; that the conviction was 
illegal ;9® or that the conviction was obtained in a 
municipal court and subsequent thereto defendant 
was charged in the state court with the same of- 
fense.! 

[§ 13] b. Confession of Judgment. As a sub- 
stitute for the cash payment of a fine and imprison- 
ment in default of payment, provision is made by 
statute in some jurisdictions for a confession of 
judgment by defendant for his fine and costs, with 
good and sufficient sureties.2 Under some of these 
statutes a tender of security for a confessed judg- 
ment for a fine may be made to the court,? and need 
not be made to the clerk.t Some of these statutes 
require more than one surety. The court may re- 
fuse to accept a judgment by confession unless 
good and sufficient sureties are furnished as required 


amount named therein. 


the words of the sentence must be 
read singula singulis. Johnson v. 
State, 29 N. J. L. 453, 455. 
_ [dad] Harmless error.— Where the 
joint fine imposed is the minimum 
that could be imposed against either, 
it has been held that defendants 
have no right to complain. Barada v. 
State, 13 Mo. 94. 

Defendants constituting firm 
Criminal Law § 3024. 
7 86. State v. Robertson, 49 S.C. L. 


fc 

{a] Payment in specific kind of 
money.—‘“It would be competent for 
him [the magistrate] to require as 
part of the sentence, that the penalty 
be paid in gold.” State v. Robertson, 
AGRO. Ce doe 15920 

[b] State bank bills.—It was held 
that a fine imposed in March, 1867, 
when the only currency in circulation 
was United States treasury notes, 
could not be paid in-old bills of the 
bank of the state of South Carolina. 
State v. Robertson, 49 S. C. L. 17. 

87. Ark.—Hubbard v. State, 71 
Ark. 467, 75 SW 853; Schlief v. State, 
38 Ark. 522; Floyd v. State, 32 Ark. 
200; Baldwin v. Scoggin, 15 Ark. 427. 
Tll.—Gecd v. Allen, 15 Tll; A, 668. 


see 


Kan.—State v. Stewart, 101 Kan. 
564, 167 P 1059. 
Ky.—Routt v. Feemster, 7 J. J. 


Marsh. 131. 

Mass.—Kingsbury v. Ellis, 4 Cush. 
578; Bills v. Comstock, 12 Metc. 468. 

Miss.—Ex p. Grayson, 104 Miss. 
242, 61 S 306. 

Tex.—Robinson v. State, 34 Tex. Cr. 
131, 29 SW 788; Clark v. State, 3 
Tex. A. 338. : 

Wis.—Manitowoc County v. Sulli- 
van, 51 Wis. 115, 8 NW 12. 

[a] This rule has been applied 
to payment of fines by (1)_ check. 


Robinson v. State, 34 Tex. Cr. 131, 
29 SW 788. (2) Mortgage. Hubbard 


v. State, 71 Ark. 467, 75 SW_ 853; 
Schlief v. State, 38 Ark. 522; Floyd 


v. State, 32 Ark. 200; Manitowoc 
County v. Sullivan, 51 Wis. 115, 8 
NW 12. (3) Promissory note of de- 


fendant. Good vy. Allen, 15 Ill. A. 
663; Clark v. State, 3 Tex. A. 3885 
Manitowoc County v. Sullivan, 51 
Wis. 115, 8 NW 12. But see Caldwell 
v. Wright, 25 Ill. A. 74 (holding that 
a municipal corporation has_ the 
power to take from one who has been 
fined for a violation of its ordinances 
his promissory note in settlement of 
a judgment recovered for the fine). 
(4) Promissory note of_third person. 
Kingsbury v. Ellis, 4 Cush. (Mass.) 
578: Hx p. Grayson, 104 Miss. 242, 

S 306. 
Sea: Russell vy. Rowland, 47 Ark. 
203, 1 SW 74; McKibben v. State, 
31 Ark. 46. : 

{a] Trial in another county.—A 
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by statute.® 


fine may be paid in the warrants of 
a county, although the case in which 
the fine was imposed was tried in 
another county to which it had been 
removed. Russell y. Rowland, 47 
Ark. 203, 1 SW 74. 


gs9. In re Shaner, 39 Fed. 869; In 
re Mitchell, 39 Fed. 386; Clarke v. 
Tyler, 30 Gratt. (71 Va.) 134. 


90. State v. Van Vleet, 23 Iowa 
168; Bates v. Butler, 46 Me. 387. 

Power of county treasurer to take 
or to transfer notes or securities see 
Counties § 180. 

OL r/U Sieve Hilliard +26 hy ‘Casi 
No. 15,367, 4 Cranch C. C. 644; Wilson 
v. White, 82 Ark. 407, 102 SW 201, 
12 AnnCas 378; Hubbard v. State, 71 
Ark. 467, 75 SW 853; State v. Piggues, 
58 Ark. 132, 28 SW 792; Chatfield v. 
Frye, 19 Wend. (N. Y.) 545; Burkett 
v. State, 44 Okl. 655, 146 P 23. 

[a] Where defendant is sentenced 
to both imprisonment and fine, under 
a statute providing that after the 
time had been served the prisoner 
may be, with his consent, bailed out 
to any one who will secure his fine 
and costs, such bail cannot be given 
until the prison term of imprisonment 
has been served. State v. Endsley, 
122 Tenn. 647, 126 SW 103, 135 AmSR 
886. . 

92. Walsh v. Ringer, 2 Oh. 327, 15 
AmD 555. 

93. See statutory provisions, 

[a] Replevin hbond.—Some _ stat- 
utes provide that, where a fine is 
imposed, defendant may execute a 
bond with surety in satisfaction 
thereof; that the bond shall be for 
the same time, be substantially of the 
same form, and have the same force 
and effect, as a replevin bond. How- 
ard v. Fuller, 100 Ky. 148, 37 SW 585, 
18 KyL 611; Nall v. Springfield, 9 
Bush (Ky.) 673; Com. v. Merrigan, 
8 Bush (Ky.) 131. 

Hubbard vy. State, 71 Ark. 467, 


94. 
75 SW 853. 
95. Wilson vy. White, 82 Ark. 407, 


102 SW 201, 12 AnnCas 378. 

96. Wilson v. White, 82 Ark, 407, 
102 SW 201, 12 AnnCas 378. 

97. Defenses in actions on nego- 
tiable instruments generally see Bills 
and Notes § 999 et seq. 


98. Felker v. Stark, 12 Ga. A. 695, 
78 SE 202. 

99. Felker v. Stark, 12 Ga. A. 695, 
78 SH 202. 

1. Felker v. Stark, 12 Ga. A. 695, 
78 SE 202. 3 : 

2. See statutory provisions; and 


Bowen v. State, 98 Ala. 83, 12 S 808; 
Winslow v. State. 97 Ala. 68, 12 S 
423: Smith v. State, 82 Ala. 40, 2 S 
629: Nelson v. State, 46 Ala. 186; 
McLeod vy. State, 35 Ala. 395; Dorman 
v. State, 34 Ala. 216; Peo. v. Horan, 
293 Ill. 314, 127 NE 673; Lambert v. 


The practice of allowing a party com- 


Peo., 43 Ill. A. 223; Halfacre v. State, 
(Tenn.) 79 SW 132; Boyken v. State, 
3 Yerg. (Tenn.) 426. 

[a] Mandatory and not discretion- 
ary.—It has been held that such pro- 
visions are mandatory on the court, 
and it is not within its discretion to 
refuse a judgment by confession. 
Halfacre vy. State, 112 Tenn. 609, 79 
SW 1382. 

[b] ‘Where several persons are in- 
dicted jointly (1) and sever in their 
trials, and are found guilty, and each 
is fined, and they come in and con- 
fess judgment jointly as sureties for 
each other, such judgment must 
show what each defendant is liable 
for. Boyken v. State, 3 Yerg. (Tenn.) 
426. (2) Where two persons were 
jointly indicted, tried, and convicted, 
and, with a common surety, confessed 
judgment for their fines, separate 
judgments should be entered against 
each and the surety, as neither was 
liable for the other’s fine. McLeod 
v. State, 35 Ala. 395. 

[c] Estoppel to question amount 
cf fine.—If a defendant who is sen- 
tenced to pay a fine procures his 
discharge or prevents his imprison- 
ment by reason of a confession of 
judgment, for the amount of the fine 
and costs by himself and his surety, 
he is estopped from questioning the 
amount of the fine and costs. Lam- 
bert v. State, 43 Ill. A. 223, 

{d] No particular form of judg- 
ment necessary.—Lambert v. Peo., 43 
TAR 22S. 

Contract for service for repayment 
of surety see Convicts §§ 21, 22. 

3. Halfacre v. State, 112 Tenn. 609, 
79 SW 132. 

4. Halfacre v. State, 112 Tenn. 609, 
79 SW 132. 

5. Haifacre v. State, 112 Tenn. 609, 
79 SW 132. 

[a] Improper- refusal.— The re- 
fusal of the court to permit accused 
to acknowledge judgment with sure- 
ties for fine and costs under Cr, 
Code div 14 § 16, not based on the 
ground of failure to show that the 
sureties resided within the city, so 
that a judgment of the municipal 
court would be a lien upon their 
property, but absolute, was improper. 
Peo. v. Horan, 293 Ill, 314, 127 NE 
673. 

6. Bowen v. State, 98 Ala. 83, 12 


recognizance as surety for an appear- 
ance in a criminal case, and punish- 
ing by fine a violation of its provi- 
sions, has no application to securing 
a confessed judgment for a_ fine. 
Halfacre v. State, 112 Tenn. 609, 79 
SW 132. 
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mitted for nonpayment of a fine to confess judg- 
ment with sureties in satisfaction of the original 
judgment has been adopted in some jurisdictions 
apart from statutory authority;’ but in other juris- 
dictions the method is deemed to be purely statutory 
and unknown to the common law.$ 

[§ 14] 2. Time of Payment.® Although it has 
been held that the law requires immediate payment 
of the fine, or imprisonment,’ it has also been held 
that when an alternative sentence of fine or im- 
prisonment is passed the court should fix some 
reasonable time within which the prisoner may pay 
the fine;+1 and if the court fails to do so, the law 
will allow defendant a reasonable time within which 
to pay the fine.1? What constitutes a reasonable time 
depends upon the circumstances of each particular 
case.12 Some statutes prescribe the time within 
which defendant has a right to pay."* 

Installments. Statutory authority to a justice of 
the peace to grant leave to pay a fine or costs by in- 
stallments, justifies leave to pay both fine and costs 
in that manner.*® 

[§ 15] 3. To Whom Payment Is to Be Made. 
In order to discharge defendant from further liabil- 
ity for a fine, payment or tender must be made 
to an official authorized by law to receive pay- 


7, State v. Cooley, 80 N. C. 398; 
State v. Love, 23 N. C. 264. 

[a] Execution upon judgment.—liIt | L. 
has been held that an execution upon [b] 
a judgment confessed by a third per- 
son to satisfy a fine imposed on one 
convicted of an offense can only issue 
against the person who has confessed 


is sufficient. 


of Valdosta, 
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keeper, a tender to the deputy keeper 
Rex v. Colohan, 14 Ont. 
379, 9 OntWR 661. 

In Georgia under Acts (1901) 
pp 176-188 § 44, creating city court 
and amendatory Acts | 478; 
(1917) p 276 § 8, the treasurer of the | 97 
county is entitled to receive and dis- 
tribute money arising from fines, for- 


ed me le ee 
+ vey P 
pe J 


‘al SB 
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ment.1¢ While the sheriff may not be the proper 
officer to whom the payment of the fine should be 
made,!? it has been held that, where all other con- 
ditions requisite to entitle defendant to his discharge 
have been complied with, a tender to the sheriff is 
sufficient 18 to entitle defendant to his discharge.?® 

[§ 16] 4. Interest on Fines.?° A fine imposed 
by the judgment of the court upon a person convict- 
ed of crime does not bear interest under a statute 
allowing interest on judgments.?+ This has been 
held true, although the enforcement of the judg- 
ment was stayed by bond pending defendant’s writ 
of error.2?, Where under statute a fine draws in- 
terest, a tender of an amount insufficient to pay 
both fine and interest is bad.?* 

[§ 17] 5. Effect of Death. Although it has 
been said that at common law upon the death of 
defendant, the executor or administrator was 
chargeable with the payment of the fine out of the 
assets of the deceased in his hands for admin- 
istration,”* the general rule is that a judgment for 
a fine imposed as a punishment for an offense is 
abated by the death of defendant pending an ap- 
peal,2> and that it cannot be enforced’ after his 
death as a claim against his estate.?® 

[§ 18] B. Enforcement of Payment—l. By Ex- 
cae uP 1367). 

U. S.—U. S. v. Jacob Schmidt 
aoe Co., 254 Fed. 714; Register 
v. U. S186 Fed. 624, 108’ CCA 488; 
Dyar v. U. S., 186 Fed. 614, 108 CCA 
U. S. v. Dunne, 173 Fed. 254, 
CCA 420, 19 AnnCas 1145; U. S. 


v. Mitchell, 163 Fed. 1014 [aff 173 
Fed. 254,' 97 ,CCA 420, 19 AnnCas 


the judgment and not against him 
jointly with the person against whom 
the fine was awarded. Flemming v. 
Dayton, 30 N. C.. 453. 

8. Lambert v. State, 43 Ill. A. 223. 

9 Reduction of imprisonment by 
partial payment see infra § 26. 

10. Routt v. Feemster, 7 J. J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 181. 

11. Dunaway v. Hodge, 127 Ga. 
690, 55 SE 483; Broomhead v. Chis- 
olm, 47 Ga. 390; Abram vy, Maples, 
10 Ga. A. 137, 72 SE. 932. 

12. Dunaway v. . Hodge,;\127).Ga. 
690, 55 SE 488; Broomhead v. Chis- 
olm, 47 Ga. 390; Crowder v. Maples, 
TOMGas At 142,072. SH. 9345) Abram 
v. Maples, 10 Ga. A. 137, 72 SE 932. 

13. See’ cases infra this note. 

{a] Periods held reasonable.—It 
has been held that (1) fifteen days 
(Dunaway v. Hodge, 127 Ga. 690, 55 
SE 488), (2) -twenty days (Broom- 
head v. Chisolm, 47 Ga. 390), (8) or 
seven days (Abram y. Maples, 10 Ga. 
A. 137, 72 SE 932) after the imposi- 
tion of the sentence is a reasonable 
time within which to make tender of 
the amount of the fine. 

14. See statutory provisions; 
State v. Wooley, 44 Vt. 363. 

15. In re Payment of Fines, etc., 
28 Pa. Dist...406." © ~ 

[a] Apportionment of costs.—In 
such a case the justice may not de- 
duct more than the proportionate 
part of his costs from any payment. 
In re Payment of Fines, etc., 28 Pa. 
Dist. 406. 

16. Smith v. Dana, 63 Vt. 537, 22 
A 629; Manitowoc County vy. Sulli- 
van, 61 Wis. 115, 8 NW 12. See Good 
v. Allen, 15 Ill. A. 663, 664 (“We are 
not aware of any authority conferred 
upon a village attorney by any law 
in this State empowering him, by 
virtue of his office, to take a note 


and 


payable to himself in satisfaction of |. 


a fine regularly imposed by a ju- 
dicial officer, for an offense against 
the ordinances of the village, and to 
release the defendant from imprison- 
ment’’). 

. [a] Tender to deputy keeper.— 
Where the commitment provides that 
the payment of the fine be to the 


feitures, etc., in such court, and any 
remedy of former court officers is 
against treasurer, after his receipt 
of fund. Johnson v. Lastinger, 148 
Ga.i4656, 98 SH 78: 

Sentence directing to whom fine 
shall be paid see Criminal Law § 3085. 

17.. Crowder v. Maples, 10 Ga. Av 
142, 72 SE 934; Abram v. Maples, 10 
Ga. A. 137, 72 SH 932; Com. vy. Shanks, 
6 KyL 524. 

18. Crowder v. Maples, 10 Ga. A. 
142, 72 SH-934; Abram v. Maples, 
10 Ga. A. 137, 72 SH 932. 

19.. See infra § 31. 

20. Interest generally see Inter- 
est [22 Cyc 1459]. 

21. U. S. v. Jacob Schmidt Brew- 
ing Co., 254 Fed. 714; Peo. v. Sutter 
St. JRe ‘Co., 129 Cal, 545, 62 P 104, 
79 AmSR 1387; State v. ‘Howe Scale 
Co., (Mo. A.) 218 SW 359; State v. 
Steen, 14 Tex. 396, 398. 

“Such a judgment as comes within 
the intention of the law allowing 
interest on judgments. ... In its na- 
ture, principle, and purpose a fine is 
a very different thing from the judg- 
ments which the Legislature had in 
view in enacting the law of interest. 
It is imposed as a punishment solely, 
and its payment, as the term imports, 
is an end of the punishment. i 
In modern practice, where a party is 
fined and ordered to stand committed 
until the fine is paid, the payment 
has the same effect of putting an 
end to the punishment. And in any 
case where a fine constitutes the sole 
punishment of a party its payment 
puts an end to the offense for which 
it was imposed, or to the legal lia- 
bility growing. out of such offense.” 
State v. Steen, supra. \ 

Interest on judgments generally see 
Interest [22 Cye 1516]. 

22. U.S. v. Jacob Schmidt Brew- 
ing Co., 254 Fed. 714. 

23. State v. Wooley, 44 Vt. 368. 

24. O’Sullivan v. Peo., 144 Ill. 604, 
32 NE. 192, 20 LRA 143. See U.S 
v. Pomeroy, 152 Fed. 279 [rev on 
other grounds 164 Fed. 324, 90 CCA 
256] (discussing a statement to this 
effect found in 2 Williams Ex. [10th 


1145]; U. S. v. > Pomeroy, 152 Fed. 279 
{rev on other grounds 164 Fed. 324, 
90 CCA 256]. 

Colo.—Overland Cotton Mill Co. v. 
5 eke 32 Colo, 263, 75 P 924, 105 AmSR 
we eee v. State, 53 Ga. 

Ill.—O’Sullivan v. Peo., 144 Ill. 604, 
32 NE 192, 20 LRA 143. 

Ener p tie v. State, 185 Ind. 
227, 113 NE 728. 

Kan. nda ests v. Ellvin, 51 Kan. 784, 

SaP 547. 

Mo.—Carrollton vy. Rhomberg, 72 
Mo. 547; State v. Perrine, 56 Mo. 602. 

INS aay: 24 N. M. 
331, 171 P 502. 

Okl.—Alexander vy. State, 15 Okl. 
Cr. 604, 180 P 393; Sharp v.. State, 
13): Okl. -Creee59, 161..P°1178; Boyde w 
State, 3 Okl. Cr. 684, 108 P 431. 


Ye ie eho vs Statey:5 > Tex. siAe 
450. 
[a] Jurisdiction to abate.—The 


court in which the judgment was 
rendered has jurisdiction to abate 
proceedings on the motion of defend- 
ant’s representatives on notice to the 
prosecution. U.S. v. Pomeroy, 152 
Fed. 279 [rev on other grounds 164 
Fed. 324, 90 CCA 256]. 

Effect of death in criminal cases 
pending appeal generally see Criminal 
Law § 3512. 

26. U. S—uwU. S. v. Jacob Schmidt 
Brewing Co., 254 Fed. 714: U. S. v. 
Dunne, 173 Fed, 254, 97. CCA ee 
AnnCas 1145 [aff 163 Fed. 1014]; Ss. 
v. Pomeroy, 152 Fed. 279 Shah “on 
oper grounds 164 Fed. 324, 90 CCA 

Colo.—Overland Cotton Mill Co. v. 
Peo., 382 Colo. 263, 75 P 924,105 AmSR 


74, 
eg e ann Eton v. State, 53 Ga. 
page Beare v. Ellvin, 51 Kan. 784, 
Mo.—Carrollton .v. Rhomberg, 78 
Mo. 547; State v. Perrine, 56 Mo. 602. 
N. M.—State v. Crump, 24 N. M. 
Sok jel 71, Py 502: 
Tex.—March v. State, 5 Tex. A. 450. 


[a] Reasons for rule-——(1) “In a 


For later cases. developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§ 18) 


ecution—a. 
been imposed by the sentence of 


regarded as in the nature of a debt of record due 
the state,*7 and ordinarily it may be enforced by 
execution against defendant’s property 2* both at 
common law *® and under statutes in many juris- 
ieti However, it seems that in some juris- 
dictions a fine can be enforced only by imprison- 
ment and that an execution cannot issue against 
The execution may 


dictions.®° 


the property of defendant.*1 
issue whether the sentence is for 


criminal action the sole purpose of 
the proceedings is to enforce the 
eriminal law and punish the person 
found guilty of a violation thereof, 
The personal representative of the 
deceased is not responsible for the 
alleged violation of the law by the 
defendant during his lifetime, and 
cannot be required to satisfy the 
judgment rendered against him. It is 
only the person adjudged guilty who 
can be punished, and a judgment 
cannot be enforced when the only 
subject-matter upon which it can 
operate has ceased to exist.” Boyd 
v. State, 3 Okl. Cr. 684, 685, 108 P 
431 [quot Alexander v. State, 15 Okl. 
Cr., 604, 180 P 3938; ‘Sharp vy.’ State, 
MOK Ci TOO rOOn Lod 7S] C2) 
“In case where a fine is imposed as 
a punishment, no principle of com- 
pensation is involved. A fine is im- 
posed for the purpose of punishing 
the offender, and when an offender 
dies, he passes beyond the power of 
human punishment. There could be 
no justice in enforcing a fine against 
the estate of an offender, for such a 
course would punish only the family 
‘or those otherwise interested in the 
estate.’ Blackwell v. State, 185 Ind. 
227, 229) 123) NE 723. : 

[b] Discussion of rule.—‘“In my 
opinion the fundamental principle ap- 
plicable to this case is that the ob+ 
ject of criminal punishment is to 
punish the criminal, and not to pun- 
ish his family. When A. recovers 
a judgment against B. for a tort, the 
recovery is undoubtedly based on the 
defendant’s misconduct; but the fun- 
damental principle upon which the 
action is maintained is the idea of 
compensating the injured party; but, 
when a court imposes a fine for the 
commission of a crime, there is no 
idea of compensation involved. In 
this ease the defendant was fined 
$6,000. That money was not awarded 
as compensation to the United States. 
No harm had been done to the United 
States. It was imposed as a punish- 
ment of the defendant for his offense, 
Tf, while he lived, it had been col- 
lected, he would have been punished 
by the deprivation of that amount 
from his estate; but, upon his death, 
there is no justice in punishing his 


family for his offense. It may be 
said, of course, that there is very 
little difference between the loss 


which his family would have sus- 
tained if the money had been col- 
lected before his death, and the loss 
which it will now sustain if it is 
collected from his estate. But if the 
money had been collected before his 
death, he would have been punished. 
Tf it is collected now, his family will 
be punished, and he will not be pun- 
ished.” U. S. v. Pomeroy, 152 Fed. 
[rev on other grounds 164 


106 
223. 
Ga. 734, 75 SH 1132 (where, 
action on the security given for the 
payment of the fine, the court said 
that the fine was not a debt due by 
the defendant to the state). E 

‘When the prosecution for a public 
offence has ended in a judgment im- 
posing a fine, it is no longer an un- 
ascertained penalty or liability, but 


Against Property. After a fine has 
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the court, it is 


a fine alone, or 


has become fixed in amount and has 


become a debt, and that of the high-. 


est character—a debt of record pay- 
able instanter—and the lawful proc- 
ess of execution may go upon it at 
common law and under our statute.” 
Gill_v. State, 39 W. Va. 479, 480, 20 
SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 26 LRA 655. 
[al Within meaning of statute.— 
Judgment for. pecuniary fines are 
debts due to the state, within the 
meaning of the law authorizing, in 
Such cases, the sale of lands without 


valuation. Walsh y. Ringer, 2 Oh. 
ape aay 555. 

18 al.— Ex : Selowsky,. (A. 
186 P 608. a Caan 


Colo.—Enderman vy. Alexander, 187 


PeT2Z9% 
Ill.—Bloomington vy. MHeiland, 67 
Ill, 278; Matter of Bollig, 31 Ill. 88. 
Ky.—Steele v. Com., 8 Dana 84; 
Faris v. Com., 3 B. Mon. 79. 
Va.—Shiflett v. Com., 90 Va. 386, 
18 SE 8388; Pifer v. Com., 14 Gratt. 
(55 Va.) 710. ‘ 
Eng.—Rex y. Carlile, 1 D. & R. 474, 
16 ECL 50. 
Ayn Ga.—McMeekin v. State, 48 Ga. 
Mo.—Hicks v. McCown, 144 Mo. A. 
544, 129 SW 76. 
Nebr.—Luther y. State, 85 Nebr. 
674, 124 NW 117; Cleaver v. Jenkins, 
84 Nebr. 565, 121 NW 992. 
Pa.—McNamara v. Harley, 2 Pa. 
Co. 491. 
W. Va.—Gill v. State, 39 W. Va. 
ae 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 26 LRA 
oO. 
Eng.—-Rex v. Woolf, 2 B. & Ald. 


609, 106 Reprint 488, 1 Chit. 401, 
18 ECL 223; Rex v. Speed, 1 Salk. 
879, 91 Reprint 330; Rex v. Wade, 


Skin. 12, 90 Reprint 6. 

30. U. S.—Pierce v. U. S., 257 Fed. 
514, 171 CCA 1; Clark v. Allen, 114 
Fed. 374 [aff 126 Fed. 738, 62 CCA 
58]; In re Teuscher, 23 EF. Cas. No. 
13,846. 

Ark.—Cheaney v. State, 36 Ark. 74; 
Hall v. Doyle, 35 Ark. 445. 

Cal.—Ex p. Karlson, 160 Cal. 378, 
117 P 447, AnnCas1912D 1334; Peo. 
v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35, 45 P 181; Grady 
apeuperigr Cts 6 Cale S557 30s ab 
613. 

Colo.—Enderman y. Alexander, 187 
Pei29, 5 

Ky.—Farris v. Dozier, 82 SW 615, 
26 KyL 892. 

Minn.—In re Shaw, 31 Minn, 44, 16 
NW 461. 

Oh.—Huddleson y. Ruffin, 6 Oh. St. 
4 


604. 3 
Tenn.—Beasl2y v. State, 2 Yerg. 
481. 
Tex.—Ex p. Dickerson, 30 Tex. A. 


448, 17 SW 1076. 

Utah.—Roberts v. Howells, 22 Utah 

889, 62 P 892. 
W. Va.—Gill v. State. 39 W. Va. 
479, 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 26 LRA 
655; State v. Burkeholder, 80 W. Va. 
593,.5 SH 439. 

[a] Statutory method as not ex- 
clusive.—A statute authorizing a pro- 
ceeding by scire facias to recover 
fines and costs does not interfere 
with the common-law remedy. Dodge 
v. State, 24 N. J. L. 455. 

[b] Execution against lands.—In 
West Virginia, under statute, execu- 
tion may isSue against the land as 
well as the goods and chattels of 
defendant. Gill v. State. 39 W. Va. 
479, 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 26 LRA 
655; State v. Burkeholder, 30 W. Va. 
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a fine coupled with a definite term of imprison- 
ment;** and it has been held that it may issue, 
although defendant’s body has already been taken 
in execution for the fine.®? 
held, under a statute providing that a judgment 
that defendant pay a fine may also direct that he 
be imprisoned until the fine is satisfied, and pro- 
viding that defendant shall be entitled to a credit 
on the fine at a certain rate for each day of im- 
prisonment, that the imprisonment of defendant 
for the full period operates to satisfy and discharge 


However, it has been 


595, 5 SE 439. 

[ec] Exemptions.—(1) All property 
of person convicted of crime is sub- 
ject to seizure to satisfy fine. MWnder- 
man v. Alexander, (Colo.) 187 P 729. 
(2) Statutes exempting certain prop- 
erty from sale under execution do not 
apply to executions in favor of the 
people to satisfy a fine. HEnderman 
v. Alexander, supra. 

ol. Colony vir duisk,) d8, tAppssebDine 
195, 48 NYS 364 [aff 158 N. Y. 188, 
47 NE 302,60 AmSR 609]; Peo. v. 
Sage, 13 App. Div. 135, 48 NYS 3872. 
See Dasey v. State, 21 Del. 457, 62 
A 300 (an appeal from judgment of 
a justice in a summary proceeding, 
under Rev. Code [1893] e¢ 128° § 21, 
for trespass declared to be a nuisance, 
being allowable only where defend- 
ant claims ownership, execution can- 
not be issued where such claim is not 
made, but the fine must be collected 
in accordance with such section, pro- 
viding that if it is not paid the jus- 
tice shall commit the offender to 
prison); State v. Robinson, 17 N. H. 
263 (where, in a case where defend- 
ant was sentenced to pay a fine, it 
is said: “The defendant stands con- 
victed of an offence for which he has 
been indicted. There is no statute, 
or practice, which will warrant us 
to change the ordinary judgment in 
such case, and to enter judgment 
and issue execution for damages and 
costs, as if the case were a civil 
suit”); Harrington v. New York,- 40 
Mise. 165, 168, 81 NYS 667 (‘It may 
be suggested that there seems to ve 
no way of enforcing the payment of 
a fine imposed in a criminal case 
other than by imprisonment’); Hud- 
son v. Granger, 23 Misc. 401, 52 NYS 
9 (“If the defendant refuses to pay 
the fine imposed, the only alternative 
is imprisonment’). But see Kane v. 
Peo., 8 Wend. 203; Peo. v. Van Eps, 
4 Wend. 387 (both cases containing 
Gicta to the contrary). 

32. Roberts vy. Howells, 22 Utah 
389, 62 P 892; Rex v. Woolf, 2 B. & 
Ald. ,609, 106 Reprint 488, 1 Chit. 
401, 18 ECL 223. 

[a] In California, under Pen. Code 
§ 1214, which provides that “if the 
judgment is a fine alone,’ execution 
may be issued thereon as on a judg- 
ment in a civil action,’ an execution 
may issue, if there is a fine without 
the alternative of imprisonment to 
enforce the fine, whether it is a judg- 
ment of fine coupled with a judgment 
of imprisonment, or one simnply of 
fine without a judgment of imprison- 


ment. Peo. v. Brown, i13 Cal. 35, 37, 
45 Pest. 
33. Rex v. Woolf, 2 B. & Ald. 609, 


106 Reprint 488, 1 Chit. 401, 18 ECL 
223; Rex v. Webb, 2 Show. 166, 89 Re- 
print 864. See also Enderman v. 
Alexander, (Colo.) 187 P 729. But see 
State v. Johnston, 2 N. C. 293, 295 
(where the court said: “The proper 
process to compel payment of a fine, 
is a capiatur pro fine. which is issued 
when the party is not in court at 
the time the fine is laid; but when he 
is in court, and is ordered into cus- 
tody, it is like being in custody upon 
a capias ad satisfaciendum, and then 
a discharge from them by the Plain- 
tiff’s consent, will discharge the party 
from any other execution’). 

[a] In Texas.—(1) It has been 
held that the court is not authorized 
to commit defendant to jail until the 
fine is paid and to direct execution 
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the judgment in full,** and that thereafter there is 
no authority to issue an execution based on such 
Executions in these cases are as a 
general rule governed by the principles applicable 
And this rule has 
been specifically provided for by statute.*7 

Against Person—(1) 
At common law, where a judgment for a 
fine is rendered in the absence of defendant, a 


judgment.*® 
to executions in civil eases.36 


[§ 19] b. 


Fine. 


to issue at the same time. O’Conner 
we tates 740 Tex 277) (2) But dater 
cases, decided under statutory au- 
thority, are to the contrary. Ex p. 
Dickerson, 30 Tex. A. 448, 17 SW 
1076; Terry v. State, 30 Tex. A. 408, 
17 SW 1075. 


34. See infra § 33. 
35. Petelin vy. Kennedy, 29 Mont. 
466, 75 P 82. 


36. U. S.—Pierce v. U. S., 257 Fed. 
Dia LT LECCA. At 

Ark.—Hall v. Doyle, 35 Ark. 445. 
DCS Sa a ah v. Wheeland, 64 Ill. 
i AI Micra ath v. Downing, 6 Iowa 
72. 

Mo.—Warrensburg v. Simpson, 22 
Mo. A. 695. 

Eng.—Rex y. Carlile, 1 D. & R. 474, 
16 ECL 50. 

{a] Order for execution in judg- 
ment.—It is not necessary that a 
judgment should order an execution 
to issue. Ex p. Dickerson, 30 Tex. 
A. 448, 17 SW 1076; Gill v. State, 39 
W. Va. 479, 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 
26 LRA 655. See Ex p. Higgins, 14 
Mo. A. 601 (holding that a failure 
to issue execution for a fine does 
not affect the judgmciut). 

{b] The writs which may issue 
include: (1) Levari facias. Rex v. 
Woolf, 2 B. & Ald. 609, 106 Reprint 


Agate Chit. 401 18. HCLA 223. 12) 
Fieri facias. Huddleson vy. Ruffin, 6 
Oh? ISte 7604" Com. ‘v2. Lord, 21° Pa: 


Dist. 559; McNamara v. Harley, 2 Pa. 
Co. 491; Reg. v. Desjardins Canal Co., 
29.5UnIC. (@. BY 165.~ (3) Venditioni 
exponas. Com. v. Fetzer, 19 Pa. Dist. 
690. 

The execution must follow the 
judgment imposing the fine, and a 
judgment in favor of the state will 
not support an execution in the name 
of an informer. Dupont v. Downing, 
6 Iowa 172. 

{d] Levy as satisfaction.—W here 
property seized on execution for the 
payment of a fine is thereafter re- 
stored to the owner, the judgment is 
not satisfied. Warrensburg v. Simp- 
son, 22 Mo. A. 695. 

[e] Property of infants and mar- 
ried women.—(1) The power to im- 
pose a fine of necessity implies the 
power to collect it. Gill v. State, 39 
W. Va. 479, 20 SE 568, 45 AmSR 928, 


26 LRA 655. (2) Where a fine may 
lawfully be imposed on an infant 
(Beasley v. State, 2 Yerg. (Tenn.) 


481) (3) or a married woman (Gill 
v. State, supra), it may be enforced 
and collected by execution against 
his or her property. 

{f] Court without power to order 
disposition of property seized in exe- 


cution.— Rex v. Carlile, 1 D. & R. 
474, 16 ECL 50. 
fg] A sale for cash is proper. 


Hall v. Doyle, 35 Ark. 445. 

[h] Contest of purchaser’s title.— 
The title of the purchaser of personal 
property at an execution sale may 
be contested in an action of replevin; 
a statute prohibiting the maintenance 
of the action to take property from 
the hands of the officer applies only 
before the sale is made. Heagle v. 
Wheeland, 64 Ill. 423. 

Cross references: 

Executions generally see Executions 

Pagsted Ohi list Saya es . 
Liabilities enforceable against ex- 

emption right generally see Ex- 

emptions § 163. 

Protection and enforcement of home- 
stead rights see Homestead [21 Cyc 
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special writ of 


Capias Pro 


622 et seq]. ‘ 

37. Ex p. Steed, 6 Okl. Cr. 183, 117 
P 887. And see cases infra this note. 

[a] The term “execution” em- 


ployed in Rev. St. § 1041, providing 
that a judgment imposing a fine for 
an offense against the laws of the 
United States may be enforced by 
execution against the property of de- 
fendant in like manner as judgments 
in civil actions are enforced, “sig- 
nifies generally the means for enforc- 
ing the judgments of ccurts in civil 
cases.” Pierce v. U. S., 257 Fed. 514, 
516, 171 CCA 1 (embracing those 
processes and proceedings in. aid of 
or supplemental to an execution that 
are customary in civil cases). 

[b] An equitable action in the 
name of the commonwealth to re- 
cover money due upon a judgment in 
its favor for a fine can generally be 
only instituted upon a return of “no 
property found.” Claryville Grant’s 
Liek, ete. “Purnp: Co: ivi “Com, 0107 
SW 327, 32 KyL 861. 

[ce] Creditor’s bill.—Under a stat- 
ute providing that execution on judg- 
ments imposing a fine may issue in 
like manner as judgments in civil 
actions, such judgment may support 
a creditor’s bill in aid of an execu- 


tion which has proved fruitless. 
Préreey Voe Ue Ss 620 ted 5a 4a et 
CECA 


—A statute, providing for the en- 
forcement of a judgment of a justice 
court after filing a copy thereof in 
the circuit court, by the same reme- 
dies as provided for the enforcement 
of judgments of the circuit court, ap- 
plies to judgments of justice courts 
imposing fines. Howard vy. Fuller, 
100 Ky. 148, 37 SW 585, 18 KybL 


611. 

[e] In California, under Pen. Code 
§ 1214, execution may issue as ina 
eivil action, where the judgment is 
for the fine alone. Grady v. Fresno 
coun: Super. Ct., 64 Cal.-155, 30 P 

Use of capias pro fine as fieri facias 
see infra § 


38. U. S—Ex p. Watkins, 7 Pet. 
568, 8. L. ed. 786. 
Ky.—Steele v. Com., 3 Dana 84. 


N. J.—Dodge v. State, 24 N. J. L. 
Peo., 8 Wend. 
203 


N. C.—State v. Johnston, 2 N. C. 
293. 

Tenn.—Cagle y. State, 6 Humphr. 
391. 

Tex.—State v. Boren, 21 Tex. 591. 

Va.—Com. v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 
Va.) 702. 

Eng.—Rex v. Woolf, 2 B. & Ald. 
609, 106 Reprint 488, 1 Chit. 401, 
18 ECL 223; Duke’s Case, 1 Salk. 400, 
91 Reprint 346; Reg. v. Templeman, 
1 Salk. 55, 91 Reprint 54; 1 Chitty 
Cry Upp WZIsas81 dS 

[a] Process unnecessary when de- 
fendant present in court.—It is to be 
presumed that a party was present 
in court when a judgment in a crimi- 
nal prosecution was rendered against 
him and that an order of committal 
was made for his failure to pay his 
fine, and no process to arrest is nec- 
essary in such cases. Edwards v. 
State, 22 Ark. 303. 

[b] Judgment for costs.—It has 
been held that, where there is a judg- 
ment in favor of the state for a fine 
and the costs of the prosecution, a 
capias pro fine may issue for the fine 


Vv. 


f 


capias pro fine issues against him, 


the exigency of which is that his body be taken 
and committed to jail until the fine is paid,?® and 
provision is made by statute in many states for 
the use'of this writ in the enforcement of the pay- 
ment of fines.®? 
fine is not affected by statutes abolishing the writ 
of capias ad satisfaciendum.*? 
ment imposing a fine may expressly award a capias 


The right to issue a capias pro 


Although a judg- 


J and costs, but where the judgment is 
for costs without a fine, the writ is 
not a proper process to enforce the 
judgment. Com. vy. Webster, 8 Gratt. 
(49 Va.) 702. 

39. Ex p. Peacock, 25 Fla. 478,6S 
473; Hilton v. Com., 127 Ky. 486, 105- 
SW, 956) 32 "Kyl 377 obarrige eve 
Dozier, 82 SW 615, 26 Kyl -892; 
Harp v. Com., 61 SW 467, 22 KyL 
1792; Long v. Wood, 78 Ky. 392; 
Faris v. Com., 3 B. Mon. (Ky.) 179; 
Steele’ v. Com., > 3 "Dana, (xv sae 
Shiflett v. Com., 90 Va. 386, 18 SE 
838; Com. v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 
Va.) 702, 

[a] Place of confinement.—W hen 
a capias pro fine is issued in one 
county, and defendant is arrested 
thereunder in another county, the 
officer should convey him to the 
county wnere the capias issued, be- 
cause one imprisoned under the proc- 
ess of a particular court should be 
under the control of the officers of 
that court and subject to its orders 
in such further proceedings as may 
become necessary, which would not 
be the case if he were imprisoned in 
another county. Long y. Wood, 78 
Ky. 392. 

[b] In Iowa.—A certified copy of. 
a judgment was, by statute (Code ¢ 
34 tit 25), given the force of a war- 
rant, and when such a judgment came 
into the hands of the officer it could 
not be returned until it had been 
executed by the arrest and commit- 
ment of defendant. McKay v. Wood- 
ruff, 77 Iowa 413, 42 NW 428. 

[c] Capias operative as fi. fa.— 
(1) Under statutory authority, a 
capias pro fine sometimes has the 
effect of a fieri facias. Ex p. Bryant, 
24 Fla. 278, 4 S 854, 12 AmSR 200; 
Com. v. Merrigan, 8 Bush (Ky.) 131. 
(2), Where it is so employed, it must 
be returned as an ordinary execution 
against property. Com. v. Merrigan, 
8 Bush (Ky.) 131. 

{d] Impeachment of return.—The 
return of capias pro fine, showing 
that the party cannot be found, can- 
not be impeached by proving aliunde 
that he might have been found. 
Lyon y..Com., 7 Ky. Op. 709. 

fe] Writ held sufficient.—Ex p. 
Peacock, 25 Fla. 478, 6 S 473. 

40. Cagle v. State, 6 Humphr. 
(Tenn.)> 3915. :Com.s:v.. Webster. 5.8 
Gratt. (49 Va.) 702. See Dodge v. 
State, 24 N. J. L. 455 (capias pro fine 
is abolished in civil cases only, not 


eae ae Rev. St. p 452 §§ 14, 
[a] Writs distinguished. — While 
there is a resemblance between a 


capias pro fine and a capias ad satis- 
faciendum in that the former is an 
execution to compel payment of the 
fine, and the latter is an _ exe- 
cution to compel payment of the 
debt, they are otherwise distinguish- 
able, the form of the writs being 
different, and the levy of the capias 
ad satisfaciendun: being attended 
with incidents and consequences that 
do not attend the imprisonment un- 
der a capias pro fine. The levy of a 
eapias ad satisfaciendum is a direct 
satisfaction of the debt, while the 
imprisonment under a capias pro fine 
is a part of the punishment and not 


a satisfaction of the fine. Leavison 
v. Rosenthal. 5 KyL 132; Wilkerson 
Vv. S-Allan, 23) MGratt=) (64. avian) 0s 
ee vw. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 Va.) 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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pro fine for its collection,4! the writ may issue in 
the absence of an order in the judgment for its 
issuance,*” unless the judgment imposing the fine 
expressly provides some other mode for its enforce- 
ment.** It has been held that the fact that execu- 
tion against property may or may not issue does 
not prevent the incarceration of defendant under 
capias pro fine.‘* It appears that a capias pro 
fine can issue at any time before the judgment 
is paid although an execution against property does 
not issue.*° Even where the right to issue a capias 
pro fine is suspended by the levy of a fieri facias, 
yet where the property levied on is released,’ the 
suspension ceases and the capias may be issued.*¢ 
Where a judgment in a criminal case is void, a 
capias pro fine issued in furtherance of execution 
and enforcement of the judgment is also void.47 And 
where a judgment for a fine is merged in security, 
such as a replevin bond, given and accepted under 
statutory authority,*® a capias pro fine cannot prop- 
erly be issued’ thereafter.*9 

[§ 20] (2) Capias Ad Satisfaciendum.°° A 

41. tar v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 52. 
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Ex p. AY acne 7 Pet. (U. S.) | rations see Municipal 
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capias ad satisfaciendum in the form appropriate 
to civil cases was not issuable at common law for 
enforcing the payment of fines,5! although a differ- 
ent rule obtains under statute in some jurisdie- 
tions.>2 

[§ 21] 2. By Imprisonment ®**—a. Power to 
Imprison—(1) In General. Under the common- 
law practice, wherever a court has power to im- 
pose a fine it has power to compel the payment 
thereof by imprisonment of the party fined,®* and 
where the punishment for the offense is a fine and 
defendant is present in court at the time of sen- 
tence, it is a part of the sentence that he stand 
committed until the fine is paid.®> A direction in 
a sentence imposing a fine that defendant stand 
committed until the fine is paid is no part of the 
penalty for the offense, but is merely a means 
of compelling obedience to the judgment of the 
court.°® If he refuses to pay, he is not sentenced 
to a term in prison; the duration of his imprison- 
ment is in his own control;°? by payment of the 
fire he can at any time secure his release.®’ The 


Corporations 


(construing the |[28 Cyc 817]. 


42. 
KyL 892; Long v. Wood, 78 Ky. 392; 
Com. v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 Va.) 
702, See In re Beall, 26 Oh. St. 195 (a 
statute authorizing arrest and impris- 
onment for the nonpayment of a fine 
applies where it was no part of 
the judgment that defendant stand 
imprisoned until the fine and costs 
should be paid). 

43. In re Teuscher, 23 F. Cas. No. 
13,846. 

44. Ex p. Cook, 80 Tex. Cr. 77, 188 
SW 979; Rex v. Berrigan, (N. S.) 17 
CanCrCas 329. 

Execution against body as pre- 
cluding execution against property 
See supra § 18. 

45. ux p: Cooks 80°Tex, (€r-" 77, 188 
SW 979. See Shiflett v. Com., 90 Va. 
386, 18 SE 888 (under Code § 726 
the court or the judge thereof in 
vacation may direct the clerk to issue 
a eapias pro fine either before or 
after a return of the writ of fieri 


Va.) ; : 568.5 (8 1a5 Led, 
Farris v. Dozier, 82 SW 615, 26 


facias). 

ge Faris v. Com., 3 B. Mon. (Ky.) 
09, 

47. Ex p. Grimes, 81 Tex. Cr. 405, 


195 SW 858. 
48. Security for fine see supra 
§ 12. 

49. Com. v. 8 Bush 
(Ky.) 131. y 

50. See generally Executions § 2. 

5i. Ex p. Watkins, 7 Pet. (U. S.) 
568, 574, 8 L. ed. 786; Wilkerson Vv. 
Allan, 23 Gratt. (64 Va.) 10; Com. v. 
Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 Va.) 702. 

“At the common law, whenever a 
fine and imprisonment constitute a 
part of the judgment upon a convic- 
tion in a criminal case, the judgment, 
if the party is in court, is, that he 
be committed to jail in execution of 
the sentence, and until the fine is 
paid. If he is not then in court, a 
special writ of capias pro fine issues 
against him; the exigency of which 
is, that his body be taken and com- 
mitted to jail, until the fine is paid. 
Unless such a committitur_ be 
awarded, he cannot be detained in 
jail, in execution of the sentence. It 
is the warrant of the jailer, authoriz- 
ing the detention of the prisoner. 
No capias ad satisfaciendum, in the 
form appropriate to _ civil cases, 
where the exigency of the writ is 
to take the body of the party and 
him safely keep, so that the sheriff 
have his body before the court at the 
return-day of the process with the 
writ, is ever issued or issuable. If, 
therefore, the present case were to be 
tried by the common law, the process 
of capias ad satisfaciendum, under 
which the prisoner is detained, would 
be wholly insufficient to justify his 
detention.” Ex p. Watkins, supra. 


Merrigan, 


Maryland law as adopted in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia); Atty.-Gen. v. 
Baker, 30 S. C. Hq. 521. 

{a] The rules governing in civil 
cases are applied. Ex p. Watkins, 7 
Pete GUsES.)imoOS. Siu COE ToOcn Une se 
v. Watkins, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,650, 
4 Cranch C. C. 271; Bayard v. State, 


22 Oh, Dec? WCReprint) 115," Pb West, 
Month 89. 
53. Imprisonment for nonpayment 


awa ter in criminal cases see Costs 


Imprisonment for nonpayment of 

rine oe contempt cases see Contempt 
oe 

54. U. S.—Delaware, etc., R. Co. v. 
Frank, 230 Fed. 988, 145 CCA 182; Ex 
p. Barclay, 153 Fed. 669; Fischer v. 
Hayes, 6 Fed. 63, 19 Blatchf. 13; U.S. 
Ve Robbins. 2. Wash Now 16st 7s 

Ga.—Hathcock v. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
13 SEH 959; Shiver v. State, 23 Ga. 
230; Brock v. State, 22 Ga. 98. 

Ill.—In re Bollig, 31 Ill. 88; Brown 
Vv. Peo., 19! Til 613. 

Ind.—Smith vy. State, 23 Ind. 132; 
McCool v. State, 23 Ind. 127. 

Iowa.—Hanks vy. Workman, 69 Iowa 
600, 29 NW 628. 


Mass.—Harris v. Com., 23 Pick. 
280. 

Mich.—Brownbridge vy. Peo., 38 
Mich. 751. 


Minn.—State v. Peterson, 38 Minn. 
1438, 36 NW 443. 

Nebr.—Luther vy. State, 85 Nebr. 
674, 124 NW 117; In re Newton, 39 
Nebr. 757, 58 NW 436. : 

N. J.—Dodge v. State, 24 N. J. L. 
455. 

Okl.—Ex p. Bowes, 8 Okl. Cr. 201, 
206, 127 P 20 [quot Cyc]. 

Tenn.—Cagle vy. State, 6 Humphr. 
391; Hill v. State, 2 Yerg. 247. 

Tex.—Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 400. 

Eng.— Douglas :v. Reg., 13 Q. B. 
74, 66 ECL 74, 116 Reprint 1191; Reg. 
vy. Dunn, 12 Q. B. 1026, 64 ECL 1026, 
116 Reprint 1155; Godfrey’s Case, 11 
Coke 42a, 77 Reprint 1199; Beecher’s 
Case, 8 Coke 58a, 77 Reprint 559; Rex 
vy. Sterling, 1 Lev. 125, 83 Reprint 
331; Rex v. Bethel, 5 Mod. 19, 87 Re- 
print 494; Reg. v. Layton, 1 Salk. 
358, 91 Reprint 309; Rex v. Hord, 
Say. 176, 96 Reprint 843. 

Newfoundl.—Kean v. Winsor, 9 
Newfoundl. 183; Coke Litt. p 126b. 

[a] The federal courts, in cases 
of crimes punishable by fine or by 
fine and imprisonment, have an in- 
herent power derived from the com- 
mon law, to order the person con- 
victed to be imprisoned until the fine 
is paid. Ex p. Barclay, 153 Fed. 669; 
Fischer v. Hayes, 6 Fed. 63. 19 
Biateht. 13:°U. S. v. Robbins, 27 F. 
Cas. No. 16,171. 

Fines imposed by municipal corpo- 


Working out fines see infra § 35. 

55. U. S.—Ex p. Watkins, 7 Pet. 
568, 8 L. ed. 786; Ex p. Barclay, 153 
Fed. 669; Fischer v. Hayes, 6 Fed. 63, 
19° Blatechf: 13; U.S. v.. Roberts; 27 
F. Cas. No. 16,173, 2 NYLegObs 99. 

Fla.—Ex p. Peacock, 25 Fla. 478, 
6 S 473; Ex p. Bryant, 24 Fla. 278, 
4S 854, 12 AmSR 200. 

Ga.—Brock v. State, 22 Ga. 98. 
ee Van Cont. . ccm cks 
Bee J.—Dodge v. State, 24 N. J. 1. 

N. Y.—Kane v. Péo., 8 Wend. 2038. 

Tenn.—Hill v. State, 2 Yerg. 247; 
Rex v. Hord, Say. 176, 96 Reprint 


843. 
56. Ark.—Ex p. Brady, 70 Ark. 376, 
68 SW 34. . 
Cal.—Ex p. Kelly, 28 Cal. 414; Peo. 


v. Markham, 7 Cal. 208. 

Fla.—Anderson vy. Shackelford, 74 
Fla. 36, 76 S 343; Ex p. Peacock, 25 
Fla. 478, 6 S 473; Hx p. Bryant, 24 
Fla. 278, 4 S 854, 12 AmSR 200. 

Ga.—Brock v. State, 22 Ga. 98. 

Ill. Berkenfield vy. Peo., 190 Ml. 
ee 61 NE 96; In re Bollig, 31 Ill. 

Kan.—State v. Baxter, 41 Kan. 516, 
PA V2 SEN 

Minn.—State v. Rice, 145 Minn. 
359, 177 NW 348; State v. Peterson, 
38 Minn. 148, 36 NW 443. 

Mo.—State vy. Schierhoff, 103 Mo. 
47, 15 SW 151. : 

Mont.—In re Londos, 54 Mont. 418, 
170 P 1045; State v. Lewis, ete, 
County First Judicial Dist. Ct. 51 
Mont. 186, 149 P 958. 

Nebr.—iIn re Newton, 39 Nebr. 757, 
58 NW 436. 

ok J.—Dodge v. State, 24 N. J. L. 
455. 

N. C.—-State v. Crook, 115 N. C. 
760, 20 SE 513, 29 LRA 260. 


Oh.—Inwood vy. State, 42 Oh. St. 
186. 

Or.—Ex p. McGee, 33 Or. 165, 54 
P 1091. 


Tex.—Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 400. 

Wyo.—tIn re McDonald, 4 Wyo. 150, 
Sows: 

[a] Reason for rule.—‘“The pay- 
ment of the fine is the punishment. 
The awarding or infliction of the fine 
is no punishment. The commitment 
is an incident of the fine. It is not, 
in any manner, the ‘imprisonment’ 
allowed by the statute. The payment 
of the fine, and a commitment for not 
paying it, cannot co-exist. The com- 
mitment is not a separate punishment 
or imprisonment added to the pay- 
ment of a fine.” Fischer v. Hayes, 
Gerea 63, 71, 19 “Blatcehine te: 

57. Hart v. Ncrman, 92 Misc. 185, 
155 NYS 238. 

58. See infra § 31. 
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sentence is not therefore open to the objection that 
the magistrate rendering it has no jurisdiction of 
offenses which are punishable by imprisonment.°® 
It has been held that there can be no imprisonment 
for the nonpayment of the fine if any portion of 
the judgment has been paid or realized by. execu- 
tion without returning the money.°° 
jurisdictions provision is made by statute.for en- 
forcing the payment of fines by imprisonment of 
Some of these statutes are con- 
fined to cases of misdemeanors and do not authorize 
imprisonment for the nonpayment of a fine im- 
posed as part of the punishment on a conviction 
Under statutes in some jurisdic- 
tions, where the party is convicted of an offense 


the party fined.*? 


for. a felony.®? 


59. See Criminal Law § 3221. 

: 60.. Rex v. Melanson, 36 N. B. 577; 
Ex. p. Gilbert, 36 N. B. 492; Rex v. 
White, 28 N. B. 216; Sinden V. Brown, 
17 Ont, A, 1738. 

61. U. S.—Re Jackson, 96 U. S. 
727, 24 L. ed. 877; In re Greenwald, 
17 Fed. 590. 

Ala.—Ex p. Joice, 88 Ala. 128, 7S 3; 
State v. Leach, 75 Ala. 36; Lee v. 
State, 75 Ala, 29. 

Ariz.—Dunbar v. Terr., 5 Ariz. 184, 
50 P 30. 

Cal—Ex p. Karlson, 160 Cal. 378, 
117 P 447, AnnCas19i2D 1334; Ex p. 
Krouse, 148 Cal. 232, 82 P 1048; Peo. 
ve, Brown, e113) Cal. -35, 45 /Pi 1813 Bx 
p. Green, 94 Cal. 387, 29 P 783; Ex p. 
Halsted, 89° Cal. 471, 26-P 961;. Hx 
p. Soto, 88 Cal. 624, 26 P 530; Exp. 
Casey, 85 Cal, 36, 24 P.899 -GHix Ds Mil- 
ler, 82 Gal. 454, 22 P 1113; Ex p. 
Neustadt, 82 Cal. 203,20, P 124; In re 
Fil Ki, 80 Cal. 201, 22 P 146; Ex p. 
Baldwin, 60 Cal, 432; Ex p. Chin Yan, 


60 Cal. 78; Ex p. Ellis, 54 Cal. 204; 
Ex p. Kelly, 28 cals 414; Peo. v. 
Markham, 7 Cal. 20 

Del.—Dasey v. State, 21 Del. 457, 
62 A 300. 

Fla.—Irwin v. State, 52 Fla. 51, 
41 S 785, 10 AnnCas 1003; Eggart v. 


State, -40 Fla. 527, 25 S 144; Bueno 
v. State, 40 Fla. 160, 23 S 862;, Ex p. 


Pells, 28 Fla. 67, 9 S 833; Ex p. Pea-' 


eock, 25 Fla. 478, 6 S 473; Ex p. 
Riven 24 Fla. 278, 4 S 854, 12 AmSR 
00. 


v. Collier, 125 Ga. 231, 
23 Ga.) 


Ga.—Lyons 
54 SE 183; Shiver v. State, 
230; Davis v. State, 22 Ga. 101. 

Tll.—Kettles_ v. Peo.; 226 ll eal, 
17 NE 472; Berkenfield v. Peo., 191 
Ill. 272, 61 NE $6; Kennedy v. Peo.. 
122 Ill. 649, 13 NE 213; Berkenfield 
v. Peo., 92 Ill. A. 400, 405. 

Ind.—Peed v. Brewster, 168 Ind. 
51, 79 NE 1039; Flora v. Sachs, 64 
‘Ind. 155; Smith v. State, 23 Ind. 132; 
McCool yv. State, 23 Ind, 127. 


Iowa,—McKay v. Woodruff, 77 Iowa | 
State v. Boynton, | 


413, 42 NW 428; 
75 Iowa 753, 38 NW 505; 
Jordan, 39 Towa 387. - 

Kan.—State v. Baxter, 41 Kan. 516, 
217 P -650} 

Ky.—Saylor v. Com., 122 Ky. 776, 
93°.SW 48, .29. Kyl 337;\Barris  v. 
Dozier, 82 SW 615, 26 KyL 892; Hop- 
kinsville v. Boyd, 101 Ky. 664, 42 SW 
350,410 Kyl 876) Haris’ v. Com, 3.8, 
Mon. 79; Routt v. Feemster, 7 J. J. 
Marsh. 131. 

La.—State v. Arnault, 52 La. Ann. 
1079, 27 S 589. 

Md.—State v. Mace, 5 Mad. 387. 

Minn.—State v. Rice, 145 Minn. 


State v. 


359, 177 NW 348; State v. Peterson,. 


38.Minn. 1438, 36 NW 4438. 

Miss.—Ex p. McInnis, 98 Miss. 773, 
54S 260. 

Mo,.-—Ex p. Hollwedell, 74 Mo. 395; 
Ex p. Alexander, 39 Mo. A. 108; Ex p. 
Kiburg, 10 Mo. A. 442, 

Mont.—State v. Lewis, ete., County 
First Judicial Dist. Ct., 51 Mont. 186, 
149 P 958; Petelin vy. Kennedy, 29 
Mont. 466, 75 P 82. 

Nebr.—Sothman v, State, 66 Nebr. 
302, 92 NW 303; In re Newton, 39 
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In many 
victed contains 


Nebr. 757, 58 NW 436. 

Nev.—State v. Second Judicial Dist. 
Ct., (16. New. 76. 

N. J.—Dodge v. State, 24 N. J. L. 


455. 

N. M.—In re Roe Chung, 9 N. M. 
TSO 49M Pe 952; 

IN. | Yu Pew sve Sage, 13 App. Div. 
V5, 43) oN VS oes ales NG ey amie pO. 
Peo. v. Jeratino, 62 Misc. 587, 116 
NYS 1121. 

N. C.—State v. Cannady, 78 N. C. 
539; State v. Manuel, 20 N. C. 144. 

N. D.—State v. Merry, 20) NE Diisaus 
127 NW 83; State v. Fleming, 20 N. D. 
105, 126 NW 565. 

Oh.—In re Beall, 26 Ch. St. 195; 
VMounes veo State, cis On seins Cty. sin 
re McAdams, 21 Oh. Cir, Ct. 450; In 
re Moore,. 14 Oh. Cir. Ct. 237, 7 Oh. 
Cir. Dec. 575; In re McAdams, 21 Oh. 
Cir, Ct. 450, 11 Oh. Cir. Dec. 780. But 
eee Smith y. State, 24 Oh. Cir. Ct. 
40. 

Okl.—Ex p. Steed, 6 Okl. Cr. 183, 
LAT LP S87. 


Or.—Ex p. McGee, 33 Or. 165, 54 
Py 1091. 
ger ohne nls v. Sheriff,.22 Pa. 
Porto Rico—Peo. v. Collazo, 20 


Porto Rico 190; Peo. v. Diaz, 18 Porto 


Rico 787; Peo. v. Daniel, 17 Porto 
TRAGCOL woke Leo. ie Vien) BUTERA SO es. 
Porto, Rico ei 18) Beeow, Via) Delia, bone, 


13 Porto Rico 218; Peo. v. Laviosa, 13 
Porto Rico 203; Peo. v. Torres, 13 
Porto Rico 201; Ex p. Andino, 8 Porto 


Rico 462; Ex p. Nazario, 8 Porto Rico’ 


438. 

=a or ante v. Robertson, 49 S. C. 
L. 

regia heect oak v. Gallatin, 10 Lea 
494; Hill v. State, 2 Yerg. 247. 

Tex.—Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 400; 
Dixon v. State, 2 Tex. 481; Hx p. Rob- 
ertson, 27 Tex. A. 628, 11 SW 669, 
11 AmSR °° 207. 

Utah.—Roberts v. Howells, 22 Utah 
389, 62 P 892. 

Vt.—In re Sammon, 79 Vt. 521, 65 
A 577. 

Wis.—Baker y. State, 54 Wis. 368, 
112 NW i2; Manitowoe County v. Sul- 
livan, 51 Wis. 115, 8 NW 12. 

Wyo.—Fisher v. McDaniel, 9 Wyo. 
457, 64 P1056, 87 AmSR 971; In re 
McDonald, 4 Wyo. 150, 33 P 18. 

N. B.—Moore v. Sharkey, 26 N. B. 


Ont.—Ovens v. Taylor, 19 U. CG. 
C. P. 49. But see Reg. v. Lynch, 12 
Ont, 372; Ree. v. Brady, 12 Ont. 358. 
~ See also Criminal Law § 3221. 

[a] Implied grant of power.—A 
statute providing for the discharge 
of a person when his fine is not paid 
and he is not able to pay it implies 
that he may be committed for non- 
payment of the fine. Harris v. Com., 
23 Pick. (Mass.) 280. See Hanks v. 
Workman, 69 Iowa 600; 602, 29 NW 
628 (where the court said: ‘When 
the power to impose the fine was 
conferred, it followed, as a necessary 
consequence, that the court might 
imprison for its non-payment”). 

{b]. Sufficiency of judgment di- 
necting imprisonment.—Under a stat- 
ute providing that a judgment that 


SS 


the fine by imprisonment.®+ 
dictions where all offenses are statutory and pun- 
ishments are regulated by statute, it is held that a 
court has no authority to commit for nonpayment 
of a fine in the absence of statute specifically au- 
thorizing the commitment.® 
a fine prescribes another particular method for 


and sentenced to pay a fine, it is within the dis- 
eretion of the court to order his imprisonment un- 
til the fine is paid.®? 
person sentenced to pay a fine may be imprisoned 
for nonpayment under a general law authorizing 
imprisonment for nonpayment of fines, although 
the particular statute under which he was con- 


It is generally held that a 


no provision for enforcement of 
But in some juris- 


If a statute imposing 


defendant pay a fine may also direct 
that he be imprisoned until the fine 
is satisfied, a judgment fining derend- 
ant and directing his imprisonment 
“until said fine is paid,’ is not void 
for using the word “paid” instead 
of “satisfied’’ and does not deprive 
defendant of the right to discharge 
part of the fine by imprisonment. 
Ex p. Krouse, 148 Cal. 232, 82 P 1043. 
See also Criminal Law §§ 3084-3086. 

{c] In the Philippine Islands (1) 
the statute (Act No. 17382) now au- 
thorizes subsidiary imprisonment in 
default of payment of the fine im- 
posed. U.S. v. Gow Chiong, 23 Phil- 
ippine 138; U. S. v. Roldan, 13 Philip- 
pine 415; U. S. Vv. Torres, 12 Phil- 
ippine 1211. (2) But uncer Pen. Code 
art 51, subsidiary personal liability 
on account of insolvency should not 
be imposed where the principal pen- 
alty to which the convict is sen- 
tenced is higher in the general scale 
of penalties than that of presidio 
correccional. U. S. v. Mendiola, 12 
Philippine 125. (38) Prior to the en- 
actment of Act No. 1732 (in effect 
Nov. 1, 1907), the courts of first in- 
stance had no authority to impose 
subsidiary imprisonment for failure 
to pay fines. Cruz v. Prison Direc- 
tors,. 17 Philippine 269: -U. Ssov 
Servillas, 12° Philippine 12; U. S. v. 
Macasaet, 11 Philippine 447; U. S. v. 
Cortes, 7 Philippine 149: U. S. v. 
Lineses, 5 Philippine 631; U. S. v: 
Hutchinson, 5 Philippine 343. (4) 
Under Act No. 292 § 4 of the Philip- 
pine commission the court is not 
authorized to impose a subsidiary im- 
prisonment in the event of nonpay- 
ment of the fine. U.S, v. Lineses, 
supra. (5) Neither Act No. 610 of 
the Philippine commission nor No. 
652 amendatory of the former pro- 
vides for the provision of subsidiary 
imprisonment in case of nonpayment 
of the fine imposed. U. S. v. Hutch- 
inson, supra. (6) The provisions of 
the Spanish penal code in reference 
to subsidiary imprisonment have no 
application to crimes created by the 
acts of the Philippine commission. 
U. S. v. Glefonea, 5 Philippine 570. 

Where both fine and imprisonment 
are imposed see infra § 22 


ite Smith v. State, 24 on, Cir. Ct; 
[al] In Arkansas a fine imposed as 


a part of the punishment for a felony 

cannot be enforced by imprisonment. 

Coen ey. v. State, 36 Ark. 74. 
UisRe: Jackson, 96 U. S. 

727° “24 Led. 877; In re Teuscher, 

23 -B...Cas., No: 13/846. 

oie p. Soto, 88 Cal. 624, 26 


Ve) 

Towa.—Ex p. Tuichner, 69 Iowa 
393, 28 NW 655. 

Nebr.—Luther v. State, 85 Nebr. 
674, 124 NW. 117. 

Tenn.—Hill v. State, 2 Yere. aes 
64. Ex p. Green, 94 Cal. 387, 29 P 
783; Peo. v. Markham, 7.Cal. 208; 
Kettles v. Peo., 221 Ill. 221, 77 NB 
472; Hanks vy. Workman, 69 Iowa 
600, 29 NW 628; In re McCort, 52 

Kan. 18, 34 P 456. 
65. Brown v. State, 11 Oh. 276; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number.. 
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§§ 21-24] 


its enforcement the court has no authority to sen- 
tence one convicted of violating the statute to 
unprisonment for the nonpayment of the fine im- 
posed.%° Since a provision for forfeiture of a spe- 
cifie sum is equivalent to the imposition of a fine 
for that amount, a statutory provision that one 
convicted shall ‘‘forfeit’’ a specific amount au- 
thorizes imposition of a fine and the imprisonment 


of accused until it is paid.%7 


Constitutionality of imprisonment. The imprison- 
ment for the nonpayment of fines and the statutes 
providing therefor have been repeatedly held not 
to be in violation of constitutional prohibitions of 
imprisonment for debt, on the ground that a fine is 


not a debt within the meaning 


authority for such imprisonment should be given 
and its duration specified by the court when the 
judgment and sentence is pronounced.®® 

Where Both Fine and Imprison- 
ment Are Imposed. As a general rule, where the 
punishment for an offense is both fine and im- 


[§ 22] (2) 
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failure to pay the fine, to be imprisoned, and that 
such imprisonment begin after the expiration of the 
term fixed as a punishment for the crime.” 
some jurisdictions it is held that a statute which 
provides for imprisonment in default of payment 
of fine extends only to cases where a fine alone is 
imposed, and not to cases where both imprisonment 
and fine are specified as the punishment.”! In other 


In 


jurisdictions, however, the application of similar 


[§ 23] (3) 


thereof.®8 The 


of defendant.7* 


rule, where the 


prisonment, the court may order defendant, for a 


Bonsal vy. State, 11 Oh. 72; Lougee 
v. State, 11 Oh. 68; Smith v. State, 
24 Oh. Cir. Ct. 140. Contra U. S. v. 
Robbins, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,171 (decid- 
ing a case arising in Ohio). 

66. Peo. v. Stock, 26 App. Div. 
564, 50 NYS 483 [aff 157 N. Y. 681 
mem, 51 NE 1092 mem]; Peo. v. 
Hazard, 23 Misc. 477, 52 NYS 670. 

67. Ex p. Alexander, 39 Mo. A. 108. 
See Constitutional Law §8§ 447, 


69. State v. Rice, 145 Minn. 359, 
177 NW 348. 

[a] In Minnesota one sentenced 
to pay a fine in a justice court can- 
not be imprisoned to enforce pay- 
ment, unless the justice so deter- 
mines when the sentence is pro- 
nounced and therein specifies the 
, duration of the confinement for non- 
payment, in view of Gen. St. (1913) 
§ 7651. State v. Rice, 145 Minn. 359, 
177 NW 348. 

70. Ariz.— Ex p. Morris, 17 Ariz. 
SS iow Loose 299 helt Cyl. 


Fla.—-Bueno v. State, 40 Fla. 160, 
23 S 862. 
Tll.— Peo. v. Jaraslowski, 254 M11. 


299,98 NI 547; Berkenfield v. Peo., 
272, 61 NE 96 [aff 92 Til. 
’ A. 4001. 


Iowa.—State v. Myers, 44 Iowa 580. 

Mont.—In re Londos, 54 Mont. 418, 
170 P 1045, 1046 [cit Cyc]; State 
v. Lewis, etc., County First Judicial 
Dist. Ct., 51 Mont. 186, 149 P 958. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Sage, 13 App. Div. 
135, 43 NYS 372 [aff 17 Misc. 712, 41 
NYS 531]; Peo. v. Sutton, 2 Silv. 
Sup. 575, 6 NYS 95. 
’ Okl.—Files v. State, 9 Okl. Cr. 512, 
132 P 509; Ex p. Bowes, 8 Okl. Cr. 
201, 127 P 20; 

Tex.—Dixon vy. State, 2 Tex. 481. 

Wyo.—Fisher v. McDaniel, 9 Wyo. 
457, 64 P 1056, 87 AmSR 971. 


Eng.—Groenvelt’s Case; 1 Ld. 
Raym. 2138, 91 Beprint 10388. 

See State v. Hyland, 36 La. Ann. 
709; State v. Ryder, 36 La. Ann. 294 


(both holding that the word “impris- 
onment” alone and unqualified, when 
used in criminal statutes, does not 
import imprisonment at hard labor, 
and therefore when one has been 
sentenced to imprisonment at hard 
Jabor for a crime and to a pecuniary 
fine in addition thereto, and in de- 
fault of payment of the fine to an- 
other term of the same kind of 
imprisonment, the latter part of the 
sentence is illegal). 

Boginning of imprisonment 
infra § 28. 

71. Pee v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35, 45 
P 181; Lowrey v. Hogue, 85 Cal. 600, 
24 P 995; Peo. v. Hamberg, 84 Cal. 
468, 24 P 298; EaaE eee ane: 83 
Calne SS, Mom overr eo. Vv. 
Righetti, 66 Cal. 184, 4 P 1063, 1185]; 


see 


Ex p. Neustadt, 82 Cal. 278, 23 P 124; 
In re Collins, (Cal.) 23 P 374; Peo. v. 
Velarde, (Cal. A.) 188 P 59; Peo. v. 
Kerr, 15 Cal, A. 273,114 P 584; Peo. v. 
Lopez, 17 Porto Rico 501; Peo. v. 
Vazquez, 17 Porto Rico 298; Peo. v. 
Puente, 14 Porto Rico 109; Reese v. 
Olsen, 44 Utah 318, 139 P 941; Rob- 


erts v. Howells, 22 Utah 3889, 62 P 
892. See Ex p. Lewis, 10 Utah 47, 
41 P 1077 (where the court has 


prescribed the maximum term of im- 
prisonment there can be no imprison- 
ment for the nonpayment of the fine). 

[a] The statute “was not intended 
to apply to judgments where both 
fine and imprisonment were imposed, 
but it does apply where there is 
no express judgment of imprison- 
ment. In other words, if there is a 
judgment of imprisonment’! and a 
judgment of fine, then the fine is not 
enforceable by imprisonment,” and, 
“where a judgment of imprisonment 
has been rendered and also a judg- 
ment of fine, there can be no im- 
prisonment to satisfy the fine.” Rob- 
erts v. Howells, 22 Utah 389, 392, 
394, 62 P 892 [quot Reese v. Olsen, 
44 Utah 318, 320, 139 P 941]. 

[b] Reason for rule.—“The degra- 
dation and punishment by imprison- 
ment are greater than that by fine. 
Such a judgment would be _ exces- 
sive in that it would impose impris- 
onment for the non-payment of a 
debt or fine due the state after the 
right to punish by imprisonment had 
been exhausted. In such a case the 
state must resort to its execution 
for the collection of its fine, as in a 
case at law.’ Roberts v. Howells, 22 
Utah 389,393, 62 P 892: 

[ec] Rule criticized.—‘‘In Califor- 
nia and Utah the applications have 
been prosecuted successfully. Thé 
decision in each state takes no notice 
of the common-law powers of a court 
of general jurisdiction, but grants re- 
lief solely upon the ground that the 
statutes do not expressly authorize 
imprisonment to satisfy the fine, 
when the fine is accompanied by a 
definite term of imprisonment as a 
part of the punishment. ... The de- 
cided weight of authority and the 
better reasoning hold to the contrary 
eonclusion, which I think should be 
adonvted in this state.’”” In re Londos, 
54 Mont. 418, 420, 170 P 1045. 


72, Arizi—Bx p. Morris, 17. Ariz. 
537, 155 P 299 (well considered 
case). 

Tda.—State v. Goodrich, 196 P 


1043; State v. Anderson, 3i Ida, 514, 
L74-P 124. ; 
Minn.=State v. Sannerud, 38 Minn. 
229, 36 NW 447; State v, Olson, 38 
Minn. 150, 36 NW 446. 
Mont.—in re Londos, 54 Mont. 418, 
170 P 1045. 


against Property. 
requirement,’* it is not a condition precedent to the 
power to impriscn that an effort should have been 
made first to satisfy the fine out of the property 


statutes is not so limited.?? 


Necessity of First Proceeding 
Apart from express statutory 


[§ 24] b. Place of Confinement. As a general 


sentence is to pay a fine and in 


default of payment to be imprisoned, the imprison- 
ment may and should be in the common jail of 
the city or ecounty,’® rather than in the state 


Okl.—Files v. State, 9 Okl. Cr: 
512, 132 P 509; Ex p. Bowes, 8 Okl. 
Crs2 01 27 et 202 

See Ex p. Dockery, 88 Tex. Cr. 
293, 42 SW 599 (imprisonment for 
nonpayment of fine is not a part 
of a term of imprisonment or 
labor which is given in addition to 
the fine, and therefore a provision 
that the convict shall be credited 
with a certain sum on his fine for 
each day’s imprisonment or labor, 
and that in no event shall he be 
required to work out his fine for 
more than a year, has no application 
to the term of imprisonment imposed 
with his fine). : 

[a] “The direct language of the 
statute is that ‘a judgment that the 
defendant pay a fine may also direct 
that he is imprisoned until the fine 
be satisfied.’ The expression does 
not import that imprisonment may 
not be imposed in default of payment 
of fine in cases where the court may 
or must also inflict a jail sentence. . 
Nor do I think it requires such a 
construction.” Per Ross. C. J., in Bx 
ee 17 Ariz. “537%, +540,° 155° PB 

[b] For example, a sentence to 
imprisonment in the county jail for 
thirty days, and for the payment of 
a fine of seventy-five dollars and 
costs, and to stand committed to the 
county jail until such fine and costs 
should be paid, not exceeding thirty 
days in addition to the thirty days’ 
imprisonment, was held legal. State 
v. Sannerud, 38 Minn. 229, 86 NW 
447; State v. Olson, 38 Minn. 150, 36 
NW 446. 

73. Sheldon v. Hill, 33 Mich. 171; 
Peo. v. Rochester, 8 NYSt 291. 

[a] In Canada the statutes au- 
thorize the court, in certain cases 
where a fine has been imposed and 
not paid, to issue a warrant of dis- 
tress, and at the return, if not ‘suffi- 
cient goods, to commit defendant to 
jail. Reg. v. Galbraith, 6 Man. 14; 
Reg. v. Blakely, 6 Ont. Pr. 244. 

74; Til.—In re*Bollig, 81 111-7:88: 

Iowa.—Elsner v. Shrigley, 80 Iowa 
30. 45 NW 393. 

Ky.-—-Faris v. Com., 3 B. Mon. 79. 

S. C.—Atty.-Gen v. Baker, 30 S. C. 


Bg. 521. 

Va.—Shiflett v. Com., 90 Va. 386, 18 
SE 838. 

Ont.—Arnott v. Bradly, 23 Ui Cc. 
org pil 


75. Ala.—Perry v. State, 149 Ala. 


40, 48 S 18. 
Cal.—_Ex p. Halsted. 89 Cal. 471, 


26 P 961; In re Montijo, 26 P 961. 


Colo.—Saner v. Peo., 17 Colo. A, 
30M. 69 P76. 
Fla.—Enson v. State, 58 Wa. 37, 


50 S 948, 188 AmSR 92, 18 AnnCas 
940; Douglass v. State, 538 Fla. 27, 
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prison.76 


jail for this purpose."7 
iO. 20]. “Cc: 
General. 


ment of the fine.7§ 


43 S 424; Thompson vy. State, 52 Fla. 
113, 41 S 899; Dean v. State, 41 Fla. 
291, 26 S 638, 79 AmSR 186; Eggart 
v. State, 40 Fla, 527, 25 S 144; Bueno 
v. State, 40 Fla. 160, 23 S 862. 

Minn.—State v. Framness, 43 Minn. 
490, 45 NW 1098. 

N. Y.—Merkee v. 13 
Hun 157. 

[a] “City workhouse.”—A work- 
house erected by a-county and city 
jointly is a “city workhouse,” within 
the meaning of a statute which pro- 
vides that, upon a judgment for a 
fine issued by a city court, a capias 
may issue, requiring the imprison- 
ment of defendant in the “city work- 
house,’’ if there is one. Hopkinsville 
v. Boyd, 101 Ky. 664, 42 SW 350, 19 
KyL 876. 

Place of imprisonment generally 
see Criminal Law §§ 3240-3246. 

76. Cheaney v. State, 36 Ark. 74; 
Ex p. Wadleigh, 82 Cal. 518, 23 P 190; 
Ex p. Middleton, (Cal.) 20 P 684; 
Rxop. Arras, 78- Cal.4304,, 20, P6383: 
See Ex p. Tani, 29 Nev. 385, 91 P 137, 
13 LRANS 518 (where the sentence 
was erroneous only in that it di- 
rected imprisonment in the _ state 
prison for nonpayment of a fine in- 
stead of in the county jail, and on 
habeas corpus proceedings it was 
held that such direction as to the 
place of imprisonment might be re- 
jected as surplusage, and did not 
vitiate the entire sentence). 


Rochester, 


77. Peo. v. Sage, 13 App. Div. 135, 
483 NYS 3:72 [rev 17 Misc. 712, 41 
NYS 531] (Code Cr. Proc. § 488, 


which provides that, where the judg- 
ment is imprisonment in the county 
jail or fine and imprisonment until 
it is paid, “the judgment must be 
executed by the sheriff of the county” 
in which conviction was had, applies 
only to cases where fine or fine and 
imprisonment in the county jail is 
the only penalty imposed). 

78. Hathcock v. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
13 SE 959; Brock v. State, 22 Ga. 98. 
But see Brownbridge v. Peo., 38 Mich. 
751 (holding that a sentence impos- 
ing imprisonment for nonpayment of 
fine is bad if it does not provide that 
the imprisonment shall have a defi- 
nite outside limit, and shall end as 
much earlier as the fine is paid). 

Definiteness of sentence generally 
see Criminal Law § 3078 et seq. 

79. Morgan v. State, 47 Ala. 34; 
Ex p. Peacock, 25 Fla. 478, 6 S 473; 
Ix p. Bryant, 24 Fla. 278, 4 S 854, 
12 AmSR 200; In re Newton, 39 Nebr. 
157, 58 NW 436; In re Beall, 26 Oh. 
St. 195. 

80. Ex p. Peacock, 25 Fla. 478, 6 
S 473; Ex p. Bryant, 24 Fla. 278, 4S 
854, 12 AmSR 200. 

gl. Ala—Ex p. Russellville, 95 
Ala, 19, 11 S 18; Culpepper v. Adams, 
1 Ala. A. 536, 55 S 325. 

Ark.—State v. Barnes, 37 Ark. 448. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35, 45 
P 181: Ex p. Noble, 96 Cal. 362, 31 P 
224: Ex p. Soto, 88 Cal. 624, 26 P 530; 


But it has been held, under a statute au- 
thorizing imprisonment for the nonpayment of a 
fine, that if the primary punishment includes a term 
of imprisonment in the state prison, the convict may 
be required to serve out his fine in the same insti- 
tution and need not be transferred to a county 


Duration of Imprisonment—(1) In 
In the absence of a statute limiting the 
duration of the imprisonment te enforce the pay- 
ment of a fine, it seems that the convict may be 
imprisoned for an unlimited time in default of pay- 
A constitutional provision for- 
bidding indefinite imprisonment is not violated by 
a sentence imposing a fine and directing the com- 
mitment of defendant until it is paid,7® for the 
reason that the punishment is the fine, and the 
committing to custody is only a means of its en- 
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forcement.®° 


[§ 26] 
tial Payment. 


Ex sp! HErdmann, 88° Cal, 579, 26°-P 
si2s Wx p. Casey, 85 Cal: 36, 24 P 
599; Ex p. Ellis, 54 Cal. 204; Ex p. 


Kelly, 28 Cal. 414; Peo. v. Markham, 
7 Cal. 208; Robbins’ App., 27 Cal. A. 
CCK, ESL 14. 

Fla.—Egegart v. State, 40 Fla. 527, 
25 S 144; Bueno y. State, 40 Fla. 160, 
23 S 862; Roberts v. State, 30 Fla. 
82, 11 S 536; Ex p. Pells, 28 Fla. 67, 
9 S 833; Ex p. Peacock, 25 Fla. 478, 
6 S 881. 
alae Be Vite ODA spit mele tems 

Iowa.—Hlsner vy. Shrigley, 80 lowa 
80, 45 NW 392; State v. Boynton, 75 
Iowa 753, 38 NW 505; Ex p. Tuich- 
ner, 69 Iowa 3938, 28 NW 655; State 
v. Myers, 44 Iowa 580; State v. Jor- 


dan, 39 Iowa 387; In re Curley, 34 
Iowa 184. 
Ky.—Rowe v. Reneer, 99 SW 250, 


30 KyL 545; Com. v. Norton, 96 Ky. 
386, 29 SW 134, 16 Kyl 478; Berry 
v. Sheehan, 87 Ky. 434, 9 SW 286, 10 
KyL 426; Berry v. Brislan, 86 Ky. 
5, 4 SW 794, 9 KyL 223. 

La.—State v. Prince, 42 La. Ann. 


817, 8 S 591; State v. Markham, 15 


La. Ann. 498; State v. Butman, 15 La. 
Ann. 166. 
Me.—Gurney v. Tufts, 37 Me. 130, 
58 AmD 777. 
Pete pae v. Nordstrom, 178 NW 
Miss.-—Ex p. McInnis, 98 Miss. 773, 
54 S 260. 
eae Louis v. Karr, 85 Mo. A. 
Mont.—Petelin y. 29 
Mont. 466, 75 P 82. 
Nebr.—In re Newton, 39 Nebr. 757, 
58 NW 436. 
N. M.—In re Roe Chung, 9 N. M. 


130, 49 P 952. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Jeratino, 62 Misc. 
587, 116 NYS 1121; In re Sweatman, 
1 Cow. 144; Matter of Hoffman, 1 
N. Y. Cr. 484. 

Okl.—Ex p. Steed, 6 OKl. Cr. 183, 
1D PaO Site 

Or.—Ex p. McGee, 33 Or. 165, 54 
P 1091. 

Pa.—Mertz’s Case, 8 Watts & S. 
374;- Johnson’s Pet., 2 Pa. Dist. 700. 

Porto Rico.—Peo. v. Villaveitia, 26 
Porto Rico 344; Peo. v. Collazo, 
20 Porto Rico 190; Peo. v. Daniel, 17 
Porto Rico 318; Ex p. Colon, 13 
Porto Rico 283; Peo. v. Del Toro, 
13 Porto Rico 218; Peo. v. Laviosa, 
13 Porto Rico 203; Peo, v. Torres, 13 
Porto Rico 201; Peo. v. Paz, 13 Porto 
Rico 178; Peo. v. Maiz, 13 Porto Rico 
45; Peo. v. Diaz, 12 Porto Rico 301; 
Ex p. Nazario, & Forto Rico 473. 

Tex.—Ex p. Chapman, 82 Tex. Cr. 
119, t98 SW 575; Ex p. Hunt, 28 Tex. 
A. 361, 13 SW 145. 

Utah.—Roberts vy. Howells, 22 Utah 
389. 62 P 892. 

Va.—Com, v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 
Va.) 702. 

Wis.—Starry v. State, 115 Wis. 50, 
90 NW 1014; Bonneville v. State, 53 
Wis. 680, 11 NW 427. 


Kennedy, 


Statutes authorizing 
for nonpayment of a fine usually impose limita- 
tions upon the term of imprisonment.®! 
thorities hold that the term of imprisonment for 
the nonpayment of a fine is not limited by statutes 
prescribing a maximum period as punishment for 
the offense,®2 but other authorities seem to hold the 
contrary view,®* and there are statutes expressly 
providing that the term of imprisonment for the 
nonpayment of a fine cannot exceed the limit for 
which defendant might be sentenced to imprison- 
ment for the offense.** 

(2) Reduction of Imprisonment by Par- 
In some jurisdictions it is held that 
one committed for nonpayment of a fine must re- 
main in custody for the whole of the term fixed 
in the sentence, unless the whele fine is sooner 
paid;8> but in other jurisdictions, where the im- 


L§§ 24-26 


imprisonment 


Some au- 


Wyo.—Fisher v. McDaniel, 9 Wyo. 
457, 64 P 1056, 87 AmSR 971. 

See In re Greenwald, 77 Fed. 590 
(Rev. St. § 1042 impliedly author- 
izes imprisonment of a defendant 
sentenced to pay a fine until such 
fine is paid, but there is nothing to 
indicate that such imprisonment can 
be extended beyond the maximum 
term of imprisonment for the offense). 

[a] Discretion.—(1) Under some 
statutes specifying that alternative 
imprisonment at the rate of one 
day for each half dollar of the sum 
of the fine shall be imposed by cer- 
tain .courts, no discretion is granted 
to-the court to shorten the term of 
imprisonment. Peo. v. ‘Torres, 13° 
Porto Rico 201. (2) However, there 
are statutes in the same jurisdictions 
giving to certain other courts discre- 
tion in fixing the term of imprison- 
ment aS an aiternative for the non- 
payment of a fine. Peo. v. Torres, 
13 Porto Rico 201. 

[b] Meaning of “month.”—(1) Un- 
der a statute providing that in de- 
fault of payment of a: fine and 4f 
sufficient distress cannot be found, 
the offender may be imprisoned for 
any period not exceeding three 
months, a conviction providing for 
an imprisonment for ninety days in 
default of payment of or sufficient 
distress for the fine imposed is bad, 
because ninety days may possibly be 
more than three calendar months. 
Reg. v. Gavin, CN. S:) "2 Can€rGas 
AO (2) The meaning of ‘‘month’’ 
when-used to measure term of im- 
prisonment generally see Criminal 
Law. § 3239. 

[ec] In Minnesota under L. (1919) 
e 455 § 25, the period of commitment 
for nonpayment of the fine cannot ex- 
ceed the limit of imprisonment pre- 
scribed by the statute. State v. Nord- 
strom, 178 NW 164. 

82. State v. Peterson, 38 Minn. 
143, 36 NW 4438 [dist Mims vy. State, 
26 Minn, 494, 5 NW- 369]; Peo. v. 
Sage, 13 App. Div. 1385,° 43) NYS 372 
[aff 17 Mise. 712, 41 NYS 531]; Peo. 
v. Sutton, 2 Silv. Sup. 575, 6 NYS 
95; Ex p. McGee, 33 Or. 165, 54 P 


1091. . 

83. Brownbridge v. Peo., 38 Mich. 
751; Howard v. Peo., 3 Mich. 207; 
Logan vy. Steadman, 47 Utah 611, 155 
P 445. See Ex p. Lewis, 10 Utah 
47, 41 P 1077 (where the-court has 
prescribed the maximum term of im- 
prisonment there cau be no imprison- 
Hoes for the nonpayment of the 
ne). ; 

84. Ex p. Morris, 17 Ariz. 537, 155. 
P 299; Reg. v. Gavin, (N. 8S.) 1 CanCr 


Case5or 

[a] In California (1) a statute to 
that effect has been enacted. Ex p. 
Erdmann, 88 Cal. 579, 26 P 372. (2) 
The earlier rule was to the contrary. 
Ex p. Casey, 85 Cal. 36, 24 P 599; 
Ex p. Kelly, 28 Cal. 414. 

85. Galles v. Wilcox, 68 Iowa 664, 
27 NW 816. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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prisonment operates as a satisfaction of the fine 
at a certain rate per day, the prisoner may at 
any time pay the sum remaining unsatisfied and 
claim his discharge.*® Some statutes prescribe the 
rate at which such imprisonment shall serve to dis- 
charge the fine.87 

[§ 27] (8) Deduction of Time during Unau- 
thorized Release. Where one sentenced to impris- 
onment for the nonpayment of a fine is released by 
the officer without authority, the time of his ab- 
sence cannot be considered as spent in imprisonment 
in satisfaction of the judgment.%® 

[§ 28] d. Time of Commitment and Suspension 
of Sentence. When a person may be sentenced to 
pay a fine and also to be imprisoned as a punish- 
ment, the term of imprisonment for the enforcement 
of the fine will begin after the expiration of the 
term of imprisonment inflicted as a punishment.®%? 
It has been held that, while a court should immedi- 
ately commit a defendant to imprisonment on fail- 
ure to pay a fine imposed, yet if the court extends 
indulgence to him by giving him time in which to 
pay, a mittimus subsequently issued is not void.?° 
However, it has also been held that a court has no 
power to suspend execution of a sentence except 
as incident to a writ of error or some other legal 
ground,®! and having sentenced a defendant to pay 
a fine and to stand committed until it was paid 
or, in default of payment, until the expiration of 
a prescribed period, the term of imprisonment on 
failure to pay the fine commences at once;°? and 
that if the court without legal cause suspends exe- 
cution of the sentence until further order, and no 


86. Ex p. Riley, 142 Cal. 124, 75 
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further order is made until after the expiration of 
the period, defendant cannot thereafter be com- 
mitted, although the fine remains unpaid. 

[§ 29] e. Discharge from Imprisonment—(1) 
In General. As a general rule defendant is entitled 
to his discharge when the amount of the fine has 
been fully paid;®* when the fine has been re- 
mitted by the proper authority;9® when defendant 
has remained in custody the length of time required 
by law to satisfy the amount of the judgment;%* or 
when he has satisfied the judgment against him by 
complying with such statutory provisions as are 
in force, to enable him to avoid imprisonment.®%? 

Excessive fees. It has been held that a discharge 
cannot be predicated upon the inclusion of excessive 
fees,°S but that defendant will be left to his eivil 
remedy if the fees are too large.®? 

Where a prisoner is conditionally discharged it 
has been held that he may be imprisoned upon fail- 
ure to comply with the conditions. 

[§ 30] (2) Inability to Pay. Under the the- 
ory that a fine is not a debt but a punishment for 
crime,” a person in confinement under execution for 
the nonpayment of a fine imposed in a eriminal 
proceeding is not entitled to the benefit of general 
acts passed for the relief of insolvent debtors,’ 
unless such acts expressly include persons impris- 
oned for nonpayment of fines;* but where the action 
to enforce the fine is a qui tam action to recover 
a penalty, civil in its nature and not criminal, it 
has. been held that defendant is entitled to the bene- 
fit of relief under insolvent. debtors’ acts.4% Stat- 
utes in many jurisdictions, however, make special 


| 138 (decided prior to the passage of 
a statute providing that persons im- 


P1665; hx p: Casey, 85 Cal. 36, 24°P 91. 


599; Ex p. Chin Yan, 60 Cal. 78; Ex 
p. Kelly, 28 Cal. 414. But see Ex p. 
Harrison, 63 Cal. 299 (holding that a 
party held in custody by a commit- 
ment upon a judgment for fine and 
costs and imprisoned under the pro- 
visions of Pen. Code § 330 has no 
right to his discharge at any time 
within the term of his imprisonment 
without first paying in money the 
judgment against him). 

87. Ex p. Casey, 85 Cal. 36, 24 P 
599; Ex p. Baldwin, 60 Cal. 432; Ex p. 
Ellis, 54 Cal. 204; State v. Boynton, 
75 Iowa 753, ?8 NW 505; Galles v. 
Wilcox, 68 Iowa 664, 27 NW 816: Peo. 
v. Riseley, 38 Hun 280, 4 _N. Y. Cr. 
199: State v. Merry, 20 N. D. 387, 127 
NW 83; Ex p. Anderson, 34 Tex. Cr. 
14, 28 SW 807; Ex p. Hunt, 28 Tex. 
A. 361, 13 SW_ 145. 

88 Ex p. Vanze, 90 Cal. 208, 27 
P 209, 18 LRA 574. 

89. Fla.—Bueno v. State, 40 Fla. 
160; 23 S 862. 

Tll.—Berkenfield v. Peo., 191 IIl. 
272, 61 NE 96 [aff 92 Ill. A. 400]. 

Ind.—Ex p. Tongate, 31 Ind. 370. 

Jowa.—State v. Myers, 44 Iowa 580. 

La.—State v. Hyland, 36 La. Ann. 
709: State v. Ryder, 36 La. Ann. 294. 

Mass.—Gannon y. Adams, 8 Gray 


395. " 
N. Y.—Peo. v. Sage, 13 App. Div. 
ebe As NVS. oe, 12. Ne Y¥. Cr200) faft 
on this point 17 Misc. 712, 41 NYS 
531]; Peo. v. Sutton, 2 Silv. Sup. 5b, 

NYS 95. 

‘i Okl.—Files v. State, 9 Okl. Cr. 512, 

2,509. 

1334 —Com. v. Long, 5 Binn, 489. 

Wyo.—Fisher v. McDaniel, 9 Wyo. 
457, 64 P 1056, 87 AmSR 971. 

Eng.—Groenyelt’s Case, 1 Ud. 
Ravm. 213, 91 Reprint 1038. 

Power of writ to fix beginning of 
imprisonment see supra_§ 22. 

90. McLaughlin v. Etchison, 127 
Ind. 474, 27 NE 152, 22 AmSR 658. 
See also In re Shaw, 31 Minn. 44, 16 
NW 461 (the commitment may be 
issued at any time while the judg- 
ment stands unexecuted, except dur- 


In re Webb, 89 Wis. 354, 62 
NW 177, 46 AmSR 846, 27 LRA 356. 

Suspension of sentence generally 
see Criminal Law §§ 3041-3050. 

92. In re Webb, 89 Wis. 354, 62 
NW 177, 46 AmSR 846, 27 LRA 356. 

93. In re Webb, 89 Wis. 354, 62 
NW i177, 46 AmSR 846, 27 LRA 356. 

94. See infra § 31. 

95. Spradley v. State, 23 Tex. Civ. 
A. 20, 56 SW.114; Ex p. Cook, 80 Tex. 
(Oi S10 ASE SA MOS 

96. Ex p. Colon, 13 Porto Rico 


283: Dx) p) Nazario, 8 Porto Rico 
473; Spradley v. State, 23 Tex. Civ. 
A. 20, 56 SW 114; Ex p. Chapman, 


SOT Mex (Or 1199198) SW) 67535 Hx. p: 
CookpesOe Dexa Crile tie 13s Swi 979); 
Ex p. Woodroe, 51 Tex. Cr. 158, 101 


SW 226; Ex p. Reeves, 41 Tex. Cr. 
266, 53 SW 1022. 
97. Ark.—State v. Piggues, 58 


Ark. 132; 23 SW 792. 
Ga.—Gordon v. Johnson, 
584, 55 SE 489. 
Ind.—Dinckerlocker v. Marsh, 
Ind. 548. 
Ky.—Com. v. Merrigan, 8 Bush 131. 
N. C.—State v. Cooley, 80 N.C. 398. 
Tenn.—Hamilton v. State, 9 Baxt. 
SoDe 
fa] Imprisonment after replevy. 
—When a defendant has taken ad- 
vantage of an act which provides 
that “when the defendant is adjudged 
to pay any fine and costs, the court 
shall order him to be committed to 
the jail of the county until the same 
are paid or replevied,” by replevying 
the judgment against him, the right 
to imprison him ceases. Dincker- 
locker v. Marsh, 75 Ind. 548, 551. 
Inability to pay see infra § 30. 


126 Ga. 
75 


98. Rex v. Berrigan, (N. S.) 17 
CanCrCas 329. 

99. Rex v. Berrigan, (N. S.) 17 
CanCrCas 329. 

1. In re Boyd, 34 Kan. 570, 9 P 


240. 

2. State v. Manuel, 20 N. C. 144; 
Rex v. Norris, 4 Burr. 2142, 98 Re- 
print 117. And see Debt § 7. 

3. State v. Manuel, 20 N. C. 144; 
Com. v. Chapman, 1 Va. Cas. (3 Va.) 


prisoned for fines may take the oath 
of insolvency and thereupon be dis- 
charged); Rex v. Norris, 4 Burr. 
sae Reprint 117; 1 Chitty Cr. L. 
p : 

ane Ark.—Edwards v. State, 22 Ark. 

N. Y.—In re Sweatman, 1 Cow. 144. 

Oh.—Ex p. Scott, 19 Oh. St. 581. 

S. C.—Atty.-Gen. v. Baker, 30 S. C. 
Hq, 520. 

Tenn.—Cagle v. State, 6 Humphr. 
391; Rogers y. State, 5 Yerg, 368; 
Hill v. State, 2 Yerg. 247. 

Va.—Com. v. Webster, 8 Gratt. (49 

Va.) 702. 
Constitutionality of statutes. 
—The act of Febr. 1, 1853, giving to 
parties imprisoned for nonpayment 
of fines the benefit of laws for the 
relief of insolvent debtors, and au- 
thorizing their discharge as_ such, 
was held not to be an attempt to 
place the pardoning power in hands 
other than those of the governor of 
the state. It is merely a modification 
of penalties prescriked for certain 
offenses, and is not in conflict with 
the ccnstitution. Ex p. Scott, 19 Oh. 
St. 581. 

{b] Prison bounds.—The act of 
1788, providing that ‘‘all prisoners in 
execution on any civil process” shall 
be entitled to the benefit of prison 
bounds, has been construed to include 
a prisoner in custody under a capias 
ad satisfaciendum for a fine and the 
costs of prosecution. Atty.-Gen. v. 
Baker, 30 S. C. Hq. 521. But see 
State v. Gee, 1 S. C. L. 163 (holding 
that a person committed for the non- 
payment of a fine is not entitled to 
the privilege of prison bounds). 

{c] Enforcement of privilege.— 
Where a person in charge of a prise 
oner refuses to take him before the 
commissioner of insolvency to pro- 
eure his discharge under the pro- 
visions of the statute, the more 
convenient and appropriate remedy is 
by mandamus and not by habeas 
corpus. Ex p. Scott, 19 Oh. St. 581. 

444. Brophy v. Perth Amboy, 44 


1162 [25C.J.] 
provision for the discharge of one imprisoned for 
nonpayment of a fine, upon compliance with certain 
specified conditions.> It is no ground for a refusal 
to discharge a defendant who is unable to pay the 
fine that some of defendant’s friends are able to 
pay it, or that defendant may at some indefinite 
time do so if he is kept in prison.? Ordinarily the 
statutes require an application® to the court in 
which the conviction took place; and an affidavit 
as to detendant’s inability to pay.*° 

{§ 31] (8) Payment as Ground for Discharge. 11 
The prisoner is entitled to his discharge from im- 
prisonment for the nonpayment of a fine upon pay- 
ment of such fine to the proper authorities? A 
proper tender of the fine to an officer authorized 
to accept it+* entitles defendant to his discharge 
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[§§ 30-33 


by statute, defendant cannot be rearrested upon 
failure to collect the fine in an action on the 
security.° So also it has been held that where a 
sheriff releases a prisoner and takes the promise 
of another to pay the fine, he cannot afterward 
hold defendant or arrest him for not paying fine.1% 

[$ 32] (4) Improper Discharge, or Escape. If 
a prisoner, after being fined and ordered into cus- 
tody, escapes before his term of imprisonment ex- 
pires, with or‘without the consent of the officer into 
whose custody he has been placed, he is not thereby 
legally set at liberty and may be retaken and im- 
prisoned.1* 

[§ 33] f. Imprisonment as Discharging Fine. 
Undergoing imprisonment for nonpayment of a fine 
does not in most jurisdictions operate to relieve 
defendant of his liability for the payment of the 


from further custody.1¢ It seems that where se- 


curity is accepted in lieu of payment as provided 


Noss. F217 [rev 45 '‘N. ‘J. L. 5891: 
Discharge of poor debtors see Exe- 
ecutions §§ 1184-1218. 
“Fine” and “penalty” distingnished 


see supra § 3, 
Peo., 25 Colo. 


=. olo.—Tate v. 
335, 53 P 1050 

Conn.— Riley y. State, 16 Conn. 47. 

D. C—U. 8. v. Mills, 11 App. 500; 
Ex p. Norvell, 20 D. C. 348. 
| - aoa p. Pells, 28 Fla. 67, 9 S 

Ga—Shiver v. State, 23 Ga. 230. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Windes, 283 Til. 251, 
119 NE 297; Peo. v. Jaraslowski, 254 
itt. 299, 98 NE 547:"Peo. v. Foster, 
104 131. 156; Ex p. Bolling, 31 Ill. 88; 
Rankin v. Beaird, 1 Ill. 163; Peo. 
v. Hexton, 202 Tl. A. 414. 

Ind.—Peed v. Brewster, 168 Ind. 
§1,.79 NE 1039. 

Towa. —Hanks y. Workman, 69 Towa 
€00, 29 NW 628; State y. ‘Anwerda, 
40 Towa 151; In re Jordan, 39 Iowa 
394: State v. Peck, -27 Towa 342; In 
re Curley, 34 Iowa 184; State v. Van 
Vieet, 23 Iowa 168. 

Kan.—In re Boyd, 34 Kan. 570, 9 P 
240. - 

La—State vy. Judge Fourth Dist. 
Ct., 45 La. Ann. 948, 13 S 196. 

Me.—Bates y. Butler, 46 Me. 387. 

Mass.—Gannon v. Adams, 8 Gray 
395: Harris v. Com., 23 Pick. 280. 
Nebr.—In re Newton, 39 Nebr. 757, 
58 he 436. 

N. H.—In re Siskin, 63 N. H. 389; 
State v. Robinson, i7 N. H. 263: 
Strafford County v. Jackson, 14 N. H. 


16. 
Be C.—State v. Burton, 113 N. C. 
655, 18 SE 657; State v. Williams, aT 
N. C. 414, 2 SE 370; State v. Mc- 
Neely, 92 N. C. 829; State v. Davis, 
$2 N. C. 610: State v. McClure, 61 N. 
G.- 4985 State v. Manuel, 20 N. C. 144. 
Oh——Ex p. Scott, 19 Oh. St. 581; In 
re McAdams, 21 Oh. Cir. Ct. 450, 11 
Oh. Cir. Dec. 780; In re Moore, 14 Oh. 
Cir. Ct. 237, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 575; Ex 
p. Mullaney, 10 OhS&CP 419, 8 Oh 


NP 49. ; 
Pa.—Schuylkill County v. Reif- 
snyder, 46 Pa. 446; Com. v. Long, 5 
2 Pa. Dist. 


Binn. 489; Johnson’s Pet., 
700, TS Pa. + Col F705 Com. Vo Carey, 
2 Pa. Co. 293; Feehan’s Case, Bright- 
ly 462; Com. v. Heiffer, 2 Woodw. 
rae 
Tex.—Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 400; 
Dixon v: State, 2 Tex. 481; 3 
Clayton, 51 Tex. Cr. 553, 
630; = p. Biela, 46 Tex. Cr. 487, 
poe SW 7 39: Bx p. Rodriguez, 45 Tex. 
76, 3 Sw 1050; Ex p. Reeves, 41 
Tex. Cr. 266, 53 SW 1022; Ex p. Hall, 
34 Tex. Cr.-617, 31 SW 640; Ex p. 
Taylor, 34 Tex. Cr. 273, 30 Sw 230; 
Ex p. Richmond, 34 Tex. Cr. 112, 29 
SW 471; Ex p. Hunt, 28 Tex. A. 361, 
13 SW 145; Childers v. State, 25 Tex. 
A. 658, 8 SW 928: Ex p. Bogle, 20 Tex. 
MA AS27s Ex 'p. Godfrey, 11 Tex. A. 34. 
Va. — Wilkerson y. Allan, 23 Gratt. 
(64 Va.) 10. 
Wis—Manitowoe County v. Sulli- 


fine.1§ 


van, 51 Wis. 115, 8 NW 12. 

[a] Necessity of proving inabil- 
ity to labor.—Under some statutes 
one cannot be discharged without 
proof not only of inability to pay 
but also of inability to labor. Peo. 
v. Windes, 283 Tll. 251, 119 NE 297; 
Peo. v. Jaraslowski, 254 Ill. 299, 98 
NE 547. 

{b] Discharge before expiration 
of cumulative imprisonment.—When 
a defendant is sentenced to imprison- 
ment in addition to the payment of 
fine, he cannot be discharged from 
the imprisonment for the enforce- 
ment of the fine until the expiration 
of the imprisonment which is im- 
posed as a punishment. Peo. v. Fos- 
ter, 104 Ill. 156; Ex p. Tongate, 31 
Ind. 376; Gannon vy. Adams, 8 Gray 


(Mass.) 395. 
imprisonment.— 
The statutes in some jurisdictions 
provide, or at times” have provided, 
to the period of imprisonment as it 
may deem proper upon satisfactory 
to pay the fine. Luckey v. State, 14 
Tex. 400 
14-—On, sCirs eet: 

7, 7 Oh. Cir. Dec. 

7. In re Moore, 14 Oh, 

7 

8. Peo. v. Windes, 283 Ill. 251,119 
NE 297. 
NE 297. 

10s Ex p. Rodriquez, 45 Tex. Cr. 
Cr. 142, 41 SW 626. 

11. Reduction of a aieog Or by 

Ga.—Gordan v. Johnson, 

Ga? 584, 55 SE 489; Broomhead v. 

Ky.—Com. v. Wilson, 3 KyL 777. 

Miss.—Odom v. State, 
ane 19 Seas bist. 
ae Ss. C—State v. Smith, 10 S. C. L. 


{c] Shortening 
that the court may fix such a limit 
proof of the inability of defendant 
6. In re Moore, 
STi 
Cir. Bet. 
, t- Oh. Cir.-Dec. 575 
9. Peo. v. Windes, 283 Ill. 251, 119 
76, 73 SW 1050; Ex p. Jones, 38 Tex. 
ip payment see supra § 2 26 
Chisolm, 47 Ga. 390. 
58 S 145. 
Pa.—Com. v. Fetter, 
Tex.—Ex p. Cook, 80 Tex. COs Sy Gi 


188 SW 979; Spradley v. State, 23 
Tex. Civ. A. 20, 56 SW 114. 
[a] Necessity of paying costs in 


addition to fine—It has been held 
that where there is a judgment for 
fine and costs, defendant is not en- 
titled to his discharge upon pay- 
ment of the fine only but the costs 
must also be paid. In re Landreth, 
55 Kan. 147, 40 P 285. See also Costs 
§ 861. 

Cross references: 

Necessity of order of court see Pris- 

ons [23 Cye 331, 338]. 

Payment of fine as affecting right of 

appeal see Criminal Law § 3 3323. 
Time of payment see supra § 14. 

13. See supra § 15. 

14, Abram v. Maples, 10 Ga. A. 
137, 72 SE 932; Rex v. Colohan, 14 
Ont. L. Bi Ree) OntWR 661. 

255 Hamilton v. State, 9 Baxt. 
(Tenn.) 355, 356. 


However, provisions are generally made for 


“The Code authorized the court to 
imprison, if fine and costs were not 
paid or security given; but when se- 
curity is accepted by the court and 
defendant discharged, there being no 
fraud practices, the remedy is upon 
the bond or recognizance for the fine 
and costs, and judgment thereon and 
the execution.” Hamilton vy. State, 
supra. 

Issuance of capias pro fine after 
acceptance of security for fime see 
supra § 19. 

16. Russell v. Tatum, 104 Ga. 332, 
333, 30 SE 812; Williams v. Mize, 72 
Ga. 129; Howard v. Tucker, 12 Ga. 
A. 353, 77 SE 191. 

“The sheriff treated the under- 
taking of the third person as pay- 
ment of the fine. This transaction 
was perfectly lawful, and the judg- 
ment of the court was thus satis- 
fied, the sheriff becoming liabie for 
the payment of the fine if the per- 
son with whom he contracted failed 
to pay.’ Russell v. Tatum, supra. 

[a] Postdated check.—It has been 
held immaterial that the sheriff re- 
ceived from the third person a post- 
dated check in payment of the fine. 
Howard v. Tucker, 12 Ga. A, 353, 77 
SE 191. 

Liability of sheriff s:e Sheriffs and 
Constables [35 Cye 1735]; Prisons 
[82 Cye 342]. 

17. Kan.—In re Landreth, 55 Kan. 
147, 40 P 285, 


. Miss.—Ex p. Grayson, 104 Miss. 
242, 61 S 306. 
N. C.—State v. Cooley, S0.N, .' CS 


398; State v. McClure, 61 N. C. 491; 
State v. Simpson, 46 N. C. 80. 
(generar ne v. Sheriff, 22 Pa. 

Tex.—Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 400. 

Va.—Wilkerson vy. Allan, 23 Gratt. 
(64 Va.) 10. 

But see U. S. v. Watkins, 28 F. 
Cas, No. 16,650, 4 Cranech C., G.. 271 
(holding that the principle of the 
common law that a man shall not be 
twice taken in execution for the 
same cause is applicable to a ca. Sa. 
for a fine); Flora v. Sachs, 64 Ind. 
155 (holding that where defendant 
escapes during the thirty days for 
which he was committed in default 
of payment of a fine, and remains at 
large until after the expiration of 
the thirty days, the marshal cannot 
recapture and imprison him by vir- 
tue of the original judgment and 
commitment). 

Effect of escape generally 
Criminal Law .§ 3235. 
ss tae as an offense see Escape 
pen koe “ff ae —State v. Richardson, 18 

a. 

Miata oothe Tokai Maru, 4 Alaska 
311,315. [cit Cyc]. 

Ark.—Hall v. Doyle, 35 Ark, 445. 

Ga.—Hathcock vy. State, 88 Ga. 91, 
13 SE 959 [foll Brock v. State, 22 
oe 98]; McMeekin vy. State, 48 Ga. 


see 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 33-35], 


the relief of persons ordered to imprisonment for 
the satisfaction of fines when they are unable to 
pay them.’ Under some statutes, allowing defend- 
ants credit on fines of certain amounts for each 
day of imprisonment, the imprisonment for the 
full period operates to satisfy the judgment in 
full;?° and the prisoner may at any time pay the 
sum remaining unsatisfied and claim his discharge.?! 
It has been held that a release from imprisonment 
- for the nonpayment of a fine is not a release of the 
fine.?? 

[§ 34] 3. By Application of Defendant’s Funds 
in Possession of Court. Where money is deposited 
in leu of bail for a prisoner,?* or is found on the 
person of the prisoner when arrested for intoxica- 
tion and searched by the police,?* it may be ap- 
plied in payment of any fine imposed on the pris- 
oner. Although the judgment is in the alternative 
and would be satisfied by either payment or by 
imprisonment, the prisoner has no right to elect 
to be imprisoned instead of thus paying the fine.?® 
Even though money deposited in lieu of bail was 
so deposited by a third person, it may be applied 
to the satisfaction of the fine imposed against de- 
fendant.?° 

[§ 35] 4. Working Out.?7 Unless so conferred 
by statute the court has no authority to sentence 
one on whom a fine has been imposed to hard 
labor in default of the payment of the fine.?® Stat- 
utes, however, in many jurisdictions provide, with 
some modifications in some instances, that one who 
has been fined and committed to jail in default of 
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payment of his fine may be hired out or put to 
work on public improvements on a per diem credit 
until the fine is paid.2® These statutes are consid- 
ered to be in the interest of the convicted person, 
as they authorize the shortening of the period of 
imprisonment.*° Some of such statutes have been 
held to apply only when the imprisonment is for 
the nonpayment of a fine imposed as a punishment 
for a misdemeanor and not for a felony.*t In ju- 
risdictions where confessions of judgment with 
proper sureties for a fine are permitted, it has been 
held that, where defendant cannot pay the entire 
fine, the court should allow a confession of judg- 
ment for such part of the fine as defendant is 
able to make, with proper security, and impose a 
sentence for hard labor for such part as is not paid 
or confessed.*2 A person who is in eustody ac- 
cused of a felony carinot be hired out for the pur- 
pose of satisfying a fine;?? and he is not entitled 
to credit on the fine for the period of such cus- 
tody.*4 A rule or regulation made by the prison 
authorities whereby it is provided that a convict 
held in custody under sentence of a court to work 
out fines or costs shall receive credit for labor vol- 
untarily performed by him before conviction and 
while in prison awaiting trial is unauthorized and 
void.*> Jt has been held that a law reducing a 
per diem allowance as a credit on a fine when work- 
ing it out by manual labor can have no applica- 
tion to a judgment which was rendered and in 
es of execution prior to the passage of the 
aw.°6 


Ind.—Flora v. Sachs, 64 Ind. 155. 

Towa.—Albertson v. Kriechbaum, 
65 Iowa 11, 21 NW 178; State v. An- 
werda, 40 Towa 151; State v. Jordan, 
pena 887; State v. Peck, 37 lowa 
4 


Kan.—In re McCort, 52 Kan. 18, 
34 eae: In re Boyd, 34 Kan. 570, 9 
P 240. 

Ky.—Berry v. Sheehan, 87 Ky. 434, 
9 SW 286, 10 KyL 426. . 

Mo.—Warrensburg v. Simpson, 22 
Mo. A. 695. 

Pa.—Brown v. Com., 114 Pa. 335, 
6 A 152;,Com. v. Long, 5 Binn. 489; 
Stehl v. Com., 4 Pa. Cas. 172, 7 A 169. 

Va.—Quillin v. Com., 105 Va. 874, 
54 SE 333, 8 AnnCas 818. 

19. See supra § 30. 

Working out fines see infra § 35. 


20. Petelin v. Kennedy, 29 Mont. 
466, 75 P 82. 

21. See supra § 26. 

22. State v. Richardson, 18 Ala. 
1 


09. 

[a] Release on habeas corpus.— 
When imprisonment as a means of 
collecting the fine imposed is un- 
authorized, release from  imprison- 
ment on habeas corpus will have no 
effect upon the judgment of fine. 
Grady v. Fresno County Super. Ct., 
64 Cale155,.30! PB. 613. 

Effect of tea see Pardons [29 
Cyc 1567, 1568]. 

3. Wills v. Neilan, 88 Iowa 548, 
55 NW 527; Peo. v. Laidlaw, 102 N. 
Y. 588, 7 NE 910. é 

24, McCann v. Barr, 6 Pa. Dist. 
721, 19 Pa. Co. 669, 13 Montg. Co. 
179; McCann v. Barr, 16 LancLRev 
(Pa.) 183, 13 YorkLegRece 63. 

25. Wills v. Neilan, 88 Iowa 548, 
55 NW 527; McCann v. Barr, 6 Pa. 
Dist. 721, 19 Pa. Co. 669; McCann vy. 
Barr, 16 LancLRev 183, 13 YorkLeg 
Rec 63. 

26. Peo. v. Laidlaw, 102 N. Y. 588, 
7 NE 910. 

27. Convict labor generally see 
Convicts § 20 et seq. 

Working out costs see Costs § 862. 

28. In re Fil Ki, 80 Cal. 201, 22 
P 146; Ex p. Kelly, 65 Cal. 154, 3 P 
673; State v. Hyland, 36 la. Ann. 
709; State v. Ryder, 36 la. Ann. 
294, 


‘nouse y. Lexington, 


Power to imprison at hard labor 
generally see Criminal Law §§ 3220, 


8222. 

29. Ala.—Perry v. State, 149 Ala. 
40, 438 S 18; Burke v. State, 71 Ala. 
377; Bradley v. State, 69 Ala. 318; 
Williams v. State, 55 Ala. 166; Burch 
v. State, 55 Ala. 136; Nelson v. State, 
46 Ala. 186. 

Ark.—Ex p. Brady, 70 Ark. 376, 68 
SW 34; State v. Barnes, 37 Ark. 448. 
Pelee r: p. Pells, 28 Fla. 67, 9 S 

Ga.—Lyons v. Collier, 125 Ga. 231, 
54 SE 183. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Hexton, 202 Ill. A. 414; 
Peo. v. Leoni, 198 Til. A. 876; Ka- 
LOPS Aware LS. 

Iowa.—State v. Anwerda, 40 Iowa 
151; State v. Jordan, 39 Iowa 387. 

Kan.—State v. Stewart, 101 Kan. 
564, 167 —P 1069; In re McCort, ~52 
Kan. 18, 34 P 456. 


Ky.—Rowe v. Reneer, 99 SW 250, 
30 ‘KyL 5465. 
Mo.—In re Lorkowski, 94 Mo. A. 


623, 68 SW 610; St. Louis v. Karr, 
85 Mo. A. 608. 

N. C.—Myers v. Stafford, 114 N. C. 
234, 19 SE 764. 


Okl.—Smith v. State, 12 Okl. Cr. 
Bilis Loo PRe 94d. 
Tenn.—Vanvabry v. Staton, 88 


Tenn. 334, 12 SW 786. 

Tex.—Ex p. Stephens, 59 Tex. Cr. 
177, 127 SW 819; Ex p. Clayton, 51 
Tex. Cr. 553, 103 SW 630; Ex p. Biela, 


AGW hex Cre W487 rol) SW 4030 sh Lox. D. 
Rodriquez, 45 Tex. Cr.. 76, 73 SW 
1050; Ex p. Reeves, 41 Tex. Cr. 266, 


53 SW 1022; Ex p. Jones, 38 -Tex. 
Cr. 142, 41 SW 626; Ex p. Bates, 37 
Tex. Cr. 548, 40 SW 269; Ex p. Hall, 
S47 Nex (Cra li, sls swe O24 0h eyxet Dp. 
Taylor, 34 Tex. Cr. 273, 30 SW 230; 
Ex p. Richmond, 84 Tex. Cr. 112, 29 
Sw 471; Ex p. Hunt, 28 Tex. A. 361, 
18 SW 145; Childers v. State, 25 
Tex. A. 658, 8 SW 928; Ex p. Dam- 
pier, 24 Tex. A. 561, 7 SW 330; Ex 
p. Godfrey, 11 Tex. A. 34. 

See also Convicts § 23; 
Law § 3222. 

[a] Working out several fines.— 
Under a_ statute providing that, 
where a prisoner is delivered to a 


Criminal 


contractor for the discharge of his! 


fine, he shall be kept at work “for 
such time as will discharge all fines 
and costs for which he may be com- 
mitted,” and allowing a certain rate 
of compensation per day, a person 
who has been convicted and fined for 
twenty offenses is not entitled to a 
discharge when the largest fine is 
paid, on the theory that the periods 
of his detention for the several of- 
fenses run concurrently, as would 
be the case if the imprisonment were 
imposed as a punishment unless the 
judgment otherwise specified, but the 
prisoner must work until all the 
fines are paid. Ex p. Brady, 70 Ark. 
376, 68 SW 34. 

[b] Cumulative credit. — Under 
Comp. L. (1909) § 7794, providing 
that any person working on the pub- 
lic road in lieu of payment of fine 
and costs shall be allowed a credit 
of one dollar per day on such fine 
and costs, where a prisoner works on 
the county road, he is entitled to 
a credit of one dollar per day in 
addition to the two dollars allowed 
by § 6917 for imprisonment in satis- 
faction of the fine. Ex p. Harry, 6 
OKIICr 168; TP 7265 

Cross references: 
Constitutionality of statutes 

Criminal Law §§ 446, 832. 
Necessity and effect of directing hard 

labor aS a part of sentence see 

Criminal Law § 3087 et seq. 
ee of employment see Convicts 


see 


Time of pronouncing sentence gen- 
erally see Criminal Law § 3015. 
30. Peo. v. Leoni, 198 Ill. A. 376. 
31. Sullivan v. Com., 18 SW 530, 

13 KyL 869. 

32. Bowen v. State, 98 Ala. 83, 12 
S 808. 

Confession of judgment for fine 
see supra § 13. 

33. Ex p. Jones, 38 Tex. Cr. 142, 
41 SW 626; Ex p. Godfrey, 11 Tex. 
A. 34. 

34. Ex p. Jones, 38 Tex. Cr. 142, 
41 SW 626. 

85. Vanvabry v. Staton, 88 Tenn. 
334, 12 SW 786. See also Prisons 
[s2Cye 331]. 

36. Ex p. Hunt, 28 Tex. A. 361, 18 
Sw 1465. 
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Effect of inability to work. Some statutes permit 
a person working out his fine to be discharged on 
the ground of inability to work.’7 Under such 
statutes there must be a sufficient showing of such 
inability.8* By statute in some jurisdictions a con- 
vict who from age, disease, or other disability, physi- 
cal or mental, is unable to do manual labor, shall 
not be required to work, but shall remain in jail 
until his term of imprisonment is ended or until the 
fine and costs charged against him are discharged 
at the rate of one dollar for each day of such 
confinement in jail.®° 

Effect of invalidity of contractor’s bond.*® Where 
a@ person sentenced to pay a fine and committed 
to jail in default of payment thereof.has been re- 
leased under a county convict bond which is void, 
he may be arrested.44 Under such circumstances 
it has been held that the fact that he may have 
settled with his hirer or principal in the bond does 
not satisfy the judgment for the fine;4? and that 
he is not entitled to his discharge, although he 
worked long enough to have discharged the fine 
which he believed he was working out. 43 How- 
ever, where the contract of hiring is invalid, the 
convict may recover from the hirer the value of 
his services.*4 

[§ 36] 5. Lien of Judgment Imposing Fine. 
Some statutes provide that a judgment imposing 
a fine shall constitute a lien on defendant’s prop- 
erty.*° Such statutes apply whether the judgment 
is one of fine and imprisonment *° or whether it is 
simply a judgment for fine without imprisonment.‘? 
Some statutes have been held to create a lien upon 
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the property of defendant, not only in the hands 
of the accused,*® but in the hands of any person 
possessing or holding it, after the arrest is made 
or indictment is found, until accused is discharged 
or the fine adjudged against him is paid.4® The 
lien also attaches to defendant’s after-acquired 
property.®°° Where the owner of property is found 
guilty but conveys the property before enforcement 
of the fine, the same owner on subsequently ac- 
quiring title to the property, takes it subject to the 
judgment,® even though in the particular juris- 
diction the judgment would not theretofore have 
been a lien on the property.°? 

[§ 37] 6. Staying Collection. Some statutes 
provide for the giving of a bond to stay the col- 
lection of a fine for a certain period.®? These 
statutes have been held not to infringe on the par- 
doning power vested in the executive.°* 

[§ 38] C. Recovery Back of Fines Paid **—1. 
In General. A fine illegally imposed may be re- 
covered back where it was paid involuntarily or 
under duress, for example, where it was paid to 
avoid or obtain release from imprisonment;**® but 
there can be no recovery where the fine, although 
illegally imposed, was voluntarily paid under a 
mistake of law,°? or where the payment was in- 
duced, not because of threatened imprisonment but 
to avoid further inconvenience and trouble.®® The 
mere fact that the judgment imposing a fine is 
void as being in excess of the jurisdiction of the 
court does not constitute a sufficient ground for 
recovering back money paid without objection or 
protest.°? If defendant has an alternative to mak- 


87. See statutory provisions. ing fine for maintenance of liquor |Payment must have been made un, 
. 38. Vanvabry v. Staton, 88 Tenn.|nuisance see Intoxicating lMiquors|der a present, existing and poten- 
334, 12 SW 786. [23 Cyc’ 291]. tial pressure against either person 
[al Physician’s certificate neces- 46. Peo. v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35, 45 |or property. 3. Payment must have 
sary under some statutes.—Vanva- |P 181. been made with the accompaniment 
bry v. Staton, 8&8 Tenn. 334, 12 SW 47. Peo. v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35,|of protest or some other notice of an 
786. 45 P81. intention of reclamation.” Swarth- 
39. Ex p. Anderson, 34 Tex. Cr. 48. Western Tie, etc., Co. v. Camp-} more v. Taylor, 19 Pa. Dist. 962, 965. 
14, $8 SW 807. bell, 113 Ark. 570, 169-SW 253, Ann {b] Payment held not voluntary. 
Tal Sickness at home.—One to be/Casl1916C 948. —Where it appeared that, when the 
entitled to the benefit of the statute 49. Western Tie, etc., Co. v. Camp-| writ of error was sued out, defend- 
must be sick in jail and not at home. | bell, 113 Ark. 570, 169 SW 2538, Ann | ant entered into an arrangement with 
Ex p. Littlefield, 39 Tex. Cr. 119, 44 | Cas1916C 943. the clerk and prosecutor, by which 
SW 1094. 50. Western Tie, etc., Co. v. Camp-|the collection of the fine was sus- 
[b] Where defendant could have |bell, 113 Ark. 570, 169 SW 253, Ann|pended in consideration of the exe- 
worked on all days other than one, |Cas1916C 943. cution by defendant’s daughters of a 
the fact that he asked for a physi- 51. Jasper County v. Sparham,-| mortgage to secure the amount of 
cian on that day is not an excuse for |125 Iowa 464, 101 NW 134. the fine, the case was not decided 
not putting him to work on other 52. Jasper County v. Sparkham,]at the next term of court, but was 
days; and he is entitled to a credit |125 Iowa 464, 101 NW 134. continued and proceedings were be- 
of three dollars a day, as allowed by 53. Ironside v. State. 46 Okl. 41,] gun to foreclose the mortgage, which 
statute to persons working out their |}148 P 97; Burkett v. State, 44 Okl.| had fallen due, and defendant wes 
fines, rather than the credit of one] 655, 146 P 23. insolvent and execution proof, but 
dollar a day allowed to persons un- [a] Authority of officer to ad-|to prevent a sale of his daughters’ 
able to work. Ex p. Clayton, 51 Tex. | minister oath of affidavit—A deputy | property, he raised money and paid 
Cr. 558, 103 SW 680. clerk has authority to require an|the fine, it was held that the pay- 
40. Validity of contractor’s bond | aifidavit to a bond to stay the col-|ment was not voluntary. Johnson 
see Convicts § 24. lection of a judgment for a fine, and] v. State, 4 Oh. Cir. Ct. 524. 
41. Ex p. Millsap, 39 Tex. Cr. 93,|to administer the oath to affiant. {c] Particular facts held to con- 


45 SW 20; Hx p. Price, 37 Tex. Cr. 
275, 39 SW 369. 


Stamper v. Com., 
KyL 992. 


42. Ex p. Millsap, 39 Tex. Cr. 93, 
45 SW 20. 146 P 23. 
Ex p. Ransom, 38 Tex. Cr. 55. 


54. Burkett v. State, 44 Okl. 


Effect of remission see infra 


30 
655, 


100 SW 286, stitute duress.—Belzoni v. Luckett, 
109 Miss. 261, 68 S 171. 

57. Colo.—Clarke v. Asher, 53 
Colo: 313, 125 P 588. 


Iowa.—Bailey v. Paullina, 69 Iowa 


43. 
141, 41 SW 637. 


44, See Convicts § 33. 

45. Alaska.—The Tokai Maru, 4 
Alaska 311. 

Ark.—Western Tie, etc. Co. v. 


570, 169 SW 253, 


Campbell, 113 Ark. 
Lawson y. John- 


AnnCas1916C 943; 
son, 5 Ark. 168. 

Cal.—Peo. v. Brown, 113 Cal. 35, 45 
et Sa 

Colo.—Tate v. Peo., 25 Colo. 335, 53 
P 1050. 

Iowa.—Jasper County v. Sparham, 
125 Iowa 464, 101 NW 124; State v. 
McCulloch, 77 Iowa 450, 42 NW 367; 
Polk County v. Hierb, 37 Iowa 361. 

Exemption of homestead from pay- 
ment of fine see Homesteads [21 
Cyc 520]. 

Statutory lien of judgment impos- 


§ 42. 
Recovery of payments generally 
see Payment [30 Cyc 1298 et seq]. 
56. U. S.—U. S. v. Rothstein, 187 
Fed. 268, 109 CCA 521; Develin v. U. 
Sel 2nCisiCles 266: 
Ark.—Durr v. Howard, 6 Ark. 461. 
Colo.—Poydak v. O’Connor, 53 Colo. 


26:29 £2502 Oso. 
Luckett, | 109 


Miss.—Belzoni_ v. 
Miss. 261, 68 S 171. 
Hoey Y.—Frye v. Lockwood, 4 Cow. 


Oh.—Johnson y. State, 4 Oh. Cir. 
Cts 624) 

Ont.—Rex v. Tucker, 10 Ont. L. 
506, 6 OntWR 583. 

[a] “The essential features to en- 
title a recovery are: 1. The exaction 
of payment must be unlawful. 2. 


463, 29 NW 418. 

Me.—Houlehan v. Kennebec Coun- 
ty, 108 Me.’ 397, 81 A 449, AnnCas 
1918B 435. 

N. J.—D’Aloia v. Summit. 89 N. J. 
Tilo 45 9 GA T2260 

N. Y—Harrineton v. New York, 40 
Misc. 165, 81 NYS 667. 

TS Paes Go 


Pa.—Com. v. Gipner, 
Lucas v. Com., 24° Pa. 


12AyASes 065 
Dist.<159. 

S. C—McKee v. Anderson, 24 S. 
Op US ES 

See McDonald v. Sowell, 129 Ga. 
242, 245, 58 SE 860, 12 AmnnCas 701 
[cit Cyc] (discussing the point). 

58. Houtz v. Uinta County, 11 
Wyo. 152, 70 P 840. 

59. Harrington v. New York, 40 
Mise: 1165,..81,,.N¥S, 6673. Houtzi ty: 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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ing payment of the fine, the payment must be re- 
garded as having been voluntary and therefore not 
revocable.°° Where the whole transaction culmi- 
nating in payment is improper, illegal, and in de- 
fiance of law and defendant plays a prominent part 
therein with full knowledge of the facts, considera- 
tions of public policy may preclude a recovery.*1 

Estoppel.°? A person otherwise entitled to re- 
cover back a fine paid may be estopped by his acts 
and declarations to set up the want of jurisdiction 
of the tribunal imposing it ®* or the fact of duress 
in its payment.® 

Persons liable. Ordinarily a fine, if recoverable 
back, may be recovered from the person receiving 
it.°° Under a statute prescribing both fine and 
imprisonment for a violation of its provisions, it 
has been held that where the person sentenced has 
paid the fine, he cannot recover it in an action 
against the justice, who imposed it, in his indi- 
vidual capacity, where the fine only is erroneous 
but not void as being without jurisdiction.** It has 
been held that whatever may be the defects in the 
proceedings whereby the fine was collected, the 
county is not answerable for the money so collected, 
unless it is shown to have been paid into the county 
treasury.®’ So it has been held that no action can 
be maintained against the United States for the 
recovery of a fine illegally imposed by a military 
commission while it remains in the hands of the 
military officers.6* Where a fine has been paid un- 
der a misapprehension of the law, the officer who 
imposed the fine and undertook to regain and re- 
fund it by an express promise has been held liable 
under such promise.®® 

Form of action. Indebitatus assumpsit for money 
had and received, it has been held, is a proper 


V. DISPOSITION 


[§ 40] A. In General. By the common law 
all fines belong to the crown,®* or in this country 
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form of action against the government or a county 
for the recovery back of a fine illegally collected.? 
So also it has been held that an action for money 
had and received is the proper form of action to 
recover from a justice of the peace a fine illegally 
imposed by him." 

Jurisdiction of au action to recover back a fine 
from a city is not vested in a municipal court of 
the city of New York." 

Parties.“* A number of persons who have been 

fined on conviction may not sue jointly to recover 
the fines but must bring separate actions.74 
_ Complaint or petition.?> A complaint or peti- 
tion in an action to recover a fine illegally im- 
posed must state facts from which the court may 
determine that the payment was compulsory.’¢ 

[§ 39] 2. Restitution after Vacation of Judg- 
ment.’ Where a fine illegally imposed has been 
paid, on reversal of the judgment a writ of resti- 
tution may issue against the parties who received 
the fine."7 However, restitution is not necessarily 
a matter of right,’> being dependent upon whether 
the payment was voluntarily7® or involuntarily 
made.®° Recovery may be had, where the imposi- 
tion of the fine was adjudged under such cireum- 
stances as to make it proper that restitution should 
be ordered, in order to restore defendant to his 
legal rights.*t_ Where there is no statute prescrib- 
ing the procedure for the restoration of a fine paid 
by defendant, where the conviction has been re- 
versed’ and a new trial ordered, the procedure in 
civil cases on: reversal may be followed.*? A right 
to restitution does not exist after reversal by an 
intermediate appellate court and during the pen- 
dency of an appeal to a still higher court.8% 


OF PROCEEDS 


to the state as succeeding to the prerogative of 
the crown.®®> Constitutional or statutory provisions 


[a] Allegations held insufficient. 


Uinta County, 11 Wyo. 152, 70 P 840. 
But see Stromburg v. Earick, 6 B. 
Mon. (Ky.) 578 (holding that a jus- 
tice of the peace cannot impose fines 
where he has no jurisdiction, and re- 
tain the money, but he is liable to 
‘the party paying the fine as for 
money had and received). 

60. D’Aloia v. Summit, 89 N. J. L. 

154,97 - A 722. 
. [a] “he legal idea of duress con- 
sists in forcing a person to act 
against his own will. It does not 
exist when the person upon whom 
it is charged it has been exercised 
has an option or choice as to whether 
he will do the thing or perform the 
act said to have been done under 
duress. The defendants had at least 
three courses open to them, in addi- 
tion to the one which they pursued.” 
D’Aloia v. Summit, 89 N. J. L. 154, 
155, 97 A 722. 

[b] Rule applied.—Where a de- 
fendant has two forms of appeal 
available as alternatives to paying 
the fine and he pays the fine with- 
out protest, he cannot recover. 
D’Aloia v. Summit, 89 N. J. L. 154, 
97 A 722. 

61. Houlehan v. Kennebec County, 
108 Me. 397, 81 A 449, AnnCas1913B 


435. 


62. See generally Estoppel 21 C. 
J. p 1052. 
63. Carver vy. U. S., 111 U. S. 609, 


4 SCt 561, 28 L. ed. 540 [aff 16 Ct. Cl. 
361]. : 

{a] Illustration.—If a person sen- 
tenced by a military commission to 
pay a fine for defrauding the gov- 
ernment and also to be impris- 
oned until ‘the fine is paid secures 
his release by paying the fine, and 
aftcrward concedes that there was 


ment a larger sum than he had paid, 
and consents that the money so paid 
into the treasury as a credit upon 
his accounts, and accepts as com- 
pensation for his services or as a 
gratuity a portion of the balance 
justly due from him, he cannot re- 
cover the money upon the ground 
that the fine was imposed by the 
commission acting without jurisdic- 
tions. Carverive Uo. LeU. LS 2609; 
4 SCt 561, 28 L. ed. 540 [aff 16 Ct. 
lice SHAE 

64 Carver v. U. S., 111 U.S. 609, 
4 SCt 561, 28 L. ed. 540 [aff 16 Ct. Cl. 


361]. 
65. See cases infra this note. 
[a] Deputy marshal.—Frye _ v. 


Lockwood, 4 Cow. (N. Y.) 454. 
66. Bragdon v. Somerby, 55 Me. 


92 
ila! 


67. Houtz v. Uinta County, 


Wyo. 152, 70 P 840. ‘ 

68. Carver ww lU.-S. 16"Cts Cle3e6él 
(aff 111 U Ss. 609, 4 SCt 561, 28 L. 
ed. 540}. 

69. Richards v. Comstock, 1 Conn. 
Tey: 

70, Deviineve Un Sis CtmCly 266. 

71. Stromberg v. WHarick, 6 B. 
Mon. (Ky.) 578; Houtz v. Uinta 


County, 11 Wyo. 152, 70 P 840. 

72. Harrington v. New York, 40 
Misc. 165, 81 NYS 667. And as to 
jurisdiction of New York municipal 
courts generally see Courts § 418. 

73. See generally Parties [30 Cyc 


Ma. Five Chinamen v. New West- 
minster Corp., 2 B. C. 168. 


75. See generally Pleading [31 
Cye 100]. 
76. Harrington v. New York, 40 


Mise, 165, 81 NYS 667. 


—Harrington v. New York, 40 Misc. 
165, 81 NYS 667. 
77. New: Jersey (So 1P. (Ch (Ava 
ENO INE ING ds bas 13 Sez VAT deG: 
78. Hazleton v. Birdie, 10 Kulp 
(Pa.) 98; Leffingwell v. Wilkes-Barre, 
4 Kulp (Pa.) 494. See also gener- 


ally Appeal and Error § 3293 et 
sed. 

79. Com. v. Gipner, 118 Pa. 379, 
127 %A. 3063" Com. Vv. (Barbona, 23iRa: 
Dist. 635. 

80. Peo. v. Wayne County, 41 
Mich. 223, 49 NW 921 (where a 


judgment imposing a fine is reversed 
after defendant has paid the fine in 
order to avoid imprisonment, man- 
damus will lie to the board of aud- 
itors to refund the fine). 

he Lucas >vi Com., 324 Paw Dist; 
P59: 

82. Peo. v. Cornell, 65 Misc. 452, 

NYS 972. 
Peo. v. Cornell, 65 Misc. 452, 
LZARINMS?, SHE 

84. Bryant v. Rich’s Grill, 216 
Mass. 344, 103 NE 925, AnnCasl1915B 
869; Groenvelt’s €ase, 1 Ld. Raym. 
213, 91 Reprint 1038; Anonymous, 3 
Salk. 32, 91 Reprint 674; 1 Chitty Cr. 
1G Noy fNE) 

[a] The crown may grant the 
right to fines to a third person or 
corporation. Groenvelt’s Case, 1 Ld. 
Raym. 2138, 91 Reprint 1038. 

85. Sessions v. Boykin, 78 Ala. 
328; Klyman v. Com., 97 Ky. 484, 30 
SW 985, 17 KyL 237; Com. v. Louis- 
ville, ete., R. Co., 30 SW 607, 17 Kyl 
111; Bryant v. Rich’s Grill, 216 Mass. 
344, 103 NE 925, AnnCasl915B 869; 
Taunton v. Sproat, 2 Gray (Mass.) 
428; State v. Maultsby, 139 N. C. 583, 
51 SE 956. 
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very generally prescribe the application and dis- 
position to be made of fines,8° as for instanee, that 
they shall be paid over to the state,°* county,®® 
town, or city,®® fish and game commissioner,®® or 


86. roan —Peo. v. San Bernardino, 
(A.) 190 P 482. 
Ga.—Gordon County v. Harris, 81 
Ga. 719, 8 SE 427. 
267 Ill. °448, 


Ill.—FPeo. v. Heise, 
100 NE 1000. 

Mass.—Bryant v. Rich’s Grill, 216 
gees 344, 103 NE 92, AnnCasl915B 
69, 

Miss.—Hancock County v. Vairin, 


119 Miss. 315, 80 S 780; Grenada 
County v. Little, 111 Miss. 605, 71 
S 871. 


Utah. Pieced hes v. Utah County, 


190 P 941 
Can.—St. Stephen vy. Charlotte, 24 
Gan, 1S.C. 329 


Ont.—Leeds, etc., United Counties 
v. Brockville, 18 Ont. A. 548. 

And see cases infra this note; and 
notes 87-94. 

[a] Legislative provision for pay- 
ment to board of commissioners of 
fisheries.— Peo. v. Crennan, 141 N. 
Y. 239, 36 NE 187 (fines imposed in 
particular class of prosecutions). 

[b] Statute giving law and order 
society share of fine.—Law. etc., Soc. 
v. Wilmington, 20 Del. 366, 55 A 1. 

[ec] Provision of congress for 
part of fines to be paid over to levy 
court.— Washington County Levy Ct. 
vy. Ringgold, 5 Pet. (U. S.) 451, 8 L. 
ed. 188. 

Sentence directing to whom fine 


shall be paid see Criminal Law 
§ 3085. } 
87. Cal—Peo. v. San Bernardino, 


190 P 482. 
i wea v. 
ieee naunton v. Sproat, 2 Gray 

N. H.—State v. Robinson, 78 N. H. 
286, 99, A 292 

Pa, —In re Fines, 25 Pa. Dist) 152% 
Com. vy. Faulkner, 24 Pa. Co. 344) 
Seu a. CO. 5b. 

Vt.—State v. Bosworth, 74 Vt. 315, 
52 A 423; State v. St. Johnsbury, 59 
Vt.,.o32. 10A 531. 
*“Wis.—State ov. Milwaukee, 145 
Wis. 131, 129 NW 1101, AnnCas1912A 
“P12, 

“fal 


Com.. 9 Dana 


California Poison Act.—Sev- 
enty-five per cent of the fines im- 
posed in the police court of city 
for violations of the state Poison 
Act is to be apportioned to the state 
under an express provision of such 
statute, notwithstanding charter pro- 
vision requiring fines collected in 
the police court to be paid into city 
treasury, the Poison Act being con- 
clusive, since it is a general stat- 
ute defining state offenses aud re- 
lating to state affairs, and not to 
municipal affairs, within Const. art 
11 §§ 6, 8, making city charter of 
conclusive effect as to municipal 
affairs. Peo. v. San Bernardino, (Cal. 
A.) 190 P 482. 

88, Ala.—Jackson County v. Der- 
rick, 117 Ala...348,°23.S 293: 

Cal.—Los Angeles County v. Los 
Angeles, 65 Cal. 476, 4 P 453; Marys- 
ville v. Yuba County, 1 Cal. A. 628, 
82 Po 975. 

Fla.—Pensacola Lodge No. 497 B. 
. EB. v. State, 74 Fla. 498, 77.8 

Polk County Bd. of Public In- 

structions v. Polk County, 58 Fla. 
391, 50 S 574. 

Ill.—Edgar County v. Mayo, 8 Ill. 
82. 

N. H.—Rockingham County  v. 
Chase, 75 N. H. 127, 71 A 634; Hills- 
borough County v. Manchester, 49 N. 


H. 57. 
N. Y.—Peo. v. -Crennan, 141 N. Y. 
NYS 167] 


239, 36 NE 187 [aff 26 
(general statute). 

Oh.—Mt. Vernon v. Mochwart, 75 
Oh. St. 529, 80 NE 185 (fines im- 
posed by court of common pleas); 
Cleveland v. Jewett, 39 Oh. St. 271; 


PAO 
613; 
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In re Moore, 14 Oh. Cir. Ct. 237, 7 
On.) Cir. Dec, 575. 

Okl.—Garfield County v. Huett, 35 
OKl. 713, 130, P 927. 

Tex.—Hempstead v. Waller County, 
deRex:cAV Civ) Cas. $799: 

Va.—Tyler v. Taylor, 29 Gratt. (70 
Va.) 765. 

N. B.—Ex p. Fredicton, 27 N. B. 195. 

[a] Change .of venue. — Where 
there is a change of venue in =a 
criminal case, the fine recovered be- 
longs to the county in which the 
prosecution originated, and not to 
the county in which the trial is had. 
Russell v. Rowland, 47 Ark. 203, 1 
SW 74; Washington County v. State, 
43 Ark. 267: Rock Island County v. 
Mercer County, 24 Ill. 35; State v. 
Rose, 78 Kan. 600, vi Pp 788; Findley 
v. Erwin, 6 N. C. 244. 

[b] Payment rea to the county 
treasurer is required by some stat- 
utes. Brunson vy. Massenberg, 115 
Ga. 195, 41 SE 699; Overstreet v. 
Rawlings, 106 Ga. 793, 32 SH 855. 

89. Ark.—Pocahontas v. State, 114 
Ark. 448, 170 SW 89; State v. Ft. 
Smith, 56 Ark. 137, 19 SW 427; 
Hackett City v. State, 56 Ark. 133, 
19 SW 426. 

Cal.—Peo. v. 6) Cal. 
422. 

Ky.—Greenville v. Townes, 93 Ky. 
597, 20 SW. 912,'.14 yL 582; Bar- 
bour v. Louisville, 83 Ky. 95; Har- 
rodsburg vy. Harrodsburg Education- 
al Dist., 7 SW 312, 8 KyL 605. 

ee tal ra v. Sproat, 2 Gray 


Sacramento, 


ig nich—Peo. v. Bay City, 36 Mich. 
N. H.—Rockingham County v. 
Chase, 75 N. H. 127, 71 A 634; Batch- 


elder v. Rockingham County, 66 N. 
H. 374, 23 A 429; Hillsborough 
AD AING mio D4. 


ees MAE v. Manchester, 

N. Y.-—Green Island v. Williams, 
79 App. Div. 260, 79 NYS. 791; Peo. 
v. Ontario County, 4 Den. 260: Peo. 
v. Buffalo, 161 NYS 706 [aff 93 Misc. 
21D, LON SoS S Te 

N. C.—Vance County Bd. of Hdu- 
cation v. Henderson, 126 N. C, 689, 
36 SE 158. 

Oh.—Mt. Vernon v. Mochwart,- 75 
Oh. St, 529, 80 NE 185 (fines imposed 
by municipal court); Lloyd v. Dolli- 
Sin}. 23) Oh. Cir, Ct. bel, 

Va.—Tyler v. Taylor, 29 Gratt. (70 


Va.) 765 

Can.—St Stephen v. Charlotte 
County, 24 Can. S. C. 329 [rev 32 N. 
B. 292]. 

{a] Fine imposed by mayor’s 


court.—Pocahontas v. State, 114 Ark, 
448, 170 SW 89. 

[b] Statute construed.—The fact 
that the legislature has placed the 
financial burden of the maintenance 
of the municipal court upon a city 
does not confer upon such city the 
right to reimbursement from fines 
imposed by such court. Galpin v. 
Chicago, 159: Ill. A. 135 [aff 249 Th. 


554, 94 NE 961]. 
Utah County, 


90. :Siddoway v. 
(Utah) 190 P 941. 

fa] In Utah L. ere er 84-8) 4, 
amending Comp. L. (1917) § 1726, 
providing that fines imposed by city 
court for violation of state laws 
shall be divided between the county 
and the city, which was similar to a 
provision in the original city court 
act passed before there was a game 
and fish fund,.is a general statute, 
while L. (1919) ec 47 § 87, giving 
fines for violation of fish and game 
laws to the fish and game commis- 
sioner is a special provision orig- 
inally adopted subsequent to the 
former, and therefore controls, sv 
that fines imposed by city court for 
violation of fish and game laws. be- 
long to the commissioner, and not 


[§ 40 


to some charitable institution,®! or that they be de- 
voted to the support of the public schools or to 
some other educational purpose,’? or to the pay- 
ment of costs in eriminal proceedings when the 


to the county and city. Siddoway 

Utah County, 190 P 941. 

91. See cases infra this note. 

[a] Home for friendless women. 
—Indianapolis v. Indianapolis Home, 
ete., 50 Ind. 215. 

[b] Society for prevention of 
cruelty to children.—Yonkers Soc., 
ete. v. Yonkers, 44 Hun (N. Y.) 338. 

{c]} Home for care of inebriates. 
—lInebriates’ Home v. Reis, 95 Cal. 
142, 30 P 205. 

{d] Society for prevention of 
cruelty to animals.—American Soc., 
etc, v. Gloversville, 78 Hun (N, Y.) 
40, 29 NYS 257; Americans Soc., etc., 
v. Cohoes, 4 NYS 808; American Soc., 
ete. v. Doyle, 65 HowPr (N. Y.) 459. 
And see Animals § 243. 

92. Ark.—St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. 
State, 56 Ark. 166, 19 SW 572. 

Dak.—Yankton County v. Faulk, 1 


Dak. 348, 46 NW 583. 
Tare C.—Johnson v. D. C., 30 App. 
Ill.—Galpin vy. Chicago, 249 Ill. 


554, 94 NE 961; Sierer v. Martin, 63 
atl, Lee Edgar County v. Mayo, 8 

Ind.— Pennsylvania Co. v. State, 
142 Ind. 428, 41 NE 937; State v. 
Pennsylvania Co., 133 Ind. 700, 32 
NE 8223 State v. Indiana, etc, R. 
Co., 188 Ind. 69, 32 NE 817, 18 LRA 
502; Toledo, ete., R. Co. v. Stephen- 
son, 131 Ind. 203, 30 NE 1082; Burgh 
v. State, 108 Ind. 132, 9 NE 75; Swift 
v. State, 63 Ind. 81; Indianapolis v. 
Fairchild; 1 ind sib. 

Iowa.—Gunn v. Mahaska County, 
155 Iowa 527, 1836 NW 929; Mackie 
v. Iowa Cent. R. Co., 54 Iowa 540, 
6 NW 723; Woodward v. Greeg, 3 
Greene 287. 


18 pe LUIS) ete.” RCo ye 
State, 22 Kan. 1. 
Ky.—Harrodsburg v. Harrodsburg 


Educational Dist., 
605. 

La.—Parish Bd. of Directors v. 
Hebert, 112 La. 467, 36 S 497. 

Mich.—Peo. v. Bay. City, 36 Mich. 
186; Peo. v. Detroit, 18 Mich. 445; 
Wayne County v. Detroit, 17 Mich. 
aos Peo. v. Wayne County, 8 Mich. 


eee ween. v. Stone, 69 Miss. 375, 

Mo.—State v. Newell, 140 Mo. 282, 
41 SW 751; Stead v. Frank, 116 Mo. 
537, 22 SW 859; State v. Hannibal, 
etc., R.-Co., 89 Mo. 571, Lesiw: 133: 
State v. Wabash, ete. R. Co., 89 
Mo. 562, 1 SW 130; Barnett v. At- 
lantic), :ete:,) “RR. Co) 6s MO,» b6nt sO 
AmR 773. 

Nebr.—Everson v. State, 66 Nebr. 
154, 92 NW 1387; State v. Hains, 14 
Nebr. 477, 16 NW. 767. 

Nev.—Ex p. McMahon, 26 Ney. 248, 
66 P 294; State v. Swift, 11 Nev. 128. 

N. C.—State v. Maultsby, 139 N. C. 
583, 51 SE 956; Buncombe County 
School Directors’ v. Asheville, 137 N. 
C. 503, 50 SE 279; Buncombe County 
v. Asheville, 128 N. C. 249, 38 SE 
874; Board of Education v. Hender- 
son, 126 N. C. 689,'86 SE 158; Sut- 
ton v. Phillips, 116 N. C. 502, 21 SE 
968; Hodge v. Marietta, etc, R. Co., 
108 N.C. 24, 12 SE 1041; Wake v. 
Raleigh, 88 N. Cy, 4-20; 

N. D.—State v. Bickford, 28 N. D. 
36, 147 NW 407, AnnCas1916D 140. 

Oh.—State v.. Sayre, 90-Oh. St. 215, 
107 NE 512. 

a .—Com. v. Whitley, 19 Pa. Dist. 

Va.—Southern Express Co. v. Com., 
92 Va. 59, 22 SH 809, 41 LRA "436; 
Pitman v. Com., 2 Rob. (41 Va.) 800. 

Wash. —Slayden v. Carr, 94 Wash. 
412, 162 P 529. 

Wis.—State v. Maurer, 159 Wis. 
653, 150 NW 966; State v. De Lano, 
80 Wis. 259, 49 NW 808; State v. 


7 SW 312, 8 KyL 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 
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§§ 40-41] 
person convicted is insolvent.®? 


part to the person injured.®* 
Constitutionality of statutes.%® 


Miles, 52 Wis. 488, 49 NW 808; Dut- 
ton v. Fowler, 27 Wis. 427; Lynch vy. 
The Economy, 27 Wis. 69; State v. 
Casey, 5 Wis. 318. 

[a] Nebraska Reciprocal Demur- 
rage Act.—Rev. St. (1913) §§ 6159, 
6160, 6162, imposing on railroads for 
delay in shipment and delivery: of 
goods: a liability in favor of the 
shipper for a specified sum, in addi- 
tion to all actual damages resulting 
from such delay, violate Const. art 8 
§ 5, providing that all fines and pen- 
alties arising under the general laws 
shall go exclusively to the school 
fund. Sunderland Bros. Co. v. Chi- 
cago, ete., R. Co., 179 NW 546. 

{b] “Clear proceeds.”,— Under a 
constitutional provision appropria- 
ting the clear proceeds of all pen- 
alties and forfeitures of all fines to 
the school fund, the “clear proceeds” 
of a fine includes the total sum, less 
only the sheriff’s fees for collection 
in case the fine and costs are not 
eollected in full. State v. Maultsby, 
139 N. C. 583, 51 SE 956. 

93. Ryan v. Collins, 196 Ala. 478, 
71 S 690; Hawkins v. State, 124 Ala. 
102, 27 S 215; Brown v. Parris, 93 
Ala. 314, 9 S 608; Stone v. Ames, 91 
Ala. 644, 8 S 421; Sessions v. Boy- 
kin, 78 Ala. 328; Bilbro v. Drake- 
ford, 78 Ala. 318; Palmer v. Fitts, 51 
Ala. 489; Johnson v. Lastinger, 148 
Ga. 656, 98 SE 78; Brunson v. Mas- 
senberg, 115 Ga. 195, 41 SE 699; 
Overstreet v. Rawlings, 106 Ga. 793, 
32 SE 855; Freeman v. Hardeman, 
67 Ga. 559; In re Speer, 54 Ga. 41; 
Wynne v. Smith, 23 Ga. A. 330, 98 
SE 271. See also Costs § 821. 

94. U0.) S—U. SS. v. ‘Murphy, 16 
Pet. 203, 10 L. ed. 937. 

Conn.—William Rogers Mfg. Co. v. 
Rogers, 38 Conn. 121. 

I1l.—Peo. v. Heise, 257 Ill. 443, 100 
NE 1000. 2 

Nebr.—Everson v. State, 66 Nebr. 
154, 92 NW 1387; Hier v. Hutchings, 
58 Nebr. 334; 78 NW _ 6388; Clear- 
water Bank v. Kurkonski, 45 Nebr. 
1, 63 NW 133; Wayne County v. 
Bressler, 32 Nebr. 818, 49 NW _ 782; 
Graham v. Kibble, 9 Nebr. 182, 2 
NW 455. 

N. C.—Morris v. Whitehead, 65 N. 
C. 687; In re Rhodes, 65 N. C. 518. 

Oh.—Hancock County Comrs. v. 
Findley Bank, 32 Oh. St. 194. 

95. As impairing the obligation 
of contract, see Constitutional Law 
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Le impairing vested rights see 
Constitutional Law § 556. 

Due process of law see Constitu- 
tional Law § 1031 et seq. 

96. Ind.—Indianapolis v. Indian- 
apolis Home for Friendless Women, 
50 Ind. 215, 

Mo.—State v. Warner, 197 Mo. 650, 
94 SW 962. 

Nebr.—Graham v. Kibble, 9 Nebr. 
182, 2 NW 455. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Crennan, 141 N. Y. 
239, 36 NE 187. 

N. C.—Vance County Bd. of Edu- 
eation v. Henderson, 126 N. C. 689, 
36 SE 158. 


Often it is pro- 
vided for the payment of the fine in whole or in 


nstit In the absence of 
constitutional restrictions,*® the legislature may 
make such disposition of fines as it may deem ad- 
visable,°? and may change the disposition thereof 
at will.°§ Where the constitution has already pro- 
vided for the distribution of the fine a legislative 
provision inconsistent therewith is invalid;®® but, 
as in other cases, where the invalid part is sep- 
arable from and independent of the remaining 
parts of the statute, its invalidity wil] not affect 
the validity of the remainder of the statute.? 
Right of action for wrongful disposition. The 
distribution of fines is to be made according to 
the provisions of the statute;* and where a dis- 
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Interest. 


[§ 41] 


_{a] Who may object.—It does not 
lie in the mouth of a convicted de- 
fendant to question the application 
made by the state of the fine. Bea- 
mere Ve “ovate, zl vOh.. Cir, UCt 1440, 
12 Oh. Cir. Dec. 4. See also Consti- 
tutional Law § 177 et seq. 

pete Ala.—Palmer v. Fitts, 51 Ala. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Heise, 257 Ill. 448, 100 
NE 1000; Galpin v. Chicago, 159 III. 
A. 135 [aff 249 Ill. 554, 94 NE 961]. 

Nev.—State v. Swift, 11 Nev. 128. 

Oh.—State v. Sayre, 90 Oh. St. 215, 
107 NE 512; Lloyd v. Dollisin, 23 Oh. 
Cire Ct) od. 

Tex.—Howth v. Greer, 40 Tex. 
Civ. A. 552, 90 SW 211. 

98. Sessions v. Boykin, 78 Ala. 
328; Holliday v. Peo., 10 Ill. 214; 
Rankin v. Beaird, 1 Ill. 163; Colee v. 
Madison County, 1 Ill. 154, 12 AmD 
161; Watson Seminary v. Pike 
County Ct., 149 Mo. 57, 50 SW _ 880, 
45 LRA 675; Cushman v. Hale, 68 Vt. 
444, 35 A 382. 

99. Fla.—Harper v. Golloway, 58 
Pla. 255, 51 S 226, 26 LRANS 794, 19 
AnnCas 235. 

Mo.—State v. Lief, 248 Mo. 1722, 
154 SW 1133; State v. Whitaker, 160 
Mo. 59, 60 SW 1068. 

Nev.—Ex p. McMahon, 26 Nev. 
2438, 66 P 294. 

N. C.—State v. Maultsby, 139 N. 
C. 5838, 51 SE 956; Buncombe County 
School Directors v. Asheville, 137 N. 
C. 503, 50 SE 279; Buncombe County 
School Directors vy. Asheville, 128 N. 
C. 249, 38 SE 874; Vance County Bd. 
of Education v. Henderson, 126 N. 
C. 689, 36 SE 158. 

N. D.—State v. Bickford, 28 N. D. 
36, 147 NW 407, AnnCas1916D 140. 

Wis:—State v. Maurer, 159 Wis. 
653, 150 NW 966. 

1. See Statutes [86 Cyc 976]. 

2, State v. Lief, 248 Mo. 722, 154 
SW 1133; State v. Newell, 140 Mo. 
282, 41 SW 751; State v. Bockstruck, 
136 Mo. 335, 38 SW 317. 4 

83. Smith v. Barrow, 21 Ga. A. 650, 
94 SE 860; State v. Pray, 30 Nev. 206, 
219, 94 P 218. 

“When a fine is paid in pursuance 
of a judgment, the statute determines 
what disposition shall be made of 
it, and neither the trial court nor 
this court has power to alter such 
disposition, and certainly ministerial 
officials could not.” State v. Pray, 
supra. 

4, Cal Los Angeles County v. 
Los Angeles, 65 Cal. 476, 4 P 453. 

N. Y.—Green Island v. Williams, 
790 App. Dive 260; 79 NYS 9791; yon- 
kers Soc., ete. v. Yonkers, 44 Hun 
838: American Soc., etc., v. Cohoes, 4 
NYSt 808. 

N. C.—Vance County Bd. of Edu- 
cation v. Henderson, 126 N. C. 689, 
86 SE 158. 

Oh.—Cleveland v. Jewett, 39 Oh. 
Ste.2 ci. j 

vt.—State v. St. Johnsbury, 59 Vt. 
$32, 10 A 531. 4 

Wis.—State v. Milwaukee, 158 
Wis. 564, 149 NW 579, AnnCas1916A 


110. 
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position of the proceeds unauthorized by law has 
been made, the right ‘thereto may be enforced in 
an appropriate action.* The action must be brought 
within the period of time limited by statute;> and 
the complaint must state a cause of action.$ 

It has been held that the interest ac- 
cumulated’ on funds derived from fines is to be 
distributed among the parties entitled to the prin- 
cipal in the same proportion.? 
B. Informer’s Share.’ 
paying a moiety of fines to informers was in fre- 
quent use in England from very early times;® and 
in this country congress or the legislature in fixing 
fines has in many cases provided, with a view to 
stimulating prosecutions, that an informer should 
be entitled to a part of the fine.1° 
any part of a fine is to go to an informer for 


The practice of 


If a whole or 


_ [a] Question for the jury.—The 
issue of whether a fine has been im- 
posed under a town ordinance:or a 
state statute is sometimes a ques- 
tion for the jury. Pocahontas vy. 
State, 114 Ark. 448, 170 SW 89. 

{b] County treasurer’s fee,— 
Where collected fines were not paid 
over to the county treasurer for the 
use of the state as required by law, 
but were applied directly to the 
payment of the expenses of the 
courts, the county treasurer’s fee for 
collecting was never earned, and the 
state was entitled to recover the full 
amount of the fines without deduct- 
ing such fee. State v. Milwaukee, 
158 Wis. 564, 149 NW 579, AnnCas 
1916A 110. 

5. Harrodsburg v. Harrodsburg 
Educational Dist., 7 SW 312, 9 KyL 
605; Hillsborough County yv., Man- 
chester, 49 N. H. 57;' Buncombe 
County v. Asheville, 128 N..C. 249, 
38 SE 874. } ee 

6. Green Island v. Williams, 79 
App. Div. 260, 79 NYS/79i.. Ga a 

7. Galpin v. Chicago, 269 Ill. 27, 
109 NE 713, LRA1917B 176. ONE 


8. “Informer” defined see Inform: 


er, [22 Cye 720]. 

9. Bacon Abr. tit Action Qui 
Tam; 3 Blackstone Comm. p .160;7 
State v. De Lano, 80 Wis. 259, 249, 
NW 808. 4 i. 

10. U. S.—Washington Levy Ct. ve 
Ringgoid, 5 Pet. 451, 8 L.ced. 188; 
U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. Cas, No. 
LOSE TT te4s Biss: 106. 

Del.—Law, etc., Soc. v. Wilming- 
ton, 20 Del. 366, 55, A i. 

Ill.—Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. Herr, 
FAP TU S56: 

Md.—Sanner v. State, 85 Md. 523, 


SUTADAGDS: ' 
Hillsborough 


N. H.—Pierce v. 
County, 54 N. H. 433. 

Ss. C.—State v. Baldwin, 18 S. C. 
L. 541. . 

Vt.—Wing v. Smilie, 63 Vt. 532, 22 
an 74; Cain v. Valiquette, 56 Vt. 

Va.—Southern Express Co. v. 
Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SH 809, 41 LRA 
436 [aff 168 U. S. 705 mem, 18 SCt 
947 mem, 42 L. ed. 1212 mem]. 

Wis.—State v. De Lano, 80 Wis. 
259, 49 NW 808. 

[a] Payment to society for pre- 
vention of cruelty to children as 
prosecutor.—Yonkers Soc., ete. v. 
Yonkers, 44 Hun (N. Y.) 338. 

{[b] Share of prosecutor. — Some 
statutes provide that in certain cases 
the officer or person prosecuting the 
ease shall be entitled to a specified 
percentage of the fine when collect- 
ed. Ashlock v. Com., 7 B. Mon. (Ky.) 
44: Rout v. Feemster,.7 J. J. Marsh. 
(Ky.) 181; Batchelder v. Rocking- 
ham County, 66 N. H. 374, 23 A 429; 
Wing v. Smilie, 63 Vt. 532, 22 A 74; 
Cain v. Valiquette, 56 Vt. 78. 

Effect of remission on share paid 
over to the informer see infra § 42. 

Effect of reneal of statute impos- 
ing fine or penalty on rights of 
crag see Constitutional Law 
§ 556. 
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setting the prosecution afoot, the statute must so 
provide.t! It seems that a party claiming an in- 
former’s share must be the first informer.1? One 
may be entitled to an informer’s share by giving 
information leading to other information. It is 
not necessary that he shall be a witness in the 
ease 14 or have such persgnal knowledge of the 
crime as to make him a competent witness.to A 
person whose duty it is to disclose information, and 
who violates such duty if he does not disclose it, 
cannot be an informer.t® However, under a statute 
providing that all fines and penalties, when recov- 
ered, shall be paid to the county or city where the 
same may be imposed, unless directed to be paid 
otherwise by the law imposing them, but if there is 
an informer he shall have half, unless otherwise 
provided, it has been held that the state had no 
interest in, and could not maintain, an action against 
a sheriff to recover fines which he collected and 
claimed as informer’s fees.17 It seems that~to en- 
title the informer to his reward his name need 
not be entered upon the docket or appear upon the 
records of the court in connection with the prose- 
cution.18 Under some statutes.in order for an in- 
former to be entitled to a part of the fine his 
name must be written or indorsed on the indict- 
ment or at its foot.1® The right of the informer 
to a portion of the fine is complete and enforce- 
able only when the fine has been collected.2? The 
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T§§ 41-42 


judgment in the prosecution in which the fine is 
imposed should be rendered in favor of the state;? 
and where it is so rendered, an execution thereon 
in favor of the informer is invalid.22 A com- 
plainant, under a statute imposing a fine, cannot 
recover in an action of debt that portion of the 
fine to which, by the terms of the statute, he may 
be entitled, in the absence of a special provision 
to that effect,?? since in the absence of any special 
provision as to the mode of procedure, the use of 
the word ‘‘fine’’ ‘in a statute determines that its 
recovery must be by indictment or information.2* 
The burden of proof to the right to the informer’s 
portion of a fine is upon the person who claims 
to be the informer,?® or upon the person who claims, 
as of right, to withhold moneys from the state 
on the ground that they belong to the informers.?® 
The informer’s share, if not claimed, is payable to 
the state.?7 

Constitutionality of statutes. Under the various 
state constitutions making provision for the appli- 
cation of the proceeds of fines to educational or 
other purposes, acts of the legislature giving shares 
of fines collected to the informers have been up- 
held in most instances.2® However, where the con- 
stitution provides for the disposition of the entire 
amount of the fine, such statutes have been held 


unconstitutional.?9 
4 


VI. REMISSION OF FINES °° 


[§ 42] The general pardoning power which is 
vested in the crown in England and in the presi- 
dent and the governors of the various states in 
the United States*1 usually extends to the re- 
mission of fines,?2 unless some vested rights in the 
proceeds of such fines would be thereby impaired.** 
And in any case the executive may discharge from 


imprisonment for nonpayment.34 The fact that a 
statute directs the disposition to be made of a 
fine does not interfere with the power of the execu- 
tive to remit such fine.2> The courts cannot as a 
rule remit fines which have been lawfully and 
finally imposed.** However, some statutes provide 
that certain courts shall have power to remit a 


ile eeryant, ve. Rich’s “Grill, 216 
Mass. 344, 103 NE 925, AnnCas1915B 
869. 

12 Uns: ve Simons, 7 Weds 3.709. 
See U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. Cas. 
Nos 15,177) 4 Biss, 276) USS. =v: 
George.) 25) H.. (Cais: Noi 15,198). 6 
Blatchf. 406 (both cases of forfeiture 
and applying the principle of the 


text). 
13. U. .S..v. Simons, 7 Fed. 709. 
[a] Illustration. — Where A _ in- 


formed against B for smuggling and 
B confessed and implicated C for 
receiving the property smuggled, and 
C was arrested and acting upon the 
advice of a third party also con- 
fessed and implicated D as his prin- 
eipal in the transaction, and D was 
convicted and fined, A was held to 
be entitled to an informer’s share 
of the fine imposed. U.S. v. Simons, 


7 Fed. 709. 

14. Sanner v. State, 85 Md. 523, 
37 A 165. 

15. Sanner v. State, 85 Md. 523, 
87 A 165. 

{a]/ Reason for rule.— “It does 


not increase the reputation of pub- 
lic trials for purity and justice, when 
the witnesses are to receive rewards 
in case of the conviction of the ac- 
eused.” Sanner v. State, 85 Md. 523, 
526, 37 A 165. 

16. U.S. v. Simons, 7 Fed. 709. 

17. Sanner v. State, 83 Md. 648, 35 
A 158. 

18. Northumberland v. Coos, 51 
N. H. 557 (under a statute relating 
to prosecutions for the keeping for 
sale of spirituous liquors, it is not 
required that the name of the town 
or its agent as prosecutor shall be 
entered on the docket or appear on 
the records in connection with the 


prosecution, and, while such entry 30. 


might be advisable, the claim of the 
town for one half of the fine collect- 
ed by the county through such prose- 
cution may be enforced without it). 

19. State v. Parkins, 63 W. Va. 
385, 61 SE 337. 

20. Grenada County v. Little, 111 
Miss. 605, 71 S 871. 

21. Bass’ v. State, 63 Ala, 108. 
See also Rawlings v. State, 2 Md. 201 
(where an act awards one half of a 
fine to the county, and one half to 
the informer, and the whole is ad- 
judged to the. state, the judgment 
will not be reversed at the instance 
of the person convicted). 

22. “Bass Vv. “Staten 63) Adal” 10:87 
Dupont v. Downing, 6 Iowa 172. 

23.° Slayton v. Marshall, 64 N. H. 
549, 15 A 210, 1 LRA 51. 

24. See supra § 5. 

25. State v. Green, 120 Md. 681, 


[a] Evidence held sufficient to 
show that the party seeking to re- 
cover the reward was the informer. 
Sanner v. State, 85 Md. 523, 37 A 165: 


26. State v. Green, 120 Md. 681, 
SieAw al Ole 

27. State v. Green, 120 Md. 681, 
87 A 1101. 


28. State v. Indiana, ete, R. Co., 
133 Ind. 69, 32) NEY 817, 18 LRA 502; 
Southern Express Co. v. Com., 92 Va. 
59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436; State v. 
De Lano, 80 Wis. 259, 49 NW 808; 
Dutton v. Fowler, 27 Wis. 427; Lynch 
v. The HEconomy, 27 Wis. 69; State 
Vi Casey,) on) Wisse lese 

29. State v. Hillsborough County, 
(Fla.) 87 S 917; Atchison, ete, R. 
Co. v,. State, 22 Kan. 1; Ex p. Mc- 
Mahon, 26 Nev. 243, 66 P 294; State 
v. Parkins, 63 W. Va. 385, 61 SH 337. 


Effect of pardon see Pardons 
[29 Cye 1567, 1568]. 

31. See Pardons [29 Cye 1562, 
1563]. 

32. In re Mullee, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,911, 7 Blatchf. 23; Pardoning Power 
of President, 5 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 579; 
Power to Remit Fines, 4 Op. Atty.- 
Gen. p 458; Respecting the Pardon- 
ing Power, 3 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 622; 
Holliday v. Peo., 10 Ill. 214; State 
v. Beebee, 87 Iowa 6386, 639, 54 NW 
479; MvkKay v. Woodruff, 77 Iowa 
413, 42 NW 428. 

“The lesser power of remission is: 
necessarily included within the gen- 
eral authority to pardon.” Holliday 
v. Peo., 10 Ill. 214, 216 [quot State 
v. Beebee, supra]. 

33. See infra note 40 [a]. 

34. Pardoning Power of Presi- 
dent, 5 Op. Atty.-Gen. p 579, Mani-. 
towoe County v. Sullivan, 51 Wis. 
115, 8 NW 12. 

35. Fischel v. Mills, 55 Ark. 344, 
18 SW 237, 15 LRA 395; Baldwin v. 
Scoggin, 15 Ark. 427. 

36. In’ re Mulle, 17 F. Cas. No. 
9,911, 7 Blatchf. 28; State v. Manuel, 
20 N. C. 144; Luckey v. State, 14 Tex. 
400; Spradley v. State, 23 Tex. Civ. 
A. 20, 56 SW 114. 

fa] BKight vested in fovernor.— 
Where the right to remit a fine after 
conviction is in the executive of the 
state, the court, after imposing the- 
fine, cannot remit any part thereof. 
State v. Manuel, 20 N. C. 144; Luckey 
v. State, 14 Tex. 400. 

[b] Judgment with condition for 
remission.—It has been held to be 
irregular to annex to a sentence any 
condition for the subsequent remis- 
sion of the fine. State v. Bennett,. 
ZOEN. Cit 05 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 42-43] 


fine imposed by such courts.27 When the authority 
to remit a fine is vested in one branch of the goy- 
ernment, that authority cannot be usurped by any 
other branch.?* The authority to exercise the power 
to remit a fine continues until a vested right in- 
But thereafter it cannot be exercised.*° 
The power to remit fines only authorizes the re- 
pursuance of the provisions of 
Where a court has power to remit a 
fine, it ought not to exercise it unless some good 
reason for so doing is shown,*? and it has been 
held that the good conduct of the prisoner is not 
Where power is granted to 
suspend the collection of a fine for a limited period 
of time, there is no power to make an indefinite 
Suspension of the fine;** and a suspension for more 
than the period prescribed is void ab initio,*® and 
The power to remit 


tervenes.?° 


mission of fines in 
the law.*! 


a sufficient reason.43 


not valid for such period.*é 
the whole of a fine includes the 
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that part.48 


check, payment 


power to remit 


PART TWO: FORFEITURES 


[By Juan D. Mrranpa] 
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a part thereof.‘ 

Operation and effect. If a release is confined to 
a part of the fine it will not be extended beyond 
It has been held that a commutation 
merely releasing the property of defendant from 
liability does not relieve him of any personal liabil- 
ity;*° and that a respite of the collection of a fine 
after it has been replevied does not release the 
surety in the replevy bond.5° 
sion of a fine to be effective the conditions upon 
which it is granted must be complied with.®! Where 
a contractor with county for hire of county pris- 
oners accepted, pursuant to agreement, defendant’s 
check for half amount of. prisoner’s fine, so that 
prisoner, in custody of sheriff to collect fine or 
make delivery to contractor, was released, the con- 
tractor could not recover from defendant on the 


In order for remis- 


of which was stopped after the 


governor remitted fine.5? 


I. DEFINITIONS AND DISTINCTIONS 


[§ 43] 


even confusedly.? 


37. See statutory provisions; and 
Peo. v. New York Ct. Spec. Sess., 156 
NYS 61 [aff 217 N. Y. 674 mem, 112 
NE 1070 mem]. 

38. U.S. v. Mossew, 268 Fed. 383; 
McKay v. Woodruff, 77 Iowa 4138, 42 
NW 428; Buckler v. Com., 8 Kyl 63; 
Bennett v. State, 2 Yerg. (Tenn.) 472; 
Spradley v. State, 23 Tex. Civ. A. 
20, 56 SW 114. ‘ 

{a] Thus, where the constitution 
or statutes of the state vest the 
power to remit fines elsewhere, it 
cannot be exercised by: (1) The at- 
torney-general. Bennett v. State, 2 
Yere. (Tenn.) 472. (2) The prose- 
cuting officer. McKay v. Woodruff, 
77 lowa 413, 42 NW 428; Buckler v. 
Com., 8 Kyl 63. (3) The board of 

, Supervisors. McKay v. Woodruff, 


supra. 
{b] Legislature.—Where the gov- 
ernor is vested with the power to 
remit a fine imposed, the legislature 
cannot assume to act in that be- 
half. Waley v. Clark, 26 Ala. 439; 
State v. Sloss, 25 Mo. 291, 69 AmD 
467; Com. v. Denniston, 9 Watts 
(Pa.) 142; State v. Fleming, 7 
Humphr. (Tenn.) 152, 46 AmD 73. 
See Rankin v. Beaird, 1 Ill. 163 
(where the act only released from 
imprisonment, the court saying that 
even if the right to the fine was a 
‘vested one, it was not destroyed, but 
the party was left to his action). 
[c] National Defense Act.— (1) 
Comp. St. § 10130, as to remission of 
fines on summary investigation be- 
fore district judge, does not author- 
ize him to recommend remission of 
a fine by the secretary of the treas- 
ury for violation of National_De- 
fence Act of Aug. 10, 1917 (40 U. S. 
St. at L. 276 e¢ 53). U. S. v. Mossew, 
268 Fed. 3838. (2) The concurrent 
jurisdiction with the court of claims 
given by Comp. St. § 991 (20) does 
not authorize the district court to 
sit as a court of claims to remit a 
fine imposed under National Defense 
Act Aug. 10, 1917 (40 U. S. St. at L. 
276 c 53), where claimant had not 
complied with the formal statutory 
provisions as to suing in the court 
of claims, but has merely presented 
a petition asking the court to act 
summarily. U. S. v. Mossew, supra. 
Statutes providing relief for de- 
fendants unable to pay see supra 
30. 
: 39. Hendrix v. Reed, 137 Ark. 454, 
208 SW 800; Fischel v. Mills, 55 Ark. 
344, 346, 18 SW 237, 15 LRA 395; 
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A. In General. The terms ‘‘fine,’’ ‘‘for- 
feiture,’’ and ‘‘penalty’’ are often used loosely and 
The term ‘‘forfeiture 


Vemhasa 
State v. Dyches, 28 Tex. 535; Smith 
v. State, 26 Tex. A. 49,,.9 SW 274. 

“The rule established by the au- 
thorities is that until a vested right 
intervenes, the power of the Gov- 
ernor to remit the fine remains.” 
Fischel v. Mills, supra [quot Hen- 
drix v. Reed, supra]. 

[a] An execution issued after re- 
mission of fine will be enjoined. State 
Vv. Dy ches,4 28, | Tex. 535; Smith _v. 
State, 26 Tex. A. 49, 9 SW 274. 

40. U. S—wU..S. v. Harris, 262. 
Cas. No. 15,312, 1 Abb. 110. 

Ark.—Fischel v. Mills, 55 Ark. 344, 
18 SW 237, 15 LRA’ 395. 

Ga.—Parrott v. Wilson, 51 Ga. 
255; Matter of Flournoy, 1 Ga. 606. 

Ill.—Meul v. Peo., 198 Ill. 258, 64 


NE 1106. 
Repent 1 v. Farley, 8 Blackf. 
S. C.—State v. Williams, 


LON Sages 
L. 26; State v. Rowe, 2 S. C. L. 565. 

Eng.—Reg. v. Barret, 1 Salk. 383, 
91 Reprint 334; Rex v. Amery, 2 T. 
R. 515, 100 Reprint 278. 

{a]. The share of an informer can- 
not be remitted where the right 
thereto has become vested. U.S. v. 
Harris, 26°E. Cas. No. 15,312, 1 Abb. 
11030 Parrott va Wilson, (ol ‘Gar 255: 
Rucker v. Bosworth, 7 J. J. Marsh. 
(Ky.) 645; State v. Williams, 10 8S. C. 
L. 26; State v. Rowe, 2 S. C. L. 565. 

{b] In Kentucky.—(1) Under the 
constitution then controlling, it was 
held that the governor could not 
remit that part of a judgment which 
by statute is given to the attorney 
for the commonwealth, to be paid to 
him when collected. Berry v. Shee- 
han, 87 Ky. 434, 9 SW 286, 10 KyL 
426; Com. v. Morgan, 14 B. Mon. 
392. (2) It had been formerly held 
under an early act that the power 
of the governor to remit was un- 
limited, and that the attorney had 
no interest in the fine different from 
that of the commonwealth. Routt v. 
Feemster, 7 J. J. Marsh. 1381. 

41. Ryan v. State, 176 Ind. 281, 
95 NE 561; Ex p. Connella, 33 Nev. 
380, 111 P 295; Ex p. Shelor, 33 Nev. 
BOL MIE ZO 

42. Peo. v. Kelly, 32 Misc. 319, 66 
NYS 733. 

{a] A higher court, although hav- 
ing power to remit a fine, in the ab- 
sence of good cause shown will re- 
fuse to remit a fine imposed by the 
lower court, where the lower court 
has also power to remit it. Peo. v. 


Kelly, 32 Misc. 319, 66 NYS 733. 


distinct meaning.’ 
expresses the result which flows from a failure to 
comply with the law.* 


It is a comprehensive one ® and 


The term is most generally 


43. Peo, v. Kelly, 32 Misc. 319, 66 
NYS 733. 

44. Ex p. Connella, 33 Nev. 380, 
111 P 295; Ex p. Shelor, 33 Nev. 361, 
Tals 12) Ae 

45. Ex p. Connella, 33 Nev. 380, 
111 P 295; Ex p. Shelor, 33 Nev. 361, 
lala! ger PAE 

46. Ex p. Connella, 33 Nev. 380, 
111 P 295; Ex p. Shelor, 33 Nev. 361, 
jal ey Beh 

47... state. Vv, Twitty, tl NaC Lo es 
State v. Williams, 10 S. C. L. 26. 

48. Buck v. State, 103 Miss. 276, 
60 S 3821. 

49. McKay v. Woodruff, 77 Iowa 
413, 42 NW 428. 

50. Nall v. Springfield, 9 Bush 
Chey) Gia: 

51. McKay v. Woodruff, 77 Iowa 
413, 42 NW 428. 


_ (a] Tllustration.—Where a pardon 
is granted releasing the fine and 
also releasing certain property from 
the lien of the fine, but not affecting 
the personal liability of defendant, 
and containing a condition that de- 
fendant pay the costs and refrain 
from the unlawful business’ for 
which he was convicted, such a par- 
don is not a bar to the subsequent 
arrest of defendant, unless he shows 
that he has complied with the con- 
ditions thereof. McKay v. Woodruff, 
77 Iowa 413, 42 NW 428. 

52. Hendrix v. Reed, 137 Ark. 454, 
208 SW 800. 

1. See supra § 1. 

“The word ‘forfeiture’ is variously 
defined in the books, and its exact 
signification varies more or less ac- 
cording to the connection in which it 
is used.’”’ Pence v. Tidewater Town- 
site Corp., (Va.) 103 SE 694, 695. 

2. Woodrough v. Douglass County, 
71 Nebr. 354, 98 NW 1092, 

3. McCulloch v. Murphy, 125 Fed. 
147. 

fa] Etymology of “forfeiture.”— 
“Forfeiture is derived by Cunning- 
ham, in his law dictionary, from the 
Latin foris factura, French forfait, 
signifying trespass, transgression, 
crime. Coke, in his commentary on 
Littleton, (59a.) gives the definition 
of forfeiture, by saying it is derived 
from the Latin, the adjective is foris 
factus, the verb foris facere, and the 
noun foris factura, foris extra and 
legem facere, that is to act against 
or without law or custom.” Beard 
v. Smith, 6 T. B. Mon. (Ky.) 430, 443. 

4 McCulloch v. Murphy. 125 Fed. 
147. 
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used to signify the effect of transgression of a 
penal law rather than the transgression itself.5 
.the term is used in this article, forfeiture is the di- 
vestiture of specific property without compensation, 
in consequence of some default or act forbidden by 


law.® 


[§ 44] B. Penalty Distinguished.’ 
terms ‘‘forfeiture’’ and ‘‘penalty’’ are often used 
as being synonymous and interchangeable,’ they are 


5. Beard v. Smith, 6 T. B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 430. 

6. Ind.—State v. Marion County, 
85 Ind. 489. 

Iowa. — Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 
Iowa 296. 


Ky.—Com. v. French, 130 Ky. 744, 
114 SW 255, 17 AnnCas 601. 


Miss.—Taylor v. Matchell, 2 Miss. 
596. 
Mo.—Casey St. Louis Transit 


Vv. 
Co., 116 Mo. A. 235, 91 SW 419. 

Or.—Stennick v. J. K. Lumber Co.; 
ShmOrms4 42) P61 oP Ot Gore | Sor: 

Pa.—Union Glass Co., Ltd. v. New 
Castle First Nat. Bank, 10 Pa. Co. 
665. 

Tex.—State v. De Gress, 72 »Tex. 
242, 11 SW 1029; Myers v. State, 47 
Tex. Civ. A. 336, 105 SW 48. 

Va.—Anglea v. Com., 10 Gratt. (51 
Va.) _ 696. 

[a] Othe definitions.—(1) “A dep- 
rivation or destruction of a right in 
consequence of the non-performance 
of some obligation or condition.’ 
Webster v. Dwelling House Ins, Co., 
53 Oh. St. 558, 563, 42 NE 546, 53 
AmSR 658, 30 LRA 719 [quot Sten- 
nick v. J K. Lumber Co., 85 Or. 444, 
AnGw4iie lo, P97, 166: PP 9s Ie tC) 
“A divestiture of property without 
compensation, in consequence of a 
default or offense.” Union Glass Co., 
Ltd. v. New Castle First Nat. Bank, 
10 Pa. Co. 565, 572 [quot Stennick v. 
J. K. Lumber Co., supra]. (3) “An 
involuntary transfer of a sum of 
money or property imposed by way 
of punishment for the commission of 
an offense against the law.’ Casey 
v. St: Louis Transit Co., 116 Mo. A. 
235, 247, 91 SW 419 [quot Anglea 
v. Com., 10 Gratt. (51 Va.) 696]. (4) 
A penalty by which one loses his 
rights and interest in his property. 
Gosselink vy. Campbell, 4 lowa 296, 
300. (5) “A penalty imposed for 
misconduct or breach of duty.” Com. 
v. French, 130 Ky. 744, 748, 749, 114 
SW 255, 17 AnnCas 661. (6) “Loss 
of property by way of compensation 
for injury to the person to whom the 
property is forfeited, as well as pun- 
ishment.” Whitney v. Dewey, 158 
Fed. 385, 392, 86 CCA 21. (7) “The 
incurring of a liability to pay a defi- 
nite sum of money as the conse- 
quence of violating the provisions of 
some statute or refusal to comply 


with some requirement of law.” 
Black L. D. [quot Com. v. French, 
supra]. (8) “The loss of what be- 


longs to a person in consequence of 
some fault, misconduct or transgres- 
sion of law.” State v. Marion 
County,, 85 Ind, 489, 493. (9) “The 
omission or neglect ‘of a duty which 
the party binds himself to perform, 
or to the performance of which he 
is enjoined by the law, is upon the 
breach . . thereof called a forfei- 
ture; that is, the advantages accru- 
ing from the performance of the 
thing, are by his omission defeated 
and determined.” Beard v. Smith, 6 
T. B. Mon. (Ky.) 430, 444 [quot Sten- 
nick v. J. K. Lumber Co., 85 Or. 444, 
AO ma Olea ie peony: RL OO. AQ5al;. (10) 
“Where a person loses some prop- 
erty, right, privilege, or benefit in 
consequence of having done or 
omitted to do a certain act.’. Rapalje 
& LL. D.. [quot State. .v.. De 
Gress, 72 Tex. 242, 245, 11 SW 1029 
(quot Meyers v. State, (Tex. Civ. A.) 
105 SW 48, 50)]. To like effect Hud- 
son v. Shepard, 90 Ill. A. 626; State 
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not always so.°® 
As 


forfeiture.!2 


more comprehensive term.11 
alty’’ is used in its generic character it includes a 
As employed here, a forfeiture re- 
lates to specific property, real or personal,1® while 


A forfeiture is a broader 1° and 
When the term ‘‘pen- 


a penalty relates to a sum of money.'4 


While the [§ 45] ©. 


term 


v. Marion County, 85 Ind. 489; Jagoe 
vi Abtna: ins!" Co:/ 123 Kyl510,"96 
SW 598; Roblee v. Masonic Life As- 
soc., 38 Mise, 481, 77 NYS 1098 [aff 
95: “App. Div." "620,. 88. (NYS 131; 
Cassell v. Crothers, 193 Pa. 359, 44 
A 446. (11) The “effect or penalty 
of transgressing some law.” Tomlin 
L. D. [quot King v. Gardner, 25 N. S. 
48, 51]. (12) “A penalty for an of- 
fence or unlawful act, cr for some 
wilful omission, of a tenant of prop- 
erty, whereby he loses it together 
with his title, which devolves upon 
others.” Wharton UL. Lex. [quot 
King v. Gardner, supra]. (13) ‘The 
loss of an estate in consequence of 
the doing or omission of some act.” 
Pence v. Tidewater Townsite Corp., 
(Va.) 103 SE 694, 695. 

{b] Blackstone’s definition. — (1) 
“A punishment annexed by law to 
some .illegal act or negligence in 
the owner of lands, tenements, or 
hereditaments, whereby he loses all 
his interest therein, and they be- 
come vested in the party injured, as 
a recompense’ which he alone or the 
public together with himself kath 
sustained.” 2 Blackstone Comm. 
p 267 [quot Wiseman v. McNulty, 


25 Cal. 230, 237: Merchant’s Bank 
v. Bliss, 24 N. Y. Super. 391, 13 Abb 
Pr 226, 22) Howkr <365,00 0.0. (ate isd 


N. Y. 412); King v. Gardner, 25 N. 
Sa 48s bay a2) eras definition . . 
necessarily implies that there would 
be some person, natural or artificial, 
who is entitled to receive. the bene- 
fit of the forfeiture when it accrues.” 
Wiseman v. McNulty, supra. 

{c] Bacon’s definition.—(1) “The 
omission or neglect of a duty which 
the party binds himself to perform, 
or to the performance of which he 
is enjoined by the law, iS upon the 
breach or neglect thereof, called a 
forfeiture, that is, the advantages 
accruing from the performance of 
the thing, are by his omission de- 
feated and _ determined.” Bacon 
Abr. [quot Williamsburg v. Weesner, 
164 Ky. 769, 774, 176 SW 224; Beard 
v. Smith, 6 . B. Mon. (Ky.) 430, 
444]. (2). “This, definition includes 
forfeitures.of conditions, obligations, 
offices, and estates, and other penal- 
ties, accruing in civil cases, or in- 
flicted for transgressions or omis- 
sions of duty imposed by law, or as 
it relates to crimes and offences.’ 
Beard v. Smith, supra. 

[a] Statutory definition. — ‘‘The 
word forfeiture,as usedinthis chap- 


ter, Shall include any penalty, in 
money or goods, other than a fine.” 
Wis, St. (1898) § 4294. See State v. 


Hamley. 137 Wis. 458, 119 NW 114 
(where the statute is construed). 
{e] “The term ‘forfeiture’ [in a 
contract] (1) does not necessarily 
exclude a purpose to make the sum 
named a penalty merely to which the 
parties may resort for the recovery 
of the actual damages resulting ... 
to the injured party by the breach of 
the contract.’’ MeMillan v. Bowie 
First Nat. Bank, 56 Tex. Civ. A. 45, 
46, 119 SW 709. (2) “Forfeiture 
relates to something. done or omitted 
by which one’s rights are lost. ... 
There can be no forfeiture of a con- 
tract that has no existence. : 
Forfeiture assumes a pre- -existing 
valid contract or obligation.” Roblee 
v. Masonie Life Assoc., 38 Misc. 481, 
483, 77 NYS 1098 [aff 95 App. Div. 
620, 88 NYS 1115] [quot Stennick v. 


Other Terms Distinguished. 
‘* forfeiture 
‘‘abandonment,’’ 15 ‘‘escheat,’’ 16 ‘‘fine,’’? 17 “*pur- 


The 


?? has been distinguished from 


J. K. Lumber Co., 85 Or. 444, 477, 
161 P 97, 166 P 951]. 

7. Penalties generally see 
§§ 72, 161. 

8. Cal.—Peo. v. Reis, 76 Cal. 269, 
18 P 309; Muldoon v. Lynch, 66 Cal, 
536, 6 P 417. 

Ga.—Southern R. Co. v. Inman, 11 


infra 


Ga. A. 564, 75 SE 908; Pennington 
v. Douglas, ete., R. Co., 3 Ga. A. 665, 
60 SE 485. 

La.—Miller v. Bopp, 136 La. 788, 
67 S 881. 

Md.—State v. Baltimore, etc, R. 
ee £2) Gill, £&* 5.4279; 385 2Amp 


Mo.—State v. Walbridge, 119 Mo. 
383, 24 SW 457, 41 AmSR 663; Casey 
v. St. Louis Transit Co., 116 Mo. A. 
235, 91 SW 419. 

N.’ M.—Keinath v. Reed, 18 N. M. 
358: 137 P 841, 

Y.—Colwell v. Lawrence, 38 N. 
¥; Ni. 5 Transcr. A. 307, 36 HowPr 
306 [aff 36 Barb. 643, 24 HowPr 306]; 
Colon v. Lisk, 138 App. Div. 195, 43 
NYS 364 [aff 153 N. Y 188, 47 NE 
302, 60 AmSR 609]. 

Pa.—Crawley v. Com., 123 Pa, 275, 


16 A 416. 
Butler, 62 S: C., 


S. C.—Butler v. 
165, 40 SE 138. 

[a] “Penalty, forfeiture or liabil- 
ity.”—U. S. v. Ulrici, 28 F. Cas. No. 
16,594, 3 Dill. 532. 

9. Hawkins v. Iron Valley Fur- 
nace Co., 40 Oh. St. 507, 514; Sten- 
nick v. J. K. Lumber Co., 85 Or, 444, 
161 P 97, 166 P 951; Wright v. Dobie, 
3 Tex: Civ. A. 194,22) Sw 66. 

“The terms ‘forfeiture and pen- 
alty,’ though generally regarded as 
synonyms, are not such in this pro- 
vision. . The ternis are used in 
contrast, and effect must be given, if 
possible, to each. A penalty in its 
original and legal sense means a 
penal punishment. ... Like corporal 
punishment, it is inflicted by or in 
right of the public, and a recovery 
enures in whole or in part to the 
public. A forfeiture is more com- 
prehensive in its signification, yet it 
generally acerues to individuais, and 
may well be so limited in a statute 
requiring strict construction.” Haw- 
kins v. Iron Valley Furnace Co., 
supra, 

fa] As used in contract.—“Pen- 
alty” is not synonymous with ‘for- 
feiture,’’ as used in a contract stipu- 
lating that a certain amount should 
be forfeited in the event of the aban- 
donment of a certain trade, although 
the two words may be used to mean 
the same thing, for a forfeiture is 
usually a penalty, although a penalty 
is not necessarily a forfeiture. Hakin 
v. Scott, 70 Tex. 442, 7 SW 777. 

10. Stennick v. J. K. Lumber Co., 
85 Or. 444, 161 P 97, 166 P 951. 


11. Hawkins v. Iron Valley Fur- 
nace Co., 40 Oh, St. 507. 
12. Gosselink v. Campbell, 4 Iowa 


296; Casey v. St.-Lonis Transit Co., 
116 Mo. A. 235, 91 SW 419; Wright 
He Dobie, 3 Tex. Civ. A. 194, 22 SW 


13. See supra § 43. 

14, See infra § 72. 

15. Fisher v. Crescent Oil Co., 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 178 SW 905; Garrett 
v. South Penn Oil Co., 66 W. Va. 587, 
66 SE 741. 


Abandonment “defined” see Aban- 
donment § 1. 

16. See Escheat § 1. 

17. See supra § 2. ° 


' For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


[§§ 43-45 


§§ 45-48] 


chase,’’ 18 ‘‘sale,’’ 19 and “‘stoppage.?? 20 And it 
has been held synonymous with ‘‘debt,’? 21 
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“*fine,’’ 22 and ‘‘punishment.’? 28 


II. COMMON-LAW AND STATUTORY IN REM FORFEITURES *4 


[§ 46] A. Distinguished and Compared. In 
many cases of forfeiture for a felony committed at 
common law, forfeiture did not strictly speaking at- 
tach in rem;”° but it was a part or at least a con- 
sequence of the judgment or conviction,?* and there- 
fore no right to the goods and chattels of a felon 
could be acquired by the crown from the mere com- 
mission of the offense,?7 but the right attached only 
by the conviction of the offender.2® In the contem- 
plation of the common law the offender’s right was 
not divested until the conviction.2® But this doc- 
trine never was applied to seizures and forfeitures 
created by statute in rem, cognizable on the revenue 
side of the exchequer.2° The thing was there pri- 


marily considered as the offender,?! or rather the 
offense was attached primarily to the thing,? and 
this, whether the offense was malum prohibitum or 
malum in se.°? 

[§ 47] B. Owner’s Knowledge or Consent. 
When the thing is inculpated under an in rem stat- 
utory provision it may be forfeited, although the 
act which caused the forfeiture was not done by or 
with the consent or knowledge of the owner.*+ There 
are circumstances, however, where the thing may 
be inculpated according to the letter of the statute, 
but where the courts refuse to enforce a forfeiture, 
as being contrary to the spirit and meaning of the 
statute.®° 


III. GROUNDS AND PROPERTY SUBJECT TO FORFEITURE 


[§ 48] By the early law lands and tenements 
were forfeited to the crown for treason.2¢ For petit 
treason and felony all personal estates and real 
property and the profits of freehold estates during 
life were forfeited absolutely;?7 and after death 
all the offender’s lands and tenements in fee sim- 
ple were forfeited for a short period of time.%8 
Goods and chattels were also forfeited for the 
higher kinds of offenses, as high treason or mis- 
prision of treason, petty treason, felonies of all 
sorts, etce.2® Lands were forfeited only upon at- 
tainder *® but goods and chattels were forfeited by 
conviction.* In some of the American colonies a 
forfeiture of land might be had upon conviction 


18. Woodrough v. Douglas Coun-’ 
ty, 71 Nebr. 354, 98 NW ,1092. 
“Purchase” defined see Purchase 


COMLNC. 96? Lal sAe 


Oyster Commn. vy. The Schooner Car- 
(Orleans), 51, 54. 
“It is a well-recognized principle 


of a felony.42 During the American Revolution 
statutes were passed by the colonies by which per- 
sons loyal to the king forfeited their estates, real 
and personal.4® And during the Civil War con- 
gress authorized the confiscation of the property of 
those who had taken part against the federal gov- 
ernment.** The rule that a conviction of felony 
worked a forfeiture of the property of the felon 
has been abrogated by statute in both England 45 
and the United States.4¢ The rule being thus ren- 
dered obsolete, it is considered sufficient to set 
out in the note the cases in which it has been 
passed upon.*7 At the present time statutes exist 


der in a boat driven within the limit 
by the violence of wind and waves 
and without the fault of the person 


[82 Cyc 1264]. 
19. Woodrough v. Douglas County, 
71 Nebr. 354, 98 NW 1092. 


“Sale” defined see Sales [35 Cyc 
25]. 

20. Dig. Op. Judges Adv. Gen. 
p 866 III B 6. 

21. See Debt § 7. 

22. See supra § 2. 

23. Featherstone v. Peo., 194 Ill. 


325, 62 NE 684; Taylor v. Matchell, 
2 Miss, 596: Jones v. State, 10 Okl. 
Crete, 1367 Pr182.1137 PL 120. : 
“Punishment” defined see Punish- 
ment [32 Cyc 1262]. 
24. Vesting of title under com- 
mon-law and statutory forfeiture see 


infra § 66. 

“Escheat”’ distinguished see 
Escheat § 1. ; 

25. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
SS) pleOula, ed. bats 7 

26. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
Soyer Olt weds pe lL. 

27. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
Soets 6) i. “ed.) 531. 

28. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
SS) “1; 6 L. ed. 531. 

29. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
Sool med Ooty ey. | Vee ruvie 
Boxes Asafcetida, 181 Fed. 561° [cit 
Cyc]. 

ae The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 1, 6 L. ed. 531. 

31. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 


14, 6 L. ed. 531; U.S. v. Five 
Asafetida, 181 Fed, 561 [cit 


The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 1, 6 L. ed. 531; Oyster Commn. v. 
The Schooner Carroll C., 6 La. A. 
(Orleans) 51. . 

33. The Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 1, 6 L. ed. 581; Oyster Commn.*v, 
The Schooner Carroll C., 6 La. A. 
(Orleans) 51. . 

34. Dobbins v. U. S., 96 U. S. 395, 
24 LL. ed. 637; U. S. v. Five Boxes 
Asafcetida, 181 Fed. 561 [cit Cyc]; 


of law that where a thing whereof 
there is an owner, passes into a 
situation antagonistic to the law, he 
may lose his ownership in it simply 
because the thing has offended. The 
punishment, if such it be called, 
falls on the thing even though the 
owner be not personally guilty of 
crime. ... Things are condemned 
as guilty for their active or passive 
contravention of a statute having 
forfeiture as its sanction; such con- 
traventions, by a fiction of law, are 
deemed the fault of the things them- 
selves; they are held responsible for 
offenses of omission or commission, 
imputed to them as though they were 
conscious and accountable; they are 
arrested and proceeded against as 
defendants; they are acquitted or 
condemned as though they were 
competent to stand in judgment for 
their violation of statutes.” Per 
Moore, J., in Oyster Commn. v. 
The Schooner Carroll C., supra. 

[a] The rule has been applied 
where the owner of a distillery and 
other property leased them for the 
purpose of a distillery and the un- 
lawful acts were permitted by the 
lessee.” “Dobbins *v7eUi"S:, 96 FULS. 
395, 24 L. ed. 637. 

85. Peisch v. Ware, 4 Cranch (U. 
S.) 347, 2 L. ed. 643; Trueman v. 403 


Quarter Casks,  etc., Gunpowder, 
Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 14. 
{a] MTllustrations.—(1) A cargo of 


wine and spirits which was landed 
from a disabled vessel by salvors 
was not forfeited, although the let- 
ter of the revenue laws was held to 
have been violated. Peisch v, Ware, 
4 Cranch (U. S.) 347, 2 L. ed. 643. 
(2) Where under a statute which 
provided that gunpowder which any 
person should have or possess ‘‘with- 
in two hundred yards of any wharf, 
or any part of the shore on the main 
land’ should be forfeited, gunpow- 


in custody was not subject to for- 
feiture. Trueman v. 403 Quarter 
Casks, etc., Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. 
(Mass.) 14. j 

36. Avery v. Everett, 110 N. Y. 
317, 18 NE 148, 6 AmSR 368, 1 LRA 
264; 4 Blackstone Comm. pp 384-387. 

37. 4 Blackstone Comm. pp 384-— 
387. See also 2 Blackstone Comm. 
pp 221; 

{a] Estates tail were first made 
subject to forfeiture for treason by 
269) ents Viibbsiee3, 2 Blackstone 
Comm, p 117. 


38. 4 Blackstone Comm. pp 384— 
ete See also 2 Blackstone Comm, 
p 


eer 4 Blackstone Comm. pp 384— 
40. 2 Blackstone Comm. p 3887. 
41. 2 Blackstone Comm. p 387. 
42. Thomas v. Hamilton, 1 Harr. 

& M. (Md.) 190 (where the grantee 

of land was convicted in Virginia 

of a felony and the land in Maryland 
was forfeited to the lord proprie- 
tary). 

43. See War [40 Cye 335]. 


44. See War [40 Cyc 3338]. 

45. In re Bateman, L. R. 15 Eq. 
355; 33 & 34 Vict. ec 23. 

46. Act April 30, 1790; Rev. St. 


§ 5326; Peo. v. Lyon, 99 N. Y. 210, 
de INIMGT3se oc Nee Or 16Lefrev ss 
Hun 623, 2 N. Y. Cr. 484 (aff 1 N. Y. 
Cr. 400)]; Moore v. Littel, 41 N. Y. 
66 [aff 40 Barb, 488]. 


Provisions in state constitutions 
see infra § 50. 
47. N.. J.—Hinchman v. Clark, 1 


N. J. L. 391; Dunham v. Drake, 1N. J. 
L. 363; Boyd v. Banta, 1 N. J. L. 308. 

N. Y.—Avery v. Everett, 110 N. Y. 
317, 18 NE 148, 6 AmSR 368, 1 LRA 


264; Moore v. Littel, 41 N. Y. 66 
[aff 40 Barb. 488]; Jackson v. Pre- 
Wost, 2) Cai. (164. ; 


Pa.—Ash v. Ashton, 3 Watts & 
S. 510; Dietrick v. Mateer, 10 Serg. 
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in many jurisdictions providing for the forfeiture | of property on various grounds.48 
IV. EXTENT , 
[§ 49] A person cannot forfeit a greater estate | or right in property inculpated than he himself has.* 
V. CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS 


[§ 50] A. Validity. There are constitutional 
provisions prescribing that no conviction of a crime 
shall work a forfeiture of an estate.°° However, 
the statutes creating or providing for forfeiture 
of specific property used in violation of law usually 
have been deemed constitutional *®! as against the 
objection of their being in deprivation of prop- 
erty for public use without compensation,°? and 
in deprivation of property without due process of 
law ° when such forfeiture fairly tends and is 
reasonably necessary to accomplish a legitimate pur- 
pose under the police power.®4 A statute which 
prescribes generally as to the forfeiture of the prop- 
erty is not void because it omits to provide for the 
mode of disposal of the property after its for- 
feiture.®® 

[§ 51] B. Construction.°® A statute imposing a 
forfeiture should be construed strictly 57 and in a 
manner as favorable to the person whose property 
is to be seized as is consistent with the fair prin- 
ciples of interpretation.6S The courts will usually 
give such a construction to statutes providing for 


forfeitures as will be consistent with justice and 
the dictates of natural reason, although contrary 
to the strict letter of the law;°® and therefore the 
strict letter of the law will not be enforced against 
persons who could not possibly be informed of its 
enactment, although there is no proviso in the stat- 
ute to that effect.°° An act of congress which 
provides for a forfeiture, and a joint resolution 
of the same date explaining the act and defining its 
operation, must be construed together.®+ 

[§ 52] C. Effect of Repealing Act.°? It is an 
established rule that, where a proceeding to enforce 
a forfeiture prescribed in a legislative act is pend- 
ing at the time of the repeal of the act or is in- 
stituted after the repeal, such repeal is a bar to 
the action or proceeding, in the absence of a saving 
clause in the repealing act.°? However, it is some- 
times expressly prescribed that the repeal of any 
statute shall not release or extinguish any forfeiture 
incurred under such statute, unless the repealing 
act shall so expressly provide.®* 


[§§ 48-53 


VI. ENFORCEMENT ° 


[§ 53] A. Necessity of Judicial Determination. | There can be no forfeiture of property unless the 


& R. 151; Com. v. Pennock, 3 Serg. 
Sens 199% 

Ss. C.—Wells v. Martin, 2 S. C. L. 
0 Ny 


Eng.—In re Bateman, L. R. 15 Eq. 
355; Chowne v. Baylis, 31 Beav. 351, 
54 Reprint 1174; Norris v. Chambres, 
29 Beav. 246, 54 Reprint 621 [aff 3 
De G. F. & J. 583, 45 Reprint 1004]; 
In re Thompson, 22 Beav. 506, 52 
Reprint 1203; Horton v. Kirton, 4 
Bro. P. C. 141, 2 Reprint 95; Whit- 
aker v. Wisbey, 12 C. B. 44, 74 ECL 
44, 188 Reprint 817; Macrae v. Hynd- 
man, 6 Cl. & F. 212, 7 Reprint 677; 
Morewood v. Wilkes, 6 C. & P. 144, 
25 ECL 364; Re Harrop, 3 Drew. 726, 
61 Reprint 1080; Barnett v. Blake, 3 
Dr: & Sm. 117, 62 Reprint 566; Re 
Saunders, 4 Giffard 179, 66 Reprint 
669; Perkins v. Bradley, 1 Hare 219, 
23 EngCh 2179, 66” Reprint.» 1013) 
Fleming v. Smith, 12 Ir. C. L. 404; 
Buckley v. Stapleton, 9 L. J. Ch. O. 
S. 263; Macrae v. Macrae, Macl. & 
R, 645, 9 Reprint 237; Rex v. Brid- 
ger, 1 M. & W. 145, 150 Reprint 381; 
Roberts v. Walker, 1 Russ. & M. 
752, 51 EngCh 752, 39 Reprint 288; 
Shaw v. Bran, 1) Stark. 319, 2 BCL 
125; Nicholls v. How, 2 Vern. Ch. 
389, 23 Reprint 850; Bedford v. Coke, 
2 Ves, 116, 28 Reprint 76. 

48. See statutory provisions. 
Cross references: 
Constitutionality of 

infra § 50. 
Construction of statutes see 

51 


statutes see 


infra 


Effect of repealing act see infra § 52. 
Forfeiture for violation of: 
Customs laws see Customs Duties 
§§ 324-358. 
Bite laws see War [40 Cye 
311]. 
Gaming laws see Gaming § 251, 
Liquor laws see Intoxicating 
Liquors [23 Cyc 292]. 
Nonintercourse laws see War [40 
Gye 311]. 
Revenue laws see Internal Reve- 
nue [22 Cyc 1680]. 
Tax laws see Taxation [37 Cyc 
1547]. 


Usury laws see Usury [39 Cyc 


1094]. 

49. Borland v. Dean, 3 F. Cas. No. 
1,660, 4 Mason 174. 

50. See constitutional provisions; 
and State v. Ryder, 126 Minn. 95, 147 
NW 9538, 5 ALR 1449. 

51. Patsone v. Pennsylvania, 232 
U.S. 138, 34 SCt 281,.58 i: ed. 539; 
Oyster Commn. vy. The Schooner Car- 
roll C., 6 La. A, (Orleans) 51; State 
v. Ryder, 126 Minn. 95,147 NW 953, 


5 ALR 1449; Daniels v. Homer, 139 
MY Con20 81.51 ASE 892i 3) RAINS 
Us 


52. Oyster Commn. v, The Schoon- 
er Carroil C., 6 La. A. (Orleans) 51. 
Deprivation of property generally 
see Constitutional Law §§ 998-1018. 
53. Patsone v. Pennsylvania, 232 
U. S. 188, 34 SCt 281, 58. L. ed. 539; 
Oyster Commn. v. The Schooner Car- 
roll C., 6 La. A. (Orleans) 51; State 
v. Ryder, 126 Minn. 95, 147 NW 953, 
5 ALR 1449; Daniels v. Homer, 139 
N.C. 219, 51.SH 992, 3 LRANS: 997. 
Due process of law generally see 
Constitutional Law §§ 956-1099. 
Necessity of provision for judicial 
rept and determination see infra 


54. State v. Ryder, 126 Minn. 95, 
147 NW 953, 5 ALR 1449; Daniels 
v. Homer, 139 N. C. 219, 51 SE 992, 
3 LRANS 997; Miller v. State, 3 Oh. 
St. 475. 
neti State v. Rum, SONA Usk 

56. Construction of statutes gen- 
erally see Statutes [86 Cyc 1102]. 

57. U. S.—wv.°S. v. One Cadillac 
Hight Automobile, 255 Fed. 173 [cit 
Cyc]. 

Conn. —fmerson Vv. 
Conn. 422. 

Ill.—Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. Peo., 
67 Ill. 11, 16 AmR 599. 

Mass.—Trueman vy. 403 Quarter 
Caste, etc., Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. 

Nev.—State v. Harmon, 85 Nev. 
189, 127 P 221, AnnCas1914C 891. 

Or.—Nicklas v, Rathburn, 69 Or. 
483, 489, 1389 P 567 [quot Cyc]. 

Porto Rico.—Desola v. Willoughby, 
1 Porto Rico Fed. 344. 


etc., 


Goodwin, 9 


Man.—Gemmel vy. Sinclair, 1 Man. 85. 

[a] Construction of statute. — A 
statute which provides that “if any 
penalty, forfeiture or punishment be 
mitigated by any provision of the 
new law, such provision may, with 
the consent of the party affected, be 
applied to any judgment pronounced 
after the new law takes effect’ ap- 
plies to a forfeiture in a civil as well 
as in a criminal case. Mosby v. St. 
Louis) Mut:.. Insy[ Cov, 32 vGrattyc72 
Va.) 629, 634 (“The language used 
is general enough to embrace both 
civil and criminal cases. If it had 
been the intention of the legislature 
to confine the provision to criminal 
eases alone, it would not have used 
the words ‘the party affected’ there- 
by, but the word ‘accused,’ or some 
other similar word indicating a 
eriminal offense’). 

Construction of penal statutes gen- 
erally see Statutes [36 Cyc 1183]. 

58. U. S. v. One Cadillac Hight 
Automobile, 255 Fed. 173 [cit Cyc]; 
Trueman v. 403 Quarter Casks Gun- 
powder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 14; Nick- 
las v. Rathburn, 69 Or. 483, 489, 139 
P 567 [quot Cyc]. 

fa] Under a statute providing for 
the forfeiture of gunpowder under 
certain conditions and for the regu- 
lation by the firewards of the trans- 
portation and receipt of gunpowder 
within a city, the firewards have no 
authority to create a cause of for- 
feiture not authorized by the act. 
Trueman v. 403 Quarter Casks, etc., 
Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 14. 

59, -Ham v. McClaaws, 1 S&S: C.-L. 93. 

60. Ham v. McClaws, 1S. GC. L. 93. 

61. Bigelow v. Forrest, 9 Wall. 
(U. S.) 339, 19 L. ed. 696. 

62. Be generally Statutes [36 


63. U.S. v. Six Fermenting Tubs, 
27 F. Cas. No. 16,296, 1 Abb. 268; 
Governor v. Howard, 5 N: C. 465. 

64. See statutory provisions; and 
U. S. v. Reisinger, 128 U. S. 398, 9 
SCt 99, 32 Li. ed. 480;-U. S. v. Keokuk, 
etcr Bridge Co., 45. Fed, 178. 

65. Operation and effect of for- 
feiture see infra §§ 65-68 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page eanate Uicaket 


€§§ 53-57] 


forfeiture is judicially determined.** Even where 
under statute the forfeiture takes place at the time 
of the commission of: the offense, it is not fully 
‘and completely operative and effective and the 
title of the state or the government is not perfected 
until there has been a judicial determination.67 A 
statute or ordinance which allows the seizure and 
confiscation of a person’s property by ministerial 
officers without inquiry before a court or an op- 
portunity of being heard in his own defense is a 
violation of the elementary principles of law and 
the constitution.6® Where the forfeiture is to a 
private person, the necessity that it shall be judi- 
cially granted to him is all the more apparent.%® 

Notice should be given to the owner of the prop- 
erty seized of proceedings to determine the for- 
feiture.”° ; 

Where there has been a default, a decree of con- 
demnation may be awarded without a hearing if 
the facts justifying the forfeiture are apparent 
from the record,” unless the statute requires that 
there shall be a hearing.” The extent of the hear- 
ing must: depend upon the circumstances of the 
case.” ' 

[§ 54] B. Seizure *—1. Right of. To justify 
an officer in making a seizure, there must be rea- 
sonable ground to believe that some offense has 
been committed.” 

[§ 55] 2. By Whom Made. 


It is a general rule 
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declined to do so, 


[25.C.J.] 1173 
that any person may seize any property forfeited 
to the use of the government, either by the mu- 
nicipal law, or by the law of prize, for the purpose 
of enforcing the forfeiture.** It depends upon the 
government itself whether it will act upon the seiz- 
ure.“” If it adopts the acts of the party and pro- 
ceeds to enforce the forfeiture by legal process this 
is a sufficient recognition and confirmation of the 
seizure,* and is of equal validity in law with an 
original authority given to the party to make the 
seizure."° The confirmation acts retroactively and 
is equivalent to a command.®° 

[§ 56] ©. Action ®'—1. Jurisdiction. To insti- 
tute and perfect a proceeding in rem in the United 
States courts to enforce a forfciture, it is neces- 
sary that the thing inculpated should be actually %? 
or constructively ** within the reach of the court. 
It is actually within the court’s possession when it 
is submitted to the process of the court;5* it is 
constructively within the court’s possession when by 
a seizure it is held to ascertain and enforce a right 
of forfeiture which can alone be decided by judicial 
decree in rem.®> Ordinarily a seizure is necessary,®® 
for it is the preliminary seizure of the property 
that brings it within the reach of legal process.’? 

[§ 57] 2. Form of Action and Method of Pro- 
cedure.*® Proceedings to enforce forfeitures are 
usually by information or lbel in rem against the 
property alleged to have been forfeited,®® and such 
v. The Little Charles, 26 F. Cas. No. 


15,612, 1 Brock. 347; The Washing- 
ton, 29 E. Cas. No. 17,221, 4 Blatehf. 


evidence will be 


a wilful omission 


66. Ill.—Darst v. Peo., 51 Ill. 286,] have voluntarily 
2 AmR 301. slight additional 
Ky.— Gallagher v. Wooster, 4 KyL | sufficient. Indeed 
256. by the owners to answer, and there- 


La.—Armbruster v. Behan, 3 La. 
A. (Orleans) 184. 
Miss.—Wilkinson v. Cook, 44 Miss. 


367. 
N. J.—Berry v. De Maris, 76 N. 
Sees So 2 (OeAcss a hOUot- Cyc. 


N. Y.—New York Fire Dept. v. 
Kip, 10 Wend. 266. @ 

Oh.—Rosebaugh v. Saffin, 10 Oh. 
Sie Cotter Va Doty,» Oh. 393. 


- Or.—Nicklas v.° Rathburn, 69 Or. 
48315,489, 139) Pi 567 fauot Cyel. 

. Porto Rico.—Desola v. Willoughby, 
1 Porto Rico Fed. 344. 


Tex. — Terrazas v. Donohue, 227 
SW 206. 
Vt.— Woodcock v. Bolster, 35 Vt. 


632. 
[a] The common-law rule that the 
erown cannot take forefeited lands, 
except on office found, applies to 
the state, and unless clearly repealed 


is binding on the judiciary. Robin- 
son v. Huff, 3 Litt. (Ky.) 37. 

67. See infra §§ 65, 66. 

68.5 Tl." Darst v. Peo ot Ll) 286, 


2 AmR 301. 

Ky.—Varden v. Mount, 78 Ky. 86, 
39 AmR_ 208. 

N. J.—Berry v. De Maris, 76 N. J. 
Toole sido 70 CA 33a Lquot ye]: 

Onh.— Cotter vi Doty, 5 Oh. 393. 

Or.—Nicklas v. Rathburn, 69 Or. 
483, 489, 189 P 567 [quot Cyc]. 

- 69. Gear v. Bullerdick, 34 Ill. 74. 

70. Jones v. Mason, 12 Ark. 687; 
‘Gallager v. Wooster, 4 Kyl 256; 
Tracey v. Corse, 58 N. Y. 143. 

71. Windsor v. McVeigh, 93 U. 
S. 274, 23 L. ed. 914; Confiscation 
Cases, 20 Wall. (U. S.) 92, 22 L. ed. 
320; Tyler v. Defrees, 11 Wall. (U. 
SHpes 20s, edetol “page vy: sUseS:, 
11 Wall. (U. S.) 268, 20 L. ed. 135. 


Torts, S, v. lion! 26 EB. Cas. No: 
15,607, 1 Sprague 399. 
73.’ U.S. v- Lion, 26 F. Cas. No. 


15,607, 1 Sprague 399. 

[a] “fhe court will at least ex- 
amine the allegations of ‘the libel, 
to see if they are sufficient in law, 
and the return of the marshal, and 
such affidavit or affidavits as the dis- 
trict attorney shall submit. Where 
it appears that the owners have had 
full notice of the proceedings, and 
ample opportunity to intervene, and 


by make disclosure as to material 
facts within their knowledge, might, 
of itself, satisfy the court that a 
forfeiture should be decreed. But 
the court will require the prosecutor 
to introduce full proof of the al- 
legations in the libel, whenever the 
circumstances shall make it reason- 
ONG Uy Joe aiebitens PAG I= Eze INGE 
15,607, 1 Sprague 399, 400. 

74. Seizure as necessary to juris- 
diction see infra § 56. 

Searches and seizures generally 
see Searches and Seizures [35 Cyc 


1263]. 

75e oe Us Seay) Cook w2be Ly Casino. 
14,852, 1 Sprague 213. 

76. The Caledonian, 4 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 100, 4 L. ed. 523; Gelston v. Hoyt, 
3 Wheat. (U. S.) 246, 4 L. ed. 381; 
“baver Isxoliioe Be 2) ORIG INOS ALC cat 
Gall. 75. 

77. The Caledonian, 4 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 100, 4 L. ed. 523; Gelston v. Hoyt, 
3 Wheat. (U. S.) 246, 4 L. ed. 381. 

78. The Caledonian, 4 Wheat. (U. 
SiO 0h 4s eds 523) 

79. The Caledonian, 4 Wheat. (U. 
SS.) 100 4 Eved, 523% 

80. The Caledonian, 4 Wheat. (U: 
S»e 100, 42152 ed. 52:3; 

81. Jurisdiction: 

For evasion of: 
Custom laws see Custom Duties 
§ 338. 
Intoxicating liquor laws see In- 
toxicating Liquor [23 Cye 299]. 


Of: 

Admiralty courts see Admiralty 

§§ 100-103. 

Prize courts see War [40 Cyc 372]. 

Ser The Anns Ie Cranch= (CUe oS) 
289, 3 L. ed. 734. 

Soa Lhe eAnn, =9 “Cranche (@U. “S)) 
289, 3°L. ‘ed. 734. 

84, .The Ann, 9 Cranch (U. S.) 
2890 sed. a4, 

850) The Ann; 9) Cranch -(U. S:). 


289, 3 L. ed. 734. 

sé. U.S. v. The Frank Silvia, 45 
Fed. 641 [rev 37 Fed. 155, 18 Sawy. 
595]; The Fideliter, 8 F. Cas. No. 
ATS dee DDwii; saw y. Lod; Lhe 
Silver Spring, 22 F. Cas. No. 12,858, 
1 Sprague 551; Two Hundred and 
Fifty Barrels Molasses v. U. S., 24 
F. Cas. No. 14,298, Chase 502; U. S. 


TOL: 

[a] Confiscation cases.—(1) Seiz- 
ure is absolutely necessary to vest 
jurisdiction under the confiscation 
acts of 1861-1862. U.S. v. Winches- 
ter 995 Wie Sy ally oD lune dies (Oem eaice 
vi. Wassell, 94.5UL S! Til; 247 lemed? 
307; Confiscation Cases, 20 Wall 
CU. SS.) 92, 22 1. ed. 320; ,Pelham*v. 
Ways, LoVe CUnes.) L0G 2a iemed. 
DO OPASe eV. Ue Sen ely Wall aeCUn ase) 
268, 20 L. ed. 1385; Pelham v. Rose, 
oF Walley CUS 0S!) S03 eon aa med ea G02 
MOLES HVe8 Uni. l VV nO oa) mores 
19 L. ed. 281. (2) Where the prop- 
erty claimed to have been forfeited 
is not capable of manucaption, a 
seizure is sufficiently made by at- 
tachment proceedings in the ordi- 
nary course.. Phcenix Bank vy. Risley, 
111-U. S. 225, 28 ved: 3747 Alex= 
andria v. Hairfax, 95 U. S. 774, 24 
L. ed. 583; Brown v. Kennedy, 15 
NIWRUG. CBI Cita) ia be aly Ibe! oaycl) TLS) ais 
Tyler v. Defrees, 11 Wall. (U. S.) 
3315152.0) eds 161 Rare vw.) WEE Sea dot 
Wall. U.S.) 268, 20. edi 135s VG) 
Where the property is already in 
possession of the court, no further 
seizure is necessary. Page v. U. S., 
supra; Tvler v. Defrees, supra. 

Jurisdiction in admiralty see Ad- 
miralty § 101. 

Seizure generally see supra §§ 54, 
5 


S7a Dobbins! ve) Wes. neo OmUroanowor 
24 L. ed. 637. ; 

88. Limitations see Limitations of 
Actions [25 Cye 1054]. 

SOP WSS vecZucker, Viets Ue Se Aio; 
LEUSCE 6410" 405 Lied e710 2 Boyar. 
WSs) kG MWe Sie 616786 S@rib245 29 eiEs 
ed) AG SNC Ofte yar vee Uh.) Sin il CmRU Ruse 
497-6 SCt 432, 529) Ti eds 6817 the 
Palmyra, 12 Wheat. (U. S.) 1, 6 L. 
ed. 53813) The Samuel, 1 Wheater cu: 
Soy ey le Toe Cob ePis Tio Sh we Sean 
Barrels Whisky, 131 Fed. 806; U. S. 
v. One Dark Bay Horse, 130 Fed. 
240; Three Packages Distilled Spirits 
Vo Unis 129) Pedi 320,79 GamC@C AG Ga, 
U. S. v. Two Barrels Whisky, 96 Fed. 
479" 37 CCA 518; fhe Bolina, 3° Bb. 
Gass No; 1,60 Sjcel SB Gallie is Wr Somes 
BMlliot, 25 EB.  Gasy Now 15043 Ue ass 
v. Three Hundred and Ninety-Six 
Barrels Distilled Spirits, 28 F. Cas. 
Nos. 16,502, 16,508, 16,504; Barna- 


4174 [25 C.J.] 


proceeding is regarded as a civil action.°° Trial by 
jury is ordinarily regulated by the rules applicable 
to eivil actions rather than those which govern erim- 
inal prosecutions.®! Some statutes specifically pro- 
vide that, where the act or omission for which the 
forfeiture is imposed is not also a misdemeanor, 
such forfeiture may be sued for and recovered in 
a civil action..2 On the contrary where it must be 
gathered from the statute that the action is meant 
to be criminal in its nature, it cannot be constd- 
ered as civil.% 

[§ 58] 3. Defenses. If a person sets up the 
defense of vis major, he must make out the vis 
major so as to leave no doubt of his innocence.** 
If defendant seeks to avail himself of a defense 
granted him by a law passed subsequent to the in- 
curring of the forfeiture, he must take it subject 
to such terms and conditions as the legislature pre- 
scribed when it passed the law, or which it may 
have prescribed subsequently.® 

[§ 59] 4. Parties. Some statutes expressly pro- 
vide that an action for a forfeiture may be brought 
by a person entitled to a part of the proceeds there- 
of °° or that he may join with the state in the action 
to recover it.°7 In informations on penal statutes 
for forfeitures against several charged with mal- 
feasance, on not guilty pleaded, the jury may con- 
vict some of defendants of the whole or of part 
of the offense charged and may acquit others.%8 
a proceeding in rem to forfeit goods the owner of 
the goods or any person claiming an interest in them, 
although not nominally a party, is nevertheless sub- 
stantially a party to the action and may appear 
and make defense. 


coat v. Six Quarter Casks of Gun-| 381. 

powder, 1 Misc. (Mass.) 225. 94. 
90. The Three Friends, 166 U. S. 

1, 17 SCt 495, 41 L. ed. 897; Lilien- 


The 


kegon, ete, R. 
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irae: 


Struzzley aves Weeds are 
Cranch (U. S.) 71, 3°L. ed. 660; Mus-|a 


‘[§§ 57-60 


[§ 60] 5. Pleading—a. Libel or Information. 
There are no substantial distinctions between the 
proper structure of and rules governing libels of 
information and informations for municipal forfei- 
tures.1 A libel or information must contain a sub- 
stantial statement of the offense,? pleaded without 
vagueness or uncertainty. Technical nicety and 
precision such as are required in an indictment are 
not necessary to a libel * or to an information,® yet 
the allegations must be sufficiently specific to enable 
‘claimant to traverse them and to let. the court see 
that, if proved, a violation of the law exists. In 
general it is sufficient if the offense is described or 
charged in the words of the statute defining the 
offense.” But a general averment that the statute 
has been violated is not sufficient ;§ and if the word- 
ing of the statute is general, embracing a whole 
class of individual subjects, but must necessarily be 
construed so as to embrace only a subdivision of 
that class, the allegation must conform to the sense 
and. meaning of the statute.® It is not essential 
to aver the manner or agency by which the prop- 
erty was arrested, uniess it is in prize cases.t° An 
information need not show that the case was not 
within the exemption of a proviso of the statute, 
for this is matter of defense.11 Where a seizure 
is necessary to give the court jurisdiction,!? a libel 
must allege that the property has been seized.1? An 
objection to a libel on this ground may be made 
after the filing of a plea.* Merely concluding 
‘‘acainst the form of a statute’’ will not cure a 
defect of averments that are material to show that 
a forfeiture has accrued.1® An information for a 
statutory forfeiture should conclude ‘‘against the 


general rules of pleading in regard 
to Admiralty suits in rem apply to 
suit in rem for a_ forfeiture, 


Vv. Muskegon brought by the United States, after 


LH GVO Sep awa ceo tenok Karved. 
901; Barnacoat v. Six Quarter Casks 
of Gunpowder, 1 Metc. (Mass.) 225; 
State v. Tufts, 56 N. H. 137; State v. 
Rum, etc., 51 N. H. 373; State v. Bar- 
rels of Liquor, 47 N. H. 369; Haney 
v. Compton, 36 N. J. L. 507. 

[a] General character, — This 
form of action, sometimes called the 
king’s action of debt, was frequently 
used by the sovereign at common 
law. (It is a civil cause, except per- 
haps the information qui tam for a 
penalty, which is said to be a penal 
action, only carried on by criminal 
instead of civil process. 4 Black- 
stone Comm. p 308; Sweet L. D. 
p 429; Adams v. Woods, 2 Cranch (U. 
S.) 336, 2 L. ed. 297; U. Sv. Grant, 


55 Fed. 414; The Bolina, Qi Hye sas. 
No. 1,608, 1 Gall. (U. S.) 75; Levy 
v: Burley, 15 F. Cas. No. 8/300, 2 


Sumn. 355; Parsons v. Hunter, 18 F. 
Gas. \No.. 10,778, /2.Sumn.,.419;-U. 8, v. 
Diliot, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,048; U. S. v. 
Lyman, 26) Min CassnNow GQb.647) a 
Mason 482; Walsh v. U. S., 29 RF. Cas. 
No. 17,116, 3 Woodb. & M. 341; Can- 
field v. Mitchell, 43 Conn. 169; Mew- 
burn v. Street, 21 U. C. Q. B. 498; 
Ruck v. Atty.-Gen., 3 H. & N. 208, 
157 Reprint 447; Rex v. Hymen, 7 
TT, R. 536, 101 Reprint 1118. 


91. Haney v. Compton, 36 N. J. 
P5079 Day, v. .Compton,y 3%)N. Ji 
L. 514. 

92. See statutory provisions; and 
Oshkosh v. Schwartz, 55 Wis. 483, 
13 NW. 552. 

938. Greene v. Briggs, 10 F. Cas. 
Nos 16,764, 2b Curtie3s.. 3 Com.. 7) In= 
toxicating: Liquors, 113 Mass. 23% 


Com. v. Certain Intoxicating Liquors, 
107- Mass. 396; Com. v. Certain In- 
toxicating Liquors, 13 Allen (Mass.) 
561; Com. v. Certain Intoxicating 
Sena One 14 Gray (Mass.) 375; Fisher 
. MecGirr, 1 Gray (Mass.) 1, 61 AmD 


Co 
Heights, 194 Mich, 643, 162 NW 92, 
96 [cit Cyc]. 

{a] Circumstances sometimes out- 
weigh positive testimony in such 
cases. The Struggle ov, U.nrSone 
Graneh CUS JHA. 13 ela weds 660. 

is AS eaves Hall, 26 F. Cas. No. 
15 355, Se pWiashuiCur Co! S36) IbatenG 


Cranch 171, 3 L. ed. 189]. 
96. Bush v. U. S., 18 Fed. 625, 8 
Sawy. 322, 


Rights of informers see infra § 70. 

97. State of Wisconsin Cent. R. 
Co., 128 Wis. 79, 107 NW 295. 

98. See Hill v. Davis, 4 Mass. 137 
(assigning as a reason for this that 
the malfeasance in an information is 
several a's well as joint and each de- 
fendant incurs a forfeiture in pro- 
portion to his offense). 

99. Boyd v. U. S., 116 U.S. 616, 6 
SCt 524, 29 L. ed. 746; Windsor v. 
MeVeigh, 93 U. S. 274, 238 L. ed. 914; 
McVeigh v. U. S., 11 Wall. (U. S.) 
259, 20 L. ed. 80; The Mary Anne, 
No. 9,195, 1 Ware 104; 
Com. v. 162 Mass. 215, 38 
NE 364; Com. v. Certain Intoxicating 
Liquors, 122 Mass. 8; Boggs v. Com., 
(69Va. 989. 

1. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 FF. Cas. No. 16,508. 

a) (Coffeywv, (UZ Si0116.0, aSiy427, 
29 L. ed. 681; Confiscation Cases, 20 
Wall. (U. S.) 92, 22 LL. ed. 320; Mor- 
ris-ve UstSeit walls CU. Soe 578s 19. 
L. ed. 281; The Emily, 9 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 381, 6 L. ed. 116; The Anne v. 
Ux, Siow Cranehs CUiSe) toiGs V3 tweed: 
442; The Caroline v. U. S., 7 Cranch 
(U. 8.) 496, 3 L. ed. 417; The Hoppet 
v,, Wy Sey ViyCran cher CU aSare80) sorte. 
ed. 380; U. S. v. Twenty Boxes Corn 
Whiskey, 133 Fed. 910, 67 CCA 214; 
U. S. v. One ‘Distillery, 27 F. Cas. 
No. 15,929, 4 Biss. 26. 

[a] Admiralty pleading.—(1) ‘‘The 


a Seizure: on land.” Coffey v. U. S., 
116 U. S, 427, 435,.6 SCt 432, 29 iz 


ed)! CStat C2): Pleading in admiralty 
generally see Admiralty § 183 et 
seq. 


3. The Mary Ann, 8 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 380, 5 L. ed. 641. 

4 The Samuel, 1 Wheat. (U. S.) 
ee Sn Oe =o eS 

5. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF. Cas. No. 16,503. 

65) PU Seen Three Hun@dred and 
Ninety- Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28. F.-Cas, No. 16,508. 

7. The Mary Ann, 8 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 380, 5 L. ed. 641; The Samuel, 1 
IW heat CUS ind: 4L, e0\:239 SIS; 
v. Arms and Ammunitions, 24 F, Cas. 
No. 14,466a; U. S. v. Three Hundred 
and Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled 
Spirits, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,503. 

8 U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF. Cas. No. 16,503. 

9. The Mary Ann, 8 Wheat. (U. 
S.) 380, 5 L. ed. 641. 

10. U. S. v. Arms and Ammuni- 
pile ae F. Cas. No. 14,466a. 

eading in prize cases see War 
[40 Cye 3877]. 

11. The Mary Merritt, 16 F. Cas. 
No, 9,222, 2 Biss. 381 [rev 26-5. Cas. 
No. 15; 783, and aff 17-Wall. 582, 21 
L. ed. 682]. 

12. See supra § 56. 

13. The Silver Spring, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 12,858, 1 Sprague 551, 

14. The Fideliter, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,755, 1 Abb. 577, 1 Sawy. 153; The 
Oconto, 18 F. Cas. No. 10, 421, 5 Biss. 
460 [aff 16 F. Cas. No. 91330, 6 Biss. 
243]; The Silver Spring, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 12,858, 1 Sprague 551; The Wash- 
ington, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,222, 4 
Blatchf. 101. 

15.) The, Nancy, -17 Bo -Gas>“No. 
10,008, 1 Gall. 66. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“. 


§§ 60-65] 


form of the statute,’’ or at least refer to some sub- 
sisting statute authorizing the forfeiture.1é 

[§ 61] b. Defendant’s Pleadings. Under some 
rules of courts no form of general issue is allowed 
to a libel, information, or libel of information;17 
but each article therein should be specially met by 
a distinct article in the answer, admitting or con- 
troverting its allegations, or admitting part, and 
controverting part, as the case may be.1® If the 
general issue can be pleaded, it puts the truth of 
the libel in issue?® both as to the liability of the 
thing to forfeiture 2° and as to the guilt of claim- 
ant.21 A plea of no forfeiture is like a plea of 
not guilty to an indictment and puts in issue all 
the material allegations of the libel of informa- 
tion.22. If an information in rem is on the ex- 
chequer side of the court, a demurrer,?? not a mo- 
tion to quash,”4 is the proper mode of reaching tech- 
nical or substantial defects. The conclusion in the 
answer to a libel, information, or libel of informa- 
tion should not be to the country, but a simple 
prayer for restitution.?® 
~ [§ 62] 6. Issues, Proof, and Variance. Substan- 
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tial defects in the allegations are not cured by proof 
of facts which ought to have been alleged, for the 
decree must be according to the allegations as well 
as proof.?6 A general verdict for the condemnation 
of goods mentioned in the information is supported, 
if any one of several counts'is good, where there 
was no motion that the government should elect on 
which it claimed a verdict.27 

[§ 63] 7. Judgment or Decree. In an action for 
the forfeiture of specific property, the judgment 
must be for the property, and not for its value.28 
The decree must follow both the’pleadings and the 
proof. The fact that a good defense existed 
against a decree of condemnation, but which was 
not pleaded before decree, will not avoid the de- 
cree.°° 

[§ 64] 8, Costs. Neither the property seized nor 
claimant is liable for the costs of the forfeiture 
proceedings unless there is a forfeiture.21 Even 
where there is a decree of forfeiture, there is no 
lability for costs, where claimant pleaded the gen- 
eral issue and the verdict is not guilty and that 
the property: was kept contrary to law.%? 


Vil. OPERATION AND EFFECT 


[§ 65] A. In General. At common law a for- 
feiture does not operate until by a proper judgment 
in a suit instituted for that purpose the rights of 
the state or government have been established.?? It 
is otherwise where the forfeiture is declared by stat- 
ute in absolute terms, not in the alternative; then 
it is held that the forfeiture takes place on the com- 
mission of the offence,** or at such other time ** or 
upon such- other conditions ** as the statute may 


name. No distinction exists in this respect be- 
tween the operation of a statute which declares that 
for a specified offense the property designated shall 
be forfeited, and one which declares that the of- 
fender shall forfeit the property 37 or a statute 
which declares that upon the commission of a cer- 
tain act. the property involved shall be ‘‘liable to 
forfeiture.’’ °° If the statute prescribes forfeiture 


16. The Nancy, 17-F.- Cas. No. 
10,008, 1 Gall. 66. 
S. v. Twenty-Five Barrels 


a hy eae 
. Aleohol, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,562. 


18. U. S. v. Twenty-Five Barrels 
Alcohol, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,562. 

19. Barnicoat v. Six Quarter Casks 
Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 596. 

20. Barnicoat v. Six Quarter Casks 
Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 596. 

21. Barnicoat v. Six Quarter Casks 
Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 596. 

92, The Silver Spring, 22 F. Cas. 
No. 12,858, 1 Sprague 551. 

23. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF, Cas. No. 16.503. 

24, U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 F. Cas. No. 16,503. 

25. U. S. v. Twenty-Five Barrels 
Aleohol, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,562. 

{a] Verification of answer.—uU. S. 
v. Twenty-Five Barrels Alcohol, 28 


om. Cas. No. 16,562. 


SG The Caroline we Ven We, oie 4 
@ranch GU Se) 7496513". ed.) 417; 
The Hoppet v. U. S., 7 Cranch (U. S.) 
889, 3 L. ed. 380. 

27. Friedenstein v. U. S.. 125 U. 
S. 224, 8 SCt 838, 31 L. ed. 736. 

28. Boles v. Lynde, 1 Root 
(Conn.) 195; Davidson v. Blunt, Litt. 
Sel. Cas. (Ky.) 128; Prior v. Lucas, 
3 Bibb (Ky.) 96, .1 A. K. Marsh. 
305; Bess v. Shepherd, 2 Bibb (Ky.) 
9 


225. 

29. The Hoppet v. U. S., 7 Cranch 
GQiesay 889.13 TEecced= 380, 

30. Griswold v. Connolly, 11 F. 
Cas. No. 5,833, 1 Woods 193. 

31. U. S. v. One Hundred and 
Fifty Head Cattle, 3 Ariz. 134, 77 P 
489. 

32. Barnicoat v. Six Quarter 
Casks Gunpowder, Thach. Cr. (Mass.) 


596. 

33. U. S: v. Grundy, 3 Cranch (U. 
S))1337, 2. Bed. 459; U.S: y.. Mifty- 
six Barrels Whiskey, 25 F. Cas. No. 
15,095, 1 Abb. 93; Oakland R. Co. v. 
Oakland, ete., R. Co., 45 Cal. 365, 13 
AmR 181; Eastwood vy. McKenzie, 5 


LMCI O 8B OD S107.089 

Necessity of judicial determination 
generally see supra § 53. 

. U. S.—U. S. v. Stowell, 133 U. 
So 1, 104 SCt-244033)''L. ed, :555;, Cald= 
well v.-U. Si, 8 How: 366, 12 L. ed. 
1115; Clifton v. U. S., 4 How. 242, 
1M eds (957s awood “va Ul iS. 16>Pet: 
342, 10 L. ed. 987; Gelston v. Hoyt, 3 
Wheat. 246, 4 L. ed. 381; U. S. v. The 
Mars, 8 Cranch 417, 3 L. ed. 609 [rev 
16. ° Casi! No: 19,106) 1 Galle 192i); 
U. S. v. Nineteen Hundred Sixty 
Bags of Coffee, 8 Cranch 398, 3 L. 
ed. 602; U. S. v. Grundy, 3 Cranch 
837, 2 L. ed. 459; The Mary Celeste, 
16 F. Cas. No. 9,202, 2 Lowell 354; 
U.S. #v.- 3d. C. MeCoy Distillery;.etc., 
25°F. Cas. No. 145964; U.S. ve Fifty- 
Six Barrels Whiskey, 25 F. Cas. No. 
15,095, 1 Abb. 938; U. S. v. One Hun- 
dred Barrels Spirits, 27 F. Cas. No. 
153948) 72 Abby (305570... S.-v. One 
Copper Still, 27 F. Cas. No. 15,928, 8 
Biss. 270; U. S. v. The Reindeer, 27 
WiGass UNO, 165144, 26 Clits 577 katt 
CWVicille oS opt a Ode po dalle nan oe tie 
Sixty-Four Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
ATM EA Case UNOLALO S06) o  CLinth 30:8 
U. S. v. Stevenson, 27 F. Cas. No. 
16,396, 3 Ben. 119; U. S. v. Twenty- 
One Barrels High Wines, 28 F. Cas. 
No. 16,567. 

Ala.—Pilcher v. Faircloth, 135 Ala. 
311, 33 S 545. 

Cal.—Oakland R. Co. v. Oakland, 
ete., R. Co., 45 Cal. 365,13 AmR 181; 
Borland v. Lewis, 43 Cal. 569. 

Colo.—McConathy v. Deck, 34 Colo. 
461, 83 P 185, 4 LRANS 358, 7 Ann 
Cas 896. ) 

N. Y.—Fontaine v. Phoenix Ins. 
Co., 11 Johns. 293. 

Vt.—Bulkly v. Orms, Brayt. 124. 

Eng.—Roberts v. Withered, 5 Mod. 
191, 87 Reprint 602, 1 Salk. 228, 91 
Reprint 198; Wilkins v. Despard, 5 T. 
R. 112, 101 Reprint 

“There is a difference between 
common law and statutory forfei- 
tures. Common law forfeitures, ex- 
cept in cases of deodand, suicide, 
flight, and perhaps a few others, 


; were the consequence of conviction, 
or of judgment against the felon, 
and followed his personal trial; but 
statutory forfeitures are usually en- 
forced by proceedings against the 
thing, and relate to the time of the 
commission of the offense.” Per Bal- 
lard, J., in U.S. v. Fifty-Six Bar- 
rels Whiskey, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,095, 
1 Abby 93; 9105: 

{a] Rule applied.—The acceptance 
of a bond to answer a judgment 
against claimants of the property 
forfeited does not reinvest the title 
in them. U. S. v. J. ©. McCoy Dis- 
tillery, ete. 25 F. Cas, No. 14,964. 

General distinction between com- 
mon-law and statutory forfeitures 
see supra § 46. 

35. Oakland R. Co. v. Oakland, 
ete.) R..:Co.7 45; Call 3657 sp Amienode 

36. ~os, JV.0 1Grundy, 63 Craneh 
(U. S.) 387; 350,.2 L. ed. 459; Oak= 
land R. Co. v, Oakland, ete., R. Co., 
45 Cal. 365, 373, 13 AmR 181. 

“Tt has been proved, that in all 
forfeitures accruing at common law, 
nothing vests in the government, 
until some legal step shall be taken 
for the assertion of its right, after 
which, for many purposes, the doc- 
trine of relation carries back the 
title to the commission of the. of- 
fence; but the distinction taken by 
the counsel for the United States, 
between forfeitures at common law, 
and those accruing under a statute, 
is certainly a sound one. When a 
forfeiture is given by a statute, the 
rules of the common law may be dis- 
pensed with, and the thing forfeited 


the performance of some particular 
act, as shall be the will of the legis- 
lature.” Marshall, C. J. in U. S. v. 
Grundy, supra [quot Oakland R. Co. 
v. Oakland, ete., R. Co., supra]. 

S72. | So wv. ee iity-SixBarreta 
Whiskey, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,095, 1 
Abb. 93. 

88. The Mary Celeste, 16 EF. Cas. 
No. 9,902, 2 Lowell 354 (the word 
‘liable’ in this connection does not 


may either vest immediately, or on’ 


1176) [25C.J.] 
in the alternative,°® as of the property itself or its 
value,*® or if there is more than one remedy pro- 
vided by statute and the state has an election to 
proceed for the forfeiture or in some other way not 
involving a. forfeiture,*! as for instance against the 
person himself who committed the forbidden act,*? 
no forfeiture takes place until the election is made. 

[§ 66] B. Title and Right to Forfeited Prop- 
erty. In case the statute declares a forfeiture in 
absolute terms,‘* although the title of the state.or 
government is not perfected until judicial condem- 
nation,44 when once perfected, it relates back to the 
time of forfeiture,*> thereby avoiding all intermedi- 
ate alienations,*® even to purchasers in good faith.** 
Where the statute declares the forfeiture in the 
alternative,4® an innocent person may acquire a 
title which cannot be impaired by the subsequent 
action of the state.*9 If the purchase has been made 
under a full knowledge of the facts, or of such 
facts as were sufficient to put the party on inquiry, 
of course the purchaser is not entitled to con- 
sideration.»° If goods thus bought are mixed, al- 
though in good faith, with other property free from 
forfeiture, so that they can no longer be identified, 
the courts in enforcing the forfeiture cannot make 
any division of the areregate between claimant and 
the state or government; 351 the whole must be de- 
livered and the purchaser must bear the loss.62 A 
warranty given by the offender after the commission 
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[§§ 65-69 


of the forbidden act has no effect upon the thing 
if it is subsequently decreed to be forfeited.®? If 
the statute which provides for the forfeiture au- 
thorizes the proper ofticer to seize the thing named,°* 
or if a right to sue for the violation of the statute 
is given to anyone,®® title does not vest ipso facto 
by the prohibited act being done, but relates only 
to the time of seizure ** or to adjudging of the for- 
feiture in a suit begun;57 unless it is specially pro- 
vided by statute that the forfeiture be instantane- 
ous upon the commission of the forbidden act.6® A 
decree condemning.as forfeited an estate for the life 
of the owner does not immediately cast the entire 
beneticial estate in the property upon his children, 
so as to make them, while he is still living, his 
heirs.59 

{§ 67] ©. Effect on Concurrent Penalty. A sat- 
isfaction of a judgment or decree of forfeiture is 
not a bar to an action for a penalty for a breach 
of the law by means of the same property.®°® The 
forfeiture and the penalty may be claimed by the 
same person where the causes and circumstances 
giving rise to the forfeiture and to the penalty are 
independent.® 

[§ 68] D. Effect on Contracts. The fact that- 
all of a person’s property was forfeited to the state 
and confiscated for its benefit does not relieve a 
prior owner from liability for his antecedent con- 
tracts with citizens of the state.® 


VIII. TITLE OF PURCHASER AT SALE UNDER DECREE 


[§ 69] Whoever sets up title under a condemna- 
tion is bound to show that the court had jurisdic- 
tion of the cause; and that the sentence has been 


rightly pronounced, upon the application of parties 
competent to ask it.® 


mean that the property does not 
vest until seizure, but only that the 
government may not discover the 
liability, or may not choose to prose- 
cute). Contra The Kate Heron, 14 
F. Cas. No. 7,619, 6 Sawy. 106. 

89. Caldwell v. U. S., 8 :How. (U. 
S.) 366, 12. L. ed. 1115; The Mary 
Celeste, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,202, 2 Low- 


ell 354. 
40. Caldwell v. U. S., 8 How. (U. 
SpinsicG.6 123 Tossed. 111535 Lhew Mary 


Celeste, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,202, 2 Low- 
ell 354. 

41. U. S. v. Sixty-Four Barrels 
Distilled Spirits, 27 F. Cas. No. 16,- 
306;°°3 Cliff. 308. 

42. U. S. v. The Reindeer, 27 F. 
Casa YNo.16)144.9 2) (Chit, 957 ) Patt <2 
Wall. 383, 17/L. ed. 9114. 

43,. See supra § 65. 

44. U.S. v. Stowell, 133 TU. S. 1, 
10 USCt 244,83 .L. ied) 5553) Clark -v. 
Protection Ins, Co., 56. F..Cas.. No, 
2.832, 1, Story 109; U.S. w. ‘Sixty- 
Four Barrels Distilled Spirits, 27 F. 
Cas, No. 16,306, 3 Cliff. 308; Pilcher 
Va daincloth,, 3b. Alazie3i Le 33S 
545; Bulkly v. Orms, Brayt. (Vt.) 
124. 

[a] Forfeiture under the Naviga- 
tion Act (12 Car. IIT c 18) divests 
property, although the officer does 
not proceed to condemnation. ,Wil- 
kins v. Despard, 5 T, R. 112, 101 Re- 
print 65. 

Necessity of judicial inquiry and 
determination see supra § 53. 

45. U. S. v. Stowell, 133 U. S. 1, 
LOMSCH 244 OSs lo ed: * 555519 Win Sit we 
One Hundred Barrels Distilled 
Spirits, 14 Wall. (U. S.) 44, 20 L. 
ed. 815 [rev 27 F. Cas. No, 15,948, 
2 Abb. 305, 1 Dill. 49]; Five Hun- 
dred Highty-one Diamonds v. U. §S., 
119 Fed. 556, 56 CCA 122, 60 LRA 
595; The Mary Celeste, 16 F. Cas. 
No; 9;202,° 2 Lowell 354; Pilcher 'v. 
Haireloth,. 135 Ala, 311,583."'S “545: 
Bennett v. American Art Union, 7 
N. Y. Super. 614. 


[a] In favor of the mechanics’ 
liens of those who furnished the 
material and machines by which the 
property has been built up and made 
more valuable, a modification of this 
rigid rule has been allowed but with- 
out the courts having passed judg- 
ment as to their legal title, and 
solely on the plea ‘‘that no great in- 
justice could result therefrom to the 
government, while a_ refusal to 
apply a part of the fund to the pay- 
ment thereof might result in the 
greatest injustice.’ U. S. v. Distil- 
lery, etc., 25 F. Cas. No. 14,964. 

46. U. S. v. Stowell, 133 U.S. 1, 
10° SCt 244) 33 .L. ed. 5555-U. Ss v. 
The Mars, 8 Cranch (U. S.) 417, 3 
L. ed. 609 [rev 16 F. Cas. No. 9,106, 
1 Gall. 192} (under the act of June 
28, 1809); U. S. v. Nineteen Hundred 
Sixty Bags Coffee, 8 Cranch (U. S.) 
398, 3 L. ed. 602; U. S. v. Fifty-Six 
Barrels Whiskey, 25 -F. Cas. No. 
15,095, 1: Abb. 93; U. S. v. Forty-Six 
Casks California Grape Brandy, 25 
RY (Casi No. (15,1855 SUR Ss eV. Sixty 
Four Barrels Distilled Spirits, 27 F. 
Casi No. 16,806) 13 sClifes*303;e Pilcher 
vA | Paircloth: 3135) sAla. 331 Le 33 3S 


545. 

47. Us S. v. “Stowell: 133 U.S: 1, 
10 SCt 244, 33 L. ed. 555; Caldwell 
v. U. S., 8 How. (U.,.S.)° 366, 12 L. ed. 
1115; Clifton v. U. S., 4 How. (U. S.) 
242, Lilet, 60), 957s) W OOG fv Uln a0 LO. 


Pet. (U. S.) 342, 10 L. ed. 987; Gel- 
ston v. Hoyt, 3 Wheat. (U. S.) 246, 
4 L. ed. 381; U. S. v. The Mars, 8 


Cranch (U. S.) 417, 3 L. ed. 609 frev 
16 5E “Case No. 9406, 5 Ls Galleale2ai: 
U. S. v. Nineteen Hundred Sixty 
Bags of Coffee, 8 Cranch (U. S.) 398, 
34. Cd O022 RU Ss we Grundy iss 
Cranch (GU. 8.) 337, ; 
U. S. v. Fifty-Six Barrels Whiskey, 
25 BE. Cas. \No. 15,095,017 AbbA 9330 Pil- 
cher v. Faircloth, 135 Ala. 311, 33 S 
545; Roberts v. Withered, 5 Mod. 
191, 87 Reprint 602, 1 Salk. 223, 91 
Reprint 198; Wilkins v. Despard, 5 


T. R. 112, 101 Reprint 65. 


48. See supra § 65. 
49. Caldwell v. U. S., 8 How. (U. 
S.) 366, 12 L. ed, 1115; The Mary 


Celeste, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,202, 2 Low- ~ 
ell 354; U. S. v. Reindeer, 27 BF. Cas. 
No. 16,144, ae OLE CO, [aft 2 Wall. 
383, 17 L. ed. 911]; U:-S. vi Sixty- 
Four Barrels Distilled Spirits, 27 F. 
Cas. No. 16,306, 3 Cliff. 308. 

50. The Ploughboy, 1:9. HS Casiz Nos 

41, 


11, 2805 1 Gall. 

U. S. .v. -Fifty-Six Barrels 
Whiskey 256. Cas: “No. (115,095 a 
Abb. 93. 

Forfeiture by commingling goods 


nee see Confusion of Gocds § 3 


reared bee yb Barrels 
Whiskey, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,095, 1 
Abb. 98. 
or ick Szymanski vy. Zunts, 20 Fed. 


54. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF. Cas. No. 16,508. 


55. New York Fire Dept. v. Kip, 
10 Wend. (N. Y.) 266. 
56. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 


Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF. Cas. No. 16,503. 

57. New York Fire Dept. v. Kip, 
10 Wend. (N. Y.) 266. 

58. U. S. v. Three Hundred and 
Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled Spirits, 
28 EF. Cas. No. 16,508. 

59. Pike v. Wassell, 19 F. Cas. 
No. 11,164, 2 Dill. 555 [rev on other 


sronnds 94 U. 2S-—-T1L, 924 #1. ved: 
36oe Town v. ULamphere, 34 Vt. 


61. Town v. Lamphere, 34 Vt. 365. 

62. Marks vy. Johnson, Kirby 
(Conn.) 228. 

Discharge of contract generally 
see Contracts §§ 593-603. 

Sales of property after forfeiture 
et before condemnation see supra 


63. La Nereyda, 8 Wheat. (U. S.) 
108, 5 L. ed. 574. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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Ix. RIGHTS AND REMEDIES OF INFORMERS “ 


[§ 70] Statutes frequently provide for the giv- 
ing of the proceeds of forfeiture in whole or in part 
to the informer.® 
share the law creating the forfeiture must be 
valid.£* Who is entitled to an informer’s share de- 
pends on the provisions of the particular statute 
and the construction placed thereon.*? Thus it has 


been held that a party claiming an informer’s share- 


must be the first informer,®* that the information 
must be given by him to some official who has the 
power and duty to act thereon,® and that the claim 
of an informer can date only from the time when 
he actually gave the information,’® and not from 
the time when he ascertained the facts.7! The in- 
formation given must not be based upon mere sus- 
picions or rumors,’? but must be of such 4’ nature 
as to conduce to a condemnation.7* And it has been 
held that the property must be seized ‘‘in pursu- 
ance of information given.’’74 It is not necessary 
that the information should be so full as to result, 
independently of other evidence, in condemnation,*® 
or so full as the evidence in the case would au- 
thorize,”® it is sufficient if it induces a prosecution.’7 
The right of the informer to his share in the pro- 
ceeds of a forfeiture is determined by the laws and 
regulations in force at the time his right vests,78 and 
eannot be affected by subsequent regulations.79 
Neither the consent of the informer that the thing 


seized should be sent from the district of the seizure | 


To entitle the informer to his: 


to another district,8° nor his disavowal of having 
instituted suit,’! nor even his misconduct in con- 
niving with the person informed against to defraud 
the government of the fund of the seizure,®? con- 
stitutes a waiver of or will defeat the informer’s 
right to his share of the forfeiture. It is not neces- 
sary that an informer should make his claim to part 
of the forfeiture at the time of giving the infor- 
mation,** or that he should afterward take part in 
the prosecution.’ An informer’s share of money 
on deposit in the registry of the court should be 
decreed to be paid directly to the persons bene- 
ficially interested and entitled to hold it.8® An 
agreement between informers to divide the in- 
former’s share equally is valid,8* and should be 
regarded by the court in distributing it.87 If the 
proceeds of a condemnation are brought into an 


_admiralty court, the court may decree an informer 


his proportion, before it is paid over to the col- 
lector.8* After the money has been paid over to the 
collector, the court cannot, on its admiralty side, 
decree in favor of the informer against the col- 
lector in personam ®® or against money of his in 
court arising from some source other than the ad- 
miralty proceeding.®°° A suit at common law is the 
informer’s remedy.®! In such a suit there may be 
a joinder of persons entitled to the informer’s 
share.° 


X. REMISSION 


[§ 71] The power of an officer to remit a for- 
feiture is limited by the law which confers the 
power.°? 
condition beyond that which the law has ex- 
pressed.°* If the officer remits the forfeiture pur- 
suant to his statutory authority the cause of for- 
feiture is released.°® Fulfillment of conditions im- 
posed in a warrant remitting a forfeiture has been 
held equivalent to satisfaction of the cause of 

64. Title and right to forfeited | 79. 
property see supra § 66. Spirits, 

65. See statutory provisions; and | 472. 

U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. Cas. No. 


15,177, 4 Biss. 176; U. S. v. Seven] 80. 
Large Fermenting Tubs, 27 F. Cas. 


He cannot interpose any limitation or ~ 


In re Eight Barrels Distilled [b] 
Shee. Cass eNow 4,306.3 Ben: 


Effect of remission see infra § 71. 
Sawyer v. Steele, 
No. 12,406, 3 Wash. C. C. 464 


action which constituted the ground of forfeiture.®%® 

As affected by the interest of others. At common 
law the crown could not remit a forfeiture so as 
to affect legal rights properly vested in third per- 
sons.°* At the present time, if the rights of in- 
dividuals in the thing forfeited have not vested, 
an officer of the state or government to whom is 
given by statute the general power to remit for- 
feitures may, when he exercises power, remit the in- 
Burden of proof.—The person 
who sets up a pardon by the officer 
to purge away a forfeiture. must 
show that the pardon is within the 


powers granted the officer. The Mar- 
garetta, 16 F. Cas. No. 9,072, 2 Gall. 
515 


21 F. Cas. 


No. 16,254. 81. Sawyer v. Steele, 21 F. Cas. ; 
66.. U. S. v. George, 25 F. Cas. No. | No. 12,406, 3 Wash. C, C. 464. [c] The power of the secretary 
15,198, 6 Blatchf. 406. 82. Westcot v. Bradford, 29 F.|of the treasury is wholly distinct 


67. See statutory provisions; and 
Pollock v. The Laura, 5 Fed. 1338; 
U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. Cas. No. 
15,177, 4 Biss. 176; Bradley v. U. S., 
£2. Ct. (Cl 578 faff 104 U.S. 442, 26 
L. ed. 824]. z 


84. Sawyer 
85 Uaus: 


Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash. C. C.-492. 
83. Sawyer v. Steele, 
No. 12,406, 3 Wash. C. C. 464, 


No. 12,406, 3 Wash. C. C, 464. 
v. Stockwell, 


from, the constitutional pardoning 


21 KF. Cas. | power of the president, and its ob- 

ject is to afford relief, where the 

v. Steele, 21 KF. Cas. | courts are obliged to inflict the pen- 
alty. U.S. v. Morris, 26 F. Cas. No. 

27 EF. Cas. | 15,816, 1 Paine 209 [aff 10 Wheat. 


re 5 v. Funkhouser, 25 F.|No. 16,406, 1 Hask. 447. 246, 6 L. ed. 314]. 

Cae No. 18.177, 45 Bissumaidos sé. U. S. v. Stockwell, 27 F. Cas. [d] The federal district court in 

69. U. S: v. Funkhouser, 25 F.| No. 16,406, 1 Hask. 447. a case of extreme hardship remitted 
Cas. No. 15,177, 4 Biss. 176; Bradley 87. U. S. v. Stockwell, 27 F, Cas.|a forfeiture under the act of March 
Warne LomO ty Claas No. 16,406, 1 Hask. 447. 2, 1807, which prohibited the im- 
“70. U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. 88. Westcot v. Bradford, 29 F.| portation of negroes after Jan, 1, 
Gast No. 15,177, 4 Biss. 176. Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash. C. C. 492. 1308.2 Wes ven hes mK tty,» | 26ree 

71; U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. 89, Westcot v. Bradford, 29 F.|/Cas. No. 15,5387. Bee, 252 (where 
Cas. No. 15,177, 4 Biss. 176. Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash. C. C. 492. the law was passed sometime after 
72. U. S. v. Funkhouser, 25 F. 90. Westcot v. Bradford, 29 F.|the vessel sailed from this coun- 
Cas. No. 15,177, 4 Biss. 176. Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash C. C. 492. try). 

73, Brewster v. Gelston, 11 Johns. 91. Westcot v. Bradford, 29 F 94, The Margaretta, 16 F. Cas. 
(CNepsYs) 390 Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash. C. C. 492. No. 9,072, 2 Gall. 515. 


74, ‘Westeot v. Bradford, 29 F.| 92. 
Cas. No. 17,429, 4 Wash. C. C. 492. 
75, Brewster v. Gelston, 11 Johns. 93. 


Sawyer v. Steele, 
No. 12,407, 4 Wash. C. C. 227. 
The Margaretta, 


oH Cas. 95. Murray v. Beck, 17 F. Cas, No. 
Ouse eee ranene Ga "Cl 6nut 
Ge hee Cas 96. Murray v. Beck, 17 F. Cas. No. 


SDE ONUB 
Dire: leas v. Steele, 21 E.. Cas. 
No. 12,406, 3 Wash. C. C. 464. 

77, Sawyer v. Steele, 21 F. Cas. 
Ion 2.406,03, Wash. C.).€. 464. © 

78. In re Hight Barrels Distilled 
Spirits, 8 F. Cas. No. 4,316, 1 Ben. 
472; In re Twenty-Five Thousand 
Gallons Distilled Spirits, 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,282, 1 Ben. 367 [aff 28 F. 
Cas. No. 16,564]. 


No. 9,072, 2 Gall. 515; U. S. v. Mor- 
ris, 26 F.. Cas. No. 15,816, 1 Paine 209 


[aff 10 Wheat. 246, 6 L. ed. 314]; 
Ryan v. State, 176 Ind. 281, 95 NE 
561. 

[a] Partial remission.—If the 


statute directs an officer to remit all 
forfeitures within the statute upon 
certain conditions, he cannot make a 
partial remission. The Margaretta, 
TORE CAS. NOM og Ou 2 Gall, Vow: 


QO De eranehm@.) Gx "ons 

[a] Were this not the legal effect 
of the remission, claimant would re- 
ceive back his property subject to 
another proceeding for forfeiture for 
the same cause, ‘“‘a conclusion too 
unreasonable to merit discussion.” 
Murray v. Beck, 17 F. Cas. No. 9,957, 
PaOranch CC. 26uins 

97. Kirk v. Lewis, 9 Fed. 645, 4 
Woods 100. 
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dividuals’ 
state or government.°® 


interests as well as the interest of the 
It has been held that an 
individual’s interest is not vested and therefore can 
be remitted after suit brought and before judg- 
ment,?? in fact at any time before the individual’s 
interest has been determined by the court. 
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A | the state.* 


judgment or decree of condemnation has been held 


[§ 72] A penalty is a sum of money of which 
the law exacts payment by way of punishment for 
doing some act that is prohibited or omitting to 


98. The Laura, 8 Fed. 612, 19 
Blatchf. 562 [aff 114 U. S. 411, 5 SCt 
881, 29 L. ed. 1471; Pollock v. The 
Laura, 5 Fed, 183; U. S. v. Morris, 
26 BE.) Cas. “No. 15,816,, 1 Paine, 209 
{aff 10 Wheat. 246, 6 L. ed. 314]. 

99.0 UW. Sav. Lancaster, Be Beast 
No. 15,557, 4 Wash. C. WH SAN 
Twenty-Five Thousand Cena Dis- 
tilled Spirits, 28 F. Cas. No. 163564. 

1. Pollock v. The Laura, 5 Fed. 
1335) Brown v.° Us S:, (4B. Cas. No. 
2,032, 1 Woolw. 198, McC. (Kan.) 229 
(holding that until the order is made 
for distribution or for payment to 
the informer or into the treasury 
of the United States of the proceeds 
of the property forfeited nce vested 
right has attached which prevents a 
restoration of the proceeds to the 
person whose property was confis- 
gene) 

U. S. v. Morris, 26 F. Cas. No. 
5; S16. 1 Paine 209 [aff 10 Wheat. 
246, 6 L. ed. 314]. 

3. Conner v. Bent, 1 Mo. 235. 

4, Conner v. Bent, 1 Mo. 235. 

5. U. S.—uvU.S. v. Buckingham, 261 
Wedsg.415,), 4190 J) [cit» Cy el", Ul Si. Vv. 
Birmingham Trust, etc., Co., 258 Fed, 


562,40 169" CCA 602°\) U.S.) vi; Nash, 
111 Fed. 525. 

Cal.—Sacramento v. Dillman, 102 
Cals 107; 1129.36.42; 885; “San. Jauis 


Obispo v. Hendricks, 71 Cal. 242, 245, 
11 P 682. 

Ga.—Sheppard v. Daniel Miller Co., 
fimGasnAs sbL4.7 7b) SH. 907, 

Ill. Woolverton vy. Taylor, 132 Ill. 
197, 206, 23 NE 1007, 22 AmSR 521; 
Peo. v. Nedrow, 122 Ill. 368, 13 NE 
533. 

Mich.—Stitt v. Locomotive Engi- 


neers’ Mut. Protective Assoc., 177 
Mich. 207, 142 NW 1110. 
Mo.—State v. Howe Scale Co., 182 


\Mo. A. 658, 166 SW 328. 

\ N. Y.—Peo. v. Sloane, 98 App. Div. 

450, 90 NYS 762; Lancaster v. Rich- 

ardson, 4 Lans. 136, 139. 
N. C.—State v. Addington, 143 N 

C. 683, 686, 57 SH 398. 
Utah.—Haskins v. Dern. 19 Utah 

Emerson, 90 


89101, 56 P 953. 

Wash. — State v. 

Wash. 565, 155 P 579, LRA1916F 325; 
Bell v. Scranton Coal Mines Co., 59 
Wash. 659. 110 P 628 

W. Va.—Hall v. Norfolk, ete., R. 
Co., 44 W. Va. 36, 40, 28 SEH 754, 67 
AmSR 757, 41 LRA 669. 

[a] Other definitions: (1) “A pe- 
ecuniary punishment or sum of money 
imposed by statute to be paid as 
a punishment for the commission 
of a certain offense.” Burrill L. D. 
[quot Iowa v. ,Chicago, etc., R. Co., 
37 Fed. 497, 498, 499, 3 LRA, 554; 
Merchants’ Bank v. Bliss 24 °N. Y. 
Super. 391, 18 AbbPr 225, 21 HowPr 
S65 i(atl,.35 Ne Yooel2)a., (2)."A) sum 
of money payable as an equivalent 


or punishment for an_ injury.’ 
Rapalje & L. L. D. {quot Iowa v. 
Chicago, ete., R. Co., 37 Fed. 497, 


498, 499, 3 LRA 554; Rogers v. Bon- 
nett, 2 Ol. 553, 559, 37 P 1078; Hason 
Vv. Witcofskey, 29 S. C. 239, 246, 7 


PART THREE: PENALTIES 


[By Louis Lovesr Hammon] ~ 


I. DEFINITION 


SE 29095 (3) “Punishment for a 
crime or offense.’ Webster D. [cit 
State v. Walbridge, 119 Mo. 3838, 390, 
24 SW 457, 41 AmSR 663]. (4) “The 
punishment . inflicted by a law 
for its violation.” U. S. v. Mathews, 
23 Fed. 74; Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Cobbs, 47 Ark, 344, 1 SW 558, 58 
AmR. 756; Stitt v. Locomotive En- 
gineers’ Mut, Protective Assoc., 177 
Mich. 207, 142 NW 1110; Torbett v. 
Godwin, 62 Hun 407, 409, 17 NYS 46; 
Langdon v. New York, etc., R. Co., 
9 NYS 245, 247. To same effect Mil- 
ler v. Bopp, 1386 La. 788, 67 S 831; 
State v. Walbridge, 119 Mo. 383, 24 
Sw 457, 41. AmSR 668; Kirby v. 
Western Union Tel. Co., 4 S. D. 468, 
57 Mo. 202. (5) “A punishment or 
something nearly approaching to it, 
and in the nature of a punishment, 
imposed as a consequence of the vio- 


lation of some law or municipal 
regulation.” Taylor v. Matchell, 2 
Miss.) 963 459.9; (6) ‘Punishment, 


fine, forfeiture, deprivation of some 
office or right for some offense, mis- 
conduct, misdemeanor, or delin- 
quency.’ State v. Sheppard, 192 Mo. 
497, 506, 91 SW 477; State v. Wal- 
bridge, 119 Mo. 3838, 390, 24 SW 457, 
41 AmSR 663. CT) SAR mullet Vfor 
an omission to comply with scme 
requirement of law, or for a positive 
infraction of law.” Lard v. State, 37 
Me. 177, 179. 

[b]. It does not necessarily imply 
a fixed sum, but anything imposed 
as a punishment, whether specific 
or measured by the value of the in- 
terest affected by the wrongful act. 
Merchants’ Bank v. Bliss, 29 N. Y. 
Super. 391, 138 AbbPr 225, 21 HowPr 


1365 [aff 35 N. Y. 412]. 


[e] “Interest” distinguished.— 
“Tnterest’”? is merely compensation 
for the use or forbearance of money, 
and is distinguished from “penalty,” 
which is a punishment. In re Ash- 
land Emery, etc., Co., 229 Fed. 829; 
Arkansas v. Bowen, 3 App. (D. C.) 
5387; Sparks v. Lowndes County, %8 
Ga. 284, 25 SE 426; National L. Ins. 
Co; v. Hall,..34 )Ok2396, 7125s 11085 
Shmuck v. Wheeler, 98 Wash. 535, 
167 P 1126. See generally Interest 
[22 Cyc 1469, 1526]. 

Other terms distinguished: 

Fine see supra § 8. 
Forfeiture see supra § 44, 
Peine see Peine. 
Stoppage see Stoppage. 

Penal: 

Definition of see Penal [30 Cye 1329]. 
Action, definition of see Penal Ac- 

tion [30 Cye 1329]. 

Statute, definition of see Statutes 

{86 Cye 1180]. 

Sum, definition of see Penal Sum [30 

Cye 1330]. 

6. U. S.—O’Sullivan v. Felix, 233 
U. S. 318, 34 SCt 596, 58 L. ed. 980; 
Huntington v. Attrill, 146 U. S. 657, 
13) SCtl224,36) tL. "ed: 11234) W-Sakv, 


Chouteau, 102 U. S. 608, 36 L. ed. 
246; U. S. v. Buckingham, 261 Fed. 
418, 419 [cit Cyc]; McDonald vy. ! 


Hearst, 95 Fed. 656. 


do some act that is required to be done.® 
involves the idea of punishment,® either corporal or 
pecuniary,’ although its meaning is generally con- 


[§§ 71-72 


not to vest the right of individuals so as to secure 
them against the power of remission.? 
islature has been held to have the power to re- 
lieve from a forfeiture after judgment,’ even where 
the forfeiture is for the benefit of a county of 


A state leg- 


The term 


Ark.—State v. Arkansas Cotton Oil 
Co., 116 ‘Ark. 74,.171 SW 1192; ‘Ann 
Cas1917A 1178. : 

Cal.— Eureka Harbor Comrs. v. Ex- 
celsior Redwood Co., 88 Cal. 491, 26 
P 375, 22 AmSR 321; San Luis Obispo 
County v. Hendricks, 71 Cal. 242, 11 
P 682. 

Cvlo.—Interstate Sav., ete., Co. v-. 
Wyatt, 27 Colo. A. 217, 147 P 444. 

Mich.—Stitt v. Locomotive En- 
gineers’ Mut. Protective Assoc., 177 
Mich. 207, 142 NW 1110; Silsbee v: 
Stoeckle, 44 Mich. 561, 7 NW 160, 367. 

Minn.—State v. Buckman, 95 Minn: 
272, 104 NW 240, 289. 
souhaditee Soeca v. Matchell, 2 Miss. 

N. H.—Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 


“N. Y.—Merchants’ Bank v. Bliss, 


24 N.Y. Super. 391, 13 “AbbPr 2252 
21, HowPr 365 [aff 35 .N. Yo 42 213 
Hodgman v. Peo., 4 Den. 235. 


Oh.—Kulp vy. Fleming, 65 Oh, St. 
321, 62 NE 334, 87 AmSR 611. 

Pa.—Dunlap v. McKee, 25 Pa. 84; 
Com,,-v., Kelley, 31 Pa.,.€o. 337; Com, 
v. A——, 30 Pa. Co. 554. 

Vt.—Drew v. Russell, 47 Vt. 250: 

W. Va.—Hall v. Norfolk, ete., R. 
Co., 44 W. Va. 386, 28 SH 754, 67 
AmSR 757, 41 LRA 669. 

Eng.—Saunders v. Wiel, [1892] 2 
(Oy Sisal 
“Punishment” synonymous.— 
“Penalty” is synonymous with “pun- 
ishment,” in connection with crimes 
of the highest grades, and is fixed by 
the law defining and inhibiting the 
criminal act. U.S. v. Reisinger, 128 
UN S4.398, 29 28Ct 299. 824 dos nes Oe. 
Featherstone Vv. Peo., 194 Il: 325, 62 
NE 684; Beggs v. State, 122 Ind. 54, 
23. NE 693; State v. Walbridze, 119 
Mo. 383,.24 SW 457, 41 AmSR 663; 
Jones v. State, 10 Okl. Cr. 216, 186 P 
1825, 18%.P:121. 

7. U. S.— Huntington v. Attrill, 
146 U.S. 657," 13 -SCt 224; 36) Le ed= 
1123; U. S. v. Reisinger, 128 U. S. 
398, 92 SCE 99932 a eda 480e Sess 
v. Mathews, 23 Fed. 74; U. S. v. Ul- 
sa 28 EF. Cas, No. 16,594, 3 PS 

Cal.—San Luis Obispo County v. 
Hendricks, 71 Cal; 242, 11 P 682. 

Colo. —Interstate Sav., etc. Con Ve 
Wyatt, 27 Colo. A. 217, 147 P 444. 

Conn.—Plumb. v. Griffin, 74 Conn. 
132,750 Ant: 

Tll.— Gunning v. Peo., 86 Ill. A. 174. 

Ind:—American Credit Indemn. Co. 
v. Ellis, 156 Ind. -212,.59 NE 679; 
State v. Hardman; 16 Ind. A. 357, 
45 NE 345. 

La.—Miller v. Bopp, 136 La. 788. 
67 S 831. 

“ene ——Grover v. Huckins, 26 Mich. 

Mo. meets v. Warner, 197 Mo. 650, 
94 SW 9 
«mnee—hee, Vessmith,, 9) ' Cox Cac: 

Can.—Reg. v. Gavin, 1 CanCrCas 
Pe : Reg. v. Frawley, 2 Cartwr. Cas. 

Ont.—Rex v. Leach, 17 Ont, L. 643, 


PE 2) ey See PU a ae ee na a aay a Teer eave ene wate ee a 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


tdei* 


§§ 72-74] 


fined to pecuniary punishment;® and its character 
is not changed by the mode in which it is inflicted, 
whether by a civil action or a criminal prosecution.® 
Accordingly, the term ‘‘penalty’’ includes any ex- 
traordinary liability to which the law subjects the 
wrongdoer in favor of the person wronged, not lim- 
ited to the damages suffered;1° and on the other 
hand, the term does not include a liability imposed 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


ages.’? 12 


by statute merely for actual losses or damages 


[§ 73] Penalties are purely the creatures of the 
They cannot be created by judicial 


legislature. 


[§ 74] The legislature has power to subject any 
particular violation of its laws to a penalty,!® pro- 
vided the imposition thereof does not violate any 
constitutional provision 17 or public policy.8 
legislature may even go further and subject the 
same violation both to a penalty and to a crim- 
inal prosecution, this not being a twofold punish- 
Where a constitutional 
provision forbids an act, and requires the legisla- 


ment of the same offense.” 


12 OntWR 1016, 13 OntWR 86, 14 
AnnCas 580; Rex v. Carlisle, 6 Ont. 
be CUES 

8. Blum v. Widdicomb, 90 Fed. 
220; Lancaster v. Richardson, 4 Lans. 
CN. Y.) 136; Rex v. Johnston, 11 Can 
CrCas 6. 

9. U. S. v. Chouteau, 102 U. S. 608, 
26 L. ed. 246; U. S. v. Buckingham, 
261 Fed. 418; 419 [cit Cyc];--Mc- 
Donald v. Hearst, 95 Fed. 656; Wool- 
verton v. Taylor, 132 Ill. 197, 23 NE 
1007, 22 AmSR 521; Davis.«'v. State, 
119 Ind. 555, 22 NE 9; Norfolk, ete., 
“R. Co., 44 W. Va. 36, 28 SE 754, 67 
AmSR 757, 41 LRA 669. 

10. O’Sullivan v. Felix, 233 U. S. 

- 318, 34 SCt 596, 58 L. ed. 980; Hunt- 

ington v. Attrill, 146 U. S. 657, 13 
MOT L224 wo GMa MEG. LLASe. (Oa San Ve 
Chouteau, 102 U. S. 603, 26 L. ed. 
246; Atchison, ete. R. Co. v. Tan- 
ner, 19 Colo, 559, 36 P 541. 

{a] Compensation and punish- 
ment included.—A penalty given to 
a party aggrieved includes the idea 
of both compensation and punish- 
ment. The fact of such gift to the 
injured party does not make it the 
less a penalty, nor would its exten- 
sion to the whole value of the in- 
‘terest affected, instead of being lim- 
ited to a fixed sum. Smith v. Ameri- 
ean Car Sprinkler Co., 78 N. H. 152, 
97 A 872; Merchants’ Bank v. Bliss, 
24 N. Y. Super. 391, 13 AbbPr 225, 
21 HowPr 365 [aff 35 N. Y. 412]. 

11. Ohio, ete., R. Co. v. Erwin, 45 
Tll. A. 558; Blowers v. Bartlett, 66 
Minn. 213, 68 NW 976 [overr Mer- 
chants’ Nat. Bank v. Northwestern 
Mfe., ete., Co., 48 Minn. 349, 51 NW 
117]; Hutchinson v. Young, 80 App. 
Div. 246, 80 NYS 259; Zeltner v. Ir- 
win, 21 Misc. 18, 46 NYS 852 [aff 
20 Mise. 398, 45 NYS 1036, and rev 
on other grounds 25 App. Div. 228, 


49 NYS 337]; Pittsburgh, ete, R. 
Co. v. Methven, 21 Oh. St. 586. 
12. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 


746; Joyce v. Means, 41. Kan. 234, 20 
P 853. 

13. Burrows v. Delta Transp. Co., 
106 Mich. 582, 64 NW 501, 29 LRA 
468; In re Op. of Justices, 73 N. H. 
625, 63 A 505; Loucks v. Standard Oil 
Govec2ztoN. Ys 9930120 Nie 198; -ior= 
ster v. Cumberland Valley R. Co,, 23 
Pa. 371. ; 

14. U. S.—Tayloe v. Sandiford, 7 
Wheat. 13, 5 L. ed. 384. 

Ala.—Watt v. Sheppard, 2 Ala, 425; 
Henry v. Thompson, Minor 209. 

Dak.—Danford v. Charles,-1 Dak. 
285, 46 NW 576. 

Tll.—Southern Fire Brick, etc., Co. 
vy. Garden City Sand Co., 223 Ill. 616, 


II. CREATION 


implication, but 
ute.*> 


III. POWER TO IMPOSE 


The - 


a NE 313, 9 LRANS 446, 7 AnnCas 


Pa Tig ai v. Upton, 125 Mass. 
Mich.—Stitt v. Locomotive En- 


gineers’ Mut. Protective Assoc., 177 
Mich. 207, 142 NW 1110. 

Okl.—National L. Ins. Co. v. Hall, 
34 QOkl. 395, 125 BP 1108. 

Or.—Stennick v. J. K. Lumber Co., 
8b Op. (444, 216i P97) 166 oP bts 
Wrenn v. University Land Co., 65 Or. 
432, 1383 BP 627, 46 LRANS 897; 
Adams v. Rutherford, 13 Or. 78, 8 
P 896. 

Wash.—Smith v. B. Schade Brew- 
ing Co., 81 Wash. 20, 142 P 455; Bell 
v. Scranton Coal Mines Co., 59 Wash. 
659, 110 P 628; Krutz v. Robbins, 
12 Wash. 7, 11, 40 P 415, 50 AmSR 
871, 28 LRA 676. 

distin- 


“Liquidated damages” 
guished see Damages § 232. 

15. Cal. Marine Hospital Bd. of 
Health v. Pacific Mail Steamship 
Co. sl yCalsAOt. 


Ind.—Union Tel. Co. v. Jones, 116 
Ind. 861, 18 NE 529. 

La.—Vicksburg, ete, R. Co. v. 
Taylor, 104 La. 284, 29 § 141. 

Mich. — Davidow v. Wadsworth 
Mfg. Co., 178 NW 776. 

Nev.—State v. Harmon, 35 Nev. 


189,127 P 221,-AnnCasi914C 891. 

N. J.—Allaire v. Howell Works 
CompiaeNe yin day sad. 

N. Y.—New York Health Dept. v. 
Knoll, 70 N. Y. 5380, 4 AbbNCas 97; 
Gloversville v. Enos, 70 App. Div. 
326, 75 NYS 245; New York Wire 
Dept. v. Braender, 14 Daly 538, 3 
NYSt 580; Thompson v. Western 
Union Tel. Co., 40 Misc, 443, 
675; Jones v. Hstis, 2 Johns. 

Oh. — Pittsburgh, etc.,’ R. 
Methven, 21 Oh. St. 586. 

Tex.—Helm v. Wells, (Civ. A.) 177 
Sw 134. 

Strict construction of penal acts 
see Statutes [36 Cyc 1183]. 

316. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Humes, 
Li Ue se bla 6s St .110;29 md. ved. 
463; Carson v. Bunting, 154 N. C. 530, 
70 SE 923. 

Cross references: 

Power of municipality to impose 
penalties see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 Cyc 692 et seq]. 

Power to define and punish crime 
see Criminal Law §§ 14-21. 

177 Ark==St;— louls,—ete., “RCo. 
v. Pritchard, 97 Ark, 100, 133 SW 
176, 32 LRANS 179, AnnCas1912C 
1175. 

Me.—Campbell v. Burns, 94 Me. 
127, 46 A 812; State v. Lubee, 93 Me. 
418, 45 A 520. 


379, 
Co. Vv. 


occasioned by a violation of its provisions.22 
statute may be regarded as imposing a penalty, 
although it refers to the sum imposed as ‘‘dam- 
The term is also frequently used to de- 
note an equivalent by way of damages for a civil 
wrong,** and is in this sense sometimes applied 
to stipulated damages for breach of private con- 
tracts, wholly independent of statute.14 


82 NYS]. 
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A 


must be expressly imposed by stat- 


ture to enact appropriate laws to prevent violations 
thereof, it is not within the province of the courts 
to condemn a statute imposing a mere pecuniary 
penalty for the offense on the ground that the pun- 
ishment imposed is not adequate.?° 

In Canada the provinces have power to impose 
penalties for breach of provincial laws,21 although 
the general criminal law is within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the dominion parliament.?2 


N. Y.—Tenement House Dept. v. 
McDevitt, 85 Mise. 429, 147 NYS 941 
[aff 165 App. Div. 3867, 150 NYS 
583]. 

Tex.—Texas, ete, R. Co. v. An- 
drews, 55 Tex. Civ, A. 302, 118 SW 
LLOU exas; 6b, a ten OOn avenba ye lone 
54°) Mem i Cive’ © AN ATO is ee Sng 
1097. 

Wis.—State v. Zillmann, 121 Wis. 
472, 98 NW 543. 

{a] Public justice as guaranteed 
by the constitution is not denied by 
a statute providing that any member 
of a board of review of an assess- 
ment district who intentionally 
omits or agrees to omit from assess- 
ment any property liable to taxation 
in the district shall be liable to a 
penalty. State v. Zillman, 121 Wis. 
472, 98 NW 543. 

Constitutional limitations: 
Delegation of power to impose pen- 

alties to: 

Leeal authorities see Constitu- 
tional Law §§ 356-364, 1031. 
Private corporation see Constitu- 

tional Law § 328. 
Due process, of law see Constitution- 

al Law §§ 1031, 10382. 

Equal protection of laws see Con- 

stitutional Law §§ 926-928. 

Ex post facto laws see Constitution- 
al Law § 814 : 
Legislative encroachment on judi- 

ciary see Constitutional Law § 283. 
Obligation of contracts see Constitu- 

tional Law § 762. 

Privileges or immunities and class 
jee ltatton see Constitutional Law 
7 


Westod wights see Constitutional Law 


Excessive penalties see infra § 75 
note 23. 

‘ 18. Loucks v. Standard Oil Co., 
24 0INo re 99, 9 L202 NE LoS. 

fa] Civil penalties are not against 
publie policy. Loucks v. Standard 
OHE Cop 2A Nay Yor 9 oat ba OmeNe Los 
[rev 172 App. Div. 227, 159 NYS 282 
(rev 92 Misc. 475, 156 NYS 7)]. 

19. Peo. v. Stevens, 13 Wend. (N. 
Vo pea 4a No i 

20. Peo. v. Fallon, 152 N. Y. 1, 46 
NE 302, 37 LRA 419 [aff 4 App. Div. 
76, 39 NYS 860]. 

21. British North America Act 
(1867) § 92 (15); Atty.-Gen, v. Ham- 
ilton, St. 4R.. Co., [1903] Av C. 524; 
Hodge v. Reg., Appa Cis iLife 
Cartwr. Cas. 144; Canada Atty.-Gen. 
vy. Ontario Atty.-Gen., 23 Can. S. C. 
458; Ree. v. Frawley, 46 U. C. Q. B. 


153. 
22. British North America Act 
L (1867) § 91 subs, 27. 
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IV. AMOUNT AND EXTENT 


[§ 75] A. In General. The amount of a pen- 
alty to be inflicted rests in the sound discretion of 
the legislature, and it is only when the minimum 
prescribed by statute is flagrantly oppressive and 
disproportionate to the offense for which it is im- 
posed that the courts will interfere and refuse to 
enforce the enactment.2* Statutes imposing pen- 
alties usually either fix the amount thereof defi- 
nitely or prescribe certain maximum and minimum 
limits within which the court or the jury may fix 
any amount they may see fit as the punishment in 
the individual ease.24 Failure of the legislature to 
preseribe the maximum penalty, the minimum only 
being fixed, does not invalidate the statute.2° Where 
a fixed penalty is given:to the person injured by 
the wrongful act, the amount recoverable is not af- 
fected or controlled by his actual pecuniary loss 
or damage.”® 

[§ 76] B. Accumulated or Aggregated Penal- 
ties—l. Where Offense Repeated. It has been laid 
down as a general rule that where an act for which 
a penalty is provided is single in its nature, each 
repetition of the act subjects the offender to a 
separate penalty.27 This is of course true where 
the statute expressly authorizes a recovery for ag- 
gregated penalties,2* as well as where the intention 
of the legislature unmistakably appears to permit 
such a recovery.?® But the courts will so interpret 
penal statutes as to forbid a recovery for aggre- 
gated penalties where it is not found in the pro- 
vision of the statute that a penalty is given ex- 
pressly for each offense; and cumulative recoveries 
will not be permitted in the absence of such a def- 
inite statement by the legislature as to leave its 

2357) Chicago, ete; R.'Co: ~v, Peo., 
217 Ill. 164, 75 NE 368. 

[a] Excessiveness © of penalty.— 
(1) A penalty of five’ dollars for 
each lobster of less than a prescribed 
length found in any person’s posses- 
sion is not excessive. Campbell v. 
Burns, 94 Me. 127, 46 A 812. (2) A 
penalty of one hundred dollars for 
permitting any refuse from the 
manufacture of gas or any oil from 


whitefish to fall into the waters of |or ‘‘each” 
the state is not so disproportionate | souri, etc., 


29. Missouri, 
230" Ui Ss... 2 


v. Morris, 73 


[a] Thus 


etc., 
(2 34: SC UN26; Nos ius ved: 
144; Peo. v. Spencer, 
94 NE 614, AnnCas1912A 818 [aff 133 
App. Div. 865, 118 NYS 15]; 
New Yn 4788 
Royal Bank, 75 Misc. 630, 133 NYS 
944 [aff 78 Misc. 145, 187 NYS 929]. 
cumulative 
may be recovered where the statute 
imposes a penalty for 
violation thereof, 
RiCoh Vie Se aclk Uae: 


intention in that respect unmistakable.2° Accord- 
ingly, where a statute of a remedial rather than a 
punitive nature has created a penalty for violations 
of its provisions, and a legislative intent that ag- 
eregated penalties may be recovered does not ap- 
pear, only one penalty can be recovered in an action 
therefor, no matter how many times the prohibited 
act or omission had occurred prior to the bringing 
of the action.24 Where cumulative penalties can- 
not be recovered, the institution of an action for a 
particular penalty constitutes a waiver of all pre- 
vious penalties.*? To authorize a recovery of aggre- 
gated penalties, the second offense must be of the 
same nature as the first.?* 

[§ 77] 2. Continuing Offense. Where the pro- 
hibited act is continuing in its nature, an offender 
does not subject himself to cumulative penalties, but 
incurs only one penalty up to the time when an ac- 
tion therefor is commenced,?* unless a legislative in- 
tent that penalties shall accumulate is clearly ex- 
pressed.°° Such intent appears where a penalty 
is given for failure or neglect to do a certain act, 
and a further penalty is imposed for each day 
during which such refusal or neglect shall continue; 
and accordingly, in such a ease a lability arises 
for a succession of penalties up to the time the 
action is brought.°* But accumulated penalties thus 
incurred cannot be recovered in successive actions,?* 
although there may be separate recoveries by the 
same person for distinct penalties where the statute 
separately is violated in respect of two different 
properties owned by him.%8 

[§ 75] 38. Several Penalties for Single Trans- 


action. Several penalties may be incurred by a sin- ~ 
FCO. Vs AmR 655. r 
32. Griffin v. Interurban St. R. 
201 “No ¥<." 105; | Co., 209 INS Ys. 438. 72 NE bist stes 
venson v. New York City R. Co., 54 
Misc. 641, 104 NYS 866. 
Wes Scot v. Turner, 1 Root (Conn.) 
34. Lane v. Springfield, 120 Tll. A. 
penalties | 5; Friedeborn v. Com., 113 Pa. 242, 
6 A 160, 57 AmR 464; Garrett v. 
Messenger, ‘da. “R. (2\"C Pw 5883" Pil- 
cher v. Stafford, 4 B. & S. 775, 116 


LURE 


Grover 
Mackey v. 


“each” offense 
Mis- 


to the offense as to justify the court 
in holding the statute to be void 
therefor. Blydenburgh v. Miles, 39 
Conn. 484. Excessive fines see Crimi- 
nal Law §§ 3200-3202. 

Power to impose mere pecuniary 
penalty for constitutional offense 
see supra § 74. 

24. Statc v. Richeson, 36 Ind. A. 
373, 75 NE 846; Fruchey v. Eagleson, 
15 Ind. A. 88, 43 NE 146; Tranbarger 


v. Chicago, etc., R. Co., 250 Mo. 46, 
156 SW 694; Lancaster v. Richard- 
Son). 4 wansm CNisy.)) Boosmsonellamy,. 


Bellville, 30 "On Cy QWs: 81. 
Cross references: 
Amount of judgment see infra § 145. 
Assessment of amount by court or 
jury see infra § 138. 


25. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
State, 82 Ark. 309, 101 SW 748, 12 
AnnCas 82. 


26. Fruchey v. Eagleson, 15 Ind. 
A. 88, 48 NE 146; Reiser v. Edison 
Electric Illuminating Co., 76 Misc. 
568, 187 NYS 145. 

Want of actual damages as affect- 
ing right of reccvery see infra § 99. 

27. “Milnes y. Bale, L. R. 10 C, P. 


28. Peo. v. Abramson, 208 N. Y. 
138, 101 NE 849 [aff 147 App. Div. 
491, 131 ‘NYS 798]; Peo. v. Albion 
Cider, éte., Co., 133: App. Div. 865, 
418 NYS 15 [aff 201 N. Y. 105, 94 NE 
614, AnnCasi912A 818]. 


112, 34 SCt 26, 58 L. ed. 144; Peo. v. 
Spencer, 201 N. Y. 105, 94 NE 614, 
AnnCasi912A 818 [aff 133 App. Div. 
865, 118 NYS 15]; Suydam vy. Smith, 
52 N. Y. 383; Peo. v. New York Cent. 
Re-Co., 13 Ni Yo 78 ‘faff' 26 Barb: 199]; 
Suffolk County v. Shaw, 21 App. Div. 
146, 47 NYS 349. 

30. Peo. v. Spencer, 201 N. Y. 105, 
94 NE 614, AnnCas1912A 818 [aff 
£33 App. Div. 865, 118 NYS" 1513 
Griffin v. Interurban St. R. Co., 179 
No W438" 72) INE tss Cox ys Paul; 
175 N. Y. 328, 67 NE 586; U. S. Con- 
densed Milk Co. v. Smith, 116 App. 
Divi L5; LOL ANS: 229 8 [atte oieiNe yy 
536 mem, 84 NE 1122 mem]; Wash- 
burn v. McInroy, Ti Johnsy GN. Yo) 1343 

31. Griffin v. Interurban: St. R. 
Co., 179 N. Y. 488, 72 NE 518; Mor- 
gan v. Hedstrom, 164 N. Y. 224, 58 
NE 26; Barker v. New York Cent., 
ete, (R= Co.,, 61 NS Y.i655) Hootetv: 
New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 50 N. 
Y. 693;, Micks v. New York Cent., 
etc., R. Co., 49 N. Y..654; Mix v. New 
York“'Centi HR. Conway BINS WY.e 6s; 
Fritsche v. New York Cent., ete., R. 
Co., 47 N. Y. 660; Fisher v. New 
York Cent.; ete.," Rs Cos, 46 5N._ Yie6 44: 


‘Sturgis v. Spofford, 45 N. Y. 446; 


Stevenson v. New York City R. Co., 
54 Misc, 641, 104 NYS 866; Watson 
v. New York, etc., R: Co.,) 24) Mise: 
628, 54 NYS 201; Parks v. Nashville, 
ete., RR. Co. 13 shea 'Crenns)) 49 


ECL 775, 122 Reprint 651; Crepps v. 
Durden, Cowp. 640, 98 Reprint 1283; 
Croysdill v. Anglo-American Tel. 
Co:,_+0—-Que. Pr 3%? 

35. See cases infra note 36. 

36. State v. Kansas City, ete, R. 
Co., 32 Fed. 722; Hampton v. Chicago, 
ete.) Re Co. 118 STI. “Aet 62d Peohiys 
Long Island R. Co., 149 App. Div. 
765, 1384 NYS 386 [aff 208 N. Y. 
541 mem, 101 NE 1115 mem]; Reiser 
v. Edison Electric Tlluminating Co., 
76 Misc. 563, 187 NYS 145; Jones v. 
Rochester Gas, ete., Co., 7 App. Div. 
474, 39 NYS 1110 [aff 158 N. Y. 678, 
52 NE 1124]; St. John v. Eberlin, 23 
Mise. 585, 51 NYS 998; Texas, ete., 
R. Co. v. Andrews, ,55 Tex. Civ. A. 
302, 118 SW 1101; Texas, ete., R. Co. 
Vv. Taylor, b4 "Tex. -Civ: At 4090at1s 
SW 1097; Beaumont v. Huddersfield 
Corp:, 67° J.-P: 57 [dist lewis ve 
Swansea Corp., 4 T. L. R.122, 706]. 

37. Jones v. Rochester Gas, ete., 
Co., 168 N. Y. 65, 68, 60 NE 1044. 

“While the amount of the penalty 
would depend on the period during 
which the defendant’s default should 
continue, still it was a single. pen- 
alty for a default which was also 


single, though it might be contin- 
vous. The cause of action being 
single was indivisible, and but one 
recovery therefor could be had.” 
Jones v. Rochester Gas, etc., Co., 
supra. 

38. Jones v. Rochester Gas, etc., 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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gle unlawful transaction,*® as where several viola- 
tions by the same person are embraced in one and 
the same transaction,*® or where the statute gives a 
penalty to a particular class of persons, and several 
persons of that class are separately injured by the 
Same wrong,*' or where the statute imposes several 
different and distinct penalties for the same act or 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


omission.*2 


[25.0 5.) 181 


However, one who commits several acts 
which, taken collectively, constitute the penalized 
offense does not incur a separate penalty for each 
of the acts so committed;4* and a statute will not 
be construed as subjecting a person to more than one 
penalty for the same act if such construction can 
reasonably be avoided.** 


V. ACTIONS AND OTHER PROCEEDINGS TO ENFORCE #5 


[§ 79] A. Nature and Form—1. In General. 
The mode in which penalties shall be enforced, 
whether at the suit of a private party or at the 
suit of the public, is a matter of legislative dis- 


eretion.*¢® 


[§ 80] 2. Character as Civil or Criminal—a. In 
General. A penal action is not necessarily a crim- 


Co., 7 App. Div. 474, 39 NYS 1110 
caff 158 N. Y. 678 mem, 52 NE 1124 
mem]. 

39. See cases infra note 40 et seq. 

Single or several penalties in case 
of joint offenders see infra § 146. 

40. U.S. v. St. Louis Southwest- 
ern R. Co., 184 Fed. 28, 106 CCA 230; 
Peo. v. Abramson, 208 N. Y. 138, 101 
NE 849 [aff 147 App. Div. 491, 131 
NYS 798]; Peo. v. Albion Cider, etc., 
Co., 133- App. Div. 865; 118 NYS, 15 
{aff 201 N. Y. 105, 94 NE 614, Ann 
Cas1912A 818]; Peo. v. McFadden, 
13 Wend. (N. Y.) 396; In re Hartley, 
SMe meV WAS es 

[a] Tlustrations.—(1) For mar- 
keting as “pure cider vinegar” bar- 
rels containing artificial coloring 
matter in violation of a statute im- 
posing a penalty for “each” violation, 
cumulative penalties are recoverable, 
although the barrels are sold or kept 
for sale as a single lot. Peo. v. Al- 
bion Cider, etc., Co., 133 App. Div. 
865, 118 NYS 15 [aff 201 N. Y. 105, 
94 NE 614, AnnCasi912A 818]. (2) 
Under a statute creating a penalty 
of a certain amount for “every tree’ 
eut and carried away from the lands 
of the state, many trees may be cut 
and aS many penalties incurred by 
one act of trespass. Peo. v. McFad- 
den, 13 Wend. (N. Y.) 396. 

41. Beaumont We Huddersfield 
Corps,<610 I. exo T. 

42. Town v. Lamphere, 34 Vt. 365. 

[a] hus, where a statute has 
elearly provided two distinct penal- 
ties ,although they may both be in- 
curred by the same act or omission, 
the fact that an offender has already 
been subjected to one will not re- 
lieve him from liability to the other, 
even though it is sought to be en- 
forced by the same person who re- 
covered the first. Town v. Lamp- 
here, 34 Vt. 365. 

43. Peo. v. U. S. Life Endowment 
Co., 148 Ill. A. 517; Apothecaries Co. 
v. Jones, [1893] 1 Q..B. 89. 

fa] Zlustration.—A statute pro- 
vided that if any person should 
“practice” as an apothecary without 
having obtained the required certifi- 
cate, he should “for every such of- 
fense” forfeit and pay the sum of 
twenty pounds. A person without a 
eertificate gave medical advice and 
supplied medicines to three other 
persons at different times on _ the 
same day. It was held that the three 
acts constituted but one continuous 
offense of “practicing’’ without a 
certificate, and that the offender was 
liable to but one penalty. Apothe- 
gered Co EvinUOnes: PELSOST tHe Qi B: 
8 


44. U. S. Condensed Milk Co. v. 
Smith, 116 App. Div. 15, 101 NYS 
129 [aff 191 N. Y. 536 mem, 84 NE 
1122 mem]; Porter v. Dawson Bridge 
Co., 157 Pa. 367, 27 A 730; Central R. 
Co. v. Green, 86 Pa. 427, 27 AmR 
718; Hill v. Williams, 14 Serg. & R. 
(Pa.) 287; Reg. v. Aumond, 2 U. C. 
Q. B. 166. 

[a] Mlustrations.—(1) Under a 
statute prohibiting one from having 


inal prosecution,” notwithstanding it may be a suit 
to punish an offense against the public.§ 
absence of a contrary provision in the statute, a 
sum certain or a sum which éan readily be reduced 


In the 


to a certainty prescribed in a statute as a penalty 


in his possession without the con- 


; sent of the owner any milk can of a 


dealer in milk bearing his initials, 
and declaring that any persons vio- 
lating any provision of the section 
shall forfeit a certain sum to the 
Owner ‘for every such violation,” 
one having in his possession more 
than one such can of a dealer is 
liable for only one penalty. U. S. 
Condensed Milk Co. v. Smith, 116 
App. Div. 15, 101 NYS 129 [aff 191 
N. Y. 536 mem, 84 NE 1122 mem]. 
(2) Only a single penalty can be re- 
covered for harboring smuggled 
goods which were all bought and 
concealed at one time, although the 
goods are discovered and seized at 
different times. Reg. v. Aumond, 2 
UM CMOor Bs 1i6.6: 

45. Attachment in action to re- 
cover penalty see Attachments § 119. 
§ ieee action” defined see Actions 

46. Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Humes, 
THe agtS sole COSetada Ove 20r Le weds 
463; Miami Copper Co. v. State, 17 
ALIZ LO Seb4 oe Pe 7585) 625 vAnn Cais 
1916BH 494 [cit Cyc]; Southern Ex- 
press Co. v. Com., 92 Va. 59, 22 SE 
809, 41 LRA 4386 [aff 168 U. S. 705 


mem, 18" SCt.947 mem, 42) ois... ed? 
1212 mem]. } 
[a] In Canada.—(1) The dominion 


parliament may legislate as to the 
mode of recovery and application of 
penalties imposed by its authority 
(Can. Rev. St. [1906] c¢ 146 §§ 1035- 
1043), (2) and limit the time for pro- 
ceedings for recovery thereof (Can. 
Rev. St. [1906] c 146 §§ 1140-1142, 
1150). (3) So provincial parliaments 
may limit the time for bringing ac- 
tions for penalties (Ont. Rev. St. 
[1897] ¢ 72 § 1 (g); 1 Edw. VII c 12 
§ 9; 4 Edw. VII c 10 § 20; Thom- 
son v. Clammorris, [1900] 1 Ch. 718; 
Peterborough v. Edwards, 31 U. C. 
C. P. 231), (4) and regulate the pro- 
cedure for recovery and provide for 
the application thereof when recov- 
ered (7 Edw. VII c 26 [Ont.]; Wilde 
v. Bowen, 37 U. C. Q. B. 504). 

47. U.S. v. Oregon Short Line R. 
Co., 180 Fed. 483. 

[a] A constitutional provision as 
to criminal prosecutions (1) may be 
construed not to refer to proceedings 
for the enforcement of statutory 
penalties. Durham v. State, 117 Ind. 
477, 19 NE 327. (2) A statute au- 
thorizing an action to be brought for 
prescribed penalties in the name of 
a citizen of the state is not in vio- 
lation of a .constitutional provision 
requiring “prosecutions” to be con- 
ducted in the name of the_ state. 
Johnson v. Seaboard Air Line R. Co., 
73) S.C. 36,-52 SE 644. 

48. Peo. v. McTier, 184 Ill. A. 
635; Peo, v. Klimek, 184 Ill. A. 59; 
McLain v. Chicago, 127 Ill. A. 489; 
Grenada Lumber Co. v. State, 98 
Miss. 536, 54 S 8; Stout v. State, 36 


Ol, 744.130 9.553, 46° LRANS 
884. 
[a] Application of rule—An ac- 


tion to recover a penalty, although a 
suit to punish an offense against the 


for the violation of law may be recovered by a 
civil action.4® This is true, although the sum may 


public justice, has been regarded as 
a Civil cause within the meaning of 
the constitutional provision that no 
judgment in a civil cause shall be 
reversed for want of jurisdiction be- 
cause of any error or mistake as to 
whether the cause in which it was 
rendered was of equity or common- 
law jurisdiction. Dukate v. Adams, 
101 Miss. 433, 58 S 475; Grenada 
Lumber Co. v. State, 98 Miss. 536, 54 
S 8. See State v. Marshall, 100 Miss, 
626, 56 S 792, AnnCasi914A 434 
(holding that a penalty for the il- 
legal sale of intoxicating liquor 
might be recovered by a _ suit in 
chancery); McCreary v. First Nat. 
Bank, 109 Tenn. 128, 70 SW 821 
(holding a bill in chancery would lie: 
to recover a penalty prescribed by 
act of congress against national 
banks for knowingly collecting 
usurious interest). 

49. U. S.—Chicago, etc., R. Co. 
Ue S3a220) Une SieSo9 eR SiLeSCEonZ: 
L. ed. 5825. Hepner v. UTS) 213 
S. 108, 29 SCt 474, 53 L. ed. 720, 
LRANS 739, 16 AnnCas 960; U. S. v. 
Minneapolis, ete. R. Co., 235 Fed. 
951; Journal. Pub. Co. v. Drake, 199 
Fed. 572, 118 CCA 46; U. S.iv. At- 
lantic Coast Line R, Co., 173 Fed. 
764, 98 CCA 110; U..S. v. Southern 
Pae. Co., 172 Fed. 909; U. S. v. Hli- 


nois Cent. R. Co.) 170 Med? 542, 95 
CCA 628; U. S. v. Baltimore, ete., 
R, Co., 170 Fed. 456; U. S. v. New 


York, ete., R. Co., 168 Fed. 699, 94 
CCA 76; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Andrews, 154 Fed. 35 [rev on other 
grounds 216 U. S. 165, 30 SCt 286, 
540 1a... 6d.1430 1] tJacobevieU Sate omine 
Cas. No. 7,157, 1 Brock. 520; Stearns 
VU Sar 220R. Casts Noma 3s, 3 41h 2 
Paine 300; U. S. v. Elliot, 25 F. Cas. 
No. 15,048. 

Ala.—Reagh v. Spann, 3 Stew. 100. 

Ark.—St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. 
State, 107 Ark. 450, 155 SW. 517: 
Kansas City, etc., R. Co. v. State, 63 
Ark. 134, 37 SW 1047. 

Conn.—Clark v. Turner, 1 Root 200. 

Hawaii.—Rex v. Tong Wo, 5 Ha- 
waii 20. 

Ill.—Peo.. v. Blue Mountain Joe, 
129 Ill. 370, 21 NE 923; Partridge 
v. Snyder, 78 Ill. 519; Webster v. 
Peo., 14 Ill. 365; Caldwell v. Wright, 
25) Ill, A. s74. 

Ind.—Indianapolis v. Fairchild, 1 
Ind. 315; Greensburg v. Cleveland, 
etc., R. Co., 23 Ind. A. 141, 55 NE 46. 

Md.—State v. Mace, 5 Md. 337. 

Mass.—Roberge v. Burnham, 124 
Mass. 277. 

Miss.—Grenada Lumber Co. v. 
State, 98 Miss. 536, 541, 54-S 8 [cit 
Cyc]; Mobile, ete., R. Co. v. State, 
51 Miss. 137. 

Mo.—State v. Howe Scale Co., 182 
Mo. A. 658, 166 SW 328; Glenwood 
v. Roberts, 59 Mo. A. 167. 

Nebr.—Mitchell v. State, 12 Nebr. 
538, 11 NW 848. 

N. H.—Hitchcock v. Munger, 15 N. 
H. 97; Dow v. Norris, 4 N. H. 16, 17 
AmD 400. 

N. J.—Unger v. Fanwood, 69 N. J. 
L. 548, 55 A 42; Tims v. Spragg, 58 


1182 [25C. J.] 
also be recovered in a proceeding which is tech- 
nically criminal;°° but if the statute by which the 
penalty is imposed contemplates recovery only by 
a criminal proceeding a civil remedy cannot. be 
adopted.®1 The fact that criminal proceedings are 
instituted instead of the civil proceedings to which 
defendant is entitled under a particular statute 
constitutes a fatal error where defendant is thereby 
deprived of rights to which he is entitled;®? but 
where defendant secures all the rights in one form 
of proceeding to which he would have been entitled 
in the other, it has been held that the error in 
choice of the form of proceedings is immaterial.®? 
Summary proceeding. Where the act for which 
the penalty 1s imposed is a crime, a summary pro- 
ceeding for the recovery of the penalty is to be 
regarded as a criminal proceeding.>* 
[§ 81] b. Determination of Character. In some 
jurisdictions the character of a penal action as to 
whether it is civil or criminal is determined by the 
form of the proceeding adopted.®> In other juris- 
dictions a proceeding, although civil in form, is 
deemed criminal in character where the purpose of 
the action is to recover for the state penalties for 


N. J. L. 273, 33 A 213; Koch v. Van- 


derhoof, 49 N. J. L. 619, 9 A 771. dred dollars. 
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of appeal as debts under one hun- 
Prior to this statute, it 


T§§ 80-82 


offenses against the state.®® The fact that the stat- 
ute provides that the penalty shall be recovered 
by a civil action has been regarded as conclusive 
of the nature of the action.” An action for the 
recovery of a sum as a forfeiture, under a provision 
which does not attempt to provide for the imprison- 
ment of a defendant in case of his failure to pay 
any sum adjudged is civil in its nature.°> The fact. 
that the proceeding is brought in the name of the 
state or of the people will not alone prevent it 
from being regarded as civil in its nature,>® nor is 
the fact that the proceeding may be commenced by 
a warrant for the arrest of defendant in itself suffi- 
cient to change the character of the proceeding from 
civil to eriminal.°° Where the recovery goes en- 
tirely to the injured party and no part thereof goes 
to the state, the remedy is by a civil action.*! 

[§ 82] c¢. Procedure Generally. A civil action 
te enforce a penalty is in the absence of statutory 
provisions to the contrary governed by the rules 
applicable to the particular civil action brought 
and not by those which are applicable only to crim- 
inal prosecutions,®? although in some jurisdictions 


make the prohibited act a crime. If 
it did, then that distinction which 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Waterbury, 44 Hun 
493; Bennett v. Ward, 3 Cai. 259. 

Oh.—State v. Chandler, 8 Oh. Dec. 
Reprint 322, 7 CincLBul 97. 

Va.— Wells v. Com., 107 Va. 834, 
57 SE 588. 

W. Va.—West v. Rawson, 40 W. 
Va. 480, 21 SH 1019. 

Wis. 121 SAVValSe 
472, 98 NW 5438; State v. Grove, 77 
Wis. 448, 46 NW 532; Platteville v. 
Bell, 43 Wis. 488; State v. Hayden, 
32 Wis. 6638. 

Wyo.—Fein v. U. S., 1 Wyo. 246. 

Eng.—Rackham v. Bluck, 9 Q. B. 
691, 58 ECL 691, 115 Reprint 1439; 
Atcheson v. Everitt, Cowp. 382, 98 
Reprint 1142; Wilson v. Rastall, 4 T. 
R. 753, 100 Reprint 12838. 

50. Hepner v. U. S., 213 U.S. 103, 
29 SCt 474, 53 L. ed. 720, 27 LRANS 
739, 16 AnnCas 960. 

Bins wa Clafiin:y <o7-Us S. 546, 
24 L. ed. 1082, 1085; U. S. v. Buck- 
ingham, 261 Fed. 418; St. Louis, etc., 
R. Co. v. State, 125 Ark, 40, 187, SW 


1064. 

52. State v. Thompson, 10 La. 
Ann. 122; State v. Linton, 3 Rob. 
(La.) 55. 

53. Kansas City, etc, R. Co. v. 
State, "63: Ark 134, .37 SW 1047; 


State v. Thomas, 12 Rob. (La.) 48. 
54. In re Lucas, 29 U. C. Q. B. 81. 
55. State v. McConnell, 70 N. H. 

158, 46 A 458; State v. Pate, 44 N. 

C. 244, 
fa] An action of debt to recover 

a penalty given by a statute is a civil 

action. U. S. wv. Louisville, ete, R. 

Co., 167 Fed. 306, 93 CCA 58; U.S. v. 

Southern Pace. Co., 162 Fed. 412 [aff 

171 Fed. 360, 364, 96 CCA 252, 256]. 
[b] Recovery of fine.— The fact 

that the statute employs the word 

“fine” does not preclude the enforce- 

ment of its provision by a civil ac- 

tion to recover a penalty. State v. 

West Plains Tel. Co., 232 Mo. 579, 

1385 SW 20; State v. Howe Scale Co., 

182: Mo. A. 658, 166 SW 328. 
56. Iowa v. Chicago, ete., R. Co., 

37 Fed. 497, 3 LRA 554; Robson v. 

Doyle, 191 Tll. 566, 61 NE 435; Ro- 

disch v. Koethe, 178 Ill. A. 286. 

[a] In Pennsylvania (1) by the 
act of 1835 actions for debt for pen- 
alty for breach of any ordinance, 
by-law, or regulation of a city, town- 
ship, or borough are within the jur- 
isdiction of the aldermen and jus- 
tices of the peace of the city, town- 
ship, or borough in the same man- 
ner and subject to the same rights 


had been held that a distinction was 
to be taken between penalties given 
for the indemnity of the party ag- 
grieved and those merely intended 
to punish the offense, regarding the 
former as civil suits and the latter 
as not. Mevay v. Edmiston, 1 Rawle 
457; Com. v. Bennett, 16 Sere. & R. 
243; Com. v. Wolf, 3 Serge. & R. 48; 
Ellmore v. Hoffman, 2 Ashm. 159. 
(2) Since this statute a civil action 
lies to enforce a penalty of either 
class. Com. v. Nice, 13 Pa. Dist. 309, 
29 Pa. Co. 607; Leighton vy. Roth, 
To Pal Dist:1426);7210 Pav €Co...63;  Mil- 
ton v. Hoagland, 3 Pa. Co. 283. But 
see Pittsburgh v. Madden, 14 Pa. Co. 
120 (although civil in form, action 
for penalty is in substance criminal 
proceeding). (3) An action of debt 
prescribed by the statute imposing a 
penalty must be regarded as civil in 
its nature, where the penalty is im- 
posed for an act which is contrary 
to law only because of the prohibi- 
tion in the statute and the entire 
statute treats it as the civil rem- 
édy.) Ott iv Jordan; 1160 Pai 2118; 9A 
321. 

[b] In Wisconsin, (1) in order to 
prevent the bringing of a civil ac- 
tion to collect a penalty, forfeiture, 
or fine, the act or omission which is 
punished by such forfeiture, penalty, 
or fine must also be punishable in 
the discretion of the court by im- 
prisonment without the imposition of 
the forfeiture, penalty, or fine, or 
by such forfeiture, penalty, or fine, 
and such imprisonment, in such dis- 
cretion, or such offense must be 
specially declared by law to be a 
misdemeanor, either by the act cre- 
ating the offense or by some other 
statute of the state. State v. Grove, 
77 Wis. 448, 46 NW 532; Platteville 
v. Bell, 438 Wis. 488; Boscobel v. 
Bugbee, 41 Wis. 59; State v. Hayden, 
82 Wis. 663. (2) Prosecution under 
municipal ordinance see Municipal 
Corporations [28 Cyc 784 note 89]. 

Right to remove to federal court 
see Removal of Causes [ 384 Cyc 
1225]. 

57. U.S. v. Southern Pac Co., 162 
Fed. 412 [aff 171 Fed. 360, 364, 96 
CCA 252, 256]; Kansas City, etc., R. 
Co. v. State, 68 Ark, 134, 37 SW 1047; 
Com. v.. Nice, 138 Pa. Dist; 309, (29 Pa. 
Cowe6i0 Te 

58. Kuder v. Waukesha County, 
(Wis.) 178 NW 249. 

[a] Recovery of a penalty, if that 
is the only consequence, does’ not 


has been well known and established 
in law: for many years between a 
penal statute and a criminal enact- 
ment would fall to the ground, for 
every penal statute would involve a 
crime and would be a criminal enact- 
ment. Atty.-Gen. v. Bradlaugh, 14 
Qo BeoDe 667, 2637. 

59. Peo. v. Hoffman, 3 Mich. 248; 
Mitchell v. State, 12 Nebr. 538, 11 
NW 848; Peo. v. Briggs, 114 N. Y. 
56, 20 NE 820, 28 AbbNCas 108 [aff 
47 Hun 266, 28 NYWklyDig 217]; 
Ives v. Jefferson County, 18 Wis. 166. 

60. Alton v. Kirsch,-68 Ill. 261; 
Goshen v. Croxton, 34 Ind. 239; Tip- 
pecanoe County vy. Chissom, 7 Ind. 
688; Williamson v. Com., 4 B. Mon. 
(Ky.) 146. 

61. West v. Rawson, 40 W. Va. 
480, 21 SH 1019. 

[a] Taking excessive tolls——The 
forfeit prescribed by a statute to be 
paid by the proprietor of a grist- 
mill to his customer for taking ex- 
cessive toll may be recovered in a 
civil action before a justice of the 
peace. West v. Rawson, 40 W. Va. 
480, 21 SE 1019. 

62. U. S.—Moller v. U. S., 57 Fed. 
490, 6 CCA 459. 

Ark.—St. Louis, ete, RatCogews 
State, 59 Ark. 165, 26 SW 824. 

Ill— Pankey v. Peo., 2 Ill. 80. 

Ind.—Indianapolis v. Fairchild, 1 
Ind. 315; Swift v. State, 3 Ind, A. 
285, 29 NE 488. 

Kan.—Sweet v. Ward, 43 Kan. 695, 
23P 944) 

Ky. — Louisville, ete, Ra. Cow ive 
Com., 102 Ky. 300, 48 SW 458, 19 


Kyl 1462,; 53. LRA -149;5 Com) vz 
|} Avery, 14 Bush 625, 29 AmR 429; 
Wilson v. Com., 7 Bush 536. 


Md.—Ordway v. Central Nat. Bank, 
47 Md. 217, 28 AmR 455. 
intial sre BPO: v. Hoffman, 3 Mich. 

N. J.—Pennsylvania R. Co. v. New 
Jersey S.. P: GC. A., 39) Nid h. 400. 

Okl1.—Stout v. State, 36 Okl. 744, 
748, 130 P 558, 45 LRANS 884. 

Pa.—Bartolett v. Achey, 38 Pa, 273. 

Wis.—State .v. Zillmann, 121 Wis. 
472, 98 NW 548. 

Eng.—Atcheson v. Everitt, 
382, 98 Reprint 1142. 

“Tts ultimate object is the recov- 
ery of a money judgment, and it 
eannot at any time result in de- 
priving the defendant of life or lib- 
erty, but merely of property.” Stout 
v. State, supra. 

[a] Ordinary action of debt.— 


Cowp. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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the proceeding is regarded as quasi criminal,** or 
as a criminal proceeding at least in so far as to 


render it necessary faithfully to 


rules of procedure prescribed by law.* 
utes in some jurisdictions, the proceedings in penal 
actions are regulated by the code of practice in 


civil actions. 


_[§ 83] 3. Contract or Tort. According to one 
view a civil action for the recovery of a penalty 
is regarded as in the nature of an action ex con- 
tractu as being founded upon the implied contract 
which every person enters into with the state to 
observe its laws.°* According to another view, how- 
ever, the right of action does not arise out of con- 


tract,®" but is based upon tort.*8 


[§ 84] 4. Popular and Qui Tam Actions. Where 
an action to recover a penalty is authorized by the 
statute to be brought by any person it is called a 

‘“‘nopular’’ action because given to the people at 
Such an action is called a qui tam action 
when the penalty is given in part to the prosecutor 
and the remainder to the sovereign or other public 
use,’ the reason being that in such an action plain- 
tiff was, at common law, described as one who sues 
for the king as well as for himself, qui tam pro 
domino rege quam pro se ipso in hoe parte sequitur.” 
Where the statute gives a remedy by information 
then the common informer may proceed by way of 
Where the people are en- 


large.®° 


information qui tam.*? 
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will not lie.7% 


observe all the 
By stat- 
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titled to the entire penalty a proceeding qui tam ° 
An action qui tam for a statutory 
penalty is a civil proceeding,** while an information 
qui tam is eriminal.?® 

[§ 85] 5. Particular Form of Proceeding—a. In 
Absence of Provision in Statute Imposing Penalty— 
(1) In General. 
of action without prescribing the form, the action 
is to be adapted to the nature of the case and may 
be debt, assumpsit, trespass, or case, as the par- 
ticular nature of the wrong or injury may require.7¢ 
Where it does not clearly appear from the statute 
whether the penalty is to be recovered in a sum- 
mary way or in the ordinary mode of proceeding, 


Where the statutes gives a right 


the latter method must be adopted.77 In some juris- 


[§ 86] 


dictions it is provided by statute that in all eases 
not otherwise specially provided for, where the act 
or omission shall not be a misdemeanor, the penalty 
or forfeiture may be sued for and recovered in a 
civil action in the name of the state and that it 
shall be prosecuted in the same manner as personal 
actions,** or under other, statutes the penalty may 
be recovered in an action of debt or assumpsit.7® 

(2) Action of Debt. Where a penalty is 
given by statute, and there is no specified mode of 
recovery prescribed, an action of debt, or, where 
the common-law forms of action have been abolished, 
a civil action in the nature thereof, will lie,8° ex- 
press statutory provisions to this effect existing in 


When the remedy is an action of {could not sue under particular stat- | McNair v. Peo., 89 Tll. 441. 


debt “it is to be proceeded in, so 
far as the action is concerned, just 
as in any other action of debt.” 
Bartolett v. Achey, 38 Pa. 273, 277. 

63. Sherman, etc., Co. v. Bitting, 
(Ga. A.) 105 SE 848, 

64. Patriquin v. Covert, 42 N. S. 
66; Lamontagne v. Grosvenor Apart- 
ments, Ltd., 11 Que. Pr. 329, 16 Rev 
LegNS 274, 

65. Com. v. Grand Cent. Bldg., 
etc., Assoc., 97 Ky. 325, 30 SW 626, 
14, Ky Lr 216; 

66. U. S.—Journal Pub. Co. v. 
Drake, 199 Fed. 572, 575, 118 CCA 
46 [cit Cyc]; Stearns v. U. S., 22 F. 
Cas. No. 13,341, 2 Paine 300. 

Ariz.—Miami Copper Co. v. State, 
ae 179, 149 P 758, AnnCas1916E 

N. J.—Lott v. Leventhal, 80 N. J. 
L. 216, 76 A 328 : 

N. Y.—McCoun v. New*York Cent., 
ete:, R. Co.,7 Lans, 75 [aff 50 N.Y. 
176]; Peo. v. Muller, 6 AbbPr 344 


note. 
' N. C.—Katzenstein v. Raleigh, 
etc., R. Co., 84 N. C. 688; Doughty 


wiwAtlantic) ete; oR: .Co., -78. N.. C..22;5 
Mdenton vi, Wool, 65 :N.. C. 379; 3 
Blackstone Comm, p 160. 

67. Webster v. Peo., 14 Ill. 365; 
Bowers v. Greene, 2 Ill. 42. 

esingu. © Si—Chaffeeuve) Ui) S218 
Wall. 516, 21 L. ed. 908; U. S. v. El- 
liot, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,043. 

Ala.—Wright v. Sample, 162 Ala. 
222, 50 S 268. 

Tll.— Bowers: v. Green, 2 Ill. 42. 

Mass.—Levy -v. Gowdy, 2 Allen 
320; Nye v. Lamphere, 2 Gray 295; 
Peabody v. Hayt, 10 Mass. 36. 

Va.— Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Bricht, 90 Va. 778, 20 SE 146. 

Wis.—Graham v. Chicago, etc. R. 
Co., 53 Wis. 4738,.10 NW _ 609. 

“The action of debt lies for a 
statutory penalty, because the sum 
demanded is certain, but though in 
form ex contractu, it is founded in 
fact upon a tort.’ Chaffee v. U. S., 
18° Wall. (U.-S:) 516, 538, 21 LL. ed. 
908. j 
69. U.S. v. Stocking, 87 Fed. 857; 
U. S. v. Griswold, 24 Fed. 361; Pol- 
lock v., The Laura, 5 Fed. 133; Nor- 
man v. Dunbar, 53 N. C. 317. See 
Seward v. Beach, 29 Barb. (N. 1) 
239 (holding that common informer 


ute involved). 

70. Newgold v. American Electri- 
cal Novelty, etc., Co., 108 Fed. 341; 
U.S. tv Stocking, 87... Med. 857; , Us 
S. v. Griswold, 24 Fed. 361; Pollock 
v. The Laura, 5 Fed. 133; State v. 
Warner, 197 Mo. 650, 94 SW_ 962; 
State v. Maultsby, 139 N..C. 5838, 51 
51 SE 956; Norman v. Dunbar, 53 N. 
C. 817; Lavoie v. Racine, 5 Que. L. 
319, 320. 

“The words ‘popular or qui tam 
actions’ evidently mean, popular ac- 
tions or qui tam actions, that is to 
say popular actions, though they 
may not be qui tam, or qui tam ac- 
tions, which, though popular ac- 
tions, are partly for the benefit of 
the crown.” Lavoie v. Racine, supra. 

[a] “Brom time immemorial in 
the Engtish law. it has been found 
that qui tam actions. . were an 
efficient and indeed sometimes an in- 
dispensable means of enforcing the 
law in many cases, as for the breach 
or neglect of duty by officers and 
corporations; and Parliament in Hng- 
land and legislative bodies in this 
country have freely enacted statutes 
for the enforcement of laws by such 
actions.” Sutton v. Phillips, 116 N. 
Cc. 502, 21 SH 968, 117 N. C. 228, 23 
SE 264. 

71. U.S. v. Griswold, 24 Fed, 361. 

72. Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 Conn. 
Ales all 

“Whenever an act is prohibited by 
statute as a public offense under a 
penalty or forfeiture, part of which 
is given to the person prosecuting 
and part to the State, and the stat- 
ute gives a remedy by information, 
then the common informer may pro- 
ceed by way of information gui tam 
on the statute, and this is a sort of 
penal action carried on by a criminal 
instead of civil process; that is, the 
information must be presented to 
some court or magistrate and the 
party comnlained of may be arrested 
by forthwith process; and where the 
statute gives a remedy by action or 
information, the informer may elect 
to proceed by either, and the only 
distinction is that one is a civil and 
the other a criminal suit.” Canfield 
v. Mitchell, supra. t 

73. Washington v. Baton, 29 ‘ 
Cas. No. 17,228, 4 Cranch C. C. 352; 


74. Conn.—Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 
Conn. 169. 

Mo.—In re Green, 40 Mo. A. 491; 
State v. Hannibal, ete. R. Co., 30 
Mo. A, 494. 

N. J.—New Jersey S. P. Cc. A. vy. 
Russ, 83 N. J. L. 450, 88 A 961 
Brophy v. Perth Amboy, 44 N. J 
L. 217 [rev 43 N. J. L. 5894, 
eae eee it v. McNight, 1 Overt. 


Vt.—Waters v. Day, 10 Vt. 487. 

75. Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 Conn. 
169; State v. Hannibal, etc., R. Co., 
30 Mo. A. 494. : 

76. Mapel v. John, 42 W. Va. 30, 
hive 608, 57 AmSR 835, 32 LRA 

[a] Penalty for mining coal near 
dividing lines.—The penalty  pre- 
scribed by statute for mining coal 
within five feet of the line dividing 
the land containing the coal from 
that of another, without the latter’s 
consent, may be recovered by the 
person injured, in an action of tres- 
pass on the case. Mapel v. John, 42 
W. Va. 30, 24 SE 608, 57 AmMSR 839, 
382 LRA 800. 

77. Bennett v. Ward, 3 Cai. (N. 
Tepe oes 
78. State v. Grove, 77 Wis. 448, 46 
NW 532; Carter v. Dow, 16 Wis. 298. 

79. Canal St. Gravel-Road Co. v. 
Paas, 95 Mich. 372, 54 NW 907; Peo. 
v. Brady, 90 Mich. 459, 51 NW 537; 
Fox v. Francher, 66 Mich. 536. 33 
NW 416; Woods v. Ayres, 39 Mich. 
345, 38 AmR 396. 

80. U. S.—uU. S. v. Zucker, 161 U. 
We sabe ibe SCL, C40 Oris ede metus 
Chaffee v. U. S., 18 Wall. 516, 21 L. 
ed. 908; Stockwell v. U. S., 13 Wall. 
531, 20 L. ed. 491; U. S. v. Simms, 1 
Craneh 252, 2 L. ed. 98; U. S. v. Mc- 
Elroy, 115 Fed. 252; U. S. v. Young- 
er, 92 Fed. 672; Johnston v. Klopsch, 
88 Fed. 692; U. S. v. Laescki, 29 Fed. 
699; Bullard v. Bell, 4 F. Cas. No. 
2191.» Mason 243; Jacob “vy. Ui.) Ss. 
Lo BY Cass NOs. 7; LOG perock a a4Uls 
The James D. Parker, 13 F. Cas. No. 
7193: The Nashville, 17 F. Cas. No. 
10,023, 4 Biss. 188; Parsons v. Hunt- 
Cris ny Cas. Nostov(s, 2esumn. 
419; In re Rosey, 20 F. Cas. No. 12.- 
066, 6 Ben. 507; Stockwell v. U. S., 
23> Cas. Nov 13466, 3) Clift. .284- 
U. S.°v. Allen, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,431, 
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some jurisdictions.®* 


by an action of debt.5? 


imposing it.§3 
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4 Day. 474; U. S. ve Bougher, 24 5, 
Cas. No. 14, 627, 6 McLean 277; RES: 
v. The C. B. Church, 25 F. Cas. No. 
14,762, 1 Woods 275; U. S. v. Lyman, 
26 KF. Cas. No. 15, 647, 1 Mason 482; 
U. S. v. Willetts, 28 RF. Cas, No. ieee 
699, 5 Ben. 220; In re Vetterlein, 27 
F. Cas. No. 16,929, 13 Blatchf. 44; 
The Ranier, 20 F. Cas. No. 11, 565, 
Deady 438; Ex p. Marquand, 16 F. 
Cas. No. 9,100, 2 Gall. 552; Matthews 
yo POmley. 160s Cas: No. 9,290, 3 
Sumn. 115; Walsh v. U.'S., 29. Cas. 
No. 17,116, 3 Woodb, & M. 341. 

Ala.—Southern Carih etc’ Cor ev. 
Calhoun County, 141 Ala. 250, 37 S 
425; Higdon v. Kennemer, 120 Ala. 
193, 24 S 439; Rogers v. Brooks, 99 
Ala. 31, 11 S 753; McKenzie v. Gib- 
son, 73 Ala. 204; Lewis v. Stein, 16 
Ala, 214, 50 AmD 177; Strange: v. 
Powell, 15 Ala. 452; Russell v. Irby, 
13 Ala. 181; Spence v. Thompson, 
11 Ala. 746; State v. Fillyaw, 3 Ala. 
735; Blackburn v. Baker, 7 Port. 284; 
Pettigrew v. Pettigrew, 1 Stew. 580. 

Ariz.— Miami Copper Co. v. State, 
17 Ariz. 179, 149 P 758, 762, AnnCas 
1916E 494 [cit Cyc]. 


Cal Thurniew. Altayhel. io ahd 
Cal. 472. 

Conn.—Drakesley v. Roots, 2 Root 
138. 

Del.—Hukill v. Bailey, 1 Del. 448. 

Ga.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Taylor, 84 Ga. 408, 11 SE 396. 

Tll.— Peo. v. Dummer, 274 fll. 6387, 
133 NE 934; Geneva v. Cole, 61 Ill. 


Sols ts Louis, etc., R. Co. v. Miller, 
43 Tl. 199; Ewbanks v. Ashley, 36 
AOuealrie Vaughan v. Thompson, 15 
Ill. 39; Dunlap v. Gallatin County, 
15 Ill, 7; Ryan v. Gallatin County, 
14 Til. 78; Webster v. Peo., 14 Il. 
365; Carle v. Peo., 12 Ill. 285; Israel 
v. Jacksonville, 2 TT 290; Robley v. 
Culwell, 69 Til; A, 272; Durbin. y. 
Peo., 54 Ill, A. 101; Chicago v. En- 
Tieht, 27 Tl. A. 559s Proctor vy. Beo., 
24 Ti), A. 599. 

Ind.—Durham v. State, 117 Ind. 
477, 19 NE 327; Western Union Tel. 
Co. v. Scircle, 103 Ind. 227, 2 NE 604, 

y.—Com. v. Avery, 14 Bush 625, 
29 AmR 429; Portland Dry Dock, etc., 
Co. v. Portland, 12 B. Mon. 77; Blan- 
chard v. Maysville, etc., Turnp. Co., 
1 Dana 86. 

La.—State v. Williams, 7 Rob. 252, 

Me.—Rockland v. Farnsworth, 87 
Me. 473, 32 A 1012. 

Md.—Ordway v. Central Nat. Bank, 
47 Md. 217, 28 AmR 455. 

Mass.—Reed v. Davis, 8 Pick. 514. 

Miss.—Mobile, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
51 Miss. 137; State v. Baker, 47 Miss. 
&8; Elder v. Hilzheim, 35 Miss. 231. 

N. H.—Robertson v. Kettell, 64 N. 
H. 480, 14 A 78; Craig v. Gerrish, 58 
N. H. 513; Purinton v. Ladd, 58 N. 
H. 596; Janvrin v. Scammon, 29 N. 
H. 280 (holding that debt and not 
frespass is the proper form of ac- 
tion on a penal statute); Morrison 
Tem Bedell: e22e Ned. 23845) (SISO DE i 
Marshall, 5 .N. H. 407; Woart v. Win- 
nick, 3 N. H. 473, 14 AmD 384; Wason 
v. Underhill, 2 N. H. 505. 

N. J.—Campbell v. State Bd. of 
Pp hanmaey, 45 NG Jon 241; (Crane av: 
——, 1 Ale, Dig 8 Cato v. Gill, 1 
Neu in alu: in 


N. Y¥.—McCoun v. New York Cent., 
ete, R. Co. Vans. 75, [att 50) IN. WY. 


Where the government sues 
for a penalty in whole or in part, recovery may be 
An action in debt will lie 
for the recovery of the penalty notwithstanding the 
penalty is referred to as ‘‘damages’’ in the statute 
Where under the provisions of the 
statute, before the amount of the penalty can be 
ascertained, the person lable must be found guilty 
of a misdemeanor, an action for debt will not lie.** 
(3) Assumpsit. By express provision of 
the statutes in some jurisdictions, an geo for as- 
sumpsit may be brought for a penalty.® 
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176]; Smith v. Merwin, 15 Wend. 184; 
ppersen v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. (N. Y.) 

N. C.—Katzenstein v. Raleigh, etc., 
R. Co., 84 N. C. 688; Martin v. Mar- 
tin, 50 N. C. 346. 

Oh.—Hade v. McVay, 31 Oh. St. 
231; Rockwell v. State, 11 Oh. 130. 

Okl.—In re Seagraves, 4 Okl. 422, 
48 P.272. 

Pa.—Osborn vy. Athens First Nat. 
Bank, 154 Pa. 134-926 A289 :3Com:, v; 
Davenger, 10 Phila. 478. 

Pe C.—State v. Mathews, 48. C. L. 

Tenn.—Wood v. Grand Junction, 5 
vats 440; Kelly v.. Davis, 1 Head 


Va.—Russell v. Louisville, ete., R. 
Co, 939 Vas 3225, 255 SH 995 e Sims ve 
Alderson, 8 Leigh (35 Va.y 479. 

Wash.—Fowler Va Oe, Ss ell owWiashe 


We Va.—Mapel v. John, 42 W. Va. 
30, 24 SE 608, 57 AmSR 839, 32 LRA 
800; West jv. Rawson, 40 W. Va. 480, 
21S 104-9; 

Wyo.—Fein v. U. S., 1 Wyo. 246. 

Eng.—-Todd v. Robinson, 12 Q. B. 
D. 530; Rex v. Robinson, 2 -Burr. 
799, 97: Reprint 568; Collinson v. 
Neweastlemuete, Re Com (On 16 uke 
546, 47 HCL 546; Shepherd v. Hills, 
11 Exch. 55, 156 Reprint 743; College 
of Physicians v. Salmon, 1 Ld. Raym. 
680, (99° “Reprint ‘1353; Adley  v. 
Reeves, 2 M. & S. 58, 105 Reprint 302. 

Que.—Jones v. Chace, Draper (U. 
C.) 322; Church v. Richards, 6. U. 
Ce" Be 5627 

[a] Debt common-law action.—An 
action of debt for a statutory pen- 
alty is a common-law, and not a 
statutory, action. U. S. v. Mundell, 
27 F. Cas. No. 15,834, 1 Hughes 415, 
6 Call. (10 Va.) 245. 

[b] Debt included in: “bill.”— 
Where a statute gives a penalty to 
be recovered by “bill, plaint, or 
information,” the penalty may be re- 
covered by action of debt. Sims v. 
Alderson, 8 Leigh (35 Va.) 479. 

[c] Debt lies whenever the de- 
mand is for a sum certain, or is cap- 
able of being readily reduced to a 
certainty, and is the appropriate ac- 
tion for the recovery of a statutory 
penalty, upon ,the ground of an im- 
plied promise, "which the law annexes 
to the liability. Drakesly v. Roots, 
2 Root (Conn.) 138; McCoun v. New 


mork Cent. were Re Ow veal CN. 
Yo) 5 Path 50! NivYeu v6 likussell sv. 
Louisville, ete, R. Co., 98 Va. 322, 


25 SHE 99. 

[ad] In Massachusetts, under L. 
(1852) ce 312 § 1, actions of tort are 
expressly prescribed as the mode of 
proceeding for recovering of penal- 
ties, and they therefore take the 
place of actions of debt. Levy v. 
Gowdy, 2 Allen 320; Com. v. Con- 
necticut River R. Co., 15 Gray 447. 
See also U. S. v. Elliot, 25 EF. Cas. 
No. 15,048. 

81. See statutory provisions; and: 

U. S.—The Nashville, 17 F. Cas. 
No. 10,0238, 4 Biss. 188. 

Ala.—Lewis v. Stein, 16 Ala. 214, 
50 AmD 177. 

Tll.—Watkins v. Gale, 13 Tll. 152; 
Carle v. Peo., 12 Ill. 285; Whitecraft 
v. Vanderver, 12 Ill. 2385; Israel v. 
Jacksonville, 2 Ill. 290. 


(4) Indictment. 
hibits an act to be done under a certain penalty, 
although no mention is made of indictment, 
party offending may be indicted and fined for the 
amount of the penalty,®® although under some 
thorities it is held that there must be further 
dence of the intention of the legislature to create 
an indictable offense.’* 
to take the penalty, a forfeiture prescribed by stat- 
ute for an offense created by statute is properly 
recovered by indictment.®® 
vides that a portion of the penalty shall be paid 


L§§ 86-88 
Where a statute pro- 
the 


au- 
evi- 


Where no person is named 


Where the statute pro- 


Md.—Ordway v. Central Nat. Bank, 
47 Md. 217, 28 AmR 455. 

Mo.—Ellis v. Whitlock, 10 Mo. 781. 

N. H.—Orne v. Roberts, 51 N. H: 
110; Leighton v. Walker, 9 N. H, 59. 


Oh.—Hade v. McVay, 31 Oh. St. 
231. 

Pa. —Garman v. Gamble, 10 Watts 
382. 


82. Stockwell v. U. S., 13 Wall. 
(U. S.) 531, 20 L. ed. 491; Adams v: 
Woods, 2 Cranch (U. S.) 336, 2° L. 
ed. 297; U. S. v. Grant, 55 Fed. 414 
[rev on other grounds 58 Fed. 694, 7 
CCA 4386]; Parsons v. Hunter, 18 F. 
Cas. No. 10,778, 2 Sumn.-419; U. S. v: 
Allen, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,431, 4 Day 
(Conn.) 474: Walsh® vo Un vSa) 929 ene 
Cas. No. 17,116, 3 Woodb. & M. 341. 

83. Spence v. Thompson, 11 Ala. 
746. 

84. Peo. v. Saline County Coal Co., 
206 Ill. A. 266. 

[a] Indictment.—Where a statute 
makes a certain act a misdemeanor 
and imposes a penalty, the amount 
of which is uncertain, without pro- 
viding a mode for enforcing it, the 
only remedy is by indictment, and an 
action of debt will not lie. Peo. v. 
Chayeroft,*2" Cal. 2439556 “Amb iosde 

85. Woods v. Ayres, 39 Mich. 345, 
33 AmR 396, 

sé. U. S—wU. S. v. Stevenson, 215 
U. S. 190, 30 SCt 35, 54 L. ed. 153; U: 
S. v. Buckingham, 261 Fed. 418; U.S. 
v.». Stocking, 87 Pedi 8577 U2 Swe 
Craft, 43 Fed. 374; U. S. v. Moore, 11 
Fed. 248; U. S. v. Abbott, 24 EF. Cas. 
No. 14,416; U. S. v. Bougher, 24 F. 
Cas. No. 14,627, 6 McLean 277. 

Minn.—State v. Horgan, 55 Minn. 
183, 56 NW 688. 

Mo.—State v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 
89 Mo. 562, 1 SW 130. 
guy et eee v. Peaco, 19 Pa. Dist: 
Dans C.—State v. Meyer, 28 S&S. Cc. L. 

[a] For example.—A statute pro- 
viding that every person knowingly 
bringing into the state slaves con- 
victed of certain crimes should on 
conviction be subject to a certain 
penalty created a public offense and 
therefore criminal proceedings could 
properly be had against a defendant 
who violated the statute. State v. 
Williams, 7 Rob. (La.) 252. 

Indictments generally see Indict- 
ments and Informations [22 Cye 157]. 

87. In re Seagraves, 4 Okl. 422, 48 
P 272; Fein v. U. S., 1 Wyo. 246; Rex 
v. Malland, Str. 828, 93 Reprint 877. 

[a] At common law a_ penalty 
given by a statute cannot be recov- 


ered in a criminal proceeding. Ew- 
banks v. Ashley, 36 Ill. 177. : 
[b] In Louisiana (1) there be- 


ing no common-law misdemeanors, 
an indictment will not lie under a 
mere prohibitery clause. State v. 
Williams, 7 Rob. 252. (2) Where, 
however, a statute creates an indict- 
able offense and imposes a penalty 
as punishment therefor proceedings 
under such statute are properly 
brought in a criminal form. State v. 


Williams, 7 Rob. (la.) 252. 

88. U. S—vU. S. v. Laescki, 29 
Fed. 699. 

D. C.—Ransdell v. Patterson, : 


ae 489; U. S. v. Hoskins, 16 D. 


et 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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to the informer, the proceeding cannot be by indict- 
ment,.®® 
_ By statute in some jurisdictions express provision 
is made for the recovery of penalties by an indict- 
ment when no other mode is expressly provided.? 
By other statutes, where the statute violated creates 
an offense, notwithstanding another or different 
remedy for the recovery of the penalty may be 
specified in the law imposing it, the penalty may be 
recovered by indictment ®! or by information.®2 

[§ 89] (5) Motion. A penalty cannot be re- 
covered by motion under a statute providing that 


particular case for the enforcement of a common- 
law right,°* such additional remedy is not exclusive, 
and the common-law yemedy still exists. A mere 
permission in the statute to an informer to sue will 
not exclude other remedies for a violation of the 
statute.°” An action of debt may be brought on a 
statute, providing that a penalty may be recovered 
by ‘‘bill, complaint or information,’ it being com 
prehended in the word ‘‘bill.’? 98 Where the stat~ 
ute provides a remedy by action in the nature of 
debt, assumpsit may be brought.% 

[§ 91] (2) Effect on Right to Maintain Crim- 


ee 


any person entitled to recover money by an action 
under a contract may, on motion before any court 
which would have jurisdiction in an action, obtain 
judgment for such money after a specified notice. 

[§ 90] b. Provisions in Statutes Imposing Pen- 
In General. Where a statute gives a 
penalty and prescribes the form of remedy for its 
recovery, such form is exclusive.°* Where, however, 
a statute creates an, offense, and, in a different 
elause, gives an action for the penalty,®® or where 
the statute covers only part of a general subject and 
gives additional remedies by way of penalties, in a 


alty—(1) 


Nebr.—State v. Sinnott, 15 Nebr. 
472, 19 NW 618. 

N. H.—State v. Waterhouse, 71 N. 
H. 488, 53 A 304; State v. McConnell, 
70 N. H. 158, 46 A 458; State v. 
Tappan, 15 N. H. 91. 

Oh.—Hilton v. Morse, 2 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 292, 2 WestLMonth 316. 

Pa.—Com. v. Betts, 76 Pa. 465. 

Vt.—Hatch v. Robinson, 26 Vt. 737. 

89. U.S. v. Laescki, 29 Fed. 699; 
State v. Fillyaw, 3 Ala. 735; State v. 
Garcia, 38 Tex. 543, 

$0. State v. Grand Trunk R. Co., 
59 Me. 189. 

91. See statutory provisions; and 
State v. Stewart, 47 Mo. 382. 

92. State v. Hannibal, etc., R. Co., 
89, Mo. 571, 1 SW 133; State v. Wa- 
bash, ete., R. Co., 89 Mo. 562, 1 SW 
130. 

93. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Bright, 90 Va. 778, 20 SE 146. 

Action for penalty as founded upon 
contract or tort see supra § 83. 

945.70) 4S2=Di1 Siive? Grundy, 13 
Granch | $37, (2) I. ed.1°4593) U.S. -v. 
Laescki, 29 Fed. 699; Pentlarge v. 
Kirby, 19 Fed. 501; U. S. v. Howard, 
17 Fed. 638, 9 Sawy. 155; U. S. Vv. 
Moore, 11 Fed. 248; The James D. 
Parker, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,183; The 
Nashville, 17 F. Cas. No. 10,023, 4 
Biss: 188; U. S. v. Ellis, 25 F. Cas. 
No. 15,046, 1 Cranch C. C. 125; U. S. 
v. Gadsby, 25 F. Cas. No: 15,180, 1 
Cranch C. C. 55; Virginia, etc., Nav. 
Gow vies) 285.9 Casy Non 163973; 
Taney 418; McGuire v. Winslow, 26 
Fed. 304, 23 Blatchf., 425. 

Cal.—Reed v. Omnibus R. Co., 33 
Cal. 212. 

Conn.—State v. Bishop, 7 Conn. 
181; Dickinson v. Potter, 4 Day 340. 

Ida.—State v. Eves, 6 Ida. 144, 53 
P 543. 

Tll.—Race v. Oldridge, 90 Ill. 250, 
32 AmR 27; Confrey v. Stark, 73 Tl. 
187; Carle v. Peo., 12 Ill. 285; Hillis 
v. Olney First Nat. Bank, 11 Ill, A. 
275. 

Ky.—Com. v. Louisville, ete, R. 
Co., 37 SW 589, 18 KyL 610. 

La.—Miles v. Craig, 3 La. Ann. 635. 

Me.— Beals v. Thurlow, 63 Me. 9. 

Mass.—Wiley v. Yale, 1 Mete. 553; 
Com. v. Howes, ere 231; Smith 
vy. Drew, 5 Mass. 514. : 

Mich.—Pettinger v. Peo., 20 Mich. 
336. a 
“Nebr.—State v. Sinnott, 15 Nebr. 
472, 19 NW 613. 

N. H.—State v. Stearns, 31 N. H. 
106. 
N. J.—Buck v. Danzenbacker, 37 N. 


J. L. 359. 
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N. Y.—Greater New York Athletic 
Club’ v. Wurster, 19 Mise. 4438, 43 
net 703; Smith v. Merwin, 15 Wend. 

N. C.—State v. Snuggs, 85 N. C. 
541; State v. Loftin, 19 N. C. 31. 

Or.—Sujette v. Wilson, 13 Or. 514, 
nS [Seed Sa PACS Ge 

Pa.—Com. v. Mitchell, 23 Pa. Dist. 
496; Com, v. Conrad, 10 Pa. Dist. 342, 
25 Pa..Co. 32; Com. v. Davenger, 10 
Phila. 478. 
mrete I.—Moies v. Sprague, 9 R. I. 

S. C.—Woodward v. South Caro- 
lina, ete., R.:€ol, 47.°8.3.C.. 233,025 SH 
146; Porter v. Jefferies, 40 S. C. 92, 
18 SE 229; State v. Meyer, 28 S.. C. 
LMUZ0 ss iStates vi. Coles 13 Ssnecin il: 
Tes State save belfrid; clits. Co iy, 
233, 10 AmD 591; Ward v. Tytler, 10 
Si: Cr De (22- 

Tenn.—Moore v. State, 9 Yerg. 353. 

Tex.—Scogins v. Perry, 46 Tex. 
111; De la Garza v. Booth, 28 Tex. 
478, 91 AmD 328; DeWitt v. Dunn, 
15 Tex. 106. 

Cae ee v. Wait, 44 Vt. 

Eng.—Stevens v. Jeacocke, 11 Q. 
B. 731, 68 ECL 731, 116 Reprint 647; 
Rex v. Boyall, 2 Burr. 832, 97 Re- 
print 586; Rex v. Robinson, 2 Burr. 
799, 97 Reprint 568, 2 Ld. Ken. 513, 
96 Reprint 1262; Foster’s Case, 11 
Coke 56b, 77 Reprint 1222. 

N. B.—Ex* p. Eagles, 13 N. B. 51. 

“Where the offense is new, and the 
remedy prescribed, the general rule 
has long been that the remedy must 
be sought in the precise mode and 
subject to the precise limitations 
provided by the act which creates 
the offense, The rule is founded upon 
the presumed intent of the legisla- 
tive authority in connecting the new 
offense with the particular remedy 
prescribed to exclude all other reme- 
dies.” Pentlarge v. Kirby, 19 Fed. 
501, 505. 

95. Moore v. State, 9 Yerg. 
(Tenn.) 353; Phillips v. State, 19 Tex. 
158. 

96. Gibbes v. Beaufort, 20 S. C. 
203. 

[a] In Canada an act authorizing 
an action for a penalty to be brought 
in a specified court was held to be 
permissive and not exclusive of the 
jurisdiction of other courts. St.- 
Denis v. Benoit, 15 Que. K. B. 278. 

{b] In England when a statute 
authorized recovery of a penalty by 
distress, it was held not to exclude 
the right to recover it by action. 
Shepherd v? Hills, 11 Hxch. 55, 156 


inal Prosecution. Where an act is already criminal 
and punishable by indictment or information and 
a further mode of prosecution is given by statute, 
the statutory mode is held to be cumulative and does 
not by implication take away the existing remedy. 
But where a new offense is created by statute or in 
other words where an act not before subject to 
punishment is declared penal or subject to any spe- 
cifie penalty or forfeiture and a mode pointed out 
by which it shall be prosecuted, that mode alone 
must be pursued,” and a criminal prosecution by in- 
dictment will not lie where another remedy is pre- 


Reprint 743. 

97. U. S. v. Bougher, 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,627, 6 McLean 277. 

98. Donahue Vv. Dougherty, 5 
Rawle (Pa.) 124; Sims vy. Alderson, 
8 Leigh (35 Va.) 479. 

99. Lynch v. Merchants’ Nat. 
Bank, 22 W. Va. 554, 46 AmR 520. 

1. Mass.—Com. vy. Howes, 15 
Pickin28 1. 

Pa.—Com. v. Evans, 13 Serge. & 
R. 426. 
ek C.—State v.. Cole, 18 S. C. L. 
EE pp se wget a v. Wait, 44 Vt. 

Eing.—Garrett v. Messenger, L. R. 
2eiC.SPavo8s: Rex v. seittep saree 
1335, 97 Reprint 861, W. Bl. 380, 96 
Reprint 214. 

“But where the offence was ante- 
cedently punishable by a common- 
law proceeding, and a statute pre- 
scribes a particular remedy by a 
Summary proceeding; there, either 
method may be pursued. and the 
prosecutor is at liberty to proceed 
either at common law, or in the 
method prescribed by the statute; 
because there the sanction is cu- 
mulative, and does not exclude the 
common law punishment.’ Rex v. 
Robinson, 2 Burr. 799, 803, 97 Re- 
print 568. 

2. Com. v. Howes, 15. Picks 
(Mass.) 231; State v. Southern R. 
Co., 145 - Ce, 4955 Ob OU eSB 1b, 0n bts 
GRANS 966; “BRowler iviliU.. Sst 
Wash. T. 3; Collinson v. Newcastle, 
ete., R. Cos 1*C. & K. -546,.47 BCL 
546; Atty.-Gen. v. Radloff, 10 Exch. 
84, 156 Reprint 366. See also cases 
supra note 94. 

“T always took it, that where new 
created offences are only prohibited 
by the general prohibitory clause of 
an Act of Parliament, an indictment 
will lie; but where there is a pro- 
hibitory particular clause specify- 
ing only particular remedies, there 
such particular remedy must be 
pursued. For, otherwise, the de- 
fendant would be liable to a double 
prosecution; one upon the general 
prohibition, and the other upon the 
particular specific remedy.” Per 
Lord Mansfield in Rex v. Wright, 1 
Burr. 548, 545, 97 Reprint 442. 

[a] When other remedy provided 
indictment will not lie.—Where an 
act which was not an indictable of- 
fense at common law is prohibited 
by statute, and a penalty impcsed, 
enforcement of the penalty must be 
had in the manner prescribed ty 
the statute, and an indictment will 
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seribed by the statute,? except in a case where the 
offense is new, but there is a general prohibitory 
clause distinct from the section giving the penalty,* 
or where the statute, in addition to giving a form 
of action, uses general words which show that no 
proper proceeding is intended to be excluded.® The 
mere fact that a statute permits a civil action to 
be brought for the amount of the penalty does not 
exclude a resort to a prosecution by indictment. An 
indictment will lie where the statute imposing the 
penalty provides that it may be recovered ‘‘by due 
process,’’” or by ‘‘suit,’’?® or ‘‘by any appropriate 
form of proceeding.’’?® Where the statute provides 
that the penalty may be recovered by bill, plaint, 
or information, it has been held that an indictment 
will not lie.t° 

[§ 92] B. What Law Governs.1! Where a law 
giving a penalty has been replaced by a new law 
which repeals the old, but contains a saving clause 
for penalties or forfeitures incurred before the re- 
peal, such penalties must be recovered by means of 
the remedy given by the old law.12, Where, however, 
the law is only amended, the statute must be fol- 
lowed as amended, although the cause of action 
arose before the change was made.1® Where an 
not lie. U. S. v. Kennedy, 26 F. sek (3 Va.) 133. 
Cas. No. 15,528, 1 Cranch C. C. 312; Was 
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. v. Stevenson, 215 U. S. 
190" 30 SCt 35; 54 LL. ed, 153. 


Ly 


[§§ 91-94 


amendatory section is added to a statute imposing 
a penalty which prescribes a form of action differ- 
ent from that prescribed in preceding sections which 
are retained, the provisions not intended to be in 
the alternative, the form of action contained in 
the latest of the sections must be pursued.'* 

[§ 93] C. Conditions Precedent.1° <A previous 
conviction on an indictment for violation of a stat- 
ute is not necessary to sustain a qui tam action or 
action of debt for a penalty,*® unless expressly made 
such a condition by the statute imposing the penal- 
ty.17 A statutory provision requiring a notice to 
a public officer before bringing an action against 
him for damages is not applicable in the case of an 
action against him for a statutory penalty.1® Under 
some statutes a private party suing for a penalty is 
required to give notice without delay of the institu- 
tion of the action to a particular public officer such 
as an attorney-general.1® Statutes sometimes pro- 
vide that a nonresident suing a municipality for a 
penalty must deposit a stated sum as a condition 
to bringing suit.?° 

[§ 94] D. Time to Sue and Limitations. In the 
absence of a contrary provision of the statute, a 
proceeding to recover a penalty may be brought at 


Lamontagne 
ments, Ltd., 


v. Grosvenor Apart- 
37 ae Super. 274 [aff 


Wiese Tilden, 28 F. Cas. No. 16,- 20 Que. TMs 

523; Carle v. Peo., 12 Ill. 285; Jour- 7. Ransdell v. Patterson, 1 App. [a] Bumclehave Notice of an ac- 
ney v. State, 1 Mo. 428: State v.|(D. C.) 489. tion brought under Cr. Code § 1038 — 
Maze, 6 Humphr. (Tenn.) 17; Rex 8. Snowden v. State. 69 Md. 203, | must be given without delay to the 
v. Hays, 14 Ont. I. 201, 9 OntWR/14 A 528. But see St. Louis, etc.,|attorney-general of the province, 

488, 12 CanCrCas 428, 6 CanRCas|R. Co. v. State, 55. Ark: 200, 17 SW |pursuant to Rev. St. § 5715, as 
480, 8 AnnCas 380. 806 (holding that in such case it |amended by 6 Edw. VII c 37 § 2 


3 U. S.—U. S. v. Ellis, oo F... Cas. 
No. .15,046, 1 Cranch C, C. 125. 

Mo.—State v. Snier, 49 Me. 409; 
State v. Dougher, 49 Mo. 409; State 
v. Huffschmidt, 47 Mo. 73. 

N. C.—State v. Snuggs, 85 N. C. 


9% 


was not without the 
court to treat the indictment as a 
complaint and proceed accordingly). 
U.-S2-v. Craft; 43° Fed. 374; 
S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 248; U. S. v. Ab- 
bott, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,416. 


A notice of an action instituted in 
March, returned on April 5, and 
served on June 12 following is not 
“without delay,” and comes too late. 
Lamontagne v. Grosvenor Apart- 
ments, Ltd., 37 Que. Super. 274 [aff 


power of the 


U. 


541, 10. State v. Corwin, 4 Mo. 609;|20 Que. K. B. 221). 
S. C.—Johnson v. Seaboard Air | Williams v. State, 4 Mo. 480; Jout- {b] Effect of failure to give no- 
Line R. Co., 73 S. C. 36, 52 SH 644. ney v. State, 1 Mo. 428; State v.|tice—(1) The effect of nonobserv- 
Tex.—Rawlings v. State, 39 Tex.| Helgen, 28 S. C. L. 310; State v.|/ance of the statute is that all fur- 
200; State v. Garcia, 38 Tex. 543;|} Meyer, 28 S. C. L. 305; Ward v.|ther proceedings _ are suspended. 
Waters-Pierce’. Oil Co. v. State, 48/Tyler, 10 S. C. L. 22; State v.|Such default of service has only the 


Tex. Civ. A. 162, 106 SW 918 [aff | Mathews, 4S. C 


L. 82. 


Contra State | effect of delaying the proceedings 


2120. S286, 29 1SCt 220, 53°. ‘ed. 
417]. 
Eng.—Castle’s Case, Cro. Jac. 644, 
79 Reprint 555, 
Howard, 17 
U. 


4. . S—U:. S. v. 
Fed. 638, ALG 
v. Elliot, 


9 Sawy. 155; 

Moore, 11 Fed. 248; U. S. 
Se IS oa vy 
14,627, 6 


25 -F. Cas. 
Bougher, No. 

McLean 277 [dist U. S. v. Laescki, 
29 Fed. 699]. 


oe aba v. Bishop, 7 Conn. 
181. 

Md.—Kelier v. State, 11 Md. 525, 
69 AmD 226 

N. H.—State v. Flétcher, 5 N. H. 
257. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Brown, 16 Wend. 
561. 

Ss. C.—State v. Thompson, 33 S. 
@fits. 12)°47 Amb: 588. ; 

Tenn.——Spence v. State, 2 King 
Dig. § 2029. 

Tex.—Bush v. Republic, 1 Tex. 
455. 

Vt.—Brattleboro v. Wait, 44 Vt. 
459. 

Eing.—Reg. v. Crawshaw, Bell C. 
CAls08cn Rex tv. Wright} 7 1 Burr: 
548, 97 Reprint 441; Atty.-Gen. v. 
Radloff, 10 Exch. 84, 156 Reprint 


366; Rex v. Harris, 4 T. R. 202,°100 
Sor OV seen ps. Hartt; Sse Nw: 
22, 

5 U. Sisv. Craft, 43 Bed: 374; c 
S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 248; U. S) 
Abbott, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,416; U. S, 
v. Fenelon, 25 F. Cas. No. 15,0 elk 
S. v. Morin, 26 F. Cas. No. 15, 10, 4 
Biss. 93; Behan v. Peo:, 17 N: Y. 
516; Peo. v. Stevens, 13 Wend. (N. 
Win ea4leniComs iva Richards jl War. 


v, Helfrid, HAS. VC iL28 301 0M Amp 
591. 

11. Enforcement of foreign penal 
laws see Courts § 75 


12. Myers v. Van Alstyne, 10 
Wend. (N. Y.) 97. 
Aine Barker v. Phelps, 39 Mo. A. 
14. Howard v..Bangor, etc, R. 
Co., 86 Me. 387, 29 A 1101; Strouds- 


pure Veli Brownell Pas (Con 2i2: 

15. Consent of municipality for 
bringing of action in its name see 
infra § 2 

16. Ala.—Reagh Vv. 
Stew. 100. 

Ga.—Payne v. Coursey, 20 Ga. 585. 

N.. Y.—Peo. v. Snyder, 90 App. 
Div. 422, 86 NYS 415; Peo. v. Water- 
bury, 44 Hun 493. 


Spann, 3 


Pa.—Agnew v. McElhare, 18 Pa. 
seb Garman v. Gamble, 10 Watts 

Tenn.—Meaher v. Chattanooga, 1 
Head 74, 

L7..e Tissot) -v., _Diubuclet; #38" lua. 
Ann. 703; Renouf v. Dubuc, 18 Rev 
deJur 519. 

[a] For example. — Rev. St. 


§ 3784 provides for the punishment 
by fine, etc., of the state treasurer 
for refusing to pay warrants in 
certain cases upon conviction there- 


of, ete. It was held to mean con- 
viction in a regular criminal pro- 
ceeding, and that such conviction 


is a condition precedent to recovery 
of the penalty. Tissot v. Dubuclet, 
33 La. Ann. 703. 
: 18. Boulay v. Saucier, 7 Que. Pr. 
44, 

19. See statutory prowisions; and 


and is not a ground for an excep- 
tion to the form. Boucher y. Laval- 
lee, 10 Que. Pr. 85. (2) Plaintiff in 
a penal action ought to give notice 
of the suit to the attorney-general 
even though the action had been 
brought on account of the violation 
of a federal law. On an exception 
for delay to effect this, the proceed- 
ings will be delayed long enough 
for the notice to be given. Tamon- 
tagne v. Grosvenor Apartments, 
Ltd., 10 Que. Pr. 424. (3) The law 
does not impose on defendant the 
obligation of notifying the attorney- 
general; the obligation is on plain- 
tiff, Defendant's default to notify 
the attorney-general is therefore no 
answer to a motion for the dis- 
missal of plaintiff’s action for want 
of security. Lamontagne v. La 
Maison Carli Fréres, 11 Que. Pr. 161. 

20. See statutory provisions; and 
eeociee v. Nelson Corp., 4 Que. 


[a] Order nunc pro tunc.—Where 
a plaintiff has neglected to make a 
deposit of ten dollars required in 
order to bring a suit for a penalty 
under art 793 ©. M., against a mu- 
nicipal corporation within the lim- 
its of whose territory he does not 
reside, the court, after contestation 
and hearing on the merits, will per- 
mit plaintiff to make such deposit, 
upon the terms of his paying the 
costs of the motion to obtain such 
permission, and defendant will be 
at liberty to plead de novo after 
notice that the deposit has been 
made. Patterson v. Nelson Corp., 4 
Que. Pr. 20. 


— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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any time after the cause of action acerues and be- 
fore the expiration of the period of limitations.22 

[§ 95] E. Defenses.??_ Ignorance,?* or misap- 
prehension,** of a penal statute is no excuse for its 
violation, unless the statute makes knowledge and 
willfulness element of the offense. The violation of 
the statute consists in doing the prohibited act, or 
in the refusal or omission to perform the required 
duty, and not in the intent or motive by which the 
party is actuated.2° Alleged malice on the part of 
the informer will not constitute a defense.2¢ Nor 
is it a defense that others violate the statute with 
impunity ;?7 that a former action was settled with- 
out leave of court;?% that an agreement for refer- 
ence and arbitration was made between the person 
claiming the penalty and defendant;?° or that de- 
fendant has been acquitted in a criminal prosecu- 
tion for violation of the statute.2° An act of the 
law preventing compliance with the statute may con- 
stitute a defense,*1 as may physical impossibility to 
comply with the statute.22 That the informer is not 
entitled to recover the whole penalty is no defense 
to an action for the recovery of a penalty, as the 
. disposition of the money, when properly recovered, 
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is a matter concerning only the informer and the 
state.*° An action to recover a penalty is not barred 
by a previous arraignment for the same offense be- 
fore a magistrate, who, although having plenary ju- 
risdiction of the complaint, bound defendant over 
to a higher court, such proceedings being a nullity.4 

Former recovery. A recovery will operate as a 
bar to any future action for the same penalty.*5 So 
too the record of a voluntary confession, and pay- 
ment of the whole penalty, may be pleaded in bar 
to an action qui tam.°° But a judgment recovered 
fraudulently or collusively in order to protect de- 
fendant is no bar to another action.27 If several 
incur a penalty by a joint act, a recovery and satis- 
faction against one of them is a good bar to an 
action against the others.38 : 

Entrapment. The fact that evidence is secured 
by the informer through the writing of decoy letters 
is not a defense.*® 

[§ 96] F. Jurisdiction.*° Jurisdiction of par- 
ticular courts in actions to recover statutory penal- 
ties is usually a matter of express statutory pro- 
vision.4! Where the statute specially prescribes the 
court in which the action shall be brought, no other 


21. State v. McConnell, 70 N. H. 
158, 46 A 458. 

General statutes of limitation see 
ae a of Actions  [25— Cyc 

22. Effect of forfeiture on con- 
current penalty see supra § 67. 

Judicial construction of statute 
“ettet baad reversed see Courts 

Set-off or counterclaim see Set-off 
and Counterclaim [34 Cyc 655]. 

23.) The ‘Ann, 1 FY Casi INo:*39.7,. 1 
Gall. 62; Quimby v. Waters, 28 N. 
J. L. 5383; Dunster v. Randolph, 9 N. 
J. L. J. 178; Smith v. Brown, 1 Wend. 
CN2OYS)0 231; (hyde ’yv.-" Melvin, it 
Johns. (N. Y.) 521. 

Violation of municipal ordinance 
see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
779 text and ‘note 48]. 

24. Sherman v. Spencer, 1 NYLeg 
Obsodivean clouston, (etc: Rh. .CO. Ve 
State, 56 Tex. Ciy. A. 121, 120 SW 


pany exercised in relying on a some- 
what ambiguous opinion of the su- 
preme court as holding the penal 
statute void in toto in respect 
to its duties, it was no defense 
in an action for a penalty there- 
under, where the court in a_ sub- 
sequent case held that it did not 
so rule. Houston, ete, R. Co. v. 
State, 56 Tex.’ Civ. A. 121, .120 SW 
1078. 

Violation of municipal ordinance 
see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
779 note 46]. 

25. U.S. v. Thomasson, 28 F. Cas, 
No. 16,478, 4 Biss. 99; Quimby v. 
Waters, 28 N. J. L. 533; Peo. v. Red- 
wood, 140 App. Div. 814, 125 NYS 
848; Monroe Dairy Assoc. v. Stan- 
ley, 65 Hun 1638, 20 NYS 19; Sturges 
vamMaitiands) Anth. N. 2) «CN. Ya) 
208; Dickson y. Stevens, 31 N. B. 
611, 

[a] Tllustration.—A person whose 
servants or employees fail to return 
a milk can having the name of the 
owner stamped thereon is amenable 
to the penalty of L. (1887) ¢ 401 8 4, 
as amended by the laws of 1890, 
making the possession of such can 
a misdemeanor, and making the fact 
of possession presumptive evidence 
of illegal possession, although such 
person never knew that the can was 
on his premises. Monroe Dairy As- 
soc. v. Stanley, 65 Hun 163, 20 NYS 


19: 

26. State nf Chicago, ete., R. Co., 
19 Mo, A. 104. 

‘27, Buffalo v. New York, etc., R. 
Co., 152 N. Y. 276, 46 NE 496 [aff 6 


Misc. 630, 27 NYS 297]. 

Violation of municipal ordinance 
see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
779 text and note 45]. 

28. Raynham vy. Rounseville, 9 
Pick. (Mass.) 44. See Wheeler v. 
Goulding, 13 Gray (Mass.) 539 (dic- 
tum), 

29. Middleton v. Wilmington, etc., 
R. Co., 95 N. C. 167 (where a statute 
allows an action to be brought for 
a penalty created by it, by any per- 
son who may sue for it, no person 
has such an interest in it as can 
be the subject of arbitration until 
suit has been brought). 

30. Acquittal of crime as bar to 
civil action for penalty see Judg- 
ments [23 Cyc 1349]. 

81. Peo, v. Police Comrs., 114 N. 
Y. 245, 21 NE 421. 

32. Dawson v. Shaw, 28 Pa. 
Super. 563. 

33. Indianapolis, ete, R. Co. v. 
Peo., 91 Ill. 452. 

34. Thompson v. Smith, 79 Me. 
LOOMS AY 687. 

35. U. S—U. S. v. Dwight Mfg. 
Co., 213 Med, 522. 

Ill.—Indianapolis, ete, R. Co. v. 
Peo., 91 Ill. 452; Crosby v. Gipps, 16 
Til. 352. 

Me.—Thompson v. Smith, 79 Me. 
160, 8 A 687; Frohock vy. Pattee, 38 
Me. 108. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Piat, 19 Misc. 131, 
43 NYS 231. 

Pa.—Central R. Co. v. Green, 86 
Pa.9427, 27 AmR -718s Bill ve Wil- 
liams, 14 Serge. & R. 287. 

[a] Where a penalty is given by 
way of punishment to the offender 
rather than as compensation to the 
party aggrieved, a recovery by one 
of several persons aggrieved by the 
commission of a single offense is a 
bar to recovery by others. New Jer- 
sey Cent. R. Co. v. Green, 86 Pa. 427, 
27 AmR 718. 

[b] Suit for one penalty as a 
waiver of prior penalties see Steven- 
son v. New York City R. Co., 54 Misc. 
641, 104 NYS 866. 

36. Hamilton v. Williams, 1 Tyler 
CVE) lb 

37. Girdlestone v. Brighton Aqua- 
Tium Co:, 4 Wx. DIL: 

38. Frost v. Rowse, 2 Me. 130; 
Boutelle v. Nourse, 4 Mass. 431. 

39.. Peo. v. Hartford L. Ins. Co., 
252 Tll. 398, 96 NE 1049. 

40. Cross references: 

Actions under law's of: 

Foreign country see Courts § 75. 

Other states see Courts § 75. 
Disqualification of judge because of 

a ee ae see Judges [23a uCye 

578]. 


Enforcement in federal courts of 
state statutes authorizing recovery 
of penalties see Federal Courts 
§ 15 text and note 75. 

Equity jurisdiction to enforce pen- 
alty see Equity § 81. 

Exclusive and concurrent jurisdic- 
tion of state and federal courts 
see Courts § 634. 

Jurisdiction: 

As dependent on amount or value 
in ee controversy see Courts 


§ 5 

Of admiralty court see Admiralty 
§§ 100-103. 

Of justices of the peace see Jus- 
tices of the Peace [24 Cyc 
458]. 

Of state court to enforce penalty 
against national bank for taking 
Sar, see Banks and Banking 

Of United §tates see Federal 
Courts § 32 text and note 89. 

Removal of cause from state to fed- 
eral court -see Removal of Causes 

[34 Cye 1225]. 

Venue of action to enforce penalty 

see Venue [40 Cyc 383, 84]. 


41. See statutory provisions; and: 


Woolley v. Bell, 69 N. J. L. 581, 55 
A 66; Koch v. Vanderhoof, 49 N. J. 
L. 619, 9 A 771; New York v. Decker, 
12 Daly (N. Y.) 64, 65 HowPr 472; 
Hill County v. Atchison, 19 Tex. Civ. 
A. 664, 49 SW 141; Meltham Spin- 
ning Co. v. Huddersfield Corp., 67 J. 
P., 445. 

fa] County courts.— Home Ins. 
Co. v. Com., 5 Bush (Ky.) 68; Col- 
gate v. Hill, 20 Vt. 56. 

[b] District court.—A suit insti- 
tuted in the name of a county on a 
bond given in accordance with Rev. 
St. (1895) arts 3744-3751, for the 
amount of fine and costs adjudged 
against a county convict hired to 
the principal, is within Const. art 5 
§ 8, which confers jurisdiction on the 
district court ‘in all suits in be- 
half of the state to recover penal- 
ties.’ Hill County v. Atchison, 19 
Tex. Civ. A. 664, 49 SW 141. 

[c] Justices’ courts.—(1) Jurisdic- 
tion of justices’ courts see Justices 
of the Peace [24 Cyc 458]. (2) 'The 
fact that penalties to a_ certain 
amount may be recovered before a 
justice does not oust the court of 
common pleas of jurisdiction of all 
matters below that sum. Rochester 
v. Roberts, 29 N. H. 360. 

[d] Police court.—A police court 
has jurisdiction of a civil action to 
recover a penalty given by statute, 
one half to the town, and the other 
half to plaintiff. Hanscomb vy. Rus- 
sell, 11 Gray (Mass.) 373. 
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court has jurisdiction.42 


diction.*® 
the statute, 


tion is frequently conferred.*® 


Raising objection to jurisdiction. 


42. Cal.—Smith v. Omnibus R. Co., 
36 Cal. 281; Reed v. Omnibus R. Co., 
Bei Cale 212; 

Ind.—Aldrich v. Hawkins, 6 Blackf. 
125. 

Ky.—Com. v. Louisville, RS 
Co,,.30 SW. 607, 17 Ky 111. 

S. C—Woodward v. South Caro- 
lina, ete., R. Co., 47 S.C. 233, '25 SE 
146. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Plows, 26 Ont. 339. 

[a] In Texas.—Under the provi- 
sion in the state constitution that 
district ‘courts shall have jurisdic- 
tion “of all suits in behalf of the 
state to recover penalties, forfei- 
tures, and escheats,’ penal actions 
may be brought in those courts even 
though jurisdiction is also given by 
statute to inferior courts in certain 
eases. State v. Eggerman, 81 Tex. 
569, 16 SW 1067; Tarde v. Benseman, 
Sly Dex 20s 


etc.; 


43. Ala.— Tennessee Mut. Bldg., 
etc., Assoc. v. State, 99 Ala. 197, 13 
S 687. 

Ill.— Peo. v. Young, 72 Ill. 411. 


Ky.—Com. v. Sherman, 85 Ky. 686, 
4 SW 790, 9 KyL 218; Com. v. Avery, 
14 euep 625, 29 AmR 429. 

N. H.—Rochester v. Roberts, 29 
N. H. 360. 

Que.—St.-Denis v. Benoit, 15 Que. 
TOMBS 2 82 

4A, Green, 2 Ill. 
42. 
‘Me.—In re Hersom, 39 Me. 476. 

S. C.—Anderson v. Fowler, 19 S. 
Cs Li? 226; 

Wis.—State v. Egerer, 55 Wis. 527, 
“13 NW 461. 

Eng. — Hartley v. Hooker, Cowp. 
523, 98 Reprint 1221; Shoyle v. Tay- 
lor, Cro: * Jae ~ 18), 79 Reprint 155; 
Danby v. Lavees [cit Rex v. Gall, 1 
Ld. Raym. 370, 373, 91 Reprint 1144, 
1146]; Forest v. Wire, 2 Mod, 246, 86 
Reprint 1052; Garland v. Burton, 
Str. 1103, 93 Reprint 1059; Shipman 
v. Henbest, 4 T. R. 109, 100 Reprint 
921; Cates v. Knight, 3 T. R. 442, 445, 
100 Reprint 667; Pheasant v. Finch, 
T. Raym. 394, 83 Reprint 206 [crit 
3 Coke Inst. 194]; Barnes v. Hughes, 
1 Vent. 8, 86 Reprint 6; Jeffery v. 


Ill— Bowers v. 


Coles, Willes 635 notes a and 1, 125 
Revrint 1359. ’ 
“Generally speaking, this Court 


eannot be ousted of its jurisdiction 
but by express words or by neces- 
sary implication, any more than an 
heir at law of his inheritance; the 
necessary implication, in both in- 
stances, is ingrafted on the general 
rule.’ Per Ashhurst, J., in Cates v. 
Knight, supra. 

[a] Under a provision that a pen- 
alty may be “sued for” in the name 
of the state, suit is properly brought 
in a court having jurisdiction of civil 
causes only. Com. v. Sherman, 85 
Ky. 686, 4 SW 790, 9 KyL 218. 

45. Colo. — Weiss-Chapman Drug 
Co: v. Peo., 39 Colo. 374, 89 P 778. 

Ga.—Western .Union Tel. Co. v. 
Brightwell, 94 Ga. 434, 21 SE 518; 
Dicken v. Western Union Tel. Co., 94 


Where, however, the stat- 
ute simply provides that the action may be brought 
before a particular court, it is held not to exclude 
the jurisdiction of other courts of general juris- 
In the absence of contrary provisions in 
actions for penalties are properly 
brought in courts of general original jurisdiction,** 
and no inferior court can take cognizance of such 
an action unless the jurisdiction is given to it in 
express terms,*® although by statute such jurisdic- 
Where distinct penal- . 
ties may be joined, it is no objection that by so 
doing the amount in controversy is increased beyond 
the jufisdiction of a justice of the peace, and the 
action must be brought in a superior court.*? 


waived.*? 


statute.>4 


If the court has 


Ga. 433, 21 SE 228; Solomon v. West- 
ern: Union 'Tel.. Co., 9% Ga. 360, 17 
SE 265; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Taylor, 84 Ga. 408, 11 SE 396, 8 LRA 
189. 
Ill.—Bowers v. Green, 2 Ill. 42. 
Pa.—Seitzinger v. Steinberger, 12 
Pa. 379; Barter v. Com., 3 Penr: & 
W. 253; Com. v: Reynolds, 17 Serge. 
& R. 367; Zeigler v. Gram, 13 Serg. 
& R. 102; Schaffer v. McNamee, 13 
Serge. & R. 44; Ellmore vy. Hoffman, 
2 Ashm, 159. See Com. v. Nice, 13 
Pa,, Dist. 3095.29 Pa..Co..607 (stating 
limits of magistrate’s jurisdiction). 
S. C.—Salley v. Seaboard Air Line 
R. Cos, ,76.5S..C., 173,..56.-SHi7825 An- 
derson v. Fowler, 19 S. C. L. 226. 
Tenn.—Stover v. Lasater, 8 Lea 
631; Duncan v. Maxey, 5 Sneed 114. 
aig Chace lanier v. Governor, 1 Tex. 
Va.— Western Union Tel. Co. 
Pettyjohn, 88 Va. 296, 13 SE 431. 
W. Va.—State v. Ross, 57 SE 284. 
46. See statutory provisions; and: 
U. S.—Hall v. Washington, 11 F. 
Cas. NO. ud, 953...4 acrancha ©. .C,° 722 
Ex p. Reed, 20 F. Cas. No. 11,634, 4 
Cranch C. GC. 582. 
Ala.—Wright v. Anniston, 151 Ala. 
465, 44 S 151. 


must pursue the 


Vv. 


1il.—Indianapolis, Cte ania pCO Ve 
Peo., 91 Ill. 452; Hensoldt v. Peters- 
burg, 63 Ill. 157. 

Ind. — Clevenger v. Rushville, 90 
Ind. 258. 

Ky. — Louisville, ete, 'R. Co. v. 
Com., 102 Ky. 300, 48 SW 458, 19 


Kyl 1462, 538 LRA 149. 

Mass.—Com. v. Connecticut River 
baat a 15 Gray 447. 

N. H.—Morrison v,. Bedell, 22 N. 
H. 234. 

N Td SNe ws 


. J.—Rahway v. Hunt, 
L. 116, 65 A 164; Woodbury Bd. of 
Health v.. Cattell, 73 .N. J, 075165964 
A 144; Woolley v. Bell, 69 N. J. L. 
581, 55 A 66; Pennsylvania R. Co, v. 
ane JeLS OVS. e bes Coy Aye oO) uN Lis 

N. Y.—Hallock v. Dominy, 69 N. 
Y. 238 [rev 7 Hun 52]. 

N. C.—Laney v. Mackey, 144 N. Cc. 
630, 57 SE 386; Katzenstein v. Ra- 
leigh, etc., R. Co., 84 N. C. 688; Eden- 
ton v. Wool, 65 N. C. 379; Wilming- 
LON Vin Oa Vis) OO TN: aCe 

Oh.—Ogle v. Marietta, ete., Plank 
Road Co., 2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 293, 


2 WestLMonth 318. 
Pa.—Com~ vy." Nice, 13) 52a. Dist. 
309, 29 Pa. Co. 607; Ellmore v. Hoff- 
man, 2 Ashm. 159; Com. v. Winches- 
ter,..3 PaLJR. 34, 4 PaLJ 371. 

Tex.—Hill County v. Atchison, 19 
Tex. Civ. A. 664, 49 SW 141. 

Va.— Wells v. Com., 107 Va. 834, 
57 SE 588. 

W. Va.—West v. Rawson, 40 W. 
Va. 480, 21 SE 1019. 

47. Mobile, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
51 Miss. 137; Burrell v. Hughes, 116 
Nee soi08 21 SE 971; Maggett v. 
Roberts, 108 N. C. 174, 12 ‘SE 890; 
Towanda Bank v. Ballard, 7 Watts 
& S. (Pa.) 434; Gibson v. Gault, 33 
Pa. 44; Collins v. Hopwood, 15 M. 
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[§§ 96-97 


no jurisdiction over the subject matter of the penal 
action, advantage of the defect may be taken at 
any stage of the proceedings.*® 
tion over person by reason of mere formal defects 
in the process and the like must be taken advantage 
of by plea in abatement or other appropriate rem- 
edy at the proper time, or the objection will be 


Want of jurisdic- 


[§ 97] G. Parties—l. Plaintiffs °°—a. Persons 
Entitled to Enforce Penalties—(1) In General. The 
person entitled to recover a statutory penalty is to 
be determined from the language and intent of the 
A private individual who seeks to re- 
cover a penalty imposed by statute must bring him- 
self clearly within the terms of the statute,®2 and 


method pointed out by the statute 


& W. 459, 153 Reprint 930. See Reeve 
v. Pool, Pie & C. 5238, 10 ECL 299 
107 Reprint 1017 (holding action for 
several penalties to be for an amount 
exceeding the magistrate’s jurisdic- 
tion). 

48. Western Union Tel. Co. 
Pettyjohn, 88 Va. 296, 13 SE 431. 

49. Two Hundred and Fifty Bar- 
rels of Molasses v. U. S., 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,293, Chase 502; The Abby, 1 
Hy Cas: No. 14, 1 Mason 360; Duncan 
v. Maxey, 5 Sneed (Tenn.) 114. 

50. A iatemout of action,on death 
of plaintiff see Abatement’ and Re- 
vival § 406. 

Private right of action for injury 
resulting from violation of penal 
statute see Actions § 51. , 

Right of corporation to sue see 
Corporations § 2872. 

Right of municipal corporation to 
enforce see Municipal Corporations 
[38 Cyc 788]. 

51. Dukate v. Adams, 101 Miss. 
433, 58 S 475. See Poirier v. Cusson, 
21 Que. Super. 407 (holding any adult 
resident of town entitled to begin 
action in his own name). 

[a]. People. — Where the statute 
provides for a forfeiture to “the 
people,’”’ a private person cannot sue. 
Peo. v. Lamb, 85 Hun 171, 32 NYS 


Vv. 


584; Billingham v. E. P. Gleason 
Mfg.. Co., 438 Mise. 681, 88 NYS 398. 
[b] City and céunty.—(1) An ac- 


tion for a fine under L, (1895) e 322 
§ 1, prohibiting the burning of soft 
coal in factory furnaces in a cer- 
tain city, subject to a fine ‘“‘to be col- 
lected’ by the proper city authorities 
and placed in the county treasury,” 
is properly brought by the city, al- 
though Code Civ. Proc. § 1893 pro- 
vides that, where a penalty is given 
by statute to a person aggrieved by 
the. act of another, the person to 
whom it is given may sue therefor, 
L. (1895) ce 954 § 1, providing that 
the county and city shall be one 
body corporate, known by the name 
of the “City ) of” B,” ‘and’ thateraly 
property and demands shall belong 
to the city, and § 4 making the 
county treasurer the treasurer of 
such city. Brooklyn v. Nassau Blec- 
tric R. Co., 44 App. Div. 462,61 NYS 
Beh (2) Actions by municipal cor- 
porations to enforce fine or penalty 
see Municipal Corporations [28 Cyc 
781 et seq]. 

52. Ark.—St. Louis, éte., R. Co. v. 
McClerkin, 88 Ark, 277, 114 SW 240. 

Cal.—Nolan v. Grider, 135 Cal. 49, 
(HBOS 

Tll.— Peo. v. Solas Nat. L. Ins. 
ae OVA Sra 

Mo.—State v. St. R. 


Louis, etce., 


Co., 105 Mo. A. 207, 79 SW-714. 
N. Y.—Osborne v. International R. 
Co., 226 N. Y. 421, 123 NE 849; Peo. 


v. Belknap, 58 Hun 241, 12 NYS 148, 
N. C.—Cox v. Atlantic Coast Line 
iby, eee 148 N. C. 459, 62 SE 556. 
Tex. ’ “Murray v. Gulf, éteuR., Co% 
63 Tex. 407, 51 AmR 650; Ft. Worth, 
etc., R. Co. v. Frazier, (Civ. A.) 191 
SW 808, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


§§ 97-99] 


in all possible strictness.5* By statute in some states 
no one is authorized to sue for a penalty or any 
part thereof unless the amount recovered is, in whole 
This rule precludes a 
recovery by the state where no part of the penalty 


or in part, payable to him.*4 
is payable to it.55 


[§ 98] 
May Enforce. 


may sue.59 


(2) No Provision in Statute as to Who 
Where a penalty is created by stat- 
ute but no provision is made as to whom it shall 
be paid or by whom it shall be sued for, it may, 
according to the generally accepted rule, be re- 
covered only by the state®® or United States 57 or 
in England or Canada by the crown,®® except in a 
case where a general statute allows the penalty to 
be recovered in such a case by any person who 
To the contrary, however, it has been 
held that, where the law does not authorize or em- 
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[§ 99] 


power anyone to bring an action to recover the pen- 


Wis.—Minneapolis Threshing Mach. 
ere Ve tlaug, 136) Wis. .350; 117) NW 

Eng.—Bradlaugh v. Clarke, 8 App. 
Cas. 354, 1 ERC 667 (holding that 
where a penalty is created by stat- 
ute, and nothing is said as to who 
may recover it, and it is not cre- 
ated for the benefit of a party ag- 
grieved. and the offense is not 
against an individual, it belongs to 
the crown, and the crown alone can 
maintain a suit for it). 

fa] Showing right to suit.—A 
complaint in an action based on 
Code Civ. Proc. § 1992, to recover 
the statutory penalty and damages 
for alleged disobedience to a _ sub- 
poena duces tecum issued by a no- 
tary to take evidence in a case pend- 
ing in the justice’s court, which 
does not state any facts showing 
the nature of the pending case, nor 
the relevancy of the instruments de- 
scribed in the subpoena, nor the ma- 
teriality of the testimony of the wit- 
ness to any issue in the case, does 
not show that plaintiff is.a “party 
aggrieved,’ or that he has “sus- 
tained damages,” within the meaning 
of the code, and does not state a 
cause of action. Nolan v. Grider, 135 
Calg 9n 6 hoe: 

[b] Record.—If the penal action 
can be brought by an individual only 
upon being authorized to do so by 
officers of the government, the rec- 
ord must show that such authority 
was obtained., Peo. v. Belknap, 58 
Hun 241, 12 NYS 143; State v. Gil- 
len, 49 Wis. 683, 6 NW 250. 

58. Ormsby v. Louisville, 79 Ky. 
197, 2 KyL 66, 297; Bennett v. Ward, 
DE@ai GN...) 2595 Dela Garzagiv. 
Booth, 28 Tex. 478, 91 AmD 328; 
Crane v. Lawrence, 25 Q. B. D. 152; 
Smith v. Wood, 24 Q. B. D. 238. 

54 State v. Messner, 9 N. D. 186, 
82 NW 737. 

55. State v. Messner, 9 N. D. 186, 
82 NW_ 737. 

56. I11.—Peo. v. Young, 72 Ill. 411; 
Peo. v. Saline County Coal Co., 206 
Til. A. -266. 

Me.—Wiscasset v. Trundy, 12 Me. 
204. 

Mass.—Brownell v. Old Colony R. 
Co., 164 Mass. 29, 41 NE 107, 40 
AmSR 442, 29 LRA 169; Colburn v. 
/Swett, 1 Metc. 232. 

Mo.—State v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 
89 Mo. 562, 1 SW _130. 

N. H.—State v. Waterhouse, 71 N. 
H. 488, 53 A 304. 

N. C.—Fagan v. Armistead, 33 N. 
C. 433; McRae v. Keller, 32 N. C. 498. 

Oh.—Gause v. Lake Shore, etc., R. 
Goo, 440h, » Dec. (Reprint) 369, 2 
ClevLRep 44; Hilton v. Morse, 2 Oh. 
Dec, Reprint 292, 2 WestLMonth 316. 

Pa.—Com. v. Nice, 13 Pa. Dist. 309, 
29 Pa, Co. 607. 

S. G.—State v. Kennedy, 36 S. C. 
L. 160. 

57, Matthews v. Offley, 16 F. Cas. 
No. 9,290, 3 Sumn. 115. 


58. Bradlaugh v. Clarke, 8 App. 
Cas. 354, 1 ERC 667; Davis v. Ed- 
monson, 3 B. & P. 382, 127 Reprint 
209; Reg. v. Armstrong, 11 N. B. 81; 
Cardinal v. Geoffroy, 21 Que. K. B. 
528, 4 DomLR 226; Barbers’ Assoc. 


of Quebec v. Blanchard, 21 Que. 
Super. 201. 
59. Shrigley v. Taylor, 4 Ont. 396. 


60. Seward v. Beach, 29 Barb. (N. 
Y.) 239; Stamford v. Calhoun, 69 
Mise. 558, 125 NYS 910. 

61. Peo. v. Belknap, 58 Hun 241, 
12 NYS 143; State v. Messner, 9 N. 
D. 186, 82 NW 727. 

62. U. S.—Blum vy. Widdicomb, 90 
Fed. 220. 

Ky.—Love v. Harris, 18 B. Mon. 
122; Graves v. Ford, 3 B. Mon. 113. 

Mo.—Hudson vy. St. Louis, etce., R. 
Co., 53 Mo. 525; Scott v. Missouri 
Pac, R. Co., 38 Mo. A. 523, 

Pa.—Com. v. Evans, 13 Serge. & 
R. 426. 

Vt.—Newman v. Waite, 43 Vt. 587; 
Hatehsy v.. Robinson, 26" ‘Vit. 7387: : 

Eng.—Underhill v. Ellicombe, Mc- 
Clell. & Y. 450, 456, 148 Reprint 489. 

“If a statute prohibits the doing 
of a thing under a penalty, to be 
paid to the party grieved, or with- 
out saying to whom it shall be paid, 
and does not prescribe any mode of 
recovery, this action may, in such 
case, be maintained by the party 
grieved, and for that there are many 
other authorities.” Underhill v. El- 
licombe, supra. : 

63. See statutory provisions; and: 


U. S.—Timberlake v. First Nat. 
Bank, 43 Fed. 231. 
Ark. — Arkansas, etc., R. Co. v. 


Harris, 62 Ark. 452, 36 SW 186. 

Cal—_Thuri v9 Alta, Del, <Co., 
Cal. 472. 

Conn.—Dickinson v, Potter, 4 Day 
340. 

Ga.—Conyers v. Postal Tel. Cable 
Co., 92 Ga. 619, 19 SE 253, 44 AmSR 
100; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Nun- 
nally, 86 Ga. 503, 12 SE 578. 

Mile—Chicacor etc, wk. COmasn ie eOn 
24 Till. A. 562 [aff 120 Ill. 667, 12 NE 
207]. 

Ind.—Hadley v. Western Union 
Tel. Coy ilo. Indy. 19t> ioe NY 845.5 
Fruchey v. Eagleson, 15 Ind. A. 88, 
43 NE 146; Western Union Tel. Co. 
v. Bierhaus, 8 Ind. A. 563, 36 NE 161. 

Kan.—Concordia First Nat. Bank 
v. Rowley, 52 Kan. 394, 34 P 1049. 

Ky.— Henderson Nat. . Bank v. 
Alves, 91 Ky. 142, 15 SW 132, 12 KyL 
722; Hickman v. Littlepage, 2 Dana 
344: Prior v. Lucas, 3 Bibb 96. 

Mass.—Brewer v. Crosby, 11 Gray 
29. 

Mo.—Barnett v. Atlantic, ete. R. 
Co., 68 Mo. 56, 30 AmR 773; Pollard 
v. Missouri, ete., Co., 114 Mo. A. 533, 
90 SW 121. 

Nebr.—lIler v. Cronin, 34 Nebr. 424, 
51 NW 970; Lydick v. Palmquist, 31 
Nebr. 300, 47 NW 918. 

N. H.—Craig v. Gerrish, 58 N. H. 
513; Hall v. Brown, 54 N. H. 495, 
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alty prescribed, it is defective and the penalty im- 
posed, cannot be recovered,®° and that the state can- 
not sue except where authorized by law.*t 
the statute relates to matters of private rather than 
of public concern, or, in other words, is not strictly 
penal, the action lies at the suit of the party in- 
jured, unless he is excluded by its provisions.®2 

(3) Person Injured or Aggrieved. Stat- 
utes frequently provide that the penalty may be en- 
forced by any person who is injured or aggrieved 
by the wrongful act or omission.** Where the pen- 
alty is given to the party aggrieved, it is not neces- 
sary for him to show that he has sustained any 
actual damages.°4 
that the penalty shall be recovered in addition to 
the actual damages sustained by plaintiff, it cannot 
be recovered, where plaintiff has sustained no actual 


Where 


But where the statute provides 


v] 


58 N. H. 93; East Kingston v. Towle, 
48 N. H. 57, 97 AmD 575, 2 AmR 174. 

N. J.—Phillips v. Bevans, 23 N. J. 
Ig ERY (She 

N. Y.—Hale vy. McDermott, 78 Misc. 
52, 1387 NYS 975. 

N. C.—Stone v. Atlantic Coast Line 
Roe Co. 144 SN] Gl 220056 = Shyer. 
Cardwell v. Southern R. Co., 146 N. 
C. 218, 59 SE 673; Morris-Scarboro- 
Moffitt Co. v. Southern Express Co., 
146 N. C. 167, 59 SE 667, 15 LRANS 
983; Rollins v. Seaboard Air Line 
R. Co.; 146. NU Ge 11535 59) SH 67s 
Efland v. Southern R. Co., 146 N. 
C. 129, 59 SE 359; Summers v. South- 
ern R. Co., 1388 IN. Ce 295, 50°Sm 714; 
Carter v. Wilmington, etc. R. Co., 
126 N. C. 487, 26 SE 14. 

Pa.—Heinrich v. Venter, 1 Pa. Cas. 
256, 1 A 598; Evans v. Harney, 17 Pa. 
460; Miller v. Lockwood, 17 Pa. 248; 
Baldwin v. Cash, 7 Watts & S. 427; 
Mevay v. Edmiston, 1 Rawle 457; 
Gault v. Dunbar, i Phila. 26. 

Ss. C.—Venning v. Atlantic Coast 
Line. R.) Co... (8S) Co" 42,9 58" SE) 983, 
125 AmSR 768, 12 LRANS 1217; Sal- 
ley v. Seaboard Air Line R. Co., 76 
S. C. 173, 56 SE 782; Johnson v. Sea- 
board Air Line R. Co., 73 S. C. 36, 52 
SE 644. 

Tenn.—HEast Tennessee, etc., R. Co. 
v. Gregg, 4 Tenn. Civ. A, 402. 

Tex.—Jones v. State, (Civ. A.) 81 
SW _ 1910; International, etc., R. Co. 
v. Shelton, (Civ. A.) 81 SW 794. 


Va.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Tyler, 90, Va. 297, 18 .SHe 280m (24 
AmSR 910. 


W. Va.—State v. Ross, 57 SE 284. 

Ont.—Wilson v. Manes, 28 Ont. 419 
[app dism 26 Ont. A. 398]. 

[a] Who may be party injured.— 
“We think the terms person injured 
or aggrieved, in the common language 
of statutes, giving rights of action 
or penalties to such persons, must be 
regarded as extending only to such 
persons aS are immediately injured, 
by the very act prohibited, or by 
some direct and immediate, or nec- 
essary and natural consequences of 
such act; and that persons only col- 
laterally or incidentally injured by 
such act, are not ordinarily regarded 
as coming within the purview of the 
statute.” Hatch v. Robinson, 26 Vt. 
SS MBS : 

[b] Penalties and forfeitures 
given to counties. — Constitutional 
provisions giving the proceeds of all 
penalties and forfeitures to the sev- 
eral counties in which they are re- 
covered do not preclude an informer 
or a party aggrieved from suing for 
a penalty given him either in whole 
or in part by statute, but refer only 
to penalties recoverable by the state 
to its own use. Blewett v. Smith, 74 
Mo. 404. 

64, Western Union Tel. Co. v. Fer- 
guson, 157 Ind. 37, 60 NE 679; Reiser 
v. Edison Electric. Illuminating Co., 
76 Misc, 563, 137 NYS 145, 

Extent of actual damages as af- 
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damages.®> 


[§ 100] 
Will Sue.’’ ° 


haan amount of recovery see supra 


re ts. Enfield v. Blyler, 67 Iowa 295, 
25 NW 251; Coffey v. Wilson, 65 
NW 602. 


Iewa 270, 21 


66. Blum vy. Widdicomb, 90 Fed. 
220. 
67. Right of corporation to sue 


See Corporations § 2872. : 
' 68. See statutory provisions; and 
Caswell v. Morgan, 1 BE. & E. 809, 
102 ECL 809, 120 Reprint 1114; Wilde 
v. Bowen, SW NBA Q. B.. 504; Benoit 
v. St. Denis, 7 Que. Pr. 424; Lamalice 
v. Electric Printing Co., 4 Que, Pr. 
266. 

[a] Prosecutor.—Where the stat- 
ute gives one half the penalty to the 
“prosecutor” to be recovered by ac- 
tion, the penalty may be: enforced 
by a common informer or anyone 
who may see fit to sue. Phillips Vv. 
Bevans, 23 N. J. L. 373 

bj "A county assessor and col- 
lector of taxes may sue in a qui tam 
action as informer, and recover a 
statutory penalty. Tarde v. Bense- 
man, 31 Tex. 277. t 

[c] Need not be a British subject 
in Quebec. Stewart v. Colonial En- 
gineering Co., 33 Que. Super. 420, 9 
Que. Pr. 194. 

Carter v. Wilmington, etc., R. 
ConsiZG ON. CO. 43%, 36 SH 145 Gil- 
mour vy. Bastian, 24 Austr. C. aby de) 
14. 


Williams v. Wells, 177 Fed. 

852, 355, 101 CCA 328, 35 LRANS 
1034, 21 AnnCas 699.. See Pollock v. 
The Laura, 5 Fed. 133 (wherein the 
term’ ‘informer’ was held to include 
plaintiff in a popular action, that is, 
one who sues for a penalty given 
to any person suing for the same). 
‘It would seem at the common 
law actions to recover penalties pre- 
scribed by the law were often prose- 


cuted by what was known as ‘com- 
mon informers.’’”’ Williams v. Wells, 
supra [cit 38 Blackstone Comm. 


(Cooley ed) p 160]. To same effect 
U. S. v. Stocking, 87 Fed. 857. 

fa] An informer is he who with 
the intention of having his infor- 
mation acted upon first gives informa- 
tion of a violation of law which 
induces the prosecution ‘and con- 
tributes to the recovery of the fine, 
penalty, or forfeiture, which is even- 
tually recovered. In re Webster, 29 
F. Cas. No. 17,332. 

[b] Medical society as informer. 
—L. (1895) ce 398 § 153, providing 
that when any prosecution thereun- 
der, for practising medicine with- 
out lawful registration as a physi- 
cian, is made on the complaint of 
any incorporated medical society of 
the state, or any .county medical so- 
ciety entitled to representation in a 
state medical sociéty, the fines col- 
lected shall be paid to the society 
making the complaint, applies gen- 
erally to all incorporated medical so- 
cieties, whether denominated ‘‘so- 
cieties’” or “associations.” New York 
County Medical Assoc. v. New York, 


Where a statute imposes a liability in 
favor of a private individual which is in excess 
of exact compensation and also imposes a punish- 
ment as for an offense against the state, but the 
provisions are distinct, an action may be brought 
by the private individual injured notwithstanding a 
statute provides that suits for penalties shall be 
brought in the name of the state.% 

(4) Informers or ‘‘Any Person Who 
Statutes imposing penalties frequent- 
ly provide that they may be recovered by any such 
person or persons as will sue for them ®® and, by 
provision of general statutes in some jurisdictions, 
where the act imposing a penalty is silent as to 
the person or persons who shall enforce. it, it may 
be recovered by anyone who will sue for it, a 
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32 Mise. 116, 65 NYS 581. 

[c] Nonresident may be informer. 
—It is not a good objection that 
the informer by whom a penal ac- 
tion is brought is a nonresident of 
the county where he sues, Chaput 
Vn Robert, 44, Ont. A. 354. 

Infant’s right to sue as common 
informer see Infants [22 Cyc 516]. 

Private corporation as common in- 
former see Corporations § 2872. 

71. Bartlett v. Mansfield, 76 N. H. 
582, 85 A 756. 

[a] Penalties previously incurred. 
—Pub. St. c 126, imposes penalties 
for unlawful sales of fertilizers, and 
gives prosecutors the right to sue 
for the penalties, and one half of 
the penalties recovered. Acts (1899) 
e 31 § 1, repealed that part of the 
statute giving the prosecutors the 
right to a part of the penalties, but 
§ 2 declared that nothing in the 
act should affect any act done, lia- 
bility incurred, or right accrued. A 
prosecutor brought suit, after the 
passage of the act of 1899, to col- 
lect penalties accrued prior to the 
passage of such act. It was held 
that the repeal of the prosecutor’s 
right to a part of the penalties did 
not prevent him from maintaining 
the suit on behalf of the state to re- 
covér the penalties, since the only 
purpose of the act of 1899 was to 
deprive the prosecutor of any right 


to any part of the penalties. Hib- 
bard v. Parmenter, etc., Fertilizer 
Co,, 1.0) -IN Bi 1565.46; AL 683. 


{[b] Statutes partially remedial— 
L. (1899) ec 81, repealing statutory 
provisions, whereby complaint or 
prosecutor is entitled to whole or 
any part of the penalty imposed for 
violation of statutes, did not repeal 
Pub, St. (1901) c 244, giving a per- 
son injured by the’ unlawful and 
willful cutting of trees the right to 
recover a penalty therefor, as the 
act of 1899 was intended to be 
limited to statutes giving to any 
person, without reference to any in- 
terest in the matter, a share in any 
penalty or forfeiture, and was not 
intended to extend to provisions in 
some sense remedial, because the 
prosecution was limited to persons 
injured. Smith v. American Car 
Sprinkler Co., 78 N. H. 152, 97 A 872. 

{[c] Usury.— The sum of three 
times the excess interest recoverable 
for usury under Pub. St. (1901) e 203 
§ 2, is a “penalty” which can no 
longer be recovered by private ac- 
tion under L. (1899) c¢ 31, repealing 
all laws for the recovery of a pen- 
alty by private action. Moffie v. 
Slawsby, 77 N. H. 555, 94 A 1938. 

{d] Statute 4 Hen. VIT c 20.— 
“The action qui tam was originally 
one given to the people at large, or 
rather the forfeitures and penalties 
prescribed by acts of Parliament 
were permitted to be sued for by any 
informer, the act, however, reserving 
a portion to the king, the poor, or 
some public use, and hence the name. 
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person so suing being by the commentators on the 
common law designated as a common informer.’® Un- 
der some statutes, however, all provisions for pri- 
vate actions have been repealed,”1 or it has been 
provided that no action for penalty shall be brought 
except by the attorney-general or by someone who 
has first obtained his consent in writing,’? or that 
one bringing the action shall first have obtained 
the written consent of the judge of the court in 
which the action is to be brought.7? 
former cannot maintain an action for a penalty ex- 
cept when power is given him for that purpose by 
statute, either in express terms or by implication ;74 
and not then unless he sues within the time pre- 
seribed by the statute.7® 
necessary to confer the right to sue if the intent 


A common in- 


No particular language is 


A suit begun by the informer gave 
him an exclusive right, and was 
therefore a bar to other suits. This 
led offenders to procure their friends 
to begin this ‘popular’ action, in order 
to forestall or prevent other actions. 
This abuse of the suit producing so 
much collusion caused the enactment 
of 4th Henry 7th ch. 20. After this 
enactment, suits to recover penalties 
and forfeitures were brought most 
usually in the name of the king, 
upon the relation of the informer, 
and not otherwise, unless by statu- 
tory provisions.” ’Kelly v. Athens 
Mfg. Co., 36 Ga,.51, 52, 

72. See statutory provisions; and 
Johnston vy. London, etce., Exch. 2 
OntWR 468. 

73. Murray v. Henderson, (Man.) 
14 WestLR 170. 

[a]. Application must be by plain- 
tiff—Murray v. Henderson, (Man.) 
14 WestLR 170 (holding that an ac- 
tion brought by M pursuant to con- 
sent obtained upon the application 
of M brothers must be dismissed). 

74. U. S.—Washington v. Eaton, 
29-F. Cas, No, 17,228, 4° GranehuG 1G: 
352; Ferrett v. Atwill, 8 F. Cas. No. 
4,747, 1 Blatchf. 151; Matthews v. 
eee 16 F. Cas. No. 9,290, 3 Sumn. 


Ga.—O’Kelly v. Athens Mfg. Co., 
86 Ga. 51, 
d Ses Ap A 


Ky. — Yocum v. 
Me.—Wiscasset v. Trundy, 12 Me. 


Marsh, 14. 
204. 

Mass.—Smith v. Look, 108 Mass. 
139; Nye v. Lamphere, 2 Gray 295; 
Colburn v. Swett, 1 Metc. 232. 

Nebr.—Omaha, etc., R. Co. v. Hale, 
Sex Nebr. 418, 63 NW 849, 50 AmSR 


oan Y.—Seward v. Beach, 29 Barb. 
N. C.—State v. Marietta, etce., 

Co., 108 N. CC.) 24,12 SH 1041; Me 

Rae v. Keller, 32 N. C. 398 
Oh.—Gause v. Lake Shore, etc., R. 


Daniel, 


Co., 4 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 369, 2 
ClevLRep 44, 
Pa.—Miners’ Trust Co. Bank vy. 


Roseberry, 81 Pa. 309; Com. v. Bard, 
10 LancBar 75; Com. v. Bashore, 1 
LegRec 255; Sheerer v. Davis, 1 Luz 
LegObs 38. 

Vt.—Drew v. Hilliker, os Vt. 641; 
Hubbell v. Gale, 3 Vt. 26 

Wis.—Lynch vy. The Heenbity. 27 
Wis. 69. 

Eng.—Bradlaugh v. Clark, 8 App. 
Cas. 354, 1 ERC 667: Liewellyn v. 
Vale of Glamorgan R. Co., [1898] 1 
Q. B. 473; Davis v. Edmonson, Gb sy 
& P. 382, 127 Reprint 209; Foster’s 
Case, 11 ‘Coke 56b, 77 Reprint 1222; 
Waterhouse Vv. Bawde, Cro, Jac. 138° 
79 Reprint 116; Fleming Me Bailey, 
5iMast “313; 102 Reprint 1090; Bar- 
nard vy. Gostling, 2 East 569, 102 Re- 
print 48/7, 

. S.—McDonald v. \Robertson, 22 
CanLTOcecNotes 430. 

75. Com. v. Frost, 5 Mass. 58; 

Fagan v. Armistead, 33 N. C. 488. 


a IE os aye ee 
For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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is apparent.7° The intent to confer the right may | the United States district attorney to prosecute 


be inferred from provisions which give the penalty 
either in whole or in part to an informer,’? to any 
person who will sue for it.78 In many cases the 
formula ‘‘who may sue,’’7® ‘‘who shall prose- 
cute,’’ 8° or ‘fone moiety to the prosecutor,’’ 8+ has 
been held sufficient to evidence this intent, although 
the mere fact that the statute gives part of the pen- 
alty to the informer has, in some jurisdictions, been 
held insufficient for this purpose.8? The fact that the 
statute gives a part of the penalty to the informer 
is sufficient to confer upon him a right to sue in 
his own name for himself as well as for the state, 
town, or borough, as the case may be.8* If, where a 
part of a penalty is given to the public and a part 
to a common informer, the latter fails to commence 
a suit for the penalty, the state may prosecute for 
the whole.8+ Where the right to sue is limited to a 
person, the government in its sovereign capacity 
cannot maintain an action as an informer.®®> Where, 
although the statute permits the penalty to be sued 
for by the United States or by any person who shall 
first bring his action therefor, it is further pro- 
vided that the penalty shall be paid into the treas- 
ury of the United States and it is made the duty of 


every such suit at the expense of the United States, 
a private person cannot maintain the action for his 
own benefit.8¢ 

[§ 101] b. Name in Which Action Brought. An 
action for a penalty must be brought in the name 
of a legal entity.87 Unless the statute otherwise 
provides it must be brought in the name of or for 
the use of the party who is entitled to receive the 
penalty.8& A private person cannot sue in his own 
name for a penalty unless it is given to him as the 
injured party,®® or any individual is expressly au- 
thorized to sue in his own name.°° Where a pen- 
alty is given to any person who will sue for it, the 
action is properly brought in the name of such per- 
son.°t When only a part of the penalty goes to the 
informer, he must, according to some authorities, 
sue in an action qui tam, and cannot sue in his own 
name. alone.®? Under other authorities where the 
statute authorizes any person to sue, it is not neces- 
sary that he declare qui tam, notwithstanding he is 
entitled to retain only a part of the penalty when 
recovered.®°* Where the penalty is applied, one half 
to the use of the informer and the other half to 
the use of the party aggrieved, the latter may bring 


76. Bradlaugh v. Clarke, 8 App.|119 N. C. 120, 25 SE 795; Burrell v.| Barb. (N. Y.) 287; Hilton v. Morse, 
Cas. 354, 379, 1 ERC 667. See cases | Hughes, 116 N. C. 430, 21 SHE 971;|]2 Oh. Dec. (Reprint) 292, 2 WestL 
infra notes 77-83. Middleton v. Wilmington, etc., R.| Month 316. 

“TJ do not think that, in order to |Co., 95 N. C. 167; Norman v. Dunbar, 90. Hilton v. Morse, 2 Oh. Dec. 


confer the right to sue upon a com-|53 N. C. 317; McRae v. Keller, 32] (Reprint) 292, 2 WestLMonth 316. 
mon informer, express’ statutory |N. C. 398. 91. Oehlers v. Hartwig, 5 Philip- 
words are required. It will be suffi- 80. Nye v. Lamphere, 2 Gray]! pine 487; Lynch v. The Economy, 27 
cient, in my opinion, if the inten- | (Mass.) 295; Hubbell v. Gale, 3 Vt.| Wis. 69; Chaput v. Robert, 14 Ont. 
tion of the Legislature to give him | 266; Lynch v. The Economy, 27 Wis.| A. 354; Bagley v. Curtis, 15 U. C. 
the right can be derived by reason- | 69. C, -Pi*366. 

able implication from the language 81. Phillips v. Bevans, 23 N. J. L. 92, Hickman v. Littlepage, 2 Dana 


of the statute enacting the penalty. 
The creation of a pénalty to be sued 
for by an informer is not in any 
proper sense an invasion, or even a 
limitation, of the royal prerogative; 
and the intention to enact such a 
penalty may be indirectly expressed 
in words which would be ineffectual 
to deprive the Crown of prerogative 
rights which had already vested.” 
Per Lord Watson, in Bradlaugh v. 
Clarke, supra. 

Pee SNA VAn Vale LOuUt., LOO 
peu on 26 nSCt ol. bO2 ir ed Lbis 
Washington v. Eaton, 29 F. Cas. No. 
17,228) 4° Craneh C. C. 352; Stevens 
We @adys ics HaCas, No. 13,395.02) Curt. 
200. 

Ala.—State v. Fillyaw, 3 Ala. 735. 


. Conn. — Canfield v: Mitchell, 43 
Conn. 169. 
hi Toledowetes k.. .Co.. Vv... Hos 


ter, 43 Ill. 480; Chicago, etc., R. Co. 
v. Howard, 38 Ill. 414; Higby v. Peo., 
5 Jll. 165; Ryder v. Hulscher, 40 Ill. 


Ae lates 

N. J.—Phillips v. Bevans, 23 N. J. 
S35. 

Pa.—Lancaster v. Hirsh, 1 LancL 
Rev 209. 

Vt.—Drew v. Hilliker, 56 Vt. 641. 

78. U. S.—Pentlarge v. Kirby, 19 
Fed. 501; Hatch v. The Boston, 3 Fed. 
807; The Laura M. Starin, 11 Fed. 
177; Polleck v. The Sea Bird, 3 Fed. 
573° U. S. v. Morris, 26 F, Cas. No. 
15,814, 2 Bond 23. 

Ky.—Hickman vy. Littlepage, 2 
Dana 344; Prior v. Lucas, 3 Bibb 96, 
1 A. K. Marsh. 305. 

Mass.—Nye vy. Lamphere, 


295. 

N. C.—Furr v. Johnson, 140 N. C. 
157, 52 SE 664; McRae v. Keller, 32 
ING Oo 398. 

2 Chee aeine v. Grove, 40 Oh. St. 

21. 

Pa. — Megargell v. Hazleton Coal 
Co., 8 Watts & S. 342. 

S. C.—Sturkie v. Southern R. Co., 
71 S.C. 208, 50 SH 782. 

Ont.—Garrett v. Roberts, 10 Ont. 
A. 650. 

79, Carter v. Wilmington, etc., R. 
Co., 126 N. C. 487, 36 SE 14; State 
vy. Caraleigh Phosphate, etc., Works, 


2 Gray 


873; Drew v. Hilliker, 56 Vt. 641. 
82. Com. v. Look, 108 Mass. 452; 
Smith v. Look, 108 Mass, 139; Sew- 
ard v, Beach, 29 Barb. @N:-Y.) 239. 
83. Winne v. Snow, 19 Fed. 507; 
Indianapolis, ete.,, R. Co. v. Peo., 91 
Tll. 452; McNair v. Peo., 89 Ill. 441; 
Toledo, ete, R. Co. v. Foster, 43 
Ill. 480; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v: How- 
ard, 38 Ill. 414; Higby v. Peo., 5 Ill. 
165; Ryder v. Hulscher, 49 Ill. A. 77; 
Vandeventer v. Van Court, 2 N. J. L. 
163; Megargell v. Hazleton Coal Co., 


8 “Watts & Si’ (Pa.) 342%" ‘Com. “v: 
Davenger, 10 Phila. (Pa.) 478. 
84 U. S.—uU. S. v. Tilden, 28 F. 


Cas. No. 16,523. 
Conn.—State v. 
181. 


Bishop, 7 Conn. 
Tll.—MecNair v. Peo., 89 Ill. 441. 
Me.—Dexter v. Blackden, 93 Me. 

473, 45 A 525; State v. Smith, 64 Me. 

moat Wiscasset v. Trundy, 12 Me. 

yo Mfass.—Com. v. Howard, 13 Mass. 
Eng.—Butler v. Butler, 1 Hast 338, 

102 Reprint 131; Rex v. Hymen, 7 T. 

R. 586, 101 Reprint 1118. 

85... U. So. v2 Boucher: 24m, "Cas: 

No. 14,627, 6 McLean 277; U. S. v. 

Morris, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,814, 2 Bond 


23). 

The United States cannot 
sue. U.S. v. Bougher, 24 F, Cas. No. 
14,627, 6 McLean 277. 


86. Rosenberg v. Union Iron 
Works, 109 Fed. 844. 
87. In sre Burk, 66 Ind. A. 435, 118 


NE 540; Chicago, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
52 Okl. 614, 153 P 625: 

88. Mobile, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
5 Miss. 1375" ‘State. v., ‘Caraleigh 
Phosphate, ete, Works, 119 N. C. 
120, 25 SH 795; Sutton v. Phillips, 
16 IN. Cue b02e 2h, 968, 417 NC 
228, 23 SEH 264; Burrell v. Hughes, 
116 N. C) 430, 21 Sh 9715 Middleton 
v. Wilmington, ete, R. Co. 95 N. 
C. 167 [overr Duncan vy. Philpot, 64 
N. C. 479]; Norman v. Dunbar, 53 
NC. 931,73 Com. -v. Preiffer, 35° Pa. 
Go. §476;—-Com. ~v.. Gillingham, 1 
Brewst. (Pa.) 396. 

g9. Lewis v. Stein, 16 Ala. 214, 50 
AmD 177; Thompson v. Howe, 46 


(Ky.) 344; Yocum v. Daniel, 1 J. ‘J. 
Marsh. (Ky.) 14; Davidson vy. Blunt, 


itty! Sel. Gaga (Ky) 128 JBriork we 
EUCasia dibs CKy.) ) 96 aede AG aise 
Marsh. 305; Dexter v. Blackden, 93 
Me. 4738, 45 A 525; Vandeventer v. 
Vani Court aowNa dale loess v. 
Gaston, = 1 NJ) Li’ 623) Harnist vi 
Moore, 1 N. J. L. 53; Anonymous, 


964; Pinkney 
v. East Hundred, 2 Saund. 374 note 
1, 85 Reprint 1161; Croucher v. Col- 
lings, 1 Saund, 186 note 1, 85 Re- 
print 145. 

[a] In Quebec, the qui tam ac- 
tion, properly so called, no longer 
exists; in cases of suit for penalties, 
it is necessary to sue either in the 
name of the crown or in the name 
of some private citizen only. : The 
law does not distinguish between 
suits taken either under the Do- 
minion Law or under a _ provincial 
law. Lamontagne Vv. Grosvenor 
Apartments, Ltd., 11 Que. Pr. 329, 16 
RevLegNS 274. To same effect La- 
montagne v. Grosveror Apartments, 
Ltd., 37 Que. Super. 274 [aff 20 Que. 
K. B. 221]; Quebec Barbers’ Assoc. 
v. Blanchard, 21 Que. Super. 201; 
Cardinal v. Geoffroy, 13 Que. Pr. 
413; Lamontagne v. Galbraith, 13 
Que. Pr. 397; Benoit v. St. Denis, 7 
Que. Pr. 424 (holding that a plain- 
tiff who sues to recover penalties 
for violation of the Public Health 
Act, is not subject to have his action 
dismissed upon excention to the 
form for having declared that he 
sues as well in his own name as in 
the name of the provincial board of 


health); Poirer v. Boursier, 7 Que. 
PreeG: 
[b] Whe remedy for a secret as- 


sault under the statute is by a qui 
tam prosecution, and not by a com- 
plaint in the name of the party in- 
jured alone. Dickinson vy. Potter, 4 
Day (Conn.) 340. 

93. Levy v. Gowdy, 2 £4Allen 
(Mass.) 320; Harrell v. Warren, 100 
N. CG. 259, 6 SE 777; Martin v. Mar- 
tin. 50 N. C. 346 [dist Harrington v. 
McFarland, 1 N. C. 543]; Collegze of 
Physicians v. Salmon, 1 Ld. Raym. 
680, 91 Reprint 1353; Rex v. Lovet, 
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an action in his own name to recover the whole 
penalty, and need not declare qui tam.°* Unless 
otherwise provided by statute the common informer 
must sue either in person or by attorney.°> Where 
the whole penalty goes to a city or borough, the cor- 
porate name of such city or borough should be used 
as plaintiff.°° A constitutional provision that all 
writs and processes shall run, and all prosecutions 
shall be conducted in the name of the state, does 
not affect suits under penal statutes, which may be 
brought in the name of any person in the manner 
provided by the statute creating them.®’ <A statute 
preseribing that suit shall be brought in the name 
cf the state prevents an action in any other 
method.°§ 

A public officer may not, in the absence of stat- 
utory authority, maintain an action in his own name 
for penalties accruing to the state.°° To recover a 
penalty given to a town treasury, action should be 
brought in the name of the treasury and not in the 
name of one holding the office of treasurer. 

Real party in interest. Where the statute pro- 
vides that the penalty imposed shall be recovered in 
a civil action brought by the commissioners of a 
state board in the name of the state, the state is 
the real party in interest and is the proper plain- 
tiff.? 

Consent of nominal plaintiff. Where the statute 
provides that actions to recover a specific penalty 
shall be brought in the name of the city, it has been 
held that, although there is no express requirement 
therefor, the consent of the city is essential where 
no part of the penalty goes to the informer.? On 
the other hand it has been held that a defendant, 
sued for a penalty to be recovered by certain offi- 
cers, under a statute providing that, if they do not 
sue on notice to them of the offense, a private per- 
son may do so in their names, is not entitled to 
have the action dismissed, on the ground that it 
was brought without authority from the nominal 
plaintiffs, and without notice to them,* and that, 
7 T. R. 152, 101 Reprint 905; Drake 
v. Preston, 24 We ©. On Bs 257. 

94. Lewis v. Stein, 16 Ala. 214, 
50 AmD 177; Kelly v. Davis, 1 Head 
(Tenn.) 71. ‘See also Tarde v. Bense- 
man, 31 Tex. 277. 

95, Rex, Vee Austins iGAltas 10 
WestLR 387. 

{a] Infant. — Under a_ statute 
which provides that an informer may 
sue in person or by attorney, an in- 4. 
fant suing by his next friend cannot | Barb. 
recover. Garrett v. Roberts, 10 Ont. | HowPr 312, 
A. 650. 16 HowPr 


96. Dexter v. Blackden, 93 Me. 
473, 45 A 525; Wiscasset v. Trundy, 5. 


est, the state 


Super. 3381. 
Excise 


506; 
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66 Ind. A. 435, 118 NE 540 (holding 
that under a statute providing 
every action shall be prosecuted in|] (N. 
the name of the real party in inter- 
may 
statute authorizing a state board to [a] 
sue where the state 
receive the penalty). 

3. Clauchs y. Pittsburgh, 


Comrs. v. 
GN. ¥.)) -266;, 13 AbbPr 
Pomroy v. Sperry, 
CN eye) 
Lewis, 4 Den. (N. Y.) 269 

Dexter Vv. Blackden, 93 Me, 478, 
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where a statute provides that an action may be in- 
stituted by any citizen in the name of the town to 
recover a penalty, defendant cannot object that such 
action cannot be brought in the name of the town 
without its consent. Where the name in which 
the action is brought is that of the people or of the 
state which may only be used by the proper state 
official, defendant is entitled to object that the 
authority to bring the action is not shown. Where 
defendant may object to plaintiff’s capacity to sue, 
he must do so by*demurrer or by allegation in his 
answer, or the defect will be waived." 

Proceedings by indictment. Where an act pro- 
vides that the proceedings to recover a penalty must 
be by an indictment, it is necessarily implied that 
they are to be in the name of the state.® 

{§ 102] c. Joinder. While it has peen held that 
a penal action cannot be maintained by several per- 
sons jointly, as common informers,’ unless the stat- 
ute imposing the penalty expressly authorizes such 
a proceeding,’° the contrary has been held where the 
action is regarded as based upon contract.1t In a 
qui ‘tam action the state or other for whom defend- 
ant sues as well as for himself is not, according to 
some authorities, a proper party to the suit and 


should not join as plaintiff,!? although the contrary © 


has been held;1® and the statute may expressly pro- 
vide that the person entitled to a part of the pen- 
alty when recovered may join with the state in an 
action to recover it.14 Where the statute gives the 
penalty to any person who shall sue for it, it has 
been held that this precludes an action by two or 
more;'® but a contrary conclusion has also been 
arrived at,!® particularly where a general statute 
provides that a singular number employed in a 
statute may be read in the plural also.17 Where the 
right to sue is given to the paxty aggrieved, those 
who have suffered a joint: injury may unite as plain- 
tiffs.18 Where such a statute is strictly penal, it 
is unnecessary for all those jointly injured to unite 
in bringing the action.1® On the other hand, if the 
13. Perrit v. Crouch, 5 Bush (Ky.) 
199; Hasbrouck v. Weaver, 10 Johns. 
XG oats Blasdell v. Hewitt, 3 
(N. Y.) 137; Frederick v. Look- 
4 Burr. 2018, 98 Reprint 51. 
In Connecticut the doctrine 
was established by early cases that 
the state or other party for whom 
eplaintiff in the qui tam action sues 
must be enjoined. Blydenburgh v. 
Miles, 39 Conn. 484; Usher v. Car- 
rier, [cit Houghton v. Havens, 6 
Conn, 305, 307]; Houghton v. Havens, 
6 Conn. 305; Bradley v. Baldwin, 5 


Conn. 288, 290 (‘The principal ques- 
tion before the court involves a mere 


that 


Cai, 
sue under a/| up, 
is entitled to 
31 Pa. 


Purdy, 36 
434, 22 


211; Thayer v. 


12 Me. 204; Brooklyn v. Nassau Hlec- | 45 A 525. point of practice. long and uni- 
tric R. Co., 44 App. Div. 462, 61 NYS 6. Peo. v. Lamb, 85 Hun 171, 82|formly settled. If the exigencies of 
33; Burgess v. Hiestand, 15 Pa. Dist. | NYS 584; Peo. v. Belknap, 58 Hun|the case demanded it, and the ques- 
18; Caufman’s Case, 35 Pa. Co. 417; | 241, 12 NYS 148. tion were open, I should incline to 
Milton v. Hoagland, 3 Pa. Co. 283; 7. Peo. v. Lamb, 85 Hun 171, 32]|the opinion, that the action of the 
Com. v.. Davenger, 10 Phila. (Pa.) NYS 584. é plaintiff might have been sustained 
478; Kensington v. Glenat, 1 Phila. 8 State v. Stinson, 17 Me. 154./in the name of the informer only; 
(Pa.) 251, See State v. Wabash, ete. R. Co., 89} but on this subject, I express no 

97. Johnson v. Seaboard Air Line | Mo. 562, 1 SW 130 (holding where} decided judgment”); Dickinson v. 
R...Co., 73 S. C. 36, 52 SH 644. indictment was permissive form of | Potter, 4 Day 340. 

98. Davis v. Pullman Co., 34 Tex. |remedy a complaint by a county at- 14. State v. Wisconsin Cent. R. 


Civ. A. 621, 79 SW 635. 4 torney was properly in the name of |Co., 128 Wis. 79, 107 NW 295. 

[a] In Georgia a penal action | the state). 15. Ferrett v: twill, SE. Gas. 
must be brought in the name of the OF) .Vintony ov. se Welsh;, .95e5 Picks. 4 Nome4, Wages: Blatcht. 151, 4 NYLeg 
governor, the attorney-general or the} (Mass.) 87; Hill v. Davis, 4 Mass. Obs 215, 294. 
solicitor-general, unless a _  special|137; Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9; 16. Chaput v. Robert, 14 Ont. A. 
officer is authorized to sue by the]|Com. v. Winchester, 3 PaLJR 34, 38 | 354. 

Penal Law itself. McDaniel v. Gate |PaLJ 34, 4 PaLJ 871. 17. Wells v. Cooper, 57 Conn. 52, 
City Gas-Light Co., 79 Ga. 58, 3 SH 10. Com. v. Winchester, 3 PaLJ|17 A 281. 

693; O’Kelly v. Athens Mfg. Co., 36|34, 3 PaLJR 34, 4 PaLJ 371. 18. Ferrett vv. Atwill, 8 F.. Cas. 
Ga. 51. 11. Carter v. Wilmington, etc, R.|No. 4,747, 1 Blatchf. 151; Fowler v. 


99. Hunter v. Field, 20 Oh. 340. 

to Evertsv. Allen 16 Ds Chipm. 
€vt.) 116. 12. 

So State. ve Mlorida: RR, Co; 169 ela. 
564, 68 S 667. And see In re Burk, 


14 A 416 


Col, 126, Ne Co) 438 6 aS By ka, 

Nature of action see supra § 83. 
Martin v. Martin, 50 N. C. 346; 
Blessington v. Com., 10 Pa. Cas. 509, | I. 


Frisbie, 8 Conn. 
Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9. 
19. Phillips v. Bevans, 23 
373; Forbes v. Davison, 


320; Fowler v. 


N._J. 
Li sevite 


660, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 102-105] 


object of the statute is primarily to benefit the 
party aggrieved, it seems that those jointly injured 
must bring a joint action, as the penalty is in- 
divisible.?° 

[$ 103] d. Control of Proceedings. <A strictly 
qui tam action is under the exclusive direction and 
control of plaintiff who brings it,21 although he 
cannot discontinue or compound it without leave 
of court,?? and upon such terms as the court in 
its discretion may impose;2% otherwise the cause 
will stand as if no action had been brought, and will 
not bar another suit for the same penalty.24 Where 
the action is brought by a public officer under a 
statute making it his duty to sue for and recover 
certain penalties, he is entitled to control the ac- 
tion, and may settle or discontinue it without leave 
of court.2° When, however, the action is prosecuted 
by others in the name of such public officer, the 
latter cannot control the action.2® If the action is 
brought by the state or other body politic, it is 
within the absolute control of its officers, no mat- 
ter -what interest an informer may have in the 
penalty.2” An informer who is not a party to the 
original proceeding cannot come into a proceeding 
instituted by the attorney-general for the sole use 
of the government against the wishes of the attor- 
ney-general.2* In England the attorney-general 
could not enter a nolle prosequi to an action qui 
tam, except for the king’s part of the penalty,?9 


20. Edwards vy. Hill, 11 Ill. 22;|96 Reprint 254. 
Haley v. \Taylor, 77 Miss. 867, 28 S 

“402,079 AmSR 649: Alston *v,--Orr, 
(Tex. Civ. A.) 105 SW. 234. 
Thomas v. Reynolds, 29 Kan. 304 


B. 416; 
See |Q. B. 134 
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Ont.—Hart v. Meyers, 
Bleeker v. Meyers, 6 U. 


[25 C.J-] 1193 
and if the informer is nonsuited, or releases, the 
crown may prosecute.*? 

[§ 104] 2. Defendants*1—a. Persons Liable— 
(1) _In General. A statute imposing a penalty must 
be limited in its operation to s~ch persons as fairly 
come within its provisions and it cannot be ex- 
tended by implication or construction.22 Under a 
statute making ‘‘any person’’ who violates the stat- 
ute liable, the penalty is applicable only to the one 
derelict in duty and personally guilty of the 
wrong, 

Knowledge. Where the statute requires the pro- 
hibited act to have been done ‘‘knowingly and wil- 
fully’’ in order to subject one to the penalty, it 
must clearly appear that the act was so done. 

[§ 105] (2) Master or Principal and Servant 
or Agent—(a) Liability of Master or Principal. 
A principal is liable for a penalty for acts com- 
mitted by his agent with ‘his knowledge or sane- ‘ 
tion.*° A broad distinction, however, exists between 
the liability of a principal or master where it is 
sought to hold him responsible upon a common-law 
liability for the torts of the agent or servant,3* and 
when it is sought to recover from him a statutory 
penalty. In the former case he is liable for the 
acts done within the scope of the servant’s or 
agent’s employment, in the latter case the liability 
is fixed and limited by the statute itself.27 In other 
words, the implication of authority which arises 

statute see Corporations § 30. 
Liability for penalties in general 


_ See Corporations §§ 2206-2208. 
Joint stock company see Joint Stock 


oi B65 Ob 
C 


Massé, 19 Que. 


(holding defect in parties waived 
unless raised by demurrer or an- 
Swer). 

21. U. S—wU. S. v. Griswold, 30 
Fed. 762 [aff 24 Fed. 361]; Bush v. 
U. S., 13 Fed. 625, 8 Sawy. 322. 

Conn.—Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 
Conn. 169; Hyde v. Hyde, 4 Conn. 
117; Burnham y. Barker, 2 Root 526. 

Tll.— Samuel v. Sherman, 170 Ill. 
265, 48 NE 576. 

N. Y.—Record v. Messenger, 8 Hun 
283. 


Tenn.—Matter of Atty.-Gen., Mart. 
(a Ge - 

Wis.—Lynch vy. The Economy, 27 
Wis. 69. 

See also Wheeler v. Goulding, 13 
Gray (Mass.) 539 (holding, however, 
that, in an action to recover a pen- 
alty under a statute which provides 
that one half shall be for the use of 
the city and the other half for the 
use of the person furnishing the 
necessary evidence in the case, a non- 
suit may be entered by agreement 
between plaintiff and defendant 
against the objection of the person 
who furnished the evidence). 

22. Mass.— Raynham v. Rounse- 
ville, 9 Pick. 44. 

N. H.—Burley v. Burley, 6 N. H. 
200. 


N. Y.—Bradway v. Le Worthy, 9 
Johns. 251. 

Eng.—Crowder v. Wagstaff, 1 B. & 
P. 18, 126 Reprint 753; Morgan v. 
Tate, 1 Chit. 381, 18 HCL 211; Bellis 
v. Beale, 1 Chit. 381 note, 18 ECL 212; 
Rex v, Collier, 2 Dowl. P.-C. 581; 
Bradshaw v. Mottram, Str. 167, 93 
Reprint 451; Lee v. Cass, 2 Taunt. 
213, 127 Reprint 1058; Rex v. Clif- 
ton, peter. 257, 0l Reprint 145; 
Maughan v. Walker, 5 T. R. 98, 101 
Reprint 56; Wood v. Cassin, W. Bl. 
1157, 96 Reprint 682; Anonymous, 1 
Wils. C. P. 130, 95 Reprint 532; How- 
ell v. Morris, 1 Wils. C. P. 79, 95 
Reprint 503. See also Webb v. Pun- 
Harueistre loti.) 98 7Reprint)/ 1140; 
Wright v. Stevenson, 5 Taunt. 850, 1 
ECL 433, 128 Reprint 927; Wood v. 
Johnson, W. Bl. 1157. 96 Reprint 682; 
Stock v. Eagle, W. Bl. 1052, 96 Re- 
print 619; Brery v. Levy, W. Bl. 443, 


Que.—Laprés v. 
Super. 275. 

{a] It is within the discretion of 
the court to grant leave to com- 
pound, Bradway v. Le Worthy, 9 
Johns. (N. Y.) 251; Howard v. Sower- 
by, le Taunt. 103) 12) Reprinta 170; 
Howell v. Morris, 1 Wils. C..P. 79, 
95 Reprint 503; May v. Dettrick, 5 U. 
CRa@ ase ORS. 

[b] Defendant must show cause. 
—A court will not grant leave to 
compound after verdict, unless de 


fendant can show’ circumstances 

which entitle him to the indulgence. 

Crowder v. Wagstaff, 1 B. & P. 18, 

126 Reprint 7538. : 
Compounding penalty see infra 
159: 

“ye Bradway v. Le Worthy, 9 

Johns. (CN. Y.) 251. 


24. Wheeler v. Goulding, 13 Gray 
(Mass.) 539; Raynham v. Rounseville, 
9 Pick. (Mass.) 44. 

25. Bellinger v. Birge, 54 Hun 511, 
7 NYS 695, 8 NYS 174; Olp v. Led- 
dick, 14 NYS 41. 

26. Record v. Messenger, 8 Hun 
(N. Y.) 283. 

27, Confiscation Cases, 7 Wall. (U. 
S.) 454, 19 L. ed, 196; Johnson v. U. 
S.-7 Wall. (U.-S.) 166, 19 L. ed. 187; 
The Grey Jacket, 5 Wall. (U. S.) 
370, 18 Lie-ed. 646; Franeis.v. U: S., 
RIVAL Ue SH 838, 218s nla. med. 56.03% 
Dexter v. Blackden, 93 Me. 473, 45 A 


525: State v. Smith, 49 N. H. 155, 
6 AmR 480. ; 
{al An action by ‘the United 


States under the confiscation acts 
may be discontinued by it without 
the consent of the informer, Con- 


fiscation Acts, 7 Wall. (U. 8S.) 454, 
19 L. ed. 196. 
28. Francis v. U. S., 5 Wall. (U. 
S.) 338, 18 L. ed. 603. J 
29. Stretton v. Tayler, 11 Coke 


66a note, 77 Reprint 1235, Cro. Eliz. 

138, 78 Reprint 395. i 
30. Hammon v. Gryffith, Cro. Eliz. 

583, 78 Reprint 826. — 

81. Cross references: 

Abatement of action on death of de- 
fendant see Abatement and Re- 
vival § 406. 

Corporation: : 

As person within meaning of penal 


Companies. 
Partnership: 
Action 


against partnership see 
Partnership. 
Liability of individual partners 


see Partnership [30 Cyc 535]. 
32. Ind.—State v. Pittsburgh, etc., 
R. Co., 185 Ind. 578, 35 NE 700. 
eS aia bs v. McDuffee, 65 Me. 
N. Y.—Verona Cent. Cheese Co. v. 
Muntawueshe 5 0s Nim ivineo i 4s Peow ave 
Sturgis, 121 App. Div: 407, 106 NYS 
61; Buffalo v. Clement, 19 NYS 846. 
Pa.—Fretton v. Karcher, 77 Pa. 


423; Wells v. Hornish, 3 Penr. & W. 


30. See Seurckley Tp. v. Knight, 24 
Pa. Dist. 139 (holding individual 
township supervisor not liable for a 
penalty for refusal to permit inspec- 
tion of the minutes of the board). 
Eng.—Miles v. MclIlwraith, 8 App. 
Cas. 120; General Steam Nav. Co. v. 
Morrison, 13 C. B.-581, 76 ECL 581, 
138 Reprint 1327; Parry v. Croydon 
Commercial Gas, ete., Co., 15 C. B. 
aes 568, 109 ECL 568, 143 Reprint 
ee oa v. Shaw, 7 OntWR 


50 

33. Elmira v. Johnson, 151 App. 
Div. 728, 136 NYS 471. 

34. Williams v. Hendricks, 115 


Ala. 277, 22 S 489, 67 AmSR 32, 41 
LRA 650. 
; ere of proof of intent see infra 

35. Spring Valley v. Henning, 42 
Ill. A. 159; Fruchey v. Hagleson, 15 
Ind, A. 88, 43 NE 146; Exum v. Bris- 
ter, 35 Miss. 391; Atty.-Gen. v. Riddle, 
2 Cromp. & J. 493, 149 Reprint 209; 
Cooper v. Slade, 6 H. L. Cas. 746, 
10 Reprint 1488, 

36. Criminal liability of principal 
for acts of agent generally see Prin- 
cipal and Agent § 540. 

Liability of master for torts of 
servants see Master and Servant [26 
Cye 1518]. 

Liability of principal for torts of 
agent see Agency §§ 532-540. 

37. Williams v. Hendricks, 115 
Ala. 277, 22 S 4389, 67 AmSR 32, 41 
LRA 650; Roeber v. Society for Pre- 
vention of Cruelty to Animals, 47 N. 
J. L. 2837; Verona Cent. Cheese Co. v. 


1194 [25C.J.] 


out of the relation of agent or servant is insufficient 
to impose liability upon the principal or master, 
but he must have either concurred in the act or 
assented thereto,?® except where the statute pro- 
vides for compensatory damages rather than a pen- 
alty in its true sense.2® The act of the agent or 
servant must have been under express or necessarily 
implied authority.*° It is sufficient to prove a 
general authority to the agent to violate the stat- 
ute,*? and it is not necessary to prove that the prin- 
cipal had actual knowledge of every violation of 
the statute by the agent.42, Where an act for which 
it is sought to enforce a statutory penalty is com- 
mitted not by defendant personally but by his 
servant, he is entitled to show in defense that it 
was committed against his express directions;** such 
directions must have been given in good faith and 
with an honest intent and desire, together with a 
reasonable expectation, that they should and would 
be obeyed.*# But an express direction not to com- 
mit the act will not prevent liability from attach- 
ing to the employer, where from the nature of the 
servant’s employment he is vested with the duty 
of determining whether particular circumstances 
fall within the prohibition of the statute enforcing 
the penalty,*® and in such a case the mere absence 
of the principal at the time the agent committed 
the act will not preclude liability.4° Further, where 
the statute makes it unlawful to perform a specific 
act by agent or otherwise, it has been held that 
the master is lable for an act committed by his 


Murtaugh, 50 N. Y. 314; Clark v. 


Metropolitan Bank, 10 N. Y. Super.; of that fact). 
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that defendant had actual knowledge 


42. Verona Cent. 


[§§ 105-107 


servant without. his knowledge or consent,#7 and 
even though contrary to his express directions.48 In 
any event a master cannot be held liable for a 
penalty for an act done by his servant, where he 
would not have been liable if he had done the act 
\himself.49 

Independent contractors. An employer is not lia- 
ble for the act of an independent contractor over 
which he has no direction or control,®° but he may 
be held liable.for a violation of the statute by the 
independent contractor where he permits the viola- 
tion to continue after the contract is ended.®! 

[§ 106] (b) Liability of Servant or Agent. The 
rules applicable as to joint tort-feasors will not 
operate to impose liability for a penalty upon one 
not within the meaning of the statute imposing the 
penalty, who performs the act prohibited under 
directions of another ;*? but where a statute imposes 
a penalty upon any person who shall commit a 
forbidden act, one who commits such an act as the 
employee or agent of another is liable,®5? and this 
is true, although the agent committing the forbidden 
act was ignorant of the facts which rendered such 
act unlawful.°* Where under the statutes the act 
penalized is not regarded as a tort, it has been held 
that an agent is not individually liable for an act 
done in behalf of his principal.®® 

[§ 107] b. Joinder. Where a penalty is im- 
posed on an offense which several may and do joint- 
ly commit, the wrongdoers may be sued either 
jointly °° or severally,>” but plaintiff can have but 
52. Elmira v. Johnson, 151 App. 


Div, 728, 136 NYS 471. 


Cheese Co. v {a] Dlustration.— Where a pen- 


241; Dickenson v. Fletcher, L, R. 9 
12) 


CLE 

[a] For example.—Where a stat- 
ute provides that liability for fail- 
ure to comply with it shall be im- 
posed only when such failure was 
due to neglect or deliberate intent, 
a principal who is guilty of neither 
negligence nor willful violation can- 
not be held liable for his servant’s 
failure to observe the statutory re- 
quirements. Dickenson v. Fletcher, 
TORS 94C: Pooks 

38. U. S—Schreiber v. Sharpless, 
6 Fed. 175; U.S. v. Beaty, 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,555, Hempst. 487; U. S._v. 
Halberstadt, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,276, 

ilp. 262. 

Foe cwiiilams v. Hendricks, 115 
Ala. 277, 22 S 489, 67 AmSR 32, 41 
LRA 650; Smith v. Causey, 22 Ala. 
568. 

Ky.—Com. v. F. W. Cook Brewing 
Co., 104 SW 255, 31 KyL 818. 

Mass.—Goodhue v. Dix, 2 Gray 181. 

N. H.—Batchelder v. Kelly, 10 N. 
H. 436, 34 AmD 174. 

N. J.—Roeber \v. Society for Pre- 
vention of Cruelty to Animals, 47 N. 
re 23M 

N. Y.—Verona Cent. Cheese Co. v. 
Murtaugh, 50 N. Y. 314 [rev 4 Lans. 
17]; Clark v. Metropolitan Bank, 10 
N. Y. Super. 241. 

Tenn.—Porter v. Vance, 14 Lea 629. 


W. Va.—Hall v. Norfolk, ete; R. 
Co., 44 W. Va. 36, 28 SE 754, 67 
AmSR 1757, 41 LRA 669. 

39. Bryan v. Adler, 97 Wis. 124, 


72 NW 368, 65 AmSR 99, 41 LRA 658. 

Liability of principal for torts of 
agent generally see Agency §§ 532- 
539. 

40. Cushing v. Dill, 3 Ill. 460; Sat- 
terfield v. Western Union Tel. Co., 23 
Ill. A. 446. 

41. Verona Cent. Cheese Co. v. 
Murtaugh, 50 N. Y. 314 [rev 4 Lans. 
ayia bs See New York Fire Dept. v. 
Stetson, 14 Daly 128, 6 NYSt 255 
(holding that in an action to recover 
a penalty for permitting persons to 
stand in the passageways of a the- 
ater it was not necessary to prove 


Te ae 50 N. Y. 314 [rev 4 Lans. 
Ae |S 

43. Westchester County v. Dress- 
ner, 23 App. Div. 215, 48 NYS 953; 
Thomas v. Williams, 48 Misc. 615, 95 
NYS 592. 

44, Westchester County v. Dress- 
ner, 23 App. Div. 215, 48 NYS. 953. 

45. Dudley v. Sautbine, 49 Iowa 
650, 31 AmR 165. 

46. Com. v. Emmons, 98 Mass. 6. 

{a] For example.—Under a state 
statute providing a penalty for the 
admission of minors to billiard 
rooms, the keeper of such a room is 
liable for the admission of minors, 
whether or not he knows the per- 
sons admitted to be minors, and if 
the minors were suffered to remain 
there by defendant’s agents, it is im- 
material that defendant was not 
present. Com, v. Emmons, 98 Mass. 6. 

47. U.S. v. Thomasson, 28 F. Cas. 
No, 16,478, 4 Biss. 99; Davis v. Bemis, 
40 N. Y. 453 note. 

[a] TIllustrations.— (1) Under a 
statute providing a penalty for the 
violation of the revenue laws a part- 
ner is liable for violation of such 
laws by his copartner, although he 
neither knew of or consented to such 
violation. U.S. v. Thomasson, 28 F. 
Cas. No. 16,478, 4 Biss. 99. (2) Un- 
der a statute providing a penalty for 
the signing or delivering to any col- 
lector of a false bill of lading, parties 
engaged in the canal boat business 
were liable for the acts of their 
agents in signing and delivering false 


bills, Davis v. Bemis, 40 N. Y. 453 
note. 
48. Metropolitan L. Ins. Co. v. 


Peo., 209 Ill. 42, 70 NE 648; Dudley 
v. Sautbine, 49 Iowa 650, 31 AmR 
165; Roberge v. Burnham, 124 Mass. 
277; Draper v. Fitzgerald, 30 Mo. A. 


518. 
49. Russell v. Irby, 13 Ala. 131. 
50. Buffalo’ v. Clement, 19 NYS 
846; Williamsport v. Williamsport 
Water Co., 7 Pa. Dist. 206. 


51. Caldwell v. Pre-emption, 74 Ill. 
A. 32. 


alty is imposed upon a property own- 
er who constructs a sidewalk with- 
out a permit from a board of pub- 
lic works, a contractor who con- 
structs the sidewalk under authority 
from the owner who has not secured 
a permit is not liable for the pen- 
alty. Elmira v. Johnson, 151 App. 
Div. 728, 1386 NYS 471. 

53. State v, Gallagher, 126 Mo. A. 
729, 106 SW 111; Puckett v. Com., 107 
Va. 844, 57 SE 591. 

{a]. For  example—A defendant 
who labored on the sabbath in vio- 
lation of a penal statute forbidding 
such labor was personally liable, al- 
though he performed the work for 


another, Puckett v. Com., 107 Va. 
844, 57 SE 591. 
54 Emporia v. Becker, 76 Kan. 


181, 90 P 798, 12 LRANS 946. 

55. Wartman v. Empire Loan Co., 
45 Tex. Civ. A. 469, 101 SW 499. 

56. U. S.—U. S. v. Chicago, ete., 
R. Co., 143 Fed. 353. 

TIll.—Indiana Millers’ Mut. F. Ins. 
Co. v. Peo., 65 Ill: A. 355 [aff 170 Tl. 
474, 49 NE 364]. 

Me.—Frost v. Ruwse, 2 Me, 130. 

Mass.—Burnham v. Webster, 5 
Mass. 266; Boutelle vy. Nourse, 4 
Mass. 431; Hill v. Davis, 4 Mass. 137, 

N. J.—Bayles v. Newton, 50 N. J. 
L. 549, 18 A. 7%. Laff 51 NPs eeebas 
19 A 174]. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Girard, 73 Hun 457, 
26 NYS 272 [aff 145 N. Y. 105, 39 
NE 8238, 45 AmSR 595]; Palmer vy. 
Conly;;4, Den. 374 [aff_2-NZ Y. 182]; 
Ingersoll v. Skinner, 1 Den. 540; 
Marsh v. Shute, 1 Den. 230; Warren 
v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. 678. 

Eng.—Partridge v. Naylor, Cro. 
Eliz. 480, 78 Reprint 731; Hardyman 
v. Whitaker, 2 East 578 note, 102 
Reprint 489; Barnard v. Gostling, 2 
East 569, 102 Reprint 487; Rex v. 
Biegruale, 4 T. R. 809, 100 Reprint 

Ont.—Chaput v. Robert, 14 Ont. A. 
peal Drake v. Preston, 34 U. C. Q. B. 


57. 2 Me. 


Frost v. Rowse, 130; 


— 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


§§ 107-109] 


one satisfaction. Where, however, a statute pre- 
scribes a separate penalty against each offender, 
several defendants cannot, according to one view, 
be joined in the same action.®* According to an- 
other view, however, the several defendants may be 
joined and the penalty recovered against each.°® In 
an action to recover a statutory penalty, misjoinder 
of defendants is not a ground of demurrer when a 
practice act provides that no action shall be de- 
feated by reason of the misjoinder of parties.°° Non- 
joinder of a party defendant, in an action of debt 
for a penalty, must be taken advantage of by plea 
in abatement.®t 

[§ 108] H. Process**—1. In General. The 
process in a proceeding to enforce a penalty must 
comply strictly with any requirements prescribed 
by statute.°* The character of the process by which 
a proceeding to enforce a penalty shall be begun, 
as to whether it must be civil or criminal, depends 
in the absence of express statutory provision upon 
whether the proceeding is regarded as criminal or 
civil in its nature.°* Where the proceeding is re- 
garded as civil, it should be begun by summons and 
the issuance of a warrant is improper,®® except 
where it is a proper form of civil process. A 


Burnham v. Webster, 5 Mass. 266; |57 SH 588. 
Boutelle v. Nourse, 4 Mass. 4381; Hill 
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67. Houghton v. Havens, 


[25 C.J.) 1195 


criminal proceeding, however, is to be begun by 
warrant.®7 By statute it is sometimes provided 
that an action to recover a penalty may be begun 
either by capias or summons,®® or the issuance of 
an order of arrest is authorized.6® Under the view 
that the action is based upon contract rather than 
upon tort *° it has been held that the proper form 
of summons is that prescribed for an action on con- 
tract. Where common-law forms of action are 
retained, it should appear from the process that 
the proper form for the recovery of the penalty 
sought is being pursued.72 The name of the in- 
former should appear on the writ in a qui tam 
action for a penalty.’ Where upon substantially 
the same facts a person may be liable to penalties 
under two distinet statutes, notice for a motion for 
a penalty should inform him as to which of the 
statutes it will be sought to enforce.4 The process 
need not conclude ‘‘contra formam statuti.’’ 75 

[§ 109] 2. Indorsements and References to 
Statutes—a. Necessity and Sufficiency. . In actions 
for the recovery of statutory penalties it is usually 
required that a general reference to the statute shall 
be indorsed on the summons,’* with such a deserip- 
tion of the statute as will identify it with con- 


73. Com. v. Evans, 20 lLegint 


6 Conn. | (Pa.) 133. See Com. v. Gillingham, 1 


v. Davis, 4 Mass. 137; Powers v.|305; Leavensworth vy. Tomlinson, 1]|Brewst. (Pa.) 396 (holding that 

Spear, 3° N. H. 35: i Root (Conn.) 436. ' plaintiff named ae thie copooke 
[a] One or more.—An action for [a] Necessity of notice.—(1) A | wealth the addition of the name of 

a penalty is regarded as in the na-|qui tam prosecution is not a civil] the informer did not add a second 

ture of an action for tort in which ]/action for the purposes of notice. | plaintiff). 

one or more of the offending parties | Leavensworth v. Tomlinson, 1 Root 74. Judy v. Howard, 2 Metc. (Ky.) 

may be sued. Jacksonville v. Hol- | (Conn.) 436. (2) After a qui tam in-| 44. 

fang, Lost. 2:0, formation has been filed, no other 75. Garlington v. Kennedy, 16 S. 
58. Marsh v. Shute, 1 Den. (N.| notice need be given to defendant of |C. L. 424; Kirby v. Rice, 8 erg. 

Y.) 230; Wilson v. Rogers, 8 Yerg.|its pendency than a copy of it, ‘left | (Tenn.) 442, 

(Tenn.) 218; Slack v. Gibbs, 14 Vt.| with him, by an indifferent person, 76. Oliver v. Larzaleer, 5 N. J. L. 

357, in conformity with an order of the] 513; Schoonmaker v. Brooks, 24 Hun 


59. U.S. v. Babson, 24 F. Cas. No. 
14,489, 1 Ware 450. 
60. Chaput v. Robert, 14 Ont. A. 


oe See also Pleading [81 Cyc 
gst Powers v. Spear, 3 N. H. 
62. Proceedings to enforce mu- 


nicipal ordinances see Municipal Cor- 
porations. [28 Cyc 790]. 

63. McCall Vv. Justices Clark 
County Ct., 1 Bibb (Ky.) 516; Boulay 
v. Saucier, 7 Que. Pr. 344. See cases 
infra this note. 

[a] Requirements as to service.— 
Com. v. Turnpike Co., 1 LackLegN 
(Pa.) 487. 

{[b] Affidavits for summons.—(1) 


Under statute requiring an affidavit: 


to be made before summons in penal 
actions shall issue, such an affidavit 
must show the character in which 
plaintiff sues. ‘The proper title of 
the cause should be in the affidavit, 
and I apprehend the proper descrip- 
tion of the cause is that the plaintiff 
sued not for himself alone, but, in 
this case, for the Queen as well as 
himself.” Robertson v. Orchard, 4 
Ont, .Pr..23,. 24; (2) Advantage of 
the want of such an affidavit may 
be taken at any stage of the pro- 
ceedings. The court may act of its 
own accord, or its attention may_be 
called to the defect by motion. La- 
voie v. Racine, 5 Que. L. R. 319. 

64, Character of proceedings see 
supra § 80. 

65. Oliver v. Larzaleer, 5 N: J. L. 
605; State v. Chandler, 8 Oh. Dec. 
(Reprint) 322, 7 CincLBul 97; Com. 
vy. Nice, 13 Pa. Dist. 309, 29 Pa. Co. 
607; Scranton v. Frothingham, 5 Pa. 
Dist. 639; Milton Borough v. Hoag- 
land, 3 Pa. Co. 283. 

Right to arrest see Arrest § 97. 

66. London v. Headen, 76 N. C. 
72: Harshaw v. Crow, 33 N. C. 240; 
Duffy v. Averitt, 27 N. C. 455; Wash- 
ington v. Frank, 46 N. C. 436; Bun- 
combe Turnp. Co. v. McCarson, 18 N. 
C.. 306; Hanger v. Com., 107 Va. 872, 


60 SE 67; Wells v. Com., 107 Va. 834, 


court; and an appearance and answer 
to the information, without objec- 
tion, is a waiver of any objection to 
want of seasonable notice. Merriam 
v. Langdon, 10 Conn. 460. 

68. See statutory provisions; and 
Champion? vi eierce, LIN: a. ia 196s 
Drew v. Hilliker, 56 Vt. 641. 

[a] Action in United States court. 
—(1) A state law providing that a 
penal action may be commenced by a 
capias is applicable to such actions 
when brought in courts of the United 
States sitting within the state where 
it obtains. U.S. v. Banister, 70 Fed. 
44, (2) Applicability of state laws 
as to procedure in federal courts gen- 
Pa see Federal Courts §§ 108- 
62. 

69. .U. S. v. Walsh, 28 F. Cas. No. 


16,635, 1 Abb. 66, Deady 281; U. S. 
v. Griswold, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,266, 5 
Sawy. 25. 

70. See supra § 83. 


McCoun v. New York Cent., 
eta Re Gone hans. GNI Ys) tbe iapp 


dism 50 N. Y. 176]; Abbott v. New 
York, ‘ete.; R. Co., 12: AbbPrNS (N. 
Y.) 465. 

[a] Objection to form of sum- 


mons.—In an action to recover a 
statutory penalty, the proper way of 
objecting to the use of a Summons 
“for relief,” instead of a Summons 
“on contract,” is not by setting aside 
the summons or complaint, but by an 
application for relief after judgment, 
if the judgment obtained is one to 
which plaintiff i¢ not entitled. Ab- 
bott v. New York Cent., etc., R. Co., 
12 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 465. 

Garlington v. Kennedy, 16 S. 
Cc) Li, 424. 

[a] Writ held in debet and deti- 
net.—In an action of debt on a penal 
statute a writ calling upon defend- 
ant to render to plaintiff a specified 
sum “due under an act of the Gen- 
eral Assembly to him, and which 
from him he unjustly detains to his 
damage,” ete., is substantially in the 
debet and detinet. Page v. Farmer, 
6 N:. C. 288. 


(N. Y.) 553 [disappr Peo. v. Bull, 42 
N. Y. Super. 19]; Bissell v. New York 
Cent., ete, R: Co., 67 Barb. (N: Y-) 
385; Cox v. New York Cent., etce., R. 
Go.,, 61) Barb. GN. Y¥2) “6153 “Perry: v: 
Tynen, 22° Barb. (N: Y.) 137; Mar- 
selis v. Seaman, 21 Barb. (N. Y.) 319; 
Young v. Gregg, 9 NYCivProc 262; 
New York v. Hisler, 10 Daly 396, 2 
NYCivProec 125; London v. Headen, 
16 N. ©. 723 Duffy v: Averitt, 27 N.C, 
455; Buncombe Turnpike Co. v. Mc- 
Carson, 18 N. C, 306, 

fa] The object (1) of such a stat- 
ute is to inform defendant of the 
nature and cause of the action 
against him. Bissell v. New York 
Cent.,” ctey? RivCo., 167 (Barb: (CN: Wye) 
385; Cox v. New York Cent., etc. R. 
Co:, 61 Barbi -GNe Ys) 6153 Perry ve 
Tynen, 22 Barb. (N. Y.) 137; Marselis 
v. Seaman, 21 Barb. (N. Y.) 319; An- 
drews v. Harrington, 19 Barb. (N. Y.) 
343; Peo. v. Bull, 42 NYS 19; Bur- 
dick Vv. Brie” R. Cor) 92 INYS' sl225 
Young v. Gregg, 9 NYCivProc 262; 
Townsend v. Hopkins, 9 NYCivProc 
257; Prussia v. Guenther, 16 AbbN 
Cas (N. Y.) 230; Sawyer v. Schoon- 
maker, 8 HowPr (N. Y.) 198; Avery 
vo Slack) 17 Wend GN), 286. 6C2) 
Such object is fully met without the 
indorsement when the complaint is 
annexed to the summons and served 
with it, and contains the reference 
which should strictly be indorsed 
on the summons, Brown v. Pond, 5 


Fed. 31; Cox v. New York Cent., etc., 
ReiCoi'Gilt Barbse@Nacy.) s6l55 Peo eve 
Bull, 42 N. Y. Super. 19; Burdick v. 


Brie R. Co., 92 NYS 122; Thayer v. 
Lewis, 4 Den. (N. Y.) 269. (3) A 
failure to issue summons in the form 
prescribed by subd 2 of § 129 of the 
old code is of no consequence where 
a copy of the complaint is served 
with the summons. McCoun vy. New 
Vorkeecent... ete.,/2Ri Cole 507 eN NS 
176, 7 Lans. 75. (4) It seems that the 
statutory provision is complied with 
if the reference is contained in the 
body of the summons instead of by 
way of indorsement upon it, Schoon- 
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venient certainty,’* and also specifying the section, 
given in different sections for 
Such a statute has 
been held to apply to actions for penalties whether 
brought by a private person or by the people”? In 
some jurisdictions it is provided that the name ox 
the prosecutor as well as the title of the statute shall 
It is sometimes pro- 
vided that the magistrate issuing the original process 
shall make a minute on the writ under his official 
signature of the date of his signing it.*? 

[§ 110] b. Effect of Failure to Indorse. 
action for a statutory penalty, failure to indorse 
a general reference to the statute, when required 
by statute, is fatal on objection,®? and the service 
gives the court no jurisdiction over defendant’s 


if the penalties are 
different acts or omissions.’® 


be indorsed on the process.®° 


maker v. Brooks, 24 Hun (N. Y.) 
5535 Cox, vil New. .York. Cent.) ete., 
RECO: cod barb ONa Ys) G1 05 eG.) Ve 
Bull, 42 N. Y. Super. 19; Young v. 
Gregg, 9 NYCivProc 262. (5) Infor- 
mation derived from sources other 
than the copy of the summons or 
complaint served, as from an affi- 
davit filed later in the proceedings, 
will not supply the, place of an in- 
dorsement. Brown ‘v. Pond, 5 Fed. 
41. 

[b] Actions for double damages. 
—wWhere the statute merely gives an 
additional remedy for what was be- 
fore a common-law injury, as an ac- 
tion for double or treble damages, 
an indorsement is not imperative, 
since if plaintiff does not bring him- 
self within the penal statute he is 
still entitled to recover his actual 
damages. Sprague v. Irwin, 27 How 
Pr GN. Yi.) 51. 

77. Burdick v. Erie R. Co., 92 NYS 
122. 

[a] Sufficiency.—- (1) Where the 
statute is not divided into different 
sections giving different penalties, it 
will be a sufficient indorsement to 
state its. title. Schoonmaker  v. 
Brooks, 24 Hun (N. Y.) 553; Perry v. 
Tynen, 22 Barb. (N. Y.) 137; Andrews 
v. Harrington, 19 Barb. (N. Y.) 343; 
Prussia v. Guenther, 16 AbbNCas 
(N. Y.) 230; Excise Comrs. v. Doh- 
erty, 16 HowPr (N. Y.) 46. (2) An 
indorsement referring to “the pro- 
visions of the several statutes” re- 
lating to the subject is insufficient. 
Hitchman v. Baxter, 34 Hun (N. Y.) 
271. (3) Where the summons refers 
to the statute and section imposing 
the penalty, omitting to refer to an 
amendatory statute giving the officer 
who is plaintiff the right to sue does 
not vitiate the proceedings. Prussia 
v. Guenther, 16 AbbNCas (N. Y.) 
230, (4) An indorsement that the 
summons was “issued according to 
the proceedings of title nine,” etce., 
instead of “according to the provi- 
sions,’ which is the phrase used in 
the statute, is good. Andrews v. 
Harrington, 19 Barb: (N. Y.) 348 i@) 
The indorsement need not appear on 
the summons, but only on the copy 
served on defendant. Peo. v. Wal- 
ters, 7 NYCivProc 406, 15 AbbNCas 
461. (6) Particular indorsements 
held sufficient see Marselis v. Sea- 
man, 21 Barb. (N. Y.) 319; Andrews 
v. Harrington, 19 Barb. (N. Y.) 343; 
Saratoga County Excise Comrs. vy. 
Doherty, 16 HowPr (N. Y.) 46. 

{b] Such information as com- 
plaint would contain. — An indorse- 
ment is sufficient if it gives defend- 
ant such information as to the of- 
fense as would be given by the com- 
plaint if served. Prussia y. Guen- 
ther, 16 AbbNCas (N. Y.) 230. 

[c] A misrecital of the date when 
the statute was enacted will not 
vitiate it, where the description is 
otherwise full enough, so that de- 
fendant could not have been misled. 
Brown v. Church, 5 Fed. 41. 

[a] It is not necessary that the 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


person.®° 


be too late, 


In an 


statute or ordinance should be print- 
ed verbatim upon the summons; all 
that is required is such a reference 
as will enable the party served with 
the summons to determine for what 
offense he has been sued. New York 
v. Wood, 15 Daly 341, 6 NYS 657; 
New York y. Hisler, 10 Daly 396, 2 
NYCivProc 125. 

{e] Return of service.—Under an 
early provision the indorsement was 
contained upon the summons itself. 
But in either event it seems that 
the return of service need not men- 
tion the indorsement. Perry v. 
Mynens 224 barber (New) Leda CO.m i. 
Walters, 7 NYCivProc 406, 15 AbbN 
Cas 461; Excise Comrs. v. Doherty, 
16 HowPr (N. Y.) 46. 

78. Hitchman v. Baxter, 34 Hun 
Ripley v. McCann, 34 

; Schoonmaker v. 
Brooks, 24 Hun CNj Ya) 5533) Louns 
v. Gregg, 9 NYCivProc 262; Avery Vv. 
Slack, 17 Wend. (N. Y.) 85. 

79. Peo. v. O’Neil, 54 Hun 610, 8 
NYS 123. _Contra, Townsend _v. 
Hopkins, 9 NYCivProc 257 (holding 
that the statute applies only to ac- 
tions by private persons). 

80. See statutory provisions; and 
Miller v. Stoy, 5 N. J. L. 476; Hage- 
man Vv. ‘Van Doren, 6 N: J. L. J. 310. 

81. See statutory provisions; and 
Brighton vy. Kelsey, 77 Vt. 258, 59 A 
833; Pollard v. Wilder, 16 Vt. 605 
note; Dassance v. Gates, 13 Vt. 275; 
Bowen v. Fuller, 2 Tyler (Vt.) 85. 

[a] The minute is a substantive 
and a material requirement of the 
proceedings, and is not a part of 
the complaint. Brighton v. Kelsey, 
77 Vt. 258, 59 A 8383; State v. Per- 
kins; 58: Vit. 7225.5 A .894; 

[b] When made—The minute 
must be made at the time when the 
writ is signed, and if*made subse- 
quently it is invalid. Wheelock v. 
Sears, 19 Vt. 559; Pollard v. Wilder, 
17 Vt, 48,16 Vt. 605 note. 

{c] Contents.—Such minute must 
contain an allegation showing when 
the writ was signed. Montpelier v. 
Andrews, 16 Vt. 604; Pollard v. Wil- 
der, 16 Vt. 605 note, 17 Vt. 48. 

[ad] In what actions necessary.— 
The minute required by the statute 
is required whether the action is 
strictly penal or upon a remedial 
statute giving the right to sue to 
the party aggrieved. Pollard v. Wil- 
der, 16 Vt. 605 note, 17 Vt. 48; Slack 
v. Gibbs, 14 Vt. 3857; Dassance v. 
Gates, 13 Vt. 275; Hubbell v.. Gale, 
3 Vt. 266; Bowen v. Fuller, 2 Tyler 
(Vt.) 85. 

[e] Actions in which this indorse- 
ment not required.—(1) suit for 
a penalty or forfeiture given to the 
treasury of the United States. U. 
S. v. Banister, 70 Fed. 44. (2) An 
action to recover a statutory penalty 
where the remedy is given to the 


party injured or aggrieved, or to 
such party and the state. Hall v. 
Adams, 1 Aik. (Vt.) 68. (38) An ac- 


tion to recover a penalty for receiv- 
ing a fraudulent conveyance of lands 


[§§ 109-111 


Advantage of a failure to make such in- 
dorsement upon the summons may be taken by spe- 
cial appearance supported by affidavit.84 
davit must state the source of the information of. 
the affiant, and the grounds of his belief, that the 
action is brought on a penal statute.®® 


The affi- 


It will not 


where the fact does not appear of 
record, for defendant to move, when the proceed- 
ings develop the real object of the suit.%¢ 
[§ 111] 3. Waiver and Cure of Defects. 
of process ard all formal defects contained in it 
are waived by a voluntary appearance of defendant 
without objection.’? 
summons a referencé to the Penal Act, as re- 
quired by law, is an irregularity within this rule,%* 
as is also the failure to indorse the day, month, and 


Want 


A failure to indorse on the 


with intent to defraud plaintiff of 
his debt. Denton v. Crook, Brayt. 
(Vt.) 188. 


e2. Hayes v. Storms, 64 N. J. L. 
514, 45 A 809; Hageman v. Van Doren, 
CoN ds dass ol. 

83. U. S. v. Rose, 14 Fed. 681; 
Brown v. Pond, 5 Fed. 31; Bissell v. 
New York, Cent. eic.,;. Riou Gr 
Barb. (N. Y.) 385; Lassen v. Aron- 
son, 21 NYS 452, 29 AbbNCas 114; 
Buncombe Turnpike Co. v. McCar- 
son, 18 N. C. 306; Scroter v. Harring- 
ton, 8 N. C. 192. 

[a] Defect not amendable. — (1) 


U. S. v. Rose, 14 Fed. 681; Brown v. ° 


Pond, 5 Fed. 31. (2) But in England, 
Ontario, and some other jurisdic- 
tions proceedings in penal actions 
are amendable as in other actions. 
See the provisions in the English 
and Ontario Judicature Acts and 
Rules which relate to amendments. 

84. See cases infra note 85. 

85. Brown v. Pond, 5 Fed. 31; 
Delisser v. New York, ete, R. Co., 
59 N. Y. Super. 233, 14 NYS 382, 20 
NYCivProc 312; Burke v. New York, 
ete, Re Co... 15 NYS A4a8e 389 Nivasg 
241, 59 N. Y. Super. 569; Avery v. 
Slack, 17 Wend. (N. Y.) 85. 

86. Delisser v. New York, etc., R. 


Goi, 5D ON. w¥e SUPT. 283.0 ae BEN DSS 
382, 20 NYCivProc 312; Lassen v. 
Apppeen. 21 NYS 452, 29 AbbNCas 


87. Conn.—Merriam vy. Langdon, 
10 Conn. 460. 

Ill.—Byars v. Mt. Vernon, 77 Ill. 
467; Coulterville v. Gillen, 72 T11. 
599; Jacksonville v. Block, 36 Ill. 
507; Ewbanks v. Ashley, 36 Ill. 177. 

N. Y.—Andrews v. Harrington, 19 
Barb. 348. 
june C.—Duffy v. Averitt, 27 N. C. 


Pa.—Fraily v. Sparks, 2 Pars. Eq. 
Casva wea 

Wis.—State v. Doane, 14 Wis. 483. 

N. B.—Reg. v. Simmons, 14 N. 
Bs pLoss 

Ont.—Mewburn vy. Street, 21 U. C. 
@l sy EOE 

[a] Summons served by wrong 
person.— That the summons in a 
penal action is not served by the 
person designated by law is a mere 
irregularity, and if an objection is 
not promptly taken on such 
ground it will be deemed waived. 
Ahner v, New York, etc., R. Co., 20 
NYCivProc 318. 

[b] Discontinuance.—The discon- 
tinuance of the suit at the early 
English law caused hy its going 
over from one terin to another is 
cured by the appearance of the party 
in penal as well as in other civil 
actions. North v. Wingate, Cro. Car. 
559, 79 Reprint 1081; Sedgwicke v. 
Richardson, 3 Lev. 374, 83 Reprint 
737; Humble v. Bland, 6 T. R. 255, 
101 Reprint 540. 

88. Brown, Vv. eond, 57 Nedieels 
Hageman v. Van Doren, 6 N. J. L. J. 
310; Bissell v. New York Cent., etc., 
R. Co., 67 Barb. (N. Y.) 385; Ver- 
non v. Palmer, 48 N. Y. Super. 231, 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number, 


Q 
‘ 


§§ 111-112] 


year upon the writ.®® 


thus waived.°® 


regarded as constituting a defect 
general appearance.®! 

[§ 112] 
tion, or Petition—a. 
cording to the generally accepted 


67 HowPr 18; Spoor v. Cornell, 12 
NYCivProc 319; Townsend v. Hop- 
kins, 9 NYCivProc 257; Prussia v. 
Guenther, 16 AbbPrNCas (N. Y.) 
230; Sprague v. Irwin, 27 HowPr (N. 


Y.) 51; Mulkins v. Clark, 3 HowPr 
NEae Ys)! a 
[a] An appearance merely for 


the purpose of insisting on the want 
of proper process, or an appearance 
followed by the taking of an objec- 
tion, will not be a waiver of the 


defect. Brown v. Pond, 5 Fed. 31. 
89. Grandy School Dist. No. 1 v. 
Austin, 46 Vt. 90; Wheelock v. 


“Sears, 19 Vt. 559; Pollard v. Wilder, 
17 Vt. 48, 16 Vt. 605 note. 

90. Ewbanks v. Ashley, 36 M11. 
ite Wallas v,.Elendry, 3 2Na J. I 
527; Carter v. Dow, 16 Wis. 298. 

91. State v. Lakewood Market 
GOnuSs INe* deeplae DLA, tS, AG Lo 4, 

fa] In Quebec (1) a person suing 
in his own name for a penalty be- 
longing to the crown must so state 
in the writ. Duval v. St.-Alexandre 
Corp., 24 Que. Super. 271. (2) Ina 
penal action brought by a plaintiff, 
as well in his own name as in the 
name of his majesty, against a coin- 
pany for want of registration, it is 
not necessary to add, in the writ, 
after the name of plaintiff, the 
words “Prosecuting as well in his 
own name as for us.” Croysdill v. 
Shawinigan Carbide Co., 10 Que. Pr. 
67. 


92. Character of proceedings see 
supra § 80. j 

93. Peo. v. Clark, 140 App. Div. 
150, 124 NYS 1023; Peo. v. Stein- 
peck, 186 App. Div. 26, 173 NYS 
791 [aff Peo. v. Esposito, 227 N. Y. 
610, 125 NE 922]. 

94, Ala.—Prigmore v. Thompson, 
Minor 420. ; 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Spees, 18 App. Div. 
617, 46 NYS 995; Levy v. Cohen, 
19 NYS 912 [rev 18 NYS 155]. 

N. C.—Harrington v. McFarland, 1 
N. C. 476. 

Tex.—State v. Williams, 8 Tex. 
255, 14 Tex. 98; Redus_v.- Blucher, 
(Civ. A.) 207 SW 613; Kansas City, 
ete.;, Rv Co. v. Cole, (Civ- A.) 149 
SW 753. 

Eng.—Davy v. Baker, 4 Burr. 2471, 
98 Reprint 295. : 

See ‘also Manz v. St. Louis, etc., 
Rimi@on Sve Mo. 215,528 ls Gvnere: at 
was held that “greater strictness of 
construction; both as to the allegato 
and the probata, is requisite than in 
ordinary cases’’). 

Prosecutions under municipal or- 
dinances see Municipal Corporations 
[ee Oviern9 51: : : 

95. State v. Zillman, 121 Wis. 472, 


918 
175.” 94 CCA 35] 
75, : 
Packages Distilled Spirits, 152. Hed. 
580: U. S. v. Manufacturing Appa- 
ratus New Jersey Melting, etc., 
Co., 141 Fed. 475; U. S. v. Gay, 80 
Fed. 254 [aff 95 Fed. 226, 
46]; U. S. v. Platt, 27 F. Cas. No. 
16,054a; Ferrett v. Atwill, 14 F. Cas. 
No. 4,747, 1 Blatchf. 151; Briscoe v. 
‘Hinman, 4 F. Cas. No. 1,887, Deady 
588. ‘ 

Ala.—Central of Georgia R. Co. 
v. Sturgis, 149 Ala. 573, 43 S 96; 
Duke v. Chandler, 39 S 567. 


That a penal action has been 
commenced by criminal instead of civil process does 
not constitute a defect so serious that it may not be 
Failure of the summons to state 
the use to which the penalty is to be applied if 


I. Pleading—1. Complaint, Declara- 
Sufficiency in General. 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


is waived by a 


Ac- 
rule proceedings 


Ark.—State v. International Har- 
viester,;Co,,.. 79, Ark: 517,96, Sw 119; 


St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. State, 58 

Ark. 39, 22 SW. 918. 
Colo.—Mitchell v. Wheeler, 20 

ColossAGe 159) ia Pe sole 
Conn.—Broschart v. Tuttle, 59 


Conn. 1, 21 A 925, 11 LRA 33; Lara- 
bee: v.| Tracy, 1 Root 273. 

Ill. Peo. v. Fesler, 145 Ill. 150, 
34 NE 146; Waddle v. Duncan, 63 
Ill. 223; Whitecraft v. Vanderver, 12 
Ill. 285; Pace v, Vaughan, 6 Ill. 30; 
Wright v. Bennett, 4 Ill. 258; Peo. 
v. New York Mut. L. Ins. Co., 72 
Til. A. 569; Kruse v. Kennett, 69 Il. 
A. 566 [rev on other grounds 181 


Ill. 199, 34 NE 965]. 
Dnd:.—=(Chicaro,, eta. | CO) oN. 
Salem, 170 Ind. 153, 82 NE 913, 19 


LRANS 658; Stafford v. St. John. 164 
Ind. 277, 73 NE 596; Reese v. West- 
ern Union Tel. Co., 123 Ind. 294, 24 
NE 1638,.7 LRA 583; Hadley v. West- 
ern Union, Tel. Co., 115 Ind. 191, 15 
NE 845; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Wilson, 108, Ind« 308, 9 NE i172; 
Burgh v. State, 108 Ind. 132, 9 NE 
75; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Kin- 
ney, 106 Ind. 468, 7 NE 191; Western 
Union Tel. Co, v. Mossler, 95 . Ind. 


29; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Ex- 
tell, 69 Ind. 199; Grand Trunk West- 
ern R. Co. v. State, 40 Ind. A. 695, 82 
NE 1017; Western Union Tel. Co. v. 


McClelland, 38 Ind, A. 578, 78 NE 
Ci2si eHood, w...iBaker,, CA.)) vo. INH 
608. 

Towa.— Cook ‘v. Chicago, .etc:, R. 
Co., 136 Iowa. 497, 113. NW 1079; 
Clark v. American Express Co., 130 
Iowa 254, 106 NW 642. 

Ky.-—Prior V., duucas,; 3; Bibb) 96; 
Bess v. Shepherd, 2 Bibb 225. 

La.—New Orleans v. Gordon, 12 


La. Ann, 749. 
Me.—State v. Androscoggin R. Co., 
76 Me. 411; Eustis v. Kidder, 26 Me. 


97; Berry v. Stinson, 23 Me. 140; 
Palmer v. York Bank, 18 Me. 166, 
36 AmD 710. 

Mich.—Howser v. Melcher, 40 


Mich. 185; Benalleck v. Peo., 31 Mich. 
200. 

Mo.—Barber Asphalt Pav. Co. v. 
Peck, 186 Mo. 506, 85 SW 387; Mc- 
Grew v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 114 
Mo. 210, 21 SW 463; Manz v. St. 
Louis, etc., R. Cce., 87 Mo. 278; State 
v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 83 Mo. 144; 
McClure y. Pacific R. Co, 35 Mo. 
189; Welton v. Pacific R. Co., 34 Mo. 
358; Bradshaw v. Western Union 
Nel Com L50 .Mios AL val 13t Sw 912; 
Kingston v. Newell, 125 Mo. A. 389, 
102 SW 604; Frederick v. Bruckner, 
124 Mo. A. 31, 101 SW 619; Casey v. 
St. Louis Transit. Co., 116 Mo. A. 235, 
91 SW 419; Eddington v. Western 
Union. Tel. Co., 115 Mo. AY 93, 91 
Sw 4388; Pollard v. Missouri, etc., 
Tel. Co., 114 Mo. A. 533, 90 SW 121; 
Wood v. Western Union Tel. Co., 59 
Mo, A. 236. 

N. H.—Pike v. Madbury, 12 N. H. 
262; Fairbanks v. Antrim, 2 N. H. 
105. 

N. J.—Hoeberg v. Newton, 49 N. 
J. L. 617, 9 A 751; Allaire v. Howell 
Works Co., 14 N. J. L. 21; Chew v. 
Thompson, 9 N. J. L. 249; Anony- 
mous, 3 N. J. L. 108; Walker v. Pier- 
Sons oF INGOs Ley AL. 

N. Y.—Peo. v. Fisher, 190 N. Y. 
468, 883 NE 482; O’Connor v. Brook- 
lyn Heights R. Co., 123 App. Div. 
W845 LOS wNYS .40 1; Peo. Vr Wold. 112 
App. Div. 449, 98 NYS 381, Stevens 
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to recover statutory penalties are so far criminal in 
their nature °? that the pleadings must be strictly 
construed,°? some authorities requiring the same 
certainty as is required in an indictment.%4 
ever, in some jurisdictions the liberality of con- 
struction applicable to pleadings in civil actions 
generally is permitted. 
the gravamen of the action should be clearly and 
distinctly stated,®* in order that it may appear that 


How- 


The facets constituting 


v.. New) York,111 cApp) Dive 362, 9% 
NYS 1062; Ithaca Fire Dept. v. Rice, 
108 App. Div. 100, 95 NYS 464; Steu- 
ben County v. Wood, 24 App. Div. 
442, 48 NYS 471; Peo. v. Lamb, 85 
Hun’ 171, 32 "NYS 584: Pharmacy 
State Bd. v. Davey, 56 Misc. 568, 
107 NYS 46; Shelly v. Westchester 
Lighting Co., 55 Mise. 105, 105 NYS 
133; Peo. v. Koster, 50 Misc. 46, 97 
NYS 829; Pelletreau v. Greene Cons. 
Gold Min. Co., 49 Misc. 233, 97 NYS 
391; Thomas v. Williams, 48 Misc. 
615, 95 NYS 592; Kee vy. McSweeney, 
15 AbbNCas 229, 66 HowPr 447; 
Morehouse y. Grilley, 8 HowPr 431; 
Peo. v. Brooks, 4 Den. 469; Bayard 


v. Smith, 17 Wend. 88; Bigelow v. 
Johnson, 13 Johns. 428; Morrell v. 
Fuller, 7 Johns. 402; Blasdell v. 


Heowity heh Shey oma Liye 

Y .—Carson v. Bunting, 154 N. 
C. 530, 70 SE 923; Morris-Scarboro- 
Moffit Co. v. Southern Express Co., 
146 N. C. 167, 59 SE 667, 15 LRANS 
983; Harrill v. Southern R. Co., 144 
N. C. 532, 57 SE 3838; Leathers v. 
Blackwells Durham Tobacco Co., 144 
N. C. 330, 57 SE 11, 9 LRANS 349; 
Stone v. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co., 
144 N. C. 220, 56 SE 932; Alexander 


Xe eile seat Line R. Co., 144 
Y. ; , 6 SE 697; Wrigh 3 
Wheeler, 30 N. C. 184, ps yt! 


N. D.—Sheets v. Prosser, 1 penlDy 
180, 112 NW 72. yaar 

Pa.—Aechternacht v. Watmough, 
8 Watts & S, 162; Manayunk vy. 
Davis, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 289° Com v, 
Fiegle, 2 Phila. 215. 

S. C.—Salley v. Seaboard Atr Line ~ 
Lata (GOS PAS SEOs Bie iO, hah iS, 

S. D.—Dunlap v. Chicago, ete., R. 
Co., 32 S. D. 581, 144 NW 226; Kirby 
v. Western Union Tel) Co.) 4S!) D. 
463, 57 NW 202. 

Peat ae oes v. Bumpass, Mart. & 


Tex.—Texas, etc., Re Co. Vv 
Hughes, 99 Tex. 533, 91 SW 567: 
State v. Missouri, ete, R. Co., 99 


Tex. 516, 91 SW 214, 5 LRANS 783, 
13 AnnCas 1072; San Antonio, etc., 
Re Co. \v. Stribling, 99 "Tex. 3199"%s9 
SW 963; Schloss v. Atchison, etc., 
Ri CO, 85. Tex,” 601.5 22 “Siwy ots 
Gulf) ete, Ra Co. vy.) uoonice, S84 arrex: 
259, 19 SW 385; Sabine, etc., R. Co. 
v. Cruse, 83 Tex. 460, 18 SW 755; 
Murray v. Gulf, etc., R. Co., 63 Tex. 
407, 51 AmR 650; Scogins v. Perry, 
46 Tex. 111; Orton v. Engledow, 8 
Tex. 207; Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Block- 
en, 43 whexcs Clive Aus 00. et On SiWiee Gor 
State v. Southern Kansas R. Co., 
(Civ, A.) 99" SW 67> WMexas) etch Ri 
Co. Vv. luoving,, (Civ. A.) 98 Sw 451: 
Texas, etc., R. Co. v. Shipman, (Civ. 
A.) 98 SW 449; Gray v. Eleazer, 43 
Tex. Civ. A. 417, 94 SW 911; Hous- 
ton, etc., R. Co. v. Buchanan, 42 Tex. 
Civ. A. 620, 94 SW 199; Texas, etc., 
BR, “Cow vi. utanesdale.- (Civ. -A=)s.30 
SW 681; Texas, ete, R. Co. v. Wood, 
(Civ. A.) 23 SW 744. 

Vt.— Hardwick v. Vermont Tel., 
€tG.,) CON 0 pVits LOU, 40) oA GOP 

Va.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Powell, 94 Va. 268, 26 SH 828. 

Wis.—State v. Wisconsin Cent. R. 
Co., 128 Wis. 79, 107 NW 295. 

Eng.—Foster’s Case, 11 Coke 56b, 
77 Reprint 1222, 91 Reprint 948. 

[a] If a penal statute gives no 
general form of declaring, plaintiff 
must state the special matter on 
which his cause of action arises. 
Bigelow v. Johnson, 13 Johns. (N. 


1198 [250.J.] 


the case is within the statute.9? 


statute.°§ 


ease clearly within the statute.®® 


tions are insufficient,t and no material fact may be 
The offense must 
It is insufficient to allege that 
plaintiff had reason to suspect that defendant was 
( With respect to formal allegations 
the pleadings in penal actions are governed in 
modern times by the liberal rules applicable to civil 
actions generally.» A petition to recover a statutory 
penalty may be sufficient to state a cause of action 
at common law, although it is insufficient under 


left to inference or conjecture.” 
be directly charged.® 


the wrongdoer.* 


Y.) 428; Cole v. Smith, 4 Johns. (N. 
oy SR 

[b]}] The preamble of a warrant 
is a part of the warrant; and where 
it sets forth the facts constituting 
the offense the warrant is proper 
a form. Harshaw v. Crow, 33 N. C. 
40. 

Prosecutions under municipal or- 
dinances see Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 795 et seq]. 

97. U. S.—Ferrett v. Atwill, 8 F. 
Cas. No. 4,747, 1 Blatchf.,151. 

‘Ala.—Blackburn v. Baker, 7 Port. 
284; Reagh v. Spann, 3 Stew. 100. 

Tll.— Pace v. Vaughan, 6 Ill. 30: 
Peo. v. Mutual L, Ins. Co., 72 Ill. A. 
569. 

Ind.—Reese v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 128 Ind. 294, 24 NE 163, 7 LRA 
583; Western Union Tel. Co. v. Kin- 
ney, 106 Ind. 468, 7 NE 191. 

Me.—State v. Androscoggin R. Co., 
76 Me, 411. 

Mass.—Soper v. Harvard College, 
1 Pick) 177, 1L,AmD 159. 

Mo.—Welton v. Pacific R. Co., 34 
Mo. 358. 

N. Y.—Bayard v. Smith, 17 Wend. 
8. 

N. C.—Wright v. Wheeler, 30 N. 
Cc. 184. 

Ss. G—ZJohnson v. Seaboard Air 
Ting a,-Co:y, 18) 8. (C.436, 52.SH644, 

Tenn.—-Greer v. Bumpass, Mart. & 
Y. 94. 

Tex.—Kansas City, etc. R. Co. v. 
Cole, (Civ. A.) 149 SW 7538. 

Vt.— Ellis v. Hull, 2 Aik. 41. 

Ont.—Ollard v. Owens, 29 U. C. Q. 
Bu 515. 

[a] Bringing case within amend- 
ment.— Where a penalty accrues be- 
fore the statute prescribing it is 
amended, but the action is not 
brought until after the amendment, 
the pleading must show that plain- 
tiff possesses all the qualifications 
imposed by the amendment. Barker 
v. Phelps, 39 Mo. A. 288. 

98. U. S.—The Hoppet v. U. S., 
Ton@ranchmosos, toi cnmaed. BS 0ni Line 
Nancy, 17 F. Cas. No. 10,008, 1 Gall. 
66; U. S..v. The Little Charles, 26 
By Cas. «No, 115,612, 1 Brock, 347, 
Rook’s Case, Hard. 20. 

N. J.—Van Dyke v. Speer, 3 N. J. 
L. 546. : 

N. Y.—Stuben County v. Wood, 24 
App. Div. 442, 48 NYS 471; Cort- 
Jand v. Howard, 1 App. Div. 131, 37 
NYS 848; Bigelow v. Johnson, 13 
Johns. 428. 

N. C.—Wright v. Wheeler, 30 N. C. 
184. 

Tenn.—Greer v. Bumpass, Mart. & 
Y. 94. 

N. B.—Ex p. Clifford, 8 N. B. 16. 

Ont.—Reg. v. Aumond, 2 U. C. Q. 
B. 166. 

[a] Section imposing several 
penalties.—A complaint does not 
State facts sufficient to constitute a 
cause of action where it merely re- 
fers to the section of the statute re- 
lied on, where the section contains 
several provisions for the violation 
of which a penalty may be incurred, 


The necessity for 
pleading facts sufficient to bring a case within the 
statute is not obviated by express reference to the 
Even in a penal action, however, plaintiff 
is required to state only the facts which bring his 
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General allega- 


mon law.’ 


an offense.?° 


each provision having reference to 
different facts. Peo, v. Koster, 50 
Misc. 46, 97 NYS 829. 

99. State v. Nolte, (Mo. A.) 187 
SW 896. 

1. U. S.—U. S. v. Three Hundred 
and Ninety-Six Barrels Distilled 
Spirits, 28 FE. Cas. No. 16,503; U.S. 
v. The Little Charles, 26 F. Cas. No. 
15,612, 1 Brock. 347. 

Cal.— Dutch Flat Water Co. v. 
Mooney, 12 Cal. 534, 

N. Y.—McKeon v. Lane, 1.N. Y. 
Super. 319. 

N. C.—Wright v. Wheeler, 30 N. 
Cc. 184. 

S. D.—Kirby v. Western Union 
Tel. Co., 4 S. D. 468, 57 NW 202. 

2. U. S.—uU. S. v. Borneman, 41 
Fed. 751. 

Ill.—Peo. v. Fesler, 145 Ill. 150, 
34 NE 146; Wright v. Bennett, 4 
Ill. 258; Peo. v. New York Mut. L. 
InsCo.,. 72 Tl; A. 569! 

Ky.—Com. v. Louisville, ete, R. 
€o,, 37) SW 589) 18) Ky ‘610: 

Me.—State v. Androscoggin R. Co., 
76 Me. 411. 
ee ae v. Allen, 1 D. Chipm. 

Wis.—State v. Wolfrum, .88 Wis. 
481, 60 NW 799. 

3. otchkish v. Tuttle, 1 Root 
(Conn,) 438. 

[a] On information and belief.— 
Under Pub. L. (1898) p 48 § 36, giv- 
ing justices of the peace jurisdiction 
of actions for penalties for viola- 
tions of the game law, on receiving 
“proof by affidavit” of the violations, 
an affidavit charging a violation 
which was made on information and 
belief was not sufficient as a basis 
for such an_ action. Inelis!s vs 
Schreiner, 58 N. J. Li. 120; 32 A 131. 

4. Hotchkish v. Tuttle, 1 Root 
(Conn,.) 438. 

5. Fish v. Manning, 31 Fed. 340; 
U, S. v. One. Distillery, 27 F. Cas. 
No. 15,929, 4 Biss. 26; Berry v. Stin- 
son, 23 Me. 140; Hamer v. Eldridge, 
171 Mass. 250, 50 NE 611; Brooks v. 
King, 46 N. C. 45. 

6. State v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
240 Mo. 35, 144 SW 1088. 

7 Peo. v. Brady, 90 Mich. 459, 51 
ay 537; Benalleck v. Peo., 31 Mich. 
200. 

[a] In New York (1) Rev. St. 
pt .3 tit 6 ¢ 8 art 1.8 9 provides 
that “whenever an action of as- 
sumpsit shall be brought for the re- 
covery of any penalty given by any 
statute it shall be sufficient, without 
setting forth the special matter, to 
allege in the declaration that the de- 
fendant being indebted in the amount 
of such penalty referring to the 
same ... undertook and promised to 
pay the same.” See Peo. v. Brooks, 
4 Den. 469 (an action in debt). (2) 
It seems that this provision is ab- 
rogated by the code provision re- 
quiring the facts constituting every 
cause of action to be alleged. Ab- 
bott v. New York Cent., ete., R. Co., 
Sheld. 278, 12 AbbPrNS 465; More- 
house v. Crilley, 8 HowPr 431. Con- 


[§§ 112-113 


the statute which the pleader seeks to invoke.® 

Statutory forms. 
legation of liability, with a reference to the statute, 
is permitted by statute to take the place of a par- 
ticular statement of the facts.’ 
declaration is permitted, if plaintiff goes further 
and undertakes to state the facts constituting the 
offense he will be held to the strict rule of the com- 


In some instances a general al- 


Although such a 


[§ 113] b. Following Language of Statute. In 
an action on*a penal statute it is sufficient to lay 
the offense in the words of the statute,® unless such 
language is so indefinite, obscure, and uncertain that 
the statute fails to define what acts shall be deemed 
It is not sufficient to follow the 
| precise terms of the statute where by so doing 


tra Peo. v. Muller, 6 AbbPr 344 note; 
Peo. v. Bennett, 6 AbbPr 343, 

[b] Actions not strictly penal.— 
Actions brought upon remedial law, 
for example, actions for double or 
treble damages, or for the recovery 
of money or property lost at play, 


are not suits for penalties or for-_ 


feitures in which plaintiff may de- 
clare in short form. Howser v. Mel- 
cher, 40 Mich. 185; Beekman’s Pet., 
1 AbbPrNS (N. Y.) 449, 31 HowPr 
16 [aff 19 AbbPr 244]. 

{[c] Raising objections to such 
declaration.—If defendant is igno- 
rant of the charge against him it 
seems that he may invoke the proper 


remedy and have the declaration 
made «more __ specific. Leonard v. 
Cogswell, 7 N. S. 121. 

8. State v. Citizens’, Ins. Co., 71 
Wis. 411, 37 NW 348; Crumbly v. 


Bardon, 70 Wis. 385, 36 NW 19; State 
v. Egerer, 55 Wis. 527, 183 NW 461; 
Teetshorn v. Hull, 30 Wis. 162. 

9. U. S—uU. S. v. The Neurea, 19 
How. 92, 15 L. ed. 531; The Palmyra, 
12 Wheat. 1, 6 L. ed. 5381; The Me- 
rino, 9 Wheat. 391, 6 L. ed. 118; 
The Mary Ann, 8 Wheat. 380, 5 L. 
ed. 641; The Samuel, 1 Wheat. 9, 4 
L. ed. 28; U. S. v. Fifteen Barrels 
of Distilled Spirits, 51 Fed. 416; 
The Caroline, 5 F. Cas. No. 2,418, 1 
Brock. 384; Two Hundred and Fifty 
Barrels Mollasses v. U. S., 24 F. Cas. 
No. 14,298, Chase 502. 

Ark.—Kirkpatrick v. Stewart, 19 
Ark, 695. 

I1l.—Gebhart v. Adams, 23 Ill. 397, 
76 AmD 702. 

Ind.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Walker, 102 Ind. 599, 2 NE 137. 

Me.—Berry v. Stinson, 23 Me. 140; 
Smith v. Moore, 6 Me, 274. 

Pa.— Duck v. Chief Burgess, 7 
Watts 181; Com. v. Grower, 3 Bright 
Dig. 4536 pl 47; Board of Health v. 
Mierchen, Purd. Dig. (10th ed) 1325. 

Wis.—State v. Zillman, 121 Wis. 
472, 98 NW 543. 

Eng.—Lee v. Simpson, 3 C. B. 871, 
54 ECL 871, 186 Reprint 349; Wright 
v. Horton, Holt. N. P. 458, 3 ECL 
183, 2 Stark. 400; 2 CE pbs 
Atty.-Gen. v. Henley, 8 Ir. C. L. 267; 
College of Physicians v. Salmon, 1 
Ld. Raym. 680, 91 Reprint 1353. 

Proceeding to punish violation of 
municipal ordinance see Municipal 
Corporations [28 Cye 799]. 

10. State v. Androscoggin R. Co., 
76 Me. 411; Com. v. Bean, 14 Gray 
(Mass.) 52; Com. v. Bean, 11. Cush. 
(Mass.) 414; Duck v. Chief Rurgess, 
7 Watts (Pa,) 8de-""State: vw.) Zill= 
man, 121 Wis. 472, 98 NW 548. See 
Jacob v, U.»S., 138 F! Cas--No.- 7,157, 
1 Brock. 520 (where a declaration in 
debt for a_penalty, describing the 
offense in the words of the statute, 
was held good after verdict). 

[a] For example.—(i) Where a 
statute imposed a fine upon any per- 
son who shall “maliciously or wan- 
tonly break the glass in any 
building not his own,” an allegation 
strictly following this language was 
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For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Bn i 


} 


~§§ 113-115] 


named was 


[§ 114] « 
—(1) Necessity. 


what statute has been violated;1% 


the statute must not only be pleaded, but must be 
The strict rule of the common law 
still obtains in some jurisdictions,!> and a complaint 
is demurrable unless it both pleads the facts essen- 
tial to the action and expressly refers to the stat- 
ute under which the action is brought.1¢ 
jurisdictions, however, under the modern and sim- 
plified rules of pleading, it is now regarded as suffi- 
cient to state the facts showing a violation of the 
statute without a recital or specific reference to it,17 


counted on.}4 


unless, as is sometimes the case, 


press statutory provision as to the manner in which 


reference shall be made.18& 
[§ 115] (2) 


insufficient inasmuch as “glass in a 
building’ means glass forming part 
of a building, and should be so 
averred. Com. v. Bean, 11 Cush. 
(Mass.) 414. (2) Where letting cat- 
tle “stop to feed’ on any highway, 
etc., was penalized, an allegation that 
defendant suffered two cows to ‘‘stop 
and feed’ on a certain highway 
insufficient, since the 
declaration should have shown that 
the cows were allowed to stop and 
graze and feed on the grass growing 
on the street. Com. y. Bean, 14 Gray 
(Mass.) 52. 

11. Hardwick v. Vermont Tel., 
etc., Co., 70 Vt. 180, 40 A 169. 

12. Reference to ordinances see 
ee Corporations [28 ..Cye 

Statutory provisions for double or 
treble damages see Damages § 310. 

13}--U, S.— The Nancy. (17 F..Cas. 
No. 10,008, 1 Gall. 66; U. S. v. Bat- 
chelder, 24 F. Cas. No. 14,540; Cross 
v, U. S.,, 6 F. Cas. No. 3,434, 1 Gall. 


26. 

Cal.—Santa Barbara County _v. 
More, 175 Cal. 6, 164 P 895, LRA 
1917F 385; Chipman v. Emeric, 5 
Cal. 239. 


Ill.—Whitecraft v. Vanderver, 12 
Ill. 235; Camp v. Ganley, 6 Ill. A. 
499 


iy —Belllavan Norrispt9) Kys7 485 
Fenwick v. Peart, Hard. 6. 

Mass.—Peabody v. Hayt, 10 Mass. 
36. : 

Mich.—Howser v. Melcher, 40 
Mich. 185; Benalleck v. Peo. 31 
Mich. 200. 

N. J.—Bryant v. Gleason, 72 N. J. 
L. 481, 60 A 1110; Crawford v, New 
Jersey R., etc., Co., 28 N. J. L. 479; 
Miller v. Stoy, 5 N. J. L. 558. 

Nave Sha wav. cbobias, as.) Nie ike 
188; Kee v. McSweeney, 15 AbbNCas 
229, 66 HowPr 447; Peo. v. Brooks, 


4 Den. 469; Warren v. Doolittle, 5 
Cow. 678; Collins v. Ragrew, 15 
Johns. 5. 

N. C.—Washington v. Frank, 46 


N. C. 436; McKay v. Woodle, 28 N. 
C, 352; Duffy v. Averitt, 27 _N. C. 
455; Dowd v. Seawell, 14 _N. C. 185; 


Worke v. Byers, 10 N. C.. 228; 
Scroter v. Harrington, 8 N. C. 
192. 


N. D.—Sheets v. Prosser, 112 NW 
72: Greenberg v. Union Nat. Bank, 
5 N. D. 483, 67 NW 597. 

S. C—Cockfield v. Singletary, 49 
St GC) 11,5240: ; 

S. D.—Kirby v. Western Union 
Tel. Co., 6 S. D. 1, 60 NW 152 [foll 
Kirby v. Western Union Tel. Co.,; 
S. D. 463, 57 NW 202]. 

Vt.—Montgomery v. Edwards, 45 
Vt. 75; Keyes v. Prescott, 32 Vt. 86. 

Wis.—Teetshorn v. Hull, 30 Wis. 


: Sufficiency. Where the pleading 
contains an averment of facts bringing the case 
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the declaration does not set out a cause of action 
according to the lezal meaning of the statute. 

Reference to or Recital of Statute 12 
: The early precedents as to plead- 
ing require that a declaration, information, or in- 
dictment for the recovery of a penalty for the viola- 
tion of a statute must show by explicit reference 


in other words, 


In most 


there is an ex- | is fatal.?4 


[25 C.5.] 1199 


within the terms of the statute, a general reference 
to the statute imposing the penalty is ordinarily 
regarded as sufficient.!® A statutory provision which 
requires the summons to be indorsed with a general 
reference to the penal statute has no reference to 
j the complaint in the action, and cannot be taken 
into consideration in passing upon its sufficiency.2° 
Under some statutes the complaint is sufficient if 
it refers to the statute relied on by section and 
chapter,” but certainty of reference to at least this 
extent is requisite.?2 
it shall be sufficient to refer to a statute imposing 
a penalty by indicating its subject matter and giving 
the section, title, and chapter, the particular section 
or sections imposing the penalty together with the 
title and chapter must be stated accurately.23 In 
reciting a statute the use of ‘‘and’’ instead of 
the disjunctive ‘‘or’’ as employed in the statute 
It is unnecessary to allege that the 
statute remains in force, where the enactment of 


Under a statute providing that 


the statute is duly alleged in the pleading, as the 


ence.?® 
162. 
ieee Howser v. Melcher, 40 Mich. 


[a] “Counting on” and “plead- 
ing” distinguished.—‘‘When the form 
of pleading depends on the common 
law the statute must be both plead- 
ed and counted on. Pleading the 
statute is stating the facts which 
bring the case within it, and count- 
ing on it, in the strict language of 
pleading, is making express refer- 
ence to it by apt terms to show the 
source of the right relied on.””’ How- 
ser v, Melcher, 40 Mich. 185. 189 

[b] ‘“€he common mode of count- 


‘ing upon a statute, is to designate 


the action, in the commencement of 
the declaration, as an action upon 
the statute, with the description of 
the form of action, and reference to 
the statute. But it is not indis- 
pensable, in a case like this, to desig- 
nate the action as founded on the 
statute, in terms, if in the body of 
the declaration there are other 
equivalent words showing that the 
plaintiff claims by force of the stat- 
ute, &c.—as an allegation that there- 
by the defendant became liable by 
force of the statute, &c.; or, by 
means of the premises and by force 
of the statute in such case _ pro- 
vided, an action accrued, &c.”” Mont- 
gomery v. Edwards, 45 Vt. 75, 80. 

[ec] Misrecital. — (1) Where a 
statute is misrecited it will be fatal 
where the pleading concludes ‘con- 
trary to the form of the statute 
aforesaid” (Rex v. Wild, T. Raym. 
191, 83 Reprint 100; Birt v. Roth- 
well, 1 Ld. Raym. 210, 343, 91 Re- 
print 1036) (2) but not where the 
pleading concludes ‘contrary to the 
form of the statute in such case 
made and provided,” since then the 
court will take notice of a good act 
of parliament to punish the offense 
mentioned (Rex v. Wild, supra). 

15. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. 
State, 73 Fla. 609, 74 S 595; Bryant 
WiliGleacsonn 72 Ne we la 431760 A 
1110. 

fa] In a declaration containing 
several counts each must specifically 
refer to the statute. It is not suffi- 
cient merely to count upon the stat- 
ute in the first and use the expres- 
sion “said statute” in those follow- 
ing. Crawford v. New Jersey R., 
ete., Co., 28 N. J. L. 479. 

16. Atlantic Coast Line R. Co. v. 
State, 73 Fla. 609, 74 S 595. 

17. Ind.—Western Union Tel. Co. 
vy. Griffin, 1 Ind. A. 46, 27 NE 113. 

Ky.—Powers v. Com., 90 Ky. 167, 
13 SW 450, 11 KyL 964. 

Mass.—Levy v. Gowdy, 2 Allen 
320; Williams v. Taunton, 16 Gray 
288; Burnham y. Webster, 5 Mass. 


court will take judicial notice of its present exist- 


266, 

Mo.—Emerson v. St. Louis, etce., 
R. C€o., 111 Mo. 161) 19° “SW 11133 
Reynolds v. Chicago, ete, R. Co., 85 


Mo. 90; White v. Maxcy, 64 Mo. 552; 
Spe v. Pacific R. Co., 45 Mo. 


Mont.—State v. Owsley, 17 Mont. 


94, 42 P 105. 

Noj¥i——PeoliveMeCann) 67 yNiuva 
506; Nellis v. New York Cent. R. 
Co.,\80 N. Y. 505; McHarg v, Bast- 
man, 30 N. Y. Super. 140, 35 HowPr 
205; Peo. v. Joline, 65 Misc. 394, 121 
NYS _ 857; Morehouse v. Crilley, 8 
HowPr 431; Schroeder v. Becker, 22 
NYWklyDig 261; Carris v. Ingalls, 
12 Wend. 70. 

N. C.—Carson v. Bunting, 154 N. 
C. 530, 70 SE 923; Leathers v, Black- 
well Durham Tobacco Co., 144 N. 
C, 330, 57._SE 11, 9 LRANS 349; 
Currie v. Raleigh, ete, R. Co., 135 
N.C. 535, 47° SH) 654: 

S. D—Kirby v. Western Union 
Tel, Co,,) 45S) Ds. 468,057 “NiW 202) 16: 
Ss. D. 1, 60 NW 152. 

Tex.—Martin v. Johnson, 11 Tex. 
Civ. A. 628, 33 SW 306. 

Vt.—Burnell v. Dodge, 33 Vt. 462. 

Judicial notice of public statutes 
see Evidence §§ 1947, 1950. 

18. See statutory provisions; and 
cases infra notes 21, oe 

19. Kee v. McSweeney, i5 AbbN 
Cas (N. Y.) 229, 66 HowPr 447: 
Bayard v. Smith, 17 Wend. (N. Y.) 
88; Hall v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 257 
Pa. 54, 100 A 10385, LRA1917F 414; 
Reynolds v. Smith, 2 Browne (Pa.) 


257. But see Watson v. Shaw, 2 T. 
R. 654, 100 Reprint 352 (holding a 
misrecital fatal). 


[a] It is sufficient to refer to the 
section of the statute without set- 


ting forth its contents. Utica, vs 
Richardson, 6 Hill (N. Y.) 300; 
Smith v. Merwin, 15 Wend. (N. Y.) 


184, 

20. Ripley v. McCann, 34 Hun (N. 
Y.) 112; Schroeder v, Becker, 22 NY 
WklyDig 261. 

21. Benalleck v. Peo., 31 Mich. 
200; Sheets v. Prosser, 16 N. D. 180, 
112 NW 72. 

[a]J' Title and chapter. — Where 
the title of the statute is correctly 
given, but the chapter is wrongly 
stated, the error will not be fatal 
if there is no other chapter bearing 
eet title. Achey v. Hull, 7 Mich. 
423 


22. Sheets v. Prosser, 16 N. D. 
180, 112 NW 72. 
4 Den. (N. 


23. Peo. v. Brooks, 
Y.) 469. 

24. Rex v. Marsack, 6 T. R. 771, 
101 Reprint 819. 

25. Williams v. Taunton, 16 Gray 
(Mass.) 288. 


f 


1200 [250.J.] 


Conclusion against form of statute. In some ju- 
risdictions it is regarded as a sufficient reference 
to the statute to conclude ‘‘against the form of the 
statute,’’ etc.2® In other jurisdictions, such a con- 
clusion is not sufficient without other reference to 
the statute.?7 

Several statutes affecting subject matter. It is, 
at common law, improper and insufficient to refer 
to different statutes without specifying which is 
relied on.2* Where there are several statutes relat- 
ing to the same subject matter, a reference to such 
statutes by a mere conclusion against the form of 
the statute is not sufficient.?° 

[§ 116] d. Conclusion against Form of Statute 
—(1) Necessity. According to the strict rules of 
common-law pleading, a declaration on a _ penal 
statute must conclude against the form of the 
statute.° In an action on a statute which is 
remedial and not penal,®! or remedial as well as 
penal,°? it is not necessary to conclude that. the 
act complained of was done contrary to the form 
ef the statute. A distinction has been made by 
some authorities between cases in which the acts 
were an offense at common law and there is a 
statute prohibiting the same offense and annexing 
a penalty, and those cases in which the action is 
to recover for an offense created by statute and 
not existing at common law, it being held that in 
eases of the first class it is not necessary to allege 
that the facts constituting the offense were done 
against the form of the statute,®* but plaintiff must 
allege that he demands the penalty by foree of the 


26. U. S.—wNeff v. Pennoyer, 17 
F. Cas. No. 10,085, 3 Sawy. 495. 

Ill.—St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Hill, 
11 Ill. A, 248. 


3, 8&5 
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Clarke, 2 East 333, 102 Reprint 396; 
Rex v. Dickenson, 1 Saund. 135 note 
Reprint 142. 
Gen. v. Rattenbury, 9 Price 397, 147 


statute.24 In other jurisdictions the form of ex- 
pression against the ‘‘form of the statute’’ need not 
be employed if some other form of words is used 
which clearly indicates the idea that the action is 
founded on a statute and for an offense committed 
in violation of it.2® So, it has been held, that the 
words ‘‘by force of the statute in such case made 
and provided’? is an equivalent to ‘‘against the 
form of the statute,’’ °° as is the expression ‘‘against 
the law in that behalf made and provided.’’*" So, 
a conclusion is sufficient which expressly refers to 
the chapter and section of the statute on which 
the action is based, although it does not contain 
the words ‘‘contrary to the form of the statute.’’ ** 
A statute rendering the words ‘‘contrary to the 
form of the statute’’ immaterial in indictments and 
complaints will not obviate their employment in ac- 
tions based on penal statutes.®® 

Statutory forms of declarations for a recovery 
of a penalty which contain no reference to any 
statute obviate the necessity of alleging that the 
acts relied on were committed against the form of 
the statute.*° 

[§ 117] (2) Sufficiency. Where it is regarded 
as necessary that the declaration conclude against 
the form of the statute,*! it is not sufficient to allege 
‘‘whereby, and by force of such act’’ defendant 
has forfeited, ete.,42 or ‘‘whereby and by force of 
the statute . .. an action hath accrued,’’ 4? or 
‘‘whereby and by force of the laws and statutes of 
the said United States, an action hath acerued,’’ #4 or 
““hy means whereof and by force of the statute in 


Wentworth v. Hinckley, 67 Me. 368; 
Smith v. Montgomery, 52 Me. 178; 
Frohock v. Pattee, 38 Me. 103; 
Cleaves v. Jordan, 35 Me. 429. See 


But see Atty.- 


[§§ 115-117 © 


Ky.—Bell v. Norris, 79 Ky. 48. 
Ny; Y.—Warren vy. Doolittle, 5 Cow. 
678. 


N. C.—Dowd v. Seawell, 14 N. C. 


185; Scroter v. Harrington, 8 N, C. 
192. 

Pa.—Royse v. May, 938 Pa. 454; 
Fretton v. Karcher, 77 Pa. 423; 


Hughes v. Stevens, 36 Pa. 320; Rees 
v. Emerick, 6 Serg, & R. 286. 

Eng.—Mallacke v. Speering, Carth. 
216, 90 Reprint 729, 1 Show. 337, 89 
Reprint 610. 

27. Montgomery v. Edwards, 45 
Vt. 75. ; 

28. See Fish v. Manning, 31 Fed. 
340 (where a construction analogous 
to the common-law rule was given 
under N. Y. Code Civ. Proc. § 1897). 

29. Broughton v. Moore, Cro. Jac. 
142, 79 Reprint 123. : 

30. U0; 


» DUS = Cross mayee ls. eos 0 aot 
Cas. No. 3,434, 1 Gall. 26; Sears v. 
Wenss cd He Cas; INO. 212,092, el Gall. 
257; Briscoe v. Hinman, 4 ¥®. Cas, 
No. 1,887, Deady 588; Jones v. Van 
zgandat, 13 F. Cas. No. 7,502, 2 Mc- 
Lean 611. 

Conn.—Griswold v. Gallup, 22 
Conn. 208. 


Me.—Hobbs v. Staples, 19 Me. 219; 
Morrison v. Witham, 10 Me. 421. 

Mass.—Haskell v. Moody, 9 Pick. 
162; Nichols v. Squire, 5 Pick. 168; 
Peabody v. Hayt, 10 Mass. 36. Com- 
pare Com. v. Messenger, 4 Mass. 462 
(sustaining a complaint concluding 
. the statutes enacted 
due observation of the 
Lord’s Day’’). 

N. J.—Crawford v. New Jersey R., 
ete., Co., 28 N. J. L. 479. 

N. C.—Duffy v. Averitt, 27 N. C. 
455; Worke v. Byers, 10 N. C. 228. 

S. C.—Cockfield v. Singletary, 49 
SayC. e240: 

Eng.—Fife v. Bousfield, 6 Q. B. 
400, 51 HCL: 100, 115 Reprint. 38; 
Wells v. Iggulden, 3 B. & C. 186, 10 
ECL) 93, 107. Reprint 703; Lee. v. 


Reprint 130 (holding that, where the 
action was by the attorney-general, 
it was sufficient if from the whole 
information it is clear that defend- 
ant is charged with having com- 
mitted an offense within the stat- 


ment.—The omission to conclude 
against the form of a statute may 
be cured. by amendment if plaintiff 
agrees to claim no costs. Duffy v. 
Averitt, 27%, N...C. "455: 

{b] Reason. for such conclusion. 
—Every offense for which.a party is 
indicted is supposed to be prcse- 
cuted as an offense at common law, 
unless the prosecutor, by reference 
to a statute, shows he means to pro- 
ceed upon it, and without such ex- 
press reference, if it is no offense 
at common law, the court will not 
look to see if it is an offense by 
statute. Lee v. Clarke, 2 East 333, 
102 Reprint 396. 

[c] Warrant.—In a _ proceeding 
before a justice to recover a penalty 
given by a statute it is not neces- 
essary that the warrant should con- 
clude against the form of the stat- 
ute, it being sufficient if the war- 
rant shows what the party is called 
on to answer. Kirby v. Rice, 8 Yerg. 


(Tenn.) 442: Kirby v. Lee. 8 Yerg. 
(Tenn.) 4389. 
81. Mitchell v. Clapp, 12 Cush. 


(Mass.) 278; Read v. Chelmsford, 16 
Pick. (Mass.) 128; Read v. North- 
field, 13 Pick, (Mass.) 94, 23 AmD 
662. 

Statutory actions generally 
Pleading [31 Cyc 115]. 

32. Hewitt v. Harvey, 46 Mo. 368. 

33. Fuller v. Fuller, 4 Vt. 123. 

34 Fuller v. Fuller, 4 Vt. 128. 

35. Doane v. Cummins, 11 Conn. 
152; Whitecraft v. Vanderver, 12 
Tls52'35)"- Cooky ws 2SCOtty alow LL. oon 


see 


Blydenburgh v. Miles, 39 Conn, 484 
(where it is said that, where it 
otherwise appears from the declara- 
tion that the action is brought on a 
statute, the averment “contrary to 
the form of the statute” is not nec- 
essary or is at least merely formal). 
But see Barter v. Martin, 5 Me, 76 
(where it is said: “Whether, in an 
action upon a statute, the omission 
of the words contra formam statuti, 
ean be supplied by any other words 
of equivalent import; queere’’). 


36. Conn.— Barkhamsted y. Par- 
sons, 3 Conn. 1. 

Ill.— St. Louis, ete., R. Co. v. Hill, 
11 Ti. A. 248. 
seen eto v. Whitney, 48 Me. 


Md.—Doyle v. Baltimore County 
Comrs., 12 Gill & J. 484. 


N. Y.—Peo. v. Bartow, 6 Cow. 290. 
Bitsy mean v. Smith, 2 Browne 
Tenn.—Crain % 
390. 2 aes 
Vt.—Burnell v. Dodge, 33 Vt. 462; 
Ellis. vy. Hull, 2.) Aiko 44 
(N. HL) 
22 


37. Brown y. Hoit, Smith 
Ss ; 
Cas. No. 13,122, 1 Gall. 261 (holding 


State, 


53. But see Smith v. U. 


“law” insufficient because including 
common-law as well as_ statutory 
causes of action). 

38. Wentworth y. Hinckley, 67 
Me. 368, 369. 

39. Penley v. Whitney, 48 Me. 
Bliyile | SY, 

40. Levy v.. Gowdy, 2 Allen 


(Mass.) 320. 

41. See supra note 30. 

425 Sears: Vo U.aSiiael oy OasaeNos 
12,592,:1 Gall. 257. 

43. U.S. v. Batchelder, 24 KF. Cas. 
No. 14,540; Nichols v. Squire, 5 Pick, 
(Mass.) 168; Wells v. Iggulden, 3 B. 
ae 186, 10 BCL 93, 107 Reprint 703, 

44. -/ Cross: V.n Ui S.,, Gita Nor 
3,434, 1 Gall. 26. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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§§ 117-120} 


such case made and provided defendant became lia- 


ble,’’ ete.,45 or ‘‘contrary to the law in such case 
made and provided.’’ 4° It is, however, sufficient to 
conclude against the peace and dignity of the United 
States and contrary to the act of congress in such 
ease made and provided.47 When the action is 
founded on several statutes, or where one statute 
creates an offense and another fixes the penalty,*® 
the conclusion should be ‘‘against the form of the 
statutes,’’ But when the statute creating the offense 
is only amended or regulated, or altered in parts 
thereof which do not relate to the offense or the 
punishment thereof, a conclusion in the singular is 
proper.°° So also where an offense is prohibited 
by several statutes, but only one is the founda- 
tion of the action;54 where one statute creates an 
offense and inflicts the penalty and a subsequent 
statute imposes another penalty;52 or where one 
statute creates an offense and fixes the penalty 
and another statute gives the remedy.®? The fact 


| that the declaration concludes ‘‘contrary to the form 


of the statute,’’ instead of ‘‘contrary to the form of 
the statutes,’’ where such a conclusion is required, 
renders the declaration demurrable.** A conclusion 
in the singular when it should be in the plural or 
vice versa is a substantial defect which is not cured 
by the vercict,®> although on the other hand, it has 
been held that it is no objection to a conclusion 


45, Ree. v. Aumond, 2 U. C. Q: B. Ark.—State v. 


166. R... 104! 9540 Ark. 
Kansas City, etce., 


46. Smith v. U. S., 22 F. Cas. No. 


3,122, 1-Gall.. 261. AD gAPe 29.53 
47. Wres..v.-babson,, | 24) "Rs Cas: Tll—Adams_ v, 
No. 14,489, 1 Ware 450. 361; Chicago, etc., 


'S.— Kenrick VUE (S: cle JB 


[250.J5.] 1201 


in the plural that there is only one statute which 
must be counted upon.°*® 

[§ 118] e. Negativing Exceptions in Statute. 
Where there is an exception in the enacting clause 
of a penal statute, plaintiff suing under it must show 
that defendant is not within it; but if the exception 
is in a subsequent section, it must be pleaded in 
defense to avoid the penalty.5" 

[§ 119] f. Variance between Writ and Declara- 
tion. According to some authorities plaintiff may 
declare venerally in his process or writ and qui 
tam in his declaration;>* according to other author- 
ities, however, such 5 variance is fatal,>9 and it 
has been held that the writ cannot be amended so 
as to convert an action in the name of plaintiff into 
a qui tam action.°° It is likewise fatal if plaintiff 
sues out a writ gui tam and déclares in his own 
right.® 

[§ 120] g. Joinder of Offenses or Penalties. 
It is not sufficient to charge defendant in general 
terms with the commission of a number of offenses.°? 
Distinct causes of action for statutory penalties 
cannot be joined in the same count;** but where 
one penalty only is sought, a declaration describing 
two penal offenses in one count is good, at least 
after verdict.6° Where a single transaction may 
give rise to a liability for several penalties as where 
it affects several persons or things and a penalty 


Kansas City, ete., | with increased force and efficacy to 
546, 16 SW 567; |the case where penalties are given 
R. Co.-v. Summers, | by one statute, and particular cases 

are, by a subsequent statute, ex- 
Cutright, 53 Ill. |empted from its operation.” Thi- 
R. Co. v. Carter, | bault v. Gibson, 12 M. & W. 88, 94, 


48. 

Cas. No. 7,713,-1 Gall. 268. 

Conn.—Blydenburgh v. Miles, 39 
Conn. 484. 

N. C.—State v. Muse, 20 N. C. 463. 

Eng. — Broughton v. Moore, Cro. 
Jac, 142, 79 Reprint 128. 

Ont.—Drake v. Preston, 34 U. C. 
Qa. 20s 

49. U. S.—Kenrick v. U. S., 14 F. 
Gas; INo.i,(13, 1 Gall, 268. 

Ind.— State v. Moses, 7 Blackf. 
244, 

Me.—Blake v. Russell, 77 Me. 492, 
1 A 200; Morrison v. Witham, 10 Me. 
421. 

N. Y.—Kane v. Peo., 8 Wend. 203. 

Eng.—Clanricarde v. Stokes, 7 
Hast) 516,— 103 Reprint, 199;. Lee. v. 
Clarke, 2 East 333, 102 Reprint 396; 
Stradling v. Morgan, Plowd, 199, 15 
Reprint 305. 

Ont.—Drake v. Preston, 34 U. C. 
QeeBr aol. 

SO risalkes..torie, ,etc:,, Ri Cow Vv. 
Noblesville, 15 Ind. A. 697, 44 NE 
651; Morrison v. Witham, 10 Me. 
421; Kane v. Peo., 8 Wend. (N. Y.) 
203; Dingley v. Moor, Cro. Bliz. 750, 
718 Reprint 982. 

51. Morrison v. Witham, 10 Me. 
421. 

52. Butman’s Case, 8 Me. 113. 

5S) Sears v.10..S; 20) b-Cas: No. 
12,592, 1 Gall. 257; Andrews v. Hun- 
dred of Lewknor, Cro. Jac. 187, 79 
Reprint 163. But_see Lee v. Clarke, 
2 East 333, 102 Reprint $26) Drake 
Vv. ePreston, 34 U..C. Q.;B., 257. 

54. Drake v. Preston, 34 U. C. Q. 
B, 25%. 

55. State v. Muse, 20 N. C. 463. 

56. Kenrick v. U. S., 14 F. Cas. 


/No. 7,718, 1 Gall. 268. 


ALi —— he AUINOTA Var. ss eebts 
Craneh 582, 3 L. ed. 378; U. S. v. 
River Spinning Co. 70 Fed. 978; 
Fish v. Manning, 31 Fed. 340; U. 
S. v. Moore, 11 Fed. 248; U. S. v. 
Hayward, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,336, 2 
Gall. 485; Gross v. U. S., 6 F. Cas. 
No. 3,434, 1 Gall. 26; U. S. v. Tilden, 
28. F. Cas. No. 16, 523; Smith v. U. S., 
Bee ke Cas: JNO. 13, 122, 1 Gall. 261. 

Ala.—Bell v. Wallace, 81 Ala. 422, 
1S 24. 


725 C. J.—76] 


20 Ill. 390; Whitecraft v. Vanderver, GB tae 1122 (per Lord Abinger, 


L2e Ta eiooe 

Me.—Berry v. Stinson, 23 Me. 140; 
Smith v. Moore, 6 Me. 274; Little 
v. Thompson, 2 Me. 228. 

Miss.—Barber v. Levy, 73 Miss. 
484, 18 S 797. 

N. J.—Crosson v. Rutherford, 66 
IN fodiens, ote, 748) 5 ANY 5 14s Eofimany vi. 
eens DL ENe. JIudua 244, 010 eA Ss 
McGear v. Woodruff, 33 N. J. L. 213; 
Farwell v. Smith, 16 N.’J. L. 1338. 

N. Y.—Stuben County v. Wood, 24 
App. Div. 442, 48 NYS 471; Peo. v. 
Bradt, 46 Hun 445, 10 NYS 157, 7 
N. Y. Cr. 444; Newcomb v. Butterfield, 
8 Johns, 342; Hart v. Cleis, 8 Johns. 
41; Teel v. Fonda, 4 Johns. 304; 
Bennet v. Hurd, 3 Johns. 438 [expl 
Blasdell v. Hewitt, 3 Cai. 137]; Shel- 
don v. Clark, 1 Johns, 513. 

R. I.—State v. O’Donnell, 10 R. I. 
472, 1 CowCr 238. 

S. C.—Mills v. Kennedy, 17 S. C. 
1 ee, le 

Vt.—Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Bullard, 65 Vt. 634, 27 A 322; Ellis 
vy. Hull, 2 Aik. 41. 7 

Eng.—College of Physicians v. 
Salmon, 1 Ld. Raym. 680, 91 Reprint 
1353; Pilkington v. Cooke, 16 M. & 
W. 615, 153 Reprint 1336; Thibault 
vy. Gibson, 12 M. & W. 89, 152 Re- 
print 1122; Gill v. Scrivens, fs sabbactiaes 
Dhan Oa! Reprint 838; Spieres v. Par- 
ker, ska A Ned ets, el ee 99 Reprint 1019; 
TE spd) wieg ASE MDT ale MDS Sade | BPA Res Re- 
jorerh gu pe alata lire 

INE Beh pO litord cm INe eb.) LC. 

[a] “It is a well-established prin- 
ciple, that, in all cases where pro- 
ceedings are taken against a party 
for the recovery of a penalty under 
a statute, if there be any exception 
in the clause which gives the pen- 
alty, exempting certain cases from 
its operation, the declaration or in- 
formation must show that the par- 
ticular case is not within the ex- 
ception. But where it comes by way 
of proviso in a subsequent part of 
the act, it is not necessary to no- 
tice it in the declaration or infor- 
mation, but it is matter which the 
defendant must allege aS a ground 
of defence. The same rule applies 


& 

[b] In a summary proceeding for 
a penalty, an ‘exception in the stat- 
ute, although not in the enacting 
clause, must be shown to be inap- 
plicable in the case by proper aver- 
ments. Crosson v. Rutherford, 66 N. 
J. L. 120, 48 A 514; Jacobus v. Mes- 
dS DG) ANG dun ee Mie Oe AUER Sri 
Doughty v. Conover; 42° N: J. Li: 193. 

[c] Exceptions referred to by en- 
acting clause.—Where the enacting 
clause refers-in express terms to ex- 
ceptions contained in a_ separate 
clause, they must also be negatived 
by the pleading. Rex vy. Pratten, 6 
TT. R. 559, 101° Reprint 702: 

Penljaltiesy imposed by municipal 
ordinances see Municipal Corpora- 
tions [28 -Cye 801). 

58. Moffett v. Bolmer, 3 N. J. L. 
284; Megargell v. Hazelton Coal Co., 
8 Watts & S. (Pa.) 342; Weavers‘ 
Co. v. Forrest, Str. 1232, 93 Reprint 
1451; Lloyd v. Williams, 3 Wils. 141, 
95 Reprint 978. 

5 59. Governor v. Horton, 5 N. C. 

12. 

60. Walton v. Kirby, 3 N. C. 174. 

Gla Cannine vy... Davis, . 4" Bire 
2417, 98 Reprint 267; Delves v. 
Strange, 6 T. R. 158, 101° Reprint 
ee Robertson v. Orchard, 4 Ont, Pr. 
oh 


62. Joinder of causes of action: 
At common law see Actions § 213. 
Common-law and _ statutory causes 

see Actions § 6 
Under codes and practice acts see 

Actions § 238. 

63. Hill v. Herbert, 3 N. J... 924. 

64 Ind.—State v. Halter, 149 Ind. 
292. 47 NE 665. 49 NE 7. 

Ky.—Louisville, etc. R..Co. v. 
Com., 102 Ky. 300, 43 SW 458, 19 
KyL 1462, 58 LRA 149, 

Mo.—Scott v. Robards, 67 Mo. 289; 


Harris v. Wabash R. Co., 51 Mo. A. 
126. 

Ne E.—Little, Vv. Perkins) 39 N-eH. 
469 


N. J.—Hill v. Herbert, 3 N. J. L. 
483, 

65. cS mMithevall Ss events CASmENG: 
13,122, 1 Gall. 261. 
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is prescribed for each person or thing affected, the 
severa] penalties may be recovered upon one count.®® 
So also where the action is for the recovery of a 
penalty for an offense which is shown to be con- 
tinuous, the penalty being fixed at so much for each 
day of its continuance, it is not necessary to declare 
in separate counts for each day’s penalty, but all 
are properly grouped together in one count covering 
the entire period *? Where two distinet penalties 
have been ineurred under a statute, the causes of 
actiou therefor need not be joined.°® The fact that 
distimet offenses are not set out in separate para- 
graphs is not a cause of demurrer, but of a motion 
te paragraph.®® 

f§ 121] h. Particular Allegations—(1) Right 
to Sue. Where debt is brought for the penalty of 
a statute which defines, by express provision, plain- 
tiff’s right to sue. this provision must be especially 
alleged in the declaration.7° 

[§ 122] (2) Use or Disposition of Penalty. Ac- 
cording to some authorities the declaration must 
set forth the uses to which the penalty is appro- 
priated by the statute,”? although according to other 
authorities such an averment is surplusage,’? and 
it is not essential to aver the person to whom the 
penalty is to go,’* or the use to be made of it,’ 
unless the statute requires it.7° Where the statute 
imposes a penalty. one half to the person aggrieved 
and the other half to the person who sues, it is 
not necessary in an action by an informer to set 
out the persons for whose use the action is brought.7* 
Where under the statute plaintiff is not entitled 
to maintain an action for his own benefit, it must 
appear from the complaint that the action is brought 
to recover the penalty for the use of the state or 


66. Wolverton v. Lacey. 30 F. Cas , 390. 
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other half to the county.*§ 


See Com. v. Messenger, 4 Mass. 


[§§ 120-126 


person entitled thereto.“ 

[§ 123] (3) Name of Complainant. An indict- 
ment need not contain the name of any complainant 
notwithstanding the statute provides that the pen- 
alty shall go one half to the complainant, and the 
But where the prosecu- 
tion is by indictment in the name-of the state to 
entitle an informer to a share of the penalty, an 
averment in the indictment as to the identity of the 
informer is proper.‘ 

[§ 124] (4) Precise Sum Claimed. A declara- 
tion to recover a statutory penalty must demand a 
precise sum,®° although the statute declares that the 
penalty shall be ‘‘not more than’’ the sum stated.§! 
If only a portion of the penalty is demanded, if 
will be presumed after verdict that the residue was 
waived, and defendant cannot assign for error that 
less was recovered than might have been sued for.82 

[§ 125] (5) Indebtedness. In an action for a 
penalty, it is unnecessary to allege that the amount 
due is unpaid.§* Notwithstanding the statute re- 
quires a penalty to be enforced in an action of tort, 
it is not error that it is alleged that defendant 
‘fowes’’ plaintiff the penalty.%4 

[§ 126] (6) Damages. A declaration by a 
common informer need not, and ought not, to con- 
clude ad damnum, as plaintiff’s right to the penalty 
does not accrue until the bringing of the action; and 
he cannot have sustained any damage by a previous 
detention of it.8° But it is not error that dam- 
ages are demanded,*® and a declaration so conclud- 
iug is not bad on demurrer.8? In an action for 
penalty given to the party aggrieved there may be 
a recovery of damages for detention of the penalty 
since the penalty accrues at the commission of the 


Works, 109 Fed. 844. 


No. 17,932; Suydam v. Smith, 52 N. | 462, 465 (where it is said: “An in- 78. State v. Smith, 64 Me, 423; 
Y. 383; Peo v. McFadden, 13 Wend. | formation resembles, not only an in-| State v. Cottle, 15 Me. 473. 
(N Y.) 396 dictment in the correct and techni- 79... Com: -v.. Prost; (5.0 Massa se. 


[a] Warrants.—Two or more pen- |} cal 
alties may be included in the civil 


description of the offence, but 
also an action qui tam. in which the 


yeang v. Smith, 49 N. H. 155, 6 AmR 


warrant issued by a justice of the 
peace in a penal action, and they 
need not be stated in separate 
counts. Duffy v. Averitt. 27 N. C. 
455. 3 

67. Conn.—Wells v. Cooper, 57 
Conn. 52, 17 A 281 [overr Barber v 
Eno, 2 Root 150; Chapman v. Chap- 
man, 1 Root 52]; Barkhamsted v. 
iPansons, to (Conn sal, 

Ind.— Toledo, etc, R, Co v 
Stephenson, 131 Ind. 203, 30 NE 
1082; Aldrich v. Hawkins, 6 Blackf. 


125. 

N. H.—Purinton v. Ladd, 58 N. H. 
596; Little v. Perkins, 3 N. H, 469. 

Ne Je Olarienv, s@ollins, silo Neo). 
Le 473. 

N. Y.—Longworthy v. 
AbbPr 115. 

Ve—Eevertsey. Allen, an Dy Chipm: 
116. 

68. Indianapolis, ete, R. Co. v. 
Peo., 91 Ill. 452. 

692" Louisville, sete;, Ri Con vy. 
Com., 102 Ky. 300, 48 SW 458, 19 
KyL 1462, 538 LRA 149. 

70. I1l.—Whitecraft v. Vanderver, 
. 2835; Wright v, Bennett, 4 Ill. 
258; Abney v. Austin, 6 Ill. A. 49. 

Ind.—Genung v. Vigo County, 5 
Blackf. 440. 

Ky.—Bess v. Shepherd, 2 Bibb 225. 

Mass.—Reed v. Davis, 8 Pick. 514. 

Mich:—Benalleck v. Peo., 31 Mich. 
200. 

N. H.— Bishop v. Marshall, 5 N. H. 
407. 

Ne B.— Exp, Hagies, 13: N. By 54. 

See Scott v. Missouri Pac. R. Co., 
88 Mo. A. 523 (holding allegation 
sufficient). 

71. Peabody v. Hayt, 10 Mass. 36; 
Pie v. Westly, Hob. 245, 80 Reprint 


Knapp, 4 


informer must show the forfeiture 
and its appropriation, or, at least, 
the proportion given him by the 
statute’). 

720 Sard Vee Sia Cals NO. 
12,592. J Gall. 257. 

V3 Statouv. Conacher, 79 uvle.. 17, 
7 A 814; State v. Willis, 78 Me. 
70, 2 A 848; State v. Smith, 64 Me. 
423; State v. Stinson, 17 Me. , 154; 
State v. Cottle, 15 Me. 473; Robe v. 
Roe, Hardres 185, 145 Reprint 443; 
Rex v. Lovet, TI. R.1152, 101 Re- 
print 905; Jones v, Chace, Draper 
(U. C.) 322. Compare State v. John- 
son, 65 Me. 362 (holding that where 
the penalty goes to the prosecutor 
or-to some other person or persons, 
of whose existence and identity the 
court cannot take judicial notice, 
such an averment is necessary; but 
when the penalty goes to the town 
in which the offense is committed 
and the appropriation is made b 
a public statute, of which the cour 
can take judicial notice, and the in- 
dictment gives the name of such 
town, no other or further averment 
is necessary); Wilson v. Hart, 12 
Que. Pr. 409 (in a penal action, the 
conclusions that defendant be con- 
demned to pay the sum of one hun- 
dred dollars, one half to belong to 
his majesty the king, and the other 
half to plaintiff, without asking for 
an order to pay to plaintiff directly 
and without stating how the judg- 
ment should be executed, are suffi- 
cient in law). 

74. State v. Stinson, 17 Me. 154. 

75. State v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 
89 Mo. 562, 1 SW 130. 

76. Martin v. Martin, 50 N. C. 346. 

77. Rosenberg  v. Union Iron 


80. U.S. v. Hlliot, 25 E. Cas: No, 
15,043; Sexton vy. Gallatin County 
School Comrs., 19 Ill. 51; Bradley v. 
Snyder, 14 Ill. 268, 58 AmD 564; 
Russell v. Hamilton, 3 Ill. 56; Ham- 
ilton y. Wright,. 2 Ill. 582; London 
Vv. Héeaden, 760 NuvCe (2m Dupiyeeve 
Averitt, 20 Ns iC) 4553 Dowd aasea- 
well, 14° N.-G@. 185. 

SIs U.. Suv. Mlhot, 25 he CacmNo: 
15,043. 

Variance between amount of de- 
mand and amount of recovery see 
infra § 147. 
pa v. Van Beuren, 3 Cai. (N. 


83. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
Young, 98 Ind. 118; Baldwin v. Hen- 
derson, £°U. ©. Q) Bir 361: 

[a] Nonpayment of penalty.—In 
an action to recover a statutory pen- 
alty, the complaint need not aver 
nonpayment of the penalty. West- 
ae Union Tel. Co. v. Young, 93 Ind. 

84. Hamer v. Eldridge, 171 Mass. 
250, 50. NE 611. 

85. Barkhamsted v. Parsons, 3 
Conn. 1; Galena, etc., R. Co. v. Apple- 
by, 28 Ill. 283; -Ritchie v. Shan- 
non, 2 Rawle (Pa.) 196; Cuming v. 
Sibly, 4 Burr. 2489, 98 Reprint 305; 
Frederick v. Lookup, 4:Burr. 2018, 
98 Reprint 51. But see Indiana Mil- 
lers’ Mut. F. Ins. Co. v: Peo., 65 Ill. 
A. 355 (holding that in an action on 
a statute to recover a penalty the 
damages to be inserted in the dec- 
laration are merely nominal). 

86. Dowd vy, Seawell, 14 N. C. 185; 
rice Vv. Allen, 1 (DS Chipm: W@vie) 

87. Everts v. Allen, 1 D. Chipm. 
OV. )a LAGS 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


Vavcase.?% 


§§ 126-129] 


offense.*° No allegation of special damage to plain- 
tiff by the wrongful act of defendant is required.%? 

[§ 127] (7) Negativing Defenses.” It is not 
necessary that the declaration negative the bar of 
the statute of limitations.°! Where the penal stat- 
ute has been repealed, but with a clause saving 


liability for penalties already acerued, a petition 


which was pending at the date of the repeal need 
not show, by express allegation, that the case is 
one within the saving clause.?? 

[§ 128] 2. Plea or Answer.°? In an action of 
debt for the recovery of a penalty, nil debet is the 
proper general issue;°* but not guilty is also a 
good plea.°> Where the common-law forms o£ ac- 
tion have been changed or abolished by the code 
the issue should be made up according to its pro- 
visions.°®° An action on a penal statute is not a 
debt ex contractu, and hence no affidavit of defense 
under the Pennsylvania statute is required in such 
In a qui tam action it is sufficient to en- 
title the plea with the names of the parties without 
the addition of qui tam to plaintiff’s name.®8 A 
plea purporting to answer the entire declaration 
which is an answer to only a part thereof is bad. 
As defendant in a penal action cannot be required 
to furnish evidence against himself, he cannot be 
required to file an answer specifically denying all 


88. Ritchie v. Shannon, 2 Rawle|Glass Co., Ltd. v. 
(Pa.) 196; College of Physicians v. | Nat. Bank, 10 Pa. 
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[25 C.J.] 1203 
the allegations of the petition.t 

Special matter. By an early English statute spe- 
cial matter need not be pleaded in bar in penal 
actions, but evidence of it may be introduced under 
the general issue.2 Similar statutes have been en- 
acted in some jurisdictions in the United States.3 
In the absence of such a statute a defense which 
confesses the claim made by plaintiff and seeks to 
avoid it must be pleaded by defendant. 

Verified answer. An answer in a penal action need 
not be verified by defendant where the code pro- 
vides that verification may be omitted where de- 
fendant would be privileged from testifying as a 
witness.® 

Time to plead. Where the statute requires that 
notice of the action must be served upon the attor- 
ney-general, the time within which defendants are 
required to plead runs from the date upon which 
they are notified that such notice has been served, 
and the return of service filed.® 

[§ 129] 3. Amendments. The pleadings in ac- 
tions on penal statutes may be corrected and 
amended by leave of court as pleadings in other 
civil actions.? In the absence of any unreasonable 
delay in the prosecution of the suit, the plaintiff 
will be permitted to amend in any particular which 
will not substantially change his claim;® and the 


New Castle First ;} Fed. 552; Anonymous, 1 F. Cas. No. 
Co. 565; Boyd v.|444, 1 Gall. 22, 


Harrison, 9° B.J& C, 524,'17 ECL | Turner, 1 Browne (Pa.) 133. Conn.—Merriam vy. Langdon, 10 
208, L109 Reprint 196. 98 Dale v. Beer, 7 East 333, 103 |Conn. 460, 

s9. Williams v. Bowdin, 68 Ala.) Reprint 129. Ga.— Chandler v. Western Union 
126. Tel. Co., 94 Ga.) 442.) 21 ei SHiais 3a. 


90. Anticipating defenses gener- 
ally see Pleading [31 Cyc 109]. 

91. Fowler v. Tuttle, 24-N. H. 9. 

925) Cincinnathky etc..." GR. Con wn. 
Cook, 37 Oh. St. 265. : 

93. Pleading statutes of limita- 
tions see Limitation of Actions [25 
Cye 1501] 

Plea of another action pending see 
Abatement and Revival § 109. 

94. Burnham v. Webster, 5 Mass. 
266; Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521; 
Elder v. Hilzheim, 35 Miss. 231; 
Hitchcock v. Munger, 15 N. H. 97. 
But see Canfield v. Allen, 1 N. J. 
L. 203 (holding that nil debet is no 
plea to an action of debt on an 
amercement); Eddy v. Oliver, 5 Dane 
Abr. 254. f ’ 

95. Ky. — Com. v. Standard Oil 
Co., 129 Ky. 546, 112 SW 632, 33 
KyL 1074; Equitable L. Assur. Soc. 
v. Com., 113 Ky. 126, 67 SW 388, 23 
KyL 2359; Louisville, ete, R. Co. v. 
Com., 112 Ky. 635, 66 SW 505, 23 
KyL 19800. é 

Mass.—Burnham v. Webster, 5 
Mass. 266; Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 
521. 

N. H.—Hitchcock v. Munger, 15 
EN; E97 

Eng.—Faulkner v. Chevell, 5 A. & 
E. 213, 31 ECL 586, 111 Reprint 1146; 
Wortley v. Herpingham, Cro. Bliz. 
766, 78 Reprint 997; Coppin v. Car- 
ter, 1 T, R. 462, 99 Reprint 1198. 

Ont.—Drake v. Preston, 34 U. C. 
Q. B. 257; Mewburn v. Street, 21 U. 
CO, Bs £98. 

But see Donahue v. Dougherty, 5 
Rawle (Pa.) 124, 129 (where the 
court held that the plea of not guilty 
was a’ nullity, but that the defect 
was cured by verdict, saying: “The 
original plea of not guilty, which, 
when pleaded to an action of debt, 
is equivalent to what was formerly 
ealled a horse plea, might have been 
disregarded and the party ruled to 
lead’ as at first”), 

7 96. Johnston v. Klopsch, 88 Fed. 


692. 

97. Bartoe v. Guckert, 158 Pa. 
124, 27 A 845; Osborn v. Athens 
First Nat. Bank, 154 Pa. 134, 26 A 
289; Yates v. Meadville, 56 Pa. 21; 
Moyer v. Pennsylvania R. Co., 6 
Pa. Dist. 663, 19 Pa. Co. 383; United 


99. Widderfield v. Metcalfe, 21 U. 
CMO BIrZ4s 7. 

1. Equitable L. Assur. Soc. v. 
Com., 113 Ky. 126, 67 SW _ 388, 23 
KyL 2359; Louisville, etc., R. Co. v. 
Com:, 112 Ky. "635, 66 SW 505, °23 
KyL 1900; Union Glass Co. v. New 
Castle First Nat. Bank, 10 Pa. Co. 
565, 574. 

2. Spencer v. Swannell, 2 M. & 
W. 154, 150 Reprint 1096. 

[a] The Hilary rules which es- 
tablished special pleadings in civil 
actions did not apply to actions for 
penalties, and notwithstanding their 
adoption evidence of special matter 
might still be introduced under the 
general issue. Faulkner v. Chevell, 
UAL & E213, 32 HCLY586," 111 Re- 
print 1146; Jones v. Williams, 4 M. 
& W. 375, 150 Reprint 1474. 

[b] Double pleading. — The stat- 
ute (4 Anne c 16) permitting double 
pleading, did not extend to penal 
actions, they being specially except- 
ed. Morgan v. Luckup, Str. 1044, 
93 Reprint 1022; Heyrick v, Foster, 
4 7, R. 701, 100 Reprint 1253; Law 
Vv. Crowther;(2 Wils! C. P. 21,95 Re- 
print 664. 

3. See Kempton v. Sullivan Sav. 
Inst., 53 N. H. 581 (holding that a 
statute permitting special matter to 
be given in evidence under the gen- 
eral issue has the effect of permit- 
ting double pleading). 

4; “western! Wnion! Tels Co. v. 
Scirecle, 103 Ind. 227, 2 NE 604; State 
v. Peterson, 142 Mo. 526, 39 SW 453, 
40 SW 1094; Beardsley v. New York, 
etc., R. Co., 15 App. Div. 251,44 NYS 
175 [rev on other grounds 162 N. 
Y. 230, 56 NE 488]; Harrington v. 
Johnson, Cowp. 744, 98 Reprint 1339; 
Bredon v. Harman, Str. 701, 93 Re- 
print 794. , 

fa] Incapacity of plaintiff.—It is 
not sufficient to allege that it does 
not appear in the writ of summons 
that plaintiff is a British subject, 
but defendant must allege that 
plaintiff is not a British subject. 
Croysdell v. Shawinigan Carbide Co., 
LOwOuew rer: 67, 

5. Gadsen v. Woodward, 103 N. 
Y. 242, 8 NE 653. 

6. Lamontagne v. Heney, 11 Que. 
Rr. 


Western Union Tel. Co. v. Smith, 93 
Ga. 635, 21. 'SH 166; Ellison v. 
OA ek RF ICOL 87 Ga. 691, 13 SE 


noite Wiscasset v, Trundy, 12 Me. 
Mo.—Adcox v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 171 Mo. A. 331, 157 SW 989. 
N. Y.—Barber v. McHenry, 6 
Abisgce 516; Low v. Little, 17 Johns. 


N. C.—Maggett v. Roberts, 108 N. 
C. 174, 12 SE 890. 

Pa.—Lebanon Nat. Bank v. Kar- 
many, 98 Pa. 65; Jones vy. Ross, 2 
Dall 143; 1 Er ed, 824. 

Tenn. — Childress v. Nashville, 3 
Sneed 347. 

Eng. — Mace v. Lovett, 5 Burr. 
2833, 98 Reprint 487; Bonfield v. Mil- 
ner, 2 Burr. 1098, 97 Reprint 729: 
Bennetwiyv. Smithy® I. Burrs 40187 
Reprint 371; Atcheson v. Everitt, 1 
Cowp. 382, 98 Reprint 1142; Philips 
v. Smith, Str. 136, 98 Reprint 433; 
Anonymous, 1. Wils, MCasPs 1256, /9h) 
Reprint 604. Contra Turner’s Case, 
2 Mod. 144, 86 Reprint 990. 

Ont.—Baldwin v. Henderson, 4 U. 
CStOs) Barseus 

[a] In supreme court.—In a qui 
tam action plaintiff cannot amend 
his declaration in the supreme court, 
where he had previously amended by 
leave in the court of common pleas. 
Hamilton v. Boiden, 1 Mass. 50. 

{[b] In a summary process to re- 
cover a’penalty, plaintiff's whole 
case iS embraced in the process it- 
self, which is the original proceeding 
in the suit, and there is nothing to 
amend by or within. Charleston vy. 
Gunderman, 21 S. C. L. 75. 

{c] Retroactive, effect of statute. 
—L. (1872) e¢ 39, allowing writs to 
be amended by striking out the 
names of some of plaintiffs, does 
not apply to a penal action pending 
at the time it took effect, under 
which the penalty ‘‘may be recovered 
by any person who will sue for the 
Same.”’. Kent’ vi Gray, 53 .N. Hi: 576. 

8 U. S.—U. S. vy. Seventy-Six 
Thousand One Hundred and Twenty- 
Five Cigars, 18 Fed. 147 [aff Edye v. 
Robertson, 112 U. S. 580, 5 SCt 247, 

L. ed. 798; The Harmony, 11 F, 


22. 28 
7 U. S—The African Prince, 212 | Cas, No. 6,081, 1 Gall. 128. 
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fact that the statute of limitations has run against 
a new action will not limit the rule.® 
permitting amendments as to matters of form is 
insufficient to permit an amendment of an’ insuffi- 
cient reference to the statute on which the action 
A useless amendment, or one in- 
troducing a new cause of action,!? will not be per- 
mitted. Amendments effecting a change in the par- 
ties to the suit seem not to be freely permitted at 
common law;!% a stranger cannot be substituted for 
the sole plaintiff in the cause,'* but mere formal 
defects in their names or in the use of the descrip- 
may usually be thus 
So, it has been held, that, where sum- 
mons was issued in the name of plaintiff as an 
individual, the complaint might be amended to de+ 
clare in the name of the state on the relation of 


is brought.?° 


tion qui tam, or the like, 
remedied.?® 


the individual. 


Delay in asking amendment. Any failure to pro- 
ceed to judgment in a penal action, or failure 
promptly to ask leave to amend, is locked upon with 


disfavor, and will usually result 


Ala.—Williams v. Bowdin, 68 Ala. 

126. 
_ Me.—Campbell v, Rankins, 11 Me. 
103. \ 
Nebr.—Schuyler Nat. Bank v. Bol- 
long, 28 Nebr. 684, 45 NW 164. 

N. H.—Melvin v. Smith, 12 N. H. 
462. 

N. C.—Gillam v. Virginia . Ins. 
‘Co., 121 N. C. 369, 28 SH 470; Tillery 
v. Candler, 118 N. C. 888, 24 SH 709. 

Ont.—Fraser v. Thompson, 1 U. C. 
Q. B. 522, 314. 

9. Merriam v. Langdon, 10 Conn. 
460 [dist Drake v. Watson, 4 Day 
(Conn.) 37, as a case where the 
court refused to reverse for refusal 
-to allow an amendment in an ac- 
tion for an offense which, at the 
time of making the motion, is barred 
by the statute of limitations]; Met- 


ropolitan L. Ins. Co. v. Peo., 209 
Til. 42, 70 NE 648; Bearecroft v. 
Hundred of Burnham, ete, 3 Lev. 


347, 83 Reprint 723; Cross v. Kaye, 
6 T. R. 543, 101. Reprint 693. 

{a] Wenue.—Where by .mistake 
the venue was wrongly laid, an 
amendment altering it to the proper 
county will be allowed after the 
time limited for commencing a new 
action. Dover v. Mestaer, 4 East 
435, 102 Reprint 897; Petre v. Craft, 
4 Bast 4338, 102 Reprint 897. 

10. Crawford v. New Jersey R., 
CLC le O@on_ 28) Nido dum, 4:79; 

11. Schofield v. Doray, 89 Cal. 55, 
26 P 606 (it is not error to refuse 
an amendment to an answer in an 
action for a penalty where the pro- 
posed answer would be no defense). 

12. U. S.—Venable v. Louisville, 
etc., R. Co., 137 Fed. 981. See Rosen- 
bach v. Dreyfuss, 1 Fed. 391 (hold- 
ing that the amendment of a com- 
plaint by a change in the averment 
of the statute violated does not set 
out a new cause of action where 
both statutes were’ substantially 
identical, and the last mentioned 
was passed as substitute for the one 
first pleaded). ~* 

Ala.—Higdon vy. 120 
Ala, 193, 24 S 439. 

Mich.—Canal St. Gravel-Road Co. 
v. Paas, 95 Mich. 372, 54 NW _ 907; 


Kennemer, 


Peo. v. Grand Rapids, etc., Plank- 
Road Co., 64 Mich. 618, 31 NW 546. 
N. C.—Lanéy v. Mackey, 144 N. C. 


630, 57 SE 386; Stone v. Atlantic 
Coast Line R. Co., 144 N. C. 220, 56 
SE 932. 

Tex. cea tees v. Ingram, (Civ. A.) 
107 SW 880. 

Eng.— Wright v. Ager, 5 Moore C. 
P. 330, 16 ECL 403. 

[a] For example, a declaration 
in debt for the statutory penalty for 
cutting trees may not be amended 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


A statute 
[§ 130] 4. 


Geod Count. 


judgment.” 
[§ 132] 


in a refusal to 


by adding a count in trespass sound- 
ing in damages. Higdon v. Kenne- 
meér 120. Ala. 193; 24 0S 439. 

{[b] Adding new counts.—A dec- 
laration under one statute cannot be 
amended by inserting new counts 
under another. Wright v. Ager, 5 
Moore C. P. 330, 16 HCL 403. 

Wiscasset v. Trundy, 12 Me. 
204; Com. v. Winchester, 3 PaLJR 
34, 4 PaLJ 371; Woodroffe v. Wil- 
liams, 6 Taunt. 19, 1 ECL 488, 128 
Reprint 939; Evans v. Stevens, 4 T. 
R. 224, 459, 100 Reprint 986, 1118. 

14. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
56 Ark. 166, 19 SW 572. See Ryder 
v. Hulscher, 40 Ill. A. 77 (where it 
was held proper to refuse an amend- 
ment to conform a declaration to an 
erroneous ruling of the court that 
the action could not be brought in 
the name of an informer); Hodge 
v. Marietta, etec., 2.’ Coi,, 108 N: Cc. 
24, 12 SE 1041 (refusing an amend- 
ment in the supreme court substi- 
tuting as plaintiff one who had no 
right to sue). 

[a] Substitution of “common- 
wealth” for “state.”—-Where a penal 
action is erroneously brought in the 
name of the “state’ of Kentucky, an 
amendment styling plaintiff the 
“commonwealth” of Kentucky is per- 
missible, and process on the amend- 
ment is not necessary. Com. v. Sher- 
man, 85 Ky. 686, 4 SW 790, 9 KyL 218. 

15.) U.' | S.—Walsh  v. U.5S.,. 29.1. 
Cas. No. 17,116, 8 Woodb. & M. 341. 

Ala.—Williams v. Bowdin, 68 Ala. 
126. 

Ky.—Com, v. Sherman, 85 Ky. 686, 
4-SW 790, 9 KyL 218. 

N. C.—Bray v. Creekmore, 109 N. 
C. 49, 13 SE 723; Maggett v. Roberts, 
108 N. C. 174, 12 SH 890. 

Pa.—Megargell v. Hazleton Coal 
Co., 8 Watts & S. 342; Danahue v. 
Dougherty, 5 Rawle 124. 

Eng.—Solomons v. Jenkins, 2 Chit! 
28, 18 ECL 481; Mestaer v. Hertz, 3 
M. & S. 450, 105 Reprint 679. 

16. Burrell v. Hughes, 116 N. C. 
430; 21 SH 971. 

17. The African Prince, 212 Fed. 
552; Dulany v. Norwood, 4 Harr. 
& M. (Md.) 496; Wiley v. Yale, 1 
Metc. (Mass.) 553; Davis v. Saun- 
ders, 7 Mass, 62; Hamilton v. Boiden, 
1 Mass. 50; Wood v. Grimwood, 10 
B. & CC; 689, 21 ECL 291, 109 Re- 
print 606; Turner’s Case, 2 Mod. 144, 
86 Reprint 990; Rankin v. Marsh, 8 
T. R. 30, 101 Reprint 1249; Steel v. 
Sowerby, 6 T. R. 171, 101 Reprint 494; 
Goff v. Popplewell, 2 T. R. 707, 100 
Reprint 380. 


18.1 Seew Galena, setcy ark 1CO.my. 
Appleby, 28 Ill. 283 [eit 1 Chitty 
Pl. p 451]. 
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grant the amendment." 
ad damnum may be corrected by amendment even 
after error brought.1§ 


—s ee Ve 


r§§ 129-132 


The mistake of concluding 


Aider by Verdict. Where it ap- 


J. Issues, Proof, and Variance.?* 
other civil actions ?* a material variance between the 
allegations and the proof in an action to recover a 
penalty is fatal.?® 


pears from the declaration that plaintiff’s title to 
his action is defective, judgment may be arrested 
after a verdict,!® but judgment will not be arrested 
when the defect is not in the title, but in the form 
of declaring it,?° or as the rule is otherwise stated, 
if the issue joined is such as necessarily requires 
on the trial proof of the facts defectively stated 
or omitted, and without which it is not to be pre- 
sumed that the judge would have directed the jury 
to give the verdict, the defect or omission is eured.?4 

[§ 131] 5. Reference of General Verdict to 
After a general verdict for plaintiff, 
one good count in the information will sustain the 


As in 


Variance between the complaint 


19. Moor v. Broswell, 5 Mass. 306; 
Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521; Rock- 
well v. State, 11 Oh. 1380. 

[a] Statutes of jeofails do not 
go to the extent of curing a declara- 
tion in a penal action which does 
not state a cause of action. West- 
ern Union Tel. Co. v. Mossler, 95 Ind. 
29; Little v. Thompson, 2 Me. 228; 
Benalleck vy. Peo., 31 Mich. 200; State 
v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 88 Mo. 144; 
Wood v. Western Union Tel. Co., 59 
Mo. A. 236; Steuben County vy. Wood, 
24 App. Div. 442, 48 NYS 471; Rock- 
well v. State, 11 Ohz5 3.0 Buckwal- 
terty. O., S:,7id Serg. &\ ReeGPa.) 193; 
Davy y. Baker, 4 Burr. 2471, 98 Re- 
print 295. : 

20. Moor v. Broswell, 5 ‘Mass. 
306; Burnham v. Webster, 5 Mass. 
266; Livermore v. Boswell, 4 Mass. 
437; Robinson v. English, 34 Pa. 324; 
Heley v. Rigs, 1 Dougl. 115 note d, 
99 Reprint 78; Richards v. Brown, 
1 Dougl. 114, 99 Reprint 78; Wright 
VasHorton;. Holt «NixiPi7458:23 sele 
183, 1 Stark. 400, 2 ECL 155; Wynne 
Vv. Middleton, Str. 1227, 93 Reprint 
1148. But see Harrington v. Mc- 
Farland, 1 N. C. 543 (holding that 
none of the statutes of jeofails ap- 
plies to penal action). Contra Wyat 
v. Aland, 1 Salk. 325, 91 Reprint 287. 

[a] Declaration in words of stat- 
ute.—Where the declaration follows 
the words of the statute in describ- 
ing the offense, it will generally be 
sufficient after a verdict. Jacob v. 
U..S:, 13) &.’ Cas. No. 7,157 eBbrock, 
520; ‘Wright v. Horton, Holt N. P. 
458, 3 ECL 1838, 1 Stark. 400, 2 ECL 
155; Church y. Richards, 6 U. CQ: 
B. 562. 

{b] Consent to sue.—-Where an 
informer must, before suing, obtain 
the consent of the government, the 
declaration must show that consent 
was obtained, and the absence of 
such allegation will not be cured 
by a verdict. Hollis v. Marshall, 2 
H. & N. 755, 157 Reprint 311. Contra 
Leonard v. Cogswell, 7 N. S. 121. 

21. Friedenstein v. U. S., 125 U. S, 
224, 8 SCt 838, 31 L. ed, 736. 

22. Friedenstein v.°U. 984212550, 
S. 224, 8 SCt 888; 21 L. ed. 736; Cof- 
i6éy VooUe Sule 1. S. 436, 6 SCt 437, 
29 Ti. ed. 684; Coffey v. U. S., 116 U. 
SenaZzieu oO Sct 439.5 20i5 de tiede 681; 
Snyder Valin Sip 112 U.S. 216, 5 sct 
118; 28, Li.) ed: 697; Clifton <y.s,Unss, 
4 How. GUESS) 242, 11 L. ed. 957; 
Central Union Tel. Co.) v. Fehring, 
146 Ind. 189, 45 NE 64. 

23. Variance between writ and 
declaration see supra § 119. 


24 See Pleading [31 Cye 700]. 
25. Drake v. Watson, 4 Day 
(Conn.) 87. 


§§ 132-135] 


and the proof as to a sum of money involved is not 
material where the discrepancy does not affect the 
statement of a perfect cause of action.26 In charg- 
ing an offense in a qui tam action, the date is not 
material, and it is sufficient if the offense is proved 
to have been committed before the bringing of the 
action.27. Where plaintiff has several actions to re- 
cover for penalties pending, the proof should be 
strictly in conformity-to the pleading as to the time 
of the transaction relied on.?8 

[§ 133] K. Evidence 2°—1. Presumptions and 
Burden of Proof. One who claims a penalty under 
a statute has the burden of proving the existence of 
the facts entitling him to the penalty,?° and must 
bring his ease clearly within the statute.2* It has 
been held, however, that defendant by relying upon 
a distinct affirmative offense may relieve plaintiff 
of the necessity of proving all of the facts neces- 
sary to his guilt.®2 

Knowledge and intent. As a general rule no 
penal consequences are incurred under a statute 
imposing a penalty where there has been no per- 
sonal neglect or default, and proof of mens rea 
is essential,?? unless a contrary intention appears 34 
by express language or necessary inference. The 
absence from a statute of such words as ‘‘know- 


-ingly’’ or ‘‘willfully’’ has been held to preclude 


the necessity of proving mens rea.?5> In an action 
against a principal for a penalty because of acts 
done by his agent, where such principal is liable un- 


26. Fowler v. Tuttle, 24 N. H. 9. 
27. Martin v. McNight, 1 Overt. | 198. 
(Tenn.) 330. 32. 
28. Stevenson v. New York City 
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517; Taylor v. Golding, 28 U. C. Q. B. 


Com. v. Standard Oil Co., 129 
Ky. 546, 112 SW 632, 33 KyL 1074. 
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der the terms of the statute only where he knew 
of the doings of such acts by the agent, it will not 
be presumed in the absence of evidence to the con- 
trary that acts in the course of an agent’s author- 
ity tending to benefit the principal were without his 
express authority.*® 

A negative allegation, although required to be 
pleaded, must generally be first met by proof from 
defendant,?7 except where the negative allegation 
is a fundamental part of the offense or of the 
claim.** So where plaintiff alleges negative matter 
peculiarly within the knowledge of defendant, he is 
peg ea to introduce evidence in support there- 
of, 

[§ 134] 2. Admissibility. An action brought to 
recover a penalty is governed by the same rules of 
evidence as are applicable’ to ordinary civil ac- 
tions.4° Any evidence otherwise competent which ° 
tends to disprove the existence of the facts en- 
titling plaintiff to recover is admissible in defense.*1 
It results from the view that an action ‘to recover 
a penalty is civil and not criminal in its character 
that it may be heard and determined upon deposi- 
tions.4? 

[§ 135] 3. Weight and Sufficiency. As to the 
degree of proof required there is some conflict of 
opinion. A few cases hold that an action upon a 
penal statute, being in the nature of a criminal 
prosecution, must be established by evidence proving 
defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.4? How- 


of the occupant that he was author- 
ized by the owners to sell the timber 
is competent on the question of de- 
fendant’s good faith. Haley v. Tay- 


R. Co., 54 Misc. 641, 104 NYS 866. 33. Paul v. Hargreaves, [1908] 2]|lor, 77 Miss. 867, 28 S 752, 78 AmSR 
29. Answer tending to subject |K. B. 289; Boyle v. Smith, [1906] 1 | 549. 

witness to penalty see Witnesses [40|K. B. 432; Dickenson v. Fletcher, [ec] Other offenses.—In an action 

Cye 2533]. L. R. 9 C. P. 1; Rex v. Hays, 14]|to recover a penalty it is error to 
Bill of discovery as to matters | Ont. L. 201. admit evidence of an offense com- 

tending to subject party to penalty 34. Rex v. Chisholm, 14 Ont. L. | mitted by defendant prior to the one 

see Discovery § 41 178. charged in the information, of which 


Production of matter subjecting 
party to penalty see Discovery §§ 44, 


111, 142. 
307°-U. Si— Chaffee “va Us S.9 18 
Wall. 516, 21 L. ed. 908; The Pope 


Catlin, 31 Fed. 408. 
Tll.— Waddle v. Duncan, 63 Ill. 223; 
Buli v. Quincy, 9 Ill. A, 127. 


Mo.—Barber Asphalt Paving Co.’ 


v. Peck, 186 Mo. 506, 85 SW 387. 

N. Y.—Pilots v. Vanderbilt, 31 N. 
Y. 265 [aff 25 N. Y. Super. 367]; 
Conly v. Clay, 90 Hun 20, 35 NYS 
521; Oatman v. International R. Co., 
163 NYS 495. 

N. D.—Lindberg v. Burton, 41 N.D. 
587, 171 NW 616, 618 [cit Cyc]. 

Ont.— Johnson y. Allen, 26 Ont. 
550. : 

[a] Doubtful questions arising 
on penal statutes are to be construed 
favorably for accused. McCaskill v. 
Paxton, Hodg. El. Cas. 304. 

{[b] Evidence of injury unneces- 
sary.—It is not necessary to sustain 
an action for a penalty that the 
party suing should show an injury 
sustained by him, the penalty being 
inflicted as a punishment. Dunlap 
v. McKee, 25 Pa. 84. 

81. Cal. — Askew v. Ebberts, 22 
Cal. 263. 

Tll.—Gilbert v. Bone, 79 Ill, 341; 
Waddle v. Duncan, 638 Ill. 223. 

Ind.—State v. Adams Express Co., 


172 Ind. 10, 87 NE 712. 


N. J.—Tenement House Bd. of Su- 
pervision v. Schlechter, 83 _N. J. i. 
88 83 A 783, 784 [cit Cyc]; Allaire 
vy. Howell Works Co., 14_N. J. L. 21; 
Chew v. Thompson, 9 N. J. L. 249. 

Okl.—Buckeye Engine Co. v. Chero- 
kee, 54 Okl. 509, 153 P 1166. : 

Tex.—San Marcos v. International, 


etc,, B.i.Co.,. (Civ. A.) 2083 SW 795; 
Green y. Prince, (Civ. A.) 201 SW 
200. 


Ont.—Allen v. Jarvis, 32 U. C. Q. B. 
56; Oliver v. Hyman, 30 U. C. Q. B. 


35. Rex v. Chisholm, 14 Ont. L. 
178. 

36. Verona Cent. Cheese Co. v. 
Murtaugh, 50 N. Y. 314 [rev 4 Lans. 
als 

87. New. York Cent., ete:, R: Co. 
VeuUne si L65 Med. 833e) Ol *CCAt51.9- 

38. New York Cent., etc., R. Co. v. 
UrpeS: 1664 Wed! 1833)" oo CCALCSI 95 

9. iS, Ove) Bay ward) 26. BY Cas: 
15,336, 2 Gall. 485; Davis v. Arnold, 
143 Ala. 228, 39 -S: 141;-"“Wood v. 
Farnell, 50 Ala: 546; Indiana Mil- 
ler’s) Muti) (RS cinsHeCo; ivi Peo}, 65 
Tl. Ay 855° faft 1:70. Tl 474," 49 (NE 
364]; Kansas City, ‘ete, KR. Co. v. 
Summers, 45 Ark, 295, 298; Abney v. 
Austin, 6 Ill. A. 49. 

“The rule in that case is that, if 
the statute, in describing the offense, 
contained negative matter, the com- 
plaint must contain a corresponding 
negative allegation and it must be 
supported by prima facie proof; un- 
less, indeed, the matter lies peculiarly 
within the knowledge of the other 
party, in which case the allegation 
is taken as true, unless disproved 
by that party.” Kansas City, etc., 
R. Co. v. Summers, supra. 

40. Hall v. Brown, 30 Conn. 551; 
and cases infra this note. 

[a] Depositions.—Since the per- 
son prosecuting a qui tam action may 
be considered as the sole plaintiff, 
a deposition taken to be used in 
such action is admissible, although 
in the caption the prosecutor is 
stated as the sole plaintiff, omit- 
ting the qui tam. Dupy v. Wick- 
wire, 1 D. Chipm. (Vt.) 237, 1 AmD 
729. 

[b] Declarations.—Where, in an 
action to recover a penalty for cut- 
ting trees from plaintiff's land, de- 
fendant justified under a purchase 
from the occupant of the lands, who 
was in possession under a contract 
of rent or purchase, the declaration 


the prosecuting witness had no 
knowledge. State vy. Meadows, 106 
Mo. A. 604, 81 SW 463. 

{a] Right to sue—In an action 
against a miller for a penalty for 
failure to post up his raies of toll, 
it was not error to admit evidence of 
an agent of plaintiff that he had 
carried to defendant’s mill a certain 
quantity of corn, and received in re- 
turn twenty-six pounds less than he 
was entitled to if legal toll had been 
taken, since such evidence was proper 
for the purpose of showing that 
plaintiff had been aggrieved by the 
failure of defendant to set up and 
keep his rates of toll posted, as re- 
quired by law, the penalty being 
fixed by law, and the jury having no 
discretion as to the amount of dam- 
ages to be awarded. Spencer v. Med- 
der, 5 Mo. 458. 

41. Pontiac, ete., Plank-Road Co. 
v. Hilton, 69 Mich. 115, 36 NW 739. 

42. Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. 
Seegers, 207 -U. Si 73; 28) SCt 28) 52 
Ei ed 08s WMS." v. Aucker, «161 eueas: 
475, 16 SCt 641, 40 L. ed. 777; Moller 
v. U. S., 57 Fed. 490, 6 CCA 459; In- 
diana Millers’ Mut. F. Ins. Co. v. 
Peo,.65. Lil Ale sbor Ratt el7 Our. 47a8 
49 NE 364]; State v. Barrels of 
Liquor, 47 N. H. 369. 

[a] Penalty under contract labor 
act.—A suit by the United States un- 
der the Contract Labor Act of Febr. 
26, e1885)" (23iSt. ats liamogy aC Lose 
although brought to recover a pen- 
alty, is a civil suit, and a deposition 
is admissible in evidence therein 
against defendant. Moller v. U. S., 
57 Fed. 490, 6 CCA 459. 

43. Tompkins v. Butterfield, 25 
Fed. 556; Small v. Com., 1384 Ky. 272, 
120 SW 361; Louisville, ete. R. Co. 
v. Com., 112 Ky. 635, 66 SW 505, 23 
KyL 1900; Gulf, ete., R. Co. v. Dwyer, 
84 Tex. 194, 19 SW 470; Texas, etc., 
mR” (Cor "VP Wood, Chex! "Cive Aw) iw 
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ever, according to the weight of authority, it is in 
a civil action sufficient that the offense be estab- 
lished by a reasonable preponderance of the evi- 
dence,** or by a clear preponderance thereof.*® 

L. Dismissal before Trial. 
tion for a penalty all the requirements of the stat- 
ute giving it must be complied with or the ease 
So if several actions 
for the recovery of a penalty are simultaneously 
commenced by different plaintiffs, they will be 
quashed on motion or all but the first will be 
stayed unless that is shown to be collusive.47 
mere fact that defendant does not appear is not, 
however, ground for dismissal, since the court may 
proceed to final judgment in his absence.*® 
defendant have the action dismissed under a stat- 
ute giving an action to certain officers to recover 
a penalty, and permitting any person to sue in their 
names if they neglect to sue on receiving notice 
that the penalty has been ineurred, upon the ground 
that it was brought without the authority of such 


[§ 136] 


may be dismissed on motion.*® 


officers and without the requisite 
ice.*? 


[§ 137] M. Trial®°—1. In General. 


SW 744; Brooks v. Clayes, 10 Vt. 
37. Contra Cox v. Thompson, 37 Tex. 
Civ. A. 607, 85 SW 34. 

44. U. S.—Grant Bros. Constr. Co. 
Vv. Us (Si) 232 UW, S)a6475-34: SCt 452, 
58 L. ed. 776; U. S. v. Regan, 232 
PSR ShpeOLeSOlael Smo Sn lan Cae 4: 
Pocahontas Distilling Co. v. U. S., 
218 Bed. 782, 134 CCA. 5663, Ui» S. 
v. Illinois Cent, R. Co., 170 Fed. 542, 
95 CCA 16283 Us, S.itv. Baltimore, ete. 
R. Co., 170 Fed. 456; U. S. v. South- 
ern Pacific Co., 162 Fed. 412 [aff 
171° Fed), 360, 96 CCA 252, and jaff 
171 Fed. 364, 96 CCA 256]. 

Conn.—Munson v. Atwood, 30 Conn. 
102. 

Mass.—Roberge v. Burnham, 124 
Mass. 277. 

Mo.—State v. Kansas City, ete. R. 
Co., 70 Mo. A. 634. 

Nebr.—Peterson v. State, 79 Nebr. 
132, 112 NW 306, 126 AmSR 651, 14 
LRANS 292. 

N. Y.—People v. Briggs, 114 N. Y. 
56, 20 NE 820 [aff 47 Hun 266]; 
Kerin v. New York City R. Co., 53 
Misc. 568, 103 NYS 769. 

Okl.—_Hammett v. State, 42 Okl. 
384, 886, 141 P 419, AnnCas1916D 
LUTAS Heit ye]: 

Vt.—Burnett v. Ward, 42 Vt. 80. 

Wis.—State v. Nergaard, 124 Wis. 
414, 102 NW 889. 

[a] Actions by people or state.— 
“There is no apparent reason for 
making any distinction in that re- 
spect in behalf of a defendant in an 
action for a penalty, in which the 
People are the party plaintiff. Tt 1s 
no less a civil action because so 
brought. The purpose of the action 
‘is not the punishment of the de- 
fendant in the sense legitimately ap- 
plicable to the term, but such action 
is brought to recover the penalty as 
a fixed sum by way of indemnity to 
the public for the injury suffered by 
reason of the violation of the stat- 
ute. The effect of the recovery is 
merely to charge the defendant with 
pecuniary liability, while a criminal 
prosecution is had for the purpose 
of punishment of the accused.” Peo. 
Vv. .briges, 114) Nowy. 56, 65, 20, NE 
820. 

{b] Action by party injured. 
Where the action is brought under a 
statute not strictly penal, but rather 
remedial in its nature, defendant is 
not ‘entitled to the rule of evidence 
applicable to criminal trials. Mun- 
son v. Atwood, 30 Conn. 102; Roberge 
v. Burnham, 124 Mass. 277; Burnett 
v. Ward; 42 Vt. 80. 

{cj] Plaintiff should be held to 


~ 
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In an ac- 


The, | tiff* 


Nor can 


cases.°° 


[§ 138] 


ant. 
court.®? 


preliminary no- 


The usual 


a strict proof of the cause of action. 
Engel v. New York City R. Co., 55 
Mise. 203, 105 NYS 80. 

45. Ala.—Louisville, ete, R. Co. 
v. Hill, 115 Ala. 334, 22 S 168. 

Ill.— Ruth v. Abingdon, 80 Ill. 418; 
Havana v. Biggs, 58 Ill. 483; Toledc, 
etc., R. Co. v. Foster, 43 Ill. 480; 
Lewiston vy. Pro¢tor, 27 Ill. 414; Web- 
ster v. Peo., 14 Ill. 365; Chicago v. 
Rowe, 187 Tl. A. 175; Chicago v. Clas- 
sen, 170 Tll. A. 310; Palmer v. Peo., 
109 Ill. A. 269; Gunkel v. Bachs, 103 
Ill, A, 494; Indiana Millers’ Mut. F. 
Ins. Co. v. Peo., 65 Ill. A. 3455; Abing- 
don v. Meadows, 28 Ill. A. 442. Com- 
pare Atchison, etc., R. Co. v. People, 
227 Til. 270, 81 NE 342 [rev 128 Il. 
A. 38] (holding more than a_ pre- 
ponderance necessary); Hubanks v. 
Ashley, 36 Ill. 177. 

Me.—Campbell v. 94 Me. 
127, 46 A 812. 


Burns, 


Mass.—Roberge v. Burnham, 124 
Mass, 277. 
N. H.-—Hitchcock v. Munger, 15 


ING SEY 8%. 

46. Dassance v. Gates, 13 Vt. 275 
(if the minute required to be in- 
dorsed upon the writ by the author- 
ity issuing it is not made, the suit 
will be dismissed on motion). 

[a] Plaintiff may be nonsuited in 
a qui tam action. Ranney v. Jones, 
21 Us C.1.@s, Bas .0.a 

[b] Time for making motion.— 
If there is no: precise time fixed by 
the practice of the court for mak- 
ing a motion to quash an action for 
the recovery of a penalty, it must 
be made within what the court shall 
determine a reasonable time. Clark 
v. Lisbon, 19‘N. H. 286. 

47. Clark v. Lisbon, 19 N. H. 286. 

48. Maguire v. Xenia, 54 Ill. 299. 

49. New York Excise Comrs, v. 
Purdy, 36 Barb. (N. Y.) 266, 18 AbbPr 
439, 22 HowPr 506 [rev 13 AbbPr 434, 
22 HowPr, 3124. 

50. Compulsory reference see Ref- 
erences [34 Cyc 778]. 

Right to jury trial see Juries [24 
Cye 108]. 

51. Trial of civil actions generally 
see Trial [38 Cyc 1238]. 

52. See State v. Meadows, 106 Mo. 
A, 604, 81 SW 4638. 

Instructions in civil actions gem- 
erally see Trial [38 Cye 1594]. 

53. See Haley v. Taylor, 77 Miss. 
867, 28 S 752, 78 AmSR 549. 

{a] Taking case from jury.— 
Where, in a suit to recover the pen- 
alty imposed by L. (1902) p 1185 
c 482, for the alleged unlawful traflic 
in milk cans, the court dismissed the 
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rules of procedure relating to trials in civil actions 
generally,®! including the giving of: instructions,®? 
as well as defining the province of the court and 
jury,°* are applicable to this class of actions.6+ The 
determination of questions of fact arising on con- 
flicting evidence is for the jury.®® 
whether all of the parties prosecuted are liable is 
one of fact to be determined upon a consideration 
of all of the evidence in the case.°® 
that the proceedings are civil in their nature,’ a 
nonsuit may be entered against an informer plain- 
It has been held proper to direct a verdict 
for plaintiff where the undisputed evidence shows 
defendant’s guilt,®°® and it has been held that the 
jury may be returned to a second consideration 
where such procedure would be proper in other civil 
Further, the court may proceed to final 
judgment in the absence of defendant.*+ 

2. Assessment of Penalty. Where the 
action is debt for a definite statutory penalty, the 
verdict need only fix the lability of the defend- 
The statutory sum will be assessed by the 
And the rule applies generally where an 
arbitrary sum is imposed by the statute and the 


The question 


Under the view 


complaint before plaintiff had rested, 
on introduction of evidence that 
plaintiff found the can in question 
full of ashes, with its top cut off, 
beside defendant’s house, the judg- 
ment will be reversed, in order that 
the facts with reference to the con- 
dition of the can at the time defend- 
ant obtained it could be more fully 
developed. Schmidt v. Justus, 46 
Mise. 459, 92 NYS 362. 

{b] Jurors as judges of both law 
and fact.—The rule in some siates 
that the jury in a criminal case is to 
judge of both the law and the facts 
has no application to actions for 
penalties. Boyle v. Smithman, 146 
Base2b5; 23 Ag39%. 

Province of court and jury gener- 
ally see Trial [388 Cyc 1511]. 

54. In re Atty.-Gen., Mart. & Y. 
(Tenn.) 285, 

[a] Preferenco on _ calendar. 
Laws or rules giving criminal cases 
a preference over others upon the 
docket as to the time of trying them 
do not apply to penal actions. In re 
Atty.-Gen., Mart. & Y. (Tenn.) 285. 

55. Sumrell v. Atlantic Coast Line 
Re Co., 152), NI Cy 269, 6RaS Hb Sor 


56. Pilots»v. Clark, 33 N. Y. 251. 
57. See supra § 80. x 
58. Bennet v. Smith, 1 Burr. 401, 


97 Reprint 371; Bunyan v. Yerbury, 
1D. & R. 448, 16 ECL 46; Robinson 
v. Garthwaite, 9 Hast 296, 103 Re- 
print 586; Stone v. Farey, 1 East 554, 
102 Reprint 213; Watson v. Jackson, 
le Wils.. C.. P).325, 9b. sReprint eee. 
McClenaghan vy. McLeod, 3 Ont. Pr. 
13; Ranney v. Jones, 21 U. C. Q. B. 

59... Chicago, ete... Ri. Cov U.S. 
220;U. S; 559) 3, SCt) 612) ebonmlasnods 
582;;; Hepner Vv... OU: Si 23," te ese Doge 
29 SCt 474, 53 L. ed. 720, 27 LRANS 
739, 16 AnnCas 960 [overr in effect 
Atchison, “ete! Rol /Co: wv. Uasemelae 
Fed. 194, 96 CCA 646, 27 LRANS 
756]; Fielding v. La Grange, 104 
Iowa 530, 73 NW 1038; Hines v. 
Darling, 99 Mich. 47, 57 NW 1081; 
Low v. Hall, 47 N. Y. 104; Peo. v. 
Girard, 73 Hun 457, 26 NYS 272 [aff 
145 N. Y. 105, 39 NE 823, 45 AmSR 


595d) 

60. Pettis) (v.,) Dixon,” Le kirby, 
(Conn.) 179. 

61. Maguire v. Xenia, 54 Ill. 299; 
Grant v. Com., 16 Pa. Dist. 826, 33 
Pa. Co. 43. See Com. v. Hudock, 37 
Pa. Super. 176 (such judgment no 
Taree of irregularities by defend- 
ant). 

62. Cotten v. Rutledge, 33 Ala. 


110; Com. vy. Stevens, 15 Mass. 195; 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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liability of defendant is found by the jury.6? Where 
a fixed penalty is imposed by the statute its amount 
cannot be lessened or increased by the court ** or 
jury.©° Where the statute fixes a penalty of not 
less than a certain amount, nor more than another 
amount, but does not specify whether the amount 
shall be fixed by the court or the jury, according 
to some authorities the court should fix the amount 
after the jury has found defendant guilty.°* <Ac- 
cording to other authorities, the jury will be per- 
mitted to fix the amount.67 Where the amount of 
the penalty for which defendant is liable has been 
admitted by defendant, the intervention of a jury 
is not required if the penalty given by statute is 
a fixed sum.*8 In some cases, however, the rule is 
stated as follows: When nil debet is pleaded, and 
the issue is found against defendant, the assessment 
of the penalty is for the jury;® when the plea is 
not guilty, it is for the court.7° Where two penal- 
ties are claimed, the jury should assess the amount 
to be recovered.*1 Where the statute imposing 
the penalty prescribes only a minimum penalty and 
fails to prescribe the maximum, the trial court or 
jury may assess a penalty in excess of the minimum 
amount preseribed.7? 

[§ 139] 38. Verdict and Findings. The verdict 
must’ be responsive to the issues.7* In an action of 
debt it is immaterial that the verdict is in damages 
instead of finding the sum as a debt.74 It is not 
necessary for the jury to find any hypothetical ver- 
dict for damages, where the action is on a statute 
and only for a forfeiture or penalty definitely pre- 
scribed thereby.7> In debt on a statute giving an 
uncertain sum by way of penalty, a verdict for a 
less sum than demanded may be sustained.7® An 
action in the name of the state for the recovery 
of a penalty is not a civil action in the sense that 
a verdict may be found upon the concurrence of 
three fourths of the jurors as permitted by statute 
relating to civil actions.77 The fact that the orig- 
inal writ was sued out in the name of the United 
States of America, but that the verdict was returned 


FINES, FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


[25C.J.] 1207 
and the judgment rendered for the United States 
and not for the United States of America, is imma- 
terial."* Where but one penalty is sued for, the 
verdict need not specify that it is for a particular 
penalty.7° 

A special verdict in an action for a penalty must 
find facts sufficient to warrant the entry of a judg- 
ment either for or against plaintiff.8° Where the 
Jury find defendant guilty, but add to their verdict 
a finding that he was innocent of an intent required 
by the statute imposing the penalty, it amounts to 
a verdict of acquittal.®+ 

In an action to recover several penalties a g@en- 
eral verdict for defendant is sufficient,82 but, in 
case of a verdict for plaintiff, the particular of- 
fenses for which it is rendered should be specified,® 
although it bas been held that a verdict in a civil 
action of debt for a penalty containing several 
counts for distinct penalties is not uncertain, al- 
though for a gross sum on several counts, where the 
total amount is not such as to indicate that more 
than the maximum penalty was awarded under any 
count,4 

Amendment. The jury may be permitted to cor- 
rect their finding after returning the verdict in or- 
der to make it conform to what they agreed and 
intended it should be.%® 

[§ 140] N. Judgment and Record **—1. Judg- 
ments—a. Time and Manner of Entry. Judgment 
against defendant must be entered publicly, or only 
after due notice to him.’? Final judgment cannot 
be entered on demurrer, but only on a trial upon 
the merits, where the statute provides that the pen- 
alty shall be imposed on ‘‘conviction.’’ 88 

[$ 141] b. Parties—(i) Persons to Whom 
Awarded. Where the statute imposing a penalty 
makes a definite and specific disposal thereof, vest- 
ing no discretion in the court or jury, it is not 
essential that the judgment contain an express 
award as to the manner in which the money shall 
be disposed of,®® but where the court is to exercise 
a discretion it must appear on the fact of the judg- 


Stilson v. Tobey, 2 Mass. 521; Eddy 
v. Oliver, 5 Dane Abr. (Mass.) 
254. 

63. Morrill v. Title Guaranty, etc., 
Go., 94 Wash. 258, 162 P 360, 163 P 


Wie 
64. Broadwall v. Congar, 2 N. J. 
L 


el28. 
65. Macklin v. Taylor, Add. (Pa.) 


212), 
G65 UAeS) ave Boston, etc, JR. °Co. 


15 Fed. 209; Scott v. Missouri Pac. R. 


Co., 38 Mo. A. 523. : 
67. Ga.—McDaniel v. Gate City 
Gasslight. Co. H1i9" Ga. 158, 13: |S 


693. 
Tll.—Peo. v. Hartford L. Ins. Co., 
252 Tll. 398, 96 NE 1049, 37 LRANS 


778. : 
Mich.—Hines v. Darling, 99 Mich. 


47, 57 NW 1081. 

N. J.—Bowden v. Randolph Tp. 
Overseer of Poor, 41 N. J. L. 462. 

N. Y.—Lammond y. Volans, 14 Hun 
263. 

See State v. Leaver, 62 Wis. 387, 
22 NW 576 (where the court inti- 
mated without deciding that the jury 
should assess the amount). 

fa] Jury not at liberty to give 
less) than minimum.—Worth v. Peck, 
7 Pa. 268. ; 

[b] When a statute gives double 
the value of goods by way of penalty, 
to be recovered in debt, the jury may 
find the value of the goods, and the 
court double the value in their judg- 
ment; and it is sufficient that the 
verdict say the value of the goods. 
This shall be intended the single, not 
the double, value;:and the verdict 


need not say single value, in terms. 
Warren v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. (N. Y.) 
678. To same effect Cross v. U. §S., 
6 F. Cas. No. 3,434, 1 Gall. 26. 


68. Tennessee Mut. Bldg. etc., 
ANssoGieva. States 99° Alan 197, £3e'S 
687; Saratoga County Excise Comrs. 
v. Doherty, 16 HowPr (N. Y.) 46; 
Cincinnati, ete., R. Co. v. Cook, 37 
Oh. St..265. 

695. slat Ss evawAilllen.g245 i Cash No: 


14,481, Brunn. Col. Cas. 94, 4 Day 
(Conn.) 474; Com. v. Stevens, 15 
Mass. 195. See Chesley v. Brown, 11 
Me. 143 (holding that where court 
assessed the minimum penalty a new 
trial would not be granted because 


the jury did not assess the pen- 
alty). 
70. Com. v. Stevens, 15 Mass. 195. 


71. Kennedy v. Wright, 34 Me. 351. 


72, Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
State, 82 Ark. 309, 101 SW 748, 12 
AnnCas 82. 


7g, Albright v. Tapscott, 53 N. C. 
473 (in an action of debt for a pen- 
alty in which nil debet is pleaded, a 
verdict finding all the issues in favor 
of plaintiff and assessing his dam- 
ages at a specified sum is not respon- 
sive to the issues and will not sus- 
tain a judgment of recovery). 

74, Spence v. Thompson, 11 
746. 

75. Mapel v. John, 42 W. Va. 30, 


Ala. 


24 Sm 608, 32 LRA 800, 57 AmSR 
839. 
7G. Dozier v.. Bray, 9 IN. GC. 57%. 
Variance between demand and 


amount of judgment see infra § 147. 
77. American Express Co. v. Com., 


171 Ky. 1, 186 SW 887. 

78.) Smith@vir US 22 sBwCasa Nos 
13,122, 1 Gall. 261, 

Roe Parke v. Adams, 3 N. J. L. 

80. State v. Currie, 72 Minn. 403, 
75 NW 742. 

81. State v. Wolfrum, 88 Wis. 481, 
60 NW 799. 

82. Hannibal, etc., Plank Road, 
ete., Co. v. Bowling, 53 Mo. 311: 

83. Westbrook v. Van Auken, 5 
N. J. Li. 561; Bloodgood v. Vande- 
veer, 3 N. J. L. 486; Dixon v. Free- 
man, 3 N. J. L. 6; Whitlock vy. Tomp- 
Kinsss2 aNeJeelaneoos ; 

84. Chicago, etc., 
82 Ill. A..679. 

85. Cole v. Laws, 
10 SE 172. 

86. Enforcement of foreign or sis- 
ter state judgments see Judgments 
[23 Cye 1561, 1610]. 

Judgment as claim in bankruptcy 
see Bankruptcy § 501. 

87. Pittsburgh v. Madden, 14 Pa. 
Co. 120. 
foot Reagh v. Spann, 3 Stew. (Ala.) 

89. Vandegrift v. Meihla, 66 N. J. 
Tn OAS Gis Glan Gees CONN an G 
Pa. Dist. 826, 33 Pa. Co. 43; Frederick 
v. Lookup, 4 Burr. 2018, 98 Reprint 
51; In re Boothroyd, 10 Jur. 117. 

[a] For example, where a statute 
directed that a penalty recovered 
upon an indictment should go to the 
county, a sentence directing it “to be 
disposed of according to law” is not 
erroneous. Com, vy. Horton, 3 Pick. 
(Mass.) 206, 


R. Co. Vv. Peoy 
104 N. C: 651, 
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ment that they have done so.°° In a qui tam action 
the judgment should be in favor of: the informer 
for the uses expressed in the statute,®! but a failure 
of the judgment to specify the uses to which the 
penalty is recovered is amendable.°? It is error to 
render judgment in favor of the state,9* but, where 
the. proceeding is by indictment in the name of the 
state, the judgment is properly entered in ‘the name 
of the state,°* although it is proper to enter an order 
on the record immediately following the judgment 
directing the proper share of the recovery to be 
- paid to the informer if there is one.®® If a statute 
gives a penalty partly to the use of the state and 
partly to the use of an informer, and the state prose- 
cutes for the penalty, the judgment should be in 
favor of the state for the whole penalty.°® Where 
judgment is for the amount fixed by the statute, 
error in awarding a portion thereof to the wrong use 
is not one of which defendant: can complain.” 

[§ 142] (2) Joint Defendants. Although debt 
for a statutory penalty is in form ex contractu, it 
is really an action founded on a tort, and according 
to some authorities proof of a joint lability of all 
defendants is not required, but judgment may be 
entered against one alone.®® According to other 
authorities such a judgment cannot be entered where 
defendants join in a plea of nil debet as distin- 
guished from a plea of not guilty.°® On an informa- 
tion charging several jointly the jury may convict 
some of a whole or part of the offense and acquit 
others.1 Where the statute makes the principal and 
his agent jointly and severally subject to a penalty, 
if a joint action is brought, the judgment must be 
joint.” 


[§ 143] ¢. Contents and Recitals—(1) In Gen- 
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[§§ 141-145 


curred by the violation of a specific law, the judg- 
ment should set out the statute or ordinance, or the 
substance of it,? and show in what respect it has 
been violated. Where there are two penalties im- 
posed, the judgment ought to designate the particu- 
lar penalty on which defendant is convicted,? but 
where only one penalty is declared for, a judgment 
in general terms is sufficient,® at least if plaintiff 
is entitled to the whole of the money recovered.’ 
In a summary proceeding for a penalty, the convic- 
tion must contain the evidence on which the judg- 
ment was founded,’ and where it fails to set out 
evidence sufficient to support the judgment, defend- 
ant in certiorari will not be permitted, by an 
amended return, to show a different conviction.2 An 
ambiguity in a judgment for a statutory penalty 
may be cured by reading the statute into the judg- 
ment.t? Where an action is one of debt, judgment 
for ‘‘damages’’ is irregular, but the irregularity is. 
not ground for reversal.1+ 

[§ 144] (2) Provisions for Enforcement. In a 
civil action to recover a penalty a judgment in form 
and effect one which could properly be entered only 
in a criminal proceeding providing for imprisonment 
in case of failure to pay is bad.t? A sentence of 
imprisonment, unless expressly authorized by stat- 
ute, is improper in a civil action to recover a pen- 
alty.15 But where the statute so provides, the 
judgment may provide for its enforcement by im- 
prisonment of defendant.14 At common law a judg- 
ment concluding in misericordia was not regarded 
as objectionable.’ 

[$ 145] d. Amount—(1) In General. Where 
the action is for a penalty of a fixed amount, the 
judgment must be for the specific sum fixed.t° The 


eral, Where a suit is instituted for the penalty in- 


90. Vandegrift v. Meihla, 66 N. J. 
L. 92, 49 A 16; In re Boothroyd, 10 
Sur Ase 

91. Conn.—Bradley v. Baldwin, 5 
Conn, 288. 

Mi—Tlinos, Cents: Ri iCon tv. Vere, 
54 Jll. 356; Illinois Cent. R. Co. v. 
Tait, 50 Ill. 48 

-Ky.—Heard v. Faris, 1 Litt. 245. 

Mo.—Smith v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 57 Mo. A. 259. 

N. J.—Jones v. Pitman, 12 N. J. L. 
93. 

Tex.—Tarde v. Benseman, 31 Tex. 
277; Doss v. State, 6 Tex. 433. 

[al For example,—Where one half 
of the penalty inflicted is to be paid 
to the informer and the other half to 
the treasury of the town, the judg- 
ment should be that the informer 
recovered the penalty, one half to 
his own use and the other half to be 
paid into the treasury of the town. 
Bradley v. Baldwin, 5 Conn. 288. 

92. Bradley v. Baldwin, 5 Conn. 


93. Doss v. State, 6 Tex. 433. 

94, State v. Stanford, 20 Ark. 145. 
95. State v. Stanford, 20 Ark. 145. 
‘96. Com. v. Howard, 13 Mass. 221. 
Right of state to whole penaity 
where no informer see infra § 1 

97. St. Louis, etc, R. Co. v. Biate, 
55 Ark. 200, 17 SW 806. 


516, ‘01 L. ed. 908. 

N. H.—Powers v. Spear, 3 N. H. 
my, 

Tenn.—Martin v. MeNight, 1 Overt. 
BOs 

Hng.—Bastard v. Hancock, Carth. 
361, 90 Reprint 810; Ruck v. Atty.- 
Gen., 3 H. & N. 208, 165¥ Reprint 447, 

Ont.—Drake vy. Preston, 34 U. C. 
Q* B. 257. 

99. Burnham v. Webster, 5 Mass. 
266; Boutelle v. Nourse, 4 Mass. 431; 
Hill v. Davis, 4 Mass. 137. See Chaf- 


fee -vidU..S5<18) Wall. CU. S.)) 516, 
21 L. ed. 908 (where both not euilty 
and nil debet were pleaded). 

1. Hill v.. Davis, 4 Mass. 137. 

2. Indiana Millers’ Mut. F. Ins. 
Cosh vat Peow65 Sill. VAS 6855. [att 170 
Tll. 474, 49 NE 364]. 

3. Wilcox v. Knoxville Borough, 
2 Pa. Dist. 721; Ridley Park Borough 
Vv. uChester,*ete?,, PRiCo. 624 Pa Cot 
3, 8 Del. Co. 27; Com, v. Blossom, 12 
Pa. Co. 580; Stroudsburg Borough v. 
Brown, 11 Pa. Co. 272; Com. v. Coch- 
ran Creamery Co., -4 Pa. Co. 253; 
Nash v. Com., 2 Pa. C. Pl. 239; Mana- 
yunk v. Davis, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 
289; Com. v. Ryan, 2 LancLRev (Pa.) 
24; Lancaster v. Hirsch, 1 LancLRev 
(Pa.)> «2093 Com Vv.) Daveneer; 11/0 
Phila. (Pa.) 478; Philadelphia v. Dun- 
can, 4 Phila. (Pa.) 145; Ree. v. Stew- 
ant; S2be Ue ex t@n SB oe, 

4. Wilcox v. Knoxville Borough, 2 
Par Dist! 272158) Comes ve) — Cochran 
Creamery Co., 4 Pa. Co. 253; Mana- 
yunk v. Davis, 2 Pars. Ha. Cas. (Pa.) 
289; Com. v. Davenger, 10 Phila. 
(Pa.) 478; Com. v. Finkheimer, 9 
Phila. (Pa.) 504; Com. v. Fiegle, 2 
Phila. (Pa.) 215. 

5,.. Dixon W.> Freeman 3 IN. Jeri. 
411; Whitlock v. Tompkins, 2 N. J. 
L. 273; Manayunk vy. Davis, 2 Pars. 
Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 289; Com. v. Boos, 1 
LuzLegReg (Pa.) 373. 

Ee SING ls diy 


5 e Parke v. Adams, 
15. 
onek Dallas.’ v. Hendry, 3 IN. °d2 1D: 
8. Marinelli v. State, 61 N. J. L. 
177, 39 A 640 [aff sub nom, Schneider 
v. Marinelli, 62 N. J. Li. 739, 42 A 
MOVIE 
9. Marinelli v. State, 61 N. J. L. 
177, 39 A 640 [aff sub nom. Schneider 
v. Marinelli,,62 N. J. L. 7389, 42 A 


1077). 
10. Seaboard Air Line R. Co. v. 


penalty cannot be increased or diminished by the 


Nims, 61 Fla. 420, 54 S 779. 

11... Buehlman vy. Koester, 171 Ill. 
A. 476. 

12. Kuder v. Waukesha County, 
(Wis.) 178 NW 249. 

13. Kinmundy v. Mahan, 72 IIil. 
462; Lewiston v. Proctor, 27 Ill. 414; 
In re Hanson, 36 Me. 425: Peo. v. 
Hoffman, 3 Mich. 248; Murphy ve 
Montclair Tp., 39 N. J. Gio, 673. 

14,7, Peos vi, Brod, 197 Tlie tAR1358= 
Lowrie v. State Bd. of Registration 
and Examination in Dentistry, 90 
N.S. 54, 99 A 92:7. 

Constitutional inhibition of impris- 
eae. for debt see Executions 

15. Humble v. Bland, 6 T. R. 255, 
101 Reprint 540; Wynne v. Middle- 
ton, 1 Wils. C. P. 125, 95 Reprint 530; 
Jenkinson v. Bates [cit Humble v. 
Bland, supra]. 

16. Ala.—Cotten v. Rutledge, 33 
Ala. 110. 

Mo.—Smith v. Western Union Tel. 
Co., 57 Mo. A. 259. 


N. J.—Sayre v. Sayre, 3° N. J. LL. 
596; Scudder v. Bloomfield, 3 N. J. 
L. 506; Adams v. Scull, 3 N, J. L. 
311; Steelman v. Bolton, 27 Ne woe 
303; pa coawes v. Conger, 29Ne Ji 


LS 

N. Y.—Canastota, ete, Plank Road 
Co. v. Parkill, 50 Barb. 601. 

N. C-Albright V. J Tapscott, =sb3 
INEAO, 54% 

Pa. tack v. Miller,.9 Montg. Co. 
96. See also Ritchie v. Shannon, 2 
Rawle 196. ! 

Tenn. — Memphis v. Schade, 12 
Heisk, 579. 

[a] Verdict not specifying amount. 
—A verdict for plaintiff, not specify- 
ing any amount, entitles him to a 
judgment for the penalty and costs, 
since there is no amount to be found 
by the jury. Cotten v. Rutledge, 33 
Ala. 110. 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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court.17 Where the amount of the penalty is not 
prescribed, the demand is no criterion of the amount 
to be recovered,® and in entering judgement the 
amount should be for a sum certain.19 Where de- 
fendant has been convicted as to more than one 
penalty, the number must be set out and desig- 
nated in the judgment.?? Where but one penalty 
is sued for the judgment need not specify that it 
is for a particular penalty.?4 

[§ 146] (2) In Case of Joint Defendants. It 
depends on the nature of the offense, as being entire 
or several, whether several persons, jointly and 
simultaneously committing it, are to be subjected, 
the whole to but one penalty or each to the whole 
penalty.2? Where a statute imposing a’ penalty 
contemplates only one offense but two classes of 
offenders, an offense jointly committed by an of- 
fender of each class is, in its nature, one and en- 
tire, and the pénalty is one, and several penalties 
cannot be imposed on the several offenders.?3 

[§ 147] (3) Variance from Declaration. The 
demanding of one sum will not prevent the recovery 
of a smaller sum, where it is diminished by extrinsic 
cireumstances,24 and when the amount recoverable 
can be ascertained only by verdict or judgment, 
it is no objection, even to a declaration in debt, 
that the amount claimed varies from that found.?5 
In debt on a statute to recover a penalty, the dam- 


[b] Multiple of penalty.—Where | statute. 
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Conley v. Palmer, 
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ages inserted in the declaration need only be 
nominal, and judgment may be entered for an 
amount in excess of the ad damnum.?* Plaintiff is 
not entitled to recover for penalties accruing after 
the action is begun.2? 

[§ 148] e. Operation and Effect.2 A judgment 
for a statutory penalty will not bar another action 
for a different cause, although arising out of the 
same transaction.*® A second action may be main- 
tained for penalties accruing after action was 
brought for other penalties.®° 

[§ 149] f. Tender. Tender of payment of a 
judgment must include accrued interest.?1 

[§ 150] 2. Record.22 Where the proceedings 
are had in an inferior court, the record should show 
jurisdiction and every fact necessary to constitute 
the offense, under the general principles which gov- 
ern penal actions.*? A record in a summary pro- 
ceeding for the enforcement of a penalty must con- 
tain a finding set forth in express terms or to 
be implied with certainty that a special act has been 
performed by defendant, and must describe such act 
or define it in such a way as to show “hat it is 
within the unlawful class of acts; otherwise a judg- 
ment that the law has been violated is insufficient.34 

[§ 151] O. New Trial. The court has full power 
to grant a new trial in an action for a penalty, 
although the verdict was in favor of defendant.%5 


the statute gives a penalty of the 
same amount for each of several par- 
ticulars, the judgment must be for 
one penalty or some multiple thereof. 
Behymer v. Odell, 31 Ill. A. 350. 

{c] Judgment in figures. — The 
penal sum must be entered in words 
and not in figures, in the judgment. 
Oliver v. Larzaleer, 5 N. J. L. 605. 

17. "Clark “Vv, Barnard, 108 U. S. 
436, 2 SCt 878, 27 L. ed. 780; Powell 
v. Redfield, 19 F. Cas. No. 11,359, 4 
Blatehf. 45; U. S. v. Montell, 26 F. 
Cas. No. 15,798, Taney 47; Broadwell 
v. Conger, 2 N. J. L. 210; Mack v. 
Miller, 9 Montg. Co. (Pa.) 96; Taylor 
v. State, 35 Wis. 298. 

18. See infra § 147. 

19. Philadelphia  v. 
Phita: (Pa:):518, 

20. Walker v. Pierson, 3 N. J. L. 
47; Matthews v. Pemberton, 3 N. J. 
L. 22 y 


Harkins, 1 


21. Parke v. Adams, 3 N. J. L: 


22. Tracy v. Perry, 5 N. H. 504; 
Peo, v. White, 124 App. Div. 79, 108 
NYS 212; Warren v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 678; Reg. v. Dean, 12 M. & 
WwW. 39, 152 Reprint 1102; Drake v. 
Preston, 34 U. C. Q. B. 257. 

[al Where the offense is in its 
nature single, and cannot be severed, 
the penalty shall be single, because, 
although several persons may join in 
committing it, it still constitutes but 
one offense. Rex v. Clarke, Cowp. 
610, 98 Reprint 1267. ¥ 

[b] Where the offense is in its 
nature several, and where every per- 
son concerned may, be _ separately 
guilty of it, then each offender is 
separately liable to the penalty, be- 
cause the crime of each is distinct 
from the offense of the others, and 
each is punishable for his own crime. 
Rex v. Clarke, Cowp. 610, 98 Reprint 
1267. 

[ce] Only one penalty.—(1) Where 
two joined in the sale of a glass of 
wine without being duly licensed, 
they had incurred jointly the pen- 
alty imposed by statute, and judg- 
ment in debt against them jointly, 
on the statute, should be for only 
one penalty. Tracy v. Perry, 5 N. iri 
504. (2) Only one penalty can be 
recovered against several persons 
who assist a tenant to remove goods 


from demised premises to avoid the | 


payment of rent, contrary to the 


4 Den. Pa.—Buckwalter v. U. S., 11 Serg. 
374 [aff 2 N. Y. 182]. : 


& Ri 193 
[d] Several penalties.—Where the 

statute provides that ‘no person shall 
use any bush-seine”’ in a certain river 
on prescribed penalty for each of- 
fense, and two or more persons are 
concerned in drawing a bush-seine in 
the river, it is a several offense in 
each person concerned and each is 
separately liable to the penalty im- 
posed. Curtis v. Hurlburt, 2 Conn. 


309. 

23° Peo. vs Kolb; 13° Abb. Dee. 
(N. Y.) 529, 3 Keyes 236. 

[a] For example, L. (1839) ¢ 13, 
imposing penalties on managers of 
theatrical exhibitions carried on 
without license, and on owners, etc., 
of buildings let therefor, an offense 
by both is one and entire, and the 
penalty for one offense is single, and 
a complaint against both for a pen- 
alty states but one cause of action. 
Peo. v. Kolb, 3 Abb. Dec. (N. Y.) 529, 
3 Keyes 236. 

24, U. S.—uv. S. v. Colt, 25 F. Cas, 
No. 14,839, Pet. C. C. 145. 

Conn.—Perrin v. Sikes, 1 Day 19. 

N. Y.—Warren v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. 
678; Ely v. Van Beuren, 8 Cai, 218. 

N. C.—Dowd v. Seawell, 14 N. C. 
185. 


Pa.—Buckwalter v. U. S., 11 Serg. 
& R. 193; Philadelphia v. Harkins, 1 
Phila. 518. 

. Eng.—Pemberton v. Shelton, Cro. 
Jac. 498, 79 Reprint 425. 

Necessity of alleging precise sum 
claimed see supra § 124. 

25. U. S.—U. S. v. Hilliot, 25 F. 
Cas. No. 15,043; Washington v. Eaton, 
29 F. Cas. No. 17,228, 4 Cranch C. C. 
Bee Sue Va OOlL wycbmen waCas NOt 
ha83OirPetl Cs (Ex 145: 

Conn.—Perrin v. Sikes, 1 Day 19; 
Hart v. Brown, 2 Root 301. 

Me.—Thompson v. Smith, 79 Me. 
160, 8 A 687. 

Mass.—Reed v. Davis, 8 Pick. 514; 
Com. v. Stevens, 15 Mass. 195; Eddy 
v. Oliver, 5 Dane Abr. 254. 

N. H.—Craig v. Gerrish, 58 N. H. 
513; Orne v. Roberts, 51 N. H. 110; 
Harper v. Bowman, 3 N. H. 489. 

N. Y.—Merchants’ Bank v. Bliss, 35 
IN@eevan4ae miLait 24uNine Won uper., 39; 
13 AbbPr 225, 21 HowPr 365]; War- 
ren v. Doolittle, 5 Cow. 678, 

N. C.—Dowd v. Seawell, 14 N. C. 
185. 

Oh.—Rockwell v. State, 11 Oh. 130. 


Eng.—Parker v. Curson, Cro. Jac. 
529, 79 Reprint 453; Pemberton v. 
Shelton, Cro. Jac. 498, 79 Reprint 425. 

26. Indiana Millers’ Mut. F. Ins. 
Co. v. Peo., 170 Ill. 474, 49 NE 364. 

27. Terre Haute, etc., 
Baker, 122 Ind. 433, 24 NE 838. 

28. Former recovery as a defense 
see supra § 95. 

29. St. Louis, etc., Co. v. Trimble, 
54 Ark. 354, 15 SW 899. 

30. Gould v. Olympic Min. Co., 49 
Misc. 612, 96 NYS 455. 

81. State v. Wooley, 44 Vt. 363. 

32. Necessity that record of jus- 
tices of the peace: 

Contain evidence see Justices of the 
Peace [24 Cyc 636]. 

Show cause of action before justices 
of the peace see Justices of the 
Peace [24 Cyc 634]. 

Show that jurors were sworn see 
Justices of the Peace [24 Cyc 6387]. 
383. Proctor v. State, 5 Del. 387; 

Elmer v. Danzenbacker, 37 N. J. L. 

863; Buck v. Danzenbacker, 37 N. ‘J. 

L. 359; Steelman v. Bolton, 2 N. J. L. 

303; Com. v. Hudock, 37 Pa. Super. 

176; Hess v. Monier, 1 Pa. Dist. 606, 

57 PittsbLegJNS 44; Com. v. Coch- 

ran “Creamery. iCo};~.4, (Pas Cons2b3e 

Manayunk v. Davis, 2 Pars. Eq. Cas. 

(Pa.) 289; Fraily v. Sparks, 2 Pars. 

Eq. Cas. (Pa.) 232; Com. v. Gilling- 

ham, 1 Brewst. (Pa.) 396; Com. v. 

Grower, 3 Brightly (Pa.) 4536; 

Gibbons v. Wandell, 2 Kulp (Pa.) 

344; Davis v. Com., 1 LackJur’ 102% 

Lemon v. Reidel, 1 LancLRev (Pa.) 

3; Com. v. Davenger, 10 Phila, (Pa.) 

478; Com. v. Finkheimer, 9 Phila. 

(Pa.) 504; Philadelphia v. Duncan, 4 

Phila. (Pa.) 145; Com. v. Fiegle, 2 

Phila. (Pa.) 215; Philadelphia wv, 

Roney, 2 Phila. (Pa.) 43; Northern 

Liberties v. O’Neill, 1 Phila, (Pa.) 

427; Adams v. Com., 1 Woodw. (Pa.) 

417; Reading v. Hirschline, 1 Woodw. 

(Pa.) 142; Abrams v. Columbia, etc., 

Rin Co. 738. SPEiCw 542; 685SH 5819. 

34. Com. v. Davison, 11 Pa, Super. 
130; Com. v. Foulkrod, 17 Pa. Dist. 
360. 

35. U.S. v. Halberstadt, 26 F. Cas. 
No. 15,276; Gilp.. 262: Hylliard. v. 
Nickols, 2 Root (Conn.) 176; Pettis 
v, Dixon, Kirby (Conn.) 179. 

[a] Early English authorities 
were to the contrary.—Mattison v. 
Allanson, Str. 1238, 93 Reprint 1154; 


R. Co. Vv. 
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A new trial is, however, seldom granted in such 
actions,*® and then only when the verdict has been 
procured by some mistake or misdirection of the 
judge,®7 by the jury’s disregard of the law,®* or 
mistake,?® or by imposition or fraud.t? It will not, 
as a rule, be granted on the sole ground that the 
verdict is against the evidence.*! 


other authorities, new trials may 


cause of the insufficiency of the evidence in a 


civil action for a penalty under the 
Seymour v. Day, Str. 899, 93 Reprint 
926 


36. Steel wa,Roach, 1. 1S, 2@) 163; 

37. U. S.—U. S. v. Halberstadt, 26 
FF. Cas. No. 15,276, Gilp. 262. 

Ky.—Clay v. Swett, 4 Bibb 255. 

N. Y.—Decker v. Stauring, .57 
HowPr 495. 

Pa.—Ridley Park Borough y. Ches- 
ter, etc., R. Co., 24 Pa. Co. 3. ; 

Tenn.—Martin Vv. McNight, al 
Overt. 330. 

Eng.—Brooke v. Middleton, 10 
Bast 268, 103 Reprint 777; Calcraft 
Vv. Gibbs, 5 T. R. 19, 101 Reprint 11; 
Wilson v: Rastall, 4 T. R. 753, 100 
Reprint 1283. 

Ont.—Hugill v. Merrifield, 12 U. C. 
Cc. P. 269; Bleeker v. Meyers, 6 U. C. 
(ee Se oy: os 

38. Atty-Gen. v. Rogers, 2 Dowl. 
PCa eNe iSral037,. 

39. Selsea v. Powell, 6 Taunt, 29.7, 
1 ECL 388, 128 Reprint 1049. But see 
Ranston v. Etteridge, 2 Chit. 273, 18 
ECL 631 (holding that there must be 
proof of misconduct). 

40. Tylliard v. Nickols, 2 Root 
(Conn.) 176; Pruden v. Northrup, 1 
Root (Conn.) 93; Hannaball v. Spald- 
ing, 1 Root (Conn.) 86; Lawyer Vv. 
Smith, 1 Den. (N. Y.) 207; Martin v. 
MeNight, 1 Overt. (Tenn.) 330. 

“The next question is, can the 
Court grant a new trial in a penal 
action of this kind where a verdict 
has passed for a defendant; and if 
they can, in what cases? We have 
diligently searched the books, and 
find there are two, and only two, in 
which they can do it. ist. If a ver- 
dict was founded on a mistake of 
the Court, in their direction to the 
jury, as to matter of law. 2d. Where 
a verdict has been procured by the 
fraud or practice of the defendant.” 
Martin v. McNight, 1 Overt. (Tenn.) 
330, 333. 

Al, UU; Ss va sbalberstadt, 26% rH: 
Gas. No: 15,276; Gilp. 262; U. S. v. 
One Hundred and Seventeen Pack- 
ages Plug Tobacco, 27 F. Cas. No. 
15,936, 10 Ben. 343; U. S. v. Halber- 
stadt, 26 F. Cas. No. 15,276, Gilp. 
262; Clay v. Swett, 4 Bibb. (Ky.) 
255; Martin v. McNight, 1 Overt. 
(Tenn.) 330; Brook v. Middleton, 10 
East 268, 103 Reprint 777; Hall v. 
Green, 9 Exch. 247, 156 Reprint 106; 
Gough v. Hardman, 6 Jur. N. 8S. 402; 
Burgess v. Boetefeur, 7 M. & G. 481, 
49 ECL 481, 135 Reprint 193; Rex v. 
Mann, 4M. & S. 337, 105 Reprint 858; 
Mattison v. Allanson, Str. 1238, 93 
Reprint 1154; Seymour v. Day, Str. 
899, 93 Reprint 926; Fonereau v. ; 
3 Wils. C. P. 59, 95 Reprint 932; Jer- 
VOLS) Verda lines Wale.” nny) 9D 
Reprint 467. But see Bones v. 
Booth, W. Bl. 1226, 96 Reprint 721 
(allowing new trial where action was 
by person aggrieved and not by com- 
mon informer). 

Al TS Vi. pox. 20M (Casino. 
15,155, Deady 579 (Oregon code); 
Gilbert v. Bone, 79 Ill. 341, 64 Ill. 
518 


{a] In New York (1) the right 
given by the code to the trial judge 
to entertain motions for uew trials 
is not limited to any particular class 
of actions. Peo. v. Glasgow, 30 App. 
Div. 94, 52 NYS 24 [cit Ferguson v. 
Gill, 74 Hun 566, 26 NYS 596; Peo. v. 
McMasters, 74 Hun 226, 26 NYS 221 
(penal actions in which new trials 
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According to [§ 152] 


be granted be- 


rules applicable | tions to recover 
were granted without question on the 
ground that the verdict was contrary 
to the evidence)]. (2) Prior to the 
code a verdict for defendant would 


not be set aside merely on the 
ground that it was against the 
weight of the evidence. Decker v. 


Stauring, 57 HowPr 495; Wheeler v. 

Calkins, 17 HowPr 451; Lawyer v. 

Smith, 1 Den. 207; Rochester Over- 

seers of Poor v. Lunt, 15 Wend. 565; 

Comfort v. Thompson, 10 Johns. 101. 

Compare Crafts v. Plumb, 11 Wend. 

143 (holding that in an action for a 

penalty the court will not grant a 

new trial unless the verdict is 

clearly against the evidence). 

43. State v. Richeson, 36 Ind, A. 
373, 75 NE 846. 

44. Hannaball v. Spalding, 1 Root 
(Conn.) 86. 

45. Cross references: 

Appellate jurisdiction of courts see 
Courts §§ 447-578. 

Certiorari to review proceedings be- 
fore justice see Justices of the 
Peace [24 Cyc 764]. 

Review of convictions for violation 
of ordinances see Municipal Cor- 
porations [28 Cyc 821 et seq]. 

Right as dependent on: 

Amount or value in controversy 

see Appeal and Error § 161. 

Nature or form of proceeding see 

Appeal and Error § 135. 

46. See statutory provisicns; 
Reg. v. Todd, 10 N. S. 62. 

[a] In Pennsylvania (1) penal ac- 
tions brought before a justice of the 
peace, at least those not sued in the 
name of the commonwealth, were 
regarded as civil causes within the 
act of March 20, 1810, and review- 
able only by the court of common 
pleas on certiorari. Mahanoy Bor- 
ough v. Wadlinger, 142 Pa. 308, 21 
AS (82330 Comin va Betts)" 76. phan 465s 
Spicer v. Rees, 5 Rawle (Pa.) 119; 
28 AmD 648; Colwyn v. Tarbotton, 


and 


1 Pa. Super. 179; Com. v. Oakdale 
Mtz<i Cos 6 Pay Dist!) 4293)\Comsev. 
Fiegle, 2 Phila. 215. (2) The right, 


however, to carry the case by appeal 
to the court of common pleas, and to 
a review of its decision in the su- 
preme court, was frequently given 
by the penal statute, either expressly 
or by implication. Com. v. Betts, 
76 Pa. 465; Miller v. Lockwood, 17 
Pa. 248; Com. v. Bennett, 16 Serg. & 
R. °(243°)\Com:, v.) liewy, 77) Phila. $308 
(3) It was held that where a penal 
action was brought in the name of 
the commonwealth, and was for a 
public offense, it does not fall with- 
in the act of March 20, 1810, but 
must be reviewed as in other crimi- 


nal cases. . Mahanoy Borough v. 
Wadlinger, 142 Pa. 308, 21 A 828; 
Com. v. Betts, 76 Pa. 465. (4) Const. 


art 5 § 14, provides that “in all cases 
of summary conviction in this com- 
monwealth, or of judgment in suit 
for a penalty before a magistrate, or 
court not of record, either party may 
appeal to such court of record as 
may be prescribed by law, upon al- 
lowance of the appellate court or 
judge thereof upon cause shown.” 
The act of 1876 which was passed to 
carry the above provision into effect 
prescribed the court of quarter ses- 
sions as the court of record into 
which all appeals from summary con- 
victions should be taken, after an 
allowance; and the court of common 


to other civil actions.*? 
fixing the amount of the penalty cannot be urged 
as a ground for new trial, it not being a part of 
the trial but relating to the judgment.** 
qui tam prosecution results in an acquittal, a new 
trial cannot be granted as to the civil part only.** 

P. Appeal and Error.* 
expressly made by statute in some jurisdictions for 
the review of proceedings to recover penalties.*® Ac- 


y 


[§§ 151-152 


The action of the court in 
Where a 
Provision is 


penalties, where regarded as civil 


pleas as the court of record into 
which all appeals from the judgment 
of a magistrate or court not of rec 
ord in a suit for a penalty should be 
taken “upon allowance of said court 
or any judge thereof upon eause 
shown.” Com. v. Menjou, 174 Pa. 25, 
34 A 301; Com.-v. Courtney, 174 Pa. 
23, 34 A 300; McGuire v. Shenandoah, 
109 Pa. 613; Thompson vy. Preston, 5 
Pa. Super. 154; Scranton v. Frothing- 
ham, 5 Pa. Dist.-639! Board of Health 
v. Crest Farm Dairy ‘Co;, 3 Pa, Dist. 
363, 14 Pa. Co. 119; Carlisle Borough 
v. Lifter; 16 Pa. Co. 85;) Mahanoy. 
City .v.. Bissell, 9, Pa, Co: 469; Com: 
v. Diffenbaugh, 3 Pa, Co. 299, 5 
LancLRev 346. (5) The act of April 
17, 1876, also provided an dppeal 
from a Summary conviction before 
a justice of the peace, and in so far 
as it relates to penal actions has 
been declared unconstitutional. Le- 
highton Borough v. Roth, 7 Pa. Dist. 
426, 21 Pa. Co. 68; Mauch Chunk 
Borough v. Betzler, 6 Pa. Dist. 330, 
19 Pa. Co. 27. (6) The object of this 
provision was not to limit the right 
of appeal as it then existed, but to 
secure it, within certain restrictions, 
against any infraction by the legisla- 
ture for all future time. Com. v. 
Brunner, 2 LehighValRLR (Pa.) 3877. 
(7) The language employed is gen- 
eral, and embraces all appeals from 
judgments for penalties or of sum- 
mary convictions rendered by magis- 
trates or courts not of record. Com. 
Vi. MeGannie 1.7.4" Patt LO. Saunas oon 
(8) The power to grant an appeal is 
vested in the court of record, or a 
judge thereof, to which the appeal is 
to be taken. McGuire v. Shenandoah, 
109 Pa. 613 (the magistrate or judge 
of the court not of record has no 
power to grant an appeal); Chester 
v. Babe, 20'Pa. Dist. 922. :(9),.%he 
allowance of the appeal by the court 
is essential. Colwyn Borough | v. 
Brink, 24 Pa. Dist. 40.. (10) Cause 


must be shown before the appeal will 


be allowed. Com. v. Hichenberg, 140 
Pa. 158, 21 A 258; Com. v. Keane, 21 
Pa. Co, 327 (sufficient cause shown); 
Board of Health v. Decker, 14 Pa. 
Co. 117 (allowance sought nune pro 
tunc); Mahanoy City v. Bissell, 9 Pa. 
Co. 469; Com. v. Sassaman, 2 Del. 
Co. 333. (11) It is not a matter of 
right. Com, vy. Hichenberg, 140 Pa. 
158, 21 A 258; Mahanoy City v. Bis- 
Sell, 9 Pa. Co. 469. (12) The applica- 
tion must show, either that the ap- 
plicant has some specific and well 
grounded cause for complaint of the 
judgment rendered against him, or 
that there is a substantial dispute in 
fact or in law of such character and 
moment as to reasonably entitle him 
to have a decision upon it in the 
higher court to which he seeks to re- 
move the case. Board of Health y. 
Crest Farm Daity €o., 14 Pa. Co. 
119. (183) An appeal to the court of 
common pleas from the judgment of 
an alderman in a suit to recover a 
penalty, or in a case of summary 
conviction, will not be allowed 
where the reason assigned for the 
appeal is that the judgment was 
against the evidence. Board of 
Health v. Crest Farm Dairy Co., 3 
Par Dist. (363,149 Pa. Co, ioe ay 
Where there are strong reasons why 
an appeal should be allowed, an order 
may be made nune pro tune even 
after the time limited for the taking 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 
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in their nature,‘? are in the absence of statutes to 
the contrary usually regarded as falling within the 
provisions for review applicable to other civil ac- 
tions,** and a review of the judgment may be had 
by plaintiff 4° as well as by defendant.5° So general 
statutes as to appellate procedure have been held to 
apply to actions for penalties with relation to the 
duty of an intermediate appellate court to incor- 
porate in its judgment a statement of facts.5t Prose- 
cutions to recover a penalty are in some jurisdic- 
tions regarded as so far criminal in their nature 
as to preclude an appeal by defendant where defend- 
ant has no right to appeal in other criminal cases.52 
Under some statutes, however, an appeal in a penal 
action is to be taken under the provisions of the 
eriminal code.5? Where the proceeding given by 
statute is by indictment instead of by a penal action, 
the right of appeal will be governed by rules appli- 
cable to criminal prosecutions.5+ Where the statute 
prescribes that it shall be recovered by a civil 
action, state officers cannot, by instituting a suit in 
form of an indictment, deprive defendant of the 
right of appeal.°> An objection that proceedings 
are criminal rather than civil in form cannot be 
urged for the first time on appeal.®¢ < 

Bill of exceptions. Where the bill of exceptions 
in the case shows that authority was duly obtained 
for the bringing of the action, it is conclusive of 
the fact.5” 

Presumptions. It cannot be presumed in aid of a 
special finding that defendant violated the law.5® 
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[25 C.J.] 1211 
Modification of judgment. Where the statute does 
not fix the maximum amount of the penalty, the 
appellate court will not reduce the amount of a 
penalty assessed by a trial court or jury,°® unless 
it is clearly excessive and amounts to an abuse 
of discretion.6? Where the amount of the penalty 
must be determined by a jury as in a case where the 
statute provides for a maximum penalty, it has 
been held that a judgment on a directed verdict for 
the statutory maximum may be affirmed where a 
remittitur for all above a merely nominal recovery 
is filed.°t Where the judgment is excessive, but the 
amount of the excess is definite and apparent from 
the judgment, the error may be corrected by order- 
ing a remittitur without a reversal.62 So, where the 
judgment erroneously awards interest upon the 
amount of the penalty before judgment, it may be 
corrected by deducting the amount of the interest.%3 
Where a judgment is erroneously rendered for ag- 
eregated. penalties,** it may be! affirmed for the 
amount of one penalty and reversed as to the 
others.°° Where a judgment is erroneous in award- 
ing the entire amount of the recovery to plaintiff 
instead of apportioning it between plaintiff and the 
other proper recipients of the fund, it may be 
reversed and a judgment entered on appeal in con- 
formity with the provision of the statute.%® : 
[§ 153] Q. Costs—1. In General. Costs not 
being recoverable except when allowed by statute,®7 
it is held in some eases that costs are not recover- 
able in actions for statutory penalties, when, by 


of an appeal has expired. Lehighton 
Borough v. Roth, 7 Pa. Dist. 426, 21 
Pa. Co. 63; Board of Health v. 
Decker, 3 Pa. Dist. 362, 14 Pa. Co. 117, 
3 LackJur 173; Com. v. Swift, 17 Pa. 
Co. 95; Lesh v. Newton, etc., Turnp. 
Co., 3 LackJur 69. See Com. v. But- 
ler, 39 Pa. Super. 125 (holding re- 
fusal to quash a writ of certiorari 
equivalent to an allowance nunc pro 
tunc). Contra Com. v. Sassaman, 2 
Del. Co. 333. (15) An order nunc pro 
tune will not be made where there 
has been a willful violation of the 
jaw. Colwyn Borough yv. Brink, 24 
Pa. Dist. 40. (16) From the decision 
in the court of common pleas certio- 
rari would lie to the supreme court 
before the act of June 24, 1895, cre- 
ating the superior court, but since 
that act the appellate jurisdiction in 
such suits is exclusively vested in 
the latter court. Thompson v. Pres- 
ton, 5 Pa. Super. 154; Colwyn v. 
Tarbotton, 1 Pa. Super. 179. 


47. See supra § 80. 
48. Cal.—Burson v. Cowles, 25 
Cal. 535. 


Conn.—Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 
Conn. 169; Huntley v. Davis, 1 Conn. 
391. See Houghton v. Havens, 6 
Conn. 305 (holding that an appeal 
does not lie from the judgment of 
the county court in a qui tam ac- 
tion on the statute for assault, al- 
though the damages exceed seventy 
dollars, the judgment of the county 
court in such case being final). 

Ill.—Partridge v. Snyder, 78 Ill. 
519; Lane v. Frake, 70 Ill. A. 303. 
But see Tully v. Northfield, 6 Ill. A. 
356 (holding an action for a penalty 
being of a quasi-criminal nature, an 
appeal lies to the criminal court of 
Cook county from a justice of the 
peace in such an action). 

La.—State v. Judges, 43 La. Ann. 
1164, 10 S 253. ; 

N. J.—State v. Judges Middlesex 
County Ct (OC. Pi, 42! Newer. 386. 

N. Y.—Buffalo v. Schliefer, 25 Hun 
275. 
Oh.—Wright v. eae 5 Oh. 441; 
Bittle v. Hay, 5 Oh. f 

See Jacobs v. U. S., 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,157, 1 Brock. 520 (holding that un- 
der Jud, Act, [1789] § 22, an action 
to recover a penalty was a civil ac- 


tion in which a writ of error lay for 
the district court to the circuit court 
of the United States); Platteville 
v. Bell, 48 Wis. 488 (holding that 
where a statute prescribes a penalty 
for an act which is not a misde- 
meanor, the action to recover the 
penalty is a civil action, and an ap- 
peal will lie from the judgment. 

[a] Qui tam prosecution.—(1) An 
appeal in a qui tam prosecution for 
theft lies by defendant (Burnham v. 
Barker, 2 Root (Conn.) 526); (2) but 
not by plaintiff from a judgment for 
defendant (Hannabell v. Spalding, 1 
Root (Conn.) 86; Coit v. Geer, Kirby 
(Conn.) 269). 

[b] Bonds.—(1) Bonds given on 
appeal are governed by the law ap- 
plicable to such bonds given on ap- 
peal in ordinary civil suits. Miller 
v. O’Reilly, 84 Ind. 168. (2) Where 
plaintiff declares qui tam the bond 
must nevertheless run to plaintiff 
alone, and not jointly to him and the 
other for whom he sues as well as 
for himself. Ex p. Hawks, 7 Cow. 
(N. Y.) 492. 

Appeal and error generally see 
Appeal and Error 3 C. J. p 256. 

49. U. S.—uw. S. v. Illinois Cent. 
ReaCo:, L720 Med. 542, 95 N@CA 6238. 
U.S. v.. New York, ete., R. Co., 168 
Fed. 699, 94 CCA 76; U. S. v. Louis- 
ville, etce., R. Co., 167 Fed. 306, 93 
CCA. 58; Jacob v: U. S., 13 F. Cas. No. 
7,157, 1 Brock. 520. 

Conn.—Canfield v. Mitchell, 43 


Conn. 169. ‘ 
Ida.—State v. Eves, 6 Ida. 144, 53 
P 548. 
Tll.—Peo. v. Blue Mountain Joe, 


129 Ill. 370, 21 NH 923; Baldwin v. 

Chicago, 68 Ill. 418; Webster v. Peo., 

14 Ill. 365; Peo. v. Merritt, 91 Ill. A. 

620; Knowles v. Wayne City, 31 Ill. 
47 


A. aif 

Mo.—Springfield v. Starke, 93 Mo. 
TAL 08 

Wis.—Milwaukee v. Weiss, 93 Wis. 
653, 68 NW 390; State v. Smith, 52 
Wis. 134, 8 NW _ 870; Platteville v. 
Bell, 43 Wis. 488; State v. Hayden, 
32 Wis. 663. 

But see Kennedy v. Raught, 6 
Minn. 235 (where it is said the fact 
that the penalty is recoverable in a 
civil action by an informer does not 


change its penal nature, and if de- 
Saga is acquitted no appeal will 
ie). 

[a] For example, an action by the 
United States to recover a penalty 
for a violation of the Safety Appli- 
ance Act is reviewable at the in- 
stance of the United States on a writ 
of error. U.S. v. Louisville, etc., R. 
Co., 167 Fed. 306, 93 CCA 58. 


50. State v. Mace, 5 Md. 387. 

51. Peo. v. Smith, 208 -Ill. 31, 69 
NE 810 [aff 108 Ill. A, 499]. 

: 52.) “ny re\lucas;. 29! 5 Une: ewes 
aL. 

53. Evans v. Com., 13 Bush (Ky.) 
269; Louisville, ete., R. Co. v. Com., 
6 KyL 90. 

54. State v. Williams, 7 Rob. 


(La.) 252; Ward v. Peo., 13 Ill. 635; 
Edwards v. Vandemack, 13 Ill. 633. 

Soap wstatealy. ail iain'S cei eos 
(La.) goes State v. Linton, 3 Rob. 


(La.) , 

56. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. v. State, 
5b Arks'20.0)- oli MSW) a 86s Statemave 
Schienaman, 48 Mo. 479; State v. 
Warnke, 48 Mo. 451. 

57. State v. Wertzel, 84 Wis. 344, 
54 NW 579. 

58. Western .Union Tel. Co. vy. 
Jones, 116 Ind. 361, 18 NE 529. 

59. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
State, 82 Ark. 309, 101 SW 748, 12 
AnnCas 82. 

60. Western Union Tel. Co. v. 
State,.82 Ark. 309, 101 SW 748, 12 
AnnCas 82. See Shakell v. Harbor, 
12 OntWN 213 (where penalty was 
reduced). 

61. Hines v. Darling, 99 Mich. 47, 
57 NW 1081. 

Dean v. Todd, 49 S. C. 461, 27 


Iron R. Co. v. Lawrence Fur- 
49 Oh. St. 102, 30 NE 


63. 
nace Co., 
616. 

64. Right to accumulated penal- 
ties see supra §§ 76-78. 

65. Sturgis v. Spofford, 45 N. Y. 


446. 

66. Kendall v. Western Union 
Mele Cou. 06, Mo. Aw 192. 

67. Heard v. Faris, 1 Litt. (Ky.) 


245; Kirkham v. Wheeley, 1 Salk. 
3, 92 Reprint. 375 
Necessity that costs be authorized 


by statute see Costs § 3 
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the statute creating the penalty, no costs are given.®® 
Early statutes giving the right to recover costs were 
held not applicable to penal actions unless they were 
In many eases, how- 
ever, actions for penalties being considered as civil 
actions, costs are allowed and taxed according to 
the statute relating to costs in such proceedings,’° 
but statutes regulating costs in criminal prosecu- 
tions are not applicable to penal actions.” 
jurisdictions express statutory provisions as to the 
award of costs in actions for penalties exist.72 In 


expressly mentioned therein.®° 


FINES, 


[§ 154] 2. 
In some 


a qui tam action, the informer, being the real party | . 


. 68 Gipps Brewing Co. v.  Vir- 
ginia, 32 Ill. A. 518; Heard v. Faris, 
1 Litt. (Ky.) 245; Clark v. Dewey, 5 
Johns. (N, Y.) 251; O’Briscoll v. Mc- 
2°S. C. L. 323 (where it is 
: “No man would bring actions 
or prosecutions for the public good, 
if he was liable to be mulcted in 
costs in case of failure’’). 

69. Heard v. Faris, 1 Litt. 
245, 247 (“At common law, 
were never recoverable, and 
statute giving costs to. plaintiffs 
never has heen construed, and we 
suppose ought not to be construed, 
to authorize costs to be recovered by 
a plaintiff, in an action brought to 
recover a penalty given by statute, 
when, by the statute creating the 
penalty, no costs are given; and 
‘when, too, the’ right to sue for the 
penalty is given by the statute, as 
in this case, to any person who may 
think proper to prosecute the suit’’). 

70. U. S.—uvU. S. v. Minneapolis, 
eter Re eCo., 1250, Med. (9515. Us iS) ve 
Southern Pac. Co., 172 Fed. 909. 

Colo.—Peo. v. Braisted, 138 Colo. 
ARSED O25 2b Se Pao Oe 

Conn.—Blydenburgh y. Miles, 39 
Conn. 484; Reynolds v. Stevens, 2 
Root 136. 

Me.—In re Ricker, 32 Me. 387; 
Chesley v. Brown, 11 Me. 143. 

Mo.—In re Green, 40 Mo. A, 491. 

Wis.—Laubenheimer vy. Mann, 19 
Wis. 519. 

Eng.—Wood v. Johnson, W. Bl. 
1157, 96 Reprint 682; Dover v. Hodg- 
son, 4 Wils.C? BP: 139, 95 Reprint 537. 

Ont.—Miles_ v. Roe, LO VOnte Pr; 
248; Rex v. Ives, Draper (U. C.) 440. 

But see Burnham v. Webster, 5 
Mass. 266 (holding that debt for 
statutory penalties is not an “ac- 
tion founded on simple contract,” 


within the meaning of St. [1803] c 
154 § 5, regulating costs in such 
actions). 


[a] Tllustrations.—(1) Where a 
penalty is not less than five dollars, 
' nor more than thirty dollars, and 
plaintiff recovers less than twenty 
dollars, he is entitled to full costs, 
the action being originally brought 
in the common pleas. Chesley v. 
Brown, 11 Me. 143. (2) In an action 
for a penalty, a judgment in plain- 
tiff’s favor for nominal damages 
does not, under our statute, entitle 
him to costs, but a judgment for 
costs may be rendered against him. 
Liaubenheimer v. Mann, 19 Wis. 519. 

{[b] Statute of Gloucester.—The 
Statute of 6 Hdw. I c 1 and’ other 
early statutes relating to costs in 
different civil actions, were held to 
extend to actions on statutes giving 
the right to sue to the person in- 
jured. Norris v. Pilmore, 1 Yeates 
(Pa.) 405; Greetham vy. Hundred of 
Theale, 3 Burr. 1728, 97 .Reprint 
1066; North v. Wingate, Cro. Car. 
559, 79 Reprint 1081; Ward v. Snell, 
1 H. Bl. 10, 126 Reprint 7; Bellasis 
Ve Burbriehe, 71) Wud. Raym.ael705.7 91 
Reprint 1010; Cutlers Co. v. Buskin, 
12 Mod. 46, 88 Reprint 1156; Shore 
v. Madisten, 1 Salk. 206, 91 Reprint 
183; Cutlers Co. v. Ruslin, Skin. 363, 
90 Reprint 161; Tyte v. Glode, 7 T. 
R. 267, 101 Reprint 968; Creswell v. 
Hoghton, 6 T. R. 355, 101 Reprint 
593; Jackson, v. Calesworth, 1 T. R. 


71, 99 Reprint 977; Eaton v. Barker, 
1 Vent. 133, 86 Reprint 91; Plymouth 
v. Werring, Willes 440, 125 Reprint 
1257; Witham v. Hill, 2 Wils. C. P. 
91, 95 Reprint 7038. 

{c] An action by a town, in the 
name of the people of the state, for 
the recovery of a penalty, is a civil 
action, in which a judgment for 
costs may be rendered against the 
town if*it is unsuccessful. Peo. v. 
Braisted, 18 Colo. A. 532, 58 P 796. 

[d] Costs allowed on postpone- 
ment of trial.—On putting off the 
trial of an information for a penalty 
at the instance of defendant, the 
court will make payment of costs a 


condition in the same way as in 
civil cases. Rex v. Ives, Draper 
(U. C.)_ 440. 


71. In re Green, 40 Mo. A. 491; 


State v. Smith, 52 Wis. 134, 8 NW 
870; Ives v. Jefferson County, 18 
Wis. 167. 


[a] Where a statute makes a 
county liable for costs in criminal 
causes, it is not liable in an action 
to recover a penalty, if unsuccessful, 
since such action is a civil action 
and not a criminal prosecution. 
Ives v. Jefferson County, 18 Wis. 166. 

72. See statutory provisions and 
Peo. v. Strauss, 48 App. Div. 198, 62 
NYS “812; Shakell vs. Harber;. 12 
OntWN 213. 

[a] Where suit is brought in the 
name of the people for the recovery 
of a statutory. penalty, if the people 
recover judgment, they are entitled 
to costs the same as any other per- 
son in like case. But the rule is 
different under the statute in popu- 
lar and qui tam actions. Indianapo- 
lis, ‘etc.; R. Co: *v. Peo., 91 Til. 452. 

[b] Fees of prosecuting attor- 
neys.—Under a statute which pro- 
vides’ that prosecuting attorneys 
shall be allowed fees in proceedings 
of a criminal nature brought other- 
wise than by indictment or informa- 
tion, such fees are properly allowed 
in penal actions brought in the name 
of the state. Peo. v. Nedrow, 122 
Tll. 368, 18 NW 588; State v. Hanni- 
bal, ete., R. Co., 30 Mo. A. 494. 

73. Casey v. Briant, 1 Stew. & P. 
(Ala.) 51; Reynolds v. Stevens, 2 
Root (Conn.) 1386; In re Green, 40 
Mo. A. 491; Lynch v. The Heonomy, 
27 Wis. 69. 

[a] Dismissal of action for want 
of affidavit of good faith.—Where 
the prosecutor in a popular or qui 
tam action is required to file an affi- 
davit of good-faith, and the action 
is dismissed for want of such affi- 
davit, no costs will be charged 
against him. Lavoie v. Racine, 5 
Que... Ti 319% 

{[b] Under South Carolina act of 
1733, allowing magistrates double 
costs in any action commenced or 
prosecuted against them, they may 
recover such costs in a qui tam ac- 
tion brought against them. Barks- 
dale v. Morrison, 14 S. C. L. 184. 

{[c] Under the act of congress of 
Febr. 28, 1799 § 8, providing that if 
any informer on a penal statute to 
whom the penalty or any part thereé- 
of accrues shall discontinue his suit, 
or be nonsuited, he alone shall be 
liable for the costs of the prosecu- 
tion, but if such informer is an offi- 


FORFEITURES AND PENALTIES 


Forma Pauperis. 
security for costs may be required to be given in 
penal actions as in other cases.7" 


[§§ 153-154 


in interest, is liable for costs if he fails to main- 
tain the action.’ 
under a statute giving such right to the person ag- 
grieved, instead of to the common informer, plaintiff 
is entitled to his costs. 
dictions officers prosecuting for penalties are ex- 
onerated from liability for costs.7> 

Security for Costs; Proceedings in 


In an action to recover a penalty 


By statute in some juris- 


When costs may be recovered,’® 


Where a penalty 


cer whose duty it is to commence 
the prosecution, and the court shall 
certify that there was reasonable 
ground for it, the United States 
shall be liable for such costs, a per- 
son informing on a violation of a 
penal statute is liable for costs, on 
judgment being rendered in defend- 
ant’s favor, in an action for the re- 
covery of the penalty imposed for 
the violation of such statute, al- 
though the United States was a 
party. ‘tothe’ record.” “Ui Ss vw ae 
Planter, 27 F. Cas. No. 16, 054, Newb. 
Adm. 262. 

[d] By the statute 18 Eliz. c 5, 
costS were given against an in- 
former plaintiff who failed to sub- 
Stantiate his claim. Wilkinson v. 
Allot,.1 Cowp. 366, 98 Reprint 1133; 
Kirkham v. Wheeley, 1 Salk. 30, 91 
Reprint 31; Plymouth v. Werring, 
Willes 440, 125 Reprint 1257; Wil- 
liams v. Drewe, Willes 392, 125 Re- 
print. 1231*.° Dower! / vz Hodgson, 1 
Wils. C. P. 139, 95 Reprint 537. 

74. Norris v. Pilmore, 1 Yeates 
(Pa.) 405; Cutlers Co. v. Ruslin, Skin. 
363, 90 Reprint 161. 

“Where the statute gives a penalty 
to the party grieved to be recovered 
by action, bill, plaint, &c., this being 
a duty to the party vested before 
the action brought, he shall have 
costs against the defendant, because 
he is put by the defendant to the 
cost and trouble of a suit; but in a 
tam quam, or other popular action, 
where the duty is not vested, till the 
suit or information brought, there 
his interest commencing by the suit, 
and not being a debt vested before, 
there he shall not have costs against 
the. defendant./? ,, Per; Holt, C.J, i 
Cutlers Co. v. Ruslin, Skin. 363, 90 
Reprint 161 [quot College of Physics 
Ve Harrison, 39s Bit doC.nbe4y ul teeeue 
433, 109 Reprint 196]. 

75. Bittle v. Hay, 5 Oh. 269; Car- 
ter v. Hawley, Wright (Oh.)’ eae 
Carter v. Hawley, Wright (Oh.) 74. 

76. See supra § 153 

77 LoS UATE Planter, 
se Cas. No. 16,054, Newb. Adm. 

Ill.—Richards v. Peo., 100 Ill. 390. 

N. Y.—Montgomery v. Odell, 73 
Hun 424, 26 NYS 930; Excise Comrs. 
Vv. Purdy, 36 Barb. 266, 13 AbbPr 
434, 22 HowPr 506. 

Eng.—Vat v. Green, 1 Str. 697, 93 
Reprint 791. 

Ont.—Budworth v. Bel, 10 Ont. 
Pr. 544; Martin v. Consolidated 
Bank, 45° U. C. QnBiylGss 


[a]. An informer (1) may be re- 


quired to give security for costs, 
and, in case of refusal; his name 
may be stricken from the record. 
U. S. v. The Planter, 27 F, Cas. No. 
16,054, Newb. Adm, 262. 
tario the fact that plaintiff is not 
possessed of sufficient property or 


means within the jurisdiction to 
answer costs is a good ground for 
demanding security for the costs. 


Ont. Sup. Ct. Jud. Rules, 1200. 

[b] Action brought without au- 
thority and notice.— A defendant, 
sued for a penalty to be recovered 
by certain officers, under a statute 
providing that, if they do net sue 
on notice to them of the offense, a 
private person may do so in their 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


(2) In On- . 


Vy. 


2 


i 
ae 
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is given to the party injured, he may sue for and | recover the penalty in forma pauperis.7§ 
VI. PAYMENT 


[§ 155] An informer, to whom a moiety of the 

* penalty is given, may accept payment of the judg- 
ment recovered and discharge defendant, although 
he has no right to discharge the judgment without 
leave of court.”® After defendant has agreed to pay 
a certain sum to compound the action, if he fails 


VII. REMISSION \ 


[§ 156] A. By Legislature or Executive.’2 The 
English authorities are uniform to the effect that 
the king may discharge his own share in a penalty 
as well after as before judgment, but that after 
judgment he cannot remit the share of an. in- 

~ former, because the share of an informer. is by 
the judgment vested in him.** Following the prin- 
ciple of the English authorities it is held that, after 
a judgment under a federal statute vesting a moiety 
of a penalty in an informer, the power of pardon 
confided to the president by the constitution is’ 
limited to the remission of the share of the govern- 
ment only, and that it is inoperative to divest the 
share of the informer.** Before judgment, when 
the prosecution is wholly in the name of the United 
States, the president has complete power over the 
whole ecase.*° By the act of congress the secretary 
\3 of the United States treasury has the discretionary 
power in many instances to remit before distribu- 
tion, whether the penalties are such as are given 


to keep the agreement, an attachment to compel the 
payment may be had.*° Under a provision requir- 
ing penalties to be paid into the county treasury, 
such penalties are to be treated as debts due the 
county, and may be paid in county warrants.$1 


to the United States, or in whole or in part to the 
informer.’® Under a constitutional provision giv- 
ing the governor power to remit fines and forfeitures 
unless otherwise directed by law, the governor may 
remit a part of the penalty due to the state,’? al- 
though he has not the power to remit the share 
given to the informer.’’ Nor, under such a pro- 
vision, has he the power to remit penalties which 
are not at the time or were originally payable to 
the state.8° The power of the legislature to remit 
a penalty is too well settled to admit of contro- 
versy.°° An application for remission of a penalty 
must be based upon an admission that the penalty 
has been incurred.®! , After judgment an informer 
may release his share of the penalty but not the 
share belonging to the state.®? 

[§ 157] B. By Court. A court may relieve 
against unreasonable penalties in private contracts, 
but not against those created by law, unless em- 
powered by statute so to do.°’ Power to relieve 


| names, may move for security for | [29 Cye 1558]. |or the judgment compromised after 
costs, and a stay of proceedings Remission of penalty: it was obtained. U.S. v. Griswold, 
H until security is given, where the |To confer jurisdiction see Justices |24 Fed. 361, 

action is brought without authority of the Peace [24 Cye 474 note 63]. 85. U.S. v. Harris, 26 F. Cas. No. 


of the nominal plaintiffs, and with- 
New York Dx- 
36 Barb. (N. 
22 HowPr 
22 HowPr 


out notice to them. 
cise Comrs. v. Purdy, 
Vi» 266;,. 13) LAbbPr = 439, 
eve [rev 13 AbbPr 434, 


[ec] Actions before justices.—(1) 
The provision of the revised stat- 
utes requiring security for costs to 
be given before commencing venal 
actions applies to such actions com- 
menced and prosecuted before jus- 
tices of the peace. Adams v. Mil- 
Vere Wk 27.0 4(2)- Lf. security:.1s) not 
given, a motion to dismiss should be 
made before the justice; if refused 
by him, it may be renewed in the 
circuit court, but it comes too late 
for the first time in the circuit court. 
Adams v. Miller, supra. 

[ad] An order for security for 
costs in an action for a penalty may 
properly contain provisions limiting 
the time for giving the security and 
for dismissal of the action, without 
further order, upon default; and 
such an order, not appealed against, 
is conclusive between the parties 
as to all its terms. Asheroft v. 
RTyson, 1% ‘Ont. Pr. 42. 

[e] Missouri statute.— Rev, St. 
(1889) § 2915 art 1 § 1, concerning 
costs, which provides that in all qui 
tam actions and actions on penal 
statutes where the penalty is given 
to the informer a bond for costs 
must be filed before or at the time 
when the information is filed, is 
not applicable to actions or Statutes 
which give the penalty to the party 
injured as compensation. Edwards 
v. Brown, 67 Mo. 377. 

7g, Kirby v. Rice, 8 Yerg. (Tenn.) 
442. 

79. Caswell v. Allen, 10 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 118; Megargell v. Hazleton 
Coal Co., 8 Watts. & S. (Pa.) 342. 

g0. Hart v. Draper, 7 Taunt. 43, 
9°HCL 43, 129 Reprint 17; Rex v. 
Clifton, 5 T. R. 257, 101 Reprint 145. 

81. McKibben v. State, 31 Ark. 
46. 
82. Pardon generally see Pardons 


Under customs laws see Customs 
Duties §§ 368-3872. 
Under internal revenue laws see In- 


ternal Revenue [22 Cye 1693]. 


83. Grosset v. Ogilvie, 5 Bro. P. 
C. 527, 2 Reprint 841; Howel v. 
James, Str. 1272, 93 Reprint 1175; 


Coke Inst. e 105; 2 Hawkins P. C. 
e 37; 17 Viner Abr. p 39. 

[a] Im GCanada.—(1) The do- 
minion parliament may authorize the 
governor-general in council to remit 
penalties which are within the ju- 
risdiction of the dominion parlia- 
ment. Rev. St. (1906) c 146 § 1084. 
(2) Provincial parliaments may pro- 
vide for the remission of penalties 
which they have power to impose. 
OnttaReve usta CLuS9i). CMbL ESOS); 
a Wdw. Vill ee (Ont). Gey, So the 
provincial parliaments may author- 
ize the lieutenant-governor in coun- 
cil to remit penalties which are 
within the jurisdiction of the pro- 
vincial legislature. 7 Edw. VII c 26 
§ 6 (Ont.). (4) And the provincial 
legislature may also authorize 
courts of law to remit such penal- 
ties. See cases infra note 94. 

84. U.S. v. Griswold, 24 Fed. 361 
[aff 30 Fed. 762]; U. S. v. Harris, 26 
Cas, No. 15,312, 1 Abb. 110. But 
see U. S. v. Thomasson, 28 F. Cas. 
No, 16,479, 4 Biss. 336 (where it 
is said that the moiety of the pen- 
alty is given to the informer sub- 
ject to the contingency of a presi- 
dential pardon, and the informer is 
not absolutely vested with the right 
to the moiety by virtue of the judg- 
ment in his favor. but only on the 
condition that the informer should 
have a right to the moiety, if the 
president should never pardon the 
offense). 

[a] If an informer could be de- 
prived of his reward after he had 
earned it, no one would be feolish 
enough to incur the trouble and ex- 
or even the ill will, incident 


pense, i } 
to the prosecution of an action for 
a penalty, subject to the contin- 


gency of having the same remitted 


15,312, 1 Abb. 110. 

86. U. S. v. Morris, 10 Wheat. 
(U. S.) 246, 6 L. ed. 314 [aff 26 F. 
Cas. No. 15,816, 1 Paine 209]; McLane 
v. U. S., 6 Pet. 404, 8 L. ed. 443; John- 
son vis UE S37) Walls Gu: Sa) 1669 
ie ede-187; “U.S, ave Collier: Abe n, 
Cas. No. 14,838, 3 Blatchf. 325; Con- 


fiscation Cases, 7 Wall. 454, 19 L. 
ed. 196; U. S. v.. Lancaster, 26 F. 
Cas; JNO. 15,557, 4 Wash. Cr G62: 


The Palo Alto, 18 F. Cas. No. 10,700, 
2 Ware 344. 

[a] -Some of the early cases held 
that this power of remission did 
not exist after liability had become 
fixed by judgment, but they have 
been criticized and overruled by 
those avove cited. Van Ness v. Buel, 
4 Wheat. (U. S.) 74, 4 L. ed. 516; 
Pollock v. The laura,’ °5 Ered. 9133 
{aff 8 Fed. 612, 19 Blatchf. 562 (aff 
114° U.S) 411, 5 4SCt! $81,293 lied: 
147)]. (dictum); The Brig Hollen, 12 
F. Cas. No. 6,608, 1 Mason 431; The 
Margaretta, 16 KF. Cas. No. 9,072, 2 
Gall. 515. 

87. State v. Williams, 10 S. C. L. 


88. State v. Williams, 10 S. C. L. 


89. Shoop v. Com., 3 Pa. 126. 

90. Maryland v. Baltimore, etc., 
R. Cos) 8) How. (CUS). 5345 Pei ved: 
714; Coles v. Madison County, 1 Ill. 
154, 12, AmD 161. 

{a] The repeal of a law impos- 
ing a penalty is of itself a remis- 
sion. Maryland v.. Baltimore, etc., 
Ry) Co. 43 Vows] CU. Sa) too, a deere 
ed. 714; Coles v. Madison County, 
1 Til. 154, 12 AmD 161. 

Impairment of vested rights see 
Constitutional Law § 55S. 

91. Findlay v. U. S., 225 Fed. 337, 
139 CCA 207. 

93. Brant Vv. Louisiana State 
Johns. (N. Y.) 474; Caswell v. Al- 
len, 10 Johns. (N. Y.), 118; Wardens 
of Foor v. Cope, 24 N. G. 44. 


93. Brant v Louisiana State 
Bank, 8 Mart. (La.) 310; State Bd. 
Pharmacy v. Teitel,* 113 NYS 69; 
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against forfeitures is, however, frequently conferred | upon particular courts by statute.** 


VIII. COMPOUNDING 


[§ 158] A. What Constitutes. By compounding 
a penalty is understood an adjustment of the de- 
mand by payment of a part in satisfaction of the 
whole.®> The voluntary discontinuance of a popular 
action is not, within the meaning of a statute 
punishing compounding,®® notwithstanding defend- 
ant pays the costs." 

[§ 159] B. Right to Compound.®* By the stat- 
ute of 18 Elizabeth °° no penal action by a common 
informer can be compromised without the leave of 
the court? and a transcript of the English statute 
has been enacted in some of the United States ? 
while in others the statute has been followed as a 
rule of the common law.? Where the crown is 
concerned the attorney-general or the dominion or 
province, whichever is entitled, must be notified.* 
The granting of leave is entirely within the discre- 
tion of the court,? which may impose such terms as 


it may deem proper under the circumstances of the 
case.® 
the consent of the crown or the people, as the case 
may be, to the compounding.’ In the absence of 
consent on the part of the state or other having a 
share in the proceedings, leave to compound is not 
usually granted, except on condition that such share 
is paid into court by defendant. Where the sum 
offered is so small as to indicate collusion, leave 
will be refused.® Leave will be granted only after 
the defense is in.1° A court may allow a penalty 
to be compounded even after a verdict in an action 
therefor;!1_ but it has been considered that this 
should. be done only where defendant can show the 
existence of some circumstances which entitle him 
to such an indulgence.12 Leave to compromise is 
not necessary where the action is brought by the 
party aggrieved.1% ; 


IX. DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS 14 


[§ 160] A. In General. The legislature may by 
statute, in the absence of constitutional restrictions, 
give penalties and forfeitures to such persons and 
for such particular purposes as in its wisdom it may 
deem proper;!® and it is no concern of defendant 
how the penalty is appropriated,!® nor is he re- 
sponsible for the disposition to be made of it when 
collected.17 A provision is frequently made by con- 
stitutional or statutory provisions for the payment 
of penalties when collected into the school fund of 


the state or county.18 Where such a provision is 
found in the constitution, it is not competent for 
the legislature to direct a contrary disposition of 
the funds.19 While it has been held that a consti- 
tutional provision that the ‘‘clear proceeds’’ of 
all fines and penalties shall go to the county school 
fund does not deprive the legislature of discretion 
as to what penalties shall accrue to the state or pre- 
clude them from awarding them to private indi- 
viduals,?° this rule has been limited in some juris- 


It will usually grant such leave only upon ~ 


McHugh: vy. Union Bank, 3 Alta. L. 
166. 

Remitting penalty for violation of 
municipal ordinance see Municipal 
Corporations [28 Cyc 820]. 

94. See statutory provisions; and 
Mason v. Meston, 14 B. C. 22; Sea- 
gram vy. Pneuma Tubes Ltd., 40 Ont. 
L. 801 (terms of remission). 

95. Haskins v. Newcomb, 2 Johns. 


CN, Y.) 405. 

96. Haskins v. Newcomb, 2 Johns. 
CN. Y.) 405. 

97. Haskins v. Newcomb, 2 Johns. 
(N. Y.). 405. f 

98. Control of qui tam action see 
supra § 1038. 

99. St. 18 Eliz. c 5 (Ont. Rev. St. 


[1897] c¢@ 324 § 29). 

1. Howard v. Sowerby, 1 Taunt. 
103, 127 Reprint 770; Reg. v. Board- 
Man woe OP eOCANQee er bposaeLartiy ive 
Meyers, 7 U. C. Q. B. 416; Bleeker 
; 7 OMe CarQ Bako a Maya 
DettHiCh biwanO. Qi SOM Se ieee 
also Rex v. Crisp, . & Ald. 282, 
106 Reprimt 104 (holding statute not 
to apply to offenses cognizable only 
before magistrates). 

2. Caswell v. Allen, 10 Johns. 
(N. Y.) 118; Bradway v. Le Worthy, 
9s Johnssy GNa Y.J0e2 51s) valaskinsiiv, 
Newcomb, 2 Johns. (N. Y.) 405. 

8. Raynham v. Rounseyville, 9 


Pick. (Mass.) 44; Burley v. Burley, 
6 N. H. 200. 

4. Howard v. Sowerby, 1 Taunt. 
108, 127 Reprint 770. 

5, Maughan v. Walker, 5 T. R: 


98, 101 Reprint 56; Sheldon v. Mum- 
ford, 5 Taunt. 268, 128 Reprint 693. 
6. Howell v. Morris, 1 Wils. C. P. 
79, 95 Reprint 503; Bradway v. Le 
Worthy, 9) Johns: \CNY Y..))\ 250" 

7. Burley v. Burley, 6 N. H. 200; 
Rex iv. Gibbs, 3. Dowl oP, Civ335; 
Sheldon v. Mumford, 5 Taunt. 268, 
1 ECL 104, 128 Reprint 693; Howard 
v. Sowerby, 1 Taunt. 103,' 127 Re- 
print 770. 

8. Burley v. Burley, 6 N. H. 200; 


Bradway v. Le Worthy, $ Johns. 
INS Yn)? 2512" Brown vin balley) 4 
Burr. 1929, 98 Reprint 4; Rex v. 


Gibbs, 3 Dowl. P. C. 335; Hemson v. 
Spenge, 2 Smith K. B. 195; Sheldon 
v.’ Mumford) 5) Taunt.) 268,. 1) HCL 
104, 128’ Reprint 693; Lee v. Cass, 
20 TAUNnte eos, CLee Reprint! 1058. 
Howard v. Sowerby, 1 Taunt. 103, 
127 Reprint 770; Wood v. Johnson, 
W. BI. 1157, 96 Reprint 682; Wood 
VW. DS) Way Blin 1154.5 96 “Reprint 
6380's) MalyanvieeDettrickisb) Ue... Qua 


OMS eles 
9. Wood v. Cassin, W. Bl. 1157, 
2) DO Wilwe Paw. 


96 Reprint 682. 
10. Rex v. Colier, 

581: May. vi. Dettrick; 5 U.iC. Q.=B: 

ORS ea ‘ 

[a] Leave was granted in May v. 
Peattrick eb LU; GOO. eSwadnc 

Lig, MOLsanivin lauteet jCnitee cons 
18 BCL 211; Maughan v: Walker, 
5 T. R. 98, 101 Reprint 56. 

12. Crowder v. Wagstaff, 1 B. & 
P.-18,, 126. Reprint. 758. 

[a] Poverty of defendant.—W here 
plaintiff in a qui tam action, who 
had had defendant in execution for 
some time, produced an affidavit of 
the poverty of defendant, the leave 
of the court to compound the pen- 
alty was granted. Bradshaw v. Mot- 
tram, Str: 167, 93; Reprint: 451. 

13. Anonymous, Lofft. 155; Kirk- 
ham v. Wheeley, 1 Salk. 30, 91 Re- 
print 381. 

14. Disposition of penalties for 
violation of: 

Customs laws see Customs Duties 
§ 366. 

Laws regulating sale of intoxicating 
liquors see Intoxicating Liquors 
[23uCyewl Td: 

Revenue laws see Internal Revenue 
[22 Cye 1694]. 

15. U. S.—Marvin v. Trout, 199 
Wars. 42 124) 26 pS Sti sh oO lated apes 
Missouri Pac. R. Co. v. Humes, 115 
Wea Srbl2 166 SCt 0, V29e ed aa 635 

Ill.— Galpin v. Chicago, 159 Ill. A. 


135 [aff 249 Tll. 554, 94 NE 961]. 

Mo.—Barnett v. Atlantic, ete, R. 
Co., 68 Mo. 56, 30 AmR 773. 

Nebr.—Graham v. Kibble, 9 Nebr. 
182, 2 NW 455. 

N. C.—State v. Marietta, ete, R. 
Co., 108 N. C. 24, 12 SE 1041; Katzen- 
ele vo. Raleigh, ete., R. Co.,284 N.C: 

Okl.—Perry Bd. of Education v. 
Haralson, 2 Okl. 170, 37 P 1068. 

[a] Payment to state—Com. v. 
Faulkner, 15 Pa. Dist. 708 (fines and 
penalties imposed under Oleomar- 
garine Act paid to. commonwealth). 

16. See cases infra note i7. 

17. Indianapolis, -ete:, JR: +Coopswm 
Peo., §1 Ill. 452; Pennsylvania Co. 
v. State, 142 Ind. 428, 41 NE 987; 
State v. Thrasher, 79 Me. 17, 7 A 
814; State v. Willis, 78 Me. 70, 2 A 
848; State v. Smith, 64 Me, 423. 

18. See constitutional and statu- 
tory provisions; and Palmer y. Peo., 
LOOM Aue 269° 

19.. State v. St. Louis, etc., R. Co. 
253 Mo. 642, 162 SW 144; Sunder- 
land Bros, Co. v. Chicago, ete, R. 
Cor, (Nebr.) UCT, UO NIW= S56 See 
Singer Mfg. Co. v. Fleming, 39 Nebr. 
679, 42) AmSRwv 613.) 23 is A TO: 
58 NW 226 (holding provision for 
damages to private party not pre- 
cluded); Graham y. Kibble, 9 Nebr. 
182, 2 NW 455 (holding provision 
not to apply to a fixed sum in the 
nature, of liquidated damages given 
to one who has_ suffered injury); 
Shields v. Klopf, 70 Wis. 69, 35 NW 
284 (holding provision not to apply 
to statute merely imposing punitory 
damages). | 

20. State v. Hannibal, etc., R. Co., 
89 Mo. 571, 1 SW 133; State. v. Wa- 
bash, ete., R. Co., 89 Mo. 562. 1 SW 


130; Spealman v. Missouri Pac. R. 
Co., 71 Mo. 434; Barnett v. Atlan- 
tic, etc., R. Co.,..68 Mo. 56, 30: Amr 
773; State v. Caraleigh Phosphate, 
ete, Works) Fol eN. Op eh20 woes: 
795; Sutton v. Phillips, 116 N. C. 


Yor later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations, same title, page and note number. 


“a 


§§ 160-161] FINES, FORFEITURES AND PEN ALTIES—FINGER PRINTS [25C.J.] 1215 


dictions to the extent that the legislature is pre- 
eluded from making an entire disposition of the 
proceeds of a penalty to the informer.2: If it is 
provided by the constitution that the proceeds of 
penalties must be ‘‘exclusively’’ applied to the 
school fund, a statute otherwise disposing of part 
of the proceeds is void.?? A constitutional provision 
requiring fines assessed for any breach of the penal 
laws to be applied to the use of schools does not 
apply to the proceeds arising from civil suits for 
penalties.** A constitutional provision prohibiting 
the granting of public money to any individual or 
municipal or other corporation does not render un- 
constitutional a statute providing that a penalty 
when recovered shall go one fourth to the county 
attorney as a commission for his services in prosecut- 
ing the suit and the remainder to the road and 
bridge fund of the county.*4 If no private person 
is authorized to sue fora penalty, it belongs, when 
collected, to the state which alone can sue for its 
recovery,”> and, where no provision is made as to 
the disposition of a penalty which may be recoy- 
ered, such a penalty when recovered belongs to the 
state,?° although it has been held that in such case 
the penalty cannot be recovered since no one is 
authorized to sue for it.27_ An ordinance providing 
that a sum shall be forfeited and paid to the city 
for each offense sufficiently imports that the penalty 
is to go to the city treasury.?§ 

[§ 161] B. Rights of Informers. In the absence 
of constitutional or statutory restriction the legis- 
lature may direct that a part ?° or all °° of the pen- 


alty shall go to the informer, but in the absence of 
a provision therefor the informer is entitled to no 
share in the penalty when recovered.*! His title 
thereto depends upon the recovery, and until then 
he has no vested right therein.22 By commencing 
an action, however, he attaches a right in himself 
to the penalty, which cannot be divested by a sub- 
sequent suit, brought by another individual, even 
though’ judgment is first recovered in the second 
suit.2° In order to entitle an informer to his moiety 
of the penalty, it should appear of record that he 
complained or sued for it,3* and this within the 
time limited by the statute;5 otherwise the whole 
penalty goes to the state.** By statute it is in some 
instances made discretionary with the court to re- 
duce the share to be paid to the informer or even 
to adjudge that no portion thereof be paid to him.37 
It is against public policy to allow an informer 
who is also an accomplice or participant in the pe- 
nalized act to be awarded a share of the penalty.8 

Action by informer for share of penalty. When 
a penal action which has been brought by the fed- 
eral government is settled or continued without the 
consent of one claiming an informer’s share, or 
where the amount of the penalty has been recovered, 
but not distributed, proceedings for such portion 
must be taken by the informer in the court where 
the action was brought.®® If the question as to who 
are the informers is disputed, such action must 
then be tried in the same court which tried the 
penal action.*° 


* FINES MANDATORUM DOMINI REGIS PER 
RESCRIPTA SUA (SCIL. BREVIA) DILIGEN- 


TUR SUNT OBSERVANDI.! 
FINGER PRINTS.1% The tracings of physical 


502, 21 SE 968, 117 N. C. 228, 23 SE | Super, 534. : 36. State v. Smith, 64 Me. 423; 
264: State.v. Marietta, ete., R. Co., 29. State v. Oriol, 49 La. Ann.|Com. v. Howard, 13 Mass. 221; Com. 
108 N. C. 24, 12 SE 1041; Katzenstein | 442, 21 S 634; State v. Hannibal, |v. Frost, 5 Mass. 53; State v. Smith, 
VaRaleigh meter Winer Con 64 sNienG.\lete, ior. Co., 89°) Mo. 51. 1° SW 1335) | 49 NE 156.6; Amik S300 | 

688. See also Platteville v. Bell, 43 |} State v. Wabash, etc., R. Co., 89 37. See statutory provisions; and 


Wis. 488 (holding provision not ap- 


plicable to a penalty imposed by |by, 139 N. C. 583, 
municipal ordinance). i Z fa] A. 
' -fa] Such a constitutional provi- | appropriating 


gion refers only to such penalties 


‘as by the several statutes imposing preclude the 


not 


Mo, 562, 1 SW 130; State v. Maults- 


constitutional 
the clear proceeds of 
all penalties to the school fund does 


Hawke v. Mackenzie, [1902] 2 K. B. 
234 ‘holding that notwithstanding 
the Betting Act [1853] § 9 a metro- 
politan police magistrate who im- 
poses a penalty on a defendant 
charged on an information with an 
offense under that act has, by the 


51 SE 956. 
provision 


legislature from 


hall accrue to the state. | authorizing qui tam actions for pen- L g 
oan v. Missouri Pac. R, Co., 71 | alties. State v. Maultsby, 139 N. C.| Metropolitan Police Courts Act 
Mo. 434; Barnett v. Atlantic, etc., R.|583, 51 SE 956. [1839] § 34 a discretion to deprive 
Co., 68 Mo. 56, 30 AmR 773; State v. 30. Marvin v. Trout, 199 U. S.|the informer of any share in the 
Marietta, etc, R. Co., 108 N. C. 24, )212, 26 SCt 31, 50 Li ed. 157. penalty, even though the informer 


12 SE 1041; Katzenstein v. Raleigh, 31. Lalumiere v. MBouthillier, 8 Hey eo guilty of no corrupt prac- 
: PSN. IOnOS Ss ue, Pr. 47. ice). ; 
ak BG os v. Fowler, 27 Wis. nee Ursin vin coonnor; ee a ish eet Besa Ba Case, 41 ae Conre 
ovo Was. 61), 11 SCt: 229) 34 iy ed! 8605 “Com. opinion of attorney-general), 
EIS Sle aae at at v. Welch, 2 Dana (Ky.) 330. nie B anenG ae a 6 ee (ee 
22.. i , ete, R. Co. v. State, Impairment of vested rights see ; 4. ed. : he Josefa Se- 
2 ae Bn Constitutional Law § 556. gunda, 10 Wheat. (U. S.) 312, 6 L. 
23. Judy v. Thompson, 156 Ind. 33. State v. Smith, 64 Me. 423; ed. 829%) Uy S. v. George, 258m. Cas, 
533, 60 NE 270; Indianapolis v. Fair- | Dozier v. Williams, 47 Miss. 605; No. 15,197, 8 Blatchf. 37; Westcot 
child, 1 Ind. 315. Pike v. Madbury, 12 N. H. 262;|v. Bradford, 29 F. Cas. No. 17,429, 4 
fal The fines referred to in such|Beadleston v. Sprague, 6 Johns. ADRS I Ae C. 492 [dist The Brig Hol- 
a constitutional provision are pose GNP.) 0: ‘i : ietal reve 12 F. Cas. No. 6,608, 1 Mason 
im d by law as a punishment for [a] In prosecutions for penalties, F 
Gos: and. not those Ppecoverable in |in which the whole or a part goes {a] Where the penalty has been 


civil actions. State v. Indiana, etc.,/to the 


informer or prosecutor, 


he | recovered and the amount disbursed, 


3 é EH 817, 18 |who first brings his qui tam action, | jurisdiction of the United States and 
ee bor Eva One Ne Co. v.]/or commences a prosecution by in- | State courts over an independent 
Stephenson, 131 Ind. 203, 80 NE |dictment or information, where that suit for such portion is sovernes 
1082: Southern Express Co. v. Com., |remedy is given by law, appropriates by the general JupieerCuene Dow; 
og Va. 59, 22 SE 809, 41 LRA 436;|to himself and acquires a right of | Sions ie ee s are’, a0 
Platteville v. Bell, 43 Wis. 488. action in the penalty, which action, ham vy. Baik oe Sper tases) a 

24. Beaumont, ete, R. Co. v.|until it is discontinued or otherwise Sache ae WK ya , 2 5 . 
State, (Tex. Civ. A.) 173 SW 641. determined, excludes all. others. | No. Le ones ASOD TD 2: sonit a Sees 
25. Katzenstein v. ee eee com v. Bes use eae Bats eh hae aes A teDe ae Fs 
z - Bradlaugh v. om. v. Vana ss. 5 P| Ole J ‘ fee 
Cire: Sehop. Gas abe 1 ERC 667. |v. Churchill, 5 Mass. 174. scripts eS wee eee po spe ne 
26. In re Burk, 66 Ind. A. 435, 34, State v. Smith, 64 Me. 423; gently observed.’ Aa GE Lee. ee 
118 NE 540 : Com. v. Howard, 13 Mass. 221; Com.| [a] Applied in: umfiel¢ ase, 
27. State v. Messner, 9 N. D. 186, |v. Frost, 5 Mass. 53; State v. Smith, | 5 Coke 86a, 87a, 77 Reprint 185. 
82 NW. 737. — ; 49 N. H. 155, 6 AmR 480. 1%. Cross references: | : 
nese Scranton v. Engel, 39 Pa. 35. See supra § 100. Expert testimony as to identity o 
- By Juan D. Mrranpa (Fines Mandatorum Domini Regis Per Rescripta Sua (Scil. Brevia) Diligentur Sunt 


Observandi—Fire Force inclusive except the Spanish words and phrases). 


L216" [2504554 
characteristics or the lines upon the fingers.1% 

FINING. In the manufacture of glass, the proc- 
ess of melting in which the purified particles sink 
and find their level.? 

FININGS. An article consisting of gelatin con- 
taining a considerable proportion of sulphur-ns acid 
or sulphite as a preservative.® 

FINIQUITO. In Spanish law, the approval of 
an agent’s accounts. 

FINIS. A Latin word denoting the end.® 

FINIS EST AMICABILIS COMPOSITIO ET 
FINALIS CONCORDIA EX CONCENSU ET CON- 
CORDIA DOMINI REGIS VEL JUSTICIARUM. 
Literally ‘‘A fine is an amicable settlement and de- 
cisive agreement by consent and agreement of our 
lord, the king, or his justices.’’ ° 

FINIS FINEM LITIBUS IMPONIT.’ 

FINISH. As a noun. The conclusion or last 
stage of anything.® 

As a verb. To complete.® 


Finished, in the past tense, has been employed 


with respect to a house 1° and a railroad.1+ In the 
furniture trade it has a particular trade meaning 1” 
that an article has been varnished, stained, oiled, 
polished, or the like.*s 

Finishing, in the present tense, has been used 
with respect to goods.1# 

FINIS REI ATTENDENDUS EST.*5 

FINIS TALIS CONCORDIA FINALIS DICITUR 
EO QUOD FINEM IMPONIT NEGOTIO, ADEO 
QUOD NEUTRA PARS LITIGANTIUM, AB EO 
DE CATERO POTEST RECEDERE.'® 
* FINIS UNIUS DIEI EST PRINCIPIUM AL- 


see Criminal Law § 1550 text and 
notes 87, 88, 89. Leg. 


Identity sufficiently established by 17. 


FINGER PRINTS—FIRE ESCAPE 


neither litigant can recede,” 
Max. [cit Coke: Litt. 
A maxim meaning 


TERIUS.17 

FINIUM REGUNDORUM ACTIO. In civil law, 
an action for regulating boundaries.1® 

FIRE. As a noun. The evolution of light and 
heat in the combustion of bodies;'® the visible heat 
or light evolved by the action of a high temperature 
on certain bodies, which are in consequence styled 
inflammable or combustible. 20 

f4.. a verb. . To cause to explode.?+ 

FIREARMS.?? 

FIRE BOARD.?*% 

FIRE BOAT.?4 

FIREBOTE.*® 

FIRE BRICK.?° ; 

FIRE BUG.27 A word of well defined ?* and 
commonly accepted 2° meaning; an incendiary;*° a 

yromaniac.°? 

FIRE CHIEF.*? 

FIRE CLAY.®* 

FIRE COMMISSIONER. £ 

FIRECRACKER.* 

FIRE DAMP. Light carbureted hydrogen,** so 
called from its tendency to explode when mixed 
with atmospheric air and brought into contact with 
flame.*? 

FIRE DEPARTMENT.*® 

FIRE DIRECTOR.®® 

FIRE DISTRICT.*° 

FIRE ENGINE.*! An engine, the primary pur- 
pose of which is to extinguish fires.*? 

FIRE ENGINE HOUSE.*? 

FIRE ESCAPE.** A contrivance or apparatus 


Morgan 28. Blechner v. Kraser, 157 NYS 
pri2r}: 256. 
“The end 29. Blechner v. Kraser, 157 NYS 


see Criminal Law § 1584 text and 
note 55. 
Right to take see Arrest § 73 note 


8344. 
14%. Peo. v. Sallow, 100 Misc. 
(N. Y.) 447, 462 (history, origin, 


and process), 

2. Benjamin v. Chambers, etc., 
Glass Co., 59 Fed. 151, 155, 8 CCA 61. 

3. Sonoma Wine, etc., Co. v. U. S., 
123 Fed. 999, 1000. 

4. Escriche Diccionario. 
Agency § 401 et seq. 

5. State v. Twenty-First Judicial 
Dist. Democratic Committee, 122 La. 
83, 90, 47 S 405. 

6o Black yi D. 

7. A maxim meaning “A fine puts 
an end to litigation.” Peloubet Leg. 
Max. 

[a] Applied in: State v. Lee, 65 
Conn. 265, 271, 30 A 1110, 48 AmSR 
202, 27 LRA 498; Fermor’s Case, 3 
Coke 77a, 78b, 76 Reprint 8U0. 

8. Standard D. 

9. Webster D. [quot Stewart v. 
Keteltas, 22 N. Y. Super. 261, 282]; 
Davis, etce., Temperature Controlling 


See 


Co. v. Tagliabue, 159 Bed. 712, 713, 
86 CCA 466. 

{a] “Finish sound.” — Franklin 
Mfg. Co. v. Lamson, etc., Mfg. Co., 


189 Mass. 344, 345, 75 NE 624. 

10. Robbins v. Blodgett, 121 Mass. 
584, 586. 

11. In re Bartol, 182 Pa. 407, 410, 
88 A 527. 

12. In re Herrman, 56 Fed. 477, 
479, 5 CCA 582. 

13. In re Herrman, 56 Fed. 477, 
479, 5 CCA 582. 

14. Hardcastle v. Jones, 3 B. & S. 
153, 161, 113°: HCL 153, 122: Reprint’59. 

15. A maxim meaning “The end of 
a thing is to be attended to.” Bou- 
vier L. D* [cit Coke Inst. p 78]. 

16. A maxim meaning “A final 
concord is that by which an end is 
put to the business, from which end 


For later cases, developments and changes in the law see cumulative Annotations 


of one day is the beginning of an- 
other.””’ Wharton L. Lex. 

18. Bouvier L. D. [cit 1 Mackel- 
dey Civ. Law § 271). 

Judicial proceedings to determine 
boundaries see Boundaries § 278 et 
seq 

19. Webster D. [quot Western 
Woolen Mill Co. v. Northern Assur. 
Co. of London, 139 Fed. 637, 638, 72 
CCA 1; Sun Ins. Office of London v. 


Western Woolen Mill Co., 72 Kan. 
41, 58, 82 P 518 (per Porter, J.)]. 
20. Century D. [quot Western 


Woolen Mill Co. v. Northern Assur. 
Co. of London, 139 Fed. 637, 639). 

{a] “Combustion” distinguished. 
—‘‘Fire is always caused by com- 
bustion, but combustion does not al- 
ways cause fire. The word ‘spon- 
taneous’ refers to the origin of the 
combustion. It means the internal 
development of heat without the ac- 
tion of an external agent. Combus- 
tion, or spontaneous combustion, may 
become so rapid as to produce fire; 
but, until it does so, combustion 
cannot be said to be fire.’ Western 
Woolen Mill Co. v. Northern Assur. 
Co, sof London, 139seMed. 637; «639: 
See also Combustion, 11 C. J. p 
1231. 

21. Webster Int. D. 

{a] “Firing a large sized Colt’s 
revolving pistol,” etc., as used in an 
indictment see Shepherd v. State, 54 
Ind. 25, 28. 

22. See Weapons [40 Cye 852]. 


23. See Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 295, 542]. 
24. See Municipal Corporations 


[28. Cye 13121. 

25. See Bote 9 C. J. p 142; Com- 
mon Lands § 13. 

26. See Chamotte 11 C. J. p 228; 
Brick 9¥ Cos p 4LG; 

27. Words imputing arson as libel- 
ou see Libel and Slander [25 Cyc 


256. 
[a] “The term ‘firebug’ was coined 


as a popular phrase referring to per-. 


sons guilty of the crime of arson 
about 20 years ago.” Blechner v. 
Kraser, 157 NYS 256. 

30. Webster Int. D. [quot Blech- 
ner v. Kraser, 157 NYS 256]. 

31. Webster Int. D. [quot Blech- 
ner v. Kraser, 157 NYS 256]. 

32. See Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cye 548]. 

33. See Clay 11 C. J. p 882. 

34. See Municipal Corpcrations 
[28-Cye"5 42]. 

35. See Explosives ante p 180. 

36. Wells v. Sutherland Coal, etc., 
Co., 116 Va. 1003, 38 SE 384, 385. 

37. Wells v. Sutherland Coal, etc., 
Co., 116 Va, 1003,°88 SH 384, 385. 


38. See Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cyc 540]. 

39. See Municipal Corporations 
[28 Cyc 548]. 

40. See Municipal Corporations 


28 Cyc 293]. 
41. Fire engine: 
Care required of driver of, in cross- 
ing street car tracks see Street 
Railways [86 Cye 1561]. 
Liability to taxation see Taxation 
[37 Cye 876]. 
Right of way on a street see High- 
ways [387 Cyc 274]. 
42. Des Moines” Water Co.’s App., 
48 Iowa 324, 329. 
43. Fire engine house: ; 
[29..- Cyc 


Nuisance see ‘Nuisances 
1174]. 
Power to acquire property for see 
Corporations [28 Cyc 


Municipal 
643]. 
Panaeon of see Taxation [37 Cyc 
76]. 
44, Fire escape: 
Jurisdiction of: 
Factory inspector over see Munici- 


pal Corporations [28 Cye 540]. 
Health Department see Health. 


, Same title, page and note number. 


eR es. ER anion Bhd ee eee 
eeupants to cape with: | . "FIRE FORCE.*¢ 


“Master ge see taster and Servant [26 | Seeceaiat oe: in deed see Deeds 
ye al: 
| Power of Tes laiare to require erec- aa. English L. D. 


tion and maintenance of see Con-| 46. Seo Municipal Corpses een ‘ 


of: 
lore 1081]. _ stitutional Law § 1069. [28 Cye 544]. 
Landlord and ‘Tenant Putting on building under police 

rs power, as porseucure for violation 
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